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United  States 
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PROCEEDINGS  AND  DEBATES  OF  THE  pg'^  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION 


S^^XT^— Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 


The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond).  i 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Rich- 
ard C.  Halverson,  D.D..  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let  us  pray.  ^  ,^„ 

Unless  the  Lord  watches  over  the 
city  the  watchman  stays  awake  in 
raiA.-Psalm  127:  1  (RSV). 

Sovereign  Lord,  no  mdividual  or 
group  rf  individuals  take  more  serious- 
ly national  security  than  the  Senate. 
Thou  hast  given  us  minds  witn  tne 
ability  to  reason,  reflect  and  remem- 
ber and  Thou  dost  expect  us  to  use 
our'  intellectual  powers  to  work  on  na- 
tional defense  in  all  its  complexity. 

But  the  history  of  Thy  people,  Lord, 
indicates  that  often.  Thou  hast  been 
their  most  secure  defense,  whether  it 
was  Moses  and  the  Pharaoh.  Joshua  at 
Jericho.  Gideon  and  his  tiny  army  61 
300.  or  David  and  Goliath.         ^    .      , 
We  are  not  in  danger,  dear  God.  or 
trusting  Thee  to  the  neglect  of  a  ra- 
tional  approach  to  defense,   but  we 
may  imperil  our  security  by  trusting 
our  own  ingenuity  to  the  neglect  of  a 
reasonable  faith  in  Thee.  Having  done 
our  best  collective  thinking,  gracious 
God  may  we  not  be  guilty  of  indiffer- 
ence to  our  dependence  upon  Thee.  In 
the  name  of  Him  whose  triumph  in 
history  is  certain.  Amen. 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  July  18.  1983) 

of  the  rules  and  precedents  pf  the 
Senate.  But  I  have  to  confess  that  I 
was  simply  overwhelmed  this  morning 
when  my  friend  the  minority  leader 
turned  to  me  and  said  our  distm- 
guifihed  Chaplain  did  not  use  the  Kmg 
James  version  this  morning.  I  not  only 
feel  inadequate.  I  feel  guilty. 
Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  majority  leader 

yield?  -  ,    .  ,^ 

Mr.  BAKER:  Yes.  I  yield. 

Mr  BYRD.  In  the  King  James  ver- 
sion, the  passage  is  this:  "Except  the 
Lord  keep  the  city,  the  watchman 
waketh  but  in  vain." 

Mr  BAKER.  I  have  an  Apple  com- 
puter at  home.  Mr.  President,  but  it  is 
not  that  good.  \ 

Mr  BYRD.  I  did  not  meaii  to  be  crit- 
ical of  the  Chaplain.  I  just^  wanted  to 
comment. 


wife  Heririetta,  and  his  five 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 
The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Chair. 


EXCEPT  THE  LORD  KEEP  THE 
CITY  •  •  * 

Mr  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  mi- 
nority leader  makes  me  feel  inad- 
equate in  many  ways,  most  often  m 
terms  of  our  comparative  knowledge 


FRANK  REYNOLDS. 
7  ANCHORMAN    \ 
Mr   BAKER.  Mr.  Rresiderit.  I  have 
another  comment  to!  make  of  a  far 
sadder  nature.   It  was  with  genuine 
sadness  that  I  learned  this  morning  of 
the  death  of  ABC  television  anchor- 
man Frank,  Reyaulds.  I  have  known 
Frank  Reynolds  a  long  time,  not  only 
by  reason  of  his  outstanding  perform- 
ance as  a  broadcast  journalist,  but  also 
as  an  acquaintance  for  many   years. 
Many  of  us  who  knew  Frank  Reynolds 
knew  that  he  was  sick  and  had  been  in 
the  hospital  since  April.  But  I  do  n9t 
think  many  of  us  knew  or  fully  under- 
stood how  sick  he  was.  Last  evening,  1 
learned  from  my  daughter  that  he  was 
very  ill,  and  this  morning  I  learned 
that  he  had  died. 

Since  joining  ABC  News  in  1965. 
Frank  Reynolds  was  an  omnipresent 
fixture  in  broadcast  journalism.  His 
coverage  of  events,  both  at  home  and 
abroad,  won  him  praise  from  TV  crii- 
ics  and  viewers  from  all  over  the  coun- 
try Perhaps  it  was  his  commitment  to 
an  enlightened  electorate  that  made 
him  the  success  that  he  truly  was. 

On  behalf  of  the  entire  Senate.  I 
want    to   extend   my    sympathies    to 


led  tK^de 


Frank's 

sons.  ,       ,  .^  J 

The  family  has  lost  a  fme  father  and 
husband,  and  we  have  lost  a  great 
American. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  week's  poem  "Thoughts 
of  Death"  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  poem 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Thoughts  of  Death 

Thoughts  of  death 

Crowd  over  my  happiness 

Like  dark  clouds       ^ 

Over  the  silver  sickle  of  the  moon. 

Death  comes  to  some 

Like  a  grizzled  gangster.       \ 

Clubbing  in  the  night;  ^ 

To  some  \ 

Like  an  obstinate  captain      < 

Steadily  besieging  barriers: 

To  some  like  a  brown  adder    ^^ 

Lurking  in  the  violet-speckled  IXjderbrush; 

To  some  , 

Like  a  gentle  nuy^e  i 

Taking  their  toys  and  stroking  their  hot 

\  brows. 
DeatVi  Will  (^meito  you,  I  think. 
Like  an  old  shrewd  gardener 
Culling  his  rarest  blossom  ...         „^^^^ 
5  ^      —Sterling  A.  Brown. 

Mr  BYRD  addressed  the  Chair. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER    (Mr. 
Symms).  The  minority  leader. 

Mr   BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  guess  I 
remember   Frank   Reynolds   best   be- 
cause of  that  occasion  foUowmg  the 
assassination   attempt   on   the   Presi- 
dent,  when   it   had   been   announced 
that  Mr.  Brady  had  died;  then  shortly 
after  that  announcement  was  made, 
there  was  an  announcement  correctmg 
that  report.  I  noted  that  Frank  Reyn- 
olds   was    obviously    upset.    He    was 
happy  to  hear  that  it  was  incorrect, 
that  Brady  had  not  died,  but  he  was 
very  upset  at  the  inaccuracy  in  report- 
ing. He  was  obviously  angry  when  he 
said,  "Let's  get  it  straight!" 

I  join  with  the  majority  leader  and  I 
thank  him  for  yielding  at  this  pomt.  I 
join  him  in  saying  that  I  was  saddened 
ta  hear  this  morning  of  the  death  of 
Frank  Reynolds.  He  represented  the 
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best  of  his  profession.  He  was  tough; 
he  could  be  tender.  His  voice  was  fa- 
miliar to  all  of  us.  He  spoke  with  au- 
thority and  compassion. 

He  came  to  ABC  in  1965.  He  had  cov- 
ered it  all— the  White  House,  at  times 
the  Congress,  Vietnam,  the  Middle 
East— and  he  had  accomplished  his 
work  with  distinction. 

I  had  recently  missed  him  at  his 
anchor  spot  on  the  ABC  World  News 
Tonight.  It  was  a  sad  shock  to  learn  of 
his  death  this  morning  at  age  59. 

He  will  be  missed  by  his  wife  and 
five  sons,  and  our  hearts  go  out  to 
them.  He  will  also  be  missed  by  the 
millions  who  watched  him  anchor  the 
ABC  news. 

Prank  Reynolds  once  said: 

The  most  satisfying  aspect  of  our  profes- 
sion is  that  we  h£lp  people  understand  what 
is  going  on. 

He  lived  up  to  that  task,  and  he  was 
a  professional. 

Frank  Reynolds  once  said,  during 
the  Iranian  hostage  crisis  that  at 
times  seemed  never  to  have  an  end,  "I 
didn't  like  sending  the  country  to  bed 
each  night  with  bad  feelings." 

He  was  a  compassionate  journalist. 

Prank  Reynolds  once  said  about  his 
profession:  "We  have  a  responsibility 
to  get  it  right."  And  he  was  right.  The 
media  has  a  responsibility  to  get  it 
right. 

He  said,  'The  first  responsibility  is 
accuracy."  He  was  that  Icind  of  man. 

He  was  a  consummate  journalist.  He 
will  be  missed  by  his  profession  and 
the  public  that  had  grown  to  admire 
him  these  many  years. 

I  thank  the  majority  leader  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  as  an- 
nounced last  evening,  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  special  orders  provided  for, 
there  will  be  a  period  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business  that 
.will  run  until  11  a.m.  unless  other  pro- 
visions are  made  before  that  time,  in 
which  Senators  may  speak  for  not 
more  than  2  minutes  each. 

At  11  a.m.,  the  Senate  will  resume 
consideration  of  S.  675,  at  which  time 
the  Tower  amendment.  No.  1525.  will 
be  the  pending  question. 

Mr.  President,  I  anticipate  that  the 
Senate  will  be  fully  engaged  for  this 
day  and  perhaps  into  the  evening.  I 
intend  to  ask  the  Senate  to  remain  in 
as  long  as  the  managers  of  the  bill  feel 
that  we  can  do  useful  work. 

I  have  nothing  further  this  morning. 
'  I  yield  to  the  minority  leader  any 
.  time  I  have  remaining  under  the 
standing  order. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield  back  my  time  to 
the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


Mr.  President,  I  understand  now 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Colorado  and  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Minnesota  wish  to  reverse 
the  sequence  of  their  special  orders,  so 
that  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  will 
be  first  and  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do will  be  second.  Following  them  will 
be  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia. 

I  make  that  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
DURENBERGER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Dureuberger)  is  rec- 
ognized for  not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 


EL  SALVADOR  AND  UNITED 
STATES  FOREIGN  POLICY  IN 
CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, 2  days  ago.  I  spoke  at  some 
length  on  this  floor  about  Central 
America.  I  expressed  my  concern  that 
so  many  Americans  are  basically  igno- 
rant of  this  region,  and  I  stressed  two 
points.  First,  I  urged  that  we  must 
make  people  more  aware  of  the  impor- 
tance of  Central  America.  Second,  I 
stated  that  we  must  accoimt  for  the 
diversity  of  views  which  people  will 
hold.  In  particular,  I  noted  that  we  un- 
fortunately seem  to  rely  on  special 
commissions  every  time  we  face,  a 
logjam  in  our  political  system. 

I  want  to  reiterate  those  views 
today,  and  add  some  thoughts  con- 
cerning the  pitfalls  of  the  course  in 
which  we  may  now  be  heading. 

It  is  a  truism  of  American  foreign 
policy  that  it  cannot  succeed  in  any 
venture  unless  it  is  based  on  a  biparti- 
san consensus.  Unfortunately,  we  seem 
to  get  farther  and  farther  from  that 
situation  every  day. 

This  .derives  from  a  number  of 
things.  Partly,  of  course,  it  reflects  the 
fact  that  we  are  a  very  diverse  coun- 
try, and  that  our  political  system  i^ 
pluralist,  encouraging  differing  views 
about  any  issue.  Partly,  it  reflects  as 
well  the  fact  that  we  remain  insular  in 
many  respects.  It  iff  frustrating  to  see 
how  little  Americans  know  of  the 
world  around  them,  particularly  at  a 
time  when  we  are  ever  more  interde- 
pendent with  the  rest  of  the  world.  Fi- 
nally, of  course,  there  is  the  legacy  of 
Vietnam:  suspiciousness,  wounded 
pride,  anger,  and  ambiguity.  These 
things  profoundly  affect  our 'view  of 
foreign  policy. 

To  some  extent,  all  three  of  the  fac- 
tors I  mentioned  appear  in  our  ap- 
proach to  Central  America.  We  bring 
diverse  views  to  the  subject.  Some 
people  are  deeply  concerned  about  the 
growth  of  Marxist  governments  in  the 
region.  Others  are  deeply  concerned 


about  the  brutality  and  squalor  which 
characterize  so  many  of  the  nations  in 
that  area.  Still  others  view  the  situa- 
tion in  terms  of  economic  self-interest. 
Under  the  circumstances,  it  is  difficult 
to  find  a  consensus. 

But  in  addition  to  diversity  of  views, 
we  bring  as  well  a  large  measure  of  ig- 
norance. I  noted  2  days  ago  that  I  was 
perhaps  overly  confcerned  by  the  fact 
that  so  many  of<uie  Members  of  the 
Senate  were  compelled  to  look  at  a 
map  of  Central  America  to  understand 
the  geography  of  the  region.  But,  at  a 
less  prosaic  level,  consider  the  fact 
that  the  President  and  others  seem  to 
feel  that  the  only  way  they  can  drive 
home  the  importance  of  Central 
America  to  most  of  our  citizens  is  by 
invoking  the  specter  of  hordes  of  'feet 
people"  crossing  our  borders  and 
taking  our  jobs.  It  is  a  bitter  commen- 
tary on  both  the  failure  of  most  Amer- 
icans to  know  anything  about  their 
neighbors  and  on  the  apparent  neces- 
sity for  rhetorical  excess  in  our  politi- 
cal system. 

Finally,  let  us  not  forget  that  our 
policy  in  Central  America  is  haunted 
by  the  memories  of  Vietnam.  To  some 
people,  Vietnam  suggests  that  we 
should  never  again  involve  ourselves  in 
foreign  policy  unless  it  is  on  the  side 
of  the  angels.  To  others,  Vietnam  sug- 
gests that  we  must  somehow  restore 
our  credibility  as  a  superpower. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  not 
surprising  that  our  policy  toward  Cen- 
tral America  has  been  so  chaotic  for  so 
long.  As  I  noted  in  testimony  4  years 
ago,  we  seem  too  often  to  approach 
this  region  with  alternating  cycles  of 
panic  and  neglect.  Right  now,  we  are 
in  a  panic  cycle.  Everything  seems 
marked  by  excess.  Against  those  who 
talk  of  stemming  the  threat  of  Rus- 
sian military  bases  in  the  region,  we 
have  those  who  talk  of  abrogating  any 
role  in  the  region,  preferring  to  let  a 
presumed  liberation  take  its  course. 
Still  others,  of  course,  talk  of  stem- 
ming a  tide  of  refugees,  apparently  by 
rushing  into  some  kind  of  Marshall 
plan. 

Given  this  situation,  it  is  vital  that 
we  find  our  way  out.  That's  why  the 
idea  of  a  special  Presidential  comhiis- 
sion  appealed  to  so  many  people,  in- 
cluding this  Senator. 

By  finding  a  group  of  wise  men,  it 
was  thought,  we  could  overcome  the 
paralysis  of  our  political  system.  We 
could  bridge  the  diverse  views  of  our 
citizens.  We  could  gain  a  sophisticated 
grasp  of  the  importance  of  Central 
America.  We  could  avoid  either  the 
catastrophic  consequences  of  a  mili- 
tary engagement  or  the  equally  disas- 
trous outcome  of  a  regional  collapse. 

We  probably  expected  too  much. 

The  membership  list  of  the  special 
commission  has  been  announced.  The 
members  are  all  eminent  Americans, 


and  all  deserve  our  respect,  as  well  as 
our  thanks  for  serving. 

But  we  must  be  concerned,  I  feel, 
that  the  commission  will  not  be  able  to 
fulfill  the  inflated  expectations  with 
which  many  of  us  approached  it. 

No  commission,  of  course,  can  ulti- 
mately make  up  for  the  paralysis  of  a 
political  system.  Commissions  can  only 
assist,  not  replace,  a  system  of  deci- 
sionmaking. But  if  they  are  to  assist- 
particularly  when  we  need  a  bipartisan 
consensus— they  must  demonstrate  a 
wide  range  of  views.  I  fear  that  this 
commission  may  not. 

I  am  struck  by  the  relative  homoge- 
neity of  views  among  those  who  were 
named.  I  am  struck  as  well  by  how  few 
of  the  members  have  any  substantive 
background  in  Central  American  af- 
fairs. Clearly,  every  member  is  well  in- 
formed about  current  affairs,  and 
many  have  extensive  experience  in 
foreign  policy.  Henry  Kissinger  is  a 
good  example.  But  I  see  no  names 
which  I  usually  associate  with  ranking 
scholarship  in  the  region.  And  I  see  no 
names  which  I  usually  associate  with 
some  of  the  more  diverse  views  held  in 
our  country. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  stands  in 
contrast  to  this  commission  in  one  im- 
portant respect.  Its  membership  was 
drawn  from  among  the  most  knowl- 
edgeable people  in  the  field  of  strate- 
gic arms.  Like  the  new  commission  on 
Central  America,  of  course,  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  was  largely  com- 
prised 01  people  experienced  in  the 
making  of  policy.  That  is  a  vital  ele- 
ment if  any  commission  is  to  be  more 
than  a  sterile  and  ineffective  body. 
But  the  Scowcroft  Conmiission  reflect- 
ei  deep,  professional  understanding  of 
the  subject  matter  throughout  its 
entire  membership.  I  wish  we  could 
say  the  same  of  the  commission  on 
Central  America. 

If  this  new  commission  is  to  succeed 
in  its  goal  of  assisting  us.  given  its 
membership,  we  must  ask  it  to  focus 
on  one  thing  above  all  else:  the 
manner  in  which  policy  is  made  or  not 
made  in  this  country  with  respect  to 
Central  America.  I  hope  that  we  can 
make  a  virtue  out  of  a  vice,  and  ask 
this  .commission  to  give  us  the  benefit 
of  its  expertise  in  the  making  of 
policy.  We  clearly  cannot  ask  it  for  ex- 
pertise on  Central  America. 

The  making  of  policy— the  means  by 
which  questions  are  asked  and  alterna- 
tives posed— is  crucial  to  the  success  of 
any  policy,  no  matter  how  thoughtful 
its  premises.  In  this  area,  I  believe,  we 
can  and  should  ask  for  an  objective  as- 
sessment of  just  how  well  our  policy  is 
doing,  just  where  it  is  leading  us,  and 
just  what  we  must  do  to  restore  an  ele- 
ment of  informed  choice  of  our  analy- 
sis 

These  are  not  abstract  concerns,  fit 
only  for  a  classroom  in  civics.  The 
making  of  policy  defines  the  substance 
of  policy.  Just  2  nights  ago,  the  Vice 


President  cautioned  us  once  again  that 
we  should  not  mistake  El  Salvador  for 
Vietnam.  He  was  correct.  We  should 
not,  and  the  analogy  has  often  been 
overdrawn. 

But  if  Vietnam  can  teach  us  any- 
thing, it  can  teach  us  about  the 
making  of  policy.  If  the  new  commis- 
sion is  to  succeed,  given  its  member- 
ship, we  must  ask  it  to  address  this 
question.  It  does  have  expertise  in  the 
area  of  decisionmaking,  and  I  hope  we 
will  be  able  to  draw  on  it.  The  lessons 
of  Vietnam,  after  all,  are  lessons  about 
the  failure  of  policy,  not  simply  les- 
sons about  military  tactics. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  understandable 
and  problably  unavoidable  that  the 
specter  of  further  fighting  throughout 
Central  America  will  invite  compari- 
son, to  our  policy  in  Vietnam.  Too 
.;  often,  the  metaphors  which  are  drawn 
between  Vietnam  and  El  Salvador  are 
powerful,  compelling,  easily  under- 
stood, and  totally  wrong.  As  the  histo- 
rian Ernest  May  has  cautioned  us,  we 
must  avoid  the  temptation  to  seek 
"lessons  from  the  past"  unless  we  are 
very  careful  to  distinguish  the  past 
from  the  present.  -^ 

It  seems  that  every  schoolchild  now 
knows  Santayana's  famous .  epigram 
that  "those  who  do  not  remember  the 
past  are  condemned  to  repeat  it." 
Given  the  traumatic  history  of  our 
recent  past  in  Southeast  Asia,  it  is  un- 
derstandable that  so  many  people  re- 
member it  and  draw  parallels  to  Viet- 
nam. 

Offisifiils  in  the  Government  have 
gone  to*  great  pains  to  point  out.  as 
they  should,  why  El  Salvador  is  not 
Vietnam.  Let  me  make  clear  that  I 
accept  many  of  these  points.  Specifi- 
cally, let  me  make  clear  from  the 
outset  what  I  do  not  believe  about  our 
policy  in  Central  America. 

First,  I  do  not  believe  that  it  would 
be  as  militarily  difficult  for  the  United 
States  to  sustain  an  effort  in  El  Salva- 
dor as  in  Vietnam.  Lines  of  communi- 
cation would  favor  us  rather  than  an 
adversary,  and  we  would  be  dealing 
with  a  region  in  which  the  vast  majori- 
ty of  countries  would  probably  be 
more  supportive  than  not. 

Second,  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
much-malined  domino  theory  is  bank- 
rupt. While,  like  any  other  metaphor, 
this  one  invites  simplification,  it  seems 
to  me  to  represent  fundamental  geopo- 
litical reality.  Certainly,  the  predic- 
tions of  those  who  invoked  it  in  Indo- 
china seem  to  be  more  borne  out  than 
not.  It  is  quite  likely  that  a  widening 
of  the  fighting  in  Central  America 
would  ultimately  produce  coixse- 
quences  beyond  the  borders  of  El  Sal- 
vador. It  already  has. 

Third,  I  do  not  believe  that  combat 
against  guerrilla  insurgents  is  some- 
how "uhwinnable."  whether  conducted 
by  foreign  or  local  troops.  Guerrillas 
are  not  invincible  just  because  they 
are  guerrillas.  If  they  succeed,  they  do 


so  either  because  support  for  their  op- 
ponents erodes  over  time  or  because 
the  troops  they  fight  are  badly  trained 
and  led. 

Finally,  and  perhaps  ironically.  I  do 
not  believe  that  either  our  policy  in 
Indochina   or   our   policy   in   Central 
America  represents  a  case  of  break- 
down in  our  political  system  of  checks 
and  balances.  Just  as  there  were  no 
malignant   people  trying  to   drag  us 
into  a  war  in  Vietnam,  so  there  are  no 
malignant  people  trying  to  sneak  us 
into  a  conflict  in  Central  America.  As 
Leslie  Gelb  and  other  serious  students 
of  the  Vietnam  era  have  noted,  the 
irony  oi  our  policymaking  is  that  the 
policy  failed  but  the  system  of  politi- 
cal decisionmaking  worked.  Decision- 
making did  what  it  was  supposed  to 
do— sustain  and  carry  out  a  relatively 
centrist  course  of  policy  reflecting  the 
preferences  of  the  political  leadership. 
I  realiize  that  this  is  a  provocative 
statement,  and  I  intend  to  use  it  as  my 
point  of  departure  for  arguing  that,  if 
there  are  some  parallels  betwen  Viet- 
nam and  El  Salvador  that  should  be 
rejected,  there  are  some  that  should   , 
not.   I   am   disturbed.   Mr.    President, 
that  the  pattern  by  which  decisions 
are  increasingly  being  made  with  re- 
spect to  Central  America  is  one  which 
is  strikingly  reminiscent  of  the  mis-" 
takes  we  made  20  years  ago.  The  paral- 
lel between  Vietnam  and  El  Salvador 
does  not  lie  in  terrain  similarities  or  in 
the  nature  of  operations  against  insur- 
gent   forces.    The    situation    on    the 
ground,  the  tactical  reality,  is  sharply 
different  in  El  Salvador,  and  it  is  fool- 
ish   to    pretend    otherwise.    But  -the 
manner  by  which  we  seem  to  be  ap- 
proaching our  policy  is  quite  similar  to 
policymaking  in  those  years,  and  it  is 
this   parallel,   I  believe,   which   bears 
closer  attention. 

Serious  students  of  the  Pentagon 
papers  and  other  evidence  from  th^ 
Vietnam  years  agree  on  the  broad  out- 
lines of  decisionmaking  as  it  occurred. 
Very  simply,  the  difficulty  was  that  we 
made  and  sustained  a  broad  and  open- 
ended  commitment,  enshrined  that 
commitment  in  terms  of  a  large  doc- 
trine, and  thereafter  were  forced  to 
live  bound  up  in  a  number  of  dilem- 
mas. It  was  not  the  scale  of  violence  in 
Vietnam  which  determine  our  commit- 
ment. Rather  a  preexisting  commit- 
ment, taken  without  much  thought, 
led  us  to  up  the  ante  over  time.  It  was 
policy,  not  circuntstances,  that  dictat- 
ed the  escalation.  We  were  not 
dragged  in,  hapless  and  helpless. 

Senior  policymakers  were  clearly 
aware  from  the  outset  that  each  step 
,^hey  took  would  at  best  sUve  off  disas- 
ter rather  than  resolve  the  pi-oblem. 
Instead,  we  had  made  a  broad  commit- 
ment, and  it  was  that  commitment, 
combined  with  the  changing  nature  of 
the  situtation,  that  determined  the 
scale   of   our   involvement.    In   other 
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words,  we  were  not  caught  on  a  slip- 
p>ery  slope  greased  for  us  by  narrow- 
minded  bureaucrats  or  wily  guerrillas. 
Policy  was  not  mechanistic.  Each  deci- 
sion was  preceded  by  extensive  debate 
and  ultimately  by  a  realistic  view  of 
the  likelihood  of  success.  The  real 
problem  was  that  our  International 
undertakings  aid  not  accord  with  our 
domestic  commitments. 

Simply  put,  succeeding  administra- 
tions were  governed  by  what  might  be 
called  two  unstated  rules  of  decision- 
maJiing.  First,  do  not  lose  another 
country  to  conmiunism.  Second,  do  not 
fight  a  land  war  in  Asia.  These  two  un- 
stated rules,  contradictory  as  they 
were,  forced  us  into  the  policy  of  in- 
crementalism  which  ultimately  spelled 
our  failure.  It  also  imposed  on  us  a 
number  of  specific  dilemmas,  as  out- 
lined by  Leslie  Gelb  in  his  study  of 
Vietnam.  These  dilemmas  are  worth 
remembering. 

One  dilemma  was  that  as  our  stakes 
increased,  our  leverage  over  the  per- 
formance of  the  South  Vietnaunese 
Government  decreased.  For  example, 
we  remained  committed  to  seeking 
land  reform  throughout  the  war.  But 
our  ability  to  induce  the  Saigon  gov- 
ernment to  undertake  needed  reforms 
diminished  as  our  own  involvement 
grew,  for  the  credibility  of  our  threat 
to  cut  aid  disappeared. 

A  second  dilenmia  was  that  if  we 
sought  to  pressure  the  government 
into  better  performance,  we  raised  the 
prospect  that  the  government  might 
simply  collapse  under  its  own  weight. 
Yet  if  the  government  did  not  change, 
it  would  collapse  from  a  loss  of  sup- 
ix)rt. 

A  third  dilemma  was  that  as  we  tried 
to  place  restraints  on  our  own  policy 
in  order  to  stay  within  the  limits  of 
what  was  acceptable  to  the  majority  of 
Americans,  we  signaled  an  apparent 
lack  of  resolve  and  toughness  to  the 
North  Vietnamese.  Yet  if  we  tried  to 
signal  toughness,  we  faced  severe  con- 
straints at  home. 

It  is  worth  remembering  the  context 
in  which  mjuiy  Vietnam  decisioris  were 
made.  We  forget  how  close  upon  the 
McCarthy  era  our  initial  commitments 
occurred.  Careers  had-  been  ruined 
simply  over  such  issues  as  whether  one 
had  served  in  China  in  the  State  De- 
partment. More  important,  however, 
the  1950"s  and  1960s  were  a  period  in 
which  most  Americans  believed  that 
the  threat  of  communism  was  indivisi- 
ble. The  dominant  historical  lesson  of 
the  time  was  the  one  which  had  appar- 
ently been  taught  by  Munich  in  1938. 

Given  the  belief  that  we  needed  to 
contain  a  Sino-Soviet  Communist 
menace,  and  given  the  belief  that  this 
menace  was  growing  stronger  every 
day,  it  was  nearly  foreordained  that  a 
country  such  as  Vietnam  would  attract 
our  attention.  Policy  was  aimed  at 
stopping  a  further  gain  for  commu- 


nism, and  Vietnam  represented  an  im- 
minent problem. 

Just  as  important,  however,  our  mili- 
tary leaders  and  others  had  been 
deeply  upset  ^^u^he  conduct  of  the 
Korean  war.  A  generation  which  had 
been  conditioned  by  unconditional  and 
total  victory  was  prone  to  see  the  re- 
sults in  Korea  as  a  bitter  loss,  over 
looking  the  fact  that  American  arms 
had  succeeded  in  their  goal— the 
checking  of  aggression.  As  a  result, 
there  grew  up  a  strong  "Never  Again" 
club  within  the  military,  shaped  by 
the  deep  conviction  that  we  should 
never  again  fight  a  land  war  in  Asia, 
particularly  with  incremental  meth- 
ods. There  was  thus  very  little  profes- 
sional military  sentiment  in  favor  of 
introducing  troops  into  Southeast 
Asia,  particularly  if  we  would  intro- 
duce them  in  dribbles. 

So  we  had  two  strong  political  im- 
peratives which,  in  their  simplest 
form,  could  be  translated  as  "Don't 
lose,  but  don't  fight."  What  was  the 
result? 

As  the  ineptitude  of  the  Saigon  gov- 
ernment, coupled  with  the  success  of 
Communist  forces,  brought  South 
Vietnam  close  to  collapse  in  the  early 
1960's,  we  began  to  respond  tit  for  tat. 
Nobody  wanted  to  argue  for  massive 
troop  commitments,  but  nobody 
wanted  to  lose,  either.  Most  impor- 
tant, nobody  wanted  to  consider  that 
today's  increment  is  tomorrow's  down- 
payment.  The  horizon  of  policy  was 
foreshortened. 

In  1961,  Gen.  Maxwell  Taylor  and 
Special  Assistant  Walt  Rostow  visited 
Vietnam  to  assess  the  situation  for 
President  Kennedy.  Their  report  was 
gloomy.  They  concluded  that  small 
units  of  fighting  troops  were  neces- 
sary, but  not  sufficient  to  win  a  victo- 
ry. They  stated  that  we  could  not 
handle  the  situation  simply  with  advis- 
ers. Instead  we  would  need  more,  far 
more. 

Their  views  were  selectively  ignored, 
for  their  conclusions  were  simply  too 
painful  to  contemplate  and  their  rec- 
ommendations went  outside  the 
bounds  of  the  acceptable.  Our  commit- 
ment, in  short,  was  not  fed  by  military 
optimism.  Instead,  it  was  fed  by  politi- 
cal necessity  at  least  so  long  as  most 
people  shared  the  view  that  we  needed 
to  contain  communism  in  Southeast 
Asia. 

In  short,  in  a  pattern  which  is  famil- 
iar to  all  of  us  in  government  and  poli- 
tics, we  sought  not  to  solve  a  problem 
so  much  as  to  defer  it,  not  to  win  so 
much  as  to  stave  off  a  loss,  not  to  de- 
velop a  positive  policy  so  much  as  to 
avoid  a  negative  one.  It  was  the  deci- 
sionmaking pattern  during  those 
years,  more  than  anything  else,  which 
brought  us  into  the  war,  a  decision- 
making pattern  characterized  by  com- 
promise among  several  unacceptable 
options. 


Where  did  we  go  wrong?  Fundamen- 
tally, I  believe,  our  error  arose  from 
trying  to  square  the  circle,  from 
boxing  ourselves  into  unacceptable  op- 
tions and  then  seeking  a  compromise, 
rather  than  reexamining  the  options. 
So  long  as  our  policy  commitment— 
our  desire  to  stop  communism  from 
spreading— remained  large,  but  our 
will  to  act  remained  limited,  we  were 
trapped.  Incrementalism  was  the 
result,  not  the  cause,  or  our  failure, 
for  the  real  failure  took  place  here  in 
Washington,  and  not  in  Southeast 
Asia.  We  needed,  but  failed  to  reexam- 
ine our  fundamental  decision  rules. 
We  needed  either  to  pare  our  commit- 
ment or  expand  our  willingness  to  act. 
We  did  neither.  The  result  was  the 
continuing  stalemate  of  those  years. 

Why  do  I  spend  so  much  time  dwell- 
ing on  the  past  when  I  began  this 
statement  by  cautioning  against  the 
temptation  to  use  the  past  as  a  meta- 
phor for  the  present? 

I  do  so  principally  because  I  fear 
that,  when  some  people  try  to  invoke 
the  imagery  of  Vietnam  in  describing 
Central  America,  they  seize  upon  the 
superficial  and  overlook  the  essential. 
If  there  are  any  potential  similarities, 
they  do  not  arise  from  the  fact  that  a 
weak  government  faces  a  challenge 
from  insurgents  armed  by  outside 
powers.  They  arise  from  the  manner 
in  which  decisions  were  made  then, 
and  may  well  be  made  now,  with  re- 
spect to  fundamentally  contradictory 
goals.  I  fear,  Mr.  President,  that  once 
again  we  may  be  trying  to  square  the 
circle. 

The  essence  of  our  policy  in  Vietnam 
can  be  described  in  one  phrase:  "Don't 
lose,  but  don't  win;  instead,  play  for 
time  in  hopes  that  something  will  go 
right,  knowing  that  it  probably  won't." 
Since  we  were  dealing  with  intangi- 
bles, it  was  nearly  inevitable  that  we 
would  seek  to  base  our  policy  on  the 
short-term,  the  pragmatic,  the  meas- 
urable. This  often  meant  the  military, 
despite  the  military's  own  warnings.  It 
meant  that  reform  was  forgotten  as 
our  sense  of  proportion  disappeared. 

Does  this  bear  any  similarity  to  our 
policy  in  Central  America?  Perhaps 
not  yet,  but  it  could. 

First,  the  fundamental  contradiction 
between  our  goals— between  our  com- 
mitments and  our  will— appears  to  be 
increasingly  evident.  Over  time,  we 
hear  more  and  more  about  the  vital 
stakes  which  are  at  issue  in  El  Salva- 
dor, but  wt  also  hear  repeatedly  that 
we  do  not  intend  to  fight  a  major  war. 
This  kind  of  rhetoric  became  very  evi- 
dent during  the  month  of  March  1983. 

On  March  13,  Secretary  of  Defense 
Weinberger,  appearing  on  "Face  the 
Nation",  stated  that  'we'll  all  be  a  lot 
safer"  if  the  Army  of  El  Salvador  pre- 
vails in  its  conflict.  He  reiterated  our 
need  to  stop  the  expansion  of  conunu- 
nism,  in  part  to  preserve  the  security 


of  our  sea  lanes  of  communication 
with  the  NATO  alliance.  This  repre- 
sented a  decided  escalation  in  the 
depth  of  our  commitment— our  stakes, 
if  you  prefer— over  the  days  when  we 
were  simply  willing  to  help  the  govern- 
ment to  r«orm  itself. 

The  next  day,  news  accounts  of  an 
Interview  with  Under  Secretary  of  De- 
fense Ikle  reported  that  he  saw  the  sit- 
uation in  Central  America  as  one  in 
which  the  Soviets  might  turn  the 
region  into  another  Eastern  Europe. 

Also  on  March  14,  Newsweek  carried 
a  quote  by  an  anonymous  White 
House  aid  that— 

This  President  is  not  programmed  to  give 
up  another  country  to  communism.  He  will 
do  whatever  is  necessary  to  win  in  El  Salva- 
dor. 

In  short,  we  began  to  see  the  stakes 
in  Central  America  described  in  in- 
creasingly cataclysmic  terms:  The 
future  of  NATO,  a  Soviet  grasp  on  our 
hemisphere,  and  so  forth.  This  was 
not  just  mere  rhetoric  either.  It  re- 
flected, I  believe,  the  feeling  of  many 
people  in  the  administration,  including 
the  President.  It  was  also  reminiscent 
of  the  stark  views  about  a  worldwide 
threat  which  governed  our  analysis  of 
Vietnam. 

In  his  speech  to  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Manufacturers  on  March  10, 
the  President  discussed  the  impor-  , 
tance  of  Central  America  and  the  Car- 
ibbean in  terms  of  our  sea  lanes  of 
cnmiunication.  He  noted  that  Soviet 
military  planners  would  like  to  throt- 
tle those  lanes,  and  would  like  to 
divert  our  attention  from  Europe  to 
our  own  backyard. 

All  this  is  true.  Without  question,  we 
would  rightly  consider  it  a  grave 
threat  to  our  security  if  Soviet  subma- 
rines got  loose  in  the  Caribbean  and 
began  to  choke  our  sea  lanes.  But  does 
this  mean  that  the  insurgents  in  El 
Salvador  are  carrying  out  a  Soviet 
plan?  What  if  guerrillas  occupy  the 
city  of  Berlin  in  El  Salvador?  Does 
that  presage  a  threat  to  freedom  of 
the  seas?  The  President  certainly 
seemed  to  believe  that  the  two  were 
linked— that  the  battle  in  El  Salvador 
is  a  battle  between  East  and  West  for 
control  of  the  hemisphere.  No  wonder 
the  stakes  are  high,  if  that  view  is  cor- 
rect. But  is  that  view  correct?  I  think 
not. 

It  is  important  whether  one  Senator 
differs  in  his  view  of  the  meaning  of 
the  civil  war  in  El  Salvador.  However, 
it  is  vitally  important  I  believe,  that 
we  are  not  matching  our  will  and  our 
resources  to  the  stakes  allegedly  in- 
volved. Such  a  course  promises  disas- 
ter. If  the  civil  war  in  El  Salvador  is 
really  all  about  the  future  of  the  sea 
lanes  and  the  NATO  alliance,  why  did 
the  President,  in  the  same  speech,  rule 
out  the  use  of  American  troops.  He  ap- 
pears to  be  simultaneously  alerting  us 
and  lulling  us,  and  our  policy  along 
with  his  credibility  is  the  victim,  for 


he  is  calling  forth  memories  of  Viet- 
nam. 

The  President  repeated  his  yiews  to 
us  on  April  27  when  he  addressed  a 
joint  session  of  Congress.  Once  again, 
we  heard  how  vital  the  Caribbean  and 
Central  America  are  to  our  national 
security,  and  were  reminded  that  the 
Nazis  as  well  as  the  Russians  under- 
stood this  geopolitical  reality.  We  also 
heard  the  Truman  doctrine  invoked  as 
another  indication  of  just  how  serious- 
ly the  President  views  the  stakes  in 
the  region.  We  heard  that  if  Central 
America  should  become  Communist, 
the  consequences  would  be  felt  in 
NATO.  But  finally,  we  heard  a  plea 
for  a  minimalist  policy  and  a  pledge 
that  American  troops  will  not  be  used. 
What  does  this  mean?  At  the  mini- 
mum, I  fear  that  it  poses  us  with  the 
same  dilemmas  we  faced  in  Vietnam. 

First,  it  is  increasingly  apparent  that 
as   our   definition    of   the    issue— our 
stake— is  inflated,  our  leverage  is  de- 
creased. It  simply  cannot  be  credible 
to  the   government   in  San  Salvador 
that  we  might  condition  assistance  on 
their  adoption  and  implementation  of 
serious  reforms  if  they  hear  the  Presi- 
dent and  major  Cabinet  figures  speak- 
ing in  terms  of  Russians,  Nazis,  and 
the  Truman  doctrine.  Yet  the  adop- 
tion of  meaningful  reforms  which  will 
'  gain  the  allegience  of  the  Salvadoran 
people  and  diminish  support  for  the 
guerrillas- is  and  has  been  at  the  heart 
of  our  policy  in  El  Salvador.  The  Sal- 
vadoran Government  must  he  made  to 
recognize  and  act  on  this  premise,  de- 
spite   the    difficulties    posed.    They 
cannot  be  expected  to  set  out  on  thi? 
course   if   they   feel   we   will   support 
them  no  matter  what,  in  order  to  keep 
Russian  submarines  out  of  th^  region. 
Reforms  were  undertaken  by  Presi- 
dent Duarte,  but  it  is  unclear  just  how 
serious    the    current    Government    is 
about    carrying    them    out.    Human 
rights    abuses    continue,    the    death 
squads  continue  to  act  with  impunity, 
land  reform  is  uneven,  and  increasing- 
ly the  issues  seem  defined  by  battle 
rather  than  reform?.  Many  people  now 
in  the  Salvadoran  Government  are  ac- 
tively hostile  to  reforms.  Why  should 
they  undertake  them  if  they  believe 
that  we  will  continue  to  support  their 
Government  for  fear  that  we  will  lose 
our  sealanes  of  communication? 

Second,  it  is  increasingly  clear  that 
as  ws  ask  the  Salvadoran  Government 
to  take  on  several  major  policy  and 
military  initiatives,  something  has  to 
give.  If  the  Government  does  not  im- 
prove, it  faces  an  erosion  of  support. 
But  if  it  tries  to  reform  and  to  adopt 
the  military  offensive  at  the  same 
time,  it  faces  collapse  from  being  over- 
loaded. If  reform  is  the  key  element  in 
the  situation— and  I  believe  it  is— mili- 
tary operations  should  be  aimed  at 
supporting  rather  than  supplanting 
such  a  policy. 


Finally,  It  is  simply  not  credible  to 
the  leftists— whether  m  Nicaragua, 
Cuba,  or  El  Salvador— that  we  will  ac- 
tually do  what  we  implicitly  threaten. 
As  we  tailor  our  rhetoric  to  a  domestic 
audience  with  repeated  pledges  that 
troops  will  not  t)e  sent,  we  imdercut 
our  rhetoric  about  the  stakes  involved. 
This  can  only  encourage  more,  not 
less,  aggression  by  those  who  wish  us 
ill. 

Let  us  examine  one  other  similarity. 
The  Woemer  report  of  1981,  a  report 
which  remains  highly  classified  to  this 
day,  appears  on  the  basis  of  public  ac- 
cotmts  to  have  reached  some  very  pes- 
simistic conclusions  about  the  pros- 
pects for  a  military  victory  over  the  in- 
surgents without  the  use  of  large-scale 
force.  Yet,  like  the  Taylor-Rostow 
report  of  1961,  the  report  has  been 
buried. 

However,  there  is  one  significant  dif- 
ference between  now  and  then.  In- 
creasingly, senior  American  military 
officers  are  publicly  stating  that  we 
cannot  afford  to  repeat  the  pattern  of 
decisionmaking  in  Vietnam.  Over  the 
past  few  weeks.  General  Meyer  and 
several  others  have  cautioned  us  that 
we  should  not  flirt  with  sending  troops 
into  the  region  unless  we  are  prepared 
to  do  it  right,  with  a  firm  congression- 
al declaration  of  support  and  a  clear 
set  of  goals.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons 
why  I  am  confident  that  Vietnam  will 
not  repeat  itself— we  have  learned. 

But  if  that  is  a  sign  of  hope,  it  is  dim 
indeed  in  terms  of  the  larger  context  I 
h^ve  described.  I  firmly  believe  that 
the  President  has  no  intention^  of 
sending  troops  to  El  Salvador.  I  firmly 
believe  that  he  sincerely  views  the 
stakes  in  the  terms  he  has  outlined.  I 
am  simply  concerned  that  between 
these  two  conunitments— one  to  us  and 
one  to  the  rest  of  the  world— there  is 
no  room  for  maneuver. 

It  is  easy  to  entertain  a  debate  over 
what  action  we  should  take  in  El  Sal- 
vador if  the  stakes  are  not  cast  in  con- 
crete. But  I  fear  they  may  soon  be, 
with  the  result  that  our  room  for 
debate  and  for  soimd  policy  will  be 
limited. 

Rather  than  escalating  the  stakes 
and  expanding  the  nature  of  our  com- 
mitment, I  believe  we  should  adopt 
once  again  the  view  that  our  commit- 
ment to  El  Salvador  is  a  narrow  one, 
based  on  narrowly  defined  terms.  The 
President  told  an  audience  in  San 
Francisco  last  March  that— 

We  believe  tiiit  the  government  of  El  Sal- 
vador is  on  the  front  line  of  the  battle  that 
is  really  aimed*  at  the  very  heart  of  the 
Western  Hemisphere,  and,  eventually,  at  us. 
If  this  is  so— and  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is— then  the  so-called  battle  is 
ours,  not  El  Salvador's.  Otherwise,  we 
must  recognize  what  is  really  at  stake 
in  El  Salvador:  Their  futyre  more 
than  ours. 
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It  is  a  long  and  noble  tradition  of 
this  country  to  seek  an  end  to  poverty, 
to  repression,  to  famine,  to  disease. 
These  are  ends  in  their  own  right. 
They  also  represent  enlightened  self- 
interest,  for  a  country  which  is  stable 
aund  healthy  is  a  country  unlikely  to 
threaten  us  or  our  interests.  That  is 
why  I  supported  our  Government's 
policy  in  El  Salvador  for  so  long.  It 
was  based  on  the  adoption  of  long 
overdue  reforms  which  would  both 
benefit  the  Salvadoran  people  and 
make  the  claims  of  revolutionaries 
ring  hollow.  Military  assistance,  in  oc- 
casional and  small  measure,  was  a  part 
of  that  policy  in  order  to  give  Presi- 
dent Duarte  the  chance  to  defend  his 
Government  while  it  moved  in  the 
right  direction.  Our  commitment  was 
both  narrow  and  conditional.  It  served 
our  own  interest  and  the  interests  of 
the  Salvadorans. 

It  is  time.  Mr.  President,  to  return  to 
this  kind  of  a  policy.  It  is  time  to  rec- 
ognize that  our  stakes  do  not  ride  on 
Nazi  and  Soviet  submarines,  nor  on 
hordes  of  refugees  as  others  say,  but 
instead  on  a  common  vision  of  stabili- 
ty and  prosperity.  Those  are  large 
stakes,  indeed,  but  they  mean  that  our 
commitment  to  a  given  government  or 
a  given  country  will  be  based  on  terms 
which  are  far  more  narrow  than  some 
notion  of  military  security.  They  mean 
as  well  that  >ifr  policy  will  no  longer 
be  based  on  trying  to  square  the  circle, 
as  I  fear  it  will  be  soon. 

Let  us,  in  short,  avoid  setting  our- 
sejves  up  for  the  kind  of  open-ended 
commitment  which  we  are  obviously 
not  prepared  to  meet.  Let  us  instead 
make  our  commitment  realistic, 
achievable,  and  beneficial.  Rhetoric 
has  its  place,  but  it  has  no  place  in  the 
shaping  of  policy,  particularly  when 
the  consequences  can  be  so  large. 

The  worst  kind  of  policy  is  one  based 
on  open-ended  commitments.  As  we 
are  finding  out  elsewhere,  policy  is 
soimd  when  it  has  a  sunset  provision, 
when  it  is  focused,  and  when  it  is 
linked  to  realistic  goals  and  specific 
measures  of  progress.  Open-ended 
commitments  based  on  grandiose  views 
only  invite  catastrophe.  Even  worse  is 
the  situation  in  which  open-ended 
commitments  are  backed  up  by  limited 
resources,  for  this  invites  an  incremen- 
tal slide  to  disaster. 

Since  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  mas- 
sively increase  the  resources  spent  in 
support  of  a  vague  policy,  the  only 
answer  is  to  redefine  the  policy  and 
put  limits  on  the  commitment.  If  El 
Salvador  should  be  taken  over  by  left- 
ists, this  would  be  a  setback  for  our 
goals  in  the  region.  But  it  would  not 
be  so  great  a  setback  as  a  policy  which 
is  based  on  broad  and  unarticulated 
premises,  a  policy  which  invites  fur- 
ther and  furtner  involvement  simply 
to  buy  time.  Time  is  our  enemy,  not 
our  ally,  unless  the  government  in  El 
Salvador  makes  a  concerted  effort  to 


win  what  must  ultimately  be  a  race  to 
reform. 

It  is  my  hope,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  blue  ribbon  commission  on  Central 
America  will  reach  the  same  conclu- 
sions. It  is  not  the  particular  decisions 
being  taken  that  are  the  source  of  our 
problems.  Rather,  it  is  the  view  of  the 
challenge  we  face,  and  the  apparent 
willingness  of  this  country  to  make  so 
huge  a  commitment  in  such  stark 
terms.  I  hope  that  the  new  commission 
will  help  us  all  to  understand  that  the 
stakes  in  Central  America  are  ulti- 
mately more  determined  by  economic 
and  political  stability  than  by  the 
threat  of  Russian  submarines.  If  we 
truly  fear  the  latter,  we  must  suldress 
the  former. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator's  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  I  thank  the 
President  and  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  Colorado  for  the  opportunity  to 
proceed  ahead  of  him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  (Mr.  Armstrong)  is  recog- 
nized for  not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
quorum  call  not  be  charged  against  my 
special  order  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  with- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Armstrong).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
ZORINSKY 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Zorinsky)  is  recognized 
for  not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


S.  1643-THE  AGRICULTURAL 
STABILIZATION  AND  CONSER- 
VATION COMMITTEE  ACT  OF 
1983 

Mr.  ZORINKSY.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  reintroducing  my  legisla 
tion  to  assure  that  county  and  commu- 
nity committees,  which  are  selected 
under  established  procedures  provided 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act.  will  continue  to  func- 
tion on  the  same  basis  as  they  did 
prior  to  December  31,  1980. 

Joining  me  in  introducing  this  bill, 
first  submitted  in  October  of  last  year, 
are  Senators  Andrews,  Baucus,  Bent- 
sen,  Cochran,  Dixon,  Exon.  Heflin, 
Leahy,  Sarbanes,  and  Sasser.  An  in- 
dentical  bill  is  being  introduced  in  the 


House  of  Representatives  by  Congress- 
man Charles  Rose. 

Mr.  President,  for  50  years  now,  the 
farmer-elected  committee  system  has 
played  an  important  role  in  adminis- 
tering the  commodity  stabilization 
program  as  well  as  the  price  support 
program  for  our  Nation's  farmers. 
This  system  achieves  an  extremely 
worthwhile  goal,  putting  the  adminis- 
tration of  farm  programs  in  the  hands 
of  those  who  are  best  equipped  to 
handle  the  task. 

We  have  seen  these  different  com- 
mittees adjust  through  the  years  to  a 
variety  of  new  and  often  innovative 
agriculture  programs.  In  my  home 
State  of  Nebraska,  as  in  other  States, 
they  operate  within  the  local  commu- 
nities to  inform  their  neighbors  about 
farm  programs  and  help  see  that  these 
programs  are  administered  with  fair- 
ness and  equity. 

Unfortunately,  recent  activities  of 
top  level  USDA  officials  have  created 
doubts  and  uncertainties  at>out  the 
role  of  these  committees.  The  efforts 
on  the  part  of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion to  reduce  the  number  of  the  local 
committees  and  to  downgrade  their 
role  fully  justifies  action  of  the  Con- 
gress to  clarify  existing  law. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  my  privi- 
lege to  have  had  the  opportunity  to 
consult  with  the  leaders  of  the  Nation- 
al Association  of  Farmer-Elected  Com- 
mittees and  the  affiliated  Nebraska 
Association  in  arawir.g  up  this  legisla- 
tion. These  groups  assure  me  their 
members  strongly  support  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  together  with  a  sum- 
mary of  its  provisions  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
and  the  summary  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
S.  1643 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Agricultural  Stabi- 
lization and  Conservation  Committee  Act  of 
1983". 

LOCAL  COMMITTEES 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  fifth  paragraph  of  section 
8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))  is  amend- 
ed by— 

( 1 )  inserting,  after  the  third  sentence,  the 
following:  "The  number  of  such  local  areas 
in  any  county  shall  not  be  less  than  the 
number  of  such  local  areas  in  the  county  on 
December  31.  1980.": 

(2)  striking  out  "annually"  in  the  fourth 
sentence: 

(3)  inserting,  after  the  fourth  sentence, 
the  following:  "Each  member  of  a  local  com- 
mittee shall  be  elected  for  a  term  of  three 
years.  Each  local  committee  shall  meet  not 
less  than  four  times  annually,  the  meetings 
to  be  held  on  different  days  of  the  year.": 
and 

(4)  inserting  after  the  eighth  sentence, 
the  following:  "The  local  conunittees  in 
each  county  shall  (1)  in  counties  in  which 
there  are  more  than  one  local  committee 


(A)  elect,  each  year,  a  person  to  serve  as  a 
member  of  the  county  committee  and  (B) 
serve  as  advisors  and  consultants  to  the 
county  committee;  (2)  periodically  meet 
with  the  county  committee  and  SUte  com- 
mittee to  be  briefed  on  farm  program  issues: 
(3)  communicate  with  producers  within 
their  communities  on  issues  or  concerns  re- 
garding farm  programs:  (4)  report  to  the 
county  committee,  the  State  committee,  and 
others  on  changes  to,  or  modifications  of. 
farm  programs  recommended  by  producers 
in  their  communities:  and  (5)  perform  such 
other  functions  required  by  law  or  as  the 
Secretary  may  specify.  The  Secretary  shall 
ensure  that  information  regarding  changes 
in  the  Federal  laws  in  effect  with  respect  to 
agriculture  and  the  management  of  land, 
water,  and  related  resources,  and  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  such  laws,  are  communicat- 
ed timely  to  the  local  committees  for  areas 
that  contain  farmers  who  might  be  affected 
by  such  changes.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  Janu- 
ary 1.  1984.  except  that  the  amendments 
made  by  clauses  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  term  of 
office  of  any  member  of  a  local  committee 
elected  before  January  1.  1984. 

(c)  In  any  county  in  which,  prior  tp  Janu- 
ary 1.  1984.  there  is  only  one  local  conwnit- 
tee.  which  also  serves  as  the  county  commit- 
tee, if  the  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)(1)  of  this  section  will  increase  the 
number  of  the  county's— 

(1)  local  administrative  areas  to  be  desig- 
nated under  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conser- 
vation and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  and 

(2)  local  committees, 
any  member  of  the  local  committee  elected 
before  January  1.  1984.  shall  serve  the  unex- 
pired portion  of  the  member's  term  follow- 
ing such  increases  as  a  member  of  the  local 
committee  for  the  local  administrative  area 
so  designated  in  which  such  member  resides. 

COUNTY  COMMITTEES 

Sec  3.  Effective  January  1.  1984.  the  first 
sentence  of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  section 
8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))  is  amend- 
ed by— 

(1)  inserting  "and  as  otherwise  directed  by 
law  with  respect  to  other  programs  and 
functions."  after  "Alaska.":  and 

(2)  inserting  a  semicolon  and  "and  the 
Secretary  may  utilize  the  services  of  such 
committees  in  carrying  out  other  programs 
and  functions  of  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture" before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof. 

SALARY  AND  TRAVEL  EXPENSES 

Sec.  4.  Effective  January  1.  1984.  section 
388  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938  (7  U.S.C.  1388)  is  amended  by— 

(1)  adding,  at  the  end  of  subsection  (b). 
the  following:  "In  addition,  the  Secretary 
shall  provide  compensation  for  members  of 
such  county  committees,  and  to  members  of 
local  committees  of  farmers  within  a 
county,  for  work  actually  performed  by 
such  persons  in  cooperating  in  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  such  Acts:  and  such  per- 
sons shall  be  compensated  for  such  work  ( 1 ) 
in  the  case  of  persons  who  are  members  of 
local  conunittees  within  a  county,  at  a  rate 
(per  hour  of  work  actually  performed)  not 
less  than  the  rate  for  grade  GS-9  in  the 
General  Schedule  set  out  in  section  5332  of 
title  5  of  the  United  SUtes  Code,  as  adjust- 
ed to  an  hourly  rate:  and  (2)  in  the  case  of 
persons  who  are  members  of  county  com- 
mittees, at  a  rate  (per  hour  of  work  actually 
performed)  not  less  than  the  rate  for  grade 


GS-11  in  the  General  Schedule  set  out  in 
section  5332  of  title  5  of  the  United  States 
Code,  as  adjusted  to  an  hourly  rate.":  and 

(2)  adding,  at  the  end  thereof,  a  new  sub- 
section (c)  as  follows: 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  make  payments 
to  members  of  local,  county,  and  State  com- 
mittees of  farmers  to  cover  the  expenses  for 
travel  incurred  by  such  persons  (Including, 
in  the  case  of  memberr  of  local  and  county 
committees,  travel  betw,;en  their  homes  and 
the  local  county  office  of  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service)  in 
cooperating  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Acts  in  connection  with  which  such 
committees  are  utilized.  Such  travel  ex- 
penses shall  be  paid  in  the  manner  author- 
ized, under  section  5703  of  title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code,  for  the  payment  of  ex- 
penses and  allowances  for  individuals  em- 
ployed intermittently  in  the  Government 
service.  No  part  of  such  travel  expense  pay- 
ments may  be  deducted  from  the  Soil  Con- 
servation payments,  parity  payments,  or 
loans,  or  other  payments  under  such  Acts.". 

Summary  of  the  Major  Provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conser- 
vation Committee  Act  of  1983 
community  committees 

The  bill  will— 

il)  require  that  the  number  of  local  ad- 
ministrative areas  (from  which  agricultural 
stabilization  and  conservation  (ASC)  com- 
munity committees  are  elected)  in  a  county 
cannot  be  less  than  the  number  of  adminis- 
trative areas  that  the  county  had  on  Decem- 
ber 31.  1980: 

(2)  extend  the  terms  of  members  of  ASC 
community  committees  from  one  to  three 
years: 

(3)  require  that  ASC  community  conmiit- 
tees  meet  not  less  than  four  times  annually: 

(4)  specify  the  duties  of  ASC  community 
committees,  as  follows: 

(a)  in  counties  in  which  there  is  more 
than  one  ASC  community  committee,  the 
committees  will— 

(i)  elect,  each  year,  a  person  to  serve  on 
the  ASC  county  committee:  and 

(ii)  serve  as  consultants  and  advisors  to 
the  ASC  county  committee:  and 

(b)  all  ASC  community  committees  will— 
(i)  meet  periodically  with  the  ASC  county 

and  State  committees  to  be  briefed  on  farm 
program  issues: 

(ii)  communicate  with  farmers  within 
their  communities  on  issues  and  concerns 
regarding  farm  programs: 

(iii)  report  to  the  ASC  county  and  State 
committees,  and  others,  on  farm  program 
recommendations  of  farmers  within  their 
communities:  and 

(iv)  perform  other  duties  required  by  law 
or  assigned  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture: 

(5)  reqiure  the  Secretary  to  ensure  that 
ASC  community  committees  are  provided 
up-to-date  information  on  Federal  farm  and 
related  progrsims  that  might  affect  farmers 
within  their  communities: 

(6)  make  the  changes  described  in  items 
(1)  through  (5)  above  effective  on  January 
1,  1984.  excipt  that  the  increase  in  the 
length  of  the  terms  of  members  of  the  ASC 
commimity  committees  will  not  apply  to 
persons  elected  prior  to  January  1.  1984;  and 

(7)  in  counties  that  now  have  just  one 
ASC  community  committee,  but  that  (as  a 
result  of  the  bill)  will  receive  additional 
community  committees,  provide  that  each 
person  who  is  a  member  of  the  one  county 
committee  as  of  December  31.  1983,  will 
serve  the  unexpired  portion  of  his  term  fol- 
lowing the  increase  in  community  commit- 


tees as  a  member  of  the  community  commit- 
tee for  the  local  area  in  which  he  resides. 

COUNTY  COMMITTEES 

Under  the  current  law  authorizing  the 
creation  of  ASC  county  and  community 
committees,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
directed  to  use  the  services  of  the  commit- 
tees in  carrying  out  portions  of  the  SoU 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act. 
The  bill  will  amend  current  law  to  (1)  re- 
quire the  Secretary  also  to  use  the  services 
of  the  county  and  community  committees  as 
directed  by  law  with  respect  to  other  pro- 
grams and  functions,  and  (2)  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  use  the  services  of  the  commit- 
tees in  carrying  out  any  program  or  func- 
tion of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
salary  and  travel  expenses 

The  bill  will- 

( 1 )  require  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
provide  compensation,  on  an  hourly  basis,  to 
members  of  ASC  county  and  community 
committees  for  work  actually  performed  in 
assisting  in  the  implementation  of  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  programs,  with— 

(a)  members  of  ASC  county  committees  to 
be  paid  at  the  hourly  rale  applicable  to  the 
grade  GS-11;  and 

(b)  members  of  ASC  community  commit- 
tees to  be  paid  at  the  hourly  rate  applicable 
to  the  grade  GS-9;  and 

(2)  require  the  Secretary  to  pay  members 
of  ASC  State,  county,  and  community  com- 
mittees for  travel  expenses  (including,  for 
members  of  county  and  community  commit- 
tees, expenses  for  travel  between  their 
homes  and  the  local  county  office  of  the  Ag- 
ricultural Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service). 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

.The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
^ — 

RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 

NUNN 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 

the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 

Georgia  is  recognized  for  not  to  exceed 

15  minutes. 


S.  1644— SENTENCING 
IMPROVEMENT  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
introduce  a  bill  that  the  Presiding  Of- 
ficer and  I  worked  on  for  a  long  time.  I 
am  delighted  that  the  Presiding  Offi- 
cer is  the  Senator  from  Colorado  at 
this  time  when  I  am  introducing  what 
we  both  consider  a  very  important 
piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  an  impending 
crisis  in  our  Nation's  prison  system.  In 
the  past  decade,  the  national  prison 
population  has  doubled.  That  popula- 
tion soared  by  almost  11,000  inmates 
in  just  the  third  quarter  of  1982  alone. 
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With  the  possible  exception  of  the 
computer  and  computer  games  indus- 
tries, our  prison  system  appears  to  be 
our  Nation's  largest  growth  industry. 
This  phenomenon  is.  in  my  opinion, 
unfortunate,  uneconomical,  and  un- 
warranted. 

Unless  we  act  now.  prison  overcrowd- 
ing may  soon  force  the  wholesale  re- 
lease of  both  violent  and  nonviolent 
criminals,  as  has  already  happened  in 
some  States.  American  prisons,  with  a 
current  population  of  more  than 
394.000  and  a  predicted  annual  growth 
rate  of  nearly  14  percent,  are  already 
taxed  well  beyond  capacity.  A  clear 
majority  of  our  State  prison  systems 
are  either  operating  under  court 
orders  or  involved  in  litigation  for 
chronic  prison  overcrowding.  We  have 
created  and  are  paying  for  a  prison 
system  which,  rather  than  rehabilitat- 
ing, is  now  barely  able  to  warehouse 
our  criminals.  As  time  goes  by.  and  our 
law  enforcement  hopefully  improves, 
this  situation  is  going  to  become  com- 
pletely intolerable. 

While  it  is  true  that  our  prison  sys- 
tems do  keep  offenders  off  the  streets 
and  cut  of  society,  it  is  equally  true 
that,  as  the  President's  Commission  on 
Law  Enforcement  and  the  Administra- 
tion of  Justice  reported  in  1976,  "a 
substantial  percentage  of  offenders 
become  recidivists;  they  go  on  to 
commit  more  and  •  *  •  often  more  se- 
rious crimes."  Estimates  of  the  rate  of 
recidivism  vary  widely,  from  a  low  of 
33  percent  to  a  high  of  90  percent,  de- 
pending on  the  kind  of  prison  involved 
and  the  method  used  to  study  the 
problem.  But  however  the  estimates 
vary,  there  appears  to  be  a  general 
consensus  that  our  prison  systems  re- 
habilitate only  a  very  small  number  of 
the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  prison- 
ers. 

As  Chief  Justice  Burger  has  stated: 
"More  often  than  not,  inmates  go  back 
into  society  worse  for  their  confine- 
ment •  •  •"  The  Chief  Justice  then 
concluded.  "We  have  developed  a 
system  of  corrections  which  does  not 
correct." 

At  least  part  of  the  problem  can  be 
attributed  to  prison  conditions  them- 
selves. As  the  1976  President's  Com- 
mission reported: 

(L)ife  in  many  institutions  is  at  least 
barren  and  futile,  at  worst  unspealiably 
brutal  and  degrading  .  .  .  (T)he  conditions 
In  which  prisoners  live  are  the  poorest  possi- 
ble preparation  for  their  successful  reentry 
into  society,  and  often  merely  reinforce  in 
them  a  pattern  of  manipulation  and  de- 
structiveness. 

These  conditions  are  especially  acute 
because  roughly  half  of  the  maximum 
security  institutions  in  this  country 
are  of  19th  century  vintage,  many  over 
100  years  old.  They  are  typically  out- 
dated, fortress-like  institutions— the 
types  of  institutions  Charles  Dickens 
decried  so  eloquently  in  his  1856  novel, 
"Little  Dorrit,"  which  was  the  first 


real  expose  of  prison  conditions.  Many 
of  these  institutions  have  not  been  sig- 
nificantly improved  since  they  were 
built.  They  are  becoming  increasingly 
obsolete  aind  in  many  cases  have  been 
held  to  fall  far  below  those  bare  mini- 
mal standards  required  by  our  judici- 
ary's constitutional  rulings. 

What  exacerbates  these  aging  struc- 
tures the  most  is  overcrowding.  As  of 
April  25,  1983,  our  total  Federal  prison 
population  was  over  30.000.  With  our 
Federal  prisons  now  operating  25  per- 
cent beyond  capacity,  the  continuing 
yearly  increase  in  our  prison  popula- 
tion is  especially  alarming,  and,  in 
many  States,  I  am  going  to  add,  the 
situation  is  much  worse.  Last  year  the 
national  prison  population  jumped  by 
a  record  12.1  percent,  the  largest 
yearly  increase  since  the  Government 
beg£m  keeping  prison  statistics  in  1926. 
The  increase  in  the  Federal  prison 
population  was  even  greater,  at  16  per- 
cent. 

Prison  overcrowding  has  had  a 
number  of  dramatic  and  frightening 
effects.  We  are  faced  with  an  almost 
unmanageable  increase  in  prisoner 
civil  right's  suits.  These  invariably 
tend  to  result  in  Mte  assumption  of 
prison  management  authority  by  Fed- 
eral and  State  counts.  States  have  been 
forced  in  some  instances  to  release 
prisoners  before  their  sentences  have 
been  completed  in  order  to  make  space 
for  newly  sentenced  offenders.  A  sub- 
stantial number  of  dangerous  defend- 
ants who  should  be  incarcerated  re- 
ceive probation  because  judges  know 
that  prison  space  is  not  available. 

It  is  unmistakably  clear  that  we  are 
marching  inexorably  to  a  crisis  point. 
Stronger  sentencing  practices  and 
more  effective  law  enforcement— both 
of  which  I  have  supported— have  in- 
creased the  number  of  convicts  in  our 
prison  system.  I  applaud  better  law  en- 
forcement and  stricter  sentencing,  par- 
ticularly for  violent  criminals.  But  we 
must  recognize  that  it  is  totally  im- 
practical for  us  to  continue  to  urge 
Federal  law  enforcement  agencies  and 
Federal  courts  to  carry  on  with  the  ef- 
forts against  crime  in  a  vigorous  way 
and,  at  the  same  time,  fail  to  perceive 
and  remedy  our  growing  prison  prob- 
lem. "The  1981  Attorney  General's 
Task  Force  on  Violent  Crime— and  I 
might  add  that  former  Attorney  €teiv 
eral  Bell,  from  my  own  State,  served 
as  a  very  prominent  member  of  that 
task  force— es'imated  that  some  $10 
billion  would  be  need  to  fund  the  con- 
struction needed  to  adequately  accom- 
modate the  prif.on  population  in  1981. 
American  taxpayers  now  spend  more 
than  $13,000  per  year  to  incarcerate 
just  one  person  for  a  single  year.  Just 
this  January.  President  Reagan  sent 
to  Congress  a  fiscal  year  1984  budget 
that  seeks  $103  million  capital  invest- 
ment in  Federal  prison  bedspace— the 
largest  increase  in  the  history  of  the- 
Federal  prison  system.  One  new  Feder- 


al prison  is  under  construction  and 
three  more  have  been  proposed.  Obvi- 
ously, In  light  of  these  costs,  we  must 
look  beyond  imprisorunent  for  appro- 
priate sentences  for  some  offenders. 

In  many  cases,  this  expenditure  of 
over  $13,000  a  year  to  keep  a  criminal 
in  jail  and  off  the  streets  is  worth  it. 
In  other  cases,  it  is  too  high  a  price.  It 
is  too  high  a  cost  to  our  taxpayers  and 
our  community  when  it  involves  the 
nondangerous  offender  who  can  best 
be  punished  by  the  alternative  forms 
of  corrections  which  we  hope  will  be 
made  available  by  the  bill  that  Sena- 
tor Armstrong  and  I  are  introducing 
today. 

As  Attorney  General  William 
French  Smith  stated  recently  on 
March  3.  1983  at  Vanderbilt  Law 
School: 

Much  can  be  done  to  improve  correctional 
facilities.  But  while  we  move  forward  in  our 
efforts  to  improve  our  Nation's  prisons,  we 
must  recognize  that  we  cannot  continue  to 
rely  exclusively  on  incarceration  and  dismiss 
other  forms  of  punishment. 

Just  such  forms  of  alternative  pun- 
ishment is  being  offered  by  the  bill  I 
introduce  today.  Prison  space  and 
prison  resources  are  as  scarce  as  they 
a'  -^  important  and  they,  must  be  effec- 
tively utilized. 

We  need  to  seek  out  other  answers 
to  this  problem,  answers  that  will  be 
less  burdensome  to  the  taxpayers  and 
yet  still  protect  society  from  danger- 
ous, violent  criminals.  One  answer  to 
the  problem  is  to  reexamine  our  sen- 
tencing practices  and  to  develop  alter- 
natives to  incarceration  for  some 
criminals  as  the  normal  means  of  pun- 
ishment. The  bill  which  Senator  Arm- 
strong and  I  are  introducing  today  at- 
tempts to  meet  precisely  that  chal- 
lenge. Entitled  the  "Sentencing  Im- 
provement Act  of  1983."  this  legisla- 
tion is  intended  to  insure,  in  the  face 
of  severe  prison  overcrowding,  that 
"scarce  Federal  prison  resources  are 
available  to  house  dangerous  and  vio- 
lent criminals. "  The  bill  accomplishes 
that  purpose  by  providing  for  the  use 
of  restitution  and  community  service 
sentences  in  case  of  nonviolent  and 
nondangerous  offenders. 

The  bill  affirms  that  dangerous,  vio- 
lent criminals  must  be  locked  up  in 
prison  to  protect  society,  but  that  soci- 
ety does  not  necessarily  need  the  same 
protection  from  nondangerous  offend- 
ers. The  bill  creates  a  presumption 
that  imprisonment  is  inappropriate  for 
nondangerous  offenders.  In  such 
cases,  the  bill  provides  that  defendants 
shall  be  sentenced  to  pay  back  their 
victims  for  property  damaged  or  lost 
or  for  medical  expenses,  as  well  as  to 
provide  free  service  in  their  communi- 
ties through  volunteer  work. 

The  bill  specifically  states  that  cer- 
tain offenders  may  be  ineligible  for  al- 
ternative sentencing  based  upon  their 
individual    circumstances,     including: 


Those  who  committed  violent  crimes; 
those  who  committed  crimes  endan- 
gering the  national  security;  profes- 
sional criminals;  narcotics  traffickers; 
those  convicted  of  certain  illegal  fire- 
arms or  explosives  trafficking  viola- 
tions; and  those  convicted  of  misuse  of 
public  office  or  public  trust.  The  bill 
also  provides  that  the  court  may  im- 
prison any  offender  if  it  finds  substan- 
tial and  compelling  reasons  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  three  rea- 
sons why  this  bill  is  needed.  First,  we 
need  to  insure  that  scarce  available 
prison  space  is  used  to  lock  up  the 
dangerous  criminals  that  are  most 
dangerous  in  our  society.  If  we  contin- 
ue down  the  path  we  are  going  now. 
we  will  be  in  the  terrible  dilemma  of 
not  having  enough  space  for  those 
who  are  truly  dangerous  because  we 
M  continue  to  use  scarce  space  for  those 
who  do  not  pose  a  danger  to  society. 
This  bill  makes  it  clear  that  Congress 
wants  those  offenders  put  in  jail.  It " 
also  makes  it  clear  that  Congress  does 
not  want  our  prisons  filled  with  non- 
dangerous criminals  if  that  means  the 
dangerous  ones  will  walk  the  streets. 

Second,  this  bill  recognizes  'the 
rights  of  victims  of  crime  to  be  reim- 
bursed for  their  losses.  Too  often  they 
are  not  only  not  reimbursed,  but  they 
end  up  as  taxpayers  paying  to  feed, 
clothe,  and  house  in  prison  those  very 
nondangerous  offenders  who  have  vic- 
timized them. 

Third,  this  is  a  much  less  expensive 
and  equally  effective  ^Vay  of  punishing 
nondangerous  offenders.  Instead  of 
paying  over  $13,000  per  year  to  jail 
such  a  person  and  force  him  to  spend 
his  time  unproductively,  that  person 
can  remain  in  society,  repay  his  victim 
and  work  for  the  community  in  a  com- 
munity service  program.  The  cost  per 
person  of  diversion  through  alterna- 
tive sentencing  is  only  about  10  per- 
cent of  the  cost  of  incarceration  or 
about  $1,300  per  year,  according  to  the 
U.S.  Courts  Administrative  Office. 

Restitution  and  community  service 
as  alternatives  to  incarceration  work. 
We  have  seen  their  proven  success  in 
several  of  the  States  that  have  insti- 
tuted such  programs.  Such  projects 
have  been  used  with  increasing  fre- 
quency in  some  of  our  Federal  courts. 
A  1979  survey  conducted  by  the  U.S. 
Courts  Administrative  Office  found 
that  53  districts  used  such  alternatives 
on  a  case  by  case  basis,  and  that  17 
had  formal  community  service  pro- 
grams. 

Evaluation  of  such  alternatives  have 
demonstrated  that  public  safety  is  not 
harmed.  In  fact,  the  recidivism  rates 
of  persons  diverted  from  jail  to  such 
programs  are  in  many  cases  lower 
than  persons  sent  to  jail.  Moreover, 
these  sanctions  are  much  less  expen- 
sive than  incarceration  and  victim  re- 
sponse to  such  programs  has  generally 
been  positive. 


I  want  to  point  out  that  this  bill 
does  not  in  any  way  create  new  sanc- 
tions not  now  a^'ailable  to  sentencing 
judges.  Alternative  sentences  of  resti- 
tution and  community  service  are  cur- 
rently within  the  reach  of  sentencing 
judges.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  they 
have  and.  are  being  used.  Only  last 
year  Congress,  in  the  Victim  and  Wit- 
ness Protection  Act,  again  named  res- 
titution as  a  sentencing  possibility  for 
criminal  offenders.  We  have  incorpo- 
rated the  restitution  procedures  set 
forth  in  that  bill  to  apply  where  resti- 
tution is  ordered  under  this  legisla- 
tion. 

What  is  new  about  this  bill  is  an  ex- 
press congressional  directive  that  the 
use  of  these  alternatives  be  increased 
in  cases  of  nonviolent  offenders,  in 
order  to  insure  that  sufficient  prison 
space  remains  available  for  truly  vio- 
lent offenders.  We  quite  honestly  do 
not  expect  this  bill  to  be  the  panacea 
for  all  the  problems  of  our  penal 
system.  We  do  expect  some  reduction 
in  the  number  of  nonviolent  offenders 
who  are  sent  to  prison.  This  reduction 
will  therefore  free  up  additional 
prison  space  for  those  violent  offend- 
ers who  should  be  incarcerated. 

Turning  to  another  aspect  of  the 
bill,  there  are  those  who  may  say  that 
alternative  sentencing  will  eliminate 
the  deterrent  effect  of  imprisonment. 
In  response  to  that  concern,  we  have 
drafted  the  bill  to  preserve  that  deter- 
rent effect  even  where  alternative  sen- 
tencing is  used.  Even  in  cases  of  non- 
violent offenders,  the  bill  allows  a 
judge  the  discretion  to  impose  a  mini- 
mal prison  sentence  of  up  to  60  days, 
to  be  followed  by  restitution  and  com- 
munity service.  Second,  the  bill  pro- 
vides that  a  community  service  sen- 
tence may  include  a  residence  require- 
ment at  a  community  treatment 
center,  or  half-way  house.  Finally. 
should  an  offender  violate  the  condi- 
tions of  the  alternative  sentence,  he 
may  be  sentenced  to  any  term  of  im- 
prisorunent permitted  under  law  for 
his  offense.  With  those  provisions  in 
place,  alternative  sentences  can  and 
will  deter  further  criminal  conduct  by 
nonviolent  offenders. 

It  is  time  for  Congress  to  address  the 
overcrowded  prisons.  We  must  act  now 
before  we  reach  the  crisis  which  is  so 
clearly  on  the  horizon.  The  bill  pro- 
vides a  safe,  effective,  and  inexpensive 
method  of  addressing  the  issue  how. 
Moreover,  we  have  included  in  the  last 
section  of  this  bill  a  requirement  for  a 
review  of  its  effectiveness  2  years  after 
its  enactment.  This  insures  that  we 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  evaluate 
its  efficacy  and  make  any  appropriate 
changes  if  necessary. 

I  point  out  in  drafting  this  bill  we 
have  welcomed  and  incorporated  the 
suggestions  of  many  of  those  at  the 
heart  of  our  criminal  justice  system, 
including  the  Department  of  Justice, 
the  Bureau  of  Prisons,  Federal  judges. 


prosecutors,  and  probation  officers. 
We  do  not  intend  this  bill  to  be  a  sub- 
stitute for  other  much  needed  prison 
reforms,  such  as  the  sentencing  com- 
mission legislation  presently  being 
considered  by  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee.  Rather,  the  bill  we  intro- 
duce today  presents,  I  believe,  a  well- 
reasoned  vehicle  for  much-needed  sen- 
tencing reform  which  supplements 
other  proposed  prison  reforms.  I  urge 
Congress  to  speak  to  the  problem  of 
our  overcrowded  and  scarce  prison  re- 
sources by  the  prompt  and  thorough 
consideration  of  this  bill;  a  bill  which  I 
believe  will  be  a  model  for  many  of  our 
States. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  text  -of 
the  bill  as  well  as  a  section-by-section 
analysis  of  its  provisions  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Sentencing  Improvement  Act  of  1983— 
Section-By-Section  Analysis  * 

The  bill  will  improve  current  federal 
criminal  sentencing  procedures  by  providing 
flexible  guidelines  to  the  courts  for  the  im- 
prisonment or  other  alternative  forms  of 
punishment  of  offenders.  The  basic  princ^ 
pie  underlying  the  guidelines  is  that  prison 
is  the  appropriate  punishment  for  violent, 
habitual  or  professional  offenders,  but  that 
alternative  forms  of  punishment  may  be  ap- 
propriate for  non-violent  offenders. 

Section  3671(a)  states  the  title  of  the  stat- 
ute as  the  Sentencing  Improvement  Act  of 
1983. 

Section  3671(b)  lays  out  the  Congressional 
findings  that  there  presently  exists  a  seri- 
ous problem  with  overcrowding  in  federal 
prisons.  It  also  establishes  that  these  scarce 
prison  resources  should  be  used  for  only  the 
violent  and  dangerous  criminals  and  that 
the  interests  of  society  can  be  served 
through  the  imposition  of  alternative  sen- 
tences, such  as  restitution  and  community 
services,  for  non-violent,  non-dangerous  of- 
fenders. 

Section  3672(a)  establishes  the  presump- 
tion that  certain  offenders  should  be  impris- 
oned for  the  protection  of  society.  General- 
ly, these  are  persons  who.  either  by  the  of- 
fense for  which  they  were  convicted,  or  by 
their  criminal  history,  have  shown  them- 
selves to  be  an  ongoing  danger  to  society. 

Section  3672(b)  establishes  the  converse 
presumption  that  for  certain  types  of  of- 
fenses alternative  forms  of  punishment 
should  be  used  and  that  imprisonment  is  in- 
appropriate. This  presumption  does  not 
apply  to  a  variety  of  offenses,  ir.cluding 
those  involving  national  security,  those 
causing  serious  physical  harm  to  others,  and 
those  involving  the  use  or  threat  of  force.  In 
addition,  the  court  may  find  that  the  pre- 
sumption against  imprisonment  does  not 
apply  where;  the  defendant  engages  in 
criminal  conduct  as  a  livelihood;  the  defend- 
ant expected  to  be  or  was  paid  for  commis- 
sion of  the  crime;  the  offense  involves  nar- 
cotics trafficking;  the  defendant  was  con- 
victed of  specified  firearms  or  explosives  of- 
fenses; the  defendant  was  convicted  of  mis- 
using his  public  office;  or  if  "there  are  other 
substantial  and  comrelllng  reasons  for  im- 
posing a  sentence  of  imprisonment."  Under 
this  last  exception,  a  judge  could,  for  exam- 
ple,  sentence   to   imprisonment   a   trusted 
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pension  official  who  embeszles  millions 
from  the  fund.  In  such  a  case  no  violence 
has  been  done,  but  the  financing  and  eco- 
nomic injury  done  to  hundreds  or  thousands 
may  be  enormous.  Moreover,  restitution  of 
such  a  vsist  sum  would  be  impossible.  In 
such  a  case,  imprisonment  may  well  be  the 
only  appropriate  punishment,  given  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  the  scope  of  the  of- 
fense and  its  impact. 

Section  3672(c)  states  that  where  the  pre- 
sumption for  imprisonment  in  Section 
3672(a>  and  the  presumption  against  impris- 
onment in  Section  3672(b)  do  not  apply,  a 
court  is  free  to  sentence  a  defendant  to  any 
sanction  permitted  under  law. 

Section  3672(d)  states  that  a  defendant 
convicted  for  conspiracy,  attempt  or  aiding 
and  abetting  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  Act. 
be  treated  as  a  principal.  Thus  one  who 
merely  aids  a  Presidential  assassin  in  his 
violent  task  will  not  escape  imprisonment 
merely  because  he.  himself,  did  not  pull  the 
trigger. 

Section  3672(e)  states  that  prior  to  sen- 
tencing, the  probation  department  must 
detail  findings  and  recommendations  ^as  to 
sentencing  under  this  Act.  Both  the ''Gov- 
ernment and  the  defendant  are  then  given 
an  opportunity  to  argue  the  merits  of  these 
findings. 

Section  3672(f)  sUtes  that  in  those  cases 
for  which  fjne.  probation  or  imprisonment 
are  inappropriate,  the  court  shall  suspend 
the  imposition  of  sentence  and  require  the 
defendant  to  accept  alternative  punishment. 
The  alternatives  are  restitution,  perform- 
ance of  community  service,  a  fine,  or  all 
three.  If  the  court  has  previously  deter- 
mined that  special  and  compelling  circum- 
stances for  imprisonment  exist,  but  it  none- 
theless wishes  to  impose  a  sentence  of  resti- 
tution and,  community  service,  it  may 
impose  a  sentence  of  imprisonment,  suspend 
execution  of  all  but  up  to  sixty  days,  and  re- 
quire the  defendant  on  release  to  make  res- 
titution or  perform  community  service,  or 
both. 

Section  3673(a)  describes  the  nature  of 
restitution  as  an  alternative  form  of  punish- 
ment. When  the  victim  of  the  offense  is  as- 
certainable then  Section  3579s  provisions 
would  apply.  Section  3579.  in  part,  provides 
that  in  appropriate  cases  the  court  may. 
with  due  consideration  of  the  defendant's 
resources,  require  him  to  pay  the  victim's 
medical  expenses,  repay  the  value  of  lost  or 
damaged  property,  or  return  said  property. 
That  section  of  Title  18  also  specifies  proce- 
dures to  be  followed  when  a  civil  suit  has 
arisen  out  of  the  same  injury  or  loss. 

Section  3673(b)  specifies  that  when  no  vic- 
tims are  ascertainable,  the  restitution  will 
be  paid  into  a  special  fund  of  the  Treasury. 
This  fund  will  on  a  quarterly  basis  distrib- 
ute said  monies  to  state  victim  compensa- 
tion plans  on  a  per  capita  basis. 

Section  3673(c)  provides  for  restitution  by 
organizations  as  opposed  to  individuals. 

Section  3674(a)  describes  the  nature  of 
community  service  as  an  alternative  form  of 
punishment.  The  sentencing  court  is  to 
order  a  specified  number  of  hours  of  free 
work  for  a  governmental,  charitable  or  vol- 
unteer agency. 

Section  3674(b)  gives  the  court  the  discre- 
tion of  requiring  a  defendant  to  reside  at  a 
community  treatment  center  during  his  sen- 
tence. 

Section  3674(c)  requires  that  the  commu- 
nity service  be  made  or  performed  on  a  spe- 
cific schedule  established  by  the  court. 

Section  3674(d)  states  that  intentional  de- 
fault by  the  defendant  shall  be  treated  as  a 


violation  of  probation.  Insofar  as  the  impo- 
sition of  sentence  was  originally  suspended, 
upon  default  the  court  may  sentence  the  de- 
fendant to  imprisorunent  for  the  maucimum 
term  allowable  for  the  offense  committed 
by  the  defendant. 

Section  3675  allows  for  the  modification 
or  waiver  of  payment  of  performance  of  an 
alternative  sentence  upon  the  petition  of 
the  victim  or  the  defendant.  The  petitioner, 
who  can  be  either  the  victim  or  the  defend- 
ant, has  the  burden  of  showing  that  a 
change  in  cricumstanes  or  other  unfairness 
have  rendered  it  unjust  to  continue  the  sen- 
tence imposed.  No  modification  may  be 
made  without  notice  to  the  government,  the 
defendant  and  the  victim  and  without  pro- 
viding them  the  opportunity  to  be  heard. 
Restitution  and  community  service  may  be 
extended  or  reduced,  but  in  no  case  may  it 
be  extended  beyond  the  maximum  term  of 
imprisonment  allowable  for  the  offense 
committed  by  the  defendant. 

Section  3676  establishes  the  consider- 
ations the  sentencing  court  should  consider 
in  determining  restitution  or  community 
service.  These  include  the  victim's  .loss,  the 
defendant's  ability  to  pay.  the  seriousness  of 
the  offense,  the  defendant's  criminal  histo- 
ry, and  the  defendant's  employment  obliga- 
tions. It  also  requires  each  probation  office 
to  prepare  a  list  of  appropriate  agencies  for 
public  service.  It  requires  that  the  probation 
department  supervise  any  public  service 
done  by  a  defendant.  It  also  permits  the 
combination  of  community  service  with 
counseling,  therapy  and  vocational  or  medi- 
cal rehabilitation. 

Section  3677  requires  the  United  States 
Sentencing  Commission,  if  one  exists,  or  in 
the  alternative  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  to  report  to  Congress  concerning  the 
effectiveness  of  this  Act  and  any  recommen- 
dations for  additional  legislation  to  accom- 
plish the  purposes  of  this  Act.  This  report  is 
to  be  submitted  two  years  after  the  effective 
date  of  the  Act. 

S.  1644 
Sec   2.   Title   18.   United  States  Code,   is 

amended  by  adding  immediately  after  Chap- 
ter 231  the  following  new  chapter: 

CHAPTER  232-RESTITUTION  AND 
COMMUNITY  SERVICE 

■Sec. 

"3671.  Short  title;  Congressional  declaration 
of  purpose  and  policy. 

"3672.  Offenses  for  which  restitution  and 
community  service  should  be 
imposed. 

"3673.  Nature  of  sentence  and  restitution. 

"3674.  Nature  of  sentence  of  community 
service. 

"3675.  Modification  or  waiver. 

"3676.  Considerations  in  determining  resti- 
tution and  community  service. 

"3677.  Review  and  analysis. 

"3671.  Short  title;  Congressional  declaration 
of  purpose  and  policy. 

"(a)  This  chapter  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Sentencing  Improvement  Act  of  1983.' 

"(b)  Due  to  the  increasing  problem  of 
prison  overcrowding,  available  federal 
prison  space  must  be  treated  as  a  scarce  re- 
source in  the  sentencing  of  criminal  defend- 
ants. Sentencing  decisions  should  be  de- 
signed to  insure  that  those  resources  are. 
first  and  foremost,  reserved  for  those  dan- 
gerous and  violent  criminals  who  pose  the 
most  serious  threat  to  society.  In  cases  of 
non-violent  offenders,  the  interests  of  socie- 
ty as  a  whole  as  well  as  the  individual  vic- 
tims of  crime  can  continue  to  be  served 


through  the  imposition  of  alternative  sen- 
tences, such  as  restitution  and  community 
service. 

"It  is  the  purpose  and  policy  of  this  chap- 
ter to  insure  that  scarce  Federal  prison  re- 
sources are  available  to  house  dangerous 
and  violent  criminals  by  the  increased  use  of 
restitution,  community  service,  and  other  al- 
ternative sentences  in  cases  of  non-violent 
and  non-dangerous  criminal  offenders. 

"Sec.  3672.  Offenses  for  which  restitution 
and  community  service  should 
be  imposed. 

"(a)  Imprisonment  is  the  appropriate 
sanction  for  those  offenders  who.  by  their 
offense  or  criminal  history,  have  demon- 
strated that  they  present  an  ongoing  danger 
to  society. 

"(b)  Imprisonment  is  an  inappropriate 
sanction  where  the  court  finds  that  the  of- 
fense does  not  involve  the  threat  or  use  of 
force,  endanger  national  security,  or  threat- 
en or  cause  serious  phys.jal  harms  to 
others,  and  that  none  of  the  following  cir- 
cumstances is  present: 

"(1)  the  defendant  committed  the  offense 
as  part  of  a  pattern  of  conduct  which  was 
:  criminal  under  applicable  laws  of  any  juris- 
diction, which  constituted  a  sut)stantial 
source  of  his  income,  and  in  which  he  mani- 
fested special  skill  or  expertise,  or 

"(2)  the  defendant  received  or  expected  to 
receive  compensation  for  committing  the  of- 
fense (other  than  when  receiving  compensa- 
tion was,  in  itself,  the  offense),  or 

"(3)  the  offense  involved  the  illegal  manu- 
facture, importation,  exportation,  distribu- 
tion or  dispensing  of,  or  possession  with  the 
intent  to  manufacture,  import,  export,  dis» 
tribute,  or  dispense,  a  controlled  substance, 
or 

"(4)  Hje  defendant  was  convicted  of  an  of- 
fense involving  explosives  in  violation  of 
Title  18.  United  States  Codes.  Sections  844 
(d),  (e),  (f),  (h),  or  (i);  an  offense  involving 
firearms  or  ammunition  in  violation  of  Title 
18,  United  States  Code,  Sections  922  (d),  (g), 
or  (h);  924  (b)  or  (c);  or  Title  18  Appendix, 
United  States  Code,  Section  1202  (a)  or  (b); 
or  an  offense  involving  firearms  in  violation 
of  Chapter  53  of  Title  26,  United  States 
Code,  or  * 

"(5)  the  defendant  was  convicted  of  an  of- 
fense involving  the  misuse  of  public  office 
or  other  violation  of  the  public  trust,  or 

"(6)  there  are  specified  substantial  and 
compelling  reasons  for  imposing  a  sentence 
of  imprisonment. 

"(c)  In  cases  where  the  presumption  for  or 
against  imprisonment  in  paragraphs  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section  do  not  apply,  the  court 
may,  in  its  discretion,  sentence  a  defendant 
to  any  sanction  permitted  under  law. 

"(d)  If  a  defendant  is  convicted  of  conspir- 
acy, attempt,  or  is  punishable  as  a  principal 
under  18  U.S.C,  Section  2.  he  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  a  principal  for  purposes  of  this  chap- 
ter. 

"(e)  The  probation  service  of  the  court 
shall  include  in  each  presentence  investiga- 
tion and  report  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions as  to  a  defendant's  eligibility  for  sen- 
tencing pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter.  Prior  to  sentencing,  both  the  gov- 
ernment and  the  defendant  shall  be  given 
notice  and  the  opportunity  to  be  heard  re- 
garding the  merits  of  those  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations. Nothing  in  this  section  shall 
affect  the  confidentiality  of  other  portions 
of  the  presentence  Investigation  and  report, 
as  provided  for  under  law. 

"(f )  When  imprisonment  is  an  inappropri- 
ate sanction  under  the  provisions  of  para- 


graph (b)  of  this  section,  and  when  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  offense  demonstrate  that 
a  fine  and/or  probation  are  inappropriate 
sanctions,  the  court  shall  suspend  imposi- 
tion of  sentence  and  require  a  defendant  to 
make  restitution  or  perform  community 
service,  or  both.  If  the  court  has  determined 
that  there  are  substantial  and  compelling 
reasons  under  subsection  (b)(6)  for  imposing 
a  sentence  of  imprisonment,  the  court  may, 
at  its  discretion,  impose  ajp.y  sentence  of  im- 
prisonment permitted  under  law,  or,  in  the 
alternative,  impose  any  sentence  of  impris- 
onment permitted  uncer  law,  suspend  exe- 
cution of  that  portion  of  the  sentence  in 
excess  of  up  to  sixty  days,  and  require  the 
defendant  to  make  restitution  or  perform 
community  service,  or  both.  In  its  discre- 
tion, the  court  may  Impose  a  fine  in  addi- 
tion to  a  sentence  of  restitution  and/or  com- 
munity service. 

"Sec.  3673.  Nature  of  sentence  of  restitu- 
tion, 
"(a)  When  the  victim  or  victims  of  an  of- 
fense are  ascertainable,  the  court  may  order 
the  defendant  to  make  restitution  payments 
as  provided  under  section  3579  of  this  chap- 
ter. 

•■(b)  When  there  Is  no  ascertainable  victim 
of  the  offense,  the  court  may  order  the  de- 
fendant to  contribute  an  amount  not  ex- 
ceeding the  value  of  the  defendant's  gain 
from  the  commission  of  the  crime  to  the 
Treasurer  of  the  United  States.  The  Treas- 
urer shall  hold  such  monies  in  a  Victim 
Fund,  which  shall  be  distributed  quarterly 
to  all  states  with  victim  compensation  funds 
in  amounts  proportional  to  the  population 
of  those  states. 

"(c)  If  a  sentence  of  restitution  is  imposed 
on  in  organization,  it  is  the  duty  of  each  in- 
dividual authorized  to  transfer  property  for 
the  organization  or  to  make  disbursement  of 
assets  of  the  organization  to  return  such 
property  or  to  pay  restitution  from  assets  of 
the  organization  as  required  by  such  sen- 
tence. ■'■ 
"Sec.  3674.  Nature  of  sentence  of  communi- 
ty service, 
"(a)  A  defendant  may  be  sentenced  under 
this  chapter  to  perform  a  specified  number 
of  hours  of  free  service  to  a  governmental, 
charitable,  or  volunteer  agency. 

"(b)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  re- 
quire that  a  defendant,  sentenced  to  per- 
form community  service  under  this  chapter, 
reside  at  a  residential  conununity  treatment 
center  for  part  or  all  of  the  duration  of  the 
sentence. 

"(c)  The  court  shall  require,  as  a  condition 
of  a  sentence  of  community  service,  that  the 
defendant  perform  said  community  service 
within  a  specified  period,  but  such  period 
shall  not  be  greater  than  the  maximum 
term  of  probation  or  Imprisonment  for  the 
offense,  whichever  Is  greatest. 

"(d)  Failure  of  a  defendant  to  adhere  to 
the  schedule  of  community  service  perform- 
ance shall  be  treated  as  a  violation  of  proba- 
tion by  that  defendant.  It  shall  be  a  defense 
that  the  default  or  failure  of  the  defendant 
was  not  attributable  to  an  intentional  refus- 
al to  obey  the  sentence  of  the  court  or  to  a 
failure  on  his  part  to  make  a  good  faith 
effort  to  comply. 
"Sec.  3675.  Modification  or  waiver. 

"A  victim  or  a  defendant  at  any  time  may 
petition  the  sentencing  court  to  adjust  or 
otherwise  waive  payment  or  performance  of 
any  ordered  restitution  or  community  serv- 
ice or  any  unpaid  or  unperformed  portion 
thereof.  Upon  a  prima  facie  showing  by  the 
petitioner  of  a  change  in  circumstances  or 


other  unfairness,  the  court  shall  schedule  a 
hearing  and  give  the  victim  and  the  govern- 
ment notice  of  the  hearing,  date,  place,  and 
time  and  inform  the  victim  that  he  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.  The 
burden  of  proof  at  such  hearing  shall  rest 
u()on  the  petitioner.  If  the  court  finds  that 
the  circumstances  up>on  which  it  based  the 
Imposition  or  amount  and  method  of  pay- 
ment or  performance  ordered  no  longer 
exist  or  that  it  otherwise  would  be  unjust  to 
either  party  to  require  payment  or  perform- 
ance as  imposed,  the  court  may  adjust  or 
waive  the  remaining  portion  therof  or 
modify  the  time  or  method  of  restitution  or 
community  service.  The  court  may  extend 
the  restitution  or  community  service.  The 
court  may  extend  the  restitution  or  commu-  ^ 
nity  service  schedule,  but  not  beyond  the 
maximum  term  provided  in  Section  3674  or 
3579  of  thls.chapter. 

"Sec.   3676.   Considerations   in  determining 
restitution      and      community 
service, 
"(a)    In    determining    the    amount    and 
method  of  restitution  payments,  the  court  . 
shall  consider  the  factors  specified  in  sec- 
tion 3580(a)  of  this  chapter. 

"(b)  In  determining  the  amount  and 
method  of  community  service  performance, 
the  court  shall  consider  the  relative  serious- 
ness of  the  offense,  the  defendant's  criminal 
history  and  the  defendant's  employment  ob- 
ligations. 

"(c)  The  probation  office  in  each  district 
shall  compile  suid  maintain  a  list  of  all 
public,  charitable,  or  volunteer  agencies  in 
the  district  which  will  accept  community 
service  placement  of  offenders,  and  shall 
maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of 
community  service  performed  and  restitu- 
tion payments  made  by  persons  sentenced 
pursuant  to  this  chapter.  It  may  contract  or 
agree  with  private  agencies  to  oversee  place- 
ment and  supervision  of  offenders  sen- 
tenced to  community  service. 

"(d)  On  request  of  the  court,  the  govern- 
ment, or  the  defendant,  the  presentence  in- 
vestigation shall  also  contain  proposed  al- 
ternative sanctions  to  incarceration  which 
may  Include  any  combination  of  some  or  all 
of  the  following  elements:  community  serv- 
ice: restitution;  employment;  psychological 
treatment,  counseling,  and  therapy,  etc.; 
education;  vocational  training  or  rehabilita- 
tion; medical  or  physical  treatment;  resi- 
dence; reporting  and  supervision. 
"Sec.  3677.  Review  and  analysis. 

"Two  years  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
Act.  the  United  States  Sentencing  Conmiis- 
sion.  if  one  exists,  or  if  not  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  shall  submit  to  Congress  a 
report  containing: 

"(a)  data  on  the  sentences  imposed  by  the 
Federal  Courts  in  criminal  cases,  the  nature 
and  circumstances  of  the  offenses,  aind  the 
relevant  history  and  characteristics  of  de- 
fendants in  those  cases; 

"(b)  conclusions  concerning  whether  the 
purpose  of  th;s  Act  has  been  accomplished; 
and 

"(c)  recommendations  concerning  whether 
additional  legislation  is  necessary  to  accom- 
plish the  purposes  of  this  Act." 

Sec.  3.  The  table  of  chapters  for  Part  II  of 
Title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  item  immediately 
after  the  item  relating  to  Chapter  231: 
"232.    Restitution    and    Community 

Service 3671." 

Mr.  NXJNN.  Mr.  President,  ,1  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  imanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stevens).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  congratulate  the  Senator  from  i 
Georgia  (Mr.  NtmN)  for  the  statement 
which  he  has  just  made  and  to  express 
my  extraordinary  pleasure  and  sense 
of  fulfillment  that  I  feel  in  joining 
him  in  introducing  this  legislation 
which  he  has  described  so  well. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  that  a 
crisis  is  coming  in  fact,  coming  into 
the  prison  system  of  America  as  liter- 
ally dozens  of  States  are  imder  current 
court  order  to  alleviate  chronic  over- 
crowding which  boraers  on  cruel  and 
unusual  pimishment. 

A  recent  Federal  study  shows  nearly 
two-thirds  of  all  U.S.  prisoners  are 
housed  in  overcrowded  facilities.  The 
same  study  shows  that  even  new  pris- 
ons are  filling  to  capacity  within  2 
years,  and  reaching  130  percent  of  ca- 
pacity within  5. 

Since  1969,  tne  U.S.  prison  popula- 
tion has  increased  68  percent.  The  big- 
gest jump  occurred  in  1981—12.1  per- 
cent, the  greatest  increase  since  statis- 
tics were  first  tabulated  in  1925.  Grow- 
ing nearly  15  times  faster  than  the 
general  population,  our  prison  popula- 
tion—more than  1  in  every  600  Ameri- 
cans is  in  prison— is  the  world's  high- 
est, excepting  South  Africa  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

If  our  prison  population  were  a 
nation,  it  would  be  more  populous 
than  18  member  countries  of  the 
United  Nations. 

And  we  spend -^a  fortune  each  year  to 
maintain  this  shameful  rank.  The 
total  budget  for  State  and  Federal  cor- 
rection services  in  1980  was  $5  billion. 
It  costs  a  minimum  of  $30,000  per  bed 
to  build  a  medium  security  facility, 
and  up  to  $70,000  per  bed  for  a  maxi- 
mum security  one.  The  Attorney  Gen- 
eral's Task  Force  on  Violent  Crime  es- 
timates that  more  than  $10  billion  is 
needed  urgently  just  to  accommodate 
our  current  prison  population.  And 
the  average  annual  cost  of  maintain- 
ing an  inmate  in  the  Federal  prison 
system  is  over  $13.000— more  than  tui- 
tion, room,  and  board  at  any  of  our 
most  expensive  universities. 

But  these  facilities  are  a  far  cry 
from  college,  instead  offering  an  edu- 
cation in  assault,  theft,  vandalism, 
forced  homosexuality,  gang  war,  racial 
violence,  drug  abuse,  and  insanity. 

As  Judge  Frank  Johnson  said  while 
reviewing  an  Alabami  prison  in  1976: 

The  physical  facilities  were  dilapidated 
and  filthy  .  .  .  cells  Infested  with 
roaches  .  .  .  over  200  ilien  forced  to  share 
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one  toilet  .  .  .  Inmates  not  provided  with 
toothpaste,  toothbnish.  shampoo,  shaving 
cream,  razors  or  combs  .  .  .  food  unappetiz- 
ing, unwholesome  and  often  infested  with 
insects  .  .  .  weaker  inmates  were  repeatedly 
victimized  by  the  stronger:  robbery,  rape, 
extortion,  theft  and  assault  were  everday 
occurrences  .  .  . 

This  it  not  to  say  that  all  prisons  are 
this  bad,  nor  that  prisons  should  be 
comfortable.  But  it  is  clear  that  policy 
in  this  area  desperately  is  in  need  of 
improvement. 

It  is  well  known  by  now  that  our 
prisons  do  not  reform  or  rehabilitate: 
they  brutalize  and  harden.  We  manu- 
facture dangerous  criminals  in  our 
prisons,  too  often  from  the  raw  mate- 
rial of  nonviolent  offenders.  As  Napo- 
leon once  observed:  "The  contagion  of 
crime  Is  like  that  of  the  plague.  Crimi- 
nals collected  together  corrupt  each 
other.  They  are  worse  than  ever  when, 
at  the  termination  of  their  punish- 
ment, they  return  to  society."  Adds 
Norman  Carlson.  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Prisons:  "Jails  are  tanks, 
warehouses.  Anyone  not  a  criminal 
when  he  goes  in,  will  be  one  when  he 
comes  out." 

Meanwhile,  though  more  and  more 
are  behind  bars,  crime  continues  its 
climb.  Fewer  and  fewer  law-abiding 
Americans  feel  safe  and  secure,  as  the 
neighborhood  street  becomes  taboo 
for  children  to  play  beside.  Victims  go 
uncompensated,  and  offenders  learn  to 
hold  our  criminal  justice  system  in 
contempt. 

If  we  are  to  depart  from  current 
policy  and  improve  the  situation  on 
the  street  and  in  the  cells,  our  options 
are  somewhat  limited.  We  could  spend 
many  billions  more  dollars  building 
new  facilities,  and  indeed,  there  are  al- 
ready bills  pending  in  the  Senate  to  do 
I  just  that.  In  a  time  of  severe  fiscal  re- 
!  straint.  however,  this  approach  is  not 
V  very  realistic.  Moreover,  the  separate- 
f-  and-punish  school  of  penology  can 
only  provide  a  temporary  kind  of 
safety. 

Another  obvious  and  simple  alterna- 
tive would  be  to  rely  more  heavily  on 
fines  and  probation.  But  this  is  al- 
ready happening  of  necessity,  in  many 
cases,  as  States  under  court  order  to 
alleviate  overcrowding  and  short  of 
fundf  to  build  more  facilities  are  being 
pushed  to  the  wall  and  releasing  dan- 
gerous criminals  early,  to  society's  det- 
riment. More  easy  probation  and  fines 
only  teach  that  crime  actually  does 
pay. 

There  is,  however,  a  thrid  alterna- 
tive. It  is  that  American  prisons  and 
jails  be  regarded  as  scarce  resources, 
with  a  highly  specialized  purpose:  to 
confine  only  those  who  pose  a  threat 
to  society.  Along  with  U.S.  Senator 
Sam  Ntmif,  I  am  again  introducing  leg- 
islation to  implement  such  a  program, 
which  consists  of  two  parts:  victim  res- 
titution and  community  work  sen- 
tences. 


Restitution  would  require  the  of- 
fender to  repay  his  victim  for  property 
loss  and  other  damages.  A  victim  could 
still  sue  his  or  her  assailant.  But  non- 
dangerous  offenders  would  repay  their 
victims  directly,  clearly  preferable  to 
having  the  government  compensate 
the  victim  with  scarce  tax  dollars. 

Last  year.  Congress  passed  the 
Victim  and  Witness  Protection  Act 
and  went  on  record  as  favoring  restitu- 
tion for  victims  of  crime.  The  restitu- 
tion procedures  of  that  act  will  apply 
where  restitution  is  ordered  under  our 
new  bill,  which  for  the  first  time  di- 
rects judges  to  increase  the  use  of 
these  more  constructive  sentences  for 
nondangerous  offenders. 

Community  work  orders  would  pro- 
vide that,  instead  of  being  sent  to 
prison,  nondangerous  offenders  would 
l)e  required  to  work  in  areas  of  great 
public  need  either  for  a  very  modest 
salary,  or  for  free.  State  and  local  ju- 
risdictions are  well  ahead  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  in  this  area,  as  is 
England,  which  has  utilized  this  ap- 
proach for  years.  Present  community 
work  programs  are  providing  useful 
work  opportunities  for  skilled  and  un- 
skilled workers  alike. 

A  1978  survey  showed  some  289 
local.  State  and  Federal  projects  in 
which  restitution  and  community  serv- 
ice are  involved.  The  survey  showed  16 
of  these  projects  has  produced  restitu- 
tion payments  to  victims  exceeding 
$20  million,  which  13  had  resulted  in 
free  work  worth  more  than  $2.5  mil- 
lion. Ongoing  programs  in  Georgia, 
California.  Minnesota,  Iowa,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  show  this  ap- 
proach works. 

Recidivism,  or  rearrest,  rates  of 
people  going  through  these  programs 
are  generally  better  than  of  those 
going  to  prison.  This  is  partly  because 
they  have  been  spared  the  brutalizing 
effect  of  prison  conditions,  and  partly 
due  to  a  direct  connection  between  of- 
fender, victim,  and  community. 

Such  programs  are  also  considerably 
less  expensive  than  incarceration,  gen- 
erally costing  no  more  than  parole  su 
pervision. 

And  social  service  agencies  involved 
have  responded  very  well  to  the  extra 
help  and  work  accomplished  by  non- 
dangerous offenders. 

We  have  an  opportunity,  an  because 
of  prison  overcrowding,  an  urgent 
need,  to  revise  our  views  on  crime  and 
punishment.  The  best  policy  is  one 
that  protects  the  safety  of  law  abiding 
citizens,  punishes  offenders  swifly  and 
humanely,  compensates  victims,  and 
establishes  an  individual  offender's  re- 
sponsibility to  his  victim  and  commu- 
nity. Only  by  putting  the  nondanger- 
ous offender  to  work  for  those  he  has 
victimized  can  be  ever  "pay  his  debt  to 
society."  No  such  debt  is  paid,  but  a 
heavier  one  incurred  and  no  benefit 
derived,  by  putting  nondangerous  of- 
fenders behind  bars.  It  is  a  waste  of 


tax  dollars  and  human  resources 
which  we  can  ill  afford. 

Most  importantly,  community  work 
sentencing  can  insure  that  there  is 
room  to  house  the  violent  criminals 
whose  presence  on  the  streets  before 
and  after  prison  haunts  Americans  as 
never  before. 

The  Nurm-Armstrong  bill  defines 
the  nondangerous  offenders  very  care- 
fully and  narrowly,  sending  to  prison: 

Anyone  committing  violent  crimes  or 
crimes  that  cause  serious  physical  injury: 

Any  repeat  offender,  drug  trafficker  or 
anyone  endangering  national  security; 

Anyone  paid  to  commit  a  crime  or  making 
a  living  from  a  criminal  activity  that  re- 
quires special  skill  or  expertise; 

Anyone  convicted  under  certain  firearms 
trafficking  laws;  and 

Anyone  who  misuses  a  public  office. 

As  a  further  safeguard,  the  defini- 
tion contains  a  catch-all  clause  that 
allows  a  judge  to  send  an  offender  to 
prison  if  the  judge  feels  there  are 
other  substantial  and  compelling  rea- 
sons for  incarceration. 

Attorney  General  William  French 
Smith  has  told  Congress  that  the 
Reagan  administration  supports  resti- 
tution and  community  work  for  con- 
victed felons  placed  on  probation  in- 
stead of  being  put  in  prison.  It  is  an 
idea  generating  strong  interest  and 
support  from  all  quarters  of  the 
Nation.  In  ah  address  to  Vanderbilt 
Law  School,  ih  March  of  this  year,  the 
Attorney  General  reiterated  his  con- 
cern for  the  growth  of  our  prison  pop- 
ulation and  the  numerous  problems  it 
creates  stating: 

The  problem  of  prLson  overcrowding  is  se- 
rious, and  it  has  no  easy  solution.  Prisons 
are  expensive  facilities  to  build  and  operate. 
.K  new  maximum  security  prison  in  the 
United  Stales  today  generally  costs  up  to 
$80  thou.sand  per  inmate.  The  averape 
annual  cost  of  simply  maintaining  an 
inmate  is  well  over  $10  thousand  in  both  the 
slate  and  federal  prison  systems. 

In  addition,  we  can  expect  the  demand  for 
prison  space  to  increase  for  at  least  the  next 
decade.  New  sentencing  legislation,  result- 
ing from  the  growing  public  concern  over 
crime,  has  been  enacted  to  curb  judicial  in- 
consistency and  leniency.  A  1981  survey 
found  that  32  states  have  enacted  mandato- 
ry sentencing  laws  and  30  have  enacted  de- 
terminate sentencing  laws. 

Another  reason  to  expect  the  prison  popu- 
lation to  grow  is  the  increase  in  the  number 
of  people  arrested  and  convicted  each  year. 
The  Department  of  Justice's  crackdown  on 
crime  has  increased  the  federal  prison  popu- 
lation by  21%  in  the  last  two  years  alone. 
Just  last  year,  there  was  a  23%  increase  in 
the  number  of  narcotics  offenders  sent  to 
federal  prison— and  an  11%  increase  in  the 
length  of  their  sentences. 

Since  -its  introduction  last  year,  we 
have  circulated  this  legislation  for 
comments  and  received  much  favor- 
able response.  Also,  several  States  are 
now  looking  at  this  approach  in  an 
effort  to  solve  their  own  overcrowding 
crisis  at  the  State  level.  It  is  important 
to  emphasize  that  this  bill  is  not  in- 
tended  to   replace   or   substitute   for 


part  of  the  administration's  Compre- 
hensive Crime  Control  Act  of  1983. 
now  before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee. Instead,  we  think  it  is  compati- 
ble with  the  objectives  of  the  1983  act. 
This  legislation  stands  on  solid  policy 
of  both  Increased  restitution  for  the 
victim  and  better  rehabilitation  alter- 
natives. In  addition  to  the  dollars 
saved,  scarce  prison  space  can  be  saved 
for  those  criminals  who  pose  a  threat 
to  the  safety  of  citizens  in  homes  and 
conmiunities.  It  is  important  that  all 
alternatives  be  explored  before  we 
commit  further  resources  to  the  incar- 
ceration of  offenders.  Therefore,  I 
would  like  to  encourage  hearings  on 
this  legislation  as  soon  as  possible  so 
that  it  can  be  adequately  considered 
with  other  pending  legislation  related 
to  this  Issue. 

I  just  wanted  to  take  the  floor  for  a 
moment,  Mr.  President,  to  express  the 
hope  that  all  Senators  will  give  their 
close  attention  to  legislation  which  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Nunn)  and 
I  have  introduced. 

As  he  has  pointed  out.  it  comes  to 
the  floor  today  after  many  months  of 
study  under  his  leadership.  The  staff 
of  his  office  and  my  staff  have  worked 
with  the  prison  systems,  with  the  De- 
partment of  Justice,  with  independent 
authorities  in  the  field,  and  we  believe 
we  have  come  up  with  legislation 
which  is  not  only  humane  in  its  intent 
and  effect  and  fiscally  responsible,  but 
which  addresses  itself,  we  think  in  a 
proper  and  thoughtful  manner,  to  one 
of  the  most  serious  problems  facing 
America. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  I  am  pleased  to 
yield. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  have  just  a  brief  obser- 
vation. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  for  the  tremendous  amount 
of  work  and  the  dedicated  effort  he 
has  made  and  his  staff  has  made  in 
getting  this  legislation  together.  He 
knows  better  than  anyone  how  many 
hazards  and  road  blocks  we  have  had 
in  the  way;  how  much  detailed  analy- 
sis had  to  be  done  to  come  up  with 
this  concept.  We  think  it  is  a  workable 
concept. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
would  agree  with  me  that  there  are 
two  major  thrusts  here:  One  thrust  is 
to  make  sure  that  we  have  enough 
space  for  those  who  are  truly  danger- 
ous in  the  prisons.  I  would  contend 
that  the  evidence  is  overwhelming 
that  if  we  continue  down  the  path  we 
are  going  today,  we  will  reach  a  point 
very  quickly  In  the  Federal  system— 
and  they  have  already  reached  it  In 
the  State  system— where  people  who 
are  actually  dangerous,  who  have  com- 
mitted violent  crime,  murder,  rape, 
and  other  crimes,  will  be  turned  out 
because  there  is  not  enough  space. 


The  other  side  of  the  coin  is  that 
those  who  can  be  put  on  the  streets 
without  danger  to  society  should  be 
put  on  the  streets  in  terms  of  having 
them  do  work,  to  reimburse  victin:is.  to 
serve  in  the  commtmitles,  to  actually 
pay  for  their  crime  In  a  way  that  bene- 
fits society  rather  than  taking  up 
space  In  a  penetentiary  that  costs  soci- 
ety $13,000  per  year  per  prisoner. 

Mr.  President.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  for  all  of  his  efforts, 
for  his  leadership  in  this  field,  looking 
into  the  problem  in  the  prisons,  co- 
ordinating back  with  local.  State,  and 
Federal  law  enforcement  officials,  and 
for  the  splendid  cooperation  he  and 
his  staff  have  given  to  what  we  both 
think  is  a  very  Important  effort. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  grateful  to  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia for  these  very  generous  remarks.  I 
want  to  say  again,  as  I  did  a  moment 
ago.  that  the  real  leader  in  this  issue 
has  been  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 
He  and  his  staff  over  the  last  more 
than  a  year  have  dug  into  it  in  a  very 
scholarly  and  thoughtful  way.  As  one 
who  has  introduced  bills  over  the 
years  I  have  been  privileged  to  serve 
here,  I  cannot  recall  having  worked  on 
a  bill  where  as  much  advance  prepara- 
tion and  careful  consultation  went 
into  the  bill  before  it  was  even  Intro- 
duced. 

I  think  it  was  well  justified  In  this 
case  to  have  that  kind  of  advance 
preparation,  because  neither  the  Sena- 
tor from  Georgia  nor  I  have  any  desire 
to  go  off  half-cocked  on  an  issue  of 
this  importance.  So,  under  his  leader- 
ship, we  have  contacted  people  who 
are  in  the  prison  system,  people  who 
are  prosecutors,  those  who  are  experts 
over  at  the  Department  of  Justice,  and 
independent  authorities,  too.  I  really 
believe  we  have  come  up  with  a  piece 
of  legislation  that  does  make  sense. 

So  often,  when  we  introduce  bills, 
here,  we  are  in  a  position  of  trying  to 
weigh  off  the  interest  of  one  part  of 
society  against  another  or,  perhaps, 
even  to  weigh  the.  legitimate  interests 
of  one  special  group  against  another.  I 
think  in  this  particular  case,  we  have 
framed  a  piece  of  legislation  which,  in 
fact,  hurts  no  one  and  benefits  every- 
one who  is  affected.  That  is  to  say,  it 
will  provide  the  kind  of  improvement 
in  prison  conditions  which  will  benefit 
both  society  and  those  who  are  unfor- 
tunate enough  to  be  in  prison.  It  will 
benefit  the  victims  of  crime  because, 
as  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
pointed  out,  it  will  provide,  at  least  in 
some  cases,  the  opportunity  for  those 
victims  to  be  compensated,  either  im- 
mediately or  at  some  later  date, 
through  the  efforts  of  prisoners  who 
go  out  and  work  in  the  community 
rather  than  be  locked  up. 

Finally,  the  taxpayers  are  going  to 
benefit  enormously  by  the  passage  of 
this  legislation  for  the  simple  reason 
that.  If  It  works  as  we  think  it  is  going 


to  and  as  the  experts  have  told  us  it 
win.  we  shall  have  to  build  fewer  of 
these  very  expensive  prison  facilities 
Into  the  future.  At  a  time  when  the 
Federal  budget  is  stretched  so  thin, 
that  Is  certainly  a  very  Important 
aspect  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  later  today,  I  intend 
to  contact  our  colleagues  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary  and  ask  them 
to  have  an  early  hearing  on  the  Nunn- 
Armstrong  bill.  I  invite  all  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  to  take  a  look  at 
our  proposal  and  give  us  early  com- 
ments and  advice  and  help  to  speed  It 
on  its  way. 

•  Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  commend  my  colleague 
from  Colorado  and  my  colleague  from 
Georgia  for  the  outstanding  leader- 
ship they  have  provided  in  the  area  of 
sentencing  reform.  The  bill  they  are 
introducing  today  is  one  which  repre- 
sents an  irmovative  and  progressive  ap- 
proach to  the  disturbing  problems  as- 
sociated with  this  coimtry's  sentencing 
and  correctional  practices.  I  enthusi- 
astically endorse  this  piece  of  legisla- 
tion and  am  hopeful  that  it  receives 
expeditious  treatment  in  committee, 
and  I  am  proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  scarcely  a  day  goes  by 
without  a  bill  being  introduced  in  Con- 
gress that  cries  for  stiff  penalties  for 
crimes.  We  see  scores  of  mandatory 
sentences  being  attached  to  new  crime 
bills,  and  we  see  existing  penalties  for 
certain  crimes  being  doubled  and  tri- 
pled, all  inevitably  translating  into 
lengthy  prison  sentences  and  more 
prisoners.  We  all  want  to  get  tough  on 
crime,  and  so  the  accepted  solutipn  in 
this  body  Is  to  beef  up  prisonVsen- 
tences  and  to  maximize  the  certstujty 
of  Imprisonment  for  virtually  all  Fed- 
eral offenders. 

All  that  is  well  and  good.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, except  that  our  country's  prison 
system  is  c*i  the  verge  of  explosion. 
During  the  past  decade,  the  number  of 
prisoners  in  America  has  increased  100 
percent,  and  the  record  growth  rate 
we  are  seeing  in  the  prison  popula- 
tions shows  no  sign  of  abating.  We  are 
seeing  reports  in  California  of  prison- 
ers being  confined  to  tents,  in  Florida 
of  court  orders  mandating  prison  pop- 
ulation reductions,  and  in  every  state- 
house  in  this  coimtry  of  budget  re- 
quests for  additional  dollars  to  accom- 
modate the  burgeoning  prison  popula- 
tions within  their  State  systems. 

Already  this  year,  the  President  has 
requested  over  $100  million  for  con- 
struction of  Federal  prison  spaxie,  a 
figure  which  represents  the  largest 
single-year  request  In  the  history  of 
the  Federal  prison  system.  And  that 
figure  Is  dwarfed  by  a  nimiber  of  bills 
which  have  been  Introduced  In  this 
body  requesting  millions  or  billions  of 
dollars  for  grants  to  States  to  help 
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them  with  their  monstrous  overcrowd- 
ing problems. 

Mr.  President,  what  has  been  absent 
from  the  debate  on  the  subject  of 
crime  and  prison  overcrowding  are  the 
two  most  fundamental  questions  in 
need  of  resolution:  Is  our  country's  ap- 
proach to  corrections  working,  and 
does  our  country  have  the  capital 
available  to  accommodate  present  cor- 
rectional practices?  Those  are  the  two 
principal  issues  which  must  be  re- 
solved, and  those  are  the  two  prinicpal 
issues  which  have  been  roundly  ig- 
nored. 

I  submit  that  the  answers  to  those 
two  fundamental  inquiries  are  trou- 
bling ones.  Our  approach  to  punish- 
ment of  offenders  is  an  expensive  fail- 
ure, and  it  is  getting  more  expensive 
and  proving  drastically  counterproduc- 
tive. You  do  not  have  to  be  an  expert 
in  corrections  to  realize  that  our  pris- 
ons are  doing  very  little  correcting. 
And  costs?  It  costs  more  money  to 
house  a  prisoner  in  an  American 
prison  than  it  does  to  educate  a  law 
student  at  Harvard,  but  we  stumble  on 
blindly  under  the  assumption  that 
more  prison  sentences  and  longer 
prison  sentences  will  mean  less  crime. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  false,  witless 
assumption.  In  four  out  of  five  cases  of 
serious  crime,  there  is  not  even  an 
arrest.  Of  the  small  number  of  arrests 
that  occur,  only  about  one-half  result 
in  convictions.  A  Rand  Corp.  study  es- 
timates that  tripling  the  State  and 
Federal  prison  populations  would  only 
result  in  a  16-percent  reduction  in 
crime,  at  a  $40  billion  cost.  So  while  it 
may  sound  wonderful  to  talk  tough  on 
crime  and  punishment  by  enacting 
mandatory  prison  sentences,  the  so- 
bering fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
emphasis  on  controlling  crime 
through  tough  crime  bills  and  exag- 
gerated sentencing  statutes  is  badly 
misplaced. 

Mr.  President.  I  can  assure  you  that, 
as  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  the  dollars  that  are  going 
to  be  needed  to  maintain  current  cor- 
rectional practices  are  simply  not 
there.  Indeed,  we  can  go  to  the  credit 
window  and  borrow  the  billions  that 
will  be  needed  to  build  enough  prisons 
to  house  all  of  the  convicted  offenders, 
but  we  are  only  compounding  the  defi- 
■\  jfits  and  the  problems.  Senators  Ntjnn 
"  and  Armstrong,  by  differentiating  in 
their  bill  between  classes  of  offenders 
and  classes  of  sentences,  have  intro- 
duced a  measure  of  reason  into  an 
area  of  legislation  largely  ruled  by 
emotion.  I  think  that  when  the  public 
realizes  that 'about  half  of  the  people 
in  prison  are  serving  time  for  nonvio- 
lent crimes,  and  are  doing  so  at  the 
.  annual  tax-dollar  expense  of  $15,000 
to  $20,000.  there  will  be  a  public 
uproar  for  progressive  sentencing 
practices  and  alternative  forms  of  pun- 
ishment for  offenders. 


Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  a  gigantic 
step  in  that  direction  and  is  one  that  I 
wholeheartedly  endorse. • 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.- Mr.  President.  I 
reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Armstrong).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Tlie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  be  a  brief  period  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business, 
under  the  previous  order.  The  state- 
ments of  Senators  will  be  limited 
therein  to  not  to  exceed  2  minutes. 


THE  ILLEGAL  DRUG  PROBLEM 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President, 
during  the  past  2  years,  as  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Drug  Enforcement 
Caucus,  I  have  had  my  worst  fears 
about  our  country's  future  confirmed: 
Illegal  drugs  are  undermining  America 
by  poisoning  our  children  and  threat- 
ening our  communities.  In  an  effort  to 
focus  national  attention  on  this 
threat,  I  shall  deliver  a  floor  state- 
ment on  illegal  drugs  daily. 

Consider  the  impact  of  drug  abuse 
on  our  society: 

Heroin-related  deaths  exceed  800  per 
year  for  the  first  time  since  1976. 
There  now  are  nearly  500,000  heroin 
users  in  the  United  States. 

Illegal  drug  consumption  now  ex- 
ceeds $80  billion  per  year,  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $350  per  capita. 

While  the  health  of  all  other  Ameri- 
cans has  been  improving,  the  death 
rate  for  young  Americans  between  the 
ages  of  15  and  24  is  higher  than  it  was 
20  years  ago.  Medical  experts  are  con- 
vinced that  drug  abuse  has  been  the 
major  factor  in  this  frightening  trend. 

A  December  1982  special  report  in 
the  Harvard  Business  Review  revealed 
that  in  1981,  drug  abuse  by  employees 
cost  employers  $16.4  billion  in  lost  pro- 
ductivity. 

Deaths  and  emergency  room  admis- 
sions from  heroin  overdoses  have  in- 
creased dramatically  in  the  past  3 
years  both  nationally  and  in  the 
Washington  area,  accordi  g  to  Federal 
figures,  and  the  increases  are  casued 
by  a  rise  in  heroin  use  by  the  middle 
class. 

Deaths  from  heroin  overdoses  since 
1980  have  risen  63  percent  nationally 
and  96  percent  in  the  Washington 
area,  the  figures  show.  Heroin-related 
emergency  room  admissions  have  risen 
48  percent  nationally  and  16  percent 
locally. 


In  all,  there  were  11,538  emergency 
room  admissions  and  771  deaths  na- 
tionwide related  to  heroin  use  in  1982. 
In  the  Washington  area,  there  were 
865  heroin-related  emergency  room 
admissions  and  133  deaths  attributed 
to  heroin  last  year. 

This  epidemic  of  heroin  deaths  is 
driectly  related  to  increased  foreign 
production  leading  to  lower  costs  and 
greater  supply  in  the  United  States. 

Three  countries  of  southwest  Asia- 
Pakistan.  Afghanistan,  and  Iran— have 
emerged  as  the  largest  producers  of  Il- 
licit opium  in  the  world.  According  to 
U.S.  estimates,  between  1.200  and 
1,600  metric  tons  of  opium  were  pro- 
duced in  the  area  known  as  the 
Golden  Crescent.  Much  of  this  crop 
was  either  consumed  or  stored  in  the 
countries  themselves.  But  if  all  this 
opium  had  been  refined  into  heroin, 
120  t^,60  metric  tons  of  heroin  would 
have  been  available  to  the  illicit  world 
market.  Since  U.S.  consumption  of 
heroin  Is  in  the  range  of  3  metric  tons, 
it  is  clear  that  the  enormous  south- 
west Asian  opium  supply  confronts 
this  country  with  the  danger  of  an- 
other heroin  epidemic,  perhaps  of  the 
magnitude  that  we  suffered  in  the  late 
sixties  and  early  seventies. 

Opium  popples  have  been  grown  for 
centuries  in  the  countries  of  southwest 
Asia.  The  Pathans,  a  fiercely  inde- 
pendent tribal  people  living  along  the 
border  between  Afghanistan  and  Paki- 
stan, produce  great  quantities  of 
opium  gum.  The  Kurds  and  several 
other  ethnic  groups  In  Iran  are  also 
traditional  opium  producers.  Addiction 
among  the  Pushtun  tribal  peoples 
themselves  is  not  generally  severe,  al- 
though there  are  pockets  of  high 
abuse.  The  gum  has  traditionally  been 
sold  to  merchants  In  the  small  border 
towns  of  the  Khyber  Pass  region. 
These  merchants  store  the  opium  gum 
until  they  can  sell  it  to  traffickers, 
who  move  It  by  many  routes  to  mar- 
kets outside  Pakistan  and  Afghani- 
stan. 

While  Iran  was  ruled  by  the  Shah, 
the  countries  of  southwest  Asia 
formed  an  opium  system  with  little 
impact  on  the  West.  This  was  because 
much  of  the  opium  produced  In  the 
border  regions  of  Pakistan  and  Af- 
ghanistan was  smuggled  to  Iran  to 
serve  that  country's  enormous  addict 
population— upward  of  1  million  ad- 
dicts. There  the  opium  was  eaten  or 
smoked  by  older,  rural  dwellers,  al- 
though with  Iranian  modernization 
came  an  increasing  number  of  heroin 
abusers  among  the  urban  middle  class- 
es. In  1955  the  Shah  Imposed  a  ban  on 
domestic  opium  production  in  an  at- 
tempt to  control  drug  abuse.  He  later 
permitted  some  licit  production  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  registered 
addicts. 

As  the  Shah's  hold  on  Iran  wejik- 
ened,  and  law  and  order  in  the  coun- 


tryside broke  down,  farmers  began  to 
ignore  the  ban  on  opium  cultivation  in 
Iran.  Iran,  which  before  the  downfall 
of  the  Shah  had  long  been  a  "sponge" 
for  Afghan  and  Pakistani  opium,  now 
began  to  produce  larger  and  larger 
quantities  of  opium  for  Its  own  use  as 
well  as  for  Illicit  export.  Political 
chaos  in  Iran  made  trafficking  easier. 
Quite  suddenly,  Iran  became  a  contrib- 
utor to  the  opiate  flood.  There  was 
more  than  enough  opium  produced  In 
the  Golden  Crescent  to  supply  Euro- 
pean and  North  American  markets. 
Most  Afghan  and  Pakistani  opiates 
continued  to  be  smuggled  westward 
through  Iran.  Turkey  also  Increased  In 
Importance  as  a  transit  country. 

By  late  1979,  the  news  magazines  of 
Germany  were  full  of  stories  of  the 
"heroin  epidemic. "  All  the  significant 
Indicators— hospital  admissions,  addic- 
tion-related crime,  and,  particularly, 
overdose  deaths— were  soaring. 

Turkish  traffickers,  using  the  large 
population  of  Turkish  guest  workers 
In  Germany  as  their  cover,  flooded 
first  Germany,  then  the  rest  of 
Europe,  with  cheap  southwest  Asian 
heroin.  The  potency  of  some  of  this 
heroin  reached  levels  unknown  in  the 
United  States.  Some  samples  tested 
out  at  more  than  90  percent  pure 
heroin  hydrochloride. 

Today,  southwest  Asia  is  the  largest 
source  of  heroin  corisumed  In  the 
United  States  and  Western  Europe.  It 
Is  vital  that  eradication  at  the  source 
be  a  U.S.  policy  priority. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  June 
13,  1983,  Washington  Post  article  by 
Ronald  Kessler  entitled,  "The  Story  of 
Three  Who  Traveled  Down  Heroin 
Road"  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Stories  or  Three  Who  Traveled  Down 
Heroin  Road 
How    does    a    person    become    a    heroin 
addict? 

It  is  a  process  virtually  unimaginable  for 
most  individuals;  and  one  little  understood 
even  by  those  who  spend  their  lives  treating 
heroin  addicts  or  those  who  actually  become 
addicted. 

•I  wish  I  knew  why  I  take  drugs,"  says  a 
35-year-old  taxi  driver  who  has  used  heroin 
for  16  years.  'I'd  do  anything  to  stay  off 
drugs." 

The  stereotype  of  the  herom  user  often 
portrays  an  ambitionless  person  in  a  con- 
stant state  of  euphoric  escape,  unable  to 
hold  a  job,  ever  ready— even  driven— to  steal 
or  commit  violence  for  money  to  support 
the  addiction.  It  is  an  inadequate  portrayal. 
These  profiles  of  three  heroin  addicts 
were  compiled  by  Washington  Post  staff 
writer  Ronald  Kessler.  One  of  them  grew  up 
in  a  comforUble  Northwest  Washington 
neighborhood  and  has  a  brother  who  is  a 
Roman  Catholic  deacon.  Another  grew  up  in 
a  strict  family  and  went  off  to  coUege.  The 
third  has  a  brother  who  became  a  corpora- 
tion executive.  They  have  held  regiUar  jobs 
for  years  at  a  time  and  hidden  their  addic- 
tion from  their  closest  friends  and  their 
families.  One  has  raised  a  daughter  who  is 


about  to  go  off  to  college.  All  regret  their 
decision  to  take  heroin. 

■It's  a  living  hell.'"  says  a  34-year-old 
woman  who  lives  in  suburban  Virginia  and 
began  taking  heroin  at  19.  "1  dont  know  of 
anyone  I  hate  enough  to  turn  on  to  heroin." 
"No  Problems,  No  Worries"  Atter  Needle 
Although  her  parents  were  divorced  when 
she  was  a  year  old,  Monica  Little  saw  her 
father  often,  and  they  had  a  close  relation- 
ship. Her  mother  made  sure  she  was  home 
by  9  p.m.  She  was  not  allowed  to  date  until 
she  was  16. 

Now  34.  Little  recalls  stepping  over  rusty 
hypodermic  needles  on  her  way  to  junior 
high  school  in  Washington.  She  also  recalls 
a  friend  who  snorted  heroin. 

■'I  saw  her  getting  sick  and  vomiting," 
Little  recalled.  "I  said  how  much  of  a  high  is 
that?" 

At  16,  Little  became  pregnant.  Her  mother 
took  care  of  her  new-born  daughter  as  Little 
prepared  to  go  to  college  in  El  Paso.  While 
attending  a  three-day  college  orientation 
session  there,  she  met  some  servicemen  and 
told  them  she  was  from  the  District. 

"They  said,  "Then  you  must  know  how  to 
get  high,"  '■  she  recalled.  "Sure  I  get  high," "" 
she  said,  concerned  that  she  would  not  be 
accepted.  "So  I  stuck  my  arm  out  and 
turned  my  head  so  he  could  hit  me  with  the 
needle."" 

"It  was  like  nothing  I  had  ever  had.  I  was 
carefree,  no  problems,  no  worries,  it  was  the 
ultimate."" 

Little  stayed  in  El  Paso  a  month.  When 
she  returned  to  Washington,  she  was  an 
addict. 

"In  the  18  years  I  shot  dope,  I  never  got 
that  same  high,"  she  said  of  the  first  time 
she  took  heroin.  "I  think  thats  what  I  was 
looking  for."" 

Little  served  2V2  years  in  jail  for  charging 
purchases  on  stolen  credit  cards.  "Somebody 
would  come  along  on  the  strip,  where  they 
had  just  taken  a  pocketbook,  and  Id  buy 
the  credit  card  for  maybe  $35  for  three. 
Then  I'd  purchase  something  and  sell  it  for 
half  of  what  it  cost."  She  said  she  used  the 
money  to  buy  heroin  and  clothes  for  her 
two  daughters. 

Tve  let  jobs  go  because  I  didnt  want  any- 
body to  know."  she  said  of  her  addiction.  'I 
was  driving  a  bus  and  resigned  because  half 
the  time  I  was  thinking,  "Where  can  I  park 
this  bus  and  get  some  dope?"  I  had  60  peo- 
ple"s  lives  in  my  hands."" 

Little  worked  as  a  computer  progranuner 
several  years  ago.  At  lunch-time,  she  went 
to  the  rest  room  and  shot  up.  "People  no- 
ticed I  would  be  sluggish  in  the  morning," 
she  said.  "I  could  not  keep  up  the  charade 
any  longer.'"  She  quit  the  job. 

The  heroin  habit  turned  her  skin  blotchy. 
She  felt  like  scratching  all  the  time.  She 
saw  friends  die  from  overdoses.  Other 
friends  disappeared  when  she  needed 
money.  Today,  Uttle  takes  doses  of  metha- 
done that  are  being  slowly  reduced.  She 
says  she  is  determined  to  end  her  drug  ad- 
diction entirely,  and  hopes  to  stop  taking 
methadone  soon.  She  now  lives  in  Virginia 
with  her  mother  and  daughters. 

•Its  a  living  hell,"  Monica  said.  "I  dont 
know  of  anyone  I  hate  enough  to  turn  on  to 
heroin  ...  It  was  my  choice.  I  don't  know 
why  I  started.  The  only  thing  I  know  now  is 
1  am  sorry  I  made  that  choice." 
"It  Made  Me  the  Person  1  Wanted  To  Be 


Church.  Jerel  said  he  began  smoking  mar- 
ijuana in  college,  returned  to  Washington 
after  the  first  semester  and  began  hanging 
out  at  a  Silver  Spring  pool  hall.  i 

"When  I  was  19,  I  was  shy,  wltlfdrawn. 
and  passive,""  said  Jerel,  who  asked  that  his 
last  name  not  be  used.  His  friends  always 
seemed  to  be  more  relaxed  around  girls. 

"^hen  one  weekend  he  attended  a  party  in 
Virginia,  where  a  friend  suggested  he  snort 
heroin.  "It  was  love  the  first  thing,"  Jerel 
said.  '"It  made  me  the  person  I  ilways 
wanted  to  be.  I  was  dancing  and  hugging 
the  girls  and  had  sex  with  them.  I  didn"t 
have  the  fears  and  inhibitions  I  always 
had." 

For  several  weekends  after  that,  Jerel 
said,  he  snorted  heroin  with  the  girl  he  had 
taken  to  the  party.  Soon  he  was  Uking  it 
every  few  days. 

I  used  to  faint  when  I  saw  a  needle,""  he    ' 
said.  But  a  friend  said,  "  Do  it  all  the  way.' 
We  went  to  a  drug  store  and  got  a  syringe.  I 
never  snorted  it  again."" 

Eventually.  Jerel  craved  heroin  every 
three  hours. 

He  said  he  helped  finance  his  habit  by 
writing  bad  checks  and  stealing  from  his 
parents.  Just  a  few  weeks  ago,  he  took  some 
of  his  mother"s  crystal  -and  sold  it  at  an  an-  <• 
tique  shop  for  $175,  he  said. 

"I  call  myself  a  coward  junkie,'"  he  said.  ""I 
never  stirk  up  anybody."" 

Until  a  few  months  ago  Jerel  had  been  off 
heroin  for  some  time,  taking  methadone,  an 
addictive  heroin  substitute  dispensed  by  a 
clinic.  He  had  $1,900  in  the  bank  and  a  girl- 
friend hp  planned  to  marry.  She  introduced 
him  to  bike  riding  and  other  activities.  "One 
of  my  positions  is  I  have  to  find  things  so  I 
wont  be  bored."  he  explained. 

But  one  evening,  Jerel  felt  he  owed  him- 
self something  good  and  took  a  shot  of 
heroin.  The  girlfriend  left  him. 

•She  didn't  understand  drugs  at  all,""  he 
said.  "She  couldn"t  comprehend  giving 
someone  $100  for  two  bags  of  white  powder, 
which  I  can't  understand  either."" 

Jerels  hands  are  swollen  from  needle 
punctures,  and  bandages  hide  the  scabs  that 
have  formed.  He  said  it  is  almost  impossible 
to  find  a  vein  that  has  not  collapsed  or 
become  too  hard  to  penetrate  because  of  the 
relentless  puncturing.  When  he  entered 'the 
hospital  recently,  he  said,  the  doctors  had 
to  make  an  incision  near  his  collarbone  to 
draw  a  sample  of  his  blood. 

•I  wish  I  knew  why  I  take  drugs.'"  said 
Jerel.  "Id  do  anything  to  stay  off  drugs." 

Over  the  years',  10  or  11  of  his  friends 
have  died  from  heroin  overdoses,  he  said. 
Two  weeks  ago,  Jerel  quit  heroin  and  again 
began  taJting  methadone. 

■I  fell  rm  cursed,"  he  said.  "Why  do  I 
have  to  be  on  this?  Why  do  I  have  to  go 
through  this  every  day?" 


Jerel,  35,  began  taking  heroin  when  he 
was  19. 

In  contrast  to  his  older  brother,  who 
became  a  deacon  in  the  Roman  Catholic 


Drug  Habit  "Could  Make  You  Steal  Prom 
Your  Own  Momma" 
Bobby  Johnson  began  smoking  marijuana 
when  he  was  16,  became  an  alcoholic  in  his 
20"^  and  then  moved  on  to  heroin  when  he 
had  conquered  alcoholism.  He  had  been  off 
heroin  for  two  days  recently  and  was  hoping 
that  the  daily  methadone  dose  he  was 
taking  would  help  him  kick  heroin. 

"I  always  thought  I  needed  alcohol  or 
drugs,  so  I  started  snorting'heroin  aftt.  get- 
ting out  of  the  [alcoholism]  program,""  the 
32-year-old  Johnson  said.  "It  was  for  enjoy- 
ment. I  didn"t  know  it  could  control  you  and 
make  you  steal  from  your  own  momma."" 

A  Washington  native,  Johnson  said  he  was 
not  interested  in  sports  or  any  other  activl- 
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ties  in  high  school.  After  graduating,  he 
worked  as  a  laborer  on  house  restoration 
projects.  "There  are  very  few  things  I've 
done  besides  working  <uid  getting  high."  he 
said.  "...  I  knew  nothing  else  to  do." 

For  the  past  two  years.  Johnson  said,  he 
was  the  manager  of  a  parking  lot  in  Virgin- 
ia. He  injected  heroin  into  his  veins  once  a 
day.  "For  me,  it  would  last  all  day.  It's  a 
mental  thing." 

Even  some  of  his  closest  friend  don't  know 
he  is  a  heroin  addict.  "You  can  put  on  a 
good  front."  he  said. 

SiiKe  his  salary  from  the  parking  lot  was 
not  enough  to  finance  his  habit.  Johnson 
sold  marijuana  on  the  side.  "I  did  hustling, 
but  no  robbing  or  snatching  pocketbooks.  I 
felt  I  was  doing  legitimate  things." 

Yet  with  his  debts  growing.  Johnson 
walked  off  his  job  in  March. 

'Dope  makes  you  do  some  stupid  things." 
he  said  of  that  decision.  "I  was  depressed.  I 
looked  at  my  check  and  saw  all  I  have  is 
enough  to  get  five  quarters  [bags  or  shots] 
this  week  ...  I  thought  I  wasn't  getting 
erwugh  money." 

Johnsons  brother  is  a  marketing  manager 
for  a  large  company  and  his  sister  works  for 
*the  federal  government.  "I  don't  understand 
It."  he  said.  "My  sister  and  brother  turned 
out  well.  I  think  it  was  the  crowd.  I've 
always  hung  with  the  wrong  crowd  ...  I 
never  looked  at  myself  as  being  anybody." 
'  Today.  Johnson's  parents  are  helping  sup- 
port him  and  he  has  taken  an  interest  in  re- 
ligion. 

"I  always  had  it  in  my  mind  that  I  needed 
something.  I  never  knew  how  to  deal  with 
life  without  doing  something.  I  felt  you  had 
to  do  it  [take  drugs]  to  enjoy  life.  It  just 
makes  you  mellow,  you  be  nice.  I  always 
wanted  to  feel  nice." 


DR.  KARL  MENNINGER 

Mrs,  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
this  Friday.  July  22,  will  mark  the 
90th  birthday  of  a  truly  outstanding 
man— Dr.  Karl  Menninger.  The  Men- 
ninger  name  is  one  which  is  known 
and  respected  aroimd  the  world.  As  a 
Kansan.  I  can  speak  to  the  special 
pride  which  citizens  of  my  own  State 
take  in  the  contributions  Dr.  Karl 
Menninger  has  made  to  the  field  of 
mental  health. 

Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Trustees 
•  of  the  Menninger  Foundation  located 
in  Topeka,  Kans.,  Dr.  Menninger  has 
devoted  his  working  lifetime  to  ex- 
panding the  boundaries  of  psychiatry. 
His  leadership  efforts  in  improving  the 
lives  of  the  mentally  ill  are  demon- 
strated by  his  massive  teaching,  lec- 
ture, publication,  and  direct  patient 
care  activities.  Appealing  to  psychiat- 
ric professionals  and  laymen  alike,  Dr. 
Menninger  has  opened  our  eyes  to  the 
opportunities  for  progress  in  under- 
standing the  human  mind. 

A  1917  graduate  of  the  Harvard  Uni- 
versity Medical  School,  Dr.  Menninger 
returned  to  Topeka  in  1919  to  join  his 
father— Dr,  C.  F.  Menninger— in  prac- 
tice. Shortly  thereafter.  Dr.  William  C. 
Menninger  joined  his  father  and 
brother  in  the  practice. 

The  Menningers'  growing  focus  on 
mental  illness  led  to  the  establishment 
of   the  Menninger  Sanitarium   Corp. 


This  corporation  was  subsequently  re- 
organized as  the  Menninger  Founda- 
tion, permitting  an  expansion  from  pa- 
tient treatment  to  education,  research, 
and  prevention  activities.  The  founda- 
tion is  internationally  renowned  as  a 
center  for  psychiatric  training,  treat- 
ment, and  research. 

Dr.  Karl  Menninger  has  not  con- 
fined his  work  to  the  Topeka  area. 
During  World  War  II,  he  was  called 
upon  to  assess  the  psychiatric  care 
needs  of  military  personnel  serving  in 
the  European  theater  operation. 

His  work  has  been  recognized  by 
countless  organizations.  He  is  the 
recipient  of  honorary  degrees  from  13 
universities  and  of  numerous  awards- 
including  the  prestigious  Medal  of 
Freedom.  The  inscription  on  the 
medal,  which  is  the  Nation's  highest 
civilian  honor,  succinctly  captures  the 
spirit  of  Dr.  Menninger's  work.  It 
reads: 

Karl  Menninger  fias  taught  us  much 
about  ourselves  and  our  behaviour.  An  acute 
observer  and  social  critic,  he  has  put  into 
action  what  he  has  put  onto  paper.  As  an 
author  and  doctor,  his  works  range  from 
popular  written  accounts  of  psychiatry  to 
studies  done  in  his  own  hospital,  from  creat- 
ing homes  for  parentless  children  to  reform- 
ing the  penal  system.  With  the  wisdom  of 
his  years,  he  truly  does  represent  the  ideas 
of  another  generation— one  of  the  future, 
rather  than  of  the  past. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  family  friends, 
and  associates  of  Dr.  Karl  Menninger 
in  celebrating  his  90th  birthday. 


ONE  OBSTACLE  IS  OUT  OF  THE 
WAY 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  in 
past  years  the  most  substantial  opposi- 
tion to  the  ratification  of  the  Geno- 
cide Coryfention  came  from  the  Ameri- 
can Bar  Association.  Fortunately,  that 
organization  no  longer  stands  in  the 
way  of  this  treaty.  The  ABA  now  sup- 
ports adherence  by  the  United  States 
to  the  Genocide  Convention. 

The  original  ABA  position,  as  stated 
in  1949,  was  based  on  questions  raised 
by  three  men— Alfred  Schweppe.  Carl 
B.  Rix,  and  George  A.  Finch— concern- 
ing the  text  of  the  treaty. 

Mr.  Schweppe,  the  chairman  of  the 
Special  Committee  on  Peace  and  Law 
of  the  ABA,  found  five  problems  pre- 
sented by  the  treaty  in  its  original 
form.  First,  he  said  that  as  it  was 
stated  in  the  text,  genocide  was  consid- 
ered a  crime  only  with  governmental 
complicity.  Second,  "political  groups" 
were  excluded  from  protection.  Third, 
the  inclusion  of  the  phrase  "as  such  " 
before  'national,  ethnical,  racial  and 
religious  groups"  was  ambiguous. 
Fourth,  the  addition  of  "mental 
harm"  was  unclear.  Fifth,  a  procedur- 
al question  was  raised  as  to  what  con- 
stituted a  "part"  of  any  one  of  the 
protected  groups, 

Mr.  President,  Carl  Rix,  the  vice 
chairmaji   of   the   special   committee. 


took  a  slightly  different  approach.  He 
pointed  out,  quite  correctly  I  would 
like  to  add,  that  the  Gencocide  Con- 
vention revolutionized  the  standing  of 
the  individual  under  international  law. 
While  this  was  certainly  a  new  devel- 
opment, it  was  clearly  the  logical  out- 
come of  centuries  of  international 
legal  progress.  Mr.  Rix  also  felt  that 
there  was  no  constitutional  basis  for 
the  necessary  domestic  laws.  Likewise, 
he  feared  that  Congress  would  have 
no  control  over  the  implementation  of 
this  treaty  once  it  had  been  passed.  Fi- 
nally, he  dragged  out  the  old  question 
of  State  versus  Federal  Government 
power,  and  how  this  treaty  might 
touch  on  that  issue. 

George  Finch,  a  member  of  the  spe- 
cial committee,  had  three  objections. 
First,  he  felt  that  the  provision  in  the 
U.S.  Constitution  dealing  with  treaties 
might  place  the  Genocide  Convention 
in  a  position  superior  to  the  Constitu- 
tion itself.  Second,  the  treaty  did  not 
provide  for  an  international  penal  tri- 
bunal to  enforce  its  provisions.  Third. 
Mr.  Finch  was  concerned  that  the 
treaty's  definition  of  the  word  "geno- 
cide" was  inadequate. 

The  objections  raised  by  these  three 
men  formed  the  basis  of  the  ABA's  op- 
position to  the  Genocide  Contention. 
The  ABA  voted  on  September  8.  1949, 
to  recommend  that  the  treaty  not  be 
approved  by  the  U.S.  Senate.  No  one 
can  say  for  sure,  Mr.  President,  but  it 
is  likely,  that  this  recommendation 
was  responsible  for  the  Senate's  fail- 
ure to  ratify  the  Genocide  Convention. 
For  about  20  years  the  ABA  stuck  to 
this  position. 

But.  on  December  9.'  1969.  the  ABA. 
under  Chairman  Jerome  J.  Shestack, 
began  to  reconsider  its  stance.  In  light 
of  changes  in  the  international  scene 
and  in  interpretations  of  certain 
points  in  the  treaty,  the  ABA  reexam- 
ined the  Genocide  Convention.  By 
1976  a  series  of  four  understandings 
had  been  compiled  which  addressed 
the  ABA'S  few  remaining  questions 
about  the  treaty.  Here  is  the  heart  of 
these  understandings. 

First,  "the  U.S.  Government  under- 
stands and  construes  the  words  intent 
to  destroy,  in  whole  or  in  part,  a  na- 
tional, ethnical,  racial,  or  religious 
group  by  the  acts  specified  in  article  II 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  affect  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  group  concerned." 

Second,  "mental  harm"  was  clarified 
to  mean  a  "condition  of  permanent  im- 
pairment." 

Third,  the  American  Bar  Association 
reaffirmed  the  right  of  a  nation  to  try 
its  own  nationals  for  acts  committed 
outside  the  state. 

Fourth,  the  U.S.  Government  will 
not  deposit  its  instruments  ot  ratifica- 
tion until  after  the  implementing  leg- 
islation, which  would  establish  the 
Genocide   Convention's   provisions  as 


the  law  of  the  land,  is  passed  by  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  adopted  these 
understandings  to  the  text  of  the 
treaty.  Now  we  can  count  the  Ameri- 
can Bar  Association  as  one  of  the 
strongest  supporters  of  the  effort  to 
ratify  the  treaty. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  encouraged  that 
a  body  as  highly  respected  and  as 
knowledgeable  as  the  American  Bar 
Association  has  contributed  construc- 
tively to  the  debate  on  the  Genocide 
Convention.  Moreover,  I  am  pleased 
that  the  ABA  has  come  to  support  the 
treaty.  The  Senate  should  follow  suit. 
Now  that  the  ABA  has  come  on  board, 
what  about  the  Senate?  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  act  favorably  on  the  Geno- 
cide Convention. 


UNITED  STATES  HAS  CLEAR  NU- 
CLEAR   WEAPONS    ADVANTAGE 
OVER  SOVIET-RIGHT  NOW 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  is 
this  the  time  for  the  United  States  to 
seek   a   mutual   verifiable   agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union  to  stop  testing, 
producing,     and     deploying     nuclear 
weapons?  I  think  it  is.  The  one  major 
reason  many  give  for  opposing  such  an 
agreement  now  is  that  it  might  leave 
the  Soviet  Union  with  a  predominance 
in  nuclear  weapons  that  would  enable 
them  to  blackmail  the  United  States 
and  the  NATO  countries  into  submis- 
sion, and  threaten  and  intimidate  this 
country  in  whatever  areas  of  the  world 
we   might   find   ourselves   in   conflict 
with  the  Soviets.  The  President  of  the' 
United   States.    Ronald   Reagan,    has 
argued  on  national  television  repeated- 
ly that  the  Soviet  Union  leads  us  in 
nuclear  capability.   The   President   is 
just  plain  wrong. 

Now,  it  is  true  he  is  pushing  for  an 
arms  control  agreement  at  Geneva  in 
the   SALT   talks.   But   that   strategic 
arms  negotiation  has  concerned  itself 
primarily  with  intermediate  missiles  in 
Europe.    Both    the    Soviets    and    the 
United  States  havfe  from  time  to  time 
talked  about  the  possibility  of  consid- 
ering  a  mutual   limitation   on   arma- 
ments that  would  include  some  other 
nuclear  weapons.  But  the  public  pos- 
ture  of   President   Reagan   has   been 
that  we  must  build  up  our  nuclear  ar- 
senal so  that  we  would  enter  any  more 
comprehensive    United    States-Soviet 
negotiations  with  a  nuclear  arsenal  as 
strong  as  theirs.  On  the  other  hand 
many  argue  that  in  many  respects  our 
nuclear   arsenal   exceeds   the   Soviets 
Union's.   They   have   far  more   land- 
based    intercontinental    ballistic   mis- 
siles. We  have  far  more  bomber-  and 
submarine-launched  baUistic  missiles. 
They  have  about  70  percent  of  their 
nuclear  capability  in  land-based  mis- 
siles. We  have  onl^  25  percent  of  our 
nuclear  capability  in  land-based  mis- 
siles. 


It  seems  clear  to  this  Senator  that 
we  have  a  distinct  advantage  in  nucle- 
ar power  for  these  reasons: 

First,  we  have  more  nuclear  war- 
heads than  the  Soviet  Union  by  every 
count; 

Second,  because  far  more  of  our  war- 
heads are  on  mobile  submarines  and 
bombers,  we  can  deliver  about  12,000 
nuclear  warheads  on  the  Soviet  Union, 
compared  to  their  capability  of  deliv- 
ering 8.000  warheads  on  this  country; 

Third,  because  our  nuclear  arsenal  is 
at  sea  and  in  the  air.  we  have  a  dis- 
tinct and  much  more  assured  survival 
capability.  This  is  greatly  magnified 
because  we  not  only  have  more  war- 
heads under  the  ocean  and  in  the  air. 
but  our  submarine  fleet  is  at  sea  about 
three  times  as  much  as  the  Russians. 
In  fact,  nearly  3.000  U.S.  nuclear 
weapons  are  always  at  sea  on  strategic 
subs.  The  Soviets  have  only  about  300 
always  at  sea.  And  our  bomber  fleet 
spends  at  least  three  or  four  times  as 
much  time  in  the  air  as  the  Russian 
air  fleet; 

Fourth,  every  other  nuclear  power 
in  the  world  is  either  allied  with  us 
against   the   Soviet  Union— like   Eng- 
land, France,  and  Israel,  which  prob- 
ably has  nuclear  power,  or  is  bitterly 
opposed  to  the  Soviet  Union— China. 
So  the  Soviets  are  isolated  in  the  nu- 
clear arms  world.  , 
What  do  the  Soviets  have  to  coun- 
teract our  distinct  advantages?  They 
have  a  slight  edge  in  total  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missiles:  1,398  to  1,047. 
They  have  5,238  nuclear  weapons  on 
ICBM's  to  our  2,147.  They  have  62 
strategic  submarines   to  our  33.   But 
even  in  this  category  we  have  about 
three  times  as  many  nuclear  weapons 
on  subs  as  they  have.  The  count  is 
4,960  for  the  United  States  and  1,698 
for  the  Soviet  Union.  It  would  seem  to 
this    Senator    that    any    fairminded 
judge  would  have  to  give  the  military 
nod   to   the   United   States   over   the 
Soviet  Union  right  now  in  nuclear  ca- 
pability and  even  more  decisively  to 
NATO  over  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

Why  the  difficulty  in  achieving  com- 
prehensive negotiations  to  stop  the 
arms  race?  Answer:  The  nuclear  capa- 
bilities are  so  different,  negotiations 
would  have  to  trade  off  unlike  capa- 
bilities. The  Soviets  could  reduce  their 
land-based  missiles  as  we  agree  to  cut 
back  our  bomber  and  submarine  capa- 
bility. 

PYom  our  standpoint  the  time  could 
hardly  be  more  propitious  for  negotia- 
tions with  the  Soviet  Union.  Right 
now,  today,  we  negotiate  from  a  posi- 
tion of  overall  strength.  If  we  could 
somehow  achieve  agreement  for  a 
mutual  verifiable  and  comprehensive 
freeze  right  now.  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  of  NATO  would  be 
extraordinarily  well  served.  Any  fur- 
ther negotiated  reductions— especially 
in  land-based  fixed,  multi-MIRV'd  mis- 
siles—would be  very  helpful,  indeed,  in 


providing  greater  stability  and  less 
risk  of  accidental  war.  But  no  one  with 
any  regard  for  the  facts  can  argue 
that  tfltday  the  United  States  would 
negotiate  a  nuclear  arms  limitation 
agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  from 
a  posture  of  inferiority.  No  way.  We  ^ 
should  negotiate  a  comprehensive  lim- 
itation on  nuclear  weapons  now. 


GUNBOAT  DIPLOMACY        '    ' 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  President  R^a- 
gatewieployment  of  a  naval  flotilla  off 
Nicaraguan  shores  is  a  classic  case  of 
gunboat  diplomacy.  It  is  a  provocative 
move  which  leads  us  substantially 
closer  to  war  in  Central  America. 

The  President  is  increasing  our  mili- 
tary presence  in  Honduras  and  up- 
grading airfields  along  the  Nicaraguan 
border.  It  is  easy  to  see  how  a  shell 
aimed  by  Nicaragua  against  tfre  CIA- 
backed  forces  could  strike  Americans 
and  provoke  another  Gulf  of  Tonkin. 

Within  hours  of  appointing  Henry 
Kissinger  to  study  Central  American 
policy  options,  the  administration  is 
proceeding  with  actions  that  increase 
the  risk  of  wider  war. 

Henry  Kissinger  is  remembered  in 
Latin  America  as  a  man  who  alined 
the  United  States  with  dictators  and 
as  the  architect  of  politics  which  over- 
threw the  democratically  elected  Chil- 
ean Government.  He  is  also  the  man 
who  helped  widen  the  Vietnam  con- 
flict into  Cambodia,  leading  to  the 
devastation  of  that  country,  foUowed  t 
by  its  falling  in  the  hands  o(  thrf  Com- 
munist Khmer  Rouge— the  mostVmh- 
less,  bloody  tyranny  since  Adolf  Hit- 
ler's. 

In  April,  Dr.  Kissinger  announced 
his  support  of  a  greater  U.S.  military 
presence  in  Honduras,  near  the  Nica- 
raguan border. 

Together  with  the  naval  deploy- 
ments off  Nicaraguan  shores,  the  Hon- 
duran  actions  increase  the  likelihood 
that  Honduras  will  suffer  the  fate  of 
Cambodia  and  Laos,  and  that  U.S.  sol- 
diers will  soon  be  directly  involved  in  a 
shooting  war  in  Central  America. 


THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  AGENDA 
Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President, 
now  more  than  ever  before.  Americans 
see  the  critical  link  between  the  condi- 
tion of  the  environment  and  the  high 
stakes  of  human  life  and  health. 
Today,  environmental  preservation 
goes  far  beyond  recreation  and  natural 
beauty.  Whole  communities  have  been 
made  uninhabitable  by  hazardous 
wastes.  Plant  and  fish  life  in  sections 
of  New  England  and  in  neighboring 
Canada  are  being  destroyed  by  acid 
rain.  Ruined  water  and  wasted  soil  are 
common  news.  '^ 

The   quality   of   our   lives   and  the 
health  of  future  generations  hang  in 
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the  balance  between  environmental 
protection  and  uncontrolled  pollution. 

Yet  the  Reagan  administration 
would  have  us  believe  that  prudent 
and  firm  protection  of  the  environ- 
ment i:>  of  concern  only  to  small  bands 
of  anti-business  radicals.  FYozen  in  ide- 
ology, this  administration  insists— in 
the  face  of  evidence  to  the  contrary— 
that  the  role  of  government  in  envi- 
ronmental issues  is  to  stand  aside. 
Worse,  many  Federal  officials  in  the 
Reagan  administration  charged  by  law 
with  protecting  the  environment 
ransom  both  our  heritage  and  our 
safety  to  reckless  and  even  lawless  dis- 
posal and  exploitation  of  natural  re- 
sources. The  stewardship  of  the  Amer- 
ican environment,  defined  by  Theo- 
dore Roosevelt  and  developed  by  a  suc- 
cession of  Presidents,  has  been  aban- 
doned by  the  Reagan  administration 
to  the  peril  of  us  all. 

A  clear  choice  on  environmental 
policies  must  be  brought  before  the 
American  public.  Practices  of  resource 
squandering  for  the  benefit  of  a  few 
must  be  replaced  by  activities  dedicat- 
ed to  stewardship  of  natural  resources 
for  all  Americans.  Realistic,  prudent 
alternatives  to  the  reckless  Reagan 
record  on  the  environment  must  be  ad- 
vanced in  forms  that  are  consistent 
with  our  objectives  of  economic 
growth  and  full  employment. 

American  citizens  can  have  a  Federal 
Government  that  does  not  interfere  in 
their  personal  lives,  that  does  not  limit 
their  freedoms,  that  does  not  take  im- 
moral and  lawless  actions  in  their 
name,  but  that  does  take  acti6n  to  pro- 
tect them  from  hazards  that  they 
alone  cannot  control. 

AIR 

Most  Americans  breathe  polluted 
air;  150  million  Americans  live  in  areas 
that  do  not  meet  one  or  more  of  the 
health  standards  set  by  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  Vast  areas  of  the  Nation  are  af- 
flicted with  acid  rain  that  destroys 
lakes  and  streams  and  damages  crops, 
forests,  and  buildings.  In  terms  of 
actual  human  exposure  to  toxic  pollut- 
ants, there  may  be  greater  exposure 
occurring  every  day  through  the  air 
than  from  toxic  waste  dumps  or  toxic 
water  pollution. 

Since  passage  of  America's  first 
strong  clean  air  legislation  in  1970,  im- 
portant strides  have  been  made  in  re- 
ducing some  emissions.  The  health  of 
Americans,  especially  the  health  of 
the  very  young  and  the  old  who  are 
most  susceptible,  has  been  protected 
through  the  reduction  of  pollution 
from  factories,  powerplants,  and  auto- 
mobiles. There  are  fewer  days  when 
our  cities  are  shrouded  in  dreary  and 
dangerous  clouds  of  pollution.  This 
record  shows  what  can  be  accom- 
plished with  clear  environmental  goals 
and  prudent  environmental  programs. 

But  the  work  begim  in  the  1970's  has 
been  halted  by  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion  in  the   1980's.   It   has  made   no 


progress  in  controlling  toxic  air  pollut- 
ants. It  has  no  policy  to  deal  with  acid 
rain  other  than  infinite  delay.  The 
Government  of  the  United  States, 
alone  among  the  industrialized  nations 
of  the  West,  continues  to  argue  that  it 
is  not  yet  time  for  action  to  halt  the 
destniction  of  our  lakes  n  id  forests  by 
acid  rain.  While  the  National  Academy 
of  Sciences  recommended  an  immedi- 
ate program  to  reduce  sulfur  emissions 
to  combat  acid  rain,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration has  approved  regulatory 
changes  that  authorize  1.8  million 
tons  per  year  of  increased  sulfur  diox- 
ide emissions.  Progress  in  protecting 
Americans  has  been  replaced  by  a 
policy  of  delay,  inaction,  special  excep^ 
tions  for  industrial  polluters,  and  lax 
enforcement  of  the  law. 

We  must  recommit  ourselves  to  the 
goals  that  led  to  the  passage  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Thousands  of  individual 
businesses  have  installed  pollution 
controls  to  meet  air  quality  standards, 
but  a  new  measure  of  wisdom  and 
statesmanship  is  required  from  the 
leaders  of  many  other  corporations  to 
meet  standards  set  by  existing  law. 
Government  must  meet  its  responsibil- 
ities vigorously.  The  air  over  our  na- 
tional parks  and  national  monuments 
must  be  kept  clean  and  pristine  so 
that  we  can  see  our  treasures.  Every 
American  .  must  be  guaranteed  the 
right  to  breathe  clean,  healthy  air. 
Where  the  health  of  our  citizens  auid 
the  profits  of  an  individual  corpor' 
tion  collide,  there  should  be  no  ques- 
tion that  health  is  more  important. 

America  needs: 

A  renewed  and  strengthened  Clean 
Air  Act  to  safeguard  public  health  in 
polluted  areas,  to  prevent  deteriora- 
tion of  air  quality  in  other  areas,  and 
to  protect  pure  air  in  the  national 
parks. 

Legislation  that  reduces  the  sulfur 
dioxide  emissions  causing  acid  rain  by 
at  least  50  percent  by  the  year  1990,  as 
proposed  in  the  Stafford  bill. 

Increased  funding  for  research  into 
currently  uncontrolled  and  unstudied 
air  pollutants. 

An  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  who  takes 
swift  and  vigorous  action  to  control 
toxic  air  pollutants. 

Vigilant  enforcement  of  air  pollution 
laws  against  those  who  would  violate 
them  and  reasonable  applications  of 
the  law  for  those  making  best  efforts 
at  compliance. 

Efforts  by  citizens  from  coast  to 
coast  to  prevent  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration from  weakening  critical  provi- 
sions of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Stringent  standards  for  deeming  up 
emissions  from  heavy  truclu  and  diesel 
vehicles. 

Efforts  by  industry  to  modernize 
plants  and  equipment,  thereby  im- 
proving productivity  and  energy  effi- 
ciency and  reducing  pollution. 


WATER 

Clean,  fresh  water  is  an  increasingly 
scarce  and  precious  resource  on  our 
densely  populated  planet.  This  coun- 
try is  richly  endowed  with  water  re- 
sources; it  has  more  naturally  flowing 
major  river  systems  than  any  other 
country  on  Earth.  But  if  we  do  not  act 
to  conserve  our  resources  and  to  pro- 
tect them  from  pollution,  we  will  face 
an  era  of  scarcity.  Already  many  river 
systems  and  aquifers  in  the  West  are 
being  depleted.  We  are  finding  to  our 
dismay  that  we  have  polluted  not  only 
our  surface  waters  in  many  areas  but 
also  underground  aquifers.  We  must 
unequivocally  cjjmmit  ourselves  to  the 
achievement  of  the  goals  established 
by  the  Clean  Water  Act:  that  the  pol- 
luted surface  waters  of  the  United 
States  be  restored  to  a  fishable,  swim- 
mable  state  and  that  our  clean  waters 
be  kept  that  way. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  is  due  for  re- 
newal by  Congress.  Passed  in  1972  and 
extended  in  1978,  the  act  established 
goals  for  all  States  to  clean  up  their 
waterways  by  1983.  It  required  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency  to  set 
rules  to  control  the  discharge  of  toxic 
water  pollutants  and  to  eliminate  such 
discharges  entirely  by  1985.  Thirty- 
seven  States  now  report  that  some  of 
their  waterways  will  not  be  able  to 
meet  these  initial  goals.  But  rather 
than  stepping  up  water  pollution  con- 
trol efforts,  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion has  proposed  to  abandon  these 
goals  and  weaken  the  Clean  Wal^r 
Act. 

The  Reagan  administration  has  pro- 
posed to  delay  toxic  pollution  cleanup 
required  under  the  act  for  4  years,  to 
gut  the  national  pretreatment  pro- 
gram that  curtails  industrial  dis- 
charges into  municipal  treatment 
plants,  and  to  grant  industry  variances 
from  toxic  cleanup  requirements.  Con- 
gress must  reject  these  weakening 
amendments;  they  would  be  a  major 
step  backward  in  the  Nation's  progress 
toward  clean  water.  Congress  must 
also  renew  the  Clean  Water  Act  and 
strengthen  provisions  regarding  non- 
point  pollution,  such  as  runoff  from 
city  streets  and  construction  sites,  and 
ground-water  contamination. 

The  Reagan  administration  has  ad- 
ditionally proposed  to  weaken  the  only 
Federal  law  to  protect  wetlands— the 
section  404  program  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  Wetlands  are  among  the 
Nation's  most  productive  natural 
areas,  critical  for  the  survival  of  fish- 
eries and  wildlife  and  essential  for 
water  quality,  flood  control,  and 
ground  water  recharge.  Yet  wetlands 
are  being  destroyed  at  the  alarming 
rate  of  well  over  400,000  acres  a  year. 
Nearly  half  of  the  215  million  acres  of 
wetlands  that  once  existed  in  the 
United  States  have  disappeared.  This 
destruction  must  be  stopped.  At  a  min- 
imum, the  scope  of  the  section  404 


program  must  not  be  reduced  and  its 
provisions  must  be  implemented. 

In  1974,  the  Safe  Drinking  Water 
Act  was  passed  in  response  to  evidence 
that  the  drinking 'water  of  many 
Americans  was  contaminated  with 
dangerous  chemicals  like  vinyl  chlo- 
ride and  asbestos.  The  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  was  required  to  set 
minimimi  drinking  water  standards  to 
protect  human  health  and  to  establish 
rules  preventing  injection  of  contami- 
nants into  underground  aquifers  that 
are  the  drinking  water  source  for  half 
the  population. 

The  Reagan  administration,  howev- 
er, has  failed  to  develop  permanent 
drinking  water  quality  standards,  and 
has  weakened  the  standards  designed 
to  protect  aquifers.  Congress  must 
extend  and  strengthen  our  national 
commitment  to  providing  safe  drink- 
ing water  for  all  citizens. 

The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  reports 
that  our  50  States  are  using  450  billion 
gallons  of  water  a  day  to  meet  the 
needs  of  municipal,  industrial,  irriga- 
tion, commercial,  and  household  users. 
This  amounts  to  an  average  of  about 
2  000  gallons  per  person  per  day.  Since 
1950  the  Nation's  total  water  use  has 
more  than  doubled.  In  response  to  this 
increased  demand,  the  Nation  has 
turned  to  developing  more  of  its  water 
resources.  As  a  result,  far  too  few  free- 
flowing  rivers  remain  in  the  United 
States. 

Free-flowing     rivers     that     remain 
should   be   considered   for   protection 
from  development  by  inclusion  in  the 
national  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system. 
In  developing  new  water  supplies,  al- 
ternatives to  building  dams  must  be 
considered.        Water        ronservation, 
ground    water    recharge,    and    waste- 
water   reclamation    programs    should 
become  an  integral  part  of  the  effi- 
cient use  of  our  water  resources.  To 
help    reduce   agricultural    water   con- 
sumption,   the    Federal    Government 
should  provide  financial  incentives  to 
encourage    water    conservation    tech- 
niques in  agriculture  such  as  the  use 
of  more  efficient  drip  irrigation  sys- 
tems   and   conversion    to   crops    with 
lower    water    requirements.    Environ- 
mental   criteria    must    be    given    the 
strongest  possible  consideration  in  de- 
velopment projects.  Guidelines  and  re- 
quirements must  be  established  for  op- 
erating  projects   to   protect   fisheries 
through  minimum  instream  flows. 
America  needs: 

A  reauthorized  Clean  Water  Act 
that  accelerates  efforts  to  provide 
fishable,  swimmable,  drinkable  water. 

New  legislation  to  protect  under- 
ground aquifers  from  contamination 
through  misuse  of  pesticides  and  im- 
proper disposal  of  hazardous  wastes, 
and  more  stringent  EPA  standards  to 
end  discharge  of  toxics  into  our  water- 
ways. ^  ,  , 
A  President  who  will  direct  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Pro- 


tection Agency  to  develop  a  compre- 
hensive strategy  to  protect  our  drink- 
ing water. 

Legislation  to  halt  the  elimination  of 
remaining  wetlands. 

Strong  environmental  criteria  ap- 
plied to  Fedej^  water  development 
projects. 

TOXIC  AND  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES 

The  health  threat  posed  by  toxic 
chemicals  and  hazardous  substances  is 
deadly  serious  and  growing. 

U.S.  industries  produce  around  $46 
billion  of  chemical  and  allied  products 
each  year.  They  generate  more  than 
90  billion  pounds  of  hazardous  wastes 
each  year.  Only  20  percent  is  de- 
stroyed or  detoxified;  the  rest  is 
stored,  or  dumped,  mostly  on  land.  Ex- 
ports of  U.S.  chemicals  have  increased 
by  20  percent  since  1979  and  imports 
of  foreign  chemicals  have  increased  26 
percent  over  the  same  period. 

We  have  barely  begun  to  examine 
the  problems  these  added  chemicals 
cause  in  our  environment.  We  do  know 
that  chemical  hazards  to  human 
health  are  invisible,  complex,  and 
beyond  the  capacity  of  any  individual 
to  detect  or  control.  Many  of  them  in- 
volve risks  of  cancer,  birth  defects,  or 
other  injury  that  is  not  immediately 
apparent  upon  exposure. 

Over  the  past  several  decades,  asbes- 
tos, lead,  PCB's.  cigarette  smoke,  low- 
level  radiation,  and  nuclear  fallout 
have  all  proven  to  be  far  more  hazard- 
ous than  many  Government  and  in- 
dustry experts  argued  they  might  be 
based  on  limited  scientific  knowledge. 
Beyond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt,  ungov- 
erned  release  into  the  environment  of 
hazardous  wastes,  pesticides,  toxic 
chemical  products,  toxic  air  pollut- 
ants, and '^ toxic  water  pollutants  poses 
a  grave  threat  to  public  health  and 
sstfctiV. 

Our  society  faces  two  central  prob- 
lems with  hazardous  and  toxic  sub- 
stances: First,  what  to  do  with  the 
wastes  that  are  created  every  day  as 
an  inevitable  byproduct  of  the  oper- 
ation of  a  highly  industrialized  socie- 
ty, and  second;  identifying  and  clean- 
ing up  existing  dumps. 

The  Reagan  administration  ap- 
proach to  these  problems  has  been  to 
refuse  to  act  to  regulate  risks  that 
cannot  be  identified  or  assessed  with 
certainty.  In  balancing  certain  costs  of 
pollution  control  against  uncertain 
risks  to  human  health,  this  adminis- 
tration has  decided  to  avoid  the  costs 
and  accept  the  risks.  They  have  at  the 
same  time  sharply  reduced  Federal 
support  for  research  to  identify  and 
assess  health  hazards  associated  with 
chemicals  and  their  uses.  In  some 
cases,  this  administration  has  actually 
obstructed  dissemination  of  existing 
information  to  the  public.  It  has 
almost  completely  failed  to  enforce 
the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  or 
to  implement  a  program  for  safe  dis- 
posal of  hazardous  wastes  under  the 


Resources  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act.  In  October  1982  and  January 
1983,  congressional  committees  cited 
EPA  for  failure  to  enforce  specific  en- 
vironmental laws  related  to  toxic  sub- 
stances and  hazardous  wastes. 

Beyond  the  wastes  from  74  nuclear 
powerplants  now  operating,  large 
qusintities  of  nuclear  waste  are  gener- 
ated by  militJUT^  activities  and  by  some 
medical  uses  of  radioactive  material. 
Concern  about  safe  storage  and  per- 
manent disposal  of  these  hazardous 
wastes  have  recently  been  considered 
by  Congress,  but  without  support  from 
the  administration  only  one  relatively 
minor  bill  has  passed.  Additional  re- 
search about  the  extent  of  threat 
posed  by  these  wastes  is  imperative  as 
a  guide  to  Government  action. 

A  new  concern  is  plastics  in  the 
ocean— primarily  refuse  from  vessels 
and  outfalls  of  particles  from  plastic 
manufacturing  plants.  These  plastics 
are  affecting  sea  birds  and  marine  ani- 
mals, and  possibly  altering  the  ocean 
ecosystems.  The  Ocean  Dumping  Act 
prohibits  the  deliberate  dumping  of 
significant  amounts  of  plastic  materi- 
al, but  enforcement  is  a  problem.  In- 
dustry and  the  public  must  be  educat- 
ed about  the  seriousness  of  plastic  pol- 
lution. Additionally,  steps  should  be 
taken  to  require  that  plastics  be  biode- 
gradable or  recycled,  a  technology 
that  already  exists. 

Responsible  government— based  on 
reasonable  ethical  standards  about  en- 
vironmental dangers  to  public  health 
and  commonsense  about  long-term 
management  of  resources— requires  an 
entirely  different  course  of  action  by 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

There  may  be  as  many  as  10,000  dan- 
gerous abandoned  dump  sites  around 
the  country.  We  must  sharply  acceler- 
ate the  process  of  finding  and  cleaning 
up  these  abandoned  waste  sites.  Some 
dumps  have  been  built  in  which  we 
can  safely  store  wastes  for  some  limit- 
ed amount  of  time.  They  may  provide 
an  acceptable  disposal  alternative  for 
less  hazardous  wastes,   but  we  must 
identify  and  pursue  other  alternatives. 
Another   high   priority  should  be  to 
identify    and    control    carefully    the 
transportation     and     stoMge    of    all 
wastes,  and  we  must  develop  as  quick- 
ly as  possible  incineration  and  recy- 
cling methods  that  enable  us  to  dis- 
pose of  hazardous  wastes  safely  and 
permanently.  We  should  ban  under- 
ground injection  of  hazardous  wastes. 
We  should  fill  the  loopholes  in  exist- 
ing    land     disposal     regulation.     Wfe 
should  withdraw  proposals  for  lifetime 
hazardous  waste  disposal  permits  and 
resuscitate  a  virtually  moribund  ha& 
ardous  waste  enforcement  program. 

We  should  insist  that  EPA  faithfully 
exercise  it  broad  powers  under  the 
Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  to 
assure  that  existing  and  new  chemi- 
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cals  potentially  dangerous  to  human 
health  be  formally  tested  with  submis- 
sion of  safety  data.  The  recent  EPA 
proposal  to  exempt  50  percent  of  all 
new  chemicals  from  required  pre- 
screening  should  be  rejected.  And  the 
announced  EPA  plans  to  negotiate  vol- 
untary testing  agreements  with  affect- 
ed industries,  instead  of  formal  test 
rules,  should  adso  be  rejected.  Volun- 
tary agreements  would  strip  the  public 
of  critical  protection  accompanying 
formal  test  rules,  including  enforce- 
ability and  judicial  review,  mandatory 
testing  timetables  and  deadlines,  and 
full  public  access  to  test  data. 

It  would  have  been  far  cheaper  in 
the  past  two  decades  to  have  disposed 
of  hazardous  wastes  properly  than  to 
face  the  incredible  risks  and  problems 
associated  with  trying  to  clean  up 
thousands  of  abandoned  waste  dumps 
created  by  haphazard,  unsafe,  and 
careless  practices.  Once  workers  have 
been  exposed  to  a  substance  that 
causes  camcer  or  chronic  disease,  once 
a  town's  drinking^  water  supply  has 
been  contaminated,  once  consumers 
have  drunk  milk  contaminated  by 
presticides,  it  is  too  late  to  clean  up. 
The  damage  is  done,  and  the  damage 
is  very  expensive.  The  rule  underlying 
policy  should  be  very  simple:  Better 
safe  than  sorry. 

America  needs: 

To  eliminate  public  health  hazards 
at  existing  hazardous  waste  sitesr^  ■< 

To  close  the  loopholes  in  the  Re- 
source Conservation  R,iCovery  Act  to 
prevent  future  improper  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste  and  the  need  for 
cleanups. 

^  To  phase  out  wherever  possible  land- 
fill disposal  of  hazardous  waste  and 
the  need  for  cleanups. 

To  provide  victims  compensation  for 
injury  as  a  result  of  exposure  to  haz- 
ardous wastes. 

To  phase  out  by  the  turn  of  the  cen- 
tury waste-producing  nuclear  power- 
plants  as  they  are  replaced  by  clean, 
renewable  energy  sources. 

PESTICIDES 

American  farmers,  farmworkers,  and 
those  who  live  in  agricultural  areas 
are  exposed  to  pesticides  directly  when 
they  are  used.  There  is  increasing  evi- 
dence that  pesticides  have  contaminat- 
ed ground  water  and  have  been  carried 
hundreds,  even  thousands,  of  miles  by 
the  wind  to  contaminate  far  off  water 
bodies.  In  addition,  Americans  are  ex- 
posed through  contamination  of  food 
products.  Thousands  of  pesticides  now 
in  use  have  not  been  adequately  tested 
to  determine  whether  they  cause 
cancer,  birth  defects,  or  genetic 
changes.  Many  were  registered  before 
safety  requirements  were  enacted. 
Others  were  registered  on  the  basis  of 
testing  done  by  the  Industrial  Biotest 
Laboratories,  since  closed  because  of 
evidence  of  massive  fraud  in  the  con- 
duct of  tests,  with  executives  of  IBT 
now  on  trial  in  Chicago. 


The  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide, 
and  Rodenticide  Act  (FIFRA).  as 
amended  in  1972  and  1978,  gave  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  the 
authority  to  regulate  chemical  com- 
pounds used  in  agriculture,  and  to  es- 
tablish maximum  allowable  residue 
levels  for  each  pesticide  to  be  market- 
ed. This  act  permits  States  to  establish 
more  stringent  regulations  to  meet 
local  conditions  and  needs.  The  States 
rights  provision  has  proven  especially 
important  in  protecting  public  health 
and  safety.  Investigations  in  California 
and  other  States  under  this  authority 
have  repeatedly  uncovered  pesticide 
hazards  missed  by  EPA,  and  have  led 
to  the  banning  of  several  pesticides, 
including  DDT,  previously  approved 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

Some  chemical  companies,  however, 
are  seeking  to  have  PIFHA  amended 
to  prevent  the  States  from  obtaining 
additional  data  from  pesticide  manu- 
facturers in  order  to  make  their  own 
evaluations  of  pesticides.  Amendments 
are  being  advocated  to  restrict  the 
ability  of  the  public  and  independent 
scientists  to  review  industry  produced 
data  on  pesticide  safety,  and  to  pre- 
vent dissemination  of  pesticide  health 
and  safety  data  to  foreign  nationals 
not  residing  in  the  United  States. 
These  amendments  should  be  defeated 
and  the  act  should  be  renewed  and 
strengthened. 

The  Reagan  administration  has  gone 
backward.  It  has  done  little  review  of 
safety  data  submitted  in  conjunction 
with  requests  or  registration  of  pesti- 
cides and  has  more  than  tripled  the 
rate  at  which  special  exemptions  for 
unregistered  uses  of  pesticides  are 
granted.  It  has  accepted  evidence 
showing  risk  of  cancer  more  than  100 
limes  greater  than  would  have  been 
acceptable  under  the  previous  admin- 
istration. Decisions  on  pesticide  safety, 
registration,  and  exemptions  have 
been  made  in  closed,  private  confer- 
ences between  EPA  and  industry  offi- 
cials, without  opportunity  for  public 
participation. 

Early  in  his  administration.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  repealed  a  Carter  Execu- 
tive order  to  control  the  export  of 
banned  substances,  including  pesti- 
cides. As  a  result,  pesticides  banned  in 
the  United  States  are  being  freely 
used  on  crops  abroad,  which  are  then 
imported  to  the  United  States.  Over  40 
percent  of  the  coffee  consumed  here 
has  residues  of  pesticides  banned  here. 
The  World  Health  Organization  esti- 
mates that  50,000  poisonings  and  5,000 
deaths  occur  annually  as  a  result  of 
hazardous  exports. 

Evidence  is  mounting  that  pesticides 
adversely  and  substantially  affect 
wildlife.  The  State  of  Montana  recent- 
ly considered  closing  a  duck  hunting 
season  when  dangerous  levels  of 
Endrin— used  to  control  wheat  pests- 
occurred  in  water  fowl.  DDT  is  known 
to  harm  and  kill  wildlife.  We  need  a 


broad-scale  federal  assessment  of  pes- 
ticide effects  on  wildlife. 

There  are  alternatives  to  heavy  pes- 
ticide use.  Integrated  Pest  Manage- 
ment uses  mechanical  and  biological 
methods  of  controlling  pests.  Much 
greater  support  should  be  given  to 
these  methods.  Yet  little  research  is 
being  done  on  either  chemical  safety 
or  alternatives  to  chemical  control  of 
pests.  Since  World  War  II,  while  the 
amount  of  chemicals  used  in  agricul- 
ture has  increased  many  times  over, 
the  extent  of  crop  loss  to  pests  has  not 
declined,  but  even  increased.  We  have 
been  losing  the  war  on  pests,  and  the 
civilian  population  may  be  casualties. 

America  needs: 

Stringent  regulations  on  pesticides, 
including  increases  in  research  on 
health  and  safety  risks  associated  with 
chemical  use.  review  of  chemicals  reg- 
istered on  the  basis  of  possibly  fraudu- 
lent test  data,  testing  of  domestically 
produced  and  imported  foods  for  pesti- 
cide contamination,  and  elimination  of 
loopholes  for  registration  of  chemicals 
without  health  and  safety  data. 

A  ban  on  hazardous  pesticides  like 
Compound  1080,  including  a  ban  on 
their  export. 

An  end  to  closed-door  regulatory 
practices. 

Federal  support  for  Integrated  Pest 
Management  and  organic  or  less  chem- 
ical-intensive farming. 

NATIONAL  PARKS  AND  PUBLIC  LANDS 

The  policies  of  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior James  Watt  are  shaped  by  a 
ravage-and-ruin  approach  to  the 
American  environment.  Repairing  this 
damage,  and  returning  to  completion 
of  national  environmental  mandates, 
will  require  decisive  and  effective  man- 
agement of  our  Federal  lands  and  re- 
sources. 

The  Federal  Lands  Management  and 
Policy  Act  (FLMPA)  calls  for  farsight- 
ed  and  prudent  management  of  lands 
in  the  care  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM).  In  the  late 
1970's,  BLM  started  this  job,  a  key 
part  of  which  is  review  of  potential 
new  wilderness  areas.  The  job  depends' 
upon  informed  planning  that  involves 
extensive  and  high-quality  work  by 
professional  staff. 

The  R^gan  administration  has  ob- 
strucJsKfBLM  land-management  plan- 
ni»^BLM's  planning  budget  has  been 
cut  by  48  percent.  The  administration 
attempted  to  reduce  its  plaiming  staff 
by  195  Dositions  in  fiscal  year  1983. 
These  planners  work  on  a  wide  variety 
of  tasks:  resource  inventories,  soil  and 
water  problems,  and  analysis  of  park 
usage,  forest  and  range  management, 
and  wildlife  habitats.  They  attempt  to 
balance  competing  uses  of  public  lands 
and  to  reconcile  conflicting  interests. 
Without  well  conceived  development 
plans,  land  in  the  care  of  BLM  is  sub- 
ject to  time-consuming  litigation  and 
extra  costs,   yndoing  the  damage  at 
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BLM  must  be  a  major  environmental 
priority  of  the  next  President. 

It  is  estunated  that  in  1980  one 
American  in  four  visited  a  national 
park.  This  Is  over  50  million  citizens. 
Foreign  visitors  by  the  millions  stream 
to  America  to  see  the  natural  wonders 
of  our  continent.  In  addition  to  their 
beauty  and  place  in  our  heritage,  the 
park.s  are  good  business  for  America. 

Land  acquisition  has  been  author- 
ized by  Congress  for  65  additional  na- 
tional park  areas  in  32  States.  The 
Reagan  administration  is  dragging  its 
feet  on  acquisitions  and,  except  for 
court  awards,  has  requested  no  funds 
for  3  years.  Those  lands  which  need  to 
be  acquired  include  part  of  the  Appa- 
lachian Trail  corridor,  wildlife  habitat 
areas  such  as  the  Big  Cypress  Swamp 
in  Florida,  and  urban  parklands  such 
as  the  Santa  Monica  Mountains  Na- 
tional Recreation  Area  of  California. 
The  national  environmental  heritage 
concept  of  national  parks— involving 
addition  of  a  Tall  Grass  Prairie  Park,  a 
Great  Basin  Park,  Mono  Lake,  Big 
Sur,  Columbia  River  Gorge,  and  a  va- 
riety of  urban  parks— is  another  aspect 
of  the  unfinished  agenda. 

In  1964,  Congress  created  the  Na- 
tional Wilderness  Preservation 
System.  Presently,  the  wilderness 
system  consititutes  about  3  percent  of 
the  land  base  of  the  United  States.  In- 
cluding large  wilderness  areas  in 
Alaska.  Every  Secretary  of  the  Interi- 
or before  James  Watt  has  recognized 
the  vital  ecological  function  that  wil- 
derness areas  serve:  they  are  the  last 
remnants  of  America's  irreplaceable 
primeval  splendor.  The  Reagan  admin- 
istration, breaking  tradition  with  all 
previous  administrations.  Democratic 
and  Republican  alike,  has  tried  to 
open  to  mineral  leasing  wilderness 
areas  like  the  Washake  Wilderness  ad- 
jacent to  Yellowstone  National  Park, 
the  Ventana  Wilderness  of  Calfomia's 
Big  Sur  Coast,  and  the  Caney  Creek 
Wilderness  in  Arkansas. 

Studies  show  that  less  than  one  per- 
cent of  the  oil  and  gas  reserves  of  the 
48  contiguous  States  are  in  wilderness 
areas.  Opening  lands  in  the  wilderness 
system  designated  by  Congress  is  ut- 
terly unnecessary. 

The  Forest  Service,  after  studying  62 
million  acres  under  its  roadless  area 
review  and  evaluation  program,  recom- 
mended 12.4  million  acres  for  inclusion 
in  the  national  wilderness  preservation 
system.  Yet  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion has  testified  against  including 
new  lands  in  the  wilderness  system— 
the  Cranberry  Area  of  the  Mononga- 
hela  National  Forest  in  West  Virginia, 
the  Big  Gump  Swamp,  the  Osceola 
National  Forest  in  Florida,  the  Cougar 
Lakes  in  the  Wenatchee  National 
Forest  in  Washington.  - 

The  mandates  under  the  Alaska 
Lands  Act  to  conserve  glorious  scenic 
lands  are  also  being  undermined  by  ac- 
tions of  the  Reagan  administration. 
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Baseline  studies,  wilderness  reviews, 
and  other  plarming  activities  are  not 
being  carried  out.  The  administra- 
tion's policies,  budgets,  and  regula- 
tions are  obstructing  the  intent  of 
Congress  to  maintain  a  true  balance 
between  resource  protection  and  re- 
source development. 

Thirty-five  million  acres  of  public 
land— an  area  the  size  of  Massachu- 
setts. Maine,  New  Hampshire,  and  Ver- 
mont combined— have  been  proposed 
for  sale  by  the  administration  despite 
the   probability   that   dumping   these 
properties  on  real  estate  markets,  even 
if    otherwise    justifiable,    will    cause 
severe    underpricing.    The    Resource 
Plarming  Act  and  the  National  Forest 
Management  Act  both  call  for  careful 
land  plarming  with  the  Nation's  for- 
ests. This  administration  has  proposed 
selling  timberlands  at  £in  unprecedent- 
ed rate.  It  wants  a  vast  increase  in  the 
timber  cut  from  National  Forests  by 
the  year  2000,  with  complete  disregard 
for  the  Incapacity  of  the  lands  to  sus- 
tain the  increase. 

Revisions  of  the  National  Forests 
Management  Act  proposed  by  the 
Reagan  administration  will  undermine 
streamside  protection  and  scenic  and 
wildlife  values. 

Accelerated  sales  of  Federal  coal  and  ' 
oil  leases  are  an  even  more  radically 
antienvironmental  objective  of  the  ad- 
ministration. Despite  a  glut  of  coal  in 
the  current  market,  Secretary  Watt  is 
expediting  the  disposition  of  10.7  bil- 
lion tons  of  Federal  coal.  As  a  result, 
the  1982  Federal  coal  sale  in  the  Wyo- 
ming  Powder   River   Basin   returned 
about  3.5  cents  per  ton.  A  comparable 
sale  in  this  region  18  months  earlier 
brought  an  average  of  19  cents  per  ton 
for   comparable   tracts.   The   Depart- 
ment  of   the   Interior's   own   studies 
show  the  minimum  acceptable  bid  for 
this  sale  should  have  been  $95  million. 
Independent     estimates     valued     the 
tracts  at  $250  million.  The  sale  actual- 
ly brought  cmly  $55  million,  less  than 
half   of   wttat   the   taxpayers   should 
have  received. 

Under  James  Watt,  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  is  preparing  to  lease  25 
times  more  land  to  offshore  oU  devel- 
opment than  the  total  amount  of  acre- 
age leased  since  the  program  began  in 
1953— despite  declining  oil  prices.  This 
administration  would  lease  practically 
all  the  remaining  one  billion  acres  of 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  lands  to  oil 
companies. 

The  Federal  Government  has  no 
business  conducting  bankruptcy  sales 
and  stripping  and  pillaging  our  land 
resources. 
Instead,  America  needs: 
To  complete  the  national  wilderness 
preservation  system. 

To  complete  the  national  park  and 
wUdlife  refuge  systems,  preserving  at 
least  one  example  of  every  major  type 
or  ecosystem  in  the  country. 


To  establish  a  national  resources  re- 
newal trust  fund  using  revenues  de- 
rived from  the  development  of  non- 
renewable resources  to  reinvest  In  re- 
newable resources  and  public  lands. 

To  establish  an  American  Conserva- 
tion Corps. 

To  repeal  the  1872  Mining  Law  and 
to  establish  a  new  mineral  leasing  that 
protects  the  envirormient. 

To  impose  a  moratorium  of  offshore 
oil  and  gas  development  in  environ- 
mentally sensitive  areas. 

To  manage  its  timber  resources  for 
sustained  yield  in  the  future. 


WIU>LirE 

America's  wildlife  preservation  laws 
are  among  the  most  effective  in  the 
world.  But  in  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion, wildlife  protection  has  taken  a 
backseat  to  resource  development.  The 
effort  to  protect  endangered  species 
has  been  handicapped  by  deep  budget 
cuts,  including  cuts  in  State  habitat 
programs.  A  flourishing  international 
trade  in  endangered  species,  facilitated 
by  cutbacks  in  our  enforcement  staff, 
causes  other  countries  to  doubt  the 
sincerity  of  America's  species  protec- 
tion efforts.  The  administration  seeks 
expanded  use  of  wildlife  refuges  and  a 
relinquishing  of  federal  management 
"^to  the  States. 

This  situation  reflects  a  fundamen- 
tal misunderstanding  of  the  relation- 
ship between  species  protection  and 
human  survival.  The  species  that 
share  the  Earth  serve  and  supply  all 
of  humanity  with  everything  from 
rubber  to  germ  plasm.  More  than  40 
percent  of  the  prescriptions  each  year 
in  the  United  States  alone  contain 
drugs  of  natural  origin— drawn  from 
plants,  microbes,  or  animals. 
"  W(;  must  assist  in  the  world  effort  to 
maintain  biological  diversity.  We  can 
do  this  directly  by  more  vigorously  en- 
forcing a  strong  endangered  species 
act,  by  prodding  the  Interior  Depart- 
ment to  fulfiU  its  legal  responsibUities 
to  list  species  and  preserve  habitat 
under  the  act,  and  by  making  certain 
that  citizens  know  the  risks  of  species 
depletion. 

We  must  continue  our  fight  to  save 
the  mammals  of  the  sea.  America's 
Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  is  a 
world  model  for  the  preservation  of 
whales,  sea  otters,  dolphins  and  por- 
poises and  other  highly-evolved  ocean 
creatures.  Our  international  leader- 
ship in  saving  whales  has  led  to  the 
gradual  cessation  of  conunercial  hunt- 
ing. American  opinion  is  largely  re- 
sponsible for  a  halt  to  Canadian  harp 
seal  clubbings. -Our  sound  record  on 
these  critical  issues  must  be  main- 
tained.    •  ,       ^x. 

We  need  a  national  policy  for  the 
taking  of  predators  or  scavengers- 
mammals  or  birds— on  public  lands,  a 
policy  that  reflects  a  thorough  under- 
standing of  nature's  interdependent 
relationships.  We  are  just  beginning  to 
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understand  how  important  predators 
are  in  the  ecosystem,  both  to  the  proc- 
ess of  adaptation  ard  the  dynamics  of 
animal  populations.  President  Rea- 
gan's recission  of  the  10-year-old  Exec- 
utive order  which  banned  highly  toxic 
poisons  used  to  kill  coyotes  and  other 
perdators  is  an  example  of  how  a  mis- 
understanding of  the  predator/ prey 
relationship  can  lead  to  ecologically 
unsound  actions  that  may  even  endan- 
ger human  life. 

Our  guiding  premise  must  be  clear: 
when  we  act  on  behalf  of  plant  and 
animal  species  preservation,  we  act  on 
behalf  of  the  survival  of  the  himian 
race  itself. 

BNYlRONlttWTAL  INSTITUTIONS 

Under  the  Reagan  administrB.tion, 
our  national  environmental  institu- 
tions—the Department  of  the  Interior, 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality- 
have  been  crippled.  Leadership  has  all 
too  often  been  turned  over  to  individ- 
uals like  James  Watt  and  Ann  Burford 
who  do  not  believe  in  the  fundamental 
charters  of  these  institutions  or  the 
environmental  laws  they  are  responsi- 
ble for  implementing  and  enforcing. 
Law  enforcement  against  illegal  pol- 
luters has  declined  precipitously. 
F\mds  for  environmental  programs 
and  manpower  have  been  slashed 
through  the  budget  process. 

The  EPA  operating  budget  for  the 


ing  for  maintenance.  The  Reagan  ad- 
ministration has  also  cut  Interior 
funds  for  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment planning,  grazing  management, 
and  endangered  species.  These  perver- 
sions of  traditional  conservation  and 
protection  activities  must  be  eliminat- 
ed by  the  next  President. 

Prior  to  the  Reagan  administration, 
the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
was  a  major  source  of  information  and 
analysis  on  environmental  matters  for 
government  and  the  public.  The  Coun- 
cil assisted  numerous  important  re- 
ports and  provided  annual  reports. 
These  activies  have  virtually  ceased. 
The  Council's  role  in  policy  review  has 
been  practically  abolished  through 
budget  and  staff  reduction. 

The  next  President  must  be  commit- 
ted to  restoring  the  institutions  of  gov- 
ernment designed  to  protect  public 
health  and  the  environment,  to  ap- 
pointing competent  officials,  to  faith- 
fully executing  environmental  laws, 
and  to  providing  adequate  resources  to 
complete  environmental  goals. 

America  needs: 

Institutional  capability  to  deal  faith- 
fully with  the  long-term  goals  of  sus- 
taining natural  systems. 

Beefed-up  budgets  and  manpower 
for  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
and  Forest  Service. 

A  Citizen  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  to  provide  independent  views 


first  year  of  the  Reagan  administra-^;^o*-the  condition  of  the  environment  in 
tion  fiscal  year  1981  was  $1.35  billion,  ^-atfregions  of  the  country. 


The  administration  has  proposed  xo 
cut  it  to  $498  million  for  fiscal  year 
1984,  more  than  a  40  percent  reduc- 
tion in  constant  dollars.  As  a  result, 
the  agency  has  been  unable  to  handle 
its  workload.  More  than  90  percent  of 
all  regiilatory  actions  are  either 
behind  schedule,  suspended  or  post- 
poned. Research  programs  have  been 
so  reduced  that  efforts  to  control  pol- 
lution will  be  slowed  for  years  by  lack 
of  reliable  data.  The  only  way  to  get 
environmental  protection  back  on  the 
right  track  is  to  have  a  President  who 
will  appoint  officials  with  competence 
in  and  commitment  to  environmental 
protection,  and  to  restore  adequate 
funding  levels  for  EPA's  operating 
budget,  manpower,  and  research. 

At  the  Interior  Department  and 
Forest  Service,  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration has  shifted  activities  away 
from  resource  protection  to  resource 
development.  It  has  proposed  a  near 
halt  to  parkland  acquisition.  Ignoring 
threats  to  park  resources,  it  sought  in- 
creased funds  for  constructon  of  facili- 
ties within  national  parks.  It  requested 
increased  funding  for  Federal  coal 
leasing  and  for  oil  and  gas  develop- 
ment both  onshore  and  offshore.  It 
asked  for  Increased  moneys  to  sell 
timber  in  national  forests  despite  a 
backlog  of  more  than  3  years  of  timber 
already  sold.  Trails  have  been  allowed 
to  deteriorate  through  reduced  fund- 


GLOBAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES 

Deforestation,  water  and  air  pollu- 
tion, and  other  ominous  environmen- 
tal trends  are  accelerating  on  a  global 
scale  with  population  expansion  and 
unmanaged  technological  develop- 
ment. These  trends  threaten  human 
life  and  the  basic  ecological  integrity 
of  creation. 

AMERICA  NEEDS  A  FOREIGN  POLICY  FOR  THE 

ENVIRONMENT 

Our  country  is  in  a  position  to  pro- 
vide leadership  for  global  environmen- 
tal protection  and  renovation. 
Through  alliances  with  other  nations, 
through  economic  policies  affecting 
world  industrial  development,  and 
through  our  leadership  in  worldwide 
organizations,  the  United  States  helps 
shape  policy  for  the  world  environ- 
ment. We  need  to  make  such  policy 
more  consciously  and  forcefully.  Na- 
tional security  means  more  than  build- 
ing up  military  and  economic  might. 
We  must  consider  ecological  security 
as  well. 

The  United  States  should  set  guide- 
lines for  development  assistance  that 
reflect  environmental  considerations. 
The  Department  of  State,  the  Nation- 
al Security  Council,  and  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  can  conduct  regu- 
lar analyses  of  strategic  environmental 
trends  worldwide.  Such  reports  could 
include  steady  suid  ticcurate  analyses 
of  resource  depletion,  farmland  dete- 


rioration,   and    population    trends   as 
they  relate  to  U.S.  policy  abroad. 

AMERICA  NEEDS  A  TASK  PORCE  ON  TECHNOLOCT 
AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

At  a  time  when  government  funds 
have  dwindled,  our  major  hope  for  ad- 
dressing critical  environmental  issues 
lies  with  cooperative  problem  solving 
by  the  public  and  private  sectors.  A 
continuing  forum  to  exchange  ideas 
and  make  recommendations  is  neces- 
sary. The  President  should  lead  the 
way  by  appointing  a  Presidential  Task 
Force  on  Technology  and  the  Environ- 
ment. 

Such  a  task  force  would  identify  re- 
source use  rates  that  balance  economic 
development  with  preservation  of 
global  resources.  It  would  examine  ob- 
stacles to  trade.  It  would  look  at  the 
critical  relationship  between  the  arms 
race  and  threats  to  the  environment. 

AMERICA  NEEDS  NEW  WAYS  OF  INTEGRATING  EN- 
VIRONMENTAL PLANNING  AND  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

The  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment has  made  a  good  start  on.  inte- 
grating natural  resource  management 
into  foreign  assistance  projects.  The 
Department  of  the  Treasury  should 
now  persuade  the  multilateral  devel- 
opment banks  to  consider  the  effects 
of  their  projects  on  plant  and  animal 
diversity  and  on  land  and  water  re- 
sources. 

AMERICA  NEEDS  GLOBAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
MONITORING 

Many  agencies  seek  environmental 
data  on  everything  from  climate  to 
crops,  but  the  United  States  has  no 
comprehensive  system  for  analyzing 
and  disseminating  this  information 
among  policy  makers.  The  problem 
needs  addressing  now. 

The  United  States  should  step  up  ef- 
forts to  assist  the  United  Nations 
Earthwatch  program,  (UNEP)  perhaps 
through  direct  assistance  to  participat- 
ing nations.  Earthwatch  is  the  U.N.'s 
international  environmental  surveil- 
lance network.  It  includes  a  climate 
monitoring  network  of  about  100 
worldwide  stations,  air  and  ground  sur- 
veys of  tropical  forest  covers,  200  air 
quality  monitoring  stations  in  50  world 
cities,  a  400-station  water  quality  mon- 
itoring network,  and  an  International 
Register  tf  Potentially  Toxic  Chemi- 
cals. The  administration  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1983  called  for  cutting  the 
U.S.  contribution  to  this  program  by 
61  percent.  The  eflect  on  the  UNEP 
could  be  catastrophic.  At  a  minimum, 
the  United  States  must  maintain  its 
UNEP  contribution  level  of  previous 
years.  The  United  States  should  also 
explore  every  avenue  of  cooperation 
with  the  Soviet  Union  and  other 
major  contributors  to  UNEP  to  focus 
jointly  on  environmental  problems. 

AMERICA  NEEDS  TO  IMPROVE  THE  WORLD'S 
WATER  SUPPLIES 

Some  60  percent  of  the  people  in  de- 
veloping countries  lack  adequate,  safe 


drinking  water.  In  rural  areas,  the 
number  reaches  80  percent.  Every 
year,  nearly  15  million  children  under 
the  age  of  5  die  from  the  combination 
of  malnutrition  and  contaminated 
water.  The  United  States  should  ac- 
tively participate  in  multinational  ef- 
forts and  bilateral  programs  to  edu- 
cate people  about  the  health  hazards 
of  unsafe  drinking  water,  and  to  en- 
courage the  use  of  simple  water-puri- 
fying techniques. 

AMERICA  NEEDS  TO  HELP  STOP  GLOBAL 
DEFORESTATION  ' 

Eight  acres  of  the  world's  forests 
will  fall  to  the  axe  in  the  time  it  takes 
to  read  this  sentence;  50  acres  in  the 
time  it  takes  to  read  this  page.  An  area 
of  rain  forest  half  the  size  of  Califor- 
nia is  lost  each  year.  The  original  trop- 
ical moist  forest  areas  of  Latin  Amer- 
ica, Asia,  and  Africa  are  already  half 
gone. 

These  tropical  forests  contain  about 
2  million  species— the  greatest  diversi- 
ty of  plant  and  animal  life  anywhere 
in  the  world  and  almost  half  of  the 
Earth's  distinct  Hfe  forms.  Thousands 
of  plant  and  animal  species  potentially 
vital  to  human  survival  will  disappear 
with  the  loss  of  these  forests.  Cleans- 
ing of  the  atmosphere  which  sustains 
life  will  be  endangered. 

The  United  States  should  spearhead 
discussions  on  the  preservation  of 
moist  forest  reserves.  Creation  of  a 
preservation  fund,  financed  by  the 
world's  developed  nations  and  perhaps 
administered  by  the  World  Bank,  may 
be  the  most  helpful  step  we  can  take. 

AMERICA  NEEDS  ATTENTION  AT  THE  HIGHEST 
LEVELS  TO  WORLD  ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES 

The  President  should  address  the 
United  Nations  on  the  subject  of  the 
world  envirormient,  and  announce  U.S. 
initiatives  to  help  our  world  neighbors 
■combine  industrial  and  technological 
growth  with  environmental  protection. 
The  President  should  appoint  an  Am- 
bassador-At-Large  for  the  global  envi- 
ronment who  would  serve  as  the  senior 
U.S.  spokesperson  with  donor  and  de- 
veloping country  leaders.  This  ^jnbas- 
sador  could  be  a  focal  point  and  chief 
negotiator  for  environmental  consider- 
ations between  the  United  States  and 
other  coimtries. 


SUPPORT  FOR  S.  1550- A  BILL  TO 
END  DOUBLE  TAXATION  OF 
CERTAIN  U.S.  CORPORATIONS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  on 
June  27  Senator  Symms  and  I  intro- 
duced   a   bill    (S.    1550)    that    would 


amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954. 

Currently,  a  number  of  foreign  coun- 
tries tax  income  from  technical  serv- 
ices performed  in  the  United  States 
that  relate  to  construction  projects  in 
that  country.  At  that  same  time, 
income  from  such  services  is  frequent- 
ly taxed  by  our  Government,  which  re- 
sults in  double  taxation.  The  added 
cost  puts  American  firms  at  a  signifi- 
cant disadvantage  when  competing  for 
foreign  projects.  This  is  an  inequitable 
and  unintended  result  of  current  tax 
laws. 

Accordingly,  our  bill,  S.  1550  would 
remove  this  unfair  penalty  by  permit- 
ting U.S.  firms  to  deduct  the  foreign 
tax  on  US.  construction  services. 
Thus,  we  would  avoid  double  taxation 
as  do  countries  which  have  tax  struc- 
tures similar  to  ours  (for  example, 
Canada,  United  Kingdom,  the  Nether- 
lands). 

S.  1550  will  be  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States.  American  con- 
struction firms  will  be  on  a  competi- 
tive par  with  non-U.S.  FHrms  compet- 
ing internationally.  This  means  more 
U.S.  jobs  and  an  improved  balance  of 
trade.  In  addition,  the  economic  stimu- 
lus of  eliminating  double  taxation  will 
result  in  an  estimated  increase  of  $100 
million  in  annual  tax  revenues  for  the 
U.S.  Treasury,  according  to  a  study  by 
the  National  Constructors  Association. 

I  request  unanimous  consent  that 
the  following  two  reports  be  printed  in 
full  in  the  Record.  The  first  is  a  study 
completed  by  Arthur  Young  and  Co., 
while  the  second  is  an  analysis  under- 
taken by  the  National  Constructors 
Association.  Both  conclude  that  S. 
1550  is  a  necessary  reform  of  current 
tax  laws. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Survey  of  Treatment  by  Eight  Countries 
OF  Technical  Assistance  Taxes.  June  1983 

U.S.  engineering  and  construction  firms 
are  in  many  instances,  now  effectively  pre- 
vented from  compyeting  against  non-U.S. 
firms  for  foreign  jobs  because  of  interna- 
tional double  taxation  of  "technical  assist- 
ance" services  performed  in  the  U.S.— e.g. 
engineering,  procurement,  construction 
msuiagement.  etc.  This  is  a  serious  trade 
barrier  for  U.S.  firms.  The  major  trading 
partners  of  the  United  States,  on  the  other 
hand,  generally  provide  relief  from  double 
taxation  which  facilitates  competition  by 
their  home  country  corporations. 

An  increasing  number  of  foreign  countries 
tax  gross  payments  for  technical  services 
performed  outside  of  their  country  where 
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the  services  relate  to  a  construction  project 
located  within  their  country.  Often  these 
taxes  are  levied  as  a  withholding  tax  on 
"royalties",  broadly  defined  to  Include  any 
type  of  technical  services  performed  outside 
the  country.  These  foreign  taxes  are  usually 
imposed  by  requiring  the  owner  of  the 
project  to  withhold  the  tax  on  all  payments 
for  services  performed  outside  the  country. 
Under  current  United  States  tax  law,  these 
taxes  withheld  are  "foreign  Income  taxes" 
on  United  States  source  service  income. 
Since  the  U.S.  foreign  tax  credit  Is  basically 
limited  to  U.S.  tax  of  foreign  source  income, 
this  conflict  between  the  U.S.  and  the  for- 
eign income  sourcing  rules  can  result  in 
double  taxation  of  U.S.  technical  assistance. 
The  enclosed  information  is  the  result  of 
our  survey  of  the  United  States  major  trad- 
ing partners'  treatment  of  foreign  taxes 
withheld  on  payments  for  engineering  and 
design  services  and  other  technical  assist- 
ance, performed  within  their  borders  by 
home  country  corporations  for  projects  lo- 
cated outside  their  borders. 

In  reviewing  how  our  major  trading  part- 
ners relieve  double  taxation  of  technical  as- 
sistance, our  inquiries  focused  on  the  follow- 
ing three  mechanisms. 

Foreign  tax  credits.— Normally  this 
system  prevents  double  taxation  of  foreign 
source  income  of  home  couiitry  corpora- 
tions. However,  if  the  foreign  income  tax  is 
levied  on  domestic  source  income,  does  the 
particular  country  adjust  its  foreign  tax 
credit  mechanism  to  avoid  double  taxation? 
Deduction  of  foreign  taxes.— If  a  country 
taxes  on  a  territorial  basis,  foreign  tax  cred- 
its are  generally  limited  to  those  items  spe- 
cifically designated  by  a  tax  treaty.  Often, 
these  countries  prevent  double  taxation  of 
domestic  source  income  by  permitting  a  de- 
duction for  foreign  taxes  imposed  on  this 
income.  Does  the  particular  country  in  ques- 
tion permit  the  deduction  of  foreign  taxes 
on  domestic  source  Income? 

Special  provisions  or  statutes.— Does  the 
local  taxing  jurisdiction  have  any  other  spe- 
cial provisions  which  would  avoid  the 
double  taxation  of  domestic  source  techni- 
cal service  income? 

We  have  summarized  the  information  on 
the  enclosed  chart  and  narratives.  Briefly 
stated,  it  appears  that,  although  many  of 
our  trading  partners  relieve  double  taxation 
through  a  foreign  tax  credit  system  similar 
to  the  one  in  the  U.S.,  they  avoid  the  double 
taxation  of  technical  assistance  described 
above  by  permitting  either  a  deduction  for 
foreign  taxes  paid  on  domestic  source 
income  (even  if  the  taxpayer  has  elected  to 
credit  other  foreign  taxes  against  his 
income  tax)  or  treating  technical  services  as 
foreign  source  Income,  with  a  credit  for  the 
foreign  taxes  paid.  In  addition,  certain  of 
our  trading  partners  provide  incentives  for 
companies  performing  this  type  of  work. 
This  places  U.S.  corporations  at  a  competi- 
tive disadvantage  with  our  major  trading 
partners'  home  country  corporations. 
Arthur  Young  and  Co. 

June  27.  1983. 
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CANADA 

Foreign  tax  credit:  Canada  generally 
allows  foreign  tax  credits  only  with  respect 
to  non-Canadian  source  income. 

Deductibility    of    foreign    taxes:    Canada 
allows  a  deduction  for  foreign  taxes  paid  on 
Cansidian  source  Income. 
,  Special  provisions  or  statutes:  None. 

Summary  Canada  permits  the  deduction 
for  taxes  withheld  on  Canadian  source  tech- 
nical assistance  income. 

FRANCE 

Foreign  tax  credit:  Prance  generally  does 
not  have  a  foreign  tax  credit  mechanism 
since  it  only  taxes  income  earned  within 
Prance.  However,  certain  tax  treaties  pro- 
vide that  taxes  paid  to  treaty  countries  on 
French  source  income  will  be  allowed  as  for- 
eign tax  credits. 

Deductibility  of  foreign  taxes:  Prance 
allows  a  deduction  from  gross  revenues  for 
foreign  taxes  paid  on  French  source  income 
if  no  credit  is  permitted  under  the  previous- 
ly discussed  principle. 

Special  provisions  or  statutes: 

Summary:  Prance  may  by  treaty  permit  a 
foreign  tax  credit  for  taxes  withheld  on 
FYench  source  technical  assistance  income. 
Otherwise.  Prance  treats  the  withheld  tax 
as  a  Deduction  of  taxable  revenues,  i.e.,  the 
equivalent  of  a  deduction. 

GERMANY 

Foreign  tax  credit:  Germany  generally 
allows  foreign  tax  credits  only  with  respect 
to  non-German  source  Income. 

Deductibility  of  foreign  taxes:  Germany 
allows  a  deduction  for  foreign  taxes  paid  on 
German  source  income. 

Special  provisions  or  statutes:  None. 

Summary:  Germany  permits  a  deduction 
for  taxes  withheld  on  German  source  tech- 
nical assistance  income. 

JAPAN 

Foreign  tax  credit:  Japan  generally  allows 
foreign  tax  credits  only  with  respect  to  non- 
Japanese  source  income. 

Deductibility  of  foreign  taxes:  Japan  gen- 
erally does  not  allow  a  deduction  for  foreign 
taxes  paid  if  the  taxpayer  has  elected  to 
credit  other  foreign  taxes.  However,  if  the 
tax  is  attributable  to  income  derived  from 
overseas  technical  services  (see  discussion  of 
special  provisions  or  statutes),  the  foreign 
tax  is  deductible  in  full. 

Special  provisions  or  statutes:  Income  de- 
rived from  overseas  transactions  of  techni- 
cal services  generate  a  special  deduction 
equal  to  16%  of  the  net  income.  Overseas 
transactions  of  technical  services  includes 
planning,  consultation,  supervision,  and- 
other  items  related  to  the  construction  or 
production  of  plant  or  equipment. 

Summary:  Japan  permits  a  deduction  for 
foreign  taxes  paid  on  Japanese  source 
income  if  the  income  is  derived  from  plan- 
ning, consultation,  supervision  and  other 
Items  related  to  the  construction  or  produc- 
tion of  plant  or  equipment. 

KOREA 

Foreign  tax  credit:  Korea  treats  proceeds 
received  from  overseas  for  engineering, 
design   and   other   technical   services   per- 


formed in  Korea  by  a  construction  company 
in  connection  with  a  construction  project  lo- 
cated in  another  country  as  foreign  source 
income  and  any  taxes  withheld  are  entitled 
to  foreign  tax  credit  treatment. 

Deductibility  of  foreign  taxes:  Korea  does 
not  allow  a  deduction  for  foreign  taxes. 

Special  provisions  or  statues:  50  percent  of 
the  income  from  technical  assistance  per- 
formed in  Korea  for  foreign  owners  are 
exempt  from  taxation  for  six  years.  This  ex- 
emption does  not  apply  to  a  construction 
company  and  design  and  engineering  serv- 
ices performed  for  the  construction  of  a 
building.  Foreign  tax  credit  is  not  allowed 
on  income  subject  to  this  exemption. 

Summary:  Korea  permits  a  foreign  tax 
credit  for  taxes  withheld  on  Korea  source 
technical  assistance  income. 

NETHERLANDS 

Foreign  tax  credit:  The  Netherlands  gen- 
erally allow  foreign  tax  credits  only  with  re- 
spect to  non-Netherlands  source  income. 

Deductibility  of  foreign  taxes:  The  Neth- 
erlainds  allow  a  deduction  for  foreign  taxes 
paid  on  Netherlands  source  income. 

Special  provisions  or  statutes:  None. 

Summary:  The  Netherlands  permit  a  de- 
duction for  taxes  withheld  on  Netherlands 
source  technical  assistance  income. 

SWITZERLAND 

Foreign  tax  credit:  Switzerland  generally 
allows  no  foreign  tax  credits  with  respect  to 
non-Swiss  source  income.  However,  certain 
tax  treaties  provide  that  taxes  paid  to 
treaty  countries  on  Swiss  source  income  will 
be  allowed  as  foreign  tax  credits. 

Deductibility  of  foreign  taxes:  Switzerland 
allows  a  deduction  for  foreign  taxes  paid  on 
Swiss  source  income  if  no  credit  is  permitted 
under  the  previously  discussed  principle. 

S|>ecial  provisions  or  statutes:  None. 

Summary:  Switzerland  may  by  treaty 
permit  a  foreign  tax  credit  for  taxes  with- 
held on  Swiss  source  technical  assistance 
income.  Otherwise.  Switzerland  allows  a  de- 
duction for  taxes  withheld  on  Swiss  source 
technical  assistance  income. 

Foreign  tax  credit:  The  United  Kingdom 
generally  allows  foreign  tax  credits  only 
with  respect  to  non-United  Kingdom  source 
income.  However,  certain  tax  treaties  pro- 
vide that  taxes  paid  to  those  treaty  coun- 
tries on  United  Kingdom  source  income  will 
be  allowed  as  foreign  tax  credits. 

Deductibility  of  foreign  taxes:  The  United 
Kingdom  allows  a  deduction  for  foreign 
taxes  paid  on  United  Kingdom  source 
income  if  no  credit  is  permitted  under  the 
previously  discussed  principle. 

Special  provisions  or  statutes:  None. 

Summary:  The  United  Kingdom  may  by 
treaty  permit  a  foreign  tax  credit  for  taxes 
withheld  on  United  Kingdom  source  techni- 
cal assistance  income.  Otherwise,  the  United 
Kingdom  allows  a  deduction  for  taxes  with- 
held on  United  Kingdom  source  technical 
assistance  income. 

National  Construction  Association  Tax 

Committee 
Analysis  of  S.  1550  (H.R.  1609):  A  bill  to 
eliminate  international  double  taxation  bar- 


riers to  overseas  construction  projects  of 
U.S.  constructors. 

Existing  law  .  .  .  [inhibits]  U.S.  engineer- 
ing and  construction  firms  from  bidding  suc- 
cessfully against  non-U.S.  firms  on  certain 
overseas  projects.  This  .  .  .  situation  occurs 
where  foreign  countries  impose  "technical 
assistance  taxes"  on  the  U.S.  construction 
services  (e.g..  engineering,  construction 
management,  procurement  of  materials) .  .  . 
needed  for  the  foreign  project  but  .  .  .  per- 
formed in  the  U.S.  Such  services  would  also 
be  taxed  in  the  U.S..  leading  to  the  possibili- 
ty of  international  double  taxation.  No  for- 
eign client  will  agree  to  pay  a  contract  price 
that  reflects  the  huge  double  tax  bill  which 
would  be  owed  to  the  foreign  country  and  to 
the  U.S.  (See  illustrations  below.)  Nor  can 
the  U.S.  company  absorb  the  double  tax.  In 
situations  of  this  Icind.  international  double 
taxation  creates  ...  [a]  trade  barrier 
which  .  .  .  [hindersl  U.S.-based  operations 
from  obtaining  the  foreign  work. 

An  increasing  number  of  foreign  countries 
now  tax  income  from  services  performed 
outside  of  that  country,  if  the  services  relate 
to  a  construction  project  located  within  that 
same  country.  Such  countries  include  Alge- 
ria. Argentina.  Brazil,  Chile.  China.  Colom- 
bia. Elcuador.  Indonesia.  India.  Korea.  Ma- 
laysia. Mexico.  New  Zealand.  South  Africa. 
Panama.  Spain,  Tanzania.  Thailand,  and 
Venezuela.  These  foreign  taxes  are  usually 
imposed  by  requiring  the  owner  of  the 
project  to  withhold  the  tax  on  all  payments 
for  services  performed  outside  the  country. 

S.  1550  (H.R.  1609  is  the  identical  House 
bill)  remedies  this  serious  problpm  in  an  eq- 
uitable manner  that  will  generate  U.S.  eco- 
nomic activities  arid  increase  the  flow  of 
funds  into  the  U.S.  The  bill  allows  a  deduc- 
tion for  "technical  assistance  taxes"  as  a 
cost  of  doing  business,  thus  eliminating  the 
double  taxation  barrier.  By  permitting  U.S. 
firms  to  obtain  the  foreign  work  and  earn 
the  taxable  income,  which  they  now  carmot 
do,  the  bill  will  raise  Federal  revenues. 

The  revenue  gain  to  the  U.S.  Treasury 
from  enactment  of  S.  1550  is  estimated  at 
$100  million  or  more  aimually.  In  the 
double  taxation  situations  affected  by  S. 
1550,  a  U.S.  company  at  present  cannot 
obtain  the  overseas  construction  project, 
and  therefore  the  United  States  in  now  re- 
ceiving no  U.S.  tax  revenues.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  S.  1550  is  enacted  the  U.S.  will  gain 
revenues,  since  U.S.  companies  will  be  able 
to  bid  on  and  perform  overseas  projects 
which  involve  technical  services  performed 
in  the  U.S.,  and  they  will  pay  full  U.S.  taxes 
on  the  U.S.  income  from  such  projects.  This 
U.S.  taxable  activity  and  the  resultant  reve- 
nue gain  would  not  take  place  but  for  the 
enactment  of  S.  1550. 

Background:  How  U.S.  firms  currently 
deal  with  the  double  taxation  problem. 

The  problem  addressed  by  S.  1550  has 
only  arisen  in  recent  years  as  foreie"  coun- 
tries have  increasingly  adopted  technical  as- 
sistance taxes  that  are  regarded  as  credita- 
ble foreign  income  taxes  under  U.S.  law. 

U.S.  engineering  and  construction  firms 
usually  make  less  than  a  10  percent  pre-tax 


margin  on  gross  billings.  Foreign  technical 
assistance  taxes  are  usually  in  the  range  of 
10-30  percent  of  billings.  Thus,  a  U.S.  firm 
cannot  absorb  the  tax,  the  project  cannot  be 
undertaken  and  no  U.S.  taxes  are  paid.  This 
barrier  to  U.S.  competition  abroad  is  illus- 
trated as  foUows: 

30  percent  technical  assistance  tax 

BilllngB tlOO 

Coste -90 

Pre-tax  income -  10 

Technical  assistance  tax  (30  percent 

of  100) -30 

U.S.  Ux  (46  percent  of  10) -4.6 

Post-tax  loss -24.6 

While  these  figures  suggest  apparent  U.S. 
tax  revenues  of  4.6  percent,  this  situation 
cannot  exist  in  real  life:  no  firm  will  under- 
take work  which  must  inevitably  produce  a 
net  loss  of  24.6  percent. 

Moreover,  if  the  U.S.  firm  seeks  to  have 
the  foreign  client  pay  the  tax,  in  the  form 
of  a  double  taxation  "gross-up,"  the  U.S. 
firm  will  be  inunediately  priced  out  of  the 
market. 

30  percent  technical  assistance  tax- 
hypothetical  gross  up  by  client  included 

Billings $100 

Hypothetical  gross-up 125 

Costs -90 


Pre-tax  income 135 

Technical  assistance  tax  (30  percent 

of  225) -67.5 

U.S.  tax  <46  percent  of  135) -62:1 


Post-tax  profit . 
Again,   the  apparent 


5.4 

U.S.  tax  of  62.1% 
cannot  exist  in  real  life,  since  no  client  is 
willing  to  pay  a  gross-up  that  increases  the 
cost  of  the  project  by  125% 

What  happens  at  present  in  the  real  world 
is  that  the  U.S.  firm  interested  in  a  project 
seeks  to  find  a  way  to  do  business  without 
asking  the  client  for  the  (unattainable) 
huge  gross-up.  The  possible  ways  of  doing 
this  are  as  follows: 

1.  Local  Tax  Exemption— In  some  coun- 
tries it  may  be  possible  to  obtain  an  exemp- 
tion. These  exemptions  normally  are  grant- 
ed only  to  important  development  projects 
in  favored  industries.  However,  exemptions 
of  this  type  are  becoming  very  rare.  More- 
over. S.  1550  would  not  apply  to  situations 
in  which  an  exemption  is  available,  since  no 
technical  assistance  tax  would  be  paid. 
S.  1550  would  provide  no  tax  benefit  in 
these  cases. 

2.  Foreign  Government  Subsidy— Where 
the  client  is  a  foreign  governmental  entity  it 
may  be  possible  to  determine  that  the  tax 
payment  is  subsidized  by  the  government 
and  that  no  "Ux"  has  been  paid.  Again.  S. 
1550  would  not  apply  and  would  provide  no 
benefit.  The  payment  to  the  government 
would  in  effect  be  deducted  under  existing 
U.S.  law. 

3.  Move  U.S.  Services  Offshore— Most  U.S. 
firms  doing  business  abroad  have  offices 
outside  the  U.S.  If  the  technical  assistance 
services  are  performed  through  a  foreign 
subsidiary  in  a  country  that  has  solved  the 
double  taxation  problem  (e.g.,  Canada,  U.K., 
the  Netherlands),  then  the  necessity  for  a 
gross-up  is  avoided.  This  solution,  which  is 
now  used  frequently,  involves  a  significant 
revenue  loss  to  the  U.S..  because  primary 
taxing  jurisdiction  Is  shifted  to  the  country 
where  the  office  is  located.  S.  1550  would 
permit  U.S.  firms  to  avoid  this  solution, 
thereby  raising  U.S.  revenues. 


In  summary,  U.S.  firms  attempt  to  cope 
with  the  double  taxation  situation  in  vari- 
ous ways.  However,  they  cannot  always  be 
successful,  and  they  are  inevitably  handi- 
capped by  their  inability  to  proceed 
straight.forwardly  to  secure  the  contracts. 
Most  importantly,  the  only  currently  avail- 
able method  of  general  application— moving 
the  U.S.  services  offshore— results  in  a  loss 
of  tax  revenue  to  the  U.S. 

In  contrast,  our  major  trading  partners 
which  have  tax  systems  similar  to  ours  (e.g., 
Canada,  U.K..  the  Netherlands)  permit  a  de- 
duction, similar  to  S.  1550,  for  foreign  taxes 
imposed  on  construction  services  performed 
in  the  home  country.  If  American  firms  are 
to  compete  effectively  in  the  international 
marketplace,  U.S.  law  must  provide  similar 
relief  from  double  taxation  on  an  equal  and 
fair  basis. 

WHY  NO  U.S.  revenue  LOSS  RESULTS  FROM  H.R. 
1609 

Any  theory  that  S.  1550  Involves  a  reve- 
nue expenditure  would  have  to  be  based  on 
the  erroneous  assumption  that  affected  U.S. 
firms  are  now  doing  business  in  countries 
that  impose  technical  assistance  taxes  and 
are  providing  the  home  office  services  for 
these  projects  in  the  U.S.,  despite  the 
double  tax  burden.  Statistical  surveys  show 
U.S.  firms  doing  significant  work  in  coun- 
tries with  technical  assistance  Uxes.  But 
these  are  not  situations  in  which  both  U.S. 
and  foreign  taxes  are  presently  being  paid 
on  U.S.  services  and  which  would  be  affect- 
ed by 

S.  1550  can  produce  a  revenue  loss  OTily  if 
U.S.  taxes  are  currently  being  paid  in  the 
situations  which  S.  1550  would  affect. 
Where  a  technical  assistance  tax  that  would 
produce  double  taxation  is  involved,  there  is 
every  incentive  not  to  do  the  work  in  the 
U.S.  As  indicated  above,  the  most  effective 
method  of  avoiding  double  taxation  is  by 
providing  the  home  office  services  offshore 
through  a  foreign  subsidiary.  Thus,  the  un- 
disputed fact  is  that  the  U.S.  Treasury  is 
now  collecting  no  taxes  in  these  cases.  What 
S.  1550  does  is  allow  the  U.S.  to  realize  tax 
revenues  that  it  now  does  not  receive.  The 
actual  effect  of  S.  1550  is  illustrated  as  fol- 
lows: 
No  T.A.  tax: 

Billings $100 

Costs -90 


Pre-tax  profit.. 
U.S.  tax 


10 
4.6 


Net  profit., 


5.4 


30  percent  T.A.  tax  with: 

Billings 

Foreign  tax  gross-up 

Costs 

H.R.  1609  deduction 


Pre-tax  profit.. 
U.S.  tax 


100 

43 

-90 

-43 


10 

4.6 


Net  profit 5.4 

Under  S.  1550,  the  U.S.  firm  can  do  the 
overseas  work  and  pay  the  full  amount  of 
U.S.  taxes  which  should  be  paid.  U.S.  tax 
revenues  will  be  gained,  not  lost. 

HOW  s.  isso  will  raise  U.S.  revenues 
S..  1550  will  increase  U.S.  taxable  activity 
in  generally  two  ways:  ( 1 )  Technical  services 
and  related  economic  activity  (e.g.,  procure- 
ment of  materials)  which  are  now  carried  on 
through  foreign  subsidiaries  in  order  to 
minimize  international  double  taxation 
could  be  moved  into  the  U.S.  and  made  sub- 
ject to  U.S.  tax;  and  (2)  U.S.  firms  could 


more  effectively  bid  through  their  U.S.  of- 
fices for  additional  overseas  construction 
projects,  and  the  necessary  technical  serv- 
ices for  such  projects  would  be  performed  in 
the  U.S.  Each  of  these  two  components  to 
the  U.S.  revenue  gain  must  be  evaluated  in- 
dependently. 

(1)  Work  moved  to  U.S.  from  foreign  sub- 
sidiaries. This  component  of  the  revenue 
gain  is  based  on  current  levels  of  overseas 
contract  activity,  a  portion  of  which  coqid 
be  moved  to  the  U.S.  after  enactment  of 
H.R.  1609. 

The  total  value  of  foreign  construction 
awards  to  foreign  affiliated  companies  of 
U.S.  construction  firms  in  the  full  year  fol- 
lowing enactment  can  be  conservatively  esti- 
mated at  $50  billion,  based  on  the  fact  that 
total  awards  in  1981  were  $48.8  billion  (En- 
gineering News  Record,  April  22,  1982). 

The  next  step  is  to  estimate  the  amount 
of  awards  that  will  be  in  countries  imp>osing 
technical  assistance  taxes.  While  an  exact 
projection  is  not  possible,  since  foreign  tax 
laws  are  continually  in  the  process  of 
change,  the  growing  number  of  these  taxes 
makes  reasonable  an  estimate  of  about  25 
percent,  or  $12.5  billion. 

Of  the  latter  amount,  it  can  be  estimated, 
based  on  experience,  that  roughly  20  per- 
cent, or  $2.5  billion,  involves  technical  as- 
sistance services  and  related  economic  ac-, 
tivities  (e.{7.,  procurement  of  materials) 
which  can  be  performed  outside  the  host 
country,  either  in  the  U.S.  or  in  a  foreign 
country  where  the  U.S.-based  firm  has  a 
subsidiary. 

Next,  it  is  estimated  that  about  50  percent 
of  the  latter  contract  activity,  performed 
outside  the  host  country,  is  now  performed 
in  the  U.S.  in  all  events.  This  activity  in- 
volves U.S.  companies  which  are  able  to 
take  a  foreign  tax  credit  for  the  technical 
assistance  taxes  paid.  These  companies  are 
often  members  of  U.S.  consolidated  groups 
which  include  non-construction  businesses 
which  generate  low-taxed  foreign  source 
income,  thereby  allowing  utilization  of  the 
foreign  taxes  imposed  on  the  U.S.  construc- 
tion services.  It  is  important, to  understand 
that  since  a  credit  against  tax  is  always 
more  valuable  than  a  deduction,  these  com- 
panies would  not  elect  the  deduction  per- 
mitted by  H.R.  1609  and  there  would  be  no 
revenue  impact  froin  the  bill  with  respect  to 
their  activities. 

However,  in  order  to  avoid  double  tax- 
ation, the  other  50  percent  of  existing 
projects  are  now  pc-formed  through  foreign 
affiliated  companies  of  U.S.  construction 
firms.  Under  existing  law,  the  projects  at- 
tributable to  these  affiliated  companies  are 
now  not  taxed  by  the  U.S.  This  50  percent 
represents  about  $1.25  billion  of  gross  reve- 
nues now  lost  to  the  U.S. 

The  profit  margin  on  these  U.S.  revenues 
can  be  estimated  at  about  10  percent,  which 
would  produce  $125  million  of  taxable 
income.  Thus,  if  the  law  is  changed  to  allow 
this  work  to  be  done  in  the  U.S.,  the  U.S. 
revenue  gain  is  46  percent  of  $125  million, 
or  about  $57.5  million. 

(2)  Additional  projects  successfully  bid  by 
U.S.  firms.  Further,  if  S.  1550  is  enacted,  it 
is  reasonable  to  expect  that  U.S.  companies 
can  obtain  additional  overseas  construction 
awards,  which  they  cannot  obtain  through 
foreign  subsidiaries,  as  a  result  of  being  able 
to  freely  perform  the  work  directly  through 
their  main  U.S.  offices.  U.S.  home  office  fa- 
cilities and  employees  are  generally  more  ef- 
ficient and  productive  than  foreign  subsidi- 
ary offices.  As  a  consequence,  the  amount  of 
home  office  services  performed  In  the  U,S. 
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would  be  further  increased.  Thus,  it  is  likely  subsidiaries  for  the  purpose  of  avoid-  U.S.  company  will  generally  use  a  foreign  In- 

th»t   the    total    U.S.    revenue    gain    would  ing  U.S.  withholding  taxes.  The  report  corporated  IPS  to  raise  money  abroad  to  fi- 

exceed  the  $57.5  million  estimated  for  the  ^Iso   points   out   difficulties   that   the  "*"«=^  ^S-  operations. 

first  component.  If  awards  increase  by  only  united  SUtes  encounters  when  trying  tax  trtatibs 

lfu«  wo^d  L^re^  b^  $T't^?2  KnTIo  ^  renegotiate  tax  treaties  with  other  if  it  is  anticipated  that  a  foreign  incorpo- 

percent)  US  profits  by  $100  to  $200  million  countries  because  of  the  current  30-  rated  IPS  will  subsequently   lend  its  bor- 

(10  percent),  and  U.S.  tax  revenues  by  about  percent  tax.  rowed  funds  to  U.S.  incorporated  affiliates. 

$46  to  $92  million  (46  percent)  There  being  no  objection,  the  report  prudent  tax  planning  dicutes  the  selection 

^inoiARv  or  o  s  REvnnjK  GKoi  was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the  o'  a  country  for  IPS  incorporation  that  has 

SUMMARY  or  o.s.  RivniOT  c;aiii  rtvjrnnn  suj  follows-  a  tax  treaty  with  the  United  States  which 

The  estimates  made  above  can  be  summa-  ""^J™' "^  luuuwa.  eliminates  any  U.S.  Ux  (and  withholding) 

rized  as  foUows:  The  Currh^t  Eurodoixar  Pinancing  „„  ^^^^  payment  of  interest  from  the  U.S.  af- 

1.  Total  annual  value  of  foreign  con-  imbrogli  filiates  to  the  IPS,  because  the  foreign  in- 
struction awards  to  foreign  affUi-  Recent  events  have  created  uncertainty  corporated  IPS  will,  in  the  normal  course  of 
ates  of  U.S.  companies  (billions) $50  .  for  U.S.  corporations  that  use  international  events,  use  the  interest  received  from  U.S. 

2.  Portion  of  (1)  attribuUble  to  financial  subsidiaries  (IPSs)  to  borrow  affiliates  to  pay  the  interest  due  foreign 
countries  that  Impose  technical  as-  money  abroad.  The  United  SUtes  has  termi-  debtholders.  Both  the  British  Virgin  Islands 
sistance  tax  (25  percent)  (billions)..       12.5  nated  its  tax  treaty  with  the  Brflish  Virgin  ^^  ^^^  Netherlands  Antilles  had  or  have 

3.  Portion  of  (2)  to  be  performed  out-  Islands  and  is  renegotiating  its  Ux  treaty  5^^^,  ^^x  treaties.  Both  have  been  used  for 
side  the  host  country  (20  percent)  with  the  Netherlands  Antilles.  The  Treas-  Eurodollar  financing  and  both  have  recent- 
(billions) 2.5  ury  Department  has  also  issued  temporary  jy    received    increased   scrutiny    from   Con- 

4.  Portion   of   (3)   which   could    be  regulations  designed  to  discourage  the  use  g^ess  and  the  Treasury  Department, 
moved   to   U.S.   (50   percent)   (bil-  of  IPSs  incorporated  in  U.S.  possesions  to  ^  ^^^  income  tax  treaty  with  the  British 
Uons) 1.2^  avoid  U.S.  withholding  rules.  At  the  same  y^^^^^  Is\&tx6s  was  signed  on  Pebruary  2. 

5.  U.S.  profit  margin  on  (4)  (10  per-  tune,  the  Ser/ice  is  auditing  U^  corpora-  jggj  ^.j^^  ^^^^jy  ^,^  jmended  to  replace  the 
cent)  (millions) 125  tioris    that   have    established    IPSs    '"    the  jg^g  ^^^  ^^^^^^y  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  Kingdom  as 

6.  Annual  revenue  gain  on  existing  Netherlands  Antilles  to  sell  Eurobonds  to  extended  in  195^  to  the  British  Virgin  Is 
levels  of  awards  (46  percent  of  (5))  overseas  investors^  The  Treasury  Depart-  ^^^^  q^  December  16.  1981.  the  Senate  re- 
(mlllions) 57.5  ment  has  indicated,  however,  that  it  is  not  ^^^^^  ^j,^  proposed  treaty  to  the  President 

7.  Annual  revenue  gain  from  in-  opposed  to  tax-free  Eurexlollar  fin^cing,  if  j„^  renegotiation  in  order  to  include  an  anti- 
creased  awards  (millions) '  46  certain  safeguards  are  established.  Congress  ^^^^  provision.  The  United  SUtes  has  been 

^=  took  a  similar  approach  last  year  when  it  ^^^^^^  ^^  negotiate  sach   a  provision   and 

8.  Total  annual  U.S.  revenue  gain  created  a  Eurodolar  fmancmg  exception  to  currently  has  no  tax  treaty  with  the  BritUh 
(millions) 100  the  general  prohibition  against  issuance  of  virgin  Islands. 

■  Or  more.  bearer  bonds.  Similar  4M>«blems  have  developed  in  the 

The  foregoing  estimates  relate  solely  to  background  renegotiation  of  the  tax  treaty  between  the 

the  increase  in  corporate  taxes  to  be  paid  di-  Poreign     corporations     and     nonresident  United  States  and  the  Netherlands  Antilles, 

rectly  by  the  U.S  firms  performing  techni-  alien  individuals  not  engaged  in  a  U.S.  trade  The  Income  Tax  Convention  of  April  29, 

cal  services.  Additional  revenue  gains  would  or  business  are  not  subject  to  U.S.  income  1948.    between    the    Netherlands    and    the 

be  derived  from  taxes  imposed  on  the  em-  uxation  except  on   income   received   from  United  States  was  extended  by  protocol  of 

ployees  of  the  U.S  construction  firms  and  sources  within  the  United  SUtes.  U.S.  tax  June  15.  1955,  to  the  Netherlands  Antilles, 

on  the  U.S.  vendors  of  construction  materi-  on  U.S.  source  income  paid  to  such  a  foreign  Under  Article  VIII  of  the  Treaty,  as  modi- 

als  and  equipment  and  on  the  employees  of  corporation  or  nonri?sident  alien  individual  fied  by  a  subsequent  protocol  dated  October 

these  U.S.  vendors.   Absent  S.   1550.  these  is  collected  by  requiring  the  payor  to  with-  23.  1963.  interest  received  by  a  Netherlands 

Uxes  are  now  being  paid  to  foreign  govern-  hold  30%  of  the  payment  (or  a  lower  per-  Antilles  corporation  from  a  U.S.  person  is 

ments,  not  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  centage  if  a  tax  treaty  affects  the  rate  of  generally  exempt  from  U.S.  tax  as  long  as 

CONCLUSIONS   •  tax  on  the  payment).  Generally,  sections  the  interest  income  is  subject  to  the  regular 

s   isso  i.i  an  eouiuble  and  orooer  wavto  861(a)(1)    and    862(a)(1)    providi    that    the  Netherlands  Antilles  income  tax  based  on 

.^:,}^<.  J^^.r^^y,t^  r^ll^l^t  Ivi^  source  of  interest  income  (U.S.0A foreign)  is  the   full  corporate  tax  rates.  The  Nether- 

ri      .rjfnitf.  fT^  fifi^H^va^dt^  remove  determined  by  reference  to  the  residence  of  lands  Antilles  imposes  its  corporate  income 

h?n,^.^?r^!^rrw  ^' ^fe^tive^^^^  the   borrower    Consequently,   as  a  general  tax  at  rates  reaching  30%.  but  allows  certain 

^1!^,^?;^    I^«.S    nnrt,r   fhP    h  n     n  t  ru'c  it  is  not  feasible  for  U.S.  corporations  interest  payments  to  be  deducted  in  deter- 

r^nfi^uHn    n^v    FhP    full   Ind    ;r„nfr  to  issue  debt  Obligations  in  foreign  capital  mjning  Uxable  net  income.  See  Vogel.  Ber- 

^^T,^^f  iT^   t^t^  on  rh^wort  thev^o  "markets  because  interest  paid  by  a  U.S.  cor-  "^ein  &  Nitsche,  Inward  Investments  in  Se- 

n5MUcVeSlX  the^noi^cinteresu  P«™"on  to  a  foreign  lender  would  be  re-  curities  and  Direct  Operations  Through  the 

oi  thfu  S    it  wUl  ^d  U  S^te  Mid  thlu  S  d"«d  through  withholding  by  U.S.  tax,  re-  British  Virgin  Islands:  How  Serious  a  Rival 

Siiiilr^f ;«.!  -nH  oATi  Jn^P^  n  ^  if^  quiring,  in  turn,  a  substantially  higher  in-  to  the  Netherlands  Antilles  Island  Paradise? 

balance  of  trade,  and  will  increase  U.S.  tax  '^^^^   ^^   ^^    .^^^^^    ^^    lending.    As   a  34  Tax  L.  Rev.  321,  360  (1979).  In  any  event, 

revenues.  result.  U.S.  corporations  seeking  funds  in  any  Netherlands  Antilles  income  tax  paid 

—^^^^—  foreign  capital  markets  do  so  through  IPSs.  by  an  IPS  would  be  crediUble  under  the  In- 

SUPPORT  FOR  S    1557 REPBiAlr— ^-^To  finance  overseas  operations.  U.S.  cor-  temal  Revenue  Code  on  the  deemed  distri- 

nw  rAPTTAT   TARrPP  pbrations  can  use  an   •80/20"  U.S.  incorpo-  bution  (under  the  Subpart  P  rules)  of  the 

\je  V.A1-11AJ-.   lATiix-r  ^^^^  jpg   ^^  ■•80/20"  U.S.  corporation  is  a  earnings  and  profits  of  the  IPS  to  its  U.S. 

Mr.    CHAPEE.    Mr.     President,    on  domestic  corporation  more  than  80%  of  the  parent.  Rev.  Rul.  80-4,  1980-1  C.B.  169. 

June  28.  Senator  Bentsen  and  I  Intro-  gross   income  of  which   has  been  derived  On  June  27,  1979.  the  Treasury  Depart- 

duced    a    bill    (S.     '557)    that    would  from  foreign  sources  for  the  3-year  period  ment  issued  a  press  release  soliciting  com- 

amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  ending  with  the  close  of  the  taxable  year  of  ments  on   the   renegotiation  of   the   U.S.- 

VOAA  hv   rpr«.alinp  thp  10  n«»rr*»nt  tax  the  corporation  preceding  the  payment  of  Netherlands    Antilles    tax    treaty.    The    re- 

19M  oy  repeaung  ine  ju  percent  lm  ^^e  interest  or  since  the  company's  incorpo-  negotiation    is    intended    to    limit    abusive 

on  certain  interest  payments  oy   u.o.  p^^j^n  interest  paid  by  an  80/20  company  is  treaty  shopping."  The  motivation  for  rene- 

corporations    to    foreigners.    The    bill  considered    to    be    interest    from    foreign  gotiating    the    treaty    is    based    upon    the 

has    had    bipartisan    support    in    the  sources  and  is  not  subject  to  U.S.  tax  or  Treasury's   position   that   the   Netherlands 

House    and   Senate.    In    addition,    the  withholding.          I.R.C.          5§  861(a)(1)(B).  Antilles  treaty  has  become  a  ux  treaty  be- 

Treasury    Department    supports    the  862(a)(1).    1441(a),    and    1442(a).    Por    the  tween  the  U.S.  and  the  rest  of  the  world. 

repeal  of  the  withholding  tax  "more  than  80%  requirement"  to  be  satis-  with  the  result  that  other  sovereign  powers 

I  reauest  unanimous  consent  that  a  "«>•  the  80/20  IPS  must  lend  or  invest  the  have  little  reason  to  negotiate  tax  treaties 

rpnort    hv   the   <«H-tion   of   taxation   of  ^^^  »'  '^^  borrowed  funds  so  as  to  produce  with  the  U.S.  A  foreign  country's  citizens. 

repon;  oy  ine  section  01    Laxaiion  01  ^^^^^^  source  income:  this  requirement  will  nationals,  and  corporations  can.  with  proper 

the     American     Bar     Association     oe  ggneraUy  not  be  satisfied  if  the  IPS  utilizes  structuring,  receive  the  benefits  of  a  tax 

printed  in  full  in  the  Record.  It  high-  ^^^  borrowed   funds   to   make   loans   to  or  treaty  with  the  U.S.  while  no  quid  pro  quo 

lights  the  need  for  the  repeal  of  the  invest  in  U.S.  incorporated  affiliates.  need  be  surrendered  by  the  foreign  country 

30-percent  tax  because  of  the  increas-  Due  to  the  limiution  on  the  subsequent  with  regard  to  its  Ux  rules.  U.S.  and  Neth- 

ing    abuse    of    international    financial  use  of  funds  borrowed  by  an  80/20  IPS,  a  erlands   Antilles   negotiators   have   yet   to 
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agree  on  any  anti-abuse  provision  and,  al- 
though the  negotiations  continue,  the  ulti- 
mate outcome  and  implications  for  Eurodol- 
lar financing  are  currently  unknown. 

The  Treasury  Department  has  indicated 
Its  willingness  to  support  legislation  that 
would  permit  Eurodollar  financing  on  a  tax- 
free  basis  in  testimony  of  Assistant  Secre- 
tory John  E.  Chapoton  before  the  House 
Government  Operations  Subcommittee  on 
Commerce.  Consumer  and  Monetary  Af- 
fairs. BNA  Daily  Tax  Report  No.  72.  at  J-3 
(April  13,  1983).  Such  legislation  would 
permit  tax-free  Eurodollar  financing,  but 
would  not  cover  bank  loans  and  interest 
paid  to  shareholders  other  than  portfolio 
investors.  The  Treasury  Department  would 
want  the  authority  to  withdraw  the  exemp- 
tion from  U.S.  tax  and  withholding,  howev- 
er, for  countries  that  do  not  provide  suffi- 
cient information  to  prevent  evasion  of  U.S. 
Ux  by  U.S.  Uxpayers.  This  is  currently  a 
point  of  dispute  in  the  Netherlands  Antilles 
negotiations  as  a  result  of  strict  bank  secre- 
cy laws  in  the  Antilles. 


IRS  adults 
auditing   several    taxpayers 
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IPSs  incorporated  in  Guam,  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  or 
the  U.S.  Virgin  Islands  have  also  been  used 
to  avoid  any  withholding  on  interest  pay- 
ments. In  an  effort  designed  to  stop  the  es- 
calating use  of  IPSs  for  this  purpose,  the 
Treasury       promulgated       Temp.       Regs. 
|4a.861-l,    47    Ped.    Reg.    57.919    (Dec.    29, 
1982).  These  temporary  regulations,  which 
were  effective  Decetnber  29,   1982,  provide 
that  interest  and  dividend  income  derived 
from    Guam,    the    Commonwealth    of    the 
Northern    Mariana    Islands,    or    the    U.S. 
Virgin  Islands  that  is  not  subject  to  tax  to 
the  recipient  by  that  jurisdiction  will  be 
considered  to  be  U.S.  source  income.  These 
temporary  regulations  were  supplemented 
by   two  revenue  rulings  dealing  with  the 
same  issue.  Rev.  Rul.  83-9.  1983-2  I.R.B.  9, 
and  Rev.  Rul.  83-10,   1983-2  I.R.B.   10.  In 
both   rulings,   a  foreign  corporation  orga- 
nizes  a  wholly   owned  subsidiary   (In  one 
ruling  a  Guam  corporation  and  in  the  other 
ruling   a   U.S.   Virgin   Islands   corporation) 
that  receives  Interest  income  from  a  U.S. 
corporation  and  In  turn  pays  interest  to  the 
foreign  corporation.  No  U.S.  tax  or  with- 
holding obligation  is  imposed  with  respect 
to  the  interest  payment  because  (1)  In  the 
case    of    the    Guam    corporation,    section 
881(b)  and  1442(c)  provide  that  a  Guam  cor- 
poration is  not  considered  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion for  U.S.  tax  and  withholding  purposes, 
and  (2)  in  the  case  of  the  U.S.  Virgin  Islands 
corporation,  no  U.S.  tax  or  withholding  is 
required  due  to  the  Revised  Organic  Act  of 
the  Virgin  Islands  of  1954,  48  U.S.C.  1642,  as 
construed  by  Rev.  Proc.  81-20,  1981-1  C.B. 
690.  Both  Guam  and  the  U.S.  Virgin  Islands 
have  so-called  "mirror  codes"  (Identical  to 
the  U.S.  Internal  Revenue  Code,  substitut- 
ing  the  name   of   the   possession   for  the 
words  "United  SUtes"  when  appropriate). 
As  a  result,  both  "mirror  codes"  have  an  80/ 
20  nije  (described  above);  however,  due  to 
TempARegs.   §4a.861-l,   when   "mirrored" 
under  Ihe  Guam  and  U.S.  Virgin  Islands 
Codes,    the    interest    paid    to    the    foreign 
parent  will  be  considered  to  be  Guam  or 
U.S.  Virgin  Islands  source  income  and  there- 
fore subject  to  the  30%  Ux  and  correlative 
withholding  Imposed  under  the  Guam  and 
U.S.  Virgin  Islands  Codes.  These  temporary 
regulations  effectively  put  an  end  to  the  use 
of  U.S.  possessions  with  "mirror  codes"  as 
Jurisdictions  In  which  to  incorporate  IPSs. 
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with  Netherlands  Antilles  IPSs.  Texas  Air 
Corporation  is  reportedly  facing  a  potential 
$1.2  million  Ux  deficiency  related  to  Euro- 
dollar financing  through  a  Netherlands  An- 
tilles IPS.  BNA  Daily  Tax  Report  No.  169, 
at  G-6,  G-7  (Aug.  31.  1982).  The  Service  is 
unlikely  to  prevail  if  It  asserts  that  the 
Netherlands  Antilles  company  is  a  sham  to 
be  ignored.  Bass  v.  Commissioner,  50  T.C. 
595  (1968),  and  cases  cited  at  Vogel,  Berstein 
&  Nitsche,  supra  at  728-34.  However,  if  a 
Netherlands  Antilles  IPS  is  insufficiently 
capitalized,  the  Service  could  assert  that  the 
debt  obligations  of  the  IPS  are  in  reality 
debt  obligations  of  its  U.S.  parent.  See.  e.g.. 
Rev.  Rul.  73-110,  1973-1  C.B.  454  and  Rev. 
Rul.  69-377,  1969-2  C.V.  231,  revoked  by 
Rev.  Rul.  74-464,  1974-?  C.B.  46. 

An  Aiken  Industries  v.  Commissioner,  56 
T.C.  925  (1971),  which  dealt  with  a  "back-to- 
back"  loan  arrangement,  the  debt  between  a 
foreign  lender  (L)  and  a  U.S.  borrower  (B) 
was  assigned  by  L  to  Company  X,  a  compa- 
ny Incorporated  In  a  Jurisdiction  with  a  fa- 
vorable tax  treaty  with  the  U.S.  Company  X 
simulUneousJy   issued  promissory   demand 
notes  to  L  totalling  the  same  amount  as  the 
original   loan   between   L  and   B   with   the 
same  interest  rate.  The  Tax  Cout  looked 
through  the  "back-to-back"  loans  and  held 
that    the    ultimate    foreign    lender,    rather 
thanSlhe  interposed  subsidiary,  received  the 
interest  payments  from  the  U.S.  borrower: 
therefore  the  30%  tax  and  the  withholding 
obligation  applied  to  the  interest  payments. 
It  might  be  noted  that  in  Rev.  Rul.  72-514, 
1972-2  C.B.  440,  the  Service  held  that  an  in- 
termediary  lender  be   ignored   if  (1)  that 
Interposed   entity   is  simply   acting   as   an 
agent  of  its  U.S.  parent,  (2)  the  interest 
rptes  are  the  same  except  for  a  service  fee. 
and  (3)  there  is  no  independent  risk  of  loss. 
However,  in  Rev.  Rul.  78-118,  1978-1  C.B. 
219,  the  Service  expressly  indicated  that  an 
intermediary  entity  would  not  be  ignored 
where  (1)  independent  risk  of  loss  exists,  (2) 
there  are  different  interest  rates  between 
the  ultimate  borrower  and  the  Intermediary 
and  between  the  ultimate  lender  and  the  in- 
termediary, and  (3)  the  interposed  entity 
has  substantial  assets  apart  from  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  ultimate  borrower. 

BEARER  BOND  RESTRICTIONS 

Most  Eurodollar  borrowings  through  IPSs 
are  Issued  in  bearer  form  because  "anonymi- 
ty is  a  crucial  requirement  of  the  foreign  in- 
vestors who  comprise  the  Eurobond 
market."  BNA  Daily  Tax  Report  No.  169,  at 
G-2  (Aug.  31.  1982),  quoting  letter  to  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Chapoton 
form  Yves-Andre  Istel  of  Lehman  Brother 
Kuhn  Loeb,  Inc.  However,  TEPRA  section 
310  generally  requires  that  obligations 
issued  after  December  31,  1982,  which  are 
"of  a  type  offered  to  the  public "  and  have 
an  initial  term  of  more  than  one  year  be 
issut-d  In  registered  form.  I.e..  the  obligation 
may  be  transferred  only  through  a  book 
entry  consistent  with  regulations.  The  regis- 
tration requirement  is  "enforced"  by  new 
section  163(f),  through  the  denial  of  inter- 
est deductions  to  issuers  of  the  nonregis- 
tered  obligations. 

An  important  exception,  which  is  intend- 
ed to  cover  Eurodollar  financing  is  con- 
tained in  new  section  163(f)(2)(B).  It  ex- 
cludes an  obligation  from  the  registration 
requirement  If  (1)  arrangements  are  reason- 
ably designed  to  ensure  that  the  obligation 
will  be  sold  (or  resold  in  connection  with  the 
original  issue)  only  to  persons  who  are  not 
U.S.  persons,  (2)  interest  on  the  obligation  is 


payable  only  outside  the  United  SUtes,  and 
(3)  a  statement  any  U.S.  person  who  holds 
any  such  obligation  will  be  subject  to  llmlU- 
tions  under  U.S.  Income  tax  laws  is  printed 
on  the  face  of  the  obligation.  In  addition, 
the  Treasury  Department  is  authorized  to 
require   registration    of   obligations    falling 
within  this  exception  on  a  prospective  basis, 
if   it   determines   that   the   obligations   are 
"used  frequently  in  avoiding"  U.S.  federal 
Uxes.  If  a  corporation  issues  an  obligation 
subject  to  the  registration  requirement  In 
bearer  form,  the  corporation,  in  addition  to 
being  denied  an  Interest  deduction  and  an 
earnings  and  profits  reduction,  will  be  sub- 
ject to  an  excise  Ux  equal  to  the  product  of 
1%  of  the  principal  amount  of  the  obliga- 
tion and  the  number  of  years  in  the  term  of 
the  obligation.  A  U.S.  person  holding  an  ob- 
ligation required  to  be  In  registered  form 
that  was  Issued  In  bearer  form  sind  was  not 
subject  to  the  excise  Ux  imposed  on  issuers 
is  either  required  to  treat  any  gain  on  dispo- 
sition  of   the   obligation   as   ordinary   gain 
(under  new  section  1232(d))  or  denied  a  de- 
duction for  any  loss  incurred  on  disposition 
or  worthlessness  of  the  obligation  (under 
new  section  165(j)).  However,  the  Treasury 
is   authorized   to   provide   that   the   holder 
sanctions  will  not  apply  to  ( 1 )  a  person  who 
holds  the  obligation  as  part  of  a  trade  or 
business    conducted     outside     the     United 
Stated,  (2)  a  broker-dealer  who  holds  the 
bonds  as  inventory,  (3)  a  person  who  com- 
plies with  reporting  requirements  to  be  pro- 
mulgated   concerning   ownership,    transfer, 
and  payments,  or  (4)  a  person  who  promptly 
surrenders  a  beajer  obligation  for  reissun- 
ace  in  registered  form. 

Consequently,  as  long  as  the  section 
163(f)(2)(B)  requirements  are  met  and 
Treasury  does  not  publish  contrary  regula- 
tions. Eurodollar  borrowings  may  continue 
to  be  issued  in  bearer  form.  However,  an- 
other TEPRA  provisiorh-iMy  cause  cotapli- 
cations  in  the  future  for  EbsQ^llar  financ- 
ing through  IPSs.  Under  TEPRA  section 
342,  the  Treasury  Department  is  directed  to 
issue  regulations  "not  later  than  two  years" 
after  TEFRA's  enactment  establishment 
either  "certification  procedures,  refund  pro- 
cedures, or  other  procedures"  which,  ensure 
that  any  reduced  withholding  rates  attribut- 
able to  Ux  treaties  are  available  orUy  to 
those  persons  who  should  benefit  from  the 
reductions.  The  type  of  procedures  eventu- 
ally adopted  wilf  have  a  substantial  impact 
on  Eurodollar  financing. 


THE  NEED  FOR  ACTION  TO  COR- 
RECT EXCHANGE  RATE  DIS- 
EQUILIBRIA 

Mr.  CHAPEE.  Mr.  President,  today 
the  U.S.  dollar  is  stronger  than  it  has 
been  since  the  inception  of  free  ex- 
change rates.  Under  current  American 
economic  policy  and  existing  world 
economic  conditions  the  dollar  shows 
no  signs  of  weakening.  The  primary 
reason  for  the  strength  of  the  doUar  is 
that  higher  real  U.S.  interest  rates  are 
attracting  enormous  amounts  of  for- 
eign money.  These  high  real  interest 
rates  are  attributed  to  a  unique  combi- 
nation of  tight  monetary  policy  under- 
taken by  the  Federal  Reserve  and 
loose  fiscal  spending  which  has  cre- 
ated huge  Government  deficits.  In  ad- 
dition, recent  political  instabilities  in 
the  Middle  East,  Central  America,  and 
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Poland  have  emphasized  America's  ad- 
vantage as  a  safe  haven  for  foreign  in- 
vestors. Thus,  widespread  demand  for 
the  dollar  has  pushed  up  its  price  to 
record  levels  against  most  all  major 
currencies. 

That  the  dbllar  is  extraordinarily 
strong  is  without  question.  According 
to  C.  Pred  Bergsten.  director  of  the  In- 
stitute for  International  Economic  in 
Washington  and  former  Assistant 
Treasury  Secretary,  the  dollar  is  over- 
valued by  20  percent  on  the  basis  of 
underlying  competitive  relationships. 
There  is  a  widespread  assumption  that 
the  international  monetary  system 
will  not  permit  substantial  exchange- 
rate  misalinements  to  persist  for  pro- 
longed periods.  In  fju;t,  however,  siza- 
ble disequilibria  have  developed  and 
persisted  for  substantial  periods.  Berg- 
sten notes  the  dollar  overvaluation  of 
1976-77  which,  like  the  current  situa- 
tion, led  to  considerable  protectionist 
pressures. 

Under  this  assumption,  the  Reagan 
administration  has  remained  stiffly 
opposed  to  any  intervention  in  foreign 
exchange  markets  "except  to  counter 
disorderly  markets"  caused  by  some 
major,  unexpected  event.  Yet.  this 
hands-off  approach  no  longer  is  capa- 
ble of  sustaining  a  healthy  climate  for 
the  United  States  or  world  economies. 

While  an  appreciating  dollar  has 
helped  mitigate  inflation  and  has  im- 
proved American  self-esteem,  its 
strength  spells  trouble  for  the  Na- 
tion's economy.  The  extra-strong 
dollar  has  made  U.S.  goods  increasing- 
ly uncompetitive  in  international  mar- 
kets. Not  only  have  our  exporting  sec- 
tors suffered  greatly,  but  now  U.S. 
companies  find  it  necessary  to  buy 
from  foreign  suppliers  and  even  shift 
their  production  lines  to  foreign  sub- 
sidiaries. Between  the  first  quarter  of 
1981  and  the  fourth  quarter  of  1982, 
the  dollar's  rise  cost  the  Nation  $100 
billion  in  lost  GNP  and  1.6  million  jobs 
according  to  Business  Week  magazine. 
In  addition,  in  the  first  quarter  of 
1983.  an  estimated  $7  billion  of  plant 
and  equipment  investment  was  relo- 
cated out  of  the  United  States. 

Clearly,  the  excessive  strength  of 
the  dollar  has  had  short-term  reper- 
cussions, but  perhaps  a  greater  con- 
cern is  the  potential  long-term  irrevo- 
cable impact  on  American  industry 
and  trade.  The  merchandise  trade  def- 
icit reached  a  record  $6.9  billion  in 
May  and  Is  forecast  to  total  $70  billion 
for  1983.  If  currency  misalinements 
persist,  we  wlU  see  the  erosion  of  cer- 
tain American  export  and  import -com- 
peting industries.  A  1982  report  by  the 
Group  of  Thirty,  made  up  of  Ameri- 
can and  foreign  experts  in  internation- 
al finance,  pointed  out  how  an  over- 
valued currency  can  cause 
d«industrialization  over  an   extended 

Spriod.  The  case  of  the  United  King- 
om  is  one  example,  yet  similarly  the 


observation  could  apply  to  the  United 
States  today. 

The  .overvalued  dollar  has  produced 
protectionist  pressures  in  the  United 
States  because  of  strong  E>olitical  clout 
in  those  export-  and  import-competing 
industries  hurt  by  unfair  competition 
from  abroad.  And.  intensifying  the 
problem  is  the  potential  for  countries 
with  undervalued  currencies  to  adopt 
protectionist  measures  also.  Resources 
may  be  drawn  to  export-  and  import- 
competing  industries  solely  because  of 
the  artificially  favorable  competitive 
p>osition  generated  by  undervalued 
currencies.  When  undervaluation  is 
corrected,  these  industries  may  seek 
import  restrictions  or  subsidies  to 
avoid  the  new  competition  that  would 
stem  from  realinement.  Thus,  curren- 
cy misalinements  can  affect  trade 
policy  substantially,  pushing  it  in  the 
direction  of  increased  restrictions.  Un- 
contestably.  such  a  deterioration  of 
open  trade  will  dampen  chances  for  a 
sustained  world  economic  recovery. 

The  expensive  dollar  poses  added 
problems  to  those  developing  coun- 
tries which  are  struggling  to  repay 
$700  billion  of  debt— 90  percent  of 
which  is  dollar-denominated.  Excessive 
debt  has  caused  LDC's  to  curtail  im- 
ports, further  stalling  a  world  econom- 
ic recovery.  Mexico,  for  example,  has 
reduced .  its  imports  from  the  United 
States  by  50  percent. 

High  U.S.  interest  rates  have  attract- 
ed substantial  foreign  investment, 
which  has  helped  the  United  States  fi- 
nance its  huge  Government  deficits. 
Yet,  this  same  capital  flow  means  that 
economies  like  Germany  and  Japan 
have  seen  much  of  their  savings, 
which  could  have  been  invested  to  pro- 
mote their  own  recoveries,  soaked  up 
by  U.S.  budget  deficits. 

Advocating  measures  to  "correct" 
foreign  exchange  rates  presupposes 
that  we  can  define  more  appropriate 
equilibria.  This  is  at  best  very  difficult, 
especially  when  it  involves  many  coun- 
tries, but  current  economic  conditions 
necessitate  such  an  attempt. 

The  United  States  can  and  should 
take  a  lead  role  in  addressing  the  cur- 
rent misalinement  among  exchange 
rates— most  notably  between  the 
dollar  and  yen.  The  administration 
passed  up  a  good  opportunity  for  deal- 
ing with  the  dollars  overvaluation  at 
the  Williamsburg  summit  despite 
much  encouragement  to  do  so,  e.g.. 
Senate  Resolution  135.  The  continued 
rise  of  the  dollar  after  the  summit  is 
viewed  as  having  reflected  the  disap- 
pointment of  world  financial  markets 
with  the  unwillingness  of  the  United 
States  to  take  any  action  to  curb  the 
dollar's  strength. 

A  number  of  approaches  have  been 
suggested  for  consideration.  First,  the 
administration  should  publicly  ac- 
knowledge the  structural  disequilibri- 
um that  now  exists  and  make  clear  its 
intention  to  work  with  other  countries 


toward  a  more  appropriate  set  of  ex- 
change rates.  This  statement  of  intent 
alone  should  provide  considerable 
market  iinpetus  for  the  needed  re- 
alignment of  major  currencies. 

Second,  the  United  States  with  the 
cooperation  of  other  industrial  nations 
might  try  to  limit  extreme  fluctua- 
tions in  exchange  rates.  There  is  an  in- 
creasing tendency  for  currency  values 
to  oscillate  considerably.  Such  over- 
shooting make  it  very  difficult  for 
businesses  to  plan  their  strategies  in 
international  transactions.  Already,  in 
an  address  to  the  Trilateral  Commis- 
sion in  Rome,  Federal  Reserve  Board 
Chairman  Paul  A.  Volcker  advocated 
that  the  United  States  and  other 
major  nations  agree  to  intervene  mod- 
estly in  foreign  exchange  markets  to 
control  extreme  fluctuations.  The  ad- 
ministration should  support  this 
policy. 

Third,  we  should  consider  establish- 
ing reference  points  or  target  zones  for 
some  of  the  major  currencies.  These 
countries  in  cooperation  with  the  IMF 
would  maintain  the  values  of  their' 
currencies  within,  for  example,  5  to  7.5 
percent  of  the  intended  targets.  Such 
a  system  would  be  able  to  reflect  more 
accurately  the  relative  trade  competi- 
tiveness among  countries.  Hence,  we 
could  avoid  large  trade  imbalances 
which  often  lead  to  protectionist  poli- 
cies and  the  general  deterioration  of 
freer  trade. 

Fourth,  the  major  industrial  coun- 
tries should  better  coordinate  their 
macroeconomic  policies.  In  order  to 
make  any  improvements  with  misa- 
lined  currencies,  it  is  essential  to 
reduce  interest  rate  disparities  be- 
tween the  United  States,  Japan,  and 
Germany.  At  home,  we  must  reduce 
our  huge  budget  deficits.  The  deficits 
forecast  through  the  next  5  years  are 
simply  too  large  if  we  expect  to  lower 
U.S.  interest  rates  arid  to  sustain  a 
healthy  world  recovery.  The  great  em- 
phasis in  the  United  States  must  rest 
on  fiscal  austerity.  At  the  same  time. 
Japan  and  Germany  might  allow  their 
interest  rates  to  rise  to  further  close 
the  exchange  rate  gap. 

Coordinating  national  economic  poli- 
cies is  difficult.  We  cannot  expect 
countries  to  subordinate  their  domes- 
tic interests  to  reflect  international  de- 
mands. However,  as  long  as  major  dis- 
crepancies exist  between  the  policies 
of  individual  countries,  world  econom- 
ic stability  will  suffer. 

Fifth,  the  United  States  with  the 
help  of  the  IMF  should  encourage 
Japan  to  make  its  capital  markets 
more  accessible  to  foreign  investors. 
As  noted  by  the  European  Community 
in  its  formal  case  against  Japanese 
trade  practices  under  article  XXXIII 
of  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  (GATT).  "the  yen  does  not 
play  a  role  internationally  commensu- 
rate with  the  strength  of  the  Japanese 


economy."  Greater  participaticm  by 
Japan  in  the  world  monetary  system 
would  lessen  the  dollar's  role  as  the 
world's  primary  reserve  currency.  Con- 
sequently, demand  for  the  yen  would 
increase  while  that  for  Ihe  dollar 
would  decrease,  thus  narrowing  the 
gap  between  the  interest  rates  of  the 
two  countries. 

.  We  must  act  convincingly  In  order  to 
curb  the  dollar's  rise  against  certain 
major  currencies.  The  United  States 
should  assume  the  leadership  role  to 
improve  the  world's  chances  for  a  sus- 
tained economic  recovery.  Most  impor- 
tantly the  United  States  ought  to  de- 
clare publicly  its  intention  to  address 
the  problem  of  the  dollar's  strength. 
And  we  must  act  now  to  reduce  budget 
deficits  which  will  pose  a  serious 
threat  to  world  economic  recovery  for 
years  to  come. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that. the  following  materials  be 
printed  in  full  in  the  Record.  I  feel 
that  they  represent  opinions  from  di- 
verse vantage  points.  Yet,  each  opin- 
ion shares  a  similar  concern  that  the 
dollar's  extraordinary  strength  needs 
to  be  addressed  more  seriously  by  the 
administration. 
The  materials  are: 

First.  "Dollar  Fever  Infects  the 
World"  (Business  Week.  June  27, 
1983). 

Second.  Exchange  Rates  and  Trade 
Policy,  prepared  by  C.  Fred  Bergsten 
and  John  Williamson  on  behalf  of  the 
Institute  for  International  Economics 
(June  1982). 

Third.  A  letter  from  Alexander  B. 
Trowbridge,  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Manufacturers,  to  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  Donald  T. 
Regan  (July  14,  1982). 

Fourth.  An  excerpt  from  the  Fifty- 
third  Annual  Report  by  the  Banl^  for 
International  Settlements  for  the  year 
ending  March  31,  1983. 

Fifth.  Excerpts  from  a  speech  by 
Federal  Reserve  Board  Chairman  Paul 
A.  Volcker  before  the  Forex  Associa- 
tion of  North  America  (Journal  of 
Commerce,  May  2,  1983). 

Sixth.  A  New  York  Times  editorial 
by  Flora  Lewis  based  on  her  conversa- 
tion with  former  Chancellor  Helmut 
Schmidt  (July  1.  1983). 

Seventh.  An  article  by  Atlantic  Rich- 
field. Co.'s  Chairman  Robert  Anderson 
(New  York  Times.  January  11,  1983). 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[From  Business  Week  Magazine,  June  27, 
1983] 
Dollar  FEVfa«  Intects  thx  World— A  $100 
Billion  Loss  in  GNP  and  a  Flood  or  Cap- 
ital From  Europe 

Pour  years  ago  the  U.S.  dollar  was  the 
laughing  stock  of  the  world.  Europeans 
were  dumping  it.  Arab  oil  producers  were  di- 
versifying out  of  it.  Americans  themselves 
were  trading  it  In  for  Deutsche  marks,  Swiss 
francs,  gold,  and  silver.  The  dollar's  weak- 
ness reflected  a  desperately  sick  U.S.  econo- 


my suffering  from  double-digit  inflation.  Po- 
litically, the  currency's  fragility  symbolized 
the  retreat  of  American  power  from  the 
world  arena. 

Today  the  dollar  is  higher  than  it  has 
been  in  more  than  a  decade,  and  it  shows  no 
sign  of  slackening.  Its  powerful  rise  is  boost- 
ing the  confidence  of  some  officials  in 
Washin  ton  who  believe  a  strong  currency 
is  just  the  tonic  for  reestablishing  American 
self-esteem.  That  same  strength,  however,  is 
taking  a  terrible  toll  on  the  nation's  econo- 
my. So  high  has  the  dollar  climbed  that 
many  U.S.  companies  find  their  products  in- 
creasingly uncompetitive  in  international 
markets.  And  this  year  the  U.S.  will  run  a 
$60  biUion  trade  deficit.  All  told,  the  strong 
dollar  is  costing  the  country  $100  billion  in 
lost  gross  national  product  and  almost  1.6 
million  jobs.  So  vast  has  the  devastation 
been  that  major  legislation  to  limit  imports 
is  pending  in  Congress. 

VACUUM  cleaner 

The  expensive  dollar  is  also  retarding  the 
developing  world's  ability  to  repay  the  $700 
billion  it  owes  the  West.  The  growing, 
burden  of  debt  payments.  90%  of  which  are 
dollar-denominated,  is  causing  the  less  de- 
veloped countries  to  curtail  imports  from 
the  industrial  nations  thus  dampening  the 
world  economic  recovery.  The  problems  of 
the  LDCs  are  a  major  reason  there  is  grow- 
ing support  for  reappointing  Paul  A. 
Volcker  for  another  term  as  chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

The  dollar  is  being  buoyed  by  a  wave  of 
money  flooding  the  U.S.  from  all  comers  of 
the  world.  Since  early  1980.  when  the  dollar 
started  to  take  off.  a  net  of  almost  $70  bil- 
lion has  poured  into  U.S.  investments.  "The 
story  of  the  dollar  is  the  story  of  vast  cap- 
ital inflows  to  the  U.S.. "  says  Alexandre 
Lamfalussy,  assistant  general  manager  of 
the  Bank  for  International  Settlements  in 
Basel. 

Money  is  racing  in  mainly  because  the 
U.S.  offers  higher  real  rates  of  return- 
market  rates  less  the  rate  of  inflation— on 
investments  than  does  any  other  industrial 
nation.  Like  a  gigantic  financial  vacuum 
cleaner,  the  U.S.'s  high  interest  rates  are 
drawing  out  cash  from  banks  and  mattresses 
overseas. 

Rates  started  becoming  attractive  back  in 
1979  when  Volcker,  then  newly  appointed  as 
chief  of  the  Fed,  embarked  on  an  experi- 
ment in  tight  monetary  policy  that  focused 
on  controlling  the  money  supply.  Volckers 
monetarism  ended  in  August.  1982.  when  he 
began  to  let  money  growth  expand.  But  in- 
terest rates,  especially  real  rates,  remain  ex- 
tremely high.  The  Reagan  Administration's 
record  $200  billion  federal  deficit  forecast 
for  fiscal  1984— along  with  similar  huge  defi- 
cits anticipated  for  years  to  come— is  keep- 
ing interest  rates  way  above  levels  normally 
associated  with  an  inflation  rate  of  only  4%. 
patina  of  power 
European  and  Third  World  nations  that 
blame  the  high  dollar  for  many  of  their  eco- 
nomic ills  believe  the  cure  lies  in  changing 
Washington's  fiscal  policies.  "The  U.S. 
budgetary  deficit  is  the  biggest  single  inter- 
national economic  issue  in  the  world  today," 
asserts  Anthony  M.  Solomon,  president  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  New  York. 

That  may  be  overstating  the  case.  Even  if 
Congress  and  the  White  House  could  agree 
on  cutting  the  deficit  sharply  money  would 
still  flow  toward  luc  U.S.  America  offers 
more  than  a  good  return  on  money— it 
promises  security  and  growth  for  the  future. 
To  Latin  Americans,  for  example,  living 
under  the  threat  of  constant  currency  -de- 


valuations and  the  fear  that  their  govern- 
ments might  declare  a  moratorium  on  debt 
and  freeze  assets,  the  dollar  is  a  haven.  The 
Administration  has  restored  the  patina  of 
power  to  the  U.S..  in  contrast  to  the  politi- 
cal uncertainties  afflicting  much  of  the 
world— even  Europe.  By  cutting  taxes,  chop- 
ping government  regulation,  and  talking  the 
language  of  economic  growth.  Reagan  has 
made  the  U.S.  appear  to  many  to  be  the  last 
great  bastion  of  capitalism.  And  the  eco- 
nomic recovery,  stronger  in  the  U.S.  than 
anywhere  else,  offers  foreign  investors  great 
opixjrtunities.  Thus,  even  if  U.S.  interest 
rates  were  to  fall,  the  capital  Inflow  would 
not  end. 

That  means  that  the  strong  dollar  could 
hang  on  for  years.  To  be  sure,  a  strong  cur- 
rency keeps  inflation  down  by  lowering 
import  prices  and  helps  finance  the  federal 
deficit  through  foreign  buying  of  U.S. 
Treasury  bills.  It  might  also  help,  as  the 
strong  pound  did  in  Britain,  clear  out  some 
of  the  deadwood  in  industry  and  make  com- 
panies leaner  and  more  competitive.  "We 
should  not  look  at  the  strength  of  the  dollar 
as  an  unmitigated  disaster."  says  Alan 
Greenspan,  president  of  Townsend-Gre^n- 
span  &  Co.  and  a  Reagan  adviser. 


WORLD  trade 
But  on  balance,  the  dollar's  strength  is 
more  costly  than  beneficial.  "On  the  basis 
of  the  underlying  competitive  relationship, 
the  dollar  is  overvalued  by  20%. "  says  C. 
Fred  Bergsten  director  of  the  Institute  for 
International  Ekjonomics  in  Washington  and  • 
a  former  Assistant  Treasury  Secretary.  As  a 
result,  he  adds,  "our  trade  balance  deterio- 
rated by  $60  billion  to  $80 
billion  .  .  .  between  the  first  quarter  of 
1981  and  the  fourth  quarter  of  1982.  That 
accounts  for  60%  of  the  decline  in  real  GNP. 
twice  the  amount  caused  by  the  housing 
slump." 

The  most  severe  direct  impact  of  the 
strong  dollar  has  been  on  the  trade  in  goods 
and  services.  As  the  currency  has  climbed, 
the  competitiveness  of  U.S.  exports  has  de- 
clined. Since  January.  1980,  the  trade- 
weighted  value  of  the  dollar  has  risen  by 
40%  against  its  major  trading  partners.  At 
the  same  time,  prices  of  imports  have  tum- 
bled, boosting  their  share  of  domestic  inar- 
kets.  Exports  fell  $16.5  oillion  last  year  from 
their  1981  peak,  and  in  1983's  first  quarter 
they  fell  $18.9  billion  more  at  an  annual 
rate.  Meanwhile,  even  though  the  U.S.  was 
in  the  grips  of  a  severe  recession,  imports  of 
goods  other  than  oil  surged  $28.7  billion 
above  their  low«point  in  mid-1980.  A  study 
by  Data  Resources  Inc.  shows  that  if  the 
dollar  had  stayed  at  its  1980  level,  net  ex- 
ports—the difference  between  imports  and 
exports— would  have  been  $24.4  billion 
higher  during  the  first  quarter  of  1983. 

The  strong  dollar  has  also  cut  sharply  into 
sorely  needed  capital  investment.  DRI  esti- 
mates that  if  the  dollar  had  not  appreciat- 
ed, companies  would  have  invested  some  $7 
billion  more  in  plant  and  equipment  duttng 
the  first  quarter.  In  part,  spending  on  cap- 
ital investment  was  weaker  as  a  consequence 
of  slower  domestic  growth.  But  the  sky-high 
dollar  is  also  encouraging  some  companies 
to  invest  abroad  rather  than  at  home.  "The 
dollar  now  goes  further  buying  bricks  and 
mortar  overseas,"  says  Howard  J.  Howe,  an 
economist  at  Wharton  Econometric  Fore- 
casting Associates  Inc.  For  example,  Hew- 
lett-Packard Co.  is  building  a  disk  drive 
plant  in  Bristol.  England,  and  a  computer 
factory  in  Guadalajara.  Mexico.  And  ma- 
chine-toolmaker  Giddings  &  Lewis  Inc.  is 
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supplying  much  of  the  overseas  market 
from  Its  plant  In  Britain,  rather  than  from 
the  U.S. 

Trade  and  capital  investment  have  also 
been  hurt  by  the  dollar's  wild  fluctuations 
in  recent  years — changes  of  as  much  as  4% 
in  a  single  day.  This  volatility  began  in  ear- 
nest In  late  1979  when  the  Federal  Reserve 
stopped  controlling  interest  rates,  and  it  ac- 
celerated in  early  1981  when  the  Adminis- 
tration decided  that  it  would  no  longer  in- 
tervene in  foreign  exchange  -markets. 

"The  dollar's  volatility  is  quite  destruc- 
tive." says  Ronald  McKinnon.  a  Stanford 
University  economist.  "Merchants  need 
long-term  contractual  relationships.  When 
they  are  continually  hit  by  foreign  ex- 
change moves,  which  drive  profits  up  or 
down  suddenly,  the  whole  system  becomes 
less  efficient."  Adds  James  A.  Unruh.  chief 
financial  officer  at  Burroughs  Corp.:  "You 
don't  make  million-dollar  investments  in 
plant  and  equipment  if  you're  unable  to  pre- 
dict the  relative  exchange  rates." 

HELPING  THE  CONSUMER 

Profits,  too,  have  suffered.  The  strong 
dollar  erodes  earnings  not  only  through  the 
loss  of  export  sales  and  greater  competition 
from  imports,  but  also  through  diminished 
sales  and  earnings  from  overseas  subsidiar- 
ies. Parker  Pen  Co.,  based  in  JanesviUe, 
Wis.,  says  that  its  operating  profits  of  $10.7 
million  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  Feb.  28 
would  have  been  $5.3  million  higher  if  the 
dollar  had  not  risen  during  the  year.  Partly 
spurred  by  the  strong  dollar.  Parker  has 
been  consolidating  its  worldwide  operations 
to  slash  costs  by  25%.  DRI  calculates  that 
profits  for  the  economy  as  a  whole  would 
have  been  $10  billion  higher  in  the  first 
quarter  if  the  dollar  had  not  been  so  strong. 

But  while  business  is  hurting,  many  con- 
sumers are  benefiting.  With  the  dollar  high. 
Americans  pay  less  for  imports.  They  also 
pay  less  for  domestically  produced  goods  be- 
cause U.S.  manufacturers  have  to  lower 
prices  to  meet  the  fierce  competition  from 
abroad.  Donaild  Ratajczak.  an  economist 
with  Georgia  State  University,  notes  that 
crude-materials  prices  in  the  U.S.  have  risen 
only  about  1%  from  their  recession  levels  a 
year,  ago.  Given  the  strength  of  the  recov- 
ery, he  adds,  they  should  be  8%  to  9% 
higher. 

Even  more  dramatic  are  the  continuing 
declines  in  prices  of  producers'  durable 
goods— capital  equipment  such  as  forklifts 
and  electrical  equipment.  In  the  third  quar- 
ter of  1982.  these  prices  fell  by  1.7%  from 
the  previous  quarter.  They  dropped  1.5% 
more  in  the"  fourth  quarter,  then  a  helfty 
5.8%  more  in  the  first  quarter  of  1983. 
Prices  for  consumer  electronics  and  cameras 
also  are  down  because  of  the  dollar,  says  Ra- 
tajczak. 

Wttere  protectionist  barriers  exist,  howev- 
er, imports  have  not  exerted  much  down- 
ward pressure  on  prices.  Voluntary  quotas 
on  Japanese  cars,  for  instance,  have  stopped 
auto  prices  from  falling.  Because  of  these 
quotas,  "the  effect  of  the  exchange  rate  has 
not  been  fully  felt  in  the  last  few  years." 
says  J.  Lee  Price,  an  international  economist 
with  the  United  Auto  Workers. 

FOREIGN  SHOULDERS 

Meanwhile,  the  financial  markets  have 
benefited  from  the  dollar's  strength,  as  well. 
Huge  inflows  of  foreign  vl  '>ney  have  boosted 
the  stock  and  bond  markets  and  helped  fi- 
nance the  massive  federal  deficits,  prevent- 
ing the  "crowdlng-out"  of  private  borrowing 
that  many  experts  were  expecting. 

"We  Are  shifting  part  of  the  burden  of  our 
unproductive   government  spending  on   to 


foreign  shoulders,"  says  Albert  M.  W«Jnl- 
lower.  managing  director  and  chief  econo- 
mist at  First  Boston  Corp.  Although  this  is 
distressing  to  governments  overseas.  U.S.  of- 
ficials like  it.  "To  the  extent  that  we  attract 
foreign  capital  to  help  us  finance  our  defi- 
cit, our  interest  rates  are  lower  than  they 
otherwise  would  be."  points  out  Martin  S. 
Feldstein.  chairman  of  the  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers.  "Prom  a  U.S.  point  of  view, 
these  inflows  pre  a  way  of  spreading  around 
the  pain." 

However,  some  economists  argue  that  the 
U.S.  is  being  hurt  by  the  inflow  of  foreign 
capital  because  it  is  ballooning  the  money 
supply  and  complicating  the  Fed's  efforts  to 
pursue  a  steady  course  in  money  growth. 
The  inflows  are  staggering.  In  1982  inves- 
tors from  abroad  purchased  a  net  $17.3  bil- 
lion of  Treasury  debt— 26  percent  more  than 
they  bought  in  1981  and  some  16  percent  of 
total  federal  borrowing  in  1982.  And  in  the 
first  quarter  of  this  year  they  purchased 
$5.2  billion  worth.  Last  year  the  U.S.  was  a 
net  borrower  for  the  first  time  in  25  years 
even  though  American  banks  were  net  lend- 
ers of  $44  billion  to  foreign  countries.  Bank 
lending  was  more  than  offset  by  the  enor- 
mous flood  of  money  into  the  stock  narket. 
Treasury  instruments,  and  money  funds. 

While  overseas  money  tended  to  miss  the 
early  ninup  in  stock  prices  last  (all,  it  has 
been  making  up  for  lost  time  since  then. 
Foreigners  bought  $2.7  billion  worth  of  eq- 
uities In  the  first  quarter,  compared  with 
$927  million  in  the  same  period  of  1982.  At 
this  pace,  they  will  almost  triple  last  year's 
Investment  of  $3.9  billio" 

Foreign  purchases  represfnt  only  about  5 
percent  of  total  stock  trading  according  to 
Willaim  W.  Helman,  director  of  strategic  in- 
vestment policy  at  Smith  Barney,  Harris 
Upham  <k  Co.  But  Wall  Street  analysts  note 
that  overseas  investors  tend  to  buy  late  in  a 
bull  market,  and  thus  they  may  have  been 
important  in  helping  sustain  the  current 
boom.  Moreover,  some  experts  think  that 
foreign  money  had  a  big  role  in  bidding  up 
the  newly  issued  shares  of  high-tech  compa- 
nies. 

PRECARIOUS 

Some  economists,  though,  fear  that  for- 
eign capital  could  pqur  out  even  faster  than 
it  has  flowed  in  and  send  the  dollar  plum- 
meting. Eoonomists  used  to  say  that  the 
dollar  was  supported  by  a  pyramid  of  for- 
eign capital— a  stable  base  of  long-term  in- 
vestment, a  midsection  of  two-  to  seven-year 
money,  and  only  a  small  peak  of  volatile 
"hot"  money.  But  the  Fed's  Solomon  points 
out  that  the  hot-money  component  is  now 
much  larger  than  previously.  "Even  respect- 
able money  moves  fast  these  days."  he  says. 

Robert  Triffin.  a  monetary  adviser  to  the 
European  Community,  says  that  the  dollar 
is  "in  a  far  more  precarious  position  than 
many  people  realize."  He  argues  that  a 
major  part  of  the  total  $650  billion  of  for- 
eign investment  in  the  U.S.  must  be  regard- 
ed as  shifting  capital.  "If  the  tide  moves  the 
other  way.  the  dollar  could  be  in  for  a  bad 
fall."  he  warns. 

What  worries  economists  even  more  is 
that  no  one  knows  the  source  of  a  huge 
chunk  of  the  money  that  flowed  into  the 
U.S.  last  year.  Such  money  may  react  with 
destabilizing  speed  to  unforeseen  political  or 
economic  events. 

Still,  for  the  time  being,  the  dollar  is  play- 
ing a  major  role  as  a  haven  for  money  in  a 
world  that  is  becoming  ever  more  politically 
and  economically  uncertain.  And  as  long  as 
the  rest  of  the  world  gives  that  role  to  the 
dollar,  the  U.S.  economy  will  pay  the  price: 


lower  production,  fewer  jobs,  weaker  capital 
investment,  and  diminished  profits. 

Interview  With  Donald  T.  Regan:  'Sooner 
OR  Later  the  E>ollar  Has  to  Start  Weak- 
ening" 

As  the  Administration's  chief  economic 
spokesman.  Treasury  Secretary  E>onald  T. 
Regan  is  responsible  for  explaining  the 
strong  dollar  to  other  countries.  After  the 
Williamsburg  summit,  the  dollar  rose 
against  other  currencies,  and  the  French 
franc,  in  particular,  fell  sharply.  In  an  inter- 
view with  White  House  Correspondent  Lee 
Walczak  and  Economics  Correspondent  Ste- 
phen H.  Wildstrom,  Regan  seemed  uncon- 
cerned about  the  pressure  from  abroad.  He 
predicted  that  declining  U.S.  interest  rates 
and  a  strong  recovery  would  soon  bring  the 
soaring  dollar  down  to  earth. 

Q.  Why  has  the  dollar  risen  so  much  since 
the  Williamsburg  summit? 

A.  This  is  a  temporary  situation  brought 
on  by  higher  interest  rates  here,  especially 
short-term  rates.  Many  people  in  the  money 
markets  thought  that  the  [money  supply] 
figures,  particularly  Ml  for  April  and  May, 
have  been  unusually  high.  Accordingly,  the 
markets  got  nervous,  thinking  that  the  Fed 
would  have  to  tighten. 

Q.  Do  you  think  anything  that  was  said— 
or  not  said— at  the  summit  contributed  to 
the  dollar's  rise? 

A.  I  don't  think  it  was  anything  that  was 
said  at  Williamsburg.  Perhaps  people  were 
disappointed  that  we  didn't  have  some 
stronger  actions  coming  out  of  there.  To  me, 
that  wouldn't  be  a  realistic  view  [simply  be- 
cause] summits  seldom  are  action-oriented. 

Q.  U.S.  manufacturers  say  they  are  being 
clobbered  by  the  higher  dollar.  Is  there  any- 
thing the  government  should  do  to  alleviate 
this  problem? 

A.  We're  very  sympathetic  to  this  point  of 
view,  t>ecause  it's  absolutely  true:  .The  high 
value  of  the  doUar  makes  it  much  more  dif- 
ficult for  our  people  to  compete.  But  it's  not 
just  the  dollar.  In  some  of  our  industries  our 
labor  costs  are  twice  that  of  other  interna- 
tional comp^itors.  How  do  you  weaken  the 
dollar?  Would  our  manufacturers  have  us 
relnflate  our  economy?  There  is  no  magic 
button  you  can  push  to  get  the  dollar  down. 

Q.  Has  the  dollar's  growing  strength  in- 
creased the  chances  of  a  "second  wave"  of 
loan  defaults  among  the  debtor  nations? 

A.  It's  more  a  factor  of  interest  rates  than 
it  is  the  strength  of  the  dollar.  If  we  could 
get  interest  rates  down  in  the  U.S..  debtor 
countries  would  gain  an  enormous  amount- 
it  would  be  worth  more  than  siny  foreign  aid 
we  could  provide.  Because  the  dollar  is  the 
reserve  currency,  this  mesins  that  they 
cannot  take  advantage  of  a  drop  in  prices  as 
much  as  we  can.  That  brings  us  around  full 
circle.  We  have  got  to  cut  our  deficits  here. 
If  we  can  show  that  we  have  deficits  coming 
down  through  the  out-years  and  if  we  can 
show  that  we  are  going  to  maintain  a  sensi- 
ble, anti-inflationary  monetary  policy,  you 
will  see  Interest  rates  come  down,  and  the 
dollar  will  weaken. 

Q.  Has  the  U.S.  been  asked  to  intervene  to 
stabilize  currency  values? 

A.  We  have  talked  at  various  times  since 
the  summit  with  the  finance  ministries  of 
several  countries,  but  we've  taken  no  action. 
In  a  couple  of  cases,  we  called  them  on  one 
or  two  days  when  the  dollar  was  unusually 
strong.  Putting  it  another  way,  we  also 
talked  about  the  situation  when  their  cur- 
rencies seemed  to  be  unusually  weak.  They 
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recognized  what  was  going  on,  that  it  was 
market  nervousness. 

Q.  Are  you  concerned  that  the  continuing 
decline  of  the  franc  could  cause  France  to 
drop  out  of  the  European  Monetary  System 
and  retreat  into  protectionism? 

A.  I  hope  that  won't  happen.  I  hope  that 
the  (austerity]  measures  that  have  been  un- 
dertaken by  President  Mitterrand  will  work. 
The  results  of  this  will  be  seen  over  the 
months  ahead.  Thus  the  franc  could  reverse 
itself. 

Q.  How  serious  is  the  risk  of  a  European 
currency  crisis? 

A.  They  recognize  [In  Europe]  that  this 
situation  wiU  probably  be  reversed  later  this 
year.  The  recovery  is  starting.  If  we  have  a 
healthy  economy  in  the  U.S.  and  at  the 
same  time  have  these  trade  deficits,  sooner 
or  later  the  dollar  has  to  start  weakening. 
As  that  happens,  or  as  our  interest  rates 
hopefully  start  to  come  down,  investment  in 
the  U.S.  is  going  to  be  less  attractive.  There 
won't  be  the  demand  for  dollars. 

And  if  political  and  economic  tensions 
ease  around  the  world,  you'll  see  a  puUback 
of  capital  from  our  shores.  Take  a  look  at 
what's  happened  over  the  past  year  with  all 
the  upheavals  around  the  world.  We've  had 
money  pouring  into  the  U.S.  from  north, 
south,  east,  and  west.  This  has  served  to 
build  up  the  dollar  and  make  it  too  strong. 
We  are  a  haven  country,  and  we  have  a 
haven  currency. 

Q.  What  monetary  policy  should  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  be  following? 

A.  Without  our  having  to  be  specific  and 
pointing  it  out  to  them,  they  should  know 
how  to  keep  a  steady  growth  in  the  money 
supply.  That's  all  we're  asking.  It's  not  just 
a  question  of  an  individual  number  or  the 
numbers  being  on  tajdret  week  after  week. 
It's  over  a  period  of  nme  that  we  want  this 
to  happen,  because  we  want  to  have  a  sus- 
tained recovery. 

Q.  Does  this  mean  you're  happy  with  cur- 
rent Fed  policy? 

A.  Let's  see  if  I  can't  come  up  with  a 
better  adjective  than  "happy."  We  are  rea- 
sonably satisfied  witli  their  policy. 

A  Devastating  Impact  on  U.S.  Industry— 

The  Dollar's  Strength  Boosts  Prices  on 

Exports  and  Lures  Imports 

Like  a  prolonged  high  fever,  the  overval- 
ued dollar  is  sapping  U.S.  industrial 
strength.  Even  if  the  dollar  should  decline 
substantially— a  big  if— it  will  leave  impor- 
tant segments  of  U.S.  industry  permanently 
weakened  in  the  fierce  struggle  for  survival 
in  international  markets.  By  pushing  up  the 
price  of  U.S.  goods  in  foreign  markets  and 
sucking  cheap  imports  into  the  U.S.,  the 
strong  dollar  has  put  U.S.  producers  at  a 
severe  competitive  disadvantage,  with  omi- 
nous lohg-range  consequences. 

European  and  Japanese  rivals  have  seized 
the  opportunity  to  grab  market  shares,  both 
overseas  and  in  the  U.S..  that  will  be  diffi- 
cult or  impossible  for  U.S.  companies  to  re- 
capture. By  sacrificing  U.S.  competitiveness, 
the  high-interest-rate  policy  that  has  sent 
the  dollar  soaring  is  forcing  U.S.  companies, 
hi  effect,  to  export  productive  capacity  and 
jobs,  instead  of  products  to  lower-cost  for- 
eign markets. 

"We  have  only  begun  to  see  the  adverse 
effects  on  the  economy  of  the  dollar 
overvaluation. "  C.  Fred  Bergsten.  director 
of  the  Institute  for  International  Econom- 
ics, told  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee recently.  Adds  John  E.  Barnes  Jr., 
Ford  Motor  Co.'s  executive  director  for  ex- 
ternal business  environment  analysis:  "The 


longer  these  imbalances  go  on,  the  more 
U.S.  export  business  we're  destroying. " 
Given  the  time  lag  between  a  change  in  the 
dollar's  value  and  its  Impact  on  trade, 
Barnes  says,  "you're  buying  another  one  or 
two  years  of  trouble  even  if  you  have  a  solu- 
tion today." 

Because  of  the  dollar's  persistent 
strength,  foreign  competitors  of  U.S.  compa- 
nies "are  now  dug  in,  some  in  capital-goods 
industries  where  long-term  relationships  are 
Important,"  warns  Arnold  Slmkln,  senior 
economist  for  Merrill  Lynch  Economics  in 
London.  "It  is  dangerous  and  naive  to  be- 
lieve they  are  simply  going  to  give  up  this 
grip."  If  the  dollar  goes  down,  Simkin  says, 
foreign  companies  will  use  the  earnings 
they  are  piling  up  now  to  shave  their  mar- 
gins on  future  sales.  As  a  result,  he  argues, 
"a  share  of  the  U.S.  Industrial  base  will  be 
wiped  out  forever  when  this  exchange  rate 
cycle  is  over." 

creating  a  barrier 
Such  long-range  erosion  of  the  U.S.  indus- 
trial structure,  largely  Ignored  by  policy- 
makers In  Washington,  Is  alarmingly  appar- 
ent to  U.S.  businessmen  who  have  to  cope 
with  the  strong  dollar's  adverse  conse- 
quences. "We  don't  think  the  Administra- 
tion understands  the  magnitude  of  the 
problem,"  says  George  Liney.  director  of 
international  subsidiaries  at  Ingersoll-Rand 
Co.,  a  New  Jersey  Industrial  equipment 
maker.  "Other  countries  worry  about  ex- 
ports," he  adds.  "We  In  the  U.S.  worry 
about  the  money  supply." 

Robert  O.  Anderson,  chairman  of  Atlantic 
Richfield  Co.,  complains  that  In  the  U.S., 
"In  effect,  we  have  created  an  export  barrier 
for  our  own  produce."  And  the  dramatic 
shift  in  local  production  costs  for  Chilean 
copper  producers,  measured  in  dollars,  has 
put  them  in  a  profitable  position,  Anderson 
noted,  "at  the  very  moment  that  every 
major  copper  deposit  In  the  U.S.  is  seriously 
under  study  for  complete  shutdowns." 

More  alarming  for  the  future  of  U.S.  In- 
dustry Is  the  loss  of  market  share  to  foreign 
competitors  in  manufacturing.  This  loss 
spans  almost  the  full  range  of  U.S.  manu- 
factured goods,  except  for  a  few  high-tech- 
nology sectors.  Even  In  capital  goods,  where 
U.S.  producers  have  traditionally  had  the 
strongest  competitive  edge,  the  surplus  of 
exports  over  Imports  in  key  products  is 
shrinking  or  existing  deficits  are  widening. 
To  hold  costs  down,  U.S.  manufacturers  are 
being  forced  to  buy  more  components  from 
foreign  suppliers  and  shift  production  from 
U.S.  plants  to  overseas  subsidiaries  and  li- 
censees. 

"There  is  a  tremendous  scramble  now  to 
source  abroad,"  says  Liney  of  IngersoU- 
Rand,  one  compainy  that  has  been  forced  to 
take  that  route.  "If  Ingersoll-Rand  has  to 
do  it,  it  is  obvious  that  other  U.S.  manufac- 
turers of  all  kinds  of  equipment  will  have  to 
do  the  same  thing."  Such  moves  to  foreign 
manufacturing  and  procurement  are  hast^- 
ing  the  "delndustrlallzation"  of  vital  parts 
of  the  U.S.  economy.  Both  production  and 
jobs  are  being  transferred  overseas— In 
many  cases  irrevocably. 

price  disadvantage 

Ingersoll-Rand  Executive  Vice-President 
James  E.  Perrella  estimates  that  the  Impact 
of  currency  changes  has  put  the  company  at 
a  price  disadvantage  of  20%  to  40%  on 
standard  products.  This  is  particularly  dis- 
tressing because  its  chief  worldwide  rival. 
Sweden's  Atlas-Copco,  is  enjoying  the  added 
advantage  of  two  devaluations  of  the  Swed- 
ish krona  last  year.  "Our  responsibility  in 


running  Ingersoll-Rand  Is  to  keep  ourselves 
competitive  In  world  markets,"  Perrella 
says.  As  a  result,  "we  are  shifting  our  manu- 
facturing and  sourcing  to  countries  with 
weaker  currencies"— primarily  Britain, 
Italy,  and  India,  where  Ingersoll-Rand  al- 
ready has  plants.  An  Important  group  of 
products,  such  as  air  compressors,  is  espe- 
cially vulnerable  to  competition  from  sup- 
pliers In  weak-currency  countries.  "By  the 
end  of  1984,  probably  60%  of  that  group  will 
be  manufactured  Internationally, "  Perrella 
says.  "We  have  not  started  bringing  prod- 
ucts into  the  U.S.  yet,  but  we  will  probably 
do  that,  too."  Such  transfers  of  manufactur- 
ing and  sourcing  overseas  will  be  hard  to  re- 
verse. '"Once  you  make  commitments  for  in- 
ventory, hire  and  train  people,  and  make 
commitments  to  vendors,"  Perrella  says, 
"you  can't  easily  shift  back. " 

The  most  serious  misalignment  among 
major  currencies,  most  experts  agree,  Is  be- 
tween the  strong  dollar  and  the  weak  yen. 
The  currency  gap  is  devastating  for  Cater- 
pillar Tractor  Co.,  of  Peoria,  111.,  which  com- 
petes globally  against  Japan's  Komatsu  Ltd. 
"We  are  losing  sales  to  Komatsu  In  virtually 
every  market  we  compete  In  around  the 
world  because  of  a  20%  to  25%  disadvantage 
caused  by  the  weakness  of  the  yen,"  says  H. 
Richard  Kahler,  manager  of  governmental 
afflairs.  ""That  differential  Is  on  top  of  the 
built-in  cost  disadvantage  we  have  due  to 
labor  and  materials  costs."' 

In  a  recent  equipment  sale  in  the  Mideast, 
for  example.  Caterpillar  bid  $14  million 
against  Komatsu 's  winning  $11.5  million. 
The  Japanese  company  will  convert  that 
amount  to  yen,  which  Caterpillar  argues 
shoud  be  worth  around  180  to  the  dollar  vs. 
the  current  undervalued  rate  of  around  242. 
At  180,  Kahler  says,  Komatsu  would  have 
had  to  bid  $16  million  to  obtain  the  same 
number  of  yen. 

The  biggest  casualty  of  Japanese  competi- 
tion Is  the  U.S.  auto  Industry.  General 
Motors  Corp. 's  executive  vice-president  for 
finance,  F.  Alarf  Smith,  says  sourcing  of 
Japanese  auto  parts— which  are  made 
cheaper  by  the  dollar's  strength— was  "a 
factor "  in  GM's  pending  deal  with  Toyota 
Motor  Co.  to  build  cars  In  California,  partly 
from  Japajiese  components.  And  if  the  dol- 
lar's misalignment  persists.  Ford  Motor  Co. 
may  shift  to  Europe  more  sourcing  of  parts 
for  Latin  American  subsidiaries  that  it  now 
supplies  from  the  U.S. 

In  high-tech,  the  edge  some  U.S.  compa- 
nies still  have  over  foreign  competitors  pro- 
vides a  cushion  against  the  disadvantage  of 
the  strong  dollar.  E^-en  so.  a  British  compa- 
ny ordered  $1  mlUioii  worth  of  computers 
about  a  year  ago  and  canceled  the  purctisse 
when  the  pound  fell  against  the  dollafrsays 
James  L.  Kelly,  vice-president  and  general 
manager  of  TRW  Datacom  International 
Inc.,  a  Los  Angeles  subsidiary  of  TRW  Ina 
that  markets  the  products  of  U.S.  computer 
companies  abroad.  "The  pound  was  worth 
$1.90  when  they  placed  the  order,"  he  re- 
calls. "When  it  dropped  to  $1.60,  the  cost 
justification  for  the  program  no  longer  ap- 
plied, and  they  dropped  it  to  stay  with  their 
old  computers. "  Such  examples  convince 
Kelly  that  the  computer  business  could 
"^ow  faster  for  U.S.  companies  selling 
abroad  If  the  dollar  were  weaker.  But  he 
concedes.  "'We're  primarily  selling  against 
U.S.  competitors,  so  we're  all  in  the  same 
boat." 

expertise  can  win 
Technology  and  the  long  lead  time  be- 
tween order  and  delivery  also  buffer  the  dol- 
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lars  Impact  on  Westinghouse  Electric 
Corp.'s  overseas  sales  of  big-ticket  items 
such  as  nuclear  power  plants  and  giant  tur- 
bines. "We  know  the  strong  dollar  hurts 
us."  says  Robert  T.  Winston,  director  of 
international  trade  policy.  "But  it  has  been 
extremely  hard  to  quantify  the  impact." 
For  projects  such  as  nuclear  reactors.  West- 
inghouse's  expertise  is  likely  to  weigh  heavi- 
ly with  customers  against  price  differentials, 
and  delivery  time  of  up  to  five  years  lessens 
the  impact  of  currency  fluctuations. 

But  in  machine  tools,  the  strong  dollar 
has  wiped  out  Cinciruiati  MilSM^ron  Inc.'s 
ability  to  export  most  products  from  the 
U.S.  to  markets  such  as  West  Germany,  ac- 
cording to  Donald  G.  Shively.  London-based 
director  of  European  machine  tool  oper- 
ations. Instead,  for  some  products,  the  com- 
pany is  now  supplying  foreign  customers 
almost  entirely  from  plants  in  Britain,  the 
Netherlands,  and  Austria.  Milacron  is  still 
able  to  export  sophisticated  robots  from  the 
U.S..  but.  partly  because  of  the  strong 
dollar,  it  is  looking  at  the  possibility  of 
making  robots  in  Europe  as  well. 

In  low-  and  medium-technology  manufac- 
tured products.  Goodyear  Tire  &  Rubber 
Co.  Chairman  Robert  E.  Mercer  blames  a 
surge  of  tire  imports  into  the  U.S.  this  year 
on  the  strong  dollar.  To  compete  in  the  U.S. 
market  against  foreign-made  tires.  Good- 
year announced  this  month  that  its  Lee  Tire 
subsidiary  has  begun  importing  tires  from 
Goodyear's  big  Brazilian  subsidiary.  At 
chemical  maker  Du  Pont  Co..  exports 
dropped  to  $500  million  in  the  first  quarter, 
down  10%  from  the  same  period  last  year. 
"We  would  judge  that  half  that  decline  is 
due  to  the  strong  dollar."  says  Treasurer  C. 
Raeford  Minix. 

DISCOUNTS  ON  STEEL 

U.S.  steelmakers  have  benefits  from  re- 
strictions on  European  and  Japanese  steel 
that  lowered  imported  steels  share  of  the 
U.S.  market  to  18.3%  in  the  first  quarter, 
down  from  22.8%  in  the  first  quarter  last 
year.  But  the  "brutal  impact"  of  the  strong 
dollar  has  made  the  U.S.  industry  even  more 
vulnerable  to  import  competition,  says  W.  L. 
Hoppe.  manager  of  economic  studies  for 
Bethlehem  Steel  Corp.  And  the  ability  of 
foreign  producers  to  offer  lower  prices  has 
exacerbated  price  discounting  in  the  U.S..  to 
an  average  10%  off  list,  according  to  Peter 
P.  Marcus,  a  steel  industry  analyst  at  I^aine 
Webber  Mitchell  Hutchins  Inc.  "The  strong 
dollar  has  reduced  steel  prices  by  at  least 
$25  a  ton."  Marcus  says. 

The  effect  of  the  overvalued  dollar  is  not 
confined  to  manufacturing.  American  pro- 
ducers of  price-sensitive  farm  commodities 
are  talking  a  severe  beating.  In  Sacramento, 
the  California  Almond  Growers  Exchange 
reports  that  exports  dropped  in  the  past  10 
months,  hurt  by  competition  from  a  bumper 
Spanish  crop  and  low  prices  offered  by 
Spain,  aided  by  the  weak  peseta.  Because  of 
the  dollar's  rise  since  early  1981,  "prices 
that  are  constjuit  in  the  U.S.  are  being  re- 
flected as  a  25%  to  28%  increase  (outside 
the  U.S.],"  adds  G.  Edward  Schuh.  head  of 
the  University  of  Minnesota's  department 
of  agricultural  and  applieifl  economics.  The 
result,  he  says,  is  that  'we're  providing 
strong  incentives  for  producers  in  other 
countries  to  produce  more,  and  at  the  same 
time  we're  pricing  ourselves  out  of  the 
market." 

For  many  U.S.  companies,  the  biggest 
problem  with  the  strong  dollar  has  been  the 
impact  of  currency  conversions  on  their  bal- 
ance sheets;  not  loss  of  market  share.  Unit 
sales  of  Gillette  Co..  for  example,  are  not  di- 
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rectly  affected  by  the  strong  dollar  because 
most  of  tlie  products  the  company  sells 
abroad  are  manufactured  in  foreign  plants. 
But  the  translation  of  foreign  operating  re- 
sults into  dollars  caused  a  6%  drop  in  the 
company's  earnings  in  the  first  quarter, 
compared  with  the  1982  level,  and  a  7%  de- 
cline in  sales  revenues,  even  though  sales  of 
many  of  Gillette's  European  subsidiaries 
have  increased.  Rorer  Group  Inc..  a  Port 
Washington  (Pa.)  maker  of  pharmaceuticals 
and  surgical  equipment,  also  had  a  "paper 
shrinkage"  of  sales  and  income  of  its  23  for- 
eign subsidiaries  last  year  when  translated 
into  dollars,  says  Treasurer  Robert  I.  Krie- 
bel.  If  average  exchange  rates  had  been  the 
same  in  1982  as  in  1981.  Rorers  sales  and  net 
income  would  have  been  16%  and  9% 
higher,  respectively.  "It  is  not  a  new  prob- 
lem, but  over  a  number  of  years  it  has  had 
an  impact  on  overseas  growth."  Kriebel 
says.  I'm  sure  that  this  cycle  (of  a  strong 
dollar]  will  have  its  run." 

PROTECTIONISM  LURKS 

Such  low-key  responses  by  U.S.  industry 
to  the  ravages  of  the  strong  dollar  puzzle 
businessmen  in  Europe  and  Japan.  Over- 
seas, competitiveness  in  trade  is  a  top  policy 
priority,  not  a  sacrifice  to  other  economic 
and  monetary  goals,  as  it  seerhs  to  be  in  the 
U.S.  "Why  does  U.S.  industry  stay  quiet? 
We  can't  understand  it."  says  Masaoki 
Kojima.  senior  managing  director  of  Maru- 
beni Corp..  a  major  Japanese  trading  com- 
pany. His .  question  is  echoed  by  a  senior 
British  monetary  official:  I  ask  myself."  he 
says,  "where  is  the  U.S.  industrial  lobby? 
Has  it  given  up?" 

The  reaction  to  the  gverpriced  dollar 
slowly  building  in  U.S.  industry,  many  ob- 
servers fear,  may  result  in  a  virulent  out- 
burst of  protectionism.  "Throughout  the 
postwar  period."  says  Bergsten  of  the  Insti- 
tute for  International  Economics,  "dollar 
overvaluation  has  been  a  key  "leading  indi- 
cator' of  an  outbreak  of  protectionist  trade 
pressures."  Gillette  Treasurer  Milton  L. 
Glass  cautions:  "We  have  only  this  calendar 
year  to  deal  with  the  [dollar]  problem. 
There  is  a  powerful  constituency  building 
up  for  protectionism."  And  Jacob  J.  Kaplan, 
of  the  Atlantic  Council's  international  mon- 
etary working  group,  draws  a  parallel  with 
1930.  when  the  Smoot-Hawley  high-tariff 
bill  helped  trigger  a  worldwide  Depression. 
"If  the  dollar  remains  this  strong  for  an- 
other two  years, "  he  warns,  "what  happens 
will  make  Smoot-Hawley  seem  like  a  happy 
memory." 

How  TO  Cool  the  Dollar:  Even  the 
Experts  Can't  Agree 

Most  businessmen,  government  officials, 
and  economists  agree  that  the  strong  dollar 
is  hurting  the  world  economy.  But  they  are 
sharply  divided  over  what  to  do  to  remedy 
the  problem.  Proposed  solutions  vary  from 
doing  nothing  to  replacing  the  floating-ex- 
change-rate system— instituted  in  1971— 
with  a  new  form  of  fixed-rate  regime.  The 
vast  majority  maintain,  however,  that  the 
mammoth  U.S.  budget  deficits  must  be 
reined  in  as  the  first  step  in  dealing  with 
the  soaring  dollar. 

"The  root  cause  of  the  problem  is  the  U.S. 
budget  deficit,  which  is  a  deficit  that  the 
world  shares."  says  Alexandre  Lamfalussy. 
assistant  general  manager  of  the  Bank  for 
International  Settlements  in  Basel.  And 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers  Chairman 
Martin  S.  Peldstein  says:  "The  basic  reason 
for  the  high  dollar  and  our  competitive 
problems  is  the  prospect  of  large  future 
budget  deficits." 


But  a  minority  of  economists  argues  that 
the  main  culprit  Is  not  the  budget  but  mon- 
etary policy,  which  they  blame  for  keeping 
interest  rates  high.  Says  Stanford  Universi- 
ty economist  Ronald  I.  McKinnon:  "The 
Fed  should  loosen  now  to  avoid  (further] 
deflation.  It  is  safe  to  expand  because  the 
strong  dollar  puts  downward  pressure  on 
prices." 

The  Administration  agrees  that  budget 
deficits  must  be  slashed,  but  it  opposes  any 
further  easing  of  monetary  policy.  Relative- 
ly few  economists  think  the  risk  of  reviving 
inflation  is  worth  it.  "The  great  victory  of 
economic  policy,  and  a  major  factor  in  the 
dollars  strength  has  been  the  fight  against 
inflation."  says  Jacob  A.  Frenkel  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Chicago.  "The  victory  was  ac- 
quired at  great  cost,  and  it  would  be  tragic 
to  forgo  it  to  deal  with  the  dollar. "  In  addi- 
tion to  risking  renewed  inflation,  and  explo- 
sion in  U.S.  money  growth  could  convert  the 
crisis  of  a  rising  dollar  into  the  crisis  of  a 
plunging  dollar,  say  some  experts.  "As  soon 
as  there  is  a  whiff  of  (the  U.S.  budget  defi- 
cit] being  monetized,  the  dollar  will  col- 
lapse." warns  Martin  Wolf  of  the  London 
Trade  Policy  Research  Center. 

To  other  economists,  notably  Robert  A. 
Mundell  of  Columbia  University,  the  prob- 
lems of  the  dollar  are  inherent  in  a  system 
that  allows  exchange  rates  to  float  freely. 
Mundell  argues  for  a  return  to  a  gold-based 
dollar.  "Because  of  a  lack  of  discipline  by 
international  banks  and  a  lack  of  discipline 
by  governments,  (there  is]  no  real  way  of  re- 
storing order."'  he  says.  "A  new  Bretton 
Woods-type  system  is  what  is  called  for."' 

Most  experts  reject  the  idea  of  restoring  a 
gold  standard.  But  support  is  growing  for  a 
return  to  a  system  of  fixed  or  semifixed 
rates,  in  which  central  banks  would  be 
obliged  to  keep  the  value  of  their  currency 
at  a  parity  or  within  a  band  of  values  by  in- 
tervening in  the  market  or  by  changing  do- 
mestic policy. 

DISCIPLINE  PROBLEM 

However,  even  supporters  of  this  ap- 
proach think  Mundell  is  misguided  in  think- 
ing that  a  return  to  a  more  rigid  regime 
would,  in  itself,  force  governments  to  curtail 
their  spending.  After  all.  they  point  out.  it 
was  the  inability  to  maintain  discipline  that 
led  to  the  collapse  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
fixed-rate  system  in  1973.  Harvard  Universi- 
ty's Richard  N.  Cooper  believes  that  "it 
might  be  wise  to  start  down  the  path  of  dis- 
cussing such  schemes  as  target  zones  for 
currency  rates."  But  he  predicts  that  "the 
major  nations  could  not  agree  on  what  the 
target  zones  should  be." 

For  its  part,  the  Administration  is  hewing 
to  a  hands-off  policy  on  exchange  rates.  De- 
spite growing  pressures  at  home  and  abroad, 
the  Administration  still  maintains  that  the 
essentially  monetarist  nplicy  of  noninter- 
vention is  best.  ^ 

Barring  sweeping  reforms  or  major  policy 
changes,  a  number  of  steps  could  be  taken 
to  control  the  dollar  better.  For  examiple, 
the  U.S.  could  use  ""sterilized"'  interven- 
tion—the sale  of  dollars  overseas  offset  by 
open-market  operations  at  home— to 
dampen  short-term  swings  in  currency  mar- 
kets. Anthony  M.  Solomon,  president  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  New  York,  sees  a 
possible  solution  in  "cooperative  interven- 
tion among  key  monetary  authorities  when 
there  is  a  consensus  that  the  value  of  the 
dollar  is  not  justified  by  the  fundamentals. 
This  would  not  establish  a  specific  rate,  but 
it  puts  the  markets  on  notice  that  this  is  the 
direction  the  rate  should  go." 


Princeton  University's  Peter  B.  Kenen 
feels  pressures  on  the  dollar  could  be  re- 
duced If  a  tightening  of  U.S.  fiscal  policy 
were  augmented  by  West  Germany's  and 
Japan's  loosening  their  fiscal  policies  and 
keeping  a  tighter  rein  on  their  money  sup- 
plies. Former  Assistant  Treasury  Secretary 
C.  Fred  Bergsten  argues  that  the  relation- 
ship between  the  dollar  and  the  yen  could 
be  improved  if  Japan  sought  to  finance 
some  of  its  budget  deficit  by  floating  a  large 
foreign  loan,  thus  increasing  the  demand 
for  yen  and  reducing  the  dollar's  value. 

All  of  these  suggestions  have  one  thing  in 
common:  They  require  govenunents  to  sub- 
ordinate current  domestic  economic  and  po- 
litical priorities  to  the  establishment  of  a 
more  orderly  exchange-rate  system.  Until 
governments  take  such  actions,  a  strong  and 
volatile  dollar  could  continue  to  reign. 
Exchange  Rates  and  Trade  Policy 
misaligned  currencies  and  trade 
protection 
Trade  policy  has  traditionally  been  associ- 
ated with  tariffs,  quotas,  export  subsidies 
and  other  non-tariff  distortions.  Relatively 
little  attention  has  been  paid  to  the  impact 
of  exchange  rates  on  trade  policy,  despite 
widespread  analyses  by  international  mone- 
tary economists  of  their  impact  on  trade 
flows.  This  paper  argues  that  the  continued 
failure  to  link  the  trade  and  monetary  as- 
pects of  international  economic  exchange  is 
a  major  mistake,  in  terms  of  both  diagnos- 
ing the  policy  problems  which  now  confront 
the  ttading  system  and  of  dealing  with 
those  problems  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

The  bifurcation  between  money  and  trade, 
at  both  the  analytical  and  policy  levels,  is 
both  understandable  and  strange.  It  is  un- 
derstandable for  three  reasons.  First,  differ- 
ent officials  and.  usually,  different  minis- 
tries are  responsible  for  monetary  and  trade 
matters  in  most  countries.  Different  insjjtu- 
tions.  the  IMF  and  the  GATT,  bear  such  re- 
sponsibilities at  the  international  level.  The 
degree  of  coordination  between  these 
groups  waxes  and  wanes  over  time,  depend- 
ing upon  the  individuals  who  man  them,  but 
have  no  systematic  inter-linkages.  Hence 
there  is  no  assured  method  to  coordinate 
monetary  and  trade  policies,  either  in  na- 
tional capitals  or  internationally. ' 

Second,  there  is  a  legitimate  difference  be- 
tween the  focus  of  trade  policy  on  the  level 
of  trade  flows  and  the  focus  of  exchange 
rates  (and  international  monetary  policy, 
more  broadly)  on  trade  balances  As  long  as 
trade  negotiations  are  reciprocal  in  practice 
as  well  as  in  principle,  trade  policy  has  a 
neutral  impact  on  the  trade  balance.  Simi- 
larly, the  balance  of  payments  adjustment 
process  addresses  the  problem  of  trade  (and 
more  broadly  defined)  balances  whatever 
the  trade  level.  In  this  sense,  it  is  both  logi- 
cal and  desirable  that  trade  and  monetary 
policy  be  assigned  to  different  targets. 

But  the  main  reason  why  the  money-trade 
relationship  has  been  so  ignored  is  probably 
the  widespread  assumption  that  the  inter- 
national monetary  system  will  not  permit 
the  existence  of  substantial  exchange-rate 
misalignments  for  prolonged  periods.  Such 
results  are  indeed  a  central  objective  of  all 
international  monetary  systems  to  date  (and 
proposed  for  the  future).  In  practice,  howev- 
er, as  we  shall  see  shortly,  the  record  is 
quite  spotty.  Sizable  disequilibria  have 
clearly  developed,  and  persisited  for  sub- 
stantial periods.  Nevertheless,  the  assump- 
tion of  balance  of  payments  equilibrium— at 
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least  over  time — explains  much  of  the  bifur- 
cation between  trade  and  monetary  consid- 
erations. 

This  bifurcation  is  strange,  however,  be- 
cause exchange  rates  demonstrably  do  devi- 
ate substantially  from  their  equilibrium 
paths  for  sustained  periods  of  time,  and  be- 
cause the  basic  case  for  liberal  trade  rests 
up>on  the  assumption  inter  alia  of  balance  of 
payments  equilibrium  and,  hence,  equilibri- 
um exchange  rates.  If  the  exchange  rate 
conveys  price  signals  to  producers  and  con- 
sumers which  are  incorrect  in  terms  of  the 
underlying  economic  relationships,  signifi- 
cant distortions  can  result  for  production 
and  hence  trade  itself.^ 

Persistent  overvaluation  of  a  country's  ex- 
change rate  will,  of  course,  adversely  affect 
the  country's  price  competitiveness  in  inter- 
national trade  (in  both  goods  and  services). 
Exports  will  be  discouraged  and  imports  will 
be  encouraged.  The  tradable  goods  sector  of 
the  economy,  as  a  whole,  will  be  disadvan- 
taged with  resulting  distortions  in  the  distri- 
bution of  domestic  output.  The  current  ac- 
count will  shift  adversely,  financed  via  pri- 
vate capital  inflows  or  a  decline  in  the  coun- 
try's external  reserves.  The  amounts  of 
money  Involved  can  be  quite  sizable;  for  the 
United  States,  the  typical  analysis  suggests 
that  the  merchandise  trade  balance  declines 
by  about  $3  billion  for  every  percentage 
point  decline  in  U.S.  international  price 
competitiveness. ' 

Prom  the  standpoint  of  trade  policy,  the 
chief  implication  is  the  (additional?)  pres- 
sure which  is  generated  for  protectionist 
measures.*  Export  and  import-competing 
firms  and  workers  will  tend  to  seek  help 
from  their  governments  to  offset  these  dis- 
tortions, which  undermine  their  ability  to 
compete,  with  some  degree  of  legitimacy 
since  the  distortions  are  accepted  if  not  ac- 
tively promoted  by  those  governments.  Coa- 
litions in  support  of  trade  restrictions  will 
be  much  easier  to  form,  and  much  broader 
in  their  political  clout,  because  no  longer 
will  only  the  most  vulnerable  firms  and 
workers  be  seeking  help— and  no  longer  will 
the  countervailing  pressures  from  successful 
exporters  be  as  effective.  As  we  shall  see 
below,  overvaluation  of  the  dollar  has 
proved  to  be  an  accurate  "leading  indicator" 
of  trade  policy  in  the  United  States— per- 
haps the  most  accurate  of  all  such  indica- 
tors—throughout the  postwar  period. 

The  protectionist  impact  of  an  overvalued 
currency,  moreover,  may  persist  well  beyond 
the  duration  of  the  overvaluation  itself. 
Once  adopted,  protection  is  frequently 
maintained  long  after  its  initial  cause  (or 
justification)  has  passed.  A  return  to  cur- 
rency equilibrium,  or  even  "reverse  over- 
shooting" to  undervalued  levels,  may  not 
produce  elimination  of  restrictions  imple- 
mented to  offset  a  previous  overvaluation. 
Exchange-rate  oscillations  may  thus 
produce  a  ratchet  effect  on  protection,  rais- 
ing it  during  (the  inevitably  reversible)  peri- 
ods of  overvaluation  but  failing  to  undo  it 
when  equilibrium  is  restored. 

Paradoxically.  undervalued  exchange 
rates  may  also  generate  protectionist 
pressures.' A  country  with  an  undervalued 
currency  should  become  more  willing  to 
lower  its  trade  barriers,  especially  if  it  could 
get  other  countries  to  do  so  as  well  and 
thereby  exploit  its  competitive  advantage. 
However,  resources  may  be  induced  to  enter 
export  and  import-competing  industries 
solely  because  of  the  artificially  favorable 
competitive  position  generated  by  under- 
valuation, as  in  Germany  and  Japan  during 
the  prolonged  period  of  DM  and  yen  under- 


valuation in  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s. 
When  the  undervaluation  subsequently  dis- 
appears, those  industries  may  then  have  to 
seek  import  restrictions  or  sut>sidies  to  avoid 
sharp  cutbacks  in  their  operations  (includ- 
ing bankruptcies).  Again,  they  would  have 
some  legitimacy  in  making  such  a  request  if 
their  creation  (or  expansion)  was  in  fact  due 
primarily  to  the  currency  misalignment. 

Currency  misalignments  can  thiJs  have  a 
doubly  asymmetrical  effect  on  trade  policy. 
On  the  one  hand,  overvaluation  (directly) 
and  undervaluation  (when  reversed  over 
time)  can  both  generate  pressures  for  trade 
restrictions  and  subsidies.  On  the  other 
hand,  a  return  to  equilibrium  will  not  neces- 
sarily offset  the  tendencies  toward  protec- 
tion caused  by  an  initial  position  of  overval- 
uation—and a  return  toward  equilibrium 
from  an  initial  position  of  undervaluation  is 
the  most  likely  trigger  for  protectionist 
pressures  in  that  case. 

Exchange-rate  disequilibrium  can  thus 
have  a  substantial  impact  on  trade  policy, 
pushing  it  in  the  direction  of  Increased  re- 
strictions. The  extent  of  this  problem,  of 
course,  wiU  derive  from  the  extent  and  du- 
ration of  the  currency  disequilibrium.  The 
protectionist  pressures  will  be  most  severe  if 
substantial  misaligiunents  persist  for  pro- 
longed periods. 

,       ON  THE  CONCEPT  OF  THE  EQUILIBRIUM 
EXCHANGE  RA"rE 

Before  turning  to  a  more  detailed  exami- 
nation of  the  relationship  between  ex- 
change rates  and  trade  policy,  we  need  tp 
clarify  the  concept  of  the  "equilibrium  ex- 
change rates".  There  is  more  than  one  such 
concept,  and  it  is  essential  to  further  analy- 
sis to  distinguish  between  the  alternatives. 
Specifically,  one  needs  to  recognize  the  fol- 
lowing three  possible  specifications: 

(a)  Market  Equilibrium.  This  is  simply  the 
exchange  rate  that  clears  the  market  in  the 
absence  of  official  Intervention.  This  con- 
cept refers  to  the  nominal  rather  than  the 
real  exchange  rate,  and  tends  to  change  rap- 
idly whenever  some  relevant  "news" 
changes.  It  is  easy  to  identify  the  presence 
of  equilibrium  in  this  sense,  since  the  objec- 
tive fact  of  non-intervention  implies  that 
the  rate  is  in  equilibrium.  Conversely,  ab- 
sence of  equilibriuni  is  signified  by  the  need 
for  heavy  intervention,  reserve  borrowing, 
etc..  to  sustain  the  rate.  This  concept  of 
equilibrium  is  sometimes  taken  to  be  the 
only  relevant  concept  by  those  of  a  mone- 
tarist persuasion. 

(b)  Fundamental  Equilibrium.  This  term 
is  intended  to  connote  the  obverse  of  "fun- 
damental disequilibrium",  the  criterion  for 
an  exchange  rate  change  under  the  Bretton 
Woods  system.  Although  the  term  was 
never  formally  defined,  the  IMF's  report  on 
the  exchange-rate  system  defined  funda- 
mental disequilibrium  as  a  situation  in 
which  a  country  could  not  expect  to  gener- 
ate a  current  account  balance  to  match  Its 
underlying  capital  flow  over  the  cycle  as  a 
whole  without,  on  the  one  hand,  depressing 
its  income  below  "internal  balance"  or  Im- 
posing trade  controls  for  payments  purposes 
or,  on  the  other  hand.  Importing  inflation.' 
Conversely,  therefore,  the  (real)  equilibrium 
exchange  rate  is  that  which  is  expected  to 
generate  a  current  surplus  or  deficit  equal 

.to  the  underlying  capital  flow  over  the 
cycle,  given  that  the  country  is  pursuing 
"internal  balance"  as  best  it  ctui  and  not  re- 
stricting trade  for  balance-of-payments  rea- 
sons. 

This  second  concept  is  what  people  usual- 
ly have  in  mind  when  they  describe  rates  as 
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"overvalued"  or  ■undervalued"— and  it  is  so 
used  throughout  this  paper.  It  relates  to  the 
real  rather  than  the  nominal  exchange  rate. 
In  general,  one  expects  the  fundamental 
equilibrium  rate  to  change  only  occasional- 
ly, e.g..  when  there  is  a  major  and  perma- 
nent shift  in  the  terms  of  trade  or  in  the 
country's  relationship  to  the  international 
capital  market,  or  else  gradually,  e.g..  as  a 
consequence  of  differential  inflation  rates 
or  productiyiV  growth  vis-a-vis  the  coun- 
try's maje*-trading  partners. 

A  further  important  difference  to  the 
market  equilibrium  rate  lies  in  the  absence 
of  a  simple  objective  test  of  whether  or  not 
the  rate  is  in  equilibrium.  At  best,  estimates 
of  whether  a  rate  is  in  fundamental  equilib- 
rium require  judgments  that  in  practice 
contain  subjective  elements  regarding  cycli- 
cal adjustment,  the  underlying  capital  flow, 
and  trade  elasticities.  At  worst,  skeptics 
deny  any  hope  of  identifying  the  fundamen- 
tal equilibrium  rate.  Some  might  argue  that 
the  concept  even  has  a  normative  element, 
inasmuch  as  what  constitutes  the  "underly- 
ing capital  flow"  (and  perhaps  also  "inter- 
nal balance")  depends  on  what  macroeco- 
nomic  policy  is  (or  should  be)  chosen. 

(c)  Current  Equilibrium.  This  term  is  in- 
tended to  indicate  the  rate  that  would 
obtain  if  markets  had  full  knowledge  of  all 
relevant  facts.  The  current  equilibrium  rate 
will  depend  upon  the  path  of  interest  rates 
(i.e..  the  stance  of  macroeconomic  policy 
and  the  state  of  the  business  cycle)  and. 
given  risk  aversion,  on  net  asset  positions 
vis-avis  the  rest  of  the  world.  The  current 
equilibrium  rate  would  vary  around  the  fun- 
damental equilibrium,  depreciating  below  it 
in  anticipation  of  a  recession  when  future 
Interest  rates  were  going  to  be  low  (so  as  to 
generate  a  yield-equalizing  appreciation 
during  the  period  of  low  domestic  interest 
rates).'  When  people  talk  about  the  rate 
justified  by  fundamentals",  they  should 
specify  whether  they  are  referring  to  what 
we  have  termed  the  fundamental  equilibri- 
um rate  or  to  this  concept  of  the  current 
equilibrium  rate. 

Given  that  knowledge  is  not  perfect,  one 
presumably  has  to  interpret  the  concept  of 
the  current  equilibrium  rate  in  a  rational 
expectations  sense,  as  the  rate  that  would 
be  expected  to  equalize  yields  (tn  the  simple 
case  of  risk  neutrality)  on  the  basis  of  cur- 
rently available  information.  Like  the 
market  equilibrium  rate,  which  the  rational- 
expectations  school  would  equate  to  the 
ciirrent  equilibrium  rate,  the  latter  adjusts 
in  response  to  relevant  news.  It  also  refers 
to  a  nominal  rather  than  real  rate.  However. 
Identification  of  the  current  equilibrium 
rate  requires  subjective  judgment,  at  least 
to  those  who  are  not  prepared  to  equate  the 
current  equilibrium  and  market  rates  as  a 
matter  of  principle. 

The  central  question  for  the  purposes  of 
this  paper  is  which  of  these  concepts  of  the 
equilibrium  exchange  rate  should  be  the 
target  of  policy,  taking  into  account  inter 
alia  the  effects  on  trade  flows  and  trade 
policy.  Presumably  no  one  would  wish  to 
defend  a  choice  of  the  market  equilibrium 
rate  per  se:  those  who  urge  a  policy  of  non- 
intervention do  so  out  of  a  conviction  that 
the  appropriate  target  is  the  current  equi- 
librium rate,  coupled  with  a  belief  that  be- 
cause of  rational  expectations  the  market 
equilihridm  rate  gives  the  best  available  es- 
timate of  the  current  equilibrium  rate  (in 
the  absence  of  an  informational  advantage 
on  the  part  of  the  authorities).  This  view 
sometimes  also  incorporates  the  notion  that 
the  markets  estimate  of  the  current  equilib- 


rium rate  must  be  a  better  estimate  of  fun- 
damental equilibrium  than  any  estimate 
that  the  authorities  (or  anyone  else)  might 
make,  whichever  concept  might  be  pre- 
ferred on  conceptual  grounds.  The  basic 
choice  is  therefore  between  the  current 
equilibrium  rate  and  the  fundamental  equi- 
librium rate. 

The  choice  between  these  two  turns  on 
whether  monetary  policy  should  be  directed 
(a)  to  preserving  competitiveness  at  an  ap- 
propriate level  or  (b)  to  controlling  the 
money  supply.  Prom  the  point  of  view  of 
preventing  exchange-rate  misalignments 
having  undesired  effects  on  trade  flows,  the 
answer  is  self-evident:  it  would  be  desirable 
to  keep  the  exchange  rate  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  fundamental  equilibrium."  But 
there  may  be  a  conflict  between  that  objec- 
tive and  macroeconomic  management,  since 
policy  measures  to  move  the  rate  from  cur- 
rent toward  fundamental  equilibrium  can 
affect  the  monetary  aggregates  and/or  in- 
terest rates:  the  importance  of  this  conflict 
will  t>e  regarded  as  particularly  acute  by 
those  who  regard  control  of  national  money 
supplies  as  an  important  technique  of 
macroeconomic  management. 

It  is  possible  to  visualize  compromise 
strategies,  in  which  the  desire  to  keep  the 
exchange  rale  in  the  vicinity  of  fundamen- 
tal equilibrium  is  weighed  against  the  desire 
to  vary  interest  rates  out  of  tune  with  the 
international  norm  for  reasons  of  anti-cycli- 
cal policy.  One  famous  version  of  such  a 
compromise  is  the  "band  proposal":  the 
parity  would  be  set  at  fundamental  equilib- 
rium, while  the  wide  band  would  provide 
scope  for  the  current  equilibrium  rate  to 
vary  around  parity  to  accommodate  the  in- 
terest-rate variations  deemed  desirable  in 
the  light  of  the  cyclical  situation.' 

THK   IMPACT  ON   TRADE   POLICY   OF    IFTJNDAMEN- 
TALi   DISEQUILIBRIUM  EXCHANGE  RATES 

Whatever  concept  of  equilibrium  is  ulti- 
mately chosen  as  the  target  of  exchange- 
rate  policy,  it  is  clear  that  substantial  devi- 
ations from  the  fundamental  equilibrium 
rate  can  occur— and  that  they  can  have 
major  consequences  for  trade  flows  and 
trade  policy.  The  clearest  instance  was  the 
final  phase  of  the  Bretton  Woods  system  of 
fixed  exchanged  rates,  when  severe  mis- 
alignments persisted  for  a  number  of  years 
for  several  major  currencies— particularly 
overvaluation  for  the  dollar  and  pound,  un- 
dervaluation for  the  DM  and  yen.  As  re^ 
vealed  by  the  realignments  which  became 
unavoidable  in  1971  and  1973  (and  earlier 
for  sterling),  these  disequilibria  exceeded 
15-20  percent  for  a  number  of  major  ex- 
change rates. 

Plexiable  exchange  rates  were  then  widely 
adopted  and  subsequently  authorized  by 
amendments  to  the  Articles  of  Agreement 
of  the  International  Monetary  Fund,  in  an 
effort  to  avoid  the  repetition  of  such  cir- 
cumstances. Thouch  not  widely  articulated 
at  the  time,  trade  policy  concerns  were  an 
important  motivation  behind  the  U.S.  push 
for  l>oth  the  parity  realignments  of  1971 
and  1973  and  the  systemic  shift  to  flexible 
rates.  The  growing  doUau-  overvaluation  of 
the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s  had  contrib- 
uted heavily  to  protectionist  pressures  in 
the  United  SUtes— as  mainfest  by  the  adop- 
tion of  new  import  restrictions  in  three 
major  industries  (textiles,  steel,  meat). 
House  passage  of  the  'Mills  bill "  in  1970 
and  widespread  support  for  the  Burke- 
Hartke  proposals  in  1971-72.  Basic  mone- 
tary changes  were  correctly  deemed  to  be 
essential  to  avoid  sut>stantial  risk  of  a  fun- 
damental change  in  the  direction  of  U.S. 


trade  policy,  as  well  as  for  broader  mone- 
tary and  domestic  macroeconomic  reasons. 

Since  flexible  rates  were  designed  explicit- 
ly to  avoid  prolonged  disequilibrium,  it  then 
became  natural  to  assume  that  monetary 
phenomena  would  no  longer  create  prob- 
lems for  trade  policy.  If  anything,  the  rapid 
equilibration  of  payments  imbalances  which 
they  promised— and  in  fact  achieved  in  sev- 
eral cases  in  the  mid-1970s,  particularly  re- 
garding the-  United  States  and  Japan- 
seemed  to  strengthen  the  international  en- 
vironment for  a  liberal  trading  system. 

By  1976.  however,  "major  disturbances 
(had)  returned  to  the  international  mone- 
tary system  .  .  .  (raising)  particularly  seri- 
ous problems  for  trade  policy.'"  Competitive 
exchange-rate  depreciation  could  be  ob- 
served, or  at  least  suspected,  in  several 
major  countries.  Japan  was  intervening 
heavily  to  avoid  appreciation  of  the  yen, 
and  thus  sowing  the  seeds  for  its  huge  sur- 
pluses of  1977-78- which  triggered  major 
new  trade  problems."  Partly  as  a  result  of 
these  actions  by  other  countries,  the  dollar 
again  became  substantially  overvalued  in 
the  exchange  markets  for  at  least  two  years. 
The  current  situation  is  even  more  trou- 
blesome, as  it  becomes  clear  that  exchange 
rates  may  respond  for  prolonged  periods 
much  more  to  Interest  rate  differentials  and 
International  political  events  than  to  under- 
lying competitive  relationships.  As  is  well 
known,  the  dollar  has  now  been  substantial- 
ly overvalued  for  some  time- perhaps  on 
the  order  of  15-20  percent,  as  in  the  final 
phase  of  fixed  exchange  rates.  Prom  the 
dollar  lows  of  late  1978  to  its  current  highs, 
the  dollar  has  risen  by  a  trade-weighted  av- 
erage of  25-30  percent  against  the  other 
major  currencies  (and  by  40-50  percent 
against  the  yen  and  DM).  Over  that  same 
time  period,  U.S.  Inflation  averaged  about 
the  same  as  that  of  the  other  major  coun- 
tries (and  was  15-20  percentage  points 
higher  than  in  Germany  and  Japan).  Even 
allowing  for  some  dollar  undervaluation  in 
late  1978  and  the  roughness  of  the  concepts 
involved  the  dollar  must  currently  be  over- 
valued by  at  least  15-20  percent  on  average 
and  by  sulwtantlally  more  against  the  yen 
and  DM.  The  yen  and  the  DM.  perhaps  to  a 
lesser  extent,  are  again  substantially  under- 
valued. '  • 

Unfortunately,  there  is  a  strong  possibili- 
ty that  these  misalignments  may  prevail  for 
a  further,  extended  period  of  time.  Ex- 
change rates  tend  to  be  dominated  by  inter- 
est-rate differentials  (or  changes  therein)  In 
the  short  run.  and  by  current  account  bal- 
ances (and  other  "fundamentals")  In  the 
medium  and  long  runs.  The  two  chief  causes 
of  the  dollars  current  overvaluation  are 
probably  the  recent  rash  of  International 
political  uncertainties  (Middle  East,  Poland, 
Falklands,  etc.),  which  have  reminded  inves- 
tors around  the  world  of  the  "safe  haven" 
virtues  of  the  dollar,  and  the  high  level  of 
U.S.  real  Interest  rates. 

There  Is  little  that  economic  policy  can  do 
about  political  developments,  nor  Is  there 
any  way  to  forecast  them.  As  to  Interest 
rates,  a  major  causal  factor  Is  clearly  the 
combination  of  huge  budget  deficits  expect- 
ed to  continue  into  the  foreseeable  future 
and  the  firm  rein  being  exercised  by  the 
Federal  Reserve  on  the  growth  of  the  mone- 
tary aggregates.  This  situation  seems  likely 
to  prevail  for  some  time  longer.  Hence  the 
dollar  may  remain  at  substantially  overval- 
ued levels  for  some  time  to  come,  pending 
either  a  significant  reduction  in  U.S.  inter- 
est rates  or  swing  into  sizable  deficit  of  the 
U.S.  current  account  balance— which  in  turn 


will  require  at  least  a  modest  recovery  in 
U.S.  economy  growth,  or  the  passage  of  suf- 
ficient time  to  witness  the  full  effects  of 
dollar  overvaluation  itself  on  U.S.  Interna- 
tional competitiveness. 

The  case  of  the  United  States  graphically 
depicts  the  impact  of  such  exchange  rate 
misalignments  on  trade  policy.  The  three 
postwar  periods  of  most  severe  protectionist 
pressures  in  the  United  States— the  early 
1970s.  1976-77,  and  the  present— followed 
promptly  upon  periods  of  clear  overvalu- 
ation of  the  dollar  in  the  exchange  markets: 

The  growing  dollar  overvaluation  of  the 
late  1960s  and  early  1970s,  subsequently  re- 
vealed in  the  devaluations  totaling  more 
than  20  percent  m  1971  and  1973.  coincided 
with  the  deepest  protectionist  pressures  of 
the  postwar  period  as  noted  above  (despite 
modest  levels  of  aggregate  unemployment). 

The  restoration  of  dollar  equilibrium  via 
the  devaluations  of  1S71  and  1973,  along 
with  the  new  focus  of  macroeconomic  policy 
on  Inflation,  corresponded  to  extensive  uni- 
lateral U.S.  trade  liberalization  In  1973-74 
and  passage  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  au- 
thorizing further  liberalization  via  the  MTN 
(despite  a  level  of  unemployment  not  seen 
since  the  1930s). 

Renewed  dollar  overvaluation  In  1975-76. 
which  required  a  depreciation  of  about  15 
percent  in  1977-78.  correlated  with  renewal 
of  protectionist  pressures  and  the  adoption 
of  several  new  restrictive  measures  (steel 
TPM.  shoes,  sugar). 

The  restoration  of  dollar  equilibrium  in 
1978-79  supported  a  dramatic  Improvement 
in  the  U.S.  trade  position  and  overwhelming 
Congressional  support  for  the  Trade  Act  of 
1979.  ratifying  the  MTN. 

The  contemporary  onset  of  the  most 
severe  dollar  overvaluation  since  the  col- 
lapse of  the  Bretton  Woods  system,  perhaps 
again  on  the  order  of  15-20  percent  (as  just 
described),  along  with  the  new  highs  in  the 
unemployment  rate,  clearly  relate  to  the  re- 
newal of  major  pressures  for  import  relief. 

It  is  thus  essential  to  focus  on  the  impact 
of  monetary  misalignments  on  trade  policy. 
At  a  minimum,  countries  must  be  consistent 
in  their  international  economic  policies:  it  is 
essential  to  promote  equilibrium  in  ex- 
change rates  if  one  Is  to  achieve  freer  inter- 
national trade.  This  lesson  applies  particu- 
larly to  the  United  States,  which  has  stead- 
ily promoted  reductions  in  trade  barriers 
but  for  at  least  two  extended  periods— the 
late  stages  of  the  Bretton  Woods  system, 
and  the  past  eighteen  months— has  failed  to 
support  changes  which  were  necessary  to 
avoid  sizable  international  monetary  imbal- 
ances. 

EXCHANGE  RATES  MA"rTER 

The  key  analytical  question  underlying 
this  policy  issue,  of  course,  is  the  extent  to 
which  exchange-rate  misalignments  in  fact 
distort  trade  flows  and  create  the  kinds  of 
pressures  cited  above.  There  is  a  long  litera- 
ture on  the  topic  in  international  monetary 
economics,  dating  back  to  some  of  the  earli- 
est applications  of  econometrics  in  the 
1940s.  Much  of  the  early  evidence  tended  to 
suggest  that  the  effect  was  weak,  non-exist- 
ent, or  even  perverse,  and  the  phrase  "elas- 
ticity pessimists"  was  coined  to  describe 
those  who  accepted  this  evidence  at  face 
value. 

However.  Orcut  t ' "  argued  that  there  were 
technical  reasons  for  expecting  the  elastici- 
ty estimates  to  be  biased  toward  zero,  and 
subsequent  work  seems  to  have  justified 
this  view.  In  particular,  the  use  of  distribut- 
ed-lag  models  permitted  the  recognition  of 
high    long-run    elasticities    in    conjunction 


with  low  short-run  elasticities,  which  has 
for  many  years  been  taken  as  the  stylized 
fact  about  the  response  of  trade  flows  to 
changes  in  relative  prices.  Although  elastici- 
ty pessimism  lives  on  here  and  there,  a  typi- 
cal resutt  for  the  long-run  price  elasticity  of 
demand  for  the  manufactured  exports  of  a 
medium-sized  industrial  country  would  be 
something  like  -1.5  or  -2." 

During  the  1960s  a  nimiber  of  studies  at- 
tempted to  estimate  separate  "exchange- 
rate  elasticities"  and  "'tariff  elasticities",  the 
former  representing  the  impact  on  trade 
flows  of  exchange-rate  changes  and  the 
latter  the  Impact  of  tariff  changes. ' ' 

The  stylized  fact  emerged  that  tariff  elas- 
ticities were  substantially  larger,  by  a  factor 
of  two  or  three,  then  exchange-rate  elastic- 
ities. The  usual  explanation  of  this  empiri- 
cal regularity  was  the  greater  confidence 
presumably  felt  by  traders  that  tariff 
changes  would  result  in  '"permanent" 
changes  in  competitiveness. 

In  comparing  the  relative  importance  of 
tariff  and  exchange  rate  changes,  however. 
It  must  be  recognized  that  there  has  been  a 
much  greater  degree  of  fluctuation  in  ex- 
change rates  than  In  tariffs  during  the  post- 
war period.  The  celebrated  trade  liberaliza- 
tion of  the  Kermedy  Round,  for  example, 
which  is  widely  referred  to  as  a  35  percent 
reduction,  cut  tariffs  by  an  average  of  only 
4-5  percentage  points  for  the  United  States 
and  EEC  and  about  7  percentage  points  for 
Japan  and  the  United  Kingdom."  By  con- 
trast, real  effective  exchange  rates  ' '  fre- 
quently change  by  such  amounts  within 
very  short  periods  of  time— and  remain  fur- 
ther away  from  their  underlying  equilibri- 
um paths  (by  as  much  as  10-20  percent)  for 
extended  episodes,  as  noted  above.  Hence 
the  economic  Impact  of  exchange-rate 
changes  may  subsequentially  exceed  the 
impact  of  tariff  changes,  at  least  periodical- 
ly, even  if  tariff  elasticities  are  In  fact  a 
good  bit  higher  than  exchange-rate  elastic- 
ities. 

As  to  the  future,  tariffs  remaining  after 
the  MTN  cuts  will  average  about  4-6  per- 
cent In  each  of  the  major  Industrialized 
trading  areas.  Their  complete  elimination 
would  then  also  pale  in  slgnlfl(;ance  beside 
the  fluctuations  which  frequently  occur, 
and  the  misalignments  which  periodically 
persist,  in  exchange  rates.  This  is  not  to  say 
that  further  trade  liberalization  would  not 
be  significant,  of  course,  but  only  that  shifts 
In  trade  balances  are  likely  to  be  more  influ- 
enced by.  changes  in  exchange  rates  than  In 
tariffs  (which,  if  reciprocal,  would  in  any 
event  tend  to  be  neutral  in  their  impact  on 
trade  balances). 

In  any  event,  it  is  clear  that  significant 
changes  do  occur  in  real  effective  exchange 
rates,  and  that  these  changes  have  signifi- 
cant effects  on  International  trade  flows— 
and,  through  trade,  on  the  key  domestic 
economic  variables  such  as  output,  employ- 
ment and  prices.  The  Deardorff-Stem  anal- 
ysis, cited  above,  reaches  the  following  con- 
clusions concerning  the  effects  of  each  per- 
centage point  of  exchange-rate  change  for 
the  major  trading  areas  between  the  second 
quarters  of  1980  and  1981: 
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Perhaps  the  impact  of  exchange-rate 
changes  on  trade  balances  and  trade  policy 
can  be  seen  most  clearly  by  tracing  the  U.S.- 
Japan economic  relationship  over  the  past 
twelve  years,  which  is  now  experiencing  its 
third  period  of  major  conflict."  The  first  of 
these  episodes  led  to  the  U.S.  Import  sur- 
charge of  August  1981,  viewed  in  Japan  as 
the  second  of  the  ""Nixon  shocks"  aimed  at 
that  country,  and  a  U.S.  threat  to  invoke 
the  "Trading  with  the  Enemy  Act"  against 
its  chief  Pacific  ally."  The  second  episode 
produced  major  U.S.  pressure  on  Japan 
during  1977-78  to  boost  Its  domestic  growth 
rate,  with  lasting  effect  on  Japanese  confi- 
dence in  its  American  connection  and  imme- 
diate Impact  on  the  political  career  of  the 
current  I*rlme  Minister.*"  The  third,  cur- 
rent, episode  promises  to  be  the  nastiest 
yet— with  the  United  States  joined  as  de- 
mandeur  by  the  European  Community,  with 
racist  overtones  already  creeping  into  the 
rhetoric  and  frustration  on  both  sides  of  the 
Pacific,  and  with  obvious  spillover  to  the 
reemerglng  Issue  of  security  relations  be- 
tween the  two  countries. 

Exchange-rate  misalignments  were  pres- 
ent In  each  of  the  three  periods,  and  go  far 
to  explain  the  difficulties  which  have  arisen 
on  each  occasion.  In  each  Instance,  the  yen 
became  substantially  undervalued— dramati- 
cally improving  Japan's  price  competitive- 
ness in  the  world  economy.  In  each  instance, 
the  dollar  became  substantially  over- 
valued—undermining U.S.  competitiveness, 
both  In  Japan  and  elsewhere.  The  huge 
swmgs  in  trade  and  current  account  bal- 
ances which  marked  each  episode,  and 
which  triggered  the  sharp  intensification  of 
U.S. -Japan  hostility,  can  be  traced  primarily 
to  these  exchange  rate  movements. 

By  the  beginning  of  the  1970s,  the  parities 
of  the  dollar  and  yen— which  had  been  set 
In  1933  and  1949,  respectively—were  clearly 
out  of  line  with  the  underlying  economic  re- 
lationships between  those  countries  and  the 
rest  of  the  world.  With  the  onset  of  U.S.  in- 
flation from  the  mid-1960s,  stemming  from 
the  Vietnam  war  and  simultaneous  expan- 
sion of  Great  Society  programs,  the  dollar 
became  substantially  overvalued,  as  already 
noted.  With  the  dramatic  expansion  of  eco- 
nomic capacity  and  productivliy  In  Japan, 
the  yen  became  substantially  undervalued. 

The  results  began  to  accumulate  In  1968- 
69  and  accelerated  rapidly  to  the  first  post- 
war crisis  In  U.S.-Japan  economic  relations 
In  1970-71.  Japan  began  to  run  steady  and 
growing  external  surpluses.  The  U.S.  cur- 
rent account  balance  slipped  Into  deficit  for 
the  first  time  in  the  postwar  period.  Japan's 
bilateral  surplus  with  the  United  States  ex- 
panded sevenfold  from  1966-67  to  1971-72. 

One  result  was  the  most  Intense  pressure 
for  trade  protection  In  the  United  States  of 
the  entire  postwar  period,  probably  Includ- 
ing the  present.  The  Mills  bill,  which  passed 
the  House  of  Representatives  in  W70,  would 
have  placed  numerical  limits  on  import  pen- 
etration in  virtually  every  Industry.  The 
proposed  Burke-Hartke  bill,  which  would 
have  drastically  curtailed  both  U.S.  Imports 
and  foreign  investments,  was  the  source  of 
widespread  Congressional  interest  and  sup- 
port during  1971-72.  For  the  first  time,  the 
bulk  of  the  pressure  was  aimed  at  Japan. 
Exchange-rate  misalignment  had  entered 
the  picture  as  a  major  source  of  difficulty 
between  the  United  States  and  Japan. 

There  is  no  need  to  speculate  about 
whether  the  exchange  rates  had  become  se- 
verely misaligned.  Despite  the  historical  an- 
tipathy of  both  countries  to  parity  changes, 
the  realignments  of  1971  and  1973  devalued 
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the  dollar  lyid  revalued  the  yen  by  over  20 
percent.  It  <ifas  finally  understood  by  both 
countries  that  such  changes  were  essential, 
to  preserve  an  open  trading  system  as  well 
as  to  avoid  the  repeated  bursts  of  interna- 
tional monetary  instability  which  were  erod- 
ing the  entire  global  economic  system. 

These  exchange  rate  realignments 
achieved  their  objective.  In  1973,  even 
before  the  onset  of  the  first  oil  crisis.  Japan 
had  returned  to  global  balance  and  the 
United  SUtes  to  modest  surplus.  The  bilat- 
eral merchandise  account,  on  which  the  oil 
shock  had  little  direct  impact,  returned 
during  1973-75  to  the  much  lower  levels  of 
1969-70.  True  adjustment  had  occurred,  and 
the  first  major  episode  of  U.S.-Japan  eco- 
nomic conflict  receded  into  history. 

In  1975-76.  however,  a  renewed  exchange- 
rate  misalignment  began  to  develop.  The 
dollar  appreciated  substantially  because  the 
United  States  ran  large  current  account  sur- 
pluses during  that  period,  though  these  sur- 
pluses (especially  in  1975)  were  due  primari- 
ly to  the  depth  of  the  U.S.  recession— which 
was  far  sharper  than  in  Japan  or  other 
major  countries.  Hence  the  seeds  were  sown 
for  a  renewed  deterioration  of  the  U.S.  com- 
petitive position,  and  the  record  deficits 
which  ensued  in  1977-78. 

Meanwhile.  Japan  had  committed  one  of 
its  most  serious  policy  errors  of  the  entire 
postwar  period.  Arguing  that  its  renewed 
current  account  surpluses  were  transitory 
phenomena,  attributable  solely  to  the  cycli- 
cal situation.  Japan  intervened  massively  in 
the  foreign  exchange  marliets  throughout 
1976  to  block  significant  strengthening  of 
the  yen.  The  result,  as  Bergsten  predicted  at 
the  time."  was  a  renewed  undervaluation  of 
the  yen  and  massive  Japanese  surpluses  in 
1977-78— including  a  fivefold  rise  in  its  bilat- 
eral surplus  with  the  United  States. 

This  juxtaposition  of  developments  pro- 
duced the  second  outbreak  of  major  U.S.- 
Japan economic  tensions,  in  1977-78.  Again. 
the  main  culprit  was  a  severe  misalignment 
In  the  exchange  rates  between  the  two  cur- 
rencies. Again,  a  correction  of  that  misalign- 
ment—which began  to  occur  from  early 
1977.  when  the  Carter  Administration  suc- 
cessfully insisted  that  Japan  let  the  yen  rate 
respond  to  market  forces— was  the  crucial 
factor  which  corrected  the  situation.  By 
1979  and  1980.  thf  United  States  returned 
once  more  to  global  surplus  and  Japan  (hit 
also  by  the  second  oil  shock)  moved  into  siz- 
able deficit. 

For  a  third  time,  however,  the  pendulum 
swung  too  far.  Beginning  in  early  1981,  the 
peculiar  policy  mix  of  the  new  U.S.  adminis- 
tration produced  record  levels  of  real  inter- 
est rates,  huge  movements  of  capital  into 
the  dollar  and  a  dollar  probably  as  overval- 
ued as  in  the  final  stages  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  system  of  fixed  exchange  rates  in 
the  early  1970s. 

Prom  iU  lows  of  late  1978  to  its  highs  of 
August  1981  and  June  1982,  the  dollar  rose 
by  35-4a  percent  against  the  yen.  Mean- 
while, Japanese  ii^flation  ran  about  20  per- 
centage points  less  than  U.S.  inflation.  The 
price  competitiveness  of  the  United  States 
In  world  trade,  vis-a-vis  Japan,  thus  deterio- 
rated by  50  percent  or  more  within  about 
three  years. 

A  new  crisis  would  inevitably  follow— tmd 
it  did.  currently  reaching  levels  of  tension 
not  seen  since  a  decade  earlier.  The  global 
U.S.  current  account  has  deteriorated  sub- 
stantially over  the  past  year,  despite  the 
deep  domestic  recession  and  sharp  reduction 
In  oil  imports.  Indeed,  this  decline  in  the  ex- 
ternal accounts  has  been  as  important  as 


the  housing  and  auto  slumps  in  pushing  the 
U.S.  economy  into  its  current  recession. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  Pacific.  Japan 
has  moved  back  into  global  surplus.  The  bi- 
lateral imbalance  in  favor  of  Japan  has 
soared  to  record  levels.  All  these  develop- 
ments seem  likely  to  become  much  worse 
throughout  the  rest  of  1982  and  especially 
into  1983.  as  dollar  overvalution  and  yen  un- 
dervaluation persist:  their  full  effects  take 
up  to  two  years  to  eventuate,  so  the  die  is  al- 
ready cast  for  continued  major  trouble. 

An  suialysis  of  the  turbulent  recent  histo- 
ry of  U.S.-Japan  economic  conflict  thus 
points  to  the  exchange-rate  relationship  be 
tween  dollar  and  yen  as  the  single  most  crit- 
ical variable.  To  be  sure,  high  unemploy- 
ment in  the  United  SUtes  (as  at  present)  in- 
tensifies the  problem.  Japan's  continuing 
■propensity  not  to  Import"  and  periodic 
export  surges  do  so  as  well.  More  rapid  U.S. 
productivity  growth,  if  not  matched  by  con- 
comitant improvement  in  Japan,  could  help 
resolve  the  problem.  So  could  increased  Jap- 
anese spending  on  housing  and  other  social 
infrastructure.  Cyclical  disjunction,  as  in 
1977-78.  can  make  things  worse.  All  these 
aspects  of  the  overall  problem  must  be  ad- 
dressed continuously,  until  resolved  at  least 
to  a  far  greater  degree  than  they  are  today. 

But  the  major  problem  lies  in  the  mone- 
tary realm.  Hence  any  serious  effort  to 
remedy  the  U.S.-Japan  problem  must  ad- 
dress the  underlying  causes  of  the  repeated, 
and  severe,  misalignments  which  periodical- 
ly emege  between  dollar  and  yen.  In  view  of 
the  critical  importance  of  the  U.S.-Japan  re- 
lationship to  the  global  trading  system, 
such  remedies  will  also  be  crucial  to  its 
future  stability. 

It  is  thus  clear  that  exchange  rates 
matter,  for  trade  flows  and  trade  policy  as 
well  as  for  current  account  balances,  inter- 
national monetary  stability,  domestic  eco- 
nomic variables  and  the  other  phenomena 
to  which  they  are  more  usually  related.  The 
final  question  is  thus  how  the  exchange-rate 
system  can  be  reformed  to  avoid  such  mis- 
alignments, inter  alia  to  improve  the  envi- 
ronment for  the  trading  system  and  a  liber- 
al trade  policy. 

STRATEGIES  OF  EXCHAIIOE-RATE  MANAGEMENT 

Suppose  a  government  decided  that  it 
wished  to  maintain  its  exchange  rate  in  the 
vicinity  of  what  it  believed  to  be  a  position 
of  fundamental  equilibrium.  Could  it  hope 
to  achieve  such  an  objective— or  are  policies 
of  exchange-rate  management  foredoomed 
to  failure,  as  sometimes  asserted?  If  such  an 
objective  is  in  fact  feasible,  what  are  the 
means  by  which  it  can  be  obtained. 

There  is  of  course  no  reason  to  doubt  the 
possibility  of  achieving  a  particular  target 
for  the  nominal  exchange  rate,  provided 
that  monetary  policy  is  systematically  de- 
voted to  that  end.  That  is  the  essence  both 
of  Hume's  price-specie-flow  mechanism  and 
of  the  monetary  approach  to  the  balance  of 
payments.  The  serious  issues  are  whether 
achievement  of  a  nominal  exchange-rate 
target  will  necessarily  suffice  to  achieve  a 
desired  real  exchange  rate,  and  whether 
monetary  policy  can  be  directed  at  an  ex- 
change-rate target  without  posing  a  risk  of 
seriously  destabilizing  the  domestic  econo- 
my. Before  we  offer  tentative  answers  to 
those  two  questions,  it  will  be  helpful  to 
outline  the  various  alternative  strategies  by 
which  exchange  rates  might  be  managed. 

Pegging  with  supportive  monetary  policief 
The  most  certain  way  to  achieve  a  target 
for  competitiveness  (or  the  real  exchange 
rate)  would   be  to   Intervene   to  whatever 


extent  was  necessary  in  support  of  the 
nominal  rate  needed  to  achieve  the  desired 
real  rate  on  the  basis  of  current  price  levels, 
and  ensure  that  the  domestic  monetary  con- 
sequences of  the  intervention  were  (at  least 
partly)  unsterllized.  The  nominal  rate  to  be 
achieved  by  intervention  would  crawl  In  line 
with  the  inflation  differential,  and  might 
also  be  adjusted  (presumably  also  on  a 
crawling  basis)  to  offset  the  effects  of  dif- 
ferential productivity  growth  and  to  induce 
any  underlying  change  in  competitiveness 
regarded  as  desirable  In  the  Interests  of  pay- 
ments adjustment.  Non-sterilization  of 
intervention  would  require  countries  to 
adhere  to  pre-specified  domestic  credit  ex- 
pansion (DCE)  targets,  as  has  been  urged  by 
McKinnon  (197i)."  As  McKinnon  points 
out,  if  a  group  of  countries  adopts  such  a 
policy,  the  result  (abstracting  from  differ- 
ences In  reserve  requirements)  is  to  ensure 
that  their  collective  money  supply  actually 
grows  at  the  rate  implied  by  the  sum  of  the 
DCE  targets  and  is  independent  of  interven- 
tion policies,  despite  the  fact  that  individual 
national  money  supplies  will  depend  on 
intervention. 

Floating  with  management  by  reference 

rates 
Pegging  the  nominal  rate  at  the  level 
needed  to  achieve  the  real  target  rate  in- 
volves accepting  and  announcing  an  obliga- 
tion to  prevent  the  market  rate  from  deviat- 
ing by  more  than  a  specified  amount  (the> 
margin)  from  the  central  rate.  An  alterna- 
tive, weaker,  strategy  Involves  announcing 
the  central  rate  or  some  target  zone,  but  not 
accepting  any  obligation  to  defend  it;  by 
definition,  the  rate  floats. 

However,  intervention  policy  may  still  be 
systematically  directed  toward  pushing  the 
market  rate  toward  the  central  rate.  One 
version  of  such  an  approach  Is  that  inter- 
vention should  endeavor,  but  not  guarantee, 
to  keep  the  rate  within  some  zone,  which 
may  or  may  not  be  expressed  as  margins 
around  a  central  rate.  Another  is  the  "refer- 
ence rate  proposal",  under  which  any  inter- 
vention is  always  such  as  to  push  the  rate 
toward  the  central  rate,  but  without  any 
guarantee  that  there  will  be  Intervention  at 
all— and  certainly  without  any  guarantee  of 
sufficient  intervention  to  establish  a  market 
rate  within  any  particulai-  margin  of  the 
central  rate.  Under  either  proposal,  the  cen- 
tral rate  or  target  zone  could  crawl  on  the 
same  principles  as  if  it  were  pegged.  The  ef- 
fectiveness of  such  intervention  policies,  in 
keeping  the  rate  close  to  target  (the  central 
rate  or  zone),  would  depend  not  merely  on 
the  scale  of  the  intervention  but  also— more 
importantly— on  whether  the  Intervention 
was  sterilized  or  not. 

Capital  controls 
Aside  from  intervention  and  monetary 
policy,  the  other  main  instrument  for  seek- 
ing to  manipulate  exchange  rates  is  capital 
controls.  In  recent  years,  the  main  advocate 
of  using  capital  controls  (In  the  form  of 
"real  interest  equalization  taxes")  to  influ- 
ence exchange  rates  has  been  Dombusch." 
Similarly,  Bergsten  has  recently  urged  a 
temporary  moratorium  on  Japanese  capital 
exports  and  massive  foreign  borrowing  by 
the  Japanese  Government  to  push  the  yen 
to  a  more  appropriate  level- a  proposal  mo- 
tivated directly  by  concern  over  the  trade 
Implications  of  the  current  undervaluation 
of  the  yen.'*  Doubts  about  capital  controls 
have  traditionally  stemmed  from  two 
sources:  (a)  their  distorting  effects  on  re- 
source allocation,  and  (b)  the  ease  with 
which  they  can  be  circumvented  in  a  highly 


integrated  world  economy  ("money  is  fungi- 
ble")." 

Suppose  that  one  or  another,  or  some 
combination,  of  the  three  monetary  options 
were  successful  In  the  proximate  aim  of 
maintaining  the  nominal  exchange  rate 
deemed  desirable  on  grounds  of  competitive- 
ness. It  remains  to  consider  (a)  whether 
achievement  of  a  nominal  target  can  ensure 
achievement  of  the  target  real  rate,  and  (b) 
whether  that  might  seriously  destabilize  the 
domestic  economy. 

With  regard  to  (a),  the  answer  would 
clearly  be  no  if  the  nominal  rate  were  held 
constant.  However,  the  proposal  considered 
above  involves  the  nominal  rate  crawling  to 
maintain  competitiveness  at  the  target  level. 
That  is  clearly  possible— but  it  does  incur 
the  danger  of  destabilizing  the  domestic 
economy.  Specifically,  if  the  competitive- 
ness target  were  fixed  at  a  level  which  im- 
plied a  real  wage  lower  than  the  labor  force 
was  willing  to  accept,  the  enforcement  of 
that  target  would  result  in  accelerating  in- 
flation. This  Is  precisely  the  same  result  as 
occurs  if  a  government  tries  to  peg  the  un- 
employment rate  at  a  level  below  the  natu- 
ral rate,  or  to  peg  the  interest  rate  at  a  level 
below  its  natural  rate.  Any  attempt  at  mac- 
roeconomlc  management  can  be  counter- 
productive If  the  real  variables  are  targeted 
at  disequilibrium  levels:  whether  one  con- 
cludes that  macro  management  should  be 
abandoned  depends  on  whether  or  not  one 
trusts  governments  to  pick  sensible  targets, 
and  modify  them  In  time  to  avoid  disaster 
when  conditions  change. 

There  are  other  ways  in  which  pursuing 
exchange  rate  targets  could  be  destabilizing. 
Pursuit  of  a  constant  nominal  target  that 
involves  a  severe  real  misalignment  can  of 
course  be  seriously  destabilizing,  as  Britain 
found  out  after  1925  and  other  countries 
have  discovered  since.  Pursuit  of  inconsist- 
ent targets  by  the  major  countries  would  ob- 
viously be  a  recipe  for  disaster:  even  if  the 
targeted  exchange  rates  were  international- 
ly consistent,  the  system  could  have  an  in- 
flationary or  deflationary  potential  unless 
the  target  rates  of  DCE  were  coordinated  to 
ensure  an  appropriate  world  rate  of  mone- 
tary growth.  One  may  therefore  conclude 
that  a  redirection  of  policy  toward  main- 
taining exchange  rates  close  to  fundamental 
equilibrium  would  require  more  effective 
international  coordination,  as  well  as  more 
responsible  and  responsive  national  policy- 
making, than  has  been  customary. 

CONCLUSION 

It  is  clear  from  the  analysis  presented 
here  that  trade  policy  In  the  1980s,  and 
beyond,  could  proceed  much  more  smoothly 
under  a  more  effective  international  mone- 
tary regime— and  may  not  be  able  to  pro- 
ceed in  a  liberal  direction  at  all  unless  such 
a  regime,  with  supportive  policies  in  at  least 
the  major  countries,  can  be  developed.  Pro- 
longed deviations  of  exchange  rates  from 
fundamental  equilibrium  can  and  do  gener- 
ate protectionist  pressures,  from  countries 
with  both  overvalued  and  undervalued  cur- 
rencies. Considerable  asymmetries  com- 
pound the  problem  and  fail  to  achieve 
much,  if  any,  in  the  way  of  countervailing 
pressures  In  the  other  direction. 

The  postwar  record  reveals  that  tfade 
policy  In  the  United  States,  at  least,  has 
been  substantially  affected  by  the  existence 
of  equilibrium  or  disequilibrium  in  the  ex- 
change rate  of  the  dollar.  U.S.-Japsm  eco- 
nomic conflict,  which  is  central  to  global 
trade  policy  as  a  whole,  has  been  particular- 
ly disrupted  by  the  frequent  recurrence  of 
yen-dollar   misalignments.   The   advent   of 


flexible  exchange  rates  has  failed  to  assure 
the  degree  of  equilibrium  in  currency  rela- 
tionships which  is  essential  if  liberal  trade 
policies  are  to  prevail:  indeed,  current  mis- 
alignments, particularly  for  the  dollar  and 
yen  may  be  as  great  as  existed  In  the  final 
breakdown  stages  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
system  of  fixed  parities. 

Hence  any  comprehensive  strategy  for 
trade  policy  in  the  1980s  must  encompass  a 
monetary  component,  as  well  as  working  on 
the  more  traditional  elements  of  commer- 
cial affairs.  It  is  clearly  possible,  in  princi- 
ple, both  to  define  "fundamental  equilibri- 
um" for  exchange  rates  and  to  fashion  an 
exchange-rate  regime  which  would  avoid  de- 
viations from  such  levels  significant  enough 
to  cause  serious  trade  distortions  (and  thus 
protectionist  pressures).  Considerable  work 
will  be  needed  to  design  and  negotiate  such 
a  system  in  practice,  but  the  importance  of 
the  issue  counsels  an  early  start  toward 
doing  so. 

It  is  abundantly  clear  that  even  within 
today's  rather  unsatisfactory  international 
monetary  system,  however,  much  closer  co- 
ordination Is  needed  between  trade  and 
monetary  officials  both  within  individual 
countries  and  at  the  International  level 
(chiefly  regarding  the  GATT  and  IMF).  Ef- 
forts to  promote  new  trade  liberalization,  or 
simply  to  avoid  new  restrictions,  are  ren- 
dered exceedlingly  more  difficult  by  the 
presence  of  persistent  and  substantial  cur- 
rency misalignments.  Trade  policy  officials 
must  therefore  make  every  effort  to  pro- 
mote more  effective  international  monetary 
arrangements,  and  national  macroeconomic 
policies  which  minimize  the  degree  of  mis- 
alignment within  whatever  system  may  con- 
tinue to  prevail: 
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midable objections  to  such  a  course  of  action.  First, 
border  tax  adjustments  are  never  comprehensive; 
at  t)est  they  tend  to  cover  only  visible  trade,  at 
worst  some  sectors  secure  exemption  (e.g..  because 
of  the  perceived  inequity  of  taxing  essential  im- 
ports). Second,  it  may  be  difficult  to  secure  the 
prompt  withdrawal  of  protection  that  is  no  longer 
merited  by  an  exchange-rate  misalignment.  Third, 
the  volatility  of  exchange  rates  coupled  with  the 
lag  t)etween  placing  an  order  and  shipment  may 
result  in  traders  facing  inappropriate  and  inequita- 
ble border  taxes.  Fourth,  the  taxes  will  influence 
the  current  account  in  such  a  way  as  to  push  ex- 
change rates  further  from  their  desired  levels  and 
thus  have  a  perverse  effect  on  the  underlying  situa- 
tion. For  these  reasons  we  l)elieve  that  the  option 
of  liorder  tax  adjustments— unlike  the  three  mone- 
tary options  discussed  previously— should  be  elimi- 
nated from  further  consideration. 

Natiokal  Association,  or 

M  Atrur  ACTTURERS. 

July  14.  1982. 
Hon.  Donald  T.  Regan. 

Secretory  6/  the  Treasury.  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Treasury.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  In  January  1982,  the 
National  Association  of  manufacturers  es- 
tablished a  Task  Force  on  U.S.-Japan  Com- 
mercial RelaUons.  The  Task  Force  member- 
ship is  broadly  representative  of  U.S.  indus- 
try, as  well  as  major  banks  and  export-relat- 
ed service  industries.  This  Task  Force  is  now 
in  the  process  of  working  on  a  number  of 
trade,  financial  and  investment  issues.  The 
broad  outlines  of  r.he  Task  Force's  work  are 
set  out  in  a  resolution  passed  by  NAM'S 
Board  of  Directors  on  March  17,  1982  (copy 
enclosed).  NAM's  objectives  relate  to  the 
resolution  of  immediate  as  well  as  longer 
range  problems  of  a  systemic  nature  in  our 
commercial  relations  with  Japan. 

One  of  the  most  critical  concerns  of  the 
Task  Force  is  the  exchange  rate  between 
the  U.S.  dollar  and  the  Japanese  yen.  We 
are.  of  course,  aware  of  the  Administration's 
general  concern  about  the  consequences  for 
U.S.  industry  of  the  undervalued  yen,  but 
regret  that  no  practical  steps  have  been 
taken  or  proposed  to  deal  with  the  problem. 
The  manufacturing  community  is  intensely 
concerned  about  the  imdervalued  yen  in 
both  the  immediate  and  longer  term. 

In  the  short  term,  U.S.  industry  is  losing 
market  shares  at  home  and  abroad.  The  yen 
has  depreciated  since  1980  by  approximately 
25  percent— from  about  200  to  the  dollar  to 
the  250  level  at  present.  The  meaning  of 
this  depreciation  in  competitive  terms  is 
dramatic:  While  Detroit  has  been  seeking  to 
close  a  $1500  gap  between  U.S.  and  Japa- 


nese built  cars  the  depreciating  yen  has  in 
fact  given  Japan  an  additional  $1200  to 
$1500  advantage  during  this  time. 

In  the  long  term,  new  investment  by 
American  industry  is  not  taking  place  be- 
cause in  many  instances  this  investment 
would  be  uneconomic  in  light  of  the  inordi- 
nately competitive  prices  of  Japanese  goods 
resulting  from  an  undervalued  yen.  To  the 
extent  that  the  Japanese  challenge  repre- 
sents the  free  play  of  economic  forces,  it  can 
be  viewed  as  a  natural  development  and 
should  not  be  interfered  with.  We  have 
become  increasingly  concerned,  however, 
that  the  American  response  to  the  Japanese 
challenge  is  being  distorted  and  undermined 
by  a  gross  misalignment  between  the  U.S. 
dollar  and  the  Japanese  yen. 

Our  concern  is  not  unique.  The  European 
Community  in  its  formal  case  against  Japan 
under  Article  XXXIII  of  the  General  Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (OATT)  referred 
to  the  yen  as  "a  sui  generis  currency", 
which  was  "in  certain  respects  tightly  con- 
trolled and  which  has  been  insulated  from 
the  outside  world ".  The  Community  noted 
that  "the  yen  does  not  play  a  role  interna- 
tionally commensurate  with  the  strength  of 
the  Japanese  economy".  Reference  is  made 
to  the  European  view,  not  so  much  to  but- 
tress our  arguments,  but  to  indicate  the  ne- 
cessity tor  international  cooperative  action 
in  dealing  with  an  international  trade  and 
financial  problem  which  cannot  be  left  only 
to  Japanese  authorities  to  deal  with  and 
which  under  present  circumstances  defies  a 
straight- forward  market  solution. 

Today  the  yen  stands  at  more  than  250  to 
the  dollar— a  rate  not  much  higher  than  in 
March  1973.  when  generalized  currency 
floating  was  established.  Indeed,  if  we  uti- 
lize the  well-known  Morgan  Guaranty  real 
effective  exchange  rate  index,  we  find  that 
the  dollar  is  now  16  percent  higher  in  value 
than  in  1973.  while  the  yen  is  about  15  per- 
cent lower,  as  measured  on  a  multilateral, 
trade-weighted  basis.  During  this  interval 
the  volume  of  Japanese  exports  have  grown 
over  twice  as  fast  annually  as  U.S.  exports 
(8  percent  to  4  percent).  At  the  same  time, 
the  annual  price  increase  for  Japanese  man- 
ufactured exports,  in  national  currency 
terms,  has  been  five  points  per  year  lower 
than  the  equivalent  U.S.  figure  (7  percent  to 
12  percent).  These  and  other  fundamental 
underlying  economic  conditions— such  as 
current  account  balances,  official  reserves, 
trade  balances,  productivity  growth,  and 
wholesale  price  increases— indicate  that  the 
nominal  value  of  the  yen  should  have  risen 
much  more  substantially  over  this  time 
period  against  the  dollar;  instead  we  have 
seen  a  fairly  steady  drop  in  the  yen  since  its 
peak  of  180  in  1978. 

The  interest  rate  differential  between  the 
U.S.  and  Japanese  domestic  credit  rmrkets 
is  undoubtedly  an  important  reason  for  the 
misalignment  of  the  dollar  and  yen  during 
the  last  few  years.  As  you  know,  NAM  fully 
supports  the  Administration's  concern  re- 
garding high  U.S.  rates.  However,  we  feel 
that  reduction  in  our  interest  rates  will  help 
relieve  only  part  of  the  exchange  rate  prob- 
lem l>etween  the  dollar  and  the  yen.  We  are 
Inclined  to  believe  that  a  good  part  of  the 
problem  will  persist  despite  interest  rate 
changes  because  the  Japanese  have  to  an 
important  degree  cut  their  domestic  credit 
markets  off  from  the  influences  of  the 
international  financial  markets. 

Japan's    low    domestic     interests    rates, 
which  are  less  than  half  American  and  Eu- 
ropean rates,  obviously  reflect  the  interplay 
'  of  a  number  of  factors,  including  a  superior 


performance  In  maintaining  a  low  level  of 
inflation  since  the  1973-74  oil  crisis.  It  is 
also  important,  however,  to  realize  that 
Japan's  domestic  credit  system  relies  in 
many  respects  as  much  on  quantitative  re- 
strictions and  official  guidance  as  it  does  on 
price  In  allocating  credit  to  priority  sectors 
of  the  economy.  Consequently,  interest 
rates  can  remain  relatively  low  and  provide 
a  reliable  and  cheap  source  of  domestic  as 
well  as  export  credit  to  major  Jap^ese  ex- 
porters of  manufactured  goods. 

It  is  not  hard  to  appreciate  the  current 
desire  of  the  Japanese  government  to  main- 
tain low  interest  rates  in  light  of  relatively 
poor  domestic  economic  performance  and 
the  need  to  hold  down  the  cost  of  financing 
their  large  budget  deficits.  Yet.  to  what 
extent  are  these  low  rates  also  enabling 
Japan  to  "solve"  its  domestic  economic 
problems  by  exporting  them  through  an  un- 
dervalued currency?  Estimates  have  been 
made  that  two-thirds  of  Japan's  almost  3 
percent  real  GNP  growth  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  in  March  1982  came  from  exports.  It 
is  hardly  unreasonable  to  ask  how  much 
longer  countries  with  no  real  growth  and 
with  unemployment  reaching  toward  double 
digit  figures  can  tolerate  this  situation,  es- 
pecially in  light  of  a  2  percent  unemploy- 
ment rate  in  Japan.  Does  it  make  much  dif- 
ference if  a  country  pursues  a  "beggar-thy- 
neighbor"  policy  by  means  of  trade  protec- 
tion or  domestic  monetary  and  credit  pwli- 
cies? 

You  will  appreciate  that  I  am  not  suggest- 
ing that  Japan  is  now  actively  intervening 
in  foreign  exchange  markets  to  bring  about 
a  low  price  for  the  yen,  although  Japan  has 
done  this  in  the  past.  Quite  the  opposite  is 
the  case— since  the  misalignment  at  this 
point  is  so  notorious,  causing  Japanese  offi- 
cials to  be  quite'  defensive  respecting  the 
undue  trade  advantages  conferred  on  Japa- 
nese goods  in  export  markets  as  well  as  in 
the  Japanese  home  market.  The  most  "suc- 
cessful"  Japanese  exchange  market  inter- 
vention was  in  the  mid  1970's,  when  massive 
intervention  halted  the  appreciation  of  the 
yen.  Japanese  intervention  in  January  1981 
appears  to  have  halted  yen  appreciation  at 
that  time  and  perhaps  help  to  set  the  stage 
for  the  current  weak  yen.  Lisle  Widman, 
former  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  International  Monetary  Af- 
fairs, observes: 

"Bank  of  Japan  officals  acknowledge  that 
in  Janaury  1981  they  did  intervene  to  stop 
the  appreciation  of  the  yen  when  it  moved 
back  above  200.  Whether  they  did  so  be- 
cause they  had  concluded  that  they  should 
protect  their  trade  position  by  avoiding  fur- 
ther appreciation  or  simply  because  the  ra- 
pidity with  which  the  rate  was  moving  cre- 
ated a  "disorderly"  market  we  will  never 
know.  Japan  had  been  running  a  deficit  in 
its  current  account  balance  in  1980  and  the 
country  was  still  very  concerned  about  its 
ability  to  finance  oil  imports.  I  suspect  the 
gut  judgment  of  Japanese  officialdom  is 
that  a  200  to  220  rate  would  be  best  for 
Japan.  Nevertheless,  Japanese  officials 
maintain  that  the  intervention  was  not  in- 
tended to  alter  the  long-term  trend." 

Our  view  is  that  a  good  deal  of  the  under- 
valuation of  the  yen  basically  results  not 
from  direct  exchange  rate  intervention  but 
from  Japanese  policies  in  respect  to  their 
domestic  credit  markets.  To  the  extent  that 
these  policies  maintain  the  trade  advantages 
of  an  undervalued  currency,  they  are  a  fair 
target  for  attention  in  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  under  Article  IV  of  the  IMF 
Articles  of  Agreement.  This  prohibits  signa- 


tories from  manipulating  their  currencies  or 
taking  other  action  to  "gain  an  unfair  com- 
petitive advantage"   in  trade.  Additionally 
Article  IV  calls  for  IMP  surveillance  over 
exchange  rate  policies  for  a  number  or  rea- 
sons,   including.    '".  .  .behavior   of   the   ex- 
change rate  that  appears  to  be  affecting 
competitiveness  and  long  term  capital  move- 
ments." . 
We  were  pleased  to  see  that  agreement 
was  reached  at  the  recent  Versailles  Summit 
on  an  improved  consultation  process  involv- 
ing the  IMF  and  the  major  industrial  coun- 
tries, as  well  as  the  initiation  of  an  IMF 
study  of  the  efficacy  of  foreign  exchance 
intervention.   We  would  certainly  support 
Administration  efforts  to  use  this  consulta- 
tion process  to  the  fullest  in  examining  the 
interaction  between  the  Japanese  domestic 
credit  markets  and  the  continued  under- 
valuation of  the  yen.  We  would  also  suggest 
a  careful  examination  of  Japanese  currency 
intervention  in  the  1970's  which  may  have 
laid  the  groundwork  for  the  present  under- 
valuation of  the  yen. 

I  would  conclude  by  expressing  the  opin- 
ion that  the  persistence  of  a  seriously  un- 
dervalued yen  for  the  next  several  years  ob- 
viously  presents   serious   obstacles   to   the 
modernization   of   the   American   industrial 
base  and  to  the  general  American  economy. 
The  Administration's  successful  efforts  to 
resist   protectionism    in    thU   country    and 
abroad  has  the  full  support  of  the  National 
Association  of  Manufacturers.  Perhaps  no 
greater  step  to  assure  the  continuation  ol 
open  markets  in  the  U-S.  and  around  the 
world  could  be  taken  than  to  help  bring 
about  promptly  a  major  appreciation  of  the 
yen.  It  is  likely  that  high  U.S.  interest  rates 
may  persist  for  some  time  and  lower  rates. 
once  achieved,  may  be  only  of  limited  value 
in  the  context  of  the  yen-dollar  exchange 
rate    We  therefore,  urge  consideration  of 
policies  that  work  toward  the  improvement 
of  the  operation  of  the  international  mone- 
tary system,  including  the  requirement  that 
major  trading  countries  maintain  a  reasona- 
ble foreign  exchange  value  for  their  nation- 
al currencies  reflecting  underlying  economic 

forces.  ,. 

To  date  the  Treasury  has  given  no  uidica- 
tion  publicly  that  the  yen-dollar  exchange 
rate  is  of  concern  to  the  U.S.  government. 
To  relate  how  significant  this  issue  is  to  the 
revitalization  of  American  industry.  I  would 
be  pleased  to  call  on  you  with  members  of 
NAM'S  Board  of  Directors  to  elaborate  busi- 
ness views  on  the  importance  of  this  critical 
issue  in  industry's  investment  decisions  to 
become  more  competitive  in  U.S.  and  for- 
eign markets.  We  hope  your  schedule  wiU 
permit  such  a  meeting  in  the  near  future. 

Sincerely, 

Sandy  Trowbridge. 

Attachment. 

ATTACHBiENT 

There  may  be  little  that  the  authorities 
can  do  to  prevent  exchange  rates  deviating 
significantly  from  purchasing  power  parities 
in  the  face  of  major  external  shocks,  since  it 
is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  longer-run 
impact  of  such  shocks  on  equUibnum  rates 
of  exchange.  But  the  case  is  different  when 
policies  themselves  are  the  cause  of  uncer- 
tainties about  equilibrium  rates.  The  au- 
thorities in  the  main  countries  concerned 
can  try  to  avoid  policies  that  lead  to  exces- 
sive movements  of  exchange  rates  and  they 
can  also,  on  the  basis  of  a  better  knowledge 
of  their  own  policies  than  is  possessed  by 
the  market,  sometimes  act  directly  on  ex- 
change rates  through  market  intervention. 


Broadly  speaking,  if  official  intervention  is 
to  have  a  stabilizing  influence  on  the  ex- 
change market,  the  most  important  require- 
ment is  that  it  should  be  convincing. 

This  means,  firstly,  that  it  should  be  con- 
sistent with,  or  backed  up  by,  other  policy 
measures.   The   experience   of   the   United 
States  in  1978-79  is  instructive  in  that  re- 
spect. The  various  steps  taken  in  November 
1978  produced  their  effects  only  with  some 
delay,  and  these  effects  did  not  last,  the 
reason   being   that   the   concerted   official 
intervention  in  the  exchange  market  was 
not  strongly  enough  supported  by  flanking 
measures.    Had   the   more   restrictive   U.S. 
monetary   policy    introduced    in   late    1979 
been  adopted  earlier,  the  lasting  recovery  of 
the  dollar  would  have  set  in  earlier  too. 
Moreover,   the   present   high   level   of  the 
doUar  in  the  exchange  markets  could  not  be 
moderated  by  intervention  alone,  since  it  is 
to  a  large  extent  the  result  of  the  stiU  high 
level  of  doUar  interest  rates,  which  itself  is 
related  to  the  mix  of  fiscal  and  monetary 
policy  in  Che  United  States.  Secondly,  inter- 
vention should  not  aim  at  freezing  exchange 
rates  at  unrealistic  levels,  but  should  seek  to 
discourage  the  exchange  rate  from  moving 
outside  reasonable  equilibrium  zones;  and, 
thirdly,   there   needs  to  be  a  measure  of 
international  coordinatiwi  of  exchange  rate 
policies. 

The  precondition  for  exercising  some  con- 
trol  over   avoidable   excesses   in   exchange 
rate  movements  is  that  all  major  countries 
should   make   it  clear  that  they   are  con- 
cerned  about   the   evolution   of   their   ex- 
change rates.\This  means  putting  into  prac- 
tice a  minimsm  co-ordination  of  exchange 
rate  policies;-  Including  intervention  policies. 
It  is  not  an  easy  task  for  the  authorities  in 
the  countries  concerned  to  agree  on  a  co-or- 
dinated   approach    to    those    policies    that 
often  form  the,bac^ound  to  exchange  rate 
movementSTlnVlelirst  place  it  is  not  easy 
to  agree  on  a  co-ordinated  stance  of  mone- 
tary policies,  although  the  recent  downward 
convergence  of  inflation  rates  in  a  number 
of  leading  industrial  countries  should  help 
in  that  respect.  Moreover,  differences  be- 
tween   countries'    monetary     policy    tech- 
niques can  lead  to  the  emergence  of  interest 
rate  differentials  that  do  not  accurately  re- 
flect the  relative  stance  of  policy  in  differ- 
ent countries.  Nor,  given  the  extent  of  offi- 
cial neglect  of  exchange  rates  since  March 
1973.  will  it  be  easy  to  influence  exchange 
markets    through    direct    intervention,    al- 
though  the   experience   with   co-ordinated 
intervention    after   November    1978   shows 
that  the  task  is  not  an  impossible  one.  But 
the  attempt  to  co-ordinate  exchange  rate 
policies  is  worth  making  in  order  to  remove 
at  least  some  of  the  uncertainties  that  have 
contributed  to  exchange  rate  instability  m 
recent  years. 
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Stabiuty  Possible  Within  Floating  Rate 

System 

(By  Paul  Volcker) 

We  know  exchange  rates  have  fluctuated 
widely  throughout  much  of  the  "floating 
era."  While  some  or  most  of  the  major 
swings  have  had  a  rationale  in  terms  of  di- 
vergences in  inflation  rates,  competitive  po- 
sitions or  "structural"  changes,  tlAextent 
and  timing  of  some  of  the  chand^  have, 
even  in  retrospect,  been  difficult  toTxplain. 

Looking  ahead,  the  question  remains  as  to 
how  we  can  provide  greater  assurance  that, 
as  the  disinflationary  process  proceeds,  ex- 
change rates  will  in  fact  be  more  stable. 


We  can  take  the  view  that  there  is  no  ar- 
guing with  the  wisdom  of  the  market— that 
what  happens,  happens,  and  shouldn't  be 
second-guessed  by  officials  and  bureaucrats 
with  biases  of  their  own— or  that  exchange 
rate  fluctuations  are  in  the  end  of  second- 
ary importance. 

But  responsible  officials  do  have  an  obli- 
gation to  ask  to  what  extent  we  can  work 
more  effectively  to  dampen  extreme  ex- 
change rate  swings  that,  by  common  agree- 
ment, seem  far  out  of  keeping  with  underly- 
ing needs  and  trends. 

One  means  often  suggested  of  working 
toward  greater  stability  would  be  to  inter- 
vene directly  in  a  more  coordinated  way  in 
the  exchange  markets.  Fashions  in  that  re- 
spect have  changed  from  time  to  time  in  the 
United  States,  and  elsewhere. 

Philosophical  and  practical  differences  in 
that  respect  led  to  a  decision  at  the  Ver- 
sailles economic  summit  to  study  the  issue 
together. 

I  do  believe  it  is  fair  to  say  that  evidence 
as  well  as  experience  suggests  that  interven- 
tion U  a  limited  tool  that  cannot,  itself, 
alter  major  market  forces. 

My  own  belief  is  that  we  can  hold  out 
some  prospect  of  damping  extreme  ex- 
change rate  movements  in  a  context  of 
greater  domestic  stability  if  we  recognize 
the  implications  for  domestic  policies  and 
their  "mix"  in  the  leading  countries.  The 
objective  will  certainly  need  to  be  defined 
and  pursued  with  appropriate  modesty,  rec- 
ognizing the  largest  limitations  on  our  abili- 
ty to  determine  the  "right "  exchange  rate 
and  on  the  tools  at  our  disposal. 

We  should  be  skeptical  about  our  ability 
to  judge  the  right  exchange  rate— even  an 
appropriate  "".  .  .  . "  But  from  time  to  time  it 
may  be  possible  to  reach  a  consensus  on 
when  exchange  rates  seem  clearly 
•"wrong"- at  levels  that  are  unsustainable 
and  mutually  damaging  to  our  economic  ob- 
jectives. 

To  be  successful  in  achieving  greater  ex- 
change rate  stability,  market  participants 
will  have  to  be  convinced  that  nations  seri- 
ously include  such  stabUity  among  their 
policy  objectives. 

Stating  the  point  that  way  illustrates  the 
basic  difficulty-in  the  past,  when  poinU  of 
conflict  arose,  the  exchange  rate  objective 
has  often  seemed  to  give  way  to  so-called  do- 
mestic objectives. 

Over  time,  however,  the  objectives  of  do- 
mestic and  exchange  rate  stability  should 
broadly  coincide.  We  have  by  now  plenty  of 
evidence  that  extreme  and  prolonged  swings 
in  exchange  rates  can  themselves  be  damag- 
ing to  domestic  objectives,  and  changes  in 
exchange  rates  provide  evidence  about  the 
state  of  expectations  and  the  degree  of  do- 
mestic economic  pressure. 

More  often  than  not,  I  suspect  that  a 
policy  response  to  wide  movements  in  ex- 
change rates  will  turn  out  to  be  appropriate 
on  domestic  grounds  as  well.  In  other  words, 
exchange  rate  movements  can  help  "tell  us 
something  useful,  and  we  should  be  pre- 
pared to  listen,  accepting  that  the  "disci- 
pline" of  exchange  rates  can  at  tunes  rem- 
force  the  domestic  objective  of  stability. 

To  take  U.S.  experience  as  an  example, 
the  tightening  of  domestic  policy  in  late 
1978  and  again  in  1979,  had  an  unportant 
international  "ingredient. "  but  was  certain- 
ly in  the  direction  consistent  with  domestic 

needs.  .w    1-    i.-. 

Certainly,  we  need  to  recognize  the  limita- 
tions on  our  ability  to  assess  or  enforce  as 
•appropriate"  exchange  rate.  Exchange 
rates  are  inherently  two-sided,  the  action  to 
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stabilize  them  often  depends  upon  coopera- 
tive action.  National  views  on  what  is  an  ap- 
propriate exchange  rate  may.  and  often  do. 
differ. 

Experience  with  fixed  exchange  rates 
clearly  indicates  that  there  will  be  strong 
differences  as  to  who  takes  the  burden  of 
policy  action  to  maintain  the  exchange  rate 
or  change  it. 

As  recent  European  events  demonstrate 
again,  that  is  a  matter  of  strong  domestic 
economic  and  political  sensitivity.  It  was 
reasoning  along  these  lines  that  led  to  the 
decision  to  float  in  the  first  place— to  in  a 
sense,  leave  it  to  the  market  to  resolve  the 
matter. 

My  conclusion  sigain  is  that,  if  we  are  not 
too  ambitious,  we  can  constructively  do 
something  to  help  stabilize  exchange  rates 
within  the  general  framework  of  the  float- 
ing system. 

As  inflationary  forces  recede  here  and 
abroad,  and  as  confidence  increases  in  our 
ability  to  keep  inflation  under  control,  na- 
tions should  be  in  a  position  to  accept  in  the 
formulation  and  execution  of  monetary 
policy  and  in  the  fiscal-monetary  policy 
mix.  a  degree  of  discipline  implicit  in  the  de- 
sirability of  greater  exchange  rate  stability. 

It  is  in  that  broader  framework  that  inter- 
vention may.  at  times,  have  a  modest  but 
useful  subsidiary  role  to  play— and  I  wel- 
come the  discussions  among  the  leading 
countries  in  an  effort  to  reach  a  better  con- 
sensus on  the  point. 

Agreement 

(The  following  is  excerpted  from  the  in- 
troduction to  the  intervention  study  con- 
ducted by  the  summit  countries. ) 

There  is  broad  agreement  that  exchange 
rates  play  an  important  role  in  the  interna- 
tional adjustment  process.  However,  ex- 
change rate  changes  can  only  have  lasting 
effects  if  the  causes  underlying  divergent 
trends  are  corrected.  In  a  floating  regime, 
market  forces,  reacting  to  divergent  nation- 
al policies,  could  have  been  expected  to 
induce  exchange  rate  movements  which 
would  prevent  the  persistence  of  large  price 
aind  cost  disparities.  However,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  some  countries,  exchange  rates 
have  deviated  at  times  strongly  in  the  short- 
and  medium-term  from  the  rates  that  ap- 
peared to  be  warranted  by  fundamental  de- 
terminants such  as  price  or  current-account 
developments.  In  addition,  it  is  widely  felt 
that  excessive  short-  and  medium-term  ex- 
change rate  variability  has  adverse  conse- 
quences for  domestic  economic  develop- 
ments and  the  working  of  the  international 
adjustment  process. 

Two  broad  lessons  have  been  drawn  from 
experience  as  regards  the  management  of 
floating  exchange  rates.  First,  exchange 
rates  should  be  allowed  to  reflect  changes  in 
underlying  fundamental  determinants  and, 
second,  disorderly  exchange  markets  condi- 
tions should  be  countered.  However,  these 
two  concepts  have  proved  difficult  to  trans- 
late into  operationally  meaningful  guide- 
lines and  countries  have  experimented  with 
different  approaches  to  exchange  rate  man- 
agement. 

The  specific  response  to  growing  exchange 
market  tension  has  differed  with  the  cir- 
cumstances. In  many  cases  efforts  to  influ- 
ence the  exchange  rate  were  confined  ini- 
tially to  intervention.  If  exchange  rate  pres- 
sures mounted,  intervention  would  usually 
be  stepped  up  and.  if  necessary,  supported 
by  an  adjustment  of  economic  policies.  In 
addition  to  these  traditional  policy  re- 
sponses, countries  have  resorted  to  capital 


controls    and    foreign    borrowing    by    the 
public  sector. 

In  reality  there  is  not  always  a  clear  dis- 
tinction between  short-term  policy  action 
aimed  at  influencing  the  exchange  rate  and 
a  shift  in  the  overall  policy  stance  which, 
through  its  impact  on  fundamental  determi- 
nants, also  alters  the  exchange  rate's  long- 
term  equilibrium  path.  Moreover,  interven- 
tion operations  may  have  a  monetary 
impact,  which  makes  it  difficult  to  assess 
separately  the  effects  of  intervention  per  se 
on  exchange  rates  as  well  as  on  other  as- 
pects of  economic  policy  and  performance. 

[Prom  the  New  York  T»mes.  July  1.  1983] 

POREICN  AJTAIRS— •  SPARKli"? 

<By  Flora  Lewis) 

Bonn.  June  30.— President  Reagan's 
cheering  announcement  of  "sparkle"  in  the 
U.S.  economy  hasn't  brightened  eyes  here. 
Former  Chancellor  Helmut  Schmidt  says 
bluntly  that  the  recovery  will  be  "short  and 
flat"  compared  with  previous  business 
cycles.  "It  will  peter  out  in  1984  if  the  U.S. 
doesn't  reduce  the  enormous  budget  deficit, 
measured  against  the  American  rate  of  sav- 
ings." Mr.  Schmidt  said  in  a  conversation. 
For  world  economic  recovery,  he  said,  it  is 
"absolutely  necessary  that  the  U.S.  not 
delude  itself  about  the  upswing  in  turnover 
and  production." 

High  American  interest  rates,  induced  by 
the  huge  U.S.  deficit,  are  preventing  produc- 
tive investment  in  both  the  American  and 
world  economies,  he  is  convinced.  Bankers 
are  coming  to  understand  this,  Mr.  Schmidt 
thinks.  But  they  want  the  Republicans  re- 
elected, so  he  fears  they  won't  draw  conclu- 
sions from  their  insight  until  after  the  1984 
election,  which  he  called  "rather  late." 

These  are  grim  words,  but  there  are  some 
grim  facts  to  support  them.  Example:  West 
Germany  alone  is  shipping  about  $1  billion 
of  its  savings  a  month  to  the  U.S..  of  which 
three-quarters  goes  into  Treasury  bills  and 
the  like,  and  only  one-quarter  into  produc- 
tive Investment.  The  flow  of  capital  is  even 
higher  from  Japan.  This  kind  of  money 
doesn't  do  much  to  create  jobs. 

Because  of  real  (after  inflation)  interest 
rates  of  6  to  7  percent,  even  well-run 
German  companies  like  Siemens  and  Merce- 
des with  billions  in  reserves  find  it  more 
profitable  to  put  their  money  in  short-term 
U.S.  accounts  than  to  invest  in  their  own 
plants. 

Example:  The  drop  in  oil  prices,  which 
helps  industrial  countries,  not  only  cuts  off 
the  flow  of  investment  capital  to  the  rest  of 
the  world  from  oil  producers  but  also  forces 
them  to  draw  down  their  foreign  deposits. 
This  has  a  deflationary  effect  on  the  whole 
world  economy  just  when  it  needs  new 
funds  to  revive  growth. 

Saudi  Arabia  alone  is  pulling  back  $10  bil- 
lion to  $20  billion  a  year  from  investments 
abroad,  and  so  are  other  oil  countries. 
Meanwhile,  the  richest  country  in  the  world 
is  the  world's  biggest  capital  importer.  Mr. 
Schmidt  calls  it  "ridiculous"  that  the  U.S.  is 
getting  the  lion's  share  of  available  funds, 
and  they  aren't  even  going  into  future  pro- 
duction. 

That's  why  he  dismisses  the  idea  that 
what  looks  good  for  the  U.S.  will  lead  the 
rest  of  the  world  back  to  a  healthier  econo- 
my, and  he  is  convinced  it  won't  even  work 
for  the  U.S..  unless  the  deficit  is  reduced  to 
encourage  steady  investment  and  growth. 

Mr.  Schmidt  knows  he  is  considered  a  cur- 
mudgeon by  other  world  leaders,  and  he 
doesn't  really  care.  He  looks  relaxed, 
tanned,  a  little  rounder,  now  that  he  is  on 


the  sidelines,  but  his  tongue  is  as  sharp  as 
ever. 

Providing  the  world  economy  isn't  serious- 
ly mishandled,  he  isn't  pessimistic  about 
Germany  and  East-West  relatiorvs,  though 
he  foresees  a  difficult  time  this  fall  when 
the  issue  of  deploying  Euromissiles  comes  to 
a  head. 

Clearly,  Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  is  taking 
aU  possible  precautions  to  head  off  big  trou- 
ble. Not  only  his  trip  to  Moscow  next  week 
but  also  the  announcement  of  an  unusual 
$400  million  five-year  credit  to  East  Germa- 
ny can  be  seen  in  that  light. 

There  had  been  speculation  that  Moscow 
would  try  to  create  new  tensions  between 
East  and  West  Germany  as  pressure  on 
Bonn  against  accepting  Pershing  2  missiles 
this  December.  But  like  their  Western 
brothers,  the  East  Germans  have  developed 
a  new  sense  of  their  own  national  interests 
and  significant  new  influence  in  their  own 
bloc. 

This  is  all  the  more  so  because  of  Soviet 
worries  about  Poland.  There  have  been  sev- 
eral signs  from  East  Berlin  recently  that  the 
regime  wants  to  insulate  relations  between 
the  two  Germanys  from  general  East-West 
strains.  So  does  Borui.  The  new  credit 
helped  sweeten  the  bond  and  may  forestall 
political  reprisals  from  East  Berlin  for  Mos- 
cow's purposes. 

Long-term  implications  of  these  growing 
inter-German  ties  are  impossible  to  predict. 
It  depends  so  much  on  what  happens  to  the 
European  community,  to  the  Russians,  to 
American  foreign  policy.  But  it  is  noticeable 
that  Germans,  including  Mr.  Kohl  and  Mr. 
Schmidt,  are  once  again  speaking  openly  of 
their  goal  of  restored  national  unity.  It 
never  really  left  their  minds,  though  as  Mr. 
Schmidt  says,  they  learned  to  stop  talking 
about  it  all  the  time  "so  as  not  to  irritate 
others." 

Economically  and  politically.  Germanys 
East  and  West  are  back  on  the  world  map. 
Neither  can  be  ignored.  Nor  can  Herr 
Schmidt.  Even  out  of  power,  he  remains  a 
lucid,  clarion  voice.  Too  bad.  now  that  he  is 
relieved  of  national  responsibility,  he 
doesn't  try  to  organize  the  initiatives  he 
knows  are  needed. 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  Jan.  11.  1983] 

The  Muscular  Dollar:  An  Economic 
Liability 

(By  Robert  O.  Anderson) 
The  greatest  single  problem  facing  the 
United  States  economy— and,  too,  the 
economies  of  much  of  the  rest  of  the 
world— is  the  extraordinary  global  strength 
of  the  dollar.  In  the  last  12  months  alone, 
the  dollar  has  appreciated  30  to  40  per  cent 
against  most  world  currencies.  This  has 
been  wonderful  for  American  tourists 
abroad  but  disastrous  for  farmers  and  auto- 
motive and  steel  workers  at  home. 

To  take  an  obvious  example,  a  two-million 
yen  Japanese  car  that  sold  in  San  Francisco 
for  $10,000  a  year  ago  sells  for  $8,000  now. 
Detroit  had  enough  problems  competing 
against  the  $10,000  car:  imagine  what  the 
outlook  is  with  $8,000  cars.  As  a  result.  Con- 
gress is  talking  about  trade  barriers  to  pro- 
tect our  industry  from  the  strength  of  our 
own  currency— a  scene  straight  from  "Alice 
in  Wonderland." 

Trade  barriers  are  not  the  answer:  indeed, 
there  are  no  automatic  answers.  Obviously, 
the  excessively  high  interest  rates  prevail- 
ing in  this  country  are  part  of  the  problem 
because  they  make  dollar  investments  enor- 
mously   attractive    and    thus    sustain    the 
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dollar  at  an  artificially  high  level.  At  the 
same  time,  the  role  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
system  In  determining  the  value  of  world 
currencies  merits  careful  examination:  The 
impact  of  its  decisions  is  no  longer  merely 
domestic  but  worldwide.  In  any  case^  the 
worid  monetary  system— especially  tht  dol- 
lar's role— merits  immediate  reexamination. 
Americans  have  not  yet  come  to  terms 
with  the  dual  role  of  the  dollar:  as  American 
domestic  currency  and.  more  importantly, 
as  the  world's  principal  reserve  currency. 
The  two  are  inextricably  linked.  To  combat 
inflation,  we  have  pursued  an  artificially  re- 
strictive monetary  policy.  But  the  effect  has 
been   to   produce   extremely   high   interest 
rates  that  create  economic  stress  through- 
out the  third  world  and  also  dry  up  a  large 
part  of  the  world's  liquidity. 

After  World  War  II.  it  became  evident 
that  England  could  perform  no  longer  as 
the  world's  central  banker,  and  the  United 
States,  in  spite  of  a  comparatively  provmcial 
background,  agreed  to  accept  the  role  of 
world  leadership  that  such  a  responsibility 
enUiled.  In  signing  the  Bretton  Woods 
agreement,  we  agreed  to  fix  our  currency  as 
the  base  for  all  of  the  world's  currencies  and 
to  mainUin  a  gold  exchange  standard.  This 
did  not  mean  one  could  take  money  and 
turn  it  in  for  gold;  it  did  mean  that  a  foreign 
central  bank  could  present  dollars  in  its  pos- 
session and  receive  gold.  In  effect,  all  the 
world's  major  currencies  were  tied  into  one 
central    reference    point,    the    gold-backed 

dollar.  ,  ,  „  . 

But  In  1971.  America  no  longer  had 
enough  gold  to  honor  these  gold  exchange 
commitments  and  announced  that  it  would 
unilaterally  suspend  the  gold-exchange 
standard.  Domestically  this  meant  little  be- 
cause one  could  not  exchange  dollars  for 
gold,  but  for  the  rest  of  the  world  this  was 
an  earthquake. 

Shortly  afterward,  the  United  States  an- 
nounced that  the  doUar  would  float,  chang- 
ing its  value  from  day  to  day,  up  or  down  as 
circumstances  dictated,  instead  of  maintain- 
ing fixed  exchanges  whereby  one  knew  ex- 
actly how  many  units  of  money  would  buy  a 
dollar.  It  -floated  downward  in  the  1970  s. 
creating  advantageous  marketing  conditions 
for  this  country,  and  the  free  price  of  gold 
rose  to  nearly  $300  per  ounce.  Three  years 
ago.  the  Federal  Reserve  gave  up  its  tradi- 
tional method  of  controlling  the  dollar 
based  'on  the  monitoring  of  interest-rate 
ranges,  and  managed  the  dollar  in  an  abso- 
lute sense  based  on  the  money  supply-a 
procedure  that  it  has  now  abandoned.  On  a 
constant-dollar  basis,  there  was  little  or  no 
increase  in  our  domestic  money  supply 
during  the  three  years.  ^„„o„ 

As  interest  rates  went  sharply  up,  dollars 
poured  in  at  their  increased  value.  Thus. 
America  drained  the  world's  liquidity  by  re- 
trieving dollars  and  converting  noninterest- 
bearing  notes,  which  are  dollar  bills,  into 
fixed-term,  high-yielding  Government  secu- 
rities. Meanwhile,  high  interest  rates  have 
made  it  costly  to  hold  gold,  and  the  result- 
ing sell-off  has  driven  down  the  pnce  ol 
gold  by  more  than  40  percent.  This  means  a 
reduction  of  about  $500  billion  in  foreign  of- 
ficial reserves  plus  an  additional  $250  billion 
in  private  hands,  much  of  it  held  abroad-a 
further  major  reduction  in  global  liquidity. 

For  both  private  and  official  borrowers  of 
"dollar-denominated  debt."  this  has  created 
a  real  crisU.  As  their  own  currencies  have 
declined  in  value,  debt  liabilities  as  ex- 
pressed in  their  currencies  have  in  many 
cases  more  than  doubled  while  mterest  rates 
over  the  last  three  years  have  done  some- 


what the  same.  As  a  result,  foreign  borrow- 
ers (Mexico  is  a  classic  case)  are  suddenly 
confronted  with  carrying  charges  on  their 
debt  that  are  from  three  to  as  much  as  five 
or  six  times  more  than  contemplated  at  the 
time  the  debt  was  incurred. 

The  effects  are  especiaUy  pernicious  in 
third-world  countries,  which  have  suffered  a 
far  greater  change  in  the  value  of  the  dollar 
than  the  30  to  40  percent  occurrmg  in 
Europe.  In  many  parts  of  the  world,  crude 
oil  sells  for  the  equivalent  of  $50  to  $60  per 
barrel  in  terms  of  internal  currency.  Yet 
when  the  abUity  of  third-world  countries  to 
purchase  doUar-denominated  imports  begins 
to  shrink,  as  the  value  of  their  currencies 
declines  relative  to  ours,  we  must  number 
ourselves  among  the  losers. 

Our  exports  of  cars,  steel,  and  cormnod- 
ities  have  been  particularly  hard  hit.  Take 
wheat  Our  $3.30  per  bushel  wheat  is  priced 
to  the  foreign  buyer  at  $5  or  $6  per  bushel, 
while  his  products  enter  our  market  at  20  to 
30  per  cent  less  than  they  were  18  months 
ago  The  cost  of  producing  copper  in  ChUe, 
for  example,  in  terms  of  United  States  cur- 
rency has  dropped  from  73  cents  to  49  cents 
a  poLUid  during  the  past  year.  This  places 
the  Chilean  copper  industry  in  a  profitable 
position  at  the  very  moment  when  every 
major  copper  deposit  in  the  United  Staes  is 
under   study    for   complete   shutdown.   No 
amount  of  increased  productivity  at  home 
can  overcome  a  handicap  of  this  dimension. 
As  the  dollar  continues  to  strengthen,  we 
are  locked  into  rising  unemployment  and 
further  deterioration  in  trade  and  fiscal  bal- 
ances. In  effect,  we  have  created  an  export 
barrier  for  our  own  products— by  inadvert- 
ently making  all  the  world's  currencies  ex- 
tremely cheap  and  our  own  extremely  dear. 
Until  we  address  ourselves  to  the  realities 
of  today's  dual  monetary  system,  and  its 
impact  on  trade,  and  the  disadvantage  that 
accrues  to  our  country  under  current  re- 
strictive practices,  we  will  have  problems 
Domestic  monetarism  simply  does  not  work 
in  our  highly  complex  international  world. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll.  .^     ^    ^ 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr,  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 


AMENDMENT  NO.  1525 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  pend- 
ing amendment. 

Mr.  BAKER,  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  wish  to  speak 
in  morning  business? 

Mr,  PROXMIRE.  No.  I  wish  to  get 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  pending 
amendment,  _     ^^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  make 
no  request  for  recognition.  I  wanted  to 
make  sure  we  were  all  on  deck  to  pre- 
pare for  this  bill  to  be  laid  down.  I 
have  no  objection  to  the  request. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the   previous   order,   the   Senate  will 
now  resume  consideration  of  the  un- 
finished business,  S.  675,  which  the 
clerk  will  state  by  title. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bUl  <S.  675)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  development 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operations  and 
maintenance,      to      prescribe      personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  Senate   resumed  consideration 
of  the  biU. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  from  Wis- 
consin was  recognized.    

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  advise  the  Senator  that  a 
quorum  call  is  in  progress. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  object. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

The  legislative  clerk  continued  the 
call  of  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.   Does 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  wish  rec- 
ognition? ^     .J      »     T 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  object. 
The  legislative  clerk  continued  the 
call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  parlia- 
mentary inquiry.  The  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  been  recognized. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

Chair  regrets  to  inform  the  Senator 

that  a  parliamentary  inquiry  is  not  m 

order  during  a  quorum  call. 

The  legislative  clerk  continued  the 

call  of  the  roll. 

Mr  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Hearing  none,  it  is  so 

ordered.  .^     ^    ,  j-j 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  imderstand  that  routine  morning 
business  had  been  concluded,  so  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  was  perfectly 

in  order.  ^^    .^     *    t 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  lower 
amendment.  „^„„      t 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  go  to  a  vote  now.  I  do  not 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


19890 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  20,  1983 


July  20,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


19891 


think,  however,  that  others  are  pre- 
pared to  go  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quonmi  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Trible).  Is  there  objection?  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.   1526 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Warner) 
proposes  a  perfecting  amendment  numbered 
1526  to  amendment  numbered  1525: 

Strike  all  after  the  word  "sense"  in  the 
first  line  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "of  the  Congress  that  the  Presi- 
dent's Commission  on  Strategic  Forces,  rec- 
ognized as  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  has 
rendered  an  outstanding  public  service  and 
that  its  report,  comprised  of  a  balanced  pro- 
gram of  strategic  force  modernization  and 
arms  control  initiatives,  is  a  sound  blueprint 
for  maintaining  effective  deterrence  and 
international  stability  for  the  future.  In  this 
context,  the  Congress  endorses  and  hereby 
authorizes  the  limited  program  of  not  more 
than  100  deployed  MX  missiles,  and  the  as- 
sociated authorization  of  appropriations 
provided  for  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  aimendment  offered 
by  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  last 
evening.  I  believe  the  Tower  amend- 
ment will  help  to  focus  the  debate  on 
the  irr.portant  issue  of  the  peacekeep- 
er program.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  I 
offer  an  amendment  that  would  per- 
fect the  Tower  amendment. 

This  perfecting  amendment  incorpo- 
rates the  text  of  the  Tower  amend- 
ment, but  makes  several  important 
modifications.  It  stipulates  that  the 
MX  missile  deployment  plan  being  en- 
dorsed by  the  President  is  a  limited 
one  intended  to  total  not  more  than 
IDO  operational  missiles. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  cannot 
see  the  speaker.  I  would  ask  for  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  is  well  taken.  The  Senate  will  be 
in  order. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  P>resident.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  President,  there  has  been  publi- 
cation of  reports  to  the  effect  that 
good  faith  has  not  been  exercised  by 
those  representing  the  program  limit- 
ed to  100  missiles  in  a  deployed  status. 
This  perfecting  amendment  ties  down 
that  commitment  of  the  Congress  to 
the  people  of  the  United  States. 

It  also  provides  indirectly  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  can  manufac- 
tvu-e  additional  missiles  which  are  nor- 


mally associated  with  research  and  de- 
velopment and  a  test  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  ask  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  letter  dated 
July  5.  1983,  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  to  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, in  which  he  states: 

This  is  to  reaffirm  the  Air  Force  position 
on  Peacekeeper  deployment.  We  fully  sup- 
port the  report  of  the  President's  Commis- 
sion on  Strategic  Forces.  Emplacement  of 
100  Peacekeeper  missiles  in  Minuteman  silos 
will  begin  in  late  1986  and  be  completed  in 
late  1989. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  letter  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

JtJLY  5, 1983. 
Hon.  John  G.  Tower. 

Chairman,    Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  to  reaffirm 
the  Air  Force  position  on  Peacekeeper  de- 
ployment. We  fully  support  the  report  of 
the  President's  Commission  on  Strategic 
Forces.  Emplacement  of  100  Peacekeeper 
missiles  in  Minuteman  silos  will  begin  in 
late  1986  and  be  completed  in  late  1989. 

Long  term  planning  documents  previously 
referenced  a  larger  Peacekeeper  deployment 
for  the  out  years.  Air  Force  plans  have  since 
been  revised  to  incorporate  the  recommen- 
dations endorsed  by  the  President.  Specifi- 
cally. Air  Force  plans  for  Peacekeeper  de- 
ployment will  total  100  missiles  and  be  ac- 
companied by  vigorous  research,  develop- 
ment and  deployment  of  a  new  small  ICBM. 
Sincerely. 

Verne  Orr. 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  de- 
spite that  reaffirmation  of  the  Presi- 
dent's program,  I  think  it  is  important 
that  the  Congress  go  on  record  by 
virtue  of  this  technical  amendment. 

I  believe  such  a  clarification  is  im- 
portant for  two  central  reasons:  First, 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  report  and 
President  Reagan  in  his  endorsement 
thereof  made  quite  explicit  the  fact 
that  the  recommended  deployment  of 
MX  missiles  number  not  more  than 
100  in  terms  of  deployed  weapon  sys- 
tems. Published  reports,  meanwhile, 
have  suggested  that  Air  Force  plan- 
ners continue  to  anticipate  a  substan- 
tially larger  ultimate  deployment  of 
MX  missiles.  My  amendment  will 
make  it  clear  that  the  total  number  of 
deployed  MX  missiles  will  be  fully  con- 
sistent with  the  findings  and  recom- 
mendations of  the  bipartisan  Scow- 
croft Commission. 

Second,  by  adding  the  word  "limit- 
ed" to  the  original  Tower  amendment, 
I  wish  to  acknowledge  the  notion  of 
flexibility  concerning  the  ultimate  size 
of  the  MX  system  deployment  intro- 
duced by  President  Reagan  in  his 
weekly  radio  address  aired  last  Satur- 
day. While  the  total  number  of  MX 
missiles  procured  for  operational  de- 
ployment shall   not   exceed   100,   the 


President  indicated  that  he  could  envi- 
sion circumstances  resulting  from  a 
changed  arms  control  situation  which 
might  permit  the  United  States  to  pro- 
cure a  more  limited  inventory  of  oper- 
ational MX  missiles. 

Indeed,  a  number  of  my  colleagues 
this  morning,  in  the  negotiations 
which  preceded  the  introduction  of 
this  perfecting  amendment,  reaf- 
firmed that  their  support  for  this  pro- 
gram is  predicated  more  on  arms  con- 
trol considerations  than  on  the  mili- 
tary usefulness  of  this  weapons 
system. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  debated  the 
issues  surrounding  production  and  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  on  numerous  pre- 
vious occasions.  I  would  like,  at  this 
time,  to  return  to  one  particularly  im- 
portant aspect  of  this  debate.  This 
aspect  is  the  MX  and  its  relationship 
to  our  broader  national  security  objec- 
tives. The  Armed  Services  Committee, 
and  in  particular  the  Subcommittee  on 
Strategic  and  Theater  Nuclear  Forces, 
paid  particular  attention  to  this  rela- 
tionship. I  would  like  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  reiterate  my  earlier  re- 
marks concerning  the  actions  of  the 
committee  in  this  regard. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  fully 
funded  the  MX  Peacekeeper  program 
as  revised  in  accordance  with  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  President  and 
the  Scowcroft  Commission.  This  re- 
vised MX  program  and  the  totality  of 
the  recommendations  of  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  were  effectively  endorsed 
by  a  large  margin  when  the  Senate 
considered  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 26  on  May  25,  1983. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the 
Scowcroft  Conmiission  has  performed 
a  most  valuable  public  service  in  their 
actions  to  date.  They  have  articulated 
the  urgent  need  for  the  moderni^tion 
of  our  land-based  missile  force,'  and 
outlined  a  long-term,  comprehensive 
program  to  effect  that  modernization. 
As  a  result.  I  believe  there  is  a  better 
understanding  of  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  MX  and  our  broader  nation- 
al security  goals.  The  committee 
sought  to  further  strengthen  this  un- 
derstanding. 

During  the  subcommittee  markup  on 
S.  675,  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Georgia  and  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment to  the  MX  program  that  sought 
to  link  explicitly  that  program  to  our 
broader  national  security  goals.  Sena- 
tor NuNN  and  I  sought  to  differentiate 
between  Peacekeeper  missiles  built  for 
operational  deployment  and  those  in- 
tended for  testing  and  other  purposes. 

Our  amendment  went  on  to  attach 
two  statutory  provisions  to  the  bill  re- 
lating to  the  MX  program.  The  first 
established  a  limit  on  the  procurement 
of  operational  MX  missiles  in  fiscal 
year  1984  of  no  more  than  21.  The 
second  provision  requires  the  Presi- 
dent to  submit  as  a  part  of  any  future 


request  for  operational  missile  pro- 
curements, an  assessment  of  the  rela- 
tionship between  those  procurements 
and  our  broader  national  security  in- 
terests. These  interests  include  the 
impact  of  such  procurements  on  the 
stability  of  the  strategic  balance,  and 
the  likely  impact  of  such  procurement 
on  our  efforts  to  achieve  equitable  and 
verifiable  arms  reduction  agreements. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve that  our  actions  in  the  Armed 
Services  Conmiittee  have  served  to 
strengthen  the  linkage  between  the 
MX  Peacekeeper  program  and  our 
broader  national  security  goals.  The 
perfected  amendment  offered  by  my 
distinguished  chairman  will  serve  to 
further  enhance  this  linkage.  I  believe 
that  it  will  contribute  significantly 
and  constructively  to  the  public 
debate  on  this  highly  important  issue. 
For  this  reason.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Tower  amendment  per- 
fected by  this  amendment. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion. .  ,  ^ 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  ask  the  Senator,  is  it  not  true 
that  in  his  substitute  amendment  he 
deletes  from  the  Tower  amendment 
the  following  language  which  is  at  the 
very  end  of  the  Tower  amendment 
that  refers  tq  the  MX  as  being,  under 
present  circumstances,  an  indispensa- 
ble component  of  a.50und  national  se- 
curity posture? 

Mr.  WARNER.  The  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  is  correct.  That  was  done  to 
accommodate  the  very  strong  feelings 
of  a  number  of  my  colleagues  that,  at 
this  point,  consideration  of  the  pro- 
gram should  be  a  careful  balance  be- 
tween the  arms  control  consideration 
and  the  military  value  of  this  system. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  agree  whole- 
heartedly with  that  deletion.  But  it 
seems  to  me  it  is  telling  the  Senate 
that  a  vote  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  would  be  a  dec- 
laration, it  seems  to  me,  that  we  do 
not  regard  the  MX  as  an  indispensable 
component  of  a  sound  national  securi- 
ty posture.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  do  not  mean  to 
infer  by  the  deletion  that  it  is  an  in- 
consequential component.  It  was  just 
felt  that  perhaps  the  language  in  the 
Tower  amendment  was  too  strong  on 
this  point,  which  is  of  great  signifi- 
cance to  a  number  of  our  colleagues.  I 
was  willing,  in  the  spirit  of  compro- 
mise, to  withdraw  that  clause. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  do  not  mean  to 
be  at  all  critical  of  my  good  friend 
from  Virginia.  In  fact,  I  think  he  is 
making  an  excellent  contribution. 

Nevertheless,  it  seems  very  clear  to 
me— and  I  would  like  him  to  correct 
me  if  I  am  wrong— that  what  a  vote 
for  the  Warner  amendment  is  saying  is 
that  the  Senate  deletes  this  language 
and,  therefore,  does  not  believe  that. 


under  present  circumstances,  the  MX 
is  an  indispensable  component  of  a 
sound  national  security  posture.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  say  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Wisconsin  that 
the  language  of  the  Warner  amend- 
ment will  have  to  speak  fo'-  itself.  The 
purpose  of  the  deletion  was  to  effect  a 
compromise  between  differing  view- 
points. I  was  willing  to  do  it.  I  am  not 
willing  to  acknowledge  that  this 
system  has  value  only  in  terms  of  arms 
control  and  none  in  terms  of  military 
significance.  In  other  words,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wisconsin  very  artfully 
phrased  his  question,  but  I  am  not  at 
this  time  willing  to  accede  to  his  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  understand  the 
Senator's  position.  The  real  thrust, 
the  real  force,  the  real  power  of  the 
Senator's  amendment  is  to  knock  out 
that  language.  I  would  agree  whole- 
heartedly with  the  Senator,  I  think  it 
should  be  deleted,  because  it  is  not  an 
indispensable  component  of  a  sound 
national  security  posture. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  for  raising  his  point. 
The  amendment  will  have  to  speak  for 
itself. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.    HART.    Mr.    President,    I    ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Objection. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

The  bill  clerk  resumed  the  call  of 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is 
there  objection? 
Mr.  WARNER.  I  object. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorimi  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


ognized  as  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  has 
rendered  an  outstanding  public  service  and 
that  its  report,  comprised  of  a  balanced  pro- 
gram of  strategic  force  modernization  and 
arms  control  initiatives,  is  a  sound  blueprint 
for  maintaining  effective  deterrence  and 
international  stability  for  the  future.  In  this 
context,  the  Congress  endorses  and  hereby 
authorizes  the  limited  MX  program,  as  pro- 
vided in  this  Act.  and  the  associated  author- 
ization of  appropriations  provided  for  in 
this  Act. 


amendment  no.  1626.  as  modifie 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  modification  of  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  wish  the  modification 
read? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  modification. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Strike  aU  after  the  word  "sense"  in  the 
first  line  and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "of  the  Congress  that  the  Presi- 
dent's Commission  on  Strategic  Forces,  rec- 


Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  modification  is  to  make 
certain  that  this  perfecting  amend- 
ment is  consistent  with  what  is  pend- 
ing before  the  Senate.  For  that  reason, 
I  have  substituted  for  the  phrase  "de- 
ployment of  not  more  than  100  MX 
missiles"  the  phrase  'authorizes  the 
limited  program,  as  provided  in  this 
act." 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  still 
have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
still  speaking.  I  had  not  relinquished 
the  floor.  I  was  explaining  the  purpose 
of  the  modification. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  may  continue. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry.  Was  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  recognized? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  could  be  recog- 
nized to  ask  if  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia will  yield.  Was  that  the  purpose 
of  the  Senator  from  Colorado?  If  not, 
the  time  remains  to  the  Senator  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  a  further 
parliamentary  inquiry.  It  is  the  under- 
standing of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
that  the  Chair  had  recognized  him  in 
his  own  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  did  not  recognize  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  in  his  own  right,  when 
the  floor  is  held  by  another  Senator— 
in  this  case,  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 
The  Chair,  of  course,  can  recognize 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  for  the 
purpose  of  asking  if  the  Senator  from 
Virginia,  in  this  case,  will  yield,  if  that 
is  the  case.  The  Senator  has  that 
right.  If  not,  then  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  continues  to  have  the  right  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  very  brief  comment,  and  then  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  the  floor.  I  should 
like  to  finish  the  explanation  of  the 
modification  I  now  have  at  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Virginia  may  proceed. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  thank  the  Chair, 
and  I  apologize  for  any  inconvenience 
to  my  colleague  from  Colorado.  I  will 
yield  the  floor  in  a  moment,  after  I  ex- 
plain this  modification. 
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The  other  modification.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  simply  a  technical  one,  chang- 
ing the  word  "bill"  to  "act." 

Mr.  President,  1  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  perfecting  amendment  as 
modified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senator  from  Virgin- 
ia  

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
mind  the  Senator  yielding  if  it  is  for 
the  purpose  of  asking  a  question. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  minority  leader  raising 
that  point. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  actually 
it  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  asking  a 
question.  I  was  going  to  commend  the 
Senator  for  offering  the  chance  to  ac- 
commodate the  concerns  that  I  and 
several  others  had  and  then  to  go  over 
my  own  explanation. 

So  I  do  not  seek  recognition  only  for 
asking  a  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Virginia  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COHEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maine  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  on  May 
24,  in  voting  for  release  of  fiscal  year 
1983  funds  for  the  MX  missile,  I  stated 
that  I  was  not.  by  that  action,  voting 
for  the  full  MX  program  outlined  by 
the  administration.  Rather,  I  was  sup- 
porting the  immediate  step  in  the  MX 
program  in  order  to  proceed  toward 
developing  a  framework  which  com- 
bined arms  control  and  weapons  mod- 
ernization in  a  manner  which  would 
ultimately  improve  stability. 

Two  days  later.  I  joined  with  18  of 
my  colleagues  in  a  letter  to  President 
Reagan  emphasizing  that  the  vote  to 
release  fiscal  year  1983  funds  did  not 
represent  a  consensus  on  the  need  to 
deploy  100  MX  missiles  in  Minuteman 
sUo  launchers.  Rather,  we  wrote, .the 
vote  constituted  our  part  of  an  avee- 
ment  with  the  administration  to  Pro- 
ceed with  a  militarily  controversial 
program  in  exchange  for  a  strong  com- 
mitment to  proceed  seriously  and  im- 
mediately with  a  reformulation  of  the 
U.S.  START  proposal,  a  meaningful 
guaranteed  build  down  proposal,  de- 
velopment of  a  more  survivable.  small, 
single-warhead  ICBM,  and,  finally, 
creation  of  a  bipartisan,  durable  arms 
control  panel. 

Today,  we  are  being  asked  to  take 
another  step  in  the  MX  program:  Au- 
thorize funds  for  procurement  of  27 
MX  missiles  and  for  continued  re- 
search on  the  system. 


In  the  period  since  the  vote  to  re- 
lease fiscal  year  1983  funds,  the  ad- 
ministration has  taken  some  steps 
toward  meeting  its  part  of  the  agree- 
ment. We  have  seen  some  movement 
on  each  of  the  four  commitments 
made  by  the  President. 

In  all  candor,  I  must  say  that  I  am 
far  from  satisfied  with  these  efforts.  I 
am  pleased,  however,  that  there  is 
some  visible,  albeit  limited,  movement 
by  the  administration.  I  am  prepared, 
for  the  moment,  to  accept  the  argu- 
ment that  8  weeks  is  a  short  period  of 
time  in  which  to  effect  the  far-reach- 
ing moves  we  agreed  upon.  I  expect, 
however,  to  see  a  quickened  pace  of  ac- 
tivity within  the  administration  this 
summer,  leading  to  meaningful 
progress. 

When  Congress  returns  from  the 
August  recess,  we  will  be  faced  with  a 
decision  on  whether  to  actually  appro- 
priate money  for  deployment  of  the 
MX  system.  I  believe  that  by  then, 
there  will  have  been  ample  time,  and  I 
will  say  more  than  ample  time,  for  the 
administration  to  demonstrate  its  in- 
tention to  honor  the  commitments  it 
made  to  Congress.  In  particular,  I  be- 
lieve there  will  have  been  more  than 
enough  time  to  develop  a  meaningful 
buUddown  proposal  for  mutual,  stabi- 
lizing arms  reductions  by  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  United  States. 

In  a  statement  last  month  before  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  I  under- 
scored what  the  builddown  is  and 
what  it  is  not,  and  described  my  dissat- 
isfaction with  the  manner  in  which 
the  concept  was  being  addressed 
within  the  administration.  L  sincerely 
hope  that  this  statement.  Senator 
NuNN's  statement,  and  the  other  ma- 
terials we  have  prepared  on  the  build- 
down  are  being  carefully  and  seriously 
studied  by  the  administration. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  state  un- 
equivocally that  I  do  not  intend  to 
permit  the  builddown  to  become  a 
meaningless  link  m  the  process  of  pro- 
curing the  MX  nnssile.  In  this  regard, 
without  a  clear  and  constructive  for- 
mulation of  a  builddown  proposal  by 
the  administration,  as  well  as  an  hon- 
oring of  its  other  commitments,  I  will 
not  vote  to  appropriate  funds  for  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  missile. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  add  a  couple  of 
comments. 

On  a  strictly  military  basis,  I  would 
in  all  probability  vote  against  the  MX 
missile,  but  I  would  point  out  that 
there  are  some  broader  considerations 
to  be  taken  into  account. 

There  are  the  considerations  about 
the  negotiations  currently  underway 
in  Geneva  on  the  intermediate  nuclear 
forces.  I  believe,  frankly,  that  a  deci- 
sion on  MX  to  terminate  it  at  this 
point  would  have  a  negative  impact 
upon  those  negotiations  and,  indeed, 
might  very  well  lend  support  to  those 
in  Western  Europe  who  want  to  cancel 
the    Pershing    II    and    the    ground- 


launched  missile  deployment.  That  is 
not  a  dispositive  factor  but  it  is  a 
factor  to  be  taken  into  account. 

We  also  have  had  the  Scowcroft 
Conunission  report,  as  I  have  indicated 
before.  There  are  very  crucial  ele- 
ments involved  in  the  Scowcroft 
report,  not  as  originally  interpreted  by 
the  President  and  his  administration, 
but  because,  in  essence,  what  Scow- 
croft said  was  that  we  have  to  refor- 
mulate START  and  start  counting 
missile  warheads  and  not  missile 
launchers,  that  we  have  to  have  a  vig- 
orous R&D  program  for  the  Midget- 
man  missile  which  makes  more  sense 
militarily.  It  makes  far  more  sense 
militarily  to  have  a  single  warhead 
missile  than  it  does  to  have  the  MX. 
In  my  judgment,  I  believe  Scowcroft 
implicitly  says  that. 

Mr.  President.  I  wish  to  say  for  the 
benefit  of  my  friend  from  Colorado 
that  he  is  not  a  latecomer  to  the 
MIRV  issue  system.  I  have  served  with 
him  on  the  Armed  Services  Conunittee 
for  nearly  5  years  now.  I  must  say  that 
he  started  talking  to  me  5  years  ago 
about  the  need  to  move  away  from 
MIRV'd  systems,  long  before  we  heard 
of  former  Secretary  of  State  Kissinger 
talking  about  deMIRV'ing,  long  before 
we  heard  from  my  friend  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  Al  Gore,  talking 
about  deMIRV'ing.  It  was  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  who  raised  the  issue 
many  years  ago  about  the  need  to 
move  away  from  MIRV'd  systems 
toward  single  warhead  systems. 

So  I  commend  him  in  that  regard 
and  would  like  not  to  allow  it  to  go 
unsaid  or  to  be  implied  that  he  is 
using  this  particular  forum  to  promote 
higher  aspirations  or  ambitions  or  for 
political  reasons.  This  is  something 
that  he  has  been  dealing  with,  talking 
about,  and  debating  for  several  years 
now  and,  to  the  extent  that  it  happens 
to  coincide  with  any  other  ambition  he 
might  have,  I  suggest  to  my  colleagues 
that  is  more  a  matter  of  coincidence 
than  it  is  intent. 

I  commend  him  for  his  effort  in  this 
regard  in  trying  to  focus  the  attention 
of  this  Congress  on  the  need  to  move 
away  from  the  large  systems. 

I  frankly  would  be  prepared  to  sup- 
port him  if  it  were  not  for  the  Scow- 
croft report,  if  it  were  not  for  the 
Presidential  commitment  to  move  in 
that  direction  and  to  have  a  vigorous 
R&D  program  on  the  Midgetman  mis- 
sile, if  it  were  not  for  these  other  con- 
siderations that  I  mentioned  before 
and,  frankly,  if  it  were  not  for  a  com- 
mitment on  the  part  of  the  President 
to  implement  and  propose  a  guaran- 
teed builddown  proposal  to  the  Soviet 
Union.  And  I  know  the  Senator,  who 
supports  a  freeze  resolution,  also  is 
one  of  the  supporters  of  builddown  be- 
cause I  think  he  recognizes  it  perhaps 
is  the  only  hope  that  we  have,  or  the 
best    hope   that   we   have,   to   really 


achieve  the  mutual  goals  that  we  all 
seek— those  who  support  the  freeze 
and  those  who  support  the  builddown, 
and  hopefully  even  others— and  that  is 
substantial  reductions  in  the  levels  of 
nuclear  warheads  on  both  sides. 

So  I  wish  to  say  I  commend  him  for 
his  efforts  in  focusing  attention  on 
moving  away  from  these  systems. 

My  support  for  this  particular  bill 
before  the  Senate  today  is  really  very 
tentative,  and  I  must  say  it  is  almost 
tenuous  until  we  get  to  the  appropria- 
tions process.  If  I  find  that  either  the 
builddown  is  not  being  seriously  con- 
sidered or  is  being  structured  in  such  a 
way  that  on  the  face  of  it  is  not  fair  or 
negotiable,  then  I  will  not  be  support- 
ing the  MX  in  the  future  at  all. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 
Mr.  COHEN.  I  yield. 
Mr.  HART.  First  of  all,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  must  thank  the  Senator  for  his 
customary  generosity  and  courtesy, 
and  I  greatly  appreciate  his  kind  re- 
marks. 

The  Senator  mentioned  the  only  dif- 
ference separating  my  own  personal 
point  of  view  and  his  is  the  commit- 
ment that  he  believes  the  administra- 
tion has  made  both  to  the  negotiating 
process  and  to  builddown  strategy.  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Maine 
might  educate  the  Senate  on  what 
concrete  evidence  so  far  he  has  seen  of 
that  commitment. 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  question. 

Mr.  President,  last  week  I  had  the 
opportunity  to  meet  with  Secretary 
Shultz  and  several  others  members  of 
his  staff,  those  who  work  with  him 
and  the  Deputy  Secretary.  Senator 
NuNN  and  I  spent  a  considerable 
period  of  time  during  the  course  of 
that  meeting  voicing  our  opinions,  our 
concerns,  and  our  very  strong  recom- 
mendation to  the  Secretary  that  the 
State  Department  play  a  more  active 
and  positive  role.  I  came  away  from 
that  meeting  rather  encouraged, 
frankly,  that  the  Secretary  of  State  is 
going  to  become  actively  involved  in 
promoting  this  concept  within  the  ad- 
ministration. 

I  must  say  in  all  candor,  if  it  were 
not  for  that  meeting,  based  upon  my 
conversations  with  various  people 
within  the  administration  for  the  past 
several  months,  I  would  not  be  at  all 
encouraged.  I  think  the  Secretary's 
active  concern,  the  fact  that  he  invited 
us  to  meet  with  him  at  length  and  to 
discuss  this  in  some  detail,  leads  me  to 
the  conclusion  that  he  wants  to  play  a 
very  active  role  with  us.  I  have  been 
encouraged  to  that  extent. 

I  think  the  proof  is  going  to  be  when 
it  comes  time  in  September,  I  might 
say  to  my  friend  from  Colorado,  if  I 
find  that  really  we  have  just  been  de- 
layed, that  this  has  been  a  tactic  to  get 
us  by  the  August  recess  and  put  us 
into  September,  and  of  course  closer 


to  the  December  deployment  of  Per- 
shing II's  and  GLCM's  when  it  wUl  be 
argued  "You  can't  cut  the  legs  out 
from  under  the  President,"  I  simply 
want  to  put  everybody  on  notice  I  ami 
not  going  to  accept  that  argument. 

Frankly  from  what  I  have  seen  to 
date  there  have  been  a  whole  series  of 
objections  to  the  builddown  from  ele- 
ments of  the  Administration.  What  I 
have  tried  to  do  in  working  with  Sena- 
tors NuNN  and  Percy  and  others  is  to 
say,  "We  know  there  are  problems 
with  it,  but  those  problems  can  be 
overcome  if  you  have  a  positive  and 
constructive  attitude  on  how  to  make 
it  work."  I  frankly  have  not^n  that 
in  any  substantial  Tui  ui  "Until  the 
meeting  last  week  with  the  Secretary 
of  State,  and  I  came  out  encouraged. 

I  remain  a  skeptic,  and  what  I  am 
trying  to  do  is  serve  notice  to  the  ad- 
ministration and  my  colleagues  that 
when  it  comes  time  to  vote  for  the  ap- 
propriation of  the  MX,  I  will  not  buy 
the  argument,  "Well,  you  really  can- 
not take  this  action  because  you  are 
going  to  jeopardize  START  or  you  are 
going   to  jeopardize   INF,   everything 
will  start  to  crumble  and  it  will  be 
your  fault  if  you  cut  the  legislation 
from  the  President,"  I  will  not  accept 
responsibility  for  that  because  I  am 
saying  right  now  the  time  factor  will 
not  put  me  under  additional  pressure. 
When  it  comes  time  to  vote  for  the 
appropriation,  I  must  have  seen  that 
builddown  proposal  offered  in  a  way 
which  is  meaningful,  and  by  that  I 
mean  it  is  not  enough  to  say  the  Presi- 
dent offers  a  commitment  to  build- 
down, or  puts  it  on  the  table  but  it  has 
no  real  substance  behind  it,  or  fash- 
ions that  builddown  proposal  in  such  a 
way  that  it  only  impinges  upon  the 
Soviet  system  without  really  affecting 
our  modernization  program.  It  has  got 
to  be  essentially  fair,  it  has  got  to  be 
essentially  negotiable. 

I  do  not  want  to  put  the  President  in 
a  position  of  having  to  negotiate  with 
us  and  do  not  want  him  to  have  to 
come  to  any  final  position.  But  there 
has  to  be  a  very  sincere  commitment 
to  the  builddown  process  and  proposal 
as  I  envision  it,  and  it  has  to  be  fair  on 
its  face  and  negotiable  on  its  face  or 
else  I  will  simply  withdraw  my  support 
and  vote  against  the  MX  at  that  time. 
Mr.  HART.  If  the  Senator  will  yield 
for  one  further  question,  then  it  is  the 
case  on  the  part  of  the  Senator  from 
Maine  that  there  has  been— he  is  not 
able  to  cite  over  and  above  a  personal 
meeting  he  has  had  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  any  concrete  commitment 
either  to  a  more  aggressive  bargaining 
posture  or  a  builddown  philosophy? 

Mr.  COHEN.  Let  me  say  to  my 
friend,  along  with  other  Members  of 
the  Senate,  that  I  met  with  the  Presi- 
dent and  I  am  satisfied  that  he  is  com- 
mitted to  the  concept  of  the  build- 
down, and  he  has  tried  to  put  this 
through  the  process  to  have  DOD. 


NSC,  others  look  at  the  proposal  and 
see  what  its  deficiencies  are. 

I  would  say  candidly  there  are  some 
problems  with  it  in  terms  of  its  formu- 
lation, implementation,  and  I  am  pre- 
pared to  work  with  the  administration 
to  refine  the  concept,  to  take  into  ac- 
count proposals  such  as  variable  ratios 
as  we  build  down,  anything  that  will 
be  substantive  and  constructive. 

But  since  that  time,  since  we  met 
witlUtie  President  several  weeks  ago,  I 
have  still  seen  a  reluctance,  I  must 
say,  within  DOD  to  approach  it  in  a 
positive  way.  I  am  told  there  is  a  100- 
page  document  floating  around  some- 
where listing  all  the  problems  with  the 
build-down,  but  I  have  not  seen  that 
positive    constructive    thrust    coming 
from  the  DOD  or  NSC.  with  the  ex- 
ception perhaps  of  Bud  McFarlane.  I 
would  cite  him  as  a  clear  exception,  as 
someone  who  has  tried  to  approach 
this  in  a  constructive  fashion  to  make 
it  work.  I  have  not  seen  that  today, 
and  unless  I  do  see  a  change  in  atti- 
tude before  we  vote  on  the  MX  appro- 
priations I  will  feel  free  to  withdraw 
my  support,  I  made  my  commitment 
and  no  longer  feel  obligated  to  support 
it. 

But  judging  from  that  meeting  last 
week  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  I  be- 
lieve he  is  going  to  play  a  very  active 
and  aggressive  role,  and  I  am  hoping 
he  will  be  persuasive  enough  to  the 
other  elements  that  make  up  the  ad- 
ministration to  say:  "Let's  move  with 
this.  This  is  a  positive  proposal  that 
achieves  the  very  goals  the  President 
wants,"  and  that  is  it  puts  a  cap  on 
warheads.  Here  is  something  else  we 
are  talking  about— it  puts  a  freeze  on 
the  numbers  of  nuclear  warheads  in 
both  inventories,  the  Soviets  and  ours, 
and  it  proposes  to  start  reducing  them 
hopefully  to  reach  the  level  the  Presi- 
dent eventually  one  day  wants  with 
his  START  proposal.  I  am  not  enthu- 
siastic, at  all  confident,  we  can  have  a 
START  agreement,  not  in  the  near 
future.   But   as   we   go   further   with 
building,  whether  it  be  MX,  Midget- 
man,  as  we  build  the  B-1  or  Stealth,  as 
we  go  forward  with  Trident,  as  the  So- 
viets  match   that   with   Typhoon   or 
Blackjack  or  their  PL-5  or  SSX-24,  I 
believe  that  we  should  make  this  com- 
mitment to  reduce  the  overall  num- 
bers in  our  inventories.  I  will  wait,  I 
will  remain  a  skeptic,  and  hope  I  am 
finally  persuasive  enough  to  persuade 
ttie  President  and  the  administration 
it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 

roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
concur  with  the  thoughtful  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine  on  this 
subject.  My  distinguished  colleague 
has  shown  remarkable  insight  and 
dedication  in  his  efforts  to  lead  this 
Nation  to  new  possibilities  for  arms 
control  and  the  strengthening  of 
peace,  and  I  commend  him  for  his 
work. 

In  the  statements  and  writings  of 
the  Senator  from  Maine,  the  Scow- 
croft  Commission,  former  Secretary  of 
State  Henry  Kissinger,  and  many 
others,  it  has  been  made  clear  that 
heavy,  immobile  multiple-warhead 
ICBMs,  such  as  the  MX,  are  not  the 
key  to  our  long-term  security.  The 
Scowcroft  Commission  advanced  a  rea- 
sonable argument  in  favor  of  limited 
U.S.  production  of  the  MX,  but  only 
as  an  interim  step  toward  the  develop- 
ment of  a  much  more  secure,  stabiliz- 
ing U.S.  strategic  force  and  in  the  pur- 
suit of  new  arms  control  agreements. 

I  took  this  view  when  the  Senate 
voted  on  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 26  in  May.  I  supported  the  MX, 
but  not  in  isolation.  I  supported  it  as 
part  of  a  comprehensive  strategic 
policy  for  which  the  President  ac- 
knowledged his  support.  The  key  ele- 
ments in  this  policy  are  the  develop- 
ment of  more  stabilizing  forces  and  a 
commitment  to  new  arms  control  ini- 
tiatives, especially  to  the  builddown 
proposed  by  the  Senators  from  Maine 
and  Georgia. 

Following  the  vote  on  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  26,  I  joined  my 
friend  from  Maine  and  17  other  Re- 
publican Senators  who  had  supported 
that  resolution  in  signing  a  letter  to 
the  President  in  which  we  reiterated 
our  position  and  outlined  the  conmiit- 
ments  we  understood  the  President  to 
have  made.  We  made  it  clear  that  our 
support  for  the  MX  was  based  upon 
the  administration's  commitment  to 
the  submission  of  a  revised  START 
proposal,  the  establishment  of  a  dura- 
ble, bipartisan  arms  control  commis- 
sion, the  development  of  a  small 
single-warhead  missile,  and  the  devel- 
opment of  a  meaningful  builddown 
proposal. 

It  has  been  only  7  weeks  since  that 
letter  was  sent.  By  any  reasonable 
standard,  one  could  not  expect  the  ad- 
ministration to  have  fulfilled  its  com- 
mitments completely.  In  all  fairness, 
however,  I  must  say  that  I  aun  not 
thoroughly  satisfied  with  the  progress 
which  has  been  made,  especially  with 
regard  to  the  builddown  proposal.  The 
administration  has  not  yet  demon- 
strated the  kind  of  commitment  to 
builddown  for  which  I  had  hoped. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Maine  has  explained  the  value  and  im- 
portance of  the  builddown  on  many 
occasions.  It  need  only  be  repeated 
now  Lhat  the  primary  function  of  a 


builddown  is  to  give  both  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  a  strong 
incentive  to  abandon  their  most  desta- 
bilizing weapons  and  to  establish 
forces  which  truly  reduce  the  risk  of 
nuclear  war.  By  promoting  immediate, 
real  reductions  in  nuclear  weapons, 
and  by  focusing  on  the  most  destabiliz- 
ing weapons,  the  builddown  is  totally 
consistent  with  the  administration's 
stated  goals  for  START.  Consequent- 
ly, the  tardiness  which  we  have  seen 
so  far  is  both  surprising  and  disap- 
pointing. 

Mr.  President,  not  much  time  has 
passed  since  our  last  consideration  of 
the  MX,  and  I  believe  that  continued 
support  of  the  program  is  still  justi- 
fied. For  the  record,  however,  I  wish  to 
emphasize  that  I  took  seriously  the 
commitments  which  the  President 
made  in  May.  Congress  will  look  at  the 
MX  again  in  several  months  when  we 
take  up  the  defense  appropriations 
bill.  I  anticipate  that  it  will  come 
before  us  again  in  succeeding  years  as 
well.  On  each  occasion  when  we  are 
asked  to  give  our  support  to  this  pro- 
gram, I  will  evaluate  it  not  in  isolation, 
but  in  its  relationship  to  our  entire 
strategic  posture.  I  will  view  as  par- 
ticularly important  the  administra- 
tion's active  pursuit  of  the  policies  to 
which  the  President  committed  him- 
self in  May,  and  especially  to  the  ad- 
ministration's pursuit  of  effective 
arms  control. 

Mr.  DANFORTH.  Mr.  President, 
through  the  contortions  of  the  legisla- 
tive process,  the  MX  missile  now  plays 
a  central  role  in  our  arms  control  ef- 
forts. In  order  to  reach  an  arms  con- 
trol agreement  that  includes  limits  on 
warheads  and  meaningful  reductions 
in  strategic  weapons,  and  then  to  pro- 
ceed to  a  less  threatening,  single-war- 
head missile,  we  have  accepted  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission and  endorsed  the  first  steps 
toward  production  of  the  MX  missile. 
The  proposals  of  the  Commission  con- 
tinue to  make  sense  only  when  viewed 
as  a  package,  and  my  support  for  the 
MX  remains  contingent  on  action 
toward  the  other  portions  of  this  pack- 
age. 

In  the  START  negotiations  in 
Geneva,  both  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  have  now  put  for- 
ward modificat:cn.s  of  their  original 
proposals  and  softened  some  of  their 
more  controversial  demands.  Real  dif- 
ferences remain,  but  we  owe  our  nego- 
tiators ample  opportunity  to  work 
through  these  obstacles.  There  at  last 
seem  to  be  stirrings  in  our  previously 
lethargic  negotiating  and  arms  control 
teams. 

I  am  similarly  encouraged  that  the 
President  has  endorsed  the  builddown 
concept  offered  by  Senators  Cohen 
and  NuNN.  The  White  House  has  pre- 
pared an  extensive  internal  report  on 
the  implementation  of  the  builddown. 
This  report,  which  the  White  House 


will  present  to  Congress  by  the  end  of 
this  month,  will  provide  the  first  real 
assessment  of  the  administration's 
commitment  to  the  builddown,  and  I 
look  forward  to  reviewing  how  this  ad- 
ministration might  put  a  builddown  in 
place. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  vote  for  the  MX 
today.  We  have  seen  movement  on 
arms  control  fronts.  We  are  still  a  long 
way  from  any  agreement,  and  we 
cannot  delude  ourselves  that  any 
agreement  will  be  easy  to  reach.  It  is 
this  movement,  though,  on  which  I 
base  my  vote  today  and  which  will  de- 
termine my  votes  in  the  future. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  we  can  get  to  a  vote  on  the  Tower 
amendment,  as  it  will  probably  be 
amended  by  the  perfecting  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia. I  think  it  gives  us  a  good  reflec- 
tion of  the  basic  sentiment  on  the 
whole  question  of  MX. 

I  think  it  is  apparent  from  the 
debate  we  have  heard  on  the  floor  by 
the  presentations  and  expressions  of 
attitudes  that  there  is  a  spectrum  of 
attitudes  on  MX  among  those  who  do 
support  it.  Many  people  support  it  for 
different  reasons.  But  the  fact  is  a  ma- 
jority of  the  Members  of  this  body 
appear  to  support  it.  Certainly  based 
on  the  vote  on  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion of  approval  last  spring,  it  is  indi- 
cated that  a  majority  will  support  it.  I 
think  it  is  that  understanding  by  the 
opponents  of  the  measure  that  encour- 
ages them  to  continue  debate  on  the 
is§ue  and  to  postpone  bringing  it  to 
final  resolution. 

We  have  had  a  great  deal  of  debate 
on  the  issue.  It  is  not  as  if  we  are  de- 
bating MX  de  novo.  It  has  been  debat- 
ed in  the  Senate  before.  It  has  been 
debated  during  the  consideration  of 
this  bill. 

I  do  not  think  you  can  measure  the 
quality  of  debate  by  the  number  of 
fours,  by  the  number  of  words  that  are 
spoken,  because  some  Senators  tend  to 
make  their  points  in  a  very  succinct 
way;  others  tend  to  flesh  them  out 
with  somewhat  more  language.  So, 
you  cannot  measure  the  quality  of 
debate  by  the  length  of  it. 

Beyond  that,  you  cannot  proceed  on 
the  assumption  that  Members  of  the 
Senate  are  not  informed  on  the  matter 
and  require  extensive  debate.  In  fact, 
there  are  probably  few  issues  that 
more  Senators  are  well  informed  on 
than  on  the  whole  idea  of  MX  as  a 
strategic  deterrence.  There  has  been 
considerable  public  debate  over  it,  by 
that  I  mean  in  various  forms  and  in 
the  mass  media.  Even  today  there  ap- 
peared juxtaposed  in  the  Washington 
Post  an  article  by  Congresswoman 
ScHROEDER  of  Colorado  opposing  the 
MX  and  on  the  editorial  page  an  edito- 
rial by  the  editorial  staff  of  the  Wash- 
ington Post  that  favors  the  MX. 


I  would  like  to  read  a  portion  of  the 
last  paragraph  of  today's  Washington 
Post  editorial  on  MX.  And  while  the 
Washington  Post  can  hardly  be  re- 
garded as  a  hawkish  newspaper  or  a 
newspaper  that  is  unconcerned  about 
destabilizing  weapons  or  a  newspaper 
that  is  not  passionately  for  progress  in 
the  disarmament  negotiations,  it  could 
hardly  be  said,  with  any  degree  of  con- 
sistency, to  reflect  the  opinions  of 
some  of  us  in  this  body  called  conserv- 
atives. Yet  the  Washington  Post  has 
looked  at  the  matter  with  great  objec- 
tivity and  comes  up  with  the  conclu- 
sion that  is  inescapable. 

In  the  last  paragraph  of  the  Post 
editorial,  they  say: 

In  our  view,  there  is  a  stark  and  insup- 
portable inconsistency  between  cutting  the 
production  money  and  demanding  that  the 
President  negotiate  at  START.  The  best 
course  is  to  start  production,  bearing  in 
mind  that  deployment  is  a  four-year  process 
that  does  not  begin  until  1986,  and  to  keep  a 
beady  eye  on  the  START  talks  at  each  step 
of  the  way. 
Impeccable  reasoning,  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
entire  text  of  the  editorial  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[Prom  the  Washington  Post.  July  20,  1983] 

MX  Day  Again 
The  MX  issue  is  back.  This  is  just  what 
Congress  intended  when  it  approved  the 
R&D  money  last  spring.  It  meant  to  use  the 
annual  defense  authorization  and  appro- 
priation bills  to  ensure  President  Reagan's 
delivery  on  his  pledges  to  negotiate  serious- 
ly with  the  Kremlin  and  to  move  ahead  on 
the  new  single-warhead  missile.  Now  the 
first  chunk  of  production  money  is  up  for  a 
vote,  and  Congress  is  on  the  job. 

On  the  MX  itself,  little  has  changed  since 
the  R&D  debate.  Even  the  missile's  defend- 
ers acknowledge  with  Sen.  Gary  Hart,  an 
opponent,  that  it  is  a  "vulnerable,  destabiliz- 
ing, first-strike  weapon"— vulnerable  for 
being  fixed  and  targetable,  destabilizing  for 
needing  to  be  fired  early  in  a  crisis  so  as  not 
to  be  knocked  out  in  its  silo,  first-strike  for 
being  accurate  enough  to  knock  out  Soviet 
missiles  in  their  silos.  If  that  were  all  there 
was  to  it,  the  argument  would  have  been 
over  long  ago. 

The  case  for  the  MX.  however,  lies  not  in 
its  qualities  as  a  weapon  but  in  its  uses  in  an 
arms  control  negotiation.  Of  these  "vulnera- 
ble, destabilizing,  first-strike  weapons"  of 
which  the  United  States  currently  has  none, 
the  Soviet  Union  has  638— SS18s  and  SS19s. 
Other  than  the  MX,  what  incentive  is  there 
for  Moscow  over  time  to  shift  the  main  leg 
of  its  strategic  force  toward  invulnerable, 
stabilizing,  second-strike  weapons— some- 
thing it  has  refused  to  do  for  the  last,  MX- 
less  decade?  In  vain,  one  searches  Rep.  Pa- 
tricia Schroeder's  anti-MX  article  on  the  op- 
posite page  for  some  recognition  of  the  bar- 
gaining value  of  just  working  on  the  mis- 
sile—a Talue  central  to  the  pleas  made  for  it 
by  President  Reagan  and  Andrei  Sakharov. 
Legislators  on  both  sides  of  the  issue  ask 
if  Mr.  Reagan  is  serious  about  bargaining. 
He  faces  an  uphill  climb  to  earn  broad  con- 
fidence. But  the  effectiveness  of  congres- 
sional pressure  should  not  be  underestimat- 


ed. On  the  radio  last  Saturday,  for  instance, 
he  addressed  the  widespread  impression 
that  the  100  MXs  he  has  requested  consti- 
tute a  floor:  "If  an  agreement  is  reached 
which  calls  for  deep  reductions— which,  of 
course,  is  our  goal— the  number  of  [MX] 
missiles  could  certainly  be  adjusted  down- 
ward." He  went  on:  "As  opportunities 
permit,  the  U.S.  position  will  continue  to 
evolve." 

The  House  is  to  vote  on  the  MX  today; 
the  Senate  is  also  debating  it.  In  our  view, 
there  is  a  stark  and  insupportable  inconsist- 
ency between  cutting  the  production  money 
and  demanding  that  the  president  negotiate 
at  START.  The  best  course  is  to  start  pro- 
duction, bearing  in  mind  that  deployment  is 
a  four-year  process  that  does  not  begin  until 
1986,  and  to  keep  a  beady  eye  on  the 
START  talks  at  each  step  of  the  way. 

Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
the  following  amendments. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  there  are  probably  500 
or  600  amendments  filed  at  the  desk, 
pursuant  to  the  rule  that  they  are  re- 
quired by  1  o'clock  on  the  day  prece- 
dent of  a  vote  on  cloture.  This  is  by 
way  of  informing  the  Senate  that,  if 
cloture  is  invoked,  there  will  be  a  post- 
cloture  filibuster. 

So  I  fervently  hope  that  cloture  will 
be  invoked  tomorrow  so  that  we  can 
get  to  the  postcloture  filibuster,  which 
is  obvious.  That  number  of  amend- 
ments is  going  to  take  a  very  long 
time.  I  think  it  is  evident  now  what  is 
going  on.  At  this  point,  then,  I  do  not 
see  how  anyone  can  claim  there  is  not 
a  dedicated  effort  here  to  delay  final 
consideration  of  the  bill. 
Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Texas  is,  of  course,  entitled 
to  his  own  right  to  interpret  anything 
he  pleases,  but  it  does  not  mean  any- 
thing of  the  sort.  It  is  merely  that  the 
opponents  of  the  missile  are  prepared 
to  protect  themselves  against  further 
efforts  to  deny  full  and  fair  debate  on 
this  issue. 

Mr.  I»resident,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 

roll. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 

the  quorujn  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Warner).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  amend- 
ment and  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  pending  thereto  be  tempo- 
rarily laid  aside  for  the  consideration 
of  an  amendment  to  be  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Washington  (Mr.  Jack- 
son); that  upon  the  disposition  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Jackson)  the  Senate 
return  to  the  consideration  of  the 
pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection, 
the  pending  amendment  by  Senator 
Tower,  and  the  amendment,  as  modi- 
fied, to  that  amendment,  will  be  tem- 
porarily laid  aside.  The  Senate  will 
proceed  to  consider  an  amendment  to 
be  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington. Upon  the  disposition  of  that 
amendment,  the  Senate  will  return  to 
the  consideration  of  the  amendment  - 
by  Senator  Tower  and  the  amend- 
ment, as  modified,  to  that  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1531 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  the  construction  of  a 
project  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Wash- 
ington) 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Colorado  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  for  yielding 
for  this  purpose. 

I  call  up  an  amendment  which  is  at 
the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Washington  (Mr.  Jack- 
son), for  himself  and  Mr.  Gorton,  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  1531. 
On  page  191.  line  4,  strike  out  "and". 
On  page  191,  line  6.  after  "$5,000,000" 
insert  a  semicolon  and  "and  Hydrant  Fuel- 
ing System  in  the  amount  of  $4,400,000". 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
offering  this  amendment  on  behalf  of 
my  colleague,  Mr.  Gorton,  and  myself. 
The  amendment  provides  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  $4.4  million  hydrant 
fueling  system.  The  project  will  be 
constructed  out  of  savings  in  the  Air 
Force  military  construction  program. 
No  funds  will  be  added  to  the  sum 
total  in  the  bill  for  the  military  con- 
struction program  for  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force.  The  project  is  a  very 
important  one.  It  relates  to  support 
for  the  deployment  of  the  air- 
launched  cruise  missile  system  at  Fair- 
child  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Wash. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  Senator  Jackson 
in  offering  this  amendment  to  improve 
the  refueling  capability  of  Fairchild 
Air  Force  Base. 

As  a  base  for  B-52  bombers  and  KC- 
135  air  refueling  tankers,  Fairchild  Air 
Force  Base  is  a  vital  link  in  the  strate- 
gic defense  of  the  United  States.  Many 
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of  its  facilities,  however,  are  badly  In 
need  of  improvement. 

One  of  the  most  serious  problems  at 
Pairchild  is  its  current  shortage  of 
fueling  capacity.  Because  of  this  short- 
age, base  personnel  in  some  circum- 
stances must  tow  B-52's  and  KC-135's 
up  to  4  miles  in  order  to  fuel  and  arm 
the  aircraft.  This  procedure  is  hazard- 
ous and  can  result  in  damage  to  the 
aircraft.  Moreover,  it  is  both  costly 
and  time  consuming.  In  a  recent  3-day 
exercise,  towing  was  required  84  times 
before  the  base's  aircraft  were  combat 
ready. 

The  need  for  this  project  is  acute 
and  will  become  even  greater  this  year, 
as  the  number  of  aircraft  stationed  at 
Pairchild  increases.  Therefore.  Mr. 
President.  I  urge  the  Senate  to  adopt 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  understanding  that  the  amend- 
ment does  not  constitute  an  add-on  to 
the  bill,  and  recognizing  the  impor- 
tance of  this  facility,  I  am  certainly 
prepared  to  accept  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1531)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1526.  AS  MODIFIED,  TO 
AMENDMENT  NO.  152S 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  recurs  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Virginia,  as  modi- 
fied, to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 
Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  quorum 

call  be  rescinded.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  V/ithout  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  President  of  Lebanon 
has  graced  the  Capitol  with  his  pres- 
ence and  is  being  entertained  at  lunch 
by  a  number  of  Members  of  the 
Senate  under  the  sponsorship  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  out  of  deference 
to  him  and-  after  consultation  with 
both  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
ers, that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
until  the  hour  of  2  p.m. 
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Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  and  I  do  not  intend  to 
object,  Mr.  President,  I  inquire  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  the  manager  of  the  bill,  as  to 
whether  or  not  he  would  care  to  give 
me  a  time  when  he  would  want  me  to 
go  forward  with  my  amendment  in 
connection  with  the  DCAA? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  think  that  would  be 
the  pending  arrangement.  I  told  the 
Senator  earlier  that  we  would  try  to 
do  it  in  midaftemoon.  There  is  a  pend- 
ing amendment  and  an  amendment  to 
an  amendment  on  the  floor.  We  shall 
have  to  get  consent  to  set  that  aside. 
We  shall  work  out  some  arrangement. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
if  the  Senator  from  Texas  would  be 
good  enough  to  give  me  at  least  a  half- 
hour  notice 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  shall  be  happy  to  do 
that  for  the  Senator. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
further  reserving  the  right  to  object. 

PERMISSION  TO  FILE  AMENDMENTS  TO 
SUBSTITITTE  UNTIL  1  PM 

lAT^TOVfER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanmQous  consent  that,  notwith- 
standing the  recess.  Senators  still  be 
permittM  to  file  amendments  to  the 
committee  substitute  under^the  bill 
during  tl^e  period  of  the  rec<^  until  1 
p.m.        ,  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

Mr.  President,  reserving  the  right  to 
object  and  I  do  not  intend  to  object, 
would  the  Chair  restate  the  rights 
with  respect  to  filing  amendments?  It 
is  to  the  first  cloture  motion  and  the 
second  cloture  motion  as  well.  Is  the 
request  stated  in  that  manner? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Everbody's  rights  are 
protected  until  the  hour  of  1  p.m., 
which  is  the  deadline  when  amend- 
ments can  be  filed. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  We  are  talking 
about  both 

Mr.  TOWER.  To  qualify  after  clo- 
ture on  either  the  substitute  or  the 
bill,  amendments  in  the  second  degree 
are  eligible  until  1  hour  before  the 
vote  on  cloture. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  just  want  to 
be  sure  that  the  vote  with  respect  to 
the  cloture  motion  and  the  substitute 
are  covered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  Senator's  unani- 
mous-consent request  is  agreed  to. 


vened  when  called  to  order  by  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  (Mr.  Pressler). 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS.  1984 

The  Senate  continued  consideration 
of  S.  675. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Hart  indicated  to  me  there  are  some 
people  who  would  like  to  speak  on  his 
side  of  the  MX  issue.  I  have  nothing 
to  say  at  the  moment,  so  I  am  pre- 
pared to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


RECESS  UNTIL  2  P.M. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  unani- 
mous-consent request  to  recess  until  2 
p.m. 

There  being  no  objection,  the 
Senate,  at  12:39  p.m..  recessed  until  2 
p.m.;  whereupon,   the  Senate   recon- 


FOREIGN  RELATIONS  COMMIT- 
TEE BOTTLES  UP  FREEZE  RES- 
OLUTION 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
nuclear  freeze  resolution  has  been 
pending  before  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  for  2'/2  years,  but 
has  never  been  brought  to  an  up-or- 
down  vote. 

When  the  House  passed  a  nuclear 
freeze  resolution  in  May  1983,  Chair- 
man Percy  and  the  majority  staff  of 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee assured  members  of  the  committee 
minority  that  a  freeze  markup  would 
definitely  be  held  in  the  committee  in 
June  of  1983.  before  the  July  recess. 
This  commitment  was  announced  pub- 
licly by  me  and  others. 

A  freeze  markup  was  set  on  the  com- 
mittee advance  schedule  ,  twice  in 
June— for  Tuesday  June  28.  10  a.m. 
and  2  p.m.  as  well  as  Thursday  June 
30.  10  a.m.  and  2  p.m. 

Subsequently  the  chairman  an- 
nounced that  the  markup  would  be 
confined  to  the  afternoon  of  the  30th. 
Then  the  chairman  armounced  that 
the  markup  was  to  be  postponed  until 
10  a.m.  July  13. 

Then  I  and  other  members  of  the 
committee  minority  were  contacted 
and  told  that  unless  we  agreed  to  let 
the  committee  send  the  resolution  to 
the  floor  without  a  voce  or  a  report 
recommendation,  the  markup  would 
be  postponed  again.  After  we  refused 
this  offer,  a  notice  was  sent  out  by  the 
chairman  canceling  the  July  13  meet- 
ing and  announcing  a  rescheduling  for 
July  26. 

Then  on  July  13.  the  chairman  In- 
formed me,  as  ranking  member  of  the 
Arms  Control  Subcommittee  on  the 
freeze,  that  he  would  not  schedule  any 
action  on  an  arms  control  resolution 
until  September  20,  when  he  and  the 
executive  branch  would  be  ready.  It  is 
apparent  that  the  Reagan  administra- 


tion is  still  not  ready  for  action  in  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  on  arms 
control— although  it  has  been  in  office 
for  exactly  2V4  years  as  of  today.  How 
long  must  we  wait  for  this  administra- 
tion to  get  its  act  together  on  arms 
control?  It  is  also  apparent  that  the 
Reagan  administration  has  failed  to 
figure  out  its  position  on  the  so-called 
builddown  approach  to  arms  control, 
and  that  it  is  in  no  hurry  to  do  so  until 
the  current  round  of  the  battle  over 
the  MX  is  over  because  a  significant 
number  of  MX  votes  in  the  House  and 
Senate  depend  on  how  the  administra- 
tion copes  with  builddown. 

This  morning  the  chairman  was  no- 
tified by  letter  of  eight  Members' 
desire  to  complete  action  on  the  nucle- 
ar freeze  resolution  before  the  August 
recess.  I  would  like  to  read  the  text  of 
the  letter  delivered  to  the  chairman 
this  morning: 


Hon.  Charles  H.  Percy  III, 
Chairman,  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee, Washington,  D.C 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  writing  to  ex- 
press our  concern  and  dismay  over  your 
stated  intention  to  postpone  once  again 
action  by  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  on  the  nuclear  freeze  resolution. 
Your  wish  to  delay  action  until  at  least  Sep- 
tember 20  represents  the  fourth  time  this 
year  that  action  on  this  resolution  has  been 
scheduled,  but  then  postponed. 

We  recognize  that  there  are  serious  and 
sincere  disagreements  over  the  merits  of  the 
nuclear  freeze  resolution.  Our  views  on  this 
resolution  are  not  uniform.  However,  we  do 
feel  that  the  committee  is  obligated  to  act 
on  this  proposal,  to  call  the  roll  and  send  it 
to  the  full  Senate  with  a  majority  and  mi- 
nority report— just  as  we  did  in  the  case  of 
the  Adelman  nomination. 

Many  of  us  feel  strongly  that  the  Commit- 
tee should  be  recorded  on  this  Issue.  If  a 
majority  is  not  obtained,  however,  we 
should  then  report  the  resolution  without 
recommendation. 

It  has  been  more  than  two  years  since  this 
proposal  was  first  introduced  in  the 
Senate— and  yet  the  Senate  still  has  not 
voted  on  it.  The  House  has  already  acted  on 
the  freeze  proposal  and  more  than  one  fifth 
of  the  American  electorate  have  made  their 
views  known  directly. 

We  do  not  believe  that  it  strengthens  the 
integrity  of  the  committee  system  for  this 
resolution  to  remain  bottled  up  in  our  com- 
mittee. And  we  do  not  believe  we  should 
leave  ourselves  open  to  the  charge  that  the 
committee  agenda  is  set  at  the  whim  of  the 
Presidential  assistants. 

Therefore,  pursuant  to  Rule  3  (b)  of  the 
SUnding  Rules  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee,  we  hereby  request  a  meet- 
ing of  the  committee  to  report  the  nuclear 
freeze  resolution  favorably  or  unfavorably 
(or  without  recommendation)  so  that  the 
full  Senate  will  have  the  opportunity  to  be 
recorded  on  this  proposal  of  deep  interest  to 
millions  of  American  citizens. 
Sincerely, 
Clairborne  Pell,  John  Glenn,  Joseph  R. 
Biden.   Alan   Cranston,   Paul   S.   Sar- 
banes,  Edward  Zorinsky,  Paul  E.  Tson- 
gas,  Christopher  J.  Dodd. 
Mr.  CRANSTON.  All  eight  members 
of  the  minority  are  prepared  to  vote 
on  the  nuclear   freeze.   Desire   for  a 
markup  as  soon  as  possible  is  not  limit- 


ed to  freeze  supporters  or  to  minority 
members  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  I  believe  that  it  harms  the 
committee  system  if  we  fail  to  act  in  a 
timely  way  on  a  proposal  of  such  great 
interest  to  millions  of  citizens. 

The  committee  should  give  the  full 
Senate  its  recommendations  together 
with  majority  and  minority  views.  We 
had  hours  of  important  testimony  on 
the  key  issues— to  what  end  if  we  do 
not  now  report  and  vote? 

If  the  committee  is  prevented  from 
fulfilling  its  duty  to  act  on  this  propos- 
al, it  is  likely  to  be  called  up  on  the 
floor  without  benefit  of  a  committee 
reconmiendation  and  a  report  outlin- 
ing the  pros  and  cons.  I  have  consulted 
closely  with  the  prime  sponsors  of  the 
freeze  resolution,  Senator  Kennedy 
and  Senator  Hatfield,  and  I  am  pre- 
pared to  join  them  in  making  such  a 
move  this  month— before  the  August 
recess.  One  suspects  a  tabling  motion 
will  subsequently  be  offered  on  the 
basis  that  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  has  yet  to  act  on  it. 
At  that  point,  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  will  be  open  to  sus- 
tained criticism  on  the  basis  that  they 
have  not  fulfilled  their  obligation  to 
the  Senate  and  to  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  President,  nearly  20  million 
Americans  have  voted  for  or  against 
the  nuclear  freeze— a  substantial  ma- 
jority for  it.  The  latest  Business 
Week/Lou  Harris  poll  shows  81  per- 
cent of  American  voters  support.  I  fail 
to  understand  why  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  cannot  now  express 
its  views  on  a  proposal  of  such  import 
to  citizens  throughout  this  coimtry.  I 
will  continue  to  do  all  I  can  to  insure 
that  the  full  Senate  debates  the  freeze 
in  a  responsible  manner  in  the  days 
immediately  ahead  and  that  all  Sena- 
tors have  an  opportunity  to  vote  up  or 
down  on  a  nuclear  freeze  resolution. 

I  want  to  close  by  expressing  my 
high  personal  regard  for  the  chairman 
of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy).  He  has  been  fair  in  his  leader- 
ship of  the  committee  since  he  became 
its  Chair,  and  I  agree  with  him  on 
many  issues.  But,  in  this  instance,  in 
this  vital  matter  that  relates  to  the  se- 
curity and  survival  of  our  country,  I 
must  respectfully  and  forcefully  dis- 
agree with  the  course  the  committee  is 
pursuing— or.  to  be  more  accurate,  fail- 
ing to  pursue. 
Mr.  PERCY  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all.  I  should  like  to  express  an  appre- 
ciation to  my  colleague  for  his  courte- 
sy in  sending  word  to  me  through  my 
office  that  he  was  going  to  make  these 
remarks.  As  the  distinguished  Senator 
knows,  I  was  hosting,  together  with 
Senator  Byrd,  Senator  Baker,  and 
Senator  Pell,  President  Gemayel  of 


Lebanon  at  lunch,  and  the  Prime  Min- 
ister, the  Foreign  Minister,  the  Am- 
bassador, and  our  Ambassador,  and 
was  not  able  to  be  on  the  floor  during 
the  entire  remarks  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  California,  be- 
cause the  lunch  had  just  adjourned. 

However,  I  did  hear  the  last  part,  all 
of  which  I  support  fully.  I  appreciate 
very  much  the  Senator's  generosity.  I 
have  tried  to  be  fair,  impartial,  and 
have  always  sought  bipartisan  solu- 
tions for  the  last  2V2  years  whenever 
we  could  find  them.  Another  midwest- 
emer.  Senator  Vandenberg.  sought  bi- 
partisan support  during  the  course  of 
World  War  II.  We  are  not  in  a  war 
today,  but  this  is  a  troubled,  tom- 
apart  world  today,  and  we  do  need  bi- 
partisan support  and  cooperation. 

Very  seldom  have  we  taken  partisan 
positions  in  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  the  last  2V2  years.  On  occa- 
sion, it  has  happened,  but  most  issues 
have  been  voted  on  in  a  bipartisan 
spirit.  I  think  probably  the  best  exam- 
ple of  that  was  the  struggle  we  had 
earlier  this  session  over  economic  and 
military  assistance  to  El  Salvador,  one 
of  the  most  difficult  problems  that  we 
have  coped  and  dealt  with  in  recent 
years.  And,  after  lengthy  debate,  long 
discussion,  and  much  soul  searching, 
we  came  up  with  a  resolution  which  I 
introduced,  with  cosponsorship  on  the 
minority  side,  that  carried  17  to  noth- 
ing; a  unanimous  vote  by  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  on  that  contro- 
versial issue.  So  we  have  worked  bi- 
partisanly. 

With  respect  to  the  arms  control  res- 
olutions, now  before  the  committee, 
we  spent  a  good  deal  of  time  talking 
about  this  yesterday.  I  do  not  have 
any  of  the  notes  with  me  that  I  used 
in  that  meeting,  but  I  do  not  believe 
that  I  need  them  because  we  have  dis- 
cussed it  so  thoroughly. 

First  of  all.  we  must  take  into  ac- 
count that  the  House  had  a  long 
debate  on  the  freeze  resolution.  They 
modified  it  on  the  floor.  That  freeze 
resolution  was  sent  to  the  desk  of  the 
Senate  in  May.  It  has  been  sitting  at 
the  desk  by  specific  request  of  the  au- 
thors of  the  Senate  version  of  the 
freeze  resolution.  It  was  not  referred 
to  our  committee.  It  has  never  been 
sent  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Conmiit- 
tee.  It  has  sat  at  the  desk.  It  could 
have  been  called  up  any  time  and  has 
not  been  called  up. 

Nonetheless,  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  has  spent  many, 
many  hours— many  days— in  delibera- 
tions and  discussions  on  the  various 
arms  control  resolutions  that  will  be 
subject  to  the  mark-up. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
California  well  knows,  the  arms  con- 
trol resolution  that  has  more  support 
in  the  Senate  than  any  other  is  the  so- 
called  builddown,  which  would  in 
effect  carry  forward  one  provision  of  p 
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the  resolution  which  the  Senate  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  voted  out 
by  a  vote  of  12  to  5  last  year,  a  two- 
thirds  vote.  The  concluding  paragraph 
of  that  resolution  stated  that  we 
should  work  toward  the  destruction  of 
every  single  nuclear  weapon. 

That  language  orginated  in  the  reso- 
lution introduced  bipartisantly  by  Sen- 
ators Warner  and  Jackson  and  was 
fully  supported  by  the  administration. 
So  we  were  working  together,  the  leg- 
islative and  executive  branches,  work- 
ing toward  an  end  goal  because  of  the 
concern  we  all  have  that  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  United  States  cannot 
unilaterally  or  bilaterally  go  the  nucle- 
ar weapons  route  and  expect  the  rest 
of  the  world  to  go  the  conventional 
route.  We  have  set  the  example,  and 
16  other  countries  now  either  have  nu- 
clear weapons  or  are  developing  the 
capability  of  having  them.  We  are  on  a 
dangerous  collision  course  that  brings 
us  closer  to  the  reality  of  a  nuclear 
holocaust  than  mankind  has  ever 
been. 

John  F.  Kennedy  said  in  1960.  in  his 
inaugural  address,  that  in  our  time 
mankind  has  developed  the  capability 
to— and  I  will  paraphrase  what  he 
said— eradicate  poverty  and  hunger  on 
Elarth,  but  we  have  also  developed  the 
capacity  to  eradicate  all  mankind. 

Twenty-three  years  later,  and  tens 
of  thousands  of  nuclear  bombs  later, 
and  years  of  nuclear  proliferation 
later,  we  could  now  modify  John  F. 
Kennedy's  statement  to  say.  "Eradi- 
cate all  living  things."  That  means 
mankind,  the  animal  kingdom,  and  the 
entire  plant  kingdom.  That  is  what 
would  happen  if  the  bombs  that  now 
exist  happen  to  explode. 

So.  therefore,  this  is  the  paramount 
ipsue.  I  have  said  that  for  17  years,  and 
Tsay  it  again  now.  But  we  have  been 
in  this  process  a  long  time.  It  has  been 
a  long  time  since  the  Hiroshima  bomb 
exploded.  And  let  us  not  forget,  almost 
all  of  the  world's  50.000  nuclear  bombs 
are  50  times  greater  than  the  Hiroshi- 
ma bomb.  What  is  being  discussed  now 
is  a  matter  of  a  few  weeks.  Will  we 
have  a  markup  before  the  recess  or 
will  we  have  it  after  the  recess?  That 
is  the  only  issue  involved  in  this  letter 
signed  by  every  member  of  the  minori- 
ty on  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee. And  I  have  said  then  and  I  say 
now.  the  majority  of  the  committee 
stands  with  the  chairman  in  saying 
the  date  is  and  shall  be,  and  I  stand 
firm  on  it,  September  20. 

Now  is  that  just  an  arbitrary  date 
picked  out  of  the  air?  It  is  not  an  arbi- 
trary date.  That  Is  the  earliest  date 
that  we  can  logically  be  prepared  to 
move  forward  with  a  markup  that  will 
not  involve  endless  days  of  debate 
without  resolving  some  of  the  basic 
issues. 

I  ask  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  California  to  look  at  what  hap- 
pened in  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
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mittee  yesterday.  We  took  the  whole 
problem  of  keeping  nuclear  weapons 
out  of  outer  space,  an  objective  which 
has  been  championed  for  several  years 
by  the  Presiding  Officer  in  the  chair 
today.  Senator  Pressler,  who  is  the 
chairman  of  the  Arms  Control  Sub- 
committee of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee. 

We  worked  on  the  resolution  which 
he  introduced  in  a  bipartisan  spirit. 
We  worked  with  staff,  we  worked  with 
the  administration,  and  we  worked 
with  the  Senators.  We  had  a  discus- 
sion that  laisted  maybe  a  half  an  hour 
or  so.  The  resolution  was  adopted 
unanimously. 

That  is  the  way  the  Senate  operates. 
I  do  not  have  to  tell  the  Senator  from 
California  that.  He  is,  after  all,  the  as- 
sistant minority  leader.  He  is  a  leader 
of  the  Senate.  He  knows  how  it  oper- 
ates. And  he  knows  the  committee 
system  operates  best  and  the  Senate 
floor  operates  best  when  the  commit- 
tees have  done  their  work.  But  the 
Senate  was  deprived  of  the  benefit  of 
having  the  House-passed  freeze  resolu- 
tion sent  to  our  committee. 

The  question  now  is,  how  can  we 
come  together  and  gain  a  two-thirds 
vote,  which  is  the  objective  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  as  it  was  last  year,  a 
majority  that  we  did  achieve?  We  have 
to  work  out  the  freeze,  and  there  are 
differing  ideas  on  that. 

Again,  the  chairman  of  the  Arms 
Control  Subcommittee,  Senator  Pres- 
sler, has  indicated  his  deep  interest  in 
working  out  something  on  the  freeze. 
What  he  wants  is  a  freeze  with  a  guar- 
antee that  it  will  be  immediately  pre- 
ceded by  a  reduction  phase.  As  you  are 
negotiating  the  terms  of  the  freeze, 
you  are  doing  so  in  the  framework  of 
deep  reductions. 

He  is  not  satisified,  and  I  should  not 
be  speaking  for  him— he  is  in  the 
chair,  cannot  leave  the  chair,  and 
cannot  speak  for  himself— but  as  I  un- 
derstand his  reasoning,  he  wants  to 
make  certain  that  the  time  spent  in 
developing  the  framework  of  the 
freeze  does  not  in  any  way  inhibit  us 
from  moving  toward  our  real  goal- 
deep  reductions  in  existing  stocks  of 
nuclear  weapons. 

That,  then,  leads  to  the  proposal 
originally  proposed  by  Senator  Cohen, 
joined  bipartisanly  by  Senator  Nunn, 
joined  by  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  myself,  and 
joined  now  by  45  Senators. 

This  is  the  resolution  that  has  more 
support,  broadly  based  and  bipartisan, 
in  the  Senate  than  any  other  resolu- 
tion. Other  resolutions  are  good,  and 
they  will  constitute  a  part  of  our  over- 
all resolution.  But  the  builddown  is 
the  best  resolution  that  has  come 
from  the  Congress  on  arms  control 
that  goes  toward  the  ultimate  goal 
that  we  established  last  year,  the  de- 
struction of  every  nuclear  weapon. 


But  it  cannot  be  unilaterally  carried 
out  by  the  Senate.  We  do  not  negoti- 
ate in  Geneva.  We  do  not  go  to 
Moscow,  or  wherever  it  may  take,  to 
get  agreement— and  it  does  take  agree- 
ment between  ourselves  and  the  Sovi- 
ets, and  it  takes  understanding  and 
agreement  with  our  allies. 

We  see  opposition  to  the  freeze 
every  single  time  a  chief  of  state 
comes  here  from  Europe,  whether  it  is 
the  distinguished  Prime  Minister  of 
Great  Britain,  Margaret  Thatcher,  or 
whether  it  is  the  distinguished  Chan- 
cellor of  the  Federal  Republic  of  Ger- 
many, Chancellor  Kohl,  they,  literally 
and  figuratively,  are  terrified  by  the 
concept  of  a  freeze  being  imposed 
upon  them. 

First  of  all,  you  cannot  do  it  without 
harming  their  security.  Their  first  re- 
sponsibility is  the  defense  of  their 
countries  and  they  are  not  going  to  be 
impressed  by  any  resolution  freezing 
us  where  we  are  when,  as  Chancellor 
Schmidt  said  directly  to  me  when  he 
was  in  power: 

You  would  tw  asking  us  to  freeze  at  a  362- 
to-0  disadvantage  on  weapons  such  as  the 
SS-20  that  can  reach  our  soil  in  6  minutes. 
They  have  overwhelming  conventional 
forces.  They  have  overwhelming  nuclear 
forces.  And  you  aire  asking  us  to  freeze  at 
those  levels. 

Sixteen  NATO  countries  oppose  that 
proposition.  There  is  no  way  that,  by 
our  passing  it,  it  is  going  to  have  a 
positive  effect  on  NATO.  We  could 
freeze  strategic  forces,  where  there  is 
closer  parity,  and  where  we  and  the 
Soviet  Union  could  enter  into  a  bilat- 
eral treaty  that  would  be  binding  upon 
both  of  us,  and  I  would  hope  verifiable 
and  I  trust  observed  by  both  of  us.  But 
we  cannot  do  it  with  INF.  There  are 
many  things  to  be  worked  out  in  this 
regard. 

With  respect  to  the  builddown,  we 
have  had  meeting  after  meeting.  I 
wish  Senator  Nunn  were  in  the  Cham- 
ber now.  He  could  tell  you  the  number 
of  meetings,  as  a  leading  member  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  a  lead- 
ing member  of  the  minority,  who  has 
worked  hand  in  hand  with  Senator 
Cohen  and  on  occasion  with  myself 
and  other  Members  of  the  Senate,  to 
find  a  way  to  quickly  implement  the 
builddown. 

Should  the  build-down  be  a  part  of 
START?  Should  we  arrest  what  we  are 
doing  in  START  and  then  take  up  the 
builddown?  Or  is  START  going  to  be 
so  long  in  getting  finished  and  put 
into  treaty  form  that  we  should  work 
simultaneously  on  the  builddown  on  a 
parallel  track,  such  as  we  have  done  in 
START  on  confidence-building  meas- 
ures? 

We  hope  in  START  to  be  able  to 
move  rapidly  ahead  on  those  and 
reach  the  point  where  we  can  come  to 
a  separate  agreement.  Maybe  we  could 
do  the  same  thing  with  builddown  and 
not  in  any  way  interrupt  the  progress 


being  made  in  START.  Maybe  we 
would  get  agreement  much  faster  on 
that,  and  that  would  really  provide  a 
basis  for  true  reductions,  because  it 
would  automatically  provide,  when 
signed  and  put  into  treaty  form,  that 
for  every  modernized  weapon  that 
goes  in,  two  others  must  be  destroyed. 
That  ultimately  could  get  us  down  to 
zero.  There  is  a  real  built-in  mecha- 
nism for  having  the  builddown  become 
a  truly  effective  arms  control  proce- 
dure. 

But,  again,  the  Congress  is  not  em- 
powered to  negotiate  that.  All  we  can 
do  is  to  suggest.  We  have  had  total  co- 
operation from  many  in  the  executive 
branch  of  Government,  including  Sec- 
retary Shultz,  Deputy  Secretary  Dam, 
and  Under  Secretary  Eagleburger,  who 
met  with  us  just  last  week  again  to 
work  out  timetables  and  schedules. 
They  have  now  said  they  can  give  us 
the  full  benefit  of  their  analysis  of  the 
builddown  by  the  second  week  in 
Augtist.  That,  then,  will  give  us  a  few 
weeks  to  determine  whether  we  agree 
with  it  or  not,  and,  if  necessary  go 
back  and  rebut  areas  with  which  we  do 
not  agree.  But,  no  matter  what,  the 
deadline  for  our  beginning  the  mark 
up  is  September  20. 

I  would  only  say  to  my  colleague 
that  I  hope  no  one  would  feel  that  any 
Senator  would  do  anything  to  delay 
this  process.  The  freeze  resolution 
itself  has  electrified  the  country.  The 
country  was  aroused  before  that,  but 
it  has  been  given  a  mechanism  to 
move  forward  on.  It  has  provided  a 
very  valuable  point  of  debate.  The 
build-down  has  added  other  ideas,  as 
has  the  resolution  we  adopted  unani- 
mously yesterday  on  arms  control  in 
outer  space.  That  will  help,  indeed. 

What  I  say  is,  let  us  work  together 
bipartisanly,  but  work  at  the  most 
rapid  possible  speed. 

Yesterday  I  again  met  and  talked 
with  the  majority  leader,  the  minority 
leader,  and  Senator  Kennedy  to  see 
whether  or  not  we  could  work  out  a 
time  certain  after  the  markup  by 
which  we  could  be  assured  that  in  this 
session  we  will  not  go  home,  even  if  we 
do  not  go  home  for  Christmas,  until 
we  vote  on  resolutions  involving  arms 
control  and  have  a  vote  on  the  freeze, 
working  out  every  aspect  of  it  that  we 
possibly  can. 

I  think  it  is  urgent.  I  think  the  ma- 
jority leader  and  the  minority  leader 
are  sympathetic  with  the  fact  that 
this  is  a  paramount  issue,  that  we 
cannot  end  this  session  of  the  Con- 
gress until  we  accomplish  that. 

I  carmot  speak  for  the  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader  because 
they  have  heavy  obligations  with  must 
legislation  to  keep  the  Goverrunent 
functioning.  I  can  only  say  that  I  am 
urging  that  they  give  that  high  priori- 
ty. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with 
me  in  working  with  both  the  majority 
and  the  minority  leaders  to  facilitate 


their  work  so  that  we  can  get  to  this 
matter  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 
And  I  hope  we  can  do  so  in  a  spirit  of 
comity  and  bipartisanship. 

I  do  deeply  appreciate  tne  words  of 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Cali- 
fornia about  the  way  he  has  perceived 
we  have  tried  to  operate  in  the  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  this  past  2V^ 
years. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  all  of  us  are  mindful  that  the 
prime  responsibility  for  the  negotia- 
tions on  strategic  arms  lies  with  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  think 
those  of  us  who  have  followed  this 
issue  over  a  considerable  period  of 
time— including  the  20  years  I  have 
been  in  the  U.S.  Senate— are  also 
mindful  that  this  President  has  op- 
posed every  arms  control  agreement 
that  has  been  signed  by  a  President  of 
the  United  States,  Republican  as  well 
as  Democrat. 

We  are  also  mindful  that  we  are  into 
this  administration  now  in  excess  of  2 
years.  I  have  had  the  opportunity, 
through  the  courtesy  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions, to  have  attended  the  committee 
meetings  when  those  who  are  in 
charge  of  negotiations  have  reported 
on  the  progress  of  negotiations.  And  I 
have  shared  the  very  deep  sense  of 
frustration  of  not  only  the  members  of 
that  committee  but  the  Members  of 
this  body  and,  I  think,  most  impor- 
tantly, the  people  of  the  Nation  that 
we  have  made  so  little  progress  and 
that  our  bargaining  position  has  been 
so  unimaginative  and  has  lacked  crea- 
tivity in  trying  to  prevent  the  contin- 
ued escalation  of  the  arms  race. 

I  cannot  think  of  a  single  area  in 
public  policy,  Mr.  President,  where 
this  administration  had,  so  to  speak, 
the  running  start  that  it  had  with 
knowledgeable  individuals  about  the 
issue  of  strategic  weapons  and  the  pos- 
sibility of  arms  control.  The  adminis- 
tration appointed  individuals  who  had 
been  involved,  albeit  reluctantly  in  so 
many  instances,  with  the  SALT  nego- 
tiations and  other  issues  of  arms  con- 
trol. I  differed  with  their  positions  in 
many  instances,  but,  nonetheless,  they 
had  a  deep  awareness  and  understand- 
ing of  these  issues  which  they  were 
sent  to  negotiate  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  Now  we  find  ourselves,  even  at 
this  time,  without  any  final  recom- 
mendation to  Congress,  without  final 
recommendations  to  the  American 
people. 

I  listened  to  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league from  Illinois  point  out  that  it  is 
not  timely  for  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  or  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  to  speak  out  on  this 
issue,  and  that  we  are  not  the  negotia- 
tors. As  I  have  mentioned,  I  recognize 
that.  But  we  do  have  a  responsibility 
under  the  Constitution  in  the  area  of 
foreign  policy  under  the  treaty- 
making  power.  We  do  have  a  responsi- 


bility, I  think,  in  this  most  important 
area  to  speak  out  and  to  take  a  stand. 
The  House  of  Representatives  has 
been  willing  to  consider  the  freeze  res- 
olution on  two  different  occasions. 
The  House  of  Representatives,  in  the 
last  session  of  Congress,  did  vote  on 
that  measiu-e  after  some  time  for  dis- 
cussion and  debate.  Only  2  months 
ago,  the  House  of  Representatives, 
after  a  number  of  weeks  of  debate  and 
considerable  hearings,  once  again  did 
vote  on  that  issue. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  belabors  the  point 
that  after  the  House  acted  and  passed 
its  nuclear  freeze  resolution,  it  was 
held  at  the  desk.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  resolution  was  held  at  the  desk 
so  that,  if  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee were  paralyzed  into  not  taking 
action,  there  would  at  least  be  some 
vehicle  for  those  of  us  who  feel  strong- 
ly about  this  issue  to  go  to  the  majori- 
ty leader  and  petition  for  that  meas- 
ure to  be  called  from  the  desk. 

That  is  an  imusual  procedure,  but  - 
not  unique.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  ever 
heard  that  precedurc  questioned  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  when  it  was 
used  on  the  civil  rights  legislation  in 
the  recent  past— civil  rights  legislation 
which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  sup- 
ported. It  is  a  process  which  is  respect- 
ed by  the  rules  and  we  are  following 
that  process  now. 

Those  of  us  who  are  supporting  the 
nuclear  freeze  have  recognized  that 
the  first  responsibility  was  to  permit 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
to  act.  It  is  out  of  a  sense  of  frustra- 
tion that  those  meetings  scheduled  for 
the  freeze  on  the  conunittee  agenda 
had  been  changed  time  and  time  again 
that  those  of  us  who  support  the 
freeze— Republican  as  well  as  Demo- 
crat—feel that  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  should  take  action  and 
should  speak  on  this  issue  and  should 
speak  on  it  now. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  says,  'Well,  we 
want  to  give  time  for  the  committee  to 
consider  alternatives,  such  as  the 
buUddown  resolution."  The  build- 
down resolution  is  completely  incon- 
sistent with  the  freeze  itself.  The  only 
consistency  with  our  resolution  would 
be  if  we  achieved  a  freeze  first  and 
then  we  were,  as  part  of  the  reduc- 
tions following  the  freeze,  to  incorpo- 
rate some  form  of  builddown.  Within 
that  context,  that  is  a  possibility.  But 
as  an  alternative  to  a  freeze,  there  is 
no  possibility  of  compromise. 

I  have  a  great  deal  of  respect  for 
many  who  support  the  builddown.  I 
know  that  they  are  as  deeply  commit- 
ted to  the  control  of  nuclear  weapons 
as  any  of  those  who  support  the 
freeze,  but  there  is  no  consistency  be- 
tween the  freeze  and  the  builddown, 
and  we  have  to  recognize  that.  I  think 
that  ought  to  be  obvious  to  the  mem- 
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bers  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations. 

I  am  mindful,  as  other  Members  are. 
where  the  cosponsorship  lies,  and 
more  in  the  Senate  support  of  the 
bullddown  than  the  freeze  today.  But 
I  do  believe.  Mr.  President,  that  those 
of  us  who  support  *the  freeze  should 
have  an  opportunity  to  debate  that 
issue  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
with  those  who  support  either  the 
builddown  or  other  proposals,  and 
that  we  ought  to  move  in  a  timely 
fashion  to  a  vote.  I  would  hope  an  up- 
or-down  vote,  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States. 

I  am  under  no  illusion  that  it  will  be 
an  easy  battle  to  win  on  this  first  roll- 
call  vote,  but  I  have  also  been  here 
long  enough  to  recall  that  many  bat- 
tles are  not  won  the  first  time  that  the 
roll  is  called. 

I  was  here,  as  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana was  here,  when  this  body  voted 
on  medicare  in  the  eaurly  1960's.  and  I 
recall  that,  on  the  first  vote,  it  was  de- 
feated by  some  30  votes.  Only  2  years 
later,  it  passed  by  several  votes,  and 
Senators  were  falling  over  themselves 
riishing  down  to  the  television  studio 
to  make  their  statements  for  their 
constituencies.  explaining  their 
change  and  how  they  supported  that 
proposal. 

So.  Mr.  President,  as  a  principal 
sponsor  with  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  joined  by  the  strong  support 
of  the  Senator  from  California,  who 
has  been  a  leader  in  the  whole  arms 
control  area  for  so  many  years.  I  am 
prepared  to  see  that  we  call  the  roll  on 
this  particular  proposal,  that  we  have 
a  period  of  time  for  debate  and  discus- 
sion of  that  measure  here,  on  the  U.S. 
Senate  floor,  and  that  we  move  back 
to  our  constituencies  and  speak  to 
them  and  defend  our  positions  and 
continue  the  great  debate  on  arms 
control,  which  I  think  is  of  such  fun- 
damental importance  to  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  President,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  talks 
about  the  difficulty  that  some  of  our 
European  friends  and  allies  have  with 
a  freeze.  I  think  it  is  important  to  un- 
derstand what  the  freeze  resolution  is 
and  what  the  freeze  resolution  is  not. 
This  resolution  is  not  a  freeze  on 
Etirope  alone;  it  is  a  global  freeze  on 
united  States  and  Soviet  nuclear 
weapons  worldwide. 

Just  as  our  NATO  aUies  have  relied 
upon  the  combined  military  strength 
of  the  United  States— on  its  enormous 
diversity  ■  and  its  extraordinary 
power— -lertainly  they  are  relying 
upon  the  combined  strength  and 
power  of  the  United  States  today.  We 
are  not  limited  in  the  defense  of 
Eiirope  to  just  the  troops  that  are  sta- 
tioned there  or  just  the  weaponry  that 
is  there  today.  The  Soviet  Union  un- 
derstands that.  I  daresay  that  many  of 
those  who  have  had  important  respon- 


sibilities in  previous  administrations. 
Including  seasoned  diplomats  such  as 
Secretary  George  Ball  and  others,  who 
have  spent  a  good  deal  of  their  lives  in 
the  service  of  this  country,  are  mind- 
ful of  this  essential  fact  and  have 
spoken  to  it  as  it  supports  our  rela- 
tions with  Western  European  coun- 
tries and  allies  with  great  eloquence. 
That  information  ought  to  be  dis- 
cussed and  ought  to  be  elaborated 
when  any  debate  takes  place. 

Mr.  President.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  for  his  willingness  to  give 
consideration  to  this  measure  some- 
time in  September,  but  I  daresay  that 
the  people  of  this  Nation  want  to  have 
some  expression  of  this  body  before 
the  summer  recess.  The  issue  of  arms 
control  and  the  issue  of  the  arms  race 
are  really  not  distant  from  the  whole 
debate  which  has  been  taking  place  in 
the  Senate   on   the  MX   missile.  We 
have    to    recognize    that    under    the 
builddown    proposal,    we    can    move 
ahead  with  B-1.  we  can  move  ahead 
with  MX,   we  can  move  ahead  with 
Stealth,  we  can  move  ahead  with  ap- 
plying  Stealth   technology    to   cruise 
missiles,  and  we  can  move  ahead  with 
a  whole  new  round  of  the  arms  race. 
Builddown  does  not  prevent  modern- 
ization and  does  not  prevent  nuclear 
buildup.  There  is  only  one  initiative 
that  is  both  before  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  and  the  Senate  that 
prevents   a   new   round   of   the   arms 
race— and  that  is  a  mutual  and  verifia- 
ble freeze  between  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  United  States.  This  is  an  issue 
which  I  know  Senator  Hatfield  and 
myself.  Senator  Cranston,  and  many 
others  who  have  supported  this  pro- 
posal from  the  begirming  are  prepared 
to  debate  now.  I  would  hope  that  we 
would  have  an  opportunity  before  the 
August  recess  to  do  so. 

I  appreciate  the  explanation  that 
has  been  given  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  but  I 
believe  that  those  who  support  arms 
control  have  a  responsibility  to  seek 
some  opportunity  for  the  Senate  to  ex- 
press itself  on  this  fundamental  issue 
prior  to  the  Augxist  recess. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia for  the  work  that  he  and  the 
other  members  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  have  done,  both 
those  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  and  even 
those  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
who  perhaps  were  not  prepared  to  sign 
that  particular  letter  but  also  share 
the  frustration  of  many  of  us  about 
the  failure  to  take  action  now  on  this 
particular  issue. 
Mr.  PERCY  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President.  I  should 
like  to  answer  specifically  several  of 
the  things  that  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Massachusetts  has  said. 
But  first  I  would  like  to  say  to  Senator 
Cranston    what    I    have    said    many 


times  before.  I  attended  for  years  the 
luncheons  that  he  held  on  arms  con- 
trol. He  is  not  new  at  this  business.  He 
has  long  felt  very  deeply  about  the  ne- 
cessity for  this.  He  has  brought  into 
an  informal  setting  some  of  the  out- 
standing experts  in  the  United  States 
on  all  sides  of  the  issues  so  that  we 
could  debate  and  argue,  talk  about  it 
at  lunch  and  learn  from  them  as  much 
as  we  possibly  could.  His  sincerity  in 
this  field  is  without  question. 

I   also   commend  Senator   Kennedy 
and  Senator  Hatfield  for  what  they 
have  done.  I  have  said  many,  many 
times  that  they  have  really  generated 
an  interest  in  a  subject  which  when  I 
called  it  the  paramount  issue  of  our 
time   in   my   first  cjunpaign   for  the 
Senate    I    had    nothing    but    yawns. 
People  wanted  to  talk  about  nothing 
but  Vietnam.  That  was  the  big  issue 
then.  That  is  what  you  finally  had  to 
talk  about.  The  atomic  issue  at  that 
time  was  just  not  considered  that  im- 
portant by  the  public.  We  must  consid- 
er and  compare  the  tragedy  of  that 
war,  with  the  loss  of  50,000  American 
lives,  and  countless  other  lives  from 
across  the  world,  as  well  as  hundreds 
of  thousands  wounded,  with  the  terri- 
ble tragedy  we  could  experience  in  a 
nuclear  holocaust.  A  1 -megaton  bomb, 
say,  dropped  on  the  city  of  Chicago 
would  create  a  crater  a  third  of  a  mile 
around,  with  every  building  in  it  not 
destroyed,  not  crumbled  but  pulver- 
ized,  and   a  million   people   dead   in- 
stantly. They  would  be  the  lucky  ones. 
The  8  million  that  would  be  dying  of 
wounds,  of  burns,  are  the  people  that 
you  would  not  have  enough  hospitals 
in  North,  South,  and  Central  America 
to  take  care  of. 

I  know  also  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr.  Hart)  has 
long  been  an  advocate  of  a  sensible, 
reasonable    arms    control    approach. 
That  is  why  I  take  issue  with  the  first 
point  made  by  my  distinguished  col- 
league  from  Massachusetts  that  the 
freeze  and  the  builddown  are  incon- 
sistent. I  think  he  does  not  give  the 
freeze  movement  enough  credit.  It  has 
a  flexibility  that  is  broad  enough  to 
embrace  the  builddown.  As  a  matter  of 
fact.  Senator  Hart  is  a  sponsor  of  the 
freeze  movement  and  the  builddown 
resolution.    Senator    Moynihan    is    a 
sponsor  of  the  freeze  resolution  and 
the  builddown  resolution.  And  Senator 
MusKiE,  who  supports  the  freeze  reso- 
lution, has  written  an  eloquent  argu- 
ment supporting  the  build-down  as  a 
creative  breakthrough  which  he  feels, 
as  I  remember  his  article,  supplements 
the  whole   process   and   helps   imple- 
ment the  objective  that  we  have  of  not 
just  freezing  but  reducing.  We  all  are 
for  reductions.  The  modifications  that 
have  been  made  this  year  in  the  freeze 
resolution  have  improved  it  substan- 
tially  over   previous   versions   that   I 
have  seen  that  gave  more  emphasis  to 


a  freeze  and  left  the  impression  we 
stay  where  we  are.  None  of  the  au- 
thors of  the  various  resolutions  are 
satisfied  to  stay  where  we  are.  We  all 
want  to  deeply  reduce  the  levels  of 
weaponry  that  we  now  have. 

Mr.  HART.  Would  the  Senator  yield 
for  just  an  observation? 

Mr.  PERCY.  Yes;  I  would  be  happy 
to. 

Mr.  HART.  On  the  issue  of  compat- 
ibility, it  is  incompatible  to  take  the 
position  that  one  wants  to  halt  the 
production  of  new  nuclear  systems, 
which  is  the  freeze  position,  and  to  say 
at  the  same  time  that  you  favor  build- 
ing more  systems  with  the  understand- 
ing that  others  be  reduced.  That  is  a 
fimdamental  contradiction. 

The  position  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado hsis  taken  is  to  strongly  support  a 
negotiated  bilateral  enforceable  freeze 
on  the  future  production  of  new  sys- 
tems in  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
United  States,  but  while  we  are  trying 
to  negotiate  that  require  by  statute 
that  any  new  systems  produced  in  this 
country  during  the  period  of  those  ne- 
gotiations require  the  elimination  of 
two  other  systfems.  We  all  know  there 
is  not  going  to  be  a  unilateral  freeze  in 
this  country.  The  compatibility  in  the 
mind  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  is 
that  while  we  are  trying  to  get  action 
on  this  resolution,  while  we  are  trying 
to  get  the  resolution  adopted  as  the  of- 
ficial bargaining  position  of  the 
United  States  and  while  we  are  trying 
to  negotiate  that  bilateral  freeze,  we 
ought  to  have  a  requirement  that  for 
every  new  system  built  in  the  mean- 
time, two  other  systems  be  taken 
down. 

In  fact,  it  turns  out  that  that  has 
been  the  unilateral  practice  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleague  for  that  interjec- 
tion. 

I  again  reiterate  the  truism.  I  be- 
lieve, that  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
is  a  sponsor  of  both  the  freeze  resolu- 
tion and  the  builddown  resolution. 
They  are  aiming  toward  an  objective 
we  all  share. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  indicated,  also,  that, 
time  after  time,  we  have  set  dates  for 
markup  and  canceled  them.  I  simply 
should  like  to  reiterate  for  the  Record 
that  there  were  only  two  dates  ever  es- 
tablished for  markup. 

What  happened  was  that  we  ^were 
working  toward  a  date  some  time  ago, 
several  weeks  ago.  and  Senator  Glenn 
called  and  said  he  could  not  be  in 
Washington  on  that  day,  and  asked 
whether  we  could  then  advance  it  by  a 
week. 

I  called  Senator  Cranston,  or  Sena- 
tor Cranston  called  me  when  he  was 
disturbed  about  the  date  being 
changed,  and  I  gave  him  the  reason. 
We  always  have  acceded  to  a  request 
to  accommodate  a  Senator  deeply  in- 


terested in  legislation,  particularly  on 
a  markup.  I  said  that  the  request  had 
come  from  Senator  Glenn.  He  would 
be  willing  to  mark  up  the  following 
week. 

If  I  remember  my  conversation  with 
Senator  Cranston,  it  was  that  he 
would  have  to  check  his  schedule  for 
the  following  week.  I  said  that  is  the 
problem:  We  have  been  trying  to  get 
17  Senators  together  on  an  issue  for 
which  every  one  of  us  wants  to  be 
present. 

Then  we  had  a  request  by  Senator 
BoscHWiTZ.  Senator  Boschwitz  said 
he  had  thought  a  great  deal  about  it 
and  feels  very  deeply  about  this 
matter. 

Also,  Senator  Pressler  spoke  to  me 
about  it,  as  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee. He  said  he  is  working  on 
an  attempt  to  implement  language 
which  would  accommodate  his  con- 
cerns about  the  freeze. 

If  I  am  correct,  his  language  has 
been  worked  on  for  several  weeks,  and 
the  first  draft  I  have  seen  has  just 
been  sent  to  me  as  I  have  stood  at  the 
desk.  I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  study 
it,  but  I  want  to  study  it.  He  felt  that 
at  that  time  we  were  not  ready  to  go 
forward. 

Senator  Boschwitz  came  to  me  and 
sat  down  and  said: 

This  issue  is  of  such  great  importance  to 
the  people  of  Minnesota,  I  want  to  go  back 
in  August  and  have  in-depth  discussions 
with  them  about  what  they  perceive  is  nec- 
essary and  desirable,  and  to  take  the  time  to 
fully  explain  all  the  implications  and  the 
problems  of  arms  control. 

It  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  prob- 
lems any  of  us  have  ever  tried  to  grap- 
ple with.  He  wanted  the  chance  to 
share  that  experience,  discuss  it,  but 
to  be  certain  he  had  the  input  of  his 
own  constituents  who  are  deeply  in- 
volved in  it,  some  very  strongly  pro- 
freeze,  some  questioning  it.  He  wanted 
to  have  the  chance  to  do  that. 

I  then  talked  to  Senator  Lugar,  Sen- 
ator Baker,  and  Senator  Kassebaum. 
It  seemed  to  me  that  a  number  of  Sen- 
ators wanted  a  delay.  They  were  not 
ready  to  mark  up.  They  were  not 
ready  to  rush  ahead. 

I  then  talked  to  Senator  Baker,  to 
see  what  scheduling  would  be  possible. 
If  we  did  move  ahead  with  a  quick 
markup,  would  we  be  able  to  schedule 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  consider- 
ation of  an  arms  control  resolution? 
He  told  me  unequivocally  that  impor- 
tant as  this  issue  is,  he  had  to  keep  the 
Government  going  by  getting  our  au- 
thorizations, getting  our  appropria- 
tions bills,  getting  certain  other  must 
legislation  moved  ahead,  and  that 
imder  no  conditions  was  there  a 
chance  to  do  it  before  the  recess. 

The  question  now  is,  how  soon  can 
we  get  it  on  the  floor,  after  the  recess 
and  after  the  markup?  That  is  where  I 
ask  for  cooperation  and  help  and  as- 
sistance. I  reach  out  for  assistance  be- 


cause, as  a  committee  chairman,  I  find 
myself  always  in  competition  with 
every  other  committee  chairman. 
They  consider  their  legislation  the 
most  urgent,  the  most  important,  i 
which  must  be  dealt  with  now,  and 
always  want  to  delay  the  legislation  of  ^ 
another  committee. 

I  think  this  is  important,  vital  legis-- 
lation,  but  it  is  not  going  to  be  done  in 
1  or  2  days.  Can  we  reach  some  sort  of  ' 
time  agreement,  some  sort  of  under- 
standing? If  we  can.  then  I  think  we 
can  get  the  majority  leader  and  the 
minority  leader  to  agree  on  a  timeslot 
for  certain.  If  it  is  open-ended,  with 
open-ended  debate,  I  think  it  will  be 
more  difficult  for  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader  to  give  us  a 
time  certain. 

That  I  am  trying  to  assert  now  is  to 
get  a  guarantee  from  them  that  we 
will  not  leave  this  session  until  we 
have  dealt  with  arms  control  resolu- 
tions. I  think  that  is  an  important 
matter. 

I  want  to  answer  a  question  Senator 
Kennedy  raised  when  he  called  the 
freeze  a  global  freeze. 

The  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union,  without  question,  are  the  two 
most  powerful  military  forces  on 
Earth.  We  have  to  take  into  account 
that  we  do  not  dictate  to  or  establish 
policies  to  our  allies;  at  least,  we 
should  not  try  to.  Sometimes  we  have 
tried,  as  in  the  pipeline  episode,  and 
found  we  could  not  do  it.  We  cannot 
dictate  sovereign  policy  to  other  coun- 
tries. 

If  this  is  a  global  freeze,  it  involves 
many  countries,  16  or  18  of  whom 
have  or  are  attempting  to  get  nuclear 
weapons.  We  absolutely  share  the 
goal,  but  we  are  limited  in  what  we 
can  do  in  passing  a  resolution  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  in  affecting  the  ac- 
tions of  other  governments.  We  are  al- 
ready on  notice  that  other  govern- 
ments not  only  will  not  observe  it,  but 
also,  they  think  it  would  vastly  under- 
cut their  security  because  on  conven- 
tional forces  they  are  overshadowed. 
It  has  been  the  existence  of  nuclear 
weapons  that  many  people  feel  has 
been  the  deterrent  that  has  kept 
Western  Europe  free  for  40  years  now 
from  invasion. 

Mr.  KEIWTODY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  PERCY.  I  will  yield  soon. 
Certainly,  Afghanistan  is  proof  that 
a  country  can  be  invaded. 

I  think  we  have  to  recognize  the  fact 
that  we  can  deal  only  with  things  that 
we  can  really  control.  We  can  try  to 
set  a  tone,  and  there  is  *)me  consider- 
ation about  saying  that  maybe  in  the 
strategic  area  we  can  really  freeze  and 
then  reduce,  and  do  it  bilaterally  with 
a  treaty.  But  the  objective  of  getting 
16  NATO  countries  to  agree  to  a  freeze 
will  take  a  lot  longer  than  this  session 
of  Congress. 
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I  only  point  that  out  as  some  prob- 
lems, but  they  are  not  insurmount- 
able. They  are  challenges  we  have  to 
overcome.  But  we  do  not  have  the  an- 
swers for  those  as  yet,  and  we  do  not 
have  understanding  by  our  closest 
allies  as  to  what  we  will  do  to  them  if 
we  do  call  for  a  global  freeze  that  vi- 
tally fiffects  what  they  consider  their 
security  interests. 

This  also  affects  South  Korea.  If 
Kim  Il-song  was  not  deterred  by  our 
forceful  nuclear  deterrent  in  the 
South,  who  is  to  say  he  would  not 
have  long  since  swept  through  South 
Korea  auid  had  a  dagger  pointing  at 
Japan?  It  affects  Japan. 

Those  are  the  kinds  of  issues  that 
dtnnot  be  resolved  in  a  day.  We  may 
well  advance  the  debate-  if  we  have  a 
well-prepared  markup  on  September 
20.  and  be  able  to  move  more  rapidly 
than  we  could  otherwise  with  endless 
debate.  With  a  well-prepared  markup, 
we  will  be  able  to  send  a  resolution  to 
the  floor,  and  then  get  the  leadership 
to  agree  with  us.  We  will  move  ahead 
and  consider  this.  I  will  join  my  col- 
leagues in  saying  that  this  is  urgent,  it 
is  vital.  It  is  terribly  important  to  all 
humanity  that  we  deal  with  it  in  the 
most  effective  way  we  possibly  can. 
Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  see  some  col- 
leagues who  have  not  spoken,  and  I 
will  just  take  a  moment. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  were  to  follow 
the  logic  of  the  chairman's  argument, 
we  would  be  hard  pressed  to  get  any 
meaningful  agreement  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  He  is  saying  that  because  we 
cannot  get  all  the  countries  to  partici- 
pate in  nuclear  arms  amendments,  we 
should  not  move  ahead  with  agree- 
ment between  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States,  which,  as  all  of  us 
in  this  body  understand,  have  the 
overwhelming  nuclear  capability  in 
the  world. 

We  negotiated  with  the  Soviet  Union 
on  SALT  II.  obviously  keeping  our 
allies  informed. 

In  the  previous  administration  they 
negotiated  with  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Great  Britain  on  the  comprehensive 
test  ban.  even  though  other  countries 
had  nuclear  capability.  The  fact  is 
that,  because  of  the  proliferation  of 
nuclear  capability— increasingly  so  in 
countries  around  the  world— the  time 
is  now  for  the  two  great  powers  that 
have  the  capability  of  mutual  destruc- 
tion—and the  United  States  has  a  nu- 
clear capability  really  second  to  none, 
which  certainly  would  not  be  traded 
by  either  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  for  that  of 
the  Soviet  Union— to  move  toward  the 
freeze. 

The  final  point  that  I  make  is  in  any 
debate  on  this  issue  we  will  always 
hear  about  some  areas  in  which  the 


Soviets  have  some  marginal  advantage 
or  other  areas  where  we  have  marginal 
advantages. 

If  we  continue  to  use  the  argument 
that  we  carmot  really  negotiate  be- 
cause there  are  some  areas  where  they 
have  some  nuclear  advantage,  we  will 
never  really  come  to  grips  with  the 
issue  at  hand. 

The  fact  is  that  each  nation  has  the 
capability  many  times  over  to  destroy 
the  other.  It  is  time  to  say  enough  is 
enough,  and  it  is  time  for  this  Nation 
to  say  that  we  are  going  to  spend  more 
time  preventing  nuclear  war  than  we 
are  preparing  for  it. 

I  would  hope  that  we  would  have  a 
chance  to  get  into  a  great  debate  on 
these  issues  and  others  when  we  con- 
sider the  freeze,  and  I  know  that  both 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  I  are 
going  to  make  every  effort  to  see  that 
we  have  that  opportunity  before  the 
August  recess. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
the  floor  so  the  Senator  may  have  it  in 
his  own  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFI-'ICER.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
could  address  myself  to  the  chairman, 
I  served  on  his  committee  for  a  consid- 
erable amount  of  time,  and  I  have 
been  convinced  absolutely,  with  no 
doubt  in  my  mind,  he  is  as  committed 
to  arms  control  as  anyone  who  serves 
here.  I  have  sat  and  watched  him  urge 
the  administration,  beginning  with 
START  months  and  months  before 
they  actually  did  it.  I  have  no  reason 
to  doubt  the  honestness  of  that  play. 
It  was  not  to  be,  and  I  think  that  has 
stood  him  in  good  stead  because  they 
did  not  listen  to  his  advice. 

I  have  also  sat  there  and  listened  to 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  argue,  and 
Senator  Pressler  as  well,  that  the 
peaceful  nuclear  explosions  treaty  and 
the  nuclear  threshold  treaty  should  be 
brought  before  the  committee  and  the 
administration  should  take  a  stand  on 
It. 

I  have  no  doubt  if  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  were  President  of  the  United 
States  those  two  treaties  would  long 
since  have  passed  through  the  Senate. 

Mr.  PERCY.  And  SALT  II. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  And  SALT  n,  I 
might  add  since  the  Senator  just  did. 

I  also  was  in  the  committee— since 
this  was  a  secret  session  I  will  only 
deal  with  it  abstrusely— when  the  dis- 
cussion with  Mr.  Adelman  about  the 
MX  as  a  bargaining  chip  was  dis- 
cussed, and  I  will  always  remember 
the  reaction  of  the  chairman  to  his 
comments. 

Anyone  who  has  observed  the  chair- 
man as  closely  as  I  have  I  think  has  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  arms  con- 
trol is  something  that  is  very  impor- 


tant to  him.  It  is  as  important  as  it  Is 
to  anyone. 

The  problem  is  simply  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  is  not  the  President 
of  the  UnH«d  States,  and  the  credibil- 
ity of  the  chairman  is  not  in  question 
in  this  country.  It  is  the  credibility  of 
the  administration  in  arms  control. 

There  is  no  nuclear  freeze  movement 
across  this  country  because  Charles 
Percy  is  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee.  We  did  not  have 
the  demonstrations  in  Europe  because 
he  was  chairman  of  the  committee. 

What  is  happening  in  this  country 
and  in  Europe  is  the  profound  suspi- 
cions about  whether  this  administra- 
tion really  means  it  on  arms  control. 
We  really  have  to  search  far  and  wide 
to  find  any  evidence  that  that  commit- 
ment is  there. 

If  one  looks  at  the  lineup  of  the 
people  from  the  President  to  Bill 
Clark,  to  Weinberger,  to  Adelman,  to 
Rowny,  to  Pearl  and  on,  that  is  a 
rather  remarkable  list  of  naysayers 
when  it  comes  to  arms  control.  If  they 
have  ever  uttered  a  word  in  favor  of 
arms  control  it  probably  was  at  2  a.m. 
in  the  morning,  whispered  to  a  close 
one,  but  nothing  that  I  have  ever  seen 
uttered  publicly. 

I  believe  deeply  the  only  reason 
there  has  been  any  movement  toward 
arms  control  is  because  of  the  pressure 
put  on  the  administration,  first  by  the 
Europeans  demonstrating  which  led  to 
the  proposal  in  Europe,  and  second, 
the  great  to-do  we  had  here,  in  which 
the  Senator  from  California  was  in- 
volved, regarding  Mr.  Adelman. 

But  far  more  importantly,  the  initia- 
tive of  Senator  Kennedy  and  Senator 
Hatfield  brought  on  the  freeze. 

I  do  not  happen  to  believe  that  the 
freeze  is  as  important  in  its  specifics  as 
it  is  as  a  conunitment  in  expression  of 
arms  control. 

I  for  one  am  not  very  pleased  to  see 
the  focus  on  the  particular  details. 
The  freeze  is  a  way  that  the  American 
people  are  saying.  "Look,  enough  is 
enough;  let  us  negotiate." 

I  would  hope  that  the  chairman 
would  view  this  issue  not  so  much 
from  the  point  of  view  of  builddown 
versus  freeze,  but  I  think  this  body 
has  the  same  responsibility  as  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  reflect 
the  commitment  to  arms  control  that 
exists  in  this  country,  as  the  chairman 
knows  as  well  as  I  do. 

I  would  hope  we  could  move  in  the 
same  direction  because  I  in  my  heart 
of  hearts  do  not  believe  the  President 
is  capable  of  arms  control  on  a  basis 
that  any  Soviet  leader  could  accept. 

It  pains  me  to  say  that.  I  happen  to 
believe  it.  Therefore,  it  is  my  responsi- 
bility both  as  an  elected  official  and  as 
a  father  to  do  what  I  can  to  move  the 
President  in  a  way  he  otherwise  would 
not.  and  the  freeze  is  the  mechanism 
to  do  that. 


For  that  reason  I  would  hope  that 
we  could  deal  with  this  as  quickly  as 
possible. 
I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  con- 
gratulate the  Senator  from  California 
as  well  as  both  Senators  from  Massa- 
chusetts for  their  strong  efforts  to  get 
action  in  the  appropriate  committee 
on  a  major  concern,  perhaps  the  major 
concern  on  the  minds  of  millions  of 
Americans,  indeed  tens  and  hundreds 
of  millions  of  human  beings,  and  I 
hope  their  efforts  are  so  successful 
that  we  can  fulfUl  our  obligation  to 
the  American  people  and  get  some 
action  on  this  up  or  down  on  the  pro- 
posal that  has  crystalized  the  Ameri- 
can sentiment  hopefully  before  we  go 
out  here  this  summer. 

I  only  wish  to  add  my  words  of  rap- 
port to  that  of  other  Senators. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  and 
I  thank  him  for  his  good  words  about 
'  my  efforts  in  this  regard.  I  thank  him 
for  his  good  efforts  and  for  what  he  is 
doing  on  the  MX,  which  is  a  matter 
closely  related  to  the  nuclear  freeze 
and  to  the  difficulties  we  are  facing  in 
getting  action  on  the  nuclear  freeze. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Kennedy)  has  explained  his  good 
reasons  for  holding  at  the  desk  the  nu- 
clear freeze  resolution  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives.  I  am  glad 
that  he  did  that,  as  I  am  glad  that  he 
has  provided  all  the  leadership  he  has 
provided  for  the  freeze  and  for  arms 
control  in  general. 

Regarding  the  builddown,  one  of  the 
main  problems  with  this  proposal  is 
that  the  build-down  is  seen  by  many, 
including  the  President,  members  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and 
other  key  Senators  in  this  body  and 
key  Representatives  on  these  issues,  as 
an  alternative  to  the  freeze,  not  as  a 
complementary  part  of  the  freeze 
effort,  but  as  an  alternative. 

That  is  why  we  must  proceed  as 
swiftly  as  we  can  to  vote  on  the  nucle- 
ar freeze.  The  freeze  resolution  is  a 
proposal  that  stands  on  its  own  two 
feet  regardless  of  the  will  of  this  body 
on  the  builddown.  I  personally  have 
grave  reservations  about  the  build- 
down. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
critique  of  the  builddown  that  I  wrote 
for  the  Los  Angeles  Times. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


The  Nuclear  Build-Down  Delusion— Pro- 
posal Is  Catching  On,  but  Relies  on  Un- 
realistic Assumptions 

(By  Alan  Cranston) 
President  Reagan  is  embarked  on  a  public- 
relations   campaign    designed    to    persuade 
skeptics  at  home  and  abroad  that  he  is  com- 


mitted to  achieving  equitable  nuclear-arms 
reductions  with  the  Soviet  Union. 

A  critical  element  in  this  campaign  was 
the  recent  White  House  move  toward  en- 
dorsement of  the  nuclear  "builddown"  pro- 
posal, which  has  gained  bipartisan  support 
from  several  respected  members  of  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee.  This 
proposal  would  seek  to  curb  the  nuclear- 
arms  race  by  attaining  U.S.  and  Soviet 
agreement  to  retire  two  nuclear  warheads 
for  every  new  one  deployed. 

The  President  endorsed  the  "buUddown" 
concept  In  a  letter  that  he  circulated  last 
month  on  the  eve  of  congressional  voting  on 
the  MX  missile.  When  moderate  swing  votes 
then  fell  into  line  behind  the  MX,  the  build- 
down proposal  was  elevated  to  new  promi- 
nence. And  now  key  congressmen  are  public- 
ly conditioning  their  future  support  for  the 
MX  on  the  President's  willingness  to  follow 
through  on  his  suggestion  that  he  might 
make  a  builddown  proposal  to  the  Soviets  in 
the  Geneva  nuclear-arms  talks. 

Opponents  of  the  MX  were  of  course  dis- 
mayed by  Congress'  vote  giving  the  green 
light  to  further  production  of  the  danger- 
ous, destabilizing  MX  missile-wlthout-a-mls- 
sion.  But  it  was  also  disconcerting  to  witness 
the  congressional  rush  toward  the  ineffectu- 
al build-down  proposal  now  being  offered  by 
many  as  a  panacea  for  the  cancer  that  Is  the 
nuclear-arms  race. 

Builddown  Is  advertised  as  a  practical 
means  of  curbing  the  nuclear-arms  race 
while  permitting  "stabilizing"  arms  modern- 
ization. Proponents  argue  that  It  "would 
permit  the  replacement  of  aging  weapon 
systems  with  more  survlvable  systems"  by 
requiring  the  superpowers  'to  eliminate  two 
older,  less  stabilizing  nuclear  warheads  "  for 
each  new  warhead  deployed. 

At  the  heart  of  the  builddown  are  two  re- 
lated assumptions  that  could  prove  to  be 
dangerously  unrealistic.  These  assumptions 
are  that  our  strategic  planners  will  move  us 
toward  deployment  of  more  survlvable 
weapon  systems,  and  that  these  new  sys- 
tems will  somehow  stabilize  the  arms  com- 
petition. 

First,  aging  weapon  systems  are  not  neces- 
sarily being  replaced  by  more  survlvable  sys- 
tems. In  fact,  the  vote  that  rescued  the 
MX— with  the  help  of  those  who  support 
the  builddown— also  would  have  It  Installed 
in  fixed  silos  that  this  Administration  has 
long  Insisted  are  not  survlvable. 

Second,  new  U.S.  and  Soviet  deployments 
are  not  necessarUy  more  stabilizing.  Putting 
10  highly  accurate  warheads  on  MX  missiles 
In  each  of  the  "vulnerable "  U.S.  silos  limits 
this  weapon  primarily  to  first-strike  use, 
while  the  Soviets'  deployment  of  hundreds 
of  mobile,  three-warhead  SS-20s  exposes  all 
European  capitals  to  attack  virtually  with- 
out warning. 

Proponents  argue  that,  under  builddown, 
prudent  defense  planners  would  soon  move 
toward  deployment  of  more  survlvable  sys- 
tems. But  there  is  little  in  current  deploy- 
ment practices  to  justify  this  optimism. 
And.  with  more  than  50.000  nuclear  war- 
heads in  the  superpowers'  arsenals.  It  could 
take  decades  of  costly  modernization  before 
we  had  "bulltdown"  to  significantly  lower 
levels  of  survivable  systems. 

In  their  eagerness  to  provide  an  arms-con- 
trol gloss  for  their  commitment  to  contin- 
ued production  of  new  nuclear  systems, 
builddown  proponents  have  ignored  another 
basic  fact  governing  U.S.-Sovlet  arms  com- 
petition: With  such  enormous  overkill  in  the 
U.S.  and  Soviet  arsenals,  the  perilous  nucle- 
ar-arms race  is  today  much  more  qualitative 


than  quantitative.  It  Is  the  Sisyphean  insist- 
ence that  nuclear  stability  awaits  after  just 
one  more  round  of  modernization  that 
drives  the  superpowers  to  waste  so  many  bU- 
llons  on  still  more  nuclear  weapons.  And  ad- 
herence to  the  Orwellian  logic  that  to  get 
less  we  must  first  have  more  obscures  the 
fact  that  we  must  first  stop  the  escalating 
arms  race  If  we  are  to  achieve  deep  reduc- 
tions. 

The  Administration  is  now  selling  the  MX 
to  Congress  as  essential  for  arms  control.  It 
is  making  the  same  argument  regarding 
plans  to  put  572  Pershing  2  and  cruise  mis- 
siles In  Europe  beginning  this  December. 

This  Is  not  arms  control.  Neither  Is  the 
build-down.  These  are  prescriptions  for  a 
continued  nuclear  buildup,  a  continued 
waste  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  human,  financial 
and  technological  resources. 

The  buUdup/buUddown  proposal  is  per- 
haps best  understood  by  recognizing  its 
source.  It  was  first  pushed  by  people  who 
were  concerned  that  the  nationwide  call  for 
a  nuclear  freeze  might  hamper  U.S.  weap- 
ons modernization.  It  was  offered  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  as  an  amendment 
to  kill  the  genuine  nuclear-freeze  resolution 
while  providing  an  arms-control  fig  leaf  for 
continued  nuclear-arms  production.  It  Is 
now  backed  by  a  President  who  has  refused 
to  support  ratification  of  three  arms-control 
treaties  that  were  accepted  by  the  Soviets 
and  negotiated  by  past  Republican  and 
Democratic  Administrations  (the  SALT  II. 
Threshold  Test  Ban  and  Peaceful  Nuclear 
Explosions  treaties)  and  who  has  walked 
away  from  a  fourth,  nearly  completed,  nego- 
tiation (Comprehensive  Test  Ban). 

For  those  sincerely  committed  to  real 
arms  control  now,  there  remains  a  simple, 
equitable,  verifiable  proposal  that  drew  81% 
support  in  a  May  Business  Week/Lou  Harris 
poll. 

Its  called  the  bilateral  nuclear-weapons 
freeze. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  would  like  to  say 
now  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
that  I  acknowledge  our  long-shared 
concerns.  I  know  he  has  been  con- 
cerned, as  Senator  Tsongas  stated,  for 
many  years  about  arms  control.  If  he 
had  his  way,  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion would  have  achieved  much  more 
than  it  has  achieved  on  this  front. 

The  problem  we  have  is  slippage.  I 
am  trying  hard  to  get  action  on  the 
nuclear  freeze  proposal.  We  need 
action  on  this  proposal.  And  I  believe 
the  Senate  is  f  eady  to  vote.  There 
have  been  repeated  postponements  in 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee.  It  is 
the  concern  there  might  be  another 
postponement  that  has  added  to  our 
determination  to  express  our  concerns 
so  very  strongly. 

So  let  me  ask  this:  Do  we  have  an  ab- 
solute commitment  there  wQl  not  be 
another  postponement,  that  the  com* 
mitteee  vsrill  discuss  and  vote  on  arms 
control  resolutions  on  the  20th? 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  has  assured  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  that  is  an  abso- 
lute commitment.  I  reaffirm  it  to  my 
colleagues  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I 
have  advised  the  administration  that 
no  matter  what,  that  is  the  deadline, 
that  is  the  day  we  start  the  markup, 
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and  If  there  is  slippage  in  their  getting 
material  on  the  builddown  to  us,  mate- 
rial that  has  now  been  promised  to  us 
by  the  second  week  in  August,  then  we 
just  will  not  be  as  prepared.  But  we 
are  going  ahead  to  mark  up  then  re- 
gardless of  the  views  of  the  adminis- 
tration. 

We  believe  in  the  urgency  of  this 
matter.  I  have  every  reason  to  believe 
Secretary  Shultz  will  place  the  highest 
priority  on  it.  He  assured  Senator 
Ntton,  Senator  Cohen,  and  myself  just 
last  week  that  we  will  have  that  mate- 
rial, we  will  have  it  on  time.  But  re- 
gardless, we  go  ahead. 

Not  only  that,  but  may  I  add  this  as- 
surance: Once  again.  I  will  do  the  best 
I  can.  as  committee  chairman,  sitting 
with  other  committee  chairmen  and 
with  the  majority  leader,  in  helping  to 
schedule  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  see 
that  we  put  the  highest  priority  on 
this  matter  and  that  we  do  deal  with 
this  matter  and  vote  it  up  or  down  this 
session  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  That  is  the  second 
question  I  wanted  to  ask. 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  anticipated  the 
second  question  and  I  thought  I  an- 
swered it. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  appreciate  the 
answer  to  the  first. 

Let  me  just  ask  a  bit  more  about  the 
second  matter.  What  assurances  has 
the  chairman  received  from  the  major- 
ity leader  that  if  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  reports  out  a  freeze 
and  any  other  arms  control  resolutions 
that  they  will  be  considered  by  the 
Senate  during  this  session  before  the 
end  of  this  year? 

Mr.  PERCY.  There  is  no  assurance 
at  this  stage.  The  majority  leader  has 
given  it  and  the  secretary  to  the  ma- 
jority has  concentrated  on  it  as  well 
and  talked  with  other  Senators.  I  have 
talked  with  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  about  it.  but  there  is  no  way  for 
us  to  anticipate  what  delays  there  will 
be  in  legislation  that  is  must  legisla- 
tion which  is  their  first  duty.  We  may 
say  the  nuclear  resolution  is  the  first 
duty  of  mankind,  but  they  may  say. 
"Yes,  but  if  we  even  pass  a  resolution, 
what  will  that  literally  do?  If  we  do 
not  pass  authorization  and  appropria- 
tions bills,  we  know  what  will  happen, 
the  Government  may  stop  in  some  re- 
spects." 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Will  my  colleague 
yield? 

Mr.  PERCY.  Look  at  the  amount  of 
time  we  have  spent  on  this  bill  alone. 
We  thought  we  were  aiming,  and  I  ask 
my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Texas  to  reconfirm  that,  we  were 
aiming  and  reasonable  people  thought 
this  bill  could  have  been  finished  and 
should  have  been  finished  by  last 
Thursday  night.  Yet  here  we  are  a 
week  later  and  we  are  still  on  this  bill. 
These  resolutions,  though  related,  do 
not  directly  affect  the  programs  that 


must  be  Implemented  in  the  legisla- 
tion that  is  on  the  floor  before  us. 

So  the  majority  and  minority  leaders 
cannot  control  the  Senate  to  the 
extent  they  can  tell  exactly  whether 
or  not  they  will  get  everything  out. 
But  we  are  going  to  ask  them  to  even 
if  it  means  forgoing  recesses  and  what- 
ever it  may  be  to  stay  here  until  we 
deal  with  this  matter. 

Now  the  other  caveat  and  question 
is:  How  long  will  this  matter  take  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate?  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  would  be  willing  to  enter 
into  reasonable  time  agreements.  Will 
other  Senators  enter  into  reasonable 
time  agreements  so  we  can  get  a  time 
certain  by  which  we  can  take  the 
matter  up  and  then  deal  with  it  and 
have  adequate  time  for  debate  but  no 
delaying  tactics  or  parliamentary 
moves  which  prevent  our  finally  enact- 
ing it?  That  is  beyond  the  control  of 
any  one  of  us. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor from  Illinois  for  his  response  to  my 
questions.  I  do  have  to  point  out  it  is 
probable  that  since  he  does  not  intend 
to  call  a  meeting  until  September,  that 
the  nuclear  freeze  resolution  will  be 
brought  up  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
during  this  month  on  some  other 
measure.  I  regret  we  will  not  have  a 
committee  report  and  a  committee  rec- 
ommendation at  that  time. 

I  thank  my  friend  from  Colorado  for 
giving  me  this  opportunity  to  question 
the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  one  last  comment? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  without  losing  my  right  to 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  PERCY.  To  the  best  of  the  abili- 
ty of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  as  as- 
certained by  talking  with  the  majority 
leader,  by  our  delaying  the  markup 
from  July,  before  the  recess,  to  imme- 
diately after  the  recess  we  have  not 
delayed  any  floor  action,  because  the 
majority  leader  has  said  there  is  no 
possibility  of  having  it  on  the  floor.  In 
fact  it  is  my  judgment  we  will  expedite 
the  handling  of  it  because  by  Septem- 
ber 20  we  will  be  able  to  proceed  in  a 
much  more  rapid  manner,  relatively 
speaking,  than  we  would  right  now  be- 
cause there  are  so  many  unanswered 
questions  on  basic  issues  that  will  have 
to  be  dealt  with  in  the  resolution.  So  I 
do  not,  from  a  practical  standpoint, 
see  that  by  starting  the  markup  on 
September  20  we  will  really  be  delay- 
ing it  any  more  than  if  we  tried  to 
rush  ahead  and  hold  a  series  of  meet- 
ings before  August  but  really  not  have 
enough  data,  basic  data,  with  which 
we  should  deal  in  marking  up  the  leg- 
islation. 


As  I  say.  I  have  just  received  this 
minute  a  draft  resolution  Senator 
Pr£ssl£r  has  been  working  on.  It  has 
started  through  the  clearance  process, 
but  it  has  not  completed  that  process. 
I  think  probably  only  seven  Senators 
in  the  entire  Senate  have  read  it,  and 
yet  it  deals  with  one  of  the  very  basic 
issues  involved  in  a  markup. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Will  my  colleague 
yield? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  I  do  not  want 
to  gag  any  debate  because  it  is  an  im- 
portant issue  and  I  know  it  has  a  lot  of 
supporters  but  we  do  have  an  amend- 
ment pending  and  this  is  delaying 
debate  and  consideration  of  this 
amendment  which  I  do  hope  will  be 
brought  to  a  vote  in  a  reasonable  time. 

I  understand  there  are  Senators 
wanting  to  debate  on  that  issue  so  al- 
though I  am  not  going  to  object  to 
that  request  now  I  think  I  am  going  to 
be  inclined  to  object  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  yielding  for  anything 
other  than  a  question. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object.  I  would  simply  observe 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  took  the 
floor  and  discussed  this  matter  at 
some  length,  and  it  was  a  matter  that 
was  the  subject  of  committee  delibera- 
tion at  some  length  yesterday  morning 
and  I  think  in  a  reasonable  amount  of 
time  here  we  could  at  least  get  the 
record  complete  with  respect  to  what 
transpired  and  I  think  that  is  impor- 
tant to  do  in  view  of 

Mr.  TOWER.  As  I  say,  I  do  not  mini- 
mize the  importance  and  I  am  not  ex- 
pressing exasperation  with  any  Sena- 
tor. But  there  are  a  number  of  Sena- 
tors and  it  has  been  a  very  spirited  ex- 
change, but  it  does  occur  to  me  we  do 
have  an  amendment;  if  we  want  to 
continue  this  debate  we  can  dispose  of 
vital  business  on  the  bill  and  the 
debate  can  continue.  The  fact  is  no 
report  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee is  likely  to  be  considered  if  the 
consideration  of  this  bill  is  extended 
beyond  this  week  because  there  is  so 
much  time-urgent  business  that  has  to 
be  disposed  of  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  and  I  will  not  object,  just  so 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  will  know, 
I  will  continue  to  seek  recognition,  as  I 
have  for  the  last  hour  and  18  minutes, 
and  it  will  be  to  speak  on  the  pending 
amendment,  not  on  the  matter  before 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor for  yielding.  I  shall  be  very  brief  in 


dealing  with  the  request  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Texas. 

I  would  have  signed  the  letter  and 
gone  forward  but  it  was  my  strongest 
feeling,  after  consulting  with  the  com- 
mittee chairman  and  the  leader,  that 
it  would  not  speed  up  floor  action  at 
all  and  the  leader  emphasized  that 
there  would  be  no  way  to  bring  it  up 
on  the  floor  before  the  same  time.  So 
we  would  gain  no  time  in  terms  of 
floor  action  and  for  that  reason  I  just 
wanted  to  make  that  clear;  that  is  my 
position. 

But  I  do  agree  that  we  should  debate 
this  and  bring  it  up  as  soon  as  possible, 
which  will  be  under  the  plan  put  for- 
ward by  Senator  Baker. 
Mr.  PELL.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr  HART.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  yield  the  floor  briefly  to 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  with- 
out losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  I  think  that  I 
will  not  object  if  the  Senator  wants  to 
recognize  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  and  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land. After  that,  I  think  I  would  have 
to  give  serious  consideration  to  that  so 
we  can  get  on  with  the  business  at 

hand.  ^^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HART.  Let  me  just  say  to  the 
floor  manager,  I  am  trying  to  wind 
this  down  so  that  I  may  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  so  he  may 
debate  the  pending  motion.  That  is 
the  purpose. 

Mr.  TOWER.  In  that  circumstance.  I 
will  not  attempt  to  seek  the  floor 
when  this  winds  down.  If  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  wants  to  seek  the  floor, 
I  think  he  should  do  so  on  his  own  ini- 
tifttivc 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  mindful  of 
the  observation  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas,  I  will  be  very  brief  indeed. 

But  I  think  the  record  should  show 
that  in  the  meeting  of  the  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  yesterday,  the  mi- 
nority, but  the  largest  possible  minori- 
ty short  of  being  a  majority,  felt  very 
strongly  that  we  ought  to  consider  the 
freeze  resolution  as  of  this  moment. 

I  agree  that  it  might  not  speed  up 
the  eventual  floor  action  on  it.  But  I 
do  think  that  there  is  no  other  matter 
of  greater  concern  or  high  policy  in- 
terest than  the  freeze  resolution.  I 
think  that  to  have  it  reported  out  of 
the  committee  and  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  would  mean  for  all  of  us  that 
when  we  go  back  home  our  constitu- 
ents would  be  aware  of  it  and  there 
would  be  conversations  between  each 
of  us  and  our  constituents  as  to  the 
position  we  would  take  on  it.  This  way 
it  will  not  be  before  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  and  there  will  not  be  the  same 
urgency  in  the  discussions  our  con- 
stituents may  hold  on  it.  I  hope  that 


we  would  press  as  hard  as  we  can  on 
this  matter. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  HART.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  without  losing  my  right  to 

the  floor.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.    SARBANES.    Mr.    President,    I 
think  it  is  very  important  to  put  on 
the  record  what  occurred  in  the  com- 
mittee yesterday.  We  have  been  trying 
to  get  a  markup  of  the  nuclear  freeze 
resolution  for  quite  some  time  in  that 
committee.   We   have   held   extended 
hearings,  and  the  chairman  tentative- 
ly scheduled  markups  at  the  end  of 
June  on  two  separate  occasions.  Those 
were  than  put  off  until  after  the  July 
recess,  and  a  firm  date  was  scheduled 
on  the  13th  of  July.  That  was  subse- 
quently put  off  again  until  the  end  of 
July,  until  the  28th  of  July.  As  we 
began   to   approach   that   date,   once 
again  the  markup  of  these  resolutions 
was  carried  over  well  toward  the  end 
of  September. 

Now,  as  a  consequence  of  all  of  that, 
yesterday  a  niunber  of  us  presented  to 
the  chairman,  under  the  rules,  the  rp, 
quest  that  we  proceed  to  markup  in 
the  very  near  future.  I  am  frank  to  say 
I  cannot  imagine  a  more  pressing  item 
to  be  considered  than  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  the  nuclear  freeze  and  of  nu- 
clear strategic  policy. 

It  is  very  important  to  underscore 
that  the  chairman  himself  on  a 
number  of  occasions  has  already 
scheduled  this  matter  for  markup  and 
subsequently  delayed  it,  either  post- 
poning it  or  canceling  it. 

Now.  the  view  was  if  we  could  have 
the  markup  before  the  August  recess 
the  report  and  all  the  accompanying 
material  could  have  been  prepared 
during  that  recess  and  it  would  have 
then  been  positioned  for  the  Senate  to 
take  up  this  matter  immediately  upon 
its  return  from  the  August  recess. 

Now  what  we  are  being  told  is  that 
the  markup  itself,  the  beginning  of 
the  markup  itself,  will  be  delayed  until 
the  20th  of  September.  We  have  no 
idea  how  long  that  markup  will  run.  If 
and  when  it  is  concluded,  we  then  wUl 
have  to  prepare  the  report  and  the 
materials  to  come  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  As  I  understand  some  of  the 
schedules  given  earlier  in  the  year 
with  respect  to  Senate  activity,  we 
would  be  very  much  up  against  the 
possibility  that  the  Senate  would  be 
going  out,  because  I  know  the  majori- 
ty leader  has  expressed  his  desire  and 
intention  to  close  down  the  Senate 
and  to  go  back  to  our  constituencies 
early  in  the  fall  if  he  can  achieve. 

It  was  for  that  reason,  plus  the  fact 
that  this  is  an  important  item,  plus 
the  fact  that  it  has  been  pending 
before  the  committee  now  for  many, 
many  weeks,  that  it  was  felt  that  we 


should  move  to  mark  up  in  the  weeks 
now  remaining  prior  to  the  Augiost 
recess.  The  committee  could  have  ac- 
complished that,  could  have  prepared 
the  material  over  the  recess,  and 
therefore,  placed  the  Senate  in  the  po- 
sition of  being  able  to  act  on  this 
matter  any  time  following  our  return 
in  early  September. 

We  are  now  in  the  position  of  the 
markup  not  beginning  until  toward 
the  end  of  September.  I  am  fearful 
that  this  matter  is  simply  being 
pushed  off  and  off  and  off,  in  the 
hopes  that  it  will  fade  into  time  and 
into  distance. 

I  welcome  the  statement  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  made  on 
the  floor  today  which  repeated  a  state- 
ment that  he  made  yesterday  in  the 
committee  that  •he  was  not  going  to 
allow  the  administration  to  obtain  any 
further  delays  in  this  markup  and  that 
he  had  told  them  that,  regardless  of 
what  they  said  to  him,  no  further  can- 
cellations or  postponements  were 
forthcoming.  I  think  it  is  very  clear 
where  the  pressure  has  come  from 
thus  far  for  these  postponements.  And 
1/  think  that  was  a  very  important 
statement. 

Nevertheless,  it  is  my  own  view  that 
the  Senate  ought  to  find  some  way  to 
work  its  will  on  this  matter  in  the  near 
future. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
for  yielding. 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS.  1984 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (S.  675). 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  seek 
recognition  in  my  own  right. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Then  I  assume  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  yields  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield  the 
floor? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  will  not  seek  recogni- 
tion. 

Mr.  HART.  It  was  with  the  under- 
standing that  the  manager  of  the  bill 
preferred  it  to  operate  that  way  to  get 
on  with  the  MX  debate  that  each  Sen- 
ator seek  recognition. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  do  not  intend  to  seek 
the  floor.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  should  yield  the  floor  and  let 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  seek  it  in 
his  own  right. 
Mr.  LEAHY  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
President,  that  any  furtl^er  remarks  I 
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make  will  not  be  counted  as  a  second 
speech  under  nile  XIX^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  will  be 
brief  today  for  a  number  of  reasons, 
not  the  least  that  the  matter  of  the 
nuclear  freeze  has  taken  from  the 
time  originally  planned  for  the  MX 
debate,  but  also  because  I  spoke  at 
some  length  yesterday  on  the  dangers 
of  proceeding  with  a  missile  as  destabi- 
lizing as  the  MX.  I  will  not  repeat 
those  same  points  again  today. 

In  the  defense  authorization  bill,  the 
Senate  has  an  unusual,  but  I  think  a 
critical,  opportunity  to  prevent  a  mis- 
take for  which  our  country  will  pay, 
not  only  in  increased  danger  to  our 
safety,  but  also  in  dollars,  and  will  do 
it  for  decades  to  come. 

Mr.  President,  I  spoke  yesterday  of 
lost  opportunities.  I  did  so  with  sad- 
ness and  regret.  I  think  any  one  of  us, 
as  Americans,  regrets  when  our  coun- 
try loses  an  opportunity  to  curb  the 
nuclear  arms  race. 

When  I  spoke  of  lost  opportunities,  I 
was  thinking  back  to  a  time  before  1 
came  to  the  Senate,  and  before  jaer- 
haps  two-thirds  of  the  present  mem- 
bership of  the  Senate  came  here.  It 
was  a  time  when  the  U.S.  Senate  could 
have  shown  true  leadership.  I  refer  to 
the  very  courageous  efforts  made  by 
Senators  surti  as  Edward  Brooke,  Clif- 
ford Case,  and  others  in  1969-1970  to 
try  to  convince  the  Nixon  administra- 
tion to  make  a  sincere  and  realistic  at- 
tempt to  ban  MIRVs  in  the  SALT  1 
negotiations. 

You  only  have  to  read  statements 
made  by  some  of  those  who  were  in- 
volved in  the  MIRV  debate  to  realize 
how  different  things  might  have  been 
if  those  courageous  Senators  pre- 
vailed. We  find  even  Henry  Kissinger, 
the  architect  of  the  SALT  negotiations 
himself,  now  admitting  that  it  was  a 
mistake  and  that  we  should  have  nego- 
tiated limits  on  MIRV  at  a  time  when 
we  had  a  chance  to  do  so. 

How  different  matters  would  be  now 
had  they  been  successful  on  a  MIRV 
ban.  There  would  be  no  ICBM  vulner- 
ability problem;  there  would  be  no  ex- 
plosion in  the  number  of  missile  war- 
heads; there  would  be  no  MIRV'd  SS- 
17's,  18"s,  or  19's  under  Soviet  control; 
nor  would  we  have  the  MX  issue 
which  so  perplexes  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  today. 

There  would  have  been  no  Scowcroft 
Commission  to  tell  us  again  what  so 
many  of  our  leaders  knew  back  in 
1969:  that  MIRV'd  ICBM's  were  bad 
for  American  security.  It  is  hard  to 
overlook  the  parallels  between  that 
time  and  the  decisions  we  are  making 
today. 

I  l)€lieve,  as  we  look  at  the  pros  and 
cons  of  deploying  the  MX  in  vulnera- 
ble Minuteman  silos,  it  is  worth  recall- 
ing some  of  the  events  of  that  debate 
on  MIRV. 


The  issue  of  proceeding  with  MIRVs 
was  brought  to  the  attention  of  many 
Members  of  Congress  in  the  late 
1960's.  For  a  number  of  reasons,  they 
did  not  immediately  grasp  the  dangers 
to  U.S.  strategic  forces  of  a  MIRV'ing 
program.  Congress  was  at  that  time 
preoccupied  with  the  issue  of  halting 
plans  on  both  sides  to  deploy  ABM 
systems. 

I  recall  the  debate.  In  fact,  I  came 
here  as  a  private  citizen  from  Vermont 
and  sat  in  the  gallery  several  different 
times  and  listened  to  that  debate.  I 
was  here  in  this  Chamber  as  an  ob- 
server when  the  ABM  vote  occurred  in 
the  Senate.  I  recall  that  very  well,  sit- 
ting here  as  a  young  prosecutor  from 
Vermont.  I  had  one  of  the  few  seats  in 
here.  The  galleries  were  crowded  at 
the  time. 

I  recall  some  argued  that  to  spend 
too  much  time  with  the  MIRV  issue 
would  detract  from  the  efforts  to  stop 
the  ABM,  which  was  seen  by  many  as 
the  more  urgent  and  serious  threat  to 
strategic  stability.  Even  the  ABM  was 
a  matter  of  major  conflict.  I  remember 
very  well  that  of  the  two  Senators 
from  Vermont,  neither  one  of  whom 
now  serve  here,  one  voted  for  the 
building  of  the  ABM  and  one  voted 
against. 

We  must  also  not  forget  the  dynam- 
ics of  the  nuclear  arms  race  were  not 
fully  comprehended  by  many  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  and  that  was  obvious 
in  the  debate  at  the  time.  It  would  be 
several  years  before  more  than  a  select 
few  would  understand  the  complex 
jargon  of  nuclear  weaponry  and  doc- 
trine. But  since  then  we  have  had  both 
the  SALT  I  and  the  SALT  II  agree- 
ments. I  would  like  to  think  that  this 
situation  has  changed  dramatically 
with  the  Members  of  this  body  today, 
and  that  we  have  a  much  better  un- 
derstanding of  the  issues  at  stake,  and 
the  meaning  of  what  we  do. 

I  think  it  has  also  changed  dramati- 
cally with  the  population  as  a  whole.  I 
have  not  been  to  a  single  public  meet- 
ing in  the  State  of  Vermont  where 
there  was  a  question  and  answer,  ses- 
sion or  open  discussion,  when  at  some 
point,  usually  very  eawly,  the  question 
of  nuclear  war  and  nuclear  arms  con- 
trol, has  not  come  up.  When  it  does, 
we  seem  never  to  get  off  that  subject. 
I  find  the  average  Vermonter,  as  I  am 
sure  is  true  of  the  average  person  in 
all  the  other  49  States,  is  well  versed 
on  the  complexity  of  this  subject. 

Back  in  1969  and  1970  that  was  not 
necessarily  the  case.  Senator  Brooke 
from  Massachusetts  pushed  hard  to 
convince  the  administration  to  agree 
to  propose  a  mutual  and  verifiable 
MIRV  moratorium  with  the  Soviet 
Union  during  the  SALT  I  negotiations, 
while  in  the  meantime  restraining  the 
testing  and  deployment  of  our  own 
MIRVs. 

Senator  Brooke's  idea  never  caught 
fire  in  the  Senate.  It  was  put  off  until 


after  the  opening  round  of  the  SALT  I 
talks.  The  usual  arguments  about 
tying  a  negotiator's  hands  at  the  nego- 
tiating table  were  heard,  as  well  as  the 
dangers  of  making  unilateral  conces- 
sions, some  of  the  same  things  we  hear 
today.  In  fact,  I  daresay  if  we  took 
some  of  the  articles  written  at  that 
time  and  just  reprinted  them  today, 
we  would  be  hard  pressed  to  tell  which 
were  from  the  newspapers  and  state- 
ments of  public  officials  in  1969  and 
which  were  from  the  newspapers  and 
statements  of  public  officials  in  1983. 

We  led  in  MIRV  technology  at  that 
time,  and,  as  has  happened  before, 
many  somehow  thought  we  could  pre- 
serve this  advantage.  Of  course,  we 
have  not.  We  consistently  overlook  the 
reality  that  when  we  develop  a  super- 
weapon,  however  defined,  eventually, 
unless  we  are  able  to  put  controls  on 
it,  the  Soviet  Union  also  develops  the 
same  sort  of  weapon.  Every  super- 
weapon  we  have  ever  developed  they 
have  matched,  even  if  it  took  a  few 
years.  They  develop  the  technology 
themselves  or  they  obtain  it  one  way 
or  another  from  the  United  States— 
but  they  do  it  sooner  or  later. 

To  go  back  to  the  history  of  MIRV, 
Mr.  President,  the  Senate  eventually 
passed  a  watered-down  version  of  the 
Brooke  resolution  instructing  the  U.S. 
arms  negotiators  to  propose  some 
form  of  MIRV  limitations  to  their 
Soviet  counterparts. 

But  the  administration  proposal,  in- 
tentionally designed  to  be  nonnegotia- 
ble— again  those  parallels  with  today- 
was  quickly  dismissed  by  the  Soviet 
Union.  Senators  received  little  infor- 
mation on  what  our  negotiators  were 
doing  concerning  MIRVs.  Again,  we 
see  a  parallel  with  what  is  going  on 
today  in  the  Geneva  negotiations  on 
START  and  INF.  \ 

By  failing  to  act  strongly  and  deci- 
sively. Senators  lost  the  opportunity^ 
to  avoid  a  shortsighted  and  politically 
driven  decision  by  the  Nixon  adminis- 
tration to  MIRV  our  ICBM's  and 
SLBM's. 

The  United  States  is  now  facing  the 
consequences  of  that  lost  opportunity 
as  we  contemplate  a  world  of  huge, 
vulnerable,  10-warhead,  MIRV'd 
ICBM's  poised  on  hair-trigger  alert  to 
fire  before  they  are  destroyed.  The  sad 
results  of  the  missed  opportunity  on 
MIRV  are  well  known  to  all.  Let  us 
not  compound  that  mistake  of  an  ear- 
lier decade  by  missing  yet  another  op- 
portunity to  act  in  the  national  inter- 
est in  nuclear  stability. 

Mr.  President,  I  said  last  night  these 
opportunities  come  less  and  less  often. 
They  seem  to  be  slipping  away  from 
our  grasp. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a  case  of 
losing  opportunities  in  some  minor 
game  or  sporting  event.  We  are  talking 
about  missing  opportunities  that  can 
determine  the  life  not  only  of  every- 


one within  the  United  States,  but 
quite  literally,  everyone  on  the  face  of 
the  Earth. 

As  human  beings,  can  we  morally 
justify  allowing  such  opportunities  to 
keep  slipping  away?  Mr.  President,  do 
we  really  fulfill  or  responsibility  to  the 
sfecurity  of  our  own  people,  to  say 
nothing  about  the  peoples  of  the  rest 
of  the  Earth,  if  we  allow  those  oppor- 
tunities to  escape  us?  Could  we  really 
show  responsibility,  not  only  to  our 
generation  but  to  succeeding  genera- 
tions, if  we  allow  those  opportunities 
to  go  by? 

We  should  realize  that  today  is  one 
such.  Let  the  Senate  insist  with  clear 
vision  and  determination  that  this 
time,  political  considerations  and  the 
momentum  of  a  vast  weapons  program 
will  not  prevail;  let  us  turn  back  the 
MX. 

Mr.  HART.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
want  to  ask  the  Senator  a  question,  if 
I  may.  That  is  whether  he  agrees  with 
me,  having  served  on  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  himself  and  now  serv- 
ing, as  I  recall,  on  the  Intelligence 
Committee,  that  the  MX  cannot  be 
justified  as  simply  another  nuclear 
weapons  system  program,  that  it  does 
in  fact,  in  terms  of  capability  and  in 
terms  of  the  mode  of  deployment,  rep- 
resent a  substantial  departure  from 
the  traditional  nuclear  doctrine  and 
practice  of  this  Nation  of  the  past  35 
years? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  The  Senator  from  Col- 
orado is  absolutely  right.  We  are  deal- 
ing now  with  a  weapon  of  a  first-strike 
capability,  a  counterforce  weapon.  I 
asked  questions  in  open  session  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  where  I 
also  serve,  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense.  They  made  it  very 
clear— and  I  recall  the  headlines  the 
next  day  as  a  result  of  their  testimo- 
ny—that they  were  not  ruling  out 
launch  on  warning  once  the  MX  is  de- 
ployed. It  seems  that  our  nuclear  doc- 
trine is  going  to  be  shaped  by  the 
weapon  we  develop.  Putting  a  first- 
strike  weapon  in  a  vulnerable  situation 
will  drive  us  toward  a  nuclear  policy  of 
launch  on  alert  or  launch  under 
attack,  in  my  estimation. 

Quite  frankly,  I  am  not  willing  to  en- 
danger the  lives  of  my  countrymen  in 
that  kind  of  situation.  Launch  under 
attack  may  result  from  a  computer- 
flashed  message  which  may  or  may 
not  be  accurate.  There  are  too  many 
examples  that  these  messages  can 
sometimes  be  quite  inaccurate. 

If  we  should  be  unwilling  to  risk  the 
safety  of  our  country  and  our  people 
on  the  possibility  of  a  malfunction  of 
American  computers,  do  we  really 
want  to  do  it  or  base  it  on  Soviet  com- 
puters which  are  not  as  good  as  ours? 


Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  follow-on  question? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Yes,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  ask  his  judg- 
ment—as a  Senator  held  in  great 
regard  to  this  body,  turning  a  little 
gray  and  obviously  acquiring  seniori- 
ty—about something  the  body  has  ad- 
dressed previously.  I  observe  the  press 
gallery  is  empty,  so  I  can  ask  this 
question  and  he  can  give  his  answer 
free  of  any  fear  of  attribution. 

The  record  is  filled  with  warnings, 
from  every  authority  we  have  sum- 
moned to  office  in  these  matters  in 
the  last  5  years,  saying,  in  effect, 
"Don't  deploy  the  MX  in  a  mode  that 
is  vulnerable  to  a  first  strike  by  the 
Soviets,  because  it  is  then  transformed 
into  a  first  strike  weapon  by  us  and  we 
enter  a  launch  on  warning  situation." 
I  do  not  think  there  has  been  an  engi- 
neer or  scientist  in  our  Government  in 
recent  years  more  respected  than  Wil- 
liam Perry,  who  was  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  under  President  Carter.  He 
said  on  November  13,  1981: 

My  concern  is  that  if  we  had  this  very 
threatening  missile  in  unprotected  silos  and 
if  they  do  not  go  to  a  survivable  system 
themselves,  that  simply  increases  the  hair 
trigger  on  both  sides. 

"The  hair  trigger."  After  25  years  of 
deterrence,  a  policy  which  is  meant  to 
avoid  just  that.  Secretary  Weinberger, 
whom  we  know  and  respect  in  this 
Chamber,  said  just  a  few  weeks  earlier, 
on  October  5,  with  reference  to  MX 
missiles  in  Minuteman  silos: 

I  don't  think  they  can  be  hardened 
enough  on  a  permanent  basis  to  warrant 
putting  MX  missiles  in  fixed  and  known 
silos. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  is  famil- 
iar with  these  statements.  I  ask  him, 
given  those  judgments  I  have  just 
quoted,  how  we  are  proceeding  to  act 
in  direct  contravention  to  them  in  a 
matter  so  far  reaching  in  its  implica- 
tions. This  is  not  a  wheat  price  sup- 
port program.  This  is  not  the  Buffalo 
Bill  Dam.  This  is  launch  on  warning. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
at  that  point  so  I  may  intervene  with  a 
question? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  If  the  Senator  would 
forbear,  is  the  Senator  from  New  York 
referring  to  that  same  Bill  Perry  who 
is  a  member  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion and  recommended  adoption  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission's  findings? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  most  certainly 
am.  The  distinguished  chairman  has 
heard  us  say  time  and  again  the  single 
most  suspect  aspect  of  the  Scowcroft 
Commission's  report  is  that,  having 
made  an  extraordinarily  powerful  ar- 
gtmient  for  abandoning  the  MX  and 
going  for  a  mobile  missile  system,  in 
the  end  it  said,  "Well,  we  will  give  the 
President  half  the  number  of  MX  mis- 
siles he  asked  for." 


We  do  not  question  what  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  did.  We  question 
why  they  did  it.  The  recommendation 
respecting  MX  missile  deployment 
does  not  logically  follow  from  the  sub- 
stance of  the  report  itself.  Perhaps  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  would  specu- 
late on  why  Dr.  Perry  changed  his 
mind. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  None  of  them  changed 
their  minds  on  the  question  of  vulner- 
ability. Every  member  of  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  emphasized  that  the 
MX  missiles  could  still  be  vulnerable 
when  they  are  put  in  Minuteman  silos. 
No  matter  what  you  deploy  in  silos 
which  themselves  are  vulnerable,  that 
also  will  become  vulnerable.  That  is 
true  even  if  you  call  it  the  MX— or  the 
latest  Madison  Avenue  jargon,  the 
Peacekeeper.  I  recall  from  my  reli- 
gious classes  as  a  young  man  in  paro- 
chial school,  we  usually  used  that  term 
to  refer  to  a  person  who  lived  2,000 
years  ago  and  not  to  a  missile  of  un- 
imaginable destructiveness. 

Be  that  as  it  may.  Dr.  Perry  still  be- 
lieves, as  I  understand  most  members 
of  the  Scowcroft  Commission  do,  that 
MX  in  Minuteman  silos  is  a  vulnerable 
basing  mode.  Their  argument  for  it 
rests  mainly  on  political  grounds,  and 
something  they  call  perceptions. 

Dr.  Perry,  for  whom  I  have  a  great 
deal  of  respect,  has  stated  all  this 
before.  Those  who  know  him  under- 
stand that  he  always  tends  to  under- 
state. He  is  a  very  careful  person  and 
when  he  says  that  silo-based  missiles 
are  vulnerable  and  will  continue  to  be 
vulnerable,  I  give  that  great  weight. 

The  Senator  from  New  York,  of 
course,  is  as  familiar  with  these  ques- 
tions as  any  person  in  this  Chamber 
and  certainly  as  familiar  as  virtually 
any  member  of  the  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee. He  is  the  vice  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Select  Committee  on  Intelli- 
gence and  has  continuous  access  to  in- 
formation on  the  issues  involved  in 
missile  survivability.  I  do  not  think  I 
go  into  any  classified  information— it 
is  information  available  to  each  of  us 
Senators— when  I  say  the  Minuteman 
silos  into  which  MX  is  to  be  deployed 
are  already  threatened  by  nearly  com- 
plete destruction  in  a  Soviet  attack.  I 
certainly  breach  no  confidence  by 
saying  that  my  studied  judgnlent  is 
that  by  deploying  MX  this  way  we  end 
up  with  a  first-strike  weapon  in  a  vul- 
nerable situation.  Quite  frankly,  I  was 
not  surprised  to  hear  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  say  to  the  Appropriations 
Conmiittee  in  hearings  on  MX  last 
May  that  they  now  have  to  admit  the 
possibility  of  a  U.S.-launch-under- 
attack  scenario,  to  use  their  term. 

I  believe  this  MX  plan  will  drive  us 
toward  a  launch-under-attack  doc- 
trine. That  is  why  I  think  we  have 
reached  as  crucial  a  strategic  decision 
as  the  Senate  did  on  MIRV  back  in 
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1969-70.  It  is  every  bit  as  important.  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
in  leading  this  debate  into  examining 
all  aspects  of  this  issue.  We  should  not 
underestimate  the  service  he  does  not 
only  for  the  Senate  but  for  the  whole 
country  in  driving  this  debate.  The 
MX  is  as  important  as  the  issue  of 
ABM.  It  is  certainly  as  important  as 
the  issue  of  MIRV.  As  we  build  up  and 
build  up— and  I  do  not  know  how  to 
emphasize  this  enough  to  my  col- 
leagues in  this  Chamber— the  opportu- 
nities we  miss  do  not  come  back,  but 
the  stakes  become  greater  and  greater. 
That  missed  opportunity  which  might 
have  seemed  less  important  a  decade 
ago  or  20  years  ago  becomes  over- 
whelming today.  If  we  keep  on  letting 
these  opportunities  to  gain  national 
control  of  the  nuclear  competition 
pass  by,  some  day  we  will  reach  the 
point  when  the  last  opportunity  is 
gone;  the  stakes  are  life  and  death  to 
the  human  race.  That  is  really  what 
we  face  today.  The  100  Members  of 
this  Chamber  have  a  responsibility  to 
the  country  to  grasp  this  opportunity, 
to  not  let  it  go  by. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  New 
York  for  his  work,  my  seatmate,  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin,  who  has 
spoken  so  eloquently  on  this  burning 
question,  and  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado for  pushing  this  debate  into  all 
the  comers  of  the  issue. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  what  was  the  consent  request? 
Mr.  LEAHY.  I  did  not  make  a  unani- 
mous-consent request.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  from  New  York  was  the 
only  one  on  his  feet,  so  I  yielded  to 
him. 

Mr.  TOWER.  For  what  purpose?  For 
what  purpose? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  If  I  may  say  to 
the  distinguished  chairman,   I   asked 

for  recognition.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield  the 
floor? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  1  yield  the  floor. 
^     The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Presiding  Officer. 

Mr.  TOWER.  1  just  want  to  point 
out  this  position  of  controlling  the 
floor  and  yielding  and  yielding. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  Senator  is 
quite  correct  to  do  so. 

May  I  express  my  appreciation  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  for  so  per- 
ceptive and  heartfelt  a  statement?  Not 
to  feel  deeply  about  this  subject  is  to 
be  lost  to  sensibility  about  the  central 
Issue  of  our  time.  This  need  not  be  a 
desiccated  debate,  this  need  not  be  a 
statistical  analysis,  this  need  not  be  a 


long,  drawn-out  attempt  to  describe 
merely  the  mechanics  and  logistics  of 
our  present  situation. 

The  central  point  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  made,  is  similar  to  the  point 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  and  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  have  made, 
and  numerous  of  us  have  made  repeat- 
edly. We  have  not  yet  heard  our  argu- 
ments rebutted;  perhaps  we  have  not 
been  rebutted  because  we  have  not 
been  heard.  Our  point  remains:  We  are 
changing  American  strategic  doctrine 
not  by  what  we  say  but  by  what  we  do. 
Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  af^ 
dress  two  propositions  this  afternoon, 
in  what  I  believe  is  the  fifth  time  I 
have  spoken  in  recent  days  on  the  sub- 
ject. First,  I  would  call  to  the  atten- 
tion of  Members  of  the  Senate  what 
relatively  small  issues  are  involved 
with  respect  to  armament  that  are 
leading  to  this  massive,  fateful  change 
in  strategic  doctrine. 

Not  long  ago  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  made  known  its  in- 
formed judgment  on  this  question. 
When  we  were  considering  the  Dense 
Pack  deployment  mode  last  Novem- 
ber—that was  the  latest  of  some  34  ef- 
forts to  deploy  this  weapon  in  a  deter- 
rent mode,  each  in  turn  failing  in  one 
sense  or  another— the  CBO  was  asked 
what  would  be  the  contribution  to  the 
nuclear  forces  of  the  United  States 
that  the  decision  to  go  ahead  with  MX 
would  yield. 

On  November  24,  1982,  the  Director 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
Alice  Rivlm— who  is  still  Director 
though,  happily  for  her,  will  having 
served  two  terms  and  more  soon  be  re- 
turning to  the  Brookings  Institution- 
sent  to  the  Budget  Committee  a 
report. 

The  letter  accompanying  the  report 
states  as  follows: 

The  paper  concludes  that  even  if  the  CSB 
works-;- 

Mr.  President,  CSB  in  this  case 
stands  for  "Closely  Spaced  Basing," 
though  it  was  given  the  more  common 
appelation  Dense  Pack— 
and  the  MX  survives  in  substantial  num- 
bers, the  percentage  contribution  of  the  MX 
missile  to  United  States  strategic  capabili- 
ties would  be  small.  By  1996.  when  all  sys- 
tems are  fielded,  the  contribution  of  the 
MX  would  range  from  about  5  percent  to 
about  13  percent  depending  on  the  measure 
of  capability  chosen,  the  scenario  assumed 
for  the  nuclear  exchange,  and  assumptions 
about  arms  control. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  report 
and  Dr.  Rivlin's  letter  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  infor- 
mation was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 


Congressional  Budget  OmcE, 
Washington.  D.C.,  November  24,  1982. 
Hon.  James  R.  Jones, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  the  Budget,  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington, 
D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  At  the  request  of 
your  Committee,  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  (CBO)  is  currently  reviewing  the  cost 
and  effects  of  the  Administration's  plan  for 
building  U.S.  strategic  forces,  and  alterna- 
tives to  that  plan.  The  final  report  should 
be  completed  in  time  for  next  year's  budget 
review.  Recently,  you  asked  for  Interim  re- 
sults that  focus  on  the  contribution  of  the 
MX  missile,  since  that  program  will  be  de- 
bated during  the  final  session  of  the  97th 
Congress.  The  paper  attached  to  this  letter 
presents  those  Interim  results. 

The  Administration  has  proposed  to 
deploy  100  MX  missiles  In  the  so-called 
"closely  spaced  basing  "  (CSB)  mode.  The 
survivability  of  MX  missiles  in  the  CSB 
mode  has  been  hotly  debated.  CBO  cannot 
judge  the  complicated  technical  issues  that 
determine  whether  MX  in  CSB  would  sur- 
vive, such  as  whether  "superhardenlng" 
technologies  for  CSB  silos  are  practical. 
CBO  has  therefore  assumed,  as  the  Admin- 
istration asserts,  that  the  CBS  mode  would 
allow  a  substantial  fraction  of  the  MX  mis- 
siles to  survive  a  Soviet  first  strike  and  con- 
tribute to  U.S.  retaliation. 

The  paper  concludes  that,  even  if  CSB 
works  and  the  MX  survives  In  substantial 
numbers,  the  percentage  contribution  of  the 
MX  missile  to  U.S.  strategic  capabilities 
would  be  small.  By  1996.  when  all  systems 
are  fielded,  the  contribution  of  the  MX 
would  range  from  about  5  percent  to  about 
13  percent  depending  on  the  measure  of  ca- 
pability chosen,  the  scenario  assumed  for 
the  nuclear  exchange,  and  assumptions 
about  arms  control.  If  there  was  warning  of 
an  attack,  the  MX  would  contribute  5  per- 
cent of  all  U.S.  warhead  Inventories  likely  to 
survive  a  Soviet  first-strike;  it  would  provide 
7  percent  of  those  surviving  warheads  capa- 
ble of  destroying  Soviet  targeU  hardened 
against  a  nuclear  blast.  Were  a  Soviet  attack 
to  occur  as  a  total  surprise— destroying  U.S. 
bombers  not  on  alert  and  submarines  in 
port— the  MX  could  provide  7  percent  of  all 
surviving  warheads  and  13  percent  of  hard- 
target  inventories. 

In  1990.  when  the  MX  is  deployed  but 
before  the  Trident  II  missile  is  deployed  in 
large  numbers  jr  the  Stealth  bomber  Is 
fielded,  the  contribution  of  the  MX  could  be 
substantially  larger.  In  this  earlier  period, 
the  MX  would  contribute  5  percent  of  total 
surviving  warheads  and  12  percent  of  surviv- 
ing hard-target  warheads  In  an  attack  that 
occurred  after  some  warning.  Should  the 
Soviet  strike  come  as  a  complete  surprise, 
the  contribution  of  MX  to  surviving  inven- 
tories could  be  12  percent  for  total  war- 
heads and  23  percent  for  hard-target  war- 
heads. Some  consider  this  surprise  or  "bolt- 
out-of-the-blue"  attack  less  likely  than  an 
attack  that  came  after  a  warning  period  of 
tension  or  nonnuclear  war. 

The  rationale  for  MX  depends,  of  course, 
on  more  than  its  quantitative  contribution. 
The  MX  would  help  continue  the  diversity 
inherent  in  a  triad  of  survivable  U.S.  strate- 
gic forces.  The  MX  might  also  offer  some 
advantages  In  terms  of  command  and  con- 
trol and  could  contribute  in  a  limited  nucle- 
ar exchange  thai  some  have  discussed.  De- 
ploying the  MX  might  also  show  a  stead- 
fastness of  purpose  which,  as  the  Adminis- 
tration has  argued,  could  be  important  in 
ongoing  arms  control  negotiations. 


Review  of  the  costs  of  the  MX  in  CSB 
must  await  detailed  examination  of  the 
exact  nature  and  timing  of  the  Administra- 
tion's program.  Nonetheless,  the  Air  Force 
has  indicated  that  the  cosU  of  deploying 
100  MX  missiles  in  the  closely  spaced  basing 
mode  might  amount  to  about  $26  billion  In 
constant  1982  dollars. 

I  hope  these  Interim  results  are  helpful.  If 
we  can  answer  any  further  questions,  please 
let  me  know. 
Sincerely. 

Alice  M.  Rivlin. 

Director. 

Contribution  of  MX  to  the  Strategic 

Force  Modernization  Program 
[Figures  referred  to  not  reproducible  for 
record.] 

The  Administration  has  decided  to  base 
the  MX  missile  in  the  so-called  "closely 
spaced  basing"  (CSB).  or  •dense-pack" 
mode.  The  CSB  scheme  will  place  100  MX 
missiles  in  vertical  shelters  that  are  "super- 
hardened"  to  withstand  large  nuclear  blasts. 
The  shelters  will  be  approximately  1.800 
feet  apart  in  a  narrow  array  about  14  miles 
long.  If  the  Congress  approves  the  basing 
decision.  MX  in  CSB  will  be  deployed  in 
Wyoming,  with  the  first  missiles  available 
sometime  in  1986.  According  to  Air  Force  es- 
timates. MX  in  CSB  would  cost  $26  billion 
in  fiscal  year  1982  dollars. 

The  Air  Force  contends  that  this  new 
basing  system  will  provide  a  measure  of  sur- 
vivability to  the  MX  missiles  because  of  the 
phenomenon  of  "fratricide."  Incoming 
Soviet  warheads  would  destroy  other  Soviet 
warheads  that  were  not  detonated  at  pre- 
cisely the  same  instant;  the  radiation,  heat, 
blast,  and  debris  created  by  explosion  of  the 
first  warheads  would  destroy  or  blow  off 
course  follow-on  warheads.  MX  missiles  in 
superhard  silos  would  be  able  to  survive  this 
destruction,  to  be  launched  later  when  the 
environment  had  cleared  up.  MX  would  sur- 
vive in  CSB  for  only  a  matter  of  hours,  how- 
ever, since  subsequent  strikes  could  be 
launched  against  surviving  shelters  once  the 
debris  and  dust  had  settled. 

The  technical  claims  for  the  survival  of 
MX  in  CSB  have  been,  and  likely  will  con- 
tinue to  be.  widely  disputed.  Press  reports  as 
of  last  September  indicated  that  the  Air 
Force  expected  50  to  70  percent  of  the  MX 
force  to  survive  if  placed  in  CSB.  Informa- 
tion in  the  press  after  the  President's  deci- 
sion suggested  that  the  Air  Force  places  sur- 
vival prospects  at  70  percent.  On  the  other 
hand,  some  analysts  clearly  believe  that  few 
if  any  of  the  missiles  would  survive.  It  is 
beyond  the  technical  competence  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  to  make 
an  independent  assessment  of  MX  surviv- 
ability in  dense  pack.  For  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  CBO  assumed  that  60  percent  of 
the  missiles,  the  mid-point  of  the  earlier 
range,  would  survive.  A  discussion  at  the 
end  of  the  paper  notes  the  impact  of  assum- 
ing higher  or  lower  survival  rates. 

This  paper  summarizes  CBO's  analysis  of 
the  contribution  of  the  MX  missile  to  U.S. 
strategic  capabilities,  assuming  that  closely 
spaced  basing  allows  a  substantial  number 
of  MX  missiles  to  survive. 


SIZE  OF  THE  MX  CONTRIBUTION  WOULD  DEPEND 
ON  TOTAL  ADMINISTRATION  PROGRAM 

Key  Systems 
The  contribution  of  the  MX  missile  would 
be  relative  to  that  of  other  strategic  forces 
in  the  Administration's  plan.  Most  of  the 
plan  is  publicly  available,  though  some  de- 
tails are  not.  The  following  programs  are  as- 


sumed to  be  part  of  the  Administration's 
strategic  buildup: 

Deployment  by  1989  Of  100  MX  missiles  In 
the  closely  spaced  basing  mode; 

Deployment  by  the  late  1980s  of  100  B-IB 
bombers  and  by  the  early  1990s  of  132 
"stealth.""  or  advanced-technology,  bombers 
(ATB); 

Deployment  by  the  mid-1990s  of  3,800  air- 
launched  cruise  missiles,  initially  on  refitted 
B-52  bombers  and  eventually  on  B-52  and 
B-1  bombers; 

Continued  procurement  through  1992  of 
Trident  submarines  at  current  rates  (one 
per  year)  plus,  by  1996.  deployment  on  all 
Trident  submarines  of  the  new.  larger  Tri- 
dent 11  (D-5)  missile  currently  being  devel- 
oped; 

Deployment  by  1988  of  about  400  nuclear- 
armed,  sea-launched  cruise  missiles. 

Measures  of  Strategic  Modernization 
The  Administration  program  will  result  In 
a  major  buildup  of  U.S.  strategic  forces.  The 
following  discussion  examines  this  buildup 
In  terms  of  two  measures:  Total  warheads, 
which  serves  as  a  rough  guide  to  the 
number  of  targets  that  can  be  attacked;  and 
"hard-target"  warheads,  which  is  the 
number  of  warheads  that  can  destroy  tar- 
gets, such  as  missile  silos  and  command 
bunkers,  that  are  hardened  against  nuclear 
effects.' 

Values  for  these  measures  depend  on  the 
particular  scenario  for  nuclear  exchange. 

This  analysis  assumes  a  scenario  in  which 
the  Soviets  have  mounted  a  major  first- 
strike  attack  against  all  U.S.  strategic 
forces.  Figure  1  shows  the  Administration's 
planned  buildup  of  U.S.  forces  in  total  war- 
heads and  hard-target  warheads  (shaded 
portion)  before  a  strike  ("pre-strike ")  and 
an  estimate  of  the  number  of  those  war- 
heads that  would  survive  a  postulated  major 
strike  ("post-strike").  The  analysis  also  as- 
sumes sufficient  advance  warning  of  the 
attack  to  allow  most  U.S.  forces  to  be  on 
alert. 

Given  these  assumptions,  the  Administra- 
tion's program  would  substantially  increase 
strategic  capabilities.  Numbers  of  surviving 
warheads,  for  example,  would  go  from  6,500 
in  1983  to  11.400  in  1990.  an  increase  of  75 
percent.  By  1996.  the  number  of  warheads 
would  fall  back  to  10.700  as  some  older  sub- 
marines were  retired. 

The  more  dramatic  increase  would  come 
in  the  numbers  of  surviving  warheads  that 
could  destroy  hard  targets.  That  number 
would  go  from  1.600  In  1983  to  5.000  by  1990 
(an  Increase  of  213  percent)  and  to  7.900  in 
1996  (an  Increase  of  395  percent).  The  dra 
matic  growth  from  today's  low  levels  occurs 
because  all  the  systems  noted  above— the 
MX.  B-1.  ATB,  cruise  missiles,  and  Trident 
II— can  deliver  warheads  capable  of  destroy- 
ing hard  targets.  This  growth  indicates  U.S. 
emphasis  in  recent  years  on  hardtarget  ca- 
pability, which  has  become  an  increasingly 
Important  feature  of  nuclear  forces  since 
the  mid-1970s. 

The  buildup  noted  above  for  post-attack 
surviving  warheads  also  applies  to  the  pre- 
strlke  situation,  though  obviously  the  Inven- 
tories are  larger.  Because  the  critical  ele- 
ment in  the  MX  debate  is  the  search  for  a 
survivable  basing  mode,  the  remainder  of 
this  report  concentrates  on  the  post-strike 
scenario. 


■  Hard-target  kill  weapons  In  this  paper  are  those 
that  have  a  single-shot  probability  of  0.5  of  destroy- 
ing a  target  hardened  against  4,000  pounds  per 
square  inch  of  static  overpressure. 


MX  CONTRIBirriON  SMALL  IN  PERCENTAGE 
TERMS 

In  part  because  of  this  substantial  buildup 
in  all  U.S.  nuclear  forces,  the  percentage 
contribution  of  the  MX  system  would  be 
small,  though  qualitative  factors  mentioned 
later  in  the  paper— such  as  maintaining  the 
diversity  of  the  strategic  triad  and  showing 
resolve  In  arms  control  negotiations— may 
argue  for  the  MX.  Flguj"e  2  shows  the  con- 
tribution of  MX  in  two  critical  periods.  By 
1990  the  MX  would  be  fully  fielded,  but  the 
Trident  II  would  just  be  entering  service 
and  the  ATB  bomber  would  not  yet  have 
been  deployed.  By  1996  all  major  Initiatives 
would  be  fielded.  By  1996.  when  the  systems 
discussed  above  were  all  deployed,  the  MX 
would  contribute  about  5  percent  of  all  U.S. 
strategic  warheads  and  about  7  percent  of 
hard-target  warheads.  In  1990.  when  mod- 
ernization efforts  were  still  incomplete,  the 
MX  would  contribute  only  5  percent  of  total 
warhead  inventories  but  as  much  as  12  per- 
cent of  hard-target  warheads.  These  results 
assume  the  post-strike,  wlth-waming  scenar- 
io for  a  nuclear  exchange  discussed  above, 
unconstrained  by  arms  control  limits.  The 
remainder  of  this  paper  emphasizes  hard- 
target  warhead  inventories,  since  that  is  the 
primary  character  of  the  buildup  and  pre- 
sents the  strongest  case  for  the  MX  system. 

MX  Contnbution  Higher  in  -Bolt  out  of  the 
Blue"  Attacks 
The  contribution  of  the  MX  would  be 
higher  if  a  Soviet  attack  came  as  a  complete 
surprise,  destroying  bombers  and  subma- 
rines that  might  otherwise  escape  with  suf- 
ficient warning.  In  this  ""bolt  out  of  the 
blue"  scenario,  the  contribution  of  the  MX 
would  be  larger  since  land-based  missiles  are 
nearly  100  percent  ready  on  a  continuous 
basis.  By  contrast,  only  one-third  of  the 
bomber  force  and  two-thirds  of  the  subma- 
rine force  are  on  alert  in  peacetime.  By 
1966_in  a  scenario  with  no  warning— the 
MX  would  contribute  13  percent  of  hard- 
target  warheads  (see  Figure  3).  If  measured 
in  1990,  before  Trident  II  was  fully  deployed 
and  the  ATB  was  fielded,  the  MX  would 
provide  up  to  23  percent  of  hard-target  war- 
heads in  these  surprise  attack  scenarios. 
Some  proponents  maintain  that  the  con- 
stant readiness  of  the  MX  and  other  land- 
based  missiles  would  contribute  qualitative- 
ly as  well  as  quantitatively  to  deterrence. 
Other  analysts  consider  the  "bolt  out  of  the 
blue"  attack  an  unrealistic  scienario. 

Considering  Soviet  Air  Defenses  Could 
Increase  MX  Contribution 
The  contribution  of  the  MX  would  be 
higher  if  measured  In  warheads  likely  to 
penetrate  the  Soviet  Unions's  defenses  and 
reach  their  targets.  CBO  has  used  the  meas- 
ure of  warheads  likely  to  survive  a  Soviet 
first  strike,  rather  than  those  likely  to  sur- 
vive and  penetrate,  to  avoid  security  classifi- 
cation problems.  Most  warheads  fired  from 
land-based  missiles  and  submarines  would 
be  likely  to  penetrate,  while  some  bomber 
weapons  would  not.  If,  for  example,  an  aver- 
age of  only  75  percent  of  all  bomber  weap- 
ons were  able  to  penetrate  Soviet  air  de- 
fenses, then  the  1996  contribution  of  the 
MX— In  the  post-strike,  wlth-wamlng  sce- 
nario—would amount  to  8  r>ercent  (com- 
pared with  7  percent  assuming  that  all 
bomber  weapons  penetrat*)  of  hard-target 
kill  capability. 

Arms  Control  Could  Increase  MX 
Contribution 
The  contribution  of  the  MX  could  also  be 
Increased  by  arms  control  agreements,  de- 
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pending  on  how  they  were  implemented. 
The  U.S.  START  proposal,  for  example, 
calls  lor  reductions  of  about  one-third  in 
U.S.  and  Soviet  ballistic  missile  warheads. 
(CBO  assumed  a  similar  one-third  reduction 
in  bomber  warheads,  though  the  U.S.  pro- 
posal did  not  mention  bombers.  If  no 
bomber  reductions  are  included,  the  contri- 
bution of  MX  would  be  even  smaller.)  If  the 
U.S.  START  proposal  and  a  bomber  limit 
were  in  place,  and  if  the  Administration 
continued  its  strategic  buildup,  then  the 
United  States  would  have  to  retire  a  number 
of  older  systems  early,  particularly  Poseidon 
submarines.  This  would  increase  the  contri- 
bution of  the  MX.  By  1996— in  a  post-strike, 
with-waming  scenario— the  MX  would  pro- 
vide 8  percent  of  hard-target  kill  capability, 
compared  with  7  percent  in  the  absence  of 
START  (See  Figure  4).  The  expired  SALT  I 
treaty,  and  the  proposed  SALT  II  treaty, 
would— if  their  provisions  were  adhered  to— 
have  effects  on  the  contribution  of  the  MX 
similar  to  those  of  the  START  proposal. 

MX  CONTHIBtrriON  DEPENDS  ON  COMPLETION  OF 
OTHEP  STRATEGIC  PROGRAMS 

These  findings  about  the  contribution  of 
the  MX  depend  on  completion  of  the  other 
Administration  programs  described  above. 
Bombers  would  make  an  important  contri- 
bution. By  1996— in  the  post-strike,  with- 
waming  scenario  without  any  arms  control 
limits— bombers  would  contribute  50  per- 
cent of  all  hard-target  kUl  capability  (see 
Figure  2).  The  bomber  programs  that  would 
contribute  this  capability  include  the  B-52 
Ixjmber  armed  with  cruise  missiles,  the  B- 
IB  bomber,  and  the  steallii  bomber. 

Continuation  of  the  Trident  submarine 
program,  coupled  with  deployment  of  the 
larger  and  more  accurate  Trident  II  missile, 
would  also  have  important  effects.  Sea- 
launched  cruise  missiles  would  add  more 
modestly  to  capability.  By  1996— in  the 
same  scenario  just  discussed— these  sea- 
based  forces  would  contribute  42  percent  of 
all  hard-target  kill  capability  (see  Figure  2). 

MX  CONTRIBtrriON  WOUIJ)  VARY  DEPENDING  ON 
SUCCESS  or  CLOSELY  SPACED  BASING 

As  noted  above,  there  has  been  substantial 
technical  debate  concerning  the  survivabil- 
ity afforded  through  the  closely  spaced 
b»sing  system.  The  Congressionsd  Budget 
Office  cannot  independently  evaluate  the 
technical  issues  underlying  closely  spaced 
basing— for  example,  the  plausibility  of  su- 
perhardening  missile  silos.  This  analysis  as- 
sumed 60  percent  of  MX  missiles  in  closely 
spaced  basing  survive;  60  percent  is  the  mid- 
point between  Air  Force  survivability  esti- 
mates reported  in  the  press.  Actual  surviv- 
ability could  well  differ  from  this  range. 
Figure  5  shows  the  contribution  of  the  MX 
in  1990  and  1996  to  surviving  inventories  of 
hard-target  warheads,  assuming  different 
survivability  levels.  For  example,  if  MX  sur- 
vivability in  1990  was  70  percent,  its  hard- 
target  contribution  would  be  13  percent  (see 
"A"  Arrows  on  Figure  5).  If  50  percent  sur- 
vived, its  contribution  would  drop  to  ap- 
proximately 10  percent  ("B"  Arrows).  The 
level  of  contribution  in  1996  would  be  con- 
sistently lower  than  in  1990  because  of  the 
larger  stock  of  surviving  warheads  in  1996  as 
the  ATB  bomber  and  Trident  II  missiles 
were  fielded. 

This  analysis  presumes  that  closely  spaced 
basing  would  be  able  to  provide  uniform  sur- 
vivability over  time.  More  likely,  survivabil- 
ity would  decline  as  Soviet  planners  devel- 
oped new  methods  to  defeat  the  system.  For 
example,  in  1990  survivability  might  be  70 
percent,  but  could  drop  to  50  percent  by 


1996.  In  that  instance,  MX  contribution 
would  drop  to  6  percent  C'C"  Arrow)  unless 
corrective  measures— such  as  ballistic  mis- 
sile defenses— were  taken.  The  Defense  De- 
partment has  identified  supplementary  ac- 
tions to  improve  CSB  survivability  over 
time— such  as  deceptive  basing  using  super- 
hardened  silos  as  well  as  ballistic  missile  de- 
fenses. Those  actions  would  be  expensive 
and  would  increase  program  costs  over  Air 
Force  baseline  estimates  of  $26  billion 
(without  inflation). 

IMPORTANT  QUALITATIVE  FACTORS  MAY  ARGUE 
FOR  MX 

When  viewed  in  conjunction  with  these 
other  Administration  modernization  efforts, 
the  quantitative  contribution  of  the  MX 
would  be  small  in  percentage  terms.  Never- 
theless, a  number  of  important  qualitative 
attributes  of  land-based  missiles  in  general, 
and  of  the  MX  in  particular,  could  argue  for 
continuation  of  the  MX  program. 

Among  the  more  important  qualitative 
contributions  of  MX  would  be  the  demon- 
stration of  U.S.  resolve  to  maintain  diversity 
in  nuclear  forces  through  a  triad  of  strate- 
gic forces  able  to  survive  a  .Soviet  first 
strike.  This  diversity  would  provide  insur- 
ance against  a  Soviet  technological  break- 
through that  might  threaten  one  or  more 
legs  of  the  triawi.  Continuation  of  the  triad 
concept  would  also  force  the  Soviets  to  allo- 
cate their  research  and  development  efforts 
against  three  types  of  U.S.  strategic  forces, 
each  of  which  must  be  countered  with  dif- 
ferent systems. 

The  Administration  has  argued  that  con- 
tinuing development  and  deployment  of  the 
MX  would  be  critical  to  the  success  of  the 
current  round  of  strategic  arms  reduction 
talks.  Proceeding  with  the  MX  might,  for 
example,  show  U.S.  resolve  and  provide  a 
"bargaining  chip"  for  use  in  reaching  a  com- 
promise. As  noted  above,  the  MX  would  con- 
tribute between  7  and  12  percent  of  hard- 
target  inventories  under  arms  control  limits 
(see  Figure  4). 

Another  major  point  in  favor  of  the  MX  is 
the  increase  it  would  provide  in  the  U.S. 
ability  to  retaliate  promptly  against  Soviet 
targets  that  are  hardened  against  nuclear 
effects.  From  what  is  known  publicly  about 
U.S.  retaliatory  strategy,  the  United  States 
may  count  on  the  capability  to  retaliate 
quickly  against  certain  hard  targets— espe- 
cially those  capable  of  further  attacks  on 
the  United  States— during  either  a  limited 
nuclear  war  or  an  all-out  retaliation.  Some 
of  the  existing  land-based  Minuteman  mis- 
siles could  have  a  prompt  capability  to  de- 
stroy hard  targets,  but  their  predicted  lack 
of  survivability  might  leave  few  available. 
Bombers  require  hours  to  fly  to  the  Soviet 
Union.  And,  although  the  hard-target  capa- 
bility of  the  sea-based  forces  would  increase 
dramatically  with  the  introduction  of  sea- 
launched  cruise  missiles  and  the  Trident  II 
missile,  it  is  not  clear  that  the  required  com- 
mand, control,  and  communications  links 
would  be  available  to  enable  these  forces  to 
resfwnd  quickly  in  some  conflicts. 

The  closely  spaced  basing  concept  could, 
however,  detract  from  some  of  the  tradi- 
tional, qualitative  advantages  of  land-based 
missiles.  For  example,  could  the  United 
States  fire  the  MX  missiles  promptly  if  the 
Soviets  attempted  to  "pin  down"  the  missile 
field  with  a  sequence  of  attacks?  Would  MX 
command  and  control  l)e  affected  by  such  a 
large  number  of  nuclear  detonations  in  such 
a  small  area?  Detailed  analysis  of  these 
issues  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  paper. 


CONCLUSION 

The  Congress,  then,  must  appraise  the 
qualitative  considerations  that  favor  the 
MX  along  with  its  costs  and  contribution  to 
overall  strategic  capabilities.  MX  would 
maintain  the  diversity  inherent  In  a  triad  of 
strategic  forces  and  would  support  the  Ad- 
ministration's desire  to  show  resolve  during 
ongoing  arms  control  negotiations.  Air 
Force  estimates  suggest,  however,  that  the 
MX  missile  would  cost  about  $26  billion  in 
1982  dollars.  Moreover,  analysis  in  this 
paper  suggests  that,  in  part  because  of  the 
buildup  of  other  strategic  forces,  the  contri- 
bution of  the  MX  to  overall  U.S.  strategic 
capabilities  would  be  relatively  small— be- 
tween 5  and  13  percent  by  1966. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  In  the  best  of  cir- 
cumstances the  MX  will  add  13  per- 
cent to  the  nuclear  arsenal,  but  that 
13  percent  will  bring  a  180°  change  in 
our  strategy.  It  will  bring  us  to  the 
strategic  posture  we  have  sworn  we 
would  never  adopt  because  of  pro- 
found moral  principle. 

The  great  invention  of  American 
strategists,  academicians  for  the  most 
part,  in  thinking  how  to  deal  with  this 
weapon  in  the  aftermath  of  the 
Second  World  War  and  in  their  knowl- 
edge that  the  weapon  was  also  devel- 
oped by  the  Soviets  was  to  develop  the 
doctrine  of  deterrence.  Albert  Wohl- 
stetter  conceived  and  wrote  a  paper  on 
the  second  strike.  We  learned  that  you 
did  not  have  to  just  think  of  simulta- 
neous exchanges;  you  could  deploy 
your  weapons  such  that  they  would 
always  be  available  in  the  aftermath 
of  an  attack  by  the  other  party.  Deter- 
rence is  not  complex.  It  has  apparent- 
ly dissuaded  aggression,  and  we  have 
followed  it  ever  since. 

The  MX,  even  in  a  survivable  mode, 
however,  was  from  the  start  an  omi- 
nous development.  In  1979,  in  a  long 
article  In  the  New  Yorker,  I  offered 
my  judgment  that: 

The  MX  is  incompatible  with  the  doctrine 
of  deterrence.  It  is,  its  advocates  in  the  Ad- 
ministration like  to  say,  a  "hard-target-kill 
counterforce  weapon."  But  the  strategic 
doctrine  of  deterrence  specifically  precludes 
either  side  from  obtaining  counterforce 
weapons. 

The  Soviets  did  it  anjrway;  we  know 
that.  We  did  not.  We  are  two  different 
societies.  Not  less  determined  in  our 
capacities  to  defend  ourselves,  certain- 
ly not  less  capable.  But  we  have  never 
put  ourselves  in  a  position  where  we 
could  be  thought  to  intend  to  use  it 
first.  Nor  have  we  previously  invested 
an  enormous  amount  of  effort  in  a 
system  we  could  only  use  first,  if  we 
used  it  at  all. 

The  existing  Minutemen  are  only 
useful  as  first-strike  weapons.  But  we 
did  not  deploy  them  as  such.  When 
they  were  deployed,  they  were  not  vul- 
nerable to  Soviet  attack:  they  provided 
a  credible  threat  of  a  second  strike. 
They  no  longer  do. 

Alas,  they  have  become  a  first-strike 
weapon,  not  through  our  doing  but 
through   the   development   of   Soviet 


technology  and  the  deployment  of  the 
SS-17,  18.  and  19  on  that  billboard 
that  appears  and  disappears  from  time 
to  time  on  the  eastern  side  of  the 
Chamber. 

The  argument  is  sometimes  made 
that  we  have  not  deployed  a  new 
weapons  system  while  the  Soviets 
have  kept  doing  this  and  that.  Those 
Minutemen  in  those  silos  today  are  no 
more  like  the  original  ones  than  the 
latest  Ford  automobile  is  like  the 
model  A.  The  warheads  are  different; 
they  are  MIRVd.  Though  they  have 
the  same  name,  they  are  a  much  more 
modem  weapon. 

The  point  of  the  report  from  CBO  is 
that  if  we  take  out  the  existing  force, 
which  has  a  certain  capability  and  we 
do  not  doubt  that,  and  replace  it  with 
this  vastly  expensive  new  force,  we 
have  not  significantly  added  to  our 
forces.  Not  at  all.  What  we  have  done, 
therefore,  is  rather  to  declare  a  differ- 
ent set  of  intentions  to  the  Soviets  and 
to  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  the 
world  know  this.  They  listen;  they 
watch.  We  would  watch,  too.  if  we 
were  without  these  weapons  and  two 
huge  nations  on  either  side  of  the 
globe  had  them.  Most  of  all.  the  Sovi- 
ets watch. 

They  will  not  take  this  as  an  exam- 
ple of  muddleheadedness.  They  will 
not  see  it  as  a  problem  of  interservice 
rivalry.  They  will  not  notice  that  one 
administration  got  itself  committed  to 
it  and  then  commissioned  an  expert 
panel  after  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives said.  "No  more  of  this,  stop  it"— a 
panel  which  said,  "Let  us  by  all  means 
go  to  a  mobile  system  of  single  war- 
head missiles,  more  of  them  if  need  be. 
but  a  deterrent  mode.  and.  if  you 
must,  build  the  MX.  but  only  half  a^ 
many,  please." 

I  wish  those  men  had  not  done  that. 
History  will  not  remember  them  well 
for  it,  and  they  are  men  who  should  be 
well  remembered  and  well  regarded  in 
our  history. 

However,  it  is  a  fact  that  in  the 
aftermath  of  this  recommendation, 
which  the  administration  has  now  at- 
tempted to  impose  upon  Congress,  a 
not-yet-completed  debate  on  the 
merits  of  the  MX  has  created  a  situa- 
tion which  could  scarcely  be  better  de- 
scribed in  one  sentence  than  was  done 
in  the  lead  editorial  of  this  morning's 
New  York  Times.  It  is  my  hometown 
newspaper,  as  it  were,  and  I  do  not 
hesitate  to  quote  it.  I  know  there  are 
those  in  this  Chamber  who  read  it 
wherever  their  residence  might  be. 
The  editorial  is  entitled  "Make  It  the 
Ex-MX."  The  opening  sentence  says: 

The  MX.  a  new  missile  that  threatens  the 
United  SUtes  more  than  it  does  the  Soviet 
Union,  has  nonetheless  outlived  three  Ad- 
ministrations, 34  basing  systems,  a  half- 
dozen  Congressional  vetoes  and  two  arms 
control  treaties.  Today,  however.  Congress 
may  finally  drive  a  stake  through  its  heart. 


Let  me  read  that  sentence  again: 
The  MX.  a  new  missile  that  threatens  the 
United  States  more  than  it  does  the  Soviet 
Union,  has  nonetheless  outlived  three  Ad- 
ministrations, 34  basing  systems,  a  half- 
dozen  Congressional  vetoes  and  two  arms 
control  treaties.  Today,  however.  Congress 
may  finally  drive  a  stake  through  its  heart. 

The  editorial  goes  on  to  make  a 
point  to  which  I  have  alluded  on  sever- 
al occasions  in  this  debate.  It  says: 

The  administration  says  America  needs  a 
threat  to  Moscow's  heavy,  multiple-warhead 
missiles  to  induce  parallel  Soviet  movement 
toward  single-warhead  missiles.  But  300 
Minuteman  III  missiles  already  are 
equipped  with  900  warheads  like  those  in 
the  MX. 

They  are  not  very  different.  The 
MX  would  add  merely  100  to  the  900. 
They  are  capable  of  destroying  Soviet 
ICBM  silos.  And  it  wiU  be  late  1986  before 
the  first  MX  is  operational,  mid- 1989  before 
100  are  deployed. 

Why  are  we  doing  this  to  ourselves? 
Why  do  we  not  know  what  we  are 
doing  to  ourselves?  Is  there  something 
at  the  level  of  the  subconscious  that 
cannot  bring  us  to  acknowledge  the 
advent  of  a  hair-trigger  world,  to  use 
Dr.  Perry's  phrase,  of  launch  on  warn- 
ings? 

The  Joint  Chiefs  have  acknowledged 
in  hearings  that  they  have  begun 
thinking  of  such  things.  "Laxmch 
under  attack"  is  their  phrase.  "Warn- 
ing of  attack"  is  the  only  real  mean- 
ing. 

What  they  mean  is  that  when  the 
computer  tells  you  it  is  coming,  you 
have  to  act. 

I  think  it  was  a  very  telling  point  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  made,  that  we 
do  not  have  a  great  deal  of  confidence 
in  our  own  computers.  Now  we  are  en- 
trusting the  life  of  the  planet  to  the 
computers  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

Has  anybody  who  is  fortunate 
enough  to  have  a  bank  account  from 
which  he  can  get  cash  on  weekends  by 
punching  buttons  on  an  external  ma- 
chine tried  to  do  so  lately?  The  aver- 
age rate  of  success  for  these  efforts  is 
about  one  in  three.  It  is  not  that  the 
banks  will  not  let  out  money,  but  the 
computer  is  broken  down,  and  the  but- 
tons are  incompatible  with  its  previous 
program.  You  have  to  nurse  it  back  to 
life,  and  it  is  done  on  Monday  morn- 
ing. 

Yet  one  day  it  had  better  be  done  in 
9  minutes,  because  that  is  how  much 
time  there  will  be  to  decide.  The  Sovi- 
ets practice  these  exercises.  They  go 
through  them.  They  go  through  them 
because  they  think  we  are  going  to  do 
what  we  are  talking  about  today.  We 
know  we  will  not  endeavor  a  preemp- 
tive first  strike,  but  can  they  be  ex- 
pected to  believe  when  they  see  us 
deploy  a  multibillion  dollar  system 
suited  for  nothing  else? 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  observed 
that  there  are  moral  dimensions  to 
what  we  do  as  we  consider  this  mili- 
tau-y  arms  authorization.  On  Saturday. 


I  entered  in  the  Record  the  pastoral 
letter  of  the  American  Catholic  bish- 
ops on  the  subject  of  war  and  peace.  It 
had  not  previously  been  in  the 
Record.  I  would  like  to  read  a  passage. 
May  I  first  quote  again  an  observation 
I  had  made  in  the  New  Yorker  in  1979. 
in  which  I  said: 

The  MX  is  incompatible  with  the  doctrine 
of  deterrence.  It  is,  its  advocates  in  the  Ad- 
miiustration  like  to  say,  a  "hard-target-kill 
counterforce  weapon."  But  the  strategic 
doctrine  of  deterrence  specifically  precludes 
either  side  from  obtaining  counterforce 
weapons. 

This  is  precisely  the  position  the 
American  bishops  have  recently  taken, 
and  it  is  a  position  shared  by  men  and 
women  of  religious  denominations 
quite  different  and  from  those  of  the 
bishops,  but  sharing  a  Judeo-Christian 
tradition  which  brings  them  increas- 
ingly to  common  and  forceful  posi- 
tions in  this  matter. 
The  bishops  said: 

Considerations  of  concrete  elements  of  nu- 
clear deterrence  policy— lead  us  to  a  strictly 
conditioned  moral  acceptance  of  nuclear  de- 
terrence. 

The  bishops  go  on  to  say:  'In  light 
of  this  general  judgment  we  op- 
posed"—their  emphasis— 

We  oppose  the  addition  of  weapons  which 
are  likely  to  be  vulnerable  to  attack,  yet  pos- 
sess a  prompt  hard  target  kill  capability 
that  threatens  to  make  the  other  side's  re- 
taliatory forces  vulnerable. 

I  am  not  asking  that  anyone  in  this 
Chamber  submit  to  the  judgments  of 
anyone  outside  this  Chamber  other 
than  to  represent  the  people  who 
elected  us. 

My  goodness,  the,  billboard  Is  back. 
We  can  discuss  that.  too.  In  turn. 
Whenever  the  argument  gets  serious, 
back  goes  the  displays.  As  that  is 
meant  to  be  a  substitute  for  an  argu- 
ment we  will  let  it  pass. 

I  was  saying  that  no  one  In  the 
Chamber  undertakes  to  accept  to  be 
bound  by  the  judgment  of  anyone  ex- 
terior to  It.  But  we  listen  to  those  who 
study  these  matters.  We  have  for 
many  years  been  perhaps  too  deferen- 
tial to  those  who  know  more  of  the 
physics,  more  of  the  astrophysics,  and 
more  of  the  mathematics  than  we  do. 
Let  us  give  in  any  event  a  measure  of 
deference  to  those  who  have  judged 
the  morality  of  what  we  do. 

The  pastoral  letter  of  the  bishops 
was  hardly  an  extreme  document.  It 
rose  from  extreme  concern  and  was 
*  drafted  with  great  restraint.  The  bish- 
ops endeavored  to  provide  moral  guid- 
ance In  an  imperfect  world.  Given  the 
nature  of  the  Soviet  Union,  given  the 
extraordinary  growth  of  Its  military 
power,  given  its  manifest  Intent  to  use 
that  power  to  its  advantage,  all  of 
which  the  bishops  took  full  note  of. 
they  said: 

These  conditions  of  concrete  elements  of 
nuclear  deterrence  policy  lead  us  to  a  strict- 
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ly  conditioned  moral  acceptance  of  nuclear 
deterrence. 

And  then: 

In  light  of  this  general  judgment,  we  op- 
posed the  addition  of  weapons  which  are 
likely  to  be  vulnerable  to  attacit— 

Which  the  MX  is— 
yet  also  possess  a  prompt  hard  target  kill  ca- 
pability, which  the  MX  does,  that  threatens 
to  make  the  other  sides  forces  vulnerable. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  at  the  desk  an 
amendment,  on  which  we  will  vote  in 
due  time,  which  seems  to  me  to  be 
compatible  with  the  bishops"  position 
and  with  the  position  of  other  persons, 
and  is  also  consistent  with  the  legiti- 
mate concerns  of  the  present  adminis- 
tration. 

I  propose  that  we  use  the  moneys 
authorized  in  this  legislation  to  build 
the  MX  missiles  if  we  must,  if  we  fi- 
nally find  we  can  reach  no  arms  agree- 
ment with  the  Soviets.  Conceding  the 
argvmient— which  I  can  scarcely  deny 
President  Reagan  as  it  was  urged  on 
us  with  such  confidence  by  President 
Carter— that  he  has  to  have  something 
of  a  bargaining  chip.  Well,  I  can  follow 
that.  I  am  sure  he  thinks  that.  But  let 
us  not  deploy  them.  To  deploy  them 
puts  an  end  to  arms  control.  It  puts 
the  world  on  30  minutes'  notice  to  an- 
nihilation, and  you  can  begin  count- 
ing. How  long  we  will  go  on  counting  I 
do  not  know,  but  you  can  begin  at  that 
point  to  count. 

Andrei  Sakharov,  who,  of  course, 
was  the  leading  scientist  in  the  devel- 
opment of  the  Soviet  hydrogen 
weapon,  and  who  is  now  in  exile  in 
Gorki,  was  able  to  get  to  the  West  a 
letter  written  to  Prof.  Sidney  Drell  on 
this  subject,  the  present  relations  with 
the  Soviet  Union.  SakharoVs  letter 
contains  some  conmients  which  I 
think  ought  to  be  raised  here,  having 
to  do  with  the  present  relationship  of 
the  two  nations  and  the  development 
of  new  nuclear  weapons. 

Speaking  of  the  large,  land-based 
ICBM's,  he  said; 

At  present  the  U.S.S.R.  has  a  great  advan- 
tage in  this  area.  Perhaps  talks  about  the 
limitation  and  reduction  of  these  most  de- 
structive missiles  could  become  easier  if  the 
United  States  were  to  have  MX  missiles, 
albeit  only  potentially.  Indeed,  that  would 
be  best  of  all. 

But  he  goes  on  also  to  say: 

A  specific  danger  associated  with  silo- 
based  missiles  is  that  they  can  be  destroyed 
relatively  easily  as  a  result  of  enemy  attack. 
At  the  same  time,  they  can  l>e  used  to  de- 
stroy enemy  launch  sites  in  an  amount  four 
to  five  times  larger  than  the  number  of  mis- 
siles used  for  the  attack. 

This  because  of  the  MIRV  effect. 

A  country  with  large  numbers  of  silo- 
based  missiles— at  the  present  time  this  is 
primarily  the  U.S.S.R.,  but  if  the  United 
States  carries  out  a  major  MX  program, 
then  it,  too — could  l>e  tempted  to  use  such 
missiles  first  before  the  enemy  destroys 
them.  In  such  circumstances  the  presence  of 
silo-based  missiles  constitutes  a  destabilizing 
factor. 


That  is  Andrei  Sakharov's  judgment. 
He  says  that  the  temptation  of  a 
nation  with  a  large  number  of  fixed 
silo-based  missiles  is  to  use  them.  He 
says  presently  this  is  the  case  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  do  we  not  know  it? 
But  he  says,  and  I  quote  Andrei  Sak- 
harov, the  man  who  developed  the 
Soviet  hydrogen  bomb  and  who  knows 
also  about  political  relations:  "If  the 
United  States  carries  out  a  major  MX 
program  then  it,  too."  would  be  in  the 
condition  of  the  Soviet  Union,  two  su- 
perpowers facing  each  other,  each  not 
knowing  who  will  strike  first  and 
therefore  constantly  tempted  to  do  so 
itself,  each  not  knowing  whether  the 
other  will,  asking  whether  it  ought. 
That  30-minute  count  will  start  every 
second  of  our  lives.  It  will  pollute  our 
politics.  It  will  derange  our  politics. 

People  will  reel,  insisting  that  lead- 
ers who  did  this  to  this  nation  and  this 
world  cannot  be  looked  to  in  other 
matters.  It  will  produce  a  fundamental 
instability  in  our  politics  as  well  as  in 
our  armaments.  It  takes  a  long  time 
getting  used  to  this  subject,  learning 
to  feel  free  with  the  terminology, 
having  some  sense  of  having  absorbed 
it. 

(Mr.  SPECTER  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  not  the 
luxury  most  persons  have.  They  do 
not  sit  in  S-407  and  watch  lantern- 
slide  briefings  on  Soviet  strategic 
forces  with  the  best  minds  of  the  intel- 
ligence agencies,  watching  the  cajnera 
as  the  various  satellites  sweep  across. 
They  do  not  know  all  this— we  do, 
others  do  not— but  what  they  do  know 
is  that  we  shall  have  brought  the 
world  to  the  brink  of  30-second  deci- 
sions at>out  nuclear  war. 

I  doubt  they  will  forgive  it.  I  do  not 
think  they  ought  to.  We  can  still  pre- 
vent this  happening  by  deciding  now 
not  to  go  ahead  with  this  large  pro- 
gram. We  are  building  the  Trident,  we 
are  arming  it  with  the  D-5;  we  have 
deployed  the  cruise  missile  in  my  own 
State  of  New  York;  we  have  the  Persh- 
ings  going  to  Europe;  we  have  a  B-1 
bomber  coming  on  line;  we  have  more 
technology  than  we  have  ever  had, 
more  numbers  of  warheads  than  we 
have  ever  had. 

I  believ*  when  the  United  States 
proposed  snrategic  arms  talks  to  Pre- 
mier Kosygin  at  Glassboro  in  1967—1 
know  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas  would  have  these  numbers 
better  than  I— I  believe  the  Soviets 
had  by  our  best  estimate  about  900 
warheads.  It  is  In  that  range.  They 
had,  I  know 

Mr.  TOWER.  1967,  I  think  they  had 
less  than  that.  They  had  less  than 
that  number. 

Mr.  MCYNIHAN.  4  and  700. 

Mr.  TOWER.  They  had  no  MIRVs. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Seven  hundred- 
something,  in  that  area.  They  have 
since  increased  by  tenfold. 


Mr.  TOWER.  They  began- MIRV'lng 
in  the  early  seventies. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  charts-I  do 
not  want  to  be  derisory  of  a  perfectly 
good  statement  of  fact— show  that 
once  the  SS-17"s,  18's,  19's  came  on 
the  number  of  warheads  whooshed 
right  up.  We.  too.  We  are  approaching 
10.000. 

It  is  one  of  the  curious  things  that 
there  seems  to  be  a  growing  apprecia- 
tion that  an  increase  in  numbers  need 
not  mean  a  decrease  in  stability  if 
their  mode  of  deployment  is  mobile 
and  deterrent.  I  think  it  is  the  deepest 
irony  and  the  most /heart ^efifching 
fact  that  at  long  last  che  facts  of  phys- 
ics have  driven  the  SoVjets  to_t|ie  idea 
of  a  small  mobile  missileTTKatis  what 
they  are  testing  on  the  Pleasetsk 
Range.  We  have  come  to  the  same 
view.  In  physics  and  engineering  a 
true  convergence  between  us  appears, 
not  politics. 

As  I  said  the  other  day,  we  happen 
to  have  a  photograph  of  the  new 
Blackjack  bomber— not  classified  for  it 
is  in  Aviation  Weekly.  It  looks  like  a 
scale  model.  I  mean  almost  1  to  1.1  of 
the  B-1  bomber.  They  look  like  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.     TOWER.     Will     the     Senator 
yield? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  For  a  question. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Is  the  Senator  aware  it 
does  have  a  similar  silhouette  but  it  is 
a  somewhat  larger  plane? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  said  on  the  scale  ^ 
of  1  to  1.1  or  1.2— something  like  that.' 
Physics  did  that,  not  politics.  You 
want  a  supersonic  intercontinental 
plane  with  swept  wings,  they  end  up 
looking  pretty  much  the  same.  The 
logic  of  their  new  weaponry  argues 
that  they  are  going  to  small,  single 
warhead  mobile  missiles.  They  may 
not  be  single  warhead,  but  they  seem 
to  be  going  to  small  mobile  missiles. 

That  is  also  where  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  advised  this  country  to 
go.  Why  then  go  back  to  the  Soviets' 
1950s  doctrine  when  they  appear  at 
length  to  be  recognizing  the  validity  of 
the  case  we- have  made  and  the  exam- 
ple we  have  set? 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  mean  to 
speak  longer.  I  certainly  would  wish 
to.  As  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
said  so  frequently  and  so  well,  we  had 
hoped  for  genuine  debate,  although 
this  issue  cannot  be  debated  if  only  we 
speak. 

Mr.  HART.  If  the  Senator  will  yield. 
I  know  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  DoDD)  has  been  waiting  to  make  a 
statement  and  I  hope  he  is  prepared  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  would  like  a  brief 
time. 

Mr.  J40"YNIHAN.  In  this  case.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  the  floor  and  thank 
the  Chair  for  its  patience  with  my  ex- 
tended remarks. 


Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  many  things  the  Senator  from 
New  York  has  said  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress myself  to.  I  expect  this  debate  is 
going  to  continue  for  some  time  so  I 
will  limit  myself.  But  something  has 
been  suggested  about  the  morality  of 
the  possession  of  this  weapon,  I  sup- 
pose in  that  it  has  a  first-strike  capa- 
bility. I  wonder  how  one  assigns  moral- 
ity or  immorality  to  any  weapon?  We 
talked  about  binaries  being  an  immor- 
al weapon;  about  nuclear  weapons 
being  immoral  weapons. 

There  was  a  time  I  think  in  the  13th 
century  when  they  spoke  about  reed 
fires  as  being  an  immoral  weapon,  and 
the  century  following  as  being  an  im- 
moral weapon.  In  fact,  the  man  who 
died  at  the  Alamo  with  a  musket  ball 
in  his  chest  is  just  as  dead  as  if  he  had 
been  killed  by  an  atomic  weapon  or 
poison  gas. 

I  think  one  does  not  determine  mo- 
rality of  weapons  systems  but  one  de- 
termines the  morality  based  on  the 
intent  of  those  who  posses  these  sys- 
tems. 

Now  the  fact  is  I  believe  that  there 
is  a  serious  question  of  morality  on  the 
part  of  any  nation  or  any  nation's 
leadership  which  contemplates  initiat- 
ing war  for  political  or  territorial  ag- 
grandizement. That  is  immoral. 

I  think  the  possession  of  similar 
weapons  by  a  country  that  would  seek 
to  defend  itself  against  such  aggres- 
sion is  not  immoral.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  would  suggest  it  would  be  a  lack 
of  morality  in  a  country  that  was  not 
prepared  to  defend  its  citiz«ru-y 
against  the  forces  of  evil  and  tyranny 
and  despotism. 

But  to  suggest  that  we  will  have  a 
first-strike  capability  if  we  deploy  less 
than  a  hundred  MX's  is  in  my  view 
absurd.  The  weapon  itself  may  be  ca- 
pable of  being  used  in  a  first-strike 
configuration  but  to  suggest  that  with 
as  few  hard  target  kill  weapons  we  will 
possess  in  relation  to  the  numbers  the 
Soviet  Union  possesses  is,  it  seems  to 
me,  not  a  valid  suggestion  that  we  will 
then  have  a  first-strike  capability  be- 
cause we  will  not,  because  we  will  be 
confronted  by  vastly  superior  numbers 
of  weapons  that  do  have  a  first-strike 
capability. 

Even  the  suggestion  the  United 
States  would  contemplate  a  first  strike 
is  absurd  on  the  face  of  it.  At  a  time 
when  we  possessed  absolute  nuclear 
superiority,  indeed  a  nuclear  monopo- 
ly at  one  time,  even  though  severely 
provoked  by  the  acts  of  the  Soviet 
Union  that  began  with  a  violation  of 
the  Tehran  and  Yalta  accords,  the 
United  States  of  America  under  both 
Democratic  and  Republican  Presidents 
acted  with  restraint,  resisted  the  temp- 
tation to  fight  a  preemptive  war  which 
I  am  confident  we  could  have  won. 

That  should  be  a  signal  to  the  world 
that  not  only  do  we  not  have  a  first- 


strike  capabUity,  we  do  not  have  a 
first-strike  mentality. 
Mr.  WEICKER  addressed  the  Chair. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  allow 
me  to  make  a  brief  observation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  I»resident,  if  my 
distinguished  colleague  will  yield. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  talking  about 
30  seconds. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Texas  three 
things  with  respect  to  his  three  obser- 
vations. 

First,  he  is  totally  accurate  in  his 
third  observation.  One  might  even  ob- 
serve at  a  time  of  nuclear  monopoly, 
no  less  a  person  than  Bertrand  Russell 
proposed  we  use  it  against  the  Soviet 
Union  before  they  developed  that 
weapon. 

Second,  with  respect  to  whether  we 
would  have  a  first-strike  capacity,  I  ac- 
knowledge that  to  be  a  legitimate  ar- 
gument on  which  there  could  be  dif- 
ferent views.  I  have  never  for  a 
moment  suggested  we  would  exercise 
that  capacity.  I  am  speaking  of  the 
Soviet  perception  and  how  that  will 
affect  Soviet  actions. 

Third,  with  respect  to  his  first  obser- 
vation, may  I  say  that  there  can  be 
quite  different  views  about  the  morali- 
ty of  possessing  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction, given  particularly  their 
mode  of  deployment,  and  that  was  the 
subject  to  which  I  was  addressing  and 
which  I  will  return  when  the  Chamber 
has  time  for  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  my  gracious 
friend  from  Connecticut  for  being  pa- 
tient while  I  spoke  and  for  allowing 
me  to  speak  again. 

Mr.  "WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I 
wish  to  address  two  matters,  one  as  to 
the  substance  before  us  and,  second,  as 
to  the  matter  of  the  debate  itself. 

It  seems  very  likely  to  me.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, there  are  no  viable  basing  modes 
for  strategic  land-based  missiles.  If 
that  is  indeed  the  case,  then  the  time 
has  come  to  rethink  the  whole  prob- 
lem and  consider  a  new  approach  to 
strategic  modernization  that  excludes 
land-based  ICBM  options. 

I  am  well  aware  that  the  triad— the 
current  combination  of  land-based 
ICBM's,  sea-based  ballistic  missiles, 
and  bombers— is  considered  sacred  by 
many.  But  nuclear  weapons  technolo- 
gy may  well  have  outgrown  it. 

A  pervasive  strategic  modernization 
is  under  way  which  includes:  Deploy- 
ment of  cruise  missiles  on  B-52  bomb- 
ers, production  of  the  B-IB  bomber, 
the  development  of  the  advanced  tech- 
nology Stealth  bomber,  deployment  of 
Trident  submarines,  development  of 
the  Trident  II  (D-5)  missile,  deploy- 
ment of  nuclear-armed  cruise  missiles 
on   attack   submarines   and   at   land- 


based  sites  in  Europe,  and  production 
of  the  Pershing  II  missile  for  deploy- 
ment in  Europe. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  an  intimidat- 
ing pile  of  bargainiilg  chips  any  way 
you  look  at  it.  With  so  msuiy  sea-based 
and  air-based  options,  I  question  the 
need  for  a  third  leg  of  our  strategic 
weapons  strategy  to  stand  on,  particu- 
larly if  it  is  going  to  be  a  bum  leg  like 
the  MX. 

I  have  been  through  all  of  the  argu- 
ments before,  when  I  first  came  to  the 
Congriess  of  the  United  States,  on  the 
matter  of  the  ABM  as  a  freshman  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  the 
whole  argument  came  down  to  the 
same  argument  we  hear  again  and 
again  on  this  floor  and  out  in  the 
public  places;  that  is,  this  is  a  good  . 
bargaining  chip.  This  bargaining  chip 
is  $20  billion  and  this  Nation  can  ill 
afford  it,  both  in  terms  of  what  our 
real  needs  are  in  an  across-the-board 
spectrum  and  in  terms  of  large  choices 
as  to  military  hardware. 

I  will  vote  again  against  the  MX,  as  I 
did  last  Saturday,  which  brings  me  to 
the  other  point  that  I  would  like  to 
make. 

I  have  taken  a  look  at  the  amend- 
ment of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower).  As  I  under- 
stsuid  it,  what  the  Senator  proposes 
here  is  some  sense  of  the  Senate  reso- 
lution that  really  does  not  go  to  the 
business  of  funding  within  the  HOD 
authorization  bill  but  rather  is  a  sense 
of  the  Senate  resolution.  Am  I  correct 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  is  that;  and  I  think 
it  is  important  that  it  does  endorse 
and  hereby  authorizes  the  limited  MX 
program.  That  is  in  the  Warner 
amendment. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Even  if  this  resolu- 
tion were  passed,  we  would  have  to 
take  subsequent  action  as  to  the 
actual  item  in  the  bill,  is  that  correct? 
Mr.  TOWER.  Well,  that  is  correct. 
My  understanding  is  that  there  are  at 
this  moment  hundreds  of  amendments 
on  the  MX  at  the  desk  and  there  are 
various  shades  of  opinion  about  the 
extent  to  which  we  fimd  the  MX,  fund 
alternative  programs,  fund  R&D  on 
BMD  or  hardening  or  other  options, 
and  this  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Well,  as  I  indicated, 
on  the  matter  of  substance,  I  am  total- 
ly against  both  the  system  and  the  ex- 
penditure of  funds,  period.  So  now  we 
get  to  this  business  of  the  matter  of 
tactics,  and  I  leave  that  to  other 
hands. 

But  I  do  know  this:  Since  we  have  all 
the  rest  of  these  amendments  to  vote 
on.  all  dealing  with  the  MX,  I  suggest 
we  start  doing  just  that.  I  see  absolute- 
ly no  reason  to  be  spending  all  this 
time  on  a  sense  of  the  Senate  resolu- 
tion when  we  actually  have  a  bill 
before  us  that  has  the  money  item  in 
it. 
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I  do  not  want  to  offend  anybody 
here,  not  my  good  friend  John  Tower 
from  Texas.  I  realize  this  somewhat 
stieps  over  the  bounds  of  courtesy,  but 
I  very  definitely  want  to  get  on  to  the 
business  at  hand.  I  want  to  vote  on  the 
money  item  on  the  MX.  I  do  not  want 
to  deal  with  sense  of  the  Senate  reso- 
lutions. 

Therefore.  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas.  No.  1525,  and  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second? 

Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Has  the  Chair  ruled  on 
the  yeas  and  nays?  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  HART.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  re- 
sumed the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  HART.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  re- 
sumed and  concluded  the  call  of  the 
roll,  and  the  following  Senators  en- 
tered the  Chamber  and  answered  to 
their  names: 

[Quorum  No.  12  Leg.] 

Bingaman  Lautenberg  Sasser 

Dodd  Levin  Specter 

Dole  Proxmire  Tower 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
table  the  motion,  and  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
motion  to  table  the  motion  is  not  in 
order  in  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  STETVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water)  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Hatfield)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is 
absent  due  to  illness. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn) 
and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
HoDDLESTON)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Abdnor).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  90, 
nays  5.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  211  Leg.] 
YEAS— 90 


Bart 


Quayle 


Weicker 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
quorum  is  not  present.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  names  of  the  absent  Senators. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be  instruct- 
ed to  request  the  attendance  of  absent 
Senators,  and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 


Abdnor 

Garn 

Mitchell 

Andrews 

Gorton 

Moynihan 

Armstrong 

Grassley 

Murkowski 

Baker 

Hart 

Nickles 

Baucus 

Hatch 

Nunn 

Bentsen 

Hawkins 

Packwood 

Biden 

Hecht 

Pell 

Bingaman 

Henin 

Percy 

Boren 

Heinz 

Pressler 

Boschwitz 

Helms 

Pryor 

Bradley 

Hollings 

Randolph 

Bumpers 

Humphrey 

Riegle 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Roth 

Byrd 

Jackson 

Rudman 

Chafee 

Jepsen 

Sarbanes 

Chiles 

Johnston 

Sasser 

Cochran 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kasten 

Specter 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Stafford 

D'Amato 

Lautent>erg 

Stennis 

Danforth 

Laxalt 

Stevens 

DeConcini 

Leahy 

Symms 

Denton 

Levin 

Thurmond 

Dixon  • 

Lugar 

Tower 

Dodd 

Mathias 

Trible 

Durenberger 

Matsunaga 

Tsongas 

Eagle*  on 

Mattingly 

Wallop 

East 

McClure 

Warner 

Exon 

Melcher 

Wilson 

Ford 

Metzenbaum 
NAYS-5 

Zorinsky 

Dole 

Proxmire 

Weicker 

Long 

Quayle 

NOT  VOTING 
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Domenici 

Goldwater 

Huddles  ton 

Glenn 

Hatfield 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With 
the  addition  of  Senators  voting  who 
did  not  answer  the  quorum  call,  a 
quorum  is  now  present. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order?  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  All  persons 
conversing  will  retire  to  the  cloak- 
room. 

A  motion  to  table  is  pending. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  is  still  not  in  order.  I  have  no 
objection,  but  we  would  all  like  to  hear 
what  the  Senator  has  to  say. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  Senate  will  be 
in  order.  The  Senator  will  not  proceed 
until  the  Senate  is  in  order. 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  President,  I  have  reason  to  think 
that  we  can  get  to  the  vote  on  the  ta- 
bling motion  pretty  promptly  if  we  can 
provide  a  brief  time  for  disciission  of 
this  issue  on  both  sides. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  before 
the  vote  on  the  tabling  motion  occurs 
there  be  4  minutes  of  debate,  equally 
divided  between  the  Senator  from  Col- 
orado and  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  what  hap- 
pens to  Members  who  want  to  discuss 
this  issue? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  question  is  a  tabling  motion. 
It  is  now  pending,  and  there  would  be 
no  time  for  debate  were  it  not  for  this 
unanimous-consent  agreement. 

I  am  trying  to  provide  2  minutes  by 
unanimous  consent  for  Senator  Hart 
and  2  minutes  for  Senator  Tower,  not- 
withstanding that  no  debate  is  in 
order  at  this  time. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  led  to  believe 
that  that  is  acceptable  to  the  author 
of  the  amendment  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair,  and 
I  thank  all  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
really  have  great  need  for  my  time.  I 
will  reserve  my  time,  if  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  wishes  to  use  his. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time  and  yield  control  of 
that  time  to  the  Senator  from  Virgin- 
ia. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  for  a 
question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor on  his  time. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  will  tell  us  whether  or 
not  he  is  going  to  support  his  motion 
to  table  or  not. 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  is  not  my  motion  to 
table.  It  is  a  motion  made  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Connecticut,  who  opposes  the 


amendment.  My  vote  will  be  no.  a  very 
resounding  no. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor.   

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  majority  leader  for  this  time. 

I  want  to  disagree  with  the  sugges- 
tion that  4  minutes  to  debate  the  issue 
of  whether  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
did  or  did  not  render  a  valuable  service 
to  this  country  and  adopt  its  recom- 
mendations is  hardly  adequate. 

I  point  out  to  those  Senators  op- 
posed to  the  MX  and  those  who  have 
not  made  up  their  minds  that  when 
the  tabling  motion  was  made.  Senators 
were  on  the  floor,  waiting  to  be  heard 
on  the  Tower- Warner  amendment,  in- 
cluding the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  Dodd)  and  others.  The  tabling 
motion  cut  off  their  right  to  be  heard. 
It  is  my  strong  reconunendation  to 
those  who  want  debate  on  the  MX, 
and  who  believe  that  Senators  who 
want  to  be  heard  should  be  heard,  to 
follow  the  lead  of  the  distinguished 
floor  manager  and  vote  not  to  table. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
had  24  hours  to  debate  this.  This 
amendment  came  on  the  floor  at  4  or  5 
p.m.  yesterday  afternoon,  so  there  has 
been  plenty  of  intervening  time.  There 
has  been  a  lot  of  time,  and  I  think 
that  suggestion  is  spurious. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  was  carefully  crafted 
after  lengthy  negotiations  with  Mem- 
bers on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  It  is  de- 
signed to  accommodate  what  I  and 
others  perceive  to  be  the  prevailing 
view  on  the  issue  at  the  moment— 
namely,  as  stated  in  this  amendment, 
reaffirmation  of  what  was  recommend- 
ed by  the  Scowcroft  Commission  and 
the  clear  manifestation  by  this  amend- 
ment that  it  is  100  MX  missiles,  de- 
ployment not  specified,  allowing  for 
such  additional  missiles  as  may  be  nec- 
essary in  conjunction  with  the  test 
program  and  research  and  develop- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  supporting  this  per- 
fecting amendment  does  not  cut  off 
further  debate  on  the  issue. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Does  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
yield  back  his  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  for  those 
Senators  who  have  yet  to  be  heard  on 
the  issue.  I  urge  that  they  vote  not  to 
table,  so  that  their  rights  will  be  pro- 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  amendment.  On  this  ques- 
tion the  yeas  And  nays  have  been  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 


Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water),  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Hatfield)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is 
absent  due  to  illness. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn)  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  6, 
nays  90.  as  follows: 

CRoUcall  Vote  No.  212  Leg.] 
YEAS-6 


Andrews' 

Burdick 

Humphrey 

Bradley 

Huddleston 

Weicker 

r 

NAYS-90 

Abdnor 

Grassley 

Murkowski 

Armstrong 

Hart 

Nickles 

Baker 

Hatch 

Nunn 

Baucus 

Hawkins 

Packwood 

Bentsen 

Hecht 

Pell 

Biden 

Heflin 

Percy 

Bingaman 

Heinz 

Pressler 

Boren 

Helms 

Proxmire 

Boschwitz 

Hollings 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Quayle 

Byrd 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Chafee 

Jepsen 

Riegle 

Chiles 

Johnston 

Roth 

Cochran 

Kassebaum 

Rudman 

Cohen 

Kasten 

Sarbanes 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Sasser 

DAmato 

Lautent)erg 

Simpson 

Danforth 

Laxalt 

Specter 

DeConcini 

Leahy 

Stafford 

Denton 

Levin 

Stennis 

Dixon 

Long 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Lugar 

Symms 

Dole 

Mathias 

Thurmond 

Durenberger 

Matsunaga 

Tower 

Eagleton 

Mattingly 

Trible 

East 

McClure 

Tsongas 

Exon 

Melcher 

Wallop 

Ford 

Metzenbaum 

Warner 

Garn 

Mitchell 

Wilson 

Gorton 

Moynihan 

Zorinsky 

NOT  VOTING 
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Domenici 

Goldwater 

Hatfield 

Glenn 

So  the  motion  to  table  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


CLOTtntE  MOTION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  indi- 
cated on  yesterday,  and  earlier  than 
that,  that  I  planned  a  series  of  cloture 
votes.  I  hope  we  obtain  cloture  on  the 
substitute  tomorrow.  But  I  have  been 
here  long  enough  to  hedge  my  bets. 

Therefore.  I  send  the  desk  a  cloture 
motion  on  further  debate  against  the 
substitute  and  ask  it  be  reported  by 
the  clerk.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  cloture  motion. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Cloture  Motion 

We.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  Rule  XXII  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  com- 
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mittee  substitute  for  S.  675.  a  bill  to  author- 
ize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement,  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evaluation, 
and  for  operation  and  maintenance,  to  pre- 
scribe personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Senators  Howard  Baker,  Ted  Stevens. 
John  Tower,  John  H.  Chafee,  John 
Warner,  Strom  Thurmond,  Mack  Mat- 
tingly, Roger  W.  Jepsen,  Robert  Staf- 
ford. Chic  Hecht,  Paul  Laxalt.  Jesse 
Helms.  Richard  Lugar,  Alfonse 
D'Amato.  Frank  Murkowski,  Don 
Nickles.  Dan  Quayle,  John  Heinz, 
Rudy  Boschwitz.  and  Malcolm  Wallop. 

CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
send  to  the  desk  a  cloture  motion 
against  S.  675  and  ask  it  be  reported. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  report  the  motion. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We,  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  Rule  XXII  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  S.  675,  a 
bill  to  authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for  procure- 
ment, for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, to  prescribe  perspnnel  strengths  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and 
for  civilian  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Senators  Howard  Baker.  Ted  Stevens. 
John  Tower.  John  H.  Chafee.  John 
Warner,  Strom  Thurmond,  Mack  Mat- 
tingly, Roger  W.  Jepsen.  Robert  Staf- 
ford, Chic  Hecht,  Paul  Laxalt.  Jesse 
Helms.  Richard  Lugar.  Afhonse 
DAmato.  Frank  Murkowski.  Don 
Nickles,  Dan  Quayle,  John  Heinz, 
Rudy  Boschwitz.  and  Malcolm  Wallop. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair. 

The  obvious  import  of  these  two  clo- 
ture motions  is  to  provide  an  opportu- 
nity for  votes  on  cloture  on  Friday  if 
the  cloture  votes  tomorrow  do  not  suc- 
ceed. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  majority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  cloture 
votes  tomorrow  be  back  to  back? 

Mr.  BAKER.  It  depends.  If  cloture  is 
invoked  on  the  substitute  then  under 
the  rules  we  continue  to  deal  with  the 
substitute  until  disposed  of.  which 
would  automatically  postpone  the  vote 
on  the  bill  itself. 

If  cloture  is  not  invoked  on  the  sub- 
stitute then  the  second  cloture  vote 
would  occur  back  to  back. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  The  first  of  those 
cloture  votes  would  be  an  hour  after 
we  came  in  tomorrow  morning? 

Mr.  BAKER.  An  hour  plus  the  time 
to  establish  a  live  quorum. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  thank  the  majori- 
ty leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  has  al- 
ready asked  one  of  my  questions  that  I 
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was  going  to  pose  to  the  majority 
leader.  Would  he  prefer  to  let  the  clo- 
ture votes  come  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  r\ile  or  does  he 
want  to  instead  set  a  different  time?  I 
take  it  he  is  going  to  let  the  rule 
govern  cloture? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  Mr.  President.  I 
have  no  strong  preference  on  that  sub- 
ject. I  am  willing  to  set  a  time  if  it  is 
distinctly  more  appealing,  but  we  al- 
ready have  an  order  for  10  in  the 
morning,  and  I  judge  that  it  will  take 
us  20  or  25  minutes  to  get  a  quorum. 

I  might  say,  by  the  way,  that  it  is  my 
intention  to  take  that  quoriun  live,  as 
the  rule  provides,  and  to  move  to  in- 
struct the  Sergeant  at  Arms  as  quickly 
as  possible.  So  there  will  be  a  vote  very 
early  tomorrow.  Senators  should  be  on 
notice  that  it  could  occur  as  early  as 
11:20  or  11:30. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  could  even  occur 
ahead  of  that,  if  you  want  to  move  to 
instruct  the  Sergeant  at  Arms. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  My  second  question  is, 
how  late  does  the  majority  leader,  if 
he  is  prepared  to  say  at  this  point, 
how  late  does  he  think  the  Senate  will 
be  in  today? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader.  The  minority  leader  and  I  have 
discused  this  two  or  three  times  today 
and  each  time  I  fear  I  have  given  him 
and  other  Senators  an  unsatisfactory 
reply.  The  reply  is  at  least  an  honest 
one,  and  that  is  I  do  not  know. 

I  have  given  to  the  managers  of  the 
bill  a  wide  discretion  in  saying  how 
long  they  want  to  stay  on  the  bill  on 
any  particular  day.  All  I  can  do  is  give 
you  an  estimate.  My  estimate,  Mr. 
President,  I  would  say  to  the  minority 
leader,  is  that  we  will  be  here  until  8 
or  8:30  this  evening. 

It  is  possible  that  debate  or  action 
on  the  pending  question  will  end 
before  that,  but  I  do  not  think  Sena- 
tors should  assume  that.  I  believe  8  or 
8:30  p.m. 

Let  me  say.  also.  I  have  been  adver- 
tising for  some  days  now  that  Wednes- 
day and  Thursday  might  be  late  eve- 
nings. So  8  or  8:30  would  be  my  guess 
for  this  evening,  but  it  is  certainly  no 
guarantee. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  if  the  opponents  of 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas  and  of  the  perfecting  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
would  be  willing  to  .agree,  we  could  set 
a  vote  on  the  perfecting  amendment, 
on  which  the  yeas  and  nays  have  al- 
ready been  ordered,  at,  say.  7  p.m.,  and 
I  would  be  prepared  to  not  divide  the 
time  equally  but  to  give  the  lion's 
share  of  the  time  to  the  opponents  of 
the  measure.  Let  us  say,  if  we  have  an 
hour  and  15  minutes,  to  give  them  an 
hour  of  that. 

If  they  would  be  prepared  to  agree 
with  that,  we  could  make  that  the  last 


vote  and  everybody  could  be  out  of 
here. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado,  if  he  wishes  to  re- 
spond. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  cannot 
speak  for  all  of  those,  or  even  perhaps 
most  of  those,  opposed  to  the  MX.  I 
do  know  that  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut, who  is  on  his  feet,  is  seeking 
recognition.  Senator  Dodd;  Senator 
Proxmir£  and  several  others.  Senator 
BxTKPERS,  were  on  the  floor  a  good 
part  of  the  afternoon  seeking  an  op- 
portunity to  speak  on  the  issue  to  the 
merits.  I  see  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Metzenbaum)  also  is  seeking  rec- 
ognition and  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan. I  think  it  would  be  very  difficult 
to  schedule  that  vote  at  that  time. 

Mr.  TOWER.  How  about  8  o'clock, 
and  give  2  hours  to  the  opponents  of 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
suggest  that  the  two  managers  of  the 
bill  explore  that  possibility.  Maybe  we 
can  get  a  vote  tonight.  I  hope  we  can. 

But.  in  any  event,  let  me  aimounce 
now  that  the  Senate  will  stay  in  until 
approximately  8:30  this  evening. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  Senators  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  TOWER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  vote  just  taken  is  a  very  significant 
vote.  Anytime  the  opponents  of  a 
measure  advocate  that  fellow  oppo- 
nents vote  with  the  proponents  of  a 
measure,  it  is  to  concede  a  weakness. 
Obviously,  the  opponents  of  the  MX 
know  that  they  do  not  have  the  votes. 
That  is  what  this  delay  is  all  about. 

No  one  should  be  naive  enough  to 
think  that  this  is  some  lofty  notion 
that  we  should  have  some  long  debate 
on  this  issue.  It  has  been  debated  in 
public  forums,  in  the  press,  in  the 
media,  and  in  this  body  for  a  very, 
very  long  time  indeed.  I  think  it  is  an 
insult  to  Members  of  the  Senate  to 
suggest  that  they  are  poorly  informed 
on  this  matter  and  require  more 
debate. 

So  now  let  us  get  that  kind  of  stuff 
behind  us  and  know  what  we  are 
about.  We  are  in  a  filibuster  because 
the  opponents  of  the  MX  know  they 
do  not  have  the  votes  and  because  on 
Friday  last  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
indicated  he  would  do  all  that  he 
could  to  prevent  a  bill  from  passing 
that  contained  an  authorization  for 
the  MX. 

So  this  confession  of  weakness  is  at 
once  an  admission  that  we  are  in  a  fili- 
buster. And  the  fact  that  today  some 
561  amendments,  give  or  take  a  few, 
were  filed  by  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado is  adequate  evidence  of  a  filibus- 
ter. 

Now  you  cannot  tell  me  that  the 
reason  that  amendments  were  filed  is 
to  provide  for  extensive  debate,  be- 
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cause  If  you  get  cloture  and  you  try  to 
deal  with  561  amendments,  there  is  no 
time  to  debate  them.  They  are  just 
brought  up  and  voted  on  without 
debate.  One  would  have  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  then  that  these  are  frivo- 
lous amendments  and  few  of  them 
have  much  in  the  way  of  substance. 

Now,  if  the  Senator  from  Colorado  is 
so  interested,  so  profoundly  and  pas- 
sionately interested,  in  the  issue,  I 
cannot  understand— he  is  a  member  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee— never 
once  did  he  raise  his  voice  in  the  full 
committee  markup  on  this  issue,  never 
once  in  the  full  committee  markup  did 
he  speak  to  this  issue,  never  once  did 
he  personally  bring  up  an  amendment 
in  full  committee  markup,  debate  on  it 
in  full  committee  markup,  and  ask 
that  it  be  voted  on. 

Now,  if  the  Senator  feels  so  pro- 
foundly about  this,  I  carmot  under- 
stand why  he  never  spoke  one  word  on 
the  issue  in  the  full  committee 
markup  which  went  for  6  days,  and  he 
had  adequate  opportunity  to  do  so. 

So  I  am  just  trying  to  get  everything 
in  context  here,  Mr.  Piesident.  I  am 
delighted  at  the  show  of  weakness 
that  is  evidenced  by  the  Senator  from 
Colorado's  admonition  to  his  friends 
and  associates  on  this  issue  to  vote 
with  me. 

I  know  that  ultimately  we  will  pre- 
vail. The  only  question  is  one  of  time. 
I  am  prepared  to  sit  it  out  for  a  very 
long  time,  throughout  the  weekend;  go 
through  the  August  recess,  if  that  is 
what  is  required. 

But  I  think  what  is  indicated  is  that 
60  Senators  certainly  should  vote  for 
cloture  tomorrow  because  any » addi- 
tional time  on  this  measure  is  not 
going  to  contribute  much  to  the  edifi- 
cation of  the  Senate  or  of  the  general 
citizenry. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  HART.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
just  1  minute? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Colorado,  without  losing 
my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  the  distinguished 
floor  manager.  The  distinguished  floor 
manager,  contrary  to  some  statements 
he  made  last  week,  knows  full  well 
that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  raised 
the  issue  as  vigorously  as  he  could  in 
the  subcommittee.  There  was  a  vote 
taken  on  that.  He  assured  himself  that 
the  Senator  from  Michigsoi 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  from 
Texas 

Mr.  HART.  I  do  not  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  TOWER.  WiU  the  Senator  yield 
for  me  to  correct  what  he  said?  I  did 
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not  say  subcommittee,  I  said  full  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  HART.  I  do  not  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  President. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  TOWER.   I   beg   the  Senator's 
pardon. 

Mr.  HART.  Contrary  to  what  the 
Senator  from  Texas  said  last  week 
that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  had 
never  attended  a  markup  on  this  issue, 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  did  introduce  a  motion 
to  strike  the  funds  for  MX  in  the  sub- 
committee, which  did  not  prevail,  and 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  assured 
himself  that  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan was  going  to  introduce  the  same 
amendment  in  the  full  committe  and 
gave  his  proxy  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  for  that  purpose  and  talked 
to  other  Senators  seeking  their  help 
on  this  issue. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  may  or  may 
not  be  aware  that  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  issued,  a  statement,  followed 
by  a  Dear  Colleague  letter,  on  April 
19,  the  day  that  the  President  an- 
nounced his  support  for  silo  basing  of 
the  MX,  saying  I  intended  to  do  every- 
thing I  could  to  defeat  this  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate. 

Further,  he  has  given  a  good  part  of 
his  last  9  years  in  the  Senate  to  the 
effort  of  reasonable  arms  control  and 
reduction. 

So  it  does  not  behoove  the  Senator 
from  Texas  or  his  case  to  suggest  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  is  anything 
less  than  dedicated  to  this  issue. 

Mr.  TOWER.  WiU  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  HART.  I  do  not  have  the  floor.  I 
will  respond  and  then  yield  back  to 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  is  not 
alone  here.  There  are  other  Senators 
who  feel  deeply  on  this  question  and 
wish  to  be  heard.  The  reason  why  Sen- 
ators voted  not  to  table  is  because 
they  have  been  seeking  recognition 
and  have  been  waiting  in  some  cases 
for  several  hours  to  speak  on  this 
question.  This  was  not  a  show  of  weak- 
ness or  anything  else. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  finally 
knows  that  he  himself  has  been  in  sit- 
uations before  where  the  vote  seemed 
to  be  against  him  or  his  cause  or  his 
purpose,  where  full  debate  on  the 
issue  was  sometimes  required  to  turn 
around  votes  in  the  Senate  or  to  let 
the  people  he  represented  know  what 
was  at  stake.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  yield  to  me  for  clarifica- 
tion of  the  Record  without  losing  his 
right  to  the  floor? 
Mr.  DODD.  I  yield. 
Mr.  TOWER.  In  the  first  place,  the 
Senator  from  Texas  did  not  imply  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  did  not 
offer  an  amendment  in  the  subcom- 


mittee markup.  He  did  indeed.  But 
this  matter  was  extensively  discussed 
in  fuU  committee  markup  and  never 
once  did  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
offer  an  amendment  in  the  full  com- 
mittee markup,  nor  did  he  ever  once 
address  himself  to  the  issue. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  did 
introduce  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 
the  Senator  from  Colorado.  But  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  did  not  speak 
on  it.  He  spoke  not  one  word  in  full 
committee  markup. 

Everybody  knows  that  it  is  in  full 
committee  markup  that  the  bill  finally 
takes  shape.  Everybody  knows,  too. 
that  if  you  believe  strongly  in  some- 
thing, it  is  best  to  get  it  in  the  commit- 
tee bill  because  it  is  much  more  diffi- 
cult to  get  something  out  of  a  commit- 
tee bill  than  it  is  to  put  something  into 
the  conunittee  bill. 

He  missed  that  golden  opportunity. 
He  missed  it.  And  now  he  is  imposing 
on  the  Senate  in  prolonging  this 
debate  beyond  what  is  useful  or  what 
will  serve  his  own  cause  or  the  whole 
business  of  the  debate  on  arms  con- 
trol. 
Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 

yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut  has  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DODD.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  without 
losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Col- 
orado does  not  need  those  of  us  in  this 
body  who  are  in  opposition  to  the  MX 
to  speak   in   his  behalf.   I   think  his 
record  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee has  been  one  of  great  achievement 
and  accomplishment,  and  I  think  his 
contributions  to  the  public  dialog  and 
debate,  not  only  on  this  issue  but  on 
other  defense  issues  as  well,  has  basi- 
cally  enhanced   the   security   of   this 
Nation  over  a  long  period  of  time.  I, 
quite  frankly,  resent  the  suggestion  of 
the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  that  somehow  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  was  dilatory  in  his  re- 
sponsibilities to  the  committee  when 
the    conunittee    chairman,    I    think, 
abused   the   procedures   as   much   as 
anyone  that  I  have  seen  here  in  20 
years  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  when  we  had 
that  final  delivery  of  $2.1  billion  by 
OMB  to  the  committee  and  the  ram- 
rodding  of  multiyear  procurement  for 
the  B-1  bomber  through  the  Armed 
Services  Committee. 

I  just  say,  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
think  it  does  this  dialog  or  debate  any 
good  to  have  these  attacks  on  individ- 
uals, particularly  on  the  Senator  from 
Colorado,  with  the  record  he  has  com- 
piled on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee over  a  long  period  of  time. 

I  think  the  issues  he  has  raised  m 
the  areas  of  national  security,  not  only 
this  issue  but  many  others,  have  been 


of  enormous  value  and  use.  He  has 
spoken  of  the  fact  that  he  was  In- 
volved in  the  subcommittee  markup.  It 
is  quite  clear  that  the  established  pro- 
cedures for  the  subcommittee  were 
overturned  in  the  full  committee,  and 
I  think  that  was  a  disservice  to  the 
workings  of  the  subcommittees. 

I  just  want  to  make  it  clear  that,  as 
he  has  been  making  this  battle,  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  been 
making  it  not  just  for  himself  but  for  ^ 
many  others  as  well  who  agree  with '' 
him  wholeheartedly  that  (he  MX  is  a 
missile  without  a  mission  and  a 
weapon  without  a  home.  It  ought  to 
be  defeated.  It  is  quite  apparent  that 
the  more  the  American  people  under- 
stand about  it,  the  more  they  are  ques- 
tioning it. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
ha.3  performed  an  important  service 
both  to  this  body,  and  most  important- 
ly, to  the  security  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor yield? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  will  yield  at  the  con- 
clusion of  my  remarks.  I  have  been 
waiting  since  1:30  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  no  re- 
marks. Will  the  Senator  yield  so  that  I 
might  make  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  yield  without  losing 
my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the 
hour  of  7  p.m.  the  pending  measure  be 
set  aside  so  that  I  may  call  up  an 
amendment  cosponsored  by  Senators 
Bentsen,  Pryor.  and  Armstrong.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  Senator 
from  Texas  has  no  objection  to  the 
amendment  being  set  aside  for  that 
purpose.  I  did  not  clear  with  him,  how- 
ever, the  hour  of  7  p.m.  Since  I  know 
there  are  several  people  on  the  floor 
who  wish  to  be  heard  and  others  who 
wish  to  address  themselves  to  my 
amendment.  I  thought  that  might  be 
provided  as  an  opportunity. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  asking  to  lay  aside  the  first- 
degree  amendment  or  the  second- 
degree  amendment? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  The  first- 
degree  amendment  is  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  to  set  aside  the  pending 
matter  in  order  that  I  may  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  substitute  bill,  the 
committee  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To 
clarify  the  request,  is  the  Senator 
asking  unanimous  consent  to  set  aside 
both  amendments? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  That  is  cor- 
rect.        „ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  wonder  if 
the  Senator  would  suggest  an  amount 
of  time? 
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Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  previ- 
ously advised  the  managers  of  this  bill 
that  I  thought  it  would  take  less  than 
an  hour,  and  I  think  closer  to  a  half 
hour.  I  would  be  willing  to  agree  to 
that.  There  are  four  of  us  who  want  to 
speak,  but  I  do  not  anticipate  anyone 
will  speak  at  length. 

Mr.  WARNER.  It  is  my  further  un- 
derstanding that  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  consideration  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  joined  in  by 
others,  the  Senate  will  return  to  the 
pending  amendment,  which  is  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia in  the  nature  of  a  perfecting 
amendment. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  It  is  the  intent 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  that  there 
be  no  change  at  all  in  the  status  on 
the  floor  as  it  presently  exists  except 
for  the  fact  that  my  amendment  will 
have  been  disposed  of.      

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut  yield  to  me 
with  the  understanding  that  he  not 
lose  his  right  to  the  floor  and  when  he 
continues  it  not  be  counted  as  a  second 
speech? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  expect  to  have  a  rollcall  vote  on 
his  amendment?  I  ask  that  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  It  is  not  my  in- 
tention to  request  a  rollcall  vote.  I  be- 
lieve the  managers  of  the  bill  are  pre- 
pared to  accept  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  might  say  to  my  colleagues  that  al- 
though there  cannot  be  another 
motion  to  table  the  underlying  amend- 
ment, under  the  precedents,  today,  as 
a  reasonable  time  must  pass,  there  can 
be  a  motion  to  table  the  amendment 
in  the  second  degree  today.  I  want  my 
colleagues  to  be  alert  to  that  t)ecause 
some  of  them  may  be  under  the  im- 
pression that  there  will  not  be  another 
rollcall  vote  today.  There  may  not  be. 
but  they  should  know  of  that  possibili- 
ty. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
outset.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
any  further  remarks  I  may  make  will 
not  be  counted  as  a  second  speech 
under  rule  XIX. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  as  I  said  a 
few  moments  ago,  I  have  been  here  on 
the  floor  since  about  1:15,  trying  to  get 
an  opportunity  to  address,  for  the  very 
first  time,  the  pending  matter  before 
us,  the  question  of  the  MX. 

Mr.  President,  without  belaboring 
the  point,  because  I  think  enough  has 
been  said  over  the  last  10  or  15  min- 
utes about  the  intentions,  the  purpose, 
the  motivations,  and  sincerity  of  the 


distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado. 
Senator  Hart,  I  think  he  has  done  not 
only  this  Senate  and  this  Congress  but 
our  country  an  invaluable  service  over 
these  last  several  days,  giving  us  the 
opportunity  to  debate  what  may  be 
the  single  most  important  defense  and 
national  security  matter  to  come 
before  this  Congress  in  many  years. 

Many  of  us  wanted  to  talk  on  this 
matter,  to  get  up  and  speak.  There 
have  not  been  dilatory  comments 
made.  Every  speech  that  I  have  heard 
over  the  past  several  days  has  been 
one  of  substance,  has  been  by  Mem- 
bers raising  questions,  important  ques- 
tions, about  our  national  defense, 
about  the  scarcity  of  dollars,  or  wheth- 
er or  not  we  ought  to  be  supporting  a 
missile  that  has  raised  serious  ques- 
tions in  all  quarters  of  this  country.  I 
think  the  record  of  that  debate  speaks 
for  itself. 

You  will  not  find  in  this  Record  the 
reading  of  poetry  or  novels  or  efforts 
to  slow  down  the  process  of  this 
Chamber.  We  are  doing  what  we  have 
l)een  charged  to  do  as  Memberis  of  this 
body.  That  is  to  debate  intelligently 
and  carefully  on  behalf  of  our  con- 
stituents matters  of  significant  inter- 
est that  will  have  a  profound  effect, 
not  only  on  this  f  generation  but  on 
many  generations  to  come,  not  only  of 
Americans  but  people  throughout  this 
globe.  So  I  wish  to  join  with  other 
speakers  of  the  last  few  minutes  in  ex- 
pressing my  confidence,  expressing  my 
support,  and  expressing  my  thanks  on 
behalf  of  my  constituents  in  the  State 
of  Connecticut,  for  the  efforts  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  made  over 
these  last  few  days. 

It  has  not  been  dilatory,  it  has  been 
a  significant,  a  meaningful  effort,  and 
he  deserves  the  thanks  of  every 
Member  of  this  Chamber  regardless  of 
their  position  on  this  issue.  Time  and 
history,  I  think,  will  prove  him  to  have 
been  correct,  to  have  been  courageous, 
and  to  have  provided  a  very  worth- 
while service  to  all  of  us. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  focus 
my  remarks  on  the  question  whether 
or  not  it  makes  good  sense  for  us  to  go 
forward  with  this  missile.  Some  of 
what  I  say  here  may  have  been  said  by 
others  far  more  eloquently  than  I 
shall  say  it.  Some  of  the  information 
may  have  been  mentioned  before, 
some  of  the  facts  and  statistics.  But  I 
think  it  is  vitally  important  that  the 
information  and  the  facts  we  bring 
forward  on  this  debate  be  emphasized 
because  of  the  significance  of  this 
issue. 

Those  supporting  the  production 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
build  their  case  almost  entirely  on  the 
Scowcroft  report.  I  am  ready,  Mr. 
President,  to  argue  that  a  careful  anal- 
ysis of  the  Scowcroft  report  should 
lead  precisely  to  the  opposite  conclu- 
sion: that  is,  that  the  MX  system 
would  not  add  to  our  security  and,  in 


fact,  I  would  argue,  will  detract  from 
it. 

E}ven  if  one  accepts  the  arguments 
raised  on  its  behalf,  I  cannot  accept 
that  the  MX  is  worth  the  $16  billion 
pricetag.  Both  at  home  and  abroad,  in 
domestic  and  military  budgets,  there 
are  ways  to  spend  fewer  dollars  to 
make  us  a  far  stronger  Nation  than 
the  MX  ever  will.  I  reach  that  conclu- 
sion, Mr.  President,  after  carefully 
studying  the  Scowcroft  report  and 
with  full  appreciation  for  the  Commis- 
sion's contributions.  Its  report  is  an  at- 
tempt to  review  our  short-term  and 
long-term  strategic  options.  It  ac- 
knowledges and  explauns  some  of  the 
linkage  between  force  modernization 
and  arms  control,  something  I  happen 
to  believe  is  long  overdue  and  urgently 
needed  in  this  country. 

I  particularly  commend  the  report 
for  its  very  clear  and,  I  think,  un- 
equivocal statement  on  the  ways  arms 
control  can  enhance  our  security.  As 
the  report  stated: 

Arms  control  can:  Reduce  the  risk  of  war; 
help  limit  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons: 
remove  or  reduce  the  risk  of  misunderstand- 
ing of  particular  events  or  accidents:  seal  off 
wasteful,  dangerous,  or  unhelpful  lines  of 
technical  development  before  either  side 
gets  too  committed  to  them:  help  channel 
modernization  into  stabilizing  rather  than 
destabilizing  paths:  reduce  misunderstand- 
ing about  the  purpose  of  weapons  develop- 
ments and  thus  reduce  the  need  to  overin- 
sure  against  worst-case  projections:  and 
help  make  arsenals  less  destructive  and 
costly. 

But  whether  the  Soviets  prove  willing  or 
not.  stability  should  be  the  primary  objec- 
tive both  of  the  modernization  of  our  strate- 
gic forces  and  of  our  arms  control  proposals. 
Our  arms  control  proposals  and  our  strate- 
gic arms  programs  should  thus  be  integrat- 
ed and  mutually  reinforcing. 

The  only  major  flaw  of  the  report 
derives  from  a  political  condition  that 
burdened  the  undertaking  from  its  be- 
ginning: Find  some  justification  for 
the  MX  missile.  While  the  argimient 
for  MX  in  the  report  is  one  of  the 
better  ones  that  has  been  presented 
over  these  many,  many  months,  it  is 
certainly  far  from  compelling,  espe- 
cially in  that  it  conflicts  with  the 
Commission's  long-term  reconunenda- 
tions  for  this  Congress  and  for  our 
Nation. 

What  the  Commission  has  done, 
quite  frankly.  Mr.  President,  is  make 
President  Reagan's  original  MX  pro- 
posal more  palatable  politically.  The 
proper  question  for  us  in  this  debate 
should  be  the  following:  Would  the  in- 
terim MX  deployment  provide  enough 
additional  security  to  justify  its  enor- 
mous cost?  The  answer,  I  think,  when 
one  studies  this  Commission  report,  is 
clearly  no. 

The  historical  record  of  the  argu- 
ments for  the  MX  has  been  laid  out  in 
intricate  detail  in  the  few  days  of  this 
debate.  For  a  full  decade,  the  raison 
detre  of  the  MX  has  been  that  it  could 


help  make  the  land  leg  of  our  strategic 
forces  invulnerable.  That  justification 
has  been  offered  in  virtually  every 
document  concerning  the  MX  since 
1973.  It  can  be  read  in  reports  of  both 
the  Senate  and  Houst  Armed  Services 
Committees  and  in  statement  after 
statement  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  Senators  of  both  parties,  most 
respected  by  their  colleagues  on  de- 
fense issues,  have  subscribed  to  it.  It 
has  even  been  enshrined  in  the  1980 
Republican  platform.  No  political  lexi- 
con of  our  era  would  be  complete  with- 
out a  lengthy  entry  under  the  head- 
ing, "Window  of  Vulnerability." 

In  pursuit  of  a  basing  mode  to  meet 
that  universally  accepted  standard,  we 
have  spared  no  effort,  expense,  or  ex- 
ercise of  imagination.  If  the  matter 
were  not  so  costly  and  critical,  it  would 
read  like  something  from  Lewis  Car- 
roll. 

We  have  considered  the  relative 
merits  of  MX  on  the  ground  or  in  it, 
on  the  seas  or  imder  them,  and  in  the 
air.  We  have  studied  the  feasibility  of 
carrying  MX  missiles  on  trucks,  on 
trains,  on  planes,  on  submarines  and 
surface  ships.  We  looked  into  closed 
trenches  and  open  trenches,  hard  silos 
and  soft  silos,  some  silos  but  not  other 
silos,  spreading  the  missiles  as  far 
apart  as  possible  and  packing  them 
tightly  together.  None  of  the  30-odd 
possibilities,  however,  has  promised  to 
answer  the  vulnerability  test. 

Now,  however,  the  Conmiission.  in 
its  determination  to  find  justification 
for  not  abandoning  the  idea  of  the 
MX.  suddenly  abandons  the  search  for 
invulnerability,  the  very  issue  which 
every  single  person  has  argued  must 
be  the  test.  And  all  of  a  sudden— mi- 
raculously, Mr.  President— we  are  told, 
with  the  collective  wisdom  and  the 
judgment,  the  intelligence,  the  exper- 
tise that  have  been  accumulated  over 
these  many  years  in  trying  to  find  an 
answer  to  that  question,  we  are  told 
that  that  test  is  no  longer  viable,  it  is 
uiun[cessary. 

(Mr.  PRESSLER  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  DODD.  The  new  rationale  has 
four  parts.  First,  according  to  the 
Commission,  is  the  old  bargaining  chip 
argument,  an  argument  that  has  been 
used  ad  nauseam,  not  just  by  this  ad- 
ministration but  by  others  as  well.  We 
have  to  build,  we  are  told,  the  MX  so 
we  can  give  It  up.  I  do  not  think  a 
system  that  has  little  strategic  justifi- 
cation can  be  an  effective  bargaining 
chip.  To  spend  bUlions  of  dollars  on  a 
system  whose  utility  is  doubtful  even 
for  its  supporters  will  not  buy  us  a 
more  accommodating  Soviet  attitude 
at  the  negotiating  table.  Of  that,  I 
think  my  colleagues  would  be  in  sound 
agreement. 

The  second  argimient  Is  that  build- 
ing of  the  missile  Is  a  sign  of  our  na- 
tional wiU  and  cohesion.  National  will 


to  do  what,  I  would  ask?  To  waste  bil- 
lions to  save  a  system  that  would  make 
us  less  safe?  Would  not  the  cancella- 
tion of  the  MX  be  more  likely  regard- 
ed as  a  sign  that  we  go  about  modern- 
izing our  strategic  forces  In  a  sober, 
determined  fashion  and  that  we  have 
the  courage  to  cancel  even  a  major 
system  that  turns  out  to  be  a  lemon, 
as  this  one  has? 

As  the  third  rationale,  the  Commis- 
sion argues  that  we  need  a  credible 
limited  hard  target  capability.  We  al- 
ready have,  I  would  add.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, such  a  capability  with  the  exist- 
ing Minuteman  missiles  and  very  soon 
the  Trident  D-5  missiles  certainly  will 
provide  us  by  anyone's  estimation  that 
same  capability. 

Finally,  the  aging  of  our  current 
ICBM  force  Is  certainly  something  we 
have  to  take  into  account,  but  that  is 
precisely  the  reason  why  we  should 
devote  our  resources  to  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Mldgetman  instead  of 
wasting  them  on  a  costly  and  destabi- 
lizing Interim  system  called  MX. 

So  the  four  justifications  given  by 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  are  at  least 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, very  far  from  convincing. 

Let  me  now  list  the  reasons  why  I 
think  we  should  not  build  the  MX. 

First,  It  Is  likely  to  destabilize  the 
international  nuclear  balance  3uid 
make  a  Soviet  attack  on  us  far  more 
likely.  Because  the  MX  has  a  capabil- 
ity of  knocking  out  hardened  Soviet 
targets  but  could  not  withstand  an 
attack  itself,  it  could  look  to  them  as  if 
we  were  seeking  a  first-strike  capacity 
and  might  Invite  a  preemptive  attack. 
The  chairman  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Conunittee.  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower), 
made  just  that  point,  and  made  it  con- 
vincingly. I  thought,  a  little  over  a 
year  ago.  I  should  like  to  quote  him. 

By  stuffing  the  MX  into  fixed  silos 

Which  is  what  the  Commission  rec- 
ommends we  do 

We  are  creating  just  so  many  sitting  ducks 
for  the  Russians  to  shoot  at.  It  is  of  little 
use  to  us  unless  it  can  survive  an  attack. 

I  think  he  is  right.  That  Is  the  major 
issue,  the  vulnerability  of  this  system. 
Second,  opting  for  the  MX,  I  believe, 
weakens  the  chance  for  progress  In 
arms  control.  In  that  regard.  It  defies 
the  very  logic  of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report  Itself.  The  Commission 
urged  making  the  number  of  warheads 
the  basic  unit  of  comparison  in  assess- 
ing competing  strategic  forces.  If 
achieved,  that  step  would  nudge,  I 
think,  both  sides  toward  the  develop- 
ment of  small  single-warhead  missiles 
such  as  the  Mldgetman. 

Third  and  finally,  Mr.  President, 
MX  procurement  would  be  terribly 
wasteful.  The  head  of  each  famUy  in 
America  today  ought  to  write  out  a 
check  for  $300,  because  that  Is  what  It 
is  going  to  cost  every  single  American 
family  to  pay  for  this  missile,  $300. 


If  our  strategic  forces  need  strength- 
ening, there  has  to  be  more  cost-effec- 
tive ways  to  do  it  than  this  particular 
system. 

We  can  accelerate  development  of 
the  Trident  D-5  missile  and  consider 
its  interim  deployment  In  Minuteman 
silos.  We  can  support  the  rapid  devel- 
opment of  Mldgetman.  We  can  up- 
grade the  Minuteman  III  force  with 
modernized  guidance  systems  and  war- 
heads. 

The  last  alternative,  for  example, 
would  cost  less  than  half  what  the  100 
MX  missiles  would  cost. 

I  do  not  claim,  Mr.  President,  to  be  a 
great  expert  on  all  of  this,  but  it  seems 
to  me  we  have  some  viable  alternatives 
that  would  cost  far  less  than  what  we 
are  being  asked  to  support  these  days 
with  this  particular  system  and 
achieve  the  kind  of  national  security 
and  the  real  promise  for  sums  control 
that  we  are  not  getting  with  this  pro- 
posal. If  we  need  to  strengthen  our 
military  posture  In  general,  I  believe 
the  money  would  be  spent  far  more 
wisely,  as  we  have  tried  with  several 
amendments  that  have  been  offered 
over  the  last  several  days,  on  upgrad- 
ing our  conventional  forces  and  im- 
proving their  readiness. 

Finally,  any  legitimate  definition  of 
national  security,  Mr.  President,  must 
encompass  the  strength  of  our  econo- 
my and  the  health  and  morale  of  the 
American  people  as  well  as  the  gims 
and  tanks  and  missiles  that  we  need 
for  our  national  security. 

The  billions  being  spent  on  the  MX 
could  make  a  major  contribution 
toward  reducing  the  deficit,  improving 
our  educational  system,  and  address- 
ing other  problems  we  confront  here 
at  home. 

Let  me  digress  here,  because  it  Is  an 
important  point— It  Is  to  me,  anyway— 
to  say  that  anyone  who  reads  history 
at  all,  who  has  gone  back  and  studied 
other  great  nations  throughout  re- 
corded history,  will  discover  one  single 
thread,  one  common  denominator  that 
weaves  its  way  throughout  the  pages 
of  history.  It  is  that  nations  that  re- 
fused to  pay  heed  and  take  note  of  the 
needs  of  their  own  people  and  squan- 
dered those  resources  solely  on  arma- 
ments to  protect  against  real  or  per- 
ceived outside  aggression,  in  case  after 
case  in  the  recorded  pages  of  history, 
those  nations  hav^  fallen  not  because 
they  have  been  attacked  from  the  out- 
side but  because  they  have  rotted 
from  within. 

I  fear  that  if  we  proceed  along  this 
course  without  thought  and  care  and 
sober  thinking  about  what  we  need  to 
do,  this  Nation  may  suffer  a  similar 
plight  in  the  future. 

I  firmly  believe,  Mr.  President,  we 
can  develop  a  modem  strategic  force 
consistent  with  lessening  the  level  of 
nuclear  arms.  Doing  so.  In  fact,  can 
greatly  enhance  our  national  security 
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in  a  most  cost-effective  manner.  The 
general  strategic  principles  elucidated 
by  the  Scowcroft  report  provide  a 
sound  framework,  if  we  read  parts  of 
it.  to  guide  our  national  policy.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  short-term  political  con- 
straints were  allowed  to  obscure  the 
proper  beginning  to  liberate  ourselves 
from  the  burden  that  dragged-out  MX 
debate  imposes  on  our  strategic  plan- 
ning. 

Mr.  President,  there  have  been  nu- 
merous statements  on  the  MX  made 
by  highly  qualified  people  with  years 
of  experience  in  the  area  of  arms  con- 
trol. I  know  some  of  them  have  been 
made  before  on  the  floor,  but  I  would 
like  to  repeat  some  of  them  because  I 
think  they  deserve  repetition  in  the 
Record  we  are  building  on  this  issue, 
people  such  as  Ambassador  Gerard 
Smith,  former  ACDA  Director  and 
SALT  I  and  ABM  negotiator  under 
President  Nixon;  the  Honorable 
McGeorge  Bundy.  former  national  se- 
curity adviser  to  Presidents  Kennedy 
and  Johnson:  Adm.  Stansfield  Turner, 
former  Director  of  the  Central  Intelli- 
gence Agency,  and  Adm.  Noel  Gayler. 
former  Director  of  the  National  Secu- 
rity Agency  and  former  Commander- 
in-Chief  of  U.S.  Forces  in  the  Pacific— 
certainly  four  gentlemen  whose  quali- 
fications are  beyond  doubt.  Their 
names  adone  are  synonymous  with  ex- 
pertise in  the  area  of  arms  control  and 
national  security. 

But  listen  to  their  remarks— not  just 
the  remarks  of  a  junior  Senator  from 
Connecticut,  who  admittedly  does  not 
have  the  great  expertise  of  colleagues 
such  as  Senator  Hart  and  others. 
Their  remarks  are  important  to  rein- 
force what  Senator  Hart,  Senator 
Bumpers.  Senator  Kennedy,  and  Sena- 
tor MoYNiHAN  have  said  this  after- 
noon. Unfortunately,  there  was  not 
great  participation  on  the  floor,  but  I 
wish  our  colleagues  could  have  heard 
the  remarks  of  Senator  Moynihan 
about  the  question  of  attack  on  warn- 
ing for  instance. 

Admiral  Turner  says  the  following: 

It  seems  ironical  to  try  to  reduce  the  prob- 
ability of  someone  starting  a  nuclear  war. 
when  you  are  building  a  weapon  like  the 
MX  that  drives  the  superpowers  to  a  hair- 
trigger  response.  It  is  inimical.  I  believe,  to 
the  objective  of  arms  control. 

Admiral  Gayler  said: 

The  MX  works  against  all  of  the  arms 
control  objectives  endorsed  by  the  Scow- 
croft Commission.  The  Commission  says 
that  arms  control  should  reduce  the  risk  of 
war.  but  MX  is  a  destabilizing  weapon  that 
increases  that  risk.  The  Commission  says 
that  we  should  help  limit  the  spread  of  nu- 
clear weapons,  but  it  makes  no  sense  for 
either  us  or  the  Soviets  to  try  to  persuade 
other  countries  not  to  build  up  or  possess 
nuclear  weapons,  if  we  take  no  action  on  our 
solemn  obligations  under  the  Nuclear  Non- 
Prollferation  Treaty  to  reduce  our  own.  The 
Scowcroft  Commission  suggests  that  we 
should  remove  or  reduce  the  risk  of  misun- 
derstanding of  particular  events  or  acci- 
dents. But  surely  a  hair-trigger  weapon  like 


the  MX  doesn't  reduce  that  risk,  it  increases 
it. 

Ambassador  Smith  said: 

What  hsis  happened  is  that  the  adminis- 
tration has  recognized  it  made  a  mistake  in 
its  START  proposal  by  concentrating  so 
much  on  launchers  and  missiles  instead  of 
on  warheads.  I  think  that  is  a  healthy  cor- 
rection of  position,  but  as  I  said  earlier,  it  is 
just  a  start.  The  idea  that  Congress  can  now 
breathe  easily  and  say,  "'we  are  on  the  right 
track  in  arms  control, "  I  think  is  wrong.  .  .  , 
To  say  that  the  administration  now  is  con- 
verted to  warhead  control,  I  say  is  an  insuf- 
ficient evidence  that  their  hearts  are  really 
in  the  right  place. 

Let  me  quote  Admiral  Gayler  again 
talking  about  MX  as  a  path  to  the 
Midgetman  missile,  which  I  said  earli- 
er I  think  is  an  intelligent  recommen- 
dation made  by  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission and  one  we  ought  to  move 
more  quickly  on  and  ought  to  nudge 
both  sides  in  that  direction. 

He  says: 

We  are  also  told  that  MX  is  needed  as  a 
transition  to  a  single  warhead  missile.  This 
defies  all  logic.  If  there  is  no  window  of  vul- 
nerability, and  there  is  none  now  or  foresee- 
able, what  is  the  need  for  a  transition? 
What  is  the  sense  of  a  transition  weapon 
whose  characteristics  are  opposite  to  the 
weapon  characteristics  that  are  desired? 

.  .  .  What  happens  when  an  MX  program, 
already  underway,  already  funded,  when  all 
of  that  momentum  confronts  in  the  budget- 
ary sense  the  Midgetman  program,  if  it  is 
going,  it  will  be  the  Midgetman  that  will  not 
survive. 

Let  me  quote  McGeorge  Bundy  on 
the  MX  builddown,  of  which  Senator 
NoNN  and  Senator  Cohen  have  been 
the  principal  advocates  in  this  Cham- 
ber—a thoughtful  proposal.  I  am  not  a 
cosponsor  of  it.  but  I  think  it  is  a 
thoughtful  proposal.  Mr.  Bundy.  talk- 
ing about  MX  and  builddown.  says: 

I  think  myself  that  the  builddown  is  a 
constructive  proposal,  that  it  does  make 
sense,  that  if  we  do  have  to  modernize,  we 
should  in  the  process  reduce  the  total 
number  of  warheads.  But  I  have  to  put  it  to 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  if  you  believe  in 
the  builddown,  you  really  ought  not  to  l>e- 
lieve  in  MX,  because  to  build  an  MX  force 
with  1,000  warheads  in  a  vulnerable  mode 
would  require  you  to  withdraw  2,000  war- 
heads from  other  parts  of  the  strategic 
force.  .  .  .  The  last  thing  you  want  to  do  is 
to  put  1.000  warheads  in  hundreds  of  vul- 
nerable silos,  and  then  retire  2.000  better, 
more  survivable  warheads  from  the  remain- 
der of  your  force.  ...  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  more  you  like  the  builddown.  the  less 
you  should  want  MX. 

Let  me  quote  Ambassador  Smith  on 
the  MX  as  a  bargaining  tool.  Ambassa- 
.dor  Smith  was  the  chief  negotiator  for 
President  Nixon,  certainly  an  experi- 
enced negotiator,  particularly  in  deal- 
ing with  the  Soviets,  where  that  kind 
of  experience  is  necessary.  Ambassa- 
dor Smith  says: 

On  bargaining  chips,  we  went  all  through 
this  in  the  SALT  negotiations.  I  am  per- 
suaded that  to  start  a  nuclear  weapon 
system  in  anticipation  of  a  negotiation  is 
dead  wrong.  I  think  that  the  lesson  from 
the  ABM  situation  was  that  we  decided  to 


continue  the  program  in  spite  of  military 
doubts  about  its  value  while  we  were  In  the 
middle  of  a  negotiation.  I  think  that  is  quite 
different  from  this  bargaining  chip  that  we 
are  hearing  now.  ...  I  think  MX  will  lead 
not  to  a  greater  Soviet  disposition  to  negoti- 
ate, but  a  Soviet  disposition  to  have  a  retali- 
atory deployment  of  some  sort- 
Ambassador  Smith  is  a  very  pro- 
foimd  and  successful  arms  negotiator. 
I  have  heard  it  said  repeatedly  in  the 
ABM  situation  that  we  used  that  mis- 
sile very  effectively  as  a  way  of  bring- 
ing the  Soviets  to  the  table.  I  think  a 
further,  more  in  depth  study  of  that 
situation  would  reveal  that  it  was  of 
doubtful  efficacy  as  part  of  our 
system. 

Admiral  GayI^r.  talking  about  bar- 
gaining chips,  says: 

In  my  Judgment,  they  would  match  It.  .  .  , 
They  have  said  that  they  would  match  it. 
Their  circumstances  and  their  history  sug- 
gests that  they  will  do  what  they  say.  So 
that  instead  of  forcing  a  bargaining  posi- 
tion, we  will  have  a  corresponding  build-up 
of  forces  on  their  part. 

I  am  quoting  people  of  significant 
experience  and  background  in  the  area 
of  arms  control  and  national  security, 
people  with  a  long  time  spent  across 
the  bargaining  table  from  the  Soviets. 

Let  me  quote  Ambassador  Smith  on 
the  MX  and  national  resolve— again, 
one  of  the  arguments  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  has  made.  Ambassador 
Smith  says: 

We  have  very  large  strategic  programs  un- 
derway. We  have  two  bomber  programs.  We 
have  two  guided  missile  programs.  We  have 
an  acceleration  of  the  Trident  program.  We 
have  a  new  Trident  missile.  We  have  a  sub- 
stantial command  and  control  improvement 
program.  Why  does  it  take  on  top  of  all  that 
a  move  on  ICBMs  to  demonstrate  resolute- 
ness? 

Admiral  Gayler.  on  the  same  sub- 
ject: 

Military  operations  and  military  programs 
.  .  .  make  lousy  signals  to  the  opposite  side. 
They  are  always  misinterpreted. 

Admiral  Turner  on  the  same  subject: 
If  you  want  more  resoluteness,  there  are 
alternatives— expand  the  cruise  missile  pro- 
gram and  put  it  In  a  lot  of  other  vehicles 
and  a  lot  of  other  basing  modes  so  that  it 
would  be  even  more  invulnerable.  That 
would  be  making  a  commitment  to  a  deter- 
rence strategy  rather  than  a  war-fighting 
strategy. 

On  the  MX  as  the  "practical"  step  to 
national  consensus,  again,  one  of  the 
major  arguments  in  this  debate,  Admi- 
ral Gayler  says: 

I  think  we  can't  build  a  national  consen- 
sus on  an  idea  so  faulty  as  j^e  MX.  If  we 
drop  the  MX,  we  have  every  chance  of  get- 
ting a  national  consensus. 

...  I  used  to  help  run  Navy  development 
programs,  and  I  have  observed  that  it  is 
very  hard  to  turn  them  off  once  there  Is  a 
great  deal  of  money  in  them.  I  think  that 
instead  of  the  short  leash  you  suggest  (Con- 
gressional review  four  times/year),  what 
will  happen  is  that  every  time  Congress  re- 
views it,  this  controversy  wUl  come  up  again. 


The  consensus  that  we  both  seek  won't  be 
there. 

Mr.  Bundy,  talking  about  the  same 
subject,  says: 

You  have  an  enormous  opportunity  to 
make  a  contribution  to  consensus.  I  think  if 
your  committee  of  nine  were  to  decide  that 
the  President's  answer  is  unsatisfactory, 
that  you  would  not  lift  funds  for  the  MX 
until  you  were  satisfied,  you  would  be  con- 
tributing vastly  more  than  you  can  contrib- 
ute by  accepting  these  indefinite  assurances 
and  saying  that  you  will  look  again  later. 

Admiral  Gayler.  on  the  subject  of 
MX  as  a  practical  step  to  national  con- 
sensus, says: 

I  suggest  that  the  thing  to  do  is  to  unbun- 
dle the  MX  from  the  rest  of  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report  ...  in  the  graceful  way 
*^  that  Jack  Kennedy  did  after  the  Bay  of 
Pigs,  when  he  went  publicly  and  said:  "We 
blew  that  one, "  and  went  on  to  new  busi- 
ness. The  most  devastatingly  adverse  politi- 
cal thing  to  do  is  to  hang  on  doggedly  to  a 
bad  idea. 

Mr.  I»resident,  many  of  these  quota- 
tions may  have  been  incorporated  by 
others,  but  I  am  trying  to  reinforce 
the  record  of  those  people  who  have 
spent  a  great  deal  of  their  careers  and 
lives  on  arms  control  and  national  se- 
curity. Many  of  the  people  I  have 
mentioned  have  given  us  the  level  of 
national  security  we  have  enjoyed  as  a 
nation  in  the  past  two  or  three  dec- 
ades. People  with  that  kind  of  experi- 
ence must  be  listened  to  in  such  a 
debate.  They  have  proven  track 
records  of  success  in  arms  control,  suc- 
cess in  convincing  Congress  to  provide 
military  systems  that  we  need.  To 
ignore  their  comments  would  be  a 
great  error  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing  these  re- 
marks, I  want  to  commend  again  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  for  having 
given  us  a  chance  in  this  body  to  raise 
what  we  think  are  important  points,  to 
have  a  chance  to  debate  with  our  col- 
leagues about  a  system  that  is  going  to 
threaten  our  arms  control  policy,  our 
ability  to  achieve  arms  control. 

It  is  going  to  siphon  away  needed  re- 
sources for  other  systems  within  our 
conventional  and  strategic  forces.  It  is 
going  to  squander  dollars  that  could 
be  used  to  help  make  a  strong  Amer- 
ica, which  includes  not  only  our  ability 
to  wage  war  but  also  to  take  care  of 
our  own  citizenry. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Colorado 
for  his  leadership  on  this  issue.  He  has 
received  some  pretty  severe  criticism 
over  the  last  several  days.  It  has  not 
been  easy  for  him  to  sit  here  hour 
after  hour  to  orchestrate  this  effort  so 
that  we  can  participate  in  a  meaning- 
ful debate. 

We  have  yet  to  hear  the  kind  of  dila- 
tory tactics  that  one  associates  with  a 
filibuster.  This  is  not  a  fUibuster.  This 
is  a  serious  debate  on  the  most  serious 
weapons  systems  to  confront  Congress 
in  our  lifetime. 

It  deserves,  at  the  very  least,  the  op- 
portunity for  every  Member  of  this  in- 


stitution to  express  his  or  her  views  on 
that  issue. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  floor. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE  and  Mr.  LEVIN  ad- 
dressed the  Chair.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  is  recognized. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
first,  I  congratulate  my  good  friend 
from  Cormecticut  on  an  excellent 
speech.  I  am  delighted  I  was  in  the 
Chamber  to  hear  his  remarks.  I  agree 
with  him  wholeheartedly  that  we  owe 
a  lot  to  Senator  Hart  who  has  persist- 
ed in  insisting  that  we  have  a  genuine 
debate  on  this,  the  most  important 
issue  that  I  think  faces  this  country 
and  faces  the  Senate  certainly  this 
year. 

This  is  supposed  to  be  the  world's 
greatest  deliberative  body.  We  do  not 
deliberate,  we  do  not  debate  nearly  as 
much  as  we  should,  particularly  on 
issues  that  are  this  critical  and  vital  to 
our  survival, 

Mr,  President,  the  MX  raises  a 
nxmiber  of  central  issues  including 
cost,  vulnerability,  impact  of  arms  con- 
trol, and  implications  for  military  doc- 
trine such  as  the  launch-on-waming 
strategy.  During  the  debate  on  the 
MX  resolution  earlier  this  year,  I  dis- 
cussed in  detail  the  cost  and  arms  con- 
trol problems  associated  with  the  MX. 
In  the  few  minutes  I  am  going  to  take 
this  evening  I  want  to  examine  the 
critically  important  role  MX  «iight 
have  on  the  decision  to  initiate  a  nu- 
clear war. 

When  it  is  argued  that  MX  is  a  de- 
stabilizing weapon  system,  many 
people  do  not  appreciate  the  meaning 
of  that  assessment.  How  is  MX  desta- 
bilizing? How  does  it  degrade  the  al- 
ready delicate  process  of  determining 
when  a  nuclear  attack  is  underway 
and  therefore  reaching  a  decision  to 
counterattack? 

The  answer  to  these  questions  rests 
with  the  concept  of  launch-on-wam- 
ing—and  launch-on-waming,  believe 
me,  is  one  of  the  most  dangerous  and 
provocative  strategies  yet  devised  in 
the  nuclear  age. 

Launch-on-waming  is  an  economic 
and  strategic  dilemma  that  faces  top 
decisiormiakers.  Under  attack,  do  they 
accept  the  loss  of  their  primary  hard 
target  retaliatory  system?  Do  they 
stand  by  when  one  warhead  could  de- 
stroy a  missile  silo  containing  a  missile 
with  10  warheads— a  l-for-lO  exchange 
rate?  Do  they  willingly  accept  the 
proposition  that  the  enemy  is  allowed 
a  free  first  strike?  Or  do  they  choose 
to  let  the  enemy  expend  its  missiles  on 
empty  holes  in  the  ground  by  launch- 
ing when  there  is  advance  warning 
that  warheads  are  on  the  way? 

The  pressures  that  arise  from  these 
questions  almost  certainly  would  push 
most  decisiormiakers  into  the  fateful 
command  of  "launch,"  "go,"  "fire," 
"attack."  The  cost  of  waiting  is  just 


too  high  under  most  of  these  circum- 
stances. 

That  is  the  problem  with  launch-on- 
waming. 

A  brief  and  increasingly  plausible 
scenario  involving  the  policy  of  launch 
on  warning  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States  goes  as  follows:  The 
President,  having  t>een  advised  of  an 
impending  Soviet  nuclear  attack,  has 
only  a  few  minutes  to  act.  He  orders 
the  country's  long-range  bombers  to 
scramble;  alerts  our  nuclear  subma- 
rines to  the  impending  attack;  tells 
them  to  position  themselves  for  fur- 
ther orders;  and,  in  an  effort  to  save 
them  from  certain  destruction, 
launches  the  Nation's  increasingly  vul- 
nerable, irretrievable,  MX  missiles. 

The  problem  is:  What  if  it  is  a  false 
alsuTO?  What  if  the  perceived  Soviet 
nuclear  attack  is,  as  it  has  been  hun- 
dreds of  times  in  the  past,  the  result 
of  computer  error,  or  human  error? 
The  bombers  and  waiting  nuclear  sub- 
marines can,  of  course,  be  called  back 
or  called  off  but  not  the  MX  missiles. 
The  MX  missiles  will  be  launched  by  a 
President  acting  in  the  only  way  he  or 
she  can  to  keep  them  from  being  ren- 
dered useless.  The  results  would  be 
catastrophic.  Tens  of  millions  dead. 
Tens  of  millions  wounded.  And  then 
the  Soviets  return  the  favor. 

And  what  are  the  chances  of  such  a 
nuclear  war  in  our  lifetime?  The  im- 
mediate likelihood  of  a  deliberate  nu- 
clear war  in  the  next  year  or  two  is 
probably  less  than  1  in  100  but  over  a 
10-  or  20-year  period  those  odds  drop 
very  sharply  to  1  in  5  or  less. 

And  these  odds  change  dramatically 
if  we  consider  the  element  of  human 
error.  Considering  the  possibility  of 
human  error  or  computer  mistake,  the 
odds  are  only  50-50  that  we  can  avoid 
a  nuclear  war.  Remember  that  re- 
searchers have  found  that  from  1975 
to  1977  about  5,000  U.S.  nuclear  weap- 
ons personnel  were  removed  from  duty 
each  year  for  reasons  of  alcoholism, 
drug  abuse,  and  mental  illness.  Add  to 
that  the  fact  that  there  have  been 
hundreds  of  false  alarms  of  impending 
attack  signaled  by  our  electronic  early 
warning  devices.  Two  alerts  were  par- 
ticularly dangerous.  In  one,  simulated 
attack  data  was  accidentally  placed  in 
the  North  American  Air  Defense  Com- 
mand computer  system— generating  a 
full  blown  attack  alert.  In  another 
case,  an  alert  was  generated  by  the 
failure  of  a  computer  chip  costing 
about  $1. 

If  the  United  States  has  encountered 
such  problems,  imagine  what  parallel 
cases  must  have  happened  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  Their  early  warning  de- 
vices are  not  as  sophisticated,  not  as 
reliable,  not  as  sure  as  ours.  Their  per- 
sormel  most  likely  do  not  have  the 
training  of  ours  or  the  average  educa- 
tional level.  And  drug  abuse  and  par- 
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ticularly  alcohol  Abuse  Is  rampant  in 
the  military  ranks  in  Russia. 

The  danger  of  false  alarms,  human 
error,  drug  and  alcohol  abuses  makes 
the  hair  trigger  on  the  MX  even  more 
threatening.  We  just  cannot  afford  to 
make  split  second  decisions  under 
these  conditions.  We  need  time,  time 
to  confirm  indications  of  an  attack, 
time  to  check  and  recheck  our  comput- 
er systems,  time  to  ask  the  Russians  if 
an  accident  has  occurred,  time  to  take 
every  possible  safeguard  against  pre- 
cipitating a  nuclear  exchange  by  acci- 
dent. 

But  the  MX  in  vulnerable  silos  does 
not  give  us  that  luxury  of  time.  If  it 
were  deployed  in  an  invulnerable 
basing  mode,  we  would  be  able  to 
resist  the  pressures  for  launch  on 
warning.  But  that  is  not  the  case  and 
the  result  is  the  worst  of  all  worlds. 

The  heart  of  the  launch-on-waming 
problem  is  vulnerability.  Let  us  let  the 
words  of  the  chairman  of  our  Armed 
Services  Committee,  Senator  Tower, 
speak  for  themselves. 

I  quote  our  distinguished  chairman, 
the  manager  of  the  bill.  These  are  his 
words: 

By  stuffing  the  MX's  into  fixed  silos, 
we're  creating  just  so  many  more  sitting 
ducks  for  the  Russians  to  shoot  at  •  •  '. 
True,  the  MX  missile  itself  will  be  more 
powerful,  more  accurate— and  we  need  that 
Icind  of  weapon.  But  its  of  little  use  to  us 
unless  the  Soviets  are  convinced  that  it  can 
survive  an  attack.. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  consider  the 
MX  is  a  sitting  duck.  Who  said  that 
again?  Was  it  Gary  Hart?  No.  Was  it 
Dale  Bumpers?  No.  Was  it  David 
Pryor?  No.  Was  it  Mark  Hatfield  or 
Ted  Kennedy  or  Mark  Russell  or  CIA 
Director  William  Colby,  or  CIA  Direc- 
tor Stansfield  Turner,  or  the  Chief  of 
Staff  of  the  Armed  Forces  Maxwell 
Taylor,  or  Carl  Levin? 

Well,  it  might  have  been  all  of  the 
above.  But  no;  it  was  the  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  the 
Senate's  Mr.  Military  Strength  him- 
self—no one  other  than  John  Tower. 
Now  Senator  John  Tower  is  not 
always  right.  But  he  knows  a  weapons 
system  when  he  sees  it.  He  also  knows 
a  lot  about  ducks  too.  whether  the 
duck  is  flying,  waddling,  swimming, 
diving,  or  sitting.  He  is  especially 
expert  on  sitting  ducks,  stationary,  im- 
mobUe,  $20  billion  sitting  ducks.  You 
know, '  I  always  had  the  impression 
that  a  sitting  duck  may  be  a  piece  of 
cake  for  the  hunter.  But  look  at  it, 
from  the  duck's  angle.  And  looked  at 
from  the  duck's  viewpoint  sitting  is 
not  exactly  the  right  posture.  In  fact, 
it  is  easily  the  worst. 

And,  believe  me,  Mr.  President,  the 
analogy  holds— for  a  weapons  system; 
every  other  alternative  is  a  whale  of  a 
lot  better  than  sitting.  A  flying  duck  is 
hard  to  hit.  so  is  a  flying  missile;  a 
swimming  duck  that  could  dive  into 
the  lake  makes  a  tough  target  too.  so 


does  a  swimming  or  diving  missile:  an'd 
the  wonderful  thing  is  that  we  have 
these  alternatives.  We  have  missiles 
that  can  fly  or  swim  or  dive,  but  not 
the  MX  that  is  in  this  bill.  That  will 
just  sit.  It  will  not  even  waddle.  You 
know,  we  would  do  a  lot  better  if  we 
lifted  the  MX  out  of  its  sitting  mode 
and  put  it  into  a  waddling  mode.  Just 
as  you  might  miss  a  waddling  duck, 
you  cannot  always  hit  a  waddling  mis- 
sile. I  hesitate  because  I  doubt  if  you 
could  persuade  even  this  body  to  put 
$20  billion  into  a  waddling  mode  for 
the  MX.  But  then  why  not?  Would  an 
MX  that  waddled  not  be  a  big  im- 
provement on  an  MX  that  sits  there, 
hour  after  hour,  day  after  day.  week 
after  week,  month  after  month,  yes, 
even  year  after  year? 

I  have  talked  to  Senators  who  have 
told  me  that  they  will  vote  for  any 
mode  except  a  sitting,  stationary, 
fixed,  immobile  position.  Then  they 
tell  me  they  will  go  for  a  weiddling 
MX.  And  why  not?  Can  anyone  deny 
that  would  be  an  improvement  over 
the  sitting  duck  vulnerability?  After 
all,  an  MX  that  could  waddle  would  be 
in  a  different  position  by  several  miles 
every  day.  When  night  fell  the  MX 
could  amble  along,  or  should  I  say 
waddle  along,  at  let  us  say  1  mile  per 
hour.  During  a  12-hour  night  of  dark- 
ness the  MX  could  be  12  miles  away 
from  where  it  was  the  night  before 
and  in  any  direction.  Sure,  that  does 
not  make  it  exactly  an  SST.  But  then, 
no  weapon  system  is  perfect  and  it 
would  be  a  big  improvement  on  just 
sitting  there,  absolutely  fixed,  frozen, 
forever  in  precisely  the  same  spot.  Can 
anyone  seriously  doubt  that?  So  why 
not  start  an  MX  duck  waddling  mode? 
OK,  it  is  not  as  good  as  flying  or  swim- 
ming or  diving  or  running,  but  it  is  a 
lot  better  than  sitting.  If  sitting  can 
take  $20  billion,  we  should  be  able  to 
ante  up  at  least  $25  billion  for  wad- 
dling, maybe  $30  billion.  After  all,  a 
waddling  duck  missile  will  be  a  lot 
better  bargaining  chip  than  a  missile 
that  cannot  move— that  just  sits  there. 
And  as  we  have  been  told  by  the 
Warner  amendment,  we  really  are  not 
serious  about  an  MX  that  will  contrib- 
ute anything  essential  to  our  military 
component.  We  want  the  MX  exclu- 
sively as  a  bargaining  chip.  Now  there 
is  no  way  that  only  100  MX's,  even 
with  the  10  warheads  per  missile,  can 
stand  up  as  a  bargaining  chip  for  1,400 
Russian  land-based  missiles  with  6,000 
warheads,  not  even  if  we  throw  in  our 
1.053  other  landibased  missiles  with 
their  2.100  warfieads.  We  will  still 
suffer  a  disadvantage  in  stationary 
land-based  missiles,  and  a  warhead  dis- 
advantage of  6,000  to  3,000.  And.  after 
all.  the  Russians  will  be  talking  fixed 
stationary  land-based  missiles.  Ah,  but 
ours  could  have  the  old,  "dipsy-doo" 
waddle.  Of  course,  we  can  make  the 
case  right  now  that  we  have  a  vastly 
superior  mobility  advantage  over  the 


Russians  in  our  much  greater  number 
of  sub-based  and  bomber-based  mis- 
siles than  the  Soviet  has.  and  right 
now  we  could  bargain  for  reductions 
on  both  sides  from  a  position  of  far 
greater  survivable  strength.  But  it 
may  be  that  our  advantage  is  so  clear- 
ly decisive  that  even  our  own  negotia- 
tors cannot  seem  to  grasp  how  we  can 
trade  off  a  part  of  our  massive  mobile 
superiority  for  a  part  of  their  immo- 
bile and  far  more  vulnerable  superiori- 
ty. The  differences  are  just  too  great.  , 
The  duck  waddle  MX  would  help  solve 
this  difference.  So.  Mr.  President.  I  aun 
working  on  an  amendment  that  would 
get  these  sitting-duck  MX  missiles  as 
the  Senator  from  Texas,  the  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  has 
so  felicitously  described  them,  out  of 
their  sitting  posture  which  even  he 
rightly  deplores,  on  their  feet  and 
waddling  off  as  dynamic  bargaining 
chips. 

Consider  another  statement  made  by 
the  administration's  spokesman  on 
such  matters.  Secretary  of  Defense 
Caspar  Weinberger: 

I  would  feel  that  simply  putting  it  (the 
MX)  into  existing  silos  would  not  answer 
two  or  three  of  the  concerns  that  I  have; 
namely,  that  (the  location  of)  these  are  well 
known  and  are  not  hardened  sufficiently, 
nor  could  they  be.  to  be  of  sufficient  strate- 
gic value  to  count  as  a  strategic  improve- 
ment of  our  forces. 

And  if  that  is  not  enough  to  con- 
vince anyone  of  the  system's  vulner- 
ability may  I  offer  the  opinion  of  the 
former  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff.  Gen.  David  Jones,  the  high- 
est military  officer  in  the  land  at  the 
time  this  statement  was  made: 

In  my  own  view,  I  consider  the  MX  in  a 
very  survivable  mode  to  be  extremely  impor- 
tant to  the  security  of  the  Nation.  I  remain 
to  be  convinced  there  is  a  survivable  mode 
other  than  MPS  (Multiple  Protective  Shel- 
ters). 

Quoting  from  figures  recently  re- 
leased by  the  Air  Force,  as  much  as  99 
percent  of  our  fixed,  land-based  mis- 
siles could  be  destroyed  by  a  Soviet 
first  strike. 

William  Perry,  former  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  echoes  my  thoughts. 
He  says: 

My  concern  is  that  if  we  had  this  very  ac- 
curate, very  threatening  missile  in  unpro- 
tected silos,  and  if  they  do  not  go  to  a  sur- 
vivable system  themselves  •  •  •  that  simply 
increases  the  hair  trigger  *  *  *  on  both 
sides. 

And  therein  lies  the  rub:  That  the 
missile,  because  of  its  vulnerability,  re- 
mains a  hair  trigger,  use-it-or-lose-lt 
weapon. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I 
wonder  if  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  would  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  would  be  happy 
to  yield  for  a  minute. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  just  want  to  ask  a 
question.  Being  as  the  Senator  has 
brought  up  the  duck  business  into  this 


MX  debate,  I  am  wondering  if  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Wisconsin  is 
in  any  way  implying  to  his  colleagues 
on  the  Senate  floor  that  ducks  might 
have  fleece,  even  a  golden  fleece?  Is 
this  going  to  be  the  largest  golden 
fleece  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  has  ever  discovered? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  cannot  tell  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  how  much  I 
appreciate  that  question  because  he  is 
absolutely  100  percent  correct.  Most 
ducks  are  clean  animals.  I  have  a  pic- 
ture of  a  pintail  in  my  office  that  is 
gorgeous.  It  is  looking  at  another 
female  duck  with  a  look  in  its  eyes 
which  shows  it  has  no  fleece  or  any 
other  problem  in  connection  with  its 
relationship. 

So  let  me  say  to  my  good  friend  in 
all  seriousness  that,  yes,  I  would 
wholeheartedly  agree  that  here  is  a 
sitting  duck  that  is  full  of  fleece. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  am  also  wondering  if 
in  this  whole  business  about  the  MX 
missile— and  I  share  the  distinguished 
Senator's  position,  as  I  do  support 
very  strongly  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Colorado's  position  and 
loudly  applaud  him  on  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  conducted  this  debate, 
brought  this  issue  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate— but  my  final  question  to  the 
distinguished  Senator:  Who  might  be 
the  fleecor  and  the  fleecee  in  this 
whole  business  of  the  MX  missile?  I 
think  that  is  the  issue  right  here. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Well,  obviously 
the  fleece  is  the  taxpayer,  as  always, 
and.  of  course,  even  far  more  impor- 
tant on  this  issue,  expensive  as  it  is,  is 
the  terrible  danger  to  our  country  and 
to  all  mankind  if  we  have  this  kind  of 
a  hair  trigger  operation. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  applaud  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin,  and  I  certainly  agree 
with  all  of  his  remarks. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
sjn  going  to  be  as  brief  as  I  can.  I 
know  the  Senator  from  Michigan  is 
waiting,  he  has  a  45-minute  speech 
and  only  about  15  minutes  to  deliver 
it.  so  I  will  try  to  finish. 

In  response  to  the  hair  trigger 
debate  in  the  Pentagon,  the  response 
to  date  from  the  Pentagon  to  this  sug- 
gestion has  been  that  a  more  robust 
and  reliable  combination  of  sensors, 
communications,  and  command  ar- 
rangements will  be  required  to  safe- 
guard against  accidental  launch.  This 
would  require  extensive  and  expensive 
improvements  to  the  existing  commu- 
nications, command,  and  control  infra- 
structure. 

The  response  to  this  problem  given 
by  the  Office  of  Technology  Assess- 
ment, one  of  Congress  most  authorita- 
tive research  arms,  is  that  "no  matter 
how  robust"  or  redundant  the  system 
became.  It  would  never  be  possible  to 
erase  doubts  that  the  Soviet  Union 
would  be  able  to  blind  or  spoof  the 
warning  sensors.  The  OTA  argues  that 
it  would  never  be  possible  to  erase  all 


doubt  about  the  absolute  reliability  of 
what  the  MX  is  likely  to  become— an 
automated  warmaking  machine. 

While  you  and  I,  Mr.  President,  may 
firmly  believe  that  the  United  States 
has  no  first  strike  philosophy— the 
Russians  must  undoubtedly  work  on 
the  basis  of  a  "worst  case"  philosophy. 
Incidentally,  we  have  not  renounced 
using  nuclear  weapons  first,  and  we 
are  the  only  nation,  of  course,  which 
has  ever  used  nuclear  weapons  in  war, 
which  we  used  against  the  Japanese. 

The  fact  is  that  the  MX,  unlike  the 
warheads  aboard  the  B-52's  and  stra- 
tegic submarines,  has  a  prompt  hard- 
target-kill,  silo-busting  capability.  And 
that  is  what  really  worries  the  Rus- 
sians because  their  strategic  deterrent 
force  rests  far  more  heavily  on  such 
hardened,  immobile,  easily  targetable, 
and  therefore  vulnerable-to-MX- 
attack,  land-based  missiles. 

Imagine  what  the  Soviets  might 
think  in  the  event  we  deployed  the 
MX  and  their  computers,  mistakenly 
or  otherwise,  tell  them  that  the 
United  States  has  launched  a  major 
nuclear  attack.  They  wiU  think:  "Here 
come  the  MX's  with  10  warheads  each. 
If  we  don't  launch  now  we  will  lose  our 
land-based  retaliatory  capacity."  The 
hair  trigger  works  both  ways. 

Mr.  President,  I  oppose  the  MX  pri- 
marily because  there  is  no  way  we  can 
avoid  it  being  a  hair  trigger,  use-it-or- 
lose-it  kind  of  weapon.  It  is  a  weapon 
which  obviously  increases  the  instabil- 
ity and  the  likelihood  that  we  are 
going  to  have  a  nuclear  war,  a  nuclear 
war  that  could  very  easily  come  about, 
as  I  have  pointed  out,  not  necessarily 
on  the  basis  of  some  deliberate  or  pre- 
meditated action,  but  on  the  basis  of  a 
mistake  or  misperception. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all,  let  me  congratulate  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  on  his  speech.  I  think 
if  all  of  us  had  an  opportunity  to 
listen  to  it,  his  exposition  of  the  type 
of  ducks  that  are  involved  in  this 
issue,  the  MX  would  be  a  dead  duck. 

Mr.  President,  how  can  it  be  that  al- 
though one  administration  after  an- 
other has  unequivocally  stated  its  op- 
position to  putting  a  10-warhead  MX 
missile  into  a  fixed  silo  that  we  may  be 
on  the  verge  of  doing  just  that? 

How  is  it  that  although  Secretary 
Weinberger  said  in  November  1981: 

What  we  cannot  do  is  put  a  vast  amount 
of  our  resources  in  a  plan  that  we  know  is 
not  survivable. 

We  may  be  on  the  verge  of  doing 
just  that? 

How  is  it  that  just  a  few  months 
after  Chairman  Tower  said: 

We  should  not  spend  money  on  the  missile 
if  we  cannot  find  a  way  to  insure  its  surviv- 
ability. 


We  may  be  on  the  verge  of  spending 
billions  of  dollars  for  exactly  that  kind 
of  missile  system? 

I  am  afraid  there  is  only  one  answer 
to  all  the  whys  that  haunt  this  debate. 
The  answer  is  that  we  just  do  not 
know  what  else  to  do  with  the  darned 
thing.  We  have  reached  the  point 
where,  because  the  MX  missile  is 
ready  for  production,  we  are  being 
driven  to  a  basing  moide  which  every- 
body vowed  we  would  not  use  because 
it  made  no  sense  and  endangered  us 
more  than  it  would  protect  us. 

We  are  not  about  to  do  this  devastat- 
ingly  dangerous  thing  to  get  more  sur- 
viving hard-target  kill  capability.  We  ^. 
could  get  much  more  of  that  kind  of 
capability  in  one  Trident  submarine 
for  much  less  cost,  and  witness  after 
witness  has  told  us  that  the  hard- 
target  kill  capability  we  will  have 
without  the  MX  is  both  adequate  and  • 
prompt  enough. 

No;  we  are  about  to  put  this  multi- 
ple-warhead missile  in  a  fixed  silo 
where  it  is  a  devastatingly  tempting 
target  because  we  just  do  not  know 
what  else  to  do  with  it. 

The  conclusion  that  I  have  reached 
is  that  we  are  more  secure  without  the 
MX  in  fixed  silos  than  with  them  in 
such  a  basing  mode. 

The  MX  missile,  in  a  nonsiu^fivable 
basing  mode,  is  a  particularly  egre- 
gious and  dangerous  waste  of  our  de- 
fense dollars  for  many  reasons.  First, 
let  me  just  summarize  five  of  them. 

MX  in  vulnerable  silos  is  destabiliz- 
ing. That  is  the  first  reason.  While  not 
deployed  in  numbers  large  enough  to 
disarm  the  bulk  of  the  Soviet  ICBM 
force,  which  constitutes  75  percent  of 
their  triad,  MX  would  be  enough  to 
destroy  most  of  the  most  important 
parts  of  that  force— the  high-value 
SS-18's  and  SS-19's. 

Because  MX  is  highly  accurate,  in 
times  of  great  tension,  the  Soviets 
could  believe  that  they  must  use  their 
ICBM's  or  else  they  would  lose  them. 
They  would  be  put  in  a  use-it-or-lose-it 
position. 

Now,  the  Soviets  will  have  capabili- 
ties to  destroy  the  MX  in  its  vulnera- 
ble silos.  As  a  result,  the  MX  moves  us 
much  closer  to  a  "hair  trigger"  in  any 
nuclear  crisis  or  even  in  a  conventional 
war.  Replacement  of  a  3-warhead  mis- 
sile, the  Minuteman  III,  with  a  more 
capable  10-warhead  missile  places  a 
higher  value  target  in  a  vulnerable  silo 
for  the  Soviets  to  shoot  at. 

By  the  Scowcroft  Commission's  own 
definition,  this  is  a  destabilizing 
action.  Indeed,  Commission  member 
Dr.  William  Perry,  former  Under  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  Research  and 
Engineering,  strongly  criticized  past 
plans  to  base  MX  in  vulnerable  Min- 
uteman silos  precisely  for  this  reason. 
The  Commission  wants  to  move  us  and 
the  Soviets  toward  a  more  stable  strategic 
world  with  fewer  warheads  on  each  ICBM. 
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It  makes  no  sense  at  all  to  march  in  that  di- 
rection by  something  which  is  so  obviously 
contradictory.  We  will  be  less  safe,  not 
more,  with  this  destabilizing  MX  deploy- 
ment. We  can  maintain  our  triad,  including 
ICBM's.  in  a  less  destabilizing  manner. 

Point  No.  2:  MX  cannot  be  justified 
on  military  grounds.  We  axe  doing  a 
great  deal  to  modernize  the  triad. 
Other  major  modernization  programs 
include  Trident  I.  Trident  II.  the  B- 
IB,  Stealth  bombers,  air-launched 
cruise  missiles,  advance  cruise  missiles, 
and  conmiand  communication  and 
control  improvements.  Without  up- 
grading, the  Air  Force  has  said  our 
present  ICBM's  are  "fully  capable  now 
and  should  continue  to  be  an  effective 
weapons  system  through  the  year 
2000,  if  not  indefinitely." 

If  we  wanted  to  upgrade  Minutemsin, 
we  could  obtain  the  same  hard-target 
kill  capability  as  MX  for  about  half 
the  cost  by  installing  new  guidance 
systems  on  many  of  our  Minuteman 
Ill's. 

In  terms  of  surviving,  prompt  hard- 
target  kill  capability— if  one  believes 
that  promptness  makes  a  difference  in 
the  first  10  to  12  hours  of  strategic  nu- 
clear war.  something  which  was  dis- 
missed by  former  Secretary  of  Defense 
Harold  Brown,  when  he  was  Secretary 
of  Defense— we  will  add  more  military 
effectiveness  to  our  triad  by  deploying 
•  one  Trident  II  submarine  in  1989,  with 
about  200  surviving  warheads,  thsui  we 
would  get  at  the  same  time  with  full 
deployment  of  the  MX  with  only  10  to 
.  70  surviving  warheads. 

The  cost  of  one  Trident  II  boat  with 
missiles  is  about  $2  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1982  dollars:  MX  will  cost  over 
$16  billion  in  fiscal  year  1982  dollars. 
Thus,  we  can  get  about  3  to  20  times 
the  surviving,  prompt  hard-target  kill 
capability  with  one  Trident  II  boat  for 
one-eighth  the  cost  compared  to  MX. 

Strategic  Air  Command  Commander, 
Gen.  Bennie  Davis,  and  Air  Force 
Chief  of  Staff.  Gen.  Charles  Gabriel, 
both  have  testified  that  oiu-  SLBM's 
are  "prompt  enough,"  so  by  the  Scow- 
croft  Conunission's  own  criteria,  MX  is 
unnecessary  to  improve  our  triad.  It  Is 
surviving,  hard-target  kill  capability 
that  makes  a  military  difference,  not 
nonsurviving  warheads  in  vulnerable 
silos.  We  have  many  nuclear  response 
options,  even  without  MX  and  there  is 
no  need  to  panic  in  the  next  5  years 
since  the  Scowcroft  Commission  closed 
the  "window  of  vulnerability." 

Point  3.  MX  is  not  needed  to  demon- 
strate national  will  and  cohesion.  The 
United  States  has  underway  several 
other  major  programs  to  modernize 
the  triad,  as  I  have  mentioned.  These 
programs  will  provide  much  more  sur- 
viving—and,  therefore,  effective— nu- 
clear capabilities  than  will  100  MX  in 
' '  nonsurvlvable  sUos.  These  programs 
are  a  clear  demonstration  of  national 
will  and  cohesion,  since  the  American 
taxpayer  is  paying  about  $150  billion 


for  them  during  the  next  5  years.  The 
payment  of  another  $20  billion  for  100 
MX  to  buy  a  negligible  addition  to  our 
retaliatory  arsenal  instead  demon- 
strates bad  military  and  fiscal  judg- 
ment to  both  our  allies  and  our  adver- 
saries. 

In  addition  to  our  nuclear  programs, 
the  American  people  have  already 
demonstrated  their  national  wUl  and 
cohesion  by  supporting  a  69-percent 
increase  a^ter  Inflation  in  defense 
spending  during  the  past  3  years.  The 
world  will  be  adequately  impressed  if 
we  spend  $1.6  trillion  over  the  next  5 
years.  Spending  $20  billion  more  for 
MX  creates  no  additional,  positive  im- 
pression. To  say  that  only  the  MX  can 
show  our  national  will  and  cohesion  to 
do  what  is  necessary  to  defend  our- 
selves and  our  allies  is  to  have  the  flea 
wag  the  dog,  not  just  the  tail. 

Point  4.  MX  is  unnecessary  and  inef- 
fective to  obtain  arms  control  lever- 
age, just  as  much  as  it  is  ineffective  to 
show  national  will  and  cohesion  and 
inadequate  to  improve  surviving, 
prompt  hard  target  kill  capability. 
This  is  so  for  both  the  strategic  arms 
talks,  START,  and  the  intermediate 
nuclear  force  talks,  INF. 

Indeed,  Chairman  Tower  once  dis- 
missed basing  MX  In  nonsurvlvable 
silos  when  he  said: 

But  it  is  of  little  use  to  us  unless  the  Sovi- 
ets are  convinced  that  it  can  survive  an 
attack.  Without  that,  the  Russians  will  have 
no  incentive  to  start  serious  arms  control 
talks. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  our  other  ongo- 
ing strategic  programs  represent  much 
more  of  a  military  threat  to  the  Sovi- 
ets than  the  MX,  especially  our  cruise 
missiles.  All  these  programs  provide 
more  than  enough  bargaining  leverage 
or  bargaining  chips. 

As  for  intermediate  nuclear  force  de- 
ployment and  negotiations,  no  one  can 
argue  credibly  that  cancellation  of 
MX  means  that  we  are  abandoning 
the  Triad  or  are  unwilling  to  risk  our 
sovereign  territory  In  a  nuclear  crisis 
or  war.  Our  Minuteman  ICBM's 
remain  viable  until  the  year  2000,  at 
least,  according  to  the  Air  Force,  and 
any  Soviet  first  strike  still  would  have 
to  attack  them  and  our  U.S.  located 
bomber  bases  and  missile  submarine 
ports. 

At  least  10  million  to  20  million 
Americans  would  die  In  such  an 
attack,  and  that  is  more  than  enough 
risk  to  undercut  any  European  at- 
tempt to  argue  that  we  are  undercut- 
ting the  Installation  of  GLCM.  the 
ground-launch  missiles,  and  Pershing 
II  missiles  In  Europe. 

Finally.  U.S.  cancellation  of  MX 
probably  would  do  more  good  than 
harm.  In  Europe,  where  there  is  fear 
of  U.S.  overemphasis  on  nuclear  weap- 
ons. U.S.  wiUlngness  to  cancel  an  un- 
needed  and  destabilizing  nuclear  weap- 
ons system  would  demonstrate  a  rea- 
sonableness that  most  Europeans  are 


seeking  and  would  make  It  easier  to 
deploy  INF  later  this  year,  should  the 
Europeans  continue  to  support  such 
deployment  absent  arms  control 
progress. 

Mr.  SARBANES  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  have  not  finished  my 
statement. 

I  would  be  happy  to  yield  for  a 
unanimous-consent  request,  without 
losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  my  fifth  point,  briefly 
sununarized.  Is  that  the  MX  is  a  waste- 
ful expenditure,  not  just  a  dangerous 
one.  Deployment  of  MX  means  we  are 
asking  the  American  taxpayer  to  pay 
$22  billion— Inflated  dollars— for  10  to 
70  surviving  warheads.  That  is  an 
absurd  cost  per  warhead  for  no  real 
gain  in  retaliatory  and  deterrent  capa- 
bility. That  money  could  be  much 
better  spent  to  Improve  our  conven- 
tional forces  in  those  areas  needed, 
such  as  Rapid  Deployment  Force  capa- 
bllitles— airlift,  seallft,  desert  equip- 
ment, and  so  forth— or  could  be  more 
productive  not  being  spent  at  all 
during  the  next  5  years,  when  crush- 
ing deficits  threaten  economic  recov- 
ery. We  would  be  stronger  militarily, 
the  nuclear  threshold  would  be 
higher,  and  we  would  be  stronger  eco- 
nomically, without  the  MX. 

Because  of  the  hour,  I  will  stop  with 
this  summary.  Hopefully,  we  will  not 
invoke  cloture  tomorrow.  Debate  has 
not  yet  been  extensive  on  this  most 
significant  military  and  arms  control 
decision  this  Congress  is  likely  to 
make.  There  is  much  more  to  be  said 
by  many  Senators  on  this  subject.  Clo- 
ture at  this  point  would  be  terribly 
premature. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  without  losing  his  right 
to  the  floor? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve there  is  a  prior  agreement  for  the 
pending  amendment  to  be  set  aside 
temporarily  and  for  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  to  be  recognized  at  this  time,  and 
that  following  the  disposition  of  his 
amendment  that  we  return  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  pending  amendment. 

If  the  Senator  will  indulge  me  for 
just  1  more  minute  I  would  like  to  add 
that  there  is  an  amendment  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  (Mr. 
Humphrey),  one  that  I  will  offer  on 
behalf  of  Senator  Chiles,  and  also  an 
amendment  by  Mr.  Abdnor,  all  of 
which  can  be  disposed  of  in  a  relative- 
ly short  period  of  time. 

I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  those  amendments  to  which 
I  have  referred  be  considered  follow- 
ing the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Ohio,  and,  if  any  time  Intervenes, 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  t>e  allowed 
to  resume  the  floor. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  the  chairman  has 


referred    to    aiddltional    amendments. 
Are  they  at  the  desk? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Yes;  the  one  from  Sen- 
ator Chiles  Is  at  the  desk.  No.  1527. 
The  amendment  by  Senator  Abdnor 
had  to  do  with  Impact  area  needs, 
which  Is  also  at  the  desk.  Senator 
Humphrey's  amendment  Is  a  reporting 
amendment. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  floor  manager  add  the 
understanding  that  there  will  be  no 
second-degree  amendments  concerning 
the  MX  to  these  amendments  to 
which  he  has  referred? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  believe  that  can  be 
done.  I  would  personally  move  to  table 
the  amendment  if  anyone  offered  an 
amendment  in  the  second  degree  to 
any  of  these  amendments.  I  will  give 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  my  assur- 
ance that  if  MX  comes  up.  we  will  go 
off  these  amendments  and  go  back  to 
the  pending  business. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
unanimous-consent  request  block  out  a 
second-degree  amendment  to  the 
Abdnor  amendment? 
Mr.  TOWER.  It  does  not. 
Mr.  LEVIN.  I  understand  that  there 
could  be  one  on  the  same  subject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  pending  amendment  will  now  be 
temporarily  set  aside  so  that  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  can  offer  his  amend- 
ment. 
The  Senator  from  Ohio. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
yield  for  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  without  losing  my  right  to 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  waiting  to  speak  on  the  MX 
issue,  and  intend  still  to  do  so  if  not  to- 
night then  tomorrow.  But  I  do  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  place  In  the 
Record  for  my  colleagues  to  review  In 
the  morning  an  article  and  two  state- 
ments by   McGeorge  Bundy  on  the 

MX.  „    . 

The  article  from  the  New  York 
Times  of  April  17.  1983,  begins  with: 

Last  week  the  Scowcroft  Commission  pub- 
lished what  is  at  once  one  of  the  best  and 
worst  state  papers  of  the  nuclear  age. 

Mr.  Bundy  discusses  thoroughly  the 
report  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
and  concludes  that  it  sells  the  wrong 
missile  in  the  wrong  place. 

I  just  want  to  take  a  moment  to 
point  out  that  he  concludes  that  arti- 
cle by  saying: 

For  almost  30  years,  we  have  made  surviv- 
able  second-strike  strength  our  central  stra- 
tegic standard.  Are  we  now  to  move,  in  a 
cloud  of  consensus  prose  and  good  inten- 
tions, to  a  nonsurvlvable  first-strike  system? 

At  the  very  least  Congress  should  dig 
deeper  than  the  Commission  or  its  sponsor. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
statement  that  he  made  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 
on  May  3,  1983,  a  statement  before  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  on 
April  26.  1983.  and  the  New  York 
Times  article  to  which  I  referred  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Statement  of  McGeorge  Bundy— Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  May  3,  1983 
Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  accepted  your  invi- 
tation to  testify  before  your  Committee  be- 
cause I  believe  that  the  most  important  de- 
cision Congress  will  take  this  year  on  nu- 
clear weapons  is  the  decision  whether  to 
accept  or  reject  or  postpone  the  President's 
recommendation  for  building  100  MX  mis- 
siles to  be  based  in  Minuteman  silos.  The 
recommendation  follows  the  report  by  the 
Scowcroft  Commission,  and  in  two  earlier 
papers  I  have  strongly  criticized  the  reason- 
ing of  that  report.  I  attach  those  papers  for 
whatever  value  they  may  have  to  Members 
of  the  Committee,  but  today  I  shall  try  to 
go  beyond  the  relatively  narrow  framework 
of  the  Commission  report  and  examine  in 
some  detail  the  three  principal  arguments 
that  are  pertinent  to  the  question  of  deploy- 
ing MX-in-Mlnuteman. 

I  offer  these  comments  without  any  intent 
of  suggesting  that  I  know  all  the  answers  to 
the  hard  questions  of  strategic  stability  and 
arms  control.  I  do  share  with  General  Scow- 
croft the  strong  conviction  that  we  are  at  a 
major  turning  point  in  our  ways  and  means 
of  dealing  with  nuclear  danger,  and  I  believe 
that  it  would  be  the  height  of  irresponsibil- 
ity to  take  the  very  large  step  of  approving 
MX-in-Minuteman  before  Congress  and  the 
country  take  a  good  hard  look. 

For  let  us  make  no  mistake.  A  deliberate 
decision  to  build  a  major  new  weapon 
system  which  contributes  nothing  to  the 
overall  survivability  of  our  strategic  forces 
would  be  a  very  large  new  step  indeed. 
Whatever  else  we  do  about  it,  we  should  not 
sweep  it  under  the  rug. 


three  arguments  for  building  MX  reviewed 
First,   it  was  said  that  we  need  a  new 
system  because  Minuteman  is  increasingly 
vulnerable. 

This  argument  has  now  been  withdrawn 
because  no  sufficiently  survivable  system  is 
acceptable  to  both  Congress  and  the  White 
House.  But  it  was  the  best  single  argimient 
for  MX.  and  it  is  not  merely  a  debating 
point  to  note  its  disappearance.  A  system 
that  is  vulnerable  to  surprise  attack,  or  sur- 
vivable only  with  a  launch-on-warning 
policy— and  MX-in-Minuteman  is  precisely 
such  a  system— has  a  wholly  different  and 
lesser  value  than  one  that  is  survivable. 
Based  in  Minuteman  silos  MX  does  not 
meet  the  very  first  purpose  for  which  four 
Presidents  have  put  it  forward.  It  is  a  mis- 
take »o  pretend  that  this  shift  is  a  small 
matter.  Ite  contribution  to  overall  surviv- 
ability is  indeed  the  most  important  single 
test  of  the  value  of  any  strategic  nuclear 
weapons  system.  That  criterion  has  now 
been  abandoned  in  the  case  of  MX-in-Min- 
uteman. The  other  reasons  for  building  it 
should  therefore  be  very  strong  indeed,  be- 
cause a  system  which  is  not  survivable  is  in 
some  degree  (depending  on  its  size  and  im- 
portance, and  on  the  posture  of  others)  dan- 
gerous and  destabilizing.  The  outright  aban- 
donment of  this  primary  argument  for  MX 


is  a  very  large  reason  for  questioning  the 
value  of  MX-in-Minuteman. 

Second,  it  is  said  that  we  need  MX-in-Mln- 
uteman to  correct  the  imbalance  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  In 
the  size  and  quality  of  ICBM  forces. 

This  imbalance  certainly  exists.  But  It  Is 
important  to  correct  it  only  If 

(a)  there  are  no  other  balancing  elements 
between  the  two  strategic  nuclear  arsenals, 
or 

<b)  there  is  some  special  advantage  for  the 
Russians  in  this  specific  imbalance. 
Neither  condition  holds: 
(a)  The  Soviet  advantage  in  ICBMs  is  bal- 
anced generally  by  our  commanding  qualita- 
tive  and   quantitative   superiority   both   in 
submarine-based  forces  and  in  strategic  air- 
craft. In  overall  terms  our  forces  are  more 
survivable  than  Soviet  forces— more  of  their 
warheads  than  of  ours  are  vulnerable  to  a 
first  strike.  Both  sides  have  many  times  the 
number  of  survivable  warheads  necessary 
for  overall  deterrence.  Both  sides  are  still 
adding  more,  and  most  of  ours  are  not  going 
to  be  in  MX  missiles. 

<b)  The  Soviets  do  have  one  specific  supe- 
riority in  a  particular  kind  of  ability  to  de- 
stroy hard  targets.  Overall  we  have  a  more 
varied  and  survivable  capability  of  this  sort 
than  they  do.  but  only  a  relatively  small 
part  of  our  force  can  be  ordered  to  make  ex- 
tremely rapid  missile  attacks.  Our  subma- 
rines are  hard  to  reach  for  instant  com- 
mands, and  our  bombers  take  eight  hours, 
not  30  minutes,  to  arrive.  So  the  Soviets, 
with  three-quarters  of  their  force  in  ICBMs, 
do  have  superiority  in  the  field  of  prompt 
hard-target  kill  capability.  But  it  is  impor- 
tant to  ask  what  advantage  this  superiority 
confers.  Let  us'distinguish  two  cases— that 
of  capability  which  deters  full-scale  nuclear 
war   and  that  of  more   limited   capabQity 
which  might  have  some  more  specific  deter- 
rent effect.  As  to  full-scale  war.  the  only 
sane  course  for  both  sides  is  to  avoid  it.  and 
the  general  guarantee  of  that  is  the  surviv- 
ability of  very  large  forces  on  both  sides  in 
the  face  of  any  kind  of  attack.  The  Soviet 
advantage  in  prompt  hard-target  kill  capa- 
bility is  of  no  value  in  this  case  as  long  as 
overall  deterrence  is  maintained,  and  more- 
over if  we  think  about  the  balance  of  hard- 
target  kill  capabUity  that  would  exist  in  aU- 
out  war  it  is  important  to  remember  the 
overwhelming  deterrent  value  of  the  large 
and  growing  second-strike  hard-target  kill 
capability  of  our  bombers  and  submarines. 

Any  special  advantage  of  Soviet  prompt 
hard-target  kUlers  must  therefore  be  sought 
elsewhere:  in  less-than-general  war  or  in 
peacetime  perceptions.  But  for  less-than- 
general  war  we  have  excellent  prompt  hard- 
target  killers  of  our  own.  (When  and  where 
it  would  ever  be  wise  to  use  them  is  a  differ- 
ent question.)  There  are  900  modem  Mark 
12- A  warheads  in  our  Minuteman  force 
today,  each  with  high  accuracy  (which  can 
be  further  improved  if  we  choose)— a  force 
acclaimed  by  leaders  in  and  out  of  uniform 
over  recent  years  precisely  for  its  outstand- 
ing prompt  hard-target  kill  capability.  I 
submit  that  900  warheads  are  many  times 
more  than  enough  for  any  kind  of  "limited" 
prompt  action  against  hard  targete  that 
may  ever  seem  necessary  to  any  President  in 
ary  situation  short  of  all-out  war.  Let  us 
remind  ourselves  that  every  warhead  in  this 
force  has  a  destructive  power  ten  times  as 
great  as  that  of  the  bomb  that  hit  Hiroshi- 
ma. Can  it  be  argued  seriously  that  such  a 
capability  for  prompt  hard-target  attack, 
backed  up  by  thousands  of  additional  hard- 
target  killers  in  submarines  and  on  bombers 
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only  hours  away,  is  inadequate  for  "lower" 
levels  of  nuclear  war?  It  seems  obvious  that 
we  have  enough  hard-target  Icillers.  prompt 
and  less  prompt,  for  any  capability  we  can 
conceive  of  for  the  deterrence  of  either  gen- 
eral or  "limited  '  nuclear  war. 

What  remains  is  the  question  of  political 
perceptions.  This  specific  and  narrow  imbal- 
ance, it  is  asserted,  can  weigh  heavily  on  the 
political  sc^es.  E^'en  though  it  confers  no 
usa)>le  superiority  in  any  conceivable  form 
of  nuclear  war.  we  hear  that  its  very  exist- 
ence may  make  for  political  •blacltmail." 
But  an  Imbalance  that  has  no  real  military 
meaning  can  have  no  real  political  meaning, 
at  least  not  if  we  think  straight  and  talk 
straight. 

Closely  examined.  MX-in-Minuteman 
gives  us  literally  nothing  that  we  now  need 
for  military  balance.  It  does  not  add  to  sur- 
vivability, and  its  additional  contribution  to 
our  large  existing  hard-target  kill  capabili- 
ties is  not  needed  in  any  conceivable  scenar- 
io of  either  limited  or  general  war.  The  as- 
serted perception  of  a  politically  usable  ad- 
vantage on  the  Soviet  side  has  not  b?":'s  in 
reality,  and  if  any  such  perception  exists,  it 
can  be  removed  at  low  cost  by  a  single  Presi- 
dential speech. 

Third  and  finally,  it  is  asserted  that  we 
need  MX-in-Mlnuteman  because  it  will  help 
us  to  get  a  positive  Soviet  response  in  the 
strategic  arms  reduction  negotiation 
(START).  This  may  be  the  deepest  hope  of 
the  members  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission. 

Let  us  begin  by  agreeing  that  the  Rus- 
sians will  certainly  refuse  to  give  something 
for  nothing  in  any  arms  control  negotiation. 
Refusal  to  recognize  this  reality  is  what  has 
condemned  our  opening  position  In  START 
to  failure.  The  objective  of  that  proposal  is 
the  same  as  that  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion: to  reduce  the  size  of  the  Soviet 
MIRVed  ICBM  force.  But  so  far  there  is  no 
sign  of  any  readiness  on  our  side  for  balanc- 
ing reductions  in  the  areas  where  we  are 
ahead.  It  is  not  surprising  that  there  has  so 
far  been  no  real  START  negotiation  at  all. 
Our  unrealistic  proposal  has  received  an  un- 
realistic Soviet  respone.  and  there  is  no  cur- 
rent prospect  for  significant  change  on 
either  side. 

Would  100  MX-in-Minuteman  change  that 
prospect?  There  is  no  evidence  whatever 
that  they  would;  I  know  of  no  dissent 
among  students  of  Soviet  behavior  to  the  es- 
timate that  the  Soviet  response  to  MX-in- 
Minuteman  Will  be  a  new  Soviet  "MX."  al- 
ready well  along  in  its  development  and 
testing.  The  contention  that  building  rela- 
tively small  numbers  of  an  admittedly  vul- 
nerable missile  will  of  itself  produce  a  real 
start  in  START  is  wholly  unpersuasive.  The 
absence  of  MX-in-Minuteman  is  not  the  real 
cause  of  the  emptiness  of  START. 

When  we  examine  more  closely  the  value 
of  MX-in-Minuteman  for  arms  control  nego- 
tiations we  encounter  three  large  difficul- 
ties. 

It  is  wrong  to  suggest  that  we  can  some- 
how use  a  force  not  yet  built  to  encourage 
the  Russians  to  move  away  from  a  much 
larger  set  of  forc^  already  lx>ught  and  paid 
for.  What  makes  us  think  that  they  would 
react  that  way?  Would  we?  would  we  scrap 
our  t>ombers  or  our  quiet  submarines  merely 
to  prevent  ttie  Russian  from  building  their 
own? 

But  If  In  fact  we  build  100  MX-ln  Minute- 
man,  would  we  then  t>e  ready  to  dismantle 
them  quickly?  If  we  build  them,  wiil  it  not 
be  primarily  the  consequence  of  an  under- 
standable reluctance  to  go  against  the  over- 
whelming commitment  of  our  own  Air  Force 


to  this  system?  Can  we  expect  that  the 
honest  but  mistaken  devotion  of  the  Air 
Force  to  MX  will  disappear  with  its  con- 
struction? If  there  was  ever  a  system  that 
will  be  held  off  the  bargaining  table  by  the 
intense  attachment  of  its  possessors,  it  is 
this  one.  Already  one  can  find  Air  Force  of- 
ficers explaining  that  MX  must  never  be 
traded  against  a  parallel  number  of  Soviet 
MIRVs.  because  this  system  is  more  valua- 
ble to  us  than  a  counterpart  is  to  them. 

Finally,  we  really  do  not  have  the  one 
option  that  might  at  least  in  theory  lead  to 
an  eventual  bargain:  we  cannot  and  will  not 
build  several  hundred  of  these  things  and 
then  trade  them  out.  It  would  be  enormous 
ly  expensive,  but  what  is  worse  is  that  it 
would  t)e  intensely  dangerous.  The  very 
worst  way  to  deal  with  the  Soviet  ICBM 
force  would  be  to  duplicate  it.  Let  us  simply 
consider  how  unstable  the  balance  of  terror 
would  be  today  if  our  present  strategic 
forces  were  the  same  as  those  of  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  existence  of  two  large  vulnera- 
ble MIRVed  ICBM  forces,  each  on  a  hair 
trigger,  would  be  much  more  dangerous 
than  the  relatively  stable  balance  we  have 
today.  It  is  important  to  make  it  completely 
clear,  in  this  current  process  of  decision, 
that  we  have  no  such  intention. 

I  conclude  that  MX-in-Minuteman  has  no 
large-scale  value  for  the  encouragement  of 
arms  control.  Yet  its  value  is  not  zero,  and 
there  is  no  need  to  cancel  the  program  en- 
tirely without  seeking  a  trade  of  some  sort. 
A  single  limited  system  cannot  in  itself 
produce  any  large  shift  in  Soviet  behavior, 
but  before  it  is  canceled  entirely  it  would  be 
worthwhile  to  seek  a  bargain  in  which  both 
sides  might  agree  to  build  no  new  MIRVed 
ICBMs.  This  would  in  fact  be  a  good  first 
step  in  the  general  direction  recommended 
by  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  and  it  has 
the  considerable  advantage  that  it  is  a  step 
on  which  we  might  get  Soviet  agreement. 
Once  we  build  100  MX-in-Minuteman.  they 
will  become  too  precious  to  trade  at  any 
price  the  Russians  would  accept,  and  abovr 
all  we  must  never  build  hundreds  more. 

MORE  GENEHAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

Our  objective,  in  strategic  modernization 
and  arms  control  alike,  should  be  stability. 
The  single  most  Important  element  in  sta- 
bility is  the  overall  survivability  of  our 
forces,  which  already  have  the  required  va- 
riety of  capabilities  necessary  to  deter  and 
respond  to  nuclear  attack  at  all  levels. 
Usable  nuclear  superiority  is  now  wholly 
beyond  the  reach  of  both  sides.  To  pursue  it 
would  be  expensive  and  unsuccessful  folly, 
and  what  does  not  exist  confers  no  political 
advantage.  We  need  only  what  we  need,  as 
President  Eisenhower  used  to  say.  and  what 
we  need  is  a  varied  and  survivable  force  with 
varied  and  survivable  capabilities.  Except 
for  MX-in-Mlnuteman.  all  our  existing  mod- 
ernization programs  contribute  to  that  basic 
requirement.  Quite  without  MX-in-Minute- 
man those  programs  are  more  than  ade- 
quate. If  they  all  belonged  to  the  United 
States  Air  Force.  I  think  literally  no  one 
would  now  be  advocating  MX-in-Minute- 
man. 

Our  central  arms  control  objective  is  the 
same:  stability.  For  that  purpose  we  do 
indeed  need  to  encourage  movement  away 
from  large  vxilnerable  MIRVed  ICBMs.  How 
can  we  do  it?  Only  by  readiness  to  bargain 
in  a  way  that  meets  Soviet  concerns  as  well 
as  our  own.  What  worries  us  most  may  be 
the  SS-18.  but  what  worries  the  Soviets  is 
the  prospect  of  a  losing  race  in  technology 
or  a  terrible  new  vulnerability  to  accurate 
missiles  on  close-In  submarines  (a  possibility 


which  should  concern  us  too).  There  is 
much  matter  here  for  negotiation,  and  a 
bargain  good  for  both  sides  Is  not  hard  to 
imagine.  The  much  harder  task  Is  to  get 
past  the  suspicion  and  fear  and  eagerness 
for  one-sided  advantage  that  have  marked 
both  governments  so  often  in  the  nuclear 
age. 

Aside  from  its  foolish  and  foreordained 
support  for  MX-in-Minuteman.  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  has  done  good  work  in 
this  direction.  But  the  special  and  painful 
case  of  MX  is  not  the  right  centerpiece  for  a 
balanced  review  of  what  we  need  for  stabili- 
ty. No  such  review  has  yet  heen  offered  by 
this  Administration  or  required  by  Con- 
gress. An  indefinite  postponement  of  MX- 
in-Minuteman  might  well  provide  just  the 
right  stimulus  to  serious  thought  and  re- 
sponsible communication. 

Statement  or  McGeorge  Bunoy.  Subcom- 
mittee ON  Strategic  and  Nuclear 
Forces— Senate  Committee  on  Armed 
Services.  April  26.  1983 
I  am  honored  by  your  invitation  to  appear 
before  your  Committee.  I  come  to  question 
the  current  proposal  to  deploy  100  MX  mis- 
siles in  Minuteman  silos.  Unless  a  far  better 
case  is  made  in  these  and  other  hearings.  I 
believe  that  Congress  should  reject  this  rec- 
ommendation and  should  instead  insist  on  a 
much  more  searching  and  comprehensive 
analysis  of  what  is  now  required  for  strate- 
gic stability  and  overall  deterrence,  both  In 
modernization  and  in  arms  control  policy. 
Because  the  Scowcroft  Commission  was  cre- 
ated and  selected  by  men  whose  overriding 
objective  was  simply  to  save  the  MX  missile, 
its  membership  was  not  broad  enough  to  en- 
compass the  full  range  of  relevant  judg- 
ments. My  most  urgent  specific  recommen- 
dation is  that  the  Subcommittee  should 
seek  out  the  views  of  many  other  Americans 
whose  assessments  have  equal  claims  to  re- 
spect. 

My  general  appraisal  of  the  Commission 
report  is  contained  in  a  short  article  initial- 
ly prepared  at  the  invitation  of  the  New 
York  TimeS.  and  I  attach  this  paper.  It 
notes  a  number  of  constructive  contribu- 
tions of  the  Commission's  report,  but  it  also 
raises  a  number  of  questions.  In  this  state- 
ment. I  develop  further  a  number  of  re- 
sponses to  the  major  arguments  of  the  Com- 
mission. 

First:  I  believe  that  the  deployment  of 
MX-in-Mlnuteman  could  open  the  way  to  a 
most  dangerous  comp>etition  in  destabilizing, 
vulnerable,  first-strike  weapons.  Over  the 
last  generation  we  have  left  it  to  the  Rus- 
sians to  deploy  such  weapons,  correctly  pre- 
ferring to  build  only  survivable  systems.  But 
the  only  thing  more  dangerous  than  for  one 
side  to  rely  on  vulnerable  first-strike  sys- 
tems would  be  for  both  sides  to  do  so.  Aware 
of  this  danger,  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
asserts  that  MX-in-Minuteman  should  "en- 
courage" the  Russians  to  move  away  from 
their  big  MIRVed  ICBMs.  But  will  it? 
Unless  I  am  misinformed,  the  preponder- 
ance of  opinion  among  close  stuaents  of 
Soviet  behavior  is  that  the  Soviet  answer  to 
MX-in-Minuteman  will  be  the  deployment 
of  their  own  similar  system,  which  Is  al- 
ready being  tested.  The  Commission  strong- 
ly hints  that  we  should  then  reply  by  en- 
larging our  own  deployment  of  MX.  But  if 
we  should  build  two  hundred  MX-in-Mln- 
uteman with  two  thousand  warheads,  we 
would  be  creating  a  highly  unstable  situa- 
tion of  mutual  first-strike  vulnerability  be- 
tween ICBM  forces  on  both  sides.  Even  the 


deployment   presently   proposed   would   be 
highly  uncomfortable  in  any  grave  crisis. 

Let  me  make  this  point  another  way.  If 
our  country  today  had  the  very  same  strate- 
gic deployment  that  the  Soviet  Union  has. 
relying  primarily  on  vulnerable  MIRVed 
ICBMs.  the  world  would  be  an  enormously 
more  dangerous  place  than  it  is.  because  in 
that  case  each  side  might  persuade  Itself, 
much  more  plausibly  than  either  one  can 
today,  of  the  possible  advantages  of  a  pre- 
emptive attack.  The  last  thing  Americans 
should  want  is  a  major  competition  in  this 
kind  of  threatening  and  vulnerable  weapon- 
ry. 

I  recognize  that  the  Commission  itself  is 
wary.  In  parts  of  Its  report,  of  building 
forces  that  could  threaten  the  whole  Soviet 
ICBM  force,  and  I  also  recognize  that  Con- 
gress and  the  country  are  quite  unlikely  to 
supfKjrt  any  second  or  third  deployment  of 
MX-in-Minuteman.  But  is  not  that  simply 
another  way  of  saying  that  the  only  good 
thing  atKJUt  the  Commission's  desire  to  con- 
vert the  Russians  by  the  threat  of  a  con- 
tinuing MX  competition  is  that  this  threat 
will  not  be  executed? 

Second:  MX-ln-Mlnuteman  will  not  con- 
tribute to  the  progress  of  strategic  arms 
control  unless  there  Is  a  drastic  modification 
of  the  Administration's  approach  to  the 
START  negotiations,  a  modification  of 
which  there  Is  at  present  no  sign.  So  far  the 
Administration  has  rigorously  Insisted  on." 
unbalanced  Soviet  concessions  which  do  not 
seem  to  be  negotiable,  and  there  is  much 
language  in  the  Commission's  report  that 
can  be  used  to  reinforce  this  stance.  But  the 
only  possible  use  of  MX-in-Mlnuteman  as 
an  element  in  arms  control  policy  would  be 
as  a  program  to  be  traded  out.  together  with 
the  emerging  Soviet  MX.  In  some  kind  of 
no-new-MIRV  agreement.  I  recognize  that  it 
will  not  be  easy  for  Congress  to  encourage 
the  Administration  In  this  direction,  but 
this  possibility  is  the  only  one  that  I  can  see 
for  using  MX  now  to  make  a  constructive 
contribution  to  national  security. 

Third:  We  do  not  need  MX-ln-Mlnuteman 
either  to  prove  our  mettle  to  the  Russians 
or  to  fill  In  an  asserted  gap  in  our  range  of 
deterrent  capabilities.  The  Commission 
makes  two  claims  here.  The  first  is  that  if 
we  now  cancel  the  MX  the  Russians  will 
doubt  our  "national  will  and  cohesion. "  But 
the  Russians  know  as  well  as  we  do  that  we 
have  half  a  dozen  other  programs  of  strate- 
gic modernization  in  hand,  and  they  do  not 
forget  what  Administration  spokesmen  con- 
stantly pass  over— the  commanding  U.S. 
lead  In  strategic  systems  other  than  ICBMs. 
The  Commission  itself  specifically  recog- 
nizes the  growing  role  of  the  submarine 
force,  and  It  recommends  no  change  In  the 
probably  redundant  program  of  bomber 
modernization.  We  have  so  many  good  pro- 
grams In  hand  that  we  have  no  need  to  Im- 
press the  Russlsins  with  a  bad  one. 

Nor  Is  the  Commission's  more  technical 
argument  persuasive.  It  tells  us,  more  by  as- 
sertion than  by  careful  argument,  that  MX- 
ln-Mlnuteman  is  needed  to  repair  an  Imbal- 
ance In  prompt  hard-target  kill  capability. 
But  neither  the  Conmiisslon  nor  anyone 
else  has  explained  why  this  need  Is  now  so 
overwhelming  that  we  should  deploy  the  ad- 
mittedly vulnerable  MX-in-Minuteman 
when  we  have  four  other  serviceable  hard- 
target  killers  on  hand  and  on  order— 900 
Mark  12A  warheads  already  In  Minuteman 
Ills,  thousands  of  missiles  deployed  or  pro- 
grammed for  bombers,  cruise  missiles  in 
attack  submarines,  and  the  D-5  missile  that 
will  be  In  Trident  submarines.  All  these  sys- 


tems are  more  survivable.  warhead  for  war- 
head, than  MX-in-Minuteman.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  strategic  planners  can  produce 
"requirements"  for  MX  too;  experience 
shows  that  there  is  no  limit  to  that  process. 
But  for  deterrence,  rather  than  for  exotic 
and  unreal  scenarios,  our  strategic  forces 
are  more  than  ample  today,  and  for  deter- 
Knce  the  weapon  that  arrives  in  hours  is 
yist  as  impressive  to  political  leaders  as  the 
one  that  arrives  in  minutes. 

Fourth:  We  do  not  need  MX-in-Mlnute- 
man to  prove  ourselves  to  our  allies.  The 
Commission  asserts  that  we  require  this  de- 
ployment "to  assure  our  allies  that  we  have 
the  capability  and  will  to  stand  with  them." 
This  assertion  should  be  compared  with  the 
real  opinion  of  Europeans,  and  last  week 
there  were  two  important  statements  on  the 
point.  One  came  from  an  outstanding  Amer- 
ican observer.  Flora  Lewis,  and  the  other 
from  one  of  the  most  respected  of  British 
conservatives.  Lord  Carrlngton. 

Ms.  Lewis  reported  from  Rome  that  in  a 
meeting  of  the  Trilateral  Commission, 

"...  West  Germans  were  astonished  to 
find  an  American  politician  wondering 
whether  failure  to  deploy  the  MX  missile 
would  be  taken  as  a  sign  of  United  States 
weakness,  whether  It  would  reinforce  the  ar- 
guments of  West  Germans  opposed  to  Per- 
shing 2's.  Would  they  say  that  if  Americans 
:dop't  Install  bigger  missiles  why  should 
k.hey? 

"The  situation  is  just  the  opposite,  the 
West  Germans  explained.  What  we're 
afraid  of  isn't  American  weakness.'  was  the 
politely  truncated  answer,  leaving  implicit 
that  the  real  fear  is  of  stumbling  into  war." 
(New  York  Times.  April  22.  1983,  p.  31.) 

What  Lord  Carrlngton  said  is  still  more 
trenchant.  His  comments  are  not  directed  at 
the  specific  issue  of  MX,  but  who  can  doubt 
that  he  has  some  people  in  Washington  in 
mind  when  he  calls  for  more  confidence  in 
the  powerful  present  deterrent  strength  of 
the  V.'est  and  tells  us  all  not  to  be  "hagrid- 
den by  fear  of  military  inferiority?"  It  is  not 
Europeans,  but  overzealous  Americans,  who 
contend  that  MX  Is  a  poultice  for  the  Alli- 
ance. 

Fifth:  The  assertion  that  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  embodies  a  general  bipartisan 
consensus  of  experts  Is  quite  unjustified. 
While  no  one  should  question  the  sincerity 
of  the  Commissioners  and  the  "Senior 
Counselors"  who  have  endorsed  their  work, 
it  is  no  secret  that  both  the  Commissions 
members  and  its  counselors  were  screened 
in  advance  with  support  for  MX  as  a  re- 
quirement. There  are  persons  of  at  least 
equal  experience  and  judgment  who  have 
other  views  on  these  matters,  and  I  suggest 
that  this  Committee  should  ask  for  their 
comments  on  the  issue,  either  by  testimony 
or  In  writing. 

It  Is  not  for  me  to  say  who  should  be  con- 
sulted, but  for  Illustrative  purposes  let  me 
simply  note  a  number  of  people  who  have 
expressed  themselves  on  these  problems 
over  the  last  year  or  two  and  who  have  had 
responsible  experience  in  the  past.  (In  most 
cases  I  do  not  know  their  opinion  of  the  cur- 
rent proposal  to  put  MX  In  Minuteman 
silos.)  Among  former  Secretaries  of  State  I 
note  Dean  Rusk,  Cyrus  Vance,  and  Edmund 
Muskie;  among  former  Secretaries  of  De- 
fense, Robert  McNamara,  Clark  Clifford, 
and  Elliot  Richardson;  among  former  assist- 
ants to  Presidents  on  these  matters,  Andrew 
Goodpaster;  among  former  Directors  for  the 
CIA,  William  Colby  and  Stansfleld  Turner; 
among  other  military  professionals  Maxwell 
Taylor  and  Elmo  Zumwalt;  among  former 


Arms  Control  negotiators,  Averell  Harrl- 
man.  William  Foster,  Gerard  Smith  and 
Paul  Wamke;  among  Science  Advisors  to 
Presidents,  James  Killian,  Jerome  Wiesner, 
and  Prank  Press. 

Sixth:  In  the  face  of  the  obvious  need  for 
major  reductions  in  the  Administration's  de- 
fense budget,  MX-ln-Mlnuteman  becomes  a 
strong  candidate  for  elimination.  Even 
though  It  makes  no  significant  contribution 
to  overall  deterrence,  it  carries  a  price  tag 
conservatively  estimated  at  $15  billion  over 
the  next  five  years.  Yet  almost  everyone 
except  Secretary  Weinberger  now  recog- 
nizes that  reductions  very  much  larger  than 
$15  billion  are  now  Imperative.  If  our  gov- 
ernment does  not  make  any  hard  choices 
among  big-ticket  items.  It  Is  predictable  that 
what  win  get  shortchanged  Is  precisely  what 
is  most  needed:  things  like  spare  parts, 
training,  and  general  operational  readi- 
ness—the very  things  that  matter  most  In 
the  real  world. 

The  long  and  unhappy  history  of  this  Ill- 
fated  weapon  system  has  lessons  for  us  all. 
and  some  but  not  all  are  sketched  In  the 
Scowcroft  Commission's  report.  It  is  Indeed 
time  to  think  again  about  the  relation  be- 
tween arms  control  and  stable  deterrence. 
We  should  indeed  concentrate  our  attention 
more  on  warheads  and  less  on  launchers. 
We  also  need  to  look  further  ahead  than  Is 
our  habit,  not  simply  to  our  own  favorite 
new  weapons,  but  to  the  situation  we  will 
face  as  the  Soviet  Union  makes  its  own  new 
choices.  Our  mistakes  with  MX  can  help  us 
do  better,  but  only  if  we  lift  our  eyes  from 
the  single,  narrow,  short-term  objective  of 
deployment  of  MX  at  any  cost  in  any  avail- 
able place,  and  examine  the  future  dangers 
of  the  nuclear  weapons  competition  consid- 
ered as  a  whole. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  Apr.  17.  1983] 

MX  Paper:  Appealing.  But  Mostly 

Appalling 

(By  McGeorge  Bundy)' 

Last  week  the  Scowcroft  commission  pub- 
lished what  is  at  once  one  of  the  best  and 
worst  state  papers  of  the  nuclear  age.  Un- 
fortunately. It  seems  possible  that  the  best 
parts  will  be  less  appealing  to  President 
Reagan  than  the  worst.  It  is  obvious  from 
the  elaborate  White  House  orchestration 
that  the  report  has  been  constructed  with 
built-in  Presidential  approval  and  that  at  its 
core  it  is  a  selling  job  for  the  wrong  missiles 
in  the  wrong  place— 100  MX  missiles  in  Min- 
uteman silos.  This  solution  has  been  repeat- 
edly reviewed  and  rejected  l)oth  by  Congress 
and  by  the  executive  branch  over  the  last  10 
years. 

But  let  us  begin  with  the  good  parts.  First, 
the  report  deliberately  and  correctly  de- 
stroys one  of  the  principal  myths  on  which 
Mr.  Reagan  campaigned  in  1980— the  myth 
of  the  "window  of  vulnerability."  or  the 
threat  of  a  Soviet  first  strike  on  Minuteman 
silos.  Growing  Soviet  missile  forces  with 
growing  accuracy,  It  was  said,  would  allow 
the  Russians  to  knock  out  nearly  all  those 
silos  early  In  the  1980's  and  the  President 
would  not  dare  respond  because  our  cities 
would  stUl  be  hostage.  It  was  an  unreal  but 
chilling  scenario,  and  untU  last  week  no  one 
around  Mr.  Reagan  had  ever  questioned  it 
in  public.  Now  the  commission  has  given  It  a 
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fitting  burial.  The  commission  observes  that 
a  "massive  surprise  attack"  on  our  1.000 
Minuteman  silos  would  be  a  very  special 
case  and  concludes:  "To  deter  such  surprise 
attacks  we  can  reasonably  rely  both  on  our 
other  strategic  forces  and  on  the  range  of 
operational  uncertainties  that  the  Soviets 
would  have  to  consider  in  planning  such  ag- 
gression." Thus,  the  window  of  vulnerability 
Is  slammed  shut  on  the  fearful  fingers  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Present  Danger. 

The  commission  puts  one  condition  on 
this  conclusion,  and  again  it  is  a  good  one. 
The  vulnerability  of  the  Minuteman.  consid- 
ered alone,  is  real  if  uncertain,  and  it  does 
raise  a  serious  long-range  question,  because 
our  bombers  and  submarines  may  not 
always  be  as  survivable  as  they  are  now.  If 
we  can  buy  "long-term  ICBM  survivability" 
for  a  sensible  price,  we  should  indeed  have 
it,  and  the  most  promising  possibility  is  a 
smaller  single-warhead  missile,  as  thought- 
ful students  have  been  saying  for  quite  a 
while.  The  recommendation  for  careful  re- 
search and  development  on  such  a  new  mis- 
sile deserves  full  support. 

A  third  good  basic  recommendation  is 
allied  to  the  first  two:  It  is  that  we  should 
seek  to  shift  the  counting  rules  of  strategic- 
arms  control  from  launchers  toward  war- 
heads. This  good  idea  is  a  belated  but  en- 
tirely sensible  effort  to  deal  with  the  desta- 
bilizing effects  of  MIRVs  (multiple  inde- 
pendently targetable  re-entry  vehicles)— 
that  is.  many  warheads  on  one  missile. 
MIRVs  are  the  United  SUtes  worst  single 
contribution  to  the  nuclear  arms  race.  What 
they  did,  as  many  warned  at  the  time,  was 
to  give  the  attack  an  advantage  over  the  de- 
fense, because  a  multiple-warhead  missile 
can  "kill"  several  opposing  missiles  in  one 
shot,  while  it  takes  at  least  two  single-war- 
head missiles  to  "kill"  even  one  similar 
weapon  with  assurance. 

SALT,  for  reasons  of  verification  and 
habit,  counted  mostly  launchers,  not  war- 
heads. This  way  of  counting  strengthened 
attachment  to  MIRVs  on  both  sides,  be- 
cause If  you  can  have  only  so  many  missiles 
under  an  agreement,  why  not  pack  them 
with  as  many  warheads  as  you  can?  We  were 
flrstest  with  MIRVs,  but  the  Russians  have 
been  mostest,  and  the  commission  is  right: 
It  is  time  to  go  to  work  to  chsuige  the  count- 
ing rules.  The  commission  is  also  right  when 
It  notes  that  some  of  Mr.  Reagan's  propos- 
als in  the  strategic  arms  talks  in  Geneva 
move  in  the  wrong  direction  on  this  score. 

So  far  so  good.  What  is  wrong?  Only  the 
centerpiece  of  the  report.  It  goes  in  exactly 
the  opposite  direction  by  pltwjing  the  first- 
strike  multiple-warhead  MX  in  Minuteman 
silos,  right  where  Soviet  MIRVs  could 
knock  It  out  if  ever  the  Kremlin  thought  we 
were  about  to  use  it.  Because  the  MX  has  10 
warheads,  not  the  two  that  is  the  average  in 
the  Minuteman  force,  it  will  be  five  times  as 
vulnerable,  warheswl  for  warhead,  as  Min- 
uteman itself.  It  violates  the  fundamental 
rule  first  laid  down  in  the  Eisenhower  Ad- 
ministration: The  object  of  suiy  new  strate- 
gic sjrstem  is  to  deter,  and  to  deter  safely  it 
must  be  able  to  survive. 

If  there  was  ever  a  "use  it  or  lose  it" 
system,  ill-designed  for  stability  in  crisis,  it 
is  this  one.  Yet  It  comes  to  us  from  a  com- 
mission that  elsewhere  tells  us  that  "stabili- 
ty should  be  the  primary  objective."  A 
system  of  this  kind  is  open  to  only  one  pro- 
tective device,  a  capacity  for  launch-on- 
wamlng— for  rapid  firing  on  possibly  fallible 
electronic  notice  of  an  Incoming  attack.  But 
on  this  critical  point,  the  commission  Is 
alanningly  silent.  It  would  have  done  better 


to  recognize  more  candidly  its  deliberate 
abandonment  of  our  most  important  single 
standard  for  strategic  force  planning. 

The  arguments  offered  directly  for  this 
strange  choice  are  thin.  We  need  it  to 
induce  Soviet  acceptance  of  new  arms  con- 
trol limits,  says  the  commission.  But  as  the 
commissioners  recognize,  the  Russians  are 
already  testing  their  own  MX  and  their  own 
single-warhead  missile.  The  Soviet  answer 
to  new  programs  will  be  new  programs,  not 
new  concessions.  If  the  commission  wants  a 
no-new-MIRV  agreement,  which  would 
make  good  sense.  It  should  propose  just 
that.  It  should  not  pretend  that  the  MX  in 
Minuteman  silos  is  arms  control  in  disguise. 
Nor  should  it  compare  this  problem  with 
that  of  the  antiballistic  missile  defense 
treaty.  The  Russians  joined  us  in  curbing 
ABM  systems  precisely  to  insure  the  deter- 
rent effectiveness  of  their  land-based  mis- 
siles. They  are  not  going  to  be  driven  to  sea 
by  MX.  The  whale  will  not  convert  the  ele- 
phant by  imitation. 

Most  of  the  commission's  other  direct  ar- 
guments are  thinner  still.  If  we  do  not 
deploy  MX,  it  says,  the  Russians  will  doubt 
our  "national  will  and  cohesion."  Is  honest 
disagreement  on  hard  choices  a  sign  of 
weakness?  A  commission  of  Americans 
should  know  better.  But  our  existing  land- 
based  intercontinental  missile  force  is  aging, 
says  the  commission.  So  it  is,  but  as  the 
commissioners  recognize  in  the  very  tiext 
•entence.  the  necessary  programs, for  keep- 
ing this  force  effective  are  already  in  train. 
But,  they  ao-gue,  we  need  a  hedge  against 
possible  Soviet  antiballistic  missiles.  Is  the 
commission  suggesting  that  our  existing 
10,000  warheads  could  not  be  programed  for 
this  task?  But,  it  says,  we  need  a  new  boost- 
er as  a  backup  for  the  space  shuttles.  Well, 
if  we  do,  we  do.  But  is  this  a  serious  argu- 
ment for  1,000  new  first-strike  thermonucle- 
ar warheads? 

The  real  purpose  is  different,  but  the  com- 
mission wraps  it  in  jargon.  The  main  reason 
for  this  recommendation  is  that  a  com- 
manding majority  of  its  authors  want  these 
first-strike  weapons  because  the  Soviet 
Union  has  them.  Never  mind  their  contribu- 
tion to  instability  in  crisis;  never  mind  what 
the  Russians  will  build  in  reply:  never  mind 
what  else  you  could  do  with  $15  billion: 
never  mind  the  fact  that  the  Russians  do 
not  have  a  true  first-strike  capability  be- 
cause the  window  of  vulnerability  was  never 
open:  never  mind  that  Soviet  advantages  on 
land  are  fully  matched  by  our  superiority  in 
the  air  and  under  water.  Because  the  Rus- 
sians do  have  weapons  that  can  strike  first 
at  hard  targets,  the  commission  concludes 
that  we  must  have  them,  too.  When  you  dis- 
entangle all  the  report's  complex  language, 
that  is  all  there  is,  and  the  commissioners 
neglect  to  tell  us  that  we  have  plenty  of 
weapons  already  that  can  strike  hard  tar- 
gets second— our  bomber  force  may  be  the 
best  system  in  the  world  for  this  legitimate 
purpose. 

For  almost  30  years,  we  have  made  surviv- 
able second-strike  strength  our  central  stra- 
tegic standard.  Are  we  now  to  move,  in  a 
cloud  of  consensus  prose  and  good  inten- 
tions, to  a  nonsurvivable  first-strike  system? 
At  the  very  least  Congress  should  dig 
deeper  than  the  commission  or  its  sponsor. 
It  might  begin  by  seeking  counsel  from  all 
quarters— there  are  many  outstanding  stu- 
dents in  its  own  ranks.  It  should  not  rely  on 
a  report  written  by  a  panel  carefully  select- 
ed to  include  only  tested  friends  of  MX.  It 
might  well  find  that  the  Scowcroft  commis- 
sion has  almost  everything  right  except  the 


recommendation  that  was  preplanned  by 
the  White  House.  In  spite  of  the  commis- 
sion's unexplained  insistence  that  all  its 
Ideas  make  a  single  package.  Congress  has 
every  right  and  duty  to  take  only  what  It 
finds  truly  needed. 

AMSNDMZirT  NO.  1634 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  the  employment  of 
four  hundred  additional  auditors  by  the 
Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency) 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  on 
behalf  of  myself.  Senator  Bentsen, 
Senator  Pryor.  and  Senator  Arm- 
strong and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration.   

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Mrrz- 
EMBAUM),  for  himself,  Mr.  Bentsem,  Mr. 
Pryor.  and  Mr.  Armstrong,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1534. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  26.  line  20.  strike  out 
■•$6,716,600,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
•$6,726,600,000.  of  which  $10,000,000  shall 
be  used  only  to  increase  the  number  of  full- 
time  auditors  in  the  Defense  Contract  Audit 
Agency  of  the  Department  of  Defense  by  at 
least  four  hundred  above  the  number  of 
full-time  auditors  requested  for  such 
Agency  in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1984 
budget  request. " 

On  page  54,  line  23,  strike  out  "1,054,155" 
and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1,054,555,  of 
which  400  shall  be  used  only  to  increase  the 
number  of  full-time  auditors  In  the  Defense 
Contract  Audit  Agency  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  by  at  least  four  hundred  above 
the  numl)er  of  full-time  auditors  requested 
for  such  Agency  in  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1984  budget  request. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
the  amendment  that  I  send  to  the 
desk  on  behalf  of  myself.  Senator 
Bentsen,  Senator  Pryor.  and  Senator 
Armstrong,  raises  the  questions: 

WHO  IS  MINDING  THE  DEFENSE  DOLLARS 

Who  is  checking  to  see  if  the  billions 
of  dollars  we  are  authorizing  in  this 
bill  are  being  well  spent? 

Who  is  checking  to  see  whether  the 
contracts  are  written  to  Insure  taxpay- 
ers are  getting  their  full  money's 
worth  in  the  area  of  military  procure- 
ment? 

Who  is  checking  to  see  if  contractors 
are  gouging  the  taxpayers  with  outra- 
geously inflated  prices  for  spare  parts 
and  other  overhead  abuses? 

In  short,  who  is  checking  for  waste, 
fraud,  and  abuse  in  the  Defense  De- 
partment contracts? 

Our  amendment  increases  the 
number  of  auditors  in  the  Defense 
Contract  Audit  Agency— DCAA— by 
400  auditors.  Those  400  auditors  will 
cost  about  $10  million  in  the  first  year, 
but   based   on   historical    experience. 
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those  additional  auditors  could  save 
the  Government  from  $600  million  to 
$1  billion  each  year. 

According  to  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  Carlucci.  DCAA  saved  the 
taxpayers  more  than  $6.9  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1981.  That  is  a  savings  of 
$69  for  every  $1  in  the  DCAA  budget— 
or  $2.3  million  for  every  DCAA  auditor 
that  year.  Using  that  track  record,  this 
amendment  would  save  the  taxpayers 
up  to  $1  billion  when  all  the  auditors 
come  on  stream. 

Let  me  review  just  a  few  of  the  indi- 
vidual examples  of  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse  that  DCAA  has  uncovered. 

According  to  a  partial  list  compiled 
by  the  House  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations. DCAA  auditors  uncovered 
the  following  incidents  of  questionable 
overhead  costs  submitted  by  DOD  con- 
tractors to  the  Pentagon  for  payment 
at  the  taxpayer's  expense. 

1.  $1,500  for  10  tickets  to  the  premier  of 
the  movie  'Superman. " 

2.  Over  $16,800  from  one  company  for  the 
purchase  of  season  tickets,  with  parking,  for 
sporting  events. 

3.  $53,000  for  a  golf  tonmament. 

4.  $266  for  a  tour  of  Tijuana.  Mexico. 

5.  $20,000  for  office  furniture  that  includ- 
ed bar  stools,  a  stereo  system,  and  a  bumper 
pool  table. 

6.  Numerous  tickets  for  symphonies,  bal- 
lets, and  civic  events. 

7.  Numerous  instances  of  undocumented 
travel,  including  travel  for  spouses. 

8.  Outing  costs  including  $965  for  rental  of 
a  party  boat,  $1,707  for  food,  $2,392  for 
liquor,  and  $589  for  cowboy  hats. 

9.  Millions  of  dollars  for  operating  ex- 
penses of  company  airplanes  which  shows 
no  attempt  by  the  companies  to  conserve 
fuel,  energy,  and  save  money. 

10.  Numerous  business  conferences/din- 
ners for  which  no  agendas  were  kept  nor 
the  list  of  participants  available. 

11.  Legal  expenses  for  claims  against  the 
Goverrunent  and  defense  against  bribery 
charges. 

12.  Advertising  costs  for  giveaways  of 
models,  tie  tacks,  cuff  links,  etc. 


The  House  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee report  stated: 

The  above  are  just  a  few  examples  of  un- 
allowable costs  which  contractors  are  in- 
cluding as  a  part  of  their  overhead  rates  for 
Government  contracts.  These  are  not  isolat- 
ed situations  but  are  discovered  In  audit 
after  audit.  The  type  of  unallowable  costs 
cited  al>ove  were  included  by  large  defense 
contractors  who  have  been  doing  business 
with  the  Government  for  years.  The  fact 
that  these  costs  continue  to  be  submitted, 
apparently  unabated,  suggests  to  the  inves- 
tigative staff  that  contractors  are  attempt- 
ing to  and  frequently  succeeding  in  obtain- 
ing excess  costs  (profits)  on  Government 
contracts.  They  must  be  aware  that  the 
Governments  audit  effort  Is  constrained, 
and  only  a  small  percentage  of  these  type  of 
cosU  will  be  identified.'  *  *  DCAA's  limited 
audit  capacity  can  only  uncover  a  small  per- 
centage of  these  Items.  Moreover,  most  of 
the  items  cited  were  found  on  a  sampling 
basis,  so  that  it  is  impossible  to  know  how 
many  millions  of  dollars  the  Goverrunent 
has  paid  in  the  past  and  is  paying  now  for 
unallowable  costs. 


The  main  reason  that  contractor  rip- 
offs  of  the  Federal  Government  are 
running  rampant  is  that  we  do  not 
have  enough  DCAA  auditors  to  bring 
these  abuses  to  light. 

In  fiscal  year  1979.  the  DCAA  had 
only  2,914  auditors  to  cover  $31  billion 
in  procurement  authority.  In  fiscal 
year  1984,  with  the  procurement 
budget  reaching  $88  billion,  DCAA  is 
projected  to  have  3,035  auditors— an 
increase  of  only  121  over  the  1979 
figure.  So,  while  the  procurement 
budget  has  increased  by  a  whopping 
180  percent  between  fiscal  year  1979 
and  fiscal  year  1984.  the  number  of 
DCAA  auditors  has  increased  by  a 
mere  4  percent  over  the  same  period. 
These  personnel  levels  are  obviously 
too  low. 

Just  to  keep  even  with  1979— to  have 
the  same  number  of  auditors  covering 
the  same  dollar  volume  of  defense  con- 
tracts—would require  nearly  9,000 
auditors  in  fiscal  year  1984.  Even  using 
constant  dollars,  not  inflated  dollars, 
we  would  need  at  least  6,000  auditors 
to  cover  today's  procurement  budget. 

In  fiscal  year  1979,  we  had  one 
DCAA  auditor  for  every  $11  million  in 
procurement  contracts.  For  fiscal  year 
1984,  we  will  have  one  DCAA  auditor 
for  every  $30  million  in  procurement 
contracts. 
This  is  absolutely  ridiculous. 
Why  should  we  increase  the  number 
of  auditors  in  DCAA? 

DCAA  is  the  major  auditing  agency 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
the  only  agency  that  performs  con- 
tract audits— that  is,  it  is  the  only 
agency  that  audits  the  books  of  con- 
tractors. 

It  is  the  ony  agency  that  actually  re- 
views costs  submitted  by  contractors 
to  see  whether  those  costs  were  in- 
curred on  the  specific  contract  and  to 
see  whether  the  costs  are  justified. 

DCAA  auditors  are  involved  in  the 
early  stages  of  the  contract.  By  work- 
ing closely  with  the  contract  officers, 
they  are  able  to  prevent  unnecessary 
contract  costs,  because  of  their  experi- 
ence with  specific  contractors  and 
with  specific  projects. 

This  experience  is  essential,  because 
the  real  place  to  stop  overruns,  bad 
purchases,  and  fraud  is  at  the  begin- 
ning, when  the  contract  terms  are 
being  negotiated. 

Frank  Carlucci,  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense,  reported  to  the  Governmen- 
tal Affairs  Committee  in  May  1982 
that  he  expected  to  increase  DCAA 
staff  for  fiscal  1983  by  475.  However, 
the  total  increase  of  auditors  for  fiscal 
year  1983  over  fiscal  year  1982  was  a 
mere  57. 

Charles  Starrett.  Director  of  DCAA, 
told  t^he  Governmental  Affairs  Sub- 
committee in  May  1983,  that  the  cur- 
rent level  of  DCAA  personnel  was  in- 
adequate to  cover  the  increased  level 
of  procurement  activity  in  DOD. 
Under  questioning  by  Senator  Nuwn, 


Starrett  said  he  was  working  to  in- 
crease persormel  jund  that  "a  little 
over  4,000"  employees  are  needed. 

But  he  has  not  received  those  new 
auditors.  According  to  the  budget  sub- 
mission of  DOD,  only  3,748  personnel 
slots— including  about  3,035  auditors- 
will  be  authorized  for  fiscal  year 
1984— a  number  far  below  the  level 
needed  to  adequately  cover  the  huge 
increases  in  defense  contracts. 

Time  after  time,  the  GAO  has  point- 
ed out  the  need  for  additional  auditors 
to  monitor  defense  procurement. 

Back  in  1979,  GAO  checked  the  per- 
formance of  the  DCAA,  and  judged  it 
"reasonably  effective  overall."  But 
more  importantly,  it  attributed  most 
of  the  audit  agency  problems  to  lack 
of  adequate  persormel. 

As  GAO  stated,  'DCAA  has  more 
work  than  it  can  do." 

Problems  caused  by  inadequate  audi- 
tors "tend  to  increase  Government 
procurement  costs,"  GAO  added. 

The  scope  of  our  review  did;  not  permit  us 
to  estimate  how  much  the  cbsts  Increased, 
but.  based  on  the  cases  we  studied,  we  be- 
lieve the  amount  is  sizable. 

GAO  pointed  out  that  DCAA  was 
understaffed  back  in  1979  when  it  had 
only  2,914  auditors  to  cover  $31  billion 
in  contract  authority.  Now  DCAA  has 
only  121  additional  auditors  to  cover 
an  authority  of  $88  billion  a  year  in 
defense  <»ntracts.  As  I  said  earlier, 
while  the  procurement  budget  in- 
creased by  a  whopping  180  percent  the 
number  of  DCAA  auditors  increased 
by  only  4  percent. 

If  DCAA  had  more  work  than  it 
could  handle  back  in  1979,  it  must  be 
swamped  today. 

DCAA  has  a  track  record  of  saving 
the  taxpayer  billions  of  dollars  during 
the  procurement  process.  This  amend- 
ment will  cost  $10  million,  but  it  will 
save  the  taxpayers  over  a  billion  dol- 
lars. 

According  to  Deputy  Secretary  Car- 
lucci, DCAA  saved  a  total  of  more 
than  $6.9  billion  in  fiscal  1981.  That 
included:  $5.9  billion  in  pricing  propos- 
al evaluations  actually  sustained  out 
of  $24.1  billion  in  total  pricing  propos- 
als questioned  by  DCAA  auditors,  $738 
million  saved  in  incurred  costs  that 
were  questioned,  $250  million  in  sav- 
ings because  of  DCAA's  reviews  of  con- 
tractors operations  for  efficiency  and 
economy,  and  $47  million  saved  by 
DCAA's  defective  pricing  reviews. 
Those  niunbers  are  Mr.  Carlucci's. 
That  is  a  good  return  for  the  dollars; 
3,519  DCAA  personnel  cost  a  total  of 
$99  million  in  fiscal  1981,  but  saved 
the  Government  $6.9  billion  that  year. 
And  that  was  when  the  DCAA— ac- 
cording to  Carlucci,  to  DCAA  Chief 
Starrett,  and  the  GAO— was  under- 
staffed. 

Imagine  the  potential  savings  if  we 
add  400  more  auditors. 
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COWCLOSIOW 

We  need  more  auditors  to  watch 
over  defense  dollars.  Compared  to 
1979,  we  really  need  at  least  6.000 
auditors  to  keep  pace  with  the  huge 
Increase  in  defense  procurement.  In- 
stead, we  have  only  3.035.  This  amend- 
ment for  400  auditors  is  eminently  rea- 
sonable. 

This  amendment  authorizes  $10  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1984  in  additional 
dollars  in  order  to  save  $600  million  to 
a  billion  dollars  per  year.  That  is  a 
conservative  estimate,  because  addi- 
tional auditors  will  allow  better  and 
more  thorough  audits. 

DCAA  is  not  the  only  agency  that 
audits  defense  contracts,  but  it  is  the 
only  agency  that  audits  the  books  of 
the  contractors. 

We  need  to  let  those  contractors 
know  we  are  providing  enough  staff  to 
oversee  the  massive  procurement  dol- 
lars we  are  authorizing  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  majority  leader  may  be 
recognized  at  the  present  time  without 
my  losing  my  right  to  the  floor  or 
without  its  being  charged  to  me  as  a 
second  speech.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

I  have  consulted  with  the  managers 
of  the  bill  and  they  have  indicated  to 
me  that,  while  there  are  perhaps  three 
other  amendments  after  this  one  to  be 
dealt  with,  they  do  not  anticipate  roll- 
call  votes  on  them.  I  thought  I  would 
take  this  opportunity,  since  it  is  a  few 
minutes  after  7,  to  announce  that  no 
more    rollcall    notes    are    anticipated 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  that  I  offer  this 
evening  is  one  of  three  that  I  have  of- 
fered on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  I 
am  pleased  to  say  that  each  of  them 
has  been  accepted.  The  first  amend- 
ment had  to  do  with  the  practice  of 
leasing  by  the  military.  The  second 
had  to  do  with  the  requiring  of  bid- 
ding in  connection  with  the  acquiring 
of  a  particular  plant.  The  third 
amendment  had  to  do  with  the  ques- 
tion of  DCAA  auditors  and  the  need 
for  additional  ones. 

Really,  what  I  am  saying  in  all  these 
amendments  is  that  the  Defense  De- 
partment, in  the  view  of  Congress,  is 
not  doing  everything  possible  to  econ- 
omize and  that  we,  by  the  legislative 
process,  are  trying  to  provide  an  addi- 
tional push  toward  competitive  bid- 
ding. We  are  trying  to  keep  them  from 
leasing  when  leasing  is  more  expensive 
than  buying,  and  we  are  trying  to  say 
to  them  that  there  ought  to  be  more 
audits  of  defense  accounting.  But  I  am 
sad  to  say  that  as  I  stand  here  this 
evening,  in  the  morning  newspaper,  I 
find  a  story  saying  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  is  going  on  a  so-called  busi- 
ness   trip,    taking    a    nUlitary    plane 


which,  according  to  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Defense  Department, 
win  probably  cost  something  around 
38.989-odd  dollars  to  go  out  to  a  social 
affair  on  the  west  coast. 

As  a  matter  of  fact.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  bad  enough  that  they  are  going.  It  is 
bad  enough  that  they  are  spending 
Federal  funds.  It  is  bad  enough  that 
they  are  using  a  Federal  plane.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  for  the  12  seats  that  I 
understand  they  are  taking  out  to  this 
fancy  party  on  the  west  coast,  they 
could  rent  the  entire  first-class  section 
of  a  727,  round  trip,  to  the  west  coast 
for  about  third  of  that  amount.  If 
they  were  to  use  commercial  flights, 
each  of  them  could  go  on  a  round  trip 
for  $379.  or  a  total  of  about  $4,000.  or 
about  10  percent  of  the  total. 

Mr.  President.  I  must  say  that  it  is 
discouraging  to  those  of  us  who  are 
concerned  about  economizing  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  find  that, 
no  matter  what  we  do  on  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Senate,  no  matter  what  we  do 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  no 
matter  how  we  try  to  send  a  message 
to  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  war 
against  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  is  inef- 
fective. 

I  sat  in  the  Budget  Committee  2 
years  ago  and  they  told  us  how  they 
were  going  to  save  billions  of  dollars 
by  eliminating  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse.  But  I  find  that  you  cannot  do  it 
unless  the  economies  and  the  efficien- 
cies start  at  the  top.  If  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  does  not  care  about  saving 
the  taxpayers'  money,  how  can  we 
expect  a  lower  level  person  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  to  do  so? 

PRACD  AND  WASTE 

Almost  daily,  we  hear  from  the 
media  on  the  skyrocketing  cost  of 
waste  and  fraud  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  Here  are  a  few  examples,  Mr. 
President. 

"Pentagon's  Empire  Is  Laden  With 
Thievery  and  Fraud."— Wall  Street 
Journal,  January  17,  1983. 

"President's  Private  Sector  Survey 
on  Cost  Controls  Identifies  $92  Billion 
In  Potential  Savings  Over  the  Next  3 
Years.  "—Newsweek,  July  1983. 

"$500  Million  Ovemm  In  Lockheed 
Contract."— Los  Angeles  Times,  April 
1983. 

"Contractors  Increase  Prices  for 
Spare  Parts  by  500  to  1,000  Percent 
Over  3  Years."— New  York  Times.  July 
1983. 

"Navy  Officer  Outfits  His  Quarters 
With  A  $14,000  Cutsom-Made  Leather 
Couch."— 60  Minutes,  April  1983. 

"Pentagon  Buys  $33  Billion  Worth 
of  Arms  Without  Testing."— Washing- 
ton Post,  June  1983. 

"Aluminum  Ladder  That  Retails  For 
$160,  Costs  the  Pentagon  $1,676 
Each."— New  York  Times,  December 
1982. 

"Admiral  Says  Shoddy  Work  Adds 
50  Percent  to  Some  Arms  Cost."— New 
York  Times,  June  26.  1983. 


"San  Antonio  Base  Accused  of  Wast- 
ing Millions  of  Dollars."— Dallas 
Morning  News,  June  27,  1983. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  know  how  to 
get  word  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  make  it  clear  to  him  that,  indeed, 
we  expect  some  economies,  some  effi- 
ciencies, we  expect  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  operate  in  a  businesslike 
mariner.  I  know  that  I  speak  for  every 
Member  of  this  body  when  I  address 
this  issue. 

Senator  Goldwater  has  been  one  of 
the  strongest  advocates  of  Defense  De- 
partment efficiency.  He  joined  with 
me  in  an  eight-page  letter  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense.  He  has  been  a 
strong  advocate  and  joined  w'th  me  in 
a  lawsuit  against  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  connection  with  the  matter 
of  competitive  bidding  being  required. 
I  know  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  has  not 
fought  me  on  these  amendments.  He 
has  been  willing  to  accept  the  amend- 
ments as  aui  indication  that  he  shares 
the  same  kind  of  concern,  that  you 
need  the  Defense  Department  dollars 
and  you  do  not  need  them  for  waste 
and  inefficiency.  I  am  pleased,  there- 
fore, that  he  has  indicated  he  is  will- 
ing to  accept  this  amendment  at  the 
appropriate  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  yield  the  floor  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Bentsen). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
is  recognized. 
Mr.  BENTSEN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say  first 
that  I  think  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
has  made  a  most  compelling  case  on 
this  amendment  and  I  congratulate 
him  for  offering  it.  Normally,  in  the 
Department  of  Defense,  there  has 
been  no  great  groundswell  of  support 
from  generals,  and  admirals  for  this 
type  of  approach.  I  note  that,  since 
1973,  as  he  has  stated,  there  has  been 
an  almost  200-percent  increase  in  de- 
fense spending  but,  in  that  same 
period  of  time,  only  about  a  one-half 
of  1  percent  increase  in  the  number  of 
auditors.  I  understand  that. 

I  understand  that  kind  of  reaction, 
Mr.  President.  But  in  this  day  and 
time,  with  the  kind  of  fraud  and  waste 
that  we  have  seen,  it  is  time  that  we 
do  some  of  the  things  that  Harry 
Truman  was  doing  in  his  Preparedness 
Committee.  Having  this  kind  of  beefup 
in  the  number  of  auditors  will  help 
prevent  some  of  the  headlines  of  to- 
morrow. That  is  what  we  are  trying  to 
do. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  join 
my  colleagues  in  sponsoring  this 
amendment  to  substantially  increase 
the  number  of  full-time  auditors  in 
the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
(DCAA). 


The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Metzenbaum)  has  presented 
a  compelling  case  for  the  amendment. 
The  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
is  the  largest  audit  organization  within 
the  Department  of  Defense,  and  the 
only  agency  charged  with  contract 
audit  responsibility.  DCAA's  auditors 
advise  Department  of  Defense  con- 
tracting officers  during  contract  nego- 
tiations on  the  acceptability  of  pro- 
posed contract  prices.  They  also  con- 
duct postaward  audits  to  monitor  con- 
tract compliance. 

However,  whether  assisting  in 
preaward  negotiations  or  conducting 
postaward  audits,  the  responsibility  of 
DCAA  is  clear:  Protect  the  Govern- 
ment fipm  contract  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse.  Mk^his  connection,  DCAA  audi- 
tors worSSin  clo§e  concert  with  audi- 
tors withi^Ythe  Department  of  De- 
fense InspeCTi)r  General's  Office. 

You  may  recall  that  the  Office  of  In- 
spector General  was  established  as  a 
result  of  an  amendment  attached  to 
the  1983  Department  of  Defense  au- 
thorization bill.  As  the  principal  spon- 
sor of  the  amendment  I  am  particular- 
ly interested  in  providing  the  Defense 
inspector  general  the  necessary  man- 
power to  carry  out  the  responsibilities 
and  duties  of  that  Office. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  seeing 
it  made  more  effective.  I  noted  that 
they  were  slow  to  recommend  a  man 
for  the  independent  inspector  general. 
As  I  recall,  it  took  them  about  5 
months  after  the  bill  was  passed  to 
carry  that  out. 

The  legislation  establishing  the 
Office  of  Inspector  General  trans- 
ferred to  that  Office  the  Defense 
Audit  Services;  the  Inspector  Gener- 
al's Office  of  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency;  and  that  portion  of  the  De- 
fense Investigative  Service  with  re- 
sponsibility for  investigating  criminal 
violations.  However,  the  enabling  leg- 
islation authorized  only  100  additional 
full-time  personnel  for  the  Defense  In- 
spector General's  Office  with  responsi- 
bility for  contract  audits. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  an  impossible 
task  for  100  auditors  to  oversee  all  of 
the  activities  related  to  the  billions  of 
dollars  spent  by  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment each  year. 

For  this  reason,  contract  auditors  in 
the  Inspector  General's  Office  rely 
heavily  on  the  work  performed  tmd 
provided  by  DCAA  auditors. 

Outlays  for  procurement  by  the  De- 
fense Department  have  increased  from 
$30  billion  in  1978  to  an  anticipated 
$87  billion  in  fiscal  year  1984  as  au- 
thorized in  the  bill  pending  before  the 
Senate.  This  represents  an  increase  of 
weU  over  300  percent.  At  the  same 
time  the  number  of  auditors  in  DCAA 
has  increased  by  less  than  one-half  of 
1  percent— 0.05  percent. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  certainly  not  my 
practice  to  advocate  increased  Federal 
spending— particularly   at   a   time   of 


annual  Federal  deficits  in  excess  of 
$100  billion  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see. 
However,  it  makes  good  sense  to  spend 
an  adequate  amount  for  resources  that 
are  essential  to  and  an  indispensable 
element  of  our  efforts  to  curb  unnec- 
essary and  wasteful  Federal  spending. 
According  to  Charles  Starrett.  Direc- 
tor of  DCAA.  every  dollar  invested  in 
that  Agency  yields  a  return  of  $39  to 
the  Government.  If  Mr.  Starrett's  cal- 
culations are  accurate,  the  $10  million 
requested  to  fund  the  additional  audit 
positions  in  DCAA  would  eventually 
result  in  savings  of  almost  $400  million 
to  the  taxpayers.  Potential  savings  of 
this  magnitude  cannot  be  ignored  at  a 
time  when  we  are  desperately  in 
search  of  ways  to  reduce  the  Federal 
deficit  without  severely  impacting  on 
our  national  security. 

Further,  the  need  for  increased  con- 
tract audits  and  investigations  relative 
to  defense  procurement  is  well  estab- 
lished. It  seems  almost  impossible  to 
pick  up  a  copy  of  the  Washington  Post 
or  New  York  Times  these  days  and  not 
find  a  story  alleging  wasteful  or  exor- 
bitant spending  by  the  Pentagon. 
While  some  of  these  stories  are  attrib- 
utable to  overzealous  reporters  anx- 
ious to  hone  their  investigative  skills, 
many  of  these  are  illustrative  of  seri- 
ous flaws  in  the  defense  procurement 
process. 

Let  me  cite  just  a  few  examples. 
First.  I  refer  to  a  story  that  appeared 
in  the  New  York  Times  on  December 
12,  1982.  This  details  the  Air  Force's 
purchase  in  August  of  1980  of  71  alu- 
minum ladders  at  a  cost  of  $1,676  per 
ladder.  The  story  goes  on  to  say  the 
Air  Force  had  purchased  17  of  the  lad- 
ders just  3  months  earlier  at  a  cost  of 
$586.34  each.  In  other  words,  the  cost 
of  these  ladders  had  increased  by 
$1,089.66  in  just  3  months.  However, 
the  real  crunch  comes  with  the  revela- 
tion that  the  ladders,  substantially 
similar  to  the  ones  in  question,  were 
commercially  available  for  only  $160. 
The  Air  Force's  response  according  to 
the  article  was  as  follows: 

The  Air  Force  "doesn't  believe  this  ladder- 
buying  falls  into  the  wasteful  spending  of 
defense  money  category,"  and  offered  in  de- 
fense that  the  $1,676' price  tag  had  been  ne- 
gotiated-down  from  ff  demand  of  $1,915. 

To  cite  another  example,  a  May;  11, 
1983,  article  that  appeared  in  the  Bal- 
timore News  American  chronicles  the 
Air  Force's  purchase  of  plastic  caps 
that  fit  on  the  legs  of  navigator  stools 
for  $916.55  each.  According  to  the 
story,  an  Air  Force  cost  analyst  esti- 
mated the  price  of  the  caps  to  be  35 
cents  if  purchased  commercially. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  my  intention 
to  single  out  the  Air  Force  by  use  of 
the  above  examples,  and  I  do  not  want 
to  belabor  the  point,  but  I  find  it  abso- 
lutely appalling  that  the  taxpayers' 
money  is  wasted  in  the  manner  im- 
plied in  these  articles.  I  take  a  back 
seat  to  no  one  in  this  Chamber  in  my 


support  of  efforts  to  provide  a  nation- 
al defense  for  America  that  Is  second 
to  none.  However,  I  will  not  tolerate 
waste,  fraud,  or  abuse  in  any  area  of 
the  Federal  Govenmient.  including 
the  Pentagon. 

In  closing,  let  me  note  that  the  suc- 
cess of  the  inspectors  general  program 
in  combating  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  ^ 
in  Federal  programs  is  well  document- 
ed and  there  is  no  reason  to  believe 
this  success  cannot  be  duplicated  at 
the  Department  of  Defense.  However, 
we  must  make  available  to  the  De- 
fense inspector  general  adequate  man- 
power and  resources  to  oversee  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars  that  are  managed  suid 
spent  by  the  Defense  Department 
each  year. 

Increasing  the  number  of  full-time 
auditors  within  the  E>efense  Contract 
Audit  Agency  will  be  a  wise  investment 
of  our  resources  as  well  as  enhance  the 
ability  of  the  Defense  inspector  gener- 
al to  combat  contract  fraud  and  abuse. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  adopt  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  two  articles,  one  from  the 
Baltimore  News  American  and  the 
other  from  the  New  York  Times, 
which  I  referred  to  in  my  comments, 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  arti- 
cles were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
The  Air  Force's  $916  Cap  for  Stool  Lees 

(By  Knut  Royce) 
Washington.— The  Air  Force  had  been 
paying  $916.55  each  for  small  plastic  caps 
that  fit  on  the  legs  of  navigator  stools,  but 
when  the  contractor,  the  Boeing  Co..  recent- 
ly Increased  the  unit  price  to  $1,118.26, 
enough  was  enough. 

After  all,  a  Pentagon  official  said,  they're 
probably  only  worth  about  35  cents  apiece 
in  the  commercial  marketplace. 

So  the  Defense  Department  has  decided 
that  when  the  caps  wear  down  again,  they'll 
be  purchased  through  competitive  bidding. 

Fortunately  the  caps,  which  are  less  than 
1  inch  square,  appear  to  be  holding  up 
pretty  well.  The  last  purchases  were  in  1981, 
when  three  of  them  were  bought  for  $916.55 
each. 

The  little  cap  would  have  remained  Just 
another  obscure  and  overpriced  spare  part 
had  not  some  pricing  specialists  at  the  De- 
fense Logistics  Agency  in  Philadelphia  been 
tipped  off  and  looked  into  the  matter.  They 
called  up  the  specifications,  obtained  a 
broken  cap  and  quickly  determined,  accord- 
ing to  a  spokesman,  that  the  item  was  "sig- 
nificantly overpriced." 

One  Air  Force  cost  analyst  said  that  if  the 
cap  were  readily  available  In  the  market- 
place, it  would  cost  perhaps  35  cents.  But 
both  he  and  the  DLA  spokesman  said  that 
when  it  next  goes  out  to  bid.  the  new  con- 
tractor will  have  to  tool  up— at  a  cost  of  per- 
haps $200— and  because  the  cap  is  pur- 
chased in  small  amounts,  the  unit  price 
could  range  from  $1  to  $5. 

A  Boeing  spokesman,  asked  Monday  to  ex- 
plain why  the  cap  cost  so  much,  had  not 
come  up  with  an  answer  by  late  Tuesday. 

The  Air  Force  cost  analyst  said  that  the 
recent  barrage  of  criticism  by  Congress,  the 
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press  and  even  internal  Pentagon  docu- 
ments atMut  the  excessive  cost  of  spare 
parts  because  of  sole-source  purchases  has 
prompted  some  In- house  reassessment  of 
the  problem. 

Earnest  Fitzgerald,  deputy  to  the  assistant 
secretary  of  the  Air  Force  for  financial  man- 
agement, agreed.  Asked  why  the  item  was 
being  flagged  down  now  when  it  cost  nearly 
as  much  two  years  ago.  he  said.  "I  don't 
think  its  been  a  matter  of  great  importance 
until  now." 

He  said  he  had  not  yet  seen  the  invoices 
(or  the  plastic  caps,  but  that  the  price  tag 
"sounds  outlandish." 

An  Air  Force  spokesman  said  the  caps  fit 
on  the  legs  of  navigator  stools  on  E3A 
AWACS  radar  planes.  Other  Pentagon  offi- 
cials said  that  they  also  are  found  in  KC- 
135  tanker  planes,  the  E4  "Kneecap"  com- 
mand aircraft  and  some  B-52  bombers. 

Navigators  climb  on  the  portable  stools 
when  they  use  their  sextants,  which  are  in- 
struments to  determine  positioning  by  meas- 
uring the  angular  distance  of  stars  and  plan- 
ets. 

The  Air  Force  has  been  the  target  of  most 
of  the  criticism  for  non-competitive  pur- 
chases of  spare  parts.  Congressional  hear- 
ings and  Pentagon  whistle-blowers  have  dis- 
closed that  some  Pratt  &  Whitney  spare 
engine  parts  have  doubled  or  tripled  in  price 
in  just  one  year. 

Spare  parts  cost  the  Pentagon  $12.9  bil- 
lion last  year,  and  Defense  cost  analysts 
have  estimated  that  the  total  could  be 
trimmed  by  up  to  25  percent  if  the  parts  are 
purchased  through  competitive  bidding 
rather  than  through  sole-sources. 

But  a  recent  Defense  Department  audit 
found  that  most  of  the  spare-part  purchases 
the  auditors  reviewed  last  year  were  non- 
competitive, even  though  the  services  had 
not  provided  "adequate  documentation"  to 
show  that  the  purchases  should  have  been 
"restrictive." 

The  DLA  spokesman  said  that  an  Air 
Force  official  had  tipped  off  his  agency  of 
the  questionable  cost  for  th*  cap  on  Jan.  18. 
and  that  by  March  24  the  agency  had  deter- 
mined It  no  longer  would  buy  It  from  Boeing 
but  would  seek  outside  bids. 

How  Onz  Ladder  Camz  to  Cost  $1,676 
<By  Charles  Mohr) 

Washington,  November  30.— The  AA 
Ladder  and  Supply  Company  of  2305  Rhode 
Island  Avenue,  N.E..  sells  its  sturdiest  10- 
foot  aluminum  ladder  with  hooks  for  $160. 

In  May  1980  the  Air  Force  bought  17  simi- 
lar ladders  for  mechanics  who  work  on  F- 
105  fighter  bombers  for  $586.34  each.  They 
were  obtained  from  a  small  business  after 
competitive  bidding. 

In  August  1980  the  Defense  Department 
bought  71  more  aluminum  ladders,  again 
similar  to  the  supply  company's  product,  for 
$1,676  each.  They  were  obtained  for  A-10 
attack  planes  after  several  Pentagon  com- 
mittees agreed  to  a  contract  with  the  Pair- 
child  Republic  Company. 

Are  taxpayers  getting  their  money's 
worth? 

The  surveys  and  investigations  staff  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee  re- 
cenUy  cited  the  case  of  the  A-10  boarding 
ladders  as  an  example  of  how  lack  of  compe- 
tition among  military  contractors  tends  to 
drive  up  costs.  But  an  Air  Force  spokesman 
said  that  his  service  "doesn't  believe  this 
ladder-buying  fails  into  the  wasteful  spend- 
ing of  defense  money  category"  and  sulded 
that  the  $1,676  price  tag  was  a  "negotlated- 


down  price"  from  the  $1,915  first  demanded 
by  Falrchild. 

DimCULTTBS  or  IKPLEMKNTATION 

The  A-10  ladders  may  seem  like  small 
change  in  annual  military  budgets  totaling 
hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars.  But  the  sur- 
veys staff  cited  the  incident  in  its  890-page 
report  entitled  "Procurement  Policies  and 
Practices "  to  illustrate  the  difficulties  en- 
countered in  trying  to  carry  out  a  number 
of  administrative  systems  meant  to  reduce 
costs. 

One  such  system  is  called  "component 
breakout,"  and  it  applied  directly  to  the  A- 
10  ladder:  or,  to  be  more  accurate,  did  not 
apply. 

Many  major  weapons  systems,  including 
combat  aircraft  such  as  the  A-10,  are  pro- 
cured with  one  prime  contractor  through 
what  are  known  as  "sole  source"  contracts. 
That  contractor,  in  turn,  obtains  many  com- 
ponents from  a  number  of  vendors  and  sub- 
contractors. 

Many  Defense  Department  officials  argue 
that  engineering  and  design  complexities 
make  sole-source  contracts  necessary  for 
most  major  weapons.  But  in  an  effort  to  en- 
courage competiton  and  reduce  operating 
costs,  the  department  has  in  principle  em- 
braced the  idea  of  seeking  bids  in  purchas- 
ing some  replacement  and  spare-part  com- 
ponents, by  a  process  known  as  "breaking 
them  out"  from  purchases  made  solely  from 
the  original  prime  contractor. 

The  House  committee  report  notes,  how- 
ever, that  before  the  department  can  call 
for  bids  for  some  highly  complex  parts  or 
components,  it  must  first  obtain  technical 
engineering  data  from  the  original  prime 
contractor  so  it  can  solicit  the  bids  on  a 
sound  engineering  basis.  The  repwrt  adds 
that  "the  expense  of  procuring  technical 
data  from  contractors,  plus  the  reluctance 
of  the  procurement  officer  to  initiate  such 
action,  has  deterred  Department  of  De- 
fense's component  breakout  program  and 
hindered  competitive  procurement." 

The  report  concludes  that  the  failure  of 
the  armed  services  to  take  advantage  of 
such  opportunities  when  obtaining  spare 
parts  for  major  weapons  systems  "is  costing 
D.O.D.  millions  of  dollars  in  excess  procure- 
ment costs." 

The  case  of  the  A-10  ladders  gives  some 
indication  of  how  complete  such  failures 
can  be.  The  Air  Force's  Air  Logistics  Center 
in  San  Antonio,  which  is  responsible  for  the 
purchase  of  such  equipment,  has  twice  ob- 
tained ladders  on  a  "sole  source"  basis  from 
Falrchild  in  the  belief  that  the  Defense  De- 
partment did  not  have  needed  engineering 
data  to  permit  purchase  from  other  sources. 
In  fact,  the  surveys  and  investigation  staff 
learned,  the  data  and  unlimited  rights  to 
use  it  had  been  purchased  from  Falrchild  in 
1975  and  were  sitting  in  a  Pentagon  file. 

The  committee  staff  report  said  that  tech- 
nicians at  San  Antonio  had  compared  the 
$586.34  ladders  used  for  mechanical  work  on 
F-105  aircraft  with  the  A-10  ladders  and 
found  "there  was  very  little  difference  in 
the  ladders  and  that  manufacturing  costs 
should  be  about  the  same."  An  Air  Force 
spokesman  said,  however,  that  the  $1,676 
price  on  the  A-10  ladder  probably  resulted 
from  the  relatively  small  size  of  the  lot.  71 
ladders,  and  from  the  need  to  conduct 
"safety  tests"  on  them. 

The  spokesman  was  unable  to  explain  how 
the  even  smaller  lot  of  17  ladders  for  the  F- 
105's  was  obtained  three  months  earlier  at  a 
cost  of  only  $586.34  per  ladder. 

In  any  event,  the  spokesman  concluded, 
the  Air  Force  should  not  be  held  responsible 


for  the  high  price  of  the  A-10  ladders  be- 
cause the  ladder  contract  had  been  audited 
by  civilian  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Defense.  But  should  more  ladders  be 
needed,  he  added.  "It  will  be  done  on  a  com- 
petitive basis." 

Mr.  PRYOR  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  lend  my  support  to  the  amendment 
of  my  colleague.  Senator  METZENBAtrai, 
and  to  say  that  the  purpose  and  thrust 
of  his  legislation  is  directly  in  line 
with  my  point  of  view  over  the  past 
several  years. 

During  my  tenure  on  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs, 
it  was  a  constant  and  recurring  theme 
that  waste  and  cost  overruns  occurred 
throughout  the  Pentagon.  I  would  not 
single  out  this  agency  as  the  only  of- 
fender, but  certainly  the  magnitude  of 
its  budget— plus  the  nature  of  its  pro- 
curement practices— made  contract 
abuse  and  mismanagement  particular- 
ly easy. 

Under  this  amendment,  I  believe 
that  the  American  taxpayer  will  be 
more  certain  that  his  money  is  being 
well  spent.  I  believe,  furthermore,  that 
contracts  will  be  written  so  that  per- 
formance is  guaranteed  on  the  highest 
level. 

The  intent  of  this  legislation  is  to  in- 
crease the  number  of  auditors  in  the 
Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
(DCAA)  by  the  number  of  400.  These 
additional  auditors  would  cost  about 
$6  to  $12  million  but  should  save  the 
Government  more  than  $600  million 
each  year.  So,  rather  than  adding  to 
the  bureaucracy— a  move  that  nobody 
wants— we  would  actually  generate 
tremendous  savings  in  defense  dollars. 

Let  me  refer  to  the  background  in 
this  area,  Mr.  President,  and  suggest 
briefly  what  has  been  happening  in 
the  DCAA  over  the  years.  While  we 
have  spent  billions  on  defense  con- 
tracts, we  have  increased  the  auditing 
agencies  in  defense  by  only  a  fraction. 
Prom  1981  to  1987.  defense  spending 
will  increase  from  5.6  percent  of  the 
gross  national  product  to  7.8  percent. 
It  will  increase  from  25  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  in  1981  to  over  35  per- 
cent in  1987.  Yet  during  these  6  years 
we  will  have  increased  the  number  of 
auditors  to  work  with  these  programs 
hardly  at  all. 

Mr.  President.  DCAA  is  the  major 
auditing  agency  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense.  It  is  the  only  Agency 
performing  contract  audits,  and  the 
only  Agency  that  actually  reviews 
costs  submitted  by  contractors.  DCAA 
auditors  are  involved,  furthermore.  In 
all  stages  of  the  contract.  And  because 
they  are  included  in  the  early  phases 
of  any  negotiation  they  can  prevent 
unnecessary  costs.  I  know  from  experi- 
ence in  our  investigations  in  the  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs  Conunittee  that  the 
place  to  stop  overruns  and  faulty  pur- 


chasing is  at  the  beginning— when  the 
terms  of  the  contract  are  being  negoti- 
ated. 

Let  me  take  a  moment,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, to  point  out  the  fine  track  record 
DCAA  has  accumulated,  in  spite  of 
being  understaffed.  The  Agency  saved 
more  than  $6.9  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1981.  This  included  $738  million  saved 
in  incurred  costs  that  were  questioned, 
another  $250  million  in  reviews  of  op- 
erations for  efficiency,  and  $47  million 
saved  through  defective  pricing  re- 
views. And  these  figures  were  pub- 
lished by  Deputy  Secretary  Carlucci 
himself. 

By  any  account,  this  is  a  good  return 
for  the  dollars  spent.  A  total  of  3,500 
DCAA  personnel  cost  $99  million  in 
fiscal  year  1981— but  saved  the  Gov- 
ernment $6.9  billion  in  that  same  year. 
What  is  more,  this  was  when  the 
DCAA  was  understaffed.  I  can  well 
imagine  the  potential  savings  if  we  add 
the  needed  400  more  auditors. 

The  present  amendment  is  eminent- 
ly reasonable,  Mr.  President.  Com- 
pared to  1978  needs,  we  could  actually 
put  to  work  more  than  7,500  auditors 
simply  keeping  pace  with  the  huge  in- 
crease in  defense  procurement.  In- 
stead, we  have  only  3,000  auditors. 
The  addition  of  400,  as  provided  in 
this  legislation,  will  not  do  the  job  en- 
tirely—but it  will  be  a  step  in  the  right 
and  proper  direction. 

Further,  Mr.  President,  I  commend 
the  chief  cosponsors  of  this  amend- 
ment. Senator  Metzenbaum  of  Ohio 
and  Senator  Bentsen  of  Texas,  and 
also  another  cosponsor.  Senator  Arm- 
strong of  Colorado. 

Mr.  President,  one  reason  I  am  so 
proud  to  join  in  this  particular  amend- 
ment, which  is  going  to  save  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars,  is  that  I  am  join- 
ing three  of  the  most  successful  busi- 
ness people  in  the  Senate.  If  there  is 
anyone  who  knows  what  is  going 
wrong  with  some  of  the  purchasing 
and  procurement  in  the  Pentagon 
itself,  it  is  those  individuals  who  have 
a  strong  suid  successful  business  back- 
ground such  as  Senator  Metzenbaum, 
Senator  Bentsen,  and  Senator  Arm- 
strong. 

I  understand  also  that  Senator 
Levin  is  a  cosponsor  and  Senator 
Pryor.  We  are  the  exceptions.  We  are 
sort  of  poor.  In  fact,  poor  as  Job's 
turkey. 

But,  at  any  rate,  just  to  see  Senator 
Metzenbaum,  Senator  Bentsen,  and 
Senator  Armstrong  offer  this  amend- 
ment says  to  me  that  there  is  a  need 
for  it  and  that  an  investment  of  this 
kind  for  these  auditors  is  going  to 
bring  back  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  savings  for  the  Pentagon  and 
for  the  American  taxpayer. 

It  is.  indeed,  an  amendment,  Mr. 
President,  I  strongly  support.  I  am 
very  proud  to  be  a  part  of  it. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 


The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  majority  of  the  commit- 
tee, I  am  prepared  to  accept  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 
We  agree  with  it.  DOD  had  requested 
an  additional  400  civilian  spaces,  but 
due  to  civilian  end  strength,  additional 
space  has  been  denied  by  OSD.  Due  to 
budget  growth,  they  do  need  addition- 
al personnel.  Many  reasons  have  al- 
ready been  cited,  and  so  I  am  prepared 
to  accept  the  amendment.  I  have  dis- 
cussed it  with  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  the  ranking  minority 
member  (Mr.  Jackson),  and,  indeed, 
he  is  prepared  to  accept  it.  Perhaps 
Senator  Levin  will  speak  for  him. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
Levin,  Senator  Pressler,  and  Senator 
ExoN  be  added  as  cosponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
I  should  like  to  point  out  that  we  have 
been  attempting  to  bring  this  amend- 
ment up  for  consideration  for  a  few 
days.  It  was  not  anyone's  fault,  but 
other  matters  more  pressing  prevented 
that.  I  do  wish  to  point  out  that  Sena- 
tor Armstrong  was  on  the  floor  on 
several  occasions  and  wanted  to  speak 
on  the  subject.  I  only  regret  that  an- 
other commitment  makes  it  impossible 
for  him  to  be  here.  He  has  been  an  en- 
thusiastic supporter  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  very 
briefly,  I  commend  Senator  Metz- 
enbaum and  the  other  cosponsors  of 
this  amendment.  Despite  the  great 
growth  in  the  amount  of  procurement, 
there  has  not  been  a  commensurate 
growth  in  the  number  of  auditors. 

I  have  seen  over  and  over  where  we 
do  not  audit  contracts  and  expendi- 
tures we  should  because  we  do  not 
have  an  adequate  number  of  auditors. 
We  are  told  it  is  very  cost-effective; 
every  auditor  can  bring  back  $50  or 
$100  for  every  $1  we  invest.  It  is  a  good 
investment.  I  am  happy  to  accept  the 

amendment.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1534)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMTNDMENT  no.  1527 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  an  exchange  be- 
tween the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and 
Broward  County,  Pla.,  of  lands  at  or  near 
the  Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  De- 
tachment, Port  Lauderdale.  Fla.) 


amendment  No.  1527  on  behalf  of  Sen- 
ator Chiles  and  Senator  ELawkins  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Towkr),  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Chiixs  and  Mr.  Hawkins,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1527. 


Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  president,  pursu- 
ant to  the  previous  order.  I  call  up 


Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  224,  between  lines  4  and  5,  insert 
the  following  new  section; 

LAND  exchange,  FORT  LAUDERDALE.  FLORIDA 

Sec.  .  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
(hereinafter  In  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  "Secretary")  is  authorized  to  convey  to 
Broward  County.  Florida  (hereinafter  In 
this  section  referred  to  as  the  "County  "),  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  SUtes 
In  and  to  approximately  6.3  acres  of  unim- 
proved land  comprising  portions  of  the 
Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  Detach- 
ment, Fort  Lauderdale,  Florida. 

(b)  In  consideration  for  the  conveyance 
authorized  by  subsection  (a),  the  Co*ity 
shall  convey  to  the  United  States  all  right, 
title,  and  Interest  In  and  to  approximately 
4.805  acres  of  unimproved  land  adjacent  to 
the  Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  Detach- 
ment. 

(c)  The  County  shall  pay  to  the  United 
States  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount,  if 
any,  by  which  the  fair  market  value  (as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary)  of  the  lands  to 
be  conveyed  by  the  United  States  to  the 
County  under  subsection  (a)  exceeds  the 
fair  market  value  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
reUry)  of  the  lands  to  be  conveyed  by  the 
County  under  subsection  (b). 

(d)(1)  The  exact  acreages  and  legal  de- 
scriptions of  all  lands  to  be  acquired  or  con- 
veyed under  this  section  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  surveys  that  are  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary.  The  cost  of  any  such  surveys 
shall  be  borne  by  the  County. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  such  addi- 
tional terms  and  conditions  with  respect  to 
the  acquisition  and  conveyance  authorized 
by  this  section  as  the  Secretary  considers 
appropriate  to  protect  the  Interests  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  that  I  have  called  up 
would  simply  authorize  the  exchange 
of  approximately  6.3  acres  of  land  at 
the  Fort  Lauderdale-Hollywood.  Fla.. 
International  Airport,  owned  by  the 
U.S.  Navy,  for  approximately  4.9  acres 
of  land  owned  by  Broward  County. 
Fla.,  at  the  same  airport. 

This  is  a  simple  land  exchange  prop- 
osition. Mr.  President.  There  is  no 
budgetary  impact.  The  amendment 
has  been  cleared  on  all  sides. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  simply  authorize 
the  exchange  of  approximately  6.3 
acres  of  land  at  the  Fort  Lauderdale- 
Hollywood,  F^.  International  Airport 
owned  by  the  U.S.  Navy  for  approxi- 
mately 4.9  acres  of  land  owned  by 
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Broward  County.  Pla.  at  the  same  air- 
port. 

The  Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center 
detachment.  Fort  Lauderdale.  Fla..  is 
located  on  approximately  20  acres  of 
land  adjacent  to  the  Fort  Lauderdale- 
Hollywood  Airport.  Under  the  pro- 
posed exchange  the  Navy  would  obtain 
vacant  land  bordering  the  surface 
weapons  center  detachment  to  be  used 
for  warehousing  and  open  storage.  In 
exchange  the  county  would  obtain 
four  parcels  of  Navy  land  which  are 
inmiediately  accessible  to  the  airports 
runway  and  taxi  system.  The  parcels 
will  give  the  county  an  additional  area 
upon  which  aviation  hangar  facilities 
can  be  built. 

The  parcels  to  be  exchanged  have 
been  appraised  at  equal  value 
($669,880  each),  an  appraisal  which  is 
acceptable  to  both  the  Navy  and 
Broward  County.  The  difference  in 
the  size  of  the  parcels  to  be  exchanged 
is  to  accommodate  the  Navy's  require- 
ments for  an  exchange  of  equal  value. 

Mr.  President,  this  appears  to  be  a 
mutually  beneficial  exchange  and  in 
the  best  interest  of  both  parties.  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  my  amendment. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  colleague  from  Florida. 
The  amendment  Involves  an  even  swap 
of  certain  lands  between  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  the  Navy  and  the 
Broward  County  Board  of  Commis- 
sioners. The  Navy  is  looking  for  an  op- 
portunity to  expand  its  Naval  Surface 
Weapons  Center,  and  the  county 
would  like  to  expand  the  support  fa- 
cilities that  service  the  Fort  Lauder- 
dale-Hollywood  International  Airport. 
Each  of  these  organizations  can  better 
fulfill  its  plans  if  they  exchange  the 
parcels  of  land  currently  owned  by  the 
other  organization. 

I  believe  that  this  arrangement  is  an 
example  of  the  best  kind  of  coopera- 
tion between  Federal  and  local  govern- 
ments. Both  parties  benefit,  and  both 
parties  are  better  suited  to  enhance 
their  performance  on  behalf  of  the 
people  they  serve.  And  there  is  no  cost 
to  either  the  local  nor  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  President,  this  bUl  is  the  appro- 
priate vehicle  for  this  aunendment. 
The  amendment  is  a  good  idea,  and  I 
urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena- 
tors from  Florida.  Senators  Hawkins 
and  Chiles,  involves  a  fair  market 
value  land  exchange  at  Fort  Lauder- 
dale. Fla. 

The  Navy  owns  approximately  20 
acres  of  land  adjacent  to  the  Port  Lau- 
derdale-HoUywood  International  Air- 
port, Port  Lauderdale.  Fla.  This  land 
is  occupied  by  the  Naval  Surface 
Weapons  Center  detachment. 

The  land  exchange  proposed  would 
permit  the  transfer  of  approximately 
6.3   acres   of   Navy   land   to   Broward 


County  in  exchange  for  approximately 
4.8  acres  of  county  land.  Both  the 
Navy  and  the  county  have  endorsed 
this  exchange  since  it  will  Improve  op- 
erations for  both  the  Navy  and  the 
international  airport. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  previously, 
this  is  a  fair  market  value  exchange— 
the  interests  of  the  Government  are 
carefully  protected.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  will  determine  the  value  of 
both  parcels  using  accepted  real  estate 
appraisal  techniques.  If  the  value  of 
the  6.3  acres  to  be  conveyed  exceeds 
the  value  of  the  4.8  acres  to  be  re- 
ceived by  the  Navy,  then  the  county  is 
required  to  reimburse  the  Government 
for  the  difference.  In  addition,  the 
county  will  pay  the  administrative 
costs  associated  with  the  transaction. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  to  Senator 
Levin. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  understand  there  is  no 
problem  with  the  amendment  on  this 
side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1527)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NC.  1533 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  (Mr.  Humphrey)  I  send  an 
amendment  numbered  1532  to  the 
desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower),  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  HuBtPHREY.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1532. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  1532 
On  page  30.  line  1.  insert  after  the  comma 
the  following:  "or  after  September  30.  1983 
In  conjunction  with  any  other  formal 
budget  correspondence  for  the  Department 
of  Defense." 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  Preparedness  Sub- 
committee, Senator  Humphrey  offers 
a  technical  amendment  to  language 
relative  to  an  Air  Force  report  re- 
quired by  the  committee.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  there  is  no  disagree- 
ment to  this  technical  change. 


Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  there  Is 
no  disagreement  to  this  technical 
change  on  this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1532)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Abdnor)  is  prepared  to  submit  his 
amendment,  pursuant  to  the  unani- 
mous-consent request  which  was 
agreed  to.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
he  is  working  out  a  little  difficulty 
with  it  right  now. 

Mr.  ABDNOR.  Can  the  Senator  give 
me  a  few  seconds? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest that  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  be  recognized  to  call  up  his 
amendment  and  if  he  wishes  to  speak 
on  it,  all  right.  He  and  Mr.  Huddle- 
STON  are  trying  to  work  out  some  dif- 
ference. But  I  suggest  he  call  his 
amendment  up  so  it  will  be  the  pend- 
ing business. 

Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

amendment  NO.    1538 

(Purpose:    To    provide    authorizations    for 
fiscal  year  1985  for  Public  Law  874  and  to 
st.-engthen    certain     provisions    of    that 
public  law). 
Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President,  I  have 

an  amendment  at  the  desk  which  I  ask 

the  clerk  to  state. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

amendment  will  be  stated. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: ' 
The    Senator    from    South    Dakota    (Mr. 

Abdnor)  for  himself.  Mr.  Pfll.  Mr.  Tower. 

Mr.   Pressler.   Mr.   Exon,   Mr.   Humphrey. 

Mr.  Melcker.  Mr.  Jackson.  Mr.  Zorinsky. 

Mr.  Stennis.  Mr.  Nunn,  Mr.  Andrews,  Mr. 

Baccus,  Mr.  Bdrdick.  Mr.  DeConcini.  Mr. 

Wilson.  Mr.  Moynihan,  Mr.  Bentsen.  Mr. 

D'Amato.    Mr.    Rudman.   Mr.   Warner.   Mr. 

Symms.   Mr.   Bradley   and   Mr.   Ljtvin  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1528. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HART.  What  is  the  pending 
business? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  the  pending 
business. 

Mr.  HART.  Has  the  amendment  by 
the  Senator  from  Texas  been  laid 
aside? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  was 
by  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
operating  now  pursuant  to  the  consent 
agreement.  We  have  already  disposed 
of  three  amendments,  one  by  Senator 
Metzenbaum,  Senator  Chiles,  and 
Senator  Humphrey,  and  we  are  now  on 
the  fourth  one,  the  one  offered  by 
Senator  Abdnor. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  158,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert 
the  following: 

impact  aid  authorization 

Sec.  .  (a)(1)  Section  505(a)(1)  of  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "section  2"  the 
second  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "section  7". 

(2)  Section  505(a)(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1981  is  further  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "1983.  and  1984"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  1983,  and 
$600,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985 ';  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "$10,000,000"  In 
clause  (A)  the  following:  "for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1982  and  1983  and  $25,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985". 

(3)(A)  Section  505(a)(3)  of  the  Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or  1984"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "1984,  or  1985". 

(B)  Section  505(b)  of  the  Omnibus  Recon- 
ciliation Act  of  1981  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "or  1984"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"1984.  or  1985". 

(b)(1)  Section  3(d)(2)(E)  of  the  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1950  (Public  Law  874,  81st  Con- 
gress) is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  1984"  after  "fiscal 
year  1983"  in  clause  (ii);  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "1984"  In  clause  (ill) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1985". 

(2)  Section  3(d)(2)(E)  of  the  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1950  (Public  Law  874.  Eighty- 
first  Congress)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
division: 

"(iv)  If  the  amount  appropriated  for 
making  payments  under  this  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1984  or  for  fiscal  year  1985  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  pay  in  full  the  sum  of.  the  entitle- 
ments established  under  this  subparagraph, 
the  amount  of  the  entitlement  of  any  local 
educational  agency  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1984  and  1985  determined  under  this 
subparagaph  shall  first  be  made  with  re- 
spect to  children  determined  under  subsec- 
tion (b)— 

"(I)  who  were  Included  in  the  determina- 
tions made  under  subsection  (b)  on  account 
of  residing  on  Federal  military  property  or 
residing  with  a  parent  employed  on  Federal 
military  property  or  because  the  child  had  a 
parent  described  in  clause  (3)  of  subsection 
(b),  and 


"(II)  who  were  included  in  the  determina- 
tion under  such  subsection  on  account  of 
Federal  property  described  In  section 
403(1  )(C),  relating  to  low-rent  housing, 
before  the  amount  of  the  entitlement  of  any 
local  educational  agency  is  made  with  re- 
spect to  other  children  determined  under 
such  subsection  (b).". 

Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr. 
Tower,  Mr.  Pressler,  Mr.  Exon,  Mr. 
Humphrey,  Mr.  Melcher,  Mr.  Jack- 
son, Mr.  Zorinsky,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr. 
Nunn,  Mr.  Andrews,  Mr.  Baucus.  Mr. 
BuRDicK,  Mr.  DeConcini,  Mr.  Wilson, 
Mr.  Moynihan,  Mr.  Bentsen,  Mr. 
D'Amato,  Mr.  Rudman,  Mr.  Warner, 
Mr.  Symms,  and  Mr.  Bradley,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  to  increase 
the  authorization  ceiling  for  impact 
aid. 

Prior  to  enaw:tment  of  the  Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981— which  re- 
duced funding  for  the  impact  aid  more 
substantially  than  any  other  educa- 
tion program— the  authorization  ceil- 
ing was  $1.2  billion.  This  amendment 
will  restore  the  program  authorization 
to  approximately  one-half  of  what  it 
was  before  reconciliation. 

Basically,  the  amendment  would  in- 
crease from  $455  million  to  $600  mil- 
lion the  overall  program  authorization 
level  for  Public  Law  81-874  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985. 

It  increases  the  authorization  for 
section  2  from  $10  million  to  $25  mil- 
lion, and  it  authorizes  payments  for 
category  B  students  at  one-third  of 
the  entitlement  and  gives  priority 
under  section  3(b)  to  school  systems 
responsible  for  educating  military  de- 
pendents and  children  who  reside  in 
federally  subsidized  housing. 

Two  years  ago,  Mr.  President, 
through  the  efforts  of  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  and  several  of  his  com- 
mittee colleagues,  this  body  restored 
from  $200  million  to  $550  million 
impact  aid  funds.  Unfortunately,  the 
figure  approved  by  the  Senate  was  re- 
duced in  conference  to  $475  million. 

Mr.  President,  this  level  of  funding 
does  not  enable  us  to  provide  ade- 
quately for  even  our  most  severely  im- 
pacted school  systems.  Although  the 
current  continuing  resolution  provides 
95  percent  of  their  fiscal  year  1981 
payments  to  super  "A"  districts— those 
whose  enrollment  is  comprised  of  20 
percent  or  more  "A"  children— the  De- 
partment of  Education  estimates  that 
these  heavily  impacted  districts  are  re- 
ceiving only  72  percent  of  the  amount 
to  which  they  are  entitled.  In  addition, 
for  the  past  2  years  these  school  sys- 
tems have  not  received  1  dime  for  any 
increase  in  the  numbers  of  federally 
connected  children  enrolled  in  their 
schools.  I  do  not  believe  that  Congress 
intended  to  deprive  these  severely  im- 
pacted school  districts— which  receive 
no  tax  revenue  from  the  parents  of 
their  category  "A"  pupils— of  the  Fed- 
eral assistance  they  rely  upon  to  pro- 


vide a  basic  education  for  their  stu- 
dents. 

The  $10  million  allocated  in  fiscal 
year  1982  under  section  2  of  Public 
Law  81-874— which  reimburses  dis- 
tricts for  Federal,  nontaxable  proper- 
ty—was sufficient  only  to  provide  48 
percent  of  entitlement  to  eligible 
school  systems.  To  make  matters 
worse,  most  districts  did  not  realize 
how  little  money  they  would  receive 
until  after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
Certainly  we  cannot  expect  districts  to 
plan  effectively  their  budgets  under 
these  circumstances.  The  current  con- 
tining  resolution  provides  $15  million 
for  this  section— $5  million  more  than 
is  authorized.  In  order  to  insure  full 
funding  for  these  districts,  my  amend- 
ment increases  to  $25  million  the  au- 
thorization for  section  2. 

S.  1008,  the  ECIA  (Education  Con- 
solidation and  Improvement  Act)  tech- 
nical amendments  package  reported 
recently  by  the  Senate  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  Committee,  con- 
tains language  to  reauthorize  at  one- 
third  of  entitlement  payments  for  "B" 
children.  A  similar  measure  has  been 
approved  by  the  House.  My  amend- 
ment contains  the  same  provision  that 
appears  in  S.  1008,  together  with  lan- 
guage that  directs  tiie  Secretary  of 
Education  to  give  priority  to  school 
systems  with  military  and  low-income 
housing  "B"  children  under  subsection 
3(b)  of  the  statute.  In  the  event  nei- 
ther my  amendment,  nor  S.  1008  is  en- 
acted, there  will  be  no  funding  author- 
ized for  'B"  payments  after  Septem- 
ber 30  of  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  every  Member 
of  this  body  to  be  aware  that  this  pro- 
gram is  designed  to  compensate  school 
systems  for  the  local  tax  revenues 
they  are  imable  to  generate  due  to 
Federal  activity.  In  many  instances,  it 
is  appropriate  to  debate  whether  the 
education  of  our  young  people  ought 
to  be  a  local.  State  or  Federal  respon- 
sibility. In  this  instance,  however,  the 
basic  education  of  federally  connected 
children— whose  parents  contribute 
little  or  nothing  to  the  local  tax  base— 
Is  clearly  a  Federal  responsibility.  I, 
personally,  know  of  several  school  sys- 
tems that  may  not  survive  long 
enough  to  receive  any  Federal  dollars 
allocated  under  the  new  math-science 
bill  which  was  reported  recently  by 
the  Labor  and  Human  Resources  Com- 
mittee. There  is  at  least  one  district  In 
my  State  that  will  be  forced  to  close 
during  the  next  school  year  without 
adequate  Impact  aid  dollars.  I  under- 
stand that  there  are  several  other  dis- 
tricts-impacted by  military  installa- 
tions—In  the  great  State  of  Texas— 
which  are  so  troubled  financially  that 
they  may  be  in  danger  of  losing  their 
accreditation.  This  Is  no  way,  my  col- 
league, to  treat  the  children  of  our 
military  personnel— nor  the  children 
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of    our    native    American    and    low- 
income  families. 

Since  this  is  a  current-year  funded 
program,  it  is  essential  that  we  adopt 
this  amendment,  which  has  been  en- 
dorsed by  the  National  Association  of 
Federally  Impacted  Schools,  the  Na- 
tional School  Boards  Association 
(NSBA).  the  National  Education  Asso- 
ciation (NEA),  and  the  National 
Parent  Teachers  Association  (PTA). 
prior  to  considering  appropriations  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  We  must  not 
allow  the  Federal  Government  to 
shirk  its  responsibility  to  the  1,600 
federjdly  impacted  school  systems 
across  this  Nation.  I  trust  my  col- 
leagues will  support  this  modest,  but 
very  necessary  increase  in  impact  aid. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
today  with  Senator  Abdnor  and  others 
in  urging  support  for  this  amendment 
to  restore  funding  for  an  important 
part  of  the  Federal  impact  aid  to 
schools  program. 

Schools  and  students  rely  on  impact 
aid  in  areas  where  Federal  lands  and 
installation  take  up  a  large  portion  of 
the  potential  tax  base.  This  dependen- 
cy is  particularly  acute  in  Montana 
and  other  Western  States.  Federal 
lands  comprise  93  million  acres  of 
Montana.  This  means  that  close  to  30 
percent  of  Montana's  lands  are  inac- 
cessible to  the  State  and  local  govern- 
ments for  tax  purposes. 

Since  the  1950's,  students  whose  par- 
ents live  or  work  on  Federal  lands  are 
provided  for,  and  a  quality  education 
is  insured,  because  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  lived  up  to  its  responsibil- 
ities by  providing  impact  aid  to  the 
schools  to  make  up  for  this  tremen- 
dous loss  of  revenue. 

Now  the  administration  is  proposing 
to  cut  funding  for  military  B  stu- 
dents—students whose  parents  work 
on  a  military  base  but  who  live  off 
base.  This  proposal  is  simply  unaccept- 
able. And  equally  unacceptable  is  any 
proposal  to  cut  payments  to  super  A 
students,  those  students  on  reserva- 
tions, in  order  to  distribute  funds  to  B 
students. 

The  reality  is  that  affected  school 
districts  simply  lack  the  resources  to 
compensate  for  the  administration's 
proposed  cuts  in  impact  aid  funds. 

Clearly,  to  reduce  funding  to  super 
A  students  would  impose  further  hard- 
ship on  school  districts  already  scram- 
bling to  cope  with  financial  difficul- 
ties. But  to  cut  aid  to  schools  with 
military  B  children  is  to  turn  our  back 
on  the  responsibility  the  Government 
has  to  Insure  quality  education.  Even 
in  a  time  when  we  are  searching  for 
ways  to  reduce  spending,  this  Is  not  a 
logical  answer.  Our  children  are  our 
future.  If  they  fall  to  get  the  educa- 
tion they  need  because  of  a  shortsight- 
ed approach,  we  will  pay  the  price  for 
years  to  come. 

The  Federal  Government  asserted 
its  authority  when  It  set  this  property 


aside  as  Federal  land  and  had  it  with- 
drawn for  consideration  as  part  of  the 
local  tax  base.  We  should  therefore 
accept  the  responsibility  to  reimburse 
local  school  districts  for  a  portion  of 
that  lost  revenue  so  the  children  of 
Federal  and  military  pti-sonnel  can  be 
properly  educated  without  adding  a 
disproportionate  burden  to  local  resi- 
dents. 

Impact  aid  simply  represents  a  por- 
tion of  the  lost  tax  revenue.  It  goes  di- 
rectly into  the  schools'  local  budgets. 
There  is  no  Federal  control  of  these 
funds.  They  are  not  earmarked  to  go 
to  any  specific  area  of  education. 
Impact  aid  is  the  least  federally  con- 
trolled program  in  the  history  of  aid 
to  education.  Perhaps  that  is  why 
there  is  resentment  on  the  part  of 
some  toward  this  program. 

However,  local  school  boards,  the 
PTA,  and  the  State  Board  of  Educa- 
tion in  Montana  all  support  this 
amendment.  It  is  fair.  It  acknowledges 
a  legitimate  responsibility  the  Govern- 
ment has  toward  these  school  districts 
and  these  students.  At  a  time  when 
there  is  renewed  interest  and  concern 
about  excellence  in  education  it  would 
be  unfair  to  slap  certain  school  dis- 
tricts with  this  type  of  penalty.  I  urge 
adoption  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President.  I 
strongly  support  and  cosponsor  this 
amendment,  and  I  commend  the  Sena- 
tor from  South  Dakota  on  his  diligent 
and  persistent  efforts  in  providing  the 
focal  point  for  the  rest  of  us  to  rally 
for  staunch  support  of  better  impact 
aid  provisions  for  schoolchildren. 

All  of  the  talk  on  improving  the 
quality  of  education  has  an  ironic  ring 
to  those  school  communities  who  are 
educating  children  whose  parents  live 
on  Indian  reservations  or  are  in  the 
military.  The  lamd  removed  from  the 
tax  rolls  in  such  districts  severely 
limits,  and  in  some  cases  destroys,  the 
major  source  of  school  financial  sup- 
port in  these  districts.  There  simply  is 
very  little,  if  any.  source  of  local  prop- 
erty tax  revenue. 

In  the  States  with  large  numbers  of 
impact  children,  the  school  districts 
concerned  receive  the  same  share  of 
State  financial  support  as  do  all  other 
school  districts.  This  is  proper  and 
should  not  be  changed.  But  the  ap- 
proximately 50  percent  of  school  sup- 
port generated  by  local  property  taxes 
is  limited  or  totally  unavailable  to 
match  the  State  effort— because  the 
Federal  Government  removed  the  land 
for  the  military  installation  or  reserva- 
tion from  the  tax  rolls.  Obviously. 
Uncle  Sam  must  step  in  and  assume 
the  responsibility  for  paying  a  fair 
share  of  school  support— and  has  done 
so  since  1952.  until  recently. 

Mr.  President,  not  to  be  forgotten  is 
that  impact  aid  does  cover  Indian  chil- 
dren and  savings  made  by  cutting 
impact  aid  will  only  cost,  in  the  case  of 
cawe  of  education  for  Indian  children. 


more  money  out  of  the  Federal  Treas- 
ury because  If  the  Indian  children 
were  in  the  public  school  system  as- 
sisted by  impact  aid  it  is  a  smaller 
burden  on  the  Federal  taxpayer. 

A  reduction  in  impact  aid  for  A  chil- 
dren and  military  B  children  is  not  a 
savings  to  the  taxpayer.  It  will  cost  far 
more  in  the  long  run  if  Indian  chil- 
dren are  not  served  by  the  public 
schools.  They  will  have  to  be  educated 
in  Federal  schools  at  far  higher  cost  to 
the  Federal  Treasury,  since  the  State 
and  local  share  of  their  education  will 
not  be  available  to  the  Federal 
schools. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment for  the  sake  of  the  children  and 
the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  conmiend  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  for  his  attention  to  this  very 
important  program  of  impact  aid. 

In  my  State  of  Kentucky  and  par- 
ticularly in  my  home  area,  which  is  ad- 
jacent to  the  Fort  Knox  military  base, 
this  program  has  been  extremely  im- 
portant in  developing  and  maintaining 
an  adequate  school  system. 

Over  the  years  the  school  superin- 
tendents in  my  area  have  been  very 
active  here  on  the  national  level  in 
helping  to  secure  this  program  and  to 
maintain  it  and  to  improve  it  through 
the  years. 

The  program  has  not  been  without 
its  detractors,  however,  over  the  years, 
and  a  number  of  administrations  have 
recommended  that  it  be  severely  cur- 
tailed and  some  parts  of  it  totally 
eliminated. 

I  think  with  the  educational  systems 
of  our  country  in  the  condition  that 
they  are  in  now  and  all  of  them  hard 
pressed  to  finance  an  adequate  and 
quality  educational  program  for  all 
the  children,  certainly  this  is  not  the 
time  to  be  cutting  back  on  programs  to 
provide  some  assistance,  and  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  the  increased  fund- 
ing that  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  has  provided  in  his  amend- 
ment. 

However,  there  is  one  area  of  his 
amendment  that  causes  me  a  great 
deal  of  trouble,  and  I  am  prepared  to 
submit  an  amendment  to  correct  that, 
and  that  is  the  portion  of  it  relating  to 
the  priorities  that  will  be  given  to  the 
B  category  students. 

As  I  interpret  the  amendment,  the 
civilian  students  in  B  category  areas 
will  be  virtually.  I  think,  for  all  practi- 
cal purposes,  eliminated  from  being 
considered  for  compensation  to  the 
school  districts. 

This  will  cause,  I  think,  a  great  deal 
of  hardship  to  a  good  many  school  dis- 
tricts and  particularly  those  in  my 
area. 

One  thing,  of  course.  Is  that  the 
whole  program  Is  to  be  reauthorized 
next  year.  This  is  a  kind  of  jerking  the 


rug  from  under  a  good  many  of  our 
school  districts. 

Up  until  now  there  had  been  no  pri- 
ority given  to  any  group  of  B  students 
and  now  the  effort  is  being  made  to 
give  the  priority  to  the  military  and 
the  low  rent  housing  B  students  put- 
ting them  ahead  of  the  civilian  B  stu- 
dents and,  as  I  said,  virtually  eliminat- 
ing B  students  from  consideration. 

Mr.  President.  I  cannot  see  any  justi- 
fication for  giving  priority  to  one 
group  of  B  students  over  another. 
There  is  no  justification  In  my  judg- 
ment for  that. 

Military  and  low  rent  housing  and 
civilian  students  all  have  the  same 
impact  on  an  area  in  which  they  are 
located,  and  I  might  say  costs  just  as 
much  to  educate  one  as  the  other. 

The  impact  aid  program  was  set  up 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  com- 
pensate those  areas  that  are  affected 
by  Federal  activities.  The  various 
groupings  of  students  have  been  care- 
fully investigated,  and  there  is  no  jus- 
tification for  changing  that  formuia 
just  for  1  year  before  the  act  is  up  for 
reauthorization. 

As  the  1981  report  to  the  President 
and  Congress  on  the  impact  program 
said: 

Tax-exempt  Federal  property,  therefore, 
continues  to  be  a  burden  in  that  the  local 
share  of  education  is  derived  substantially 
from  local  property  tax. 

While  it  Is  true  that  some  States  rely 
more  heavily  on  Impact  aid  payments 
than  other  States  do,  it  is  unfair,  I 
think,  to  penalize  those  who  get  small- 
er Impact  aid  payments.  And  my  own 
State  of  Kentucky  is  an  example  of 
that. 

While  our  share  of  Impact  aid  pay- 
ments is  small  and  it  has  been  reduced 
over  the  years,  they  do  represent  more 
funding  for  our  local  school  districts. 

We  caiuiot  in  one  swift  stroke 
change  the  funding  program  formula. 
While  I  have  nc  problem  with  the  in- 
creased authorization  level,  this  fund- 
ing formula  for  B  students  would  se- 
verely hurt  school  districts  in  my 
State  and  I  would  suppose  several 
States.  States  that  have  mostly  civil- 
ian B  students  might  find  that  they 
have  no  Impact  aid  funds  next  year. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  let  the 
issue  of  reordering  priorities  for  B  stu- 
dents alone  for  a  whUe.  at  least  until 
next  year. 

We  will  be  examining  the  impact  aid 
program  In  detail  next  year,  and  it  will 
be  a  more  appropriate  time  I  think  to 
settle  this  particular  Issue.  Testimony 
cari  be  taken,  and  we  can  find  out  just 
what  the  true  Impact  is  of  this  impact 
aid  change  that  would  establish  prior- 
ities within  the  category  (b)  formula. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  2073 

(Purpose:  To  strike  the  provisions  relating 
to  giving  priority  to  children  counted 
under  subsection  (b)  of  section  3  of  Public 
Law  874) 

So  I  would  send  to  the  desk.  Mr. 
President,  an  amendment  and  ask  for 

its  consideration.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  win  report  the  amendment. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Htn>- 
DLESTON)  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
2072  to  the  Abdnor  amendment  numbered 
1528. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  imanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dis- 
pensed with.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  2,  t)eglnning  with  line  8,  strike 
out  all  down  through  and  including  line  30. 
Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  imanimous  consent  that  my  col- 
league. Senator  Ford,  be  listed  as  a  co- 
sponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
support  of  Senator  Abdnor's  amend- 
ment. The  Impact  aid  program  is  per- 
haps this  Nation's  most  important 
Federal  education  program.  In  no 
other  Federal  education  program  is 
the  Federal  responsibility  more  clear. 

Senator  Abdnor  and  I  have  worked 
for  a  number  of  years  on  the  impact 
aid  program,  and  I  think  because  it 
has  heavy  impact  on  our  two  particu- 
lar States  that  have  heavy  military 
bases,  especially  the  base  I  am  most 
familiar  with  in  Omaha,  Nebr.,  known 
as  the  Strategic  Air  Command,  the  un- 
favorable impact  this  has  on  the 
school  districts  in  that  particular  area 
is  apparent  to  me. 

I  am  in  support  of  the  Abdnor 
amendment  because  it  Is  a  well- 
thought-out  amendment,  carefully 
crafted,  and  Is  an  amendment  that  fol- 
lows the  recommendations  that  those 
of  us  who  have  been  very  much  in- 
volved In  the  impact  aid.  trying  to 
fashion  a  reasonable,  workable  com- 
promise, feel  that  the  Abdnor  amend- 
ment is  the  way  the  Senate  should  go. 
The  impact  aid  program  is,  perhaps, 
this  Nation's  most  important  Federal 
aid  program  and  is  a  program  that 
should  be  tailored  primarily  to  the 
needs  of  the  military  families  who  are 
associated  with  our  military  bases.  In 
no  other  Federal  educational  program 
Is  the  Federal  responsibility  more 
clear. 

The  impact  aid  program  provides 
Federal  assistance  to  school  districts 
in  areas  affected  by  Federal  activities. 
These  areas  Include  military  bases  and 
Indian  lands. 

The  existence  of  the  Federal  activity 
can  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
community's  economy.  Since  Federal 


land  is  not  subject  to  local  property 
taxes,  local  school  districts,  which  are 
Included  in  Federal  properties,  are  se- 
verely limited  in  the  revenues  avail- 
able to  educate  the  children  of  parents 
who  live  and  work  on  Federal  proper- 
ty. In  addition.  Federal  activities  often 
produce  large  influxes  of  students  into 
local  school  districts.  Because  of  the 
nontaxabllity  of  Federal  properties, 
and  the  demands  created  by  children 
of  federally  coimected  Individuals,  the 
Federal  Goverrunent  has  an  obligation 
to  provide  some  financial  assistance  to 
the  school  districts  affected  by  its  ac- 
tivities. 

I  emphasize  once  again.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  think  this  has  to  be  very  care- 
fully tailored,  It  has  to  be  very  careful- 
ly crafted  because  I  think  there  Is  gen- 
eral agreement  that  probably  the 
Impact  aid  program  has  been  abused 
in  part  In  some  places  In  the  United 
States  over  the  years. 

In  recent  years,  the  Government  has 
been  unwilling  to  meet  its  obligations. 
The  Impact  aid  program  has  been  the 
favorite  target  of  those  who  want  to 
cut  the  budget  of  the  Department  of 
Education. 

In  fiscal  year  1982  payments  made 
under  the  Impact  aid  program  have  de- 
creased by  38  percent  from  their  fiscal 
year  1981  levels. 

We  do  not  need  any  studies  other 
than  that  to  recognize  that  those  of  us 
who  wsjit  to  protect  this  program  in 
what  it  was  originally  designed  for, 
made  the  sacrifices  and  have  made  the 
reductions  we  think  are  in  order. 

School  districts  in  federally  affected 
areas  across  this  Nation  have  felt  the 
severe  crujich  of  recent  cutbacks.  The 
cuts  in  the  program,  teamed  with  the 
cavalier  attitude  of  some  Individuals  In 
the  Department  of  Education  toward 
the  Intent  of  Congress,  have  brought 
some  schools  in  federally  connected 
areas  actually  to  the  brink  of  closing. 
At  a  time  when  quality  education  Is 
the  key  to  this  Nation's  future,  this  Is 
no  way  to  treat  the  children  of  mili- 
tary personnel,  Indians,  or  others  who 
receive  impact  aid,  and  who  need  it 
very  badly. 

The  Abdnor  amendment  brings  the 
impact  aid  prognam  to  the  level  neces- 
sary to  meet  the  responsibility  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  children 
affected  by  the  Government's  activi- 
ties. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  in  sup- 
port of  the  Abdnor  amendment  which 
I  consider  a  good  amendment,  well 
thought  out  and  should  be  properly 
attached  to  this  bill. 

I  would  certainly  simply  add  further, 
Mr.  President,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  was 
new  to  this  Senator  and,  I  believe,  new 
to  the  author  of  this  amiendment  as  in- 
troduced. I  would  like  to  take  a  fur- 
ther look  at  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  before 
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a  determination  has  been  made  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  is  a  proper  substi- 
tute. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  came  in 
on  the  latter  portion  of  the  discussion 
in  the  explanation  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky.  It 
might  well  be  it  is  strictly  in  order. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  my  friend  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Just  for  expla- 
nation, my  amendment  is  not  a  substi- 
tute. I,  too.  agree  with  the  major 
thrust  of  the  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  South  Dakota.  My  amend- 
ment relates  only  to  that  section  deal- 
ing with  the  priorities  that  are  estab- 
lished of  (b)  category  students  and 
just  simply  eliminates  those  catego- 
ries. We  are  working  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
and  I  think  we  will  find  a  satisfactory 
resolution  in  just  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  That  is  good  news.  I  will 
simply  say  that  the  student  (b)  catego- 
ry is  one  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
are  keenly  interested  in. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
pending  amendment  which.  I  believe, 
is  the  amendment  that  I  have  submit- 
ted—is that  correct?        

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  The  pending 
second-degree  amendment  be  tempo- 
rarily set  aside  and  that  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Dakota 
be  recognized  in  order  to  present  an 
amendment  at  this  time. 

AMENDMEirr  NO.  1528   <AS  MODIFIED) 

Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
a  modified  amendment  of  my  amend- 
ment to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified,  without  ob- 
jection. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  iS8.  between  lines  8  and  9.  insert 
the  following: 

IMPACT  AID  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  .  ( a  H  1)  Section  505(  a )( 1 )  of  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "section  2"  the 
second  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "section  7". 

(2)  Section  505(a)<l)  of  the  Omnibus  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1981  is  further  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "1983.  and  1984"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  1983.  and 
$625,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "$10,000,000"  in 
clause  (A)  the  following:  "for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1982  and  1983  and  $25,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985". 

OKA)  Section  505  (a)  (3)  of  the  Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or  1984"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "1984.  or  1985". 

(B)  Section  505(b)  of  the  Omnibus  Recon- 
ciliation Act  of  1981  is  amended  by  striking 


out  "or  1984"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"19«4.  or  1985". 

(b)(l>  Section  3(dM2KE)of  the  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1950  (Public  Law  874.  81st  Con- 
gress), is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  1984"  after  "fiscal 
year  1983"  In  clause  (ii):  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "1984"  in  clause  (ill) 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1985". 

Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President,  first, 
let  me  say  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  for  giving  us  this  opportuni- 
ty. There  are  so  many  things  we  do 
where  we  can  talk  things  through,  and 
although  the  answers  are  to  difficult 
problems,  and  obviously  there  has 
been  a  very  difficult  problem  for  a 
number  of  us  in  the  Senate  who  have 
military  bases  with  an  impact  in  our 
respective  States,  we  can  negotiate  an 
answer. 

I  was  exceedingly  concerned  as  to 
excessive  spending,  and  I  feel  we 
should  only  do  this  where  it  is  neces- 
sary. We  have  a  priority  in  my  original 
version,  and  now  we  intend  to  add  $25 
million  to  the  figure  of  authorization, 
and  knocking  out  the  priority  for  the 
(b)  students.  I  think  by  doing  so  we 
will  have  arrived  at  a  decision  that  is 
fully  acceptable  to  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  and  myself.  I  want  to  thank 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and  the 
Senator  from  Montana  for  their  help 
in  this. 

I  move  the  adoption  of  the  modified 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  as  modified. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  amendment 
which  will  increase  the  authorization 
levels  for  a  most  vital  education  pro- 
gram—Public Law  81-874.  the  impact 
aid  program. 

I  have  joined  my  distinguished  col- 
league. Senator  Abdnor.  in  supporting 
this  amendment.  Adoption  of  the 
amendment  would  increase  the  overall 
authorization  level  for  impact  aid  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985 
from  $455  million  to  $600  million.  The 
authorization  level  for  the  law's  sec- 
tion 2.  which  provides  payments  to  dis- 
tricts for  loss  of  taxable  property, 
would  be  raised  from  $10  million  to 
$25  million.  The  amendment  also 
would  give  priority  under  section  3(b) 
to  military  dependents  and  children 
residing  in  low-rent  housing. 

While  I  have  long  supported  contin- 
ued assistance  for  (b)  category  chil- 
dren,  I  join  my  colleagues  who  are 


concerned  that  the  current  authoriza- 
tion levels  will  not  adequately  fund  all 
our  impact  aid  programs.  Under  cur- 
rent authority,  full  entitlement  for  (a) 
children,  those  children  whose  parents 
live  and  work  on  Federal  Installations, 
adequate  funding  under  section  2, 
funding  for  3(d)(2)(B),  which  is  the 
section  assisting  the  most  needy  dis- 
tricts and  one-third  entitlement  for 
districts  impacted  by  (b)  children,  or 
those  children  whose  parents  live  or 
work  on  Federal  property,  is  unlikely. 
The  authorization  levels  must  be 
raised. 

Impact  aid  is  an  essential  program. 
School  districts  which  cannot  turn  to 
local  taxes  for  adequate  assistance  rely 
on  this  program  for  their  very  surviv- 
al. In  my  home  State,  the  severity  of 
the  cuts  in  impact  aid  funding  have 
been  clearly  illustrated. 

As  I  have  stated  several  times  this 
past  year  in  remarks  on  the  Senate 
floor,  cuts  in  impact  aid  funding  have 
been  most  detrimental  to  South  Dako- 
ta's heavily  impacted  districts. 

Just  how  extreme  the  situation  has 
become  was  demonstrated  very  clearly 
this  past  spring  when  the  Douglas 
school  system  near  Rapid  City.  S.  Dak. 
was  forced  to  give  every  one  of  its 
teachers  a  termination  notice.  This 
system  serves  2.500  students.  Many  of 
those  students  are  military  dependents 
from  the  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base. 
Their  school  system  faced  the  real 
possibility  of  being  unable  to  open  its 
doors  this  fall. 

Obviously,  this  disastrous  situation 
was  upsetting  to  the  students,  the  par- 
ents, the  administrators,  and  the 
teachers.  I  have  spoken  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Douglas  Teachers' 
Association,  the  administration,  and 
the  board  of  education,  els  well  as  some 
very  distraught  parents.  The  distress 
this  community  Is  feeling  is  very  real 
to  me. 

But  this  community  is  not  alone. 
The  fears  of  unknown  impact  aid  ap- 
propriations are  well  known.  Since 
1981.  impact  aid  has  been  cut  more  se- 
verely than  any  other  education  pro- 
gram. This  means  that  each  of  the  50 
impacted  schools  within  my  State  is 
feeling  the  pinch  of  the  fiscal  deci- 
sions being  made  here  in  Washington. 
When  we  recently  debated  the 
Senate  budget  resolution.  I  asked  this 
body  to  consider  the  needs  of  our  im- 
pacted districts.  On  Friday,  May  6, 
1983,  I  spoke  on  the  Senate  floor  with 
four  of  my  colleagues  who  are  instru- 
mental in  seeing  that  impact  aid  re- 
ceives adequate  funding.  At  that  time. 
I  was  assured  that  impact  aid  would  be 
given  fair  consideration  in  the  upcom- 
ing appropriation  process.  I  am  hope- 
ful that  those  colleagues  will  be  sup- 
portive now.  Without  an  increase  in 
the  authorization  level  our  impact  aid 
schools  may  find  their  very  survival  at 
stake. 


As  a  champion  of  education  and  one 
of  the  Members  of  this  body  who  con- 
tinues to  fight  to  adequately  fund  all 
education  programs.  I  must  reempha- 
size  that  this  funding  is  absolutely 
vital.  Before  any  of  our  Federal  educa- 
tion dollars  can  be  used  appropriately 
in  federally  impacted  schools,  those 
schools  must  be  able  to  open  their 
doors  and  pay  their  teachers. 

The  importance  of  quality  education 
has  been  expressed  most  graphically 
in  recent  reports  such  as  the  National 
Commission  on  Excellence  in  Educa- 
tion's report.  "A  Nation  At  Risk."  This 
report  has  brought  education  issues  to 
the  forefront  and  has  made  it  very 
clear  that  we  must  make  the  education 
of  our  young  people  a  top  priority.  We 
are  all  faced  with  a  challenge.  It  will 
be  difficult  for  schools  throughout 
this  country  which  are  impacted  by 
Federal  installations  or  reservations  to 
answer  this  challenge  if  we  do  not  pro- 
vide them  necessary  funds  to  continue 
their  education  programs.  The  future 
of  our  most  important  resource,  our 
Nation's  young  people,  remain  at 
stake.  I  therefore  appeal  to  my  distin- 
guished colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  impact  aid  from  $455  million  to 
$600  million. 

Impact  aid  has  been  cut  back  more 
severely  than  any  other  education  pro- 
gram. Since  1980  the  program  has 
been  cut  from  $739  million  to  $460  mil- 
lion. This  amendment  will  restore 
about  half  of  the  funding  cut  since 
1980.  In  New  Jersey,  funding  has  been 
cut  from  $11  million  to  $7  million;  if 
the  amendment  is  adopted.  New 
Jersey  schools  will  receive  almost  $10 
million  next  school  year. 

The  amendment  would  restore  fund- 
ing for  heavily  impacted  schools,  tar- 
geting the  bulk  of  the  increases  to 
schools  with  large  numbers  of  children 
whose  parents  live  and  work  on  mili- 
tary bases.  In  addition,  additional  aid 
would  be  provided  to  schools  with 
high  proportions  of  children  living  in 
public  housing  projects. 

New  Jersey  schools  would  receive 
nearly  a  40-percent  increase  in  fund- 
ing, a  significantly  greater  increase 
than  the  natonal  average.  Most  of  the 
increased  funding  will  be  targeted  to 
the  Newark  school  system  and  several 
schools  near  Fort  Dix  and  Fort  Mon- 
mouth. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  Senate 
debate  on  the  first  budget  resolution,  I 
cosponsored  an  amendment  to  restore 
$1.5  billion  for  high-priority  education 
programs.  The  Congress  agreed,  after 
great  debate,  to  include  $1.2  billion 
extra  for  education.  This  impact  aid 
amendment  is  the  first  installment  of 
the  extra  education  aid  promised  by 
the  Congress.  Our  action  today  to  in- 


crease funding  for  impact  aid  is  con- 
sistent with  the  action  we  took  on  the 
budget  resolution.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment, as  modified,  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  (Mr.  Abdnor). 

The  amendment  (No.  1528),  as  modi- 
fied, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  I»resident. 
was  the  amendment  agreed  to? 
Mr.  TOWER.  The  amendment  was 

agreed  to,  as  modified.     

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  As 
modified,  the  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  The  other 
amendment  that  I  submitted  auto- 
matically falls? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  re- 
mains temporarily  laid  aside. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  move  that  that  amendment  be  viti- 
ated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  recurs  on  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Has  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  been 
disposed  of? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 
Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  the 
question  now  recurs  on  the  perfecting 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia. Under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan w£is  to  be  recognized.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding he  is  prepared  to  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee,  Mr.  Tower  of  Texas, 
for  offering  his  amendment  concern- 
ing the  MX,  and  I  would  further  com- 
mend the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Virginia,  Mr.  Warner,  for  his  perfect- 
ing amendment. 

Voting  for  this  amendment  rein- 
forces the  Senate's  vote  in  May  that 
released  1983  funds  for  the  MX. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
public  debate  concerning  the  necessity 
for  the  MX  missile.  I  must  remind  this 
distinguished  body  that  four  adminis- 
trations and  five  Congresses  have 
voted  in  favor  of  the  MX. 

It  is  true  that  when  the  MX  was 
first  conceived,  our  intelligence  com- 
munity did  not  foresee  the  rapid  tech- 
nological advances  that  the  Soviets 
would  make  that  have  given  them  a 
precise  hard-target  bill  capability  that 


threatens  U.S.  ICBM's  in  fixed  unhar- 
dened  silos. 

No  one  at  that  time  projected  that 
the  Soviets  would  spend  the  amount 
on  strategic  forces  that  they  have. 
Since  SALT  I.  the  Soviets  have  spent 
$140  billion  more  than  the  United 
States  on  strategic  weaporu-y.  I  would 
like  to  outline  for  the  Senate  what 
that  $140  billion  would  buy  for  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  President,  opponents  of  the  MX 
claim  that  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment will  have  a  hard-target  kill  capa- 
bility that  will  be  preceived  as  a  first 
strike  capability  by  the  Soviets  and 
thus  result  in  destabilizing  the  super- 
powers' ability  to  manage  a  crisis  situ- 
ation. I  believe  that  the  term  is  "use  it 
or  lose  jt"  in  the  belief  that  one  side 
would  launch  their  missiles  during  a 
crisis  rather  than  risk  losing  them  in  a 
surprise  first  strike. 

These  opponents  do  not  feel  that 
the  Soviet  first  strike  capability  is  ob- 
jectionable. If  deterrence  is  based  on 
the  concept  that  no  nation  can  gain  an 
advantage  through  a  first  strike,  then 
we  are  rapidly  losing  our  ability  to 
deter  nuclear  blackmail. 

Parity,  or  sufficiency  cannot  be 
viewed  in  terms  of  numbers  of  people 
that  will  be  killed  in  a  nuclear  ex- 
change. The  Soviet  Union,  despite  its 
claims  of  a  desire  for  peace,  has  never 
shown  a  high  regard  for  human  life  on 
the  suffering  of  its  people.  Conversely, 
in  the  United  States,  we  go  to  great 
lengths  to  improve  the  standard  of 
living  of  our  own  people  and  the 
standard  of  living  of  peoples  in  less  ad- 
vantaged countries  around  the  world. 

Projecting  our  form  of  rationality 
and  our  sense  of  values  onto  a  nation 
whose  leadership  knows  no  values,  no 
difference  in  right  or  vrong,  and 
openly  professes  hatred  for  our  way  of 
life,  is  both  naive  and  dangerous. 
Those  who  do  not  listen  to  dictators 
will  one  day  witness  their  claims  come 
to  pass. 

Our  conception  of  parity  must  be 
one  that  gives  us  sufficiency  in  all 
levels  of  weaponry.  History  has  shown 
us  that  totalitarian  regimes  will  ex- 
ploit any  form  of  weakness  or  lack  of 
resolve. 

The  Soviets  do  not  want  a  war,  but 
they  hunger  for  war's  spoils.  Their 
military  buildup  can  be  viewed  in  no 
other  terms.  It  caimot  be  explained  as 
paranoia  over  invasion  or  deisre  for 
secure  borders. 

It  is  designed  to  fracture  the  NATO 
alliance  and  achieve  global  hegemony 
through  threats  of  use  and  use  of 
force. 

Afghanistan  is  a  perfect  example. 
There  was  no  threat  posed  by  Afghan- 
istan to  Soviet  security.  Yet,  the  Sovi- 
ets blatantly  invaded  a  sovereign 
nation  and  subsequently  murdered  the 
President  of  that  nation. 
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Mr.  President,  I  need  not  dwell  on 
individual  acts  of  Soviet  barbarity. 
The  point  I  want  to  make  to  my  distin- 
guished colleairues  is  that  we  are  not 
dealing  with  leaders  who  respond  or 
think  the  way  we  do. 

Therefore,  we  must  take  great  care 
when  we  make  decisions  of  such  im- 
portance. Indecision  on  our  part  is 
only  viewed  as  weakness  and  that 
could  cause  mistakes  in  the  Soviet 
leadership's  Judgment  which  could  be 
disastrous. 

Mr.  President,  the  Congress  took  a 
serious  step  last  year  when  funds  for 
the  MX  were  fenced  pending  the 
report  of  the  President's  Commission 
on  strategic  forces  regarding  the  ne- 
cessity for  the  MX. 

The  Commission,  popularly  known 
as  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  was 
made  up  of  defense  experts  who  have 
served  in  both  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican administrations. 

Their  findings  were  unanimous  in 
favor  of  moving  ahead  with  the  MX. 
both  for  its  deterrent  value  and  its  ne- 
cessity for  arms  control  initiatives. 
After  the  Scowcroft  Commission's 
report  was  reviewed  by  both  Houses  of 
Congress,  the  House  and  the  Senate 
voted  to  approve  release  of  1983  funds 
for  the  MX. 

Mr.  President,  nothing  has  changed 
In  the  2  months  since  Congress  made 
that  vote. 

The  need  for  the  MX  is  with  us.  The 
responsible  position  for  the  Senate  is 
to  approve  funds  for  the  MX. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  in  previ- 
ous statements  in  this  Chamber  and  in 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  I 
have  paid  tribute  to  the  extraordinary 
public  service  performed  by  General 
Scowcroft  and  the  members  of  his 
Commission.  On  May  11,  Secretary  of 
Defense  James  Schleslnger  and  former 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Navy  James 
Woolsey  testified  before  our  commit- 
tee on  the  Commission's  principal 
arms  control  and  ICBM  modernization 
recommendatioris.  As  I  told  the  wit- 
nesses after  the  hearing,  their  presen- 
tation was  the  most  cogent  tmd  well- 
reasoned  analysis  of  strategic  and 
arms  control  issues  that  I  have  heard 
since  I  became  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  General  Scow- 
croft's  prepared  statement  for  this 
hearing  be  printed  at  the  end  of  my 
remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  Exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
course  of  its  deliberations,  the  Com- 
mission reached  a  consensus  on  three 
principal  assumptions  which  giiided  its 
specific  programmatic  and  arms  con- 
trol recommendations.  First,  the  Com- 
mission registered  its  fundamental  dis- 


agreement with  the  primacy  placed  by 
the  Reagan  administration  on  prompt- 
ly closing  the  so-called  window  of  vul- 
nerability. The  Commission  conceded 
that  most  U.S.  ICBM  silos  could  theo- 
retically be  destroyed  in  a  Soviet  first 
strike,  but  it  maintained  that  this  spe- 
cific vulnerability  posed  less  of  a 
threat  in  the  near  term  to  U.S.  nation- 
al security  than  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration had  represented.  The  report 
noted  that  the  Soviets  could  not  he 
confident  that  they  could  actually  de- 
stroy such  a  very  high  percentage  of 
ICBM  silos,  and  it  emphasized  that 
due  to  synergisms  within  the  triad, 
U.S.  bombers  and  sea-based  missiles 
could  still  devastate  the  Soviet  Union. 

Nonetheless,  the  Commission  insist- 
ed that  the  problem  posed  by  vulnera- 
ble U.S.  ICBM  silos  must  be  redressed 
in  time.  The  Commission  argued  that 
survivable  ICBM  forces  would  be 
needed  by  the  1990's  as  a  hedge 
against  unforeseen  breakthroughs  in 
antisubmarine  warfare  (ASW)  technol- 
ogy and  continued  upgrading  of  Soviet 
air  defenses.  In  this  respect,  the  panel 
reaffirmed  the  importance  successive 
administrations  have  attached  to 
maintaining  a  strategic  triad  within 
which  each  leg  retains  formidable  re- 
taliatory capabilities. 

In  a  second  major  departure  from 
Reagan  administration  policy,  the 
Commission  concluded  that  there  can 
be  no  satisfactory  solution  to  the  prob- 
lem of  vulnerable  land-based  missiles 
unless  arms  control  could  succeed  in 
significantly  reducing  the  number  of 
Soviet  warheads  now  deployed.  In 
effect,  then,  the  Commission  closed 
the  door  on  the  extraordinary  5-year 
search  for  a  technical  solution  to 
making  the  MX  survivable.  Indeed, 
the  Commission  determined  that 
highly  MIRV'd  missiles,  such  as  the 
MX  and  its  Soviet  counterparts,  were 
the  problem,  and  not  the  solution,  in 
the  calculus  of  strategic  stability.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  Commission  urged  both 
superpowers  to  transition  to  strategic 
systems  which  are  individually  less 
valuable  as  targets  for  a  would-be  at- 
tacker. 

The  third  assumption  reached  by 
the  Commission  has  proved  the  most 
controversial.  The  panel  agreed  that 
unless  the  Soviets  were  first  confront- 
ed with  a  U.S.  counterforce  capability 
that  would  place  their  ICBM  force  at 
serious  risk,  they  would  never  agree  to 
give  up  their  modem,  highly  MIRV'd 
ICBM  force  for  a  posture  based  on 
single-warhead  missiles.  Although  this 
judgment  has  been  denounced  by  crit- 
ics as  contradictory  to  the  logic  of  the 
rest  of  the  report,  the  Commission  has 
defended  it  as  a  necessary  paradox. 

In  testimony  before  various  commit- 
tees, members  of  the  Commission  un- 
derscored one  theme  which  is  central 
to  their  report:  The  Commission's  pro- 
posals for  modernizing  the  ICBM  leg 
of  the  triad  cannot  be  separated  from 


the  Commission's  proposals  on  arms 
control.  Without  a  new  direction  in 
arms  control— one  that  significantly 
reduces  the  current  ratio  of  one  side's 
warheads  to  the  other  side's  launch- 
ers—neither deploying  the  MX  in  ex- 
isting silos  nor  developing  a  small 
single-wEu-head  ICBM  make  sense. 
Conversely,  without  the  incentives 
presented  to  the  Soviet  Union  by  the 
deployment  of  a  modest  number  of 
MX  missiles,  it  is^unlikely  that  we  can 
achieve  agreement  on  moving  toward 
an  dsras  control  regime  under  which 
the  role  of  multiple-warhead  missiles 
like  the  MX  and  its  Soviet  counter- 
parts is  severely  restricted  or  eliminat- 
ed outright.  As  one  Commission 
member  testified,  the  Commission's 
recommendations  represent  a  package; 
taken  separately,  they  fail.  The  pend- 
ing amendment,  as  perfected  and 
modified,  properly  emphasizes  the 
equal  weight  that  should  be  attached 
to  each  of  these  three  major  recom- 
mendations made  by  the  Scowcroft 
Commission. 

In  April,  I  joined  with  Senators 
Cohen  and  Nunn  in  urging  the  Presi- 
dent to  respond  more  fully  and  more 
quickly  to  the  arms  control  recommen- 
dations outlined  by  the  Commission. 
In  a  letter  to  the  President,  we  pointed 
out  that  the  Congress  could  not  be  ex- 
pected to  vote  on  the  MX  before  the 
administration  had  indicated  how,  spe- 
cifically, it  Intends  to  implement  the 
new  direction  on  arms  control  called 
for  in  the  Commission  report. 

I  was,  therefore,  extremely  gratified 
by  the  President's  May  12  response,  in 
which  he  assured  me  and  my  col- 
leagues that  the  administration's  ac- 
tions with  respect  to  implementing  the 
Commission's  arms  control  recommen- 
dations will  be  equally  comprehensive 
as  its  actions  with  regard  to  the  strate- 
gic force  modernization  recommenda- 
tions. In  his  letter.  President  Reagan 
accepted  all  four  suggestions  which 
Senators  Cohen.  Nunn,  and  I  had  of- 
fered; Modification  of  the  U.S.  START 
proposal  to  incorporate  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  guidelines;  establishment 
of  a  new,  bipartisan  arms  control  advi- 
sory panel;  funding  priority  for  the 
new,  single-warhesul  ICBM;  and  ac- 
ceptance of  the  mutual  guaranteed 
build-down  concept  which  has  now 
been  endorsed  by  45  Senators. 

During  a  June  21  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  hearing.  Senators  Cohen 
and  Ndnn  testified  on  the  build-down 
proposal  and  expressed  their  concern, 
which  I  share,  that  the  President's 
commitment  to  go  forward  with  the 
build-down  not  in  any  way  be  diluted 
by  resistance  in  some  quarters  to  sev- 
eral of  the  key  features  of  the  original 
build-down  concept.  My  position  on 
the  MX  and  on  arms  control  generally 
will  be  significantly  influenced  by  the 
outcome  of  the  current  discussion  on 
the     builddown      between     Senators 


Cohen,  Nunn  and  I  and  the  adminis- 
tration. 

Mr.  President,  when  a  high-level 
panel  such  as  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion or  the  Greenspan  Commission  on 
social  security  issues  its  report,  it  is 
tempting  to  select  a  la  carte  just  those 
recommendations  that  one  agrees  with 
while  disregarding  the  others.  If  this 
practice  were  followed  by  everyone,  we 
would  never  make  progress  in  resolv- 
ing the  great  challenges  confronting 
Government  today.  The  Scowcroft 
report  was  endorsed  by  all  members  of 
the  Commission  and  all  of  its  senior 
counselors,  including  six  former  Secre- 
taries of  Defense  and  State.  These  dis- 
tinguished Americans  obviously  had  to 
reconcile  a  number  of  differences 
before  achieving  a  unanimous  consen- 
sus in  support  of  the  specific  recom- 
mendations. 

If  Congress  were  now  to  say  that  it 
would  accept  the  Commission's  pro- 
posals on  arms  control  but  not  those 
on  the  MX  it  would  effectively  reject 
the  work  of  the  Commission  and,  in 
the  process,  undermine  the  bipartisan 
consensus  which  has  already  coalesced 
on  these  issues.  Neither  the  cause  of 
maintaining  peace  nor  that  of  achiev- 
ing substantial  reductions  in  nuclear 
armaments  will  be  served  if  the  coun- 
try is  again  paralyzed  by  a  divisive  ex- 
tremely fractious  debate  on  these 
issues 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  we  could 
achieve  our  common  arms  control  ob- 
jectives without  having  to  go  forward 
with  the  MX.  I  wish  I  could  believe 
that  the  Soviet  Union,  having  invested 
tens  of  billions  of  dollars  over  the  past 
decade  to  deploy  well  over  600  ICBM's 
equal  or  superior  in  capability  to  the 
MX,  would  willingly  give  up  its  newly 
acquired  superiority  in  ICBM  forces  if 
only  we  asked  them  to  do  so. 

But  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Soviets 
are  this  philanthropic.  Nor  do  I  be- 
lieve that  the  history  of  the  last  15 
years  of  strategic  arms  negotiations 
suggest  that  the  Soviets  can  be  relied 
upon  to  act  out  of  enlightened  self-in- 
terest. It  is  indeed  regrettable  that  the 
United  States  must  confront  the  Sovi- 
ets with  stark  alternatives  before  they 
will  agree  to  move  in  directions  that 
would  enhance  mutual  security.  This 
is,  however,  the  reality  with  which  we 
must  deal.  We  only  have  to  look  baw;k 
to  1980  when  the  Soviets  agreed  to  ne- 
gotiations on  Intermediate-Range  Nu- 
clear Forces  (INF)  only  when  it  was 
evident  that  NATO  was  prepared  to  go 
forward  with  a  countervailing  capabil- 
ity, to  remind  ourselves  of  this  unfor- 
tunate truth. 

In  voting  in  favor  of  this  amend- 
ment, I  maintain  the  hope  that 
through  arms  control  we  can  signifi- 
cantly restrict  the  number  of  these 
missiles  that  might  eventuaUy  be  re- 
quired. As  President  Reagan  stated  in 
his  May  12  letter  and  reiterated  in  his 
radio  address  on  Saturday,  the  United 


States  will  constrain  the  nimiber  of 
MX  missiles  to  "the  minimum  number 
needed  to  assure  the  effectiveness  of 
our  deterrent  and  no  more."  I  am  glad 
that  the  administration  disavowed  the 
unfortunate  MX  bargaining  terms  sug- 
gested by  ACDA  Director  Adelman  in 
his  June  16  letter  to  three  memb°»^  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 
Clearly,  neither  the  cause  of  succeed- 
ing in  START  nor  maintaining  public 
support  for  the  President's  strategic 
modernization  program  is  served  by 
statements  that  would  appear  to  re- 
flect such  an  intransigent  and  unreal- 
istic negotiating  posture. 

Mr.  President,  in  recent  weeks  there 
have  been  a  number  of  encouraging 
developments  in  Geneva.  The  Soviets 
have  dropped  some  of  their  more  out- 
rageous   demands,    and    the    United 
States  has  tabled  a  revised,  and  clearly 
more  flexible,  proposal  to  bring  our 
position  more  in  line  with  the  Scow- 
croft Commission's  recommendations. 
More  broadly,   the  President  has  di- 
rected Ambassador  Rowny  to  conduct 
the  negotiations  with  new  flexibility, 
and  I  remain  hopeful  that  we  may 
now  be  witnessing  the  first  signs  of  a 
breaking  up  of  the  START  impasse.  If 
the  two  sides  can  continue  to  narrow 
their     differences     and     conclude     a 
START  I  agreement,  I  am  confident 
that    we    could    then    proceed    with 
follow-on  negotiations  that  could  lead 
to  the  complete  prohibition  of  highly 
MIRV'd  ballistic  missiles,  such  as  the 
MX  and  its  Soviet  counterparts.  When 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  con- 
ducts its  markup  on  nuclear  arms  con- 
trol in  September,  I  intend  to  offer  a 
resolution  which  includes  as  a  key  ele- 
ment  a   statement   that   the   United 
States  should,  in  line  with  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion, establish  as  a  paramount  goal  of 
these  negotiations  the  banning  of  all 
highly  MIRV'd  ICBM's,  including  the 
MX  and  its  Soviet  counterparts. 

Mr.  I>resident,  it  is  my  fervent  hope 
that  history  might  one  day  judge  that 
the  Senate's  approval  of  the  MX 
proved  to  be  a  decisive  step  in  achiev- 
ing a  new  and  far  more  stable  nuclear 
arms  control  regime  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  From  my  visits  to  Illinois,  I 
know  that  citizens  of  all  walks  of  life 
and  all  political  affiliations  have 
united  as  never  before  in  demanding 
an  end  to  the  nuclear  arms  race.  With 
the  incentives  for  serious  negotiation 
which  the  MX  presents  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  new  and  eminently  sen- 
sible arms  control  vision  articulated  by 
the  Scowcroft  Commission,  I  believe 
we  stand  on  the  threshold  of  realizing 
this  paramount  goal. 

When  I  entered  the  campaign  for 
the  U.S.  Senate  some  years  ago,  I  said 
then,  and  I  say  again,  the  nuclear 
issue  is  the  paramount  issue  of  our 
times.  Although  we  may  differ  In  ap- 
proach as  to  how  we  will  gain  this  ob- 
jective, we  will  agree  that  it  Is  a  goal 


which  must  be  achieved.  The  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  clearly  stated 
this  objective  In  a  resolution  adopted 
by  two-thirds  vote  last  year,  in  which 
we  said  our  ultimate  goal  is  to  destroy 
every  single  nuclear  weapon  on  Earth. 

That  objective  is  one  that  we  must 
all  share.  We  must  unite  in  doing  ev- 
erything we  conceivably  can  to  move 
in  the  direction  of  achieving  a  signifi- 
cant mutual  reduction  in  nuclear 
forces.  The  builddown  proposal  will 
guarantee  such  a  reduction  in  nuclear 
weapons.  Significant  reductions  in 
United  States  and  Soviet  forces  are  es- 
sential if  we  are  to  set  an  example  for 
the  world  and  stop  the  proliferation  of 
nuclear  weaponry  to  other  countries. 
There  are  now  some  18  countries  that 
either  possess  or  have  the  capability  of 
possessing  or  who  are  striving  for  the 
capability  to  develop  and  produce  nu- 
clear weapons. 

This  is  a  terrifying  thought.  This  is 
a  terrifying  age.  If  we  have  the  ration- 
ality to  build  this  destructive  weapon, 
we  have  the  rationality  to  think 
through  the  best  way  to  end  this  nu- 
clear arms  race.  None  of  us  can  dis- 

a'gree  with  that  objective. 


Exhibit  1 

PRESIDENT'S  Commission  on  Strategic 
Forces— Statement  of  Lt.  Gen.  Brent 
Scowcroft 

Chairman  Percy,  Members  of  the  Commit- 
tee; the  President's  Commission  on  Strate- 
gic Forces,  as  established  on  January  third 
of  this  year,  met  over  a  period  of  three 
months  in  the  process  of  arriving  at  the  rec- 
ommendations which  are  contained  in  the 
Report.  This  Report,  which  was  released  to 
the  public  on  Monday,  April  11.  reflects  the 
advice  of  numerous  counselors  and  advisors 
and  represents  the  unanimous  position  of 
the  members  of  the  Commission. 

I  understand  you  have  all  received  a  copy 
of  the  Report.  I  will  therefore,  restrict  my 
comments  to  a  summary  of  the  recommen- 
dations of  the  Commission.  My  associates 
and  I  will  then  be  happy  to  respond  to  any 
questions  or  comments  you  may  have. 

The  Report  begins  by  outlining  the  cen- 
tral dilemma  of  this  major  issue— that  of 
coping  with  Soviet  expansionism  while  pre- 
venting the  devastation  of  a  nuclear  war. 
We  then  go  on  to  discuss  the  nature  and  the 
requirements  of  deterrence  and  the  manner 
in  which  arms  control  can  make  a  contribu- 
tion to  that  deterrence.  We  point  out  that 
the  Soviets  place  great  emphasis  on  their 
military  forces,  at  least  as  a  backdrop  for 
their  political  designs. 

As  an  example,  Soviet  investment  in 
ICBM  forces  underscores  the  importance,  in 
their  eyes,  of  the  role  that  those  forces  play. 
Thus,  since  the  deployment  of  the  last  U.S. 
ICBM— the  Minuteman  III— the  Soviets 
have  deployed  the  SS-17,  SS-18.  and  SS- 
19_over  600  missiles  of  MX  size  or  larger. 
And  they  are,  now,  in  the  process  of  testing 
two  new  ones. 

Since  the  fundamental  purpose  of  U.S. 
strategic  forces  is  deterrence,  it  is  vital  for 
us  to  comprehend  fully  the  importance  of 
miliUry  power  in  the  Soviet  scheme  of 
things.  In  response.  In  order  to  maintain 
and  enhance  deterrence,  the  United  States 
has  been  modernizing  its  strategic  forces. 
The  Report  discusses  that  modernization, 


JMI 


19942 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  20,  1983 


with  emphasis,  of  course,  on  ICBM  forces— 
which  are  at  the  heart  of  our  current,  na- 
tional problem  with  respect  to  strategic 
force  modernization. 

Our  Report  recommends  what  we  feel  is 
an  Important  new  departure.  We  are  now 
proposing  new  directions,  both  in  ICBM 
forces  and  in  arms  control.  That  new  depar- 
ture, fundamentally,  is  to  integrate  strategic 
force  programs  with  arms  control,  and  to 
move  both  in  the  direction  of  stability. 

We  would  accomplish  this  through  a 
three-part  program.  The  first  part  would  be 
the  immediate  deployment  of  something 
like  a  hundred  MX  missiles  for  a  number  of 
reasons,  among  which  are  the  following: 

First,  to  demonstrate  U.S.  national  will 
and  cohesion.  We  have  now  had  four  Presi- 
dents who  have  said  that  the  MX  is  impor- 
tant, if  not  essential,  to  our  national  securi- 
ty. Failure  to  carry  through  with  this  pro- 
gram would  hardly  demonstrate  to  the  Sovi- 
ets that  we  have  that  will  which  is  an  essen- 
tial element  of  deterrence. 

Next,  in  order  to  reduce  the  substantial 
imbalance  in  the  capability  of  U.S.  ICBM 
forces  compared  to  those  of  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  Soviets  can.  with  their  ICBM 
forces,  put  our  forces  and  other  critical  tar- 
gets at  risk  in  a  way  that  the  United  States 
can  not  begin  to  match.  This  is  an  impor- 
tant element  of  instability. 

Also,  and  very  importantly,  the  MX  is  es- 
sential to  induce  the  Soviets  toward  negotia- 
tion, especially  negotiations  on  an  arms  con- 
trol framework  which  would  permit  us.  and 
encourage  them,  to  move  in  the  direction  of 
greater  stability. 

For  the  longer  run.  the  Commission  pro- 
poses engineering  design  of  a  small,  single 
warhead  missile  as  the  second  part  of  our 
program— looking  toward  deployment  prob- 
ably in  the  early  1990s.  We  suggest  a  single- 
warhead  missile  in  order  to  reduce  the  value 
of  the  target,  making  it  unremunerative  to 
attack  and.  thus,  enhancing  the  stability  of 
the  force— and  small  In  order  to  open  up,  to 
a  maximum  extent,  the  opportunities  for 
survivable  basing,  almost  certainly  to  in- 
clude mobile  basing. 

Finally,  In  order  to  provide  an  environ- 
ment which  will  support  the  deployment  of 
a  small  missile,  a  new  departure  in  arms 
control  is  needed.  Counting  by  launchers 
has.  perversely,  led  us  to  the  present  struc- 
ture of  very  high-value  targets,  large  mis- 
siles each  with  a  number  of  warheads. 

We  must,  therefore,  turn  to  counting  the 
forces  on  both  sides  by  warheads,  not  by 
launchers.  After  moving  to  count  warheads. 
It  would  then  be  useful  to  cap  or  reduce  the 
numbers  sharply,  in  order  that  a  deploy- 
ment of  great  numbers  of  small  missiles 
would  not  be  necessary. 

This,  in  turn,  gets  us  back  to  the  MX. 
which  Is  essential  to  induce  the  Soviets  to 
negotiate  away  what  is  currently  a  favorable 
strategic  position  for  them  in  ICBM  forces. 
Hopefully,  it  will  as  well  encourage  them  to 
move  in  the  same  strategic  direction  by 
making  clear  that  their  huge  missiles  in 
sUos  are  a  wasting  asset. 

For  this,  we  believe  that  MX  deployed  In 
Mlnuteman  silos  is  an  adequate  deployment 
at  reasonable  cost.  It  is  true  that,  whatever 
the  current  survivability  of  Mlnuteman 
silos,  they  are  becoming  more  vulnerable. 
We  do  propose  a  vigorous  R&D  program  on 
silo  hardening  and,  of  course,  would  take  ad- 
vantage of  any  developments  which  result 
from  that  research,  either  for  the  MX  or. 
conceivably,  for  the  small  missile. 

However,  the  fundamental  requirement 
for  survivability  of  our  ICBM  force  Is  as  a 


hedge  against  a  Soviet  breakthrough  In 
anti-submarine  warfare  which  could  endan- 
ger our  submarine  launched,  ballistic  mis- 
siles. We  do  not  see  that  on  the  horizon  at 
the  present  time.  For  the  longer  run,  we  are 
proposing  the  small  missile  to  provide  that 
hedge  by  enhancing  the  survivability  of  the 
ICBM  force. 

For  the  present,  we  believe  that  sUo  vul- 
nerability is  not  so  dominant  a  part  of  the 
overall  problem  as  to  require  other  immedi- 
ate steps.  We  believe  that  the  Soviets  must 
have  some  uncertainties  about  their  oper- 
ational capabilities,  notwithstanding  what- 
ever their  test  accuracies  may  indicate  to 
them.  Especially,  however,  we  believe  there 
still  is  an  important  synergistic  survivability 
between  the  ICBM  forces  and  the  bomber 
forces,  in  that  it  is  difficult,  if  not  Impossi- 
ble, for  the  Soviets  to  attack  both  of  them 
simultaneously. 

That,  in  brief,  is  an  outline  of  our  recom- 
mendations. Few.  if  any.  will  consider  our 
recommendations  an  optimal  solution.  If 
such  were  available,  this  Commission  prob- 
ably would  not  have  been  convened.  We 
have  tried  to  construct  an  approach  which 
is  different  in  kind.  We  are  proposing  a 
major,  new  departure  for  the  United  States 
in  the  direction  of  enhanced  stability  for 
our  strategic  forces  and.  hopefully,  an  ap- 
proach which  will  permit  a  consensus  to  de- 
velop, allowing  us  to  put  the  divisiveness  of 
the  past— both  in  arms  control  and  in  our 
ICBM  force  modernization— behind  us  and 
allow  us  to  move  forward  with  a  more 
common  perspective  in  our  efforts  to  pre- 
serve both  peace  and  freedom. 

STEALTH  ADVANCES  TGCHNOLOCT  BOMBER 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  speak  briefly  concerning  my 
support  for  the  development  of  the 
Stealth,  the  advanced  technology 
bomber. 

This  is  probably  one  of  the  most  ex- 
citing and  promising  programs  that  we 
have  under  development  at  the 
present  time  within  the  Department 
of  Defense.  It  represents  the  marshal- 
ing of  the  highest  technology  re- 
sources that  we  have  within  the 
United  States. 

The  main  purpose  behind  the 
Stealth  bomber  is  to  render  the  Soviet 
air  defense  network  obsolete.  The 
Stealth  bomber  will  also  be  capable  of 
performing  many  varied  missions. 
Direct  information  in  relationships  to 
funding  for  the  advanced  technology 
bomber  and  actual  development  that 
is  in  progress  is  of  the  most  highly 
classified  nature. 

I  recently  attended  a  secret  briefing 
on  the  Stealth  and  I  am  encouraged 
about  the  direction  that  this  program 
is  headed.  It  is  my  intention  to  fully 
support  the  development  of  this  ad- 
vanced system. 

I  am  aware  that  there  has  been  some 
concern  expressed  about  the  possibili- 
ty that  funding  requirements  for 
other  weapon  systems  may  cause  re- 
ductions In  the  program.  I  think  that 
this  would  be  unwise  and  I  would 
oppose  such  actions. 

We  must  insure  that  we  field  weap- 
ons systems  that  represent  the  leading 
edge  of  our  technology  and  I  believe 


that  the  Stealth  program  represents  a 
major  advance. 

C-n  AIRCRATT 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  speak 
briefly  concerning  my  support  for  the 
development  of  the  C-17  mobility  air- 
lift aircraft.  We  all  know  that  our  mo- 
bility airlift  forces  are  seriously  defi- 
cient in  their  ability  to  airlift  oiu*  men 
and  equipment  to  worldwide  trouble 
spots.  I  would  call  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  to  the  fiscal  year  1984  au- 
thorization bill's  report  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee: 

The  C-17  will  be  capable  of  carrying  all 
classes  of  airlift  cargo,  including  outsize, 
over  intercontinental  distances  Into  small, 
austere  airfields.  The  C-17's  small  airfield 
capability  is  important  because  C-5.  C-141. 
and  Civil  Reserve  Air  Fleet  aircraft  are  lim- 
ited to  operating  between  major  aerial 
ports.  Cargo  airlifted  by  current  inter- 
theater  aircraft  must  be  moved  to  its  final 
destination  within  the  theater  by  C-130  air- 
craft or  via  surface  means.  As  'of  now,  all 
outsize  combat  equipment  must  be  moved  to 
its  final  destination  by  surface  means  be- 
cause it  cannot  be  loaded  into  C-130's.  The 
C-17  will  provide  the  capability  to  airlift 
outsize  cargoes  within  the  threater.  In  addi- 
tion, the  C-17  will  eliminate  the  inefficien- 
cies and  delays  of  transshipment. 

The  C-17  aircraft  will  also  serve  to  offset 
shortfalls  in  strategic  airlift  capabilities 
that  will  remain  following  procurement  of 
50  C-5B's  and  44  additional  KC-lOA's.  In 
addition,  it  will  replace  C-Ml's  and  some  C- 
130's  when  they  reach  the  end  of  their  serv- 
ice lives  in  the  1990's. 

I  remain  convinced  that  our  current 
course  in  the  rebuilding  of  our  nation- 
al defense  posture  is  a  course  that  ac- 
centuates involvement  and  funding  for 
the  more  exotic  weapons  systems.  We 
are  not  paying  enough  attention  to 
the  needs  of  our  conventional  forces. 
One  of  the  building  blocks  of  our  con- 
ventional force  projection  is  air  mobili- 
ty. We  need  to  be  able  to  get  our  men 
and  equipment  Into  potential  trouble 
spots  in  a  timely  manner.  We  need  to 
get  back  to  the  basics  of  national  de- 
fense. 

For  these  reasons.  I  will  continue  to 
fully  support  the  development  of  the 
C-17  mobility  airlift  aircraft. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  in  which  Senators 
may  speak  therein  for  not  to  exceed  5 
minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PERSONAL  ATTACK  BY  THE  MIS- 
SOURI WILDERNESS  COALI- 
TION 

Mr.  DANFORTH.  Mr.  President,  for 
7  years  I  have  been  fighting  to  estab- 
lish the  Irish  Wilderness  as  part  of  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System.  That  7-year  fight  was  dealt  a 
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tremendous  blow  yesterday  by  the 
Missouri  Wilderness  Coalition.  Yester- 
day, the  coalition  issued  a  press  re- 
lease personally  attacking  the  motives 
and  ethics  of  Congressman  Bill  Emer- 
son, who  has  opposed  the  wilderness 
bill.  Today,  the  House  Interior  and  In- 
sular Affairs  Committee  agreed  to 
carve  2,500  acres  out  of  the  Irish  Wil- 
derness. It  is  my  belief  that  this  action 
was  in  response  to  the  Coalition's 
attack  on  Congressman  Emerson. 

To  call  the  coalition's  press  release 
hamhanded  is  to  be  overly  generous. 
The  press  release  is  unprincipled  and 
repugnant.  It  is  an  example  of  a  politi- 
cal disease:  If  you  disagree  with  some- 
one, attack  him  personally,  attack  his 
motives,  tear  down  his  character. 

Unfortunately,  the  making  of  per- 
sonal attacks  is  not  a  new  technique. 
It  recurs  time  after  time.  And  each 
time  It  recurs,  those  who  believe  in 
fair  play  have  an  obligation  to  speak 
out  against  it.  whether  agreeing  or  dis- 
agreeing on  the  underlying  issue. 

The  coalition  has  issued  what  pur- 
ports to  be  an  apology  for  its  press  re- 
lease. As  an  apology,  it  is  wholly  inad- 
equate. It  is  quibbling  over  words.  It  is 
nearly  as  revolting  as  the  original 
press  release. 

Bill  Emerson  and  I  disagree  about 
the  Irish  Wilderness,  but  that  in  no 
way  changes  my  respect  for  him  as  a 
person  and  as  a  Congressman.  He  is  a 
man  of  great  principle  as  well  as  great 
ability.  I  know  of  no  more  conscien- 
tious Member  of  the  Congress.  His 
energy  and  his  devotion  to  duty  are 
exemplary. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  a  word  to  the 
Missouri  Wilderness  Coalition.  To 
them,  the  old  saying  uniquely  applies: 
"With  friends  like  you.  who  needs  en- 
emies?" It  Is  my  hope  that  the  coali- 
tion will  desist  from  all  further  activi- 
ty on  behalf  of  the  Irish  Wilderness. 
The  coalition  has  managed  to  put 
2,500  acres  in  jeopardy  already.  I  ask 
the  coalition,  please,  to  get  out  of  my 
way. 


SECRETARY  WEINBERGER'S  RE- 
ACTION TO  SPARE  PARTS 
SCANDAL 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  on 
Monday  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
Caspar  Weinberger,  reacted  publicly 
to  a  recent  Defense  Department  In- 
spector General's  draft  report  on  ex- 
cessive cost  Increases  for  spare  parts. 
The  Secretary  indicated  that  discipli- 
nary action  has  been  taken:  one  naval 
officer  has  been  relieved  of  his  com- 
mand, and  a  number  of  civilian  pro- 
curement officers  have  been  repri- 
manded. 

I  have  urged  publicy  and  privately 
for  months,  Mr.  President,  that  when 
excessive  costs  sind  Inefficiencies  are 
discovered  In  DOD,  those  at  the  top 
should  roll  heads,  change  the  system, 
and  identify  the  savings.  On  Monday, 


Secretary  Weinberger  took  one  of 
these  steps.  He  rolled  heads.  I  hope  he 
will  not  stop  there.  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause rolling  heads  alone  will  not  solve 
the  problem. 

The  real  issue.  Mr.  President,  Is  this: 
What  type  of  behavior  does  the 
system  encourage  and  support?  What 
incentives  now  exist?  Unless  we  know 
the  answers  to  these  questions,  we  can 
never  get  a  handle  on  the  causes  of  in- 
efficiency, and  we  can  never  hope  to 
solve  the  problem.  Rolling  heads, 
absent  structural  changes.  Is  merely 
killing  the  messenger  who  bears  the 
bad  news. 

The  larger  problem  in  the  Defense 
Department  Is  that  the  purchasing 
system  Itself  does  not  support  those 
who  want  to  be  cost-efficient.  The  In- 
centives of  that  mammoth  bureaucra- 
cy encourage  quite  the  opposite. 

The  system  presently  encourages 
purchasing  agents  to  award  contracts 
in  great  numbers  and  in  great  haste.  ^ 
Competition  and  alternate  sourcing 
slow  down  the  process.  As  a  conse- 
quence, the  purchasing  agent  who 
does  not  monitor  cost-efficiency  Is  not 
necessarily  shirking  his  responsibil- 
ities. He  has  no  Incentive  to  save 
money  for  the  taxpayer.  His  Incentive 
Is  to  maximize  the  amount  of  con- 
tracts he  awards,  and  to  do  It  as  quick- 
ly as  possible. 

The  crltlcaj  question  to  ask  Mr. 
Weinberger  at  this  point  Is  what 
changes  have  been  Implemented  and 
supported  to  prevent  excessive  cost  In- 
creases from  occurring  In  the  future? 

Until  this  question  is  satisfactorily 
answered,  there  is  still  business  as 
usual  In  the  Pentagon. 

The  problem  Is  not  merely  a  lower- 
echelon  officer  making  a  fantastic  mis- 
take. Rather,  It  Is  higher  echelon  offi- 
cers supporting  a  structure  that  leaves 
Impressions  at  the  lower  echelons  that 
continuing  this  kind  of  behavior  Is  ac- 
ccotstblc 

Mr.  President,  if  there  can  be  this 
fantastic  reduction  In  how  much 
combat  effectiveness  our  money  can 
buy  of  simple  spare  parts.  Imagine 
how  much  worse  the  situation  must  be 
when  that  same  bureaucracy  buys 
weapons  that  are  nothing  but  an  ag- 
gregation of  small  parts. 

This  Is  not  8U1  Isolated  problem.  Mr. 
President.  The  problem  of  excessive 
costs  exists  departmentwlde.  It  Is  a 
problem  that  has  been  surfacing  for 
many  months,  with  cries  for  action 
from  lower  echelon  people. 

Up  to  now,  the  reaction  of  the 
higher  echelons  have  been  one  of  stud- 
ied Indifference.  The  case  of  DCAA 
auditor  George  Spanton  is  a  prime  ex- 
ample. 

Months  ago.  I  asked  Secretary  Wein- 
berger to  keep  Spanton  on  the  job  to 
complete  an  investigation  of  waste  of 
taxpayer  money.  On  April  15.  the  Sec- 
retary's reply,  through  a  spokesman, 
was  that  it  was  Immaterial  to   him 


whether  or  not  Spanton  remained  on 
the  job. 

Mr.  President,  today  we  witness  a 
more  ferocious  Secretary  of  Defense 
than  on  April  15.  I  congratulate  Mr. 
Weinberger  for  his  change  of  behav- 
ior. 

But  I  must  respectfully  remind  the 
Secretary  that  there  Is  a  dramatic  dif- 
ference between  lipservice  and  effec- 
tive management.  I  urge  the  Secretary 
to  make  broad,  sweeping  structural 
changes  to  reverse  the  Incentives 
system  so  that  diligent  work  in  the 
future  will  be  rewarded  rather  than 
punished. 


THE  DEATH  OF  PRANK 
REYNOLDS 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I 
^ould  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  a 
rare  person  who  has  just  been  taken 
from  us. 

All  of  America  lost  someone  very 
special  when  Prank  Reynolds  died  this 
morning. 

He  was  an  honor  to  his  profession, 
which  In  turn  honored  him  with  Its 
two  highest  accolades— the  George 
Foster  Peabody  Award  In  1969  amd  the 
Emmy  in  1980.  lie  was  among  the  best 
of  journalists  at  everything  he  did— 
whether  It  was  to  cover  a  Presidential 
candidate  from  the  campaign  trail,  to 
anchor  the  evening  news,  or  to  pioneer 
"Nlghtllne"  during  the  Iranian  hos- 
tage crisis.  There  was  no  reporter  for 
whom  I  had  greater  respect. 

And  millions  who  never  met  Frank 
Reynolds  felt  they  knew  him  personal- 
ly. On  screen,  he  was  more  than  au- 
thoritative. He  was  warm  and  compas- 
sionate, a  profoundly  decent  man— and 
It  all  came  through  In  his  reporting. 

But  for  those  of  us  who  did  know 
him.  Prank's  loss  Is  even  harder. 
Whenever  I  did  an  Interview  with  him. 
I  always  expected  tough  questions. 
But  I  do  not  think  Frank  would  mind 
If  I  also  said  that  while  he  maintained 
the  utmost  professional  standards  as  a 
journalist,  he  and  I  also  became  very 
real  friends. 

I  remember  the  summer  of  1981, 
when  I  had  a  clambake  for  the  report- 
ers who  had  covered  my  1980  cam- 
paign. Frank  Reynolds  went  sailing, 
acquired  a  rather  substantial  sunburn, 
and  spent  an  hour  talking  with  my 
mother.  That  evening.  I  asked  her  If 
she  had  had  a  nice  time.  She  an- 
swered: 

Teddy,  it  was  a  marvelous  party.  But  the 
best  thing  was  that  Prank  Reynolds  actual- 
ly came  to  our  house. 

Indeed.  Frank  had  a  special  grace 
for  friendship.  President  and  Mrs. 
Reagan  knew  Frank's  affection  as 
weU,  as  warmly,  and  as  deeply  as  I  did. 
He  had  a  radiant  smile,  but  Frank  also 
showed  his  sorrow  after  the  President 
was  shot.  When  we  think  about  Frank 
in  the  future,  we  will  smile  at  tlie 
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many  happy  memories  we  have  of 
him:  but  we  will  also  feel  an  abiding 
sorrow  because  he  is  gone. 

Someone  else  will  sit  at  his  anchor 
desk:  but  for  those  of  us  who  were 
privileged  to  be  his  friends,  no  one  can 
replace  Frank  Reynolds. 

On  behalf  of  all  the  Kennedy 
family,  who  knew  and  cared  for  him, 
let  me  extend  my  sympathy  to  his 
wife,  Henrietta,  and  to  all  of  his  chil- 
dren, especially  his  son  Dean,  who  also 
covered  my  1980  campaign  and  who 
also  became  my  friend  during  the 
course  of  that  effort. 


SHORTAGE  OF  BLACKS  IN 
HEALTH  PROFE^^SIONS 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  one  ben- 
efit of  my  efforts  in  recent  years  to 
improve  Federal  collection  of  delin- 
quent student  loans  has  been  my  in- 
creased contact  with  schools  dedicated 
to  the  education  of  health  profession- 
als. Today,  I  would  like  to  alert  my 
colleagues  to  a  study,  prepared  for  the 
Association  of  Minority  Health  Profes- 
sions Schools  (AMHPS),  revealing  the 
serious  shortage  of  blacks  entering  the 
health  professions.  Indeed,  while  the 
quality  of  health  care  available  to 
many  black  Americans  remains  unac- 
ceptable, the  number  of  young  blacks 
entering  the  fields  of  medicine,  veteri- 
nary medicine,  pharmacy,  and  dentist- 
ry has  dropped  below  the  modest  but 
optimistic  level  achieved  during  the 
mid-1970's. 

The  study,  entitled  "Blacks  and  the 
Health  Professions  in  the  80's:  A  Na- 
tional Crisis  and  a  Time  for  Action," 
reminds  us  of  the  deplorable  facts  re- 
garding the  health  of  many  black 
Americans.  Blacks  live  shorter  lives 
compared  to  whites  by  an  average  of  5 
years.  Blacks  have  a  higher  incidence 
of  hypertensions,  strokes,  and  certain 
types  of  cancer,  and  die  of  these  dis- 
eases more  frequently,  than  do  whites. 
Infant  mortality  for  blacks  is  almost 
double  that  of  whites.  A  certain  cause 
of  this  is  the  fact  that  black  Ameri- 
cans are  more  likely  to  be  without  any 
regular  source  of  health  care,  more 
likely  to  travel  farther  for  health  care, 
and  more  likely  to  receive  outpatient 
care  only  than  are  whites. 

By  the  early  1970's,  it  appeared  that 
a  growing  number  of  young  black  men 
and  women  enrolling  in  medical  and 
other  health-related  schools  would 
provide  a  needed  focus  for  improved 
health  care  in  the  community.  But  the 
promising  Increases  of  black  enroll- 
ment as  a  percentage  of  total  enroll- 
ment in  medical  and  dental  schools 
disappeared  into  a  decline.  Despite 
slight  increases  in  enrollment  during 
recent  years,  the  previous  mark  has 
not  been  regained.  Although  blacks  ac- 
count for  11.7  percent  of  the  U.S.  pop- 
ulation, only  2.6  percent  of  all  physi- 
cians in  1980  were  black.  In  1981,  less 
than  2  percent  of  the  faculties  of  U.S. 


medical  schools  were  black.  In  short, 
there  is  little  encouragement  for 
young  blacks  to  enter  the  health  pro- 
fessions. 

In  the  last  two  decades,  we  have  re- 
peatedly committed  ourselves  to  insur- 
ing good  health  care  for  all  Americans. 
We  have  also  committed  ourselves  to 
providing  equal  opportunity  in  all 
fields.  Both  of  these  goals  would  be 
served  by  determining  the  causes  of 
the  regrettable  shortage  of  blacks  in 
the  health  professions  and  agreeing  on 
corrective  action.  I  commend  the 
AMHPS.  whose  members  train  so 
many  able  health  professionals,  for  its 
work  in  addressing  this  urgent  prob- 
lem. I  have  written  to  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  calling 
her  attention  to  this  worthwhile 
study. 


INGERSOLL-RAND  URGES 
ACTION  FOR  EXPORTERS 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  greatest  challenges  facing  our  ex- 
porters is  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  the  dollar  and  foreign  curren- 
cies, particularly  the  yen.  Ambassador 
Bill  Brock  identified  this  as  the  chief 
reason  for  our  mushrooming  trade  def- 
icit which  may  exceed  $60  billion  this 
year,  breaking  all  records.  Focusing 
our  attention  on  realizing  exchange 
rates  is  an  essential  task  if  we  are  seri- 
ous about  a  hard-hitting  trade  policy. 

Along  these  lines,  I  would  like  to 
highlight  for  the  Senate  the  recent 
testimony  of  George  Liney  of  the  In- 
gersoll-Rand  Co.  entitled,  "Exchange 
Rates  and  International  Trade."  Liney 
testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Commerce,  Transportation  and  Tour- 
ism of  the  House  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  on  May  25, 
1983.  As  many  of  my  colleagues  know, 
the  Ingersoll-Rand  Co.  manufactures 
heavy  equipment  and  has  experienced 
a  steady  increase  in  their  exports  since 
WW  II.  In  1980,  Ingersoll-Rand  ex- 
ports from  the  United  States  exceeded 
$700  million. 

Mr.  Liney  emphasizes  in  his  state- 
ment that  if  the  imbalance  between 
the  U.S.  dollar  and  other  major  cur- 
rencies continues,  U.S.  companies  will 
be  forced  to  transfer  production  facili- 
ties overseas  and  eventually  supply 
the  U.S.  market  with  products  from 
abroad.  None  of  us  in  Congress  want 
to  see  that  happen. 

Mr.  Liney  concluded  his  testimony 
by  saying  that,  'the  matter  of  the 
overvalued  dollar  is  something  that 
has  to  he  dealt  with  now.  In  our  opin- 
ion there  isn't  time  for  another  Bret- 
ton  Woods  or  Smithsonian  agreement 
....  The  U.S.  Government  must  in- 
tervene now  in  the  foreign  exchange 
market  to  restore  structural  equilibri- 
um: that  is  to  reduce  the  value  of  the 
dollar  until  it  reflects  the  underlying 
economic  purchasing  power  of  the 
United  States  versus  the  purchasing 


power  in  the  major  industrialized 
countries." 

Mr.  President,  the  Ingersoll-Rand 
Co.  supported  our  Senate-passed  reso- 
lution which  I  introduced  In  May,  ex- 
pressing the  urgency  of  achieving 
proper  alinement  of  major  currencies 
to  encourage  world  trade  expansion. 
The  Senate  passed  this  resolution. 
Senate  Resolution  135,  on  May  25,  on 
the  eve  of  the  Williamsburg  Summit. 
This  was  a  key  concern  at  the  Summit 
and  remains  so  today.  But  it  is  impor- 
tant for  us  to  get  underway  with  ex- 
change rate  adjustments  if  we  want  to 
bolster  U.S.  exports  and  export-related 
jobs. 

Mr.  President,  so  that  Ingersoll- 
Rand's  view  on  this  important  matter 
receives  more  attention,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  full  text  of  Mr. 
George  Liney's  statement  entitled, 
"Exchange  Rates  and  International 
Trade  "  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  George  Linev,  Ingersoll- 
Rand  Co..  on  ■Exchange  Rates  and  Inter- 
national Trade  " 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  applaud  your  initiative 
in  holding  these  hearings,  and  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  express  our  view  on  this 
very  serious  issue,  namely  the  overvalued 
U.S.  dollar  and  its  adverse  impact  on  U.S. 
exports  and  imports. 

My  employer.  Ingersoll-Rand  Company,  is 
a  manufacturer  of  heavy  equipment,  and 
has  been  engaged  in  exports  since  before 
WW  I.  Between  WW  II  and  1980  our  ex- 
ports grew  steadily  in  real  terms,  that  is. 
after  adjusting  for  the  effect  of  inflation.  In 
current  dollars  our  1980  exports  from  the 
U.S.  exceeded  $700  million. 

Ingersoll-Rand  has  always  welcomed  and 
accepted  as  inevitable  that  we  have  to  com- 
pete freely  in  terms  of  technological  capa- 
bility, quality,  customer  service  and  finally 
price.  Over  the  years  we  have  succeeded  be- 
cause the  competition  was  fair;  we  weren't 
subjected  to  forces  or  circumstances  totally 
beyond  our  control  which  literally  de- 
stroyed our  ability  to  compete  in  a  free 
market  environment. 

Notwithstanding  all  the  Government 
rhetoric  that  we  as  a  nation  believe  in,  prac- 
tice and  promote  free  trade  in  a  financial 
environment  free  from  Governmental  inter- 
ference, the  present  value  of  the  dollar 
simply  does  not  reflect  the  underlying  struc- 
tural equilibrium  vis-a-vis  the  key  currencies 
of  the  world.  In  other  words,  there  is  an  im- 
balance or  a  misalignment  between  the 
value  of  the  dollar  and  the  value  of  other 
major  currencies. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  imbalance 
between  the  dollar  and  the  Japanese  yen 
and  we  agree  that  the  yen  is  undervalued. 
We  also  support  efforts  to  reach  an  agree- 
ment with  the  Japanese  Government  to  re- 
dress the  situation,  that  is.  to  realign  the 
rate  of  exchange  between  the  yen  and  the 
dollar.  However.  I  will  demonstrate  to  this 
Committee  that  the  currency  imbalance  is 
worldwide,  and  that  if  something  isn't  done 
to  correct  the  situation  it  will  have  dire  con- 
sequences for  not  only  U.S.  industry,  but  for 
the  country  as  a  whole. 

I  have  with  me  a  graph  which  portrays 
the  movement  of  the  Belgian  franc.  Swedish 
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krona    Italian  lira  and  the  British  pound  wiU  amount  to  a  tragedy  for  the  U.S..  and  other  countri«    WhUe  interest  rates  and 

Sel98?^ter  justing  for  the  inmtion  furthermore,  if  IngersoU-Rand  has  to  do  it,  capital  flows  obviously  impact  on  the jate  of 

to^each  country  We  selected  1980  as  a  base  it  is  obvious  that  the  other  U.S.  manufac-  exchange,  it  is  hard  to  accept  that  they 

periS^  t^  d^rno'nstratfthe  incredible  magni-  turers  of  all  kinds  of  equipment  will  have  to  alone  have  caused  the  pr^nthavoc^l^^^ 

tude  of  the  currency  swings  during  such  a  do  the  same  thing.  week  the  short-term  prime  rate  equiv^ent 

short  peri<^Tttae.  and  it  also  coincided  Here  are  some  specific  examples  during  was  6  i^rcent  in  J«*f^;  ^^^^  Pf'^f^L^.f^^" 

with  the  development  of  our  loss  of  com-  the  last  few  months:  gium,  6  percent  In  the  Netherlarw^,  12V4- 

Stitivene^    The  ^Ph  shows  that  their  (1)  At  a  recent  public  bid  for  a  large  14V4  percent  in  Sweden,  6  percent  in  Swlt- 

cuS"es  arJ l^tS  22Trcent  and  37  number  of  compactors  in  Indonesia,  the  fol-  zerland  and  U  percent  in  the  UK  The  us. 

^relnt  lo^r  ^aJ^  the  U  S    dollar  since  lowing  prices  per  unit  were  bid:  prime  rate  was  right  In  the  middle  at  lOW 

K  aiidTat  u'aTteJ^^jI^ring  for  the  re-     Italian  made $24  473  ^--he^'cZi^mL'^e^tirn'JS  Sr^S' 

to  a  customer  in  let's  say  Australia  the  cost     M^e  in  the  U.S.  by  IngersoU-  Whether  tje^^^-o^^^^^  ^^^  °^,'»<|^ 

in  Australian   dollars   is  58  percent  more        Rand ia.-iaa  tho,  honim  neelect  on  the  oart  of  the  U  S 

from  the  U.S.  than  it  is  from  Belgium,  com-        Needless  to  say.  with  our  price  44%  over  H^\^e^!^t"h^eot?en  us  t^  where  w^^ 

pared  to  1980.  No  I  didn't  make  a  rni^take         the  lowest  bid.  we  didn't  have  a  chance.  I  g'^^^j^f  of  Thlllt^^  ^at  Te  l^oi 

said  and  meant  58  percent  more   We  can  t     ^^ght  add  that  we  only  make  compactors  in  ^^^^^^j  j^  how  the  Administration  can 

stand  that  disadvantage  in  Australia,  and     ^he  U.S.   and   were   therefore   not  able   to  ri.ipvp  that  the  oroblem  wUl  be  corrected 

the  same  holds  true  for  a  customer  located     ^^er  Ingersoll-Rand  machines  made  abroad.  ^*' „^ttaued  laL^  f a^  oVbeiSg^  neS 

in  just  about  every  other  country  in  the        ^.  The  same  project  also  called  for  a  large  J^^^^^ TthtTj^li^y^hTch  haL^i^uc^d 

world.                                                                     number  of  portable  compressors,  and  here  is  situation  in  which  the  country  finds 

My  employer,  Ingersoll-Rand.  has  manu-     how  that  biddmg  per  unit  went:  j^^j^ 

facturing  plants  In  Italy  and  in  the  UK.  and     ^^^^  ^  Belgium $5,507  ^he  negotiations  with  Japan  to  correct 

we  are  competmg  against  a  company  which     ^^^  ^  j^p^ ^ 6.098  ^he  $/Yen  imbalance  has  gone  on  for  a  long 

manufactures  primarily  in  Sweden  ana  uei-     j^^^  ^  ^^^  ^.S.  by  one  of  our  com-  ^j^^  ^^  j^pan  is  only  one  country,  not  the 

8limi.                                             „^.,„.e  i„  ,.„r        petitors 7,290  ,,hoie  world.  Furthermore,  prominent  Japa- 

In  many  cases  we  make  producu  in  our        j          oil-Rand's  bid  was  not  in  conten-  nese  businessmen   have  admitted  publicly 

Italian  and  UK  plants  which  ^^5, identical  to     ^.^^   ^^  .^  ^  interesting  to  note  that  the  that  the  $/Yen  Imbalance  is  one  of  the  most 

units  made  here  in  "^^J^;.f;,,^!^*'ff  „7  J"g     generally  competitive  U.S.  made  unit  made  serious  problems  in  Japan  which  also  con- 

increasmg  lack  of  competitiveness  oi   ine           another  company  was  32%  higher  than  tribute  to  the  resentment  against  Japan.  If 

U.S.  made  units  we  undertook  earh^^^^^         the  Belgian  machine.  it    has    taken    years    of    negotiation    with 

year,  and  just  completed  a  few  weeks  ago  a        ^^^  ^  ^^^^^   ^^^^^^  ^.^   ^^^  ^^^^   ^  Japan,  without  any  results,  how  can  anyone 

major  detailed  study  of  the  cost  of  loemicai     ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^^  number  of  portable  possibly  be  naive  enough  to  believe  that  ne- 

machines  Produced  ^ere  m  the  U.b^ana  m                            ^^  here  is  the  line-up  per  gotiations  with  every  industrialized  country, 

our  Italian  and  UK  plants.  To  get  complete           v  developing  countries,  could  possi- 

impartiality  ^^  objectivity  we  engaged    he     unit.  ^^  ^  ^^^^,^^  ^^  ^  American  prob- 

services  of   a  highly   respected  consultmg     Made  m  Belgium ^V^a  \JL    and  that  is  what  it  is.  an  American 

r""t  "S  S^  '^  ''""'''''  "*  manufactur.     ^^^^:^,^^^;^-^^:i^^::::::  ^^S  iTroblem'  O^cou^.e.  the  dolla^  is  the  world's 

'TeM^f  compared,  by  major  component.        Our  price  was  36  percent  higher  than  the  Z^^^Tl^ZTrki'^llZlT^^Z 

the  cost  of  our  machines  against  our  com-     Belgian  machme.                                         »,,•  cv  first  and  the  world's  second,  we  are  going 

petitor's  costs  in  Belgium.                                       (3)  The  following  example  was  a  public  f?  ^'^^^^^^ *°^ep  Jabie  d 

The  conclusions  confirmed  almost  exactly     bid  in  the  Philippines  for  70  large  compac-  ^  „°  ^"""^  ^^  '"^eparaoie  aamage 

what  the  graph  shows.  I  want  to  emphasize     tors.  The  quote  was  in  Philippine  pesos:  eco  ^^^^^^^^  ^         ^^^^  j^  ^  ^^^  relative 

that  Belgium,  U.K.,  Italy  and  Sweden  are                                                                        p«os  ^  ^^^^^  currencies,  the  potential  losses  In 

not  any  more  efficient  than  we  are.  in  laci.     Made  in  Germany 15.673,140  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  probably  be  staggering, 

because  our  manufacturing  plants  in  Italy     ^^^^  ^  Sweden 15,892.450  ^^^  adverse  impact  on  the  economic  recov- 

and  the  UK  do  not  have  the  volume  which     j^ade  in  Japan 16.838.500  g.v  inestimable,  and.  we  believe,  cause  virtu- 

we  have  here  in  the  U.S.,  they  do  not  have     ^ade  in  the  UK Mf^^^ll  all  destruction  of  the  core  of  our  Industry. 

the   benefits   from   automation   which    we     j^ade  in  the  U.S ^^•'**^''?„  We  have  followed  and  supported  the  ef- 

have  here  in  the  U.S.  But,  notwithstandmg     Made  in  the  U.S ?M"'i!2  forts  in  both  the  House  and  the  Senate 

their  manufacturing  disadvantage  in  terms     Made  in  the  U.S 30,531,967  ^^^^^  ^he  last  few  years  to  extend  the  life 

of  lower  volume  and  less  automation,  their  .^^^  lowest  priced  U.S.  made  machine,  of  the  Eximbank,  to  broaden  its  powers  and 
manufacturing  costs  In  total  are  so  much  ^j^j^h  was  ours,  was  24  percent  higher  than  j^  increase  its  resources.  We  believe  the 
lower  than  the  costs  in  the  U.S.  that  we  ^^^  German  units,  and  the  highest  priced  j^^^gg^  ^ills  in  the  Congress  should  be  passed 
cannot  compete  against  our  own  factories  ^  g  „^hine  was  94  percent  higher  than  qujckiy  but  I  want  to  point  out  a  very  signif- 
abroad  and  against  our  competitor  s  prod-  ^^^  German  bid.  I  might  add  that  our  unit,  j^.^^  difference  between  the  financing  dis- 
ucts  made  in  Belgium  and  Sweden.  although  it  was  the  lowest  of  the  U.S.  made  advantage  we  exporters  have  and  the  poten- 
I  also  want  to  mention  that  every  day  we  n^^chines.  was  not  quoted  with  our  normal  ^j^j  consequences  to  U.S.  industry  of  a 
are  purchasing  more  and  more  parts  and  ^^rgin.  dollar  which  continues  to  be  overvalued, 
components  from  abroad.  If  1  read  tne  list  ^^^  ^^^  following  compactor  bids  were  jj  ^g  ^.^nt  meet  foreign  financing  on  a 
of  countries  from  which  we  now  source  ^^^  recently  in  Guatemala  (per  urut):  job  we  lose  that  order,  but  If  we  can't  com- 
parts and  components,  it  would  read  like  the     Made  in  the  U.S $7,999  pete  because  of  a  basic  cost  disadvantage 

list  of  member  countries  of  the  United  Na-     ^^  "                       6,376  due  to  an  overvalued  dollar,  and  therefore 

tions.  A  few  years  ago  practically  every  part     JJ^^^  Jj;  J^ce       5,275  transfer    manufacturing    abroad,    we    lose 

was  made  in  the  U.S.  Made  in  the  UK '1.928     whole  factories  and  the  jobs  that  go  with 

Ingersoll-Rand  ^^  ,t'^dij'°'l»"y  f"PPf„^     wide  iS  Mexico. 3.195     them.  And.  decisions  to  transfer  production 

ma^  ul!rtl"unlt^  tl^  don^  we^e^  sn^-        The  lowest  priced  U.S.  made  machine  was     overseas   are   only   reversible   over   a  long 

^^StiXl^SSkl'^t--^-^-  ^  Zr^^rl'^'^eS^'^^S^rZT^^.T^  ^^ra°rr  encouraged  by  your  own  biU. 
do   so   because   the   machmes   we   compete     unit  and  29  percent  higher  man  tne   un.  ^^^^    ^    chairman,  to  Improve  the 

against  are  made  in  Belgium  and  Sweden,     made  m«;hine.  competitiveness  of  U.S.  industry,  and  the 
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However,  the  negotiations  with  Japan, 
and  all  the  bills  'n  Congress  to  which  I  have 
referred  above,  are  efforts  which  deal  with 
the  long-term  competitiveness  of  U.S.  indus- 
try. 

The  matter  of  the  overvalued  dollar  is 
something  that  has  to  be  dealt  with  now.  In 
our  opinion  there  isn't  time  for  another 
Bretton  Woods  or  Smithsonian  agreement.  I 
am  almost  tempted  to  say  that  there  isn't 
time  for  a  Williamsburg  agreement.  The 
U.S.  Government  must  intervene  now  in  the 
foreign  exchange  marliet  to  restore  struc- 
tural equilibrium;  that  is.  to  reduce  the 
value  of  the  dollar  until  it  reflects  the  un- 
derlying economic  purchasing  power  of  the 
United  States  versus  the  purchasing  power 
in  the  major  industrialized  countries.  While 
the  Administration  professes  to  be  against 
intervention  in  the  foreign  exchange 
market  on  the  grounds  that  Government 
intervention  in  international  trade  is  wrong, 
it  saw  fit  to  impose  a  40  percent  import  duty 
on  Japanese  motorcycles  to  help  Harley-Da- 
vidson.  We  don't  know  if  that  was  right  or 
not.  but  we  find  the  willingness  to  engage  in 
perhaps  the  most  objectionable  form  of  pro- 
tectionism, namely  exhorbitant  import 
duty,  totally  idealogically  incompatible  with 
the  Government's  unwillingness  to  inter- 
vene in  the  foreign  exchange  market  to  cor- 
rect an  obvious  wrong  which  not  only 
threatens  a  company,  but  a  whole  industry 
and  probably  the  entire  economic  founda- 
tion of  the  country. 

Intervention  in  the  foreign  exchange  mar- 
kets to  restore  equilibrium  is  not  protection- 
ism, and  we  don't  think  it  will  be  perceived 
as  such  by  anyone.  In  fact,  to  our  knowledge 
there  is  no  provision  in  any  international 
agreement  of  any  kind  which  prohibits  or 
even  discourages  a  country  from  intervening 
to  correct  its  misaligned  currency.  The  Gov- 
ernment has  the  tools  to  restore  sanity  in 
the  foreign  exchange  markets,  but  if  the 
Administration  is  unwilling  to  act.  I  hope 
the  Congress  will  force  the  Administration's 
hand,  and  I  appeal  to  this  Committee  to 
take  the  lead. 

Thank  you,  and  now  I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 


COMMITTEE'S  INTERPRETATIVE 
RULINGS  ON  SENATE  CODE  OF 
OFFICIAL  CONDUCT 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Select  Committee  on 
Ethics,  I  submit  a  number  of  the  com- 
mittee's interpretative  rulings  on  the 
Senate  Code  of  Official  Conduct  made 
pursuant  to  section  206  of  Senate  Res- 
olution 110,  95th  Congress.  These  15 
rulings  answer  questions  raised  by 
Members,  officers,  and  employees  of 
the  Senate  and  the  public  regarding 
Senate  rules  34  to  42,  the  franked  mail 
statute  and  regulations,  and  other 
matters.  They  are  presented 
chronologically  by  ruling  number— be- 
ginning with  No.  350— with  reference 
to  subject  and  reflect  committee 
action  between  October  5,  1981  and 
March  21,  1983.  The  first  103  rulings 
were  published  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  October  7,  1978.  Rulings 
104  to  150  were  published  November  9, 
1978.  Rulings  151  to  242  were  pub- 
lished September  5,  1979.  Rulings  243 
to  272  were  published  February  27, 
1980.   Rulings  273  to  335  were  pub- 


lished September  11,  1980.  Rimngs  336 
to  349  were  published  October  19, 
1981. 

The  committee  also  responded  by 
letter  to  571  inquiries  not  submitted 
here  for  publication.  These  inquiries 
were  either  too  specialized  to  be  of 
general  assistance  or  responses  to  in- 
quiries duplicated  interpretations  pre- 
sented here  or  previously  published. 

Interpretative  rulings  by  the  com- 
mittee may  be  relied  upon  by  an  indi- 
vidual involved  in  a  specific  transac- 
tion or  activity  which  is  indistinguish- 
able in  all  its  material  aspects  from 
the  facts  on  which  a  ruling  has  been 
made.  The  committee  encourages  writ- 
ten requests  for  rulings  on  specific  sit- 
uations not  clearly  covered  by  the 
Code  of  Conduct. 

The  conmiittee  will  continue  to  re- 
spond to  written  requests  for  interpre- 
tations, treat  such  requests  confiden- 
tially, and  publish  its  rulings  with  ap- 
propriate deletions  to  protect  the  pri- 
vacy of  individuals  who  seek  commit- 
tee guidance. 

The  rulings  of  the  select  committee 
are  as  follows: 

Interpretative  Ruling  No.  350 

Date  issued:  October  5.  1981. 

Applicable  Rule  and  Area:  38  and  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act. 

Question  considered:  How  may  a  Member 
defray  expenses  which  are  neither  reim- 
bursable from  his  or  her  Official  Office  Ex- 
pense Allowance,  nor  directly  related  to 
campaign  spending  for  re-election? 

Ruling:  A  Member  may  use  political  con- 
tributions  to  defray   expenses   incurred   in 
-connection  with  official  duties. 

Pacts:  As  stated  alwve. 

Discussion:  The  Federal  Election  Cam- 
paign Act  of  1971  (FECA).  as  amended,  pro- 
vides permission  for  a  Member  to  use  politi- 
cal funds  for  certain  non-campaign  pur- 
poses: 

.  .  contributions  that  are  in  excess  of 
any  amount  necessary  to  defray  .  .  .  expend- 
itures, and  any  other  amounts  contributed 
to  an  individual  for  the  purpose  of  support- 
ing his  or  her  stctivities  as  a  holder  of  Feder- 
al office,  may  be  used  ...  to  defray  any  or- 
dinary and  necessary  expenses  incurred  in 
connection  with  his  or  her  duties  as  a 
holder  of  Federal  office  .  .     '  2  U.S.C.  439a. 

Regulations  promulgated  by  the  FECA 
distinguish  between  money  which  is  given 
and  spent  'for  the  purpose  of  influencing 
any  election  for  Federal  office  (the  defini- 
tion of  "contribution"  and  "expenditure"  at 
CFR  section  110.7(a)  and  section  110.8(a)> 
and  "funds  donated"  defined  by  the  Regula- 
tions as  "all  funds  .  .  .  which  are  donated 
for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  activities 
of  a  Federal  .  .  .  officeholder  "  (11  CFR  sec- 
tion 113.1(a)).  These  provisions,  standing 
alone,  would  allow  a  Member  to  use  "contri- 
butions" and  also  "funds  donated"  to  defray 
"any  ordinary  and  necessary  expenses  in- 
curred in  connection  with  his  or  her  duties 
as  a  holder  of  Federal  office."  which  ap- 
pears to  be  a  broader  range  of  purposes 
than  the  narrowly  defined  expense  items 
for  which  the  Official  Office  Expense  Al- 
lowance is  provided: 

These  provisions  of  the  FECA  must  be 
considered,  however,  in  light  of  Senate  Rule 
38: 


"PROHIBITION  or  UNOFTICIAL  OmCE  ACCOOTfTS 

1.  No  Member  may  maintain  or  have 
maintained  for  his  use  an  unofficial  office 
account.  The  term  'unofficial  office  account' 
means  an  account  or  repository  into  which 
funds  are  received  for  the  purpose,  at  least 
in  part,  of  defraying  otherwise  unreim- 
bursed expenses  allowable  in  cormection 
with  the  operation  of  a  Member's  office.  An 
unofficial  office  account  does  not  include, 
and  expenses  incurred  by  a  Memt>er  in  con- 
nection with  his  official  duties  shall  be  de- 
frayed only  from— 

•  •  •  •  • 

(c)  funds  derived  from  a  political  commit- 
tee (as  defined  in  section  301(4)  of  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971.  as 
amended  (2  U.S.C.  431))  .  .  . 

The  Special  Committee  on  Official  Con- 
duct recommended  abolishing  unofficial 
office  accounts  because  accounts  were  not 
subject  to  any  disclosure  requirements  and 
contributions  were  not  subject  to  any  limita- 
tions as  to  amount  or  source.  See.  S.  Rept. 
95-49  at  U.  That  Special  Committee  also 
found  "that  certain  expenditures  related  to 
official  duties  inevitably  will  fall  into  a  "gray 
area.' "  That  is.  certain  expenditures  will 
not  be  eligible  for  reimbursement  by  the 
Senate  and.  at  the  same  time,  will  not  be  di- 
rectly related  to  a  campaign  for  election  to 
public  office.  Rule  38  provides  that  contri- 
butions derived  from  a  political  committee 
(fully  disclosed  and  regulated  under  the 
Federal  Election  Campaign  Act)  may  be 
used  to  defray  expenses  incurred  by  a 
Member  in  connection  with  his  or  her  offi- 
cial duties.  The  permission  does  not  extend, 
however,  to  the  use  of  what  the  FEC  Regu- 
lations call  "funds  donated'  because  these 
funds  are  not  covered  by  the  disclosure, 
amount,  and  source  limitations  provided  by 
the  FECA. 

A  related  matter  to  consider  is  the  tax 
treatment  that  may  be  applied  to  the  use  of 
"excess  campaign  funds"'  to  defray  ordinary 
and  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  connec- 
tion with  a  Member's  duties  as  a  holder  of 
Federal  office.  While  this  question  is  entire- 
ly within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Internal  Revenue,  further  infor- 
mation is  provided  in  a  report  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance.  'Tax  Status  of  Funds 
Expended  by  a  Political  Committee."  S. 
Rept.  95-779  (1978).  and  in  Revenue  Ruling 
78-373  on  Deductibility  of  Expenses  paid  by 
Members  of  Congress. 

Interpretative  Ruling  No.  351 

Date  issued:  May  7,  1982. 

Applicable  rule:  Miscellaneous. 

Questions  considered:  Under  what  circum- 
stances may  a  Member,  in  response  to  a  spe- 
cific request,  donate  an  item  for  auction? 
Specifically:  (1)  May  a  Member  donate  an 
item  purchased  and  charged  against  the  of- 
ficial stationery  account  of  the  Senate?  (2) 
May  a  Member  donate  publications  (such  as 
the  "Agriculture  'yearbook")  which  have 
been  allotted  to  Members  for  distribution? 
and  (3)  Is  a  distinction  to  be  made  in  an- 
swering questions  (I)  and  (2)  based  on  the 
nature  of  the  organization  and  the  use  to 
which  the  proceeds  of  the  auction  are  to  be 
put? 

Ruling:  (1)  Upon  request,  a  Member  may 
donate  for  auction  an  item  purchased  and 
charged  against  the  official  stationery  ac- 
count of  that  Member  if  the  item  is  of  nom- 
inal value;  was  not  intentionally  procured 
for  the  purpose  of  donation:  and  the  donee 
group  is  either  non-profit  or  a  non-political 
organization. 


(2)  Upon  request,  a  Member  may  donate 
for  auction  a  publication  printed  at  govern- 
ment expense,  such  as  the  "Agricultural 
Yearbook,"  If  the  item  is  of  nominal  value: 
was  not  intentionally  procured  for  the  pur- 
pose of  auction;  and  the  donee  group  is 
either  non-profit  or  a  non-political  organiza- 
tion. 

(3)  A  distinction  can  be  made  with  regard 
to  these  questions  based  on  the  nature  of 
the  organization  and  the  use  to  which  the 
auction  proceeds  are  to  be  put. 

Facts:  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  The  Committee  has  previously 
ruled  (InterpreUtive  Ruling  «175)  that  the 
donation  of  property  in  a  Member's  posses- 
sion as  a  function  of  his  being  a  Member  of 
the  Senate  is  not  prohibited  by  any  provi- 
sion of  the  Code  of  Official  Conduct,  nor 
does  it  appear  to  violate  any  regulation  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  or  the 
Senate  Rules  Committee. 

In  specific  response  to  the  questions 
posed: 

( 1 )  Subject  to  the  limitations  in  numbered 
paragraph  (3)  below,  a  Senator  may  donate 
to  an  outside  group  for  auction  an  item  of 
nominal  value  which  happens  to  have  been 
purchased  and  charged  against  the  official 
stationery  account  of  that  Member.  While 
there  is  no  Senate  rule  or  regulation  govern- 
ing this  question,  the  Committee  believes 
that  the  Intentional  procuring  of  such  items 
with  Senate  funds  for  the  purpose  of  donat- 
ing them  to  ouUide  groups  for  auction 
would  at  a  minimum  give  the  appearance  of, 
and  perhaps  constitute,  a  misuse  of  govern- 
ment funcls  in  that  the  items  purchased 
would  be  for  nongovernment  use.  The  Com- 
mittee takes  this  position  irrespective  of  the 
nature  of  the  outside  group,  and  recom- 
mends that  if  an  article  is  to  be  purchased 
for  presentation  to  a  group  as  an  item  for 
auction,  the  personal  funds  of  a  Member,  or 
excess  political  funds  of  the  Member's  prin- 
cipal campaign  committee,  would  be  prefer- 
able sources  for  defraying  the  cost  of  such 
an  item. 

(2)  Subject  to  the  llmlUtions  in  numbered 
paragraph  (3)  below,  a  Senator  may  donate 
to  an  ouUide  group  for  auction  a  publica- 
tion printed  at  government  expense  which 
has  been  allotted  to  him  for  distribution, 
such  as  "Art  in  the  Capitol,"  "The  Capitol," 
or  "Agriculture  Yearbooks." 

(3)  A  distinction  can  be  made  with  regard 
to  these  questions  based  on  the  nature  of 
the  organization  and  the  use  to  which  the 
auction  proceeds  are  to  be  put.  The  Com- 
mittee finds  no  problem  with  the  donation 
of  items  to  an  ouUide  group  for  auction 
where  such  items  are  of  nominal  value  and 
are  not  Intentionally  procured  with  Senate 
funcls  for  such  purpose.  If  the  donee  group 
Is  a  non-profit,  nonpolitical  organization. 
The  Committee  is  concerned  that  use  of 
public  property  to  raise  funds  for  a  for- 
profit  enterprise  or  a  political  party  could 
reflect  discredit  on  the  Senate.  In  addition, 
the  Committee  would  likewise  be  concerned 
If  the  particular  use  to  which  the  fundrais- 
Ing  proceeds  were  put  were  at  variance  with 
the  sUted  purposes  of  the  donee  groups,  i.e.. 
If  a  tax-exempt  non-profit  charitable  or  edu- 
cational institution  were  to  use  the  proceeds 
of  such  an  auction  for  political  purposes. 

These  concerns  lead  the  Committee  to 
conclude  that,  upon  request,  a  Member  may 
donate  property  In  his  possession  to  an  out- 
side group  for  auction  If  such  property  is  of 
nominal  value  and  was  not  Intentionally 
procured  with  Senate  funds  for  such  pur- 


pose: If  the  donee  group  is  either  non-profit 
or  a  non-political  organization:  and  if  the 
uses  to  which  the  auction  proceeds  are  to  be 
put  are  neither  for-profit  nor  political  In 
nature.  In  addition,  subject  to  the  stated 
limitations  regarding  the  nature  of  the 
donee  and  the  use  of  the  auction  proceeds,  a 
Member  may  donate  to  non-Senate  groups 
publications  printed  at  government  expense, 
such  as  "Art  In  the  Capitol, "  "The  Capitol," 
or  "Agriculture  Yearbook. " 


Interpretative  Ruling  No.  352 

Date  issued:  August  2,  1982. 
Applicable  rule:  37. 

Question  considered:  A  Senate  employee 
asked  whether  his  activities  as  a  profession- 
al racing  car  driver  are  in  violation  of  Rule 
37(5)  (Conflicts  of  Interest)  of  the  Code  of 
Official  Conduct. 

Ruling:  The  Committee  ruled  that  the  em- 
ployee's relationships  with  auto  racing  firms 
did  not  violate  paragraph  5  of  Senate  Rule 
37.  The  Committee  also  noted  that  the  em- 
ployee had  reported  to  his  supervisor  on  his 
outside  business  activities  as  required  by 
Paragraph  3  of  Rule  37  and  that  the  super- 
visor had  concluded  that  race  car  driving 
would  not  result  in  any  conflict  of  interest 
which  his  Senate  Committee  duties  which 
are  unrelatpd  to  auto  racing. 

Facts:  The  Senate  employee  had  an  oral 
agreement  with  an  automotive  accessories 
company  which  owns  and  maintains  a  race 
car.  Under  the  agreement,  the  firm  reim- 
burses him  for  race-related  expenses,  pays 
him  45  percent  of  any  prize  money  won.  and 
provides  him  with  driving  equipment. 
Second,  he  has  a  similar  agreement  with  an- 
other firm,  which  rebuilds  engines,  Imports 
car  parts,  rents  race  cars  to  professional 
drivers,  and  contracts  with  automobile  com- 
panies to  race  cars  for  them.  Both  firms 
may,  at  some  future  time,  advertise  their 
racing  success  with  the  employee  identified 
as  the  driver.  Third,  he  occasionally  pro- 
vides auto  racing-related  services  to  various 
automotive  businesses.  As  an  example,  he 
sUtes  that  he  has  written  a  story  on  a 
racing  car  for  publication  in  an  automotive 
magazine,  with  the  race  car's  msmufacturer 
paying  for  test  expenses  and  the  magazine 
paying  for  the  article. 

Discussion:  Paragraph  5  of  Senate  Rule  37 
provides: 

'No  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of  the 
Senate  compensated  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
$25,000  per  annum  and  employed  for  more 
than  ninety  days  In  a  calendar  year  shall  (a) 
affUlate  with  a  firm,  partnership,  associa- 
tion, or  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding professional  services  for  compensa- 
tion: (b)  permit  that  Individual's  name  to  be 
used  by  such  a  firm,  partnership,  associa- 
tion or  corporation:  or  (c)  practice  a  profes- 
sion for  compensation  to  any  extent  during 
regxilar  hours  of  the  Senate  office  in  which 
employed.  For  the  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph, professional  services'  shall  include 
but  not  be  limited  to  those  which  involve  a 
fiduciary  relationship. "  ^ 

The  Committee  concludecK  that  the  em- 
ployee's relationship  to  th\  automotive 
firms  was  that  of  an  independent  contrac- 
tor, and  therefore  is  not  an  affiliation 
within  the  meaning  of  Rule  37(5)(a).  The 
Committee  also  noted  that  the  professional 
services  addressed  in  paragraph  5  are  typi- 
cally those  involving  a  fiduciary  duty,  in- 
cluding law,  medicine,  engineering,  architec- 
ture and  slmUar  types  of  activities.  It  did 
not  believe  that  race  car  driving  is  a  profes- 


sion within  the  meaning  of  Rule  37(5Kc), 
and  accordingly,  did  not  believe  that  para- 
graph 5  of  Rule  37  prohibited  the  activity. 

The  Committee  noted,  however,  that 
under  Rule  37  an  employee's  supervisor  has 
a  continuing  responsibility  to  evaluate  and 
approve  of  an  employee's  outside  activities 
so  long  as  those  activities  continue. 

Interpretative  Ruling  No.  353 
Date  issued:  August  23,  1983. 
Applicable  rule:  38. 

Question  considered:  Members  asked  If 
they  may  accept  the  use  of  office  space  pro- 
vided by  a  home  state  governor  or  local 
communities. 

Ruling:  Meml)ers  may  accept  the  use  of 
office  space  from  their  state  and  local  gov- 
ernments. 

Facts:  In  one  instance  a, Member  asked 
whether  he  may  accept  his  home  state  gov- 
ernor's offer  of  the  use  of  an  office  in  the 
State  Capitol.  The  offer  was  of  an  empty 
office  which  would  be  one  of  the  Member's 
staff  whose  function  would  be  to  provide  In- 
formation to  the  governor,  state  legislature, 
and  state  officials  on  congressional  actions. 
In  another  instance,  a  Member  asked  if  four 
of  his  home  state  staff  members  may  peri- 
odically use  office  space  provided  by  coimty 
and  municipal  governments  as  part  of  their 
community  outreach  and  constituent  serv- 
ices work.  Typically,  a  local  government  pro- 
vides a  room  in  a  county  courthouse  for  a 
few  hours  each  week,  every  two  weeks,  or 
every  month,  depending  on  the  frequency  of 
visits. 

Discussion:  Providing  office  space  to  a 
Member  free  of  charge  raises  questions 
under  Rule  38  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate.  Although  the  Rule  does  not  contain 
any  specific  restrictions  on  the  sources  a 
Member  may  use  to  secure  office  space,  the 
Committee  has  ruled  that  a  Member  may 
not  accept  in-kind  contributions  in  connec- 
tion with  the  carrying  out  of  official  Senate 
duties  unless  they  are  paid  for  with  funds 
derived  from  one  of  the  four  sources  listed 
in  the  Rule.  Specifically,  the  Committee  has 
ruled  '  that  a  Member  may  not  accept  the 
contribution  of  free  use  of  space  In  a  law 
firm,  as  an  Intake  center  for  federal  case- 
work because  acceptance  would  be  tanta- 
mount to  an  Inklnd  contribution  to  defray 
unreimbursed  expense  of  a  federal  office- 
holder.   . 

The  Committee  has  also  ruled,  however, 
that  a  Member  may  accept  things  of  value 
from  agencies  of  the  federal  government 
and  from  other  Members  of  Congress,  with- 
out paying  for  them  from  the  sources  set 
forth  in  Rule  38,  because  the  Committee  did 
not  believe  that  the  Rule  was  intended  to 
prevent  Members  from  using  governmental 
goods  and  services  where  they  are  available 
on  an  equitable  and  non-partistm  basis. 

The  Committee  ruled  that  these  consider- 
ations permit  a  Member  to  accept,  without 
charge,  the  use  of  office  space  provided  by 
state  and  local  governments. 

It  is  beyond  the  Committee's  jurisdiction 
to  deal  with  any  questions  that  could  arise 
relative  to  the  use  of  office  space  which  is 
provided  to  Members  through  the  General 
Services  Administration,  or  the  amount  of 
office  furnishing  and  equipment  provided  to 
members  by  the  Senate  Sergeant-at-Arms. 
Any  questions  in  those  areas  should  be  ad- 
dressed to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Ad- 
ministration. 


'  See.  lor  example,  InterpreUtive  Ruling  No.  16. 
dated  May  23.  1977. 
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IirTKSPKXTATm  RUUNC  No.  3.'>4 


Date  Issued:  October  12.  1M2. 

Applicable  rule:  40. 

Question  considered:  A  series  of  mailings, 
comprised  of  several  p"oups  of  letters,  has 
been  sent  by  a  Senator.  Each  group  within 
the  series  contains  letters  dealing  with  a  dif- 
ferent subject  matter  from  each  other 
group,  and  no  one  group  exceeds  500  pieces 
In  number.  Does  such  a  series  constitute  a 
"mass  mailing"  as  defined  by  Committee 
Regulations  if  each  mailing  within  the 
series  contains  a  common  insert  and  the  ag- 
gregate number  for  all  mailings  exceeds  500 
within  a  30-day  period? 

Ruling:  Such  a  series  of  mailings  would 
constitute  a  "mass  mailing." 

Pacts:  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  This  is  a  question  of  first  im- 
pression for  the  Committee.  The  Regula 
tions  Govemiag  the  Use  of  the  Mailing 
FYank  (Chapter  Three.  Paragraph  (2Kb)) 
define  "mass  mailing"  as  Any  mailing 
within  any  30-day  period  of  more  than  500 
pieces  of  substantially  identical  content.  . 
Previous  Committee  interpretations  have  in- 
volved factual  situations  in  which  a  single 
mailing  was  at  issue.  The  policy  consider- 
ations which  form  the  basis  for  requiring 
the  registration  of  ma::s  mailings  and  impos- 
ing a  moratorium  on  their  use  by  candidates 
for  reelection,  however,  are  directed  at  large 
quantities  of  mailings  with  substantially 
Identical  content.  Thus  the  Committee  be- 
lieves that  a  series  of  mailings,  comprised  of 
several  groups  of  letters,  each  of  which  con- 
tains a  letter  dealing  with  different  subject 
matter  from  the  other  groups  of  letters  and 
no  one  group  of  which  exceeds  500  in 
number,  would  nonetheless  constitute  a 
"mass  mailing"  if  all  mailings— regsu-dless  of 
the  differing  content  of  the  letters— contain 
at  least  one  common  insert  and  the  aggre- 
gate number  for  all  mailings  exceeds  500 
within  a  30-day  period.  A  contrary  conclu- 
sion would  permit  Members  seeking  re-elec- 
tion to  avoid  the  mass  mailing  moratorium 
altogether  by  varying  the  content  of  letters 
sent  in  quantity  to  which  identical  inserts 
had  been  attached. 

IMTKHPRXTATIVE  ROLINC  No.  355 

E>ate  issued:  (Dctober  12.  1982. 

Applicable  rule:  38. 

Question  considered:  May  a  Member 
charge  to  his  or  her  Official  Office  Expense 
Allowance  the  cost  of  personal  telephone 
cails  made  to  a  spouse  and  family  in  Wash- 
ington at  times  when  the  Member  is  away 
from  Washington  on  official  business?  Al- 
though the  calls  are  of  a  personal  nature, 
the  need  to  make  them  arises  from  the 
Member's  duties  to  travel  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

Ruling:  Only  official  calls  are  eligible  for 
official  reimbursement. 

Facts:  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  While  a  Member's  duties  re- 
quire frequent  travel  away  from  his  or  her 
family,  the  Committee  believes  that  each 
Member  is  responsible  for  making  a  distinc- 
tion between  calls  which  are  personal  and 
calls  which  are  official.  Oiticial  calls  are.  of 
course  eligible  for  official  reimbursement 
under  procedures  established  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  and  Administration. 

iNTntPRCTATIVE  Rttung  No.  356 

Date  issued:  November  17,  1982. 

Applicable  area;  Pranking. 

Question  considered:  Members  asked  if 
letters  publicizing  programs  for  high  school 
students  were  frankable. 

Ruling:  A  Member's  franked  mail  privilege 
may  not  be  used  to  publicize  or  endorse  pro- 
grams administered  by  organizations  which 


are  themselves  not  authorized  to  mall 
matter  under  the  frank. 

Pacts:  In  one  instance,  a  non-governmen- 
tal organization  asked  a  Member  to  send  a 
franked  mailing  to  high  school  principals  to 
publicize  its  program  of  having  high  school 
students  participate  in  a  mock  constitution- 
al convention.  In  another  instance,  a  non- 
governmental organization,  which  adminis- 
ters international  student  exchanges,  asked 
Members  to  send  a  franked  mailing  to  high 
school  principals  inviting  their  nominees  for 
participation  in  an  international  exchange 
program  financed  by  a  foreign  government. 

Discussion:  Section  3125  of  Title  39.  U.S. 
Code,  provides; 

"A  person  entitled  to  use  a  frank  may  not 
lend  it  or  permit  its  use  by  any  committee, 
organization,  or  association,  or  permit  its 
use  by  any  person  for  the  benefit  or  use  of 
any  conunittee.  organization,  or  associa- 
tion ..." 

The  Committee  believed  that  this  provi- 
sion does  not  allow  Members  to  use  their 
franked  mall  privilege  to  publicize  or  en- 
dorse programs  administered  by  organiza- 
tions which  are  themselves  not  authorized 
to  mail  matter  under  the  frank:  the  statute 
therefore  does  not  allow  Members  to  use 
their  franking  privilege  on  behalf  of  these 
programs. 

iMTERPitrrATivz  Rdunc  No.  357 

Date  issued:  December  16.  1982. 

Applicable  Rules:  34.  41. 

Question  Considered:  A  Senate  staff 
member,  while  on  vacation  leave,  worked  on 
the  re-election  campaign  of  his  supervising 
Senator,  as  Is  permitted  under  Senate  rules. 
Is  it  permissible  under  the  Senate  Code  of 
Official  Conduct  for  that  staff  member  to 
be  reimbursed  by  the  Senator's  principal 
campaign  committee  for  expenses  Incurred 
by  the  staff  member  on  behalf  of  the  Sena- 
tor's campaign? 

Ruling:  Such  reimbursement  would  be 
permissible  under  the  Senate  Code  of  Offi- 
cial Con:luct  and  applicable  regulations  and 
interpretative  rulings  Issued  thereunder. 

Pacts;  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  The  Committee  has  previously 
ruled  '  that  such  campaign  involvement  by 
a  Senate  staff  member  while  on  vacation 
leave  is  permissible  under  Senate  rules.  Re- 
imbursement of  such  a  staff  member  for  ex- 
penses incurred  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  su- 
pervising Senator's  re-election  campaign 
effort  would  be  permissible  under  the 
Senate  Code  of  Official  Conduct  and  appli- 
cable regulations  and  Interpretative  rulings 
issued  thereunder. 

Senate  Rule  34  (Title  I  of  the  Ethics  in 
Government  Act  of  1978.  as  amended)  re- 
quires any  reporting  individual  (as  defined 
therein)  to  make  annual  disclosure  of  the 
receipt  of  reimbursements  to  cover  expenses 
aggregating  $250  or  more  from  any  one 
source  during  a  calendar  year. 

We  do  not  address  the  question  of  wheth- 
er such  a  reimbursement  would  constitute 
an  "expenditure"  for  purposes  of  the  Feder- 
al Election  Campaign  laws,  as  that  is  a 
matter  outside  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mittee. 

iNTKRFRrTATIVe  RULING  No.  358 

Date  issued:  December  17.  1982. 

Applicable  Rule:  37. 

Question  considered;  A  successful  candi- 
date for  election  to  the  Senate  is  the  chair- 
man of  the  board  and  chief  executive  officer 
of   a   publicly-traded    company    which    he 


'  Set,  t-g..  CR'i  number  3.  S,  22,  86,  BS,  and  326. 


helped  found  and  which  has  employed  him 
in  various  executive  positions  for  two  dec- 
ades. Having  been  elected  to  the  Senate,  the 
Senator-elect  Intends  to  resign  as  chairman 
and  chief  executive  officer  of  the  corpora- 
tion. Regarding  his  proposed  retirement 
from,  transition  service  to.  and  agreement 
not  to  compete  with,  his  former  employer, 
are  the  following  courses  of  action  consist- 
ent with  Senate  rules? 

A.  Retirement  Bonus 

In  consideration  of  his  past  service  to  the 
company,  may  the  company  award  the  Sen- 
ator-elect a  retirement  bonus  consisting  of 
retirement  benefits  commencing  in  the  year 
in  which  the  Senator-elect  will  reach  the 
normal  retirement  age  of  sixty-five?  The  re- 
tirement benefits  would  continue  for  the 
lifetime  of  the  Senator-elect,  except  that 
should  the  period  of  his  lifetime  be  less 
than  ten  years  from  the  date  such  payments 
commence,  the  payments  remaining  during 
such  ten-year  period  would  pass  to  his  heirs. 
B.  Covenant  Not  to  Compete 

May  the  Senator-elect  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment not  to  compete  with  his  company  for  a 
period  of  five  years  following  his  departure 
from  the  Senate  in  exchange  for  which  the 
company  will  compensate  the  Senator-elect 
In  two  equal  installments,  one  at  the  time  of 
execution,  and  the  second  one  year  there- 
from? 

C  Service  <u  "Transition  Advisor" 

For  the  purpose  of  winding  down  and  ter- 
minating the  Senator-elect's  Involvement 
with  the  company  in  an  orderly  manner, 
may  the  Senator-elect  serve  the  company  as 
a  "transition  advisor",  without  compensa- 
tion, for  a  period  of  seven  months  after 
taking  his  Senate  oath  so  as  to  be  available 
for  the  purpose  of  responding  to  inquiries 
from  the  company's  new  chairman  about 
matters  that  occurred  during  the  Senator- 
elect's  tenure  with  the  company  that  may 
be  within  his,  the  Senator-elect's,  sole 
knowledge? 

D.  Exercise  of  Stock  Options 
During  the  proposed  period  of  the  Sena- 
tor-elect's service  as  transition  advisor,  may 
he  exercise  stock  options  previously  granted 
him  by  the  company  but  which,  absent  such 
service  as  a  transition  advisor,  would  other- 
wise be  lost  to  him? 

RULING 

A.  Retirement  Bonus 

A  corporation's  awarding  of  a  retirement 
bonus  to  a  former  executive  upon  his  elec- 
tion to  the  Senate  would  be  permissible  if 
done  in  compliance  with  the  express  condi- 
tions discussed  below. 

B.  Covenant  Not  To  Compete 

A  Senator-elect  could  enter  into  a  cov- 
enant not-to-compete  with  his  former  em- 
ployer, for  which  he  could  be  compensated. 
C.  Service  as  "Transition  Advisor" 

Service  by  the  Senator-elect  as  transition 
advisor  to   his   former  employer  would  be 
permissible  If  done  in  compliance  with  the 
express  conditions  discussed  below. 
D.  Exercise  of  Stock  Options 

The  Senator-elect  could  exercise  aU  stock 
options  granted  him  prior  to  his  announce- 
ment and  filing  as  a  candidate  for  the 
United  SUtes  Senate. 

Facts;  As  stated  above. 

DISCUSSION 

A.  Retirement  Bonus 
The  Committee  believes  that  a  corpora- 
tion's awarding  of  a  retirement  bonus  to  a 
former    executive    would    be    permissible 
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under  the  facts  as  presented  if  the  following 
conditions  were  met: 

1.  The  retirement  bonus  must  be  awarded 
strictly  and  exclusively  In  consideration  of 
the  candidate's  past  services  rendered  to  the 
corporation. 

2.  There  could  exist  the  appearance  of  im- 
propriety occasioned  by  the  Senator-elect's 
knowledge  that  his  continued  receipt  of  re- 
tirement plan  payments  would  be  depend- 
ent, as  a  practical  matter,  upon  the  econom- 
ic health  and  well-being  of  the  corporation. 
The  Committee  therefore  believes  that  the 
retirement  bonus  should  not  be  predicated 
or  in  any  way  dependent  upon,  or  related  to. 
the  future  performance  of  the  corporation, 
Its  publicly-traded  stock  or  debentures,  or 
Its  future  earnings. 

3.  Such  a  retirement  plan  should  be  pro- 
vided in  compliance  with  all  reporting  re- 
quirements of  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission  and  the  Employee  Retirement 
Income  Security  Act  of  1974. 

While  there  are  no  other  conditions  which 
must  be  met.  certain  situations  which  are 
dealt  with  by  the  Senate  Code  of  Conduct, 
such  as  "buyout  arrangements"  are  analo- 
gous. In  this  case,  the  Senator-elect  Is  not 
bound  by  these  guidelines,  but  may  wish  to 
consider  them  as  applied,  by  way  of  analogy, 
to  a  retirement  bonus  factual  situation  simi- 
lar to  the  instant  matter: 

1.  Such  past  services  rendered  should  be 
sufficiently  substantial  as  to  justly  entitle 
the  candidate  to  the  receipt  of  such  a  bonus. 

2.  Such  a  retirement  bonus  should  be  a 
bona  fide  award  of  compensation  in  a 
manner  not  Inconsistent  with  the  usual  and 
customary  practices  of  the  corporation. 

3.  The  retirement  bonus  should  consist  of 
a  sum  certain,  determined  at  the  time  of 
severance  from  the  corporation. 

4.  The  sum  certain  should  be  paid  either 
as  a  lump-sum,  at  severance,  or  an  annual 
payment  of  a  certain  percent  of  the  sum 
certain,  payable  within  a  reasonable  period 
of  time,  and  which  sum  certain  should  be 
funded  in  advance.  Advance  funding  avoids 
any  appearance  of  impropriety  occasioned 
by  the  Member's  knowledge  that  his  contin- 
ued receipt  of  retirement  bonus  payments 
would  be  dependent,  as  a  practical  matter, 
upon  the  economic  health  and  well-being  of 
the  corporation. 

B.  Covenant  Not-To-Compete 
The  Committee  understands  that  the 
board  wants  to  assure  that  the  Senator-elect 
does  not  In  the  future  enter  Into  a  business 
which  would  be  in  competition  with  his 
former  company.  The  Senator-elect  has 
therefore  agreed  to  enter  Into  a  covenant 
not  to  compete  with  his  company  for  a 
period  of  five  years  following  his  departure 
from  the  United  States  Senate.  In  exchange 
for  which  the  company  will  compensate  the 
Senator-elect  by  payments  on  January  1, 
1983,  and  on  January  1,  1984. 

The  Committee  believes  that  such  an  ar- 
rangement, if  consistent  with  the  applicable 
statutes  and  case  law  of  the  governing  juris- 
diction. U  permissible  under  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate  and  poses  no  problems 
regarding  the  propriety  of  the  Senator- 
elect's  conduct  while  in  office. 

C.  Service  as  "Transition  Advisor" 
The  Committee  understands  that  the 
company  has  requested  that  the  Senator- 
elect  remain  as  a  transition  advisor  for  a 
period  of  seven  months  to  provide  intermit- 
tent guidance  to  the  new  chairman;  that  the 
Senator-elect  would  be  available  for  the 
purpose  of  responding  to  Inquiries  from  the 


new  chairman  about  matters  that  occurred 
during  the  Senator-elect's  tenure  with  the 
company  that  may  be  within  the  Senator- 
elect's  sole  knowledge;  that  such  a  role 
would  be  confined  to  Infrequent  telephone 
conversations;  that  under  no  circumstances 
would  the  Senator-elect,  upon  taking  the 
oath  of  office,  be  involved  In  giving  any  stra- 
tegic or  planning  advice  to  the  company, 
participating  In  any  operating  decisions,  or 
exercising  any  fiduciary  relationship  with 
the  company;  and  that  this  arrangement  is 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  winding  down 
and  terminating  in  an  orderly  manner  the 
Senator-elect's  involvement  with  the  compa- 
ny. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  proposed 
arrangement  constitutes  no  substantive  con- 
flict of  interest  with  the  duties  and  obliga- 
tions Imposed  by  the  Senator-elects  service 
as  a  Member  of  the  United  States  Senate. 
The  Committee  makes  this  statement,  how- 
ever, with  the  express  understanding  that 
the  Senator-elect  will  serve  for  the  limited 
period  stated;  that  any  information  he  may 
provide  to  the  new  chairman  of  the  corpora- 
tion will  be  limited  exclusively  to  a  discus- 
sion of  matters  which  occurred  In  the  past 
but  which  may  be  within  the  sole  knowledge 
of  the  Senator-elect;  and  that  such  service 
be  uncompensated. 

D.  Exercise  of  Stock  Options 
The  Committee  believes  that  during  the 
period  of  the  Senator-elect's  service  as  a 
transition  advisor  he  could  exercise  stock 
options  previously  granted  him  by  the  com- 
pany but  which,  absent  such  service  as  a 
transition  advisor,  would  oUjerwise  be  lost 
to  him,  if  such  service  as  a  transition  advisor 
Is  consistent  with  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
(C)  above,  and  if  no  stock  options  are  exer- 
cised by  the  Senator-elect  which  were  not 
already  granted  prior  to  his  announcement 
and  filing  as  a  candidate  for  the  United 
States  Senate. 

While  It  Is  the  understanding  of  the  Com- 
mittee that  the  company  will  dUclose  all  of 
these  transactions  to  the  extent  required  by 
various  federal  and  state  laws,  the  Senator- 
elect  has  numerous  reporting  requirements 
under  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  and 
Title  I  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  of 
1978  with  which  he  must  comply. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  notes  that  it  Is 
important  not  only  that  substantive  con- 
flicts of  interest  be  avoided,  but  also  that 
there  be  no  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  In- 
terest. In  this  regard,  paragraphs  1  and  4  of 
Rule  37.  dealing  with  conflicts  of  interest, 
require  that  a  Member  in  no  way  Improper- 
ly use  his  official  position  or  exercise  influ- 
ence in  a  manner  which  would  result  in  per- 
sonal financial  gain.  In  addition,  paragraph 
2  of  Rule  37  requires  that  no  Member 
engage  in  any  outside  business  or  profes- 
sional activity  which  is  Inconsistent  or  in 
conflict  with  the  conscientious  performance 
of  his  official  duties.  We  believe  that  the 
avoidance  of  the  appearance  of  impropriety 
is  especially  important  with  regard  to  the 
legislative  and  oversight  responsibilities  of 
the  Committees  on  which  the  Senator-elect 
serves  after  taking  the  oath  of  office. 


Senator  from  serving  as  General  Chairman 
or  receiving  reasonable  compensation  com- 
mensurate with  the  services  rendered  to  the 
party.  Additionally,  the  Committee  conclud- 
ed that  Senate  Rule  34  Cntle  I  of  the  Ethics 
in  Government  Act  of  1978.  as  amended)  re- 
quired the  Senator  to  make  an  annual  dis- 
closure of  the  receipt  of  outside  income  ag- 
gregating $100  or  more  from  any  one  source 
during  a  calendar  year,  and  reimbursements 
to  cover  travel  and  related  expenses  aggre- 
gating $250  or  more  from  any  one  source 
during  a  calendar  year. 

Pacts:  A  Senator  has  been  requested  to 
serve  as  General  Party  Chairman,  a  position 
which  would  include  the  following  duties:  to 
formulate  and  articulate  the  goals  and  poli- 
cies of  the  party;  to  provide  advice  and  guid- 
ance to  the  p^y's  Natlonsd  Committee  and 
to  its  other  officers  and  staff;  and  to  coordi- 
nate the  activities  of  the  party's  National 
Committee  with  those  of  the  party's  Sena- 
torial Committee,  the  Congressional  Com- 
mittee, and  any  committee  or  committees 
organized  to  secure  the  election  of  the 
party's  candidates  for  the  Presidency  or 
Vice  Presidency  of  the  United  States. 

Discussion:  While  the  Committee  found 
that  no  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Conduct 
specifically  addressed  the  questions  raised 
by  the  ruling  request,  It  concluded  that  two 
provisions  must  be  considered. 

Paragraph  2  of  Rule  37  (Conflict  of  Inter- 
est) provides  a  general  admonition  against 
engaging  in  non-Senate  activities  which 
interfere  with  the  conscientious  perform- 
ance of  Senate  duties.  While  the  Committee 
will  customarily  offer  Its  comments  when 
asked,  it  has  been  the  Committee's  policy  to 
place  upon  the  Member  the  primary  respon- 
sibility for  determining  whether  the  activity 
he  intends  to  engage  in  presents  a  conflict 
of  interest  and  to  caution  him  that  he  has 
an  on-going  responsibility  to  avoid  conflicts 
of  interest  and  the  appearance  thereof. 
Thus,  while  the  Conunittee  found  that  no 
Inherent  conflicts  of  Interest  appeared  to  be 
raised  by  the  Senator's  service  as  General 
Chairman,  the  Senator  would  nonetheless 
want  to  remain  sensitive  to  the  possibility 
that  some  conflict  might  arise  and.  if  that 


Interpretative  Ruling  No.  359 

Date  issued:  January  3,  1983 

Applicable  Rules:  34  <fe  37 

Question  Considered:  Does  the  Senate 
Code  of  Official  Conduct  prohibit  a  Senator 
from  serving  as  the  compensated  General 
Chairman  of  a  national  political  party  com- 
mittee? 

Ruling:  The  Committee  held  that  the 
Code  of  Official  Conduct  does  not  prohibit  a 


should  occur,  to  take  appropriate  action. 

As  to  the  acceptance  of  compensation  for 
services  rendered  as  General  Chairman, 
paragraph  5  of  Rule  37  provides:  No 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  Senate 
compensated  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  $25,000 
per  annum  and  employed  for  more  than 
ninety  days  in  a  calendar  year  shall  (a)  affil- 
iate with  a  firm,  partnership,  association,  or 
corporation  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
professional  ser\'ices  for  compensation;  (b) 
permit  that  individual's  name  to  be  used  by 
such  a  firm,  partnership,  association,  or  cor- 
poration; or  (c)  practice  a  profession  for 
compensation  to  any  extent  during  regular 
office  hours  of  the  Senate  office  in  which 
employed.  For  the  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph, "professional  services  "  shall  Include, 
but  not  be  limited  to,  those  which  Involve  a 
fiduciary  relationship. 

The  type  of  services  the  drafters  of  the 
Code  of  Conduct  intended  to  prohibit  were 
those  of  a  professional  nature,  involving  a 
fiduciary  duty  to  outside  commercial  or 
business  organizations,  which  on  their  face 
were  likely  to  present  conflicts  between 
Senate  duties  and  outside  responsibilities. 
The  Committee  therefore  concluded  that 
this  provision  was  not  Intended  to  be  appli- 
cable to  services  provided  as  General  Chair- 
man of  a  political  party. 
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IirmPKXTATIvi  RuuMG  No.  360 


Date  Issued:  January  31.  1983. 

Applicable  Rules:  35  and  38. 

Question  Considered:  Are  there  any  cir- 
cumstance under  which  a  Senator  could  uti- 
lize a  50  percent  discount  program,  offered 
by  an  airline,  under  the  Standing  Rules  of 
the  Senate,  and  would  application  of  the 
Standing  Rules  to  the  discount  differ  de- 
pending upon  the  way  in  which  the  discount 
was  used  by  the  Senator? 

Ruling:  The  answer  to  this  question  would 
depend  upon  several  variables,  i.e.,  is  the 
airline  a  "prohibited  source"  (as  defined  in 
paragraph  Kb)  of  Rule  35);  is  the  Senator 
using  the  discount  for  personal  or  official 
travel:  and.  where  the  travel  wUI  be  official, 
does  the  Senator  have  funds  remaining  in 
his  or  her  official  Office  Account  at  the 
time  the  discount  is  used?  These  variables 
determine  whether  the  discount  can  be  used 
consistent  with  Senate  Rules  and  such  uses 
are  discussed  below. 

Facts:  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  Because  this  particular  dis- 
count program  is  offered  directly  to  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  is  not  negotiated  with 
GSA  on  behalf  of  the  federal  government, 
as  is  the  case  in  most  airline  discounts  cur- 
rently used  by  the  Senate,  the  manner  in 
which  a  Senator  would  use  this  particular 
discount  fare  would  determine  the  applica- 
tion of  Rule  35  ("Gifts")  and  38  ("Unofficial 
Office  Accounts").  Since  GSA  negotiated 
discounts  are  used  by  Senators  exclusively 
for  official  travel  and  the  Senate  reimburses 
Senators  for  air  travel  which  utilizes  GSA 
negotiated  fares,  the  amount  of  the  dis- 
count on  an  Individual  fare  is  neither  a 
"gift"  to  the  Senator  nor  an  in-kind  contri- 
bution to  defray  an  official  but  unreim- 
bursed expense  of  the  Senator's  office, 
which  is  prohibited  by  Rule  38. 

Since  this  particular  discount  Is  offered  di- 
rectly to  Senators  and  is  not  subject  to  the 
requirement  that  it  only  be  used  for  official 
travel  (as  is  the  case  with  GSA  negotiated 
fares),  a  Senator  could  use  this  discount  In 
one  of  three  ways,  each  of  the  ways  result- 
ing in  a  differing  application  of  Rules  35 
and  38. 

(A)  Should  a  Senator  choose  to  use  the 
discount  offered  by  the  airline  for  purely 
personal  travel,  the  amount  of  the  discount 
would  be  deemed  to  be  a  "gift"  to  the  Sena- 
tor (this  particular  airline  not  being  an 
entity  which  has  a  direct  interest  in  legisla- 
tion as  defined  in  Rule  35)  smd  the  value  of 
the  discount  would  be  reported  on  the  Sena- 
tor's disclosure  statement  if  it  were  in 
excess  of  $250  in  a  year. 

(B)  Should  the  Senator  use  this  discount 
for  o  licial  travel,  and  assuming  that  he  had 
funds  remaining  in  his  Official  Office  Ex- 
pense Account,  the  Senator  would  pay  for 
the  airfare  billed  to  the  Senator  by  the  air- 
line and  the  discount  given  by  the  airline 
would  not  be  a  "gift"  to  the  Senator  nor 
would  it  be  a  prohibited  office  account  con- 
tribution, because  the  Senate  would  be  re- 
imbursing the  Senator  for  the  airfare  bUled. 

(C)  However,  if  the  Senator  chose  to  use 
the  discount  for  official  travel  after  he  had 
exhausted  the  funds  available  to  him 
through  the  Official  Office  Expense  Ac- 
count, the  Senator  would  not  reimburse  him 
for  the  airfare  billed  to  him  by  the  airline, 
and  while,  pursuant  to  Rule  38,  the  Senator 
could  use  his  own  personal  funds  or  excess 
campaign  funds  to  pay  for  the  airfare  billed, 
the  amount  of  the  discount  offered  by  the 
alrUne  on  the  ticket  price  would  be  viewed 
as  a  contribution  to  offset  an  official  but 
unreimbursed  office  expense,  a  contribution 


which  the  Senator  could  not  accept  under 
Rule  38. 

IlfnatPRKTATIVX  ROUMG  No.  361 

Date  issued:  January  31.  1983. 

Applicable  Rule:  38. 

Question  Considered:  What  are  the  re- 
quirements Imposed  by  Senate  rules  regard- 
ing the  handling  of  registration  fees  for  con- 
ferences or  seminars  sponsored  by  Mem- 
bers? 

Ruling:  Such  conferences  or  seminars 
must  be  jointly  sponsored:  a  sponsor  other 
than  a  Senator  must  handle  registration 
fees;  and  any  surplus  funds  should  either  be 
returned  to  conference  participants  on  a 
pro-rata  basis,  or  donated  to  charity. 

Pacts:  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  Rule  38  prohibits  unofficial 
office  iiccounts  and  confines  the  use  of 
those  funds  which  may  be  used  to  defray 
expenses  incurred  in  connection  with  a 
Member's  official  duties  to  these  sources; 
personal  funds  of  a  Member;  official  funds 
appropriated  for  that  purpose;  funds  de- 
rived from  a  Meml)er's  principal  campaign 
committee;  and  funds  received  as  reasonable 
reimbursements  for  expenses  incurred  by  a 
Member  in  connection  with  personal  serv- 
ices provided  by  the  Member  to  the  organi- 
zation making  the  reimbursement. 

The  Committee  believes  that  in  situations 
in  which  registration  fees  are  necessary  to 
defray  conference  expenses,  with  respect  to 
the  collection  and  distribution  of  such  fees. 
Rule  38  requires  joint  sponsorship  of  such 
programs  and  that  a  sponsor  other  than  the 
Senator  handle  the  collection  and  distribu- 
tion of  such  funds.  Where  circumstances 
result  in  a  surplus  of  funds  after  the  confer- 
ence has  been  held  and  all  expenses  thereof 
have  been  met,  the  Committee  believes  that 
surplus  funds  should  either  be  returned  to 
conference  participants  on  a  pro-rata  basis, 
or  donated  to  charity. 

Interpretative  Ruling  No.  362 

Date  issued:  January  31.  1983. 

Applicable  Rules:  38  &  40 

Question  Considered:  May  a  Member 
accept  reimbursement  from  licensed  broad- 
casters for  the  cost  of  recording,  in  the 
Senate  Recording  Studio,  a  monthly  televi- 
sion program  which  is  to  be  aired  on  sta- 
tions owned  by  the  broadcasters? 

Ruling:  Members  may  accept  reimburse- 
ment from  broadcasters  under  these  circum- 
stances. 

Pacts:  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  Paragraph  6  of  Senate  Rule  40 
provides: 

(a)  The  radio  and  television  studioes  pro- 
vided by  the  Senate  or  by  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives may  not  be  used  by  a  Senator 
or  an  individual  who  is  a  candidate  for  nom- 
ination for  election,  or  election,  to  the 
Senate  less  than  sixty  days  immediately 
before  the  date  of  any  primary  or  general 
election  (whether  regular,  special  or  runoff) 
in  which  that  Senator  is  a  candidate  for 
public  office  or  that  individual  is  a  candi- 
date for  Senator. 

(b)  This  paragraph  shall  not  apply  if  the 
facilities  are  to  be  used  at  the  request  of. 
and  at  the  expense  of  a  licensed  broadcast 
organization  or  an  organization  exempt 
from  taxation  under  section  501(cK3)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

The  Committee  believed  that  the  permis- 
sion expressed  in  subparagraph  (b)  extends 
to  periods  other  than  those  immediately 
prior  to  an  election  and  authorizes  the  ac- 
ceptance of  reimbursements  from  licensed 
broadcasters    for    use    of    the    Recording 


Studio  to  record  programs  that  the  broad- 
casters present. 

Although  Senate  Rule  38  prohibits  accept- 
ing contributions  to  defray  official  ex- 
penses, the  Committee  concluded  that,  since 
language  in  Rule  40  specifically  addresses 
the  use  of  the  Senate  Recording  Studio, 
Rule  40  should  decide  the  question. 

Interpretative  Ruling  No.  363 

Date  Issued:  March  4,  1983. 

Applicable  Area:  Pranking. 

Question  considered:  May  a  Senator  affix 
to  franked  envelopes  decorative  stamps  pro- 
moting his  home  State,  Its  products  and  In- 
dustries. 

Ruling:  The  Conunittee  held  that  39 
U.S.C.  3215,  which  prohibits  Senators  from 
allowing  non-Senate  organizations  to  use 
the  franking  privilege,  would  preclude  plac- 
ing the  stamps  on  franked  envelopes. 

Pacts:  The  Senator  requesting  the  ruling 
received  a  letter  from  the  governor  of  his 
State  asking  that  he  participate  in  the  pro- 
motional stamp  prof!Tam.  The  program  had 
been  started  by  a  private  businessman  and 
was  being  supported  by  the  State  govern- 
ment which  was  encouraging  State  agencies 
and  public  officials,  as  well  as  private  busi- 
nesses and  citizens  to  attach  the  stamps  to 
their  correspondence. 

Discussion:  The  privilege  of  sending  offi- 
cial mail  in  envelopes  bearing  a  Senator's 
signature  (frank)  rather  than  a  postage 
stamp  is  granted  by  statute  in  39  U.S.  sec- 
tions 3210  et  seq. 

Section  3210  provides:  "It  is  the  policy  of 
the  Congress  that  the  privilege  of  sending 
mail  as  franked  mall  shall  be  established 
...  in  order  to  assist  and  expedite  the  con- 
duct of  the  official  business,  activities,  and 
duties  of  the  Congress.  .  . 

Section  3215  prohibits  the  use  of  the 
frank  by  or  for  the  l)eneflt  of  non-Senate 
grou[>s  or  organizations. 

The  Committee  felt  that,  while  the 
stamps  supported  a  worthwhile  cause,  they 
should  not  be  used  on  franked  mall.  Endors- 
ing their  use  would  make  it  impossible  for 
the  Committee  to  refuse  to  allow  the  at- 
tachment of  other  stamps  for  promoting 
other  worth  causes  and  groups. 

Interpretative  Ruling  No.  364 

Date  Issued:  March  10,  1983. 

Applicable  Area:  Pranking. 

Question  considered:  If  a  retiring  Member 
of  the  Senate  were  to  send  a  franked  ques- 
tiormaire  on  a  legislative  Issue  and  provide 
that  responses  to  the  questionnaire  could  be 
returned  to  his  Senate  office  under  the 
franked  mail  privilege,  would  the  franked 
responses,  which  might  be  returned  after 
the  Senator  had  left  office,  become  the 
property  of  the  former  Senator  or  would 
they  remain  the  property  of  the  Senate? 

Ruling:  Responses  to  franked  question- 
naires, which  are  to  be  returned  to  the 
Senate  under  the  franking  privilege  of  the 
Senator  who  mailed  the  questionnaires, 
become  the  property  of  the  Senate  in  the 
instance  where  the  Senator  retires  from  the 
Senate  before  the  franked  responses  are  re- 
turned. 

Facts:  As  stated  above. 

Discussion:  A  Senator  Is  authorized,  under 
section  3210(a)(3)<c)  of  the  franked  mall 
statute,  to  send  a  questionnaire  which  seeks 
public  opinon  "on  any  law,  pending  or  pro- 
posed legislation,  public  issue  or  subject" 
and  responses  to  such  a  questionnaire  may 
be  returned  to  the  Senator  by  the  constitu- 
ent under  the  Senator's  frank.  There  could 
be  an  occasion  where  a  Senator,  who  is  near 


to  the  date  of  his  retirement,  might  find  It 
appropriate  to  send  such  a  questionnaire 
and  provide  for  the  responses  to  be  returned 
to  his  Senate  office.  If  the  Senator  left  the 
Senate  after  the  questionnaire  had  been 
mailed,  but  before  the  responses  were  re- 
turned, the  responses  would  become  the 
property  of  the  Senate,  rather  than  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  former  Senator.  The 
Committee  ruled  that  responses  to  a  ques- 
tionnaire which  were  returned  under  a  Sen- 
ator's frank,  but  after  the  Senator  has  re- 
tired, would  become  the  property  of  the 
Senate  and  would  be  held  for  official  use  by 
another  Senator  of  Senate  committee  which 
might  be  interested  in  the  results  of  the 
questionnaire. 


iNTERPRrrATIVE  RULING  NO.  365 

Date  Issued:  March  21,  1983. 
Applicable  Rule,  37. 

Area:  Pranking,  Code  of  Official  Conduct 
(40  use  193(d)). 

Question  considered:  Are  there  any 
Senate  Rules  or  federal  statutes  which 
would  limit  the  ability  of  a  Senator  to  chair 
and  actively  participate  in  a  fundraislng 
effort,  within  the  Senate  and  using  Senate 
facilities  and  employees,  on  behalf  of  a  na- 
tional, non-profit,  tax-exempt  charitable  or- 
ganization? 

Ruling:  For  reasons  involving  the  policy 
behind  the  federal  governments'  Combined 
Federal  Campaign  and  because  of  the  re- 
strictions imposed  by  40  USC  193(d).  the 
Committee  recommends  that  a  Senator  not 
become  Involved  in  a  charitable  solicitation 
within  the  Senate.  Such  a  recommendation 
would  not  apply  to  a  Senator's  participation 
in  such  a  solicitation  which  was  undertaken 
outside  of  Capitol  Hill. 

Facts:  A  Senator  was  asked  by  a  national, 
non-profit,  charitable  organization  to  lead  a 
fundraislng  drive  for  the  organization 
within  the  Senate.  As  proposed,  the  Senator 
would  solicit  Members,  officers,  and  employ- 
ees of  the  Senate,  host  luncheons  in  Senate 
facilities  to  solicit  contributions  and  use  his 
Senate  letterhead  and  the  "Inside  Mail" 
system  to  notify  the  Senate  of  the  fundrais- 
lng effort  and  invite  participation  and  con- 
tributions. The  Senator  proposed  that  he 
would  also  make  use  of  the  volunteer  serv- 
ices of  his  staff,  or  other  Senate  employees, 
during  normal  Senate  working  hours. 

Discussion:  Charitable  solicitations  of  fed- 
eral employees  in  the  work  place  are  gener- 
ally regulated  by  Executive  Orders  of  the 
I>resldent.  In  an  effort  to  combine  all  of  the 
various  charitable  solicitations  which  feder- 
al employees  had  been  exposed  to  within 
the  work  place.  President  Kennedy  issued 
an  Executive  Order  in  1962  which  esUb- 
llshed  the  Combined  Federal  Campaign  as 
the  sole  chariUble  soliciUtion  of  federal 
employees.  The  purpose  and  intent  behind 
the  recognition  of  a  single  charlUble  solici- 
tation each  year  has  been  adopted  by  each 
successive  President.  The  Office  of  Person- 
nel Management,  which  has  been  directed 
by  the  President  to  administer  the  CFC,  has 
published  regulations  which  direct  that  the 
charitable  organizations  which  participate 
in  the  CFC  limit  their  solicitation  of  federal 
employees  at  the  work  place  to  a  single, 
yearly  solicitation  through  auspices  of  the 
CFC.  In  this  instance,  the  charitable  organi- 
zation, which  was  the  subject  of  the  Sena- 
tor's inquiry,  had  been  a  participant  in  the 
CPC  for  the  preceding  year. 

The  Congress  has  recognized  the  merit  of 
a  single,  annual  combined  charitable  solici- 
Ution of  Members  and  employees  of  the 
Congress  in  the  work  place,  by  inviting  the 
CPC  to  solicit  the  Congress  and  to  utilize 


Congressional  staff  and  pay  mechanisms  for 
that  purpose  (H.  Res.  12,  adopted  by  the 
Senate  on  September  14,  1977).  While  the 
Congress  is  not  bound  by  the  regulations 
promulgated  by  OPM  with  respect  to  the 
CFC,  the  Select  Committee  concluded  that 
the  underlying  principles  set  forth  in  such 
regulations  should  be  followed  with  respect 
to  the  charitable  solicitation  of  Members 
and  employees  of  the  Senate.  In  addition, 
the  Committee  was  apprised  that  federal 
law,  40  USC  193(d),  seeks  to  restrict  charita- 
ble solicitations  on  the  grounds  of  the  Cap- 
itol. 

For  these  reasons,  and  because  the  Com- 
mittee agreed  with  the  underlying  principle 
that  there  should  only  be  a  single,  annual 
charitable  solicitation  within  Congress,  the 
Committee  suggested  that  the  Senator  not 
become  involved  with  a  separate  fundraislng 
effort  on  behalf  of  a  charitable  organization 
within  the  Senate. 

However,  the  Committee  made  clear  that 
its  recommendation  did  not  extend  to  the 
Senator's  participation  in  a  charitable  solici- 
tation outside  of  the  Senate.  The  Commit- 
tee believes  that  a  Senator  could  sponsor 
fundraislng  events  at  other  than  Senate  fa- 
cilities and  conceivably  could,  under  policies 
adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Ad- 
ministration, utilize  Capitol  rooms  or 
Senate  office  building  rooms  under  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction,  to  sponsor  lunch- 
eons and  announce  that  a  charitable  organi- 
zation was  soliciting  funds,  etc.,  while 
making  sure  that  no  actual  solicitation  took 
place  at  the  Senate  facility.  Similarly,  a 
Senator  could  make  use  of  the  volunteer 
services  of  Senate  employees,  acting  on 
their  own  leave  or  evening  or  weekend  time, 
to  assist  in  fundraislng  events  which  might 
be  held  off  of  Capitol  Hill.  Such  staff  par- 
ticipation would  not  violate  any  rule  of  the 
Code  of  Official  Conduct,  provided  that, 
pursuant  to  Rule  37.3,  the  employee's  super- 
visor was  notified  and  approved  of  the  em- 
ployee's participation. 

The  Committee  also  stated  its  view  that 
under  the  Committee's  Advisory  Opinion  of 
August  14,  1978,  on  the  use  of  Senate  letter- 
head, a  Senator  could  use  Senate  letterhead 
to  notify  the  Senator's  colleagues  of  the 
fact  that  a  particular  charitable  solicitation 
was  in  progress  or  to  invite  them  to  fund- 
raising  events  which  the  Senator  might  host 
off  of  Capitol  Hill.  These  informational  let- 
ters or  invitations  to  events  could  be  sent 
through  the  "Inside  Mail"  system  of  the 
Senate  Post  office,  should  the  Senator  deem 
the  mailings  to  be  within  the  scope  of  the 
official,  representational  duties  of  the  Sena- 
tor. 


ANOTHER  ALARM  CONCERNING 
THE  STATUS  OF  EDUCATION 


Mr,  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
have  been  deeply  involved  in  these 
Chambers  these  past  few  days  serious- 
ly debating  the  defense  of  our  great 
Nation,  a  movement  is  developing  in 
our  elementary  and  secondary  schools, 
which  if  allowed  to  continue,  will  most 
surely  threaten  our  future  as  a  free 
nation  and  a  united  people. 

Today  I  want  to  sound  another 
aliuTn  concerning  what  is  happening. 
The  partisan,  and  often  vicious,  politi- 
cal indoctrination  that  is  taking  place 
in  America's  classrooms. 

We  have  all  heard  the  alarm  sotmd- 
ed  by  the  National  Commission  on  Ex- 


cellence in  Education  concerning  the 
state  of  education  today.  That  blue- 
ribbon  committee's  report  has  warned 
us  that:  "The  educational  foundations 
of  our  society  are  presently  being 
eroded  by  a  rising  tide  of  mediocrity 
that  threatens  our  very  future  as  a 
Nation  and  a  people." 

Mediocrity  begets  mediocrity.  Its 
own  limitations  make  it  self -perpetuat- 
ing. If  those  responsible  for  raising 
standards  in  education  do  not  insist 
that  teachers  and  students  pull  up 
their  socks  and  go  to  work  on  basics, 
mediocrity  will  carry  this  country 
down  the  dull,  dreary  path  of  degen- 
eration. However,  it  is  not  too  late  to 
turn  away  from  that  broad  and  easy 
road,  and  I  know  many  dedicated 
teachers  and  school  administrators  are 
determined  to  get  education  on  higher 
ground,  but,  unfortunately,  not  every- 
one is  focusing  on  the  basics. 

That  other  alarm  I  sound  today  con- 
cerns the  very  fabric  of  the  public 
schools  of  America.  Our  local  schools 
have  always  been  proudly  patriotic 
and,  at  the  same  time,  religiously  free 
of  political  bias,  but  there  is  growing 
evidence  that  the  sanctity  of  neutrali- 
ty, which  we  have  taken  for  granted  in 
the  learning  environment,  is  being  in- 
vaded and  eroded. 

I  have  just  learned  that  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  receives  over 
100  letters  a  day  on  the  subject  of  nu- 
clear war.  That  is  more  than  he  re- 
ceives on  any  other  subject.  Those  let- 
ters are  not  from  mature,  well-in- 
formed citizens.  They  are  from  fright- 
ened, ill-informed  schoolchildren  who, 
in  writing  to  the  President,  are  fiUfill- 
ing  classroom  assignments. 

It  seems  that  the  latest  fad  in  jimior 
high  and  high  school  social  studies  is 
nuclear  war.  You  know,  modem  educa- 
tors combined  a  little  history,  less  ge- 
ography, and  a  whole  lot  of  social 
issues  to  form  a  "hybrid  curriculum 
mule"  now  called  social  studies.  On 
the  back  of  that  mule  students  plod 
their  way  through  a  bewildering  maze 
of  so-called  relevant  matter.  Many  of 
the  children  have  not  yet  learned  how 
to  spell  nuclear,  or  many  other  vocab- 
ulary words  fundamental  to  even  the 
most  elementary  discussion  of  the  sub- 
ject, but  after  a  whirlwind  unit  on  the 
subject,  usually  lasting  only  a  couple 
of  weeks,  they  frantically  and  sincere- 
ly believe  that  they  are  ready  -to  advise 
the  President. 

Certainly  there  is  nothing  at  all 
wrong  with  students  learning  how  to 
communicate  their  views  to  their 
elected  officials.  However,  it  is  very 
wrong  in  this  free  country  of  ours  for 
a  teacher  to  indoctrinate  a  captive 
classroom  full  of  students  with  a  par- 
ticular political  position  and  then  give 
a  letterwriting  assignment  on  the  sub- 
ject. I  find  it  scandsdous  that  the  larg- 
est teacher  organization  in  America  is 
promoting   such   political   indoctrina- 
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tlon  In  the  classroom.  Yet,  that  is  ex- 
actly what  the  National  Education  As- 
sociation is  doing. 

According  to  an  article  written  by 
Dr.  Gary  Bauer,  Deputy  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Education: 

The  NEA  appears  to  be  in  the  hands  of 
freezeniks  who.  instead  of  concentrating  on 
the  basics  in  education,  have  initiated  an  in- 
credibly obvious  drive  to  bring  political  in- 
doctrination into  the  classroom. 

In  his  article,  Bauer  describes  a  new 
publication  by  the  NEA  called 
"Choices:  A  Unit  on  Conflict  and  Nu- 
clear War,"  which.  Dr.  Bauer  says 
seems  to  be  "•  *  •  carefully  contrived 
to  develop  a  mindset  in  our  unsuspect- 
ing young  p>eople,  by  instilling  them 
with  fear,  and  to  enlist  them  in  a  cam- 
paign to  bring  about  American  disar- 
mament." 

Theoretically,  the  purpose  of  NEA's 
curriculum  unit  is  to  help  students 
deal  with  fear  of  nuclear  war.  After 
carefully  examining  the  unit,  however, 
Bauer  found  that  the  material  panders 
to  and  encourages  fear.  For  example, 
he  says  the  course,  which  was  designed 
for  junior  high  classes,  begins  with 
"*  •  •  huge  doses  of  information  on  ra- 
diation sickness,  fallout,  global  an- 
nihilation, and  graphic  descriptions  of 
the  victims  of  Hiroshima  and  Nagasa- 
ki." 

NEA's  publication  was  even  too 
much  for  the  Washington  Post  which 
ran  an  editorial  on  the  unit  on  April  5, 
1983.  Headlined,  "Political  Teaching," 
the  editorial  concluded  with  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•  •  •  At  the  conclusion  of  the  course,  chil- 
dren are  urged  to  write  to  their  elected  rep- 
resentatives about  nuclear  war.  to  ascertain 
and  publish  the  location  of  defense  plants, 
research  and  development  facilities  and 
military  bases  in  their  area  (why.  I  ask?) 
and  to  coUect  signatures  to  place  a  referen- 
dum question  on  the  ballot  concerning  nu- 
clear policy.  This  is  not  teaching  in  any  nor- 
mally accepted— or  for  that  matter,  accepta- 
ble—sense. It  is  political  indoctrination  *  *  • 

Mr.  President,  in  a  response  to  that 
editorial,  Terry  Hemdon,  who  at  the 
time  was  executive  director  of  the 
NEA  and  also  president  of  "Citizens 
Against    Nuclear    War,"    stated    that: 

teachers  have  a  special  duty  to 

present  controversial  subjects  in  an 
objective  manner.  A  more  careful  as- 
sessment by  the  Post  would  have  con- 
firmed that  the  unit  is  fully  consistent 
with  that  duty  •  *  *."  (Letter  to  the 
editor  of  April  15,  1983.) 

After  reading  some  of  the  children's 
letters  to  the  President,  I  was  apaUed 
at  the  apparent  lack  of  objectivity  to 
which  the  children  appear  to  have 
been  exposed.  With  few  exceptions,  it 
Is  clear  that  the  students  blame  the 
President  of  the  United  States  for 
threats  to  world  peace.  Their  letters 
oversimplify  national  defense  prob- 
lems, offer  illogical  and  immature  so- 
lutions, and  in  general  exhibit  sketchy 
background    information    except    for 


facts  on  the  horrif ically  destructive  ca- 
pabilities of  nuclear  weapons. 

We  are  all  against  nuclear  war,  cer- 
tainly no  one  more  so  than  I,  but  the 
anti-President  bias  so  pervasive  in  the 
letter  which  I  saw  clearly  denotes  per- 
suasive evidence  of  political  propagan- 
da. Here  are  but  a  few  excerpts  from 
some  of  those  letters  written  by  junior 
high  and  high  school  students  to 
President  Reagan: 

In  our  school,  in  the  seventh  grade,  we  are 
learning  about  nuclear  war.  I  am  now  terri- 
bly aware  of  being  blown  up! 

You  are  intimidated  by  the  Russians. 
They  would  never  strike  against  us.  Just  go 
out  on  a  limb  and  totally  unilaterally  [sic] 
disarm  the  United  States  from  any  Nuclear 
WeapKMTS.  Keep  one  powerfull  [sicj  bomb  to 
use  in  retaliation  [sic]  if  necessary  *  •  • 

A  high  school  student  wrote  that. 

•  •  •  If  that's  all  you  want  to  achieve  Is 
complete  destruction  you're  a  sick  man  *  •  * 

I  can't  understand  why  you  keep  on  man- 
ufacturing these  weapons  when  all  you  need 
is  about  a  dozen  *  *  *  I  think  you  should 
grive  us.  the  younger  generation,  a  chance  to 
enjoy  life  without  the  worry  of  knowing 
that  the  world  is  in  either  the  hands  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  or  the  United  States  *  *  • 

Mr.  Reagan.  I  really  don't  like  Nuclear 
Weapons  because  it  is  powerful.  It  can  kill 
millions  of  people  in  minutes.  I  hope  you 
will  follow  my  advice.  Mr.  Reagan.  I'm 
afraid  of  Nuclear  Weapons.  I  feel  very  sick, 
sad.  and  bad  about  them  *  •  * 

Mr.  President,  when  I  read  those 
and  other  letters  like  them.  I  felt  very 
sick,  sad,  and  bad  about  what  is  hap- 
pening in  some  of  our  schools.  When 
student  achievement  has  dropped  so 
low  as  to  place  our  Nation's  future  at 
risk,  does  it  make  amy  sense  to  anyone 
that  the  largest  teacher  union  in  our 
country  should  be  wasting  precious 
time  and  resources  training  teachers 
to  politicize  the  classroom?  Gary 
Bauer  has  charged  the  NEA  with 
launching  ••  •  •  an  aggressive  cam- 
paign to  bring  political  indoctrination 
into  the  classrooms."  I  think  he  is 
right  in  his  assertion. 

Albert  Shanker.  president  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Teachers, 
asked  in  an  editorial  in  the  New  York 
Times.  April  17,  1983;  "•  •  '  What 
would  happen  if  the  Moral  Majority 
circulated  lesson  plans  prepared  by 
Jerry  Palwell  on  political,  moral  and 
economic  issues  and  asked  public 
school  teswihers  to  use  these  plans?" 
Shanker  goes  on  to  say:  is  indoctrina- 
tion actually  happening  in  the 
schools?  Unfortunately  it  is. 

But  it's  not  the  Moral  Majority  or  the 
Heritage  Foundation  trying  to  impose  views 
on  kids  in  public  schools  across  the  country. 
It's  the  National  Education  Association. 

Shanker  concluded  his  article  with 
this  statement: 

The  NEA  action  will  further  undermine 
public  confidence  in  public  education— and 
it  has  seriously  damaged  the  NEA's  ability 
to  prevent  the  schools  from  being  used  for 
indoctrination  by  other  groups. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  the  NEA  wlU  join  in  the  present 


nationwide  effort  to  Improve  the  qual- 
ity of  education  in  America— including 
engaging  in  meaningful  dialog  on  how 
we  pay  our  teachers— and  assist  us  all 
in  keeping  political  indoctrination  out 
of  the  classrooms. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  here  a  list  of 
sample  letters  received  by  the  Presi- 
dent on  June  20  and  21.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  list,  as  well  as 
the  quotations  taken  directly  from  the 
letters  be  included  in  the  Record  as 
part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Sakple  Letters  RECErvEo  June  20  un>  21 

Ages  4-11.  University  Christian  Church, 
Buffalo.  New  York. 

4th  Grade,  St.  Turlbius  School,  Los  Ange- 
les, California. 

6th  Grade,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  San  Francisco,  California. 

6th  Grade,  Edgewood  School,  Eugene, 
Oregon. 

7th  Grade.  Orland  Jimlor  High  School, 
Orland  Park,  Illinois. 

7th  Grade.  Francis  W.  Parker  School,  Chi- 
cago, Illinois. 

9th  Grade,  Oouglas  High  School,  Douglas. 
Wyoming. 

9-12  Grades.  St.  Dominic  Savio  High 
School,  East  Boston.  Massachusetts. 

9-12  Grades.  Messmer  Archdiocesan  High 
School,  Milwaukee.  Wisconsin. 

11th  and  12th  Grades.  Staples  High 
School.  Westport.  Connecticut. 

12th  Grade.  Tulare  Western  High  School. 
Tulare.  California. 

Others  came  from:  Arlington.  Virginia. 
Cedar  Rapids.  Iowa.  Pomona.  California. 
Sierra  Madre,  California.  Torrance.  Califor- 
nia. Benton.  Illinois.  Bemville.  Pennsylva- 
nia. New  York.  New  York.  Haverhill,  Massa- 
chusetts. Pinconning.  Michigan.  Santa  Cruz. 
California,  St.  Paul.  Minnesota,  and  Plain- 
field.  Vermont. 

University  Christian  Church.  Buffalo, 
New  York  (Ages  4-11)— 

Please  go  to  the  Washington  Capitol 
Building  to  make  a  law  of  peace. 

Your  really  doing  something  stupid.  You 
shouldn't  spend  all  the  money  on  nuclear 
weapons.  And  what  if  we  don't  go  into  war, 
then  we'll  have  all  this  junk  and  hardly  any 
money. 

Why  do  you  spend  so  much  money  on  Mx 
Missies? 

I  What  peace,  right  back. 

St.  Turibius  School,  Los  Angeles,  Califor- 
nia (4t*t  Grade)— 

We  have  declared  our  classroom  and 
homes  nuclear  free  zones.  We  did  this  be- 
cause we  want  to  live  and  grow  up  in  peace. 

Edgewood  School,  E}ugene,  Oregon  (6th 
Grade)— 

I  think  that  we  should  all  pull  together 
and  negotiate  with  the  Russians.  If  we  both 
decided  to  stop  making  so  many  nuclear  de- 
fense weapons  the  world  would  be  a  lot 
more  relaxed  and  safer. 

We  have  so  many  of  them  why  do  we 
make  one  more  if  the  Soviets  or  who  ever 
make  another  bomb? 

It  seems  like  nuclear  weapons  have  caused 
a  lot  of  trouble  ever  since  we  started  produc- 
ing them  in  the  U.S. 

Although  we  don't  always  agree  with  the 
Russians,  that  doesn't  mean  we  can't  be 
friends  with  them.  The  Russians  are  our 
neighbors,  and  they're  human  beings  just 


like  us.  Why  should  we  blow  the  world  apart 
just  because  we  don't  agree  with  the  Rus- 
sians? I  myself  don't  have  anything  against 
the  Russians,  although  I  don't  always  agree 
with  their  government.  In  school,  we're 
doing  a  unit  on  world  peace.  We  go  around 
to  different  stations,  and  do  fun  and  cre- 
ative projects.  One  station  is  called  Russians 
and  Americans,  their  is  a  poster  with  25  dif- 
ferent pictures  of  people,  and  you're  sup- 
posed to  tell  which  are  Russian,  and  which 
are  American.  On  this  station  I  missed  17.  I 
learned  that  Russians  are  people  just  like 
us.  Why  oh  why  can't  we  have  peace? 

Aptos  Middle  School.  San  Francisco.  Cali- 
fornia (6th  Grade)- 

Excertps  show  students  believe  burden  of 
world  peace  rests  with  President  Reagan. 
U.S.  and  U.S.S.R.  are  given  equal  treatment: 
I  think  that  you  should  have  a  nuclear 
freeze,  because  if  Russia  and  U.S.  don't  stop 
this  madness  you  will  have  a  nuclear  war. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  hear  about  you 
paying  more  and  more  to  produce  these 
weapons,  and  less  for  schooling,  it  just 
makes  me  mad!  I  know  it's  not  all  your 
fault,  but  I  wish  you  people  up  there  in 
Washington.  D.C.  would  stop  making  these 
killing  machines.  I  know  you're  trying  to 
protect  the  United  States,  and  the  Russians 
or  any  other  country  is  trying  to  protect 
themselves,  but  if  this  is  the  way  to  do  it 
then  you're  definitely  going  to  get  us  killed. 
Please,  stop  this  destruction  on  everybody. 
If  you're  trying  your  best,  please  try  a  little 
harder. 

Instead  of  spending  all  that  money  on  nu- 
clear weapons  you  should  donate  it  to  the 
people  who  are  dying  of  hunger. 

I  am  afraid  that  one  of  the  nuclear  weap- 
ons might  hit  San  Francisco.  So  would  you 
please  do  something  about  it. 
Please  stop  making  nuclear  bombs  and 
"  weapons!  I  don't  know  how  much  you  need 
to  have  nuclear  weapons  and  bombs,  but 
other  people  don't  need  them.  You  are 
spending  millions  of  dollars  on  nuclear 
bomt)s  and  weapons  instead  of  helping 
needy. 

My  feelings  about  Nuclear  Weapons  are 
that  many  people  in  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  will  be  killed  in  a  nuclear  war. 
That's  why  I  would  like  nuclear  weapons  to 
stop  being  made! 

The  following  excerpts  from  the  same 
class  reveal  the  students'  fears: 

Mr.  Reagan.  I  really  don't  like  Nuclear 
Weapons  because  it  is  powerful.  It  can  kill 
millions  of  people  in  minutes.  I  hope  you 
will  follow  my  advice.  Mr.  Reagan.  I'm 
afraid  of  Nuclear  Weapons.  I  feel  very  sick, 
sad.  and  bad  about  them. 

Do  you  realize  that  an  Atomic  Bomb  goes 
twelve  and  a  half  miles  a  minute.  It  can  kill 
more  than  a  million  people  in  ten  minutes. 
I'm  only  eleven  years  old.  I  am  in  the 
sixth  grade.  I  feel  scared  about  Nuclear 
Weapons  that  can  destroy  the  World,  plus  it 
will  kill  innocent  people  like  me.  I  really 
wish  that  there  weren't  any  Nuclear  Weap- 
ons, because  we  all  need  to  live  peacefully. 
President  Reagan  I'm  coimtlng  on  you  to 
stop  the  Nuclear  Weapons  race,  because  it's 
a  wrongful  thing  to  do. 

Francis  Parker  School.  Chicago.  Illmois 
(7th  Grade)— 

I  feel  that  it  Is  crazy  to  spend  millions  of 
dollars  on  weapons,  when  people  In  America 
are  proverty  stricken,  handicaped.  and  even 
those  who  are  dead  because  of  some  mishap- 
pen.  Those  dead  people  may  be  dead,  be- 
cause they  got  hit  by  one  of  your  bomb! 
Don't  you  feel  guilty  about  spending  aU 
those  dollars,  so  you  can  kill  other  men, 
women,  and  children? 


I  think  that  your  policies  are  wrong.  You 
are  following  the  theory  of  detterence 
which  is  wrong  because  both  the  United 
States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  have  the  power  to 
destroy  the  world  more  than  once.  But. 
after  the  world  is  destroyed  once,  and  we  all 
look  like  weU  done  steaks,  there  will  be  no 
need  for  that  surplus  of  nuclear  bombs. 

If  you  stop  spending  one  million  dollars 
for  just  one  hour,  you  can  feed  or  stop  star- 
vation for  one  year.  It  said  in  a  nuclear  arms 
pamphlet. 

In  our  school,  in  seventh  grade,  we  are 
learning  about  nuclear  war.  I  am  now  terri- 
bly aware  of  being  blown  up! 

Why  do  we  have  to  pay  for  the  death  of 
someone  else?  I  thought  that  all  men  were 
created  equal.  If  they  were  we  would  not 
even  be  thinking  of  blowing  up  the  U.S.S.R. 
I'm  writing  you  about  the  subject  of  Nu- 
clear Arms.  I'm  very  scared  of  them!  It's  get- 
ting to  the  point  where  we  and  the  U.S.S.R. 
government  have  to  so  many  missiles  if  one 
malfunctions  we  will  have  reached  the  point 
of  Nuclear  no  return. 

I  feel,  since  many  would  die  in  a  holo- 
caust, the  money  could  go  to  better  causes, 
and  civil  defense  is  worthless,  we  shouldn't 
try  for  more  missiles  or  better  defense.  We 
should  attempt  to  settle  differences  between 
countries  nicely  and  hope  for  peace. 

If  we  have  a  freeze  the  Soviets  might  stop 
or  slow  down  their  buying  of  missies. 

Please  carefully  consider  what  I  have  said. 
Give  me  the  same  chance  you  had  to  live. 

Another  thing  I  want  to  say  is  that  I 
think  the  "Star  Wars"  plan  about  putting 
lasers  in  space,  is  a  waste  of  time.  You  failed 
to  say.  in  you  speech,  that  the  Soviets  have 
a  "cruise"  missle  that  files  at  treetop  level, 
how  can  you  possibly  shoot  that  particular 
missile.  Even  if  you  succeed  in  shooting  the 
missile  wouldn't  the  radiation  from  the  mis- 
sile get  into  the  air  and  we  would  all  die 
from  the  radiated  skin  we  would  get  because 
it  would  slowly  bum  your  skin  away.  You 
probably  would  die  any  way  by  just  breath- 
ing the  polluted,  radiated  air.  So  instead  of 
investing  in  something  like  lasers  that  can't 
do  anything,  invest  in  the  10.8  million 
people  who  are  unemployed. 

Staples  High  School.  Westport.  Connecti- 
cut (11th- 12th  Grades)— 

All  I  have  to  say  is  that  you  can  not  be 
plaing  God  with  the  live  of  millions  of 
people  plese  as  a  fatur  and  grandfatur  tack 
into  consideration  the  live  of  thems  you  love 
as  I  do  don't  escalate  any  chance  of  nucler 
war  or  acsedent  if  not  for  you  for  the  chil- 
dren of  fucher. 

I  can't  understand  why  you  keep  on  man- 
ufacturing these  weapons  when  all  you  need 
is  about  a  dozen  ...  I  think  you  should  give 
us.  the  younger  generation,  a  chance  to 
enjoy  life  without  the  worry  of  knowing 
that  the  world  is  in  either  the  hands  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  or  the  United  States? 

I  cannot  for  the  life  of  me  unde  stand  how 
you  and  other  big  political  leaders  can  play 
and  argue  over  the  lives  of  the  entire  popu- 
lation of  the  earth.  Play  time  has  sloped  or 
should  stop!  you  and  any  other  Lead  of  a 
country  do  not  have  the  right  to  play  with 
the  peoples  lives! 

If  that's  all  you  want  to  achieve  is  com- 
plete destruction,  you're  a  sick  man! 

You  are  intimidated  by  the  Russians. 
They  would  never  strike  against  us.  Just  go 
out  on  a  limb  and  totaUy  unitaleraUy  disarm 
the  United  States  from  any  Nuclear  Weap- 
ons. Keep  one  powerful  Bomb  to  use  in  re- 
talliatlon  If  necessary. 

After  seeing  the  movie.  "The  Last  Epi- 
demic." in  my  history  class  at  SUples  High 


School  in  Westport.  Connecticut,  I  can't 
think  of  anything  else  to  say  except  that 
you  and  the  Russians  must  stop! 


GENERAL  JAMES  R.  ALLEN 
Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  commend 
Gen.  James  R.  Allen,  who  recently  re- 
tired from  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  for  his 
outstanding  contribution  to  the 
Armed  Forces  of  this  country.  He  is 
truly  a  soldier's  soldier. 

General  Allen  graduated  from  the 
U.S.  Military  Academy  in  1948  with  a 
bachelor  of  science  degree  in  military 
engineering.  In  1965  he  was  awarded  a 
master  of  science  degree  from  George 
Washington  University  and  was  pre- 
sented an  honorary  doctor  of  laws 
degree  from  the  University  of  Denver 
in  1975.  He  is  also  a  graduate  of  the 
Army  Command  and  General  Staff 
College  and  the  Industrial  College  of 
the  Armed  Forces.  General  Allen  and 
his  wife,  the  former  Kathryn  Lewis  of 
Indianapolis,  have  two  children,  Jef- 
frey and  Kathryn.  General  Allen's 
family  should  be  proud  of  the  out- 
standing military  career  he  has  of- 
fered in  service  to  his  country. 

Over  the  past  year  I  have  had  an  op- 
portunity to  meet  with  General  Allen 
on  several  occasions  which  included  a 
visit  to  his  command  headquarters  of 
the  Military  Airlift  Command  at  Scott 
Air  Force  Base  in  Illinios.  General 
Allen  always  struck  me  as  a  man  with 
a  vision.  He  is  a  general  who  believed 
that  we  must  get  back  to  the  basics  of 
national  defense,  a  man  who  spent  his 
final  years  in  the  military  totally  com- 
mitted and  dedicated  to  the  idea  that 
we  must  begin  immediately  to  address 
the  serious  deficiencies  of  our  mobility 
airlift  forces. 

General  Allen  has  the  thanks  of  this 
U.S.  Senator,  for  his  assistance  in 
helping  me  gain  a  better  appreciation 
of  what  the  Military  Airlift  Command 
is  really  about.  All  Americans  are  in- 
debted to  him  for  his  dedication  and 
commitment  to  our  airlift  force  mod- 
ernization. 

I  congratulate  Gen.  James  R.  Allen 
for  his  unselfish  service  to  this  coun- 
try and  I  am  sure  that  he  will  continue 
to  serve  in  new  ways  in  the  future. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  10:50  a.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  has  passed 
the  following  bill,  with  an  amendment, 
in  which  it  requests  the  concurrence 
of  the  Sejiate: 

S.  577.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  convey- 
ance of  certain  Federal  lands  adjacent  to 
Orchard  and  Lake  Shore  Drives,  Lake 
Lowell,  Boise  project,  Idaho. 

At  12:12  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.    Goetz,    one    of    its    clerks,    an- 
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nounced  that  the  House  has  passed 
the  following  bills,  in  which  it  requests 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  1.  An  act  to  amend  and  extend  cer- 
tain Federal  laws  that  establish  housing  and 
community  and  neighborhood  development 
and  preservation  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes: 

H.R.  24.  An  act  to  make  certain  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  in  the  State  of 
New  York  part  of  the  Green  Mountain  Na- 
tional Forest: 

H.R.  1341.  An  act  to  establish  the  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  in  the 
State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes: 
and 

H.R.  3385.  An  act  to  provide  equity  to 
cotton  producers  under  the  payment-in-kind 
program. 


HOUSE  MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  read  the 
first  and  second  times  by  unanimous 
consent,  and  referred  as  follows: 

H.R.  24.  An  act  to  make  certain  land 
owned  by  the  United  States  in  the  State  of 
New  York  part  of  the  Green  Mountain  Na- 
tional Forest:  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture. Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

H.R.  1341.  An  act  to  establish  the  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  in  the 
State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 


HOUSE  MEASURES  PLACED  ON 
THE  CALENDAR 

The  following  bills  were  read  the 
first  and  second  times  by  unanimous 
consent,  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.R.  1.  An  act  to  amend  and  extend  cer- 
tain Federal  laws  that  establish  housing  and 
community  and  neightxirhood  development 
and  preservation  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes:  and 

H.R.  3385.  An  act  to  provide  equity  to 
cotton  producers  under  the  payment-in-kind 
program. 


ENROLLED  BILL  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  reported  that  on 
today,  July  20.  1983.  he  had  presented 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
the  following  enrolled  bill: 

S.  459.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey,  by  quit- 
claim deed,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of 
the  United  States  in  and  to  certain  lands 
that  were  withdrawn  or  atcquired  for  the 
purpose  of  relocating  a  portion  of  the  city 
of  American  Falls  out  of  the  area  flooded  by 
the  American  Falls  Reservoir. 


APPLICATIONS  CALLING  FOR 
CONSTITUTIONAL  CONVENTIONS 

(Applications  calling  for  a  Constitu- 
tional Convention,  received  since  Sep- 
tember 22,  1981,  as  shown  on  Record 
page  S10256  of  that  date,  are  as  fol- 
lows:) 

BALAMCED  BXTDGKT 

Alaska.  February  24.  1982. 
Missouri.  July  20,  1983. 


REPORTS  OP  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  ABDNOR.  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  without  amendment: 

S.  1646.  An  original  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Treasury  Department,  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service,  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President,  and  certain  independent  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1984.  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  98- 
186). 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary; 

Report  to  accompany  the  bill  (S.  1245)  to 
amend  chapter  157  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  provide  transportation  for  next  of  kin  of 
certain  persons  who  are  unaccounted  for.  to 
attend  annual  national  meetings  sponsored 
by  the  National  League  of  Families  of 
American  Prisoners  and  Missing  in  South- 
east Asia  (Rept.  No.  98-187). 

By  Mr.  HELMS,  from  the  Conunlttee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry,  with 
an  amendment: 

S.  1101.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  certain  fishery  programs  (Rept.  No.  98- 
188). 

By  Mr.  DOLE,  from  the  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance,  with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  sut>stitute: 

S.  1426.  A  bill  to  reauthorize  the  revenue- 
sharing  program  of  general-purpose  fiscal 
assistance  to  local  governments  for  3  fiscal 
years,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  98- 
189). 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary,  with  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  52.  A  bill  to  combat  violent  and  major 
crime  by  establishing  a  Federal  offense  for 
continuing  a  career  of  robberies  or  burgla- 
ries while  armed  and  providing  a  mandatory 
sentence  of  life  imprisonment  (Rept.  No.  98- 
190). 


ap|}ear   and   testify  before   any   duly 
constituted  committee  of  the  Senate,) 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

Jose  S.  Sorzano.  of  Virginia,  to  be  the 
Deputy  Representative  of  the  United  States 
to  the  United  Nations,  with  the  rank  and 
status  of  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and 
Plenipotentiary. 

Contributions  are  to  be  reported  for  the 
period  begiruiing  on  the  first  day  of  the 
fourth  calendar  year  preceding  the  calendar 
year  of  the  nomination  and  ending  on  the 
date  of  the  nomination. 

Nominee:  Jose  S.  Sorzano. 

Post:  U.S.  Deputy  Representative  to  the 
United  Nations. 

Contributions— amount,  date,  and  donee: 

1.  Self:  $20:  June  1980;  Frank  Wolf. 

2.  Spouse:  $300:  June  1980;  James  McCon- 
kie. 

3.  Children  and  spouses  names:  None. 

4.  Parents  names;  None. 

5.  Grandparents  names:  None. 

6.  Brothers  and  spouses  names:  None. 

7.  Sisters  and  spouses  names  are  Dr.  Wil- 
liam Hernandez  (brother-in-law);  $200: 
1978-80:  Republican  National  Committee. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions with  the  recommendation  that  it 
be  confirmed  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BTT.T.S  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  ZORINSKY  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Pryor,  and  Mr.  Pr£ssler); 
S.  1643.  A  bill  to  strengthen  the  operation 
of  the  agricultural  stabilization  and  conser- 
vation committee  system,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

By  Mr.  NUNN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Armstrong); 
S.  1644.  A  bill  to  improve  Federal  criminal 
sentencing  by   imprisoning  dangerous  and 
violent  offenders  and  by  diverting  nonvio- 
lent offenders  from  imprisonment  to  resti- 
tution or  community  service  programs:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  TSONGAS; 
S.  1645.  A  bill  to  increase  the  maximum 
amount  a  student  may  iKjrrow  under  the 
GSL  and  NDSL  programs:  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
By  Mr.  ABDNOR; 
S.  1646.  An  original  bill  making  appropria- 
tions   for    the    Treasury    Department,    the 
United  States  Postal  Service,  the  Executive 
Office  of  the  President,  and  certain  Inde- 
pendent Agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1984,  and  for  other  purposes: 
from    the    Committee    on    Appropriations: 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

By  Mr.  CRANSTON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Wilson); 
S.  1647.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  use  of 
funds  from  rental  of  floating  drydock  and 
other  marine  equipment  to  support  the  Na- 
tional Maritime  Museum  in  San  Francisco. 
Calif.;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By    Mr.     HEINZ    (for    himself,    Mr. 
D'Amato.  Mr.  RiEGLX,  Mr.  Cranston, 
Mr.  Lautenberg,  and  Mr.  Melcher); 
S.  1648.  A  bill  to  amend  and  extend  cer- 
tain Federal  laws  to  improve  housing  oppor- 
tunities for  elderly  and  handicapped  fami- 
lies: to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Danforth); 
S.  1649.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  provide  that  certain 
museums  and  organizations  which  operate 
libraries  will  be  treated  as  public  charities; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By    Mr.     LEVIN    (for    himself,    Mr. 
Boren.  Mr.  Grassley,  Mr.  Kastcn, 
and  Mr.  DeConcini); 
S.  1650.  A  bill  to  increase  the  accountabil- 
ity of,  policy  coordination  by,  and  manage- 
ment of  priorities  by  agencies  through  an 
improved  mechanism  for  congressional  over- 
sight of  the  rule  of  agencies;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  CRANSTON  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Speitter,    Mr.    Mitchell,    and    Mr. 
Biden); 
S.  1651.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  presumption  of 
service  connection  to  be  established  by  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs  for  cer- 
tain diseases  of  certain  veterans  exposed  to 
dioxin  or  radiation  during  service  In  the 
Armed  Forces:  to  require  the  Administrator 
to  develop,  through  process  of  public  par- 


ticipation and  subject  to  judicial  review,  reg- 
ulations specifying  standards  for  the  pre- 
sumptions applicable  to  the  resolution  of 
claims  for  disability  compensation  based  on 
such  exposures;  to  require  that  such  regula- 
tions address  certain  specified  diseases:  and 
to  require  that  all  claimants  for  Veterans' 
Administration  benefits  be  given  the  benefit 
of  every  reasonable  doubt  in  claims  adjudi- 
cations, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY  (for  himseU  and 
Mr.  Mathias); 
S.  1652.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  estate 
of  Ann  Cooper:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  WILSON: 
S.   1653.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Benita 
Rivera  Hernandez:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  PELL; 
S.J.  Res.  133.  A  joint  resolution  requesting 
the  President  to  negotiate  the  creation  of  a 
United  States-Soviet  student  exchange  for 
peace  program:  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 


By  Mr.  NUNN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Armstrong): 

S.  1644.  A  bill  to  improve  Federal 
criminal  sentencing  by  imprisoning 
dangerous  and  violent  offenders  and 
by  diverting  nonviolent  offenders  from 
imprisonment  to  restitution  or  com- 
munity service  programs;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Nunn  and  Mr. 
Armstrong  and  the  text  of  the  bill 
appear  earlier  in  today's  Record.) 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 

AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Seftate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  STAFFORD: 
S.  Res.  178.  A  resolution  authorizing  the 
printing    of    the    report    entitled,     'Fourth 
Annual      Report     to     Congress— Highway 
Bridge     Replacement     and     Rehabilitation 
Program "   as  a  Senate  document;   to   the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration. 
By  Mr.  PERCY; 
S.  Res.   179.  A  resolution  expressing  the 
sense    of    the    Senate    that    the    President 
should  establish  a  Productivity  and  Quality 
Award  to  be  made  to  those  business,  work- 
ers, other  individuals  and  public  sector  orga- 
nizations which  make  contributions  toward 
sustained  Improvement  in  productivity  and 
quality  performance;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

By    Mr.    JEPSEN    (for   himself.    Mrs. 
Kassebaum,     Mr.     Boschwitz,     Mr. 
Abdnor,  Mr.   Percy,  Mr.  Grassley. 
Mr.    Quayle,    Mr.    East,    Mr.    Dan- 
forth, Mr.  NicKLES,  and  Mr.  Exon); 
S.  Con.  Res.  56.  A  concurrent  resolution 
expressing  the  sense  of  Congress  In  opposi- 
tion to  further  expansion  of  cargo  prefer- 
ence  requirements;   to  the   Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  HEINZ  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Percy,  and  Mr.  Pryor i; 
S.  Con.  Res.  57.  A  concurrent  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Congress  with  re- 
spect to  Implementing  the  objectives  of  the 
United  Nations  World  Assembly  on  Aging: 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
By  Mr.  ZORINSKY  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Pryor,  and  Mr.  Pressler): 
S.  1643.  A  bill  to  strengthen  the  op- 
eration of  the  agricultural  stabiliza- 
tion    and     conservation     committee 
system;  and  for  other  ptirposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Zorinsky  and 
the  text  of  the  bill  appear  earUer  in 
today's  Record.) 


By  Mr.  TSONGAS: 
S.  1645.  A  bill  to  increase  the  maxi- 
mum amount  a  student  may  borrow 
under  the  GSL  and  NDSL  programs; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

GSL  AND  NDSL  PROGRAMS 

•  Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
introducing  a  bill  today  that  would  in- 
crease the  maximimi  amount  a  stu- 
dent may  borrow  under  the  guaran- 
teed student  loan  (GSL)  and  the  na- 
tional direct  student  loan  (NDSL)  pro- 
grams. 

This  bill,  which  was  researched  and 
proposed  by  a  group  of  high  school 
students  from  Needham,  Mass.,  re- 
flects the  need  of  these  programs  to 
address  the  escalating  cost  of  attend- 
ing the  Nation's  institutions  of  higher 
learning.  Clearly,  the  increase  in  the 
maximum  loans  available  under  these 
programs  have  not  kept  pace  with  the 
spiraling  cost  of  education. 

The  current  law  permits  an  under- 
graduate student  to  borrow  up  to 
$2,500  per  year  for  a  cumulative  5-year 
total  of  $12,500  under  the  GSL  pro- 
gram. This  bill  would  increase  that 
amount  to  $3,000  per  year  and  $15,000 
over  a  5-year  period  of  undergraduate 
study.  Likewise,  the  $6,000  over  a  4- 
year  period  presently  permitted  under 
the  NDSL  program  would  be  raised  to 
$8,000. 

Lower  interest  rate  assumptions 
have  made  it  possible  to  reduce  the 
overall  cost  of  subsidized  loan  pro- 
grams to  the  Government,  however.  2 
out  of  every  5  full-  and  part-time  stu- 
dents are  dependent  on  the  Federal 
loan  programs  for  financing  their  edu- 
cation. Some  private  institutions  have 
an  annual  cost  in  excess  of  $14,000. 
Similarly,  the  public  institutions  are 
finding  it  increasingly  difficult  to  min- 
imize their  annual  costs  and  increases 
to  students  and  their  families.  The 
$3,000  in  loan  assistance  should  not  be 
considered  excessive.  The  needs  test 
which  is  used  to  evaluate  and  deter- 
mine a  student's  eligibility  for  a  GSL 
and  a  NDSL  is  an  adequate  mecha- 
nism for  insuring  that  this  increase  is 
not  abused. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  students  of  Needham  High 
School  for  their  work  on  this  impor- 
tant legislative  issue.  As  our  young 
people  aspire  to  careers  of  the  future, 
there  is  a  growing  concern  that  the 
cost  of  a  college  education  will  become 


prohibitive  for  the  low-  and  middle- 
income  student.  These  students  came 
to  Congressman  Moakley  in  the 
House  and  to  me  in  the  Senate  with  a 
modest  proposal  on  the  Federal  loan 
programs  and  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  join  me  in  supporting  this  meas- 
ure. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 


S.  1645 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

Section  1.  (a)(1)  Section  425la)(l)  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  isVmended  by 
striking  out  "$2,500"  both  places  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$3,000". 

(2)  Section  425(a)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "$12,500"  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "$15,000". 

(b)(1)  Section  428(b)(1)(A)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "$2,500"  both 
places  it  appears  and  inserting  In  lieu  there- 
of "$3,000". 

(2)  Section  425(b)(1)(B)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "$12,500  "  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "$15,000". 

Sec.  2.  Section  464(a)(2)(B)  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "$6,000  "  and  Inserting  In  lieu  there- 
of "■$8,000".« 


By  Mr.  CRANSTON  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Wilson): 
S,  1647.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  use  of 
funds  from  rental  of  floating  drydock 
and  other  marine  equipment  to  sup- 
port the  National  Maritime  Museum 
in  San  Francisco,  Calif.;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

NATIONAL  BtARITIME  MUSEUM 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduce  for  appropriate  reference  a 
bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  use  revenues  acquired  from 
the  leasing  of  National  Park  Service 
drydock  facilities  and  other  heayy 
marine  equipment  for  the  maintfe- 
nance  and  restoration  of  historic  ships 
at  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recrea- 
tion Area  in  California.  I  am  pleased 
that  my  colleague  from  California 
(Mr.  Wilson)  joins  me  in  cosponsoring 
this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  National  Park 
Service  owns  seven  historic  ships 
which  are  part  of  the  National  Mari- 
time Museimi  in  the  Golden  Gate  Na- 
tional Recreation  Area.  These  ships 
are  the  Hercules,  Balclutha,  Eureka, 
Alma,  C.A.  Thayler,  Eppleton  Hall  and 
Wapama  In  terms  of  size  and  ton- 
nage, this  collection  of  vessels  repre- 
sents the  largest  single  fleet  of  historic 
ships  anywhere  in  the  world. 

Unfortunately,  all  of  the  ships  need 
extensive  maintenance  and  restora- 
tion, particularly  the  Wapama  This 
ship  is  rapidly  deteriorating  and  re- 
pairs must  be  made  soon— before 
structural  damage  becomes  Irreversi- 
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ble.  Built  in  Saint  Helens,  Oreg..  in 
1915.  205  feet  long.  945  gross  tons,  the 
Wapama  is  the  last  remaining  exam- 
ple of  225  wooden  steam  schooners 
that  transported  lumber  to  ports  along 
the  west  coast  in  the  early  part  of  this 
century.  With  the  passing  away  of 
wind-driven  sailing  ships  around  1900. 
steam  schooners  became  a  principal 
force  in  the  development  of  the  rich 
timberlands  of  the  west  coast,  which 
in  turn  was  essential  to  the  growth  of 
the  West  as  a  whole.  Designed  for  the 
rough  waters  of  the  Pacific  Ocean  and 
faster  than  sailing  ships,  these  steam 
schooners  carried  nearly  all  the 
lumber  used  to  build  homes  and  rail- 
ways for  the  great  migration  to  the 
West.  The  Wapama  carried  freight 
and  passengers  up  and  down  the  Pacif- 
ic coast  from  1915  to  1947  when  the 
ship  struck  a  rock  in  Alaskan  waters 
damaging  a  forward  portion  of  her 
hull.  The  Wapama  was  repaired  on 
the  surface,  but  no  structund  repairs 
were  done. 

Since  1962  the  Wapama  has  been  a 
museum  ship,  housed  first  at  the  San 
Francisco  Maritime  State  Historic 
Park  and  later  at  the  Golden  Gate  Na- 
tional Recreation  Areas  National  Mar- 
itime Museum.  In  1979,  the  ship  was 
removed  from  display  because  it  badly 
needed  repairs.  However,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  has  not  requested 
the  funds  necessary  for  this  restora- 
tion work— in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the 
Wapama  is  listed  on  the  National  Reg- 
ister. It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
Park  Service,  given  budget  constraints, 
instead  has  been  seeking  a  means  to 
undertake  the  repair  work  at  no  cost 
to  the  taxpayers.  The  legislation  I  am 
Introducing  today  provides  such  a 
means. 

Mr.  President,  the  National  Park 
Service  also  owns  the  Haslett  Ware- 
house, Cliff  House  properties,  Louis' 
Restaurant.  AFDL-38  Drydock  and 
other  heavy  marine  equipment  located 
at  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recrea- 
tion Area.  The  Haslett  Warehouse, 
Cliff  House  Properties  and  Louis'  Res- 
taurant are  presently  leased  out  and 
are  projected  to  produce  $1.3  million 
in  revenues  this  year.  I  understand 
lease  of  the  drydock  would  provide  an 
additional  $75,000  in  revenue  armual- 
ly.  This  bill  expands  current  lease  au- 
thority to  Include  the  AFDL-38  Dry- 
dock  and  other  heavy  marine  equip- 
ment and  provides  that  the  revenues 
received  be  set  aside  specifically  for 
restoration  and  maintenance  of  the 
historic  ships  at  GGNRA. 

Mr.  President,  the  Wapam,a  and 
other  ships  at  GGNRA  are  one-of-a- 
kind  vessels.  Moreover,  they  are  al- 
ready in  Federal  ownership.  We 
should 'not  aUow  them  to  continue  to 
deteriorats.'Rather.  we  should  protect 
oiu*  national  investment  and  preserve 
these  vessels  for  the  public's  knowl- 
edge and  enjoyment.  A  recent  article 
in  the  New  York  Times  speaks  to  the 


importance  of  the  Wapam.a  and  the 
need  for  action.  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion provides  a  solution  to  the  current 
lack  of  funding.  I  urge  the  Senate  to 
consider  it  favorably  so  we  can  save  an 
important  link  with  the  past  of  the 
American  west. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  New  York  Times  article 
and  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[PYom  the  New  York  Times.  July  10.  19831 
Ocean  Reuc  Rots  for  Lack  or  Funds 

San  Francisco.  July  9.— For  nearly  50 
years,  ships  of  her  kind  helped  open  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  traversing  the  rugged  coast 
with  passengers  to  the  Alaska  gold  fields 
and  returning  with  lumber  to  build  Califor- 
nia's cities.  Now  the  67-year-old  Wapama. 
the  last  example  of  the  type,  is  rotting  away 
in  a  backwater  of  the  Oakland  Estuary,  a 
victim  of  what  one  National  Park  official 
called  "the  ugly  duckling  syndrome." 

A  lineal  descendant  of  the  graceful  sailing 
schooners  of  the  19th  century,  the  205-foot 
steam-driven  ship  was  built  for  sturdiness 
and  cargo  capacity,  not  looks. 

"If  she  were  only  a  graceful  square-rigger, 
we  wouldn't  have  the  problems  we're 
having."  said  Shirwin  Smith,  spokesman  for 
the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area, 
which  owns  the  ship. 

But  Lowell  White,  the  acting  director  of 
the  western  region  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  said  the  service  had  nothing  against 
the  ship.  "It's  just  a  matter  of  priorities  and 
not  enough  money  to  go  around."  he  said. 

RESTORATION  WORK  PUT  OFF 

In  1979  the  Wapama  was  towed  from  her 
berth  at  the  Maritime  State  Historical  Park 
on  Hyde  Street  Pier  to  aoi  Oakland  drydock 
for  badly  needed  restoration  work.  The 
ship's  wooden  hull  had  not  been  worked  on 
since  she  was  built,  and  the  winds  and  tidal 
surges  at  the  pier  had  further  weakened  the 
hull. 

The  recreation  area  had  been  promised 
the  $1.8  million  then  needed  for  the  repairs. 
But  the  money  was  reallocated  to  cover  In- 
terior Department  employee  raises. 

Because  of  inflation  and  the  ship's  further 
deterioration,  the  cost  of  restoring  the 
vessel  is  now  estimated  at  $4  million.  The 
recreation  area's  attempts  to  raise  the 
money,  including  the  proposed  sale  of  a 
local  Interior  Department  drydock,  have 
fallen  through. 

Harry  Dring.  who  was  responsible  for  the 
restoration  and  maintenance  of  the  ships  in 
San  Francisco's  Maritime  Museum  from 
1959  to  1980.  said  the  ship's  deterioration 
was  "a  total  dereliction  of  responsibility  on 
the  part  of"  the  National  Park  Service.  A 
naval  architect  recently  estimated  that  the 
ship  had  a  year  to  go  before  she  "buckled 
up,"  he  said. 

The  Wapama's  supporters  remain  optimis- 
tic. Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
officials  announced  a  plan  earlier  this  year 
to  redirect  about  $1.6  million  of  the  park's 
maintenance  budget  over  the  next  four 
years  toward  restoration  of  the  vessel.  Sena- 
tor Alan  Cranston,  Democrat  of  California, 
is  also  proposing  to  the  Senate  Appropria- 
tions Committee  that  $3  million  be  appro- 
priated in  the  fiscal  year  1984  for  initial  res- 
toration work  on  the  ship. 


S.  1647 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Represenlativei  of  the  United  State*  oj 
America  in  Congrea  assembled.  That  sub- 
section (f)  of  section  4  of  the  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  to  establish  the  Golden  Gate  Na- 
tional Recreation  Area  in  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  for  other  purposes",  approved 
October  27,  1972  (Public  Law  92-589:  16 
U.S.C.  460bb-3(f))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(f)  Notwithstanding  any  provisions  of 
law.  in  the  administration  of  those  parcels 
known  as  Haslett  Warehouse.  Cliff  House 
Properties,  and  Louis'  Restaurant  and  the 
AFDL-38  Drydock  vessel  and  other  heavy 
marine  equipment  located  in  San  Francisco. 
California,  the  Secretary  shall  credit  any 
proceeds  from  the  rental  of  space  in  such 
parcels,  and  rental  of  such  vessel  and  other 
heavy  marine  equipment,  to  the  appropria- 
tion for  the  maintenance,  repair,  and  relat- 
ed expenses  of  the  vessels  which  are  part  of 
the  National  Maritime  Museum  in  San 
Francisco.  California.  Surplus  funds,  if  any. 
shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States .". 


By  Mr.  HEINZ  (for  himself,  Mr. 
DoDD,  Mr.  D'Amato,  Mr. 
RiEGLE,  Mr.  Cranston,  Mr. 
Lautenberg.     and     Mr.     Mel- 

CHER): 

S.  1648.  A  bill  to  amend  and  extend 
certain  Federal  laws  to  improve  hous- 
ing opportunities  for  elderly  and 
handicapped  families:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs. 

ELDERLY  AND  HANDICAPPED  HOUSING  ACT  OF 
1983 

•  Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce  with  Senators 
Dodd,  Riegle,  D'Amato,  Cranston. 
Lautenberg,  and  Melcher,  the  Hous- 
ing for  the  Elderly  and  Handicapped 
Act  of  1983.  This  legislation  would 
modify  and  consolidate  current  Feder- 
al programs  providing  housing  assist- 
ance for  elderly  and  handicapped 
households.  If  enacted,  it  would 
permit  a  significant  expansion  in  new 
construction  of  housing  specifically 
designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
growing  population  of  elderly  and 
handicapped  Americans.  Similar  legis- 
lation (H.R.  2435)  has  been  introduced 
by  Congressman  Lundine  in  the 
House.  Major  portions  of  his  bill  have 
been  included  in  the  housing  authori- 
zation bill,  H.R.  1,  by  the  House  Bank- 
ing, Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  Com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  the  availability  of  af- 
fordable, appropriate  housing  contin- 
ues to  be  a  source  of  great  anxiety  for 
many  older  people.  This  bill  will  rede- 
fine and  strengthen  our  commitment 
to  meeting  the  housing  needs  of  Amer- 
ica's elderly  and  handicapped  popula- 
tion. 

Our  legislation  would  amend  current 
law  to  revise  and  expand  the  section 
202  program.  The  bill  would  consoli- 
date current  assistance  to  meet  elderly 
housing  needs  within  a  single,  more  ef- 
ficient program.  Mr.  President,  I  want 


to  make  it  clear  at  the  outset  that  this 
reform  package  is  not  going  to  dra- 
matically cut  the  cost  of  constructing 
specialized  housing  for  the  elderly  and 
handicapped  families.  There  are  sever- 
al cost-saving  features,  but  the  fact  is 
that  this  proposal,  drafted  with  the 
help  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Elderly  Housing 
Coalition,  calls  for  36.000  units  of 
housing  at  roughly  the  same  cost  per 
unit  as  the  current  202  program.  It  is 
true,  as  Mr.  Londine  has  stated,  that 
the  proposal  would  cut  budget  author- 
ity by  over  50  percent  because  the  cur- 
rent program  reflects  both  202  loan 
amount  and  20  years  of  section  8  pay- 
ments to  repay  the  loan  in  t^e  first 
year's  BA.  The  revised  financing  and 
subsidy  mechanism  in  this  proposal 
would  entail  interest  free  advances  in- 
stead of  loans  and  fixed  operating  sub- 
sidies instead  of  section  8  subsidies.  It 
would  eliminate  the  unnecessary 
double  accounting  system  in  which  the 
Government  extends  loans  with  one 
hand  and  pays  itself  back  with  an- 
other. This  practice  inflates  costs  and 
imposes  unnecessary  financial  and  re- 
porting requirements  on  program 
sponsors. 

Under  the  proposal,  beginning  in 
fiscal  year  1985.  18,000  units  would  be 
authorized  each  year  under  the  non- 
profit sponsorship  component  of  this 
revised  section  202  program.  An  addi- 
tional 18,000  units  would  also  be  avail- 
able under  a  new  supplemental  pro- 
gram involving  partial  funding  and  ad- 
ministrative support  from  the  State 
housing  agencies.  The  financing  and 
operating  subsidy  mechanism  for  the 
State  program  would  be  similar,  but 
the  level  of  Federal  assistance  would 
be  reduced  and  the  program  would 
permit  limited  for-profit  as  well  as 
nonprofit  sponsors. 

Together,  these  two  programs— the 
revised  section  202  and  the  State  hous- 
ing component— would  provide  36.000 
units  of  new  elderly  and  handicapped 
housing  annually. 

In  introducing  this  legislation  today. 
Mr.  President,  we  are  not  claiming 
that  it  represents  the  one  solution  to 
the  housing  needs  of  this  country's  el- 
derly and  handicapped  citizens.  Nor 
are  we  certain  that  the  cost  estimates 
in  this  bill  will  remain  unchanged 
after  further  scrutiny  by  budget  ana- 
lysts and  by  Members  of  Congress. 
This  is  not  a  call  for  precipitous 
action.  We  bring  this  bill  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Senate  because  we  believe 
that  this  bill  could  improve  decent 
housing  opportunities  for  that  portion 
of  the  elderly  population  needing  and 
deserving  public  support.  At  the  same 
time,  we  know  that  we  must  explore 
all  possible  methods  of  housing  the  el- 
derly. Many  older  persons  can  and  will 
continue  to  own  their  own  homes,  to 
live  with  relatives  or  in  shared  housing 
arrangements,  or  to  enter  into  home 
equity  agreements  with  other  individ- 
uals in  the  private  sector.  Others  will 


choose  to  live  in  so-called  Life  Care 
Communities,  which  were  the  subject 
of  a  recent  Senate  Aging  Committee 
oversight  hearing. 

We  must  examine  these  and  other 
options  for  housing  the  elderly  be- 
cause, as  we  all  know,  there  will  be  a 
dramatic  growth  in  America's  older 
population.  The  number  of  persons  55 
years  and  older  will  doubled  over  the 
next  50  years,  growing  more  rapidly 
than  the  total  population.  Although 
the  elderly  population  is  growing  rap- 
idly, the  stock  of  decent,  affordable 
rental  housing  for  older  persons  is  de- 
clining. 

Our  bill  would  dramatically  reverse 
the  recent  trend  in  Federal  funding 
for  section  202  housing  developments. 
When  fully  implemented,  it  would  au- 
thorize construction  of  a  total  of 
36.000  units  per  year.  During  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year,  the  level  of  new  con- 
struction xmder  the  section  202  pro- 
gram will  decline  to  14,000  units,  com- 
pared to  17.200  units  in  fiscal  year 
1982  and  18,400  in  fiscal  year  1981.  No 
new  construction  has  been  authorized 
under  either  the  HUD's  section  8  or 
public  housing  programs.  About  70 
percent  of  newly  constructed  section  8 
units  and  40  percent  of  public  housing 
units  have  in  the  past  been  occupied 
by  the  elderly.  Clearly,  another,  more 
cost-effective  approach  is  necessary. 

Under  the  existing  section  202  pro- 
gram, the  Federal  Government  makes 
direct    loans     to    private,     nonprofit 
project  sponsors  to  use  in  developing 
housing  that  is  specifically  designed  to 
meet  the  needs  of  low-income  elderly 
and  handicapped  persons.  Rental  as- 
sistance is  provided  under  the  section 
8  program  to  eligible  residents  so  that 
they  pay  no  more  than  30  percent  of 
their  income  for  rent.  Since  the  pro- 
gram's    reactivation     in     1976,     over 
95,000  units  for  the  elderly  and  the 
handicapped   have   been   constructed. 
Another     18,908     are     underway,     of 
which  16,118  are  for  elderly  residents. 
Over  the  years  the  section  202  pro- 
gram  has   evolved   into   the   primary 
Federal  financing  vehicle  for  building 
housing  for  older  persons  that  enables 
them  to  remain  self-sufficient  and  in- 
dependent in  our  society.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, these  projects  satisfy  far  more 
than  the  simple  need  for  shelter.  They 
provide     a    supportive     environment 
where  social,  physical,  and  emotional 
needs  are  met  without  jeopardizing  in- 
dependence.  The   program   has   con- 
sciously targeted  itself  to  the  unique 
needs  of  the  elderly  and  handicapped 
by  incorporating  congregate  space  and 
special  design  features  such  as  nonslip 
floors,  lower  shelves,  grab  bars,  and 
emergency     csH    systems     into     the 
projects. 

The  202  program  has  been  successful 
because  Congress  has  insisted  upon 
maintaining  its  essential  feature— the 
partnership  between  nonprofit  spon- 
sors and  experienced  general  contrac- 


tors. Most  nonprofit  groups  have  little 
or  no  expertise  in  developing  housing 
projects.  The  Congress  has  always  de- 
termined, however,  that  it  is  desirable 
to  retain  the  participation  of  a  broad 
array    of    nonprofit    groups    because 
these  groups  have  brought  to  the  202 
program  a  special  dedication  to  devel- 
op quality  projects,  to  l(x;ate  them  on 
good  sites,  to  commit  themselves  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  project  as 
well    as   possible   over   a   long   term. 
Equally  significant  as  a  measure  of 
success  is  the  virtually  nonexistent  de- 
fault rate  among  section  202  sponsors. 
The  demand  for  appropriate  housing 
within  the  reach  of  low-income  elderly 
and   handicapped   persons   is   demon- 
strated in  the  waiting  lists  that  com- 
monly are  kept  by  section  202  project 
sponsors.  Several  projects  in  my  own 
State   of   Pennsylvania   have   waiting 
lists  of   over   250   names.   Nationally, 
about  five  elderly  persons  are  on  the 
waiting  list  for  each  available  section 
202  luiit.  This  demand  in  itself  is  a 
measure  of  the  program's  success. 

My  proposal  also  employs  new  finan- 
cial incentives  designed  to  reduce 
project  development  and  operating 
costs,  as  well  as  to  encourage  the  con- 
tinued operation  of  projects  for  elder- 
ly residents  long  after  the  initial  com- 
mitment period.  Cost  efficiency  fea- 
tures of  the  proposed  legislation  in- 
clude: First.  75  percent  finEUicing  to 
profit-motivated  sponsors  thus  reduc- 
ing the  Federal  Government's  shsu-e. 
State  and  local  housing  agencies  will 
also  bear  a  substantial  part  of  the  ad- 
ministrative burden.  Second,  low  de- 
velopment costs  and  low  operating 
costs  are  encouraged  through  the  in- 
centive of  lower  tenant  rent-to-income 
ratios  for  projects  that  fall  below 
HUD-established  goals.  Third,  an  eco- 
nomic mix  in  the  projects  would  be  en- 
couraged to  improve  financial  and 
social  viability  of  projects.  Foiuth  by 
using  nonamortized  loans,  loan  servic- 
ing costs  would  be  avoided. 

This  proposal  was  developed  with 
the  assistance  of  several  national  orga- 
nizations representing  the  interests  of 
the  elderly,  including  the  Ad  Hoc  Coa- 
lition for  Housing  for  the  Elderly,  the 
American  Association  of  Homes  for 
the  Aging  and  the  National  Housing 
Conference.  These  and  other  groups 
have  reviewed  the  legislation  and  en- 
dorsed its  provisions. 

Mr.  President,  housing  for  both  the 
elderly  and  handicapped  means  more 
than  simply  placing  a  roof  over  their 
heads.  It  often  means  the  opportunity 
to  continue  an  independent  life  within 
a  supportive  physical  and  social  envi- 
ronment, one  that  provides  for  the 
continued  dignity  of  the  individual 
and  for  the  support  of  others.  As 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Special  Com- 
mittee on  Aging,  and  a  member  of  the 
Housing  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate 
Banking  Committee,  I  hope  many  of 
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my  colleagues  will  Join  me  as  cospon- 
sors  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  letters  of  support  from  the 
American  Association  of  Homes  for 
the  Aging,  and  The  Council  of  State 
Housing  Agencies  be  inserted  at  the 
appropriate  place  in  the  Record 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Americam  AAHA  Association  op 

Homes  por  the  Aging, 
Washington,  D.C..  June  9.  1983. 
Hon.  John  Heinz, 

Chairman.  Special  Committee  on  Aging. 
U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  CHAiRMAif:  On  behalf  of  the 
American  Association  of  Homes  for  the 
Aging,  we  are  pleased  to  understand  that 
you  will  be  introducing  In  the  Senate  com- 
panion legislation  to  revise  the  Section  202 
program  for  housing  for  the  elderly  and 
handicapped.  AAHA  strongly  endorsed  the 
work  of  Congressman  Stan  Lundine  in  de- 
veloping the  revised  subsidy  mechanism 
adopted  by  the  House  Banking  Committee. 
Accordingly,  we  enthusiastically  endorse 
your  efforts  on  behalf  of  this  important  new 
direction  for  the  elderly  housing  program. 

For  over  twenty  years.  Section  202  has 
provided  high  qualitj  living  arrangements 
for  senior  citizens.  The  partnership  between 
the  nonprofit  community  and  the  federal 
government  has  resulted  in  the  most  suc- 
cessful federal  housing  program  to  date.  In 
1974.  your  efforts  brought  new  life  to  the 
Section  202  direct  loan  through  the  incorpo- 
ration of  the  Section  8  rental  assistance  sub- 
sidy. The  revised  Section  202/8  program  has 
enabled  hundreds  of  thousands  of  older  per- 
sons to  enjoy  safe  affordable  housing  de- 
signed to  meet  their  physical  and  social 
needs.  However,  the  escalating  cost  of  the 
Section  8  subsidy  has  begun  to  threaten  the 
Section  202  program.  In  just  three  years. 
Section  202  production  has  dropped  from 
18,000  units  in  1980  to  barely  10.000  units  in 
1983.  A  second  restructuring  of  the  Section 
202  subsidy  is  desperately  needed  to  pre- 
serve this  important  source  of  financing  for 
elderly  housing. 

Through  the  debate  on  the  future  of  fed- 
eral housing  programs,  a  consensus  has 
emerged  that  new  construction  of  housing 
for  the  elderly  continues  to  be  a  national 
priority.  The  1984  revision  of  the  Section 
202  program  will  enable  this  priority  goal  to 
become  a  reality.  The  legislation  you  plan  to 
introduce  will  enable  the  federal  govern- 
ment to  assist  more  than  36,000  elderly  and 
handicapped  households  for  the  same  level 
of  budget  authority  the  present  program  re- 
quires to  produce  only  14,000  units.  This 
represents  a  major  step  In  accomplishing 
the  goals  set  forth  by  the  1981  White  House 
Conference  on  Aging. 

The  American  Association  of  Homes  for 
the  Aging  applauds  your  forthcoming  spon- 
sorship of  this  important  legislation  and 
thanks  you  for  your  continued  leadership 
on  beh&lf  of  the  housing  needs  of  older 
Americans. 

Sincerely, 

Sheldon  L.  Goldberg, 

Executive  Vice  President 
Charles  Edwards, 

General  Couruel, 
Director  of  aovemment  A/fairs. 


Council  op  State  Housing  Agencies, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  18,  1983. 
Hon.  John  Heinz, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Heinz;  The  Council  of  State 
Housing  Agencies  commends  your  efforts  to 
modify  the  current  Section  202  program  to 
allow  for  the  participation  of  for  profit 
sponsors  and  of  state  housing  finance  agen- 
cies. Forty-nine  states  now  have  state  fi- 
nance agencies  and  many  localities  have 
similar  institutions.  The  participation  of 
these  agencies  would  greatly  enhance  feder- 
al program  efforts  for  the  elderly. 

The  Council  would  like  to  support  you  in 
your  effort  to  amend  the  Senate  Housing 
Authorization  bill  to  reflect  your  purpose  in 
asserting  your  proposal.  To  discuss  details 
of  the  amendment  and  our  support,  I  would 
welcome  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  you 
on  this  in  the  near  future.  In  the  Interim 
should  you  require  any  additional  Informa- 
tion from  us  on  the  experience  or  the  capac- 
ity of  housing  finance  agencies  to  add  value 
to  the  Section  202  program,  please  feel  free 
to  contact  me. 

Thank  you  for  your  leadership  on  this 
very  important  issue. 
Sincerely, 

Thomas  W.  White. 
Executive  Vice  Presidentm 

•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  my  distinguished 
colleague  and  friend  from  Pennsylva- 
nia (Mr.  Heinz)  as  a  principal  sponsor 
of  the  Housing  for  the  Elderly  and 
Handicapped  Act  of  1983.  This  legisla- 
tion is  a  revision  and  expansion  of  the 
current  section  202  program.  Under 
the  leadership  of  Congressman  Stan 
Lundine  of  New  York,  this  matter  has 
been  approved  for  inclusion  in  housing 
authorization  legislation  currently 
awaiting  floor  action  in  the  other 
body. 

Under  the  current  202  program,  non- 
profit sponsors  receive  both  direct 
loans  from  the  Federal  Government 
for  the  development  or  rehabilitation 
of  housing  and  rent  subsidies  for  all 
units  imder  the  section  8  program  to 
further  insure  the  sound  operation  of 
these  developments  at  affordable  rent 
levels.  This  is  an  extremely  costly  un- 
dertaking, and  further,  these  forms  of 
assistance  involve  substantial  commit- 
ments of  long-term  Federal  budget  au- 
thority. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  legislation 
we  are  introducing  today,  program  fi- 
nancing would  be  changed  to  a  system 
of  deferred,  interest-free  advances, 
combined  with  annual  operating  defi- 
cit subsidies.  While  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  is  examining  the  effects 
of  such  a  change,  it  Is  estimated  that 
this  proposal  could  result  in  budget 
authority  saving  of  up  to  50  percent 
over  the  ciurent  system  since  loans 
will  not  be  amortized  over  time  and 
section  8  subsidies  will  not  be  neces- 
sary to  meet  debt  service  require- 
ments. These  budget  authority  savings 
can  be  directed  to  an  expansion  of  our 
efforts  to  serve  a  greater  number  of 
our  senior  citizens  in  need  of  decent 
shelter. 


I  want  to  emphusize  that  this  initia- 
tive will  not  necessarily  result  in  any 
significant  reduction  in  the  cost  of  de- 
veloping elderly  and  handicapped 
housing.  By  virtue  of  necessary  design 
and  service  components,  this  will  con- 
tinue to  be  a  costly  undertaking.  This 
proposal  does  project  the  Federal 
budget  costs  more  realistically  and 
presents  the  Congress  with  the  oppor- 
tunity to  consider  expanding  both  the 
recent  size  of  our  efforts  in  this  area, 
as  well  as  whether  the  program  should 
be  available  to  a  broader  range  of  the 
elderly  population  and  other  than 
nonprofit  sponsors. 

Our  sponsorship  of  this  proposal  is 
intended  to  focus  the  attention  of  the 
Congress  on  creative,  alternative 
meaixs  of  meeting  this  Nation's  hous- 
ing obligations  to  an  increasing  seg- 
ment of  the  population.  In  addition,  I 
would  trust  that  such  an  examination 
would  include  a  more  comprehensive 
look  at  other  means  of  addressing  the 
shelter  needs  of  senior  and  handi- 
capped citizens.  This  is  in  keeping 
with  a  proposal  which  I  introduced 
and  is  now  included  in  the  recently  re- 
ported Housing  and  Community  De- 
velopment Act  of  1983  establishing  an 
older  Americans  housing  demonstra- 
tion program.  It  is  my  hope  that  both 
the  Aging  and  Banking  Committees 
will  give  priority  attention  to  these 
matters  in  the  months  ahead.* 
•  Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  today  to  join  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Permsylvania  in  intro- 
ducing the  Consolidation  of  Housing 
for  Elderly  and  Handicapped  Families 
Act  of  1983.  I  have  long  been,  and  will 
continue  to  be.  a  strong  supporter  of 
the  section  202  program. 

This  program  has  provided  more 
than  a  safe  and  decent  home  for  many 
of  this  Nation's  old  and  handicapped, 
beyond  serving  this  worthy  function, 
the  section  202  program  also  has  pro- 
vided those  less  fortunate  in  our  socie- 
ty with  a  sense  of  dignity,  self-respect, 
and  independence  that  only  comes 
with  the  privilege  of  maintaining  one's 
own  residence.  Indeed,  the  section  202 
program  represents  the  very  values 
that  have  made  this  country  great  and 
it  symbolizes  our  compassion  for  those 
truly  in  need. 

Thus,  Mr.  President,  I  feel  it  is  only 
fitting  that  this  Congress  demonstrate 
its  support  for  the  section  202  pro- 
gram by  revising  and  expanding  it  so 
that  its  continued  viability  may  be  as- 
sured. Like  many  Federal  programs, 
the  section  202  program  is  currently 
entangled  in  a  thicket  of  legislative 
and  bureaucratic  procedure  which 
falsely  bloats  its  actual  budget  impact 
and  complicates  its  administration. 
The  proposal  we  introduce  today  will 
free  the  section  202  program  from  this 
unnecessary  and  burdensome  adminis- 
trative baggage  and  allow  it  to  reach 
its  full  potential  in  serving  the  needs 


of  the  elderly  and  handicapped.  Addi- 
tionally, without  infringing  on  the 
very  successful  section  202  program 
now  exclusively  in  the  domain  of  non- 
profit organizations,  this  expanded 
section  202  program  will  tap  the  cre- 
ative and  financial  resources  of  private 
sponsors  with  the  assistance  of  count- 
less State  housing  agencies  that  have 
vast  experience  and  expertise  in  hous- 
ing development. 

Mr.  President,  despite  the  effective- 
ness of  the  current  section  202  pro- 
gram, the  housing  needs  of  this  Na- 
tion's elderly  are  far  from  fulfilled.  It 
is  estimated  that  nearly  16  percent  of 
our  Nations  elderly  live  on  incomes 
below  the  national  poverty  level  and 
nearly  20  percent  occupy  substandard 
housing.  It  is  in  the  interests  of  better 
serving  these  needs,  as  well  as  the 
needs  of  our  Nation's  handicapped, 
that  I  cosponsor  this  legislation.  It  is 
my  hope  that  this  Congress  will  see  fit 
to  reaffirm  its  commitment  to  its  el- 
derly and  handicapped  and  support 
this  and  other  innovative  initiatives 
toward  this  goal.* 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  pleased  to  join  with  my  col- 
leagues. Senators  Heinz  and  Dodd,  as 
a  principal  sponsor  of  the  Elderly  and 
Handicapped  Housing  Act  of  1983. 
Senators  Heinz  and  Dodd  have  provid- 
ed outstanding  leadership  in  assuring 
housing  assistance  to  our  elderly  and 
handicapped  citizens. 

The  bill  we  introduce  today  focuses 
needed  attention  on  the  housing  needs 
of  the  elderly  and  handicapped.  This 
legislation,  which  has  been  included  in 
the  housing  authorization  bill  recently 
passed  by  the  House  through  the  ef- 
forts of  Representative  Stan  Lundine 
of  New  York,  constitutes  a  revision 
and  expansion  of  the  section  202  pro- 
gram. 

Meeting  the  Housing  needs  of  our  el- 
derly population  is  an  important  un- 
dertaking. Special  design  features  such 
as  handrails,  emergency  call  systems 
and  wheelchairs  are  a  necessary  part 
of  these  projects.  This  bill  seeks  a 
more  efficient,  if  not  less  costly,  means 
of  providing  this  assistance.  The  legis- 
lation is  innovative  in  that  it  is  a  de- 
parture from  the  existing  practice  of 
tying  direct  loans  to  section  8  rental 
assistance.  By  providing  front-end  as- 
sistance through  noninterest-paying 
deferred  payment  advances  and  oper- 
ating cost  deficit  contract,  this  legisla- 
tion seeks  to  reduce  the  long-term 
Federal  budget  authority  required 
under  the  current  program. 

Mr.  President,  in  these  times  of 
strict  budget  limits,  it  is  important  to 
examine  means  to  expand  our  goals 
within  the  limits  of  constrained 
budget  authority.  This  legislation  at- 
tempts to  do  just  that.  We  need  to  in- 
crease our  assistance  to  the  elderly 
and  handicapped  who  are  in  need  of 
housing,  while  trying  to  avoid  commit- 
ments of  budget  authority  far  into  the 


future.  This  bill  will  increase  our  level 
of  assistance  from  14,000  units  in  1984 
to  36.000  in  1985.  This  bill  constitutes 
an  attempt  to  get  more  for  our  money 
while  maintaining  the  character  of  a 
successful  section  202  program  with  its 
commitment  to  the  elderly  and  handi- 
capped community. 

This  bill  also  raises  the  issue  of  the 
role  of  for-profit  entities  and  State 
housing  finance  agencies  in  developing 
housing  for  the  elderly  and  handi- 
capped. There  is  likely  to  be  substan- 
tial attention  to  the  proper  differences 
between  the  nonprofit  and  for-profit 
sector  in  providing  this  housing  assist- 
ance. 

The  introduction  of  this  legislation 
will  provide  the  Congress  with  an  op- 
portunity to  examine  an  innovative  ex- 
pansion of  housing  for  the  elderly  and 
handicapped. 

The  bill  has  the  support  of  the  Ad 
Hoc  Coalition  for  Housing  for  the  El- 
derly and  other  advocates  for  the  el- 
derly and  handicapped.  The  work  of 
the  Committee  on  Aging,  chaired  by 
Senator  Heinz,  has  been  essential  to 
the  development  of  this  legislation. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  my  distin- 
guished colleagues  as  a  sponsor  of  this 
legislation.* 


By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Danforth): 
S.  1649.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  that 
certain  museums  and  organizations 
which  operate  libraries  will  be  treated 
as  public  charities;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

TAX  treatment  of  certain  museums  and 
libraries 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  with  Senator  Danforth  to 
introduce  a  bill  to  amend  section  170 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  concern- 
ing the  tax  treatment  of  certain  muse- 
ums and  libraries.  My  bill  would  make 
it  easier  for  these  institutions  to  qual- 
ify as  public  charities. 

Under  current  law,  a  museum  can 
qualify  as  either  a  public  charity  or  a 
private  foimdation.  It  is  advantageous 
for  a  museum  to  be  a  public  charity,  in 
part,  because  it  is  easier  as  a  public 
charity  to  obtain  grants  from  founda- 
tions. The  reasons:  A  foundation  has 
to  exercise  "expenditure  responsibil- 
ity" for  the  money  it  donates  to  other 
foundations,  but  not  to  public  char- 
ities. Section  4945(h)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  defines  "expenditure 
responsibility"  as  a  duty  to  "exert  all 
reasonable  efforts  •  •  •  to  see  that  the 
grant  is  spent  solely  for  the  purpose 
for  which  made,  to  obtain  full  and 
complete  reports  from  the  grantee  on 
how  the  funds  are  spent,  and  to  make 
full  and  detailed  reports"  to  the  IRS. 
This  involves  a  great  deal  of  paper- 
work, and.  for  reasons  that  are  all  too 
obvious,  foundations  prefer  to  avoid 
the  added  work  and  expense. 


Another  reason  museums  prefer  to 
qualify  as  a  public  charity  rather  than 
a  private  foundation  is  the  investment 
excise  tax.  A  private  foundation  must 
pay  an  annual  2-percent  excise  tax  on 
its  net  investment  income,  and  has  to 
file  a  special  tax  return  to  do  so.  A 
public  charity  does  not. 

The  list  of  public  charity  advantages 
continues.  A  private  foundation  is  also 
prohibited  from  dealing  with  anyone 
on  a  lengthy  list  of  'disqualified  per- 
sons." For  instance,  under  the  law, 
family  members  of  persons  who  own 
large  blocks  of  stock  in  corporations 
contributing  money  to  the  foundation 
are  considered  disqualified  persons. 
The  list  of  disqualified  persons  is  such, 
then,  that  a  foundation  may  find  itself 
unwittingly  breaking  the  law. 

And  the  penalty  for  violating  the 
law  can  be  stiff.  The  disqualified 
person  has  to  pay  a  special  tax  equal 
to  5  percent  of  the  amount  involved, 
and  the  tax  increases  to  200  percent  if 
the  infraction  is  not  corrected  after 
notice  from  the  IRS.  A  public  charity, 
on  the  other  hand,  is  prohibited  only 
from  dealing  with  persons  for  their 
own  advancement. 

There  is  yet  another  advantage.  A 
private  foundation  is  prohibited  from 
owning  more  than  35  percent  of  the 
stock  in  any  imrelated  business.  If  the 
business  is  controlled  by  a  disqualified 
person,  the  foundation  may  own  an 
even  lesser  percentage  of  stock.  Again, 
the  penalty  for  violating  this  provision 
is  an  additional  tax  of  5  percent  of  the 
excess  business  holding,  increasing  to 
200  percent  if  the  violation  is  not  cor- 
rected after  IRS  notice.  A  public  char- 
ity, of  course,  is  not  subject  to  this  re- 
striction. 

And  last,  a  private  foundation  must 
file  a  special  information  return  with 
the  IRS.  A  public  charity  does  not 
have  to  meet  this  requirement. 

I  do  not  challenge  the  basis  for  regu- 
lating private  foundations  in  this  way. 
I  only  ask  if  certain  museums  should 
not  qualify  as  public  charities. 

The  test  for  determining  whether  an 
exempt  organization  is  a  private  foim- 
dation is  foimd  in  section  509  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code.  In  general,  a 
museimi  can  be  considered  a  public 
charity,  rather  than  a  private  founda- 
tion, if  among  other  tests  it  receives 
more  than  one-third  of  its  support  in 
the  form  of  small  "gifts,  grants,  contri- 
butions •  •  •  [and  from]  admissions" 
fees.  The  IRS  regulations  say  that  this 
one-third  test  is  "designed  to  insure 
that  an  organization  which  is  excluded 
from  private  foundation  status  •  •  •  is 
responsive  to  the  general  public, 
rather  than  to  the  private  interests  of 
a  limited  numt)er  of  donors  or  other 
persons. " 

My  bill  would  add  a  special  test  for 
museums  to  qualify  for  public  charity 
tax  status.  A  museum  that  failed  to 
meet   the   one-third   test   could   still 
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qualify  as  a  public  charity  if  at  least 
one-fourth  of  the  museum's  directors 
are  public  officials  or  persons  appoint- 
ed by  public  officials  to  act  in  the 
public  interest.  To  qualify  as  a  public 
charity,  the  museum  must  also  be  a 
permanent  organization  with  a  profes- 
sional staff.  It  also  must  display  tangi- 
ble objects  and  be  open  to  the  general 
public  for  free  or  nominal  charge,  on  a 
regular  and  continuous  basis. 

Why  does  the  tax  law  d:f;tinguish  be- 
tween public  charities  and  private 
foundations?  In  the  1960s  some  foun- 
dations were  found  to  be  abusing  their 
exemptions  from  Federal  income 
taxes.  Some  wealthy  families  trans- 
ferred stock  holdings  to  a  foundation, 
while  retaining  control  of  the  corpora- 
tion—avoiding both  the  income  tax  on 
dividends  and  the  estate  tax  on  the 
value  of  the  stock.  Said  Stanley  S. 
Surrey,  Assistant  Treasury  Secretary 
for  Tax  Policy,  in  a  February  23.  1967 
speech: 

The  present  resort  of  tax  and  business 
planners  to  the  creation  of  a  private  founda- 
tion to  hold  the  stock  of  a  business  enter- 
prise so  as  to  perpetuate  the  family  control 
of  that  enterprise  is  a  complete  distortion  of 
the  policies  and  philanthropic  motivations 
that  underlie  the  tax  benefits  granted  chari- 
table contributions  and  charitable  institu- 
tions. 

Individuals  who  contribute  money  to 
foundations,  of  course,  can  deduct 
their  contributions  from  their  income 
taxes.  Congress  also  found,  however, 
that  some  foundations  were  simply  in- 
vesting this  money,  rather  than  sup- 
porting charitable  works. 

Congress  designed  the  1969  Tax 
Reform  Act  to  end  such  abuses.  Since 
all  tax-exempt  organizations  were  not 
abusing  the  law,  the  new  rules  did  not 
apply  to  all  organizations.  Instead. 
Congress  created  a  new  subspecies, 
termed  "private  foundations,"  for  tar- 
geted regulation.  As  the  Ways  and 
Means  Conunittee  explained  In  its 
report  on  the  1969  act; 

The  problems  that  gave  rise  to  the  statu- 
tory provisions  of  the  bill  .  .  .  appear  to  be 
especially  prevalent  in  the  case  of  some  or- 
ganizations. However  .  .  .  certain  other  or- 
ganizations .  .  .  generally  do  not  give  rise  to 
the  problems  which  have  led  to  the  restric- 
tions and  limitations. 

The  main  determinant  of  whether 
an  organization  should  be  considered  a 
private  foundation  for  tax  purposes. 
The  committee  said,  is  the  degree  to 
which  "the  orgauiization  is  responsive 
to  the  general  public." 

The  American  Eiiterprise  Institute, 
in  a  book  on  "The  Tax  Reform  Act  of 
1969,"  explained: 

The  statutory  definition  of  private  foun- 
dation' reflects  an  underlying  congressional 
philosophy  which  turns  upon  a  very  crucial 
distinction  between  organizations  that  are 
privately  financed  and  those  that  depend 
upon  the  public  for  their  support.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  organization  is  subject  to 
the  discipline  of  public  opinion.  Lf  It  misbe- 
haves, misuses  its  capital,  or  engages  in 
questionable  practices,  the  public  will  pre- 


sumably leam  about  It.  and  by  the  simple 
exijedient  of  cutting  off  contributions,  cor- 
rect that  which  has  t)ecome  offensive.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  institution  that  is  pri- 
vately financed  is  subjcet  to  no  such  correc- 
tive influence  and  therefore  must  l)e  regu- 
lated In  some  other  way. 

The  bill  that  I  am  introducing  today 
would  affect  at  least  four  museums  in 
four  States:  The  Strong  Museum  of 
Rochester,  N.Y.;  the  Mariners 
Museiun  of  Newport  News,  Va.;  the 
Merrimack  Valley  Textile  Museum  in 
North  Andover,  Mass.;  and  the  PhiL-i- 
delphia  Maritime  Museum. 

My  bill  is  reasonable  and  equitable. 
First,  the  likelihood  that  public  muse- 
ums have  been  abusing  the  tax  laws, 
or  have  been  used  to  do  so,  is  very 
slim,  there  are  certainly  easier  and 
more  efficient  ways  to  shelter  corpo- 
rate stock  than  to  a  set  up  a  public 
museiun.  And  certainly  there  are 
easier  and  more  efficient  ways  for 
wealthy  families  to  finance  one's 
exotic  past  times  or  interests.  Any  con- 
tribution a  museiun  receives  ailmost 
always  go  directly  into  paying  for  an 
exhibit,  rather  than  into  a  portfolio 
Investment.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
hospitals,  schools  and  such  ixe  not  pri- 
vate foundations. 

And  second,  a  private  foundation  is 
an  exempt  organization  relatively 
immune  to  public  pressure.  How  reli- 
ant an  organization  is  on  the  public 
for  support  is  one  test  of  its  inununity 
from  public  pressure.  This  is  the  test 
in  the  current  statute.  I  propose  to 
add  another  test,  one  that  is  just  as 
good.  Is  the  museum  a  permanent  or- 
ganization with  a  professional  staff 
and  normal  viewing  hours  for  the 
public,  and  are  there  people  represent- 
ing the  public  interest  on  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  museum? 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1649 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
subparagraph  (A)  of  section  170(b)(1)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  C<xle  of  1954  (relating  to 
percentage  limitations)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  ■or"  at  the  end  of  clause  (vii),  by 
adding  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause  (vili),  and 
by  inserting  after  clause  (vill)  the  following 
new  clause: 

"(Ix)  a  museum  (as  defined  in  subpara- 
graph (FMD)  if  25  percent  or  more  of  its 
governing  body  consists  of  individuals 
(other  than  disqualified  persons  as  defined 
In  subparagraph  (PMil)  with  respect  to  the 
museum)  who  are  described  In  any  of  the 
following  subclauses: 

••(I)  community  leaders  or  other  individ- 
uals representing  a  broad  cross-section  of 
the  views  and  interests  of  the  community, 

■(II)  members  of  such  governing  body  by 
reason  of  being  a  public  official,  or 

■'(III)  individuals  selected  to  be  members 
of  such  governing  body  by  a  public  offi- 
cial,'. 


(b)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  170(b)  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  followlgn  new  subparagraph: 

'■(F)  Special  rttles  por  sitbparagraph 
lAi(lx).— For  purposes  of  subparagraph 
(AMlx)— 

"(I)  Museum.— the  term  'museum'  means 
any  organization  the  principal  function  of 
which  is  (through  the  utilization  of  a  pro- 
fessional staff)  the  exhibition  of  tangible 
objects  to  the  general  public  on  a  regular 
and  continuous  basis  for  free  or  at  a  nomi- 
nal charge. 

■■(ID  DisQUALiPiEO  PERSON.— The  term  "dis- 
qualified person"  has  the  meaning  given  to 
such  term  by  section  4946;  except  that  an 
individual  shall  not  be  treated  as  a  disquali- 
fied person  merely  by  reason  of  being  a 
member  of  the  governing  body  of  the  orga- 
nization." 

Sec  2.  (a)  Clause  «ii)  of  section 
170(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  code 
of  1954  (relating  to  charitable,  etc.  contribu- 
tions and  gifts)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof:  "or  any  organization  which  op- 
erates a  qualified  library  within  the  mean- 
ing of  subparagraph  (G).'^ 

(b)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  170(b)  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

■■(G)  Qualified  libraries.— Por  purposes 
of  subparagraph  (A)(li).  a  library  shall  be 
treated  as  a  qualified  library  if— 

■■(i)  such  library  was  established  as  a  li- 
brary by  a  law  of  a  State,  a  law  of  the 
United  States,  a  law  of  a  possession  of  the 
United  States,  a  law  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, or.  before  1789.  in  the  geographic 
area  now  comprising  the  United  States  and 
such  library  is  operated  by  an  organization 
as  a  permanent  and  principal  part  of  the 
public  services  of  such  organization:  or 

■■(ii)  such  library  is  open  and  available  to 
the  general  public,  does  not  charge  a  fee  for 
admission  to  Its  premises  or  use  on  the 
premises  of  the  library  collection,  and  Is  op- 
erated by  an  organization,  none  of  whose 
income  is  expended  for  purposes  other  than 
the  construction,  maintenance,  expansion, 
operation  or  management  of  such  library, 
its  collection  and  the  premises  on  which 
such  library  Is  located." 

Sec.  3.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  apply  to  taxable  years  ending  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act;  except 
that,  for  purposes  of  applying  sections  507 
and  509(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending 
after  such  date,  such  amendments  shall  be 
treated  as  In  effect  for  all  periods  on  or 
after  October  9.  1969. 

•  Mr.  DANFORTH.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  cosponsor  the  bill  just 
introduced  by  my  friend  from  New 
York,  Mr.  Moynihan.  This  bill  pro- 
vides that  a  tax-exempt  organization 
operating  a  library  or  museum  is. 
under  certain  circumstances,  to  be 
treated  as  a  public  charity  for  tax  pur- 
poses. This  bill  Is  similar,  in  its  treat- 
ment of  libraries,  to  legislation  I  intro- 
duced in  the  last  Congress. 

Under  the  bill,  these  organizations 
would  be  treated  the  same  way  that 
other  educational  organizations  such 
as  schools  and  universities  are  treated. 
In  order  to  qualify  for  public  charity 
treatment,  the  library  operated  by  the 
organization  would  have  to  be  operat- 
ed as  a  permanent  and  principal  part 
of  the  tax-exempt  activities  of  the  or- 


ganization and  be  organized  by  a 
public  act  of  the  United  States,  of  any 
State,  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or 
of  any  possession  of  the  United  States, 
or  be  in  existence  prior  to  1789.  Alter- 
natively, if  the  library  is  open  and 
available  to  the  public  at  no  charge 
and  Is  operated  as  the  sole  activity  of 
the  organization  in  issue,  public  char- 
ity treatment  would  be  extended.  Li- 
braries which  meet  either  of  these 
tests  are  not  different  in  any  material 
manner  from  other  educational  insti- 
tutions that  are  already  accorded 
public  charity  status  under  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code.  In  my  opinion,  the 
time  has  come  to  equalize  the  treat- 
ment of  these  similar  institutions. 

Under  current  law,  some  tax-exempt 
organizations  that  operate  libraries  of 
the  type  I  have  just  described  run  the 
annual  risk  that  they  will  fail  to  meet 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service's  guide- 
lines to  qualify  as  a  "publicly  support- 
ed organization"  and  that  they  will  be 
classified  as  private  foundations.  Por 
example,  two  libraries  in  Missouri  that 
meet  these  tests,  the  St.  Louis  Mercan- 
tile Library  in  St.  Louis  and  the  Linda 
Hall  Library  in  Kansas  City,  run  the 
annual  risk  of  being  classified  as  pri- 
vate  foundations   because   of   invest- 
ment income  from  their  endowments. 
Once  classified  as  a  private  founda- 
tion,   an   organization   must    pay    an 
aiuiual  excise  tax  equal  to  2  percent  of 
its  net  investment  income.  In  order  to 
avoid  this  tax,  libraries  of  the  type 
that  are  the  subject  of  this  bill  wiU 
often   spend   substantial   amounts   in 
legal  and  accounting  fees  trying   to 
insure  that  they  meet  the    "publicly 
supported    organization    test."    Even 
then  they  may  not  meet  the  "publicly 
supported"  test.  Whether  the  organi- 
zation spends  its  money  paying  the 
excise  tax  or  in  legal  and  accounting 
fees,   I  believe  that  as  a  matter  ot 
public  policy,  we  would  be  better  off  if 
the  money  were  spent  acquiring  books 
and  other  library  materials. 

There  is  another  adverse  aspect  of 
being  classified  as  a  private  founda- 
tion. A  library  that  is  classified  as  a 
private  foundation  has  a  more  diffi- 
cult task  than  an  organization  classi- 
fied as  a  public  charity  in  soliciting 
funds  from  potential  contributors.  A 
private  foundation  that  is  not  an  oper- 
ating foundation  may  make  contribu- 
tions to  public  charities  and  private 
operating  foundations,  but  generally 
may  not  make  qualifying  contribu- 
tions to  other  private  foundations  that 
are  not  operating  foundations.  Be- 
cause of  the  uncertainty  as  to  whether 
a  private  operating  foundation  contin- 
ues to  qualify  as  an  operating  founda- 
tion—there are  complex  tests  that 
must  be  satisfied  annually— many  indi- 
vidual contributors  and  other  private 
foundations  that  are  not  operating 
foundations  are  hesitant  to  contribute 
funds  to  such  an  organization  even 
though  it  clearly  serves  a  public  pur- 


pose. As  a  result,  funds  that  would 
otherwise  go  to  libraries  described  in 
the  bill  are  diverted  to  other  charita- 
ble organizations.  This  is  not  a  hypo- 
thetical problem.  I  am  aware  of  at 
least  one  situation  where  a  private 
foundation  that  formerly  made  a 
$10,000-a-year  grant  to  the  St.  Louis 
Mercantile  Library  has  ceased  making 
such  grants  solely  because  of  the  li- 
brary's private  foundation  status. 

Finally,  libraries  that  are  classified 
as  private  foundations  must,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  2-percent  excise  tax,  pay 
annual  legal  and  accounting  fees  to 
insure  that  they  comply  with  the  pri- 
vate operating  foundation  rules  set 
out  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 
Again,  I  believe  these  funds  could  be 
better  spent  on  library  activities. 

I  do  not  believe  that  enactment  of 
this  bill  will  open  the  floodgates  to 
legislation  exempting  all  sorts  of  orga- 
nizations from  the  private  foundation 
rules.  The  legislation  is  narrowly 
drawn  and  the  organizations  involved 
in  the  bill  serve  the  public.  No  allega- 
tions have  been  made  that  these  orga- 
nizations have  engaged  in  the  types  of 
activity  which  led  to  the  enactment  of 
the  private  foundation  rules  in  1969. 
These  organizations  serve  the  public 
exclusively  and  should  be  treated  ac- 
cordingly. They  should  be  classified  as 
public  charities. 

Since  I  know  of  only  two  libraries 
that  would  be  affected  by  this  legisla- 
tion, I  would  like  to  briefly  describe 
each  of  these  institutions. 

The  Linda  Hall  Library  was  estab- 
lished in  1946.  The  instruments  gov- 
erning its  establishment  and  operation 
specifically  provide  that  the  library 
shall  be  open  and  available  to  the 
public  at  no  charge.  These  instru- 
ments also  provide  that  none  of  the  li- 
brary's income  shall  be  expended  for 
purposes  other  than  the  construction, 
maintenance,  expansion,  operation  or 
management  of  the  library.  The  li- 
brary is  maintained  in  its  own  build- 
ings situated  on  a  tract  of  land  adja- 
cent to  the  University  of  Missouri  at 
Kansas  City  in  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

Since  its  establishment,  the  library 
has  assembled  one  of  the  Nation's 
most  extensive  and  notable  collections 
devoted  to  science  and  technology  in- 
cluding more  than  460,000  volumes 
and  over  620,000  microforms.  Together 
with  a  distinguished  retrospective  col- 
lection, it  also  has  very  extensive  hold- 
ings of  current  books  and  journals 
from  all  countries  where  publications 
at  the  research  level  in  science  and 
technology  are  available.  Among  those 
works  especially  valupble  to  research 
scientists  throughout  the  United 
States,  and  not  widely  held  by  other 
institutions,  are  the  library's  compre- 
hensive collections  of  current  journals 
from  the  Soviet  Union,  Japan,  and  the 
People's  Republic  of  China. 

The  Linda  Hall  Library  maintains  a 
program  of  providing  photocopies  of 


its  materials  to  persons  upon  request, 
whenever  requests  for  such  services 
are  consistent  with  copyright  laws  and 
with  the  Copyright  Clearance  Center 
procedures.  It  also  maintains  a  pro- 
gram of  lending  portions  of  its  collec- 
tion from  time  to  time  to  other  librar- 
ies. Shortly  after  its  establishment, 
the  library  purchased  the  entire  col- 
lection of  the  American  Academy  of 
Arts  and  Sciences  which  had  its  princi- 
pal offices  in  Boston,  Mass.  After  the 
purchase,  the  Linda  Hall  Library 
agreed  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  acad- 
emy in  continuing  its  broad  exchange 
program  with  libraries  and  learned  so- 
cieties throughout  the  world. 

In  the  early  years  of  its  existence, 
the  Linda  Hall  Library  was  selected  by 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  as  1  of 
15  or  20  depositories  throughout  the 
United  States  for  its  literature,  and 
the  library  continues  to  maintain  a 
collection  of  material  relating  to  the 
AEC's  successor  organization,  the 
Energy  Research  and  Development 
Administration.  In  the  late  1950's  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration selected  Linda  Hall  Li- 
brary as  a  depository  for  the  literature 
which  it  distributes  in  cormection  with 
its  information  program.  Literature  is 
still  being  sent  by  NASA  to  the  library 
in  coruiection  with  this  program. 

Linda  Hall  Library  is  a  depository 
for  all  specifications  and  standards  to 
be  used  by  individuals  and  organiza- 
tions when  dealing  with  military  and 
civilian  projects  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. The  library  also  maintains 
the  patent  specifications  for  all  pat- 
ents issued  by  the  U.S.  Government 
since  July  1946,  and  is  a  depository  for 
all  current  maps  issued  by  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey. 

Linda  Hall  Library  maintains  a  very 
close  relationship  with  the  University 
of  Missouri  at  Kansas  City  which  is 
almost  entirely  dependent  upon  Linda 
Hall  for  library  material  in  the  areas 
of  science  and  technology. 

The  St.  Louis  Mercantile  Library  As- 
sociation was  established  in  1946  to 
form  a  well-rounded  collection  of 
books  for  the  information  and  conven- 
ience of  St.  Louisans.  The  formation 
of  the  library  was  authorized  and  ap- 
proved by  a  public  act  of  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  State  of  Missouri. 
The  library  is  maintained  in  its  own 
building  in  downtown  St.  Louis. 

Over  the  past  132  years  the  library 
has  assembled  a  notable  collection  of 
books,  now  over  213,000  volumes,  com- 
prising a  general  collection  in  the  lib- 
eral arts  area,  with  emphasis  on  histo- 
ry, biography,  travel,  philosophy,  reli- 
gion, and  the  arts.  The  library  main- 
tains one  of  the  country's  distin- 
guished and  most  comprehensive  col- 
lections of  regional  history  pertaining 
to  St.  Louis  and  Western  Americana. 

The  Western  Americana  collection, 
with  approximately  55,000  rare  books. 
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is  probably  the  most  comprehensive 
collection  In  that  field  in  existence. 
The  collection  is  frequently  consulted 
and  referred  to  by  many  historians  in 
this  field.  In  addition,  the  library  has 
one  of  the  most  complete  files  avail- 
able in  the  St.  Louis  area  for  6  local 
papers,  including  some  500  bound  vol- 
umes of  St.  Louis  newpapers,  begin- 
ning with  1812— a  few  of  these  cannot 
be  obtained  in  any  other  library.  The 
library  has  also  been  the  recipient  of 
many  valuable  gifts  during  its  exist- 
ence. These  gifts  include  the  fragmen- 
tary journal  of  Pierre  Laclede's  step- 
son, Auguste  Chouteau,  describing  the 
founding  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  original 
manuscript,  'Journal  of  the  Proceed- 
ings of  the  First  Legislative  Council  of 
the  Territory  of  Louisiana,  from  June 
3,  1806  to  October  9.  1811   " 

For  individuals  researching  the  orga- 
nization of  the  territorial  govei-nment 
of  the  Louisiana  Purchase  or  Missou- 
ri's first  steps  toward  statehood,  these 
documents  are  of  extreme  importance. 
Another  notable  possession  is  the 
four-volume  elephant  folio  of  Audu- 
bon's "Birds  of  America."  The  library 
is  open  to  the  public  and  currently 
maintains  a  broad-based  membership 
of  over  2,000.  While  membership  is 
necessary  to  check  out  materials- 
membership  dues  are  currently  a 
nominal  $10  per  year— anyone  can  use 
the  books  and  collection  on  the  prem- 
ises of  the  library.  The  library  is  also 
made  available  to  students  from 
Washington  Unversity  to  observe  the 
library's  unique  cataloging  systems, 
reference  department  and  rare  book 
room. 

In  my  opinion,  neither  the  St.  Louis 
Mercantile  Library  nor  the  Linda  Hall 
Library  should  be  penalized  by  the  pri- 
vate foundation  rules  and  applicable 
excise  taxes.  These  provisions  were 
not  intended  to  penalize  organizations 
that  clearly  provide  a  public  benefit 
such  as  these  libraries  do.  I  also  be- 
lieve that  libraries  such  as  these 
should  not  be  burdened  with  the  addi- 
tional legal  and  accounting  expenses 
incident  to  the  private  foundation 
rules.* 


By  Mr.  LEVIN  (for  himself.  Mr. 

BoRXN.     Mr.     Grassley.     Mr. 

Kasten.  and  Mr.  DeConcini): 
S.  1650.  A  bill  to  increase  the  ac- 
countability of.  policy  coordination  by. 
and  management  of  priorities  by  sigen- 
cles  through  an  improved  mechanism 
for  congressional  oversight  of  the  rule 
of  agencies;  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

AGKNCT  ACCOUirrABIUTY  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  today 
Senator  Boren,  Senator  Grassley, 
Senator  Kasten,  and  Senator  DeCon- 
cnfi  and  I  are  Introducing  the  Levin- 
Boren  joint  resolution  legislative  veto 
which  would  apply  to  all  rules  under 
the     Administrative     Procedure     Act 


which  are  subject  to  public  notice  and 
comment. 

We  are  all  aware  of  the  overwhelm- 
ing consequences  of  the  Supreme 
Court's  recent  decision  in  the  Chadha 
case,  in  which  the  Court  held,  basical- 
ly, that  legislative  veto  that  did  not 
satisfy  the  demands  of  article  I  of  the 
Constitution,  namely  bicameral  pas- 
sage and  presentment  to  the  Presi- 
dent, was  unconstitutional.  And,  a  few 
days  later  the  Court  confirmed  what 
we  all  expected  after  the  Chadha  deci- 
sion, that  a  legislative  veto  over  inde- 
pendent regulatory  agencies  requires 
no  less  than  that  for  the  executive  de- 
partments. 

This  bill  we  are  Introducing  today 
addresses  the  constitutional  infirmi- 
ties of  current  legislative  vetos  with- 
out sacrificing  their  principle  advan- 
tage—to enable  Congress  to  stop  a  rule 
before  it  takes  effect. 

Our  proposal  solves  the  constitution- 
al problems  because  it  uses  a  joint  res- 
olution as  the  vehicle  for  disapproval. 
The  joint  resolution,  like  any  other 
piece  of  legislation,  requires  passage 
by  both  houses  and  approval  by  the 
President  with  the  opportunity  for  a 
two-third's  congressional  vote  to  over- 
ride a  Presidential  veto. 

At  the  same  time  it  retains  the  es- 
sence of  the  other  legislative  vetos  be- 
cause it  delays  the  effective  date  of  a 
rule  in  order  for  Congress  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  decide  whether  or  not 
to  act  to  disapprove  the  rule. 

The  bill  requires  that  no  rule  can 
take  effect  for  30  days  after  it  is  pub- 
lished as  final.  During  that  time,  if  the 
committee  of  either  House  having  leg- 
islative jurisdiction  over  the  rule  votes 
to  report  a  joint  resolution  of  disap- 
proval, the  rule  cannot  take  effect  for 
an  additional  60  days,  during  which 
time  both  Houses  of  Congress  must 
pass  the  resolution— and  the  President 
must  sign  it— in  order  to  prevent  the 
rule  from  taking  effect.  The  days  re- 
ferred to  in  the  bill  are  legislative 
days.  In  the  event  of  an  adjournment 
sine  die  at  the  end  of  the  Congress, 
the  rule  can  take  effect,  provided, 
however,  that  the  agency  has  forward- 
ed the  rule  to  the  Congress  for  at  least 
30  days  prior  to  adjournment.  For 
rules  that  do  not  meet  the  30-day 
deadline,  they  cannot  take  effect  until 
the  next  Congress,  unless  there  is  an 
urgent  circumstance  requiring  immedi- 
ate implementation  as  attested  to  by 
the  head  of  the  rulemaking  agency  to 
the  appropriate  committee  chairman. 
To  make  sure  that  Congress  has  suffi- 
cient time  to  act  within  the  prescribed 
periods,  the  bill  establishes  expedited 
procedures  for  consideration  of  the 
joint  resolution  of  disapproval.  That 
way  the  resolution  cannot  be  bottled 
up  in  committee  or  filibustered  to 
death. 

Senator  Boren  and  I  have  supported 
this  approach  to  legislative  veto  since 
1979,  when  we  offered  it  as  an  amend- 


ment to  that  year's  PTC  reauthoriza- 
tion. It  passed  the  Senate  at  that  time 
by  a  vote  of  87  to  10.  The  two-House 
concurrent  resolution  type  legislative 
veto  finally  adopted  for  FTC  rules  re- 
sulted from  a  compromise  with  the 
House  which  had  passed  a  one-House 
legislative  veto  earlier. 

Also  in  1979.  the  Government  Af- 
fairs Committee  held  a  hearing  on  the 
Levin-Boren  proposal  and  proceeded 
to  report  it  to  the  floor  by  a  vote  of  11 
to  4. 

During  the  last  Congress,  in  an 
effort  to  unite  the  forces  supporting 
legislative  veto.  Senator  Boren  and  I 
joined  with  Senators  Schmitt  and 
Grassley  to  offer  a  two  House-con- 
current resolution— legislative  veto  on 
the  regulatory  reform  bill.  S.  1080. 
That  proposal  has  been  incorporated 
Into  the  current  regulatory  reform 
bill.  S.  1080.  also.  However,  that  pro- 
posal In  light  of  Chadha,  Is  no  longer 
viable,  because  It  does  not  Involve  the 
President  In  the  disapproval  process. 

Congress  needs  to  act  quickly  on  this 
bill.  As  a  result  of  the  Chadha  deci- 
sion, the  following  agencies  over  which 
we  had  imposed  certain  legislative  veto 
provisions  are  no  longer  covered:  the 
Department  of  Education,  the  Federal 
Election  Commission,  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration,  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission,  the  Pension  Benefit 
Guarantee  Corporation,  the  Farm 
Credit  Administration,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  and  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission. 

It  also  makes  practical  sense  to 
Impose  on  each  of  the  agencies  a 
standard  process  so  that  unlike  so 
many  of  our  Federal  programs  which 
have  conflicting  and  duplicative  re- 
quirements, the  legislative  veto  over 
agency  rulemakings  can  be  consistent 
and  uniform. 

The  Supreme  Court  may  have  forced 
us  to  modify  the  mechanism  by  which 
we  In  Congress  can  address  the  prob- 
lem of  losing  control  over  the  burgeon- 
ing power  of  rulemaking  agencies,  but 
It  did  not  change  the  fact  that  the 
problem  still  exists. 

I  took  on  this  Issue  because  of  my 
deep  concern  that  the  key  decisions  in- 
volving the  most  important  programs 
that  affect  our  lives  may  very  well  be 
out  of  our  control,  and  I  felt  then  as  I 
feel  now.  that  such  a  fact  Is  unaccept- 
able In  a  democratic  system.  The  legis- 
lative veto  allows  for  greater  account- 
ability In  a  process  which  has  all  too 
little  accountability. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1650 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Agency  AccountAbility  Act  of  1983". 

Sbc.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  a  declares 
that— 

(1)  agencies  issue  a  large  number  of  rules 
that  have  a  signlficaait  impact  on  the 
Nation; 

(2)  these  agencies  are  staffed  by  persons 
who  are  not  elected  and  who  are  therefore 
not  directly  accountable  to  the  public; 

(3)  some  of  the  rules  issued  by  these  agen- 
cies may  conflict  with  or  duplicate  other 
rules  or  may  not  conform  with  legislative 
intent; 

(4)  conflicting  or  duplicative  rules  may 
contribute  to  governmental  inefficiency, 
and  rules  which  do  not  conform  with  legisla- 
tive intent  may  frustrate  the  purposes  and 
implementation  of  congressionally  mandat- 
ed programs:  and 

(5)  conflicting  or  duplicative  rules  and 
rules  which  do  not  conform  with  legislative 
intent  may  also  impose  unnecessary  burdens 
on  State  and  local  governments. 

(b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act.  therefore, 
to  assure  increased  agency  accountability  to 
the  public  through  their  elected  officials 
and  adherence  to  legislative  intent  in  the  is- 
suance of  agency  rules. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Each  agency  shall  prepare  an 
agenda  listing  all  areas  in  which  the  agency 
intends  to  propose  significant  rules  within 
the  following  twelve-month  period.  The 
agency  shall  transmit  such  agenda  or  rele- 
vant portion  thereof  to  the  appropriate 
committee  in  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives.  Failure  to  list  an  area  of 
possible  rulemaking  on  an  agenda  shall  not 
preclude  an  agency  from  proposing  or  issu- 
ing any  rule.  The  agenda,  or  relevant  por- 
tion thereof,  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  ap- 
propriate committees  within  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act  and  semiannually  thereafter. 

(b)  On  the  day  an  agency  forwards  to  the 
Federal  Register  for  publication  a  recom- 
mended final  rule  the  agency  shall  transmit 
a  copy  of  such  rule  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. The  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
and  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
shall  be  authorized  to  receive  a  recommend- 
ed final  rule  under  this  subsection  whether 
the  appropriate  House  is  in  session  or 
recess. 

(c)  On  the  day  on  which  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  receive  a  recommended 
final  rule  the  Secretary  and  the  Clerk  shall 
transmit  a  copy  of  such  rule  to  the  appro- 
priate committees. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  no  recommended  final  rule 
may  become  effective  until  the  expiration  of 
a  period  of  thirty  days  after  the  date  on 
which  such  rule  is  received  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
RepresenUtives.  If  before  the  expiration  of 
such  thirty-day  period,  either  appropriate 
committee  orders  reported  or  Is  discharged 
from  consideration  of  a  joint  resolution 
with  respect  to  such  rule,  such  rule  may  not 
become  effective  until  the  earlier  of— 

<1)  the  expiration  of  a  period  of  sixty  days 
beginning  on  the  date  on  which  the  commit- 
tee ordered  reported  or  is  discharged  from 
consideration  of  such  joint  resolution, 
except  that  such  rule  may  not  become  effec- 
tive under  this  paragraph  if  within  such 


sixty-day  period  a  joint  resolution  with  re- 
spect to  such  rule  has  become  law; 

(2)  any  time  after  either  House  of  Con- 
gress has  rejected  a  joint  resolution  with  re- 
spect to  such  rule;  or 

(3)  the  adjournment  of  Congress  sine  die 
at  the  end  of  a  Congress,  except  that  such 
rule  may  not  become  effective  under  this 
paragraph  if— 

(A)  a  period  of  thirty  days  has  not  expired 
since  the  date  on  which  such  rule  was  re- 
ceived by  the  appropriate  committees;  and 

(B)  within  such  thirty-day  period,  a  joint 
resolution  with  respect  to  such  rule  has 
become  law. 

•(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  any  final  rule  subject  to  this  section 
shall  be  considered  a  recommendation  of 
the  agency  to  the  Congress  and  shall  have 
no  force  and  effect  as  a  rule  unless  such 
rule  has  become  effective  in  accordance 
with  this  section. 

(c)  Whenever  an  appropriate  committee 
reports  a  joint  resolution  pursuant  to  this 
section,  the  resolution  shall  be  accompanied 
by  a  committee  report  specifying  the  rea- 
sons for  the  committee's  action. 

(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

(1)  "days"  means  only  days  of  continuous 
session  of  Congress; 

(2)  continuity  of  session  is  broken  only  by 
an  adjourrunent  sine  die  at  the  end  of  a 
Congress;  and 

(3)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not 
in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  or 
recess  to  a  day  certain  shall  be  excluded  in 
the  computation  of  days  of  continuous  ses- 
sion of  Congress  for  the  thirty-day  period 
referred  to  herein  if  the  adjournment  is  for 
more  than  three  days,  and  shall  be  excluded 
in  such  computation  for  the  sixty-day 
period  referred  to  herein  if  the  adjourn- 
ment is  for  more  than  fifteen  days. 

Sec  5.  The  provisions  of  section  3  and  sec- 
tion 4  of  this  Act  may  be  waived  with  re- 
spect to  a  particular  nile  if — 

(1)  the  head  of  the  agency  promulgatlrvg 
the  rule— 

(A)  makes  a  finding  with  respect  to  such 
rule  under  clause  (B)  of  section  553(b)  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code;  or 

(B)  determines  that  such  rule  is  being 
issued  in  response  to  an  emergency  situation 
or  other  exceptional  circumstances  requir- 
ing immediate  agency  action  in  the  public 
mterest,  or  that  the  contents  of  such  rule 
must  be  kept  confidential  prior  to  the  effec- 
tive date  of  such  rule;  and 

(2)  the  head  of  the  agency  submits  to  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  members  of 
the  appropriate  committees  a  written  notice 
of  the  finding  under  subparagraph  (A)  of 
paragraph  (1)  or  the  determination  under 
subparagraph  (B)  of  such  paragraph. 

Sec.  6.  Congressional  inaction  on.  or  rejec- 
tion of,  any  resolution  of  disapproval  con- 
cerning a  rule  shall  not  be  deemed  an  ex- 
pression of  approval  of  the  rule  involved. 
The  compliance  of  any  agency  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  Act.  including  any  deter- 
mination by  an  agency  under  this  Act,  shall 
not  be  subject  to  judicial  review  of  any  kind. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  The  term  "agency"  has  the 
same  meaning  as  in  section  551(1)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

(b)  The  term  ■appropriate  committee" 
means  the  committee  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  committee  In  the 
Senate  which  has  primary  legislative  juris- 
diction over  the  statute  pursuant  to  which 
the  agency  may  Issue  a  particular  rule. 

(c)  The  term  "rule"  means  a  rule  subject 
to  section  553  of  title  5,  United  SUtes  Code, 
except  that  such  term  does  not  include  any 


rule  of  particular  applicability  that  ap- 
proves or  prescribes  for  the  future  rates, 
wages,  prices,  services,  or  allowances  there- 
for, corporate  »r  financial  structures,  reor- 
ganizations, mergers,  or  acquisitions  there- 
of, or  accounting  practices  or  disclosures 
bearing  on  any  of  the  foregoing. 

(d)  The  term  "significant  rule"  means  any 
rule  which  an  agency  shall  determine  to  be 
significant.  In  determining  whether  a  rule  is 
significant,  the  agency  shall  consider  among 
other  things:  the  type  and  number  of  indi- 
vidusds,  businesses,  organizations,  and  State 
and  local  governments  affected;  the  compli- 
ance and  reporting  requirements  likely  to  be 
involved:  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of 
the  rule,  including  the  effect  on  competi- 
tion; and  the  relationship  of  the  rule  to 
rules  of  other  programs  and  agencies. 

(c)  The  term  "joint  resolution"  means 
only  an  unamendable  resolution,  the  matter 
after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  read: 
"That  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives disapprove  the  rule  entitled 
.  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by 
on  ,  19    .".  the  blank  spaces 

to  be  filled  Ui  with  the  appropriate  title  of 
the  rule,  agency,  and  date. 

Sec.  8.  (a)  If  a  recommended  final  rule  of 
an  agency  is  disapproved  under  this  section, 
the  agency  may  issue  a  recommended  final 
rule  which  relates  to  the  same  acts  or  prac- 
tices as  the  disapproved  rule.  Such  recom- 
mended final  rule— 
"'( 1 )  shall  be  based  upon— 
■"(i)  the  rule  making  record  of  the  recom- 
mended final  rule  disapproved  by  the  Con- 
gress; or 

'■(ii)  such  rule  making  record  and  the 
record  established  in  supplemental  rule 
making  proceedings  conducted  by  the 
agency  in  accordance  with  section  553  of 
this  title,  in  any  case  in  which  the  agency 
determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  supple- 
ment the  existing  rule  making  record;  and 

"(2)  may  reflect  such  changes  as  the 
agency  considers  necessary  or  appropriate 
Including  such  changes  as  may  be  appropri- 
ate in  light  of  congressional  debate  and  con- 
sideration of  the  resolution  of  disapproval 
with  respect  to  the  rule. 

"(b)  An  agency,  after  Issuing  a  recom- 
mended final  rule  xmder  this  subsection, 
shall  transmit  such  rule  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representive  in  accordance  with  subsection 
3(b)  of  this  section,  and  such  rule  shall  only 
become  effective  in  accordance  with  such 
subsection. 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  provisions  of  this  section, 
subsection  (b)  and  (e)  of  section  7,  and  sub- 
section (c)  of  section  4  are  enacted  by  Con- 
gress— 

"(1)  as  ta  exercise  of  the  rulemaking 
power  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, respectively,  and  as  such  they 
are  deemed  a  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only 
with  respect  to  the  procedxwe  to  be  followed 
in  that  House  in  the  case  of  joint  resolu- 
tions; and  they  supersede  other  rules  only 
to  the  extent  that  they  are  Inconsistent 
therewith;  and 

■•(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  either  House  to  change  the 
rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procediire  of 
that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same 
maimer  and  to  the  same  extent  as  In  the 
case  of  any  other  nile  of  that  House. 

"(b)  Except  as  provided  In  subsection  (e) 
of  this  section,  joint  resolutions  shall,  upon 
introduction  or  receipt  from  the  other 
House  of  Congress,  be  Immediately  referred 
by  the  presiding  officer  of  the  Senate  or  the 
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House  of  RepresenUUves  to  the  appropriate 
conunlttee  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

(cKlKA)  Except  as  provided  In  subpara- 
graph (B)  of  this  paragraph,  if  the  commit- 
tee to  which  a  Joint  resolution  has  been  re- 
ferred does  not  report  such  resolution 
within  20  days  of  continuous  session  of  Con- 
gress after  the  date  of  transmittal  to  the 
Congress  of  the  recommended  final  rule  to 
which  such  Joint  resolution  relates,  it  shall 
be  In  order  to  move  to  discharge  the  com- 
mittee from  further  consideration  of  such 
resolution. 

"(B)  If  the  committee  to  which  a  Joint  res- 
olution transmitted  from  the  other  House 
has  been  referred  does  not  report  such  reso- 
lution within  30  days  after  the  date  of 
transmittal  of  such  resolution  from  the 
other  House,  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  to 
discharge  such  committee  from  further  con- 
sideration of  such  resolution. 

■•(2)  Any  motion  to  discharge  under  para 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  must  be  sup- 
ported In  writing  by  one-fifth  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn,  of  the  House 
of  Congress  involved,  and  is  highly  privi- 
leged in  the  House  and  privileged  in  the 
Senate  (except  that  It  may  not  be  made 
after  a  joint  resolution  has  been  reported 
with  respect  to  the  same  rule):  and  debate 
thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than 
one  hour,  the  time  to  be  divided  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  equally  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the 
motion  to  discharge  and  to  be  divided  in  the 
Senate  equally  between,  and  controlled,  by 
the  majority  leader  and  the  minority  leader 
or  their  designees.  An  amendment  to  the 
motion  is  not  in  order. 

"(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs 
(2)  and  (3)  of  this  subsection,  consideration 
of  a  Joint  resolution  shall  be  in  accord  with 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  respectively. 

••(2)  When  a  committee  has  reported  or 
has  been  discharged  from  further  consider- 
ation of  Joint  resolution,  or  when  the  com- 
pansion  Joint  resolution  from  the  other 
House  has  been  placed  on  the  calendar  of 
the  first  House.  It  shall  be  In  order,  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  or  any  other 
rule  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, at  any  time  thereafter  (even 
though  a  previous  motion  to  the  same  effect 
has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to 
the  Immediate  consideration  of  either  such 
Joint  resolution.  The  motion  is  highly  privi- 
leged In  the  House  and  privileged  In  the 
Senate  and  is  not  debatable.  An  amendment 
to  the  motion  is  not  In  order. 

"(3)  Debate  on  Joint  resolution  shall  be 
limited  to  not  more  than  two  hours  (except 
that  when  one  House  has  debated  the  joint 
resolution  of  that  House,  the  companion 
Joint  resolution  of  the  other  House  shall  not 
be  debaUble).  which  shall  be  divided  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  equally  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  reso- 
lution and  which  shall  be  divided  In  the 
Senate  equally  between,  and  controlled,  by 
the  majority  leader  and  the  minority  leader 
or  their  designees.  A  motion  further  to  limit 
debate  is  not  In  order.  An  amendment  to.  or 
motion  to  recommit  the  joint  resolution  Is 
not  in  order.  A  motion  to  reconsider  shall  be 
in  order  only  on  the  day  on  which  occurs 
the  vote  on  adoption  of  the  joint  resolution, 
and  shall  not  be  debatable.  Any  other  mo- 
tions shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

"(c)  If  a  Joint  resolution  has  been  ordered 
reported  or  discharged  from  the  committee 
of  the  House  to  which  it  was  referred,  and 


that  House  receives  a  Joint  resolution  with 
respect  to  the  same  rule  from  the  other 
House,  the  resolution  of  disapproval  of  the 
other  House  shall  be  placed  on  the  appro- 
priate calendar  of  the  first  House.  If  prior 
to  the  disposition  of  a  joint  resolution  of 
one  house,  that  House  receives  a  joint  reso- 
lution with  respect  to  the  same  rule  from 
the  other  House,  the  vote  In  the  first  House 
shall  occur  on  the  Joint  resolution  of  the 
other  House." 

Sec.  10.  (a)  Section  SS3(aK2)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "or  to  public  property,  loans,  grants, 
benefits  or  contracts". 

(b)  Clause  (A)  of  section  553(b)  of  such 
title  Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  to  an  interpretive  rule,  a  general 
statement  of  policy,  or  a  rule  of  t«ency  or- 
ganization, procedure,  or  practice,  unless 
such  rule  or  statement  has  general  applica- 
bility and  substantially  alters  or  creates 
rights  or  obligations  of  persons  outside  the 
agency:  or". 

Sec.  U.  This  Act  shall  l>ecome  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  session  of  the 
Ninety-ninth  Congress.* 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  join  Senators  Levin. 
BoREN,  and  Kastem  today  in  introduc- 
ing a  bill  to  provide  for  a  joint  resolu- 
tion of  disapproval  over  agency  rules. 

At  this  point  I  will  not  address  the 
particulars  of  the  Chadha  decision, 
the  effects  of  which  we  are  trying  to 
somewhat  ameliorate  with  the  intro- 
duction of  this  bill.  What  I  think  is 
more  Important  is  to  make  the  record 
clear  as  to  why  vetoes  came  into  use  in 
the  first  place,  and  why  their  contin- 
ued use,  in  some  way  acceptable  to  the 
Supreme  Court,  is  important  to  the 
proper  governing  of  this  Nation. 

Legislative  veto  has  been  with  us  for 
four  decades,  and  in  recent  years  its 
usage  has  grown  dramatically.  It  is  not 
surprising  that  the  acceptance  of  legis- 
lative veto  has  grown  in  direct  re- 
sponse to  the  growth  of  Government 
regulations  and  their  burden  upon  our 
economy  and  our  citizens. 

For  every  statute  created  by  Con- 
gress in  recent  years  the  unelected  bu- 
reaucracy has  cranked  out  18  regula- 
tions. Furthermore,  the  economic  pen- 
alty for  excessive  redtape  is  great.  As 
noted  by  Murray  Weidenbaum,  former 
Chairman  of  the  President's  Council 
of  Economic  Advisers,  Federal  regula- 
tions cost  the  U.S.  economy  about 
$126  billion  annually.  Figured  in  per- 
sonal terms.  Federal  regulations  cost 
about  $572  per  capita  each  year,  or 
$2,290  for  a  family  of  four.  It  cannot 
be  denied  that  those  regulations  con- 
tributed heavily  to  the  double-digit  in- 
flation shriveling  every  family's  pur- 
chasing power. 

The  first  statute  containing  a  legisla- 
tive veto  procedure  was  the  Legislative 
Appropriation  Act  of  1932.  That  act 
granted  reorganization  authority  to 
the  President,  but  made  his  decisions 
subject  to  a  one-house  veto.  Since  then 
more  than  300  legislative  vetoes  have 
been  included  in  more  than  269  acts  of 
Congress,  the  vast  majority  of  these 
acts  having  passed  since  the  year  1970. 


In  1980  alone,  38  new  provisions  were 
approved.  At  least  35  State  legislatures 
have  utilized  this  concept  as  well. 

There  are  numerous  examples  of  re- 
cently enacted  statutes  containing  a 
congressional  veto  or  committee  veto 
feature,  including  the  Budget  Control 
and  Impoundment  Act  of  1974,  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974,  the  Education 
Amendments  of  1974,  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  Amendments 
of  1974,  and  the  Federal  Salary  Act. 
Public  Law  90-206. 

In  1976  the  House  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee reported  H.R.  12048,  a  legisla- 
tive veto  bill  drafted  by  the  Sutxjom- 
mittee  on  Administrative  Law  and 
Government  Relations.  On  September 
21  of  that  year  the  full  House  consid- 
ered the  legislation.  It  received  265 
votes  in  favor  to  only  135  against;  the 
bill  failed  by  only  two  votes  from  re- 
ceiving the  two-thirds  vote  margin 
necessary  for  passage  under  suspen- 
sion of  the  rules. 

Similar  legislative  veto  bills  have 
been  reintroduced  in  succeeding  Con- 
gresses by  Congressman  Levitas.  His 
bills  have  received  broad  cosponsor- 
ship,  but  have  never  received  consider- 
ation by  the  full  House.  Last  Congress 
his  bill,  H.R.  1776  had  over  250  co- 
sponsors. 

The  leadership  for  legislative  veto 
legislation  in  the  Senate  had  been  pro- 
vided by  Senator  Jack  Schmitt.  In  the 
95th  Congress,  Senator  Schmitt  spon- 
sored S.  2011  to  provide  for  legislative 
veto  over  regulations  promulgated 
under  the  Administrative  Procedures 
Act. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Administra- 
tive Practice  and  Procedure  held  hear- 
ings on  S.  2011  on  September  12,  13, 
20,  and  21,  1978.  Those  hearings  were 
chaired  by  Senator  Laxalt  who  heard 
extensive  testimony  on  the  issue  from 
other  Members  of  Congress,  from  indi- 
vidual small  businessmen,  from  profes- 
sional associations,  from  State  legisla- 
tors with  experience  with  veto  in  their 
home  States,  as  well  as  from  the 
Carter  administration's  Department  of 
Justice. 

With  the  notable  exceptions  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  and  the  Ameri- 
can Bar  Association,  that  hearing 
record,  which  is  almost  1,300  pages 
long,  gave  very  strong  support  to  the 
need  as  well  as  the  concept  of  legisla- 
tive veto.  No  action  was  taken  on  Sen- 
ator Schmitfs  bill  by  the  committee  in 
that  Congress. 

In  1979,  Senator  Schmitt  introduced 
a  new  veto  bill  S.  104  and  again  hear- 
ings were  held  on  the  proposal  by  the 
Judiciary  Subcommittee  on  Adminis- 
trative Practices  and  Procedures. 
Those  hearings  were  chaired  by  Sena- 
tor Culver  on  June  13,  July  18,  20,  25, 
and  26.  The  July  18  hearing  was  dedi- 
cated exclusively  to  the  issue  of  legis- 
lative veto  and  on  that  date  Senator 
Schmitt,  Senator  Nuira,  Congressman 


Levitas,  as  well  as  constitutional  law 
professors  Murray  Dry  of  Middleburg 
College  and  Bernard  Schwartz  of  New 
York  University  testified  in  support  of 
veto  while  Attorney  General  Griffin 
Bell;  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  Charles 
Ferris;  and  Antonin  Scalia,  then  a  law 
professor  at  the  University  of  Chicago, 
gave  strong  testimony  in  opposition. 

Following  that  hearing,  the  focus  of 
activity  of  veto  proponents  turned  to 
enacting  veto  provisions  over  all  regu- 
lations of  the  Federal  Trade  Commis- 
sion, an  effort  which  late  in  1980 
proved  successful.  However,  the 
Senate  still  took  no  action  on  compre- 
hensive veto  legislation.  The  Senate 
took  a  major  step  regarding  legislative 
veto  in  1982  when  an  amendment 
sponsored  by  Senators  Schmitt,  Levin, 
BoREN,  and  myself,  and  which  allowed 
the  Congress  to  veto  all  agency  rules 
through  the  use  of  a  two  House  resolu- 
tion of  disapproval,  was  attached  to  S. 
1080  by  a  vote  of  69  to  25. 

Clearly,  as  President  Reagan  said  in 
1979,  'The  legislative  veto  seems  to  be 
an  Idea  which  Is  gathering  the  momen- 
tum of  a  snowball  rolling  downhill." 
Or  at  least  It  was  until  the  Supreme 
Court  melted  that  snowball  on  a  hot 
day  In  June. 

The  support  veto  enjoys,  as  previ- 
ously Indicated,  is  quite  apparent.  The 
reasons  why  it  enjoys  such  support  is 
clearer  still  as  Justice  White  stated  so 
eloquently  In  his  dissent  In  Chadha, 
No.  80-1832,  slip  op.  (June  23,  1982). 

It  has  become  a  central  means  by  which 
Congress  secures  the  accountability  of  exec- 
utive and  independent  agencies.  Without 
the  legislative  veto.  Congress  Is  faced  with  a 
Hobson's  choice:  Either  to  refrain  from  del- 
egating the  necessary  authority,  leaving 
Itself  with  a  hopeless  task  of  writing  laws 
with  the  requisite  specificity  to  cover  end- 
less special  circumstances  across  the  entire 
policy  landscape,  or  in  the  alternative,  to  ab- 
dicate its  law-making  function  to  the  execu- 
tive branch  and  independent  agencies.  To 
choose  the  former  leaves  major  national 
problems  unresolved;  to  opt  for  the  latter 
risks  unaccountable  policymaking  by  those 
not  elected  to  fill  that  roll. 

Then  with  respect  to  the  most 
recent  veto  case  regarding  Independ- 
ent agencies,  Justice  White's  dissent 
stated: 

Congress,  with  the  President's  consent, 
characteristically  empowers  the  agencies  to 
issue  regulations.  These  regulations  have 
the  force  of  law  without  the  President's  con- 
currence; nor  can  he  veto  them  if  he  dis- 
agrees with  the  law  that  they  make.  ...  To 
Invalidate  the  device,  which  allows  Congress 
to  maintain  some  control  over  the  law- 
making prcxiess.  merely  guarantees  that  the 
Independent  agencies,  once  created,  for  all 
practical  purposes  are  a  fourth  branch  of 
the  Government  not  subject  to  the  direct 
control  of  either  Congress  or  the  executive 
branch.  I  cannot  believe  that  the  Constitu- 
tion commands  such  a  result.  Process  Gus  v. 
Energy  CouncU  No.  81-2008,  slip  op.  (July  6, 
1983). 

The  fact  that  the  Supreme  Court 
has  handed  down  its  opinion  that  veto 


is  unconstitutional  does  not  alter  or 
dilute  the  original  rationale  which  per- 
suaded Congress  to  adopt  and  utilize 
the  legislative  veto  In  the  first  place. 
The  crux  of  the  Issue  Is,  Who  shall 
write  the  laws  of  the  land? 

There  are  those  who  argue  that  law- 
making by  the  unelected  bureaucracy 
is  preferable  to  lawmaking  by  Con- 
gress—that somehow  these  invisible 
deputy  assistant  secretaries  are  better 
equipped  to  Icnow  the  hearts  and 
minds  of  the  American  people  than 
their  directly  elected  Representatives. 
Serving  as  an  elected  official  for 
almost  25  years  and  dealing  with  these 
"Invisible  people"  I  strenuously  dis- 
agree. Unacceptable  agency  actions 
must  be  checked  and  Congress  is  the 
most  appropriate  body  to  do  so. 

There  are  those  that  argue  that 
since  Congress  has  rarely  exercised 
the  veto.  It  Is  really  an  unnecessary 
tool  and  the  same  ends  can  be 
achieved  through  normal  oversight. 
This  Is  simply  not  the  case.  It  is  not 
the  actual  exercise  of  the  tool  that  is 
so  important,  but  the  threat  of  such 
an  exercise.  The  process  surrounding 
the  sale  of  the  AWACS  to  Saudi 
Arabia,  Including  the  letter  of  assur- 
ances from  the  President,  Is  a  prime 
example  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
veto  concept. 

Finally  argimients  are  heard  that 
Congress  is  too  busy  to  examine  all 
rules  promulgated  by  Federal  agen- 
cies. I  would  respond  by  saying  that.  If 
535  Members  of  Congress  with  its 
thousands  of  staff  people  carmot  take 
the  time  in  its  oversight  capacity  to 
examine  what  amounts  to  substantive 
obligations  being  placed  upon  the  citi- 
zenry of  this  country,  then  something 
Is  terribly  wrong.  Is  It  fair  to  ask  a 
small  businessman  to  comply  with  a 
regulation  which  we  claim  we  do  not 
even  have  the  time  to  read? 

It  Is  for  these  reasons  why  I  feel  the 
veto  concept  is  vital  to  our  governing 
process  and  I  am  pleased  to  join  my 
colleagues  In  Introducing  this  bill.  I  do 
not  think  this  proposal  provides  all 
the  answers  and  frankly,  I  am  looking 
for  something  a  bit  stronger,  but  at 
least  it  Is  a  starting  point  and  I  will 
continue  to  explore  other  possible  so- 
lutions to  this  dilemma. 

There  are  other  ways  open  to  us  In 
our  attempt  to  control  the  runaway 
bureaucracy.  For  example  we  will  be 
looking  at  the  following: 

First.  Exercise  of  the  power  of  purse. 

Second.  Joint  resolutions  of  disap- 
proval or  approval. 

Third.  A  proposal  to  attach  a  pre- 
sumption of  Invalidity  to  an  agency 
action  that  is  chaUenged  before  the 
courts  where  that  action  has  been  the 
subject  of  congressional  resolution  of 
disapproval. 

Fourth.  Possible  veto  mechanisms 
that  remain  valid  such  as  In  the  Reor- 
ganization Act  where  the  Department 


of  Justice  has  historically  insisted  that 
this  veto  is  constitutional. 

We  began  the  examination  this 
morning  In  a  hearing  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  Administrative  Practice 
and  Procedures  which  I  chair.  These 
are  just  a  few  of  our  options  and  it  is 
my  hope  that  we  will  receive  many 
more  suggestions  as  hearings  progress 
on  this  Issue  leading  us  toward  a  solu- 
tion to  Insure  the  proper  balance  and 
separation  of  powers  the  Framers  of 
the  Constitution  Intended  for  the 
American  people  to  enjoy.* 
•  Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
join  my  friend,  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Michigan,  Senator  Carl 
Levin,  in  reintroducing  the  Levin- 
Boren  legislative  veto  bill.  This  bill 
was  originally  introduced  in  1979  and 
was  the  basic  vehicle  that  was  later  at- 
tached to  the  Federal  Trade  Commis- 
sion authorization  bill.  In  Its  modified 
form,  it  was  at  the  time  the  first  Gov- 
ernment-wide legislative  veto  proposal 
that  had  ever  passed  the  Senate. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  Sena- 
tor Grassley  is  with  us  on  this  meas- 
ure. No  one  In  the  Senate  has  demon- 
strated a  more  keen  Interest  In  the 
idea  of  legislative  veto.  Since  coming 
to  the  Senate,  Senator  Grassley  has 
been  a  prime  moving  force  behind  the 
adoption  of  legislative  veto  by  the 
Senate.  His  work  last  year  and  again 
In  this  session  on  measures  like  S. 
1080,  the  legislative  reform  bill,  has 
been  exemplary.  His  key  position  as 
chairman  of  the  Administrative  Prac- 
tice and  Procedure  Subcommittee  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee  means  that 
the  Issue  of  legislative  veto  will  be  pur- 
sued. In  fact.  Senator  Grassley  this 
morning  chaired  a  hearing  on  what 
lies  ahead  In  this  area  following  the 
recent  Supreme  Court  ruling. 

Mr.  President,  I  recently  pulled  from 
the  file  a  statement  that  I  issued  on 
August  9,  1979,  which  amnounced  my 
intention  to  introduce  a  legislative 
veto  bill.  The  words  I  spoke  then  can 
and  should  be  repeated  now. 

I  strongly  believe  that  laws  should  be 
made  by  elected  officials  and  not  by  unelect- 
ed bureaucrats.  Our  Government  was 
.  founded  by  the  people.  The  people  are  sup- 
posed to  hold  their  lawmakers  accountable. 
No  laws  should  be  made  by  bureaucrats  that 
no  one  can  breach. 

Those  words  sum  up  my  reasons  for 
supporting  the  idea  of  a  legislative 
veto  and  the  principle  they  espouse  is 
the  biggest  victim  of  the  recent  ruling 
by  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 

I  am  concerned  by  the  Court's  opin- 
ion, not  because  It  diminishes  my  per- 
sonal power  as  a  legislator  or  because 
it  curbs  the  Congress  as  an  institution. 
I  am  concerned  because  It  makes  the 
principle  I  have  outlined— that  is,  the 
enactment  of  laws  by  the  elected  and 
the  accountability  of  the  elected  to 
their  electors— harder  to  maintain. 

If  there  is  anyone  who  is  breathing  a 
sigh  of  relief  in  the  bureaucracy,  be- 
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lleving  that  congressional  oversight 
wlU  be  lessened  now,  let  me  put  them 
on  notice  that  this  Senator  intends  no 
such  thing.  If  anything,  oversight  will 
tighten  through  the  appropriations 
process,  more  specifically  in  legisla- 
tion, outright  prohibitions  against  cer- 
tain actions  and,  as  we  intend  with 
this  bill,  the  legislative  veto  mecha- 
nism. 

The  June  23  decision  of  the  Court 
rested  on  the  separation  of  power  doc- 
trine in  the  U.S.  Constitution.  Writing 
for  a  majority.  Chief  Justice  Berger 
said,  "It  is  beyond  doubt  that  lawmak- 
ing was  a  power  to  be  shared  by  both 
Houses  and  the  President."  Burger 
went  on  to  say.  "The  President's  par- 
ticipation in  the  legislative  process  was 
to  protect  the  executive  branch  from 
Congress  and  to  protect  the  whole 
people  from  imprudent  laws."  In  the 
majority  opinion,  a  one-House  legisla- 
tive veto— the  issue  in  the  Chadha 
case,  ran  contrary  to  that  principle. 

On  July  6,  the  Court  issued  further 
opinions  in  other  cases  that  made 
clear  their  Intent  that  such  reasoning 
applies  to  two-House  vetoes  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  the  Levin-Boren  pro- 
posal of  1979.  reintroduced  today,  does 
not  violate  that  Supreme  Court  edict. 
In  our  bill,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  does  have  a  role. 

The  bill  calls  for  the  passage  of  a 
joint  resolution  in  an  expedited 
manner  if  the  Congress  desires  to  halt 
an  action  of  the  bureaucracy.  A  joint 
resolution  must  be  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. 

Rules  are  submitted  to  the  Congress. 
If  the  Congress  does  not  act  to  disap- 
prove them  by  the  passage  of  a  joint 
resolution,  including  Presidential  con- 
currence within  a  specified  time,  the 
rules  go  into  effect. 

Senator  Levin  has  gone  into  detail 
in  is  statement  about  these  procedures 
auid  I  will  not  duplicate  that  effort. 

The  purpose  of  my  statement  is  to 
serve  notice  that  many  of  us  in  Con- 
gress, I  believe  a  majority  of  us,  are 
not  dissuaded  by  the  Supreme  Court 
decision.  It  merely  means  we  must  re- 
double our  efforts  to  be  sure  that  ac- 
countability in  government  remains 
where  it  should  be  and,  most  impor- 
tant, that  certain  inalienable  rights 
continue  to  be  secured  in  the  manner 
set  forth  in  another  document  famous 
in  this  country.  The  Declaration  of  In- 
dependence, which  sets  forth  that 
these  rights  are  secured,  "by  govern- 
ments instituted  among  men.  deriving 
their  Just  powers  from  the  consent  of 
the  governed." 

The  power  is  in  the  people  and  the 
people  exercise  that  power  through 
their  elected  representatives  and  that 
power,  Mr.  President,  is  not  meant  to 
be  subdivided  by  anyone.* 

By  Mr.  CRANSTON  (for  him- 
self, Mr.  Specter.  Mr.  Mitch- 
ell, and  Mr.  Bidsh): 


S.  1651.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38. 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  pre- 
sumptions of  service  connection  to  be 
established  by  the  Administrator  of 
Veterans'  Affairs  for  certain  diseases 
of  certain  veterans  exposed  to  dioxin 
or  radiation  during  service  in  the 
Armed  Forces;  to  require  the  Adminis- 
trator to  develop,  through  a  process  of 
public  participation  and  subject  to  ju- 
dicial review,  regulations  specifying 
standards  for  and  presumptions  appli- 
cable to  the  resolution  of  claims  for 
disability  compensation  based  on  such 
exposures;  to  require  that  such  regula- 
tions address  certain  specified  dis- 
eases; and  to  require  that  all  claimants 
for  Veterans'  Administration  benefits 
to  be  given  the  benefit  of  every  rea- 
sonable doubt  in  claims  adjudications; 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

vrrERANS  DIOXIN  AND  RADIATION  EXPOSURE 
COMPENSATION  STANDARDS  ACT 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  delighted  to  join  with  my  good 
friends  and  colleagues  on  the  Veter- 
ans' Affairs  Committee,  the  Senators 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Specter)  and 
Maine  (Mr.  Mitchell),  and  my  good 
friend  from  Delaware  (Mr.  Biden)  in 
introducing  the  proposed  "Veteraas' 
Dioxin  and  Radiation  Exposure  Com- 
pensation Standards  Act. "  This  meas- 
ure, which  I  developed  in  close  coop- 
eration with  Senator  Specter,  repre- 
sents a  concerted  effort  to  address  the 
question  of  compensation  for  veterans 
exposed  to  dioxin— as  in  Agent  Orange 
and  other  herbicides  used  in  Viet- 
nam— or  radiation  from  a  nuclear  det- 
onation. Senator  Specter  and  I  intend 
to  offer  the  substance  of  this  measure 
as  an  amendment  to  S.  1388,  legisla- 
tion providing  for  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ments in  the  VA's  compensation  pro- 
grams, during  the  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee's  consideration  of  veterans' 
compensation  legislation  tomorrow, 
July  21. 

BASIC  PURPOSE 

Mr.  President,  the  basic  impact  of 
this  measure  would  be  to  require  the 
VA  to  develop  regulations,  through  an 
informal  process  allowing  for  public 
participation,  for  the  adjudication  of 
agent  orange  and  radiation  claims.  In 
developing  the  regulations,  the  Admin- 
istrator would  be  required  to  address 
specifically  whether  any  presumptions 
as  to  service  connection  should  be  ap- 
plied in  the  case  of  certain  specified 
disabilities  which  I  will  describe  in  a 
moment.  The  disabilities  that  are  spec- 
ified in  the  bill  are  ones  as  to  which 
current  scientific  information  provides 
a  basis  for  a  possible  connection  be- 
tween the  exposure  and  the  disease. 
The  Administrator's  compliance  with 
the  required  process,  as  well  as  any 
regulations  issued  by  the  Administra- 
tor, wou^d  be  subject  to  judicial 
review,  thereby  providing  an  independ- 
ent check  on  the  results  of  the  proc- 


DESCRIPTION  OP  PROVISIONS 

Mr.  President,  subsection  (a)  of  sec- 
tion (2)  of  the  biU  would  amend  sec- 
tion 312  of  title  38,  which  lists  various 
diseases  as  to  which  presumptions  of 
service  connection  apply,  to  mandate 
the  VA  to  address  the  justification  for 
establishing  certain  presumptions  re- 
lating to  certain  diseases.  In  the  case 
of  veterans  exposed  to  dioxin,  the  dis- 
eases—soft tissue  sarcoma,  porphyria 
cutanea  tarda  (PCH"),  and  chloracne— 
are  the  same  ones  included  in  S.  786, 
legislation  introduced  by  my  colleague 
from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Pressler). 
However,  maximum  time  limits  within 
which  the  disease  must  have  devel- 
oped would  be  specified  for  each  dis- 
ease—thirty years  from  departure 
from  Vietnam  in  the  case  of  soft  tissue 
sarcoma,  and  within  one  year  from  de- 
parture from  Vietnam  for  both  PCT 
and  chloracne.  These  time  limits  are 
included  to  reflect  the  testimony 
before  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Commit- 
tee at  recent  hearings.  With  specific 
reference  to  PCT  and  chloracne,  the 
testimony  was  that  these  two  diseases 
will  show  up  initially,  if  at  all,  shortly 
after  exposure  to  dioxin. 

Mr.  President,  for  veterans  exposed 
to  radiation,  the  diseases  that  are 
listed  include  any  malignancy,  polycy- 
themia vera,  and  hypothyroidism  or  a 
thyroid  nodule.  Because  there  are  sub- 
stantial latency  periods  related  to  each 
of  these  diseases  and  because  the  sci- 
ence as  to  the  length  of  such  periods  is 
not  clear,  no  time  limits  are  included. 
These  diseases  are  included  on  the 
basis  of  the  scientific  literature  related 
to  the  effects  of  exposure  to  radiation 
and  the  experience  in  litigation  and 
legislation  related  to  the  Marshall  Is- 
landers exposed  to  radiation  as  a 
result  of  the  weapons  test  program  in 
the  Pacific. 

In  addition  to  the  diseases  that  are 
specifically  listed  in  the  proposed 
amendment  to  section  312,  subsection 
(a)  includes  a  provision  that  would 
allow  the  Administrator,  by  regula- 
tion, to  add  presumptions  of  service 
connection  for  additional  diseases  with 
reference  to  either  type  of  exposure.  It 
would  be  expected  that  the  VA  would, 
as  recommended  by  the  Disabled 
American  Veterans  in  its  testimony, 
consider  the  diseases  set  forth  in  a 
World  Health  Organization  report— 
which  was  cited  in  a  1979  GAO 
report— as  acute  health  problems 
manifested  after  exposure  to  dioxin. 

Mr.  President,  the  diseases  listed  in 
subsection  (a)  will  be  presumed  to  be 
service  connected  for  VA  compensa- 
tion purposes  if— and  only  if— the  Ad- 
ministrator, pursuant  to  the  provisions 
included  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  2 
of  the  bill,  which  I  wlD  discuss  in  a 
moment,  so  specifies  in  regulations.  In 
this  way,  a  framework  of  possible,  spe- 
cific presumptions  would  be  created, 
but  the  specific  presumptions  would 


take  effect  only  following  a  rulemak- 
ing procedure  the  design  of  which  is 
derived  with  simplifying  modifications 
from  earlier  measures— S.  374  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Specter  and  S.  991 
which  I  introduced— and  only  to  the 
extent  specified  by  the  Administrator 
on  the  basis  of  that  procedure. 

Mr.  President,  subsection  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  bill  would  amend  section 
354  of  title  38,  which  relates  to  general 
VA  compensation  provisions,  to  add  a 
new  subsection  (c)  mandating  the  VA 
to  follow  a  public  regulatory  process 
for  dealing  with  dioxin  and  radiation 
claims.  As  noted,  the  provisions  in  this 
subsection  are  derived  from  S.  274  and 
S.  991  as  introduced. 

This  subsection  would  also  amend 
present  section  354(b)  to  clarify  that 
the  VA,  in  benefit  cases,  is  to  resolve 
every  reasonable  doubt  in  favor  of  the 
claimant,  not  just  in  cases  involving 
veterans  "who  engaged  in  combat  with 
the  enemy"  as  stated  in  current  law.  It 
is  VA  policy  to  resolve  such  doubts  in 
favor  of  all  claimants,  and  there  is  no 
reason  for  the  "combat"  limitation  in 
current  law  that  would  be  eliminated 
by  this  provision. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  regulatory 
process  that  this  subsection  would  es- 
tablish with  respect  to  claims  based  on 
certain  dioxin  and  radiation  exposure, 
the  Administrator  would  be  required 
to  issue  regulations  that  would  "estab- 
lish guidelines,  standards,  and  crite- 
ria" for  the  resolution  of  these  claims. 
These  regulations  would  be  developed 
through  a  specifically  tailored,  infor- 
mal rulemaking  process  that  would  in- 
clude a  public  hearing  with  an  oppor- 
tunity for  interested  parties  to  make 
oral  presentations  and  to  comment  on 
submissions  from  other  parties.  Also, 
the  Administrator  would  be  required 
to  consult  with  an  advisory  committee 
before  issuing  the  final  regulations. 

Mr.  President,  this  informal  process 
is  proposed  in  lieu  of  the  formal  rule- 
making procedures  provided  for  in  S. 
374  and  S.  991,  which  were  subject  to 
significant  criticism  by  the  VA  and  the 
Administrative  Conference  of  the 
United  States  at  the  recent  committee 
hearing.  We  believe  that  the  proposed 
"hybrid"  approach— which  proceeds  as 
the  Administrative  Conference  sug- 
gested—will result  in  the  degree  of 
public  participation  desired  while 
avoiding  the  problems  of  delay  and 
undue  complexity  that  were  men- 
tioned at  the  committee  hearing,  such 
as  proceedings  before  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  which  the  VA 
noted  "have  taken  anywhere  from  2  to 
10  or  more  years  to  complete." 

The  rulemaking  process  would  begin 
with  the  publication  of  proposed  regu- 
lations no  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  subsec- 
tion. The  required  public  hearing 
would  then  have  to  be  conducted  at 
least  60  days  after  the  proposed  regu- 
lations are  published  and  with  at  least 


30  days'  advance  public  notice.  The 
total  public  review  and  comment 
period  could  not  exceed  90  days.  The 
Administrator  would  have  to  publish 
final  regulations  within  120  days  after 
the  close  of  the  public  review  and  com- 
ment period.  Thus,  final  regulations 
would  have  to  be  published  within  330 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment. 

Mr.  President,  the  regulations  devel- 
oped through  this  process  would  be  re- 
quired to: 

Specify  the  diseases  listed  in  new 
section  312(c)  (as  added  by  subsection 
(2)(a)  of  the  bill)  as  to  which  a  pre- 
sumption of  service  connection  would 
apply— the  Administrator's  decision  in 
this  regard  would  be  required  to  be 
based  on  "medical  and  scientific  evi- 
dence after  resolving  every  reasonable 
doubt  in  favor  of  the  claimants"— and 
also  specify  the  diseases  listed  in  new 
section  312(c)  as  to  which  the  pre- 
sumption would  not  apply; 

Modify  or  establish,  as  appropriate, 
periods  of  time  within  which  the  dis- 
ease must  be  manifested  after  expo- 
sure or  service; 

Specify  any  other  diseases,  and  re- 
lated maximum  periods,  as  to  which 
the  Administrator  determines  a  pre- 
sumption is  appropriate  in  the  case  of 
veterans  exposed  to  dioxin  or  radi- 
ation; 

Specify  any  other  presumptions- 
such  as  those  regarding  exposure— to 
be  applied  to  the  resolution  of  dioxin 
and  radiation  claims;  and 

Not  include  any  requirement  that  a 
veteran  provide  any  information  re- 
garding his  or  her  service  beyond  what 
is  included  in  the  veteran's  service 
record. 

Thus,  as  provided  for  in  S.  374  and 
S.  991,  the  Administrator  would  be  re- 
quired to  address  the  subjects  of 
dioxin  and  radiation  claims  through  a 
specified  regulatory  process  with  a 
clear  opportunity  for  public  participa- 
tion. This  process  would  also  address 
expressly  the  diseases  listed  in  S.  786 
without  entailing  Congress  making 
final  scientific  judgments. 

Mr.  President,  as  a  final  point  re- 
garding this  process,  as  provided  for  in 
both  S.  374  and  S.  991,  the  Administra- 
tor's compliance  with  the  rulemaking 
process  and  any  regulations  issued 
pursuant  to  that  process  would  be  sub- 
ject to  judicial  review.  Whatever  the 
T^erits  of  providing  for  review  of  VA 
benefit  decisions— action  that  I  strong- 
ly support  and  as  to  which  the  Senate 
has  three  times  passed  legislation, 
most  recently  in  S.  636  on  June  15— 
that  is  not  what  is  at  issue  in  this 
measure.  Rather,  the  judicial  review 
provisions  in  the  bill  would  make  the 
lawfulness  of  the  regulations  devel- 
oped and  the  process  followed  by  the 
VA  subject  to  judicial  review  in  the 
way  the  regulations  of  all  other  agen- 
cies are  subject  to  review  and  would 
remove,  in  a  clear  way,  any  confusion 
about  the  impact  of  the  current  law 


preclusion  of  Judicial  review  of  individ- 
ual benefit  decisions  on  the  availabil- 
ity of  court  review  of  regulations. 

Mr.  President,  subsection  (c)  of  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  bill  would  amend  the 
public  law  which  mandates  the  VA  to 
conduct  an  agent  orange  epidemiologi- 
cal study— Public  Law  96-151  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  97-72— to  re- 
quire the  Administrator,  not  later 
than  90  days  after  submitting  required 
annual  reports  on  the  progress  and  re- 
sults of  the  study,  to  evaluate  the  reg- 
ulations issued  under  the  provisions 
mandated  by  subsection  (b)  of  section 
2  for  possible  amendment.  To  the 
extent  the  Administrator  determines 
that  any  amendments  to  the  regula- 
tions are  required,  the  Administrator 
would  be  required  to  follow  the  proc- 
ess established  under  subsection  (b). 
This  requirement  should  insure  that, 
as  the  results  of  the  epidemiological 
study  become  available,  they  will  be 
taken  into  account  in  considering  the 
revision  of  VA  regulations. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  bill,  by 
melding  key  provisions  from  S.  786 
with  the  requirements  in  S.  374  and  S. 
991  relating  to  the  appropriate  VA  reg- 
ulatory process,  represents  a  fair,  ap- 
propriate, and  consensual  approach  to 
the  very  difficult  issues  involved  In 
dioxin  claims  as  well  as  in  radiation 
claims.  By  listing  certain  diseases,  the 
measure  recognizes  the  view  held  by 
some  that  there  may  be  sufficient  sci- 
entific and  medical  evidence  to  sup- 
port a  presumption  of  service  connec- 
tion at  this  time.  However,  the  meas- 
ure would  place  the  responsibility,  in 
the  first  instance,  for  making  a  deci- 
sion on  those  diseases,  as  well  as  on 
how  to  proceed  generally  in  the  area 
of  compensation  for  dioxin  and  radi- 
ation exposure,  on  the  entity— the 
VA— that  can  best  marshall  needed 
technical  expertise,  and  would  require 
the  VA  to  carry  out  this  responsibility 
through  a  process  that  allows  for  sig- 
nificant public  involvement  and  judi- 
cial review. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  thank  my 
good  friend  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Specter)  for  his  excellent  cooperation 
and  assistance  on  this  measure,  and  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  him,  the 
other  cosponsors  of  this  measure,  and 
our  colleagues  as  this  measure  moves 
through  the  legislative  process.  As  I 
indicated  earlier.  Senator  Specter  and 
I  will  offer  the  substance  of  this  meas- 
ure tomorrow  as  an  amendment  to  leg- 
islation being  considered  in  the  Veter- 
ans' Affairs  Committee.  In  this  regard. 
I  am  pleased  to  note  that  each  of  the 
three  major  veterans'  organizations— 
the  American  Legion,  the  Disabled 
American  Veterans,  and  the  Veterans 
of  Foreign  Wars— have  indicated  to  me 
their  support  for  the  amendment.  I 
am  gratified  that  they  have  each 
taken  this  position. 
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Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  S.  1651  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1651 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  'Veterans' 
Dioxln  and  Radiation  Exposure  Compensa- 
tion Standards  Act". 

(b)  Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provid- 
ed, whenever  in  this  Act  an  amendment  is 
expressed  In  terms  of  an  amendment  to  a. 
section  or  other  provision,  the  reference 
shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a  section 
or  other  provision  of  title  38.  United  States 
Code. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  312  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsec- 
tion: 

"(c)  For  the  purposes  of  section  310  of  this 
title  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
313  of  this  title,  the  following  diseases  de- 
veloped to  a  degree  of  disability  of  10  per 
centum  or  more  shall,  subject  to  a  specifica- 
tion pursuant  to  section  354(c)<2)  of  this 
title,  be  considered  to  have  been  incurred  in 
or  aggravated  by  such  service,  notwithstand- 
ing that  there  is  no  record  of  such  disease 
during  the  period  of  service: 

"(1)  In  the  case  of  a  veteran  who  served  in 
the  Republic  of  Vietnam  during  the  Viet- 
nam era  and  who.  during  such  service,  was 
exposed  to  a  herbicide  containing  dioxin— 

"(A)  a  soft  tissue  sarcoma,  if  so  developed 
within  30  years  from  the  date  of  last  depar- 
ture from  the  Republic  of  Vietnam  during 
such  service. 

"(B)  porphyria  cutanea  tarda,  if  so  devel- 
oped within  one  year  from  the  date  of  last 
departure  from  the  Republic  of  Vietnam 
during  such  service,  or 

"(C)  chloracne.  if  so  developed  within  one 
year  from  the  date  of  last  departure  from 
the  Republic  of  Vietnam  during  such  serv- 
ice. 

•'(2)  In  the  case  of  a  veteran  who.  in  con- 
nection with  such  veteran's  participation  in 
the  test  of  a  nuclear  device  or  with  the 
American  occupation  of  Hiroshima  or  Naga- 
salii.  Japan,  prior  to  July  1.  1946.  was  ex- 
posed to  ionizing  radiation  from  the  detona- 
tion of  a  nuclear  device  during  such  veter- 
an's service— 

"(A)  a  malignancy, 

"(B)  polycythemia  vera,  or 

■■(C)  hypothyroidism  or  a  thyroid  nodule. 

■"(3)  In  the  case  of  a  veteran  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  this  subsection,  any 
other  disease  that  is  specified  in  a  regula- 
tion prescribed  by  the  Administrator  pursu- 
ant to  section  354(c)  of  this  title  as  being 
presumed  to  have  been  incurred  in  or  aggra- 
vated by  the  service  of  veterans  who  were  so 
exposed.". 

(b)  Section  354  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  "In" 
through  "expedition,  the "  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "The";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "such  service  "  the  first 
place  it  occurs  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"a  veteran's  service  on  active  duty":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

■(cXIKA)  The  Administrator,  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  sub- 
section, shall  prescribe  regulations  to— 

■■(i)  establish  guidelines,  standards,  and 
criteria  for  the  resolution  of  claims  for  ben- 


efits under  laws  administered  by  the  Veter- 
ans^  Administration  where  the  benefit  eligi- 
bility criteria  include  a  requirement  that  a 
death  or  disability  be  service  connected  and 
the  claim  of  service  connection  is  based  on  a 
veteran^s  exposure  during  service— 

••(I)  in  the  Republic  of  Vietnam  during 
the  Vietnam  era.  to  a  herbicide  containing 
dioxin.  or 

"(II)  in  connection  with  such  veteran's 
participation  in  the  test  of  a  nuclear  device 
or  with  the  American  occupation  of  Hiroshi- 
ma or  Nagasaki.  Japan,  prior  to  July  1,  1946. 
to  ionizing  radiation  from  the  detonation  of 
a  nuclear  device;  and 

"(ii)  ensure  that  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion is  given  full  effect  with  respect  to  such 
claims. 

"(B)  Promptly  after  each  occasion  on 
which  the  Administrator  prescribes  or 
amends  the  substance  of  such  regulations, 
the  Administrator— 

"(i)  shall  determine  whether,  in  light  of 
such  guidelines,  standards,  and  criteria  and 
other  pertinent  information,  any  legislative 
action  related  to  the  subject  matter  of  such 
regulations  is  needed,  and 

"(ii)  if  the  Administrator  determines  that 
any  such  action  is  needed,  shall  submit  to 
the  Committees  on  Veterans'  Affairs  of  the 
Houfe  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  a 
report  containing  the  Administrator's  rec- 
ommendations for  such  legislative  action, 
including  any  proposed  amendments  to  sec- 
tion 312  of  this  title,  as  the  Administrator 
considers  appropriate. 

"(2)  In  the  regulations  required  to  be  pre- 
scribed by  paragraph  (1)(A)  of  this  subsec- 
tion, the  Administrator— 

"(i)  shall  specify,  based  on  medical  and 
scientific  evidence  and  after  resolving  every 
reasonable  doubt  in  favor  of  the  claimants, 
(I)  which  of  the  diseases  listed  in  para- 
graphs (1)  and  (2)  of  section  312(c)  of  this 
title  (with  any  modifications  of  the  maxi- 
mum periods  of  time  specified  in  such  sec- 
tion) will  be  presumed  to  have  been  in- 
curred in  or  aggravated  during  service.  (II) 
which  of  such  diseases  will  not  be  so  pre- 
sumed, and  (III)  which  other  diseases  (and 
any  maximum  periods  of  time  after  depar- 
ture from  a  specified  geographic  area  or  the 
date  of  separation  from  service  within 
which  any  such  other  disease  must  have  de- 
veloped to  a  degree  of  disability  of  10  per 
centum  or  more),  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  Incurred  in  or  aggravated  during  serv- 
ice; 

"(ii)  shall  specify  any  other  presumptions 
(including  any  presumptions  regao-ding  ex- 
jjosure  and  service  connection)  to  be  applied 
to  the  resolution  of  such  claims;  and 

"(iii)  may  not  include  a  requirement  that 
a  veteran  provide  any  information  regarding 
such  veteran's  service  in  the  Armed  Forces 
other  than  the  information  included  in  such 
veteran's  military  service  records. 

"(3)(A)  The  Administrator  shall  develop 
the  regulations  required  by  paragraph 
(1)(A)  of  this  subsection  and  any  amend- 
ments to  such  regulations  through  a  public 
review  and  comment  process  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  553  of  title  5 
and  with  such  procedures,  in  addition  to 
those  required  by  such  provisions,  as  the 
Administrator  considers  appropriate  to 
enable  persons  other  than  Veterans"  Admin- 
istration personnel  to  submit  evidence,  pro- 
posals, and  arguments.  Such  process  shall 
Include  (i)  a  public  hearing,  which  shall  be 
announced  in  the  Federal  Register  not  less 
than  thirty  days  in  advance  of  its  com- 
mencement, shall  be  commenced  not  earlier 
than  sixty  days  after  proposed  regulations 


or  proposed  amendments  are  published  in 
the  Federal  Register,  and  shall  afford  Inter- 
ested parties  an  opportunity  to  make  oral 
presentations  and  to  comment  on  oral  and 
written  submissions  from  other  parties,  and 
(ii)  consultations  by  the  Administrator  with 
an  advisory  committee  appointed  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  composed  of  individuals 
with  a  demonstrated  interest  and  experi- 
ence relating  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
proposed  regulations  or  amendments.  The 
period  for  public  review  and  comment  shall 
be  completed  not  later  than  90  days  after 
proposed  regulations  or  proposed  amend- 
ments are  published  in  the  Federal  Regis- 
ter. 

""(B)(i)  Not  later  than  120  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
the  Administrator  shall  develop  and  publish 
in  the  Federal  Register  a  proposed  version 
of  the  regulations  required  by  paragraph 
( 1 M  A)  of  this  subsection. 

"(ii)  Not  later  than  330  days  after  such  en- 
actment date,  the  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish in  the  Federal  Register  the  final  regula- 
tions (together  with  explanations  of  the 
bases  for  the  guidelines,  standards,  pre- 
sumptions, and  criteria  contained  therein) 
required  by  such  paragraph. 

"(C)  Notwithstanding  section  211(a)  of 
this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
Administrator's  compliance  with  the  provi- 
sions of.  and  any  regulations  prescribed  pur- 
suant to.  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to 
judicial  review  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  chapter  7  of  title  5."'. 

(c)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  307(b)  of  the 
Veterans"  Health  Programs  Extension  and 
Improvement  Act  of  1979  (Public  Law  96- 
151:  93  Stat.  1097),  as  added  by  section 
401(b)(2)  of  the  Veterans'  Health  Care, 
Training,  and  Small  Business  Loan  Act  of 
1981  (Public  Law  97-72;  95  Stat.  1061).  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(3)  Immediately  after  the  submission  of 
each  report  under  paragraph  (2).  the  Ad- 
ministrator, based  on  the  results  described 
in  such  report  and  the  comments  and  rec- 
onunendations  included  therein  and  any 
other  available  pertinent  information,  shall 
evaluate  the  need  for  any  amendments  to 
regulations  prescribed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  354  of 
title  38.  United  States  Code,  for  the  resolu- 
tion of  claims  for  service  connection  based 
on  the  exposure  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A)<i)(I)  of  such  paragraph.  To  the  extent 
that  the  Administrator  determines  that  any 
amendments  to  such  regulations  are  needed, 
the  Administrator,  not  later  than  ninety 
days  after  such  submission,  shall  develop 
and  publish  in  the  Federal  Register,  for 
public  review  and  comment,  proposed 
amendments  to  such  regulations. 
•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  today  to  join  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  the  agent  orange  and  radiation 
exposure  compensation  bill. 

Last  month  the  Veterans  Affairs 
Committee,  on  which  I  serve,  conduct- 
ed 2  days  of  hearings  on  agent  orange. 
As  the  testimony  given  then  indicated, 
substantial  progress  has  been  made 
finding  answers  to  the  questions  sur- 
rounding exposure  to  agent  orange. 
The  Agent  Orange  Registry,  the 
Ranch  Hand  Study,  an  epidemiologi- 
cal study  now  under  the  control  of  the 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  nu- 
merous Veterans'  Administration  re- 
search projects  and  scientific  inquiries 
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being  carried  on  aroimd  the  world  wUl 
all  contribute  the  information  neces- 
sary to  finally  resolve  this  continuing 
issue.  But,  as  last  month's  testimony 
made  clear,  the  information  from  the 
various  research  studies  and  the  reso- 
lution of  this  controversy  are  still 
years  away. 

That  is  small  solace  to  any  veteran 
who  believes  that  his  or  her  exposure 
to  agent  orange  is  causing  or  may 
cause  serious  health  problems  10  years 
following  the  end  of  American  involve- 
ment in  Vietnam. 

And  while  the  plight  of  Vietnam-era 
veterans  exposed  to  agent  orange  is 
well  known,  the  experience  of  Ameri- 
ca's atomic  veterans,  in  their  30-year 
fight  for  recognition  of  their  just 
claims  stands  as  a  tragic  example  of 
the  inability  of  Government  to  recog- 
nize and  respond  to  its  responsibilities. 
It  is  now  long  past  the  time  for  this 
country  to  respond  to  these  veterans' 
health  concerns. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  introduced 
today  represents  a  positive  step  toward 
resolving  the  health  issues  surroimd- 
ing  exposure  to  both  agent  orange  and 
radiation.  It  does  so  in  what  I  feel  is  a 
reasoned,  responsible  and  equitable 
manner,  supported  by  the  present 
state  of  scientific  knowledge.  And  it  is 
consistent  with  present  VA  compensa- 
tion ajudication  standards. 

Briefly,  the  bill  would  require  the 
VA  to  develop  regulations,  through  an 
informal  process  that  allows  for  ample 
public  participation,  that  would  relate 
to  agent  orange  and  radiation  claims. 
In  developing  the  regulations,  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  VA  would  be  re- 
quired to  address  whether  any  pre- 
sumptions as  to  service  connection 
should  be  applied  in  the  case  of  specif- 
ic diseases.  The  specific  diseases  listed 
for  either  type  of  exposure  are  includ- 
ed on  the  basis  of  scientific  literature 
related  to  the  effects  of  exposure  and 
reflect  testimony  given  by  various  wit- 
nesses before  the  Veterans  Affairs 
Conunittee  just  this  year. 

In  addition  to  the  diseases  listed,  the 
bill  authorizes  the  VA  to  add  service 
connected  presumptions  for  additional 
diseases  for  either  type  of  exposure 
based  on  medical  and  scientific  evi- 
dence after  resolving  every  reasonable 
doubt  in  favor  of  the  claimants.  The 
Administrator  would  be  required  to 
issue  regulations  that  would  establish 
guidelines,  standards  and  criteria  for 
the  resolution  of  these  claims. 

The  rulemaking  process  would  begin 
with  the  publication  of  proposed  regu- 
lations no  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment.  Pinal  regula- 
tions would  have  to  be  published 
within  330  days  after  enactment.  The 
process  would  also  include  substantial 
public  participation  and  comment. 
The  Administrator's  compliance  with 
the  required  process,  as  well  as  any 
regulations  issued,  would  be  subject  to 
Judicial  review. 


Mr.  President,  I  make  it  a  practice  to 
meet  with  my  constituents  back  in 
Maine  as  frequently  as  possible.  Many 
of  the  men  and  women  I  speak  to 
across  Maine  express  their  displeasure 
and  bewilderment  about  the  progress, 
or  as  they  see  it,  the  lack  of  progress 
in  resolving  these  traumatic  issues  10 
years  after  the  conclusion  of  hostil- 
ities in  Vietnam  and  30  years  after  the 
testing  of  nuclear  devices  in  the  Pacif- 
ic. The  steps  that  have  been  taken  by 
our  Government  to  find  answers  to 
the  complex  medical  and  scientific 
questions  surroumding  exposure  to 
agent  orange  and  radiation  have  been 
perceived  by  many  as  too  slow  and  too 
late. 

Atomic  veterans,  Vietnam-era  veter- 
ans and  their  families  are  asking  the 
VA  and  the  Congress  to  move  on  these 
issues;  to  move  quickly  to  resolve  these 
controversies;  to  bring  comfort  and 
peace  of  mind  to  veterans  and  their 
families.  This  Congress  must  do  all 
that  it  can  to  see  that  progress  on 
these  issues  occurs  as  rapidly  as  possi- 
ble so  that  veterans  can  finally  put 
their  fears  behind  them. 

The  bill  which  I  cosponsor  today 
represents  significant  progress  in  that 
direction.  I  believe  it  is,  and  will  be 
perceived  as,  equitable  and  responsible 
legislation.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  \t.m 

By  Mr.  PELL: 
S.J.  Res.  133.  Joint  resolutfon  re- 
questing the  President  to  negotiate 
the  creation  of  a  United  States-Soviet 
student  exchange  for  peace  program; 
to  the  Conmiittee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions. 

UNITED  STA"rES-SOVIET  S"rDDEirr  EXCHANGE  FOR 
PEACE 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
today  introducing  the  United  States- 
Soviet  exchange  for  peace  resolution. 
This  resolution  is  identical  to  House 
Joint  Resolution  254  initiated  by  Con- 
gressman Udall  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

The  joint  resolution  calls  for  the  cre- 
ation of  a  United  States-Soviet  Union 
youth  exchange  program  to  be  admin- 
istered by  a  commission  of  civic,  educa- 
tional, and  cultural  leaders  of  both 
countries  and  financed  by  both  gov- 
ernment and  private  contributions. 
The  initial  goal  is  for  2,000  exchanges. 

In  introducing  this  joint  resolution. 
Congressman  Udall  stated  that  such  a 
program  is  an  essential  complement  to 
the  vitally  important  arms  control 
process.  As  Congressman  Udall  put  it: 

This  is  not  a  program  that  will  show  dra- 
matic results  in  1  or  2  years.  But  as  these 
young  people  grow  up  and  begin  to  take 
their  place  In  society,  we  will  have  a  genera- 
tion of  people  who  have  a  better  under- 
standing of  the  other  country.  They  will 
know  their  counterparts  as  people— not 
stereotypes. 

Will  such  a  program  stop  a  nuclear  war? 
Maybe  not.  But  it  may  make  one  a  little  less 
likely.  It  is,  I  think,  a  small  but  important 


step  toward  a  genuine  and  lasting  peace  be- 
tween the  U.S.  and  the  U.S.S.R. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
has  already  initiated  a  youth  ex- 
change between  the  United  States. 
Western  Europe,  and  Japan.  This  initi- 
ative is  designed  to  strengthen  the 
bonds  of  friendship  within  the  alliance 
as  well  as  providing  an  invaluable  ex- 
perience to  the  young  people  involved. 

The  proposed  United  States-Soviet 
exchauige  lor  peace  is  very  much  in 
the  spirit  of  the  President's  youth  Ini- 
tiative. This  joint  resolution  should 
provide  support  and  direction  to  the 
youth  initiative  and  to  the  efforts  of 
USIA's  able  Director,  Charles  Z.  Wick, 
to  expand  exchanges  among  young 
people.  It  will  also  provide  an  invalu- 
able dividend  to  the  peoples  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  in 
terms  of  mutual  luiderstanding  and 
peace.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

s.  as4 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stevens,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr. 
CoHEM),  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Lautenberg)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  254,  a  bill  to  pro- 
vide for  inclusion  of  capital  construc- 
tion funds  for  fishery  processing  facili- 
ties. 

S.  561 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roth,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Grassley)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  551,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Tax  Reform 
Act  of  1976  to  extend,  for  an  addition- 
al 4  years,  the  exclusion  from  gross 
income  of  the  cancellation  of  certain 
student  loans. 

S.  788 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Qua-jxe,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  DoDD)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  788,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1949  to  reduce  the  loan 
rates  for  the  1983  through  1985  crops 
of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets. 

S.  800 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stevens,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
(Mrs.  Hawkins)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  800,  a  bill  to  establish  an 
Ocean  and  Coastal  Development 
Impact  Assistance  Fund  and  to  require 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  provide 
to  States  national  ocean  and  coastal 
development  and  assistance  block 
grants  from  moneys  in  the  P\uid,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1382 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stevens,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Abdnor)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1382,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934  to 
insure  availability  of  basic  telephone 
service  at  reasonable  rates. 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


19970 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  20,  1983 


July  20,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


19971 


S.  1394 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stevens,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
(Mr.  Leahy)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1394.  a  bill  to  establish  a  nation- 
wide maximum  standard  of  blood  alco- 
hol content  for  lawful  operation  of  a 
motor  vehicle,  and  to  establish  a 
victim  compensation  fund. 

S.   MOO 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Percy,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Pressler)  was  added  as  a 
cospoivsor  of  S.  1400.  a  bill  to  enhance 
the  detection  of  motor  vehicle  theft 
and  to  improve  the  prosecution  of 
motor  vehicle  theft  by  requiring  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  to  issue 
standards  relating  to  the  identification 
of  vehicle  parts  and  components,  by 
increasing  criminal  penalties  applica- 
ble to  trafficking  in  stolen  vehicles 
and  parts,  by  curtailing  the  exporta- 
tion of  stolen  motor  vehicles  and  off- 
highway  mobile  equipment,  and  by  es- 
tablishing penalties  applicable  to  the 
dismantling  of  vehicles  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trafficking  in  stolen  parts,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

s.  1«1« 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sarbanes.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  BiNGAMAN)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1419.  a  bill  to  amend  title 
XVIII  of  ihe  Social  Security  Act  to 
retain  the  option  of  direct  reimburse- 
ment for  all  providers  under  the  medi- 
care program. 

S.  142S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Heinz,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mr.  Dole),  the  Senator  from  Minne- 
sota (Mr.  DuRENBERGER).  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Chatee).  the 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Moyni- 
HAN).  the  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms).  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Bradley),  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  Packwood),  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Grassley),  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr.  Roth) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1426,  a 
bill  to  reauthorize  the  revenue  sharing 
program  of  general-purpose  fiscal  as- 
sistance to  local  governments  for  3 
fiscal  years,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.   1448 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Byrd.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Bradley),  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Hatch)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1448.  a  bill  to  designate 
the  square  dance  as  the  national  folk 
dance  of  the  United  States. 

S.  1504 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bentsen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Moynihan)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1504.  a  bill  to  provide  for 
protection  of  historic  shipwrecks, 
structures,  and  artifacts  located  on  a 
seabed  or  in  the  subsoil  of  the  lands 
beneath  waters  of  the  United  States. 


S.  1631 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Humphrey,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  and  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  GoLDWATER)  Were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1621.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  to  require 
commercial  passenger  carrying  air- 
craft to  be  equipped  with  smoke  detec- 
tors and  automatic  fire  extinguisher  in 
all  aircraft  lavatories  and  galley  areas. 

S.   1636 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sasser.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
(Mr.  Stafford),  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  (Mr.  Ford),  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Bingaman) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1626.  a 
bill  relating  to  universal  telephone 
service. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  70 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Garn.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia (Mr.  Heinz),  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd).  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hollings). 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Helms),  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  NuNN).  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan (Mr.  Levin),  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  (Mr.  Johnston),  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Randolph). 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Dixon). 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Heflin),  the  Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr. 
MuRKOwsKi),  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Wilson),  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Durenbercer),  and 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  (Mr. 
Laxalt),  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  70,  a  joint  res- 
olution to  designate  the  week  begin- 
ning April  17.  1983.  as  "National  Build- 
ing Safety  Week." 

SENATE  resolution  102 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Specter,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Cochran),  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Mattingly).  and  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Huddle- 
ston)  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  102.  a  joint 
resolution  to  designate  the  week  of 
October  16.  1983,  through  October  22. 
1983.  as  "Lupus  Awareness  Week." 

senate  joint  resolution  106 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simpson,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mr.  Dole),  the  Senator  from  New 
York  (Mr.  D'Amato)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
106.  a  joint  resolution  designating 
August  3.  1983.  and  "National  Para- 
lyzed Veterans  Recognition  Day." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  1  16 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kasten,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Sarbanes)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  116.  a 
joint  resolution  to  designate  the  week 
of  September  4.  1983.  through  Sep- 
tember 10,  1983,  as  "Youth  of  America 
Week." 


SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  131 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton),  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  (Mr.  Humphrey),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Johnston), 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
131,  a  joint  resolution  designating 
"National  Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   139 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Zorinsky.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  D'Amato)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  Senate  Resolution  139.  a  resolu- 
tion disapproving  the  recommendation 
of  the  study  group  on  Senate  Practices 
and  Procedures  to  abolish  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 56-RELATING  TO  CARGO 
PREFERENCE  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  JEPSEN  (for  himself.  Mrs. 
Kassebaum.  Mr.  Boschwitz,  Mr. 
Abdnor.  Mr.  Percy.  Mr.  Grassley.  Mr. 
Quayle.  Mr.  East,  Mr.  Danforth,  Mr. 
Nickles,  and  Mr.  Exon)  submitted  the 
following  concurrent  resolution;  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transporta- 
tion: 

S.  Con.  Res.  £6 

Whereas  the  United  States  balance  of 
merchandise  trade  was  a  negative 
$31,800,000,000  in  1982; 

Whereas  the  United  States  share  of  world 
exports  has  declined  from  15.4  per  centum 
in  1970  to  13  per  centum  in  1982: 

Whereas  one  out  of  every  eight  United 
States  manufacturing  jobs  is  for  export  pro- 
duction and  20  per  centum  of  our  industrial 
production  is  exported; 

Whereas  agriculture  is  the  largest  employ- 
er in  the  Nation  providing  for  almost 
twenty-three  million  jobs,  one  million  three 
hundred  thousand  of  these  being  export  re- 
lated: 

Whereas  the  value  of  agricultural  exports 
has  dropped  18.9  per  centum  since  1981  and 
United  States  agricultural  market  share  has 
dropped  precipitously  for  such  commodities 
as  coarse  grains,  wheat,  cotton,  soybean 
meal  and  oil.  rice,  and  poultry: 

Whereas  increased  ocean  shipping  costs 
will  negate  numerous  United  States  efforts 
to  promote  exports: 

Whereas  current  world  market  conditions 
translate  increased  export  prices  into  re- 
duced income  for  domestic  producers  and 
lost  United  States  sales  abroad  for  such 
goods  as  agricultural  products,  coal,  forest 
products,  fertilizers,  chemicals,  ores  and 
metals,  and  pulp  and  paper  products: 

Whereas  increased  import  costs  for  such 
goods  as  petroleum  and  other  bulk  materi- 
als will  increase  energy  costs  and  production 
costs  for  the  agricultural,  fertilizer,  iron  and 
steel,  rubber,  textile,  chemical,  nonferrous 
refining,  and  paper  industries: 

Whereas  trade  barriers  have  proven  harm- 
ful to  United  States  industry,  labor,  and 
consumers  in  the  past; 

Whereas  world  bulk  shipping  capacity  is 
currently  in  excess  and  Ls  expected  to 
remain  so  for  at  least  the  next  decade: 


Whereas  the  effective  United  States  con- 
trolled fleet,  which  is  controlled  by  United 
States  companies  and  subject  to  requisition 
by  the  United  States  Government  remains, 
a  strong  and  competitive  force  In  the  inter- 
national ocean  shipping  industry: 

Whereas  the  United  SUtes  merchant 
marine  is  uncompetitive  In  the  world 
market  with  United  States-flag  bulk  ship- 
ping costs  as  much  as  300  per  centum 
higher  than  the  world  average;  and 

Whereas  ocean  shipping  costs  comprise  a 
significant  portion  of  import  and  export 
costs  and  these  costs  will  be  increased  by  ex- 
pansion of  cargo  preference  requirements: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  'the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring/.  That  it  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  further  expansion  of 
cargo  preference  requirements,  whether  for 
commercial  or  other  trade,  is  not  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  United  States  and  should  not 
be  imposed. 

Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  I>resident.  on 
behalf  of  Senator  Kassebaum  and 
myself.  I  rise  to  introduce  this  Senate 
concurrent  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  Congress  in  opposition  to  fur- 
ther expansion  of  cargo  preference  re- 
quirements. 

At  the  outset  I  would  like  to  thank 
my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Kansas  (Mrs.  Kassebaum)  for  her  tire- 
less efforts  on  this  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. She  recognized  early  on  the  need 
to  push  ahead  on  this  legislation  to 
protect  the  American  farmer. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  alarmed  by 
recent  efforts  in  this  Congress  to  sub- 
ject America's  farmers  to  the  provi- 
sions of  cargo  preference.  One  particu- 
lar effort  would  require  all  importers 
and  exporters  of  bulk  cargo  to  trans- 
port a  minimum  of  5  percent  of  their 
goods  on  U.S.-flag  ships.  This  percent- 
age would  increase  1  percent  each  year 
until  it  reaches  20  percent.  Quite 
frankly,  fanners  are  frightened  by  the 
consequences  such  a  requirement 
would  have  upon  the  prices  they  re- 
ceive for  their  exports.  I  believe  this 
fear  is  justified. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  the  precise  consequences  cargo 
preference  would  have  upon  the  Iowa 
farmer.  It  would  have  a  similar  effect 
on  farmers  In  other  States.  The  aver- 
age Iowa  farmer  owns  289  acres.  He 
has  217  of  these  acres  under  produc- 
tion: 112  are  growing  com  and  37  are 
growing  soybeans.  Each  year  Iowa  ex- 
ports 25  percent  of  its  com  and  55  per- 
cent of  its  soybeans. 

To  our  average  farmer  this  means  28 
acres  of  his  com  and  20.35  areas  of  his 
soybeans  will  be  exported.  To  reduce 
these  figures  into  terms  of  bushels  of 
grain,  simply  realize  that  each  one  of 
these  acres  will  produce  an  average  of 
120  bushels  of  com  or  37  bushels  of 
soybeans.  Therefore,  our  farmer  will 
be  exporting  3,360  bushels  of  com  and 
752  bushels  of  soybeans  annually. 

Let  us  consider  the  loss  he  would 
suffer  in  just  the  first  year  of  the 
cargo  preference  program  mentioned 
above.    During    the    first    year,    our 


farmer  would  be  required  to  transport 
5  percent  of  his  export  crop  in  U.S. 
flagships.  This  5-percent  figure  repre- 
sents 168  bushels  of  his  com  and  38 
bushels  of  his  soybeans. 

Mr.  President,  it  cost  an  average  of 
$52  more  per  metric  ton  to  ship  goods 
on  an  American  vessel  than  on  a  for- 
eign vessel.  Therefore,  since  there  are 
39.4  bushels  of  com  and  36.7  bushels 
of  soybeans  per  metric  ton  cargo  pref- 
erence will  cost  our  farmer  an  extra 
$1.32  per  bushel  of  com  and  $1.42  per 
bushel  of  soybeans  to  ship  on  these 
U.S.-flag  ships. 

Thus,  shipping  5  percent  of  his  very 
small  export  crop  under  cargo  prefer- 
ence will  mean  a  loss  to  our  farmer  of 
$221.76  for  his  com  and  $53.96  for  his 
soybeans,  or  a  total  loss  of  $275.72  in 
just  the  first  year.  With  this  signifi- 
cant loss  occurring  in  just  the  first 
year  under  the  5-percent  provision,  it 
is  not  hard  to  imagine  the  devastating 
repercussions  which  will  eventually 
result  under  the  20-year  percent  provi- 
sions. 

With  117,000  farms  in  Iowa,  the 
total  impact  of  cargo  preference  on 
the  State  would  be  $32.2  million.  At 
the  20-percent  minimum,  the  cost  to 
Iowa  farmers  for  cargo  preference 
would  be  $128.7  million.  The  figure,  of 
course,  would  have  a  major  compound- 
ing effect  on  the  entire  State  of  Iowa's 
economy.  In  a  State  where  8  out  of  10 
individuals  are  involved  in  agriculture 
or  agribusiness,  the  impact  of  cargo 
preference  would  be  immense. 

Gene  Maahs.  columnist  for  the  Iowa 
Farm  Bureau  Spokesman,  underlined 
in  a  recent  column  that: 

In  the  competitive  world  market  of  today, 
one  can  assume  that  these  additional  ship- 
ping costs  would  be  reflected  in  reduced 
prices  for  farmers  for  their  commodities. 

He  added: 

It  might  even  have  a  greater  Impact  be- 
cause it  could  mean  loss  of  sales  as  our  cus- 
tomers switched  to  other  countries  because 
the  higher  shipping  costs  may  price  U.S. 
farm  commodities  out  of  the  market. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  question  how 
equitable  cargo  preference  is.  I  under- 
stand that  its  primary  objective  is  to 
provide  our  country  with  a  merchant 
marine  fleet  that  will  be  able  to  meet 
the  needs  of  our  defense  in  a  time  of 
international  crisis. 

This  is  certainly  a  worthy  goal,  one 
which  would  benefit  all  segments  of 
society.  Yet,  cargo  preference  shifts 
the  burden  of  subsidization  from  the 
Federal  Government,  where  all  seg- 
ments of  society  share  the  cost,  to  the 
producers  of  bulk  cargo,  particularly 
agricultural  commodities,  where  a 
small  segment  of  society  is  forced  to 
shoulder  a  grossly  disproportionate 
share  of  the  burden.  I  believe  the  in- 
justice of  such  a  situation  is  self-evi- 
dent. 

Joseph  Halow.  executive  director  of 
the  North  American  Export  Grain  As- 
sociation, Inc.  said: 


If  there  were  ever  a  case  which  would  be  a 
perfect  example  of  attempting  to  subsidize 
an  industry  at  the  expense  of  another  one. 
this  (cargo  preference)  is  it.  If  such  legisla- 
tion were  to  be  passed  by  Congress  and  be 
signed  into  law  it  would  essentially  approve 
sin  increase  in  the  U.S.  export  prices  while, 
at  the  same  time,  it  is  asking  farmers  to 
accept  less  for  their  products.  This  would,  in 
my  tK>ok,  ainount  to  taking  those  subsidies 
directly  from  the  farmer. 

I  am  opposed  to  these  efforts  to 
impose  cargo  preference  upon  com- 
mercial shippers  for  a  number  of  rea- 
sons, but  primarily  because  of  the  ex- 
cessive and  unjust  burden  it  places 
upon  the  American  farmer. 

Nevertheless,  the  goal  behind  this 
movement  is  worthy,  so  let  us  address 
ourselves  to  examining  other  more  ac- 
ceptable means  of  obtaining  a  viable 
merchant  marine.  Such  alternative 
means  might  include  incentives  to  ship 
operators  to  reduce  vessel  costs,  or 
perhaps  increasing  tax  benefits  for 
U.S.  Registry. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  cau- 
tion my  colleagues  that  in  trying  to 
correct  the  inefficiencies  of  our  mer- 
chant marine  fleet.  We  do  not  prove  as 
equally  inefficient  in  our  methods.  Ex- 
pansion of  cargo  preference  require- 
ments, as  is  being  recommended,  will 
affect  not  only  our  farmers  and  the 
agricultural  community. 

The  following  facts  were  cited  by  the 
American  Soybean  Association  and  20 
other  farm  groups  in  a  recent  letter  to 
Members  of  Congress: 

Each  $1  billion  in  farm  exports  em- 
ploys 30,000  Americans. 

Farm  exports  created  $41  billion  in 
additional  business  for  the  nonfarm 
community  in  fiscal  year  1982,  and 

Last  year  alone,  cargo  preference 
subsidies  contributed  at  least  $150  mil- 
lion to  the  widening  Federal  deficit. 

So  as  you  can  see,  a  move  toward  ex- 
pansion of  cargo  preference  will  cut 
across  the  board— into  nonfarm  areas 
as  well  as  into  production  agriculture. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  following  Senators  be 
added  to  join  Senator  Kassebaum  and 
myself  as  cosponsors  of  this  concur- 
rent resolution:  Senators  Boschwitz. 
Abdnor.  Percy.  Grassley.  Quayle, 
East,  Danforth,  Nickels,  and  Exon. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
it  is  my  pleasure  today  to  join  my  col- 
leagues in  introducing  this  concurrent 
resolution,  which  expresses  the  sense 
of  Congress  that  further  expansion  of 
cargo  preference  shipping  restrictions, 
for  commercial  or  other  trade,  is  not 
in  the  interest  of  the  United  States 
and  should  not  be  imposed.  Serious 
and  unanticipated  consequences  would 
result  from  disrupting  world  trade  and 
commerce  by  such  uncompetitive  re- 
strictions. Such  hampering  of  trade 
and  commerce  is  unwarranted,  and  at 
best,  would  be  more  costly  and  coun- 
terproductive to  the  entire  U.S.  econo- 
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my  than  it  would  be  of  assistance  to 
the  U.S.  maritime  shipping  industry. 

The  economic  stability  of  U.S.  agri- 
culture and  other  industries  is  depend- 
ent on  aggressive,  competitive  interna- 
tional trade.  Transportation  costs  are 
a  major  factor  in  export  trade.  It  has 
been  a  frvistrating  fact  of  life  right 
now  for  our  wheat  and  grain  farmers 
that  a  strong  U.S.  dollar  and  world 
economic  conditions  in  past  months 
have  nearly  priced  their  commodities 
out  of  world  marliets.  This  has  been 
occurring  when  market  prices  for  their 
crops  have  been  at  historically  low 
levels,  and  for  many  producers,  below 
their  cost  of  producing  that  crop. 

Continued  exports  are  vital  to  U.S. 
agriculture,  as  they  are  to  many  other 
sectors  of  our  economy.  Legislation  in- 
troduced in  this  Congress  to  expand 
cargo  preference  shipping  restrictions 
to  commercial  trade  and  to  increase 
the  use  of  the  restrictions  on  Govern- 
ment and  other  shipments  would  hurt 
efforts  to  maintain  or  expand  our 
export  volume.  The  higher  shipping 
rates  which  must  be  paid  under  cargo 
preference  restrictions  would  be  yet 
another  blow  for  struggling  farmers. 

I  am  concerned  that  urgently  needed 
export  sales  and  commercial  export 
sales  initiatives  will  be  wrecked  by  any 
expansion  of  existing  cargo  preference 
restrictions.  Cargo  preference  has 
become  an  established  feature  of  the 
food-for-peace  program  and  other 
Government  shipment  and  procure- 
ment programs.  This  resolution  does 
not  take  Issue  with  that  situation.  I 
am,  however,  deeply  concerned  that 
an  extension  of  cargo  preference  to 
areas  beyond  congressional  food  ship- 
ments, in  terms  of  agriculture,  would 
be  bad  not  only  for  farmers  and  do- 
mestic grain  handlers,  but  for  the 
entire  shipping  industry  because  of 
the  potential  loss  of  sales.  Our  econo- 
my will  not  benefit  from  a  change  in 
policies  that  would  set  us  back  in 
world  trade  and  aid  our  competition. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 57— RELATING  TO  THE 
WORLD  ASSEMBLY  ON  AGING 

Mr.  HEINZ  (for  himself,  Mr.  Percy, 
and  Mr.  Pryor)  submitted  the  follow- 
ing concu^ent  resolution;  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations: 

S.  COH.  Rks.  57 

Whereas  in  1977  the  Congress,  by  joint 
resolutions,  called  for  the  United  Nations  to 
convene  a  World  Assembly  on  Aging: 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  World  As- 
sembly on  Aging  was  held  in  Vienna,  Aus- 
tria, from  July  26  to  August  6.  1982,  and 
unanimously  adopted  the  Vienna  Interna- 
tional Plan  of  Action  on  Aging  on  August  6, 
1982,  which  called  for  the  development  of 
policies  designed  to  enhance  the  individual 
lives  of  the  aging  and  to  allow  the  aging  to 
enjoy  their  advancing  years  in  peace, 
health,  and  security: 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly, on  December  3.  1982.  unanimously 


endorsed  the  World  Assembly  International 
Plan  of  Action:  and 

Whereas  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
United  Nations  in  adopting  the  plan,  called 
upon  governments  to  make  continuous  ef- 
forts to  implement  the  principles  and  rec- 
ommendations contained  in  the  Plan  of 
Action  as  adopted  by  the  World  Assembly 
on  Aging:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives  concurring)  That  the  Congress 
urges  the  President  to— 

(1)  encourage  government-wide  participa- 
tion in  implementing  the  recommendations 
of  the  World  Assembly  and  planning  for  the 
scheduled  review  in  1985  by  the  United  Na- 
tions on  the  implementation  of  the  Vienna 
International  Plan  of  Action  on  Aging: 

(2)  encourage  the  the  exchange  of  infor- 
mation and  the  promotion  of  research  on 
aging  among  the  States,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, international  organizations,  and 
other  nations: 

(3)  encourage  greater  private  sector  in- 
volvement in  responding  to  the  concerns  of 
the  aging:  and 

(4)  inform  developing  nations  that  the 
United  States  Government  recognizes  aging 
as  an  important  issue,  requiring  close  and 
sustained  attention  in  national  and  regional 
development  plans. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce  a  concurrent 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  United  States  im- 
plement its  responsibilities  under  the 
Plan  of  Action  resulting  from  the  1982 
U.N.  World  Assembly  on  Aging. 

I  have  been  joined  in  sponsoring  this 
resolution  by  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee, Senator  Percy  and  by  Senator 
Pryor.  A  parallel  resolution  is  being 
introduced  in  the  House  by  Congress- 
man RoYBALL,  chairman  of  the  House 
Select  Committee  on  Aging. 

It  is  appropriate  that  the  Congress 
adopt  this  resolution,  since  the  World 
Assembly  itself  was  the  result  of  con- 
gTe."5sional  initiative.  In  1977.  both  the 
House  and  Senate  passed  resolutions 
requesting  the  United  Nations  to  orga- 
nize a  World  Assembly  on  Aging  in 
order  to  focus  on  issues  relating  to  the 
aging  of  populations  in  every  comer  of 
the  globe. 

The  World  Assembly  on  Aging  was 
held  in  Vienna,  Austria,  from  July  26 
to  August  6,  1982.  As  chairman  of  the 
Special  Conunittee  on  Aging,  I  was 
honored  to  be  named  as  a  member  of 
the  U.S.  delegation  to  the  World  As- 
sembly. Senator  Pryor  was  also 
named  to  the  U.S.  delegation.  Over 
2,000  people  from  over  125  countries 
attended  this  conference.  Their  delib- 
erations focused  on  the  enormous 
impact  the  worldwide  aging  of  popula- 
tions is  having  and  will  continue  to 
have  on  the  social,  economic,  and  po- 
litical fabric  of  both  the  developed  and 
the  developing  countries. 

The  purpose  of  this  U.N.-sponsored 
conference  was  to  develop  an  "Inter- 
national Plan  of  Action  on  Aging." 
This  Plan  of  Action  was  to  provide 
member  nations  and  U.N.  agencies 
with  guidelines  for  formulating  both 


national  and  mutual  assistance  poli- 
cies with  respect  to  aging.  As  finally 
adopted  by  the  participating  countries, 
the  Plan  of  Action  contained  62  rec- 
ommendations for  national,  regional, 
interregional,  and  global  action. 

These  recommendations  emphasize 
the  integration  of  the  elderly  into  soci- 
ety. They  also  stress  the  incorporation 
of  the  consideration  of  the  elderly— 
their  needs  and  their  contributions— 
within  national  plarming  for  develop- 
ment. Specifically,  they  call  for  closer 
coordination  between  social  welfare 
and  health  care  services,  for  self-help 
and  nutritional  training  of  the  elderly 
themselves,  for  the  assurance  that  all 
older  persons  will  have  an  appropriate 
minimum  income,  for  the  maximiza-  ^ 
tion  of  the  social  functioning  of  the  el- 
derly, for  programs  which  assist  them 
to  remain  in  their  own  homes  as  long 
as  possible,  and  for  support  for  main- 
taining family  solidarity  among  gen- 
erations. 

The  International  Plan  of  Action  on 
Aging  calls  for  the  review  and  update 
of  the  plan  every  4  years.  It  requires 
the  submission  of  reports  by  1985  from 
member  nations  detailing  the  action 
taken  by  each  country  with  respect  to 
aging  and  the  aged. 

The  final  version  of  the  Plan  of 
Action  on  Aging  was  endorsed  by  each 
of  the  125  nations  at  the  World  As- 
sembly, and  was  subsequently  adopted 
unanimously  by  the  U.N.  General  As- 
sembly on  December  3.  1982. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  we,  as 
the  originators  of  the  World  Assem- 
bly, should  be  taking  the  lead  In  insur- 
ing that  the  Plan  of  Action  is  taken  se- 
riously by  our  own  Government.  My 
resolution  urges  the  President  to: 
First,  instruct  each  department  to 
take  steps  to  implement  the  Plan  of 
Action's  recommendations  and  to  pre- 
pare for  the  upcoming,  scheduled 
review  of  the  World  Assembly  recom- 
mendations in  1985;  second,  to  pro- 
mote the  free  flow  of  aging  informa- 
tion and  aging  research  between  State 
and  Federal  governments,  internation- 
al organizations,  and  other  nations; 
third,  to  continue  to  induce  greater  in- 
volvement of  the  private  sector  in  re- 
sponding to  the  concerns  of  the  aging; 
and  fourth,  to  assure  Third  World 
countries  of  the  importance  that  the 
United  States  places  on  the  issue  of 
aging  in  both  national  and  regional 
economic  and  social  development 
plans. 

It  is  my  belief  that  there  is  an  im- 
portant and  useful  international  role 
for  the  United  States  with  regard  to 
aging  policies  and  programs.  Each 
year  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment grants  millions  of  dollars  to 
countries  for  social  and  economic  im- 
provement. As  their  populations  age, 
there  will  be  a  need  for  them  to  con- 
centrate on  the  social  and  economic 
impact  of   this  change.   The  United 


States  must  develop  a  policy  in  both 
multilateral  and  bilateral  relationships 
that  fits  in  with  these  new  needs.  Pas- 
sage of  this  resolution  will  reaffirm 
our  commitment  to  a  constructive  re- 
sponse to  the  issues  and  opportunities 
presented  by  the  worldwide  progress 
in  promoting  longer  human  life.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  in  cosponsoring 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  Senator  Heinz  in  sub- 
mitting a  resolution  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  recom- 
mendations adopted  in  August  1982  by 
the  U.N.  World  Assembly  on  Aging  in 
the  Vienna  International  Plan  of 
Action  on  Aging  be  implemented. 

My  interest  in  the  elderly  is  long- 
standing. I  have  had  the  pleasure  of 
serving  on  the  Senate  Special  Commit- 
tee on  Aging  since  1971.  I  treasure  my 
seat  on  this  committee  not  only  be- 
cause it  gives  me  the  opportunity  to 
focus  on  the  special  problems  and 
needs  of  older  persons  today,  but  be- 
cause the  committee  is  at  the  van- 
guard in  working  for  public  policies 
that  will  reflect  the  graying  of  Amer- 
ica. 

The  aging  population  not  only  in  our 
own  country  but  throughout  the  world 
has  already  begun  to  cause  significant 
and  sometimes  startling  social  and  eco- 
nomic changes  requiring  immediate 
and  long-term  attention  and  action.  A 
combination  of  factors  witnessed  in 
the  20th  century,  including  a  decline 
in  infant  mortality,  improvements  in 
nutrition,  and  advancements  in  health 
care,  has  resulted  in  an  ever-increasing 
number  of  persons  surviving  into  ad- 
vanced stages  of  life. 

While  in  1950,  according  to  U.N.  esti- 
mates, there  were  approximately  200 
million  persons  60  years  of  age  and 
over  throughout  the  world,  that  figure 
had  increased  to  350  million  by  1975. 
It  is  projected  that  this  number  will 
increase  to  590  million  in  the  year 
2000  and  to  more  than  1.100  million  by 
2025— an  increase  of  224  percent  since 
1975.  During  this  same  period,  the 
world's  population  as  a  whole  is  ex- 
pected to  increase  by  102  percent, 
from  4.1  billion  to  8.2  billion.  Thus.  40 
years  from  now,  the  elderly  will  consti- 
tute 13.7  percent  of  the  world's  popu- 
lation. 

This  demographic  trend  will  have  a 
significant  effect  on  society.  Although 
the  elderly  share  many  problems  and 
needs  with  the  rest  of  the  population, 
certain  issues  reflect  the  special  char- 
acteristics and  requirements  of  this 
group.  These  issues  are  health  and  nu- 
trition, housing  and  environment,  the 
family,  social  welfare,  income  security 
and  employment,  and  education. 

Because  of  these  concerns,  I  was  an 
original  cosponsor  of  legislation  passed 
in  1977  calling  for  a  World  Assembly 
on  Aging  to  study  these  issues  and 
their  impact.  As  a  result  of  this  U.N. 
World  Assembly,  which  was  held  last 


summer,  a  plan  of  action  on  aging  was 
adopted  without  a  single  reservation 
from  any  of  the  121  countries  repre- 
sented. The  Plan  of  Action  contains  62 
recommendations,  primarily  for  na- 
tional action  but  also  for  regional  and 
international  action,  and  is  generally 
applicable  to  both  developed  and  de- 
veloping countries.  It  is  the  implemen- 
tation of  this  plan  which  our  resolu- 
tion encourages. 

The  recommendations  call  for, 
among  other  things,  increased  involve- 
ment of  the  aged  in  setting  policies 
and  programs  for  the  elderly  popula- 
tion, an  emphasis  on  health  care  main- 
tenance and  preventive  measures,  al- 
ternative care  for  the  mentally  and 
terminally  ill,  coordination  of  social 
welfare  and  health  care  services,  im- 
provements in  nutritional  services,  na- 
tional housing  policies  to  help  the 
aged  to  live  in  their  own  homes  as  long 
as  possible,  attention  to  designing  a 
living  environment  to  take  into  ac- 
count the  functional  capacity  of  the 
elderly  and  facilitate  mobility  and 
communication,  insuring  income  secu- 
rity as  well  as  the  right  to  work  and 
the  right  to  retire,  and  developing 
data  on  the  older  section  of  the  popu- 
lation to  assist  in  the  formation,  appli- 
cation, and  evaluation  of  policies  and 
programs  for  the  elderly.  The  ex- 
change of  information  and  experience 
at  the  international  level  will  stimu- 
late progress  and  encourage  the  adop- 
tion of  measures  to  meet  the  needs  of 
older  persons  as  well  as  responding  to 
the  economic  and  social  implications 
of  the  aging  population. 

I  believe  that  the  United  States 
should  join  other  nations  around  the 
world  in  the  implementation  of  these 
recommendations  as  a  culmination  of 
the  1982  U.N.  World  Assembly  on 
Aging  conference  and  year-long  pro- 
gram of  activities.  I  commend  Senator 
Heinz,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Aging  Committee,  for  his  leader- 
ship in  this  area  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  us  in  cosponsoring  this 
important  resolution. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  178-RE- 
LATING  TO  THE  PRINTING  OF 
A  REPORT  AS  A  SENATE  DOCU- 
MENT 

Mr.  STAFFORD  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing resolution;  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Ad- 
ministration: 

S.  Res.  178 
Resolved,  That  the  annual  report  of  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  to  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  in  compliance  with  sec- 
tion 144(1)  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code  entitled.  Fourth  Annual 
Report  to  Congress— Highway  Bridge  Re- 
placement and  Rehabilitation  Program"  be 
printed  as  a  Senate  Document. 

Sec.  2.  There  shall  be  printed  three  hun- 
dred additional  copies  of  such  document  for 
the  use  of  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  179— RE- 
LATING TO  THE  ESTABLISH- 
MENT OF  A  PRODUCTIVITY 
AND  QUALITY  AWARD 

Mr.  PERCY  submitted  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs: 

S.  R.  179 
Whereas,    the    American    economy    pros- 
pered in  the  1950's  and  1960's  largely  be- 
cause of  rapid  productivity  improvements; 

Whereas,  since  1973  productivity  growth 
in  the  United  States  has  fallen  to  less  than 
one  percent  per  year  after  rising  at  a  rate 
triple  that  in  the  previous  two  decades: 

Whereas,  there  is  a  consumer  perception 
that  many  American  products  do  not  meet 
high  quality  standards: 

Whereas,  the  declines  in  productivity  and 
quality  have  been  major  reasons  for  the 
sluggish  economic  growth  the  United  States 
has  experienced  in  recent  years: 

Whereas,  many  private  companies  have 
launched  aggressive  productivity  and  qual- 
ity improvement  programfjs  to  boost  their 
competitive  positions: 

Whereas,  such  private  sector  productivity 
and  quality  gains  lead  to  lower  consumer 
prices,  greater  consumer  satisfaction,  reduce 
the  Nation's  inflationary  pressures,  enhance 
corporate  profits,  allow  greater  wage  gains, 
and  make  United  States  products  more  com- 
petitive at  home  and  abroad: 

Whereas,  the  Federal  Government  has  for 
twenty-two  years  officially  recognized  busin- 
essses  that  improve  their  export  perform- 
ance by  awarding  such  businesses  the  "E" 
Award: 

Whereas,  the  opportunity  to  compete  for 
an  "E"  Award  for  export  excellence  has 
prompted  many  companies  to  expand  their 
overseas  sales:  and 

Whereas,  productivity  and  quality  im- 
provement is  an  important  national  goal  de- 
serving recognition  by  the  Federal  (3ovem- 
ment:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  President  should— 

(1)  proclaim  his  intention  to  establish  a 
Productivity  and  Quality  Award  to  be  made 
to  those  businesses,  workers,  other  individ- 
uals, and  public  sector  organizations  which 
make  major  contributions  toward  sustained 
improvement  in  productivity  and  quality 
performance: 

(2)  establish  a  President's  interagency 
Productivity  and  Quality  Award  Committee 
composed  of  representatives  from  United 
States  Government  departments  and  agen- 
cies, and  members  of  the  private  and  aca- 
demic sectors  who  are  involved  in  productiv- 
ity improvement  programs,  and  chaired  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  or  his  designee; 

(3)  direct  the  Award  Committee  to  recom- 
mend criteria  and  specifications  for  the  Pro- 
ductivity and  Quality  Awards,  to  be  used  in 
the  Executive  order  officially  creating  such 
awards:  and 

(4)  direct  the  Award  Committee  to  design 
appropriate  certificates  and  medals  of  com- 
mendation for  presentation  to  award  recipi- 
ents at  ceremonies  throughout  the  country. 

THE  PRODUCTIVITY  AND  QUALITY  AWARD 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
today  submitting  a  resolution  calling 
on  the  President  to  move  us  toward 
higher  productivity  growth.  I  am  very 
pleased  to  note  that  our  able  and  dis- 
tinguished House  colleague.  Repre- 
sentative Lynn  Martin  of  Rocltford, 
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ni..  is  introducing  the  identical  resolu- 
tion in  the  House  today. 

Productivity  improvement  is  a  con- 
cept that  is  essential  to  our  prosperity. 
It  is  essential  if  we  are  going  to  main- 
tain low  inflation  and  a  growing  eco- 
nomic pie.  There  is  great  appreciation 
in  Congress  for  the  importance  that 
productivity  plays  in  the  economy,  but 
there  is  no  one  single  action  the  Fed- 
eral Government  can  take  to  bolster 
productivity  growth. 

Improving  productivity  must  be  a 
multifaceted  approach.  It  touches  on 
Federal  and  State  tax  policies,  govern- 
mental spending  patterns,  manage- 
ment initiatives,  a  cooperative  spirit  of 
labor  and  many  other  elements.  Re- 
cently the  private  sector  Committee 
for  Economic  Development  (CED) 
brought  forth  an  excellent  report  on 
productivity  and  what  we  can  do  to  in- 
crease productivity  growth  rates. 

It  is  an  excellent  study  which  I  com- 
mend to  my  colleagues.  The  executive 
summary  of  the  CED  report,  entitled 
"Productivity  Policy:  Key  to  the  Na- 
tion's Economic  Future"  discusses  the 
slowdown  in  productivity  in  this  coun- 
try auid  how  we  should  address  it. 

Mr.  President,  because  this  study  is 
such  a  good  analysis  I  aslc  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  included  in  the 
Record  at  the  end  of  my  remarks. 

The  President  and  Congress  have  set 
their  sights  on  improving  productivity 
and  I  know  the  CED  report  will  have 
an  impact  on  Federal  policymaking. 
The  President  has  also  taken  the  initi- 
ative and  has  established  a  Council  on 
Productivity.  The  Council  has  been 
holding  me'etings  around  the  country 
for  several  months  as  a  prelude  to  the 
White  House  Conference  on  Produc- 
tivity that  will  be  held  this  fall.  A  fine 
editorial  on  the  work  of  the  Council 
appeared  In  the  Jxme  1,  Chicago  Sun- 
limes  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  it  also  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  the  close  of  my  remarlts. 

Many  of  us  in  the  Senate  were  fortu- 
nate last  month  to  t>e  able  to  meet 
here  in  Washington  with  the  Ameri- 
can Productivity  Management  Associa- 
tion. This  association,  headquartered 
in  Skokie.  111.,  brings  together  over  150 
companies  with  combined  sales  of  over 
$550  billion.  Leon  Skan,  who  is  execu- 
tive director  of  the  association,  has 
been  working  tirelessly  for  many  years 
to  Improve  our  productivity  perform- 
ance and  under  his  leadership  the 
APMA  has  become  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant business  organizations  in  the 
United  States  today. 

I  had  the  privilege  to  meet  with  the 
APMA  members  when  they  were  in 
Washington  in  June  and  discussed 
with  them  mauiy  ideas  on  how  we 
could  boost  productivity  performance. 

One  idea  that  came  out  of  that  ses- 
sion Is  the  resolution  we  are  introduc- 
ing today. 

This  resolution  borrows  a  good  idea 
from   our   export   promotion   efforts. 


specifically  the  "E"  Award  and  "E 
Star"  Award  that  the  Commerce  De- 
partment presents  to  businesses  that 
have  excelled  in  improving  exports. 

When  I  was  at  Bell  &  Howell  many 
years  ago,  the  opportunity  to  compete 
for  one  of  these  nationally  recogiiized 
awards  was  a  powerful  stimulus  to  re- 
double our  export  promotion  efforts. 
When  we  did  actually  win  the  award 
and  were  able  to  fly  the  "E"  banner 
over  our  facilities,  it  was  a  proud  day 
indeed,  for  both  management  and 
labor. 

After  talking  with  APMA,  we  have 
drawn  up  this  resolution  that  urges 
the  President  to  establish  a  similar 
Productivity  and  Quality  Award  for 
businesses,  workers,  individuals  and 
public  sector  groups  that  really  do  go 
beyond  "business  as  usual"  in  their  ef- 
forts to  improve  their  productivity 
standing. 

I  hope  to  work  with  the  administra- 
tion and  interested  business  and  labor 
groups  to  see  that  this  resolution 
passes  the  Senate  and  House  as  soon 
as  possible.  The  American  Business 
Conference,  the  U.S.  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  the  American  Productivity 
Management  Association  and  econo- 
mists at  the  General  Accounting 
Office  have  all  contributed  important 
ideas  and  suggestions  in  drafting  this 
resolution  and  we  are  grateful  to  them 
for  their  interest  and  assistance. 

We  hope  that  these  House  and 
Senate  resolutions  will  signal  the  ad- 
ministration that  there  is  strong  sup- 
port here  for  moving  ahead  with  such 
an  award  now.  Both  Representative 
Martin  and  I  will  be  seeking  cospon- 
sors  for  these  resolutions  as  a  way  to 
show  the  administration  that  this  is 
one  productivity  improvement  tool 
that  has  widespread  support  in  Con- 
gress and  that  can  begin  almost  imme- 
diately to  have  a  positive  effect  on 
productivity  growth. 

The  productivity  rate  has  been 
climbing,  as  it  usually  does,  at  the  end 
of  a  recession.  We  need  to  make  sure 
we  sustain  that  productivity  growth  as 
the  recovery  unfolds.  Our  resolution  is 
one  way  to  move  in  that  direction. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

ExxcuTivi:  Summary 

KEY  TO  OUR  ECONOMIC  FUTURE 

For  most  of  this  century  the  United 
States  has  had  the  world's  most  productive 
economy.  In  the  mid-1960s,  however.  U.S. 
productivity-growth  rates  began  to  drop 
sharply,  and  the  decline  continued  into  the 
1980s.  Unless  this  setback  can  be  decisively 
reversed  and  a  new  era  of  strong  productivi- 
ty growth  launched,  the  United  States  faces 
the  serious  prospect  of  lagging  living  stand- 
ards, diminished  competitiveness  at  home 
and  abroad,  and  an  endangered  national  se- 
curity. 

In  this  policy  statement,  the  Committee 
for  Economic  Development  analyzes  evi- 
dence about  the  causes  and  consequences  of 
the  U.S.  productivity  problem,  and  recom- 


mends strategic  steps  that  both  the  private 
sector  and  government  can  take  to  increase 
productivity-growth  rates  once  again. 

DOES  PRODUCTIVrrr  growth  really  MATTER? 

There  is  a  direct  link  l)etween  productivity 
and  living  standards.  To  the  extent  that 
total  hours  worked  and  the  ratio  of  workers 
to  total  population  both  remain  constant, 
trends  in  per-capita  income  depend  on 
changes  in  average  output  per  worker. 
Growth  in  productivity  will  mean,  in  gener- 
al, higher  living  standards  and  a  better  qual- 
ity of  life. 

Productivity  increases  give  business  and 
Industry  the  strength  to  compete  at  home 
and  abroad.  Persistently  poor  productivity 
performance  forces  Industries  and  nations 
to  win  business  through  relatively  lower 
wages  and  profits  instead  of  through  effi- 
cient, competitive  ability. 

Productivity  growth  also  helps  increase 
public  support  of  and  ability  to  pay  for 
social  and  environmental  programs  and 
other  public  services,  and  it  offers  the  po- 
tential, through  more  efficient  utilization, 
to  help  conserve  precious  natural  resources 
while  reducing  waste. 

CAUSES  OF  POOR  PRODUCTIVITY  PERFORMANCE 

Careful  analysis  points  to  a  variety  of  im- 
pediments to  productivity  growth.  A  low 
rate  of  investment  in  new  plant  and  equip- 
ment has  played  a  major  role,  with  some 
studies  attributing  one  half  of  the  slowdown 
to  this  factor.  Lower  saving  and  insufficient 
investment  have  meant  that  factories  have 
incorporated  technical  advances  more 
slowly. 

Government  regulation  has  contributed  to 
the  problem.  Meeting  new  standards  in 
health,  environment,  and  safety  has  re- 
duced the  growth  of  GNP  by  using  re- 
sources that  might  otherwise  have  been 
channeled  into  more  productive  activities. 
Regulations  have  also  increased  business 
uncertainty  and  Inhibited  business  decision 
making. 

There  are  numerous  other  contributors  to 
the  nation's  productivity  dilemma.  Including 
inadequate  research  and  development:  a 
rapidly  changing  lat>or  force:  energy  price 
increases  and  shortages:  Inflation:  preoccu- 
pation of  some  managers  with  short-term 
goals  to  the  detriment  of  longer-term  strate- 
gies: an  apparent  decline  In  the  spirit  of  en- 
trepreneurship;  instances  of  Inattention  to 
product  quality:  and  growing  domestic  pro- 
tectionism and  other  public  policies  that  sap 
the  competitive  vigor  of  U.S.  companies. 
productivity:  two  serious  problems 

The  slowdown  In  U.S.  productivity 
growth.  FYom  1945  to  1965.  U.S.  productivi- 
ty increased  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  3.2 
percent.  By  the  end  of  the  1970s,  however, 
this  average  had  fallen  to  below  one  percent 
per  year.  During  1979  and  1980  there  was  in 
fact  no  growth  at  all  in  U.S.  productivity. 

The  poor  U.S.  showing  In  the  productivity 
race.  Since  1965.  productivity  has  grown 
more  rapidly  in  the  economies  of  most  of 
our  major  Industrial  competitors  (see 
graph).  Given  time  and  the  cumulative  ef- 
forts of  compounding,  the  United  States  will 
lose  its  long- held  overall  lead  in  productivi- 
ty. In  some  key  sectors  of  the  U.S.  economy, 
we  have  already  given  up  first  place. 

STEPS  FOR  management  AND  LABOR 

Although  certain  public-policy  reforms 
are  essential,  the  private  sector— particular- 
ly top  management— must  take  the  lead  in 
boosting  productivity.  No  single  approach 
will  work  for  every  firm  or  industry.  Never- 
theless, tills  Committee  believes  that  broad 
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adoption  by  U.S.  companies  of  certain  guid- 
ing principles  could  do  much  to  reverse 
recent  trends. 

Raising  productivity  should  be  made  a 
central  goal  of  long-range  business  strategy, 
alongside  such  objectives  as  improved  prof- 
Its,  stock-price  appreciation,  and  increased 
market  share. 

A  portfolio  of  policies  ought  to  t)e  estab- 
lished and  explicitly  evaluated  for  Its  suffi- 
ciency to  achieve  corporate  productivity 
goals.  Productivity-improvement  actions  can 
be  more  effective  when  they  are  coordinat- 
ed. 

Entrepreneurship.  risk-taking,  construc- 
tive criticism— all  of  these  need  to  bt  en- 
couraged by  management  at  every  level, 
starting  with  the  chief  executive. 

Real  incentives,  both  financial  and  nonfi- 
nancial.  should  be  given  to  workers  and 
managers  to  cooperate  with  one  another 
and  apply  their  skills  and  creativity  to  such 
long-run  objectives  as  productivity  growth. 

Productivity  performance,  including  that 
of  competitors,  should  be  closely  monitored, 
and  the  results  made  available  to  the  appro- 
priate personnel. 

In  applying  these  principles,  a  company 
can  Uilor  Its  productivity  programs  to  iU 
own  particular  situation.  This  report  exam- 
ines the  experience  of  several  American 
firms  that  have  made  notable  Improvements 
in  productivity.  CED  urges  careful  study  of 
some  of  the  more  promising  company  appli- 
cations, which  include; 

Gain-sharing  systems  that  tangibly 
reward  productivity  Improvements  or  cost- 
saving  measures  by  groups  of  workers: 

Quallty-c'rcle  programs  Involving  periodic 
meetings  of  workers  to  discuss  ways  of  rais- 
ing productivity: 

Total  work  systems  that  entail  trainmg 
employees  to  perform  numerous  related 
tasks,  including  making  budgets  and  setting 
goals  for  their  operation: 
Labor-management  participation  teams: 
Improved  employment-security  programs 
that  permit  flexibility  In  worker  reassign- 
ment and  retraining  in  the  Interest  of  In- 
creased productivity:  and 

WHAT  GOVERNMENT  CAN  DO 

Revised  long-term  management  compensa- 
tion plans  to  Incorporate  rewards  for  sus- 
tained productivity  Improvement. 

The  market  economy  has  the  unparalleled 
ability  to  facilitate  productivity  Improve- 
ments, but  government  policies  and  pro- 
grams In  recent  years  have  impeded  market 
functioning.  To  enhance  the  climate  In 
which  American  industry  can  become  more 
productive.  CED  believes  that  reforms  are 
critically  needed  in  four  areas  of  public 
policy.  Government  needs  to; 

Spur  saving  and  investment  by  making 
the  tax  code  simpler  and  less  biased  in  favor 
of  consumption.  For  example,  government 
ought  to  expand  the  Incentives  for  Individ- 
uals to  build  up  their  retirement  savings, 
and  subtract  from  taxable  capital  gains  that 
portion  due  to  Inflation.  Relevant  tax  poli- 
cies, however,  should  be  made  more  neutral 
regarding  investments  In  different  indus- 
tries. One  way  to  move  toward  neutrality  is 
to  allow  business  to  deduct  Immediately 
their  outlays  for  new  plant  and  equipment 
from  taxable  income.  If  this  were  done, 
some  special  tax  arrangements  for  business 
would  become  unnecessary. 

Provide  productivity-enhancing  support 
for  private  investment  and  output.  Govern- 
ments should  Increase  their  outlays  for  the 
kinds  of  public  Infrastructure  that  play  key 
roles  in  private-sector  productivity  perform- 
ance. 


Stimulate  technological  change  through 
dependable,  multi-year  funding  commit- 
ments to  basic  research  in  universities,  more 
flexible  depreciation  of  assets  used  for  ap- 
plied research  and  development,  and  other 
measures  to  encourage  innovation  by  small 
firms  and  entrepreneurs. 

End  unnecessary  regulatory  barriers  to 
productivity  growth  through  continued  de- 
regulation of  these  aspects  of  trucking,  air- 
line, and  railroad  Industries  and  public  utili- 
ties that  are  now  adequately  disciplined  by 
market  competition.  Other  steps  that  are 
needed  include  applying  more  rigorous  cost- 
benefit  criteria  to  regulations;  simplifying 
and  accelerating  approvals  for  "bubble"  and 
"offset "  programs  governing  pollution  and 
allowing  new  plant  and  equipment  to  he  in- 
cluded in  these  programs;  and  giving  consid- 
eration to  modifying  antitrust  laws  that 
constrain  productivity  growth,  with  special 
focus  on  those  that  weaken  U.S.  competi- 
tiveness In  global  markets. 

It  may  be,  as  some  say,  that  the  underly- 
ing fault  In  U.S.  productivity  performance 
lies  in  a  decline  in  the  spirit  of  workmanship 
and  entrepreneurship.  But  even  If  that  is 
true,  surely  that  spirit  only  lies  dormant, 
ready  to  be  reawakened.  Private  measures 
by  management  and  labor  along  with 
public-policy  changes  can  contribute  dra- 
matically to  the  efficiency  of  every  sector  of 
the  U.S.  economy.  The  key  to  America's  eco- 
nomic future  will  be  found  In  the  restora- 
tion of  needed  Incentives  and  adoption  of 
bold,  imaginative  productivity  strategies. 

Make  it  Better 
June  could  be  a  big  month  for  U.S.  indus- 
try in  terms  of  pinpointing  weak  spots  in  its 
global  competitiveness.  That's  one  goal  as 
the  President's  CouncU  on  Productivity 
begins  meetings  that  will  continue  nation- 
wide for  a  few  months  to  develop  policy  pro- 
posals. 

One  top  concern  Is  the  quality  of  U.S.- 
made  products,  and  it  comes  none  too  soon. 
As  carmakers  well  know,  our  reputation 
for  industrial  quality  Is  mixed.  Federal 
safety  officials  continue  to  Investigate  brake 
and  axle  flaws  In  several  U.S.  models.  More 
states  are  passing  "lemon  laws  "  to  protect 
consumers  who  buy  defective  autos.  Mean- 
while, buyers  increasingly  report  satisfac- 
tion with  high-quality,  low-maintenance  Im- 
ports. One  U.S.  auto  insider  recently  told 
the  Christian  Science  Monitor  that  he  de- 
signs systems  knowing  mistakes  will  be 
made.  'We  still  use  big  old  two-by-fours  to 
make  the  doors  fit."  he  said. 

Detroit  Isn't  alone,  of  course.  Quality-con- 
trol consultants  say  Japan  seldom  markets 
products  that  aren't  of  better  quality  than 
the  competition.  What's  more.  Japan 
honors  companies  that  meet  stringent  qual- 
ity-assurance criteria.  Compare  that  with 
what  some  experts  see  as  a  U.S.  attitude  of 
selling  anything  the  market  will  buy. 

The  conspicuous  problems  In  steel  and 
autos  Include  high  labor  costs  and  past  fail- 
ures to  modernize  planU.  In  some  indus- 
tries, a  desire  for  quick  profits  at  the  ex- 
pense of  quality  has  hurt.  So  does  manage- 
ment aloofness  from  assembly  workers.  Fail- 
ures in  education  and  outdated  antitrust 
laws  also  hinder  corporate  efforts  to  Im- 
prove products  tlirough  new  technology. 
The  end  result,  not  surprisingly,  has  been 
the  loss  of  some  markets. 

Yet  on  average  this  country  remains  the 
most  productive  anywhere.  The  councUs 
meetings  may  discover  areas  where  reforms 
can  upgrade  quality.  That,  plus  renewed 
commitment  to  quality  by  individuals,  can 


show  the  world  America  hasn't  lost  its  tradi- 
tional luiow-how. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION.  1984 


WARNER  AMENDMENT  NO.  1526 

Mr.  WARNER  proposed  an  amend- 
ment, which  was  subsequently  modi- 
fied, to  amendment  No.  1525  proposed 
by  Mr.  Tower  to  the  bill  (S.  675)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for 
procurement,  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance,  to  prescribe 
personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscaJ 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and  for  ci- 
vilian employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  for  other  purposes;  as 
follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  word  "sense"  in  the 
first  line  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing; 'of  the  Congress  that  the  Presi- 
dent's Commission  on  Strategic  Forces,  rec- 
ognized as  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  has 
rendered  an  outstanding  public  service  and 
that  Its  report,  comprised  of  a  balanced  pro- 
gram of  strategic  force  modernization  ard 
arms  control  Initiatives,  is  a  sound  blueprint 
for  maintaining  effective  deterrence  and 
International  stability  for  the  future.  In  this 
context,  the  Congress  endorses  and  hereby 
authorizes  the  limited  MX  program,  as  pro- 
vided in  this  Act.  and  the  associated  author- 
ization of  appropriations  provided  for  in 
this  Act.". 


CHILES  AND  HAWKINS 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1527 

Mr.  CHILES  (for  himself  and  Mrs. 
Hawkins)  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to 
the  bill  S.  675,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  224.  between  lines  4  and  5.  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

LAND  EXCHANGE.  FORT  LAUDERDALE.  FLORIDA 

Sec.  .  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
(hereinafter  In  thU  section  referred  to  as 
the  "Secretary")  is  authorized  to  convey  to 
Broward  County.  Florida  (hereinafter  In 
this  section  referred  to  as  the  "County  ").  all 
right,  title,  and  Interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  approximately  6.3  acres  of  unim- 
proved land  comprising  portions  of  the 
Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  Detach- 
ment. Fort  Lauderdale,  Florida. 

(b)  In  consideration  for  the  conveyance 
authorized  by  subsection  (a),  the  County 
shall  convey  to  the  United  States  all  right, 
title,  and  Interest  in  and  to  approximately 
4.805  acres  of  unimproved  land  adjacent  to 
the  Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  Detach- 
ment. 

(c)  The  County  shall  pay  to  the  United 
States  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount.  If 
any.  by  which  the  fair  market  value  (as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary)  of  the  lands  to 
be  conveyed  by  the  United  SUtes  to  the 
County  under  subsection  (a)  exceeds  the 
fair  market  value  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary) of  the  lands  to  be  conveyed  by  the 
County  under  subsection  (b). 
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(bxi)  The  exact  acreages  and  legal  de- 
scriptions of  all  lands  to  be  acquired  or  con- 
veyed under  this  section  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  surveys  that  are  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary.  The  cost  of  any  such  surveys 
shall  be  borne  by  the  County. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  such  addi- 
tional terms  and  conditions  with  respect  to 
the  acquisition  and  conveyance  authorized 
by  this  section  as  the  Secretary  considers 
appropriate  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
United  States. 


ABDNOR  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1528 

Mr.  ABDNOR  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Pell.  Mr.  Pressler.  Mr.  Exon,  Mr. 
Humphrey.  Mr.  Melcher.  Mr.  Jack- 
son. Mr.  ZoRiNSKY.  Mr.  Stennis.  Mr. 
NuNN.  Mr.  Andrews.  Mr.  Baucus.  Mr. 
BuRDicK,  Mr.  DeConcini.  Mr.  Wilson, 
Mr.  MoYNiHAN.  Mr.  Bentsen.  Mr. 
D'Amato.  Mr.  Rudman  and  Mr. 
Symms)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  S.  675.  supra:  as  follows: 

On  page  158.  between  lines  8  and  9.  insert 
the  following: 

IMPACT  AID  authorization 

Ssc.  .  (a)(1)  Section  505(a)(1)  of  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'section  2"  the 
second  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "section  7". 

(2)  Section  505(a)(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1981  is  further  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  1983.  and  1984"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  1983.  and 
$600,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  'SIO.OOO.OOO"  in 
clause  (A)  the  following:  "for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1982  and  1983  and  $25,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985". 

(3)(A)  Section  505(a)(3)  of  the  Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  is  amended  by 
striking  out  or  1984"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "1984.  or  1985". 

(B)  Section  505(b)  of  the  Omnibus  Recon- 
ciliation Act  of  1981  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "or  1984"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"1984.  or  1985". 

(b)(1)  Section  3(d)(2)(E)  of  the  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1950  (Public  Law  874.  81st  Con- 
gress) is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  1984"  after  "fiscal 
year  1983  '  in  clause  (ii):  and 

rB)  by  striking  out  "1984"  in  clause  (iii) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1985". 

(2)  Section  3(d)(2)(E)  of  the  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1950  (Public  Law  874.  Eighty- 
first  Congress)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
division: 

"(iv)  If  the  amount  appropriated  for 
making  payments  under  this  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1984  or  for  fiscal  year  1985  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  pay  in  full  the  sum  of  the  entitle- 
ments established  under  this  subparagraph, 
the  amount  of  the  entitlement  of  any  local 
educational  agency  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1984  and  1985  determined  under  this 
subparagraph  shall  first  be  made  with  re- 
spect to  children  determined  under  subsec- 
tion (b)— 

"(I)  who  were  included  in  the  determina- 
tions made  under  subsection  (b)  on  account 
of  residing  on  Federal  military  property  or 
residing  with  a  parent  employed  on  Federal 
military  property  or  because  the  child  had  a 
parent  described  In  clause  (3)  of  subsection 
(b).  and 


"(II)  who  were  included  in  the  determina- 
tion under  such  subsection  on  account  of 
Federal  property  described  in  section 
403(1)(C).  relating  to  low-rent  housing, 
before  the  simount  of  the  entitlement  of  any 
local  educational  agency  is  made  with  re- 
spect to  other  children  determined  under 
such  subsection  (b).". 


JACKSON (AND  GORTON) 
AMENDMENT  NOS.  1529  AND  1530 

Mr.  JACKSON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Gorton)  proposed  two  amdendments 
to  the  bill  S.  675,  supra:  as  follows: 

On  page  191.  line  4.  strike  out  "and". 

On  page  191.  line  6.  after  "$5,000,000" 
insert  a  semicolon  and  "and  Hydrant  Fuel- 
ing System  in  the  amount  of  $4,400,000". 


JACKSON (AND  GORTON) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1531 

Mr.  JACKSON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Gorton  I  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  S.  675,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  ps^ge  191,  line  4.  strike  out  "and". 

On  page  191.  line  6.  after  $5,000,000" 
insert  a  semicolon  and  "and  Hydrant  Fuel- 
ing System  in  the  amount  of  $4,400,000". 


HUMPHREY  AMENDMENT  NO. 
1532 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill.  S.  675,  supra, 
£is  follows: 

On  page  30.  line  1.  insert  after  the  comma 
the  following:  or  after  September  30.  1983 
in  conjunction  with  any  other  formal 
budget  correspondence  for  the  Department 
of  Defense." 


CHAFEE  AMENDMEMT  NO.  1533 

Mr.  CHAFEE  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill,  S.  675,  supra,  as  follows: 

On  page  158.  line  4.  beginning  with  "are", 
strike  out  all  through  line  8.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "for  intelligence  activities  are 
reduced  by  $100,000,000.". 


METZENBAUM  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1534 

Mr.  METZENBAUM  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Bentsen.  Mr.  Pryor.  and  Mr. 
Armstrong)  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to 
the  bill,  S.  675,  supra,  as  follows: 

On  page  26.  line  20.  strike  out 
"$6,716,600,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 

$6,726,600,000  of  which  $10,000,000  shall  be 
used  only  to  increase  the  numbe.-  of  full- 
time  auditors  in  the  Defense  Contract  Audit 
Agency  of  the  Department  of  Defense  by  at 
least  four  hundred  above  the  numt>er  of 
full-time  auditors  requested  for  such 
Agency  In  the  President's  fiscal  year  1984 
budget  request." 

On  page  54.  line  23.  strike  out  "1.054.155  ' 
of  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1.054.555. 
which  400  shall  be  used  only  to  increase  the 
number  of  full-time  auditors  in  the  Defense 
Contract  Audit  Agency  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  by  at  least  four  hundred  above 
the  number  of  full-time  auditors  requested 
for  such  Agency  in  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1984  budget  request. 


BOSCHWITZ  AMENDMENTS  NO. 
1535  and  1536 

Mr.  BOSCHWITZ  submitted  two 
amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill,  S.  675,  supra,  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  139,  between  lines  19  and  20. 
insert  the  following: 

(3)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  before 
the  production  of  binary  chemical  muni- 
tions may  begin  after  September  30,  1985. 
the  President  must  certify  to  the  Congress 
in  writing  that  for  every  155-millimeter 
binary  chemical  artillery  shell  produced,  a 
serviceable  unitary  chemical  artillery  shell 
shall  be  rendered  militarily  useless.  In  no 
case  shall  a  number  of  new  chemical  weap- 
ons be  produced  after  such  date  which  ex- 
ceeds the  requirements  of  United  States 
Armed  Forces. 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  insert 
the  following: 

REIMBURSEMENT         FOR        CERTAIN 
COSTS        OF        INSTITUTIONS        OF 
HIGHER  EDUCATION  IN  COMPLYING 
WITH  CERTAIN  REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
THE    ENFORCEMENT   OF   THE    MILI- 
TARY SELECTIVE  SERVICE  ACT 
Sec    .  (a)  The  Director  of  the  Selective 
Service  Systern  shall  reimburse  institutions 
of  higher  education  for  administrative  costs, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Educa- 
tion, incurred  by  such  institutions  in  com- 
plying with  the  provisions  of  section  12(f)  of 
the  Military  Selective  Service  Act  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section. 

(b)  Each  institution  of  higher  education 
desiring  to  receive  reimbursement  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  submit  an  application 
for  such  reimbursement  at  such  time,  in 
such  manner,  and  containing  such  informa- 
tion as  the  Secretary  of  Education  may  pre- 
scribe. 

(c)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated in  each  fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  this  section. 


carry  out  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  on  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
systems  technology  program  of  the  Army. 


KENNEDY  AMENDMENTS  NO. 
1537  AND  1538 

Mr.  KENNEDY  submitted  two 
amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill,  S.  675,  supra,  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  1537 
On  page  22.  line  15.  after  the  word  "peace- 
time" insert  the  words  "and  wartime". 

Amendment  No.  1538 
On    page    22.   strike   out   beginning   with 
"The  final "  on  line  17  through  the  end  of 
line  19. 


DENTON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1539 

Mr.  DENTON  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill,  S.  675.  supra,  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  1539 
On  page  26.  between  lines  8  and  9.  insert  a 
new  section  as  follows: 

amtiballistic  missile  defense  system 
research 
Sec.  114.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
use  not  more  than  $50,400,000  of  any  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  an  authorization 
of  funds  contained  in  this  part,  and  which 
are  not  obligated  for  any  other  purpose,  to 


HART  AMENDMENT  NOS.  1540 
THROUGH  2056 

Mr.    HART   submitted    517    amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  675.  supra;  as  follows: 
Amendment  No.  1540 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,910,000  million  for  the 
SecreUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Douglas.  Utah.". 

Amendment  No.  1541 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,910,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Douglas,  Utah.". 

Amendment  No.  1542 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  thU  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,910,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Douglas,  Utah.". 


Amendment  No.  1543 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  the  Committee  sul»stitute,  add 
the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,910,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Douglas,  Utah.". 

Amendment  No.  1544 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
irserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $77,050,000  million  for 
the  SecreUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1545 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  U  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $77,050,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1546 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  U  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $77,050,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 


property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1547 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $77,050,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1548 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sul)stitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,760,000  million  for 
the  SecreUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Carson,  Colorado'. 

Amendment  No.  1549 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,760,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1550 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

"•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,760,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1551 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,760,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  miliUry  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Carson.  Colorado.". 


Amendment  No.  1552 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,300,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky.". 

Amendment  No.  1553 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,300,000  million  for 
the  SecreUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky.". 

Amendment  No.  1554 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•'Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 


to  be  appropriated  $16,300,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  inllltary  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Campbell,  Kentucky.". 

Amendment  No.  1555 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,300,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Campbell,  Kentucky.". 

Amendbient  No.  1556 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  l)e 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,100,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Bragg,  North  Caroli- 
na.". 

Amendment  No.  1557 
At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  (>ending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,100,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Bragg,  North  Caroli- 
na.". 

Amendment  No.  1558 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,100,000  mUlion  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projecte  at  Port  Bragg,  North  Caroli- 
na.". 

AMENDME?rr  No.  1559 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•Sec  .  NotwithsUnding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,100,000  mUlion  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Bragg,  North  Caroli- 
na.". 


Amendment  No.  1560 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

■Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,900,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Schofield  Barracks, 
Hawaii.". 

Amendment  No.  1561 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,900,000  million  for 
the  SecreUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construe- 
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tion      projects      at      Schofield      Barracks. 
Hawaii.". 

AKKKDIfKirT  No.  1562 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

■'Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,900,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Schofield  Barracks. 
Hawaii.". 

Amemdment  No.  1563 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  t>e  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  S32.9OO.000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Schofield  Barracks. 
Hawaii.". 

Amendment  No.  1564 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,750,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Myer,  Virginia.". 

Amendment  No.  1565 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,750,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Myer.  Virginia,". 

Amendment  No.  1566 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,750,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Myer,  Virginia.". 

Amendment  No.  1567 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,750,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Myer.  Virginia.". 

Amendment  No.  1568 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  awld 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,000,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Devens,  Massachusetts.". 

Amendment  No.  1569 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 


"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  t>e  appropriated  $4,000,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Devens,  Massachusetts.". 

Amendment  No.  1570 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,000,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty amd  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Devens.  Massachusetts.". 

Amendment  No.  1571 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sul>stltute.  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,500,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Drum.  New  York.". 

Amendment  No.  1572 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,500,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Drum,  New  York.". 

Amendment  No.  1573 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,500,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Drum.  New  York.". 

Amendment  No.  1574 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,500,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Drum,  New  York.". 

Amendment  No.  1575 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Irwin.  California.". 

Amendicent  No.  1576 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Irwin,  California.". 


Amendment  No.  1577 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  t>e  appropriated  $28,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Irwin,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1578 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  stcquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Irwin.  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1579 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sut>stitute.  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $36,310,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Lewis.  Washington.". 

Amendment  No.  1580 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $36,310,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Lewis,  Washington.". 

Amendment  No.  1581 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $36,310,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Lewis,  Washington.". 

Amendment  No.  1582 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $36,310,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Lewis.  Washington.". 

Amendment  No.  1583 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,150,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Meade.  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1584 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,150,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 


erty  and  carry   out   military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Meade,  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1585 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,150,000  million  for  the 
Security  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  proper- 
ty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Meade.  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1586 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following; 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,150,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Meade.  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1587 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $7,150,000  million  for  the 
SecreUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projecU  at  Port  Ord,  California,". 

Amendb*ent  No.  1588 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $7,150,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Ord.  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1589 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $7,150,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Ord,  California". 

Amendment  No.  1590 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $7,150,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Ord,  California.". 

Amendbjent  No.  1591 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  thU  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,180,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  mUiUry  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Polk.  Louisiana.". 

AMENDBoarr  No.  1592 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 


to  be  appropriated  $17,180,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana.". 

Amendment  No.  1593 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,180,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana.". 

Amendment  No.  1594 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,180,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana.". 

Amendment  No.  1595 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,940,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Richardson,  Arkansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1596 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,940,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Richardson,  Arkansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1597 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,940,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Richardson,  Arkansas. '. 


Amendment  No.  1598 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,940,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Richardson,  Arkansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1599 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute. 
add  the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $67,700,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  miliUry  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Riley.  Kansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1600 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 


"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $67,700,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Riley,  Kansas,". 

Amendment  No.  1601 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $67,700,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Riley,  Karvsas.". 

Amendment  No.  1602 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $67,700,000  mUlion  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Riley.  Kansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1603 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $30,720,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Stewart.  Georgia.". 

Amendment  No.  1604 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $30,720,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Stewart.  Georgia.". 

Amendment  No.  1605 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $30,720,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Stewart.  Georgia.". 


Amendment  No.  1606 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $30,720,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia.". 

Amendment  No.  1607 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,300,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Presidio  of  Monterey,  Califor- 
nia.". 
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AlOENDlfKIfT  No.  1608 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment  insert  the  following: 

"Sbc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,300,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Presidio  of  Monterey.  Califor- 
nia.". 

Amendment  No.  1609 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sic.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,300,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Presidio  of  Monterey,  Califor- 
nia.". 

Amendment  No.  1610 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,300,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Presidio  of  Monterey,  Califor- 


Amendment  No.  1611 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,900,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison.  Indi- 
ana.". 

Amendment  No.  1612 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,900,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indi- 
ana.". 

Amendment  No.  1613 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,900,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indi- 
ana.". 

Amendment  No.  1614 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  striken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,900,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indi- 


Amenoment  No.  1615 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $22,750,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Benning,  Georgia.". 

Amendment  No.  1616 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $22,750,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Benning,  Georgia.". 

Amendment  No.  1617 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  tie  appropriated  $22,750,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Benning.  Georgia.". 

Amendment  No.  1618 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $22,750,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
proijerty  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Benning,  Georgia.". 

Amendment  No.  1619 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $41,580,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Bliss,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1620 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $41,580,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Bliss,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1621 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $41,580,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Bliss,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1622 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $41,580,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Bliss,  Texas.". 


Amendment  No.  1623 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $40,190,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Jackson,  South  Caroli- 
na.". 

Amendment  No.  1624 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $40,190,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Jackson,  South  Caroli- 
na.". 

Amendbient  No.  1625 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $40,190,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Jackson,  South  Caroli- 
na.". 

Amendment  No.  1626 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $40,190,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Jackson,  South  Caroli- 
na.". 

Amendment  No.  1627 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,200,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Knox,  Kentucky.". 

Amendment  No.  1628 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,200,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky.". 

Amendment  No.  1629 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,200,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Knox,  Kentucky.". 

Amendment  No.  1630 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 


"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,200,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky.". 

Amendment  No.  1631 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $14,550,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carr>  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Leavenworth, 
Kansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1632 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $14,550,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Leavenworth, 
Kansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1633 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $14,550,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Leavenworth, 
Kansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1634 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $14,550,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Leavenworth, 
Kansas.". 

Amendment  No.  1635 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,930,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Lee,  Virginia.". 


Amendment  No.  1638 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,230,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Lee.  Virginia.". 

Amendment  No.  1639 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Conunittee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•'Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $13,600,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Leonard  Wood,  Missou- 
ri.". 

Amendment  No.  1640 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $13,600,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Leonard  Wood.  Missou- 
ri.". 

Amendment  No.  1641 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $13,600,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Leonard  Wood,  Missou- 
ri.". 


Amendment  No.  1636 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,930,000  million  for  the 
SecreUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  l«e,  Virginia. '. 

Amendment  No.  1637 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,930,000  mUlion  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  mUitary  construction 
projects  at  Port  Lee,  Virginia.". 


Amendment  No.  1642 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $13,600,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Leonard  Wood.  Missou- 
ri.". 

Amendment  No.  1643 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,220,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  McClellan,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1644 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,220,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  McClellan,  Alabama,". 

Amendment  No.  1645 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
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to  be  appropriated  $5,220,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1646 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,220,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama. '. 

Amendment  No.  1647 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•'Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Sill.  Oklahoma.". 

Amendment  No.  1648 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma.". 

Amendment  No.  1649 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma.". 


Amendment  No.  1650 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,150,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Sill,  Oklahoma.". 

Amendment  No.  1651 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Story,  Virginia.". 

Amendment  No.  1652 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Port  Story,  Virginia.". 

Amendment  No.  1653 
At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 
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•'Sic.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  million  for 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Story.  Virginia.". 

AMEIfOMXIfT  No.  1654 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  million  ^or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  sw;quire  real 
property  and  carry  out  military  construc- 
tion projects  at  Fort  Story.  Virginia.". 

AimroMENT  No.  1655 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  5  percentum  of  the  deployed 
MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by  the 
nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1656 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  10  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1657 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  m)twithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  15  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1658 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
>        substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Ssc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  20  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched. '. 


Amendment  No.  1659 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  su-e  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  30  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendicent  No.  1660 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  25  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1661 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  35  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1662 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  40  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nucletu-  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1663 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  45  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched. '. 


Amendment  No.  1664 


Amendment  No.  1669 


At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  50  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by^ 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and^ 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1665 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  55  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1666 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  folowing: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  60  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1667 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  65  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1668 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  hta  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  70  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Conunittee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  mlssUe  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  75  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1670 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  5  percentum  of  the  deployed 
MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by  the 
nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1671 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  10  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1674 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  25  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1679 


Amendment  No.  1672 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  15  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1673 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  mIssUe  untU  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  20  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1675 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  30  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1676 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  35  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1677 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  40  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1678 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  untU  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  45  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  50  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1680 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sutwtitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congres? 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  55  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1681 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  60  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1682 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  65  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1683 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  70  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 
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At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following: 

•'Sic.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  75  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendmemt  No.  1685 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  5  percentum  of  the  deployed 
MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by  the 
nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amekoment  No.  1686 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
he  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  10  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1687 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  su-e  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  15  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1688 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  20  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
sut>sequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1689 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 


MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  25  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1690 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  ceri.ified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  30  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1691 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  35  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1692 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  40  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1693 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  45  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1694 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  50  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1695 


At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  55  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
suljsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1696 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
l)e  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  60  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1697 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  hsis  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  65  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  tje  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1698 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  70  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1699 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  75  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1700 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 


MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  5  percentum  of  the  deployed 
MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by  the 
nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  laimched.". 

Amendment  No.  1701 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Ac«,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  10  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched,". 

Amendment  No.  1702 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  15  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1703 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

•Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  20  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched. '. 


Amendment  No.  1706 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  35  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1707 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  ,  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  40  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1708 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  45  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1709 


Amendment  No.  1704 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  25  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1705 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  30  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following; 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  50  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1710 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following; 

"Sec  0.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  55  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1711 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  mlssUe  untU  the  President  has  certified 
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in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  60  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1712 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  65  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  cam  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1713 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  70  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1714 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  75  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1715 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  5  percentum  of  the  deployed 
MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by  the 
nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1716 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  10  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1717 
At  the  end  of  the  biU.  add  the  foUowlng: 
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Sec.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  15  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amknsment  No.  1718 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
•'Sbc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  20  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendkemt  No.  1719 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  25  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amemdment  No.  1720 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  30  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched,". 

AitENOMEirr  No.  1721 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  35  (>ercentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
sut>sequently  can  be  launched.". 

AMENDMEIfT  NO.  1722 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  P>resident  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  40  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1723 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  45  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1724 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  I*resident  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  55  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1725 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  60  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1726 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  65  p>ercentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1727 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  70  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  lie  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  1728 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  fundo  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  75  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 


Amendment  No.  1729 


At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5000  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1730 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5250  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  Is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1731 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
State  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1732 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
State  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1733 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  biU  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 


to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
SUtes  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack". 

Amendment  No.  1734 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mU- 
sile  are  hardened  to  withstand  6,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack". 


Amendment  No.  1735 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writmg 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisified  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1736 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Conunittee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1737 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
untU  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sUe  are  hardened  to  withstand  7.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  UiUted 
SUtes  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1738 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 


"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,250  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1739 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendbient  No.  1743 

At  the  end  of  the  langxiage  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1740 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1741 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1742 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missUe 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 


Amendbieht  No.  1744 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1745 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sUe are  hardened  to  withstand  9,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendb«ent  No.  1746 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  the  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.250  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1747 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research. 
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development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  the  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  has  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1748 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  striclcen  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1749 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  sire  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1750 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1751 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  10.500  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1752 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  10,750  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1753 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  11,000  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1754 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  11.250  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1755 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  11,500  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1756 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sbc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 


proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1757 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
sutKtitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1758 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1759 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1760 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile su-e  hardened  to  withstand  5,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  the  that  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 
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Amendment  No.  1761 


At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
SUtes  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1762 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1763 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


proved  such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  6.500  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  SUtes  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1766 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  6,750  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  SUtes  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1764 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  6,250  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  SUtes  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1765 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
untU  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 


Amendment  No.  1767 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1768 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1769 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
SUtes  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1770 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 


"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation.  proc»ire- 
ment.  or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mls- 
sUe  are  hardened  to  withstand  7.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
SUtes  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendbient  No.  1771 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President,  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  atUck.". 


AMENDBtENT  NO.  1772 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President,  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendicent  No.  1773 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President,  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
SUtes  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1774 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President,  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sUe  are  hardened  to  withstand  8,750  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
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states  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withst&nd  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

AMEIfOICKNT  No.  1775 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amemdmxnt  No.  1776 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  Mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1777 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  itdd 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluatiori.  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  Mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1778 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sut>stitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
untU  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  Mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1779 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

'Sbc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,   testing,   evaluation,  procure- 


ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  Mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1780 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

'Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  Mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.250  PSI 
smd  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1781 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

'Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
he  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1782 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
he  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1783 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing- 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1784 


At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1785 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1786 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1787 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1788 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 


to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1789 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

'Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds- are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1790 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1791 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  fundi  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  5.500  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1792 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  5750  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1793 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

'Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,   testing,  evaluation,   procure- 


ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  6,000  PSI  and 
that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1794 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  MX  missile 
are  hardened  to  withstand  6,250  PSI  and 
that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United  States  is 
sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a  Soviet 
attack.". 

Amendbcent  No.  1795 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  ether  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack. '. 

Amendment  No.  1796 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1797 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  fluids  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
imtil  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1798 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 


be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1799 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1800 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1801 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1802 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 
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Amkndmknt  No.  1803 


At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sbc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
SUtes  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1804 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

•Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1805 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithst^ding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1806 

At  the  end  of  the  pendiiig  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1807 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1808 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  Uruted 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1809 
At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  ether  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1810 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12.250  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack. '. 

Amendment  No.  1811 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack". 

Amendment  No.  1812 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sUe  are  hardened  to  withstand  7.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1813 


At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sbc  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
untU  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7.500  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1814 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap 
proved  such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1815 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1816 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  Attack.". 

Amendment  No.  18i7 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,500  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 


States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  Attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1818 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  question,  add 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8,750  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  Attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1819 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  Attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1820 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  Attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1821 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
smiiendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,500  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1822 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 


sile are  hardened  to  withstand  5,750  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufilclently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1823 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstaind  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendicent  No.  1824 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1825 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6,500  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1826 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  6.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satlsifled  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1827 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 


proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satlslfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1828 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
l)e  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missUe 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satlsifled  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1829 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  FYesident  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisified  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1830 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  7,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisified  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1831 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  tjaslng  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack. '. 

Amendment  No.  1832 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,   testing,  evaluation,   procure- 
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ment.  or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

AjaNOMEirr  No.  1833 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

■Sec.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack. '. 

Amendmesit  No.  1834 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

■Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  8.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisified  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack. ". 

Amendment  No.  1835 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1836 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9,250  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendmznt  No.  1837 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following-. 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 


be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  lor  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9.500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1838 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  9,750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1839 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  re- 
search, development,  testing,  evaluation, 
procurement,  or  deployment  of  the  MX  mis- 
sile until  the  President  has  certified  in  writ- 
ing to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has 
approved  such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack."'. 

Amendment  No.  1840 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  re- 
search, development,  testing,  evaluation, 
procurement,  or  deployment  of  the  MX  mis- 
sile until  the  President  has  certified  in  writ- 
ing to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has 
approved  such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1841 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithsianiling  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  Is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1842 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 


"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  10.750  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1843 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorised  to 
b?  appropriated  under  this  Art  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1844 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap-' 
proved  such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11.250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1845 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11,500  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1846 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  In  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  11.750  PSI 
and  that  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  United 
SUtes  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 


Amendment  No.  1847 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

""Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12,000  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack.". 

Amendment  No.  1848 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  research, 
development,  testing,  evaluation,  procure- 
ment, or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved such  certification  by  Joint  Resolu- 
tion, that  the  basing  silos  for  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  hardened  to  withstand  12,250  PSI 
and  that  he  is  satisfied  that  the  United 
States  is  sufficiently  strong  to  withstand  a 
Soviet  attack. ". 

Amendment  No.  1849 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $18,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson.  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1850 

At  the  ap)t»ropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"'Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $19,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson.  Colorado. ". 

Amendment  No.  1851 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $20,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1852 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $21,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendb<ent  No.  1853 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $22,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Port  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1854 
At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following'. 


"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $23,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1855 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $24,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Port  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1856 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $25,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1857 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

""Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $26,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1858 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

""Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $27,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1859 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $28,760,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado.". 

Amendment  No.  1860 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $77,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Port  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendbient  No.  1861 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $78,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood,  Texas. ". 

Amendbcent  No.  1862 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $79,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood,  Texas.". 

AMENDiaa«T  No.  1863 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $80,050,000  for  the  Secretary 


of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Port  Hood.  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1864 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $81,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood.  Texas.". 

Amendbient  No.  1865 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $82,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1866 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $83,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  milltSLry  construction  projects  at 
Port  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendbient  No.  1867 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $84,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendbient  No.  1868 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $85,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Port  Hpod,  Texas.". 

Amendbient  No.  1869 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  Is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $86,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood,  Texas.  ". 

Abiendbient  No.  1870 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $87,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
caj-ry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood,  Texas.". 

Amendbient  No.  1871 
At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $88,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Hood,  Texas.  ". 

Abiendbient  No.  1872 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

"Sec.  .  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $89,050,000  for  the  Secretary 
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of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property  and 
carry  out  military  construction  projects  at 
Port  Hood.  Texas. ". 

Amxnomknt  No.  1873 
At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sk.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution  that  the  current 
force  of  strategic  nuclear  weapon  systems  of 
the  United  SUtes  (consisting  of  1.047  Inter- 
continental ballistic  missiles  armed  with 
2.145  nuclear  warheads.  568  submarine 
launched  ballistic  missiles  armed  with  4.948 
nuclear  warheads,  and  359  strategic  bomber 
aircraft  carrying  over  2.600  nuclear  bombs) 
Is  not  sufficient  to  deter  an  attack  by  the 
Soviet  Union  with  its  strategic  nuclear 
weapon  system.". 

Amendment  No.  1874 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
lead  the  United  States  or  the  Soviet  Union 
toward  the  adoption  of  a  launch  on  warning 
doctrine.". 

Amendment  No.  1875 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
contribute  to  the  budget  deficit  and  the  un- 
derfunding  of  conventional  weapon  sys- 
tems.". 

Amendment  No.  1876 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution  that  the  President 
Is  actively  and  aggressively  pursuing.  In 
good  faith,  a  reduction  In  nuclear  arms  as 
part  of  the  START  negotiations  with  the 
Soviet  Union.". 

Amendment  No.  1877 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question.  Insiert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 


the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  the  MX  mis- 
sile is  compatible  with  the  long-range  poli- 
cies of  arms  control  proposed  by  the  Com- 
mission on  Arms  Control  Negotiations  (com- 
monly luiown  as  the  Scowcrofl  Commission) 
and  approved  by  the  President.". 

Amendment  No.  1878 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  the  missile 
silos  designated  for  basing  the  MX  missiles 
are  capable  of  surviving  a  first  strike  by  the 
nuclear  warheads  of  any  hostile  country.". 

Amendment  No.  1879 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  the  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  such  missiles 
are  not  designed  or  Intended  for  use  as  a 
first  strike  weapon  system.". 

Amendment  No.  1880 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  the  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
smd  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  in  no 
way  abrogate  or  lead  toward  the  abrogation 
of  the  Anti-balllstlcs  Missile  Treaty.". 

Amendment  No.  1881 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  approved  such  certification  by 
Joint  Resolution  that  the  missile  silos  desig- 
nated for  basing  the  MX  missiles  are  capa- 
ble of  surviving  a  first  strike  by  the  nuclear 
warheads  of  any  hostile  country.". 

Amendment  No.  1882 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  approved  such  certification  by 
Joint  Resolution  that  the  missile  silos  desig- 
nated for  basing  the  MX  missiles  are  capa- 
ble of  surviving  a  first  strike  by  the  nuclear 
warheads  of  any  hostile  country.". 


Amendment  No.  1883 


At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out,  add  the  following  new 
section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  approved  such  certification  by 
Joint  Resolution  that  the  missile  silos  desig- 
nated for  basing  the  MX  missiles  are  capa- 
ble of  surviving  a  first  strike  by  the  nuclear 
warheads  of  any  hostile  country.". 

Amendment  No.  1884 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  the  current 
force  of  strategic  nuclear  weapon  systems  of 
the  United  States  (consisting  of  1,047  inter- 
continental ballistic  missiles  armed  with 
2,145  nuclear  warheads,  568  submarine 
launched  ballistic  missiles  armed  with  4,948 
nuclear  warheads,  and  359  strategic  bomber 
aircraft  carrying  over  2,600  nuclear  bombs) 
is  not  sufficient  to  deter  an  attack  by  the 
Soviet  Union  with  its  strategic  nuclear 
weapon  systems.". 

Amendment  No.  1885 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  the  current 
force  of  strategic  nuclear  weapon  systems  of 
the  United  States  (consisting  of  1,047  inter- 
continental ballistic  missiles  armed  with 
2.145  nuclear  warheads.  568  submarine 
launched  ballistic  missiles  armed  with  4.948 
nuclear  warheads,  and  359  strategic  bomber 
aircraft  carrying  over  2.600  nuclear  bombs) 
is  not  sufficient  to  deter  an  attack  by  the 
Soviet  Union  with  its  strategic  nuclear 
weapon  systems.". 

Amendment  No.  1886 

At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out,  add  the  following  new 
section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  the  current 
force  of  strategic  nuclear  weapon  systems  of 
the  United  SUtes  (consisting  of  1.047  inter- 
continental ballistic  missiles  armed  with 
2.145  nuclear  warheads,  568  submarine 
launched  ballistic  missiles  armed  with  4,948 
nuclear  warheads,  and  359  strategic  bomber 
aircraft  carrying  over  2.600  nuclear  bombs) 
is  not  sufficient  to  deter  an  attack  by  the 
Soviet  Union  with  its  strategic  nuclear 
weapon  systems.". 


At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  such  missiles 
are  not  designed  or  intended  for  use  as  a 
first  strike  weapon  system.". 

Amendment  No.  1888 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  such  missiles 
are  not  designed  or  Intended  for  use  as  a 
first  strike  weapon  system.". 

Amendment  No.  1889 

At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out.  add  the  following  new 
section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  such  missiles 
are  not  designed  or  intended  for  use  as  a 
first  strike  weapon  system.". 

Amendment  No.  1890 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  in  no 
way  abrogate  or  lead  toward  the  abrogation 
of  the  Antiballistics  Missile  Treaty.". 

Amendment  No.  1891 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  in  no 
way  abrogate  or  lead  toward  the  abrogation 
of  the  Anti-ballistics  Missile  Treaty.". 

Amendbient  No.  1892 

At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out,  add  the  foUowing  new 
section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,   testing,   or  deploy- 


ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  In  no 
way  abrogate  or  lead  toward  the  abrogation 
of  the  Antl-balUstlcs  Missile  Treaty.". 

Amendment  No.  1893 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstsmdlng  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
lead  the  United  States  or  the  Soviet  Union 
toward  the  adoption  of  a  launch  on  warning 
doctrine.". 

Amendment  No.  1894 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  pr<x:urement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
lead  the  United  States  or  the  Soviet  Union 
toward  the  adoption  of  a  launch  on  wamin- 
orlzed  to  be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for 
the  production,  procurement,  testing,  or  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  Presi- 
dent has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Con- 
gress, and  the  Congress  has  approved  such 
certification  by  Joint  Resolution,  that  pro- 
curement and  deployment  of  the  MX  mis- 
sile win  not  lead  the  United  States  or  the 
Soviet  Union  toward  the  adoption  of  a 
launch  on  warning  doctrine.". 

Amendment  No.  1895 

At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bUl  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out.  add  the  following  new 
section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
lead  the  United  States  or  the  Soviet  Union 
toward  the  adoption  of  a  launch  on  warning 
doctrine.". 

Amendment  No.  1896 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  imder  this  Act  for  the  pro-' 
ductlon,  procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  mlssUe  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
contribute  to  the  budget  deficit  and  the 
underfunding  of  conventional  weapon  sys- 
tems.". 


Amendment  No.  1897 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Conunittee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
contribute  to  the  budget  deficit  and  the 
underfunding  of  conventional  weapon  sys- 
tems.". 

Amendment  No.  1898 

At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out.  add  the  foUowing  new 
section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
contribute  to  the  budget  deficit  and  the 
underfunding  of  domestic  programs.". 


Amendment  No.  1899 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
contribute  to  the  budget  deficit  and  the  un- 
derfunding of  domestic  programs.". 

Amend»ient  No.  1900 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
contribute  to  the  budget  deficit  and  the  un- 
derfunding of  domestic  programs.". 

Amendbient  No.  1901 

At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out,  add  the  following  new 
section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, pr(x;urement.  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  In  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  procurement 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will  not 
contribute  to  the  budget  deficit  and  the  un- 
derfunding of  domestic  programs.". 
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Amkkdmxnt  No.  1903 


At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sk.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writmg  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  the  President 
Is  actively  and  aggessively  pursuing,  in  good 
faith,  a  reduction  in  nuclear  arms  as  part  of 
the  START  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union.". 

AMSKDMEirr  No.  1903 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testir^g.  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution,  that  the  President 
is  actively  and  aggessively  pursuing,  in  good 
faith,  a  reduction  in  nuclear  arms  as  part  of 
the  START  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union.". 

AMENOMCin'  No.  1904 

At  the  end  of  the  text  of  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out,  add  the  following  new 
section: 

■Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  testing,  or  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  until  the  President 
has  certified  in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Congress  has  approved  such  certifica- 
tion by  Joint  Resolution  that  the  President 
is  actively  and  aggressively  pursuing,  in 
good  faith,  a  reduction  in  nuclear  arms  as 
part  of  the  START  negotiations  with  the 
Soviet  Union.". 

AMXNDIfEirT  No.  1905 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.". 

AMKifSMKirT  No.  1906 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

'Sic.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.". 

AMKKDMXirr  No.  1907 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sre.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland. '. 


AMXNDitiarr  No.  1908 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland.". 

Amenomknt  No.  1909 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,900,000  for  the  Sec 
retary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  projjerty 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1910 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $280,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1911 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  he 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $290,000  for  the  Secre- 
Ury  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1912 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $300,000  for  the  Secre 
lary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1913 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $320,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan. '. 

Amendment  No.  1914 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,280,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1915 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 


to  be  appropriated  $1,780,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1916 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1917 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas". 

Amendment  No.  1918 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1919 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,750,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1920 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $25,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1921 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sutwtitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  Notwithstanding     any     other 

provisl  1922 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1922 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sut)stitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 


to  be  appropriated  $26,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1923 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
liuerted  by  the  Conunittee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1924 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Conunittee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabtima.". 

Amendment  No.  1925 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,500,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amicndment  No.  1926 

At  the  end  of  the  la^nguage  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  projDerty 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1927 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1928 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $7,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1929 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  P»roving  Ground,  Maryland.". 


Amendment  No.  1930 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  amy  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1931 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1932 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1933 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1934 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $280,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1935 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $290,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1936 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $300,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1937 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $320,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1938 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 


"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,280,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1939 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  ajiy  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,780,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1940 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tau-y  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot.  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1941 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1942 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1943 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,750,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot.  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1944 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $25,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1945 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1946 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
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to  be  appropriated  $26,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal.  Alabama.". 

AMENDifKirr  No.  1947 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,". 

Amendment  No.  1948 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Stc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1949 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

■Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,500,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1950 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  E>epot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1951 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1952 
At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $7,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot.  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1953 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland. '. 

Amendment  No.  1954 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"S«c.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 


to  be  appropriated  $27,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1955 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi 
sion  of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland". 

Amendment  No.  1956 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
reUry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland.". 

Amendment  No.  1957 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland". 

Amendment  No.  1958 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $280,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1959 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $290,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1960 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $300,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsentd,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1961 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $320,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal.  Michigan.". 


Amendment  No.  1962 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,280,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1963 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $1,780,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.". 

Amendment  No.  1964 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot.  Texas". 

Amendment  No.  1965 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  orojects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1966 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,250,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot.  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1967 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,750,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas.". 

Amendment  No.  1968 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $25,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1969 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Conunittee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 


"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1970 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $26,900,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1971 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $27,400,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.".  . 

Amendment  No.  1972 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Conunittee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $28,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama.". 

Amendment  No.  1973 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,500,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1974 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1975 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $6,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tP.ry  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 

Amendment  No.  1976 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $7,000,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  property 
and  carry  out  military  construction  projects 
at  Sierra  Army  Depot,  California.". 


Amendment  No.  1977 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wlldflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1978 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (Including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wlldflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 


Amendment  No.  1979 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wlldflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1980 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,518,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (Including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1981 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,518,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (Including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1982 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  thu!  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $2,518,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1983 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 


family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1984 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1985 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $3,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (Including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1986 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1987 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,158,000- for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
unlts."._ 

Amendment  No.  1988 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (Including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  1989 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (Including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 
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AMENDBoarr  No.  1990 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  ( including  land  acquisi- 
tion) tmd  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amendbcent  No.  1991 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  suld  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is"  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $5,158,000  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  ( including,  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Alaska,  twenty 
units.". 

Amekdment  No.  1992 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $41,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

AiaafDBiENT  No.  1993 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $41,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1994 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $41,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1995 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $42,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
f&mUy  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1996 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $42,000,000  for  the  Sec- 


retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1997 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $42,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1998 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $43,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  1999 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $43,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2000 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $43,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2001 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $44,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facil- 
ties  at  various  locations,  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2002 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  -  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $44,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facil- 
ties  at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 


Ameitoment  No.  2003 


At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $44,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facil- 
ties  at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO. 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2004 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $50,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facil- 
ties  at  various  locations,  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2005 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $50,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facil- 
ties  at  various  locations.  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2006 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Conunittee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $50,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  various  locations,  Europe  NATO, 
seven  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2007 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2008 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
by  the  Committee  substitute,  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk.  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2009 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 


to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2010 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk.  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2011 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk.  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2012 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk.  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2013 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
atmendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2014 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2015 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  striken  out  by  the  Committee 
sut)stitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  Is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Port  Polk,  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 


Amenobient  No.  2016 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $19,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
fsunily  housing  units  (including  land  acquis- 
tion)  and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk.  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2017 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $19,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquis- 
tion)  and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Polk.  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2018 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $19,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquis- 
tion)  and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Port  Polk,  Louisiana,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2019 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquis- 
tion)  and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2020 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquis- 
tion)  and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2021 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2022 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  ior  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 


family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2023 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2024 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendmfnt  No.  2025 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2026 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2027 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $17,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2028 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 
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AMKNSiCDrr  No.  2029 

At  the  end  of  the  lan^age  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Conunittee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sbc.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  Sbcquisi- 
tion)  and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Port  Stewart.  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendmzmt  No.  2030 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bUl  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following 

■Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $18,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2031 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $19,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  ( including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Port  Stewart.  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2032 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section; 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $19,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Port  Stewart.  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2033 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  striclien  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $19,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) smd  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Port  Stewart.  Georgia,  three  hundred 
units.". 

Amendment  No.  2034 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $13,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  ( including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units,". 

Amendment  No.  2035 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

'Sre.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $13,000,000  for  the  Sec- 


retary of  !he  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units,". 

Amendment  No.  2036 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $13,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  ( including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2037 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $14,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2038 
At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  sulwtitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $14,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2039 
At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $14,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2040 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2041 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  uiuts.". 


Amendment  No.  2042 


At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2043 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2044 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2045 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,000,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facil- 
ties  at  Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2046 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

■Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,500,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facil- 
ties  at  Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2047 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $16,500,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2048 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
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to  be  appropriated  $16,500,000  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  construct  or  acquire 
family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisi- 
tion) and  acquire  manufactured  home  facili- 
ties at  Wildflecken,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  three  hundred  units.". 

Amendment  No.  2049 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile.". 

Amendment  No.  2050 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile.". 

Amendment  No.  2051 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile.". 

Amendment  No.  2052 

At  the  end  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile.". 

Amendment  No.  2053 

At  the  end  of  the  language  of  the  bill  pro- 
posed to  be  striken  out  by  the  Committee 
substitute,  add  the  following  new  section: 

•Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile.". 

Amendment  No.  2054 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
"Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  until  the  President  has  certified 
in  writing  to  the  Congress,  and  the  Congress 
by  Joint  Resolution  has  approved  such  cer- 
tification, that  50  percentum  of  the  de- 
ployed MX  missiles  can  survive  an  attack  by 
the  nuclear  warheads  of  another  nation  and 
subsequently  can  be  launched.". 

Amendment  No.  2055 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

•Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $4,000,000  million  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Port  Devens,  Massachusetts.". 

Amendment  No.  2056 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
question,  insert  the  following: 

'Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized 


to  be  appropriated  $4,000,000  mUlion  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  real  prop- 
erty and  carry  out  military  construction 
projects  at  Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts.", 


LEVIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  2057 

Mr.  LEVIN  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  675,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  committee  amendment, 
add  the  following: 

Sec  .  No  funds  authorized  or  appropri- 
ated by  this  or  any  other  Act  may  be  ex- 
pended by  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  purchase  of  any  spare  part  or  consum- 
mable  item  for  which  there  has  been  an  in- 
crease in  price  in  excess  of  25  percentum  in 
a  12  month  period,  or  since  the  last  prior 
buy  of  such  item,  unless  such  purchase  is  re- 
quired by  contract  or  unless  the  contracting 
officer  has  certified  to  the  head  of  the  pro- 
curing activity  that  such  increase  is  fair  and 
reasonable,  or  unless  the  commanding  offi- 
cer has  certified  that  while  such  increase  is 
not  fair  and  reasonable,  the  national  securi- 
ty requires  that  such  item  be  purchased. 


MOYNIHAN  AMENDMENT  NOS. 
2058  THROUGH  2060 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  submitted  three 
amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill  S.  675,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  out  Sections  109  and  275,  and  re- 
number the  remaining  sections  accordingly. 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec  .  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  this  or  any  other  Act,  no  funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  this  Act 
shall  be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  de- 
ployment of  an  MX  missile; 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  or  any  other  Act,  no  missile  not  al- 
ready deployed  in  the  Minuteman  silo  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be 
deployed  in  an  unimproved  Minuteman  silo; 

(c)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  ef- 
forts to  modernize  the  land-based  strategic 
force  should  be  focused  on  a  small,  single- 
warhead  intercontinental  ballistic  missile 
that  is  either  mobile  or  able  to  be  deployed 
in  deceptive  fashion; 

(d)  Not  less  than  $560  million  of  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act 
for  research,  development,  testing  and  eval- 
uation of  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles 
shall  be  expended  in  the  accelerated  re- 
search, development,  testing  and  evaluation 
of  a  small,  single  warhead  intercontinental 
ballistic  missile  that  is  either  mobile  or  able 
to  be  deployed  in  a  deceptive  fashion; 

(e)  The  President  shall  submit  a  written 
report  to  Congress  by  March  1,  1984  detail- 
ing the  prospects  of  operational  deployment 
of  a  small,  singlewarhead  intercontinental 
ballistic  missile  in  sufficient  strength  by  De- 
cember 1,  1986. 

Amendment  No.  2059 
On  page  154,  line  20,  before  the  period 
insert  a  comma  and  the  following:  'except 
that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall,  in  such 
report,  in  addition  to  the  codification  relat- 
ing to  the  Department  of  Defense  Authori- 
zation Act,  1983,  assure  that  provisions 
made  by  section  1113  of  that  Act  (relating 
to  the  failure  to  register  and  the  denial  of 
Federal  education  assistance)  permit  an  in- 
stitution of  higher  education  to  certify  first 
and  then  inform  the  student  of  the  require- 


ment that  the  student  file  a  Statement  of 
Registration  Compliance  through  October 
1,  1983.". 

Amendment  No.  2060 
On  page  58,  line  3,  before  the  period  insert 
a  semicolon  and  the  following:  "except  that 
the  authorization  for  military  training  stu- 
dent loads  shall  not  be  effective  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  after  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Education,  certifies 
that  the  amendments  made  by  section  1113 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act,  1983,  (relating  to  the  failure  to  reg- 
ister and  the  denial  of  Federal  education  as- 
sistance) will  permit  an  institution  of  higher 
education  to  certify  first  and  then  inform 
the  student  of  the  requirement  that  the  stu- 
dent file  a  Statement  of  Registration  Com- 
pliance through  October  1,  1983.", 

MOYNIHAN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2061 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (for  himself,  and 
Mr.  BiNGAMAN,  Mr.  Danforth,  Mr. 
DuRENBERGER,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Hatfield, 
Mr.  Heinz,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Leahy. 
and  Mr.  Tsongas)  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  them  to  the  blll.S.  675,  supra,  as 
follows;  

Amendment  No.  2061 
On  page  158,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert 
the  following: 

EXTENSION  OF  THE  GRACE  PERIOD  FOR  THE  EN- 
FORCEMENT FOR  THE  PROVISIONS  RELATING 
TO  THE  FAILURE  TO  REGISTER  AND  THE  DENIAL 
OF  FEDERAL  EDUCATION  .»SSISTANCE 

Sec.  .  The  provision  of  the  notice  regard- 
ing the  implementation  of  regulations  enti- 
tled "Student  Assistance  General  Provi- 
sions; Registration  with  Selective  Service" 
(48  Federal  Register  No.  130.  July  6,  1983), 
relating  to  the  schedule  under  which  an  in- 
stitution of  higher  education  may  certify 
first  and  then  inform  the  student  of  the  re- 
quirement that  the  student  file  a  Statement 
of  Registration  Compliance  for  the  period 
prior  to  July  31,  1983,  is  extended  from  July 
31,  1983,  through  September  30.  1983. 


HELMS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2062 

Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Symms,  Mr.  Hatch.  Mr.  Abdnor,  Mr, 
Andrews,  Mr.  Armstrong,  Mr.  Bent- 
sen.  Mr.  BoREN,  Mr.  Boschwitz,  Mr. 
Chiles,  Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr. 
D'Amato,  Mr.  Danforth,  Mr.  DeCon- 
ciNi,  Mr.  Denton,  Mr.  Dole,  Mr.  Do- 
menici,  Mr.  East.  Mr.  Garn,  Mr.  Gold- 
water.  Mr.  Grassley,  Mrs.  Hawkins, 
Mr.  Heflin.  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr.  Hin>- 
dleston.  Mr.  Humphrey.  Mr.  Jepseh, 
Mr.  Johnston.  Mr.  Kasten,  Mr. 
Laxalt,  Mr.  Long,  Mr.  Lugar.  Mr. 
McClure,  Mr.  Mattingly.  Mr.  Mel- 
cher,  Mr.  MtniKOWSKi.  Mr.  Nickles, 
Mr.  Nunn,  Mr.  QuA-yLE.  Mr,  Pressler, 
Mr.  Pryor.  Mr.  Randolph.  Mr.  Roth, 
Mr.  Sasser,  Mr.  Stevens,  Mr.  Trible, 
Mr.  Thurmond.  Mr.  Wallop,  Mr. 
Warner.  Mr.  Zorinsky,  and  Mr. 
RuDMAN)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill  S.  675,  supra;  as  follows; 

At  the  end  of  the  Committee  Amendment, 
add  the  following  new  section; 
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To  express  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States 
should  reflect  a  national  strategy  of  peace 
through  strength. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  exploited  United 
SUtes  peace  initiatives  in  order  to  build  up 
Soviet  strategic  and  conventional  warfare 
capabilities; 

These  capabilities  have  given  the  Soviet 
Union  the  means  to  support  worldwide  ag- 
gression of  an  Increasingly  bold  nature: 

There  is  a  basis  for  concern  that  the  Sovi- 
ets may  use  these  capabilities  in  armed  ag- 
gression In  Pakistan.  Iran,  and  Yugoslavia; 

The  Soviet  Union  has  demonstrated  an 
unwillingness  to  live  by  the  principles  of 
international  law: 

The  United  States  is  the  one  world  power 
that  can  stop  Soviet  expansionism;  Now, 
therefore,  tx  it 

The  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  for- 
eign policy  of  the  United  States  should  re- 
flect a  national  strategy  of  peace  through 
strength,  the  general  principles  and  goals  of 
which  would  be— 

'  1 )  to  inspire,  focus,  and  unite  the  nation- 
al will  and  determination  to  achieve  peace 
and  freedom. 

(2)  to  achieve  overall  military  and  techno- 
logical superiority  over  the  Soviet  Union. 

(3)  to  create  a  strategic  and  civil  defense 
which  would  protect  the  American  people 
against  nuclear  war  at  least  as  well  as  the 
Soviet  population  is  protected. 

(4)  to  accept  no  arms  control  agreement 
which  in  any  way  jeopardizes  the  security  of 
the  United  SUtes  or  iU  allies,  or  which 
locks  the  United  States  into  a  position  of 
military  inferiority. 

(5)  to  reestablish  effective  security  and  in- 
telligence capabilities. 

(8)  to  pursue  positive  nonmilitary  means 
to  roll  back  the  growth  of  communism. 

(7)  to  help  our  allies  and  other  non-Com- 
munist countries  defend  themselves  against 
Communist  aggression,  amd 

(8)  to  maintain  a  strong  economy  and  pro- 
tect our  overseas  sources  of  energy  and 
other  vital  raw  materials. 


HELMS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NOS.  2063  AND  2064 

Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Symms.  Mr.  Abdnor,  Mr.  Andrews.  Mr. 
Armstrong.  Mr.  Bentsen,  Mr.  Boren. 
Mr.  BoscHWiTZ.  Mr.  Chiles.  Mr.  Coch- 
ran. Mr.  Cohen.  Mr.  DAmato.  Mr. 
Danforth.  Mr.  DeConcini.  Mr. 
Denton.  Mr.  Dole.  Mr.  Domenici.  Mr. 
East.  Mr.  Garn.  Mr.  Goldwater,  Mr. 
Grassley.  Mr.  Hatch.  Mrs.  Hawkins, 
Mr.  Hecht.  Mr.  Heflin.  Mr.  Hollings. 
Mr.  HuDDLESTON.  Mr.  Humphrey.  Mr. 
Jepsen.  Mr.  Johnston.  Mr.  Kasten, 
Mr.  Laxalt.  Mr.  Long.  Mr.  Ldgar.  Mr. 
McClure.  Mr.  Mattingly.  Mr.  Mel- 
CHER.  Mr.  Mdrkowski,  Mr.  Nickles. 
Mr.  Ndnn,  Mr.  Pressler.  Mr.  Pryor, 
Mr.  QuAYLE.  Mr.  Randolph.  Mr.  Roth. 
Mr.  Rodman,  Mr.  Sasser.  Mr.  Stevens, 
Mr.  Thttrmond,  Mr.  Tower.  Mr. 
Trible.  Mr.  Wallop,  Mr.  Warner,  and 
Mr.  2iORiNSKY),  submitted  two  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by 
them  to  the  bill  S.  675.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  the  Committee  amendment. 
Insert  the  following:  Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  act  or  any  other  act. 


none  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to 
an  authorization  contained  in  this  Act  or 
any  other  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended 
in  any  way  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
following: 

The  Soviet  Union  has  exploited  United 
States  peace  initiatives  in  order  to  build  up 
Soviet  strategic  and  conventional  warfare 
capabilities: 

These  capabilities  have  given  the  Soviet 
Union  the  means  to  support  worldwide  ag- 
gression of  an  increasingly  bold  nature: 

There  is  a  basis  for  concern  that  the  Sovi- 
ets may  use  these  capabilities  in  armed  ag- 
gression in  Pakistan.  Iran,  and  Yugoslavia; 

The  Soviet  Union  has  demonstrated  an 
unwillingness  to  live  by  the  principles  of 
international  law:  and 

The  United  States  is  the  one  world  power 
that  can  stop  Soviet  expansionism:  Now, 
therefore. 

Amendment  No.  2064 

Add  at  the  end  of  the  amendment  the  fol- 
lowing: be  it  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  national  security  policy  of  the  United 
States  should  reflect  a  national  strategy  of 
place  through  strength,  the  general  princi- 
plies  and  goals  of  which  would  be— 

(1)  to  inspire,  focus,  and  unite  the  nation- 
al will  and  determination  to  achieve  peace 
and  freedom. 

(2>  to  achieve  overall  military  and  techno- 
logical superiority  over  the  Soviet  Union. 

(3)  to  create  a  strategic  and  civil  defense 
which  would  protect  the  American  people 
against  nuclear  war  at  least  as  well  as  the 
Soviet  population  is  protected. 

<4)  to  accept  no  arms  control  agreement 
which  is  any  way  jeopardizes  the  security  of 
the  United  States  or  iU  allies,  or  which 
locks  the  United  States  into  a  position  of 
military  inferiority. 

(5)  to  reestablish  effective  security  and  in- 
telligence capabilities. 

(6)  to  pursue  positive  nonmilitary  means 
to  roll  back  the  growth  of  communism. 

(7)  to  help  our  allies  and  other  non-Com- 
munist countries  defend  themselves  against 
Communist  aggression,  and 

(8)  to  maintain  a  strong  economy  and  pro- 
tect our  overseas  sources  of  energy  and 
other  vital  raw  materials. 


BRADLEY  AMENDMENT  NO.  2065 

Mr.  BRADLEY  submitted  an  amend- 
ment Intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  675.  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  this  Act  or  any  Act  enacted 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  produc- 
tion, procurement,  testing,  or  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile  until  the  President  has  cer- 
tified in  writing  to  the  Congress  and  the 
Congress  has  approved  by  Joint  Resolution 
that  procurement  and  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile  will  not  contribute  to  the  under- 
funding  of  conventional  weapons. 


AGRICULTURE  PRICE 
TARGETING 


ZORINSKY  AMENDMENTS  NOS. 
2066  THROUGH  2071 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.      ZORINSKY     submitted     six 
amendments  Intended  to  be  proposed 


by  him  to  the  biU  (H.R.  2733)  to 
extend  and  Improve  the  existing  pro- 
gram of  research,  development,  and 
demonstration  in  the  production  and 
manufacture  of  guayule  rubber,  and  to 
broaden  such  program  to  include 
other  critical  agricultural  materials:  as 
follows: 

Amendment  No.  2066 
Sec.  201.  Section  4(h)  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
714b(h))  is  amended  by— 

( 1 )  in  the  third  sentence— 

(A)  striking  out  "is  authorized."  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  'shall,  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  State,  and";  and 

(B)  striking  out  "to": 

(2)  in  the  fourth  sentence,  striking  out 
"normal  commercial  trade  channels  shall  be 
utilized  and  priority  shall  be  given"  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "the  Secretary  shall: 

( 1 )  use  normal  commerical  trade  channels: 

(2)  take  action  to  avoid  displacing  usual 
marketings  of  United  States  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  thereof:  (3)  take 
reasonable  precautions  to  prevent  the  resale 
or  transshipment  to  other  countries,  or  use 
for  other  than  domestic  use  in  the  import- 
ing country,  of  agricultural  commodities 
used  for  such  exchange:  and  (4)  give  priori- 
ty": 

(3)  in  the  sixth  sentence,  striking  out 
"Secretary  of  the  Treasury"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  Administrator  of  General 
Services":  and 

(4)  inserting  after  the  sixth  sentence  the 
following  new  sentence:  "If  the  volume  of 
petroleum  products  (including  crude  oil) 
stored  in  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  is 
less  than  the  level  prescribed  under  section 
154  of  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6234).  the  Corporation  shall, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture, and  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  and  the  Secretary  of  State,  accept 
petroleum  products  (including  crude  oil) 
produced  abroad  in  exchange  for  agricultur- 
al commodities  acquired  by  the  Corporation 
and  shall  transfer  the  petroleum  products, 
without  reimbursement,  to  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  to  be  placed  in  the  Reserve.". 

Amendment  No.  2067 
Sec.  201.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration may  sell  com  and  other  feed  grain 
acquired  by  it  through  price  support  oper- 
ations to  any  person,  upon  application,  for 
the  conversion  of  such  grain  by  such  person 
into  alcohol  for  use  as  a  fuel  either  by  itself 
or  in  combination  with  some  other  product 
to  Include  gasohol. 

(b)  The  Commodity  Oedit  Corporation 
shall  sell  such  grain  under  the  authority  of 
this  Act  at  such  price  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  shall  establish  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (d)  and  on  such  other  terms  and  con- 
ditions as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by 
regulations. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  es- 
tablish such  safeguards  as  he  considers  nec- 
essary to  assure  that  grain  sold  under  the 
authority  of  this  Act  to  any  person  is  used 
by  such  person  only  for  conversion  into  a 
fuel. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  Agriciilture  shall  es- 
tablish the  price  for  grain  under  this  act  at 
such  level  as  he  determines  will  permit  and 
encourage  the  purchase  of  such  grain  for 
conversion  Into  alcohol  for  use  as  a  fuel 
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either  by  Itself  or  in  combination  with  an- 
other product  and  will  permit  such  fuel  to 
be  competitive  In  price  with  petroleum- 
based  fuels,  taking  into  consideration  the 
energy  value  of  com  or  other  feed  grain,  the 
value  of  byproducts  recoverable  from  the 
grain,  and.  when  applicable,  the  differences 
in  octain  rating.  Federal  and  SUte  tax  in- 
centives applicable  to  alcohol  used  for  fuel, 
and  such  other  factors  and  values  as  the 
Secretary  considers  appropriate. 

Amendment  No.  2068 
Sec.  201.  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  continued  low  prices  for  agricultural 
commodities  severely  erode  the  economic 
position  of  farmers  and  all  sectors  that 
depend  upon  agricultural  production: 

(2)  erratic  actions  of  the  United  States 
Government,  concerning  exports  of  United 
States  agricultural  commodities  and  prod- 
ucts thereof,  have  severely  damaged  the 
credibility  of  the  United  States  as  a  reliable 
supplier  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
products  thereof  to  intemational  markets: 

(3)  the  competitive  position  of  the  United 
States  in  the  intemational  trade  of  agricul- 
tural commodities  and  products  thereof  has 
been  weakened  by  foreign  export  subsidies, 
unfair  trade  practices,  high  interest  rates, 
and  unfavorable  foreign  exchange  rates: 
and 

(4)  an  increase  in  agricultural  exports 
from  the  United  States  would  create  new 
jobs,  improve  this  Nations  balance  of  trade, 
and  otherwise  strengthen  the  national  econ- 
omy. 

Congress  therefore  declares  that  the  ex- 
pansion of  agricultural  exports  is  of  funda- 
mental economic  importance  to  the  Nation 
and  is  one  of  the  highest  national  priorities. 

Amendment  No.  2069 
Sec  201.  Not  later  than  ninety  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  shall  submit  to  Con- 
gress a  report  that  contains  a  description  of 
the  status  of  programs  being  carried  out 
under  section  4(h)  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  (15  U.S.C.  714b(h)) 
and  other  provisions  of  law  that  relate  to 
the  barter  or  exchange  of  commodities 
owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion for  materials  and  products  produced  in 
foreign  countries. 

Amendment  No.  2070 
Sec  201.  The  President  shall  use  an 
amount  equal  to  not  less  than  35  per 
centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  to  carry 
out  this  chapter  and  made  available  for 
commodity  import  programs  for  the  pur- 
chase of  agricultural  commodities  and  agri- 
cultural-related products  which  are  of 
United  States  origin,  except  that  no  less 
than  20  per  centum  of  such  funds  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  this  chapter  and  made 
available  for  commodity  import  programs 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  domestic 
agricultural  commodities;  one-half  of  the 
amount  used  for  agricultural  commodities 
shall  be  used  to  purchase  processed  or 
value-added  products  of  such  commcxlities.". 

Amendment  No.  2071 
Sec.  201.  It  Is  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
In  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1983.  not  less  than  $1,000,000,000  should  be 
made  available  to  fund  the  Agricultural 
Export  Credit  Revolving  JMnd  esUblished 
under  section  4(d)  of  the  Pood  for  Peace  Act 
of  1966  (7  U.S.C.  1707a(d)). 


MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION.  1984 


HUDDLESTON  (AND  FORD) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2072 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Ford)  proposed  an  aunendment  to 
the  bill  S.  675,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  2.  beginning  with  line  8,  strike 
out  all  down  through  and  including  line  30. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

sobcommittee  on  agricultural  production, 
marketing,  and  stabilization  of  prices 
Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Ag- 
riculture Subcommittee  on  Agricultur- 
al Production,  Marketing,  and  Stabili- 
zation of  Prices  has  scheduled  a  hear- 
ing on  S.  596,  the  Grain  Storage  Com- 
pensation Act  of  1983.  This  bill  would 
expand  the  PIK  program  to  allow 
farmers  who  have  suffered  a  loss  due 
to  the  insolvency  or  bankruptcy  of  a 
grain  elevator  to  receive  PIK  commod- 
ities subject  to  certain  restrictions. 

The  hearing  will  be  held  on  Thurs- 
day, July  28,  beginning  at  9:30  a.m.  in 
room  328- A,  Russell  Building. 

Anyone  wishing  further  information 
should  contact  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee staff  at  224-2035. 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE.  NUTRITION,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
announce  that  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forest- 
ry has  scheduled  hearings  on  the 
nominations  of  Paul  Enns  and  Joseph 
Kyser  to  be  Members  of  the  Federal 
Farm  Credit  Board  on  Tuesday,  July 
26. 

The  hearing  will  begin  at  10  a.m.  in 
room  328-A,  Russell  Building. 

Anyone  wishing  further  information 
on  the  hearing  should  contact  Denise 
Alexander  at  224-2035. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


LACK  OF  BLACK  DOCTORS-A 
NATIONAL  CRISIS 
•  Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  reviewed  a  recently  released 
study  concerning  the  role  of  minorities 
in  the  health  professions  entitled, 
"Blacks  and  the  Health  Professions  in 
the  1980's:  A  National  Crisis  and  a 
Time  for  Action." 

The  results  and  conclusions  drawn  in 
this  document  are  truly  staggering. 
The  title  of  this  study  is  very  fitting;  it 
is  indeed  a  national  crisis,  as  well  as  a 
shameful  situation,  when  nearly  12 
percent  of  our  Nation's  population  are 
black,  yet  only  about  2  percent  of  all 
physicians,  dentists,  pharmacists,  and 
veterinarians  are  black. 

This  study  not  only  outlines  the 
shortage  of  minorities  in  the  health 
professions  but  also  illustrates  the  in- 


equities of  our  health  care  system  for 
black  Americans.  This  study  shows 
that  urban  blacks  are  more  likely  than 
urban  whites  to  be  without  a  regular 
source  of  health  care.  Thirty-five  per- 
cent of  blacks  in  the  South  and  His- 
panlcs  In  the  Southwest  did  not  see  a 
physician  in  a  1-year  period,  and  82 
percent  of  urban  blacks  did  not  see  a 
dentist. 

The  average  life  expectancy  for 
black  Americans  is  5  years  less  than 
that  of  white  Americans.  The  infant 
mortality  rate  for  blacks  Is  nearly 
twice  as  high  as  it  Is  for  whites  (21.8/ 
1,000  births  against  11.4/1.000  births). 
Blacks  have  a  higher  Incidence  of  hy- 
pertension, strokes,  and  certain  types 
of  cancer  than  whites,  and  their  death 
rates  for  these  disorders  is  higher  than 
that  of  whites. 

Mr.  President,  it  appears  to  me  that 
it  is  time  for  action.  It  is  time  for  the 
Nation's  leadership  and  legislators  to 
take  more  than  a  microscopic  view  of 
these  problems.  We  are  in  a  position  to 
do  something  about  the  sobering  and 
utterly  unacceptable  second-class 
status  of  our  black  citizens  in  the  area 
of  health  care.  One  way  to  close  this 
health  care  gap  is  to  increase  the 
number  of  black  professionals  working 
in  our  health  care  system.  The  recom- 
mendations in  this  new  study  suggest 
a  number  of  ways  to  expand  the 
nimiber  of  minority  health  care  pro- 
fessionals. I  intend  to  work  closely 
with  my  colleagues  on  the  Senate 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  Commit- 
tee to  see  that  these  recommendations 
are  addressed  as  we  debate  and  shape 
health  professions  legislation  in  the 
coming  months. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  is  no  objec- 
tion, I  ask  that  a  summary  of  the 
study's  findings,  conclusions,  and  rec- 
ommendations be  printed  in  the 
Record. 
The  material  follows: 

Historic  Overview 
During  the  early  1960s,  two  major  social 
policy  directions  converged:  "health  care  as 
a  basic  right  for  all  Americans"  and  the 
Civil  Rights  movement. 

A  series  of  federal  programs  In  affirmative 
action,  civil  rights,  and  in  health  care  was 
developed  in  the  1960s  and  early  1970s,  to 
Improve  sw:cess  to  care  for  all,  to  Improve 
access  to  care  for  minorities,  and  to  expand 
the  supply  of  health  manpower.  Including 
minority  health  manpower.  These  programs 
reached  their  zenith  in  the  mid-seventies. 

Since  1981.  the  philosophy  of  less  federal 
Intervention  in  social  programs  and  civil 
rights  has  emerged.  Reductions  in  federal 
support  have  placed  increasing  financial 
strains  on  higher  education  Institutions  and 
students,  particularly  those  students  from 
low  and  lower-middle  Income  families. 
These  factors,  combined  with  the  slowing  of 
enrollment  of  minority  students— particu- 
larly blacks— in  health  professions  schools, 
which  began  in  the  mld-seventles.  presage 
further  erosion  of  the  minority  manpower 
gains  made  during  the  sixties  and  seventies. 
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The  gains,  however,  never  approached  the 
goals  of  parity  with  whites,  in  the  ratios  of 
manpower  to  population  nor  in  enrollment. 

Until  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s,  the 
vast  majority  of  black  health  professionals 
were  educated  at  predominantly  black 
health  professions  schools.  As  the  number 
of  majority  schools  and  student  enrollment 
increased,  there  was  a  shift  in  the  propor- 
tion of  black  students  enrolled  in  majority 
and  minority  schools.  In  medicine  the  pro- 
portion of  blacks  graduating  from  minority 
schools  declined  from  one-half  of  the  gradu- 
ates to  less  than  one-quarter.  In  pharmacy, 
dentistry  and  veterinary  medicine,  the 
change  was  less  striking. 

In  the  last  several  years,  there  has  been 
an  increase  again  in  the  proportion  of 
blacks  attending  the  minority  medical 
schools. 

It  is  clear  from  the  data  in  this  study,  that 
the  minority  health  professions  schools  play 
a  critical  role  in  the  education  of  black 
health  professionals. 

HEALTH  STATUS  OP  THE  MINORITY  POPtTLATION 

Concerns  about  heiilth  manpower  and  mi- 
nority health  manpower  are  based  on  the 
relationships  between  access  to  care  and 
health  status  and  the  influence  of  health 
care  on  health  status— death,  disability  and 
illness.  The  non-white  population  consti- 
tutes almost  one-third  of  the  population  in 
health  manpower  shortage  areas,  in  con- 
trast to  non-shortage  areas  where  non- 
whites  comprise  15  percent  of  the  popula- 
tion. In  urban  shortage  areas  non-whites 
constitute  47  percent  of  the  population. 

Urban  blacks  are  more  likely  than  urban 
whites  to  be  without  a  regular  source  of 
care,  and  blacks  travel  for  a  longer  time  to 
get  care.  Out-patient  departments  and 
emergency  rooms  are  a  more  frequent 
source  of  care  for  blacks  than  for  whites. 

Since  the  advent  of  Medicare.  Medicaid, 
and  the  social  programs  of  the  1960s,  there 
has  been  considerable  improvement  in  the 
health  status  of  the  population-at-large  and 
the  health  status  of  blacks.  However,  there 
are  still  striking  differences  between  whites 
and  blacks  for  a  number  of  key  health 
status  indicators: 

Life  expectancy  for  non-whites  is  approxi- 
mately five  years  shorter  than  for  whites; 

Low  blrthweight  infants  and  very  low 
birthweight  infants  are  more  numerous 
among  blacks  than  whites,  with  infant  mor- 
tality for  blacks  almost  double  that  of 
whites; 

Blacks  have  a  higher  incidence  of,  and 
higher  death  rates  from,  hypertension, 
strokes,  and  certain  types  of  cancer. 

The  disparity  between  black  and  white 
utilization  of  dental  care  is  even  greater 
than  the  racial  disparity  in  the  use  of  medi- 
cal care. 

TRCTDS  IN  HEALTH  MANFOWEH  AND  BLACK 
HEALTH  MANPOWER 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  has  projected  the  propor- 
tion of  black  health  professionals  to  popula- 
tion needed  to  achieve  parity  with  total 
health  professionals  to  population  for  the 
year  2000.  In  medicine,  dentistry,  and  phar- 
macy, the  projections  show  a  substantial  de- 
viation from  the  goal. 

In  medicine  the  black  physician  to  black 
population  ratio  would  be  less  than  one-half 
the  physician  to  population  ratio  for  whites. 

In  dentistry  the  black  ratios  will  be  less 
than  half  the  white  ratios. 

In  pharmacy  the  black  ratios  will  be  less 
than  60  percent  of  the  white  ratios. 

Similar  data  are  not  available  in  veteri- 
nary medicine  but  black  veterinarians  con- 


stitute only  1.6  percent  of  total  veterinarian 
manpower. 

A  number  of  factors  are  affecting  all 
health  professional  institutions  which  can 
substantially  change  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  projections. 
These  are: 

Decline  in  the  total  applicant  pool  in  most 
health  professional  fields,  yet  a  slight  in- 
crease in  minority  applicants  in  medicine.  In 
dentistry  the  most  recent  data  show  an  in- 
crease in  black  applicants  after  a  decline  be- 
tween 1977  and  1979. 

Decline  in  the  college-age  population,  but 
a  continuing  increase  in  the  proportion  of 
blacks  attending  college.  (This  increase  may 
be  abating.  Data  are  not  available  on  the 
trends  in  two-year  and  four-year  colleges.) 

Reductions  in  federal  financial  aid  pro- 
grams for  undergraduate  and  graduate  stu- 
dents; blacks,  many  of  whom  come  from 
lower  income  families,  are  heavily  depend- 
ent on  student  aid. 

Perceptions  of  surpluses  of  manpower  in 
certain  health  professional  fields  and  relat- 
ed efforts  to  reduce  class  size  and  total  en- 
rollment. 

Slowed  growth  in  federal  and  state  fund- 
ing for  health  professions  schools. 

Retrenchment  in  federal  affirmative 
action  programs  and  insufficient  commit- 
ment to  increased  black  enrollment  by  a  ma- 
jority of  predominantly  white  institutions. 

STUDENTS  AND  FACULTY 

Beginning  in  the  mid-sixties,  there  were 
large  increases  in  student  enrollment  in 
medicine,  dentistry,  pharmacy,  and  veteri- 
nary medicine.  Black  medical  students  in- 
creased substantially  as  a  proportion  of 
total  medical  students;  lesser  gains  were 
made  in  the  other  health  professions. 

The  percentage  increases  in  black  enroll- 
ment peaked  in  medicine  and  dentistry  in 
the  mid-seventies  and  then  declined.  Re- 
cently there  has  been  a  slight  increase  but 
not  to  the  levels  of  the  peak  years. 

In  pharmacy,  baccalaureate  enrollment 
has  continued  to  rise  but  the  number  and 
percent  of  graduates  peaked  in  1978-79.  In 
veterinary  medicine  black  enrollment  re- 
mained at  the  same  percentage  of  total  en-" 
rollment  between  the  mid-seventies  and  the 
present. 

Of  the  127  medical  schools  in  the  United 
States,  the  four  minority  medical  schools 
(Meharry  Medical  School.  Howard  Universi- 
ty, Morehouse  School  of  Medicine  and  the 
Charles  Drew  Medical  School)  educate 
almost  one-quarter  of  the  black  physicians. 

Meharry  and  Howard  Dental  Schools  edu- 
cate almost  38  percent  of  the  black  dentists. 
There  are  58  dental  schools  in  the  U.S. 

The  four  minority  pharmacy  schools 
(Florida  A  &  M,  Howard  University,  Texas 
Southern  and  Xavier  University)  educate 
more  than  45  percent  of  the  black  pharma- 
cists. There  are  71  pharmacy  schools  in  the 
U.S. 

Tuskegee  Institute  educates  three-quar- 
ters of  the  black  veterinarians.  There  are  23 
schools  of  veterinary  medicine  in  the  U.S. 

The  success  of  majority  schools  in  increas- 
ing black  enrollment  varies  widely.  Some  in- 
stitutions have  achieved  notable  progress 
and  others,  particularly  some  state  universi- 
ties in  areas  with  large  black  populations, 
have  black  acceptance  rates  and  enroll- 
ments significantly  below  the  national  aver- 
age. 

There  is  a  substantial  underrepresenta- 
tion  of  blacks  as  faculty  members  at  health 
professions  schools  in  all  fields.  In  medical 
schools,  there  have  been  modest  increases  in 
the  percentage  of  black  faculty  and  a  shift 


of  black  faculty  between  minority  and  ma- 
jority schools,  with  an  increasing  proportion 
teaching  in  majority  schools.  In  dental 
schools  the  proportion  of  black  faculty  Is 
higher  than  in  medicine.  In  pharmacy, 
black  faculty  constitutes  three  percent  of 
total  faculty,  and  in  veterinary  medicine  the 
proportion  is  very  small. 

STUDENT  FINANCING 

Several  characteristics  of  black  health 
professions  students  distinguish  them  from 
white  students  in  terms  of  student  financ- 
ing. 

Black  students  come  from  lower  income 
families  than  whites  with  a  disproportionate 
number  coming  from  families  with  incomes 
under  $20,000  per  year. 

Black  students  tend  to  be  older  than  white 
students  and  often  have  families  of  their 
own. 

Black  health  professions  students  have  a 
higher  probability  than  whites  of  entering 
health  professions  schools  with  debts  al- 
ready accrued  from  their  undergraduate 
education. 

Current  federal  student  aid  policies  are 
making  it  more  difficult  for  minority  stu- 
dents to  enter  and  continue  health  profes- 
sions education.  Black  students  graduate 
with  an  average  education  debt  higher  than 
whites.  Average  educational  debt  is  rising. 

There  has  been  a  five-fold  increase  in  the 
number  of  students  obtaining  Health  Edu- 
cation Assistance  Loans  (HEAL)  with  inter- 
est rates  exceeding  13  percent.  Guaranteed 
Student  Loans  (GSL)  at  lower  interest  rates 
are  limited  to  $5,000  per  year,  substantially 
below  the  level  needed  to  finance  health 
professions  education. 

There  has  been  a  substantial  decrease  in 
the  availability  of  National  Health  Service 
Corps  Scholarships.  National  Direct  Stu- 
dent Loans  and  Exceptional  Financial  Need 
Scholarships  have  also  declined. 

Rising  tuition  and  the  concomitant  in- 
creased need  for  financial  assistance  are 
particularly  acute  problems  for  minority 
students.  The  reduction  in  scholarships  and 
the  growing  reliance  on  HEAL  loans  with 
market  rale  interest  will  become  increasing 
impediments  to  maintaining  or  expanding 
black  participation  in  health  professions 
education,  particularly  for  low-income  stu- 
dents. 

MINORITY  EDUCATIONAL  INSTITUTIONS  AND 
THEIR  FINANCING 

Even  with  the  expansion  of  black  student 
enrollment  in  majority  schools  during  the 
sixties  and  seventies,  the  minority  health 
professions  schools  still  educate  three-quar- 
ters of  the  black  veterinarians,  almost  one- 
half  of  the  black  pharmacists,  more  than 
one-third  of  the  black  dentists,  and  one- 
quarter  of  the  black  physicians. 

The  financing  of  the  minority  schools  dif- 
fers significantly  from  most  majority 
schools.  Except  for  Howard  University  (a 
federally  funded  institution)  most  of  the  mi- 
nority schools  have  histories  of  financial 
fragility. 

Because  their  missions  have  been  to  edu- 
cate black  professionals  and  because  their 
student  bodies  generally  come  from  low- 
income  families,  private  endowments  have 
never  been  a  major  source  of  funding. 

Except  for  some  unique  arrangements 
with  a  few  states,  the  private  minority 
schools  have  not  received  regular  state  ap- 
propriations. 

Because  of  their  orientation  toward  the 
education  mission,  they  have  not  received 
significant  biomedical  research  grants, 
which  serve  as  a  major  financial  resource 
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for  many  majority  schools.  None  of  the  mi- 
nority schools  in  the  study  is  a  major  re- 
search institution. 

Finally  because  of  their  location  in  low- 
income  areas  and  their  limited  access  to 
clinical  facilities,  the  ability  of  the  minority 
schools  to  generate  income  from  patient 
care  services  is  more  limited  than  most  ma- 
jority institutions.  Patient  care  revenues 
have  been  the  most  rapidly  increasing 
source  of  support  for  majority  schools. 

Minority  schools  are  less  likely  than  ma- 
jority schools  to  have  affiliations  with  large 
Veterans  Administration  and  county  hospi- 
tals. These  affiliations  provide  substantial 
clincial  faculty  support  for  majority  schools. 

The  private  minority  health  professions 
schools  remain  financially  vulnerable  and  as 
federal  and  state  support  shrinks,  their  vul- 
nerability will  increase. 

PROBLEMS— ENROLLMENT  AND  RETENTION  OF 
STUDENTS 

The  literature  cites  a  number  of  barriers 
to  increased  enrollment,  retention  and  grad- 
uation of  black  health  professionals. 

Acceptance  to  application  rates  for  blacks 
have  fallen  while  they  have  risen  for  whites. 
These  rates  vary  widely  among  institutions. 
Admissions  criteria  clearly  influence  ac- 
ceptance rates.  Some  schools  heavily  weigh 
the  health  professions  admissions  tests  and 
grade  point  averages  while  others  use  addi- 
tional criteria  such  as  clinical  interest. 
Blacks  tend  to  score  lower  on  standardized 
admissions  examinations.  The  reasons  for 
this  have  long  been  debated  by  sociologists, 
anthropologists  and  policy  analysts.  There 
is  evidence  that  these  tests  at  best  are  pre- 
dictive of  success  in  the  basic  science  cur- 
riculum. They  are  not  predictive  of  success 
in  clinical  curriculum  or  practice. 

There  is  evidence  that  many  minority  stu- 
dents are  poorly  prepared  in  the  sciences  in 
high  schools  and  colleges  and  do  not  receive 
appropriate  counseling  for  health  profes- 
sions careers. 

Lack  of  role  models  is  also  frequently 
cited  as  a  barrier  to  increasing  black  health 
professions  students. 

Socioeconomic  factors  clearly  influence 
the  ability  of  students  to  attend  college  and 
professional  schools.  Changes  in  student  fi- 
nancing with  a  shift  from  scholarships  to 
loans,  and  an  economic  recession  will  in- 
crease the  difficulty  of  black  students  in  fi- 
nancing the  long  health  professions  educa- 
tion process. 

The  Bakke  decision  is  often  cited  as  a 
stimulus  to  relax  affirmative  action  efforts. 
There  has  been  a  significant  retrenchment 
in  support  of  affirmative  action  goals  and 
programs. 

The  minority  health  education  institu- 
tions which  educate  a  significant  proportion 
of  minority  health  professionals  are  facing 
increased  financial  difficulty  for  several  rea- 
sons: 

Lack  of  biomedical  research  support  and 
potential  reduction  in  federal  support  of 
biomedical  research; 

I^ack  of  the  scope  and  diversity  of  clinical 
facilities  for  support  of  clinical  faculty  com- 
bined with  location  of  the  clinical  facilities 
In  low  income  areas; 

Limit  on  ability  to  increase  tuition  levels 

because    of   the    large    proportion    of    low 

income  students  attending  minority  schools; 

Potential  reductions  in  state  support  as 

state  revenues  decline; 

Reduction  in  federal  support  for  health 
professions  educational  institutions. 

ISSUES  AND  OPTIONS 

The  report  raises  a  series  of  Issues  and  op- 
tions regarding  an  increase  in  black  health 


manpower  in  an  era  of  manpower  surplus, 
the  reasons  the  goals  of  increased  black 
health  manpower  were  not  achieved,  the 
need  for  minority  schools,  the  need  for  a 
federal  role,  and  options  for  policy  makers 
to  consider: 

While  there  may  be  an  emerging  surplus 
of  health  manpower  in  many  fields,  there  is 
no  surplus  of  black  health  manpower,  and 
wide  disparities  will  continue  between  the 
ratio  of  black  manpower  to  black  population 
and  white  manpower  to  white  population. 
Many  health  manpower  shortage  areas  and 
underserved  areas  have  large  black  popula- 
tions. Health  status  measures  for  blacks  are 
worse  than  for  whites. 

Since  the  federal  government  bears  much 
of  the  cost  of  health  care,  it  must  be  con- 
cerned about  access  to  care  and  health 
status,  since  improved  health  status  should 
translate  into  lower  health  and  social  ex- 
penditures. 

An  increase  in  the  proportion  of  black 
health  professionals  is  dependent  on  a 
number  of  factors: 

Commitment  of  majority  health  profes- 
sions education  institutions; 

Admissions  and  retention  policies  of  ma- 
jority institutions; 

Improved  high  school  and  college  science 
training  for  black  students; 
Affordable  student  financing. 
The  data  show  that  only  a  very  small  pro- 
portion of  majority  health  professions 
schools  is  responsible  for  increases  in  black 
student  enrollment.  Strategies  to  broaden 
this  base  include: 

Strong  commitment  by  governors,  state 
legislators  and  state  higher  education 
boards  to  ensure  that  state  universities  im- 
plement policies  to  increase  black  enroll- 
ment; 

Increased  scholarships  and  low  interest 
loans  to  black  students; 

A  more  aggressive  federal  policy  of  en- 
forcement of  civil  rights  and  affirmative 
action  programs; 

Training  of  more  minority  faculty  and  mi- 
nority faculty  development. 

In  all  fields  minority  schools  play  a  criti- 
cal role  in  the  maintenace  of  total  minority 
enrollment.  Any  cutbacks  in  enrollment  in 
minority  health  professions  schools  will 
reduce  total  black  enrollment  and  black 
health  professions  manpower. 

The  minority  schools  are  more  financially 
vulnerable  than  the  majority  schools.  To 
strengthen  these  schools  financially  some 
policy  options  could  be  undertaken  to: 

Provide  funds  for  approved  biomedical 
and  health  services  research  grant  applica- 
tions designed  to  address  significant  health 
problems  of  minority  population  groups, 
utilizing  the  unique  strengths  and  perspec- 
tives of  minority  health  professions  schools; 
Provide  funds  for  health  manpower 
project  grants  designed  to  increase  the  ca- 
pacity of  minority  and  majority  health  pro- 
fessions schools  to  identify,  recruit,  educate 
and  train  more  minority  health  profession- 
als; 

Increase  recruitment  of  minority  students 
by  the  Armed  Services  and  the  proportion 
of  Armed  Services  scholarships  going  to  mi- 
nority students; 

Promote  affiliations  between  hospitals 
supported  by  governmental  agencies  (feder- 
al, state,  county  and  city)  and  minority 
health  professions  schools  in  their  geo- 
graphic area. 


eroded  during  the  eighties  unless  action  is 
taken  to; 

Increase  minority  student  financial  sup- 
port through  scholarships  and  low  Interest 
loans; 

Increase  the  commitment  of  majority 
schools  to  recruit  and  retain  black  students, 
even  if  the  schools  reduce  general  enroll- 
ment; 

Restore  enrollment  at  Meharry  to  at  least 
100  students  per  class  in  medicine  as  soon  as 
possible  and  expand  the  Morehouse  class 
size  to  reach  their  goal  of  64  students  per 
class; 

Increase  the  financial  stability  of  the  Dii- 
nority  health  professions  schools  by  ex- 
panding their  clinical  bases,  particularly 
through  new  or  enhanced  VA  and  county/ 
city  hospital  affiliations; 

Develop  a  sufficiently  strong  research 
base  at  minority  health  professions  schools 
to  attract  strong  basic  science  faculty,  in- 
cluding more  minority  faculty.* 


CONCLUSION 

There  is  a  substantial  probability  that 
previous  gains  in  the  increase  of  black  par- 
ticipation in  the  health  professions  will  be 


THE  207TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
AMERICAN  INDEPENDENCE 

•  Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
should  like  to  share  with  the  Senate  a 
speech  which  was  given  in  celebration 
of  America  Day  of  the  Honorable 
Joseph  Vemer  Reed,  U.S.  Ambassador 
to  the  Kingdom  of  Morocco.  Our  coun- 
try has  enjoyed  independence  and 
freedom  for  207  years,  and  Ambassa- 
dor Reed  has  expressed  in  his  speech 
the  wants  and  desires  that  all  Ameri- 
cans have  for  the  people  of  the  world. 
I  encourage  all  my  colleagues  to  take 
the  opportunity  to  read  Ambassador 
Reed's  remarks,  and  I  ask  that  the 
speech  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  speech  follows: 
Message  by  Ambassador  Joseph  Verner 
Reed  in  Celebration  of  the  207th  Anni- 
versary OF  American  Independence,  Villa 
America.  Rabat,  Morocco,  Thursday, 
June  9, 1983 

Excellencies,  Colleagues,  Ladies,  and  Gen- 
tlemen: 

You  honor  this  house  of  peace  and  friend- 
ship by  your  presence  here  today.  I  thank 
you  for  coming  to  Villa  America  and  for 
joining  with  us  in  the  celebration  of  the  in- 
dependence of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 

In  1976  we  commemorated  the  two  hun- 
dredth birthday  of  the  Republic,  dated  from 
the  promulgation  of  the  Declaration  of  In- 
dependence, on  July  4,  1776.  What  we  call 
the  "Spirit  of  '76"  is  the  essence  of  the 
American  message— that  peoples  every- 
where have  the  right  to  determine  for  them- 
selves, free  of  external  dictation,  that  form 
of  government  which  best  corresponds  to 
their  needs  and  aspirations.  This  message 
was.  and  remains,  a  condemnation  of  imperi- 
alism in  whatever  guise  it  takes.  As  Jeffer- 
son wrote— and  this  is  the  American 
pledge— "I  have  sworn  upon  the  altar  of 
God  eternal  hostility  against  every  form  of 
tyranny  over  the  mind  of  man". 

In  many  ways  not  1976  but  this  year  of 
1983  is,  however,  the  true  bicentennial  of 
American  independence.  This  September  we 
shall  observe  the  two  hundredth  anniversa- 
ry of  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  by  which  our  inde- 
pendence was  recognized  by  our  mother 
country.  The  thirteen  former  colonies 
t>ecame  "free  Sovereign  and  independent 
States".  Article  Seven  of  the  Treaty  Is  par- 
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ticularly  noteworthy,  when  we  remember 
that  it  came  after  years  of  war  and  sacrifice 
on  both  sides.  That  Article  provides  that  be- 
tween the  former  imperial  power  and  the 
infant  Republic  "there  shall  be  a  firm  and 
perpetual  peace"  and  that  this  would  apply 
as  well  "between  the  subjects  of  the  one. 
and  the  citizens  of  the  other".  It  was  fur- 
ther provided  that  no  person  should  hence- 
forth "suffer  any  future  loss  or  damage 
either  In  his  person,  liberty,  or  property" 
because  of  a  position  taken  during  the  war 
of  independence. 

I  have  taken  this  occasion  to  recall  these 
quotations  because  they  remind  me  of  cer- 
tain fundamental  principles  that  the  United 
States  of  America  has  respected  for  200 
years  and  still  considers  as  most  important 
guidelines  for  the  conduct  of  international 
affairs. 

The  first  point  suggested  by  the  Treaty  of 
Paris  is  self-evident:  that  disputes  between 
nations  should  be  resolved  through  negotia- 
tions that  culminate  in  an  agreement.  This 
idea,  still  revolutionary  today,  is  that  not 
force  or  the  threat  of  force  is  to  prevail,  but 
mutal  interest,  as  freely  defined  and  accept- 
ed within  a  compact  to  which  both  parties 
are  bound. 

The  second  point  that  comes  to  mind  Is 
that  the  valid  objective  of  an  international 
agreement  is  to  establish  and  enhance 
peaceful  relations  between  States,  not  the 
domination  of  one  side  and  the  submission 
of  the  other.  Agreements,  then,  must  take 
place  between  sovereign  equals,  not  between 
overlord  and  satellites,  or  an  imperialist 
regime  and  its  puppets.  This  point,  too. 
should  be  self-evident,  but  in  the  world  of 
today  it  is  all  too  often  honored  more  in  the 
breach  than  in  the  promise.  Some  States 
look  with  anxiety  upon  the  prospect  that 
others  might  enjoy  genuine  independence, 
because  such  rights  of  self-determination 
are  denied  to  their  own  citizenry.  We  do  not 
sympathize  with  those  who  would  impose 
their  own  systems  upon  others,  for  we  know 
that  not  only  simple  decency  but  true  secu- 
rity in  the  long  run  requires  that  each 
nation  be  allowed  to  seek  its  own  destiny. 

A  third  point  In  this  return  to  the  histori- 
cal sources  of  American  nationhood  is  that 
we  have  always  sought  peace  with  reconcili- 
ation. Agreements  can  be  useful  to  lessen 
conflicts  and  to  build  formal  structures  for 
future  relations,  but  if  they  do  not  embody 
the  spirit  of  trust  and  cooperation,  then  ac- 
cumulated resentments  can  undermine  the 
achievement,  often  fatally.  As  the  Treaty  of 
Paris  reminds  us,  we  must  establish  new  and 
productive  relationships  between  nations, 
not  mere  truces  or  pauses  in  the  conflict. 

We  Americans  seek  to  create  new  accords, 
new  relationships  throughout  the  world.  We 
want  to  negotiate  serious,  deep  reductions  in 
the  threat  of  nuclear  weaponry  that  hangs 
over  us  all.  We  want  to  see  an  end  to  the 
fratricide  in  the  Middle  East,  and  we  urge 
that  negotiations  begin  now,  so  that  peace- 
yes,  peace  with  reconciliation— may  bring  its 
blessings  to  this  region,  so  long  afflicted  by 
war  and  devastation.  We  want  to  cooperate 
with  all  nations,  so  that  we  attack  together 
the  real  enemies  of  mankind— hunger,  dis- 
ease, and  ignorance.  And  where  we  compete 
with  other  nations,  let  this  be  for  the  ad- 
vancement of  human  welfare  and  security, 
rather  than  in  arms  races  that  waste  our 
time  and  resources. 

We  Americans  are  notoriously  optimistic, 
to  be  sure.  History  has  often  smiled  upon 
us:  we  won  our  nationhood  against  over- 
whelming odds,  settled  a  continent  and 
made  it  bloom,  and  created  a  national  socie- 


ty which  has  many  problems  to  be  solved, 
but  which  offers  hope  to  individuals  of  all 
races,  creeds,  and  origins  that  each  can 
reach  the  fullest  potential  of  his  or  her 
abilities.  In  our  free  society  the  attainment 
of  the  hitherto  impossible  has  become  a 
commonplace. 

But  we  have  not  done  this  alone.  From 
the  start  America  has  had  invaluable 
friends.  We  owe  much  of  our  success  to  the 
legacy  of  decency  and  justice  bestowed  on 
us  by  the  mother  country  whom  we  left  in 
form,  but  never  in  spirit.  Prance,  Spain  and 
other  European  powers  helped  make  our  in- 
dependence possible.  And  to  Morocco  we 
owe  the  gift  of  a  continuous  friendship  that 
had  broadened  and  deepened  throughout 
the  years. 

Our  independence  has  always  coincided 
with  our  interdependence,  our  reliance  upon 
the  help,  the  understanding,  and  the  fellow- 
ship of  nations  that  share  our  ideals.  This 
occasion,  then,  is  not  only  the  National  Day 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  but  the 
day  of  everyone,  on  every  continent,  who 
upholds  the  words  of  our  Declaration  of  In- 
dependence, that 

"We  hold  these  truths  to  be  self-evident, 
that  all  men  are  created  equal,  that  they  are 
endowed  by  their  Creator  with  certain  un- 
alienable Rights,  that  among  these  are  Life, 
Liberty  and  the  pursuit  of  Happiness,  that 
to  secure  these  rights.  Governments  are  in- 
stituted among  Men,  deriving  their  just 
powers  from  the  consent  of  the  governed." 

Excellencies,  colleagues,  friends.  I  thank 
you  again  for  the  friendship  you  have 
shown  my  country  by  your  presence  at  this 
celebration  of  American  independence— the 
great  festival  of  freedom  for  all  mankind.c 


JEFFERSON  AWARD  GOES  TO 
MILWAUKEE  VOLUNTEER 

•  Mr.  KASTEN.  Mr.  President,  a  truly 
admirable  American,  Dr.  Robert 
Kustra.  was  honored  yesterday  by  the 
American  Institute  for  Public  Service 
for  his  work  among  the  poor  in  Mil- 
waukee. Dr.  Kustra.  winner  of  the  Jef- 
ferson Award  for  Community  Service, 
is  one  of  nine  Americans  being  recog- 
nized for  outstanding  community 
work. 

There  are  millions  of  Americans  who 
freely  give  their  time  and  services  to 
help  those  less  fortunate  than  them- 
selves and  these  people  are  to  t)e  com- 
mended. But  it  is  a  rare  individual  who 
is  so  unselfish  and  committed  to  help- 
ing the  impoverished  that  he  will 
devote  his  life  to  doing  so.  Starting 
with  a  dental  chair  and  a  lot  of  deter- 
mination. Dr.  Kustra  founded  the 
Guadelupe  Children's  Medical  and 
Dental  Clinic  in  1965.  Four  years  later. 
Dr.  Kustra  and  a  few  volunteers  were 
providing  50  children  from  low-income 
families  with  dental  service  for  little 
or  no  charge.  Through  his  efforts,  the 
clinic  was  expanded  to  include  medical 
services,  and  by  1982,  120  medical  pro- 
fession volunteers  provided  medical 
and  dental  services  to  over  3.000  low- 
income  families  in  the  Milwaukee 
area. 

Not  enough  can  be  said  of  an  individ- 
ual like  this.  Mr.  President.  Dr.  Kus- 
tra's  unending  dedication  to  people  Is 
indeed  rare  and  will  be  appreciated  for 


years  to  come.  I  am  proud  of  his 
achievements  and  praise  his  distin- 
guished record  of  service. 

I  want  to  call  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  an  article  on  Dr.  Kustra 
which  appeared  in  the  Milwaukee  Sen- 
tinel. 

The  article  follows: 

[FYom  the  Milwaukee  Sentinel,  Jtily  12, 
19831 

"Dental  Spanish"  Translates  as  Love 
(By  William  Janz) 

On  his  honeymoon,  Robert  P.  Kustra,  a 
dentist,  pulled  teeth  in  Guatemala. 

That  was  in  1965,  when  he  went  to  work 
on  the  dental  problems  of  the  poor  in  Gua- 
temala for  the  first  time.  Later,  he  and  his 
wife  returned  there  to  an  earthquake  and  a 
dental  office  that  was  a  hut  with  a  clay 
floor.  When  dental  equipment  aorived  in 
large  crates,  the  local  priest  used  the  wood 
from  the  crates  to  patch  the  church  roof. 

For  Kustra.  there's  more  to  the  practice 
of  dentistry  than  stainless  steel. 

Kustra's  a  talker  who  picks  his  stories  out 
of  a  comer  of  his  small  office  in  Oak  Creek 
and  concentrates  on  them,  staring  as  he 
speaks. 

Talking  about  his  dental  work  among  the 
poor  on  Milwaukee's  South  Side,  he  said, 
"I'm  getting  the  notoriety  and  everyone  else 
is  getting  all  the  work." 

The  founder  of  the  Guadalupe  Children's 
Medical  and  Dental  Clinic.  1112  S.  3rd  St.. 
Kustra,  49,  recently  won  a  national  Jeffer- 
son Award  for  community  service. 

On  July  19.  in  Washington.  DC.  officials 
of  the  American  Institute  for  Public  Service 
will  present  awards  to  nine  persons,  includ- 
ing Helen  Hayes.  Kirk  Douglas  and  Kustra. 

The  award  includes  $1,000.  which  Kustra 
will  donate  to  Guadalupe,  he  said,  because  it 
badly  needs  money.  Kustra,  who  opened  the 
clinic  18  years  ago,  and  the  other  dentists 
who  are  there  at  least  one  day  a  month, 
work  for  free. 

Patients  are  charged  $1  a  visit,  but  the 
dental  work  is  not  predicated  upon  payment 
of  that  buck. 

"Dr.  Richard  Schulte."  Kustra  said. 
"You've  got  to  get  his  name  in.  He's  been 
there  since  the  beginning  and  I've  never 
seen  his  name  in  print." 

Kustra  was  eligible  for  the  national  award 
because  he  was  a  winner  of  one  of  the  local 
Jefferson  Awards,  which  are  sponsored  by 
WITI-TV  (Channel  6). 

"The  work  at  Guadalupe  is  self-fulfilling. " 
Kustra  said.  "It's  so  second  nature  to  me 
that  I  don't  even  think  about  it  anymore. 
Its  part  of  my  life-style. 

"Sometimes  I  seriously  wonder  why  I'm 
getting  the  award.  It's  very  nice,  but  there 
are  so  many  volunteers  and  so  many  people 
working  hard  at  Guadalupe. 

"As  the  president  says,  we  are  a  nation  of 
volunteers.  Guadalupe  has  so  many  volun- 
teers putting  in  tremendous  time.  From  the 
board  of  directors  on  down.  They  should  be 
getting  the  credit." 

Guadalupe  was  started  wiih  one  ancient 
dental  chair  and  some  prayers.  For  Kustra. 
his  religion  is  part  of  what  he  does. 

"When  the  good  Lord  opens  certain  doors, 
you  go  through,"  he  said,  explaining  his 
work  with  the  poor.  "When  he  closes  them, 
you  don't." 

Since  many  of  the  clinic's  patients  speak 
Spanish,  Kustra  learned  to  speak  what  he 
called  passable  Spanish.  When  several  Viet- 
namese children  became  patients  in  his  pri- 
vate  practice    in   Oak   Creek,    he   learned 


enough  Vietnamese  to  get  them  to  realize 
he  was  Interested  in  them. 

You  could  say  he  speaks  dental  Spanish 
and  dental  Vietnamese.  He  sat  at  his  desk, 
sample  tubes  of  Crest  in  front  of  him,  his 
glasses  on  a  note  pad  stamped  Scope.  The 
room  was  so  small  that  he  could  almost 
touch  each  wall  without  moving. 

In  a  letter  to  the  local  Jefferson  Award 
committee,  Mary  A.  (Pink)  Mullaney,  a  vol- 
unteer at  Guadalupe,  wrote: 

"There  are  good  people  all  over  the  world, 
wonderful,  generous  innovators  who  do 
something  when  the  rest  of  us  fidget  around 
wishing  we  knew  where  to  start.  Dr.  Kustra 
started  something,  stayed  with  it.  and  is  still 
improving  on  that  good  idea." 

The  Jefferson  Award  committee  also 
thought  Kustra  was  a  good  idea.« 


TOWARD  A  NEGOTIATED 
SETTLEMENT  IN  EL  SALVADOR 


•  Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
increasingly  alarmed  over  the  present 
course  of  the  conflict  in  Central  Amer- 
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Rather  than  move  toward  a  peaceful 
political  solution  in  El  Salvador,  the 
Reagan  administration  has  continued 
to  pursue  a  policy  of  military  escala- 
tion. Rather  than  work  with  our 
friends  and  allies  in  the  region  to  re- 
solve outstanding  disputes  within  and 
among  the  nations  of  Central  America. 
this  administration  has  paid  lipservice 
to  the  idea  of  such  cooperation,  while 
attaching  unacceptable  preconditions 
to  any  negotiations.  The  recent  meet- 
ing of  the  Presidents  of  the  Contadora 
nations— Colombia.  Mexico,  Panama, 
and  Venezuela— is  a  further  dramatic 
reminder  of  the  reckless  U.S.  policies 
in  this  part  of  world.  Current  Ameri- 
can policy  is  not  working— and  it  is  in- 
cumbent upon  this  Congress  to  formu- 
late a  better  one. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  my  col- 
leagues' attention  two  thoughtful  arti- 
cles which  appeared  in  the  Washing- 
ton Post  over  the  Fourth  of  July 
recess.  Both  articles  demonstrate  the 
necessity  of  actively  pursuing  negotia- 
tions and  the  feasibility  of  doing  so  at 
this  critical  time.  Mr.  Stephen  Rosen- 
feld  points  out  that  the  differences 
separating  the  Government  of  El  Sal- 
vador and  the  opposition  forces  are 
not  nearly  so  divergent  as  previously 
assumed.  Prof.  Robert  Pastor  outlines 
an  8-point  peace  plan  for  Central 
America;  he  also  suggests  a  method  of 
breaking  the  deadlock  between  the  op- 
position forces  in  El  Salvador,  which 
insist  on  unconditional  negotiations, 
and  the  Salvadoran  Govenunent. 
which  insists  on  free  elections. 

It  is  the  urgent  duty  of  Congress  to 
explore  all  possible  steps  to  foster  a 
true  process  of  negotiation  and  recon- 
ciliation, which  alone  can  bring  about 
a  lasting  peaceful  resolution  to  the 
conflict  in  El  Salvador.  To  that  end.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  seriously  consid- 
er the  views  of  Mr.  Rosenfeld  and  Mr. 
Pastor,  and  I  ask  that  their  articles  be 
inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  time. 


The  articles  follow: 

The  Door  not  Opened 
(By  Stephen  S.  Rosenfeld) 
Tread  the  narrow,  twisting  corridor  of  ifs 
and  maybes  that  lead  toward  a  negotiation 
in  El  Savlador,  if  and  maybe. 

True,  the  fighting  goes  on.  Among  the 
would-be  peacemakers  there  is  evident  nei- 
ther the  authority  on  their  own  side  nor  the 
trust  on  the  other  side  to  make  a  negotia- 
tion go.  The  smart  money  says  forget  it. 

But  two  considerations  work  against  this 
forbidding  prospect. 

The  less  important  is  that  everyone  now 
pays  court  to  the  idea  of  a  negotiated  settle- 
ment. The  Salvadoran  government  has  cre- 
ated a  "peace  commission,"  whose  equiva- 
lent already  exists  on  the  left.  The  patrons 
of  both  sides,  including  the  United  States, 
Cuba  and  assorted  others,  say  they  favor 
talks.  The  would-be  mediators  of  the  Conta- 
dora group  have  made  contact. 

So  there  is  1 )  if  not  an  impulse  to  peace,  a 
pretense  to  peace  among  the  parties,  2)  a 
body  of  supportive  international  concern 
and  pressure  and  3)  the  beginnings  of  some 
mechanisms. 

All  this  and  10  cents  buys  a  cup  of  coffee, 
or  used  to.  The  more  important  consider- 
ation snapped  into  focus  for,  me  only  this 
week  as  a  result  of  encounters  with  Deane 
Hinton,  until  recently  the  American  ambas- 
sador to  El  Salvador,  and  Jeane  Kirkpatrick, 
President  Reagan's  representative  to  the 
United  Nations. 

What  I  took  from  them  was  the  feeling 
that  the  Salvadoran  sides  are  not  nearly  so 
far  apart  as  is  commonly  supposed,  but  that 
at  the  political  level  the  administration  is 
not  fully  aware  of  how  it  might  bridge  the 
gap. 

Hinton  is  a  crusty  old  pro  with  a  back- 
ground in  economic  negotiations.  Though 
he  is  wary  of  the  pitfalls,  his  premise— not 
his  prediction— is  that  a  negotiation  can  be 
made  to  happen  in  El  Salvador  if  the  United 
States  hangs  in  with  aid  and  plays  its  diplo- 
matic cards  right.  He  sat  me  up  straight 
with  his  observation  that,  even  as  matters 
stand  now,  the  Salvadoran  government 
could  "take  on"— somehow  deal  with— no 
fewer  than  four  of  the  six  points  on  the 
guerrillas'  agenda. 
What? 

If  you  put  "electioris,"  shorthand  for  the 
government  agenda,  against  "power  shar- 
ing," Washington's  shorthand  for  the  guer- 
rilla agenda,  it's  a  mismatch.  Between  dis- 
posing of  power  by  an  election  and  carving 
up  power  before  an  election,  there  is  no 
common  ground. 

But  both  agendas  list,  for  instance,  an 
item  on  security.  The  government  invites 
the  guerrillas  to  talk  about  the  security  ar- 
rangements requisite  to  their  participation 
in  elections,  while  the  guerrillas  ask  the 
government  to  make  a  new  disposition  of 
their  respective  armed  forces.  There  is 
plenty  to  disagree  about  here,  but  the  two 
positions  are  not  mutually  exclusive. 

On  this  agenda  point  and  some  others, 
Hinton  believes,  the  need  is  to  get  the  two 
sides  talking.  I  found  what  he  said  an  emi- 
nently practical  basis  on  which  to  try  to 
move  the  Salvadorans  past  shadowboxing. 

So  much  for  breakfast.  At  lunch  it  was 
Kirkpatrick,  who,  unlike  Hinton,  remains 
engaged  in  Salvadoran  policy  and  enjoys  the 
president's  confidence. 

Did  she  think  it  possible  or  desirable  to 
encourage  the  Salvadoran  sides  to  go  to  the 
table  without  prior  agreement  on  the 
agenda?  She  could,  perhaps,  see  the  two  ar- 
riving at  the  table,  she  said,  but  she  doubted 
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the  Salvadoran  government  would  conduct 
substantial  conversations  on  an  agenda  not 
basically  oriented  toward  the  organization 
of  elections. 

Would  not  a  good  purpose  be  served  by 
getting  the  two  to  talk?  The  unambiguous 
American  position.  Kirkpatrick  said,  is  that 
the  distribution  of  power  can  be  solved  by 
free  elections  with  the  broadest  participa- 
tion and  security  for  aU. 

Are  not  discussions  possible  on  the  basis 
that  the  Salvadoran  government  acknowl- 
edges that  the  security  of  the  left  must  be 
ensured  for  elections,  while  the  guerrillas 
want  a  reorganization  of  the  armed  forces? 
No,  she  said,  it  didn't  seem  probable,  it  was 
not  going  to  happen. 

Why  not  encourage  the  two  sides  to  sit 
down  without  an  agenda,  with  the  forma- 
tion of  an  agenda  the  first  item  of  business? 
The  Salvadoran  peace  commission  will  sit 
down  to  discuss  the  left's  participation  and 
security  in  elections,  she  said,  not  the  re- 
structuring of  the  government  before  elec- 
tions. 

Maybe  I  got  it  wrong.  Maybe  she  was  just 
being  properly  discreet  and  deferential  to 
the  Salvadoran  government.  Maybe  there  is 
more  flex  in  the  administration  position 
than  meets  the  eye.  But  I  sure  had  the  im- 
pression that  where  the  Hinton  line  might 
open  things  up.  the  Kirkpatrick  line  might 
close  things  down.  It  didn't  sound  good. 


[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  5.  19831 
An  8-Point  Peace  Plan  for  Central 
America 
"instead    of    elections    without    ne(k)tia- 
tions    or    negotiations    without    elec- 
tions,   why   not   wide-ranging   negotia- 
tions leading  to  ele(mons?" 
(By  Robert  Pastor) 
There  has  been  a  lot  of  pressure  on  the 
Reagan  administration  to  negotiate  in  Cen- 
tral America,  but  few  specific  ideas  on  how 
or  what  to  negotiate.  Here's  a  proposal. 

Besides  improving  the  Salvadoran  armed 
forces,  the  strategy  of  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration and  the  Salvadoran  government 
relies  on  elections.  The  left  is  invited  to  par- 
ticipate or  to  talk  about  the  elections  in  the 
Peace  Commission.  The  left  (FDR/FMLN) 
says  that  elections  under  the  government's 
auspices  would  be  meaningless  at  best;  more 
likely,  they  would  be  suicidal.  Even  if  body- 
guards would  protect  rather  than  "termi- 
nate" leftist  candidates,  who  would  ensure 
the  results?  So  the  left  proposes  "negotia- 
tions without  preconditions"  as  a  way  to  re- 
solve the  conflict,  and  the  government,  in- 
terpreting this  proposal  rather  liberally  and 
disingenuously  as  a  demand  for  power-shar- 
ing, blocks  negotiations.  The  war  grows 
worse,  and  there  is  little  prospect  that  the 
government's  elections  will  discourage  the 
guerrillas  or  reduce  the  rightist  violence. 
The  elections  could  provide  a  modicum  of 
legitimacy  to  the  government,  but  if  the 
right  wins  the  election,  that  won't  last  long 
or  be  worth  much. 

There  is  room  enough  and  reason  enough 
to  compromise.  War  strengthens  extremists, 
particularly  in  countries  like  El  Salvador 
where  the  middle— both  moderates  and  the 
spirit  of  moderation— is  precarious  and  de- 
mocracy is  embryonic.  Only  at  the  bargain- 
ing table  can  moderates  on  both  sides  be  put 
in  a  position  where  they  could  begin  calling 
the  tune  rather  than  dancing  to  it  or  run- 
ning from  it. 

Instead  of  elections  without  negotiations 
or  negotiations  without  elections,  why  not 
wide-ranging  negotiations  leading  to  elec- 
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Uons?  Both  sides— and  the  Reagan  adminis- 
trmtion— should  announce  their  support  of 
the  following  compromise  proposition: 
"Elections  remain  the  best  way  to  test  the 
will  of  the  people,  but  they  are  impossible  in 
the  current  climate  of  violence.  Negotiations 
should  t>egin  immediately  to  define  the 
terms  and  the  conditions  that  will  permit 
the  elections  to  be  free  and  fair  and.  if  pos- 
sible, held  in  December  1983".  •'Terms  and 
conditions"  could  be  defined  broadly 
enough  to  include  the  reorganization  of  the 
military,  guarantees  on  electoral  results,  an 
interim  government— whatever:  the  point  is 
that  the  conditions  for  free  elections  would 
be  negotiated  without  preconditions,  thus 
satisfying  the  current  position  of  both  sides. 

Who  can  refuse  such  a  proposition  and 
retain  international  credibility?  Having  in- 
sisted that  elections  are  the  "political  solu- 
tion." the  Reagan  administration  can  hardly 
reject  honest  negotiations  aimed  at  making 
the  elections  fair.  Having  aslced  to  talk 
about  a  reorganization  of  the  military  and  a 
provisional  governing  structure  as  a  way  to 
guarantee  the  rights  of  the  left,  the  FDR/ 
PMLN  can  hardly  retreat,  without  implying 
Its  opposition  to  elections  in  principle.  Cer- 
tainly, the  Christian  Democrats,  who  have 
their  own  good  reasons  to  fear  that  the 
right  will  erase  them  either  during  or  after 
the  election,  should  welcome  negotiations 
that  guarantee  their  safety  and  return  them 
to  the  middle  of  the  Salvadoran  political 
spectrum  where  they  belong.  The  right  will 
participate  in  negotiations  only  if  the 
Reagan  administration  can  persuade  them 
that  they  have  no  alternative.  Failure  to 
apply  U.S.  leverage  on  the  right  will  doom 
negotiations  from  the  beginning. 

Assuming  the  proposition  is  accepted  by 
the  government  and  the  left,  both  sides 
would  issue  an  invitation  to  international 
"sponsors"  to  oversee  the  negotiations,  the 
elections  and  the  outcome.  The  Contadora 
Group  should  be  the  principal  sponsors,  but 
it  should  be  expanded.  One  idea  would  be 
for  the  left  to  be  sponsored  by  Mexico. 
Spain.  France  and  Colombia,  and  the  gov- 
ernment to  be  sponsored  by  the  United 
States,  Venezuela,  Panama  and  the  Domini- 
can Republic.  Representatives  of  these 
countries  would  sit  at  the  bargaining  table 
and  play  an  active,  facilitative  role  in  the 
negotiations  and  in  implementing  an  agree- 
ment of  eight  points. 

1.  For  purposes  of  building  confidence  and 
trust  as  much  as  for  stopping  the  war.  the 
first  item  on  the  agenda  should  be  the  nego- 
tiation of  a  cease-fire,  say  for  one  day  in  one 
area.  As  negotiations  proceed,  the  cease-fire 
should  be  extended  over  time  and  space. 

2.  Both  sides  would  negotiate  a  two-month 
electoral  period,  in  which  all  parties  would 
register  tmd  participate  and  have  equal 
access  to  the  media.  An  electoral  board 
would  be  broadly  representative  of  both 
sides  and  would  oversee  the  election,  assist- 
ed by  a  large  numt>er  of  international  ot>- 
servers.  To  dispel  suspicion,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration would  state  clearly  that  it 
would  fully  respect  the  outcome  if  the  Com- 
munists won  the  election.  Parallel  state- 
ments could  l)e  solicited  from  other  spon- 
sors and  also  from  Cuba  and  the  Soviet 
Union. 

3.  Both  sides  would  agree  to  a  constitu- 
tion, which  would  make  minor  modifications 
of  the  existing  one,  but  would  institution- 
alize the  land  reform  (phases  I  and  III), 
guarantee  economic  and  political  pluralism 
and  pledge  a  nonaligned  foreign  policy. 

A.  During  the  electoral  period,  the  armed 
guerrillas  would  stay  in  their  camps,  and 


the  military  would  cease  operations  in  these 
areas— thus  reducing  and  ultimately  ceasing 
military  contact.  Security  would  be  guaran- 
teed by  an  "election-protection  peace  force" 
composed  of  soldiers  from  most  or  all  of  the 
eight  sponsors.  This  force  would  remain  in 
place  for  at  least  three  months  after  the 
elections  in  order  to  ensure  continuity  and 
guarantee  the  results. 

5.  Both  sides  would  accept  some  responsi- 
bility for  the  repression— the  killing  of  inno- 
cent civilians— and.  supervised  by  the  peace 
force,  would  dissolve  the  most  repressive 
elements  of  both  forces,  say.  the  govern- 
ment's Treasury  Police  and  National  Guard 
and  the  two  most  brutal  of  the  five  guerrilla 
armies. 

6.  A  plan  for  integrating  the  guerrillas, 
into  a  reorganized  armed  force  would  be  ne- 
gotiated and  would  come  into  force  two 
months  after  the  election  and  one  month 
after  the  inauguration  of  the  new  govern- 
ment. 

7.  A  negotiated  interim  govenunent  would 
come  into  being  at  the  signing  of  the  agree- 
ment and  the  beginning  of  the  electoral 
period.  This  interim  govenunent  would  give 
representatives  of  the  various  groups  the 
first  opE)ortunity  to  communicate  directly 
with  one  another  and  to  work  together.  It 
would  also  preclude  government  assistance 
to  any  party. 

8.  'The  sponsoring  nations  would  agree  to 
contribute  a  total  of  $2  billion  in  economic 
aid  directly  (and  encourage  another  $2  bil- 
lion by  other  donors)  for  a  five-year  period 
to  help  El  Salvador  recover,  implement  the 
reforms,  and  contribute  to  a  rejuvenated 
Central  American  Common  Market.  It  is 
well  to  recall  that  before  the  war.  El  Salva- 
dor demonstrated  its  capacity  for  economic 
growth  (5.3  percent  per  year  sustained  over 
20  years),  social  progress  (the  distribution  of 
income  improved  from  1965  to  1977)  and  ex- 
panded education.  With  outside  help  and 
inside  peace.  El  Salvador  could  be  an  eco- 
nomic engine  for  Central  America. 

In  addition,  the  s(>onsors  would  agree  to 
provide  $50  million  in  military  aid  during 
the  same  five-year  period,  but  all  economic 
and  military  aid  would  be  negotiated  direct- 
ly and  exclusively  with  the  civilian  govern- 
ment and  would  be  turned  on  or  off  by  the 
civilians,  or  off  by  the  sponsors  if  the  mili- 
tary should  interfere  with  the  government. 
It  is  essential  that  in  the  postwar  period,  all 
outside  democratic  governments  do  every- 
thing they  can  to  keep  the  military  out  of 
politics. 

These  are  the  rough  and  radical  elements 
of  one  peace  plan.  It  is  offered  not  as  the 
only  plan  but  only  to  demonstrate  that  if 
the  administration  used  half  as  much 
energy  in  pursuing  negotiations  as  it  does  in 
trying  to  get  Congress  to  fully  fund  its  mili- 
tary aid  program,  hundreds  of  possible  vari- 
ations would  suggest  themselves. 

Negotiations  will  not  be  easy,  and  no  one 
should  expect  that  all  those  on  the  left  or 
right  will  remain  a  part  of  the  process:  they 
won't.  However,  it  is  essential  to  test  the 
sincerity  of  both  groups  and  to  divide  those 
who  want  democracy  from  those  who  only 
want  power.  The  aim  is  to  narrow  the  base 
of  those  who  prefer  fighting  to  compromise, 
rather  than  to  squeeze  the  middle,  which  is 
the  consequence  of  the  current  strategy. 
The  government  that  emerges  from  negotia- 
tions will  be  able  to  stand  on  its  own  and 
fight  the  remaining  guerrillas  from  real 
strength— not  the  kind  that  comes  from 
guns,  but  the  kind  that  comes  from  popular 
support. 

If  this  negotiation  succeeds,  the  same  for- 
mula could  t>e  applied  to  Nicaragua.  The 


same  eight-nation  sponsors  could  oversee  a 
negotiation  between  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment and  the  rebel  groups.  If  the  Sandinis- 
tas l>elieve  that  their  revolution  is  worth  ex- 
porting to  El  Salvador,  perhaps  they  can  be 
persuaded  to  import  a  solution  for  peace 
from  their  neighbor  and  Common  Market 
partner. 

While  the  Contadora  Group  endlessly  de- 
bates the  shape  of  the  negotiating  table, 
and  the  Reagan  administration  insists  on  re- 
gional rather  than  bilateral  talks,  this  pro- 
posal cuts  through  the  Central  American 
knot  by  going  to  the  real  source  of  the  prob- 
lem, which  is  not  external  support  but  Inter- 
nal division. 

The  best  part  of  this  plan  is  that  everyone 
is  welcome  to  take  the  first  step:  there  is  no 
reason  why  Spain,  the  Socialist  Internation- 
al, the  Contadora  Group  or  the  Salvadoran 
government  should  wait  for  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration. The  administration  is  hardly 
alone  in  making  negotiations  more  difficult: 
this  proposal  offers  everyone  the  chance  of 
making  them  more  likely.  Spain,  for  exam- 
ple, could  announce  support  of  the  first 
proposition  and  try  to  persuade  the  FDR/ 
FMLN  to  accept  it  as  well.  By  doing  so.  the 
burden  would  be  passed  to  the  Salvadoran 
government  and  the  Reagan  administration 
to  accept  full-scale  negotiations  on  elec- 
tions. 

The  administration  has  found  a  hundred 
disingenuous  reasons  to  reject  negotiations, 
but  the  Salvadoran  left  is  not  the  Vietcong. 
It  is  an  extremely  heterogenous  group 
which  includes  disaffected  Christian  and 
Social  Democrats,  and  quite  possibly  the 
only  thing  holding  them  together  is  the  war 
and  the  absence  of  negotiations.  Because 
the  sponsors  are  democratic  countries  and 
the  negotiator  of  the  left  might  well  be 
Guillermo  Ungo.  the  Social  Democratic 
leader  of  the  FDR,  the  United  States  and  its 
friends  are  better  positioned  to  take  advan- 
tage of  negotiations  than  is  the  left.  For 
that  reason.  I  hope  President  Reagan  takes 
the  first  step.  Congress  is  right  to  insist  on 
it. 

Only  through  such  a  plan  can  the  divi- 
sions that  are  opening  in  our  country  and 
have  already  opened  between  the  United 
States  and  our  friends  begrin  to  t>e  healed. 
Most  important,  for  El  Salvador,  it  is  vitally 
important  that  the  action  move  quickly 
from  the  battlefield  to  the  bargaining  table 
before  culminating  at  the  ballot  box.* 
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CATHOLIC  WAR  VETERANS 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  S.  1145,  a  bill  to 
grant  a  Federal  charter  to  the  Catho- 
lic War  Veterans  of  the  United  States 
of  America. 

Founded  in  1935,  this  organization 
has  tirelessly  served  the  Interests  of 
the  veteran  and  his  dependents,  pro- 
viding much-needed  welfare  and  reha- 
bilitation. With  nearly  50,000  active 
members,  the  Catholic  War  Veterans 
has  selflessly  maintained  the  rights 
and  privileges  of  those  who  have  de- 
fended our  Nation. 

The  Catholic  War  Veterans  has  re- 
mained faithful  to  the  preamble  of  its 
constitution: 

We  American  Citizens,  memt>ers  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  under  the  spiritual  au- 
thority of  our  Holy  Father  the  Pope.  Bishop 
of  Rome,  and  who  have  served  in  the  wars 


and  campaigns  of  the  United  States  in  order 
that  we  may  he  bound  by  a  greater  spirit  of 
faith  and  patriotism,  and  that  we  may  be  of 
greater  service  to  God  and  our  country  and 
to  one  another,  and  in  order  to  perpetuate 
our  ideals  and  ideas,  establish  a  permanent 
organization. 

Mr.  President,  the  Catholic  War  Vet- 
erans has  recognized  the  necessity  of 
aiding  men  and  women  in  need,  those 
who  have  answered  our  country's  call. 
As  this  heroic  organization  nears  its 
50th  anniversary,  I  find  it  entirely  ap- 
propriate that  we  recognize  such  a 
meritorious  service.  I  wholeheartedly 
support  this  bill,  to  honor,  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  the  Catholic  War  Veterans, 
whose  deeds  imquestionably  deserve  a 
national  charter.* 


COMMEMORATION  OF  THE 
INVASION  OF  CYPRUS 


•  Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President.  I 
wish  to  commemorate  the  ninth  anni- 
versary of  the  Turkish  invasion  of 
Cyprus,  a  day  when  we  renew  our  on- 
going commitment  to  the  people  of 
this  tiny  island  in  the  Mediterranean. 
Since  the  invasion.  Cyprus  has  been 
divided  into  three  parts:  The  Republic 
of  Cyprus  in  the  south,  the  Turkish- 
occupied  north,  and  the  two  British 
military  bases.  Over  the  years,  repeat- 
ed efforts  at  reaching  a  negotiated  set- 
tlement through  the  intercommunal 
talks  have  not  been  substantially  suc- 
cessful. The  issue  of  some  2.000  miss- 
ing persons,  many  of  whom  are  be- 
lieved to  be  alive  today,  has  not  been 
resolved.  In  a  recent  letter  to  Secre- 
tary of  State  George  Shultz.  Senators 
Percy,  Pell.  Biden,  Sarbanes.  and  I 
called  upon  the  State  Department  to 
actively  support  efforts  to  determine 
the  fate  of  the  persons  missing  since 
the  1974  invasion,  including  Americans 
as  well  as  Greek  Cypriots. 

Turkish  military  forces  continue  to 
occupy  the  northern  sector  at  an  exor- 
bitant cost  to  the  Government  of 
Turkey.  As  long  as  these  troops 
remain  on  Cyprus,  it  is  doubtful  that  a 
meaningful  solution  will  be  reached.  I 
will  continue  to  urge  a  withdrawal  of 
all  Turkish  troops  at  the  earliest  possi- 
ble date. 

The  recent  successful  conclusion  of 
negotiations  of  a  Defense  and  Eco- 
nomic Cooperation  Agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Greece, 
affecting  U.S.  military  bases  in 
Greece,  should  give  Turkey  pause  over 
Cyprtis  because  of  America's  commit- 
ment to  maintain  the  7  to  10  ratio  as 
well  as  the  strengthening  of  ties  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Greece. 

I  will  also  work  to  reverse  the  admin- 
istration policy  of  the  last  4  years  of 
cutting  aid  to  Cyprus.  I  believe  that 
continuing  aid  is  essential  both  as  a 
symbol  of  our  commitment  to  a  viable 
Cyprus  and  as  a  substantive  contribu- 
tion to  continuing  needs  there.» 


SENATE        JOINT        RESOLUTION 

106— NATIONAL  PARALYZED 

VETERANS  DAY 
•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  when 
in  times  of  crisis,  the  need  for  men  and 
women  grows  great  and  the  call  to 
duty  pervades  the  land,  the  distin- 
guished citizens  whom  I  honor  today 
came  forward  to  defend  our  Nation. 
They  were  asked  to  make  many  sacri- 
fices, whether  academic,  vocational,  or 
social. 

The  courageous  veterans  to  be  recog- 
nized by  Senate  Joint  Resolution  106 
have  made  a  tremendous  sacrifice— the 
loss  of  mobility  through  spinal  chord 
paralysis  and  other  such  incapacitat- 
ing injuries.  The  qualities  that  these 
veterans  possess  best  exemplifies  the 
ideals  of  our  country:  honor,  courage, 
and  selflessness. 

With  nearly  30.000  paralyzed  veter- 
ans in  this  Nation,  we  owe  these  brave 
men  and  women  a  debt  greater  than 
we  may  ever  hope  to  repay.  To  them 
we  owe  the  security  of  our  children,  of 
our  homes,  and  of  our  way  of  life.  The 
paralyzed  veteran  has  recongnized  the 
need  to  defend  our  land,  and  now  is 
the  time  for  us  to  recognize  his  sacri- 
fices. This  resolution  not  only  pays 
homage  to  fellow  citizens  who  have 
endured  devastating  injuries,  but  it  is 
also  a  tribute  to  their  relentless  deter- 
mination to  lead  productive  lives. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  today  to  whole- 
heartedly support  Senate  Joint  Reso- 
lution 106  to  designate  August  3.  1983, 
as  "National  Paralyzed  Veterans  Rec- 
ognition Day."  Although  this  is  just 
the  begirming  of  the  recognition  that 
these  veterans  so  greatly  deserve,  it  is 
time  that  we  start  to  repay  our  debt  to 
those  who  have  suffered  irreparable 
losses  so  that  we  might  remain  a 
secure  and  free  Nation.* 


SENATE      RESOLUTION       139-TO 
DISAPPROVE         THE         STUDY 
GROUP  ON  SENATE  PRACTICES 
AND       PROCEDURES'       RECOM- 
MENDATION THAT  THE 
SENATE    COMMITTEE    ON    VET- 
ERANS'   AFFAIRS    BE    MERGED 
WITH      THE      COMMITTEE      ON 
ARMED  SERVICES 
•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  Senate  Resolution 
139,  to  disapprove  the  Study  Group  on 
Senate  Practices  and  Procedures'  rec- 
ommendation No.  15,  which  proposes 
that  the  Senate  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs  be  merged  with  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services  and  cease  as 
a  separate  standing  committee  of  the 

Although  I  concur  with  many  of  the 
study  group's  proposals.  I  truly  cannot 
find  merit  in  this  one.  As  you  know, 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs,  established  in  1970,  provides 
jurisdiction  over  veteran  medical  care, 
rehabilitation,  pensions,  hospitals,  and 
other  vital  needs  of  our  Nation's  veter- 


ans. The  committee  has  performed  its 
duties  with  much  expedience  and  de- 
termination. By  merging  the  Veterans' 
Affairs  Committee  with  the  Armed 
Services  Conunittee,  the  significance 
of  the  veteran  may  well  be  decreased. 
In  spite  of  my  deep  respect  for  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  I 
sincerely  feel  that  the  importance  of 
our  country's  veterans  might  be  lost  in 
this  already  burdened  council. 

Mr.  President,  we  owe  a  great  debt 
to  the  veterans  of  America.  I  believe 
that  a  gross  injustice  would  occur  if 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs  were  abolished.  This  commit- 
tee has  always  remained  faithful  to  its 
obligations  to  the  former  members  of 
our  Armed  Forces. 

I  completely  agree  with  the  wise 
words  of  my  colleague  from  Nebraska 
when  he  introduced  this  resolution: 
"If  it  is  not  broke,  do  not  fix  it."» 

SENATE    JOINT    RESOLUTION    97, 
TO     ERECT     A     MEMORIAL     IN 
HONOR        OF        THOSE        WHO 
FOUGHT  FOR  AMERICA  IN  THE 
KOREAN  WAR 
•  Mr.   D'AMATO.   Mr.   President.   30 
years  ago.  the  United  States  joined 
with  its  allies  to  prevent  the  loss  of 
freedom  in  South  Korea  to  Commu- 
nist forces.  Of  the  6  million  Americans 
who  answered  the  call  of  their  Nation. 
154,000  were  killed  or  wounded. 

It  is  unfortunate  yet  true,  that  this 
country  has  failed  to  recognize  fully 
the  sacrifices  made  by  the  brave  men 
and  women  who  served  in  the  Armed 
Forces  during  the  Korean  war.  In  this 
light,  I  rise  today  to  support  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  97,  to  erect  a  memori- 
al in  honor  of  those  who  fought  for 
America  and  to  defend  its  cherished 
ideals  of  freedom. 

Mr.  President,  war  is  a  tragic  occa- 
sion for  all,  but  there  are  those  who 
wish  to  turn  their  backs  on  our  histo- 
ry, to  refuse  acknowledgement  of  our 
veterans'  courage.  Yet,  it  is  only  by  re- 
membering the  horrors  of  a  past  war 
that  we  may  prevent  one  in  the  future. 
I  feel  it  is  essential  that  we  both  recog- 
nize and  pay  tribute  to  the  former 
members  of  our  Armed  Forces  who 
served  during  the  Korean  war;  an  erec- 
tion of  a  memorial  so  that  we  may 
never  forget.* 


REMEMBERING  THE  CAPTIVE 
NATIONS 

•  Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  a  genera- 
tion ago,  in  1959.  this  Nation  first  ob- 
served Captive  Nations  Week.  Today, 
we  continue  to  remember  the  nations 
and  peoples  held  captive  by  commu- 
nism. The  commemoration  of  this  spe- 
cial week  is  as  relevant  an  observance 
today  as  it  was  24  years  ago.  While  the 
colonial  empires  of  Britain.  Prance, 
and    Portugal    have    withered    away. 
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since  1959.  the  empire  of  communism 
has  grown  consuming  Cuba.  Cambo- 
dia. Laos,  and  Afghanistan  in  just  the 
past  few  years.  Furthermore,  the  grip 
of  communism  upon  the  older  captive 
nations  such  as  E^stonia.  Lativa.  Lith- 
uania, and  others  has  not  loosened. 

It  is  Indeed  important  that  we  un- 
derstand the  fact  that  captive  nations 
are  truly  held  captive.  They  did  not 
voluntarily  accept  communism;  it  was 
thnist  upon  them.  The  Soviet  Union  is 
the  Communist  successor  to  czarist 
Russia,  and  it  is  an  empire.  No 
member  of  a  non-Russian  minority 
group,  no  Estonian,  no  Lativan.  and  no 
Lithuanian  need  be  reminded  that 
only  the  Russian-spealting  Communist 
succeeds  in  any  of  the  U.S.S.R.s  alleg- 
edly "sovereign"  republics.  The  Soviet 
Union  has  succeeded  in  spreading 
Communist  power  from  the  heart  of 
Germany  to  the  jungles  of  Indochina, 
from  Havana  to  Hanoi,  leaving  over  1 
billion  persons  subjugated  to  Commu- 
nist rule. 

In  1917  the  people  of  Russia  hoped 
that  a  new  era  in  their  history,  ush- 
ered in  by  Lenin,  would  mark  the  re- 
placement of  a  centuries-old  autocracy 
with  a  democratic  and  just  govern- 
ment. Instead,  the  greater  part  of  the 
Russian  people  have  suffered  under 
even  greater  pressure  from  autocracy, 
while  they  have  had  to  live  through 
forced  labor,  famine,  censorship,  and 
militarism.  Today,  we  find  communism 
spreading  beyond  Russia's  borders- 
spread  not  through  the  ballot  or  per- 
sonal choice,  but  through  subterfuge 
and  force. 

Even  under  this  dark  cloud  of  Soviet 
rule  we  must  recognize  that  there  re- 
mains a  glimmer  of  hope.  The  people 
of  these  captive  nations  have  demon- 
strated that  they  do  not  intend  to  ac- 
quiesce to  the  ever-expanding  tyranny 
of  communism.  In  East  Germany  in 
1953.  in  Hungary  in  1956.  in  Czecho- 
slovakia in  1968,  and  in  Poland  and  Af- 
ghanistan today,  the  subjects  ol  com- 
munism have  fought  with  all  of  their 
strength,  at  risk  of  life,  to  be  free.  We 
as  free  people  have  a  responsibility  to 
help  support  these  courageous  individ- 
uals in  their  struggles.  We  have  a  duty 
to  let  the  Soviet  Union  know  that  the 
free  world  abhors  its  conquest  and 
dominance  of  these  nations  and  peo- 
ples.* 


WINTHROP  ROCKEFELLER 

•  Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  last 
week  members  of  both  political  parties 
joined  with  the  family  and  friends  of 
the  late  Winthrop  Rockefeller  to  pay 
tribute  to  the  great  man  who  served  as 
Governor  of  our  State  from  1967-71. 
Governor  Rockefeller  moved  to  our 
State  in  the  early  1950's  and  founded 
Winrock  Farms  on  Mount  Pettijean 
which  his  son  Winthrop  Paul  runs 
today. 


Winthrop  Rockefeller  was  the  first 
Republican  Governor  of  Arkansas 
since  reconstruction  and  proved  to  be 
a  most  progressive  one.  He  was  the 
first  chairman  of  the  Arkansas  Indus- 
trial Development  Commission  and 
was  not  shy  about  using  his  own  con- 
tacts and  personal  resources  to  court 
and  eventually  bring  many  of  the  For- 
tune 500  industries  to  the  State.  It  is 
perhaps  his  contributions  to  industrial 
development  in  Arkansas  for  which  he 
is  most  remembered  today. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues portions  of  some  of  the  trib- 
utes paid  to  the  late  Governor  Rocke- 
feller on  the  occasion  marking  the 
opening  of  the  collection  of  his  private 
papers  at  the  University  of  Arkansas 
at  Little  Rock  Library. 

[Prom  the  Arkansas  Gazette.  July  17.  1983] 

Tributes  to  Rockefeixer:  He  Appealed  to 
Hopes.  Not  Hates 

Here  are  excerpts  from  some  of  the 
speeches  made  in  Little  Rock  July  9  at  a 
banquet  in  the  Excelsior  Hotel  marking  the 
opening  of  the  collection  of  private  papers 
of  Winthrop  Rockefeller  at  the  library  of 
the  University  of  Arkansas  at  Little  Rock. 
Rockefeller,  who  died  in  1973,  was  the  first 
chairman  of  the  Arkansas  Industrial  Devel- 
opment Commission  and  a  two-term.  Repub- 
lican governor. 

Maurice  (Footsie)  Britt.  director  of  the 
Small  Business  Administration  in  Arkansas, 
was  lieutenant  governor  during  Rockefel- 
ler's terms  as  governor 

I'm  sure  that  this  hotel  and  this  banquet 
tonight  would  be  approved  by  Winthrop 
Rockefeller.  I  think  that  it  measures  up  to 
the  "Era  of  Excellence." 

It  is  good  to  be  here  ...  It  has  been  a 
long,  long  time.  I  miss  my  old  running  mate. 
Win  Rockefeller  .  .  . 

The  question  that  I  have  l)een  asked  most 
during  these  times  when  people  find  out 
that  I  knew  Winthrop  Rockefeller  is.  "Tell 
me  what  motivated  him?"  Why  did  he  want 
to  be  governor  of  Arkansas?  Why  did  he 
subject  himself  to  such  abuse  when  it  really 
wasn't  necessary?  And  those  of  us  who  were 
fortunate  enough  to  know  Win  could  not  all 
agree  on  the  answer.  But  I  would  like  to 
give  you  my  interpretation. 

I  believe  that  Win  had  two  very,  very 
strong  beliefs  and  they  served  as  catalysts  in 
his  life.  I  think  that  the  paramount,  driving 
force  was  his  burning  desire  to  live  up  to  the 
family  name,  the  Rockefeller  family  name. 
And  the  second  force  that  came  Into  play 
and  meant  just  as  much.  I  think,  was  his 
love  of  Arkansas  and  his  love  for  its  people. 
He  wanted  to  give  back  to  the  state  and  to 
the  people  a  little  of  the  happiness  that  he 
had  managed  to  enjoy  during  his  stay  in 
this  state.  I  firmly  believe  that  Win  accom- 
plished his  goals  and  I  also  believe  that  Win 
felt  like  he  had  given  it  his  best  shot. 

I  make  this  judgment  based  on  the  last 
conversation  that  I  had  with  him.  It  was  at 
breakfast,  the  one  just  prior  to  his  death. 
Somehow  in  retrospect  I  now  think  that  he 
knew  that  this  would  be  our  last  time  to 
visit.  He  talked  with  tioth  Pat  and  me  for  a 
long,  long  time.  I'm  sure  that  the  conversa- 
tion lasted  better  than  one  hour.  Most  of  all 
I  think  that  he  wanted  to  convey  through 
Pat  and  me  his  love  and  his  appreciation  for 
the  chance  that  he  had  been  afforded  to 
make  something  of  his  life  in  Arkansas. 


Finally.  I  think  he  wanted  to  her  from  us. 
a  couple  of  native  Arkansans  from  our  own 
lips,  whether  we  were  pleased  and  happy 
with  his  accomplishments.  We  told  him  as 
best  we  could  that  he  was  indeed  a  good 
friend  and  a  great  benefactor  and  that  we 
loved  him  as  did  all  the  people  of  Arkansas. 

And  for  myself  I  just  want  to  say  on  this 
occasion  that  I  am  very  grateful  that  I 
played  a  part,  even  though  it  was  a  small 
role,  in  his  administration.  Those  four  years 
are  beginning  to  look  better  and  better.  And 
I  am  happy  to  say  that  most  of  the  people 
with  whom  I  come  in  contact  seem  to  agree 
that  Win  Rockefeller  made  a  lasting  Impres- 
sion for  good  upon  this  state.  In  my  book.  I 
am  convinced  that  he  probably  lived  up  to 
the  Rockefeller  name  better  than  any  of  his 
brothers. 

Former  Governor  Prank  White,  the 
second  Republican  to  be  elected  since  Re- 
construction in  Arkansas: 

Winthrop  Rockefeller  loved  this  land,  he 
believed  in  Arkansas  and  put  his  money 
where  his  mouth  was.  He  t>elieved  in  it. 

I  wish  the  late  Jack  Pickens  was  here.  As 
you  know  Jack  just  passed  away  and  he 
loved  Win.  They  were  great  friends  and 
Jack  tells  this  story.  One  time  they  got  In  a 
great  delicate  balance  here  trying  to  get  a 
plant  that  was  going  to  Mississippi  and  they 
couldn't  quite  swing  it.  Win  was  in  his  office 
and  picked  up  the  phone  and  called  Chase 
Manhattan  Bank.  The  plant  they  were 
trying  to  locate  here  (I  won't  name  it)  had  a 
president  who  was  on  the  board  of  the 
Chase,  and  Win  called  Chase  and  said  the 
Rockefellers  were  going  to  'pull  all  of  our 
money  out  if  you  don't  locate  that  plant  In 
Arkansas."  This  is  a  true  story  and.  as  Jack 
tells  it.  there  was  a  silence  on  the  other  end. 
a  little  more  discussion  and  finally  Win 
hung  the  phone  up.  Jack  says  he  said,  "you 
don't  have  the  right  to  pull  all  that  money 
out."  And  Win  said.  "I  know  that,  but  he 
doesn't." 

Win  Rockefeller  did  more  to  enhance  the 
economic  development  of  this  state  and  give 
l>eople  meaningful  job  opportunities  than 
any  man  will  ever  do  in  the  history  of  Ar- 
kansas. Since  1955  the  Arkansas  Industrial 
Development  Commission,  created  by  Act 
404,  has  caused  over  $5.4  billion  of  construc- 
tion in  the  state  of  Arkansas  and  created 
over  319.000  manufacturing  jobs  in  4.318 
new  and  expanded  plants.  Incredibly  today. 
249  of  Fortune's  500  companies  have  located 
plants  in  the  state  of  Arkansas. 

Win  Rockefeller.  AIDC  director  for  13 
years,  loved  this  great  state  and  gave  it  his 
money  and  his  time.  That  will  live  on  for- 
ever. 

For  those  of  us  who  did  not  know  him 
that  well.  I'm  reminded  of  the  comment  I 
read  that  has  stuck  in  my  mind  for  many 
years.  He  said  that  "those  who  are  bom  in 
the  state  of  Arkansas  had  no  choice.  But  I 
came  here  by  choice." 

We  were  very  fortunate  that  this  man 
blessed  our  lives,  our  state  and  our  futures. 

Senator  David  Pryor  (Dem..  Ark.): 

I'd  like  to  tell  you  this  story  if  I  might  be- 
cause it  relates  to  a  time  when  my  brother, 
who  was  a  Chevrolet  dealer  down  in 
Camden,  and  I.  by  a  trade-in  on  a  truck  or 
pickup  or  car  or  something,  got  an  old  beat- 
up  Santa  Gertrudis  bull.  We  didn't  know 
what  in  the  world  to  do  with  that  bull.  But 
we  kept  reading  about  Rockefeller  breeding 
Santa  Gertrudis  cattle  up  on  Winrock  Farm. 
And.  so  we  said,  uh-huh.  this  is  a  chance  to 
take  that  city  slicker. 

And  so  we  got  Prince  William  (I  think 
that  was  the  bull's  name)  in  the  back  of  a 


truck  and  drove  it  150  miles  up  to  Mount 
Petit  Jean.  We  l>oth  had  our  cowboy  hats  on 
and  everything.  We  were  really  going  to 
take  advantage  of  the  situation. 

I  thought  that  we  would  just  drive  right 
in  and  find  Winthrop  Rockefeller  and  show 
him  this  bull  and  that  he  had  so  much 
money  that  he  would  just  buy  it  automati- 
cally. Well,  it  took  about  two  and  a  half 
hours  to  get  In  the  gate.  After  we  saw  the 
farm  manager.  It  took  only  about  two  and  a 
half  minutes  for  him  to  let  us  know  that 
they  weren't  Interested  in  Prince  William. 

Prince  William  not  only  had  just  one  eye 
but  some  other  infirmities  that  a  bull  of 
that  stature  just  should  not  have.  So  the 
first  lesson  that  I  learned  about  this  man 
from  New  York  who  had  all  this  money  was 
that  a  wise  man  takes  good  advice,  and  Win- 
throp Rockefeller  did  not  buy  our  bull  .  . 

I  think  a  lot  of  people  were  actually  sus- 
pect of  this  man  when  he  came  here.  Then 
they  became  maybe  not  quite  as  suspicious 
as  they  were  curious.  In  1966,  when  I  was 
the  nominee  of  the  Democratic  Party  for 
the  House  of  Representatives.  Withrop 
Rockefeller,  of  course,  was  the  nominee  of 
the  Republican  Party  for  governor. 

I  was  an  Intense  observer  of  this  man  and 
what  he  stood  for.  I  became,  I  think,  one  of 
his  greatest  admirers. 

Eric  Erlckson,  the  great  child  psycholo- 
gist, stated  that  the  greatest  need  or  great- 
est desire  of  a  human  being  is  to  be  wanted 
and  to  be  needed.  And  I  think,  knowing  as 
little  as  I  did  about  Governor  Rockefeller, 
that  he  wanted  to  be  wanted.  He  wanted  to 
be  needed.  Maybe  not  necessarily  in  the 
board  rooms  of  Wall  Street  but  in  Arkansas. 
I  think  that  was  his  greatest  desire. 

He  truly  loved  this  state  and  he  loved  its 
people.  I  think  he  loved  its  customs  and  I 
think  he  loved  our  people's  ways.  And  1 
think  because  of  this.  Winthrop  Rockefeller 
became  the  true  beacon  that  showed  us  out 
of  the  dark  days  of  Arkansas  politics. 

Lawyers  watch  lawyers,  farmers  watch 
farmers,  architects  study  architects  and 
politicians,  believe  you  me,  watch  other  poli- 
ticians. He  taught  us  first  in  politics  to 
appeal  to  the  hopes  and  dreams  of  our 
people  and  not  the  fears  and  not  the  hates. 
He  taught  us,  too,  that  there  is  a  feeling  in 
our  State  of  camaraderie,  and  a  oneness 
that  should  not  be  exploited  but  should  be 
utilized  for  the  goodness  and  for  the 
progress  of  our  people. 

I  think  the  last  time  that  I  ever  saw  him 
was  at  a  concert  at  the  Barton  Colisuem.  He 
had  grown,  by  that  time,  a  long  white  beard. 
I  hardly  knew  him.  I  had  heard  that  he  had 
been  ill.  After  the  concert  was  over  I  hap- 
pened to  walk  out  to  my  car  as  he  was  walk- 
ing out  to  his,  and  I  watched  the  people  as 
they  came  up— all  walks  of  life,  rich  and 
poor,  black  and  white— to  pat  him  on  the 
back  and  to  shake  his  hand  and  to  get  his 
autograph.  And  I  said  to  myself,  there  is  a 
man  who  has  found  that  very  illusive  char- 
acteristic of  l)eing  loved,  wanted  and  needed. 
I  said  there  is  a  man  who  has  found  peace 
with  himself. 

I  think  Winthrop  Rockefeller  gave  the 
soul  to  Arkansas  politics.  May  that  soul  long 
endure.  I  heard  it  said  that  a  great  man  is 
he  who  has  not  lost  a  heart  of  a  child.  I 
think  that  applies  to  the  late  Governor 
Winthrop  Rockefeller. 
Representative  Ed  Bethune  (Rep.,  Ark.): 
Governor  Rockefeller's  specific  accom- 
plishments grew  out  of  simple  fundamental 
beliefs.  He  stopped  illegal  gambling  because 
he  believed  in  honesty.  He  wanted  people  to 
have  the  right  to  vote  and  for  It  to  be  count- 


ed and  he  wanted  competition  in  politics  be- 
cause he  believed  mightily  in  democracy.  He 
cleaned  up  the  prisons  because  he  believed 
in  justice.  He  opened  up  government  to 
women  and  blacks  because  he  believed  in 
equality. 

But  the  lasting  contribution  of  Win 
R(x;kefeller,  in  my  view,  did  not  and  will  not 
be  those  events  which  took  place  in  the  leg- 
islative chambers  or  in  the  halls  of  justice 
but  the  changes  that  took  place  in  the 
hearts  and  minds  of  men  and  women  across 
this  state.  The  something  good  was  attitudi- 
nal. 

For  reasons  that  we  may  never  completely 
sort  out  but  which  surely  have  their  roots  in 
the  effects  of  Win  Rockefeller,  we  Arkansas 
people,  collectively  and  rightfully  conclud- 
ed, that  there  can  be  no  economic  success 
for  white  Arkansans.  unless  there  is  eco- 
nomic success  for  black  Arkansans. 

We  collectively  concluded  that  there  can 
be  no  future  for  our  state  without  viable 
two-party  competition  in  politics  and  thriv- 
ing democracy.  There  can  be  no  chance  for 
progress  without  hope  and  that  willingness 
of  the  heart  that  will  give  us  the  courage 
and  the  determination  to  experiment,  to 
run  the  risk,  to  dare,  and  to  try  new  ways  of 
doing  things. 

Arkansas,  from  and  after  and  because  of 
Governor  Rockefeller  and  the  Rockefeller 
years,  is  different.  The  difference  is  hard  to 
describe  but  we  know  plainly  that  there  has 
been  change,  there  has  been  progress  and 
that  it  has  been  good.  And  by  this  measure 
it  is  right  for  us  to  say  Win  Rockefeller  was 
a  great  man. 

Anne  Bartley  of  Washington,  D.C.,  step- 
daughter of  Governor  Rockefeller: 

This  room  is  full  of  such  memories  and 
such  beautiful  familiar  faces,  and  I'm  so 
happy  that  we  are  finally  gathered  like  a 
strange  mix  of  family  and  political  reunion 
and  family  and  political  paths  that  have 
crossed  in  the  last  many  years. 

Here  we  are  acknowledging  and  celebrat- 
ing what  Win  accomplished  as  well  as  re- 
dedication  to  the  dreams  and  the  visions 
that  I  remember  so  very  well  .  .  Many 
hours  of  Win  and  mother  sitting  in  the 
living  room,  particularly  at  the  farm,  some- 
times just  the  two  of  them,  sometimes  with 
many  of  you  in  this  room,  planning  how  to 
make  those  dreams  into  reality.  There  is 
indeed  a  continuing  legacy  and  it  is  up  to  us. 
Tonight  is  very  important  for  me.  It  is  like 
a  very  deeply  satisfying  completion,  and  as  I 
said,  an  acknowledgement  and  a  recognition 
and  a  reflection.  That's  a  very  rare  word  in 
public,  reflection— of  not  only  who  Win  was 
and  what  he  did  but,  therefore,  who  we  are 
and  what  we  have  yet  to  do. 

Bruce  Bartley.  stepson  of  Governor 
Rockefeller: 

First  of  all.  thank  all  of  you  for  being  here 
and  making  tonight  what  it  is,  and  thanks 
to  you  also  for  the  many  of  you  who  orga- 
nized and  produced  this  tribute. 

Secondly,  as  most  of  you  knew,  personally, 
Win  was  a  unique  man  with  a  unique  combi- 
nation of  resources,  and  he  gave  of  all  his 
resources  unselfishly. 

Lastly,  I  know  that  if  he  were  here  to 
accept  these  honors  and  tributes  that  he 
would  accept  them  with  gratitude,  great 
pride  and  his  typical  humility. 

Al  Pollard,  advertising  and  public  rela- 
tions adviser  to  Rockefeller: 

The  biggest  thing  Win  brought  to  Arkan- 
sas was  a  concept  that  we  could  throw  aside 
the  get-by  philosophy  and  do  things  first 
class.  That  thrills  me  more  and  more  as  1 
look  back  on  what  happened. 


William  L.  (Sonny)  Walker  of  Atlanta. 
Ga.,  aide  to  Governor  Rockefeller 

On  my  wall  in  my  office  is  a  picture  of 
WR  and  me  and  an  inscription  on  the 
bottom  that  reads,  "Thanks,  Sonny,  for  al! 
your  help  and  for  being  you.  Win." 

And  although  John  Ward  in  his  book 
about  Rockefeller  described  me  as  "argu- 
mentative, controversial,  militant,  forever- 
demanding."  WR  always  encouraged  me  to 
be  me.  And  I  must  say  this,  the  only  thing 
about  this  beautiful  gathering— and  I've 
seen  so  many,  many  people  tonight  that  I 
have  grown  to  love  and  respect  and 
admire— is  that  I'm  real  disappointed  be- 
cause I  think  if  WR  had  been  alive  he  would 
have  found  some  way  to  have  more  folks 

that  look  like  me  in  this  room 

For  some  of  us  in  Winthrop  Rockefeller's 
adopted  state,  our  destiny  might  have  re- 
mained bleak  and  sterile  indeed  without 
him.  For  the  Arkansas  of  1953.  which  this 
man  from  New  York  sought  out  and  made 
his  home,  shared  with  its  sister  states  in  the 
South  an  historic  ambivalence  about  its  des- 
tiny. Arkansas  with  the  rest  of  the  South- 
land, caught  in  a  deep  and  troubled  sleep.  A 
sleep  that  was  sometimes  the  dream  of 
greatness  and  sometimes  the  nightmare  of 
hopelessness. 

He  found  a  Southland  of  white  columns 
and  black  ghettos,  country  clubs  and  pre- 
servers of  the  status  quo.  He  found  in  Ar- 
kansas an  unparalled  promise  and  broken 
promises.  It  remained  for  this  man.  who  was 
distinctly  not  a  have-not.  to  address  himself 
unskimpingly  to  the  plight  of  the  many  who 
were. 

Winthrop  Rockefeller,  who  never  had  to 
be  a  wage  earner,  was  responsible  for  Arkan- 
sas's first  minimum  wage  law.  And  he  led  a 
drive  to  help  bring  new  plants  and  jobs  into 
Arkansas.  Most  of  the  reform  legislation  of 
modem  limes  in  this  state  can  be  found  in 
his  record  of  progressive  and  compassionate 
legislation  passed  in  the  short  years  given 
him  here. 

And  for  those  citizens  of  Arkansas  who 
are  black,  like  me.  in  the  words  of  the  Ar- 
kansas Gazette.  "The  Rockefeller  years 
were  unprecedented."  All  of  us  know  the 
record.  There  were  325  black  state  employes 
when  Win  Rockefeller  took  office;  there 
were  1.800  when  he  left  office.  Many  in  top 
supervisory  positions.  Blacks  were  appoint- 
ed to  serve  some  of  the  state's  most  impor- 
tant and  prestigious  boards  and  commis- 
sions, not  as  tokens  but  as  full  and  equal 
partners  for  progress— Arkansas  progress. 

Although  he  will  probably  never  be  re- 
garded as  a  master  politician  or  be  praised 
as  a  political  scientist,  the  record  indicates 
to  me  that  Winthrop  Rockefeller  was  prob- 
ably the  greatest  governor  this  state  ever 
had  ...  If  I  might  just  quote  John  Ward 
once  more:  'He  [Rockefeller]  had  a  knack 
for  circumventing  stereotype  tradition  and 
authority,  in  his  gleeful  challenge  to  sacred 
cows  and  self-serving  leaders.  He  could  not, 
have  been  a  typical  politician  if  he  had  tried 
and  he  certainly  never  tried. " 

Let  me  close  by  simply  putting  it  this  way: 
The  Win  Rockefeller  years  were  brief  but 
his  impact  on  Arkansas  is  forever.  It  goes 
far  beyond  these  boundaries  and  touches 
millions.  He  removed  chains  from  many  of 
us  that  will  never  shackle  us  again,  and  he 
injected  in  us  a  belief  that  our  quest  for  jus- 
tice and  equality  was  and  is  a  just  cause  and 
a  struggle  we  must  not  abandon  until  Ar- 
kansas and  all  America  is  truly  "One  nation 
under  God.  Indivisible,  with  liberty  and  jus- 
tice for  all." 
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Many  of  us  have  now  moved  on  to  other 
states  and  whether  that  location  is  North, 
South.  East.  West.  Arkansas  is  our  model 
for  measuring  progress  when  it  comes  to  all 
people.  Win  Rockefeller,  more  than  anyone 
else  I  know,  helped  us  shape  that  model. 

Winthrop  Paul  Rockefeller,  son  of  Gover- 
nor Rockefeller: 

Tonight,  I  believe,  is  a  night  for  all  of  us. 
It  is  a  night  of  history  written  over  a  decade 
ago  as  well  as  a  history  yet  to  be  written  by 
those  who  »ill  learn  from  my  father.  And 
yet  because  history  is  a  fluid  and  continuing 
chain  of  events,  those  papers,  which  now 
reside  at  UALR,  will  still  continue  to  serve 
and  to  form  the  history  of  tomorrow. 

My  father  was  a  man  who  dared.  He  not 
only  dared  himself,  but  asked  each  and 
every  one  of  you  who  were  involved  with 
him  to  dare.  To  dare  to  support  this  first 
strange  Republican  creature  since  Recon- 
struction. And  when  we  talk  about  that  I 
think  it  is  important  to  realize  that  it  was 
not  only  the  first  Republican  governor  since 
Reconstruction  that  Dad  was  but  also  a 
person  who  started  a  new  era  of  construc- 
tion of  the  spirit,  of  the  person,  of  equality 
for  all  within  our  state. 

As  Paul  Liddicpat  commented  earlier  this 
evening.  "No  one  could  say  no  to  General 
F^tton,  nor  could  they  say  no  to  Win  Rocke- 
feller." Not  because  he  was  a  Rockefeller 
but  because  of  the  man.  A  man  who  taught 
all  of  us  who  had  the  good  fortune  to  know 
him  to  do  as  his  favorite  quotation  from 
Micah,  "To  do  justly  and  to  walk  humbly 
with  our  God." 

E>ad's  service  to  our  state  over  his  last  20 
years  I  know  was  a  gift  of  love.  A  gift  of  love 
reflected  by  the  people  who  surrounded 
him— you  here  tonight. 

Excuse  the  disarray  of  my  thoughts.  This 
is  just,  as  I  said,  a  very  special  evening.  Spe- 
cial because  it  is  not  only  a  tribute  that 
each  of  you  is  here.  Not  only  what  Win 
Rockefeller  represented  to  each  one  of 
you— and  to  Aruie  and  Bruce  and  myself— 
but  also  what  he  represented  cumulatively 
to  our  state.  To  the  creation  of  a  future  in  a 
state  that  at  that  time  had  no  future. 

A  great  philosopher  once  said  that  the 
greatest  gift  a  person  may  give  is  that  of  his 
time.  And  thinking  this  evening,  being  over- 
whelmed by  all  that  has  been  said  hereto- 
fore, I  reflect  it  has  been  10  years  since  my 
father's  death  and  30  years  since  he  came  to 
Arkansas.  I  know  that  all  of  you  feel  as  I 
do— blessed  by  having  known  him.  by 
having  known  what  he  stood  for,  by  having 
known  the  standard  of  excellence  that  he 
not  only  demanded  but  gave.* 


RETIREMENT  OF  DR.  ARTHUR 
PONTARELLI,  RHODE  ISLAND 
COMMISSIONER  OF  ELEMENTA- 
RY AND  SECONDARY  EDUCA- 
TION 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  citizen  of  my  home 
State  for  his  many  contributions  to 
the  betterment  of  education  in  Rhode 
Island.  The  individual  is  Dr.  Arthur 
Pontarelli.  who  has  spent  37  years  of 
service  in  public  education.  On  July  29 
of  this  year  Dr.  Pontarelli  will  retire 
as  commissioner  of  elementary  and 
secondary  education  in  Rhode  Island, 
a  position  in  which  he  has  served  with 
high  distinction  since  1981. 

Arthur  Pontarelll's  influence,  leader- 
ship, and  graciousness  have  had  a  posi- 


tive impact  on  education  programs  and 
services  throughout  Rhode  Island.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  single  out  any 
one  program  or  service  to  exemplify 
the  quality  of  Dr.  PontareUi's  leader- 
ship. He  has  made  his  mark  in  virtual- 
ly every  area  of  the  educational  life  of 
my  home  State. 

Commissioner  Pontarelll's  work  with 
the  Close  Up  Foundation,  however,  is 
certainly  an  excellent  example  of  the 
kind  of  leadership  and  commitment  he 
has  given  our  State.  Close  Up,  an  orga- 
nization that  brings  educators  and 
yoimg  people  to  Washington  to  learn 
about  the  democratic  process,  has 
helped  inspire  a  new  generation  of  in- 
terest in  participating  in  our  demo- 
cratic system  of  government  at  both 
the  State  and  local  levels.  Dr.  Ponta- 
relli has  consistently  supported  the  ef- 
forts of  the  foundation  at  the  national 
level  and  has  played  an  important  part 
in  the  strong  participation  which 
Rhode  Island  schools  give  this  impor- 
tant program. 

In  addition,  Arthur  has  been  instru- 
mental in  establishing  in  Rhode  Islamd 
the  In-Site  program,  designed  in  col- 
laboration with  Close  Up,  which  has 
resulted  in  one  of  the  most  ambitious 
efforts  of  any  State  in  the  country  to 
provide  firsthand  education  in  State 
government. 

This  is  only  one  of  the  many  accom- 
plishments registered  by  Dr.  Ponta- 
relli in  a  career  of  remarkable  achieve- 
ment. The  high  esteem  in  which  he  is 
held  in  Rhode  Island  is  evident  in  the 
Thursday,  June  9,  1983,  editorial 
which  the  Providence  Journal  carried 
in  regard  to  Arthur  Pontarelli,  the 
text  of  which  I  would  ask  be  included 
at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

The  editorial  follows: 

Rhode  Island  Educator  of  High  Caliber 

When  Arthur  R.  Pontarelli,  Rhode  Is- 
land's commissioner  of  elementary  and  sec- 
ondary education,  retires  late  next  month, 
the  state  will  lose  one  of  its  ablest  public 
servants.  A  native  Rhode  Islander,  he  has 
devoted  his  entire  career  to  his  home  state, 
serving  in  numerous  capacities  from  teacher 
to  top  administrator  of  the  educational 
system. 

Because  his  views  on  schooling  exert  con- 
siderable influence,  an  interview  with  Gayle 
Gertler.  Journal-Bulletin  education  report- 
er, published  last  Sunday  merits  more  than 
passing  attention.  It  reflects  both  optimism 
and  innovation,  a  strong  dedication  to 
teaching  the  basic  skills  and  a  belief  that 
too  much  rigidity  has  been  built  into  the 
system. 

"It  would  help  if  we  could  break  away 
from  the  lockstep  procedures  that  we  have 
with  instruction,"  he  said.  "Our  schools  op- 
erate in  eggcrate  fashion,  with  the  ringing 
of  bells  and  everything  tied  in  to  a  bus 
schedule.  There  are  too  many  time  limits 
.  .  .  We  have  to  leam  to  provide  the  time  to 
make  sure  each  youngster  progresses  in 
each  skill.  Then  maybe  we  won't  have 
crises." 

The  commissioner  links  this  need  with  the 
new  technological  teaching  aides— comput- 
ers and  cable  TV.  These,  be  said,  would 
help. 


And  just  as  the  slower  learners  require 
extra  time,  so  the  gUted  student  needs  a 
greater  challenge.  "These  youngsters,"  he 
said,  "have  been  at  the  bottom  of  the  totem 
pole  as  far  as  equal  educational  opportunity 
is  concerned."  He  said  only  3,200  to  4,000 
have  been  served  in  this  state  out  of  a  pool 
estimated  at  between  15,000  and  18,000  stu- 
dents. 

He  would  like  to  see  more  parental  in- 
volvement, more  homework,  more  emphasis 
on  the  basics  and  remedial  work,  increases 
in  English,  math,  science  and  foreign  lan- 
guages and  a  clearcut  federal  commitment. 
On  this  last  point  he  laid  considerable 
stress.  "At  the  federal  level,  there  has  to  be 
a  recognition  that  education  is  the  number 
one  priority  of  this  country.  I  haven't  seen 
it  yet." 

Mi  .  Pontarelll's  clear  vision  as  an  educator 
is  an  asset  this  state  can  ill  afford  to  lose, 
particularly  at  a  time  when  a  new  national 
effort  is  beginning.  The  highest  tribute 
Rhode  Islanders  can  pay  him  is  to  conduct  a 
wide  search  for  someone  able  to  meet  the 
standards  he  has  set.  It  will  not  be  easy.  Be- 
cause they  are  a  rare  breed,  educators  of  his 
high  caliber  are  in  great  demand. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition.  Dr.  Pon- 
tarelli gave  an  excellent  state  of  edu- 
cation in  Rhode  Island  interview  to 
the  Providence  Journal-Bulletin, 
which  appeared  in  the  Sunday.  June  5. 
1983,  edition  of  the  newspaper,  refer- 
ence to  which  is  made  in  the  Provi- 
dence Journal  editorial.  That  inter- 
view demonstrates  clearly  the  percep- 
tiveness  and  insight  of  Commissioner 
Pontarelli,  and  I  would  ask  that  the 
full  text  of  that  interview  also  be  in- 
cluded with  my  remarks. 

The  interview  follows: 

[Prom  the  Providence  Journal-Bulletin, 
June  5,  1983] 

A  Retiring  Educator  Speaks  Up  With 
Optimism 

Arthur  R.  Pontarelli.  60,  commissioner  of 
elementary  and  secondary  education  since 
1980,  will  leave  his  post  at  the  end  of  July. 
Last  week  he  discussed  his  37  years  in  public 
education  with  Journal-Bulletin  Education 
Reporter  Gayle  Gertler. 

What  is  your  assessment  of  education 
today? 

Let's  go  back  to  1957.  I'm  an  administrator 
in  a  high  school  and  Sputnik  goes  up  and  all 
hell  breaks  loose  in  this  country  because 
education  has  let  the  country  down.  A  mas- 
sive effort  took  place  all  over.  We  began  to 
see  federal  programs,  such  as  the  National 
Defense  Education  Act.  That  massive  effort 
led  to  man  on  the  moon.  Well,  we're  there 
all  over  again.  Education  made  a  thrust  for- 
ward and  then  slowly  relaxed.  Colleges  low- 
ered their  admissior  <^tandards  and  the  kids 
in  the  high  schools  reacted  similarly.  A  high 
school  may  offer  foreign  languages,  but  the 
kids  know  they  don't  need  a  foreign  lan- 
guage to  get  to  college,  so  only  13  percent 
take  foreign  languages  in  high  school. 
Rather  than  go  the  rigorous  route,  many 
kids  went  for  the  desserts.  We're  paying  for 
a  general  relaxation 

Has  this  relaxation  been  reversed  at  all  in 
Rhode  Island? 

Yes.  I've  been  gratified  by  the  willingness 
of  educators  to  say,  "We're  going  to  turn 
this  around  and  make  some  changes." 
There's  been  an  effort  in  reading  for  the 
last  three  years,  and  not  Just  with  the  Cran- 
ston reading  program  that  I've  been  selling 


so  that  now  we  have  58  schools  committed 
to  it.  Other  communities  have  picked  up, 
like  Newport,  in  its  reading  program  and 
Pawtucket  with  its  nationally  validated 
math  program.  Communities  are  taking  a 
look  at  themselves.  The  day  of  the  school- 
house,  when  we  said  to  parents,  "You  take 
care  of  the  kid  at  home  and  we'll  take  care 
of  the  kid  in  school,"  is  long  gone.  The  last 
three  years  have  been  almost  a  reawaken- 
ing, a  renaissance  in  our  schools. 

There  was  a  national  report  recently  that 
castigated  American  schools.  Do  you  agree 
with  it? 

We  bottomed  out  and  have  been  on  the 
upgrade.  This  report  is  just  complaining 
about  what  we've  already  been  through. 
The  important  thing  is  that  it  comes  at  a 
time  when  we  have  to  sustain  the  effort, 
when  dollars  are  getting  tighter  at  the  local 
level.  This  report  ought  to  be  a  goad  to 
people,  because  it  says,  "Hey,  we've  got  a 
long  way  to  go  and  we  can't  relax  at  this 
point,  otherwise  we're  just  going  to  slide 
right  back. " 

At  the  federal  level,  there  has  to  be  a  rec- 
ognition that  education  is  the  number  one 
priority  of  this  country.  I  haven't  seen  it 
yet. 

Can  the  states  carry  the  burden  without 
increased  federal  support? 

No.  This  is  a  republic  where  50  states  have 
to  work  together.  When  that  ChaUenger 
goes  into  orbit,  what  state  put  that  up?  It's 
a  national  effort.  But  we  are  developing  a 
situation  where  you  have  "have  "  states  and 
"have  nots".  We  need  a  national  commit- 
ment to  pull  us  together.  Take  high  tech- 
nology. We're  going  off  in  50  different  direc- 
tions. Rhode  Island  is  out  there  competing 
with  Route  128  in  Massachusetts  and  Con- 
necticut is  trying  to  compete  in  another  di- 
rection. It  won't  work.  The  federal  govern- 
ment has  to  say,  "As  far  as  education  is  con- 
cerned, this  is  the  thrust  we  must  make  over 
the  next  10  or  20  years."  Without  that,  we'll 
flounder. 
Do  you  see  that  happening? 
We're  a  country  that  reacts  to  crisis.  I 
think  of  Pearl  Harbor.  There  we  were, 
asleep  on  a  Sunday  morning,  and  all  of  a 
sudden  we  were  blown  right  out  of  Pearl 
Harbor.  But,  by  golly,  with  our  efforts  we 
were  able  to  pick  ourselves  up  off  the 
ground.  Today,  we're  not  on  a  battlefield, 
but  we're  in  a  battle  of  survival  economical- 
ly, which  can  be  more  deceiving,  but  just  as 
damaging  if  we  lose.  We  get  all  pumped  up, 
we  slough  off  and  then  we  have  to  be  jolted 
into  action  again.  We're  in  that  action 
period  right  now.  We'd  better  be. 

Does  that  mean  that  in  the  year  2000  we'll 
find  ourselves  sliding  again,  facing  another 
crisis? 

That's  what  happens.  We  have  to  look 
ahead  and  build  in  those  measures  that 
either  keep  us  all  hyped  up,  or  have  a  team 
out  there  creating  crises  every  few  years  to 
make  sure  we  stay  on  top  as  far  as  education 
is  concerned. 

It  would  help  if  we  could  break  away  from 
the  lockstep  procedures  that  we  have  with 
instruction.  Our  schools  operate  in  egg-crate 
fashion,  with  the  ringing  of  bells  and  every- 
thing tied  In  to  a  bus  schedule.  There  are 
too  many  time  limits.  Whether  you're  fin- 
ished or  not,  that  bell  rings,  and  whether 
you've  completed  your  course  of  study,  the 
calendar  ends.  We've  accepted  less  than 
mastery  of  basic  skUls.  We  accept  a  passing 
grade  of  70.  Youngsters  move  along  In  the 
grades,  but  if  they  haven't  mastered  all  of 
the  basic  skills  so  they  have  a  foundation, 
then  what  happens  Is  like  building  a  hotel. 


You've  got  the  first  and  second  floors  okay 
but  you  didn't  have  time  to  finish  the  third 
floor,  so  you've  got  just  the  scaffolding  in 
there,  but  you  go  on  to  build  the  fourth  and 
fifth  floors  anyway.  It  won't  stand.  We  have 
to  leam  to  provide  the  time  to  make  sure 
each  youngster  progesses  In  each  skill.  Then 
maybe  we  won't  have  crises. 
How  would  you  change  the  system? 
We  have  to  stop  saying  that  because  a 
youngster  is  such-and-such  an  age,  he  has  to 
move  along  in  the  grades.  I  don't  accept 
that. 

We  have  to  spend  more  time  on  Instruc- 
tion in  basic  areas.  We  have  to  do  remedial 
work.  That  national  report  indicated  that 
something  like  75  percent  of  the  math  pro- 
grams in  freshman  college  were  remedial. 
That's  an  indictment. 

Many  years  ago.  I  did  a  seminar  with  a 
professor  in  Colorado  who  was  captain  of  a 
rescue  team  In  the  Rockies.  When  you're  on 
a  mission,  he'd  say,  and  you're  going  up  a 
sheer  cliff,  and  you're  putting  your  piton, 
your  spike,  into  sheer  rock,  how  many  of 
you  are  willing  to  put  your  foot  in  this  next 
loop  knowing  that  it's  65  percent  secure?  It 
wasn't  until  he  got  to  100  percent  that 
anyone  was  willing  to  say.  Okay,  I'll  take 
that  next  step.'  I  know  it's  difficult,  and 
many  people  will  say  it's  not  even  possible 
to  bring  everyone  to  100  percent  mastery. 
But  it  may  well  be  you  have  to  let  some 
youngsters  spend  twice  as  much  time.  You 
can't  do  it  if  everything  is  locked  into  ring- 
ing bells  and  a  nice  package  of  50  minutes. 
Computers  and  cable  TV  will  help  us  here. 
What  problems  remain  to  be  addressed  In 
Rhode  Island's  educational  system? 

If  I  had  to  pick  an  area  where  we  have  not 
made  the  progress  that  we  should  have,  it 
would  be  in  the  area  of  the  gifted.  These 
youngsters  have  been  at  the  bottom  of  the 
totem  pole  as  far  as  equal  educational  op- 
portunity is  concerned.  Half  the  gifted 
youngsters  In  this  country  are  not  achieving 
at  their  level  of  potential.  Rhode  Island  sta- 
tistics show  a  potential  of  gifted  and  talent- 
ed kids  of  anywhere  from  15,000  to  18,000. 
We're  serving  3,200  to  4,000.  Those  young- 
sters will  survive,  but  we've  shortchanged 
them. 

Beyond  the  state  report  recommending  in- 
creased graduation  requirements,  is  there 
more  to  be  done? 

I  see  two  levels  here.  It's  time  for  signifi- 
cant increases  in  areas  such  as  English, 
math,  science  and  foreign  languages.  But  I 
see  a  continual  upgrading.  We're  talking  17 
credits  for  high  school  graduation  now.  but 
we  need  to  set  target  dates  for  increasing 
even  those.  Maybe  we'll  add  to  the  foreign 
languages,  and  the  arts,  and  put  computer 
sciences  In  as  a  requirement. 

Has  education  changed  much  since  you 
were  teaching? 

There's  a  totally  different  mix  of  students 
In  classrooms.  Classrooms  range  from  gifted 
to  special  education.  That  makes  a  more  dif- 
ficult job  for  the  teacher.  But  classes  are 
smaller.  That's  a  benefit. 

However,  I  don't  see  the  parental  involve- 
ment that  there  used  to  be.  In  some  in- 
stances it's  our  own  fault  in  not  opening  the 
doors  wide  enough. 

Also,  we  had  high  Insistence,  at  least  I  did, 
on  homework.  I'm  not  talking  busywork.  but 
stretching  the  youngster's  potential.  That's 
something  we  have  to  get  back  to.  The 
United  States  has  one  of  the  shortest 
schoolyears  in  the  world.  We  can't  afford  to 
continue  at  180  days  if  some  countries  are 
going  200  and  240.  I'm  not  making  a  pitch 
for  a  lengthened  school  year  until  we  start 
doing  some  things  better. 


Also,  the  commitment.  In  1958,  If  you 
knocked  on  two  houses,  one  out  of  two 
would  say,  "Yes,  we  have  kids  in  school."  In 
1972,  one  out  of  three.  In  1982,  one  out  of 
two.  So  it's  a  lot  harder  going  Into  a  finan- 
cial town  meeting  to  find  supporters  there. 
You  start  off  with  three  out  of  four  homes 
saying,  "Hey,  we  already  gave."  It's  especial- 
ly hard  in  Rhode  Island,  because  we're  one 
of  the  top  three  or  four  states  in  the 
graying  of  our  society. 

What  accomplishment  are  you  proudest 
of? 

There  are  tangible  things,  like  the  School 
for  the  Deaf.  My  concern  was  to  make  sure 
those  youngsters  had  a  top-notch  education- 
al program  and  facilities.  It  scared  the  hell 
out  of  me,  the  old  School  for  the  Deaf,  a 
residential  program  with  kids  sleeping  on 
the  third  and  fourth  floors.  I  didn't  feel 
right  until  we  shifted  them  to  Corliss  Park. 
The  program  that's  developed  has  Interna- 
tional acclaim.  That's  one  you  can  touch. 

There  are  things  less  tangible  than  look- 
ing at  brick  and  mortar.  Today  youngsters 
come  up  to  me  and  say.  "You  don"t  remem- 
ber me  but  one  Sunday  morning,  you  coun- 
seled me  and  you  helped  me."  You  don't  get 
that  until  years  and  years  later,  then  all  of 
a  sudden  they're  there.  It's  a  good  payoff. 

What  qualities  must  the  next  commission- 
er have? 

The  next  commissioner  has  to  be  a  top- 
notch  salesperson.  You  can't  walk  in  with 
six  guns  on  your  hips  asking  for  favors.  I  go 
to  General  Electric  and  ask  them  to  help.  I 
go  to  Brown  University  and  ask  for  help.  I 
go  to  the  General  Assembly  and  I  say, 
please,  give  us  dollars. 
What  philosophy  has  guided  you? 
You  have  to  be  an  optimist.  I  tell  a  story  I 
learned  as  a  ninth  grade  student  at  Classi- 
cal. The  optimist  is  the  kid  who  cracks  an 
eye  open  in  the  morning,  sees  the  sun  shin- 
ing, bounces  out  of  bed  and  says,  "Good 
morning.  Lord!"  The  pessimist  is  the  kid 
who  cracks  an  eye  open,  sees  the  sun  and 
says,  "Good  Lord,  morning! " 

The  sun  will  shine  tomorrow.  I  believe  it 
will. 

Mr.  President,  the  retirement  of 
Arthur  Pontarelli  brings  to  an  official 
close  a  career  of  exceptional  public 
service  to  my  home  State  of  Rhode 
Island.  I  would  predict,  however,  that 
Arthur  Pontarelli  will  continue  to 
leave  the  imprint  of  his  handiwork 
upon  the  educational  life  in  Rhode 
Island  for  a  long,  long  time  to  come. 
We  shall  miss  his  official  leadership 
sorely,  but  I  know  that  we  shall  eager- 
ly look  forward  to  his  new,  unofficial 
contributions,  and  we  wish  him  all  the 
best  that  life  can  offer  in  the  years 
ahead.* 


ORDER  FOR  STAR  PRINT-S.  1612 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  S.  1612, 
which  Senator  Baker  introduced  by 
request  on  January  13,  be  star  printed 
to  reflect  the  technical  corrections  of 
that  bill,  which  I  now  send  to  the 
desk;  and  fiulher.  that  the  permanent 
record  of  proceedings  on  that  date  also 

reflect  that  change.      

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
my  good  friend,  the  distinguished 
Democratic  leader,  if  it  would  now  be 
consistent  with  his  wishes  that  we  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
Order  Nos.  271.  273.  and  279. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Those  matters  have 
been  cleared  on  this  side. 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

The  bill  (H.R.  2637)  to  amend  the 
District  of  Columbia  Self-Govemment 
and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act 
to  increase  the  amount  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  as  the  annual  Federal 
payment  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


NATIONAL  LEAGUE  OF  FAMILIES 
OF  AMERICAN  PRISONERS  AND 
MISSING  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider 
the  bill  (S.  1245)  to  amend  chapter  157 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  to  au- 
thorize the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
provide  transportation  for  next  of  kin 
of  certain  persons  who  are  unaccount- 
ed for.  to  attend  annual  national  meet- 
ings sponsored  by  the  National  League 
of  Families  of  American  Prisoners  and 
Missing  in  Southeast  Asia,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  To  strike  out  all  after  the  en- 
acting clause,  and  insert  the  following: 
That  (a)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  author- 
ized, under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  considers  appropriate,  to  trans- 
port by  air  to  annual  national  meetings  held 
within  the  continental  United  States  and 
sponsored  by  the  National  League  of  Fami- 
lies of  American  Prisoners  and  Missing  in 
Southeast  Asia  members  of  the  immediate 
family  of— 

(Da  member  of  a  uniformed  service— 

(A)  who.  as  a  result  of  the  conflict  in 
Southeast  Asia  during  the  period  beginning 
January  1,  1961.  and  ending  December  31. 
1975.  is  In  a  missing  status  within  the  mean- 
ing of  section  551  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code; 

(B)  with  respect  to  whom,  as  a  result  of 
such  conflict,  a  finding  of  death  has  been 
made  under  section  555  of  title  37.  United 
States  Code;  or 

(C)  with  respect  to  whom,  as  a  result  of 
such  conflict,  a  report  of  death  has  been 
made  without  repatriation  of  remains;  and 

(2)  a  national  of  the  United  States  who  is 
not  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service  and 
who  Is  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  be  unaccounted  for  as  a  result  of 
the  conflict  in  Southeast  Asia  during  the 
period  beginning  January  1,  1961,  and 
ending  December  31.  1975. 


(b)  The  Secretary  may  provide  the  trans- 
portation In  subsection  (a)  only  to  the 
extent  feasible  within  existing  airlift  re- 
sources of  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
only  to  the  extent  that  such  transportation 
does  not  interfere  with  the  accomplishment 
of  any  mission  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

(c)  No  individual  (nor  the  estate  of  an  In- 
dividual) who  Is  authorized  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  perform  services  under 
subsection  (a),  and  who  is  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  duties,  shall  be  liable  for  Injury 
to  or  loss  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death  that  may  be  caused  incident  to  pro- 
viding such  services.  Any  person  who  is  to 
receive  transportation  pursuant  to  this  Act 
shall  be  advised  of  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  before  such  transportation  is 
provided  and  be  required  to  acltnowledge  in 
writing  receipt  of  such  advice. 

(d)  For  purposes  of  this  Act.  the  term 
"members  of  the  immediate  family"  means 
with  respect  to  a  person  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  such  per- 
son's spouse,  father  and  mother,  brothers 
and  sisters,  and  natural  and  adopted  chil- 
dren. 

Sec.  2.  No  transportation  may  be  provided 
under  this  Act  after  December  31,  1985. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  provide  transportation  for 
next  of  kin  of  certain  persons  who  are 
unaccounted  for.  to  attend  aimual  na- 
tional meetings  sponsored  by  the  Na- 
tional League  of  Families  of  American 
Prisoners   and   Missing   in   Southeast 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


west  half  west  half  southeast  quarter  north- 
west quarter  southeast  quarter,  northeast 
quarter  northwest  quarter  southeast  quar- 
ter. 

Section  27.  west  half  northwest  quarter 
northeast  quarter,  west  half  west  half  east 
half  northwest  quarter  northeast  quarter. 

(c)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  deprive  any 
person  (other  than  the  United  States)  of 
any  right-of-way.  mineral  interest,  grazing 
permit,  water  right,  or  other  right  or  Inter- 
est which  such  person  may  have  in  the  land 
described  in  subsection  (b)  on  the  date  pre- 
ceding the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


KAW  TRIBE  OF  OKLAHOMA 

The  bill  (S.  1168)  to  declare  that  the 
United  States  holds  certain  lands  in 
trust  for  the  Kaw  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  en- 
grossed for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 
S.  1168 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Revresentatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (c), 
all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  the  surface  estate  of  the  land  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  held  by  the  United  States  in  trust  for 
the  benefit  and  use  of  the  Kaw  Tribe  of 
Oklahoma. 

(b)  The  land  described  in  this  subsection  is 
the  following  132.50  acres,  more  or  less,  lo- 
cated within  township  27  north,  range  4 
east.  Indian  meridian,  in  Kay  County.  Okla- 
homa: 

Section  22.  northwest  quarter  northeast 
quarter  southeast  quarter,  east  half  east 
half  southeast  quarter,  west  half  west  half 
southeast  quarter,  west  half  west  half  east 
half  southwest  quarter  southeast  quarter. 


PAYMENTS  BY  TRIBAL 
GOVERNMENTS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives on  S.  419. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives: 

Resolved,  That  the  bill  from  the  Senate 
(S.  419)  entitled  "An  Act  to  provide  that  per 
capital  payments  to  Indians  may  be  made 
by  tribal  governments,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses", do  pass  with  the  following  amend- 
ment: 

Page  1.  line  9.  strike  out  "of",  and  Insert: 
or 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  is 
there  an  order  setting  the  hour  for  the 
Senate  to  convene  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes, 
there  is  an  order  for  the  Senate  to 
convene  at  10  a.m. 


ORDER  DESIGNATING  A  PERIOD 
FOR  THE  TRANSACTION  OF 
ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  following  the 
time  allocated  to  the  two  leaders 
under  the  standing  order  tomorrow, 
there  be  a  period  for  the  transaction 
of  routine  morning  business,  not  to 
exceed  10  minutes,  and  that  Senators 
may  speak  therein  for  not  to  exceed  1 
minute  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remain- 


der of  the  time  of  1  hour  under  the 
rule  before  the  cloture  vote  be  equally 
divided  and  be  under  the  control  of 
the  two  leaders  or  their  designees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT 
10  A.M. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  be  no  further  business  to  come 
before  the  Senate,  I  move  in  accord- 
ance  with   the   order   previously   en- 


tered, that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
until  tomorrow  at  10  a.m. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate,  at  8:12  p.m.,  recessed  until 
Thursday,  July  21,  1983,  at  10  a.m. 


JMI 
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The  House  met  at  12  o'clock  noon. 

The  Reverend  Charles  Mallon.  per- 
manent deacon.  Holy  Family  Church, 
MltcheUville,  Md..  offered  the  follow- 
ing prayer: 

Deliver  me,  O  Lord,  from  evil  men; 
preserve  me  from  violent  men,  who 
plan  evil  things  in  their  heart,  and  stir 
up  tears  continually.— Psaiin  140.  1-2. 

Father  enlighten  the  minds,  encour- 
age the  hearts,  and  strengthen  the 
bodies  of  the  Members  of  Congress 
You  have  chosen  to  serve  us.  Let  them 
clearly  grasp  the  problems  confronting 
this  Nation.  Give  them  both  the  cour- 
age and  the  conviction  to  stand  with 
You  even  though  it  appears  they  are 
alone. 

Father  we  are  a  God-fearing  nation, 
however  we  acknowledge  the  presence 
of  evil  within  us.  If  You  should  turn 
from  us  or  if  we  should  fall  from  Your 
grace,  we  would  not  be  able  to  rise 
above  our  self-interests.  By  Your  grace 
help  us  to  dedicate  ourselves  to  the 
mutual  benefit  of  all  nations. 

Father  we  ask  You  to  dwell  with  us. 
our  families,  our  staffs,  our  Congress, 
our  Nation,  and  our  world.  That  to- 
gether we  might  avoid  all  unjust  rela- 
tionships and  secure  lasting  ones. 

We  ask  this  through  Christ  our 
Lord.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of 
the  following  title,  in  which  the  con- 
currence of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  118.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  Commission  on  the  Bicentennial 
of  the  Constitution. 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE DANIEL  B.  CRANE 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  266),  in 
the  matter  of  Daniel  B.  CRAifx.  and 
ask  for  its  Immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Rks.  3M 
Ret<Uved,  That  the  House  of  RepresenU- 
tlves  adopt  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  dated  July 


14.  1983.  In  the  matter  of  Representative 
Daniel  B.  Crane. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Stores)  is  recognized 
for  1  hour. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  30  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Spemce).  pending  which 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
suime. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  the  following  Members  re- 
sponded to  their  names. 

[Roll  No.  256] 


Ackerman 

CoaU 

FogUetU 

Addkbbo 

Coelho 

Foley 

Akakm 

Coleman  (MO) 

Pord(TN> 

Albosta 

Coleman  (TX) 

Porsythe 

Alexander 

Collins 

Fowler 

Anderson 

Conable 

Frank 

Andrews  (NO 

Conte 

Franklin 

Andrews  (TX) 

Cooper 

Frost 

Annunzlo 

Corcoran 

Puqua 

Anthony 

Coushlln 

Garcia 

Aspln 

Courter 

Gaydos 

AuColn 

Coyne 

Gejdenson 

Badham 

Craig 

Gekas 

Barnard 

Crane,  Daniel 

Gephardt 

Barnes 

Crane.  PhUlp 

Gibbons 

Bartlett 

Daniel 

Gtlman 

Bate  man 

Dannemeyer 

Gingrich 

Bates 

Daachle 

Gllckroan 

BedeU 

Daub 

Gonzalez 

Bennett 

Davis 

Goodling 

Bereuter 

de  la  Garza 

Gore 

Derrick 

Bethune 

DeWlne 

Gramm 

BevUl 

Dickinson 

Gray 

Blaggi 

Dicks 

Green 

BUlraUs 

DlnceU 

Gregg 

BUley 

Dixon 

Guarlnl 

Boehlert 

Dorgan 

Gunderson 

Bosgs 

Dowdy 

Hall.  Ralph 

Bo  land 

Downey 

Hall.  Sam 

Bonlor 

Dreler 

Hamilton 

Bonker 

Duncan 

Hammerschmldt 

BoraU 

Durbln 

Hance 

Boaco 

Dwyer 

Hansen  (tJT) 

Boucher 

Dymally 

Harkin 

Boxer 

Dyson 

Harrison 

Bremux 

Early 

Hatcher 

Brltt 

Hawkins 

Brooks 

Edgar 

Hertel 

Broomfleld 

Edwards  (AL) 

Hlghtower 

Brown  (CA) 

Edwards  (CA) 

HUer 

Brown  (CO) 

Edwards  (OK) 

HUlla 

Broyhill 

Emerson 

Holt 

Bryant 

English 

Hopkins 

Burton  (CA) 

Erdrelch 

Horton 

Burton  (IN) 

Erienbom 

Howard 

Byron 

Evans  (lA) 

Hoyer 

CampbeU 

Evans (IL) 

Hubbard 

Carney 

FaaeeU 

Huckaby 

Carper 

Paste 

Hughes 

Can- 

Pelghan 

Hunter 

Chandler 

Perraro 

Hutto 

Chappie 

Fiedler 

Hyde 

Cheney 

Fields 

Ireland 

Clarke 

Ptali 

Jacobs 

Clay 

nipiw 

Jeffords 

CUncer 

Ftorlo 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Montgomery 

Shelby 

Jonea  (NO 

Moody 

Shumway 

Jones  (OK) 

Moore 

Slkorakl 

Jones  (TN) 

Moorhead 

SUJander 

Kaptur 

Morrison  (CT) 

SIslsky 

Kaslch 

Morrison  (WA) 

Skeen 

Kastenmeler 

Mrazek 

Skelton 

Kazen 

Murphy 

Smith  (PL) 

Kemp 

Murtha 

.Smith  (LA) 

Kennelly 

Myers 

.Smith  (NE) 

Klldee 

NaUher 

Smith  (NJ) 

Kindness 

Nelson 

Smith.  Denny 

Kogovsek 

Nichols 

.Smith.  Robert 

Kostmayer 

Nielson 

Snowe 

Kramer 

Nowak 

Snyder 

LaFalce 

O'Brten 

Solarz 

Lagomarslno 

Oakar 

Solomon 

Lantos 

Oberstar 

Spence 

LatU 

Obey 

Spratt 

Leach 

Olln 

Staggers 

Leath 

Ortiz 

Stangeland 

Lehman  (FL) 

Owens 

Stenholm 

Leland 

Packard 

Stokes 

Lent 

Panetu 

Stratton 

Levin 

Parrls 

Studds 

liBVlne 

Pashayan 

Stump 

Levltas 

Patman 

Sundqulst 

Lewis  (CA) 

Patterson 

Swift 

Lewis  (PL) 

Paul 

Synar 

Uplnskl 

Pease 

Tallon 

Livingston 

Penny 

Tauke 

Uoyd 

Pepper 

Tauzln 

Loerner 

Perkins 

Taylor 

Long (LA) 

Petri 

Thomas  (CA) 

Lott 

Pickle 

Thomas  (OA) 

Lowery  (CA) 

Porter 

Torres 

Lowry  (WA) 

Price 

TorricelU 

Lujan 

Prltchard 

Towns 

Luken 

Pursell 

Traxler 

Lundlne 

QuUlen 

Valentine 

Lungren 

Rahall 

Vander  Jagt 

Mack 

Ratchford 

Vandergrtfl 

Madlgan 

Ray 

Vento 

Markey 

Regula 

VoUuner 

Marlenee 

Reld 

Vucanovlch 

Marriott 

Richardson 

Walgren 

Martin  (NO 

Ridge 

Walker 

Martin  (NY) 

Rlnaldo 

Watklns 

Martinez 

RItter 

Weber 

Matsul 

Roberts 

Weiss 

MavToules 

Robinson 

Wheat 

Mazzoll 

Roe 

Whitehurst 

McCain 

Roemer 

Whitley 

McCandless 

Rogers 

Whittaker 

McCloskey 

Rose 

Whitten 

McCoIlum 

RostenkowskI 

WUllams  (OH) 

McCurdy 

Roth 

Wilson 

McDade 

Roukema 

Wlnn 

McEwen 

Rowland 

Wlrth 

McGrath 

Roybal 

wise 

McHugh 

Rudd 

Wolf 

McKeman 

Russo 

Wolpe 

McNulty 

Sabo 

WorUey 

Mica 

Savage 

Wyden 

Michel 

Sawyer 

Wylle 

Mlkulskl 

Schaefer 

Yates 

Miller  (CA) 

Schneider 

Yatron 

MUler(OH) 

Schroeder 

Young  (AK) 

MlneU 

Schiilr^ 

Young (PL) 

Mlnlsh 

Schumer 

Young  (MO) 

Mitchell 

Selberllng 

ZablocU 

Moakley 

Sensenbrenner 

Zschau 

Mollnarl 

Shannon 

MoUohan 

Shaw 

O  1315 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roUcaU,  391 
Members  have  recorded  their  presence 
by  electronic  device,  a  quorum. 

Under  the  rule,  further  proceedings 
under  the  call  are  dispensed  with. 


D  This  symbol  represeno  the  time  of  day  during  (he  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
#  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE DANIEL  B.  crane 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  stokes.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order 
to  preserve  the  integrity  and  the  accu- 
racy of  these  proceedings,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  Exten- 
sions of  Remarks  section  of  the 
Record,  but  this  unanimous-consent 
request  does  not  apply  to  revisions  of 
remarks  to  be  delivered  in  the  House 
today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  for  purposes  of  debate  only  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Daniel  B.  Crane.) 

Mr.  DANIEL  B.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  mo- 
ments in  my  life  and  it  has  been  an 
unparalleled  ordeal  for  my  family. 

We  pay  for  our  sins  in  life  and  in 
making  my  peace  I  take  comfort  that 
our  Lord  promised  me  forgiveness  70 
times  7.  It  is  less  easy  for  us  to  forgive 
ourselves  or  our  brothers,  but  I  have 
asked  for  and  received  the  forgiveness 
of  those  I  hurt  most,  my  wife  and  my 
family. 

I  have  asked  my  friends  and  neigh- 
bors to  forgive  me  as  well.  But,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  not  yet  apologized  to 
my  colleagues  in  this  body  for  the 
shame  I  have  brought  down  on  this  in- 
stitution. 

Before  any  action  is  taken,  and  re- 
gardless of  the  action  this  body  takes, 
I  want  the  Members  to  know  that  I  am 
sorry  and  that  I  apologize  to  one  and 
all. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  announce  to 
the  House  that  during  the  course  of 
the  debate  today  I  will  yield  time  for 
the  purposes  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  upon  completion  of 
House  action  on  this  resolution.  I 
intend  to  call  up  House  Resolution 
265,  in  the  matter  of  Representative 
Gerry  E.  Sttjdds. 

The  resolutions  concerning  Repre- 
sentative Crane  and  Representative 
Studds  arose  from  the  investigation 
the  committee  was  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  undertake  by  House  Resolu- 
tion 518  in  the  last  Congress.  The 
House  agreed  to  that  resolution  by  a 
vote  of  407  to  1  and  extended  the  in- 
vestigation under  House  Resolution  12 
at  the  beginning  of  this  Congress.  My 
initial  remarks  will  address  the  back- 
ground of  that  investigation  and  cer- 
tain Issues  and  questions  that  are 
common  to  both  cases.  Each  Member 
is  entitled  to  have  the  House  consider 
his  case  separately. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  taking  up  these  mat- 
ters we  embark  on  one  of  the  most  se- 


rious and  solemn  constitutional  duties 
this  House  faces— the  duty  under  arti- 
cle I,  section  5  of  the  U.S.  Constitution 
to  discipline  its  own  Members. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  served  in  the 
House  for  15  years,  and  I  have  served 
on  many  committees  and  subcommit- 
tees. No  task  has  been  more  difficult, 
more  trying,  or  more  agonizing  than 
the  matters  which  I  bring  to  the 
House  today. 

No  one  relishes  the  role  of  investi- 
gating and  judging  colleagues.  But  the 
Constitution  places  upon  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  duty  to  police 
itself,  the  duty  to  investigate  and 
punish  misconduct  by  Members  of  the 
House.  The  integrity  of  the  House  de- 
pends on  our  ability  to  discharge  this 
duty  effectively.  The  House  has  com- 
mitted this  unpleasant  task  to  the 
Committee  on  Standards  of  Official 
Conduct.  Every  Member  of  this  House 
knows  that  no  one  volunteers  to  serve 
on  this  committee.  No  one  finds  satis- 
faction in  uncovering  evidence  of  mis- 
conduct or  in  filing  charges  against  a 
colleague.  Committee  members  work 
out  of  a  sense  of  obligation  to  protect 
the  integrity  of  the  House  as  one  of 
the  great  representative  institution  of 
our  democracy. 

Members  of  this  committee  come 
from  every  part  of  this  country.  They 
are  evenly  divided  between  Republi- 
cans and  Democrats.  They  have  ago- 
nized over  the  recommendations 
before  you  today.  They  have  devoted 
hundreds  and  hundreds  of  hours  over 
the  past  year  to  carrying  out  the 
charge  of  the  House  to  investigate  al- 
legations of  sexual  misconduct  involv- 
ing pages.  Members  of  this  committee 
sat  through  more  than  125  deposi- 
tions. They  have  spent  long  hours 
being  briefed  on  extensive  reports 
from  the  committee's  special  counsel. 
They  have  discussed,  debated,  ana- 
lyzed and  reanalyzed  the  issues  raised 
by  these  cases  in  numerous  committee 
meetings.  They  have  listened  to  the 
arguments  of  the  two  Members  and 
their  counsel.  They  have  sifted  the 
evidence  and  they  have  debated  many 
hours  as  a  committee  on  these  cases. 
In  approaching  these  cases,  they  have 
drawn  on  their  collective  experience  of 
more  than  100  years  in  the  House,  and 
they  have  voted  11-1  to  report  the  res- 
olutions that  you  now  have  before 
you. 

The  committee's  work  in  turn  rests 
on  an  exhaustive  investigation  carried 
out  by  the  committee's  special  counsel. 
Our  committee  was  committed  from 
the  outset  to  conduct  an  inquiry  and 
investigation  that  would  protect  the 
Integrity  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. The  committee  engaged  an  inde- 
pendent special  counsel  to  conduct  an 
independent  and  thorough  investiga- 
tion of  all  allegations.  With  the  full 
support  and  encouragement  of  this 
committee,  special  counsel  Joseph  Cal- 
if ano  has  carried  out  an  exhaustive  in- 


vestigation into  all  allegations  of 
sexual  misconduct  by  Members,  offi- 
cers, or  employees  of  the  House  involv- 
ing pages. 

The  investigation  carried  out  by  the 
special  counsel  and  this  committee 
sought  out  hundreds  of  past  and 
present  congresssional  pages,  dozens 
of  individuals  who  supervised  and 
taught  those  psiges,  hundreds  of  con- 
gressional staff  members,  and  many 
other  individuals  with  knowledge  of 
the  page  system.  In  all,  the  special 
counsel's  Office  has  conducted  some 
700  interviews,  taken  more  than  125 
depositions  covering  more  than  6,000 
transcript  pages,  tried  to  contact  every 
House  page  who  served  since  Septem- 
ber 1979  and  dozens  who  served  earli- 
er, traveled  almost  100,000  miles  to 
more  than  50  cities,  and  devoted  more 
than  50,000  hours  of  staff  time  to  the 
investigation.  Mr.  Califano  and  his 
staff  have  done  an  extraordinary  job 
in  carrying  out  this  difficult  investiga- 
tion in  a  thorough  and  highly  profes- 
sional manner. 

Mr.  Speaker,  based  on  its  investiga- 
tion, the  committee  reached  two  cen- 
tral conclusions.  First,  the  House  must 
set  itself  the  highest  standard  of  con- 
duct given  its  special  responsibility  for 
congressional  pages.  Second,  the  con- 
duct of  Representative  Crane  and 
Representative  Studds  constituted  a 
serious  breach  of  these  standards  and 
required  strong  condenuiation. 

The  committee  recognized  that  the 
Members  involved  have  not  been 
charged  or  convicted  of  any  criminal 
violations.  The  age  of  consent  in  Vir- 
ginia and  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
where  these  acts  occurred  is  16. 

But  the  committee  strongly  conclud- 
ed that  the  Members  of  the  House 
must  be  held  to  a  higher  standard 
than  the  criminal  law.  The  House  has 
a  special  relationship  of  trust  with  the 
teenage  pages  it  employs.The  commit- 
tee believed  that  only  one  standard  of 
conduct  could  be  considered  appropri- 
ate: No  sexual  relationship  between  a 
page  and  a  Member  of  the  House  can 
be  regarded  as  acceptable  behavior.  No 
sexual  advance  by  a  Member  to  a 
House  page  can  be  tolerated.  The  com- 
mittee concluded  that  this  standard 
had  to  be  absolute  and  that  there  were 
no  exceptions  to  that  standard. 

As  lawmakers,  we  recognize  that  the 
competent  authorities  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,  Virginia,  and  most  States 
have  recognized  the  age  of  16  as  the 
age  at  which  individuals  are  compe- 
tent in  the  eyes  of  the  law  to  consent 
to  sexual  acts. 

However,  in  the  opinion  of  this  com- 
mittee, teenagers  who  have  been  sent 
to  Washington  and  entrusted  by  their 
parents  to  the  Congress  to  serve  as 
pages  cannot  be  considered  as  consent- 
ing adults.  Pages  are  16  or  17  year  old 
juniors  or  seniors  in  high  school.  For 
most  pages,  it  is  their  first  time  away 
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from  home  and  away  from  their  par- 
ents. They  have  chosen  to  serve  as  a 
page  because  they  are  interested  in 
the  American  system  of  government. 
Almost  invitably  they  will  be  fascinat- 
ed by  people  who  hold  high  positions 
in  that  system. 

Members  of  the  House  are  the 
center  of  the  universe  for  teenage 
pages.  The  parents  who  send  their  16- 
and  17-year-old  children  to  serve  as 
pages  have  a  right  to  expect  that 
Members  of  the  House  will  treat  their 
children  with  respect,  and  honor  the 
custodial  tnjst  into  which  they  have 
committed  their  offspring.  It  is  easy  to 
say  that  the  pages  are  wards  of  the 
House,  that  the  House  has  special  re- 
sponsibilities to  them  and  that  the 
House  stands  as  an  institution  in 
effect  in  loco  parentis  to  them.  But 
these  words  are  hollow  rhetoric,  unless 
those  who  are  ihe  House  as  an  institu- 
tion—the 435  Members  elected  to  con- 
stitute the  House— give  meaning  to  the 
high  trust  they  assume  toward  their 
teenage  wards. 

Moreover,  the  laws  of  many  States- 
while  they  do  not  apply  to  the  precise 
situation  here— do  recognize  the  spe- 
cial responsibility  of  anyone  in  such  a 
position  to  avoid  sexual  relationships 
with  those  under  their  care,  custody, 
or  supervision.  Where  there  is  such  a 
special  relationship.  Virginia,  for  ex- 
ample, has  raised  the  age  of  consent  to 
18,  the  District  to  21.  These  statutes 
recognize  that  in  certain  situations 
two  parties  to  a  sexual  relationship 
are  not  equal  and  that  these  situations 
are  inherently  subject  to  exploitation. 

For  all  these  reasons,  the  committee 
concluded  in  its  reports  in  these  two 
cases  that: 

A  sexual  relationship  between  a  Member 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  a  con- 
gressional page,  or  any  sexual  advance  by  a 
Member  to  a  page,  represents  a  serious 
breach  of  the  duty  owed  by  the  House  and 
Its  individual  Members  to  the  young  people 
who  serve  the  House  as  pages.  Such  conduct 
brings  discredit  upon  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, in  violation  of  clause  I  of  the 
Code  of  Official  Conduct  of  the  House. 

Having  concluded  that  the  conduct 
of  Representative  Crane  and  Repre- 
sentative Studds  violated  this  stand- 
ard, the  committee  took  strong  action. 
Based  on  its  special  coimsel's  recom- 
mendation, the  committee  voted  to 
make  the  facts  of  these  cases  public 
and  to  recommend  a  reprimand  of 
both  Representatives. 

This  House  must  not  lose  sight  of 
one  salient  fact.  It  was  your  commit- 
tee—not the  Justice  Department,  not 
the  press,  not  any  other  outside 
agency— which  tracked  down  and  un- 
covered the  conduct  we  are  discussing 
today.  No  external  action  forced  the 
disclosure  of  this  conduct.  The  com- 
mittee—and the  committee  alone- 
made  the  Judgment  to  release  this  in- 
formation and  to  recommend  the  pun- 
ishment of  Representative  Crani  and 
Representative  Sttjdds. 


The  public  release  of  this  informa- 
tion has  etched  a  stain  on  the  public 
record  that  these  Members  will  have 
to  live  with  the  rest  of  their  lives.  I  ask 
each  Member  of  the  House  to  pause 
for  1  moment  and  consider  the  effect 
of  the  action  that  the  committee  took. 
In  my  judgment,  no  one  in  public  life 
can  minimize  the  severity  of  the 
action  the  committee  voted.  And  I 
might  add,  it  was  not  an  action  that 
the  committee  took  lightly. 

What  is  a  reprimand?  Upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  of  repri- 
mand by  the  House,  the  Member 
stands  condemned  by  this  body  for  his 
conduct.  How  long  does  a  reprimand 
stay  with  a  Member?  Once  this  House 
acts,  the  reprimand  becomes  an  offi- 
cial record  of  the  U.S.  Congress.  This 
Member  must  live  with  this  condemna- 
tion forever. 

In  the  entire  history  of  the  House, 
only  24  Members  have  been  either  rep- 
rimanded or  censured.  In  the  last  50 
years,  four  Members  have  been  repri- 
manded and  two  have  been  censured. 
Imposing  reprimands  on  Representa- 
tives Crane  and  Studds  places  their 
names  on  the  House's  rolls  in  a 
manner  they  can  never  expunge.  They 
must  live  with  their  shame  and  with 
their  actions  indelibly  recorded  in  the 
Nation's  history. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee  has  rec- 
ommended to  the  House  strong  action 
to  condemn  the  conduct  of  Represent- 
ative Crane  and  Representative 
Studds.  The  committee  you  have 
charged  with  the  responsibility  for  in- 
vestigating and  recommending  'i'scipli- 
nary  action  has  given  this  House  its 
considered  recommendations.  In  my 
judgment  these  recommendations  de- 
serve the  support  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  turn  now  to  House 
Resolution  266,  in  the  matter  of  Rep- 
resentative Daniel  B.  Crane.  In  the 
course  of  its  investigation,  the  commit- 
tee received  evidence  that  in  the 
spring  of  1980  Representative  Crane 
engaged  in  a  sexual  relationship  with 
a  17-year-old  female  page  employed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

Briefly,  the  facts  are  as  follows:  The 
page  testified  that  she  met  Represent- 
ative Crane  through  a  male  page  she 
was  dating.  Sometime  in  the  spring, 
she  went  to  Representative  Crane's 
office  in  the  Cannon  Building  around 
8  p.m.  one  evening.  Representative 
Crane  invited  her  out  for  a  drink. 
They  went  to  a  bar  in  Virginia,  but  be- 
cause the  page  was  under  the  legal 
drinking  age.  They  then  decided  to 
have  a  drink  in  Representative 
Crane's  apartment. 

The  page  testified  that  once  at  Rep- 
resentative Crane's  apartment  she 
drank  beer  and  they  had  a  discussion 
about  whether  Representative  Crane 
was  going  to  take  her  home  then  or 
whether  she  would  go  to  bed  with  him. 

The  page  testified  that  they  did  in 
fact  go   to   bed   and   that   they   had 


sexual  relations.  The  page  testified 
that  the  relationship  was  voluntary  on 
her  part.  In  her  testimony,  the  page 
said  that  she  went  to  his  apartment 
three  or  four  times  after  the  first 
night  and  had  sexual  relations  with 
him  on  those  occasions. 

The  page  testified  that  she  would 
meet  Representative  Crane  on  the 
floor  of  the  House,  usually  on  a  Thurs- 
day, and  he  would  ask  her  if  she 
wanted  to  get  together.  She  would 
then  either  meet  him  at  his  office  or 
at  his  parking  spot,  and  the  two  of 
them  would  go  to  his  apartment.  On 
each  of  these  occasions.  Congressman 
Crane  drove  her  back  to  her  residence 
in  the  District  of  Colimibia. 

Representative  Crane  volimtarlly 
agreed  to  two  depositions.  In  his 
second  deposition.  Representative 
Crane  admitted  that  he  had  engaged 
in  sexual  relations  with  the  female 
page  on  each  of  the  occasions  when 
she  visited  his  apartment. 

In  light  of  Representative  Crane's 
admission,  the  committee  utilized  a 
procedure  designed  by  counsel  to  pro- 
tect the  identity  of  the  young  page  in- 
volved. Representative  Crane  waived 
his  right  under  the  committee  rules  to 
a  statement  of  alleged  violation  and  to 
a  public  hearing  before  the  committee. 
Representative  Crane  agreed  that  the 
committee  could  make  its  recommen- 
dation to  the  House  on  the  basis  of  its 
special  counsel's  report  and  on  submis- 
sions to  the  committee  by  Representa- 
tive Crane's  attorney. 

Based  on  the  evidence,  the  commit- 
tee found  that  Representative  Crane 
engaged  in  a  consensual  sexual  rela- 
tionship with  a  17-year-old  female 
page  in  the  spring  of  1980.  The  com- 
mittee found  that  this  was  improper 
sexual  conduct  and  that  this  conduct 
violated  Representative  Crane's  offi- 
cial obligation  as  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  consti- 
tuted conduct  that  does  not  "reflect 
creditably  on  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives." 

I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  the  com- 
mittee's report  condenming  the  con- 
duct of  Representative  Crane. 

Mr.  Speaker,  throughout  the  delib- 
erations of  the  committee,  I  have 
worked  closely  with  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Spence).  His 
advice  and  counsel  have  been  invalu- 
able to  me  and  to  the  committee.  He 
has  served  this  committee  for  12  years, 
virtually  since  the  committee's  cre- 
ation. This  House  is  indebted  to  him 
for  his  service  on  this  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

D  1230 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  your  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  is  the 
committee  which  Is  charged  with  the 


responsibility  of  Investigating  matters 
Involving  the  official  conduct  or  ethics 
of  the  Members  of  this  body,  and  rec- 
ommending what  punishment,  if  any, 
is  deemed  appropriate. 

Our  task  is  one  of  the  heaviest  re- 
sponsibilities that  can  be  placed  on 
any  one  group— to  sit  in  judgment  on 
their  fellow  man. 

It  is  a  distasteful  task,  but  someone 
must  do  it.  We  must  police  ourselves— 
no  one  else  and  no  other  body  can  dis- 
charge this  unique  responsibility 
under  our  system  of  government.  Our 
main  concern  must  be  that  of  protect- 
ing the  integrity  of  the  House.  For  if 
the  American  people  lose  faith  in  the 
House  as  an  institution,  they  will  lose 
faith  in  our  ability  to  govern. 

There  are  12  of  us,  as  you  know.  Six 
of  us  are  Democrats  and  six  are  Re- 
publicans—the only  standing  commit- 
tee so  constituted  with  equal  numbers, 
regardless  of  the  ratio  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  is  expected  of  us 
as  we  carry  out  our  duties? 
That  we  set  all  passions  aside; 
That  we  examine  all  the  facts; 
That  we  study  the  precedents  of  the 
House; 
That  we  review  all  pertinent  law; 
That  we  place  justice  above  politics; 
That  we  be  fair  but  firm; 
That  we  preserve  the  dignity  of  the 
House; 

That  we  set  no  precedent  that  will 
not  stand  the  test  of  time;  and 

That  any  recommended  punishment 
be  just,  appropriate,  and  effective. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee  and  its 
special  counsel  have  followed  these  in- 
junctions. The  special  counsel  has 
done  an  outstanding  job  in  carrying 
out  the  investigation  and  in  making 
careful  recommendations  to  the  com- 
mittee. We  have  worked  hard  and  we 
have  agonized,  collectively  and  individ- 
ually, over  our  decision.  In  making  our 
recommendation  to  the  House,  our  pri- 
mary consideration  has  been  uphold- 
ing and  protecting  the  integrity  of  the 
institution.  Everything  else  was  sec- 
ondary. 

Throughout  our  deliberations,  the 
committee  has  been  keenly  aware  that 
the  circumstances  surroimding  the 
two  cases  before  the  House  today  are 
unlike  virtually  all  of  the  cases  that 
have  previously  come  before  the 
House,  including  Abscam,  the  Korean 
Influence  investigation  or  the  matter 
of  Representative  Diggs.  In  these  ear- 
lier cases,  public  disclosure  of  allega- 
tions of  wrongdoing— In  part  or  in 
whole— by  the  executive  branch  or  the 
press  has  preceded  any  action  by  the 
House.  In  those  instances,  the  House 
has  been  in  the  position  of  reacting  to 
forces  outside  Its  control. 

In  the  present  situation  Mr.  Speak- 
er. It  was  the  House  and  your  commit- 
tee that  undertook  the  serious,  search- 
ing, and  exhaustive  Investigation  that 
uncovered  the  conduct  Involved  In  the 
cases   of   Representative    Crane   and 


Representative  Studds.  The  commit- 
tee debated  at  some  length  whether  It 
would  serve  the  House  as  an  institu- 
tion and  the  cause  of  strengthening 
the  American  political  system  to  make 
public  the  information  we  had  ob- 
tained. The  committee  decided  that 
the  violations  were  serious,  that  pun- 
ishment was  required,  and  that  the  in- 
formation had  to  be  made  public.  So 
the  committee  has  recommended 
strong  action  to  this  House. 

I  know  that  some  say  we  should  do 
more.  But.  Mr.  Speaker,  your  commit- 
tee has  not  made  these  recommenda- 
tions lightly.  The  men  we  judge  today 
are  elected  Members  of  this  body. 
They  live— and  die— by  their  public 
reputations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  public  disclosure  of 
the  facts  of  these  cases  has  already 
placed  an  indelible  stain  on  the  rep- 
utations of  these  Members.  How  much 
more  can  you  do  to  someone?  What- 
ever you  call  it,  these  individuals  will 
go  down  in  history  as  condemned  by 
the  institution  they  serve  in. 

Do  not  tell  me  that  this  is  not  strong 
punishment! 

I  am  sure  there  are  a  nimiber  here 
who  qualify  as  expert  constitutional 
lawyers  or  scholars,  and  who  will  want 
to  avail  themselves  of  this  opportunity 
to  discuss  the  constitutional  question 
of  the  power  of  the  House  to  expel  a 
Member.  The  argimients  for  and 
against  expulsion  were  fully  re- 
searched and  considered  from  every 
viewpoint  3  years  ago  in  1979,  in  the 
matter  of  Representative  Diggs.  All 
the  authorities  and  legal  arguments 
are  printed  in  the  report  relating  to 
his  case.  No.  96-351,  96th  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  its  entire  history, 
the  House  has  voted  expulsion  only 
four  times— in  three  instances  in  the 
last  century  and  in  one  instance  3 
years  ago  where  a  Member  was  con- 
victed of  a  felony.  Nothing  similar  is 
involved  in  the  cases  before  us  today. 
There  is  also  a  substantial  constitu- 
tional question  as  to  the  House's 
power  to  expel  a  Member  for  conduct 
in  a  prior  Congress.  The  House  should 
not  lightly  ignore  its  past  precedents. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  chairman  has 
said,  to  reprimand  these  Members  is  a 
serious  action  and  puts  the  House  on 
record  condemning  the  conduct  of 
these  two  Members.  It  is  the  right 
action  to  take. 

Let  me  speak  briefly  to  the  facts  in 
Representative  Crane's  case.  In  his 
case,  the  misconduct  occurred  on  four 
or  five  occasions  3  years  ago.  Repre- 
sentative Crane  cooperated  with  the 
committee,  admitted  his  transgres- 
sions, and  expressed  his  remorse.  The 
relationship  was  voluntary,  according 
to  the  page's  own  testimony.  Under 

these    circumstances,    the    committee 
believes  that  reprimand  is  the  correct 

disciplinary  measure  to  be  taken  by 

the  House. 


It  Is  extremely  difficult  for  one 
Member  of  this  institution  to  sit  In 
judgment  of  another  Member.  It  has 
been  argued  that  only  one  who  is  with- 
out fault  should  cast  the  first  stone. 
Yet  none  of  us  are  without  fault.  If  we 
have  to  rely  on  those  without  fault  to 
sit  in  judgment  of  another  we  would 
have  no  judges  or  juries.  We  all  have 
shortcomings.  Yet  we  must  act  to  dis- 
charge our  duty  to  police  ourselves. 

We  must  act  forcefully  and  fairly  to 
uphold  the  standards  of  the  House,  ac- 
knowledging at  the  same  time  that 
none  of  us  are  perfect.  I  urge  the 
House  to  condemn  the  conduct  uncov- 
ered by  the  committee's  investigation 
and  to  support  House  Resolution  295. 

n  1245 

The  SPEIAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Spence)  has 
consumed  9  minutes. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes,  for  purposes  of  debate  only, 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Dixon). 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
committee  reports  in  the  matters  of 
Congressmen  Crane  and  Studds. 

Two  reports  from  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct. 

The  committee  has  conducted  a 
through  investigation,  weighed  the 
evidence  and  reported  to  the  House 
and  the  public. 

The  reports  have  recommended  a 
reprimand  for  both  Members. 

Today,  in  accepting  or  rejecting  the 
report,  the  435  Members  are  asked  to 
sit  not  as  legislators— but  as  judges. 

Judges  are  asked  to  only  take  into 
consideration  relevant  facts;  to  set 
aside  personal  biases;  and  make  deci- 
sions free  of  political  pressure. 

And  so  today,  it  is  my  opinion  that 
this  is  our  responsibility. 

As  judges  the  most  difficult  task  is 
deciding  the  appropriate  penalty. 

As  you  know,  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  is  divid- 
ed equally;  six  Republicans  and  six 
Democrats. 

When  you  examine  the  composition 
of  that  committee  and  its  membership, 
you  find  that  all  political  persuasions 
are  represented.  Yet,  not  once  in  our 
deliberations  were  politics  a  factor. 

My  opinion  is  that  both  Members 
have  breached  their  duty  to  our  House 
and  brought  discredit  to  the  House  of 
Representatives.  No  one  is  arguing 
otherwise. 

But  as  judges  the  committee  had  a 
responsibUity  to  ask  the  question  if 
there  were  any  mitigating  or  aggrevat- 
ing  circumstances. 

In  these  two  cases,  there  are  mitigat- 
ing circumstances  that  apply  In  both 
matters. 

First,  both  Members  admitted  the 
charges. 
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Second,  all  parties  Involved  have  tes- 
tified under  oath  that  the  acts  were 
consensual. 

Third,  and  it  is  certainly  an  iffy 
question  as  to  if  in  fact  any  crime  has 
been  committed. 

The  important  responsibility  of  our 
committee,  under  these  circumstances, 
was  to  bring  to  the  House,  the  Ameri- 
can public,  and  most  importantly,  the 
constituents  of  the  10th  District  of 
Massachusetts  and  the  19th  District  of 
Illinois,  all  of  the  facts.  The  commit- 
tee has  done  so. 

In  voting  a  reprimand,  the  commit- 
tee recognizes  its  responsibility  to 
judge— but  also  recognizes  that  the  ul- 
timate judgment  will  be  made  by  the 
voters  in  these  Members'  respective 
districts. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  4  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 

CONABLE). 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall 
not  use  my  4  minutes. 

I  support  the  recommendation  of 
the  committee.  I  would  like  to  compli- 
ment the  special  counsel,  Mr.  Cali- 
fano,  on  a  very  careful,  skillful,  and  I 
think  well  balanced  job;  and  I  would 
like  to  compliment  the  leadership  of 
the  committee  and  the  members  of 
the  committee  for  very  serious, 
thoughtful  deliberations  throughout. 

We  have  kept  this  matter  very  close. 
as  was  necessary,  given  the  problems 
of  individual  reputations  that  were  in- 
volved. 

This  is  a  human  institution.  The 
Members  participate  in  the  frailties  as 
well  as  the  excellences  of  the  human 
condition.  It  is  terribly  important  for 
the  institution,  however,  to  maintain 
standards  and  to  differentiate  such 
conduct  as  is  considered  appropriate 
and  inappropriate.  We  all  know  the 
reason  for  this.  The  cry  always  goes 
up  when  some  scandal  arises  affecting 
one  of  our  Members  that  "They  sill  do 
it."  This  report  demonstrates  quite 
clearly  that  the  behavior  that  was  in- 
volved here  was  exceptional  and  not 
the  rule.  Exceptional  behavior  is  what 
makes  news,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  there- 
fore it  is  terribly  important  that  we 
try  to  put  it  in  an  appropriate  perspec- 
tive, showing  that  we  are  concerned 
about  the  standards  of  this  body  and 
its  Memt>ers.  and  that  we  are  willing 
to  take  appropriate  action  to  be  sure 
that  the  public  understands  that  such 
conduct  is  exceptional  and  not  the 
rule. 

I  believe  the  report  of  the  committee 
speaks  for  itself.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  accept  it  and  to  accept  the  heavy 
burden  of  individual  condemnation 
that  goes  with  it.  I  believe  that  the 
most  serious  burden  that  we  can  lay 
on  the  Members  here  involved  is  full 
disclosure  because  they  depend  on 
public  support  for  their  membership 
here.  Pull  disclosure  of  this  particular 
type  of  behavior  is  much  more  serious 


in  its  effects  than  any  fine  distinction 
that  can  be  drawn  between  reprimand 
and  censure. 

I  will  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  believe 
we  must  seriously  consider  our  obliga- 
tion to  the  young  people  who  come 
down  here  as  pages  and  whether  or 
not  we  wish  to  continue  the  institution 
of  the  teenage  page.  We  must  take 
closer  supervisory  responsibility  for 
young  people  serving  as  our  pages,  or 
make  other  arrangements. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
report  in  particuJar.  Then  I  hope  we 
will  have  serious  consideration  about 
the  future  of  the  page  system,  at  least 
in  its  present  form.  For  now,  this  body 
must  accept  the  responsibility  for 
judging  its  Members.  It  is  an  impor- 
tant part  of  our  institutional  life. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume 
and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Gonzai-ez)  for  purposes  of 
a  question. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Yes;  I  have  asked 
the  chairman  to  yield  for  purposes  of 
a  question,  and  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me. 

The  question  is:  The  gentleman  has 
explained  very  ably  the  meaning  and 
the  dimensions  of  the  effect  of  a 
motion  to  reprimand.  What  is  the  dif- 
ference between  a  motion  to  repri- 
mand and  a  motion  to  censure,  for  ex- 
ample? What  must  be  the  gravity,  or 
the  quantum  of  the  offense,  or  sin  to 
differentiate,  and  what  are  the  conse- 
quential results  to  a  Member  differen- 
tiated as  between  a  reprimand  and  a 
censure? 
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Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  think  that 
the  essential  difference  between  a  rep- 
rimand and  a  censure  is  that  when  a 
Member  is  censured,  he  is  required  to 
stand  in  the  well,  at  which  time  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  reads  the  cen- 
sure. That  is  the  basic  and  essential 
difference. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
reason  I  rise  to  ask  that  question  is  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  going  to  make  a  big 
difference  in  some  of  the  actions  we 
are  going  to  be  asked  to  vote  upon  and 
also  because,  as  I  understand  it,  the 
committee  is  still  charged  with  investi- 
gating other  questionable  charges  af- 
fecting Members  with  respect  to  the 
so-called  drug  question.  Therefore,  I 
think  it  is  important  for  us  to  evaluate 
the  quantum  of  the  sin  to  conform 
with  the  punishment  or  whatever 
action  we  take. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  cite  to 
the  gentleman  that  the  investigation 
has  not  been  completed  as  it  relates  to 
the  drug  aspects.  We  have  completed 
the  work  as  it  relates  to  all  sex  allega- 
tions. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  for  the  purposes  of  debate 
only,  to  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir- 
ginia (Mr.  Rahall). 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
certainly  not  one  of  the  happiest  mo- 
ments in  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  each  of  us.  but  I  thiiik  the  House 
has  been  served  well  by  the  Investiga- 
tion that  has  been  conducted  by  our 
Committee  on  Standards  of  Official 
Conduct,  and  I  would  like  to  point  out 
why  I  feel  that  this  House  has  been 
served  in  a  very  proud  manner  by  this 
investigation. 

Each  of  us  will  recall  the  original  al- 
legations that  occurred  in  July  1982 
and  how  each  of  us  cringed  at  the 
thought  of  what  those  allegations 
meant  to  the  House  as  an  institution. 
Following  those  original  allegations 
that  were  made  by  the  pages,  this 
House  of  Representatives  responded  in 
a  very  forthright  manner  to  determine 
the  full  truth  and  nothing  but  the 
truth.  We  established  House  Resolu- 
tion 518  that  set  into  motion  the  year- 
long Investigation  of  sexual  miscon- 
duct that  is  now  coming  to  a  conclu- 
sion. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
FBI  and  all  other  official  agencies 
that  were  Investigating  criminal 
wrongdoings  washed  their  hands  of 
the  affair  as  regards  sexual  miscon- 
duct in  August  1982  because  they  de- 
termined there  was  no  criminal  activi- 
ty involved.  Our  Committee  on  Stand- 
ards of  Official  Conduct,  however, 
continued  its  investigation  in  an  effort 
to  follow  every  lead,  every  piece  of 
gossip,  every  irmuendo  that  was  circu- 
lating among  this  body  and  within  the 
general  public.  Following  those  origi- 
nal allegations,  the  pages  admitted 
that  there  were  lies  and  fabrications, 
and  much  of  the  American  people 
thought  that  ended  the  investigation 
at  that  time. 

However,  the  Committee  on  Stand- 
ards of  Official  Conduct  decided  to 
continue  its  investigation  so  that  there 
would  be  no  covering  up  of  the  facts, 
and  we  did  not  backtrack  in  any 
manner  whatsoever  in  our  effort  to 
find  the  truth.  This  investigation,  a 
year  long  in  length,  did  cover  a  period 
of  over  10  years,  a  period  in  which 
some  60,000  employees  have  served 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
some  850  Members  of  Congress  have 
served  in  this  body  during  the  time 
period  that  this  Investigation  covered. 
The  700  interviews  that  were  conduct- 
ed and  the  125  depositions  that  were 
taken  during  this  extensive  investiga- 
tion came  up  with  only  these  three 
violations  that  are  being  reported  to 
us  today,  two  in  the  matter  of  the 
Congressmen  involved. 

When  we  look  at  the  punishment 
that  has  been  dealt  to  these  two  Mem- 
bers named  in  these  resolutions  we 
consider  today,  who  among  us  can  say 


that  they  have  not  suffered  enough? 
Which  one  of  us  can  say  that  they  de- 
serve more  punishment  that  what  this 
committee  is  recommending? 

I  say  that  the  punishment  they  have 
suffered  from  their  families,  their 
friends,  and  their  political  supporters 
is  punishment  enough.  I  also  submit 
that  none  of  us  in  this  body  can  claim 
to  have  a  monopoly  on  virtue,  and  be- 
cause of  that  fact  we  must  indeed  con- 
sider that  the  ultimate  judge  of  these 
Members  for  their  political  careers 
will  reside  with  the  people  who  elected 
them  to  come  to  Congress  in  the  first 
place. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  support  of  the 
committee  recommendations. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  gentleman  from  South  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Spence)  has  17  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  4  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr. 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel 
a  sense  of  heart-rending  sadness  today 
at  this  event.  All  of  us,  I  think,  can 
take  a  sad  sense  of  pride  in  the  fact 
that  there  is  not  an  institution  on  this 
planet  that  would  spend  a  million  dol- 
lars, reach  back  10  years,  and  go  to  ex- 
traordinary lengths  to  seek  to  prove 
that  it  was  worthy  of  the  American 
people. 

My  feelings  go  out  to  Dak  Crane  and 
his  family.  He  has  done  the  honorable 
thing  in  his  personal  response  to  this 
tragedy.  I  was  personally  moved  by 
what  he  said  earlier. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  place  what 
I  am  about  to  say  in  the  context  of 
saying  we  are  not  here  to  punish  Dan 
Crane  nor  later  wUl  we  be  here  to 
punish  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Stttdds).  We  are  not  a  jury. 
We  are  here  to  repair  the  integrity  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
and  our  Iocms  should  not  be  on  the 
two  Members.  Our  focus  should  not  be 
on  what  they  are  going  through  and 
what  has  happened  to  them. 

We  represent  the  most  important 
bastion  of  freedom  on  this  planet. 
That  freedom  survives  only  because 
decent,  simple,  everyday  human 
t>eings  across  this  planet  say,  "When  I 
elect  people,  they  are  my  leaders." 

This  has  l>een  the  people's  House  for 
200  years.  We  are  in  deep  trouble  as  a 
society.  Part  of  that  trouble  is  reflect- 
ed by  the  people  here  because  we  are  a 
pretty  active  reflection  of  the  people's 
House.  People  are  looking  for  a  guide- 
post  as  to  how  they  should  live,  how 
their  Institutions  should  behave,  and 
who  they  should  follow. 

Our  decisions  are  not  made  today 
about  two  individuals;  our  decisions 
are  made  today  about  the  integrity  of 
freedom,  about  belief  In  our  leaders, 
about  the  future  of  this  country, 
about  what  we  should  become. 


In  that  setting  and  with  no  malice 
toward  any  individual,  with  no  feeling 
of  ill  will  toward  any  individual.  I 
cannot  see  how  reprimand  is  in  any 
way  adequate.  I  cannot  see  the  sign- 
posts it  sends.  I  carmot  see  the  guide  it 
gives  to  the  American  Nation.  I  cannot 
see  how  it  rebuilds  any  sense  of  trust. 
We  have  other  scandals,  tragically,  yet 
to  come,  per  se  by  Mr.  Califano's  very 
fine  report.  I  think  now  is  the  time  to 
draw  the  line  to  set  the  base  for  how 
we  will  deal  with  those. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  will  be  a  motion 
to  recommit  offered  later  to  propose 
stronger  sanctions,  not  against  the  in- 
dividuals but  for  the  integrity  of  this 
institution.  I  would  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues, in  all  their  compassion  for  the 
individuals  Involved,  to  think  about 
the  future  of  freedom  and  the  integri- 
ty of  this  institution  and  to  vote  for 
that  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  wiU  state 
that  the  gentleman  from  South  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Spence)  has  13  minutes  re- 
maining, and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes)  has  6  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  4  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Hyde). 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  Arthur 
Koestler.  in  his  classic  book,  "Dark- 
ness at  Noon,"  said  that  honor  is  de- 
fined as  being  useful  without  vanity, 
and  I  think  that  this  committee, 
which  has  the  dirtiest,  nastiest  job  on 
the  planet,  has  been  most  useful  with- 
out vanity.  I  commend  the  committee 
for  that. 

We  sit  here  today  not  as  finders  of 
fact.  The  facts  are  stipulated.  We  sit 
here  not  to  characterize  the  crime,  the 
breach,  the  transgression,  because  we 
all  know  the  transgression,  which  is 
admitted  and  it  is  stipulated  as  repre- 
hensible. 

We  sit  here  to  find  a  punishment 
that  fits  the  breach,  and  so  in  search- 
ing our  souls  for  the  appropriate  pun- 
ishment, I  ask  the  Members  to  consid- 
er this  situation  In  its  totality,  in  its 
entire  context. 

I  suggest  to  the  Members  that  Dan 
Crane  would  rather  have  lost  an  arm 
at  the  shoulder  than  have  to  tell  his 
wife,  than  have  to  greet  his  wife  as  he 
did  with  the  media.  I  suggest  that  Dan 
Crane  would  rather  have  died  from  a 
heart  attack  than  to  have  to  face  his 
six  chQdren,  to  face  his  father,  to  face 
his  wife's  family,  to  face  his  family,  to 
face  his  friends,  to  face  his  constituen- 
cy, to  face  his  colleagues,  to  face  his 
peers,  and  to  face  all  of  the  country. 

I  suggest  that  all  life  is  about  is  to 
earn  the  esteem  of  our  fellow  men. 
That  is  what  we  are  here  for.  That  is 
why  we  nm  for  election;  that  is  why 
we  get  our  press  releases;  that  is  why 
we  get  up  in  the  morning.  We  do  those 
things  just  to  earn  the  esteem  of  our 
fellow  men. 


That  is  lost  to  Dan  Crane.  He  Is  em- 
barrassed, he  is  humllltated,  he  is  dis- 
placed. And  it  endures;  it  is  not  over. 
It  will  never  be  over.  It  will  not  be  over 
as  long  as  he  lives,  and  it  will  remain 
after  he  lives.  It  will  be  with  him,  and 
it  will  be  with  his  family  as  long  as 
they  live. 

We  cannot  know  what  disgrace  Is,  we 
cannot  imagine  it  unless  we  live 
through  it,  unless  it  has  happened  to 
us.  Imagine,  if  you  will,  Dan  Crane 
facing  his  children  as  they  grow  up 
and  say,  "Daddy,  what  happened?  I 
heard  about  it  at  school."  Every  shred 
of  dignity  will  be  stripped  away  from 
Dan  Crane,  and  it  will  endure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  suggest  to  the  Mem- 
bers that  compassion  and  justice  are 
not  antitheticsil;  they  are  complemen- 
tary. The  Judeo-Christian  tradition 
says,  "Hate  the  sin  and  love  the 
sinner."  We  are  on  record  as  hating 
the  sin,  some  more  ostentatiously  than 
others.  I  think  it  is  time  to  love  the 
sirmer. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
debate  purposes  only,  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
O'Brien). 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
no  question  that  all  the  punishment 
that  could  be  meted  out  to  Dan  Crane 
has  already  been  meted  out,  and  with- 
out any  degree  of  mercy,  and  there  is 
no  question  that  he  is  my  friend,  but 
by  tonight  I  doubt  that  I  will  be  his. 

Getting  back  to  the  comment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Henry 
Hyde,  about  the  totality  of  the  thing 
and  the  feelings  we  have,  I  would  just 
like  to  talk  directly  to  the  issues  of 
what  it  is  like  at  home.  I  cannot  speak 
for  Massachusetts  and  certainly  not 
for  the  10th  District.  I  cannot  speak 
for  Illinois,  but  I  can  speak  for  the 
Fourth  District,  and  I  think  that  the 
people  in  the  Fourth  District,  if  I  tell 
them  that  this  particular  offense  or 
these  particular  offenses  received  only 
the  lowest  category  of  penalty  that 
this  House  can  administer,  are  not 
going  to  understand  that. 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  the  efforts  of 
the  committee.  I  think  the  Meml)ers 
did  a  marvelous,  difficult  job.  I  would 
not  want  to  have  that  job.  But  I  do 
not  think  that  this  is  the  right  penalty 
to  be  assessed. 

It  may  be  a  strange  comparison,  but 
it  is  kind  of  like  the  Robert  Frost  defi- 
nition of  "love":  It  is  undeflnable  but 
unmistakable.  We  will  know  when  the 
right  penalty  is  assessed  here. 

I  would  take  issue  with  my  friend, 
Joe  Califaino,  on  two  counts,  and  I 
refer  to  page  36  and  page  37  of  the 
report.  I  think  the  language  there  is 
that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  do 
not  involve  financial  wrongdoing  or 
commission  of  a  crime,  or  these  laws 
do  not  render  the  actions  a  crime.  I 
consider  the  commission  of  a  criminal 
offense,  be  it  a  felony  or  a  mlsdemean- 
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or.  a  crime.  In  my  State  of  Illinois, 
contributing  to  the  sexual  delinquency 
of  a  minor  is  a  criminal  offense,  and  if 
I  were  convicted  of  it  in  the  streets  of 
Joliet  and  were  in  court,  I  would  be 
subject  to  a  $1,000  fine  and  a  maxi- 
mum of  a  year  in  Jail. 
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That  is  the  way  It  appears  to  the 
Fourth  District  of  Illinois. 

Dah,  I  cannot  say  anything  about 
how  I  feel  about  it;  but  we  have  to 
characterize  this  as  more  than  Just  the 
minimfti  offense  that  we  have  on  the 
books.  I  do  not  think  that  it  ranks 
alongside  of  failure  to  report  owner- 
ship of  stock,  misrepresentation  of  an 
unsworn  answer  to  a  committee  or 
failure  to  report  a  political  contribu- 
tion. It  is  infinitely  more  important 
than  that  and  friendship  and  loyalty 
beside,  the  integrity  of  the  House  is  at 
stAkfi  here 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes,  for  purposes  of  debate  only, 
to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Davis). 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker.  Dan  Crane 
is  my  friend.  This  fact  wlU  not  cloud 
my  Judgment  nor  does  it  prevent  me 
from  recognizing  that  the  behavior  he 
has  admitted  to  is  irresponsible  and 
unfortunate.  All  of  us  agree  on  that 
point,  including  Dan  Crane. 

The  future  of  this  man  and  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives are  at  stake.  Unnecessarily  harsh 
punishment  for  Dan  Crane  will  de- 
stroy his  future,  but  unfortunately,  as 
many  of  my  colleagues  believe,  will  do 
nothing  to  improve  the  integrity  of 
this  t>ody.  Our  actions  today  must  be 
appropriate  for  both  the  offense  and 
the  Congress. 

The  purpose  of  any  punishment  is 
twofold.  It  should  punish  the  offender 
for  his  wrongdoing  and  deter  future 
misdeeds.  The  Committee  on  Stand- 
ards of  Official  Conduct  has  done  its 
Job  and  recommended  punishment. 
The  committee  has  considered  careful- 
ly what  punitive  action  to  take.  The 
recommendation  is  a  reprimand. 

It  is  important  that  political  consid- 
erations of  Members  be  put  aside  in 
their  deliberation  of  this  resolution. 
Those  who  like  and  respect  Dan  Crane 
as  a  man  and  a  Member  of  Congress 
should  not  be  reluctant  to  speak  on 
his  behalf. 

Likewise,  I  would  hope  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  will 
not  take  advantage  of  this  regrettable 
situation  by  engaging  in  a  holy  cru- 
sade. Is  there  anyone  here  who  be- 
lieves that  he  has  not  already  suffered 
immeasurably?  Just  how  much  does 
this  body  feel  we  must  punish  a 
person? 

In  the  absence  of  treason  of  feloni- 
ous wrongdoing,  it  is  not  our  place  to 
determine  whether  one  of  our  col- 
leagues should  remain  in  Congress.  In 
this  case,  that  Judgment  belongs  with 


the  people  of  the  19th  District  of  Illi- 
nois. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  for  purposes  of  debate  only  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Dingell). 

Mr.  DINGELX..  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
as  little  pride  and  pleasure  in  this 
speech  as  I  have  in  any  comments  I 
have  made  during  my  career  in  the 
Congress. 

I  observe  that  this  Nation  has  a 
great  institution  here.  A  great  and  im- 
portant part  of  that  institution  are 
those  young  people  who  serve  as 
pages.  It  is  time  that  we  should  reflect 
upon  the  fact  and  upon  the  Job  that 
has  been  done  by  the  committee.  It 
has  been  an  outstanding  one  and  each 
of  us  owe  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  the 
committee  and  to  its  distinguished 
staff  and  its  able  chairman. 

I  express  my  great  sorrow  and  my 
great  sympathy  not  only  to  the  Mem- 
bers who  are  before  us  today,  but  also 
to  their  families  and  to  their  friends. 
It  is,  I  am  sure,  a  time  of  vast  distress 
and  they  deserve  our  sympathy. 

I  would  like,  however,  to  speak  about 
the  pages.  For  some  20  years  I  have 
been  appointing  pages,  young  men  and 
young  women.  They  have  all  pros- 
pered mightily  from  it.  They  have  re- 
turned home  as  better  citizens,  more 
informed,  with  a  greater  appreciation 
and  a  greater  awareness  of  this  institu- 
tion and  the  system  of  government 
which  they  and  we  in  this  Nation  are  a 
part.  They  are  the  future  of  this  coun- 
try and  they  are  a  special  treasure  of 
ours. 

I  have  lived  in  special  terror,  howev- 
er, of  abuse  or  someone  preying  upon 
these  young  people  during  their  serv- 
ice here.  I  never  thought  that  it  would 
be  a  Member  of  the  House.  I  was 
always  apprehensive  that  it  might  be 
some  other  person. 

One  thing  we  can  talk  about  is  pun- 
ishment. Another  thing  we  can  talk 
about  is  sanitizing  this  institution  and 
still  a  third  thing  we  can  discuss  today 
is  how  do  we  assure  the  protection  of 
these  young  people? 

A  number  of  debates  have  taken 
place  in  this  body  about  how  we  can 
protect  them;  establish  dormitories, 
see  to  it  that  we  approve  the  supervi- 
sion, deal  with  the  pages,  their  school- 
ing and  education. 

We  have  not  dealt  up  to  this  time 
happily  with  the  question  of  behavior 
of  Members  of  this  body  toward  those 
pages. 

I  do  not  Ijelieve  that  this  is  some 
event  that  merely  deserves  a  repri- 
mand. This  is  an  event  which  If  it  oc- 
curred in  the  Justice  court  or  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  any  city  or  county  would 
bring  down  upon  the  Individual  con- 
cerned a  serious  and  probably  feloni- 
ous consequence. 

The  facts  are  clear  before  us.  The 
protection  of  the  young  people  now 
lies  in  our  hands.  Are  we  going  to 


afford  those  young  people  the  protec- 
tion and  are  we  going  to  afford  their 
parents  the  certainty  that  when  we 
bring  these  young  people  down  here 
they  will  not  be  preyed  upon  by  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  or  by  anyone  outside 
of  this  institution?  Are  we  going  to 
assure  that  those  young  people  and 
their  parents  and  their  friends  are 
going  to  be  able  to  look  with  pride 
upon  their  service  in  this  Institution 
and  upon  the  character  that  they  take 
away  from  this  institution?  Are  we 
going  to  leave  them  with  a  reputation 
or  are  we  going  to  see  to  it  that  doubt 
remains  as  to  the  behaviour  and  the 
integrity  of  their  service  and  the  be- 
havior and  the  integrity  of  the  institu- 
tion and  its  Members? 

I  urge  that  when  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Gingrich)  makes 
his  motion  to  recommit,  that  it  be 
adopted  and  that  we  deal  with  this 
matter  in  a  fashion  which  will  be  more 
firm  and  more  clear  as  to  the  future 
behavior  of  Members  of  this  institu- 
tion with  regard  to  the  pages. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  for  purposes  of  debate  only  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
Prenzel). 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  serious  moment  for  the  House.  Two 
of  our  colleagues  stand  accused  of  vio- 
lations of  our  code  of  conduct.  In  my 
Judgment,  they  abused  their  office  and 
the  public  tnist.  and  are  deserving  of 
punishment. 

The  Standards  of  Official  Conduct 
Committee  recommends  a  reprimand. 
That  is  the  least  serious  punishment 
we  can  give.  The  committee  has  done  a 
fine  Job,  and  we  must  consider  Its  rec- 
ommendations carefully. 

I  think  the  offenses  are  more  seri- 
ous. I  believe  we  should  vote  as  strong 
a  penalty  as  possible,  short  of  expul- 
sion. The  only  stronger  punishment 
available  is  a  vote  of  censure.  A  cen- 
sure, rather  than  a  reprimand,  may  be 
a  distinction  without  a  difference  to 
the  American  people,  but  I  think  our 
duty  is  to  adopt  the  stronger  penalty. 

I  do  not  support  expulsion.  The 
people  of  the  affected  districts  sent 
our  colleagues  here.  The  House  should 
not  expel  except  for  most  serious 
crimes.  In  these  cases,  I  believe  that 
the  House  has  Insufficient  grounds  to 
superimpose  its  Judgment  for  the  will 
of  our  colleagues'  constitutents. 

The  most  severe  penalty  of  sill  Is  the 
full  disclosure  of  the  acts  of  miscon- 
duct. The  people  of  those  districts  may 
well  choose  to  terminate  the  congres- 
sional careers  of  the  accused.  Their 
right  to  do  so  in  these  cases  ought  not 
to  be  superseded  by  House  action.  Our 
penalty  ought  to  be  stronger  than  the 
committee  recommended,  but  less 
than  expulsion. 

A  larger  question  remains  unan- 
swered. Whatever  our  Judgment  today, 
the  problem  remains. 


The  problem  is  the  page  system. 

Since  the  revelations  that  prompted 
these  investigations  we  have  improved 
the  system.  We  have  altered  the  page 
housing  situation.  We  are  about  to 
alter  the  education  we  offer  pages. 
Both  changes  are  great  Improvements. 

The  House,  which  has  not  been  a 
very  good  parent,  will  be  a  better  one 
as  a  result  of  these  incidents. 

But  we  are  not.  and  cannot  be,  real 
parents.  We  cannot  control,  nor  com- 
pletely supervise,  our  young  employ- 
ees. We  cannot  give  parents  any  guar- 
antee that  we  can  stand  in  their  stead. 

As  long  as  we  maintain  this  system, 
we  are  maintaining  an  incipient  acci- 
dent, which  can  occur  any  time.  We 
ought  to  abandon  it  forthwith  and  re- 
place the  pages  with  regular  employ- 
ees 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  for  purposes  of  debate  only  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Carney). 

Mr.  CARNEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  never 
intended  to  speak  today.  I  am  not  an 
attorney  and  I  am  not  personally 
friends  of  Dan  or  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Studds).  I  know 
them  in  a  professional  way,  so  I  am 
not  here  to  speak  as  a  friend  of  either 
one. 

I  do  know  that  we  have  a  responsi- 
bility to  insure  that  justice  is  served 
today.  I  was  somewhat  disturbed  by 
some  of  the  remarks  that  were  made.  I 
can  understand  where  those  remarks 
come  from  and  I  know  the  intent  of 
those  remarks  were  Just  as  well  found- 
ed as  mine  are;  but  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  is  not  on  trial  today.  Two  Mem- 
bers are.  The  House  has  proven  itself 
worthy  of  the  American  press  today  in 
the  fact  that  we  are  here;  inasmuch  as 
we  Investigated  this  occurrence,  inas- 
much as  we  brought  forth  the  facts  to 
the  public. 

Now,  what  I  am  concerned  about  is 
that  we  might  have  some  prejudices 
that  we  should  not  have.  We  might  be 
concerned  about  whether  the  people 
in  our  district  will  understand  the 
punishment.  I  do  not  think  we  are  al- 
lowed to  do  that. 

We  have  to  go  forward  and  give 
those  two  Members  an  honest  and 
decent  consideration.  We  cannot  con- 
sider what  the  public  will  think  about 
our  election  next  November.  We 
cannot  consider  what  the  public  would 
perceive  to  be  as  not  Justice.  We  have 
to  consider  what  Justice  is. 

I  again  assure  you,  and  I  hope  I  can 
assure  you,  that  the  House  has  done  a 
good  Job.  The  House  is  not  on  trial. 
Let  us  not  get  those  two  issues  mixed 
up  when  we  make  a  decision  today. 

I  might  end  by  saying,  there  is  one 
person  who  I  think  everyone  in  this 
room  respects  very,  very  much,  and 
that  is  Mr.  Callfano.  He  is  not  going  to 

run  for  election  In  November.  He  has 

no  reason,  no  ax  to  grind,  and  I  think 

that  when  you  consider  the  amount  of 


time  and  effort  and  money  that  was 
spent  I  can  only  say  that  I  would  hope 
that  the  members  of  this  panel  would 
concur  with  the  findings  of  the  com- 
mittee, concur  with  the  findings  of  the 
special  investigator,  Mr.  Callfano,  and 
would  deal  In  Justice  with  the  recom- 
mendations that  were  given. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  for  purposes  of  debate  only  to 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Jen- 
kins). 

Mr.  JENKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  both 
cases  to  be  considered  today,  the  re- 
spondents have  admitted  engaging  in 
sexual  relationships  with  teenage 
pages.  This  behavior  is  precisely  the 
type  of  Improper  sexual  conduct  cov- 
ered by  House  Resolution  518  and 
House  Resolution  12.  It  plainly  vio- 
lates clause  1  of  the  Code  of  Official 
Conduct  of  the  House.  It  deserves  to 
be  condemned  by  the  House. 

There  is  no  question  that  Members 
of  the  House  have  a  special  relation- 
ship to  the  pages  who  serve  the  House, 
in  effect  standing  In  loco  parentis  to 
them.  Under  these  circumstances  It  is 
plain  that  no  sexual  relationship  be- 
tween a  page  and  a  Member  can  be 
considered  acceptable.  One  does  not 
need  to  serve  on  an  "ethics"  commit- 
tee to  reach  this  judgment.  Any  such 
relationship  is  offensive  on  its  face.  It 
violates  the  obvious  relationship  of 
trust  between  ward  and  custodian.  The 
House  has  a  duty  to  condemn  the  con- 
duct of  Representative  Crane  and 
Representative  Studds,  and  I  urge  the 
House  to  do  so  by  adopting  the  resolu- 
tions pending  before  it. 

Some  Members  have  suggested  that 
Representative  Crane  and  Representa- 
tive Studds  should  be  expelled.  As  a 
lawyer,  as  a  member  of  the  bar  for  25 
years,  and  as  a  former  Federal  pros- 
ecutor, I  urge  the  House  not  to  pro- 
ceed precipitously  in  a  very  delicate 
constitutional  area.  The  precedents  of 
the  House  raise  difficult  questions  as 
to  whether  expulsion  can  be  properly 
legally  Justified  In  the  present  circum- 
stances. 

The  House  has  expelled  only  four 
Members  in  its  entire  history.  Three 
of  the  four  cases  of  expulsion  involved 
treason.  In  the  fourth  instance,  in 
1980,  Michael  J.  Myers  was  expelled 
after  he  was  convicted  of  a  felony.  The 
cases  before  us  today  aire  serious.  They 
are  grievous.  But  they  do  not  involve 
the  type  of  high  crimes  or  felonies  on 
which  expulsions  have  been  based  up 
to  now.  If  the  House  were  to  act  to 
expel  in  the  present  cases,  it  would 
have  gone— in  one  sudden  step— far, 
far  beyond  the  previoxis  expulsion 
cases. 

Moreover,  the  question  of  expulsion 
as  punishment  in  the  cases  before  us  is 
particularly  troublesome  because 
never  in  its  history  has  the  House  ex- 
pelled a  Member  for  conduct  which  oc- 
curred in  a  prior  Congress.  The  House 
has  hesitated  to  take  such  action  be- 


cause of  the  potential  for  conflict  be- 
tween the  right  of  the  electorate  of  a 
congressional  district  to  choose  its  own 
Representative  and  the  constitutional 
power  and  duty  of  the  House  to  disci- 
pline its  membership. 

The  House  Is  truly  a  great  institu- 
tion with  a  long  and  proud  history  and 
tradition.  That  history  teaches  that 
the  House  should  proceed  with  cau- 
tion in  considering  expulsion— its  vaost 
extreme  punishment.  It  should  pro- 
ceed Judiciously,  not  in  the  heat  of 
emotion  or  out  of  an  excess  of  self- 
righteousness.  In  our  deliberations  we 
are  obliged  to  judge  the  conduct  of 
these  Members  as  offenses  against  the 
rules  of  the  House.  They  are  serious 
offenses.  They  deserve  the  condemna- 
tion of  the  House.  But,  as  a  lawyer,  I 
question  whether  the  precedents  of 
the  House  can  properly  be  read  to  sup- 
port expulsion.  I.  therefore,  urge  that 
the  House  support  the  considered  rec- 
ommendations that  have  been  made 
by  the  Committee  on  Standards  of  Of- 
ficial Conduct  and  vote  to  condemn 
the  conduct  of  the  two  Representa- 
tives by  adopting  the  resolutions  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

D  1330 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  minority  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Michel). 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
father  once  told  me  I  should  be  happy 
in  my  work  even  though  there  would 
be  days  when  it  may  not  be  all  that 
enjoyable,  and  this  is  one  of  those 
days.  It  is  not  one  of  our  happier  mo- 
ments. Nevertheless,  I  have  to  com- 
mend the  committee  for  the  work  It 
has  done.  The  Speaker  will  certainly 
agree  with  me  I  am  sure  that  we  have 
to  plead  with  Members  to  serve  on  the 
Elthics  Committee.  It  is  the  most  dis- 
tasteful job  in  this  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. 

I  sense  from  the  debate  on  both 
sides,  suid  from  talking  to  some  of  the 
Members,  that  there  Is  some  inclina- 
tion on  the  part  of  Members  to  vote 
for  something  stronger  than  a  repri- 
mand. I  know  the  legalistic  arguments 
that  the  committee  has  used.  There  is 
a  distinction  between  a  misdemeanor 
and  a  criminal  offense.  But  unfortu- 
nately In  the  public's  mind  it  is  a  very 
fine  line  to  draw.  What  is  wrong  is 
wrong.  What  is  right  is  right.  And  I  do 
not  think  we  can  deal  only  with  legal- 
istic argimients  here. 

Next  to  expulsion  the  precedents 
reveal  that  censure  is  the  most  severe 
form  of  legislative  punishment  we  can 
mete  out  to  our  colleagues. 

Deep  down  in  my  heart  I  feel  that 
expulsion  is  too  strong  but  rather 
than  run  the  risk  of  the  motion  of  the 
gentleman  from  (3eorgia  (Mr.  Ging- 
rich) to  refer  this  back  again  to  the 
committee,  passing,  and  dragging  this 
matter  out  over  a  prolonged  period  of 
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time,  I  would  rather  have  this  matter 
dealt  with  today,  on  the  spot. 

So  I  am  going  to  exercise  my  pre- 
emptory  right  of  taking  the  motion  to 
recommit  for  myself  and  it  will  read  as 
follows.  Those  of  you  who  want  to 
vote  for  it  can,  and  those  who  will  not 
I  am  certainly  not  going  to  have  any 
quarrel  with  you  because,  franltly,  I 
think  the  committee  recommendations 
are  good  and  sound  and  were  based  on 
fundamental  good  reason. 

My  motion  to  recommit  will  simply 
be  to  strike  all  after  the  resolving 
clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

ThAt  Representative  Dak  B.  CiLUfs  be  cen- 
sured. That  Representative  D/u«  B.  Crake 
forthwith  present  himself  In  the  well  of  the 
House  for  the  pronouncement  of  censure, 
and  that  Representative  Dakikl  B.  Crakx  be 
censured  with  a  public  reading  of  this  reso- 
lution by  the  Speaker. 

That  will  be  my  motion  to  recommit, 
Bdr.  Speaker.  Those  of  you  who  feel 
that  you  have  to  support  that  kind  of 
motion  will  do  so.  Those  of  you  who 
feel  that  the  committee's  recommen- 
dations are  good  and  sound  will  obvi- 
ously vote  against  it  and  the  issue  will 
be  disposed  of  today. 

I  think  that  is  what  most  of  the 
Members  want  to  do. 

And  to  my  dear  friend  Dan,  whom  I 
spoke  to  last  night  and  told  him  of 
what  my  option  may  very  well  have  to 
be,  my  preference  is  to  deal  with  the 
subject  today,  and  I  do  not  want  to  do 
anything  more  than  upgrade  the  rec- 
ommended reprimand  to  that  of  cen- 
sure— certainly  not  expulsion  from  the 
body  for  our  dear  friend  Dan  Crani. 

So,  Mr.  S[>eaker,  having  said  that, 
that  is  the  motion  I  will  offer  at  the 
appropriate  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  the  final  2  minutes. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
hope  that  the  House  today  would  vote 
down  any  motion  to  recommit  with 
any  greater  penalty  than  that  which 
has  been  proposed  by  the  committee. 
A  great  deal  of  debate  today  has  cen- 
tered around  the  question  of  this  insti- 
tution. 

At  the  time  that  we  rendered  our 
report  last  week  I  want  to  refer  to  the 
comments  of  the  special  counsel,  Mr. 
Califano.  In  his  report  he  says, 
"Speaking  as  the  special  counsel  who 
carried  out  the  investigation,  I  believe 
it  is  clear  that  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives as  an  Institution  has  been 
vindicated  in  this  investigation.  The 
investigation  developed  no  evidence  of 
any  widespread  sexual  misconduct  in- 
volving pages  and  no  evidence  of 
sexual  relationship  by  Members  with 
pages  involving  preferential  treat- 
ment." 

He  then  says  further,  and  I  think 
this  is  important:  "Rarely  has  an  insti- 
tution in  our  democracy  subjected 
itself   to  such   a   penetrating   ordeal. 


The  evidence  of  three  cases  involving 
sexual  misconduct  should  be  seen  in 
that  perspective." 

I  think  it  is  important  for  us  to  real- 
ize that  in  the  entire  year  we  have 
conducted  this  investigation  I  have 
seen  the  members  of  this  committee 
agonize  over  having  to  come  to  the 
floor  someday  with  a  recommendation 
of  some  kind.  I  saw  them  spend  5 
hours  last  week  as  each  of  them  an- 
guished in  his  own  way  trying  to  do 
what  was  right  by  this  institution  and 
what  was  right  by  the  individuals  who 
are  here  before  us  today. 

This  committee  has  done  the  best 
job  I  think  any  committee  in  the  Con- 
gress can  do  given  these  type  of  awe- 
some responsibilities  that  they  have 
brought  to  the  House. 

I  would  hope  that  this  House  would 
support  our  recommendation  of  a  rep- 
riinand  in  this  case.  I  see  absolutely  no 
reason  why  we  should  resort  to  a  cen- 
sure in  these  two  cases,  and  I  speak  as 
one  who  has  been  in  the  House  and 
seen  every  type  of  punishment,  includ- 
ing that  of  expulsion,  that  can  be 
given  to  Members  of  this  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

■fOTIOK  TO  RXCOMMIT  OFTERED  BY  MR.  MICHEL 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  resolution? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
its  present  form. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Michel  of  Illinois  moves  to  recommit 
House  Resolution  266  to  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  with  instruc- 
tions to  report  the  resolution  back  to  the 
House  forthwith  with  the  following  amend- 
ment: Strike  all  after  the  resolving  clause 
and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(1)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
be  censured: 

(2)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
forthwith  present  himself  In  the  well  of  the 
House  for  the  pronouncement  of  censure: 
and 

(3)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
be  censured  with  the  public  reading  of  this 
resolution  by  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  289,  noes 
136.  answered  "present"  2,  not  voting 
6,  as  follows: 
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AYES- 289 

Akmk« 

Gonzalez 

NIchoU 

AlbosU 

Goodling 

Nielaon 

Alexander 

Gore 

Nowak 

Anderson 

Oramm 

O'Brien 

Andrews  (NO 

Gray 

Oakar 

Andrews  (TX) 

Green 

Oberstar 

Anthony 

Gregg 

Olln 

Applegate 

Guarlnl 

Ortiz 

Archer 

Gunderaon 

Oxiey 

AuColn 

Hall  (IN) 

Packard 

Barnes 

HaU.  Ralph 

PanetU 

Bartlett 

Hall.  Sam 

Parrls 

Bateman 

HamUton 

Pashayan 

Bates 

Hammenchmidt  Palman 

Bedell 

Hance 

Patterson 

Bennett 

Hansen  (ID) 

Penny 

Bereuter 

HarUn 

Perkins 

Bethune 

Harrison 

Pickle 

BlacRl 

Hartnett 

Prltchard 

BUIrakls 

Hertel 

Pursell 

BUley 

Hightower 

QuUlen 

Boehlert 

HUer 

Ray 

Boggs 

HIIIU 

Regula 

Boner 

Holt 

Reld 

Bonker 

Hopkins 

Richardson 

Borskl 

Hubbard 

Ridge 

Boucher 

Huckaby 

Rlnaldo 

Boxer 

Hughes 

Ritter 

Breaux 

Hunter 

Robinson 

Brttt 

Hutto 

Roe 

Brooks 

Ireland 

Roemer 

Broomfleld 

Jacobs 

Rogers 

Broyhlll 

Johnson 

Rose 

Bryant 

Jones  (NO 

Roukema 

Byron 

Jones  (OK) 

Rowland 

Campbell 

Jones  (TN) 

Rudd 

Carper 

Kaslch 

Schaeler 

Can- 

Kastenmeler 

Schneider 

Chandler 

Kazen 

Schroeder 

Chappell 

Kemp 

Schulze 

Cheney 

Kildee 

Sensenbrenner 

Clarke 

Kogovsek 

Shaw 

Cllnger 

Kolter 

Shelby 

Coats 

Lagomarslno 

Shumway 

Coelho 

LatU 

Shuster 

Coleman  < MO) 

Leach 

Sikorski 

Coleman  <TX) 

Leath 

Siljander 

Collins 

Lent 

SUUky 

Cooper 

LeV.n 

Skelton 

Coughlln 

Levitas 

Slattery 

Courier 

Lewis  (FL) 

Smith  (FL) 

Craig 

Uplnski 

Smith  (lA) 

DAmours 

Uoyd 

Smith  (NE) 

Daniel 

LoefHer 

Smith  (NJ) 

Dannemeyer 

Long (LA) 

Smith.  Denny 

Daschle 

Long(MD) 

Smith.  Robert 

Daub 

Lott 

Snowe 

de  la  Garza 

Lowery  (CA) 

Snyder 

Derrick 

Lujan 

Solomon 

DeWlne 

Luken 

Spratt 

Dickinson 

Lungren 

St  Germain 

Dicks 

Mack 

Staggers 

DlngeU 

MacKay 

Stangeland 

Dorgan 

Madlgan 

Stenholm 

Dowdy 

Marriott 

Stratton 

Dreier 

Martin  (IL) 

Stump 

Duncan 

Martin  (NO 

Sundqulst 

Durbln 

Martin  (NY) 

Synar 

Eckart 

Mazzoli 

Tauke 

Edwards  (AL) 

McCain 

Tauzln 

Edwards  (OK) 

McCandless 

Taylor 

Emerson 

McCloskey 

Thomas  (CA) 

English 

McCoUum 

Thomas  (GA) 

Erdreich 

McCurdy 

Torres 

Evans  (ID 

McEwen 

Traxler 

PasceU 

McGrath 

Ddall 

Felghan 

McHugh 

Valentine 

Perraro 

McKeman 

Vandergrtff 

Fiedler 

McNulty 

Volkmer 

Fields 

Mica 

Vucanovlch 

Pish 

Michel 

Walgren 

Florlo 

Miller  (OH) 

Walker 

Franklin 

Mlnlsh 

Watklns 

Prenzel 

Mollnarl 

Weber 

Frost 

MoUohan 

Wheat 

Puqua 

Moore 

Whitehunt 

Gay  doe 

Moorhead 

WhiUey 

Gekaa 

Morrison  (WA) 

Whlttaker 

Oephardt 

Mrazek 

Whltten 

Gibbons 

Murphy 

WlUlams  (MT) 

Oilman 

Natcher 

Olncrlch 

Neal 

Wirth 

OUckman 

Nelaon 
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Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 


Ackennan 

Addabbo 

Annunzio 

Aspln 

Badham 

Barnard 

Beilenson 

Herman 

Bevill 

Boland 

Bonlor 

Bosco 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Carney 

Chappie 

Clay 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Corcoran 

Coyne 

Crane,  Philip 

Crockett 

Davis 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Downey 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Erlenbom 

Evans (lA) 

Fazio 

Flippo 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 


Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (PL) 

NOES— 136 

Prank 

Garcia 

Gejdenson 

Gradison 

Hall  (OH) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hyde 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Kaptur 

Kennelly 

Kindness 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaPalce 

Lantos 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levlne 

Lewis  (CA) 

Livingston 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lundine 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

McDade 

McDonald 

McKinney 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Murtha 


Young  (MO) 
Zschau 


Myers 

Obey 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Paul 

Pease 

Pepper 

Petri 

Porter 

Price 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Roberts 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sharmon 

Skeen 

Solarz 

Spence 

Stark 

Stokes 

Swift 

Tallon 

Torricelli 

TOttTlS 

Vander  Jagt 

Vento 

Waxmam 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wolpe 

Young  (AK) 

Zabl(x;ki 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution,  as  amended. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  421,  nays 
3,  answered  "present"  2,  not  voting  7, 
as  follows: 
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ANSWERED    PRESENT"— 2 
Crane.  Daniel       Studds 

NOT  VOTING— 6 


Dellums 
Hefner 


Heftcl 
Rodino 


Sharp 
Simon 
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Messrs.  BATES,  ANTHONY,  and 
DERRICK,  Mrs.  BOGGS  and  Mrs. 
HALL  of  Indiana  changed  their  votes 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  the  instructions  of  the  House,  I 
report  the  resolution  back  to  the 
House  with  an  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment:  Strike  all  after  the  resolving 
clause  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
be  (insured; 

(2)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
forthwith  present  himself  in  the  well  of  the 
House  for  the  pronouncement  of  censure; 
and 

(3)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
be  censured  with  the  public  reading  of  this 
resolution  by  the  Speaker. 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Altxjsta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Herman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

dinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courter 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crane,  Daniel 

Crockett 


YEAS— 421 

D' Amours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWlne 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dyson 

E^arly 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans (IL) 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Peighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Pish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Prank 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarlnl 

Gunderson 

HaU  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

HaU.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 


Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeler 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarslno 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (PL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Long  (LA) 

Long  (MD> 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 


Marriott 

Martin  (IL) 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McColliun 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

MlUer  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Moakley 

Molinari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CTD 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parrls 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Paul 

Pease 


Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

PurseU 

QulUen 

RahaU 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rlnaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrermer 

Shannon 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

Siljander 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Dermy 

Smith,  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 
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Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Stump 

Sundqulst 

Swift 

Synar 

TaUon 

Tauke 

Tauzln 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

TorriceUi 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vandergrlff 

Vander  Jagt 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whltten 

Williams  (MT) 

WlUlams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wiiui 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (PL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


NAYS-3 
Clay  Dymally  Mitchell 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 2 
Crane,  Philip        Studds 

NOT  VOTING— 7 

Simon 


Dellums 

Hefner 

Heftel 


Holt 

Rodino 

Sharp 


D  1410 

So  the  resolution,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CENSURE  OF  REPRESENTATIVE 

DANIEL  B.  CRANE 
The  SPEIAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane) 
kindly  appear  in  the  well? 
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Mr.  DANIEL  B.  CRANE  presented 
himself  at  the  bar  of  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Mr.  Crane,  I  have 
been  instructed  by  the  Members  of  the 
House,  your  peers,  to  read  to  you  the 
following  resolve: 

Resolved: 

(1)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
be  censured: 

(2)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane 
forthwith  present  himself  in  the  well  of  the 
House  (or  the  pronouncement  of  censure: 
and 

(3)  That  Representative  Daniel  B.  Crane. 
t>e  censured  with  the  public  reading  of  this 
resolution  by  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  action  con- 
cludes the  censure  proceedings. 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE GERRY  E.  STUDDS 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  call  up 
a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  265)  in 
the  matter  of  Representative  Gerry 
E.  Studds,  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  265 

Resolved,  That  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives adopt  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  dated  July 
14.  1983.  in  the  matter  of  Representative 
Gerry  E.  Studds. 

The  SPEIAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes)  is  recognized 
for  1  hour. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
South  Cau-olina  (Mr.  Spence)  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  pending  which  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order 
to  preserve  the  integrity  and  the  accu- 
racy of  these  proceedings.  I  ask  -unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  Extension 
of  Remarks  section  of  the  Record,  but 
this  unanimous-consent  request  does 
not  apply  to  revisions  of  remarks  to  be 
delivered  in  the  House  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
course  of  our  investigation  the  com- 
mittee received  evidence  that  in  1973 
Representative  Stttdds  engaged  in  a 
sexual  relationship  with  a  17-year-old 
male  page— who  may  have  been  16 
when  the  relationship  began— and 
made  sexual  advances  to  two  other 
male  pages:  one  was  16  or  17  years  old 
at  the  time  and  the  other  was  17  years 
old.  I  will  briefly  summarize  the  facts 
of  those  events. 

A  former  page  testified  under  oath 
that  he  had  a  sexual  relationship  with 
Representative  Stxtdds  whUe  serving 
as  a  Hoiise  page  during  the  spring  and 
Slimmer  of  1973.  This  individual  had 


been  a  congressional  page  in  the 
House  during  the  spring  and  sununer 
of  1973.  He  was  16  when  he  was  ap- 
pointed as  a  page. 

The  page  testified  that  another  page 
introduced  him  to  Representative 
SxtniDS  and  a  ^oup  of  other  Congress- 
men at  a  restaurant  in  May  or  June 
1973.  According  to  the  page  s  testimo- 
ny under  oath,  sometime  after  this  in- 
troduction. Representative  Studds  in- 
vited the  page  to  the  Representative's 
house  in  Georgetown  for  dinner.  After 
dinner.  Representative  Stiidds  and  the 
page  drank  alcoholic  beverages  until  4 
a.m.  Representative  Studds  told  the 
page  that  he  was  too  drunk  to  drive 
him  home  and  suggested  that  the  page 
sleep  at  Representative  Studds'  apart- 
ment. 

At  that  point,  according  to  the 
page's  testimony.  Representative 
Studds  engaged  him  in  sexual  activity. 
The  page  testified  that  they  had 
dinner  three  or  four  additional  times 
and  engaged  in  sexual  activity  each 
time. 

The  page  testified  that  he  did  not 
feel  intimidated  or  coerced  by  Repre- 
sentative Studds  nor  did  Representa- 
tive Studds  offer  any  preferential 
treatment.  But  he  did  say  that  he 
would  rather  have  had  the  friendship 
with  Representative  Studds  without 
the  sex,  which  he  said  he  was  "some- 
what uncomfortable  with.  " 

According  to  the  page's  testimony, 
his  sexual  relationship  with  Repre- 
sentative Studds  continued  during  a 
trip  they  took  '.ogether  in  August 
1973.  The  evidence  does  not  indicate 
that  any  official  funds  were  used  for 
the  trip.  The  page  testified  that  he 
paid  his  own  airfare  to  Europe,  and  a 
portion  of  the  cost  of  meals  and  lodg- 
ing with  Representative  Studds.  The 
page  testified  that  their  relationship 
ended  when  they  returned  to  the 
United  States. 

The  page  testified  that  he  is  not  ho- 
mosexual and  he  had  not  had  a  homo- 
sexual relationship  prior  to  his  rela- 
tionship with  Representative  Studds. 

The  Special  Counsel  also  received 
testimony  under  oath  from  two  other 
former  pages  that  Representative 
Studds  made  sexual  advances  to  them 
in  1973.  Each  testified  that  he  rejected 
the  advance. 

First  page:  This  individual  was  a 
page  in  the  House  from  mid- 1972 
through  mid-1974.  He  became  17  years 
old  in  the  spring  of  1973.  He  testified 
under  oath  at  his  deposition  that  he 
met  Representative  Studds  one 
evening  in  1973  at  a  restaurant  or  bar 
on  Capitol  Hill,  while  with  a  group  of 
other  pages.  According  to  the  page's 
sworn  testimony,  as  the  group  of  pages 
broke  up  later  in  the  evening.  Repre- 
sentative Studds  offered  to  drive  him 
home.  The  page  accepted  the  offer. 
But  instead  of  driving  to  the  page's 
home.  Representative  Studds  drove  to 
his  own  home  where  he  and  the  page 


continued  to  drink  and  talk  from  1V4 
to  3  hours.  According  to  the  page's 
sworn  testimony.  Representative 
Studds  then  made  a  remark  which  the 
page  interpreted  as  a  sexual  proposi- 
tion. At  the  time  the  incident  oc- 
curred, the  page  told  at  least  two 
other  individuals  about  it,  one  of 
whom  was  a  staff  member  in  the  Door- 
keeper's Office. 

Second  page:  This  page  was  also  a 
congressional  page  in  the  House  from 
mid-1971  through  mid-1973.  He  was  17 
years  old  in  the  spring  of  1973.  In  a 
sworn  statement,  this  individual  stated 
that,  one  evening  after  a  late  House 
session  in  the  spring  of  1973,  he  went 
to  a  bar  on  Captiol  Hill.  He  joined  a 
group  of  individuals  that  included 
Representative  Studds  and  a  number 
of  pages.  House  staffers,  and  Members 
of  Congress.  According  to  the  page's 
sworn  statement,  he  and  Representa- 
tive Studds.  along  with  the  others 
present,  consumed  a  large  quantity  of 
alcohol  in  the  course  of  the  evening. 
The  page  stated  under  oath  that  at 
the  end  of  the  evening.  Representative 
Studds  offered  to  drive  him  and  an- 
other page  to  their  homes.  Both  pages 
accepted  the  offer.  After  dropping  the 
other  page  off,  Representative  Studds 
invited  this  page  to  Representative 
Studds'  house  for  another  drink.  At 
the  house,  the  page  stated  that  Repre- 
sentative Studds  poured  alcoholic 
drinks  for  himself  and  the  page,  and 
made  a  sexual  proposition  to  the  page, 
which  the  page  declined.  The  page 
said  that  he  told  at  least  one  other 
page  about  the  experience.  The  page 
whom  he  told  about  the  experience 
testified  that  he  informed  a  staff 
member  in  the  Doorkeeper's  Office 
about  the  incident. 

Representative  Studds  and  his  attor- 
ney appeared  before  the  committee. 
Representative  Studds,  through  his 
attorneys,  stated  that  he  "does  not 
contest  the  fact  of  a  sexual  relation- 
ship with  a  page  in  1973  and  sexual  ad- 
vances to  two  other  pages  in  1973." 

In  light  of  Representative  Studds' 
admissions,  the  Special  Counsel  pro- 
posed and  Representative  Studds  ac- 
cepted a  shortened  procedure  in  order 
to  protect  the  identity  of  the  young 
pages  involved.  Representative  Studds 
waived  his  right  under  the  committee 
rules  to  a  statement  of  alleged  viola- 
tion and  to  a  public  hearing  before  the 
committee.  Representative  Studds 
agreed  that  the  committee  could  make 
its  recommendation  to  the  House  on 
the  basis  of  its  Special  Counsel's 
report  and  on  submissions  to  the  com- 
mittee by  him  and  his  attorneys. 

Based  on  the  evidence,  the  commit- 
tee found  that  in  1973  Representative 
Studds  engaged  in  a  consensual  sexual 
relationship  with  a  17-year-old  male 
page— who  may  have  been  16  years  old 
when  the  relationship  began— and 
made  sexual   advances  to  two  other 


male  pages.  The  committee  found  that 
this  was  improper  sexual  conduct 
under  House  Resolution  518  of  the 
97th  Congress  and  House  Resolution 
12  of  the  98th  Congress  and  that  this 
conduct  violated  Representative 
Studds'  official  obligation  as  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  constituted  conduct  that 
does  not  ""reflect  creditably  on  the 
House  of  Representatives"  in  violation 
of  clause  1  of  the  Code  of  Official  Con- 
duct of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee  in  its  de- 
liberations recognized  that  the  con- 
duct of  Representative  Studds  in- 
volved a  sexual  relationship  with  a 
teenage  page,  as  well  as  sexual  ad- 
vances to  two  others,  and,  in  each  of 
these  instances,  the  excessive  use  of 
alcohol. 

But  10  years  has  passed  since  these 
events  took  place.  While  the  House 
does  not  recognize  any  statute  of  limi- 
tations in  considering  the  official  con- 
duct of  its  Members,  the  House  must 
consider  the  length  of  time  since  the 
misconduct  occurred  in  deciding  on  an 
appropriate  sanction.  In  addition.  Rep- 
resentative Studds  has  not  contested 
the  facts  and  cooperated  with  the 
committee's  investigation  and  its  ef- 
forts to  protect  the  identity  of  the 
pages  involved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  not  easy 
judgments  to  make.  They  require  a  ju- 
dicious balancing  of  many  factors.  In 
the  committee's  judgment,  strong 
action  is  required  to  condemn  Repre- 
sentative Studds'  conduct.  The  com- 
mittee's decision  to  make  the  facts 
public  and  to  recommend  a  reprimand 
constitutes  in  my  judgment  appropri- 
ate punishment  for  Representative 
Studds'  serious  violation  of  the 
House's  Code  of  Conduct.  I  urge  the 
House  to  agree  to  House  Resolution 
265. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 
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Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have,  sort  of  in  vain, 
cast  around  trying  to  find  something  I 
might  say  today  that  would  not  be  all 
bad,  quite  frankly,  it  is  difficult.  But  if 
I  might,  for  a  minute.  I  want  to  defend 
this  institution,  because  it  is  not  just 
these  things  that  are  being  brought 
forth  today,  but  other  things  in  histo- 
ry, too,  have  been  brought  forth  which 
tend  to  reflect  on  this  body. 

This  body  has  come  under  attack 
first,  I  guess,  because  of  the  failure  of 
some  Members  to  act  as  people  think 
we  should. 

I  have  served  here  now  for  about  13 
years.  I  have  served  with  a  lot  of  Mem- 
bers. This  is  the  people's  House.  It  is 
unique  on  the  face  of  this  Earth,  as 
governing  bodies  go,  because  it  is  so 
close  to  the  people.  Every  2  years  we 
are  elected  or  defeated  by  the  people. 


depending  upon  their  thinking  at  that 
time. 

We  are  supposed  to  be  the  mirror, 
the  reflection,  if  you  will,  of  American 
society  because  we  are  closer  to  the 
people  than  the  other  body.  We  are 
supposed  to  reflect  the  thinking  of  the 
people  and,  I  might  add,  I  guess,  the 
behavior  of  the  people  we  represent. 

As  I  look  around  about  me,  let  me 
make  this  comment.  I  have  told  this  to 
audiences  before  when  they  ask  me 
about  the  bad  things  that  go  on  in 
Washington  among  Members  and  say, 
"We  have  heard  so  many  bad  things." 
I  have  said,  '"Well,  you  know,  it's  kind 
of  like  society,  I  guess.  You've  got 
good,  bad,  and  all  kinds.  We  disagree 
and  fight  and  fuss  and  carry  on,  but  as 
I  look  about  me,  I  see  people  who  re- 
flect all  kinds  of  philosophies  and 
backgrounds  and  beliefs." 

That  is  what  it  is  all  about.  If  we  did 
not  reflect  that,  we  would  not  be  here. 
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People  look  at  us  and  judge  us.  They 
write  about  us.  We  are  not  perfect, 
none  of  us  are. 

I  used  to  ask  a  question  of  some  of 
my  audiences.  I  would  say,  "All  of  you 
who  are  perfect,  raise  your  hands."  No 
one  raised  his  or  her  hand  and  finally 
I  would  say,  "That  is  the  point." 

We  have  collected  here  together 
people  from  all  over  this  country  who 
are  human  beings,  sinful  human 
beings,  afflicted  with  all  the  shortcom- 
ings that  we  as  human  beings  are  af- 
flicted with  and  you  cannot  really 
expect  perfection,  given  that  set  of 
facts. 

We  all  fall  short.  I  need  more  pray- 
ers than  almost  anyone  and  I  fre- 
quently call  on  everybody  for  their 
prayers  and  their  help.  I  readily  admit 
it.  We  are  elected  by  people  who  are 
not  perfect  and  so  I  doubt  very  seri- 
ously if  we  are  going  to  attain  perfec- 
tion anytime  soon. 

We  are  written  about  by  people  who 
are  not  perfect.  We  are  judged  by 
people  who  are  not  perfect  and  we 
ourselves  are  judging  others;  but  what 
I  want  to  say  about  this  institution  is 
that  no  matter  whether  or  not  you 
agree  with  our  deliberations  in  this 
matter  or  other  matters,  it  is  still  the 
best  institution  on  the  face  of  this 
Earth  and  so  far  ahead  of  second  place 
that  I  do  not  even  know  who  is  in 
second  place.  I  would  not  trade  it  for 
any  qther  body.  That  is  why  I  am  con- 
cerned about  people  losing  faith  in 
this  institution.  That  is  why  I  stay  on 
this  committee,  and  good  Lord,  I  ask 
myself  all  the  time,  "Why  do  you  put 
yourself  through  it?" 

It  is  because  we  have  got  to  protect 
the  institution  in  which  we  serve,  be- 
cause if  people  lose  faith  in  this  insti- 
tution, it  is  all  for  naught. 

The  best  thing  I  guess  I  can  say 
today,  if  anyone  is  looking  for  any- 
thing good  to  say  about  it.  is  that 


most,  indeed,  the  overwhelming 
nxunber  of  pages  suid  Members  of  Con- 
gress not  only  in  this  particular  Con- 
gress, but  others,  too,  have  never  been 
affected  in  the  way  that  we  have 
heard  about  pages  and  Members  being 
affected  today.  Indeed,  we  have  spent 
much  money,  as  someone  said,  on  this 
case  and  others,  too.  We  have  worked 
hard.  We  have  gone  to  all  kinds  of  ex- 
tremes and  we  found  these  two  in- 
stances and,  yes,  I  readily  admit  If 
there  is  one,  that  is  too  many,  but  the 
entire  institution  is  not  guilty  of  ramp- 
ant conduct  of  this  kind. 

If  you  talk  to  most  of  the  pages,  as 
we  did,  and  a  lot  of  us  have  over  the 
years,  they  have  had  nothing  but  the 
best  of  experiences  up  here.  I  do  not 
want  anyone  going  back  home  and 
thinking  that  these  things  happen  to 
all  pages.  They  will  tell  you  otherwise, 
and  Members,  too,  who  have  served 
over  the  years  in  this  body  will  tell 
you  the  same. 

This  institution  is  the  best  thing  we 
have  going.  We  have  to  protect  it. 

In  the  case  of  Congressman  Studds, 
there  was  excessive  alcohol  involved 
with  the  three  pages,  one  of  whom 
Representative  Studds  engaged  in  a 
sexual  relationship,  and  two  were  ob- 
jects of  his  advances.  These  offenses 
occurred  10  years  ago,  and  we  consid- 
ered that. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  anyone  thinks 
that  all  the  alternatives  and  options 
were  not  considered,  please  think 
again,  because  we  just  did  not  have  a 
couple  days  to  consider  this  matter,  we 
had  been  living  with  it  and  agonizing 
with  it  for  a  long  time. 

As  I  said  earlier,  it  is  extremely  diffi- 
cult for  one  Member  to  judge  another, 
but  we  are  about  to  make  that  deci- 
sion. 

Our  committee  has  recommended  a 
reprimand  as  such  a  condemnation.  I 
urge  the  House  to  agree  to  this  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  for  purposes  of  debate  only  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr. 
Obey). 

Mr,  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not 
really  know  what  the  appropriate  pen- 
alty is  in  either  of  these  cases.  Frank- 
ly, in  my  mind,  there  is  not  much  dif- 
ference between  censure  and  condem- 
nation; but  I  voted  against  changing 
the  committee  reconrunendation  on  the 
last  issue. 

I  have  a  problem  with  the  fact  that 
roughly  150  Members  of  the  House 
were  not  present  on  the  floor  listening 
to  the  debate  here  in  this  Chamber 
before  the  last  vote  was  taken,  and  yet 
15  minutes  later  they  voted. 

I  have  trouble  with  the  fact  that 
roughly  that  same  number  of  Mem- 
bers are  not  here  now.  I  recognize  that 
some  of  them  are  in  their  offices 
watching  it  on  television,  and  I  under- 
stand that,  but  a  lot  are  not. 
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In  my  Judgment,  it  is  cavalier  and  in- 
sensitive at  best  for  a  Member  who 
has  not  sat  through  these  proceedings 
to  walk  in  here  and  vote  for  a  differ- 
ent penalty  than  that  recommended 
by  the  special  counsel  and  the  commit- 
tee which  reviewed  this  matter  and 
the  previous  matter  in  detail  for 
months,  substituting  their  horseback 
judgment  for  the  judgment  of  the 
people  who  have  reviewed  this  matter 
in  exquisite  detail.  I  think  there  is 
something  wrong  with  substituting 
your  judgment  in  that  cavalier  fashion 
for  those  who  have  been  charged  with 
rooting  out  this  whole  matter. 

Serving  on  this  committee  is  the  nas- 
tiest job  that  you  can  have  in  this 
House.  I  know  something  about  deal- 
ing with  ethics  questions  in  this  House 
from  my  experience  5  years  ago  in 
chairing  such  a  committee.  It  is  not  a 
pleasant  job.  It  just  seems  to  me  that 
if  Members  take  Into  account  any  po- 
litical consideration  whatsoever  in 
dealing  with  the  resolutions  out  of 
this  committee,  that  you  do  violence 
to  due  process  and  you  make  it  almost 
impossible  to  continue  to  get  good 
people  to  serve  on  this  committee. 
There  is  not  a  committee  in  the  House 
that  is  more  important  to  the  funda- 
mental inteCTity  and  reputation  of 
this  institution  than  the  Standards 
Committee.  If  we  do  not  give  the  bene- 
fit of  the  doubt,  especially  if  we  are 
not  here  to  listen  to  the  proceedings, 
to  the  recommendations  of  the  mem- 
bers of  that  committee,  then  we  are 
not  fulfilling  our  fundamental  role  in 
either  of  these  cases.  I  ask  you  to 
think  about  that  when  the  next  vote 
comes. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  for  purposes  of  debate  only  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
Webeb). 

Mr.  WEBER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
intend  to  take  the  full  3  minutes. 

I  think  the  disposition  of  this  issue 
has  been  settled  by  our  actions  on  the 
previous  matter  and  by  the  intent  of 
another  Member  to  offer  a  similar 
motion:  but  I  feel  compelled  to  state  a 
point  of  view  that  is  probably  not  a 
popular  one,  that  is  difficult  to  ex- 
press. 

All  of  us  in  this  body  feel  compelled 
to  treat  the  two  cases  before  us  today 
similarly,  because  the  Members  that 
are  involved  are  of  different  parties 
and  different  philosophies  and  be- 
cause there  are  different  moral  ques- 
tions involved  in  the  personal  actions 
of  the  Members,  and  so  we  feel  that 
we  must  treat  them  the  same  so  as  not 
to  indicate  a  prejudice  or  bias. 

I  have  a  concern  about  treating  the 
two  measures  similarly,  because  I 
agree  with  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Dingell) 
that  the  most  important  obligation  we 
have  today  as  Members  is  to  assure 
the  protection  of  the  pages  who  are 
really  here  under  our  trust. 
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It  is  not  necessarily  possible  for  us  to 
afford  to  those  individuals  complete 
and  foolproof  protection.  But  in  judg- 
ing whether  or  not  we  have  done  so.  I 
believe  it  is  appropriate  to  look  at  the 
actions  and  statements  of  the  two  gen- 
tlemen in  question  that  have  been  pre- 
sented to  this  Congress  in  the  last  few 
days. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Crane)  made  it  very  clear  to  all  of  us. 
to  his  family  and  to  the  public  that  he 
had  done  wrong,  that  he  admitted  it, 
that  he  was  sorry  for  having  done  so. 
We  can  feel  reasonably  confident  that 
we  have  protected  the  pages  by  the 
censure,  in  my  judgment,  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Studds),  by  his  own  statement, 
admits  no  wrongdoing  and  in  fact  says 
that  he  would  contest  even  the  repri- 
mand were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  he 
was  concerned  for  the  privacy  of 
others. 

I  therefore  simply  rise  to  say  that  it 
is  my  opinion  that  this  Congress  will 
not  have  done  the  most  that  it  can 
possibly  do  to  protect  the  people  in- 
volved in  the  page  program  when  we 
have  completed  the  action  today  if  we 
take  the  same  action  in  the  case  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  that 
we  took  in  the  case  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
for  purposes  of  debate  only  3  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Fazio). 

Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  re- 
cently had  my  baptismal  on  this  com- 
mittee and  I  must  say  I  consider  it  a 
privilege  to  be  a  member  and  to  serve 
with  people  like  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Spence)  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes) 
who  so  consistently  put  the  interests 
of  this  institution  ahead  of  their  own 
personal  and  politi:;al  interests. 

I  hope,  despite  the  rebuff  that  they 
have  been  given  today,  that  they  will 
continue  to  serve  in  the  honorable  way 
that  they  have  up  until  this  time.  I 
think  the  body  owes  them  a  great  debt 
for  their  efforts  and  I  would  hope  that 
at  some  point  in  the  future  perhaps 
we  would  adhere  more  to  the  knowl- 
edge they  bring  as  a  result  of  the  tre- 
mendous effort  they  put  forth  in  at- 
tempting to  sort  out  the  very  difficult 
questions  that  this  committee  is  asked 
to  resolve.  . 

I  had  a  lengthy  speech  that  I  was 
prepared  to  make  today  but  I  think  at 
this  point  it  is  irrelevant.  The  body 
has,  I  believe,  I  think  we  all  under- 
stand at  this  point,  established  a 
precedent  in  dealing  with  the  matter 
that  brought  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Crane)  to  the  well. 

I  would  hope,  however,  that  we  have 
one  more  concern  that  we  consider 
before  we  take  final  action  in  the 
matter  of  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 


chusetts, (Mr.  Studds).  I  must  put 
myself  at  odds  with  the  previous 
speaker  just  prior  to  my  opportunity 
to  speak. 

The  committee  looked  at  the  prob- 
lems that  both  cases  presented  with 
minute  detail.  We  considered,  regard- 
less of  the  form  of  sexual  activity,  the 
issue  as  it  related  to  the  pages  to  be 
one  and  the  same. 

Both  Members  have  violated  our  re- 
sponsibility in  local  parentis.  We  have 
not  in  either  case  seen  a  proper  con- 
duct as  it  relates  to  our  parental  status 
toward  the  pages. 

But  in  neither  instance  could  we 
find  a  vastly  distinguishing  character- 
istic that  would  allow  us  to  come  to 
any  conclusion  other  than  they  should 
be  treated  similarly. 

Our  motion  was  not  totally  con- 
curred in  in  committee  but  I  think  it  is 
important  for  the  Members  to  luiow 
that  all  Members  agree  that  the  issue 
should  be  dealt  with  in  an  equitable, 
and  fair,  and  consistent  manner. 

I  am  hopeful  as  we  vote,  and  we 
have  potentially  two  more  votes,  that 
the  Members  will  summon  up  the  ma- 
turity and  the  courage  to  vote  consist- 
ently. How  you  vote  is  your  decision. 
You  have  made  it  once.  I  hope  that, 
because  I  know  the  political  impulses 
that  move  through  a  body  like  this 
cannot  be  ignored,  I  hope  that  the 
Members  will  vote  consistently  on 
both  matters  because  I  think  at  stake 
is  the  very  matter  of  fairness  and  in- 
tegrity as  it  relates  to  this  institution. 
We  have  that  responsibility  to  all  of 
our  constituents. 

I  think  the  Members  would  do  this 
institution  proud  if  they  would  have 
the  courage  to  act  the  way  the  com- 
mittee has  acted,  at  least  to  the  issue 
of  equity. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
(Mr.  Gekas). 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  questions  I  was 
going  to  pose  during  the  last  issue  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  have  become  moot  by 
reason  of  the  action  taken  by  the 
House.  But  I  did  want  the  observation 
to  go  into  the  Record  that  in  this 
report  in  which  the  conmiittee  adopt- 
ed the  recommendations  of  Special 
Counsel  in  this  regard,  they  adopted 
the  recommendation  to  come  in  with  a 
reprimand  as  the  final  sanction. 

It  does  not  appear  anywhere  in  the 
record  whether  or  not  the  committee 
deliberated  on  the  question  of  the 
final  decision  that  was  made  in  the 
previous  case.  The  resolution  offered 
by  the  minority  leader  finally  put  that 
at  rest. 

What  I  wanted  the  committee  to 
know  is  that  we  do  not  feel  that 
having  elevated  as  a  House  the  ele- 


ment of  sanction  did  we  in  any  way 
reprimand  the  committee  for  not  talk- 
ing about  the  higher  level  of  offense.  I 
believe  that  the  House  acted  properly 
and  I  believe  that  the  committee  in  its 
recommendation,  even  though  the 
report  does  not  evidence  any  conclu- 
sions on  the  higher  level,  nevertheless 
acted  properly. 

The  recommendations  made  by  the 
House  then  are  proper  and  I  endorse 
them. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
for  purposes  of  debate  only  4  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
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Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
the  case  that,  frankly,  got  me  in- 
volved. 

My  first  reaction  to  the  committee's 
report  was  sadness,  sadness  both  for 
the  individuals  involved  and  for  the 
House  of  Representatives.  I  was  pre- 
pared to  go  home  and  ignore  the 
whole  mess.  I  would  have  come  in  this 
week  and  I  would  have  voted  for  two 
reprimands. 

Then  Thursday  evening  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Studds) 
came  to  the  floor  of  the  House  and 
made  an  extraordinary  statement.  I 
recommend  to  every  Member  the  full 
text  on  page  19167  of  that  July  14 
statement. 

It  is  important  to  contrast  the  two 
Members'  behavior  for  just  a  moment. 
The  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Crane)  came  asking  forgiveness.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Crane) 
came  to  the  well  of  the  House  and  ad- 
mitted he  had  done  wrong  and  asked 
for  our  understanding. 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  STtnsDS)  has  a  totally  different 
viewpoint.  Let  me  read  four  para- 
graphs from  the  statement  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  on  July 
14. 

I  do  not  believe,  however,  that  a  relation- 
ship which  was  mutual  and  voluntary;  with- 
out coercion:  without  any  preferential  treat- 
ment, express  or  implied;  without  harrass- 
ment  of  any  kind;  which  was  private;  and 
which  occurred  10  years  ago  constitutes 
"improper  sexual  conduct'  within  the 
meaning  of  House  Resolution  518,  and  as 
defined  by  the  Committee  on  Standards  of 
Official  Conduct  itself,  in  Its  report  of  last 
December. 

There  were  for  me  extraordinarily  strong 
reasons  to  insist  on  public  hearings  with  re- 
spect to  the  allegations.  My  own  personal 
instincts  have  virtually  compelled  me  to 
contest  the  committee's  recommendation. 

I  will  not  contest  procedurally  the  course 
of  action  recommended  by  the  Committee 
on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct. 

In  so  doing,  however,  I  repeat  that  in  my 
Judgment,  the  mutually  voluntary,  private 
relationship  between  adults  which  occurred 
10  years  ago,  should  not— by  any  conceiva- 
ble standard  of  fairness,  rationality.  ruJe  or 
law— warrant  the  attention  or  action  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

I  read  that  and  I  reread  that  and  I 
reread  that.  In  that  statement  last 
Thursday  he  wiped  out  10  years  of  his- 


tory and  he  stood  there  10  years  later 
and  said,  as  I  understand  his  state- 
ment, while  it  may  have  been  an  error 
of  Judgment  it  was  not  fimdamentally 
wrong. 

The  statement  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  is  extraordinary 
given  the  conmiittee  report.  He  sug- 
gests a  relationship  which  was  mutual 
and  voluntary  between  adults. 

First,  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts was  dealing  with  three  school 
boys,  two  possibly  16,  one  17.  They 
were  in  high  school.  They  were  in  the 
care  of  this  Congress  as  pages. 

Second,  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts on  all  three  occasions  used  al- 
cohol and  in  two  cases  the  boys  turned 
him  down. 

In  the  third  case,  according  to  the 
page's  own  testimony,  at  4  in  the 
morning  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts announced  that  he  was  too 
drunk  to  drive  and  asked  this  student 
to  spend  the  night.  Only  after  that  did 
they  engage  in  sex.  By  the  page's  own 
testimony,  it  is  his  only  homosexual 
relationship  in  his  life  and  he  said  on 
several  occasions  he  told  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  that  he  liked 
him  as  a  friend  but  could  not  they  be 
friends  without  the  sex. 
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If  this  House  believes  that  that  is 
volimtary,  mutual  relationship  be- 
tween adults,  and  is  appropriate  and 
should  be  reprimanded,  by  a  man  who 
has  told  us  in  his  own  words  that  rep- 
rimand has  no  meaning,  then  for  the 
life  of  me  I  do  not  know  where  the 
people  can  turn  for  the  leadership 
they  seek. 

I  feel  very  badly  at  having  pushed 
these  issues.  I  wish  to  God  they  had 
not  come  to  this  House.  But  in  this 
case,  last  Thursday  every  Member  of 
this  House  was  given  a  challenge  and  I 
commend  to  all  of  you  to  read  that 
challenge. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes)  has  14  min- 
utes remaining.  The  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Spence)  has  12 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes,  for  purposes  of  debate  only, 
to  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Mitchell). 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
colleagues,  I  had  certainly  not  planned 
to  participate  in  this  debate.  I  listened 
to  it,  I  read  the  documents,  and  I  am 
constrained  to  now  say  a  few  words 
about  this. 

Had  I  had  the  opportimity  in  the 
case  of  our  colleague.  Mr.  Crane,  I 
would  have  voted  for  reprimand. 

I  would  have  done  so  for  several  rea- 
sons. One  being  a  committee  that  has 
spent  a  year,  millions  of  dollars,  hear- 
ing facts,  hearing  the  nuances,  hearing 
all  the  inferred  testimony  as  well  as 
the   stated   testimony.   And   I   would 


have  abided  by  the  decision  of  the 
committee. 

In  similar  fashion  I  would  abide  by 
the  decision  of  the  committee  in  the 
Studds  case.  I  have  been  In  this  Con- 
gress now,  I  will  end  up  14  years  when 
I  finish  this  term. 

There  are  some  Members  of  this 
Congress,  just  a  handful,  that  I  have 
personal  animosity  toward,  just  a 
handful.  There  are  Members  of  the 
Congress  that  I  disagree  with  philo- 
sophically, but  there  is  no  animosity 
there. 

Those  that  I  disagree  with  philo- 
sophically I  would  never  attempt  to 
degrade  them,  humiliate  them  in  the 
well  of  the  House. 

Fourteen  years  will  elapse  when  I 
finish  this  current  term.  I  have  been 
here  long  enough  to  see  several  of 
these  procedures  take  place.  And  I 
guess  you  have  to  be  a  Member  of  this 
body  to  understand  the  absolute  deg- 
radation that  is  imposed  on  a  Member 
when  the  House,  itself,  even  considers 
judging.  The  absolute  humiliation  and 
degradation.  This  House  must  punish 
people  for  wrongdoing:  it  must. 

But  let  us  not  cannibalize  the  Mem- 
bers, let  us  not  do  that.  What  did  we 
gain  by  bringing  Mr.  Crane  down  to 
the  well  of  the  House?  Already  embar- 
rassed, already  humiliated,  already 
stripped,  already,  unfortimately  ques- 
tioned by  his  family;  already,  unfortu- 
nately, whether  we  say  so  or  not, 
scorned  by  the  Members  of  this  House. 
So  what  do  we  gain?  One  further  at- 
tempt to  strip  him  of  the  little  that  he 
had  left. 

There  is  no  difference,  there  is  no 
difference  between  a  reprimand  and  a 
censure,  except  that  the  House  would 
cry  out:  "We  have  not  humiliated  you 
enough,  we  must  take  this  further 
step."  It  just  does  not  make  sense. 
Reprimand  Studds,  yes:  cannabilize 
him,  no.  Reprimand  him.  yes.  further 
humiliate  him  by  letting  him  stand 
here  stripped  of  the  last  vestiges  of  his 
dignity,  no. 

I  urge  you  to  support  the  recommen- 
dation of  the  committee. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  McKinney)  for  debate 
purposes  only. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I,  like 
most  others  did  not  expect  to  speak  on 
this  matter.  But  as  ranking  member  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  Committee,  I 
have  been  somewhat  amazed.  My 
office  has  been  deluged  with  tele- 
phone calls:  with  questions.  Is  it  illegal 
to  give  a  drink  to  a  17-year-old?  No. 

What  is  the  age  of  consent  within 
the  District  of  Columbia?  Sixteen,  et 
cetera. 

But  I  am  not  here  to  talk  about 
either  man.  Oh.  I  could  get  mad  at 
Dan  Crane.  He  attacked  me  on  this 
floor  for  almost  4  hours  when  I 
brought    the    District    of    Columbia 
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sexual  assault  bill  here.  But  I  think  we 
did  him  a  disservice  and  for  the  wrong 
reasons. 

And  I  could  attack  Gerby  Stttdds  for 
not  realizing  that  he  was  misusing  the 
trust  of  being  a  glamorous  figure  to  a 
young  person. 

And  as  father  of  five  children  and 
grandfather  of  one  with  another  on 
the  way,  I  could  say  we  are  the  par- 
ents of  these  pages  in  absentia.  But  I 
want  to  stand  up  and  talk  to  you  and 
for  a  moment  to  the  people  of  this 
country.  And  also  to  the  chairman. 
Lou  Stokes,  one  of  the  greatest  men  I 
have  ever  known. 

I  served  under  Lou  Stokes  on  the 
Committee  on  Assassinations;  we  met 
Saturdays  and  Sundays.  And  you  told 
your  family,  no  you  are  not  coming 
home  and  you  told  your  workers  that 
you  were  not  going  to  be  available, 
that  you  had  a  job  to  do  and  I  watched 
the  man  achieve  greatness  in  his  sense 
of  fairness.  Floyd  Spence  and  I  came 
here  together,  and  his  service  on  this 
committee  is  in  the  highest  degree  of 
self  sacrifice. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen  of  America, 
one  slightly  psychotic  teenager  went 
to  the  FBI  and  the  press  of  the  United 
States  and  said  there  was  something 
evil  in  Congress,  drug  selling:  wrong; 
and  that  there  was  something  evil  be- 
tween 1981  and  1982.  illicit  sex,  wrong. 
Crane  1980,  Studds  1973. 

I  would  suggest  to  you  that  no 
Rotary  Club,  Lions  Club,  corporate 
entity,  board  of  directors,  or  anyone 
else,  would  have  spent  $1  million  and 
more  investigating  these  charges 
against  themselves.  In  fact  masochisti- 
cally beating  themselves  over  the 
"head"  they  have  come  forth  with  the 
charge  of  the  committee,  which  was 
their  duty  to  the  people  of  America 
and  to  their  fellow  House  Members: 
Disclosure  of  the  facts. 

And  I  would  be  wrong,  even  though 
we  have  had  battles  back  in  the  old 
HEW  days,  if  I  did  not  say  that  Joe 
Califano  is  one  of  the  brightest  and 
most  thorough  men  I  have  ever  met  in 
the  legal  profession. 

These  people  came  forth  to  you  and 
they  did,  ladies  and  gentlemen  in  this 
country,  what  their  duty  was.  to  dis- 
close. 

But  now  let  me  tell  you  something 
else:  These  12  human  beings  did  a  job 
that  no  single  man  or  woman  in  this 
legislature  wants  to  do.  No  policeman 
wants  to  be  on  internal  affairs,  no  fire- 
man wants  to  be  on  internal  affairs,  no 
one  in  the  corporate  world  wants  to  be 
the  treasurer's  snoop,  because  nobody 
wants  to  go  against  the  people  they 
love  and  serve— and  I  love  this  damned 
body  more  than  anything  else  I  know. 
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And  that  is  the  only  reason  I  am  still 
here. 

My  colleagues,  this  committee  did 
this  Congress   a  tremendous  service. 


And  I  suggest  that  we  treat  both  men 
equally,  though  I  disagree  with  the 
way  we  treated  the  first  case.  But 
what  I  suggest  we  should  start  think- 
ing about  is  if  in  fact  we  are  going  to 
give  the  job  we  do  not  want  to  do  to  12 
faithful  and  true,  for  God's  sake,  sup- 
port them.  It  is  an  absolute  shame. 
And  I  have  read  the  Federalist  papers. 
We  have  the  right  to  do  anything  we 
want  to  do. 

But  I  feel  it  would  be  wrong  to  end 
this  debate  without.  No.  1.  applauding 
people  who  have  done  what  we  would 
soon  forget.  No.  2.  forgetting  what  an 
incredible  body  this  is  to  examine 
itself  the  way  it  does.  I  know  of  no 
other  entity  in  the  world— and  excuse 
me.  Fathers,  even  the  priesthood— 
who  would  do  it. 

The  American  people  have  been  well 
served  by  disclosure.  I  never,  from 
Connecticut,  want  to  claim  who  should 
represent  Illinois,  nor  claim  who 
should  represent  southeastern  Massa- 
chusetts, because  once  I  do  that,  if 
there  is  not  a  Federal  crime  involved, 
once  I  do  that  some  one  of  you  may 
say  who  should  represent  southwest- 
em  Connecticut. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Michel). 
the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes,  it  is 
my  intention  to  offer  the  same  motion 
to  recommit  in  this  case  as  I  did  in  the 
last.  What  I  really  wanted  to  take  the 
moment  or  two  here  for  is  to  apologize 
to  those  Members  who  serve  on  the 
Ethics  Committee. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  McKiNNEY)  for  the 
statement  he  has  just  made. 

Earlier  I  spoke  of  the  problem  the 
Speaker  and  I  both  have  in  getting 
Members  to  serve  on  this  committee. 
So  I  have  to  pay  my  special  respects  to 
Floyd  Spence,  Barber  Conable,  John 
Myers.  Ed  Forsythe,  Hank  Brown, 
and  Jim  Hansen  on  my  side.  I  am  re- 
minded of  my  longstanding  friendship 
with  my  dear  friend  Barber  Conable. 
who  Members  know  serves  with  such 
distinction  as  the  ranking  member  on 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
which  takes  up  so  much  time,  I  begged 
him  to  serve  also  on  this  committee. 
And  then  to  have  me  thrust  in  the 
kind  of  position  I  was  as  in  the  last 
case,  sensing  a  mood  that  caused  me  to 
offer  the  motion  that  I  did  and  there- 
by, in  effect,  telling  the  committee 
that  what  they  finally  agreed  upon 
was  not  good  enough  for  this  House- 
that  somehow  we  as  a  body  know 
better. 

My  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  Obey)  said  it  so  well  a  few 
moments  ago.  Believe  me,  I  did  not 
like  that  role  that  I  had  to  play  in  the 
previous  case.  When  I  chose  the  Mem- 
bers on  our  side  to  serve  on  the  Ethics 
Committee,  I  looked  for  Members  of 
exceptional  character,  a  good  moral 


fiber.  They  have  acquitted  themselves 
in  exemplary  fashion.  I  know  that 
they  agonized  for  hours  over  the 
degree  of  the  penalty.  I  know  it  was 
hours— hours  and  hours— when  they 
could  have  been  doing  all  kinds  of 
other  things.  But  it  was  just  this  nasty 
chore  they  had  to  do  for  this  House. 

Therefore,  I  want  to  publicly  apolo- 
gize to  my  dear  friends  who  serve  on 
that  committee  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle.  I  apologize  to  you  for  offering 
the  motion  making  it  possible  for  the 
membership  to  overturn  you  decision, 
which  I  know  was  arrived  at  only  after 
long,  long  serious  deliberation  and  dis- 
cussion among  yourselves. 

I  am.  however,  compelled  to  make 
the  same  motion  as  with  the  previous 
case,  for  equity,  and  will  do  so  at  the 
appropriate  time. 

Mr.  SPEwCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  in  the  afternoon 
during  the  course  of  the  debate  on  the 
Crane  matter,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez)  has  posed  a 
question  to  me  in  which  he  asked  what 
was  the  basic  difference  between  a 
reprimand  and  a  censure. 

And  I  explained  at  that  time  that 
the  basic  and  e.ssential  difference  was 
that  the  Member,  who  was  censured, 
would  have  to  come  into  the  well  and 
have  the  Speaker  of  the  House  read 
the  charges  of  censure  while  he  stood 
in  the  well. 

There  is,  and  so  that  the  Record  is 
clear  and  I  am  responding  properly  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas,  it  has  also 
been  brought  to  my  attention  that 
under  the  Caucus  Rules,  specifically 
rule  47;  it  provides  for  the  automatic 
replacement  of  a  chairman  who  is  cen- 
sured or  convicted  of  a  felony. 

So  I  would  have  the  Record  reflect 
that  that  additional  punishment  pre- 
vails. 

I  would  also  want  to  have  the 
Record  corrected  in  terms  of  the  com- 
ments made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Gekas),  who,  if  I 
understand  his  comments  at  the  time 
that  he  made  them,  it  was  that  the 
committee  had  not  considered  other 
sanctions. 

And  I  would  at  this  time  like  to 
direct  his  attention  to  page  35  of  the 
committee's  report  in  which  not  only 
does  the  report  discuss  possible  sanc- 
tions on  page  35,  but  on  page  36  specif- 
ically discusses  reprimand,  censure,  ex- 
pulsion, application  of  sanctions  to  a 
large  degree  before  even  beginning  to 
undertake  the  recommendation  of 
sanctions  in  this  particular  case. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STOKES.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 


What  I  was  pointing  out  was  that  on 
page  36  and  37  it  appears  to  be  the  rec- 
ommendations of  counsel  that  are  re- 
ported there  and  that  the  recommen- 
dation finally  was  for  a  reprimand. 

The  report  does  not  reflect— and  I 
am  not  even  sure  if  the  chairman  is  at 
liberty  to  tell  the  House— if  the  com- 
mittee ever  took  a  vote  on  censure. 
That  is  what  I  was  trying  to  get  across 
that  indeed  the  only  vote  that  was 
taken  under  what  we  have  understood 
up  to  date  was  on  reprimand  and  not 
on  censure  and  not  on  expulsion,  but 
that  the  only  vote,  the  only  consider- 
ation on  a  final  vote  by  the  committee, 
was  on  reprimand. 

All  I  am  saying  is  that  since  the 
House  now  has  voted  for  censure,  this 
is  in  no  way  a  slap  in  the  face  to  the 
committee  because  it  is  not  overturn- 
ing a  decision  on  censure,  because 
none  was  ever  determined  by  the  com- 
mittee. Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  STOKES.  In  response  to  the 
gentleman's  question,  I  can  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  at  no  time  did  the 
committee  take  a  vote  on  censure. 
There  was  no  one  who  advocated  cen- 
sure in  the  long  and  deliberate  discus- 
sions that  we  had  involving  this 
matter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  few  moments  I 
have  left.  I  would  just  like  to  make  a 
couple  of  observations. 

At  the  time  these  sensational 
charges  originally  surfaced,  many 
Members  of  this  Chamber  nished  into 
the  well  advocating  that  in  order  to  in- 
vestigate these  sensational  charges  we 
needed  a  Special  Prosecutor. 

At  a  leadership  meeting  that  after- 
noon, the  leadership  of  this  House  on 
both  sides  agreed  that  the  Ethics 
Committee  of  the  House  not  only  had 
the  responsibility  to  conduct  such  an 
investigation,  but  that  they  should  un- 
dertake such  an  investigation. 

It  was  understood  by  our  committee, 
however,  that  we  should  try  and  get 
an  independent  investigator  to  con- 
duct such  an  investigation. 

In  trying  to  get  someone  in  public 
life  to  come  in  and  conduct  such  an  in- 
vestigation was  no  easy  task.  Most 
people  who  have  a  reputation  in  their 
field  wanted  no  part  of  this  type  of  in- 
vestigation. 

Mr.  Spence  and  I  looked  high  and 
low  trying  to  find  a  person  who  had 
the  kind  of  integrity  to  make  this  type 
of  investigation  on  a  competent,  thor- 
oughly professional  basis,  and  who 
cared  enough  about  this  institution  to. 
at  some  sacrifice,  agree  to  make  this 
investigation  for  us. 
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We  were  fortunate  enough  to  get 
Mr.  Joseph  Califano.  a  man  who  is 
highly  resi>ected  and  highly  regarded 
by  this  institution  and  by  the  Ameri- 
can public,  and  one  who  has  a  long 
career  of  public  service,  to  agree  to  un- 
dertake this  job.  I  can  say  to  you  he 


did  not  want  it  either.  It  was  not  easy 
to  convince  him  that  he  should  do  this 
both  for  this  institution  and  for  the 
American  people.  After  long  discussion 
with  him.  during  which  time  he  really 
anguished  on  whether  he  ought  to 
accept  this  assignment,  he  did  agree  to 
perform  it.  Our  committee  auid  this  in- 
stitution has  had  the  benefit  of  the 
services  of  one  of  the  finest  attorneys 
in  this  Nation,  a  man  whose  integrity 
is  impeccable  and  who  at  all  times  has 
conducted  himself  in  the  highest 
standards  of  public  performance  and 
professionalism.  I  want  to  say  to  him 
and  to  his  staff,  to  Rick  Cotton  and  all 
of  the  others  on  his  staff,  who  have 
done  such  an  outstanding  job  here, 
that  this  institution  is  indebted  to  you 
for  the  great  sacrifice  that  you  have 
made  on  behalf  of  this  institution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing,  I  want  to  ex- 
press to  the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut (Mr.  McKinney)  my  appreciation 
for  his  warm  and  kind  remarks  in  the 
well  a  few  moments  ago.  I  just  want  to 
say  to  the  House  that  I  did  not  seek 
membership  on  the  Ethics  Committee. 
The  Speaker  asked  me  to  serve  on  this 
committee  shortly  after  I  had  com- 
pleted the  chairmanship  on  the  House 
Select  Committee  on  Assassinations.  I 
reluctantly  accepted  membership  on 
that  committee.  When  he  asked  me  to 
become  chairman  of  it,  I  again  did  not 
want  that  chairmanship.  But  out  of 
respect  for  him  and  out  of  respect  for 
this  institution,  I  accepted  both  as- 
signments. I  have  been  comforted  in 
that  work  by  the  caliber  of  men  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  serve  on 
that  committee.  We  have  never  had  a 
partisan  vote  on  any  issue  before  that 
committee.  The  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Spence)  has  been 
superb.  He  and  I  have  never  had  a 
quarrel  or  an  argument  about  any- 
thing. We  have  worked  closely  togeth- 
er, trying  to  do  what  we  felt  was  best 
for  this  institution. 

When  I  leave  the  floor  now  and 
when  I  stand  up  and  vote  for  repri- 
mand, I  am  voting  my  conscience.  I 
have  lived  with  this  investigation  for  a 
year.  None  of  the  Members  in  this 
body  can  understand  the  amount  of 
time  that  I  have  spent  with  Joe  Cali- 
fano and  Rick  Cotton  and  the  other 
people  on  this  staff.  Nobody  can  un- 
derstand the  hours  that  the  gentle- 
man from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Spence)  and  I  have  spent  together.  In 
spite  of  that,  you  have  never  heard  a 
single  leak  come  out  of  this  commit- 
tee. No  one  has  been  humiliated  or  de- 
meaned or  slandered  as  a  result  of  an 
investigation  that  has  gone  on  for  a 
year.  But  I  am  proud  of  what  they  did. 
Whatever  action  you  take  today  is 
something  you  have  to  take  in  accord- 
ance with  your  own  conscience.  I  have 
been  in  this  body  long  enough  to  read 
the  temperature  here.  But  every  time 
I  put  that  card  in  that  little  box  over 
there,  I  vote  in  a  way  that  at  night  I 


can  go  to  sleep  in  bed.  I  am  going  to 
sleep  comfortably  tonight  knowing 
that  I  have  done  what  is  right  by  both 
of  these  men. 

So  I  leave  it  with  your  conscience  as 
to  what  you  do  today,  but  I  thank  the 
men  who  served  with  me  on  this  com- 
mittee. You  have  been  champions. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  move  the  previ- 
ous question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MICKEL 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  resolution? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Michel  of  Illinois  moves  to  recommit 
House  Resolution  265  to  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  with  instruc- 
tions to  report  the  resolution  back  to  the 
House  forthwith  with  the  following  amend- 
ment: Strike  all  after  the  resolving  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(1)  That  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds 
be  censured; 

(2)  That  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds 
forthwith  present  himself  in  the  well  of  the 
House  for  the  pronouncement  of  censure; 
and 

(3)  That  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds. 
be  censured  with  the  public  reading  of  this 
resolution  by  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

recorded  vote 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  338,  noes 
87,  answered  "present"  2,  not  voting  6, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  2591 
AYES— 338 


Akaka 

Bilirakis 

Chappell 

Albosta 

Bliley 

Cheney 

Alexander 

Boehlert 

Clarke 

Anderson 

Boggs 

dinger 

Andrews  (NO 

Boner 

Coats 

Andrews  (TX) 

Bonker 

-  Coelho 

Annunzio 

Borski 

Coleman  (MO) 

Anthony 

Boucher 

Coleman  (TX) 

Applegate 

Boxer 

Collins 

Archer 

Breaux 

Conable 

AuColn 

Britt 

Cooper 

Badham 

Brooks 

Corcoran 

Barnard 

Broomfield 

Coughlin 

Barnes 

Brown  (CA) 

Courter 

Bartlett 

Brown  (CO) 

Craig 

Bateman 

BroyhlU 

Crane.  Philip 

Bates 

Bryant 

D' Amours 

Bedell 

Burton  (IN) 

Daniel 

Bennett 

Byron 

Dannemeyer 

Bereuter 

Campbell 

Daschle 

Bethune 

Carper 

Daub 

Bevill 

Can- 

Davis 

BlagRi 

Chandler 

de  la  Garza 

JMI 
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Derrick 

Kolter 

Richardson 

Carney                  Hoyer                    Ottlnger 

Andrews  (NO 

Edwards  (CA) 

LaFalce 

DeWlne 

Kramer 

Ridge 

Chappie                 Jeffords                 Owens 

Andrews  (TX) 

Edwards  (OK) 

LAgomaralno 

Dtokinaon 

Lagomarstno 

Rlnaldo 

Clay                         Kaptur                   Pease 

Annunzlo 

Emerson 

Lantoa 

Dicks 

Latta 

Rltter 

Conte                     Kennelly               Rahall 

Anthony 

English 

L«tu 

IMnceU 

Leach 

Roberts 

Conyers                  Kostmayer             Ratchford 

Applegate 

Erdrelch 

Leach 

Dorgmn 

Leath 

Robinson 

Coyne                    LaPalce                 Rostenkowski 

Archer 

Erlenbom 

Leath 

Dowdy 

Lehman  (CA) 

Roe 

Crockett                Lantos                   RoybAl 

Asp  in 

Evans  (lA) 

Lehman  (CA) 

Dreler 

Lent 

Roemer 

Dixon                    Lehman  (FL)        Runo 

AuCoin 

Evans  (ID 

Lehman  (FL) 

Duncmn 

Levin 

Rogers 

Donnelly               Leiand                   Sabo 

Badham 

Fascell 

Leiand 

Durbln 

Levltas 

Rose 

Downey                 Levine                   Scheuer 

Barnard 

Fazio 

Lent 

Eckjua 

Lewis  (CA) 

Roth 

Dwyer                     Lowry  (WA)          Schumer 

Barnes 

Feighan 

Levin 

E:dwards(AD 

Lewis  (PL) 

Roukema 

Dymally                Lundine                 Selberling 

Bartlett 

Ferraro 

Levine 

Edwards  (OK) 

Uplnskl 

Rowland 

Dyson                     Markey                   Shannon 

Baleraan 

Fiedler 

Levltas 

Emerson 

Livingston 

Rudd 

Early                     Marlenee              Solarz 

Bates 

Fields 

Lewis  (CA) 

English 

Uoyd 

Savage 

Edgar                     Martinez               Spence 

Bedell 

Fish 

Lewis  (FL) 

Erdre»ch 

Loefner 

Sawyer 

Edwards  (CA)       Matsui                   Stark 

Beilenson 

Flippo 

Liplnskl 

Erlenbom 

Long  (LA) 

Schaefer 

Fazio                      Mavroules             Stokes 

Bennett 

Florlo 

Livingston 

Evuu  (LA) 

Long(MD) 

Schneider 

Poglietta                McKinney              Swift 

Bereuter 

FoglietU 

Uoyd 

Evans  (U.) 

Lott 

Schroeder 

Ford  (MI)               Mikulski                 Tallon 

Berman 

Foley 

Loeffler 

Pascell 

Lowery  (CA) 

Schulze 

Ford(TN)              Miller  (CA)            Torricelli 

Bethune 

Ford  (MI) 

Long  (LA) 

PeiRhan 

Lujan 

Sensenbrenner 

Frank                    Mineta                  Towns 

Bevill 

Ford(TN) 

Long(MD) 

Perraro 

Luken 

Shaw 

Garcia                   Mitchell                Waxman 

Blaggl 

Forsythe 

Lott 

Fiedler 

Lungren 

Shelby 

Gejdenson             Moakley                Weaver 

Billrakis 

Fowler 

Lowery  (CA) 

Fields 

Mack 

Shumway 

Hawkins                 Moody                     Weiss 

Bllley 

Prank 

Lowry  (WA) 

Fish 

MacKay 

Shuster 

Horton                   Morrison  (CT)      Wilson 

Roehlert 

Franklin 

LuJan 

Flippo 

Madigan 

Sikorski 

Howard                   Obey                       Wolpe 

Boggs 

Frenzel 

Luken 

Flono 

Marriott 

Siljander 

Boland 

Frost 

Lundine 

Foley 

Martin  (ID 

Sisisky 

ANSWERED  •■PRESENT"-2 

Boner 

Fuqua 

Lungren 

Forsythe 

Martm(NC) 

Skeen 

Crane.  Daniel       Studds 

Bonior 

Garcia 

Mack 

Fowler 

Martin  (NY) 

Skellon 

Bonker 

Gaydos 

MacKay 

Franklin 

Mazzoll 

Slattery 

NOT  VOTING-6 

BorskI 

Gejdenson 

Madlgan 

Frenzel 

McCain 

Smith  (FL) 

^"V        11                                                                          W.>^*^1                                                              f*^  ^  ^k^ 

Bosco 

Gekas 

Markey 

Frost 

McCandless 

Smith  (lA) 

Dellums                  Heftel                     Sharp 

Boucher 

Gephardt 

Marlenee 

Fuqua 

McCloskey 

Smith  (NE) 

Hefner                   Rodlno                  Simon 

Boxer 

Gibbons 

Marriott 

Gaydos 

McCollum 

Smith  (NJ) 
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Breaux 

Gilman 

Martin  (ID 

Gekas 

McCurdy 

Smith.  Denny 

Brltt 

Girwich 

Martin  (NO 

Gephardt 
Gibbons 

McDade 
McDonald 

Smith.  Robert 
Snowe 

Mr.  PRICE  chajiged  his  vote  from 

Brooks 
Broomfield 

Glickman 
Gonzalez 

Martin  (NY) 
Martinez 

Gilman 

McEwen 

Snyder 

"no"  to  "aye." 

Brown  (CA) 

Goodling 

Matsui 

Gingrich 

McGrath 

Solomon 

So    the    motion    to    recommit    was 

Brown  (CO) 

Gore 

Mavroules 

Glickraan 

McHugh 

Spratt 

agreed  to. 
The    result    of    the    vote    was    an- 

Broyhill 

Gradison 

Mazzoll 

Gonzalez 
Good  ling 

MrKeman 
McNulty 

St  Germain 
Staggers 

Bryant 
Burton  (CA) 

Gramm 
Gray 

McCain 
McCandless 

Gore 

Mica 

Stangeland 

nounced  as  above  recorded. 

Burton  (IN) 

Green 

McCloskey 

Gradison 

Michel 

Stenholm 

The   SPEAKER.   The   Chair   recog- 

Byron 

Gregg 

McCollum 

Granun 
Gray 

Miller  (OH) 
Mlnish 

Stralton 
Stump 

nized  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 

Campbell 
Carney 

Guanni 
Gunderson 

McCurdy 
McDonald 

Green 

Mollnari 

Sundquist 

Stokes). 

Carper 

Hall  (IN) 

McEwen 

Gregg 

MoUohan 

Synar 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 

Carr 

Hall  (OH) 

McGrath 

Guarini 

Montgomery 

Tauke 

ant  to  the  instructions  of  the  House,  I 

Chandler 

Hall.  Ralph 

McHugh 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Moore 
Moorhead 

Tauzin 
Taylor 

report    the    resolution    back    to    the 

Chappell 
Chappie 

Hall.  Sam 
Hamilton 

McKeman 
McKinney 

Hall  (OH) 

Morrison  (WA> 

Thomas  i  C  A ) 

House  with  an  amendment. 

Cheney 

Hammerschmidt  McNulty 

Hall.  Ralph 

Mrazek 

Thomas  (GA) 

The    SPEAKER.    The    Clerk    wUl 

Clarke 

Hance 

Mica 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton               

Murphy 
Murtha 

Torres 
Traxler 

report  the  amendment. 

dinger 
Coats 

Hansen  (ID) 
Hansen  (UT) 

Michel 
MIkuUkI 

Hammerschmidt  Myers 

Udall 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Coelho 

Harkin 

Miller  (CA) 

Hance 

Nalcher 

Valentine 

Amendment:  Strike  all  after  the  resolving 

Coleman  (MO) 

Harrison 

Miller  (OH) 

Hansen  (ID) 

Neal 

Vandergriff 

clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 

Coleman (TX) 

Hartnett 

MineU 

Hansen  (UT) 

Nelson 

Vander  Jagt 

Collins 

Hatcher 

Minlsh 

Harkin 
Harrison 

Nichols 
Nielson 

Vento 
Volkmer 

ing'. 
(1)  That  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds 

Conable 
Conte 

Hawkins 
Hertel 

Moakley 

Mollnari 

Hartnett 

Nowak 

Vucanovich 

be  censured; 

Conyers 

Hightower 

MoUohan 

Hatcher 

OBrien 

Walgren 

(2)  That  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds 

Cooper 

Hiler 

Montgomery 

Hertel 

Oakar 

Walker 

forthwith  present  himself  in  the  well  of  the 

Corcoran 

Hlllis 

Moody 

Hightower 

Oberstar 

Watkins 

House  for  the  pronouncement  of  censure. 

Coughlin 

Holt 

Moore 

HUer 

Olin 

Weber 

and 

(3)  That  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds 
be  censured  with  the  public  reading  of  this 

Courter 

Hopkins 

Moorhead 

Hlllis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Ortiz 
Ox  ley 
Packard 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Coyne 
Craig 
Crane.  Philip 

Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 

Morrison  (CT) 
Morrison  (WA) 
Mrazek 

Hubbard 

Panetta 

Whittaker 

resolution  by  the  Speaker. 

Crockett 

Hubbard 

Murphy 

Huckaby 

Parris 

Whitlen 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 

DAmours 

Huckaby 

Murtha 

Hughes 
Hunter 

Pashayan 
Patman 

Williams  (MT) 
Williams  (OH) 

the  amendment. 

Daniel 
Dannemeyer 

Hughes 
Hunter 

Myers 
Natcher 

Hutto 

Patterson 

Winn 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Daschle 

Hutto 

Neal 

Hyde 

Paul 

Wirth 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 

Davis 

Hyde 

Nelson 

Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jenltins 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Wise 
Wolf 
Wortley 

the  resolution,  as  amended. 
The   question   was   taken;   and   the 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 

Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 

Johnson 

Petri 

Wright 

Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 

Dickinson 

Jenkins 

O'Brien 

Jones  (NO 
Jones  (OK) 
Jones  (TN) 

Pickle 
Porter 
Price 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

peared  to  have  it. 
Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Johnson 
Jones  (NO 
Jones  (OK) 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Kaslch 

Pritchard 

Yatron 

I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Donnelly 

Jones  (TN) 

Olin 

Kastenmeier 

Pursell 

Young  (AK) 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Dorgan 

Kaptur 

Ortiz 

Kasen 
Kemp 
Klldee 

Qulllen 
Rangel 
Ray 

Young (FL) 
Young  (MO) 
Zablocki 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  420,  nays 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Dreler 

Kaslch 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Ottlnger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Kindness 

Regula 

Zschau 

3,  answered  "present"  2,  not  voting  8, 

Duncan 

Kemp 

Packard 

Kogovsek 

Reid 

as  follows: 

Durbln 
Dwyer 

Kennelly 
Kildee 

Panetta 
Parris 

NOES-«7 

(Roll  No.  260) 

Dyson 

Kindness 

Pashayan 

Ackerman 

Beilenson 

Bonior 

YEAS-420 

Early 
Eckart 

Kogovsek 
Kolter 

Patman 
Patterson 

Addabbo 

Berman 
Boland 

BOECO 

Burton  (CA) 

Ackerman             Akaka                    Alexander 
Addabbo                Albosta                  Anderson 

Edgar 
Edwards  (AL) 

Kostmayer 
Kramer 

Paul 
Pease 
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Penny 

Selberling 

Thomas  (GA) 

Pepper 

Sensenbrenner 

Torres 

Perkins 

Shannon 

Torricelli 

Petri 

Sharp 

Towns 

Pickle 

Shaw 

Traxler 

Porter 

Shelby 

Udall 

Price 

Shumway 

Valentine 

Pritchard 

Shuster 

Vander  Jagt 

Putsell 

Sikorski 

Vandergriff 

Qulllen 

Siljander 

Vento 

Rahall 

Sisisky 

Volkmer 

Rangel 

Skeen 

Vucanovich 

Ratchford 

Skelton 

Walgren 

Ray 

Slattery 

Walker 

Regula 

Smith  (PL) 

Watkins 

Reid 

Smith  (lA) 

Waxman 

Richardson 

Smith  (NE) 

Weaver 

Ridge 

Smith  (NJ) 

Weber 

Rlnaldo 

Smith.  Denny 

Weiss 

Ritter 

Smith,  Robert 

Wheat 

Roberts 

Snowe 

Whitehurst 

Robinson 

Snyder 

Whitley 

Roe 

Solarz 

Whittaker 

Roemer 

Solomon 

Whltten 

Rogers 

Spence 

Williams  (MT) 

Rose 

Spratt 

Williams  (OH) 

Rostenkowski 

St  Germain 

WiUon 

Roth 

Staggers 

Winn 

Roukema 

Stangeland 

Wirth 

Rowland 

Stark 

Wise 

Roybal 

Stenholm 

Wolf 

Rudd 

Stokes 

Wolpe 

Russo 

Stratton 

Wortley 

Sabo 

Stump 

Wright 

Savage 

Sundquist 

Wyden 

Sawyer 

Swift 

Wylle 

Schaefer 

Synar 

Yatron 

Scheuer 

Tallon 

Young  (AK) 

Schneider 

Tauke 

Young (FL) 

Schroeder 

Tauzin 

Young  (MO) 

Schulze 

Taylor 

Zablocki 

Schumer 

Thomas  (CA) 
NAYS-3 

Zschau 

Clay 

Dymally 

Mitchell 

ANSWERED  •■PRESENT"-2 

Crane.  Daniel 

Studds 

NOT  VOTING 

-8 

Daub 

Heftel 

Simon 

Dellums 

McDade 

Yates 

Hefner 

Rodlno 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  260,  passage  of  House  Resolu- 
tion 265,  I  voted  "aye."  However,  the 
electronic  voting  machine  apparently 
did  not  record  my  vote. 


n  1540 
So  the  resolution,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to.  The  result  of  the  vote  was 
announced  as  above  recorded.  A 
motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier 
today,  I  was  present  for  and  voted  in 
favor  of  House  Resolution  265,  roUcall 
No.  260;  however,  my  vote  was  not  re- 
corded by  the  electronic  voting  device. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  announce  to  the  House  before 
Members  leave  that  the  next  order  of 
business  will  be  the  Department  of  De- 
fense authorization  bill. 

We  intend  to  be  here  late  tonight 
and  it  is  the  desire  of  the  Chair  that 
we  finish  title  III  tonight  and  vote  on 
the  MX  tonight. 

The  Chair  believes  an  agreement  has 
been  made  on  time  by  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  so  that  a  vote  might  be  at  a 
reasonable  hour. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
committee  is  not  aware  that  there  has 
been  any  agreement  on  the  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
the  chairman  of  the  conunittee? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  The  chairman  of 
the  committee  has  advised  me  that 
there  was  no  agreement. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Strat- 
ton), was  not  informed  of  the  fact 
that  we  did  make  a  reservation  on  the 
rest  of  the  evening  only. 


D  1550 

CENSURE  OF  REPRESENTATIVE 
GERRY  E.  STUDDS 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Gerry  E. 
Studds,  kindly  appear  in  the  well. 

Mr.  GERRY  E.  STUDDS  presented 
himself  at  the  bar  of  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Mr.  Gerry  E. 
Studds,  I  have  been  instructed  by  a 
vote  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  United  States,  your  peers,  to 
read  the  following  to  you: 

Resolved, 

(1)  that  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds 
be  censured; 

(2)  that  Representative  Gerry  E.  Studds 
forthwith  present  himself  in  the  well  of  the 
House  for  the  pronouncement  of  censure; 
and 

(3)  that  RepresenUtive  Gerry  E.  Studds 
be  censured  with  the  public  reading  of  this 
resolution  by  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  action  con- 
cludes the  censure  proceedings. 


RESIGNATION  AS  MEMBER  OP 
JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  PRINT- 
ING 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the 
House  the  following  resignation  as  a 
member  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
I»rinting: 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C..  July  6.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill,  Jr.. 
Speaker  of  the  House,   U.S.  Capitol   Wash- 
ington, D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  writing  to  offi- 
cially notify  you  of  my  resignation  from  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Printing.  I  have  agreed 
to  resign  from  the  House  Administration 
Committee,    and    consequently    the    Joint 
Committee  on  Printing,  in  order  to  take  a 
position  on  the  House  Education  and  Labor 
Committee. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  for  me  to  serve  on 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing.  I  have  In- 
formed the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Commit- 
tee, Augustus  F.  Hawkins,  of  my  decision. 
Sincerely, 

Rod  Chandler. 
Member  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  aw;cept«d. 
There  was  no  objection. 


RESIGNATION  AS  MEMBER  OF 
COMMITTEE  ON  HOUSE  AD- 
MINISTRATION 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the 
House  the  following  resignation  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration: 

House  or  Representati'ves, 
Washington,  D.C.  July  6,  1983. 
Hon.  THOitAS  P.  O'Neill,  Jr., 
Speaker  of  the  House,   U.S.  Capitol   Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  writing  to  offi- 
cially notify  you  of  my  resignation  from  the 
House  Administration  Committee.  I  have 
agreed  to  resign  from  the  Committee  in 
order  to  take  a  position  on  the  House  Edu- 
cation and  Labor  Committee. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  for  me  to  serve  on 
House  Administration  for  the  past  six 
months.  I  have  a  great  respect  for  Chair- 
man Augustus  Hawkins  and  Ranking  Minor- 
ity Member  William  Frenzel.  I  know  that 
they  will  continue  to  carry  out  the  impor- 
tant duties  of  the  Committee  with  distinc- 
tion. 

Sincerely,  „ 

Rod  c;handler. 

Member  of  Congress. 
The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepted. 
There  was  no  objection. 


RESIGNATION  AS  MEMBER  OF 
JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  LI- 
BRARY 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the 
House  the  following  resignation  as  a 
member  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
the  Library: 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C,  July  6,  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  ONeill.  Jr., 
Speaker  of  the  House,   U.S.  Capitol   Wash- 
ington, D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  writing  to  offi- 
cially notify  you  of  my  resignation  from  the 
Joint  Committee  on  the  Library.   I   have 
agreed  to  resign  from  the  House  Adminis- 
tration Committee,   and  consequently  the 
Joint  Committee  on  the  Library,  in  order  to 
take  a  position  on  the  House  Education  and 
Labor  Committee. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  to  serve  on  the 
Joint  Committee  on  the  Library.  I  have  In- 
formed the  chairman  of  the  Joint  Commit- 
tee, Senator  Charles  Mathias,  of  my  deci- 
sion. 

Sincerely, 

Rod  Chandler, 
Member  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepted. 
There  was  no  objection. 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBER  TO  COM- 
MITTEE ON  HOUSE  ADMINIS- 
TRATION 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  271)  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 
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H.  Res.  271 

Resolved,  That  RepresenUtive  Pat  Rob- 
erts of  Kansas  be.  and  he  is  hereby,  elected 
to  the  Committee  on  House  Administration 
of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
tlie  table. 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBERS  TO 
JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  PRINT- 
ING AND  JOINT  COMMITTEE 
OF  CONGRESS  ON  THE  LI- 
BRARY 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  272) 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  272 

Resolved.  That  the  following-named  Mem- 
bers be.  and  they  are  hereby,  elected  mem- 
l)ers  of  the  following  joint  committees  of 
Congress; 

Joint  Committee  on  Printing:  Mrs.  Vucan- 
ovich  of  Nevada  and  Mr.  Roberts  of  Kansas. 

Joint  Committee  of  Congress  on  the  li- 
brary: Mr.  Roberts  of  Kansas. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 
A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZAITON  ACT.  1984 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  197  and  rule  XXIII.  the 
Chair  declares  the  House  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill.  H.R.  2969. 

IN  THE  COltMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2969)  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  auid  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Rostenkow- 
SKi  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  will  read  the  title  of  the 
biU. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Thursday. 
Jvme  16,  title  IV  was  open  to  amend- 
ment. 

Pending  was  an  amendment  to  title  I 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Dicks). 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Mavroux£s)  had  3  minutes  of 
debate  remaining. 

Pending  was  a  request  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks)  for 
a  recorded  vote  on  the  motion  offered 


by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Stratton)  to  limit  debate  on  this 
amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  to  3  minutes,  which  had  been 
agreed  to  by  voice  vote. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
have  a  unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts,  as  the 
Chair  indicated,  had  3^  minutes,  and 
if  it  is  my  intention,  once  he  concludes 
that  3Wi  minutes,  to  propose  a  unani- 
mous-consent agreement. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  recommend  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  propose  that  unani- 
mous-consent request  now. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Mav- 
rodles)  have  the  3V4  minutes  that  are 
remaining  from  the  previous  order, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
thereafter,  on  the  subject  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks)  that  we 
have  40  additional  minutes  of  debate 
on  that  amendment,  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto,  with  one-half  of  the 
time  to  be  controlled  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks) 
and  the  other  half  by  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  there  have 
been  several  statements  made  recently 
as  to  limitation  of  time,  none  of  which 
this  Member  heard.  I  would  just  like 
to  ask.  under  my  reservation,  first,  has 
there  been  any  agreement?  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee,  if  I  might,  first,  has  there 
been  any  agreement  as  to  a  limitation 
of  time  on  anything? 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  PRICE.  There  has  been  no 
agreement  on  time  except  the  leader- 
ship has  expressed  the  hope  that  we 
can  finish  up  tonight  at  least  that  far 
on  the  MX. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  That  would  be  my 
hope. 

Mr.  PRICE.  But  there  has  been  no 
agreement  as  such  on  a  time  on  the 
MX. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  see. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  has 
made  a  unanimous-consent  request 
that  following  the  conclusion  of  3V4 
minutes  by  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr.  Mavroules)  that  there 
will  be  an  additional  40  minutes 
debate  on  the  pending  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Dicncs);  is  that  right? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  WUl  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 


Mr.  STRATTON.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  The  reason  I  am 
asking  the  question  at  this  point, 
under  my  reservation.  Is  that  there  are 
some  over  here  that  would  want  to  be 
assured  that  they  would  have  the 
right  to  speak.  But  the  gentleman  will 
control  the  time  and  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks)  will 
control  the  time.  Has  the  gentleman 
committed  all  of  the  time  that  he  will 
be  reserving? 
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Mr.  STRATTON.  I  have  not  commit- 
ted any  time.  But  certainly  any  Mem- 
bers that  want  to  support  the  commit- 
tee position,  as  I  am  sure  the  Members 
on  the  other  side  will  do.  will  be  wel- 
come to  participate  in  the  time. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Well,  I  wUl  not 
put  that  as  a  condition  precedent  on 
whether  or  not  I  would  allow  them  to 
speak  if  I  were  controlling  the  time. 
Since  this  is  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest, I  would  like  to  get  an  indication 
from  the  gentleman,  if  Members  from 
this  side  of  the  aisle  want  to  be  heard 
on  this  amendment,  will  they  be  given 
time? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  They  certainly 
will,  of  course,  as  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Not  as  members 
of  the  committee  but  Members  of  this 
side  of  the  aisle?  I  am  asking  unani- 
mous consent.  The  gentleman  can  say 
no  or  he  can  say  yes. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  How  much  time 
does  the  gentleman  think  is  wanted? 
We  have  a  number  of  Members  who 
have  indicated  fheir  desire  to  speak. 
Our  intention  is  to  entertain  all  of 
them. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  understand 
that.  I  am  trying  to  work  it  out.  I  have 
three  Members  tugging  at  me  now 
wanting  to  know  if  they  will  be  al- 
lowed to  speak. 

Under  my  reservation  I  am  asking 
you  if  there  is  any  assurance  to  be 
given  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  since 
you  will  be  controlling  the  time. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Can  the  gentle- 
man tell  us  how  much  time  he  would 
be  prepared  to  allocate? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  see  four  Mem- 
bers that  would  like  5  minutes,  and 
here  is  another  one.  Could  the  gentle- 
man extend  his  imanimnous-consent 
request  to  make  it  an  hour,  30  minutes 
to  a  side? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Thirty  minutes  on 
each  side. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  With  the  assur- 
ance that  the  gentleman  would  do  his 
best  to  accommodate  the  Members  as 
much  as  possible? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  The  Member  from 
New  York  certainly  will. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  And  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  would. 
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Mr.  DICKS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  to  me.  I  would  suggest,  if  the 
gentleman  has  anybody  over  there  in 
favor  of  my  amendment,  I  might  even 
offer  them  some  time.  too. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Mavroules)  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  thank  the 
Chairman.  When  we  last  adjourned  I 
believe  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts and  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington were  having  a  colloquy  over  the 
second  source  that  he  has  presented  as 
an  amendment  on  the  floor  of  the 
House. 

Since  that  time,  however,  I  believe 
my  dear  colleague  and  good  friend 
from  Washington  has  received  some 
information  from  the  Army  and  I,  too. 
as  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  have  access  to  that  infor- 
mation. 

Let  me  report  to  all  the  Members 
who  are  present  here,  whether  you  are 
on  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
or  not.  I  find  it  absolutely  incredible 
the  information  forthcoming  by  the 
Army  relative  to  a  second  source,  as  to 
how  they  reached  a  particular  position 
on  second  sourcing,  up  through  the 
1990's  and  I  find  it  incredible. 

Let  me  just  cite  you  a  couple  of  ex- 
amples. As  we  get  into  the  colloquy  I 
would  hope  that  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  would  allow  me  some  time 
in  the  question  and  answer  period,  be- 
cause that  is  the  basis  of  the  argu- 
ments. 

The  gentleman  will  have  plenty  of 
opportunity  after  I  address  the  issues 
from  the  Army. 

No.  1,  6  months  ago  the  Army  said  it 
would  cost  $150  million  to  second 
source  the  engine.  Last  week  they  said 
the  second  would  be  very  competitive. 
A  little  different  from  6  months  ago. 

Now  they  produce  a  very  fuzzy  anal- 
ysis that  purports  to  show  that  second 
sourcing  will  save  $291  million. 

Perhaps  you  know.  If  we  put  this  off 
until  next  week  or  next  month  they 
may  show  some  savings  of  $1  billion, 
because  they  are  putting  their  own  fig- 
ures together.  Item  No.  1.  Last  month, 
I  believe  I  told  my  colleague  from 
Washington  that  the  total  require- 
ment for  tank  engines  was  10,000.  Now 
that  they  have  come  up  with  a  dual- 
sourcing  suggestion,  suddenly  they 
have  come  up  with  an  additional  3,162 
tanks 

In  other  words,  it  is  not  10.000  in 
proposing  a  dual  source,  a  multiyear 
or  multiprocurement;  they  fixed  their 
figures.  I  believe,  to  13,162  tanks 
rather  than  10,000,  which  they  origi- 
nally estimated  for  the— engines  for 
the  M-1  tank. 


Mr.  DICKINSON.  WiU  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  gentleman  misspoke  or 
not,  but  that  was  engines,  not  tanks. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  mean  engines.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Alabama, 
thank  you  very  much. 

The  fact  is  that  the  real  requirement 
is  10,000  engines  as  the  Army  has 
always  said  before;  there  is  no  way 
second  sourcing  can  be  remotely  sensi- 
ble. 

Another  requirement  here,  by  way 
of  comparison,  the  Army  bought  2.800 
spare  engines  to  support  7,200  M-60 
tanks. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Matsui).  The  Chair  recognizes  the 
gentleman  from  Washington.  (Mr. 
Dicks). 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman  this  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  yields  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks). 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  to  H.R. 
2969,  the  DOD  authorization  bill  of 
1984,  which  will  allow  the  Army  to  in- 
crease the  use  of  competition  in  the 
procurement  of  engines  for  the  M-1 
tank.  With  this  amendment,  the  Army 
will  be  allowed  to  pursue  the  option  of 
establishing  a  second  production 
source  for  the  M-1  engine.  This  pro- 
curement procedure  has  been  used 
successfully  in  the  past  by  DOD,  par- 
ticularly when  the  original  manufac- 
turer encountered  production  and  reli- 
ability problems.  By  maintaining  two 
competing  sources  of  supply,  the  Army 
will  be  able  to  better  control  the  costs 
of  the  engines  and  increase  the  reli- 
ability of  the  product  over  its  useful 
life.  While  I  would  like  to  see  full  and 
open  competition  in  every  procure- 
ment in  the  Defense  Department,  this 
is  clearly  one  case  where  its  use  would 
be  advantageous. 

As  you  know,  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  voiced  its  con- 
cerns about  the  lack  of  competition 
within  DOD  during  the  consideration 
of  the  1982  DOD  authorization  bill.  At 
the  time,  the  administration  asserted 
that  it  was  in  favor  of  full  and  open 
competition,  but  little  has  been  accom- 
plished and  the  number  of  sole-source 
procurements  remains  at  an  unaccept- 
able level.  Recently,  the  Administrator 
of  the  Office  of  Federal  Procurement 
Policy  admitted  that  more  than  $50 
billion  in  procurements  were  awarded 
noncompetitively  and  this  does  not  in- 
clude noncompetitive  follow-on  con- 
tracts. It  is  obvious  that  substantial 
savings  can  be  achieved  by  increasing 
the  use  of  competition  in  agency  pro- 
curements, particularly  within  DOD. 

The  current  language  contained  in 
the  1984  DOD  authorization  bill  pro- 


hibits the  use  of  a  second  source  in  the 
pr(x;urement  of  engines  for  the  M-1 
tank.  I  cannot  recall  ever  seeing  lan- 
guage in  legislation  that  actually  pro- 
hibits competition  in  Government  pro- 
curement. Besides  providing  an  incen- 
tive to  meet  delivery  schedules,  a 
second  production  source  would  also 
encourage  the  existing  contractor  to 
provide  a  better  quality  product  at  less 
cost.  Further,  it  increases  the  incen- 
tive to  improve  the  design  and  produc- 
tion of  the  M-1  engines. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Would  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  for  his  statement.  I  believe 
that  he  is  absolutely  right  that  compe- 
tition throughout  the  procurement 
cycle  is  in  the  national  interest. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  him  that  my 
amendment  does  not  mandate  second 
sourcing;  it  says  that  competition  shall 
go  forward  only  if  it  is  cost  effective 
and  affordable  and  only  if  it  will  be  of 
benefit  to  the  Federal  Government, 
for  surge  and  mobilization  capabilities. 
So,  it  is  up  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  certify  that  it  is  cost  effec- 
tive. I  think  that  gives  adequate  safe- 
guards so  that  this  will  not  be  the  kind 
of  competition  that  will  not  save  the 
Federal  Government  some  money. 

That  is  why  I  have  offered  the 
amendment  and  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman's support. 
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Mr.  BROOKS.  Certainly  a  second 
contract  could  not  be  any  worse  than 
$50  billion  worth  of  sole  source  con- 
tracts that  he  has  already  let  out  and 
approved. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  the  floor  today 
in  support  of  the  amendment  that  I 
have  offered  because,  I  believe  that 
wherever  we  can  get  competition  into 
the  procurement  process  we  are  going 
to  save  the  taxpayers  money.  And  I 
would  love  to  answer  the  question  of 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 
The  reason  we  did  not  know  earlier 
that  we  were  going  to  save  not  a  few 
million  dollars,  but  $67  million,  be- 
cause we  had  not  had  the  benefit  of 
competitive  bids.  And  as  soon  as  we 
started  showing  some  threat  of  compe- 
tition, as  soon  as  three  manufacturers 
responded  to  the  Army's  request  for 
proposals,  suddenly  tank  engines  start- 
ed to  get  better,  suddenly  they  started 
to  get  deliveries  on  time,  suddenly  we 
reduced  defects.  We  still  had  eight  de- 
fective engines  last  month,  two  of 
which  had  to  be  returned.  Yes,  we 
started  to  see  the  benefit  of  good,  old- 
fashioned  American  competition. 
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And  what  I  am  disturbed  about  here, 
and  it  disturbs  me  greatly,  is  why 
would  the  Armed  Services  Committee, 
who  is  charged  with  the  responsibility 
of  trying  to  procure  this  equipment  at 
the  most  cost-effective  rate  to  the  tax- 
payer, want  to  stand  in  the  way  of 
competition.  Why  do  you  want  to  have 
a  provision  in  the  bill  that  says  we 
cannot  have  competition? 

It  is  not  the  Congress  mandating 
competition.  The  Army  was  dissatis- 
fied with  the  work  that  was  being 
done  by  AVCO.  So  it  went  out  and 
sought  bids  to  see  if  there  was  a  possi- 
ble way  to  get  a  cost-effective  second 
source. 

Now  we  have  the  bids  in.  And,  in 
fact.  I  can  tell  my  colleagues  today 
that  one  of  the  three  bidders  bid  sub- 
stantially less  than  the  incumbent 
contractor  and  the  Army  has  analyzed 
the  cost  between  now  and  1990.  and  if 
we  have  this  second  source,  the  Army 
has  given  us  a  statement  which  indi- 
cates that  they  will  save  $67  million. 

This  is  what  competition  is  all  about. 

Even  if  my  amendment  were  defeat- 
ed today,  we  have  done  something 
that  is  important  because  we  have 
gotten  the  attention  of  the  manage- 
ment up  there  at  Avco.  Their  presi- 
dent said  in  a  story  in  the  Washington 
Post,  the  reason  the  Army  was  mad  at 
them  and  went  out  to  look  for  compe- 
tition, was  that  "The  products  were 
produced  crappy."  And  that  is  just  ex- 
actly what  we  were  faced  with. 

So  the  Army  did  the  responsible 
thing.  It  went  out  to  see  if  it  could  get 
a  second  source.  Now  we  have  a  second 
source  that  has  come  in  with  a  firm, 
fixed  price  contract  at  $10,000  below 
the  incumbent  contractor's  most 
recent  proposal  and  that  over  the 
period  of  time  that  we  are  talking 
about  will  save  the  taxpayers  $67  mil- 
lion. 

All  I  urge  my  colleagues  here  to  do 
today  is  this:  Do  not  block  this  compe- 
tition. Let  us  wait  and  get  the  results. 

Let  us  see  what  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment agrees  to.  They  have  to  send 
over  a  proposal  to  this  committee, 
which  will  have  the  right  to  block  it  at 
some  future  point,  but  let  us  not  stand 
in  the  way  of  competition.  We  have  to 
set  an  example  for  the  Defense  De- 
partment. We  have  to  insist  on  compe- 
tition wherever  it  is  feasible.  And  in 
this  case  it  is  clearly  feasible. 

My  amendment  does  not  mandate 
going  with  a  second  source.  All  it  says 
is  that  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
certifies  that  it  is  cost  effective,  that 
we  can  save  money,  that  we  ought  to 
go  ahead  with  this  competition. 

I  have  been  Impressed  by  the  dili- 
gence, the  hard  work  of  the  delegation 
from  Connecticut.  These  members  are 
working  hard  to  present  their  side  of 
this  case.  And  I  understand  their  posi- 
tion. I  respect  every  single  one  of 
them.  They  are  professionals  who 
have  operated  with  total  good  faith  on 


this  matter.  I  want  to  make  it  very 
clear  that  my  offering  of  this  amend- 
ment is  in  no  way  aimed  at  trying  to 
do  auiy  damage  to  them  or  their  con- 
stituencies. This  is  a  matter  of  princi- 
ple, this  is  a  matter  of  fundamental 
policy,  and  I  feel  compelled  to  go  in 
the  well  today.  I  must  say  that  I  ap- 
preciate the  understanding  of  my  col- 
leagues from  Connecticut,  because 
coming  from  a  State  that  has  large  de- 
fense contractors,  I  know  how  difficult 
it  is  being  put  in  the  position  that 
they  are.  I  respect  them  for  the  job 
that  they  have  done. 

I  will  now  yield  to  the  gentleman 
who  said  this  was  a  phony  amendment 
the  last  time  we  were  here,  but  whose 
judgment  I  always  have  respected. 
And  I  always  have  known,  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts,  that  faced 
with  new  evidence,  evidence  that  con- 
tradicts everything  that  he  said  last 
time  we  were  on  the  floor,  that  he  will 
now  reconsider  this  matter,  give  it  a 
second  chance,  take  a  new  fresh  look 
and  remember  that  competition  is  in 
the  American  interest. 

I  yield  to  my  distinguished  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Mavrodles). 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  thank  my  dear 
friend  for  yielding  to  me  and  he  is 
indeed  correct  when  he  calls  me  his 
friend 

Mr.  DICKS.  Because  we  are  friends, 
good  friends. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Because  he  is. 
And  the  other  point  is,  of  course,  that 
I  did  state  that  I  thought  the  amend- 
ment was  phony.  I  think  it  is  phonier 
today  than  it  was  6  months  ago. 

However,  let  us  continue  with  the 
dialog 

Mr.  DICKS.  But  we  have  the  benefit 
of  competition  that  we  did  not  have. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Let  me  just  ask 
my  dear  friend  two  questions,  just  two 
questions. 

Is  it  not  true  that  the  Army  stated 
to  the  gentleman  that  the  total  buy 
would  be  about  10.000  engines?  Am  I 
correct? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Let  me  just  tell  the  gen- 
tleman exactly  what  the  Army  said. 
Today  I  was  briefed  by  the  program 
manager,  who,  by  the  way,  supports 
this  second  source,  as  does  General 
Ball,  as  does  Under  Secretary  Am- 
brose, the  entire  Army  leadership  sup- 
ports this,  and  here  is  what  they  said. 
The  number  13,162  engines  is  for  the 
entire  life  of  the  contract  going  out  to 
2011.  It  provides  all  the  spare  engines 
and  parts.  So  we  cannot  necessarily 
use  the  analogy  on  the  M-60.  I  do  not 
think  that  holds. 

What  we  have  here  is  spare  parts. 
We  have  a  major  subsystem  and  that 
totals  up  to  the  equivalent  of  13,000 
engines.  They  have  verified  these 
numbers.  These  are  total  life  cycle 
numbers.  By  the  way.  I  just  would 
point  out  that  where  we  save  $10,000 
initially,  when  we  get  to  the  follow-on. 


we  will  go  down  another  $25,000.  We 
have  a  chance  of  saving  even  more 
money. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  have  another 
question.  One  further  question,  be- 
cause I  think  this  is  a  good  :lialog  and 
colloquy  and  our  colleagues  have  a 
chance  to  be  better  informed. 

The  gentleman  mentioned  spare 
parts,  spare  engines  or  spare  parts.  Let 
me  give  to  the  gentleman  a  striking 
comparison  here  which  I  find  abso- 
lutely incredible.  And  maybe  the  gen- 
tleman has  an  answer  for  it. 

By  way  of  comparison,  the  Army 
bought  2.800  spare  engines  to  support 
7,200  M-60  tanks.  And  that  is  a  fact. 

Now,  that  equates  to  about  one 
spare  engine  for  every  two  and  one- 
half  tanks 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  can  answer  the  gentle- 
man's question. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  am  not 
through  yet. 

That  is  one  spare  engine  for  every 
two  and  one-half  tanks  over  2  years. 

Since  the  M-1  engine  is  to  be  more 
durable  and  last  longer,  how  could 
anyone  believe  we  need  6,100  spare  en- 
gines for  7,000  tanks? 

Mr.  DICKS.  All  I  can  tell  the  gentle- 
man is  the  project  manager  was  in  my 
office  today.  These  numbers  were  con- 
firmed by  him.  He  said  that  these 
would  be  the  spares  that  would  be 
needed  between  now  and  the  year 
2011.  He  also  suggested  that  every 
6.000  miles  you  are  going  to  have  to  re- 
place these  engines  and  then  rebuild 
them.  This  is  the  justification  for 
their  numbers.  Between  1990  and  1995, 
they  are  going  to  produce  720  a  year. 
These  are  the  Army's  figures.  The 
Army  has  said  this  is  what  their  re- 
quirement is.  And  we  are  going  to  save 
a  substantial  amount  of  money  by 
having  competition. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield 

Mr.  DICKS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  me  the  time. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  will  yield  one-half 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Dicks),  when  I  am  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  ask  the  gentle- 
man this  one  question.  Is  this  the 
same  gentleman  from  Washington 
who  stood  on  this  floor  last  year,  when 
we  were  debating  the  airlift  issue,  and 
advised  the  Members  of  this  House 
not  to  pay  any  attention  to  the  infor- 
mation received  from  the  Pentagon:  is 
this  the  same  gentleman? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Well,  I  will  tell  the  gen- 
tleman this:  When  they  are  right,  they 
are  really  right.  And  they  are  right 
this  time. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Arizona 


(Mr.  Udall),  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  amendment 
being  offered  by  my  good  friend  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Dicks). 

Much  of  the  debate  we  have  heard 
has  concerned  the  quality  of  the  M-1 
tank  engines  that  are  being  supplied 
by  the  current  source.  While  in  no  way 
do  I  want  to  belittle  this  important 
matter.  I  think  that  we  may  not  be  fo- 
cusing on  the  real,  broader  issue  that 
is  behind  this  amendment.  This 
amendment  offers  the  chance  to  re- 
store something  that  has  been  lacking 
in  many  of  our  defense  procurement 
projects,  and  that  is  competition.  Com- 
petition is  the  easiest,  quickest,  and 
most  painless  ways  to  cut  our  enor- 
mous defense  budget.  All  of  my  col- 
leagues have  been  concerned  about 
the  skyrocketing  defense  budget.  This 
amendment  to  allow  second-sourcing 
to  be  considered  by  the  Army  for  the 
M-1  tank  engines,  is  a  commonsense 
proposal  that  may  whittle  away  some 
of  the  waste  in  our  defense  expendi- 
tures. 

In  reviewing  the  facts  in  this  case,  I 
am  reminded  of  the  recent  report 
about  what  competition  could  have 
done  to  save  some  of  our  defense  dol- 
lars, when  the  Air  Force  had  to  re- 
place some  plastic  feet  that  went  on 
the  bottom  of  stools.  The  three-legged 
stools,  were  inside  flying  radar  sta- 
tions. The  Air  Force  approached  the 
airplane  maker,  and  said  they  needed 
three  plastic  feet.  All  right,  said  the 
airplane  maker,  that  will  come  to  $916 
apiece.  That  cost  breaks  down  in  the 
following  way:  $459  for  overhead,  ex- 
ecutive salaries,  light  and  heat;  $204 
for  labor;  $34  for  8  hours  of  inspec- 
tion; $107  for  fringe  benefits;  $32  for 
State  and  local  taxes;  and  $119  went 
for  profit. 

The  cost  of  the  plastic  material  in- 
volved was  26  cents.  A  plastics  fabrica- 
tor in  New  York  estimates  that  the 
actual  cost  of  making  the  item  was  in 
the  $3  to  $5  range. 

I  realize  that  we  are  debating  some- 
thing much  more  important  today 
than  plastic  feet.  I  use  this  example 
though,  to  point  to  the  benefits  of 
competitive  bidding.  Currently,  only  6 
percent  of  all  Pentagon  purchasing  is 
done  through  competitive  bidding.  It 
is  time  we  improved  on  that  percent- 
age. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  strike  a 
blow  for  commonsense  and  competi- 
tive bidding,  and  support  the  amend- 
ment by  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton. 

D  1620 
Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding,  and  I  want  to  commend 
him  for  his  statement. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the   Dicks   amendment.    I   could   not 
help   but   listen   to   the  colloquy  be- 
tween the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Dicks)  and  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Mavroules). 
The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  down 
the  road  the  gas  turbine  engine  will  be 
used  in  many  more  of  our  vehicles, 
and  it  is  only  appropriate  that  when 
we  have  actually  sponsored  and  initi- 
ated   competition    in    this    particular 
area  that  we  try  and  harvest  the  fruit 
of  our  labor.  It  would  be  a  sad  thing  to 
turn  around  now  and  foreclose  on  the 
new  options  that  are  now  in  place  of 
an  opportunity  to  have  more  than  one 
source  for  this  particular  tank  engine. 
Mr.   Chairman,   this  amendment  is 
one  which  should  receive  the  serious 
consideration    of    Members    of    this 
House.   The   benefits   of   competition 
have  been  startling  in  the  field  of  air- 
craft engines— and  should  also  apply 
to  the  gas  turbine  engine  of  the  M-1. 
Quite  apart  from  the  defense  field.  I 
would  like  to  remind  my  colleagues 
that  over  the  last  two  decades  we  have 
seen  civil  airliners  increase  in  efficien- 
cy not  because  of  changes  in  airframe 
but  because   designs  competition  be- 
tween engine  manufacturers.  We  are 
starting  a  new  industry  with  the  M-1; 
that  is.  we  are  introducing  the  gas  tur- 
bine to  land  vehicles.  This  innovation 
holds  great  promise  and  should  not  be 
limited  by  providing  a  monopoly  to  a 
single  company,  especially  not  to  one 
which,  until  it  felt  the  very  threat  of 
competition,  delivered  engines  that  by 
its    own    surprising    admission    "were 
produced  crappy." 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  item 
from  the  June  16  debate  on  this 
amendment  which  should  be  ad- 
dressed. The  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Dicks)  suggested  that 
there  were  6.000  or  7.000  engines  avail- 
able for  competition.  Referring  solely 
to  the  M-1  he  is  correct.  However,  we 
can  look  to  the  end  of  the  decade 
when  in  the  interests  of  commonality 
the  self  propelled  howitzers  and  other 
armored  vehicles  will  have  the  same 
engine.  This  expands  the  total  number 
of  possible  engines  to  be  needed  and 
affected  by  the  competitive  incentive 
very  substantially. 

Again,  by  the  end  of  the  decade  we 
would  hope  that  we  would  be  prepar- 
ing to  begin  procurement  of  the  tur- 
retless  tank— similar  to  those  being  de- 
veloped by  England,  Germany,  and 
the  Soviet  Union.  Given  the  advanced 
chassis  of  the  M-1.  it  is  reasonable  to 
assume  that  it  would  form  the  basis  of 
the  new  tank.  If  one  folds  this  into  cal- 
culation, we  have  a  surprise  free  pro- 
curement of  something  like  20,000  en- 
gines available  for  competition.  A  pro- 
curement of  this  size  surely  deserves 
to  be  competed. 

A  third  point  to  be  made  is  one  of 
equity.  The  potential  competitors  have 
each  spent  over  a  quarter  of  a  million 


dollars  of  their  own  money  on  the 
competition.  To  cancel  the  competi- 
tion would  expose  the  Government  to 
a  risk  of  companies  turning  away  from 
defense  contracts  to  the  private  sector 
where  sudden  shifts  in  policy  do  not 
wreck  investments.  We  have  and  are 
witnessing  an  erosion  of  our  defense 
industrial  base  which  may  choke  off 
the  current  defense  buildup.  Positions 
such  as  that  taken  by  the  committee 
may  well  discourage  future  attempts 
to  invite  new  competition  and  account- 
ability where  contractors  perform 
poorly. 

Last,  I  would  point  out  that  three  of 
the  four  committees  with  legislative 
jurisdiction  support  dual  sourcing  for 
the  M-1  engine.  I  believe  that  the 
House  Armed  Services  DOD  authoriza- 
tion should  reflect  that  philosophy. 
The  Dicks  amendment  is  a  necessary 
amendment.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  it. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Dicks)  has  14  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Addabbo). 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
with  a  great  deal  of  regret  that  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  my  dear  beloved 
friend  from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks). 
a  very  learned  member  of  my  Subcom- 
mittee on  Defense  Appropriations. 

I  have  been  a  prime  mover  for  com- 
petition and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  our 
Defense  Appropriations  Committee  we 
asked  the  Army  to  look  at  the  cost  of 
second  sourcing.  So  it  is  with  reluc- 
tance that  I  now  rise  to  oppose  this 
Eunendment  because  I  feel  that.  No.  1. 
we  have  the  M-1  tank,  which  is  our 
main  battle  tank  but  it  still  has  many 
problems.  And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
administration  has  reduced  the 
number  of  tanks  in  this  year's  budget. 
We  have  a  tank  which  goes  5  gallons 
to  a  mile— not  5  miles  to  a  gallon  but  5 
gallons  to  a  mile— so  there  are  prob- 
lems. So  we  do  not  know  whether  we 
will  be  buying  tanks  into  the  year  1995 
and,  therefore,  there  is  going  to  be  a 
limited  number  of  engines.  Until  we 
have  solved  those  problems,  we  should 
not  be  spending  the  money  for  start- 
up costs. 

We  have  heard  the  cost  of  possible 
savings. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  There  is  no  startup 
cost.  There  is  no  facilities  money  to  be 
provided  by  the  Government.  In  the 
bid  that  was  sent  in  by  the  other  com- 
petitor, they  are  not  asking  for  any  fa- 
cilities to  be  expended. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  I  have  a  paper  that 
comes    from    the    Pentagon,    which 
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shows  startup  costs  for  one  company 
at  $32.3  million,  startup  costs  for  an- 
other company  at  $75.2  million,  and 
startup  costs  for  a  third  company  of 
$85.4  million. 

Mr.  DICKS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  briefly,  the  $32  million  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  bid  that  they 
have  made.  That  bid  is  $10,000  per 
engine  below  the  incumbent  contrac- 
tor's bid. 

So  I  would  argue  that  that  has  been 
taken  into  account  and  in  fact  we  are 
going  to  save  money. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Addabbo)  has  expired. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Aodabbo). 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  the  gentleman 
says  it  is  included,  but  I  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  State  have 
sat  on  the  Appropriations  Committee 
for  so  long,  and  when  we  see  these 
costs  up  front,  and  then  suddenly  they 
are  included,  when  I  see  a  cost  of  sav- 
ings of  only  $10,000,  I  see  how  easy 
and  fast  that  can  dissipate,  and  I  be- 
lieve that,  first,  let  us  see  where  we  are 
going  with  the  M-1  tank,  how  many 
engines  we  will  need.  The  present  con- 
tractor has  the  capability  of  surging 
up,  if  necessary,  in  the  next  1  or  2 
years.  If  we  finally  see  that  we  are 
going  to  go  ahead  until  1990.  2000,  I 
heard  2011— and  I  do  not  believe  the 
M-1  tank  will  be  around  that  long;  we 
can  never  afford  to  run  it  that  long- 
so  I  would  say  at  this  point  in  time 
that,  again,  whether  it  is  included  in 
the  cost,  it  would  have  to  be  start-up 
money,  which  I  believe  at  this  time  is 
not  needed  and  the  amendment 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  (Mr.  McKinney). 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
13  years,  although  not  a  member  of 
this  committee,  I  have  spoken  about 
dual  sourcing,  not  only  for  purposes  of 
national  defense,  but  for  purposes  of 
cost.  But  in  fairness— and  I  will  not 
call  the  gentleman's  amendment 
phony— in  fairness,  you  do  not  dual 
source  when  in  fact  all  of  the  work,  all 
of  the  problems  and  all  of  the  organi- 
zation for  a  most  radical  change  in  a 
weapon  system  that  we  have  seen  in 
many  years,  as  radical  as  changing 
from  the  reciprocating  engine  prop 
plane  to  the  jet  plane  that  we  know 
today,  when  such  a  radical  change  is 
made  and  one  company  is  willing  to 
work  as  hard  as  it  has  worked  and  go 
through  what  it  has  gone  through, 
you  do  not,  in  the  middle  of  the 
stream,  turn  around  and  say,  "Divide 
it  up." 

I  am  not  going  to  hide  any  secrets; 
12.700  constituents  of  the  Third  Dis- 
trict,   the    Fourth    District,    and    the 


Fifth  District  of  Connecticut  work  on 
this  project.  I  have  worked  with  both 
management  and  with  the  labor  mem- 
bers on  this  operation.  I  have  seen  the 
overtime  and  the  problems.  I  have 
seen  the  Army  interference.  I  have 
seen  the  problems  with  the  Chrysler 
Corp.  when  Chyrsler  originally  had 
the  tank  contract,  and  we  have  been 
through  it  all. 

I  think,  quite  frankly,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  we  should  in  fact  have  com- 
petition for  dual  sourcing  of  every  new 
weapon  system.  But  when  a  company 
has  gone  out  and  lost  the  time  and  the 
effort,  and  when  you  see  the  problems 
they  have  gone  through,  many  of 
them  not  their  problems  with  the 
engine,  but  problems  of  basic  design, 
dirt  intake  into  the  jet  engine,  a 
design  failure  with  a  filter  system, 
overheating,  a  design  failure  with  the 
venting  system,  nothing  to  do  with,  in 
fact,  the  engine  itself  which  now  has 
less  than  a  1-percent  failure  ratio.  I 
find  it  very  difficult  to  stand  here  and 
say  that  we  must  double  source  the 
engine  after  all  of  this  work  and  all  of 
this  trouble  and  all  of  this  expense 
when  in  fact  the  tank's  transmission  is 
sole  sourced,  the  tank's  hull  is  sole 
sourced,  the  tank's  turret  is  sole 
sourced,  and  you  could  go  right  on. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
applaud  the  gentleman  on  making  the 
comment  that,  one,  we  are  just  over 
the  curve  of  having  succeeded  in  deal- 
ing with  the  problems  and  that  the 
limited  number  of  production  units  for 
two  companies  would  end  up  driving 
up  costs.  In  the  final  analysis,  with 
startup  time  and  the  cost  of  new  pro- 
duction facilities,  we  would  be  creating 
higher  program  costs  and  new  produc- 
tion problems. 
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Mr.  McKINNEY.  Let  me  emphasize 
what  the  gentleman  is  saying  exactly. 

No.  1,  it  would  be  a  retooling  of  an- 
other installation  which  would  have  to 
reflect  in  the  cost  profile  on  the 
engine. 

No.  2,  it  would  be  a  secondary  group 
of  Army  supervisors,  and  I  believe  that 
is  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of 
30  or  40,  and  they  do  get  paid.  They 
work  for  the  U.S.  Government. 

But  really  are  we  not  talking  about 
something  far  more  serious?  AVCO 
Lycoming  won  this  contract  fair  and 
square.  If,  in  fact,  the  United  States  is 
to  turn  around  and  abrogate  the  con- 
tract and  say,  'We  are  going  to  give 
away  what  you  have  worked  for  and 
what  you  have  finally  produced.  You 
have  finally  come  to  the  rate  the 
Anny  wanted  of  being  able  to  surge  to 
150  a  month  if  necessary.  You  have 
brought  the  failure  rate  down  to  less 


than  1  percent.  The  induction  system 
has  been  solved." 

I  want  to  tell  my  colleagues  some- 
thing. Local  1010,  which  is  a  union 
that  is  part  of  the  United  Auto  Work- 
ers, their  workers  have  voluntarily 
worked  without  pay  when  this  project 
first  started  to  get  into  trouble  be- 
cause of  the  novel  conception  of  the 
engine  and  answers  had  to  be  found. 
They  have  stayed  in  the  plant,  worked 
with  management,  worked  with  the 
Army,  worked  with  the  Chrysler 
Corp.,  to  try  and  solve  these  problems. 
AVCO  has  gone  to  extraordinary  ex- 
pense in  changing  their  machine  tools 
to  the  highest  computer  technology. 

All  of  this  has  been  done  to  make 
this  thing  work,  and  it  works.  Now  we 
are  going  to  come  along  and  we  are 
going  to  say.  "We  are  going  to  abro- 
gate this  contract,  fellows.  We  are 
going  to  split  it  out." 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  The  gentleman  has 
had  great  deal  of  time.  There  are 
12,000  people  who  earn  their  living  on 
this  project  in  my  district,  so  I  really 
do  not  want  to  yield  at  the  moment. 
Those  people  do  a  superlative  job, 
they  have  covered  their  contract. 

Then  we  are  going  to  move  on  a 
little  further  and  look  at  another  part 
of  it. 

I  hear,  "Oh,  well,  dual  sourcing  will 
make  it  less  susceptible  to  sabotage." 
Well,  why  not  dual-source  the  whole 
tank? 

Then  we  move  along  to  the  fact  that 
dual  sourcing  would  make  it  less  sus- 
ceptible to  union  problems,  when  this 
fine  union  has  said  and  proved  that 
they  will  cooperate  in  every  way  on 
this  project,  which  is  in  the  national 
good. 

Local  1010  UAW,  management,  and 
all  concerned  have  been  responsible, 
hardworking  and  achieved  success. 
They  have  earned  this  contract  and  we 
have  the  duty  to  support  them. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  (Mr.  Hillis). 

Mr.  HILLIS.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too,  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  the  amendment.  I  do  not 
want  to  repeat  the  arguments  made  by 
my  colleague  who  just  preceded  me 
here  in  the  well,  but  I  agree  with  very 
strongly  in  the  things  he  had  to  say. 

It  seems  to  me  what  we  are  trying  to 
do  here,  really,  is  change  horses  in  the 
middle  of  the  stream;  in  fact,  we  are 
almost  all  the  way  across  the  river 
when  you  get  right  down  to  it. 

We  have  proceeded  in  this  contract 
already  to  the  point  that  not  only  has 
it  gone  through  the  R&D  and  the  de- 
velopment and  is  finished  and  the  pro- 
duction is  on  line;  in  fact,  it  is  so  well 
on  line  that  AVCO  Lycoming  is  up  to, 
by   the   time   a  second   source   could 


produce,  up  to  a  maximum  rate  of  30 
per  month  and  they  will  have  deliv- 
ered 4,000  engines  for  only  a  total  of 
7.058  tanks  that  will  be  procured,  and 
it  is  the  remaining  3,058  engines  for 
the  tanks  that  would  be  divided  be- 
tween the  2  contractors. 

It  is  unclear  what  savings  could  be 
realized  when  one  realizes  it  will  take 
about  $150  million  to  $200  million  to 
get  set  up  to  build  those  3,000  engines. 
I  think  it  is  false  economy. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Science  and 
Technology,  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida (Mr.  FuQUA). 

Mr.  FUQUA.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  but 
in  addition  to  serving  as  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Science  and  Tech- 
nology, I  serve  on  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  and  on  the 
Subcommittee  on  Legislation  and  Na- 
tional Security  we  review  Pentagon 
procurement  practices. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Texas  has  al- 
ready stated  in  this  well,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  full  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Operations,  and  of 
that  subcommittee,  one  of  the  things 
that  we  have  repeatedly  tried  to  insist 
on  which  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  other  procurement  of  the  Govern- 
ment is  that  there  be  competition. 

The  Inspector  General  idea,  which 
originated  in  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Operations,  has  just  released 
a  rather  alarming  report  about  some 
of  the  procurement  praictices  of  the 
Department  of  Defense.  While  it  is  not 
related  to  this,  and  not  to  discuss  who 
shot  John  and  who  did  what  about 
this,  I  am  somewhat  alarmed  to  see  in 
the  bill  in  section  107  a  flat  prohibi- 
tion on  any  second  sourcing. 

Now,  what  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  is  attempting  to  do  in  his 
amendment,  and  it  does  not  mandate 
that  there  be  a  second  source,  it  does 
not  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
to  second  source,  or  even  whom  it 
might  be  with,  but  it  does  say  that  if  it 
is  judged  to  be  affordable  and  cost 
competitive.  If  we  want  to  try  to 
reduce  the  defense  expenditures  and 
msOie  them  more  competitive,  why  can 
we  not  let  the  Army  come  back,  and 
they  must  notify  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees of  the  Congress,  namely,  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  as  well 
as  the  Defense  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee, that  they  have  judged  this 
to  be  affordable  and  cost  competitive. 
I  think  that  is  only  fair  play.  I  think 
it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  Government, 
not  the  problems  that  we  have  had 
with  the  engine.  I  think  they  have 
been  generally  corrected  by  the  com- 
pany that  currently  has  the  contract. 

Let  me  point  out  one  other  thing: 
Not  one  person  or  one  dime  of  this 
money  will  be  spent  in  my  district.  I 


stand  here  as  someone  who  is  very  in- 
terested and  concerned  about  the 
large  defense  budget  that  we  have, 
and  I  have  supported  that.  I  think  my 
record  is  clear.  But  I  also  am  con- 
cerned about  the  procurement  policies 
particularly,  when  this  Congress  com- 
plains about  the  high  defense  budget 
and  yet  we  put  language  like  we  have 
in  the  bill  that  says  that  you  carmot 
have  second  sourcing  or  competitive 
contracts. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  think 
about  that,  because  that  is  why  I  am 
supporting  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment, because  I  think  with  the  lan- 
guage that  he  has,  not  mandatory,  but 
it  says  affordable  and  cost  competitive, 
and  they  must  come  back  to  the  Con- 
gress and  say  that  they  have  judged  it 
to  be  that  way,  I  think  that  is  the 
least  we  can  do,  as  someone  who  is 
concerned  about  this  budget  and 
trying  to  bring  about  cost  control  of 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FUQUA.  I  will  be  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  author  of  the  amendment. 
Mr.  DICKS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  statement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  is  a 
man  of  great  experience  in  this  body.  I 
think  he  understands  fully  and  appre- 
ciates what  competition  does.  The 
reason  the  Army  sought  a  second 
source  is  because  the  company  was  not 
producing  very  good  engines  and  the 
Army  thought  it  could  save  some 
money. 

Now  we  get  the  bids  back,  and  it  is 
estimated  by  the  Army,  based  on  a 
firm,  fixed-price  bid  by  one  of  the 
three  competitors,  with  second  sourc- 
ing, with  the  facilitation  that  goes  into 
it,  we  will  save  the  American  taxpay- 
ers $67  million  between  now  and  1990. 
That  is  substantial.  It  helps  give  us 
increased  surge  capability,  and  I  think 
it  brings  in  competition,  which  is  the 
lifeblood  of  this  country,  and  that  is 
why  I  offered  the  amendment.  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  support. 

Mr.  DICKINSON*.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Permsylvania  (Mr.  Gekas). 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  who 
preceded  me,  who  knows  more  about 
this  business  than  I  do,  have  eloquent- 
ly given  the  reasons  for  opposing  this 
amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  that  has 
been  offered  by  the  proponent  of  the 
amendments  goes  to  cost  effectiveness, 
and  in  the  name  of  competition,  the 
sponsor  and  his  supporters  say  we 
ought  to  adopt  the  amendment.  Com- 
petition, that  has  been  proved  time 
and  time  again,  alone  does  not  guaran- 
tee compatibility,  does  not  guarantee 
good  performance,  does  not  guarantee 
the  fitness  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  was  intended. 
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So  let  us  not  relegate  the  entire  ar- 
gimient  to  the  safeguards  that  are 
built  into  the  amendment  calling  for 
cost  effectiveness  would  guarantee  a 
better  product. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  will  yield  in  just  a 
moment. 

What  I  am  concerned  about  is  that  if 
we  should  produce  a  second  source,  let 
us  say  for  the  tank  situation  and  in 
Europe  where  we  would  have  a  line  of 
tanks  already  on  line,  what  would 
happen  if  we  have  a  second  source? 
Then  are  we  going  to  have  two  lines  of 
component  problems  trailing  one  an- 
other? 
Mr.  DICKS.  No,  no. 
Mr.  GEKAS.  With  this  type  of 
engine,  that  is  a  possibility,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  DICKS.  No,  No.  If  the  gentle- 
man will  yield,  the  company  that 
builds  this  would  be  building  the  same 
exact  engine.  We  would  have  the  same 
spare  parts  and  use  the  same  technical 
data  package. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  That  is  begging  the 
question.  The  question  is.  will  they  be 
building  the  same  engine?  The  tooling 
for  a  second  source  cannot  absolutely 
duplicate  the  tooling  for  the  first. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
what  we  can  always  prove  is  that 
where  we  have  a  lack  of  competition, 
what  we  have  seen  in  the  past  is  that 
we  do  not  get  the  management  atten- 
tion, we  get  products  that  are  not  as 
good,  and  we  have  defects  as  we  had  in 
this  situation. 

The  president  of  the  company  said 
the  reason  the  Army  went  "OTlt  and 
looked  for  a  second  source  was  because 
the  products  that  were  produced  were 
"crappy."  This  is  the  president  of  the 
company.  So  the  Army  said,  "We  are 
getting  a  lousy  product.  Let's  enter 
into  some  competition." 

Mr.  GEKAS.  And  possibly  we  could 
get  another  inferior  product. 

Mr.  DICKS.  And  then  they  said, 
"We  can  save  $67  million." 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Permsyl- 
vania (Mr.  Gekas)  has  expired. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Stratton). 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wonder  if  the  Chair  could  advise  me  as 
to  how  much  time  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Dicks)  has  remain- 
ing, how  much  time  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Dickinson)  has  re- 
maining, and  "how  much  time  I  have 
remaining? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Strat- 
ton) has   13  minutes  remaining,  the 
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gentleman  from  Washington  <Mr. 
Dicks)  has  9  minutes  remaining,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Dickinson)  has  7  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  thank  the  Chair, 
and  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  from  Maryland 
(Mrs.  Byron). 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Dicks  amendment. 

I  believe  very  strongly  in  second 
sourcing.  I  believe  very  strongly  in 
keeping  two  lines  open  on  major  sys- 
tems. I  think  this  is  important  for  our 
national  defense,  and  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant for  our  industrial  base,  but— 
and  this  is  a  very  important  "but"— it 
is  important  at  the  right  time,  at  the 
right  place,  and  in  the  right  period  of 
development. 

This  is  not  the  right  time  nor  is  it 
the  right  place,  and.  most  importantly, 
it  is  not  the  right  period  in  develop- 
ment. It  is  not  after  complete  develop- 
ment is  finished,  after  we  are  3  years 
into  production,  that  we  should  begin 
to  look  for  a  second  source. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  felt 
very  strongly,  from  the  language  of 
the  bill,  that  now  is  not  the  time  for  a 
second  source.  That  time  has  long 
passed. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BYRON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  just  like  to  say  that  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  (Mrs.  Byron) 
has  just  made  the  speech  I  intended  to 
make,  so  I  will  simply  say  that  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  her  remarks. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Dickinson). 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Badham). 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  say  just  very  briefly  to 
the  Members  of  this  House  that  the 
issue  here  is  the  fact  that  one  general 
has  captured  the  Imagination  of  a  few 
Members  and  wants  to  second-source 
one  piece  of  equipment  for  our  armed 
services,  the  competition  for  which  al- 
ready was  held  back  at  the  beginning, 
before  they  awarded  the  contract. 

Now  that  the  program  is  two-thirds 
over,  another  company  wants  to  come 
along  with  a  second  source,  not  for  the 
turret,  not  for  the  tank,  not  for  the 
treads,  not  for  the  carburetor,  and  not 
for  the  transmission,  but  just  for  the 
engine,  which  is  working  fine  now  and 
doing  a  great  job. 

It  is  the  Army  that  should  be  called 
to  task  for  this.  We  have  a  contract, 
we  have  an  engine  that  is  working,  and 
we  are  not  sole-sourcing  anything  else. 
Not  only  that  the  second  source  would 
be  able  to  use  all  of  the  development, 
the  "Tech  Data"  package,  and  even 


buy  parts  and  forgings  at  cost  from 
the  developing  contractor— no  wonder 
they  want  to  cut  the  cost. 

Let  us  get  on  with  production. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Stratton). 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  (Mr.  RATCHfORD). 

Mr.  RATCHFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
say  to  the  Members— and  I  would  also 
like  to  speak,  given  the  time  of  day,  to 
those  who  are  back  in  their  offices— 
that  this  is  the  proverbial  case  of  a 
hand  grenade  being  thrown  in  an  open 
window,  and  the  "open  window"  in 
this  particular  case  leads  to  the  State 
of  Connecticut.  So  I  say  to  the  Mem- 
bers, "Don't  think  it  couldn't  be  you, 
and  don't  think  it  couldn't  be  your 
State." 

What  we  are  talking  about  will  have 
a  devastating  effect,  and  it  has  about 
as  much  sense  as  backing  the  ap- 
proach that  I  talked  about,  namely, 
the  hand  grenade  thrown  in  an  open 
window. 

This  is  not  a  new  project,  this  is  not 
theoretical,  this  is  not  something  phil- 
osophical. This  is  a  project  that  went 
on  line  in  1979.  We  have  gone  through 
1979.  1980.  1981.  and  1982.  and  now  we 
are  into  1983. 

Second,  there  is  talk  as  if  there  were 
no  competition.  That  competition  was 
held  and  it  was  held  fairly.  That  com- 
petition took  place  in  1979,  and  Avco 
won  that  competition. 

Then  we  have  the  reference  to  prob- 
lems. We  have  heard  the  very  frank 
comments  from  one  of  the  officers  of 
the  corporation,  and  I  do  not  think  we 
should  punish  a  corporation  that  is 
being  frank  about  its  past.  I  think  we 
ought  to  say  to  that  corporation.  "Hal- 
lelujah! You  are  being  honest." 

They  have  overcome  those  problems. 
They  have  brought  the  costs  down 
below  the  estimates;  they  have 
brought  the  time  down  below  the 
original  estimates;  they  are  on  line, 
and  they  are  below  cost.  They  have 
met  the  problenis. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  say  to  the  Members 
we  should  not  play  Russian  roulette 
with  a  program  that  is  on  line  and 
that  has  been  working  since  1979.  This 
could  be  the  district  of  any  Member.  It 
deserves  our  support,  and  we  ought  to 
vote  overwhelmingly  against  this  dev- 
astating amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Dicks). 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Latta). 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot 
recall  the  last  time  that  I  stood  in  this 
well  to  oppose  a  position  of  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Sam  Stratton)  or  a  position  of 
my  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama,  (Mr.  Dickinson)  but  now  I 


find  myself  in  opposition  to  their  posi- 
tion because  I  think  they  are  absolute- 
ly wrong. 

I  happen  to  be  for  saving  a  buck,  and 
I  also  happen  to  be  for  a  strong  na- 
tional defense.  I  do  not  think  anyone 
in  this  House  can  say  that  I  do  not 
stand  for  these  positions  and  I  vote  ac- 
cordingly. 

How  in  the  name  of  sense  they  ever 
wrote  into  this  legislation  a  section  107 
which  states  "The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  may  not  make  a  contract  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  second 
source  for  production  of  the  engine  for 
the  M-1  tank"  is  something  I  cannot 
understand.  Now,  how  that  provision 
ever  got  into  this  legislation  is  more 
than  I  know,  and  I  am  not  going  to 
yield  for  the  answer  to  the  question 
yet. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  will  yield  in  a 
moment.  If  the  gentleman  would  get 
me  some  time,  I  would  be  glad  to  yield 
to  my  friend. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  to  my 
friend  and  to  all  of  these  gentlemen 
who  stand  for  a  strong  national  de- 
fense—and they  are  all  my  friends— let 
us  look  at  the  record  of  the  engine  of 
the  M-1  tank.  We  have  heard  its 
record  in  the  Budget  Committee,  we 
have  heard  it  on  the  floor,  and  we 
have  read  it  in  the  newspapers  across 
this  land.  It  has  been  a  laughing  stock, 
but  still  they  insert  a  provision  in  this 
legislation  prohibiting  the  Army  from 
securing  a  second  source.  I  cannot 
quite  understand  it.  I  cannot  compre- 
hend it. 

During  the  10-month  period  between 
August  1982  and  May  1983.  this  com- 
pany delivered  530  supposedly  com- 
plete and  tested  AGT-1500  engines  to 
the  two  M-1  assembly  plants  at  Lima, 
Ohio,  right  next  to  my  district  and  em- 
ploying people  from  my  district  and 
Detroit.  Mich.;  26  percent  of  these  en- 
gines were  found  to  be  faulty  and 
could  not  be  approved  for  use. 

Now.  what  are  we  doing?  Why  are 
Members  parading  themselves  down 
here  and  saying,  "Because  they  make 
this  engine  or  some  parts  in  their  back 
yard;  we  ought  to  be  for  continuing 
this  kind  of  a  production  record"? 
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The  same  individuals  who  stand  for 
a  strong  national  defense,  as  I  do,  are 
somehow  advocating  that  we  should 
not  do  as  the  Army  itself  is  requesting, 
after  all  these  years  of  failures,  and 
seek  a  second  engine  production 
source. 

We  have  heard  here  today  that  we 
should  not  change  horses  in  the 
middle  of  the  stream.  Well,  look  at  the 
language  of  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. Read  it.  Does  it  say  that?  No.  it 
does  not  say  that.  It  says  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  may  not  make  a 


contract  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
ing a  second  source  for  the  production 
of  the  engine  of  the  M-1  tank  unless 
or  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
provides  certification  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  and  the  Appro- 
priations Committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Matsoi).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  the 
gentleman  1  additional  minute.  He  is 
doing  very  well. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

That  a  second  source  for  the  produc- 
tion of  the  engine  for  the  M-1  tank  is 
judged  affordable  and  cost  competitive 
with  existing  contracts  and  that  such 
action  is  required  in  the  interest  of— 
what?  National  defense.  Nobody  has 
stood  for  a  stronger  national  defense 
than  the  gentleman  standing  now 
asking  for  time.  However,  he  is  sup- 
porting the  amendment  that  his  com- 
mittee wrote  into  the  bill. 

We  need  second  sources.  Every  time 
you  pick  up  the  paper  nowadays,  they 
are  reporting  about  this  piece  being 
overpriced  and  that  piece  being  over- 
priced and  the  Defense  Department 
being  condemned  across  the  country. 
In  this  amendment  we  are  attempting 
to  get  more  for  our  buck  for  national 
defense  and  it  is  being  opposed  by  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  itself. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  for  reasons  un- 
known to  me,  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  is  leading  the  charge  to 
keep  this  provision  in  the  law.  How  ri- 
diculous, how  ridiculous. 

I  do  not  have  the  time,  I  would  like 
to  read  what  the  Army  says.  They 
want  this  second  source.  YcrU  know  it 
and  I  know  it  and  they  sent  out  a 
letter  to  that  effect  to  the  gentleman 
who  has  offered  the  amendment.  I 
would  like  to  have  the  time,  but  in  the 
1  minute  I  cannot  read  the  letter;  but 
the  Army  wants  it. 

What  is  the  reason  for  turning  down 
the  gentleman's  amendment? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Campbell). 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
take  the  well  in  opposition  to  the 
Dicks  amendment. 

I  think  there  are  several  points  that 
we  need  to  look  at  after  the  speech  of 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

First.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
question  that  it  is  going  to  cost  more 
money,  notwithstanding  a  recent 
letter. 

I  am  not  going  to  yield  right  now.  I 
am  going  to  cite  some  facts  that  we 
have  to  deal  with. 

One  is  that  we  did  go  through  a 
period  after  design  with  problems,  and 
any  new  company  that  retools  is  going 
to  have  a  design  loss  built  in.  That  has 
got  to  be  counted  as  a  loss  factor. 

We  have  already  counted  in  the 
lowest  company  who  made  a  new  bid 


of  over  $30  million  startup  costs.  We 
have  to  count  that  in,  so  we  are  talk- 
ing about  additional  costs  to  create  a 
second  source. 

Second,  we  are  not  talking  about 
competition.  We  are  talking  about 
guaranteeing  the  source  that  is  there, 
so  many  engines  and  guaranteeing  the 
new  source  so  many  more  new  engines. 
That  is  not  competition. 

Third,  we  are  negating  a  competitive 
bid  and  an  agreement,  because  to 
begin  with,  the  bid  was  sought  and 
won  and.  with  the  understanding  from 
the  Army  of  an  expanded  surge  capac- 
ity, an  additional  investment  was  made 
at  the  inducement  of  the  Army  to  in- 
crease that  capacity  in  the  building  of 
a  new  parts  plant,  which  by  the  way  is 
equivalent  to  37  tank  engines  if  you 
pull  aU  of  your  tooling  over,  which 
creates  part  of  the  additional  surge  ca- 
pability. 

Fourth,  you  do  not  have  the  tanks  to 
put  them  in.  You  are  building  engines 
now  faster  than  you  are  building 
tanks.  Why  in  the  name  of  goodness 
do  you  want  to  go  out  and  get  a  capac- 
ity to  build  at  500,  when  you  cannot 
build  more  than  70  tanks?  Answer 
that. 

We  have  an  ability  to  reach  a  hun- 
dred percent  reserve  capacity  on  en- 
gines today.  The  fact  is,  this  is  an 
effort  to  divide  some  business  that  was 
sought  and  won  by  the  competitive 
process.  Now,  after  the  design  bugs 
have  been  worked  out,  some  want  to 
take  part  of  the  business  and  put  it 
somewhere  else.  It  is  not  competition. 
It  is  a  farce. 

I  urge  you  to  absolutely  oppose  this 
amendment. 

I  believe  with  all  my  heart  that  this 
amendment,  if  we  pass  it,  is  not  only 
going  to  diminish  our  general  abilities, 
but  it  is  going  to  cost  a  tremendous 
amount  of  money. 

I  would  say  flatly  it  is  going  to  cost 
between  $100  and  $200  million  based 
on  the  figures. 

Finally,  let  me  quote  from  this  letter 
that  we  have  heard  so  much  about; 
and  I  am  real  interested  in  quoting  it 
and  comparing  it  with  some  other 
things.  Let  us  read  some  of  it. 

In  the  letter,  they  talk  about  a  500 
capacity  in  wartime.  Are  we  going  to 
build  for  wartime  today?  Are  we  going 
to  be  building  liberty  ships  and  every- 
thing else  for  wartime. 

Let  us  go  on  a  little  bit  further. 
They  also  admit  in  there  that  they 
cannot  build  those  engines  somewhere 
else.  They  have  to  build  the  recupera- 
tor line,  and  AVCO  is  the  one  excep- 
tion. 

Oh.  they  have  got  to  have  to  facili- 
tize  that,  because  they  are  going  to 
have  to  use  those  parts  to  put  in  some- 
body else's  engines!  They  cannot  even 
build  them!  That  is  10  percent  of  the 
engine  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Let  me  go  just  a  little  bit  further  on 
this.  Yes,  there  were  some  contracted- 


out   sources.    Yes,    there   were   some 
problems. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  has  expired. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
I  have  2  minutes  left.  I  yield  them 
both  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Chariman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Let  me  point  out  once  again  that 
AVCO  delivered  85  engines;  69  is  what 
you  are  talking  about  that  is  required. 
We  talked  about  defects.They  were 
above  the  69;  only  2  had  major  defects; 
2— that  out  of  the  letter  that  the  gen- 
tleman read  from  Under  Secretary 
Ambrose— 2.  that  means  83  that  were 
capable  of  being  used,  with  only  a 
minor  repair  on  6  engines. 

Now,  let  me  pull  a  whole  8  out  of 
that  85.  The  way  I  figure  my  mathe- 
matics, that  brings  it  to  77.  That  is 
eight  engines  above  the  requirement, 
which  means  the  100  percent  perfectly 
met  the  requirement. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  that  is  one  of  the 
benefits  of  competition. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  No.  I  think  we  can 
look  to  it,  because  they  go  on  and  say, 
that  is  a  defect— I  am  going  to  finish 
this  one  thing  and  then  I  will  yield. 

The  letter  states  the  defects  have  de- 
clined. The  defect  rate  has  declined. 
This  is  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Am- 
brose. The  defect  rate  is  decreasing. 
The  capacity  is  increasing  and  we  have 
reached  full  delivery  point  in  this. 

They  go  on  and  call  for  a  second 
source  strictly  for  their  surge  capabil- 
ity. I  think  that  is  the  key  point  that 
we  need  to  look  at  here  today. 

Certainly.  I  will  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  has  expired. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Mavroules). 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Let  me  also  say,  as  my  dear  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  stated 
before,  that  none  of  this  engine  or  its 
parts  or  its  engine  or  the  tank  or 
whatever  is  built  in  my  district;  so 
therefore,  I  have  no  parochial  view. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  de- 
serves some  answers  to  his  question 
and  I  am  going  to  attempt  to  do  that. 
The  gentleman  asked  why  does  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  resist  this 
kind  of  initiative  on  the  part  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington.  One  of 
the  reasons  is  that  we  have  already  lis- 
tened to  this  time  in  and  time  out 
before  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
and  we  have  taken  testimony  after  tes- 
timony; but  let  me  enlighten  the  gen- 
tleman if  I  may. 
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The  gentleman  did  state  correctly  on 
the  engine  numbers,  but  I  think  incor- 
rectly the  gentlman  tried  to  blame  the 
entire  fault  on  the  engine.  That  is  not 
the  case  at  all.  The  problem  is,  most  of 
the  problems  are  with  the  hull. 

If  I  remember  correctly,  those  are 
made  in  the  State  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  and  not  in  Connecticut  or 
any  part  of  the  engine.  That  is  item 
No.  1.  I  think  it  is  very  important  that 
we  pay  attention  to  that.  That  is  not 
the  engine. 

Second,  where  is  the  Army  coming 
from?  The  gentleman  quoted  from  the 
Army,  my  dear  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  quotes  from  the 
Army.  Let  me  quote  from  the  Army 
also. 

They  said  to  us  that  the  capacity  in 
total  numbers  would  be  10.000.  and 
suddenly  they  go  off  to  a  second 
source  and  they  come  up  with  a  figure 
of  13.162. 

The  company  which  came  in  lowest 
in  the  competition  had  an  opportunity 
in  1979  to  compete  with  this  engine. 
Where  was  this  company  in  1979? 
They  were  hiding. 

In  the  meantime,  the  company  that 
has  the  business  today  has  invested 
$172  million  of  their  own  funds,  and 
they  are  not  in  Massachusetts,  before 
they  made  one  penny  of  profit  in  April 
or  March  of  1983. 

Along  with  the  technical  aspects  of 
this  initiative,  there  is  a  degree  of  fair- 
ness to  the  people  we  deal  with  in  this 
country.  I  think  we  owe  that  much  to 
the  people  we  deal  with. 
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Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Tennes^e  (Mr.  Boner). 

Mr.  BONER  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
Dicks  amendment.  As  mentioned  in 
debate  earlier,  the  House  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  has  completed  a  thor- 
ough analysis  of  this  issue  and  has 
carefully  reviewed  the  performance  of 
the  engine  manufacturer,  AVCO. 

Significant  improvements  in  both 
delivery  and  quality  of  the  engines 
have  been  achieved.  The  obvious  goal 
would  be  to  deliver  all  engines  with 
"zero  defects."  This  is  an  admirable 
goal  but.  realistically  speaking,  this  is 
a  goal  that  is  not  being  reached  now, 
or  is  it  likely  to  ever  be  reached.  Ma- 
chines are  not  flawless— particularly  a 
highly  sophisticated  and  precision 
piece  of  machinery  such  as  a  turbine 
engine  with  more  than  1,800  compo- 
nent parts.  While  a  gas  turbine  engine 
is  the  most  reliable  of  all  engines,  it 
also  can  be  temperamental  at  times. 
As  my  colleagues  know,  there  were  a 
couple  of  problems  in  a  recent  batch 
of  engines  that  AVCO  delivered  to  the 
Army.  I  did  some  checking  and  found 
that  three  of  the  engines  were  re- 
turned to  AVCO  because  metal  chips 
were  found  in  the  oil  during  a  routine 


oil  analysis.  After  flushing  their  lubri- 
cation systems,  each  engine  was  tested 
again,  and  no  chips  were  found.  Oil 
contamination  was  not  engine  caused, 
but  rather  a  system  problem.  By  that, 
I  mean  that  when  they  mated  the 
engine  with  the  tank  and  other  engine 
accessories,  the  contamination  prob- 
lem surfaced. 

They  also  had  a  couple  of  "smok- 
ers." These  are  engines  that  give  off 
black  smoke.  An  off-the-shelf  rubber 
seal  was  found  to  be  the  culprit  on  one 
engine.  Another  engine  had  a  small 
hairline  crack  in  the  engine  housing 
that  escaped  a  random  X-ray  screen- 
ing process,  thus  allowing  the  smoke 
to  be  emitted. 

These  problems  suggest  a  message. 
E3ngine  parts  are  tested,  the  engine 
itself  is  tested  before  it  leaves  AVCO. 
It  is  tested  again  at  the  tank  assembly 
plant  and  each  tank  is  then  tested 
after  it  is  assembled.  The  obvious  pur- 
pose is  to  find  problems  before  the 
tanks  are  field  tested  by  our  soldiers. 
This  is  the  clear  intent  to  quality  con- 
trol and  systems  testing. 

Now  AVCO  is  producing  quality  en- 
gines for  the  M-1  tank.  Throughout 
production,  the  engine  price  has  re- 
mained at  or  below  the  contract  ceil- 
ing and  has  been  proven  to  be  a  high 
quality  engine  in  the  field.  The  few 
problems  which  I  have  already  de- 
scribed are  not  the  result  in  basic  pro- 
duction flaws  or  the  lack  of  quality  as- 
surance. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  the 
Dicks  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Stratton)  has  7 
minutes  remaining,  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks)  has  5 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Dickinson)  has  2 
minutes  remaining. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Stratton). 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  (Mr.  Morrison). 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  a  theoretical 
debate,  yet  much  of  what  we  keep 
hearing  is  a  theoretical  debate  about 
competition  and  second  sourcing.  That 
is  not  it  at  all. 

This  is  a  very  specific  project  and 
very  specific  evidence  about  this 
project  has  been  brought  forward. 

I  think  everyone  in  this  House  is  in 
favor  of  competition  and  second  sourc- 
ing if  it  can  produce  a  quality  product 
for  the  Defense  Department,  if  it  can 
produce  what  we  need  at  a  lower  cost. 
But  thio  is  hardly  the  time,  many 
years  into  this  project,  when  produc- 
tion delays  and  production  problems 
have  been  worked  out  by  one  contrac- 
tor, to  try  our  luck  with  a  second  con- 
tractor. 

It  is  easy  to  talk  in  theory  about 
saved  costs  and  about  how  theoretical- 
ly this  new  source  of  engines  will  not 


have  the  problems  that  the  first  con- 
tractor had  in  getting  up  to  speed.  I 
think  all  of  us  can  understand  that 
that  is  unlikely.  We  are  likely  to  have 
the  same  probleqos  and  those  problems 
will  become  idmiediately  serious. 
Right  now,  we  have  a  situation  In 
which  the  contractor  is  meeting  and 
even  exceeding  its  quotas.  Second 
sourcing  will  bring  us  back  to  the  days 
of  engines  that  do  not  comply,  engines 
that  are  not  without  defects  because  a 
new  production  source  will  have  the 
same  kinds  of  problems  as  the  current 
contractor  once  experienced,  but  has 
now  resolved. 

Theory  about  saving  money  is  not 
what  this  debate  ought  to  be  about. 
Producing  effective  defense  equipment 
is  what  we  are  talking  about  and  what 
we  are  voting  on. 

The  committee  has  looked  carefully 
at  the  evidence.  The  committee's  ap- 
proach is  the  appropriate  way  to  get 
on  with  the  business  of  building  these 
engines  in  the  numbers  and  with  the 
quality  that  is  required  for  our  de- 
fense needs. 

I  urge  the  House  to  vote  down  this 
amendment. 

•  Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
raw  material,  semifinished  parts,  fin- 
ished components  and  subassemblies 
which  make  up  75  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  AGT-1500  engine  are  purchased 
by  AVCO.  Three  years  ago.  AVCO  ini- 
tiated an  off-load  program  to  augment 
the  Initial  complement  of  vendors  the 
company  already  had.  What  they  did 
was  obtain  other  sources  for  many  of 
the  parts  they  were  already  making. 
Already,  many  suppliers  in  many 
States  contribute  to  the  AGT-1500 
engine.  Many  of  these  suppliers  make 
the  same  parts  as  other  companies  do, 
which  increases  the  industrial  base. 
However,  there  are  some  tank  compo- 
nents obtained  from  a  sole  source; 
here  is  where  the  real  bottleneck  could 
occur. 

VULNERABILITY  FALLACY 

Although  a  valid  concern,  the  Army 
is  addressing  this  concern  at  the 
wrong  level; 

A  number  of  lower-tier  vendors  are 
sole  source  both  to  AVCO  and  to  any 
potential  second  source  engine  manu- 
facturer. An  example  would  be  the 
Bendlx  fuel  control. 

In  several  instances,  a  single  source 
is  supplying  all  of  the  gas  turbine  in- 
dustry. Examples  are  bearings,  high 
temperature  materials,  precision  cjist- 
ings.  and  so  forth. 

It  is  to  these  critical  parts  that  the 
Army's  concern  should  be  directed. 

If  the  engine  is  a  concern  in  this 
regard,  then  the  transmission  should 
be  an  equal  if  not  greater  Army  con- 
cern. Detroit  Diesel-Allison  is  the  only 
American  manufacturer  of  heavy 
duty,  higher  horsepower  vehicular 
transmissions. 


We  could  theoretically  have  a  dozen 
sources  of  the  engine,  yet  be  missing  a 
sole  source  part  such  as  a  transmission 
or  other  critical  component,  and  the 
tank  would  be  rendered  useless.  If  this 
is  the  issue,  let  us  address  it  at  the 
proper  point.  Let  us  not  blindly  con- 
tract with  a  second  engine  company 
and  smugly  think  that  we  have  solved 
this  threat  of  sabotage.* 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2,  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 
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QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  One 
hundred  Members  have  appeared.  A 
quorum  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  is  present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2, 
rule  XXIII,  further  proceedings  under 
the  call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 
The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks). 
Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  (Mr. 
Rudd). 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
favor  of  this  amendment  because  of 
the  logic  of  it.  Stripping  away  all  the 
rhetoric,  it  is  a  procompetition  amend- 
ment, it  provides  for  that;  it  is  going  to 
save  the  taxpayers  dollars  in  the  long 
run  and  it  is  endorsed  by  the  Army.  It 
is  hard  to  understand  why  anybody 
would  be  opposed  to  it. 

Most  of  all,  in  stripping  that  rheto- 
ric away,  let  me  say  the  amendment 
does  allow  the  Army  to  proceed  with 
the  evaluation  on  the  merits,  so  there 
is  no  problem  about  cost  or  the  merits 
of  the  second  source  operation. 

But  before  that  can  happen,  the 
Army  must  certify  to  three  things.  If  I 
understand  this  amendment  correctly, 
before  any  spending  takes  place; 
before  anything  happens,  the  Army 
must  certify  to  three  things:  One,  that 
second  sourcing  is  effective,  cost  effec- 
tive; two,  that  second  sourcing  is  af- 
fordable, and  third,  is  it  in  the  interest 
of  surge  and  mobilization  capacity. 

Can  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton verify  that? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  RUDD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Yes,  that  is  exactly  right.  And  I  tell 
the  gentleman  the  Army  has  already 
told  us  that  they  have  a  firm,  fixed 


price  bid  that  will  save  the  taxpayers 
$67  million  between  now  and  1990. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Robinson). 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  am  puzzled  and  perplexed  as  to 
how  a  second  company  can  take  a 
stack  of  drawings  of  another  compa- 
ny's engine  and  be  expected  to  deliver 
quality  engines  3  years  later.  Let  me 
remind  my  fellow  colleagues  that  this 
is  a  highly  complex  and  sophisticated 
precision  piece  of  machinery  with 
more  than  1,800  component  parts. 

In  the  case  of  this  particular  engine, 
Avco  first  started  development  of  this 
engine  in  1965  and  delivered  its  first 
production  engine  in  1979.  During  that 
14-year  period.  Avco  built  more  than 
50  prototype  engines  and  developed  a 
tremendous  amount  of  production  ex- 
perience. 

I  submit  that  it  is  impossible  for  a 
second  company  to  take  these  draw- 
ings, analyze  them,  buy  equipment 
and  tooling,  contraw;t  with  hundreds  of 
outside  vendors,  build  the  parts  and 
begin  assembling  engines;  all  of  this  in 
3  years  without  incurring  major  in- 
creased production  costs. 

We  are  talking  about  building  tanks 
for  our  troops  in  the  field.  I  want  to 
send  them  the  very  best  equipment 
that  we  can  provide.  If  we  have  to  go 
to  war,  I  want  the  best  for  our  sol- 
diers. The  present  contractor  is  pro- 
ducing quality  engines  and  is  produc- 
ing them  now  and  at  the  rate  the 
Army  directed. 

Since  1979,  Avco  has  delivered  more 
than  1.400  engines,  and  is  now  on 
schedule;  3  years  from  now  Avco  will 
have  produced  4,000  engines  for  the 
Army's  planned  buy  of  7,000  tanks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  the  expe- 
rience gained  by  Avco  over  the  past 
years  in  production  and  the  establish- 
ment of  a  net  of  subcontractors  to 
produce  the  engine  makes  it  vital  in 
this  case  that  we  continue  to  support- 
sole  source  procurement  of  the  best 
equipment  at  the  lowest  cost. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  Dicks  amend- 
ment because  of  the  experience  that  I 
have  had  in  dealing  with  this  tank 
program  on  the  Subcommittee  on  De- 
fense Appropriations  on  which  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  also 
serves. 

You  have  heard  what  our  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
AoDABBO)  has  said  with  regard  to  his 
opposition  to  the  amendment,  in  that 
it  is  among  other  things  untimely. 
Competition  has  been  held  and  win- 
ners have  been  announced  and  they 
have  been  producing  these  engines  for 
a  period   of   years.   The  program  is 


20047 

mature.  It  is  the  first  turbine  engine 
ever  put  in  a  tank.  That  there  were  to 
be  problems  was  easily  predictable  and 
indeed  problems  have  occurred.  But  I 
want  to  tell  you  that  the  problems  are 
over  with,  essentially,  and  that  the 
problems  they  are  having  now  in 
terms  of  rejection  are  small  and  the 
engines  are  not  having  to  be  taken 
apart  and  totally  put  back  together  as 
a  result  of  sloppy  work. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  there  was  a 
time  when  sloppy  work  occurred  and 
when  corrections  had  to  be  made.  And 
indeed  they  have  been  made.  But  I 
want  to  tell  my  colleagues  as  one  who 
has  in  recent  months  twice  had  the 
chance  to  visit  our  troops  in  Germany 
where  they  have  the  M-1  tank  now  de- 
ployed. That  is  where  the  Army  puts 
its  OK  on  this  program.  Those  are  the 
guys  who  are  using  it,  right  out  there 
in  the  field.  And  they  are  enthusiastic 
about  it. 

Do  my  colleagues  know  the  availabil- 
ity rate  out  there  in  the  field  is  where 
this  engine  is  being  used  on  a  daily 
basis,  and  tried  and  tested?  It  is  over 
95  percent.  Now  that  is  much  better 
than  the  M-60  tank  that  has  the  old 
engine  in  it.  the  old  diesel  in  it.  And  I 
want  to  tell  my  colleagues,  we  do  not 
want  to  meddle  with  this  program  in 
terms  of  a  second  source  at  a  time  that 
is  highly  unlikely  that  the  second 
source  will  even  get  into  the  picture 
before  it  is  necessary  to  buy  out  the 
necessary  number  of  engines. 

I  have  been  on  this  committee  long 
enough  to  know  that  the  Army 
changes  its  mind  every  year.  And  just 
because  they  say  something  now  does 
not  mean  that  it  is  going  to  hold  up 
next  year.  I  sincerely  doubt  that  we 
will  ever  have  the  need  to  acquire  as 
many  engines  as  has  been  suggested. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  close,  if  I  could. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
under  the  rules  of  the  House,  the  com- 
mittee closes  the  debate.  So  we  look 
forward  to  the  gentleman's  remarks. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Daniel 
yielded  30  seconds  to  Mr.  Dicks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Dicks)  is  recognized  for  4V2  minutes. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  close  this  debate  by  saying  to 
my  colleagues  that  I  have  none  of 
these  contractors  in  my  district  or  in 
my  State  or  anywhere  near  it  that  are 
competing. 

I  want  to  summarize  the  situation.  It 
was  the  Army  that  decided  that  be- 
cause of  the  quality  of  the  product 
thaf  was  being  produced  it  should  look 
at  a  second  source  for  this  engine.  The 
Army  made  that  decision.  The  Army 
has  been  in  the  midst  of  a  competi- 
tion. 
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Now  we  have  just  received  the  first 
and  final  bids  and  there  is  a  bidder 
who  came  in  at  $10,000  an  engine  less 
than  the  ceiling  bid  submitted  by 
Avco. 

Based  on  the  number  of  engines  that 
we  plan  to  buy  through  1989  the  Army 
estimates  that  the  American  taxpayers 
will  save  $67  million.  The  other  body's 
Armed  Services  Committee  supports 
competition.  The  competition  is  now 
being  held,  the  numbers  are  in,  we 
have  had  a  chance  to  look  at  those 
numbers.  We  have  one  of  the  new  bid- 
ders, who  has  bid  $10,000  per  engine 
less. 

The  competition  can  produce  a  sig- 
nificant saving  of  $67  million.  I  also 
think  it  has  done  something  else.  It 
has  forced  the  incuml)ent  contractor 
to  start  producing  l)etter.  The  threat 
of  competition  has  worked  in  that  way 
as  well.  I  have  no  malice  against  the 
existing  contractor  from  Connecticut, 
but  I  have  served  on  the  Defense  Sub- 
committee and  I  realize  that  when  we 
have  competition  in  procurement,  our 
country  does  better.  That  is  why  I  am 
offering  this  amendment. 

Now,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Army, 
Mr.  Ambrose,  has  written  a  very 
strong  letter  in  support  of  letting  the 
competition  be  resolved.  The  project 
manager.  General  Scullen,  supports  it. 
General  Ball,  the  former  project  man- 
ager, supports  it. 

The  only  people  who  apparently  do 
not  support  it  awe  the  Armed  Services 
Committee.  In  a  few  minutes  we  will 
find  out  where  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives stands  on  this  important 
issue. 

I  have  to  a«ree  with  my  good  friend 
from  Ohio. 

Why  is  it  that  we  are  putting  a  pro- 
vision in  to  stop  competition?  It  just 
does  not  make  any  sense.  It  is  some- 
thing that  we  have  heard  the  chair- 
man of^the  Government  Operations 
Committee  talk  about,  the  chairman 
^of  tKe  Science  and  Technology  Com- 
ttee,  the  chairman  of  the  Interior 
Committee,  who  has  great  experience 
In  these  matters.  And  I  guess  you  have 
to  summarize  it  tlys  way:  The  Mem- 
bers have  a  chance"  now  with  competi- 
tion to  save  $67  million,  to  Introduce  a 
second  source,  to  get  additional  surge 
capability  that  we  are  going  to  need  in 
a  wartime  situation.  We  are  also  going 
to  have  more  competition  on  future 
engines  that  are  going  to  be  needed 
for  other  hardware. 

So  I  just  cannot  understand  why  we 
are  trying  to  protect  the  incumbent 
contractor,  who.  by  the  way.  will  still 
be  building  30  engines  a  month.  They 
are  still  going  to  get  half  of  the  busi- 
ness. And  there  is  competition  for  the 
spare  parts. 

I  think  this  amendment  makes 
sense.  I  hope  the  House  will  recognize 
that  what  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
preserving  the  principle  of  competi- 
tion and  not  getting  into  a  very  bad 


precedent  of  letting  committees  of  the 
Congress  stop  competition  by  these 
kinds  of  provisions. 

I  am  very  surprised  that  members  of 
my  own  subcommittee,  who  urged  this 
study  to  go  forward,  now.  for  whatever 
reason,  are  trying  to  step  in  the  way  of 
the  competition.  And  I  am  sure  they 
do  not  know  that  we  now  have  the 
firm  fixed  price  agreement.  $10,000 
per  tank  engine  less,  a  savings  of  $67 
million.  Because  I  am  sure  if  they  un- 
derstand that  they  would  be  support- 
ing this  amendment. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Daniel). 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  it  is  very  clear  that 
very  often  we  heard  the  word 
"reform"  thrown  around  when  it  is 
not  true.  It  can  look  like  a  duck,  and 
walk  like  a  duck,  and  quack  like  a 
duck,  but  sometimes  it  is  not  a  duck. 
In  this  case,  this  amendment  is  a 
turkey. 

The  fact  is  that  2  years  ago  this 
amendment  would  have  made  sense, 
but  many  Members  who  have  been  in- 
volved with  the  progress  of  this  tank 
engine  and  care  very  much  about  the 
defense  of  our  Nation  and  about 
saving  money  have  shown  that  now. 
for  the  first  time,  it  is  on  line,  the  pro- 
duction is  proper,  it  is  working  in  the 
field.  Now  is  not  the  time  to  have  a 
second  source.  We  should  go  ahead 
and  save  money  with  the  single  source 
that  we  have  today. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  was  Einstein  who  said  that  we 
should  do  things  as  simply  as  we  can, 
but  not  more  simple. 

Let  me  see  if  I  can  simplify  this  dis- 
cussion by  raising  some  questions. 

Has  there  been  competition?  The 
answer  is  "Yes." 

Do  we  need  the  engines?  The  answer 
is  "Yes." 

Is  the  present  contractor  performing 
satisfactorily?  The  answer  is  "Yes." 

Is  the  contractor  delivering  the  qual- 
ity product?  The  answer  is  "Yes." 

Is  the  contractor  delivering  the 
product  on  time?  The  answer  is  "Yes." 

Would  a  second  source  result  in  a 
savings  to  the  taxpayer?  The  answer  is 
"No." 

Would  a  second  source  cost  the  tax- 
payer additional  dollars?  The  answer 
is  "Yes." 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  Members 
will  vote  down  the  Dicks  amendment. 
•  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  few 
moments  ago  a  reference  was  made  to 
a  statement  we  each  received  from 
business  executive  for  National  Securi- 
ty, Inc.  The  30  signers  of  this  letter  in- 
cluded leaders  of  Fortune  500  compa- 
nies, defense  contractors,  former  rank- 
ing  defense   officials,   and   heads   of 


some  of  America's  fastest  growing  cor- 
porations. To  set  the  record  straight, 
these  business  leaders  pointed  out 
that  production  of  the  MX  would  not 
only  be  unnecessary  and  destabilizing 
militarily,  but  also  detrimental  to  our 
economic  security. 

Coming  from  such  authoritiative 
business  executives,  I  find  it  hard  to 
understand  how  anyone  could  infer 
this  prudent  analysis  "disinforma- 
tion." I  commend  the  statement  of 
this  organization  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues,  and  let  me  enter  into 
the  Record  the  members  of  the  board 
of  this  respective  organization: 

Business  Group  Urges  Halt  to  MX 
Production 

Washington.— A  national  group  of  busi- 
ness executives  called  upon  the  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives  today  to  halt  production 
funding  of  the  MX  missile  system.  In  a 
letter  to  Congress,  the  executives  cited  the 
weapon's  vulnerability,  expense,  and  threat 
to  military  stability  and  said:  "The  time  has 
come  to  draw  the  line  on  unnecessary  deficit 
spending." 

"This  is  the  first  time  as  far  as  we  know 
that  business  executives  have  opposed  a  spe- 
cific weapons  system  as  detrimental  to  our 
overall  national  security,"  said  Stanley 
Weiss.  President  of  Business  Executives  for 
National  Security  (BENS),  a  nationwide, 
non-partisan  organization  of  business  execu- 
tives. "The  business  leaders  signing  the 
letter  for  the  organization  represent  a  cross- 
section  of  the  country  and  a  wide  range  of 
business  interests,"  he  said. 

Among  the  thirty  executives  signing  the 
letter  are  leaders  of  Fortune  500  companies, 
former  ranking  defense  officials,  and  heads 
of  some  of  the  Nation's  fastest  growing  com- 
panies. More  than  20  industrial  areas 
throughout  the  U.S.  are  represented,  ac- 
cording to  BENS  officials. 

The  letter  urged  Congress  to  support  the 
Bennett/Mavroules  Amendment  to  the  FY 
1984  Defense  Authorization  bill  upon  which 
the  House  is  expected  to  vote  next  week. 
The  amendment  would  permit  all  research 
and  development  to  continue,  while  deleting 
the  $2.6  billion  for  production  of  the  MX. 

"Our  businesses  and  our  future  depend 
upon  Congress  to  act,"  the  business  execu- 
tives said.  "Diverting  valuable  resources  to 
produce  such  questionable  systems  as  the 
MX  will  jeopardize  the  economic  and  mili- 
tary strength  of  the  United  States."  The 
letter  was  sent  to  all  members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

"We  believe  it  is  time  for  the  Nation's 
business  executives  to  take  a  stand  on  un- 
necessary military  spending."  Weiss  said. 
"Congress  must  halt  funding  of  military 
programs  which  are  either  of  marginal  ben- 
efit to  our  strategic  posture  or  detrimental 
to  our  overall  national  security.  The  MX  is 
both.  " 

List  or  Membexs  of  Business  Executivks 
for  National  Security,  Inc. 

Mr.  Stanley  A.  Weiss,  President.  Business 
Executives  for  National  Security,  Inc., 
Chairman.  American  Minerals,  Inc..  EH  Paso. 
Texas. 

Mr.  J.  Sinclair  Armstrong.  Attorney  and 
Former  Banker.  Former  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  Former  Chairman  of  the  U.S. 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 
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Mr.  Robert  J.  Block,  Chairman  and  CEO, 
National  Securities  Corporation,  Seattle, 
Washington. 

Mr.  Cabell  Brand,  President,  The  Stuart 
McGuire  Company,  Inc.,  Salem,  Virginia. 

Dr.  John  R.  Coleman,  Former  Chairman 
of  the  Board.  Philadelphia  Federal  Reserve 
Bank. 

Mr.  Howard  G.  Freeman,  Chairman  and 
CEO.  Jamesbury  Corporation,  Worcester, 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  John  C.  Haas,  Vice  Chairman,  Rohm 
and  Haas,  Inc..  Philadelphia,  Pennsyvlania. 

Mr.  T.  Walter  Hardy.  Jr.,  Chairman, 
Hardy  Salt  Company,  St.  Louis,  Missouri. 

Dr.  Sidney  Harman,  Former  Undersecre- 
tary of  Commerce,  Chairman,  Harman 
International  Industries,  Inc.,  Northridge, 
California. 

Dr.  Earl  H.  Hess,  President,  Lancaster 
Laboratories,  Inc.,  Lancaster,  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Arnold  Hiatt.  Chairman  and  CEO. 
Stride  Rite  Corporation,  Cambridge,  Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr.  Proctor  Houghton,  President,  Hough- 
ton Chemical  Corporation,  AUston,  Massa- 
chusetts. 

Dr.  Robert  D.  Lamson,  Former  Senior 
Economist,  Institute  for  Defense  Analyses, 
United  States  Department  of  Defense,  Exec- 
utive Vice  President,  Spencer  Products,  Inc., 
Seattle.  Washington. 

Mr.  Aaron  P.  Levinson,  Chairman,  Levin- 
son  Steel  Company,  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylva- 
nia. 

Mr.  John  L.  Marakas,  President.  NaUon- 
wide  Life  Insurance  Company,  Columbus, 
Ohio.  _  „ 

Mr.  Stanley  Marcus,  Consultant.  Dallas, 

Texas. 

Mr.  Henry  E.  Niles,  Past  President,  Balti- 
more Life  Insurance  Company. 

Mr.  Jesse  H.  Oppenheimer,  President, 
Greenbrier  Realty  Corporation,  San  Anto- 
nio. Texas. 

Mr.  George  S.  Pillsbury.  President,  Sar- 
gent Management  Company,  Minneapolis, 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  Rudolph  S.  Rasin.  President,  Rasin 
Corporation,  Chicago.  Illinois. 

Mr.  Alan  Sagner,  Chairman,  Port  Author- 
ity of  New  York  and  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Robert  J.  Schwartz,  Vice  President, 
Shearson/American  Express,  Inc.,  New 
York,  New  York. 

Mr.  Roger  P.  Sonnabend,  Chairman  and 
President,  Sonesta  International  Hotels 
Corporation,  Boston,  Massachusetts. 

Vice  Admiral  John  J.  Shanahan,  USN 
(Ret.),  Deputy  Chairman,  World  Trading 
and  Shipping,  Inc.;  Former  Commander  of 
the  United  States  Second  Fleet  and  the 
NATO  Strike  Fleet;  Former  Director  of  the 
Strategic  Planning  and  Nuclear  Systems  Di- 
vision, Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations. 

Mr.  C.  Maxwell  Stanley,  Chairman,  HON 
Industries,  Inc.,  Muscatine,  Iowa. 

Mr.  Robet  Stuart,  President,  National  Can 
Company,  Inc.,  Chicago,  Illinois. 

Dr.  Theodore  B.  Taylor,  Former  Deputy 
Director  (Scientific),  Defense  Atomic  Sup- 
port Agency,  United  States  Department  of 
Defense;  Former  Senior  Research  Advisor, 
General  Dynamics  Corporation;  Chairman, 
Taylor-Klrkpatrick,  Inc.,  Damascus,  Mary- 
land. 

Mr.  Lee  Thomas,  President  and  CEO,  Ver- 
mont American  Corporation,  Louisville, 
Kentucky. 

Mr.  John  H.  Whitaker,  President  and 
Chief  Operating  Officer,  Whitaker  Cable 
Corporation,  North  Kansas  City,  Missouri. 

Mr.  Theodore  Williams,  President,  Bell  In- 
dustries, Inc.,  Los  Angeles,  California.* 


Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  has  not  really 
been  a  very  good  day  for  the  Army. 
The  gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Dicks)  has  been  giving  a  set  of  figures 
to  the  House,  on  the  M-1  engine  but 
what  he  has  not  indicated  is  that  the 
Army  has  in  fact  had  three  different 
sets  of  figures  with  regard  to  this  tank 
engine  project  over  the  last  3  or  4 
weeks. 

At  the  time  that  the  gentleman  first 
offered  his  amendment,  when  we  last 
were  dealing  with  this  bill  before  the 
July  Fourth  recess,  we  were  told  by 
the  Army  that  it  would  cost  $150  mil- 
lion for  retooling  for  a  second  source. 
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Then  when  we  came  back  after  the 
fourth  of  July  recess,  somebody  in  the 
Army  had  come  up  with  another  set  of 
figures,  totally  unrelated  to  the  first 
set,  which  claimed  that  we  would  ex- 
actly break  even  if  we  went  to  a  second 
source.  And  then  the  other  night,  at  a 
late  party  put  on  by  the  Army— and  I 
do  not  know  what  went  on  at  the 
party— they  came  up  with  a  figure 
that  a  second  source  would  save  $291 
million. 

So  which  set  of  figures  can  we  rely 
on?  Somebody  indicated  on  the  floor 
just  a  moment  ago  that  if  the  Army 
gives  you  one  set  of  figures,  you  do  not 
know  what  the  figures  are  going  to  be 
the  next  day.  This  is  the  classic  case 
and  the  Army  should  be  ashamed  of 
their  performance  in  this  case.  In  fact, 
what  the  Army  also  did  was  that  they 
first  came  up  with  10,000  engines 
under  the  original  plan.  Then  they  in- 
creased that  the  other  night  in  the 
letter  they  passed  along  to  Mr.  Dicks 
but  which  was  not  given  to  the  com- 
mittee. They  increased  that  figure  to 
13,000  engines.  That  means  that  they 
are  going  to  have  2  spare  engines  for 
every  tank,  when  the  M-60  had  only 
one  spare  engine  for  every  2V2  tanks. 
And  the  engine  for  the  M-1  is  sup- 
posed to  be  far  more  sturdy. 

The  fact  is  that  they  have  also  given 
phony  fig\ires  for  the  Avco  bid.  That 
bid  was  given  with  the  understanding 
that  that  would  be  negotiated,  but 
those  figures  have  been  left  entirely 
out  of  the  discussion  of  the  competi- 
tion. But  when  the  Avco  bid  is  negoti- 
ated, it  may  well  be  even  $10,000  less 
than  the  low  figure  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  (Mr.  Dicks) 
was  talking  about. 

The  gentleman  from  Lima,  Ohio 
(Mr.  Latta).  said  a  moment  ago  he 
wanted  to  know  why  the  subcommit- 
tee had  banned  a  second  source  on  the 
M-1  tank,  WeU.  I  wUl  teU  my  col- 
leagues why. 

We  have  had  a  pack  of  troubles  with 
the  M-1  tank  from  the  very  beginning, 
back  in  1976;  and  this  Member  was 
probably  the  loudest,  outspoken  oppo- 


nent of  the  M-1  tank,  both  because  of 
its  untried  German  120-milllmeter  gun 
and  because  we  also  had  a  totally  un- 
tried, unknown,  untested  turbine 
engine  instead  of  a  solid  diesel  engine. 
In  fact  no  previous  tank  ever  had  a 
turbine  engine. 

Well,  what  did  the  Army  say?  "Oh." 
they  said,  "the  turbine  engine  is  abso- 
lutely mature.  There  is  nothing  to 
worry  about."  But  very  soon  it  began 
to  run  into  trouble,  it  digested  sand, 
and  a  number  of  other  things.  We 
went  back  to  the  Army  to  complain, 
but  they  said,  "No,  we  have  fixed  ev- 
erything. Everything  is  fine."  But  the 
fact  was  they  had  not  fixed  it,  and  it  is 
still  not  fixed  in  its  drivetrain. 

So  every  time  the  Army  told  us 
something,  it  turned  out  that  they 
were  wrong. 

But  Avco,  as  you  have  already  heard, 
has  had  some  problems  too,  but  they 
have  cleared  up  those  problems.  Avco 
even  got  a  quality  performance  award. 
And  they  have  reduced  the  cost  of  the 
tank  every  year. 

So  now  that  we  have  ironed  out  the 
problems  in  the  turbine  engine,  we 
certainly  do  not  want  to  let  the  Army 
start  tinkering  with  another  source, 
and  start  messing  that  one  up  again. 

To  save  money,  and  to  keep  a  satis- 
factory engine,  let  us  vote  down  the 
Dicks  amendment. 

•  Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  those  who  say  that  the  current 
source  of  M-1  tank  engines  is  going 
well  enough.  It  is  also  said  that  these 
engines  are  being  built  cheaply  and 
reasonably,  and  that  second  sourcing 
will  cost  more  than  it  would  to  simply 
let  Avco  continue  turning  out  its  prod- 
uct. 

I  think  that  these  arguments  ignore 
some  very  important  points.  Avco  is 
still  15  engines  behind  contract  sched- 
ule, and  of  the  engines  delivered  in 
May,  eight  defects  were  found  includ- 
ing two  engines  that  were  defective 
enough  to  return  to  Avco  for  return 
and  overhaul.  What  improvements 
have  been  made  are  in  large  part  due 
to  the  competitive  pressures  of  poten- 
tial second  sourcing. 

I  do  not  think  that  opponents  of  this 
amendment  may  credibly  say  that 
second  sourcing  will  cost  us  more 
money  when  we  have  not  had  the  op- 
portunity to  see  the  bids  in  front  of  us. 
The  Army  indicates  a  possible  sav- 
ings of  $67  million  between  now  and 
1990,  according  to  General  Ball,  com- 
mander of  Tank  Automotive  Com- 
mand and  former  M-1  program  man- 
ager. This  takes  into  account  facilltiza- 
tion  costs  which  are  included  in  second 
source  proposals. 

Here  is  the  bottom  line:  Congress 
should  not  terminate  a  competition 
that  has  significant  potential  benefits 
before  the  real  numbers  are  before  us. 
There  will  be  plenty  of  opportunity  to 
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review  the  data  before  a  commitment 
is  made. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Dicks). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced 
that  the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECOROED  VOTE 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   talcen   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  187.  noes 
241.  not  voting  5.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  2611 


AYES- 187 

Anderson 

Hightower 

Pickle 

Andrews  (TX) 

Hopkins 

Porter 

Annunzio 

Horton 

Prilchard 

Anthony 

Hubbard 

Rahall 

Aapin 

Hyde 

Regula 

Bartlett 

Jacobs 

Reid 

Batem&n 

Jeffords 

Richardson 

Bates 

Jones  (OK) 

Rinaldo 

Bedell 

Kaptur 

Ritter 

Beilenson 

Kastenmeier 

Roberts 

Bereuter 

Kildee 

Roemer 

Bonker 

Kindness 

Rogers 

Borski 

Kogovsek 

Rose 

Brooks 

Kolter 

Roth 

Broomfield 

Kostmayer 

Roybal 

Brown  (CA) 

Lagomarsino 

Rudd 

Broyhill 

Lantos 

Russo 

Carper 

Latta 

Savage 

Can- 

Leach 

Seiberling 

Chandler 

Lehman  (PL) 

Sensenbrenner 

aarke 

Levitas 

Sharp 

Clay 

Lewis  (FL) 

Shaw 

CUnger 

Lowery(CA» 

Shelby 

Coats 

Lowry  (WA) 

Shumway 

Coelho 

Lujan 

Sikorski 

Coleman  (TX) 

Lundine 

Siljander 

Collins 

Lungren 

Slattery 

Conyers 

MacKay 

Smith  (FL) 

Coughlin 

Marriott 

Smith  (lA) 

Crockett 

Martin  (IL> 

Smith.  Denny 

Dannemeyer 

Mazzoli 

Smith.  Robert 

Dellums 

McCain 

Snowe 

Dicks 

McCloskey 

Snyder 

Dingell 

McDade 

Solarz 

Downey 

McDonald 

Staggers 

Durbin 

McEwen 

Stangeland 

Oymaliy 

McKeman 

Stump 

Dyson 

McNulty 

Swift 

Eckart 

Mica 

Synar 

Edgar 

Mikulski 

Tauke 

Erdreich 

Miller  (CA) 

Taylor 

Evaiu(IA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Towns 

Evans  (ID 

MineU 

Traxler 

Fazio 

Mlnish 

Udall 

Feighan 

Mitchell 

Vander  Jagt 

Florio 

MoUohan 

Vento 

Foley 

Moody 

Volkmer 

Fowler 

Morrison  (WA) 

Walgren 

Freniel 

Mrazek 

Walker 

Fuqua 

Murphy 

Weiss 

Gephardt 

Neal 

Whittaker 

Gibbons 

Dakar 

Winn 

Gilnuui 

Oberstar 

Wirth 

Gingrich 

Obey 

Wolf 

GUckman 

Owens 

Wolpe 

Gray 

Oxley 

Wylie 

Hall  (IN) 

Packard 

Yates 

Hall.  Ralph 

PanetU 

Yatron 

Hamilton 

Pashayan 

Young  (AK) 

Hammerschmldt  Patman 

Young  (MO) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Patterson 

Zschau 

Harkln 

Paul 

Hawkins 

Petri 
NOES-241 

Aekerraan 

Applegate 

Bennett 

Addabbo 

Archer 

Berman 

Akaka 

AuCoin 

Bethune 

Albosu 

Badham 

BevUl 

Alexander 

Barnard 

Biaggi 

Bliley 

Gramm 

Nowak 

Boehlert 

Green 

O'Brien 

Boggs 

Gregg 

Olin 

Boland 

Guarini 

Ortiz 

Boner 

Gunderson 

Ottlnger 

Bonior 

Hall  (OH) 

Parrts 

Bosco 

Hall.  Sam 

Pease 

Boucher 

Hance 

Penny 

Boxer 

Hansen  (ID) 

Pepper 

Breaux 

Harrison 

Perkins 

Britt 

Hartnett 

Price 

Brown  (CO) 

Hatcher 

PurseU 

Bryant 

Hertel 

QuUlen 

Burton  (CA) 

Hiler 

Rantel 

Burton  ( IN  i 

Hillis 

Ratchford 

Byron 

Holt 

Ray 

Campbell 

Howard 

Ridge 

Carney 

Hoyer 

Robinson 

Chappell 

Huckaby 

Roe 

Chappie 

Hughes 

Rostenkowski 

Cheney 

Hunter 

Roukema 

Coleman  (MO) 

Hutto 

Rowland 

Conable 

Ireland 

Sabo 

Conte 

Jenkins 

Sawyer 

Cooper 

Johnson 

Schaefer 

Corcoran 

Jones  (TN) 

Scheuer 

Courier 

Kasich 

Schneider 

Coyne 

Kazen 

Schroeder 

Craig 

Kemp 

Schulze 

Crane.  Daniel 

Kennelly 

Schumer 

Crane.  Philip 

Kramer 

Shannon 

D' Amours 

LaFalce 

Shuster 

Daniel 

Leath 

SUisky 

Daschle 

Lehman  (CA) 

Skeen 

Daub 

Leland 

Skelton 

Davis 

Lent 

Smith  (NE) 

de  la  Garza 

Levin 

Smith  (NJ) 

Derrick 

Levine 

Solomon 

DeWlne 

Lewis  (CA) 

Spence 

Dickinson 

Lipinski 

Spratt 

Dixon 

Livingston 

St  Germain 

Donnelly 

Uoyd 

SUrk 

Dorgan 

Loeffler 

Stenholm 

Dowdy 

Long (LA) 

Stokes 

Dreier 

Long  (MD) 

Stratton 

Duncan 

Lott 

Studds 

Dwyer 

Luken 

Sundqulst 

Early 

Mack 

Tallon 

Edwards  (AL) 

Madigan 

Tauzin 

Edwards  (CA) 

Markey 

Thomas  (CA) 

Edwards  (OKI 

Marlenee 

Thomas  (GA) 

Emerson 

Martin  (NO 

Torres 

English 

Martin  (NY) 

Torricelli 

Erlenbom 

Martinez 

Valentine 

Fascell 

Matsui 

Vandergriff 

Ferraro 

Mavroule^ 

Vucanovich 

Fiedler 

McCandless 

Watkins 

Fields 

McCoUum 

Waxman 

Fish 

McCurdy 

Weaver 

Flippo 

McGrath 

Weber 

Foglietta 

McHugh 

Wheat 

Ford  (MI) 

McKinney 

Whitehurst 

Ford(TN) 

Michel 

Whitley 

Porsythe 

Moakley 

Whitten 

Prank 

Molinari 

Williams  (MT) 

Franklin 

Montgomery 

WilliaJns(bH) 

Frost 

Moore 

Wilson 

Garcia 

Moorhead 

Wise 

Gaydos 

Morrison  (CT)      Wortley 

Gejdenson 

Murtha 

Wright 

Gekas 

Myers 

Wyden 

Gonzalez 

Natcher 

Young  (FL) 

Goodling 

Nelson 

Zablocki 

CJore 

Nichols 

Gradison 

Nielson 

NOT  VOTING-5 

Hefner 

Jones  (NO 

Simon 

Heftel 

Rodlno 
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Messrs. 

SKEEN. 

OTTINGER, 

PHILIP    M 

.    CRANE, 

and    CARNEY 

changea   their  votes 

from   "aye"   to 

Andrews  (NO       Barnes 


BUirakis 


"no." 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana  and  Mr. 
RALPH  M.  HALL  changed  their  votes 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 
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The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pur- 
suant to  House  Resolution  197.  the 
Chair  declares  title  III  open  to  amend- 
ment at  this  time.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate title  III. 

Title  III  reads  as  follows: 

TITLE  III-LAND-BASED  STRATEGIC 
BALUSTIC  MISSILE  MODERNIZA- 
TION PROGRAM 

PROCtniEMENT  OF  MX  MISSILE 

Sec.  301.  In  addition  to  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  in  section  103 
for  procurement  of  missiles  for  the  Air 
Force,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Air  Force  for  fiscal  year 
1984  for  procurement  of  missiles  the  sum  of 
$2,557,800,000  to  be  available  only  for  the 
MX  missile  program. 

research,  DEVELOPMEirr.  test,  and  evalua- 
tion POR  MX  MISSILE  AND  SMALL  MOBILE 
MISSILE  SYSTEMS 

Sec.  302.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  In  section  201 
for  research,  development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion for  the  Air  Force,  there  Is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Air  Force 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation  for  the  land- 
based  strategic  ballistic  missile  moderniza- 
tion program- 

(1)  $1,980,389,000  to  be  available  only  for 
research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation 
for  the  MX  missile  program;  and 

(2)  $250,000,000  to  be  available  only  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evaluation 
for  a  small  mobile  missile  system. 

<b)  In  addition  to  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  In  section  201  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evaluation 
for  the  Defense  Agencies,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  De- 
fense Nuclear  Agency  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  land-based  strategic  ballistic  missile 
modernization  program  the  siun  of 
$20,000,000  to  be  available  only  for  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  related  to 
silo  hardening  technology. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Are 
there  amendments  to  title  III? 

ABCENDMENT  OTTEKED  BY  MR.  BENNETT 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bennett: 
Strike  out  section  301  (page  15,  lines  15 
through  21)  and  redesignate  the  following 
section  accordingly. 

Mr.  BENNETT,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  the  MX  amendment.  I  would  appre- 
ciate any  attention  we  can  give  to  it, 
because  I  do  think  it  is  rather  impor- 
tant. I  will  only  take  the  5  minutes  if  I 
can  do  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed  to  the 
MX  missile.  This  strikes  procurement 
for  it.  It  is  not  a  valuable  weapon,  as 
Secretary  Weinberger  said  a  year  or  so 
ago  on  this  particular  weapon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  January  1981,  Sec- 
retary Weinberger  said  of  the  proposal 
to  put  the  MX  missile  in  these  particu- 
lar silos: 

I  would  feel  that  simply  putting  the  MX 
into  existing  silos  would  not  answer  two  or 
three  concerns  that  I  have,  namely,  that  the 
location  of  these  are  well  known  and  are  not 


hardened  sufficiently,  nor  could  they  be.  to 
be  of  sufficient  strategic  value  to  count  as  a 
strategic  Improvement  of  our  forces. 

Well,  that  is  the  nut  or  the  kernel, 
the  very  essence  of  my^argument.  This 
is  a  very  expensive  weapon,  a  very  vul- 
nerable weapon,  auid  it  should  not  be 
built  for  that  reason.  There  are  too 
many  other  good  reasons  to  spend 
money  for  defense,  such  as  adequate 
conventional  weapons  and  things  of 
that  type. 

Gen.  Maxwell  Taylor  had  an  article 
in  the  Washington  Post  yesterday,  I 
believe  it  was,  maybe  the  day  before, 
on  Monday,  about  the  MX.  He  told 
about  its  vulnerability  and  the  fact 
that  it  is  not  a  good  weapon.  It  is  an 
expensive  weapon. 

A  lot  of  people  that  I  have  talked  to 
about  this  weapon  said  that  it  is  some- 
what of  a  chip.  Well,  it  is  not  a  chip 
matter  yet  put  before  the  agency  now 
working  trying  to  disarm,  so  it  cannot 
be  very  much  of  a  chip.  But  how  could 
it  be  very  much  of  a  chip  when  you 
look  at  the  weapon,  when  it  is  so  vul- 
nerable and  costs  so  much  money? 
You  would  think  the  Russians  would 
be  beating  the  drums  to  get  people  to 
build  it,  because  it  is  going  to  take 
money  away  from  our  other  defense 
needs. 

The  Soviets  have  already  stated 
what  they  will  do  if  we  build  it.  They 
say,  if  we  build  it.  and  this  is  quoting 
from  the  New  York  Times  of  Decem- 
ber 6.  1982.  the  Defense  Minister  for 
the  Soviets  said: 

The  Soviets  will  respond  in  that  event  by 
deploying  a  new  ICBM. 

That  is  what  they  will  do,  just  build 
another  ICBM.  Well,  it  will  be  a  chip 
against  that  new  ICBM,  but  it  will  not 
be  a  chip  against  anything  they  now 
have. 

Why  would  they  give  that  up?  There 
is  no  reason  why  they  should  give  up 
anything  very  valuable  that  they  have 
for  our  nonbuilding  of  the  MX.  So 
they  are  not  likely  to  do  it  for  some- 
thing which  is  not  even  a  worrisome 
article  in  their  agenda  of  things  to 
look  at. 

Deploying  a  new  ICBM  is  their 
answer  to  it.  If  a  chip  is  needed,  we 
could  use  the  R&D  funding  which  still 
6xist/S 

So  my  basic  reason  for  opposing  the 
MX  is  that  it  is  extremely  expensive, 
very  vulnerable.  The  money  is  needed 
for  conventional  weapons. 

The  other  aspects  of  it  are  that  it  is 
a  stimulator  for  the  Russians  to  want 
to  go  to  war  with  us,  because  if  we  in- 
creased these  in  sufficient  numbers,  as 
the  Air  Force  wants  to  increase  it,  it 
would  become  a  first  strike  weapon. 
That  is  their  present  plan  as  I  under- 
stand it.  It  is  not  an  announced  plan, 
but  it  has  been  leaked  through  the 
press  that  they  do  want  to  go  to  hun- 
dreds of  these;  so  then  there  would  be 
a  first  strike. 


Now,  I  would  like  to  briefly  discuss 
first  strike,  because  I  think  a  lot  of 
people  do  not  understand  first  strike. 
A  lot  of  people  feel  that  means  that 
we  are  the  first  to  go  into  war  with  an 
atomic  weapon.  That  is  not  what  this 
term  is  at  all. 

"First  strike"  is  simply  that  you 
have  a  weapon  which  if  delivered  on 
the  enemy  would  keep  them  from  de- 
livering something  back  on  us. 

Well,  of  course,  nobody  has  a  first 
strike  in  that  sense,  because  we  have 
the  Trident  submarines,  which  can  de- 
liver nuclear  weapons  after  we  have 
been  hit.  They  have  nuclear  weaponed 
submarines  as  well;  so  really  nobody 
has  that  kind  of  a  first  strike  proposi- 
tion. 

We  will  have  a  temptation  in  this 
weapon  to  strike  first;  but  the  real 
moral  problem  about  atomic  warfare  is 
ever  starting  it,  ever  starting  an 
atomic  war. 
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The  Scowcroft  Commission  resolu- 
tion resolve  is  clear  on  that.  On  page  6 
and  page  16  it  clearly  says  in  essence: 
If  the  alliance  Is  threatened  by  massive 
conventional,  chemical,  or  biological  or 
other  types  of  weapons,  then  the  United 
States  will  respond  with  the  MX  or  any 
other  nuclear  weapon  we  have. 

Of  course,  that  is  a  complete  loser,  a 
complete  loser.  Not  only  do  we  have 
then  a  nuclear  war  but  we  will  have 
the  ships  all  knocked  out  of  the  sea 
except  the  submarines.  We  will  be  in  a 
position  where  we  cannot  win  a  war 
and  nobody  can  win.  Nobody  can  win  a 
nuclear  war.  It  will  be  a  disaster. 

What  we  ought  to  be  moving  toward 
is  sufficient  conventional  weapons  so 
that  we  do  not  have  to  rely  on  this 
weapon. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  said 
twice  if  we  are  going  to  be  threatened 
by  conventional  war  we  are  going  to 
use  atomic  weapons  as  the  first  people 
to  use  them. 

Some  people  think  that  is  a  first 
strike.  Technically  that  is  not  a  "first 
strike."  That  is  the  "first  use"  of  the 
weapon  and  that  is  infinitely  more  im- 
moral than  having  a  first  strike 
weapon  in  the  technical  sense,  which 
can  wipe  out  the  other  person's  ability 
to  respond. 

There  is  no  such  weapon  for  the 
reason  that  the  Soviets  have  subma- 
rines that  they  can  fire  with  nuclear 
weapons  and  we  have  submarines,  so 
nobody  is  really  going  to  be  able  to 
wipe  out  anybody  in  really  the  first 
strike  way  of  looking  at  it. 

My  major  purpose  is  to  see  to  it  that 
we  use  the  money  we  have,  which  is  in 
short  supply,  to  have  a  strong  national 
defense. 

I  come  from  an  area  which  every- 
body is  gimg  ho  for  being  strong  on 
national  defense.  There  is  no  possible 
political  reason  why  a  main  like  myself, 
who  is  known  as  a  hawk  everywhere 


throughout  the  country,  and  through- 
out my  district,  would  want  to  do  this 
except  a  strong  conviction  that  we 
must  do  this  to  save  money  for  con- 
ventional weapons  so  that  we  do  not 
have  to  have  atomic  war. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Bennett)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Stratton  and  by 
imanimous  consent  Mr.  Bennett  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  STRATTON.  WiU  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  The  gentleman  is 
of  course  one  of  the  senior  members 
on  the  committee.  He  has  been  on  the 
committee  for  a  very  long  time  and  is 
one  of  the  outstanding  members  of 
the  committee. 

But  the  thing  that  troubles  me,  Mr. 
Speaker  and  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  is  aware  of  it,  is  that  the 
MX  is  not  just  some  Johnny-come- 
lately.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  began  in  fiscal  1974  to  provide 
money  for  the  MX  and  since  that  date 
some  $6.8  billion  have  been  spent  on 
the  MX. 

Also  during  that  period  there  have 
been  some  45  votes  taken  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  on  the  MX.  Accord- 
ing to  my  count  it  is  only  in  the  last 
several  months,  going  back  to  last  De- 
cember, that  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida (Mr.  Bennett)  has  become  an  op- 
ponent of  the  MX  instead  of  a  sup- 
porter. 

I  am  just  wondering  why  the  gentle- 
man has  voted  for,  43  times  for  the 
MX  and  now,  when  the  President  has 
indicated  that  MX  is  going  to  be  an 
important  part  of  our  negotiating 
strategy  with  the  Soviets,  the  gentle- 
man wants  to  pull  the  rug  out  from 
under   the   President  of   the   United 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  gentleman 
wants  to  know  why? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Yes,  I  would  ap- 
preciate knowing. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  reason  why  was 
pretty  well  epitomized  when  I  ran 
against  the  gentleman  to  be  chairman 
of  the  Procurement  Subcommittee 
this  last  year,  because  I  have  tried  to 
be  a  part  of  the  team.  I  have  tried  to 
go  along  with  you  and  with  the  com- 
mittee as  a  whole.  But  I  finally  got  so 
fed  up  with  some  of  the  things  that 
are  coming  out,  and  this  is  not  the 
only  one,  that  I  decided  that  I  might 
as  well  run  for  it. 

The  gentleman  is  a  better  politician 
than  I  am  and  he  won. 

There  is  nothing  personal  against 
the  gentleman.  But  I  felt  such  heavy 
opprobrium  put  on  my  shoulders  for 
ever  resisting  anything  coming  out  of 
the  committee  that  I  said  that  it  just 
has  to  come  to  an  end. 
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So  I  ran  in  order  to  get  in  that  posi- 
tion in  order  to  have  a  hand  in  some  of 
this.  I  do  not  have  a  hand  in  any  of 
this,  and  it  is  not  a  very  comfortable 
feeling. 

But  I  have  done  my  best  to  alert 
you.  I  went  before  the  gentleman's 
committee  and  testified  against  the 
MX,  and  in  the  committee  I  intro- 
duced an  amendment  to  try  to  get  rid 
of  it.  So  the  gentleman  is  fully  in- 
formed that  I  am  opposed  to  it. 

Now,  this  is  not  the  only  thing  that  I 
am  opposed  to.  There  are  a  few  other 
things  that  I  voted  against. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield  further? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  want  to  finish  my 
remarks  and  I  will  yield  in  just  a 
moment. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Is  the  gentleman 
saying  the  43  votes  for  the  MX  that 
he  cast  he  did  not  really  mean? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  want  to  say  this 
one  thing,  and  this  is  all  I  want  to 
make  clear:  there  is  no  animosity 
against  the  gentleman  from  New 
York.  He  is  one  of  the  finest  Members 
of  Congress.  In  fact,  I  think  if  I  had  to 
pick  the  finest  Member  of  Congress  I 
would  be  hard  put  to  find  a  finer 
Member  than  the  gentleman  from 
New  York.  So  there  is  no  personal  op- 
probrium to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  remark. 

Does  the  gentleman  mean  these  43 
votes  he  cast  over  a  period  of  9  years 
were  not  really  representative  of  his 
own  opinion? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Let  me  answer  the 
question.  Do  not  make  another  speech. 
Let  me  answer  the  gentleman. 

What  it  means  is  I  was  not  on  that 
subcommittee  until  fairly  recently  and 
only  stayed  on  it  6  months  because  I 
had  to  get  out  under  the  rules  of  the 
committee.  I  went  into  that  committee 
to  try  as  a  member  to  have  a  little  in- 
fluence on  it.  It  did  not  work  out  and 
so  I  eventually  ran  for  the  chair  posi- 
tion. 

Those  votes  which  were  affirmative 
in  the  past  were  primarily,  of  course, 
for  research.  And  let  us  look,  let  us 
look  at  that  for  a  minute. 

There  was  a  reason,  there  was  a 
reason  to  go  to  an  MX.  The  reason 
was  they  wanted  a  better  Minuteman. 
So  this  was  an  effort  to  get  such  a 
Minuteman. 

Actually  we  have  a  better  Minute- 
man  today.  There  are  900  rounds  of 
modem  Minuteman  today  in  the  silos. 
They  are  right  there  in  the  silos  today. 
They  are  only  a  year  or  two  old.  This 
is  another  follow-on. 

The  only  problem  is  how  much 
money  do  you  want  to  flood  on  such  a 
vulnerable  program  when  we  have 
needed  things  like  conventional  weap- 
ons. Just  for  a  moment  I  want  to  say 
this  because  this  is  something  I  feel 
very  deeply  about  the  Warsaw  pact 
coimtries  have  four  times  or  five  times 


the  number  of  tanks  NATO  has,  three 
times  the  artillery,  twice  the  number 
of  men.  Statistics  like  that  are  chill- 
ing. 

The  other  day  General  Rogers,  or 
the  general  in  charge  there,  said  there 
is  no  way  that  a  conventional  war  can 
last  long  in  Europe.  He  implied  maybe 
within  a  week. 

In  that  situation  you  are  just  asking 
for  a  nuclear  war. 

For  a  guy  that  has  given  as  much  as 
I  have  given  in  trying  to  get  a  strong 
Navy,  what  does  that  do  to  me  when 
we  strike  the  first  atomic  weapon 
toward  a  tank?  All  of  our  Navy  will 
sink  except  that  which  is  under  the 
water.  Every  bit  of  it  will  sink. 

What  does  that  do  to  the  war?  There 
would  l)e  no  way  to  move  personnel. 
There  would  be  no  way  to  move  mate- 
riel. So  the  war  is  virtually  over,  even 
if  you  did  not  go  on  to  have  a  nuclear 
war  which  kills  100  million  Americans. 

So  from  every  standpoint  we  ought 
to  be  putting  this  money  into  conven- 
tional weapons  which  can  keep  us 
away  from  the  necessity  of  doing  what 
the  Scowcroft  report  said,  which  was 
we  have  to  move  immediately  to  con- 
ventional weapons. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Bennett)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Green  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Bennett  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  GREEN.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield?  

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  respond  to  what  my 
colleague  from  New  York  (Mr.  Strat- 
ton)  said,  that  somehow  if  one  voted 
for  this  at  an  early  stage  one  is  com- 
mitted to  it  for  all  time.  It  so  happens 
that  I  voted  for  some  early  funding  to 
explore  the  concept  of  the  MX  missile. 
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I  think  it  was  worth  exploring  what 
ought  to  be  done  by  way  of  stragetic 
weaponry.  I  do  not  regret  the  vote 
that  I  cast  for  conducting  that  explo- 
ration. But  I  think  as  we  have  gone 
through  all  the  alternatives  for  locat- 
ing the  MX,  and  now  that  the  Penta- 
gon once  again  wants  to  put  it  back  in 
the  Minutemen  silos,  whose  vulner- 
ability was  the  purpose  of  begrinning 
this  exploration  and  spending  the 
money  in  the  first  place,  we  simply 
have  to  recognize  that  the  money  we 
spent  exploring  basing  modes  are  sunk 
costs.  We  have  done  all  the  research, 
and  we  have  found  that  there  is  no 
ainswer  in  the  form  of  this  missile  to 
that  problem.  And  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Bennett)  for 
having  the  honesty  to  say  that  we 
have  tried  and  that  the  MX  approach 
does  not  work.  It  is  an  old  saying  in 


the  business  community  that  "the 
first  loss  is  the  best  loss."  If  you  try 
everything  promising,  but  it  does  not 
work,  cut  your  losses;  don't  throw 
good  money  after  bad.  To  go  ahead 
and  spend  $16  billion  or  $20  billion  or 
$23  billion  or  $29  billion  for  a  missile 
that  caimot  do  the  job  that  we  set  out 
to  have  it  do  because  it  cannot  survive 
a  first  strike  makes  no  sense. 

And  I  share  with  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  the  concern  that  inevita- 
bly as  we  squander  money  on  that  ap- 
proach, we  shall  not  have  the  money 
for  the  conventional  readiness  that  we 
need.  Our  need  to  improve  our  ability 
to  move  our  troops  around  the  world, 
whether  by  sea  or  by  air,  is  very  great, 
and  we  have  very  limited  capacity  to 
project  conventional  forces  in  areas  of 
the  world  that  are  of  great  interest  to 
us  like  the  Mideast. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Would  the  gentle- 
man agree  that  the  Russians  would 
not  be  very  likely  to  consider  this  a 
very  tempting  chip  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  is  so  vulnerable? 

Mr.  GREEN.  Absolutely.  They  know 
what  they  can  do  to  it,  and  we  know 
what  they  can  do  to  it.  To  spend  this 
extraordinary  amount  of  money  to  put 
this  missile  in  vulnerable  Minuteman 
silos  makes  no  sense  at  all. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  want  to 
commend  the  sponsor  for  bringing  this 
to  the  very  serious  attention  of  the 
House.  No  one  can  question  the  gen- 
tleman's commitment  to  the  defense 
of  this  Nation.  I  think  it  takes  a  lot  of 
courage  and  guts  to  speak  out  on  this 
important  question. 

I  think  there  are  many  Members  of 
this  Congress  right  now  that  even  in 
the  last  few  months  are  reconsidering 
their  position  after  voting  for  the 
flight  test  of  the  MX  recently  by  a 
very  close  majority  in  this  House.  For 
very  serious  reasons  the  gentleman 
has  brought  up  questions  not  only 
today  but  in  past  debates  that  is.  No. 
1,  will  it  be  effective,  is  it  a  deterrent, 
is  it  too  vulnerable?  The  gentleman 
pointed  out  MX  vulnerability  is  high, 
as  General  Scowcroft  agrees,  the  vul- 
nerability of  this  missile  would  be  as 
high,  in  those  silos,  as  97  percent.  Now 
the  gentleman,  I  know,  opposed  the 
MX  missile  being  placed  in  these  Min- 
uteman silos  last  December.  That  is 
well  before  any  committee  politics 
took  place.  That  has  no  place  in  this 
debate  about  a  very  important  issue 
that  will  cost  the  American  taxpayers 
between  $17  billion  and  $20  billion 
over  the  next  few  years.  The  issue  is 
whether  that  is  a  good  way  to  spend 
our  money  or  whether  there  is  a 
better  way  to  defend  the  Interests  of 
this  Nation. 


The  gentleman  has  been  a  prime 
spokesman  and  I  agree  with  him  for 
talking  about  increasing  the  conven- 
tional forces  of  this  Nation,  especially 
in  Europe,  because  that  can  be  a  pri- 
mary deterrent  to  any  type  of  nuclear 
war  or  nuclear  situation.  It  is  underfi- 
nanced and  almost  all  of  the  Secretar- 
ies of  Defense  agree  with  the  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Sea- 
power  and  Strategic  and  Critical  Mate- 
rials. 

He  is  also,  and  I  agree  with  him  very 
strongly,  a  proponent  of  increasing 
the  funds  in  the  program  for  the  Tri- 
dent submarine  program.  That  can  be 
accelerated.  That  is  a  retaliatory  step 
we  can  always  use  if  the  Soviets,  in 
any  insanity,  ever  launch  a  nuclear 
war  against  this  country. 

I  think  we  need  in  this  debate,  on 
this  amendment  especially,  some 
sanity  in  our  defense  policy,  common- 
sense  in  our  defense  policy. 

We  have  heard  Mr.  Perle,  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  in  the  last  2 
weeks  state  that  the  MX  missile  would 
not  be  on  the  bargaining  table  as  a 
chip,  that  instead  the  administration 
plans  to  go  ahead  with  the  MX  mis- 
sile. 

We  heard  the  Air  Force  in  the  last 
month  release  reports  that  they  plan 
to  build  200  or  300  MX  missiles,  not 
just  100  MX  missUes.  These  100  MX 
missiles  are  just  a  foot  in  the  door 
which  will  cost  the  taxpayers  many 
more  billions,  again  for  no  real  deter- 
rent. I  commend  the  gentleman.  I 
think  it  takes  a  lot  of  courage  to  look 
at  something  for  a  number  of  years, 
support  funding  research,  but  when 
you  find  out  that  the  administration 
wants  to  put  these  missiles  in  the  very 
same  silos  that  this  very  same  adminis- 
tration rejected  last  year,  and  the  year 
before  that,  we  think  it  is  the  position 
of  commonsense  to  reject  it  now  in  the 
full  House. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Bedell  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bennett  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man, Mr.  Bedell. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Florida.  It  took  a  lot 
of  courage  to  do  what  he  has  just 
done.  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  "I  think 
what  you  have  done  is  more  important 
than  the  MX  missile,  itself,  Mr.  Ben- 
nett." 

The  fact  is  we  all  face  these  pres- 
sures from  our  committees  as  to 
whether  we  are  going  to  have  the 
courage  to  vote  what  we  think  is  right 
or  whether  we  are  going  to  go  along 
with  the  conunittee  when  we  think  the 
committee  is  wrong. 

And  the  day  we  come  in  this  House 
to  realize  that  we  are  here  represent- 
ing the  people  of  the  United  States  of 
America  and  we  are  here  to  have  the 


courage  to  say  what  we  think  is  right 
and  vote  what  we  think  is  right,  is  the 
day  this  is  going  to  be  a  better  House. 
I  say  to  the  gentleman,  "I  think  what 
you  have  done  today  is  one  of  the 
most  important  things  I  have  heard 
since  I  have  been  in  the  Congress  and 
I  waait  you  to  know  as  one  Meml>er 
how  much  I  appreciate  it." 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man.   

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  want  to  say 
that  the  gentleman  is  one  of  the  finest 
Members  of  Congress  and  certainly 
brings  this  amendment  in  good  faith, 
certainly  honest  in  his  own  feeling 
about  the  issue. 

I  have  two  questions  I  would  like  the 
gentleman  to  respond  to. 

I  bring  them  up  because  I  am  very 
serious  about  the  issue.  I  approach  it 
from  the  other  side.  I  think  we  need 
the  MX. 

The  gentleman  indicated  that  his 
objection  to  the  missile  is  based  basi- 
cally on  two  concerns,  one  is  vulner- 
ability and  the  other  is  expense. 

Let  us  take,  first  of  all,  expense.  If 
the  gentleman  is  concerned  about  the 
expense  of  the  MX  missile  I  am  won- 
dering why  his  amendment  does  not 
delete  the  research  and  development 
money  of  approximately  $2  billion? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Well,  the  people 
have  told  me  that  they  feel  that  the 
research  and  development  could  form 
some  sort  of  a  chip  at  the  bargaining 
table.  I  do  not  really  think  so,  since 
the  weapon  is  not  much  of  a  weapon. 
But  they  told  me  that  and  frankly  I 
concede  to  their  point.  If  it  was  my 
druthers  I  would  cut  it  too. 

Mr.  COURTER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  to  me,  I  think  my  point  is 
the  fact  that  for  those  people  who 
really  believe  we  do  not  need  the  MX 
missile,  the  gentleman's  amendment 
really  does  not  fill  the  bill.  I  think  it  is 
logical  to  argue  that  there  are  only 
two  options,  you  need  the  MX  or  you 
do  not. 

If  you  need  the  MX,  obviously  you 
need  the  R&D  money  as  well  as  the 
procurement  money.  The  gentleman's 
position  is  contrary:  he  wants  to  delete 
it  all. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  will  back  your 
amendment  to  strike  the  research  or 
anybody  else's  amendment  to  do  that. 
If  anybody  offers  an  amendment  to 
strike  the  research,  I  will  do  it. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Will  the  gentleman 
continue  to  yield  on  the  second  area  I 
have  a  concern  with? 
Mr.  BENNETT.  Yes. 
Mr.  COURTER.  First  of  all.  one 
other  comment  on  the  expense  area. 
There  is  a  lot  of  discussion  about  the 
expense   of   the   MX   missile.   But   I 


think  it  is  important  for  our  col- 
leagues and  everybody  to  know  that 
the  expense  of  a  truly  mobile  missile, 
such  as  Midgetman,  is.  indeed,  far 
more  expensive  than  MX.  So,  if  we  are 
talking  about  money,  we  will  be  talk- 
ing about  big  money  in  Midgetman. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Nobody  offers  that 
as  an  alternative.  That  is  just  a  hope 
down  the  pike. 

I  have  been  writing  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  25  years  urging  them  to 
have  a  Midgetman.  I  have  a  whole  file 
saying  they  cannot  do  it.  They  have 
never  written  to  me  and  told  me  they 
could.  It  is  just  Mr.  Scowcroft  says 
they  can.  I  believe  they  can  ultimately 
but  they  have  not  invented  it  yet. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  would  appreciate 
the  gentleman  yielding  on  one  other 
inquiry  concerning  vulnerability. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  could 
state  under  what  type  of  scenario  he 
would  argue  that  the  MX  missile  is, 
indeed,  vulnerable?  Let  me  explain 
that  if  I  may. 

Some  people  argue  the  MX  is  vul- 
nerable because  they  view  it  in  isola- 
tion, not  in  conjunction  with  the  other 
two  legs  of  the  triad.  The  MX  would 
be  vulnerable  to  a  first  strike  if  the 
Soviet  Union  used  its  land  based  mis- 
siles, SS-17's  and  18's  and  struck  at 
the  MX  missiles  in  existing  silos.  But 
that  ignores  the  fact  that  we  have 
subs,  it  ignores  the  fact  that  we  have 
bombers. 

Viewed  in  conjunction  with  the 
bomber  force  and  with  the  submarine 
force,  the  MX  missile  is  not  vulnera- 
ble. I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
under  what  type  of  strategic  scenario 
he  would  argue  that  MX  would  be  to- 
tally vulnerable? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  do  not  think  any- 
thing is  totally  vulnerable.  But  I  al- 
ready quoted  to  you  from  what  Secre- 
tary Weinberger  said  about  it.  He  said 
it  was  too  vulnerable  a  year  and  a  half 
ago.  It  is  just  since  we  got  the  Scow- 
croft report  that  he  says  that  he 
wants  it. 

He  has  not  said  it  is  not  vulnerable.  I 
think  everybody  agrees  it  is  vulnerable 
for  the  very  simple  reason  that  as  he 
pointed  out,  as  Weinberger  pointed 
out.  all  of  the  silos  where  these  are  to 
be  placed  have  already  long  since  been 
the  subject  of  targeting.  In  other 
words,  they  are  already  targeted  by 
weapons  that  can  knock  them  out.  Of 
course,  you  can  create  any  kind  of  a 
scenario  you  want  to  and  argue  that 
this  or  that  is  not  going  to  happen. 

I  will  tell  you.  I  do  not  know  how 
much  experience  you  have  had  in 
combat  and  I  am  not  running  you 
down  if  you  have  not  had  it  because  I 
am  not  proud  I  had  as  much  as  I  had, 
but  I  will  tell  you  scenarios  really  do 
not  count  for  that  much  when  you  are 
in  combat.  Things  happen  that  you  do 
not  expect  to  have  happen,  you  have 
lucky  breaks  that  you  do  not  expect 
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and  when  you  get  out  of  combat,  you 
wonder  how  in  the  world  you  ever  sur- 
vived. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  SEiBiitLiNG  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bennett 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. ) 

n  1820 

Mr.  SEIBERUNG.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  has 
made  a  very  penetrating  statement.  I 
thought  that  it  was  a  very  courageous 
one  also.  He  quoted  General  Rogers, 
the  commanding  general  of  NATO. 

I  placed  in  the  Record  yesterday,  on 
page  19803  a  reprint  of  the  article  by 
Admiral  Stansfield  Turner  that  ap- 
peared in  the  New  York  Times  last 
March  under  the  title  of  "The  Polly  of 
the  MX  Missile." 

I  would  just  like  to  read  part  of  it  be- 
cause it  backs  up  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  completely. 

Admiral  Turner  says,  among  other 
things: 

If,  in  the  event  of  a  nuclear  attack  against 
the  United  States,  the  President's  readiness 
to  retaliate  against  Soviet  cities  lacks  credi- 
bility, as  the  war-fighters  contend,  what 
makes  them  believe  that  the  President 
would  attack  the  Soviet  Union  with  nuclear 
weapons  in  retaliation  for  a  conventional 
attack  on  Western  Europe?  The  United 
States  certainly  should  not  and  would  not 
expose  its  own  cities  to  nuclear  devastation 
in  order  to  compensate  for  NATO's  weak- 
nesses in  conventional  forces.  It  should  l)e 
clear  that  if  the  West's  conventional  de- 
fenses in  Europe  ever  reach  the  point  where 
they  cannot  stand  on  their  own,  the  Rus- 
sians will  soon  detect  that,  and  we  can 
expect  troubles  that  a  "nuclear  war-fighting 
capability"  could  not  counter. 

That  is  what  the  MX  is.  It  is  a  nucle- 
ar war  fighting  capability.  And  as  Ad- 
miral Turner  has  pointed  out  and  as 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  has  pointed 
out  so  effectively,  it  is  unusable  as  a 
war-fighting  weapon,  unneeded  as  a 
bargaining  chip,  and  no  substitute  for 
the  proper  conventional  forces  to 
defend  against  a  conventional  attack. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
asked  about  how  vulnerable  the  MX 
might  be.  On  May  11  of  this  year, 
before  a  group  of  Members,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indianla  (Mr.  McClos- 
KEY)  talked  to  General  Scowcroft 
about  that  very  issue.  They  were  dis- 
cussing a  first-strike  attack  from  the 
Soviet  Union.  I  quote  General  Scow- 
croft. 

In  the  event  that  that  were  to  take  place, 
I  would  say.  yes,  we  will  lose  them  whatever 
the  vulnerability  is,  whether  it  is  the  CBO 


that  says  we  lose  97  percent,  or  87  percent, 
or  whatever.  Yes,  imder  those  circum- 
stances, we  would  rely  on  the  rest  of  our 
strategic  forces. 

But  these  missiles— the  general  is 
saying— who  I  respect  a  great  deal  be- 
cause of  his  frankness  and  his  experi- 
ence—General Scowcroft  says  under  a 
first-strike  attack  by  the  Soviet  Union 
we  could  lose  as  many  as  97  percent  of 
these  100  MX  missiles. 

Mr.  SMYTU  of  Florida.  Mr,  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

First  of  all,  let  me  congratulate  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  for  being  so 
frank  and  so  open  about  his  change  in 
attitude  and  belief  in  terms  of  the  MX 
missile.  I  think  many  of  us  have  felt 
that  it  was  something  about  which  we 
were  not  sure  whether  it  was  neces- 
sary or  not,  but  following  the  gentle- 
man's lead,  have  reexamined  positions 
that  may  have  been  taken  frankly  in 
error. 

Let  me  just  say  as  a  member  of  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  I  have  had 
the  opportunity  to  have  Secretary 
Weinberger  appear  before  the  commit- 
tee on  a  number  of  occasions.  And  in 
response  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  who  has  questioned  why  would 
you  want  to  take  away  this  useful  bar- 
gaining chip,  let  me  say  to  the  gentle- 
man that  the  man  who  is  to  some 
degree  responsible  for  what  may  occur 
at  those  sessions  and  that  is.  Secretary 
Weinberger,  has  said  repeatedly,  spe- 
cifically and  without  any  doubt,  that 
this  is  not  a  bargaining  chip.  It  was 
never  intended  as  a  bargaining  chip 
and  will  never  be  used  in  that  way. 
And  that  has  been  backed  up  by  Mr. 
Adelman  who  was  just  appointed  the 
head  of  the  Arms  Control  Agency  and 
a  number  of  other  people  that  were 
brought  with  Mr.  Adelman. 

I  think  that  argument  can  be 
thrown  out.  The  gentleman  from 
Michigan  has  brought  up  the  point 
about  its  vulnerability.  And  it  is  vul- 
nerable, without  question.  And  every- 
one has  agreed  to  that,  including  the 
Secretary,  and  all  of  the  other  Army 
people. 

So  what  are  we  left  with?  We  are 
left  with  a  situation  where  the  Scow- 
croft report  has  in  essence  merely  said 
that  we  need  to  use  the  MX  while  we 
go  toward  the  Midgetman.  That  is 
what  they  said.  That  is  what  the 
report  really  talked  about. 

And  what  is  the  reality?  The  reality 
is  we  are  going  to  spend  $22  billion  or 
more  on  a  missile  that  everybody 
agrees  is  vulnerable,  that  is  not  a  bar- 
gaining chip.  When  we  could  move 
right  now  toward  the  Midgetman.  The 
deployment  of  the  MX  is  not  approxi- 
mately until  1989  anyway.  We  could,  if 
we  theoretically  wanted  to.  move 
toward  the  development  of  the  Midg- 


etman. the  single  mobile  missile  which 
would  in  fact  be  that  kind  of  nonat- 
tractive  target,  which  would  give  us 
nuclear  deterrent  capability,  while  not 
making  a  vulnerable  system. 

I  commend  the  gentleman.  He  and  I 
have  talked  about  this,  about  whether 
or  not  we  are  going  to  move  to  the 
Midgetman.  I  would  hope,  as  we  dis- 
cuss this  particular  item,  in  the  next 
few  hours  Members  will  realize  that 
that  is  really  what  we  are  talking 
about.  Ultimately  a  weapon  that  ev- 
eryone had  agreed  will  probably  never 
come  to  pass,  and  If  it  did.  was  vulner- 
able, and  could  not  be  used  anyway. 
And  ultimately  it  is  only  to  get  this  to 
another  stage  of  the  proceeding, 
which  is  the  Midgetman.  that  we  could 
move  to  now. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  for  point- 
ing that  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Bennett)  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dellums  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bennett 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  join  with  my  other 
colleagues  in  congratulating  the  gen- 
tleman who  has  been  described  on  the 
floor  of  Congress  today  as  courageous. 
When  this  gentleman  offered  the 
amendment  7  years  ago,  the  adjective 
they  used  started  with  "c."  but  it  was 
not  courageous.  So  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  my  colleague  is  now  standing 
in  opposition  to  a  weapons  system  that 
many  of  us  over  the  years  have  op- 
posed. 

I  would  like  to.  for  a  moment,  speak 
briefly  to  the  issue  of  vulnerability  be- 
cause I  think  that  that  is  terribly  im- 
portant to  the  whole  issue  of  the  MX 
missile. 

In  the  very  first  instance,  the  argu- 
ment in  favor  of  the  MX  missile  was 
that  the  land-based  leg  of  our  triad 
was  Indeed  vulnerable  to  a  Soviet 
attack  some  time  in  the  mid-1980's. 
Those  of  us  who  opposed  the  MX  mis- 
sile at  that  time  said  that  you  cannot 
talk  about  one  leg  of  the  triad  being 
vulnerable  without  looking  at  the 
issue  of  vulnerability  In  the  total  con- 
text of  the  triad. 

In  simple  language  that  simply  said 
that  the  Soviet  Union  is  not  so  crazy 
as  to  attack  the  land-based  missiles  of 
the  United  States,  knowing  that  we 
have  incredible  superior  technology  in 
submarines  and  we  also  have  the  ca- 
pacity in  our  air  breathing  leg  of  the 
triad  to  bring  incredible  levels  of  de- 
struction if  we  are  crazy  enough  to 
ever  walk  down  that  road. 


And  so  our  argument  was  that  let  us 
not  look  at  one  leg  of  the  triad  and 
discuss  vulnerability,  but  look  at  the 
issue  of  vulnerability  in  the  context  of 
all  three  legs  of  the  triad. 

Now  I  find  it  very  interesting  that 
after  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  when 
the  recommendation  was  to  place  100 
MX  missiles  with  1.000  warheads  in 
existing  vulnerable  Minutem.an  silos 
when  those  of  us  said,  "Well,  you 
haven't  solved  the  problem  of  vulner- 
ability." The  interesting  thing  is  that 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  went  back 
and  used  our  argument.  They  said, 
"Well,  you  can't  talk  about  vulnerabil- 
ity in  the  context  of  one  leg.  You  have 
to  see  it  in  the  context  of  all  three." 

I  would  admonish  my  colleagues  to 
recall  that  that  Is  an  argument  that 
we  made  7  years  ago.  And  I  find  the 
Pentagon  and  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion now  using  this  argument  to  justi- 
fy the  notion  of  placing  100  Minute- 
man  weapons  in  vulnerable  silos. 

What  I  am  simply  saying  is  that 
there  never  was  a  need  for  the  MX 
missile.  There  is  now  not  a  need  for 
the  MX  missile.  And  the  fact  that  the 
Pentagon,  the  President  and  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  has  now  used  the  ar- 
guments of  those  of  us  who  opposed 
the  MX  missile  in  the  early  days,  is  a 
clear  indication  that  they  are  reaching 
for  straws. 

My  colleague  in  the  well  has  pointed 
out  the  critical  nature  of  this  decision 
and  the  fact  that  we  are  spending  be- 
tween $13  and  $20  billion  for  a  politi- 
cal perception  at  a  time  when  we  are 
talking  about  not  wasting  taxpayers' 
money  and  it  certainly  seems  to  me 
that  this  is  a  political  decision.  We  do 
not  need  this  weapon.  It  has  enormous 
and  dangerous  and  frightening  impli- 
cations. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  accepting 
the  leadership  at  this  particular 
moment  to  end  the  insanity  of  the  MX 
missile. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
understood  the  gentleman  in  respond- 
ing to  a  query  from  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Courier)  that 
he  said  that  he  opposed  the  Midget- 
man missile.  Did  I  understand  the  gen- 
tleman correct? 

Mr,  BENNETT.  No,  the  gentleman 
misunderstood.  I  said  over  the  last  25 
years  I  have  had  correspondence  with 
the  Department  of  Defense  asking 
them  to  produce  the  Midgetman  mis- 
sUe  or  something  like  it. 

D  1830 

It  extends  back  about  30  years, 
where  I  have  said,  "Let  us  get  a  mobile 
missile."  I  did  not  necessarily  mean  to 
have  it  small,  but  one  that  could  go  up 
and  down  the  railroads,  go  up  and 
down  the  highways  of  this  country.  I 


have  a  file  on  the  matter  which  says, 
"Please  tell  me  why  you  cannot  do  it 
when  the  Russians  are  producing 
something  comparable.  Why  can  we 
not  have  enough  brains  to  produce  one 
ourselves?"  Then  they  had  reasons 
why  they  could  not,  and  the  closest 
they  ever  came  to  it  was  that  railroad 
track  thing,  whatever  it  was,  but  I  did 
not  want  that  railroad  track  thing.  I 
do  not  know  how  I  voted  on  it,  but  I 
mean  I  really  felt  that  the  highways 
and  railroads  that  already  exist  are 
much  better,  because  that  railroad 
track  thing  is  a  place  where  all  you 
have  to  do  is  find  out  how  many  little 
holes  you  have  there,  and  you  can 
knock  it  out, 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  understood  that 
the  gentleman,  in  responding  to  Mr. 
CouRTER.  said  that  he  did  not  support 
the  Midgetman. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Well,  the  gentleman 
understood  incorrectly.  I  am  enthusi- 
astically for  the  Midgetman  concept.  I 
hope  it  can  be  built.  They  told  me 
they  could  not  do  it,  for  one  reason  or 
another.  The  railroad  bridges  would 
not  take  it,  or  they  had  1,100  reasons 
why  they  could  not  do  it.  There  is 
nothing  new  about  the  Midgetman. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Bennett)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Bedell  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bennett  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish 
to  again  commend  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  In  support  of 
the  Bennett-Mavroules  amendment 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with 
me  in  support  of  its  passage.  As  you 
know,  if  approved,  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules amendment  would  eliminate 
$2.5  billion  in  procurement  funding 
for  the  MX  but  still  retain  the  $1.98 
billion  presently  earmarked  for  the 
continued  research,  development,  test- 
ing, and  evaluation  of  this  weapons 
system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  continue  to 
oppose  the  ultimate  development  and 
deployment  of  the  MX  missile,  I  recog- 
nize and  appreciate  the  arguments 
that  were  made  last  May,  stressing 
MX's  value  as  a  bargaining  chip  that 
would  serve  to  Induce  the  Soviet 
Union  away  from  their  current  Infatu- 
ation with  large,  land-based  ICBM 
forces.  However,  in  my  judgment,  this 
value  does  not  require  the  procure- 
ment of  even  one  MX  missile. 

Rather,  this  value  is  best  served 
through  the  adoption  of  the  Bennett- 
Mavroules  amendment  which  demon- 
strates our  willingness  to  continue  in 
our  efforts  to  improve  and  enhance 


our  Nation's  deterrent  capacity  while 
we  negotiate— in  good  faith— the  issue 
of  heavy  ICBM's  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  In  my  opinion,  our  restraint 
today  in  refusing  to  approve  procuire- 
ment  funding  for  the  MX  will  pay  us 
far  greater  dividends  at  the  bargaining 
tables  in  Geneva  than  will  our  willing- 
ness to  allow  the  most  lethal  nuclear 
weapons  system  every  designed  to  be 
deployed.  Clearly,  the  Soviet  response 
to  such  actions  would  be  an  all-out 
effort  to  match  the  MX  in  every  way 
in  which  they  could.  Thus,  American 
deterrent  capacity  and  national  securi- 
ty interests  are  very  poorly  served. 

In  this  regard,  I  believe  it  essential 
that  we  ask  ourselves  four  questions 
critical  to  resolving  this  debate: 

First,  Is  It  the  basis  of  present  U.S. 
national  strategic  policy  to  increase 
the  risk  of  nuclear  war  through  the 
further  escalation  of  the  nuclear  arms 
race? 

Second,  does  procurement  of  the 
MX  guarantee  Soviet  concessions  with 
respect  to  their  current  inventories  of 
heavy  ICBM  weapons  systems? 

Third,  will  the  deployment  of  100 
MX  missiles  add  significantly  to  cur- 
rent U.S.  deterrent  capacity  over  the 
Soviet  Union? 

Fourth,  in  an  era  of  fiscal  restraint, 
can  we  justify  the  expenditure  of  $2.5 
billion  for  a  weapons  system  of  such 
dubious  value  as  truly  valuable  Feder- 
al civil  activities  are  being  cut  to  the 
bone? 

If,  like  me,  you  find  the  answers  to 
these  questions  to  be  no,  I  beseech  you 
to  vote  in  favor  of  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules amendment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words, 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment,  which  seeks  to  elimi- 
nate the  MX  missile  and  which,  in  my 
view,  would  destroy  the  Scowcroft 
package  and  put  us  back  to  square  1  in 
searching  for  strategic  modernization 
and  more  action  on  arms  control. 

The  compromise  in  May,  fashioned 
primarily  on  the  outstanding  work  of 
some  vigorous  younger  Democrats  in 
the  House  working  with  the  Scowcroft 
Commission,  has  brought  greater  em- 
phasis on  arms  control  and  beginning 
of  development  of  a  small,  mobile  mis- 
sile, which  could  contribute  to  a  more 
stable  nuclear  environment. 

Because  it  was  my  clear  understand- 
ing that  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report  viewed  the  MX  as  a  vital  ele- 
ment of  a  total  package  and  that  such 
was  the  view  of  the  Congress  when  the 
MX  money  was  released  in  May,  I 
wrote  to  the  President  to  ask  him  to 
clarify  what  his  policies  would  be  if 
the  Bennett-Mavroules  amendment 
passes  and  the  MX  was  eliminated. 

It  seemed  to  me  that  we  could  not 
simply  consider  the  MX  in  isolation, 
but  have  to  be  clear  what  our  strategic 
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policy  environment  would  be  if  it  were 
eliminated.  It  is  clearly  the  underpin- 
ning of  the  new  approach  to  arms  con- 
trol and  clearly  the  incentive  which 
has  beg\in  to  gain  some  movement  on 
the  part  of  the  Soviets. 

I  would  like  to  read  to  you  my  letter 
to  the  President  and  his  reply. 

I  wrote  as  follows: 

HoosE  or  Represektatives. 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
Washington,  D.C..  July  18.  1983. 
The  Presidekt. 
77i^  White  House, 
WashingtOTi,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  As  you  know,  the 
Department  of  Defense  authorization  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1984.  H.R.  2969.  is  presently 
before  the  House  of  Representatives.  As  ap- 
proved by  the  Armed  Services  Committee, 
the  bill  contains  the  essential  military  ele- 
ments of  the  Scowcroft  Commission  pack- 
age that  you  endorsed  and  that  you  recom- 
mended to  the  Conp-ess. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  package  in- 
cluded development  and  deployment  of  up 
to  100  MX  missiles  in  Minuteman  silos  and 
initiation  of  research  and  development  on  a 
small,  mobile,  single-warhead  missile— 
which  are  provided  for  in  the  authorization 
bill,  as  reported— and  greater  flexibility  in 
the  approach  to  arms  control. 

The  initial  vote  in  the  House  earlier  this 
spring  releasing  fiscal  year  1983  money  for 
MX  was  passed  with  the  understanding  that 
the  approach  of  the  Scowcroft  package 
would  be  accepted.  Following  an  exchange 
of  letters  with  Democratic  members  of  the 
House,  you  have  agreed  to  a  modification  of 
the  arms  control  tactics  of  your  administra- 
tion, consistent  with  the  Scowcroft  recom- 
mendations, and  reappointed  the  Commis- 
sion. 

Now,  however,  we  are  faced  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  with  an  amendment,  the  Ben- 
nett-Mavroules  amendment,  which  would 
delete  all  of  the  production  money  for  the 
MX  missile  and  which  is  clearly  intended  to 
permanently  eliminate  the  MX  as  a  possible 
element  of  our  nuclear  deterrent. 

As  I  read  it.  however,  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report  seems  clear  in  its  position 
that  deployment  of  the  MX  is  a  vital  ele- 
ment of  the  total  package,  absent  an  arms 
control  agreement  prior  to  deployment. 

I  must  ask  you,  therefore,  to  clarify  what 
your  policy  would  be  if  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules  amendment  passes  and  if  the  MX 
were  eliminated.  It  is  not  clear  to  me  that 
we  can  consider  the  MX  in  isolation  and  I 
think  we  have  to  be  clear  as  to  what  our 
strategic  policy  and  the  arms  control  envi- 
ronment would  look  like  in  the  absence  of 
the  MX. 

In  view  of  the  early  schedule  for  voting  in 
the  House  on  this  issue,  I  would  respectfully 
ask  for  your  reply  at  the  earliest  opportuni- 
ty. 

Sincerely, 

Melvin  Price. 

ChairmaTU 

This  morning,  I  received  the  follow- 
ing reply  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States: 

The  White  House. 
Washington,  July  20.  1983. 
Hon.  Meltin  Price, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
House  0/ Representatives.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear.  Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  requesting  my  views  on  the  possible 
effects  of  the  Bennett-Mavroules  amend- 


ment which  would  delete  all  production 
funds  for  the  MX  Peacekeeper  missile 
system. 

Passage  of  such  an  amendment,  in  my 
view,  would  have  a  negative  effect  on  our 
overall  national  security,  would  send  the 
wrong  signal  to  the  Soviet  Union,  and  would 
be  particularly  harmful  to  our  prospects  for 
achieving  meaningful  arms  reduction  agree- 
ments. 

Over  this  past  year,  significant  progress 
has  been  made  in  achieving  a  new  bipartisan 
consensus  on  the  very  complex  issues  of  nu- 
clear weapons  and  arms  control.  The  bipar- 
tisan Scowcroft  Commission,  after  a  very  de- 
tailed review  of  U.S.  strategic  policy  and  our 
strategic  posture,  made  a  unanimous  set  of 
recommendations  on  how  to  pursue  equita 
ble,  verifiable  arms  control  agreements,  cou- 
pled with  necessary  modernization  of  our 
strategic  forces  in  a  way  which  will  enhance 
stability.  They  mswle  those  recommenda- 
tions in  the  hope  of  providing  a  basis  for 
broad  national  consensus  on  these,  difficult 
issues. 

I  have  accepted  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion recommendations  and  have  pledged  my 
full  support  for  seeking  their  Implementa- 
tion. Already.  I  have  directed  that  our 
START  proposal  be  modified  to  accommo- 
date the  Commission's  reconunendations 
and  I  have  provided  additional  flexibility  to 
our  negotiators  in  Geneva.  I  have  requested 
funds  for  the  rapid  development  of  a  new 
small  single  warhead  missile  which  will  help 
achieve  a  more  stable  strategic  balance.  In 
addition,  I  have  asked  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission to  continue  to  advise  me  on  strate- 
gic nuclear  issues  and  to  review  our  arms 
control  policies. 

These  bipartisan  efforts  are  already  begin- 
ning to  achieve  results.  The  negotiating  en- 
vironment at  our  START  negotiations  has 
improved  and  the  Soviets  are  beginning  to 
make  some  changes  in  their  negotiating  po- 
sition. 

In  light  of  these  and  other  favorable  de- 
velopments. I  hope  the  Congress  will  not 
make  any  change  in  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion package  that  would  pull  the  rug  out 
from  under  our  negotiators  in  Geneva.  I 
want  to  go  forward  with  arms  control  nego- 
tiations on  the  basis  of  the  program  worked 
out  with  the  help  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion and  with  Members  of  both  parties  in 
both  Houses  of  Congress.  To  do  this,  we 
must  have  a  stable  and  consistent  program 
presented  on  behalf  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States.  I  believe  that  is  what  we 
have  now  as  a  result  of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission recommendations. 

The  Peacekeeper  is  an  integral  part  of 
that  bipartisan  program.  We  need  the  MX, 
not  only  for  force  modernization,  but  to 
keep  the  Soviets  moving  at  the  negotiation 
tables. 

If  the  Bennett-Mavroules  amendment 
were  to  pass  and  this  major  element  of  our 
force  planning  were  eliminated,  it  would 
surely  Interrupt  the  progress  we  are  making 
toward  achieving  meaningful  arms  control.  I 
cannot  predict  the  detailed  impact  of  such 
an  action,  but  I  am  certain  that  it  would  be 
harmful. 

I  would  urge  you  to  speak  to  your  col- 
leagues in  the  House  and  convey  to  them 
my  deep  concern  on  this  matter.  We  as  a 
nation  are  at  a  critical  stage.  We  have  a 
great  opportunity  to  move  forward  in  arms 
control  and  achieve  a  lasting  stability  in  the 
nuclear  balance.  Now  is  not  the  time  to  dis- 
rupt the  new  and  fragile  consensus  that  has 


been  built.  The  Bennett-Mavroules  amend- 
ment should  be  defeated. 
Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan. 

I  think  the  President's  letter  makes 
it  clear  that  the  MX  is  not  something 
to  be  considered  in  isolation,  independ- 
ent of  the  rest  of  our  strategic  and 
arms  control  policy.  If  we  pass  this 
amendment  we  shatter  the  Scowcroft 
package,  and  we  bring  new  arms  con- 
trol initiatives  to  a  grinding  halt.  We 
could  be  properly  charged  with  dis- 
rupting arms  control  progress  and  de- 
laying the  possibility  of  negotiating 
agreement  on  nuclear  arms  reduction. 

I  dislike  having  to  oppose  my  distin- 
guished committee  colleagues,  but  it  Is 
simply  necessary  in  this  case.  I  think 
their  amendment  would  have  an  effect 
far  l)eyond  stopping  simply  the  missile 
itself,  an  effect,  perhaps,  far  more 
harmful  than  they  realized  when  they 
drafted  their  amendment. 

I  urge  you  in  the  strongest  terms  to 
oppose  the  amendment. 

D  1840 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
numl)er  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  in  reality 
two  issues  before  us  today.  Our  votes 
must  answer  not  only  a  specific  ques- 
tion of  defense  expenditures  but  a 
broad  question  of  constitutional  re- 
sponsibility for  shaping  the  national 
security  policies  of  the  United  States. 

The  narrow  issue  has  come  before  us 
on  two  earlier  occasions  in  the  last  8 
months.  Once— and  wisely— we  refused 
to  fund  the  MX  missile  without  a  reli- 
able system  for  basing  it.  More  recent- 
ly—and wisely,  again— we  approved  a 
limited  sum  for  flight  testing  the  MX. 
However,  we  made  a  clear  connection 
between  our  consent  to  go  forward 
with  this  expensive  and  provocative 
weapons  system  and  the  administra- 
tion's commitment  to  seek  genuine 
progress  in  strategic  arms  control  ne- 
gotiations with  the  Soviet  Union. 

Not  only  has  there  been  no  apparent 
progress  at  Geneva,  but  more  signifi- 
cantly in  my  view,  the  administration 
does  not  appear  to  be  keeping  its  side 
of  our  bargain.  Both  official  spokes- 
men here  and  credible  press  reports 
from  Geneva  indicate  disorder  in  our 
negotiating  posture,  disaray  on  our  ne- 
gotiating team  and  a  widening  dis- 
tance between  the  promise  of  progress 
and  the  performance  of  the  adminis- 
tration. 

I  appreciate  the  complexity  of  the 
issues  under  discussion  in  Geneva.  I 
am  sensitive  to  the  need  to  stand  firm, 
to  take  our  time  and  not  to  take  the 
first  offer  the  Soviets  make.  I  am  will- 
ing to  be  patient,  but  I  not  willing  to 
be  a  patsy.  And  I  believe  the  time  has 
come— on  this  vote  today— for  this 
House  to  remind  the  administration 
that  a  bargain  was  made,  a  pledge  was 
given,  and  we  will  hold  up  our  end 


when  the  administration  holds  up  its 
end.  I  am  willing  to  wait  for  convinc- 
ing proof.  I  have  not  seen  it  yet. 

I  have  a  consistent  record  of  sup- 
porting a  sound,  sustainable  program 
of  real  growth  in  our  defensive 
strength.  I  vote  today  to  withhold  MX 
procurement  funds  for  the  time  being 
because  I  believe  arms  control  is  an  es- 
sential component  of  a  strong  defense. 

Arms  alone  will  not  guarantee  our 
safety.  Our  strength  as  a  nation  rests 
on  a  sound,  stable  economy,  and  an 
unlimited  arms  race  will  destroy  our 
economic  health  as  surely  as  the  use 
of  those  arms  would  destroy  all  our 
hopes  for  the  future  of  civilization. 

We  are  obliged  today  to  exercise  the 
power  we  hold— the  power  of  the 
purse— to  remind  the  administration 
of  its  obligation  not  just  to  the  Con- 
gress but  to  the  people  we  represent. 
Americans  want  the  modern,  credible 
military  strength  needed  to  deter  con- 
flict and  preserve  freedom.  They  also 
want  a  sound,  trustworthy  agreement 
by  the  superpowers  to  reduce  the  ter- 
rible danger  of  war  by  reducing  the 
terrible  arsenals  of  war.  I  vote  today 
to  reassert  that  balance. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  such  time  as 
he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler). 

Mr.  FOV7LER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  great  regret 
that  I  must  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
most  recent  attempt  to  salvage  the 
MX  missile.  For  though,  in  all  hones- 
ty, I  have  never  been  an  advocate  of 
this  missile,  I  share  in  the  earnest 
desire  of  individuals  in  the  executive 
branch,  the  Congress,  and  the  private 
sector  to  develop  a  national  consensus 
on  the  critical  issue  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons policy. 

However,  it  is  ludicrous  to  accept  a 
nonsolution  to  our  national  security 
needs  which  carries  a  price  tag  of  $20 
billion.  After  many  years  of  study, 
after  intensive  analysis  of  dozens  of  al- 
ternatives, the  fact  remains  that  no 
satisfactory,  survivable  basing  system 
for  land-based  missiles  has  been  pro- 
posed. 

THE  military  DIBtENSION 

Much  of  the  debate  on  the  MX,  in 
the  press,  in  the  various  recommenda- 
tions of  the  administration,  and  in  the 
Halls  of  Congress,  has  been  over  politi- 
cal, or  psychological,  or  economic 
issues.  These  are,  of  coiu'se,  important 
questions.  But  the  MX  is  after  all  a 
military  program  and  in  the  final  anal- 
ysis it  must  be  evaluated  in  terms  of 
its  value  to  our  national  security.  As 
we  look  beyond  Soviet  rhetoric  and 
Soviet  intentions  to  consider  their 
military  capabilities  when  determining 
our  c  vn  defense  needs,  so  it  is  with 
them:  we  must  count  on  the  Soviets 
looking  at  the  military  utility  of  the 
systems  we  deploy,  not  at  our  ex- 
pressed reasons  for  deploying  them. 


In  this  light,  the  MX  is  a  first-strike 
weapon,  pure  and  simple.   Certainly, 
when  viewed  in  isolation  100  MX  mis- 
siles carrying   1,000   warheads   would 
not    pose    a    high    threat    to    Soviet 
ICBM's  and  other  hardened  military 
and  political  sites.  But,  as  the  Scow- 
croft Conunission  itself  pointed  out  in 
examining  the  question  of  ICBM  vul- 
nerability,   we    cannot    consider    our 
strategic  forces  in  isolation,  and  nei- 
ther can  the  Soviets.  So  to  the  1,000 
warhead  MX  must  be  added  our  exist- 
ing force  of  900  Minuteman  III  Mark 
12A  warheads,  the  current  and  pro- 
jected air-breathing  leg  of  the  triad, 
the  Trident  II  program  which  is  now 
being  developed,  and  the  efforts  to  up- 
grade the  war-fighting  capacity  of  our 
strategic  command,  control,  and  com- 
munications systems.  Taken  together, 
these  developments  would  pose  a  com- 
parable    theoretical     threat    to    the 
Soviet    ICBM's.    which    account    for 
about  70  percent  of  Soviet  strategic  ca- 
pability, faced  by  our  ICBM's.  which 
represent  only  22  percent  of  our  stra- 
tegic arsenal. 

What  makes  the  MX  a  particularly 
threatening  weapons  system,  to  us  as 
well  as  the  Soviets,  is  its  similarities  to 
the  Soviet  SS-18's  amd  SS-19's  which 
we  view  as  most  dangerous:  a  large 
number  of  high-yield,  high-accuracy 
MIRV'd  warheads  on  each  launcher 
deployed  in  a  nonsurvivable  basing 
mode.  In  other  words,  these  are  sys- 
tems which  have  countersilo  capacity 
but  are  vulnerable  to  enemy  attack. 
Thus,  they  have  value  only  as  first- 
strike  weapons. 

As  a  retaliatory  threat,  the  MX 
lacks  credibility.  According  to  a  recent 
CBO  study,  which  is  consistent  with 
Defense  Department  estimates,  the 
MX  could  contribute  3  percent  in  1990 
and  less  than  1  percent  in  1996  of  all 
surviving  U.S.  hard-target  warheads  in 
the  event  of  a  Soviet  first  strike  occur- 
ring after  some  warning,  and  5  percent 
in  1990  and  1  percent  in  1996  of  such 
warheads  in  the  event  of  a  Soviet  bolt 
out  of  the  blue. 

And  what  of  the  retaliatory  utility 
of  those  surviving  warheads?  Is  there 
anyone  who  believes  that  after  having 
laimched  a  preemptive  strike  the  Sovi- 
ets would  not  place  their  remaining 
strategic  forces  in  a  launch  on  warning 
posture? 

Even  as  a  deterrent  to  conventional 
or  the  dubious  limited  nuclear  warfare 
escalation,  the  MX  lacks  military 
value.  A  homeland-to-homeland  attack 
on  strategic  missiles  is  not  an  attrac- 
tive option  if  one  wishes  to  control  or 
limit  hostilities. 

All  of  this  really  brings  us  to  the 
central  issue  that  should  surround  our 
decision  on  the  MX:  What  do  we  want 
from  our  strategic  forces  and  how  will 
this  particular  weapons  system  fit  in 
with  those  objectives? 


DETERRENCE 

What  we  have  demanded  from  our 
strategic  nuclear  bombers  and  missiles 
from  the  beginning  is  that  they  be 
able  to  deter  Soviet  attack  on  the 
United  States  and  our  allies.  In  this 
they  have  been  successful.  As  Secre- 
tary Weinberger  stated  in  his  fiscal 
year  1984  annual  report  to  the  Con- 
gress: 

Today,  deterrence  remains— as  it  has  for 
the  past  37  years— the  cornerstone  of  our 
strategic  nuclear  policy.  To  deter  successful- 
ly, we  must  be  able— and  must  be  seen  to  be 
able— to  respond  to  any  potential  aggression 
in  such  a  manner  that  the  costs  we  will 
exact  will  substantially  exceed  any  gains  the 
aggressor  might  hope  to  achieve.  [Italics 
added.] 

I  strongly  believe  that  these  condi- 
tions for  deterrence  exist  now.  with 
our  current  forces,  and  will  continue 
to  exist  with  or  without  the  MX. 

SURVIVABILITY 

For  the  United  States,  a  credible  de- 
terrent requires  that  we  be  able  to  ride 
out  a  first  strike  with  sufficient  surviv- 
ing military  capability  to  inflict  unac- 
ceptable damage  on  any  adversary. 
The  only  major  flaw  that  has  been 
postulated  for  our  current  strategic 
force  posture  was  the  so-called  window 
of  vulnerability  supposedly  created  by 
the  theoretical  vulnerability  of  our 
landbased  ICBM's  to  the  fourth  gen- 
eration of  Soviet  ICBM's.  The  Scow- 
croft Commission  essentially  dismissed 
this  threat  by  pointing,  correctly  in 
my  view,  to  the  overall  system  surviv- 
ability of  our  strategic  triad.  Whether 
or  not  one  accepts  this  conclusion,  it  is 
undeniable  that  the  MX  system  now 
before  the  Congress  does  nothing  to 
improve  the  survivability  of  our  strate- 
gic arsenal. 

MILITARY  CAPABILITY 

As  to  the  military  capability  of  our 
survivable  strategic  forces,  they  now 
possess,  and  wUl  increasingly  possess 
over  the  next  several  years,  the  ability 
to  cover  the  whole  range  of  Soviet 
military,  political,  and  economic  tar- 
gets, with  the  possible  exception  of 
hardened  missile  silos.  As  I  mentioned 
earlier,  this  latter  set  of  targets  is 
questionable  at  best  for  retaliatory, 
second-strike  response. 

While  some  have  questioned  the  du- 
rability of  our  strategic  systems  be- 
cause of  the  age  of  many  of  our 
launch  vehicles,  the  previous  and 
planned  upgrades  and  modernizations 
of  our  existing  strategic  forces  contin- 
ue to  provide  for  the  military  effec- 
tiveness of  these  weapons.  For  proof 
of  this  proposition.  I  would  point  out 
that  even  in  the  year  2000  the  Reagan 
administration  projects  that  we  would 
still  be  deploying  all  of  our  current 
force  of  Minuteman  II  and  III  mis- 
siles, with  the  exception  of  100  Min- 
uteman HI'S  which  are  to  be  replaced 
by  the  MX.  and  96  B-52H  bombers. 
However,  regardless  of  how  one  views 
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the  current  and  projected  retaliatory 
capability  of  our  strategic  forces,  once 
again  as  with  survivability  the  MX 
makes  little  or  no  contribution  to  our 
military  posture.  The  aforementioned 
CBO  study  revealed  that  the  MX  will 
contribute  at  most  1  percent  of  surviv- 
able,  hard-target-capable  U.S.  war- 
heads by  1996. 

STABILITY 

In  addition  to  survivability  and  suffi- 
cient military  capability,  deterrence  is 
enhanced  by  weapons  systems  that 
promote  crisis  stability.  We  should 
deploy  strategic  forces  that  afford  a 
maximum  amount  of  time  for  reac- 
tion, on  the  part  of  both  sides,  to 
defuse  or  limit  strategic  accidents  or 
to  allow  cooler  heads  to  prevail  in  a 
period  of  serious  tensions.  But  here 
again  the  MX  does  not  contribute  to 
deterrence.  It  is  not  a  credible  second- 
strike  weapon,  for  reasons  I  mentioned 
earlier.  Its  only  value  from  a  military 
standpoint  would  come  if  it  was  gov- 
erned by  a  first-strike  or  launch-on- 
waming  policy.  Neither  of  these,  quite 
obviously,  would  enhance  stability. 

As  a  military  system,  the  MX  fails 
on  all  counts  in  performing  its  essen- 
tial role  of  deterrence.  As  McGeorge 
Bundy  wrote  in  a  recent  article: 

For  almost  30  years,  we  have  made  surviv- 
able  second-strike  strength  our  central  stra- 
tegit  standard.  Are  we  now  to  move,  in  a 
cloud  of  consensus  prose  and  good  inten- 
tions, to  a  non-survivable  first-strike 
system? 

THE  SCOWCROFT  COMMISSION 

In  making  its  case  for  the  MX  in 
fixed  silos,  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
cited  four  primary  reasons:  the  MX 
would  be  an  incentive  for  Soviet  agree- 
ment to  arms-control  measures;  it 
would  be  a  clear  expression  of  national 
resolve;  it  would  redress  our  current 
disadvantage  in  time-urgent  hard- 
target-kill  capability:  and  it  would  ad- 
dress the  problems  caused  by  the 
aging  of  our  strategic  forces.  In  my 
opinion,  none  of  these  arguments  is 
compelling. 

THE  MX  AND  ARMS  CONTROL 

Many  of  my  friends  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  have  been  persuaded  to  sup- 
port the  latest  MX  plan  because  of  its 
supposed  contribution  to  arms  control. 
Under  this  view,  the  deployment  of 
100  MX  missiles  in  fixed  silos  will 
cause  the  Soviets  to  see  the  folly  of 
such  deployments  and  they  will  nego- 
tiate away  all  or  a  substantial  part  of 
their  638  SS-18  and  SS-19  ICBMs.  I 
find  this  argimient  unconvincing  for  at 
least  two  reasons. 

First  of  all.  I  am  not  at  all  sure  that 
we  can  predict  with  any  confidence 
how  the  Soviets  will  react  to  the  pro- 
posed MX  deployment.  As  the  recent 
Brookings  Institution  study  of  Soviet 
strategic  forces  concluded: 

The  U.S.S.R.  has  not  attempted  simply  to 
replicate  the  American  strategic  posture, 
nor  are  its  strategic  responses  free  from  its 
own  traditions  or  the  iiifluences  of  its  insti- 


tutional process.  Rather,  such  factors  as  the 
basic  geographical  and  political  situation  of 
the  U.S.S.R.,  its  distinctive  military  tradi- 
tions and  strategic  doctrine,  its  particular 
institutions  and  technological  base  are  all 
elements  in  the  process  that  shapes  Soviet 
strategic  responses. 

There  are  a  number  of  ways  that  the 
Soviets  could  react  to  the  MX  deploy- 
ment besides  the  trade  off  of  SS-18's 
and  SS-19's.  They  could  react  militari- 
ly by  increasing  the  alert  rate  of  their 
strategic  forces,  or  adopting  a  launch- 
on-waming  policy,  or  breaking  out  of 
the  SALT-imposed  restraints  on  ICBM 
deployment.  They  could  respond  po- 
litically by  proposing  arms  control 
agreements  that  would  limit  other 
areas  of  the  strategic  competition,  like 
total  numbers  of  warheads  or  missiles. 
If  these  responses  sound  familiar,  they 
are  among  the  ways  that  we  have  con- 
sidered reacting  to  the  Soviet  deploy- 
ment of  SS-18's  and  SS-19's  during 
the  1970s. 

While  the  Soviets  might  react  in  the 
way  we  want  them  to.  I  would  not 
assess  the  probability  as  overwhelm- 
ing, certainly  not  enough  to  place  a 
$20  billion  gamble  on  an  otherwise  de- 
stabilizing weapon  system. 

Second,  if  the  Soviets  can  be  per- 
suaded in  a  positive  way  to  respond  to 
threats  to  the  survivability  of  their 
fourth-generation  ICBM's.  we  already 
have  abundant  incentives  in  place  or 
underway.  In  the  words  of  four  of  my 
colleagues  from  across  the  aisle.  Rep- 
resentatives Green.  Leach.  Schneider, 
and  Jeffords: 

As  the  Scowcroft  Commission  pointed  out, 
the  existing  U.S.  deterrent  is  strong  and 
credible,  and  the  strategic  modernization 
programs  planned  by  the  Administration- 
air,  ground,  and  sea-launched  cruise  mis- 
siles. Improvements  in  command  and  com- 
munications, the  Trident  II,  and  the 
"Stealth"  bomber— give  the  Soviets  ample 
incentive  to  bargain  in  Geneva. 

To  that,  I  would  add  that  our  exist- 
ing force  of  Minuteman  III  missiles 
and  B-52  bombers  already  possess  the 
theoretical  capability  to  destroy  Soviet 
ICBM's,  As  a  matter  of  fact,  until  the 
Trident  II  SLBM  is  deployed,  it  will  be 
the  bomber  leg  of  the  triad  that  con- 
tinues to  afford  by  far  the  largest 
share  of  survivable  hard-target  war- 
heads. 

THE  MX  AND  NATIONAL  WILL 

A  second  argument  advanced  by  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  in  favor  of  its 
MX  recommendations  is  that  the 
simple  fact  of  MX  deployment,  what- 
ever its  military  value,  will  be  a  neces- 
sary demonstration  of  national  will  to 
the  Soviets  and  to  our  allies.  Once 
again  I  must  dissent. 

In  the  first  place,  it  has  been  my  ex- 
perience that  the  Soviet  national  secu- 
rity establishment,  like  our  own,  is 
more  impressed  with  capabilities  than 
with  intentions,  and  more  influenced 
by  military  utility  than  psychology. 
The  only  capability  offered  by  the  MX 
is  that  of  a  first-strike  or  launch-on- 


waming  weapon.  This  is  hardly  the 
message  I  should  think  we  would  want 
to  convey  to  the  Kremlin.  The  mili- 
tary contribution  of  the  MX,  as  part 
of  the  overall  array  of  U.S.  nuclear 
and  conventional  weapons  is  very,  very 
small. 

In  the  second  place,  the  national  will 
argument  is  premised  on  the  notion, 
whether  expressed  or  not,  that  such  a 
demonstration  is  necessary  t)ecause  it 
has  been  lacking.  We  are  all  abundant- 
ly familiar  with  this  Issue  and  we  will 
be  arguing  it  here  in  this  Chamber  on 
other  issues  in  the  near  future.  I  be- 
lieve that  this  claim  is  not  only  wrong 
but  is  a  great  insult  to  those  Ameri- 
cans who  have  carried  out  and  paid  for 
many  such  demonstrations  over  the 
last  40  years. 

Today  American  service  men  and 
women,  diplomatic  personnel.  Peace 
Corps  volunteers,  and  foreign  aid  offi- 
cials are  scattered  around  the  globe 
demonstrating  our  commitment  to  our 
interests  and  our  values,  often  risking 
their  lives.  Prom  Lebanon,  to  South 
Korea,  to  Western  Europe,  to  the  Per- 
sian Gulf,  to  southern  Africa,  to  the 
Caribbean  Basin,  to  Japan:  we  are 
there.  As  is  often  pointed  out  when 
the  occasion  suits,  we  as  a  nation  con- 
tinue to  shoulder  more  than  our  fair 
share  of  the  defense  burden  for  the 
Western  Alliance,  measured  in  total 
spending,  or  per  capita  spending,  or 
men  under  arms,  or  almost  any  de- 
fense measure  one  could  name. 

Finally,  looking  exclusively  at  the 
issue  of  strategic  nuclear  forces,  it  is 
patently  untrue  that  we  have  stood 
still  over  the  past  few  years.  The 
American  people,  who  have  financed 
the  construction  of  our  strategic  arse- 
nal and  who  have  elected  all  of  us 
sworn  to  provide  for  the  common  de- 
fense, deserve  to  be  told  the  truth.  For 
example,  in  the  decade  of  the  1970's 
we  more  than  doubled  the  number  of 
our  strategic  warheads,  going  from 
4,000  to  over  9,000.  We  modernized 
each  leg  of  the  triad.  Since  1980,  we 
have  already  committed  ourselves  to 
an  even  more  ambitious  stategic  build- 
up, with  or  without  the  MX,  including 
not  only  new  weapons  systems,  such  as 
the  Trident  II  missile  and  the  ad- 
vanced technology  bomber,  but  also  a 
major  upgrading  of  our  strategic  com- 
mand, control,  and  communications 
systems.  • 

THE  MX  AND  PROMPT  COtTNTERSILO  TARGETING 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  also  en- 
dorses the  MX  as  a  means  for  achiev- 
ing time-urgent  hard-target  kill  capa- 
bility. Translated,  this  refers  to  the 
ability  to  successfully  attack  hardened 
missile  silos  within  a  matters  of  min- 
utes. While  our  bomber  force  and  Min- 
uteman III  missiles  already  possess 
the  desired  hard-target-kill  capacity, 
the  latter  also  representing  a  prompt 
response  time,  the  MX  is  supposed  to 


provide  a  unique  and  desirable  mili- 
tary capability. 

Yet,  as  we  have  already  seen,  as  a  re- 
taliatory weapon  the  MX  makes  little 
contribution  to  survivable  hard-target 
warheads.  When  Trident  II  is  de- 
ployed, the  MX  contribution  even  in 
the  more  specialized  category  of  sur- 
vivable, prompt,  hard-target  warheads 
is  relatively  small.  By  1996,  the  MX 
would  furnish  only  between  1  and  7 
percent  of  U.S.  military  capacity  in 
this  regard. 

But  beyond  the  simple  question  of 
what  the  proposed  MX  system  would 
add  to  our  military  capability  to 
promptly  attack  Soviet  silos,  the 
larger  question  is  whether  or  not  such 
a  capability  is  useful  to  the  United 
States. 

If  we  consider  the  MX  as  a  first- 
strike  weapon  then  this  missile  would 
make  a  significantly  larger  contribu- 
tion to  our  attack  force.  But  I  do  not 
for  a  moment  believe  that  the  United 
States  of  America  would  ever  adopt 
such  a  course  as  national  policy.  If  we 
went  to  launch  on  warning,  the  MX 
would  also  become  more  important. 
But,  do  we  really  want  to  narrow  our 
decisionmaking  time  even  further 
when  it  comes  down  to  the  biggest  life 
or  death  question  ever  faced  by  hu- 
manity? 

Even  as  a  retaliatory  weapon,  how 
militarily  important  is  it  to  be  able  to 
promptly  target  missile  silos?  A  sizable 
portion  of  such  targets  would  have 
presumably  been  emptied  in  the  first- 
strike  that  precipitated  the  response. 
As  for  the  rest,  it  is  highly  unlikely 
that  a  nation  which  has  already 
chosen  to  initiate  hostilities  by  strik- 
ing first  would  not  place  its  remaining 
strategic  forces  in  a  launch-on-warning 
posture.  If  such  is  not  the  case  and  the 
remaining  ICBM's  are  withheld,  then 
the  Soviet  silos  holding  unused 
ICBM's  would  be  targetable  by  non- 
prompt,  hard-target  warheads  as  well. 
With  the  military  case  for  the  MX's 
time-urgent,  hard-target-kill  capabUity 
ambiguous  at  best,  we  are  left  with  the 
psychological-military  justification  of 
mirror-imaging:  that  is,  that  we  must 
possess  this  capacity  because  the  Sovi- 
ets have  it. 

In  my  view,  we  should  not  try  to 
copy  Soviet  force  structure.  Let  me  say 
very  clearly  that  it  is  this  structure, 
which  the  Soviets  have  constructed, 
that  threatens  nuclear  stability.  It  is 
Soviet  actions,  particularly  the  deploy- 
ment of  their  high-yield,  high-accura- 
cy, multiple-warhead  fourth-genera- 
tion ICBM's,  that  have  moved  us  all 
closer  to  the  nuclear  abyss.  And  it  is 
precisely  because  of  my  profoimd  mis- 
trust of  past  and  future  Soviet  mili- 
tary decisions  that  I  strongly  believe 
we  must  not  try  to  duplicate  their 
strategic  posture. 

Two  hands  on  the  nuclear  hair  trig- 
ger are  more  dangerous  than  one.  es- 
pecially when  we  can  continue  to  de- 


liver a  mortal  blow  to  Soviet  society  in 
response  to  any  first  shot. 

Also,  we  should  recognize  that  part 
of  the  reason  for  Soviet  concentration 
of  more  than  two-thirds  of  their  stra- 
tegic striking  power  in  land-based 
forces  stems  from  their  lack  of  confi- 
dence in  the  reliability  and  readiness 
of  their  air-  and  sea-based  strategic 
systems.  We  should  be  under  no  simi- 
lar constraint. 

In  siunmary.  we  should  design  our 
strategic  forces  to  fit  our  own  mission 
requirements,  not  those  of  the  Soviet 
Union.  Those  requirements  remain 
today,  as  they  have  been  for  almost  40 
years,  centered  on  the  provision  of  de- 
terrence. No  other  course  can  satisfy 
our  national  security,  as  well  as  our 
political  and  moral  objectives. 

THE  MX  AND  FORCE  MODERNIZATION 

The  last  major  rationale  put  forth 
by  the  Scowcroft  Commission  on 
behalf  of  its  MX  recommendation  is 
that  it  is  a  necessary  modernization  of 
our  aging  strategic  forces. 

Parts  of  our  strategic  force  structure 
are  older  than  their  Soviet  counter- 
parts, but  it  is  military  capability  and 
not  age  that  determines  the  value  of  a 
weapons  system.  As  I  pointed  out  eai- 
lier,  even  under  Reagan  administra- 
tion modernization  plans  we  would  be 
retaining  all  of  our  current  Minute- 
man  missiles,  except  for  the  100  which 
are  to  be  removed  in  order  to  make 
room  for  the  MX,  and  all  of  our  B-52 
model  H's  through  the  end  of  the  cen- 
tury. And  there  is  no  technical  barrier 
to  our  maintaining  additional  B-52's 
and  Poseidon  submarines  at  least  until 
that  time. 

Additionally,  we  have  been  modern- 
izing our  strategic  forces  over  the  past 
several  years  to  the  point  that  our  cur- 
rently deployed  warheads  are  at  least 
as  new  as  the  Soviet  arsenal  of  strate- 
gic warheads.  At  this  time,  I  would  like 
to  insert,  for  the  Record,  a  recent  fact- 
sheet  put  out  by  the  Center  for  De- 
fense Information  on  improvements  in 
U.S.  strategic  nuclear  weapons  from 
1970  to  the  present. 

Center  for  Defense  Information 


IMPROVEMENTS  IN  U.S.  STRATEGIC  NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS  FROM  1970  TO  THE  PRESENT 

In  early  October,  Secretary  of  Defense 
Weinberger  said,  "The  simple  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  we  haven't  done  any 
strengthening  or  any  modernization  of  our 
strategic  systems  virtually  since  they  were 
built— Minuteman  in  the  Sfi's  and  some  of 
the  submarines  in  the  last  years. 

In  a  press  conference  on  19  January, 
President  Reagan  said,  "So  up  until  now,  in 
previous  negotiations,  they  (the  Soviets) 
haven't  had  to  make  any  concession  because 
we  were  unilaterally  disarming." 
THE  facts: 

The  number  of  U.S.  strategic  nuclear 
weapons  rose  from  4,000  in  1970  to  9,200  in 
1980.  Today,  the  U.S.  has  approximately 
9,800  strategic  nuclear  weapons. 

1.  1965-73— Replacement  of  Minuteman  I 
with  Minuteman  II  missiles. 


2.  1970-75— Replacement  of  MM  I  and 
MM  II  with  550  MM  III  missiles. 

3.  1970-75— MIRVing  of  550  MM  HI 
ICBMs.  (1650  MK12  weapons). 

4.  1971-76— Replacement  of  Polaris  A-3 
SLBMs  with  496  Poseidon  C-3  SLBMs. 

5.  1971-77-MIRVing  of  496  SLBMs  on  Po- 
seidon subs.  (About  5,000  weapons). 

6.  1966-76— Addition  of  76  FB-IU  SAC 
bombers  and  356  F-111  nuclear  capable 
bombers  to  U.S.  Air  Forces. 

7.  1972-75- Addition  of  Short-Range 
Attack  MissUe  (SRAM)  to  B-52,  FB-111  air- 
craft. 1,140  now  in  Inventory. 

8.  1979-83-Retrofitting  of  900  MK12A 
weapons  on  300  MM  111  ICBMs. 

9.  1978-82— Retrofitting  of  192  Trident 
missiles  on  12  Poseidon  subs.  (About  1,500- 
1,600  weapons). 

10.  1976-81— Construction  of  8  and  deliv- 
ery of  two  Trident  subs. 

11.  1981— Air  Launched  Cruise  Missile 
operational.  (At  least  4,348  to  go  on  B-52G/ 
Hs. 

12.  Throughout  the  1970's— B-52  Improve- 
ments. (Some  for  only  B-52G/H  versions): 
Offensive  Avionics,  Electronic  Counter 
Measures,  Electro-optical  Viewing,  Termi- 
nals for  AFSATCOM,  Fuselage  Extension, 
Enlarged  bomb  bay.  EMP  Hardening.  New 
Engines,  SRAM  Carriage.  ALCM  Carriage. 
Wing  Skin  Change.  Shortened  Tail. 

13.  Throughout  the  1970's— FB-111  Im- 
provements: Larger  Wings,  Strengthened 
Landing  Gear,  Offensive  Avionics,  EMP 
Hardening,  SRAM  Carriage,  New  Engines, 
ECM,  Structual  Strengthening. 

14.  Throughout  the  1970's— Other  ICBM 
Improvements:  Command  Data  Buffer 
System  (MM  III),  Silo  Hardening  (MM  and 
Titan),  New  Launch  Control  System  (MM), 
Airborne  Launch  Control  System  (MMIII), 
INS-20  Guidance  System  (MMIII). 

15.  Ongoing  R&D  Programs  throughout 
the  1970's— Ballistic  Missile  Defense  (De- 
ployed in  1976),  Anti-Satellite  Weapons 
(Testing  in  1982,  Operational-1985),  Lasers 
and  Particle  Beam  Weapons,  MARV  (First 
test  in  1975).  Anti-Submarine  Warfare. 

Finally,  even  without  the  MX.  in  the 
past  2  years  the  Congress  has  adopted 
a  costly,  multiyear  commitment  to  fur- 
ther modernization  of  the  Triad  and 
the  command,  control,  and  communi- 
cations systems. 

CONCLUSION 

I  have  tried  to  demonstrate  that  the 
latest  MX  scheme  would  not  make  a 
significant  military  contribution  to 
our  defense  posture,  would  weaken 
rather  than  strengthen  deterrence, 
would  not  improve  arms-control  pros- 
pects, is  not  necessary  to  demonstrate 
national  will,  is  undesirable  as  a 
prompt  countersilo  weapon,  and  is  not 
necessary  for  strategic  force  modern- 
ization. 

I  have  not  talked  much  about  the  ec- 
onomics of  the  MX,  or  of  what  else  we 
could  buy  in  terms  of  reducing  the  def- 
icit or  of  upgrading  our  conventional 
defenses  if  we  forego  the  additional 
$20  billion  investment  in  the  MX. 

There  remains  the  question  of  the 
Scowcroft  package  of  MX-Midgetman 
arms  control.  Much  has  been  said  on 
both  sides  of  the  issue  as  to  the  neces- 
sity of  linking  the  three  elements.  I 
suppose  that  the  linkage  rests  in  the 
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eye  of  the  beholder.  For  the  record,  as 
one  Member  of  Congress,  I  have  grave 
reservations  about  all  three  elements 
of  the  deal  as  currently  understood. 

The  Midgetman,  while  clearly  less 
destabilizing  than  the  MX.  will  be  la- 
boring under  the  same  vulnerability 
and  verification  difficulties  encoun- 
tered by  all  the  other  attempts  to 
devise  a  new  land  basing  mode  for 
ICBM's,  and  will  be  facing  even  great- 
er safety  and  security  concerns. 

While  I  applaud  the  general  commit- 
ment to  arms  control  negotiations,  and 
the  move  toward  focusing  on  warheads 
rather  than  launchers  as  the  key  area 
for  control.  I  am  troubled  by  the  ini- 
tial negotiating  strategies  being  touted 
on  Capitol  Hill  and  at  the  White 
House,  including  the  guaranteed  build- 
down.  This  latter  approach,  as  now  de- 
fined, does  nothing  to  guarantee  that 
the  force  modernization  it  promotes 
will  provide  greater  stability,  and  does 
nothing  to  restrain  the  technological 
competition  that  has  done  the  most  to 
destabilize  the  current  nuclear  bal- 
ance. 

However,  the  Midgetman  and  guar- 
anteed build-down  are  new  suggestions 
that  need  and  deserve  further  study 
and  refinement.  They  could  yet  pro- 
vide useful  additions  to  our  strategic 
force  policies.  Such  is  not  the  case 
with  the  MX. 

The  MX  is  bad  policy,  militarily,  eco- 
nomically, and  politically.  If  it  is  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  consensus,  the 
Midgetman  and  the  build-down,  then 
it  is  too  high  a  price. 

We  do  need  a  national  consensus  to 
govern  our  national  strtitegic  policies, 
but  such  a  consensus  must  at  the  very 
least  be  based  on  sound  military  and 
arms  control  strategies.  I  submit  that 
the  MX  does  not  pass  either  test  and 
should  be  rejected. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  and  would  like  to  take 
the  time  of  the  House  for  a  few  mo- 
ments here  to  review  briefly,  because  I 
think  most  of  us  are  cognizant  of  the 
fact,  at  least  some  of  the  historical 
facts  leading  up  to  this  discussion  here 
today  and  why  it  would  be  a  terrible 
idea  to  pass  this  amendment  to  emas- 
culate, in  effect,  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission recommendations  and  to  put 
us  back  to  square  1. 

Going  back  several  years,  the  Con- 
gress and  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  four  different  Presidents  have  rec- 
ognized the  fact  that  our  Minuteman 
field  was  getting  old,  that  time  was 
passing,  and  just  like  every  other 
weapons  system,  the  time  would  come 
when  it  had  to  be  replaced.  This  is 
true  of  all  three  legs  of  the  triad,  the 
B-52  bomber,  the  Polaris  submarine, 
and  the  Minuteman  missile. 

Our  strategic  forces  are  an  average 
of  about  15  years  of  age.  Our  Titans, 


which  are  going  to  be  replaced,  are  20 
years  old;  the  Minuteman  II's,  16 
years  old;  the  Minuteman  Ill's,  about 
13  years  old.  At  some  point  they  will 
lose  their  credibility  as  deterrents  be- 
cause the  shelf  life  is  finite  on  all 
weapons  systems,  so  whether  it  be  this 
year  or  next  year,  there  inevitably  will 
come  a  year  when  they  will  no  longer 
be  a  credible  deterrent  and  have  to  be 
replaced. 

We  recognize  this,  and  we  have  come 
along  and  developed  and  are  building  a 
new  generation  of  submarine.  We  are 
putting  aboard  it  a  new  missile,  the  D- 
5  missile.  We  have  recognized  the  need 
to  replace  the  B-52,  which  as  has  been 
pointed  out  so  many  times,  is  older  in 
many  instances  than  the  pilots  who 
fly  them,  and  we  are  building  a  follow 
on  called  a  B-1  bomber.  This  is  to  revi- 
talize and  to  replace  the  other  leg  of 
the  triad,  the  Minuteman  II,  Minute- 
man  III,  and  the  Titan  missiles. 

We  have  come  up  with  several 
basing  schemes,  as  every  Member  of 
this  House  is  aware.  We  came  up  with 
the  MPS,  the  multiple  protective  shel- 
ters. We  were  going  to  build  several 
holes  in  the  ground  and  only  put  the 
missile  in  one  so  that  our  potential  ad- 
versaries could  not  tell  under  which 
shell  the  pea  was.  That  was  not  good 
enough.  We  could  not  sell  that  to  the 
Congress  for  political  reasons,  and 
they  were  political  reasons.  I  think 
that  is  probably  technically  the  best 
scheme  or  mode  that  has  been  ad- 
vanced. 

So  we  had  to  come  up  with  some- 
thing different.  So  then  we  were  going 
to  put  it  on  a  track  and  send  it  around 
and  have  it  pop  up  at  different  places. 
This  did  not  sell  to  the  House— again 
for  political  reasons. 

So  then  they  came  up  with  another 
scheme,  and  this  was  going  to  be  the 
Dense  Pack,  and  we  were  going  to  put 
it  in  holes  in  the  ground,  but  put  them 
so  close  together  that  the  fratricide  of 
incoming  missiles  would  kill  each 
other  off  and  thereby  give  life  and 
credibility  to  a  densely  pjicked  basing 
mode.  This  died  aborning. 

So  the  President,  in  his  frustration, 
and  his  very  earnest  desire  to  come  up 
with  a  mode  that  was  acceptable  both 
technically  and  politically,  put  togeth- 
er a  nonpartisan  commission  of  the 
most  respected,  both  technically  and 
politically,  people  he  could  find  mili- 
tarily. He  appointed  a  retired  general. 
General  Scrowcroft.  to  head  this  up 
and  to  make  a  comprehensive,  serious 
study  of  what  could  be  done  to  come 
up  with  a  follow-on  missile  to  take  the 
place  of  these  aging  missiles  that  in- 
evitably must  be  replaced  that  would 
be  both  politically  acceptable  and 
technically  feasible  as  fsir  as  being  a 
credible  deterrent. 

The  Scrowcroft  Commission  met  for 
I  do  not  know  how  many  different 
meetings,  but  they  met  continuously 
for  several  months.  I  had  the  honor  of 


appearing  before  the  Commission  and 
testifying  on  two  different  occasions. 
They  invited  comments  from  people  in 
industry,  from  labor,  from  all  walks  of 
life,  including  the  Congress.  I  met 
with  them,  gave  them  my  ideas,  they 
sought  ideas  from  everywhere  else, 
and  they  finally  came  up  with  a  con- 
sensus. For  once  they  were  unani- 
mous, every  member  of  that  Commis- 
sion. Democrats.  Republicans,  former 
Secretaries  of  Defense  under  both 
Democrat  and  Republican  administra- 
tions, people  from  labor,  and  people 
from  think  tanks.  This  was  the  best 
composite  answer  that  could  be  put  to- 
gether and  melded  to  present  to  the 
Congress,  to  the  President,  auid  to  the 
American  people. 

D  1850 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Nichols,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  Commission  came  up  with  an 
answer,  and  it  was  a  composite  of  sev- 
eral things,  not  just  one  single  answer. 
What  did  they  recommend?  They  said: 

Well,  this  has  got  to  be  a  package  that  is 
going  to  be  technically  feasible  and.  there- 
fore, credible  and  politically  doable. 

So  in  order  to  appease  as  many 
people  as  possible  and  to  come  up  with 
something,  they  said: 

Well,  we  have  the  aging  Minuteman  that 
inevitably  must  be  replaced.  We  have  the 
silos  already  in  the  ground,  and  the  Minute- 
man  silo  was  built  and  sized  to  take  a  follow- 
on  missile. 

I  really  think  that  just  from  the  se- 
mantics of  it.  if  we  had  named  this. 
"Minuteman  IV"  at  the  beginning  in- 
stead of  "MX"  or  "Peacekeeper"  or 
something  else,  perhaps  we  would  not 
have  had  this  much  political  flak.  But 
that  was  not  done. 

At  any  rate,  the  silos  were  there  and 
capable  of  being  adapted  to  take  this 
follow-on  missile.  So  they  said,  "We 
will  do  this  as  an  interim  step."  They 
were  recognizing  the  situation,  and 
nobody  said  that  by  putting  it  in  exist- 
ing silos,  it  is  going  to  be  invulnerable. 
It  is  vulnerable;  we  all  recognize  that. 
It  is  a  spurious  argument  to  keep  ham- 
mering at  this  time  and  saying,  "Well, 
you  are  just  putting  it  in  existing  silos 
that  you  already  claim  are  vulnera- 
ble." 

Yes,  it  is  true.  That  is  true.  So  what? 
Everybody  admits  it  is  true.  We  are 
not  achieving  invulnerability  by  plac- 
ing it  in  existing  silos.  Nobody  ever 
claimed  we  were. 

What  we  are  doing  is  saying  that  we 
have  a  missile  on  which  we  have  spent 
over  $6  billion,  that  is  capable  of  being 
test  flown  at  any  time  we  give  the 
signal.  It  is  not  a  paper  missile,  some- 


thing that  could  be  developed  further 
on.  It  is  something  that  we  have  the 
capability  of  producing  at  the  present 
time. 
So  they  said: 

We  will  go  forward  with  this  and  put  it  in 
existing  silos. 

That  is  one  aspect  of  it.  That  is  one 
part  of  the  Scowcroft  package. 
Second,  they  said: 

To  get  a  more  Invincible  or  Invulnerable 
missile,  we  will  go  forward  with  a  new  con- 
cept, a  follow-on  missile,  and  we  will  make  it 
a  small  mobile  missile. 

But  if  we  had  it  today,  if  we  had  the 
money  today  and  could  sign  the  con- 
tract, it  would  be  at  least  1991  before 
we  could  test-fly  this  one.  So  for  those 
Members  who  say,  "We  like  the  small 
mobile  missile,"  that  is  great,  but  if  we 
go  full  bore  right  now.  it  would  be  the 
1990's  before  we  would  have  the  first 
one.  That  would  be  the  first  one.  It 
would  not  be  operational  or  deploya- 
ble.  It  would  be  the  1990's  before  the 
first  one  could  be  test-flown. 

So  we  are  going  forward  with  the 
MX  which  has  been  test-flown.  We 
have  got  so  much  R&D  money  sunk  in 
it  that  we  know  what  it  is  capable  of 
doing.  And.  incidentally,  it  was  test- 
flown  last  month  successfully  from 
Vandenberg  in  California  to  Kwaja- 
lein.  It  was  a  tremendous  first  shot. 

So  we  have  proved  the  concept.  It  is 
viable.  It  Is  doable.  We  are  going  for- 
ward with  that,  and  we  are  going  for- 
ward with  the  research  and  develop- 
ment to  build  a  follow-on  of  the  small 
mobile,  which  will  not  be  in  existence 
until  the  1990's. 

And  there  Is  an  agreement  by  the 
administration  as  part  of  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  package  that  we  will 
go  forward  with  a  vigorous  arms  re- 
duction effort,  and  that  is  going  on 
right  now  as  a  part  of  the  total  pack- 
age. 

A  fourth  element  of  this  was  that  we 
would  have  research  and  development 
money  In  here  to  determine  how  we 
could  best  harden  the  existing  silos 
Into  which  we  would  put  the  MX  mis- 
sile. We  do  not  know  how  hard  we  can 
make  them.  We  do  not  know  how  hard 
they  need  to  be.  We  do  not  have  the 
expertise  right  now  to  say  that  we  can 
do  It.  We  know  that  the  Soviets  have 
hardened  their  missile  sites. 

So  all  these  elements  were  to  go  In 
It.  This  was  a  first  interim  step,  to  be 
followed  on  by  the  small  missile  which 
would  be  versatile  enough  that,  as  It 
moved  around,  it  would  be  much  more 
invulnerable  than  this  because  there 
are  not  the  same  aim  points.  And  we 
would  go  forward  with  the  arms  con- 
trol talks  to  try  to  deescalate  the  arms 
race,  and  then  we  would  have  the  re- 
search and  development. 

Perhaps  nobody  likes  all  aspects  of 
this,  but  it  is  a  package  and  I  have 
signed  off  on  it.  I  am  supportive  of  it.  I 
think  it  is  better  than  nothing,  and  if 


we  do  not  get  this,  we  are  going  to  get 
nothing. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  will  not  yield 
right  now. 

Maybe  that  is  what  some  Members 
want,  nothing,  and  with  this,  we  are 
going  about  it  in  exactly  the  right  way 
to  get  nothing. 

This  Is  the  total  package,  and  this  is 
the  concept. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  again  expired. 

(By  imanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickin- 
son was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
cannot  take  the  guts  out  of  the  pack- 
age, which  Is  the  MX  or  the  Peace- 
keeper, and  throw  It  away  and  say, 
"OK,  we  win  go  with  the  rest  of  it;  we 
will  have  the  arms  talks  and  we  will  go 
forward  vigorously  there,  we  will  go 
along  with  the  small  mobile  and  go  on 
with  the  hardening,  but  we  are  not 
even  going  to  have  the  MX."  There 
are,  of  course,  supporters  of  the  MX 
who  do  not  think  much  of  the  other 
parts  of  the  package,  but  we  are  cohe- 
sive and  we  are  willing  to  compromise. 
That  Is  what  It  amounts  to. 

So  the  effort  that  Is  being  made  here 
will  really  kill  the  whole  Scowcroft 
Commission  recommendation,  and  if 
that  Is  what  Members  want  to  do,  then 
they  should  vote  for  this  amendment. 
Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  finish  my 
statement,  and  then  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  emphasize 
this,  please.  If  we  take  this  major  ele- 
ment out  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion package,  then  there  Is  no  package 
to  talk  about.  What  we  did  on  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  to  ex- 
plain the  reason  why  we  have  this 
under  title  III.  we  took  out  all  of  the 
elements  throughout  the  authoriza- 
tion bill  that  we  are  debating  for  re- 
search and  development,  for  procure- 
ment, and  for  all  the  other  aspects 
that  dealt  with  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion, and  we  put  them  all  In  one  title, 
title  III.  That  Is  title  III,  and  that  is 
what  we  are  on  now.  We  did  that  be- 
cause we  wanted  it  treated  as  a  pack- 
age, as  a  whole,  as  an  entity.  If  we 
fragment  it  and  take  it  apart,  then  we 
have  no  deal. 

This  is  not  just  my  Idea.  But  this  is 
very  Interesting.  I  do  not  often  agree 
with  the  editorials  in  the  Washington 
Post,  but  In  today's  paper  I  would 
invite  the  attention  of  the  Members  to 
their  support  of  the  vote  on  the  MX 
today  In  opposition  to  the  Minuteman 
amendment. 

Let  me  point  out  another  little  Inter- 
esting thing  that  I  think  would  be  of 
interest  to  the  Members  of  the  House. 
The  chairman  of  our  committee  has 


read  a  letter  from  the  President  reem- 
phasizing  his  pledge  that  he  would  go 
forward  with  disarmament  talks  and 
with  the  entire  package,  and  that  the 
entire  package  should  be  kept  togeth- 
er. This  Is  a  letter  from  Ray  Dennlson, 
director  of  the  department  of  legisla- 
tion for  the  AFL-CIO,  the  American 
Federation  of  Labor  and  the  Congress 
of  Industrial  Organization.  Let  me 
read  just  one  paragraph  of  it.  It  is 
dated  July  19.  1983.  and  this  is  labor, 
the  AFL-CIO  talking. 

We  believe  it  is  not  prudent  at  this  time  to 
withhold  MX  procurement  funds  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Bennett-Mavroules  amend- 
ment. If  the  Aspin  and  Gore  amendments 
are  accepted,  they  will  emphatically  put  the 
Congress  on  record  as  supporting  the  pro- 
curement of  the  MX  missile  only  in  context 
of  a  pursuit  of  all  other  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion recommendations,  and  If  the  adminis- 
tration does  now  show  good  faith  In  this 
total  effort,  there  will  be  numerous  future 
opportunities  for  the  Congress  to  reconsider 
their  support  of  the  MX.  We,  therefore, 
urge  support  of  the  Aspin  and  Gore  amend- 
ment and  the  defeat  of  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules amendment  to  the  MX  missile. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  Is  about 
as  clear  as  we  could  state  It.  The  Mem- 
bers c»n  accept  what  we  are  doing 
today,  and  if  at  any  time  they  feel 
there  Is  a  breach  of  faith  and  that  the 
administration  Is  not  going  forward 
with  It  as  a  package,  we  can  turn  off 
the  funds  at  any  time  In  the  appro- 
priation process  sjid  In  the  next  au- 
thorization process,  but  once  we  kill  it, 
it  Is  done.  So  we  have  a  string  on  It, 
and  we  can  handle  It. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Let  me  ask  this.  If  I  may,  of  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com- 
mittee. I  think  he  raised  a  very  Inter- 
esting point,  and  the  chairman  raised 
it  also  In  his  discussion,  and  that  Is 
this  discussion  of  an  exchange  of  let- 
ters with  the  President.  That,  I  think. 
Is  the  Interesting  question  that  faces 
this  body  and  Indeed  the  whole  U.S. 
Government,  and  I  refer  to  the  ques- 
tion of  what  happens  If  this  amend- 
ment carries. 

D  1900 

Is  It  the  Impression  of  the  author  or 
the  people  who  offer  this  amendment 
that  the  rest  of  the  Scowcroft  package 
goes  ahead?  Is  that  what  we  are  being 
told?  Because  quite  clearly,  the  things 
I  hear  aroimd  the  floor  here  and  with 
the  comments  of  the  gentleman  In  the 
well  would  indicate  that  perhaps  that 
is  not  what  the  gentleman  has  in  mind 
or  what  other  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  have  in  mind. 

I  know  the  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  well  enough  to 
know  that  they  are  not  real  enthusias- 
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tic  about  small  missiles  and  if  we  lull 
off  the  MX  as  part  of  the  deal.  I  think 
there  is  some  question  whether  they 
would  be  willing  to  go  forward  with 
the  rest  of  the  package. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  yield  to 
the  author  of  the  amendment,  if  I 
might,  to  respond  to  the  gentleman's 
question.      

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  gentleman  has 
asked  whether  or  not  the  Scowcroft 
package  is  part  of  the  legislative  pack- 
age today. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Aspin.  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Whether  it  is  a  part 
of  the  legislative  procedure  today,  it 
obviously  is  not. 

The  amendment  to  the  bill  is  very 
specific.  It  only  has  about  10  words  in 
it.  It  cuts  out  procurement  for  the  MX 
missile. 

Now,  there  is  no  way  to  confuse  it 
with  anything  else.  I  am  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  the  mobile  missile.  I  think  it 
is  very  late  and  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  are  going  to  be  able  to  develop  it. 
but  I  am  certainly  for  the  idea. 

Now,  there  are  some  things  in  the 
Scowcroft  report  that  I  personally  cer- 
tainly oppose.  I  mentioned  them,  be- 
cause on  two  pages  of  the  Scowcroft 
report  it  says  that  we  are  going  to  be 
the  first  ones  to  use  nuclear  weapons 
if  need  be.  Now,  that  is  not  something 
that  I  want  to  see  our  country  enter 
into  without  a  full  debate  on  the  floor 
in  our  legislative  history. 

If  we  want  to  accept  the  Scowcroft 
report  the  ideas  of  that  report,  that 
particular  idea  is  certainly  an  impor- 
tant idea  that  should  be  debated  here 
on  the  floor. 

So  I  personally  do  not  support  the 
idea  that  we  are  going  to  be  the  first 
to  use  nuclear  weapons,  as  the  Scow- 
croft report  says. 

The  amendment  that  I  have  offered 
is  simple.  It  is  only  about  10  words  and 
it  has  nothing  to  do  with  anything 
except  with  procuring  the  MX. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Well,  let  me  just 
say  in  response  to  the  gentlemsm,  that 
apparently  we  have  read  two  different 
copies  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report,  because  I  do  not  recall  the  ad- 
vocacy within  the  Scowcroft  Conmiis- 
sion  of  first  use  of  nuclear  weapons  by 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  read  it  to  the  gen- 
tleman earlier,  the  exact  words,  the 
quotation,  and  it  wil'  appear  in  my 
report  and  it  app<*ared  in  my  last 
speech.  If  someone  wiU  give  me  a  copy, 
I  will  show  it  to  the  gentleman  now. 


Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  my 
other  colleague  on  the  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Mavroules),  the  other  author  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much  for 
yielding. 

I  just  want  to  respond  to  our  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  on  his 
question. 

In  the  authorization  bill,  we  have 
$250  million  in  there  for  R&D  for  the 
Midgetman  initiative.  We  also  have  an 
additional  $1.9  billion  for  R&D  for  the 
MX  missile. 

In  response  to  how  we  feel  relative 
to  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  let  me 
respond  to  my  dear  friend  by  stating 
that  initially  and  in  its  present  form  I. 
for  one,  am  very  enthusiastic  about 
the  mobile  Midgetman  missile  propos- 
al. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  California. 
Mr.    DELLUMS.    Mr.    Chairman.    I 
thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 

I  tried  to  listen  diligently  to  the  ar- 
gument presented  by  my  distinguished 
colleague. 

The  major  argument  of  the  gentle- 
man is  that  this  MX  missile  is  present- 
ed as  a  package.  The  two  major  ingre- 
dients of  the  package  are  the  deploy- 
ment of  100  MX  missiles  and  to  go  for- 
ward with  research  and  development 
and  pursuing  the  technology  of  a 
small  single  warhead  mobile  missile. 

Now,  the  major  argument  of  the 
gentleman  was  that  we  have  to  accept 
this  as  a  package. 

I  would  like  to  ask  a  very  genuine 
question  of  my  colleague.  What  does 
the  gentleman  believe  that  we  are  get- 
ting by  embracing  this  package  if  the 
gentleman  does,  indeed,  agree  with  me 
that  to  deploy  100  missiles  is  to  deploy 
them  in  a  vulnerable  mode?  The  gen- 
tleman has  already  conceded  that 
point. 

Now.  if  we  can  agree  that  we  are 
talking  about  100  MX  missiles  in  a  vul- 
nerable mode,  why  are  we  then  asking 
the  taxpayers  to  pay  $15  to  $20  billion 
for  a  political  solution,  a  perception. 

The  small  mobile  missile  is  not 
before  us.  We  do  not  even  have  the 
technology.  This  gentleman  would 
submit  that  to  try  to  find  a  mobile 
mode  for  the  single  warhead  missile 
will  probably  be  as  impossible  as 
trying  to  find  a  mobile  mode  of  the 
MX  missile:  so  we  are  all  the  way  back 
to  square  one. 

What  does  my  thoughtful  colleague 
in  the  well  believe  that  we  will  be 
achieving  by  embracing  this  so-called 
package  of  the  MX.  other  than  per- 
ception? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Well,  let  me 
answer  briefly,  and  then  come  back  to 


the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr. 
Aspin)  and  then  to  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  CrORX). 

First,  I  believe  that  something  in  the 
hand  now  is  better  than  something  in 
the  future:  that  is,  a  bird  in  the  hand 
is  better  than  two  in  the  bush:  some- 
thing in  the  here  and  now  that  is  capa- 
ble. We  have  flight  tested  the  MX.  We 
know  what  it  will  do.  We  know  that  we 
can  go  forward  right  now  with  the  pro- 
duction. 

This  is  opposed  to  a  small  mobile, 
which  incidentally  the  gentleman 
would  not  vote  for,  either.  The  gentle- 
man would  not  vote  for  anything,  so 
we  are  up  here  trying  to  kill  the  whole 
program. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  The  gentlemam  has 
mischaracterized  me. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Is  the  gentleman 
telling  me  that  he  is  for  a  small  mobile 
missile? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  would  not  vote  for 
one  single  nuclear  weapon.  I  think  nu- 
clear weapons  are  insane. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  So  it  does  not 
make  any  difference  any  way  we  do  it, 
the  gentleman  is  not  going  to  vote  for 
it.  The  gentleman  is  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  think  one  can 
argue  intelligently  as  to  why  one  is  op- 
posed. That  is  not  just  some  irrational 
emotional  response. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Well,  I  will  re- 
claim my  time,  if  the  gentleman  does 
not  mind.  I  am  trying  to  respond  to 
the  gentleman  even  though  my  re- 
sponse in  not  going  to  change  the  gen- 
tleman at  all.  because  the  gentleman  is 
going  to  vote  against  anything  we  do 
on  this. 

I  would  rather  have  the  capability 
and  go  foward  with  the  procurement 
of  the  MX  now  while  we  are  in  the 
process  of  completing  the  R&D.  Then 
we  could  develop  and  then  build  a 
smaller  mobile  missile  that  will  be  in 
service  perhaps  in  1990,  perhaps  not; 
but  at  least  we  have  the  present  capa- 
bility of  filling  that  gap. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gore,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  briefly  to 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  and 
then  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
and  I  will  come  back  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  briefly  address  the  vulnerabil- 
ity question,  because  I  think  one  of 
the  main  contributions  of  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  report  is  its  proposal 
that  vulnerability  be  awihieved  not 
through  hardware  and  weapons  pro- 
curement, but  through  arms  control. 
In  the  short  term  and  in  the  mid  term. 


the  Scowcroft  Commission  concluded 
that  fixed  silos  are  not  vulnerable  be- 
cause of  the  Soviet  problem  in  phasing 
the  ICBM  and  SLBM  portions  of  any 
hypothetical  attack;  and  in  the  longer 
term,  the  Commission  hopes  to 
achieve,  and  we  hope  to  achieve,  invul- 
nerability through  a  transition  to 
single  warhead  missiles  on  both  sides, 
orchestrated  through  arms  control. 

I  would  hope  they  will  not  be 
mobile,  or  at  ieast  that  they  would  be 
only  semimobile,  so  as  not  to  raise  ver- 
ification problems  that  would  be  diffi- 
cult to  solve. 

In  any  event,  in  the  long  term  we 
can  achieve  that  invulnerability  that 
we  seek  through  a  transition  to  single 
warhead  missiles  on  both  sides  in  an 
arrangement  orchestrated  through 
arms  control  that  would  make  it  im- 
possible for  either  nation  to  gain  an 
advantage  from  launching  a  first 
strike,  by  reducing  the  ratio  of  accu- 
rate warheads  on  one  side  to  silo  tar- 
gets on  the  other  side.  That.  I  think,  is 
the  nature  of  strategic  stability  that 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  points  us 
toward. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  come  back 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  think  we  are  back  to  a  really  criti- 
cal question  here  that  is  facing  the 
Members  of  this  House.  We  have  had 
a  question  before  this  House  for  get- 
ting on  to  10  years  now,  which  is,  what 
is  the  United  States  going  to  do  about 
the  existence  of  large  accurate 
multiwarhead  missiles  on  the  Soviet 
side? 

The  Soviets  have  built  SS-18's  and 
SS-19's  beginning  back  in  1972,  which 
have  a  lot  of  warheads,  very  accurate, 
very  good  stuff. 

The  question  is.  What  is  our  re- 
sponse to  that?  Our  response  has 
always  been  that  we  cannot  get  a  ma- 
jority for  anything.  We  cannot  get  a 
majority  for  this  deployment.  We 
cannot  get  a  majority  for  that  deploy- 
ment. We  keep  knocking  out  the  pro- 
duction money  and  going  ahead  and 
putting  money  in  for  R&D.  We  have 
done  that  last  December.  We  are 
threatening  to  do  it  again  now.  We 
have  done  it  in  1980,  1982,  and  1979. 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
consistently  offered  the  amendment  to 
take  the  MX  out  entirely,  including 
the  R&D  money,  and  that  amendment 
gets  somewhere  between  80  and  100 
votes. 

So  what  we  do,  we  continue  to  be 
funding  the  R&D.  but  we  do  not  fund 
the  procurement.  We  do  not  do  any- 
thing. We  do  not  decide  it.  It  never 
gets  decided.  We  never  ultimately 
come  up  with  a  decision. 

We  have  put  together  a  package 
here.  The  Scowcroft  Commission  put 


together  a  package  as  a  response  to 
what  should  be  our  answer  to  the 
land-based  missile  question.  It  was  a 
combination  of  things,  a  few  MX's,  100 
fixed  silos,  small  single  warhead  mis- 
siles, a  brand  new  approach  to  arms 
control;  all  of  which  was  a  package. 
We  got  some  people  to  vote  for  it  be- 
cause they  liked  this.  We  got  some 
people  to  vote  for  it  because  they  liked 
that.  That  is  what  happened  in  May. 
We  got  the  votes  for  it  because  enough 
people  liked  a  part  of  it. 

D  1910 

Now  comes  an  amendment  by  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  which, 
yes,  you  guessed  it,  takes  out  the  pro- 
curement money  and  leaves  in  the 
R&D. 

All  right,  so  we  are  back  where  we 
started,  except  we  still  have  the  small 
missiles  and  the  arms  control. 

But  then  I  hear  people  saying,  well, 
wait  a  minute,  if  we  take  out  the  MX, 
maybe  I  am  for  it,  maybe  I  am  for  the 
small  missile  and  maybe  I  am  not  for 
arms  control. 

The  coalition  which  has  been  put  to- 
gether always,  in  order  to  defeat  any 
basing  mode,  cannot  hang  around  to- 
gether long  enough  to  come  up  with 
an  alternative.  So  we  will  put  together 
another  coalition  behind  the  Bennett- 
Mavroules  amendment  which  will  take 
out  the  basing  mode  once  again,  but 
that  coalition  then  does  not  go  for 
anything  else. 

We  come  to  the  small  single-war- 
head missile  and  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  says  he  is  for  it;  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  says  he  is  for 
it;  but  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
is  not  for  it. 

I  looked  through  the  list  of  who  is 
going  to  vote  for  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules,  and  it  is  probably  60  percent 
would  vote  for  the  small  missile  and  40 
percent  would  not.  But  then  you  lose 
the  conservatives. 

I  know  the  Armed  Services  Conmiit- 
tee  and  those  guys  love  weapons  sys- 
tems. They  will  vote  for  anything, 
practically.  They  do  not  like  the  small 
missile.  You  take  out  the  MX  and 
those  guys  are  going  to  jump  the  ship. 
We  are  going  to  be  right  back  where 
we  started. 

We  never  really  settle  this  thing.  We 
never  settle  this  issue  one  way  or  the 
other. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  was  de- 
signed to  settle  the  issue,  to  finally  re- 
solve this  thing,  to  get  us  moving  for- 
ward to  a  solution  to  the  problem. 

We  end  up  with  no  solution.  We 
then  dig  around. 

All  of  that  might  be  funny  if  it  were 
not  for  two  things  that  are  wrong  with 
it. 

No.  1,  how  do  we  get  the  Soviet 
Union  to  negotiate  seriously  about 
ICBM's  if  we  cannot  decide  upon  ours. 
And  when  I  say  decide,  I  do  not  care 


what  we  decide.  We  cannot  decide  any- 
thing. We  cannot  decide  on  any  basing 
mode.  We  cannot  decide  for  the  MX. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Aspin  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ASPIN.  We  cannot  decide  on 
any  basing  mode  for  MX.  We  cannot 
decide  on  any  alternative  for  MX.  And 
we  cannot  decide  to  kill  the  MX  en- 
tirely because  we  keep  funding  the 
R&D.  We  do  not  go  anywhere  with 
this  issue. 

We  are  still  where  we  were  10  years 
ago. 

So  it  would  not  be  so  tragic  except 
for  the  question  of  how  do  we  get  the 
Soviets  to  seriously  negotiate  about 
ICBM's  if  we  cannot  make  a  simple  de- 
cision. 

Second,  how  do  we  get  the  Europe- 
ans to  face  up  to  their  tough  deploy- 
ment decisions  if  we  cannot  face  up  to 
ours? 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  WUl  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  quicldy  if 
he  wants  to  respond  to  the  question.  I 
promised  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  I  would  yield  to  him  what  time 
I  might  have. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  So  I  may  re- 
spond to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  Aspin)  who  is  a  very  valuable 
Member  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  and  also  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  I  would  say  he  raises  some 
serious  points. 

Let  me  ask  a  couple  of  questions  of 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin.  What 
made  the  gentleman  change  his  mind 
on  the  vulnerability  of  the  silos  in 
which  these  MX's  are  going  to  be 
placed  and  the  speeches  that  the  gen- 
tleman gave  on  the  floor  of  this  House 
last  year,  in  1982? 

What  has  changed?  What  has 
changed? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield.  I  will  be  happy  to  answer. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  What  did  the  gen- 
tleman run  for? 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 
Mr.    ASPIN.    The    thing    that    has 
changed  is  it  is  part  of  a  package. 

I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  some- 
how we  ought  to  decide  this  issue. 
Somewhere,  somehow,  we  have  got  to 
come  to  a  decision  and  the  decision 
ought  to  be  something  that  we  can  all 
agree  with. 

If  we  cannot  agree  on  it,  I  do  not 
know  what  we  can  agree  on.  But  I  will 
be  willing  to  look  at  alternatives.  But 
100  MX's  in  the  ground,  plus  a  move- 
ment toward  a  single-warhead  missile, 
plus  a  new  approach  to  arms  control, 
that  I  think  is  important.  You  put 
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that  package  together  and  I  can  buy 
onto  it. 

I  do  not  particularly  like  the  MX 
part  of  the  package.  Bill  Dickinson  I 
do  not  think  particularly  likes  the 
small  single-warhead  part  of  the  pack- 
age. But  if  we  can  put  this  thing  to- 
gether I  am  willing  to  accept  ICO  mis- 
siles in  the  ground  if  he  will  accept  the 
small  single-warhead  missile  so  that 
we  can  make  some  decision  about  this 
and  move  forward,  and  so  that  we  can 
get  an  arms  control  agreement,  so  we 
can  just  make  a  decision  so  that  we 
can  negotiate. 

Why  are  the  Soviets  going  to  ever 
negotiate  with  us  if  we  cannot  decide 
this  Issue?  We  keep  knocking  out  the 
production  money  and  voting  for 
R&D. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  will  reclaim  my 
time  and  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Basically,  the  reason  I  rise  and  speak 
at  this  particular  time  is  to  underline. 
I  think,  the  discussion  that  is  going  on 
right  now. 

Two  points:  No.  1. 1  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  know  that  the  amendment  as 
crafted  is  inconsistent  on  its  face.  It  is 
designed  to  permit  Members  to  be  in 
both  camps.  They  can  argue  if  they 
vote  in  favor  of  the  amendment  that 
they  think  we  should  have  a  strong  de- 
fense because  they  favor  R&D  money. 
On  the  other  hand,  they  can  also 
argue  that  they  lowered  the  deficit  by 
deleting  $200  billion  in  procurement. 

But  the  most  important  point.  I 
think,  is  the  fact  that  this  is  a  lot 
more  than  Just  a  vote  to  delete  pro- 
curement money  for  the  MX.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  has  devoted 
hundreds  and  hundreds  of  hours  to 
make  sure  that  there  is  a  very  careful- 
ly crafted  package  similar  to  the  social 
security  package.  I  think  an  argument 
could  be  made  that  If  there  was  an 
amendment  to  destroy  one  position  on 
the  social  security  package,  the  whole 
package  would  have  fallen  apart. 

So  this  is  not  an  amendment  that 
deals  just  with  MX.  I  think  it  Is  Impor- 
tant to  recognize  that  It  Is  an  amend- 
ment that  will  kill  Scowcroft.  It  will 
kill  the  small  Mldgetman  missile,  and 
it  will  kill  probably  the  momentum 
that  we  have  with  regard  to  these  stra- 
tegic arms  reduction  talks  at  the 
present  time. 

Indeed,  it  Is  a  lot  more  expansive 
than  just  the  MX  Issue.  It  will  kill  ba- 
sically the  whole  thrust  of  the  Scow- 
croft report  and  this  very  fragile  coali- 
tion that  was  brought  together  in  May 
of  this  year. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield  so  that  I  may  correct  a 
statement? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 


Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  believe  there  is 
$250  million  In  the  authorization  bill 
for  R&D  for  the  Midgetman  missile. 
How  are  you  going  to  kill  the  Midget- 
man  missile  with  $250  million? 

Mr.  COURTER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  permit  me  to  respond  to  that  on 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama's  time,  it 
will  not  do  so  right  now.  The  $250  mil- 
lion is  in  there  because  the  100  mis- 
siles are  in  there.  If  you  take  100  mis- 
siles out.  then  the  $250  million  is  going 
to  be  gone.  That  is  why. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  In  closing,  and  I 
would  like  to  finish  so  that  I  can  yield 
the  floor  to  other  speakers  who  want 
to  speak.  If  we  are  for  arms  control 
and  for  arms  limitation,  the  only  way 
we  are  going  to  make  successful 
progress  in  Geneva  is  by  coming  for- 
ward with  a  credible  arms  proposal 
and  to  go  forward  with  some  strategic 
system. 

Our  Members  during  the  break  vis- 
ited Russia  and  some  of  them  visited 
General  Rowny  and  Mr.  Nitze  and 
others  in  the  negotiating  process. 
Without  exception,  they  came  back 
and  said.  "Hey.  they  say  that  things 
are  moving  for  the  first  time.  We  are 
making  progress.  The  Soviets  are  be- 
ginning to  believe  us." 

Now  if  we  take  this  out.  then  all 
credibility  is  gone.  There  is  no  reason 
for  the  Soviets  to  come  to  the  negoti- 
ating table.  They  do  not  have  to  argue 
or  bargain  or  debate.  We  take  care  of 
that  for  them. 

So  let  us  keep  the  package  together 
and  come  up  with  something  because 
the  absence  of  this  Is  nothing. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  first  of 
all  to  respond  to  a  number  of  errors  or 
misstatments  made  by  the  author  of 
the  amendment. 

He  indicated,  for  example,  that 
nobody  has  a  first-strike  weapon.  But. 
of  course,  we  are  all  well  aware  that 
the  Soviets  have  SS-18s  and  SS-19's 
and  that  they  can  kill  silos  today.  We 
ourselves  do  not  have  that  kind  of  a 
weapon.  They  do. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  also 
said  that  the  MX  is  not  survivable. 
The  Scowcroft  Commission  made  it 
perfectly  clear  that  the  MX  placed  in 
Minuteman  silos  Is  not  absolutely,  to- 
tally Invulnerable;  but  the  very  fact 
that  It  Is  placed  In  a  silo,  the  very  fact 
that  It  is  produced,  the  very  fact  that 
the  U.S.  Congress  has  finally  decided 
on  this  package  is  itself  a  solid  deter- 
rent. And  as  the  labor  member  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  indicated  very 
eloquently  to  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  existing  techniques  of  pro- 
duction today  can  make  the  Minute- 
man  silo  much  more  Invulnerable  than 
it  currently  is. 

In  addition  to  that,  with  all  of  the 
Minuteman    silos    available,    we    also 


have  the  capability  of  deception.  We 
can  put  100  missiles  In  selected  holes, 
of  which  there  are  1,000. 
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So,  the  job  of  trying  to  luiock  them 
out  is  going  to  be  considerably  more 
difficult  than  many  people  realize. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  also  in- 
dicated a  moment  ago  that  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  said  that  we  would 
launch  a  first  strike,  that  we  would  be 
the  first  to  use  nuclear  weapons.  That, 
of  course.  Is  absolutely  not  correct.  We 
have  not,  of  course,  joined  the  Soviet 
Union  in  pledging  a  no-first  strike.  We 
have  refrained  from  doing  that  very 
largely  because  the  essence  of  our  de- 
fense posture  in  the  NATO  area  is  to 
keep  the  Soviets  guessing  as  to  wheth- 
er a  conventional  attack  on  their  part 
might  be  resisted  by  a  nuclear  strike. 
This  is  made  clear  in  the  section  that 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  says  sup- 
ports his  contention  that  we  will  strike 
first,  has  pointed  out  to  me:  "Effective 
deterrence  requires  that  in  any  Soviet 
consideration  of  attack  or  threat  of 
attack  with  conventional  forces  or 
chemical  or  biological  weapons.  Soviet 
leaders  must  understand  that  they 
risk  an  American  nuclear  response," 
the  Commission  report  states. 

That  is  a  lot  different  from  saying 
that  we  are  going  to  be  the  first  to  fire 
a  nuclear  missile.  The  capability  to 
strike  is  the  key  to  deterrence. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Dickinson)  be- 
cause he  has  made  a  very  important 
point,  and  also  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Aspin)  who  done  an 
outstanding  job  in  his  effort  to  try  to 
achieve,  as  we  must,  some  kind  of  deci- 
sion on  a  land-based  missile  so  that  we 
can  begin  to  move  ahead  to  enhance 
our  arms  control. 

We  severely  ought  to  demonstrate 
some  ability  in  this  Congress  to  govern 
when  it  comes  to  the  matter  of  de- 
fense policy. 

I  think  it  would  be  very  helpful— and 
perhaps  everybody  has  seen  it— if  we 
reflect  again  on  the  wisdom  of  the  edi- 
torial that  appeared  in  the  Washing- 
ton Post  this  morning.  "MX  Day 
Again."  I  think  Mr.  Courter  sent  it 
around  in  a  "Dear  Colleague"  letter. 

It  points  up  some  very  serious  mat- 
ters. For  example,  it  reminds  as  that 
we  have  reached  a  period  today  when 
a  great  deal  has  transpired  since  Con- 
gress debated  the  MX  some  many 
weeks  ago.  For  one  thing,  we  have  had 
the  statement  of  Mr.  Sakharov.  the 
distinguished  Soviet  scientist,  the  de- 
veloper of  the  Soviet  hydrogen  bomb, 
who  responded  to  one  of  his  friends  in 
the  United  States.  Mr  Sakharov  said 
this: 

For  talks  [on  nuclear  disarmament]  to  be 
successful  the  West  should  have  something 
that  it  can  give  up!  The  case  of  the  Euromis- 
sUes  once  again  demonstrates  how  difficult 
It  Is  to  negotiate  from  a  position  of  weak- 


ness. No  less  a  problem  is  that  of  the  power- 
ful silo-based  missiles.  At  present  the 
U.S.S.R.  has  a  great  advantage  in  this  area. 
Perhaps  talks  about  the  limitation  and  re- 
duction of  these  most  destructive  missiles 
could  become  easier  if  the  United  States 
were  to  have  MX  missiles,  albeit  only  poten- 
tially, indeed  that  would  be  the  best  of  all. 
And  what  we  are  voting  on  tonight 
will  be  only  potential  missiles  as  Mr. 
Dickinson  pointed  out.  because  the 
first  one  is  not  going  to  be  delivered 
before  late  1986. 

In  other  words.  If  we  turn  down  an 
MX  missile  tonight,  the  negotiations 
in  Geneva,  In  the  important  START 
talks  are  bound  to  collapse. 

But  one  other  thing  has  also  devel- 
oped. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Strat- 
TON  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  STRATTON.  One  other  devel- 
opment has  erupted  and  that  Is  a 
report  In  the  Washington  Post  by  Mi- 
chael Getler  that  there  are  today  signs 
of  movement  on  arms  control.  The 
Pope  made  a  visit  to  Poland  and  per- 
haps Warsaw  will  find  that  there  will 
be  a  lifting  of  the  martial  law.  Private 
contacts  between  Secretary  Schultz 
and  Ambassador  Dobrynln.  who  re- 
cently returned  to  Moscow,  have  in- 
creased and  in  fact  it  is  even  rumored 
that  Mr.  Dobrynln  has  had  his  special 
parking  privileges  restored  in  the 
State  Department  garage. 

We  have  had  a  delegation  of  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  who  went  to  the 
Soviet  Union  a  couple  of  weeks  ago 
and  one  of  them,  our  friend.  Mr. 
Downey  from  New  York.  Indicated 
that  he  saw  some  movement  and.  in 
fact,  the  Soviets  have  already  tabled  a 
different  proposal  in  the  START  talks 
than  the  one  that  was  originally  the 
case. 

And  as  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin has  pointed  out,  it  was  only  a 
couple  of  months  ago  that  we  put  to- 
gether a  coalition  in  support  of  the 
MX,  because  it  would  be  a  major  ele- 
ment of  arms  control.  And  I  wonder  if. 
with  all  of  these  movements  that  seem 
to  be  generating  as  a  result  of  the 
action  that  was  taken  in  May  to  take 
off  the  fencing  on  the  MX.  the  recom- 
mendations of  Dr.  Sakharov.  the 
changes  that  are  being  made  in  the 
Soviet  proposal,  is  it  really  a  good 
thing  at  this  time,  at  the  very  time 
when  it  appears  that  something  may 
actually  happen,  for  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  pull  the  rug  out 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States? 

The  editorial  In  the  Washington 
Post  today  said:  "Legislators  on  both 
sides  of  the  issue  ask  if  Mr.  Reagan  is 
serious  about  bargaining." 

I  think  the  people  might  also  have 
reason  to  ask  whether  the  House  of 
Representatives  is  serious  about  arms 
control  and  bargaining,  or  are  we 
simply  trying  to  put  the  President  on 
the  spot,  continue  the  bitter  partisan- 


ship that  has  so  often  encumbered 
this  entire  debate  and  which  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin,  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  and  their  associates 
have  succeeded  In  changing. 

We  ought  not  to  place  the  matter  of 
arms  control  simply  on  a  political 
island  and  leave  it  as  a  difference  be- 
tween two  parties. 

To  me  It  Is  Incredible  that  of  the 
seven  candidates  for  President  in  the 
Democratic  Party,  not  a  single  one 
supports  the  MX  and  every  one  of 
them  supports  the  nuclear  freeze,  even 
the  distinguished  veteran  of  the 
Marine  Corps,  Senator  Glenn. 

Surely  if  we  Democrats  as  a  party 
want  to  take  over  the  leadership  of 
the  country,  we  ought  to  have  some 
kind  of  a  defense  policy  that  makes 
sense.  We  must  recognize  that  we  do 
face  a  real  threat  with  the  Soviet  mis- 
siles. We  should  have  some  credible 
program  for  containing  that  threat 
other  than  rushing  to  Moscow  the  day 
after  Inauguration  Day,  1985  to  those 
who  voted  for  MX  in  May,  I  think  we 
ought  to  say  to  them:  "You  cut  a  deal 
last  month.  The  future  of  your  coun- 
try and  the  safety  of  the  world  depend 
on  your  sticking  to  that  deal.  Let  us 
get  some  kind  of  reason  and  genuine 
bipartisanship  In  the  basic  question  of 
arms  control." 

D  1930 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I,  too,  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  amendment  because  its 
passage  would  undermine  the  goal  of 
this  country,  which  is  to  deter  nuclear 
war.  And  that  is  what  we  are  all  about 
here,  to  deter,  to  preclude  and  to 
eliminate  the  possibility  of  nuclear 
war. 

I  think  that  one  thing  that  many  of 
us  forget  to  say  at  the  outset  of  this 
kind  of  debate,  and  I  think  that  all  of 
us  here,  those  of  who  have  been  to 
war,  those  of  us  who  have  not  been  to 
war,  would  agree  upon,  that  the  whole 
world  would  be  better  without  nuclear 
weapons. 

But,  my  colleagues,  that  is  not  the 
real  world  that  exists.  There  are  nucle- 
ar weapons  and  unfortunately,  and  I 
mean  that  sincerely,  they  will  be  with 
us  for  some  time  to  come. 

Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  the  greatest 
paradox  of  all  time  is  that  the  success 
of  nuclear  weapons  that  we  build  Is 
based  entirely  upon  the  fact  that  they 
will  never  be  used.  Paradoxically  as  it 
may  seem  our  force  of  Minutemen,  Po- 
seidon missiles,  or  B-52  bombers,  have 
convinced  the  leaders  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  that  our  retaliatory  capability 
would  make  the  damage  to  the  Soviet 
Union  unacceptable,  in  the  event  that 
they  launched  a  first  strike  against 
the  United  States. 


Simply  stated,  that  is  the  concept  of 
deterrence.  Unfortunately.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  are  losing  our  ability  to  deter. 
For  the  past  10  years  this  country  has 
set  out  to  build  an  advanced  intercon- 
tinental ballistic  mlssUe  to  replace  the 
aging  Minuteman  force;  10  years  and 
$5  billion  later,  we  zre  considering  an 
amendment  that  will  throw  out  10 
years  of  effort  in  1  day. 

This  amendment  is  capricious  be- 
cause in  addition  to  the  waste  of  time 
and  money  it  undermines  our  position 
at  START  and  it  erodes  our  ability  to 
discourage  the  Soviets  from  engaging 
In  nuclear  war. 

We  have  been  through  the  MX 
issues  for  and  against  for  more  times 
than  this  Member  cares  to  remember, 
and  I  have  not  been  here  aU  that  long. 
But  I  Intend  neither  to  raise  these  m- 
g\iments  again,  nor  to  support  more 
research  and  development  for  a  small 
mobile  missile. 

It  Is  becoming  apparent  to  me  that 
this  body  Is  becoming  Incapable  of 
making  a  proper  decision  when  It 
comes  to  strategic  modernization.  We 
have  embraced  a  deslgn-but-do-not- 
ever-bulld-it  and  do-not-ever-produce- 
It  philosophy.  We  have  embraced  a 
philosophy  of  dump  scads  of  money 
Into  R&D,  but  when  you  develop  It,  do 
not  produce  It. 

Now  the  Scowcroft  Commission,  a 
bipartisan  group  of  individuals,  who 
arrived  at  a  set  of  recommendations 
that  would  restore  strategic  balance 
between  ourselves  and  the  Soviet 
Union,  those  recommendations  delin- 
eated the  steps  required  to  arrive  at  an 
equitable  arms  control  treaty.  The 
provisions  would  have  us  arrive  at  an 
equitable  arms  control  treaty  and 
would  have  a  package  of  moderniza- 
tion systems  to  put  us  in  that  stance. 
And  it  would  be  taken  all  together  as  a 
package. 

The  elements  of  the  report,  namely. 
MX  missile,  small  mobile  missile,  are 
not  mutually  exclusive.  If  this  Con- 
gress separates  the  elements  of  the 
Scowcroft  package  by  deleting  the 
funds  for  procurement  of  MX  missiles, 
there  Is  no  point  whatsoever  In  pro- 
ceeding with  the  development  of  a 
small  mobile  missile  system. 

This  Member  is  just  not  about  to 
support  5  more  years  and  billions  of 
dollars  more  In  .^search  and  develop- 
ment only  to  have  the  Congress  use 
the  same  stable  argument  to  terminate 
the  production  of  another  missile,  a 
small  mobile  missile. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Badham)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Badham 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be- 
lieve that  my  colleagues  should,  in  the 
event  that  this  tragic  amendment 
should  be  adopted,  should  delete  all 
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funds.  Hear  me  now,  delete  all  funds 
for  title  III.  Why?  For  the  simple 
reason  that  the  same  Members  who 
would  kill  procurement  for  MX  and 
leave  the  R&D.  who  would  go  merrily 
on  for  development  and  R&D  of  a 
small  mobile  missile.  I  would  like  one 
of  them  to  stand  up  on  the  floor  and 
tell  me  that  he  or  she,  when  that  one 
came  ready  to  go  into  production, 
would  not  say,  "Oh,  that  one  is  too 
old,  too.  We  cannot  produce  that 
either." 

So  if  we  are  really  going  to  be  legiti- 
mate about  this  and  we  are  going  to 
kill  procurement  and  not  R&D,  and 
we  are  going  to  go  ahead  with  R&D 
for  the  small  mobile  missile,  let  us  be 
honest  with  the  people  of  our  country, 
let  us  be  honest  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
and  kill  it  all. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  associate 
myself  with  the  gentleman's  remarks. 
I  think  he  is  making  a  very  fine  state- 
ment. There  are  a  lot  of  Members  who 
want  to  vote  against  the  MX  procure- 
ment funds  so  that  they  can  get  the 
right  rating  with  the  ADA.  but  then 
they  go  homeland  say.  "Oh,  well  I 
voted  for  the  R&D  money,  I'm  for  a 
strong  national  defense." 

I  think  the  gentleman's  proposal 
would  eliminate  that  kind  of  strad- 
dling and  it  might  bring  us  to  a  solu- 
tion much  more  quickly. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

It  is  not  true  that  this  is  really  part 
of  a  whole  package,  that  actually  we 
are  speaking  of  an  MX  missile  with 
the  Midgetman  as  an  entire  package, 
is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  WeU.  I  certainly 
think  so. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Would  the  gentle- 
man also  say  that  one  goes  with  the 
other.  One  is  of  less  value  without  the 
other.  We  need  both.  This  has  been 
well  thought  out  and  we  do  not  know 
what  the  Midgetman  is  going  to  cost 
down  the  road.  The  figures  have  been 
postulated,  but  whether  we  want  to 
look  at  those  figures  now  or  not,  I 
think  we  should  take  one  step  at  a 
time.  This  is  before  us.  If  we  are  going 
to  have  the  whole  package,  we  have  to 
face  up  to  our  duty  and  do  this  today 
so  we  can  put  the  rest  of  the  package 
together  when  that  time  comes.  Does 
the  gentleman  not  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  agree  with  that. 
And  I  would  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  contribution. 

And  reclaiming  my  time,  Mr.  Chair- 
man,  I   would   like   to   complete   my 


statement,  because  in  completing  my 
statement.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
the  fact  that  I  personally  have  been 
skeptical  about  this  small  mobile  mis- 
sile. This  is  a  dream  in  somet)odys  eye. 
this  small  mobile  missile.  I  doubt  if 
anybody  on  this  floor  has  seen  one.  I 
doubt  if  anybody  on  this  floor  has 
gone  out  and  visited  any  potential  can- 
didates for  this  thing,  whatever  it  is.  I 
doubt  if  we  could  complete  the  R&D 
in  any  appreciable  time,  but  I  will  say 
this,  too,  that  I  have  gone  out  and  vis- 
ited the  people  who  would  make  this 
dream  in  someone's  eye.  And  I  was 
quite  impressed.  I  am  impressed  with 
the  data  that  has  come  back  from  the 
first  test  firing  of  MX.  I  recognize  the 
fact  that  100  MX's  in  silos  are  ques- 
tionably invulnerable,  but  they  are 
better  than  100  Minutemen  in  any 
kind  of  silos.  I  question  the  fact  that 
the  mixture  between  100  MX's  and  a 
small  mobile  missile  might  or  might 
not  work,  but  I  think  the  package  is 
well  defined  with  its  direction  toward 
disarmament. 

D  1940 

But  I  did  go  and  visit  the  people  who 
are  proposing  the  design  for  this  small 
mobile  missile,  and  again  I  was  im- 
pressed at  the  technique,  at  the  phys- 
ics and  the  cost  runout  and  the  con- 
tractor themselves.  And  I  can  say  no 
more  at  this  time. 

Completing  my  statement,  let  me 
say,  my  friends  and  colleagues,  do  not 
fool  yourselves  into  thinking  that  your 
support  for  a  small  mobile  missile  will 
do  anything  for  national  security  in 
the  absence  of  the  procurement  and 
deployment  of  100  MX  missiles.  Do 
not  waste  the  taxpayers'  money.  Do 
not  try  to  rationalize  your  vote  that  a 
small  mobile  missile  alone  will  en- 
hance our  national  security.  Do  not 
fool  yourselves. 

It  was  Mendel  Rivers,  the  distin- 
guished former  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  who  re- 
marked: 

There  ain't  no  education  from  the  second 
kick  of  a  mule. 

Let  us  not  continue  to  go  down  the 
strategic  modernization  road  if  MX  is 
canceled.  My  dear  friends  and  dear 
colleagues,  if  you  cancel  the  procure- 
ment of  the  MX,  you  have  canceled 
strategic  modernization  for  the  nucle- 
ar force  of  the  United  States  which 
are  defensive  and  deterrent. 

If  this  amendment  passes,  you  have 
thrown  the  Scowcroft  package  into  a 
complete  state  of  disarray,  and  if  this 
occurs,  you  might  as  well  terminate 
the  small  mobile  missile  program— not 
out  of  vindictiveness,  bat  out  of  com- 
monsense. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Badham)  has  expired. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reserving  the  right  to  object— I 
am  not  going  to  object— I  certainly 
hope  that  the  gentlemen,  after  this, 
would  not  ask  for  5  additional  min- 
utes. When  I  take  the  well.  I  certainly 
will  not  ask  for  any  additional  time. 
There  are  about  10  Members  who  are 
on  the  committee  who  would  like  to 
make  some  comments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  reser- 
vation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object.  I  do  so  be- 
cause the  gentleman  from  New  York 
said  that  he  did  not  feel  the  language 
of  this  report  that  I  handed  to  him 
backed  up  what  I  said.  Let  us  just  read 
what  it  says.  It  is  not  very  long. 
Certainly  mutual  .  .  . 
Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object  to  the  gen- 
tleman's reservation 

Mr.  BENNETT.  All  right,  then,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Well.  Mr.  Chairman, 
let  the  gentleman  have  the  time,  I  do 
not  care;  but  an  accusation  was  made 
that  I  had  not  done  it  properly. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  (Mr.  Montgomery). 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Bennett). 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
understood  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  he  thought  I  misquoted,  or 
something.  Anyway,  the  language— 
and  I  am  reading  specif  ically— is: 

Certainly  mutual  arms  control  agreements 
to  reduce  both  sides'  reliance  on  nuclear 
weapons  should  be  pursued.  But  effective 
deterrence  requires  that  early  in  any  Soviet 
consideration  of  attack,  or  threat  of  attack, 
with  conventional  forces  or  chemical  or  bio- 
logical weapons,  Soviet  leaders  must  under- 
stand that  they  risk  an  American  nuclear 
response. 

Now,  that  is  the  first  sentence  on 
page  6. 
On  page  16  it  says: 

Our  ability  to  assure  our  allies  that  we 
have  the  capability  and  will  to  stand  with 
them  with  whatever  forces  are  necessary  if 
the  alliance  is  threatened  by  massive  con- 
ventional, chemical  or  biological,  or  limited 
nuclear  attack  is  in  question  as  long  as  this 
imbalance  exists. 

So  nuclear  weapons  are  planned  to 
be  used. 

So  it  is  in  the  Scowcroft  statement 
that  nuclear  weapons  would  be  first 
used  by  the  United  States  of  America 
in  a  conventional  war. 

And  the  only  way  this  issue  came  up 
was  because  somebody  said.  "Do  you 


agree  to  everything  in  the  Scowcroft 
statement?"  and  I  said.  "Certainly  not 
that,  without  a  debate  on  the  floor 
and  legislation  and  conversation  and 
testimony  as  to  whether  that  Is  a  wise 
policy." 

Now,  the  other  thing  he  said,  which 
Is  not  too  vital,  but  he  said  nobody  has 
a  first  strike  weapon. 

It  depends  on  how  you  define  a 
"first  strike."  If  you  define  a  "first 
strike"  as  ability  to  land  your  weapon 
on  theirs  in  a  way  in  which  you  cannot 
respond,  then  nobody  has  that  today. 
You  may  think  they  do,  but  they  do 
not.  A  lot  of  people  say  you  do,  but  the 
weapons  that  are  under  the  sea  are  ca- 
pable on  both  sides  of  having  an 
attack  by  them  after  a  nuclear  attack 
on  the  home  country. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  make  my  point.  I  will  not 
ask  for  additional  time.  I  think  we 
have  too  many  Members  now  who 
would  like  to  make  some  comments. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  yield, 
just  for  an  explanation? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Yes,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California,  since  I 
cut  him  off. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ex- 
plain to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Bennett)  that  my  remarks  In  no 
way  referred  to  him.  I  very  rarely  ask 
for  extra  time. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  said  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  My  argument  was 
not  with  him  nor  was  his  with  me. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. I  would  like  to  make  my  re- 
marks toward  the  vulnerability  of  the 
MX  missile  being  placed  in  the  exist- 
ing silos.  No  one  can  tell  me  tonight, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  all  of  these  MX's 
would  be  knocked  out  on  a  first  strike. 
Thank  God  we  have  never  had  a  nu- 
clear war.  Only  a  month  ago  the 
Washington  Post  had  a  chart  that  was 
drawn  up  by  an  individual  who  said 
that  probably  97  of  the  100  missiles 
that  would  be  placed  In  the  Minute- 
man  silos  possibly  could  be  knocked 
out. 

I  would  say  If  you  could  get  10  mis- 
siles up  after  a  first  strike,  this  would 
have  some  effect  In  deterring  the 
Soviet  Union,  10  out  of  100  would  do 
the  job  in  deterrence  and  make  the 
Soviets  think  twice. 

There  are  several  reasons  for  moving 
ahead  with  the  MX.  It  saves  a  lot  of 
money.  We  took  out  $400  million  in 
military  construction,  as  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Dellums) 
knows,  that  we  did  not  need  for  Dense 
Pack,  and  we  can  get  the  MX  much 
quicker  In  the  ground  and  ready  to  do 
the  job. 

In  a  conventional  war,  everything 
goes    wrong.    Armies    attack    in    the 


wrong  way.  the  artillery  fires  on 
friendly  troops,  and  even  in  this  Cap- 
itol, in  the  War  of  1812,  orUy  200  yards 
from  us,  as  I  understand  It,  we  had  the 
American  soldiers  guarding  the  doors 
of  this  Capitol,  but  the  British  came 
up  the  spiral  stairs.  We  did  not  guard 
the  stairs,  and  they  burned  down  the 
Capitol. 

My  point  is  that  the  Soviet  Union  is 
5,000  miles  from  the  United  States, 
and  with  atmospheric  conditions,  com- 
munications, we  cannot  say  tonight 
that  they  can  knock  out  all  of  the  MX 
missiles.  So  the  vulnerability  is  not 
there.  I  think  we  should  move  ahead 
with  the  MX  missile  and  we  should 
defeat  this  amendment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
debate  has  been  going  on  now  for 
some  time  this  afternoon,  and  I  would 
like  to  make  a  suggestion  to  the  Mem- 
bers so  that  we  might  be  able  to  get 
out  of  here  this  evening. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  close  at  9  o'clock. 
The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  up  until 
this  moment— so  that  we  get  this  in 
proper  perspective— the  opposition  to 
the  amendment  have  eaten  up  around 
80  percent  of  the  time,  and  you  look  at 
that  very  carefully.  I  am  willing  to 
agree  to  9  o'clock,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
not  opposed  to  it.  But  give  us  a  divi- 
sion of  time.  I  am  coauthor,  and  I  have 
not  had  time  on  this  amendment  yet. 
Mr.  PRICE.  The  gentleman  has  had 
all  day. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  May  we  divide 
the  time,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  know  the  gentleman 
does  not  want  to  stay  here.  A  few  of 
our  colleagues  want  to  stay  here  all 
night. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Can  we  divide 
the  time?  I  will  divide  the  time.  Let  us 
manage  the  time  until  9  o'clock. 

Mr.  PRICE.  What  about  9:15,  a  com- 
promise? 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  know  the 
chairman  means  well,  and  I  am  going 
to  support  him  because  he  Is  a  fair 
person.  The  point  is,  of  course,  that 
the  opposition  to  the  amendment  has 
had  about  80  percent  of  the  time  in 
the  well.  We  have  not  had  a  chance  to 
talk  about  it.  At  least  be  fair.  All  I  am 
asking  is  that  now  we  divide  the  time, 
Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  PRICE.  From  now  on. 
The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve the  right  to  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Per- 
haps the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Price)  will  restate  his  unanimous-con- 
sent request  at  this  time. 


Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  restate  his  proposal?  What 
is  the  proposal  at  the  present  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Price) 
has  made  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest that  all  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment and  all  amendments  thereto  end 
at  9  o'clock 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  let  me  suggest  a 
unanimous-consent  procedure  by 
which  we  continue  for  another  hour 
and  a  half,  that  45  minutes  be  con- 
trolled by  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Price),  and  45  minutes  be  con- 
trolled by  the  ranking  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Ben- 
nett). 

Mr.  PRICE.  That  is  satisfactory  with 
me. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I 
wish  to  get  a  clear  understanding  what 
that  unanimous-consent  request  says. 
There  are  a  lot  of  Members  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  I  would  like  the 
unanimous-consent  request  once  again 
articulated  during  my  reservation,  if  I 
may,  to  clearly  understand  it. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  explain 
it,  the  object  would  be  to  go  on  this 
amendment  for  another  hour  and  a 
half.  Forty-five  minutes  would  be  con- 
trolled by  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee—I am  sure  he  would  he  willing 
to  yield  time  over  to  the  minority  side 
on  the  issue  who  Is  opposed  to  the 
amendment— and  45  minutes  would  be 
controlled  by  one  of  the  proponents  of 
the  amendment,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Bennett). 

Mr.  COURTER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  it  is  my  understanding,  then, 
that  no  time  would  be  given  to  the  mi- 
nority, per  se,  for  the  position.  Our 
time  would  have  to  be  through  the 
chairman? 

D  1950 

Mr.  ASPIN.  If  I  could  point  out,  the 
object  is  to  get  an  even  division  be- 
tween the  proponents  of  the  amend- 
ment and  the  opponents  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  would  say  right  now, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  would  divide  my 
time  50-50  with  the  other  side  .of  the 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  I  have  some 
real  reservations  about  that.  If  you 
divide  45  minutes  between  the  chair- 
man and  the  minority  and  45  minutes 
to  the  opposition  to  the  supporters  of 
the  amendment,  I  think  that  is  an 
unfair  division  of  the  time.  Why  do  we 
not  do  it  as  we  have  always  done,  limit 
the  time,  and  allow  those  people  who 
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are  on  their  feet  to  have  time  to 
debate.  I  think  that  is  an  unfair  divi- 
sion. 

Mr.  KAZE3^.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  under  her  reserva- 
tion? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Is  there  anybody  on 
the  gentlewoman's  side  who  is  for  the 
amendment? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Yes. 

Mr.  COURTEK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
Committee,  I  would  first  like  to  yield 
to  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
southern  California  (Mr.  Badham)  if 
he  chooses  to  briefly  finish  his  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  would  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  sincerely. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  have  no  motive 
other  than  the  fact  that  my  colleague 
serves  here. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  May  I  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  my  statement  was  all  but 
two  or  three  words  completed,  but  I 
thank  the  gentleman  sincerely  for  his 
courtesy. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
Members  of  the  Committee:  I  have  a 
few  remarks  that  I  would  like  to  make. 

First  of  all.  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Alabama,  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member,  indicated  that  this 
gentleman  would  oppose  any  nuclear 
weapons  system.  The  gentleman  is 
perfectly  correct.  But  that  in  no  way 
detracts  from  the  credibility  of  one's 
argimient  against  the  necessity  or  the 
lack  thereof  for  a  specific  weapons 
system.  It  in  no  way  negates  the  ca- 
pacity of  one  to  assess  whether  or  not 
a  weapons  system  is  indeed  necessary, 
and  No.  2.  it  is  this  gentleman's  belief 
that  the  whole  concept  of  nuclear  war 
is  insane. 

My  colleagues  have  heard  me  quote 
Lord  Mountbatten  on  a  number  of  oc- 
casions who  has  pointed  out  in  the 
latter  stages  of  his  life  that  nuclear 
weapons  caiuiot  be  counted  as  military 
weapons  because  they  could  not  be 
used,  and  that  what  endangers  human 
life  and  what  imperils  human  life  on 
this  planet  is  the  illusion  that  in  some 
way  these  weapons  can  be  used. 

Third,  it  is  this  gentleman's  belief 
that  we  have  enough  nuclear  weapons, 
that  deterrance  is  in  fact  a  reality,  and 
that  what  we  really  ought  to  be  about 
is  a  serious  effort  to  negotiate  the 
withdrawal  from  the  brink  of  nuclear 
disaster. 

Second,  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore)  lays  out 
the  rationale  for  the  minimissile  in 
the  context  of  arms  control.  I  under- 
stand the  nature  of  my  colleague's  ar- 


gument. The  only  question  that  I 
would  raise  with  my  colleague  is  why 
this  interim  step  to  deploy  100  MX 
missiles  in  existing  silos?  They  have 
enormous  implications. 

Third,  I  would  like  to  respond  to  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Aspin),  who  laid 
out  in  very  graphic  terms  what  this 
whole  issue  is  all  about.  He  laid  out  for 
this  body  the  politics  of  packaging.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  one  of  my  colleagues 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  said  it  is  quite 
like  packaging  social  security.  Well,  I 
would  argue  vehemently  and  adamant- 
ly that  this  is  not  like  packaging  social 
security  because  what  we  are  packag- 
ing here  is  $15  to  $20  billion  of  taxpay- 
ers' money  that  we  do  not  need  to 
pour  down  some  nuclear  rat  hole:  and 
second,  what  we  are  doing  is  develop- 
ing a  v/eapons  system  that  is  deployed 
in  a  war-fighting  mode. 

To  deploy  these  100  MX  missiles  in 
existing  silos  brings  forward  strategies 
of  first-strike,  brings  forward  strate- 
gies of  launch  on  warning.  So  while  we 
might  laugh  and  be  humorous  about 
the  politics  of  packaging  in  this  Con- 
gress, to  package  a  weapons  system 
that  may  bring  us  closer  to  the  brink 
of  nuclear  war,  I  would  suggest.  Mr. 
Chairman  and  Members  of  this  Com- 
mittee, is  the  height  of  insanity. 

That  is  exactly  where  we  are  here. 
We  like  to  play  these  neat  little  politi- 
cal games.  Well,  let  us  keep  the  Con- 
servatives here  and  let  us  keep  the  so- 
called  moderate  Liberals  there.  But 
this  is  much  too  important  to  give  to 
the  politics  of  packaging  of  equip- 
ment. 

My  colleague,  Mr.  Aspin,  points  out 
that  we  never  have  killed  a  weapons 
system.  Well,  that  is  no  surprise  here. 
What  we  like  to  do  is  kill  each  other 
cleanly,  but  we  are  not  about  to  kill  a 
weapons  system  cleanly  because  the 
name  of  the  game  in  this  body  is  to  be 
able  to  vote  for  and  against  something 
simultaneously  so  that  we  can  go 
home  to  one  group  aind  say.  "I  am  for 
the  freeze."  and  go  home  to  another 
group  and  say.  "I  am  not  soft  on  com- 
munism: I  voted  for  some  big  nuclear 
weapon." 

Well,  this  MX  missile  is  a  dangerous 
and  frightening  weapon  and  I  think 
we  ought  to  reject  this  rather  absurd, 
superficial  analysis  of  packaging  poli- 
tics. That  is  exactly  what  this  MX  mis- 
sile is  all  about.  I  mentioned  this  to 
my  colleagues  in  the  Democratic 
Caucus. 

I  was  there  when  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  briefed  the  leadership  of 
the  Conmiittee  on  Armed  Services, 
and  this  gentleman  happended  to  be 
the  newest  and  lowliest  member  of  the 
leadership,  and  I  sat  there  when  my 
colleagues  laid  out  a  strategy  to  sell 
the  American  people  on  the  MX  mis- 
sile not  because  there  was  any  impor- 
tant rationale  for  it  except  that  we 
could  package,  to  build  the  coalition, 


to  keep  the  MX  missile,  because  the 
fear  is  that  if  you  lose  the  MX  missile 
and  the  name  of  it,  in  some  way  the 
entire  arms  race  will  begin  to  unravel. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Dellums)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Del- 
lums was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute.) 

Mr.  DEn^LUMS.  Understand  that 
this  is  not  about  some  kind  of  serious 
strategic  deployment.  This  is  politics 
in  its  worst  face.  This  is  politics  show- 
ing its  ugliest  face.  This  is  politics  in 
its  most  expedient  and  most  frighten- 
ing and  most  dangerous  face. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  fact 
that  my  colleagues  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  Mr.  Mavroules  and  Mr.  Ben- 
nett, have  brought  this  amendment  to 
the  floor  of  Congress.  The  Scowcroft 
Commission  was  not  some  unbiased 
group  of  people.  They  came  together 
at  the  behest  of  the  President,  and  it 
was  clear  that  there  was  no  way  that 
they  were  going  to  do  anything  except 
recommend  some  deployment  for  the 
MX  missile. 

We  should  not  have  to  pay  $15  to 
$20  billion  for  that  political  percep- 
tion, and  our  children  should  not  have 
to  fear  the  danger  of  first  strike  and 
launch-on-waming  strategies  that  may 
bring  the  world  closer  to  the  brink  of 
nuclear  disaster. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
said  on  a  number  of  occasions  that 
this  world  is  in  danger  for  several  rea- 
sons. We  are  going  from  deterrence  to 
a  war-fighting  capability. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Dellums)  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Del- 
lums was  allowed  to  proceed  for  30  ad- 
ditional seconds. ) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  going  beyond  deterrence  to  war- 
fighting  capability,  and  the  MX  mis- 
sile is  a  war-fighting  weapon.  Under 
the  guise  of  modernization,  we  are  de- 
veloping new  nuclear  technologies 
that  may  very  well  take  us  beyond 
arms  control,  and  moving  toward  this 
small,  single-warhead  missile  may 
indeed  do  that. 

Finally,  there  are  certain  weapons 
that,  based  on  their  deployment  mode, 
would  take  the  world  closer  to  the 
brink  of  nuclear  disaster.  To  deploy 
the  MX  missile  in  existing  silos  is  to 
take  us  closer  to  nuclear  war  because 
it  invites  launch  on  warning  and  it  in- 
vites first  strike,  and  for  all  those  rea- 
sons I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  amendment  and  reject  the 
Insanity  and  the  danger  of  the  MX 
missile. 

n  2000 
Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 


to    strike 
words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Stratton)  referred 
earlier  to  a  letter  that  has  been  writ- 
ten by  Mr.  Sakharov.  That  letter,  I 
think,  needs  a  little  more  discussion. 
Let  me  quote  from  a  newspaper  ac- 
count, as  follows: 

The  Sakharov  letter,  written  to  a  Stan- 
ford University  nuclear  physicist  and  lead- 
ing advocate  of  arms  control,  takes  note  of 
"the  appalling  dangers  of  nuclear  war  "  and 
the  desirability  of  controlling,  even  elimi- 
nating, nuclear  weaponry. 

But,  as  excerpted  in  The  New  York  Times. 
it  also  speaks  of  the  danger  of  "closing  ones 
eyes"  and  "relying  on  one's  potential  enemy 
to  be  perfectly  sensible. " 

"I  realize."  Sakharov  wrote,  "that  in  at- 
tempting not  to  lag  behind  a  potential 
enemy  in  any  way.  we  condemn  ourselves  to 
a  tragic  arms  race. 

"But  the  main  danger  is  slipping  into  an 
all-out  nuclear  war.  If  the  probability  of 
such  an  outcome  could  be  reduced  at  the 
cost  of  another  10  to  15  years  of  the  arms 
race,  then  perhaps  that  price  must  be  paid 
while,  at  the  same  time,  diplomatic,  econom- 
ic, ideological,  political,  cultural  and  social 
efforts  are  made  to  prevent  a  war." 

•  •  •  •  • 

On  the  subject  of  huge  land-based  mis- 
siles, on  which  the  Soviets  now  hold  a 
"great  advantage."  Sakharov  says,  "perhaps 
talks  about  the  limitation  and  reduction  of 
these  most  destructive  missiles  could 
become  easier  if  the  United  States  were  to 
have  MX  missiles,  albeit  only  potentially 

•  •  •  •  • 

And  then  the  article  goes  on  to  say 
this: 

So  long  as  the  Soviets  enjoy  a  lead  in 
land-based  missiles.  Sakharov  writes,  "there 
is  very  little  chance  of  (them)  easily  relin- 
quishing that  lead.  If  it  is  necessary  to 
spend  a  few  billion  dollars  on  MX  missiles 
to  alter  this  situation,  then  perhaps  this  is 
what  the  West  must  do. " 

Why  does  Dr.  Sakharov  talk  about 
the  Soviet  lead  in  ICBM's?  I  asked  my 
staff  to  look  back  over  the  last  10 
years  in  terms  of  the  development  of 
ICBM's.  and  we  find  that  in  the  period 
of  the  last  10  years,  the  United  States 
has  deployed  no  new  ICBM's  but  only 
modernized  the  Minuteman  III  war- 
heads, while  at  the  same  time  the 
Soviet  Union  in  the  period  of  the  last 
10  years  has  deployed  150  SS-17's,  308 
SS-18's,  and  300  SS-19's.  I  repeat  that 
of  the  SS-18  and  SS-19  variety,  the 
hard-kill  capability,  very  powerful  mis- 
siles, the  Soviets  have  deployed  608  in 
the  last  10  years,  and  the  United 
States  has  deployed  no  new  ICBM's 
but  have  only  modernized  the  Minute- 
man  III  missile. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  discussion 
today  about  why  we  should  put  the 
MX  into  a  silo  that  is  vulnerable,  and 
I,  frankly,  had  problems  with  that 
myself  in  some  of  our  earlier  confer- 
ences. But  as  Secretary  Weinberger 
and  Mr.  Scowcroft  point  out  in  their 
report,  this  essentially  provides  confu- 
sion in  terms  of  the  Soviet  war  plans. 
Let  me  read  this  just  very  briefly: 

•  •  •  indeed  at  the  heart  of  the  current 
U.S.-Soviet  strategic  force  Imbalance,  is  the 


Soviet  monopoly  of  prompt  hard  target  kill 
capability.  This  gives  them  a  twofold  advan- 
tage over  the  United  States.  First,  it  enables 
the  Soviets  to  launch  a  very  high  confidence 
first  strike  attack  on  our  land-based  ICBM, 
while  expending  only  one-third  of  their 
ICBM  force  in  the  process.  The  large  store 
of  remaining  ICBMs  would  then  enable 
them  to  divert  weapons  to  other  essential 
targets  in  a  first-strike  attack  and  still  main- 
tain a  large  and  effective  reserve  force  to 
conduct  follow-on  attaclis.  Second,  the  fact 
that  we  lack  a  prompt  retaliatory  capability 
against  very  hard  targets  allows  Soviet  plan- 
ners to  consider  the  possibility  that,  for  the 
crucial  first  few  hours  of  a  nuclear  conflict, 
the  bulk  of  their  ICBM  force  and  support- 
ing command  and  control  structure  would 
remain  largely  immune  to  U.S.  retaliation. 
This  would  eliminate  one  of  the  major 
sources  of  uncertainty- 
Let  me  repeat  that,  Mr.  Chairman— 
This  would  eliminate  one  of  the  major 
sources  of  uncertainty  that  is  such  an  im- 
portant element  of  deterrence— the  unpre- 
dictable effects  of  U.S.  retaliation  on  Soviet 
war  plans. 

So.  while  these  missiles  will  be  vul- 
nerable in  these  silos,  the  present 
silos,  it  still  adds,  because  of  the  hard- 
target  kill  capability  of  this  MX  mis- 
sile, confusion  in  the  Soviet  war 
making  plans  because  they  cannot  just 
focus  on  the  submarines  or  on  the 
bomber  force,  but  must  continue  to 
pay  attention  to  our  land-based 
ICBM's. 

Finally,  as  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Stratton)  earlier  referred, 
let  me  quote  from  the  Washington 
Post: 

U.S.,  Soviets  Show  Signs  of  Narrower 

DirrERENCES 

In  the  past  month  or  so,  here  is  what  hap- 
pened. 

In  Washington  June  8,  President  Reagan 
announced  slight  changes  in  the  U.S.  posi- 
tion at  the  Strategic  Arms  Reduction  Talks 
(START)  in  Geneva  that  would  in  effect 
move  the  U.S.  stand  closer  to  the  Soviet 
one. 

•  •  •  •  * 

In  Geneva  three  weeks  ago,  the  Soviets 
dropped  some  of  their  more  extreme 
START  demands,  which  they  knew  to  be  to- 
tally unacceptable  to  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Kasich)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Courter,  auid  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kasich  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  4  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ar- 
ticle continues  as  follows: 

Two  weeks  ago.  the  Soviets  made  a  more 
serious  proposal,  which  leaves  intact  their 
biggest  missiles  that  most  concern  the 
United  States  but  nevertheless  indicates 
that  Moscow  is  willing  to  move  to  lower 
overall  multiple-warhead  missile  levels  than 
it  was  in  earlier  arms  agreements. 

In  Vienna  late  last  month,  the  Warsaw 
Pact  put  forward  a  new  proposal  at  the 
long-stalled  East- West  talks  on  troop  cuts  in 
Europe. 

•  •  •  •  • 

In  Madrid,  both  countries  have  just  signed 
a  compromise  agreement  that  ends  nearly 


three  years  of  talks  at  the  35-nation  confer- 
ence to  review  progress  on  the  1975  Helsinki 
accords  on  security  and  human  rights  in 
Europe. 

•  •  •  •  • 

In  Moscow  June  26.  the  Soviets  allowed  15 
members  of  a  Pentecostal  family  that  had 
taken  refuge  in  the  U.S.  Embassy  for  almost 
five  years  to  emigrate  to  Israel.  Another 
Pentecostal  family  that  took  refuge  in  the 
embassy  has  been  told  it  will  be  able  to 
leave  the  Soviet  Union,  the  State  Etepart- 
ment  said. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  conclude 
by  saying  that  we  need  to  have  the 
MX  because  we  must  negotiate  an 
arms  control  agreement.  We  are  going 
to  get  an  agreement,  as  Mr.  Sakharov 
has  said,  who,  by  the  way,  is  certainly 
an  expert  in  the  tactics  of  the  Soviet 
Government,  if  we  go  to  the  table  with 
a  position  of  strength.  I  urge  the 
defeat  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Aspin)  wishes  me 
to  yield,  I  will  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
propose  a  unanimous-consent  request. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from   Ohio   (Mr.   Kasich)   yield 
back  the  balance  of  his  time? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentlemen  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Aspin)  rise? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remaining 
time  on  the  Bennett-Mavroules 
amendment  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween the  proponents  and  the  oppo- 
nents of  the  amendment,  the  time  to 
be  divided  in  the  following  manner: 
that  25  minutes  be  allocated  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Price),  that 
25  minutes  be  allocated  to  the  ranking 
minority  member,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Dickinson),  and  that  50 
minutes  be  allocated  to  the  ranking 
Democratic  Member,  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Bennett),  the  spon- 
sor of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Bennett). 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Mavroules). 
Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  MX  has  been  debated  in  this 
Chamber  dozens  of  times  before,  but 
make  no  mistake,  there  is  no  margin 
for  error  today.  While  substitutes  and 
alternatives  may  be  offered  and  con- 
sidered, one  issue  cannot  be  avoided: 
Are  we  going  to  open  a  production  line 
for  the  MX  missile?  That  is  the  ques- 
tion today. 

My  hope  is  that  the  House  will  exer- 
cise  its   leadership   and   resolve   the 
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question  and  reject  the  MX  produc- 
tion authorization.  The  MX  is  neither 
a  military  nor  a  national  priority. 

D  2010 

As  we  proceed  with  this  debate,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  sometimes  feel  like  a  con- 
testant on  the  old  television  game 
show  asking,  "Will  the  real  MX  please 
stand  up." 

In  1979,  when  I  first  came  to  Con- 
gress and  the  Armed  Services  Conunlt- 
tee,  the  MX  buzzwords  were  "decep- 
tive basing  and  survivability."  We  had 
to  have  deceptive  basing:  the  Minute- 
man  silos,  we  were  told,  were  too  old. 

Next  came  the  famous  "window  of 
vulnerability."  At  times  the  rhetoric 
pushing  the  window  open  was  so  exag- 
gerated, it  seemed  all  of  Western  civili- 
zation would  fall  if  the  MX  missile 
were  not  built. 

With  Dense  Pack,  however,  the  Con- 
gress finally  said  no,  and  MX  produc- 
tion funds  for  fiscal  year  1983  were 
not  authorized. 

Then  came  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion and  talk  of  the  package  and  bi- 
partisan compromise.  Or  was  it  a  com- 
promise? The  Commission  was  created 
not  to  decide  whether  there  should  be 
an  MX  missile,  but  to  market  MX  as  a 
proposal  Congress  would  approve. 

My  dear  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Aspin)  is  an  honorable 
Member  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives  and  he  was  successful, 
and  I  give  the  gentleman  credit,  in 
shifting  congressional  debate  away 
from  the  military  merits  of  MX.  In- 
stead, he  discussed  arms  control  con- 
siderations, flexibility,  and  the  com- 
mitment of  the  administration  to  that 
worthy  goal. 

On  Sunday  last,  I  read  with  much 
interest  the  gentleman's  article  on 
MX,  "It's  a  good  deal  and  it's  in  trou- 
ble."  Those  are  his  quotes. 

With  all  consideration  and  respect  to 
my  colleague,  I  disagree.  The  idea  of 
opening  up  the  MX  production  line  is 
a  bad  idea,  and  it  is  a  credit  to  this 
House  of  Representatives  that  MX 
production  is  at  this  moment  in  doubt. 

If  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
were  in  a  policymaking  position,  then 
perhaps  the  Reagan  administration 
would  have  greater  credibility  on  arms 
control,  and  I  credit  my  dear  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin:  but 
unfortunately,  last  Tuesday,  it  was  not 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  testify- 
ing before  the  Arms  Control  Panel  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee. 
Rather  than  flexibility,  and  encour- 
agement, the  panel  heard  from  Mr. 
Richard  Perle.  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  International  Security 
Policy,  that  criticism  of  ihe  adminis- 
tration's arms  control  policy  was 
"damaging  and  unworthy,"  he  stated. 

So  much  has  been  written  about  MX 
as  a  bargaining  chip  that  I  asked  Mr. 
Perle  this  question,  if  there  was  any 
way  to  limit  new  systems  like  the  MX, 


or  the  B-1,  or  the  Soviet  Blackjack 
bomber,  or  the  SS-X-24  missile, 
through  arms  control  agreements. 
Specifically.  I  asked  him  whether  he 
would  proceed  with  MX  regardless  of 
progress  in  the  START  talks.  His  re- 
sponse was  positive,  in  his  opinion  MX 
is  no  bargaining  chip,  we  are  going  to 
build  them  anyway. 

So  let  us  get  off  this  baloney  about 
being  arms  control.  It  is  not  being  uti- 
lized for  arms  control,  at  least  in  the 
eyes  of  some  of  those  who  speak  for 
the  administration,  and  that  testimo- 
ny, by  the  way.  was  a  reiteration  of 
the  paradox  we  have  all  heard  before 
that  we  must  arm  so  that  we  may  later 
disarm:  but  beyond  the  talk  of  arms 
control  and  bargaining  chip,  there  is  a 
more  crucial  issue  amd  a  question.  Is 
MX  a  military  priority? 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
'tleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Bennett) 
and  myself  would  strike  $2.5  billion  in 
MX  production  and  authorization.  If 
this  reduction  is  approved,  the  United 
States  would  still  be  spending  $491 
million  per  week  for  strategic  weapons 
in  fiscal  year  1984.  That  is  $491  million 
per  week.  While  the  argument  is  of- 
fered that  MX  is  a  display  of  national 
resolve,  so,  too,  are  many  of  the  other 
programs  in  this  bill. 

This  is  a  chart  here,  let  me  just  go 
through  it  very  quickly.  I  am  going  to 
give  you  the  3  year  totals  of  what  we 
are  spending  here  in  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  for  strategic  weap- 
ons and  nuclear  weapons,  other  than 
the  MX  missile.  The  MX  missile  is  not 
included  here. 

By  the  way,  the  classified  informa- 
tion and  funding  for  classified  pur- 
poses is  also  excluded. 

The  3  year  totals  are  as  follows: 

For  the  B-1.  it  is  $20  billion. 

The  Trident  submarine. 

$6,300,000,000. 

The  Trident  II  missile.  $4.17  billion. 

The  Tomahawk  and  Harpoon  sea- 
launched  cruise  missile.  $2.27  billion. 

The  ground- launched  cruise  missile. 
$1.76  billion. 

The  Pershing  II.  $1.49  billion. 

The  Trident  I  missile.  $1.45  billion. 

The  air-launched  cruise  missile.  $1 
billion  over  3  years. 

The  aggregate  total  for  strategic 
spending  for  the  last  3  years  is  $64.1? 
billion. 

Now.  the  point  of  the  chart  is  that 
with  or  without  the  MX.  the  United 
States  is  not  a  weak  and  threatened 
nation.  Each  time  the  Congress  en- 
gages in  a  debate  on  nuclear  weai>ons 
and  military  policy,  we  demonstrate  a 
military  and  historical  strength  that 
the  Soviet  system  can  never  match. 
That  is  a  fact. 

It  is  to  our  credit  that  we  remain 
both  secure  and  we  remain  free.  If 
anyone  here  doubts  that  security  is 
not  always  measured  in  military  capa- 
bility, they  only  need  to  be  reminded 


of  Pope  John  Paul's  visit  to  Poland 
only  last  month. 

The  MX  will  not  add  to  our  military 
capability  and  its  production  should  be 
rejected. 

I  ask.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  ap- 
prove the  amendment  sponsored  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Ben- 
nett). 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Codrter). 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
thank  the  Chairman  for  the  time. 

Three  minutes  is  not  a  long  period 
of  time  to  say  what  you  have  wanted 
to  say  for  many,  many  weeks,  but  I 
will  attempt  to  siunmarize  my  argu- 
ments as  follows: 

First  of  all.  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant for  everyone  to  recognize  that  the 
Soviet  Union  at  the  present  time  has 
approximately  638  MX-style  missiles 
and  we  have  none. 

Second  of  all.  I  think  it  is  important 
to  recognize  that  if  this  amendment 
passes  and  we  nevertheless  later  on  go 
ahead  and  procure  the  MX  missile, 
that  means  we  will  have  wasted  $1  to 
$1.5  billion  of  additional  costs. 

Third.  I  think  it  is  important  to  note 
that  the  MX  is  not  going  to  be  de- 
ployed, although  now  starting  con- 
struction, until  1986;  so  therefore,  for 
those  people  who  are  concerned  that 
our  negotiations  may  be  going  the 
wrong  way  in  the  years  1983.  1984. 
1985.  and  indeed.  1986.  they  will  be 
given  many  more  opportunities  to  vote 
no  on  deployment  or  to  stop  the  pro- 
duction in  future  years. 

Finally,  and  I  think  most  important- 
ly. Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  important  to 
look  at  this  decision  as  to  how  it  is 
going  to  affect  our  allies,  how  it  is 
going  to  affect  the  incentives  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  how  it  is  going  to 
affect  other  people  throughout  the 
world. 

What  possible  incentive  will  the 
Soviet  Union  have  if  we  now  unilater- 
ally stop  production  funds  for  the  MX 
missile? 

I  submit.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
Soviet  Union  will  be  convinced  of  the 
rightness  of  their  policy  if  we  do  noth- 
ing now.  if  we  change  our  decision. 

What  will  happen  to  NATO  if  we 
vote  yes  on  the  Mavroules  amend- 
ment? What  kind  of  signals  would  we 
give  them?  They  have  agreed  to 
deploy  the  Pershing.  They  have 
agreed  to  deploy  cruise  missiles  on 
their  land.  If  we  are  now  going  to  say 
no.  we  do  not  want  to  modernize  on 
our  land,  but  nevertheless,  you  go  for- 
ward on  yours,  what  are  they  to  think? 
Finally.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  most 
important  point,  is  that  this  is  a  pack- 
age. This  is  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report.  It  was  approved  by  this  Con- 
gress in  May  of  this  year. 
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Indeed,  what  has  happened.  I  ask 
the  question,  what  has  happened  be- 
tween May  of  this  year  and  July  of 
this  year  for  us  to  change  our  posi- 
tion? Nothing  has  happened  at  all.  If 
we  now  do  not  go  forward,  it  will  be  a 
clear  signal  to  our  allies,  to  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  to  the  rest  of  the  world 
that  there  will  always  be  a  reason  that 
we  do  not  modernize,  whether  it  be  for 
a  financial  reason,  whether  it  be  for 
environmental  reasons  or  political  rea- 
sons, we  will,  indeed,  do  nothing. 

D  2020 

This  is  one  of  the  most  important 
votes  of  this  year:  We  must  keep  to- 
gether the  Scowcroft  package  that  was 
produced,  we  must  keep  the  incentives 
going  on  arms  control,  we  must  make 
sure  we  produce  these  smaller  missiles, 
the  mobile  missiles,  the  Midgetman 
missiles.  Therefore.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  no  on  this  amendment. 
Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama (Mr.  Nichols). 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  Bennett- 
Mavroules  amendment. 

What  we  are  hearing  voiced  today  is 
a  concern  we  all  share— to  avoid  insta- 
bilities in  the  world,  particularly  with 
respect  to  nuclear  arms. 

Unfortunately.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my 
judgment  the  world  will  be  much  more 
unstable  if  this  amendment  is  passed. 

The  actual  effect  of  terminating  pro- 
duction funds  for  the  MX  will  be  to 
unravel  a  compromise  that  holds  great 
hope  for  arms  control  in  the  future. 

We  all  have  our  own  priorities  on 
what  is  the  key  element  in  this  impor- 
tant area  of  strategic  arms.  While 
some  of  us  might  see  arms  control  as 
the  single  most  important  part  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  report,  there 
are  others  who  consider  an  MX  de- 
ployment as  most  important. 

The  brilliance  of  the  Commission 
report  is  that  it  combined  several  ele- 
ments of  strategic  policy  into  an  inte- 
grated plan  for  the  future.  The  Com- 
mission has  suggested  a  way  to  mod- 
ernize our  strategic  forces  in  a  way 
that  complements  and  even  enhances 
the  long-term  prospects  for  arms  con- 
trol. With  the  Commission's  recom- 
mendations, we  can  now  plan  the  de- 
velopment of  strategic  weapons  that 
are  within  a  policy  framework  aimed 
at  creating  a  stable  nuclear  environ- 
ment. 

The  Commission's  plan  disintegrates 
if  a  piece  is  removed  (as  this  amend- 
ment would  do.)  Encouraging  the  Sovi- 
ets to  give  up  their  MIRV'd  large  land- 
based  missiles  in  favor  of  a  small 
single  warhead  missile  in  the  future  is 
part  and  parcel  of  the  MX's  role  in  the 
Scowcroft  Commission's  report. 

Take  away  the  MX  and  the  package 
goes  up  In  smoke.  This  amendment  if 
passed  will  eliminate  a  program  aimed 
at  arms  control  and  stability. 


I  do  not  like  to  be  so  pessimistic,  but 
what  this  amendment  does,  in  my 
judgment,  is  not  create  a  safer  world; 
instead,  it  continues  to  imprison  the 
world  in  a  continuation  of  an  all-out 
arms  race  with  little  hope  of  escape. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  Members  sup- 
port the  Bennett-Mavroules  amend- 
ment to  express  their  distaste  for  the 
MX— and  I  understand  that.  However, 
each  Member  must  also  understand 
the  MX  missile  program  is  before  you 
today— for  the  first  time— as  a  part  of 
a  package,  a  rational  approach  for  the 
future  for  strategic  armaments. 

A  decision  against  the  MX  now  rips 
open  the  package  in  a  gesture  of  frus- 
tration that  eliminates  the  program 
for  future  peace. 

Mr.  Chairman,  until  I  see  a  rational, 
developed  program  for  arms  control— 
[different  than  that  offered  by  the 
Scowcroft  Commission]— I  urge  each 
Member  to  look  beyond  the  MX  alone 
and  defeat  the  Bermett-Mavroules 
amendment. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  letter 
circulated  by  an  organization  called 
Business  Executives  for  National  Secu- 
rity. Inc.  and  signed  by  several  former 
and  present  business  executives  is  mis- 
leading and  is  only  another  example  of 
the  disinformation  being  applied  in 
the  debate  on  the  MX. 

The  letter  praised  the  MX  amend- 
ment as  a  "balanced  approach"  to  the 
weapon  as  a  "bargaining  chip"  in  the 
START  negotiations  while  avoiding  a 
new  phase  in  the  "arms  race"  with  the 
Russians. 

There  is  no  factual  basis  for  this  ar- 
gument. The  MX  was  never  proposed 
as  a  system  to  be  traded  away. 

The  MX  is  the  result  of  a  10-year  re- 
search and  development  effort  to 
enable  the  United  States  to  retain  a 
credible  ICBM  deterrent  force.  In  that 
time,  no  President  or  Secretary  of  De- 
fense has  considered  the  MX  to  be  a 
bargaining  chip.  It  has  always  been 
considered  a  way  to  respond  to  the 
growing  Soviet  counterforce  threat 
against  our  ICBM's. 

During  both  SALT  I  and  SALT  II 
negotiations,  the  Soviet  Union  strong- 
ly insisted  on  the  right  to  modernize 
strategic  weapon  systems.  No  SALT 
agreements  would  have  been  reached 
without  such  a  provision.  In  addition, 
the  SALT  I  Executive  Agreement 
probably  would  not  have  been  passed 
by  the  Congress  if  it  had  prohibited 
modernization  or  contemplated  more 
than  a  decade  of  unilateral  restraint 
by  the  United  States. 

The  business  executives'  letter  is 
further  misleading  in  that  it  would 
have  us  believe  that  a  "new  phase  of 
the  nuclear  arms  race  with  the  Soviet 
Union"  is  now  beginning.  Nothing 
could  be  further  from  the  truth. 


The  United  States  has  not  deployed 
a  single  new  ICBM  in  16  years,  while 
the  Soviet  Union  has  raced  ahead  with 
its  modem  heavy  and  highly  accurate 
SS-17,  SS-18,  and  new  generation  SS- 
19  missiles. 

As  former  Secretary  of  Defense 
Harold  Brown  said: 

•  •  •  we  said  in  the  early  1970's  that  we 
would  modernize  with  a  new  missile  in  the 
late  1970's.  In  the  mid-1970's  we  said  that 
we  would  do  so  in  the  early  1980's  and  in  the 
late  1970's  that  we  would  in  the  mid-1980's. 
We  have  failed  so  far  to  do  any  of  those 
things  *  •  • 

•  •  •  the  Soviets  would  be  justified  in  cal- 
culating that  any  new  U.S.  ICBM  system 
will  be  aborted  by  some  combination  of  en- 
vironmental, doctrinal,  fiscal,  and  political 
problems. 

Kill  the  MX  now  and  the  world  will 
know  the  United  States  has  no  will  to 
respond. 

Kill  the  MX  now  and  the  Kremlin 
will  have  the  answer  to  the  START 
talks  in  Geneva— "simply  hold  tight 
and  let  the  U.S.  Congress  do  our  work 
for  us." 

Business  Executives  for  National  Se- 
curity would  have  us  believe  that  a 
$3.1  trillion  economy  would  be  jeop- 
ardized if  we  were  to  spend  $2  billion  a 
year  for  MX  production  over  a  period 
of  10  years. 

This  is  preposterous  and  it  ignores 
the  conclusions  of  the  CBO  that  this 
Nation  can  afford  the  level  of  defense 
spending  requested  and  approved  by 
the  Armed  Services  Committee. 

To  date,  we  have  invested  nearly  $7 
billion  in  MX  development  but  have 
refused  to  make  a  production  decision. 
This  is  the  crucial  time.  We  should  not 
invest  another  $2  billion  in  R&D  in 
fiscal  year  1984  unless  we  are  ready  to 
make  a  production  decision. 

The  Congress  should  act  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States  to 
strengthen  and  modernize  our  strate- 
gic deterrent  posture.  The  MX  does 
both. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin). 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Bennett- 
Mavroules  amendment. 

Earlier  in  the  debate  opponents  to 
the  amendment  stood  up  and  told  our 
colleagues  that  if  we  delete  funds  for 
the  production  of  this  misbegotten 
missile  that  has  no  mission,  that  some- 
how we  would  be  back  to  "square  one" 
in  our  strategic  defense  planning. 

That  is  a  very  real  fallacy  I  hope  the 
Members  of  the  House  will  recognize. 
It  assumes  that  we  have  done  nothing 
to  prepare  ourselves  in  deterrence  and 
in  defending  ourselves  as  a  country. 
And  that  is  absolutely  fallacious. 

With  regard  to  the  land  base  of  our 
triad,  in  the  last  few  years  we  have 
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completed  and  deployed  MIRVd  Min- 
uteman  Ill's. 

We  have  doubled  the  megatonnage 
of  more  than  one-half  of  our  Minute- 
man  Ill's. 

We  have  significantly  improved  the 
accuracy  of  our  Minuteman  Ill's. 

We  have  tripled  the  hardness  of  our 
ICBM  silos. 

We  have  multiplied  the  nuclear 
hardness  of  our  ICBM's  themselves. 

We  have  installed  a  rapid  retarget- 
ing system  which  under  worst  case 
conditions  would  multiply  our  retalia- 
tory capability  by  a  factor  of  several 
hundred. 

We  have  developed  and  tested  the 
MX. 

We  are  vigorously  pursuing  the  de- 
velopment of  Midgetman. 

And  on  top  of  that  we  have  under 
way  plans  to  develop  a  B-1  bomber,  a 
Stealth  bomber,  a  Trident  II  subma- 
rine missile.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  that  is 
not  enough  to  show  the  Soviet  Union 
that  we  have  the  national  will  to  build 
a  strategic  deterrence,  I  do  not  know 
what  is. 

It  is  fallacious  to  say  we  have  done 
nothing,  and  it  is  fallacious  to  say  that 
those  of  us  who  oppose  a  missile  that 
cannot  be  used  are  against  anything  to 
strengthen  our  defense.  It  is  a  very, 
very  serious  disservice  to  those  of  us 
who  want  cost  effective  defense  and, 
more  importantly,  it  is  a  very  serious 
misunderstanding  of  what  the  ingredi- 
ents of  a  solid  defense  are. 

Many  of  the  Members  who  oppose 
the  amendment  say  that  if  we  defeat 
production  for  the  MX  we  in  some 
way  are  going  to  be  sabotaging  arms 
control;  that  is  MX  is  needed  for  an 
arms  control  agreement. 

I  want  to  suggest  to  you  that  one  of 
the  basic  fallacies  and  premises  of  the 
administration's  arms  control  position 
is  simply  this:  The  administration  be- 
lieves that  our  current  strategic  capa- 
bility—which is  sufficient  to  reduce  to 
rubble  the  industrial,  and  social,  and 
economic,  and  environmental  struc- 
ture of  the  Soviet  Union— is  not 
enough.  They  think  the  only  thing 
that  will  frighten  the  Soviets  to  the 
bargaining  table  is  the  capability  of 
wiping  out  their  silos  and  their  com- 
mand and  control  systems. 

There  are  those  in  the  administra- 
tion, and  they  have  allies  in  the  Con- 
gress, who  believe,  who  demonize  the 
Soviet  Union  to  the  point  where  they 
think  that  is  all  the  Soviets  place 
value  in,  their  silos,  and  that  until  we 
threaten  every  single  one  of  those  silos 
they  will  not  bargain  in  good  faith. 

Let  me  remind  my  colleagues  that 
since  1969  the  Soviet  Union  has  been 
bargaining  with  the  United  States.  In 
fact,  they  did  reach  an  agreement  with 
us.  The  SALT  II  Treaty  was  treaty 
signal  by  both  th'e  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States  and  it  was  not  the 
Soviet  Union  that  failed  to  make  good 
on  that  signed  treaty.  It  was  our  side. 


Sakharov,  by  the  way.  I  would  tell  my 
colleagues  on  President's  side  of  the 
aisle,  supported  SALT  II. 

One  of  the  other  problems  with  the 
arms  control  position  of  the  adminis- 
tration is  that  it  would  require 
Moscow  to  reduce  by  two-thirds  its 
biggest  and  best  strategic  missiles  and 
still  allow  a  modernization  of  all  that 
is  in  our  blueprint  for  development, 
and  I  think  that  is  a  fundamental  non- 
starter  of  a  negotiating  position.  The 
administration  knows  this.  If  it  does 
not.  then  they  are  even  more  hopeless 
as  this  issue  than  many  of  us  thought. 

Pass  this  amendment,  my  colleagues. 
It  is  good  arms  control  and  sound  on 
military  defense  policy. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
caution  our  guests  in  the  gallery  that 
no  manifestation,  either  affirmative  or 
negative,  is  suggested  by  the  guests. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder). 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  debate  has  gone  on  for  a  long 
time  and  I  think  it  is  because  we  are  at 
a  very  serious  crossroads.  If  we  make 
this  commitment  to  procure  these  MX 
missiles  I  do  not  think  we  will  be  able 
to  get  the  genie  back  in  the  bottle.  It 
would  really  be  a  historic  first  if  we 
could  ever  stop  a  weapon  system  after 
procurement  began. 

If  you  look  at  the  cover  of  U.S.  News 
&  World  Report  this  week  there  is  a 
picture  of  Mr.  Grace  from  the  Grace 
Commission  and  his  report  about  $93 
billion  that  could  be  saved  in  defense 
and  his  allegation  that  we  are  gutless 
wonders,  that  we  have  great  trouble 
really  ever  saying  no.  He  is  right.  If  we 
do  not  say  "no"  to  procurement  to- 
night, we  never  will. 

I  think  you  have  heard  person  after 
person  duck  and  tapdance  around  the 
issue  of  the  military  value  of  the  MX. 

This  is  because  there  is  no  military 
value  to  this  weapons  system.  What 
you  are  really  doing  is  taking  the  same 
hole  and  I  remind  you  it  has  always 
been  the  hole  that  was  vulnerable,  and 
instead  of  putting  3  warheads  in  it  you 
are  going  to  put  10  in  it.  Any  Russian 
planner  would  be  delighted  about  that 
because  that  frees  up  many  of  their 
warheads,  two-thirds  of  them,  to 
target  something  else  besides  missile 
holes.  We  spend  more  and  they  come 
out  better. 

The  MX  is  really  kind  of  a  modified 
Dense  Pack.  You  are  dense  packing 
the  holes  rather  than  just  dense  pack- 
ing one  area.  By  doing  that  you  save 
Russian  warheads  to  target  elsewhere. 
So  why  would  a  Russian  planner  be 
upset  that  we  are  moving  forward  on 
the  MX?  They  will  not.  They  will 
cheer.  So  how  can  anyone  feel  the  MX 
would  be  perceived  as  a  bargaining 
chip  that  is  worth  anything?  Let  us 
not  kid  ourselves.  If  the  MX  has  no 


military  value,  it  has  no  bargaining 
chip  value. 

A  bargaining  chip  is  only  created  by 
things  the  other  side  fears,  not  cheers. 
What  we  did  with  the  MX  unfortu- 
nately, is  we  built  the  missile  before 
we  built  the  basing  mode.  It  was  the 
basing  mode  that  was  vulnerable.  We 
woke  up  then  to  find  out  the  missile 
was  so  overweight,  it  was  so  huge  that 
we  could  not  base  it.  I  think  what  hap- 
pened to  us  is  we  started  believing  our 
own  charts.  You  remember  the  charts 
we  used  to  have  down  here.  We  would 
show  the  Russian  missiles,  and  they 
were  huge,  and  we  would  show  ours, 
and  they  were  teeny.  We  need  small 
missiles  to  be  flexible.  The  MX  is  a 
turkey.  Vote  for  a  military  system  not 
a  turkey. 

The  MX  is  a  mistake  and  I  encour- 
age people  to  vote  "yes"  on  the  Ben- 
nett amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  (Mr.  Edwards). 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  I 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Mary- 
land. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
has  been  a  wealth  of  misinformation 
cast  about  in  this  debate  and  in  the 
numerous  documents  and  letters  that 
have  come  to  our  desks.  In  my  opinion 
the  worst  cases  of  misinformation  deal 
with  the  arms  control  aspects  of  the 
MX  production  decision. 

In  some  cases,  the  opponents  of  the 
MX  have  attempted  to  revise  history. 
In  others,  they  have  tried  to  invent 
the  future.  One  effort,  by  one  group  is 
an  outright  apology  for  the  Soviet 
Union's  position  in  the  START  talks. 
With  respect  to  the  U.S.  START  pro- 
posal to  reduce  the  number  of  Soviet 
SS-18's  and  SS-19's  that  pose  a  first- 
strike  threat  to  our  deterrent  forces, 
this  group  states:  "The  Soviet  Union 
understandably  rejected  this  proposal 
as  being  unfair." 

I  certainly  do  not  believe,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  anyone  in  this  House  actual- 
ly believes  that  we  should  structure 
our  strategic  deterrent  for  the  purpose 
of  being  fair  to  the  Russians.  The  Rus- 
sians certainly  have  not  structured 
their  strategic  forces  with  fairness  in 
mind.  I  hope  that  we  all  believe  that 
our  strategic  forces  should  be  struc- 
tured on  the  basis  of  parity  and  in 
accord  with  the  requirements  for  stra- 
tegic stability.  The  amendment  would 
simply  perpetuate  and  exacerbate  the 
existing  inequality  in  United  States 
and  Soviet  strategic  systems. 

Some  of  those  who  support  this 
most  dangerous  amendment  make  the 
argument  that  parity  between  United 
States  and  Soviet  strategic  forces  now 
exists.  To  prove  their  point,  they 
count  the  number  of  U.S.  warheads 
versus  the  number  of  Soviet  warheads 


regardless  of  the  means  to  deliver 
those  weapons.  Using  this  rationale,  a 
10-megaton  warhead  on  a  Typhoon  or 
SS-18  missile  is  equal  to  an  80-kiloton 
warhead  on  a  U.S.  cruise  missile.  A 
warhead  designed  to  be  delivered  in  8 
hours  by  a  25-year-old  B-52  is  counted 
as  being  equal  to  a  warhead  designed 
to  be  delivered  in  25  minutes  by  an 
SS-19  missile. 

Those  who  argue  that  we  now  have 
parity  refer  to  the  "thousands  of 
cruise  missiles  that  we  now  have," 
when  in  fact  only  one  squadron  of  B- 
52's  outfitted  to  carry  cruise  missiles 
has  been  conunissioned.  Other  chick- 
ens that  are  counted  before  the  eggs 
have  been  hatched  are  the  D-5  sea- 
launched  ballistic  missile  and  the  B- 
IB  bomber.  These  forces  do  not  exist 
now,  and  i  am  confident  that  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  amendment  will  try  to 
kill  them  off  in  future  years. 

While  each  of  us  has  the  right  to 
invent  whatever  future  that  we  please, 
none  of  us  has  the  right  to  revise  his- 
tory. 

Back  in  1972—11  years  ago— the 
Congress  approved  the  executive 
agreement  that  came  to  be  known  as 
SALT  I.  SALT  I.  unfortunately,  had 
holes  in  it  large  enough  to  accommo- 
date 300  huge  SS-18  missiles  carrying 

10  warheads  each,  and  an  almost  equal 
number  of  SS-19  missiles  carrying  six 
MIRVd  warheads  each.  The  Soviets 
exploited  SALT  I  to  its  limits,  even 
while  they  were  negotiating  the  SALT 

11  Agreement.  Reading  the  testimony 
on  SALT  I  leads  to  the  conclusion  that 
that  controversial  treaty  could  never 
have  been  ratified  by  a  two-thirds  vote 
in  the  Senate.  Approval  of  the  execu- 
tive agreement  was  made  possible  only 
by  an  amendment  that  called  for 
parity  of  United  States  and  Soviet 
strategic  forces.  That  provision  is  still 
the  law  of  the  land. 

The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  supported  SALT 
I  only  on  the  condition  that  vigorous 
development  programs  would  be  sup- 
ported to  enable  the  United  States  to 
respond  to  possible  Soviet  expansion. 
One  of  those  programs— the  MX— 
began  in  1974. 

In  1975,  Secretary  of  Defense 
Schlesinger  testified: 

The  MX  could  be  deployed  in  existing 
Minuteman  silos,  since  that  is  the  least  ex- 
pensive mode,  until  such  time  as  the  threat 
to  those  silos  has  been  definitely  ascer- 
tained. At  that  point,  we  could  commence 
deployment  of  the  missile  in  one  of  the 
mobile  modes. 

This  is  essentially  the  same  as  the 
Scowcroft  Commission's  recommenda- 
tion. 

There  are  those  who  mourn  the  fact 
that  President  Carter  withdrew  the 
SALT  II  Agreement  from  consider- 
ation by  the  Senate,  but  SALT  II  per- 
mitted the  Soviet  Union  to  retain  all 
of  its  heavy,  first-strike,  destabilizing 
ICBM's    while    permitting    both    the 


Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  to 
proceed  vrith  one  new  light  ICBM.  For 
the  United  States,  this  was  understood 
to  be  the  MX.  To  date,  we  have  flown 
one  test  flight  on  the  MX.  while  the 
Soviet  Union  is  in  the  process  of  test- 
ing a  fifth  generation  of  ICBM's. 

Both  SALT  I  and  SALT  II  looked 
forward  to  a  future  agreement  where- 
by destabilizing  nuclear  weapons  such 
as  the  SS-18  and  SS-19  could  be  re- 
duced or  eliminated.  This  is  the  objec- 
tive of  the  current  START  talks  in 
Geneva. 

What  the  United  States  hoped  to 
achieve  in  START  and  in  the  MX  pro- 
gram was  the  achievement  of  parity  in 
accurate  ICBM  warheads  at  levels  that 
would  be  too  low  for  either  side  to 
have  a  first-strike  advantage  in  attack- 
ing the  ICBM's  of  the  other  side.  This 
stabilizing  approach  has  been  labeled 
as  "unfair  to  the  Soviets"  and  "not  se- 
rious." Ironically,  some  of  those  who 
support  the  Bennett  amendment,  and 
who  claim  to  support  real  arms  con- 
trol, have  driven  the  START  talks  in 
the  direction  of  higher  levels  of  Soviet 
heavy  ICBM's  and  away  from  the 
principle  of  strategic  parity. 

Killing  the  MX  now  will  kill  the  con- 
sensus on  strategic  weapons  that  grew 
out  of  the  bipartisan  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission's report. 

Killing  the  MX  now  will,  in  my  opin- 
ion, kill  the  START  talks.  How  can 
Ambassador  Rowny  continue  to  nego- 
tiate when  the  Kremlin  has  the  very 
clear  signal  that  a  majority  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  on  their 
side  of  the  issue. 

Killing  the  MX  now  might  mean  not 
only  the  end  of  production  and  R&D 
on  the  MX  but  it  will  mean  the  end  of 
the  small  mobile  missile  and  other  re- 
lated efforts. 

This  is  a  very  high  price  to  pay  for 
some  imaginary  political  gain.  In  fact, 
killing  the  MX  and  perpetuating  a 
dangerous  strategic  situation  could 
well  result  in  political  losses. 

I  urge  that  we  support  the  Scowcroft 
Commission's  recommendations,  that 
we  support  the  F>resident  and  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Armed  Services  Committee. 
It  could  be  that  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, the  past  four  Presidents,  and 
the  Armed  Services  Conmiittee  are 
dead  wrong,  however.  I  do  not  believe 
that  is  the  case.  But  if  we  are  right  in 
our  assessment  and  we  kill  the  MX 
option,  we  will  have  made  a  dangerous 
and  expensive,  if  not  fatal,  error.  For 
that  reason  alone.  I  urge  that  the 
amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  my  seventh  year  as  a 
Member  of  Congress;  year  after  year  I 
have  listened  to  these  debates  and 
have  yet  to  change  my  mind  on  the 
urgent  need  for  a  modernized  ICBM. 

The  MX  is  not  an  original  proposal 
of  this  administration— it  has  been 
around  for  a  long  time.  Preliminary 
approval  was  granted  nearly  10  years 


ago  and  has  continued  to  receive  bi- 
partisan support  of  Presidents  and  the 
Congress.  For  more  than  two  decades 
we  have  based  our  deterrence  on— and 
kept  the  peace  with— a  triad  consisting 
of  land-based  intercontinental  ballistic 
missiles,  sea-based  ballistic  missiles, 
and  manned  strategic  boml)ers.  Each 
component  of  this  triad  complements 
the  strengths  of  the  others,  but  it  is 
only  together  that  they  serve  as  a 
strong  deterrent.  While  we  have  taken 
aiction  to  rectify  deficiencies  within 
the  triad,  such  as  producing  the  Tri- 
dent submarine,  along  with  developing 
a  new  SLBM  and  the  B-1  bomber,  we 
have  yet  to  rectify  the  weaknesses 
that  exist  within  the  land-based  sec- 
tion of  our  triad. 

Since  we  deployed  the  Minuteman 
III  missile  the  Soviets  have  deployed 
^  eight  new  ICBM  missiles.  They  have 
also  upgraded  and  added  to  their  600 
or  so  SS-18  and  SS-19  missiles  which 
are  comparable  to  the  MX  in  capabil- 
ity. The  Soviets'  continued  buildup 
has  left  them  with  a  first-strike  capa- 
bility which  can  destroy  more  than  90 
percent  of  our  land-based  forces  while 
using  only  a  small  percentage  of  their 
own  ICBM  force. 

We  are  faced  with  a  growing  massive 
strategic  arms  buildup  by  the  Soviet 
Union;  improved  Soviet  missile  accura- 
cy, range,  reliability,  and  hard-target- 
kill  capability;  growing  Soviet  confi- 
dence due  to  unchallenged  acts  of  ag- 
gression; increased  international  nu- 
clear imbalance  and  aging  of  U.S. 
forces. 

While  the  threat  is  obvious  we  con- 
tinue to  idly  sit  by  and  argue  the  need 
for  deployment  of  the  MX  missile.  It 
concerns  me  that  too  often  we  base 
our  defense  policy  on  reaction— avoid- 
ing the  importance  of  a  problem  until 
we  are  confronted  head  on  with  it. 
The  Scowcroft  Commission  has  at- 
tempted to  rectify  this  situation  by  ad- 
dressing both  short-term  and  long- 
term  security  needs.  In  the  short  run 
the  deployment  of  100  MX  missiles  in 
Minuteman  III  silos  is  essential  to 
remove  the  present  Soviet  advantage 
in  ICBM  capability.  To  promote  sur- 
vivability of  our  limited  ICBM's  in  the 
long  run,  we  must  begin  research  and 
development  of  a  single-warhead  small 
ICBM.  The  combination  of  these  two 
actions  will  enhance  the  likelihood  of 
entering  into  a  meaningful  arms-con- 
trol agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
Aside  from  the  deterrence  capabili- 
ties offered  by  deployment  of  the  MX, 
we  also  have  a  significant  commitment 
to  our  friends  and  allies.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  just  returned  from  meet- 
ing with  out  negotiators  in  Geneva. 
Our  NATO  allies  are  concerned  and 
watching  closely  our  actions  regarding 
the  MX.  We  have  made  a  commitment 
to  them  to  begin  deployment  of  the 
Pershing  II  and  GLCM  in  Europe  at 
the  end  of  this  year,  while  we  continue 
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to  negotiate  a  reduction  or  elimination 
of  intermediate  forces  with  the  Sovi- 
ets. After  talking  with  Ambassadors 
Rowney  and  Nitze,  I  do  not  see  how 
we  can  justify  the  deployment  of  our 
missiles  on  European  soil  in  response 
to  the  Soviet  threat  if  we  fail  to 
deploy  the  MX  on  U.S.  soil  to  counter 
the  threat  of  their  SS-18s  and  SS- 
19's. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  it  was 
not  until  we  made  the  formal  decision 
in  December  1979  to  deploy  the  Per- 
shing II  and  GLCM  in  Europe  that  the 
Soviet  Union  began  to  seriously  nego- 
tiate on  intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces.  I  believe  the  same  will  hold 
true  with  the  START  talks.  We  have 
seen  no  inclination  from  the  Soviet 
Union  that  they  would  be  willing  to 
give  up  their  counterforce  capability 
In  return  for  an  agreement  on  our  part 
not  to  proceed  with  the  MX.  While  I 
was  in  Geneva,  Ambassador  Rowney 
told  us  that  modernization  of  our 
ICBM  forces  may  enhance  our 
chances  of  getting  a  START  agree- 
ment with  the  Soviets,  but  without 
modernization,  due  to  Soviet  strength 
and  our  lack  of  deterrence,  our 
chances  of  getting  an  agreement 
would  be  nil.  This  is  nothing  new,  for 
history  has  shown  that  negotiations 
with  the  Soviet  Union  have  only  been 
successful  when  dealing  from  a  posi- 
tion of  strength. 

Mr.  Chairman,  whether  our  princi- 
pal concern  is  a  deterrent  force  to 
keep  the  peace,  or  leverage  to  force 
the  Soviets  to  bargain  for  an  end  to 
the  nuclear  arms  race,  we  need  the 
MX  and  this  amendment  should  be  de- 
feated. 

D  2030 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Flori- 
da (Mr.  HuTTO). 

Mr.  HUTTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment.  With 
all  due  respect  to  Mr.  Bennett  and  Mr. 
MAVROtJLES  it  is  rather  unfortunate 
that  we  have  to  again  revisit  the  old 
stale  claims  that  have  been  made 
against  the  MX  missile. 

We  have  heard  the  claim  that  if  it  is 
not  survivable,  it  carmot  possibly 
deter.  We  have  heard  that  the  MX 
missile  is  destabilizing— it  will  cause 
the  Soviets  to  launch  a  preemptive 
first  strike. 

The  MX  missile  is  an  absolute  neces- 
sity in  maintaining  our  posture  of  de- 
terrence. Just  as  the  Minuteman  force, 
the  B-52  force,  and  our  Polaris  and 
Poseidon  submarines  have  enabled  us 
to  discourage  the  Soviets  from  putting 
nuclear  weapons  on  our  soil,  so  too 
will  the  MX  missile  enhance  our  abili- 
ty to  deter. 

Just  what  is  deterrence?  I  believe  it 
is  a  state  of  mind.  If  the  Soviets  be- 
lieve that  the  United  States  has  the 
will  to  retaliate  against  those  assets 
that  are  most  treasured  by  the  Soviet 


leadership,  then  we  have  achieved  nu- 
clear deterrence. 

Unfortunately,  our  inaction  over  the 
years  in  modernizing  our  strategic 
forces  has  done  just  what  the  sponsors 
of  this  amendment  here  today  do  not 
want  to  see  happen  and  that  is  to 
lower  the  threshold  for  nuclear  war. 

The  MX  missile  is  a  clear  signal  to 
the  Soviet  Union  that  the  United 
States  has  not  only  the  will  but  the 
strategic  forces  necessary  to  inflict  an 
unacceptable  level  of  damage  on  the 
Soviet  Union  in  the  event  its  leader- 
ship decides  to  launch  a  first  strike 
against  the  United  States. 

Next  let  me  address  the  charge  that 
the  MX  missile  is  destabilizing.  I 
would  ask  the  sponsors  of  this  amend- 
ment why  it  is  destabilizing  for  the 
United  States  to  produce  100  MX  mis- 
siles—a force  that  represents  only  a 
fraction— about  15  percent  of  what  the 
Soviets  already  have  in  place— the  SS- 
18  and  SS-19  ICBMs.  Next,  there  is 
the  contention  that  the  MX  missile 
and  the  Minuteman  silos  would  never 
get  out  of  the  ground. 

This  statement  is  totally  inaccurate. 
First  of  all,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to 
launch  a  strike  against  U.S.  bombers 
and  silos  at  precisely  the  same  time. 
The  bomber  force  would  be  attacked 
by  submarine  launched  ballistic  mis- 
siles and  our  MX  force  by  ICBM's. 
These  attacks  would  be  separated  by 
some  25  to  30  minutes  in  time.  We 
would  be  incredibly  stupid  to  sit  back 
and  try  to  ride  out  a  complete  attack 
against  both  our  bombers  and  missiles. 

The  fact  remains  that  there  would 
be  ample  time  to  launch  most  of  the 
100  MX  missiles  that  we  have  based  in 
silos  in  response  to  a  Soviet  first 
strike. 

The  MX  missile  is  not  a  partisan 
issue.  If  you  are  satisfied  with  the  de- 
terrent capability  provided  by  our 
Minuteman  missiles,  B-52  bombers, 
and  Poseidon  submarines,  then  vote 
this  amendment  down  because  MX  en- 
hances deterrence. 

If  you  believe  in  a  fair  and  equitable 
arms  control  agreement,  then  do  not 
undermine  our  negotiating  position  by 
terminating  our  modernization  pro- 
gram. 

If  you  are  unhappy  with  the  Presi- 
dent's social,  domestic,  and  economic 
programs,  do  not  express  your  unhap- 
piness  by  taking  it  out  on  national  se- 
curity and  voting  down  the  MX. 

I  pray  for  the  day  when  we  can  beat 
our  swords  into  plowshares  and  I  pray 
that  some  kind  of  arms  agreement 
may  be  reached  before  the  MX  is  de- 
ployed. 

But  we  must  face  the  facts  of  life. 
We  must  continue  to  have  a  deterrent. 
The  bipartisan  contmiission  has  done  a 
good  job  in  giving  us  a  basing  mode  we 
can  live  with.  Let  us  vote  down  this 
amendment. 


Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  (Mrs.  Kennklly). 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
stand  here  tonight  once  more  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and 
extend  my  remarks  to  say  how  much  I 
am  against  the  MX  missile. 

This  morning  I  spoke  before  a  young 
group  of  people,  these  people,  high 
school  students,  were  not  short- 
changed: they  were  bright,  they  were 
articulate.  They  asked  me  about  Cen- 
tral America,  about  the  deficit,  about 
the  MX.  And  I  looked  at  them  and  I 
said:  "Tonight  are  we  going  to  have  a 
vote  that  is  going  to  mortgage  their 
futures?"  Because  the  multibillions  of 
dollars  for  the  MX  is  just  too  expen- 
sive. I  looked  at  these  young  people 
and  I  said  to  myself:  "Are  we  going  to 
say  to  them  we  carmot  defend  you  any 
longer  because  we  cannot  defend  the 
MX?"  Finally,  I  looked  at  them  and 
said:  "Later  today  are  we  going  to  vote 
and  say  to  these  young  people:  you 
come  from  a  country,  the  United 
States  of  America,  that  has  now 
chosen  to  build  a  first-strike  weapon?" 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  we  are  not 
going  to  do  these  things  tonight. 

On  May  24,  239  of  my  colleagues  in 
the  House  voted  to  release  funds  for 
MX  basing  and  flight  testing  of  the 
MX  missile.  Many  voted  in  exchange 
for  the  Reagan  administration's 
pledge  to  show  new  flexibility  and 
commitment  to  arms  control  with  the 
Soviets.  And  some  cast  their  vote  for 
the  MX  in  the  hope  that  the  MX 
would  be  only  a  way  station  to  a  new 
generation  of  small  mobile  missiles 
called  Midgetman. 

Almost  2  months  later,  as  the  House 
faces  yet  another  decision  on  the  MX, 
the  critical  question  is  whether  the 
President  has  lived  up  to  his  side  of 
the  bargain.  Did  my  colleagues  who 
voted  for  the  MX  despite  grave  doubts 
about  its  military  merit  make  a  good 
deal?  Are  we  really  on  our  way  to  the 
Midgetman?  The  answer  is  an  emphat- 
ic "No." 

The  administration  has  revised  its 
START  proposals  to  focus  on  limiting 
warheads  instead  of  launchers  or  mis- 
siles. But  the  administration  is  still  far 
from  offering  a  balanced  and  fair  pro- 
posal that  can  form  the  basis  for  real 
negotiation.  Reagan's  revised  START 
proposal  heavily  favors  American  de- 
fense systems,  while  requiring  heavy 
cuts  in  Soviet  MIRV'ed  land-based 
ICBM's.  The  Reagan  proposal  is  also 
heavily  unbalanced  since  its  provisions 
on  throw  weight  would  allow  the 
United  States  to  build  the  MX  and  the 
Trident  II  while  requiring  the  Soviets 
to  dismantle  two-thirds  of  their  big- 
gest strategic  missiles,  the  SS-18's  and 
SS-19's.  In  addition  the  proposal  com- 
pletely omits  restrictions  or  reductions 
in  strategic  bombers  on  air-  and  sea- 
launched  missiles,  two  areas  in  which 


the  United  States  has  the  decisive  ad- 
vantage. The  administration  has 
stacked  the  deck  and  is  trying  to  deal 
the  Congress  a  losing  hand. 

On  other  arms  control  fronts,  the 
bargain  the  House  made  looks  more 
and  more  like  a  raw  deal.  Although 
the  administration  claims  to  want  to 
renegotiate  the  verification  provisions 
of  the  1974  Threshold  Test  Ban 
Treaty,  and  the  Peaceful  Nuclear  Ex- 
plosions Treaty,  it  has  not  even  stated 
when  it  would  be  willing  to  begin  such 
negotiations,  or  what  provisions  it 
would  change.  The  administration  has 
also  refused  to  resume  talks  on  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  treaty,  and  on  lim- 
iting antisatellite  weapons.  And  in- 
stead of  working  to  safeguard  the  im- 
portant 1972  ABM  Treaty,  the  admin- 
istration talks  of  building  star  wars 
weapons  which  would  violate  the 
treaty. 

It  is  clear  that  a  President  who  is 
truly  interested  in  arms  control  does 
not  have  to  be  bargained  into  it.  And  a 
President  who  is  truly  interested  in 
arms  control  does  not  ask  for  destabi- 
lizing first  strike  weapons  with  which 
to  negotiate  while  refusing  to  offer  se- 
rious  and   realistic   proposals   to   the 
Russians.  The  administration  has  not 
demonstrated  any  meaningful  flexibil- 
ity on  arms  control  since  the  House 
voted  to  release  the  initial  MX  funds. 
I  fail  to  see  that  it  will  if  we  do  so  now. 
Those  who  voted   for  the  MX  be- 
cause it  was  a  stepping  stone  to  the 
Midgetman  must  also  be  disappointed. 
Only  1  month  after  the  President  an- 
nounced  he   would   be   content   with 
only     100    peacekeeper    missiles    Air 
Force  plarmers  were  writing  in  a  secret 
project    objective    memorandum    ob- 
tained by  the  Washington  Post  that 
this    100   represented   only   the   first 
phase  of  a  3-phase  approach  to  ICBM 
modernization,    in    which    the    third 
phase  included  the  deployment  of  an- 
other 100  MX  missiles.  The  project  ob- 
jective memorandum  shows  that  de- 
spite Presidential  armouncements  that 
the  future  of  ICBM's  is  in  the  develop- 
ment  of   a  smaller,   less   threatening 
missile,    the   Air   Force    has   its   own 
agenda.  Not  only  does  the  Air  Force 
plan  for  the  deployment  of  at  least  200 
missiles,  it  has  also  shown  its  resist- 
ance to  the  Midgetman  by  padding  the 
Midgetman's  cost,   pushing  back   the 
date  when  it  can  be  operational  and 
expanding  its  size  to  the  point  where 
it  may  not  be  mobile,  and  therefore 
less  vulnerable  to  the  Russian  missiles. 
Mr.  Chairman,  prudence  demands  a 
yes  vote  on  this  amendment  to  stop 
the  MX.  A  deal  was  cut  here  2  months 
ago.  The  President,  in  exchange  for 
his  missile,  agreed  to  make  a  concerted 
effort  toward  real  arms  control. 

We  have  lived  up  to  our  part  of  the 
bargain.  Today  I  say  we  do  not  give 
the  President  his  missile  until  he  gives 
us  arms  control.  Vote  no  on  the  MX 
today    and    give    the    White    House 


time— not  weapons— to  prove  to  this 
Congress  and  the  people  that  it  is  seri- 
ous about  controlling  the  arms  race. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Lagomarsino). 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  importance  of  the  issue 
facing  us  today  carmot  be  underesti- 
mated. Experts  from  various  groups 
and  organizations.  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  and  our  past  four  Presi- 
dents have  stressed  the  need  for  the 
MX  in  deterring  Soviet  aggression, 
promoting  our  national  security,  and 
providing  essential  negotiating  incen- 
tives and  leverage. 

Today  we  are  at  a  crossroads.  One 
road  leads  to  the  continuation  of  a  bi- 
partisan consensus  on  the  need  for 
and  structure  of  the  land-based  leg  of 
our  strategic  nuclear  deterrent.  This 
same  road  expresses  a  sincere  backing 
of  President  Reagan  in  his  attempt  to 
achieve  substantial,  equitable,  and  ver- 
ifiable reductions  in  the  nuclear  arse- 
nals of  the  superpowers,  goals  which 
all  of  us  heartily  endorse. 

The  opposite  road  is  to  deny  the  MX 
production  funds  and  send  a  clear 
signal  to  the  Soviets  and  our  allies: 
The  United  States  is  not  determined, 
is  not  united,  and  does  not  possess  the 
resolve  necessary  to  deal  with  the 
longstanding  issue  of  the  future  of  the 
land-based  leg  of  our  strategic  nuclear 
triad.  The  result  of  choosing  this 
second  road,  in  my  opinion,  would  be 
substantial  erosion  of  U.S.  prestige  in 
the  international  community.  Our  col- 
league. Representative  Les  Aspin  re- 
cently wrote: 

Our  inability  to  decide  this  issue  might  be 
funny  if  it  did  not  lead  to  two  serious  ques- 
tions: How  do  we  get  the  Soviets  to  negoti- 
ate seriously  about  their  ICBM's  If  we  cant 
make  a  decision  about  ours?  How  do  we  get 
the  Europeans  to  face  up  to  their  difficult 
weapons  deployment  decisions  If  we  can't 
face  up  to  ours? 

The  MX  missile  is.  as  President 
Reagan  stated,  "an  essential  part  of  a 
comprehensive  modernization  and 
arms  control  program  to  insure  deter- 
rence today  and  in  the  future."  But  it 
is  equally  important  to  stress  the  fact 
that  today's  vote  does  not  scribe  our 
MX  position  in  stone.  It  allows  fund- 
ing for  the  production  of  27  missiles. 
As  this  morning's  Post  states,  one 
searches  the  anti-MX  arguments  "for 
some  recognition  of  the  bargaining 
values  of  just  working  on  the  missile— 
a  value  central  to  the  pleas  made  by 
President  Reagan  and  Andrei  Sak- 
haiov." 

After  lengthy  debate,  you  will  recall, 
the  House  approved  funding  for  MX 
flight  testing.  I  was  the  only  Member 
of  Congress  to  attend  that  successful 
launch  and  flight  from  Vandenberg 
Air  Force  Base  in  my  district  in  Cali- 
fornia. I  came  away  from  that  day  cer- 
tain of  one  thing:  it  opened  the  Rus- 
sian eyes  and  made  them  realize  the 


United  States  is  indeed  serious  about 
its  stated  policies.  And  that  policy  is 
negotiating  stable  arms  reductions  in 
Geneva.  The  MX  is  a  sound  incentive 
for  the  Soviets  to  move  toward  this 
goal.  Again,  the  Post  states: 

Other  than  the  MX.  what  Incentive  is 
there  for  Moscow  over  time  to  shift  the 
main  leg  of  Its  strategic  forces  toward  Invul- 
nerable, stabilizing,  second-strike  weapons- 
something  it  has  refused  to  do  for  the  last, 
MX-less  decade? 

Funding  for  production  is  much  dif- 
ferent than  actual  deployment.  While 
production  continues,  the  pressures  on 
the  Soviets  to  negotiate  will  increase 
dramatically.  Time  and  time  again,  the 
Soviets  have  shown  their  willingness 
to  negotiate  seriously  only  when  the 
United  States  is  in  a  position  of 
strength,  when  stated  U.S.  policy  is 
being  effectively  implemented. 
Strength,  in  this  instance,  is  the 
knowledge  that  the  MX  missile  is 
being  produced.  As  President  Reagan 
stated  in  last  Saturday's  radio  address, 
however— 

Remember,  our  MX  Peacekeeper  missile 
program  calls  for  the  deployment  of  100 
missiles.  The  level  ultimately  deployed, 
however,  will  clearly  be  influenced  by  the 
outcome  in  Geneva.  If  an  agreement  is 
reached  which  calls  for  deep  reductions— 
which  of  course  is  our  goal— the  number  of 
missiles  could  certainly  be  adjusted  down- 
ward. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  options,  I  be- 
lieve, are  clearly  spelled  out  for  us  on 
this  vote.  We  can  support  the  Presi- 
dent who  has  shown  a  sincere  flexibil- 
ity in  arms  control  matters  and,  at  the 
same  time,  convey  to  the  Soviets  firm 
determination  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  to  resolve  the  issue  of 
ICBM's,  via  negotiating  from  a  posi- 
tion of  strength.  Or  we  can  vote  down 
production  funds  and  convey  quite  the 
opposite  impression  to  the  Soviets  and 
to  our  allies  facing  similar  choices.  Let 
us  join  together  again  on  this  issue.  To 
be  divided  is  to  the  detriment  of  all  in 
our  common  goal. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri (Mr.  Skelton). 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  was  an  old  sheriff  in  my  home 
county  in  Missouri  who  once  told  me: 
"It  is  not  so  bad  to  step  in  the  hole  the 
first  time.  But  what  is  bad  is  when  you 
step  in  that  hole  the  second  time." 

And  that  is  my  purpose  tonight,  to 
keep  this  Congress  from  stepping  in 
the  hole  the  second  time. 

In  October  1939  a  vote  was  held  in 
this  House  to  determine  whether  we 
as  a  Congress  would  arm  and  build  the 
harbor,  for  military  purposes,  in 
Guam. 

That  vote,  Mr.  Chairman,  lost  on  a 
close  vote.  It  is  in  the  Congressional 
Record  only  in  a  few  pages,  and  I  sup- 
pose the  Members  of  this  House  forget 
that  vote,  but  that  vote  was  not  for- 
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gotten  by  the  warlords  of  the  empire 
of  Japan. 
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As  a  matter  of  fact,  after  the  war  it 
was  learned  that  that  vote  sent  the 
message  to  the  wau'lords  that  we.  as 
American  people,  were  not  willing  to 
defend  our  interests  in  the  Pacific 
Ocean. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  vote  tonight  will 
send  the  same  type  of  message  to 
those  who  build  arms  and  build  arma- 
ments far  beyond  their  need  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  district  is  an 
Air  Force  base.  Whitman  Air  Force 
Base,  that  has  Minuteman  II  missiles. 
There  is  a  motto  in  the  administration 
building  there  that  says.  Peace  is  Our 
Profession."  The  purpose  of  ICBM 
missiles,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  peace. 
There  is  deterrence  in  strength.  We 
have  had  deterrence  and  we  have  had 
peace  because  of  our  policy,  but 
should  this  policy  change  and  should 
the  vote  tonight  send  the  wrong 
signal,  I  think  that  we  will  be  stepping 
in  that  hole  a  second  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  this 
motion  and  this  amendment  be  defeat- 
ed so  that  the  message  will  go  out  that 
we  will  defend  our  Nation.  We  want 
peace  and  we  will  have  peace  because 
we  will  be  willing  to  defend  it  with  a 
strong  military  might. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  (Mr.  Morrison). 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  and  commend  the  gentle- 
man and  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts (Mr.  Mavroules)  for  bringing 
this  amendment  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  tonight.  I  think  the  vote  that 
we  are  about  to  take  is  a  historic  one.  I 
hope  that  the  amendment  will  be  sup- 
ported and  that  it  will  prevail. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  disturbed  to 
hear  the  suggestion  that  the  passage 
of  this  amendment  would  indicate 
weakness.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  pas- 
sage of  this  amendment  will  show  a 
true  understanding  of  the  strength 
that  we  have  as  a  country,  our  ability 
to  say  no  to  something  we  do  not  need, 
that  will  not  advance  our  interests, 
that  will,  in  fact,  weaken  us  if  we  pro- 
ceed ahead. 

We  cannot  disguise  the  fact  that  our 
resources  are  not  unlimited,  that  we 
have  more  to  do  in  this  country,  both 
militarily  and  domestically,  than  we 
have  the  resources.  They  are  not  un- 
limited. There  are  choices.  And  when 
we  make  a  choice,  as  we  are  being 
asked  to  do  by  the  committee  bill,  to 
spend  this  $2.5  billion  for  procurement 
of  these  missiles  and  the  billions  more 
that  will  follow  on  to  produce  addi- 
tional missiles,  we  are  not  buying 
nearly  enough.  We  are  talking  about  a 
weapon  that  will  make  us  weaker,  that 


will  make  us  more  vulnerable  if  it  is 
deployed. 

The  Soviet  Union  certainly  will  take 
comfort  from  the  fact  that  we  are  will- 
ing to  waste  our  resources  in  this  way. 

I  urge  the  House  to  exercise  the  dis- 
cretion that  it  has,  the  knowledge  that 
it  has  that  we  are  not  buying  arms 
control  and  we  are  not  buying  a 
stronger  country,  rather  we  are  fritter- 
ing away  resources  we  can  use  so  much 
better  to  strengthen  our  society  in  so 
many  other  ways  than  to  waste  the  re- 
sources on  this  missile. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Mirmeso- 
ta. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Bennett  amendment  to 
strike  the  MX  authorization. 

Whatever  the  previous  commitment 
of  Members  to  the  research  and  devel- 
opment funding,  or  to  different  basing 
modes,  I  believe  that  the  correct  vote, 
the  good  vote  today  is  to  kill  the  MX 
missile. 

The  President  and  the  administra- 
tion actions  speak  for  themselves,  all 
we  have  to  do  is  to  review  the  facts 
and  we  find  a  bad  faith  effort  to 
comply  with  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion report. 

In  this  very  brief  period  of  time  I  be- 
lieve it  can  be  demonstrated  that  the 
administration  has  not  offered  new 
flexibility  and  substantive  initiatives 
in  the  INF  or  ICBM  START  negotia- 
tions in  Geneva.  In  fact  the  idea  of 
throw  weight  and  other  confusing  and 
controversial  elements  have  been  in- 
troduced or  threatened  to  be  intro- 
duced. 

On  the  subject  of  the  Midgetman 
single  warhead  program  proposal,  the 
administration  is  already  attempting 
to  increase  its  capability  and  range  no 
doubt  for  the  possible  introduction  of 
a  multinuclear  warhead  capacity. 

It  is  ironic  that  the  administration 
has  had  to  be  called  to  account  as  fre- 
quently especially  with  the  congres- 
sional opportunity  to  reverse  the  deci- 
sion looming  today  on  both  the  au- 
thorization and  in  the  appropriations 
measures  in  the  future. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  adminis- 
tration views  the  elements  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  package  as 
malleable  at  best  and  at  worst  expend- 
able. The  fact  remains  that  the  pack- 
age arrangement  exists  for  one  reason, 
and  one  reason  only,  to  save  the  MX 
missile  from  certain  defeat. 

The  administration  has  at  every 
turn  attempted  to  lock  in  the  MX  deci- 
sion through  every  means  possible  to 
expand  upon  the  initiative,  not  just 
limiting  it  to  the  100  MX  missiles  ini- 
tially agreed  to  in  the  package. 

Advocates  of  the  Scowcroft  report 
are  compelled  to  alter  amendments  to 
box  in,  to  limit  the  administration,  to 
in  reality  force  them  to  do  what  they 


supposedly  intend  to  do,  a  curious  way 
to  make  nuclear  arms  policy,  but  clear- 
ly necessary  based  upon  the  conduct 
of  the  administration  the  past  months. 

Even  before  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion report,  the  seeds  of  its  demise 
were  in  the  making,  in  the  fiscal  year 
1985-89  defense  guidance,  a  general- 
ized plan  to  improve  survivability  and 
accuracy  of  the  land  based  nuclear 
force  the  report  outlines  the  goad  of 
an  initial  100  MX  missiles  with  en- 
hancement in  numbers  and  qualitative 
factors  added  on  to  this  MX  missile  in 
the  1990's. 

On  July  2,  the  Air  Force  program 
objectives  memorandum  contained 
plans  for  a  second  100  MX  missiles 
over  the  100  MX  missiles  in  the  Scow- 
croft package  and  was  reported  widely 
in  the  media.  The  Air  Force  claimed  it 
was  a  mis-que.  however,  I  point  out 
that  the  relationship  between  the  de- 
fense guidance  and  Air  Force  program 
objectives  memorandum  is  clear  and 
further  documented  in  the  procure- 
ment annex  to  the  5-year  Defense  pro- 
gram which  provides  223  MX  missiles 
with  test  and  spare  vehicles,  this  cor- 
responds perfectly  to  a  200  MX  missile 
administration  objective. 

Mr.  Chairman,  further  problems 
have  arisen:  serious  problems  and 
questions  which  have  not  been  re- 
solved. 

The  MX  missile  is  supposed  to  be 
operational  by  1986,  however  this  date 
caimot  be  met,  because  the  MX  relies 
upon  the  command,  control,  and  com- 
munications intelligence  which  will 
not  be  in  place.  The  satellite  of  the  de- 
fense support  program  intended  to 
detect  launches  of  land,  sea  or  space 
based  ballistic  missiles  was  delayed 
with  the  failure  of  the  inertial  upper 
stage  on  the  faulty  space  shuttle  at- 
tempt to  place  the  TDRS  satellite  in 
proper  orbit  this  past  April.  This 
means  that  the  command,  control,  and 
communication  intelligence  for  the 
MX  is  behind  nearly  2  years.  Hence 
1986  operational  MX  date  will  be 
badly  erroded. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the 
House  tonight  will  reject  the  MX  au- 
thorization because  more  than  the 
technological  problems  and  the  true 
intentions  of  the  administration,  it 
represents  bad  policy  for  the  Ameri- 
can people.  The  MX  is  indeed  business 
as  usual  with  regards  the  nuclear  arms 
race,  bom  of  faulty  logic  and  perpet- 
uated by  emotion  not  reason. 

The  MX  concept  of  building  up  to 
reduce  is  indeed  what  we  have  been 
pursuing  the  last  30  years,  it  has  been 
tried  and  found  badly  lacking  in  logic 
and  consequence. 

Today  I  hope  that  we  can  begin  to 
set  a  new  tact  in  nuclear  arms  policy, 
one  which  will  reduce  the  risks  and 
permit  rational  and  sane  policy  of  nu- 
clear agreement  to  be  finally  attained. 


Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Zschau). 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I  do 
so  not  because  I  hope  to  see  100  MX 
missiles  deployed,  but  because  I  hope 
that  they  will  not  be  deployed.  I  hope 
instead  that  we  can  negotiate  the  arms 
control  agreements  that  will  make 
their  deployment  unnecessary. 

Earlier  this  year,  because  of  my 
belief  in  the  urgent  need  for  signifi- 
cant arms  control  agreements,  I  was  a 
supporter  and  cosponsor  of  the  nucle- 
ar freeze  resolution.  I  am  also  support- 
ing every  responsible  initiative  to  find 
a  way  to  halt  the  arms  race  through 
arms  control  negotiations. 

The  question  is:  How  do  we  achieve 
such  agreements?  I  do  not  know  for 
sure,  but  I  have  looked  around  for  the 
answers. 

If  you  look  to  logic,  logic  would  sug- 
gest that  if  we  unilaterally  agree  to 
ICBM  reductions  with  no  moderniza- 
tion in  the  short  run,  we  would  be  ful- 
filling the  objective  of  an  arms  control 
agreement  from  the  Soviet  viewpoint, 
without  requiring  the  Soviet  Union  to 
agree  to  anything. 

We  can  also  look  to  our  arms  control 
negotiators  for  the  answer.  At  the 
time  of  the  MX  vote  earlier  this  year, 
I  had  a  conversation  with  Ambassador 
Rowny,  our  START  negotiator  in 
Geneva.  He  told  me  that  if  we  contin- 
ue the  MX  missile  program,  he  felt  it 
was  possible  that  an  agreement  in 
Geneva  could  be  reached.  However, 
without  the  MX  program,  he  felt  an 
agreement  would  be  impossible. 

I  do  not  know  whether  he  is  right  or 
not,  but  I  feel  that  we  must  give  our 
negotiators  the  tools  that  they  say 
they  need.  Otherwise  we  would  be 
giving  them  an  excuse  for  failure. 

Fortunately,  there  has  recently  been 
another  source  for  an  answer  of  how- 
to  reach  an  agreement  with  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Recently,  the  distinguished  Soviet 
physicist,  Andrei  Sakharov.  wrote  an 
open  letter  to  a  friend  and  constituent 
of  mine.  Dr.  Sidney  Drell.  In  that 
letter  Dr.  Sakharov  described  the  hor- 
rors of  nuclear  war  and  he  described 
the  importance  of  arms  control  agree- 
ments to  avoid  nuclear  war.  Then,  in 
three  points  in  the  letter,  Sakharov 
stated  that  even  though  he  felt  that 
the  MX  missile  would  be  an  undesir- 
able missile  system,  he  felt  that  the 
West  would  have  to  proceed  with  the 
MX  in  order  to  reach  an  agreement 
with  the  Soviets. 

I  had  a  telephone  conversation  earli- 
er today  with  Dr.  Drell.  and  I  asked 
him  if  this  was  indeed  his  interpreta- 
tion of  the  Sakharov  letter.  Even 
though  he  disagrees  with  Sakharov  on 
this  point,  he  said: 

Yes.  indeed,  I  feel  that  that  is  the  inter- 
pretation Dr.  Sakharov  wanted  to  communi- 
cate from  his  exile  in  Gorki. 


In  summary.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
to  reduce  the  risk  of  nuclear  war.  We 
need  arms  control  agreements  in  order 
to  do  that.  Based  on  logic,  based  on 
what  our  negotiators  in  Geneva  tell 
us,  and  based  upon  the  beliefs  of  re- 
spected Soviet  scientist  and  dissident 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  we  need  to  contin- 
ue the  MX  missile  program  in  order  to 
achieve  those  important  agreements. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Dicks). 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel 
very  strongly  that  the  Bermett-Mav- 
roules  amendment  should  be  defeated. 
I  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  thinking 
about  this  issue  over  the  last  6 
months.  The  principal  concern  that  I 
have  is  that  with  the  Scowcroft  recom- 
mendations are  I  believe,  a  package,  a 
small  mobile  missile,  which  will  give  us 
stability  in  the  long  term,  a  commit- 
ment by  the  administration  to  vigor- 
ous arms  control,  which  I  think  is  ab- 
solutely essential,  getting  the  Presi- 
dent off  a  confrontational  path  with 
the  Soviet  Union  and  on  to  an  arms 
control  path,  and  finally,  going  for- 
ward with  the  most  controversial  part 
of  the  package,  100  MX  missiles. 

However,  I  believe  that  that  is  a  ne- 
gotiable item. 
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I  just  come  down  on  this  one  point. 
The  Sakharov  letter.  I  think,  states  it 
quite  well.  If  you  are  going  to  enter 
into  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  are  you  in  a  stronger  position  if 
you  have  got  a  Pershing  II  and  a 
GLCM  in  the  INF  talks?  Yes.  you  are 
in  a  stronger  position.  And,  frankly, 
does  anyone  think  that  Ambeissador 
Rowny  is  going  to  be  in  a  stronger  po- 
sition tomorrow  dealing  with  the 
Soviet  Union  if  tonight  the  House  of 
Representatives  eliminates  the  pro- 
duction funding,  weakens  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  and  our 
arms  negotiators  while  they  are  in  the 
midst  of  negotiations? 

I  think  this  is  one  of  the  most  seri- 
ous moments  in  the  history  of  this 
House.  I  believe  that  we  have  to  have 
a  bipartisan  approach  to  arms  control 
and  national  security.  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  way  President  Reagan  op- 
posed the  SALT  II  agreement  which  I 
supported.  But  I  believe  right  now 
that  the  President  is  operating  in  good 
faith.  I  think  he  deserves  an  additional 
period  of  time  to  deal  with  the  Soviets, 
to  put  forward  his  new  position,  and  I 
think  we  would  make  a  serious  mis- 
take if  we  vote  for  this  amendment,  if 
we  are  interested  in  arms  control. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Addabbo). 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules  amendment  in  opposition  to  au- 
thorization of  procurement  funds  for 
the  MX. 


Two  months  ago,  majorities  in  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  were  persuad- 
ed to  release  a  hold  on  MX  funds.  Al- 
though that  debate  was  supposed  to 
focus  on  a  basing  mode,  it  was  turned 
into  a  vote  on  an  overall  approach  to 
arms  control.  A  vote  for  MX,  we  were 
told,  was  a  vote  for  arms  control. 

We  are  hearing  the  same  argument 
again.  The  proponents  are  telling  us 
that  we  must  vote  MX  procurement 
funding  in  order  to  show  our  resolve, 
and  to  provide  the  Soviets  with  an  in- 
centive to  negotiate.  We  must  prepare 
to  deploy  MX  missiles,  they  say,  if  we 
are  ever  to  be  able  to  get  nuclear 
weapons  under  control.  We  must,  they 
say,  authorize  missiles  for  deployment. 
I  say  to  the  Houise,  and  I  hope  my 
colleagues  will  mark  these  words  well: 
The  Congress  has  already  provided 
that  very  authority.  I  quote  from  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  fiscal  year  1983  appropriations: 

The  conferees  note  that  the  MX  research 
and  development  program  includes  the  ac- 
quisition of  missiles.  When  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate  have  approved  a  permanent 
basing  mode,  missiles  which  have  been  ac- 
quired under  the  research  an  development 
program  may  be  deployed  in  the  approved 
permanent  basing  mode.  The  conferees 
intend  by  this  action  to  emphasize  their 
firm  commitment  to  modernization  of  our 
strategic  nuclear  forces. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congress  took 
that  action  and  endorsed  that  report 
language  at  the  very  same  time  it  re- 
fused to  fund  MX  missile  procure- 
ment. 

The  situation  remains  the  same 
today,  in  that  regard.  We  are  continu- 
ing to  fund  construction  of  R&D  mis- 
siles in  the  MX  program.  The  Con- 
gress has  agreed  to  a  permanent 
basing  mode.  Deployment  of  R&D 
missiles  in  that  permanent  basing 
mode  is  already  authorized.  There  is, 
therefore,  no  need  to  authorize  an  ad- 
ditional $2.6  billion  imtil  we  see  what 
movement  toward  arms  control  will  be 
caused  by  the  imminent  deployment 
of  R&D  missiles. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  Members  who 
had  grave  doubts  about  the  MX  never- 
theless voted  for  it  in  May.  They  voted 
to  give  the  President  the  flexibility  he 
said  he  needed,  and  to  show  their 
desire  for  progress  in  arms  control. 
Those  same  Members  can  today  vote 
against  authorization  of  MX  procure- 
ment while  remaining  consistent  with 
their  past  concerns.  The  Congress  has 
agreed  to  a  basing  mode.  The  Congress 
has  provided  funds  for  R&D  missiles. 
The  Congress  has  authorized  deploy- 
ment of  those  R&D  missiles.  All  the 
necessary  ingredients  for  progress  in 
arms  control  have  been  provided  by 
the  Congress.  Now  it  is  up  to  the 
I»resident  and  his  negotiators. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  economic  diffi- 
culties dictate  that  we  cut  spending 
wherever  it  is  not  needed.  Procure- 
ment of  MX  missiles  is  one  such  place. 
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I  urge  that  such  procurement  not  be 
authorized. 

Mr.  Chairman  If  we  approve  pro- 
curement of  the  MX  and  sign  this  $23 
billion  contract  and  then  if  there  was 
satisfactory  movement  in  arms  control 
and  we  were  to  cancel  this  contract 
there  would  be  billions  of  dollars  of 
cancellation  costs. 

This  would  not  be  the  case  if  we  con- 
tinue the  MX  program  under  R&D 
only. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
minority  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Michel). 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  a  great  old  popular  song  that  begins 
with  the  words. 

"It  seems  we've  stood  and  talked  like 
this  before  •  •  *." 

That  should  be  the  theme  song  to 
this  debate.  Over  the  past  few  years 
we  have  stood  and  talked  like  this 
about  the  MX. 

So  why  are  we  engaged  in  yet  an- 
other episode  of  the  longest  running 
defense  debate  in  memory? 

Certainly  it  is  not  the  substantive 
issues.  Those  issues  have  been  debated 
over  and  over  and  over  again. 

Can  it  be  that  strategic  realities 
have  radically  changed  since  our 
debate  in  May? 

Hardly.  The  same  cold,  hard  facts  of 
our  relationship  with  the  Soviet  Union 
still  apply. 

So  why  are  we  being  asked  to  delete 
$2.5  billion  in  MX  procurement  au- 
thorization? 

The  answer  to  that  question  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  realities  of 
arms  reduction  and  national  security. 
The  Scowcroft  Commissions  findings 
are  the  best,  last  hope  for  arms  reduc- 
tions and  a  strong  nuclear  deterrent. 

If  we  vote  against  MX  procurement 
today,  we  will  be  seen  by  our  friends 
and  our  adversaries  around  the  world 
as  lacking  the  will,  and— if  I  may  use 
an  old  fashioned  word— the  character 
to  do  what  must  and  should  be  done. 

What  is  at  stake  today  is  the  very 
character  of  this  House,  its  commit- 
ment to  a  firmness  of  purpose  that 
even  under  intense  pressure  will 
choose  to  do  the  right  thing. 

In  May,  the  bipartisan  Scowcroft 
Conunission  report  in  effect  won  en- 
dorsement from  this  House  by  a  239  to 
186  vote. 

It  was  a  proud  moment  for  the 
House.  Partisan  considerations  were 
put  aside.  Ideological  and  political 
pressures  were  resisted.  It  was  a  bipar- 
tisan victory.  We  knew  we  had  done 
what  was  right. 

What  has  chauiged  since  that  time? 

Nothing  substantive.  Nothing  to  do 
with  the  questions  of  the  MX  or  Midg- 
etman  or  arms  reductions. 

The  same  tough,  hard,  brutal  na- 
tional security  questions  are  still  with 
us.    The    Scowcroft    Commission    ap- 


proach is  still  the  best  possible  answer 
we  can  give  to  those  questions. 

The  MX  is  not  the  ideal  answer  to 
our  defense  and  arms  reduction  needs. 
But  it  is  the  best  workable  answer. 

Do  not  be  deluded  into  believing 
that  funding  for  MX  research  and  de- 
velopment will  suffice.  We  have  to 
build  the  MX.  We  have  to  take  the 
step  away  from  theory  and  into  reali- 
ty. 

Without  an  MX  production  program 
R&D  would  not  mean  research  and  de- 
velopment—it will  mean  retreat  and 
delay. 

We  have  to  commit  ourselves  to  pro- 
duction. We  have  to  do  it  now.  We 
have  to  take  the  step  and  we  have  to 
take  it  today. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  (Mrs.  Boxer). 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  to 
this  debate  for  many  hours  and  I  have 
yet  to  hear  one  military  argument  in 
favor  of  MX,  even  by  its  strongest  op- 
ponents. A  bargaining  chip— that  is 
the  word  we  keep  hearing.  Well.  I  say 
that  once  you  build  the  MX,  you  do 
not  have  a  bargaining  chip.  You  have 
got  yourself  a  threat— no  more  bar- 
gaining chip. 

In  this  amendment  we  preserve  the 
bargaining  chip,  the  R&D.  Let  us  vote 
for  it.  It  is  sensible:  it  is  courageous:  it 
is  right. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Coleman). 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues on  the  House  Armed  Services 
Conmiittee  and  wish  to  thank  them 
for  their  leadership  in  this  important 
matter. 

I  am  one  Member  who  supported 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  113, 
which  we  considered  in  May,  and 
which  released  $625  million  for  the 
MX.  I  did  so  because  of  my  firm  belief 
in  the  need  to  go  forward  with  testing 
and  full-scale  engineering  develop- 
ment of  the  missile's  basing  mode.  I 
concurred  with  the  argument  that 
such  a  step  would  permit  us  to  keep 
our  options  open  while  proceeding 
toward  future  procurement  of  the  mis- 
sile. I  cannot  agree,  however,  with  the 
view  that  our  country  is  in  a  position 
to  begin  production  and  procurement 
of  the  MX  at  this  time. 

As  a  member  of  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee,  I  have  had  the 
opportunity  to  witness  the  unveiling 
of  the  Scowcroft  Conunission  report 
and  to  receive  testimony  before  the 
committee  on  this  issue.  While  I  ap- 
plaud the  commendable  bipartisan 
effort  on  this  project  as  well  as  the 
Commission's  long-range  goal  of  arms 
reduction,  there  are  many  questions  in 
my  mind  which  remain  unanswered. 


There  is  a  consensus,  for  example, 
among  those  who  have  analyzed  vari- 
ous basing  modes  that  placing  the  MX 
in  existing  Minuteman  silos  would 
make  it  vulnerable  to  attack.  Early 
critics  of  placing  the  MX  in  this  pre- 
carious situation  Included  the  present 
Secretary  of  Defense,  Caspar  Wein- 
berger, and  the  former  Secretary, 
Harold  Brown. 

A  Congressional  Budget  Office  study 
released  in  May  1983  estimates  that 
approximately  10  percent  of  the  U.S. 
MX  force  would  survive  a  Soviet  first 
strike  in  1990,  and  this  figure  would 
decrease  dramatically  to  5  percent  by 
1996  as  Soviet  accuracy  Improved.  Let 
us  not  discount  this  point,  the  Soviet 
military  threat  is  very  real  because  of 
their  advancements  In  technology  and 
Improved  guidance  systems  for  their 
weapons.  We  have  been  told  this 
countless  times  in  committee.  The 
CBO  study  adds  that  with  limited  sur- 
vivability and  buildup  of  other  U.S. 
strategic  forces,  the  MX  would  con- 
tribute only  3  percent  to  our  retaliato- 
ry capability  in  a  surprise-attack  nu- 
clear scenario  in  1990  and  less  than  1 
percent  in  1996. 

The  Air  Force,  in  response  to  a 
Member  of  the  other  body's  question 
before  its  Armed  Services  Committee 
estimates  that  by  1989  the  Soviets 
could  have  enough  accurate  warheads 
so  that  only  between  1  and  7  percent 
of  our  land-based  missile  forces  might 
survive  a  Soviet  first  strike.  According 
to  the  Air  Force,  the  Soviets  presently 
possess  the  capability  to  destroy  all  of 
the  1.047  U.S.  ICBM  silos,  using  only  a 
portion  of  their  own  ICBM  force. 

In  my  mind  the  vulnerability  issue 
raises  the  question  of  U.S.  strategy 
concerning  the  use  of  the  MX.  Is  It  a 
first-strike  weapon  or  a  launch-on- 
waming  weapon?  The  MX  lends  itself 
to  an  atmosphere  of  accidental  nucle- 
ar war. 

Another  question  in  my  mind  that 
has  not  been  addressed  sufficiently  by 
proponents  of  procurement  would  be 
the  costs  involved.  The  same  CBO 
report  I  cited  estimates  that  it  would 
cost  approximately  $50  billion  a  year 
in  budget  authority  to  build,  modify, 
and  operate  all  of  the  forces  of  the 
strategic  triad.  Including  direct  and  in- 
direct costs. 

In  addition  to  the  $2.6  billion  recom- 
mended by  the  committee  for  procure- 
ment in  fiscal  year  1984,  there  are  ad- 
ditional allocations  of  approximately 
$2  billion  for  further  research  and  de- 
velopment, $250  million  to  initiate  the 
development  of  the  single-warhead, 
small  mobile  missile  system,  aind  $20 
million  for  research  on  silo  hardening 
technology. 

These  expenditures  are  distinguish- 
able from  procurement  funds,  and  I 
recognize  the  justification  In  authoriz- 
ing them.  However,  we  should  not 
forget  that  these  moneys  widen  the 


door  for  procurement  while  at  the 
same  time  facilitate  delays  in  the  de- 
velopment of  alternatives,  such  as  the 
small  mobile  weapon  system.  Recent 
reports  have  fueled  speculation  that 
initial  procurement  is  a  prelude  to  ex- 
cessive numbers  of  multlwarhead  mis- 
siles. A  Washington  Post  article  of 
July  2  disclosed  an  Air  Force  program 
objectives  memorandum  dated  May  11, 
1983,  well  after  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report  was  received  by  this 
body,  which  Indicated  that  the  admin- 
istration plans  a  follow-on  deployment 
of  the  MX  In  excess  of  the  100  MX 
proposal  recommended  by  the  Com- 
mission. This  plan  should  be  clarified 
before  we  are  asked  to  proceed  with 
this  program. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission,  in  pre- 
senting its  arguments  for  ICBM  mod- 
ernization, observed  that  to  cancel  the 
MX  In  light  of  the  $5  billion  already 
spent  on  the  program  reflects  the  lack 
of  will  essential  to  effective  deter- 
rence. I  disagree.  Let  me  suggest  that 
to  question  the  further  development 
of  the  MX  reflects,  instead,  a  serious 
and  dutiful  reexamination  of  our 
spreading  policies  and  economic  prior- 
ities. 

A  number  of  us  freshman  Members 
were  elected  to  this  body  by  a  nation 
demanding  an  end  to  soaring  Federal, 
deficits  brought  about  by  unfairness 
and  inequity  in  tax,  spending,  and  do- 
mestic policies.  There  is  a  general  view 
that  our  defense  spending  has  contrib- 
uted greatly  to  this.  It  appears  to  me 
that  programs  such  as  the  MX,  with 
all  its  uncertainties,  is  a  perfect  oppor- 
tunity for  us  to  exercise  strict  fiscal 
scrutiny.  It  Is  an  opportunity  for  us  to 
live  up  to  our  pledge  of  sound  fiscal 
management  and  a  deliberate  response 
to  Presidential  criticism  of  the  House's 
spending  legislation  and  its  recent 
action  in  capping  the  third  year  of  the 
tax  cut. 

In  recent  news  accounts  and  private 
telephone  conversations  with  Mem- 
bers of  this  body,  the  President  has  in- 
dicated his  willingness  to  seek  less 
than  the  100  missiles  reconunended  by 
the  Scowcroft  Commission.  My  prob- 
lem with  this  concession  is  that  the 
greater  costs  in  weapons  acquisition 
are  normally  associated  with  initial 
procurement.  Nonrecurring  costs  will 
begin  with  the  first  stage  deployment 
of  this  system  whether  we  buy  1  or  100 
missiles.  These  Include  funds  for  re- 
search, startup  production,  and  sup- 
port facilities.  The  Air  Force  esti- 
mates, in  fiscal  year  1982  dollars,  that 
the  Mqulsition  costs  between  fiscal 
years  1983  and  1989  would  be  $16.6  bil- 
lion. The  100-mlssile  program  requires 
the  purchase  of  223  missiles,  according 
to  the  Air  Force,  which  assumes  123 
additional  missiles  for  operational 
flight  testing  and  component  aging 
surveillance.  A  reduced  buy,  say  50 
missiles,  would  only  cut  these  costs  to 
about  $14.7   billion.   These   estimates 


are,  of  course,  subject  to  uncertainty 
but  significant  additional  costs  are  not 
unprecedented  and  have  become  the 
rule  rather  than  the  exception.  In  any 
event,  the  price  is  much  more  than  we 
can  presently  afford  at  this  time  when 
we  must  restrict  Government  spend- 
ing. The  MX  Is  a  good  place  to  start. 

I  need  not  remind  my  colleagues.  In 
closing,  that  I  would  never  act  In  a 
maimer  that  would  remotely  compro- 
mise our  national  security.  Quite  the 
contrary,  a  vote  for  this  amendment 
keeps  open  our  options  for  our  strate- 
gic forces.  The  potential  for  develop- 
ing and  procuring  the  MX  Is  our 
strongest  weapon  and  bargaining  chip 
at  the  negotiating  table.  Andrei  Sak- 
harov,  the  Soviet  physicist  and  Nobel 
Prize  winner.  In  his  now  well-publi- 
cized open  letter  addressing  the  dan- 
gers of  thermonuclear  war,  recognized 
that  arms  control  talks  would  become 
easier  if  the  United  States  had  the 
MX,  abeit  only  potentially,  he  added 
parenthetically  that  this  situation 
would  be  best  of  all. 

A  vote  for  this  amendment  does  not 
preclude  procurement  at  a  later  date 
nor  does  it  nullify  research  and  devel- 
opment on  the  missile  or  the  proposal 
for  the  small  mobile  weapon.  The 
Scowcroft  Commission  recommenda- 
tions are  not  inextricably  linked  to- 
gether. 

I  am  not  willing  to  vote  to  authorize 
funds  for  procurement  of  the  MX 
during  fiscal  year  1984.  The  uncertain- 
ties tip  the  scale  away  from  the  MX  at 
this  time.  We  cannot  afford  it  eco- 
nomically. We  cannot  depend  on  it 
militarily.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  supporting  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules  amendment. 

D  2100 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Pursell). 

Mr.  PURSELL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  I  was  reading  the 
medlcare-medlcaid  report  just  1  hour 
ago,  where  we  are  spending  on  medl- 
care-medlcaid alone  at  the  rate  of  $9 
million  an  hour,  so  I  think  we  have 
some  high  expenses  to  look  at  in  re- 
spect to  the  whole  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  decision  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  production  and  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  will  be  a  deci- 
sion consistent  with  the  reconunenda- 
tlons  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
and  the  administration.  It  is  important 
to  remember  that  the  MX  Is  but  one 
aspect  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission's 
recommendations.  And,  it  Is  Important 
for  Congress  to  continue  to  act  with 
the  expectations  that  the  Conunis- 
sion's  recommendations  be  maintained 
as  a  comprehensive,  far-reaching  stra- 
tegic agenda. 

My  position  on  the  MX  is  also  Influ- 
enced by  the  actions  of  the  President 


In  directing  and  instructing  changes  In 
U.S.  START  talk  negotiations  in 
Geneva.  Since  May,  the  President  has 
begiui  new  assessment  of  strategic 
arms  control  proposals.  This  review 
has  produced  a  proposal  which  will 
further  limit  the  level  of  ballistic  mis- 
sile launchers.  This  shift  In  posture 
brings  the  administration  and  the 
President  closely  in  line  with  the  reco- 
mendatlons  of  the  Commission.  Also, 
the  President,  In  undertaking  a  thor- 
ough reassessment  of  U.S.  START 
talk  positions,  is  pursuing  options,  fur- 
ther demonstrating  flexibility  and 
commitment  to  reductions  in  nuclear 
arms.  These  developments  are  signifi- 
cant because  they  indicate  that  Con- 
gress and  administration  can  proceed 
together,  on  an  equal  basis.  In  follow- 
ing a  serious,  realistic  approach  to  the 
U.S.  nuclear  deterrent. 

I  am  further  pursuaded  that  the  MX 
is  necessary  by  its  effect  on  America's 
participation  in  NATO.  NATO  Is  in 
the  process  of  modernizing  its  nuclear 
forces.  A  vote  today  for  the  MX  will 
continue  a  consistent  U.S.  position  and 
will  strengthen  these  NATO  efforts. 
Improving  the  strength  of  the  NATO 
alliance  and  of  the  U.S.  nuclear  deter- 
rent improves  our  negotiating  posture 
with  the  Soviets. 

One  final  matter  of  importance 
today  is  the  recently  published  letter 
written  by  the  distinguished  Soviet 
physicist,  Andrei  Sakharov.  Sakharov 
encourages  the  United  States  and  its 
NATO  allies  to  'take  into  account  all 
the  complex  realities  of  the  opposition 
that  involves  two  world  systems."  He 
goes  on  to  point  out  the  danger  of  fall- 
ing into  a  position  of  nuclear  disadvan- 
tage. Sakharov  also  implores  the 
United  States  and  NATO  to  bring  into 
parity  conventional  forces,  a  recom- 
mendation I  hope  is  taken  gravely  and 
seriously.  Further,  Sakharov  notes 
that  the  United  States,  "take  the  next 
logical  step— while  nuclear  weapons 
exist,  it  is  also  necessary  to  have  stra- 
tegic parity." 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  United  States 
needs  to  proceed  with  production  of 
the  MX.  I  believe  the  link  between 
strategic  arms  modernization  and  arms 
negotiations.  Initiated  with  the  accept- 
ance of  the  Scowcroft  Commission  rec- 
ommendations, must  continue.  Ap- 
proval of  the  MX  is  a  component  of 
comprehensive  efforts  to  bring  stabili- 
ty, continuity,  and  consensus  to  Amer- 
ica's strategic  defense  decisions. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia (Mr.  Ray). 

Mr.  RAY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment.  During 
1982,  and  for  264  days  of  my  cam- 
paign, I  campaigned  against  the  MX 
for  a  number  of  reasons.  Including  the 
basing  mode  and  the  cost. 

But  upon  arriving  In  Congress  and 
being  appointed  to  the  Committee  on 


JMI 


20080 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  20,  1983 


July  20,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20081 


Armed  Services,  the  Procurement  Sub- 
committee, the  Investigations  Subcom- 
mittee, and  a  special  panel  on  arms 
control;  after  attending  every  single 
committee  meeting,  subconunittee 
meeting,  and  every  classified  briefing; 
after  traveling  to  Geneva  and  Vienna 
with  two  members  of  the  Commission, 
and  talking  to  negotiators  for  the  East 
and  for  the  West,  I  am  now  convinced 
that  it  is  imperative  that  the  MX  card 
is  one  that  our  negotiations  must  hold 
in  their  hands. 

Nuclear  weapons  are  a  matter  of 
deep  concern  to  people  throughout 
the  world.  All  sane  and  rational  people 
live  in  fear  of  the  unspeakable  horror 
that  a  nuclear  war  would  bring. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe,  as  surely  as 
I  stand  here  today  that  the  nuclear  de- 
terrent of  the  United  States  is  the 
main  reason  that  the  world  has  thus 
far  been  spared  a  devastating  experi- 
ence. 

During  recent  years,  the  Soviet 
Union  has  embarked  on  a  relentless 
arms  buildup.  This  is  a  matter  of 
public  record.  They  have  built  600 
first  strike  ICBMs,  deployed  350  SS- 
20's,  built  between  250  and  300  Back- 
fire bombers  and  deployed  950  ICBM's 
at  sea  on  their  submarines. 

As  I  stated.  I  do  not  believe  that  any 
same  or  rational  individual  would 
knowingly  start  a  nuclear  war.  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  leadership  of  the 
Soviet  Union  would  do  so.  I  do,  howev- 
er, believe  that  they  are  working  hard 
to  gain  a  nuclear  advantage  over  the 
free  world. 

If  they  achieve  it.  they  will  ruthless- 
ly exploit  that  advantage  to  the  harm 
and  detriment  of  free  men  and  women 
everywhere.  I  believe  that  any  fair- 
minded  and  impartial  examination  of 
their  past  record  would  support  that 
conclusion. 

If  this  is  the  case,  what  course 
should  the  United  States  follow?  To 
me,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  answer  is  clear. 
We  must  demonstrate  to  the  Soviet 
Union  that  we  take  seriously  our  role 
as  the  primary  guardian  of  freedom  on 
this  planet. 

Only  when  the  Soviet  Union  fully 
accepts  this  reality  will  they  be  willing 
to  get  about  the  serious  business  of  ne- 
gotiating the  verifiable  arms  agree- 
ment which  will  guarantee  the  God- 
given  right  of  our  children  and  grand- 
children to  live  out  the  full  measure  of 
their  years. 

Therefore,  to  me,  the  vote  on  the 
MX  is  a  clear  one.  The  Russians  pres- 
ently have  an  advantage  in  the  area  of 
land-based  missiles  which  rapidly  ap- 
proaches the  advantage  they  have 
been  seeking. 

It  will  be  said  by  some  that  the  ad- 
vantage which  we  have  in  our  Trident 
submarine  fleet  is  more  than  enough 
to  offset  this.  But  submarines  are  dif- 
ficult to  conmiunicate  with  in  times  of 
stress  when  the  future  of  civilization 
may  hang  upon  fragments  of  seconds. 


Some  experts  believe  that  we  will  lose 
this  edge  by  the  mid-1990's. 

I  endorse  the  recommendations  of 
the'Scowcroft  Commission.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  hope  that  we  can  see  the  world 
move  toward  a  configuration  of  small- 
er more  maneuverable  land-based  mis- 
siles which  will  significantly  lower  the 
risk  of  a  first  strike. 

But  in  the  meantime,  we  must  have 
the  MX.  It  is  critical  to  our  continued 
defense.  It  is  vital  to  the  continued 
progress  of  disarmament  talks.  Final- 
ly, juid  perhaps  most  important,  it 
sends  the  Soviets  exactly  the  right 
kind  of  message— the  only  kind  that 
they  understand.  It  tells  them  that 
there  is  no  future  in  continued  arms 
escalation.  It  reaffirms  our  willingness 
to  do  what  we  must  to  deprive  them  of 
the  nuclear  club  that  they  seek  to  in- 
timidate and  blackmail  the  world  into 
a  submission  that  they  could  never 
win  at  the  ballot  box. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  headed  in  the 
right  direction  and  we  are  embarked 
upon  the  proper  path.  Let  us  not 
waver.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  follow 
the  course  of  hope  and  the  dictates  of 
commonsense.  Vote  against  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  .from 
New  York  (Mr.  Downey). 

Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  this  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  MX  is  a  bad 
system,  and  it  is  in  trouble.  It  is  in 
trouble  not  because  the  right  wing  of 
this  country  has  not  attacked  it;  they 
endorse  it.  It  is  in  trouble  for  a  couple 
of  reasons. 

First  of  all,  there  probably  has  not 
been  another  weapons  system  where 
there  has  been  as  much  discussion  and 
grassroots  understanding  as  there  is 
about  the  MX  systsem.  People  under- 
stand this  sytem.  They  recognize,  as 
do  a  lot  of  the  supporters  in  the  Con- 
gress, that  it  is  a  system  without  mili- 
tary utility. 

So  then  it  comes  down  to  the  ques- 
tion of,  "Well,  it  is  a  bargaining  chip," 
or  "It  is  to  show  our  strength  to  our 
NATO  allies."  We  have  heard  today 
all  of  the  movement,  all  of  the  pyro- 
technics surrounding  the  START 
talks.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  if  the 
President  thought  a  national  contest 
for  renaming  the  MX  missile  would 
win  votes,  the  Republican  Party  would 
be  sending  out  forms  for  renaming  the 
missile.  There  is  no  movement  in 
Geneva.  I  would  love  there  to  be  some, 
and  there  is  not  because  we  do  not 
have  enough  weapons,  we  are  going  to 
build,  3,200  cruise  missiles,  7  more  Tri- 
dent submarines,  2  new  bombers.  We 
do  not  need  any  more  arrows  in  our 
quiver  to  negotiate  with  the  Soviets. 

The  reason  there  is  not  movement  is 
because  the  position  of  the  United 
States  is  not  a  serious,  negotiable  posi- 
tion. If  it  were,  there  would  be  move- 


ment. There  is  not  any.  Now,  for  a  lot 
of  people  who  bought  onto  the  idea 
that  it  was  a  bargaining  chip  and  it 
would  move  the  administration,  they 
are  leaving  that  deal.  They  saw  them- 
selves being  sold  short  and  they  want 
to  get  back  to  a  position  of  sanity. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  position  of  sanity 
is  to  recognize  that  this  is  a  waste  of 
money,  that  it  is  a  provocative  system, 
and  that  Ronald  Reagan  will  get  seri- 
ous about  arms  control  when  the 
American  people  tell  him  and  when 
the  Congress  begins  by  denying  him 
something  he  wants. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Weiss). 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
that  it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind 
that  while  we  keep  on  talking  about 
weapons  systems  and  MX's  and 
Midgetmen  and  what  have  you,  what 
we  are  really  talking  about  is  the  fate 
of  humanity.  The  problem  with  the 
MX  is  that  we  know  it  brings  us  closer 
to  a  nuclear  confrontation. 

It  is  not  a  bargaining  chip.  Caspar 
Weinberger,  before  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  made  it  very  clear 
that  it  is  not  a  bargaining  chip.  Even  if 
the  Midgetman  were  to  come  online, 
they  still  would  insist  on  having  the 
100  MX's,  each  with  10  warheads. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  that 
now  is  the  time  for  this  Congress  to 
demonstrate  that  we  have  come  close 
enough  to  the  precipice  of  nuclear 
war.  Now  is  the  time  to  draw  back. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Markey). 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
must  realize  that  the  vote  we  will  be 
casting  on  the  MX  missile  will  not  be 
just  for  the  missile.  The  missile  itself 
has  few  military  merits— especially  the 
way  the  administration  wants  to 
deploy  it. 

No,  today  we  are  voting  not  just  on 
the  MX— but  on  the  MX  and  a  new 
arms  control  package  from  the  admin- 
istration. 

This  arms  control  package,  we  are 
told,  is  supposed  to  be  more  flexible 
and  more  reasonable  than  the  last 
one.  So  in  return  for  the  MX  missile 
the  President  is  promising  to  get  seri- 
ous about  arms  control. 

Well,  what  is  this  arms  control  pack- 
age? What  is  this  new  negotiating  ini- 
tiative? What  is  this  new  flexibility? 

I  say  it  is  a  package  of  ambiguities, 
contradictions,  smoke  and  mirrors, 
propaganda  ploys  and  unrealistic  ne- 
gotiating positions. 

What  are  we  getting  with  this  arms 
control  package? 

I  say  we  are  getting  the  same  old 
White  House  allergy  to  arms  control. 


What  kind  of  arms  control  package 
are  we  getting  in  this  famous  MX  bar- 
gain? 

Well,  let  us  start  with  the  bargaining 
chip. 

Is  the  MX  a  bargaining  chip  the 
President  will  use  to  force  an  arms 
control  treaty  out  of  the  Soviets? 
Well,  I  do  not  know. 
Some  of  the  MX  supporters  in  this 
Chamber  have  said  that  the  MX  was  a 
bargaining  chip.  But  the  President 
said  several  times  last  year  that  the 
MX  is  not  a  bargaining  chip. 

But  then  a  couple  of  months  ago  the 
administration  was  dropping  hints 
that  the  MX  was  a  bargaining  chip 
and  that  the  White  House  would  "con- 
strain" the  number  of  MX's  deployed 
"to  the  minimum"  needed  for  deter- 
rence and  the  level  of  deployment 
"will  be  influenced"  by  what  the  Sovi- 
ets do. 

Then  Kenneth  Adelman.  Director  of 
the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency,  wrote  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  that  the  MX  would 
be  bargained  away  if  the  Soviets  forgo 
their  heavy  and  medium-sized  inter- 
continental missiles. 

Well,  we  all  know  that  is  an  impossi- 
ble demand  that  the  Soviets  would 
never  agree  to.  So  according  to  Mr. 
Adelmans  letter,  the  MX  is  not  really 
a  bargaining  chip  in  the  true  sense  of 
the  words. 

Is  the  MX  a  bargaining  chip  or  is  it 
not  a  bargaining  chip? 
Who  knows? 

It  is  certainly  an  elusive  chip. 
Are  we  only  going  to  have  to  build 
100  MX  missiles? 

On  April  19,  Mr.  Reagan  announced 
that  he  would  build  only  100  MX  mis- 
siles and  then  start  ouilding  Midget- 
man  missiles.  But  the  Washington 
Post  uncovered  an  Air  Force  memo, 
dated  May  II.  that  states  that  the  100 
MX  missiles  were  only  the  first  phase 
of  the  total  MX  deployment  and  there 
would  be  more  deployed. 

Are  we  only  going  to  build  100  MX's? 
Or  is  there  a  secret  plan  to  actually 
build  more  than  100? 
Who  knows? 

Has  the  President  actually  put  to- 
gether a  more  flexible  arms  control 
proposal? 

The  White  House  and  some  of  my 
colleagues  in  this  Chamber  claim  he 
has. 

But  the  administration  package  still 
requires  restraints  which  the  Soviets 
have  found  unacceptable.  They  have 
told  us  they  are  not  acceptable.  We 
know  these  positions  in  START  are 
nonstarters.  We  know  the  negotiations 
will  go  nowhere  if  we  stick  to  these  de- 
mands. 

Yet.  this  is  apparently  all  part  of  the 
administration's  new  flexible  package. 
Mr.  Reagan  insists  that  he  is  com- 
mitted to  arms  control  and  reaching 
an  agreement  at  Geneva. 


But  we  have  reports  coming  out  of 
Geneva  that  our  START  team  over 
there  is  torn  with  dissension.  Morale 
in  the  delegation  is  said  to  be  at  rock 
bottom. 

We  also  have  reports  coming  out  of 
Geneva  that  the  talks  with  the  Soviets 
have  degenerated  into  shouting 
matches  on  several  occasions. 

The  administration  claims  the  situa- 
tion is  rosy  over  in  Geneva,  but  the  re- 
ports we  are  getting  are  that  things 
are  in  shambles  over  there. 
Let  us  face  the  facts: 
This  administration  is  simply  not 
committed  to  arms  control.  What  con- 
cern it  has  for  arms  control  certainly 
does  not  match  its  enthusiasm  for  an 
arms  buildup. 

So  do  not  believe  for  a  minute  that 
this  administration  has  turned  the 
corner  and  a  treaty  is  in  sight.     • 

A  vote  against  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules  amendment  is  a  vote  for  a  weap- 
ons system  with  little  military  utility. 
A  vote  against  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules  amendment  is  a  vote  for  a  failed 
arms  control  policy. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nesses  (Mr.  Gore). 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment. 

I  would  like  to  compliment  the  Mem- 
bers on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  for  the 
statements  that  have  been  made  in 
this  debate.  I  think  it  has  been  a  good 
debate,  even  an  historic  one.  Of 
course,  it  is  not  the  first  time  we  have 
had  this  debate.  We  have  had  it  before 
and  we  knew  we  would  have  it  again. 
This  is  what  we  wanted:  A  series  of  de- 
bates on  the  relationship  between  the 
MX  missile  and  arms  control. 

If  the  agreement  struck  between  the 
Congress  and  the  President  is  success- 
ful and  this  amendment  is  defeated, 
there  will  be  many  more  opportunities 
to  have  this  same  debate.  The  next 
one  will  be  on  the  appropriations  bills 
in  the  fall,  and  on  this  occasion  I 
would  like  to  serve  notice  on  the  ad- 
ministration once  again  that  we  must 
see  more  movement  in  arms  control 
between  now  and  the  consideration  of 
the  appropriations  bill  next  fall.  Iron- 
ically, last  May  we  were  told  that  if 
the  night-testing  of  the  MX  were  ap- 
proved, that  would  be  it;  no  more 
meaningful  opportunities  to  debate 
this  weapon,  much  less  to  stop  it, 
would  occur.  But  here  we  are  again, 
and  here  we  will  be  again  several  times 
in  the  future. 

All  but  one  of  the  issues  remain  the 
same:  We  are  still  debating  the  need 
for  consensus;  the  history  of  the  fail- 
ure in  arms  control,  in  large  part  due 
to  the  bickering  and  in-fighting 
throughout  this  coimtry  between  the 
political  parties  and  between  the  right 
and  the  left;  we  are  still  debating  the 
need  to  integrate  weapons  procure- 
ment and  arms  control;  the  issue  of 


vulnerability;  and  the  role  of  single- 
warhead  missiles. 

Most  importantly  perhaps,  the  ques- 
tion we  are  again  debating  is  why  the 
MX  is  needed  in  order  to  accomplish 
the  transition  to  a  more  stable  regime 
where  both  sides  move  toward  single- 
warhead  missiles?  Mr.  Sakharov  has 
been  quoted  so  many  times  during  this 
debate  that  I  will  not  quote  him  again 
on  this  occasion,  but  let  me  say  just 
briefly  that  the  military  significance 
of  the  Soviet  counterf orce  capability  is 
highly  debatable.  Nevertheless,  it  does 
have  a  political,  geopolitical,  suid  psy- 
chological significance. 

The  Soviets  have  in  fact  deployed 
638  MX-class  missiles  while  we  have 
debated  the  modernization  of  our  own 
land-based  forces.  Those  missiles 
threaten  stability.  They  create  first 
strike  fears.  And  one  of  our  objectives 
in  arms  control  during  the  past  four 
administrations  has  been  to  find  some 
way  to  eliminate  this  threat  over  time. 
In  building  the  MX.  we  want  the  So- 
viets to  view  these  weapons  as  depreci- 
ating assets.  Unlike  the  Soviets,  we 
have  no  intention  of  building  a  suffi- 
cient number  of  such  weapons  to  pose 
a  first-strike  threat,  but  we  do  want  to 
define  the  problem  for  the  Soviets  in 
the  same  way  we  define  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues that  one  question  is  new  since 
last  May.  Has  the  President  been 
trying  to  live  up  to  his  end  of  the  bar- 
gain? Well,  not  much  lime  has  passed, 
but  a  great  deal  has  already  happened. 
Major  modifications  to  our  START 
position  have  been  made,  not  just  a 
change  in  one  number.  Some  of  my 
colleagues  know  that  that  is  the  case. 
Everything  is  on  the  table— cruise  mis- 
siles. SLBM's,  including  the  D-5.  And 
we  have  an  explicit  new  goal:  stability 
and  the  elimination  of  first  strike 
fears. 

And  we  are  seeing  movement.  The 
Soviets  themselves  have  made  two  sets 
of  modifications  in  their  position  just 
in  the  past  month,  moving  it  closer  to 
our  own.  The  President  just  accepted 
Premier  Andropov's  offer  to  negotiate 
on  space-based  systems.  We  have  seen 
new  movement  in  the  NBFR  talks  in 
Vienna.  In  Madrid  we  just  signed  an 
agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  fol- 
lowing on  the  Helsinki  accord.  We 
have  just  seen  the  appointment  of  a 
new  task  force  in  the  White  House  to 
coordinate  the  development  of  our 
new  arms  control  position. 

Bipartisan  support  of  the  President 
in  his  dealings  with  the  Soviet  Union 
are  paying  off.  Let  us  not  pull  the  rug 
out  now.  There  is  no  question  that 
deep  divisions  within  the  administra- 
tion remain.  And  awkard  and  inartful 
statements  continue  to  be  made  which 
threaten  the  consensus  we  are  trying 
to  develop.  These  problems  must  be 
solved  between  now  and  the  appro- 
priations bill. 
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But.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  say,  let  us 
move  on  to  the  next  checkpoint  in  the 
fall.  We  want  to  see  more  movement 
between  now  and  then,  and  let  us 
defeat  this  amendment  and  stick  with 
the  bargain  we  have  struck. 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OTTERED  BY  MR.  LEVITAS 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  LEVITAS  moves  that  the  committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  striken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Levitas)  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his 
preferential  motion. 

D  2120 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
speak  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 
It  is  not  because  I  am  convinced 
beyond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt  as  to  the 
merits  of  the  MX  missile,  but  I  am 
convinced  beyond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt 
that  tonight  is  not  the  time  to  make  a 
decision  to  eliminate  the  MX  missile 
systam. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  make  a  deci- 
sion tonight  to  do  away  with  the  MX 
missile  and  that  is  the  same  decision 
that  our  negotiators  in  Geneva  could 
make.  We  could  make  a  decision  to- 
night that  the  Soviet  negotiators 
could  bargain  for.  but  if  we  make  that 
decision  tonight  there  is  nothing  for 
the  Soviets  to  bargain  for. 

Arms  control  lies  at  the  heart  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  report  amd  if 
we  have  any  hope  of  bringing  about  a 
real  reduction  in  nuclear  forces  on 
both  sides,  then  that  decision  has  got 
to  be  made  in  Geneva  and  we  cannot 
tonight  negotiate  on  behalf  of  the 
Soviet  Union  to  eliminate  one  of  the 
items  that  will  be  on  the  table  for  dis- 
cussion. We  cannot  make  that  decision 
on  behalf  of  the  American  negotiators 
in  favor  of  the  Soviet  negotiators  to- 
night, because  if  we  do.  then  what  else 
is  there  to  negotiate  on  their  part? 
Where  is  the  quid  pro  quo? 

Those  of  us  who  are  seeking  reduc- 
tions in  nuclear  forces  know  that  the 
only  time  and  the  only  place  and  the 
only  occasion  that  nuclear  arms  reduc- 
tions caui  occur  is  in  the  bilateral  nego- 
tiations in  Geneva.  For  us  to  interpose 
ourselves  between  the  negotiators  now 
Is  the  same  as  putting  a  catcher  out  in 
front  of  the  batter  and  never  letting 
him  have  an  opportunity  to  swing  at 
the  ball.  That  is  what  we  are  talking 
about  tonight. 

I  do  not  agree  with  all  the  positions 
that  have  been  taken  with  respect  to 
the  MX  or  even,  indeed,  the  arms  ne- 
gotiations posture;  but  I  do  see  move- 
ment. I  do  see  flexibility  and  I  do  see 
opportunity.  If  we  trade  that  away  to- 
night, then  we  have  not  even  provided 
the  opportunity  to  bring  about  arms 
negotiations  in  a  meaningful  way. 


I  suggest  to  my  friends  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  who  have  the  same  con- 
cerns about  the  MX  missile,  but  who 
see  the  Scowcroft  Commission  report 
as  a  package  and  who  see  the  opportu- 
nity to  bring  about  arms  negotiations, 
not  unilateral  decisions  on  behalf  of 
the  Soviet  Union  here,  but  in  negotia- 
tions at  Geneva,  then  I  say  the  time  to 
test  this  decision  is  when  we  get  the 
appropriations  bill  in  the  fall.  That 
time  will  come.  That  decision  can  be 
made.  The  bona  fides  and  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  administration's  posi- 
tion can  be  tested;  but  for  us  tonight 
to  take  that  opportunity  away  gives 
away  the  opportunity  for  arms  reduc- 
tions negotiations  to  achieve  results. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  not 
true  that  since  the  last  vote  that  we 
have  had  that  the  Soviets  have  come 
forward  with  a  new  position,  which 
would  allow  them  fewer  missiles  than 
they  could  have  had  under  the  SALT 
II  agreement.  They  are  responding 
and  negotiating. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  there  is 
some  prospect  now  that  the  negotia- 
tions will  get  down  to  a  meaningful 
dialog  and  that  the  administration  has 
expressed  that  everything  is  on  the 
table;  the  cruise  missiles,  the  D-5,  all 
these  things,  the  phase  I  and  phase  II 
together. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  kind  of 
motion,  the  kind  of  momentum,  the 
kind  of  movement  that  we  all  hope  for 
is  now  underway. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman.  I  think 
if  we  undercut  that  at  this  point,  we 
are  doing  a  great  disservice  to  the 
country. 

I  share  as  much  conviction  as  any  of 
these  Members  about  getting  an  arms 
control  agreement;  but  the  only  way 
to  do  it  is  to  stick  with  this  agreement. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 

Let  me  say  first,  it  has  been  alluded 
to  that  the  administration  is  not  going 
forward  in  good  faith,  not  dealing  in 
good  faith,  that  they  were  secretly 
planning  to  build  more  than  a  hun- 
dred missiles. 

I  have  a  letter  her>  from  Secretary 
Verne  Orr,  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
reaffirming  the  position  of  the  Air 
Force  to  build  100  and  that  is  all.  I 
would  say  that  I  personally  would  not 
support  more  than  that  so  long  as  we 
got  the  package  put  together. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  letter  follows: 
Department  op  the  Air  Force. 
Washington.  D.C..  July  5.  1983. 
Hon.  Melvin  Price. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington, 
DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  to  reaffirm 
the  Air  Force  position  on  Peacekeeper  de- 
ployment. We  fully  support  the  report  of 


the  President's  Commission  on  Strategic 
Forces.  Emplacement  of  100  Peacekeeper 
missiles  in  Minuteman  silos  will  begin  in 
late  1986  and  be  completed  in  late  1989. 

Long  term  planning  documents  previously 
referenced  a  larger  Peacekeeper  deployment 
for  the  out  years.  Air  Force  plans  have  since 
been  revised  to  incorporate  the  recommen- 
dations endorsed  by  the  President.  Specifi- 
cally, Air  Force  plans  for  Peacekeeper  de- 
ployment will  total  100  missiles  and  be  ac- 
companied by  vigorous  research,  develop- 
ment and  deployment  of  a  new  small  ICBM. 
Sincerely, 

Verne  Orr. 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
also  have  a  letter  addressed  to  me, 
dated  today,  from  George  Shultz.  Sec- 
retary of  State,  setting  out  the  impor- 
tance so  far  as  the  Secretary  of  State 
is  concerned  in  his  negotiations  of 
being  given  the  flexibility  afforded 
him  by  disapproving  down  the  amend- 
ment that  is  offered  here  today.  I  will 
read  it  in  part: 

The  Secretary  or  State. 
Washington,  July  20.  1983. 
Hon.  William  L.  Dickinson. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Dickinson:  Today,  the  House  of 
Representatives  is  scheduled  to  make  an  im- 
portant decision  on  America's  program  to 
strengthen  its  strategic  defense  and  deter- 
rence forces.  Bipartisan  support  in  the  Con- 
gress has  enabled  us  to  bolster  our  military 
posture.  That  increased  strength  also  en- 
ables us  to  negotiate  in  an  effective  and 
credible  way  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  the 
many  existing  arms  control  forums. 

This  Administration  is  fully  committed  to 
negotiating  balanced  and  verifiable  arms 
control  agreements.  Indeed,  the  dangers  of 
the  nuclear  age  and  the  imperatives  of 
peace  require  a  major  effort  to  regulate  and 
scale  down  the  arms  competition.  President 
Reagan  already  has  taken  several  major 
moves  to  advance  this  process— in  START, 
in  the  talks  on  intermediate  nuclear  forces 
in  Europe  and  in  the  negotiations  on 
Mutual  Balanced  Force  Reductions.  With 
your  support,  we  intend  to  pursue  these  ef- 
forts vigorously. 

I  want  to  emphasize  my  own  deep  commit- 
ment to  arms  reductions.  I  have  no  higher 
goal,  as  Secretary  of  State,  than  to  achieve 
progress  in  this  area.  As  the  pace  of  negotia- 
tions intensify  in  the  period  ahead.  I  want 
you  to  luiow  that  I  will  sustain  and  deepen 
my  own  personal  involvement.  Meanwhile, 
you  also  should  know  that  we  have  estab- 
lished a  new.  senior-level  organizational 
structure  for  dealing  with  arms  control  mat- 
ters in  an  expeditious  manner. 

I  plan  to  remain  in  close  touch  with  you 
and  your  colleagues  as  we  pursue  our  impor- 
tant arms  control  aims  and  look  forward  to 
your  continued  advice  and  counsel. 
Sincerely, 

George  P.  Shultz. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  who  has  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate my  friend  yielding. 

I  just  want  to  rise  and  thank  the 
gentleman  for  reading  that  letter  from 


Secretary  Shultz  and  also  compliment 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia,  as  well 
as  the  gentleman  from  Washington, 
for  pointing  out  to  us  that  this  is  not 
the  time  to  be  doing  anything  unilat- 
erally that  might  imdercut  the 
chances  for  true  arms  control. 

Now.  we  can  debate  the  sincerity  of 
the  United  States,  but  no  one  can 
debate  the  fact  that  the  only  reason 
that  there  is  progress  at  all  in  Geneva 
or  even  progress  in  Madrid  is  because 
there  has  been  support  expressed  in 
the  Congress  and  in  recent  elections  in 
Europe  and  in  England  for  a  united  al- 
liance position  vis-a-vis  the  Soviet 
Union.  Whether  that  progress  is  to  go 
forward  at  Geneva  on  either  START 
or  on  theater  nuclear  weapons  or  is  to 
go  forward  at  Madrid  on  behalf  of 
human  rights  is  inextricably  linked  to- 
gether with  what  we  do  here  tonight. 
Progress  can  be  made,  but  all  our  ef- 
forts will  be  for  naught  if  we  unilater- 
ally do  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
something  that  the  Soviets  were  not 
successful  in  doing  internationally 
through  their  efforts  that  were  blun- 
derbussed  in  Europe  as  well  as  Eng- 
land and  through  their  propaganda  ef- 
forts in  the  United  States. 

So  I  would  hope  that  the  Congress 
would  support  the  position  of  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  well,  as  well  as  that  of 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia,  and  not 
take  any  steps  here  unilaterally  that 
would  undercut  the  progress  that  we 
hope  to  make  in  those  very  vital  nego- 
tiations with  the  Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the 
Chairman. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  to- 
night is  the  night  to  demonstrate  bi- 
partisanship and  the  will  and  commit- 
ment of  the  American  people.  That  is 
the  way  we  will  get  arms  reductions. 
That  is  the  way  we  will  get  progress. 

The  decision  on  the  MX  can  be 
made  in  the  fall  if  progress  is  not  seen. 
If  the  Soviet  Union  happens  to  think 
the  MX  missile  is  a  threatening 
system,  if  they  happen  to  think  that  it 
is  something  that  they  are  concerned 
about,  then  that  is  all  the  more  reason 
to  keep  it  on  the  bargaining  table,  be- 
cause that  makes  it  all  the  more  im- 
portant as  a  means  of  reaching  arms 
control  and  that  is  what  this  is  about, 
arms  control. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  and  to  my  colleagues  that  to- 
night is  the  night  where  we  can  dem- 
onstrate a  bipartisan  American  com- 
mitment to  bring  about  a  reduction  in 
nuclear  weapons  by  defeating  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman, 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  the 
motion. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  BEINNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Leach). 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  wiU  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Most  people— even  supporters  of  the 
MX— admit  that  the  MX  is  not  of 
much  military  value  by  itself.  The  ar- 
guments have  revolved  around  other 
ulterior  justifications:  How  to  show 
national  resolve,  how  to  persuade  the 
Soviets  to  negotiate  seriously,  how  to 
persuade  our  own  President  to  negoti- 
ate seriously,  how  to  persuade  the 
President  to  proceed  with  the  Midget- 
man  single-warhead  missile.  The  MX 
is  a  poor  weapon  system  under  any  of 
these  justifications. 

We  have  modernized  and  are  con- 
tinuing to  modernize  our  bomber 
force.  We  have  modernized  and  contin- 
ue to  modernize  our  missile  warheads. 
We  have  modernized  and  continue  to 
modernize  our  submarine  force.  We 
have  modernized  and  continue  to  mod- 
ernize our  conventional  forces.  We 
have  deployed  around  the  world  sever- 
al million  soldiers  and  25.000  nuclear 
weapons.  If  those  actions  do  not  clear- 
ly show  our  resolve  to  defend  our 
Nation  and  our  way  of  life,  then  I  con- 
tend that  spending  another  $25  billion 
on  the  MX  will  not  help  to  demon- 
strate that  resolve. 

The  MX  would  not  help  to  persuade 
the  Soviets  to  negotiate  seriously.  I 
expect  that  deployment  of  the  MX 
missiles  would  only  harden  the  Soviets 
in  their  positions. 

On  the  subject  of  encouraging  devel- 
opment of  the  Midgetman  missile,  I 
think  proceeding  with  the  MX  is  obvi- 
ously the  wrong  way  to  go.  The  United 
States  probably  should  proceed  with 
smaller,  single-warhead  missiles.  But 
the  MX  with  a  dozen  warheads  on 
each  missile  is  clearly  contrary  to  the 
idea  of  the  Midgetman.  I  ask  you.  does 
it  make  sense  to  try  to  go  one  way  by 
moving  the  other  way? 

Finally.  I  hope  fervently  that  the 
President  and  his  ambassadors  will 
give  their  utmost  to  achieving  far- 
reaching  arms  control  and  disarma- 
ment agreements  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  However,  I  believe  it  is  irre- 
sponsible for  legislators  to  spend  many 
billions  of  dollars  for  poorly  justified 
weapons  systems  to  try  to  make  our 
President  to  negotiate  seriously. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  have  heard  this  evening  an  extraor- 
dinary admission.  The  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Aspin)  who  with  a  tiny 
band  of  crucial  moderates  has  led  the 
crusade  this  year  for  the  MX  has  ac- 
knowledged that  he  does  not  like  the 


missile  system.  He  says  he  supports  it 
only  because  it  is  part  of  a  package 
embodied  in  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion report  and  because  the  President 
has  given  certain  assurances  by  letter 
about  this  report. 

D  2130 

It  is  important,  therefore,  to  under- 
stand what  the  Scowcroft  report  stipu- 
lates. The  report  calls  for  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  switch 
concerns  in  arms  control  from  efforts 
to  limit  launchers  to  warheads. 

But.  clearly,  and  extraordinarily, 
building  the  multiwarheaded  MX  is  in- 
compatible with  the  goal  of  stability 
to  be  achieved  by  disparately  placed 
single  warheaded  missiles  as  envi- 
sioned by  General  Scowcroft. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  is 
advocating  in  statute  the  exact  oppo- 
site approach  to  arms  control  he  con- 
tends he  supports.  His  efforts  in  effect 
reject  Euclidean  logic  and  non-Euclid- 
ean geometry.  He  is  asking  this  body 
to  accept  the  world-if-flat  approach  to 
international  politics. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mary  Poppins  sang 
"Just  a  spoonful  of  sugar  helps  the 
medicine  go  down."  Perhaps  with  that 
song  in  mind  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin implies  that  he  has  gotten  the 
President  to  swallow  some  bitter  arms 
control  medicine  by  including  a  spoon- 
ful of  MX  missiles.  But  the  reality  is 
that  he  is,  by  his  own  admission, 
drinking  from  a  poisoned  cup. 

Unfortunately,  the  only  antidote  for 
the  MX  is  not  to  build  it.  We  do  not 
need  it  because  it  does  not  improve 
our  strategic  deterrence.  We  do  not 
want  it  because  it  is  destabilizing.  And 
we  cannot  afford  it  because  we  desper- 
ately need  the  billions  involved  in  mis- 
sile building  to  reduce  the  deficit  and/ 
or  to  apply  to  social  programs  that 
today  are  dying  on  the  vine. 

Back  when  my  home  State  of  Iowa 
was  still  a  part  of  the  frontier  the 
scarcity  of  doctors  created  an  opportu- 
nity for  traveling  medicine  men  to 
gather  crowds  on  Main  Street  and 
hawk  their  wares— bottles  of  elixir 
aptly  named  snake  oil  containing  an 
assortment  of  noxious  ingredients  that 
in  the  very  foulness  of  their  taste  con- 
vinced the  unsuspecting  purchaser 
that  the  contents  must  be  efficacious. 
The  salesman  would  usually  move  on 
before  a  customer's  hair  fell  out,  or 
worse. 

I  had  thought  we  lived  in  a  more 
savvy  age;  nowadays  everything  is  re- 
quired to  have  its  contents  listed  on  its 
label  and  smart  consumers  avoid  pur- 
chasing items  that  are  harmful. 

But  it  turns  out  that  things  have  not 
changed  so  much  after  aU.  Given  a 
bottle  labeled  'arms  control"  but  con- 
taining the  MX  it  seems  that  the  gulli- 
ble that  used  to  hang  out  near  the 
saloon  are  now  in  Congress. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  this  body  to 
reject  the  elixir  of  unrestrained  arma- 
ments. Let  us  drink  no  further  the  MX 
poison.  Abstinence  is  the  only  anti- 
dote. 

It  is  time  for  this  body  to  be  serious 
rather  than  hortatory  about  arms  con- 
trol. 

The  only  true  prescription  for  the 
arms  race  is  to  end  it.  Let  us  begin 
here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  (Mr.  Glickman). 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
tiie  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
to  express  yet  again  my  opposition  to 
development  of  the  MX  missile.  I  hope 
that,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  current 
debate,  the  House  will  have  the 
wisdom  and  courage  to  stop  the  MX 
program. 

The  facts  we  confront  today  are  es- 
sentially the  same  as  they  were  2 
months  ago  when  this  body  approved 
the  release  of  test  funds  for  the  MX 
missile:  Vulnerable  missiles  do  not 
contribute  to  American  security,  but 
will  only  undermine  nuclear  stability. 

Events  of  the  intervening  months 
have,  however,  yielded  important  in- 
sights with  regard  to  certain  key  as- 
pects of  the  MX  program.  For  exam- 
ple, m  presenting  the  case  for  MX. 
supporters  argued  that  the  multiwar- 
head  missile  is  necessary  from  the 
standpoint  of  negotiatmg  an  arms  con- 
trol agreement  with  the  Soviets.  I  real- 
ize that  last  May  many  Members  were 
willing  to  vote  for  release  of  funds  for 
continued  MX  development,  in  ex- 
change for  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's pledge  fo  show  new  flexibility 
and  commitment  at  the  ongoing  arms 
reduction  talks  in  Geneva.  The  Presi- 
dent, for  his  pan,  has  continued  to 
assure  skeptics  that  "everything  is  on 
the  table  "  for  negotiations. 

Despite  such  assurances,  there  is 
little  as  yet  to  demonstrate  that  the 
Administration  is  serious  about  reach- 
ing an  arms  agreement.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  read  to  my  colleagues 
what  Kermeth  L.  Adelman.  Director  of 
the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmanent 
Agency,  wrote  June  16  when  asked  by 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee under  what  circumstances  the 
United  States  would  be  prepared  to 
forgo  deployment  of  MX  missiles: 

The  President  has  made  clear  that  the 
scale  of  MX  development  will  be  influenced 
by  Soviet  strategic  programs  and  arms  re- 
duction agreements  .  .  .  and  unless  the  Sovi- 
ets are  prepared  to  reverse  this  build-up  and 
forego  their  heavy  and  medium  ICBMs.  the 
U.S.  will  go  forward  with  MX. 

I  am  sure  my  colleagues  would  agree 
that  proposing  reductions  that  are  ac- 
ceptable to  Moscow  should  not  take 


precedence  over  meeting  American  se- 
curity interests.  But  designing  a  pro- 
posal which  would  require  the  Rus- 
sians to  dismantle  the  backbone  of 
their  strategic  defenses  in  return  for  a 
halt  on  the  MX  program  is  not  a  basis 
on  which  we  can  reasonably  expect  to 
reach  an  arms  agreement. 

During  the  debate  last  May,  several 
Members  also  expressed  the  opinoin 
that  while  MX  itself  contributes  little 
to  U.S.  security,  it  is  a  needed  stepping 
stone  to  a  new  generation  of  stabiiz- 
ing,  single-warhead  weapons.  Again, 
events  of  the  last  2  months  give  little 
indication  that  such  is  the  case. 

At  the  time  the  Scowcroft  Conunis- 
sion  recommended  that  deployment  of 
100  MX  missiles  be  linked  to  long-term 
development  of  a  single-warhead, 
Midgetman,  defense  system,  it  was 
common  knowledge  that  the  Air  Force 
was  less  than  enthusiastic  about  the 
proposal.  As  many  of  my  colleagues 
are  aware,  serious  concerns  have  been 
raised  regarding  the  Air  Forces  com- 
mitment to  Midgetman.  Critics  charge 
that  time  tables  have  been  skewed  and 
projected  costs  padded  by  Air  Force 
planners  in  an  effort  to  make  Midget- 
man look  unattractive.  In  fact,  a 
recent  report  by  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service  found  Air  Force  assess- 
ments of  the  time  and  cost  involved  in 
building  Midgetman  to  t)e  at  sharp 
odds  with  industry  estimates. 

At  the  same  time,  it  appears  that  the 
Air  Force  views  MX  as  an  e*id  in  itself. 
An  Air  Force  memorandum  on  budget- 
ing and  planning  drafted  in  May  re- 
portedly indicates  that  deployment  of 
100  MX  missiles  is  just  the  first  phase 
of  a  nuclear  buildup  which  will  uHi- 
mately  involve  up  to  200  MX  missiles. 

Mr.  Chairman,  deployment  of  vul- 
nerable MX  missiles  will  not  enhance 
U.S.  deterrent  capabilities,  nor  will  it 
contribute  to  arms  control  or  nuclear 
stability.  In  fact,  MX  fails  on  all 
counts. 

Missiles  now  deployed  aboard  our 
nuclear-powered  submarines  and  on 
strategic  bombers,  secure  from  attack, 
are  numerous  and  powerful  enough  to 
guarantee  the  retaliatory  capability 
that  is  the  essence  of  deterrence.  At 
the  same  time,  the  administration's 
oft-stated  desire  for  arms  reductions 
carmot  be  substantiated  by  facts.  And 
if  in  fact  Midgetman  is  the  answer  to 
nuclear  stability,  then  let  us  vote  for 
Midgetman  and  bring  this  divisive 
debate  to  an  end. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  proceed  with  the 
MX  program,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
over  $22  billion,  is  a  reckless  course  for 
this  Congress  to  take  in  light  of  con- 
tinuing budget  deficits  that  threaten 
to  choke  off  economic  recovery.  More 
importantly,  MX  is  not  just  another 
line  item  in  the  legislation  before  us. 
It  is,  instead,  a  profoundly  dangerous 
departure  from  the  theory  of  security 
based  on  deterrence  into  a  frightening 


world  of  first-strike  capabilities  and 
launch-on-waming  defenses. 

At  this  late  hour,  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  Bennett- 
Mavroules  amendment  and  put  the  ex- 
pense and  danger  of  MX  behind  us. 

Mr.  GUCKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  about  to  vote  on  the  MX  once 
again.  It  is  a  question  that  seems  to 
never  go  away,  and  the  votes  this  week 
will  not  be  the  last.  Especially  in  light 
of  the  administration  acceptance  of 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  recommen- 
dations, our  discussions  on  the  MX  are 
inextricably  locked  in  to  the  status  of 
our  arms  control  talks.  If  the  MX  is  to 
be  an  effective  bargaining  chip,  its 
fate  will  no  doubt  continue  to  come 
before  us. 

I  would  stress  at  the  outset  that  I  in 
no  way  advocate  termination  of  MX 
R&D,  which  I  supported  publicly  in 
our  House  vote  in  May.  We  need  to 
insure  that  the  Soviets  know  we  are 
serious  about  reaching  a  reasonable 
arms  control  agreement,  and,  if  they 
fail  to  show  a  willingness  to  negotiate 
in  good  faith,  we  will  be  able  to  move 
ahead  with  MX  procurement.  That 
does  not  mean,  however,  that  we  need 
to  start  procurement  in  fiscal  1984. 

Some  argue  that  we  should  go  ahead 
with  procurement  and  deployment  of 
the  MX  and  then  bargain  it  away.  But 
I  fear  that  once  we  move  into  procure- 
ment, we  will  not  likely  be  willing  to 
give  it  up.  There  is  a  mentality  of 
"once  procured  and  once  deployed, 
always  in  the  arsenal'  that  is  hard  to 
shake.  It  has  happened  on  other  weap- 
ons systems  and  I  can  see  it  happening 
with  the  MX.  As  a  result  then,  pro- 
curement will  move  us  one  rung 
higher  on  the  ladder  of  nuclear  escala- 
tion, not  toward  the  reductions  we 
want. 

We  might  need  to  go  on  to  procure- 
ment if  the  Soviets  do  not  show  some 
flexibility  and  realistic  willingness  to 
negotiate,  but  we  should  not  take  that 
next  step  up  the  nuclear  ladder  until 
we  have  given  the  administration's 
new  arms  control  posture  a  chance  to 
take  hold. 

When  I  joined  a  majority  of  this 
House  in  approving  use  of  fiscal  year 
1983  funds  for  MX  research  and  devel- 
opment and  flight  testing.  I  did  so 
largely  because  of  the  President's  com- 
mitment to  modify  our  Geneva  negoti- 
ating position  and  to  bring  a  new  flexi- 
bility to  the  negotiating  table.  Since 
then,  the  President's  public  state- 
ments have  been  full  of  a  willingness 
to  be  flexiblle.  But  I  have  two  con- 
cerns about  just  how  far  that  goes. 

First,  after  many  positive  remarks  in 
his  radio  address  last  Saturday,  he 
said  definitely— without  flexibility— 
that  "we  must  not  settle  for  less  than 
genuine,  mutual,  and  verifiable  axvas 
reductions."  From  that  I  fear  that  any 
kind  of  genuine,  mutual,  and  verifia- 
ble" agreement  to  curb  arms  expan- 


sion is  not  up  for  consideration  unless 
it  results  in  numerical  reductions.  We 
should  not  foreclose  any  equitable 
agreement  that  will  even  slow  the 
arms  race. 

Second,  and  I  believe  this  is  a  more 
serious  problem.  I  am  afraid  that  the 
President's  flexibility  has  failed  to 
trickle  down  to  the  administration  of- 
ficials responsible  for  implementing 
U.S.  arms  control  policy.  For  example, 
since  our  last  vote,  ACDA  Director 
Adelman  told  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  that  we  would  not 
consider  canceling  MX  deployment 
unless  ths  Soviets  pull  out  all  of  their 
SS-18's  and  SS-19's.  Former  U.S.  arms 
control  negotiators  have  called  that  an 
essentially  nonnegotiable  position. 
Recent  comments  attributed  to  White 
House  sources  also  indicate  that  our 
negotiating  team  in  Geneva  is  split  by 
dissent  as  to  what  our  posture  should 
be.  None  of  this  is  encouraging  as  far 
as  seeing  a  real  flexibility  developing 
or  for  pursuing  a  unified  posture  to 
achieve  results. 

Another  factor  that  we  cannot 
ignore  is  the  budget.  Since  our  last 
vote  on  the  MX,  a  bipartisan  consen- 
sus was  reached  on  the  fiscal  1984 
budget.  That  consensus  will  slow  the 
growth  in  defense  spending.  As  a 
result,  we  will  have  to  make  choices 
about  where  to  commit  limited  re- 
sources in  the  defense  area.  So  to 
speak,  '"we  can't  have  it  all." 

We  need  to  pursue  development  of 
the  new  Midgetman  missile  recom- 
mended by  the  Scowcroft  Commission. 
It  will  both  bolster  our  defenses  and 
serve  a  somewhat  stabilizing  role.  But 
we  will  need  to  focus  resources  on  its 
development  so  we  can  get  it  in  place 
at  the  earliest  possible  date.  To  free 
up  the  necessary  funds,  we  can  and 
should  continue  MX  R&D  while  put- 
ting actual  procurement  on  hold.  The 
simple  fact  that  we  have  poured  bil- 
lions into  MX  R&D  and  continue  that 
work  should  send  a  strong  signal  to 
the  Soviets  that  it  is  very  much  a  po- 
tential part  of  our  arsenal.  At  the 
same  time,  that  still  leaves  open  the 
possibility  of  negotiating  the  MX  away 
without  ever  procuring  it.  Given  the 
tendency  not  to  give  up  weapons  al- 
ready in  our  arsenal,  I  think  that  is  a 
very  important  factor. 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  show  re- 
solve without  diving  headlong  into 
procurement  of  the  MX.  To  take  this 
approach  means  we  are  not  necessarily 
saying  "never"  to  the  MX.  Instead  we 
are  saying  "not  now,"  and  we  are  both 
giving  the  administration  time  to  put 
its  new  flexibility  to  work  and  giving 
the  Soviets  a  chance  to  respond 
beyond  their  present  negotiating  posi- 
tion. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Stratton). 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  STRATTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  Bennett 
amendment. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  one  of  the  most  important  votes 
that  this  House  will  ever  cast.  It  is  up 
to  Members  of  the  House  tonight  to 
determine  whether  we  here  in  this 
House,  in  the  Democratic  majority, 
are  really  serious  about  getting  an 
arms  control  agreement  moving. 

What  has  happened  over  the  course 
of  the  last  few  weeks  since  the  vote  we 
took  in  May,  may  not  have  fully  satis- 
fied my  good  friends  Tom  Downey  or 
Dan  Glickman,  but  I  think  most  other 
reasonable  Members  of  the  House  re- 
alize that  actual  progress  has  been 
made. 

Remember  the  old  proverb  that  the 
best  is  the  enemy  of  the  good. 

We  are  on  the  threshold  tonight  of 
progress  toward  what  the  overwhelm- 
ing majority  of  the  Congress  wants: 
Arms  control  and  a  better  chance  for 
peace.  Let  us  act  tonight  not  as  Demo- 
crats or  Republicans,  but  let  us  act  to- 
gether as  Americans  capable  of  bipar- 
tisan support  when  the  chips  are 
down,  in  support  of  our  national  secu- 
rity. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it.  if  the 
Bennett-Mavroules  amendment  suc- 
ceeds here  tonight  it  will  be  a  long 
time  before  we  get  a  better  opportuni- 
ty to  achieve  any  real  agreement  with 
the  Soviets.  And  make  no  mistake 
about  which  party  is  going'  to  be 
blamed  for  that  result. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Hunter). 

Mr.  HUNTER.  First  of  all,  Mr. 
Chairman,  importantly,  I  think  sever- 
al of  the  proponents  of  the  amend- 
ment have  suggested  that  somehow 
the  Uniled  States  has  kept  pace  with 
the  Soviets  in  their  ICBM  develop- 
ment, and  that  is  not  true. 

The  Soviets,  during  the  decade  of 
the  1970's,  have  produced  and  em- 
placed  over  750  SS-17's,  SS-18's,  and 
SS-19  ICBM's  and  the  United  States 
has  built  and  emplaced  zero  ICBM 
missiles. 

It  is  true  that  we  have  revamped, 
done  some  work  on  the  guidance  sys- 
tems and  some  other  parts  of  the  Min- 
uteman  missile,  but  we  have  not  em- 
placed  any  new  missiles. 

Second,  several  Members  who  are 
proponents  of  the  amendment  have 
suggested  that  the  MX  does  not  have 
any  military  value.  That  is  not  true. 

It  is  a  fact  that  any  land-based 
system  complements  our  bomber 
system.  It  is  a  fact  that  both  systems 
cannot  be  taken  out  simultaneously.  A 
strike  against  our  bombers  by  Soviet 
submarines  will  allow  the  MX  to 
launch.  That  fact  is  not  controverted 
by  the  other  side. 


It  is  a  fact  that  the  added  capability 
of  the  MX  backs  up  the  bomber  leg 
and  deters  the  attack  against  our 
bomber  bases. 

I  think  if  we  had  called  the  MX  the 
Minuteman  IV.  it  would  have  been  ac- 
cepted as  a  very  logical  follow-on  to 
the  Minuteman  missile.  It  is  more  ac- 
curate, it  is  more  powerful,  it  has 
greater  reliability,  it  has  10  MIRV's  in- 
stead of  the  3  we  have  now. 

I  would  like  to  move  to  one  last  area. 
Mr.  Sakharov  has  been  quoted  exten- 
sively today,  but  I  think,  in  fact,  that 
one  statement  he  makes  in  his  letter 
really  wraps  up  the  problem  we  face.  I 
would  like  to  repeat  the  quote  that 
was  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Kasich)  because  I  think  when  we 
talk  about  who  understands  the  Soviet 
Union  we  all  have  to  agree  that  Mr. 
Sakharov  imderstands  the  Soviets  and, 
more  importantly,  he  imderstands  the 
Soviets  who  make  the  decisions.  He 
states: 

So  long  as  the  Soviets  enjoy  a  lead  in 
land-based  missiles,  there  Is  very  little 
chance  of  them  easily  relinquishing  that 
lead.  If  it  is  necessary  to  spend  a  few  billion 
dollars  on  MX  missiles  to  alter  this  situa- 
tion, then  perhaps  this  is  what  the  West 
must  do. 

D  2140 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Hertel). 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Let  us  stop  here  a  movement  and  cut 
through  the  fog  of  technical  argumen- 
tation offered  in  this  debate  and  get 
down  to  some  commonsense  talk  about 
the  MX  and  nuclear  weapons  control. 

The  MX  is  a  first-strike  weapon,  in 
the  configuration  proposed  by  the 
Reagan  administration. 

It  has  always  been  the  U.S.  policy 
that  we  will  never  strike  first.  That 
policy  has  been  repeatedly  and  con- 
vincingly reaffirmed  by  this  adminis- 
tration. 

Further,  it  has  been  demonstrated  in 
this  debate  and  previously,  in  the  nu- 
clear freeze  debate,  that  the  MX,  in  its 
proposed  deployment,  cannot  be  de- 
fended against  Soviet  attack. 

Given  those  clear  and  unmistakable 
facts,  it  defies  logic,  cost-effectiveness, 
and  responsible  military  strategy  to 
proceed  with  deployment  of  the  MX. 
Let  us  candidly  recognize  the  MX  for 
what  it  is— a  nuclear  white  elephant— 
and  stop  it  now,  before  it  is  too  late.  I 
urge  your  support  for  the  Bermett 
amendment. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  We  have 
only  heard  two  main  argtiments,  after 
all  the  points  have  been  made  by  the 
opponents  of  this  amendment.  We 
have  heard,  No.  1.  that  we  need  this  to 
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strengthen  our  military  arsenal,  yet 
not  one  countered  the  fact  that  the 
MX  missile  would  be  97  percent  vxil- 
nerable  to  a  Soviet  first  strike.  That 
quote  comes  from  General  Scowcroft. 
No  one  countered  that  at  all. 

We  have  heard  that  we  need  the  100 
MX  missiles,  at  a  cost  of  between  $16 
and  $20  billion,  as  a  bargaining  chip. 
Yet.  it  has  been  pointed  out  by  Mr. 
Perle,  the  Under  Secretary,  Mr.  Wein- 
berger, amd  others  have  said  that  they 
are  not  going  to  use  the  MX  missile  as 
a  bargaining  chip.  That  has  been 
stated  clearly  over  and  over.  We  have 
heard  most  of  the  Members  that  are  in 
the  middle  and  are  going  to  be  the  de- 
ciders of  this  question,  this  amend- 
ment, which  is  the  most  important 
question  regarding  this  tremendous 
defense  budget  authorization.  We 
have  heard  so  many  Members  say  they 
were  going  to  vote  against  the  amend- 
ment because  they  hope  they  will  have 
an  arms  agreement  out  of  it. 

Let  me  quote  to  you  what  General 
Scowcroft  said  on  May  11,  in  reply  to  a 
question  from  Representative  McClos- 
KEY  of  Indiana,  that  Reagan  "is  staff- 
ing the  White  House  with  people  who 
have  visceral  reactions  against  arms 
control;  and  to  just  say  somehow  that 
he  subjectively  has  his  heart  in  it  is  a 
real  problem  for  a  lot  of  people." 

General  Scowcroft,  the  head  of  the 
Commission,  who  I  respect  as  a  very 
frank  and  honest  man,  said:  "I  think 
you  point  out  a  real  problem.  I  regard 
that  as  the  exact  problem."  General 
Scowcroft,  talking  about  whether  the 
negotiators  are  serious  and  have  their 
hearts  in  negotiations. 

We  have  the  responsibility  to  decide 
that  we  are  going  to  have  a  proper  and 
strong  defense.  We  cannot  say  with 
wishful  thinking  the  negotiators  can 
do  that  for  us.  For  those  reasons  I  ask 
you  to  vote  "yes"  on  the  amendment. 
•  Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
plans  to  place  such  a  powerful,  threat- 
ening missile  as  the  MX  in  vulnerable 
silos  raises  the  question  of  how  the 
missile  would  be  used.  Each  MX  would 
carry  as  many  as  12  warheads  which 
could  be  aimed  with  high  accuracy  at 
targets  on  the  other  side  of  the  world 
and  which  would  have  the  capability 
of  destroying  hardened  installations, 
whether  enemy  missile  silos,  communi- 
cation centers,  or  other  military  tar- 
gets. This  is  a  war-fighting  weapon. 
But  it  would  be  a  very  attractive 
target  based  in  vulnerable  silos. 

How  do  our  defense  planners  expect 
to  preserve  these  missiles  if  they  are 
subjected  to  attack?  How  could  they 
be  used  to  strike  at  enemy  missile 
silos,  enemy  communication  centers, 
or  other  military  targets?  The  logic  of 
the  defense  planners  could  lead  to 
only  two  possibilities:  either  we  use 
the  MX  to  strike  at  the  enemy  first, 
which  we  say  we  never  will  do,  or  we 
put  the  MX  on  a  launch-on-waming 
status.  Indeed,  there  are  a  number  of 


indications  that  the  Pentagon  is  plan- 
ning to  launch  the  MX  missiles  as 
soon  as  they  have  evidence  that  the 
missiles  are  under  attack.  General 
Vessey  testified  recently  that  the  MX 
would  be  vulnerable  only  "if  we  ride 
out  the  attack."  He  went  on  to  say 
that  the  Soviets  have  no  assurance 
that  we  will  ride  out  an  attack. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  all  read  and 
heard  accounts  of  mistakes  and  false 
alarms  in  our  early  warning  systems. 
Surely  we  do  not  want  to  approve  a 
weapon  system  that  can  be  launched 
by  a  faulty  computer  chip  to  rain 
doom  on  the  Earth.  Let  us  stop  and 
think  what  we  are  doing.  For  our  con- 
sideration I  submit  an  article  prepared 
by  the  Center  for  Defense  Informa- 
tion entitled  "The  Dangers  of  Adopt- 
ing a  Launch  on  Warning  Policy  To 
Protect  the  MX": 

The  Dancers  of  Adopting  a  Laonch-on- 
Warning  Policy  To  Protect  the  MX 

•••  •  'it  would  be  inappropriate  to  depend 
on  launch  under  attack  to  overcome  defi- 
ciencies in  survivability  and  endurance 
which  could  be  solved  otherwise.  A  launch 
under  attack  policy  should  be  considered 
risky  and  potentially  destabilizing."— Paul 
H.  Nitze.  Currently  Ambassador  to  Interme- 
diate-range Nuclear  Force  Talks.  Testimony 
to  House  Armed  Services  Committee.  Feb.  6, 
1979. 

"There  is  no  guarantee  that  false  alarms 
will  not  happen  in  the  future."— Recent 
False  Alerts  from  the  Nation's  Missile 
Attack  Warning  System.  Report  by  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee.  Oct.  9.  1980. 

"The  severe  and  potentially  catastrophic 
deficiencies  found  in  the  nation's  missile 
attack  warning  system  are  a  result  of  signifi- 
cant and  long  term  failings  withi.i  the  air 
force  and  the  joint  chiefs  of  staff. "- 
NORAD  Computer  Systems  are  Dangerous- 
ly Obsolete.  Report  by  House  Government 
Operations  Committee.  March  8,  1980. 

"Our  system  is  supposed  to  be  vastly  supe- 
rior to  the  Soviets,  more  sophisticated.  If 
we're  having  these  problems,  are  they 
having  them  too.  and  are  their  problems 
more  severe  than  ours  •  *  •?"— Rep.  Donald 
J.  Mitchell.  House  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee. June  24.  1980. 

The  testimony  from  Secretary  of  Defense 
Weinberger  and  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  General  Vessey  on  the  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  missile  t>efore  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  on  May 
5.  1983  reopens  the  concern  that  the  U.S. 
might  be  adopting  a  launch  on  warning 
policy.  In  April,  when  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee  asked  General  Vessey 
how  the  proposed  100  MX  missiles  based  in 
admittedly  vulnerable  existing  silos  would 
contribute  to  the  strategic  nuclear  capabil- 
ity of  the  U.S..  he  responded: 

"•  •  •  we  have  to  look  at  the  prospect  of 
deterrence  failing  and  actually  having  to 
fight  a  nuclear  war.  We  want  to  tell  you 
that  the  hard-target  kill  capability  of  the 
MX  has  a  usefulness  there." 

The  Pentagon  is  not  viewing  the  MX 
solely  as  a  deterrent,  but  as  a  war  fighting 
weapon  as  well.  This  prospect  is  frightening 
indeed,  and  the  consequences  of  deploying 
such  a  weapon  are  far-reaching.  What  op- 
tions will  preserve  the  MX  for  nuclear  war- 
fighting? 

During  General  Vessey's  May  5th  testimo- 
ny he  hinted  at  an  option  when  he  repeat- 


edly told  the  Senate  Committee  that  the 
MX  missiles  deployed  In  existing  silos  would 
be  vulnerable  only  "if  we  ride  out  the 
attack. '  without  retaliating.  Then  both 
General  Vessey  and  Secretary  Weinberger 
went  on  to  emphasize  that  "the  Soviets 
have  no  assurance  that  we  will  ride  out  the 
attack." 

Although  neither  states  candidly  what 
will  be  required  to  protect  the  MX  from  a 
Soviet  first  strike,  their  remarks  do  point  to 
the  danger  of  the  U.S.  being  forced  into  a 
position  of  increasing  reliance  on  its  attack 
warning  systems  to  save  the  MX  missiles 
from  a  potential  first  strike  by  the  Soviet 
Union.  Earlier  in  April  Lt.  Col.  John  Politl, 
Deputy  Director  of  the  MX  missile  pro- 
gram, was  more  explicit  when  he  suggested 
that  the  Scowcroft  Commission  on  Strategic 
Forces  would  recommend  in  its  report  to 
President  Reagan  that  the  U.S.  adopt  the 
strategic  doctrine  of  "launch  under  attack." 
Although  his  remarks  were  later  criticized 
by  meml)ers  of  the  Commission  and  the 
Pentagon,  they  did  not  rule  out  the  "launch 
under  attack"  or  "launch  on  warning"  strat- 
egies. 

To  determine  the  significance  of  Lt.  Col. 
Politi's  remarks  and  understand  the  implica- 
tions of  the  statements  by  Secretary  Wein- 
berger and  General  Vessey.  the  semantic 
confusion  over  the  term  "launch  under 
attack"  needs  to  be  clarified.  In  the  past, 
"launch  under  attack"  has  been  defined  as 
delaying  the  firing  of  missiles  until  some 
enemy  weapons  have  exploded,  thus  pre- 
cluding a  launch  on  false  warning.  However, 
in  recent  years  the  meaning  has  become  less 
precise,  as  demonstrated  by  the  Scowcroft 
Commission's  report  in  which  "launch 
under  attack"  is  defined  as: 

■■•  *  •  sometimes  used  interchangeably 
with  'launch  on  warning'  and  sometimes 
used  to  designate  a  launch  after  more  con- 
firmation has  been  received,  such  as  indica- 
tions that  detonations  have  occurred." 

While  some  confusion  remains,  what  is 
clear  is  thai  there  is  growing  support  for 
the  doctrine  that  the  U.S.  will  not  wait  for 
Soviet  missiles  to  reach  the  MX  silos.  This 
is  precisely  what  the  statements  by  Lt.  Col. 
Politi,  General  Vessey  and  Secretary  Wein- 
berger imply— that  to  guard  the  MX.  the 
U.S.  will  l)e  required  to  launch  before  the 
Soviets'  missiles  reach  their  targets.  This  is 
the  strategy  which  has  been  traditionally 
referred  to  as  "launch  on  warning"  and  is 
described  with  reference  to  the  deployment 
of  the  MX  in  a  Congressional  Budget  Office 
study.  Modernizing  U.S.  Strategic  Offensive 
Forces:  The  Administration's  Program  and 
Alternatives.  May  1983.  where  it  is  the 
stated  hope  that: 

"(The  Soviets)  might  be  further  deterred 
by  the  consideration  that  the  United  States 
could  conceivably  launch  all  of  the  MX  mis- 
siles after  receiving  warning  of  a  Soviet 
attack,  but  before  Soviet  missiles  reached 
their  ICBM  targets.  This  could  occur  if  the 
U.S.  launched  its  ICBMs  on  warning— which 
is  neither  assumed  nor  precluded  by  current 
U.S.  policy 

Hence,  the  argument  for  adopting  a 
launch  on  warning  policy  is  to  protect  vul- 
nerable and  lucrative  targets  like  the  MX. 
Yet  a  major  consideration  that  our  policy 
makers  continue  to  neglect  in  the  decision 
to  deploy  the  MX  is  the  reliability  factor  of 
our  warning  systems.  With  what  degree  of 
assuredness  can  the  U.S.  verify  a  Soviet  mis- 
sile attack?  Will  our  ability  to  make  this 
sort  of  confirmation  be  affected  by  Increas- 
ing accuracy  and  diminished  flight  time  of 
Soviet  missiles? 


Any  launch  on  warning  strategy,  if  Imple- 
mented, would  necessarily  rely  on  Informa- 
tion provided  by  the  North  American  Air 
E>efense  (NORAD)  System  which  is  the 
North  American  arm  of  the  World-Wide 
Military  Command  and  Control  System. 

It  Is  unnerving  to  realize  that  this  system 
has  in  recent  years  been  repeatedly  criti- 
cized as  unreliable,  and  inadequate  in  per- 
forming Its  task  of  alerting  our  forces,  espe- 
cially in  the  event  of  a  crisis.  In  a  report 
compiled  by  the  House  Government  Oper- 
ations Committee  the  conclusion  was  "that 
the  problems  at  NORAD  have  reached  a 
critical  stage  •  •  *."  The  failures  of  the 
NORAD  system  were  also  the  subject  of  an 
Investigation  by  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  in  1981  which  discovered  that 
during  the  18  months  from  January  I,  1979 
to  June  30.  1980  over  3.700  warnings  re- 
ceived by  the  NORAD  system  required  eval- 
uation. Most  of  these  warnings  were  judged 
to  present  no  threat  to  our  nation's  security. 
However.  In  147  insUnces  Missile  Display 
Conferences  were  called  for  more  exacting 
evaluation.  More  disturbing  still,  five  re- 
quired Threat  Assessment  Conferences  In 
which  information  is  shared  and  assessed  by 
NORAD.  SAC  and  the  JCS  among  others, 
about  possible  threats  to  North  America.  A 
recounting  of  the  two  most  significant  of 
these  Incidents  Is  sobering,  since  during 
these  false  alarms  SAC  bomber  crews  were 
sent  running  for  their  B-52's  and  instructed 
to  start  their  engines. 

November  9.  1979— Test  data  simulating  a 
Soviet  first  strike  were  accidentally  fed  into 
the  NORAD  system  and  inexplicably  this 
training  exercise  was  taken  to  be  the  real 
thing. 

June  3.  1980— At  approximately  2:26  a.m. 
EDT  the  NORAD  system  sent  information 
to  SAC  indicating  that  two  SLBMs  had  been 
launched.  Eighteen  seconds  later,  the  dis- 
play showed  an  increased  number  of 
launches.  This  alarm,  attributed  to  a  "bad 
chip"  In  NORAD's  communication  hard- 
ware was  later  determined  to  be  false  before 
a  Missile  Attack  Conference  was  required 
with  the  President.  However,  SAC  aircraft 
crews  were  alerted  to  prepare  their  planes 
for  takeoff. 

In  response  to  these  problems  NORAD 
has  taken  corrective  measures.  First,  the 
faulty  component  responsible  for  the  June 
incident  was  replaced  and  is  unlikely  to 
cause  problems  again,  but  as  Gerald  P. 
Dineen.  then  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Communications,  said,  "there  is  no  guar- 
antee that  there  won't  be  some  other  kind 
of  computer  error  *  *  '."A  second  improve- 
ment was  the  establishment  of  a  separate 
test  facility  for  software  development  In 
order  to  avoid  incidents  like  that  In  Novem- 
ber 1979.  Most  significantly.  NORAD  has 
begun  a  massive  program  to  replace  its  com- 
puters with  state-of-the-art  equipment. 
However,  even  with  this  modernization  pro- 
gram we  must  recognize  as  Pred  C.  Ikle.  cur- 
rently Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Policy,  did  while  addressing  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee  on  Feb.  6,  1979, 
that  the: 

"Risks  of  catastrophic  malfunction  cannot 
be  fully  anticipated.  The  entire  system  of 
warning,  response,  and  release  is  too  compli- 
cated to  be  checked  out  against  all  possible 
failures  •  •  *." 

Furthermore,  skepticism  remains  as  to 
whether  any  substantial  Improvements  can 
be  expected,  especially  In  the  near  future. 
As  the  House  Government  Operations  Com- 
mittee found: 

"NORAD  facilities  had  been  mismanaged 
over  the  last  decade  by  the  Air  Force,  the 


Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  the  Department 
of  Defense." 

It  would  be  overly  optimistic  to  expect  a 
decade  of  problems  to  be  corrected  quickly. 

The  deployment  of  the  MX  must  be  con- 
sidered in  light  of  past  and  potential  future 
problems  with  NORAD's  warning  system.  Is 
it  wise  to  proceed  with  weapons  that  reduce 
even  further  the  already  limited  amount  of 
time  in  which  they  must  \x  used  or  de- 
stroyed? Should  we  be  forcing  the  Soviets  to 
adopt  a  similar  policy?  Are  their  computers 
and  warning  systems  more  prone  to  accident 
than  ours?  To  proceed  with  MX  may  well 
produce  a  launch  on  warning  policy  on  both 
sides  which  will  Increase  the  likelihood  of 
accidential  nuclear  war.  As  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  Ikle  foresaw  in  1979: 

""A  launch  on  warning  posture  might  in- 
crease the  deterrent  against  the  calculated 
first  strike,  but  at  the  price  of  Increasing 
the  risk  of  accidentally  unleashing  the  de- 
struction of  our  nation." 

May  1983.* 

•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
todays  debate  on  the  MX  missile  has 
been  remarkably  similar  to  our  previ- 
ous discussions.  The  reason  is  evident. 
There  have  been  no  new  developments 
on  which  to  base  a  change  in  policy  di- 
rection. 

Until  new  evidence,  or  new  condi- 
tions, or  a  new  evaluation  is  presented, 
I  believe  that  our  previously  agreed 
policy  should  be  maintained. 

There  is  no  question  that  we  will 
debate  the  MX  extensively  at  every 
opportunity.  That  is  a  good  thing.  Im- 
portant national  security  policy  de- 
serves public  scrutiny. 

This  week's  public  scrutiny  reveals 
no  reason  to  alter  our  most  recent  de- 
cision, and  I  shall  therefore  vote  to 
support  it  by  voting  against  the  Mav- 
roules-Bennett  amendment  today.* 

•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
are  going  to  commit  ourselves  to 
spending  some  $20  billion  over  the 
next  5  years  for  100  MX  missiles  in 
Minuteman  silos  I  think  we  should  at 
least  see  what  kind  of  deterrence  we 
are  getting  with  the  deal. 

I  specifically  use  the  word  "deter- 
rence" here,  because  that  is  all  we  seek 
in  building  nuclear  weapons— deter- 
rence. 

That  deterrence  comes  from  enough 
of  our  nuclear  forces  being  able  to  sur- 
vive a  first  strike  to  retaliate  against 
the  Soviet  Union. 

No  one  is  interested  in  a  first-strike 
capability  with  the  MX  missile.  Not 
even  Ronald  Reagan.  In  his  May  11 
letter  to  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton, Mr.  Dicks.  Mr.  Reagan  said:  "Let 
me  emphasize  that  we  do  not  seek  a 
first  strike  capability." 

The  MX  missile,  because  of  its 
prompt  hard-target-kill  capability,  is  a 
first-strike  weapon. 

But  I  will  take  Mr.  Reagan  at  his 
word  here  that  he  does  not  want  the 
MX  to  be  able  to  launch  a  first  strike. 
I  cannot  imagine  any  American  Presi- 
dent ever  pushing  the  button  to 
launch  a  preemptive  first  strike. 

And  Mr.  Reagan,  in  his  letter  to 
Congressman  Dicks,  seems  to  indicate 


that  a  first-strike  capability  is  worth- 
less because  it  is  a  capability  the 
United  States  does  not  want. 

So.  therefore,  the  MX's  capability  as 
a  first-strike  weapon  is  of  no  value  to 
us  because  we  will  never  launch  a  first 
strike. 

So  this  first-strike  capability  in  the 
MX  is  worthless  to  us. 

The  real  question  we  have  to  be 
asking  here  is  of  what  value  is  the  MX 
as  a  retaliatory  weapon? 

What  will  the  MX  be  able  to  contrib- 
ute to  this  Nation's  capability  to  ride 
out  a  first  strike  and  then  retaliate 
against  the  Soviet  Union? 

This  should  be  the  key  test  for  this 
weapon.  Is  it  cost  effective  in  terms  of 
its  deterrence  value?  Are  we  getting 
the  best  bang  for  our  buck? 

Well,  according  to  a  May  study  by 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  you 
will  barely  be  able  to  hear  the  bang 
from  the  $20  billion  bucks  we  plan  to 
spend  on  the  MX. 

We  all  agree  that  if  the  Soviets 
launch  a  first  strike,  their  first  targets 
will  be  the  100  MX  missiles.  It  does 
not  take  a  genius  to  figure  out  that  if 
the  Soviets  have  a  choice  between  a 
Minuteman  missile  with  3  warheads 
and  an  MX  missile  with  10  warheads, 
the  Soviets  are  going  to  give  priority 
to  targeting  the  MX,  especially  since  it 
will  be  out  there  like  a  siting  duck  in 
the  Minutemen  silos. 

According  to  the  CBO.  a  major 
Soviet  strike  that  the  United  States 
rides  our  could  destroy  all  but  10  per- 
cent of  the  MX's  in  1990.  and  all  but  5 
percent  of  the  MX's  by  1996  as  accura- 
cy improves. 

That  means  that  by  the  end  of  this 
century  only  5  of  the  100  MX  missiles 
would  be  expected  to  survive  a  Soviet 
first  strike. 

So  what  does  the  MX  contribute  to 
the  retaliatory  capability  of  our  nucle- 
ar forces  with  such  a  low  survival  rate? 
"Relatively  little."  says  the  CBO. 
Deploying  100  MX's  in  Minutemen 
silos  would  contribute  3  percent  of  all 
U.S.  hard-target  warheads  in  1990  that 
would  be  expected  to  survive  and  be 
available  for  retaliation  in  the  nuclear 
scenario  considered  most  likely— a 
Soviet  first  strike  occurring  after  some 
warning. 

By  1996,  the  CBO  says  that  the  MX 
would  contribute  less  than  1  percent 
of  all  U.S.  hard-target  warheads  that 
would  be  expected  to  survive  and  be 
available  for  retaliation. 

In  other  words,  we  are  talking  about 
spending  $20  billion  for  a  weapons 
system  that  will  only  add  1  percent  to 
our  retaliatory  capacity  by  the  end  of 
this  century;  1  percent. 

Does  the  CBO  estimate  sound  too 
gloomy?  Is  the  CBO  being  too  pessi- 
mistic? 

Well,  let  us  look  at  what  the  survival 
rate  the  Air  Force  has  projected.  The 
CBO  said  10  percent  of  the  MX  mis- 
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siles  would  survive  a  Soviet  first  strike 
by  1990. 

The  Air  Force  says  that  as  little  as  1 
percent  of  the  MX  missiles  would  sur- 
vive a  Soviet  first  strike. 

So  according  to  the  Air  Force,  we 
would  be  spending  $20  billion  on  a 
weapons  system  that  in  the  end  would 
only  be  1  percent  effective. 

I  do  not  know  what  everyone's  defi- 
nition of  wasted  money  is,  but  I  think 
it  is  safe  to  say  that  $20  billion  spent 
on  a  weapons  system  that  is  only  1 
percent  effective  certainly  is  wasted 
money. 

We  are  talking  about  throwing  away 
$20  billion  on  a  weapons  system  that 
in  the  end  will  only  be  1  percent  effec- 
tive. 

So  far  the  debate  has  been  centered 
on  what  the  United  States  gets  with 
the  MX  missile. 

But  I  think  too  little  attention  has 
been  paid  to  what  the  United  States 
gets  without  the  MX  missile. 

What  benefits  do  we  derive  by  halt- 
ing this  weapon's  project? 

The  President  talks  a  lot  about  what 
he  will  lose  in  his  bargaining  position 
with  the  Soviets  if  Congress  does  not 
approve  the  MX,  but  let  us  consider 
for  a  moment  what  this  country  gains 
if  we  do  not  approve  the  MX. 

We  gain  three  things. 

The  first  thing  we  gain  by  not  pro- 
ducing the  MX  missile  is  an  increase 
in  our  national  security. 

We  must  understand  that  the  MX 
will  increase  the  sophistication  and 
lethality  of  our  land-based  nuclear 
forces.  The  MX  will  increase  our  abili- 
ty to  hit  Soviet  missile  silos.  But  the 
MX  will  not  increase  our  security. 

The  Pentagon  has  been  telling  Con- 
gress for  years  that  the  vulnerability 
of  our  land-based  missiles  might  force 
us  to  adopt  a  launch-on-waming 
policy.  That  is,  one  way  to  protect  our 
missiles  in  fixed  silos  from  being  de- 
stroyed by  a  Soviet  first  strike  would 
be  to  launch  our  missiles  upon  receiv- 
ing a  warning  of  Soviet  attack. 

The  U.S.  Government  has  been  pur- 
posely vague  about  whether  it  would 
launch  on  warning,  more  or  less  to 
keep  the  Soviets  guessing. 

But  as  we  all  know,  it  would  be  ex- 
tremely dangerous  to  base  our  deter- 
rence on  a  launch-on-waming  posture. 

As  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  Fred 
Ikle  has  written  in  a  1980  article: 

The  more  we  rely  on  launch-on-waming 
•  *  •  the  greater  the  risk  of  accidental  war. 

Computers  can  fail,  as  we  all  know. 
There  have  been  computer  errors  auid 
false  alarms  in  our  alert  system.  That 
is  why  the  administration  has  aksed 
for  $20  billion  to  improve  our  com- 
mand, control,  and  communications 
system.  We  do  not  want  a  computer 
error  or  false  alaxm  accidentally  start- 
ing world  war  III. 

That  is  why  launch  on  warning  is  so 
dangerous  because  it  forces  us  to  rely 
more  on  computers. 


The  problem  with  deploying  the  MX 
in  Minuteman  silos  is  that  the  pres- 
sure to  launch  the  MX  on  warning  will 
be  greater  than  it  would  be  for  the  ex- 
isting Minuteman  missiles. 

Why? 

It  is  simple  arithmetic.  We  have 
more  to  lose  if  the  Soviets  destroy  the 
MX  than  if  they  destroy  the  Minute- 
man.  The  MX  would  be  our  prize  mis- 
sile with  10  warheads  on  top  of  it.  The 
Minuteman  III  has  three  warheads  on 
top  of  it. 

Therefore,  the  pressure  or  motiva- 
tion on  our  side  to  launch  on  warning 
will  increase  with  the  deployment  of 
the  MX. 

That  should  give  us  some  cause  for 
concern  in  this  Chamber— that  is,  the 
effect  the  MX  will  have  on  our  launch 
policy. 

But  what  should  concern  us  even 
more  is  the  effect  the  MX  will  have  on 
the  Soviet  launch  policy. 

The  backbone  of  the  Soviet  nuclear 
force  is  its  ICBM's.  More  than  three- 
fourths  of  the  Soviet  strategic  nuclear 
weapons  are  based  on  land. 

Clearly,  deploying  the  MX,  with  its 
silo-busting  capability,  increases  the 
threat  to  the  Soviets'  land-based  mis- 
siles. 

And  if  the  threat  to  the  Soviet  land- 
based  missiles  increases,  what  will 
happen  to  the  pressure  on  the  Soviets 
to  adopt  a  launch-on-waming-policy 
policy? 

It  will  increase. 

Now,  we  worry  about  the  fragility  of 
our  command  and  control  system. 

Well,  the  Soviet  command  and  con- 
trol system  is  even  more  unstable  than 
ours  because  they  are  behind  us  in 
computer  technology. 

So  if  you  are  worried  about  U.S. 
computers  accidentally  starting  world 
war  III,  you  should  be  even  more  wor- 
ried about  Soviet  computers  acciden- 
tally starting  world  war  III. 

So  what  does  deploying  the  MX 
bring  us?  It  brings  us  closer  to  the 
threat  of  nuclear  war. 

What  do  we  get  if  we  do  not  deploy 
the  MX?  We  gain  an  increase  in  our 
national  security. 

The  second  thing  we  gain  by  not  de- 
ploying the  MX  is  a  better  chance  of 
achieving  this  Nation's  arms-control 
objectives. 

The  Scowcroft  Conunission  conclud- 
ed that  missiles  with  MIRV'd  war- 
heads are  destablizing.  That  is  why 
the  Commission  called  for  a  return  to 
single-warhead  missiles. 

The  administration's  START  pro- 
posal calls  for  both  sides  to  reduce 
their  strategic  ballistic  missile  war- 
heads to  5,000,  hsClf  of  which  could  be 
based  on  land. 

But  if  we  deploy  the  MX,  that  will 
mean  that  1.000  of  the  2,500  warheads 
we  can  deploy  on  land  under  START 
would  be  tied  up  in  only  100  MX  mis- 
siles. 


We  now  have  about  2,100  warheads 
on  1,000  Minuteman  II  and  Minute- 
man  III  missiles. 

Therefore,  deployment  of  the  MX 
would  give  us  the  short  end  of  the 
stick  in  these  negotiations.  We  would 
end  up  with  fewer  missiles  with  more 
warheads  under  the  START  formula. 

Deployment  of  the  MX  would  also 
likely  undermine  the  1972  Antiballistic 
Missile  Treaty— which  I  think  we  all 
agree  is  one  of  the  most  importsint 
treaties  we  have  ever  negotiated. 

If  we  allow  the  deployment  of  MX 
missiles  in  vulnerable  Minuteman 
silos,  everyone  knows  that  the  pres- 
sure will  increase  to  deploy  an  ABM 
system  to  protect  those  missiles.  And 
that  means  that  the  pressure  will  in- 
crease to  amend  or  abrogate  the  ABM 
Treaty. 

So  what  do  we  gain  by  not  deploying 
the  MX?  We  gain  by  furthering  the 
arms-control  objectives  of  this  Nation. 
And  those  objectives  should  include 
moving  away  from  MIRV'd  ICBM's 
and  preserving  the  ABM  Treaty. 

The  third  thing  we  would  gain  by 
not  deploying  the  MX  is  the  $20  bil- 
lion we  would  otherwise  be  wasting  on 
this  project. 

I  think  that  too  often  we  do  not  real- 
ize how  much  money  we  would  be 
spending  on  this  project. 

The  cost  of  deploying  these  100  MX 
missiles  is  equal  to  the  fiscal  1983 
budgets  of  21  States. 

The  money  we  are  authorizing  for 
the  MX  this  year  alone  could  provide 
subsidized  housing  for  1.8  million  low- 
income  families.  It  could  provide  guar- 
auiteed  student  loans  for  660,000  stu- 
dents for  4  years.  It  could  pay  for 
weatherizing  2.8  million  homes. 

Or,  to  put  it  in  a  military  perspec- 
tive, the  $20  billion  we  would  be 
throwing  away  on  the  MX  missile 
system  over  the  next  5  years  could 
maintain  four  infantry  divisions  over 
those  5  years. 

Clearly,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  about 
time  we  started  thinking  about  what 
we  gain  by  not  deploying  the  MX. 

When  we  do  that,  we  discover  that 
we  gain  a  lot  by  voting  for  the  Mav- 
roules-Bennett  amendment  to  cut  pro- 
duction funds  for  the  MX.» 
•  Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  the  MX  missile. 

The  debate  thus  far  has  centered  on 
the  technical  problems  of  a  rational 
basing  mode,  on  the  window  of  vulner- 
ability, and  on  this  administration's  al- 
lergic reaction  to  any  meaningful  arms 
control. 

This  issue,  however,  cuts  far  deeper 
than  technical  problems.  The  prob- 
lems and  the  MX  missile  must  be 
viewed  in  context  with  the  rest  of  the 
needs  of  our  Nation. 

To  put  the  issue  in  an  honest  per- 
spective we  must  measure  the  actual 
costs  of  this  system.  The  costs  are  in 
social  programs  which  have  borne  60 
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percent  of  the  budgetary  cuts  since 
this  administration  took  office.  The 
true  cost  of  the  MX  is  what  it  denies 
this  Nation's  citizens.  It  is  in  roads  un- 
repaired, bridges  unbuilt,  domestic 
programs  which  are  being  gutted. 

Even  the  most  charitable  analysis  in- 
dicates that  the  benefits  of  this  $22 
billion  system  are  speculative.  What  is 
not  speculative  is  the  fact  that  this 
Nation  desperately  needs  immediate 
reinvestment  in  housing,  education, 
and  jobs. 

In  the  "Alice  in  Wonderland"  world 
of  defense  appropriations,  the  MX 
may  make  some  sense.  But  in  the  real 
world  of  soaring  deficits  and  under- 
funded domestic  programs,  it  does  not 
make  any  sense  whatsoever.  In  our 
rush  to  out  spend  the  Soviet  Union,  we 
cannot  lose  sight  of  our  needs  at 
home. 

I  would  ask  every  Member  to  recon- 
sider this  issue  in  light  of  the  substan- 
tial costs  and  very  uncertain  benefits 
of  the  MX.» 

•  Mr.    ACKERMAN.    Mr.    Chairman, 
when  will  this  all  end? 

During  the  consideration  of  the  De- 
fense authorization  bill,  we  have  been 
debating  and  voting  on  weapon  after 
weapon,  missile  after  missile,  bomb 
after  bomb.  We  must  pars  on  the 
wisdon— or  lack  thereof— of  each  of 
these  armaments.  And  each  one,  it 
seems,  is  more  deadly  than  the  last. 

And  the  most  deadly,  most  danger- 
ous, most  destabilizing  and  most  worri- 
some weapon  of  them  all  is  the  MX. 

There  is  no  sane  reason— none  what- 
soever—for the  MX.  It  is  a  first-strike 
weapon  for  a  nation  that  promises 
never  to  be  the  first  to  use  nuclear 
weapons.  It  is  an  instrument  of  terror 
for  a  people  that  prides  itself  on  its 
compassionate  approach  to  humanity. 
It  is  an  uncontrollable  time  bomb  that 
threatens  Armageddon,  owned  by  a 
country  that  wants  peace  on  this 
planet. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  just  does  not  make 
any  sense. 

With  little  more  than  5  months  re- 
maining before  the  year  1984,  the 
President  of  the  greatest  country  in 
the  world  implores  the  elected  repre- 
sentatives of  the  people  to  build  the 
most  dangerous  weapon  ever  con- 
ceived—a weapon  the  I»resident  calls 
"Peacekeeper." 

This  exercise  in  Orwellian  Newspeak 
linguistics  should  fool  no  one.  I  know 
it  does  not  fool  the  people.  In  meet- 
ings back  home  with  my  constituents 
in  New  York,  in  letters  and  postcards 
that  pour  into  my  office  daily,  and  in 
telephone  calls  from  concerned  citi- 
zens, I  hear  constantly  of  the  public's 
concern  over  our  misdirected  defense 
policies.  Each  one  of  us,  without  ex- 
ception, I  am  sure,  has  heard  com- 
plaints of  wasteful  military  spending. 
And  we  have  all  anguished  long  over 
ways  to  trim  the  excess  fat  from  the 
Pentagon  budget.  In  those  terms  there 


is  no  fatter  item  in  this  bill  than  the 
MX.  It  should  be  cut  away,  to  the 
relief  of  all  America. 

MX  stands  for  Missile  Experimental. 
The  experiment  has  failed.  It  is  in 
direct  conflict  with  another,  more 
noble  experiment— that  one  begun  in 
the  city  of  Philadelphia  207  years  ago. 
The  American  grand  experiment  with 
democracy— the  right  of  the  people  to 
rise  up  and  say  no  to  a  foolish  action 
by  its  Goverrunent— is  being  called 
upon  again.  The  people  are  saying  no 
to  the  MX.  Let  us  not  be  fooled  into 
ignoring  them.* 

•  Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
consistently  voted  against  the  MX.  I 
believe  it  is  a  bad  idea,  a  poor  alloca- 
tion of  resources,  and  an  inadequate, 
stop-gap  measure  for  maintaining  our 
country's  defenses. 

We  have  given  the  President  the  op- 
portunity to  prove  to  us  the  benefits 
of  the  MX.  Last  December  we  were 
skeptical  of  the  survivability  of  basing 
the  MX  in  the  dense  pack  mode  and 
voted  to  freeze  procurement  funds, 
giving  the  administration  a  second 
chance  to  find  a  more  acceptable 
basing  mode.  Now,  there  proposal  calls 
for  placing  100  MX  missiles  in  exsist- 
ing  vulnerable  Minuteman  III  missile 
silos. 

Clearly,  the  Reagan  administration's 
solution  has  not  addressed  the  prob- 
lem it  was  supposed  to  have  solved, 
protecting  American  ICBM's  from  a 
Soviet  first-strike. 

More  importantly,  it  is  doubtful  that 
a  vote  for  the  MX  will  be  a  vote  for 
arms  control.  Survivability  of  U.S.  .mis- 
siles would  be  best  sought  by  investing 
in  our  increasingly  accurate,  invulner- 
able submarine  forces. 

We  must  consider  which  components 
of  defense  planning  will  help  us  con- 
tinue to  maintain  and  develop  a 
strong,  stable  system  of  defense.  We 
should  not  simply  go  for  image,  and 
that  is  primarily  what  the  MX  has 
become,  a  temporary,  image  creating 
effort. 

It  is,  instead,  our  responsibility  to 
pursue  real  and  aggressive  arms  con- 
trol efforts.  Our  attempts  to  buy  secu- 
rity with  new  types  of  weapon  systems 
will  only  spur  a  new  round  in  the  arms 
race,  and  divert  funds  from  more  so- 
cially necessary  and  productive  invest- 
ments, further  delaying  the  revitaliza- 
tion  of  U.S.  industry.  This  also  makes 
it  impossible  to  control  the  Federal 
deficit,  threatening  our  Nation's  path 
to  economic  recovery. 

As  a  supporter  of  the  nuclear  freeze, 
I  feel  the  MX  will  move  us  away  from 
arms  control  and  arms  reduction.  I. 
therefore,  urge  colleagues  to  vote  for  a 
deletion  of  MX  procurement  funds.* 
•  Mr.  RATCHFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  the  Bennett 
amendment  to  delete  moneys  for  pro- 
curement of  the  land-based  MX  mis- 
sile. This  missile  system  is  clearly  of 
questionable   economic   and  strategic 


value  in  addition  to  presenting  pro- 
found national  security  and  arms  con- 
trol questions.  For  the  past  decade, 
the  Congress  and  the  American  people 
have  been  told  that  the  United  States 
needed  to  deploy  the  MX  because  our 
Minuteman  ICBM's  were  increasingly 
vulnerable  to  Soviet  attack.  However, 
even  the  Air  Force  admits  that  this 
proposed  basing  mode  is  viilnerable, 
estimating  that  only  1  out  of  100 
would  survive  a  Soviet  attack.  The 
original  rationale  for  deployment  of 
the  MX  has  thus  disappeared.  Are  we 
willing  to  spend  a  minimum  of  $22  bil- 
lion for  the  equivalent  of  one  MX  mis- 
sile? I  maintain,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  deployment  of  the  MX  in  this 
basing  mode  will  in  no  way  add  to  our 
national  security.  In  addition,  the  im- 
mediate follow-on  program  for  produc- 
tion of  the  Midgetman  demonstrates 
that  the  MX  is  a  missile  in  search  of  a 
mission. 

In  addition  to  its  limited  economic 
justification,  the  MX  missile  is  of 
questionable  military  utility.  Deter- 
rence is  based  on  threat  of  retaliation. 
Since  MX  based  in  Minuteman  silos 
cannot  survive  to  retaliate,  it  is  useless 
for  that  purpose  and  is  no  deterrent. 
Secretary  Weinberger,  understand- 
ably, no  longer  dwells  on  silo  vulner- 
ability. But  rather,  maintains  that  the 
MX  is  necessary  to  provide  the  U.S. 
with  a  land-based,  prompt,  hard-target 
killer  so  as  to  neutralize  the  Soviet 
ICBM  force.  No  time-urgent,  hard 
target  kill  is  needed  in  the  U.S.  arse- 
nal, unless  we  are  seeking  a  first-strike 
capability— a  capability  which  is  incon- 
sistent with  a  force  structure  dedicat- 
ed to  deterrence. 

If  the  United  States  carmot  utilize 
the  MX  after  a  Soviet  attack  because 
the  majority  of  the  missiles  have  been 
destroyed,  and  if  official  U.S.  policy 
prohibits  a  U.S.  first  strike,  we  are 
once  again  left  with  a  missile  without 
a  mission.  The  decision  to  deploy  the 
MX  in  Minuteman  silos  leads  us  then 
to  one  additional  possibility— that  of 
the  adoption  of  a  policy  of  launch  on 
warning.  Essentially,  this  means  that 
U.S.  ICBM's,  in  this  case  the  MX, 
would  be  placed  on  a  greater  jdert 
status  at  crucial  times  in  order  to 
avoid  having  them  destroyed  in  their 
silos.  The  MX  would  therefore  lead  us 
to  adopt  a  defense  strategy  that  dras- 
tically increases  the  chances  of  acci- 
dental nuclear  war  and  that  danger- 
ously limits  the  options  available  to 
the  President  during  a  crisis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  also  deeply  con- 
cerned about  the  impact  deployment 
of  the  MX  will  have  on  our  ongoing 
negotiations  with  the  Soviets  in  the 
arms  control  arena. 

Deployment  of  the  MX  system,  in 
this  basing  mode,  would  prove  most 
destablizing  to  existing  strategic  bal- 
ance between  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union.  Both  sides  are  al- 
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ready  at  the  bargaining  table,  but 
progress  has  been  nil,  in  part  because 
of  inflammatory  rhetoric  and  action 
on  both  sides.  Additional  first-strike 
momentum  by  either  side  will  maJte 
arms  control  more,  rather  than  less, 
difficult  to  achieve. 

This  administration  claims  that  the 
MX  is  needed  to  show  American  re- 
solve. This  argument  is  specious.  We 
currently  have  on-line,  or  in  develop- 
ment, the  Stealth  bomber,  Cruise  mis- 
siles, the  Trident  submarine,  the  Tri- 
dent C-4  missile  and  the  Trident  C-5 
missile.  How  much  more  do  we  need  to 
show  our  resolve? 

As  for  the  so-called  bargaining  chip 
argimient,  this  is  hardly  sufficient 
grounds  for  supporting  such  a  massive 
expenditure  of  funds  for  a  system  of 
questionable  merit.  History  has  shown 
that  such  systems  always  end  up  being 
deployed,  not  bargained  away.  A  per- 
fect example  of  this  is  MIRV'd  mis- 
siles and  the  SALT  talks.  In  addition, 
it  would  seem  that  despite  its  own 
rhetoric,  this  administration  has  no  in- 
tention of  abandoning  the  MX  at  the 
bargaining  table  in  Geneva.  Pull  pro- 
duction and  deployment  hardly  consti- 
tutes a  bargaining  chip  approach  to 
negotiations. 

I  am  also  deeply  concerned  that  the 
high  explosive  yield  and  extreme  accu- 
racy of  the  warheads  mounted  on  the 
MX  would  present  the  Soviets  with  a 
potent  first-strike  threat  to  their  land- 
based  deterrent.  The  Soviets,  with 
two-thirds  of  their  nuclear  arsenal 
based  on  land,  are  extremely  threat- 
ened by  any  preceived  increased  vul- 
nerability to  their  land-based  missiles. 
The  Soviets  are  likely  to  perceive  the 
MX  as  an  offensive  weapon.  Because 
of  this  perceived  threat,  the  Soviets 
are  likely  to  respond  to  MX  deploy- 
ment by  augmenting  and  improving 
both  their  defensive  and  offensive 
weapons,  to  maintain  the  existing  stra- 
tegic balance.  Thus,  instead  of  induc- 
ing the  Soviets  to  negotiate  on  arms 
control.  MX  deployment  could  pro- 
voke a  counter  buildup  by  the  Soviets, 
which  would  quicken  the  pace  of  the 
already  vigorous  nuclear  arms  race. 

Recent  and  planned  improvements 
in  U.S.  nuclear  forces  including  the 
retrofitting  of  Minutemen  III  missiles, 
and  the  deployment  of  the  new  Tri- 
dent missiles,  give  the  Soviets  more 
than  enough  incentive  to  negotiate  a 
new  arms  control  agreement.  The  new 
Trident  missile,  for  example,  is  a  capa- 
ble alternative  to  the  MX.  Yet  it  will 
be  almost  inviilnerable  to  Soviet 
attack  and  can  be  deployed  at  one- 
third  the  price  of  the  MX. 

A  U.S.  strategic  force  that  is  based 
on  a  balanced  triad  of  deterrence,  and 
a  clear  willingness  to  negotiate  is  what 
creates  an  atmosphere  conducive  to 
arms  control.  Rejection  of  the  MX 
would  demonstrate  that  we  ourselves 
are  confident  in  the  strength  of  our 
deterrent.  It  would  Also  signify  to  the 


Soviets  and  the  rest  of  the  world  that 
we  are  serious  about  arms  control. 

Thank  you.» 
•  Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Mavroules- 
Bennett  amendment  to  delete  $2.5  bil- 
lion for  the  production  of  the  MX.  I 
would  like  to  discuss  a  few  major 
issues  which  I  think  are  crucial  to  the 
production  of  the  MX. 

First,  it  has  become  increasingly  ap- 
parent that  the  MX  is  an  extremely 
destabilizing  weapon.  In  fact  the  MX 
threatens  the  whole  existing  strategic 
balance  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  The  MX  with  10 
warheads  will  give  the  United  States  a 
disarming  first-strike  capability  which 
we  do  not  currently  have  with  the 
three  warhead  Minuteman.  We  will 
not  have  protected  ourselves  any 
better.  We  will  simply  have  armed  our- 
selves with  the  capability  to  destroy 
most  of  the  Soviets  offensive  weapons 
in  a  preemptive  strike.  The  Soviet 
Union  will  have  no  choice  but  to 
regard  us  with  increased  suspicion. 
The  destabilizing  nature  of  the  MX  in- 
creases the  likelihood  of  an  accidental 
nuclear  holocaust.  In  a  crisis  situation, 
the  Soviets  will  be  forced  to  launch- 
on-waming.  It  should  be  the  objective 
of  this  Congress  to  eliminate  the 
chances  of  a  nuclear  war,  not  enhance 
the  likelihod  of  such  an  event. 

The  administration  has  tried  to  sell 
this  Congress  on  the  MX  saying  that 
they  would  use  the  weapon  as  a  bar- 
gaining chip.  This  is  an  argument  I 
cannot  accept.  Supposedly,  production 
of  the  weapon  would  ultimately  lead 
to  future  agreements  on  significant 
arms  reductions.  Many  of  you  have  ap- 
proved the  MX  because  you  are  reluc- 
tant to  take  away  the  administration's 
bargaining  leverage  in  the  current 
arms  reduction  talks.  For  those  of  you 
who  are  convinced  that  the  adminis- 
tration bargain  away  the  MX,  I  can 
assure  you  that  this  will  not  be  the 
case.  Full  production  and  deployment 
hardly  constitutes  a  bargaining  chip. 
Once  production  has  begun  on  the 
MX,  it  will  be  very  difficult  for  Con- 
gress to  stop  it.  History  has  shown  the 
weapons  nations  produce  as  bargain- 
ing chips,  such  as  the  MIRV.  are  inevi- 
tably deployed.  Furthermore,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  administration  will 
not  trade  away  the  MX  for  anything 
but  a  Soviet  agreement  to  dismantle 
all  of  their  large  and  medium  size 
ICBM's.  However,  the  Russians  are 
unlikely  to  make  major  concessions  in 
the  face  of  MX  production.  The  Sovi- 
ets in  the  last  10  years  have  shown  re- 
solve to  match  or  counter  any  weapons 
advancement  we  have  made.  Produc- 
tion of  the  MX  would  simply  force  the 
Soviets  to  build  their  own  MX-type 
missile.  In  fact,  the  Soviets  have  al- 
ready said  that  they  will  counter  the 
MX  by  building  a  weapon  which  is  "in 
no  way  inferior."  Furthermore,  the  So- 
viets are  likely  to  develop  some  type  of 


mobile  base  mode  in  order  to  eliminate 
our  first-strike  capability.  This  will  not 
only  create  an  even  more  unstable  cli- 
mate but  also  send  us  into  another 
costly  stage  in  the  arms  race.  This  will 
obviously  not  enhance  U.S.  security. 

My  colleagues,  we  are  not  voting 
today  on  a  bargaining  chip.  The 
bottom  line  is  we  are  deciding  whether 
or  not  to  deploy  the  weapon. 

In  the  short  run,  the  United  States 
cannot  afford  to  spend  billions  on  a 
costly,  uimecessary,  and  destabilizing 
weapons  system.  In  the  long  run.  the 
United  States  cannot  afford  to  engage 
in  another  round  in  the  spiraling  arms 
race.  The  American  people  ire  de- 
manding that  we  make  an  honeai  and 
concerted  effort  to  sienificantly 
reduce  nuclear  arms  and  eliminate  the 
chamces  of  a  nuclear  holocaust.  The 
MX  is  at  best,  unnecessary,  and  at 
worst,  dangerous,  irresponsible,  and  a 
misrepresentation  of  the  path  the 
American  people  would  like  this  Con- 
gress to  pursue. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
adopt  the  Mavroules-Bennett  amend- 
ment tonight  and  fulfill  our  obligation 
to  the  people  of  this  great  country.* 
•  Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  effec- 
tive deterrence  and  arms  control  are 
the  underlying  and  central  issues  in- 
volved in  our  debate  today  over  the 
MX  missile.  The  100  MX  missiles  and 
followup  development  of  the  Midget- 
man  single-warhead  missile  are  vital  to 
our  efforts  to  persuade  the  Soviets  to 
move  with  us  toward  nuclear  stability 
where  neither  side  enjoys  the  capabil- 
ity of  a  first-strike  attack.  It  is  impor- 
tant to  note  that  even  with  these  100 
MX  missiles,  the  United  States  would 
still  lack  the  capability  of  destroying 
the  Soviet  ICBM  force. 

The  expression  of  national  will  to 
preserve  the  deterrence  value  of  our 
armed  services,  as  represented  in  this 
MX  vote,  is  essential  if  we  are  to 
insure  the  peace  of  the  last  40  years 
and  encourage  the  Soviets  to  seriously 
negotiate  arms  control.  To  underscore 
their  recent  attempts  to  challenge  our 
will  and  gain  military  supremacy,  I 
would  cite  the  following:  The  Soviets 
have  developed  three  new  types  of 
ICBM's  since  the  United  States  intro- 
duced its  last  one  13  years  ago.  They 
have  deployed  about  600  new  ICBM's 
since  we  put  our  last  Minuteman  III  in 
the  field  7  years  ago.  They  have  com- 
missioned over  60  new  ballistic  missile 
submarines  since  we  commissioned  our 
last  Poseidon  submarine  some  14  years 
ago.  The  Soviets  produce  a  new  fighter 
aircraft  every  several  hours,  compared 
to  one  every  several  days  in  the  United 
States.  Between  1976  and  1980,  the  So- 
viets produced  13,500  tanks— exceeding 
the  entire  U.S.  inventory.  And,  during 
the  last  year,  the  Soviets  have  built 
approximately  1.300  fighters  and 
fighter-bombers.  They  have  launched 
100  satellites  while  we  have  launched 


13.  They  have  added  400  transports 
and  750  helicopters  in  the  past  year  to 
their  inventory.  And,  they  have  pro- 
duced 200  new  ICBM's  while  we  have 
debated  the  wisdom  of  producing  any 
new  ICBM's  over  the  next  4  years. 

This  sustained  Soviet  military  build- 
up is  a  testament  to  the  Soviet  will  to 
achieve  world  military  superiority.  It 
is  a  testament  to  their  hope  to  win 
their  objectives  by  U.S.  default.  Our 
national  will  must  meet  this  chal- 
lenge.* 

•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by   Congressmen 
Charles    Bennett    and    Nick    Mav- 
ROULES  to  H.R.  2969.  the  Department 
of  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  fiscal 
year    1984.    This    amendment    would 
delete  $2.5  billion  for  the  procurement 
of  the  first  27  MX  missiles.  By  adopt- 
ing this  amendment,  we  will  refuse  to 
open  the  production  line  for  the  MX. 
The  true  test  of  any  weapons  system 
is  whether  it  provides  security  and  sta- 
bility at  a  reasonable,  cost  effective 
price.  This  missile  clearly  flunks  this 
test.  In  its  proposed  basing  mode,  the 
Air  Force  estimated  that  only  one  of 
the  100  MX  missiles  would  survive  a 
Soviet  surprise  attack  in  1989.  This  in- 
herent lack  of  survivability  creates  a 
use-it-or-lose-it     scenario     where     it 
would  be  necessary  to  launch  the  MX 
on  warning.   At  the  same  time,   the 
first-strike     capability     of     the     MX 
makes  it  an  inviting  target  for  a  Soviet 
preemptive  strike.  It  would  be  difficult 
to     imagine     a     more     destabilizing 
system.  In  addition,  the  cost  of  deploy- 
ing   100   MX   missiles   in   Minuteman 
silos  would  be  $17.45  billion  through 
fiscal  year  1988— this  does  not  include 
the  $6.7  billion  which  has  already  been 
appropriated  for  the  MX.  The  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  found  that 
the  United  States  could  purchase  far 
greater  retaliatory  capability  at  one- 
third  of  the  cost  of  the  MX  by  build- 
ing additional  Trident  submarines. 

For  too  long,  recent  Presidents  of 
both  parties  have  attempted  to  find  an 
adequate  basing  mode  for  this  missile. 
First,  President  Carter  devised  the 
"shell  game"  known  as  Multiple  Pro- 
tective Shelter.  Then,  after  reviewing 
over  30  options.  President  Reagan  de- 
veloped the  closely  spaced  basing 
mode,  which  the  Congress  rejected 
last  December.  Now,  the  President  has 
embraced  the  recommendation  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  that  100  MX 
missiles  should  be  placed  In  existing 
Minuteman  silos.  This  is  the  very  plan 
which  Reagan  administration  officials 
previously  rejected  out  of  hand.  On 
January  6.  1981,  Caspar  Weinberger 
stated: 

I  would  feel  that  simply  putting  it  (the 
MX)  Into  the  existing  silos  would  not 
answer  two  or  three  of  the  concerns  that  I 
have;  namely,  that  these  are  weU-known 
and  are  not  hardened  sufficiently,  nor  could 
they  be,  to  be  of  sufficient  strategic  value  to 


count  as  a  strategic  improvement  of  our 
force. 

There  are  additional  reasons  beyond 
the  obvious  basirjg  problems  why  the 
House  should  adopt  the  Bennett-Mav- 
roules  amendment.  The  MX  is  not  a 
bargaining  chip  as  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration contends.  Instead  of  bringing 
the  Soviets  to  the  negotiating  table, 
the  procurement  of  the  MX  will  bring 
about  a  new  round  in  the  nuclear  arms 
race.  The  President  has  no  intention 
of  offering  the  MX  as  a  bargaining 
chip  in  the  Geneva  arms  talks.  Last 
December,  President  Reagan  stated: 

This  (the  MX)  is  not  in  the  sense  of  a  bar- 
gaining chip  that  somebody  could  say.  well 
you're  building  it  just  to  tear  it  down.  No. 
we  need  modernization.  Even  if  we  get  the 
reduction  of  arms  •  *  *  this  would  not  be 
the  missile  that  would  be  taken  out  of  circu- 
lation. 

In  reality,  we  have  had  moderniza- 
tion without  the  MX— we  have  retro- 
fitted Minuteman  missiles  with 
MIRV'd  warheads;  we  have  the  Tri- 
dent missile  submarines,  by  far  the 
best  nuclear  sub  in  the  world;  we  have 
Pershing  II  and  cruise  missiles  sched- 
uled for  deployment  in  December;  and 
we  will  have  the  B-IB  and  the  Stealth 
planes.  This  is  not  only  a  true  modern- 
ization of  our  nuclear  deterrent  over 
the  past  decade,  but  also  a  show  of  our 
resolve  that  we  will  not  stand  idly  by 
while  the  Soviets  continue  to  build 
more  nuclear  arms.  We  do  not  need  to 
show  our  further  determination  by 
building  an  ill-conceived,  first-strike 
missile  system. 

Just  as  importantly,  at  a  time  when 
budget  deficits  will  be  over  $200  billion 
for  the  current  fiscal  year,  we  cannot 
afford  to  continue  to  simply  throw 
money  at  our  military  problems.  We 
need  a  rational  foreign  and  military 
policy  and  the  ability  to  back  up  that 
policy  with  a  modem  and  effective  de- 
fense. We  do  not  need  a  destabilizing 
missile  system  of  dubious  strategic 
value.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  Bennett-Mavroules  amendment 
and  delete  these  procurement  funds.* 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
it  correct  to  say  that  the  committee 
would  have  the  closing  remarks? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
recognize  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tec 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  But  if  they  have  9 
minutes  remaining.  I  was  wondering  if 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  would 
want  to  use  part  of  his  time  now. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  This  would  be  our 
next  to  the  last.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the    gentleman    from    Missouri    (Mr. 

CtEPHARDT  ) 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  and  compliment  the  gentle- 
man for  his  courage  in  supporting  the 


amendment.  I  too  rise  in  support  of 
the    Bennett-Mavroules    amendment. 
The  MX  missile  is  another  tragic  jump 
in  the  inssuie  arms  race,  and  it  is  a  $20 
billion  boondoggle  as  a  defense  compo- 
nent. The  MX  has  first-strike  capabil- 
ity and  the  Soviets  know  that  all  too 
well.  The  proponents  of  the  MX  say 
that  is  not  so  because  we  are  building 
on  100  MX's  which  is  not  enough  to 
hit  all  the  Soviet  land  based  targets. 
That  may  be  true  but  there  is  a  higher 
number  of  MX's  which  would  enable 
the  United  States  to  destroy  all  the 
land  based  targets  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
I  can  not  in  good  conscience  say  I 
think  we  will  shut  off  the  MX  produc- 
tion line  at  100.  History  tells  us  that  is 
not  much  to  count  on.   Even  if  we 
think  we  will  stop  at  100  MX's,  do  you 
think  the  Soviets  believe  we  will  only 
build  100  MX's?  Of  course,  they  do 
not.  They  will  think  their  land  based 
missiles  and  command  posts  vulnera- 
ble to  future  first  strike.  Now  that 
scares  me  more  than  just  a  little.  The 
major  danger  of  our  achieving  first- 
strike  capability  is  what  the  Soviets 
might  feel  they  are  forced  to  do.  A 
Soviet  misreading  could  produce  the 
greatest  disaster  in  history.  I  urge  a 
vote  against  procurement  of  the  MX. 
Vote      for      the      Bennett-Mavroules 
amendment.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  favor  of  the  Bennett  amend- 
ment because  I  believe  it  will  best  pro- 
mote policies  we  all  favor.  Two  months 
ago  I  voted  for  the  MX  basing  system 
recommended  in  the  Scowcroft  report 
and  for  research  and  flight  testing.  My 
commitment  to  flight  testing  contin- 
ues. But  I  am  uncomfortable  approv- 
ing the  procurement  of  additional  mis- 
siles for  deployment. 

Two  months  ago  I  said  the  Scow- 
croft report  provided  a  basis  for  con- 
sensus. It  still  does.  But  the  consensus 
itself  has  not  yet  been  created.  Many 
of  us  here  are  wary  of  the  White 
House  commitment  to  arms  control.  A 
generalized  commitment  is  not  ade- 
quate. Until  we  know  what  route  the 
White  House  plans  to  take  in  pursuit 
of  our  shared  goals.  I  will  be  reluctant 
to  vote  for  deployment. 

Two  months  ago  the  President  won 
approval  for  flight  testing  in  return 
for  a  promise  to  make  his  arms  control 
proposal  consistent  with  the  Scowcroft 
report.  Now  he  is  asking  for  deploy- 
ment in  return  for  a  modified  START 
position. 

The  inherent  problem  here  is  that 
the  President  is  asking  us  for  some- 
thing substantive— dollars  to  build 
missiles— in  return  for  something 
rather  ephemeral— a  new  negotiating 
flexibility  on  his  part. 

There  is  really  nothing  we  can  do 
about  this  imbalance.  But  it  does  re- 
quire that  we  be  cautious.  We  must  ex- 
amine the  motives  of  the  President's 
men.  Only  then  will  we  be  able  to 
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decide  whether  we  are  making  a  good 
deal  or  buying  a  pig  In  a  poke. 

The  President  has,  it  is  true,  made 
some  minor  changes  in  his  START 
proposal.  Perhaps,  given  the  structure 
of  negotiations,  we  can  ask  for  nothing 
more.  But  the  President's  posture  is 
little  more  than  an  artful  attempt  to 
paper  over  deep  divisions  within  his 
administration.  Until  this  controversy 
is  resolved,  I  will  have  doubts  about 
the  White  House  commitment  to  arms 
control. 

On  the  one  hand  we  have  the  tradi- 
tional arms  control  stress  on  a  con- 
tinuing series  of  incremental  steps. 
This  emphasizes  the  importance  of  a 
constant  process.  On  the  other  side, 
we  face  a  new  theory,  a  sort  of  big 
bang  theory  of  arms  control.  Support- 
ers of  this  idea  would  not  accept  any 
deal  that  does  not  result  in  a  substan- 
tial American  advantage.  I  think  that 
this  goal  is  both  ambitious  and  unat- 
tainable. 

As  long  as  this  tension  continues 
within  the  White  House,  the  chances 
for  arms  control  progress,  irrespective 
of  the  Russian  response,  are  not  good. 
The  President  must  decide  which  side 
he  is  on. 

The  President  rejected  SALT  II  be- 
cause he  wanted  to  take  a  new  ap- 
proach. Some  who  counsel  him  contin- 
ue to  take  this  view.  Meanwhile,  other 
advisers,  with  ties  to  past  administra- 
tions, argue  for  a  return  to  a  more  tra- 
ditional posture. 

The  President,  who  has  made  many 
difficult  decisions  during  his  first  2 
years  in  office,  is  ducking  this  one.  He 
is  trying  to  keep  both  sides  happy  and 
creating  new  tension  and  confusion. 
Two  arms  control  policies  are  not 
better  than  one.  In  fact,  they  may  be 
worse  than  none  because  they  will 
create  paralysis. 

Some  say  this  amendment  will  de- 
stroy the  Scowcroft  consensus.  I  dis- 
agree. Instead  a  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment will  simply  acknowledge  that  the 
consensus  does  not  yet  exist  and  that 
more  work  is  needed.  A  vote  against 
this  amendment  is  a  vote  to  simply 
sweep  this  problem  under  the  rug. 

No  one  said  this  process  would  be 
easy  and  it  is  not.  We  should  continue 
working  with  the  President  to  come  up 
with  a  phased  policy  that  we  all  feel 
comfortable  with.  In  the  end,  of 
course,  our  actions  here  will  require  a 
leap  of  faith  on  our  part. 

Personally,  I  will  be  ready  to  make 
the  leap  only  when  I  feel  there  is  a 
good  chance  that  I  can  also  make  a 
safe  landing.  Today.  I  have  no  such 
confidence  and  that  is  why  I  favor  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Kemp). 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  my  colleague  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  having  just  returned 
from  the  Soviet  Union,  jointly  with 


some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  majority 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  having  heard 
their  speeches  in  the  Soviet  Union  in 
the  Presidium  before  the  Supreme 
Soviet  I  wanted  to  say  as  I  have  said 
publicly  all  over  this  country  and  par- 
ticularly in  my  own  district,  I  have 
never  been  prouder  of  the  two-story 
system,  never  been  prouder  of  my 
party  and  the  Democratic  Party  than  I 
was  in  listening  to  the  speeches  in  sup- 
port of  America's  basic  foreign  policy, 
in  front  of  the  Supreme  Soviet.  I  say  it 
again  here  on  the  floor  because  I  want 
you  to  know  that  that  was  a  meaning- 
ful experience  for  myself  and  others, 
to  listen  to  the  willingness  of  both  po- 
litical parties  to  stand  up  in  front  of 
the  Soviet  authorities  and  defend  this 
country,  defend  its  foreign  policy,  with 
mistakes  notwithstanding.  It  was 
America  first. 

But  today  or  tonight,  some  of  the 
very  Members  who  were  on  that  trip 
are  most  skeptical  of  their  own  centu- 
ry than  they  are  of  the  Soviet  negotia- 
tion position. 

I  hope  that  does  not  sound  belliger- 
ent. I  mean  it  very  sincerely,  just  as 
the  speeches  were  sincere. 

It  seems  to  me.  however,  to  come  to 
the  floor  and  then  say  unilaterally  we 
are  going  to  withdraw  from  the  talks 
and  undercut  our  own  negotiation  po- 
sition in  the  face  of  those  tallts  is  abso- 
lutely the  wrong  time,  the  wrong  place 
if  we  care  about  our  prospects  for  suc- 
cess. The  gentleman  from  Washington 
is  exactly  right:  This  is  no  time  to  be 
taking  away  from  our  negotiators  at 
Geneva  the  strength  and  support  of  a 
bipartisan  consensus  in  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WIRTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WIRTH.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  just  remind  the  gentleman  that  in 
all  those  discussions  with  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Presidium  there  was  not 
one  mention  anywhere  of  unilateral 
disarmament. 

Second,  no  discussion  of  the  MX 
either. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  reclaim  my  time. 

I  take  my  time  back  to  say  this 
amendment  would  be  a  unilateral  act 
of  disarmament.  I  think  it  is  a  serious 
mistake. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wyoming  (Mr.  Cheney) 

Mr.  CHENEY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  too,  had  the  opportunity  to  partici- 
pate recently  in  the  trip  to  the  Soviet 
Union.  It  was  the  first  official  ex- 
change between  the  Supreme  Soviet 
and  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
since  1979,  very  ably  led  by  the  majori- 
ty whip.  Mr.  Foley  of  Washington. 

As  my  colleague  from  New  York 
State  said  it  was  a  moment  to  make 
you  proud  because  Republicans  and 
Democrats    alike    did    support     and 


present  a  united  position  when  dealing 
with  our  adversaries  overseas. 

But,  I  think  it  is  also  very  Important 
to  talk  about,  for  a  minute,  which  I 
want  to  focus  on.  what  the  Soviets 
talked  to  us  about  in  terms  of  arms 
control  because  we  spent  a  lot  of  time 
on  the  subject  over  the  course  of  sev- 
eral days  in  Moscow. 

First  and  foremost,  every  single  time 
we  got  into  the  debate,  where  we 
talked  about  regional  conflict  or 
human  rights  or  economic  relations, 
they  came  back  to  the  impending  de- 
ployment in  Europe  of  the  Pershing  II 
missile.  They  came  back  to  it  because 
finally  after  several  months  of  trying 
to  undermine  the  commitment  of  the 
United  States  and  our  allies  to  go  for- 
ward with  that  deployment,  they  fi- 
nally believe  we  mean  business. 

They  finally  perceived  by  virtue  of 
the  German  elections  and  the  British 
elections  and  the  statement  of  the 
allied  leaders  in  Williamsburg  and  the 
determination  of  this  Congress  and 
this  President  to  go  forward  with  that 
deployment,  that  the  only  option  for 
them  on  INF  is  to  negotiate  a  mean- 
ingful arms  control  agreement. 
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And  now  we  are  faced  tonight  with  a 
similar  type  of  choice  with  respect  to 
the  MX  and  strategic  systems.  We 
raised  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report  with  our  Soviet  counterparts  in 
those  negotiations.  And  the  reaction 
we  got  was  that  they  already  had  SS- 
18's  and  SS-19's  deployed  in  existing 
silos.  And  they  were  reluctant  to  move 
in  the  direction  of  single  warhead  mis- 
siles as  long  as  they  had  that  invest- 
ment already  in  place. 

I  am  personally  convinced  that  there 
is  absolutely  no  way  the  Soviets  will 
ever  move  in  the  direction  of  de- 
MIRV'ing  systems  and  move  in  the  di- 
rection of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
recommendations,  move  in  the  direc- 
tion of  single  warhead  systems,  until 
we  put  at  risk  the  SS-18s  and  SS-19's. 
And  they  are  not  at  risk  tonight. 

If  you  really  believe  in  arms  control, 
if  you  really  believe  in  an  adequate 
strategic  deterrent,  if  you  really  be- 
lieve in  the  Scowcr"?Wt  Commission 
report,  and  small  single  warhead  mis- 
siles and  de-MIRV'ing  systems,  and 
the  long-range  search  for  peace,  then 
you  have  to  defeat  the  Bennett 
amendment.  And  you  have  to  vote  to 
support  the  MX. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  7  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 
the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
vote  presents  a  very  difficult  choice 
for  many  of  us.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
party  policy.  It  is  a  question  of  individ- 
ual conscience  that  each  of  us  must  re- 
solve. I  have  no  quarrel  with  anyone 
who  chooses  differently  than  I. 


In  my  own  case  the  decision  is  par- 
ticularly hard.  All  my  life  I  have  be- 
lieved in  a  bipartisan  foreign  policy. 
Throughout  my  years  in  Congress,  I 
have  consistently  supported  strong 
military  measures.  When  in  doubt  I 
have  resolved  that  doubt  in  favor  of 
strength. 

All  those  years  of  habit  cry  out  to 
take  this  step  today  and  thus  commit 
the  $25  billion  or  so  of  additional  ex- 
penditures for  the  deployment  of  100 
MX  missiles. 

And  yet  I  am  deeply  troubled  by 
what  I  see  as  a  policy  of  painfully  mis- 
guided priorities.  That  policy  has  led 
us  this  year  to  a  $210  billion  deficit, 
three  times  the  highest  ever  suffered 
under  any  previous  administration. 
The  absence  of  any  realistic  hope  of 
reducing  that  deficit  has  led  in  the 
past  week  to  resumption  of  the 
upward  spiral  of  devastating  interest 
rates  which  could  foredoom  any  hope 
of  economic  recovery  for  the  average 
American. 

For  2  years  we  have  followed  a  self- 
destructive  policy  of  systematically 
eroding  our  revenue  base  while  indulg- 
ing the  biggest  military  spending  spree 
in  our  peacetime  history.  Our  prior- 
ities have  become  cruelly  deformed.  I 
am  convinced  that  the  combination  of 
these  unbalanced  priorities,  unabated 
and  unchallenged  for  2  more  years, 
can  produce  irreversible  damage. 

The  scales  of  justice  have  been  un- 
hinged. Only  one-fifth  of  our  expendi- 
tures go  for  measures  to  help  the 
homeless,  the  handicapped,  the  disad- 
vantaged, the  dispossessed,  the  elder- 
ly, the  needy,  and  the  young  who 
would  pursue  an  education.  Yet  60 
percent  of  our  total  reductions  in 
spending  have  been  inflicted  on  this 
one-fifth  of  our  expenditures,  while 
military  spending  has  risen  by  $100 
billion  annually  over  just  3  years  ago 
and  the  1981  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy 
this  year  is  draining  $135  billion  from 
the  Government's  revenue. 

This  has  produced  not  only  unprece- 
dented deficits  but  an  unprecedented 
social  retrogression. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  es- 
timates that  the  result  of  these  de- 
ranged priorities  is  that  $20  billion  in 
income  has  been  siphoned  away  from 
American  families  earning  $10,000  and 
less,  while  $62  billion  in  additional 
income  has  been  chaiuieled  to  those 
families  making  $80,000  a  year  and 
more. 

Last  month  I  was  ready  to  vote  to 
forgo  the  third  installment  of  the  1981 
tax  cut  and  thus  reduce  the  gaping 
deficit  by  $30  billion,  but  the  Presi- 
dent threatened  a  veto.  I  was  ready 
then  to  cap  it  at  $700  per  taxpayer  and 
save  $6.8  billion,  but  the  President 
threatened  a  veto. 

The  administration  insists  on  con- 
tinuing the  policy  that  drains  our  rev- 
enue base  by  $135  billion  this  year 


while   adding   heedlessly   to   mUitary 
costs. 

To  redress  only  a  portion  of  this  def- 
icit we  are  so  recklessly  building,  the 
President  now  wants  us  to  vote  a 
standby  surtax,  most  of  which  will  be 
borne  by  middle-  and  low-income 
Americans. 

This  administration  has  reduced  vo- 
cational education,  adult  education, 
student  loans.  Pell  grants,  school 
lunches— and  the  whole  range  of 
things  that  make  for  an  educated  citi- 
zenry. 

Because  of  these  reductions,  more 
than  1  million  young  Americans  have 
found  it  more  difficult  to  go  to  college 
this  year— and  we  are  graduating 
fewer  scientists,  mathematicians,  engi- 
neers, and  technicians  than  our 
Nation  needs. 

However  sophisticated  our  weapons 
or  our  machines  of  production,  we  will 
not  be  first  in  defense,  or  first  in  com- 
mercial competition  among  the  na- 
tions, if  we  settle  for  second  best  in 
education.  And  we  cannot  just  pray 
for  better  schools;  we  must  be  willing 
to  pay  for  better  schools. 

But  from  where  shall  the  money 
come  if  we  spend  it  all  on  military 
hardware? 

I  have  concluded  that  a  nation 
which  cannot  afford  first-class  educa- 
tion for  its  young  cannot  afford  every 
new  military  gadget  it  craves. 

God  knows  we  and  the  Russians 
both  have  enough  weapons  to  kill  each 
other  three  or  four  times  over.  The 
Bermett  amendment  permits  continu- 
ation of  research  and  development  on 
the  MX  and  lets  us  move  forward  with 
the  smaller  mobile  missiles,  but  stops 
short  of  the  deployment  of  these  MX's 
in  the  vulnerable  old  silos— this  new 
wine  in  old  wine  bottles. 

I  ask  no  other  to  join  me.  Each  must 
follow  his  own  conscience.  But  for  me 
at  least  the  time  has  come  to  say 
"enough."  Bipartisanship  is  a  two-way 
street.  By  my  vote  for  the  Bennett 
amendment  today  I  shall  try  to  send  a 
message  that  these  deranged  priorities 
must  be  set  right  before,  in  a  mad  rush 
to  be  powerful  and  feared,  we  snuff 
out  the  enobling  things  that  have 
made  us  great  and  worthy  to  be  emu- 
lated. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  AspiN). 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
facing  an  amendment  before  us  today. 
It  is  net  a  budget  resolution  that  we 
are  discussing  here.  It  is  an  amend- 
ment to  the  authorization  bill,  an  au- 
thorization bill  which  is  brought  in 
under  the  numbers  of  the  budget  reso- 
lution. 

If  we  defeat  the  amendment  before 
us  and  include  the  MX  money,  we  are 
within  the  budget  resolution  that  we 
passed. 

I  am  not  saying  that  there  is  not  an 
amendment  here  that  might  improve 


what  we  are  doing,  but  the  amend- 
ment that  we  are  considering  is  an 
amendment  to  cutout  the  production 
money  and  continue  the  R&D. 

For  almost  10  years  now,  we  have 
cutout  the  production  money  and  con- 
tinued the  R&D.  No  way  is  that  a  sav- 
ings of  money  to  continue  to  cut  the 
production  money  and  continue  to 
fund  the  R&D.  We  have  34  basing 
modes.  The  last  one  was  last  Decem- 
ber. What  did  we  do?  It  was  dense 
pack.  What  did  we  do?  We  cut  out  the 
production  money  and  we  continued 
the  R&D. 

To  overcome  that  a  commission  was 
created,  the  Scowcroft  Commission, 
which  came  up  with  a  package,  some 
in  it  for  some  people,  some  in  it  for 
others. 

Now  we  £U"e  faced  with  an  amend- 
ment. What  happens  if  this  amend- 
ment carries?  The  amendment  takes 
out  the  production  money  and  contin- 
ues the  R&D.  Will  the  rest  of  the 
package  go  on  imchanged?  Unlikely. 
Some  people  over  here  have  said, 
'Well,  if  you  take  out  the  production 
money  for  the  MX,  we  are  not  for  the 
small  missile."  Other  people  have  said, 
"We  don't  like  the  arms  control  ar- 
rangement if  you  take  out  the  money 
for  the  MX."  Other  people  over  here 
admitted  that  they  were  not  going  to 
vote  for  the  money  for  the  small  mis- 
sile, no  matter  what  happened  to  the 
MX. 

Well,  what  happens  if  the  small  mis- 
sile disappears,  what  happens  to  the 
new  approach  to  arms  control?  Same 
thing.  Well,  how  about  cutting  out  the 
MX  entirely.  We  have  not  got  the 
votes  to  do  that  either.  We  have  had 
amendments  in  the  past  to  cutout  the 
production  money  and  the  R&D 
money  and  it  never  gets  more  than  100 
votes. 


D  2200 

We  could  be  right  back  where  we 
have  been  always  on  this  issue,  back  to 
the  same  old  problem,  no  majority 
votes  for  the  MX.  for  any  basing  mode 
for  the  MX,  no  majority  for  any  alter- 
native to  the  MX,  no  majority  to  cut 
out  the  MX  entirely. 

That  would  not  be  such  a  tragedy  if 
it  were  not  for  two  very  important 
issues:  One  is.  how  do  we  get  the  Sovi- 
ets to  be  serious  about  negotiating 
about  ICBM's  if  we  are  not  serious 
about  deciding  about  our  own  ICBM's? 
And  second,  how  can  we  get  the  Euro- 
peans to  be  serious  about  their  diffi- 
cult deployment  decisions  if  we  cannot 
get  serious  and  decide  something  one 
way  or  the  other  about  deciding  on 
this  MX? 

I  think  we  have  a  package.  We  have 
a  package  which  is  a  risk  either  way.  I 
am  not  saying  that  there  is  not  a  risk 
going  aheawl  and  voting  for  this  pack- 
age, voting  against  the  Bermett-Mav- 
roules  amendment.  That  entails  some 
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risk.  But,  clearly,  voting  for  that 
amendment  entails  greater  risk.  The 
package  falls  apart,  we  are  back  with- 
out any  decision  about  this  issue  one 
way  or  the  other,  and  we  are  back  to 
the  problem  of  what  about  the  Soviets 
and  what  about  the  Europeans? 

We  should  not  take  this  risk  at  this 
point  without  giving  it  a  little  more 
time.  The  choice  is  between  voting 
against  this  package  now  and  waiting 
and  seeing  whether  we  might  want  to 
vote  for  or  against  it  in  another  couple 
of  months.  Do  not  vote  against  this 
package  now  and  kill  the  possibility  of 
the  package  working.  Give  it  a  little 
more  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Bennett). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  207,  noes 
220,  not  voting  6,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  262] 
AYES— 207 


Ackennui 

Early 

Leland 

Addsbbo 

Eckart 

Levin 

Akaka 

Edgar 

Levine 

AlbosU 

Edwards  (CA) 

Long (LA) 

Andrews  (NO 

Evans  (lA) 

Long  (MD) 

Annunzio 

Evans  (ID 

Lowry  (WA) 

Anthony 

Fascell 

Luken 

Applegate 

Fetghan 

Lundine 

AuCoin 

Ferraro 

MacKay 

Barnes 

Florio 

Markey 

Bates 

FoglietU 

Martinez 

Bedell 

Ford  (MI) 

Matsui 

Bellenson 

Forsythe 

Mavroules 

Bennett 

Fowler 

Mazzoli 

Bereuter 

Frank 

McCIoskey 

Berman 

Garcia 

McHugh 

Biagtf 

Gaydos 

McKinney 

Boland 

Gejdenson 

McNuUy 

Bonior 

Gephardt 

Mica 

Bonker 

Gibbons 

Mikulski 

Borski 

Gllckman 

Miller  (CA) 

Bosco 

Gonzalez 

Mineu 

Boucher 

Goodling 

Minish 

Boxer 

Gradison 

Mitchell 

Brooks 

Gray 

Moakley 

Brown  (CA) 

Green 

Moody 

Bryant 

Guarlni 

Morrison  (CT) 

Burton  (CA) 

HaU(IN) 

Mrazek 

Carper 

Hall  (OH) 

Murphy 

Carr 

Hamilton 

Natcher 

Clarke 

Harkln 

Nowak 

Clay 

Harrison 

Dakar 

Coelho 

Hawkins 

Oberstar 

Coleman  (TX) 

Hertel 

Obey 

Collins 

Howard 

Ottinger 

Conte 

Hughes 

Owens 

Coyne 

Jacobs 

Panettn 

Crockett 

Jeffords 

Patterson 

D'Amours 

Johnson 

Paul 

Daschle 

Jones  (NO 

Pease 

DeUums 

Kaptur 

Penny 

Derrick 

KasUnmeier 

Perkins 

DlnceU 

Kennelly 

Rahall 

Dixon 

Klldee 

Rangel 

Donnelly 

Kogovsek 

Ratchford 

Dortan 

Kolter 

Richardson 

Dowdy 

Ridge 

Downey 

LaFalce 

Roe 

Durbln 

lantos 

Rose 

Dwyer 

Leach 

Rostenkowski 

Dymally 

Lehman  (CA) 

Roukema 

Dyson 

Lehman  (FL) 

Roybal 

Russo 

Smith  (NJ) 

Valentine 

Sabo 

Solarz 

Vento 

Savage 

Spratt 

Volkmer 

Scheuer 

St  Germain 

Walgren 

Schneider 

staggers 

Waxman 

Schroeder 

stark 

Weaver 

Schumer 

stokes 

Weiss 

Seiberllng 

Studds 

Wheat 

Shannon 

Swift 

Whitten 

Sharp 

Synar 

Williams  (MT) 

Sikorski 

Tallon 

Wirth 

Simon 

Tauke 

Wise 

Sisisky 

Torres 

Wolpe 

Slatlery 

Torricelli 

Wright 

Smith  (FL) 

Towns 

Wyden 

Smith  (lA) 

Traxler 

Yates 

Smith  (NE) 

Udall 
NOES-220 

Young  (MO) 

Alexander 

Hall.  Sam 

Olin 

Anderson 

Hammerschmidt  Ortiz 

Andrews  (TX) 

Hance 

Oxley 

Archer 

Hansen  (ID) 

Packard 

Aspin 

Hansen  (UT) 

Parris 

Badham 

Harlnett 

Pashayan 

Barnard 

Hatcher 

Patman 

Barllett 

Hefner 

Pepper 

Bateman 

Hightower 

Petri 

Bethune 

Hiler 

Pickle 

Bevill 

Hillis 

Porter 

Bilirakis 

Holt 

Price 

Bliley 

Hopkins 

Pritchard 

Boehlert 

Horton 

Pursell 

Hoggs 

Hoyer 

Quillen 

Boner 

Hubbard 

Ray 

Breaux 

Huckaby 

Regula 

Britt 

Hunter 

Reid 

Broomfield 

Hutto 

Rinaldo 

Brown  (CO) 

Hyde 

Ritter 

Broyhill 

Ireland 

Roberts 

Burton  (IN) 

Jenkins 

Robinson 

Byron 

Jones  (OK) 

Roemer 

Campbell 

Jones  (TN) 

Rogers 

Carney 

Kasich 

Roth 

Chandler 

Kazen 

Rowland 

Chappell 

Kemp 

Rudd 

Chappie 

Kindness 

Sawyer 

Cheney 

Kramer 

Schaefer 

dinger 

Lagomarsino 

Schulze 

Coats 

Latta 

Sensenbrenner 

Coleman  (MO) 

Leath 

Shaw 

Conable 

Lent 

Shelby 

Cooper 

Levitas 

Shumway 

Corcoran 

Lewis  (CA) 

Shuster 

Coughlin 

Lewis  (FL> 

Siljander 

Courier 

Lipinski 

Skeen 

Craig 

Livingston 

Skelton 

Crane.  Daniel 

Lloyd 

Smith.  Denny 

Crane.  Philip 

Loeffler 

Smith.  Robert 

Daniel 

Lott 

Snowe 

Dannemeyer 

Lowery  (CA) 

Snyder 

Daub 

Lujan 

Solomon 

Davis 

Lungren 

Spence 

de  la  Garza 

Mack 

Stangeland 

DeWine 

Madigan 

Stenholm 

Dickinson 

Marlenee 

Stratton 

Dicks 

Marriott 

Stump 

Dreler 

Martin  (ID 

Sundquist 

Dtincan 

Martin  (NO 

Tauzin 

Edwards  (AL) 

Martin  (NY) 

Taylor 

Edwards  (OK) 

McCain 

Thomas  (CA) 

Emerson 

McCandless 

Thomas  (GA) 

English 

McCoUum 

Vandergriff 

Erdreich 

McCurdy 

Vucanovich 

Erienbom 

McDade 

Walker 

Fazio 

McDonald 

Watkins 

Fiedler 

McEwen 

Weber 

Fields 

McGrath 

Whitehurst 

Fish 

McKeman 

Whitley 

Flippo 

Michel 

Whittaker 

Foley 

Miller  (OH) 

Williams  (OH) 

FrankUn 

Molinari 

Wilson 

Frenzel 

Mollohan 

Winn 

Frost 

Montgomery 

Wolf 

Fuqua 

Moore 

Wortley 

Gekas 

Moorhead 

Wylie 

Oilman 

Morrison  (WA) 

Yatron 

Gingrich 

Murtha 

Young  (AK) 

Gore 

Myen 

Young (FL) 

Gramm 

Neal 

Zablocki 

Gregg 

Nelson 

Zschau 

Gunderson 

Nichols 

HaU.  Ralph 

Nielson 

Conyers 
PDrd(TN) 


NOT  VOTING— 6 

Rodino 
Vander  Jagt 


Heftel 
O'Brien 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Rodino  for.  with  Mr.  Heftel  of  Hawaii 
against. 

Mr.  ROYBAL  and  Mr.  KOLTER 
changed  their  votes  from  "no"  to 
"aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

D  2220 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
Chair,  Mr.  Rostenkowski,  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  reported 
that  that  Committee,  having  had 
under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R. 
2969),  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  devel- 
opment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for 
operation  and  maintenance,  to  pre- 
scribe personnel  strengths  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and 
for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil 
defense,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


PERMISSION  TO  FILE  CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT  ON  H.R.  3069, 
SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1983 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers 
may  have  until  midnight  tonight  to 
file  a  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.R.  3069)  making  supplemental  ap- 
propriations for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1983,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MAKING  IN  ORDER  AT  ANY 
TIME  ON  FRIDAY,  JULY  22. 
1983,  OR  ANY  DAY  THEREAF- 
TER, CONSIDERATION  OF  CON- 
FERENCE REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS. 1983 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  at  any  time  on  Friday.  July  22, 
or  any  day  thereafter,  to  consider  the 
conference  report  and  any  amend- 
ments in  disagreement  on  the  bill 
(H.R.  3069)  making  supplemental  ap- 
propriations for  the  fiscal  year  ending 


I  re- 


September  30,  1983.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  request  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WALKER.   Mr.  Speaker, 
serve  the  right  to  object. 

The  SPEIAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walker)  re- 
serves the  right  to  object. 

The  gentleman  appreciates  that  this 
is  a  perfunctory  request  that  is  going 
through.  The  Chair  is  not  going  to 
allow  anything  to  be  sneaked  through 
the  House  at  this  hour  of  the  night  or 
at  any  other  time. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
serve the  right  to  object  because  I 
could  not  even  hear  the  request. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  observes 
that  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Conte )  is  standing  right 
there.  It  is  normally  his  duty  initially 
to  object  or  not  to  object. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  I  could  not 
hear  the  request,  and  I  was  desirous  of 
hearing  the  request  so  that  I  could 
check  with  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts. He  was  not  at  the  micro- 
phone when  I  stood  up  for  my  reserva- 
tion. 

Could  we  hear  the  request,  Mr. 
Speaker? 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Written)  repeat 
his  request? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  at  any  time  on  Friday,  July  22, 
or  any  day  thereafter,  to  consider  the 
conference  report  and  any  amend- 
ments in  disagreement  on  the  bill 
(H.R.  3069)  making  supplemental  ap- 
propriations for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1983,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

Earlier  I  had  made  another  request. 

The  SPEAKER.  Now,  does  the  gen- 
tleman understand? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  is  a  great  obser- 
vation by  the  Speaker,  I  will  say. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
say  that  I  will  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection.  That  was  a  little 
clearer. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


House   Calendar   and   ordered   to   be 
printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2867,  HAZARDOUS 
WASTE  CONTROL  AND  EN- 
FORCEMENT ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  priv- 
ileged report  (Rept.  No.  98-305)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  274)  providing  for 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
2867)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste  Dis- 
posal Act  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  years  1984  through  1986, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  House  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2615,  WEATHERIZA- 
TION  AND  EMPLOYMENT  ACT 
OF  1983 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  priv- 
ileged report  (Rept.  No.  98-306)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  275)  providing  for 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
2615)  to  amend  the  Energy  Conserva- 
tion in  Existing  Buildings  Act  of  1976 
to  provide  for  the  weatherization  of 
the  remaining  eligible  low-income 
dwelling  units  throughout  the  United 
States,  to  create  additional  employ- 
ment in  weatherization-related  indus- 
tries, and  for  other  purposes  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3021,  HEALTH  CARE 
FOR  THE  UNEMPLOYED  ACT 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  priv- 
ileged report  (Rept.  No.  98-307)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  276)  providing  for 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3021)  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  provide  for  a  program  of  grants  to 
States  to  provide  health  care  benefits 
for  the  unemployed,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2230,  CIVIL  RIGHTS 
COMMISSION  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  priv- 
ileged report  (Rept.  No.  98-304)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  273)  providing  for 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
2230)  to  amend  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1957  to  extend  the  life  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Commission,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses,   which    was    referred    to    the 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
asked  for  this  time  to  proceed  for  1 
minute  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring,  if 
I  might,  of  the  acting  majority  leader 
where  we  might  be  going  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will 
answer  the  gentleman  if  he  will  state 
his  inquiry. 


Mr.  MICHEL.  Yes.  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
kindly  repeat  his  question? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
asking  unanimous  consent  to  proceed 
for  1  minute  for  the  purpose  of  inquir- 
ing of  either  the  acting  majority 
leader  or  perhaps  the  Chair  as  to 
where  we  are  going  tomorrow  cjid  pos- 
sibly Friday.  That  would  be  helpful,  I 
think,  for  the  Members. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  we  have  no  current  intention  of 
having  a  session  on  Friday.  On  tomor- 
row, we  will  continue  with  the  Defense 
authorization  bill. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs 
had  hoped  to  bring  up  the  IMF  bill, 
and  there  is  a  possible  agreement  be- 
tween our  leadership  and  the  gentle- 
man's side  of  the  aisle  that  it  could 
possibly  be  brought  up. 

That  would  be  the  schedule  for  the 
remainder  of  the  week. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
such  an  agreement  were  reached, 
would  that  mean  that  bill  would  come 
first,  and  then  the  Defense  bill  would 
follow  that? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  agreement 
would  be  made  before  the  start  of  the 
day,  so  the  Chair  would  have  to  pre- 
sume that  the  bill  in  which  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama  is  interested  would 
be  brought  up  first. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Would  I  assume,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  before  we  would  take  up 
the  supplemental,  we  would  dispose  of 
the  IMF  legislation,  whether  it  does 
come  up  tomorrow? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  is  sure 
that  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  ap- 
preciates the  problem  with  IMF  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  do,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
understand,  and  I  know  that  the 
Speaker  has  been  very  cooperative. 

The  SPEAKER.  If  the  House  could 
deal  with  it  responsibly,  it  could  be 
called  up. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  in 
response  to  the  administration's  re- 
quest to  bring  it  up  tomorrow,  and  if 
there  is  a  particular  problem,  the 
Chair  knows  that  we  have  got  to  deal 
with  reality  around  here,  so  my  own 
position  is  that  I  think  we  ought  to 
deal  with  that,  frankly,  before  we  deal 
with  the  supplemental. 

The  SPEAKER.  Well,  that  is  what 
the  gentleman  and  the  Chair  will  talk 
about  in  the  morning. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  it  is  a  lot  better  to  discuss  it  at  9 
o'clock  in  the  morning  after  a  cup  of 
coffee  than  at  10:30  at  night  without 
anything. 
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THE  LATE  FRANK  REYNOLDS 

(Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  do  not  come  often  to  pay  tribute 
to  the  press  or  its  members;  but  PYank 
Reynolds  merits  more  than  just  pass- 
ing attention,  not  only  as  a  reporter 
and  commentator,  but  as  a  man. 

I  first  met  Frank  while  I  was  in  the 
Illinois  General  Assembly  in  Chicago 
when  he  was  covering  the  legislature 
in  Springfield  for  Chicago's  ABC  affili- 
ate. His  approach  to  reporting,  even 
back  in  the  early  1960's.  left  no  doubt 
that  he  would  reach  the  top  of  his 
field.  His  question  was  always  more 
profound  than  the  rest;  his  grasp  of  an 
issue  always  broader.  His  voice  in 
those  days  was  as  familiar  to  my 
family,  and  the  rest  of  Chicago,  as  the 
national  network  celebrities— rich  and 
very  human. 

My  most  vivid  memory  of  the  day 
that  President  Kermedy  died  was  run- 
ning into  Frank  who  was  doing  a  series 
of  interviews  with  passers-by  on  Chica- 
go's State  Street.  I  was  the  youngest 
Member  of  Congress,  a  Catholic,  and  a 
Kennedy  campaign  coordinator,  which 
led  Frank  to  walk  me  up  to  ABC's 
studio  for  a  live  interview.  What  began 
as  a  formal,  somber  appraisal  of  the 
tragedy  and  the  prospects  for  Lyndon 
Johnson's  succession,  ended  with  both 
of  us  weeping  over  the  loss  of  our 
President.  His  frailty  and  his  pain  at 
that  moment  made  me  realize  what  a 
tremendous  man  he  was. 

Another  snapshot  is  an  upward 
glance  at  the  network  booth  during 
the  playing  of  the  "Star  Spangled 
Banner"  of  the  1980  Democratic  Con- 
vention in  New  York.  Commentators 
in  two  of  the  booths  were  carrying  on 
their  reports.  In  the  ABC  booth. 
Frank  stood  silently  until  the  anthem 
was  completed.  It  was  not  so  much  an 
extraordinary  act  of  patriotism,  as  it 
was  a  measure  of  one  man's  quiet 
sense  of  dignity. 

I  will  sadly  miss  that  deep  voice  and 
the  wisdom  and  grace  of  the  man 
behind  it,  Frank  Reynolds. 


DR.  KARL  MENNINGER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Moody).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
(Mr.  Slattery)  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  SLATTERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Friday,  July  22,  Dr.  Karl  Menninger 
will  be  90  years  old,  another  milestone 
in  the  life  of  an  amazing  and  gifted 
man. 

He  will  be  honored  with  a  special  ob- 
servance in  his  hometown  of  Topeka, 
which  is  also  the  home  of  the  Men- 


ninger Foundation,  the  internationally 
known  psychiatric  treatment  center. 

Dr.  Menninger's  90th  birthday  is  an 
appropriate  time  to  reflect  on  his  rich 
and  rewarding  contribution  to  the 
mental  health  profession,  his  commu- 
nity in  Kansas,  and  our  Nation. 

His  work  never  stops,  and  he  is  now 
in  the  process  of  writing  another  book, 
his  I5th.  on  a  most  timely  issue. 

In  a  recent  press  interview,  he  said 
that  the  threat  of  nuclear  war  occu- 
pies his  thoughts  night  and  day.  He  is 
especially  concerned  about  the  effect 
that  the  fear  of  nuclear  war  is  having 
on  our  children,  and  his  dedication  to 
ending  the  arms  race  is  just  as  strong 
as  his  work  on  behalf  of  the  troubled, 
the  suffering,  and  the  less  fortunate 
among  us. 

His  accomplishments  and  awards 
read  like  the  honors  given  to  an  entire 
medical  staff  instead  of  to  an  individ- 
ual. The  American  Psychiatric  Asso- 
ciation has  called  him  America's  great- 
est psychiatrist. 

The  description  is  fitting,  because 
for  more  than  60  years  Dr.  Karl  Men- 
ninger has  been  a  recognized  world 
leader  in  psychiatry.  He  has  brought 
understanding  to  the  emotional  stress 
that  afflicts  not  only  individuals  but 
society. 

Perhaps  more  than  any  other  person 
in  the  health  field.  Dr.  Karl  Men- 
ninger has  brought  the  treatment  of 
mental  disorders  out  of  dark  isolation 
and  into  the  light  of  day.  He  possesses 
the  courage  to  address  subjects  that 
many  would  rather  ignore.  He  is 
blessed  with  the  firm  resolve  of  a  cru- 
sader, and  we  should  be  grateful  for 
his  spirit. 

His  practical  and  inventive  methods 
have  taught  us  a  lot  about  ourselves. 

His  first  book,  the  "Human  Mind. " 
opened  up  the  subject  of  psychiatry  to 
a  vast  audience  when  it  was  published 
in  1930.  A  multitude  of  other  works 
has  attracted  the  attention  of  both 
professionals  and  the  general  public 
who  want  to  know  more  about  the 
human  mind. 

It  was  Dr.  Menninger  who  showed  us 
that  humanity  need  not  despair  as 
long  as  it  tries  to  understand  and  cor- 
rect seemingly  insurmountable  prob- 
lems. Millions  have  found  better  lives 
because  of  his  ability  to  grasp  and 
comprehend  the  complexities  of 
human  behavior. 

He  has  forced  Government  to  recog- 
nize that  mental  illness  can  be  treated. 
He  has  been  recognized  for  his  tre- 
mendous dedication  to  fighting  igno- 
rance and  injustice.  His  presence  today 
is  felt  in  poor  neighborhoods,  in  pris- 
ons, in  assisting  neglected  and  abused 
children,  in  cleaning  up  the  environ- 
ment, and  in  many  other  areas. 

Of  the  dozens  of  prestigous  awards 
received  in  his  90  years,  two  are  nota- 
ble for  the  comments  they  make  on 
Dr.  Menninger's  contribution  to  a 
better  world.  In  1979,  Dr,  Menninger, 


his  father,  and  brother  were  memori- 
alized as  part  of  a  stained  glass 
window  at  the  National  Cathedral. 
The  window's  inscription  is  "Friend  of 
Man,"  words  which  aptly  describe  Dr. 
Menninger  and  his  family. 

In  1981,  Dr,  Menninger  received  the 
Nation's  highest  civilian  award,  the 
Medal  of  FYeedom.  Because  he  had  a 
prior  speaking  engagement,  he  sent  a 
nephew  to  represent  him  at  the  White 
House  ceremonies.  Continuing  his  lec- 
tures and  teaching  was  more  impor- 
tant than  a  moment  in  the  spotlight. 

With  these  words,  the  Medal  of 
Freedom  was  given  to  Dr.  Merminger: 

Karl  Menninger  has  taught  us  much 
about  ourselves  and  our  behavior.  An  acute 
observer  and  social  critic,  he  has  put  into 
action  what  he  has  put  on  paper.  As  an 
author  and  doctor,  his  works  range  from 
popular  written  accounts  of  psychiatry  to 
studies  done  in  his  own  hospital,  from  creat- 
ing homes  for  parentless  children  to  reform- 
ing the  penal  system.  With  the  wisdom  of 
his  years,  he  truly  does  represent  the  ideas 
of  another  generaiton— one  of  the  future 
rather  than  of  the  past. 

Dr.  Karl  Menninger  has  had  a  tre- 
mendous past,  but  he  is  always  looking 
to  the  future,  searching  for  a  just  soci- 
ety in  an  imperfect  world.  He  describes 
himself  as  "neither  theologian  nor 
prophet,  nor  sociologist,  but  rather  as 
a  doctor  who  speaks  the  medical 
tongue  with  a  psychiatric  accent." 

As  he  wrote  in  his  latest  book. 
•Whatever  Became  of  sin?."  civilized 
people  are  more  sensitive  to  injustice 
and  cruelty  today  than  they  were  in 
the  olden  days.  That  is  good,  he  wrote, 
adding: 

If  there  is  more  awareness,  more  sense  of 
responsibility  in  the  world  today,  there  will 
be  less  self-destruction.  Recognizing  our 
apathy  and  our  denial  is  a  step  toward  aban- 
doning both. 

Dr.  Menninger  continues  to  show  us 
the  way. 

Mr.  ROWLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SLATTERY.  Yes.  I  yield  to  my 

COllCACTIJC 

Mr.  ROWLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Dr.  Karl  Menninger  is  a  singularly 
profound  contributor  to  the  education 
of  the  world's  medical  community. 
The  Karl  Menninger  School  of  Psychi- 
atry has  trained  approximately  5  per- 
cent of  the  psychiatrists  in  this  coun- 
try and  also  throughout  the  world.  His 
14  books  on  the  problems  and  chal- 
lenges of  the  human  mind  have 
reached  countless  numbers  of  medical 
professionals  and  laymen.  As  a  medi- 
cal student  35  years  ago,  my  formal  in- 
troduction to  psychiatry  was  conveyed 
through  Dr.  Menninger's  first  book, 
"The  Human  Mind.  "  He  has  given  us 
the  gift  of  understanding  the  most 
complex  process  known  to  us— the 
workings  of  the  human  mind.  As  he 
attains  his  90th  year,  we  should  be 
grateful  that  Dr.  Karl  Menninger  has 


passed  among  us,  so  generously  shar- 
ing his  imderstanding. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
for  yielding. 

Mrs.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SLATTERY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman. 

Mrs.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  paying  this  well-de- 
served tribute  to  Dr.  Menninger. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  in  the  eter- 
nally young  spirit  of  Dr.  Menninger 
that  this  very  time  in  my  home  city  of 
New  Orleans  the  Menninger  Founda- 
tion is  conducting  a  seminar  on  family 
stress  in  conjunction  with  a  beautiful 
summer  festival  that  we  have,  called 
La  Fete  de  Nouvelle  Lyon. 

a  2240 

And  to  give  that  festival  some  sub- 
stance and  some  meaning  that  will 
carry  on  throughout  the  year,  we  are 
very,  very  grateful  to  Dr.  Menninger 
and  to  the  foundation  for  presenting 
such  a  meaningful  expression  to  our 
festival. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  taking 
this  time. 

Mr.  SLATTERY.  I  certainly  appreci- 
ate the  gentlewoman's  remarks. 
•  Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
truly  an  honor  to  be  able  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  the  forth- 
coming 90th  birthday  of  a  fellow 
Kansan,  the  remarkable  Dr.  Karl 
Menninger.  But  we  are  not  only  ac- 
knowledging the  feat  of  a  man  who 
will  mark  the  passing  of  90  years  on 
Friday,  we  are  celebrating  the  extraor- 
dinary humanity  of  a  man  who  has 
dedicated  himself  to  helping  us  under- 
stand human  behavior.  I  commend  my 
colleague.  Representative  Slattery, 
for  calling  this  special  order  in  Dr. 
Menninger's  honor. 

He  was  first  and  foremost  a  doctor 
who  is  described  by  Dr.  Garry  Porter, 
a  Wichita,  Kans.,  psychiatrist  who 
studied  under  Dr.  Menninger,  as  a 
caring  and  compassionate  physician. 
"He  could,"  said  Dr.  Porter,  "establish 
a  rapport  with  even  his  most  seriously 
ill  patients  because  of  his  great  sensi- 
tivity, his  great  compassion." 

Although  no  words  can  fully  credit 
the  fine  accomplishments  of  Dr.  Men- 
ninger, or  Dr.  Karl  as  he  is  best  known 
by  his  students,  a  recounting  of  a  few 
of  them  is  important.  Dr.  Menninger's 
long  and  distinguished  career  as  a 
doctor  began  after  he  returned  to 
Topeka,  Kans.,  from  Harvard  Medical 
School  to  join  a  medical  practice  with 
his  father.  Dr.  Charles,  and  brother. 
Dr.  Will  Menninger.  In  1925,  guided  by 
their  interest  in  neurology  and  psychi- 
atry, the  Menningers  obtained  a 
$20,000  mortgage  and  bought  a  farm- 
house and  20  acres  of  land  on  the  out- 
skirts of  Topeka.  The  farmhouse  was 
remodeled  for  a  13-bed  hospital  for 
the  mentally  ill;  the  outbuildings 
housed  offices  and  patient  activities. 


The  small  hospital  was  the  fulfill- 
ment of  a  dream— the  establishment 
of  a  group  psychiatric  practice  in 
which  doctors  worked  together  with  a 
common  ideal  to  provide  the  best  diag- 
nosis and  treatment  possible  for  their 
patients.  The  psychiatric  sanitarium 
gradually  became  the  model  nation- 
wide for  treatment  and  training  in 
psychiatry.  In  1942,  Dr.  Menninger 
played  a  major  role  in  the  formation 
of  the  Topeka  Institute  for  Psycho- 
analysis, at  that  time  the  only  psycho- 
analytic training  institute  between  the 
Mississippi  River  and  the  west  coast. 

Over  the  years.  Dr.  Merminger  has 
distinguished  himself  not  only  as  a 
doctor,  but  as  a  renowned  author  as 
well.  Through  "The  Human  Mind," 
his  first  book  published  in  1930,  he  in- 
troduced the  discipline  of  psychiatry 
to  a  vast  audience  and  promoted  the 
idea  that  mental  disorders  were  treat- 
able. Since  then,  he  has  written  13 
more  books  addressing  topics  of  inter- 
est to  psychiatric  professionals  and  to 
the  public  at  large. 

As  an  educator.  Dr.  Menninger  has 
held  professorships  at  6  universities 
and  training  centers  and  has  been 
awarded  honorary  degrees  from  13 
universities.  He  is  a  member  of  more 
than  35  professional  groups,  including 
organizations  whose  members  are  in- 
terested in  criminology,  research  in 
medical  and  nervous  diseases,  and  sui- 
cide prevention,  to  name  a  few.  Be- 
sides holding  a  chair  on  the  board  of 
directors  of  22  organizations,  he  was 
president  of  the  American  Psychoana- 
lytic Association  in  1941-42  and  served 
on  the  reorganization  committee  of 
the  American  Psychiatric  Association 
in  1945.  He  is  a  founding  member  of 
such  organizations  as  the  American 
Orthopsychiatric  Association  and  the 
Association  of  Clinical  Pastoral  Educa- 
tion. 

Ever  committed  to  helping  the  pow- 
erless. Dr.  Menninger  has  championed 
the  cause  of  neglected,  abused  and  de- 
serted children.  The  Villages,  a  non- 
profit organization  which  he  founded 
in  1966,  has  become  a  national  orgsuii- 
zation  providing  homes  for  boys  and 
girls  who  need  a  stable,  caring  place  to 
live  and  grow.  In  addition,  he  has  trav- 
eled extensively,  instructing  profes- 
sional and  lay  groups  about  prison 
reform,  programs  for  the  aging,  and 
the  needs  of  abandoned  children,  and 
serving  as  a  consultant  to  prison  per- 
sonnel and  psychiatric  treatment  fa- 
cilities. 

Clearly,  Dr.  Menninger  is  a  gener- 
ous, gifted  human  being.  A  recipient  of 
dozens  of  awards.  Dr.  Menninger  was 
presented  with  the  Medal  of  Freedom 
by  President  Carter  in  1981.  Two  years 
earlier,  Dr.  Menninger  was  honored  at 
the  dedication  of  the  Wilson  Memorial 
Window  of  the  Healing  Arts  in  the  Na- 
tional Cathedral  here  in  Washington. 
Dr.  Karl,  along  with  his  father  and 
brother,  are  represented  in  the  section 


of  the  beautiful  stained  glass  window 
devoted  to  mental  health.  The  memo- 
rial window's  inscription,  "Friend  of 
Man"  is  undeniably  personified  in  Dr. 
Menninger. 

Dr.  Karl  Menninger's  accomplish- 
ments go  far  beyond  those  which  I 
have  mentioned  today,  and  his  influ- 
ence will  extend  far  beyond  his  life- 
time. As  the  inscription  on  his  Medal 
of  Freedom  reads: 

Karl  Menninger  has  taught  us  much 
about  ourselves  and  our  behavior.  •  •  • 
With  the  wisdom  of  his  years,  he  truly  does 
represent  the  ideas  of  another  generation- 
one  of  the  future,  rather  than  of  the  past. 

Dr.  Menninger's  works  have  served 
as  excellent  guidance  to  this  country 
as  we  confront  new  and  changing 
problems.  Particularly  in  the  areas  of 
criminal  rehabilitation,  his  analysis 
has  been  of  great  benefit  to  our  judi- 
cial system.  On  this  anniversary  of  his 
birth,  we  should  do  more  than  say 
"happy  birthday,"  we  should  review 
his  writings  and  consider  how  they  can 
help  us  in  addressing  the  increasingly 
complex  problems  of  this  generation 
and  the  future.* 

•  Mr.  WHITTAKER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Kansas  is  a  State  of  pioneers.  But  the 
great  contributions  of  the  natives  of 
my  home  State  are  not  limited  to  the 
cultivation  of  the  fertile  prairies 
which  feed  the  world.  Dr.  Karl  Men- 
ninger is  a  pioneer  of  another  variety: 
Dedicating  his  life  to  the  vast  frontiers 
of  the  human  mind  and  the  peaks  and 
valleys  of  human  existence.  The  con- 
tributions which  this  distinguished 
Kansan  has  made  to  psychiatry  and  to 
our  awareness  of  social  ills  are  beyond 
measure.  His  indefatigable  pursuit  of 
remedies  for  these  social  ills  is  beyond 
compare. 

As  founder  of  the  Menninger  Clinic, 
chairman  of  the  board  of  trustees  of 
the  Menninger  Foundation,  and 
author  of  scores  of  scholarly  essays 
and  books.  Dr.  Menninger  has  held  a 
candle  up  to  the  mysteries  of  the 
human  mind.  As  admiring  colleagues 
once  observed: 

The  Menninger  Foundation  and  Clinic  has 
provided  a  sustained  and  highly  productive 
attack  against  mental  disease  for  many 
years.  The  Influence  of  the  Menninger 
Foundation  and  Clinic  In  increasing  profes- 
sional and  public  Interest  in  the  care  of  the 
mentally  ill  cannot  be  measured,  but  it  is  in- 
delibly recorded  as  a  great  service  to  man- 
kind. 

Today,  the  Menninger  Foundation 
maintains  a  children's  hospital,  an  in- 
stitute of  psychoanalysis,  an  alcohol 
and  drug  abuse  program,  and  several 
halfway  houses.  These  facilities  are 
encampments  in  Dr.  Karl  Menninger's 
continuing  battle  against  the  enemies 
of  mental  health. 

Dr.  Menninger's  passion  for  the 
mental  health  sciences  has  made  him 
a  crusader  for  the  humane  treatment 
of  criminals  by  our  system  of  justice. 
He  has  said  that  some  people  regard 
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him  as  a  "bleeding  heart"  for  his  well- 
known  humanitarian  positions  on 
these  issues.  "As  for  my  heart  bleed- 
ing—yes! Before  God  it  does!  I've  seen 
the  jails  and  prisons  where  people  are 
sent  to  receive  their  desserts.'  I've 
seen  them  often,  and  my  heart  starts 
bleeding  every  time  \  enter  them  and 
aches  when  I  leave." 

Dr.  Karl  Menninger  is  more  than  a 
scholarly  man  of  letters.  He  is  a  man 
of  rare  courage  and  real  compassion, 
as  well. 

It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  join 
with  my  colleagues  from  the  State  of 
Kansas  in  recognizing  a  distinguished 
native  son  as  he  celebrates  his  90th 
birthday.  We  are  proud  of  Dr.  Karl 
Menninger  and  pleased  to  offer  him 
our  best  wishes  for  health  and  happi- 
ness for  many  years  to  come.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  COMMISSION 
ON  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  PLAN- 
NING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa  (Mr.  Tauke)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  consider- 
able attention  has  been  focused  on  the 
problems  within  the  command  struc- 
ture of  the  Department  of  Defense. 
The  cumbersome  system  of  decision- 
making has  raised  questions  about  the 
ability  of  the  Pentagon  to  provide 
timely  and  accurate  information  and 
recommendations  to  Congress  and  the 
President.  For  this  reason  Congress 
has  begun  to  consider  alternatives  to 
the  present  command  structure.  In  an 
effort  to  facilitate  a  comprehensive  ex- 
amination of  the  defense  command 
structure.  I  will  offer  an  amendment 
to  the  Defense  authorization  bill  cre- 
ating a  Congressional  Commission  on 
National  Defense  Planning. 

The  Commission  will  be  chartered  to 
examine  and  make  recommendations 
for  improvement  of: 

The  organization  of  the  military 
staffs,  including  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  and  the  Joint  Staffs: 

Procedures  within  the  Department 
of  Defense  providing  command,  com- 
munications, and  control  authority; 

Procedures  within  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  liaison  with  other  exec- 
utive branch  agencies  and  with  Con- 
gress enabling  the  Department  to 
carry  out  its  defense  planning  respon- 
sibilities: and 

Personnel  policies  and  functional  re- 
sponsibilities related  to  the  planning 
and  execution  of  national  defense 
policy. 

The  Commission  will  be  made  up  of 
15  members— 7  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, and  4  each  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  and  the  Senate  majority  leader. 
Members  of  the  Commission  will  be 
appointed  by  virtue  of  their  knowledge 
and  expertise  concerning  national  de- 
fense policy  and  planning.  The  Com- 


mission will  report  its  findings  within 
1  year  of  its  authorization. 

I  firmly  believe  that  the  work  of  the 
Commission  will  offer  Congress  the 
opportunity  to  select  viable  and  con- 
structive options  for  the  future 
makeup  of  our  Nation's  defense  estab- 
lishment. I  urge  you  to  support  this 
amendment  when  it  is  offered  under 
title  XI  of  H.R.  2969.« 


IMF  QUOTA  INCREASE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Corcoran)  is 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 
•  Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
will  soon  consider  an  increase  of  $8.4 
billion  in  the  U.S.  contribution  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund.  This 
issue  is  admittedly  complicated  and  de- 
serving of  our  serious  consideration. 

Contrary  to  what  the  administration 
has  told  the  Congress  and  the  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  a  deletion  of  this 
funding  request  will  not  endanger  or 
cause  the  collapse  of  the  international 
economic  structure.  We  must  consider 
alternatives  which  can  insure  the 
health  of  the  international  monetary 
system,  and  in  addition,  still  establish 
the  obligation  of  lenders  to  accept  the 
consequences  of  their  actions.  I  do  not 
believe  that  this  House  should  approve 
a  funding  increase  to  bail  out  lending 
institutions  who  have  disregarded 
sound  lending  practices. 

I  am  including  in  this  statement  an 
article  which  appeared  in  the  July  19, 
1983,  Wall  Street  Journal  by  Robert 
Heller.  Entitled,  "Why  Should  Con- 
gress Lend  Foreign  Banks  a  Hand,"  it 
very  appropriately  addresses  this 
issue. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  this 
bailout.  It  is  not  a  solution  to  the 
problems  of  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund.  In  reality,  the  most  needy 
countries  will  only  be  forced  to  carry  a 
heavier  burden. 

Why  Should  Congress  Lend  Foreign  Banks 

A  Hand? 

(By  H.  Robert  Heller) 

The  House  is  about  to  take  up  a  bill  that, 
in  its  present  form,  would  make  it  more  dif- 
ficult for  U.S.  banks  to  compete  with  their 
foreign  counterparts  in  international  lend- 
ing. The  bill,  H.R.  2957.  already  has  passed 
the  House  Banking  Committee,  and  last 
month  the  Senate  approved  a  similar, 
though  somewhat  less  stringent,  measure. 
Significant  harm  is  about  to  be  done  to 
banking,  its  customers  and  the  economy.  At 
stake  are  billions  of  dollars  in  foreign  earn- 
ings and  thousands  of  American  jobs— and 
not  just  those  in  banking. 

As  usual,  it  all  started  out  with  good  in- 
tentions. The  finance  ministers  of  the  world 
agreed  that  in  view  of  the  large  internation- 
al payments  imbalances  faced  by  many 
countries  it  would  be  appropriate  to  in- 
crease the  financial  resources  of  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund.  For  the  U.S.  this 
involves  an  allocation  of  $8.4  billion.  The 
funds  are  to  be  used  to  finance  the  IMF-ap- 
proved   adjustment    programs    that    allow 


those  nations  most  seriously  affected  by  the 
global  economic  difficulties  to  regain  their 
economic  and  financial  health. 

But  as  frequently  happens  when  there  is 
an  opportunity  to  do  something  good, 
people  rush  in  to  do  even  more  good.  In  the 
present  case  this  unfortunately  has  the 
result  that  the  very  same  bill  that  provides 
for  more  governmental  financial  resources 
to  countries  in  difficulties  may  also  severely 
restrict  the  funds  available  to  the  same 
countries  from  private  sources. 

One  provision  of  the  House  bill  stipulates 
that  banks  are  to  set  aside  "special"  reserves 
for  all  loans  to  foreign  borrowers  that  aren't 
fully  up  to  date  with  their  interest  pay- 
ments, to  countries  that  do  not  comply  with 
an  IMF  adjustment  program,  or  where 
"there  is  substantial  likelihood  that  such 
debt  cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to  be 
repaid  in  accordance  with  its  original  terms 
and  conditions  without  additional  borrowing 
or  a  major  restructuring."  Not  even  the  U.S. 
government  is  in  a  position  to  repay  its  debt 
without  additional  borrowing!  Yet  banlis  are 
to  apply  this  stringent  standard  to  all  for- 
eign loans  and  to  establish  special  reserves 
if  these  conditions  aren't  met.  These  special 
reserves  aren't  to  be  considered  part  of  the 
bank's  capital,  but  are  actually  to  be  sub- 
tracted from  it. 

Many  banks  may  consider  this  a  signal  to 
pull  back  from  international  lending.  To  do 
so  would  not  only  be  harmful  to  the  foreign 
countries  that  would  have  to  reduce  their 
imports  further,  but  would  also  adversely 
affect  American  exports,  the  fledgling  U.S. 
recovery,  and  therefore  American  jobs. 

While  U.S.  banks  are  thus  encouraged  to 
curtail  their  international  lending,  addition- 
al official  resources  are  to  be  made  available 
through  the  IMP.  The  ultimate  irony  is.  of 
course,  that  this  runs  totally  counter  to  the 
intent  of  the  IMP  financing  programs.  The 
IMP  funds  aren't  to  be  used  by  the  coun- 
tries to  pay  off  their  bank  loans.  Instead, 
the  IMF  adjustment  programs  are  designed 
to  bring  forth  additional  private  lending.  In 
many  countries,  such  as  Brazil  and  Mexico, 
the  IMF  program  itself  is  contingent  upon 
banks  boosting  their  financing  commit- 
ments by  7  percent.  Obviously,  no  "bail-out" 
of  conunercial  banks  is  intended. 

The  banks  face  an  additional  dilemma: 
While  Congress  is  urging  them  to  increase 
their  loan-loss  reserves,  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Service  won't  permit  banks  to  set  aside 
more  than  1  percent  of  outstanding  loans  in 
the  form  of  reserves  without  first  paying 
taxes  on  these  funds.  This  ratio  is  actually 
scheduled  to  drop  to  one-sixth  of  1  percent 
in  the  near  future.  The  banks  are  caught  in 
the  situation  of  having  one  government 
agency  urge  them  to  increase  their  loan-loss 
reserves,  while  another  agency  severely  pe- 
nalizes them  for  doing  so. 

The  House  bill  also  requires  an  "economic 
impact  study"  for  any  U.S.  bank  loan  larger 
than  $1  million  made  for  a  foreign  mining, 
processing  or  manufacturing  project.  If  this 
study  finds  that  any  subsidies  or  guarantees 
by  a  government  or  international  organiza- 
tion assist  in  the  repayment  of  the  loan, 
then  the  bank  isn't  permitted  to  finance 
this  project.  Presumably  this  would  include 
even  small  subsidies  in  the  form  of  World 
Bank  or  U.S.  Export-Import  Bank  financing 
or  even  U.S.  goveriimental  guarantees  in 
support  of  the  project.  Clearly,  this  would 
make  it  more  difficult  for  U.S.  banks  to  lend 
to  many  foreign  ventures,  while  foreign 
banks  would  be  eager  to  lend  to  projects 
thus  benefited. 


It  is  argued  that  U.S.  banks  channel  funds 
to  foreign  borrowers  that  could  be  used 
more  productively  at  home.  In  fact,  the  nine 
largest  U.S.  banks  hold  more  in  foreign  de- 
posits than  they  have  in  foreign  loans  out- 
standing. On  balance,  no  funds  of  American 
depositors  in  these  banks  are  used  to  fund 
foreign  loans.  Thus,  domestic  U.S.  capital 
markets  aren't  affected  adversely  by  the 
international  lending  activities  of  U.S. 
banks. 

In  the  past  few  years,  many  domestic 
loans,  no  less  than  foreign  loans  were  jeop- 
ardized by  record  interest  rates,  falling  com- 
modity prices  and  volatile  exchange  rates. 
With  the  wisdom  of  hindsight  it  is  easy  to 
say  that  economists,  government  officials 
and  bankers  should  have  somehow  predict- 
ed the  global  inflationary  surge  and  the  se- 
verity and  duration  of  the  recession.  But  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  government  is 
better  qualified  to  decide  who  gets  credit  on 
what  terms.  Indeed,  loans  by  the  U.S.  gov- 
ernment itself  and  by  its  agencies  have 
scarcely  been  free  from  repayment  prob- 
lems. 

Banks  are  In  the  business  of  taking  risks, 
thereby  reducing  risks  for  others.  Mistakes 
are  made,  and  there  is  no  reason  for  undue 
sympathy  toward  specific  banks.  But  the 
U.S.  banking  industry  as  a  whole  has  been  a 
vital  and  competitive  contributor  to  the 
entire  U.S.  economy. 

At  this  crucial  period  in  the  U.S.  and 
global  recovery  it  is  important  that  funds 
are  available  to  U.S.  industry  so  that  these 
firms  can  finance  their  investment  and 
export  programs.  If  the  U.S.  banking 
system,  because  of  a  stringent  requirement 
for  special  reserves,  were  to  be  sharply  con- 
strained In  its  capacity  to  meet  the  addition- 
al financial  needs  of  industry,  the  recovery 
would  be  weakened.  Also,  the  ability  of  U.S. 
industry  to  compete  internationally  will  be 
reduced  if  export  financing  isn't  available. 

If  the  legislative  penalties  on  U.S.  banks 
are  enacted,  nobody  should  be  surprised  by 
congressional  hearings  within  a  few  years  to 
investigate  why  the  international  banking 
industry  was  taken  over  by  foreign  banks, 
and  why  Americans  at  home  and  abroad  lost 
their  jobs.  The  answer  will  be  simple.  The 
provisions  of  the  House  bill  now  being  con- 
sidered would  make  it  much  more  difficult 
for  U.S.  banks  to  compete  internationally. 
Congress  is  about  to  hand  over  the  interna- 
tional banking  system  to  foreign  banking  in- 
terests on  a  silver  platter.* 


INTERNATIONAL  MONETARY 

FUND 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel) 
is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
convinced  that  an  adequately  financed 
International  Monetary  F^md  is  not 
only  a  vital  necessity  for  world  eco- 
nomic recovery,  but  also  a  crucial  ele- 
ment in  insuring  that  the  beginnings 
of  our  own  domestic  recovery  are  nur- 
tured into  a  robust  and  continuing 
prosperity. 

.  Because  an  effective  IMF  is  so  im- 
portsuit  to  our  own  economic  health,  I 
support  the  Reagan  administration's 
efforts  to  match  the  increased  contri- 
butions of  most  of  the  countries  of  the 
free  world  by  proportionally  increas- 
ing our  contribution  to  the  Fund. 


The  world  economy  has  been  in  seri- 
ous recession.  All  nations  have  suf- 
fered. The  near-bankruptcy  of  a 
number  of  advanced  developing  coun- 
tries, especially  within  our  own  hemi- 
sphere, threatens  the  stability  of  the 
already-shaken  world.  Only  one  multi- 
national agency,  the  International 
Monetary  Fund,  has  the  strength  and 
stature  and  support  to  prevent  major 
disruptions  to  the  world  economy. 

With  U.S.  support,  the  IMF  can 
make  the  necessary  loans  that  no  indi- 
vidual country  or  consortium  of  banks 
can  make.  More  importantly,  only  a 
thoroughly  international  agency-like 
IMF  can,  without  allegations  of  colo- 
nialism, demand  that  debtor  nations 
put  their  mismanaged  affairs  back  in 
order. 

IMF  laons  support  the  whole  world 
economy  and  they  support  our  econo- 
my. Mexico,  formerly  our  third  largest 
trading  partner,  has  nearly  dropped 
off  our  export  lists  because  of  its  eco- 
nomic difficulties.  IMF  loans  have 
helped  it  to  put  its  house  in  order. 
That  will  help  to  reinvigorate  our  mar- 
kets there,  particularly  our  agriculture 
markets.  And  who  can  deny  that 
either  that  a  bankrupt  Mexico  on  our 
southern  border  is  a  security  risk  to 
us,  or  that  an  economically  revived 
Mexico  is  a  security  advantage  to  us. 

IMF  lending  helps  us  to  save  our 
export  manufacturing  jobs— one  out  of 
every  six.  It  helps  us  to  sell  the  agri- 
cultural production  of  the  one  acre 
out  of  every  three  that  must  be  sold 
abroad.  If  the  endangered  economies 
go  bankrupt,  or  are  subjected  to  over- 
throw of  governments,  our  economy 
will  suffer  losses  far  beyond  the  $8  bil- 
lion we  are  asked  to  contribute  to  IMF 
for  international  stability. 

The  bailout,  then,  is  for  us— all  of  us. 
It  is  not  a  bailout  of  banks.  Yes,  the 
banks  are  a  part  of  our  economy.  If 
IMF  loans  are  successful,  banks  which 
have  endangered  loans  abroad  will  be 
more  likely  to  get  their  money  back 
with  interest. 

However,  IMF  loans  to  one  of  these 
distressed  countries  are  usually  accom- 
panied by  either  a  stretchout— reduc- 
tion of  interest  or  extension  of  risk— of 
private  bank  loans,  or  by  additional 
private  credit.  The  private  banks  are 
being  asked  to  expand  their  risks  or 
reduce  their  returns.  That  is  not  much 
of  a  bailout. 

I  believe  the  management  and  the 
stockholders  of  private  banks  should 
not  be  bailed  out.  I  opposed  loans  and 
loan  guarantees  to  New  York,  Lock- 
heed, and  Chrysler.  On  the  other 
hand,  I  see  no  reason  to  make  the 
banks  just  so  they  can  prove  their  vi- 
rility. IMF  lending  will  not  bail  them 
out.  It  will  help  them,  to  be  sure,  but 
it  will  also  help  every  sector  of  our 
economy. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  IMF  means 
world  economic  stability  and  world 
growth.    The     relationship    between 


export  growth  and  jobs  and  IMP 
effort  is  clear.  A  stronger  world  econo- 
my means  a  stronger  U.S.  economy. 

A  vote  against  the  IMF  funding  will 
hurt  America.  I  ask  all  Members  to 
vote  for  this  funding  bill.  It  has  some 
terrible  provisions,  like  the  reserve  re- 
quirements, the  South  Africa  Amend- 
ment, and  the  restrictions  on  SDR 
issue.  Nevertheless,  the  need  for  addi- 
tional IMF  funding  is  so  great  that  it 
must  be  passed.* 


PRESIDENT  GIVES  STRONG 
ENDORSEMENT  OF  IMF 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  several 
occasions  President  Reagan  has  writ- 
ten to  me  in  support  of  H.R.  2957,  the 
administration's  legislation  to  fulfill 
the  U.S.  conmiitment  to  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  and  the  region- 
al, multilateral  development  banks, 
and  to  reauthorize  the  U.S.  Export- 
Import  Bank.  The  President's  most 
recent  letter  to  all  Members  is  a  ring- 
ing endorsement  of  the  legislation 
soon  to  be  voted  on. 

In  his  letter  of  July  13,  1983,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  reaffirms  that  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund  plays  the 
central  role  in  a  comprehensive  strate- 
gy to  resolve  current  world  debt  and  fi- 
nancial problems,  and  asks  us  to  fulfill 
our  commitment  to  give  the  Fund  ade- 
quate resources  to  do  its  job. 

Let  me  quote  directly  from  the 
President: 

If  (IMP  resources)  are  not  augmented  in 
the  very  near  future,  as  agreed  to  by  all 
member  countries,  the  IMF  will  be  unable 
to  provide  financial  support  and  policy 
advice  to  countries  facing  balance  of  pay- 
ments problems.  Without  this,  commercial 
lending  will  dry  up,  and  economic  conditions 
in  developing  countries  will  deteriorate, 
forcing  severe  contractions  In  imports  and 
possible  defaults. 

The  U.S.  economy  could  not  escape  the 
after-effects  of  such  events.  The  legislation 
I  have  requested  to  fulfill  our  share  of  the 
increase  in  IMP  resources  is  necessary  to 
protect  our  own  interests  in  a  stable  finan- 
cial system,  a  growing  world  economy,  and 
sustained  economic  recovery  and  higher  em- 
ployment levels.  It  is  also  necessary  to  help 
protect  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  security  in- 
terests overseas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  neces- 
sary to  insure  adequate  financing  to 
grease  the  wheels  of  international 
trade.  It  is  important  for  our  own  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  it  is  vital  to  the 
preservation  of  jobs  in  this  country.  It 
is  a  top  priority  of  President  Reagan. 

Included  herewith  are  copies  of 
President  Reagan's  letters  on  the  need 
for  H.R.  2957,  the  International  Re- 
covery and  Financial  Stability  Act: 
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Tm  Wmn  House, 
Washington,  July  13.  19S3. 
Hon.  Cralmkrs  P.  Wtlib, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 

Okak  Chauceks:  The  House  of  Represent- 
atives will  soon  consider  my  request  for  In- 
creased United  States  participation  In  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMP).  In  my 
letter  transmitting  this  request.  I  explained 
that  the  IMF  plays  the  central  role  in  a 
comprehensive  strategy  to  resolve  current 
world  debt  and  financial  problems.  Since 
then.  I  have  met  with  leaders  of  the  other 
industrialized  nations  at  Williamsburg 
where  we  affirmed  the  correctness  of  this 
strategy  and  pledged  to  secure  early  ratifi- 
cation of  the  increase  in  IMF  resources.  I 
would  now  like  to  emphasize  the  major  im- 
portance I  attach  to  this  request. 

The  world  economy  is  currently  facing  a 
number  of  serious  strains,  including  a  heavy 
international  debt  burden  which  threatens 
to  stifle  growth  in  the  developing  countries 
and.  if  not  handled  properly,  thwart  eco- 
nomic recovery  in  the  United  States  and 
other  industrialized  nations.  To  assure  or- 
derly resolution  of  current  global  economic 
problems,  there  must  be  better  coordination 
of  policies  in  developed  countries  to  pro- 
mote sustainable,  noninflationary  growth; 
appropriate  policies  in  LDC's  to  set  their 
economies  on  a  path  to  sustainable  growth; 
continued  official  and  private  financing  at 
adequate  levels  to  maintain  a  viable  interna- 
tional trading  system;  and  reduction  of  pro- 
tectionist barriers  to  trade. 

The  IMF  is  the  centerpiece  of  these  ef- 
forts, and  it  must  have  adequate  resources 
to  do  its  job.  Those  resources  are  now 
nearly  exhausted.  If  they  are  not  augment- 
ed in  the  very  near  future,  as  agreed  to  by 
all  member  countries,  the  IMF  will  l>e 
unable  to  provide  financial  support  and 
policy  advice  to  countries  facing  balance  of 
payments  problems.  Without  this,  commer- 
cial lending  will  dry  up,  and  economic  condi- 
tions in  developing  countries  will  deterio- 
rate, forcing  severe  contractions  in  imports 
and  possible  defaults. 

The  U.S.  economy  could  not  escape  the 
after-effects  of  such  events.  The  legislation 
I  have  requested  to  fulfill  our  share  of  the 
increase  in  IMF  resources  is  necessary  to 
protect  our  own  interests  in  a  stable  finan- 
cial system,  a  growing  world  economy,  and 
sustained  economic  recovery  and  higher  em- 
ployment levels.  It  is  also  necessary  to  help 
protect  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  security  in- 
terests overseas. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  early  ratifi- 
cation of  the  proposed  increase  to  help  sta- 
bilize the  international  financial  system,  I 
have  pledged  to  other  world  leaders  my  full 
efforts  to  ensure  prompt  enactment  of  the 
legislation  to  authorize  and  appropriate  the 
proposed  U.S.  share.  I  l)elieve  this  legisla- 
tion is  in  our  Nation's  best  interests  and 
warrants,  as  it  has  in  the  past,  the  broadest 
bipartisan  support  In  the  Congress.  I  there- 
fore urge  its  prompt  approval  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 
Sincerely. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

Thz  White  House. 
Washington,  May  5,  19S3. 
Hon.  CHAUfERS  P.  Wyue. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Deak  Cralmers:  As  the  House  Banking 
Committee  considers  the  legislation  I  have 
requested  authorizing  increased  U.S.  partici- 
pation in  the  International  Monetary  Fund, 


multilateral  development  banks,  and  reau- 
thorizing the  Export-Import  Bank,  I  want 
to  reiterate  the  importance  which  I  attach 
to  these  measures.  Taken  together,  these 
proposals  will  strengthen  international  fi- 
nancial stability,  promote  sustainable  eco- 
nomic growth  in  the  developing  countries, 
and  enhance  our  economic  recovery  here  at 
home. 

The  request  to  provide  an  increase  in  the 
U.S.  quota  in  the  IMF  and  in  U.S.  participa- 
tion in  the  IMF's  General  Arrangements  to 
Borrow  is  part  of  an  intematlonallyagreed 
strengthening  of  the  IMF's  resources,  de- 
signed to  enable  the  Fund  to  play  its  central 
role  In  promoting  an  orderly,  cooperative 
resolution  of  current  international  debt  and 
financial  problems.  With  our  growing  Inter- 
dependence with  the  world  economy,  this 
request  represents  an  essential  part  of  our 
own  efforts  to  achieve  sustainable  economic 
recovery,  preserve  jobs  in  this  country,  and 
maintain  a  stable  world  economic  founda- 
tion for  pursuit  of  our  international  eco- 
nomic, foreign  policy,  and  security  interests 
abroad. 

For  this  reason,  the  proposed  increase  in 
the  IMF's  resources  is  of  major  importance 
to  every  American  citizen,  no  matter  how 
distant  International  financial  problems 
may  seem.  I  am  confident  that  this  legisla- 
tion should,  as  it  has  in  the  past,  warrant 
the  broadest  bipartisan  support  in  the  Con- 
gress. 

Similarly,  the  authorizations  for  the  mul- 
tilateral development  banks  and  Export- 
Import  Bank  represent  an  investment  in 
economic  growth,  at  home  and  abroad,  and 
merit  strong  support  by  Members  from  l)oth 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  want  especially  to  commend  you  for 
your  efforts  to  assure  prompt  consideration 
of  this  legislation  by  the  Committee.  You 
can  t>e  sure  of  my  continued  strong  and 
active  support  for  these  measures  which 
form  a  crucial  part  of  my  legislative  pro- 
gram. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan. 


GOVERNMENT  EFFICIENCY. 
PENTAGON  STYLE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Stark)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
morning's  Washington  Post  let  us 
know  that  Secretary  of  Defense 
Caspar  Weinberger  will  be  making  a 
visit  to  my  congressional  district.  Oh. 
do  not  despair,  it  is  strictly  business. 
He  and  Secretary  Lehman,  Research 
Chief  Richard  DeLauer.  and  National 
Security  Adviser  William  P.  Clark  will 
be  on  a  morale-boosting  mission  to  the 
Naval  Supply  Center  in  Oakland, 
Calif. 

What  a  coincidence.  This  very  same 
group  of  top  administration  officials 
will  depart  from  the  Naval  Supply 
Center  and  then  head  for  Bohemian 
Grove,  that  mysterious  encampment 
for  the  Nation's  top  political  and  in- 
dustrial figures— but  only  the  male 
ones.  By  the  way,  the  core  of  this  trip, 
from  Washington  to  the  Oakland 
Supply  Center  will  be  aboard  a  Gov- 
ernment jet,  even  though  infinitely 
cheaper  commercial  flights  to  Oakland 


auid  San  Francisco  leave  from  Wash- 
ington each  day— more  than  100  times. 
When  he  was  at  HHS,  they  called 
him  "Cap  the  Knife"  becaue  he 
chopped  our  most  valuable  social  pro- 
grams. The  name  still  holds— now  he 
jiist  sticks  it  to  the  taxpayers.* 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  (Mr.  McDonald) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  Mcdonald.  Mr.  speaker,  due 
to  a  death  in  my  family,  I  was  unable 
to  be  in  Washington  on  Tuesday,  July 
19,  1983.  and  missed  two  recorded 
votes.  Therefore,  I  would  like  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  explain  how  I 
would  have  voted  had  I  been  present. 

"No"  on  rollcall  No.  254,  passage  of 
H.R.  3385,  the  upland  cotton  PIK  pro- 
gram; and  "no"  on  rollcall  No.  255, 
passage  of  House  Resolution  268,  a 
resolution  dealing  with  committee 
elections.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  SPACE  CAUCUS 
TO  HOLD  BRIEFING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Akaka)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
can  be  no  question  that  the  seventh 
mission  of  the  space  shuttle  was  the 
most  ambitious  yet.  Not  only  was  this 
mission  the  most  ambitious  to  date, 
but  it  also  met  with  resounding  suc- 
cess in  achieving  specific  mission  ob- 
jectives. Carrying  a  five-person  crew 
on  its  second  mission  into  space,  the 
ship  Challenger  performed  superbly. 
The  five  shuttle  astronauts,  led  by 
Comdr.  Bob  Crippen,  carried  out  their 
tasks  with  such  agility  and  compe- 
tence that  all  of  them  made  living  and 
working  in  space  look  easy. 

This  mission  was  truly  an  historic 
one,  for  not  only  did  it  carry  the  first 
woman  astronaut  into  space,  but  of 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  our 
space  program,  we  deployed  and  re- 
trieved a  platform  in  space.  The  impli- 
cations of  the  success  enjoyed  by  the 
crew  of  STS-7  in  performing  this  task 
are  far  reaching  and  should  change 
the  way  we  have  traditionally  thought 
about  space.  Space  is  a  place  where  we 
can  live  and  work.  We  can  repair  and 
retrieve  satellites,  thereby  extending 
their  useful  lifespan.  In  short,  space 
has  become  our  new  frontier. 

If  you  wonder  what  it  is  really  like 
to  live  and  work  in  space  and  if  you 
would  like  to  talk  to  people  who  have 
been  there,  then  your  opportunity  has 
arrived.  The  Congressional  Space 
Caucus  will  host  a  briefing  by  the  five 
space  shuttle  astronauts  for  Members 
and  staff  tomorrow,  July  21,  from  3  to 
4  p.m.,  in  room  2359-A  of  the  Raybum 


Building.  There  will  be  ample  time  for 
questions. 

During  the  course  of  the  briefing, 
the  astronauts  will  show  and  narrate 
their  "home  movie"  shot  in  space.  I 
encourage  all  of  my  colleagues  to  join 
us  for  this  exciting  firsthand  account 
of  how  the  crew  of  STS-7  lived  and 
worked  in  space.* 


WELCOME  TO  PRESIDENT  AMIN 
GEMAYEL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  pervious  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  (Mr. 
Rahall)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
pleasure  today  to  welcome  to  the 
United  States  the  F>resident  of  Leba- 
non. Amin  Gemayel.  President  Ge- 
mayel  took  office  last  fall  in  the  midst 
if  a  crippling  war  in  his  country  and 
he  has  done  a  magnificent  job  in  rees- 
tablishment  the  Government  as  an  au- 
thority in  Lebanon.  The  people  of  Leb- 
anon, accustomed  to  living  under  the 
occupation  of  foreign  forces,  have  now 
begun  to  enjoy  a  certain  degree  of 
freedom,  a  certain  degree  of  independ- 
ence, and  the  leadership  of  President 
Gemayel  has  contributed  greatly  to 
this. 

However,  Lebanon  cannot  be  totally 
free  and  independent  without  the  help 
of  the  United  States.  The  authority  of 
the  Gemayel  government  can  only  be 
made  complete  through  the  withdraw- 
al of  all  foreign  forces  from  Lebanon 
and  the  United  States  is  the  only 
country  with  the  power,  prestige,  and 
economic  stability  and  ability  to  do 
this.  By  reestablishing  the  authority 
of  the  Government,  the  United  States 
can  assist  in  the  establishment  of  Leb- 
anon as  a  strong,  sovereign,  democrat- 
ic country  that  the  United  States  can 
count  as  a  strong  and  stable  ally  in  the 
Middle  East. 

The  visit  of  President  Gemayel  to 
the  United  States  will  serve  to  help 
Lebanon  and  the  United  States 
cement  their  longstanding  friendship. 
Through  the  assistance  of  the  United 
States  in  helping  to  rebuild  war-torn 
Lebanon,  we  can  help  to  establish  a 
strong  and  stable  ally  that  we  can 
depend  on  in  the  future.  I  know  that 
my  colleagues  will  join  me  in  welcom- 
ing President  Amin  Gemayel  to  the 
United  States  and  I  hope  that  his  visit 
proves  beneficial  to  both  Lebanon  and 
the  United  States.* 


ing  to  this  troubled  island— nearly 
10,000  known  casualties,  more  than 
2,000  imaccounted  for,  and  more  than 
200,000  displaced  from  their  homes. 

We  can  certainly  relate  to  the  trage- 
dy of  a  smaller  number  of  American 
families  being  forced  to  leave  their 
homes  because  of  a  natural  disaster. 
We  know  how  difficult  it  would  be  for 
them  to  resume  normal  lives.  Yet  try 
to  conceive  the  dimensions  of  the  trag- 
edy on  Cyprus  where  200,000  Greek 
and  Turkish  Cypriots  have  become  dis- 
placed persons  and  have  not  only  lost 
their  homes  and  possessions,  but  also 
the  very  conununities  around  which 
their  lives  had  been  structured.  Imag- 
ine the  trauma  each  of  them  has  expe- 
rienced and  then  multiply  that  by 
200,000.  There  also  is  the  loss  of  the 
thousands  of  dead  and  missing  per- 
sons. We  cannot  permit  the  present 
situation  to  assume  a  degree  of  perma- 
nence. We  have  a  moral  responsibility 
not  to  turn  our  heads  and  ignore  the 
suffering,  but  to  assist  the  people  of 
Cyprus  in  finding  a  just  solution. 

I  am  disappointed  our  own  Govern- 
ment has  not  taken  a  more  active  role 
in  seeking  a  solution  to  this  crisis.  De- 
spite the  administration's  claims  of 
using  quiet  diplomacy,  there  is  little 
evidence  they  are  truly  committed  to 
bringing  about  an  end  to  the  Turkish 
occupation  of  Cyprus.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  with  me  in  insisting 
that  a  special  Presidential  envoy  be 
appointed  to  seek  solutions  to  the 
Cyprus  conflict.  Our  own  Government 
must  place  a  higher  priority  on  find- 
ing a  solution.  Quiet  diplomacy  all  too 
often  serves  as  a  guise  for  moot  diplo- 
macy. Our  Government  must  take 
steps  to  encourage  all  parties  in  this 
conflict  to  take  actions  that  will  bene- 
fit the  Cypriots,  as  well  as  all  the  peo- 
ples of  the  region. 


OCCUPATION  OF  CYPRUS 
(Mr.  KILDEE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
marks  the  close  of  the  ninth  year  since 
the  occupation  of  the  sovereign  nation 
of  Cyprus.  All  of  us  are  probably  fa- 
miliar with  the  tragic  statistics  relat- 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069 

Mr.  WHITTEN  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing conference  report  and  state- 
ment on  the  bill  (H.R.  3069)  'making 
supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1983, 
and  for  other  purposes: 
Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  98-308) 

The  Committee  of  Conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  'H.R. 
3069)  'making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1983,  and  for  other  purposes. "  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend- 
ments numbered  3,  7.  9,  12,  17,  37.  39,  52,  54, 
55,  59,  60,  62,  63.  64.  81,  86.  90,  91,  100,  107, 
109.  111.  112.  114.  116.  122.  124,  127,  135,  147. 
177  178,  179,  185.  187,  192,  194.  197,  198,  199. 
202,  203.  206,  207,  208,  212.  213.  222.  223,  224, 
225,  232,  237.  240.  242,  246,  250,  252,  and  254. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  6.  10.  15,  18.  32.  33,  34.  36.  44,  45, 


46,  47,  77,  82.  87,  95,  96,  97.  99,  104,  106,  108. 
110,  113,  118,  120,  134,  136,  140,  142,  154,  155. 
156,  157,  166,  167.  170.  173,  174.  175.  186,  191. 
193,  195,  196,  214.  215.  216,  217,  219,  220,  221. 
226.  227,  228,  229,  233.  234.  235,  236,  238,  243. 
and  244,  and  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  61: 
That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 61,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $3,488,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  68: 
That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 68.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert  the  following: 
The  "Economic  Support  Fund", 
$301,250,000:  Provided,  That  $150,000,000  of 
this  amount  shall  be  available  only  for  Leba- 
non, to  remain  available  until  expended; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  71: 
That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 71,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert  the  following: 
■■Military  Assistance".  $93,325,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  72: 
That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 72,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert  the  following: 
'■Foreign  Military  Credit  Sales",  for  commit- 
ments to  guarantee  loans.  $293,500,000  of 
contingent  liability  for  loan  principal-  Pro- 
vided. That  of  this  sum  $100,000,000  shall  be 
available  only  for  assistance  to  Lebanon.  ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  73: 
That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 73,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

Restore    the    matter    stricken    by    said 
amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

None  of  the  funds  m  this  chapter  may  be 
used  to  provide  assistance  to  Guatemala, 
except    for    development    projects    funded 
through  private  voluntary  organizatiOTis. 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  92: 
That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 92,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  change  the  sum 
$4,280,000  to:  $1,000,000:  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  98: 
That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 98,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows:  : 
$4,300,000  is  for  Gulf  Islands  National  Sea- 
shore. Mississippi;  $327,000  is  for  Chicka- 
mauga  and  Chattanooga  National  Military 
Park.  Georgia-Tennessee:  $166,500  is  for 
Lake  Clark  National  Monument,  Alaska; 
$220,500  is  for  Acadia  National  Park, 
Maine:  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  101: 
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That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 101.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment Insert:  SSI. 870.000:  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  123: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 123.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

In  order  to  further  the  purposes  of  the 
Delaxcare  Water  Gap  National  Recreation 
Area,  and  to  provide  for  the  public  safety  of 
the  visitors  to  the  recreation  area  and  the 
citizens  of  the  States  of  New  Jersey  and 
Pennsylvania: 

11)  Highway  209.  as  a  federally  owned 
road  within  the  boundaries  of  the  recreation 
area,  is  hereby  closed  to  all  commercial  ve- 
hictUar  traffic  upon  enactment  of  this  law. 
except  for  those  commercial  vehicular  oper- 
ations which  are  based  within  the  recrea- 
tion area,  or  which  have  business  facilities 
in  Monroe  and  Pike  Counties.  Pennsylva- 
nia, operating,  on  the  date  of  enactment, 
commercial  vehicular  trojfic  originating  or 
terminating  outside  the  recreation  area,  and 
except  for  those  commercial  vehicular  oper- 
ations which  are  necessary  to  provide  serv- 
ices to  businesses  and  persons  located 
iDithin  or  contiguous  to  the  boundaries  of 
the  recreation  area. 

I2J  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  author- 
ized and  directed  notwithstanding  any 
other  law.  to  establish  a  commercial  oper- 
ation fee  for  the  use.  in  accordance  with 
subsection  <1),  of  highway  209  for  all  com- 
mercial vehicles,  except  for  commercial  ve- 
hicular operations  serving  businesses  or  per- 
sons.located  in  or  contiguous  to  the  bound- 
aries of  the  recreation  area:  Provided  That 
the  fee  schedule  may  not  exceed  tlO  per  trip: 
Provided  further.  That  all  fees  received  shall 
be  set  aside  in  a  special  account  and  are 
available,  without  further  appropriation, 
for  the  management,  operation,  construc- 
tion, and  maintenance  of  highway  209 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  recreation 
area. 

13)  The  provisions  of  subsection  11)  of  this 
section  shall  terminate  on  December  31. 
1983.  The  provisions  of  subsection  <2)  of  this 
section  shall  terminate  three  years  from  the 
enactment  of  this  section  unless  construc- 
tion of  the  1-287  bypass  in  New  Jersey  or 
any  other  feasible,  suitable  alternative  has 
been  commenced  In  the  event  construction 
has  been  commenced  subsection  (2)  of  this 
section  will  terminate  ten  years  from  the  en- 
actment of  this  section,  or  when  construc- 
tion of  1-287  or  any  other  feasible,  suitable 
alternative  is  completed  whichever  occurs 
first 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  141: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 141,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment insert:  S  1.250,000;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  150: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 150.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  1 165,000:  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  numbered  160: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 160.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $7,500,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  161: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 161,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $7,500,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  163: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 163,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  striclien  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert:  necessary  ex- 
penses excluding  administrative  personnel 
costs:  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  184: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 184.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $7,765,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  188: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 188,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $507,000;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  189: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 189,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $23,441,000;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  190: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 190.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $3,304,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  200: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 200.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS): 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  201: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 201.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert: 
"National  Cancer  Institute",  $766,000: 
"National  Heart  Lung,  and  Blood  Insti- 
tute". $484,000: 

"National  Institute  of  Dental  Research", 
$432,000; 

"National  Institute  of  Arthritis,  Diabetes, 
and  Digestive  and  Kidney  Diseases". 
$1,310,000: 

"National  Institute  of  Neurological  and 
Communicative  Disorders  and  Stroke", 
$800,000: 


"National  Institute  of  Allergy  and  Infec- 
tious Diseases",  $1,048,000: 

"National  Institute  of  General  Medical 
Sciences".  $252,000: 

"National  Institute  of  Child  Health  and 
Human  Development".  $669,000: 

"National  Eye  Institute",  $340,000: 

"National  Institute  of  Environmental 
Health  Sciences".  $500,000: 

"Research  Resources",  $113,000: 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  204: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 204.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS);  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  209: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 209,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $4,030,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  210: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 210,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $12,019,000;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  211: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 211.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $8,395,000;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  241: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 241.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $1,650,000;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  245: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 245.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  by  said  amend- 
ment insert  $400,000:  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in 
disagreement  amendments  numbered  1.  2,  4, 
5.  8.  11.  13.  14.  16,  19,  20,  21,  22.  23.  24.  25. 
26.  27.  28,  29.  30.  31.  35.  38.  40.  41.  42,  43,  48, 
49,  50,  51,  53,  56,  57,  58,  65,  66,  67,  69,  70,  74, 
75,  76,  78,  79,  80,  83,  84,  85,  88,  89,  93.  94, 
102,  103,  105,  115,  117,  119,  121,  125,  126,  128. 
129.  130.  131.  132.  133.  137.  138.  139.  143,  144, 
145,  146,  148.  149.  151,  152,  153,  158.  159.  162. 
164.  165.  168.  169.  171.  172.  176.  180,  181.  182, 
183.  205.  218.  230.  231.  239.  247.  248,  249.  251. 
and  253. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 
Edward  P.  Boland, 
William  H.  Natcher, 
Neal  Smith. 
Joseph  Aodabbo. 
Clarence  D.  Long. 
Sidney  R.  Yates, 
(except  amendments 
Nos.  71  and  72), 
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Edward  R.  Roybal  amount  of  upland  cotton  to  carry  out  the  Pood  and  NnrRrnoN  Service 

(except  amendments  parrment-in-lcind  program  for  the  1983  crop  food  stamp  program 

NOS.  71  and  72).  °^  ""^^"l^  ''^^^TJ^f^^^Zl^^rJ'i^^^        Amendment        No.        6:        Appropriates 

TOM  BEVUX,  ture  shaU  solicit  bids  from  coUon  producers,     ,i  189,484,000  for  the  food  stamp  program 

VfiLLiAMl^tMAX.  ^°^'°^r^?o^?oJ?       H^^^lrL^^^.     ^    proposed    by    the    Senate    Instead    of 

Julian  C.  DixoN  tion  of  1980.    1981.   and  1982  crop  cotton     (i,o38,484!oOO  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

(except  amendments  pUdged  by  such  producers  as  security  for        Amendment      No.      7:      Provides      that 

Nos.  71  and  72).  rionrecourse     loans    ma^    und^r    section     jigo.OOO.OOO  of  the  food  stamp  funds  wlU  be 

Vic  Fazio  iff  ^.'^^'^i//.  ^,n^T?^r  ^^«;^^/{i?^Lo     available  only  to  the  extent  necessary  after 

(except  amendments  U.S.C.  1444(g)(1)).  Until  svffictent  cotton  to    ^^^  secretary  has  employed  the  regulatory 

Nos.  71  and  72),  ?°"^  °"'  ^  payment-in-kind  P^^ram  for  administrative    methods    avaUable    to 

W.  G.  iBiLLi  HEFNER.  the  1983  crop  of  upland  colon  «  ocffutred     ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^^^j  ^^^^   ^^^^ 

Joseph  M.  McDade.  uwier  this  procedure   or  untU  a  reasonable     ^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  program  as  proposed  by 

Jack  Edwards.  bid  period  opportunity  haj>  been  determined     ^.^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^j  $151,000,000  for  this 

JOHN  T.  MYERS.  and  made  available  by  the  Secretary,  but  in  ^  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Lawrence  CouoHLiN,  no  event  less  than  two  weeks,  no  bid  for  1982 

Jack  P.  Kemp.  crop  cotton  shall  be  rejected  unless  it  ex-  general  provisions 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House.  ceeds  (on  a  percentage  basis)  the  amount  of       Amendment  No.  8:  Reported  in  technical 

Mark  O  Hatfield  ^^  highest  bid  received  and  accepted  under    disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 

T^Sttvens  ^^  ^"^^"^  procedure  for  feed  grains.  The  Sec-     the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 

T^ri    p  wrirKFB  Jh  retary  shall  also  give  any  producer  who  has    concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 

T^TvQ  A  MV^innT^'  previously  submitted  a  bid  the  opportunity     amendment  as  follows: 

Pahi  Laxalt  '°  nullify  such  bid  if  the  producer  agrees  to        m  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 

T^D  Cochran  submit  another  bid  under  the  provisions  of    amendment,  insert  the  following: 

MARK  ANDREWS.  "^Thl'managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate         ^  child  nutrition  programs 

JAMES  ABDNOR,  J  ^^  ^^^  amendment  of        ''o'- /«  additiona   amount  for  the    Child 

Robert  Kasten  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,     nutrition  programs  ,$118,000,000 

Alfonse  D  Amato,  "-'"^ """  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

Mack  Mattingly,  Parmers  Home  Administration  ^n  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

(except    amendment  agricultural  credit  insurance  fund  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

No.  169).  .  .        .  -^„   „.  t>„r,,,w^H  ir,  »^»,r,i,.oi        This  additional  amount  is  needed  to  pro- 

Warren  Rudman.  ^^^"'^^T^H^^^ni^^r^on^hrn^rt  ^f     Vide   for  a  higher  than  expected  level  of 

JOHN  C.  Stennis.  f,f ^fj^^'"""  i.^fL  f^^Hnn  fn  r^e^^^         "'^^l  reimbursement  claims  In  the  school 

Daniel  K.  Inouye,  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and     breakfast  and  school  lunch  programs.  This 

THOMAS  P.  Eagleton.  concur  in  ^he  Senate  amenctaentwU^  an  ^^^  supplemental  request  (H.  Doc. 

Lawton  chiles.  r^"        ±JrcWn  ^  ^nkn.       tTS      of     98-83)  which  was  submitted  to  Congress  on 

Quentin  N.  BURDICK.  I^^nnnnnrt?^!LoJHhTthe^na^  July  13.  subsequent  to  House  and  Senate 

SrefERT""'  *The°°mrag^."oTthe  SaA^of^r^nate     P-a«e  of  this  supplemenUl  appropriations 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate.  will  move  to  ,<=°"^"^^if .^'l^.  ^^"%"f  °/        The  conference  agreement  deletes  Senate 

JOINT  EXPLANATORY  STATEMENT  OF  THE  ^^^^h"  eo^ferenecTg^ee^ent  ma£s  a  ?o^     ^^^  '^^-^^  ^^^^  Congressional  findings 

Committee  of  CONFERENCE  of  $62^000  OOrivSle  for  i^ure^  regarding  the  Federal  nutrition  programs. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  °^*eSp°o^  fn  fiS  year  1^3  ^he  conferees  feel  that:  (1)  national  efforU 

and  the  Senate  at  the  conference  on  the  dis-  o^^^rsnip  loans  in  iiscai  year  i»oo  ^  ^^^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^  malnutrition  should 

agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  rural  development  insurance  fund  continue:  (2)  a  national  commitment  to  vital 

amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.        Amendment   No.   3:   Deletes  Senate   Ian-     nutrition  programs  should  continue;  (3)  the 

3069)    making  supplemental  appropriations  guage  providing  an  additional  $225,000,000     Federal  government  should  retain  primary 

for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  for  rural  water  and  waste  disposal  loans.  For     responsibility  for  child  nutrition  programs; 

1983  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  fol-  fiscal  year  1983,  a  total  of  $600,000,000  is     and  (4)  State  and  local  governments  should 

lowing  joint  statement  to  the  House  and  the  available  for  water  and  sewer  loans.  be  given  mcreased  responsibility  for  forniu- 

Senate  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  disposal  grants        1*"°"  .^'^  implementation  of  regulations 

action  agreed  upon  bv  the  managers  and        ""'**''  ^*"^  *'^°  **^     disposal  grants,         governing  such  child  nutrition  programs. 

r^Znenled  T,^e  accompanying  confer-        Amendment  No.  ^^^^^P^^^^^VVe'nS'o  Soil  Conservation  Service 

•  disaereement.  The  managers  on  the  part  oi  „  , 

ence  report:  ?he  louse  will  offer  a  mftion  to  recede  and        Amendment  No.   9-   Deletes  Sen  ,     , 

TITLE  I  ^,pj,j,^r  jjj  the  Senate  amendment  with  an     guage  appropnatmg  $34,500,000  to  the  Soil 

CHAPTER  I  amendment  which  appropriates  $25,000,000     Conservation  Service  for  various  conserva- 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  for  rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants  in-     tion  programs. 

AcBiruLTURAL  Stabilization  AND  stead   of   $75,000,000   as   proposed   by   the        Funds  currently  available  for  these  soi 
Agricultural  stabilization  and  clX^t^  and  water  conservation  programs  for  fiscal 

Conservation  Service  &enaie.  .     *  .w     o     „,„     ^oar  iqr'I  arp  su;  follows 

PRorPAM  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate     year  198J  are  as  ioiio»s. 

payment-in-kind  program  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of     Agricultural   Conservation 

Amendment  No.  1:  Reported  in  technical     ^j^^  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate.        program  $190,000,000 

disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of        The  additional  funds  provided  by  the  con-     rj-eat  Plains  21315  000 

the  House  will  offer  a  r?^otion  to  recede  and     ^^^^^^^     agreement     make     a     total     of     R.„„„e       "conlsei^ation 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an     $225,000,000  available  for  rural  water  and        fnd  Development  30  744,000 

amendment  as  follows;  waste  disposal  grants  in  fiscal  year  1983.  ^  „,„,„„ 

In   lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said        p^^^  j^^ds  available,  the  Department  is  watershed  and  flood  prevention 

amendment,  insert:  urged  to  expedite  water  and  waste  disposal  operations 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  grants  and  loans  in  areas  of  high  unemploy-        Amendment  No.    10:   Deletes   House   lan- 

Conservation  Service  ment.  guage  requiring  that  $2,000,000  of  the  funds 

PAYMENT-IN-KIND  PROGRAM  ^™pp.i  ppovT^toM  provided  Under  P.L.  98-8  be  used  for  reha- 

All  land  rented  or  leased,  and  in  produc-  general  rRovi&iun  bllitation  of  Six-Mile  Creek  in  Arkansas, 

tion  for  crop  year  1982.  if  now  rented  or  Amendment  No.  5:  Reported  in  technical  j.^^^  conferees  have  been  assured  that 
leased  by  the  same  individual,  partnership,  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  ^jthin  the  $17,000,000  avaUable  for  rehabUi- 
or  corporation,  and  eligible  for  acreage  re-  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  j^^^j^j,  ^j  existing  small  watersheds  ade- 
ductlon  shall  qualify  for  designation  under  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  pro-  q^ate  funds  are  available  to  carry  out  the 
the  payment-in-kind  program  for  crop  year  hibits  the  relocation  of  the  PmHA  State  restoration  of  Six-Mile  Creek. 
1983.  the  same  as  land  owned  by  the  pro-     office    from   HUo   to   Honolulu^  Since   no  emergency  conservation  measures 

H„„r  funds  are  mcluded  in  this  or  any  other  Act  "^  „       _  ^  .    ,    ^        , 
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with  an  amendment  which  appropriates 
$5,000,000  for  emergency  conservation 
measures  instead  of  $10,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Office  of  Intehnational  Cooperation  and 

Development 
Amendment   No.    12:  Deletes  Senate  lan- 
guage appropriating  $500,000  to  the  Office 
of  International  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment for  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative. 
RELATED  AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND 
HUMAN  SERVICES 
Pood  and  Drug  Administration 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

Amendment  No.  13:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an 
amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment insert:  SI. 000.000. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  House  bill  proposed  a  new  contingen- 
cy fund  of  $1,000,000  in  annual  funds  to 
meet  such  emergency  conditions  as  may 
arise.  The  Senate  proposed  $5,000,000  for 
this  purpose,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. The  conference  agreement  provides 
$1,000,000  to  meet  unanticipated  costs  of 
emergency  activities,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

standard  level  user  CHARGES 
'TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS i 

Amendment  No.  14:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which  pro- 
vides for  a  transfer  of  $500,000  from  the 
Pood  and  Drug  Administration's  salaries 
and  expenses  account  to  the  standard  level 
user  charges  account. 
Commodity  Ptttures  Trading  Commission 
Amendment  No.  15:  Provides  $965,000  for 
necessary  expenses  of  the  Commission  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  will  expect  that,  in  future 
years,  the  Commission  will  not  agree  to 
absorb  mandatory  supplemental  funding 
needs  such  as  government-wide  pay  raises 
and  then  appeal  to  Congress  to  provide  for 
these  needs. 

CHAPTER  II 
DEPARTMENT  OF  Cr  MMERCE 
General  Administration 
white  house  conference  on  productivity 
Amendment  No.  16:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur   in   the   amendment   of   the   Senate 
■which  provides  that  the  funds  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year   1983   for  the  White  House 
Conference    on    Productivity    shall    remain 
available  until  January  31.  1984. 

International  Trade  Administration 
Amendment  No.  17:  Restores  language 
proposed  by  the  House  authorizing  the 
International  Trade  Administration  to  pur- 
chase motor  vehicles  for  law  enforcement 
use. 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 

OPERATIONS,  research,  AND  FACILITIES 

Amendment  No.  18:  Appropriates 
$48,873,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 


stead   of    $26,700,000   as   proposed   by   the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Reported  in  technical 

disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 

the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  ajid 

concur   in   the   amendment   of   the   Senate 

which  makes  available,  upon  enactment  of 

authorizing   legislation.   $20,000,000   of   the 

$48,873,000  appropriated  in  Amendment  No. 

18,  to  establish  a  fund  for  the  residents  of 

the  Pribilof  Islands.  Amendment  No.  19  also 

provides  that  no  additional  Federal   funds 

shall  be  made  available  for  this  purpose. 

RELATED  AGENCIES 

Small  Business  Administration 

business  loan  and  investment  fund 

Amendment  No.  20:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  appropriates  $152,000,000  to  be  avail- 
able without  fiscal  year  limitation. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Amendment  No.  21:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  inserts  a  heading. 

General  Administration 

WORKING  capital  FUND 

Amendment  No.  22:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  makes  available  $900,000.  to  be  de- 
rived from  current  operating  income. 

LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 

Amendment  No.  23:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  inserts  a  heading. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  LEGAL 
ACTIVITIES 

Amendment  No.  24:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  which  appropriates 
$4,600,000  instead  of  $5,211,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  will  move  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES.  UNITED  STATES 
ATTORNEYS  AND  MARSHALS 

Amendment  No.  25:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  which  appropriates 
$5,800,000  instead  of  $5,992,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  will  move  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate. 

SUPPORT  OF  UNITED  STATES  PRISONERS 

Amendment  No.  26:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  appropriates  $1,500,000. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES.  COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  27:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  adds  language  providing  for  the 
transfer    of    funds    and    responsibility    for 


Cuban/Haitian  entrant  processing  and  care 
activities  from  the  Immigration  and  Natu- 
ralization Service  to  the  Community  Rela- 
tions Service. 

Interagency  Law  Enforcement 
organized  crime  drug  enforcement 
Amendment  No.  28.  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  adds  language  that  permits  funds 
previously  appropriated  under  this  heading 
for  fiscal  year  1983  for  undercover  oper- 
ations and  automated  data  processing  and 
telecommunications  equipment  to  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1984. 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  29:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  appropriates  $1,000,000  and  adds  lan- 
guage which  authorizes  the  purchase  of  up 
to  1.620  vehicles  for  police-type  use  during 
fiscal  year  1983. 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  30:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  adds  language  making  $27,177,000, 
previously  appropriated  for  work  under  .sec- 
tion 501(c)  of  the  Refugee  Education  Assist- 
ance Act,  available  until  expended. 
Federal  I»rison  System 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  31:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  appropriates  $3,734,000. 

The  conferees  are  agreed  that  an  amount, 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  from  funds  currently 
available  in  the  "Buildings  and  Facilities" 
appropriation,  be  used  by  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Prisons  for  an  appraisal  of  a  po- 
tential minimum  security  prison  site  located 
near  Sheridan.  Oregon.  The  conferees 
expect  the  appraisal  to  be  completed  within 
60  days  of  enactment  of  the  Supplemental 
Appropriations  Bill.  1983.  This  directive  in 
no  way  should  preclude  the  Bureau  from 
seeking  alternative  sites. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs 

salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  32:  Appropriates 
$7,985,000.  to  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984.  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  House  bill  proposed  no  funding  for  this 
purpose. 

ACQUISITION,  OPERATION.  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF 
BUILDINGS  ABROAD 

Amendment  No.  33:  Appropriates 
$22,256,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
House  bill  proposed  no  funding  for  this  pur- 
pose. 

OTHER 

the  ASIA  FOUNDATION 

Amendment  No.  34:  Deletes  appropriation 
of  $2,100,000.  to  be  available  only  upon  en- 
actment of  authorizing  legislation  and  adds 
language  making  the  funds  appropriated  in 
this  paragraph  available  until  expended,  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 


Commission  on  Wartime  Relocation  and 
Internjient  of  Civilians 

salaries  and  expenses 
Amendment  No.  35:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recejle  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate, 
which  adds  language  making  funds  appro- 
priated in  Public  Law  97-377  for  the  Com- 
mission on  Wartime  Relocation  and  Intern- 
ment of  Civilians  available  until  September 
30.  1983. 

REUVTED  AGENCIES 

Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 

Amendment  No.  36:  Appropriates  $564,000 

as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  bill 

proposed  no  funding  for  this  purpose. 

Board  for  International  Broadcasting 

grants  and  expenses 
Amendment  No.  37:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  identifying  the  avail- 
ability of  $4,900,000   in   gains  of  the  U.S. 
dollar  against  foreign  currencies. 

United  States  Information  Agency 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

Amendment  No.  38:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

,  and,  in  addition  there  shall  be  available 
the  sum  of  S4.000.000. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  are  agreed  that  the 
$4,000,000  shall  be  used  for  fairs  and  exhibi- 
tions as  provided  in  Section  102(a)(3)  of  the 
Mutual  Educational  and  Cultural  Exchange 
Act  of  1961  (P.L.  87-256),  particularly  to  fa- 
cilitate U.S.  Government  participation  at 
the  exposition  in  Tsukuba.  Japan  in  1985. 

ACQUISITION  AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF  RADIO 
FACILITIES 

Amendment  No.  39:  Appropriates 
$10,800,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  in- 
stead of  $11,833,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendment  No.  40:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

GENERAL  PROVrSfONS 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  United 
States  Courts,  or  any  other  agency  or  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  Slates,  is  prohibited 
from  restricting  solely  to  staff  of  the  Clerks 
of  United  States  Bankruptcy  Courts  the  is- 
suance of  notices  to  creditors  and  other  in- 
terested parties.  The  Administrative  Office 
shall  permit  and  encourage  the  preparation 
and  mailing  of  such  notices  to  be  performed 
by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  debtors,  trustees 
or  such  other  interested  parties  as  the  Court 
may  direct  and  approve.  The  Administrator 
of  the  United  States  Courts  shall  make  ap- 
propriate provisions  for  the  use  of  and  ac- 
counting for  any  postage  required  pursuant 
to  such  directives.  The  provisions  of  this 
paragraph  shall  terminate  on  October  1, 
1983. 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the  amend- 
ment of  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate. 

CHAPTER  III— DEPARTMENT  OP 
DEFENSE— MILITARY 
Operation  and  Maintenance 
operation  and  maintenance,  navy 
Amendment  No.  41:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  includes  language  requiring  the  Navy 
to  obligate  in  the  Operation  and  Mainte- 
nance. Navy,  account  10  percent  of  the  out- 
standing gross  termination  liability  for  the 
TAKX  and  T-5  ship  programs. 
Procurement 

AIRCRAFT  procurement,  AIR  FORCE 

Amendment  No.  42:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

AIRCRAFT  PROCVREMENT.  AIR  FORCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Aircraft 
Procurement,  Air  Force",  S1S5,000,000,  to  be 
available  until  September  30,  1985,  for  long 
lead  procurement  of  engine,  defensive  and 
offensive  avionics,  and  airframe  compo- 
nents, in  quantities  which  will  be  required  if 
Congress  approves  multiyear  procurement 
of  the  B-IB  pursuant  to  section  2306(hJ, 
title  10,  U.S.C:  Provided  That  S185,000.000 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  the  B-IB 
in  Public  Law  97-377  is  rescinded:  Provided 
further.  That  nothing  in  this  paragraph 
shall  be  deemed  to  approve  multiyear  pro- 
curement of  the  B-IB. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  support  language  required 
to  allow  initiation  of  long  lead  procurement 
of  B-IB  aircraft,  engine  and  avionics  compo- 
nents in  sufficient  quantities  to  sustain  mul- 
tiyear procurement  of  this  strategic  bomber 
should   Congress   approve  such   a  procure- 
ment program  in  subsequent  appropriation 
acts.  This  action  is  designed  to  preserve  the 
savings   the   Department   of   Defense  esti- 
mates will  be  available  under  multiyear  con- 
tracting without  committing  the  Congress 
to   the   multiyear   approach   in   fiscal   year 
1984  and  beyond.  The  conferees  understand 
the   long   lead   components   procured   with 
these  funds  can  be  fully  utilized  to  support 
annual  procurement  of  the  B-IB  aircraft. 
other  procurement,  air  force. 
Amendment  No.  43:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur   in   the   amendment   of   the   Senate 
which  includes  language  providing  the  Air 
Force    authority    to    procure    six    armored 
sedans  at  not  to  exceed  $100,000  per  vehicle. 
The    conferees    agree    that    the    armored 
sedans  to  be  procured  under  the  authority 
provided  in  the  Senate  amendment  shall  be 
used  only  to  protect  senior  officials  overseas 
from  terrorist  activities.  The  conferees  are 
disappointed    that    the    Department    has 
failed  to  issue  guidelines  on  how  require- 
ments for  these  vehicles  are  to  be  deter- 
mined, and  on  how  to  achieve  economies 
through  combined  procurement  and  pool- 
ing. The  conferees  therefore  direct  that  no 
armored    sedans    be    procured    until    such 
guidelines  have  been  issued  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  has  certified  to  the  Com- 


mittees on  Appropriations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Senate  that  the 
proposed  procurement  is  in  accordance  with 
the  guidelines. 

Research,  Development,  Test  and 
Evaluation 

research,  development,  test  and 
evaluation,  navy 
Amendment  No.  44:  Retains  the  language 
proposed  by  the  Senate  which  appropriates 
$1,500,000  for  directed  energy  technology. 

General  Provisions 
Amendment  No.  45:  Changes  the  heading 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  46:  Changes  the  refer- 
enced citation  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  47:  Deletes  the  House 
language  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  which 
would  have  required  the  Navy  to  obligate  in 
Navy  accounts  10  percent  of  the  outstand- 
ing termination  liability  for  the  TAKX  and 
the  T-5  ship  programs.  Similar  language  is 
included  in  amendment  number  41. 

Amendment  No.  48:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  includes  language  prohibiting  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  from  entering  into  any 
lease,  charter,  or  similar  contract  for  any 
vessels,  aircraft  or  vehicles  with  a  term  of 
three  years  or  more  that  imposes  an  esti- 
mated termination  liability  on  the  Govern- 
ment exceeding  50  percent  of  the  original 
purchase  value  for  which  Congress  has  not 
provided  an  appropriation  for  the  obligation 
of  10  percent  of  such  termination  liability. 

Amendment  No.  49:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  to  formulate 
or  carry  out  any  requirement  that,  in  order 
to  be  eligible  to^submit  a  bid  or  an  offer  on  a 
Department  of  Defense  contract  to  be  let  for 
the  supply  of  commercial  or  commercial- 
type  products,  a  small  business  concern  (as 
defined  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Small 
Business  Act)  must  (II  demonstrate  that  its 
product  is  accepted  in  the  commercial 
market  (except  to  the  extent  that  may  be  re- 
quired to  evidence  compliance  with  the 
Walsh-Healey  Public  Contracts  Act),  or  (2) 
satisfy  any  other  pre-qualification  to  sub- 
mitting a  bid  or  an  offer  for  the  supply  of 
any  such  product 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  50:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  increases  the  transfer  authority  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  by  $500,000,000. 
Amendment  No.  51:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  funds  for  the 
sale,  lease,  rental,  or  excessing  of  any  por- 
tion of  land  of  Fort  DeRussy,  Honolulu, 
Hawaii. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Deletes  the  language 
proposed  by  the  Senate  which  would  have 
repealed  section  773  of  the  Defense  Appro- 
priations Act.  1983.  as  contained  in  Public 
Law  97-377.  Section  773  contains  a  prohlbi- 
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tion  on  Implementing  POMCUS  sets  5  and 
6.  The  conferees  note  that  no  equipment  is 
scheduled  to  be  moved  during  the  remain- 
der of  fiscal  year  1983  for  these  POMCUS 
sets  and  agree  that  this  issue  can  be  ad- 
dressed in  a  timely  manner  within  the  fiscal 
year  1984  Defense  Appropriations  Bill. 
Host  Nation  Support 

The  conferees  endorse  the  language  con- 
tained in  House  Report  Number  98-207  di- 
recting that  certain  steps,  including  modifi- 
cation of  the  Host  Nation  Support  agree- 
ment, be  taken  prior  to  expenditure  of 
funds  included  in  this  Supplemental. 

CHAPTER  IV 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

Report  language  relating  to  items  in  this 
Chapter  included  by  the  House  which  is  not 
changed  by  the  report  of  the  Senate,  and 
Senate  report  language  which  is  not 
changed  by  the  conference  is  approved  by 
the  committee  of  conference.  The  statement 
of  the  managers,  while  repeating  some 
report  language  for  emphasis,  does  not 
Intend  to  negate  the  language  referred  to 
above  unless  expressly  provined  herein. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

Corps  op  Engineers— Civil 

general  provisions 

Amendment  No.  53:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Lotoer  San  Joaguin  River,  California,  au- 
thorised by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
December  22,  1944,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
further  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers, to  perform  clearing  and  snagging 
on  the  San  Joaquin  River  from  Stockton. 
Califomia.  to  Friant  Dam,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  tS, 000.000.  Prior  to  initiation  of  con- 
struction, a  non-Federal  entity  shall  provide 
adequate  assurance  for  providing  all  lands, 
easements,  rights-of-way  and  utility  reloca- 
tions at  no  expense  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment; execute  a  written  agreement  pursuant 
to  section  221  of  Public  Law  91-611:  agree  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  project  works 
upon  completion  of  construction  in  accord- 
ance with  rules  and  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Department  of  ttie  Army:  and  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam- 
ages due  to  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project,  not  including 
damages  due  to  the  fault  or  negligence  of  the 
United  States  or  its  contractors. 

Funds  for  the  Wister  Lake  project.  Oklaho- 
ma, authorized  pursuant  to  the  Flood  Con- 
trol Act  of  1938  (S2  Stat  1218J  shall  be  used 
to  reduce  sedimentation  impacts  frv  raising 
the  level  of  the  conservation  pool  perma- 
nently by  3  feet  and  seasonably  by  an  addi- 
tional 3.4  feet  and  Die  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
hereby  authorized  to  take  such  measures  as 
are  necessary  to  carry  out  this  directive. 

Contracts  for  architect  and  engineering 
services,  and  surveying  and  mapping  serv- 
ices, shall  be  awarded  in  accordance  with 
title  IX  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin- 
istrative Services  Act  of  1949  140  U.S.C.  541 
et  seq.J. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  include  in  the  survey  report  on 
ThreemiU  Creek,  tiotiiU.  Alabama,  the  costs 


and  benefits  of  local  improvements  initiated 
subsequent  to  January  1,  1982,  by  the  city  of 
Mobile  for  flood  damage  reduction  measures 
which  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  are 
compatible  with  and  constitute  an  integral 
part  of  his  recommended  plan.  In  determin- 
ing the  appropriate  non-Federal  share  for 
such  plan,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  give 
recognition  to  costs  incurred  by  non-Federal 
interests  m  carrying  out  such  local  improve- 
ments. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  hereby  authorized 
to  prepare  a  comprehensive  study  and  rec- 
ommendations for  the  dei'elopment  and  effi- 
cient utilization  of  the  water  and  related  re- 
sources of  southcentral  and  southeast  Okla- 
homa and  to  prepare  a  similar  comprehen- 
sive study  and  recommendatioris  for  the  Red 
River  and  its  tributaries  in  Arkansas,  Texas. 
Louisiana,  and  Oklahoma. 

Funds  herein  or  hereafter  provided  for  the 
Beverly  Shores,  Indiana,  project  may  t>e 
used  to  operate  and  maintain  the  emergency 
shore  protection  measures  constructed  pur- 
suant to  section  103  of  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Act. 
1982  (95StaL  1137). 

Not  to  exceed  SSOO.OOO  shall  be  available 
for  removal  of  obstructive  shoals  within  the 
project  limits  of  the  Kawkawlin  River,  MI. 
project 

Section  107  of  Public  Law  97-88  pertain- 
ing to  maintenance  and  operation  of  the 
Chicago  Sanitary  and  Ship  Canal  of  the  Illi- 
nois Waterway  in  the  interest  of  navigation 
includes  the  Control  Structure  and  Lock  in 
the  Chicago  River,  and  other  facilities  as 
are  necessary  to  sustain  through  navigation 
from  Chicago  Harbor  on  Lake  Michigan  to 
Lockport  on  the  Des  Plames  River. 

Not  to  exceed  SSOO.OOO  shall  t>e  available 
for  channel  clearing  of  Bayou  Rigolette  as 
determined  advisable  by  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers in  the  Project  Aloha- Rigolette  Area. 
Grant  and  Rapides  Parish.  Louisiana,  au- 
thorized by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
August  18.  1941. 

The  Wallisville  Reservoir.  Texas,  project 
authorized  by  section  101  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87-874),  is 
hereby  modified  with  respect  to  its  physical 
elements  an^  planned  operation  as  recom- 
mended in  the  Wallisville  Lake.  Texas.  Post- 
Authorization  Change  Report  July  1981.  as 
supplemented.  July  1982.  Notwithstanding 
the  above  modifications,  provisions  of  the 
Contract  for  Water  Storage.  Salinity  Con- 
troL  and  Recreation  in  Wallisville  Reservoir 
(Contract  Numbered  DACW64-67-C-0108 
signed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  2  Febru- 
ary 1968)  between  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment and  the  city  of  Houston,  the  Trinity 
River  Authority  of  Texas,  and  the  Chambers 
Liberty  Counties  Navigation  District  shall 
govern  non-Federal  participation:  Provided. 
That  total  project  cost  as  cited  m  said  con- 
tract shall  be  understood  to  consist  of  U) 
costs,  exclusive  of  land  costs,  actually  in- 
curred by  the  United  States  in  connection 
icith  construction  of  elements  currently  in 
place  and  to  be  used  in  the  modified  plan, 
including  interest  during  construction:  (21 
the  actual  cost  of  lands  used  in  the  modified 
plan:  and  (3)  completion  costs  of  the  modi- 
fied plan,  including  interest  during  con- 
struction. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized, 
notwittistanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
to  widen,  as  necessary  for  safe  passage,  the 
navigation  opening  of  Franklin  Ferry 
Bridge.  Jefferson  County,  Alabama.  The 
work  herein  authorized  shall  t>e  accom- 
plished at  Federal  expense:  however,  no  con- 


struction to  widen  the  navigation  opening 
shall  l)egin  nor  contract  for  alteration  of  the 
bridge  may  be  awarded  until  the  owner  shall 
agree  that  upon  completion  of  the  alteration 
to  thereajter  operate  and  maintain  the 
Franklin  Ferry  Bridge  as  altered.  There  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to 
exceed  14,000,000,  which  includes  SI, 000.000 
previously  appropriated,  to  carry  out  this 
section.  Amounts  authorized  by  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  available  until  expended. 

The  Ventura  Marina  project  authorized  by 
section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1968  (Public  Law  90-483).  as  modified,  is 
hereby  amended  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  tjie  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers to  reimburse  the  Ventura  Port  Dis- 
trict from  available  Operation  and  Mainte- 
nance. General  funds  for  work  performed  by 
the  Port  just  prior  to  February  25.  1983,  in 
the  area  normally  maintained  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated in  this  or  any  future  Act  for  the  Ven- 
tura Marina.  California,  project  Tnay  be 
used  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  any 
work  performed  unless  such  work  has  the 
prior  approval  of  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Appropriations 
Committees. 

Section  164  of  the  Water  Resources  Devel- 
opment Act  of  1976  (Public  Law  94-587)  as 
amended  by  Section  3  of  F^blic  Law  97-140. 
is  further  amended— 

ID  by  inserting  the  following  after  the  first 
sentence:  "The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  con- 
struct an  approach  roadway  from  the  end  of 
the  Washington  State  Route  129  overpass  of 
such  bridge  to  Sixteenth  Avenue  in  the  city 
of  Clarkston,  Asotin  County.  Washington. ": 
and 

(2)  in  the  last  sentence,  by  striking  out 
'S23. 200.000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■S24,000,000". 

The  authorization  for  the  Sardis  Lake 
project  contained  in  section  203  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87-874)  as 
amended  by  section  108  of  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriation  Act  of 
1982  (Public  Law  97-88)  is  hereby  amended 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
plan,  design,  and  construct  a  water  intake 
structure  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of 
SSOO.OOO. 

The  project  for  navigation  at  Moriches 
and  Shinnecock  Inlets,  New  York,  author- 
ized in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-645),  and  the 
items  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  there- 
to, are  hereby  modified  to  the  extent  neces- 
sary to  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  the  Naviga- 
tion feature  independent  of  other  features. 

Notwithstanding  subsection  5901(a)  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code  (80  Stat  508),  as 
amended,  the  uniform  allowance  for  uni- 
formed civilian  employees  of  the  United 
States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  may  be  up 
to  S400  annually. 

The  United  States  Army  Chief  of  Engineers 
may  accept  the  services  of  volunteers  and 
provide  for  their  incidental  expenses  to 
carry  out  any  activity  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  except  policy  making  or  law  or 
regulatory  enforcement  Such  volunteers 
shall  not  be  employees  of  the  United  States 
Government  except  for  the  purposes  of  (1) 
chapter  1 71  of  title  28  of  the  United  StaUs 
Code,  relating  to  tort  claims,  and  (2)  chapter 
81  of  title  5  of  the  UniUd  States  Code,  relat- 
ing to  compensation  for  work  injuries. 


Hereafter,  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
visions of  law  or  of  this  Act  appropriations 
for  the  Yatesville  Lake  construction  project 
made  available  by  Public  Law  97-257.  chap- 
ter V  and  Public  Law  97-377.  title  I,  section 
140  (96  Stat  1916)  shall  be  obligated  to  con- 
struct the  Yatesville  Lake  project 

Section  104(b)  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1958.  Public  Law  85-500.  as  amended  by 
section  302  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1965.  Public  Law  89-298,  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  "SS.OOO.OOO"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "SIO.OOO.OOO". 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  prepare  and  submit  to  Congress  a 
feasibility  report  on  the  water  resource 
needs  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Homochitto  and 
Buffalo  Rivers,  Saint  Catherine  and  Coles 
Creeks.  Bayou  Pierre,  and  other  major  tribu- 
taries draining  into  the  Mississippi  River 
between  Bayou  Pierre  and  the  Buffalo 
River.  Mississippi,  to  recommend  remedial 
measures  for  flood  control,  bank  stabiliza- 
tion, sedimentation,  and  related  purposes. 

The  Columbia  River  at  the  mouth.  Oregon 
and  Washington,  project  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  5.  1884,  as 
amended,  is  modified  to  provide  for  deepen- 
ing of  the  northernmost  2.000  feet  of  the 
channel  cross  section  to  55  feet  at  Federal 
expense:  Provided,  That  S5,300,000  of  "Con- 
struction, general'  funds  shall  be  made 
available  to  undertake  this  project  modifica- 
tion. 

Section  1114  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "any  civilian 
official  or  employee  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  assigned  to  perform  investiga- 
tions, inspections,  law  or  regulatory  enforce- 
ment functions,  or  field-level  real  estate 
functions."  immediately  after  "National 
Park  Service. ". 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  design  and  construct  and  under- 
take measures  necessary  to  provide  a  level  of 
protection  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter- 
mines necessary  to  prevent  recurring  flood 
damages  along  the  Pearl  River  in  the  vicini- 
ty of  Jackson.  Mississippi,  substantially  in 
accordance  with  preliminary  plans  devel- 
oped by  the  Mobile  District  Engineer,  at  a 
currently  estimated  cost  of  S26.500,000,  in- 
cluding S2,300,000  made  available  in  this 
appropriation  for  advanced  engineering 
and  design.  Expenditures  by  the  Pearl  River 
Basin  Development  District  in  constructing 
improvements  at  the  Mississippi  Highway 
25  Bridge,  at  integral  part  of  the  plan  au- 
thorized herein,  shall  be  credited  toward  the 
local  share  of  the  project  costs.  Prior  to  im- 
plementation of  the  work  authorized  herein, 
non-Federal  interests  must  agree  to  provide 
the  requirements  prescribed  in  section  3  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936,  as  amended. 

The  Secretary  of  Army  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  is  directed  to  start  con- 
struction of  the  Crater  Lake  phase  of  the 
Snettisham  hydroelectric  project  authorized 
by  the  1962  Flood  Control  Act  with  funds  ap- 
propriated in  fiscal  years  1982  and  1983. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  agree  with  the  House 
report  language  regarding  the  Falls  of  the 
Ohio  National  Wildlife  Conservation  Area. 
Ky.  and  Ind..  project  and  the  Tioga-Ham- 
mond  Lakes,  Pa.,  project.  The  conferees 
agree  with  the  Senate  report  language  re- 
garding the  Presque  Isle,  Pa.,  project  and 
the  South  Metro  Atlanta.  Ga.,  study. 

The  conferees  are  very  concerned  with  the 
water  problems  of  the  Greater  New  York 


area  including  both  groundwater  and  sur- 
face flows.  This  problem  threatens  the  secu- 
rity of  a  major  metropolitan  area  of  the 
U.S.  Therefore,  the  conferees  direct  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  utilize  available  funds 
to  prepare  a  plan  of  action  to  address  this 
serious  problem.  Also  the  Division  Engineer, 
North  Atlantic  Division,  is  to  include  in  the 
statement  on  the  FY  1985  budget  a  funding 
schedule  and  necessary  draft  legislation  to 
facilitate  an  expeditious  resolution  to  this 
water  supply  problem. 

The  Committee  is  aware  of  the  hazardous 
erosion  condition  that  exists  at  Lincoln 
Park  on  the  North  side  of  Chicago,  in  Cook 
County,  111.  The  Chicago  Park  District  has 
constructed  an  erosion  control  revetment 
and  leased  the  protected  area.  However, 
continued  high  water  levels  have  caused 
rapid  deterioration  of  the  District's  con- 
structed protection.  Should  the  erosion 
problem  continue  unchecked,  the  revetment 
would  fail  causing  the  District  to  lose  its 
capital  construction  investment,  and  finan- 
cial loss  of  the  leased  facility.  Within  avail- 
able funds,  $241,000  should  be  used  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  provide  revetment 
protection  to  the  Lincoln  Park  leased  facili- 
ty. 

Within  available  funds,  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers shall  allocate  $200,000  in  order  to  con- 
tinue planning  and  engineering  of  the  flood 
control  project  for  Lock  Haven.  Pennsylva- 
nia. 

The  conferees  are  aware  of  the  serious 
flooding  problem  in  the  Salt  Lake  metropol- 
itan area  of  Utah.  In  light  of  this  and  the 
potential  for  additional  flooding,  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  is  to  use  available  funds  to 
update  and  expedite  planning  and  prepara- 
tion for  the  Little  Dell  Lake  Project  in  an- 
ticipation of  construction. 

Amendment  No.  54:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  relating  to  Oregon 
Inlet.  North  Carolina. 

Amendment  No.  55:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  relating  to  the  Wister 
Lake,  Oklahoma,  project. 

Amendment  No.  56:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  pro- 
viding for  the  implementation  and  mainte- 
nance of  flood  control  measures  on  the  Cow- 
litz and  Toutle  Rivers.  Washington. 

In  view  of  the  language  included  in  this 
bill,  the  conferees  direct  the  Portland  Dis- 
trict Engineer  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  coordinate  and  report  to  ap- 
propriate State,  County  and  local  officials 
and  Congressional  interests  when  the  level 
of  protection  for  those  areas  downstream  of 
Mount  St.  Helens  falls  below  the  100-year 
flood  level  of  protection. 

Furthermore,  the  conferees  believe  that 
the  Corps'  final  report,  as  requested  by  the 
President,  on  permanent  solutions  to  water 
and  related  problems  stemming  from  the 
Mount  St.  Helens  eruption  should  be  expe- 
ditiously processed  for  the  Congress  to  con- 
sider. The  conferees,  therefore,  direct  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  immediately  submit  to 
the  appropriate  Committees  a  schedule  on 
Implementation  of  the  final  report  and  to 
promptly  inform  all  interested  parties  of 
any  changes  in  the  schedule  thereafter. 

CONSTRUCTION,  GENERAL 

Amendment  No.  57:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  ap- 
propriating $2,000,000  for  engineering  and 
design  studies  for  a  closure  structure  be- 
tween Lake  Marion  and  Lake  Moultrie  and 


for  construction  of  measures  to  improve  the 
seismic  sUbility  of  the  Pinopolis  West  Dam. 
South  Carolina. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  or  Reclamation 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendment  No.  58:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  am  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  engage  in  a  feasibility  study  for 
the  Prairie  Bend  unit  Pick-Sloan  Missouri 
River  Basin  program,   located  in  Dawson, 
Buffalo,  and  Hall  Counties  in  Nebraska  for 
irrigation,    stabilization    of    ground-water 
levels,  enhancement  of  water  quality,  small 
community  and  rural  domestic  water  sup- 
plies, management  of  fish  and  wildlife  habi- 
tat public  outdoor  recreation,  flood  control, 
and  other  purposes  determine  to  be  appro- 
priate. Such  feasibility  study  shall  include  a 
detailed  report  on  any  effects  the  proposed 
project  may  have  on  wildlife  habitat  includ- 
ing habitat-of  the  sandhill  crane  and  the  en- 
dangered whooping  crane.  Such  feasibility 
study  shall  also  develop  alternative  water 
management  plans  that  are  coTisistent  with 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  Migra- 
tory Bird  Treaty  Act  Before  funds  are  ex- 
pended for  the  feasibility  study,  the  State  of 
Nebraska,  or  dther  non-Federal  entity,  shall 
agree   to  participate  in   the  study  and  to 
share  in  the  cost  of  the  study.  The  non-Fed- 
eral share  of  the  costs  may  be  partly  or 
wholly  in  the  form  of  services  directly  relat- 
ed to  the  conduct  of  the  study. 

In   accordance   with   the   repayment  con- 
tract  for    the    Dallas    Creek    participating 
project  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  storage 
project  entered  into  January  14.  1977.  and 
entitled    'Repayment  Contract  Between  the 
United    Stat'.s    of   America    and    the    Tri- 
County    Water  Conservancy   District",    the 
portion  of  the  costs  of  such  project  includ- 
ing interest  on  construction  costs,  allocated 
to  municipal  and  industrial  use  which  ex- 
ceeds $38,000,000  shall  not  be  reimbursable. 
To  provide  adequate  access  to  the  McGee 
Creek    recreation    areas.    Wildlife   Manage- 
ment Area,  and  Natural  Scenic  Recreation 
Area  for  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  general 
public  of  those  facilities,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  authorized  to  secure  right-of-way, 
design  and  construct  or  otherwise  improve 
two  existing  county  access  roads  (1)  west- 
side  road  beginning  at  the  existing  county 
road  extending  from  Oklahoma  State  High- 
way 3  near  the  community  of  Lane,  Oklaho- 
ma, and  extending  adjacent  to  the  McGee 
Creek  Reservoir  and  terminating  at  the  ex- 
isting county  road  extending  from  Oklaho- 
ma State   Highway  43  in   the  vicinity  of 
Stringtown.  Oklahoma,  a  distance  of  some 
19   miles:    (2)   eastside   road   beginning   at 
State  Highways  3  and  7  near  Center  Point, 
Oklahoma,  and  extending  northward  to  the 
upper  end  of  McGee  Creek  Reservoir,  a  dis- 
tance of  some  11  miles.  The  westside  road 
will  be  constructed  with  a  24-foot  berm  and 
20-foot  paved  surface  and  the  eastside  con- 
structed  with  a  28-foot   berm  and  24-foot 
paved  surface.  Both  roads  will  have  a  mini- 
mum 6-inch  gravel  base  and  be  paved  vnth 
all  weather  asphaltic  surface.  The  cost  for 
the  facilities  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be 
nonreimbursable. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized, 
when  fie  deems  it  appropriate,  to  defer  over 
the  remaining  term  of  any  repayment  con- 
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tract  or  for  a  period  of  five  years,  whichever 
is  less,  the  1983  xcater  service  and  repayment 
contract  obligations  for  capital  and  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  costs  associated 
toith  federally  constructed  or  federally  as- 
sisted projects  to  reflect  the  percentage  of 
acreage  removed  from  cultivation  pursuant 
to  the  "Special  program  for  Com,  Grain, 
Sorghum,  Upland  Cotton,  and  Rice"  under 
title  7  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
part  770.  and  any  regulations  supplementa- 
ry thereto  or  amendatory  thereof.  Such  de- 
ferment of  payments  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
"supplemental  or  additional  benefit"  within 
the  meaning  of  section  203la)(2)  of  the  Rec- 
lamation Reform  Act  of  1982. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  engage  in  feasibility  studies  of 
the  following  proposals: 

il)  Pilot  Butte  powerplant,  Riverton  unit, 
located  in  Fremont  County,  Wyoming: 

12)  Siletz  River  Basin  project,  located  in 
Lincoln  and  Polk  Counties.  Oregon; 

131  Water  conservation  and  efficient  use 
program,  All-Amencan  Canal  relocation 
project,  located  in  Imperial  County,  Califor- 
nia; and 

(4)  Gibson  Dam  powerplant,  located  on 
the  Sun  River  in  Lewis  and  Clark  Counties, 
Montana. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  under 
I  the  general  investigations  authority,  engage 

j  in  a  joint.  State-led  study  with  the  State  of 

t  Nebraska,  which  will  consult  with  its  appro- 

priate subdivisions,  of  cost-effective  alterna- 
tives to  the  Norden  Dam.  O'Neill  unit  of  the 
Pick-Sloan  Missouri  River  Basin  program. 
—  Nebraska;  and  shall  use  available  funds  to 
initiate  such  study.  The  study  period  shall 
not  exceed  18  months,  starting  with  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  No  funds  shall  be  expended 
for  any  construction  activity  for  the  Norden 
Dam,  O'Neill  unit  prior  to  the  completion  of 
this  study. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  agree  with  the  Senate 
report  language  regarding  the  Tualatin 
Valley  irrigation  project. 

The  conferees  direct  the  Bureau  of  Recla- 
mation, immediately  upon  enactment  of 
this  Act.  to  contract  with  the  State  of  Ne- 
braska to  conduct  the  State-led  study  of  a 
wellfield/groundwater  recharge  proposal, 
and  shall  use  available  funds  for  the  study 
not  to  exceed  $100,000.  The  study  shall  not 
exceed  18  months  starting  with  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act.  and  no  funds  shall  be 
expended  for  any  construction  activity  for 
the  Norden  Dam.  O'Neill  unit,  prior  to  the 
completion  of  this  study.  Furthermore,  the 
conferees  expect  that  the  State  shall  during 
the  study  period,  consult  with  all  interested 
parties  including  appropriate  subdivisions  of 
the  State  of  Nebraska. 

Amendment  No.  59:  Delegates  language 
proposed  by  the  Senate  relating  to  the 
Dallas  Creek,  Colorado,  project. 

DEPARTMENT  OP  ENERGY 

Energy  Supply,  Research  and  Development 
Activities 
The  conferees  sigree  that  $500,000  shall  be 
used  to  continue  and  maintain  the  evaluat- 
ed nuclear  data  file.  The  funding  should  be 
from  available  funds  in  the  Energy  Supply. 
Research  and  Development  Activities  appro- 
priation and  not  restricted  to  basic  energy 
sciences. 


Western  Area  Power  Administration 

construction,  rehabilitation,  operation 
and  maintenance 

Amendment  No.  60:  Appropriates 
$30,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  in- 
stead of  $15,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  provides  for  the  full  funding  for 
the  direct  current  intertie  near  Sidney,  Ne- 
braska. 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  61:  Appropriates 
$3,488,000  for  "Salaries  and  exp>enses.  Fed- 
eral Energy  Regulatory  Commission"  in- 
stead of  $2,988,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $3,988,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  62:  Earmarks  $500,000  for 
continuation  of  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline 
case  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 

GENERAL  PROVISION 

Amendment  No.  63:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  relating  to  the  restart 
of  the  L-Reactor  at  the  Savannah  River 
Plant,  Aiken,  South  Carolina. 

The  conferees  agree  that  the  restrictions 
on  the  restart  of  L-Reactor  at  the  Savannah 
River  Plant.  Aiken,  South  Carolina,  con- 
tained in  P.L.  98-50  are  binding  on  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  with  regard  to  the  use 
of  fiscal  year  1983  funding  effective  July  14, 
1983.  the  date  of  ensw:tment.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  General  Counsel  has  con- 
firmed this  position.  The  provisions  of  P.L. 
98-50  are  as  follows: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act.  or  by  any  other  Act.  or  by  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law  shall  be  available  for  the  pur- 
pose of  restarting  the  L-Reactor  at  the  Sa- 
vannah River  Plant.  Aiken.  South  Carolina, 
until  the  Department  of  Energy  completes 
an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  pursu- 
ant to  section  102i2)(Cl  of  the  National  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act  of  1969  and  until 
issued  a  discharge  permit  pursuant  to  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33 
U.S.C.  1251.  et.  seq.)  as  amended,  which 
permit  shall  incorporate  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions provided  in  the  Memorandum  of  Un- 
derstanding entered  into  between  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  and  the  State  of  South 
Carolina  dated  April  27.  1983.  relating  to 
studies  and  mitigation  programs  associated 
with  such  restart.  For  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph the  term  "restarting"  shall  mean  any 
activity  related  to  the  operation  of  the  L-Re- 
actor that  would  achieve  crilicality.  gener- 
ate fission  products  within  the  reactor,  dis- 
charge cooling  water  from  nuclear  oper- 
ations directly  or  indirectly  into  Steel  Creek, 
or  result  in  cooling  system  testing  dis- 
charges which  exceed  the  volume,  frequency 
and  duration  of  test  discharges  conducted 
prior  to  June  28,  1983. 

Consistent  with  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  of  1969,  and  in  consulta- 
tion with  State  officials  of  South  Carolina 
and  Georgia,  the  preparation  and  comple- 
tion of  the  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment called  for  in  the  preceding  paragraph 
shall  be  expedited.  The  Secretary  of  Energy 
may  reduce  the  public  comment  period, 
except  that  such  period  shall  not  be  reduced 
to  less  than  thirty  days,  and  the  Secretary 
shall  provide  his  Record  of  Decision,  based 
upon  the  completed  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  not  sooner  than  Decemtyer  1. 
1983.  and  not  later  than  January  1,  1984. 


CHAPTER  V 

MULTILATERAL  ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

INTERNATIONAL  FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  INTERNA- 
TIONAL DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIA- 
TION 

Amendment  No.  64:  Appropriates 
$245,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  in- 
stead of  $125,000,000  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

The  Conferees  are  aware  of  significant 
problems  concerning  the  methods  by  which 
the  World  Bank  calculates  GNP  per  capita 
statistics,  particularly  for  centrally  planned 
economies.  The  Conferees  direct  the  U.S. 
Executive  Director  to  urge  the  World  Bank 
to  undertake  a  comprehensive  study  ad- 
dressing these  issues  aimed  at  improving 
current  calculation  methods. 

International  Monetary  Fund 
Amendment  No.  65:  Reported  in  true  dis- 
agreement. 

International  Organizations  and 
Programs 
Amendment  No.  66:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert  the  following; 

S20.500.000.  of  which  $4,500,000  is  available 
only  for  payment  to  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency,  and  tl6.000.000  is 
available  only  for  payment  to  the  Interna- 
tional Fund  for  Agrucultural  Development 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  are  deferring  without  prej- 
udice funds  proposed  by  the  Senate  for  the 
Pan  American  Health  Organization. 

BILATERAL  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

AGRICULTURE.  RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT  AND  NUTRITION 
Amendment  No.  67:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur  in 
the  amendment  of  the  Senate.  The  Senate 
amendment  provides  $5,000,000  for  develop- 
ment assistance  for  Belize.  The  Conferees 
are  in  agreement  with  language  contained 
in  the  House  report  to  the  Supplemental 
concerning  procurement  practices  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  in 
regard  to  wooden  utility  poles  and  directs 
the  Agency  to  take  action  accordingly. 

Economic  Support  F^nd 
Amendment  No.  68:  Provides  $301,250,000 
instead  of  $253,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $322,500,000  as  prcposed  by  the 
Senate. 

The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that 
$150,000,000  shall  be  provided  to  Lebanon  in 
the  form  of  grants  and  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  expended.  The  conferees  direct 
that  any  funds  provided  to  Zaire  shall  be 
available    only    for    development    projects 
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funded  through  private  voluntary  organiza- 
tions. 
Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation 

Amendment  No.  69:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

OVERSEAS  PRIVATE  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

The  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
tion is  authorized  to  make  such  expendi- 
tures within  the  limits  of  funds  available  to 
it  and  in  accordance  with  law  (including 
not  to  exceed  S30.000  for  official  reception 
and  representation  expenses),  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without 
regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations,  as  provid- 
ed by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corpo- 
ration Control  Act  (31  U.S.C.  9104 J.  as  may 
be  necessary  in  carrying  out  the  program  set 
forth  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1983. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  recede  and  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate. 

Department  or  State 
migration  and  refugee  assistance 

Amendment  No.  70:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Department  of  State 

mioration  and  refugee  assistance 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Interna- 
tional disaster  assistance".  S15.000.000,  to 
remain  available  until  September  30,  1984, 
which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  "Mi- 
gration and  Refugee  Assistance":  Provided, 
That  this  sum  shall  be  available  only  for  re- 
settlement services  and  facilities  for  refugees 
and  displaced  persons  in  Africa. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  "Eco- 
nomic Support  Fund",  $5,000,000.  to  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1984,  which 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  "Migration 
and  Refugee  Assistance":  Provided,  That 
this  sum  shall  be  available  only  for  assist- 
ance to  combat  piracy  in  the  Gulf  of  Thai- 
land, 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the  amend- 
ment of  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate. 


Military  Assistance 
Ponds  Appropriated  to  the  President 

military  assistance  program 
Amendment  No.  71:  Provides  a  total  of 
$93,325,000  instead  of  $155,650,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  and  $31,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House.  The  conferees  are  in 
agreement  that  not  more  than  $25,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  El  Salvador. 

Foreign  Military  Sales  Credits 
Amendment  No.  72:  Provides  $293,500,000 
instead  of  $398,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  and  $189,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that 
$100,000,000  shall  be  available  only  for  Leb- 
anon; that  not  more  than  $2,000,000  shall  be 
available  for  Somalia,  and  that  no  funds 
provided  in  this  chapter  shall  be  available  to 
Jordan. 

Amendment  No.  73;  Amends  House  lan- 
guage stricken  by  the  Senate  and  provides 
that  no  funds  in  the  chapter  may  be  used 
for  Guatemala  except  for  development 
projects  funded  through  private  voluntary 
organizations.  The  Senate  action,  would 
have  permitted  the  possibility  of  funds  in 
this  chapter  being  used  for  such  purposes. 

Amendment  No.  74;  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows; 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following; 

Notwithstanding  section  10  of  Public  Law 
91-672  funds  in  this  chapter  may  not  be  ob- 
ligated until  the  enactment  of  authorizing 
legislation  or  until  September  15,  1983, 
whichever  comes  first 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the  amend- 
ment of  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate. 

The  conferees  are  extremely  concerned 
over  the  difficulty  in  securing  the  enact- 
ment of  authorizing  legislation  involving 
foreign  affairs  and  strongly  support  the 
concept  of  securing  an  authorization  first 
and  then  proceeding  with  appropriations. 
The  conferees  would  urge  that  whatever 
steps  are  necessary  be  taken  to  secure  enact- 
ment of  the  supplemental  authorization 
needed  for  this  chapter  before  September 
15,  1983. 

CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND 

URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Housing  Programs 

ANNUAL  contributions  FOR  ASSISTED  HOUSING 

Amendment  No.  75:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 


concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
.•  Provided,  That  in  addition  to  the  above, 
the  budget  program  set  forth  in  the  first  pro- 
viso under  the  heading  Annual  Contrityu- 
tions  for  Assisted  Housing  (Disapproval  of 
Deferral)  in  Public  Law  98-8  (97  Stat  13,  16, 
17)  is  hereby  amended  to  provide  for  assist- 
ance under  section  5  of  the  United  States 
Housing  Act  of  1937.  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1437c),  for  additional  section  8  housing  of 
up  to  six  thousand  units  under  loan  man- 
agement up  to  seven  thousand  units  under 
property  disposition,  and  up  to  nine  hun- 
dred new  or  substantial  rehabilitation  units 
to  be  made  available  to  satisfy  an  existing 
consent  decree,   settlement  agreement   and 
set-aside  pursuant  to  court  order,  respective- 
ly, in  litigation  in  which  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  is  a  party; 
for  up   to  one  hundred   additional  public 
housing  units  for  conversions  from  assist- 
ance under  section  23  of  such  Act  as  it  exist- 
ed immediately  before  enactment  of  Public 
Law  93-383  (88  Stat  633);  and  for  amend- 
ments. $24,500,000  of  contract  authority  and 
$245,000,000  of  budget  authority  for  existing 
units:  Provided  further.   That  such  budget 
program    is    hereby    amended    further    to 
reduce    the   budget   authority    to    be   made 
available  for  interest   rate  adjustments  by 
$340,000,000.     section     23     conversions     by 
$63,450,000,  public  housing  amendments  by 
$62,000,000,  and  amendments  for  section  8 
new  construction/substantial  rehabilitation 
by  $198,000,000.   and   the  tudget  authority 
made  available  by  the  foregoing  reductions 
shall  be  used  for  the  purposes  and  up  to  the 
amounts  set  forth  in  the  immediately  pre- 
ceding proviso:  Provided  further,  That  not- 
withstanding the  limitation  on  the  use  of  re- 
captured budget  authority  in  the  third  pro- 
viso under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  97- 
377  (96  Stat  1830.  19071,  any  budget  author- 
ity authorized  by  such  section  5  which  is  re- 
captured   in  fiscal   year  1983  and   exceeds 
$2,400,000,000  shall  also,  with  the  amounts 
of  budget  authority  which  become  available 
as  a  result  of  the  reductions  set  forth  in  the 
preceding  proviso,  be  made  available  to  sat- 
isfy the  budget  authority  requirements  of  the 
amendments    to   such   budget   program   set 
forth  in  the  first  proviso  hereof  and  such  re- 
captured amounts  exceeding  the  amount  of 
the  budget  authority  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  such  first  proviso  shall  then 
be  used  in  accordance  with  the  third  proviso 
under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  97-377  (96 
Stat  1830,  1907) 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  following  table  displays  the  revised 

1983  budget  program  for  assisted  housing; 


ANNUAL  CONTRIBUTIONS  FOR  ASSISTED  HOUSING-GROSS  RESERVATIONS.  FISCAL  YEAR  1983 


Units  Cost 

(aiKjroih     (appro*- 
male)        mate) 


Contract 
auttnrity 


Term 


Budiet 
autlwity 


Mhonty  available. 
New  auttwity 

CirniMi 

IMml 


Pemianent  auttoity.. 
Total,  available 


NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 


$519,711,198 
137,067,234 

24.503,015 
215.617,2H 

24,665,665 


NA  {8.651.475.689 

NA  1,S90JS8,901 

NA  750,041.632 

NA  4.600,000,000 

NA  24,665.665 


NA 


NA      921.564,376 


NA  !5,6ie,541.887 


UK  ol  authority 
Pubkc  housing 
Indian  . 


Section  23 

Interest  rate 

Lease  abiustnients 

Modemutoi:  Frgm  new  antlierily ,, 


2.000 
NA 
100 
NA 
NA 
NA 


S6,460 

NA 

i,794 

NA 
NA 
NA 


12,920,000 
23.000,000 
179.400 
1,870,000 
23,800,000 
125,000,000 


28 
NA 
40 
NA 
1 


361,760,000 

720,000,000 

7,176,000 

65,000,000 

23.100,000 


20    2.500.000.000 
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RENT  SUPPLEMENT 

Amendment  No.  76:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
that  implementation  of  the  90  percent  limi- 
tation on  contract  amendments  for  in- 
creased costs  of  rent  supplement  and  rental 
assistance  payments  units  be  delayed  until 
October  1.  1983, 

The  committee  of  conference  agrees  that 
implementation  of  the  90  percent  limitation 
be  delayed  until  October  1.  1983,  in  order  to 
provide  an  orderly  transition  to  the  cost 
sharing  stipulation.  The  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  is  expect- 
ed to  fully  fund  the  required  amendments 
for  State-aided  rent  supplement  and  rental 
assistance  payments  units  in  fiscal  year 
1983.  However,  the  conferees  wish  to  make 
clear  that  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1984  the 
annual  amendments  for  these  units  will 
only  be  funded  at  90  percent  of  the  in- 
creased amount  required. 

HOUSING  FOR  THE  ELDERLY  OR  HANDICAPPED 

rUND 

Amendment  No.  77:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  stricken  by  the 
Senate  providing  that  the  1983  housing  for 
the  elderly  or  handicapped  program  be  op- 
erated under  the  rules  in  effect  prior  to 
March  18.  1983. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  OPERATION  OF  LOW-INCOME 
HOUSING  PROJECTS 

Amendment  No.  78:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
that  any  fiscal  year  1983  operating  subsidy 
funds  in  excess  of  1983  performance  funding 
system  requirements  be  available  for  fiscal 
year  1984  requirements. 

The  conferees  agree  that  additional  excess 
funds  over  fiscal  year  1983  requirements,  es- 
timated to  be  SISO.OOO.OOO.  will  be  available 
in  fiscal  year  1984.  However,  the  conferees 
expect  HUD  to  provide  all  public  housing 
authorities  with  100  percent  of  the  current 
performance  funding  system  requirements 
in  fiscal  year  1983. 

FEDERAL  HOUSING  ADMINISTRATION  FUND 

Amendment  No.  79:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 


concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  in- 
creasing the  limitation  on  Federal  Housing 
Administration  mortgage  insurance  commit- 
ments by  $5,000,000,000. 

SECTION  203(h)  LIMIT 

Amendment  No.  80:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
amending  section  203(h)  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  to  raise  the  amount  insurable 
for  mortgages  on  residences  replacing  resi- 
dences destroyed  by  natural  disasters  from 
$14,400  to  $67,500  (or  more  in  high  cost 
areas). 

Community  Planning  and  Development 

URBAN  renewal  PROGRAMS 

Amendment  No.  81:  Restores  language 
proposed  by  the  House  and  stricken  by  the 
Senate  appropriating  $6,000,000  for  an 
urban  renewal  grant. 

SECRETARY'S  DISCRETIONARY  FUND 

In  light  of  the  increased  emphasis  on  the 
need  for  improved  education  in  the  area  of 
high  technology,  the  Committee  directs  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment to  fund  from  the  Secretary's  discre- 
tionary fund  a  project  in  Madison  County. 
Mississippi,  which  will  provide  for  water  and 
sewer  facilities  to  enable  Holmes  Junior  Col- 
lege to  complete  a  center  for  training  up  to 
5.000  students  for  high  technology  jobs. 
This  project  will  provide  immediate  employ- 
ment for  a  number  of  teachers,  trainers,  and 
other  support  staff,  and  will  provide  future 
employment  for  the  students  in  the  sur- 
rounding businesses  and  industries. 

Management  and  Administration 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

Amendment  No.  82;  Deletes  language  pro- 
p(}sed  by  the  House  and  stricken  by  the 
Senate  that  would  restrict  the  HUD  Secre- 
tary's ability  to  reorganize  certain  field  of- 
fices. 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  83:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows:  $9,000,000, 
of  which  1 2. 900.000  shall  be  transferred  to 


"Research  and  development"  to  remain 
available  until  September  30.  1984,  and  shall 
only  be  used  for  establishing  a  center  for 
hazardous  waste  management 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  believe  that  a  mission-ori- 
ented, multi-disciplinary  center  is  essential 
to  provide  a  comprehensive  and  cost-effec- 
tive approach  to  solving  the  Nation's  serious 
hazardous  waste  problems.  It  is  clear  that 
potential  t>enefits  from  reducing  the  volume 
of  hazardous  wastes  generated  and  improv- 
ing techniques  for  the  management,  dispos- 
al and  cleanup  of  wastes  cannot  be  fully  re- 
alized through  the  narrow  and  compartmen- 
talized research  program  EPA  has  been  pur- 
suing. The  conferees  direct  that  $2,000,000 
be  used  to  establish,  staff,  and  develop  plans 
for  a  hazardous  waste  management  center 
to  bring  together  technical,  medical  and 
public  policy  experts  in  a  modem  research 
and  educational  facility.  In  establishing  this 
center  EPA  should  select  a  university  with 
schools  of  biomedical  sciences,  engineering, 
nutrition  and  veterinary  medicine  as  well  as 
proven  programs  in  urban  and  environmen- 
tal policy. 

Consumer  Information  Center 

Amendment  No.  84:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

CONSUMER  ISrORMATlON  CENTER  FUND 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  there  is  hereby  established  in  the  Treas- 
ury of  the  United  States  a  Consumer  Infor- 
mation Center  Fund,  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration, for  the  purpose  of  disseminat- 
ing Federal  Government  consumer  informa- 
tion to  the  public  and  for  other  related  pur- 
poses. There  shall  be  deposited  into  the  fund 
for  fiscal  year  1983  and  subsequent  fiscal 
years:  (A)  Appropriations  from  the  general 
funds  of  the  Treasury  for  Consumer  Infor- 
mation Center  activities;  (B)  User  fees  from 
the  public;  (C)  Reimbursements  from  other 
Federal  agencies  for  costs  of  distributing 
publications:  and  (D>  Any  other  income  in- 
cident to  Consumer  Information  Center  ac- 
tivities. Moneys  deposited  into  the  fund 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  Con- 


sumer Information  Center  activities  in  such 
amounts  as  are  specified  in  appropriation 
Acts.  Any  unobligated  balances  at  the  end  of 
a  fiscal  year  shall  remain  in  the  fund  and 
shall  be  available  for  authorization  in  ap- 
propriation Acts  for  subsequent  fiscal  years. 
This  fund  shall  assume  all  the  liabilities,  ob- 
ligations, and  commitments  of  the  said  Con- 
sumer Information  Center  account  The  rev- 
enues and  collections  deposited  into  the 
fund  shall  be  available  for  necessary  ex- 
penses of  Consumer  Information  Center  ac- 
tivities in  the  amount  of  $5,415,000  during 
fiscal  year  1983.  Administrative  expenses  of 
the  Consumer  Information  Center  in  fiscal 
year  1983  shaU  not  exceed  $1,382,000.  For 
the  purposes  of  the  fund,  administrative  ex- 
penses shall  be  defined  as  those  expenses  pre- 
viously paid  from  appropriations  to  the 
CoTisumer  Information  Center.  Revenues 
and  collections  accruing  to  this  fund  during 
fiscal  year  1983  in  excess  of  $6,797,000  shall 
remain  in  the  fund  and  shall  not  be  avail- 
able for  expenditure  except  as  authorized  in 
appropriations  Acts.  The  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development-Independ- 
ent Agencies  Appropriations  Act  1984 
If^blic  Law  98-45),  is  hereby  amended  by 
deleting",  other  than  administrative  ex- 
penses," from  the  first  proviso  under  the 
heading  "General  Services  AdministratiOTi, 
Consumer  Information  Center". 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Veterans  Administration 
general  provision 
Amendment  No.  85:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

GENERAL  PROVISION 

Sec.  1.  (a/  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
administration  of  the  following  described 
lands  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Veterans 
Administration  for  use  as  an  addition  to  the 
Sitka  National  Cemetery:  That  tract  of  un- 
improved land  lying  easterly  of  existing 
structures  which  is  a  portion  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  Public  Land  Order  numbered 
1707  of  August  6.  1958,  provided  that  the 
actual  description  of  the  lands  to  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Veterans  Administration  shall 
be  determined  by  a  survey  made  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  after 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture. The  actual  description  shall  be  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  as  a  Public  Land  Order. 

<b)  The  lands  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  are  a  portion  of  the  lands  re- 
served by  Executive  Order  numbered  8854  of 
August  16,  1941,  for  use  of  the  United  States 
Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  as  a  magnetic 
and  seismological  observatory  site.  Subse- 
quently, a  portion  of  the  lands  described  in 
Executive  Order  numbered  8854  was  trans- 
ferred by  Fhiblic  Land  Order  numbered  1707 
of  August  6,  1958,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Forest  Service,  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  use  as  an  administrative  site  in  connec- 
tion unth  the  administration  of  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  Lands  described  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  of  this  section  are  hereby  deleted 
from  Executive  Order  numbered  8854  and 
PuWic  Land  Order  numbered  1 707. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  and  pro- 
vided that  the  National  Park  Service  shall 
be  permitted  to  continue  to  use  the  residence 
and  other  improvements  on  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  this  section  for  a  period  of  not 


less  than  three  years  from  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  in  accordance  with  terms 
mutually  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Administrator  of  the  Veter- 
ans Administration,  and  provided  further 
that  the  National  Park  Service  shall  pay  no 
more  for  the  use  of  the  residence  and  other 
improvements  than  the  money  actually  ex- 
pended to  maintain  the  same  by  the  Veter- 
ans Administration,  administration  of  the 
following  described  public  lands  is  hereby 
transferred  to  the  Veterans  Administration 
for  use  as  an  addition  to  the  Sitka  National 
Cemetery:  The  lands  described  as  tract  num- 
bered 2  of  Presidential  Proclamation  2965  of 
February  25,  1952,  provided  that  the  actual 
description  of  the  lands  to  be  administered 
by  the  Veterans  Administration  shall  be  de- 
termined by  a  survey  made  and  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  actual  de- 
scription shall  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  as  a  Public  Land  Order. 

(b)  The  lands  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  were  reserved  by  Presidential 
Proclamation  2965  on  February  25,  1952,  as 
an  administrative  site  for  the  Sitka  Nation- 
al Monument  Lands  described  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  are  hereby  deleted  from 
Presidential  Proclamation  2965. 

(cJ  In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  of 
the  Veterans  Administration  determines 
that  all  or  any  part  of  the  lands  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  are  no  longer 
needed  for  National  Cemetery  purposes, 
those  lands  no  longer  needed  shall  be  re- 
turned to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

Sec.  3.  These  provisions  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Sitka  National  Cemetery  Transfer  Act 
of  1983': 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  do  not  expect  that  the 
transfer  of  land  or  its  subsequent  develop- 
ment for  cemetery  purposes  as  provided  for 
under  this  amendment  will  constitute  a 
major  Federal  action  significantly  affecting 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment  as 
defined  by  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act.  Public  Law  91-190. 

Amendment  No.  86:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  prohibiting  the  'Veter- 
ans    Administration     from     reducing     the 
number  of  full-time  employees  at  the  Jack- 
sonville office  to  less  than  10. 
CHAPTER  VII 
DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Amendment  No.  87:  Appropriates  no  funds 
for  management  of  lands  and  resources  for 
fire  supplemental  costs  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $45,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

The  managers  agree  that  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  should  follow  the  guid- 
ance contained  in  Section  102  of  Public  Law 
97-394  with  respect  to  sources  of  funds  for 
fire  presuppression  or  suppression  costs. 
The  Department  is  expected  to  submit  a 
fiscal  year  1984  supplemental  in  the  amount 
of  actual  costs  incurred,  to  reimburse  the 
programs  from  which  funds  were  borrowed 
to  cover  such  costs. 

Amendment  No.  88:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  In  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  provides  a  further  definition  of  a  unit 
of  local  government  for  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes. 

Amendment  No.  89:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 


the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

(4/  a  new  section  6907  is  added  as  follows: 

(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  chapter,  a  State  may  enact  legisla- 
"tion  which  requires  that  any  payments 
which  would  be  made  to  units  of  general 
local  government  pursuant  to  this  chapter 
be  reallocated  and  redistributed  in  whole  or 
part  to  other  smaller  units  of  general  pur- 
pose government  which  (1)  are  located 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  larger  unit  of 
general  local  government  (2)  provide  gener- 
al governmental  services  and  (3)  contain  en- 
titlement lands  within  their  boundaries. 

Such  reallocation  or  redistribution  shall 
generally  reflect  the  level  of  services  provid- 
ed by,  and  the  number  of  entitlement  acres 
within,  the  smaller  unit  of  general  local  gov- 
ernment 

(b)  Upon  enactment  of  legislation  by  a 
State,  described  in  subsection  (a),  the  Secre- 
tary shall  make  one  payment  to  siLCh  State 
equaling  the  aggregate  amount  of  payments 
which  he  otherwise  would  have  made  to 
units  of  general  local  government  within 
such  State  pursuant  to  this  chapter.  It  shall 
be  the  responsibility  of  such  State  to  make 
any  further  distribution  of  the  payment  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (a). 

Such  redistribution  shall  be  made  within 
30  days  after  receipt  of  such  payment  No 
payment  or  portion  thereof,  made  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  used  by  any  State  for  the 
administration  of  this  subsection  or  subsec- 
tion <a). 

<c)  Appropriations  made  for  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes  for  a  fiscal  year  may  be  used  to 
correct  underpayments  in  the  previous 
fiscal  year  to  achieve  equity  among  all 
qualified  recipients. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

This  amendment  permits  states,  upon 
their  enactment  of  legislation,  to  reallocate 
PILT  payments  to  units  of  local  govern- 
ments which  provide  general  governmental 
service  and  contain  entitlement  lands  within 
their  boundaries.  It  also  permits  appropria- 
tions to  be  used  to  correct  underpayments 
made  in  the  prior  fiscal  year. 

United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Amendment  No.  90:  Appropriates 
$4,000,000  for  construction  and  anadromous 
fish  as  proposed  by  the  House.  This  permits 
the  Service  to  proceed  with  construction  of 
a  national  fish  research  facility  in  Gaines- 
ville, Florida.  The  managers  agree  that  up 
to  $50,000  within  available  funds  shall  be  al- 
located for  operation  of  the  Jones  Hole 
NFH  in  Utah  in  fiscal  year  1983. 
National  Park  Service 

Amendment  No.  91:  Appropriates  $500,000 
for  operation  of  the  national  park  system  as 
proposed  by  the  House.  This  will  permit  the 
service  to  enter  into  a  cooperative  agree- 
ment to  rehablliUte  the  James  A.  Garfield 
Memorial. 

Amendment  No.  92:  Appropriates 
$1,000,000  for  construction  Instead  of 
$4,280,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  This 
will  permit  the  Service  to  complete  phases  1 
and  2  of  the  rehabilitation  of  the  African 
Meeting  House  in  Boston  NHP.  Landscap- 
ing, exterior  rehabilitation,  and  interpreta- 
tive planning  willbe  funded  In  a  subsequent 
year  so  that  it  will  be  complete  by  1988  to 
celebrate  the  350th  anniversary  of  the  arriv- 
al of  the  first  blacks  In  Massachusette.  No 
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funds  are  provided  for  construction  of  visi- 
tor facilities  in  Voyageurs  NP.  Those  funds 
will  be  provided  in  the  1984  bill.  The  manag- 
ers agree  that  the  Service  should  Investigate 
the  benefits  of  providing  a  new  access  point 
off  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  to  the  Bay 
Springs  County  Road  east  of  the  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  and  South  of  State 
Highway  4  in  Tishomingo  County.  Miss. 

The  Senate  allocation  of  Highway  money 
by  park  unit  differs  from  the  allocation  in 
the  House  Report.  The  managers  agree  with 
the  Senate  allocation.  The  managers  agree 
the  Service  should  follow  reprogramming 
procedures  for  changes  to  these  projects. 

Amendment  No.  93:  Reported  in  true  dis- 
agreement. 

Amendment  No.  94:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  appropriating 
$68,200,000  for  land  acquisition  and  state  as- 
sistance instead  of  $30,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $64,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  »nll  move  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate. 

The  funds  are  earmarked  for  the  follow- 
ing areas: 

Mason  Neck  NWR $3,000,000 

Ash  Meadows.  Nev 5.000.000 

Sawtooth  NRA 4.000.000 

Cranberry  Wilderness.  W. 

VA 2.200.000 

Rocky  Mountain  NP 4.000.000 

Big  Cypress  N.  Preserve 4.000.000 

Big  Thicket  N.  Preserve 6.000.000 

Gulf  Islands  NS 4.300.000 

Chickamauga  and  Chatta- 
nooga NMP 327.000 

Lake  Clark  NM 166.500 

Acadia  NP 220.500 

Redwoods  NP  (for  deposit 
with  the  Court  for  pay- 
ment to  the  three  largest 

timber  owners) 34.000.000 

Deficiencies 986.000 


ToUl. 


$68,200,000 

Amendment  No.  95:  Transfers  $8,000,000 
to  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  96:  Earmarks  amounts 
transferred  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  97:  Transfers  $6,200,000 
to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  98:  Earmarks  funds  for 
Gulf  Islands  NS.  Chickamauga  and  Chatta- 
nooga NMP.  Lake  Clark  NM.  and  Acadia  NP 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  No  funds  are  pro- 
vided for  acquisition  of  mineral  interests  in 
Park  units  where  mining  is  not  specifically 
authorized  by  law.  The  Justice  Department 
is  aware  of  concerns  for  an  ongoing  investi- 
gation of  a  Gulf  Island  NS  land  acquisition 
condemnation.  Any  information  available  to 
the  Justice  Department  will  be  transmitted 
to  the  U.S.  District  Court  when  the  money 
Is  deposited  into  the  registry  of  the  Court 
and  prior  to  any  distribution  of  those  funds. 

Amendment  No.  99:  Earmarks  $34,000,000 
for  Redwood  NP  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
These  funds  are  to  be  deposited  with  the 
U.S.  District  Court  for  allocation  to  the 
three  major  timber  owners. 

Amendment  No.  100:  Earmarks  $986,000 
for  deficiencies  as  proposed  by  the  House  in- 
stead of  $1,800,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 


Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamatioh  and 
Enforcement 
Amendment  No.  101:  Appropriates 
$51,870,000  for  the  Abandoned  Mine  Recla- 
mation Fund  instead  of  zero  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $54,730,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

The  managers  agree  that  the  amount 
below  the  Senate  level  U  the  $2,860,000  for 
Federal  reclamation  projects.  These 
projects  may  be  funded  from  other  coopera- 
tive agreements  which  have  come  in  below 
cost.  The  managers  further  agree  that  the 
money  for  Rural  Abandoned  Mine  projects 
is  for  administrative  costs  associated  with 
projects  funded  in  the  fiscal  year  1982  Ap- 
propriation Act. 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Amendment  No.  102:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  appropriating 
$53,150,000  for  Operation  of  Indian  Pro- 
grams instead  of  $15,800,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $51,350,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  will  move  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate.  The  total  amount  provides 
for  the  following: 

Fire  supplemental $14,000,000 

Water    rights    litigation- 
attorney  fees 150,000 

Water    rights    litigation- 
litigation  support 1,650,000 

Upgrade       BIA       schools 
transferred   to  State   of 

Alaska 9.350.000 

Upgrade  or  replace  Mount 
Edgecumbe         Boarding 

School 22,000,000 

Contract  support  indirect 

costs 6,000,000 

The  managers  agree  that  the  $22,000,000 
available  for  the  Mount  Edgecumbe  Board- 
ing School  shall  be  provided  to  the  State 
only  if  the  State  agrees  to  assume  operation 
of  the  Mount  Edgecumbe  facility.  There 
shall  be  no  Federal  operation  of  the  facility 
after  June  30,  1983.  The  managers  also 
agree  that  the  $9,350,000  provided  for  the 
Alaska  day  schools  shall  be  for  rehabilita- 
tion or  reconstruction  of  such  schools  only, 
not  for  basic  operation  and  maintenance: 
and  that  no  additional  funds  for  upgrading 
the  schools  shall  be  provided  in  the  future. 
The  managers  agree  that  they  will  permit 
the  Bureau  to  transfer  other  funds  to  con- 
tract support  during  the  fourth  quarter  if 
those  funds  are  not  required  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  original  appropriation 
was  made. 

Amendment  No.  103:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 
.  Provided,  That  $22,000,000  of  such  amount 
shall  be  available  until  expended  for  trans- 
fer to  the  State  of  Alaska  on  the  condition 
that  the  State  use  the  funds  for  the  benefit  of 
Alaska  Native  secondary  students  by  either 
renovating  the  former  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs Mount  Edgecumbe  Boarding  School  or 
constructing  another  non-Federal  boarding 
school  facility  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs shall  not  expend  any  other  funds  for 
the  operation  of  any  secondary  education 
program  or  facility  in  the  State  after  June 
30.  1983:  Provided  further.  That  while  con- 


sultation concerning  day  school  transfers  to 
the  State  of  Alaska  will  continue  with  affect- 
ed milages,  locaJ  concurrence  is  not  required 
in  this  continuing  effort  to  establish  a  single 
system    of    education    envisioned    by    the 
Stale's  constitution:  Provided  further.  That 
after  June  30,  1984,  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs   shall   fund    no    more    than    ten    day 
schools  in  Alaska:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  shall  not  fund  any 
schools  in  Alaska  after  June  30,  1985:  Pro- 
vided   further.     That    t9. 350,000    of    such 
amount  shall  be  available  until  expended  for 
transfer  to  the  State  of  Alaska  to  assist  in 
the     rehabilitation     or     reconstruction     of 
Bureau-owned  schools  which  are  transferred 
to    the   State:   Provided  further.    That    the 
1 9,350,000  appropriated  in  Public  Law  97- 
394  available  to  the  State  of  Alaska  to  assist 
in     the     rehabilitation     of    Bureau-owned 
schools  which  are  transferred  to  the  State 
may  also  be  used  for  reconstruction:  Provid- 
ed further,  That  when  any  Alaska  day  school 
operated  by  contract  is  transferred,  the  State 
shall  assume  any  existing  contract  pertain- 
ing to  the  operation  or  maintenance  of  such 
school  for  a  minimum  of  two  years  or  until 
the  expiration  of  the  negotiated  contract, 
whichever    comes   first'    Provided   further. 
That   nothing  in   the  foregoing  shall  shall 
preclude     assistance     otherwise     available 
under  the  Act  of  April  16,  1934  148  Stat  596J. 
as  amended  (25  U.S.C.  452  et  segJ,  or  any 
other  Act  to  such  schools  on  the  same  basis 
as  other  public  schools:  Provided  further. 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  pre- 
pare within  one  year  after  the  date  of  this 
Act  an  official  survey  by  supplemental  plat 
and  convey  to  the  State  of  Alaska  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States,  in- 
cluding all  improvements  situated  thereon, 
in  the  following  described  lands: 
That    portion    of    Japonski     Island    (U.S. 
Survey  No.  1496,  within  protracted  sections 
34  and  35,  T.  55  S.,  R.  63  E.,  sections  2  a^d  3. 
T.  56  S.,  R.  63  E.,  Copper  River  Meridian, 
State  of  Alaska/,  withdrawn  from  the  public 
domain  of  the  United  States  by  Public  Law 
79-478  and  Public  Law  83-568  for  use  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Indian 
Health  Service,  except  the  smallest  practica- 
ble tract  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Interior,    enclosing   land   actually   used   in 
connection  with  the  administration  of  the 
Indian  Health  Service  hospital  on  the  date 
of  this  Act  (this  IHS-used  land  comprising 
no  more  than  15.25  acres,  excluding  roads/. 
The  southwesterly  boundary  of  these  lands  is 
common  with  lands  withdrawn  for  use  of 
the   United  States   Coast   Guard  by  public 
land  order  and  with  lands  held  by  the  State 
of  Alaska.  Dimsion  of  Aviation. 
Such  conveyance  is  conditioned  upon  the 
execution  by  the  State  of  Alaska  of  an  agree- 
ment to  begin  operating  a  Mt  Edgecumbe 
school  facility  no  later  than  September  1, 
1984.  The  above-described  lands  reserved  for 
the  use  of  the  Indian  Health  Service  shall 
also  be  conveyed  to  the  State  of  Alaska  if  at 
any  time  the  Indian  Health  Service  or  any 
successor  organization  or  agency  ceases  to 
operate  a  health  care  facility  on  said  lands. 
Enactment  of  this  statute  has  the  full  force 
and  effect  of  an  interim  conveyance,  as  de- 
fined in  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands 
Conservation  Act    to  the  State  of  Alaska, 
subject  to  the  above  condition.    The  force 
and  effect  of  such  an  interim  conveyance  is 
to  convey  to  and  vest  in  the  State  of  Alaska 
exactly  the  same  right  title,  and  interest  in 
and  to  the  lands  as  the  State  would  have  re- 
ceived had  it  been  issued  a  patent  by  the 
United  States.    Upon  survey  of  lands  con- 
veyed by  the  interim  conveyance  a  patent 


thereto  shall  be  issued  to  the  State  of  Alaska. 
The  lands  conveyed  by  this  statute  are  not 
subject  to  acreage  adjustment  under  section 
6  of  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
With  regard  to  the  Alaska  day  schools 
under  contract,  the  managers  agree  that  no 
BIA  or  other  Federal  funds  shall  be  used  to 
continue  funding  the  contracts  after  trans- 
fer of  the  schools  to  the  State. 

Amendment  No.  104:  Deletes  $120,000  for 
road  construction  proposed  by  the  House. 
The  managers  agree  that  $120,000  should  be 
made  available  from  fiscal  year  1983  road 
construction  funds  that  would  otherwise 
carryover  to  fiscal  year  1984  to  provide  for 
the  BIA  project  on  Oklahoma  State  High- 
way 18  from  Shawnee  to  Tecumseh,  Oklaho- 
ma. 

Amendment  No.  105:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert  the  following: 

For  payment  to  the  authorized  governing 
body  of  the  Papago  Tribe  of  Indians, 
$15,000,000  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, for  deposit  in  the  Papago  Trust 
Fund  established  by  said  governing  body 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  97-293  (96  Stat 
1283)  which  fund  shall  be  held  in  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  such  tribe  pursuant  to  section 
309  of  that  law. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  106:  Agrees  to  language 
which   appropriates  $5,250,000   for  deposit 
into  the  Cooperative  Fund  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  instead  of  language  proposed  by 
the  House. 
Territorial  and  International  Affairs 
Amendment  No.  107:  Deletes  deferral  dis- 
approval heading  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  108:  Appropriates 
$12,058,000  for  Administration  of  Territo- 
ries as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$3,188,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  109:  Deletes  a  disapproval 
of  a  deferral  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
House,  on  May  26,  1983,  passed  House  Reso- 
lution 181  disapproving  the  deferral  pro- 
posed by  deferral  D83-55. 

Forest  Service 
Amendment  No.  110:  Appropriates  no 
funds  for  national  forest  system  fire  supple- 
mental as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$46,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The 
managers  agree  that  up  to  $50,000  of  avail- 
able funds  shall  be  used  to  relocate  snowmo- 
bile trails  in  the  Green  Mountain  National 
Forest. 

The  Forest  Service  is  expected  to  submit  a 
fiscal  year  1984  supplemental  in  the  amount 
of  actual  fire  presuppression  and  suppres- 
sion costs  incurred,  to  reimburse  the  pro- 
grams from  which  funds  were  borrowed  to 
cover  such  costs. 

Department  of  Energy 
Amendment  No.   HI:  Deletes  on-budget 
appropriation  for  construction  of  Phase  III 
for  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  112:  Deletes  heading 
"(Disapproval  of  Deferral)"  proposed  by  the 

Amendment  No.  113:  Deletes  off-budget 
appropriation  for  construction  of  Phase  III 


for  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  114:  Deletes  deferral  dis- 
approval of  $800,000,000  for  the  Strategic 
Petroleum  Reserve  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  managers  reaffirm  the  strong  com- 
mitment of  the  Congress  as  expressed  in 
Public  Law  97-229  to  an  average  daily  fill 
rate  of  220.000  barrels  for  the  Strategic  Pe- 
troleum Reserve. 

At  the  insistence  of  the  Administration, 
the  managers  reluctantly  have  recommend- 
ed no  funds  in  this  bill  for  further  construc- 
tion of  the  Big  Hill.  Texas  storage  site.  The 
managers  have  been  informed  that  a  re- 
quest for  additional  construction  of  this  fa- 
cility will  be  presented  in  the  fiscal  year 
1985  budget  request  as  stated  in  a  July  19, 
1983  letter  from  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget.  This  schedule 
will  permit  fill  at  Big  Hill  to  begin  in  the 
third  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1987.  The  Ad- 
ministration's proposal  delays  the  availabil- 
ity of  additional  permanent  storage  by  18 
months  and  continued  fill  at  220,000  barrels 
per  day  as  required  by  law  will  necessitate 
the  use  of  expensive  interim  storage  in 
fiscal  year  1985. 

Amendment  No.  115:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

ADMINISTRATIVE    PROVISIONS,     DEPARTMENT    OF 
ENERGY 

Notwithstanding  section  303(3)  of  Public 
Law  97-257,  funds  provided  for  Economic 
Regulatory  Administration  by  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used:  (1)  to  maintain  not 
less  than  three  hundred  and  eighty  full-time 
permanent  Federal  employees,  of  which  not 
less  than  forty  employees  shall  be  assigned 
to  the  Office  of  Fuels  Conversion,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1983;  and 
(2)  to  maintain  not  less  than  three  hundred 
and  five  full-time  equivalent  Federal  em- 
ployees, of  which  not  less  than  twenty-seven 
employees  shall  be  assigned  to  the  Office  of 
Fuels  Conversion,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1984:  Provided  further.  That 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
the  minimum  employment  level  established 
in  Public  Law  97-257  for  the  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Fossil  Energy  is  re- 
duced to  715  with  no  further  amendment  to 
the  suballocations  therein. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
The  reduction  in  the  personnel  floor  for 
the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fossil  Energy 
conforms  to  action  being  taken  by  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  to  operate  the  Bartles- 
ville  Energy  Technology  Center  with  a  not 
for  profit  organization  and  the  transfer  of 
the  Grand  Forks  Energy  Technology  Center 
and  the  Laramie  Energy  Technology  Center 
to  state  universities.  The  managers  agree 
that  the  reductions  made  in  fossil  energy 
staff  should  be  used  to  provide  additional 
staff  for  the  state  and  local  programs  In 
energy  conservation. 

Health  Services  Administration 
Amendment       No.       116:       Appropriates 
$19,359,000   for   Indian   health   services  as 
proposed     by      the     House     instead     of 
$23,734,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Department  of  Education 
Amendment  No.  117:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 


and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
INDUN  EDUCATION 

For  part  C  of  the  Indian  Education  Act 
and  the  General  Education  Provisions  Act 
an  additional  amount  of  $1,938,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
The  managers  agree  that  the  Department 
of  Education  should  follow  the  regular  com- 
petitive process  in  making  these  funds  avail- 
able for  part  C  grants. 

Smithsonian  Institution 
Amendment  No.  1 18:  Deletes  f imds  for  sal- 
aries and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $180,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House.  The  managers  agree  that  the  se- 
curity force  of  the  Smithsonian  needs  to  be 
strengthened  and  will  provide  funds  for  48 
additional  guards  in  fiscal  year  1984.  The 
managers  expect  the  Smithsonian  to  begin 
to  hire  the  additional  guards  within  avail- 
able funds  in  fiscal  year  1983. 

Pennsylvania  Avenue  Development 
Corporation 
The  managers  concur  that  $5,000,000  of 
the  funds  appropriated  for  construction  of 
Market  Square  Park  be  reprogramed  to  ac- 
celerate the  completion  of  the  Third  to 
Sixth  Street  project  on  Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

Amendment  No.  119:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

77ie  Secretary  shall  appoint  a  Commission 
to  review  the  Department's  coal  leasing  pro- 
cedures to  ensure  receipt  of  fair  market 
value  within  30  days  after  enactment  of  this 
Act  and  said  Commission  shall  make  its 
recommendations  within  6  months  after  en- 
actment of  this  Act 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
This  will  permit  the  Secretary  to  proceed 
with  a  leasing  program  for  the  balance  of 
fiscal  year  1983. 

Amendment  No.  120:  Deletes  language 
proposed  by  the  House  prohibiting  lease 
sale  No.  78  from  taking  place  during  the  bal- 
ance of  fiscal  year  1983.  The  Secretary,  on 
June  9,  1983,  agreed  to  exclude  the  Atlantic 
Coast  of  Florida  from  lease  sale  No.  78  as  re- 
quested by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Administrator  of  NASA. 

Amendment  No.  121:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

No  funds  provided  in  this  or  any  other  Act 
to  agencies  funded  by  the  Interior  and  Re- 
lated Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1983 
(Public  Law  97-394)  may  be  expended  to 
take  actions  related  to  termination  of  pro- 
grams or  closure  of  facilities  proposed  to  be 
terminated  or  closed  in  the  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1984  until  enactment  of  the  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act 
1984  or  through  approved  reprogramming 
procedures. 
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The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  In  Implementing  the  ban  the  Park  Service  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 

will  move  to  concur  tn  the  amendment  of  shall  fully  comply  with  NEPA.  substantively  amendment,  insert  the  following:  to  remain 

IM  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  and  procedurally.  available  until  September  30,  1984. 

Several  programs  have  been  proposed  to  The  tolls  are  not  intended  to  be  perma-  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

be  terminated  in  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget,  nent.  Their  longest  duration  is  ten  years,  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

Several  facilities  were  proposed  for  closure  The  measure  approved  by  the  House,  pro-  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate, 

in  the  1984  budget.  The  managers  do  not  vided  that  the  toll  provisions  would  termi-  Amendment  No.  130:  Reported  in  technl- 

want  action  which  would,  in  effect,  permit  nate  3  years  after  enactment  if  construction  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 

termination  or  closure  before  action  is  com-  of  1-287  had  not  begun  and  within  10  years  of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 

pleted  on  the  fiscal  year  1984  appropriation  if  construction  had  begun.  This  amendment  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  amended 

act.  maintains  that  same  time  element.  Howev-  to  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  122:  Deletes  bill  language  er.  the  managers  expect  that  they  shall  ter-  In  lieu   of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 

proposed  by  the  Senate  to  authorize  and  minate.     absent    other    legislation,     much  amendment,  insert  the  following:  to  remain 

direct  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  acquire  before  that.  available  until  September  30,  1984, 

the  Sweeney  Ridge  tract   in  Golden  Gate  Amendment  No.  124:  Restores  House  Ian-  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

NRA.  The  managers  are  aware  of  changes  in  guage  which  provides  that  100  per  centum  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

conditions  since  the  last  appraisal  was  made  Federal  highway  trust  funds  are  available  to  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate, 

which   might   change   the   appraised   value  the  State  of  New  Jersey  for  the  construe-  Amendment  No.  131:  Reported  in  technl- 

itself.  Therefore,  the  Secretary  is  directed  tion  of  the  1-287  bypass  in  New  Jersey  or  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 

to  cause  to  be  updated,  within  30  days,  a  any  other  feasible,  suitable  alternative.  of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 

Park  Service  appraisal  of  the  value  of  the  Amendment  No.  125:  Reported  in  techni  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  amended 

Sweeney  Ridge  tract  of  the  Golden  Gate  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  to  read  as  follows: 

.NRA.  and  within  30  days  following  NPS  ap-  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  In   lieu  of   the  matter  proposed  by  said 

proval  of  the  updated  appraisal,  the  Secre-  and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  amendment,  insert  the  following:  to  remain 

tary  shall  enter  into  good  faith  negotiations  with  an  amendment  as  follows:  available  until  September  30,  1984, 

with  the  owner  of  the  tract  looking  to  possi-  in  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

ble  acquisition.  amendment,  insert  the  following:  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

Amendment    No.     123:    Restores    matter  The  Congress  finds  that  the  Forest  Serv-  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate, 

stricken  by  the  Senate  with  an  amendment  tees  proposal  of  March  IS,  1983,  to  consider  Amendment  No.  132:  Reported  in  techni- 

revising  the  termination  dates  proposed  by  sir  million  acres  of  the  national  forest  for  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 

the  House  for  restrictions  on  commercial  ve-  possible  sale  has  met  icith  considerable  op-  of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 

hicular  operations.  position:  and  the  national  forests  are  an  im-  In  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  amended 

The  Managers  direct  that  within  fifteen  portant  part  of  the  national  heritage  of  the  to  read  as  follows: 

days  of  enactment  of  this  law  the  Secretary  united  States;  and  the  national  forests  pro-  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 

of  Interior  establish  a  five  member  conunis-  vide  and  protect  important  resources;  and  amendment,  insert  the  following: 

sion  of  the  following:  the  Secretary  of  the  the  national  forests  provide  unique  opportu-  to    remain    available    until   September   30. 

Interior,   the  Secretary  of  Transijortation,  nities  for  recreation;  and  it  is  inconsistent  1984, 

the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  with  past  management  practices  to  dispose  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
Pennsylvania,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  of  large  portions  of  our  national  forests.  It  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
New  York  and  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  is,  therefore,  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  it  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
New  Jersey,  or  their  representatives.  This  is  not  in  the  national  interest  to  grant  the  The  bill  provides  a  $12,000,000  supplemen- 
Commission  is  to  review  the  transportation  authority  to  sell  significant  acreage  of  the  tal  appropriation  to  further  the  Depart- 
needs  of  the  three  state  area  resulting  from  national  forest  until  such  time  as  the  Forest  ment's  research  and  surveillance  activities 
the  acquisition  of  a  segment  of  Highway  209  Service  specifically  identifies  the  tracts  on  Acquired  Immune  Deficiency  Syndrome 
in  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recre-  which  are  no  longer  needed  by  the  Federal  (AIDS).  This  condition  is  a  very  serious 
ation  Area  by  the  National  Park  Service.  Government;   inventories   the   tracts   as   to  problem   with   a   high   fatality   rate.   Some 

Within  90  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  their  public  benefit  values;  provides  oppor-  1,902    reported   cases   of   AIDS   have   been 

act  the  Commission  shall  report  to  Congress  tunities  for  public  review  and  discussion  of  identified  in  the  United  States  since  June 

recommendations   to   implement   a   perma-  the  tracts;  and  completes  all  necessary  envi-  1981;  in  this  period  there  have  been  732  re- 

nent  transportation  improvement  program  ronTnental  assessments  of  such  sales.  ported  deaths  for  a  mortality  rate  of  39  per- 

in  the  affected  area.  The  review  shall  ad-  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  cent.  The  cause  of  this  immune  dysfunction 

dress  the  following  specific  areas  of  concern;  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of  remains  unknown. 

a.  The  impact  of  a  ban  on  commercial  ve-  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate.  The  amounts  included  in  the  bill  are  as 
hides   on   Highway    209   in   the   Delaware  /-hapttr  vtti  follows; 

Water  Gap  National  Recreation  Area,  with  ^-nAi-ir.K  viii  r^o^.^-c  f«,  r.i«oo.o  r-^ntr^i             »9  •>•>«  nnn 

the  exceptions  provided  for  in  the  bill.  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR                   Centers  for  Duiease  Control $2,225,000 

b.  The  impact  of  such  a  ban  on  the  envi-  Amendment  No.  126:  Reported  in  techni-  National  Institutes  of  Health; 

ronment.  health  and  safety,  and  the  econo-  ^^l  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part        National  Cancer  Institute 3,300,000 

my  of  eastern  Pennsylvania,  northern  New  qj  (.^e  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur  -National    Institute   of   Allergy 

Jersey,  and  portions  of  southern  New  York,  j^   the   Senate   amendment   extending   the           and  Infectious  Diseases 4.500.000 

c.  The  feasibility  and  desirability  of  the  availability  of  funds  appropriated  in  Public  National      Heart.     Lung     and 

creation  of  a  new  permanent  truck  route  ^a^  97-257                                                                       Blood  Institute 1.030.000 

through  the  three  state  region  to  meet  local  „                          health  and  Homan  Services  National  Institute  of  Neurolog- 

communities    future    traffic   safety    needs.  Department  or  Health  and  Human  Services  .^^^  ^^  Communicative  Dis- 

Such  action  would  insure  viable  access  for  Amendment   No.    127;   Deletes  appropria-  orders  and  Stroke                            545  000 

commercial  vehicles.  tion  of  $30,000,000  proposed  by  the  Senate                                         '. 

The  managers  expect  Congress  to  review  for  summer  youth  employment.  The  House  Total  NIH                                  9  375  000 

and  implement  the  Commission  recommen-  bill  included  no  funds  for  this  purpose.                       ..   ,  ^         .  u. •••••••■■•■•••••     ».     o. 

dations.  Amendment  No.  128:  Reported  in  techni-  Alcohol.  Drug  Abuse,  and  Mental 

In  the  development  of  the  regulations  by  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part        Health  Administration 400.000 

the  Interior  Department  required  to  imple-  of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur  With  the  exception  of  $1,465,000  in  the 

ment  the  prohibition,  the  business  facilities  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  amended  Centers  for  Disease  Control  (CDC),  which  is 

in  Northhampton  County,  Pennsylvania,  op-  to  read  as  follows;  to  restore  funds  diverted  during  FY   1983 

crating  on  the  date  of  enactment,  may  also.  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  from  CDCs  prevention  and  control  activi- 

along    with    Monroe    and    Pike    Counties,  amendment,  insert  the  following;  to  remain  ties,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that 

Pennsylvania  use  Highway  209  within  the  available  until  September  30.  1984.  these  additional  funds  will  supplement  the 

boundaries  of  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  Na-  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  $14,532,000  that  the  Public  Health  Service 

tional  Recreation  Area.  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of  plans  to  spend  in  FY  1983. 

Nothing  in  this  legislation  shall  prejudice  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate.  Amendment  No.  133;  Reported  in  technl- 

the  litigation  pending  between  the  State  of  Amendment  No.  129;  Reported  in  techni-  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 

New  Jersey  and  the  U.S.  Park  Service,  nor  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 

shall  It  In  any  way  limit  the  options  consid-  of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  which  ap- 

ered  by  the  Commission  or  predetermine  its  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  amended  propriates  $2,650,000   for  the   HMO   Loan 

&idings  and  recommendations.  to  read  as  follows;  and  Loan  Guarantee  Fund  as  proposed  by 
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the  Senate.  No  similar  provision  was  includ- 
ed in  the  House  bill. 

Amendment  No.  134;  Appropriates 
$1,300,000,000  for  Payments  to  Social  Secu- 
rity Trust  F*unds  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
This  payment  provides  a  one  time  credit  to 
the  Social  Security  System  for  the  value  of 
Social  Security  checks  which  were  issued  by 
the  Department  of  the  Treasury  but  which 
were  never  cashed.  This  appropriation  is  re- 
quired by  Section  152  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1983  (P.L.  98-21). 

Amendment  No.  135;  Deletes  appropria- 
tion of  $225  million  proposed  by  the  Senate 
for  a  program  of  health  insurance  for  the 
unemployed.  This  program  is  not  currently 
authorized.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that 
appropriations  to  initiate  such  a  program 
will  be  provided  on  an  expedited  basis  afttr 
the  enactment  of  authorizing  legislation. 

Amendment  No.  136:  Inserts  new  heading 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  137;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amend- 
ment, as  follows; 

From  the  Rural  Development  Loan  Fund 
under  the  Community  Economic  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1981.  $10,000,000  in  available 
appropriations  shall  be  obligated  in  the 
form  of  loans  only  by  December  31.  1983. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  of  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  are  agreed  that  priority 
shall  be  given  to  loans  to  nonprofit  organi- 
zations with  previous  experience  in  adminis- 
tering activities  under  the  Rural  Develop- 
ment Loan  Fund  program,  and  which 
comply  with  performance  standards  to  be 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Amendment  No.  138;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amend- 
ment, as  follows; 

From  the  Community  Development  Credit 
Union  Revolving  Loan  Fund,  the  entire  re- 
maining balance  of  the  Fund  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30.  1983,  shall  be  obligated  on  or  before 
December  31.  1983.  No  such  obligations  shall 
be  made  in  the  form  of  loan  guarantees. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  139;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
In  the  Senate  amendment  which  clarifies 
that  health  plaruiing  funds  appropriated  in 
P.L.  97-377,  the  fiscal  year  1983  Continuing 
Resolution,  can  be  used  for  grants  to  States 
made  eligible  by  section  935(b)  of  the  Omni- 
bus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Amendment  No.  140;  Appropriates 
$47,900,000  for  section  611  of  the  Education 
of  the  Handicapped  Act  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  House  bill  includes  no  funding 
for  this  purpose. 

Amendment  No.  141;  Appropriates 
$1,250,000  for  section  621  of  the  Education 
of  the  Handicapped  Act  relating  to  regional 
resource  centers,  instead  of  $2,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  bill  in- 
cludes no  funding  for  this  purpose.  The 
amount  in  the  bill  is  in  addition  to  the 
amount  otherwise  available  for  this  purpose 
for  fiscal  year  1983. 

Amendment  No.  142;  Inserts  appropria- 
tion heading  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  143;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 


of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  which  ap- 
propriates and  additional  amount  of 
$2,120,000  for  centers  for  independent 
living.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that 
$2,000,000  shall  be  available  for  special 
recreation  projects  (section  316  of  the  Reha- 
bilitation Act  as  amended). 

Amendment  No.  144;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  amended 
to  read  as  follows; 

For  an  additional  amount  to  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research  for  the 
establishment  and  support  of  two  research 
and  training  centers.  $1,500,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  one-half  of  which 
shall  be  available  for  the  establishment  and 
support  of  a  research  and  training  center  in 
pediatric  rehabilitation  pursuant  to  section 
204<b)<l)  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973, 
and  one-half  of  which  shall  be  available  for 
a  research  and  training  center  on  the  reha- 
bilitation needs  of  the  Pacific  Basin. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  direct  that,  of  the  appro- 
priation of  $1,500,000  for  the  National  Insti- 
tute of  Handicapped  Research.  $750,000 
shall  be  available  for  the  establishment  and 
support  of  a  research  and  training  center  fo- 
cusing on  pediatric  rehabilitation  at  the 
University  of  Cormecticut  Health  Center  in 
Farmington.  Connecticut,  and  $750,000  shall 
be  available  for  a  research  and  training 
center  on  the  rehabilitation  needs  of  the  Pa- 
cific Basin  to  be  located  at  the  University  of 
Hawaii. 

Amendment  No.  145.  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  amended 
to  read  as  follows; 

ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  subpart  1  of 
part  A  of  title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act  of  1965.  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  but  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30,  1984,  to  be  available  for  the  pay- 
ment of  grants  to  local  educational  agencies 
located  in  a  State  in  which  the  aggregate 
amount  of  grants  determined  for  such  agen- 
cies from  amounts  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1983  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  is  less  than  95  percent  of  the 
amount  of  the  grants  for  that  State  from 
amounts  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1982 
by  reason  of  the  application  of  the  1980 
Census  data  in  order  to  increase  the  amount 
for  local  educational  agencies  in  each  such 
State  to  the  amount  determined  for  that 
StaU  for  fiscal  year  1982:  Provided.  That  the 
amount  of  the  increase  in  any  grant  which  a 
local  educational  agency  in  any  State  shall 
be  eligible  to  receive  by  reason  of  the  appli- 
cation of  this  paragraph  shall  be  determined 
on  a  pro  rata  basis. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  are  agreed  that  none  of  the 
funds  provided  by  this  amendment  shall  be 
used  for  State  administration  under  section 
194(a)  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act. 

Amendment  No.  146;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  amended 
to  read  as  follows; 


STUDENT  FFNANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Notwithstanding  section  413  D(b)(l)- 
(B)(ii)  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965 
and  section  10  of  the  Student  Financial  As- 
sistance Technical  Amendments  Act  of  1982. 
funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  and 
any  furlds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1983 
for  subpart  2  of  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  that  are  not 
obligated  or  committed  for  the  fiscal  year 
1983  shall  be  allocated  in  a  manner  designed 
to  ensure  that  all  eligible  institutions  re- 
ceive a  minimum  funding  level  based  upon 
a  uniform  State  percentage  for  such  fiscal 
year. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  147;  Restores  House  lan- 
guage allowing  the  Secretary  of  Education 
to  compensate  private  debt  collection  agen- 
cies under  contract  with  the  Secretary  from 
amounts  collected  by  these  agencies  on 
loans  defaulted  under  part  E  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act,  section  406  of  the  Omnibus 
Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  of  1968, 
and  the  Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance 
Act  of  1962. 

The  Conferees  have  restored  language 
proposed  by  the  House  permitting  the  De- 
partment of  Education  to  compensate  pri- 
vate debt  collection  agencies  from  amounts 
collected  for  certain  accounts  for  the  re- 
mainder of  fiscal  year  1983. 

In  taking  this  action,  it  is  not  the  Confer- 
ees' intention  that  the  Department  reduce 
its  own  collection  staff.  The  Conferees  be- 
lieve it  is  necesssary  that  the  E>epartment 
continue  to  employ  382  Student  Loan  Insur- 
ance Fund  collectors  on  a  full-time  basis 
through  September  30,  1983,  and  to  main- 
tain the  current  level  of  collection  oper- 
ations at  its  Chicago,  Atlanta  and  San  Fran- 
cisco offices. 
Special  Programs  for  the  Disadvantaged 
With  regard  to  "special  programs  for  the 
disadvantaged",  the  conferees  note  that 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate  reports  re- 
ferred to  second  year  funding  for  seven 
talent  search  projects  and  one  educational 
opportunity  center  project.  The  conferees 
direct  the  Secretary  to  follow  the  intent  ex- 
pressed in  the  House  and  Senate  reports 
and  to  bring  these  projecU  into  line  with 
the  Department's  current  multi-year  fund- 
ing cycle. 

Biomedical  Sciences  Program 
With  regard  to  the  biomedical  sciences 
program,  the  Secretary  of  Education  should 
follow  the  Senate  report  on  this  bill  (No.  98- 
148)  and  provide  to  the  greatest  possible 
extent,  the  same  level  of  funding  as  avail- 
able in  the  previous  year  for  the  12  second- 
ary education  projects  funded  under  this 
program. 

Amendment  No.  148;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  move  to  recede  and  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  with  an 
amendment  as  follows: 

FACILITIES  DEVELOPMENT 

HEALTH  RESOURCES  AND  SERVICES 

ADMINISTRA  TION 
HEALTH  RESOURCES  AND  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Health  re- 
sources and  services"  for  the  remodeling  and 
expansion  of  on  existing  academic  health 
center  library  under  section  720(a)(1)  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act,  $14,500,000.  to 
remain  available  until  expended;  and  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  this  or 
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any  other  Act,  such  amount  shall  be  made 
availattle  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
sections  702ib>  and  TZZtaJfl)  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  AcL 

NATIONAL  INSTrrUTTS  Of  HEALTH 
NATIONAL  UBRARY  OF  MEDICINE 

For  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out 
section  301  and  parts  I  and  J  of  title  III  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  unth  respect  to 
conducting  research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration projects  at  an  existing  academic 
health  center.  $5,900,000  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

GRANTS  rOR  CONSTRUCTION  or  ACADEMIC 
rACILITIES 

For  part  B  of  title  VII  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965.  t22.500.000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  the  Senate 
amendment  to  provide  a  total  of  $42,900,000 
for  academic  facilities  development.  Of  the 
total  appropriation  under  this  amendment, 
the  conferees  direct  that  $20,400,000  be 
made  available  for  the  development  of  a 
Biomedical  Information  Communication 
Center  at  the  Oregon  Health  Sciences  Uni- 
versity in  Portland,  Oregon. 

Of  that  amount,  the  Conferees  have  in- 
cluded $14,500,000  for  remodeling  and  ex- 
panding the  existing  library  space  at  the 
Oregon  Health  Sciences  Center.  The  esti- 
mated total  of  82,000  square  feet  of  space 
will  be  used  to  house  the  computer  and 
other  technologies  required  to  develop  and 
maintain  an  academic  health  resource  net- 
work for  the  State  of  Oregon.  The  funds  are 
made  available  under  section  720(a)(1)  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act. 

In  addition,  the  conferees  direct  that 
$5,900,000  be  provided  for  planning  the 
Oregon  project  and  for  providing  the  equip- 
ment locally  for  the  research  and  develop- 
ment to  be  undertaken,  for  the  networking 
of  the  system,  and  for  disseminating  equip- 
ment to  local  hospitals  and  physicians  on  a 
dfemonstration  basis.  These  funds  are  to  be 
made  available  to  the  Oregon  Health  Sci- 
ences University  under  section  301  amd  parts 
I  and  J  of  Title  III  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act. 

Of  the  $22,500,000  appropriated  under 
part  B  of  title  VII  of  the  Higher  Education 
Act,  the  conferees  direct  that  $15,000,000  be 
provided  for  construction  and  related  costs 
for  a  center  for  advanced  technology  and 
development  at  the  University  of  New 
Hampshire  and  that  $7,500,000  be  provided 
for  construction  and  related  costs  for  the 
Central  Research  Library  at  Boston  College. 
The  provisions  of  section  721  (a)(2)  and  (b) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  funds  appropriated 
under  this  heading,  and  the  amount  of  the 
grants  paid  from  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  shall  not  be  subject  to  any 
matching  requirement  contained  in  section 
721(c)  of  title  VII  and  shall  be  used  for  two 
facilities  of  the  type  mentioned  in  713(g). 

The  conferees  affirm  their  understanding 
that  the  designation  of  the  Institutions  as 
recipients  of  these  funds  controls  their  allo- 
cation. The  Secretary  is  directed  to  waive 
section  721(a)(2),  relating  to  the  Interstate 
distribution  of  funds,  and  is  also  prohibited 
from  requiring  that  the  University  of  New 
Hampshire  or  Boston  College  make  match- 
ing contributions  or  from  holding  the  feder- 
al share  of  the  project  to  50  percent.  The 
Secretary  is  also  directed  to  waive  section 
721(b).  which  requires  that  grants  be  made 
In  accordance  with  the  advice  of  a  panel  of 


experts,  because  no  such  panel  currently 
exists  and  its  establishment  would  unduly 
delay  the  disbursement  of  the  funds.  Final- 
ly, the  Secretary  Is  directed  to  use  these 
funds  for  combined  graduate  and  under- 
graduate facilities  as  provided  in  section 
713(g)  since,  while  both  the  University  of 
New  Hampshire  and  Boston  College 
projects  are  of  the  type  envisioned  by  part 
B,  both  projects  have  an  undergraduate 
component. 

CHAPTER  IX-LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
Senate 

Amendment  No.  149;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  Insismuch  as  the  amend- 
ment relates  solely  to  the  Senate,  and  in 
accord  with  long  practice  under  which  each 
body  determines  its  own  housekeeping  re- 
quirements and  the  other  concurs  without 
intervention,  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

Office  of  Technology  Assessment 

Amendment       No.       150:       Appropriates 

$165,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  Instead  of 

$100,000   as   proposed   by   the   House   and 

$175,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Ahchitect  of  the  Capitol 

senate  office  buildings 

Amendment  No.  151:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  Inasmuch  as  the  amend- 
ment relates  solely  to  the  Senate,  and  in 
accord  with  long  practice  under  which  each 
body  determines  its  own  housekeeping  re- 
quirements and  the  other  concurs  without 
intervention,  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

WEST  central  front  OF  THE  CAPITOL 

Amendment  No.  152:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows; 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert;  •$49,000,000". 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  agree  that  the  rebuilding  of 
the  old  courtyard  walls  as  recommended  in 
the  Ammann  and  Whitney  plan  will  be 
added  to  the  scope  of  the  project  as  ap- 
proved by  the  Senate. 

Administrative  Provisions 

Amendment  No.  153:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate.  The  amendment  of  the  Senate  con- 
tains two  Senate  housekeeping  items  in 
which,  in  accord  with  long  practice,  the 
House  concurs  without  Intervention.  In  ad- 
dition, the  Senate  amendment  establishes 
that  special  contract  terms  for  items  fur- 
nished to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives may  not  be  used  as  the  basis  for 
modifications  to  vendors'  GSA  schedule  con- 
tracts or  other  contracts  with  Federal  agen- 
cies, and  increases  the  compensation  of  the 
Librarian  of  Congress  to  Level  III  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive Schedule  and  the  Deputy  Librarian 
of  Congress  to  Level  IV, 

Amendment  Nos.  154  through  156;  Insert 
section  numbers  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  157;  Deletes  language 
proposed  by  the  House  setting  a  30  percent- 
of-Congressional-salary  cap  on  honoraria  re- 
ceived by  Members  of  Congress. 

Amendment  No.  158:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 


of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  In  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  Imposes  a  limit  on  honoraria  Income, 
effective  January  1.  1984,  of  30  percent  of 
the  aggregate  salary  paid  to  Members  of 
Congress  for  service  as  a  Member;  excludes 
from  the  limit  any  honoraria  paid  by  or  on 
behalf  of  a  Member  to  a  charitable  organi- 
zation; and  Increases  the  salary  of  Members 
of  the  Senate  by  15  percent,  effective  July  1, 
1983.  With  respect  to  honoraria  Income, 
Rule  XLVII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  will  remain  applicable  to 
the  Members  of  the  House.  The  conferees 
note  that  the  earned  income  limitations  in 
the  House  rule  are  calculated  without 
regard  to  community  property  laws.  The 
Members  of  the  House  will  still  he  covered 
by  that  provision.  The  language  adopted  by 
the  conferees  contains  no  such  provision. 

Amendment  No.  159:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  simendment  of  the  Senate 
which  amends  Subsection  (b)  of  section  323 
of  the  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of 
1971  (2  U.S.C.  441i(b))  to  read  as  follows: 
■'Any  honorarium,  or  any  part  thereof,  paid 
by  or  on  behalf  of  an  elected  or  appointed 
officer  or  employee  of  any  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  a  charitable  organi- 
zation shall  be  deemed  not  to  be  accepted 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section.". 

The  managers  agree  that  changes  in  this 
legislation  affecting  the  definition  of  "not 
to  be  accepted"  honoraria  shall  in  no  way 
alter  the  requirement  that  these  honoraria 
be  disclosed  in  reports  required  to  be  filed 
under  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act. 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Coast  Guard 

Amendment  No.  160:  Appropriates 
$7,500,000  for  national  recreational  boating 
safety  and  facilities  improvement  fund  in- 
stead of  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  161:  Limits  obligations 
for  national  recreational  boating  safety  and 
facilities  improvement  fund  to  $7,500,000  in- 
stead of  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Amendment  No.  162:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
reprogramming  $5,000,000  of  facilities  and 
equipment  funds  to  provide  grants  to  two 
universities  or  colleges  to  conduct  demon- 
stration projects  in  the  development,  ad- 
vancement or  expansion  of  airway  science 
curriculum. 

The  conferees  intend  that  of  the  funds 
provided  at  least  $2,750,000  be  made  avail- 
able to  the  University  of  North  Dakota  to 
enhance  the  expansion  of  the  Airway  Sci- 
ence Program  now  underway,  and  the  con- 
ferees direct  the  Secretary  to  report  to  the 
House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appro- 
priations regarding  the  need  for  further 
funding  for  this  activity  at  other  locations. 
Amendment  No.  163:  Permits  borrowing 
authority  for  defaulted  aircraft  purchase 
loans  to  be  available  for  "necesary  expenses 
excluding  administrative  personnel  costs"  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Instead 
of  "guaranteed  principal  and  interest  and 
storage"  costs  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 


expenses"  as  proposed  by  the 


"necessary 
Senate. 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
Amendment  No.  164;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  In  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows; 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  Inserted  by  said 
amendment.  Insert  the  following; 
Access  Highways  to  Public  Recreation  Areas 
on  Certain  Lakes 
Appropriations  under  this  heading  for 
fiscal  year  1981  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30.  1984. 

Highways  Crossing  Federal  Projects 
The  period  of  availability  of  approximate- 
ly $400,000  appropriated  in  Public  Laws  94- 
387,    95-29,    95-85,    95-335.    and    96-131    is 
hereby  extended  through  September  30.  1984. 
The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  165;  Reported  in  true  dis- 
agreement. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration 
Amendment  No.  166;  Inserts  "Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Act  of  1964  as  amended."  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  "Public 
Law  97-424."  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
Motor  Carrier  Ratemaking  Study 
Commission 
Amendment    No.    167;    Deletes    language 
proposed  by  the  House  to  rescind  the  unob- 
ligated balance  of  the  appropriation  for  the 
Motor  Carrier  Ratemaking  Study  Commis- 
sion. 

Attleboro-Hyannis  Rail  Line 
It  is  the  Intention  of  the  conferees  that 
$15,000,000    from    previously    appropriated 
funds  be  made  available  to  the  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts  for  the  rehablliU- 
tlon  of  the  line  from  Attleboro  to  Hyannis. 
The    conferees    note,    however,    that    this 
unique  and  Irregular  procedure.   In  which 
funds  originally  appropriated  to  the  Nation- 
al   Railroad    Passenger    Corporation    are 
transferred  to  a  state,  does  not  set  a  prece- 
dent   for    future    projects.    The    conferees 
intend  that  these  funds  represent  the  total 
Federal  participation  in  the  capital  cost  of 
the  project,  and  that  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  be  responsible  for  any  cap- 
ital costs  beyond  the  $15,000,000  Federal  in- 
vestment. The  Commonwealth  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  costs  of  operating  rail  serv- 
ice on  this  line,  except  for  such  Federal  as- 
sistance as  may  be  authorized  under  Section 
403(b)  of  the  Rail  Passenger  Service  Act. 
Amtrak  will  not  be  expected  to  operate  pas- 
senger service  on  this  route  which  will  not 
cover  long-term   avoidable  costs.   Further- 
more, the  conferees  instruct  Amtrak  to  con- 
sult with  the  proper  authorities  in  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Massachusetts  on  the  Com- 
monwealth's plans  for  expenditure  of  funds 
in  order  to  protect  this  Federal  investment. 
East  Lansing  Station 
The  conferees  reiterate  the  directive  con- 
tained In  the  Joint  Explanatory  Statement 
of  the  Committee  of  Conference  accompa- 
nying Public  Law  98-8. 

General  Provisions 
Amendment  No.  168:  Reported  In  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  In  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 


Delete  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend- 
ment and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

LIMITATION  ON  GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

The  limitation  on  general  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  Federal  Highway  Administra- 
tion U  increased  by  $1,750,000  for  necessary 
expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisons  of  sec- 
tion 152  of  the  Surface  Transportation  As- 
sistance Act  of  1982  for  a  methane  conver- 
sion study,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

ACOSTA  BRIDGE 

Notwithstanding  subsection  (b)  of  section 
142  of  Public  Law  97-377,  the  funds  made 
available  by  such  subsection  for  the  Dodge 
Island  Bridge  project  in  Miami,  Florida, 
shall  be  available  for  the  Acosta  Bridge 
project  in  Jacksonville,  Florida,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  section  144  of 
title  23,  United  States  Code,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended:  Provided,  That,  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law,  ob- 
ligations incurred  under  this  section  shall 
not  be  subject  to  any  limitation  on  obliga- 
tions for  Federal-aid  highways. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  In  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amenciment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  169;  Reported  In  true  dis- 
agreement. 

RELATED  AGENCIES 
Amendment  No.  170:  Conforms  heading. 
Amendment  No.  171;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  In  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
making  funds  appropriated  for  salaries  and 
expenses  of  the  Motor  Carrier  Ratemaking 
Study  Commission  available  until  expended. 
CHAPTER  XI 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
Amendment  No.  172:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows; 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following; 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Office  of  the 
Secretary.  Salaries  and  Expenses,  not  to 
exceed  $18,500  may  be  used  for  official  re- 
ception and  representation  functions. 

Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Internation- 
al Affairs,  not  to  exceed  $66,500  may  be  used 
for  official  reception  and  representation 
functions. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
win  move  to  concur  In  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
This  amendment  makes  available  an  addi- 
tional $10,000  for  official  reception  and  rep- 
resentation expenses  for  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury. 

For  a  number  of  years,  agencies  have  re- 
quested funds  for  representation  purposes 
which  are  not  authorized  by  law.  The  Con- 
ferees urge  the  Administration  to  seek  legis- 
lation authorizing  these  funds. 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
General  Services  Administration 
federal  buildings  fund 
limitation  on  availability  of  revenue 
Amendment  Nos.  173,  174,  and  175;  These 
amendments  make  available  $7,075,000  for 
the  payment  of  a  construction  claim  on  the 
Courthouse  and  Federal  Building  In  Atlan- 
ta, Georgia  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and 


adjusts  limitation  amounts  accordingly.  The 
Conferees  direct  that  the  General  Services 
Administration  and  the  Courts  carefully 
monitor  construction  projects  to  Insure  that 
claims  of  this  nature  do  not  arise  again. 


Office  of  Personnel  Management 

salaries  AMD  EXPENSES 

Amendment  No.  176;  Reported  In  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  In  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following:  $1,000 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  In  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

This  amendment  provides  $1,000  for  offi- 
cial reception  and  representation  expenses. 
For  a  number  of  years,  agencies  have  re- 
quested funds  for  representation  purposes 
which  are  not  authorized  by  law.  The  Con- 
ferees urge  the  Administration  to  seek  legis- 
lation authorizing  these  funds. 

ADMINSTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Amendment  No.  177:  Restores  language 
stricken  by  the  Senate.  This  language  pro- 
hibits the  Office  of  Personnel  Management 
from  Implementing,  administering  or  en- 
forcing certain  proposed  regulations  pub- 
lished In  the  Federal  Register  on  March  30. 
1983. 

Amendment  No.  178:  Restores  language 
stricken  by  the  Senate.  This  language  pro- 
hibits the  Internal  Revenue  Service  from 
enforcing  certain  rulings. 

Amendment  No.  179;  Deletes  language 
proposed  by  the  Senate  which  would  have 
prohibited  funds  In  this  Act  from  being  used 
by  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
until  certain  technical  reviews  were  com- 
pleted. 

Amendment  No.  180:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate. 

This  amendment  changes  the  application 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  with  regard 
to  a  provision  In  the  Code  dealing  with  fed- 
eral energy  tax  credlU.  The  IRS  recently 
ruled  that  certain  veterans  in  the  state  of 
Oregon  were  not  eligible  for  the  federal 
energy  tax  credit  because  of  financing  re- 
ceived from  the  sUte  of  Oregon  pursuant  to 
a  state  law.  This  amendment  prevents  the 
IRS  from  applying  that  Interpretation  of 
the  law  retroactively  to  all  tax  years  prior 
to  January  1.  1983. 

CHAPTER  XII— DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA 

District  of  Coluboia  Funds 
Amendment  No.  181:  Reported  In  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

CHAPTER  XII 
DISTRICT  OF  COL  VMBIA 
DISTRICT  OF  Columbia  Funds 

GOVERNMENTAL  DIRECTION  AND  SUPPORT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Govern- 
mental direction  and  support"  for  fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $2,759,000 
are  rescinded. 
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ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ASD  REGULATION 
IRESCJSSIONI 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Economic 
development  and  regulation  "  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  tZ.538.800  are  re- 
scinded. 

PUBUC  SAFETY  AND  JUSTICE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Public 
safety  and  justice".  t9. 130.600. 

PUBUC  EDUCATION  SYSTTM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Public  edu- 
cation system"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public 
Law  97-378.  tl. 871, 100  are  rescinded. 

HUMAN  SUPPORT  SER  VICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Human 
support  services".  S2.087,400. 

TRANSPORTATION  SERVICES  AND  ASSISTANCE 
/RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Transpor- 
tation services  and  assistance"  for  fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $544,600  are 
rescinded. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SERVICES  AND  SUPPLY 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Environ- 
mental services  and  supply"  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  S5.504.500  are  re- 
scinded. 

PERSONAL  SERVICES 
/RESCISSION! 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Personal 
services"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public  Law 
97-378.  S8, 748. 800  are  rescinded. 

ENERGY  ADJUSTMENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Energy  ad- 
justment". S2.078.500. 

UNALLOCATED  GENERAL  FUND  ADJUSTMENT 
I  RESCISSION! 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  out  of  the  "Gen- 
eral fund"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public  Law 
97-378,  S15,183,600  are  rescinded. 

WASHINGTON  CONVENTION  CE.VTER  ENTERPRISE 

FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Washing- 
ton convention  center  enterprise  fund", 
S830. 700. 

LOTTERY  AND  CHARITABLE  GAMES  ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Lottery 
and  charitable  games  enterprise  fund", 
SI.  000,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISION 

Title  11,  section  ll-1732(d)  of  the  Distnct 
of  Columbia  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"1984". 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  have  amended  the  Senate 
amendment,  which  inserts  a  new  chapter 
for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  reflect  a 
new  budget  request  for  "Unallocated  gener- 
al fund  adjustment"  and  revised  estimates 
for  'Washington  Convention  Center  Enter- 
prise Fund"  and  "Lottery  and  Charitable 
Games  Enterprise  Fund".  The  effect  of  the 
conference  action  is  to  reduce  net  budget 
authority  by  $22,023,200  in  District  funds 
instead  of  a  reduction  of  $6,489,600  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  The  House  bill  did  not 
reflect  any  of  the  District  government's  sup- 
plemental requests  because  the  estimates 
were  in  the  formulation  stage  when  the 
House  approved  the  bill  on  May  25,  1983. 

Governmental  Direction  and  Support— 
The  conference  action  rescinds  $2,759,000  as 


proposed  by  the  Senate.  This  proposal  was 
submitted  too  late  for  consideration  by  the 
House. 

Economic  Development  and  Regulation.— 
The  conference  action  rescinds  $2,538,800  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  This  proposal  was 
submitted  too  late  for  consideration  by  the 
House. 

Public  Safety  and  Justice.— The  confer- 
ence action  appropriates  $9,130,600  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  This  request  was  sub- 
mitted too  late  for  consideration  by  the 
House. 

Public  Education  System.— The  confer- 
ence action  rescinds  $1,871,100  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  This  proposal  was  submitted 
too  late  for  consideration  by  the  House. 

Human  Support  Services.— The  confer- 
ence action  appropriates  $2,087,400  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  This  request  was  sub- 
mitted too  late  for  consideration  by  the 
House. 

Transportation  Services  and  Assistance.— 
The  conference  action  rescinds  $544,600  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  This  request  was 
submitted  too  late  for  consideration  by  the 
House. 

Environmental  Services  and  Supply.— The 
conference  action  rescinds  $5,504,500  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  This  proposal  was  sub- 
mitted too  late  for  consideration  by  the 
House. 

Personal  Services.— The  conference  action 
rescinds  $8,748,800  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  This  proposal  was  submitted  too 
late  for  consideration  by  the  House. 

Energy  Adjustment—The  conference 
action  appropriates  $2,078,500  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  This  request  was  submitted 
too  late  for  consideration  by  the  House. 

Unallocated  General  Fund  Adjustment- 
The  conference  action  rescinds  $15,183,600 
in  accordance  with  the  District  govern- 
ment's budget  request  which  wa.s  submitted 
after  the  Senate's  action  on  the  bill.  The  re- 
duction will  be  allotted  among  District  gov- 
ernment agencies  following  the  District's 
third  quarter  financial  review. 

Washington  Convention  Center  Enterprise 
Fund.— The  conference  action  appropriates 
$830,700  instead  of  $680,700  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  Senate's  allowance  was 
based  on  preliminary  budget  estimates 
whereas  the  amount  recommended  by  the 
conferees  is  included  in  the  District  govern- 
ment's revised  budget  request. 

Lottery  and  Charitable  Games  Enterprise 
Fund.— The  conference  action  appropriates 
$1,000,000  instead  of  $1,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  Senate's  allowance  was 
based  on  preliminary  budget  estimates 
whereas  the  amount  recommended  by  the 
conferees  is  included  in  the  District  govern- 
ment's revised  budget  request. 

General       Provision.— The       conference 
action  adds  language  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  extending  for  one  year  the  authori- 
zation for  the  use  of  hearing  commissioners 
in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia.   This    extension    will    be   effective 
until  September  30,  1984. 
TITLE  II 
INCREASED  PAY  COSTS  FOR  THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  1983 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
Senate 

Amendment  No.  182:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  Inasmuch  as  the  amend- 
ment relates  solely  to  the  Senate,  and  in 
accord  with  long  practice  under  which  each 
body  determines  its  own  housekeeping  re- 
quirements and  the  other  concurs  without 
intervention,  the  managers  on  the  part  of 


the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  State  amendment. 

Architect  or  the  Capitol 

SENATE  OFFICE  BUILDINGS 

Amendment  No.  183:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  Inasmuch  as  the  amend- 
ment relates  solely  to  the  Senate,  and  in 
accord  with  long  practice  under  which  each 
body  determines  its  own  housekeeping  re- 
quirements and  the  other  concurs  without 
intervention,  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

General  Accounting  Office 
Amendment       No.       184:       Appropriates 
$7,765,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  instead 
of  $7,480,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$8,050,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Office  of  Technology  Assessment 
Amendment       No.       185:       Appropriates 
$344,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  instead  of  $396,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE 
PRESIDENT 

special  assistance  to  the  president 

Amendment  No.  186:  Deletes  $31,000  for 
salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  187:  Appropriates 
$2,651,000  for  forest  research  pay  costs  as 
proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $1,651,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  188:  Appropriates 
$507,000  for  state  and  private  forestry  pay 
costs  instead  of  $657,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $357,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  189:  Appropriates 
$23,441,000  for  national  forest  system  in- 
stead of  $29,941,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $18,941,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  190:  Provides  that 
$3,304,000  shall  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30,  1984,  instead  of 
$4,403,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,281,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

General  Administration 

salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment       No.       191:       Appropriates 

$930,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 

of  $1,230,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Bureau  of  the  Census 

PERIODIC  censuses  AND  PROGRAMS 

Amendment  No.  192:  Appropriates 
$1,650,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The 
Senate  amendment  proposed  to  delete  fund- 
ing for  this  purpose. 

Economic  and  Statistical  Analysis 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

Amendment       No.       193:       Appropriates 
$665,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $1,330,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
International  Trade  Administration 
operations  and  administration 

Amendment  No.  194:  Appropriates 
$3,800,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The 
Senate  amendment  proposed  to  delete  fund- 
ing for  this  purpose. 

The  conferees  direct  the  Department  of 
Commerce  to  utilize  in  fiscal  year  1983  for 
technical  assistance  purposes,  the  FY  1982 
unobligated  carryover  balances  of  $5,118,000 
appropriated  for  the  Trade  Adjustment  As- 
sistance Program. 
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Minority  Business  Development  Agency       over    the    amount    recommended    by    the     ministration  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
uTK^nT-rv  nnQTOT.;.;  nrvFi  oPMENT  Senate  are  only  for  unemployment  compen-     "Retired  Pay". 

minority  business  development  ^^^.^^  ^^^  Amendment  No.  219:  Provides  $10,000,000 

Amendment  No.    195:   Deletes  appropna-  Amendment       No.       211:       Appropriates  by  transfer  for  operating  expenses  as  pro- 

tion  of  $440,000  proposed  by  the  House.  jg  ggg  ^^^  ^^^  surveys,  investigations  and  re-  posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  providing 

Amendment       No.       196:       Appropriates  gg^^ch   pay  costs   instead  of  $9,895,000   as  $12,550,000  by  transfer  as  proposed  by  the 

$560,000  for  economic  regulation  pay  costs  proposed  by  the  House  and  $6,895,000  as  House. 

as    proposed    by    the    Senate    mstead    of  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Federal  Highway  Administration 

''I^end^eTTo?  %^l,f''Testore    Ian-  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE  Amendment  No.  220:   Deletes  the  woi^ 

guage  proposed  by  the  House  but  deleted  by  Legal  Activities  "including    transfer    of    funds"    from    the 

the  Senate  authorizing  transfers  of  funds  salaries  and  expenses,  antitrust  division  heading  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 

from  the  "Rural  Development  Loan  Fund".  Amendment       No.       212:       Appropriates  .^l^^tf^I?,  earrL'    saJe'lvT  1^ 

Amendment  No.  200:  Changes  heading.  $i,i00.000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  *^°?f  °°     ^LTo"!,^  YrfifLn  nf  r,,^viHin., 

Amendment  No.  201:  Insert^  the  following  |,„,t,  amendment  proposed  to  delete  fund-  1^%^^  by   t^Sfer   ^^op^ed'^T  t^ 

appropriations  for  certain  of  the  National  ^g  ^or  this  purpose.  $200,000  by  transfer  as  proposed   by  ine 

Institutes  of  Health,  instead  of  the  amounts  ^^^  conferees  are  agreed  that  these  funds     "0"se.                                                   

proposed  by  the  Senate.  g^all  be  available  for  the  cost  of  continuing  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 

National  Cancer  Institute $766,000  the  portion  of  a  contract  for  computer  proc-  Administration 

National  Heart   Lung  and  Blood  essing  which  supports  three  Department  of  Amendment   No.   222:   Inserts  the  words 
Institute 484,000  Labor  investigations  under  the  Employment  "transfer  of  funds  "  in  the  heading  as  pro- 
National  IiisUtute  oif  Deiitai  Re-  Retirement  Income  Security  Act  (ERISA),  posed  by  the  House. 

search  432,000  The  conferees  note  that  the  Department  of  Amendment  No.  223:  Provides  $300,000  by 

National   institute   of  Arthritis.  Labor  has  heretofore  reimbursed  the  De-  transfer  for  operations  and  research  as  pro- 
Diabetes,    and    Digestive    and  partment  of  Justice  for  this  item  but  has  posed  by  the  House  instead  of  appropriating 

Kidney  Diseases 1.310,000  run  out  of  funds  for  this  purpose  for  the  re-  $300,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Institute  of  Neurologi-  mainder  of  fiscal  year  1983.  Although  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration 
cal  and  Communicative  DUor-  conferees   have   provided   funding   for   this  Amendment   No    224:   Inserts   the   words 
ders  and  Stroke....        ^       800.000  item  under  the  Depa^rtment  of  Justice  due  ...^['erof  lun^  "  in  the  heading  as  pro- 
National  Institute  of  Allergy  and  to  this  emergency  situation,  the  conferees  House 

Infectious  Diseases.. 1.048.000  strongly  believe  that  such  funding  should  ""X^^ndment  No.  225:  Provides  $225,000  by 

National    Institute    of    General  normally  be  the  responsibility  of  the  De-  transfer  for  office  of  the  administrator  as 

Medical  Sciences .^^.        252.000  partment  of  Labor,   and  therefore,   expect  ^  ^    ^^^^        ^^^  ^^^^  .^^^^  „^  appropri- 

National      Institute     of     Child  the  Department  to  include  this  item  m  its  ^^  $225,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Health    and    Human    Develop-  own  budget  in  the  future.  """"'^  *"""        „       l! 

ment : 669.000  ^^^^^^  ,^„  ,^^^3,^.  community  """"  fnMiN^T'oN 

National  Eye  Institute 340.000  relations  service  Administration 

National    Institute    of    Environ-  A^»„H„„„f       Mr,        911-       AoDronriates  Amendment  No.  226:  Inserts  the  word  "m- 

nf^fhV^r^T"'' fnZ  n^^^UZd  by  \he  nfusTSal  |«-  in  the  heading  as  proposed  by  the 

Research  Resources .^              ^  ^^  ^^00.000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  ^^^'endment  No.  227:  Provides  $530,000,  of 

No    aPProP"*'.'""^,.  [°'^„"'!f  T?n?^  Th^  DRUG  Enforcement  Administration  ^^ich  $204,398  is  to  be  derived  by  transfer. 

r^nnnK  nrollded   are   infen^ed  fo   reduci  Amendment       No.       214:       Appropriates  for  administrative  expenses  as  proposed  by 

amounts  P-^o^ided  are  intended  to  reduce  proposed  by  the  Senate  in-  the  Senate  instead  of  providing  $530,000  by 

Str2m"faraVd  X;  rTeS U^gS^^^^^  stead    of    $7,634,000    as    proposed    by    the  transfer  as  proposed  by  the  House, 
meet  increased   pay  costs  for  Federal  em-  House.                                             ^     v.     »   ,»,„  Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
^loyees  The  conferees  f^^^^^'S^^^t^}^^^^!'^,  Amendment  No.  228:  Deletes  the  words 
Amendment   Nos.    202    and    203:   Restore  need  to  fu  ly  staff  ^^e  Drug  Enforcement  ..          ^^^  ^j  j^^^s""  in  the  heading  as  pro- 
language  proposed  by  the  House  but  deleted  Administration  and  note  that  DEa  received  ^^^^^ 

by  the  Senate  authorizing  transfers  of  ^"^stantial  new  resources  m  the  fiscal  y  "^  Amendment  No.  229:  Appropriates 
funds  from  the  "Rural  Development  Loan  1983  Continuing  Resolution  both  m  its  own  j^^g  ^oo  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  pro- 
Fund"',  account  and  through  the  0'^f?"'fedj:nme  ^^^  g^^^^^   .^^^^^  ^^  providing 

Amendment  No.  204:  Changes  heading.  °''"«  ^"^?'"*=^'"f "^  !^°^'^™e  ^"^f ";,  fhe     $409,000   by   transfer   as   proposed   by   the 

Amendment  No.  205:  Reported  in  techni-     ous  '•«PO^'^'"/hf.^hepress  and  from  the     ^^^^^ 

'^\T^lu^:^^  Zle'^T^^lZZT^o'Jul  ?:STe^n^\iT:JSS^s^neZt^f  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 
?n  the  ZInZenT  Of  theTenate  with  an  hiring  and  training  new  agents.  In  view  of  Office  of  Revenue  Sharing 
wnendment  which   appropriates  $1,388,000  this  situation,  the  conferees  urge  the  De-  Amendment  No.  230:  Reported  in  techni- 
?^•^flJcohol     Drug    Abuse    and    Mental  partment  of  Justice  and  DEA  to  utilize  fully  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
Health^  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  the  resources  provided  by  the  Congress  and  f  ^^e  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
Se  wmm^rfo  concur  m  the  amend-  make  the  strongest  possible  effort  to  fill  all  ^rid  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
ment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  DEA   positions   authorized   for  fiscal   year  appropriating  $255,000  for  salaries  and  ex- 
Senate    The  S^ate  bill  Tduded  $375,000  1983  with  qualified  candidates  as  quickly  as  ^^^^^  and  adding  a  provision  that  extends 
for  this  account.  No  funds  were  included  in  possible.                                          „.....,^„  ^^e  availability  of  $400,000  appropriated  in 
the  House  bill.  The  conferees  are  agreed  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  fiscal  year  1983  for  use  in  fiscal  year  1984. 
that  $188,000  of  this  amount  is  for  the  Na-  Office  of  the  Secretary  Veterans  Administration 
tional     Institute     of     Drug     Abuse     and  Amendment  No.  215:  Deletes  the  words  medical  care 
$1,200,000  is  for  the  National  Institute  of  ..^ransfer  of   funds""   from  the  heading  as  Amendment  No.  231:  Reported  in  techni- 
Mental  Health.           ,„-.,„«■  Tj«<:tnrp«  lan  proposed  by  the  Senate.  cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 

Amendment  Nos.  206-208.  Restores  iMi-  Amendment      No.       216:      Appropriates  ^^  ^^^  jjouse  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 

guage  proposed  by  the  House  but  deleted  by  $400,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  pro-  ^^^  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 

the  Senate  authorizing  transfers  of  funds  ^^^^  ^^  ^j^^  Senate  instead  of  providing  ^^^^  an  amendment  as  follows:  SI 80, 168,000: 

from  the  "Rural  Development  Loan  Funa  .  $400,000  by   transfer  as  proposed   by   the  provided.   That  of  the  funds  appropriated 

Amendment       No.       209:       Appropriates  jjouse.  un^ruiis  heading  in  the  Department  of 

$4.030  000    ^o"- /esource    m^agem^^^^^^^  Coast  Guard  Housing  and  Urban  Development- Independ- 

^!^",x£X.T,.^ss.  --».-.--...^-»^  --r-TrF'^HHS 

Park      system    ^^    coste      i^t*«l      of     cal  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part     avaUable  until  September  30  1984 
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The  Veterans  Administration  continues 
implementation  of  the  decentralized  hospi- 
tal computer  program  (DHCP)  at  ite  medi- 
cal facilities.  However,  the  conferees  are 
concerned  that  integrated  hospital  systems 
(IKS)  computer  projects  proposed  for  three 
VA  medical  centers  are  not  proceeding  for- 
ward. To  address  this  concern  and  carry  out 
the  previously  planned  IHS  projects,  lan- 
guage earmarking  $4,200,000  for  this  pur- 
pose from  available  fiscal  year  1983  medical 
care  funds  has  been  included  in  the  bill.  The 
$4,200,000  is  to  be  derived  from  the  repro- 
gramming  of  funds  that  the  VA  is  unable  to 
obligate  for  the  purposes  planned.  The  com- 
mittee of  conference  notes  that  the  VA  has 
been  unable  to  effectively  obligate 
$4,200,000  of  the  $11,200,000  assumed  for 
the  contractual  component  of  the  psycho- 
logical readjustment  counseling  program.  It 
is  not  intended  that  funding  for  the  IHS 
projects  be  derived  from  DHCP  moneys. 

The  $4,200,000.  together  with  sufficient 
fiscal  year  1984  moneys  (estimated  to  be 
$6,300,000).  will  be  made  available  to  fully 
f»ind  the  three  IHS  projects  at  Philadel- 
phia. Pennsylvania;  Saginaw.  Michigan;  and 
Big  Spring.  Texas.  It  is  expected  that  the 
contracts  for  these  multiyear  pilot  projects 
will  be  awarded  by  February  1.  1984. 

Amendment   No.   232:   Deletes  appropria- 
tion of  $350,000  proposed  by  the  Senate  for 
Action.   "Operating  expenses".  The  House 
bill  contained  no  funds  for  this  purpose. 
Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 
limitation  on  administrative  and 
nonadministrative  expenses 

Amendment  No.  233:  Increases  the  limita- 
tion    on     nonadministrative    expenses    by 
$400,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  instead 
of  $600,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority 

Amendment  No.  234:  Deletes  $314,000  for 
salaries  and  exi)enses  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Federal  Trade  Commission 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  235;  Appropriates 
$3,233,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 
stead of  $1,233,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

General  Services  Administration 

Federal  Building  Fund 

limitation  on  availability  or  revenue 

Amendment  No.  236:  This  amendment  in- 
creases the  limitation  on  the  availability  of 
revenue  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  to  pro- 
vide for  the  payment  of  a  construction  claim 
allowed  in  Amendment  No.  174. 

Consumer  Information  Center 

Amendment  No.  237:  Deletes  language 
proposed  by  the  Senate  appropriating 
$31,000  for  the  Consumer  Information 
Center. 

Amendment  No.  238:  Deletes  amount  pro- 
posed for  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts 
pay  costs  proposed  by  the  House. 

National  Science  Foundation 
research  and  related  activities 

Amendment  No.  239:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  wUl  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
that  inserts  language  making  the  funding 
provided  available  until  September  30.  1984. 
Nuclear  Rkgulatory  Commission 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  240:  Appropriates 
$2,770,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 


of  $3,470,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  No 
funds  are  provided  for  the  Nuclear  Data 
Link. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  241:  Appropriates 
$1,650,000  instead  of  $2,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $1,300,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

In  providing  funds  to  allow  the  SEC  to 
meet  fiscal  year  1983  pay  and  medicare  re- 
quirements adequately,  the  conferees  have 
included  an  additional  $350,000  to  fill  33 
new  positions  for  the  fourth  quarter  of 
fiscal  year  1983. 

Small  Business  Administration 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  242:  Appropriates 
$6,580,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  $3,780,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  243;  Appropriates 
$2,890,000  for  Smithsonian  salaries  and  ex- 
penses pay  costs  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $3,190,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment       No.       244:       Appropriates 

$259,000   for  National   Gallery  of  Art   pay 

costs  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 

$409,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Selective  Service  System 

salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  245;  Inserts  language  for 
salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  amended  to  appropriate  $400,000  in- 
stead of  $564,000. 

United  States  Information  Agency 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment       No.       246:       Appropriates 
$8,810,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  $9,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
TITLE  IV 
GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendment  No.  247.  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows; 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  403.  Amounts  certified  pursuant  to 
section  1311  of  the  Supplemental  Appropria- 
tions Act,  19SS,  as  having  been  obligated 
against  appropriations  heretofore  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961.  as  amended,  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  any  of  the  subparagraphs 
under  "Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment" in  prior  appropriations  Acts,  are,  if 
deobligated,  hereby  continued  available  for 
the  same  period  as  the  respective  appropria- 
tions in  such  subparagraphs  for  the  same 
general  purpose  and  for  the  same  country  as 
originally  obligated  or  for  relief,  rehabilita- 
tion, and  reconstruction  activities  in  the 
Andean  region:  Provided,  That  the  Appro- 
priations Committees  of  both  Houses  of  the 
Congress  are  notified  fifteen  days  in  ad- 
vance of  the  deobligation  or  reobligation  of 
such  funds. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  intend  that  this  language 
shall  also  apply  to  funds  deobligated  in 
fiscal  year  1983  and  that  these  funds  shall 
be  available  for  reobligation.  In  regard  to 
the  Andean  region,  the  conferees  intend  for 
this  to  be  limited  to  the  countries  of  Bolivia. 
Ecuador,  and  Peru.  The  conferees  also 
Intend  that  funds  deobligated  under  this 


provision  shall  remain  available  for  reobli- 
gation for  one  fiscal  year. 

Amendment  No.  248:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate.  The  Senate  amendment  Instructs 
the  U.S.  Executive  Director  of  the  IMF  to 
oppose  the  use  of  IMF  loans  for  production 
of  any  commodity  which  will  cause  Injury  to 
U.S.  producers  of  the  same  conMnodity. 

Amendment  No.  249:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  which 
states  that  it  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  an- 
nounce the  1984  annual  commodity  pro- 
grams by  the  following  dates; 

(1)  For  wheat,  July  1,  1983; 

(2)  For  feed  grains.  September  1.  1983; 

(3)  For  upland  cotton.  November  1,  1983; 

(4)  For  rice.  December  15.  1983. 
Amendment    No.    250;    Deletes    language 

proposed  by  the  Senate  concerning  indemni- 
fication of  contractors  for  tax  losses. 

Economic  Development  Administration 

PINE  BLUFF  convention  CENTER 

Amendment  No.  251:  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  which  changes  the  sec- 
tion number.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  will  move  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  permit,  upon  re- 
quest from  the  City  of  Pine  Bluff.  Arkansas, 
the  lease  of  the  kitchen  and  banquet  facili- 
ties of  the  Pine  Bluff  Convention  Center. 
This  language  precludes  the  requirement 
that  if  such  a  lease  did  occur,  the  City  of 
Pine  Bluff  would  be  required  to  return  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce  the  economic 
development  assistance  funds  provided  by 
the  Economic  Development  Administration 
for  this  project. 

Small  Business  Administration 

availability  of  funds  for  developing  parks 
and  recreation  areas 

Amendment  No.  252:  Deletes  language 
proposed  by  the  Senate  which  would  have 
allowed  funds  appropriated  in  the  Jobs  Bill 
(P.L.  98-8)  for  grants  to  states  for  develop- 
ing parks  and  recreation  areas  to  remain 
available  until  December  31.  1983.  for 
projects  involving  the  planting  of  trees  or 
shrubs. 

The  conferees  reaffirm  the  statement  of 
the  managers  in  the  Conference  Report  (H. 
Rept.  98-44)  on  the  Emergency  Jobs  Bill 
(PL.  98-8)  which  provides  that  while  the 
planting  of  trees  and  shrubs  was  empha- 
sized in  carrying  out  the  program  for  which 
$50,000,000  was  appropriated  in  that  statute 
for  developing  parks  and  recreation  areas, 
other  Improvements  to  public  parks  and 
recreation  areas  can  also  qualify  as  long  as 
the  making  of  such  improvements  would  be 
job  intensive  and  would  provide  jobs  for  the 
unemployed  before  October  1.  1983. 

Economic  Development  Administration 

george  p,  scotlan  memorial  convention 
center 

Amendment  No.  253;  Reported  in  techni- 
cal disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  which  changes  the  sec- 
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tion  number.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  Jamie  L.  Whiten.  extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 

the   Senate   will    move   to   concur   in   the  Edward  P.  Boland,  traneous  material: ) 

amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment  William  H.  Natcher.  j^j.   Annunzio,  for  5  minutes,  today, 

of  the  Senate.  Neal  Smith,  Mr.  Stark,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

The  conference  agreement  authorizes  the  Joseph  Addabbo.  MrDoNAUi   for  5  minutes   todav 

Secretary  of  Commerce,  upon  request  from  Clarence  D.  Long.  ^r.  McI>3NALD  lor  5  mmutes^  tooay. 

the  City  of  Oakland.  California,  to  permit  Sidney  R.  Yates  Mr.  Evans  of  lUmois.  for  5  mmutes. 

the  sale  or  lease  of  the  George  P.  Scotlan  (except  amendments  today. 

Memorial  Convention  Center.  This  language  Nos.  71  and  72).  Mr.  RoE,  for  5  minutes,  today, 
precludes  the  requirement  that  if  such  a  Edward  R.  Roybal  Mr.  Akaka,  for  5  minutes,  today, 
sale  or  lease  did  occur,  the  City  of  Oakland  (except  amendments  (Ttve  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
would  be  required  to  return  Immediately  to  Nos.  71  and  72).  quest   of   Mr    Kildee)   to   revise   and 
the  Department  of  Commerce  the  economic  w,T,  »^'i't;,«»»  extend  his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
development  assistance  funds  provided  by  William  Lehman.  . 
the  Economic  Development  Administration  Julian  C.  Dixon  neous  material.) 
for  this  project.  The  language  instead  pro-  (except  amendments  Mr.  Rahall,  for  5  mmutes,  today, 
vides  for  repayment  terms  consisting  of  a  Nos.  71  and  72),  , 
fifteen  year  grace  period  followed  by  fifteen  Vic  Fazio 
years  of  equal  annual  installments.  (except  amendments  EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Amendment    No.    254;    Deletes    language  Nos.  71  and  72),  _,^,    „„„„i^„„o    „«,„c^^t     ,^^™„^o<.^«n 

proposed  by  the  Senate  related  to  the  Social  w.  G.  ^Bill.  Hefner.  By    unanunous   consent,    permission 

Security  Disability  Insurance  program.  Joseph  M.  McDade.  to    revise    and    extend    remarks    was 

The  conferees  are  deeply  concerned  over  jack  Edwards.  granted  to: 

the  controversy  surrounding  the  social  secu-  John  T.  Myers,  (The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 

rity  disability  review  process.  In  the  last  two  Lawrence  Coughlin.  quest  of  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey)  and 

years,  more  than  half  a  million  disabled  Jack  F.  Kemp.  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 

people  and  their  dependents  have  received  Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House.  ^     McGrath  in  two  instances, 

notices  terminating  their  benefits   It  is  esti-  ^^^^  q.  Hatfield,  Mr  Rogers 

mated  that  about  two  thirds  of  those  who  rj^^  Stevens  VZ     t;"^^**^- 

appeal  termination  decisions  have  had  their  Lowell  P  Weicker  Jr  ^^-  Oilman. 

benefits  reinstated.  Several  Federal  courts  James  A  McClure  ^' •  McKernan. 

have  ordered  the  Social  Security  Adminis-  p^^^^  Laxalt  Mr.  Broomfield  in  two  instances, 

tration  to  reinstate  its  previous  policy  of  ^^^^  Cochran  Mr.  Lent. 

terminating  benefits  only  after  a  satisf^_  j^^^^^  Andrews.  Mr.    Martin    of   North    Carolina   in 

tory  showing  of  improvement  in  a  disabled  ^^^^  ^^  instances. 

persons   medical   condition,   and   have   re-  tjorfbt  KA<;TrN                           i-wu  moi,*            i„„f„„„„^ 

quired    SSA    to    pay    interim    benefits    to  alfonse  D  aSato  Mr.  Hyde  in  two  instances, 

former  beneficiaries  while  their  cases  are  re-  mapk  MATTmoLY  ^^-  PaRR^S. 

opened.  A  growing  number  of  state  gover-  (exoent    amendment  ^^-  WoRTLEY. 

nors  have  also  expressed  dismay  over  the  (excep^i^^amenameni  ^^  Conable. 

terminations.  warren  Rudman  Mr.    Philip    M.    Crane    in    two    in- 

Presently.  the  authorizing  committees  are  John  c  Stents  '  Stances 

considerng  proposals  to  correct  the  prob-  SelK  Inouye  Mr  Dannemeyer 

lems.  The  conferees  strongly  support  the  Daniel  IC  inouye  Mr.  Dannemeyer. 

authorizing  committees  in  drafting  legisla-  Thomas  F.  Eag'.eton,  Mr.  Badham. 

tion  and  urge  prompt  action  to  achieve  en-  r^,™xr»  k  R^mnirx  ^^-  Campbell. 

actment.  The  conferees  direct  the  Secretary  tjUENTiNW  hurdick.  j^^.^  ^y^jj^  ^f  Nebraska, 

of  Health  and  Human  Services  to  proceed  r^l^^n^^^^^  Mr.  Rinaldo. 

with  extreme  caution  in  the  termination  of  Manaaerso^thePartof  the  Senate  Mr.  SiLJANDER  in  two  instances, 

benefits,  pending  enactment  of  this  legisla-  Managers  on  tne  fan  oj  me  cjenaie.  ^^  Sundquist. 

^'°"-                 ^          ,,,       „             „„^  ^^"^"^^  Mr.  Edwards  of  Oklahoma. 

Conference  Total-With  Comparisons  LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  (The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 

The  total  new  budget  (obligational)  au-  „nanimous  consent    leave  of  ab-  Quest  of  Mr.  Weiss)  and  to  include  ex- 

thority  for  the  fiscal  year  1983  recommend-  By  unanimous  consent,  leave  oi  ao  J*"^"          mntfpr-i 

ed  by  the  Committee  of  Conference,  with  sence  was  granted  to:  ,,     t                  ;  ct^^j^o 

comparisons  to  the  fiscal  year  1983  budget  Mr.  RoDiNO  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Mr.  Lehman  ol  l-loriaa. 

estimates,  and  the  House  and  Senate  bills  WRIGHT)   for   today,  on  account   of  a  Mr.  Yatron. 

for  1983  follow;  death  in  the  family.  Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan. 

Budget   estimates  of   new  Mr.  Ri^«;«*f  ^ON^ 

(Obligational)    authority  cott^tat   nRnvR^  rT?ANTFn  Mr.  Miller  of  California. 

considered  by  the  House.       $5,178,200,032  SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED  Mr.  Fazio. 

House  bill 4,809,430.665  gy   unanimous  consent,   permission  Mr.  Stark  in  two  instances. 

House  bill  compared  with  ^^  address  the   House,   following  the  Mr.  Hoyer  in  two  instances. 

House  considered  budget          „„„„,„„  legislative    program    and   any   special  Mr.  Hawkins  in  two  instances. 

Butg'^^^umates-of  ■  new        -''«•'''•'''  orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted  ^  M^^-^^Smith    of   Florida   in   two   m- 

comTd^ered  by  the  Senate       15,283,453,808  (The  following  Members  (at  the  re-  Mr.  Roe  in  two  instances. 

Senate  bill 16,058.918,582  quest  of  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey)  to  Mr.  Kostmayer  m  two  instances. 

Senate  bill  compared  with  revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut. 

Senate            considered          „„,  ,^^  „^  include  extraneous  material: )  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan. 

budget  estimates   -••■•"""•        +  775.464.774  ^^  tauke,  for  5  minutes,  today.  Mr.  McDonald. 

^SatS    authority  Mr.    McCoLLXiM,    for    60    minutes,  Mr.  FJvuntroy  in  two  instances. 

considered   by   the  con-  today.  Mr.  klatsdi. 

ferees '  6.937.445.032  Mr.  BuRTON  of  Indiana,  for  60  min-  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan. 

Conference  agreement 7,038.061.267  utes,  today.  Mr.  BONKER. 

Conference         agreement  Mr.  Corcoran,  for  10  minutes,  today.  Mr.  Dyson. 

compared    with    confer-  j^j.  d^ub,  for  5  minutes,  today.  Mr.  Boucher. 

ence   considered   budget        ^,...,-„,  Mr.  Prenzel,  for  30  minutes,  today.  Mr.  Schetter. 

es^*™**** + 100,616. Jjs  ^^  Wylie.  for  5  minutes,  today.  Mr.  Plorio  in  two  instances. 

■  Does  not  reflect  estimate  of  $8,464,008,776  for  „.      following  Members  (at  the  re-       Mr.  Kildee. 

uul'S^^e^m"!"'^  "^"^  '          "•"  quest   Of   Mr.   WEISS)   to   revise   and       Mr.  Schttmer. 
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Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee. 
Mr.  Waxmaw. 
Mr.  Gabcia. 
Mr.  Mavroules. 
Mr.  Mazzoli. 
Mr.  Weiss. 

Mr.  ACKERMAlf. 

Mr.  Dellums. 

Mr.  Vandergriff. 

Mrs.  Collins. 

Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 

Mr.  Edgar. 
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BILL  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  did  on  this  day 
present  to  the  President,  for  his  ap- 
proval, a  bill  and  a  joint  resolution  of 
the  House  of  the  following  titles: 

H.R.  3392.  An  act  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1949:  and 

H.J.  Res.  258.  An  act  designating  August  3. 
1983.  as  National  Paralyzed  Veterans  Rec- 
ognition Day." 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  10  o'clock  and  45  minutes 
p.m.)  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Thursday,  July  21,  1983,  at  10 
a.m. 


1582.  A  letter  from  the  Plan  Administra- 
tor. Farm  Credit  Banks  of  New  Orleans, 
transmitting  the  annual  reports  of  the  farm 
credit  retirement  system  and  production 
credit  associations  retirement  plans.  New 
Orleans  District,  for  the  year  ending  De- 
cemt>er  31.  1982.  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C. 
9503(a)<l)(B):  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Operations. 

1583.  A  letter  from  the  Secretaries  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  and  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  transmitting  a 
joint  report  on  Federal  efforts  to  respond  to 
the  shelter  and  basic  living  needs  of  chron- 
ically mentally  ill  individuals,  pursuant  to 
section  802  of  Public  Law  96-398:  jointly  to 
the  Committees  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
and  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 

1584.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Staff  Direc- 
tor. U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  statement  on  the 
administration's  proposed  education  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1984,  pursuant  to  section 
104(c)  of  Public  Law  85-315:  jointly  to  the 
Committees  on  the  Judiciary  and  Education 
and  Labor. 

1585.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency,  transmit- 
ting a  comprehensive  emergency  manage- 
ment report,  including  the  Agency's  1982  ac- 
tivities, pursuant  to  sundry  provisions  of 
public  law:  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services:  Banking,  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs:  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs: 
Public  Works  and  Transportation;  and  Sci- 
eqie  and  Technology. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1578.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  Executive  Office 
of  the  President,  transmitting  a  cumulative 
report  on  rescissions  and  deferrals  of  budget 
authority  as  of  July  1,  1983,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 1014(e)  of  Public  Law  93-344  (H.  Doc. 
No.  98-86);  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

1579.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  (Installations,  Logistics 
and  Financial  Management),  transmitting 
notice  of  the  Army's  decision  to  convert  to 
contractor  performance  the  bulk  liquid  stor- 
age activity  at  Fort  Sam  Houston,  Tex.,  pur- 
suant to  section  502(b)  of  Public  Law  96- 
342;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

1580.  A  letter  from  the  Principal  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Shipbuild- 
ing and  Logistics),  transmitting  notice  of 
the  Navy's  decision  to  convert  to  contractor 
performance  the  shelf-stocking  function  at 
the  commissary  store,  Pearl  Harbor,  Hawaii, 
pursuant  to  section  502(b)  of  Public  Law  96- 
342;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

1581.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  SUte, 
transmitting  the  fourth  certification  for  the 
provision  of  certain  security  assistance  and 
the  assignment  of  certain  military  personnel 
In  El  Salvador,  pursuant  to  section  728  of 
Public  Law  97-113:  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs. 


life  of  the  Civil  Rights  Commission,  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  98-304).  Referred 
to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  BEILENSON:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  274.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  2867,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years 
1984  through  1986,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  No.  98-305).  Referred  to  the  House 
Calendar. 

Mr.  FROST:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  275.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  2615,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Energy  Conservation  in  Existing  Build- 
ings Act  of  1976  to  provide  for  the  weather- 
ization  of  the  remaining  eligible  low-income 
dwelling  units  throughout  the  United 
States,  to  create  additiona!  emplo'Tn?nt  in 
weatherization-related  industries,  and  lor 
other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  98-306).  Referred 
to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  BONIOR:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  276.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  3021.  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for  a  pro- 
gram of  grants  to  States  to  provide  health 
care  benefits  for  the  employed,  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  98-307).  Referred 
to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  WHITTEN:  Conunittee  of  Confer- 
ence. Conference  report  on  H.R.  3069  (Rept. 
No.  98-308).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORTS  OP  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  DELLUMS:  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  H.R.  3425.  A  bill  to 
amend  the  District  of  Columbia  Stadium 
Act  of  1957  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior to  convey  to  the  government  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  all  right,  title,  and  in- 
terest to  the  Robert  F.  Kennedy  Memorial 
Stadium  vested  n  the  United  States:  with  an 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  98-301).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DELLUMS:  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  H.R.  3547.  A  bill  to 
amend  the  District  of  Columbia  Self-Gov- 
ernment  and  Governmental  Reorganization 
Act  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Mayor  to 
accept  certain  interim  loans  from  the 
United  States  and  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Secretay  of  the  Treasury  to  make 
such  loans  (Rept.  No.  98-302).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DELLUMS:  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  H.R.  3369.  A  bill  to  give  to 
the  Board  of  Parole  for  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia exclusive  power  and  authority  to  re- 
lease on  parole,  to  terminate  the  parole  of, 
and  to  modify  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  parole  of,  prisoners  convicted  of  violat- 
ing any  law  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or 
any  law  of  the  United  States  applicable  ex- 
clusively to  the  District  (Rept.  No.  98-303). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  WHEAT:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  273.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  2230,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Civil  RighU  Act  of  1957  to  extend  the 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clatise 
4  of  rule  XXII  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  GAYDOS: 

H.R.  3608.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  for  Federal  participa- 
tion in  the  costs  of  the  old-age.  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  program  and  the 
medicare  program:  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  SAM  B.  HALL.  Jr.: 

H.R.  3609.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act  to  facilitate  the 
transportation  of  undocumented  aliens  and 
to  reimburse  air  carriers  for  detention  ex- 
penses; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  LANTOS: 

H.R.  3610.  A  bill  entitled  "The  Fair  Cam- 
paign Act  of  1983";  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  House  Administration  and  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  LUNGREN  (by  request): 

H.R.  3611.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Ju- 
diciary and  Education  and  Labor. 
By  Mr.  MURPHY: 

H.R.  3612.  A  bill  to  establish  the  National 
Trucking  Industry  Commission;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Public  Works  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  OBERSTAR: 

H.R.  3613.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  an  indi- 
vidual may  become  entitled  to  widow's  or 
widowers'  insurance  on  the  basis  of  disabil- 
ity without  a  waiting  period  if  such  individ- 
ual is  also  entitled  to  disability  Insurance 
benefits:  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  SKELTON: 

H.R.  3614.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  award- 
ing of  a  special  congressional  gold  medal  to 
the  daughter  of  Harry  S.  Tnmian  in  recog- 
nition of  his  outstanding  public  service  to 


the  United  States;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  VANDERGRIFF: 
H.R.  3615.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  increase  the  cap 
amount  allowable  for  reimbursement  of  hos- 
pices under  the  medicare  program:  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  WAXMAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Walgren,       Ms.       Mikulski,       Mr. 
Wyden.  Mr.  SiKORSKi.  Mr.  Wirth, 
Mr.  Leland,  Mr.  Pepper.  Ms.  Oakar. 
Ms.  Snowe.  and  Mr.  Rinaldo): 
H.R.  3616.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  with  respect  to  pro- 
vision of  home  health  services;  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
Energy  and  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  VANDERGRIFF: 
H.J.  Res.  325.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  week  beginning  September  18.  1983,  as 
"Emergency  Medicine  Week  ";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  DYMALLY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Corrada,  and  Mr.  Crockett): 
H.  Con.  Res.   147.  Concurrent  resolution 
condemning  the  participation  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  South  Africa  in  the  Fifth  World  Vet- 
eran (Masters)  Championship  Games  to  be 
held  in  Puerto  Rico  in  September  1983;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  GIBBONS: 
H.  Res.  277.  Resolution  authorizing  print- 
ing of  the  transcript  of  proceedings  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  incident  to 
presentation  of  a  portrait  of  the  Honorable 
Dan  Rostenkowski;  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration. 

By  Mrs.  MARTIN  of  Illinois: 
H.  Res.  278.  Resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  House  of  Representatives  that 
the  President  should  establish  a  productivi- 
ty and  quality  award  to  be  made  to  those 
businesses,  workers,  other  individuals,  and 
public  sector  organizations  which  make 
major  contributions  toward  sustained  im- 
provement in  productivity  and  quality  per- 
formance; to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII.  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 
By  Mr.  D' AMOURS: 

H.R.  3617.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Maj. 
Bradford  S.  Goodwin.  Jr..  U.S.  Army;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  MARRIOTT: 

H.R.  3618.  A  bill  to  extend  the  lease  terms 
of  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  U-39711;  to 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  100:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 

H.R.  416:  Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr.  Rangel,  and 
Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut. 

H.R.  417;  Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr.  Levin  of 
Michigan,  Mr.  Rangel,  Mr.  Bedell,  and  Mr. 
Morrison  of  Connecticut. 

H.R.  898:  Mr.  Applegate,  Mr.  Gooduno. 
Mr.  Ireland,  Mr.  Miller  of  California,  Mr. 
Parris,  Mr,  Roth.  Mr.  Bedell,  and  Mr. 
Regula. 


H.R.  953:  Mr.  Jacobs,  Mr.  Russo,  Mr.  Lun- 
DiNE,  Mrs.  Burton  of  California,  and  Mr. 
Coyne. 
H.R.  954:  Mr.  Schumer. 

H.R.  1092:  Mr.  Mineta. 

H.R.  1244:  Mr.  Ridge. 

H.R.  1263:  Mr.  Dwyer  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  1376:  Mr.  Daub,  Mr.  Bilihakis,  Mr. 
Roe,  Mr.  Gingrich,  Mrs.  Boggs,  Mr. 
McEwEN,  Mr.  Winn,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr. 
Taixon,  and  Mrs.  Schneider. 

H.R.  1392:  Mr.  Stark. 

H.R.  1415:  Mr.  Hubbard,  Mr.  Kazen,  Mr. 
Bevill,  Mr.  Shelby,  Mr.  Flippo,  Mr.  Con- 
YERS,  Mr.  Breaux,  Mr.  Watkins,  and  Mr. 
Tallon. 

H.R.  1418:  Mr.  Tauke.  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr. 
Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Breadx,  Mr.  Tallon. 
Mr.  Young  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Plorio.  Mr.  Ham- 
ilton, Mr.  Reid,  Mr.  Lehman  of  California, 
Mr.  Spratt,  and  Mr.  Kildee. 

H.R.  1603:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 

H.R.  1668:  Mr.  DeWine,  and  Mr.  Bilirak- 
is. 

H.R.  1694:  Mr.  Panetta. 

H.R.  1783:  Mr.  Minish. 

H.R.  1795:  Mr.  DeWine. 

H.R.  1903:  Mr.  Howard  and  Mr.  Moody. 

H.R.  1918:  Mrs.  Johnson,  Mr.  Scheuer, 
and  Mr.  Lundine. 

H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Pish,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida, 
and  Mr.  Archer. 

H.R.  2236:  Mr.  Akaka,  Mr.  Bereuter,  Mr. 
Carr,  Mr.  Corrada,  Mr.  Edwards  of  Califor- 
nia, Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Foley,  Mr.  Fuqua,  Mr. 
Hatcher,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  LaPalce,  Mr. 
LUJAN,  Mr.  Moakley,  Mr.  Molinari,  Mr. 
Morrison  of  Washington,  Mr.  Penny,  Mr. 
Porter,  Mr.  Richardson,  Mr.  Weiss,  and 
Mr.  Won  Pat. 

H.R.  2348:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 

H.R.  2351:  Mr.  Torres. 

H.R.  2352:  Mr.  Pursell,  Mr.  Rangel,  Mr. 
Matsui,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Mineta,  Mr. 
Florio,  Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Chandler,  Mr. 
Dyson,  Mr.  Kostmayer,  Mr.  Wheat,  Mr. 
Levine  of  California,  Ms.  Oakar,  and  Mr. 

SOLARZ. 

H.R.  2380:  Mr.  Feighan,  Mr.  Goodling, 
Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Bliley,  and  Mr.  de  Lugo. 

H.R.  2447:  Mr.  Jeffords. 

H.R.  2533:  Mr.  BoNiOR  of  Michigan  and 
Mr.  LaFalce. 

H.R.  2545:  Mr.  Wolpe. 

H.R.  2700:  Mrs.  Collins. 

H,R.  2902:  Mr.  Horton,  Mr.  Kindness,  Mr. 
OxLEY,  Mr.  Stenholm,  Mr.  Kasich,  Mr. 
Tallon,  Mr.  Shannon,  Mr.  Roberts,  and  Mr. 
Jones  of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  2916:  Mr.  Neal. 

H.R.  2977:  Mr.  Gramm  and  Mr.  Tallon. 

H.R.  3193:  Mr.  Boehlert  and  Mr.  Carney. 

H.R.  3242:  Mr.  Gingrich. 

H.R.  3245:  Mr.  Mineta,  Mr.  Rahall,  Mr. 
Crockett,  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida,  Ms.  Oakar, 
Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Ratchford,  Mr.  Boucher, 
Mrs.  Burton  of  California,  and  Mr.  Solarz. 

H.R.  3264:  Mr.  Breaux  and  Mr.  Levin  of 
Michigan. 

H.R.  3280:  Mr.  Evans  of  Iowa,  Mr.  Bedell. 
and  Mr.  Clinger. 

H.R.  3281:  Mr.  Evans  of  Iowa,  Mr.  Bedell, 
and  Mr.  Clinger. 

H.R.  3305:  Mr.  Wortley.  Mr,  Ottinger, 
Mr.  Blacgi,  Mr.  Addabbo,  Mr.  LaFalce,  Mr. 
Garcia,  Mr.  Schumer,  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Lent, 
Mr.  Solarz,  Ms.  Ferraro,  Mr.  Fish,  Mr. 
Richardson,  Mr.  Edwards  of  California,  and 
Mr.  Rangel. 

H.R.  3321:  Mr.  Michel.  Mr.  Hoyer,  Mr. 
Levin  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Dyson, 
Mr.  Fish,  Mr.  Loeffler,  Mr.  Oxley,  Mr. 
Hansen  of  Idaho,  Mr.  Hillis,  Mr.  Lewis  of 
California,  Mr.  Dreier  of  California,  Mr. 
McCandless,  Mr.  Ritter,  and  Mr.  Hughes. 


H.R.  3348:  Mr.  SMrm  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Hall  of  Ohio,  Mr.  Vento,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr. 
Whittaker.  Mr.  Hughes,  Mr.  Mollohan. 
Mr.  Albosta,  Mr.  McDade.  Mrs.  Kenwelly, 
Mr.  Coleman  of  Texas,  Mr.  Sawyer,  Mr. 
McHugh,  Mr.  Ireland,  Mrs.  Burton  of  Cali- 
fornia, Mr.  Vander  Jagt,  Mr.  Nielson  of 
Utah,  Mr.  Boland,  Mr.  Luken,  Mr.  Price. 
Mr.  Thomas  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Torricelli,  Mr. 
McCloskey,  Mr.  Franklin,  Mr.  Garcia,  Mr. 
Patman,  Mr.  Conte,  Mr.  Fish,  Mr.  Schumer. 
Mr.  AspiN,  Mr.  Obey,  Mr.  Traxler,  Mr. 
Heftel  of  Hawaii,  Mr.  Sisisky,  Mr.  Wise, 
Mr.  GuARiNi,  Mr.  Shei3y,  Mr.  McCuroy. 
Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Boner  of  Tennes- 
see, and  Ms.  Mikulski. 

H.R.    3449:    Mr.    Daub.   Mr.    Dixon,    Mr. 
DwnrER  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Fauntroy,  Mr. 
Fazio  Mr.  Franks,  Mr.  Levin  of  Michigat, 
Mr.  Levine  of  California,  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr. 
Pritchard,  Mr.  Roe,  Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Solarz. 
Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Won  Pat,  Mr.  Smith  of 
Florida,  Mr.  Horton,  Mr.  Ratchford,  Mr. 
McGrath,  Mrs.  Boxer,  and  Mr.  Hughes. 
H.R.  3498:  Mr.  Mitchell. 
H.R.  3545:  Mrs.  Schneider. 
H.R.  3546:  Mr.  Thomas  of  California  and 
Mrs.  Schneider. 
H.R.  3564:  Mr.  Marlenee. 
H.R.  3605:  Mr.  Gore. 

H.J.  Res.  71:  Mrs.  Roukema,  Mr.  Denny 
Smith,  Mr.  Addabbo,  and  Mr.  Courter. 
H.J.  Res.  89:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 
H.J.  Res.   153:  Mr.  Perkins,  Mr.  Biacci, 
Mr.  Stangeland,  Mr.  Wirth,  Mr.  Harrison, 
Mr.  Andrews  of  Texas.  Mr.  Montgomery, 
Mr.  Alexander,  Mr.  Boner  of  Tennessee, 
Mr.  CoNYERS,  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina, 
Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Vandergriff,  Mr.  White- 
hurst,  Mr.  DE  Lugo,  Mr.  Dowdy  of  Missis- 
sippi, Mr.  AcKERMAN,  Mr.  Levine  of  Califor- 
nia,  Mr.   Hansen   of   Idaho,   Mr.   Hammer- 
schmidt,    Mr.     Heftel     of     Hawaii,     Mr. 
Howard,    Mr.    Mazzou,    Mr.    Hutto,    Mrs. 
Holt,  Mr.  Hightower,  Mr.  Lent,  Mr.  Kemp, 
Mr.   Levin  of  Michigan,   Mr.   Jacobs,  Mr. 
Long   of   Maryland,   Mr.   Wilson,   Mr.   La- 
Falce, Mr.  Oilman,  Mr.  Ray,  Mr.  Murphy, 
Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr.  Smith  of  Flori- 
da, Mr.  Snyder,  Mr.  Spratt,  Mr.  Rodiro, 
Mr.  Richardson,  Mr.  Tallon,  Mr.  Rogers, 
Mr.  Savage,  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Edwards  of  California,  Mr.  Wyden,  Mr. 
Natcher,  Mr.  Won  Pat,  and  Mr.  Pritchard. 
H.J.  Res.  176:  Mr.  Corrada,  Mr.  Patter- 
son, Mr.  O'Brien,  Mr.  Murphy,  Mr.  Akaka, 
Mr.  Daniel,  Mr.  Chappell,  Mr.  Wilson.  Mr. 
Reid,  and  Mr.  Bryant. 
H.J.  Res.  218:  Mr.  Weiss  and  Mr.  Lantos. 
H.J.  Res.  260:  Mr.  Hyde  and  Mr.  Hutto. 
H.J.  Res.  273:  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Coats.  Mr. 
HiLER.  Mr.  McGrath.  Mr.  Wilson,  Mr.  Ah- 
NUNZio,    Mr.    Pashayan,    Mr.    Winn.    Mr. 
Evans  of  Illinois.  Mr.  McEwen.  Mr.  Duncan. 
Mr.  McCoLLUM.  Mr.  Conyers,  Mr.  Puqua. 
Mr.  Young  of  Florida.  Mr.  Miller  of  Cali- 
fornia.  Mr.   Fascell,  Mr.   LaFalce,  Mr,  de 
Lugo,  and  Mr.  Pritchard. 

H.J.  Res.  283:  Mr.  Ackerman,  Mr.  Bate- 
man,  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Bosco,  Mrs.  Boxer, 
Mr.  Carr,  Mr.  Coats,  Mr.  DeWine,  Mr. 
Duncan,  Mr.  Durbin,  Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Faunt- 
roy, Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Sam  B. 
Hall.  Jr.,  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee,  Mr. 
Kazen,  Mr.  Kindness,  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  California,  Mr.  Mavroules.  Mr. 
McCain,  Mr.  McCloskey,  Mr.  McGrath. 
Mr.  McNulty,  Mr.  Mineta,  Mr.  Moakley, 
Mr.  Pritchard,  Mr.  Roe,  Mr.  Schulze.  Mr. 
Shelby,  Mr.  Shumway,  Ms.  Snowe,  Mr, 
Solarz,  Mr.  Watkins,  Mr.  Waxman,  Mr. 
Williams  of  Ohio,  Mr.  Yatron,  Mr.  Addab- 
bo, Mr.  Campbell,  and  Mr,  Corcoran. 
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HJ.  Res.  309:  Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr. 
Batkxah,  Mr.  Bosco.  Mr.  Oellums.  Mr. 
DwYEH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois. 
Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Green.  Mr. 
HKnfEK.  Mr.  Huches.  Ms.  Kaptuh.  Mr.  Laco- 
MARSINO.  Mr.  Lantos.  Mr.  McEwen.  Mr. 
McGrath.  Mr.  McNuLTY,  Mr.  Nichols,  Mr. 
Pashayan.  Mr.  Ratchford.  Mr.  Reid.  Mr. 
Rob,  Mr.  Scheueh.  Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Smith  of 
Florida.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Vandergriff.  Mr. 
Wilson  and  Mr.  Wolp. 

H.J.  Res.  321:  Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr. 
Wilson.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Emerson.  Ms. 
Oakar.  Mr.  Berettter.  Mr.  McCloskey.  Mr. 
Chappie.  Mr.  Minish.  Mrs.  Byron.  Mr.  Con- 
YKRs.  and  Mr.  Stenholm. 

H.  Con.  Res.  63:  Mrs.  Burton  of  Califor- 
nia, Mr.  Donnelly,  and  Mr.  Luncren. 

H.  Con.  Res.  107:  Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Coyne, 
Mr.  Dellhms.  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Yodnc  of 
Florida,  Mr.  Mitchell,  and  Mr.  Minish. 

H.  Con.  Res.  118:  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Lantos. 
Mr.  Kiloee,  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Britt,  Mr. 
Bedell.  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Dymally.  Mr. 
Sttjdds.  Mr.  Foclietta.  Mr.  Berman.  Mr. 
Carr.  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr. 
Schetter.  Mr.  Swirr.  Mr.  Lowry  of  Wash- 
ington. Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Morri- 
son of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Penny.  Mrs.  Ken- 
nelly. Mr.  Bonker.  Mr.  Dicks.  Mr.  Pritch- 
ARD.  Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Foley.  Mr.  Wise,  and 
Mr.  Wirth. 

H.  Con.  Res.  137:  Mr.  Dyson. 

H.  Res.  175:  Mr.  Bonker  and  Mr.  Moor- 

HEAO. 

H.  Res.  190:  Mr.  Aodabbo.  Mr.  Wortley. 
and  Mr.  Whitehttrst. 

H.  Res.  191:  Mr.  Moody.  Mr.  Mitchell. 
and  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut. 

H.  Res.  269:  Mr.  Dymally.  Mr.  Lacomar- 
siNO.  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  Lewis  of  California. 
Mr.  Martin  of  New  York,  and  Mr.  Quillen. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  2350 
By  Mr.  BEDELL: 
—Strike  section  489.  line  15  on  page  122  to 
line  18  on  page  123. 

Insert  on  line  15  on  page  122  the  follow- 
ing: 

"Sec.  489.  The  Secretary  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  by  October  1.  1984 
on  the  progress  of  the  Small  Business  Inno- 
vation Development  program  (Public  Law 
97-219)  at  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health.". 


H.R.  2760 


By  Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri: 
—Page  31  in  line  8.  immediately  following 
the  parenthetical  expression  "OSth  Con- 
gress)" insert  ".  unless  the  President  certi- 
fies to  Congress  by  this  date  that  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua: 

(1)  does  not  intend  to  hold  free  elections, 
(2)  continues  to  prohibit  freedom  of  the 
press,  (3)  continues  to  violate  the  human 
rights  of  Nicaraguan  citizens,  and  (4)  seeks 
to  overthrow  the  government  of  any  other 
country". 

—On  page  3.  at  line  8.  strike  the  first  period 
and  the  quotation  mark  (.")  following  the 
parenthetical  expression  •'(98th  Congress)" 
and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  ".  unless  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  Congress  by  this  date  that 
the  government  of  Nicaragua  has  not:  (1) 
ceased  its  persecution  of  Nicaraguan  Jews: 
(2)  allowed  Nicaragtian  Jews  who  have  fled 


Sandinista  oppression  to  return  to  Nicara- 
gua without  fear  of  further  repression;  (3) 
guaranteed  unequivocally  their  civil  and  re- 
ligious rights;  and  (4)  returned  the  confis- 
cated property  of  Nicaraguan  Jews.". 
—On  page  4,  at  the  beginning  of  line  19, 
after  "America",  insert  a  period; 

On  page  4.  strike  out  lines  20  through  22. 
—Page  4,  line  23  strike  "At"  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "(1)  Except  in  extraordinary 
circumstances,  at"; 

Page  5.  beginning  in  line  1.  strike  out 
"Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  to  the  chairman  of  the  appropriate 
committees"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Per- 
manent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  to  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence";  and 
Page  5.  after  line  2.  insert  the  following: 
"(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  President  de- 
termines that  extraordinary  circumstances 
exist  which  require  that  assistance  be  pro- 
vided with  less  than  15  days  prior  notice  to 
the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelli- 
gence in  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  the  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  Senate,  the  President  shall  submit  the 
report  described  in  paragraph  (1 )  of  this 
subsection  as  soon  as  practical.". 
—On  page  5.  line  4.  strike  "$30,000,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$300,000,000";  and 

On  page  5.  line  5.  strike  "$50,000,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$100,000,000". 
—On  page  5.  line  10.  strike  the  quotation 
mark  and  the  last  period  and  after  line  10 
add  the  following: 

"(g)  the  President  shall  commission  a 
study  to  assess  the  potential  consequences 
of  a  failure  to  halt  Cuban  and  Nicaraguan 
directed  revolution  and  subversion  in  Cen- 
tral America.  Such  study  shall  include  but 
not  be  limited  to  the  issues  of  refugee  pat- 
terns and  U.S.  dollar  outlays  which  may  be 
necessary.". 

By  Mr.  COURTER: 
—Page  2.  beginning  in  line  19.  strike  out  the 
period  and  all  that  follows  through  the  end 
of  line  8  on  page  3  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert 
the  following:  ".  if  both: 

"(1)  a  mutual  agreement  has  been  entered 
into  that  the  government  of  Nicaragua  will 
cease  all  activities  to  provide  arms,  training, 
command,  and  control  facilities  or  logistical 
support  to  military  or  paramilitary  oper 
ations  in  or  against  any  country  in  Cental 
America  and  Nicaragua's  compliance  with 
such  agreement  is  verified;  and 

"(2)  the  government  of  Nicaragua  (A) 
ceases  and  desists  from  any  activity,  includ- 
ing the  importation  of  offensive  arms, 
which  threatens  the  independence  or  integ- 
rity of  El  Salvador  or  any  other  nation  in 
the  region  or  which  otherwise  conflicts  with 
the  charters  of  the  United  Nations  or  the 
Organization  of  American  States;  (B)  re- 
frains from  attacks  on  any  insurgent  force 
within  its  territory  that  itself  refrains  from 
any  attack  upon  Nicaragua  Government 
forces;  and  (C)  agrees  to  permit  internation- 
al observers  to  monitor  its  compliance  with 
these  conditions. 

"(b)  the  restriction  on  obligation  or  ex- 
penditure of  appropriations  contained  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  become 
inoperative  Immediately  upon  submission  of 
a  report,  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  that  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is 
not  abiding  by  the  conditions  described  in 
paragraphs  (1)  smd  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  and 
such  restrictions  shall  remain  Inoperative 
until  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  further 
report  that  the  conduct  of  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua  has  changed  to  comply  with 
such  conditions.  Reports  made  by  the  Secre- 


tary of  State  pursuant  to  this  section  which 
are  classified  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Per- 
manent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  to  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
Senate.". 

—On  page  5.  after  line  10,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"Sec.  803.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  the  powers  and  duties  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  act  to 
safeguard  the  national  security  of  the 
United  States  or  to  fulfill  its  treaty  obliga- 
tions.". 

—Page  2,  line  19  (section  801):  after  "indi- 
vidual.", insert  the  following:  "unless  the 
President  certifies  to  Congress  that  either 
Cuba,  or  Cuban  supported  countries,  groups 
or  individuals  are  supplying  arms  to  any 
nation,  group,  organization,  movement  or 
individual  which  would  have  the  effect  of 
destabilizing  or  threatening  to  overthrow 
any  government  in  Central  America.". 

By  Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE: 
—Page  2.  line  19.  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert:  "provided  that  the  President  shsJl 
not  be  precluded  from  taking  actions  vital 
to  the  national  security  interests  of  the 
United  States.". 

—Page  2,  line  6.  strike  out  "prohibition" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "limitations"; 
and  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  8  of  page  3.  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"limitations    on    covert    assistance    for 

military  or  paramilitary  operations  in 

nicaragua 

"Sec  801.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b),  funds  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  or  any  other  department,  agency,  or 
entity  of  the  United  States  involved  in  intel- 
ligence activities  may  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  the  purpose  or  which  would 
have  the  effect  of  supporting,  directly  or  in- 
directly, military  or  paramilitary  operations 
in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation,  group,  organiza- 
tion, movement,  or  individual. 

"(b)  Subject  to  subsection  (c).  the  limita- 
tion in  subsection  (a)  does  not  apply  with 
respect  to  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations which  are  being  carried  out  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  about,  through  negotia- 
tions or  otherwise,  the  cessation  of  Nicara- 
guan support  for  insurgents  or  terrorists  in 
other  Central  American  countries. 

"(c)(1)  The  exception  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (b)  shall  cease  to  apply  on  October  1. 
1983,  or  the  date  prescribed  in  the  classified 
annex  to  the  report  of  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  accompany 
H.R.  2760  (98th  Congress),  whichever  is 
later,  unless  the  President  reports  to  the 
Congress  that— 

"(A)  obligations  and  expenditures  subject 
to  this  section  are  necessary  to  support  mili- 
tary or  paramilitary  operations  which  are 
being  carried  out  for  the  purpose  described 
in  subsection  (b);  and 

"(B)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  has 
failed  to  consummate  with  the  other  inter- 
ested nations  of  Central  America,  reciprocal 
and  verifiable  agreements  on  the  withdraw- 
al of  all  foreign  military  advisers  and  train- 
ers, renunciation  of  the  importation  of 
heavy  offensive  weapons,  and  the  end  of 
support  for  insurgencies  in  the  territory  of 
neighboring  countries. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
section,  the  limitation  in  subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  unless  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua guarantees  fairness,  protection  and  the 


right  to  participate  peacefully  in  political 
processes  to  political  movements  of  all  per- 
suasions as  was  called  for  by  the  Seven- 
teenth Consultative  Meeting  of  Ministers  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States  in 
June  1979,  to  include  the  proclamation  and 
observance  of  a  general  sunnesty  for  the 
members  of  opposition  and  resistance 
groups.  Any  report  by  the  President  under 
this  paragraph  shall  be  accompanied  by  a 
detailed  report  to  the  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and  the  Perma- 
nent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  describing 
fully  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  obliga- 
tions and  expenditures  to  be  mcurred,  de- 
tailing the  efforts  to  achieve  a  negotiated 
settlement  of  the  conflict  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, and  explaining  why  the  obligations  and 
expenditures  to  be  made  are  consistent  with 
subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph. 

"(2)  If  a  report  is  made  to  the  Congress 
under  paragraph  (1)  and  is  not  disapproved 
by  the  Congress  under  paragraph  (3),  an- 
other report  in  accordance  with  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  submitted  not  more  than  six 
months  after  the  first  such  report,  provid- 
ing an  assessment  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
obligations  and  expenditures  in  attaining 
their  intended  objectives,  as  well  as  an  as- 
sessment of  any  other  effects. 

"(3)  If  the  Congress,  within  thirty  calen- 
dar days  after  receiving  a  report  required  by 
paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
adopts  a  joint  resolution  disapproving  the 
report,  the  exception  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (b)  shall  cease  to  apply  and  all  obliga- 
tions and  expenditures  subject  to  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  suspended. 

"(4)(A)  A  resolution  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  considered  in  the  Senate  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  section  601(b)  of 
the  International  Security  Assistance  and 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

"(B)(i)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the 
consideration  and  adoption  of  resolutions 
under  this  subsection,  a  motion  to  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  such  a  resolution 
after  it  has  been  reported  by  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  shall  be 
treated  as  highly  privileged  in  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

"(ii)  If  the  Permanent  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  has  not  reported  a  resolu- 
tion under  this  subsection  within  ten  days 
after  such  resolution  is  referred  to  that 
committee  (excluding  days  on  which  either 
House  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  ad- 
journment of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day 
certain),  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  to  dis- 
charge that  committee  from  further  consid- 
eration of  that  resolution,  except  that  no 
motion  to  discharge  shall  be  in  order  after 
the  committee  has  reported  a  resolution  to 
the  same  effect  as  that  resolution.  A  motion 
to  discharge  under  this  subparagraph  is 
highly  privileged.". 

Page  5.  beginning  in  line  4.  strike  out. 
"$30,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1983  and"; 
strike  out  lines  6  through  10,  and  in  lieu 
thereof  insert  the  following: 

"(f)(1)  Assistance  may  not  be  provided 
under  this  section  during  any  period  during 
which  funds  may  be  obligated  or  expended 
pursuant  to  the  exception  contained  in  sec- 
tion 801(b). 

"(2)  The  amount  of  the  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  under  subsection  (e)  of 
this  section  which  is  obUgated  for  assistance 
under  this  section  may  not  exceed  the 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
amount  authorized  as  the  number  of  days 
remaining  in  fiscal  year  1984  after  the  ex- 
ception contained  in  section  801(b)  ceases  to 


apply  bears  to  the  number  of  days  in  fiscal 
year  1983.". 

—Page  2.  beginning  in  line  19,  strike  out  the 
period  and  all  that  follows  through  the  end 
of  line  8  on  page  3  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert 
the  following:  ",  if  both: 

"(Da  mutual  agreement  has  been  entered 
into  that  the  government  of  Nicaragua  will 
cease  all  activities  to  provide  arms,  training, 
command  and  control  facilities  or  logistical 
support  to  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations in  or  against  any  country  in  Central 
American  and  Nicaragua's  compliance  with 
such  agreement  is  verified;  and 

"(2)  the  government  of  Nicaragua  (A) 
ceases  and  desists  from  any  activity,  includ- 
mg  the  importation  of  offensive  arms, 
which  threatens  the  independence  or  integ- 
rity of  El  Salvador  or  any  other  nation  in 
the  region  or  which  otherwise  conflicts  with 
the  charters  of  the  United  Nations  or  the 
Organization  of  American  States;  (B)  re- 
frains from  attacks  on  any  insurgent  force 
within  its  territory  that  itself  refrains  from 
any  attack  upon  Nicaragua  Government 
forces;  and  (C)  agrees  to  permit  internation- 
al observers  to  monitor  its  compliance  with 
these  conditions. 

"(b)  The  restriction  on  obligation  or  ex- 
penditure  of   appropriations   contained   in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  become 
inoperative  immediately  upon  submission  of 
a  report  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  that  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is 
not  abiding  by  the  conditions  described  in 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  and 
such  restrictions  shall  remain  inoperative 
until  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  further 
report  that  the  conduct  of  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua  has  changed  to  comply  with 
such  conditions,  or  until  the  Congress  shall, 
by  Joint  Resolution,  provide  otherwise.  Re- 
ports made  by  the  Secretary  of  State  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  which  are  classified  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  to  the  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  of  the  Senate. ". 
—On  page  3   in  line  3.   immediately  after 
"bill",  and  in  line  8,  after  the  parenthetical 
expression  '"(98th  Congress) ",  in  each  such 
place  insert  the  following:  "unless  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate  that  such  obligations 
or  expenditures  are  necessary— 

""(1)  to  deter  arms  shipments  across  inter- 
national boundaries  or  other  direct  support 
for  military  or  paramilitary  operations 
against  any  other  country  in  Central  Amer- 
ica; and 

"(2)  to  further  the  efforts  of  the  President 
to  obtain  international  negotiations  and 
binding  agreements  to  achieve  a  peaceful 
resolution  of  the  conflict,  end  destabilizing 
acts  and  foster  the  evolution  of  democracy 
in  Central  America. 


Any  such  certification  shall  be  accom- 
plished by  a  detailed  report  to  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  In- 
telligence of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
explaining  how  the  obligations  and  expendi- 
tures will  achieve  the  objectives  set  forth  in 
this  subsection.  During  the  fiscal  years  1983 
and  1984,  further  such  reports  shall  be  sub- 
mitted at  intervals  of  not  more  than  six 
months,  providing  an  assessment  of  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  obligations  and  expendi- 
tures in  attaining  their  intended  objectives, 
as  well  as  an  assessment  of  any  other  ef- 
fects. In  no  event  may  any  obligations  or  ex- 
penditures be  incurred  for  any  activity  de- 
signed or  carried  out  for  the  purpose  of 


overthrowing  any  government  in  Central 
America  or  provoking  a  military  exchange 
between  any  of  the  countries  of  Central 
America.". 

—Page  3,  line  4,  after  "(b)"  strike  out  "This" 
and  all  that  follows  through  the  quotation 
marks  in  line  8  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the 
following: 

"Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1,  1983.  or  upon  the  date 
prescribed  in  the  classified  annex  to  the 
report  of  the  Permanent  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives to  accompany  the  bill  H.R.  2760  (98th 
Congress),  whichever  is  later.". 
Page  3.  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 
"(c)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (e), 
the  prohibition  contained  in  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  apply  if  the  President  finds  and  re- 
ports to  the  Congress,  prior  to  the  effective 
date  established  by  subsection  (b)  that— 

"(1)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  has 
been  unwilling  to  negotiate  in  good  faith 
with  the  other  nations  of  Central  America 
reciprocal  and  verifiable  agreements  on  the 
withdrawal  of  all  foreign  military  advisers 
and  trainers,  renunciation  of  the  importa- 
tion of  heavy  offensive  weapons,  and  the 
end  of  supFKJrt  for  Insurgencies  in  the  terri- 
tory of  neighboring  countries;  and 

"(2)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  contin- 
ues to  provide  arms  or  other  direct  support 
for  Insurgents  or  terrorists  in  other  Central 
American  countries. 

"(d)  The  President  shall  provide  a  detailed 
report  to  the  Select  Committee  on  Intelli- 
gence of  the  Senate  and  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  describing  fully 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  obligations  and 
expenditures  to  be  Incurred,  detailing  the 
efforts  to  achieve  a  negotiated  settlement  of 
the  conflict  in  Central  America,  and  ex- 
plaining how  the  obligations  and  expendi- 
tures to  be  made  are  consistent  with  reme- 
dying the  circumstances  described  In  subsec- 
tions (c)(1)  and(2)  of  this  section.  If  such  a 
report  is  provided  to  the  Congress  and  Is  not 
disapproved  In  accordance  with  subsection 
(e).  another  report  shall  be  submitted  not 
more  than  six  months  after  the  first  such 
report,  providing  an  assessment  of  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  obligations  and  expenditures 
In  attaining  their  Intended  objectives,  as 
well  as  an  assessment  of  any  other  effects. 

"(e)  If  the  Congress,  within  thirty  calen- 
dar days  after  receiving  the  report  required 
by  this  subsection,  adopts  a  joint  resolution 
disapproving  the  report,  all  obligations  and 
expenditures  subject  to  this  subsection  shall 
be  suspended  at  the  end  of  that  30-day 
period.  If  such  a  resolution  Is  not  adopted, 
funds  subject  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
available  for  obligation  and  expenditure 
only  for  use  In  furtherance  of  the  objectives 
of  securing  a  negotiated  end  to  the  conflict 
in  Central  America  and  a  cessation  of  Nica- 
raguan support  for  insurgency  and  terror- 
Ism  as  set  out  In  subsection  (c)." 
—Page  4,  line  10.  immediately  after  the 
period,  strike  out  "Assistance"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  end  of  line  13. 
—Page  4,  after  the  period  In  line  13.  insert 
the  foUowlng  sentence:  "The  President  may 
assist  such  friendly  countries  in  achieving 
the  goals  of  this  subsection  by  the  applica- 
tion of  air  and  naval  quarantine,  as  appro- 
priate.". 

—Page  4.  line  23,  strike  out  "At"  and  Insert 
In  lieu  therof  "(1)  Except  m  extraordinary 
circumstances,  at";  and 
Page  5,  after  line  2.  insert  the  following: 
"(2)  in  any  case  in  which  the  President  de- 
termines that  extraordinary  circumstances 
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exist  which  require  that  assistance  be  pro- 
vided with  less  than  15  days  prior  notice  to 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the  chairmen 
of  the  appropriate  Senate  committees,  the 
President  shall  submit  the  report  described 
in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  as  soon 
as  practical.". 

—Page  5,  line  4.  strike  out  "$30.000,000 "  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$3,000,000,000";  and 
in  line  5,  strike  out  "$50,000,000"  and  insert 
in  Ueu  thereof  "$5,000,000,000." 
—Page  5,  line  10,  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  the  following.  ".  and  in  addition  to 
such  sums,  a  contingency  fund  of  $9  billion 
for  fiscal  year  1984  and  $11  billion  for  the 
fiscal  year  1985  to  provide  for  an  estimated 
IW  to  2  million  refugees  who  will  enter  the 
United  SUtes  in  the  event  of  the  fall  of  El 
Salvador  and  the  attempted  genocide  of  the 
Miskito  Indians." 

—On  page  5.  at  line  10,  strike  the  quotation 
marks  and  the  last  period  and  after  line  10 
add  the  following: 

"Sec.  .  Nothing  in  this  or  any  other  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  affect  the  expenditure 
of  appropriations  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  for  operations 
In  foreign  countries  not  intended  solely  for 
obtaining  necessary  intelligence  which  are 
initiated  after  the  date  of  this  Act.  Provid- 
ed, That  Section  662  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961.  as  amended,  and  section 
501  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947,  as 
amended,  shall  be  observed  with  respect  to 
any  such  operations.". 

By  Mr.  DELLUMS: 
—Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
That  the  Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1983  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  title: 
•TITLE  VIII-PROHIBITION  ON 

COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  MIUTARY 
OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

"PROHIBITION  ON  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

"Sec.  801.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
psurtment.  agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  or  against  Nicaragua  by 
any  nation,  group,  organization,  movement, 
or  individual. 

"(b)  This  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section.". 
—page  3,  line  10.  strike  out  all  that  follows 
"finds"  through  "(1)"  in  line  11  and  insert 
In  lieu  thereof  "that":  line  17,  strike  out  "; 
and"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  period; 
strike  out  lines  18  through  22:  line  24,  strike 
out  "on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he 
may  determine"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"subject  to  subsection  (d) ";  line  25,  strike 
out  "friendly";  page  4,  line  4.  strike  out 
"from  or  through"  suid  all  that  follows 
through  "country"  the  second  place  it  ap- 
pears in  line  6;  line  8,  strike  out  "President 
determines"  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Con- 
gress determines  as  provided  in  subsection 
(d)";  line  9,  strike  out  "such  friendly  coun- 
try or  the  government  of  any  other"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "any";  line  14.  strike 
out  all  that  follows  "to  a";  and  strike  out 
line  23  on  page  4  through  line  2  on  page  5 
and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(d)  The  authority  of  this  section  may  be 
exercised  only  If  the  Congress  enacts  legisla- 
tion which  expressly  authorizes  the  Presi- 
dent to  provide  assistance  under  this  section 


to  a  designated  country,  which  specifies  the 
terms  and  conditions  on  which  that  assist- 
ance may  be  provided,  and  which  contains  a 
determination  by  the  Congress  that  the  in- 
dividual, group,  organization,  or  movement 
which  would  receive  the  military  equipment 
whose  transfer  is  to  be  prevented  seeks  to 
overthrow  the  government  of  a  country  in 
Central  America.". 

—Page  4.  after  line  22,  insert  the  following 
new  subsection  (d)  and  redesignate  existing 
subsections  (d),  (e),  and  (f).  as  subsections 
(e),  (f),  and  (g).  respectively: 

"(d)  No  economic  or  military  assistance 
may  be  provided  to  any  country  under  this 
section,  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
or  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  if  such 
country  provides  or  serves  as  a  base  of  oper- 
ations for  any  nation,  individual,  group,  or- 
ganization, or  movement  which  seeks  to  de- 
stabilize or  overthrow  the  government  of 
any  country  in  Central  America  or  which  is 
carrying  out  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations in  any  country  in  Central  America. 
This  subsection  does  not  apply  with  respect 
to  a  country  which  opposes  the  use  of  its 
territory  as  such  a  base  of  operations  but 
which  does  not  have  any  armed  forces  and 
therefore  is  unable  to  prevent  the  use  of  its 
territory  as  such  a  base  of  operations.". 
—Page  3.  line  22,  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and";  and  after  line 
22,  insert  the  following: 

"(3)  it  should  be  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  seek,  in  Central  America,  a  halt  to 
the  militarization  of  the  region,  an  end  to 
foreign  intervention,  withdrawal  of  foreign 
military  advisors  and  combat  personnel,  and 
the  removal  of  all  foreign  military  bases.". 
—Page  3,  line  22,  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  ":  and";  after  line  22, 
insert  the  following: 

"(3)  it  should  be  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  enter  into  negotiations  with  Nica- 
ragua and  Honduras  in  order  to  avert  con- 
flict and  to  resolve  differences  through  dia- 
logue.". 

By  Mr.  FOWLER: 
—Page  5,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  negotiations  with  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  either  bilaterally  or  under  the 
peace  initiative  undertaken  by  the  Conta- 
dora  group  of  nations  is  In  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States  and  the  nations  of  Cen- 
tral America  and  should  be  actively  encour- 
aged and  supported  by  the  Government  of 
the  United  States. 

(b)  On  or  before  January  1,  1984,  the 
President  shall  report  to  the  Congress  on 
what  actions,  if  any,  have  been  taken  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  under- 
take bilateral  negotiations  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  or  to  encourage  and  sup- 
port the  peace  initiative  by  the  Contadora 
group  of  nations. 

—Page  5,  after  line  10.  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  negotiations  with  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  either  bilaterally  or  under  the 
peace  initiative  undertaken  by  the  Conta- 
dora group  of  nations  is  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States  and  the  nations  of  Cen- 
tral America  and  should  be  actively  encour- 
aged and  supported  by  the  Government  of 
the  United  States. 

(b)  On  or  before  October  1,  1983.  the 
President  shall  report  to  the  Congress  on 
what  actions,  if  any,  have  been  taken  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  under- 
take bilateral  negotiations  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  or  to  encourage  and  sup- 


port the  peace  initiative  by  the  Contadora 
group  of  nations. 

By  Mr.  GONZALEZ: 
—Page  4,  line  14,  after  "(c)"  insert  "(1)";  and 
after  line  22,  Insert  the  following: 

"(2)  If  the  Congress  enacts  a  Joint  resolu- 
tion declaring  that  a  country  has  violated 
its  agreement  pursuant  to  this  subsection, 
then  all  assistance  for  that  country  under 
this  section,  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961,  and  the  Arms  Export  Con- ' 
trol  Act  shall  be  suspended  immediately, 
and  any  unexpended  funds  obligated  for 
such  assistance  shall  be  deobligated.". 

By  Mr.  HARKIN: 
—Page  4,  beginning  in  line  I,  strike  out 
"ability  to  prevent  to  the  use  of  its  territory, 
or"  and  insert  in  lieu  therof  "ability  to  take 
actions  within  its  territory  to  prevent  the 
use  of  its  territory,  or  the  ability". 
—Page  4,  strike  out  line  22  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "is  engaged  in  mili- 
tary or  paramilitay  operations  against  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua.". 

By  Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa: 
—Page  5.  after  line  10.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  2.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  supersede  the  prohibition  (com- 
mingly  referred  to  as  the  "Boland  Amend- 
ment") which  is  contained  in  section  793  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  Appropriations 
Act,  1983  (as  set  forth  in  Public  Law  97- 
377);  and  the  prohibition  contained  in  that 
section  shall  apply  with  respect  to  funds 
provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1984. 

By  Mr.  McDONALD: 
—Page  5.  strike  out  lines  3  through  10. 
—Page  5.  line  5,  strike  out  the  pair  of  brack- 
ets; and 

Page  5,  strike  out  lines  6  through  10. 
—Beginning  on  page  4.  strike  out  line  23  and 
all  that  follows  through  line  2  on  page  5. 
—Page  4.  strike  out  lines  14  through  22. 
—Page  3.  strike  out  the  dash  at  the  end  of 
line   10  and  all  that  follows  through  the 
word  "such"  in  line  18. 
—Page  2,  in  line  8,  strike  out  the  semicolon 
and  all  that  follows  through  the  end  of  line 
9; 

Beginning  on  page  3,  strike  out  line  9  and 
all  that  follows  through  the  end  of  line  10 
on  page  5. 

—Page  2.  beginning  in  line  8.  strike  out  "au- 
thorization" and  all  that  follows  through 
the  end  of  line  9.  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert 

"CONGRESSIONAL  FINDINGS"; 

Page  3.  strike  out  line  9  and  in  lieu  thereof 
Insert  "congressional  findings";  in  line  10 
strike  out  "(a)";  in  line  11  strike  out  "(1)" 
and  insert  "(a)":  and  in  line  18  strike  out 
"(2)"  and  insert  "(b)";  and 

Beginning  on  page  3,  strike  out  line  23  and 
all  that  follows  through  line  10  on  page  5. 
—Amend  the  title  of  the  bill  by  striking  out 
the  words  "to  prohibit  United  States  sup- 
port for  military  or  paramilitary  operations 
In  Nicaragua  and  to". 

Page  2.  strike  out  line  12  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  3,  line  8. 

By  Mr.  WEISS: 
—Page  2.  line  18,  after  "In",  insert  "or 
against";  and  line  18,  after  "nation",  insert 
"(except  a  nation  acting  in  self-defense  in 
the  event  of  a  military  invasion  by  Nicara- 
gua)". 
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By  Mr.  BEREUTER: 
—On  page  24,  after  line  9.  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section,  and  renumber  succeeding 
sections  accordingly. 


elimination  op  agricultural  export 
subsidies 

Sec.  305.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  45.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  Instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  to  the  Fund  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  a  policy  requiring  that 
prior  to  receiving  any  IMF  Assistance  Fund 
borrowers  must  eliminate  all  predatory 
export  subsidies  which  might  result  in  the 
reduction  of  other  member  countries'  ex- 
ports. The  Secretary  shall  report  to  the  rel- 
evant committees  of  Congress  within  180 
days  of  enactment  of  this  provision  as  to  the 
progress  achieved  in  resiching  this  goal.". 
—On  page  24,  after  line  9.  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section,  and  renumber  succeeding 
sections  accordingly. 

ELIMINATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  EXPORT 
SUBSIDIES 

SEC  305.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec  45.  (a)  In  order  to  contribute  to 
global  economic  stability  through  a  coopera- 
tive framework  for  the  conduct  of  a  free  and 
market  oriented  system  of  world  trade  in  ag- 
ricultural commodities  and  products  there- 
of, the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  in- 
struct the  United  States  Executive  Director 
to  the  Fund  to  propose  and  to  work  for  the 
adoption  by  the  Fund  of  the  following  poli- 
cies with  respect  to  any  purchase,  drawing, 
or  other  use  of  Fund  resources  (including 
loans  under  the  General  Arrangements  to 
Borrow),  by  members,  except  for  purchases 
or  drawings  within  a  members  reserve 
tranche: 

"(1)  Each  member  using  fund  resources 
must  take  steps  to  eliminate  all  predatory 
export  subsidies  which  have  a  negative 
impact  on  that  member's  economic  perform- 
ance or  appear  likely  to  cause  a  reduction  of 
another  member's  exports. 

"(2)  Before  receiving  Fund  resources,  a 
memt>er  must  present  to  the  FVnd  detailed 
information  describing  all  direct  and  indi- 
rect subsidies  of  agricultural  exports,  in- 
cluding, among  other  things,  the  use  of  spe- 
cial tax  incentives  and  subsidized  financing 
employed  by  such  member  in  connection 
with  the  exporting  of  agricultural  commod- 
ities and  products  thereof  to  foreign  coun- 
tries. 

"(3)  Before  receiving  Fund  resources,  the 
Fund  staff  must  analyze  the  member's  re- 
ported subsidies  of  agricultural  exports  to 
determine  whether  such  subsidies  distort 
domestic  or  international  agricultural  mar- 
kets or  may  contribute  toward  exacerbating 
the  economic  problems  of  that  member  or 
other  member  countries.  The  Fund  staff 
must  include  such  analysis  and  the  informa- 
tion on  which  it  is  based  in  their  staff 
report  to  the  Fund's  Board  of  Directors. 

"(b)  In  attempting  to  shape  Fund  pro- 
grams and  in  determining  his  vote  on  such 
programs,  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  shall 
instruct  the  United  States  Executive  Direc- 
tor to  the  Fund  to  consult  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  and  the  United  States 
Trade  Representative  on  the  effect  of  pred- 
atory export  subsidies  on  United  States 
export  sales,  and  in  attempting  to  shape 
Fund  programs  and  in  determining  his  vote 
on  such  programs,  to  take  into  account  the 
extent  to  which  the  respective  members 
agree  to  eliminate  predatory  export  subsi- 
dies. 
"(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 

subsidy'  has  the  same  meaning  as  is  given 
such  term  in  section  771(5)  of  the  Tariff  Act 


of  1930  (19  U.S.C.  1677(5)).  The  term  preda- 
tory export  subsidy'  means  the  provision  by 
any  country  or  organization  of  countries,  or 
instrumentality  thereof,  of  any  subsidy  to 
any  person  in  connection  with  the  export 
sale  of  agricultural  comm<xJities  and  prod- 
ucts thereof  produced  in  such  country,  orga- 
nization, or  instrumentality,  which  (1)  ex- 
ceeds the  generally  prevailing  levels  of  sub- 
sidies for  like  export  offered  by  other  major 
agricultural  exporting  countries,  or  (2)  ap- 
pears designed  to  expand  a  country's  share 
of  world  agricultural  export  at  the  expense 
of  other  exporting  countries. 

"(d)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1985,  the 
President  shall  prepare  and  transmit  a 
report  to  Congress  setting  forth  his  determi- 
nation on  whether  the  Fund  has  adopted 
and  fully  implemented  in  policies  set  forth 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.". 

By  Mr.  JACOBS: 
—Page  28.  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

TRAVEL  EXPENSES  OF  THE  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE 
FUND 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"TRAVEL  EXPENSES  OF  THE  EMPLOYTES  OF  THE 

FUND 

"Sec.  46.  Notwithstanding  .section  40  of 
this  Act.  the  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Fund  may  not  consent  to  the  increase  in  the 
United  States  quota  in  the  Fund  which  is 
described  in  such  section  unless  the  United 
States  Governor  of  the  Fund  is  satisfied 
that  the  Fund  has  established,  and  will 
maintain  and  strictly  enforce,  requirements 
that— 

"(1)  employees  of  the  Fund  (including  the 
Managing  Director,  Executive  Directors.  Al- 
ternate Executive  Directors,  and  the  staff  of 
the  Fund)  may  not,  when  on  F\ind  business, 
fly  first  class  or  on  supersonic  aircraft 
unless  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative 
available;  and 

■•(2)  employees  of  the  Fund  otherwise  ar- 
range their  air  travel  so  that  the  costs  to 
the  Fund  of  such  travel  are  kept  to  a  mini- 
mum.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

SALARIES  OF  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  FUND 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

SALARIES  OF  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  FUND 

"Sec  46.  Notwithstanding  section  40  of 
this  Act,  the  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Fund  may  not  consent  to  the  increase  in  the 
United  States  quota  in  the  Fund  which  is 
described  in  such  section  unless  the  United 
States  Governor  of  the  Fund  Ls  satisfied 
that  the  Fund  has  established,  and  will 
maintain,  requirements  that— 

"(1)  employees  of  the  Fund  (including  the 
Managing  Director.  Executive  Directors,  Al- 
ternate Executive  Directors,  and  the  staff  of 
the  Fund)  may  not  be  paid  at  a  rate  in 
excess  of  the  rate  payable  for  an  individual 
occupying  a  position  at  level  IV  of  the  Exec- 
utive Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code;  and 

"(2)  advances  on  salaries  and  other  loans 
to  employees  may  not  be  made  at  a  rate  of 
interest  which  is  less  than  the  rate  of  inter- 
est charged  on  loans  (for  one-  to  four-family 
dwellings)  insured  under  title  II  of  the  Na- 
tional Housing  Act  on  the  date  on  which 
such  advance  or  loan  is  made.". 
—Page  18,  strike  out  line  13  ard  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  28,  line  8. 


By  Mr.  LEWIS  of  California; 
—Page  18,  strike  out  line  15  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  19,  line  20,  and  Insert  In 
Ueu  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  301.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

DISCUSSIONS  REGARDING  A  TEMPORARY  QUOTA 
INCREASE 

"Sec.  40.  The  United  States  Governor  of 
the  Fund  is  authorized  to  enter  Into  discus- 
sions regarding  a  temporary  increase  In 
funding  for  the  Fund  of  not  more  than 
$8,400,000,000.". 

—Page  18,  line  21.  strike  out    "4,250"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  ""9,560.8". 

Page  19.  line  2,  strike  out  "4.250"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "9.560.8  ". 

Page  19,  strike  out  line  16.  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  20. 

By  Mrs.  MARTIN  of  Illinois: 
—On  page  24,  line  10  insert  the  following 
new  section  and  renumber  the  succeeding 
sections  accordingly: 

Sec  305.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  44.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall  instruct  the  United  States  Execu- 
tive Director  to  the  Fund  to  propose  and 
work  for  the  adoption  of  proposals  by  the 
Fund  to  correct  the  current  misalignment  of 
exchange  rates  between  major  currencies. 
Among  other  initiatives,  the  United  States 
Executive  Director  will  propose  strengthen- 
ing the  Article  IV  consultation  procedures 
of  the  Fund  to  insure  that  countries  which 
are  artificially  maintaining  undervalued  or 
overvalued  rates  of  exchange  agree  to  adopt 
realistic,  market-related  exchange  rates. 

"(b)  If  the  Fund  does  not  adopt  such  pro- 
posals, the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consult  with  the  appropriate  committees  of 
Congress  prior  to  instructing  the  United 
States  Executive  Director  to  vote  to  provide 
resources  for  a  country  whose  policies  are 
inconsistent  with  the  proposals  in  subsec- 
tion (a).". 


H.R.  2969 

By  Mr.  AKAKA: 
—At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

PROHIBITION  ON  DISPOSAL  OF  FORT  DERUSSY, 
HAWAII 

"Sec  1111.  Notwithstanding  any  provision 
of  this  or  any  other  Act.  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  not  take  any  action  to  initiate 
the  sale,  lease,  rental,  excessing  or  disposal 
of  any  portion  of  land  identified  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  act  as  Fort  DeRussy  in 
the  State  of  Hawaii. ". 

By  Mr.  BROOKS: 
—At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

use  of  polygraphs  by  the  departb4ent  of 
defense 

Sec  nil.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  not,  before  April  15,  1984.  use.  enforce, 
issue,  implement,  or  otherwise  rely  on  any 
rule,  regulation,  directive,  policy,  decision, 
or  order  that  would  permit  the  use  of  poly- 
graph examinations  in  the  case  of  civUian 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense  or 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  in  any 
manner  or  to  any  extent  greater  than  was 
permitted  under  rules,  regulations,  direc- 
tives, policies,  decisions,  or  orders  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  in  effect  on  August  5. 
1982. 

(b)  The  restrictions  prescribed  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  with  respect  to  the  use  of  polygn«3h 
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examinations  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  not  apply  to  the  National  Security 
Agency  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

By  Mr.  DYSON: 
—At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

RKPORT  OM  COST  SAVINGS  tTWDEH  COKTRACTIIIC 
GOT  PROCKDOIIES 

Sk.  1111.  (  ^)  Not  later  than  April  IS. 
1984.  the  Secntary  of  Defense  shall  submit 
a  report  to  Congress  describing  the  experi- 
ence of  the  Department  of  Defense  since 
January  1.  1981.  with  conversion  to  contrac- 
tor operation  of  commercial  or  industrial 
type  functions  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense which  previously  had  been  performed 
by  Department  of  Defense  civilian  or  mili- 
tary personnel. 

(bXl)  The  report  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  include  with  respect  to  each  function 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  converted  to 
contractor  operation  since  January  1.  1981  — 

(A)  the  estimated  cost  (as  of  the  date  of 
the  award  of  the  contract)  of  performance 
of  the  function  by  the  Government. 

(B)  the  contractor  s  estimated  cost  of  per 
formance  of  the  function  in  the  bid  of  the 
contractor. 

(C)  the  actual  cost  (as  of  the  end  of  the 
contract  or  the  date  of  the  report)  of  con- 
tractor operation  of  such  function,  and 

(D)  the  savings  (shown  in  dollars  and  as  a 
percentage)  for  the  operation  of  such  func- 
tion since  conversion  to  contractor  perform- 
ance. 

(2)  The  report  shall  also  show— 

(A)  the  average  savings  (shown  in  dollars 
and  as  a  percentage)  of  all  functions  con- 
verted to  contractor  performance  since  Jan- 
uary 1.  1981.  as  projected  at  the  time  of  con- 
tracting and  as  realized  at  the  end  of  the 
contract  or  the  date  of  the  report. 

(B)  the  dollar  amount  and  percentage  of 
such  contracts  awarded  to  small  businesses, 
and 

(C)  the  number  of  Federal  employees 
whose  employment  by  the  Government  was 
terminated  as  a  result  of  conversion  of  such 
functions  to  contractor  performance. 

By  Mr.  GONZJtLEZ: 
—At  the  end  of  the  biU  add  the  following 
new  section: 

RxixsTATzmirr  or  ttxiracoTiATioii  act  op 

1*S1 

Sk.  1111.  <a)  Section  102  of  the  Renegoti- 
ation Act  of  1951  (50  U.S.C.  App.  1212)  Is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

••(f)  Certain  Aiiotnrrs  RicKvn)  Arm  Oc- 
TOBKR  1.  1978.— Notwithstanding  the  provi- 
sions of  subsection  (a),  the  provisions  of  this 
title  shall  not  apply  to  contracts  with  De- 
partments, or  related  subcontracts,  to  the 
extent  of  the  amounts  received  or  accrued 
by  a  contractor  or  subcontractor  during  the 
period  l)eginning  on  October  1.  1976.  and 
ending  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
subsection.". 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  102{cKl) 
of  such  Act  (50  U.S.C.  App.  1212(cKl))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  For  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  term  termination  date' 
means  September  30.  1987". 

(c)  SecUon  105(a)  of  such  Act  (50  U.S.C. 
1215(a))  is  amended  by  Inserting  after  the 
sixth  sentence  thereof  the  following:  •The 
Board  shall  renegotiate  aU  contracts  and 
subcontracts  by  division  and  by  major  prod- 
uct line  within  a  division  of  the  contractor 
or  subcontractor.". 

(d)  Section  105(f)  of  such  act  (50  V&.C. 
App.  1215(f))  Is  amended— 


(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  '.  or 
$5,000,000  in  the  case  of  a  fiscal  year  ending 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Re- 
negotiation Act  Amendments  of  1981"  after 
■June  30.  1956"  each  place  it  appears  there- 
in; 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph 
(3).  by  Inserting  "the  $5,000,000  amount." 
after  ••the  $1,000,000  amount.":  and 

(3)  in  the  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (3). 
by  striking  out  ••$1.000.000'  each  place  it  ap- 
pears therein  and  inserting  \n  lieu  thereof 

$5.000.000". 

By  Mr.  SIKORSKI: 
-At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

REQUIREMENT  FOR  PLAN  FOR  RESPONDING  TO 
HNJUSTIPIABLE  CONTRACTOR  PRICE  INCREASES 

Sec.  nil.  Not  later  than  6  months  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  Con- 
gress a  report  setting  forth  a  plan  to  provide 
that  a  defense  contractor  who  has  obtained 
from  the  Department  of  Defense  unjustifi- 
able price  increases  or  unreasonable  profits 
may  not  be  awarded  a  new  defense  contract 
until  the  amounts  obtained  through  such 
unjustifiable  price  increases  or  the  amounts 
of  such  unreasonable  profits  have  been 
repaid  to  the  United  States.  The  Secretary 
shall  include  in  such  report  a  draft  of  any 
legislation  necessary  for  the  implementa- 
tion of  such  plan. 


H.R.  3021 


By  Mr.  FRENZEL: 
(Amendment   to  the  amendment   in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3521).) 
-Page  14,  line  18.  insert  "(except  as  provid- 
ed In  paragraph  (6))"'  after    may  not". 
Page  17.  line  10.  strike  out    or". 
Page  17.  line  12.  strike  out  the  period  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or". 

Page  17.  after  line  12.  Insert  the  following 
new  subparagraph: 

"(DMl)  has  net  assets  (including  the  net 
assets  of  immediate  family  members)  valued 
at  $100,000  or  more,  and 

(11)  has  net  assets  (Including  the  net 
assets  of  Immediate  family  members,  but  ex- 
cluding the  net  asset  value  of  the  individ- 
ual"s  principal  place  of  residence,  the  cash 
value  of  life  or  burial  insurance  policies  of 
the  individual  and  inunedlate  family  mem- 
t)ers.  and  the  net  asset  value  of  any  automo- 
bile or  of  any  two  automobiles  if  the  individ- 
ual is  married)  valued  at  $50,000  or  more."". 
By  Mr.  PORTER; 
(Amendment  to  the  amendment  In  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3521).) 
—Page  2.  line  4.  insert  "AnrHORiZATioN  op"' 
before  "appropriation"". 

Page  2,  beginnmg  on  line  8.  strike  out  "for 
fiscal  years""  and  all  that  follows  through 
part"  on  line  10  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
not  to  exceed  $350,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1983.  not  to  exceed  $1,869,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  and  not  to  exceed  $1,538,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1985  ". 

Page  2.  line  10.  strike  out  "made  avail- 
able"' and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  •appropri- 
ated". 

Page  3.  strike  out  line  23  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  4.  line  5.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  2102.  (a)(1)  Subject  to  subsection 
(b).  the  Secretary  shall  allot  the  amounts 
appropriated  under  section  2101(a)  for  each 
fiscal  year  among  the  States  as  follows:". 

Page  5.  line  17.  strike  out  "(cKl)"  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(bKl)". 


Page  7.  line  9.  strike  out  "(dMlKA)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(cHlKA)". 

Page  10.  line  18.  strike  out  "2102(cK3)" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  •■2102(b)<3)". 

Page  16.  lines  6.  9.  and  14.  strike  out 
•'2102(d)"  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof 
•2102(c)"". 

Page  31.  line  7.  strike  out  •'2102(dK4)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "2102(0(4)". 
By  Mr.  TAUKE: 

(Amendment  to  the  amendment   in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3521).) 
—Page  2.  strike  out  line  4  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  29.  line  15.  and  Insert  In 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

•"AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIATION 

"Sec.  2101.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  making 
allotments  to  States  under  section  2102.  but 
subject  to  subsection  (b).  there  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for— 

"(1)  fiscal  year  1984.  $900,000,000.  and 

••(2)  fiscal  year  1985.  $900,000,000.  to  carry 
out  this  part  for  that  fiscal  year. 

"(b)  Amounts  authorized  to  t>e  appropri- 
ated under  this  section  may  not  be  paid  to 
any  State  for  a  fiscal  year  except  to  the 
extent  that  there  has  been  an  increase  in 
the  net  revenues  of  the  United  States  ef- 
fected through  enactment  of  an  Act  after 
June  1.  1983. 

"ALLOTMENTS 

Sec.  2102.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  allot 
the  amounts  appropriated  for  allotments 
under  section  2101  for  fiscal  years  1984  and 
1985  among  the  States  as  follows: 

"•(A)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
:otted  among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
relative  number  of  unemployed  individuals 
in  the  State  during  the  applicable  period 
compared  to  the  number  of  such  unem- 
ployed individuals  in  all  the  States  during 
such  period. 

"(B)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
lotted among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
relative  number  of  individuals  in  the  State 
who  exhausted  regular  compensation  during 
the  applicable  period  compared  to  the 
number  of  such  individuals  in  all  the  States 
who  exhausted  regular  compensation  during 
such  period. 

■"(C)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
lotted among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  weeks  of  regular  unemployment 
compensation  in  the  State  during  the  appli- 
cable period  compared  to  the  number  of 
weeks  of  regular  unemployment  compensa- 
tion in  all  the  States  during  such  period. 

"(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1): 

(A)  The  term  regular  compensation"  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  in  section 
205(2)  of  the  Federal-State  Extended  Unem- 
ployment Compensation  Act  of  1970. 

"(B)  The  term  'number  of  weeks  of  regu- 
lar unemployment  compensation"  means,  for 
a  State  for  a  period,  the  sum.  for  each  of 
the  weeks  in  the  period,  of  the  numt>er  of 
individuals  receiving  regular  compensation 
in  that  week  under  the  States  unemploy- 
ment compensation  law. 

"(b)  To  the  extent  that  all  the  funds  ap- 
propriated under  section  2101  for  a  fiscal 
year  and  available  for  allotment  in  such 
fiscal  year  are  not  otherwise  allotted  to 
States  because— 

■•(1)  one  or  more  States  have  not  submit- 
ted an  application  or  description  of  activi- 
ties in  accordance  with  section  2105  for  that 
fiscal  year. 

■■(2)  one  or  more  States  have  notified  the 
Secretary  that  they  do  not  Intend  to  use  the 
full  amount  of  their  allotment,  or 


"(3)  some  State  allotments  are  offset  or 
repaid  pursuant  to  the  operation  of  section 
2106(b). 

such  excess  shall  be  allotted  among  each  of 
the  remaining  States  In  proportion  to  the 
amoimt  otherwise  allotted  to  such  States 
for  the  fiscal  year  without  regard  to  this 
subsection. 

■•PATMENTS  TO  STATES 

"Sec.  2103.  (a)  For  calendar  quarters  in 
fiscal  years  1984  and  1985.  the  Secretary 
shall  make  payments,  as  provided  by  section 
203  of  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968  (42  U.S.C.  4213).  to  each  State 
from  Its  allotment  under  section  2102  from 
the  amounts  appropriated  for  that  fiscal 
year. 

'•(b)  Any  amount  paid  to  a  State  for  a 
fiscal  year  and  remaining  unobligated  at  the 
end  of  such  year  shall  remain  available  for 
the  next  fiscal  year  to  such  State  for  the 
purposes  for  which  It  was  made. 

■■(c)  As  a  condition  of  payment  to  the 
State  under  this  part,  the  State  must  pro- 
vide assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
that  each  group  health  plan  offered  by  the 
State,  by  any  political  subdivision  thereof, 
or  by  any  agency  or  Instrumentality  of  the 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof, 
meets  the  requirements  of  part  B  as  they 
would  apply  If  section  2125(a)(A)  did  not 
apply  with  respect  to  that  State,  subdivi- 
sion, agency,  or  instrumentality.  If  the  Sec- 
retary, after  reasonable  notice  and  opportu- 
nity for  a  hearing  to  a  Stale,  finds  that  It  or 
any  of  Its  political  subdivisions,  or  any 
agency  or  Instrumentality  of  the  State  or  its 
political  subdivisions,  has  failed  to  comply 
with  the  previous  sentence,  the  Secretary 
shall  terminate  payments  to  such  State 
under  this  part  and  notify  the  chief  execu- 
tive officer  of  such  State  that  further  pay- 
ments under  this  part  will  not  be  made  to 
the  State  until  the  Secretary  is  satisfied 
that  there  will  no  longer  be  any  such  failure 
to  comply. 

■■CSE  OF  ALLOTMENTS 

"Sec  2104.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provid- 
ed In  this  section,  a  State  may  use  amounts 
paid  to  it  under  section  2103  to  provide 
health  care  or  other  health  care  benefits  or 
coverage  for  unemployed  workers  and  their 
family  members  and  for  related  activities. 

'■(b)(1)  Under  this  part  each  State  may 
choose,  as  it  determines  to  be  appropriate— 

■•(A)  those  groups  of  individuals  (and  their 
immediate  families)  who  shall  be  provided 
health  care  coverage  with  funds  available 
under  this  part; 

"(B)  the  period  of  time  during  which  such 
coverage  is  provided: 

•■(C)  the  particular  type,  duration,  and 
scope  of  services  with  respect  to  which  such 
coverage  is  provided; 

"(D)  any  standards  for  financial  participa- 
tion (whether  through  premiums,  deducti- 
bles, copayments.  or  otherwise)  by  benefici- 
aries, which  standards  may  vary  with  re- 
spect to  different  groupings  of  beneficiaries, 
different  types  of  services,  different  provid- 
er arrangements,  and  varying  coverage  peri- 
ods; and 

"(E)  the  amount  of  State  funds  to  be 
made  available  for  such  coverage,  if  any. 
The  State  may  provide,  with  the  consent  of 
the  individual,  for  the  deduction  of  the 
amount  of  a  premium  described  in  subpara- 
graph (D)  from  the  amount  of  unemploy- 
ment compensation  benefits  paid  to  the  in- 
dividual. 


"(2)  Such  coverage  may  be  provided 
through  varying  arrangements,  which  in- 
clude— 

"(A)  financial  assistance  in  the  purchase 
of  continued  health  benefits  coverage  under 
an  employer's  or  other  health  benefits  plan, 
■(B)  payment  of  money  or  credits  toward 
premiums  of  eligible  organizations  under 
section  1876  or  health  maintenance  organi- 
zations under  section  1903(m); 

'■(C)  provision  of  care  and  services  by  pro- 
viders under  arrangements  negotiated  by 
the  State;  or 

■■(D)  any  insurance  or  health  benefits  plan 
approved  by  the  State  for  purposes  of  this 
part. 

■■(3)  The  State  may  provide  that  the  pay- 
ment for  any  care  and  services  received  by 
an  individual  under  this  part  is  reduced  by 
the  amount  of  any  other  payment  which  is 
or  could  be  made  with  respect  to  such  care 
and  services  under  any  other  health  plan  or 
public  program,  or  from  a  third  party,  and 
may  require  each  such  individual  benefici- 
ary to  assign  all  rights  to  such  payments  as 
he  may  have  to  the  State  as  a  condition  of 
receipt  of  benefits  under  this  part  from  the 
State. 

■•(4)  Payment  by  the  State  for  care  and 
services  provided  to  individuals  under  this 
part  may  be  made  through  the  same  admin- 
istrative mechanisms  through  which  pay- 
ments are  generally  made  under  the  State 
plan  for  medical  assistance  under  title  XIX, 
or  any  other  such  mechanism  as  the  State 
deems  appropriate. 

■■(c)  The  State  may  not  use  funds  provided 
under  this  part  to  provide  health  care  cover- 
age- 

■■(1)  to  an  individual  (or  to  the  immediate 
family  members  of  such  an  individual) 
unless  the  Individual  (i)  is  receiving  unem- 
ployment compensation  benefits  (as  defined 
by  the  State).  (ID  is  unemployed  and  has  ex- 
hausted such  benefits  within  a  previous 
period  established  by  the  State,  or  (ill)  was 
eligible  within  the  previous  30-day  period 
for  such  benefits  but  lost  such  eligibility  on 
account  of  employment; 

■■(2)  to  an  individual  who  is  eligible  for 
medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
under  title  XIX; 

•■(3)  to  an  individual  who  is  covered  (or 
could  have  been  covered,  if  an  election  had 
been  made  and  any  premiums  required  paid 
on  a  timely  basis)  under  a  group  health  plan 
(as  defined  in  section  162(i)(2)  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954)  for  which  a  con- 
tribution toward  the  cost  of  the  plan  is 
being  made  by  an  employer,  union,  or  entity 
other  than  the  individual  or  the  individual's 
spouse  (regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  in- 
dividual also  makes  such  a  contribution); 

■■(4)  to  an  individual  who  is  (or  could  be.  if 
an  enrollment  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  part  had  been  made  and  any 
premiums  required  paid  on  a  timely  basis 
after  the  individual  became  unemployed) 
covered  under  a  group  health  plan  (as  so  de- 
fined) for  the  individual's  spouse  for  which 
a  contribution  toward  the  cost  of  the  plan  is 
being  made  by  an  employer,  union,  or  entity 
other  than  the  individual  or  the  individual's 
spouse  (regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  in- 
dividual or  spouse  also  makes  such  a  contri- 
bution); or 

••(5)  with  respect  to  care  and  services 
other  than  care  and  services  for  which  med- 
ical assistance  may  be  made  available  under 
section  1905(a). 

••(d)  Of  the  amount  paid  to  any  State 
under  this  part,  not  more  than  10  percent 


may  be  used  for  administering  the  funds 
made  available  to  the  State  under  this  part. 


"APPLICATION  AND  DESCRIPTION  OP  ACTIVmES 

'Sec.  2105.  (a)  In  order  to  receive  an  allot- 
ment for  a  fiscal  year  under  section  2102 
each  State  must  prepare  and  transmit  to 
the  Secretary— 

"(1)  a  description,  certified  by  the  chief 
executive  officer  of  the  State,  of  the  intend- 
ed use  of  payments  the  State  is  to  receive 
under  this  part  for  the  fiscal  year,  Including 
information  respecting  the  Items  described 
in  section  2104(a);  and 

•'(2)  a  statement  of  assurances  that  repre- 
sents to  the  Secretary  that— 

•■(A)  funds  allotted  to  the  State  under  this 
part  will  only  be  used,  consistent  with  sec- 
tion 2106(a),  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  this  part; 

■•(B)  the  State  will  permit  and  cooperate 
with  PedersJ  Investigations  undertaken  in 
accordance  with  section  2106(b);  and 

■•(C)  the  funds  made  available  under  this 
part  for  any  period  will  be  so  used  as  to  sup- 
plement and  increase  the  level  of  State, 
local,  and  other  non-Federal  funds  that 
would  in  the  absence  of  such  Federal  funds 
be  made  available  for  the  programs  and  ac- 
tivities for  which  funds  are  provided  under 
this  part  and  will  In  no  event  supplant  such 
State,  locaJ,  and  other  non-Federal  funds. 
The  description  and  statement  shall  be 
made  public  within  the  State  in  such 
manner  as  to  facilitate  comment  from  any 
person  (including  any  Federal  or  other 
public  agency)  during  the  development  of 
the  description  and  statement  and  after  its 
transmittal.  The  description  and  statement 
shall  be  revised  (consistent  with  this  sec- 
tion) throughout  the  year  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  reflect  substantial  changes  in  any 
element  of  such  description  or  statement, 
and  any  revision  shall  be  subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  preceding  sentence. 

•reports  and  AtJDiTs;  withholding;  nondis- 
crimination; AND  CRUflNAL  PENALTY  FOR 
FALSE  STATEMENTS 

•Sec.  2106.  (a)  The  provisions  of  sections 
506.  507  (other  than  subsection  (b)  thereof), 
and  508  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (relating 
to  reports  and  audits,  criminal  penalties, 
and  nondiscrimination,  respectively,  under 
the  maternal  and  child  health  services  block 
grant)  shall  apply  to  activities,  funds  made 
available,  and  allotments  under  this  part  in 
the  same  manner  as  those  provisions  apply 
to  activities,  funds  made  available,  and  allot- 
ments under  title  V  of  such  Act:  and  for  this 
purpose— 

••(1)  any  reference  to  title  V  of  such  Act  in 
any  of  those  sections  shall  be  deemed  a  ref- 
erence to  this  part,  and 

■(2)  a  reference  to  section  502(a)  or  502(b) 
or  to  section  505  in  any  of  those  sections 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  section 
2102  or  to  section  2105.  respectively. 

■■(b)  The  provisions  of  section  1907  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  (relating  to  with- 
holding of  misspent  funds)  shall  apply  t« 
the  requirements  of  this  part  in  the  same 
manner  as  those  provisions  apply  to  the  re- 
quirements of  part  A  of  title  XIX  of  that 
Act;  and  for  this  purpose  any  reference  to 
section  1905  in  any  of  those  provisions  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  section 
2105.". 

Page  31.  line  7.  strike  out  ■■2102(d)(4)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  •■2103(c)". 

Page  36,  line  22,  Insert  after  the  period 
closing  quotation  marks. 
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July  20,  1983 


Pace  37.  strike  out  line  1  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  39.  line  13. 

Page  39.  line  17.  strike  out  "July  1.  1983" 
and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "October  1.  1983". 

Page  39.  beginning  on  line  18.  strike  out 
"for  services  furnished  on  or  after"  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "on". 


Page  40.  strike  out  line  15  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  41.  line  12.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(d)  Section  1101(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  (42  U.S.C.  1301(a))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "and  XIX"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "XIX,  and  XXI"  and  by  striking  out 


"title  XIX"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"titles  XIX  and  XXI". 
By  Mr.  WAXMAN: 
(Amendment  to  the  amendment  of  Mr. 

BULTY.) 

—In  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by 
the  amendment,  insert  "and  except  in  the 
case  of  rape  or  incest"  after  "term". 
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RECOGNITION  OF  DR.  HECTOR 
P.  GARCIA 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  members  of  the  Hispanic  Caucus 
strongly  feel  that  Dr.  Hector  P.  Garcia 
should  receive  the  Presidential  Medal 
of  Freedom.  Dr.  Garcia's  list  of  accom- 
plishments and  contributions  to  our 
country  and  to  the  Hispanic  communi- 
ty are  unending. 

Dr.  Garcia  was  the  foimder  and  first 
national  chairman  of  the  American  GI 
Forum.  This  outstanding  veterans 
group  is  composed  of  Americans  of 
Mexican  origin  from  24  States  across 
the  Nation.  In  addition.  Dr.  Garcia 
was  appointed  as  Commissioner  of  the 
U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights  in 
1968  where  he  handled  some  of  the 
most  serious  and  delicate  issues  facing 
the  Hispanic  community.  His  strong 
leadership  encouraged  cooperation  in- 
stead of  confrontation.  Dr.  Garcia  has 
been  recognized  as  a  leading  figure  in 
the  fight  for  equal  rights  for  all  Amer- 
icans. 

He  served  our  country  in  wartime  as 
an  officer  in  the  Infantry,  Engineer, 
and  Medical  Corps  in  Europe  during 
World  War  II.  And  he  served  there  as 
he  has  at  home,  head  and  shoulders 
above  the  rest.  He  was  awarded  a 
Bronze  Star  medal  and  six  battle  stars. 
Dr.  Garcia  has  committed  his  life  to 
the  preservation  and  protection  of 
freedom  and  basic  human  rights  for 
all.  We  have  written  to  President 
Reagan  urging  him  to  award  Dr. 
Garcia  the  Presidential  Medal  of  Free- 
dom. We  think  our  colleagues  will 
agree  that  Dr.  Garcia  is  worthy  of  this 
recognition  after  reading  the  following 
letter  written  by  the  American  GI 
Forum  which  clearly  outlines  Dr.  Gar- 
cia's numerous  and  noteworthy  contri- 
butioiis  to  our  Nation. 
The  letter  follows: 

American  GI  Forum 
OF  THE  United  States. 
Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1983. 
The  President, 
The  White  House, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  It  is  with  great  pride 
that  the  American  GI  Forum  of  the  United 
States  submits  for  your  consideration  the 
name  of  Dr.  Hector  P.  Garcia  for  the  Presi- 
dential Medal  of  Freedom  Award. 

Dr.  Garcia's  contributions  to  our  country 
in  War  and  Peace  have  been  outstanding. 
His  distinguished  service  has  been  recog- 
nized nationally  and  internationally. 

The  Opportunity  for  the  United  States  to 
honor  Dr.  Garcia  would  set  a  precedent  for 


others   to   see   the   unselfish   role   he   has 
played  in  his  lifetime. 

His  Leadership  has  evoked  aspiration  and 
hope  to  the  Hispanic  of  this  Nation  specifi- 
cally the  Mexican  American  once  described 
as  the  invisible  minority. 

Through  militant  years  of  the  60's,  the  or- 
ganization stayed  on  course  and  did  not  fall 
prey  to  the  militant  tactics  because  of  the 
Doctor's  belief  that  our  objectives  can  be 
best  accomplished  through  intelligent,  fac- 
tual and  systematic  manner  within  our  form 
of  democracy. 

As  Civil  Rights  Commissioner  he  handled 
the  most  serious  and  delicate  issues  facing 
the  Hispanic  population  averting  confronta- 
tions of  a  serious  nature. 

His  exemplary  leadership  and  efforts  in 
the  pursuit  of  equal  rights  for  all  people  is  a 
continuous  task  in  his  daily  life  to  this  day. 

As  Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations  he 
spent  extended  periods  of  time  working  full 
time  although  It  was  not  a  requisite.  For  the 
first  time  in  the  United  Nations  a  United 
States  representative  addressed  the  Latin 
American  Countries  in  Spanish  against  the 
proliferation  of  nuclear  arms  in  the  West- 
ern Hemisphere.  He  was  also  able  to  com- 
municate to  the  French  and  Italian  delega- 
tions in  their  own  language.  Wherever  he 
represented  the  United  States,  he  was 
highly  received. 

The  experience  of  meeting  and  recogniz- 
ing this  "living  legend"  of  the  Southwest  is 
a  pleasure  that  should  be  shared  and  be- 
stowed by  the  United  States  and  the  whole 
world. 

Dr.  Garcia's  list  of  accomplishments  and 
generousity  is  unending.  His  life  commit- 
ment has  been  for  preservation  of  freedom 
and  the  dignity  of  basic  human  rights. 

Dr.  Hector  P.  Garcia  is  a  living  monument 
to  receive  and  is  well  deserving  of  the  Presi- 
dential Medal  of  Freedom  Award.  We  pray 
for  a  favorable  response. 
Respectfully  yours. 

Louis  P.  Tellez, 
National  Executive  Secretary/Treasurer. 

Dr.  Hector  P.  Garcia.  Founder,  American 
GI  PoRUM  OF  the  United  States 

Dr.  Hector  P.  Garcia,  physician.  Pounder, 
American  GI  Forum  of  the  U.S.  Born  in 
Mexico,  January  17,  1914.  Son  of  Mr.  Jose 
Garcia  and  Mrs.  Faustina  Perez  Garcia. 

Graduate,  University  of  Texas,  Bachelor 
of  Arts  Degree,  1936.  Graduate  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Texas  School  of  Medicine,  Doctor 
of  Medicine,  1940.  Married  Wanda  Fusillo. 
June  23.  1945.  Children:  Daisy  Wanda. 
Adriana  Cecilia  and  Susana  Patricia. 

1940-41;  General  internship  St.  Joseph's 
Hospital,  Creighton  University,  Omaha,  Ne- 
braska. 1941-1942.  Surgical  internship. 

1942-1946,  served  World  War  II  as  officer 
in  Infantry;  Engineer  and  Medical  Corps. 
Major  Medical  Corps  European  Theater  of 
Operation.  Awarded  Bronze  Star  Medal 
with  6  Battle  Stars. 

First  national  chairman  and  Pounder  of 
the  American  GI  Forimi  on  the  U.S..  a  vet- 
erans group  composed  of  Americans  of 
Mexican  origin  in  24  states.  1953,  Vice  presi- 
dent Catholic  Council  for  Spanish  speaking 
people  in  the  Southwest.  1955.  Awarded 
Bronze  Plaque  'Democracy  Forward"  by 
Texas  Council  Negro  Organization. 


Member  American  Medical  Association: 
Texas  Medical  Association;  Nueces  County 
Medical  Society;  Member  LULAC:  Roman 
Catholic;  Knights  of  Columbus;  Parish,  St. 
Patrick's  Catholic  Church.  Corpus  Christi. 
Texas.  1960,  Outstanding  citizenship  award 
by  United  Married  Couples. 

1961,  Representative  of  President  John  F. 
Kennedy  and  member  delegation  signing 
treaty  concerning  Mutual  Defense  Area 
Agreement  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Federation  of  West  Indies. 

March  9,  1964.  Appointed  by  President 
Lyndon  B.  Johnson  as  presidential  repre- 
sentative with  the  rank  of  Special  Ambassa- 
dor to  the  inauguration  of  Dr.  Raul  Leoni. 
President  of  Venezuela. 

October  18,  1965.  Presented  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Republic  of  Panama  with  "Con- 
decoracion.  Orden  Vasco  Nunez  de  Balboa" 
with  the  rank  of  "Commander." 

March  4.  1967.  Appointed  by  President 
Lyndon  B.  Johnson  as  member  of  the  Na- 
tional Advisory  Council  on  Economic  Op- 
portunity of  the  United  States. 

September  1967.  Appointed  by  President 
Lyndon  B.  Johnson  as  delegate  to  the 
United  Nations  from  the  United  SUtes  with 
the  rank  of  Ambassador. 

March  30.  1968.  Accompanied  Vice  Presi- 
dent Hubert  H.  Humphrey  and  the  U.S.  Del- 
egation for  the  signing  of  Treaty  of  Tlalte- 
lolco  in  Mexico  City. 

November  1968.  Sworn  in  as  a  "Commis- 
sioner" of  the  United  States  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights. 

November  1968.  Humanitarian  Award  pre- 
sented by  Corpus  Christi  Chapter  on  Civil 
Rights. 

May  1969.  Humanitarian  Award  presented 
by  Corpus  Christi  Chapter  of  the  NAACP. 

January  24,  1977,  Appreciation  award  by 
Corpus  Christi  Chamber  of  Commerce  for 
exceptional  investment  of  time  and  energy 
in  behalf  of  citizens  of  Corpus  Christi  in  in- 
terest of  preserving  the  Naval  Air  Station 
and  Corpus  Christi  Army  Depot. 

May  1977.  Appointed  by  President  Jimmy 
Carter  member  of  the  U.S.  Circuit  Judge 
Nominating  Commission  for  the  Western 
Fifth  Circuit  Panel. 

January  20.  1978.  Member  White  House 
Conference  on  Balanced  National  Growth 
and  Economic  Development.  (January  29- 
February  2,  1978).  Appointed  by  Governor 
Dolph  Brisco  of  Texas  and  President  Jimmy 
Carter. 

February  21.  1978.  Delegate.  Meeting. 
High  Level  Briefing  on  the  Presidents  Tax 
&  Economic  Program,  the  White  House, 
Washington.  D.C. 

February  25.   1978.  Plaque  presented  by 
the  Corpus  Christi  U.S.O.  Council  for  lead- 
ership in  representing  the  Corpus  Christi 
Community  in  support  of  the  military  in-- 
stallations  in  the  Coastal  Bend  Area. 

May  4,  1978,  Liberty  Bell  Award.  Law  Day 
U.S.A.,  by  Nueces  County  Young  Lawyers 
Association.  Corpus  Christi.  Texas. 

June  29.  1978,  Texas  State  Uberty  BeU 
Award  by  Texas  Young  Lawyers  Associa- 
tion. Fort  Worth.  Texas. 

August  17,  1978,  Member,  U.S.  Attorney 
General  Benjamin  Civiletti's  Hispanic  Advi- 
sory Committee  on  Civil  Rights. 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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January  9.  1980,  At  President  Jimmy 
Carters  request,  attended  a  High  Level 
Briefing  at  the  White  House  in  reference  to 
Iran,  Afghanistan,  and  Pakistan  Crisis. 

January  20.  1980.  Distinguished  Service 
Award.  National  Office  of  Civil  Rights.  San 
Jose.  California. 

February  21.  1980.  Recipient  of  the 
■Senior  International  1980"  Award,  repre- 
senting the  United  States.  Awarded  by 
LULAC  Council  12.  Laredo.  Texas. 

November  18,  1980.  Reappointed  to  the 
U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights.  Texas 
State  Advisory  Committee. 

March  31.  1981.  Brotherhood  Award  by 
the  C.  C.  Chapter  of  the  National  Confer- 
ence of  Christians  and  Jews,  Corpus  Christi, 
Texas. 

Resolution  to  the  National  Midyear  Con- 
ference IN  San  Jose,  Calif.,  March  26. 
1983 

Believing  in  the  nomination  of  Dr.  Hector 
P.  Garcia  as  recipient  of  the  Presidential 
Medal  of  Freedom  Award:  and 

Whereas.  Dr.  Hector  P.  Garcia,  physician. 
Founder,  American  G.I.  Forum  of  the  U.S.. 
bom  on  January  17.  1914.  son  of  Mr.  Jose 
Garcia  and  Mrs.  Faustina  Perex  Garcia:  and 
Whereas,  he  graduated  from  the  Universi- 
ty of  Texas.  Bachelor  of  Arts  Degree.  1936. 
Grauduate  of  the  University  of  Texas 
School  of  Medicine.  Doctor  of  Medicine. 
1940.  Married  to  Wanda  Fusillo.  June  23. 
1945.  Children:  Daisy  Wanda,  Adriana  Ceci- 
lia and  Susana  Patricia:  and 

Whereas,  during  the  years,  1940-41,  his 
general  internship  was  at  St.  Joseph's  Hos- 
pital, Creighton  University,  Omaha,  Nebras- 
Ica.  and  completed  surgical  internship  be- 
tween 1941-42:  and 

Whereas,  during  his  military  years  1942- 
46,  served  his  country  during  World  War  11 
as  an  officer  in  Infantry:  Engineer  and  Med- 
ical Corps,  Major  Medical  Corps  European 
Theater  of  Operation  and  awarded  the 
bronze  star  medal  with  6  battle  stars:  and 

Whereas,  in  recognition  for  his  outstand- 
ing contributions  to  his  country  was  award- 
ed the  following.  1955.  Bronze  Plaque  "De- 
mocracy Forward"  Texas  Council  Negro  Or- 
ganization: 1961.  Representative  of  Presi- 
dent John  F.  Kennedy  and  Member  of  dele- 
gation signing  treaty  concerning  mutual  de- 
fense area  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Federation  of  East  Indies: 
1964,  March  9,  appointed  by  President 
Lyndon  B.  Johnson  as  Presidential  repre- 
sentative with  the  rank  of  special  Ambassa- 
dor to  the  Inauguration  of  Dr.  Raul  Leoni. 
President  of  Venezuela:  1965,  October  18. 
presented  by  the  President  of  the  Republic 
of  Panama  with  "Condecoracion,  Orden 
Vasco  Nunez  de  Balljoa"  with  rank  of  Com- 
mander": 1967,  September,  appointed  by 
President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  as  member  of 
the  National  Advisory  Council  on  Economic 
Opportunity  of  the  United  States:  1967. 
September,  appointed  by  President  Johnson 
as  delegate  to  the  United  Nations  from  the 
United  States  with  the  rank  of  Ambassador; 
1968,  November,  sworn  in  as  a  "Commission- 
er" of  the  United  States  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights:  1977,  January  24.  Appreciation 
Award  by  Corpus  Christi  Chamber  of  Com 
merce  for  exceptional  investment  of  lime 
and  energy  in  behalf  of  citizens  of  Corpus 
Christi  in  interest  of  preserving  the  Naval 
Air  SUtion  and  C.C.  Army  Depot:  1977. 
May,  Appointed  by  President  Jimmy  Carter, 
Member  of  U.S.  Circuit  Judge  Nominating 
commission  for  the  Western  Circuit  Panel: 
1980,  January,  named  by  President  Jimmy 
Carter  to  White  Hoiise  "High  Level  Brief- 
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ing",  on  Iran,  Afghanistan":  1980,  Named 
"Mr.  International"  by  Laredo.  LULAC 
Council  «12.  February  22:  1981,  Meritorious 
Award  National  Council  of  La  Raza.  Febru- 
ary: and 

Whereas,  Dr.  Garcia  has  been  a  tireless 
worker  for  freedom  and  a  courageous  leader 
in  eradicating  racial  bigotry  and  discrimina- 
tion against  Hispanic  Citizentry:  and 

Whereas,  Dr.  Garcia  has  given  hope  and 
aspiration  to  thousands  of  Hispanics  in  the 
pursuit  of  Equality:  and 

Whereas,  He  has  under  unjust,  adverse 
conditions  and  attitudes,  this  most  humble 
and  honorable  man  has  changed  the  course 
of  history  and  made  life  more  prudent  and 
just:  and 

Whereas.  After  35  years  of  continuous 
work  with  the  Forum,  this  humble  man  con- 
tinues to  persevere  in  the  quest  for  freedom 
of  man:  and  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  American  G.I.  Forum 
of  the  United  States  petition  President 
Ronald  Reagan  that  this  richly  deserved 
honor  be  bestowed  upon  Dr.  Hector  P. 
Garcia  and  that  his  name  be  included 
amongst  those  Americans  that  have  distin- 
guished themselves  in  service  to  their  coun- 
try by  awarding  him  the  Presidential  Medal 
of  Freedom  Award. 

Motion  made  by  the  Union  City  Chapter 
and  seconded  by  the  San  Francisco  Chapter 
&  Unanimously  adopted  by  Region  IX  at 
the  meeting  of  February  19.  1983  in  the  City 
of  San  Francisco,  State  of  California.* 


LESSONS  OF  THE  BRITISH 
ELECTION-AN  OBSERVATION 


HON.  PHIUP  M.  CRANE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, in  his  column  in  the  Washington 
Post  on  June  15.  1983,  David  S.  Broder 
wrote  of  the  relevance  of  the  recent 
election  in  the  United  Kingdom  to  the 
election  scheduled  for  the  United 
States  next  year.  He  cited  "two  mes- 
sages" to  American  Democrats  from 
the  British  election.  One  concerned  a 
domestic  problem,  unemployment, 
possibly  the  overriding  domestic  issue 
in  1984;  the  other  related  to  the  nucle- 
ar freeze  question  which  may  be  the 
paramount  foreign  affairs  issue  in  the 
United  States  next  year  unless  the  less 
fanatical  advocates  of  the  freeze  pull 
back. 

Said  Mr.  Broder: 

Parallels  are  never  perfect  in  politics,"  but 
there  are  two  messages  from  the  British 
election  that  have  special  importance  for 
the  Democrats.  One  is  that  in  a  modem  wel- 
fare state. 

He  went  on- 
even  double-digit  unemployment  is  not  nec- 
essarily fatal  to  a  conservative  regime.  The 
cushioning  of  jobless  benefits  defuses  the 
anger  and.  reduces  the  visibility  of  the  un- 
employed. And  the  reduction  of  inflation, 
the  other  side  of  recessionary  economics, 
brings  big  political  benefits  among  the  vast 
majority  of  voters  who  are  either  employed 
or  retired. 


"The  second  message." 
concluded, 


Mr.  Broder 
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is  that  a  party  can  go  so  far  in  campaigning 
against  nuclear  weapons,  and  no  farther. 
When  it  strays  beyond  the  limit,  it  goes  over 
the  edge  of  credibility  cliff. 

The  Heritage  Foundation,  on  June 
13,  in  its  own  analysis  of  the  "Lessons 
of  the  Tory  Triumph,"  made  these  ob- 
servations: 

Most  critical  of  all  to  the  election  success, 
Thatcher  was  able  to  defuse  the  issue  of  un- 
employment—now running  at  nearly  13  per- 
cent. Pre-election  polls  showed  that  about 
50  percent  of  the  population  rated  unem- 
ployment as  the  election's  most  serious 
issue.  Yet  the  Conservatives  picked  up  well 
over  a  quarter  of  the  votes  of  the  unem- 
ployed—almost half  the  number  going  to 
Labor.  The  Thatcher  government  did  this 
by  convincing  the  electorate  that  real,  last- 
ing jobs  could  only  come  with  a  healthy  and 
growing  economy.  The  government  stood 
steadfast  against  "jobs"  bills,  and  refused 
even  to  predict  the  unemployment  rates 
would  fall.  By  maintaining  this  firm  stand. 
Conservatives  could  argue  that  they  stood 
for  policies  aimed  at  permanent  job  cre- 
ation, and  denounce  the  other  parties  as  fa- 
voring vote-buying  short-term  relief  while 
endangering  long-term  growth. 

Regarding  the  second,  or  nuclear 
weapons  message,  of  which  Mr.  Broder 
spoke,  numerous  statements  made  by 
Michael  Foot  of  the  Labour  Party, 
during  the  campaign  in  Britain,  advo- 
cating unilateral  disarmament,  dis- 
banding NATO,  and  proposing  in  gen- 
eral £in  isolationist  foreign  policy, 
caused  a  highly  unfavorable  reaction 
among  the  voters  and  even  within  the 
leadership  of  his  own  party.  One  18- 
year  member  of  the  Labour  Party  di- 
cided  not  to  vote  Labour  saying,  "It's 
like  a  leftwing  •  •  •  has  taken  over  my 
party."  Indeed  it  had. 

In  an  interview  with  the  London  cor- 
respondent of  the  Washington  Post, 
Foot  had  said,  "I  believe  that  we  in 
Britain  should  not  proceed  with  the— 
deployment  of— cruise  or  Pershing 
missiles.  I  am  also  opposed  to  proceed- 
ing with  the— purchase  of— Trident. 
We  want  to  move  toward  a  nonnuclear 
defense  program."  In  a  statement 
evocative  of  those  by  leaders  of  the 
left  in  our  own  country.  Foot  added,  "I 
think  that  over  the  past  2  or  3  years, 
the  American  attitude  has  contributed 
more  fiercely  to  the  arms  race  than 
the  Soviet  Union." 

In  another  statement  Foot  pro- 
claimed that  Britain's  presently  owned 
Polaris  missiles  should  be  destroyed, 
which  brough  the  comment  from 
Labour  leader  Denis  Healey.  •  •  •  we 
should  not  give  them  up  imilaterally." 
Foot  also  made  a  repeated  campaign 
pledge  that  if  Labour  were  elected. 
Britain  would  be  a  'nonnuclear 
nation"  in  5  years. 

What  were  the  results  of  Labour's 
policy?  A  landslide  defeat.  Labour  now 
holds  only  209  seats,  144  imder  the 
majority.  It  received  only  28  percent 
of  the  vote.  Its  leaders,  such  as  Tony 
Benn,  have  either  lost  their  seats  in 
Parliament     or,     as     Foot     himself. 
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stepped  down.  The  party  is  in  a  sham- 
bles. These  messages  to  Democrats, 
that  Mr.  Broder  sees  in  the  British 
election  outcome,  can  be  instructive  to 
Republicans  as  well.* 


BILINGUAL  EDUCATION:  ITS 
ROLE  IN  THE  NATION'S 
SCHOOLS 


HON.  AUGUSTUS  F.  HAWKINS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Elementary,  Second- 
ary, and  Vocational  Education  is  pres- 
ently holding  hearings  on  the  Bilin- 
gual Education  Improvement  Act  of 
1983  (H.R.  2682).  These  hearings  will 
explore  the  effectiveness  of  the  cur- 
rent bilingual  education  law,  and  seek 
to  determine  whether  greater  educa- 
tional effectiveness  can  be  achieved  by 
dropping  the  requirement  for  native 
language  instruction,  which  is  used  as 
a  means  of  helping  limited-English- 
proficiency  children  achieve  English 
language  competence.  H.R.  2682  would 
terminate  the  mandate  of  the  current 
law,  the  Bilingual  Education  Act, 
which  provides  for  native  language  in- 
struction. 

As  expected,  these  hearings  have  en- 
gendered national  interest  and  con- 
cern. Academic  scholars  examining  bi- 
lingual education  techniques,  meth- 
ods, auid  practices  have  not  provided 
the  greatest  clarity  on  the  issues  in- 
volved. Nor  have  educators,  elected  of- 
ficials, various  organizations,  and 
others. 

Recently,  the  June  13,  1983,  edition 
of  Time  magazine  published  its  analy- 
sis of  bilingual  education.  The  Time 
magazine  article  suggests  that  a  new 
kind  of  bilingualism/biculturalism,  re- 
lated to  the  dramatic  increase  in  Span- 
ish-speaking populations  in  the  United 
States,  is  capable  of  separating  the 
coimtry  into  distinct,  unassimilated 
groups.  This  potential  for  separation, 
says  Time,  is  most  portentious  in  the 
public  school  classrooms  of  this 
Nation. 

This  was  Time  magazine's  view  of 
course.  But  not  everyone  was  pleased 
with  what  Time  magazine  had  to  say. 
Among  those  not  pleased,  and  in  fact 
quite  critical  of  Time  magazine's  anal- 
ysis, is  the  National  Association  of 
Latino  Elected  and  Appointed  Offi- 
cials (NALEO). 

Since  I  believe  that  it  is  important 
for  all  sides  of  a  question  to  be  dis- 
cussed, I  have  taken  the  opportunity 
to  present  the  NALEO  article  of  rebut- 
tal to  Time  magazine  for  Member's 
reading  and  consideration.  The  article 
follows: 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

A  Rebuttal  of  the  Time  Magazine  Essay 
"Against  a  Confusion  of  Tongues" 

(By  the  National  Association  of  Latino 

Elected  and  Appointed  Officials) 
The  National  Association  of  Latino  Elect- 
ed and  Appointed  Officials  (NALEO)  is  dis- 
mayed over  the  many  misstatements  and 
unsubstantiated  allegations  found  in  this 
week's  essay  feature  in  Time  Magazine.  En- 
titled "Against  a  Confusion  of  Tongues, " 
this  two  page  article  presents  a  biased  and 
inaccurate  description  of  bilingual  educa- 
tion. Since  bilingual  education  hearings  are 
commencing  this  week  in  Congress,  NALEO 
offers  the  following  facts  and  corrections 
that  more  properly  should  have  been  done 
by  the  Time  editorial  staff. 

Time's  Essay  alleges:  "A  new  bilingualism 
and  biculturalism  is  being  promulgated  that 
would  deliberately  fragment  the  nation  into 
separate,  unassimilated  groups." 

The  Facts:  When  Title  VII  of  the  Elemen- 
tary and  Secondary  Education  Act  was 
passed  in  1968.  the  purpose  of  bilingual  edu- 
cation was  to  use  the  language  of  the  home 
in  helping  the  child  learn  English.  Subse- 
quent reauthorizations  by  Congress  have 
upheld  the  primacy  of  learning  English  as 
the  goal  of  Title  VII.  Fragmentation  and 
separatism  are  more  likely  to  occur  when 
minority  groups  do  not  have  the  education- 
al opportunities  to  join  mainstream  society. 
Time's  Essay  Alleges;  "The  rhetoric  of 
supporters  of  bilingualism  suggests  that 
theirs  may  be  a  political  solution  to  an  edu- 
cation problem." 

The  Facts:  Bilingual  education  came 
about  because  the  traditional  methods  of 
teaching  English  to  children,  the  so  called 
immersion  process,  was  analagous  to  leach- 
ing children  to  swim  by  throwing  them  into 
deep  water.  Some  learned,  yet  the  costs 
were  tremendous.  In  many  schools  in  the 
Southwest,  for  example,  there  was  a  "low 
1st  grade"  and  "high  1st  grade."  Low  1st 
grade  was  for  Hispanic  children  who  did  not 
speak  English  and  who.  upon  completion  of 
this  grade,  would  then  go  on  to— not  second 
grade— but  high  1st.  Thus,  generations  of 
non-English  speaking  children  would  start 
school  one  grade  automatically  behind.  In 
other  states,  children  not  capable  of  han- 
dling the  shock  of  language  immersion, 
were  labeled  as  "educational  mentally  re- 
tarded" and  placed  with  children  with  learn- 
ing disabilities.  Those  who  presently  assail 
bilingual  education  and  hold  up  immersion 
programs  as  their  ideal  do  not  realize  the 
massive  failures  associated  with  the  immer- 
sion (read  "submersion")  methods  of  leam- 
ing  another  language. 

Time's  Essay  Alleges:  "About  half  of  the 
students  from  Spanish  speaking  homes  drop 
out  before  the  end  of  high  school:  of  the 
ones  who  remain,  30  percent  eventually 
score  two  or  more  years  below  their  age 
group  on  standardized  tests." 

The  Facts:  These  figures  are  correct.  Yet 
rather  than  being  attribuUble  to  bilingual 
education,  the  article  does  not  point  out 
that  at  the  height  of  the  bilingual  program 
in  1980  only  12  percent  of  the  total  young- 
sters eligible  to  receive  services  were  being 
served.  Obviously,  bilingual  education  is  not 
the  causal  factor  for  high  drop  out  rates.  In 
fact,  previous  to  bilingual  education,  these 
figures  were  higher  in  the  1950's  and  early 
1960's. 

Time's  Essay  Alleges:  "Indeed  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education's  review  found  that  of  all 
methods  for  teaching  bilingual  students 
English  and  mathematics,  only  total  immer- 
sion In  English  clearly  worked." 
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The  Pacts:  The  Department  of  Education 
this  past  year  awarded  a  five  million  dollar 
contract  to  find  out  what  works  best  in 
teaching  limited  English  speaking  children. 
This  study  will  not  be  completed  for  an- 
other three  years.  Until  then  statements  on 
what  works  best  for  whom  are  clearly  un- 
substantiated." 

Time's  Essay  Alleges:  "The  dubious  value 
of  bilingualism  to  students  is  only  part  of 
America's  valid  concern  about  how  to 
absorb  the  Hispanic  minority.  •  *  *  The  rise 
of  a  large  group,  detached  from  the  main 
population  by  language  and  custom,  could 
affect  stability  of  this  country." 

The  Pacts:  The  author's  concern  with  ab- 
sorption of  Hispanics  demonstrates  his  lack 
of  knowledge  of  the  Hispanic  community. 
Hispanics  have  been  part  of  this  country 
since  its  inception.  Florida,  the  Southwest 
and  Puerto  Rico  have  added  a  richness  to 
this  country's  history  and  culture.  The  His- 
panic community's  participation  in  the  de- 
fense of  this  country  during  WWII,  Korea 
and  Vietnam  is  well  known.  Unfortunately 
300  years  of  history  in  the  continental 
United  States  still  do  not  seem  to  be  enough 
for  some  people. 

Time's  E^ay  Alleges;  "The  disruptive  po- 
tential of  bilingualism  and  biculturalism  is 
still  worrisome:  millions  of  voters  cut  off 
from  the  main  sources  of  information,  mil- 
lions of  potential  draftees  inculcated  with 
dual  ethnic  loyalties." 

The  Facts;  The  Hispanic  community  has 
fought  for  the  passage  of  the  voting  rights 
act  to  guarantee  electoral  participation.  His- 
panic legal  organizations,  such  as  the 
Puerto  Rican- Legal  Defense  Fund  and  the 
Mexican  American  Legal  Defense  Fund 
spent  years  in  litigation  attempting  to 
secure  the  vote  for  Hispanic  citizens  of  this 
country.  Likewise,  on  potential  draftees 
having  "dual  loyalties"  let  the  record  speak 
for  itself.  Those  Hispanic  "draftees  incul- 
cated with  dual  ethnic  loyalties"  have  won 
more  Medals  of  Honor  than  any  other 
ethnic  group  in  America  today.* 


THE 


CARING  CONSTITUENCY" 
HERE  AND  ABROAD 


HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
number  of  so-called  public  interest 
groups  and  other  organizations  pur- 
porting to  represent  this  or  that  group 
has  proliferated  in  quantum  jumps 
since  the  days  of  the  Great  Society. 
Most  groups  are  financed  by  some 
form  of  taxpayer  support,  either  Fed- 
eral, State  or  local.  It  has  been  discov- 
ered that  these  people  have  a  very 
definite  point  of  view.  Jeffrey  Hart,  a 
columnist  for  the  Washington  Times, 
discussed  these  findings  in  a  column 
that  appeared  on  Jime  24,  1983.  The 
results  should  be  of  interest  to  my  col- 
leagues. 

The  "Caring  Constituency  "  Here  and 

Abroad 
There  is  a  peculiar  political  constituency 
in  the  advanced  Western  democracies,  and, 
though  it  constitutes  a  small  minority  of 
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the  total  electorate,  it  is  nevertheless  ex- 
panding In  numbers  and  power. 

In  the  recent  British  elections,  for  exam- 
ple, it  was  an  important  component  of  the 
Labor  Party  vote,  and  it  has  been  called  the 
"caring  constituency." 

Those  who  belong  to  it  work  in  jobs  out- 
side the  marketplace.  They  are  teachers, 
social  workers,  national  and  local  bureau- 
crats, nurses  and  day-care  tenders,  techni- 
cians in  the  soft  sciences,  and  other  such  po- 
sitions that  are  outside  the  market  or  only 
marginally  related  to  profits  and  losses. 

In  the  United  SUtes,  as  in  England,  the 
temper  of  this  constituency  is  pacifist  and 
socialist,  and  it  will  be  powerfully  represent- 
ed at  the  1984  Democratic  convention. 

There  comes  at  hand  via  Public  Opinion 
magazine  a  fascinating  bit  of  documentation 
regarding  part  of  this  ■caring  constituency." 
the  so-called  public-interest  organizations 
that  have  been  established  in  Washington 
and  elsewhere  to  promote  various  ostensibly 
virtuous  causes. 

This  constituency  is  also  inclined  toward 
socialism.  Fifty-one  percent  favor  socialism, 
and  by  a  lop-sided  16-1  they  think  that  the 
federal  government  should  redistribute  the 
national  income. 

In  recent  presidential  elections,  no  Repub- 
lican candidate  received  more  than  4  per- 
cent of  their  vote,  and  George  McGovern— 
perhaps  the  most  left-wing  candidate  ever 
nominated  by  a  major  party— was  favored 
by  96  percent. 

Not  surprisingly,  the  public  figures  they 
most  admire  are.  in  order.  Ralph  Nader. 
Edward  M.  Kennedy.  John  Kenneth  Gal- 
braith.  Gloria  Steinem  and  Andrew  Young. 
(It  must  be  Young's  Third  Worldism  as  our 
U.N.  ambassador  that  attracts  them;  as 
mayor  of  Atlanta.  Young  has  done  a  credita- 
ble job  in  stimulating  commerce  and  is  a  fa- 
vorite of  the  business  community.  When 
that  news  reachers  the  "caring  constituen- 
cy" Young's  ratings  will  no  doubt  plummet.) 

S.  Robert  Lichter  and  Stanley  Rothman. 
social  scientists,  interviewed  the  leaders  and 
chief  staff  members  of  74  organizations,  in- 
cluding the  American  Civil  Liberties  Union. 
Common  Cause.  Congress  Watch,  the  Chil- 
dren's Defense  Fund,  Women's  Legal  De- 
fense and  Consumer's  Union,  and,  on  the 
basis  of  these  interviews,  produced  a  profile 
of  the  sort  of  person  who  leads  these  organi- 
zations. 

Almost  invariably,  the  leaders  are  well 
educated  and  often  have  graduated  from 
prestigious  colleges  and  universities,  and 
they  earn  salaries  in  the  upper  income 
brackets.  Though  most  have  been  raised  in 
a  religious  environment,  they  are  now  ag- 
nostic or  atheistic,  and  they  appear  to  have 
a  special  hostility  toward  Jerry  Falwells 
Moral  Majority.  Ninety  percent  of  those 
interviewed  are  strongly  opposed  to  it. 
which  may  explain  the  otherwise  puzzling 
vlrtriol  of  the  attack  upon  Moral  Majority 
last  year  by  Yale's  president.  A.  Bartlett 
Giamatti. 

This  public  interest  "caring  constituency" 
is  instinctively  opposed  to  signs  of  a  reli- 
gious revival  in  America. 

On  foreign  affairs,  things  are,  if  anything, 
worse.  Fifty  percent  of  the  people  inter- 
viewed by  Lichter  and  Rothman  admire  the 
pro-Soviet  Sandinista  regime  in  Nicaragua, 
and  34  percent  admire  Fidel  Castro— who 
wins  in  a  landslide  over  Ronald  Reagan, 
who  is  admired  by  a  mere  5  percent. 

Lichter  and  Rothman  did  not  go  into  the 
nuclear  freeze  or  the  Pershing  missile  with 
this  group,  but  of  course  they  did  not  have 
to,  since  anyone  could  predict  the  response. 
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On  the  so-called  social  issues:  those  inter- 
viewed, by  a  margin  of  8  to  1,  approved  of 
active  homosexuality,  and  only  1  out  of  20 
had  any  moral  problems  concerning  abor- 
tion. 

The  "caring  constituency"  is  an  identifia- 
ble political  interest  group  here  and  abroad, 
and  it  would  be  incorrect  to  identify  it  even 
with  traditional  liberalism.  It  is  pacifist  and 
socialist,  it  lives  off  the  public  sector  and  de- 
sires to  expand  it  at  the  expanse  of  the  mar- 
ketplace, it  is  far  outside  the  mainstream  in 
its  moral  views.  And  it  has  a  soft  spot  in  its 
heart  for  foreign  communist  dictators. 

Just  my  kind  of  folks,  in  short.* 
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DISTINGUISHED  SERVICE 

AWARD      IN     THE     CAUSE      OF 
FREE  TRADE 


HON.  BARBER  B.  CONABLE,  JR. 

OF  NFW  YORK 
IN  THE  HODSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
cently, our  esteemed  colleague  from 
Minnesota.  Mr.  Frenzel,  received  the 
Consumers  for  World  Trade  Annual 
Award  for  distinguished  service  in  the 
cause  of  open  and  competitive  world 
trade.  It  is  a  great  pleasure  for  me  to 
call  this  honor  to  your  attention. 

We  all  know  Mr.  Frenzel  as  an  un- 
wavering advocate  of  free  and  open 
trade.  He  devotes  a  great  deal  of  time 
and  energy  to  the  Trade  Subcommit- 
tee of  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee. He  never  hesitates  to  remind  us 
that  it  is  the  American  consumer  who 
ultimately,  and  invariably,  pays  the 
final  cost  of  protectionism. 

In  receiving  this  award.  Mr.  Frenzel 
joins  the  ranks  of  several  other  distin- 
guished recipients  of  this  honor  who 
similarly  were  recognized  for  their 
contributions  in  supporting  open 
international  trade.  The  first  recipient 
of  the  annual  award  was  Mr.  Sam  Gib- 
bons, the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Trade  Subcom- 
mittee. Last  year,  Senator  Charles 
Percy  and  former  Senator  Jacob 
Javits  shared  the  honor.  The  addition 
of  Mr.  Frenzel  to  this  distinguished 
group  of  legislators  continues  the 
spirit  of  bipartisanship  in  which  this 
award  is  conferred  each  year. 

I  believe  Mr.  Frenzel's  remarks  at 
the  Consumers  for  World  Trade 
awards  ceremony  are  worthy  of  your 
attention.  Accordingly,  I  would  like  to 
introduce  those  remarks,  as  well  as  the 
fine  presentation  by  Mr.  Gibbons,  in 
the  Record. 

The  Second  Most  Dangerous  Threat 

Most  Americans  would  agree  that  bur- 
geoning deficits  pose  the  single  greatest 
threat  to  sustained  economic  recovery. 
Naming  the  second  largest  economic  menace 
might  be  more  difficult. 

But  those  who  have  not  forgotten  the  les- 
sons of  History,  and  who  understand  the  dy- 
nsjnics  of  international  trade  in  the  world 
economy,  would  be  quick  to  identify  Protec- 
tionism as  public  enemy  No.  2. 


It  has  been  only  50  years  since  Congress 
passed  the  Smoot-Hawley  tariff,  a  virulent 
anti-trade  measure  which  evoked  a  world 
pestilence  of  retaliatory  protectionist  laws. 
The  ugly  result  was  that  the  Great  Depres- 
sion was  needlessly  extended  and  exacerbat- 
ed. 

Following  World  War  II,  the  world  experi- 
enced 3  decades  of  unparalleled  prosperity, 
at  least  partly  due  to  the  open  world  trading 
system,  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  (GATT),  promoted  by  the  United 
States  and  accepted  by  most  of  the  nations 
of  the  free  world. 

The  Free  Trade  coalition  which  fashioned 
the  GATT  remained  in  the  ascendancy  in 
the  United  States  until  the  end  of  the  1970s. 
Since  then,  protectionsim.  sustained  by 
years  of  falling  productivity,  insufficient  in- 
vestment incentive,  and  massive  unemploy- 
ment, has  dominated  the  Congress  and  the 
country. 

Protectionism  flowers  in  an  environment 
of  unemployment.  Non-competitive  indus- 
tries blame  imports  to  justify  their  requests 
for  protectionist  relief.  Labor  organizations, 
particularly  those  with  extravagant  wage 
rates,  seek  to  Insulate  their  members  from 
external  competition. 

Even  though  free  trade  is  a  popular  con- 
cept in  the  United  States,  the  idea  of  pro- 
tecting U.S.  jobs  is  even  more  popular. 
Therefore,  protectionism  restrictions  have 
proliferated  in  the  last  3  years. 

We  have  forced  Japan  to  restrict  auto 
shipments  "voluntarily".  We  have  forced 
Europe  to  do  the  same  with  steel  imports. 
We  have  always  had  among  the  highest  tex- 
tile tariffs  in  the  world,  and  most  agricultur- 
al products  also  enjoy  some  sort  of  protec- 
tion. 

Now  our  trade  relations  are  threatened  by 
a  Domestic  Content  Law  for  autos  which 
would  force  foreign  and  U.S.  auto  manufac- 
turers to  use  a  high  percentage  of  U.S.  auto 
parts.  Our  statute  books,  state  and  federal, 
are  studded  with  "Buy  Amercla"  laws  which 
restrict  imports  of  everything  from  highway 
construction  materials  to  flatware.  And 
that's  not  kll.  We've  imposed  increased 
duties  on  imported  motorcycles:  introduced 
cargo  preference  legislation;  imposed  health 
and  safety  requirements  on  imported  goods 
and  are  conducting  up  to  now  unsuccessful 
negotiations  with  the  PRC  to  force  them  to 
accept  tighter  textile  quotas. 

And  what  is  so  awful  about  protecting 
American  jobs,  or  demanding  fair  treatment 
in  the  international  marketplace  (the  level 
playing  field),  or  "sending  a  message"  to 
countries  such  as  Japan  which  restrict  their 
own  markets? 

What  is  awful  about  prectecting  American 
jobs  is  that  we  only  protect  a  select  few, 
non-competitive  jobs.  For  instance,  the  do- 
mestic Content  Bill  might  help  some  pres- 
ent auto  workers  at  a  high  price  to  the  U.S. 
consumer,  but  according  to  the  Congression- 
al Budget  Office,  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment, and  the  Council  of  Economic  Advi- 
sors, it  would  cause  the  loss  of  3  times  as 
many  jobs  as  it  would  create. 

In  addition,  the  4V2  percent  per  automo- 
bile price  increase  that  would  occur  absent 
foreign  competition  would  mean  that  every 
new  job  created  would  cost  auto  buying  con- 
sumers about  $740,000.  It  is  hard  to  justify 
forcing  consumers,  whose  average  wage  is 
about  $12  per  hour,  to  buy  cars  exclusively 
from  people  who  make  $25  per  hour. 

The  "Level  Playing  Field"  is  another 
myth.  Yes.  many  countries  restrict  their 
markets  in  many  ways.  But.  as  noted  above, 
so  do  we.  If  we  seek  access  abroad,  as  in 
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Japan,  the  right  way  to  get  it  is  to  negotiate 
for  it.  The  opening  of  that  market  is  a  pain- 
fully slow  process,  but  it  is  happening. 

Building  one's  own  barriers  is  not  a  good 
way  to  get  one's  neighbor  to  remove  his. 
Most  frequently,  U.S.  barriers  are  followed 
by  the  creation  of  a  retaliatory  barrier 
somewhere  else  in  the  world,  which  limits 
U.S.  efforts  to  that  area. 

Sending  a  message  to  a  trading  partner,  if 
that  message  is  a  market  restriction,  is 
shooting  ourselves  in  the  foot.  If  the  restric- 
tion is  as  outrageous  as  the  Domestic  Con- 
tent bill,  it  is  like  shooting  ourselves  in  a 
vital  organ.  Why  should  we  lose  jobs,  raise 
prices,  and  make  an  industry  less  competi- 
tive just  to  send  a  message? 

If  that  proverbial  playing  field  is  uneven, 
the  United  States  is  partially  responsible. 
Instead  of  doing  away  with  some  of  our 
longstanding  barriers  to  foreign  imports  or 
seeking  out  ways  to  expand  U.S.  exports,  we 
fail  to  amend  the  Foreign  Corrupt  Practices 
Act  which  intimidates  and  confuses  U.S 
businessmen  trying  to  do  business  abroad, 
and  we're  having  trouble  passing  a  new 
Export  Administration  Act  because  of  a  con- 
troversial provision  concerning  extraterri- 
torially  laws. 

Our  Foreign  Commerce  Service.  In  spite  of 
Its  transfer  from  the  State  Department  to 
Commerce  in  the  hope  that  it  would  be  of 
greater  assistance  to  our  businesses,  still 
does  not  have  sufficiently  of  a  sales  outlook 
to  service  the  needs  of  U.S.  exporters. 

A  plan  for  the  reorganization  of  our  trade 
structure  has  been  proposed  by  some  in 
Congress  and  by  the  Administration.  But 
many  in  Congress  disapprove  of  this  plan. 
They  feel,  as  I  do,  that  the  USTR  has 
worked  well  with  the  legislative  branch  and 
should  be  maintained.  They  are  concerned 
that  the  current  protectionist  attitudes  In 
the  Department  of  Commerce  would  prevail 
If  the  DOC  becomes  the  chief  trade  agency 
In  our  government.  Furthermore,  there 
seems  to  be  no  evidence  that  the  plan  would 
solve  any  of  our  current  trade  problems  nor 
result  In  anything  but  a  shuffling  of  boxes. 
Consideration  is  .also  being  given  to  re- 
viewing or  improving  the  trade  remedies 
provided  by  the  Trade  Act.  I  think  it  Is  a 
dangerous  procedure  to  tinker  with  301  or 
201  at  this  time  with  the  current  mood  in 
Congress  or  even  to  be  considering  far- 
reaching  reciprocity  legislation. 

Fortunately,  help  is  on  the  way.  The  re- 
covery promises  lowered  unemployment  at 
home,  and- presages  recovery  elsewhere  in 
the  world. 

And.  there  are  the  more  traditional  safe- 
guards. The  Reagan  Administration  articu- 
lates the  free  trade  policy  forcefully,  just  as 
the  Carter  Administration  did.  On  major 
atrocities,  such  as  Domestic  Content,  the 
Presidential  veto  Is  the  ultimate  weapon. 

President  Reagan  was  able  to  convince  the 
free  world's  leaders  at  Williamsburg  to 
agree  to  resist  protectionism  in  all  forms  in 
all  countries.  Nobody  Is  perfect  now,  and 
nobody  will  be  perfect  In  the  future.  But 
heads  of  states  will  have  to  be  more  watch- 
ful. 

Even  the  protectionist  Congress  has  a 
hairdy  and  well-placed  band  of  free  traders 
dedicated  to  expanding  U.S.  jobs  by  expand 
Ing  U.S.  exports.  They  will  continue  to  play 
defense  against  protectionism  until  the  re- 
covery and  the  decline  of  unemployment 
make  It  less  attractive. 

Sensing  recovery.  American  companies  are 
renewing  their  competitive  spirits.  Tax  In- 
centives of  1978  and  1981  are  paying  off. 
Employees  are  more  responsive.  Productivi- 
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ty.  quality,  and  reliability  are  again  fashion- 
able. 

Companies  are  becoming  more  alert  to  the 
threat.  They  are  educating,  making  their  in- 
terests known  in  Congress,  and  they  are 
having  an  effect. 

If  these  forces  can  hold  off  the  worst  of 
protectionism  for  another  year,  it  will  prob- 
ably be  safe  then  to  downgrade  public 
enemy  No.  2  to  a  less  important  status. 

Remarks  by  Congressman  Sam  M.  Gibbons 

I  am  very  pleased  that  I  have  been  select- 
ed by  Consiimers  for  World  Trade  to 
present  this  award  to  my  good  friend  and 
colleague  Bill  Frenzel.  I  was  honored  to  be 
the  first  recipient  of  this  award  from  this 
fine  organization  and  I  applaud  their  ac- 
complishments and  their  fine  selection  of 
an  awardee  for  1983. 

Bill  has  been  an  outstanding  and  hard 
working  exponent  of  an  open  tradins 
system.  He  is  a  very  dedicated  member  of 
the  Trade  Subcommittee.  We  have  worked 
hard  together  on  many  bills  and  he  can 
always  be  depended  on  to  speak  out  daring- 
ly but  diligently  against  protectionist  poli- 
cies. I  can  always  rely  on  Bill  to  be  on  the 
right  side  of  an  issue.  Bill  is  like  a  brother 
of  mine. 

Bill  Frenzel  graduated  from  Dartmouth; 
served  four  years  in  the  Navy  during  the 
Korean  war  in  Japan  and  Korea;  married 
Ruth  and  they  raised  their  three  fine 
daughters.  He  was  a  businessman  in  the 
Mlnneapolls/St.  Paul  area  and  was  elected 
to  the  Minnesota  Legislature  and  served 
there  and  then  came  to  the  U.S.  Congress. 
Here  he  served  on  the  Budget  Committee 
and  ser\'es  on  the  Ways  and  Means  Conunlt- 
tee.  the  Trade  Subcommittee,  and  the 
House  Administration  Committee  where  he 
is  a  member  of  the  important  Enectlons 
Task  Force.  He  Is  very  active  and  effective 
In  all  of  those  Committees.  Like  I  said 
before.  Bill  Is  like  a  brother  of  mine. 

And  so,  now,  Bill,  it  gives  me  great  pleas- 
ure, on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
Consumers  for  World  Trade  to  present  you 
with  this  beautiful  plaque  which  reads:  "For 
distinguished  service  in  the  cause  of  open 
and  competitive  world  trade  to  the  Honora- 
ble BUI  Frenzel,  June  1983.  Signed  Doreen 
L.  Brown.  President." 

Here  you  are.  Bill;  they  couldn't  have 
picked  a  better  man.* 


BOUCHER  RENEWS  PUSH  FOR 
COAL  TOPPING  OFF  SERVICE 


HON.  FREDERICK  C.  BOUCHER 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  BOUCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
help  boost  U.S.  coal  experts  and  to 
reduce  the  tragically  high  level  of  un- 
employment in  the  coal  producing  re- 
gions of  the  United  States,  I  have 
today  asked  Treasury  Secretary 
Donald  Regan  to  abandon  the  admin- 
istration's opposition  to  the  use  of  for- 
eign-flag coal  shuttle  vessels  to  load 
supercoUiers  to  capacity  in  the  Dela- 
ware Bay. 

Because  the  Port  of  Hampton  Roads 
and  other  U.S.  east  coast  ports  are  too 
shallow  to  allow  supercoUiers  to  fuUy 
load  in  port,  the  only  way  these  over- 
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sized  coal  ships  can  be  loaded  to  capac- 
ity is  to  top  them  off  in  deeper  water 
offshore.  Unfortunately,  no  U.S.  ships 
are  now  available  to  provide  this  ur- 
gently needed  topping  off  service 
which  will  significantly  reduce  the 
export  cost  of  U.S.  coal.  As  a  result, 
partially  loaded  supercoUiers  are  saU- 
ing  regularly  from  the  Port  of  Hamp- 
ton Roads  to  Richards  Bay,  South 
Africa  where  they  are  topped  off  with 
South  African  coal.  Each  such  ssuling 
represents  a  lost  opportunity  to  in- 
crease coal  exports  and  to  put  Ameri- 
can miners  back  to  work. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Coal  Export- 
ers Association  of  the  United  States 
has  also  written  to  Secretary  Regan  in 
support  of  the  use  of  foreign-flag  ves- 
sels for  topping  off  in  American 
waters.  Reprinted  below  for  the  bene- 
fit of  my  colleagues  is  a  copy  of  my 
letter  to  Secretary  Regan  and  a  copy 
of  the  letter  from  the  Coal  Exporters 
Association  also  supporting  topping 
off  by  foreign-flag  vessels. 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C..  July  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Donald  T.  Reagan, 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear   Mr.   Secretary:    I   am   once   again 
writing  to  urge  your  approval  of  foreign  flag 
vessels  to  provide  a  coal  topping-off  service 
in  the  Delaware  Bay.  Such  a  ruling  by  the 
Treasury  Department  would  be  In  the  na- 
tional interest  and  would  be  consistent  with 
the  restrictions  Imposed  by  the  Jones  Act. 

The  absence  of  a  coal  topplng-off  service 
to  enable  supercoUiers  to  obtain  full  loads 
of  United  States  coal  Is  causing  the  domes- 
tic coal  Industry  to  lose  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  tons  of  coal  sales  annually.  We  esti- 
mate that  American  coal  companies  lost  $26 
million  In  coal  sales  during  calendar  year 
1982  through  ten  saUlngs  of  partially  loaded 
supercoUiers  from  the  Port  of  Hampton 
Roads  alone.  Since  the  March  8,  1983  deci- 
sion by  the  Treasury  Department  to  deny 
the  request  of  Canada  Steamship  Lines  to 
offer  such  a  service,  there  have  been  at  least 
seven  sailings  from  Hamption  Roads  of  par- 
tially loaded  supercoUiers  destined  for 
Japan.  Each  of  these  ships  and  each  of  the 
ten  ships  which  sailed  from  the  Port  of 
Hampton  Roads  last  year  completed  Its  load 
by  topping  off  In  Richards  Bay,  South 
Africa  with  approximately  60,000  tons  per 
ship  of  South  African  coal.  Each  such  sail- 
ing represents  a  lost  opportunity  to  increase 
American  coal  exports  and  to  reduce  the 
tragically  high  unemployment  in  the  coal 
producing  regions  of  the  United  States. 

Even  with  prompt  Congressional  approval 
of  port-deepening  legislation.  It  wUl  take 
seven  to  ten  years  to  complete  dredging  op- 
erations In  east  coast  coal  f)orts.  Therefore, 
the  Implementation  of  a  coal  topplng-off 
service  from  America's  coal  ports  Is  urgently 
needed  to  preserve  our  share  of  the  coal 
market  until  port  deepening  is  completed. 

The  Department  of  the  Treasury  has  pre- 
viously interpreted  the  Jones  Act  to  prohib- 
it foreign  flag  vessels  from  operating  a  top- 
ping-off service  within  American  waters. 
Under  Treasury's  rationale,  any  transporta- 
tion which  commences  at  one  point  in 
American  waters  and  terminates  at  another 
point  also  within  American  waters  is  domes- 
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tic  commerce  prohibited  to  foreign  flag  ves- 
sels under  the  Jones  Act. 

I  strongly  disagree  with  that  interpreta- 
tion of  what  constitutes  "domestic  com- 
merce." It  is  clear  that  the  topping-off  serv- 
ice is  designed  exclusively  for  the  facilita- 
tion of  foreign  commerce,  i.e..  the  transpor- 
tation of  coal  from  the  United  States  to  for- 
eign purchasers.  Moreover,  since  there  are 
no  American  firms  prepared  to  conduct  a 
topping-off  service  with  American  flag  ves- 
sels, it  is  clear  that  an  interpretation  by  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  holding  such  a 
service  to  be  foreign  commerce  would  be 
consistent  with  the  Jones  Act  goal  of  pre- 
serving domestic  commerce  to  American 
companies  and  American  flag  vessels. 

I  strongly  urge  your  granting  of  the  re- 
quest of  Coastal  Barge  Corporation  of  New 
York  to  contract  with  a  foreign  flag  carrier 
to  provide  a  topping-off  service  in  the  Dela- 
ware Bay.  I  also  encourage  you  to  reconsid- 
er your  disapproval  of  the  request  of 
Canada  Steamship  Lines  to  offer  an  identi- 
cal service. 

The  United  States  coal  industry  simply 
cannot  afford  to  loss  additional  export  op- 
portunities because  of  an  overly  restrictive 
Interpretation  of  the  Jones  Act  by  the  De- 
partment of  the  Treasury.  I  have  been  as- 
sured by  a  numt)er  of  Virginia  coal  produc- 
ers that  the  willingness  of  foreign  purchas- 
ers to  undergo  the  inconvenience  of  partial- 
ly loading  in  the  Port  of  Hampton  Roads 
and  fully  loading  at  a  second  port  prior  to 
reaching  the  final  destination  will  not  long 
be  endured.  Accordingly,  if  a  topping-off 
service  is  not  put  in  place  in  the  immediate 
future.  I  fear  that  a  significant  eroding  of 
the  export  market  will  occur. 

Since  there  is  no  American  firm  prepared 
to  offer  this  service  in  the  immediate  future 
and  since  the  provision  of  the  service  would 
facilitate  foreign  as  opposed  to  domestic 
commerce.  I  aun  persuaded  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  could  grant  the  re- 
quests of  Coastal  Barge  Corporation  and 
Canada  Steamship  Lines  without  infringing 
upon  the  legitimate  restrictions  of  the  Jones 
Act. 

Thanking  you  for  your  consideration  of 
this  request.  I  remain  with  kind  regards. 
Sincerely. 

Rick  Boucher. 
Member  of  Congrea. 

Coal  Exporters  Association 

OF  THE  United  States.  Inc.. 
Washington,  D.C..  July  11.  1$83. 
Hon.  Donald  T.  Regan, 
Secretary,  Department  of  the  Treaaury, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary;  Last  March,  the 
Treasury  Department  refused  a  request  of 
the  Canadian  Steamship  Lines  <CSL)  for  a 
ruling  which  would  allow  CSL  to  offer  U.S. 
coal  exporters  the  opportunity  to  complete 
loading  or  to  "top  off"  large  coal  colliers  in 
vessel  to  vessel  transfer  operations  in  the 
Delaware  Bay. 

CSL  was  refused  the  opportunity  to  offer 
this  service  because  its  planned  use  of  Cana- 
dian flag  self-unloading  ocean  going  vessels 
was  determined  to  be  a  violation  of  the 
Jones  Act  which  requires  that  if  the  same 
cargo  is  both  loaded  and  unloaded  in  U.S. 
waters,  that  it  be  carried  on  U.S.  vessels. 

The  Customs  Bureau  and  the  Treasury 
Department  now  have  an  opportunity  to 
overturn  this  unfortunate  ruling  as  a  second 
firm  has  applied  for  a  temporary  waiver  of 
the  Jones  Act  so  that  foreign  flag  vessels 
can  be  used  to  prove  the  technical  and  eco- 
nomic, as  well  as  political,  viability  of  this 
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type  of  operation.  We  urge  that  you  over- 
turn your  previous  ruling  and  grant  a  tem- 
porary waiver  allowing  any  firm  wishing  to 
offer  this  topping  off  service  to  use  foreign 
flag  vessels  until  such  time  as  U.S.  vessels 
are  available  on  a  competitive  basis. 

The  economies  of  scale  available  from  the 
use  of  large  vessels  in  the  coal  trade  are  well 
documented.  Unfortunately,  these  large  ves- 
sels cannot  now  be  fully  loaded  due  to  insuf- 
ficient water  depths  at  United  States  East 
and  Gulf  coast  ports.  Although  legislation 
authorizing  dredgmg  of  coastal  ports  is 
pending  before  Congress,  it  is  unlikely  to 
l)ecome  law  this  year  due  to  continuing  dis- 
agreements over  funding  of  both  construc- 
tion (dredging)  costs  and  annual  operation 
and  maintenance  costs.  It  is  extremely  un- 
likely that  any  of  our  ports  will  be  fully 
dredged  l)efore  1990  or  later.  However,  the 
initiation  of  a  topping  off  service  will  give 
our  customers  the  immediate  choice  of 
using  the  larger  vessel  wherever  possible. 

The  United  States  is  now  losing  coal  mar- 
kets and  coal  sales  because  of  our  inability 
to  load  these  vessels.  Many  125.000  dwt  or 
larger  vessels  load  coal  at  Hampton  Roads. 
Baltimore  or  other  east  coast  ports,  and 
leave  only  partially  loaded  to  then  complete 
their  load  in  South  Africa.  Other  vessels  are 
topping  off  in  Canada  using  Canadian  coal, 
rather  than  U.S.  coal.  A  topping  off  oper- 
ation would  certainly  result  in  greater  U.S. 
coal  sales  now  and  would  undoubtedly  assist 
in  the  efforts  of  U.S.  companies  to  sell  coal 
mined  in  the  United  States  to  European  and 
Pacific  Rim  customers  on  a  long  term  basis. 

Current  levels  of  U.S.  coal  exports  are  de- 
clining. We  will  export  only  80  million  tons 
of  coal  in  1983  compared  with  105  million  in 
1982  and  110  million  in  1981.  Unemploy 
ment  in  coal  fields  dedicated  to  the  export 
market  is  unacceptably  high.  Puthermore. 
the  future  outlook  for  U.S.  coal  in  the  world 
market  is  not  as  optimistic  as  was  previously 
forecast.  This  is  due.  in  part,  to  reduced  esti- 
mates of  economic  growth  and  energy  use. 
However,  the  U.S.  coal  industry  will  have  an 
uphill  battle  to  retain  its  current  30  percent 
share  of  the  world  market  as  more  coal  be- 
comes available  from  lower  cost  suppliers. 
The  U.S.  is  the  high  cost  supplier  and  must 
take  every  opportunity  to  reduce  those 
costs. 

The  use  of  large  colliers  offers  an  oppor- 
tunity to  reduce  our  delivered  costs  and  the 
Delaware  Bay  topping  off  alternative  is  an 
important  part  of  the  equation.  Despite  as- 
surances to  the  contrary.  U.S.  flag  vessels 
are  not  available  for  this  operation  and  if 
the  Delaware  Bay  alternative  is  to  be  viable, 
foreign  flag  vessels  must  be  utilized  at  least 
on  a  short  term  basis. 

A  temporary  waiver  of  the  Jones  Act  to 
permit  use  of  foreign  flag  vessels  to  trans- 
load  U.S.  coal  in  the  Delaware  Bay  would  be 
fully  in  keeping  with  this  Administration's 
coal  export  policy  announced  in  July.  1981. 
In  part,  that  policy  statement  pledged  to 
promote  U.S.  coal  exports  and  to  take  every 
action  (lossible  to  reduce  costs  of  U.S.  coal. 

We  urge  you  to  reconsider  your  March  de- 
cision and  to  allow  those  firms  which  have 
already  applied,  as  well  as  any  other  firm,  a 
waiver  to  conduct  a  Delaware  Bay  topping 
off  operation  utilizing  foreign  flag  vessels.  A 
reversal  of  your  decision  will  mean  greater 
exports  of  U.S.  coal  with  attendent  econom- 
ic benefits,  both  in  the  short  and  long  term. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  discuss  this  with 
you  at  any  time. 
Sincerely, 

Mark  R.  Joseph.* 
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KILUNG  THE  TRUTH 


HON.  NANa  L  JOHNSON 

OP  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mrs.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again,  the  Turkish  Government, 
through  its  embassy  in  the  United 
States,  has  attempted  to  distort  histo- 
ry by  its  denial  of  the  Armenian  geno- 
cide, the  first  genocide  of  the  20th 
century. 

On  April  20  and  May  18,  the  Turkish 
Ambassador  Sukru  Elekdag  wrote  to  a 
number  of  Congressmen  criticizing  our 
participation  in  the  special  order  com- 
memorating Armenian  Martyr's  Day. 
The  Ambassador's  letters  were  most 
inappropriate  and  simply  inaccurate  in 
their  account  of  history. 

There  is  a  plethora  of  unbiased  doc- 
umentary evidence  from  the  national 
archives  of  many  World  War  I  Allied 
and  Axis  powers  detailing  the  annihi- 
lation and  displacement  of  the  Arme- 
nian people  by  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment. This  material,  along  with  docu- 
mented testimony  from  survivors  of 
the  genocide,  conclusively  identify  the 
central  role  of  the  Young  Turk  Gov- 
ernment in  the  planning  and  execu- 
tion of  what  Ambassador  Morgenthau 
referred  to  as  "a  campaign  of  race  ex- 
termination."  Reports  of  meetings  be- 
tween Mr.  Morgenthau  and  the  Young 
Turk  leaders  corroborate  the  reports 
from  the  U.S.  Consular  offices.  The 
Armenian  genocide  is  a  historical  fact 
and  should  not  have  to  be  reiterated 
annually.  To  deny  that  fact  is  to  deny 
also  the  unprecedented  assistance  ex- 
tended by  the  United  States  in  an  at- 
tempt to  end  the  carnage  and  to  aid 
those  who  survived.  The  record  is 
clear;  the  realities  of  the  Armenian 
genocide  perpetrated  in  1915  have 
been  repeatedly  confirmed  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  former  President  Carter, 
both  congressional  bodies,  and  the 
U.S.  Holocaust  Memorial  Council. 

In  response  to  Ambassador  Elekdag's 
letter,  I  would  like  to  submit  the  fol- 
lowing article  by  Richard  Cohen  enti- 
tled 'Killing  Truth."  It  appeared  in 
the  Washington  Post  on  May  31,  1983. 
and  I  think  eloquently  assesses  the 
moral  cost  of  the  denial  of  history. 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  May  31,  1983] 

Killing  Truth 

(By  Richard  Cohen) 

There  is  a  politician  up  in  Canada  by  the 
name  of  Stephen  Stiles  who,  besides  beign  a 
world  class  jerk,  should  be  an  object  lesson 
to  us  all.  A  member  of  the  Alberta  provin- 
cial legislature,  he  has  said  that  he  has 
"never  seen  anything  in  the  way  of  docu- 
mentary evidence  to  prove  .  .  .  that  Jews 
were  necessarily  persecuted"  by  Nazi  Ger- 
many. Case  closed. 

Considering  all  the  evidence  available, 
documentary  or  otherwise,  it  seems  certain 
that  nothing  could  convince  Stiles  that 
what  happened  happened.  He  prefers  to  be- 


lieve otherwise  and  I  would  prefer  to  believe 
that  he  Is  not  only  an  aberration,  but  unim- 
portant as  well.  After  all,  the  evidence  of 
the  Holocaust  is  so  overwhelming,  it  could 
not  possibly  be  denied. 

That,  at  least,  is  what  I  thought  until  re- 
cently. But  then  not  too  long  ago,  I  found 
myself  sitting  at  one  end  of  an  enormous 
table  In  the  embassy  of  Turkey.  At  the 
other  end  was  the  ambassador  himself  and 
what  he  was  telling  me  was  that  the  crime  I 
had  always  thought  had  happened,  simply 
had  not.  I  am  speaking  now  of  the  systemat- 
ic murder  of  over  one  million  Armenians  by 
the  Ottoman  Turks. 

I  had  mentioned  this  genocide  In  a 
column— mentioned  it  only  in  passing— and 
mentioned  it  thinking  that  it  was  a  given— 
that  no  one  could  possibly  dispute  that  it 
had  happened.  In  1915.  in  the  midst  of  the 
First  World  War,  a  beleaguered  and  disinte- 
grating Ottoman  Empire  had  turned  on  its 
Armenian  population,  banishing  them  from 
what  was  historically  Armenia  to  what  is 
now  Syria— murdering  them,  starving  them 
and  leaving  them  unprotected  to  bandits 
and  killers  along  the  way. 

But  the  ambassador  said  this  had  not  hap- 
pened. Sure,  there  were  "incidents"  and. 
yes,  the  Armenians  had  been  banished.  But 
what  the  world  persisted  in  calling  a  geno- 
cide was  actually  a  civil  war— one  with  atroc- 
ities on  both  sides  and  one  in  which  the  cen- 
tral government  in  Constantinople  lost  con- 
trol of  its  own  troops  and  could  not  protect 
the  Armenians.  There  never  was  a  policy  to 
exterminate  the  Armenians,  the  ambassador 
said. 

And  so  I  sat  at  the  table  unable  to  prove 
that  one  of  the  great  crimes  of  history  had 
actually  been  committed.  I  mentioned  some 
books  I  had  read.  The  ambassador  smiled. 
Exaggerations,  he  said.  Reports  based  on 
heresay  and  given  wide  currency  by  England 
and  America  which  were,  after  all.  Turkeys 
foes  in  World  War  I.  This  was  true,  he  said, 
of  the  reports  filed  by  the  American  Ambas- 
sador, Henry  Morgenthau,  and  as  for  the  ac- 
counts written  by  Arnold  Toynbee,  well,  he 
later  revised  them. 

Do  not  for  a  minute  get  the  idea  that  I 
was  being  singled  out  for  special  treatments. 
From  1915  to  this  day.  the  Turks— Ottoman 
or  otherwise— have  categorically  denied  that 
their  government  was  responsible  for  the 
wide-scale  murder  of  the  Armenians.  And  it 
seems  that  one  of  the  responsibilities  of  the 
ambassador  is  to  rebut  this  accusation  wher- 
ever it  surfaces.  He  has  probably  written 
more  letters  to  the  editor  than  anyone  In 
the  country. 

Of  course  truth  matters.  And  after  the 
lunch,  1  read  some  more  about  Armenia  and 
talked  to  some  more  people,  but  the  fact  is 
the  ambassador  dented  my  confidence. 
There  is  so  much  to  know,  so  much  of  it 
complicated  and  in  foreign  languages  and  I 
am  busy,  oh  so  busy.  1  do  not  have  time  to 
read  further— read  the  three  books  the  am- 
bassador gave  me  nor  the  ones  the  Armeni- 
ans have  suggested.  And  so  year  by  year, 
person  by  person,  the  genocide  blurs,  doubt 
corrodes  it,  and  the  easy  word  'alleged" 
creeps  in  to  mock  the  Armenian  anguish. 

None  of  this  would  matter— certainly  not 
to  the  Armenians  of  1915,  the  Jews  of  the 
1940s  or  the  Cambodians  of  just  yesterday— 
If  It  was  not  for  the  fact  that  to  control  the 
present  and  shape  the  future,  you  have  to 
first  alter  the  past— take  possession  of  it  and 
rob  it  of  its  lessons. 

This  the  Turks,  for  their  own  reasons,  are 
doing  and  this.  Holocaust  revisionists  like 
StUes  are  also  doing.  As  for  him,  he  would 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

l>e  a  joke  to  me  if  it  was  not  for  that  lunch 
at  the  Turkish  embassy.  I  learned  some- 
thing there.  The  last  victim  of  any  genocide 
is  truth.* 


A    TINY    AUSTRIAN    TOWN    SUR- 
RENDERS AT  THE  IITH  HOUR 

HON.  JAMES  H.  SCHEUER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  RiTRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  SCHEUER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
gives  me  great  pleasure  to  submit  the 
following  article  by  Martin  Abramson, 
"A  Tiny  Austrian  Town  Surrenders  at 
the  11th  Hour."  which  recently  ap- 
peared in  Long  Island's  Newsday. 

Martin  Abramson  of  Woodmere, 
N.Y.,  is  both  a  distinguished  author 
and  a  respected  man  of  great  charac- 
ter. During  World  War  II.  Mr.  Abram- 
son won  the  Bronze  Star  as  a  corre- 
spondent for  Stars  and  Stripes. 

I  commend  this  article  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues. 

[From  Newsday,  May  1,  1983] 
A  Tiny  Austrian  Town  Surrenders  at  the 
Uth  Hour 
(By  Martin  Abramson) 
Looking  across  the  sparkling,  blue-green 
water  at  the  picture-postcard  hamlet  with 
its  thatched  roof  and  gables,  it  was  hard  to 
grasp  that  this  was  Braunau-am-lnn,  Aus- 
tria. There  should  have  been  witches'  aeries 
everywhere,   thunder   cracking   behind   us, 
and   black   clouds   scudding   overhead.    In- 
stead, the  morning  was  lit  by  dazzling  sun- 
shine and  the  pastoral  setting  seemed  utter- 
ly at  variance  with  the  fact  that  across  the 
Inn    River    was    the    birthplace    of    Adolf 
Hitler. 

It  was  May  2,  1945,  38  years  ago  tomor- 
row. The  Uth  Armored  Division  of  the  U.S. 
Third  Army  had  crushed  parts  of  three 
German  divisions  in  a  headlong  advance 
through  Bavaria  just  before  the  war  ended. 
V-E  (Victory  in  Europe)  Day  was  less  than  a 
week  away.  One  of  the  13th's  tank  columns 
had  dashed  by  night  to  the  river  separating 
Germany  and  Austria,  chasing  German 
units  through  the  border  town  of  Simbach 
and  up  its  main  street,  which  led  onto  a 
bridge  over  the  Inn  River. 

Then  an  odd  thing  happened.  A  pretty  16- 
year-old  girl  raced  across  the  street,  drag- 
ging a  board  of  Teller  mines  attached  to  a 
rope.  ■Minen!  Minen!"  she  screamed.  The 
driver  of  the  lead  tank  jammed  on  his 
brakes.  The  girl  left  the  mines  in  the  middle 
of  the  street  and  ran  up  an  alley.  A  group  of 
villagers  closed  ranks  in  front  of  the  fleeing 
figure  and  by  the  time  the  angry  tank  crews 
climbed  out  of  their  vehicles,  she  was  no- 
where to  be  seen. 

The  soldiers  decided  to  blow  up  the  mines, 
rather  than  risk  moving  the  board  off  the 
narrow  street.  They  wondered  why  the  girl 
had  shouted  a  warning,  making  sure  that 
the  lead  tank  would  stop  in  time.  The  con- 
sensus was  that  she  was  doing  her  bit  for 
the  German  cause  but  did  not  want  any 
dead  Americans  on  her  conscience.  The  lead 
tank  backed  up,  depressed  its  guns  and  blew 
up  the  mines.  Then  it  resumed  the  chase. 

The  delay  enabled  the  last  German  vehi- 
cle to  get  across  the  bridge.  Just  before  the 
American  tanks  reached  the  span,  an  explo- 
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sion  ripi>ed  it  apart.  Another  bridge,  farther 
along,  was  blown  up  at  the  same  time. 

So  the  fleeing  Germans  were  ensconced 
on  the  Austrian  side  of  the  river  and  Hit- 
ler's hometown  was  safe.  But  only  for  the 
moment.  By  next  morning  virtually  the 
entire  division  had  arrived  at  the  north  side 
of  the  Inn  and  massed  enough  firepower  to 
blow  the  little  town  of  Braunau  off  the 
map. 

Maj.  Gen.  John  MlUlkln,  who  had  re- 
placed the  seriously  wounded  Maj.  Gen. 
John  B.  Wogan  as  divisional  commander, 
decided  to  give  Braunau  its  chance  to  live. 
He  sent  the  mayor  of  Simbach  across  the 
river  In  a  boat  carrying  this  ultimatum: 
"■your  town  will  be  spared  If  you  surrender 
by  12  noon.  If  you  refuse  to  surrender, 
Braunau  will  be  destroyed." 

The  mayor  came  back  with  a  meaningless 
message  that  MlUlkin  Interpreted  as  a  stall. 
He  sent  word  that  the  12  o'clock  ultimatum 
was  in  force. 

The  morning  hours  went  by  slowly.  Ten 
o'clock  came  and  went  .  .  .  10:30  .  .  .  11  .  .  . 
Three  armored  artillery  battalions  were  told 
to  prepare  for  the  bombardment.  Then  It 
was  11:30.  .  .  11:45.  .  .  11:47  .  .  . 

Suddenly,  in  a  true-life  version  of  a  Holly- 
wood scenario,  three  men  on  the  far  bank 
climbed  Into  a  boat  and  begain  to  row  toward 
Simbach.  From  the  boat,  they  waved  franti- 
cally and  screamed  both  in  German  and  In 
English:  "Don't  fire!  Braunau  surrenders!" 

The  artillery  was  ordered  to  hold  fire. 
When  the  rowboat  arrived,  the  three  men 
told  Cpl.  Harry  Parker,  who  acted  as  divi- 
sion interpreter,  that  the  garrison  com- 
mander in  Braunau  had  accepted  the  ulti- 
matum, realizing  that  he  was  facing  over- 
whelming force.  Engineers  constructed  a 
footbridge  and  an  advance  unit  headed  by 
Col.  Ridgway  P.  Smith  crossed  over  to 
occupy  the  town.  Shortly  afterward,  radio 
stations  throughout  the  world  were  broad- 
casting the  news  that  Hitler's  birthplace 
had  fallen  to  his  enemies. 

But  why  had  Braunau  first  decided  to 
fight  to  the  end?  And  why  had  it  given  up  at 
the  last  possible  moment?  As  a  young  army 
correspondent  attached  to  the  13th  Ar- 
mored Division,  I  was  determined  to  clear 
up  this  mystery.  The  burghers  in  town, 
however,  found  the  subject  too  distasteful— 
or  too  embarrassing— to  discuss.  Two  of  my 
colleagues,  Capt.  Robert  Daly  and  Sgt.  Joe 
Lepo,  joined  me  in  the  questioning,  along 
with  two  advance  men,  Cpl.  Arnold  Magaliff 
and  Sgt.  Irvin  Mann.  But  all  the  burghers 
wanted  to  talk  about  was  how  much  they 
appreciated  having  the  Americans  in  occu- 
pation rather  than  the  Russians. 

The  wall  of  silence  was  finally  breached 
with  the  help  of  a  printer.  He  was  eager  to 
work  for  a  U.S.  Army  newspaper  we  intend- 
ed to  publish  in  his  plant,  and  to  win  my 
friendship  he  led  me  to  a  carefully-scrubbed 
basement  apartment  near  the  main  square. 
I  was  introduced  to  a  small,  wrinkled.  83- 
year-old  woman  and  some  of  her  neighbors 
and  relatives.  From  them,  1  learned  the 
facts  behind  the  surrender. 

The  citizens  of  Braunau,  they  told  me, 
wanted  to  give  in  the  moment  the  American 
ultimatum  was  received.  They  felt  the  war 
was  all  but  over  and  they  wanted  to  save 
themselves  and  their  homes.  The  decision 
by  the  conunanding  officer  to  defy  the  ulti- 
matum was  a  cruel  blow  to  them. 

As  the  hours  ticked  by,  they  gathered 
courage  and  began  to  demonstrate  In  the 
main  square.  "Let  us  surrender,"  they  cried. 
The  local  commander  indicated  he  was  In 
agreement,   but   before   he   could   act   the 


JMI 


20138 

leader  of  a  small  SS  group  mounted  the 
platform  in  the  square. 

"You  cannot  forget  you  are  the  citizens  of 
the  fohrer's  birthplace."  he  shouted.  "How 
would  it  look  to  the  world  if  the  fuhrer's  be- 
loved birthplace  were  handed  over  to  the 
enemy  without  a  fight?  For  the  honor  of 
our  fuhrer.  Braunau  must  fight  as  no  other 
town  has  fought  betore." 

Cowed  by  this  exhortation  and  by  the  SS 
uniform,  the  townspeople  lapsed  into  si- 
lence. Some  of  them  muttered.  "It  would  be 
wiser  to  surrender."  but  they  lacked  the  will 
to  resist  the  SS  man.  But  then  the  voice  of 
an  old  woman  who  had  come  up  from  her 
basement  apartment  was  heard  above  the 
feeble  mutterings. 

"We  do  not  have  to  fight  and  die  for  the 
honor  of  the  fuhrer."  the  women  cried.  "He 
has  brought  us  disgrace,  not  fame,  and  we 
see  destruction  everywhere.  Let  us  save  our- 
selves. Let  us  surrender  and  have  peace!" 

There  was  a  moment  of  silence  and  then  a 
loud  babble  of  voices:  "If  she  talks  that  way 
about  Hitler,  who  are  we  to  disagree?"  .  .  . 
"She's  right,  there  is  no  reason  for  us  to  be 
killed  and  our  homes  destroyed"  .  .  .  "Who 
cares  about  the  fuhrer's  honor  now?  The  SS 
commander  is  only  worried  aliout  what  will 
happen  to  him  when  he  is  captured.  He 
doesn't  care  about  us  .  .  ." 

The  demonstrations  began  anew.  A  crowd 
moved  towards  the  SS  leader,  but  he  waved 
a  pistol  and  shouted  he  would  kill  anyone 
who  tried  to  disobey.  Then  somebody 
handed  a  gun  to  a  Czech  named  Karl  Malo- 
vany.  who  had  been  working  in  a  slave  labor 
unit.  Under  cover  of  the  demonstration  he 
crept  up  behind  the  SS  commander,  struck 
a  g\xn  in  his  back  and  led  him  away.  Nobody 
tried  to  stop  him. 

The  garrison  commander  promptly  capitu- 
lated to  the  popular  will  and  sent  emissaries 
in  the  boat.  Their  pleas  of  surrender  were 
heard  in  the  nick  of  time. 

Who  was  this  Czech  who  caused  the  SS 
officer's  undoing?  He  had  demonstrated 
against  the  Nazis  in  his  native  country,  lieen 
arrested  and  sent  to  a  slave  labor  camp.  Or- 
dered to  help  build  defense  fortifications  in 
Bavaria,  he  managed  to  escape.  He  found  a 
protector  in  Gottlieb  Auzinger.  a  merchant 
in  Braunau  who  opposed  the  Nazis,  though 
he  was  careful  to  keep  his  thoughts  to  him- 
self. 

Malovany  had,  he  told  me.  stolen  the  gun 
from  a  drunken  German  soldier  a  few  days 
before  the  surrender;  but  the  Braunau  resi- 
dents were  sure  it  was  Auzinger  who  slipped 
It  to  him. 

Malovany  had  papers  identifying  him  as  a 
Christian,  but  he  confided  to  me  that  these 
papers  were  forged.  He  was  actually  a  Jew. 

"If  the  Germans  had  spotted  me  I  would 
have  gone  to  my  death  in  the  gas  cham- 
bers."  he  said.  He  did  not  remain  in 
Braunau  long,  but  moved  to  Australia  where 
he  had  relatives. 

And  who  was  the  old  woman  whose  outcry 
had  turned  the  tide  and  led  to  the  surrender 
of  Hitler's  home  town?  Her  name  was  Prau 
Rosa  Horl.  She  had  been  a  servant  in  the 
Hitler  home  and  had  also  served  as  a  mid- 
wife In  town.  Pifty-six  years  earlier,  almost 
to  the  day.  she  had  delivered  Adolf  Hitler 
into  the  world. 
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•  Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
just  this  week,  I  was  privileged  to 
attend  a  ceremony  at  the  White  House 
observing  Captive  Nations  Week.  As 
all  of  my  colleagues  know.  Captive  Na- 
tions Week  is  annually  observed  here 
In  the  United  States. 

It  is  a  week  when  all  of  us  in  the  free 
world  recommit  ourselves  to  honoring 
our  friends  around  the  world  who 
yearn  to  break  their  chains  of  bondage 
and  live  as  free  human  beings. 

How  ironic  it  is  that  as  we  pause  to 
honor  and  show  solidarity  with  those 
who  are  victims  of  tyranny  around  the 
world,  the  Soviets  are  at  this  very 
moment  moving  to  entrap  more  na- 
tions to  add  to  the  already  long  list  of 
captive  nations. 

Look  at  what  has  happened  in  the 
past  few  years.  Ethiopia  has  fallen 
under  Communist  control  along  with 
Afghanistan.  Every  day.  the  effects  of 
martial  law  in  Poland  are  slowly  but 
surely  trying  to  suppress  the  freedoms 
which  the  Polish  people  dearly  cher- 
ish. 

Recently,  the  Soviet  noose  has  tight- 
ened around  the  countries  in  the  Car- 
ibbean and  Central  America,  Prom  its 
outposts  for  exporting  revolution, 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua,  the  Soviets  are 
extending  their  long  and  oppressive 
arm  to  the  small  and  defenseless  na- 
tions in  that  critical  area.  Who  will  be 
next?  El  Salvador,  Honduras,  and, 
someday,  maybe  our  closest  neighbor 
in  Central  America,  Mexico? 

Just  look  around  us  and  the  evidence 
becomes  obvious.  We  are  faced  with  a 
broadening  circle  of  captive  nations  in 
our  own  backyard.  Soviet,  Cuban,  and 
Nicaraguan  influences  in  this  nearby 
area  will  create  waves  of  dispossessed 
refugees  fleeing  to  our  shores.  It  is  in- 
evitable that  these  new  arrivals  will 
create  unprecedented  social  and  eco- 
nomic problems  in  America's  Southern 
and  Southwestern  States.  Those  frag- 
ile communities  are  already  laboring 
under  the  burdens  of  previous  waves 
of  immigrants  who  fled  from  the  re- 
pression of  Castro  &  Co. 

As  we  talk  of  the  many  captive  na- 
tions around  the  world,  let  us  pause 
and  consider  the  effects  of  our  actions 
here  in  the  House  regarding  Central 
America  and  the  future  of  the  nations 
there.  Let  us  always  keep  in  mind  that 
our  actions  and  votes  must  never  serve 
to  add  more  countries  to  the  already 
long  list  of  captive  nations. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  all  of  you 
the  poignant  remarks  which  President 
Reagan  recently  made  regarding  Cap- 
tive Nations  Week. 


Remarks  or  the  President  in  Captive  Na- 
tions Week  Obsexvance  Ceremony^Jult 

19.  1983 

The  President.  Thank  you  very  much. 
Thank  you.  You  know,  I  have  to  apologize 
here  for  keeping  you  waiting.  And  I  always 
wonder  if  there  isn't  some  way,  without 
making  it  sound  that  way,  if  in  that  an- 
nouncement they  couldn't  say  "the  late 
President"— [Laughter]— of  the  United 
States. 

But  thank  you  all  very  much  and  mem- 
bers of  the  Congress  and  Excellencies  here 
and  fellow  Americans,  and  may  I  add,  fellow 
citizens  of  the  world  who  yearn  to  breathe 
free,  we're  honored  to  welcome  all  of  you. 
I'd  like  to  thank  Congressman  Jerry  Solo- 
mon for  his  strong  support  of  this  event. 

And  today  we  come  to  show  solidarity 
with  our  brothers  and  sisters  who  are  cap- 
tives, not  because  of  crimes  that  they  have 
committed  but  because  of  crimes  committed 
against  them  by  dictators  and  tyrants. 

We  met  here  last  month  with  a  group  of 
Baltic  Americans  honoring  Baltic  Freedom 
Day.  And  I  said  that  we  gathered  to  draw 
attention  to  the  plight  of  the  Baltic  people 
and  to  affirm  to  the  world  that  we  do  not 
recognize  their  subjugation  as  a  permanent 
condition.  [Applause.] 

Today,  we  speak  to  all  in  Eastern  Europe 
who  are  separated  from  neighbors  and  loved 
ones  by  an  ugly  iron  curtain.  And  to  every 
person  trapped  in  tyranny,  whether  in  the 
Ukraine.  Hungary,  Czechoslovakia,  Cuba  or 
Vietnam,  we  send  our  love  and  support  and 
tell  them  they  are  not  alone.  [Applause.] 
Our  message  must  be:  Your  struggle  is  our 
struggle.  Your  dream  is  our  dream.  And 
.someday,  you.  loo,  will  be  free.  [Applause.] 

As  Pope  John  Paul  told  his  beloved  Poles, 
we  are  blessed  by  divine  heritage.  We  are 
children  of  God  and  we  cannot  be  slaves. 
[Applause.] 

The  Prophet  Isaiah  admonished  the 
world,  ■*  *  •  Bind  up  the  brokenhearted,  to 
proclaim  liberty  to  the  captives."  Some  25 
centuries  later,  philosophers  would  declare 
that  "the  cause  of  freedom  is  the  cause  of 
God." 

We  Americans  understand  the  truth  of 
these  words.  We  were  born  a  nation  under 
God,  sought  out  by  people  who  trusted  in 
him  to  work  His  will  in  their  daily  lives,  so 
America  would  be  a  land  of  fairness,  morali- 
ty, justice  and  compassion. 

Many  governments  oppress  their  people 
and  abuse  human  rights.  We  must  oppose 
this  injustice.  But  only  one  so-called  revolu- 
tion puts  itself  above  God,  insists  on  total 
control  over  the  people's  lives,  and  is  driven 
by  the  desire  to  seize  more  and  more  lands. 
As  we  mark  this  25th  observance  of  Captive 
Nations  Week,  I  have  one  question  for  those 
rulers:  If  communism  is  the  wave  of  the 
future,  why  do  you  still  need  walls  to  keep 
people  in.  and  armies  of  secret  police  to 
keep  them  quiet?  [Applause.] 

Democracy  may  not  be  perfect,  but  the 
brave  people  who  risk  death  for  freedom  are 
not  fleeing  from  democracy.  They're  fleeing 
to  democracy  from  communism. 

Two  visions  of  the  world  remain  locked  in 
dispute.  The  first  believes  all  men  are  cre- 
ated equal  by  a  loving  God  who  has  blessed 
us  with  freedom.  Abraham  Lincoln  spoke 
for  us:  "No  man,"  he  said,  "is  good  enough 
to  govern  another,  without  the  other's  con- 
sent." 

The  second  vision  believes  that  religion  is 
opium  for  the  masses.  It  believes  that  eter- 
nal principles  like  truth,  liberty,  and  democ- 
racy have  no  meaning  beyond  the  whim  of 


the  state.  And  Lenin  spoke  for  term:  "It  is 
true,  that  liberty  is  precious, "  he  said,  "so 
precious  that  it  must  be  rationed."  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Well,  I'll  take  Lincoln's  version  over 
Lenin's.  (Laughter.]  [Applause.]  And  so  will 
citizens  of  the  world,  if  they're  given  free 
choice.  Now  some  believe  we  must  muffle 
our  voices  for  the  cause  of  peace.  I  disagree. 
Peace  is  made,  or  broken,  with  deeds,  not 
words. 

No  country  has  done  more,  or  will  strive 
harder  for  peace,  than  the  United  States. 
And  I  will  personally  embrace  any  meaning- 
ful action  by  the  Soviet  Union  to  help  us 
create  a  more  peaceful,  safe  and  secure 
world.  I  welcome  the  Soviet  pledge  of  coop- 
eration at  the  Madrid  Review  Conference 
on  Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe. 
With  every  ounce  of  my  being  I  pray  the 
day  will  come  when  nuclear  weapons  no 
longer  exist  anywhere  on  earth.  And  as  long 
as  I'm  President,  we'll  work  day-in-and-day- 
out  to  achieve  mutual  and  verifiable  reduc- 
tions in  strategic  weapons. 

When  Congress  approved  the  MX  Peace- 
keeper program  last  May,  America  demon- 
strated its  bipartisan  consensus  to  imple- 
ment the  recommendations  of  the  Scow- 
croft  Commission.  This  bipartisan  step 
marked  progress  toward  genuine  arms  re- 
ductions. 

In  the  next  few  days,  the  Congress  will 
vote  on  the  question  of  supreme  impor- 
tance: Do  we  continue  forward,  or  do  we 
turn  back  from  the  Scowcroft  Commission's 
recommendations? 

In  terms  of  speaking  to  the  world  with 
one,  bipartisan  voice,  of  standing  up  for  U.S. 
vital  interests,  and  of  strengthening  Ameri- 
ca's agenda  for  peace,  no  question  matters 
more  for  this  country  in  1983. 

Rather  than  seek  temporary,  partisan  ad- 
vanUge,  let  us  work  together  for  the  future 
of  mankind.  We  must  not  waver  in  our  re- 
quest for  genuine  peace  and  cooperation. 
We  must  keep  our  military  strong  to  deter 
aggression.  And  we  will  never  shrink  from 
speaking  the  truth. 

Ask  yourselves:  Was  it  our  words  that  de- 
stroyed peace  in  Afghanistan,  or  was  it 
Soviet  aggression?  Is  peace  served  by  sealing 
our  lips  while  millions  are  tortured  or  killed 
in  Vietnam  and  Cambodia?  Or  should  we 
not  speak  out  to  demand  those  crimes  be 
stopped?  It's  not  provocative  to  warn  that, 
once  a  communist  revolution  occurs,  citizens 
are  not  permitted  free  elections,  a  free 
press,  free  trade,  free  unions,  free  speech, 
freedom  to  worship,  or  property,  or  freedom 
to  travel  as  we  please. 

Many  military  regimes  have  evolved  into 
democracies.  But  no  communist  regime  has 
ever  become  a  democracy,  provided  freedom 
or  given  its  people  economic  prosperity. 

We  will  speak  the  truth.  Alexander 
Herzen,  the  Russian  writer  warned:  "To 
shrink  from  saying  a  word  in  defense  of  the 
oppressed  is  as  bad  as  any  crime. "  That's 
why  we  warft  improved  and  expanded  broad- 
casts over  the  Voice  of  America,  Radio  Free 
Europe— [Applause]— Radio  Free  Europe 
and  Radio  Uberty.  And  that's  why  we  want, 
and  the  Cuban  people  need.  Radio  Marti. 
[Applause.]  Now,  many  of  you  here  have 
known  the  suffering  that  I've  described. 
You  are  the  conscience  of  the  free  world. 
And  I  appeal  to  you  to  make  your  voices 
heard.  Tell  them:  "You  may  jail  your 
people,  you  may  seize  their  goods.  You  may 
ban  their  unions,  you  may  bully  their  rabbis 
and  dissidents.  You  may  forbid  the  name 
Jesus  to  pass  their  lips,  but  you  will  never 
destroy  the  love  of  God  and  freedom  that 
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bums  in  their  hearts.  They  will  triumph 
over  you.  [Applause.] 

Help  us  warn  the  American  people  that, 
for  the  first  time  in  memory,  we  face  real 
dangers  on  our  own  borders,  that  we  must 
protect  the  safety  and  security  of  our 
people.  We  must  not  permit  outsiders  to 
threaten  the  United  States.  We  must  not 
permit  dictators  to  ram  communism  down 
the  throats  of  one  Central  American  coun- 
try after  another.  [Applause.] 

We've  seen  construction  in  Cuba  of  a 
naval  base  from  which  Soviet  nuclear  sub- 
marines can  operate.  We  see  Soviet  capacity 
for  air  reconnaissance  over  our  Eastern 
coast  from  Cuban  bases. 

And  we  see  the  Soviets  and  Cuba  building 
a  war  machine  in  Nicaragua  that  dwarfs  the 
forces  of  all  their  neighbors  combined.  Let's 
not  fool  ourselves:  this  war  machine  isn't 
being  built  to  make  Central  America  safe 
for  democracy.  It  isn't  being  built  to  pursue 
peace,  economic  or  social  reform. 

It's  being  built,  by  their  own  boasts,  to 
impose  a  revolution  without  frontiers. 

Now,  this  is  not  my  problem.  It's  our  prob- 
lem. But  if  we  pull  together,  we  can  solve  it. 
As  I  announced  yesterday.  I'm  appointing  a 
bipartisan  commission  on  Central  America. 
And  let  us  resolve  today:  there  must  be  no 
more  captive  nations  in  this  hemisphere. 
[Applause.]  / 

With  faith  as  our  guide,  we  can  muster 
the  wisdom  and  will  to  protect  the  deepest 
treasures  of  the  human  spirit— the  freedom 
to  build  a  better  life  in  our  time  and  the 
promise  of  life  everlasting  in  His  kingdom. 

Alexander  Solzhenitsyn  told  us,  "Our 
entire  earthly  existence  is  but  a  transitional 
stage  in  the  movement  toward  something 
higher,  and  we  must  not  stumble  3.nd  fall, 
nor  must  we  linger  *  •  *  on  one  rung  of  the 
ladder. " 

With  your  help,  we  will  stand  shoulder  to 
shoulder,  and  we'll  keep  our  sights  on  the 
farthest  stars. 

Thank  you  very  much,  and  God  bless  you. 
[Applause. )• 


HUMPHREY-HAWKINS 
OVERSIGHT 


HON.  AUGUSTUS  F.  HAWKINS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes- 
terday. I  was  pleased  to  serve  as  lead- 
off  witness  in  the  House  Banking 
Committee's  oversight  hearings  on  the 
Humphrey-Hawkins  Full  Employment 
and  Balanced  Growth  Act.  Our  failure 
to  abide  by  the  Humphrey-Hawkins 
mandate  of  reducing  unemployment 
and  inflation,  can  largely,  although 
not  exclusively,  be  blamed  on  the 
overly  stringent  monetary  policy  prac- 
ticed by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  I 
feel  that  a  clear  study  of  the  record 
will  show  that  the  power  and  the  prac- 
tices of  the  Fed  must  be  reformed  for 
the  good  of  the  economy  and  the 
Nation.  I  submit  my  entire  testimony 
before  the  Banking  Committee  for 
Members'  study: 
Statement  of  Hon.  Augustus  F.  Hawkins 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  appear 
before  the  House  Banking  Committee  as 
you  begin  oversight  hearings  on  the  Federal 
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Reserve  Board's  actions  since  the  passage  of 
the  Full  Employment  and  Balanced  Growth 
Act  of  1978. 

As  you  know,  Humphrey-Hawkins  man- 
dated that  1983  was  to  be  the  deadline  by 
which  we  reached  a  4  percent  unemploy- 
ment rate  and  3  percent  level  of  inflation.  It 
is  clear  for  all  to  see  that  we  have  missed 
these  goals  by  a  long  shot  and  the  major 
culprit  has  been  our  own  Government  and 
its  actions. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Board's  monetary 
policy  was  the  primary  maker  of  the  reces- 
sion and  it  is  now  threatening  to  serve  as 
the  potential  breaker  of  the  weak  and  shaky 
recovery.  Just  look  at  what  happened  three 
years  ago. 

When  the  Fed  changed  its  procedures  and 
began  to  put  the  brakes  on  the  money 
supply  at  the  end  of  1979.  the  economy 
quickly  contracted,  and  by  July  1981,  the 
deepest  recession  in  over  40  years  descended 
on  our  country.  Since  the  recession  began, 
over  3.5  million  American  workers  have 
joined  the  ranks  of  the  officially  unem- 
ployed. While  the  unemployment  rate  has 
recently  been  inching  downward,  the  dura- 
tion of  unemployment  is  getting  longer,  and 
for  groups  such  as  youth,  minorities,  and 
women,  things  are  still  getting  worse. 

Stories  of  the  personal  suffering  of  unem- 
ployed workers  and  their  families  are  com- 
monplace in  every  part  of  the  country; 
urban,  suburban  and  rural.  The  effects  of 
unemployment  continue  to  take  an  enor- 
mous toll  on  the  jobless  individuals  them- 
selves, their  children,  and  their  communi- 
ties. In  addition,  each  1  percent  of  unem- 
ployment costs  the  Federal  Treasury  ap- 
proximately $30  billion  dollars  in  lost  reve- 
nues and  transfer  payments  and  is  the  true 
cause  of  the  largest  ocean  of  Federal  red  ink 
I  have  ever  seen  in  over  50  years  of  public 
life. 

Several  months  ago,  when  the  Fed  slight- 
ly eased  its  pincer-like  grip  on  the  money 
supply  and  allowed  interest  rates  to  drop  a 
few  percentage  points,  the  current  weak  re- 
kindling of  growth  began. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  fear  we  are  faced  with  a 
do  or  die  situation  here.  The  Fed's  actions 
not  only  divine  recession  or  recovery  here  in 
America,  but  its  actions  reverberate  around 
the  globe.  Now,  if  the  Fed  goes  through 
with  its  stated  intention  of  raising  the  dis- 
count rate,  countries  like  Brazil  and  Mexico 
could  be  faced  with  default.  Increased  inter- 
est rates  would  detrimentally  affect  the  Eu- 
ropean market  and  Japan,  and  the  resultant 
slower  growth  rates  would  create  greater 
problems  in  the  already  troublesome  trade 
area. 

I  strongly  believe  it  is  up  to  those  of  us  m 
the  Congress  who  have  analyzed  and  evalu- 
ated this  situation  to  quickly  take  strong 
action  to  prevent  the  triggering  of  another 
recession. 

We,  as  elected  representatives  of  the 
American  people,  have  the  responsibility  to 
reassert  our  policy  control  over  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board.  It  must  be  remembered  that 
it  was  the  Congress  who  first  created  the 
Fed.  It  was  the  President,  thirty  years  ago, 
who  laid  the  groundwork  for  the  Fed's  cur- 
rent position  of  having  no  accountability  to 
anybody  but  its  own  narrow  interests.  So,  it 
must  be  the  Congress  and  the  President 
again  who  must  act  to  rein  in  this  loose 
cannon  that  is  shell-shocking  the  American 
economy  and  the  Americtm  people. 

As  you  may  recall,  five  years  ago,  when 
this  Congress  passed  the  Pull  Employment 
and  Balanced  Growth  Act  of  1978,  unem- 
ployment was  at  5.8  percent  and  inflation 
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had  reached  9  percent.  The  Congress  and 
the  President  agreed  that  in  order  to  simul- 
taneously reduce  those  unacceptable  levels 
of  Joblessness  and  prices,  it  was  necessary 
for  the  Government  to  coordinate  its  eco- 
nomic policy  actions.  Humphrey-Hawkins 
therefore  mandated  certain  actions  of  the 
President,  the  Congress,  and  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

Section  108  of  the  Act  specifically  re- 
quired the  Fed  to  send  to  the  Congress.  In 
February  and  July  of  each  year,  reports 
which  stated  the  objectives  and  plans  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  and  the  Federal  Open 
Marlcet  Committee.  These  reports  were  to 
explain  the  planned  ranges  of  growth  of  the 
money  and  credit  aggregates,  and  the  rela- 
tionship of  these  figures  to  the  short  term 
goals  for  unemployment,  inflation  and 
other  economic  indicators,  as  set  forth  in 
the  Economic  Report  of  the  President. 

Since  enactment,  the  Fed  has  refused  to 
comply  with  even  these  most  docile  of  re- 
quirements. In  the  five  years  since  Hum- 
phrey-Hawluns  required  the  Fed  to  spell  out 
how  monetary  policy  affects  the  achieve- 
ment of  lower  unemployment  rates,  the  Fed 
has  never  done  so. 

Faced  with  such  a  poor  understanding  of 
the  requirements  of  law,  and  faced  with  the 
economic  circumstances  of  the  last  five 
years.  I  believe  it  is  time  we  in  the  Congress 
took  decisive  action  to  let  Mr.  Volcker  and 
his  cohorts  on  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
know  what  coordinated  economic  policy  de- 
cision making  is  all  about. 

First.  I  recommend  strengthening  the  cur- 
rent language  of  Section  108  of  Humphrey- 
Hawkins.  The  Fed  should  be  required  to  set 
money  and  credit  targets  which  will  enable 
the  achievement  of  an  annual  economic 
growth  rate  necessary  for  the  immediate  re- 
duction of  unemployment  and  the  eventual 
achievement  of  the  interim  level  of  4  per- 
cent unemployment  within  five  years,  as 
mandated  by  law.  I  think  it  is  widely  agreed 
that  a  growth  rate  of  at  least  4.5  to  5  per- 
cent is  necessary  to  have  an  impact  on  the 
reduction  of  unemployment,  and  I  would  en- 
courage this  committee  to  clearly  spell  that 
out  in  any  report  language  that  may  accom- 
pany legislation  or  in  the  provisions  of  any 
bill  itself. 

The  function  of  the  Fed  should  be  to 
bring  the  supply  of  money  and  credit  into 
line  with  the  private  and  public  needs  of  the 
nation,  and  with  the  Humphrey-Hawkins 
mandate  of  full  resource  use.  As  the  last 
five  years  have  shown,  the  current  flexible 
language  has  just  not  been  adequate  to 
force  the  Fed  to  take  this  desired  course  of 
action.  Therefore.  Congress  must  issue  such 
a  policy  directive  to  the  Fed  in  specific  legis- 
lative language,  loudly  and  clearly,  and  in 
no  uncertain  terms. 

For  instance,  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
has  recently  armounced  plans  to  raise  the 
discount  rate,  the  interest  it  charges 
member  financial  institutions  for  reserves. 
The  result  of  this  will  be  to  jack  up  already 
high  interest  rates  on  everything  from  com- 
mercial loans,  to  home  mortgages,  and  car 
loans.  Our  beginning  recovery  will  be 
stopped  dead  in  its  tracks. 

Their  action  is  being  taken  unilaterally, 
without  any  semblance  of  accountability  to 
any  governmental  entity  or  to  the  American 
people.  Such  action  defies  all  precepts  of 
our  democratic  government.  The  Fed  has  no 
checks  and  balances  as  do  the  Congression- 
al, Executive,  and  Judicial  branches  of  gov- 
ernment. What  we  have  here.  I  am  afraid, 
are  a  few  individuals,  representing  exces- 
sively narrow  special  interests,  determining 
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the  success  or  failure  of  the  entire  U.S. 
economy,  and  for  that  matter,  the  rejuvena- 
tion or  destruction  of  the  world  economy. 

Therefore.  I  also  propose  to  amend  cur- 
rent law  by  requiring  the  Fed  to  lower  the 
discount  rate  so  that  real  Interest  rates  can 
effectively  be  reduced  to  their  historic  level 
of  2-4  percent.  In  addition  to  this.  I  strongly 
support  the  reauthorization  and  strengthen- 
ing of  the  Credit  Control  Act  of  1969.  which 
gave  the  President  standby  power  to  insti- 
tute credit  controls  "to  reduce  high  levels  of 
unemployment  in  any  sector  of  the  econo- 
my or  to  prevent  or  control  inflation  or  re- 
cession." With  the  help  of  this  legislation, 
the  Government  could  take  coordinated 
action  to  strengthen  the  recession  weary 
housing,  auto,  and  durable  goods  industries, 
for  example,  and  could  selectively  distribute 
credit  and  apply  different  interest  rates  for 
farmers,  small  businesses,  and  middle  and 
lower  income  consumers. 

Such  action  is  clearly  within  the  American 
people's  best  interest,  not  to  mention  the 
best  interest  of  the  economy. 

Finally.  I  hope  this  Committee  will  take  a 
close  look  at  the  composition  and  length  of 
service  for  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  and 
the  Open  Market  Committee.  While  I  don't 
think  Fed  Board  members  should  be  elected 
by  the  public  at  large.  I  do  think  they 
should  at  least  be  accountable  to  those  who 
are  elected  representatives  of  the  people.  I 
believe  a  seven  year  term  for  members  is 
long  enough,  and  I  also  think  the  Chair- 
manship should  be  allowed  to  be  changed 
every  four  years,  when  Presidential  elec- 
tions take  place.  Also,  the  Board  member- 
ship should  be  widened  to  include  a  large 
segment  of  the  population.  Largely  unrepre- 
sented now  are  labor,  industry,  small  busi- 
ness, farmers,  consumer  groups,  and  state 
and  local  governments. 

Thank  you.* 


CAPTIVE  NATIONS 


HON.  STAN  PARRIS 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  18,  1983 

•  Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  express  my  suport  for  the  ob- 
servance of  the  25th  anniversary  of 
Captive  Nations  Week.  Every  year, 
since  President  Eisenhower  pro- 
claimed the  observance  of  this  solemn 
event,  the  U.S.  Congress  has  support- 
ed and  recognized  the  many  groups 
and  individuals  who  daily  struggle  for 
freedom  in  the  many  nations  currently 
under  Soviet  domination.  This  year 
Congress  is  called  upon  again  to  renew 
its  commitment  to  these  brave  peoples 
and  to  reaffirm  our  Nation's  strong 
belief  in  man's  inalienable  right  to 
self-determination. 

Why  is  observance  of  this  week  so 
important?  Today  throughout  the 
world  whole  nations  are  held  captive 
to  foreign  despotisms:  The  Czechs,  the 
Poles,  the  Hungarians,  the  East  Ger- 
mans, the  Bulgarians,  the  Romanians, 
the  Cambodians,  the  Afghans— and 
the  list  goes  on. 

Those  who  control  the  captive  na- 
tions believe  that  we  cannot  last  in  our 
efforts    to    pursue    freedom    for    our 
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country  as  well  as  In  the  protection  of 
freedom  for  other  nations.  Silent  ac- 
quiescence in  the  captivity  of  the  op- 
pressed is  the  first  step  toward  the  loss 
of  our  own  freedom.  In  the  struggle 
between  government  by  coercion  and 
government  by  the  consent  of  the  gov- 
erned, in  the  struggle  between  totali- 
tarianism and  democracy,  we  as  Amer- 
icans need  to  be  vocal  in  oiu*  philo- 
sophical commitments. 

As  we  commemorate  this  week,  let 
us  keep  in  mind  its  importance  and 
significance  to  all  nations  in  quest  of 
freedom.* 


July  20,  1983 


■LEGHOLD  TRAP:  EXPERT 
OPINIONS" 


HON.  BRUCE  A.  MORRISON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  distinct  pleasure 
to  present  to  this  Chamber  the  state- 
ment of  Dr.  George  Whitney  from  his 
publication  entitled,  "Leghold  Trap: 
Expert  Opinions."  Dr.  Whitney  is  a  ve- 
temarian  from  Orange,  Conn.,  in  my 
congressional  district,  who  has  dedi- 
cated a  great  deal  of  his  professional 
and  his  private  life  to  passing  legisla- 
tion in  Connecticut  which  would  ban 
the  use  of  the  steel  jaw  leg-hold  trap.  I 
know  that  my  colleagues  will  find  his 
statement  useful  in  considering  legisla- 
tion pending  in  the  House. 

Veterinarians  and  Trapping 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  veterinary  profes- 
sion should  take  a  stand  on  the  use  of  the 
steel-jawed  leghold  trap.  Well-meaning  wild- 
life bioligists  and  Pish  and  Game  Commis- 
sions address  the  issue  from  a  wildlife  man- 
agement point  of  view  and  overtly  fail  to  ad- 
dress the  central  issue. 

From  my  point  of  view,  the  use  of  the 
steel-jawed  leghold  trap  is  unacceptably 
cruel.  Veterinarians  have  been  leaders  in 
outlawing  bullfighting,  cockfighting.  and 
dogfighting.  one  of  which  is  In  the  same 
league  with  the  leghold  trap.  I  don't  know 
how  many  animals  are  involved  during  the 
trapping  season,  but  one  is  too  many. 

Our  profession  has  been  forceful  in  pass- 
ing legislation  requiring  adequate  cage 
space  for  all  laboratory  animals.  All  states 
have  regulations  requiring  certain  levels  of 
maintenance  for  animals  in  pet  shops.  For 
example,  in  my  state,  even  snakes  in  pet 
shops  must  be  kept  at  proper  temperatures. 
When  the  slaughter  of  animals  for  food 
took  a  minute  or  two.  veterinarians  said  it 
should  be  instantaneous.  Our  profession  was 
called  on  for  leadership  in  writing  many  of 
these  humane  laws. 

How  then  can  we  condone  the  use  of  the 
leghold  trap?  The  wildlife  biologists  use 
terms  such  as  management  and  population 
dynamics  as  though  we  were  not  capable  of 
understanding  such  esoteric  subjects. 
Nature  has  controlled  and  will  continue  to 
control  over-population  In  every  species 
except  man,  who  may  well  be  in  greatest 
danger. 


When  species  that  are  not  trapped  are 
considered,  we  find  that  nature  is  usually  a 
good  manager.  Squirrels,  rabbits,  hares,  and 
opossums  are  examples.  One  species,  deer, 
when  overpopulated,  should  be  controlled 
by  hunting,  by  harvesting  them  as  if  they 
were  a  crop. 

This  brings  us  to  the  problem  of  the  fre- 
quent claim  that  those  who  are  against  the 
leghold  trap  are  against  hunting  and  fish- 
ing. I  know  no  veterinarians  who  are  in 
favor  of  the  trap  and  none  who  are  against 
hunting.  After  all,  there  is  little  difference 
between  killing  a  ch.-:ken  with  a  knife  or 
killing  a  gamebird  with  a  shotgun,  except 
that  the  shotgun  is  usually  quicker. 

Farmers  complain  that  raccoons  destroy 
crops.  I  think  farmers  should  make  friends 
with  coonhunters.  A  hunter  and  a  good 
coondog  can  do  more  to  reduce  a  raccoon 
population  than  traps  could  ever  accom- 
plish. Box  traps  are  effective  in  corn  fields. 
I  can't  take  exception  to  underwater  traps 
or  any  trap  that  kills  quickly.  However.  I 
have  seen  the  ground  and  vegetation 
chewed  for  yards  around  a  leghold  trap. 
Many  animals  break  teeth  in  their  frantic 
efforts  to  be  free  of  such  traps.  There  is  no 
doubt  in  my  mind  that  if  the  average  person 
walked  one  trap  line,  the  repugnant  sights 
would  convince  him  or  her  that  the  leghold 
trap  is  an  unacceptable  cruel  means  of 
death  for  any  animal. 

Sometimes  issues  have  strange  bedfellows, 
and  this  one  is  no  exception.  Persons 
against  using  animals  for  research,  plus 
many  groups  that  have  been  at  odds  with 
the  veterinary  profession,  are  also  working 
to  outlaw  the  leghold  trap.  (I  am  reminded 
of  counties  where  bootleggers  and  preachers 
work  together  to  keep  the  county  dry.) 

The  only  valid  argument  for  condoning 
the  use  of  the  leghold  trap  is  economic. 
Most  trappers  augment  their  income  with 
furs,  and  the  states  receive  revenues  from 
selling  licenses.  But  should  we  condone  cru- 
elty for  money?  If  the  answer  is  yes.  then 
we  must  also  ask  whether  we  should  permit 
sports  involving  animals  such  as  bull-,  cock-, 
and  dogfighting.  They  are  not  as  cruel  as 
the  leghold  trap. 

Animal  psychologists  and  neurologists 
agree  that  animals  do  suffer  emotional  and 
physical  pain  when  caught  in  a  steel-jawed 
leghold  trap.  But  I  don't  think  it  takes  a 
specialist  to  conclude  that.  I  think  veteri- 
narians, both  as  decent,  concerned  human 
beings  and  as  professionals,  should  oppose 
taking  game  when  torture  is  involved.* 


HONORING  PAUL  MASON, 

AUTHOR  OF  "MASON'S 

MANUAL  OF  LEGISLATIVE  PRO- 
CEDURE" 

HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  the  outstanding  achieve- 
ments of  my  good  friend  Paul  Mason, 
one  of  this  Nation's  premier  parlia- 
mentarians and  a  fixture  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Legislature  from  the  early 
1920's  to  the  1960's. 

Mr.  Mason  was  bom  in  Idaho  and 
spent  his  early  years  there.  He  studied 
law    at    Stanford    University,    from 
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which  he  also  received  a  masters 
degree  in  political  science  in  1923.  He 
passed  the  State  bar  examination  and 
was  admitted  to  the  practice  of  law  in 
California  in  that  year. 

In  the  same  year,  Mr.  Mason  began 
his  illustrious  career  in  the  California 
State  Legislature.  He  worked  at  the 
senate  desk  during  the  1923  session  of 
the  legislature  where  one  of  his  duties 
was  to  act  as  parliamentarian.  He 
became  the  assistant  legislative  coun- 
sel in  1924  and  served  in  that  capacity 
until  1927,  when  he  became  senate 
parliamentarian.  He  held  the  post  of 
senate  parliamentarian  tmtil  1953. 

During  1930  and  1931,  Mr.  Mason 
compiled  the  annotated  Constitution 
of  California,  which  is  a  2,400-page,  2- 
volume  work.  Mr.  Mason  is  perhaps 
most  well  known,  however,  for  author- 
ing "Mason's  Manual  of  Legislative 
Procedure,"  which  is  a  compilation  of 
the  law  governing  decisionmaking  in 
public  bodies.  The  first  edition  of  the 
manual  was  published  in  1933  and  it 
has  been  revised  since  then  to  remain 
current.  The  manual  is  based  on  a 
thorough  study  of  American  court  de- 
cisions and  a  review  of  authorities 
from  every  source. 

The  Council  of  State  Governments 
has  advised  me  that  the  manual  is  now 
used  exclusively  in  41  of  the  50  State 
legislatures  and  used  in  conjunction 
with  other  sources  in  the  remaining 
bodies.  The  manual  has  also  been  used 
by  many  other  deliberative  bodies 
within  our  country,  including  the 
Alaska  Constitutional  Convention.  It 
is  recognized  internationally  as  one  of 
the  primary  sources  of  authoritative 
information  on  the  law  and  practice 
governing  legislative  procedure. 
Among  others,  the  Governments  of 
India,  Pakistan,  and  Guam  have  also 
officially  adopted  the  manual  and  in- 
corporated its  provisions  within  the 
rules  governing  their  legislative 
bodies. 

An  additional  contribution  to  the 
California  Legislature,  working  with  a 
senate  committee  between  the  1939 
and  1941  sessions,  Mr.  Mason  revised 
the  senate  rules  and  the  joint  rules  of 
the  California  Legislature,  simplifying 
the  procedure  and  removing  provisions 
that  had  become  obsolete.  This  repre- 
sented the  first  time  that  any  State 
legislatures'  rules  of  procedure  had 
been  modernized. 

Mr.  Mason  has  also  helped  several 
other  States  update  their  rules.  He 
helped  the  Wisconsin  and  Illinois 
State  Legislatures,  in  1964  and  1966  re- 
spectively, to  revise  their  rules  of  pro- 
cedure and  organization. 

The  results  of  a  study  conducted  by 
a  commission  reviewing  the  effective- 
ness of  legislative  bodies  are  indicative 
of  the  success  that  Mr.  Mason  has  had 
over  the  years.  The  conunission  select- 
ed the  five  most  effective  legislatures, 
and  three  of  them  had  adopted  proce- 
dural rules  that  had  been  developed 
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by  Mr.  Mason— California.  Wisconsin, 
and  Illinois. 

In  addition  to  his  extensive  public 
service  contributions,  Mr.  Mason  has 
engaged  in  many  other  activities.  He 
has  taught  a  number  of  classes,  includ- 
ing several  taught  during  a  year  at  the 
Southern  Illinois  University.  He  also 
served  as  a  member  of  the  National 
Conference  on  Uniform  State  Laws  for 
5  years;  director  of  motor  vehicles  in 
California  for  5  years;  president  of  the 
American  Association  of  Motor  Vehi- 
cle Administrators;  legislative  secre- 
tary to  Gov.  Goodwin  Knight  during 
the  years  that  Knight  was  Governor;  a 
member  of  the  Constitution  Revision 
Commission  of  California  and  a 
member  of  its  executive  and  drafting 
committee.  He  has  also  served  as  par- 
liamentarian for  many  public  groups 
and  voluntary  associations. 

It  is  Mr.  Mason's  opinion  that  the 
purpose  of  rules  of  procedure  are  to 
aid  organizations  in  reaching  decisions 
on  matters  before  them  in  the  sim- 
plest and  most  direct  manner.  He  be- 
lieves that  parliamentary  law  is  in  fact 
law,  that  the  courts  have  the  final  say 
as  to  what  the  law  is,  and  that  all  ac- 
tions taken  in  making  a  decision  mtvst 
comply  with  the  law  or  run  the  risk  of 
being  overturned  by  anyone  who  con- 
tests them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Mason  is  a  great 
American.  He  has  served  the  people  of 
the  State  of  California  and  the  Nation 
well.  It  is  a  great  privilege  and  honor 
for  me  to  be  able  to  call  him  my 
friend,  and  I  take  great  pride  in  being 
able  to  rise  today  to  share  with  my  col- 
legues  some  of  his  many  accomplish- 
ments.* 


CHILEAN  GOVERNMENT  GUILTY 
OF  HEINOUS  HUMAN  RIGHTS 
VIOLATIONS 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  soon  we  will  observe  a  grim 
anniversary— in  September  it  will  be 
10  years  since  the  military  government 
of  General  Augusto  Pinochet  seized 
power  in  Chile.  In  the  past  decade,  the 
Chilean  Government  has  been  guilty 
of  some  of  the  most  heinous  human 
rights  violations  in  this  hemisphere. 

Amnesty  International  has,  over 
these  years,  investigated  the  cases  of 
the  disappeared,  the  detained,  the 
exiled,  and  the  murdered  under  the 
Pinochet  regime.  In  its  most  recent 
report,  the  widely  respected  human 
rights  organization  has  concluded  that 
"the  use  of  torture  has  been  a  con- 
stant feature  of  the  security  forces' 
practice"  since  the  coup,  and  that  the 
methods  of  torture  used  "were  charac- 
terized by  their  extreme  brutality."  I 
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would  like  to  submit  for  the  Record 
one  of  the  many  well-documented 
cases  provided  by  Amnesty  Interna- 
tional in  its  report.  "Chile:  Evidence  of 
Torture." 

I  do  so  in  the  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  pause  to  consider  the 
awful  human  costs  inflicted  as  a  conse- 
quence of  our  own  role  in  destabilizing 
the  previous  Government  in  Chile, 
and  of  our  continued  failure  to  make 
human  rights  a  centerpiece  of  our 
Latin  American  policy. 
Cask  No.  4 

Anonymous 

POISONAL  DETAILS 

She  Is  19.  Before  her  arrest  she  was  train- 
ing to  be  a  social  worker.  Since  her  release 
she  has  been  unemployed.  She  is  unmarried. 
The  man  she  lived  with  before  her  arrest  is 
now  in  prison  and  she  lives  with  her  uncle. 

STATX  or  HEALTH  BETORE  ARREST 

She  was  in  good  health. 


Til 


;  AlfD  PLACE  or  ARREST  AKD  DETENTION 


She  was  arrested  in  Santiago  in  the  first 
quarter  of  1981.  No  arrest-warrant  was 
shown.  She  was  taken  to  the  CNI  centre  in 
the  city  and  held  there  until  her  release  19 
days  later. 

DURATION  or  ALLEGED  TORTURE 

She  claimed  that  while  she  was  at  the  CNI 
centre  she  was  tortured  on  17  days,  on  the 
last  three  of  which  the  torture  was  exclu- 
sively psychological. 

INTERROGATION  AND  TORTURE 

Her  account  of  events  was  as  follows: 

During  interrogation  she  was  slapped  all 
over  the  body  and  punched  in  the  face, 
breasts  and  abdomen.  She  was  kicked  on  the 
buttocks  and  backs  of  the  thighs,  usually 
while  lying  down.  On  one  occasion  when  she 
was  in  her  cell  an  interrogator  seized  her 
hair  and  banged  the  back  and  right  side  of 
her  head  against  the  wall.  She  did  not  lose 
consciousness.  She  was  electrically  tortured. 
She  was  stretched  out  on  a  metal  bed  with 
hands  and  feet  bound.  She  was  given  shocks 
on  the  temples,  chest  and  heel.  A  metal 
object  was  applied  to  her  vaginal  labia  and 
she  was  electrically  tortured  there,  but  the 
device  was  not  forced  inside. 

On  about  the  eighth  day  she  was  sexually 
tortured.  She  was  stripped  naked  and  her 
blindfold  was  removed.  She  was  made  to  lie 
on  the  floor  then  kicked  and  raped  by  four 
men,  one  of  whom  subjected  her  to  fellatio. 
This  type  of  torture  lasted  about  an  hour. 
They  also  threatened  to  violate  her  with  a 
dog  and  to  lock  her  in  a  room  with  rats. 

She  was  told  the  man  she  had  been  living 
with  had  been  killed.  She  was  then  taken 
into  a  room  where  a  corpse  lay  with  its  face 
covered  and  told  it  was  this  man.  She  knew 
It  was  not  however,  as  the  t>ody's  height  and 
build  were  different  from  his.  The  corpse 
had  been  split  open  down  the  middle  and 
there  were  wounds  on  the  abdomen.  It  was 
beginning  to  decompose,  and  she  was  forced 
to  lie  right  by  it  facing  it.  At  one  stage  the 
towel  was  removed  from  its  decomposing 
face. 

On  five  occasions  she  was  taken  into  a 
small,  very  hot  room  and  left  there  for  a 
few  minutes.  She  had  a  burning  feeling  all 
over  but  did  not  think  she  actually  was 
burned. 

She  was  taken  Into  a  room  full  of  raU,  but 
managed  to  Jump  up  on  a  bed  and  so  es- 
caped from  them.  She  was  threatened:  the 
interrogators  said  they  would  klU  her,  the 
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man  she  had  been  living  with  and  her  par- 
ents. She  was  also  Insulted  and  called  a 
whore. 

On  each  of  the  last  five  days  of  her  Im- 
prisonment a  "friendly"  interrogator  visited 
her.  He  was  very  fatherly  and  asked  her 
about  her  friendships  and  her  life  history. 
He  repeatedly  assured  her  (almost  hypnotiz- 
ing her  in  the  process)  that  she  had  been 
very  well  treated. 

She  was  partially  deprived  of  sleep  for  the 
first  14  days,  getting  only  a  few  hours'  sleep 
between  each  interrogation  session.  She  was 
held  Incommunicado  throughout  her  19 
days  at  the  CNI  centre.  She  was  blindfold 
all  the  time  except  when  In  her  cell,  when 
being  sexually  tortured  and  when  confront- 
ed with  the  corpse.  She  was  naked  during 
several  of  the  torture  sessions:  the  rest  of 
the  time  she  wore  overalls  and  zapatillas. 

She  was  handcuffed  all  the  time  (includ- 
ing when  she  ate)  except  when  she  went  to 
the  toilet.  The  food  was  adequate.  The  day 
after  her  SLrrival  at  the  CNI  centre,  she  was 
photographed  in  her  cell,  which  was  about 
3m  by  2m  and  contained  a  concrete  bunk, 
blankets  and  a  pillow. 

MEDICAL  EXAMINATION  AND/OR  ATTENTION 
DURING  DETENTION 

On  arrival  at  the  CNI  centre  she  was  ex- 
amined by  a  man.  probably,  she  thought,  a 
doctor.  The  examination  included  taking 
her  pulse  and  blood  pressure.  She  was  ex- 
amined again  before  release. 

After  every  torture  session  she  was  medi- 
cally examined  and  her  pulse  and  blood 
pressure  were  taken. 

The  "friendly"  interrogator  arranged  for  a 
doctor  to  examine  her.  The  doctor  said  she 
had  caught  cold,  said  she  should  have  more 
blankets  and  gave  her  some  tablets. 

MEDICAL  PERSONNEL  INVOLVED  IN  TORTURE 

Before  she  was  sexually  tortured  she  was 
injected  with  an  unknown  substance  in  the 
right  cubital  fossa.  (She  could  not  tell  who 
gave  her  the  Injection.)  She  was  also  Inject- 
ed in  the  right  shoulder. 

EARLY  SYMTTOMS  DESCRIBED 

Her  recollection  of  the  first  14  days  at  the 
CNI  centre  was  hazy  as  she  had  partially 
lost  her  sense  of  time.  All  she  wanted  to  do 
was  die.  and  she  asked  them  to  kill  her 
rather  than  keep  torturing  her.  She  tried  to 
conmiit  suicide.  She  fainted  several  times 
while  being  tortured,  then  recovered  con- 
sciousness in  her  cell.  She  had  pains  all  over 
her  body  after  t>eing  beaten  and  electrically 
tortured.  She  had  headaches  and  vomited 
(she  said  there  was  blood  in  the  vomit). 

After  torture  she  could  not  walk  very  well 
and  her  arms,  legs  and  hands  were  swollen. 
This  condition  lasted  for  atwut  a  month. 
The  skin  on  her  right  buttock  and  the  out- 
side of  her  thigh  was  discoloured  but  the 
discolouration  faded  quite  fast.  Apart  from 
that  she  had  no  marks  on  her  body. 

After  her  release  she  lost  her  appetite  and 
her  upper  abdomen  ached  after  eating;  and 
for  some  time  after  release  she  felt  as 
though  she  were  sleep-walking.  She  could 
not  weep  even  though  she  was  miserable. 
She  felt  utterly  indifferent  to  everything 
and  wanted  to  be  left  alone.  She  was  both- 
ered by  noise  and  light,  which  gave  her  a 
headache.  She  often  lay  awake  at  night;  at 
other  times  she  had  nightmares. 

She  lost  13kg  while  in  detention.  (After 
release  she  went  to  a  doctor  because  she  was 
aching  all  over,  especially  her  back  and  left 
knee,  and  because  of  a  vaginal  discharge 
and  irritation.  She  was  treated  for  a  pelvic 
Inflammation  disease  and  urinary  tract  in- 
fection.) 
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She  did  not  menstruate  for  the  first  three 
months  after  release  and  since  then  has 
done  so  somewhat  irregularly,  her  periods 
being  heavier  and  much  more  painful  than 
before.  Since  her  release,  she  has  had  head- 
aches, especially  at  the  back  of  the  head 
and  around  the  temples.  She  went  to  an  op- 
tician who  told  her  she  needed  spectacles. 
Probably,  however,  this  visual  defect  Is  not 
of  recent  origin. 

For  a  short  time  after  release  she  had  res- 
piratory difficulties:  she  coughed  and  expec- 
torated and  had  spells  of  whistling  and 
gasping  when  trying  to  breathe. 

Toward  the  end  of  hgr  time  at  the  CNI 
centre  she  could  no  longer  recall  what  had 
happened  to  her  and  was  not  sure  whether 
she  had  been  hypnotized.  This  loss  of 
memory  persisted  even  after  she  had  been 
released.  She  wanted  to  t>e  alone.  Her  sleep 
was  disturbed  by  nightmares;  she  was  afraid 
and  had  difficulty  falling  asleep.  Later  she 
went  to  a  psychiatrist  and  had  group  ther- 
apy. In  mid-1981  she  broke  down  during  a 
session  w^lth  her  psychiatrist;  then  she 
began  to  remember  what  had  happened  to 
her  at  the  CNI  centre.  She  had  a  traumatic 
experience  and  spent  15  days  in  a  psychiat- 
ric hospital.  Gradually  she  began  to  remem- 
ber everything  that  had  occurred  at  the 
CNI  centre. 

After  leaving  the  hospital  she  was  in  a  re- 
habilitation centre  for  a  week,  then  visited 
her  parents.  On  several  occasions  she  has 
behaved  as  though  she  were  being  tor- 
tured—has cried,  screamed  and  flung  herself 
about.  This  last  occurred  early  in  1982.  She 
has  been  treated  with  medication. 

PRESENT  SYMPTOMS  DESCRIBED 

Her  left  knee  and  back  (around  the  spinal 
column)  still  ache  when  she  moves  them. 
She  can  now  breathe  normally  again  and  a 
recent  chest  X-ray  revealed  nothing  abnor- 
mal. 

Recently  she  has  had  several  bouts  of 
vomiting  and  a  heavy  feeling  in  the  stomach 
and  acid  reflux  after  eating.  It  still  occasion- 
ally hurts  when  she  urinates;  however,  her 
doctor  has  not  found  any  bacteria  in  her 
urine. 

Her  menstrual  cycle  is  somewhat  irregular 
and  her  periods  are  heavier  than  before. 
She  gets  menstrual  pain  during  the  first 
three  days  of  each  period. 

She  gets  headaches  at  the  back  of  the 
head  and  around  the  temples.  They  last 
about  two  hours  and  are  bad  enough  to 
make  her  lie  down.  She  has  difficulty  read- 
ing and  can  do  so  only  for  about  half  an 
hour  at  a  time  without  getting  a  headache. 
She  cannot  concentrate  for  long  stretches, 
and  is  apt  to  get  restless  and  feel  cooped  up. 
She  feels  different  from  how  she  was  before 
she  was  arrested  and  likes  to  be  left  on  her 
own. 

She  suffers  from  insomnia  and  awakens 
easily.  She  feels  more  withdrawn  and  nerv- 
ous. She  still  sees  a  psychiatrist,  who  has 
treated  her  with  chlorpromazine,  imlpra- 
mine  and  sleeping  tablets. 

CUNICAL  EXAMINATION   'NEARLY  14  MONTHS 
AFTER  THE  ALLEGED  TORTURE  1 

She  seemed  somewhat  tense  and  melan- 
choly but  was  cooperative.  In  the  abdominal 
region  there  was  tenderness  in  the  upper 
epigastrium  and  in  both  iliac  fossae.  (A  gyn- 
aecological examination  was  not  carried 
out.)  There  was  tenderness  over  the  spinal 
process  of  thoracic  vertebrae  II,  III,  VIII. 
IX  AND  X. 


CONCLUSION 

She  said  her  memory  was  impaired  for 
about  four  months  and  she  could  not  re- 
member certain  things  she  has  now  said 
happened  to  her  at  the  CNI  centre. 

There  are  several  plausible  psychiatric  ex- 
planations for  this.  She  may  be  suffering 
from  a  reactive  psychosis,  as  is  suggested  by 
her  loss  of  time  sense,  low  state  of  mind 
plus  suicidal  thoughts  and  the  fact  that  she 
has  clearly  experienced  sufficient  emotional 
trauma  to  justify  such  a  diagnosis.  Or  she 
may  have  been  the  victim  of  a  form  of  hyp- 
notic suggestion,  leading  her  to  "forget" 
what  the  authorities  had  done  to  her  and  to 
accept  their  views  totally.  Or  else  her  condi- 
tion may  constitute  a  type  of  defence  mech- 
anism involving  a  denial  of  what  she  went 
through.  Most  likely,  however,  it  is  a  combi- 
nation of  all  three. 

The  medical  delegates  found  complete 
consistency  between  the  torture  alleged  and 
the  symptoms  described.  The  findings  of 
their  examination,  carried  out  nearly  14 
months  after  the  alleged  torture,  were  con- 
sistent also  with  the  sumptoms  described.* 


SNEAK  ATTACK  ON  FOOD 
STAMP  RECIPIENTS  MUST  BE 
HALTED 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  my  collegues  a 
provision  enacted  In  last  year's  Budget 
Act  which  has  had  the  disproportion- 
ate effect  of  cutting  food  stamp  bene- 
fits to  families  with  elderly  and  handi- 
capped members  residing  in  public 
housing  projects. 

Under  the  1982  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act,  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture was  granted  authority  to  "stream- 
line and  simplify"  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram. Under  final  regulations  pub- 
lished last  month,  the  so-called  shelter 
deduction  for  food  stamp  recipients 
has  been  eliminated.  This  provision  is 
both  irrational  and  inequitable  as  it 
arbitrarily  reduces  food  stamp  benefits 
to  select  numbers  of  poor. 

Elimination  of  the  variable  deduc- 
tion for  excess  shelter  costs  (rent  or 
mortgage  plus  utilities  and  telephone 
that  exceed  50  percent  of  income  after 
other  deductions  have  been  subtract- 
ed) and  replacement  of  it  with  com- 
bined standard  shelter  deduction  of 
$140  has  resulted  in  an  average  benefit 
cut  of  $11.  Under  the  old  law,  food 
stamp  beneficiaries  could  take  $85  in 
the  standard  deduction  and  were  al- 
lowed added  deductions  for  utilities. 
The  net  effect  of  the  new  deduction  is 
to  cut  benefits  to  food  stamp  recipi- 
ents in  public  housing  projects  where 
the  need  is  the  greatest. 

About  two-thirds  of  all  elderly  food 
stamp  households  now  claim  the  shel- 
ter deduction  and  for  18  percent  of 
them— those  residing  in  severe  cli- 
mates which  result  in  costly  energy 
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bills— the  loss  would  mean  at  least  $18 
a  month. 

The  impact  upon  food  stamp  benefi- 
ciaries in  my  own  city  of  New  York 
has  been  especially  severe.  I  have  re- 
ceived many  letters  from  beneficiaries 
who  can  least  afford  cuts  in  their  food 
stamps  as  they  live  in  public  housing 
projects    and    their    only    source    of 
income  remains  social  security.   One 
82-year-old  woman  in  particular  was 
notified  that  her  food  stamps  would  be 
cut   from   $68   to   $33   and   her   only 
income  is  her  monthly  social  security 
check  of  $381.  Another  letter  noted  a 
cut  from  $71  to  $36  and  this  elderly 
woman  lives  on  her  $267.50  monthly 
social  security  check.  F^ally,  the  case 
of  Barbara  Keller,  a  homebound  food 
stamp  recipient  with  diabetes  and  ar- 
thritis has  had  her  food  stamp  allot- 
ment cut  from  $67  to  $38  at  the  same 
time  while  relying  upon  her  monthly 
income  of  $370  to  help  her  pay  the 
rest   of   her   bills.   Clearly,   all   these 
cases  demonstrate  the  injustice  of  the 
standard  deduction  and  reflect  a  back- 
door budget  cut  to  the  elderly  and  the 
handicapped  for  whom  the  program 
was  designed  to  help. 

I  do  not  believe  that  anyone  in  Con- 
gress would  argue  that  these  people 
should  have  their  food  stamps  cut. 
However,  unless  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  reverses  itself  on  this 
matter,  this  pattern  of  injustice  will  be 
allowed  to  perpetuate. 

In  my  capacity  as  an  original 
member  of  the  Select  Committee  on 
Aging,  I  intend  to  work  to  reverse  this 
regulation  and  restore  equity  to  the 
food  stamp  program  so  that  the  very 
people  who  need  these  food  stamps 
the  most  are  not  victimized  at  the  ex- 
pense of  what  is  so  glibly  dubbed  as 
administrative  simplification  of  food 
stamps.* 


RETIRED  ADMIRALS  AND  THE 
CENTER  FOR  DEFENSE  INFOR- 
MATION 


HON.  HENRY  J.  HYDE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  media, 
public,  and  Members  of  Congress  are 
the  recipients  of  information  from  re- 
source groups  on  a  variety  of  subjects. 
The  quality  of  this  information  varies 
and  it  is  useful  to  understand  the  po- 
litical and  ideological  bias  that  ani- 
mates the  source. 

One  such  group  is  the  Center  for  De- 
fense Information  and  its  director,  re- 
tired Rear  Adm.  Gene  Larocque. 

Recently,  Admiral  Larocque  ap- 
peared on  Soviet  television  which 
prompted  a  response  from  a  large 
number  of  retired  admirals.  This  re- 
sponse took  the  form  of  a  full  page  ad- 
vertisement   in    the    July    20.    1983. 
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Washington  Times.  It  Is  of  such  Inter- 
est and  importance  that  I  herewith 
share  it  with  my  colleagues: 

[Prom  the  Washington  Times,  July  20, 
19831 

We  Think  That  it  is  Time  to  Let  Thb 
American  People  Know  Where  the  Vast 
Majority  of  Their  Retired  U.S.  Navy 
Admirals  Stand. 

(Retired  Rear  Admiral  Larocque's  appear- 
ance on  Soviet  television  to  condemn  the 
policies  of  the  United  SUtes  is  contrary  to 
our  precepts  and,  we  think.  Injurious  to  the 
best  interests  of  our  country.) 

While  we  unequivocally  defend  his  First 
Amendment  right  to  express  his  views,  we 
question  Rear  Admiral  Larocque's  judgment 
in  using  a  totalitarian  state  controlled 
medium  for  the  purpose.  To  an  equal  degree 
we  question  the  wisdom  of  people,  both  In 
and  out  of  the  government,  who  rely  on  se- 
lected, biased  institutions  with  quasi-mili- 
tary spokesmen,  to  oppose  initiatives  to  re- 
build the  nation's  defense. 

As  a  recent  daily  publication  pointed  out 
in  part,  those  "who  consistently  oppose 
almost  every  new  U.S.  weapon  system,  while 
just  as  consistently  apologizing  for  every 
new  Soviet  weapons  deployment,  may  be— 
(and  should  be)— losing  their  credibility  be- 
cause of  that  consistency." 

As  a  case  in  point,  we  agree  with  the 
Chairman  of  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee,  when  he  questions  the  bias  of 
the  Center  For  Defense  Information'  (a  pri- 
vate, non-govemment  organization)  in  its 
implied  assumption  regarding  an  anti-satel- 
lite system,  that  there  is  "no  threat  to  peace 
if  the  Soviets  have  a  system  deployed,  as 
they  do,  but  it  somehow  would  risk  a  war  in 
space  if  the  United  States  even  tests  such  a 
system."  (Congressional  Record,  House- 
June  14,  1983.  page  H3907) 

We  deplore  the  attempt  of  certain  offi- 
cers, without  access  to  the  latest  classified 
information,  to  advance— under  the  cover  of 
their  retired  rank— their  own  biases  for  the 
reasoned  conclusion  of  the  professional 
active  military  officers,  who  are  briefed 
daily  on  Soviet  progress  in  weapons  develop- 
ment and  deployment. 

We  particularly  consider  reprehensible 
the  use  of  Soviet  television  by  a  retired  flag 
officer— in  this  case  Rear  Admiral  Gene  Lar- 
ocque. Director,  The  Center  For  Defense  In- 
formation—to condemn  the  policies  of  the 
United  States,  his  own  country.  (See:  Wash- 
ington Post,  June  13.  1983;  Time  Magazine, 
June  27,  1983) 

We,  the  undersigned,  believe  we  are  only  a 
sample  of  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
lifetime  professionals  who.  regardless  of  in- 
dividual views  on  specific  weapon  systems, 
would  never,  under  any  circumstances, 
permit  themselves  to  be  used  as  "front 
men"  for  Soviet  propaganda. 

SIGNATURES  RECEIVED  AS  OF  JULY  18,  1983 

Rear  Admiral  J.  Uoyd  Abbot,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Inspector  General  AUantic 
Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Frank  Akers,  USN  (Ret,). 
Former  Commander  Fleet  Air.  Alameda. 

Rear  Admiral  John  M.  Alford,  USN  (Ret,). 
Former  Deputy  Commander  Military  Sealift 
Command. 

Rear  Admiral  John  H.  Alvts.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Deputy  Commander,  Naval  Air  Sys- 
tems Command. 

Admiral  <3eorge  W.  Anderson,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 
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Rear  Admiral  Herbert  H.  Anderson.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director,  Policy.  Plana  A 
NSC  Affairs,  Sec.  De}.  (ISA). 

Rear  Admiral  Roy  G.  Anderson.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Navy  Member.  Weapon  Sys- 
tems Evaluation  Groups  JCS. 

Rear  Admiral  Clyde  C.  Andrews.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Commander.  Naval 
Air  Systems  Command  for  RAD. 

Rear  Admiral  J.  J.  Appleby.  (SO.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Commandant,  Armed 
Forces  Industrial  College. 

Vice  Admiral  Parker  Armstrong.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director.  Research  A  Devel- 
opment, Naval  Operations. 

Admiral  Jackson  D.  Arnold.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Material 

Rear  Admiral  Murr  E.  Arnold.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commandant.  1 1th  Naval  District 

Vice  Admiral  FYederick  L.  Ashworth.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  U.S.  Sixth  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  Evan  P.  Aurand.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Anti-Submarine  War- 
fare Forces,  Pacific  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Donald  G.  Baer,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Chief  Naval  Material 

Rear  Admiral  Pred  E.  Bakutis.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Hawaiian  Sea 
Frontier. 

Vice  Admiral  Robert  B.  Baldwin.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Seventh  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  PA.  Bardshar.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  Task  Force  77. 

Rear  Admiral  John  M.  Barrett.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Naval  Logistics 
Force,  Pacific  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Thomas  E.  Bass.  II  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Cruiser-De- 
stroyer Flotillas  (Nine  A  Three/. 

Rear  Admiral  Hadley  Batcheller.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Charleston 
Naval  Shipyard. 

Vice  Admiral  Walter  H.  Baumberger.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief. 
Pacific  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  George  P.  Beardsley,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  C^ief  of  Naval  Material 

Rear  Admiral  T.  L.  Bechnell.  Jr..  (SO 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Defense 
Fuel  Supply  Center. 

Rear  Admiral  P.  Julian  Becton.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Naval  Inspector  Gen- 
eral 

Rear  Admiral  John  K.  Bellng.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander  Iceland  Defense  Force. 

Rear  Admiral  Roy  S.  Benson.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander.  Submarine- Force,  Pa- 
cific Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Karl  J.  Bernstein,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Iceland  Defense 
Force. 

Vice  Admiral  PhUip  A.  Beshany.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  CNO  (Submarine 
Warfare). 

Rear  Admiral  Dean  Black.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Commander.  Defense  Atomic 
Support  Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  Charles  A.  Blick.  (SO  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commanding  Officer.  Naval 
Resale  and  Support 

Vice  Admiral  Prancls  J.  Blouin.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations (Plans  A  Policies). 

Admiral  Walter  P.  Boone,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  U.S.  Representative  Standing  Group 
NATO. 

Vice  Admiral  C.  T.  Booth,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Naval  Air  Force,  Atlan- 
tic Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  Harold  G.  Bowen.  Jr.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Intelligence). 

Rear  Admiral  Paul  C.  Boyd.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Deputy  Director.  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff. 
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vice  Admiral  Jon  L.  Boyes.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Deputy  Director  General  (NtCSBtAl 
NATO. 

Rear  Admiral  Prank  A.  Brandley.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Chief  Naval  Air  Advanced 
Training. 

Admiral  William  P.  Bringle.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  in  (Thief,  U.S.  Naval 
Forces,  Europe. 

Rear  Admiral  James  A.  Brown,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Norfolk  Naval 
Shipyard. 

Rear  Admiral  S.  R.  Brown.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Deputy  CNO— 
(Fleet  Ops  A  Readiruss). 

Vice  Admiral  C.  R.  Bryan.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander.  Naval  Sea  System 
Command 

Vice  Admiral  C.  P.  Bryant.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander.  Operational  Training 
Command  Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  Charles  A.  Buchanan.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commandant  14th  Naval 
District 

Rear  Admiral  Raymond  W.  Burk.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Commander,  Naval 
Sea  Systems  Command 

Admiral  Arleigh  Burke.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 

Rear  Admiral  John  L.  Butts,  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander  Carrier  Division 
One. 

Vice  Admiral  M.W.  Cagle.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Education  and 
Training. 

Rear  Admiral  H.H.  Caldwell,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Caribbean  Sea  Fron- 
tier. 

Vice  Admiral  Turner  P.  Caldwell.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director  ASW  Programs, 
Naval  Operations. 

Rear  Admiral  William  M.  Callaghan.  Jr.. 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air 
Mediterranean. 

Vice  Admiral  William  M.  Callaghan.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  U.S.  Naval 
Forces,  Far  East 

Vice  Admiral  James  P.  Calvert.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  U.S.  First  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Lucien  Capone,  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director,  Inter-American  De- 
fense College. 

Rear  Admiral  Martin  D.  Carmody.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Navy  Inspector  General 

Rear  Admiral  Ralph  H.  Camahan,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  District 
Washington, 

Admiral  Rotert  B.  Camey.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 

Vice  Admiral  Alvin  D.  Chandler,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Logistic  Plans,  Navy  Depart- 
ment 

Rear  Admiral  John  D.  Chase.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Op- 
erations for  Logistics. 

Vice  Admiral  John  L.  Chew.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Taiwan  Defense  Com- 
mand 

Rear  Admiral  K.C.  Childers.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Naval  Air  Systems  Command 
Representative,  Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  J.C.  Christiansen.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  (Air  Warfare). 

Rear  Admiral  K.J.  Christoph.  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Chief  of  Staff  U.S.  Readiness 
Command 

Rear  Admiral  WUllam  P.  aifford.  Jr.. 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Cruiser 
Destroyer  Group  12. 

Rear  Admiral  L.D.  Coates.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Research. 

Rear  Admiral  PhUlp  P.  Cole.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  Service  Force,  Pacific 
Fleet 
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Rear  Admiral  Joseph  L.  Coleman,  USN 
(Ret.)  Former  Commander,  Naval  Base 
Philadelphia. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  M.  Collins.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Task  Force  Sev- 
enty Three. 

Rear  Admiral  Walter  V.  Combs.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Service  Force, 
Pacific  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Warren  M.  Cone,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  J-6  Staff,  U.S.  Commander  in 
Chief.  Europe. 

Vice  Admiral  Thomas  P.  Connolly.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations for  Air  Warfare. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  C.  Connolly.  II.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director,  Inter-American  De- 
fense College. 

Rear  Admiral  Ralph  E.  Cook.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Naval  Security  Group. 

Rear  Admiral  S.M.  Cooley.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander.  Patrol  Wings.  Pacific. 

Vice  Admiral  Damon  W.  Cooper.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Striking  Force, 
Seventh  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Josua  W.  Cooper.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  the  Military  Assist- 
ance Group.  Norway. 

Rear  Admiral  Prank  W.  Corley,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Iberian  Atlantic 
Area. 

Rear  Admiral  Peter  Corradl.  (CEO.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Civil  Engineers. 

Rear  Admiral  John  T.  Coughlln.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  to  Vice  Chief  of  Na- 
val Operations. 

Rear  Admiral  J.S.  Coye,  Jr..  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Training  Command, 
Atlantic  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Kermeth  Craig.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air  Jacksonville. 

Rear  Admiral  Earl  R.  Crawford,  USN 
(Ret).  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  Europe- 
an Command. 

Rear  Admiral  John  Crumpacker.  (SO, 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Chief  Bureau  of  Supplies 
A  Accounts. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  R.  Crutchfleld.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Cruiser-Destroy- 
er Flotilla  Sir. 

Vice  Admiral  Walter  L.  Curtis,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Special  Representative  of  The  Secre- 
tary of  Defense. 

Rear  Admiral  James  A.  Dare.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  South  Atlantic  Force, 
Atlantic  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  John  P.  Davidson.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Superintendent  U.S.  Naval 
Academy. 

Admiral  Donald  C.  Davis,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander-in-Chief,  Pacific  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  George  M.  Davis.  (MO.  USN 
( Ret. ).  Former  Surgeon  General  U.S.  Navy. 

Rear  Admiral  John  B.  Davis.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Amphibious  Op- 
erations Support  Command  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  T.F.  Dedman.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Iberian  Atlantic  Area. 

Vice  Admiral  Francis  C.  Denebrlnk.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Military  Sea 
Transportation  Service. 

Rear  Admiral  Jeremiah  A.  Denton,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commandant  Armed  Forces 
Staff  College. 

Vice  Admiral  Vincent  P.  dePolx.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director,  Defense  Intelligence 
Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  John  H.  Dick.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander.  U.S.  Naval  Forces.  Phil- 
ippines. 

Vice  Admiral  Glynn  R.  Donaho.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Military  Sea 
Transportation  Service. 


Rear  Admiral  H.  C.  Donley.  Jr.  (SO,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Defense  Con- 
struction Supply  Center. 

Rear  Admiral  Marshall  E.  Domin.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Cruiser  Destroy- 
er Force,  Pacific  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  J.  H.  Doyle.  Jr..  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
(Surface  Warfare). 

Rear  Admiral  Raymond  P.  Dubois.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Cruiser  Destroy- 
er Group,  Western  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  C.  H.  Duerfeldt.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  ComFair  Hawaii-Commander,  Bar- 
rier Force. 

Rear  Admiral  Alene  B.  Durek,  (NO.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director,  Navy  Nurse  Corps. 

Vice  Admiral  Ralph  Earle,  Jr.,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Base  Commander,  Newport  RI. 

Rear  Admiral  Paul  J.  Early,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Director  of  Ocean  Surveillance. 

Rear  Admiral  Earl  R.  Eastwold,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Middle  East 
Forces. 

Vice  Admiral  C.  E.  Ekstrom.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Sixth  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Donald  T.  Eller.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff-Administra- 
tion, NATO. 

Rear  Admiral  Ernest  M.  Eller,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Director  of  Naval  History. 

Rear  Admiral  George  P.  Ellis,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  South  Atlantic 
Force,  Atlantic  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  William  H.  Ellis,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Base, 
Norfolk 

Rear  Admiral  Paul  H.  Engel.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Deputy  Commander,  Naval  Sea  Sys- 
tems Command 

Rear  Admiral  Walter  M.  Enger.  (CEO, 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Civil  Engi- 
neers. 

Rear  Admiral  Horace  H.  Epes.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  (ISA). 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  B.  Erly,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Iberian  Atlantic  Area, 

Rear  Admiral  Arthur  G.  Esch.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Cruisers-Destroyers, 
Seventh  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  Carl  P.  Espe.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Amphibious  Force,  Pa- 
cific Fleet. 

Rear  Admiral  C.  T.  Paulders.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Commander,  Naval 
Air  Systems  Command. 

Rear  Admiral  Edward  L.  Pelghtner.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Commander,  Naval 
Air  Systems  Command 

Admiral  Harry  D.  Pelt.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  W.  E.  Perrall,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  13th  Naval  District 

Vice  Admiral  John  G.  Pinneran.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Second  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  John  R.  Fisher,  (CEO,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Pacific  Fleet 
Seabees. 

Rear  Admiral  W.  R.  Flanagan,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  Forces 
Caribt>eaTL 

Rear  Admiral  AUan  P.  Fleming.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air  Medi- 
terranean. 

Rear  Admiral  H.  J.  P.  Foley,  Jr.  (SO.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Navy  Aviation  Supply  Offi- 

C€T. 

Vice  Admiral  B.  B.  Forbes.  Jr..  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  A  Chief  of  Staff  CINCLANT 
CINCLANTFLT. 

Rear  Admiral  Richard  E.  Fowler.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director  of  Logistics,  U.S.  Pa- 
cific Command. 
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Rear  Admiral  Nobert  Prankenberger.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Mare  Island 
Naval  Shipyard 

Rear  Admiral  Dewitt  L.  Freeman.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Carrier  Divi- 
sion Four. 

Rear  Admiral  Rowland  G.  Freeman  III. 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval 
Weapons  Center,  China  Lake. 

Rear  Admiral  Mark  P.  Prudden.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Navai  Surface 
Group  Western  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  R.  Byron  Puller,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Carrier  Battle 
Group  Four. 

Vice  Admiral  Walter  D.  Gaddis,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Opera- 
tors (Logistics). 

Admiral  I.  J.  Galantln,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  material 

Rear  Admiral  Richard  T.  Gaskill.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director,  Politico-Military 
Policy  A  Plans,  Naval  Operators. 

Rear  Admiral  Donald  Gay.  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air  Wings 
Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Harry  E.  Gerhard,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  DCOS,  Plans,  Operators  A 
Intelligence.  SACLANT. 

Rear  Admiral  Pilmore  B.  Gllkeson.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Eleventh  Naval 
District 

Rear  Admiral  Richard  P.  Glass.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Special  Assistant  to  Secretary 
of  the  Navy. 

Rear  Admiral  Henry  P.  Gendeman,  Jr., 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Naval 
Safety  Center. 

Rear  Admiral  A.  S.  Goodfellow.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Operational 
Test  and  Evaluation  Force. 

Vice  Admiral  Arthur  R.  Gralla.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  Ord- 
nance Systems  Command 

Rear  Admiral  E.  B.  Grantham,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Com- 
mander in  Chief  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Norm  Green,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Carrier  Group  Six. 

Vice  Admiral  Howard  E.  Greer.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander  Naval  Air 
Forces,  Atlantic  Fleet 

Admiral  Charles  D.  Griffin,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander-in-Chief.  Allied  Forces, 
Southern  Europe. 

Vice  Admiral  Charles  H.  Griffiths,  USN 
(Ret.),  Fonner  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  oper- 
ations (Submarine  Warfare). 

Rear  Admiral  William  H.  Groverman. 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Commander.  WesUm 
Sea  Frontier. 

Rear  Admiral  William  S.  Guest.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Military  Sealift 
Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Frank  S.  Haak,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Director,  Information  Systems  Divi- 
sion, CNO. 

Rear  Admiral  Mayo  A.  Hadden,  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Fleet  Air  Wings, 
Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  Grover  B.  H.  HaU.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air 
Hawaii 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  J.  Hanks.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director  Strategic  Plans  A 
Policy.  Navy  Department 

Vice  Admiral  Patrick  J.  Hannifin,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director  Joint  Staff  JCS. 

Vice  Admiral  Frederick  J.  Harlf  inger,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director  Naval  Intelligence. 

Rear  Admiral  William  H.  Harris,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  COMMEDATTACK  Electron- 
ic Warfare  Wing,  Pacific  Fleet 
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Rear  Admiral  William  L.  Harris,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Weapon* 
Center,  China  Lake. 

Rear  Admiral  C.  Monroe  Hart,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense. 

Rear  Admiral  Paul  E.  Hartmann.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Vice  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations. 

Vice  Admiral  H.  L.  Harty.  USN  (Ret). 
Former  Senior  Naval  Member,  UN  Military 
Staff  Committee  A  Commander  Eastern  Sea 
Frontier. 

Vice  Admiral  John  T.  Hayward,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  President  U.S.  Naval  War 
College. 

Admiral  Thomas  B.  Hayward.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 

Vice  Admiral  Truman  J.  Heddlng.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Assistant  to  (yiairman.  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Rear  Admiral  Richard  E.  Herming,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Inspector  General  Naval 
Ships. 

Rear  Admiral  Lawrence  Heyworth.  Jr.. 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff, 
CINCPAC. 

Rear  Admiral  James  B.  Hildreth.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Cruiser-De- 
stroyer Flotillas,  Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  Andrew  J.  Hill.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commandant  Naval  District  Wash- 
ington. 

Rear  Admiral  Clarence  A.  Hill  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of 
Naval  Operators  (Manpower). 

Rear  Admiral  Wellington  T.  Hines,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Fleet  Readiness  Rep., 
Bureau,  Naval  Weapons. 

Rear  Admiral  Roy  P.  Hoffmann,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Mine  Warfare 
Force. 

Vice  Admiral  Reynold  D.  Hogle.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Fifth  Naval  Dis- 
trict 

Admiral  James  L.  Holloway.  Ill,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 

Rear  Admiral  John  B.  Holmes,  (DC)  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commanding  Officer,  Re- 
gional Dental  Center,  Norfolk 

Rear  Admiral  Carl  O.  Holmqulst,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Naval  Research. 

Rear  Admiral  Billy  D.  Holder.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Director,  Strategic  Plans  A  Policy 
Control  Division,  CNO. 

Admiral  Ephraim  P.  Holmes.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  in  Chief  Atlantic  Fleet 
A  Supreme  Allied  Commander,  Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  L.  V.  Honsinger.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Chief  Bureau  of 
Ships. 

Rear  Admiral  L.  E.  Hopkins.  (SO  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Commander,  Naval 
Sea  Systems  Command 

Rear  Admiral  William  H.  House,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director,  Air  Warfare  Divi- 
sion, CNO. 

Rear  Admiral  Lester  E.  HubbeU,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Destroyer  Flotil- 
la Six. 

Rear  Admiral  Harry  Hull,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Cruiser-Destroyer  Flo- 

Rear  Admiral  WUllam  C.  Hushing.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Portsmouth 
Naval  Shipyard 

Admiral  John  J.  Hyland.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  in  CTiic/i  Pacific  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Eugene  S.  Ince.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  Naval  Security 
Group  Command 

Rear  Admiral  William  D.  Irvin.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Service  Force, 
Pacific  Fleet 
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Rear  Admiral  Joseph  A.  Jaap.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  CINCPAC  Rep.,  Joint  Strategic 
Target  Planning  Staff  A  SAC. 

Vice  Admiral  Andrew  McB.  Jackson,  Jr.. 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval 
Operatioju,  (Plans  A  Policy). 

Rear  Admiral  P.W.  Jackson.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander.  Carrier  Division  14. 

Rear  Admiral  Ralph  K.  James.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Chief,  Bureau  of  Ships. 

Rear  Admiral  Frederick  E.  Janney.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Logistic  Sup- 
port Force,  Seventh  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Henry  J.  Johnson.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Facilities 
Engineering  Command,  Western  DivisiorL 

Vice  Admiral  Nels  C.  Johnson.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Director.  Joint  Staff  of  the  JCS. 

Rear  Admiral  Ralph  C.  Johnson.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commandant,  iSth  Naval 
District 

Admiral  Roy  L.  Johnson.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander  in  Chief.  Pacific  Fleet 

Admiral  Means  Johnston.  Jr..  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  in  Chief,  Allied  Forces, 
Southern  Europe. 

Rear  Admiral  Carlton  B.  Jones.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Naval  Forces, 
Mananas. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  R.  Jortberg.  (CEO, 
USN  (Ret).  Former  Director.  Shore  Facili- 
ties Programming  Division. 

Rear  Admiral  C.A.  Karaberis.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Manager,  ASW  Project  Office. 

Rear  Admiral  A.L.  Kelln.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Director,  Defense  Intelli- 
gence Agency. 

Admiral  Isaac  Campbell  Kidd.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander  in  Chief.  Atlan- 
tic Fleet  <fe  Supreme  Allied  Commander.  At- 
lantic. 

Vice  Admiral  Ingolf  N.  Kiland.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Amphibious 
Force.  Pacific  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Ed  R.  King.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander.  Mid-East  Force. 

Vice  Admiral  J.H.  King.  Jr..  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Director  for  Operations,  JCS. 

Admiral  G.E.R.  Kinnear,  II.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  U.S.  Military  Representative  to  the 
NATO  Military  Committee. 

Rear  Admiral  Louis  J.  Kim.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Defense  Attache,  U.S.  Embassy, 
London,  England. 

Rear  Admiral  Wm.  L.  Knickerbocker. 
(SC).  USN  (Ret.).  Former  Commander,  De- 
fense Medical  Supply  Center. 

Rear  Admiral  Arthur  K.  Knoizen.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Chief  of  Legislative  Affairs, 
Navy  Department 

Rear  Admiral  Ferdinand  B.  Koch.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director,  Aircraft  Carrier 
Programs  Division,  Naval  OperatioTis. 

Rear  Admiral  Herman  J.  Kossler.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commandant  Sixth  Naval 
District 

Rear  Admiral  Paul  L.  Lacy,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Subm.arine 
Force,  Pacific  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  Harold  O.  Larson,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  MSTS.  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Edwin  T.  Layton,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director  Naval  Intelligence 
School 

Vice  Admiral  Julien  J.  LeBourgeois,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  President  Naval  War  Col- 
lege. 

Vice  Admiral  Fltzhugh  Lee,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commandant  National  War  Col- 
lege. 

Vice  Admiral  Kent  L.  Lee,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Naval  Air  Systems 
Command. 
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Rear  Admiral  G.W.  Lenox,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander.  Light  Attack  Wing,  Pa- 
cific Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  William  N.  Leonard,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Safety 
Center. 

Vice  Admiral  Ruthven  E.  Ubby,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  First  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  James  B.  Linder,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  U.S.  Taiwan 
Defense  Command 

Rear  Admiral  William  H.  Uvingston,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director,  Air,  Surface,  & 
Electronic  Warfare,  Naval  Operations. 

Rear  Admiral  Thomas  A.  Long,  (SC),  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  Supply 
Center.  Norfolk. 

Vice  Admiral  V.L.  Lowrance,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander.  Submarine  Force,  At- 
lantic Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  John  J.  Lynch.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Commander,  Striking  Forces 
South. 

Rear  Admiral  Harvey  E.  Lyon.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Project  Manager,  Trident 
F'roject 

Vice  Admiral  William  P.  Mack.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Seventh  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  A.  Macpherson. 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Chief  of  Naval  Air  Ad- 
vanced Training. 

Rear  Admiral  Thomas  L.  Malone.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Chief  of  Naval  Technical 
Training. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  C.  Mandeville.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Chief  Naval  Material 
Command  (Logistics). 

Rear  Admiral  G.  Patrick  March.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director.  Electronic  Warfare 
<fr  Cryptology  Div.  OPNAV. 

Rear  Admiral  John  L.  Marocchi,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Director.  National 
Security  Agency. 

Vice  Admiral  William  I.  Martin,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander.  U.S.  Sixth  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Forsyth  Massey.  USN 
(Re;t.).  Former  Commander.  Fleet  Air  Quon- 
set 

Rear  Admiral  H.  Spencer  Matthews.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director.  Air  Warfare  & 
Aviation  Training,  Naval  Operations. 

Rear  Admiral  Brian  McCauley.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Mine  Forces- 
Haiphong  Channel  &  Suez. 

Rear  Admiral  Thomas  R.  McClellan.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  Air 
System  Command 

Rear  Admiral  William  R.  McClendon. 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Attack 
Carrier  Striking  Force,  Seventh  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  R.  B.  McClinton,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Base, 
Charleston.  S.C. 

Rear  Admiral  P.  D.  McCorkle,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  President  Board  of  Inspection  & 
Survey. 

Rear  Admiral  Leo  B.  McCuddin.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Carrier  Divi- 
sion Three. 

Admiral  David  L.  McDonald.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 

Rear  Admiral  Lucien  B.  McDonald.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Military  Sea 
Transport  Service,  Far  East 

Rear  Admiral  Rhodam  Y.  McElroy.  Jr., 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Legislative  Af- 
fairs, Navy  Department 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  P.  McKenzie,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  U.S.  Forces  Car- 
ibbean. 

Rear  Admiral  E.  B.  McKlimey,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  Forces 
Korea. 
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Vice  Admiral  Ephraim  R.  McLean.  Jr., 
USN  (Ret),  Former  Commander,  Cruiser 
Division  Two. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  W.  McNltt,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  (Manpower). 

Rear  Admiral  John  H.  McQutlkin.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  San  Francisco 
Bay  Naval  Shipyard. 

Rear  Admiral  W.  K.  Mendenhall.  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  U.S. 
European  Command 

Rear  Admiral  Jeffrey  C.  Metzel,  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Director,  Antisutnna- 
rine  Warfare  Programs. 

Rear  Admiral  Edward  F.  Metzger.  (SC). 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Pacific  Fleet  Supply  Of- 
ficer. 

Admiral  F.  H.  Michaells,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Material 

Rear  Admiral  Floyd  H.  Miller,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Cruiser  Destroyer 
Group  One. 

Vice  Admiral  G.  E.  Miller.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Sixth  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  George  H.  MUler.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director,  Navy  Long  Range 
Objectives  Group. 

Rear  Admiral  Ward  S.  Miller,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Naval  Base,  Los  Ange- 
les-Long Beach- 
Vice  Admiral  Charles  S.  Minter.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Chairman  NATO 
Military  Committee. 

Rear  Admiral  C.  N.  Mitchell.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Director,  Navy  Education 
and  Training 

Rear  Admiral  A.  J.  Monger.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Op- 
erations (Air  Warfare). 

Rear  Admiral  Henry  S.  Monroe,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Amphibious 
Training  Command  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Jack  P.  Monroe,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  U.S.  Naval 
Forces,  Philippines. 

Rear  Admiral  James  W.  Montgomery, 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Commander, 
Naval  Sea  Systems  Command 

Rear  Admiral  Michael  U.  Moore.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Amphibious 
Group  Two. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  B.  Moore,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Carrier  Divi- 
sion Five. 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  L.  Moore,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Chief  Bureau  of 
Ships. 

Vice  Admiral  Joseph  P.  Moorer,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander  in  Chief,  U.S. 
Naval  Forces,  Europe. 

Admiral  Thomas  H.  Moorer,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  CNO  and  Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff 

Rear  Admiral  Max  K.  Morris,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commandant  of  Midshipmen,  U.S. 
Naval  Academy. 

Rear  Admiral  A.  G.  Mumma,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief,  Bureau  of  Ships. 

Rear  Admiral  Ralph  F.  Murphy,  Jr.,  (SC). 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  AssUtant  Chief  of  Staff, 
Logistics  &  Readiness,  Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  George  R.  Muse.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  U.S.  Naval 
Forces.  Philippines. 

Vice  Admiral  Uoyd  M.  Mustln.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director,  Defense  Nuclear 
Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  Charles  D.  Nace.  USN 
(Ret.).  Fcrmer  Commander,  U.S.  Naval 
Forces,  Southern  Command 

Rear  Admiral  James  W.  Nance,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Vice  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations. 


Rear  Admiral  William  T.  Nelson.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Chief  Military  Assistance  Ad- 
visory Group,  Denmark. 

Vice  Admiral  John  H.  Nicholson.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Vice  Director,  Joint  Strategic 
Targeting  Staff. 

Rear  Admiral  R.  E.  Nicholson.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Battle  Group  Commander. 

Rear  Admiral  Enmiet  OBeime.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Field  Com- 
mand DASA. 

Rear  Admiral  O.  H.  Oberg.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  &  Oper- 
ations, CINCPACFLT. 

Rear  Admiral  Leslie  J.  O'Brien.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Service  Force, 
Pacific  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Edward  J,  O'Donnell,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  Base 
Guantanamo. 

Vice  Admiral  James  W.  OGrady.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Chief  of  Staff  SACLANT. 

Rear  Admiral  Howard  E.  Orem,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Navy  Member.  Joint  Strate- 
gic Survey  Committee,  JCS. 

Rear  Admiral  Edward  C.  Outlaw.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Task  Force  77. 

Rear  Admiral  Roger  W.  Paine,  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Training  Com- 
mand Pacific  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Charles  J.  Palmer,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Portsmouth 
Naval  Shipyard 

Vice  Admiral  Edward  N.  Parker,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Director,  U.S.  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  G.  Serpell  Patrick.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Naval  Inspector  General 

Rear  Admiral  John  B.  Pearson.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Bureau  of  Aeronautic  Rep. 
Western  District 

Rear  Admiral  Eugene  J.  Pettier.  (CEO. 
USN  (Ret.).  Former  Chief  Bureau  of  Yards 
&  Docks. 

Vice  Admiral  Forrest  S.  Petersen.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Air  Sys- 
tems Command. 

Rear  Admiral  W.  P.  Petrovic,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Puget  Sound  Naval 
Shipyard 

Rear  Admiral  Chester  G.  Phillips,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Director,  National 
Security  Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  Ben  B.  Pickett.  USN  (Ret.). 

Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Atlantic  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Frank  L.  Pinney.  Jr.,  USN 

(Ret.).    Former    Commander,     Operational 

Test  &  Evaluation  Force. 

Vice  Admiral  Robert  B.  Pirie,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
(Air). 

Rear  Admiral  George  F.  Pittard,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chairman,  Ship  Characteris- 
tics Board 

Vice  Admiral  Douglas  C.  Plate,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief. 
Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  Donald  T.  Poe,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Director.  Naval  Communications. 

Rear  Admiral  William  S.  Post,  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Task  Force  Commander,  Sev- 
enth Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Richard  R.  Pratt,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Service  Force, 
Atlantic  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Arthur  W.  Price,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Amphibious 
Force  Seventh  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  Prank  H.  Price,  Jr.,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  (Jhief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations, Surface  Warfare. 

Rear  Admiral  Walter  H.  Price,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commandant  1 1th  Naval 
District 
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Admiral  Alfred  M.  Pride,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Seventh  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Schuyler  N.  Pyne,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  New  York 
Naval  Shipyard. 

Vice  Admiral  W.  F.  Rabom,  USN  (Ret.), 
"Father"  of  Polaris  Submarine  Weapon 
System. 

Vice  Admiral  Thomas  C.  Ragan,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  U.S.  Naval  Mission, 
Brazil 

Rear  Admiral  James  D.  Ramage,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Forces, 
Caribbean. 

Vice  Admiral  W.  T.  Rapp,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Third  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  WUliam  L.  Read,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Surface  Force, 
Atlantic  Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  Earl  P.  Rectanus.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Resources  &  Management). 

Rear  Admiral  Allan  L.  Reed.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Chief  of  Staff  Defense  Intelligence 
Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  James  R.  Reedy,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Task  Force  77. 

Vice  Admiral  William  L.  Rees,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Naval  Air  Force,  Atlan- 
tic Fleet 

Vice  Admiral  Eli  T.  Reich,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary,  Defense. 
Rear  Admiral  Joseph  E.  Rice,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Naval  Electronic  Sys- 
tems Command. 

Vice  Admiral  Robert  H.  Rice,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Cruiser  Division  One. 

Rear   Admiral   H.   G.   Rich,   USN   (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Iceland  Defense  Force. 
Vice  Admiral  David  C.  Richardson.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Sixth  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Robert  E.  Riera,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air  West- 
em  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Maurice  H.  Rindskopf.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Director,  Deep  Submergence 
Program. 

Admiral  Horacio  Rivero.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander  in  Chief  Allied  Forces, 
Southern  Europe. 

Rear  Admiral  William  D.  Robertson,  Jr., 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Vice  Director,  Defense 
Intelligence  Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  W.  F.  Rodee,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air,  San  Diego. 

Rear  Admiral  David  M.  Rubel,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Director  Command, 
Control  &  Communications,  CNO. 

Rear  Admiral  Edward  A.  Ruckner,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  CNO  for  Research, 
Development  Test  &  Evaluation. 

Rear  Admiral  Richard  E.  Rumble,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Staff  Supreme  Allied 
Commander,  Atlantic. 

Admiral  James  S.  Russell,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  in  Chief  Allied  Forces, 
Southern  Europe. 

Rear  Admiral  Thomas  B.  Russell,  Jr., 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Commander,  U.S.  Naval 
Forces,  Japan. 

Vice  Admiral  L.  S.  Sabin,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Chief  of  Staff  Supreme  Allied  Com- 
mander, Atlantic. 

Vice  Admiral  Robert  S.  Salzer,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Surface 
Forces,  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Merrill  H.  Sappington,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Acting  Director,  Weapon 
System  Evaluation  Group,  DOD. 

Rear  Admiral  LouU  R.  Sarosdy,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Assistant  Commander,  Naval 
Air  Systems  Command. 

Vice  Admiral  Arnold  P.  Schade,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander  Submarine 
Forces,  Atlantic. 
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Rear  Admiral  Raymond  J.  Schneider. 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval 
Electronic  Systems  Command. 

Rear  Admiral  G.  J.  Schuller,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Fleet  Air  Western  Pa- 
cific. 

Rear  Admiral  Floyd  B.  Schultz,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  AssUtant  Chief  of  the  Bureau 
of  Ships. 

Rear  Admiral  James  H.  Scott,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Tactical  Wings,  Atlan- 
tic. 

Vice  Admiral  Harry  E.  Sears,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander  Carrier  Division  Four- 
teen. 

Rear  Admiral  Kenneth  P.  Sears,  (CEO. 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Vice  Commander.  Naval 
Facilities  Engineering  Command. 

Rear  Admiral  Carl  J.  Seiberlich,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Naval  Military 
Personnel  Command. 

Rear  Admiral  Leslie  H.  SeU,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Director,  Command  Support  Pro- 
grams OPNA  V. 

Vice  Admiral  B.  J.  Semmes,  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  President  NavaX  War  Col- 
lege. 

Rear  Admiral  John  Nevln  Shaffer.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Cruiser-De- 
stroyer Force,  Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  Sumner  Shapiro.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director  of  Naval  Intelli- 
gence. 

Admiral  U.  S.  Grant  Sharp,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  D.  B.  Shelton,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Director,  Policy  &  Plans,  CINCPAC. 
Rear    Admiral    Alan    B.    Shepard,    USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  U.S.  Astronaut  Corps. 

Rear  Admiral  Tazewell  T.  Shepard,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director,  Joint  Integrated 
Strategic  Planning  Staff 

Vice  Admiral  Ralph  L.  Shifley,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations (Logistics). 

Vice  Admiral  Allen  M.  Shinn,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander.  Naval  Air  Force,  Pacif- 
ic Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Donald  M.  Showers,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Staff  Defense  InUUi- 
gence  Agency. 

Rear  Admiral  Burton  H.  Shupper,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  (Manpotaer). 

Rear  Admiral  William  B.  Sieglaff,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  First  Naval  Dis- 
trict 

Rear  Admiral  Walter  L.  Small.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Submarine 
Force  Pacific. 

Vice  Admiral  WUliam  R.  Smedberg.  III. 
USN  (Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Naval  Person- 
nel 

Rear  Admiral  W.  R.  Smedberg,  FV,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Director  Naval  Warfare. 

Vice  Admiral  Allan  E.  Smith,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  U.N.  Blockade  Force, 
Korea. 

Rear  Admiral  Allen  Smith.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Middle  East 
Force. 

Vice  Admiral  John  V.  Smith,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander.  Amphibious  Forces. 
Pacific. 

Rear  Admiral  Leonard  A.  Snead,  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  F-14  Program  Manager. 

Vice  Admiral  Edwin  K.  Snyder.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  U.S.  Taiwan 
Defense  Command 

Rear  Admiral  PhUlp  W.  Snyder.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Puget  Sound 
Naval  Shipyard. 
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Rear  Admiral  Robert  H.  Speck.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Commander,  Cruiser-De- 
stroyer Force,  Atlantic  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Roger  E.  Spreen.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Naval  Ord- 
nance Systems  Command. 

Vice  Admiral  (3eorge  P.  Steele.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Seventh  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  Edward  C.  Stephan.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Oceanogrnpher  of  the  Navy. 

Vice  Admiral  James  B.  Stockade.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  President  Naval  War  Col- 
lege. 

Rear  Admiral  Frank  B.  Stone,  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Commander,  Iceland  Defense  Force. 

Vice  Admiral  B.  M.  Strean.  USN  (Ret.), 
Former  Chief  of  Naval  Air  Training. 

Vice  Admiral  Robert  J.  Stroh,  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Director,  Joint  Strategic 
Target  Planning  Staff 

Vice  Admiral  Paul  D.  Stroop.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Naval  Air  Force,  Pacif- 
ic Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  William  A.  Stuart,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Hunter  Killer 
Forces,  Atlantic. 

Rear  Admiral  Henry  Suerstedt,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  U.S.  Naval 
Weapons  Center,  China  Lake. 

Rear  Admiral  L.  V.  Swanson.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Deputy  Commander,  Naval  Forces, 
Europe. 

Rear  Admiral  Gerald  E.  Synhorst,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  (Submarine  Warfare). 

Vice  Admiral  George  C.  Talley.  Jr..  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations (Plans.  Policy  &  Operations). 

Rear  Admiral  Charles  P.  Tesh,  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief. 
U.S.  Naval  Forces,  Europe. 

Rear  Admiral  John  M.  Thomas.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander,  Pacific  Missile 
Test  Center 

Rear  Admiral  William  Thompson.  USN 
(Ret.),  Former  Chief  of  Information,  U.S. 
Navy. 

Rear  Admiral  J.B.  Tibbets.  USN  (Ret.). 
Former  Commander,  Hunter  Killer  Forces, 
Atlantic  Fleet 

Rear  Admiral  John  M.  Tlemey.  USN 
(Ret.).  Former  Commander.  Tactical  Elec- 
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BREZHNEV  VS.  MONROE 
DOCTRINE-BREZHNEV  WINNING 


HON.  JAMES  G.  MARTIN 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  alert  my 
colleagues  to  a  timely  and  thought- 
provoking  article  written  by  our  col- 
league. Don  Ritter.  which  appeared 
in  the  New  York  Times,  July  19,  1983. 
As  we  discuss  the  pros  and  cons  of  U.S. 
support  for  those  fighting  the  regime 
inside  Nicaragua,  I  believe  that  the 
Ritter  article  makes  vital  points.  For 
example,  if  support  is  curtailed,  whose 
interests  will  have  been  served,  the 
Soviet  Union's  or  the  United  States? 

Our  willingness  to  a»low  a  Soviet/ 
Cuban-style,  "socialist"  state  to  con- 
tinue its  internal  repression  and 
export  of  "revolution  without  fron- 
tiers" ligitimizes  the  Brezhnev  doc- 
trine here  in  our  hemisphere.  This 
turns  the  Monroe  Doctrine  (which  is 
most  explicit  about  opposing  the 
movement  of  big  autocratic  European 
powers  in  this  hemisphere)  on  its  ear. 

Members  of  Congress  would  never 
directly  support  such  a  situation,  and 
yet    a    vote    to    remove    funding    for 
covert  or  overt  activities  inside  Nicara- 
gua is  to  indirectly  vote  in  favor  of  the 
Brezhnev    doctrine.    I    urge    my    col- 
leagues to  read  and  ponder  the  Ritter 
article  before  the  vote  on  H.R.  2760: 
CFrom  the  New  York  Times,  July  19.  1983) 
For  Covert  Action  .  .  . 
(By  Don  Ritter) 

Washington.— The  House  of  Representa- 
tives will  soon  be  considering  a  bill  amend- 
ing the  Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1983  that  would  cut  off  funds  for 
any  covert  or  overt  United  States  support 
for  the  contras.  or  counterrevolutionaries, 
fighting  against  the  Sandinlsta  regime  In 
Nicaragua.  This  vote  will  be  one  of  the  most 
Important  In  this  Congress,  and  If  it  goes 
the  wrong  way  it  would  legitimize  the 
'Brezhnev  Doctrine"  here  in  our  hemi- 
sphere. 

The  Soviet  policy  now  commonly  known 
as  the  Brezhnev  Doctrine  means  that  the 
Soviet  Union  Is  prepared  to  do  whatever  Is 
necessary  to  keep  Its  sister  socialist  states 
from  leaving  the  family.  On  its  own  borders, 
whether  It's  Hungary.  Czechoslovakia. 
Poland  or  Afghanistan,  the  Soviet  Union 
holds  most  of  the  cards.  But  enforcing  the 
Brezhnev  Doctrine  In  Africa  or  Latin  Amer- 
ica presents  them  with  other  problems. 

On  this  side  of  the  world.  In  the  Western 
Hemisphere,  the  United  States  has  the 
home-court  advantage.  One  would  think  the 
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Monroe  Doctrine— outlined  by  President 
James  Monroe  In  a  speech  to  Congress  on 
Dec.  2.  1823— would  hold  sway.  The  United 
States,  according  to  the  Monroe  Doctrine, 
would  prevent  the  big  autocratic  European 
powers  of  the  time— Including,  ironically. 
Russia— from  Imposing  their  tyranny  on  the 
newly  Independent  and  still  weak  Latin 
American  countries. 

The  Monroe  Doctrine  served  as  the  cor- 
nerstone of  United  States  relations  with 
powerful  European  adversaries  in  Latin 
America  for  nearly  a  century  and  a  half. 
But  today  the  Soviet  Union,  by  Its  actions  In 
Cuba  and  through  Cuba  In  Central  and 
South  America,  Is  challenging  our  historic 
guarantee  to  protect  Western  Hemisphere 
nations  against  European  interference  "for 
the  purpose  of  oppressing  them  or  control- 
ling In  any  other  manner  their  destiny." 

If  the  essence  of  the  Brezhnev  Doctrine  is 
to  prohibit  nations  in  the  Soviet  sphere  of 
influence  from  escaping  superpower  domi- 
nation, the  essence  of  the  Monroe  Doctrine 
Is  to  prevent  superpowers  from  subjugating 
less  powerful  countries.  The  differences  be- 
tween the  two  doctrines  are  central  to  the 
way  we  as  a  nation  approach  the  most  criti- 
cal part  of  Central  America  today,  Nicara- 
gua. 

Recent  decisions  by  two  Democratic-con- 
trolled House  committees,  the  House  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  and  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  endorsed  legislative  lan- 
guage known  as  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill. 
This  has  remarkable  Implications. 

Boland-Zablocki,  in  essence,  supports  the 
Brezhnev  Doctrine  and  refutes  the  Monroe 
Doctrine,  turning  history  upside  down  In 
our  own  backyard.  Boland-Zablocki,  by  cut- 
ting off  all  our  support,  covert  or  overt,  to 
those  fighting  the  Cuban-Soviet  sister 
regime  in  Nicaragua,  makes  the  United 
States  the  enforcer  of  the  Brezhnev  D<x;- 
trine.  We,  not  the  Soviet  Union,  would  serve 
as  the  ultimate  constraint  on  those  fighting 
for  greater  freedom  for  Nicaragua. 

"Socialist '  Nicaragua  is  the  arms  depot, 
the  nerve  center,  the  training  ground  for 
the  Soviet-Cuban  backed   "revolution  with- 
out frontiers, "  to  quote  the  Sandinlsta  lead- 
ership   Itself.    Yet,    If    Boland-Zablocki    be- 
comes law.  It  is  the  Americans  who  will  pre- 
vent Nicaragua  from  reverting  from  Soviet- 
style  socialism,  the  Americans  who  will  be 
pulling  the  rug  from  under  those  we  have 
supported.  If  Boland-Zablocki  becomes  law, 
we  Americans  will  be  the  chief  carriers  of 
Brezhnev's   legacy    In   the   Western   Hemi- 
sphere as  his  heirs  move  closer  and  closer  to 
East-Europeanlzlng    our    southern    border. 
While  Americans  of  another  era  could  take 
pride  in  making  the  world  safe  for  democ- 
racy, a  newer  breed  could  claim  credit  for 
making  the  new  world  safe  for  Communism. 
To  those  who  seek  to  undercut  Nlcara- 
guan  opposition  to  the  Marxist  Nlcaraguan 
regime,  the  resolute  commitment  to  free- 
dom and  our  hemisphere  Interests  embodied 
in  the  Monroe  Doctrine  are  obsolete.  Well,  a 
fair  number  of  House  members  just  don't 
believe  that  for  a  moment,  so  the  battle 
over  Boland-Zablocki  In  the  full  House  Is 
going  to  be  very  different  than  It  was  In 
committee.  Party  lines,  strong  during  the 
contest  In  committee,  will  blur  on  the  floor. 
I  predict  there  are  Just  not  enough  Demo- 
crats in  the  House  who  will  vote  for  Leonid 
Brezhnev  over  James  Monroe.* 
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AMERICA  NEEDS  TO  TAP 
FOREIGN  SCIENTIFIC  IDEAS 

HON.  FORTNEY  H.  (PETE)  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 


•  Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  Janu- 
ary of  this  year,  like  every  month  in 
every  year,  thousands  of  conferences 
were  held  throughout  the  United 
States.  One  of  those,  held  in  Cam- 
bridge at  the  Massachusetts  Institute 
of  Technology,  focused  on  the  avail- 
ability in  this  coimtry  of  Japanese  sci- 
entific and  technical  information 
(JSTI).  Undaunted  by  the  absence  of 
spotlights  and  press  and  the  general 
lack  of  public  concern,  leaders  from 
government,  industry,  and  academe 
met  to  discuss  the  current  status  of 
U.S.  efforts  to  gather  and  utilize  Japa- 
nese technical  information. 

What  they  found,  and  the  Congress 
is  slowly  beginning  to  realize,  is  that 
the  United  States  is  years  behind  its 
counterparts,  most  notably  Japan,  in 
taking  advantage  of  technological 
breakthroughs  on  foreign  soil. 

For  decades,  foreign  countries  have 
come  to  America  and  carefully  and 
meticulously  copied  and  modified  our 
technological  advances.  They  have 
then  returned  to  sell  to  us  our  own 
technologies  incorporated  in  their 
products.  In  fact,  the  countries  that 
have  been  most  successful  at  it  have 
been  roundly  praised.  Yet.  we  have 
made  no  effort  to  learn  from  those 
who  have  been  most  successful  at  ex- 
ploiting our  advances.  Neither  the 
American  Government  nor  American 
companies  have  made  any  serious 
effort  to  tap  the  technological  ad- 
vances of  other  countries— countries 
that  are  now  winning  major  markets 
from  traditionally  dominent  U.S.  in- 
dustries such  as  automobiles,  steel, 
and  electronics. 

The  historic  complacency  of  Ameri- 
can Government  and  industry  was  due 
to  the  fact  that  we  were  so  far  ahead 
technologically  of  the  war-devastated 
European  and  Asian  countries.  Only 
within  the  last  10  to  15  years  has  that 
gap  been  seriously  narrowed.  And  in 
many  instances,  we  are  actually 
behind  the  foreign  competition.  After 
a  special  trade  mission  to  the  Far  East 
in  1981.  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee issued  a  report  concluding: 

In  the  high  technology  products  that 
count— the  products  that  will  dominate  the 
world  trade  and  economy  for  the  rest  of  this 
century— the  Japanese  are  second  to  none. 
Whether  they  today  surpass  the  United 
States  in  their  mastery  of  these  high  tech- 
nology products  Is  debatable;  It  is  not  debat- 
able that  the  trend  lines  indicate  that  they 
will  surpass  the  United  States  and  that  the 
gap  will  widen  dramatically,  unless  the 
United  States  responds. 

The  response  will  have  to  be  multi- 
faceted,  including  tax  incentives,  trade 
regulations,  and  a  significant  Improve- 
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ment  in  the  transfer  of  technology  to 
the  United  States.  The  workshop  at 
MIT  focused  on  this  last  route— the 
route  that  will  require  the  most  co- 
ordination between  industry  and  gov- 
ernment. It  is  also  the  route  that  has. 
until  very  recently,  been  most  badly 
neglected.  According  to  Dr.  John  Alic 
of  the  Office  of  Technology  Assess- 
ment, only  20  percent  of  the  available 
Japanese  technical  publications  are 
translated  into  English.  To  ignore  this 
wealth  of  information  that  the  Japa- 
nese possess  is.  put  simply,  just  plain 
foolish. 

Although  efforts  at  gathering  and 
utilizing     technological     information 
from  our  European  neighbors,  espe- 
cially West  Germany,  have  been  ex- 
tensive and  highly  successful,  our  ef- 
forts with  regard  to  our  closest  tech- 
nological       competitor— Japan— have 
been  meager  at  best.  The  reason  for 
this    costly    complacency    can    most 
likely  be  attributed  to  cultural  and  lin- 
guistic barriers  between  our  two  na- 
tions. The  MIT  workshop  concluded, 
that  the  "language  problem  is  the  ob- 
vious and  root  cause  of  most  difficul- 
ties in  the  acquisition  and  utilization 
of  JSTI."  In  fact.  Japanese  is  the  only 
language  outside  Europe  where  signifi- 
cant scientific  and  technological  litera- 
ture exists.  Unfortunately,  interest  in 
learning  the  extremely  difficult  Japa- 
nese language— they  themselves  call  it 
the   devil's   language— is   almost   non- 
existent  in   this  country.   Thus,   any 
long-term  solution  to  balance  the  flow 
of    technology    between    the    United 
States  and  Japan  must  produce  tech- 
nical people  with  a  proficiency  in  Jap- 
anese. 

Less  tangible  is  the  effect  American 
stereotypes  have  had  on  the  technolo- 
gy transfer.  American  engineers  and 
scientists  have  traditionally  viewed 
Japan  sis  an  imitative,  rather  than  a 
creative,  technological  force.  In  recent 
years,  this  stereotype  has  been  slowly 
changing,  although  at  a  pace  much 
slower  than  the  reality  of  the  situa- 
tion warrants.  Japan  has  been  a  net 
exporter  of  new  technologies  for  the 
last  decade  while  it  has  produced  the 
world's  largest,  per  capita,  research 
labor  force.  Utilizing  a  strong  national 
policy  focusing  on  the  advancement  of 
science  and  technology,  Japanese  in-  , 
dustry  has  come  to  rely  more  and 
more  upon  indigenous  technological 
developments  to  produce  its  many 
high  technology  products.  Slowly,  the 
scientific  commimity  in  this  country  is 
beginning  to  wake  up  to  realize  the 
strength  of  their  counterparts  on  the 
other  side  of  the  Pacific. 

The  American  effort  to  acquire 
JSTI.  although  still  fragmented  and 
disjointed,  has  improved  in  recent 
years  due  to  the  efforts  of  various 
public  and  private  organizations.  Sev- 
eral Federal  agencies  such  as  the  State 
Department.  National  Science  Foun- 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


20150 

datlon,  NASA,  and  CIA  are  active  in 
acquiring  technical  information  from 
Japan.  Unfortunately,  as  the  work- 
shop discovered,  these  efforts  are 
"highly  fragmented,  redundant,  and  of 
limited  value  to  users  beyond  the  im- 
mediate confines  of  the  agencies  con- 
cerned." Because  of  this  fragmenta- 
tion, no  concerted  effort  had  been 
made  at  disseminating  this  informa- 
tion to  the  public  sector  until  recently. 

In  1982,  the  National  Technical  In- 
formation Service  established  an  "ac- 
quisition representative"  in  the  U.S. 
Embassy  in  Tokyo.  NTIS  actually  had 
its  begirming  in  1946  when  it  was  es- 
tablished to  serve  as  a  "central  perma- 
nent source  of  scientific  and  technical 
information  resulting  from  research 
undertaken  by  and  for  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment." Not  until  last  year,  howev- 
er, was  a  major  effort  made  by  NTIS 
to  secure  JSTI  and  make  it  available 
to  clients.  All  technical  reports  held  by 
the  service  are  available  to  the  public 
at  a  service  fee.  Surprisingly,  even  this 
national  organization  has  ended  up 
aiding  the  flow  of  technology  to  Japan 
and  tipping  the  technological  balance 
In  their  favor.  Sales  of  NTIS  reports  in 
Japan  average  about  $400,000  each 
year.  Although  the  precise  figure  of 
NTIS  sales  of  reports  with  Japanese 
origins  in  the  United  States  is  not 
known,  it  is  thought  to  be  at  least  "an 
order  of  magnitude  lower"  than  the 
$400,000. 

To  help  pick  up  the  slack  of  compla- 
cent government  efforts,  several  pri- 
vate iiistitutions  are  now  beginning  to 
develop  their  own  Japanese  informa- 
tion gathering  systems.  Corporate 
giants  such  as  IBM,  GTE.  and  Coming 
Glass  Works  presented  to  the  work- 
shop their  own  corporate  strategies  to 
improve  information  flows.  Although 
only  firms  of  this  size  can  afford  to  de- 
velop such  programs,  few.  if  any,  of 
them  have  extensive  and  effective  or- 
ganizations for  the  collection  and  sort- 
ing of  scientific  and  technical  informa- 
tion from  Japan.  The  education  com- 
munity has  also  taken  a  more  active 
role  in  this  regard  in  recent  years. 
Northwestern,  North  Carolina  State, 
MIT.  and  New  York  University  have 
all  developed  programs  that  include 
education  for  engineering  students  on 
Japan  and  the  Japanese  language.  In 
addition.  MIT  and  North  Carolina 
State  have  begun  development  of  sub- 
stantial Japanese  centers  in  their  tech- 
nical libraries. 

Despite  these  rather  diverse  efforts, 
the  disparity  between  Information 
flows  between  the  United  States  and 
Japan  is  still  critically  apparent. 
American  efforts,  lacking  a  strong  cen- 
tral policy,  have  been  plagued  by  the 
lack  of  coordination  between  and 
within  the  private  and  public  sectors. 
Not  only  is  there  a  lack  of  information 
being  translated  into  English,  what  is 
translated  is  often  unavailable  to  the 
technical  community  as  a  whole.   In 
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fact,  there  is  no  way  to  readily  access 
what  types  of  materials  in  a  given  field 
are  available. 

The  problems  with  the  American 
effort  are  easiest  to  see  when  they  are 
compared,  even  in  a  cursory  fashion, 
with  the  Japanese  approach  to  the 
same  problem.  Since  World  War  II. 
Japan's  National  Government  has 
taken  an  active  role  in  acquiring  and 
making  available  technical  informa- 
tion throughout  the  country.  This  was 
just  one  aspect  of  a  national  policy  in- 
tended to  revitalize  Japanese  trade 
and  its  economy.  Although  a  critical 
evaluation  of  any  national  policy  is 
not  the  goal  here,  it  is  important  to 
look  briefly  at  two  organizations  that 
play  key  roles  in  Japan. 

The  first  of  these  is  the  Ministry  of 
International  Trade  and  Industry. 
MITI  was  established  in  1949  to  shape 
the  structure  of  Japanese  industry, 
manage  foreign  trade,  and  insure  ade- 
quate "energy  flows"  between  various 
private  sectors  and  the  government. 
What  it  does  is  simply  direct  firms  and 
whole  industries  in  the  direction  most 
suitable  for  long-term  national  objec- 
tives. Part  of  this  process  includes  the 
stimulation  and  support  of  corporate 
research  and  development  activities. 
Aided  by  this  government  support. 
Japanese  industry  has  been  able  to 
catch  up  to  American  technological 
development  in  many  high-tech  fields. 

But  unlike  American  industry  that 
traditionally  relies  only  on  indigenous 
development,  the  national  policy  of 
Japan  has  as  a  vital  element  of  it  pro- 
visions for  the  collection  and  lissemi- 
nation  of  foreign  technological  infor- 
mation. In  1957.  a  Japanese  law  was 
passed  that  created  the  Japanese  In- 
formation Center  of  Science  and  Tech- 
nology (JICST).  JICSTs  major  pur- 
pose was  to  produce  a  systematic  col- 
lection and  dissemination  network  of 
worldwide  scientific  information.  It  is, 
in  fact,  the  "keystone  to  Japanese  sci- 
entific and  technical  indexing  and  ab- 
stracting." The  organization  currently 
collects  nearly  10.000  foreign  and  do- 
mestic journals  of  technical  and  scien- 
tific information.  After  abstracting 
and  indexing  the  material,  the  infor- 
mation is  available  throughout  the 
public  and  private  community.  Pew 
major  technological  advances  are 
made  by  American  engineers  and  sci- 
entists that  are  not  quickly  accessible 
to  the  Japanese  community  through 
JICST. 

If  American  industry  does  not  want 
to  find  itself  in  the  unfamiliar  position 
of  playing  catchup  to  the  Japanese 
and  other  industrialized  nations, 
major  cultural  and  structural  adjust- 
ments are  needed  throughout  the 
technical  community.  Before  we  can 
look  to  the  Government  for  help, 
American  industry  must  shake  what 
Justin  Bloom,  a  retired  science  attache 
at  the  American  Embassy  in  Tokyo, 
calls  the  natural  proclivity  to  believe 
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that  no  one  else  is  as  smart,  ingenious, 
or  productive  as  we  are.  A  close  look  at 
the  facts  should  put  an  end  to  that 
notion.  The  second  fundamental  step 
would  require  overcoming  the  stereo- 
type of  the  Japanese  as  merely  an  Imi- 
tative technological  force.  Any  long- 
term  attempt  to  improve  the  informa- 
tion flow  in  our  favor  would  require 
the  education  of  technical  people  to 
develop  a  working  knowledge  of  the 
culture  and  language  of  Japan.  Only 
with  this  kind  of  understanding  can 
the  stereotypes  be  overcome. 

These  attitudinal  developments 
must  likewise  be  aided  by  a  strong  na- 
tional policy  that  gives  the  Govern- 
ment a  central  role  to  play.  The  form 
of  this  policy  should  and  will  be  deter- 
mined by  Congress  and  the  President, 
although  some  strong  central  organi- 
zation should  certainly  be  a  part  of  it. 
Using  the  JICST  as  a  model  for  a  simi- 
lar American  organization  may  well  be 
the  fastest  and  most  effective  route. 

No  matter  what  the  direction  is  that 
we  take,  we  must  take  it  in  a  unified 
and  coordinated  maimer.  Last  year.  I 
introduced  legislation  that  would  have 
given  a  tax  credit  to  firms  collecting 
scientific  and  technical  data  in  a  for- 
eign country.  The  bill  was  met  with  a 
deafening  silence  from  U.S.  industry. 
If  we  are  to  begin  improving  this  flow 
of  information  with  Japan,  industry  in 
this  Nation  must  respond  and  play  a 
vital  role  in  the  process.  Without  a  co- 
ordinated effort  between  government 
and  industry,  we  will  not  be  able  to  re- 
verse the  trend  which  now  poses  a  se- 
rious threat  to  many  of  our  high  tech- 
nology industries. 

I  am  not  talking  about  high  technol- 
ogy espionage  that  has  so  recently 
blanketed  the  newspapers  of  our 
Nation.  What  I  do  mean  is  that  we 
must  find  a  way  to  increase  the  free 
flow  of  information  from  foreign  coun- 
tries to  our  own.  The  United  States 
has  always  readily  shared  its  technical 
advances  with  other  nations  world- 
wide. But,  for  the  first  time  in  many 
years,  a  significant  amount  of  high 
technology  research  and  development 
is  taking  place  on  foreign  soil.  Unpre- 
pared for  this,  American  Government 
and  industry  must  now  work  together 
to  develop  a  program  to  share  in  the 
wealth  of  this  information.  It  simply 
makes  good  sense  now.  In  the  future, 
it  may  mean  economic  survival.^ 
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of  Connecticut,  commented  on  the 
fact  that  housing  starts  dropped 
almost  3  percent  last  month.  He  at- 
tributed the  decline  to  recent  in- 
creases in  interest  rates. 

He  said: 

Unless  the  recent  increase  in  mortgage  in- 
terest rates  is  reversed,  some  retrenchment 
In  housing  starts  could  be  in  the  offing. 

The  high  level  of  interest  rates  is  a  direct 
result  of  the  large  budget  deficits— actual 
and  prospective.  If  the  deficit  is  not  re- 
duced. Federal  financing  demands  will  begin 
to  crowd  the  interest-sensitive  sectors  out  of 
the  credit  markets,  jeopardizing  the  pros- 
pects for  further  recovery  of  residential  con- 
struction. 

Federal  deficits  must  be  brought 
under  control,  otherwise  the  economic 
recovery  will  be  only  too  brief,  and  all 
the  suffering  that  people  have  gone 
through  over  the  past  few  years  will 
be  in  vain. 

I  believe  the  threat  of  rising  interest 
rates  could  send  the  economic  recov- 
ery into  remission. 

Today,  I  spoke  to  a  group  of  high 
school  students.  They  questioned  me 
about  the  possibility  of  an  economic 
catastrophe.  They  talked  about  our 
deficit  situation.  When  the  time  has 
come  when  our  high  school  students 
are  concerned  about  the  deficit  situa- 
tion, the  time  has  certainly  come 
when  Congress  should  address  this  sit- 
uation. Not  with  rhetoric  but  with 
action.  Defeat  of  the  MX  missile 
would  be  a  fitting  begiiming.* 


THE  TYRANNY  OF  THE  BU- 
REAUCRACY VERSUS  THE 
FREEDOM  OF  PRIVATE  DOC- 
TORS AND  PATIENTS 


HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes- 
terday, Secretary  of  Commerce  Mal- 
colm Baldrige,  who  is  from  my  State 


HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  MCDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker.  Dr. 
Jose  L.  Garcia  Oiler,  founder,  chair- 
man, and  chief  executive  officer  of 
Private  Doctors  of  America,  Inc.,  pre- 
sented the  keynote  speech  at  the  16th 
Annual  Conference  of  the  General 
Practitioner's  Society  in  Australia 
which  was  held  in  Singapore.  His 
speech  entitled  "The  Tyranny  of  the 
Bureaucracy  Versus  the  Freedom  of 
Private  Doctors  and  Patients"  is  an  ex- 
cellent summation  of  the  key  political 
medical  issues  affecting  private  doc- 
tors. 

I  commend  excerpts  of  Dr.  Oiler's 
speech  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues: 

Ethical  Freedom  Essential  to  Quality 
quality  ueoical  care 

Quality  Medical  Care  is  defined  as  that 
compassionate.  Individualized  personal 
treatment,  provided  with  privacy  and  digni- 
ty, prescribed  under  Ethical  Freedom— con- 
ditions that  do  not  Interfere  with  the  free 
and  complete  exercise  of  the  doctor's  skills 
and  judgment.  Quality  care  can  exist  only 
under   Ethical   Freedom.   Without   Ethical 
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Freedom,  there  may  he  marginal  "scientific 
care"— such  as  the  setting  of  a  broken  bone 
and  the  use  of  Penicillin.  Penicillin  may  be 
prescribed  because  the  government,  or  in- 
surer, or  the  PSRO,  or  HMO  chooses  it  as 
the  "cheapest  antiobiotic "  or,  the  only  one 
it  will  pay  for.  It  may  not,  however,  be  the 
best  antiobiotic  for  that  individual  patient 
that  would  be  chosen  by  the  private  doctor 
because  of  allergies,  other  side  effects  or 
complications,  illness,  peniciUinace  in  orga- 
nisms, anaeroljes.  etc.  Without  consider- 
ation of  the  total  patient,  the  family,  the 
work  environment,  quality  care  is  lost.  We 
are  left  with  third  party  "rationed,  statisti- 
cal care". 

DECLARATION  OF  INDEPENDENCE 

The  expansion  of  the  climate  of  freedom 
essential  for  Quality  Care  has  been  the 
centre  of  our  PDA  efforts  for  15  years.  We 
summarized  these  as  "17  Freedoms"  in  the 
PDA  "Declaration  of  Independence  for  Pri- 
vate and  Independent  Doctors ",  that  I  pre- 
sented to  the  lATROS  Conference  in  1981. 
These  are  the  freedoms  for  which  private 
doctors  and  PDA  stand  ready  to  fight. 

ACCESS  TO  MODERN  ADVANCES  AND  QUALITY 
DRUGS 

Besides  Freedom,  Quality  Care  depends 
on  our  authority  to  prescribe  quality;  brand- 
ed drugs  of  our  choice,  modem  equipment, 
innovative  technology  and  the  timely  appli- 
cation of  the  advances  of  medical  research. 
To  those  who  would  deny  to  our  patients 
access  to  Quality  Care,  we  must,  "Learn  to 
Say  No! "  and  ask.  Why?— why  provide  infe- 
rior treatment  for  our  patients? 

As  an  example,  let's  focus  on  the  current 
vicious  onslaught  against  quality  drugs  and 
the  political  propaganda  to  provide  second 
rate  Generic  Drugs  for  our  patients.  A 
formal  presentation  of  this  PDA  research  is 
found  in  our  book  "The  Practicing  Physi- 
cian's Views  on  Prescription  Drugs".  PDA 
Vice  Presidents,  Robert  Meade.  Kenneth 
Ritter  and  Wesley  Segre.  and  our  Legal 
Counsel.  Roy  P.  Guste  and  William  J.  Guste 
III.  It  was  presented  as  PDA  testimony  at 
the  US  Senate  Hearings  on  Senator  Kenne- 
dy's Prescription  Drug  Bill. 

Mandated  Generic  Drugs  are  Dangerous. 

Because  some  of  the  prices  appeared  to  be 
below  wholesale,  we  investigated.  We  sent  a 
previously  marked  and  photographed  pre- 
scription for  a  branded  drug  to  a  "super- 
pharmacy"  with  an  underground 
policewoman.  The  container  she  received 
from  the  drugstore  was  indeed  labeled  as 
the  prescribed  trade  name  drug— but  inside 
was  a  substitute  generic.  The  patient  howev- 
er, was  charged  for  the  price  of  the  brand 
drug.  This  classic  fraud  is  known  as  "Bait 
and  Switch  "  advertising:  illegal  and  fraudu- 
lent substitution.  The  generic  tablet  was  un- 
identifiable, without  a  number  or  name 
stamp.  These  tablets  later  split  open  while 
on  the  shelf! 

Pharmacists  from  such  a  drug  store  were 
later  seen  arrested  for  drug-related  charges 
on  our  local  TV  screens. 

A  second  example  of  the  dangers  of  gener- 
ic drugs  is  illustrated  by  the  chemical  chro- 
matographers  of  5  Penicillins  taken  off  the 
pharmacy  shelves.  These  tracings  showed 
that  all  five  did  contain  penicillins  (the 
black  rounded  ball  towards  the  top  end  of 
each  trace).  The  centre  one  (labeled  "c") 
was  the  only  generic.  Note  that  in  the  brand 
drugs,  the  remainder  of  the  columns  are  rel- 
atively clear,  indicating  few  other  compo- 
nents than  Penicillin.  The  "Generic"  howev- 
er, in  the  centre  of  the  graphs,  appears  as  a 
solid  back  club,  indicating  innumerble  other 
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components  beside  Penicillin.  Now  do  you 
understand  why  some  patients  may  react  to 
those  impurities  (exciplent,  diluents,  vehi- 
cles) not  just  to  the  Penicillin?  Why  their 
fever  and  diarrhea  may  be  due,  not  to  the 
Penicillin,  but  to  the  other  chemicals  abun- 
dant in  generics? 

A  lethal  exEunple  from  the  PDA  book  is 
the  generic  Digitalis  scandal,  due  to  the  ex- 
traordinary lack  of  bioequivalence  among 
various  preparations.  As  suspected  by  pri- 
vately practicing  doctors,  only  one  digitalis 
brand  was  reliably  absorbed!  Too  little  digi- 
talis results  in  congestive  failure;  too  much, 
in  cardiac  arrest.  Dr.  Hyman  estimated  that 
FDA  approved  generic  digoxin  may  have 
caused  many  more  deaths  than  the  Vietnam 
war!  The  book  lists  serious  flaws  in  dozens 
of  other  generics:  Chloromycetin,  cortisone, 
thyroid,  anti-diabetic  drugs,  antl-convul- 
sants,  anticoagulants,  etc. 

PDA  ACTION 

PDA  believes  generic  drugs  are  "Russian 
Roulette  "  for  our  patients.  PDA  therefore 
supports  legislation  that  requires  that  all 
generic  drugs  be  clearly  stamped  with  man- 
ufacturer's brand  and  number.  All  drugs 
should  be  branded  drugs,  for  responsibility 
and  follow-up. 

Having  researched  the  ia£ts,  written  the 
book,  testified  before  the  public,  the  state 
legislatures  and  congress,  we  are  still  faced 
with  legislation  allowing  substitution  by 
pharmacists.  Action  is  needed  by  each  pre- 
scribing doctor.  Therefore,  PDA  recently  de- 
veloped a  Prescription  Blank  that  reads:  "I 
assume  no  responsibility  for  any  damages  to 
my  patients  as  a  result  of  substitution  of 
this  drug  by  the  pharmacist." 

In  the  back  of  each  Prescription  Form,  we 
print  an  explanation  to  our  patients,  "Why 
No  Generic  Substitution".  By  using  these 
prescription  forms,  you  and  I  can  help  pre- 
vent injury  to  our  patients  by  the  propagan- 
da for  widespread  drug  substitution. 

REGULATORY  AND  LEGISLATIVE  ANALYSIS 

1.  The  Certificate  Regulation  Fraud. 

In  1969,  newspapers  carried  headlines  that 
doctor  fraud  was  to  be  curtailed  by  a  new 
•certification"  regulation.  By  requiring  doc- 
tors to  "certify  the  necessity  of  hospitaliza- 
tion "  before  the  14th  and  21st  days  of  hospi- 
talization, the  government  release  said  $400 
million  would  be  saved. 

Private  Doctors  were  "required"  to  certi- 
fy_'or  the  hospital  would  not  be  paid". 
PDA  said  NO!  and  asked,  why?  The  patiente 
wouldn't  be  in  the  hospital  if  they  were  not 
ill. 

a.  PDA  demanded  the  documentation  of 
the  doctor  fraud  and  of  the  savings.  We 
were  told  that  the  appearance  of  peaks  of 
hospital  discharges  by  doctors  on  the  2nd 
and  3rd  week— where  the  certifications  were 
required— proved  that  doctors  were  dis- 
charging patients  early  in  order  to  avoid 
having  to  certify  "unnecessarily  prolonged 
hospital  stays". 

When  PDA  reviewed  the  government 
data,  we  then  found  "peaks  of  discharges" 
not  just  on  the  14th  and  21st  days,  but  also 
on  the  7th,  14th,  21st,  28th  and  35th  days: 
every  seven  days.  Washington  had  discov- 
ered the  weekend!  or  the  weekly  cycle!  Pri- 
vate doctors  certainly  did  not  invent  the  cal- 
endar, or  set  the  phases  of  the  moon  .  .  . 
Our  Godmade  patients  simply  tend  to  be 
discharged  on  weekends,  or  recover  In  gen- 
eral weekly  cycles  of  illness. 

b.  PDA  then  calculated  the  savings  if  the 
government  were  right  and  earlier  dis- 
charges occurred.  The  result:  savings  of  $4 
million,  not  $400  million!  The  Chief  Actuary 
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of  government's  Medicare/Social  Security. 
Dr.  Robert  Myers  independently  verified 
these  flgiires.  He  wrote  to  the  Head  of  Medi- 
care (Social  Security),  indicating  that,  if  not 
corrected  promptly,  the  government  had  de- 
liberately misrepresented  the  false  savings 
to  the  public,  making  doctors  the  scapegoat. 
This  was  government  fraud!  not  doctor 
fraud.  What  we  need  is  a  law  against  redu- 
plication of  bureaucratic  fraud.  Dr.  Myers 
was  fired.  PDA  then  chose  him  as  our  medi- 
cal economics  consultant.  You  may  have 
seen  Dr.  Myers  during  the  last  few  weelts 
prominently  in  the  news  (Feb.  1983).  Presi- 
dent Reagan  has  appointed  him  as  Chief 
Actuary  on  the  Committee  on  Social  Securi- 
ty to  help  solve  the  insolvent  Social  Securi- 
ty program. 

c.  PDA  further  research  discovered  that 
the  so-called  Certification  Requirement  was 
Illegal.  The  Law  and  Regulations  never  re- 
quired that  the  attending  physician  certify, 
only  "a  physician".  Again,  the  bureaucrat 
fraudulently  instructed  hospitals  to  require 
attending  doctors  to  certify. 

PDA  exposed  the  bureaucracy  fraud  and 
recommended  to  all  private  doctors  to 
ignore  the  certification  regulations.  Hospi- 
tals were  asked  to  pay  employed  doctors, 
outside  of  the  staff,  to  do  such  certifica- 
tions. Private  doctors  thus  remained  free  of 
government  regulation. 

We  investigated  the  accusations  of  doctors 
fraud.  We  found  that  in  12  years  of  Medi- 
care, with  300.000  doctors  treating  25  mil- 
lion patients  seven  times  a  year,  only  277 
doctors  had  been  convicted  of  fraud.  That  is 
1/10.000  doctors  in  50  states.  The  "average" 
state  has  6.0O0  doctors.  The  real  fraud  is 
government  spending  by  HEW.  Ex-Secre- 
tary of  HEW,  Califano,  spent  $182  billion  a 
year: 

On  the  other  hand,  when  the  doctors 
asked  the  American  Medical  Association  for 
advice,  they  were  told  that  "certification  is 
the  law"— and  "one  must  abide  by  the  law". 

2.  The  Utilization  Scheme. 

It  was  announced  to  doctors  by  Blue  Cross 
Intermediaries  and  government  regulators 
and  hospital  administrators  that  the  law  re- 
quired private  medical  staff  doctors  to  f>er- 
form  utilization  review  of  length  and  appro- 
priateness of  hospital  stay,  and  to  review  all 
"extended  duration  stays". 

The  "blackmail"  weapon  in  all  these  pro- 
grams (Certification.  UR.  etc.)  was.  again, 
that  the  hospital  would  not  get  paid  if  doc- 
tors would  not  comply.  PDA  said  NO!  and 
asked.  Why?  We  have  no  contract  with  hos- 
pitals on  Medicare,  why  should  we  do  gov- 
ernment work? 

PDA  researched  the  law  and  the  regula- 
tions and  wrote  the  book,  "Requirements  of 
Certification  and  Utilization  Review".  There 
was  no  one  "requirement":  there  were  three 
choices  for  hospitals.  We  recommended  the 
third  option:  let  the  hospital  hire  doctors, 
not  on  the  medical  staff,  to  do  this  bureau- 
cratic chore.  For  several  years,  over  70  hos- 
pital staffs,  members  of  PDA.  employed  and 
enjoyed  the  PDA  freedom  plan.  We  eventu- 
ally went  to  Court  on  this  issue  and  helped 
stop  Utilization  Review. 

On  the  other  hand,  those  who  followed 
the  American  Medical  Association  were  ad- 
vised to  participate  in  Utilization  Review,  so 
they  "could  control  it".  At  the  onset  of  Med- 
icare, the  AMA  in  1965  published  detaUed 
guidelines  on  how  to  do  utilization  review. 
Their  1971  sample  Instructions  were  essen- 
tially a  PSRO  Model— sponsored  by  the 
AMA  (Peer  Review  Manual,  AMA.  1971).  In 
1975  however,  after  PDA  filed  suit  against 
UR  rules,  we  turned  the  AMA  around— 
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AMA  followed  in  a  me-too  suit  that  helped 
stopUR. 

a.  Central  Health  Pltuinlng  became  the 
focus  of  government  in  1966,  after  it  started 
paying  for  hospitalization  in  Medicare,  the 
government  found  out  hospitals  were  expen- 
sive, and  when  they  became  federalized, 
costs  zoomed.  The  government  answer  was 
to  ration  technology  by  limiting  advances  to 
specialty  hospitals.  We  were  to  send  our  kid- 
neys to  one.  the  heart  to  another,  the 
uterus  to  one.  the  baby  to  another  centre. 
This  avoided  reduplication  of  equipment, 
would  close  community  hospitals,  and 
"save"  money. 

Example:  the  national  "HSA '  planning 
guidelines  in  1978,  if  followed  would  leave 
only  five  metropolitan  hospitals  to  deliver 
all  the  babies  for  the  entire  state  of  Louisi- 
ana, with  four  million  population. 

PDA  ACTION 

PDA  said  NO!  and  asked  Why?  "Volun- 
tary" planning  arrived  in  New  Orleans  in 
1968  and  was  promptly  taken  over  by  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  It  would  "review" 
all  hospital  expansion  and  equipment. 

The  law  required  a  majority  of  non-physi- 
cians, non-providers  in  the  Board— a  "com- 
mittee of  passengers  to  fly  the  plane".  Hos- 
pitals were  profusely  represented,  but  only 
a  few  doctors  were  seated.  PDA  demanded 
and  obtained  separate  representation  for 
private  doctors  for  the  19  hospitals  medical 
staffs  we  represented.  We  obtained  eight 
seats  by  challenging  their  government  grant 
as  being  unrepresentative.  We  then  placed 
in  the  By-Laws  that  if  voluntary  planning 
became  compulsory,  the  agency  should  dis- 
band. It  became  compulsory,  it  was  disband- 
ed. At  that  time,  most  doctors,  led  by  PDA. 
refused  to  participate  in  compulsory  plan- 
ning, "the  HSAs". 

b.  "The  compulsory  HSAs"  planners  want 
to  close  hospital  beds  (debeddlng),  and  spe- 
cialized in  denying  equipment:  cobalt  ma- 
chines first,  then  dialysis,  then  cardiac  sur- 
gery. More  recently,  intensive  care  neonatal 
units.  OB  units  and  CAT  Scanners.  Govern- 
ment considered  them  useless  and  expensive 
and  duplicative  toys  for  doctors.  They  rec- 
ommended health-busing  of  patients  to  CT 
centres.  The  CAT  Scan,  however,  got  the 
Nobel  prize,  and  soon  became  indispensable. 
It  is  now  almost  malpractice  not  to  provide 
CAT  Scan.  Many  of  our  100-bed  hospitals 
now  have  one.  One  can  hardly  find  any  in 
England,  where  it  was  perfected!  The  free- 
market  brought  the  price  down  from  $1.5 
million  to  $100,000.  We  now  have  thousands 
of  (TT's  while  many  HSAs  have  now  closed. 
There  is  no  funding  for  HSAs  in  the  1983 
President  Reagan's  budget.  Again,  what  we 
need  is  a  law,  complete  with  guidelines  and 
regulations,  to  prohibit  reduplication  of  the 
bureaucratic  failure  of  central  planners.* 
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so  that  Members  of  Congress  can 
present  a  united  statement  to  the 
world  concerning  this  sad  anniversary. 

Even  as  we  meet  this  week  in  the 
House  to  address  issues  both  at  home 
and  abroad,  events  are  taking  shape 
which  promise  to  affect  for  better  or 
worse  this  spiral  of  Communist  take- 
over and  domination.  Tomorrow,  we 
meet  in  a  special  closed  session  to  dis- 
cuss and  be  briefed  on  activities  in 
Nicaragua,  around  which  the  future  of 
Central  America  is  intertwined.  And  as 
we  meet  here  in  Washington  this 
week,  the  Polish  Government  consid- 
ers lifting  of  martial  law  in  Poland, 
and  act  which  at  first  appears  a  posi- 
tive step  but  which  many  fear  will  be 
an  empty  gesture  to  appease  the  West. 
Polish-Americans  and  others  closely 
attuned  to  past  actions  in  Poland  pre- 
dict that  laws  will  remain  in  effect  as 
harsh  as  those  supposedly  being  lifted. 

What  I  wish  to  say  to  my  colleagues 
today  is  that,  while  this  special  order 
on  behalf  of  all  captive  nations  is  im- 
portant and  necessary,  we  also  have  it 
within  our  power  to  express  in  con- 
crete terms  our  support  for  freedom 
and  our  resolve  against  Communist  ag- 
gression anywhere  in  the  world.  Spe- 
cifically, we  can  vote  to  support  our 
President  in  his  attempt  to  counter 
the  Communist/Cuban  threat  in  Cen- 
tral America,  auid  we  can  carefully 
study  the  true  effect  of  any  lifting  of 
Polish  martial  law  to  determine  if  the 
situation  in  fact  merits  our  relaxation 
of  sanctions  against  the  Polish  Gov- 
ernment. These  situations  present  us 
the  opportimity  to  speak  in  tangible 
terms  to  captive  nations  everywhere 
that  we  are  coalesced  against  the 
Soviet  threat  in  deed  as  well  as  in 
word.* 
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CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 


HON.  TOM  CORCORAN 

or  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HODSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  18.  1983 

•  Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again,  we  commemorate  Captive  Na- 
tions Week,  the  25th  such  annual  ob- 
servance on  behalf  of  our  fellow  men 
and  women  throughout  the  world  who 
have  fallen  into  the  Soviet  sphere.  I 
wish  to  thank  my  colleague,  Hon.  Sam 
Stratton.  for  calling  this  special  order 


CHAIRMAN  BOLAND  ON  COVERT 
ACTIVITY 


HON.  GEORGE  MILLER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  chairman  of  the  Intelli- 
gence Conunittee  addressed  the  House 
Democratic  Caucus  last  week  on  the 
subject  of  the  administration's  policies 
in  Central  America.  I  am  certain  that 
all  members  who  attended  that  caucus 
meeting  were  struck,  as  was  I.  by  the 
clarity  and  the  timeliness  of  the  gen- 
tleman's remarks. 

In  particular,  I  would  like  to  draw 
attention  to  the  findings  of  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  that  the  repression, 
violence,  and  disorder  which  our 
covert  actions  are  intended  to  prevent 
are  occurring  despite  our  growing  fi- 
nancial and  military  involvement.  Yet 
the  Reagan  administration  appears 
intent  on  venturing  even  further  down 
that  road,  which  in  my  opinion  will  In- 


evitably and  tragically,  lead  to  the  in- 
volvement of  U.S.  Armed  Forces  in  a 
hopeless  military  crusade  in  Central 
America. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  is  conduct- 
ing several  days  of  closed  debate  on 
the  situation  in  Central  America.  We 
will  then  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  the  legislation  reported  by  the  In- 
telligence Conunittee  which,  I  believe, 
will  be  one  of  the  most  fateful  and  im- 
portant bills  which  will  come  before 
the  House  this  year. 

I  commend  the  chairman's  caucus 
statement  to  every  Member  of  the 
House,  and  urge  each  Member  to  con- 
sider its  message  when  voting  on 
whether  or  not  to  sanction  our  greater 
involvement  In  illegal  and  indefensible 
covert  military  actions  in  Central 
America: 

Statement  of  Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland 
Mr.  Chairman,  In  one  sense,  I  am  heart- 
ened that  the  Democratic  Caucus  is  meeting 
to  devote  some  attention  to  the  not-so- 
secret  war  In  Nicaragua.  In  another  sense,  I 
am  distressed  that  it  has  become  a  partisan 
issue. 

As  chairman  of  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee, I  have  never  run  a  partisan  operation.  I 
do  not  intend  to  take  a  partisan  stand  today. 
I  want  simply  to  explain  what  H.R.  2760 
does  and  why  it  was  adopted  by  the  Perma- 
nent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence. 

What  the  bill  does  is— first,  cut  off  the 
covort  action  which  we  are  now  funding  In 
Nicaragua.  Second,  it  authorizes  security  as- 
sistance funds— $30  million  in  fiscal  year 
1983,  $50  million  in  fiscal  year  1984— to  pro- 
vide friendly  nations  in  the  region  the  capa- 
bility to  prevent  the  use  of  their  territory 
for  the  transfer  of  arms  to  insurgencies  in 
the  region. 

The  bill  is  strongly  opposed  by  the  admin- 
istration, as  it  was  by  the  Republican  mem- 
bers In  the  Intelligence  Committee.  It  must 
be  emphasized,  however,  that  the  commit- 
tee reached  this  stage  of  disagreement  with 
the  President  not  as  a  measure  of  opposi- 
tion to  his  Central  American  policy.  Most  on 
the  committee,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
share  the  President's  view  of  the  seriousness 
of  developments  in  that  region  and  the  im- 
portance that  it  holds  for  the  United  States. 
Rather,  the  disagreement  the  committee 
has  reached  with  the  P»resident  lies  In  the 
means  by  which  he  would  achieve  goals  for 
which  there  is  agreement. 

The  covert  action  was  first  described  to 
the  committee  in  December  1982.  At  that 
time,  the  committee  was  told  that  a  small 
number  of  paramilitary  fighters  would  be 
trained  and  armed  to  conduct  raids  against 
the  Infrastructure  supporting  Sandlnlsta 
supply  of  arms  to  the  Salvadoran  guerrillas. 
These  arms  were  transported  by  land,  air 
and  sea. 

Throughout  the  spring  and  summer  of 
1982,  the  reports  which  the  committee  re- 
ceived in  regular  briefings  on  the  program 
were  consistent  with  this  concept.  In  the 
fall  and  winter  of  1982,  however,  the  num- 
bers of  fighters  began  to  Increase  dramati- 
cally. 

At  the  same  time,  administration  wit- 
nesses began  to  broaden  the  scope  of  the 
program.  No  longer  was  arms  Interdiction  a 
primary  purpose  of  the  program.  Now  it  was 
aimed  at  bringing  the  Sandinistas  to  the  ne- 
gotiating table,  forcing  them  to  hold  elec- 
tions, restore  economic  and  political  plural- 
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ism  in  Nicaraguan  society,  and  otherwise 
improve  on  civil  liberties,  as  well  as  to 
accept  the  proposals  put  forth  by  other 
Latin  American  nations  in  the  San  Jose  dec- 
laration. 

Today,  the  numbers  of  fighters  supported 
under  the  program  are  in  the  thousands. 
They  are  engaged  not  in  efforts  to  intercept 
arms  shipments  or  destroy  warehouses  or 
depots  where  arms  are  stored,  but  in  engag- 
ing Sandlnlsta  military  units  In  ever  larger 
clashes. 

The  Hondurans  have  been  drawn  into  this 
spiral  of  violence.  Increasingly,  mortar  bar- 
rages are  exchanged  between  Nicaragua  and 
Honduras  by  the  armies  of  both  nations. 

The  committee  acted  on  H.R.  2760  in  May 
of  this  year.  Prior  to  that  time,  however,  it 
had  made  two  efforts  to  limit  the  covert 
action  to  keep  it  within  the  bounds  of  the 
program  originally  described  to  the  commit- 
tee. First,  in  the  fiscal  year  1983  intelligence 
bill,  it  Included  In  its  classified  annex  lan- 
guage limiting  the  paramilitary  activities  to 
arms  Interdiction  alone.  Second,  in  Decem- 
ber of  last  year,  I  offered  an  amendment  to 
the  fiscal  year  1983  Defense  appropriations 
bill  which  prohibited  the  use  of  any  funds 
to  overthrow  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
or  provoke  a  military  exchange  between 
Nicaragua  and  Honduras. 

Neither  of  these  efforts  seemed  to  have 
restrained  activities  under  the  program.  In 
fact,  days  after  the  adoption  of  the  Boland 
amendment,  the  committee  was  notified  of 
significant  Increases  of  fighters  under  the 
program  and  of  their  deployment  into  Nica- 
ragua. 

The  committee's  review  in  May  of  this 
year  produced  the  following  three  signifi- 
cant judgments: 

First,  the  committee  concluded  that  the 
covert  action  had  strayed  beyond  the 
bounds  set  by  the  law  and  in  the  1983  con- 
ference report.  It  was.  we  judged,  an  effort 
that  went  beyond  the  necessity  of  arms 
interdiction  by  using  groups  whose  avowed 
aim  was  the  overthrow  of  the  Sandinistas 
and  employing  tactics  which  involved  mili- 
tary confrontation. 

The  conunittee  judged  that,  further,  the 
Insurgents  supported  by  the  program  were 
not  under  the  effective  control  of  the  U.S. 
Government.  Despite  assurances  by  the 
CIA.  the  committee  judged  that  it  was  the 
insurgents,  themselves,  who  were  running 
these  operations.  Increasingly  economic  tar- 
gets and  innocent  civilians  were  the  victims 
of  these  operations. 

The  committee  also  judged  that  the 
covert  action  was  unwise.  The  committee 
looked  at  the  effects  of  the  covert  action- 
increased  Intransigence  by  the  Sandinistas, 
an  Increased  Cuban  presence,  the  denial  of 
human  and  political  rights  by  the  Sandinis- 
tas within  Nicaragua,  and  a  polarization  of 
the  Nicaraguan  populace;  then  looked  at 
the  overall  goals  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  In 
the  region— a  dimlnlshment  of  outside  mili- 
tary advisors,  a  reduction,  or  elimination,  of 
the  Cuban  presence,  an  Improvement  In  de- 
mocracy in  Central  American  nations,  espe- 
cially Nicaragua,  a  willingness  by  the  Sandi- 
nistas to  tolerate  dissent.  None  of  these 
goals  is  atdvainced  by  the  covert  action. 

The  committee  looked  to  the  current  ne- 
gotiations undertaken  by  the  Contadora  na- 
tions. It  found  Nicaragua  at  the  table  but 
otherwise  uncooperative.  The  committee 
Judged  that  an  Internal  Insurgency  aimed  at 
the  Jugular  of  the  Sandlnlsta  regime  would 
not  encourage  the  Sandinistas  to  relinquish 
points  on  which  they  felt  deeply  and  where 
they  were  confident  of  Cuban  assistance. 
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Lastly,  and  in  conjunction  with  judgments 
on  the  wisdom  of  the  policy,  the  committee 
considered  the  effectiveness  of  this  covert 
action.  It  saw  significant  military  encoun- 
ters during  1983.  It  saw  numerous  border 
clashes  Involving  ambushes  of  Sandlnlsta 
troops.  It  saw  no  arms  Interdiction  efforts. 
It  saw  the  sustained  flow  of  arms  Into  El 
Salvador.  It  saw  an  active  and  stronger  El 
Salvadoran  insurgency.  It  saw  internal  re- 
pression and  totalitarianism  Inside  Nicara- 
gua. In  short,  it  saw  all  the  things  which  the 
covert  action  ostensibly  was  meant  to  pre- 
vent. 

Let  me  emphasize  in  closing  that  the  com- 
mittee has  no  brief  for  the  Sandinistas. 
Their  record  speaks  for  itself— one  of  grow- 
ing repression,  a  shift  towards  Marxist-Len- 
inism, a  growing  Cuban  Influence  and  a  sig- 
nificant buildup  in  military  forces.  But.  the 
committee  has  made  some  hard  Judgments 
and  has  concluded  that  the  covert  action 
will  not  change  the  Sandinistas.  What  it  will 
do  is  make  it  more  difficult  for  the  United 
States  to  maintain  the  high  ground  diplo- 
matically and  in  world  opinion. 

The  administration  repeatedly  tells  us 
that  the  Insurgents  In  Nicaragua  cannot 
defeat  the  Sandinistas.  They  are  there  to 
put  pressure  on  the  regime,  to  make  it  turn 
Inward,  to  make  it  accede  to  U.S.  demands. 
In  the  meantime,  the  Honduran/Nicara- 
guan  border  experiences  frequent  clashes. 
Perhaps  they  are  not  of  a  major  military 
nature  as  yet  but  the  continued  arming  of 
new  insurgents  and  their  continued  activity 
within  Nicaragua  only  promises  an  escala- 
tion. The  Boland  amendment  was  intended 
to  prevent  any  clashes  between  these  two 
nations.  If  wars  can  start  m  that  region  on 
no  more  pretense  than  a  soccer  game,  any 
military  exchange  is  dangerous. 

If  this  not-so-secret  war  were  a  U.S.  mili- 
tary operation,  it  would  long  since  have 
stopped.  It  would  have  stopped  because 
there  would  have  been  a  loss  of  American 
lives  with  no  resultant  victory  and  no  fore- 
seeable or  tangible  success.  Because  there 
are  not  American  lives  being  lost,  it  seems  to 
make  it.  at  least  for  this  administration,  an 
easier  path,  but  it  is  not  a  path  to  success 
and  it  represents  an  open-ended  commit- 
ment of  money  and  eventually,  I  fear,  U.S. 
Involvement. 

That  is  a  capsualized  summary  of  the 
committee's  action  and  its  reasoning.  I 
Intend  to  go  Into  significantly  more  detail 
when  the  House  meets  in  secret  session  next 
Tuesday,  the  19th,  to  begin  discussion  of 
this  bill  and  at  that  time,  I  plan  to  offer  all 
the  detail  and  answer  any  questions  of  a 
classified  nature  concerning  this  program 
the  members  may  wish  to  put.  I  think  the 
appropriate  nature  of  our  discussion  today, 
therefore,  should  be  on  the  problems  that 
members  have  with  this  bill  and  the  ways  in 
which  we  can  resolve  them  in  bringing  it 
before  the  House. 
Thank  you.* 


BRADFORD  FINCH 


HON.  PETER  H.  KOSTMAYER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
glance  at  today's  headlines  shows  that, 
sadly,   "news"   so  often  meairs   "bad 
news."  We  read  and  hear  and  see  so 
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much  that  can  cause  us  to  lose  faith  in 
our  neighbors  and  our  communities. 

However,  a  constituent  of  mine, 
Brad  Pinch,  once  again  reaffirmed  my 
faith  in  people.  Recently,  instinctively 
and  immediately.  Brad  Pinch  went 
into  action  when  he  saw  a  complete 
stranger,  John  Nixon,  struggling  in 
the  Delaware  River  after  his  plane 
crashed.  Brad  Pinch  saved  John 
Nixon's  life. 

Brad  Pinch  neither  asked  for,  nor 
expected,  any  recognition.  He  simply 
saw  what  needed  to  be  done  and  did  it. 
and  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
congratulate  him. 

I  also  wanted  to  share  with  other 
Members  of  Congress  what  Dr. 
Norman  Vincent  Peale  said  about 
Brad  Pinch's  heroic  deeds  on  the  radio 
program,  "The  American  Character." 
sponsored  by  ITT.  Dr.  Peale  s  pro- 
gram, by  telling  about  the  best  among 
us.  helps  bring  out  the  best  in  all  of 
us. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  that  Dr.  Peale's 
comments  be  reprinted  in  their  entire- 
ty. 

The  American  Characteh:  Brad  Pinch 

Here  is  Norman  Vincent  Peale  on  "The 
American  Character": 

Brad  Pinch  didn't  know  how  the  man  got 
there— in  the  river  next  to  Brad's  house  in 
New  Hope.  f»a.  And  he  didn't  know  why  he 
was  there.  But  one  thing  he  did  know;  The 
man  was  in  trouble— and  help  must  come 
from  Brad.  It  happened  one  evening  when, 
from  the  river.  Brad  heard  a  faint  cry— 
"Someone  help  me.  Please  help  me!"  He 
looked  out.  and  saw  John  Nixon  stumbling 
in  chest-deep  water  more  than  200  feet  from 
shore.  Minutes  earlier.  John  had  crashed 
his  plane  into  the  river  upstream,  and  had 
been  swept  away  by  the  current  while  trying 
to  reach  shore.  And  now,  he  was  lurching 
about  incoherently  as  Brad  struggled 
through  bone-chilling  water  to  rescue  him. 
He  reached  the  downed  pilot  in  time  for 
John  to  collapse  from  the  pain  of  a  shat- 
tered ankle,  broken  nose,  and  other  Injuries. 
So  it's  unlikely  he'd  have  survived,  except 
for  Brad's  help— which  brought  a  gift  of 
$500  from  John's  parents.  This  surprised 
Brad  Pinch,  who  said.  "I  never  expected 
anything,  from  anybody.  But  as  we've  seen 
before,  there  can  be  many  unexpected  re- 
wards when  we  go  out  of  our  way  to.  extend 
a  helping  hand— in  the  American  Character. 

Norman  Vincent  Peale  on  The  American 
Character"  is  funded  in  the  public  interest 
by  nr.  International  Telephone  and  Tele- 
graph Corp.* 
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President  Reagan  for  his  1980  debate 
with  President  Carter. 

In  the  media,  Mr.  Will  has  been 
criticized  by  some  for  stepping  over 
the  line  of  propriety.  Others  in  the 
media,  however,  have  taken  the  atti- 
tude that  this  type  of  conduct  is  al- 
right because  "Everybody  Does  It." 

Mr.  Broder  correctly  points  out  that 
everyone  in  the  media  does  not  engage 
in  political  sessions  for  politicians  and 
to  do  so  is  wrong.  Mr.  Broder  noted: 

For  the  privilege  of  being  political  jour- 
nalists, we  accept  certain  inhibitions.  One  of 
them  is  forsaking  the  role  of  politicial  activ- 
ists—or strategists. 

I  completely  agree  with  Mr.  Broder. 
I  hold  a  bachelor  of  journalism  degree 
from  the  University  of  Missouri  and 
worked  for  3  years  as  a  newspaper  and 
magazine  reporter  right  out  of  college. 
I  was  interested  in  politics  and  made 
the  decision  in  1967  that  the  two  do 
not  mix.  And  thus,  I  abandoned  a 
career  in  journalism  to  seek  a  political 
career.  I  was  right  in  1967.  and  Mr. 
Border  is  right  in  1983. 

As  much  as  I  respect  George  Will,  he 
was  wrong.  And.  to  condone  his  con- 
duct does  harm  to  our  system  of  gov- 
ernment. The  press  and  politicians 
should  always  remain  at  arms  length.* 
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Nations  Week  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  paid  tribute  to  all 
peoples  from  the  Baltic  region.* 


GEORGE  P.  WILL  CRITICIZED 


HON.  MARTIN  FROST 

or  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  PROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  today's 
column  in  the  Washington  Post  by 
David  Broder  makes  a  very  important 
point  about  the  relationship  between 
the  press  and  politicians. 

Several  weeks  ago,  it  was  disclosed 
that  George  P.  Will,  a  respected  politi- 
cal    commentator,     helped     prepare 


CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK  AND 
BALTIC  PREEDOM  DAY 


CONGRESSIONAL  PAST  AND 
PRAYER  VIGIL  POR  SOVIET 
JEWRY 


HON.  CUUDINE  SCHNEIDER 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mrs.  SCHNEIDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
June  14.  1983.  I  was  pleased  to  support 
Congressman  Donnelly  in  cosponsor- 
ing  House  Joint  Resolution  201.  com- 
memorating Baltic  Preedom  Day.  In 
particular,  the  people  of  Lithuania 
should  be  remembered  during  this 
week  of  tribute,  as  thousands  of  proud 
Baltic  families  were  murdered  during 
one  of  the  bloodiest  massacres  of  the 
20th  century.  Similar  to  the  fates  of 
the  Armenians  and  the  Jews,  the  Lith- 
uanians saw  almost  1  million  of  their 
people  fall  victim  to  the  Soviet  Army. 
Deportations  numbered  over-  34.000. 
and  in  one  swift  blow  5,000  innocent 
men.  women,  and  children  were 
slaughtered  during  the  tragic  June 
days.  As  expressed  to  me  recently  by 
Mr.  Liudas  Kukanauza  of  the  Rhode 
Island  Chapter  of  the  Lithuanian- 
American  Community  of  the  U.S.A., 
Inc.,  this  tragic  June  days  event  has 
become  a  "•  •  *  grim  reminder  of  the 
genocide  that  befell  the  Lithuanian 
nation."  a  horror  which  occurred 
"*  *  *  for  the  simple  reason  that  these 
people  fostered  values  dear  to  the 
Lithuanian  character." 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  President 
Reagan  in  saluting  Lithuanian-Ameri- 
cans, and  I  would  like  the  Record  to 
show  that  during  this  annual  Captive 


HON.  LAWRENCE  J.  SMITH 

OP  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  rise  to  express  my  thanks  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Porter)  and  the  gentler.ian  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Mrazek),  for  organizing  the 
Congressional  Past  and  Prayer  Vigil 
for  Soviet  Jewry  on  July  14.  We  gath- 
ered to  mark  the  fifth  anniversary  of 
Anatoly  Shcharansky's  arrest,  trial, 
and  imprisonment.  The  Soviet  politi- 
cal system  has  made  him  into  the 
international  symbol  of  basic  human 
rights.  Anatoly  Shcharansky  and 
other  Soviet  citizens  have  become 
criminals  by  the  mere  act  of  applying 
for  exit  visas.  These  scientists,  engi- 
neers, artists,  dentists,  poets,  and 
others  who  make  up  Soviet  society  are 
denied  citizenship,  a  place  of  resi- 
dence, an  occupation,  and  are  stripped 
of  their  dignity  simply  by  applying  for 
an  emigration  visa. 

The  policies  we  have  pursued  to  en- 
courage human  rights  have  not  been 
as  effective  as  we  would  like  or  as  they 
should  be.  In  just  the  past  3  years,  the 
level  of  Soviet  Jewry  emigration  has 
dropped  significantly.  In  1979,  more 
than  4,000  Soviet  Jews  per  month 
were  allowed  to  emigrate.  Just  3  years 
later.  Soviet  Jewish  monthly  emigra- 
tion dropped  to  little  more  than  150. 
Emigration  has  hit  an  all  time  low  in 
1983.  dropping  the  emigration  levels  to 
an  average  of  only  89  Soviet  Jews  per 
month.  Yet.  the  number  of  Soviet 
Jews  applying  for  emigration  exist 
visas  has  not  diminished.  Tens  of 
thousands  are  waiting. 

At  the  same  time.  Soviet  officials 
have  increased  their  attacks  against 
Jews  and  Jewish  heritage.  Soviet  Jews 
wanting  to  emigrate  are  harassed,  in- 
timidated, and  subjected  to  continuing 
abuse.  It  saddens  me  to  know  that  the 
freedoms  I  enjoy  everyday,  such  as  the 
freedom  of  speech,  the  freedom  of  reli- 
gion, the  freedom  to  be  secure  in  my 
own  home  without  unreasonable 
searches  and  seizures,  the  right  to  due 
process  of  the  law,  and  the  right  to  a 
speedy  and  public  trial,  are  not  shared 
by  all. 

Our  gathering  last  Thursday  serves 
as  a  reminder  to  the  Soviet  Union  that 
the  denial  of  human  rights  is  an  issue 
dear  to  Americans  and  all  freedom 
loving  people.  Only  constant  public 
pressure  will  force  the  Soviet  Union  to 
change  its  treatment  of  Soviet  Jews. 
As  elected  officials,  we  must  step  up 
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United  States-Soviet  dialog  to  main- 
tain a  constant  and  consistent  message 
at  every  level  of  diplomatic  negotia- 
tions. It  is  also  important  that  the 
Congress  and  the  administration  work 
together  to  send  the  Kremlin  the 
same  signal. 

I  fasted  for  my  adopted  Soviet  re- 
fusenik.  Dr.  Yuri  Tamopolsky.  an  or- 
ganic chemist  from  Kharkov,  Ukraini- 
an SSR.  His  only  crime  was  making 
the  decision  to  maintain  his  Jewish 
identity  and  applying  for  an  emigra- 
tion visa.  He  has  been  sentenced  to  3 
years  in  a  labor  camp  for  slandering 
the  Soviet  state.  I  will  continue  to 
speak  out  for  Yuri  and  Anatoly  so  that 
one  day  they,  and  all  Soviet  citizens, 
will  have  the  same  fundamental  rights 
that  we  enjoy.  I  will  continue  to  speak 
out  until  all  Soviet  refuseniks  and 
prisoners  of  conscience,  such  as  Anato- 
ly Shcharansky  and  Yuri  Tamopolsky. 
have  the  freedom  to  emigrate.* 
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THE  NEED  POR  FEDERAL  LEGIS- 
LATION TO  CONTROL  PHARMA- 
CY CRIME 


FLYING  HIGH  FOR  MULTIPLE 
SCLEROSIS 


HON.  STENY  H.  HOYER 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  5:01 
a.m.  on  July  13,  the  Plying  High  Club 
of  Maryland  established  a  new  world 
record  for  consecutive  hours  of  frisbee 
playing.  At  last  count,  the  club  had 
kept  a  game  of  frisbee  going  for  more 
than  1,001  hours,  and  they're  still 
going  strong.  An  important  aspect  of 
this  marathon  is  that  it  is  to  benefit 
the  National  Multiple  Sclerosis  Socie- 
ty, which  is  particularly  commendable. 

The  Flying  High  Club  is  made  up  of 
students  from  the  Prince  Georges 
Community  College  in  Largo,  Md., 
who  have  dedicated  more  than  41  days 
this  summer  to  playing  frisbee  for  this 
worthy  cause.  To  date,  they  have 
raised  $2,500  in  pledges  for  MS.  Their 
goal  is  $8,000.  They  are  eager  to  meet 
that  goal  and  plan  to  continue  playing 
through  July.  Some  members  will  at- 
tempt to  play  through  September  4. 
the  day  of  the  Seventh  Annual  Smith- 
sonian Frisbee  Disk  Festival. 

Now.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  good  many 
young  people  are  spending  this 
summer  at  the  beach  or  by  the  pool. 
But  the  Flying  High  Club  has  braved 
the  stifling  heat  and  humidity  to 
throw  a  disk  to  beat  multiple  sclerosis. 
Their  sacrifice  for  MS  is  a  real  credit 
to  them,  to  their  families,  and  to 
Prince  Georges  Community  College. 

Mr.  Speaker,  their  dedication  cer- 
tainly deserves  commendation,  and  I 
know  my  colleagues  would  like  to  join 
me  In  wishing  the  club  members  suc- 
cess in  their  marathon.* 


HON.  HENRY  J.  HYDE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  last 
two  Congresses— and  again  in  the 
98th— I  have  been  urging  my  col- 
leagues to  make  the  robbery  or  at- 
tempted robbery  of  a  controlled  sub- 
stance from  a  pharmacy  a  Federal  of- 
fense. To  date,  we  have  133  cosponsors 
of  H.R.  1255— The  Controlled  Sub- 
stances Robbery  Act— and  in  April  the 
Judiciary  Committee's  Subcommittee 
on  Crime  held  hearings  on  the  need 
for  such  legislation.  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  full  committee  will  act  soon. 

In  addition  to  the  threat  to  pharma- 
cists brought  about  by  increasing  inci- 
dences of  drugstore  robberies,  there  is 
another  serious  and  significant  side 
effect  that  deserves  our  attention; 
that  is,  the  reluctance  of  pharmacists 
to  stock  controlled  substances  so  that 
they  are  accessible  by  prescription  for 
those  who  really  need  them. 

I  am  pleased  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues an  article  from  the  June  24 
edition  of  American  Medical  News 
which  highlig'hts  this  growing  prob- 
lem, and  the  fear  of  pharmacists  that 
they  will  become  the  next  victim  of 
some  drug-crazed  addict  or  some  crimi- 
nal looking  for  a  ready  source  of  drugs 
to  sell.  As  one  pharmacist  notes: 
'When  word  gets  around  that  you 
have  drugs,  you  are  inviting  crime." 

This  article  all  too  dramatically 
points  out  not  only  the  danger  to  the 
pharmacists  but  the  danger  to  pa- 
tients—particularly cancer  patients— 
who  are  unable  to  find  pharmacies 
that  will  stock  drugs  they  must  have. 

I  commend  this  important  report  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues: 
[Prom  the  American  Medical  News.  June  24, 

1983] 
Cancer  Patients  Pacing  Dilemma  of  Pain 

(By  Lisa  Krieger.) 
A  young  New  York  man  hospitalized  for 
terminal  bone  cancer  on  the  side  of  his  face 
wanted  to  go  home  for  Christmas.  Despite 
many  phone  calls,  he  was  unable  to  find  a 
pharmacy  in  his  community  that  would 
stock  oral  morphine.  He  decided  to  go 
anyway. 

The  next  morning,  recalls  his  physician, 
Ronald  Kaimer,  MD,  of  the  Albert  Einstein 
College  of  Medicine,  the  young  man  was 
back  In  the  hospital.  "He  was  in  the  emer- 
gency room  suffering  from  intractable 
pain,"  he  says. 

"Physicians  can  talk  about  new  scientific 
approaches  and  prescribing  techniques  for 
cancer,  but  there  is  one  serious  limiting 
factor:  narcotic  analgesics  are  not  availble 
to  patients,"  says  oncologist  Kathleen  M. 
Foley,  MD,  of  Memorial  Sloan  Kettering 
Cancer  Center  In  New  York. 

A  survey  in  the  Bronx  revealed  that  17  of 
33  pharmacies  did  not  carry  narcotic  analge- 
sics. Of  those  that  did,  only  two  carried 
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methadone  and  two  carried  oral  morphine. 
In  Manhattan,  two  major  hospitals  have 
closed  their  outpatient  pharmacies  that  car- 
ried narcotic  analgesics. 

The  inaccessibility  of  cancer  drugs  is  not 
limited  to  New  York.  Pharmacies  In  Miami, 
St.  Louis.  Detroit,  Washington.  D.C.,  and 
other  large  cities  report  that  they  are 
taking  narcotic  analgesics  off  their  shelves. 
This  trend  has  been  supported  by  the  Amer- 
ican Pharmaceutical  Assn.  House  of  Dele- 
gates, which  recently  adopted  a  policy  up- 
holding "the  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
individual  pharmacists  to  determine  their 
Inventory,  and  dispensing  practices,  based 
on  patient  need,  practice  economics,  prac- 
tice security,  and  professional  judgment." 

Says  National  Assn.  of  Retail  Pharmacies 
spokesman  John  Rector:  "This  isn't  just  the 
fringe.  A  significant  percentage  of  pharma- 
cies no  longer  carry  controlled  substances. 
As  a  result,  there's  a  growing  unavailability 
of  products  for  people  who  need  them." 

The  problem,  pharmacists  complain,  is 
crime.  According  to  the  Drug  Enforcement 
Agency,  there  were  5,020  drug-related  thefts 
of  pharmacies  in  1982;  of  these,  996  were 
armed  robberies.  An  estimated  15.5  dosage 
units  were  diverted  from  pharmacy  shelves 
to  addicts.  One  bottle  of  Dllaudid,  which 
costs  $4,000  retail,  can  be  sold  on  the  street 
for  $26,660.  "There  is  no  pharmacist  that 
would  risk  his  life  for  drugs  for  a  cancer  pa- 
tient." Dr.  Foley  says. 

One  reason  cited  for  the  upswing  in  phar- 
macy crimes  is  the  decreased  flow  of  Illegal 
drugs  into  the  country.  But  although  the 
quantity  of  Illicit  drugs  has  dropped,  the  ad- 
dictive need,  street  demand,  and  monetary 
incentives  to  steal  have  not.  Addicts  and 
drug  traffickers  now  turn  their  attention  to 
the  manufacturers,  distributors,  and  dis- 
pensers of  pharmaceutical  drugs. 

"When  word  gets  around  that  you  have 
drugs,  you  are  inviting  crime.  We  used  to 
carry  Biphetamine  (a  dextroamphetamine 
and  amphetamine  complex)  until  two 
montlis  ago.  The  last  two  bottles  were 
stolen  and  probably  ended  up  on  the  street. 
We  decided  to  stop  contributing  to  the 
Dallas  drug  problem,  so  we  no  longer  stock 
the  product,"  says  Deborah  Cartwright,  a 
Dallas  pharmacist. 

One  young  pharmacy  employe  says  she 
has  been  plagued  with  nightmares  for  three 
years,  after  a  robbery  in  which  her  eyes 
were  covered  with  adhesive  tape,  her  hands 
were  tied  behind  her  back,  and  a  gun  was 
held  to  her  head.  "To  this  day,  I  cannot 
comfortably  browse'  in  a  drug  store, "  she 
says. 

Independent  pharmacies  are  more 
common  targets  than  the  larger  chain  phar- 
macies, which  can  afford  to  pay  for  guards, 
security  alarms,  employe  training  programs, 
and  architectural  designs  that  ease  supervi- 
sion of  the  buUdlng.  Any  store  that  steys 
open  during  "off-hours"  or  serves  a  ""bad" 
neighborhood,  though,  is  vulnerable.  "You 
have  to  seriously  weigh  the  risks  associated 
with  these  community  services,  in  light  of 
the  Increasing  wave  of  violence."  says 
Rhode  Island  pharmacist  Thomas  Gibson. 

As  community  pharmacies  take  narcotics 
off  their  shelves,  wholesale  pharmacies  find 
themselves  caught  with  larger  and  larger  in- 
ventories. The  result,  they  claim.  Is  an  in- 
creasing incidence  of  warehouse  theft.  Last 
year,  one  of  every  four  members  of  the  Na- 
tional Wholesale  Druggists  Assn.  reported 
an  attempted  crime. 

One  recent  robbery  spree  by  a  33-year-old 
drug  addict  spread  across  the  country  like  a 
road  map,  targeting  12  wholesale  pharma- 
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cles  between  CaJlfomla  and  Louisiana  until 
he  was  caught  and  convicted.  Trying  to  raise 
money  for  his  ball,  his  wife  burglarized  a 
New  Jersey  DUaudld  wholesaler. 

Hospital  pharmacists  say  that  they.  too. 
are  becoming  victims  of  attack.  The  phar- 
macy of  one  494-bed  hospital  in  Providence. 
R.I..  has  been  the  site  of  two  attempted 
hold-ups  within  the  past  two  years. 

Says  Jackson.  Calif.,  hospital  pharmacist 
lAn  Kokana:  "If  desperate  addicts  or  crimi- 
nals want  the  stuff,  they  will  get  it  from  us. 
Hospitals  are  obliged,  by  the  nature  of  their 
function,  to  carry  these  high-risk  products." 

Pharmacist  Roland  P.  Galley  of  Arling- 
ton. Va..  adds  this  point:  "When  a  pharma- 
cist closes  the  doors  of  his  pharmacy  be- 
cause he  fears  for  his  life  or  because  it  Is 
economically  impossible  for  him  to  continue 
his  practice  because  of  crime,  he  Is  not  the 
only  loser.  It  is  the  community  which  also 
suffers.  This  problem  must  be  viewed  not 
merely  as  a  law  enforcement  problem,  but 
also  as  a  real  and  substantial  public  health 
problem." 

Paced  with  the  dilemma,  some  physicians 
decide  to  assume  the  risk  themselves.  Unbe- 
knownst to  the  public,  they  stock  small  per- 
sonal pharmacies  so  that  they  can  offer  a 
ready  supply  of  drugs  to  their  patients. 
Sometimes  they  act  as  a  "go-between."  call- 
ing pharmacies  around  town  to  locate  drugs. 

Even  legitimate  physicians  can  encounter 
obstacles  here;  Oncologist  Dr.  Kanner  re- 
calls telephoning  a  pharmacy,  only  to  have 
a  suspicious  pharmacist  later  call  the  hospi- 
tal administrator  to  verify  his  identity.  A 
patient  trying  to  locate  a  drug,  he  says,  will 
get  no  answer  at  all.  "It's  an  enormous  in- 
convenience." he  says. 

Once  a  pharmacy  Is  located,  some  physi- 
cians will  try  to  arrange  a  special  monthly 
order  for  their  patients.  Pharmacies  may 
ask  that  the  prescription  be  placed  as 
needed,  then  require  that  the  patient  pick  it 
up  when  It  arrives. 

For  the  cancer  patient,  this  may  mean 
traveling  to  distant  neighborhoods  or 
through  crime-riddled  areas  to  a  methadone 
clinic.  Relatives  picking  up  prescriptions  for 
house-bound  patients  may  be  challenged. 
asked  to  wait  for  telephone  verification 
from  the  physician,  or  rejected  outright. 
Addicts  sometimes  imitate  cancer  patients- 
carrying  lists  of  chemotherapeutlc  and  nar- 
cotic drugs,  in  appropriate  doses,  on  stolen 
prescription  pads— so  everyone  must  be 
checked,  pharmacists  say. 

A  legitimate  patient  may  be  eyed  with  sus- 
picion. "The  cancer  patient  looks  like  the 
classic  drug  addict:  in  pain,  wasted,  thin, 
chronically  ill,  and  poor.  Patients  with 
sickle-cell  anemia— young,  black,  with  re- 
peated bouts  of  pain- have  a  particularly 
hard  time  getting  drugs,"  says  Joanne  Lynn, 
MD.  former  staff  member  of  the  President's 
Commission  on  Bioethics. 

"The  patient  is  made  to  feel  guilty  about 
taking  the  drug.  He  feels  like  a  local 
Junkie."  Dr.  Foley  says.  Adds  Dr.  Lynn:  "It 
sdds  a  real  stigma  to  be  taking  narcotics. 
It's  a  continual  reminder  of  their  cancer, 
underscoring  the  problem.  They  feel  vague- 
ly immoral  or  indecent." 

Congress  is  showing  serious  interest  In  the 
problem:  Four  new  bills  (HR  605.  HR  1032, 
HR  1255,  and  HR  1661)  would  make  robbery 
of  controlled  drugs  from  pharmacies  a  fed- 
eral offense.  Hearings  were  held  this  year  to 
rally  support  for  the  problem.  Pharmacists 
say  that  this  legislation  would  encourage  in- 
vestigation of  pharmacy  crimes  by  federal 
authorities:  the  National  District  Attorneys 
Ann.  rebuffs  such  legislation,  saying  that 
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staff  shortage  would  regulate  pharmacy 
crimes  to  low-priority  status.  The  Justice 
Dept.  supports  the  thrust  of  the  legislation, 
but  has  proposed  three  limiting  amend- 
ments. 

Experts  In  the  medical  and  pharmaceuti- 
cal community  each  see  other  possible  solu- 
tions. 

"Pharmacists  should  be  required  to  stock 
these  drugs.  What  are  drug  stores  for— to 
sell  tampons?  I  understand  their  fears,  but 
they  have  a  responsibility  to  relieve  pain, " 
says  Harold  S.  Mirsky,  MD.  an  oncologist 
with  Washington  Internal  Medicine  Group. 

Hospitals  could  become  the  central  disper- 
sal center  for  narcotics  if  kept  very  secure, 
Dr.  Kanner  says.  "Make  narcotics  hospital- 
based,  using  four  to  six  hospitals  in  a  city, 
then  keep  them  well-guarded, "  he  suggests. 

Pharmacists  say  that  if  they  could  "hold" 
prescriptions  24  to  48  hours,  they  could  dis- 
courage addicts.  "Just  give  us  a  tool,  so  we 
can  refuse  a  prescription  If  we  want  to.  Le- 
gitimate patients  will  come  back,  but  addicts 
will  get  scared.  Make  it  easier  for  a  pharma- 
cist to  say,  'No.' "  says  James  P.  Powers  of 
the  Florida  Pharmacy  Assn. 

An  increasing  number  of  pharmacists 
have  resorted  to  arming  themselves  with 
guns.  "Anticipating  the  next  robber,  I  have 
a  bullet-proof  glass  in  front  of  my  typewrit- 
er, a  double-barreled  shotgun  with  buck- 
shot, and  concrete  bricks  lining  my  prescrip- 
tion case  completely,"  pharmacist  Carl 
Hubbs  of  Riverside,  Calif.,  recently  wrote  in 
a  letter  to  the  magazine  American  Druggist 
"The  front  counter  is  brick-lined.  A  pistol  is 
under  the  cash  register,  and  my  wife  has 
one  in  her  office.  We  have  to  protect  our- 
selves. I  will  not  be  intimidated  by  any 
criminal!" 

Meanwhile,  patients  in  their  final  days  of 
disease  are  trying  to  find  their  own  solu- 
tions. "These  patients  are  already  dying, 
and  they  and  their  families  are  trying  to 
cope  with  that, "  Dr.  Foley  says.  "Then  they 
have  to  cope  with  the  bureaucracy  of  the 
drug  situation."* 
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His  service  project  to  obtain  this  high 
award  was  the  establishment  of  a 
blood  bank  in  Brunswick  for  use  by 
area  donors. 

Patrick  Brosnan  is  the  son  of  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  James  Brosnan,  and  he  at- 
tends Brunswick  High  School,  where 
he  will  be  a  sophomore  also.  He  is  the 
varsity  basketball  team  manager  and 
enjoys  model  railroading  eis  a  hobby. 

I  join  parents,  friends,  and  Scouts  in 
congratulating  these  young  men  on 
their  achievements,  and  wishing  them 
success  in  their  future  endeavors.* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  TWO  MAINE  BOY 
SCOUTS 


HON.  JOHN  R.  McKERNAN,  JR. 

or  MAINE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  McKERNAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  my  colleagues  to  Join  me  today  in 
honoring  two  Boy  Scouts  from  Bruns- 
wick in  the  First  District  of  Maine, 
which  it  is  my  pleasure  to  represent. 
On  July  7,  1983.  these  Scouts  received 
the  highest  award  in  scouting:  The 
coveted  Eagle  Scout  Award. 

In  order  to  attain  the  rank  of  Eagle 
Scout,  a  boy  must  demonstrate  unusu- 
al leadership  ability,  earning  at  least 
21  merit  badges,  and  organizing,  fi- 
nancing, and  seeing  through  a  service 
project  for  the  community.  The  quali- 
fications for  an  Eagle  Scout  are  so  rig- 
orous that  only  1  In  500  is  able  to 
attain  that  rank:  these  young  men  are 
worthy  of  our  highest  praise. 

James  B.  Bridge,  Jr.,  is  the  son  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  James  B.  Bridge.  Sr.,  and 
attends  Brunswick  High  School,  where 
he  will  be  a  sophomore.  His  interests 
lie  in  the  computer  and  science  fields. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  BROTHER  GLENN 
NEINER 


HON.  DENNIS  M.  HERTEL 

OF  M ICHIGAR 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  would  like  to  honor 
Brother  Glenn  Neiner.  PSC.  who  will 
celebrate  his  25th  anniversary  as  a 
Christian  Brother  on  August  27.  1983. 
Brother  Glenn  has  made  outstanding 
contributions  to  the  community  of 
Harper  Woods,  Mich.,  where  he  has 
demonstrated  his  commitment  to 
Christian  education  and  to  the  service 
of  the  poor. 

Since  1978  brother  Glenn  has  served 
as  principal  of  Bishop  Gallagher  High 
School  in  Harper  Woods  where  he  is 
highly  respected  for  his  excellent  ad- 
ministrative leadership,  implementa- 
tion of  educational  programs  and  em- 
phasis on  Christian  morality  in  educa- 
tion. Brother  Glenn's  association  with 
Bishop  Gallagher  began  in  1965  when 
he  served  as  a  teacher,  math  depart- 
ment chairperson  and  administrative 
assistant  until  1972. 

In  addition  to  teaching  at  various 
schools  within  the  Midwest  Province 
of  the  Christian  Brothers,  Brother 
Glenn  also  held  the  position  of  princi- 
pal of  De  La  Salle  High  School  in  Chi- 
cago. 111.  for  4  years. 

Brother  Glenn  worked  as  a  project 
assistant  at  the  research  and  develop- 
ment center  for  individualized  school- 
ing where  he  studied  the  impact  of  in- 
dividually guided  education  on  chil- 
dren at  the  elementary  and  secondary 
school  levels.  His  research  in  the  areas 
of  educational  leadership  and  decision- 
making culminated  in  a  published 
work  entitled  "Analysis  of  Planned 
Change  Within  Secondary  School 
That  Individualize  Instruction.  " 

Bom  in  1941,  Brother  Glenn  himself 
was  taught  by  Christian  brothers 
during  his  elementary  and  high  school 
years,  and  later  received  his  B.A.  and 
M.  Ed.  from  St.  Mary's  College,  his 
M.A.  with  distinction  from  DePaul 
University,  and  his  Ph.  D  In  education- 
al administration  from  the  University 
of  Wisconsin. 


Brother  Glenn  is  presently  a 
member  of  the  board  of  trustees  of 
Lewis  University  and  an  active  partici- 
pant in  educational  conferences. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  the  25th  anniversary  of  Brother 
Glenn  as  a  Christian  brother.  He  is 
considered  by  all  who  know  him  as  a 
man  of  vision  and  tireless  worker 
toward  the  goal  of  excellence  In  Chris- 
tian education.* 


THE  POPE  IN  POLAND 


HON.  GUS  YATRON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker.  Pope 
John  Paul  II's  epic  tour  of  Poland  last 
month  was  a  visit  which  gives  the 
West  several  lucid  lessons  to  ponder. 

Foremost,  perhaps,  was  the  Pope's 
message  on  resistance  movements.  Re- 
butting current  theories  of  political 
development  which  applaud  militant 
civic  upheaval,  Pope  John  Paul  II  re- 
minded the  world  of  the  destructive 
nature  of  most  guerrilla  revolutionary 
efforts.  Frequently,  the  success  of 
such  movements,  as  in  Cuba.  Vietnam, 
and  apparently  Nicaragua,  simply 
advent  repressive,  one-party  regimes. 
The  following  article  from  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  of  Jime  22  merits  at- 
tention because  it  emphasizes  the 
tragic  course  of  this  process;  because  It 
cautions  us  to  consider  an  ethic  of  con- 
sequences as  well  as  revolutionary 
claims  to  moral  Imperatives,  and  above 
all;  because  it  stresses  the  possibility 
of  peaceable  political  change  toward 
the  ideal  of  self-determination  without 
the  resort  to  violence  or  the  abroga- 
tion of  civil  liberties. 

The  Pope  in  Poland 
For  the  past  week,  the  image  of  Pope 
John  Paul  II  in  Poland  has  been  every- 
where—on the  evening  news,  on  the  front 
pages,  on  the  covers  of  news  magazines.  It 
was  a  most  Impressive  emotional  experience 
to  see  upward  of  a  million  Poles  spread  out 
toward  the  horizon  to  glimpse  or  hear  the 
pope  as  he  stood  beneath  a  towering  floral 
crucifix. 

It  is  surely  correct  to  view  the  pope's  trip 
to  Poland  as  giving  a  huge  lift  to  that  coun- 
try's fledgling  free-labor  movement.  Solidar- 
ity. Nonetheless,  as  we  watched  these 
highly  charged  Images  and  descriptions  spill 
out  of  Poland,  we  found  ourselves  troubled 
at  the  thought  that  the  pope  and  Solidarity 
were  disappearing  into  the  media's  nether 
world  of  highly  romanticized  resistance 
movements.  It  is  a  world  that  lives  more  on 
the  power  of  its  images  than  the  power  of 
its  ideas.  We  have  been  there  l>efore. 

We  were  there  in  South  and  North  Viet- 
nam in  the  1960s  and  '70s,  in  the  mountains 
of  Bolivia  with  Che  Guevara  and  In  the 
streets  of  Uruguayan  towns  with  the  Tupa- 
maro  guerrillas.  We  fastened  for  months  on 
the  image  of  AyatoUah  Khomeini  seated  on 
the  floor  of  his  apartment  in  Paris,  and  we 
watched  a  revolution  sweep  through  the 
streets  of  Iran  and  later  over  the  country- 
side of  Nicaragua.  In  short,  we  have  been  in 
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a  situation  for  some  time  now  where  many 
of  the  world's  great  political  upheavals 
remain  in  popular  memory  primarily  as  ro- 
mantic or  dramatic  Images. 

Though  one  cannot  help  but  be  over- 
whelmed at  the  spectacle  of  John  Paul's 
visit  to  Poland,  we  think  it  is  extremely  im- 
portant to  regard  the  details  of  what  the 
pope  has  been  saying  in  his  speeches  there. 
Poland  is  indeed  yet  another  of  the  great 
political  movements  of  the  past  20  years, 
but  it  is  becoming  evident  that  Poland  and 
this  pope  represent  a  distinct  break  with  the 
theories  of  political  change  that  have  held 
the  world's  attention. 

During  the  1960s  and  1970s,  an  entire  cul- 
ture of  support  grew  up  around  the  idea  of 
political  change  based  on  resistance,  vio- 
lence and  the  elimination  of  classes  of 
people  defined  as  oppressors.  These  notions 
became  the  basis  for  revolutionary  move- 
ments in  Latin  America,  Africa  and  Asia, 
and  political  writers  In  Europe  and  the  U.S. 
defended  these  movements  as  essentially 
popular  uprisings.  While  that  definition  was 
often  inaccurate  it  gave  them  political  legiti- 
macy. 

Revolutions  in  Cuba,  Vietnam,  Angola  and 
Zimbabwe,  which  received  enormous  good 
will  and  moral  support  in  the  West,  have  re- 
sulted in  repressive,  one-party  political  sys- 
tems In  which  elections  are  not  held.  How- 
ever, this  has  in  no  way  called  into  question 
the  legitimacy  of  the  claims  of  succeeding 
movements  in  countries  like  Peru,  Colombia 
or  El  Salvador.  These  guerrilla  movements 
are  persistently  described  as  civil  wars  based 
on  indigenous  local  conditions,  and  little  se- 
rious effort  is  made  to  explain  the  political 
ideas  and  power  seeking  methods  of  guerril- 
la leaders.  The  political  beliefs  of  the  Nlca- 
raguan  Sandinista  leaders  Thomas  Borge 
and  the  Ortegas  was  no  secret  before  they 
took  power  but  received  scant  attention. 
Can  anyone  recall  reading  a  serious  discus- 
sion of  the  beliefs  or  goals  of  El  Salvador's 
Parabundo  Marti  coalition? 

These  unexamined  ideas  are  important, 
because  in  the  end  the  cameramEin's  or  re- 
porter's evocative  portraits  of  armed  strug- 
gle are  replaced  by  ideas  transformed  into  a 
political  system.  Vietnam  and  Nicaragua 
have  two  such  political  systems. 

What  we  are  seeing  this  week  in  Poland  Is 
a  notion  of  political  change  whose  philoso- 
phy is  quite  different  from  the  revolution- 
ary forms  that  have  won  the  admiration  of 
so  many  cafe  lit>erals  year  in  and  year  out. 
The  central  idea  coming  out  of  Poland  is 
self-determination- the  belief  that  the  indi- 
vidual citizens  of  a  nation  ought  in  some 
manner  to  contribute  their  ideas  to  a  na- 
tion's politics,  free  of  both  internal  and  ex- 
ternal forces  of  repression.  Poland's  Solidar- 
ity is  a  movement  for  which  self-determina- 
tion is  the  reason  for  being,  and  Pope  John 
Paul  II  raised  this  idea  repeatedly  the  past 
week.  He  has  spoken  of  "the  fullness  of  civic 
rights  and  the  social  structures  which  corre- 
spond to  its  just  requirements,"  of  a  state 
that  must  fulfill  its  role  with  "the  consent 
of  the  governed"  and  of  his  hope  for  "full 
participation  in  deciding  common  life." 

What  we  have  here,  at  its  most  basic  level, 
is  a  call  for  the  establishment  of  the  right 
of  free  speech,  which  in  turn  is  a  prerequi- 
site to  the  formation  of  political  parties  and 
popularly  elected  governments.  Indeed 
before  Poland  Imposed  martial  law.  Solidari- 
ty was  essentially  an  umbrella  over  a  variety 
of  political  groupings,  such  as  the  KOR 
Group  (social  democrats),  the  Young 
Poland  Movement  (representing  conserva- 
tive Catholic  intellectuals)  and  the  Labor 
Party. 
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Additionally.  John  Paul  has  exhorted  the 
Poles  to  resist  violence  and  class  conflict, 
notions  central  to  Latin  America  "liberation 
theology."  ""Hatred  is  a  destructive  force." 
said  the  pope,  ""and  we  must  neither  destroy 
nor  be  destroyed  by  it." 

We  will  not  soon  forget  the  image  of  John 
Paul  II  standing  below  the  high  cross  in 
Katowice,  but  we  hope  it  is  not  forgotten 
that  In  Poland  this  week  the  pope  re-con- 
ferred legitimacy  on  ideas  with  few  active 
defenders  among  the  world's  intellectual 
elites  the  past  20  years.  But  it  should  be 
clear  by  now  that  they  still  awaken  power- 
ful aspirations  in  the  hearts  and  minds  of 
the  masses  of  people  those  elites  have  so 
often  falsely  claimed  to  represent.* 


SUPPORT  FOR  H.R.  3420,  THE 
SECONDARY  MORTGAGE  MAR- 
KET EQUITY  ACT 


HON.  ROBERT  T.  MATSUI 

OPCAUrORIOA 
IW  THE  HOUSE  OF  RiTRESENTATXVKS 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
my  strongest  support  to  legislation  re- 
cently offered  by  my  colleague.  Jerry 
Patterson,  which  would  be  of  substan- 
tial benefit  to  the  housing  Industry  In 
California  and  other  areas  with  high 
housing  costs.  This  bill.  H.R.  3420, 
would  raise  the  celling  on  mortgages 
eligible  for  purchase  by  the  Federal 
National  Mortgage  Association 
(Fannie  Mae)  and  the  Federal  Home 
Loan  Mortgage  Corporation  (Freddie 
Mac), 

Under  current  law,  Fannie  Mae  and 
Freddie  Mac  may  purchase  mortgages 
from  banks,  thrift  institutions,  and 
other  mortgage  originators  up  to  a 
limit  of  $108,300.  Although  this  celling 
may  be  reasonable  for  many  areas 
around  the  country,  in  California  and 
other  high  cost  areas,  it  severly  limits 
access  to  the  secondary  market.  This, 
In  turn,  reduces  the  ability  of  lending 
Institutions  to  free  up  their  funds  to 
continue  originating  mortgages  to 
serve  low-  and  moderate-income  fami- 
lies. The  Office  of  Mant«ement  and 
Budget  has  estimated  that  while  the 
current  ceUlng  serves  80  percent  of  the 
market  nationwide.  In  high  cost  areas 
only  58  percent  of  the  market  is 
served. 

To  remedy  this  Inequity,  H.R.  3420 
would  allow  the  Fannie  Mae  and  Fred- 
die Mac  ceilings  In  high  cost  areas  to 
be  Increased  by  the  same  percent  as 
provided  under  the  FHA  section  203(b) 
program.  In  no  case  would  the  In- 
crease exceed  33  "A  percent,  and  no 
Federal  spending  would  be  required, 

I  believe  this  legislation  provides  a 
fair  and  reasonable  means  of  Insuring 
that  high-cost  housing  areas  around 
the  country  have  access  to  the  aU-lm- 
portant  secondary  mortgage  market.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  Join  me  In  assur- 
ing Its  passage.* 


JMI 
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NEED  FOR  THE  SENSE  ACT 


HON.  BIU  RICHARDSON 

or  nw  MEXICO 

III  THX  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
over  the  past  10  years,  this  country 
has  twice  been  brought  to  a  near 
standstill  as  a  result  of  energy  crises. 
We  have  vowed  to  never  again  be  held 
hostage  by  the  oil  producing  nations. 
The  gasoline  lines  are  gone  now  and 
prices  have  fallen  largely  due  to  our 
own  conservation  efforts.  But  we  must 
not  become  complacent.  We  must  reaf- 
firm our  commitment  to  becoming  an 
energy  Independent  nation.  If  we  drift 
back  into  a  total  reliance  finite  energy 
sources,  we  will  find  ourselves  again 
facing  crises  in  the  coming  decades. 

The  Reagan  administration  simply 
has  no  energy  policy  and  ignores  the 
need  for  long-term  plaiuilng  to  insure 
our  energy  independence.  Nonnuclear 
energy  research  and  development  rep- 
resented 60  percent  of  the  total  energy 
technologies  budget  in  1981;  the  ad- 
ministration proposed  to  drop  that  to 
a  mere  16  percent  in  1984.  This  admin- 
istration seems  bent  on  wiping  out  the 
progress  that  has  been  achieved  over 
the  last  few  years  in  the  field  of  re- 
newable energies. 

That  is  why  I  have  cosponsored  the 
Solar  Energy  National  Security  and 
Employment  (SENSE)  Act.  SENSE  is 
the  legislative  tool  through  which  the 
Nation's  conservation  and  solar  indus- 
tries can  be  more  fully  developed,  com- 
mercialized, and  integrated  into  our 
Nation's  overall  energy  policy. 

Aside  from  assuring  energy  stability, 
an  important  reason  for  promoting 
the  development  of  renewable  energy 
and  conservation  industries  is  their  po- 
tential for  creating  new  employment 
opportunities  for  thousands  of  Ameri- 
cans. In  my  district  in  New  Mexico, 
the  unemployment  rate  is  still  hover- 
ing around  10  percent.  According  to 
Leland  Alhom.  executive  director  of 
the  New  Mexico  Solar  Industry  Devel- 
opment Corp.,  the  solar  industry  in 
New  Mexico  has  grown  from  about  200 
direct  solar  jobs  statewide  early  in 
1980  to  nearly  1,500  jobs  today.  An- 
other 500  to  800  jobs  indirectly  tied  to 
these  direct  solar  Jobs.  The  SENSE 
Act  will  encourage  continued  growth 
In  the  solar  energy  field  by  extending 
business  and  residential  tax  credits 
until  1990. 

The  SENSE  Act  directly  addresses 
the  unemployment  problem  by  requir- 
ing the  Secretary  of  Labor,  within  ex- 
isting job  training  and  placement  pro- 
grams, to  implement  policies  to  en- 
hance the  development  of  a  labor 
force  sltilled  in  energy  conservation 
and  renewable  energy  technologies. 

Furthermore,  renewable  energy 
technologies  have  a  tremendous  poten- 
tial as  major  new  export  Industries.  As 
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our  economy  continues  to  change 
these  new  industries  can  provide  jobs 
at  home  and  contribute  to  a  sustained 
economic  growth  by  reducing  our 
trade  imbalance.  Exports  of  photovol- 
talcs  rose  79  percent  from  1979  to  1980 
and  exports  of  solar  heating  and  cool- 
ing products  rose  45  percent  In  that 
same  period. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Nation  has  the 
ability  to  develop  a  viable  solar  energy 
Industry.  Let  us  enact  the  SENSE  Act 
to  make  certain  that  our  knowledge 
and  resources  are  used  to  their  fullest 
potential  as  we  work  to  achieve  energy 
independence.* 


FRANK  REYNOLDS  SET  HIGH 
STANDARD  FOR  AMERICAN 
JOURNALISM 


HON.  WM.  S.  BROOMHELD 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
like  millions  of  his  viewers  I  was 
shocked  and  saddened  at  the  death  of 
ABC  News  Anchorman,  Frank  Reyn- 
olds. 

For  me,  he  represented  the  very  best 
in  American  journalism.  By  his  de- 
meanor and  his  responsible  handling 
of  the  news,  he  set  a  high  standard  for 
television  reporting. 

As  a  mark  of  the  regard  in  which  he 
was  held  by  his  colleagues  in  the 
broadcast  industry.  Mr.  Reynolds  was 
awarded  the  prestigious  George  Foster 
Peabody  Award  in  1979.  just  1  year 
after  he  became  chief  anchorman  for 
ABC's  'World  News  Tonight." 

A  30-year  veteran  of  broadcasting, 
Mr.  Reynolds  covered  political  cam- 
paigns and  conventions  and  the  U.S. 
manned  space-flight  program  and  pro- 
vided commentary  of  Presidential 
speeches  and  news  conferences. 

It  was  that  depth  of  experience  and 
sound  news  judgment  that  helped  Mr. 
Reynolds  boost  ABC  "World  News"  to 
the  top  of  the  ratings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  extend  my 
condolences  to  Mr.  Reynolds'  wife. 
Henrietta,  and  his  five  sons.  While  his 
passing  is  their  personal  tragedy. 
American  journalism,  the  broadcast 
industry  especially,  and  millions  of  tel- 
evision viewers  share  their  loss.» 


THE  WHITMAN  FAMILY 


HON.  WILLIAM  LEHMAN 

or  rxoRiDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Speaker,  In  these  times,  families,  even 
those  that  are  prominent  and  success- 
ful, too  often  disintegrate. 

In  south  Florida,  however,  we  have  a 
special  family  in  the  Whitmans.  My 
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very  good  friends,  Stan  and  Dotty,  live 
in  Miami  Shores  in  our  17th  Congres- 
sional District  and  have  spent  a  life- 
time serving  their  community. 

It  was  with  a  great  deal  of  joy  that  I 
read  the  story  of  the  Whitmans  In  the 
July  3  Issue  of  the  Miami  Herald.  The 
Whitman  family  Is  prime  proof  that 
private  enterprise,  the  American 
family,  and  community  commitment 
are  alive  and  well  In  south  Florida. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  the  Miami  Herald.  July  3.  1983) 

Dynasty— The  Whitmans  Have  Always 
Gone  First  Class 

(By  Laura  Misch) 

Old  Man  Whitman  would  t)e  proud. 

Upon  a  marshy  site  once  crawling  with 
land  crabs  and  thick  with  fierce  mosquitos. 
his  sons  built  the  most  elegant  shopping 
center  this  side  of  Worth  Avenue. 

A  surfer,  a  tennis  player,  a  water-ski 
buff— Bill.  Stan  and  Dudley  Whitman  own 
Bal  HartMur  Shops,  a  world-class  collection 
of  expensive  stores  and  the  economic 
anchor  of  the  small  oceanfront  community. 
Forty-five  years  earlier,  their  father,  Wil- 
liam Francis  Whitman,  used  his  money  and 
vision  to  change  the  face  of  Miami  Beach 
with  hotels  and  apartment  houses. 

"Bal  Harl)our  Shops  lends  prestige  to  the 
community."  Village  Manager  Fred  Maley 
said.  "I  think  the  town  pays  its  proper  re- 
spect to  the  Whitmans." 

The  shopping  center  accounts  for  7.2  per 
cent  of  the  village"s  total  tax  base.  Last  year 
that  came  to  $96,000.  The  resort  tax  gener- 
ated by  the  center's  five  restaurants  gave 
the  village  another  $93,000  last  year.  The 
village  also  gets  a  percentage  of  the  sales 
lax  from  the  80  stores  in  the  center. 

Stan,  64— the  only  brother  who  doesn't 
live  in  Bal  Harbour— minds  the  stores, 
watching  over  the  family  business  that 
grossed  $104  million  last  year. 

He's  the  visible  Whitman,  the  one  who  at- 
tends Village  Council  meetings  and  wields 
the  corporate  clout  when  anyone  or  any- 
thing threatens  the  interests  of  the  shop- 
ping center.  His  brothers  are  into  other  en- 
deavors, although  each  owns  a  third  of  the 
center. 

Im  paid  $1  a  year  to  stay  away. "  said 
Dudley.  63.  He  owns  Commander  Marine  in 
Opa-locka.  a  small  company  that  manufac- 
tures marine  engines  in  conjunction  with 
the  Ford  Motor  Co.  Thirty-five  years  ago. 
he  was  one  of  the  first  to  use  fil)erglass  to 
make  boats,  and  in  his  youth  he  pioneered 
slalom  water  skiing. 

"'Dad  always  said  I"d  be  a  wharf  rat,"  he 
said.  Dudley  lives  practically  next  door  to 
Bill  and  owns  a  vacation  home  on  Eleuthera 
in  the  Bahamas,  where  he  surfs. 

Bill.  69,  is  a  noted  horticulturist  who 
grows  rare  tropical  fruits  a  few  hundred 
yards  from  Bal  Harbour  Shops  on  his  own 
urban  agricultural  station.  Like  his  brother, 
hes  a  surfing  nut  and  still  spends  every 
summer  in  Hawaii  catching  the  waves.  He's 
there  now. 

Stan  followed  in  his  father's  footsteps  and 
went  into  real  estate  after  World  War  II.  He 
bought  the  15.3  acres  upon  which  Bal  Har- 
bour Shops  sits  In  1957  for  $2  a  square  foot 
when  most  shopping  center  developers  were 
paying  about  10  cents  a  square  foot. 

"They  all  thought  I  was  crazy  back  then," 
he  said.  Not  today. 

Neiman-Marcus,  Saks,  Gucci,  Cartier, 
Bonwlt  Teller,  Brooks  Brothers,  Mark  Cross 
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and  dozens  of  other  high-class  merchants 
have  made  Bal  Harbour  a  mecca  for  wealthy 
tourists  and  South  Florldlans.  There  is  a 
gourmet  chocolate  emporium,  a  custom  sta- 
tionery store,  a  sweet-smelling  toiletries 
shop  that  sells  soap  for  $6  a  bar. 

The  landscaped,  sunlit  outdoor  mall  Is  fre- 
quently and  favorably  compared  with  PVth 
Avenue  In  New  York,  Rodeo  Drive  in  Bever- 
ly Hills  and  Wort.i  Avenue  in  Palm  Beach. 

"There  Isn't  anything  as  fancy  as  this  In 
the  whole  world."  Stan  boasted. 

He  may  be  right.  He  has  claimed  for  years 
that  his  stores  gross  more  revenues  per 
square  foot  and  pay  more  rent  than  those  In 
any  other  local  shopping  center,  and  no  one 
has  disputed  him  yet. 

The  center  Is  doing  well.  It  is  In  the  midst 
of  a  $25-million  expansion  that  will  double 
Its  original  size  to  eventually  Include  100 
stores.  Right  now  there  are  80. 

"We  don't  have  the  schlocks  here,"  Stan 
said.  "I  like  to  think  we  sell  something  a 
little  more  high  class  than  toilet  paper." 

But  then,  the  Whitmans  always  did  every- 
thing first  class.  William  Whitman,  a 
wealthy  businessman  from  Chicago  who 
owned  one  of  that  city's  largest  printing 
companies,  brought  his  family  to  boom 
town  Miami  in  1914  after  choosing  it  over 
Beverly  Hills  as  a  warm  place  to  settle. 

In  1917.  he  built  a  palatial  family  home  on 
the  ocean  at  Collins  Avenue  and  32nd 
Street.  The  two-story,  five-bedroom  house 
had  fireplaces,  sunken  gardens  and  a  dance 
floor  built  into  a  sand  dune  overlooking  the 
ocean.  The  Saxony  Hotel  stands  on  the  site 
now. 

"I  remember  growing  up  in  that  house.  I 
loved  that  house."  Stan  said.  "We  used  to 
build  our  own  surfboards  and  surf  in  the 
ocean  right  off  our  back  yard." 

Carl  Fisher's  elephant.  Rosie,  would  make 
an  appearance  when  there  were  birthday 
parties  and  tow  the  neighborhood  children 
around  in  a  cart.  The  pachyderm  once  re- 
lieved herself  on  the  Whiteman's  driveway, 
and  Stan  remembered  that  his  father  was 
"furious"  and  told  Fisher  off  about  it. 

Back  then  Indian  Creek,  across  the  street 
from  the  Whitman  home,  was  full  of  croco- 
diles and  alive  with  mosquitos. 

"This  was  a  scrubby,  sandy,  mangrovey 
place  in  the  old  days,"  Stan  said.  "People 
try  and  make  it  sound  like  it  was  paradise, 
but  believe  me.  It's  a  lot  better  now  than  it 
was  then." 

His  father  was  busy  remaking  the  barren 
town.  William  Whitman  built  the  first 
apartment  house  on  Miami  Beach  after  the 
1926  hurricane,  the  luxury  Indian  Creek 
Apartments  at  3300  Collins  Ave.  In  the 
winter  of  1936.  a  three-bedroom,  top-floor 
apartment  went  for  $3,300  for  the  season- 
January  to  May.  The  price  included  maid 
service.  lights,  gas.  heat  and  laundry.  No 
dogs  allowed. 

'"The  wealthiest  people  in  the  United 
States  rented  those  apartments."  Stan  said. 
■"Those  people  could  buy  and  sell  these 
shoppers  here  at  Bal  Harbour  Shops  many 
times  over." 

His  father  also  develor>ed  Espanola  Way. 
which  was  almost  named  Whitman  Way. 
(As  things  turned  out,  the  family  was  glad  it 
was  not.) 

Whitman's  aim  was  to  build  a  neighbor- 
hood In  the  heart  of  Miami  Beach  where 
the  houses  and  streets  would  have  the  at- 
mosphere of  a  quaint  Spanish  village.  He 
erected  Spanish-style  bungalows  and  build- 
ings in  1922  but  his  dream  quickly  soured 
when  the  street  became  a  thriving  hangout 
for  bookies,  bootleggers  and  prostitutes. 
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Espanola  Way  has  remained  seedy  ever 
since.  Three  years  ago,  a  young  preserva- 
tionist. Linda  Polansky,  bought  some  of  the 
buildings  on  the  street  and  began  a  restora- 
tion effort. 

William  Whitman's  biggest  project  was 
the  Whltman-by-the-Sea  Hotel  at  34th  and 
Collins  Avenue,  the  first  major  hotel  to  be 
built  in  Dade  County  during  the  Great  De- 
pression. It  was  torn  down  in  1945  to  make 
way  for  high-rises. 

Designed  by  architect  Roy  France,  who 
also  designed  the  Edgewater  Beach,  Saxony, 
Casablanca  and  a  half-dozen  other  grand 
Miami  Beach  hotels,  the  Whitman  was  the 
last  word  in  style  in  1935  when  It  opened. 

"Pleasant  people,  your  own  kind,"  reads 
an  old  brochure  with  photos  of  people  danc- 
ing and  dining  in  the  Sea  Island  Room. 
"Check  your  hat  and  your  worries  at  the 
Whitman  .  .  .  Only  the  hat  will  be  re- 
turned!" 

At  one  time,  William  Whitman  owned  the 
3100,  3200  and  3300  blocks  of  Collins  Ave. 
plus  other  Beach  real  estate.  Including  part 
of  Lincoln  Road  Mall.  He  gradually  sold 
some  parcels  off  to  developers  Ben  Novack, 
George  Sax  and  others. 

"My  father  had  a  chauffeur,  a  cook,  two 
maids  and  a  gardener,"  Stan  said.  "My 
father  knew  how  to  live. " 

The  boys'  mother,  Leona  Whitman,  is  97 
years  old  now  and  lives  in  Bal  Harbour.  She 
was  a  Miami  Beach  socialite  in  the  1920s 
and  '30s. 

"Our  parents  never  took  us  to  the  clubs," 
Dudley  said.  "We  wore  plain  clothes  to 
school.  We  weren't  Little  Lord  Pauntle- 
roys." 

But  Stan  remembers  being  quick  with  his 
fists  when  other  boys  would  gang  up  on  him 
because  he  was  a  Whitman. 

William  Whitman  died  in  1936,  Just  a  year 
after  his  hotel  was  finished. 

In  1945,  Leona  Whitman  sold  their  ocean- 
front  home  to  developer  George  Sax  for 
$250,000,  helping  to  usher  in  the  era  of  wall- 
to-wall  high-rises  along  Collins  Avenue.  The 
three  young  Whitman  boys  were  fresh  out 
of  the  armed  services  and  doing  what  most 
wealthy  young  men  would  go  under  the  cir- 
cumstances—having fun. 

Bill  and  Dudley  got  into  the  motion  pic- 
ture business,  malclng  nature  and  adventure 
films  for  Warner  Bros.,  RKO,  Disney  and 
Paramoimt. 

The  two  specialized  in  underwater  photog- 
raphy and  one  of  their  short  subjects,  Five 
Fathoms  of  Pun,  was  a  runnerup  for  an 
Academy  Award.  Another  film  they  worked 
on,  The  Sea  Around  Us.  did  win  an  Oscar 
for  its  writer,  Rachel  Carson. 

But  Hollywood  producers  told  the  Whit- 
man brothers  that  If  they  wanted  to  contin- 
ue making  films  they  needed  to  become  a 
union  shop  and  become  better  organized. 

"That  just  could  not  have  worked  out.  so 
we  got  out  of  the  business,"  Dudley  said.  He 
began  building  boats  and  Bill  got  interested 
in  horticulture. 

Today,  neither  visits  Bal  Harbour  Shops 
very  frequently.  They  let  Stan  handle 
things. 

Although  the  shopping  center  for  the 
most  part  coexists  peacefully  with  the  tiny 
town  It  dominates,  there  have  been  prob- 
lems. 

In  1976,  a  hostile  council  slapped  a  build- 
ing moratorium  on  the  Bal  Harbour  Shops 
that  lasted  a  couple  of  years. 

When  Stan  unveiled  plans  to  expand  the 
center  in  the  late  1970s  the  council  (this 
time  with  different  members)  again  balked. 

"He  wanted  more  than  the  city  would 
allow,"  said  Maley,  who  has  been  the  village 
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mantiger  lor  14  years.  "What  he  got  is  con- 
siderably scaled  down  from  his  original  pro- 
posals." 

Last  year.  Whitman  approached  the  coun- 
cil about  moving  the  busy  shopping  center 
entrance  to  Bal  Bay  Dr.,  a  residential  street. 
Residents  protested  and  the  council  sided 
with  them.  As  of  now,  the  entrance  will  stay 
where  it  Is,  on  Collins  Avenue. 

"My  only  problems  have  been  political 
ones  with  the  town."  Stan  said.  "But  I 
haven't  any  problems  right  now.  Every- 
thing's smooth." 

The  heir  to  the  Whitman  real  estate  dy- 
nasty is  39-year-old  Randy  Whitman,  Stan's 
son.  He  has  been  the  leasing  agent  for  the 
Bal  Harbour  Shops  for  10  years.  Before  that 
he  sold  commercial  real  estate  on  Brickell 
Avenue.  He  lives  In  Coconut  Grove. 

"I've  always  chafed  at  working  for  other 
people,"  he  said.  "I  prefer  to  do  my  work 
where  I'm  on  my  own." 

"He'll  take  it  over,  there  is  nobody  else." 
Stan  said.  Other  Whitman  offspring  fly  hel- 
icopters, own  businesses  and  other  real 
estate. 

But  it  will  probably  be  awhile  before 
Randy  takes  over.  Stan  still  puts  in  a  full 
day  at  the  office  and  can  often  be  seen 
marching  through  his  mall,  chatting  with 
his  store  owners  and  checking  up  on  busi- 
ness. 

"'I  stick  around  because  I'm  lazy."  he  said. 
""My  son  leases  It,  somebody  else  runs  it  and 
I  get  to  have  fim.  and  we  make  money,  too." 

Old  Man  Whitman  would  be  proud.* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  JERRY 
KROMASH 


HON.  STENY  H.  HOYER 

OP  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
report  the  sorrowful  passing  of  a  dear 
friend  of  mine  and  an  outstanding  citi- 
zen of  Maryland  and  my  district. 
Jerome  Kromash.  In  my  community 
of  Prince  Georges  County,  Md..  there 
were  few  people  who  rivaled  Jerry  in 
his  dedication,  his  wit  and  his  good 
win  toward  his  family,  his  friends  and 
his  colleagues. 

At  the  time  of  his  death.  Jerry  was 
the  chief  liquor  Inspector  for  Prince 
Greorges  County.  He  had  held  this  po- 
sition since  1978.  when  he  was  promot- 
ed from  his  job  as  deputy  Inspector. 
He  has  been  with  the  liquor  ooard  for 
many  years  prior  to  that  time  In  a 
part-time  capacity. 

Jerry  was  also  a  key  element  in  the 
Democratic  Party  in  my  county.  He 
was  the  treasurer  of  the  Maryland 
Democratic  Party,  serving  from  1981 
to  his  death,  and  had  worked  in  every 
Democratic  Party  campaign  from  1968 
to  1982.  He  was  a  member  of  the 
Prince  Georges  County  Democratic 
Central  Committee  from  1977  to  1982. 
and  coordinated  several  Democratic 
campaigns  In  his  community  of  Laurel. 

Not  confining  his  efforts  to  politics, 
he  was  also  very  active  in  civic  activi- 
ties in  his  community.  He  served  on 
the     Harrison     Elementary     School 
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Parent  Teachers  Association  and  on 
the  Eisenhower  Junior  High  School 
PTA.  He  worked  with  the  Laurel  Boys 
and  Girls  Club,  the  Boy  Scouts  and 
was  past  chancellor  commander  of  the 
Knights  of  Pythias. 

Jerry  was  a  man  who  always  gave 
100  percent  to  any  task  at  hand.  If  you 
knew  Jerry  was  handling  a  matter, 
you  knew  it  was  done,  and  done  right. 
This  quality  was  one  of  the  reasons  he 
was  so  highly  respected  in  the  commu- 
nity. And  above  all,  Jerry  was  known 
for  his  marvelous  sense  of  humor, 
even  in  the  face  of  a  grave  and.  finally, 
fatal  Illness. 

Jerry  and  his  devoted  wife.  Sheila, 
together  raised  three  children,  who 
continue  their  parents'  tradition  of 
community  service.  They  have  five 
granddaughters,  auid  many  of  Jerrys 
contributions  outside  his  career  cen- 
tered around  the  needs  of  his  family. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Jerry  Kromash  was  a 
fine  man,  and  his  contributions  to  his 
community,  his  humor  and  his  spirit 
will  long  be  remembered.  I  know  my 
colleagues  would  want  to  join  me  in 
sending  heartfelt  condolences  to  his 
family  on  this  sad  occasion.* 


CONGRESSIONAL       SALUTE       TO 
THE  HONORABLE  JOHN 

CHOKA  OF  NEW  JERSEY,  ES- 
TEEMED EDUCATOR,  BASE- 
BALL COACH,  GREAT  AMERI- 
CAN, AND  WAYNE  LITTLE 
LEAGUE  "MAN  OF  THE  YEAR" 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  ROE 

OP  irCW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HODSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  ROE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Saturday. 
July  23,  the  people  of  my  hometown 
of  Wayne,  Eighth  Congressional  Dis- 
trict and  State  of  New  Jersey  will  join 
with  Don  Jenkins.  District  II  Adminis- 
trator of  Little  League  Baseball,  and 
members,  families,  and  fans  of  Wayne 
Little  League  Baseball  in  testimony  to 
an  esteemed  educator  and  coach,  dis- 
tinguished citizen  and  good  friend,  the 
Honorable     John      "Chick"      Choka. 
whose  outstanding  service  for  22  years 
with  Wayne  Little  League  has  earned 
him  the  most  highly  coveted  honor  of 
being  chosen  "Man  of  the  Year"  of 
District  II.  Little  League  Baseball.  I 
know  that  you  and  our  colleagues  here 
in  the  Congress  will  want  to  join  with 
me   in   extending   our   heartiest   con- 
gratulations to  Chick  Choka  and  share 
the  pride  of  his  good  wife  Lubie  and 
their  children.   Gary.   Wayne.   Chris, 
and  Claudia  upon  this  milestone  of 
achievement  in  their  family  endeavors. 
Mr.     Speaker,     our    Wayne     Little 
League  Man  of  the  Year  John  Choka 
was  bom  and  raised  in  Jersey  City, 
N.J.  He  received  his  B.S.  degree  from 
Jersey  City  State  College  and  his  M.A. 
degree  from  Columbia  University.  He 
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was  with  the  U.S.  Army  Harbor  Craft 
1943-1946. 

When  one  reflects  upon  the  fact 
that  the  cultural,  historical,  and  eco- 
nomic achievements— even  the  basic 
health,  well  being  and  longevity  of  a 
State  and  Nation— depend  in  large 
measure  upon  how  well  we  educate 
each  generation  charged  with  the 
trust  of  carrying  out  its  responsibil- 
ities and  traditions,  we  can  indeed  be 
proud  of  John  Choka's  outstanding 
contribution  to  the  quality  of  life  and 
way  of  life  for  all  of  our  people. 

For  32  years  Mr.  Choka  was  a  distin- 
guished member  of  the  faculty  of  the 
River  Edge  school  system  and  for  a 
quarter  of  a  century  served  as  princi- 
pal of  its  Cherry  Hill  School.  River 
Edge,  N.J.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
during  his  tenure  of  over  three  dec- 
ades at  Cherry  Hill  School  more  than 
18,000  boys  and  girls  were  the  recipi- 
ents of  the  wealth  of  his  wisdom,  un- 
derstanding, and  professional  exper- 
tise. Chick,  as  he  is  affectionately 
called  by  many  of  us.  was  not  only  es- 
pecially effective  in  establishing  out- 
standing courses  of  study  for  his  stu- 
dents but  achieved  an  excellent  rap- 
port with  other  members  of  the  facul- 
ty and  the  parents  of  his  students.  He 
is  a  good  friend,  fine  administrator, 
and  devoted  family  man. 

On  Saturday.  July  23.  he  will  be 
honored  for  his  service  to  the  youth  of 
America  in  building  strength  of  char- 
acter, fair  play  and  sportsmanship 
through  participation  in  the  activities 
of  Wayne  Little  League  baseball. 
There  are  many,  many  commenda- 
tions that  could  be  cited  on  behalf  of 
Chick's  lifetime  of  achievements  in 
service  to  the  youth  of  America. 
During  his  22-year  tenure  with  the 
Wayne  Little  League  over  12.000  boys 
and  girls  have  been  the  recipient  of  his 
coaching,  administrative,  and  manage- 
rial endeavors  in  the  sports  world  of 
baseball.  With  your  permission,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  insert  at  this 
point  in  our  historic  journal  of  Con- 
gress some  of  his  achievements  in  serv- 
ice to  our  young  people  that  will  be 
particularly  cited  by  his  friends  and 
colleagues  in  the  Wayne  Little  League 
on  July  23.  as  follows: 

John  ■Chick"  Choka,  Wayne  Little  League 
1961-1983 

1961  Assistant  Coach  (Wayne  Little 
Leasrue  Incorporated  1954). 

1965-66  Head  Coach. 

1966  National  Leag:ue  All  Star  Coach  to 
District  Pinal  vs.  Wayne  American. 

1966-67  American  Lea^e  Player  Agent. 

1967  Minor  League  started. 

1968  Chick  first  elected  Director,  now  In 
his  16th  consecutive  year,  as  Director. 

1970  Wayne  American's  win  the  Little 
League  World  Championship  In  WlHlams- 
port.  Pa. 

1972  Senior  League  SUte  Champions. 

1973  Senior  League  State  Runner-up. 

1974  Girls  enrolled  in  Little  League. 
1977-78  Field  renovation  and  new  club 

house  and  new  scoreboard. 
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1978  Host.  Eastern  Regional.  Senior  Little 
League  Girls  Softball  Tournament. 

1979  TBall  instructional  program  for  7- 
year  olds  Inaugurated. 

1980  Batting  cages  installed. 

1980  Wayne  Americans  District  II  Cham- 
pions. 

1982  Ten-year-old  District  II  Champions. 

Member.  Wayne  Recreation  Advisory 
Board  (since  1971). 

Assistant  District  II  Administrator  (since 
1971.) 

Mr.  Speaker.  John  has  served  our 
people  and  our  country  with  honor 
and  distinction.  He  is  an  outstanding 
administrator,  educator  and  good 
friend  whose  richness  of  wisdom  and 
expertise  in  his  daily  pursuits  have 
touched  the  lives  of  many,  many 
people  in  my  congressional  district.  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  publicly 
acclaim  all  of  his  good  works  and 
share  the  pride  of  his  family  in  his  ac- 
complishments and  lifetime  of  dedicat- 
ed service  to  our  young  people.  We  do 
indeed  join  Wayne  Little  League  in  sa- 
luting a  beloved  teacher  and  great 
American.  Hon.  John  Choka  of  New 
Jersey.* 


RIDDING  AMERICA  OF 
HAZARDOUS  WASTE 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  RATHBUN 
YOUNG 


HON.  ROBERT  E.  BADHAM 

or  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 
•  Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
this  morning  to  pay  tribute  to  one  of 
my  esteemed  constituents  on  the  occa- 
sion of  his  completion  of  a  half  centu- 
ry of  life. 

John  Rathbun  Young,  lovingly 
known  by  his  friends  as  "the  Bear." 
breathed  his  first  breath  on  July  18, 
1933  in  Pasadena,  Calif.  After  gradua- 
tion from  the  Norton  School  for  Boys 
with  high  academic  honors  and  ma- 
triculation Claremont  Men's  College, 
he  came  to  Newport  Beach,  Calif., 
where  he  has  resided  for  the  past  22 
years.  Mr.  Young  has  served  his  com- 
munity and  his  fellow  man  in  many 
pursuits  including  farming,  land  devel- 
opment, automotive  sales  in  Orange 
County,  Calif.,  and  Texas.  He  is  cur- 
rently a  founding  partner  of  the  Great 
North  American  Exploration  Co.  of 
Spring.  Tex. 

I  ask  the  Members  of  this  body  to 
join  me  in  wishing  John  Young  a  most 
happy  50th  birthday  on  this  occa- 
sion.* 


HON.  RON  WYDEN 

OF  OREGON 
IB  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
virtually  no  hazardous  waste  produced 
today  that  cannot  be  recycled,  de- 
stroyed, or  not  produced  in  the  first 
place.  Yet.  daily  we  generate  and  dis- 
pose of  more  than  6  pounds  of  hazard- 
ous waste  for  each  man,  woman,  and 
child  in  this  country. 

The  bulk  of  the  hazardous  waste 
generated  today  is  disposed  of  on  land. 
Despite  improvements  in  the  land  dis- 
posal of  hazardous  waste,  the  threat 
of  water  supply  contamination  and 
other  health  hazards  remain  a  very 
real  risk.  As  our  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce  report  on  H.R.  2867, 
the  1983  amendments  to  the  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recovery  Act. 
states: 

[Tlhe  Conunittee  intends  to  convey  a 
clear  and  unambiguous  message  *  *  '  reli- 
ance on  land  disposal  of  hazardous  waste 
has  resulted  in  an  unacceptable  risk  to 
human  health  and  the  environment  •  *  * 
land  disposal  should  be  used  as  a  last  resort 
•  •  • 

Clearly,  the  strong  regulatory  re- 
quirements of  the  Resource  Conserva- 
tion and  Recovery  Act  must  be  supple- 
mented by  a  direct  and  logical  econom- 
ic incentive  to  use  alternatives  to  land 
disposal  of  hazardous  waste. 

That  is  why  Congresswoman  Schnei- 
der and  I  have  joined  with  more  than 
80  of  our  colleagues  in  sponsoring  H.R. 
3129,  the  Hazardous  Waste  Reduction 
Act  of  1983.  Our  bill  would  provide  the 
botton-line,  pocketbook  incentive  for 
corporate  managers  to  employ  recy- 
cling, incineration,  or  process  changes 
to  produce  less  waste. 

We  provide  this  incentive  by  shifting 
the  industry  tax  currently  used  to  fi- 
nance the  Superfund  from  the 
inputs— or  raw  materials  in  the  manu- 
facturing process— to  the  outputs— the 
actual  amount  of  hazardous  waste  gen- 
erated and  disposed  of. 

By  shifting  the  tax  to  the  waste-end, 
H.R.  3129  makes  the  Superfund  more 
equitable  and  more  effective  by  estab- 
lishing a  logical  connection  between 
the  tax  paid  and  the  ultimate  amount 
of  waste  produced.  At  the  same  time, 
the  bill  encourages  alternatives  to 
land  disposal  by  only  taxing  the  land 
disposal  of  hazardous  waste.  No  tax  is 
assessed  on  recycling  or  treating  waste 
so  as  to  reduce  its  danger. 

The  handwriting  is  on  the  wall  for 
land  disposal.  Fortunately,  alterna- 
tives do  exist.  A  California  study  esti- 
mated that  75  percent  of  all  hazardous 
waste  could  be  safely  recycled,  treated, 
destroyed  or  eliminated  through 
changes  In  the  manufacturing  process. 
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The  question  before  the  Congress  is 
how  to  accelerate  the  search  for  alter- 
native disposal  methods  and  technol- 
ogies and  how  to  make  them  afford- 
able. Enactment  of  the  Resource  Con- 
servation and  Recovery  Act  Amend- 
ments, H.R.  2867,  and  the  Hazardous 
Waste  Reduction  Act,  H.R.  3129,  are 
part  of  the  answer. 

To  gain  some  insights  into  specific 
alternatives  to  land  disposal  an(i  their 
relative  costs,  as  well  as  the  chemical 
industry's  own  concern  over  continued 
land  disposal  and  their  efforts  to  de- 
velop alternatives,  I  include  for  my 
colleagues  a  recent  article  touching  on 
these  points  from  the  Wall  Street 
Journal. 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Jime  30, 
19831 
Poison  Problem:  Fearing  New  Love  Canal, 
Chemical  Firms  Stress  Safer  Disposal  of 
Hazardous  Waste 

(By  Ann  Hughey) 
It  was  over  a  decade  ago,  But  Charles 
Brookes  still  can  recall  the  horror  he  felt 
the  day  he  was  shown  aerial  photographs  of 
W.R.  Grace  &  Co.s'  Curtis  Bay,  Md.,  plant. 
Mr.  Brookes,  Grace's  senior  vice  president 
for  environmental  policy,  says  the  photo- 
graphs—intended for  office  decoration— re- 
vealed a  "two-s<juare-mlle  red  blotch  staring 
at  us." 

The  blotch  was  producted  by  a  chemical 
that  Grace  had  been  dumping  Into  the 
Chesapeake  Bay.  When  Mr.  Brookes  or- 
dered a  subordinate  to  "do  something  about 
the  pollution,"  he  says,  the  man  returned 
with  a  new  set  of  photographs,  the  red  areas 
neatly  airburshed  out.  "That  was  his  solu- 
tion," Mr.  Brookes  says,  adding  that  the  em- 
ployee lat«r  left  the  company. 

When  the  dumping  had  begun  several 
years  earlier.  Mr.  Brookes  explains,  the 
chemical  was  thought  to  be  innocuous.  In 
fact,  he  says,  "it  turned  out  to  be  causing  a 
lot  of  damage"  to  marine  life.  He  adds: 
That  was  1970.  We  didn't  think  about 
these  things. 

These  days,  it  seems,  chemical  companies 
can  think  of  little  else.  The  nightmares  of 
Love  Canal  in  upstate  New  York  and  Times 
Beach.  Mo.,  have  made  the  safe  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste  one  of  the  Industry's  top 
priorities— "a  motherhood  issue,"  according 
to  a  spokesman  for  the  Chemical  Manufac- 
turers Association.  Although  other  indus- 
ties— mining  and  metals,  for  example- 
produce  their  share  of  hazardous  waste,  it  is 
the  chemical  Industry  that  is  most  closely 
linked  in  the  public  mind  with  such  pollu- 
tion. And  with  hazardous  waste  as  explosive 
a  political  issue  today  as  nuclear  power,  the 
chemical  Industry  has  t)ecome  a  leader  in 
the  search  for  safer,  more  efficient  ways  to 
dispose  of  modem  technology's  poisonous 
byproducts. 

PROBLEMS  AHEAD 

Chemical  concerns  that  once  casually  dis- 
charged poisons  Into  the  environment  now 
spend  billions  of  dollars  each  year  comply- 
ing with  environmental  laws.  Some  have 
found  unexpected  rewards  In  doing  so: 
Grace,  for  example,  spient  $1  million  for  a 
facility  at  Curtis  Bay  to  capture  the  offend- 
ing chemical  and  discovered  that  by  recy- 
cling, rather  than  dumping,  the  waste,  it 
could  save  $150,000  a  month. 

Despite  major  strides  in  hazardous-waste 
management  in  the  past  decade.  chemical- 
Industry  executives  concede  that  some  of 
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the  stickiest  problems  lie  ahead.  In  particu- 
lar, concern  is  rising  about  the  long-term  ef- 
fectiveness and  availability  of  landfills, 
where  some  80%  of  the  nation's  hazardous 
waste  is  currently  stored. 

Public  opposition  to  landfills  is  stiffening. 
Recent  discoveries  of  scores  of  dump  sites 
where  poisons  have  lingered  undetected  for 
a  generation,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  scandals  and  what  the  chemical  in- 
dustry delicately  calls  its  "public-relations 
problem"  have  made  hazardous- waste 
dumps  unwelcome  in  most  communities. 
One  1980  poll  showed  that  most  people 
don't  want  such  landfills  within  100  miles  of 
their  homes.  Currently.  462  hazardous- 
waste  landfills  are  scattered  about  the  coun- 
try, according  to  the  EPA.  Last  year.  50 
were  closed,  while  the  EPA  approved  only 
one  new  one. 

Most  of  the  nation's  output  of  toxic  waste 
finds  its  way  into  this  shrinking  land  area. 
According  to  the  Office  of  Technology  As- 
sessment, the  annual  volume  of  waste  in- 
cludes the  estimated  255  million  to  275  mil- 
lion tons  regulated  by  federal  and  state 
agencies,  as  well  as  unknown  millions  of 
tons  generated  by  small  operators  exempt 
from  regulations.  The  office,  an  arm  of  Con- 
gress, estimates  that  it  costs  U.S.  industry 
and  government  together  between  $4  billion 
and  $5  billion  each  year  to  manage  and  reg- 
ulate that  waste,  a  sum  that  is  expected  to 
soar  to  $12  billion  annually  by  1990. 

PERPETUAL  CARE 

Not  only  are  landfills  In  short  supply,  but 
their  continued  use  poses  worrisome  poten- 
tial liabilities  for  waste  producers.  By  law.  a 
company  can  be  held  responsible  for  its  haz- 
ardous wastes  indefinitely,  whether  it  dis- 
poses of  them  itself  or  subcontracts  the  Job 
out  to  a  third  party.  In  a  recent  report,  the 
National  Research  Council  suggests  that 
companies  may  be  held  accountable  for  the 
"perpetual  care  and  monitoring  (of  land- 
fills) for  a  period  that,  realistically,  may 
exceed  500  years." 

Experts  doubt  that  even  the  best  of 
today's  land! Uls  wlU  be  up  to  the  Job.  Plastic 
sheeting  and  clay  are  the  most  common  bar- 
riers used  to  keep  dangerous  chemicals  from 
seeping  Into  the  water  table.  Grace's  Mr. 
Brookes  says  that  an  Impermeable,  thick 
clay  barrier  is  "probably  OK,"  but  he 
admits  to  "squeamish  feelings  about  de- 
pending on  plastic  membranes  for  eternity." 
Landfills  can  also  settle,  cracking  or  break- 
ing the  clay  seal.  Seepage  collection  systems 
designed  to  catch  spillage  aren't  likely  to 
stand  up  for  500  years. 

Noting  growing  evidence  that  land  dispos- 
al of  hazardous  waste  isn't  providing  protec- 
tion against  ground-water  contamination,  a 
recent  report  issued  by  the  House  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Commerce  warned  that 
in  many  cases,  landfllllng  "poses  grave 
threats  to  public  health  and  the  environ- 
ment." 

Such  concerns  led  Rohm  &  Haas  Co.s 
chairman.  Vincent  L.  Gregory,  to  tell  share- 
holders at  the  Philadelphia-based  chemical 
maker's  recent  annual  meeting.  "I  believe 
that  the  days  of  waste  disposal  in  landfills 
are  numbered."  Explaining  that  Rohm  & 
Haas  Is  searching  for  alternative  disposal 
methods,  he  warned,  "It's  complicated,  and 
it's  going  M  be  expensive." 

Most  of  his  counterparts  in  the  Industry, 
however,  can't  conceive  of  a  world  without 
landfills.  Some  hazardous  wastes— notably 
heavy  metals— can't  be  destroyed;  the  best 
that  can  be  done  is  to  neutralize  them  by, 
for  example,  mixing  them  with  concrete. 


JMI 


20162 

storage  space  must  be  found  for  the  result- 
ing concrete  blocks,  as  well  as  for  the  stub- 
bom  sludges  and  residues  from  incineration 
or  biological  and  chemical  neutralization 
processes. 

DETOXIFYING  WASTES 

Talk  of  doing  away  with  landfills  altogeth- 
er "is  sticking  your  head  in  the  sand."  de- 
clares Geraldine  Cox.  an  official  of  the 
Chemical  Manufacturers  Association.  Clos- 
ing all  landfills  would  mean  forgoing  "the 
technology  that  leads  to  that  waste."  says 
Sam  Gusman.  a  former  senior  executive  at 
Rohm  <Se  Haas  who  now  works  for  the  Con- 
servation Foundation,  an  environmental 
group. 

Increasingly,  however,  big  companies  are 
attempting  to  detoxify  waste  before  dump- 
ing it.  willy-nilly,  into  a  landfill.  "You're 
much  better  off  destroying  it  now  than  wor- 
rying about  the  problem  it  might  cause  20 
or  50  years  from  now,"  says  Robert  C. 
Pomey.  executive  vice  president  of  Du  Pont 
Co. 

The  cost  of  such  detoxification,  while 
high,  is  modest  compared  with  the  potential 
bill  for  cleaning  up  a  contaminated  waste 
site.  In  a  recent  report,  the  Office  of  Tech- 
nology Assessment  estimates  that  it  would 
have  cost  $2  million  to  properly  dispose  of 
the  waste  dumped  at  Love  Canal  years  ago. 
By  contrast,  the  report  says,  the  ultimate 
cost  of  cleaning  up  the  contamination  is  ex- 
pected to  exceed  $100  million,  not  counting 
some  $2  billion  in  lawsuits  that  have  result- 
ed from  the  incident. 

Du  Pont,  Dow  Chemical  Co.  and  other 
large-volume  chemical  producers  have  in- 
vested in  elaborate,  high-temperature  incin- 
erators that  can  destroy  much  of  their 
liquid  and  solid  waste,  thereby  preventing 
poisons  from  escaping  into  the  environment. 
One  such  device  cost  Du  Pont  $16  million  to 
build  in  the  mid-1970s  and  $3  million  a  year 
to  run. 

While  the  cost  of  incineration  varies 
widely,  depending  on  the  amount  of  fuel 
needed  and  whether  it  Is  done  In-house  or 
subcontracted.  It  tends  to  be  more  expensive 
than  land  fUllng.  By  one  rough  estimate,  in- 
cineration costs  between  $50  and  $500  a  ton, 
compared  with  $20  to  $200  a  ton  for  landfill- 
ing. 

BIOLOGICAL  TREATMXirr 

Another  alternative  is  biological  treat- 
ment of  waste.  At  Du  Pont's  Chambers 
Works  facility  near  Its  Wilmington.  Del., 
headquarters,  toxic  waste  is  pumped  into 
three  huge  vats  of  bacteria  and  cart>on  par- 
ticles. Oxygen  bubbles  up  through  the  black 
liquid  as  the  bacteria  consume  the  waste. 
Thus  neutralized,  the  wastes  are  then  com- 
pacted and  incinerated  and  the  residue  is 
put  in  a  landfill.  The  treatment  plant  and 
landfill  are  located  on  a  700-acre  tract  of 
company  land  where.  Du  Pont  officials  are 
fond  of  pointing  out.  ducks,  geese  and  deer 
apparently  flourish. 

Sometimes,  waste  can  be  reused.  A  decade 
ago.  Monsanto  Co.  disposed  of  a  caustic  so- 
lution produced  In  the  manufacture  of 
chemicals  for  the  paper  Industry  by  chan- 
neling it  Into  a  solar  evaporation  pond  at  its 
Baxley,  Ga..  plant.  Periodically,  the  solids 
were  dredged  from  the  pond  and  either 
dumped  in  a  landfill  or  simply  "covered  up 
with  some  dirt,"  according  to  Alan  W. 
Thompson,  the  manager  of  environmental 
affairs  for  Monsanto's  Polymer  Products 
unit.  When  it  became  apparent  that  such 
methods  weren't  "a  very  good  Idea,"  Mr. 
Thompson  says,  the  company  began  ship- 
ping the  sludge  to  a  hazardous-waste  land- 
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fill  operated  by  a  third  party.  Now  Monsan- 
to sells  some  of  the  caustic  solution  to  a 
New  Jersey  waste-disposal  company  that 
uses  it  to  neutralize  acid  waste.  Even  though 
Monsanto  pays  to  transport  the  waste  to 
New  Jersey,  its  net  saving  over  disposal 
costs  is  $40,000  a  year. 

Other  companies  are  saving  money  by  re- 
cycling chemicals.  Rohm  &  Haas's  research 
laboratory  in  Spring  House.  Pa.,  formerly 
discarded  leftover  chemicals  when  projects 
were  completed.  Now  a  computer  maintains 
an  Inventory  of  every  chemical  in  the  lab 
and  leftovers  are  saved.  The  lab's  waste 
output  has  been  reduced  by  one-third  as  a 
result.  Similarly,  one  Minnesota  Mining  & 
Manufacturing  Co.  plant  saved  $30,000  a 
year  by  collecting  and  recycling  an  acid. 

REFORMULATING  PRODUCTS 

Another  goal  is  to  reduce  waste  by  refor- 
mulating products  and  manufacturing  proc- 
esses. At  Union  Carbide,  development  of  a 
more  energy-efficient  way  to  make  polyeth- 
ylene yielded  the  side  benefit  of  eliminating 
the  five  pounds  per  ton  of  waste  previously 
produced  during  manufacture. 

3M  says  it  saved  $150,000  a  year  by  rede- 
signing one  division's  manufacturing  equip- 
ment to  eliminate  use  of  a  lead  and  graphite 
mixture  that  produced  4.200  pounds  of 
waste  sludge  a  year.  Monsanto  made  a  slight 
change  in  its  method  of  making  an  adhesive 
and  turned  what  had  been  waste  into  part 
of  the  product— without  alterning  its  prop- 
erties. Monsanto  officials  estimate  that  the 
company  saves  several  hundred  thousand 
dollars  a  year  in  waste-disposal  costs  as  a 
result. 

Philip  Palmer,  a  senior  environmental  en- 
gineer at  Du  Pont,  describes  the  reduction 
and  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes  as  "a  lot  of 
different  little  problems."  Many  people,  he 
say,  harbor  the  misconception  that  it  is  pos- 
sible to  "do  something  magic"  to  hazardous 
wastes,  when  In  fact  there  "isn't  going  to  be 
any  single  technical  panacea." 

Chemical— company  offical  are  stung  by 
the  public's  failure  to  credit  them  for  recent 
advances  in  hazardous- waste  management. 
"You  don't  read  much  about  the  guys  who 
did  it  right,"  one  says.  The  bad  publicity  is 
especially  hard  to  swallow,  they  say  given 
the  fact  that  the  chemical  industry  pro- 
duces only  a  portion  of  the  nation's  hazard- 
ous waste.  "Steel  and  aluminum  and  metals 
have  far  more  environmental  problems  than 
the  chemical  industry."  grvunbles  Rohm  St 
Haas's  Mr.  Gregory. 

Big  chemical  companies  worry  that  the  In- 
dustry's image  will  continue  to  be  tarnished 
by  small  waste  producers  who.  lacking  their 
resources  and  unscrutinized  by  government 
agencies,  fail  to  safety  dispose  of  toxic 
waste.  Du  Pont's  Mr.  Pomey  asks:  "Who 
sprayed  dioxln  on  the  roads  at  Times 
Breach?  Not  a  Dow  or  a  Du  Pont." 

But  attitudes  are  slow  to  change  even  at 
some  large  companies  with  sufficient  re- 
sources. W.R.  Grace,  for  example,  still  turns 
over  most  of  its  toxic  waste  to  a  subcontrac- 
tor for  disposal— a  policy  generally  consid- 
ered to  be  less  prudent  than  disposing  of  It 
in-house.  Mr.  Brookes  says  he  has  studied 
the  feasibility  of  a  companywide  Inciner- 
ation program.  But  because  Grace  produces 
only  a  fraction  of  the  waste  of,  say,  a  Du 
Pont— and  at  far-flung  location— he  says  "I 
couldn't  put  together  a  package  that  made 
any  sense  at  all."  Moreover,  he  says  the  at- 
tention of  top  management  often  isn't 
caught  by  waste-disposal  problems.  Mean 
while.  Mr.  Brookes  says  he  has  nightmares 
about  waste  drums  stamped  "W.R.  Grace" 
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turning  up  in  some  scandal-plagued  dump 
site.* 


AWARD  GIVEN  TO  MR.  REMO 
PERRANTE 


HON.  ROY  DYSON 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives 
me  great  pleasure  to  acknowledge  and 
congratulate  today  Mr.  Remo  "Ray" 
Perrante.  a  resident  of  Maryland's 
first  district,  who  recently  received  the 
honor  of  being  named  a  Fulbright 
Scholar. 

Recently,  our  Nation's  educational 
system  has  received  a  great  deal  of  at- 
tention, with  many  groups  calling  for 
a  serious  review  of  the  standards  of 
our  institutions  of  higher  learning. 
Mr.  Ferrante's  distinguished  service  as 
an  assistant  professor  in  the  Universi- 
ty of  Maryland-Eastern  Shore's  Eng- 
lish and  language  department  indi- 
cates the  superior  instruction  given  in 
many  of  our  country's  schools. 

Mr.  Ferrante's  recent  recognition  is 
a  high  point  in  his  career.  He  began 
his  work  in  education  as  a  language  in- 
structor in  Morgantown,  W.  Va., 
teaching  at  both  the  University  of 
West  Virginia  and  in  several  local 
schools.  After  teaching  German  at 
both  Vanderbilt  Unversity  in  Tennes- 
see and  Edinboro  State  College  in 
Pennsylvania,  he  assumed  his  current 
position,  where  he  has  been  an  in- 
structor in  French.  Spanish,  and 
German. 

I  conunend  him  for  his  efforts  to 
promote  the  well-being  of  his  students 
and  excellence  in  American  education. 
This  most  recent  honor  of  his  Is  well 
deserved  after  14  years  of  accomplish- 
ment in  serving  the  people  of  Mary- 
land's Eastern  Shore.* 


DRUG  ABUSE  BY  THE  ELDERLY 


HON.  LAWRENCE  J.  SMITH 


OF  FLORIDA 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
drug  abuse  has  long  been  considered  a 
problem  of  the  young.  However,  drug 
abuse  is  also  a  problem  of  the  elderly. 
Only  in  the  past  few  weeks  have  we 
developed  an  awareness  of  the  prob- 
lem as  it  affects  our  senior  citizens. 
The  following  editorial  which  ap- 
peared in  the  Fort  Lauderdale  Sun- 
Sentinel  on  July  5,  1983,  summarizes 
the  problem  most  succinctly.  I  hope 
that  this  body  will  encourage  public 
awareness  while  searching  for  possible 
solutions  to  the  problem: 


Fight  Drug  Misuse  by  Seniors 

The  words  "drug  abuse"  call  up  Images  of 
teenagers  or  young  adults  smoking  pot,  pop- 
ping pills,  snorting  cocaine  or  even  shooting 
up  with  heroin. 

But  a  growing  part  of  the  overall  drug 
abuse  problem  affects  mainly  senior  citizens 
who  suffer  from  overuse  or  misuse  of  drugs 
prescribed  legally  or  bought  over  the 
counter. 

The  U.S.  House  and  Senate  aging  commit- 
tees heard  testimony  the  other  day  that 
30.000  elderly  Americans  are  killed  each 
year  by  "drug  misadventures." 

The  problem  arises  because  many  elderly 
people  take  several  different  kinds  of  medi- 
cines every  day.  Individually,  they  may  be 
helpful.  In  combination,  they  can  be  dan- 
gerous or  even  lethal. 

Some  witnesses  testified  about  drug-in- 
duced hallucinations,  hysterical  fits,  faint- 
ing spells  and  comas. 

With  60  percent  of  25  elderly  Americans 
taking  medication  daily,  the  potential  for 
harm  is  enormous.  And  over-use  of  legal 
medication  is  not  only  confined  to  seniors. 

Survey  results  cited  by  Rep.  Claude 
Pepper.  D-Miami.  chairman  of  the  Health 
and  Long-Term  Care  Subcommittee,  are 
frightening: 

As  many  as  half  the  elderly  don't  take 
medications  properly. 

Ten  percent  never  fill  prescriptions  given 
them  by  doctors. 

Seventy-five  percent  don't  get  information 
on  the  drugs  they  are  supposed  to  take. 

And  74  percent  are  never  told  about  side 
effects. 

Congressmen  were  told  the  problem  was 
exacerbated  because  many  elderly  people 
are  shy  about  asking  questions  of  their 
doctor  or  fail  to  tell  one  doctor  they  are 
taking  medicine  prescribed  by  another. 

In  an  effort  to  reduce  these  drug  misad- 
ventures, the  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion is  sending  a  pamphlet  to  all  Social  Se- 
curity recipients  In  checks  being  mailed  this 
month. 

The  pamphlet  urges  any  patients  taking 
drugs  to  ask  their  doctor  or  pharmacist  the 
name  of  the  drug,  the  condition  it  treats, 
when  to  take  it  and  stop  taking  It.  the  re- 
sults It  is  supposed  to  produce  and  any  pos- 
sible side  effects. 

That's  good  advice  for  anyone  of  any 
age.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Americans  last  autumn  to  gain  votes, 
the  Democrats  are  using  national  secu- 
rity as  grist  for  their  partisan  mill. 
The  nuclear  freeze,  the  MX,  and  now 
Central  America. 

Mr.  Carter  complains  about  our  sup- 
port of  the  El  Salvador  Government— 
which  his  administration  also  backed— 
because  it  is,  he  says,  "the  most  blood- 
thirsty in  our  hemisphere,  perhaps  in 
the  world."  The  grave  abuses  by  right- 
wing  forces  are  not  government  policy, 
and  have  begun  to  moderate  during 
the  Reagan  administration.  The  most 
bloodthirsty  in  the  world?  Has  Presi- 
dent Carter  already  forgotten  about 
Vietnam,  the  Soviet  Union,  Kampu- 
chea, Cuba?  Recent  history  has  dem- 
onstrated beyond  doubt  how  each 
Communist  takeover  has  been  consoli- 
dated—or "stabilized"  as  former  Am- 
bassador Young  would  say— in  virtual 
rivers  of  blood.  How  easily  he  forgets. 

The  comments  from  a  President 
whose  administration  was  synonymous 
with  retreat,  appeasement,  and  disar- 
ray abroad  should  be  taken  for  what 
they  are:  partisan  nonsense.* 


DEMOCRATS  USING  NATIONAL 
SECURITY  AS  GRIST  FOR 
THEIR  PARTISAN  MILL 


HON.  JAMES  G.  MARTIN 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  Democrats  efforts  to 
turn  our  national  security  problems  to 
their  domestic  political  advantage  con- 
tinued yesterday  with  an  attack  by 
former  President  Carter  on  the 
Reagan  administration's  policies  in 
Central  America. 

I  rise  to  condemn  the  Democrats 
reprehensible  partisanship  in  matters 
which,  more  than  any  other,  should  be 
beyond  partisanship.  Having  lost  the 
economy  and  social  security  as  issues, 
after  frightening  millions  of  elderly 


A  COMMUNITY  LEARNS  TO  LOVE 


HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  to  an  article  published  in 
the  July  12,  1983,  edition  of  Family 
Circle  magazine.  The  article  by  Joanne 
Morici,  entitled,  "A  Contmunity 
Learns  to  Love,"  was  of  special  inter- 
est to  me  because  it  concerns  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  home  for  mentally 
retarded  adults  in  my  home  town  of 
Valley  Stream,  N.Y. 

The  article  tells  of  the  efforts  of 
Father  Robert  Emmet  Fagan,  director 
of  Catholic  Charities  of  Rockville 
Centre,  N.Y.,  who  initiated  a  proposal 
to  open  the  first  of  a  series  of  resident 
care  facilities  for  mentally  retarded 
adults  10  years  ago.  The  proposed  site 
for  the  residence  in  Valley  Stream  was 
a  vacant  convent  in  the  middle  of  a 
residential  neighborhood. 

As  might  be  expected,  there  was  im- 
mediate and  vocal  opposition  from 
area  residents.  Many  of  them  support- 
ed the  concept,  as  long  as  the  home 
was  located  outside  their  neighbor- 
hood. Some  were  afraid  of  what  might 
happen  if  their  children  encountered 
one  of  the  retarded  residents.  Others 
were  simply  misinformed. 

But  through  patience,  diplomacy 
and  determination,  Father  Fagan  and 
Sisters  Kate  McGrath  and  Catherine 
O'Shea  managed  to  open  what  was 
called  Christopher  House  for  a  dozen 
mentally  retarded  men  and  women. 
The  residents  engage  in  productive 
jobs  and  have  become  accepted  mem- 
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bers  of  the  community.  In  fact,  the 
neighbors  now  actively  participate  in 
the  work  of  Christopher  House  and 
hold  parties  for  its  residents. 

Father  Fagan  and  the  residents  of 
the  neighborhood  around  Christopher 
House  are  to  be  applauded;  Sister 
Kate  and  Sister  Cathy  for  their  fine 
work  on  behalf  of  mentally  retarded 
adults,  and  the  residents  for  learning 
to  love  their  neighbors.  I  commend  the 
article  to  may  colleagues. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  Family  Circle.  July  12,  1983] 
A  Community  Learns  To  Love 

(For  the  community  of  Valley  Stream. 
N.Y..  "Love  Thy  Neighbor"  was  easier  to 
preach  than  to  practice.  But  with  the  help 
of  some  very  dedicated  Individuals,  the 
people  of  Valley  Stream  discovered  that 
once  they  opened  their  minds,  it  was  easy  to 
open  their  hearts.) 

(By  Joanne  Morici) 

The  bearded  young  man.  wearing  an  over- 
sized cowboy  hat  and  red  T-shirt  with 
GARY  written  across  the  front,  stood 
before  the  group  of  20  retarded  adults,  lips 
pursed,  hand  in  the  air.  .  . 

"Ready.  Set .  .  .  Go!" 

The  first  group  of  relayers.  each  carrying 
a  ball,  ran  across  the  playground.  Amid  the 
cheers.  Gary  motioned  to  the  far  side  of  the 
yard.  "Come  on  back.  Kent!  You've  got  to 
bring  the  ball  back. "  Laughing,  he  says, 
"Kent  always  forgets  to  turn  around.  .  .  . 
He'd  rather  keep  on  running."  Finally.  Kent 
is  coaxed  back  and  the  relays  continue. 
When  the  games  are  over.  Gary.  34.  and  his 
wife.  Liz,  30.  give  prizes  to  all  the  partici- 
pants. "Everybody  wins  here."  says  Liz. 

Fourth  of  July.  1982.  McKeon  Avenue  in 
Valley  Stream.  N.Y..  a  suburb  some  20  miles 
east  of  New  York  City,  looks  bright  and  fes- 
tive. Crepe-paper  streamers  and  balloons 
hang  from  the  trees,  and  picnic  tables  and 
chairs  line  the  curbs.  A  rented  jukebox  pro- 
vides background  music  as  the  neighbors 
share  food,  drink  and  good  times.  Everyone 
agrees  that  Gary  Shaw  did  a  good  job  of  or- 
ganizing this  year's  block  party— including 
Gary.  "Nine  years  ago.  If  someone  had  told 
me  I'd  be  doing  this. "  Gary  says.  "I  would 
have  told  them  all  that  they  were  crazy!" 

Nine  years  ago  Gary  was  busy  organizing 

.  .  .  but  not  for  a  block  party.  Instead,  he 
led  a  group  of  angry  Valley  Stream  resi- 
dents who  were  determined  to  stop  the 
opening  of  a  home  for  mentally  retarded 
adults  on  their  block.  Harsh  posters,  not  fes- 
tive streamers,  adorned  the  street,  advising 
neighbors  not  to  be  "Overruled  by  your 
parish  council.  Make  your  voice  heard!" 
Newspaper  ads  proclaimed,  "Stop  Pagan's 
Folly." 

Early  In  1973,  Father  Robert  Emmet 
Fagan,  director  of  Catholic  Charities  of 
Rockville  Centre,  N.Y.,  approached  the 
parish  council  of  nearby  Valley  Stream  with 
a  plan  to  open  a  home  for  retarded  adults  In 
Its  community.  The  proposed  site  for  the 
residence  was  a  vacant  convent  on  the 
comer  of  McKeon  Avenue— directly  across 
the  street  from  the  Blessed  Sacrament 
Church  and  Elementary  School,  and  right 
next  door  to  the  Shaws'  house.  Father 
Fagan  envisioned  the  home  as  the  first  of 
what  he  hoped  would  be  many  such  care  fa- 
cilities—small, family-type  settings  where 
retarded  people  could  live  as  Independently 
as  possible.  In  January  1974,  the  parish 
council  approved  the  plan. 
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"We  started  hearing  rumors  that  the  con- 
vent would  be  used  to  house  mentally  re- 
tarded.' ■•  Gary  explains.  ■No  way  did  I  want 
those  'crazies'  on  my  block." 

"The  attitude  of  the  neighborhood  was. 
'It's  a  nice  thing  you're  trying  to  do.' "  adds 
Gladys  Shaw.  Gary's  mother,  "but  Just 
don't  do  It  here! " 

Hearing  of  the  community's  opposition. 
Father  Pagan  held  a  town  meeting  in  Feb- 
ruary, hoping  to  change  their  minds.  Over 
40  people  showed  up.  He  started  to  explain 
that  the  convent  would  house  10  to  12  mod- 
erately retarded  adults  and  would  be  super- 
vised 24  hours  a  day  by  two  llve-ln  house- 
parents.  Sisters  Kate  McGrath  and  Cather- 
ine O'Shea.  both  Dominican  nuns  who  had 
worked  at  a  successful  residence  In  Brook- 
lyn, New  York.  But  before  he  could  finish. 
he  was  verbally  assaulted  by  the  angry 
neighbors. 

Gary  Shaw,  then  25.  was  one  of  the  most 
vocal  dissenters.  His  voice  l)oomed  above  the 
others  as  he  gestured  wildly  toward  the 
podium  where  Father  Fagan  and  Sisters 
Kate  and  Catherine  sat.  'I  have  young 
nieces  and  nephews."  he  yelled.  "These  "re- 
tarded people'  might  attack  them  while 
they're  playing  in  our  yard." 

"There  are  too  many  children  in  this 
neighborhood. "  added  Joe  Gentile,  another 
resident.  "It's  just  too  risky." 

■"The  retarded  are  not  drug  addicts,  child 
molesters,  thieves  or  vandals."  Kate  an- 
swered calmly.  ""They  are  gentle,  loving 
people  who  are  just  developmentally  slower 
than  you  or  me.  They  have  the  same  feel- 
ings we  do— they  laugh,  cry.  get  lonely, 
bored.  And  like  you,  they  want  a  place 
that's  home." 

Someone  else  shouted,  "We  don't  want 
them  wandering  around  our  streets. ■' 

"Every  one  of  our  residents  participates  In 
a  day  program,  five  days  a  week,  six  hours  a 
day,"  explained  Catherine. 

"And  then  what?"  yelled  Gary.  "What  do 
they  do  once  they  get  home?" 

"What  do  you  do  when  you  get  home  from 
work?"  asked  Kate,  a  feisty  woman  with  a 
quick  Irish  tongue.  "Relax,  watch  TV.  eat 
dinner.  These  people  will  do  the  same 
thing. " 

When  the  meeting  ended  several  hours 
later.  Father  Fagan  and  the  Sisters  left  feel- 
ing disheartened  but  not  defeated.  They 
had  hoped  to  t>e  reassuring,  but  Instead  the 
meeting  had  only  added  fuel  to  an  already 
smoldering  fire. 

THE  nCHT  CONTINUES 

Gary  Shaw  led  the  opposition.  "If  there 
was  a  way  to  stop  that  residence  from 
coming  into  our  neighborhood,^'  he  declares, 
"I  was  determined  to  find  It."  He  and  the 
other  opponents  certainly  tried— by  collect- 
ing signatures  for  petitions,  placing  count- 
less newspaper  ads,  staging  sit-ins  and  even 
consulting  lawyers.  '■The  lawyers  explained 
that  the  state  and  Catholic  Charities  were 
within  their  legal  rights."  Gary  says.  "They 
said.  'We'll  fight  this  for  you.  but  you  have 
no  case.  It'll  end  up  costing  you  a  lot  of 
money,  and  you're  still  going  to  lose.'  " 

Meanwhile.  Kate  invited  the  nelght>ors  to 
a  residence  in  Brooklyn  so  they  could  see 
firsthand  how  smoothly  It  ran.  "I  was  Im- 
pressed," says  Joe  Gentile.  "The  home  was 
well  organized  and  cared  for,  but  I  still 
didn't  believe  It  would  work  In  our  neighbor- 
hood." Gary,  however,  refused  the  Invita- 
tion. "Sure,  everything  would  be  nice, 
clean  .  .  .  perfect.  They  knew  we  were 
coming  and  had  time  to  fix  things  up.'  I 
wasn't  going  to  fall  for  that." 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Father  Fagan  held  another  meeting,  but 
the  consensus  was  still  "No,"  so  he  proposed 
a  compromise.  "Give  us  one  year  In  your 
neighborhood, "  he  pleaded.  "After  that  one 
year,  the  parish  council  will  ask  each  one  of 
you  how  you  feel  about  the  residence.  If  you 
still  want  us  to  leave,  we  will." 

"Legally,"  Gary  says,  "I  knew  we  had  no 
recourse.  I  didn't  like  It,  but  I  knew  the 
compromise  was  the  best  we  could  do— then. 
I  was  certain  they'd  be  out  before  the  year 
was  up." 

On  May  1.  1974,  the  dedication  ceremony 
was  held  and  the  residence  was  officially 
named  "Christopher  House."  "It  was  very 
moving  for  us."  says  Kate,  "an  answer  to 
our  prayers." 

Applications  of  potential  residents  were 
reviewed  by  an  admissions  board,  which  In- 
cluded a  doctor,  lawyers,  a  representative 
from  the  state  and  community.  Selecting 
Gary  as  the  neighborhood  representative 
was  part  of  the  plan  to  change  the  commu- 
nity's negative  attitude. 

When  all  12  residents  were  chosen  and 
had  moved  in.  Kate  and  Catherine  held  an 
open  house.  Gary  and  Liz,  who  were  not 
married  at  that  time,  came  together.  "I  had 
heard  at>out  Sisters  Kate  and  Catherine," 
says  Liz.  "I  imagined  they'd  be  like  the  nuns 
who  taught  me  in  school— strict  disciplinar- 
ians who  wore  long  black  habits.  But  when 
we  got  to  Christopher  House,"  Liz  adds,  "a 
woman  wearing  a  sweatshirt  and  jeans 
greeted  us  at  the  door.  I  nudged  Gary  and 
said,  'Are  these  the  nuns?'  I  couldn't  believe 
It!" 

Sisters  Kate  McGrath  and  Catherine 
O'Shea  are  exceptional  women,  both  pos- 
sessing what  seems  like  limitless  energy  and 
a  readiness  to  see  the  humorous  side  of  any 
minor  catastrophe.  Sister  Kate,  a  small, 
slight  woman,  speaks  rapidly  In  a  clipped, 
raspy  voice  and  rarely  sits  still.  Her  eyes 
crinkle  and  disappear  when  she  laughs,  but 
when  necessary,  she  can  speak  with  a  force 
and  vehemence  that  belle  her  tiny  stature. 

Sister  Catherine  Is  tall  and  lean,  with 
bright  blue  eyes  and  a  friendly  smile  that 
lights  up  her  face  when  she  talks.  She  Is 
more  softspoken  than  Kate,  but  she,  too, 
conveys  a  strong  sense  of  her  faith. 

The  two  nuns  showed  Gary.  Liz  and  the 
other  guests  around.  The  downstairs  rooms 
were  furnished  with  big,  comfortable 
couches  and  chairs.  The  recreation  room 
had  a  pool  table,  plnball  machine  and  Ping- 
Pong  table:  there  was  a  room  for  parties  and 
large  dinners.  Upstairs,  there  were  Individ- 
ual rooms  for  seven  men  on  the  second  floor 
and  for  five  women  on  the  third  floor,  each 
room  reflecting  the  owner's  personal  touch: 
posters,  family  photos,  mementos.  Back  In 
the  downstairs  hall,  Kate  pointed  to  a 
grouping  of  framed  photographs  of  each 
resident.  "Our  family  wall."  she  said  proud- 
ly. 

Aftei  the  tour,  the  guests  were  offered  a 
drink  and  introduced  to  the  residents.  Usu- 
ally boisterous.  Gary,  like  most  of  those 
present,  was  conspicuously  quiet.  "I  thought 
any  minute  one  of  them  mlght've  started 
screaming  or  running  wild." 

"People  really  have  terrible  misconcep- 
tions about  the  retarded,"  explains  Sister 
Nora  Bottcher.  director  of  Community  Resi- 
dences in  Nassau  County,  New  York.  "There 
Is  a  difference  between  the  mentally  lll-ttfTd 
the  mentally  retarded.  Though  mental  re- 
tardation Is  a  permanent  condition  and  no 
one  Is  ever  'cured,'  In  the  right  envlrorunent 
and  with  the  proper  supervision,  these 
people  can  leam  to  reach  their  fullest  po- 
tential.   The    neighborhood's    attitude    Is 
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really  rooted  In   one  baste  emotion— fear. 
Pear  of  the  unknown." 

But  the  resldente  of  Christopher  House 
had  their  own  doubts  and  fears  to  contend 
with.  "It  took  a  while  before  many  of  them 
loosened  up,"  says  Catherine.  "After  all,  for 
some  this  Is  the  first  real  home  they've  ever 
had. "  For  example.  Jim  Fogarty,  who  was  42 
when  he  moved  In,  had  lived  In  an  Institu- 
tion for  22  years.  He  had  to  releam  all  the 
aspects  of  home  living.  "At  first,  Jim  spent 
most  of  his  time  alone.  In  his  bedroom, 
drawing  with  a  black  pencil,"  says  Kate. 
"Apparently,  no  one  had  paid  much  atten- 
tion to  him  In  the  Institution." 

"He  even  kept  his  wallet  hidden  under  his 
bed.  No  one  will  go  to  your  room  If  you 
don't  want  them  to,'  but  his  behavior  was  a 
carry-over  from  the  Institution,  where  priva- 
cy and  ownership  weren't  respected.  There, 
anything  could  be  stolen." 

"That's  Institution  syndrome',"  explains 
Kate.  "But  we  kept  reinforcing  Jim.  and 
eventually  he  felt  comfortable  enough  to 
Join  In  the  actlvltes." 

The  dally  "routine  "  at  Christopher  House 
starts  at  seven  in  the  morning.  After  break- 
fast, residents  take  the  8  o'clock  bus  to  the 
workshop  in  Preeport  (a  town  20  minutes 
away),  run  by  the  Association  for  the  Help 
of  Retarded  Children  (AHRC),  Nassau 
County  chapter.  "Certain  Industries  subcon- 
tract with  the  workshop,"  explains  Helen 
Kaplan,  executive  director  of  the  AHRC, 
"and  employees  are  paid  by  the  amount  of 
piecework  they  accomplish.  The  Jobs  are 
mainly  assembly-line  factory  work." 

"There  Is  a  real  sense  of  pride  and  accom- 
plishment In  the  work  these  residents  do," 
says  Sister  Nora  Bottcher,  "and  with  that 
accomplishment  they  are  able  to  attain  a 
greater  degree  of  self-confidence." 

"Many  are  able  to  obtain  regular  employ- 
ment after  a  time,"  adds  Helen  Kaplan. 

The  dinner  preparations  begin  around  4 
p.m.  "Kate  and  I  do  the  actual  cooking," 
says  Catherine,  "and  everyone  else  takes 
turns  setting  the  table  or  making  the  salad 
and  serving."  After  dinner  the  table  Is 
cleared,  and  while  one  resident  sets  the 
table  for  tomorrow's  breakfast,  others  pre- 
pare the  next  day's  lunch  for  everyone. 

A  CHANGE  or  HEART 

Gradually  and  reluctantly.  Gary  became  a 
part  of  Christopher  House's  routine.  "I  was 
still  on  the  admissions  board  and  had  to  be 
In  and  out  of  there  for  meetings  all  the 
time, "  he  says.  "I  learned  all  their  names, 
and  after  a  while  I  wanted  to  know  them  on 
a  more  personal  level.  I  was  In  the  house 
one  day."  he  adds,  "and  one  of  the  girls 
looked  up  at  me  and  said,  'I'm  home  now, 
and  I  want  to  stay  here.'  My  heart  just 
melted.  I  guess  you  could  say  that  was  a 
turning  i>oint  for  me." 

In  the  months  that  followed,  similar  senti- 
ments could  be  heard  on  McKeon  Avenue. 
John  DeRosa.  who  lives  three  doors  down 
from  Christopher  House,  took  the  for  sale 
sign  down  from  his  front  yard— "I  was  Just 
mad  at  the  time, "  he  told  his  neighbors  de- 
fensively. 

"You  could  feel  the  change  In  attitude 
among  the  neighbors  when  we  met  on  the 
street,"  says  Kate.  "No  more  cold  shoulders, 
more  friendly  greetings— It  was  working." 

The  residents  of  Christopher  House  could 
also  feel  the  change.  "They  became  more 
outgoing  and  eager  to  try  new  things," 
Catherine  notes.  Henry  Dennis.  37,  stutters 
when  he  s{>eaks  and  would  sometimes  shy 
away  from  others  because  of  this  difficulty. 
Yet  Henry,   bom  wltft  Down's  syndrome. 


st>eaks  with  pride  about  becoming  an  altar 
boy.  "I  help  serve  Mass  on  Sunday,"  he 
says.  "I  like  to  visit  my  brother,  but  I  tell 
him.  Not  on  Sunday,  people  are  counting 
on  me."" 

Mlchele  Nachmias.  23,  Is  Jewish,  but  she 
participates  in  various  church  activities 
with  the  other  residents  and  celebrates  the 
Jewish  holidays  at  home  with  her  mother. 
Mlchele  had  lived  at  home  with  her  mother 
and  stepfather  until  three  years  ago,  when 
her  stepfather  became  seriously  ill. 

""I  couldn't  take  care  of  them  both,"  says 
her  mother,  Annette.  "It  was  too  much  for 
me,  with  my  job  and  all. "  But  Mlchele  Is 
very  happy  at  Christopher  House.  ""You 
have  to  leave  home  sooner  or  later, "  says 
Mlchele.  "I'm  just  glad  I  like  It  here  so 
much." 

"I  thank  God  that  there  Is  a  place  like 
that  for  Mlchele,"  says  her  mother.  "She  Is 
more  independent  now,  more  understand- 
ing," she  adds,  "and  when  she  comes  home, 
she  never  stops  talking.  She  has  so  much 
going  on  in  her  life  now."« 
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they  will  be  presented  with  the  Ken- 
tucky Commendation  Ribbon,  which  is 
unquestionably  deserved. 

I  am  extremely  proud  of  these  men 
from  my  district,  and  ask  that  my  col- 
leagues here  in  the  Congress  salute 
the  heroic  efforts  of  Staff  Sergeant 
Daugherty,  Sergeant  Cundiff,  Ser- 
geant Davis,  and  Lieutenant  Shipp.» 


AN  ACT  OF  HEROISM 


HON.  HAROLD  ROGERS 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  day 
was  May  24,  1982.  The  place  was  Camp 
Shelby,  Miss.  The  mission  was  a  rou- 
tine exercise  for  the  Combat  Support 
Company.  1st  Battalion,  149th  Mecha- 
nized Infantry  of  the  Kentucky  Army 
National  Guard,  Somerset,  Ky. 

This  unassuming  afternoon  became 
quite  unique  as  the  sky  filled  with 
clouds  in  preparation  for  a  thunder- 
storm and  as  the  25  men  of  the  1st 
Battalion,  149th  Mechanized  Infantry 
busied  themselves  with  unloading  am- 
munition from  their  vehicles.  Light- 
ning struck  in  the  immediate  area,  in- 
juring 22  of  the  25  soldiers.  What  had 
been  a  routine  situation  quickly  trans- 
formed into  one  of  chaos  and  emer- 
gency. 

The  three  uninjured  men  responded 
immediately,  taking  the  situation  into 
control  and  making  order  of  the  chaos. 
They  radioed  for  medical  assistance, 
which  was  promised  to  arrive  within 
15  minutes  but  which,  in  actuality,  did 
not  arrive  for  nearly  1  hour.  These 
men  are  all  from  my  district  and  are: 
S.  Sgt.  Larry  W.  Daugherty  of  Strunk. 
Ky.,  and  Sgt.  Paul  Cundiff  and  Sgt. 
Homer  Davis,  both  of  Somerset,  Ky. 

Lt.  Phillip  Shipp,  also  of  Somerset, 
Ky.,  was  one  of  the  injured  men  on 
the  scene  but  he  was  able  to  assist  the 
other  three  soldiers  in  rendering  first 
aid  to  the  injured  men.  By  the  time 
the  medics  arrived,  these  four  indi- 
viduals had  given  first  aid  to  each  of 
the  injured  and  had  the  situation  com- 
pletely under  control. 

The  performance  of  these  four  men 
is  most  admirable;  it  demonstrates  re- 
sponsiblity,  quick  thinking,  and  a  con- 
cern for  their  fellow  man.  In  acknowl- 
edgement of  their  outstanding  efforts. 


BILL  MARSHALL:  A  MAN  OF 
EXCELLENCE 


HON.  WILLIAM  D.  FORD 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  is  indeed  an  honor  to  bring  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  the  career 
of  my  friend  Bill  Marshall,  a  man  who 
has  my  utmost  respect  and  admira- 
tion. During  my  years  of  public  serv- 
ice, I  have  never  icnown  a  person  so 
genuinely  involved  in  service  to  all  citi- 
zens. Bill  is  about  to  retire  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Michigan  State  AFL-CIO 
after  serving  in  that  capacity  for  the 
past  12  years. 

He  became  active  in  the  labor  move- 
ment in  1942  while  working  as  a  bus 
driver  in  the  South  when  he  joined 
the  Amalgamated  Transit  Union  in 
Shreveport,  La.  He  served  as  a  com- 
mitteeman, executive  board  member, 
and  special  organizer  for  the  interna- 
tional union.  He  was  first  elected 
president  of  the  Michigan  State  AFL- 
CIO  in  1971.  Although  his  abilities 
have  carried  him  far,  Bill  has  never 
forgotten  his  roots.  When  he  and  I 
served  together  as  delegates  to  the 
Michigan  Constitutional  Convention 
he  referred  to  himself  as  the  conven- 
tion's only  true  "roads  "  scholar. 

At  the  present  time.  Bill  is  a  member 
of  the  National  AFL-CIO  Conunittee 
on  Political  Education  (COPE)  Steer- 
ing Committee  and  serves  on  the  na- 
tional advisory  committee  to  AFL-CIO 
President  Lane  Kirkland  on  problems 
of  State  and  local  central  bodies.  But 
his  cares  and  concerns  extend  beyond 
those  of  his  fellow  union  members.  He 
is  currently  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  and  on  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee of  the  United  Way  of  Michigan. 
Bill  is  president  of  the  Michigan 
League  for  Human  Services  and  chair- 
man of  the  Michigan  Trade  Union 
Council  for  Histradrut.  He  is  also 
Michigan  chairman  for  the  USO  and  a 
member  of  the  National  USO  Board  of 
Governors. 

And  there  is  more.  Bill  is  a  member 
of  the  labor  advisory  committee  of  the 
Michigan  State  University  School  of 
Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  and  of 
the  labor  advisory  committee  to  labor 
programs  at  the  University  of  Michi- 
gan, Wayne  State  University,  and 
Northern  Michigan  University. 

Bill  has  been  a  tireless  advocate  of 
health  and  safety   in  the  workplace 
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and  a  fighter  for  fair  wages  and  equi- 
table treatment  for  all. 

This  list  of  his  accomplishments  and 
concerns  has  been  abbreviated  out  of 
necessity,  but  I  trust  it  is  clear  to  the 
House  that  he  has  been  an  important 
factor  in  bettering  the  quality  of  life 
for  people  across  the  United  States, 
More  important,  I  know  that  while 
Bill  is  retiring  from  one  job,  he  will 
continue  to  channel  his  time  and 
energy  into  similar  worthwhile  en- 
deavors. As  he  completes  a  career  of 
service  to  all  working  men  and  women, 
it  is  an  honor  to  pay  him  the  tribute 
he  clearly  deserves  and  to  wish  him 
well.* 


TENNESSEE'S  MAYOR  OF  THE 
YEAR 


HON.  JIM  COOPER 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
would  like  to  pay  special  tribute  to 
Mayor  John  Johnson  of  Morristown, 
Term.,  who  has  recently  been  recog- 
nized as  Tennessee's  Mayor  of  the 
Year.  This  award  is  the  highest  honor 
that  is  given  by  the  Tennessee  Munici- 
pal League,  which  represents  283  of 
Tennessee's  towns  and  cities. 

Mayor  Johnson  received  the  award 
for  his  outstanding  leadership  in 
human  resource  development  and  in- 
dustrial development  and  for  his  work 
with  city  facilities  and  services.  Per- 
haps Mayor  Johnson's  most  prestigi- 
ous accomplishment  is  his  fiscal 
record.  During  Johnsons  term  he  has 
presented  Morristown  with  seven  bal- 
anced budgets.  His  fiscal  austerity  had 
resulted  in  an  increase  in  the  city's 
bond  rating  to  an  A  rating. 

Mayor  Johnson  has  also  been  a 
strong  supporter  of  industrial  growth. 
Under  his  guidance,  the  city  began 
construction  of  the  700-acre  Morris- 
town Airport  Industrial  District.  In 
the  past  several  years,  W.  R.  Grace 
Co.,  Standard  Color  Print  and  Electa- 
home  Electronics  Supply  Co.  have  lo- 
cated in  this  new  industrial  park.  Re- 
cently, Camvac  International  an- 
nounced the  location  of  a  division  in 
this  same  park. 

Mayor  Johnson  grew  up  in  Morris- 
town and  attended  city  schools.  He  re- 
ceived a  degree  in  mathematics  from 
Davidson  College.  He  has  also  played 
an  active  role  in  the  affairs  of  his  com- 
munity. He  has  served  as  vice  presi- 
dent of  the  Termessee  Oil  Men's  Asso- 
ciation and  as  president  of  the  Morris- 
town Rotary. 

Mayor  Johnson  is  married  to  the 
former  Margie  Roberts  of  Morristown 
and  has  two  children,  Rob  and  Margie, 

I  am  proud  to  recognize  John  John- 
son as  Tennessee's  Mayor  of  the 
Year,* 


JMI 
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CONGRESS  MUST  ACT  TO  PRE- 
SERVE UNIVERSAL  TELEPHONE 
SERVICE 


HON.  RON  WYDEN 

OP  ORKCON 
Of  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
some  very  alarming  facts  and  figures 
about  rising  phone  rates  that  ap- 
peared in  last  Friday's  edition  of  USA 
Today,  tuid  to  urge  my  colleagues  to 
take  action  to  head  off  potential  disas- 
ter. 

The  cover  story,  in  last  Friday's 
Money  section  of  USA  Today,  details 
local  telephone  companies'  requested 
and  approved  rate  increases  for  1983. 
In  Texas  and  New  Mexico,  local  tele- 
phone companies  have  requested  in- 
creases of  more  than  200  percent.  In 
Missouri  and  California  rate  increase 
requests  are  as  high  as  100  percent. 

These  increases  are  substantial  even 
for  those  Americans  in  the  middle 
income  level— but  for  those  living  on 
fixed  incomes,  these  increases  could 
mean  having  to  give  up  their  phone. 

In  spite  of  the  hard  cold  evidence 
that  such  rate  increase  requests  are 
being  filed— and  in  many  cases,  ap- 
proved—and that  universal  service  is 
threatened  as  a  result,  there  are  those 
who  think  Congress  should  not  act. 

In  a  recent  editorial  in  the  Washing- 
ton Post,  July  11,  1983,  the  editors  of 
the  Post  said: 

There  is.  as  always,  a  growing  inclination 
in  Congress  to  pass  legislation.  But  that  is  a 
temptation  to  be  resisted,  precisely  because 
of  the  gaping  uncertainties.  No  one  can  say 
with  any  reasonable  precision  how  this  di- 
vestiture will  actually  affect  rates  over  the 
next  several  years.  If  rates  begin  to  go  hay- 
wire, there  will  be  a  strong  case  for  congres- 
sional intervention  *  •  • 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  USA  Today  story 
demonstrates  that  rates  have  already 
begun  to  go  haywire.  Moreover,  there 
is  a  growing  body  of  evidence  that 
they  will  get  even  more  out  of  hand 
once  the  divestiture  and  subsequent 
administrative  decisions  go  into  effect 
in  January. 

Congress  must  not  sit  back  and  wait 
until  disaster  strikes  to  take  action. 
Congress,  not  courts  and  unelected 
agency  officials,  should  get  telecom- 
munications policy  in  this  country.  By 
doing  nothing.  Congress  will  jeopard- 
ize the  principle  of  universal  tele- 
phone service. 

My  colleague,  Mr.  Swirr,  agrees 
with  me  that  it  is  Congress  duty  to 
find  the  means  for  preserving  univer- 
sal telephone  service  at  affordable 
rates.  To  this  end,  we  recently  joined 
with  Mr.  Alexander  to  introduce  the 
"Universal  Telephone  Service  and 
Ratepayer  Protection  Act  of  1983"— 
H.R.  3440.  This  bill  would  overturn 
the  Federal  Conununications  Commis- 
sion's access  charge  decision,  set  up  a 
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more  equitable  scheme  for  setting 
access  and  bypass  charges,  and  estab- 
lish a  universal  service  fund  to  help 
defray  some  of  the  costs  of  local  serv- 
ice in  areas  where  those  rates  are  pro- 
hibitive. 

Because  we  also  believe  we  need 
better  data  to  help  maintain  such  serv- 
ice for  the  long  term,  Mr.  Swift  and  I 
also  introduced  a  sense  of  the  House 
resolution.  House  Resolution  231. 
Which  requires  the  FCC  to  immediate- 
ly conduct  a  study  of  the  impact  on 
rates  of  recent  regulatory  and  judicial 
changes  affecting  the  telephone  indus- 
try. This  resolution  also  reaffirms  our 
commitment  to  universal  service,  amd 
asks  the  State  PUC's  to  look  closely  at 
pending  rate  requests.  House  Resolu- 
tion 231  has  more  than  150  cospon- 
sors.  It  has  been  marked  up  by  the 
Telecommunications  Subcommittee 
and  is  awaiting  action  by  the  full 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  review  our 
bill  and  resolution,  and  resolve  that  it 
is  time  to  take  action  to  insure  that  all 
Americans  have  swicess  to  affordable 
telephone  service. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  USA  Today,  July  15.  1983] 

A  New  Twist  on  Our  Phone  Bills 

(By  Kevin  Anderson) 

American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.'s  22 
Bell  operating  companies,  which  routinely 
ask  for  roughly  $5  billion  a  year  in  local  rate 
increases,  already  have  requested  $9.2  bil- 
lion in  1983. 

It's  only  July. 

■Its  utterly,  totally  ridiculous,"  says 
Cookie  Smith,  72.  of  Austin,  Texas,  whose 
basic  phone  biU  would  almost  triple  from 
$9.05  to  $28.65  a  month  if  Southwestern 
Bell  Telephone  has  its  way. 

Since  January  1982,  when  the  federal  gov- 
ernment agreed  to  drop  antitrust  proceed- 
ing against  AT&T  if  It  divested  itself  of  Its 
operating  companies,  the  standard  answer 
to  questions  about  its  immediate  impact 
was.  "Local  rates  will  go  up."  We're  begin- 
ning to  find  out  how  much. 

But  as  the  Jan.  1,  1984,  breakup  deadline 
draws  nearer.  Bell  operating  companies— 
telcos,  as  they  are  called— are  adding  the 
extra  Income  they  believe  they  will  need  to: 

Operate  on  their  own,  grouped  under  the 
ownership  of  seven  independent  regional 
holding  companies. 

Meet  federal  requirements  that  they  make 
it  as  easy  to  use  an  independent  long-dis- 
tance service  as  it  is  to  use  AT&T's  long-dis- 
tance division— which  will  force  many  telcos 
to  spend  millions  upgrading  equipment. 

Cover  normal  operating  expenses  yet 
retain  a  profit— while  being  locked  out  of 
the  lucrative  long-distance  business. 

The  entire  $9.2  billion  Increase  request 
cannot  be  pinned  on  the  breakup,  which 
played  little  or  no  part  In  about  one-third  of 
the  total,  but  almost  $3  billion  came  from 
two  states  where  breakup  considerations 
were  stronger. 

In  Texas,  the  expected  loss  of  unusually 
high  revenues  from  Intrastate  long-distance 
calls  (Houston  to  Dallas,  for  example)  ac- 
counted for  much  of  the  record-shattering 
$1.7  billion  request. 

In  California,  similar  circumstances— plus 
the  fact  that  the  cash-poor  Pacific  Holding 
Co.  will  succeed  or  fail  largely  on  the  per- 
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formance  of  California's  Pacific  Telephone 
Co.— resulted  in  two  rate  requests  totaling 
$1.25  billion. 

And  many  Bell  watchers  predict  an  even 
bigger  mountain  of  rate  requests  this  fall. 
Says  Samuel  A.  Simon,  executive  director  of 
Telecommunications  Research  &  Action 
Center,  a  national  consumer  group  'You 
haven't  even  seen  the  beginning  of  this  yet. 

"I  don't  know  why  they're  even  coming 
out  this  early  Separation  anxiety?  Hyste- 
ria?" Simon  believes  the  request  are  prema- 
ture because  many  Issues  that  will  deter- 
mine phone  rates  are  still  under  debate  In 
Washington,  D.C. 

But  the  telcos  argue  they  couldn't  wait. 
"We  had  to  go  with  a  lot  of  estimates  and 
undecided  factors,  and  we  waited  a  long  as 
we  could,  but  we  need  those  new  rates  In 
effect  on  1-1-84,  and  we  have  to  give  the 
state  185  days  to  act, "  says  Southwestern 
Bell  spokesman  Dale  Johnson. 

When  Texas  and  other  states  do  act,  what 
actually  will  filter  Into  our  mailboxes  In 
those  ubiquitous  blue-and-whlte  phone  bill 
envelopes  depend  on  how  much  of  the  telco 
requests  are  approved— and  on  new  tele- 
phone billing  plans. 

AT&T  and  the  telcos  have  pledged  to 
keep  some  form  of  affordable  basic  service; 
its  form  is  still  being  decided. 

Frpect  your  telco  to  blitz  you  this  fall 
wltn  a  fresh  twist- active  participation  In 
choosing  your  phone  service.  Customers  will 
pick  not  only  a  long-distance  service  (MCI. 
Sprint,  AT&T,  etc.)  but  one  of  several  local 
billing  plans. 

Each  telco  has  a  slightly  different  ap- 
proach, but  here's  what  you  might  have  to 
choose  from,  with  charges  typical  of  several 
large  cities. 

Unlimited  local  calling— make  and  receive 
as  many  local  calls  as  you  like,  your  bill 
stays  the  same— $20  a  month. 

Message  rate  service— $12  a  month,  buying 
unlimited  incoming  calls  and  60  outgoing 
local  calls.  Each  call  above  that  limit:  7 
cents. 

Economy-rate  service— $7.50  a  month,  plus 
7  cents  per  outgoing  call.  Often,  the  differ- 
ence between  this  base  rate  and  the  other 
options  is  enough  to  make  a  moderate 
number  of  calls  and  still  save. 

Local  measured  service— the  most  contro- 
versial option,  this  is  already  In  New  York, 
Chicago  and  other  large  cities.  You  might 
pay  $11  a  month  and  be  billed  for  local  calls 
based  on  when  you  call,  how  many  calls  you 
make,  how  long  you  talk  and  how  far  the 
call  travels. 

Unclear  Is  how  much  money  state  regula- 
tors will  save  phone  users.  Telcos  seldom  get 
all  they  ask  for.  and  many  regulators— espe- 
cially elected  ones— could  agree  with  Cookie 
Smith  and  clamp  down. 

But  the  role  of  regulators  in  assuring  the 
health  of  telcos  is  rising.  Besides,  says  Larry 
J.  Wallace,  president  of  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Regulated  Utility  Commissioners, 
"Commissions  are  woefully  undermanned." 

That  could  lead  to  big  rate  approvals. 
Regulators  "are  outgunned.  They  might  not 
have  the  resources  to  fight,  and— with  all 
this  premature  confusion— they  might  have 
no  basis  to  question  the  request,"  Simon 
says. 

Down  the  road,  two  major  debates  remain. 
First,  who  should  pay  a  telco's  cost  for 
acting  as  a  bridge  between  Its  customers  and 
the  long-distance  company  they  choose? 
AT&T  and  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  say  the  customer  should  pay; 
Simon  and  others  advocate  charging  the 
long-distance  companies. 
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The  second  issue:  Who  are  the  real  "cost- 
causing "  telephone  users?  AT&T  points  to 
residential  customers.  But  Simon  and  his 
supporters  believe  the  4  percent  to  10  per- 
cent of  telephone  users,  usually  businesses 
and  institutions,  that  account  for  70  percent 
to  80  percent  of  the  average  telcos'  revenues 
are  the  cost  causers;  they're  the  ones  requir- 
ing sophisticated  switching  gear. 

But  hitting  up  big  business  terrifies  the 
telcos.  They're  afraid  the  big  customers  will 
simply  bypass  the  Bell  network.  Installing 
their  own  communications  technology— sat- 
ellites, private  cables,  wireless  mobile 
phones. 

The  bypass  danger,  the  other  side  be- 
lieves, can  be  dealt  with  by  legislation. 
Whatever  the  outcome,  the  mounting  rate 
request  activity  leading  up  to  formal  break- 
up of  Ma  Bell  on  Jan.  1  has  left  some  con- 
sumers cynical.  Cindy  Green  Anderson,  a 
San  Francisco  small  business  woman,  says 
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of  Pacific  Telephone's  requested  103.6  per- 
cent rate  hike: 

"(The  monopoly)  bothered  me  In  princi- 
ple, but  I  should  have  known  that,  when  It 
all  comes  down  to  practicalities,  it  doesn't 
matter  whether  we're  talking  about  a  major 
conglomerate  or  a  mini-conglomerate. 
They're  still  going  to  get  what  they  want." 

itA  bell:  dialing  por  dollars 
Telephone  users  across  the  USA  face  big 
Increases  In  their  basic  monthly  telephone 
bills  If  the  22  Bell  telephone  companies  get 
what  they  are  seeking.  Here's  a  look  at  the 
six  states  In  which  customers  face  the  big- 
gest Increases: 
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THE  COST  OP  RAVING  A  PHONE 

Here  are  the  monthly  rates  Bell  System 
operating  companies  now  charge  for  basic 
local  service,  and  what  they  will  charge  If 
rate  Increase  requests  are  granted.  Basic 
local  service  In  all  states  Includes  a  private, 
residential  line  with  unlimited  calling.  Most 
figures  are  for  the  largest  city  In  the  state 
and  some  states  include  services  others  do 
not,  so  the  figures  cannot  be  compared  from 
state  to  state.  Bell  companies  control  90  per- 
cent of  the  USA's  residential  phones. 
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'  Sa  states  did  not  have  rate  increase  requests  as  ot  July  13:  Alatoma,  teitucky,  Mississippi,  New  Hampshire,  Massachusetts  and  North  Dakota  Four  states-Delaware,  Kansas.  Maryland  and  Oklahoma-apprwed  increases  and  recened 
I  requests  Alaska.  Hawai;  and  Connecticut  are  not  served  by  Bell  companies 

» Total  d  an  rate  increase  requests  pending  ...„....,    ^^  ^^ j..—  ...^m. 

»  Percentage  o(  the  total  request  xtually  approved  in  the  two  most  recent  rates  cases  Indicates  how  Bell  has  tared  with  that  state  6  public  utrtities  regulators  recent^i. 
« Two  cases  pending  ,   ^ 

'  Rate  inckides  530  1  million  (ol  a  J106  million  request)  which  was  added  to  current  rates  subjected  to  refund. 
■  Suoxss  rate  based  on  only  one  case 
'  Last  increase  granted  in  1976 

•  Not  avaitaUe.  Pendmi;  applicahon  does  not  include  new  rate  design. 

•  Ehbre  request  was  rqected;  {41  mdlion  now  being  sought  in  cniit. 
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EMERGENCY  MEDICINE  WEEK 


HON.  TOM  VANDERGRIFF 

or  TSZAS 

IN  THB  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  VANDERGRIFF.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today,  I  have  introduced  legislation  to 
designate  the  week  of  September  18, 
1983,  through  September  24,  1983,  as 
"Emergency  Medicine  Week."  This 
resolution  will  recognize  the  chal- 
lenges conquered  by  emergency  health 
care  providers  across  the  Nation,  and 
encourage  all  Americans  to  leam 
about  the  advances  made  in  emergen- 
cy medicine. 

Seventeen  years  ago,  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  reported  that  ac- 
cidental injuries  were  the  neglected 
epidemic  of  modem  society  and  the 
Nation's  most  important  environmen- 
tal health  problem.  They  were  the 
leading  cause  of  death  in  the  first  half 
of  life's  span. 

As  a  result  of  that  report,  a  dedicat- 
ed group  of  men  and  women  worked 
together  to  improve  emergency  health 
care  for  all  Americans.  In  1968,  these 
physicians  founded  the  American  Col- 
lege of  Emergency  Physicians,  the  cor- 
nerstone of  a  speciality  dedicated  to 
improving  emergency  health  care  in 
the  United  States.  ACEP  is  located  in 
Dallas,  Tex. 

Since  that  time,  Americans  have 
learned  they  can  depend  on  these  spe- 
cialists in  emergency  care  to  provide 
them  with  immediate  life-saving  care. 
In  1960,  42  million  Americans  visited 
emergency  departments.  By  1981,  that 
figure  had  almost  doubled  to  more 
than  83  million  visits. 

Sixty-three  residency  programs  in 
emergency  medicine  have  been  estab- 
lished to  provide  formal  training  for 
emergency  physicians.  A  board  certifi- 
cation—first administered  in  1980— es- 
tablishes the  credentials  of  emergency 
physicians  within  the  speciality.  The 
training  of  emergency  nurses  and 
thousands  of  prehospital  care  provid- 
ers has  also  Improved. 

Countless  lives  are  being  saved  daily 
because  of  the  efforts  of  the  American 
College  of  Einergency  Physicians.  Vic- 
tims of  heart  attacks,  automobile  acci- 
dents, poisonings  and  bums  can  be  as- 
sured that  their  care  will  be  the  best 
possible. 

This  resolution,  which  pays  tribute 
not  Just  to  these  past  efforts,  but  to 
future  research  and  improvements, 
win  salute  and  give  the  support  de- 
served to  these  health  care  profession- 
als whose  emergency  medicine  special- 
ity continues  to  mature.* 
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THE  75TH  ANNIVERSARY  OP 
L-yNBROOK  HOSE  COMPANY 
NO.  1 
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CERTIFICATION  FOR  MURDER 


HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

OF  NXW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  share  with 
the  Members  of  this  House  an  exam- 
ple of  the  selfless  dedication  and  spirit 
of  voluntarism,  which  have  contribut- 
ed to  the  strength  of  our  Nation  since 
its  inception.  This  weekend,  Lynbrook 
Hose  Company  No.  1  will  celebrate  its 
75th  Anniversary  of  service  to  the  resi- 
dents of  the  village  of  Lynbrook  and 
the  surrounding  communities. 

Over  the  last  IVi  decades,  Lynbrook 
and  the  entire  region  have  grown  from 
small  rural  communities  to  one  of  the 
largest  suburban  areas  in  the  United 
States.  The  volunteer  fire  service  has 
done  a  tremendous  job  in  responding 
to  the  increased  demand  for  fire  pro- 
tection and  emergency  medical  service. 
The  officers  and  men  of  Hose  Compa- 
ny No.  1  have  actively  participated  in 
this  effort  with  great  distinction. 

Today  these  civic  minded  individuals 
invest  countless  hours  in  training, 
maintenance  of  equipment,  and  fire 
control,  and  prevention  activities. 
They  are  prepared  to  respond  to  all 
types  of  emergencies  and  to  provide 
the  highest  caliber  of  service  to  the 
residents  of  their  community.  One 
recent  example  of  the  work  of  the 
Lynbrook  Fire  Department  was  the  re- 
sponse to  a  vehicle  accident  involving 
a  tractor  trailer  loaded  with  gasoline. 
The  men  of  Hose  Company  No.  1 
joined  with  their  fellow  firefighters  in 
controlling  the  serious  gasoline  spill 
and  evacuating  nearby  residents. 

Modem  technology  has  engendered 
many  new  threats  to  public  safety,  and 
the  response  of  the  volunteer  fire  serv- 
ice to  protect  the  public  from  these 
hazards  is  one  of  the  finest  examples 
of  community  concern.  I  know  every 
Member  of  this  body  will  join  me  in 
congratulating  the  members  of  Lyn- 
brook Hose  Company  No.  1  as  they 
join  with  firefighters  from  the  entire 
Metropolitan  New  York  area  in  cele- 
brating their  75th  Anniversary.  I 
would  like  to  extend  my  best  wishes  to 
their  chief.  Kevin  Michaud,  Captain 
John  Obenheim,  Anniversary  Commit- 
tee Chairman  Walter  Brooks,  and  the 
other  officers  and  men  of  Hose  Com- 
pany No.  1  for  their  outstanding 
work.* 


HON.  FORTNEY  H.  (PETE)  STARK 

or  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  we 
are  expecting  to  receive  from  Presi- 
dent Reagan  his  certification  that  El 
Salvador  has  significantly  improved  its 
human  rights  record,  and  should 
therefore  be  eligible  for  further  U.S. 
military  assistance.  The  truth,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  there  have  been  more 
deaths  in  El  Salvador  in  the  last  sever- 
al months,  than  before.  This  has  been 
substantiated  by  both  independent 
human  rights  organizations  in  El  Sal- 
vador, and  by  the  Salvadoran  govern- 
ment itself. 

I  can  come  to  only  one  conclusion 
then,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  that  is  that  the 
President  intends  to  lie  to  Congress  in 
his  certification  report.  Whether  or 
not  El  Salvador  is  making  any 
progress  at  all,  the  President  will  con- 
tinue to  send  this  body  certification 
reports  saying  that  they  are. 

This  attitude  is  making  a  mockery  of 
the  progress,  and,  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, showing  this  House  the  true 
colors  of  our  President.  He  intends  to 
do  as  he  pleases  regardless  of  congres- 
sional mandate,  and  law. 

This  can  be  further  seen  by  the 
President's  action  in  sending  an  eight- 
ship  carrier  battle  group  to  the  coast 
of  Central  America  yesterday  to  "dem- 
onstrate U.S.  interest  in  the  area." 
Does  he  really  expect  us  to  believe 
that?  He  is  playing  bully,  and  he  is 
lying  to  Congress.  President  Reagan  is 
violating  his  oath  of  office  and  the 
Constitution.  Vietnam,  here  we  come.* 


LOUISVILLE  REDBIRDS 


HON.  ROMANO  L  MAZZOU 

or  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  MAZZOU.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  commend  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  following  article 
which  recently  appeared  in  Sports  Il- 
lustrated. 

The  article  tells  the  whole  Nation 
what  the  residents  of  Louisville  and 
Jefferson  County  already  know:  Not 
only  are  the  Louisville  Redbirds  a 
minor  league  baseball  team  with 
major  league  class,  but  that  Louisville 
is  a  great  sports  town  with  world  class 
fans. 

We  have  long  known  that  Louisville 
and  Kentucky  are  at  the  center  of  the 
basketball  world.  But,  as  Louisville's 
love  affair  with  its  Redbirds  has  dem- 
onstrated, baseball  holds  a  special  spot 
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In  the  heart  of  my  hometown.  Louis- 
villians  have  gone  to  the  games  by  the 
hundreds  of  thousands,  and  the  Red- 
birds'  players  have  responded  enthusi- 
astically, propelling  the  team  to  first 
place  In  the  division. 

I  would,  therefore,  like  to  congratu- 
late the  Redbirds  for  their  sensational 
performances,  A.  Ray  Smith  and  Dan 
Ulmer  for  their  faith,  city  and  county 
officials  and  area  community  leaders 
for  their  cooperation,  but  most  espe- 
cially I  would  like  to  congratulate  the 
superfans  for  their  record-shattering 
attendance— they  are  the  greatest. 
LOUISVILLE  Is  A  Major  Minor 
(By  William  P.  Reed) 
If  you  think  Jim  Pregosi  feels  sort  of  em- 
barrassed  about   managing   In   the   minor 
leagues,  then  you  don't  understand  what's 
been  happening  in  Louisville.  Last  year  the 
newly  relocated  Redbirds  drew  868.418  and, 
easily  a  minor  league  record,  while  finishing 
second  in  the  Class  AAA  American  Associa- 
tion Eastern  Division.  This  summer  they're 
far  ahead  of  that  pace  both  in  the  stands 
and  the  standing.  At  week's  end  the  Redbird 
were  first  by  evi  games,  and  owner  A.  Ray 
Smith's  prediction  of  a  million  customers 
looked  as  good  as  a  1-5  favorite  at  nearby 
Churchill  Downs. 

No  wonder  Pregosi.  41.  the  former  divi- 
sion-winning manager  and  All-Star  short- 
stop of  the  California  Angels,  says,  "I'm 
having  one  of  the  most  enjoyable  year  I've 
had  In  baseball. "  Oh.  sure,  he  would  like  an- 
other crack  at  the  majors,  and  chances  are 
he'll  get  it.  Now.  though.  Pregosi  is  delight- 
ed to  be  managing  the  top  farm  of  the 
world-champion  St.  Louis  Cardinals. 

The  only  thing  small  about  the  Redbirds 
is  their  mascot.  Doyle  Harris,  a  4'  2"  midget 
who  endeared  himself  to  Pregosi  during  a 
late-Inning  brawl  against  Oklahoma  City  on 
June  4.  Asked  if  he  had  hit  anybody.  Harris 
said.  "No— but  If  they'd  had  a  midget.  Id 
have  kicked  his  butt." 

This  is  typical  of  the  sassy  attitude  that 
prevails  In  Cardinal  Stadium.  It's  almost  as 
If  the  Redbirds  and  their  fans  don't  really 
understand  that  Louisville  Is  minor  league— 
and  wasn't  even  that  from  1973  until  last 
year.  A  favorite  pastime  In  Louisville,  where 
the  season's  top  crowd  Is  last  Sunday's 
31.272  and  the  average  Is  14,589.  has  been 
checking  the  box  scores  to  compare  attend- 
ance figures  with  the  big  league  parks. 
Indeed,  the  Redbirds  are  averaging  more 
fans  per  game  than  four  major  league  teams 
this  year.  "To  me.  this  Isn't  minor  league 
baseball. "  says  Pregosi.  "If  the  right  big 
league  opportunity  came  along.  I'd  take  It — 
but  It  would  have  to  be  an  awful  good  op- 
portunity." 

The  current  Louisville  team  includes  eight 
players  who  have  been  with  the  Cardinals 
for  at  least  a  cup  of  coffee,  while  the  25- 
man  St.  Louis  roster  has  nine  who  have 
played  In  Louisville.  Already  this  season 
three  Redbirds  have  been  called  up  to  St. 
Louis,  and  one— Outfielder  Any  Van  Slyke— 
Is  thought  to  be  destined  for  stardom. 


Louisville  was  a  charter  member  of  the 
National  League  in  1876  (dropping  out  after 
two  seasons)  and  had  professional  baseball 
off  and  on  until  1972.  when  public  interest 
lapsed  so  badly  that  the  Boston  Red  Sox 
moved  their  Class  AAA  team,  the  Colonels, 
to  Pawtucket,  R.I.  The  loss  wasn't  mourned 
because  a  lot  of  Loulsvllllans  were  driving 
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100  miles  to  see  the  Big  Red  Machine  In 
Cincinnati. 

The  catalyst  of  baseball's  return  was  Dan 
Ulmer,  president  of  the  Citizens  Fidelity 
Bank  and  a  lifelong  Cardinal  fan.  He  talked 
Smith  into  moving  his  Redbirds  In  from 
Springfield,  111.  and  led  a  fund-raising  drive 
that  generated  $4.5  million  to  renovate  the 
stadium  at  the  Kentucky  sUte  fairgrounds. 
The  stadium  has  had  as  much  to  do  with 
the  Redbirds'  success  as  Smith's  prices  (a 
family  of  four  can  park  the  car.  see  the 
game  and  have  a  hot  dog  and  soda  apiece 
for  $13).  Indeed.  It  combines  the  old-fash- 
ioned cozlness  of,  say,  Wrlgley  Pleld  with 
such  modem  features  as  new  plastic  re- 
served seats,  artificial  turf,  a  bright  con- 
course with  15  concession  stands,  a  lively 
beer  garden  built  around  a  gazebo,  and  a 
posh  Stadium  Club  for  VIPs. 

Pregosi  was  Smith's  initial  choice  to 
manage  the  team  in  Louisville,  but  the  offer 
came  too  soon  after  California  owner  Gene 
Autry  had  shot  him  out  of  the  Angels' 
saddle  in  1981.  Pregosi  used  the  time  out  of 
baseball  to  think,  evaluate,  analyze,  get 
back  in  touch  with  his  family  and  his  feel- 
ings. So,  last  summer  the  Redbirds  broke 
the  attendance  record  without  much  p.r. 
help  from  last  year's  manager.  Joe  Prazler. 
a  former  manager  of  the  New  York  Mets 
(1976-77).  He  was  a  solid  baseball  man,  but 
no  great  communicator  with  either  the  fans 
or  the  players. 

When  Prazler  didn't  show  a  lot  of  enthusi- 
asm about  coming  back.  Smith  turned  to  his 
original  choice,  Pregosi,  who  was  ready  to 
get  back  Into  the  game— but  not  so  ready 
that  he  would  jump  at  anything.  Before 
taking  Smith's  offer,  he  interviewed  for  a 
couple  of  big  league  managerial  Jobs 
("Either  they  didn't  want  me  or  I  didn't 
want  them,"  he  says)  and  flatly  turned 
down  chances  to  be  a  big  league  coach. 

Pregosi  gives  his  Louisville  players  the 
freedom  to  swing  away  and  run  almost  at 
wUl,  with  the  result  that  the  Redbirds  have 
been  a  high-scoring  team  built  around  the 
bats  of  outfielders  Gene  Roof  and  Tito  Lan- 
drum,  who  both  began  the  season  in  St. 
Louis,  and  such  promising  young  players  as 
Catcher  Tom  Nieto.  Outfielder  Jim  Adducl 
and  Shortstop  Jose  Gonzalez.  The  pitching 
has  been  only  adequate,  but  Pregosi  expects 
improvement  from  former  Cardinals  Eric 
Rasmussen  and  Andy  Rlncon  (now  on  the 
disabled  list),  and  young  flreballer  Todd 
Worrell,  who  Pregosi  says  has  the  best  arm 
he's  seen  since  he  managed  Nolan  Ryan. 

To  a  man.  the  players  seem  delighted  with 
FYegosl  and  his  firm  belief  in  playing  hard, 
both  on  and  off  the  field.  When  he  got  a 
look  at  the  new  beer  garden  on  the  stadi- 
um's lively  concourse.  Pregosi  cracked.  "I 
might  have  to  arrange  to  get  kicked  out  Just 
so  I  can  come  up  here  and  drink  beer."  In- 
stead, when  he  was  first  ejected,  he  went  to 
the  Stadium  Club  for  a  nightcap,  as  Is  his 
wont,  and  got  a  standing  ovation  led  by 
owner  Smith. 

Both  Pregosi  and  some  of  his  players  will 
make  the  majors  before  LouisvUle  wlU.  the 
attendance  numbers  notwithstanding.  The 
economics  at  the  big  league  level  are  so  dif- 
ferent as  to  be  almost  prohibitive  for  a  city 
of  Louisville's  size  (just  under  one  million  In 
the  metropolitan  area).  If  Smith  had  to 
meet  a  big  league  payroll,  he  couldn't  afford 
to  charge  the  low  prices— the  best  seat  in 
the  house  is  $3.50— that  helps  make  the 
Redbirds  so  attractive. 

Even  so.  the  Republican  candidate  for 
governor,  a  state  legislator  named  Jim  Bun- 
ning  (yes.  the  Jim  Bunnlng).  has  talked 
about  trying  to  get  a  big  league  expansion 
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franchise  for  Louisville.  And  Smith  has  or- 
chestrated the  renewal  of  the  Little  World 
Series,  to  be  played  in  Louisville  In  Septem- 
ber among  the  champions  of  the  three  Class 
AAA  leagues— American  Association.  Inter- 
national League  and  Pacific  Coast  League. 
It  should  be  another  crowd  pleaser.  especial- 
ly if  Pregosi  prods  the  home  team  Into  lt.« 


OF  HOLOCAUSTS  '  *  '  PAST  AND 
PRESENT 


HON.  MARK  D.  SIUANDER 

or  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 
•  Mr.  SIUANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Jewish  holocaust  is  over.  But  what 
about  the  Southeast  Asian  holocaust? 
The  Cambodian  holocaust,  initiated  by 
Pol  Pot,  continues  under  the  direction 
of  its  Vietnamese  invaders.  Cambodi- 
ans suffer,  Vietnam  tries  to  spread  its 
domain,  and  we  watch— too  apathet- 
ically. In  an  attempt  to  increase 
awareness  of  the  Cambodian  situation, 
I  urge  all  of  our  colleagues  to  read  the 
following  article  from  the  Republican 
Study  Committee  Bulletin.  Hopefully 
it  will  bring  increased  awareness  of  the 
tragic  situation  in  Cambodia. 
[Prom  the  Republican  Study  Bulletin.  June 
3.  19831 

Of  Holocausts  •  •  *  Past  and  Present 
(By  Tony  Coppolino  and  Larry  Sulc) 
"This  spring  in  Washington,  as  cherry 
trees  began  to  blossom  and  rallies  for  survi- 
vors of  the  European  Holocaust  were  being 
prepared  on  the  Mall,  all  hell  broke  loose  on 
the  Thai-Kampuchean  border.  "—Al  Santoll. 
The  New  Republic.  May  30.  1983. 

In  late  April,  hundreds  of  survivors  of  the 
Nazi  Holocaust  of  World  War  II  gathered  In 
Washington  to  meet  or  be  reunited  with 
others  who  had  survived  Hitler's  attempt  to 
exterminate  the  Jewish  people.  During  the 
1939-45  period,  six  million  Jews  were  mur- 
dered by  the  Nazis,  whUe  the  world's  recog- 
nition of  what  was  happening  came  too  late. 
The  American  government  has  sometimes 
been  accused  of  not  reacting  soon  enough 
and  In  a  meaningful  way  to  mounting  evi- 
dence of  Hitler's  "final  solution"— the 
planned  destruction  of  the  Jewish  people  in 
Europe.  Recently,  some  American  Jewish 
organizations  have  begun  to  study  the  con- 
troversial question  of  whether  certain 
Jewish  groups  In  the  United  States,  concen- 
trating instead  on  helping  to  esUbllsh  a 
Jewish  State  after  the  war.  failed  to  pres- 
sure the  U.S.  Goverment  to  react  to  the 
emerging  evidence  of  the  holocaust. 

These  questions,  raised  In  hindsight,  are 
most  troubling  and  most  difficult  to  resolve. 
Yet  one  lesson  of  the  Nazi  holocaust  that  all 
proclaim  Is  that  we  must  never  stand  by 
whUe  It  happens  again.  Vice  President  Bush 
said  during  the  holocaust  memorial  week  In 
Washington:  "Never  again  in  the  history  of 
man  will  we  allow  human  rights  to  be  so  vi- 
ciously abused. "  Elie  Wiesel  said  this: 

"We  don't  want  pity,  rather  we  want  un- 
derstanding, awareness.  We  want  people  to 
know  that  since  this  happened  once.  It  must 
not  happen  again  to  anyone.  .  .  .  Don't 
forget  that  once  the  killers  began  killing 
Jews  they  began  killing  others." 
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How  well  has  America  and  the  rest  of  the 
free  world  lived  up  to  this  moral  Imperative? 
The  events  in  Washington  last  April,  as  well 
as  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  memo- 
rial to  the  victims  of  the  Nazi  holocaust,  the 
first  such  memorial  in  this  country,  indicate 
that  we  have  not  and  will  not  forget  this 
tragedy.  Further,  we  will  try  to  insure  that 
future  generations  will  come  to  learn  from 
Its  horror.  "Never  again!" 

Yet  few  would  deny  that  in  today's  world 
there  are  in  fact  other  holocausts— holo- 
causts in  distant  lands  while  world  public  at- 
tention to  them  is  strangely  deficient. 

THE  ASIAN  AUSCHWITZ 

Consider  the  holocaust  that  has  engulfed 
Southeast  Asia  since  the  exodus  of  Ameri- 
can troops  from  Vietnam  in  1975.  Killing. 
induced  starvation,  and  destitution  have 
become  the  norm.  Following  the  communist 
victory  in  Vietnam,  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  "boat  people"  fled,  many  ultimately  fall- 
ing victim  to  heavy  seas  or  the  depredations 
of  pirates. 

In  April  1975,  the  Cambodian  government 
fell  to  the  Khmer  Rouge,  Cambodian  com- 
munists led  by  Pol  Pot.  From  1975  to  1979. 
an  estimated  two  million  people  died  In  Pol 
Pot's  reign  of  terror,  a  horribly  large  pro- 
portion of  the  total  population.  The  educat- 
ed classes,  religious  leaders,  government  em- 
ployees, teachers  and  simple  peasants  were 
either  killed,  or  tortured  and  led  off  to  slave 
labor  camps.  These  grisly  events  were  de- 
scribed In  great  detail  by  John  Barron  and 
Anthony  Paul  In  "Murder  of  a  Gentle 
Land'  In  1977 

Recently,  a  grim  photographic  exhibition 
organized  by  Amnesty  International,  enti- 
tled "Cambodia  Witness,"  was  placed  in  the 
rotunda  of  the  Cannon  House  Office  Build- 
ing. Photographs  showing  mounds  of 
human  skulls  and  bones  exhumed  from 
mass  graves  In  Cambodia  were  reminiscent 
of  pictures  of  the  Nazi  death  camps.  Con- 
gressman Stephen  Solarz  (D-NY)  was 
quoted  by  the  Washington  Post  as  saying, 
"It  is  a  sad  commentary  on  our  own  govern- 
ment that  even  after  the  evidence  is  there, 
we  still  manage  to  Ignore  the  Asian  Ausch- 
witz that  was  Cambodia." 

THE  Wrw  IlfDOCHINA  WAR 

What  is  perhaps  an  even  sadder  conunen- 
t&ry  Is  that  someone  might  t>elleve  that  the 
holocaust  In  Cambodia  ended  when  Pol  Pot 
was  overthrown  In  1978  by  Invading  Viet- 
namese forces.  Writing  in  the  May  30  issue 
of  The  New  Republic  ("The  New  Indochina 
War"),  Journalist  Al  Santoll  explains  that 
this  simply  is  not  the  case:  the  Cambodian 
holocaust,  initiated  by  Pol  Pot,  continues 
under  the  direction  of  its  Vietnamese  Invad- 
ers. 

The  Vietnamese  made  great  claims  of  "lib- 
erating" Cambodia  from  the  Khmer  Rouge. 
In  reality,  however,  while  Pol  Pot  himself 
fled,  other  Khmer  Rouge  leaders  were 
placed  In  the  new  Vietnamese-puppet  gov- 
ernment. Santoll  recounts  how  the  Viet- 
namese Instituted  a  new  and  "more  subtle 
form  of  control"  over  the  people— starva- 
tion. Farming  was  sharply  restricted  In  the 
country  and  International  food  supplies 
were  denied.  In  the  first  year  of  the  Hanoi- 
backed  regime,  an  estimated  700.000  Cambo- 
dians died  of  starvation,  a  death  toll  equal 
to  the  worst  year  of  Pol  Pot's  regime.  The 
holocaust  In  Cambodia  continued. 

For  obvious  reasons,  thousands  of  Cambo- 
dians flee  toward  the  Thai  border  and  what 
they  pray  wUl  be  relief  or  even  freedom.  As 
a  result  of  Vietnam's  chemical  warfare 
("yellow  rain")  attacks  against  the  Hmong 
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tribesmen  In  Loas,  thousands  of  Hmong  and 
Laotians  also  flee  toward  Thailand.  It  is  es- 
timated that  there  are  as  many  as  210,000 
Cambodian  refugees  on  the  Cambodian  side 
of  the  border  and  another  150.000  on  the 
Thai  side.  In  recent  months,  as  Santoli 
graphically  reports,  Vietnamese  forces  have 
directly  attacked  these  refugees,  totally  de- 
stroying some  of  their  camps  and  heavily 
shelling  others  still  occupied: 

"The  killing  begins  again.  At  Phnom 
Chat,  about  two  kilometers  inside  Cambodia 
near  Taphraya  District,  it  is  two  hours 
before  dawn  on  March  31.  Without  warning, 
the  silent  cluster  of  grass  huts  and  blue 
plastic  tent  shelters  that  house  twenty 
thousand  sleeping  Cambodian  refugees 
erupts  in  violent  explosions.  As  Vietnamese 
artillery  shells  slam  into  the  panic-stricken 
community,  half  dressed  parents  and  star- 
tled grandparents  grab  crying  children  and 
throw  what  belongings  they  can  carry  Into 
cloth  sacks.  They  begin  a  two  mile  race 
against  the  rising  flames  and  flying  shrap- 
nel as  their  fragile  world  collapses  around 
them.  The  long  tragedy  of  Indochina  fol- 
lows right  behind." 

The  refugees  are  caught  between  the  Viet- 
namese invaders  and  the  Cambodism  resist- 
ance forces  which  are  comprised  of  an 
unholy  alliance  of  some  former  Khmer 
Rouge  leaders  as  well  as  followers  of  the 
popular,  anti-communist.  Prince  Norodom 
Sihanouk.  The  total  size  of  the  resistance 
force  is  about  20,000  and  they  have  had 
some  effect.  Santoli  reports  that  the  Com- 
bodian  government  survives  only  on  the 
strength  of  Vietnamese  troops. 

Vietnamese  attacks  on  resistance  forces 
and  Innocent  refugees  have  at  times  spilled 
over  the  Thai  border.  "The  Vietnamese 
hoped  to  "teach  the  Thais  a  lesson"  and  push 
them  away  from  the  border,"  Santoll  re- 
ports. The  Thai  Air  Force,  reinforced  with 
American  supplies,  has  counterattacked  Vi- 
etnamese forces  that  violate  their  borders. 
The  Thais  are  concerned,  however,  about  es- 
calating hostilities  with  Vietnam  resulting 
from  the  refugee  crisis.  As  a  consequence, 
they  may  again  consider  forcefully  repatri- 
ating some  Cambodian  refugees.  In  1980. 
the  Thais  drove  40,000  Khmer  back  into 
Cambodia  at  gunpoint.  Thailand's  policy  is 
now  to  deny  entry  of  any  new  refugees.  The 
Thais  are  also  concerned  about  the  slow 
pace  of  refugee  resettlement  by  the  U.S.  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service  (INS), 
which  so  far  Is  approving  only  about  55  per- 
cent of  the  refugees  who  apply— a  percent- 
age considered  very  low  by  the  Thais. 

There  Is  even  greater  concern  In  Thailand 
and  other  antl-communlst  nations  in  the 
region  about  the  strategic  consequences  of 
Vietnam's  presence  In  Cambodia.  The  Viet- 
namese are  building  an  airfield  for  MIg  Jet 
fighters  within  fifty  kilometers  of  Thailand. 
Santoll  reports  that  it  is  clear  that  Viet- 
nam's objective  in  Invading  Cambodia  was 
to  consume  the  country  as  part  of  its 
spreading  domain  and  to  have  access  to 
Cambodia's  seaports.  These  would  give  Viet- 
nam a  greater  ability  to  control  the  vital 
sea-lanes  of  Southeast  Asia.  In  any  case,  the 
expansion  of  Vietnamese  influence  produces 
more  death  and  destruction— more  holo- 
caust. 

Perhaps  the  central  message  of  Santoli's 
report  from  the  border  is  that  the  repercus- 
sions of  the  communist  victory  of  Southeast 
Asia  are  still  with  us.  The  country  of  Cam- 
bodia, its  people  and  culture,  are  fighting 
extermination.  An  American  ally,  Thailand, 
is  beset  with  a  refugee  crisis  and  faces  a 
direct  military   threat   from  Soviet-backed 
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Vietnam.  The  Vietnames  are  futher  expand- 
ing their  control  over  vital  sea-lanes  In  the 
region.  And.  millions  of  people  seeking  free- 
dom try  to  flee.  Many  are  attacked  by  the 
Vietnamese,  are  caught  up  In  the  bureau- 
cratic maze  of  resettlement,  are  turned 
away  from  camps,  or  meet  their  fate  at  sea. 

One  wonders  If  the  world  will  ever  give 
this  continuing  Asian  holocaust  as  much  at- 
tention as  given  to  the  crimes  of  Nazi  Ger- 
many, and  whether  It  will  ever  hold  ac- 
countable those  who  perpetrate  and  support 
this  repression. 

In  a  larger  sense,  what  are  the  Implica- 
tions of  the  communist  holocaust?  How  can 
it  be  compared  to  the  Nazi  holocaust  of  the 
1940s?  What  are  the  differences  and  what 
are  the  similarities  of  that  earlier  genocide 
of  European  Jews  and  Slavs  and  gypsies  and 
the  present  day  mass  muder  of  Khmer  and 
Hmong  and  Lao?  Are  there  distinctions  be- 
tween a  holocaust  of  the  left  in  Cambodia 
and  one  (as  it  is  perceived  by  some  to  be)  of 
the  right  in  Europe  four  decades  ago?  What 
parallels  of  apathy  and  ignorance  apply  In 
the  two  cases?  Are  some  people  more  con- 
cerned over  the  holocaust  of  history  than 
the  holocaust  of  now?  What  Is  meant  by  the 
phrase,  ""Never  again""?  To  whom  does  It 
apply?* 


NEW  YORK  STATE  SURVEY 
SHOWS  STUDENT  AID  STILL 
NOT  MEETING  NEED 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NrW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to 
note  for  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues 
an  excerpt  from  a  recent  speech  given 
by  Dr.  Dolores  Cross,  president  of  the 
New  York  State  Higher  Education 
Services  Corp.  regarding  a  survey  that 
was  conducted  by  the  corporation  on 
student  financial  aid  In  New  York 
State. 

The  highlight  of  this  survey,  as  Dr. 
Cross  notes  in  her  remarks,  is  that  ex- 
isting student  aid  programs  are  still 
not  meeting  all  of  student  needs.  In 
fact,  over  two-thirds  of  the  full-time 
undergraduates  surveyed  did  not  re- 
ceive adequate  aid  to  meet  their  total 
costs  of  attendance.  This  "gap"  most 
clearly  effects  students  at  the  lowest 
income  levels  disproportionately. 

As  New  York's  senior  member  of  the 
House  Education  and  Labor  Commit- 
tee as  well  as  an  original  cosponsor  of 
both  the  1978  Middle  Income  Student 
Assistance  Act  and  the  Education 
Amendments  of  1980.  I  believe  that 
the  New  York  findings  are  both  timely 
and  important  as  well  consider  reau- 
thorization of  all  these  programs  in 
the  coming  year.  I  commend  Dr.  Cross' 
remarks  to  my  colleagues  for  their  at- 
tention. 

A  Need  for  Research— The  New  York 
State  Student  Financing  Sorvey 

Given  current  directions,  policymakers  at 
all  levels  should  make  a  concerted  effort  to 
seek  out  the  t>est  possible  Information  In 
order  to  fully  understand  the  needs  and  re- 


alities of  postsecondary  education  before 
they  chart  a  new  course  for  the  future  of 
student  financial  aid.  The  Interaction  of 
multiple  program  changes  must  be  exam- 
ined and  understood  before  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  program  alternatives 
can  be  accurately  gauged. 

The  role  of  financial  aid  In  educational 
access  is  being  carefully  Investigated  In  New 
York  State.  As  part  of  Its  commitment  to 
serving  New  York  students,  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Services  Corporation  undertook  a 
study  which  is  providing  Information  on 
how  New  Yorkers  financed  their  education 
In  1981-82.  The  results  of  the  study  are 
being  used  to  assist  policymakers  In  better 
understanding  the  Impact  that  changes  in 
financial  aid  programs  would  have  on  differ- 
ent postsecondary  institutions,  students, 
and  society  in  general.  The  Corporation 
plans  to  continue  distributing  timely  and  ac- 
curate Information  In  support  of  postsec- 
ondary access  and  choice  for  all.  To  do  less 
would  be  an  abrogation  of  the  agency's 
social,  moral,  and  professional  responsibil- 
ities. 

The  combined  effects  of  Increasing  educa- 
tional costs  and  modifications  in  federal  stu- 
dent assistance  have  made  it  Increasingly 
difficult  for  New  York  students  to  pursue 
their  education  at  schools  of  their  choice. 
To  assess  how  different  students  have  been 
affected,  the  HESC  Survey  asked  students 
and  Institutional  financial  aid  staff  to 
supply  information  about  the  financial  aid 
and  family  resources  that  were  used  to  meet 
educational  costs.  The  survey  also  collected 
attitudinal  information  from  students  about 
the  role  that  financial  aid  played  in  their 
choice  of  a  postsecondary  Institution. 

The  Survey  analyses  to  date  have  focused 
on  student  dependence  on  financial  aid,  the 
differences  in  the  use  of  aid  by  minority  vs. 
nonmlnorlty  students,  and  the  differences 
in  the  perception  of  aid  as  a  factor  in  col- 
lege and  program  choices.  A  key  concept 
that  was  examined  was  financial  '"need." 
Need  Is  usually  defined  as  educational  cost 
less  (minus)  the  expected  family  contribu- 
tion (EFC).  It  is  the  amount  upon  which  the 
financial  aid  ""package"  is  determined. 
While  need  can  be  met  by  any  combination 
of  grants,  scholarships,  tuition  remissions, 
and  loans.  Corporation  research  has  found 
that  need  was  not  fully  met  for  most  stu- 
dents In  New  York  State.  In  fact,  for  under- 
graduates In  the  lowest  Income  group  (0- 
$10,000),  an  average  ""Need  Gap"  of  over 
$1,000  remained  In  1981-82  after  all  aid  and 
the  family  contribution  were  taken  Into  ac- 
count. 

Other    Survey    findings    Illustrate    areas 
with  policy  Implications: 

most  students  in  new  YORK  ARE  USING 
FINANCIAL  AID  TO  MEET  NEED 

The  HESC  Survey  has  found  that  In  1981- 
82,  75  percent  of  all  full-time  undergradu- 
ates and  67  percent  of  all  full-time  graduate 
students  were  utilizing  some  form  of  finan- 
cial aid  to  meet  college  costs,  but  this  aid 
met  only  56  percent  to  65  percent  of  the 
costs  facing  financially  dependent  under- 
graduates. Their  families  were  being  re- 
quired to  contribute  35  percent  to  44  per- 
cent of  cost  figures,  well  above  the  25  per- 
cent level  endorsed  by  the  U.S.  Congress  In 
1980.  This  Is  In  addition  to  the  indebtedness 
they  are  Incurring.  For  Independent  stu- 
dents, the  family  resources  component  was 
even  more  rigorous,  ranging  from  50  percent 
to  60  percent  of  cost.  In  some  sectors  of 
higher  education  financially  Independent 
students  represent  the  majority  of  under- 
graduate student  enrollments  and  It  Is  here 
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that  the  effects  of  proposals  requiring  addi- 
tional "self-help "  contributions  would  be 
felt  the  most.  Clearly,  families  and  students 
are  being  forced  to  bear  Increasingly  large 
shares  of  college  costs. 

FINANCIAL  AID  EVEN  IN  COMBINATION  WITH 
THE  EFC,  IS  NOT  MEETING  THE  EDUCATIONAL 
COSTS  OF  MANY  STUDENTS 

For  two-thirds  of  the  full-time  undergrad- 
uates surveyed,  financial  aid  did  not  cover 
total  educational  costs,  even  when  combined 
with  the  family  contribution.  Furthermore, 
while  students  at  all  Income  levels  are 
having  trouble  meeting  their  costs,  low- 
Income  students  are  being  disproportionate- 
ly affected. 

The  HESC  Survey  indicated  that  family 
contributions,  when  combined  with  finan- 
cial aid,  did  not  always  cover  educational 
costs.  This  "gap"  (between  costs  and  re- 
sources) affected  greater  proportions  of  stu- 
dents with  low  family  Incomes,  as  well  as 
those  students  who  are  self-supporting  and 
may  have  dependents  of  their  own.  Three- 
fourths  of  the  Survey  undergraduates  with 
family  incomes  under  $10,000  did  not  re- 
ceive enough  aid  to  cover  their  costs,  while 
45  percent  of  undergraduates  with  family 
Incomes  over  $30,000  experience  the  effects 
of  this  "gap  ".  For  dependent  undergradu- 
ates with  unmet  need  from  the  lowest 
Income  groups,  the  need  gap  averaged  over 
$1,700.  For  71  percent  of  financially  inde- 
pendent undergraduates,  the  need  gap  aver- 
aged nearly  $2,680.  The  policy  question  be- 
comes, where  do  low-income  families  find 
the  $1,700  or  $2,680  needed  to  bridge  the 
gap  In  their  educational  budgets?  How  does 
this  burden  affect  their  quality  of  life? 
Should  more  grant  support  be  provided  to 
close  the  gap? 

RECENT  PROPOSALS  TO  INCREASE  "SELF-HELP" 
CONTRIBUTIONS  AND  IMPOSE  A  NEED  TEST  ON 
ALL  GUARANTEED  LOAN  APPLICANTS  WILL  FUR- 
THER RES"rRICT  ACCESS  TO  HIGHER  EDUCATION 

The  Reagsui  Administration's  proposal  to 
include  a  40  percent  self-help  component  as 
a  requirement  for  federal  grant  awards  will 
have  the  greatest  Impact  on  financially  In- 
dependent students.  It  would  Impose  an  ad- 
ditional employment  or  Indebtedness 
burden  on  those  groups  of  students  who  are 
already  faced  with  family  responsibilities 
and  for  whom  extra  work  or  added  Indebt- 
edness would  not  be  economically  viable  al- 
ternatives. 

The  proposal  to  extend  the  Guaranteed 
Student  Loan  (GSL)  need  analysis  require- 
ment to  all  Income  levels  and  to  Impose  a 
full  need  analysis  would  further  reduce  the 
current  self-help  component  by  reducing  or 
eliminating  the  amounts  currently  available 
for  loans.  The  proportion  of  recipients  satis- 
fying the  40  percent  self-help  requirement 
would  fall  from  the  52  percent  reported  in 
the  HESC  Survey  to  44  percent.  Flfty-slx 
percent  of  undergraduate  recipients  would 
then  be  required  to  demonstrate  additional 
self-help  before  receiving  federal  grant 
funds.  Financially  Independent  undergradu- 
ates would  continue  to  fall  most  short  of  the 
40  percent  self-help:  however,  greater  pro- 
portions of  all  recipients.  Including  those  at 
higher  Incomes,  would  have  to  seek  addi- 
tional self-help  funding  before  receiving  fed- 
eral grants. 

For  minority  studente,  student  financial 
aid  represents  a  critical  link  between  their 
economic  background  and  their  higher  edu- 
cation aspirations.  Survey  data  have  shown 
that  minority  students  differed  from  the 
"traditional"  student  In  many  respects.  The 
following  survey  findings  focus  specifically 
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on  black  students  a£  an  example  of  an  un- 
derrepresented  minority  student  group. 

Black  postsecondary  level  students  are 
more  likely  than  other  groups  to  be  under- 
graduate students  and  to  enroll  in  non- 
degree  programs. 

Black  {jostsecondary  students  are  more 
likely  to  have  famUy  responsibilities.  For  ex- 
ample, 27  percent  of  the  Black  respondents 
to  the  Survey  had  chUdren  living  with 
them;  35  percent  of  these  Black  parents 
were  single.  Among  Caucasian  respondents, 
15  percent  had  children;  2.2  percent  of  these 
Caucasian  parents  were  single. 

Two-thirds  of  black  students  who  had 
children  were  also  working.  These  factors 
reflect  the  realities  of  life  for  blacks.  They 
are  more  likely  to  encounter  situations  that 
could  be  obstacles  to  completion  of  their 
degree  and  are  more  likely  to  stop  at  the  un- 
dergraduate level.  Those  with  family  re- 
sponsibilities are  working  and  independent 
of  their  parents  and  are  thus  vulnerable  to 
proposals  to  change  independent  student 
award  formulas,  especially  in  undergraduate 
programs  such  as  Pell  and  SEOG  grants. 

Black  students  are  older  than  others  at 
each  educational  level.  Along  with  other  mi- 
norities, they  are  also  poorer  and  more 
likely  to  be  using  non-taxable  income,  such 
as  Public  Assistance  and  Aid  to  Dependent 
Children.  Black  respondents  indicated  they 
are  less  likely  than  any  other  ethnic  group 
to  be  able  to  ask  their  parents  to  help  meet 
college  costs.  (Of  the  70  percent  of  blacks 
not  receiving  parental  support,  only  2  per- 
cent felt  they  ^uld  ask  their  parents  for  as- 
sistance. ) 

These  observations  point  out  that  stu- 
dents In  the  self-supporting  status  have  no 
"safety-net"  available  to  provide  additional 
funds.  This  no  doubt  produces  anxiety  and 
pressure  and  likely  contributes  to  the 
higher  drop-out  rates  reported  for  blacks  in 
other  research  studies.  Thus,  any  proposals 
to  cut-back  social  program  funds  should  ad- 
dress the  fact  that  blacks  will  be  dUpropor- 
tionately  affected.  This  fact  was  recently 
confirmed  by  the  president  of  the  Joint 
Center  for  Political  Studies  as  he  comment- 
ed on  the  policies  of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion- 
A  large  majority  of  black  respondents  (73 

percent)  are  receiving  some  form  of  aid,  well 
above  the  rate  (57  percent)  exhibited  by  all 
Survey  respondents.'  Dependency  on  aid  is 
especially  prevalent  at  the  undergraduate 
level;  while  comprising  10  percent  of  the 
full-time  undergraduate  respondents,  blacks 
received  21  percent  of  all  Pell  dollars  and  17 
percent  of  all  TAP  dollars  reported  for 
Survey  respondents  '  by  their  Financial  Aid 
Administrators. 

Blacks  borrow  under  the  Guaranteed  Stu- 
dent Loan  Program  at  almost  the  same  rate 
as  whites  (38  percent  vs.  45  percent). 

Nearly  all  black  aid  recipients  reported 
that  student  financial  aid  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  attend  their  present  school.  In 
fact,  blacks  were  more  likely  than  any  other 
ethnic  group  to  report  financial  aid  as  a 
very  Important  factor  in  their  decision  to 
attend  their  present  school. 

These  observations  highlight  the  actual 
and  perceived  Importance  of  financial  aid  as 
an  Integral  part  of  the  education  of  the 
black  student.  The  heavy  dependence  of 
blacks  on  government-sponsored  grant  aid 
reveals  their  vxilnerabUlty  to  proposals  to 
reduce  funding  (e.g.,  the  Reagan  proposal  to 
eliminate  the  SEOG  program,  which  cur- 
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rently  can  provide  up  to  $3,000  In  grant 
funds  to  needy  students).  Since  blacks  are 
more  likely  to  attend  on  a  part-time  basis. 
they  are  less  able  to  utilize  new  loan  pro- 
grams, such  as  AIAS.  since  repayment  Is  re- 
quired to  begin  immediately  for  anyone 
below  full-time  attendance.  Also,  proposals 
to  Impose  stiff  academic  progression  re- 
quirements on  aid  recipients  will  likely  dis- 
criminate against  blacks  since  they  are  more 
Ukely  to  be  aid  recipients  and  more  likely  to 
be  forced  to  interrupt  their  studies  because 
of  financial  or  family  responsibilities. 

These  empirical  data  confirm  many  •'felt" 
perceptions  about  the  unique  financial  aid 
needs  of  low-income,  independent,  and  mi- 
nority students.  As  such,  the  data  raise  Im- 
portant policy  questions.  For  example: 

What  will  be  the  short-  and  long-term 
effect  on  the  democratic  concepts  of  access, 
choice  and  justice  in  postsecondary  educa- 
tion and  opportunity  if  government-spon- 
sored aid  programs  continue  to  suffer  dis- 
proportionate cutbacks? 

What  is  the  'proper"  mix  of  grant/loan/ 
work  aid  for  students  from  underrepresent- 
ed  backgrounds? 

Are  adequate  support  services  available  to 
meet  the  unique  needs  of  minority  students 
facing  family,  work  and  educational  pres- 
sures?* 


STATUS  OP  HUMAN  RIGHTS  IN 
COMMUNIST  CUBA 


HON.  MARK  D.  SIUANDER 

or  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOOSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  SIUANDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
much  as  been  said  about  the  gross  vio- 
lation of  religious  and  human  rights  in 
Marxist  Nicaragua.  I  intend  to  publish 
complete  information  on  the  Nicara- 
guan  abuses  very  shortly.  Not  as  much 
has  been  said  about  the  religious  per- 
secution and  abuse  of  Human  Rights 
in  Cuba. 

Perhaps  we  have  grown  immune  to 
persection  in  Communist  nations  be- 
cause it  is  a  necessary  companion  to 
Marxist  government.  It  is  important 
that  we  take  notice  of  these  abuses  so 
that  the  people  of  Cuba,  not  their 
Communist  leaders,  know  we  still 
stand  with  them  in  their  desire  for 
freedom  and  liberty. 

The  Most  Reverend  Agiistln  A. 
Roman,  Auxiliary  Bishop  of  Miami, 
has  issued  a  statement  on  the  current 
and  historical  status  of  human  rights 
In  Communist  Cuba.  I  commend  this 
statement  to  my  colleagues. 
Statement  of  the  Most  Reverend  Acdstin 
A.  Roman.  D.D..  May  20.  1983 

The  House  of  Representatives  Conunittee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  has  just  published  its 
findings  on  religious  persecution  as  a  viola- 
tion of  human  rights.  The  report  covers  re- 
pression of  religious  believers  In  many  parts 
of  the  world. 

For  me  it  is  disappointing  and  disturbing 
that  those  who  testified  about  the  religious 
repression  in  Latin  America  failed  to  men- 
tion the  sad  condition  of  the  churches  and 
religious  believers  in  Cuba.  As  a  priest  I  was 
a  witness  of  this  repression  when  I  was  in 
Cuba.  Now  as  a  Bishop  in  the  United  SUtes 
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I  continue  to  be  a  witness  through  the  testi- 
mony of  thousands  of  Cubans  arrived  in 
this  country  with  whom  I  have  come  in  con- 
tact. 

I  would  like  to  quote  below  the  words  of 
Dr.  Jose  I.  Lasaga  In  his  address  to  the 
members  of  the  Interamerican  Commission 
on  Human  Rights  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States,  regarding  religious  free- 
dom in  Cuba  particularly  with  respect  to 
the  Catholic  Church. 

"In  order  to  reach  an  objective  judgment 
regarding  religious  freedom  in  Cuba,  the  fol- 
lowing facts  should  be  taken  into  consider- 
ation: 

"(1)  In  accordance  with  the  present  Cuban 
law.  it  is  not  possible  to  open  a  Catholic 
school.  The  only  Catholic  schools  tolerated 
by  the  government  (same  as  in  the  Soviet 
Union)  are  the  two  seminaries— one  in 
Havana  smd  the  other  in  Santiago  de  Cuba. 

■■(2)  The  Church  cannot  have  any  radio  or 
television  time. 

"(3)  The  Church  cannot  use  the  media  to 
communicate  with  its  faithful,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  a  very  modest  flyer,  with  limited 
circulation,  which  is  printed  by  some  parish- 
es. 

"(4)  In  theory,  the  law  gives  the  priests 
the  right  to  freedom  of  expression.  Howev- 
er, in  practice  it  is  well  known  that  a  priest 
who  would  dare  in  a  sermon  to  express  a  dis- 
crepancy from  any  point  of  the  indoctrina- 
tion given  by  the  government  would  be  ac- 
cused of  committing  a  crime  against  the  rev- 
olution. 

■■(5)  There  is  not  an  open  persecution 
against  the  people  who  go  to  church;  but  ev- 
eryone knows  that  when  a  person  is  publicly 
known  as  being  religious,  there  will  always 
be  a  member  of  the  Committee  for  the  De- 
fense of  the  Revolution  or  a  co-worker 
stressing  to  him  or  her  the  fact  that  such 
conduct  is  endangering  his/her  possibilities 
of  improving  or  keeping  the  job  he/she  has 
in  the  socialist  society. 

■■(6)  People  whose  religious  convictions  are 
well  known  are  accepted  in  some  university 
schools  such  as  the  Veterinary  School.  How- 
ever, their  admittance  to  other  schools  such 
as  philosophy,  psychology,  history  or  social 
sciences  is  totally  blocked. 

"(7)  The  government  tolerates  the  pres- 
ence of  some  Catholic  teachers  for  certain 
non-conflictive  subjects  such  as  mathemat- 
ics; but  it  is  most  difficult  for  a  practicing 
Catholic  to  teach  in  an  elementary  school  or 
to  teach  history  in  a  secondary  school. 

"(8)  The  same  is  true  with  respect  to  iobs 
as  with  admission  to  the  university.  Some- 
times exceptions  are  made,  but  very  few.  to 
the  established  rules  in  order  to  use  them  as 
part  of  the  propaganda  for  foreign  visitors. 

"(9)  The  teaching  imparted  in  all  the 
schools,  from  the  first  grade  of  the  elemen- 
tary school  to  the  last  year  of  the  universi- 
ty, is  based  on  a  philosophy  which  is  explic- 
itly materialistic  and  atheistic.  In  a  variety 
of  ways  children  and  young  adults  are 
taught  the  idea  that  God  does  not  exist  and 
that  the  human  being  is  nothing  but  a  piece 
of  matter  in  an  advanced  level  of  evolution. 
Mockery  to  the  religious  feelings  of  the  stu- 
dents is  an  integral  part  of  school  life  at  all 
levels  of  education. 

"(10)  Although  in  some  of  the  parishes 
the  government  permits  Catholic  associa- 
tions with  a  strictly  local  and  strictly  reli- 
gious character  (that  is,  without  any  social 
content),  it  is  impossible  to  organize  larger 
associations  with  a  more  extensive  outreach 
t)ecause  they  would  immediately  be  labeled 
and  condemned  as  counter-revolutionary. 

"(11)  Inside  the  churches  and  in  parish 
halls  it  is  possible  to  give  lectures  and  talks 
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on  strickly  religious  themes  (referring  to 
the  supernatural  life).  However,  any  dis- 
crepancy with  the  government  or  the 
system  should  \>e  rigorously  excluded. 

"(12)  The  major  traditional  holidays  of 
the  Christian  calendar  have  been  at>ollshed. 
Christmas  has  disappeared  to  give  place  to 
the  celebrations  of  the  anniversary  of  the 
triumph  of  the  revolution.  The  Week  of  the 
Bay  of  Pigs  coincides  every  year  with  the 
Holy  Week  so  that  the  people,  who  are  com- 
pelled to  attend  several  civic  events,  find  It 
very  difficult  to  participate  In  the  Catholic 
liturgies. 

"(13)  The  number  of  priests  has  consider- 
ably diminished  since  the  present  regime 
has  been  in  power.  At  the  present  time 
these  is  an  official  assurance  that  there  is 
no  objection  to  the  entry  of  foreign  priests, 
or  Cuban  priests  who  have  studied  abroad, 
into  the  country.  But  the  fact  is  that  when 
a  priest  requests  to  be  admitted  he  finds  so 
many  difficulties  that  his  possibilities  of 
t>eing  able  to  work  in  Cuba  are  practically 
zero. 

"(14)  At  the  present  time  there  is  no 
priest  In  Cuban  prisons.  However,  any  priest 
who  would  stand  out  as  a  youth  leader  nuis 
the  risk  of  being  accused  of  counter-revolu- 
tionary activities  and  attempting  to  compete 
with  the  leaders  of  official  institutions,  as 
has  happened  in  the  past. 

"(15)  The  real  pohtlcal  power  does  not 
reside  in  the  people,  as  in  the  truly  demo- 
cratic countries,  but  in  the  Communist 
Party.  According  to  principles  clearly  ex- 
pressed by  the  regime.  Catholics  cannot  be 
admitted  to  the  Party." 

I  hope  that  the  realities  expressed  above 
will  serve  to  clarify  the  truth  of  the  Cuban 
goverment  policy  with  regard  to  freedom  of 
religion.  • 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4. 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February 
4.  1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a 
system  for  a  computerized  schedule  of 
all  meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate 
committees,  subcommittees.  Joint  com- 
mittees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate 
Daily  Digest— designated  by  the  Rules 
Committee— of  the  time,  place,  and 
purpose  of  the  meetings,  when  sched- 
uled, and  any  cancellations  or  changes 
in  the  meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information 
for  printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Re- 
marks section  of  the  Congressional 
Record  on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of 
each  week. 

Any  changes  in  committee  schedul- 
ing will  be  Indicated  by  placement  of 
an  asterisk  to  the  left  of  the  name  of 
the  unit  conducting  such  meetings. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
July  21,  1983,  may  be  found  in  the 
Daily  Digest  of  today's  Record. 


Meetings  Scheduled 

JULY  22 

9:30  a.m. 
•Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
James  M.  Kelly,  Marvin  Katz,  and 
Thomas  N.  ONeill,  each  to  be  a  U.S. 
district  judge  for  the  eastern  district 
of  Pennsylvania,  James  P.  Merow,  of 
Virginia,  and  Robert  J.  Yock,  of  Vir- 
ginia, each  to  be  a  judge  of  the  U.S. 
Claims  Court,  and  Kenneth  W.  Starr, 
of  Virginia,  to  be  U.S.  circuit  judge  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  Circuit. 

SD-226 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  to  receive  a  task  force 
report  on  the  vaccine  Pertussis. 

SD-430 

10:00  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
William  F.  Pickard,  of  Michigan,  Patsy 
Baker  Blackshear,  of  Maryland,  Ches- 
ter A.  Crocker,  an  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State,  and  Francis  S.  Ruddy,  an  As- 
sistant Administrator  of  the  Agency 
for  International  Development,  each 
to  be  a  memlwr  of  the  Board  of  Direc- 
tors of  the  African  Development 
Foundation. 

SD-419 

10:30  a.m. 

Rules  and  Administration 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  the  nomi- 
nations of  Joan  D.  Alkens,  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  John  W.  McGarry,  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, each  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Federal  Election  Commission,  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  103,  to  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  Jeannlne  Smith 
Clark  as  a  Citizen  Regent  of  the 
Smithsonian  Institution,  H.R.  3034,  to 
provide  for  the  appointment  and  edu- 
cation of  congressional  pages.  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  33,  to  provide 
for  the  commemoration  of  the  100th 
anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Harry  S. 
Truman,  Senate  Resolution  150,  to  au- 
thorize the  printing  of  additional 
copies  of  the  Joint  Economic  Commit- 
tee print  entitled  "Changing  Econom- 
ics of  Agriculture:  Challenge  and  Prep- 
aration for  the  1980's,"  and  other 
pending  executive,  legislative,  and  ad- 
ministrative business. 

SR-301 


2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To   resume   oversight   hearings   on   the 
geopolitics    of    strategic    and    critical 
minerals. 

SD-366 

JULY  25 

10:00  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

Joint  Economic 

Economic   Goals   and   Intergovernmental 
Policy  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  foreign  industrial 
targeting  policies. 

SD-138 
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2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1132,  to  esUbllsh 
a  maximum  celling  on  the  annual 
charge  to  be  fixed  by  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  for  a 
licensee's  use  of  a  Government  dam  or 
other  structures  owned  by  the  United 

States. 

SD-366 

Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
Thomas  O.  Enders,  of  Connecticut,  to 
be  Ambassador  to  Spain. 

SD-419 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  proposed  Allen 
Education  Assistance  Act. 

SD-430 

JULY  26 

9:00  a.m. 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment 
The  Board  to  hold  a  general  business 
meeting, 

EP-lOO,  Capitol 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Imple- 
mentation of  the  Staggers  Rail  Act 
(Public  Law  96-448). 

SR-253 

Governmental  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Bruce  D.  Beaudln,  and  A.  Franklin 
Burgess,  each  to  be  an  associate  judge 
of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  Judith  W.  Rogers,  to 
be  an  associate  judge  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Court  of  Appeals. 

SD-342 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Labor  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1173,  proposed 
Federal     Mine     Safety     and     Health 
Amendments. 

SD-430 

10:00  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Paul  I.  Enns,  of  California,  and  Joseph 
A.  Kyser,  of  Alabama,  each  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit 
Board,  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

SR-328A 

Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  budget 
estimates  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  cer- 
tain defense  programs,  focusing  on 
Navy  and  Air  Force  weapons  procure- 
ment programs. 

SD-192 


Appropriations 

Commerce,  Justice,  State,  the  Judiciary, 
and  Related  Agencies  Subcommittee 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  proposed 
legislation  appropriating  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Departments 
of  Conunerce,  Justice,  and  State,  the 
Judiciary,  and  related  agencies. 

S-146,  Capitol 

Armed  Services 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  organization, 
structure,  and  decisionmaking  proce- 
dures of  the  Department  of  Defense; 
and  to  consider  routine  military  nomi- 
nations. 

SD-106 
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E:nergy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

Environment  and  Public  Works 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  757,  au- 
thorizing funds  for  fiscal  years  1983 
through  1987  for  programs  of  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act;  to  be  fol- 
lowed with  a  business  meeting  by  the 
Subcommittee  on  Environmental  Pol- 
lution, to  mark  up  S.  1329,  to  provide 
financial  assistance  to  States  for  wet- 
lands conservation. 

SD-406 

Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Clair  W.  Bergener,  of  California,  Mal- 
colm Forbes,  Jr.,  of  New  Jersey, 
Joseph  L.  Klrkland,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Arch  L.  Madsen,  of  Utah, 
James  A.  Michener,  of  Pennsylvania, 
Michael  Novak,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, and  Thomas  F.  Ellis,  of  North 
Carolina,  each  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Board  for  International  Broadcasting. 

SD-419 

Judiciary 
To  resume  hearings  on  the  nominations 
of  Morris  B.  Abram,  of  New  York, 
John  H.  Bunzel,  of  California,  and 
Robert  A.  Destro,  of  Wisconsin,  each 
to  be  a  member  of  the  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights,  and  Linda  C.  Gersten,  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  to  l)e  Staff 
Director  for  the  Commission  on  Civil 

RighU. 

SD-226 

Select  on  Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1151,  to  compen- 
sate heirs  of  deceased  Indians  for  im- 
proper payments  from  trust  estates  to 
States  or  political  subdivisions  thereof 
as  reimbursements  for  old  age  assist- 
ance received  by  decedents  during 
their  lifetime,  and  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 158,  to  make  a  technical  amend- 
ment to  the  Indian  Land  Consolida- 
tion Act  (Public  Law  97-459);  to  be  fol- 
lowed by  a  business  meeting,  to  mark 
up  the  aforementioned  measures  and 
S.  1499.  to  provide  for  the  settlement 
of  certain  claims  of  the  Mashantucket 
Pequot  Indians. 

SD-608 

Joint  Economic 

Economic  Goals  and  Intergovernmental 
Policy  Subcommittee 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs'  Sub- 
committee on  Europe  and  the  Middle 
East  on  the  political  economy  of  the 
Soviet  Union. 

2200  Raybum  Building 

2:00  p.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  a  Presidential  com- 
mission report  on  excellence  in  educa- 

"°"-  SD-430 

JULY  27 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee 
To  continue  oversight  hearings  on  the 
Implementation  of  the  Staggers  RaU 
Act  (Public  Law  96-448). 

SR-2S3 
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Environment  and  Public  Works 
Toxic  Substances  and  Environmental 
Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency's  imple- 
mentation of  laws  regulating  the  man- 
ufacture, distribution  and  use  of  toxic 
chemicals. 

SD-406 
Governmental  Affairs 
Oversight    of   Government    Management 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  man- 
agement of  the  U.S.  Synthetic  Fuels 
Corporation. 

SD-342 
Judiciary 

Juvenile  Justice  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  Federal  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  agencies. 

SD-226 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  S.  1133.  to 
authorize  funds  for  fiscal  years  1984. 
1985.  and  1986  for  the  Legal  Services 
Corporation,  and  the  nomination  of 
James  B.  Hyland.  of  Virginia,  to  be  In- 
spector General.  Department  of 
Labor. 

SD-430 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To     continue     hearings     on     proposed 
budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  certain  defense  programs,  focusing 
on  intelligence  programs. 

SD-116 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
JudiciEU-y 

Administrative  Practice  and  I*rocedure 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1520.  to  author- 
ize redress  payments  to  certain  resi- 
dents of  the  United  States  of  Japa- 
nese-American. Aleut,  or  other  ances- 
try who  were  interned,  detained,  or 
forcibly  relocated  by  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment during  World  War  II. 

SD-562 
2:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  pending  nomina- 
tions. 

SD-226 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  873,  establishing 
a  fund  within  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  to  provide  assistance  for  re- 
search and  training  in  Soviet  and  East- 
em  European  studies  to  certain  orga- 
nizations. 

SD-430 
JULY  28 
9:00  a.m. 
Conunerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
on  the  proposed  Universal  Telephone 
Service  Preservation  Act  of  1983. 

SR-253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Public  Lands  and  Reserved   Water  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  5.  to  designate 
certain  public  lands  in  the  State  of 
California  as  wilderness,  and  H.R.  1437 
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and  S.  1515,  bills  entitled  the  "Califor- 
nia Wilderness  Act  of  1983. " 

SD-366 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Agricultural  Production,  Marlceting.  and 
Stabilization  of  Prices  Subcommittee 
To   hold   hearings  on  S.   596.   to  allow 
farmers  who  have  suffered  a  loss  as  a 
result  of  a  grain  warehouse  Insolvency 
to  receive  payment-ln-kind  (PIK)  com- 
modities as  compensation  subject  to 
certain  restrictions. 

SR-328A 
Environment  and  Public  Worlts 
Toxic     Substances     and     Environmental 
Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  continue  oversight  hearings  on  the 
Environmental     Protection     Agency's 
implementation  of  laws  regulating  the 
manufacture,  distribution,  and  use  of 
toxic  chemicals. 

SD-406 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Labor  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  19  and  S.  918. 
bills  to  revise  current  Federal  pension 
law  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  ben- 
efits   of    working    and     nonworking 
women,  and  related  measures. 

SD-430 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To     continue     hearings     on     proposed 
budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  certain  defense  programs,  focusing 
on  Navy  and  Air  Force  aircraft  pro- 
curement programs. 

SD-192 
Governmental  Affairs 
Energy,   Nuclear  Proliferation   and   Gov- 
ernment Processes  Subcommittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  govern- 
ment   management    of    natural    gas 
import  issues. 

SD-342 
Judiciary 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 
Select  on  Indian  Affairs 
To   hold   oversight   hearings  on   Indian 
health  issues. 

SR-485 
2:00  p.m. 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Income  Maintenance 
Programs  Subcommittee 
To   hold  hearings  on  S.   960,   to  assist 
women  in  making  career  choices  in  the 
home  or  the  labor  force. 

SD-215 
Select  on  Ethics 
Closed    business    meeting,    on    pending 
committee  business. 

EF-100,  Capitol 

JULY  29 
9:30  a.m. 
•Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
To    continue    joint    hearings    with    the 
House  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce on  the  proposed  Universal  Tele- 
phone   Service    Preservation    Act    of 
1983. 

2123  Raybum  Building 

Environment  and  Public  Works 

Toxic     Substances     and     Environmental 

Oversight  Subcommittee 

To  continue  oversight  hearings  on  the 

Environmental     Protection     Agency's 

implementation  of  laws  regulating  the 
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manufacture,  distribution  and  use  of 
toxic  chemicals. 

SD-406 
Finance 

International  Trade  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  President's  au- 
thority to  waive  the  freedom  of  immi- 
gration provisions  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  (Public  Law  93-618). 

SD-215 
Governmental  Affairs 
Oversight    of    Government    Management 
Subconmilttee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the 
management    of   the   U.S.    Synthetic 
Fuels  Corporation. 

SD-628 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 

Constitution  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Senate  Joint  Reso- 
lution 1.  proposing  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
with  respect  to  fixing  the  compensa- 
tion of  Members  of  Congress. 

SD-226 
Judiciary 

Courts  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Depart- 
ment  of  Justice's   identification   sys- 
tems. 

SR-385 

AUGUST  1 
9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  miscellaneous  tax 
bills,  including  S.  1600.  S.  1579.  S.  108. 
S.  1464.  and  S.  1549. 

SD-215 
10:00  a.m. 
Joint  Economic 

Economic   Goals   and   Intergovernmental 
Policy  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  economic  situa- 
tion along  the  United  States-Mexico 
border. 

SD-562 
2:00  p.m. 
Finance 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  continue  hearings  on  miscellaneous 
tax  bills.  Including  S.  1600.  S.  1579.  S. 
108.  S.  1464,  and  S.  1549. 

SD-215 
3:00  p.m. 
Finance 

Savings.  Pensions  and  Investment  Policy 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  ex- 
tended unemployment  benefits  pro- 
gram, and  S.  1113.  to  provide  that  tax- 
exempt  interest  shall  not  be  taken 
Into  account  in  determining  the 
amount  of  social  security  benefits  to 
be  taxed. 

SD-215 

AUGUST  2 
8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 


9:30  a.m. 
Judiciary 

Constitution  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Civil  Rights 
Commission. 

SD-226 
Judiciary 

Patents,  Copyrights  and  Trademarks  Sub- 
committee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1306,  to  en- 
courage American  Irmovatlon  by  re- 
storing the  patent  system  as  It  sif fects 
certain  products  subject  to  premarket 
testing  by  the  Federal  Government. 

SD-628 
10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Water  Resources  Subcommittee 
Business   meeting,   to   markup   pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-406 

AUGUST  3 

8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending  cal- 
endar business. 

SD-366 
9:30  a.m. 

•  Conmierce,  Science,  and  Transportation 

•  Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  economic 

state  of  the  Inland  waterway  Industry. 

SR-253 
10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  pending  cal- 
endar business. 

SD-406 

AUGUST  4 

8:30  a.m. 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 
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SEPTEMBER  8 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the 
breakdown  of  the  traditional   family 
unit,  focusing  on  the  historical  per- 
spective and  societal  implications. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  15 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the 
breakdown  of  the  traditional  family 
unit,  focusing  on  causes  and  remedies. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  20 

10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  certain 
arms  reduction  proposals,  Including 
Senate  Resolution  57,  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  2,  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
29,  Senate  Resolution  159,  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  74,  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  46,  Senate  Resolution 
107,  and  Senate  Resolution  83. 

SD-419 
11:00  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  receive  legislative 
recommendations  for  fiscal  year  1984 
from  the  American  Legion. 

SR-325 

SEPTEMBER  23 

9:30  a.m. 
•Finance 

Economic  Growth,  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  future  of  U.S. 
basic  Industries. 

SD-215 
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OCTOBiai  3 

9:30  a.m. 
•Finance 

Economic  Growth,  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  the  future  of 
U.S.  basic  Industries. 

SD-215 

OCTOBER  18 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional   education    programs    adminis- 
tered by   the  Department  of   Ekluca- 
tion. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER  25 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional   education    programs    adminis- 
tered by   the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 


CANCELLATIONS 
JULY  26 

2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Public   Lands  and   Reserved   Water  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  acqui- 
sition of  land,  and  acquisition  and  ter- 
mination of  grazing  permits  or  licenses 
issued  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment at  the  White  Sands  missile  range 
in  New  Mexico. 

SD-366 

JULY  27 

10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

District  of  Columbia  Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  court  system,  focus- 
ing on  the  prosecution  of  repeat  of- 
fenders. 

SD-138 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— r/TMrsrfay,  July  21,  1983 


The  House  met  at  10  o'clock  a.m. 

The  Chaplain.  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

O  God.  grant  to  each  of  us  the  re- 
sources of  faith  necessary  for  our 
well-being.  May  Your  spirit  of  life 
and  love  transcend  that  which  sepa- 
rates us  and  build  bridges  of  under- 
standing jmd  good  will.  In  spite  of  the 
differences  between  people,  may  we 
not  be  overwhelmed  by  them,  but  be 
transformed  by  the  vision  of  our 
common  creation  and  our  shared  hu- 
manity. In  Your  name,  we  pray.  Amen. 


JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I.  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  clause  1,  rule  I.  I  demand  a  vote 
on  agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval 
of  the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  Chair's  approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  349.  nays 
30.  answered  "present"  5.  not  voting 
49.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  263] 
YEAS-349 


Bilirakis 

Chappetl 

Addmbbo 

Biley 

Chappie 

Akaka 

Boehlert 

Cheney 

Albosta 

Hoggs 

Clarke 

Alexander 

Boland 

Clinger 

Anderson 

Boner 

Coelho 

Andrews  (NO 

Bonior 

Coleman  (MO) 

Andrews  (TX) 

Bonker 

Coleman  (TX) 

Annunzlo 

Borski 

Collins 

Archer 

Bosco 

Conable 

Aspln 

Boucher 

Conte 

Badhara 

Breaux 

Cooper 

Barnes 

Brltt 

Courier 

Bartlett 

Brooks 

Coyne 

Bateman 

Broomfield 

Crane.  Daniel 

Bates 

Brown  (CO) 

Crane.  Philip 

Bedell 

Broyhill 
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Mr.  TORRES  changed  his  vote  from 
"present"  to  "yea." 

So  the  Journal  was  approved. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

H.R.  2637.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Govemment  and  Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act  to  increase  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  as 
the  annual  Federal  payment  to  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment 
of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  419)  enti- 
tled "An  act  to  provide  that  per  capita 
payments  to  Indians  may  be  made  by 
tribal  governments,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses." 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  fol- 
lowing titles,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested: 
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S.  1168.  An  act  to  declare  that  the  United 
States  holds  certain  lands  in  trust  for  the 
Kaw  Tribe  of  Oklahoma;  and 

S.  1245.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  provide  transportation  for 
next  of  kin  of  certain  persons  who  are  unac- 
counted for.  to  attend  annual  national  meet- 
ings sponsored  by  the  National  League  of 
Families  of  American  Prisoners  and  Missing 
in  Southeast  Asia. 


PERMISSION  TO  HAVE  UNTIL  5 
P.M.  FRIDAY.  JULY  22.  1983.  TO 
FILE  CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON 
H.R.  2973.  TO  REPEAL  WITH- 
HOLDING OF  TAX  FROM  IN- 
TEREST AND  DIVIDENDS.  AND 
MAKING  IN  ORDER  CONSID- 
ERATION OF  CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
managers  may  have  until  5  p.m. 
Friday.  July  22.  1983.  to  file  a  confer- 
ence report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  2973)  to 
repeal  the  withholding  tax  from  inter- 
est and  dividends,  and  that  it  be  in 
order  to  consider  that  report  in  the 
House  on  Tuesday  of  next  week  or  any 
day  thereafter. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Watkins).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  would  ask  the  distinguished  chair- 
man if  he  would  explain  in  somewhat 
greater  detail  his  request. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  conference  report  on  withhold- 
ing on  interest  and  dividends  is  going 
to  conclude  today.  I  wanted  to  make 
arrangements  for  us  to  be  able  to  con- 
sider it  at  the  early  part  of  next  week. 
Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
And  the  request  was  what?  The  nature 
of  the  request? 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  The  unani- 
mous-consent request  was  for  the 
filing  of  the  report. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman,  and  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rosten- 
kowski)? 
There  was  no  objection. 


DO  YOU  HAVE  TO  BE  CRAZY  TO 
SPEAK  THE  TRUTH  IN  THE 
SOVIET  UNION? 

^  (Mr.  LEVITAS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  your  attention  and  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  a  deplora- 


ble situation  which  exemplifies  the 
disrespect  for  truth  and  fundamental 
human  rights  which  exists  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Speaking  the  truth  can  get  you  put 
in  an  insane  asylum.  That  must  mean 
that  you  have  to  be  crazy  to  speak  the 
truth  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Recently,  a  case  has  come  to  my  at- 
tention concerning  a  Soviet  citizen 
named  Vladimir  Danchev.  Although 
this  man  is  only  one  of  many,  we  must 
remember  him.  His  is  real,  and  his 
story  is  fact. 

Vladimir  Danchev,  who  is  age  35. 
worked  for  Radio  Moscow  in  the  inter- 
national English  language  broadcasts 
area. 

According  to  BBC  monitoring  of 
Radio  Moscow  broadcasts  between 
May  18  and  May  25.  Mr.  Danchev  re- 
ported over  the  airways  that  "the  pop- 
ulation of  Afghanistan  plays  an  in- 
creasing role  in  defending  the  coun- 
try's territory  against  occupants."  and 
certain  "tribes  have  joined  against  the 
Soviet  invaders". 

These  programs  were  broadcast  live. 
This  is  an  extremely  rare  procedure. 
Usually  in  the  Soviet  Union  all  broad- 
casts are  strictly  monitored  with 
delays  allowing  the  Radio  Moscow  of- 
ficials to  cut  off  the  broadcasts  if  the 
announcers  do  not  say  exactly  what  is 
printed  and  approved  for  them  to  say. 
Yet.  strangely  Mr.  Danchev's  broad- 
casts were  not  monitored. 

In  later  Radio  Moscow  reports  moni- 
tored in  the  West  we  learned  that,  de- 
spite the  accuracy  of  Mr.  Danchev's 
statement,  Soviet  officials  chose  to 
suppress  the  truth  about  Afghanistan 
in  a  preposterous  manner.  Radio 
Moscow  officials  tried  to  dismiss  Mr. 
Danchev's  statements  claiming  that  he 
had  suffered  a  personal  shock  from 
the  Soviet  intervention  in  Afghanistan 
since  he  lived  in  Uzbekistan  on  the 
border  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  Af- 
ghanistan. However,  the  Radio 
Moscow  officials  admitted  that  those 
broadcasts  had  made  "waves,"  and 
therefore  all  future  uncensored  live 
broadcasts  were  banned. 

In  a  speech  I  gave  at  the  Fifth  Inter- 
Parliamentary  Conference  on  Europe- 
an Cooperation  and  Security  in  Buda- 
pest, Hungary,  May  31.  1983,  I  had 
planned  to  cite  Mr.  Danchev's  report 
as  a  positive  example  of  improvement 
in  the  Soviet  Union  of  freedom  of 
communication.  Unfortunately,  after 
learning  of  the  official  Soviet  reaction 
to  his  remarks  this  became  a  negative 
example.  In  fact,  it  was  a  horrendous 
example  of  the  Soviet  Union's  lack  of 
regard  for  truth  and  human  rights. 
And  even  today,  the  tragic  story  con- 
tinues. 

There  is  a  recent  development  in  the 
life  of  Mr.  Danchev,  aroused  because 
of  his  references  to  Soviet  invaders  in 
Afghanistan.  Mr.  Danchev  was  fired 
from  his  job  and  has  now  been  com- 
mitted to  a  psychiatric  asylum  in  his 


hometown  of  Uzbekistan.  After  going 
before  a  disciplinary  committee,  and 
maintaining  his  statements,  the  Sovi- 
ets have  put  Mr.  Danchev  in  an 
asylum  claiming  that  he  was  a  re- 
served young  man  who  refused  to  see  a 
psychiatrist  on  his  own.  The  Radio 
Moscow  officials  are  trying  to  down- 
play the  importance  of  Mr.  Danchev's 
story  by  describing  him  as  a  depressed 
man  who  had  no  apartment,  and  who 
broke  down  when  his  wife  left  him. 

Mr.  Danchev's  story  must  be  remem- 
bered by  all  Americans  because  it  is  so 
revealing  about  the  Soviet  system. 

Truly,  you  have  to  be  crazy— or 
brave— to  speak  the  truth  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 


FOOD  STAMPS 

(Ms.  KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks. ) 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  hunger 
in  the  United  States  is  on  the  rise,  yet 
full  August  food  stamp  benefits  to 
needy  recipients  are  in  jeopardy. 
Unless  the  Congress  passes  the  supple- 
mental appropriations  bill  constitu- 
ents in  my  district  are  having  difficul- 
ty meeting  their  families'  food  needs, 
and  local  food  stamp  program  adminis- 
trators have  stressed  to  me  the  impact 
a  delay  in  benefits  would  have  on 
hungry  people. 

Congress  must  pass  the  supplemen- 
tal appropriation  and  the  President 
must  assure  needy  Americans  that  he 
will  sign  the  bill  with  the  promptness 
that  this  emergency  demands.  He 
must  also  instruct  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  immediately  notify  the 
States  that  they  can  go  ahead  with 
full  August  benefit  payments. 

As  of  yesterday.  100.000  Ohioans  ex- 
hausted all  unemployment  benefits. 
The  jobless,  as  well  as  the  poor,  the  el- 
derly and  the  disabled  should  not  be 
forced  to  go  hungry  due  to  shortsight- 
edness, coldheartedness  or  ignorance. 


D  1020 

AIRLINE  SKYJACKING 
(Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  recent  weeks  the  number  of  airline 
skyjackings  has  risen  dramatically. 
South  Florida  is  particularly  vulnera- 
ble to  this  terrorism. 

Yesterday  morning,  for  instance,  an 
airliner  bound  from  New  York  to 
Miami  was  diverted  to  Cuba.  The  day 
before  that,  a  Tampa-bound  plane 
from  Miami  was  skyjacked,  and  a 
flight  attendant  held  at  knifepoint 
while  the  passengers  were  terrorized. 
This  Government  has  a  duty  to  pro- 


JMI 


20178 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  21,  1983 


July  21,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20179 


tect  the  public  in  the  air.  II  this 
frightening  trend  continues,  people 
will  be  afraid  to  fly.  Even  worse  and 
more  seriously,  injuries  or  deaths  may 
occur,  even  accidentally. 

I  realize  that  additional  marshals 
have  been  put  on  some  flights,  but 
much  more  needs  to  be  done. 

The  criminal  penalties  for  skyjack- 
ing are  severe,  but  they  do  not  seem  to 
deter  these  criminals.  Once  a  flight  is 
airborne,  any  attempt  to  capture  or 
disarm  a  skyjacker  jeopardizes  the 
lives  of  the  innocent  passengers  and 
crew.  The  best  way  to  stop  skyjackers 
is  to  catch  them  before  they  leave  the 
ground. 

We.  therefore,  must  have  better  se- 
curity in  our  airports  to  catch  these 
people  before  they  commandeer  a 
plane.  We  need  to  increase  the  number 
of  surveillance  people  at  the  gates  and 
security  stations  at  the  Miami  and 
Port  Lauderdale-Hollywood  airports. 
We  make  better  use  of  personality  pro- 
files to  prevent  would-be  skyjackers 
from  boarding  flights  to  and  from 
South  Florida. 

I  am  asking  officials  at  the  FAA  to 
take  the  steps  that  I  have  just  out- 
lined to  restore  safety  to  the  skies  and 
to  put  an  end  to  this  frightening  in- 
crease in  airline  skyjackings. 


BEFORE  IT  IS  TOO  LATE  CON- 
GRESS MUST  COME  TO  GRIPS 
WITH  TELEPHONE  RATES 

(Mr.  GUCKMAN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GUCKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
facing  the  spector  of  the  AT&T  dives- 
titure, telephone  rate  increase  re- 
quests are  being  filed  with  State  regu- 
latory commissions  from  coast  to 
coast.  The  increases  being  sought  in 
many  instances  run  well  over  100  per- 
cent, and  that  has  raised  fears  among 
American  consumers,  and  with  good 
reason. 

Increases  of  the  magnitude  that  are 
being  sought  would  make  access  to 
even  minimal  telephone  service  next 
to  impossible  for  some  Americans  to 
afford.  The  hardship  would  be  particu- 
larly severe  in  the  case  of  senior  citi- 
zens who  all  too  often  have  to  rely  on 
their  telephones  not  only  as  their 
main  source  of  companionship  but 
also  literally  as  their  lifeline  to  needed 
emergency  service.  We  cannot  stand 
by  and  let  that  lifeline  be  cut  by  high 
costs. 

There  are  steps  that  can  be  taken. 
Judge  Greene's  recent  requests  for 
modifications  in  the  proposed  consent 
decree  should  help  assure  that  local 
service  rate  increases  are  held  down. 
But,  given  the  national  scope  of  the  di- 
vestiture and  FCC  actions,  we  in  the 
Congress  must  see  that  these  rates  do 
not  shoot  up  dramatically  come  Janu- 
ary. 


A  number  of  proposals  have  been  in- 
troduced to  achieve  that  end.  They  all 
should  be  seriously  examined  with  the 
goal  of  arriving  at  a  consensus  that  as- 
sures a  fair  and  workable  sharing  of 
telephone  costs.  It  can  be  done.  I  hope 
we  will  get  down  to  business  on  this. 
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RECONCIUATION  UPDATE 

(Mr.  PANETTA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.)      

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you 
will  recall,  the  first  budget  resolution 
for  fiscal  year  1984  the  House  adopted 
in  June  contained  reconciliation  in- 
structions to  seven  House  and  four 
Senate  committees  calling  for  3-year 
spending  reductions  of  over  $12  billion 
and  3-year  revenue  increases  of  $73 
billion.  The  following  is  a  brief  update 
on  action  taken  so  far  by  House  com- 
mittees in  response  to  the  reconcilia- 
tion instructions. 

Armed  Services— H.R.  2969.  scheduled  for 
House  floor  this  week,  contains  pay  raise 
and  COLA  delay  provisions. 

Energy  and  Commerce— Hearings  were 
held  on  Monday.  July  18  in  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Health  and  Environment  to  consider 
ways  to  achieve  reconciliation  savings. 

Foreign  Affairs— Reconciliation  savings 
tied  to  action  by  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee. 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service— Reported 
reconciliation  legislation  on  Tuesday  of  this 
week,  July  19. 

Small  Business— Markup  of  reconciliation 
legislation  scheduled  on  July  21. 

Veterans'  Affairs— Submitted  reconcilia- 
tion legislation  to  House  Budget  Committee 
in  early  June. 

Ways  and  Means— Hearings  on  revenue  in- 
creases scheduled  for  today  and  tomorrow. 

I  am  also  including  in  the  Record  a 
more  detailed  description  of  the  first 
budget  resolution  targets  on  reconcili- 
ation and  the  response  to  date  of  the 
seven  House  committees  involved. 
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PREACHER  HAMILTON 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
fine  at  all  times  to  give  credit  to  those 
who  have  faith,  to  which  they  add 
good  works. 

In  my  area,  I  know  of  no  one  who 
has  devoted  his  life  to  faith  and  good 
works  more  than  Rev.  Charles  Gran- 
ville Hamilton,  a  longtime  friend  of 
mine,  known  over  our  State  as 
"Preacher  Hamilton." 

Truly  he  recognizes  that  what  our 
forefathers  provided  was  freedom  of 
religion  and  not  freedom  from  reli- 
gion. 

Some  weeks  ago.  Preacher  Hamilton 
completed  his  2,801st  reading  of  the 
New  Testament.  In  light  of  this,  it  is 
my  pleasure  to  include  the  following 
news  stories  which  recognize  Preacher 
Hamilton  for  this  accomplishment  and 
other  outstanding  achievements.  To- 
gether with  his  wife,  Mary  Elizabeth. 
Preacher  Hamilton  has  greatly  en- 
riched the  lives  of  the  people  in  my 
district. 

[Prom  the  Amory  (Miss.)  Advertiser.  Apr.  7. 
19831 

A  Monroe  County  Minister  has  just  made 
a  new  record.  Charles  O.  Hamilton  of  Aber- 
deen who  has  been  heard  in  the  county  over 
half  a  century,  finished  the  past  week  read- 
ing the  New  Testament  through  2.801  times. 
•  •  •  •  • 

Dr.  Charles  G.  Hamilton  of  Aberdeen 
looks  over  some  of  the  many  copies  of  the 
Bible  which  he  has  read  and  re-read  over 
the  past  half-century.  Included  are  the  New 
Testament  in  the  original  Greek;  Tlndale's 
1534  English  translation  from  the  Greek— 
the  ancestor  of  the  King  James'  version;  the 
1611  King  James  Bible;  and  the  J.  B.  Phi- 
lipps  version  of  the  Bible,  which  Dr.  Hamil- 
ton calls  the  most  beautiful  of  the  recent 
translations.  Dr.  Hamilton  says  he  has  just 
finished  reading  the  New  Testament 
through  for  the  2.801st  time.  He  has  aver- 
aged reading  it  through  once  a  week  for 
over  50  years.  He  has  read  the  Bible 
through  211  times  and  the  Psalms  and 
Prophets  in  the  Old  Testament  hundreds  of 
times. 

[From  Amory  (Miss.)  Advertiser.  June  2. 

19831 

• 

Dr.  Hamilton  Begins  58th  Year  as 

Minister 

Dr.    Charles    G.     Hamilton    of    Monroe 

County  began  his  58th  year  of  ministry  this 

week.  He  has  averaged  nine  sermons,  seven 

visits  and  433  miles  a  week  for  those  years. 


His  233  sermons  the  past  year  brought  his 
total  to  28.429  in  535  churches  of  27  demon- 
inations  in  32  states  and  two  foreign  coun- 
tries. 263  schools  and  colleges,  2,921  radio 
and  television  stations,  31  newspapers  and 
magazines,  including  the  Advertiser.  33 
pamphlets  and  12  books. 

We  wish  for  Brother  Hamilton  and  his  de- 
voted wife  many  more  fruitful  and  happy 
years. 


PRESIDENT  HAS  WORST  CIVIL 
RIGHTS  RECORD  IN  MODERN 
HISTORY 

(Mr.  DIXON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  President 
Reagan  will  be  remembered  for  having 
the  worst  civil  rights  record  in  modern 
history,  it  is  because  his  entire  civil 
rights  policy  and  philosophy  is  ex- 
pressed in  just  four  words  "against 
busing  and  quotas." 

The  American  people  will  remember 
how  our  Reagan  waffled  on  voting 
rights  until  the  Uth  hour. 

They  will  remember  how  our  Presi- 
dent asked  that  schools  which  dis- 
criminate on  the  basis  of  race  be  given 
tax  benefits. 

They  will  remember  how  he  has 
fought  against  the  equal  rights 
amendment. 

The  American  people  see  how  this 
President  has  attempted  to  shatter 
the  integrity  of  the  U.S.  Commission 
on  Civil  Rights,  and  the  American 
people  will  remember  how  President 
Reagan  has  ignored  meaningful  fair 
housing  legislation  which  has  been  in- 
troduced in  Congress  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  and  instead  insists  on  offering 
his  own  half-hearted  plan. 

These  actions  speak  for  themselves, 
and  the  public  is  not  fooled  by  photo 
opportunities  as  a  substitute  for  a 
commitment  to  civil  rights. 


for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night  at  the  administration's  insist- 
ence and  under  threat  of  a  veto,  the 
House-Senate  conferees  on  the  supple- 
mental appropriations  bill  eliminated 
$225  million  in  funding  for  health  in- 
surance for  the  unemployed.  Some  of 
my  colleagues  thought  this  was  regret- 
able  but  necessary  in  order  to  cut 
spending  and  reduce  the  deficit. 

Imagine  then  what  they  must  have 
thought  when  they  read  on  the  front 
page  of  this  morning's  Washington 
Post  that  the  administration  intends 
to  send  us  a  proposal  to  spend  that 
much  and  more,  $300  million,  in  assist- 
ance for  health  systems,  political 
change  and  economic  development  in 
Central  America. 

I  am  in  favor  of  helping  the  suffer- 
ing people  of  Central  America.  But  I 
am  also  in  favor  of  helping  the  unem- 
ployed people  of  the  United  States  of 
America. 

Two  hundred  years  ago  when  the 
British  marched  out  of  Yorktown  to 
surrender  to  General  Washington, 
they  played  a  song  called  "The  World 
Turned  Upside  Down."  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  beginning  to  think  that  this  ad- 
ministration is  marching  to  the  same 
tune. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

(Mr.  YATES  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
I  hurried  up  from  the  conference  on 
the  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
to  vote  on  House  Joint  Resolution  265, 
roUcall  260.  I  voted  "aye."  I  pressed 
the  key  to  vote  "aye"  and  I  returned 
to  the  conference. 

I  learned  later  that  my  vote  had  not 
been  recorded  on  the  machine.  In  view 
of  that  fact.  I  rise  now  to  have  the 
Record  show  that  I  intended  to  vote 
"aye"  on  rollcall  260.  and  had  the  ma- 
chine recorded  my  vote  it  would  have 
shown  I  voted  "aye." 


THE  WORLD  TURNED  UPSIDE 
DOWN 

(Mr.    HARRISON    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 


NO  COLLUSION 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes- 
terday the  front  page  of  the  Washing- 
ton Post  carried  a  story  telling  of 
former  President  Jimmy  Carter's  criti- 
cism of  President  Reagan's  Central 
American  policies. 

I  want  to  set  the  record  straight 
about  this  story  before  the  media 
begins  an  investigation. 

Everyone  knows  that  an  attack  by 
Jimmy  Carter  is  the  best  possible 
thing  that  can  happen  to  an  elected 
political  figure  today. 

There  are  people  in  this  town  who 
would  give  a  year's  salary  just  to  have 
Jimmy  Carter  attack  them.  It  is  a 
guarantee  of  reelection. 

So  I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  the 
Republican  Party  is  not  acting  in  col- 
lusion with  Mr.  Carter  in  this  case.  We 
have  not  prompted  him,  or  offered 
him  any  job  if  he  would  attack  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  policies. 

Mr.  Carter  has  done  this  on  his  own. 
He  may  have  to  report  it  to  the  Feder- 
al Election  Commission  as  an  in-kind 
contribution  to  the  Reagan  reelection 
campaign  but  I  will  leave  that  to  the 
lawyers  to  figure  out. 

However,  I  am  sending  Mr.  Carter 
my  own  voting  record  in  hopes  that  he 
will  soon  attack  me,  therefore  guaran- 
teeing my  reelection. 


CONTADORA  HAS  NO 
FOLLOWING 

(Mr.  RUDD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  noted 
in  the  morning  news  that  the  so-called 
opposition  leader  in  El  Salvador,  Guil- 
lermo  Ungo,  who  is  a  Socialist  with 
very  little  following,  wants  to  partici- 
pate in  the  multinational  peace  move- 
ment which  is  advocated  by  the  Conta- 
dora  group  made  up  of  Mexico.  Colom- 
bia, Panama,  and  Venezuela,  which  ad- 
vocates a  unilateral  withdrawal  of  all 
aid  by  the  United  States  to  El  Salva- 
dor, while  the  U.S.S.R.,  Bulgaria,  and 
Cuba  funnel  through  their  headquar- 
ters in  Nicaragua  arms  and  ammuni- 
tion and  foodstuffs  to  the  terrorists  in 
El  Salvador. 

That  is  like  telling  El  Salvador  and 
the  United  States  to  commit  suicide.  I 
have  just  returned  from  El  Salvador 
with  two  of  my  colleagues  here  in  the 
Congress,  Mr.  Parris  of  Virginia  and 
Mr.  McCoLLUM  of  Florida.  I  will  tell 
you  there  is  no  support  for  the  Conta- 
dora  group  because  this  group  advo- 
cates a  negative  position  and  the 
group  is  ineffectual  and  has  no  means 
of  carrying  out  any  decision  that  it 
may  make. 

Let  us  not  be  blinded  by  negative  in- 
formation on  El  Salvador.  El  Salvador 
needs  our  help  and  the  United  States 
must  support  El  Salvador  for  our  own 
survival. 


THE  200TH  BIRTHDAY  OF  SIMON 
BOLIVAR 

(Mr.  FRANKLIN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FRANKLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
not  often  that  events  in  Venezuela  are 
of  specific  interest  to  those  of  us  in 
the  Second  District  of  Mississippi,  but 
the  citizens  of  Venezuela  will  celebrate 
an  armiversary  this  week  that  is  of  In- 
terest in  my  district. 

July  24  marks  the  200th  birthday  of 
Simon  Bolivar,  the  South  American 
hero  who  led  in  the  fight  for  nation- 
hood in  Venezuela  and  five  other 
South  American  countries.  Although 
his  accomplishments  may  not  be  a 
matter  of  common  knowledge  in  this 
country,  historians  have  drawn  paral- 
lels between  Bolivar  and  the  Founding 
Father  of  our  own  country.  George 
Washington.  Both  men  exhibited  a 
special  strength  of  character,  and 
force  of  personality. 

Simon  Bolivar's  struggle  for  freedom 
so  inspired  one  Mississippian— Adam 
Bingham,  of  Natchez— that  Bingham 
named  a  newly  created  Mississippi 
county  after  him  in  1836.  This  county, 
which  we  affectionately  pronounce  as 
Bolivar  County,  is  located  in  the  cen- 
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tral  portion  of  the  Mississippi  Delta. 
And.  ironically,  the  county  adjoining 
Bolivar  County  is  named  for  George 
Washington,  his  American  counter- 
part. 

Bolivar  County  not  only  bears  the 
name  of  Simon  Bolivar,  but  also  has 
the  distinction  of  being  the  only 
county  in  the  United  States  named  for 
the  great  liberator.  This  occasion— Bo- 
livar's 200th  birthday— is  also  the  ses- 
quicentennial  of  Bolivar  County. 
Miss.,  and  it  gives  me  great  pleasure  to 
recognize  both  of  these  historic  occa- 
sions. 


INEQUITY  IN  VETERANS 
BENEFITS 

(Mr.  HORTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  I 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  com- 
ment on  a  bill  I  just  introduced  which 
would  rectify  an  inequity  in  veterans 
benefits.  In  addition  to  myself.  20 
Members  have  also  agreed  to  become 
original  cosponsors.  Transverse  myeli- 
tis is  a  clinical  syndrome  in  which 
there  is  evidence  of  complete  or  par- 
tial loss  of  neurologic  functions,  gener- 
ally resulting  from  an  inflammation  of 
the  spinal  cord.  The  cause  of  this  syn- 
drome is  unknown;  however,  it  has 
been  linked  with  multiple  sclerosis. 

Under  current  law.  veterans  suffer- 
ing from  transverse  myelitis  may  only 
receive  disability  benefits  if  the  syn- 
drome manifests  itself  within  1  year  of 
their  separation  from  service.  Multiple 
sclerosis,  on  the  other  hand,  has  a  pre- 
sumptive period  of  7  years.  The  bill 
which  we  are  introducing  will  allow 
those  veterans  who  suffer  from  trans- 
verse myelitis  to  receive  benefits  in 
the  same  manner  as  those  afflicted 
with  multiple  sclerosis. 

Many  of  us  have  served  the  United 
States  during  a  time  of  war.  Our  expe- 
rience as  veterans  has  given  us  a  pro- 
found understanding  of  the  sacrifices 
which  many  men  have  made  for  their 
country.  I  ask  that  you  join  me  in  sup- 
porting this  legislation  so  that  we  may 
not  forget  our  veterans  in  their  time 
of  need. 


recounts  the  lasting  impact  of  the 
1980  U.S.  grain  embargo  to  the  Soviet 
Union.  As  a  result  of  that  ill-conceived 
trade  sanction.  USDA  reports  that  the 
Soviets  have  locked  in  long-term  sup- 
plies from  Brazil.  Argentina,  and 
Canada,  to  name  only  the  largest  sup- 
pliers. Certainly  I  was  told  that  direct- 
ly last  November  in  Moscow  at  the 
Soviet  Ministry  on  Agriculture.  Ameri- 
can farmers,  in  the  meantime,  have 
been  the  big  losers  with  postembargo 
sales  to  the  Soviets  plunging  by  almost 
$2  billion.  Those  multiyear  contracts 
for  wheat,  wheat  flour,  barley,  oats, 
soybeans,  soybean  meal,  soybean  oils, 
corn,  and  many  other  products  make  it 
extremely  difficult,  in  USDA's  words. 

For  U.S.  exporters  to  regain  their  po- 
sition in  the  Soviet  market.  " 

Now— 3  years  later— our  sales  to  the 
Soviets  have  only  climt)ed  back  up  to 
one-half  their  preembargo  value.  Pros- 
pects for  a  full  recovery  or  for  an  in- 
crease above  past  levels  are  bleak.  Fur- 
thermore, sales  to  other  nations  have 
been  made  more  difficult  due  to  the 
strengthened  competition  we  face 
from  the  Soviets  new  trading  part- 
ners. 

During  the  coming  weeks.  Members 
of  this  body  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  begin  to  undo  the  terrible  damage 
inflicted  upon  American  agriculture  by 
embargoes.  Through  amendments  to 
the  Export  Administration  Act  of 
1979.  H.R.  3231  will  help  put  America 
on  the  road  toward  a  renewed  world- 
wide reputation  as  a  reliable  supplier 
of  agricultural  commodities.  I  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  give  this  measure 
their  most  careful  review  and  their 
strongest  support. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  EXPORT  AD- 
MINISTRATION ACT  VITAL  TO 
U.S.  AGRICULTURE 

(Mr.  BEREUTER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
latest  issue  of  USDA's  monthly  maga- 
zine Foreign  Agriculture  is  must  read- 
ing for  all  of  my  colleagues  who  are 
concerned  about  the  declining  sales  of 
n.S.  agricultural  products  abroad. 

In  its  special  report  on  trade  with 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  USDA  bluntly 


timely  manner.  There  is  an  old  prov- 
erb that  says  that:  "People  without 
vision  will  surely  perish."  May  we  help 
those  who  are  still  in  desperate  need 
of  jobs  and  instill  in  their  hearts  opti- 
mism and  a  positive  vision  for  their 
own  futures. 


ENTERPRISE  ZONE  LEGISLATION 

(Mr.  SILJANDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarlis.) 

Mr.  SILJANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
bad  news  there  is  also  often  good 
news.  Now,  although  enterprise  zone 
legislation,  hopes  and  dreams  have 
been  shattered  in  the  conference  com- 
mittee, a  withholding  on  dividends  and 
interest,  there  is  still  hope  for  those 
who  are  in  economic  despair. 

Chairman  Rostenkowski  has  as- 
sured many  of  us  that  he  has  now 
agreed  to  hold  hearings  this  year  as 
soon  as  time  allows,  and  as  soon  as 
possible,  on  enterprise  zone  legislation. 
After  years  of  shallow  promises  by 
many  in  this  body,  I  laud  our  chair- 
man of  this  committee  for  his  courage 
to  face  head  on  the  human  suffering 
in  blighted  areas  such  as  Benton 
Harbor,  Detroit,  and  so  many  other 
places  suffering  from  incredibly  high 
unemployment. 

D  1040 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  allow  those  who 
desire  to  testify,  to  do  so  in  a  fair  and 


AN  ARGUMENT  AGAINST  AP- 
PEASEMENT IN  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 

(Mr.  RITTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
heard  it  said  in  the  House  recently 
that  supporting  those  fighting  the 
Marxist  regime  in  Nicaragua  is  bring- 
ing about  greater  repression  against 
the  Nicaraguan  people:  that  somehow 
the  Communist  dictators  in  Nicaragua 
are  turning  the  screws  on  their  people 
because  of  this  revolt,  and.  sls  well, 
that  we  might  expect  large  numbers  of 
Cuban  troops  that  could  be  sent  into 
battle  in  Central  America,  as  has  hap- 
pened in  Angola  and  Ethiopia.  Accord- 
ing to  this  argument,  giving  in  to  to- 
talitarian dictators  is  somehow  health- 
ier for  the  people  under  them.  Giving 
in  will  protect  those  who  suffer. 

I  say  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
that  such  an  argument  rings  of  ap- 
peasement, the  kind  of  appeasement 
that  emboldened  Adolf  Hitler  in  the 
1930's,  the  kind  of  appea.sement  that 
emboldens  the  Soviet  international 
fighting  force  active  today  in  Central 
America.  We  do  not  follow  that  argu- 
ment when  it  comes  to  supporting 
Soviet  dissidents  or  Afghan  freedom 
fighters,  why  should  we.  regarding  the 
Nicaraguan  people?  Ask  the  Miskito 
Indians,  fighting  for  the  survival  of 
their  race,  whether  cutting  off  U.S. 
support  will  help  them  or  hurt  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  make  clear  to  the 
Soviet  international  fighting  force 
that  we  believe  in  the  Monroe  Doc- 
trine, and  that  we  stand  behind  it.  If 
we  exhibit  will  as  well  as  strength  the 
Soviet  international  fighting  force  and 
its  Cuban  spearhead  will  stay  out  of 
Central  America. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  yes- 
terday, July  20,  1983,  I  inadvertently 
missed  roUcall  No.  262.  I  would  like  to 
have  the  Record  reflect  that,  had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted  'no" 
on  that  roUcall. 


FAIRY  TALE  PAYOFF  FOR  IMF 
STAFF 

(Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute,  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarlts.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  me  point  out  to  the  Mem- 
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bers  of  the  House  that  next  week  we 
are  going  to  be  asked  to  appropriate 
$8.4  billion  in  additional  U.S.  funds  for 
the  International  Monetary  Fund. 
Before  we  do  that,  I  want  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  House  some  of 
the  information  I  have  received  re- 
cently from  the  National  Taxpayers 
Union. 

Of  the  1,525  employees  of  the  IMF. 
20  percent  make  more  than  $100,000 
per  year  in  salaries  and  additional  ben- 
efits. That  is  one-fifth  of  them.  That 
totals  $122,100,000.  and  that  is  more 
than  14  countries  which  are  recipients 
of  IMF  funds  receive  from  the  IMF. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  found  that 
$20.4  million  was  spent  on  travel,  and 
only  $11.4  million  of  that  was  consid- 
ered business  expense. 

The  top  grade  salaried  employees  of 
the  IMF  receive  approximately 
$139,000,  and  they  receive  a  pension  of 
14  percent,  which  is  extremely  high. 

The  combined  benefit/salary  pack- 
age for  top  grade  salaries  reaches 
almost  $159,000. 

Even  more  shocking,  however,  is  the 
revelation  that  IMF  staff  are  offered 
loans  for  the  purchase  of  homes  in  the 
Washington,  D.C.,  area  equal  to  a 
year's  salary  at  the  discounted  interest 
rate  of  5  percent,  a  clear  8  percent 
below  present  mortgage  rates.  To  an 
employee  on  the  average  IMF  salary 
of  $80,000  this  represents  a  gift  of 
$6,400. 

I  find  this  shocking,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  I  think  we  should  take  these  facts 
into  consideration  next  week  as  we 
vote  on  additional  funding  for  the 
IMF. 


STACKING  THE  COMMISSION  ON 
CIVIL  RIGHTS 

(Mr.  GARCIA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.    GARCIA.    Mr.    Speaker,    the 
President    intends    to    appoint    three 
nominees    to    replace    three    current 
Commissioners  of  the   U.S.   Commis- 
sion on  Civil  Rights.  If  confirmed,  the 
President  will  have  replaced  five  of 
the  six  Commissioners,  the  last  three 
without  any  stated  reason.  During  the 
Senate  Judiciary  hearings  I  testified 
that  the  President's  action  is  a  danger- 
ous threat  to  the  independence  of  the 
Civil      Rights      Commission— an      in- 
dependence that  was  clearly  intended 
by  the  creators  of  the  Commission  and 
respected  by  all  previous  administra- 
tions. It  is  the  White  House's  unilater- 
al and  unprecedented  attempt  at  con- 
trol  that   compromises   the   integrity 
and,  thus,  the  viability  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Conmiission.  I  am  pleased  to 
report  that  after  many  hours  of  testi- 
mony against  this  unprecedented  Pres- 
idential action,  the  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee has  decided  to  delay  further  action 
until  the  Conmiittee's  first  meeting  in 
September. 

This  delay  will  give  the  Senators  a 
time  to  reflect  on  the  effect  this  action 
will  have  on  the  integrity  of  the  Com- 
mission. If  the  I»resident  is  successful 
in  stacking  the  Commission,  the  result 
will  be  a  Commission  established 
almost  entirely  by  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration. Regardless  of  the  appoint- 
ee's qualifications,  the  message  will  be 
clear— Civil  Rights  Commission  mem- 
bers serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Presi- 
dent and  can  and  will  be  removed 
when  the  President  so  desires. 


wage.  I  am  very  proud  of  the  waitress- 
es across  this  country.  They  have  or- 
ganized, and  many  of  them  are  mem- 
bers of  an  organization  called  WAR— 
Waitresses  Against  Ripoffs. 

I  think  that  we  should  salute  these 
waitresses.  I  think  we  should  support 
the  waitresses.  Many  of  them  are 
having  to  go  on  welfare  because  they 
carmot  make  ends  meet.  They  are  bor- 
rowing money  to  try  to  educate  their 
children.  They  are  trying  to  meet  the 
minimum  wage,  yet  they  are  taxed 
today  more  heavily  while  the  wealthy 
of  this  country  are  getting  a  tax  break. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  think  that  is 
unfair.  I  think  that  is  an  injustice  that 
should  be  pointed  out  across  this  coun- 
try of  ours.  It  should  be  made  known 
that  there  has  been  a  restructuring  of 
the  tax  policy  in  this  Nation,  and  that 
many  of  the  small  people  have  had  an 
unfair  tax  increase. 


THURBER  ON  REAGAN 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Harry  Hopkins,  F.D.R.'s  confidant, 
raised  pork  barreling  to  national  eco- 
nomic policy.  In  defense  of  spending 
for  Federal  power  projects  he  crowed, 
"We  will  spend  and  spend,  and  tax  and 
tax,  and  elect  and  elect." 

The  Reagan  administration  has 
mangled  Mr.  Hopkins'  formula.  Char- 
acteristically, they  are  less  than 
candid  about  it.  Reagan  will  spend  and 
spend,  and  borrow  and  borrow,  and 
raise  and  raise  interest  rates. 

The  result  is  the  worst  of  all  worlds: 
Record  high  deficits,  intensive  govern- 
ment borrowing,  and  upward  pressure 
on  interest  rates. 

This  is  all  accompanied  by  repeated 
White  House  sermons  condemning  the 
evils  of  Govenunent  spending  and 
praising  the  saintly  fiscal  behavior  of 
the  Reagan  administration. 

James  Thurber  said,  "You  can  fool 
too  many  of  the  people  too  much  of 
the  time."  So  far,  he's  right. 


(WAR)— WAITRESSES  AGAINST 
RIPOFFS 

(Mr.  WATKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  house  for  1 
minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Madam  Speaker.  I 
have  asked  for  the  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress the  House  for  1  minute  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  the  Members  of 
this  House  and  also  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  something  that  I 
think  is  one  of  the  great  injustices  we 
have  today  that  has  been  inflicted  on 
our  people.  I  refer  to  the  unfairness 
and  the  injustice  of  the  tax  policy  of 
the  Reagan  administration  where  we 
have  borrowed  the  money  to  give  the 
wealthy  a  tax  cut  but  yet  we  have  in- 
creased the  taxes  on  the  little  people 
of  this  country. 

Because  of  that,  a  few  weeks  ago.  I 
introduced  the  truck  stop  cafe  bill.  I 
did  that  because  of  the  tax  increases 
on  the  small  independent  truckers  and 
also  the  tax  increases  on  the  waitress- 
cs. 

Many  of  the  little  waitresses  are 
only    trying   to   meet   the   minimum 


SUPPORTING     PRESIDENT'S     AP- 
POINTMENTS    ON     THE     CIVIL 
RIGHTS  COMMISSION 
(Mr.  LUNGREN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LUNGREN.  Madam  Speaker,  a 
moment  ago  one  of  our  colleagues 
spoke  in  this  well  about  the  unprece- 
dented action  of  the  administration 
with  respect  to  the  Civil  Rights  Com- 
mission. 

I  would  just  suggest  that  the  Presi- 
dent has  nominated  three  outstanding 
individuals  whose  backgrounds  and 
records  on  the  issue  of  civil  rights  are 
without  blemish.  Where  they  differ 
with  the  people  the  President  seeks  to 
replace  is  in  their  attitude  toward  such 
things  as  busing,  quotas,  and  so  forth. 
I  think  it  is  time  in  this  country  that 
we  recognize  that  no  one  has  a  comer 
on  how  we  specifically  achieve  the 
civil  rights  goals  that  we  all  share  in 
common.  There  is  a  consensus  of  con- 
science in  this  country  with  respect  to 
the  question  of  civil  rights,  but  that 
does  not  mean  there  ought  not  to  be  a 
full-ranging  debate  on  the  best  way  to 
solve  the  problems  and  achieve  our 
goals.  To  say  that  some  people,  be- 
cause they  have  been  rather  strong  in 
their  comdemnation  of  busing,  cannot 
be  pro-civil  rights,  I  think,  is  short- 
sighted and  tends  to  divide  this  coun- 
try rather  than  unite  this  country. 

Madam  Speaker,  we  should  all  re- 
member that  we  agree  on  the  question 
of  civil  rights,  although  we  may  dis- 
agree on  some  of  the  means  by  which 
we  achieve  our  goals. 


D  1050 

FUNDING  FOR  THE  MX 
(Mr.  MARKEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
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minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Madam  Speaker,  last 
night  the  House  may  have  voted  for 
the  MX  missile.  But  it  also  sent  a  clear 
signal  to  the  President. 

The  MX  is  hanging  by  a  thin  thread 
from  the  Presidents  promise  to  get  se- 
rious about  arms  control. 

If  the  President  is  as  allergic  to  arms 
control  as  he  has  been  in  the  past,  the 
House  is  going  to  cut  the  MX  loose 
when  it  comes  up  for  a  vote  the  next 
couple  of  months  in  the  appropria- 
tions bill. 

Last  night  supporters  of  the  MX 
pleaded  with  the  House  to  give  the  ad- 
ministration more  time  to  show  its 
flexibility  at  Geneva.  Well,  the  admin- 
istration bought  a  couple  of  months 
last  night  with  the  MX— that's  all. 

There  is  a  growing  disenchantment 
in  this  country  over  the  fact  that  the 
President  is  not  pursuing  arms  control 
with  the  same  vigor  that  he  is  pursu- 
ing an  arms  buildup. 

Despite  rosy  assessments  coming  out 
of  the  White  House,  the  talks  in 
Geneva  are  still  going  nowhere. 

The  latest  START  proposal  is  still  as 
inflexible  as  the  first  one. 

The  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  is  demoralized  and  stripped  to 
the  hone. 

Meanwhile  we  are  pouring  money 
into  the  Pentagon  faster  than  it  can 
spend  it. 

As  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
noted  last  night,  our  priorities  have 
been  turned  upside  down. 

And  last  night  the  House  told  the 
President  it  would  only  wait  so  long 
for  our  priorities  to  be  set  straight. 


POUCY  PREFERENCES  PARADED 
AS  SCIENCE 

(Mr.  MOODY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  MOODY.  Madam  Speaker,  in  a 
recent  speech  in  my  district  and  in  a 
July  15  article  in  the  Wall  Street  Jour- 
nal. Martin  Peldstein.  the  President's 
chief  economist,  blamed  Congress  for 
foiling  the  economic  recovery. 

Mr.  Peldstein's  analysis  correctly 
identifies  long-term  interest  rates  as 
the  key  to  a  sustained  recovery  and  he 
correctly  looks  ahead  to  1985  and  1986 
budget  figures  as  determining  interest 
rates  in  1983  and  1984.  But  his  com- 
plaint that  Congress  jeopardizes  recov- 
ery by  failing  to  enact  further  domes- 
tic spending  cuts  and  1985  tax  in- 
creases is  disingenuous. 

First  on  spending:  Congress  has 
passed  a  bipartisan  budget  resolution 
which  would  Increase  discretionary  do- 
mestic spending  but  would  hold  mili- 
tary expenditures,  substantially  below 
the  President's  request.  On  a  net  basis, 
after  calculating  revenues,  the  con- 
gressional budget  resolution  provides 


for  spending  targets  which  are  lower 
than  President  Reagan's  request  by 
$4.5  billion  for  fiscal  year  1986.  In  fact, 
the  congressional  budget  projects  a 
deficit  which  is  $5.3  billion  lower  in 
1985  and  $4.5  billion  lower  in  1986 
than  the  deficit  requested  by  Mr. 
Reagan.  So  it  is  not  the  levels  of 
spending  and  deficit  proposed  by  Con- 
gress with  which  Mr.  Feldstein  can 
complain.  Instead  it  is  the  composition 
of  the  spending. 

Second,  on  the  revenue  side:  Mr. 
Feldstein  states  that  Congress  must 
not  pass  any  increase  in  tax  "rates" 
while  the  "recovery  is  In  process."  Ap- 
parently the  urgency  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion suddenly  takes  a  back  seat  to  old 
fashioned  Keynesian  demand  stimu- 
lus. But  Mr.  Feldstein's  boss.  Mr. 
Reagan,  has  proposed  a  5-percent 
income  surtax  as  well  as  an  oil  tax  in- 
crease for  1985.  The  questions  arise: 
First,  will  not  the  recovery  still  be  in 
progress  by  1985?  Second,  what  is  a  5- 
percent  surcharge  on  income  but  an 
increase  in  tax  rates?  Again,  it  is  not 
Congress  aggregate  revenue  numbers 
to  which  Feldstein  apparently  objects, 
but  the  type  of  revenue  increases. 

Mr.  Feldstein  is  correct  that  high  in- 
terest rates  are  the  crucial  deterrent 
to  recovery,  and  that  this  recovery  is 
now  threatened  by  the  huge  outyear 
deficits.  However,  his  arguments  are 
seriously  flawed  by  camouflaging  plain 
old  policy  preferences  in  the  clothes  of 
scientific  economic  analysis.  While  ac- 
tually criticizing  the  composition  of 
spending  and  revenues  which  he  fears 
will  come  out  of  Congress,  he  mas- 
querades this  as  criticism  of  the  spend- 
ing and  deficit  levels.  As  an  economist 
myself,  I  resent  it  when  a  man  of  Mr. 
Peldstein's  caliber  parades  economics 
as  science. 


LIMITING  USE  OF  EDUCATIONAL 
FACILITIES  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
CONGRESSIONAL  EMPLOYEES 
WHO  ARE  MINORS  OTHER 
THAN  PAGES 

Mr.  MINISH.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
send  to  the  desk  a  resolution  (H.  Res. 
279)  limiting  the  use  of  certain  educa- 
tional facilities  with  respect  to  con- 
gressional employees  who  are  minors 
other  than  pages,  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  reso- 
lution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mrs. 
ScHROEDER).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  279 

Resolved,  That  the  proviso  In  the  text 
under  the  heading  "Education  or  Senate 
AND  House  Pages"  of  title  I  of  the  Urgent 
Deficiency  Appropriation  Act.  1947  (2  U.S.C. 


88b).  shall  not  apply  to  any  minor  who  is  an 
employee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
or  to  any  educational  facility  under  the 
House  of  Representatives  Page  Board. 

Mr.  MINISH  (during  the  reading). 
Madam  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  resolution  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  MYERS.  Madam  Speaker,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall 
not  object,  I  would  ask  the  gentleman 
to  explain  the  resolution. 

Mr.  MINISH.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  MINISH.  Madam  Speaker,  this 
is  a  resolution  to  further  improve  the 
page  education  program. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Madam  Speaker,  I  re- 
served the  right  to  object  not  with  the 
intention  of  objecting  but  for  an  ex- 
planation that  this  legislation  is 
needed. 

Going  back  a  year  ago  when  we  had 
the  Speaker's  Commission  on  Pages, 
which  made  a  thorough  investigation 
of  the  problems  and  the  dealings  with 
our  pages  here  and  whether  we  should 
even  continue  the  page  program,  one 
of  the  recommendations  of  that  Com- 
mission was  that  we  should  upgrade 
our  education  for  our  pages.  This  is 
part  of  the  upgrading  of  that  educa- 
tion for  our  pages. 

The  Page  Commission  further  felt 
that  we  would  not  really  improve  the 
education  or  we  might  complicate  the 
educating  of  our  pages  if  we  throw  in 
and  allowed  the  education  in  the  Page 
School  here  of  minor  employees  of  a 
committee  or  a  Member  of  Congress. 
It  would  make  the  discipline  more  dif- 
ficult, administration  of  the  program 
more  difficult,  and  enlarge  the  prob- 
lem. 

This  is  the  intention  of  this  resolu- 
tion, that  we  should  restrict  and  limit 
the  qualifications  and  those  that  will 
be  taught  in  our  Page  School  here  on 
Capitol  Hill  to  those  pages  only,  and 
other  employees  in  need  of  education 
will  have  to  have  it  provided  by  the 
public  school  system. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
MiNisH)  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  MINISH.  Madam  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

This  resolution  would  further  im- 
prove the  page  education  program.  I 
want  to  make  it  crystal  clear  that  this 
resolution  would  prohibit  employees 
of  members  or  committees  who  are 


minors  from  continuing  to  attend  the 
page  school.  These  minor  employees 
are  not  on  the  page  roster. 

H.R.  3034  which  passed  the  House 
on  May  18  had  a  similar  provision. 

It  is  the  express  policy  of  the  Page 
Board  that  such  minor  employees  not 
be  permitted  to  attend  the  page 
school.  This  resolution  is  necessary  to 
clear  up  questions  that  have  arisen 
concerning  this  policy.  Such  minor 
employees  have  in  the  past  made  page 
education  more  complex  because  they 
often  were  younger  than  the  pages 
and  were  here  for  only  a  short  time. 
Consequently,  the  resolution  is  an  im- 
portant part  of  the  Page  Board's  com- 
mitment to  provide  our  pages  with  a 
quality  formal  education. 
I  urge  adoption  of  this  resolution. 
Mr.  KAZEN.  Madam  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
the  gentleman's  resolution  and  I  am 
going  to  support  it.  I  was  just  wonder- 
ing if  somebody  was  looking  into  the 
possibility  of  doing  away  with  the 
whole  page  system. 

Mr.  MINISH.  The  Page  Board  is  not 
looking  at  that  yet  but  if  someone 
wants  us  to.  I  would  not  object  to 
doing  it. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Is  that  within  your  ju- 
risdiction? 

Mr.  MINISH.  Yes;  it  is  in  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Page  Board. 

But  we  are  at  the  present  time 
trying  to  get  a  page  school  ready  to 
start  classes  on  September  6. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  This  is  why  I  say  I  will 
not  object  to  it  because  we  have  this 
system  in  place  now.  But  I  sure  wish 
that  you  would  give  some  attention  to 
revamping  the  entire  page  system. 

We  could  use  some  disabled  veterans 
or  anybody  else  back  here  instead  of 
these  young  people. 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Madam 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  and  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana for  the  tough  job  that  they  have 
had  in  working  out  some  of  these  page 
problems. 

To  answer  the  question  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  our  House  Veter- 
ans' Affairs  Committee  is  looking  into 
the  possibility  of  maybe  submitting  a 
resolution  to  the  gentleman's  commit- 
tee where  we  could  use  disabled  veter- 
ans or  retired  military  service  person- 
nel as  pages  or  messengers.  I  have 
been  told  that  in  the  British  Parlia- 
ment they  do  use  retirees  from  the 
military  and  it  works  very  well  for  the 
House  of  Commons  in  using  these  en- 
listed retirees. 


This  idea  has  some  merit  and  is 
worth  taking  a  look  into.  I  would  cer- 
tainly hope  when  we  have  the  resolu- 
tion prepared  that  this  committee 
would  at  least  take  a  look  at  this  sug- 
gestion. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Madam  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Indiana. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

The  recommendations  or  the  advice 
given  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas  as 
well  as  our  colleague  from  Mississippi 
was  considered  last  year  by  the  Speak- 
er's Commission.  Many  alternatives 
were  discussed.  All  had  their  advan- 
tages and  all  had  their  disadvantages, 
and  on  balance  the  Commission  felt 
last  year,  and  it  was  supported  by  this 
House,  that  overall  the  teenage  pages, 
while  we  have  had  some  minor  prob- 
lems, overall  they  offered  better  serv- 
ice and  better  balance  to  the  needs  of 
our  House,  and  that  this  should  not  be 
altered  because  we  have  had  one  or 
two  who  have  made  mistakes,  and  that 
any  age  group  might  make  similar  mis- 
takes. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  Madam  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  am  pleased  to  yield 
to  my  friend  from  California,  a  very 
important  and  valued  member  of  the 
Page  Board. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  strong 
support  for  the  resolution. 

Since  I  see  the  gentleman  on  the 
floor,  I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia (Mr.  Whitehurst)  who  has  been 
heading  the  educational  task  force.  He 
is  the  only  Member  who  has  been  ac- 
tively participating  in  the  task  force. 

I  want  the  Members  to  know  that  he 
is  doing  an  outstanding  job  and  they 
should  have  a  great  deal  of  confidence 
in  the  ultimate  reforms  that  are  going 
to  be  brought  about  through  the  ef- 
forts of  the  educational  task  force, 
working  with  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Minish)  and  the  other 
members  of  the  Page  Board. 

Madam  Speaker,  the  education  task 
force  is  to  be  congratulated  for  the  ex- 
cellent job  which  they  have  done  in 
working  diligently  to  establish  a  model 
page  school.  The  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia (Mr.  Whitehurst)  chairman. 
Dorm  Anderson,  floor  manager,  major- 
ity cloakroom  and  Jim  Oliver,  minori- 
ty chief  page,  have  all  devoted  consid- 
erable time  and  effort  to  screening 
and  reviewing  applicants  for  principal 
and  faculty,  and  many  other  require- 
ments which  must  be  met  in  having 
the  new  school  in  operation  by  the 
September  6  starting  date.  They  will 
be  here  throughout  most  of  the 
August  recess,  sacrificing  planned  va- 
cations, in  order  to  assure  that  the 


school  is  ready  for  the  arrival  of  the 
new  pages  in  the  fall. 

We  are  about  to  put  together  a 
school  that  I  think  will  be  exemplary 
and  a  fine  example  of  the  kind  of  edu- 
cational process  that  this  institution 
will  be  proud  to  be  identified  with. 

I  think  this  resolution  is  one  more 
effort  in  clarifying  what  our  purpose 
is  in  establishing  a  really  outstanding 
educational  opportunity  for  high 
school  juniors  who  will  be  selected  to 
come  here  in  the  future,  in  part  based 
on  their  academic  performance. 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  am  pleased  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  thank  my  col- 
league and  I  especially  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  for  his  very 
gracious  words. 

Just  let  me  say  to  my  colleagues  in 
the  House  that  I  have  every  confi- 
dence that  we  will  have  a  very  fine 
school  in  place  in  September.  We  have 
some  outstanding  candidates  who  have 
applied  both  for  the  position  of  princi- 
pal, an  office  that  we  expect  to  fill 
next  week,  and  we  also  have  a  number 
of  highly  qualified  teacher  applicants. 
It  is  my  judgment  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  we  will  be  well  on  our 
way  to  the  establishment  of  a  new 
school,  a  school  I  think  in  which  all  of 
us  can  take  pride  and  one  that  will 
provide  a  superb  education  for  the 
children  who  will  be  here  next  year. 
I  thank  the  gentleman. 

D  1100 

Mr.  MINISH.  I  also  want  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  (Mr.  Whitehurst)  for 
his  commitment  and  work  on  the  edu- 
cation task  force. 

His  contributions  are  essential  to  ex- 
tremely important  work  of  establish- 
ing the  new  House  Page  School  and 
implementing  the  new  page  education 
program,  both  of  which  will  insure  a 
quality  formal  education  for  our 
pages. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT.  1984 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  197.  and  rule 
XXIII.  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Conmiittee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R. 
2969. 

The  Chair  requests  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Russo)  to  assume 
the  chair  temporarily. 


JMI 
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IH  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2969)  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Russo 
(Chairman  pro  tempore)  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore. 
When  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  rose  on  Wednesday,  July  20, 
title  III,  was  open  to  amendment  at 
any  point. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
title  III? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PRICE 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Price:  Page 
16.  after  line  18,  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

LIMITATION  ON  EXPENDITURE  OF  FUNDS 

Sec.  303.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  authorized 
by  clause  (2)  of  section  302(a)  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  or  evaluation  for  an  interconti- 
nental-range mobile  ballistic  missile  that 
would  weigh  more  than  33,000  pounds  or 
that  would  carry  more  than  a  single  war- 
head. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  not 
deploy  more  than  10  MX  missiles  until— 

<  I )  demonstration  of  subsystems  and  test- 
ing of  components  of  the  small  mobile  inter- 
continental ballistic  missile  system  (includ- 
ing missile  guidance  and  propulsion  subsys- 
tems) have  occurred;  and 

(2)  nuclear  effects  tests  on  the  compo- 
nents and  subsystems  of  the  prototype 
mobile  transporter-launcher  basing  system 
and  fixed  basing  system  for  the  small  mis- 
sile have  been  carried  out  using  full-scale 
tests,  when  practicable,  and  otherwise  using 
scaled  tests. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  not 
deploy  more  than  40  MX  missiles  until— 

(1)  the  major  elements  (including  the 
guidance  and  control  sut>systems)  of  a 
mobile  missile  weighing  less  than  33.000 
pounds  as  a  part  of  an  intercontinental  bal- 
listic missile  system  have  been  flight  tested; 

(2)  the  major  elements  of  the  prototype 
small  mobile  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile system  (including  the  missile,  the  proto- 
type mobile  transporter-launcher  basing 
system  and  fixed  basing  system,  and  the 
command,  control,  and  communications 
system)  have  been  designed  and  functional- 
ly integrated  and  the  system  has  been  vali- 
dated: 

(3)  contractors  for  the  full-scale  engineer- 
ing development  of  such  a  missile  system 
have  been  selected  and  contracts  have  been 
awarded  to  those  contractors;  and 

(4)  fuU-scale  engineering  development  of 
such  a  missile  system  has  begrun. 

(dKl)  Not  later  than  January  15  of  each 
year  from  1984  through  1988.  the  Secretary 


of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the  Conmiittees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  a  report— 

(A)  on  the  progress  being  made  with  re- 
spect to  the  development  and  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile  system; 

(B)  on  the  progress  being  made  with  re- 
spect to  the  development  and  testing  of  a 
small  mobile  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile system;  and 

(C)  on  developments  related  to  silo-hard- 
ening technology. 

(2)  In  each  report  under  paragraph  (1), 
the  Secretary  shall  certify  whether  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  is  developing  a  small 
mobile  intercontinental  ballistic  missile 
system  with  a  missile  that  weighs  no  more 
than  33.000  pounds  and  that  is  planned  to 
carry  no  more  than  a  single  warhead. 

(e)  If  at  any  time  during  the  development 
of  the  small  mobile  intercontinental  ballis- 
tic missile  it  appears  that  the  weight  of  the 
missile  when  deployed  will  exceed  30.000 
pounds,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  a  report  to  Congress  stating  the  pro- 
jected weight  of  the  missile  and  providing 
an  explanation  of  the  reasons  for  the 
weight  exceeding  30.000  pounds  and  the  an- 
ticipated effects  that  weight  could  have  on 
the  mobility  and  blast  resistance  of  the  mis- 
sile system. 

Mr.  PRICE  (during  the  reading).  Sir. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment,  which  is  cosponsored  by 
Mr.  AspiN.  is  aimed  at  insuring  that  a 
small  mobile  missile  with  a  single  war- 
head is  energetically  developed  as  a 
part  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
package. 

A  number  of  Members  have  been 
skeptical  that  if  the  MX  is  approved, 
some  elements  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  might  simply  drop  the  small 
mobile  missile  concept  at  some  point 
in  the  future.  The  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  simply  to  tie  the  devel- 
opment of  the  small  mobile  missile  to 
deployment  of  the  MX  to  insure  the 
Department  of  Defense  moves  forward 
promptly  on  the  small  mobile  missile 
concept. 

The  amendment  establishes  certain 
milestones  for  development  of  the 
small  mobile  system  that  must  be  ac- 
complished before  deployment  of  spe- 
cific numbers  of  MX  missiles  can 
occur.  For  instance,  before  more  than 
10  MX's  are  deployed,  the  Department 
must  be  well  along  in  its  development 
and  testing  of  subsystems  of  the  com- 
ponents of  the  small  mobile  missile 
system:  and,  before  more  than  40  MX 
missiles  are  deployed,  the  major  ele- 
ments of  the  mobile  missile  system 
must  have  been  flight  tested  and  con- 
tractors for  the  full-scale  engineering 
of  the  system  must  have  been  selected 
and  contracts  awarded  to  those  con- 
tractors. 

The  language  is  also  quite  specific  in 
stating  that  no  moneys  can  be  expend- 


ed for  an  intercontinental  range 
mobile  ballistic  missile  that  weighs 
more  than  33,000  pounds  to  insure 
that  it  remains  small  in  fact,  and  that 
it  will  carry  no  more  than  a  single  war- 
head as  it  was  envisioned  in  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  report. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  also  several 
reporting  requirements  to  insure  the 
Congress  can  monitor  the  progress  of 
the  small  mobile  missile  development. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  I  have 
brought  before  the  House  is  relatively 
straightforward.  It  has  two  political 
goals.  The  first  is  to  prevent  the  small, 
single-warhead  missile,  popularly 
dubbed  the  Midgetman,  from  growing 
so  large  that  its  potential  for  mobility 
will  be  inhibited.  The  second  is  to  link 
deployment  of  the  MX  to  progress  on 
the  Midgetman.  A  number  of  Members 
have  expressed  concern  that  elements 
in  the  Air  Force  that  are  unenthusias- 
tic  about  the  Midgetman  might  try  to 
cause  it  to  fail.  I  do  not  make  any 
judgment  about  the  validity  of  those 
concerns.  This  amendment  makes  no 
judgment  on  the  validity  of  those  con- 
cerns. But  this  amendment  does  ad- 
dress the  substance  of  those  concerns. 

Subsections  (a)  and  (e)  of  the 
amendment  limit  the  weight  of  the 
small,  single-warhead  missile  to  33,000 
pounds  and  provide  that,  if  the  missile 
ever  appears  to  be  passing  the  30,000 
pound  mark,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
must  report  that  fact  to  the  Congress 
and  explain  why  the  weight  is  exceed- 
ing 30,000  pounds  and  what  the  effect 
of  the  weight  growth  will  be  on  the 
mobility  and  blast  resistance  of  the 
missile  system.  This  provision  is  an 
effort  to  combine  flexibility  and  visi- 
bility—flexibility for  those  in  the  De- 
fense Department  who  must  deal  with 
the  uncertainties  of  the  development 
process  and  visibility  for  those  who 
worry  that  the  missile  may  grow  too 
heavy  to  be  mobile. 

Subsection  (b)  directs  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  not  to  deploy  more  than  10 
MX  missiles  until  we  have  seen  a  dem- 
onstration of  the  subsystems  and  the 
testing  of  the  missile's  components. 
Demonstration  of  subsystems  means, 
for  example,  that  the  guidance  and 
control  parts  of  the  missile  have  been 
designed,  a  prototype  has  been  built, 
and  laboratory  and  limited  field  test- 
ing has  been  carried  out. 

Components  are  defined  in  the  body 
of  the  text  of  the  amendment  as  in- 
cluding, at  a  minimum,  the  missile 
guidance  and  propulsion  subsystems. 

The  amendment  also  restricts  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  to  10  until  nucle- 
ar effects  tests  have  been  carried  out 
on  the  components  and  subsystems  of 
the     prototype     mobile     transporter- 


launcher  basing  system  and  a  fixed 
basing  system  for  the  small  missile, 
making  clear  that  when  we  speak  of  a 
mobile  missile  we  are  speaking  of  a 
missile  that  can  be  launched  from  the 
vehicle  that  carries  it  and  moves  it 
about.  There  is  also  to  be  nuclear  ef- 
fects testing  on  a  fixed  basing  system, 
keeping  open  the  option  to  deploy  the 
missile  in  a  fixed  mode  in  the  event 
that  arms  control  developments 
permit  that. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  that  no  more 
than  40  MX  missiles  may  be  deployed 
until  several  Midgetman  milestones 
have  been  accomplished. 

First,  the  major  elements,  defined  in 
the  text  as  including  the  guidance  and 
control  subsystems,  have  been  flight 
tested.  This  does  not  mean  that  these 
elements  must  be  flown  on  the  rocket 
stages  that  will  comprise  the  small, 
single-warhead  missile,  but  rather  that 
the  elements  themselves  be  flown. 

Second,  the  major  elements,  defined 
in  the  text  to  include  the  missile, 
basing  mode,  and  command,  control 
and  communication  system,  must  have 
been  designed  and  functionally  inte- 
grated and  the  system  validated. 

Functionally  integrated  means  that 
there  is  a  diagram  of  the  entire  system 
delimiting  the  interfaces  lining  the 
missile,  the  launcher,  the  command, 
control  and  communications,  and 
other  prominent  elements  that  make 
up  the  missile  system.  System  valida- 
tion means  that  the  interfaces,  as  well 
as  the  available  elements  of  the 
system,  have  been  tested  as  a  complete 
system  and  proven  to  function  as  a 
unit.  Since  all  the  elements  of  the 
system  may  not  be  available— for  ex- 
ample, a  future  satellite— the  system 
could  be  validated  using  an  emulator 
or  simulator  of  the  missing  or  future 
element  until  such  time  as  it  becomes 
available.  The  reason  for  this  is  that 
validation  of  an  intricate  missile 
system  is  virtually  a  perpetual  process; 
we  are  still  validating  the  interfaces  of 
the  Minuteman  missile  with  new  satel- 
lites and  other  subsystems  as  they  de- 
velop. 

Third,  contractors  for  the  full-scale 
engineering  development  of  the  mis- 
sile system  must  have  been  selected 
and  the  contracts  awarded  and  full- 
scale  engineering  development  begun. 
This  means  that  some  of  the  principal 
contractors  have  been  selected.  Obvi- 
ously, it  would  be  unreasonable  to 
expect  that  all  the  vendors  and  suppli- 
ers would  be  under  contract  by  this 
time  since  there  will  be  several  thou- 
sand firms  involved  and  the  require- 
ments for  signing  contracts  are  spaced 
over  time. 

The  term  deploy,  with  regard  to  the 
MX  missile  system,  means  that  mis- 
siles may  not  be  inserted  in  their  silos 
and  made  operational  until  the  mile- 
stones outlined  in  the  amendment 
have  been  accomplished.  Construction 
work  on  silos  could  continue  unabated, 


however,  thus  giving  the  Defense  De- 
partment breathing  room  in  the  event 
that  there  is  some  slippage  in  the  pro- 
gram. 

I  should  point  out  that  these  link- 
ages have  been  written  into  the 
amendment  after  consulting  with  the 
Defense  Department.  These  linkages 
are  in  keeping  with  Defense  Depart- 
ment plans  for  development  of  the 
small,  single-warhead  weapons. 

The  remaining  subsection  of  the  bill, 
subsection  (d),  provides  for  reports 
each  January  for  the  next  5  years 
from  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  the 
House  and  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committees  describing  the  progress 
being  made  with  respect  to  the  MX, 
the  Midgetman,  and  silo- hardening 
technology.  These  are  three  of  the 
four  components  of  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report.  The  fourth  com- 
ponent is  the  new  arms-control  ap- 
proach which  does  not  fall  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

The  missile  popularly  dubbed  Midg- 
etman is  to  be  small,  less  than  33,000 
pounds;  it  is  to  be  mobile,  that  is,  it  is 
to  be  designed  in  conjunction  with  a 
vehicle  that  will  be  able  to  carry  it 
about  and  then  laimch  it  after  surviv- 
ing reasonable  overpressures  from  a 
nuclear  attack;  it  is  to  carry  but  one 
warhead;  and  it  is  to  have  interconti- 
nental range. 

In  the  event  that  some  unforeseen 
events  should  occur  that  would  drasti- 
cally delay  work  on  the  Midgetman, 
the  Defense  Department  can  always 
appeal  to  the  Congress  for  relief  from 
the  provision  of  this  amendment.  That 
would,  however,  force  the  Defense  De- 
partment to  demonstrate  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Congress  that  the  delay 
was  an  innocent  and  unpreventable 
one. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  going  to 
object.  I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment  but  I  would  like  to  go  on 
record  as  stating  that  I  am  not  happy 
with  having  to  do  it  this  way,  but  it 
has  been  done  by  agreement. 

What  this  amendment  will  do  is  to 
set  up  certain  parameters  to  satisfy 
anyone  who  might  not  be  convinced 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
the  administration  is  going  forward  in 
good  faith  to  develop  a  small  mobile 
missile  or  a  single-warhead  missile. 

I  think  we  are  really  getting  into  the 
area  of  micromanaging  when  you  say 
no  more  than  33,000  pounds,  make 
that  explicit,  rather  than  specify  a 
class  of  I  tons.  There  is  nothing  magic 
about  33,000  nothing  magic  about 
35,000.  The  important  factor  is  if  the 
missile  and  its  transporter  become  so 
large  it  is  no  longer  considered  mobile. 
For  example,  would  it  exceed  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  bridges  it  must  pass  over 
if  it  is  traveling  on  public  roads,  and  so 
forth? 


Also  there  is  nothing  magic  about 
saying  that  you  have  to  have  a  certain 
I  number.  I  really  think  we  have  en- 
tered the  realm  of  micromanaging 
beyond  what  is  necessary  or  what 
should  be  done. 

However,  I  have  discussed  this  with 
Mr.  Aspin:  the  chairman  has  been  sup- 
portive of  it.  I  know  there  is,  from  the 
debate  yesterday,  there  is  a  number  of 
people  who  are  suspicious.  They  think 
we  will  not  really  go  forward  in  good 
faith.  This  amendment,  in  effect,  sets 
up  a  series  of  milestones  that  will  re- 
quire the  Department  of  Defense  to 
demonstrate  that  they  are  in  fact 
going  forward  with  the  concept  that 
we  agreed  to  yesterday  and  the  con- 
cept of  the  Scowcroft  Commission. 

And  for  that  reason,  we  are  putting 
into  the  bill  certain  milestones  to  re- 
quire, to  demonstrate  that  we  are  in 
fact  going  forward  with  what  has  been 
presented  and  agreed  to  on  the  floor 
yesterday. 

For  that  reason.  I  reluctantly  would 
accept  this.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 
Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment,  and  am 
pleased  that  the  committee  is  willing 
to  accept  it.  In  addition  to  providing 
protections  on  expeditious  develop- 
ment of  the  small  ICBM  called  for  in 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  recommen- 
dations, the  amendment  calls  for 
annual  reports  on  progress  on  the  MX, 
the  small  missile,  and  silo-hardening 
technology. 

Many  of  us  who  worked  with  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  in  develop- 
ing this  amendment  also  feel  it  is  im- 
portant to  include  similar  reports  on 
the  progress  of  arms  control  efforts, 
and  the  relationship  of  MX  to  them. 
However,  because  of  the  constraints  of 
germaneness  we  were  unable  to  in- 
clude them  in  this  amendment. 

I  understand  that  the  authorization 
bill  as  reported  in  the  other  body  in- 
cludes a  call  for  such  reports  relating 
to  arms  control.  I  would  hope  that  the 
House  conferees  would  give  favorable 
consideration  to  inclusion  of  this  lan- 
guage, which  I  believe  is  important  to 
integrating  the  entire  scope  of  Scow- 
croft recommendations,  in  the  final 
version  of  the  authorization  bill. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

If  I  could  engage  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  in  a  dialog  with  re- 
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spect  to  this  amendment,  I  would 
greatly  appreciate  it. 

Clearly,  the  Scowcroft  Commission, 
as  I  understand  it,  moves  us  or  at- 
tempts to  move  us  in  the  direction  of 
deployment  of  a  mobile,  single-war- 
head missile  on  the  theory  that  the 
single-warhead  missile  would  accom- 
plish some  things  that  a  large,  fixed- 
location  multiple-warhead  missile 
would  not.  No.  1,  it  would  give  us  more 
stability:  No.  2.  it  would  provide  for 
more  survivability;  and  No.  3.  it  would 
deter  the  temptation  to  engage  in  a 
first  strike. 

I  do  not  have  any  disagreement  with 
any  of  those  conclusions.  I  believe  that 
if  we,  indeed,  were  to  move  away  from 
a  multiple-warhead  missile  in  known 
locations  to  one  that  has  a  single  war- 
head and  is  clearly  more  survivable, 
that  would  indeed  help  deter  a  first 
strike.  What  I  am  concerned  about  in 
this  amendment  is  that  we  are  moving 
unilaterally  in  this  direction  in  per- 
haps an  environment  of  some  wishful 
thinking.  Do  we  have  any  indication  at 
all  in  the  negotiations  that  are  now 
taking  place  with  the  Soviets  that  we 
are  moving  in  this  direction,  that  the 
Soviets  are  willing  to  look  at  moving 
away  from  their  SS-18*s  and  SS-19's 
toward  an  environment  in  the  next 
decade  in  which  the  mainstay  of  offen- 
sive strategic  capability  will  be  small- 
er, single-warhead,  mobile  missiles, 
rather  than  the  giants  that  are  char- 
acteristic of  the  strategic  offense 
forces  of  the  Soviet  Union  today? 

D  1115 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

First  of  all.  there  have  been  a 
number  of  indications  the  Soviet 
Union  is  indeed  interested  in  a  mutual 
transition  toward  forces  that  include 
large  numbers  of  single  warhead  mis- 
siles. They  have  expressed  interest  in 
this  on  a  number  of  occasions.  And  in 
their  most  recent  revision  to  their  po- 
sition in  Geneva,  had  a  special  treat- 
ment for  single  warhead  missiles. 
They  are  presently  testing  a  single 
warhead  missile. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Could  the  gentleman 
elaborate  a  little  on  the  specifics  in- 
volved in  this,  because  this  is  a  major 
statement  of  policy  in  terms  of  our 
strategic  situation. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  would  be  delighted  to. 

A  number  of  visitors  to  the  Soviet 
Union  who  have  met  with  Soviet  lead- 
ers that  have  responsibility  for  their 
arms  control  positions  and  strategic 
forces  have  come  back  with  reports 
that  they  have  expressed  a  great  deal 
of  interest  in  single  warhead  missiles 
and  a  new  relationship  between  the  ar- 
senals that  emphasizes  stability. 


As  I  mentioned  before,  they  are  test- 
ing their  own  single  warhead  missiles. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note  for 
the  record  that  the  contribution  of 
single  warhead  missiles  to  stability 
does  not  lie  principally  in  mobility. 
Single  warhead  missiles  can  only  help 
us  achieve  stability  if  both  nations 
make  a  transition  toward  single  war- 
head missiles  orchestrated  through  an 
arms  control  agreement  that  reduces 
the  ratio  of  accurate  warheads  on  one 
side  to  missile  silos  on  the  other  side. 
The  easiest  way  to  bring  the  counter- 
force  strike  ratio— that  ratio  that  gives 
a  theoretical  advantage  to  the  nation 
striking  first— down  is  through  the  in- 
troduction of  the  single  warhead  mis- 
siles into  the  arsenals  of  both  sides.  It 
is  orchestrated  through  arms  control. 
Mobility  alone  is  not  the  answer. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  do  not  disagree 
with  anything  the  gentleman  is 
saying. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for 
asking  this  question.  I  was  one  of 
those  who  was  in  the  Soviet  Union  and 
had  a  chance  to  talk  to  Marshal  Akh- 
romeyev  about  this,  and  I  think  it  is 
clear  that  the  Soviets  are  looking  at  a 
single  warhead  ICBM.  They  have 
tested  one.  They  could  take  the  SS-20 
and  put  a  single  warhead  on  it.  There 
are  a  number  of  things  they  could  do 
to  move  in  this  direction. 

I  think  many  of  my  colleagues  re- 
member that  after  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore)  made  his 
proposal,  over  a  year  and  half  ago, 
former  Secretary  of  State  Kissinger 
suggested  in  Time  magazine  in  his  syn- 
opsis that  potentially  the  United 
States  could  move  unilaterally  toward 
this  missile. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Kramer)  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gore,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Kramer  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  DICKS.  If  the  gentleman  would 
continue  to  yield.  Mr.  Kissinger 
argued  that  would  increase  stability 
and  make  our  land  base  force  a  less  lu- 
crative target  for  a  Soviet  first  strike. 

This  is  a  package  which  we  have  en- 
tered into,  with  the  Scowcroft  recom- 
mendations, arms  control,  MX  and  the 
small  missile.  And  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  I 
think,  is  a  vital  part  of  this  package  in 
order  to  insure  its  elements  proceed 
together. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  If  I  might,  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  one  of  the  points 
that  the  gentleman  raised  which  is  a 
concern  of  mine,  the  implication  that 
the  gentleman  seems  to   have  made 


that  we  ought  to  be  moving  unilateral- 
ly toward  the  objective  of  making  our 
land-based  force  a  less  lucrative  target. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  whole 
premise  on  which  this  kind  of  move- 
ment is  predicated  must  be  one  of 
equal  participation  by  both  sides. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Absolutely.  That  is  our 
goal. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  do  not  see  how  we 
can,  given  the  parameters  of  counting 
launchers  and  not  warheads  under  the 
SALT  negotiations,  how  we  can  in  fact 
start  substituting  small,  mobile  single- 
warhead  missiles  for  multiwarhead 
missiles  without  the  Soviets  making  a 
comparable  move.  The  gentleman  is 
not  suggesting  that  we  can  do  that,  is 
he? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Obviously  what  we 
would  like  to  see  is  to  have  both  sides 
move  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  has  not  really 
answered  my  question.  And  that  is.  is 
the  intention  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  to  move  in  this  direction 
of  small  mobile  multi-  or  single-war- 
head  

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Kramer)  has  expired. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Colorado  (Mr.  Kramer)  may 
proceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  am  not  going 
to  object,  but  we  debated  this  matter 
almost  all  day  yesterday.  We  have  had 
sufficient  debate  on  it.  And  I  wish  the 
Members  would  cooperate  so  that  we 
might  get  this  legislation  through 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  withdraw  my  reser- 
vation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore)? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  cer- 
tainly do  not  want  to  drag  the  debate 
out,  but  I  think  this  is  a  vital  point. 

What  concerns  me  about  this 
amendment  is  that  it  reads  in  a  unilat- 
eral way.  I  have  no  objection  to 
moving  our  strategic  policy  from  an 
offensive  perspective  as  long  as  it  is 
done  in  a  bilateral  manner,  but  I 
would  have  a  very  serious  objection  if 
it  is  the  intention  of  this  amendment 
to  move  permanently  in  this  direction 
as  a  mainstay  of  our  policy  regardless 
of  any  movement  on  the  part  of  the 
Soviets.  That  is  what  I  am  trying  to 
determine. 

D  1120 

Mr.  GORE.  If  my  colleague  will 
yield,  we  have  no  such  intention.  This 


is  the  flip  side  of  the  debate  on  why 
the  MX  is  needed  to  move  the  Soviet 
Union  toward  an  emphasis  on  single 
warhead  missiles,  as  well  as  the  United 
States.  We  have  no  intention  of  any 
unilateral  approach. 

Former  Secretary  of  State  Kissinger, 
whom  my  colleague  quoted,  was  the 
one  who  used  the  word  "unilateral"  in 
the  Time  magazine  piece,  but  if  you 
look  carefully  at  that  piece,  he  used  it 
in  a  very  stylistic  way,  and  he  fully  in- 
tended to  go  forward  with  the  MX 
missile  unless  the  Soviets  also  agreed 
to  accomplish  this  transition. 

One  final  point:  In  the  official 
Soviet  response  to  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report,  they  specifically  re- 
ferred to  the  single  warhead  missile 
proposal  and  said,  "OK,  it  is  a  good 
idea."  They  then  went  on  to  say  they 
would  like  to  see  it  applied  to  subma- 
rine-launched ballistic  missiles,  as  well, 
but  they  have  said  on  a  number  of  oc- 
casions that  they  wish  to  move  with  us 
in  this  direction. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  pose  an  inquiry  to  the 
author  of  the  amendment  on  that  line 
of  reasoning. 

Why  is  it  that  this  amendment  does 
not  require  at  least  some  reporting  on 
the  progress  being  made  in  our  arms 
negotiations  with  respect  to  this  objec- 
tive? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Kramer)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Aspin  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kramer  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  ASPIN.  The  point  about  it  is 
that  we  are  just  starting  the  program 
now.  We  do  not  need  a  reporting  re- 
quirement. We  are  going  to  have  a 
chance  every  year  in  the  authorization 
bill  to  go  into  this  in  very  great  detail. 
The  R&D  subcommittee  will  go  into  it, 
the  procurement  subcommittee  will  go 
into  it.  We  will  have  an  ample  chance. 
The  gentleman  is  a  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee.  He,  above 
all.  will  have  a  chance  to  go  into  this. 
We  will  be  able  to  find  out  the 
progress  as  we  go  along. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  would  like  to  pose 
another  inquiry  to  the  gentleman. 
Based  on  what  the  gentleman  has  said. 
I  will  not  move  to  amend  his  amend- 
ment to  include  reporting  require- 
ments, but  I  assume,  based  on  the  gen- 
tleman's statement,  that,  if  it  appears 
that  the  Soviets  are  intransigent  on 
this  issue  and  do  not  want  to  move  in 
this  direction  in  good  faith,  I  assume 
that  at  that  point  the  gentleman 
would  accept  that  the  theory  on  which 
this  amendment  is  based  is  certainly 
fallacious  and  ought  to  be  reconsid- 
ered. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Kramer)  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kramer 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  The  purpose  of  the 
whole  thing  is  the  package,  the  Scow- 
croft package. 
Mr.  KRAMER.  I  understand  that. 
Mr.  ASPIN.  It  is  based  on  certain  as- 
sumptions about  certain  behavior  and 
certain  activities.  If  any  of  that 
changes,  any  part  of  the  package  is,  of 
course,  subject  to  change. 

We  have  a  general  objective  about 
where  we  want  to  move  toward,  what 
kind  of  a  direction  we  want  to  move  in, 
and  if  circumstances  change,  we  will 
certainly  change  our  approach  to  try 
and  achieve  those  objectives. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  assume  it  is  the  as- 
surance of  the  chairman  of  our  com- 
mittee that  next  year  we  will  again 
take  a  full  look  at  this  issue  to  see  that 
our  policy  is  not  one  that  is  predicated 
upon  wishful  thinking,  but  that  it  is 
indeed  predicated  upon  a  meaningful 
dialog  with  the  Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  Aspin  amendment,  which  will  tie 
deployment  of  the  MX  to  development 
of  the  small  mobile  missile.  I  want  to 
conmiend  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin for  his  leadership  on  this  issue.  He 
has  provided  us  with  a  responsible  ap- 
proach to  a  complex  and  troubling 
issue. 

In  May  and  again  last  night,  the 
House  affirmed  its  support  for  devel- 
opment of  the  MX.  The  Aspin  amend- 
ment, which  stretches  out  procure- 
ment of  the  MX  and  ties  its  develop- 
ment to  the  development  if  the  Midg- 
etman,  addresses  the  concerns  which 
many  of  us  have  about  the  missile. 

Congressional  support  for  the  MX  is 
a  good  faith  effort  by  the  Congress  to 
establish  a  bipartisan  consensus  with 
the  executive  branch  on  arms  control. 
Production  of  the  MX,  in  my  mind,  is 
predicated  on  two  other  developments, 
both  recommended  by  the  Scowcroft 
Commission— development  of  a  small* 
er,  single  warhead  Midgetman  and  a 
more  realistic  negotiating  strategy  on 
the  part  of  the  administration  at  the 
nuclear  arms  reduction  talks. 

While  the  MX  is  not  necessarily  a 
bargaining  chip,  it  can  be  a  positive  in- 
fluence in  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  MX  according  to  some,  is  a 
viilnerable,  destabilizing,  first-strike 
weapon,  which  is  currently  absent 
from    the    U.S.    arsenal.    The    Soviet 


Union,  by  contrast,  has  638  MX-qual- 
ity  SS-18's  and  SS-19's.  Other  than 
the  MX.  what  is  the  incentive  for 
Moscow  to  shift  the  main  leg  of  its 
force  toward  invulnerable,  stabilizing, 
second-strike  weapons?  In  the  words  of 
Nobel  Laureate  Andrei  Sakharov: 

Perhaps  talks  about  the  limitation  and  re- 
duction of  these  most  destructive  missiles 
could  become  easier  if  the  United  States 
were  to  have  MX  missiles,  albeit  only  poten- 
tially •  •  V 

We  in  Congress  have  a  right  to  ques- 
tion whether  President  Reagan  is  seri- 
ous about  arms  control  and  about  ne- 
gotiating a  meaningful  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  Thanks  to  con- 
gressional pressure,  I  believe  he  is.  If 
one  compares  the  position  held  by  the 
President  a  bare  6  months  ago  with 
the  more  flexible  position  he  takes 
today,  it  is  clear  that  cor\siderable 
progress  has  been  made. 

There  is  a  real  inconsistency  be- 
tween cutting  production  money  for 
the  MX  and  demanding  that  the  Presi- 
dent negotiate  at  START.  Our  best 
course  is  the  one  provided  for  in  the 
Aspin  aunendment.  which  is  to  start 
production,  bearing  in  mind  that  pro- 
curement is  a  lengthy  process,  and  to 
keep  an  eye  on  START  and  other  de- 
velopments along  the  way.  It  is  a  re- 
sponsible exercise  of  good  faith,  and  I 
urge  support  for  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Price). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  For 
what  purpose  does  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore)  rise? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  an 
amendment  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quonim 
is  not  present,  and  I  demand  a  record- 
ed vote  on  the  last  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman's  request  comes  too  late  on 
the  last  amendment. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
was  standing. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  was  not  seeking  recognition 
for  that  specific  purpose. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  was  on  my  feet. 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  Gore  amend- 
ment. The  Chair  did  not  see  the  gen- 
tleman on  his  feet  and  the  gentleman 
was  not  actively  seeking  recognition 
when  the  Chair  put  the  question  on 
the  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GORE 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gore:  Page  15. 
line  20:  strike  out  •$2,557,800,000".  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,200,000,000." 
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Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
proposal  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
money  authorized  for  procurement  of 
MX  by  $350  million  and  to  reduce  the 
number  of  missiles  procured  in  this 
bill  from  27  to  21.  It  is  designed  to 
send  a  dual  signal  from  the  Congress. 

One  signal  is  to  the  President.  It 
says  that  we  will  support  having  this 
missile  potentially  ready  for  deploy- 
ment in  late  1986  or  early  1987.  as  now 
scheduled,  but  we  take  very  seriously 
your  statement  of  flexibility  as  to  the 
numbers  of  MX  ultimately  needed, 
and  we  are  indicating  by  our  vote  to 
reduce  the  funding  for  procurement,  a 
desire  to  move  slower  rather  than 
faster  through  the  deployment  of  this 
missile,  and  we  are  indicating  a  prefer- 
ence for  lower  rather  than  higher 
numbers  of  MX  missiles  in  the  end. 
moving  closer  to  50  than  to  100  by  the 
current  FOC  date. 

As  for  the  Soviets,  our  message 
would  be  substantially  the  same,  with 
one  twist.  Soviet  failure  to  negotiate 
seriously  or  a  Soviet  decision,  for  ex- 
ample, to  create  a  world  crisis  over  the 
first  deployment  of  the  Pershing  II 
rather  than  to  keep  bargaining  would 
not  be  in  the  interest  of  peace  and  sta- 
bility. These  are  things  which  can  and 
will  influence  the  temper  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  the  U.S.  Congress. 

What  we  hold  back,  we  can  expedite; 
what  we  restrict,  we  can  expand;  what 
may  not  suit  us  about  this  particular 
weapon  system,  we  can  satisfy  else- 
where. The  Congress  is  going  along 
with  the  President,  but  only  on  condi- 
tion that  he  make  good  on  his  commit- 
ment to  aim  for  an  outcome  in  arms 
control  that  reflects  a  mainline  Ameri- 
can consensus.  The  Congress  is  also 
putting  the  Soviets  on  notice  to  take 
advantage  of  a  time,  a  mood,  and  an 
offer  that  are  perishable. 

Finally,  the  reason  for  this  amend- 
ment is  to  underscore  our  absolute  in- 
tention to  deploy  a  force  of  MX  mis- 
siles well  below  the  first-strike  thresh- 
old. 

There  has  been  some  disagreement 
over  the  implications  of  a  combined 
force  of  MX  missiles  and  D-5  missiles 
and  Minuteman  III  equipped  with  the 
Mark  12- A  warhead.  This  amendment 
seeks  to  clarify  those  numbers,  to 
make  absolutely  certain  that  we  are 
well  below  that  first-strike  threshold. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  wiU  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Washington,  who 
is  joining  me  in  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee for  this  amendment.  I  think  it 
does  exactly  what  he  says.  It  slows 
down  the  deployment  somewhat.  It 
does  not  affect  the  initial  operating 
capability.  The  first  missiles  will  go  in 
the  ground  at  the  same  time.  We  take 
the  President  seriously  that  the  MX  is 
part  of  the  negotiations. 


I  compliment  the  gentleman  also  for 
his  comments  about  not  wanting  a 
first-strike  capability.  That  is  not 
what  we  are  after,  nor  is  the  Presi- 
dent. What  we  want  is  to  provide  le- 
verage in  these  negotiations.  We  are 
committed  to  arms  control  strategy. 
We  think  this  administration  now  is.  I 
think  this  amendment  is  consistent.  I 
compliment  the  gentleman  for  offer- 
ing it.  and  I  am  glad  to  be  a  cosponsor 
of  it. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  who 
also  joins  in  this  effort. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  compliment  the 
gentleman  for  his  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Tennessee.  This  amendment 
is  partly  a  matter  of  flexibility  and 
partly  a  matter  of  budget  economy. 

In  terms  of  flexibility,  the  reduction 
of  six  missiles  this  year  does  not  alter 
the  planned  date  of  the  initial  oper- 
ational capability  of  the  MX;  that  is. 
the  deployment  of  10  MX's  by  Decem- 
ber 1986.  But  the  reduction  of  six  mis- 
siles provides  us  with  the  opportunity 
to  stretch  out  later  deployment  if  we 
so  choose  and  to  lower  the  total 
number  of  missiles  eventually  de- 
ployed if  we  choose  to  do  so.  This  re- 
duction is  consistent  with  the  Presi- 
dent's stated  willingness  to  lower  the 
total  deployment  of  MX's  in  the  event 
the  arms  control  negotiations  open 
that  opportunity. 

As  the  President  wrote  in  a  letter  to 
members  this  week: 

Although  the  (Scowcroft)  Commission 
called  for  the  deployment  of  100  missiles, 
the  level  ultimately  deployed  will  be  influ- 
enced by  the  outcome  in  Geneva.  If  an 
agreement  is  reached  which  calls  for  deep 
reductions— which  is  our  goal— the  number 
of  missiles  could  certainly  be  adjusted  down- 
ward. 

This  amendment  is  also  useful  in 
terms  of  economy.  The  amendment 
lowers  budget  authority  for  fiscal  year 
1984  by  $358  million.  In  the  long  run. 
should  our  hopes  for  progress  in  arms 
control  materialize  and  open  the  op- 
portunity to  hold  MX  deployments  to 
50  missiles,  we  will  then  be  able  to  cut 
the  total  buy  of  MX  missiles— both  for 
testing  and  for  deployment— from  the 
current  plan  of  250  to  200.  That  would 
mean  a  savings  of  $3.2  billion  in  the 
total  MX  program. 

I  urge  approval  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  get 
some  clarification  on  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  if  I  could. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  gentleman  is 
reducing  the  buy  from  27  to  21  mis- 
siles? 


Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  KRAMER.  Is  this  on  the  theory 
that  somehow  a  buy  of  21  is  going  to 
be  more  efficient  than  27.  or  that  we 
do  not  need  all  27?  I  am  not  quite  sure 
why  we  should  OK  the  deletion  of  6 
missiles  when,  after  a  lot  of  study  by 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  it  was 
decided  that  27  would  be  the  appropri- 
ate number  in  that  first  buy. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
clarify  it. 

Twenty-one  is  the  minimum  number 
which  can  be  purchased  without  in 
any  way  interfering  with  the  IOC.  It  is 
consistent  with  the  same  deployment 
date  that  is  presently  scheduled.  It  is. 
however,  consistent  with  a  lower  force 
of  MX  missiles  on  the  FOC  date.  It 
gives  us  flexibility  to  go  upwards  later 
on  if  that  is  required,  and  if  disagree- 
ments about  the  effects  of  a  combined 
force  of  D-5's  and  MX  missiles  are  re- 
solved. But  the  number  was  chosen  as 
the  lowest  number  that  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  IOC. 

This  was  in  consultation  with  the 
Air  Force.  I  might  add. 

Let  me  just  read  the  gentleman 
some  numbers.  Currently,  the  missile 
force  procured  is  supposed  to  be  27  in 
fiscal  1984.  48  in  1985.  48  in  1986.  48 
through  1988,  and  then  4  in  1989. 

This  deployment  schedule,  which 
would  not  interfere  with  the  IOC,  at 
present  we  hope  will  be  21  in  1984  and 
then  36  in  1985  through  1988  and  8  in 
1989. 

In  each  of  the  other  fiscal  years, 
1985  through  1988,  we  could  move 
upward  if  that  was  indicated  as  a 
course  of  action.  But  the  IOC  would 
not  be  affected  in  any  way. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  figures  on  how  this  is  going 
to  affect  the  unit  cost  of  this  missile? 
Is  there  going  to  be  any  impact  on  the 
unit  cost?  Will  it  be  more  expensive  as 
a  result  of  the  adoption  of  this  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  can  give  the  gentleman 
the  figures,  which  the  gentleman  can 
divide  out  if  he  cares  to. 

Under  the  present  schedule,  it  is  223 
missiles  for  $14.8  billion,  and  this 
would  be  173  for  $11.6  billion. 

I  would  simply  argue  that  the  impor- 
tance of  not  crossing  the  first-strike 
threshold  is  far,  far  more  important  in 
the  scheme  of  things  than  the  unit- 
cost  implications  that  the  gentleman 
refers  to. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  said  one 
of  our  objectives  around  which  a  na- 
tional consensus  can  be  formed  is  not 
to  deploy  a  first-strike  force.  This 
amendment  is  designed  to  make  cer- 
tain that  we  remain  below  that  thresh- 
old. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of 
testimony  In  the  committee  that  100 
missiles  would  not  constitute  a  first- 


July  21,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20189 


strike  force,  that  this  would  require  at 
least  200. 

Does  the  chairman  of  the  procure- 
ment subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  want  to  be  heard  on 
this  issue? 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  to  me  on  this  point,  just  so  I  can 
clarify  the  nature  of  the  disagreement, 
the  administration  and  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  include  in  the  targets  set 
for  a  hypothetical  first  strike  a 
number  of  so-called  CQ  guide  targets- 
command  control  communications  and 
intelligence. 

I  believe  that  it  is  far  better  and 
preferable  to  look  at  only  the  ratio  of 
accurate  warheads  to  silos  on  either 
side  when  calculating  the  counterforce 
strike  ratio.  I  believe  that  is  the  kind 
of  concept  around  which  an  agree- 
ment can  be  built,  and  this  is  designed 
to  be  consistent  with  that  kind  of  an 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
understand  the  gentleman  asked  me 
whether  100  MX  missiles  would  be  re- 
garded as  a  first-strike  capability. 

My  understanding  is  that  it  would 
not  be  so  regarded. 

And  let  me  just  add  that  I  have  been 
authorized  by  the  committee  to  accept 
the  gentleman's  amendment  on  behalf 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  give 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  recommen- 
dations a  chance.  I  support  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore). 

We  are  asked  today  to  authorize 
funds  for  continued  research  and  de- 
velopment of  the  MX  missile,  a  weap- 
ons system  proposed  in  the  early 
1970's  under  the  Nixon  administration 
and  debated  in  the  Halls  of  Congress 
for  as  many  years.  While  we  have  de- 
bated the  merits  and  basing  of  the 
missile  our  strong  adversary— Russia- 
has  moved  forward  with  the  produc- 
tion and  modernization  of  her  land- 
based  ICBM's. 

In  all  this,  one  thing  is  clear:  We 
must  continue  to  provide  for  the  de- 
fense of  our  country.  We  must  move 
forward  with  the  modernization  of  our 
land-based  strategic  forces.  Our  vote 
on  the  legislation  we  are  considering 
today  will  indicate  to  our  constituents 
and  the  world  our  resolve  to  do  so. 

The  Congress  has  taken  an  impor- 
tant step  in  endorsing  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report.  We  have  agreed  to 
move  forward  with  the  MX  on  the 
condition  that  a  smaller,  more  mobile, 
and  less  destabilizing  missile  is  devel- 
oped. We  should  therefore  approve 
some  procurement  moneys  for  the 
MX.  And  that  money  must  be  specifi- 
cally tied  to  development  of  the  Midg- 
etman  missile.  This  is  what  I  think  we 


as  a  body  agreed  to  by  our  vote  on  the 
MX  funding  resolution  in  May.  We 
made  that  decision  and  nothing  has 
happened  in  the  interim  to  require 
that  it  be  changed.  We  should  now 
continue  to  work  within  the  param- 
eters established  by  that  vote  and  take 
steps  to  ensure  that  both  the  execu- 
tive and  legislative  branches  make 
good  on  their  end  of  the  agreement. 
The  responsibility  lies  with  both 
branches.  At  the  same  time,  however, 
we  can  and  should  insist  that  the  con- 
cerns of  Congress  be  reflected  in  im- 
plementing the  policy  agreement  en- 
dorsed in  May. 

We  cannot  turn  our  backs  and  hope 
to  never  have  to  deal  with  such  a 
grave  prospect  as  nuclear  confronta- 
tion. We  must  prepare  ourselves  for 
that  possibility,  and  in  so  doing,  help 
prevent  it.  We  must.  Mr.  Chairman, 
exercise  our  authority  to  modify  and 
amend  this  proposal  before  us  in  a 
manner  reflecting  our  awareness  of 
the  issues  facing  us  in  today's  world. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced 
that  the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2.  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 

D  1140 

QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  One 
hundred  Members  have  appeared.  A 
quorum  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  is  present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2, 
rule  XXIII,  further  proceedings  under 
the  call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
McGrath)  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WEAVER 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Weaver:  At 
the  end  of  title  III,  add  the  following  new 
section: 

LIMITATION  ON  MX  PROGRAM 

Sec.  303.  No  funds  may  be  expended  for 
the  MX  missile  program  during  any  fiscal 
year  during  which  United  States  grain  sup- 
pliers make  sales  of  grain  to  the  Soviet 


tJnion,  except  that  the  preceding  limitation 
shall  not  apply  during  any  fiscal  year  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  certifies  to  Congress 
that  the  sale  of  grain  to  the  Soviet  Union  by 
United  States  grain  suppliers  during  that 
year  will  not  assist  the  Soviet  Union  In  pre- 
paring, maintaining,  or  providing  for  its 
armed  forces. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
a  point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Price)  re- 
serves a  point  of  order  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  (Mr.  Weaver). 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
tried  to  point  out  in  this  House  many 
times  the  imbecility  of  spending  bil- 
lions and  himdreds  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars on  the  defense  of  the  United 
States  in  military  equipment  such  as 
the  MX  missile  while  at  the  same  time 
aiding  and  abetting  the  Soviet  Union 
with  the  most  important  single  thing 
we  could  do.  and  that  is  providing  it 
with  food  supplies.  While  we  debate 
the  MX  today,  we  should  discuss  di- 
verting funds  from  the  MX  to  our 
food  production  system. 

I  want  to  alert  the  Members  to  a  ca- 
tastrophe that  is  threatening  this 
country's  food  supply.  We  should  re- 
consider our  policy  of  selling  massive 
amounts  of  grain  to  the  Soviet  Union, 
and  we  can  use  funds  from  the  MX 
missile  to  authorize  a  grain  reserve 
made  up  of  the  grain  we  intended  to 
sell  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

What  is  happening?  Do  we  not  have 
massive  supplies  of  food  today?  Well, 
the  payment-in-kind  program  took 
care  of  the  surpluses.  That  was  an  ad- 
ministration program  to  cut  down  on 
the  surpluses.  But  when  we  think  of 
what  the  surplus  is  that  we  talk  about, 
the  massive  amounts  that  we  have,  it 
is  really  just  about  a  2-month  supply, 
and  it  is  really  nothing  if  something 
happervs  to  our  grain  crop. 

And  what  is  happening  to  our  grain 
crop?  It  is  burning  up.  We  have  had 
100°  weather  in  the  main  breadbasket 
of  this  Nation  now  for  30  days,  with  no 
rain.  Every  day  the  prices  of  grain  and 
soybeans  are  rising  by  10  to  25  cents  a 
bushel.  The  drought  at  this  very  criti- 
cal time,  when  the  com  is  silking  and 
when  the  soybeans  are  flowering, 
means  that  we  could  have  enormotis 
losses  in  our  grain  crop  this  year. 

Let  me  warn  the  Members  that  we 
may  have  inflation  back  with  us  in  the 
election  campaign  of  1984.  We  could 
see,  if  this  drought  continues,  food 
prices  going  up  20,  30,  and  40  percent 
by  next  year.  Already  the  low  livestock 
prices  are  rising  because  of  this 
drought. 

So  I  point  out  to  my  friends  and  col- 
leagues in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives how  much  more  important  it  Is 
to  keep  the  grain  that  we  have  today 
here  in  this  country  and  not  sell  it  to 
the  Soviet  Union.  We  should  not  sell  it 
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to  the  Soviet  Union  until  we  know  how 
much  grain  we  have  grown  this  year, 
because  if  the  Soviet  Union  comes  in 
and  buys  massive  amounts  of  grain 
this  summer,  we  are  going  to  have  a 
repeat  of  the  1972  "great  grain  rob- 
bery" when  the  Soviet  Union  got  the 
grain  cheap  and  our  constituents  had 
to  pay  dearly  for  the  shortage  that  ex- 
isted in  this  country. 

D  1150 

The  administration  policies,  the  pay- 
ment-in-kind program,  is  a  disaster. 
The  weather  problem  today  was  pre- 
dictable. El  Nino,  the  warm  water  off 
the  coast  of  Peru,  was  greater  than  it 
has  been  in  hundreds  of  years,  de- 
stroying their  anchovy  crop,  which  is 
an  enormous  supply  of  protein  for  the 
world. 

And  we  knew  that  the  weather  pat- 
terns were  going  to  be  vicissitudinous 
and  different  and  a  drought  was 
almost  predictable.  PIK  should  never 
have  been  implemented. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  said  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  that  it  was  likely 
that  we  would  have  a  bad  crop-grow- 
ing year  this  year.  Now  it  could  be  a 
disaster.  It  could  be  something  that  we 
just  simply  cannot  tolerate  in  this 
Nation. 

So  I  propose  today  that  we  impose  a 
moratorium  on  grain  sales  to  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  in  my  amnendment  I 
say  that  we  not  expend  any  funds  on 
the  MX  missile  but,  instead,  divert 
them  to  buy  up  the  grain  that  would 
otherwise  go  to  the  Soviet  Union  and 
aid  and  abet  the  Soviet  Union  for  a  re- 
serve here  until  we  know  how  much 
grain  we  will  grow. 

I  ask  the  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  I  ask  the  chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, and  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee: 
How  can  you  get  up  and  ask  us  to 
spend  money  on  these  military  weap- 
ons systems  to  defend  ourselves  from 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  at  a  time  when 
the  most  vital  thing  to  humanity,  our 
food  production,  is  being  burned  up 
and  what  we  have  is  being  sold  to  the 
very  nation  that  you  say  we  are  de- 
fending ourselves  against? 

I  ask  this  question  and  I  ask  you  to 
answer  it. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  E>oes 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  insist  on 
his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  do,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  make  a  point  of  order  that  the 
amendment  is  not  germane  to  title  III. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon  (Mr. 
WEAvni)  wish  to  address  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  WEAVER.  I  will  do  so  very 
briefly.  I  say  it  is  germane  to  our 
entire  military  policy. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 


The  Chair  rules  that  the  amend- 
ment is  not  germane  to  title  III.  Al- 
though title  III  was  originally  a  1-year 
authorization,  it  has  been  amended  by 
the  Price  amendment  to  go  beyond 
fiscal  year  1984. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  (Mr.  Weaver)  would  be  a 
permanent  change  in  the  law  making 
the  MX  program  conditional  upon  an 
unrelated  contingency  involving  agri- 
cultural exports.  Under  the  precedents 
the  amendment  is  not  germane  and 
the  Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order 
of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Price). 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
title  III? 

Do  any  Members  who  have  permis- 
sion to  return  to  title  II  wish  to  offer 
their  amendment  at  this  time? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COURTER 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Courter:  Page 
10.  line  23,  strike  out  "$9,730,141,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$9,690,141,000". 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
of  all  I  would  like  to  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama  (Mr.  Dickinson), 
who  4  weeks  ago  asked,  when  I  was 
not  here  because  of  a  personal  tragedy 
in  my  family,  to  offer  an  amendment 
under  title  II,  and  received  unanimous 
consent  on  my  behalf  to  go  forward 
with  this  amendment  out  of  turn. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  and  also  the 
Members  of  the  House. 

My  amendment  is  a  very  simple  one 
to  understand.  It  has  to  do  with  a  line 
item  in  the  Department  of  Defense  au- 
thorization bill.  It  has  to  do  with  jet 
engines. 

As  many  people  know  in  this  body, 
in  the  F-15  and  P-16  attack  aircraft, 
we  are  using  a  Pratt  &  Whitney 
engine  called  an  F-100. 

During  the  time  when  that  engine 
was  first  procured  and  placed  in  the 
F-15  and  F-16  it  was  the  consensus  of 
people  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, and  both  in  the  other  body  and 
the  House,  and  in  the  administration 
and  in  the  Air  Force  that  that  particu- 
lar engine  indeed  had  some  problems. 

There  was  during  the  late  1970's  a 
confluence  of  events  which  occurred 
concerning  this  engine  and  I  will  run 
through  them  very  quickly.  First,  The 
F-100  engine  had  some  problems. 

Second.  GE  had  produced  a  jet 
engine  for  the  B-1  bomber  which  had 
a  great  deal  of  thrust  auid  was  in  fact 
somewhat  heavier  than  the  Pratt  & 
Whitney  F-100  engine.  The  B-1 
bomber  then  was  terminated  in  1977 
by  President  Carter. 

GE  decided  to  change  the  engine 
that  they  had  heretofore  produced  for 
the  B-1  and  modify  it,  make  it  smaller 
and  lighter,  using  the  components 
from  another  engine  that  they  had 
used  In  the  F-18  in  order  to  have  an 
engine  that  would  compete  with  the 


P-100.  That  engine  today  is  called  the 
F-100. 

Another  factor  or  event  was  that 
Congress  felt  at  that  time  that  it 
would  be  good  to  have  competition 
with  the  Pratt  &  Whitney  F-100 
engine  and  during  the  late  1970's  and 
during  1981,  1982.  and  1983  used 
money  for  the  modification  of  the  GE 
engine  to  conform  it  to  use  on  the 
F-15  fighter.  Also,  the  Air  Force  used 
additional  money  to  improve  whatever 
problems  the  Pratt  &  Whitney  engine 
had  with  stall /stagnation  and  durabili- 
ty and  reliability. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Air  Force  decided  then,  because  of  the 
stretched  out  buy  for  the  F-15  and 
F-16  going  for  an  added  10  years  to 
have  competition  between  these  two 
engines.  And  the  competition  in  fact 
will  indeed  take  place. 

Because  this  is  an  issue  that  has 
taken  a  great  deal  of  time  from  the 
members  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee and  because  one  engine  manu- 
facturer, the  engine  manufacturer 
that  had  the  engines  in  the  F-15  and 
F-16  were  concerned  about  the  timing 
of  the  competition.  Pratt  &  Whitney 
did  not  want  to  proceed  with  competi- 
tion in  its  present  form,  and  also  asked 
that  they  be  given  additional  money  to 
improve  their  engines  relative  to 
thrust  and  reliability. 

The  House  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee and  the  Committee  on  Research 
and  Development  then  came  forward 
with  an  additional  separate  line  item 
of  $40  million  for  thrust  improvement, 
weight  reduction  and  other  perform- 
ance improvements. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Courter)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Cour- 
ter was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  COURTER.  The  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  the  House  side  decided 
to  put  in  a  line  item,  an  additional  $40 
million  for  the  weight  reduction, 
thrust  improvement  or  performance 
improvements  in  these  two  engines, 
the  GE  F-110  and  the  Pratt  &  Whit- 
ney F-100. 

They  also,  in  their  wisdom,  decided 
to  give  $20  million  each  to  both  manu- 
facturers, $20  million  for  the  F-110 
and  $20  million  for  the  GE  engine. 
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It  is  my  opinion  that  the  $40  million 
was  included  for  no  reason  whatso- 
ever. The  purpose  of  it  in  my  mind, 
very  humbly,  was  simply  to  appease 
the  engine  manufacturers. 

You  have,  Mr.  Chairman,  two  great 
companies,  you  have  two  great  en- 
gines. The  increased  $40  million 
cannot,  by  definition,  be  used  to 
reduce  weight  or  Increase  thrust.  It  is 
insufficient  for  that  purpose. 


You  have  the  fact  that  General 
Electric,  did  not  ask  for  the  money. 
The  Air  Force  testified  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  in  a  special 
hearing  in  a  subcommittee  on  this 
matter,  but  did  not  mention  that  $20 
million  additional  should  go  to  GE  or 
$20  million  additional  should  go  to 
Pratt  &  Whitney. 

But  nevertheless,  the  subcommittee 
added  that  $40  million,  for.  as  I  say,  it 
seems  to  me.  no  good  reason  whatso- 
ever. 

My  amendment  then,  simply  deletes 
$40  million,  a  specific  line  item  for 
these  two  engines.  It  eliminates  $20 
million  for  the  GE  engine  and  $20  mil- 
lion for  the  Pratt  &  Whitney  engine.  I 
emphasize  that  this  is  money  that  was 
not  asked  for  by  the  Air  Force,  that 
was  not  asked  for  by  the  administra- 
tion, that  was  not  specifically  asked 
for  by  Pratt  &  Whitney,  that  was  not 
asked  for  by  GE.  The  amendment  is  a 
simple  one.  It  simply  deletes  the  $40 
million  line  item  that  was  an  add-on  in 
order.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  some- 
how appease  the  manufacturers. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey  which  would 
delete  some  $40  million  previously  au- 
thorized by  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee to  be  used  for  fighter  engine 
development. 

Certainly  every  member  of  the  full 
Armed  Services  Committee  is  keenly 
aware  of  the  intense  competition  cur- 
rently ongoing  between  the  two  major 
aircraft  engine  manufacturers— the 
Pratt  &  Whitney  Co.  and  General 
Electric.  That  competition  has  been 
underway  now  for  a  number  of 
months  and  we  are  hopeful  that,  as  a 
result  of  this  competition,  the  Air 
Force  will  be  able  to  obtain  an  engine 
with  a  higher  thrust  which  will  power 
our  fighter  aircraft  well  into  the  21st 
century. 

But.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen 
of  the  House,  this  amendment  in  no 
way  relates  to  competition— it  is  a  sep- 
arate issue  and  should  be  considered 
separately  by  the  members  of  this 
body. 

The  Research  and  Development 
Subcommittee,  after  full  hearings  on 
the  respective  merits  of  both  engines, 
elected  to  authorize  this  $40  million 
add  on  so  as  to  provide  that  both  com- 
petitors be  ready  for  competition  at 
the  same  time  so  that  true  competi- 
tion can  exist.  The  subcommittee 
played  no  favorites  in  the  matter  di- 
viding these  moneys  down  the  line 
evenly  between  both  aircraft  engine 
manufacturers. 

The  Air  Force  has  discussed  this 
matter  with  me  following  the  appear- 
ance of  General  Gabriel  and  Secretary 
Orr  before  the  full  committee,  and  I 
am  persuaded  that  what  the  commit- 


tee has  done  is  fair  and  equitable.  I  am 
in  agreement  with  both  the  committee 
and  Air  Force  officials  that  these 
moneys  will  be  well  spent  with  the 
result  being  that,  when  the  final  bid- 
ding is  made,  the  Nation  will  wind  up 
with  a  superior  fighter  engine  for  the 
needs  of  our  defense  well  into  the  next 
century.  For  these  reasons,  I  must 
oppose  the  amendment  offered  by  our 
friend  from  New  Jersey  and  ask  that 
the  House  defeat  this  proposition. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  myself  in 
agreement  with  the  gentleman's  posi- 
tion on  this.  We  need  the  weight  re- 
duction, we  need  the  additional  thrust. 
I  think  the  only  way  to  get  it  is  the 
way  the  committee  and  subcommittee 
came  up  with  this  proposal  in  the  bill. 
I  think  the  gentleman  is  right  on 
target.  I  associate  myself  with  his  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  can  appre- 
ciate the  fact  that  the  gentleman  has 
a  difference  of  opinion. 

I  would,  however,  like  to  take  30  sec- 
onds or  45  seconds  to  respond  to  a 
couple  of  the  comments  that  were 
made. 

The  response  is  the  fact  that  in  the 
authorization  bill  there  is  $350  million 
to  be  utilized  for  advanced  aircraft. 

There  is  in  the  bill  $13,855,000  spe- 
cifically for  the  engine  model  deriva- 
tive program,  and  there  is  specifically 
an  additional  item  of  $35  million  for 
the  F-100  durability  problem. 

Certainly  it  is  my  position  that  no 
one,  no  one  in  this  body  can  logically 
argue  that  $20  million  is  going  to  be 
sufficient  money  to  increase  thrust  in 
an  engine.  It  is  just  simply  not  doing 
that. 

Therefore,  the  purpose  of  my 
amendment  is  to  eliminate  the  ac- 
knowledged insufficient  amount  of 
money,  recognizing  the  fact  that  there 
is  ample  money  in  the  line  items  to  do 
and  accomplish  the  things  mentioned 
by  the  gentleman  in  the  well  and  the 
gentleman  who  just  spoke. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  in 
response,  that  many  of  his  concerns 
that  he  has  alluded  to  this  morning 
were  addressed  in  a  letter  from  Dr.  De 
Lauer  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  on  July  1.  Simply  put,  many 
of  them  have  yet  to  be  resolved.  As  I 
understand  it,  that  is  the  purpose  for 
this  money. 


I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey. 

Four  years  ago  the  Air  Force  had  se- 
rious problems  with  the  F-100  engine. 
The  engine  was  not  meeting  its  endur- 
ance and  reliability  goals  and  the  con- 
tractor who  was  the  sole  source  for 
the  F-15  and  F-16  engines  was  rather 
complacent  about  the  whole  situation. 

The  Armed  Services  Conunittee,  in 
conjunction  with  the  Air  Force,  took 
the  lead  in  bringing  a  second  engine— 
the  F-IOIX  which  is  now  referred  to 
as  the  F-110— to  the  point  where  it  is  a 
viable  candidate  for  not  only  the  Air 
Force  F-15  and  F-16  but  the  Navy  P- 
14  as  well. 

Needless  to  say.  the  action  that  we 
took  a  few  years  ago  has  caused  the 
manufacturer  of  the  F-100  engine  to 
increase  its  endurance  and  reliability 
to  the  point  where  the  Government  is 
now  getting  what  it  paid  for. 

Not  all  of  the  data  is  in  yet  on 
whether  or  not  the  Air  Force  will  pro- 
cure both  F-100  and  F-110  engines  for 
current  and  future  aircraft.  What  is 
certain,  however,  is  that  the  price  of 
maintaining  competition  has  already 
been  amortized.  Not  only  is  the  F-100 
engine  better,  but  I  suspect  the  price 
is  going  to  come  down  considerably. 

The  action  taken  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  is  rather  straight- 
forward. We  added  $40  million  In  au- 
thorization to  be  divided  equally 
among  the  two  competing  contractors. 
We  also  required  the  Air  Force  to 
come  back  and  give  the  Congress  all  of 
the  supporting  data  in  justifying  a 
competitive  procurement.  We  also 
want  to  make  sure  we  do  not  again  get 
locked  into  a  sole  source  procurement 
for  engines.  This  added  authorization 
does  not  impact  on  the  current  compe- 
tition—in fact  the  committee  report  is 
rather  clear  and  emphasizes  that  the 
additional  authorization  is  not  intend- 
ed to  impact  in  any  way  on  the  current 
competition. 

In  summary.  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  action  taken  by  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  represents  a  waste  of 
the  taxpayer's  money.  Indeed  I  believe 
we  will  get  it  bax;k  several  times  over 
as  a  consequence  of  competition.  The 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey's  amend- 
ment is  certainly  well  intended  but  I 
believe  that  it  will  curtail  full  competi- 
tion and.  therefore,  urge  its  defeat. 

Mr.  GRADISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  GRADISON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentlewoman  that  I  have  had  a  special 
interest  in  this  issue  because  General 
Electric,  which  is  one  of  the  largest 
employers   in   my   district,    manufac- 
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tures  in  my  district  large  jet  engines. 
So.  when  I  first  heard  of  the  Courier 
amendment  I  contacted  General  Elec- 
tric to  ask  their  views  on  this  and  I 
would  like  to  share  them  with  you  and 
with  the  House.  Briefly  they  said  that 
while  they  could  certainly  use  the 
extra  $20  million  and  would  not  mind 
having  it.  they  did  not  think  it  was 
needed,  they  did  not  think  it  was  pru- 
dent public  policy  for  the  additional 
$20  million  to  be  committed  to  them 
or  to  their  competitor,  and  they  point- 
ed out  to  me  that  neither  the  Air 
Force  nor  the  Defense  Department 
had  requested  the  additional  funds. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  If  I  may  reclaim 
my  time,  the  thing  the  gentleman  did 
not  do  was  sit  in  the  many  hours  of 
hearings  we  did  in  the  committee  to 
hear  the  other  side. 

And  the  other  side  is  that  we  want 
the  Pratt  «fc  Whitney  engine  which 
has  been  used  in  other  aircraft  to  be 
made  as  good  as  possible  and  let  both 
contractors  have  an  equal  chance  to  be 
as  competitive  as  possible. 
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The  contractor  the  gentleman  is 
talking  about— thinks  they  have  a  leg 
up  and  can  get  the  contracts  right  now 
If  the  other  contractor  is  not  allowed 
more  time  to  improve  the  F-100. 

The  F-100  engine  is  in  much  better 
shape  than  it  was  3  years  ago  when  so 
many  articles  were  written  about  it. 
And  it  really  would  be  unfair  to  pre- 
maturely conclude  this  competition 
that  has  begun.  I  think  GE  figures 
that  if  they  can  stop  the  competition 
prematurely  they  can  push  out  Pratt- 
Whitney  at  this  point.  The  committee 
does  not  feel  that  it  is  a  wise  thing  to 
do.  The  committee  wants  to  finish  the 
competition,  then  report  back  and 
decide  which  is  better  because  the 
engine  is  so  important. 

In  this  highly  competitive  world 
where  everybody  is  out  trying  to  lock 
up  the  contract  for  those  engines,  be- 
cause the  sole  source  contractor  for 
those  engines  has  got  a  tremendous 
plum  for  many,  many  years  to  come, 
beware  of  prematurely  ending  the 
competition. 

We  all  understand  the  value  of  the 
engine  contract  and  we  want  to  make 
sure  that  what  we  do  is  best  for  the 
long  term. 

Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  lady  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  Mcdonald.  I  thank  the  lady 
for  yielding. 

The  lady  makes  sm  excellent  point 
that  in  the  hearings  General  Electric 
and  their  representatives  did  state 
that  they  would  be  delighted  to  have 
the  money  to  reduce  the  weight  of 
their  particular  engine.  The  lady  who 
was  there  for  the  hearings  was  knowl- 
edgeable,   and    did    sit    through    the 


hours  of  hearings.  We  remember  all 
very  well  that  GE  did  make  that  point. 
The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Colora- 
do (Mrs.  SCHROEDER)  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Courter  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mrs.  Schroe- 
DER  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

The  gentlewoman  talked  about  the 
competition.  Whether  we  like  it  or  not 
the  competition  is  going  to  go  forward. 
I  think,  however,  you  cannot,  very 
frankly,  make  the  argument  that  this 
$20  million  for  GE.  or  $20  million  for 
Pratt  &  Whitney  is  for  the  purposes  of 
enhancing  either  one  of  these  engines 
for  the  competition.  It  indeed  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  competition. 

It  is  $40  million  that  was  not  asked 
for  by  the  Air  Force  and  that  which 
GE  did  not  ask  for.  What  are  they 
going  to  do  with  the  $20  million? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  If  I  may  reclaim 
my  time,  let  me  try  to  put  that  in 
some  framework.  Of  course  the  Air 
Force  did  not  ask  for  it.  And  we  know 
the  records  of  the  services  in  coming 
forward  with  the  cheapest  and  the 
best  equipment. 

The  issue  in  the  competition,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  pointed  out, 
is  the  weight  and  thrust  of  the  engine. 
Even  the  GE  engine  is  probably  too 
heavy  for  the  aircraft  of  the  future 
and  the  money  could  be  very,  very 
constructively  by  them  used  to  get 
that  engines  weight  down.  As  the  gen- 
tleman knows  in  the  principles  of  avi- 
onics, weight  is  very  critical.  And  ev- 
eryone on  the  committee  is  very  wor- 
ried about  whether  these  two  engines 
will  be  adequate  for  the  prospective 
aircraft  that  we  have  on  the  drawing 
board.  The  most  important  component 
in  an  aircraft  is  the  engine.  It  cannot 
be  underpowered  and  it  cannot  be 
overweight.  And  Ixjth  contractors  said 
that  they  would  utilize  this  money  to 
work  on  the  underpower/overweight 
problem. 

I  just  think  because  our  air  superior- 
ity is  one  of  the  very  important  com- 
ponents of  our  military  superiority  in 
the  world,  we  want  to  make  sure  we 
continue  it  and  the  only  way  we  are 
going  to  continue  it  is  having  the  very 
best  engine  possible.  And  the  commit- 
tee, after  many  hours  of  hearings,  on 
all  sides,  decided  this  was  the  best  way 
to  do  it,  to  make  sure  that  we  did  not 
get  into  the  trouble  that  we  have 
gotten  into  in  other  things,  where 
later  on  we  wake  up  and  say,  "Oops,  if 
only  we  had  spent  a  little  more  time 
and  had  a  little  more  competition  to 
make  sure  we  got  the  right  thing.  We 
would  have  saved  a  lot  of  money  and 
had  a  better  product." 


Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey  to  delete  $40 
million  from  the  Department  of  De- 
fense authorization  bill  for  the  engine 
model  derivative  program. 

The  gentleman  has  said  that  the  $40 
million  is  unnecessary  because  the  de- 
fense budget  already  contains  $132 
million  for  the  Air  Force  to  qualify 
and  complete  the  F-100  and  the  F-110 
jet  engines.  But  this  is  not  the  issue. 
The  $132  million  for  the  line  item  enti- 
tled 'alternate  fighter  engines"  was 
cut  from  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget 
request  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Re- 
search and  Development.  Four  other 
line  items  in  the  aircraft  engine  pro- 
gram, including  the  advanced  tactical 
fighter  technology,  the  F-15  and  F-16 
squadrons,  and  derivative  fighters 
were  also  deleted  by  the  committee. 
The  five  aircraft  programs  were  then 
rolled  into  a  new  line  item  called  ad- 
vanced aircraft  and  funded  by  the 
committee  at  $150  million  less  than 
the  level  originally  requested  for 
them.  Even  with  the  $40  million  which 
the  gentleman  wants  to  cut.  the 
Armed  Services  Committee's  restruc- 
tured follow-on  fighter  engine  pro- 
gram and  aircraft  research  and  devel- 
opment total  $70  million  less  than  the 
administration  request. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has 
also  said  that  he  offers  this  amend- 
ment so  that  the  great  jet  engine 
debate  will  end.  He  contends  this 
money  will  only  delay  a  decision  on 
the  engine  competition.  But  this  is 
clearly  not  the  purpose  of  the  engine 
model  derivative  program.  The  com- 
mittee report  expressly  states  that  the 
additional  authorization  of  $40  million 
will  be  used  to  insure  that  a  competi- 
tive environment  is  maintained  for 
future  tactical  aircraft  engines. 
Future,  not  present.  The  competition 
is  currently  underway  with  engines 
that  have  already  been  developed.  The 
$40  million  does  not  affect  the  compe- 
tition schedule  in  any  way.  Should 
there  be  any  doubt  about  this  issue, 
the  committee  has  stated  that  the 
engine  competition  currently  in 
progress  between  the  F-100  and  F-UO 
engine  should  proceed  without  inter- 
ruption. This  $40  million  neither 
speeds  up  nor  slows  down  the  competi- 
tion. It  is  simply  irrelevant. 

Finally,  there  are  important  reasons 
to  keep  this  money  in  the  authoriza- 
tion bill.  Extensive  hearings  were  held 
on  this  issue  by  the  Research  and  De- 
velopment Subcommittee  prior  to 
markup.  Many  hours  were  spent  to 
reach  the  right  decisions  on  the  fight- 
er engine  acquisition  programs.  As  a 
result  of  the  hearings,  the  subcommit- 
tee recommended  this  $40  million  on 
the   basis   of   close   examination   and 


evaluation  of  the  issues  involved.  That 
decision  should  be  given  deference. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has 
maintained  that  we  already  have  ade- 
quate engines  in  our  force  today,  and 
that  we  have  no  need  to  upgrade  our 
engines  for  higher  thrust.  But  al- 
though our  current  aircraft  may  be 
adequate  to  meet  our  defense  needs, 
this  $40  million  is  for  the  aircraft  of 
tomorrow.  Our  defense  needs  tomor- 
row may  be  different  and  more  de- 
manding. This  $40  million  is  research 
and  development  money  for  our  air- 
craft of  the  future.  It  is  an  investment 
in  the  future.  It  is  to  develop  the  en- 
gines to  power  our  aircraft  into  the 
21st  century,  and  should  not  be  cut 
out.  I  urge  my  colleagues  who  care 
about  the  future  viability  of  our  air- 
craft fighters  to  vote  against  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentlewoman 
talked  about  the  $40  million  for  im- 
provement of  future  engines.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentlewoman  then, 
what  would  the  $35  million  that  is  for 
F-100  durability  be  used  for?  The 
$13.8  million  for  the  engine  model  de- 
rivative program  and  the  $350  million 
for  the  advanced  aircraft,  what  is  that 
money  used  for? 

That  is  going  to  be  used  for  the 
exact  things  that  the  gentlewoman 
suggested.  The  $40  million  is  a  simple 
add-on  to  pacify  two  manufacturers, 
$20  million  each.  And  certainly  one  of 
them  did  not  ask  for  the  money,  and 
very  frankly  does  not  want  the  money. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Well,  the  one  I 
am  very  close  to  asked  for  the  money 
and  I  believe  that  it  is  for  improve- 
ment of  the  F-100,  for  the  control 
system. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the 
gentlewoman  for  yielding. 

I  think  that  the  other  point  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  keeps 
overlooking  is  what  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia,  who  is  also  on  the  com- 
mittee, pointed  out.  And  that  is  that 
while  the  contractor  may  be  telling 
you  he  did  not  ask  for  the  money,  they 
certainly  said  they  could  use  it  to 
better  their  engine,  which  only  betters 
the  competition. 

Mr.  COURTER.  If  the  gentlewoman 
would  yield  further,  if  I  offered  the 
gentlewoman  $20  million,  would  the 
gentlewoman  take  it? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  put  this  in 
historical  perspective,  if  nothing  else. 


Much  of  what  has  been  said  by  both 
the  opponents  and  proponents  of  the 
amendment  is  true.  Going  back  over 
the  history  of  this  and  how  it  came 
about,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  in 
order  for  an  aircraft  engine  to  be  the 
most  serviceable  there  is  a  weight  to 
thrust  ratio.  And  they  have  compared 
the  two  engines,  the  Pratt  &  Whitney 
and  the  GE  for  the  fighters,  and  it  is 
sort  of  like  comparing  apples  to  or- 
anges. There  is  more  thrust  to  the  GE 
engine,  but  it  weighs  700-and-some-odd 
pounds  more.  So  when  you  add  the 
weight  to  the  thrust  that  takes  away  a 
lot  from  the  advantages. 

So  when  the  Air  Force  tested  it  and 
the  various  elements  within  the  enve- 
lope the  GE  engine  was  better  in  some 
parameters  the  Pratt  &  Whitney  was 
better  in  some  parameters.  And  the 
Air  Force  said,  "Well,  thrust  is  not  the 
issue."  The  Air  Force  has  been  asking 
Pratt  &  Whitney  to  go  forward  and  fix 
the  durability  and  maintainability  of 
the  engines  that  they  have  been  pro- 
ducing. 

Pratt  &  Whitney  feels  that  by  giving 
research  and  development  money  to 
General  Electric,  they  are  being  treat- 
ed unfairly.  So  that  there  was  an  argu- 
ment and  a  fight  within  the  committee 
last  year  where  there  was  an  effort  to 
take  money  away  from  the  GE  devel- 
opment and  give  it  to  Pratt  &  Whit- 
ney. 

Well,  it  passed  in  the  subcommittee 
and  it  was  defeated  in  the  full  commit- 
tee. And  this  is  a  recurrence  of  the 
same  fight  that  we  went  through  last 
year.  So  in  an  effort  to  settle  the  prob- 
lem, a  motion  was  made  to  say,  well, 
look,  research  and  development  can  be 
profitably  used  in  both  engines.  GE 
would  like  to  reduce  its  weight.  Pratt 
&  Whitney  would  like  to  increase  its 
thrust.  We  will  authorize  $40  million 
for  research  and  development  and 
divide  it  between  the  two  contractors 
and  let  them  use  it  where  they  think 
that  they  are  weakest  in  the  competi- 
tion between  the  two  engines. 

In  order  to  obviate  the  bickering  and 
the  fighting  within  committee  and 
this  is  the  third  year,  that  is  what  we 
did.  Whether  it  is  right  or  wrong,  the 
Members  can  draw  their  own  conclu- 
sion. The  money  will  not  be  wasted, 
nor  will  it  solve  the  problem  ultimate- 
ly. 

There  is  money  in  here  for  research 
and  development  for  both  companies, 
but  this  was  an  effort  to  put  an  end  to 
the  controversy  within  the  members 
of  the  committee  and  perhaps  the  two 
competitors.  So  the  money  was  added. 
We  agreed  to  it.  Half  to  one  competi- 
tor, half  to  the  other  competitor.  It  is 
the  committee's  position  and  I  am 
going  to  support  the  committee's  posi- 
tion. The  Members  can  draw  their  own 
conclusions  whether  it  should  or 
should  not  have  been  done.  It  will  not 
be  wasted.  It  will  be  spent  to  advance 


the  research  and  development  on  both 
engines  which  are  in  competition. 

For  that  reason.  I  am  supporting  the 
committee  position. 

Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment  and  join  with  the  two 
gentlemen  from  Alabama  and  the  lady 
from  Colorado  in  their  opposition  to 
this  amendment. 

D  1220 

This  is  an  issue  that  has  been  before 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  for 
perhaps  as  long  as  7  years,  because  at 
that  time— 7  years  ago— there  was  the 
feeling  that  the  one  particular  engine 
manufacturer.  Pratt  &  Whitney,  had  a 
lion's  share  of  the  industry  and  was 
unresponsive  to  the  problems  facing 
the  aircraft  engines  necessary  In  the 
high-performance  military  aircraft. 
And  at  that  time  competition  was  de- 
veloped with  the  General  Electric 
engine,  which  was  Initially  the  B-1 
bomber  engine  and  Is  the  F-101 
engine,  and  now  is  being  used  in  an  in- 
creasing number  of  airplanes. 

However,  there  is  the  feeling  that 
over  the  last  3  or  so  years  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  fighting  and  one- 
upsmanship  in  the  Armed  Services 
Conmiittee  between  these  two  engine 
manufacturers. 

This  year.  In  an  effort  to  put  £in  end 
to  this  and  to  put  a  lid  on  this  conflict 
once  and  for  all,  and  after  full  delib- 
erations in  the  research  and  develop- 
ment subcommittee,  their  markup  was 
accepted  by  the  full  committee  with- 
out objection,  without  objection  by 
any  Member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee. 

A  lot  has  been  said  about  the  $40 
million  add-on.  Now,  even  with  the  $40 
million  add-on  there  is  an  overall  sav- 
ings of  $70  million  over  what  was  pro- 
jected by  the  administration  in  the 
engine  and  fighter  aircraft  develop- 
ment. We  reduced  it;  we  reduced  It  by 
$70  million  because  we  are  trying  to 
stop  this  constant  seesawing  baw;k  and 
forth  that  has  been  going  on  in  recent 
years. 

The  Air  Force  Intends  to  develop  a 
competitive  higher  thrust  engine  for 
the  future.  This  program  only  at- 
tempts to  provide  that  both  competi- 
tors be  ready  for  competition  as  nearly 
as  possible  at  the  same  time  so  that 
true  competition  at  that  time  can  de- 
velop. 

Now,  the  purpose  of  the  $40  million 
is  not  to  correct  some  fix  of  the  past. 
The  purpose  of  the  $40  million  is  to 
develop  a  future  fighter  aircraft 
engine  that  will  carry  us  Into  the  21st 
century.  And  that  Is  a  point  that  I 
think  has  been  missed  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey. 

This  is  not  a  newly  devised  effort  to 
add  money   to  a  new  program.  The 
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House  and  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committees  also,  after  special  hear- 
ings in  the  last  2  years,  recognized  the 
disparity  in  funding  between  compet- 
ing engines  and  the  importance  of 
thnist.  both  in  fiscal  years  1982  and 
1983.  and  added  money  to  enhance  the 
thrust  and  equalize  the  funding  be- 
tween the  competing  contractors.  The 
House  Armed  Services  Committee  is 
also  continuing  this  development 
effort. 

In  this  position  taken  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  which  reduces  the 
administration  request  by  $70  million, 
we  are  trying  to  put  a  lid  on  this  Pan- 
dora's box  once  and  for  all  and  tell 
both  competitors  to  get  ready  for  the 
competition  for  the  future  advanced 
aircraft  engine. 

If  we  open  up  this  lid  at  this  time,  as 
this  amendment  would  allow,  we  will 
be  right  back  to  the  bickering  where 
we  had  been  with  the  potentially  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  coming 
being  spent  in  the  future  without 
being  able  to  stop  this,  and  it  would 
be.  in  my  judgment,  a  great  mistake. 
We  could  very  easily  find  ourselves  in 
2  or  3  years  in  that  disadvantageous 
position  where  one  contractor,  in  this 
case  it  would  be  GE.  would  then  have 
the  lions  share  of  the  business  and 
could  very  easily  become  unresponsive 
to  the  needs  of  our  national  defense. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
no  on  this  amendment.  We  have  taken 
the  right  step  in  the  Armed  Services 
Committee.  It  is  a  step  for  economy.  It 
is  a  step  to  get  ready  for  the  advanced 
engine,  and  we  are  trying  to  avoid  the 
sectional  fight  that  could  develop  if 
you  wind  up  between  those  States 
which  have  an  interest  in  one  manu- 
facturer versus  those  States  having  an 
interest  in  another. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  wonder  if  I  could 
have  the  attention  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Coohter)  the 
author  of  the  amendment. 

As  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
knows,  I  have  been  very  much  inter- 
ested in  developing  a  new  engine  for 
our  fighter  aircraft.  I  complained  a 
number  of  years  ago  about  the  casual- 
ties that  we  were  suffering  with  the  F- 
14.  with  the  F-15,  with  the  flameouts. 
the  F-16,  and  In  my  limited  way  I  tried 
to  push  very  strongly  for  the  develop- 
ment of  a  new  engine  through  compe- 
tition. 

This  is  the  competition  which  the 
gentleman  refers  to  in  his  amendment, 
as  I  understand  it. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  this 
competition  has  virtually  been  con- 
cluded and  that  the  Air  Force  has  de- 
termined that  the  General  Electric 
engine  is  far  more  reliable  and  has 
greater  thrust  than  the  Pratt  &  Whit- 
ney, and  that  at  some  point— we  prob- 
ably have  not  reached  it  yet— the  Air 


Force  will  make  its  formal  determina- 
tion of  the  winner. 

Is  that  the  understanding  of  the 
gentleman? 

Mr.  COURTER.  It  is  certainly  my 
understanding  that  the  competition  is 
not  something  that  takes  place  on  1 
day.  It  is  over  a  long  period  of  time. 
Some  of  it  is  paper  competition.  It  is 
not  just  a  physical  fly-off. 

The  gentleman  mentioned  the  fact 
that  the  GE  engine  was  superior  with 
regard  to  thrust  and  reliability.  I 
think  that  is  probably  so.  However. 
Pratt  &  Whitney,  no  doubt,  is  superior 
in  the  sense  that  it  has  a  lighter 
engine,  the  engine  is  longer  along  the 
learning  curve,  it  is  less  expensive,  and 
its  reliability  and  durability  is  increas- 
ing dramatically.  So  I  cannot  tell  the 
gentleman  who  is  going  to  win  the 
competition. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  think  when  the 
gentleman  says  that  the  Pratt  & 
Whitney  engine  is  reliable,  he  certain- 
ly cannot  \>e  taking  into  account  the 
sorry  history  that  engine  has  had  over 
the  past  several  years,  both  in  Navy 
and  Air  Force  aircraft. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Research  and  Develop- 
ment previously  put  in  some  $20  mil- 
lion to  provide  the  Pratt  &  Whitney 
engine  with  an  opportunity  to  improve 
their  thrust,  although  the  thrust  was 
not  the  thing  that  we  were  primarily 
concerned  about.  The  primary  concern 
was  the  reliability  of  the  engine. 

I  do  not  know  exactly  what  the  se- 
quence was,  but  apparently  somebody 
on  the  sulx:ommittee  said.  "If  you  are 
going  to  put  in  $20  million  for  Pratt, 
then  you  ought  to  put  in  $20  million 
for  General  Electric  too."  But  my  un- 
derstanding is  that,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Gradison)  has  indi- 
cated, General  Electric  does  not  want 
that  money.  They  have  all  the  thrust 
they  need,  so  it  would  seem  to  me  that 
we  ought  to  eliminate  the  money  as  an 
expenditure  which  we  do  not  need  to 
make. 

The  real  competition,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  has  proceeded  not  on  paper 
but  in  terms  of  actual  performance.  So 
why  should  we  pay  one  contractor  $20 
million  and  not  pay  the  other  $20  mil- 
lion? The  gentleman's  amendment,  as 
I  understand  it,  would  eliminate  both 
payments,  and  that  would  seem  to  me 
to  be  the  best  way  to  go. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  support. 

Mr.  Mcdonald.  Mr.  chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia. 

Mr.  Mcdonald.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  simply  to  clarify 
something  that  has  recently  been  said, 
let  me  first  state  that  my  interest  is 
neither  with  GE  nor  with  Pratt  & 
Whitney.  My  district  has  neither  one. 
But  the  determination  with  regard  to 


competition  between  these  two  en- 
gines has  not  been  held,  and  the 
DSARC  is  not  scheduled  until  Septem- 
ber of  this  year. 

Before,  we  had  an  all  afternoon 
hearing  on  the  subcommittee  with  just 
this  one  point,  with  both  representa- 
tives, GE.  Pratt  &  Whitney,  and  the 
Air  Force  speaking,  and  at  that  time  it 
looked  like  we  might  be  headed  down 
the  road  of  an  enormous  logistics 
problem  costing  the  taxpayers  over  $1 
billion,  of  having  two  separate  engines 
out  in  the  field  going  into  the  same 
type  of  aircraft  that  would  not  be 
interchangeable,  so  that  you  would 
have  some  aircraft  that  could  only  be 
fitted  with  the  F-lOO,  some  that  could 
only  be  fitted  with  the  F-lOl,  with  a 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  over  $1  billion. 
And  that  is  why  the  subcommittee  was 
opposed  to  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by   the   gentleman   from  New  Jersey 

(Mr.  COURTER). 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 
D  1230 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  BYRON 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Byron:  Page 
14.  line  2.  strike  out    and". 

Page  14.  line  5.  strike  out  the  period  and 

insert  in  lieu  thereof  ■:  and". 

Page  14.  after  line  5.  insert  the  following: 

(5)  $123,500,000  is  available  only  for  the 

development  of   the   Air  Force  T-46  Next 

Generation  trainer  aircraft. 

Mrs.  BYRON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
not  a  controversial  amendment.  It  will 
not  add  a  single  dollar  to  the  authori- 
zation bill,  and  yet  it  will  insure  that 
the  T-46,  which  is  the  next-generation 
trainer,  is  developed  on  schedule  and 
within  the  cost  parameters  of  the  pro- 
gram's existing  fixed-price  contract. 

As  I  indicated,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
not  a  controversial  amendment. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BYRON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
mittee, on  this  side  we  will  be  glad  to 
accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BYRON.  I  yield  to  the  ranking 
minority  member,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama. 


Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tlewoman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  fur- 
nished a  copy  of  the  amendment  and 
are  familiar  with  its  contents. 

So  long  as  it  does  not  add  to  the  au- 
thorized amount,  and  it  does  not.  it 
simply  suggests  or  directs  a  repro- 
graming  and  then  leaves  it  up  to  the 
Air  Force  to  find  the  funds  with  which 
to  do  the  job.  we  have  no  problem 
with  it  and  we  will  accept  it  over  here. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
men for  their  support,  and  I  ask  for 
the  acceptance  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Maryland 
(Mrs.  Byron). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  redesignate  title  IV. 

Title  IV  reads  as  follows: 

TITLE  IV-OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  401.  (a)  Army.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,598,890,000 
for  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Army 
as  follows: 

(1)  For  general  purpose  forces. 
$6,369,187,000. 

(2)  For  intelligence  and  communications, 
$1,034,389,000. 

(3)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$5,065,237,000. 

(4)  Per  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities.  $3,872,421,000. 

(5)  For  administration.  $1,148,958,000. 

(6)  For  support  of  other  nations, 
$108,698,000. 

(b)  Navy.— Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  in 
the  total  amount  of  $22,253,888,000  for  ex- 
penses, not  otherwise  provided  for.  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Navy  and 
the  Marine  Corps  as  follows: 

(1)  For  strategic  forces,  $1,931,861,000. 

(2)  For  general  purpose  forces. 
$10,581,807,000. 

(3)  For  intelligence  and  communications, 
$1,063,889,000. 

(4)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$6,011,933,000. 

(5)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities,  $2,008,832,000. 

(6)  For  administration.  $652,566,000. 

(7)  For  support  of  other  nations, 
$3,000,000. 

(c)  Marine  Corps.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  In  the  total  amount  of  $1,555,400,000 
for  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Marine  Corps  as  follows: 

(1)  For  general  purpose  forces, 
$895,201,000. 

(2)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance. 
$353,123,000. 

(3)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities,  $211,073,000. 

(4)  For  administration.  $96,003,000. 

(d)  Air  Force.- Funds  are  hereby  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984 
in  the  total  amount  of  $18,364,248,000  for 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Air 
Force  as  follows: 

(1)  For  strategic  forces.  $3,093,181,000. 


(2)  For  general  purpose  forces, 
$3,967,778,000. 

(3)  For  Intelligence  and  communications. 
$1,801,922,000. 

(4)  For  airlift  and  seallft,  $1,187,935,000. 

(5)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance. 
$5,750,311,000. 

(6)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities,  $2,019,042,000. 

(7)  For  administration,  $536,902,000. 

(8)  For  support  of  other  nations. 
$7,177,000. 

(e)  Defense  Agencies.— Funds  are  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $6,636,835,000 
for  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  activities 
and  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
(other  than  the  military  departments)  as 
follows: 

(1)  For  general  purpose  forces, 
$279,700,000. 

(2)  For  Intelligence  and  communications, 
$2,238,359,000. 

(3)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$1,536,966,000. 

(4)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities,  $2,164,599,000. 

(5)  For  administration,  $417,211,000. 

(f)  Army  Reserve.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $678,400,000  for 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Army 
Reserve  as  follows: 

(1)  For  mission  forces,  $401,234,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance,  $8,810,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $268,356,000. 

(g)  Navy  Reserve.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $660,200,000  for 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Navy 
Reserve  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  mission  forces,  $370,648,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance,  $116,838,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $172,714,000. 

(h)  Marine  Corps  Reserve.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1984  in  the  total  amount  of 
$53,229,000  for  expenses,  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for,  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  For  mission  forces,  $27,453,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance,  $1,589,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $24,187,000. 

(I)  Air  Force  Reserve.— Funds  are  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  In  the  total  amount  of  $801,000,000  for 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Air 
Force  Reserve  as  follows: 

(1)  For  mission  forces,  $540,218,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance.  $127,749,000. 

(3)  For  other  support,  $133,033,000. 

(j)  Army  National  Guard.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1984  In  the  total  amount  of 
$1,153,600,000  for  expenses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  Army  National  Guard  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  For  training  operations.  $225,508,000. 

(2)  For  logistical  support.  $836,162,000. 

(3)  For  headquarters  and  command  sup- 
port. $83,228,000. 

(4)  For  medical  support.  $8,702,000. 

(k)  Air  National  Guard.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1984  In  the  total  amount  of 
$1,778,900,000  for  expenses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  Air  National  Guard  as  follows: 


(1)  For  mission  forces,  $1,335,413,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance,  $330,246,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $113,241,000. 

(1)  National  Board  for  the  Promotion  or 
Rifle  Practice,  Army.— There  Is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  the  amount  of  $899,000  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  upon 
the  recommendation  of  the  National  Board 
for  the  Promotion  of  Rifle  Practice,  under 
section  4308  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
and  the  expenses  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  under  sections  4309  and  4313  of  such 
title. 

(m)  Claims,  Defense.- There  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  the  amount  of  $222,900,000  for  pay- 
ment, not  otherwise  provided  for.  of  claims 
authorized  by  law  to  be  paid  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  (except  for  civil  functions). 

(n)  Court  of  Military  Appeals,  De- 
fense.- There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap>- 
propriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  the  amount 
of  $3,372,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  for 
the  United  States  Court  of  Military  Ap- 
peals. 

general  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  pay  raises,  fuel  costs,  and  inflation 
adjustments 

Sec.  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  fiscal  year  1984.  in  addition 
to  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated In  section  401,  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary— 

( 1 )  for  increases  in  salary,  pay.  retirement, 
and  other  employee  benefits  authorized  by 
law  for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  whose  compensation  is  pro- 
vided for  by  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  section  401: 

(2)  for  unbudgeted  increases  In  fuel  costs: 
and 

(3)  for  increases  as  the  result  of  inflation 
in  the  cost  of  activities  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 401. 

authorization  of  appropriations  for  as- 
sistance FOR  1984  GAMES  OF  THE  XXIII 
OLYMPIAD 

Sec  403.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Is 
authorized— 

(1)  to  provide  logistical  support  and  per- 
sonnel services  to  the  1984  games  of  the 
XXIII  Olympiad: 

(2)  to  lend  and  provide  equipment  In  sup- 
port of  the  1984  games  of  the  XXIII  Olym- 
piad: and 

(3)  to  provide  such  other  services  In  sup- 
port of  the  1984  games  of  the  XXIII  Olym- 
piad as  the  Secretary  may  consider  advisa- 
ble. 

(b)  There  Is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal 
1984  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  subsection 
(a).  Except  for  funds  used  for  pay  and  non- 
travel  related  allowances  for  members  of 
the  Armed  Forces  (other  than  members  of 
the  reserve  components  called  or  ordered  to 
active  duty  to  provide  support  for  the 
XXIII  Olympiad),  no  funds  may  be  obligat- 
ed for  such  purpose  unless  specifically  ap- 
propriated for  such  purpose.  The  costs  for 
pay  and  nontravel  related  allowances  of 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  (other  than 
members  of  the  reserve  components  called 
or  ordered  to  active  duty  to  provide  support 
for  the  XXIII  Olympiad)  may  not  be 
charged  to  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 
this  authorization. 
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PROHIBITION  OF  DSl  OF  VESSELS  WITH  FOR- 
EIGN-BUILT MAJOR  COMPONENTS  UNDER  CER- 
TAIN LEASES  OR  SERVICE  CONTRACTS 

Sec.  404.  (aXl)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  the  authorizations  of 
appropriations  in  section  401  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  lease  of  a  vessel, 
or  for  the  provision  of  service  through  use 
by  a  contractor  of  a  vessel,  under  a  contract 
which  will  be  for  a  long  term  or  under 
which  the  United  States  will  have  a  substan- 
tial termination  liability  and  under  which 
the  vessel  involved  will  have  a  main  propul- 
sion system  or  other  major  component  not 
built  in  the  United  States. 

(2)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorizations  of  appropriations 
in  section  401  may  be  obligated  or  expended 
for  a  contract  that  is  an  agreement  to  lease 
or  an  agreement  to  provide  services  and  that 
is  (or  will  be)  accompanied  by  a  contract  for 
the  actual  lease  or  provision  of  services  if 
the  contract  for  the  actual  lease  or  provi- 
sion of  services  is  (or  will  he)  a  contract  de- 
scritied  in  paragraph  ( 1 ). 

(b)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)— 

(Da  contract  shall  be  considered  to  be  for 
a  long  term  if  the  term  of  the  contract,  in- 
cluding all  options  under  the  contract,  is  for 
more  than  five  years  or  is  for  a  period 
longer  than  one-half  the  useful  life  of  the 
vessel:  and 

(2)  the  United  States  shall  be  considered 
to  have  a  sutistantial  termination  liability 
under  a  contract  if.  as  determined  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  sum  of — 

(A)  the  present  value  of  the  amount  of 
the  termination  liability  of  the  United 
States  under  the  contract  as  of  the  end  of 
the  term  of  the  contract  (exclusive  of  any 
option  to  extend  the  contract),  and 

(B)  the  present  value  of  the  total  of  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
under  the  contract  (excluding  any  option  to 
extend  the  contract)  attributable  to  capital- 
hire, 

is  more  than  one-half  the  price  of  the  vessel 
involved. 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  does  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  a  contract  entered  into  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Are 
there  amendments  to  title  IV? 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  It  has  been  the 
information  furnished  to  this  side  of 
the  aisle,  at  least,  and  this  was  20  min- 
utes ago,  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
last  amendment  that  the  committee 
would  rise  temporarily.  It  was  for  that 
reason  that  one  of  the  Members  who 
had  an  amendment  pending  left  the 
floor  and  is  not  presently  here. 

My  parliamentary  inquiry  is  that 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Badhah)  had  previously  received 
unanimous  consent  to  bring  up  his 
amendment  at  some  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  state  that  we  will  protect 
Mr.  Basham's  right  to  go  back  to  title 
II.  He  can  do  that  at  any  time. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DANIEL 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Daniel:  Page 
17,  line  11.  strike  out  ••$22.253.888,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  •■$22,254,888,000". 

Page  17,  line  15,  strike  out 
■■$10,581, 807,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
•■$10.582.807.000'. 

Page  18.  line  12.  strike  out 
■$18,364,248,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
■■$18.365.248.Q00'. 

Page  18.  line  16,  strike  out 
■■$3,967,778,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
■■3,968,778,000'. 

Page  19,  line  17,  strike  out  $678,400,000  " 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ■■$686.400.000'. 

Page  19.  line  20.  strike  out  ■$401,234,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ■■$409,234,000'. 

At  the  end  of  title  IV  (page  25.  after  line 
13)  insert  the  following  new  section: 

SHELTER  FOR  THE  HOMELESS  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

Sec.  405.  (a)(1)  Chapter  151  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

■'5  2546.    Shelter    for    homeless:    incidental 
services 

•■(a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment may  make  military  installations  under 
his  jurisdiction  available  for  the  furnishing 
of  shelter  to  persons  without  adequate  shel- 
ter. The  Secretary  may.  incidental  to  the 
furnishing  of  such  shelter,  provide  services 
as  described  in  subsection  (b).  Shelter  and 
incidental  services  provided  under  this  sec- 
tion may  be  provided  without  reimburse- 
ment. 

■■(2)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  carry 
out  this  section  in  c(X)peration  with  appro- 
priate State  and  local  governmental  entities 
and  charitable  organizations.  The  Secretary 
shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
use  the  services  and  personnel  of  such  enti- 
ties and  organizations  in  determining  to 
whom  and  the  circumstances  under  which 
shelter  is  furnished  under  this  section. 

'■(b)  Services  that  may  be  provided  inci- 
dent to  the  furnishing  of  shelter  under  this 
section  are  the  following: 

"(1)  Utilities. 

"(2)  Bedding. 

••(3)  Security. 

"(4)  Transportation. 

"(5)  Renovation  of  facilities. 

'■(6)  Minor  repairs  undertaken  specifically 
to  make  suitable  space  available  for  shelter 
to  be  provided  under  this  section. 
"(7)  Property  liability  insurance. 

■■(c)  Shelter  and  incidental  ser\'jces  may 
only  be  provided  under  this  section  to  the 
extent  that  the  Secretary  concerned  deter- 
mines will  not  interfere  with  military  pre- 
paredness or  ongoing  military  functions. 

■•(d)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pre- 
scrit>e  regulations  for  the  administration  of 
this  section.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
■2546.  Shelter  for  homeless:  incidental  serv- 
ices.". 

(b)  Section  2546  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

Mr.  DANIEL  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia? 


There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  does  two 
things.  First,  it  authorizes  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  to  provide  shelter, 
utilities,  and  related  services  to  the 
Nation's  homeless  when  he  determines 
that  it  will  not  interfere  with  military 
readiness. 

Second,  it  provides  $10  million  in  in- 
creased authorization  to  cover  the  esti- 
mated costs  associated  with  the  shel- 
tering of  the  homeless. 

This  amendment  has  the  enthusias- 
tic support  of  the  Speaker  and  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say 
that  the  committee  on  this  side  has  in- 
spected the  amendment  and  we  have 
no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.    DANIEL.    I    yield   to    my   col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 
Mr.  HOPKINS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask 
my  colleague  his  definition  of  "home- 
less." What  does  the  gentleman  mean? 
Mr.  DANIEL.  Well,  if  you  recall,  last 
winter  there  was  a  shortage  of  shelter 
for  those  people  who  were  unem- 
ployed, and  for  other  reasons.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  wanted  to  do 
something  to  help.  He  was  prohibited 
by  law  from  doing  so.  This  amendment 
gives  him  that  authority.  The  Speaker 
strongly  supports  this  proposal.  The 
gentleman  may  be  sure  that  this  will 
not  be  done  at  the  expense  of  military 
readiness. 

Now.  the  way  it  will  be  handled  is 
through  the  elected  authorities  at  the 
local  level.  They  will,  in  turn,  work 
with  the  charitable  organizations  in 
the  localities. 
I  hope  that  satisfies  my  colleague. 
Mr.  HOPKINS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman. 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  one  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  this  applicable 
only  for  the  life  of  this  bill?  Is  it  sun- 
setted  in  any  way  or  does  this  go  into 
permanent  law  so  that  the  Secretary 
has  the  right  in  perpetuity? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
advised  by  counsel  that  it  is  perma- 
nent law. 

•  Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  to  the 


fiscal  year  1984  defense  authorization 
bill  sponsored  by  my  good  friend.  Con- 
gressman Dan  Daniel.  This  amend- 
ment would  make  space  available  at 
defense  installations  to  provide  shelter 
for  homeless  families  and  individuals. 

The  amendment  would  give  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  legal  authority  to 
turn  over  space  at  defense  installa- 
tions to  localities  and  volunteer  orga- 
nizations. These  organizations  would 
provide  shelter  to  those  people  and 
families  in  need  of  temporary  housing. 
The  amendment  would  also  give  the 
Secretary  authority  to  provide  utilities 
and  related  services  to  these  organiza- 
tions without  reimbursement.  The 
amount  of  $10  million  would  be  au- 
thorized to  cover  the  entire  cost  of 
this  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  current  economic 
conditions  have  left  thousands  of 
Americans  in  this  unfortunate  and 
tragic  predicament.  Whatever  our 
views  on  the  economy,  whatever  our 
views  on  how  we  got  into  this  mess,  we 
must  take  this  opportunity  to  help 
these  people. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  reality  we 
face: 

Thousands  of  people  are  traveling 
across  the  country  in  search  of  em- 
ployment. Local  and  volunteer  organi- 
zations simply  do  not  have  the  capac- 
ity to  help  all  of  these  people. 

Although  the  Service  Secretaries 
have  identified  over  500  sites  suitable 
for  use  in  this  humanitarian  effort, 
current  law  forbids  the  Defense  De- 
partment from  providing  these  serv- 
ices without  reimbursement. 

This  amendment  would  provide  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  with  the  neces- 
sary authority  and  cover  the  limited 
expenses  of  such  a  program. 

The  amendment  also  empowers  the 
Secretary  to  insure  that  military  read- 
iness is  not  impaired  and  that  Govern- 
ment property  is  protected. 

This  program  creates  a  working 
partnership  between  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  local  service,  religious, 
and  charitable  organizations.  It  fosters 
Federal  and  private  cooperation  in 
working  toward  this  humanitarian 
goal. 

To  sum  up,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a 
problem— a  big  problem.  Thousan(is  of 
Americans  are  out  of  work,  out  of 
money,  and  at  the  end  of  their  rope  as 
far  as  providing  necessary  shelter  to 
their  families. 

This  amendment  represents  just  a 
small  step  we  can  make  to  provide 
vital  protection  for  some  of  our  very 
best  citizens.  I  ask  all  of  us  not  to 
think  about  the  hot  summer  weather 
outside.  I  ask  us  to  remember  what 
these  people  will  face  when  they  are 
still  without  homes  next  winter. 

That  thought  should  lead  all  of  us  to 
support  this  amendment.* 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MuRTHA).    The    question    is    on    the 


amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  (Mr.  Daniel). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MONTGOMERY 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Montgomery: 
Page  16.  line  23.  strike  out  ■$17. 
598.890.000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
••$17,588,890,000'. 

Page  16.  line  25.  strike  out 
••$6,369,187,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
••$6.359.187.000'. 

Page  20,  line  24,  strike  out 
■$1,153,600,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
■■$1. 181.600.000". 

Page  21.  line  3,  strike  out  "$225,508,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ■'$220.608.000". 

Page  21.  line  4.  strike  out  "$836,162,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ■$865,662,000  ". 

Page  21.  line  6.  strike  out  ■$83,228,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ■'$84.828,000"". 

Page  21,  line  7,  strike  out  ■■$8,702,000"'  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$10,502,000". 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  amendment  I  am  offering 
makes  several  funding  adjustments  in- 
volving the  Army  and  Army  National 
Guard  operation  and  maintenance  ac- 
counts to  bring  them  into  line  with 
changes  in  military  end  strength  rec- 
ommended by  the  committee.  The 
reason  behind  this  amendment  is  that 
several  changes  in  Active  and  National 
Guard  end  strength  took  place  after 
the  committee  approved  the  operation 
and  maintenance  authorizations  in 
title  IV  of  H.R.  2969.  As  a  result,  addi- 
tional operation  and  maintenance 
funding  was  not  provided  to  support 
an  increase  of  6,600  in  Army  National 
Guard  end  strength.  Conversely,  there 
was  no  reduction  in  operation  and 
maintenance  funding  associated  with  a 
further  decrease  of  2.000  in  Active 
Army  end  strength. 

My  amendment  seeks  to  adjust  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  funding  to  take 
into  account  changing  support  re- 
quirements stemming  from  these  end 
strength  recommendations.  First,  the 
Army  operation  and  maintenance  re- 
quest is  reduced  by  $10  million  in  au- 
thorization due  to  the  reduction  of 
2,000  Active  Army  personnel. 

Second,  the  National  Guard  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  request  is  in- 
creased by  $28  million  in  authorization 
associated  with  additional  organiza- 
tional clothing  and  equipment,  sup- 
plies, and  medical  care  needed  to  sup- 
port 6,600  more  guardsmen  in  fiscal 
year  1984. 

Finally,  the  Army  National  Guard 
has  informed  the  committee  that  it 
was  in  error  in  asking  that  $7.5  million 


in  increased  authorization  for  organi- 
zation clothing  and  equipment  be 
placed  in  Budget  Activity  1.  Therefore, 
my  amendment  transfers  that  in- 
creased authorization  to  Budget  Activ- 
ity 2— logistical  support— where  it 
properly  belongs.  This  adjustment  is 
just  a  bookkeeping  change  that  adds 
no  funding,  but  corrects  a  technical 
error. 

In  sum,  V  my  amendment  simply 
makes  operation  and  maintenace  au- 
thorization fully  consistent  with  the 
committee's  end  strength  recommen- 
dations. The  net  change  of  $18  million 
is  required  to  adequately  support  in- 
creases in  Army  National  Guard  per- 
sonnel in  carrying  out  their  expanding 
role  in  meeting  U.S.  national  security 
commitments.  This  is  a  small  price  to 
pay  and  represents  the  most  cost-ef- 
fective way  of  providing  increased 
military  capability  through  increased 
reliance  upon  well-trained  and  dedicat- 
ed members  of  the  Guard. 

I  urge  your  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  would  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  studied  the 
amendment  and  we  have  no  objection 
to  it. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  no  objection 
to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Montgomery). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  keeping  with  my 
unanimous  consent  request  of  some 
time  ago,  I  would  request  now  to 
return  to  title  II.  as  I  had  reser\'ed,  to 
engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the  distin- 
guished ranking  member  of  the  major- 
ity of  the  committee. 

I  would  like  to  discuss  an  item  of  ex- 
ceptional interest  with  the  gentleman 
from  Florida.  As  you  are  aware,  the 
committee  after  a  thorough  review  of 
the  S-3  antisubmarine  aircraft  im- 
provement program  recommended 
that  the  administration's  request  of 
$60.2  million  be  denied  and  instead  $15 
million  be  allocated  for  S-3  reliabUity 
improvements. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 
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Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yes;  our  action  was 
based  on  information  that  showed  the 
S-3  system  had  severe  reliability  and 
maintainability  problems.  The  prob- 
lem was  discussed  with  fleet  personnel 
on  board  a  deployed  aircraft  carrier. 
The  committee  made  the  decision  to 
increase  the  reliability  of  the  existing 
S-3  system  and  to  incorporate  the  new 
synthetic  aperture  radar  that  was  con- 
tained in  the  S-3  improvement  pro- 
gram into  the  JVX  aircraft. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  be- 
lieve our  actions  were  prudent  at  the 
time,  but  I  am  aware  of  new  informa- 
tion that  indicates  the  S-3  reliability 
has  improved  to  a  point  that  the  Navy 
is  reporting  readiness  statistics  in 
excess  of  the  Navy's  goals.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  ranking  member  (Mr.  Dick- 
inson) recently  received  a  letter  from 
Mr.  Paisley,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  for  Research.  Engineering, 
and  Systems.  Mr.  Paisley  states  that 
he  firmly  believes  "that  the  initial 
problems  with  the  S-3A  have  now 
been  corrected  and  that  it  will  contin- 
ue to  perform  in  an  exemplary 
manner.' 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  propose  that  we  ask 
the  Navy  for  more  particulars  on  the 
status  of  the  readiness  of  the  S-3.  For 
example,  is  the  system  more  reliable? 
What  is  the  status  of  the  nondeployed 
S-3's?  Are  they  being  canabalized  to 
support  deployed  assets?  These  are 
just  examples  of  some  of  the  addition- 
al data  I  would  like  to  see. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  Navy's  answers 
are  credible  and  favorable.  I  would 
propose  that  the  committee  then  fa- 
vorably consider  either  a  Navy  repro- 
graming  action  to  restore  $45.2  million 
to  the  S-3A  WSIP  program  and  redi- 
rect the  $15.0  million  reconunended 
for  S-3  reliability  improvements  to  the 
WSIP  effort  or  to  make  adjustments 
in  conference. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  certainly  think 
that  is  a  reasonable  approach,  and  I 
would  strongly  encourage  the  Navy  to 
come  to  us  in  a  timely  manner  and  fur- 
nish us  this  required  data.  If  the  news 
is  good,  then  I  think  the  committee 
would  look  favorably  on  the  actions 
you  propose. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  consider- 
ation on  this  matter,  and  I  include  the 
letter  from  Mr.  Paisley  to  which  I  re- 
ferred. 

The  letter  follows: 

DKP/utTKEirr  or  Defense. 
Washington.  DC,  June  15.  1983. 
Hon.  WuxiAM  L.  Dickinson. 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
Washington,  D.C 

Dear  Mr.  Dickinson:  In  recent  years,  the 
Navy  has  focused  on  upgrading  its  primary 
carrier-based  ASW  airplane,  the  S-3A. 
These  efforts  have  addressed  improving 
both  its  operational  readiness  posture  and 
its  mission  system  effectiveness.  The  S-3 
Weapon  System  Improvement  Program  (S-3 


WSIP)  is  the  means  to  accomplish  the  nec- 
essary upgrade  In  mission  system  effective- 
ness. Unfortunately,  the  HASC  has  recom- 
mended that  the  WSIP  program  be  termi- 
nated and  that  the  JVX  be  developed  as  the 
Navy's  follow-on  antisubmarine  warfare  air- 
craft. The  committee's  recommendation  is 
reportedly  based  on  the  perceived  poor  reli- 
ability of  the  S-3A. 

Rather  than  being  a  poor  reliability  per- 
former, S-3  squadrons  now  are  consistently 
ret)orting  readiness  statistics  ( %  Mission  Ca- 
pable) in  excess  of  CNO  established  goals 
for  this  aircraft.  This  has  not.  as  you  are 
well  aware,  always  been  the  case.  As  recent- 
ly as  February  of  1981.  the  S-3A  was  among 
the  lowest  performers  in  the  air  wing.  The 
reliability  and  maintainability  efforts  which 
we  initiated  to  correct  this  situation  are 
coming  to  fruition,  and  I  firmly  believe  that 
the  initial  problems  with  the  S-3A  have  now 
been  corrected  and  that  it  will  continue  to 
perform  in  an  exemplary  manner. 

The  Weapon  System  Improvement  Pro- 
gram is  the  modification  upgrade  to  the  ex- 
isting S-3A  that  will  improve  its  mission 
system  effectiveness  against  both  the  cur- 
rent and  projected  submarine  threat  to  the 
carrier  battle  group.  The  WSIP  program  is 
essential  to  our  maintaining  a  competitive 
edge  against  this  formidable  adversary. 
WSIP  development  has  progressed  beyond 
both  schedule  midpoint  and  peak  funding 
period  (fiscal  year  1983).  Through  fiscal 
year  1983.  $144.8  million  will  have  been  obli- 
gated. $112.1  million  remains  (including 
$60.2  million  in  fiscal  year  1984)  to  complete 
development  effort.  By  end  of  fiscal  year 
1983,  most  of  development  hardware  will 
have  been  delivered  and  system  integration 
efforts  will  have  been  initiated.  Principal 
tasks  remaining  are  completion  of  system 
integration  (fiscal  year  1984)  and  the  test 
and  evaluation  (fiscal  year  1985/1986). 
WSIP  IOC  is  June  1988. 

The  Navy  will  certainly  monitor  JVX  de- 
velopment with  respect  to  its  potential  ap- 
plication as  either  the  follow-on  or  a  com- 
plementary antisubmarine  warfare  aircraft, 
but  to  commit  to  this  mission  at  this  time  is 
premature.  The  integration  of  Inverse  Syn- 
thetic Aperture  Radar  (ISAR)  technology 
into  the  existing  S-3A  ASW  radar  should  be 
continued  as  an  integral  part  of  the  WSIP. 
WSIP  capabilities  are  needed  in  the  fleet, 
and  the  S-3A  is  the  platform  into  which 
these  capabilities  should  be  incorfiorated. 
Since  the  Navy  has  given  such  a  high  priori- 
ty to  this  program,  I  wanted  to  bring  this  to 
your  attention  and  ask  your  support  for  this 
vital  program. 

Thank  you  for  your  strong  support  of  the 
Navy  and  our  programs. 
Sincerely. 

Melvin  R.  Paisley. 

D  1240 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SEIBERLING 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  ask  the  gentleman  if  he 
would  identify  the  amendment  he  is 
offering. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  the  amendment  printed  in  the 
Record  at  page  H4027  on  June  15. 
1983.  I  obtained  unanimous  consent 
prior  to  the  recess  to  offer  it  to  title  II, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  title  II 
had  already  been  passed. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Seiberlinc: 
Page  14,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following 
new  subsection; 

(c)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Air  Force  may  be  used  for  flight  testing 
of  an  antisatelllte  weapon  until  such  testing 
is  specifically  authorized  by  law  enacted 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  on  the  amend- 
ment as  being  nongermane,  as  I  under- 
stand it. 

This  amendment  refers  to  a  prior- 
year  authorization  on  the  matter 
under  consideration  in  terms  of  the 
title  II  authorization  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  At  least  I  have  been  so  instruct- 
ed. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiber- 
linc) desire  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Yes,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  only 
deals  with  the  authorization  in  section 
201.  It  does  not  deal  with  authoriza- 
tions in  prior  years. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  per- 
haps this  is  not  the  amendment  the 
gentleman  had  coming  up  the  last 
time  just  prior  to  the  recess.  Is  that 
correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiber- 
linc) wish  to  respond? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
had  originally  put  in  an  amendment 
on  June  8  which  did  what  the  gentle- 
man says,  but  this  one  was  corrected 
so  as  to  avoid  that  problem. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Is  that  the  one  the 
gentleman  has  the  right  to  bring  up, 
however? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  No;  the  one  I 
have  the  right  to  bring  up  is  the  one  I 
asked  unanimous  consent  to  bring  up, 
and   I   referred   to  this  place   in  the 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiberlinc) 
is  absolutely  right.  The  amendment  in 
the  Record  of  June  15  is  the  one  he 
brought  up,  and  it  does  apply  to  this 
year  only  and  to  the  authorization  in 
the  bill,  and  the  point  of  order  does 
not  lie. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  parlimentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  his  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
was  not  here  when  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Seiberlinc)  was  made. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  My  recollection. 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the  Committee 
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had  risen,  the  Members  had  gone,  and 
the  gentleman  came  in  after  that  and 
asked  imanimous-consent  and  the  re- 
quest was  granted.  So  there  was  no 
way  I  had  of  knowing  what  happened. 
I  have  discussed  this  with  the  gentle- 
man since  and  told  him  I  had  no  objec- 
tion since  our  Chairman  had  raised  no 
objection. 

My  question  to  the  gentleman  is,  as 
to  the  unanimous-consent  request 
which  he  asked  and  which  was  grant- 
ed, does  that  relate  specifically  to  this 
amendment  that  he  is  offering  now? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  And  not  any 
other  amendment? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  It  does  not  relate 
to  any  other  amendment.  And  I  would 
say  also  to  the  gentleman  that  at  the 
time  I  made  the  unanimous-consent 
request,  the  minority  Member  who 
was  on  the  floor  said,  'Well,  Mr.  Dick- 
inson is  not  here,"  and  I  said,  "Well,  I 
understand  that,  and  I  will  agree  I  will 
not  offer  the  amendment  unless  I  first 
clear  it  with  him  "  which  I  subsequent- 
ly did. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Yes;  the  gentle- 
man did  that. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  ohio  (Mr.  Seiberlinc) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support 
of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
say  to  my  colleagues  that  we  will  be 
taking  a  fateful  step  indeed,  if  this 
amendment  or  some  similar  amend- 
ment is  not  adopted. 

The  amendment  that  I  am  offering, 
along  with  the  gentleman  from  Iowa, 
(Mr.  Leach),  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  AspiN),  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Moakley), 
and  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Brown),  is  a  very  simple, 
straightforward  amendment.  It  would 
simply  prohibit  the  Air  Force  from 
using  funds  authorized  in  title  II  to 
conduct  flight  tests  of  antisatelllte 
weapons— ASAT  for  short— until  ex- 
pressly authorized  by  the  Congress. 
That  reference  is  at  least  to  those 
flight  tests  that  would  be  funded  in 
this  bill. 

The  House  has  already  authorized 
long-lead  procurement  funds  for  the 
F-I5  ASAT  currently  under  develop- 
ment. I  want  to  stress  at  the  outset 
that  my  amendment  would  not  affect 
procurement  funds,  and  it  would  not 
reduce  research  and  development 
funds  for  the  ASAT  program.  It 
simply  seeks  to  give  Congress  the  time 
to  thoroughly  debate  this  program 
and  the  administration  time  to  make 
an  attempt,  we  may  hope,  to  seek  a 
mutual  and  verifiable  ban  on  the  de- 
ployment of  ASAT  weapons  with  the 
Soviet  Union. 

On  that  point,  I  would  note  that  on 
July  18  the  Senate  expressed  its  con- 


cern about  the  ASAT  race  when  it  ap- 
proved, by  a  vote  of  91-0,  an  amend- 
ment which  prohibits  tests  of  our 
ASAT  unless  the  President  certifies 
that  the  United  States  is  endeavoring 
in  good  faith  to  negotiate  a  ban  on 
ASAT's  with  the  Soviets,  or  that  such 
tests  are  vital  to  national  security. 

Since  the  President  delivered  his 
"Star  Wars"  speech  last  March,  the 
United  States  has  moved  ahead  with 
the  research,  development,  and  testing 
of  a  variety  of  antisatelllte  weapons. 
In  my  judgment  and  in  the  judgment 
of  many  scientists  and  other  experts 
in  this  field,  the  deployment  of 
antisatelllte  weapons  and,  in  fact,  the 
mere  testing  of  antisatelllte  weapons, 
once  the  testing  is  completed,  by 
either  the  United  States  or  the  Soviet 
Union  would  present  a  truly  intoler- 
able threat  to  our  national  security. 

Most  Americans  are  unaware  of  how 
far  we  have  gone  in  the  development 
of  antisatelllte  weapons.  This  summer, 
the  Air  Force  is  scheduled  to  begin 
flight  tests  of  our  latest  antisatelllte 
weapon,  a  small  homing  vehicle 
launched  from  an  F-15  aircraft.  This 
ASAT,  which  is  designed  to  attack  its 
target  directly,  is  much  more  sophisti- 
cated and  much  more  difficult  to  mon- 
itor than  its  Soviet  counterpart,  which 
must  be  launched  into  orbit  on  a  con- 
ventional booster  and  then  maneu- 
vered through  several  orbits  until  it 
gets  close  to  its  target. 

Once  we  have  begun  flight  tests  of 
our  ASAT,  prospects  for  any  agree- 
ment limiting  or  banning  deployment 
of  any  antisatelllte  weapons  will  be 
very  remote.  The  small  size  of  the  U.S. 
ASAT,  coupled  with  the  fact  that 
every  F-15  will  become  a  potential  sat- 
ellite killer,  will  make  it  virtually  im- 
possible for  the  Soviets  to  verify  any 
agreement  limiting  deployment.  And 
by  the  same  token,  if  they  cannot 
verify  ours,  obviously  they  are  going 
to  be  unwilling  to  enter  into  any 
agreement  for  a  mutual,  verifiable  ban 
on  further  ASAT's. 

Unfortimately,  the  administration  so 
far  resolutely  refuses  to  recognize  the 
arms  control  impact  of  the  planned 
ASAT  flight  tests.  Indeed,  on  May  18, 
Kenneth  Adelman.  Director  of  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency,  testified  before  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  that  the 
administration  has  no  plans  to  resume 
negotiations  with  the  Soviet  Union  to 
limit  or  ban  ASAT  development.  Adel- 
man's  position  is  not  only  in  opposi- 
tion to  ASAT  negotiations,  but  fails  to 
recognize  that  if  the  United  States 
waits  until  after  we  have  flight-tested 
our  ASAT  before  attempting  to  negoti- 
ate, we  will  be  unable  to  reach  agree- 
ment because  there  will  no  longer  be 
any  means  of  verifying  whether  the 
United  States  has  deployed  its  ASAT 
or  how  many  have  been  deployed. 
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Suggestions  have  been  made  that 
the  Soviets  are  not  serious  about  nego- 
tiations on  ASAT  deployment;  yet  in 
1981  the  Soviets  submitted  a  draft 
treaty  to  the  United  Nations  to  pro- 
hibit the  stationing  of  weapons  of  any 
kind  in  outer  space. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Matsui).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Seiber- 
linc was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Under  the  terms 
of  the  draft  treaty  that  the  Soviets 
submitted,  the  signators  would  under- 
take to— now  I  am  quoting— "not  place 
in  orbit  around  the  Earth  objects  car- 
rying weapons  of  any  kind,  install 
such  weapons  on  celestial  bodies  or 
station  such  weapons  in  outer  space  in 
any  other  matter,  including  on  reus- 
able manned  vehicles." 

The  signators  would  also  "undertake 
not  to  destroy,  damage,  or  disturb  the 
normal  functioning  or  change  the 
flight  trajectory  of  space  objects." 

On  April  28  of  this  year,  Soviet  Pre- 
mier Yuriy  Andropov  indicated  that 
the  Soviet  Union  was  willing  to  negoti- 
ate an  ASAT  ban  with  the  United 
States.  In  response  to  an  appeal  for  an 
ASAT  ban  from  a  group  of  distin- 
guished American  scientists,  Andropov 
noted,  "Preventing  the  militarization 
of  outer  space  is  one  of  the  priority 
problems  facing  mankind." 
He  also  noted. 

A  truly  decisive  moment  is  coming:  Either 
the  interested  States  will  without  delay  sit 
at  the  negotiating  table  and  take  up  the 
preparation  of  a  treaty  prohibiting  the 
placement  in  outer  space  of  weapons  of  any 
kind  or  the  arms  race  will  spread  into  space 
as  well. 

Finally,  in  June,  on  June  16  of  this 
year,  in  a  speech  before  the  Supreme 
Soviet,  Foreign  Minister  Andrei  Gro- 
myko  called  on  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  to  sit  down  and  hammer 
out  the  details  of  a  treaty  prohibiting 
the  deployment  of  space  weapons, 
noting  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  pre- 
pared "to  agree  on  banning  in  general 
the  use  of  force  both  in  space,  and 
from  space  against  the  Earth." 

Now,  I  recognize  that  the  terms  of 
any  such  agreement  will  require  care- 
ful negotiation  and  probably  the  draft 
treaties  that  were  submitted  have 
some  bugs  in  them  that  need  to  ironed 
out,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  time  to 
begin  negotiations  is  now.  The  other 
side  is  willing  to  proceed,  and  we  must 
do  that  before  we  move  irrevocably  to 
deploy  an  ASAT,  making  a  verifiable 
agreement  virtually  impossible. 

We  should  keep  in  mind  that  the 
only  purpose  of  antisatelllte  weapons 
is  to  attack  other  satellites.  The  U.S. 
ASAT  cainnot  protect  our  observation 
sateUites  from  Soviet  attack.  The  Sovi- 
ets cannot  use  their  ASAT  to  protect 
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their  observation  satellites  from  U.S. 
attack. 

Deployment  of  ASAT  weapons, 
therefore,  poses  a  direct  threat  to  the 
means  used  by  both  the  United  States 
and  the  U.S.S.R.  to  monitor  arms  con- 
trol agreements  and  to  detect  launches 
of  ICBM's  by  the  other  side. 

Once  we  take  steps  to  directly 
threaten  the  security  of  monitoring 
satellites,  we  will  have  taken  a  long 
step  toward  being  forced  into  a  pos- 
ture of  launch  on  warning,  greatly  in- 
creasing the  risk  of  accidental  global 
nuclear  war. 

Unfortunately,  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration is  working  to  develop  weapons 
even  more  destabilizing  than  ASAT. 
The  1984  defense  authorization  in- 
cludes funds  for  research  and  develop- 
ment on  so-called  third  generations. 
One  such  system,  known  as  Excalibur, 
uses  a  small  nuclear  detonation  to 
power  an  X-ray  laser  system  designed 
to  attack  enemy  ICBM's  in  their  boost 
phase.  Some  components  of  this 
system  have  already  been  successfully 
tested,  according  to  news  reports,  and 
deployment  of  this  system  in  space 
would  appear  to  require  abrogation  of 
the  ABM  treaty  and  the  limited  test 
ban  treaty  and  it  would  be  a  major 
step  forward  down  the  road  toward 
the  militarization  of  space. 

In  a  March  29.  1983,  article  in  the 
Baltimore  Sun,  former  ACDA  Director 
Gerard  Smith,  chief  U.S.  negotiator 
for  SALT  I,  warned  that  the  develop- 
ment of  major  ABM  system 
will  prejudice  arms  race  stability  by  causing 
a  new  arms  competition  in  defensive  sys- 
tems, and  by  accelerating  present  competi- 
tion in  defensive  systems,  as  the  two  sides 
mount  new  weapons  designed  to  penetrate 
the  defensive  screens.  And  if  major  ABM 
systems  are  deployed,  future  crises  will  be 
more  dangerous,  as  most  sides  come  to  be- 
lieve that  they  may  be  immune  to  retalia- 
tion if  they  launch  an  attack  first. 

In  sum,  both  the  Excalibur  device 
and  the  F-15  ASAT  will  be  destabiliz- 
ing weapons. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has 
again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Seiber- 
LiNG  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an  ad- 
ditional 3  minutes.) 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Our  own  scientif- 
ic community  is  well  aware  of  the  dan- 
gers posed  by  an  arms  race  in  space. 
On  July  19.  just  this  week,  more  than 
40  of  the  Nation's  most  distinguished 
scientists  and  military  experts  in  the 
country  joined  with  more  than  100 
Members  of  the  House  in  calling  on 
the  President  to  propose  to  the  Soviets 
a  joint  moratorium  on  the  testing  in 
space  of  all  antisatellite  weapons. 
Those  who  signed  the  letter  include 
such  eminent  Americans  as  Hans 
Bethe,  who  was  one  of  the  members  of 
the  Manhattan  project  that  designed 
the  first  atomic  bomb;  Richard 
Garwin,  former  member  of  the  Presi- 
dent's  Science    Advisory    Committee; 


William  Colby,  former  Director  of  the 
CIA;  Townshend  Hoopes.  former 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force; 
Gerard  Smith  and  Paul  Warnke.  both 
former  Directors  of  ACDA;  Carl 
Sagan.  director  of  the  laboratory  for 
planetary  studies  at  Cornell  Universi- 
ty; Adm.  Noel  Gayler,  former  Director 
of  the  National  Security  Agency,  com- 
mander in  chief  of  the  Pacific  Fleet 
and  deputy  chief  of  Naval  Operations; 
Glenn  Seaborg.  former  Chairman  of 
the  AEC;  and  James  Van  Allen,  one  of 
the  most  distinguished  scientists  in 
America. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  The  list  of  spon- 
sors would  make  me  oppose  the  gentle- 
man's amendment. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Well.  I  am  sur- 
prised, because  I  would  assume  the 
gentleman  would  oppose  it  in  any 
event;  but  I  think  that  those  gentle- 
men and  the  30  some  others  who 
signed  this  statement  are  men  who 
have  demonstrated  their  devotion  and 
their  patriotism  and  their  service  to 
this  country  in  ways  that  probably 
match  the  record  of  any  Member  of 
this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence suggests  that  if  we  fail  to  pause 
in  the  pursuit  of  the  deployment  of 
space  weapons,  we  are  committing  our- 
selves to  a  course  which  will  jeopardize 
national  and  global  security.  A  space 
weapons  race  is  a  race  which  neither 
we  nor  the  Soviets  can  win,  and  which 
everyone  is  bound  to  lose.  At  stake  are 
unknown  costs  and  the  future  of 
global  peace.  This  is  precisely  why  the 
President  must  get  moving  on  the  dif- 
ficult process  of  ensuring  the  contin- 
ued peaceful  use  of  outer  space.  The 
adoption  of  my  amendment  will  at 
least  give  the  Congress  a  little  more 
time  to  consider  the  ramifications  of 
the  administration's  policies,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Colora- 
do. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman  yielding. 

Certainly  the  gentleman  has  made 
some  good  points  in  his  statement.  I 
would  be  the  first  to  defend  them. 

What  really  concerns  me  in  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment,  and  while  I 
think  that  should  be  an  ideal  and  an 
objective,  that  is  one  that  should  be 
sought  after,  nevertheless,  I  think  the 
gentleman's  amendment  fails  to  take 
into  account  the  world  as  it  truly  is. 
not  the  world  as  we  wish  it  were. 

The  truth  is  that  the  Soviets  have 
already  deployed  and  have  operational 
at  least  one  ASAT  system,  perhaps 
others,  but  at  least  one  that  is  con- 
firmed on  a  coorbital  basis. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man may  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  we  have 
been  over  this.  Virtually  the  same 
amendment  was  defeated  overwhelm- 
ingly about  6  weeks  ago  and  we  are 
trying  to  see  if  we  cannot  get  this  bill 
finished  by  7  o'clock  tonight. 

The  gentleman  from  Colorado.  I 
would  think,  ought  to  take  his  own 
time.  He  is  one  of  the  assigned  speak- 
ers, so  that  we  can  dispose  of  this 
amendment  and  vote  it  down,  as  it 
ought  to  be  voted  down,  just  as  the 
House  voted  it  down  6  weeks  ago. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  with- 
draw his  reservation? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  No.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to 
point  out,  and  if  I  had  the  opportunity 
a  few  moments  ago,  I  would  have 
pointed  out  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  that  it  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Soviets  have  several  such  ASAT 
systems  now  in  existence.  At  the 
present  time  this  country  has  none. 

Also,  I  wish  to  point  out  that  some 
time  ago  we  attempted  to  call  for  a 
bargaining  and  negotiations  to  lead 
toward  a  treaty,  a  treaty  with  the  So- 
viets on  this  type  of  system.  They 
would  not  even  come  to  the  bargaining 
table  to  discuss  it. 
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That  is  the  situation  in  which  we 
find  ourselves.  It  is  a  situation  where 
we  must  point  to  the  real  world  in 
which  we  live. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has 
already  spoken  forcefully  on  this 
issue,  voting  177  to  243  to  defeat  an 
amendment  far  less  threatening  to  the 
ASAT  program  than  is  the  one  offered 
today. 

The  earlier  amendment  would  only 
have  denied  funds  in  the  bill  to  pro- 
cure the  ASAT— all  research,  develop- 
ment and  testing  of  the  program  could 
have  proceeded. 
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This  amendment  denies  R&D  funds 
in  the  bill  to  flight  test  the  ASAT. 
This  would  materially  set  the  program 
back  since  preliminary  testing  is 
scheduled  to  begin  this  fall  and  more 
sophisticated  testing  to  begin  early 
next  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  Is  extremely  hard 
for  me  to  understand  how  the  ASAT 
can  be  produced  on  time  and  under- 
budget  if  its  engineers  cannot  pretest 
it  and  iron  out  any  systemic  bugs  that 
could  interfere  with  its  effectiveness. 
If  this  body  wants  to  proceed  with  an 
antisatellite  weapon,  which  it  must, 
judging  by  our  earlier  vote— then  we 
cannot  blind-side  its  contractors  by  re- 
fusing to  allow  them  to  test  their 
product.  We  have  made  a  commitment 
to  the  program,  without  testing,  the 
ASAT  cannot  be  perfected,  so  the 
amendment  should  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Certainly  I  yield  to 
my  friend  from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  have 
high  respect  for  the  gentleman  and 
his  expertise  in  this  matter,  and  I  hesi- 
tate to  be  critical  of  the  gentleman's 
statement.  But  the  record  with  regard 
to  ASAT  negotiations  is  not  precisely 
what  the  gentleman  has  presented. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  My  understanding  is 
what  I  said  is  exactly  true  and  exactly 
correct,  and  I  am  reflecting  what  my 
information  is,  and  I  think  I  stand  by 
what  I  said. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Then  I 
will  have  to  assert  that  the  gentleman 
is  wrong  and  should  correct  his  state- 
ment for  the  record.  The  United 
States  never  requested  continuation  of 
ASAT  negotiations  with  the  U.S.S.R. 
because  of  U.S.  disapproval  of  U.S.S.R. 
invasion  of  Afghanistan.  Nor  did  the 
U.S.S.R.  refuse  to  continue  such  nego- 
tiations. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  My  understanding  is 
that  I  am  correct  in  what  I  said.  I  was 
referring  to  the  situation  prior  to  Af- 
ghanistan. The  Soviets,  in  discussions, 
always  insisted  on  permitting  attacks 
against  hostile  objects  in  space.  I  do 
not  consider  this  to  be  a  serious  pro- 
posal and  that's  why  I  stand  by  what  I 
said.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  men- 
tioning that. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  For  the  second  time 
since  this  bill  came  to  the  floor  an  at- 
tempt is  being  made  to  hobble  if  not 
kill  outright  the  absolutely  vital  anti- 
satellite  program.  This  body  soundly 
rejected  the  first  attempt  and  we 
should  do  the  same  this  time. 

The  question  is  not  whether  we  are 
going  to  introduce  weapons  in  space. 
The  Soviets  have  already  done  that. 
They  have  a  fully  tested,  fuUy  oper- 
ational   ASAT    system— which    they 


first  deployed  10  years  ago.  We  have 
none.  Unless  we  go  forward  with  our 
ASAT  program  without  further  delay, 
we  will  have  neither  the  capacity  to 
deal  with  Soviet  military  spacecraft  in 
time  of  war  nor  any  leverage  to  apply 
in  ASAT-related  arms  control  talks. 

The     Soviet     Union's     operatiorial 
system  is  clearly  a  critical  part  of  its 
relentless  drive  to  achieve  a  strategic 
first-strike   capability.   This  was   dra- 
matically, frighteningly  demonstrated 
a  year  ago,  when  the  Soviets  conduct- 
ed a  full-scale  first-strike  exercise.  The 
first  operation  in  this  exercise  was  a 
simulated  ASAT  attack  on  U.S.  mili- 
tary   communications    and    reconais- 
sance  satellites.  A  real  ASAT  attack 
would  blind   and   silence   our   Armed 
Forces  worldwide,  leaving  us  at  the 
not-so-tender  mercies  of  the  ruthless 
men  in  the  Kremlin. 

Failure  to  go  forward  immediately 
with  our  ASAT  program  would  make  a 
first  strike  or  the  threat  of  one  tre- 
mendously attractive  to  the  Soviets.  If 
we  continue  to  forego  development  of 
the  means  to  take  out  their  military 
satellite  network  while  they  possess 
the  ability  to  eliminate  ours  at  will, 
they  will  be  more  and  more  tempted  to 
exploit  this  strategic  advantage.  This 
dangerous  imbalance,  this  Soviet  mo- 
nopoly on  space  control,  can  serve 
only  to  destabilize  the  already  precari- 
ous strategic  balance. 

Supporters  of  this  amendment  con- 
tend that  restraining  ASAT  develop- 
ment and  testing  will  encourage  the 
Soviets  to  enter  into  serious  negotia- 
tions on  a  treaty  to  ban  ASAT  sys- 
tems. In  fact,  however,  without  an  on- 
going U.S.  program,  the  U.S.S.R.  has 
no  incentive  to  negotiate  in  any 
honest  fashion. 

This      was      amply      demonstrated 
during  the  Ford  and  Carter  adminis- 
trations. For  6  years  the  United  States 
held  back  on  ASAT  development  and 
sought  diligently  to  engage  the  Soviet 
Union  in  meaningful  ASAT  treaty  ne- 
gotiations. Meanwhile,  the  Soviets  de- 
veloped,   tested,    and   deployed    their 
ASAT  system,  while  undermining  our 
efforts   at   the   negotiating   table.   In 
1978.  recognizing  that  negotiation  at- 
tempts would  continue  to  be  fruitless 
unless  the  United  States  pursued  its 
own  ASAT  program.  President  Carter 
ordered  ASAT  development  to  begin. 
Clearly,  if  Congress  were  to  curb  or 
abandon  this  program,  the  prospects 
for  a  treaty  banning  ASAT's  would  be 
dim  at  best.  oArn- 

We  do  not  know  how  many  ASATs 
the  Soviets  have  produced.  We  have 
no  idea  how  many  they  have  in  stor- 
age. We  do  know  that  they  continue  to 
upgrade  their  system  and  that,  even  if 
there  are  no  delays  in  our  program, 
they  will  be  deploying  a  second-gen- 
eration system  as  we  are  fielding  our 
first-generation  weapon.  Without  the 
flight  tests  that  this  amendment 
would  prohibit,  we  will  never  be  nearer 


than  3  or  4  years  to  an  operational 
system.  Should  we  have  a  near-term 
need  for  an  ASAT  capability,  we  would 
be  dangerously  out  of  luck. 

Development   of   an   ASAT  system 
would  not  preclude  negotiations  at  the 
bargaining  table,  nor  would  it  mean 
that  we  would  use  ASAT's.  However,  it 
would  give  us  the  option  of  defending 
ourselves   should   the   need   arise.   It 
would  be  foolish  for  the  United  States 
to  unilaterally  forego  this  capability, 
leaving  the  Soviet  Union  with  a  world- 
wide   monopoly.    This    is    what    this 
amendment  would  do.  It  would  hand 
the  Soviets  yet  another  arms  control 
gift  and  take  away  any  bargaining  le- 
verage the  United  States  might  have 
in  seeking  a  mutual  and  verifiable  ban 
on  ASAT's. 

We  must  flight  test  our  system  to 
maintain  an  already  and  too  long  de- 
layed deployment  date.  We  must  per- 
form actual  night-test  intercepts  to 
both  prove  out  the  system  design  and 
prove  to  the  Soviets  that  we  will  not 
stand  idly  by  while  they  race  ahead  in 
military  space  operations  and  continue 
to  stall  ASAT  treaty  talks  to  gain  an 
insurmountable  negotiating  advantage 

over  us. 

The  imperatives  of  strategic  defense 
and  genuine  arms  control  demand  that 
we  go  forward  with  our  ASAT  pro- 
gram. Any  test  moratorium,,  direct  or 
indirect,  any  delay  in  research  and  de- 
velopment, must  be  rejected.  Our 
Nation  needs  this  program.  Let  us  get 
on  with  it. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  vote  no 
on  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Kramer)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Seiberling  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kramer 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.)  ,,  ^^  ., 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

Mr  SEIBERLING.  Once  we  have 
flight  tested  our  ASAT,  what  is  there 
left  to  negotiate  with  the  Soviets 
about  on  this  matter? 

How  can  we  have  a  verifiable  test 
ban  once  we  flight  test  our  ASAT, 
which  could  then  be  produced  in  unde- 
tectable quantities  and  deployed  in 
ways  that  are  undetectable? 

Mr  KRAMER.  The  same  is  true  of 
the  Soviet  system.  We  do  not  know 
how  many  they  have  in  storage,  and 
we  do  not  know  how  many  they  have 
built  If  we  were  to  negotiate  a  ban 
with  them  now,  how  would  we  verify 
that  those  they  have  already  pro- 
duced, those  they  have  already  stored, 
and  the  systems  which  have  already 
been  tested  would  not  be  used  against 
us  despite  a  treaty? 

Mr  SEIBERLING.  Arms  control  ex- 
perts tell  us  that  the  Soviet  ASAT  is 
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extremely  easy  to  monitor  and  verify. 
It  must  be  launched  by  a  conventional 
rocket.  We  Jinow  how  many  tests  they 
have  conducted  and  we  know  where 
their  rockets  are.  where  their  bases 
are. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  The  gentleman  is 
talking  about  t>eing  able  to  verify  a 
ban  on  utilization.  But  it  is  not  possi- 
ble to  verify  with  the  same  mechanism 
and  procedures  a  ban  on  production  or 
a  ban  on  storage. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  We  cannot  verify 
a  ban  on  production,  but  we  can  verify 
a  ban  on  deployment.  But  unlike  our 
ability  to  monitor  the  Soviet  version, 
the  Soviets  could  not  monitor  the  de- 
ployment of  our  own  ASAT  version 
once  it  has  been  flight  tested,  because 
it  could  be  deployed  in  ways  that  are 
undetectable  by  existing  scientific 
means. 

So  once  we  have  crossed  the  thresh- 
old, once  we  pass  the  point  of  no 
return  by  flight  testing,  there  is  no 
way  we  can  negotiate  a  verifiable  ban 
on  ASAT's  with  the  Soviet  Union.  We 
can  now,  and  certainly  we  should  not 
lose  that  opportunity  unless  there  is 
no  reasonable  alternative. 

Second,  my  amendment  would  not 
prevent  Congress,  next  year,  or  next 
week,  from  reversing  it  decision  if 
events  required  that  we  do  so.  All  it 
says  is  that  there  will  be  no  flight  test- 
ing until  Congress  decides  otherwise. 

We  should  give  the  negotiators  a 
clear  signal,  as  the  other  body  did  this 
week,  to  go  to  the  negotiating  table. 
The  Soviets  have  put  a  proposed 
treaty  on  the  table.  The  Premier  and 
the  Foreign  Minister  of  the  Soviet 
Union  both  said  they  would  like  to  ne- 
gotiate. 

How  can  one  say  the  Soviets  do  not 
want  to  negotiate  when  our  own  ad- 
ministration is  taking  the  position 
that  we  would  not? 

I  think  our  position  is  untenable. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  think  what  is  sauce 
for  the  goose  is  sauce  for  the  gander.  I 
carmot  conceive  of  why  if,  theoretical- 
ly, we  could  verify  Soviet  compliance 
that  same  opportunity  would  not  exist 
for  the  Soviets. 

Second,  going  ahead  with  flight  test- 
ing in  no  way  impairs  our  ability  to  ne- 
gotiate a  ban  on  these  types  of  sys- 
tems. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Kramer)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  I  additional 
minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 
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Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 1  am  bitterly  opposed  to  it.  I  ob- 
jected because  as  I  said  previously,  the 
committee,  to  oblige  the  Speaker,  to 
oblige  the  majority  leader,  to  oblige 
Members  who  have  air  and  rail  con- 
nections out  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia this  evening,  we  are  trying  to  com- 
plete this  important  legislation  by  7 
o'clock  tonight.  But  in  order  to  do  that 
we  are  going  to  have  to  eliminate  ex- 
traneous comments.  This  particular 
amendment  is  totally  unnecessary. 
The  House  of  Representatives  already 
voted  down  an  attempt  to  eliminate 
the  antisatellite  missile  some  several 
weeks  ago  and  that  was  an  overwhelm- 
ing defeat.  Now  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  comes  in  after  the  committee 
had  risen,  after  the  Members  had 
walked  out  to  their  offices  and  asked 
unanimous  consent  to  put  in  an 
amendment  which  was  actually  out  of 
order.  This  is  what  we  are  being  asked 
to  debate  on  today,  and  I  think  this  is 
an  imposition. 

It  is  not  generally  known  that  the 
Soviet  Union  has  been  launching 
spacecraft  at  a  rate  more  than  75  per 
year  for  the  past  10  years,  which  hap- 
pens to  be  four  to  five  times  the  effort 
of  the  United  States.  The  Soviets  have 
been  putting  up  more  than  660  pounds 
of  payload  into  orbit  every  year.  This 
is  10  times  what  the  United  States  is 
doing.  An  estimated  70  percent  of  the 
Soviet  space  launches  serve  a  purely 
military  role  while  another  15  percent 
serve  dual  civilian  and  military  roles. 
Soviet  military  satellites  perform  a  va- 
riety of  reconnaisance,  intelligence, 
and  conununication  roles;  according  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  the  Soviets 
are  now  developing  a  very  large  space 
booster  similar  to  the  Saturn  5  booster 
that  was  used  in  the  Apollo  program. 
As  we  know  from  Apollo,  these  boost- 
ers have  a  capability  to  launch  very 
heavy  payloads  into  orbit,  including 
very  high,  22.000-mile  orbits  occupied 
by  the  communication  satellites. 

The  new  Soviet  booster  will  be  capa- 
ble of  putting  very  large  permanently 
manned  space  stations  into  orbit.  One 
of  them  was  displayed  at  the  air  show 
in  Paris  this  year  and  the  size  of  the 
station  was  about  half  the  length  of 
this  entire  Chamber. 

So.  we  are  well  behind  in  this  oper- 
ation which  could  conceivably  amount 
to  some  dangerous  threats  from  space 
in  terms  of  Soviet  capabilities. 

The  House,  a  month  ago  after  hear- 
ing a  lengthy  protracted  arguments  on 
eliminating  any  kind  of  antisatellite 
weapon,  and  overwhelmingly  rejected 
those  arguments  and  that  amendment, 
the  House  has  made  it  perfectly  clear 
that  we  want  to  go  ahead  with  satel- 
lites. But  if  you  do  not  test  them,  then 
what  good  are  they  going  to  be?  Do 
you  buy  a  car  and  then  not  drive  it? 


That  is  precisely  what  the  gentleman's 
amendment  would  mandate.  And  he 
talks  about  negotiating  a  space  treaty 
with  the  Soviets.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  a  draft  treaty  on  this 
subject  is  presently  before  the  40- 
nation  Disarmament  Committee  in 
Geneva. 

But  you  cannot  have  a  bilateral 
treaty  agreement  with  40  nations  in- 
volved in  Geneva.  There  are  other 
countries.  The  French  and  the  British, 
I  think,  have  capabilities  along  this 
line.  They  too,  would  have  to  be  par- 
ties to  the  treaty. 

If  we  want  to  get  a  treaty,  if  we  want 
to  get  into  this  space  business,  if  we 
believe  in  trying  to  match  the  Soviets 
or  at  least  give  some  kind  of  capabil- 
ity, we  certainly  cannot  allow  an 
amendment  to  be  incorporated  into 
this  legislation  that  would  deny  all 
flight  testing  of  this  weapon  which 
the  House  has  overwhelmingly  ap- 
proved several  weeks  ago. 

I  urge  that  the  amendment  be 
soundly  rejected. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  intention  in  a 
few  moments  to  yield  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Ohio,  the 
author  of  a  terribly  important  amend- 
ment that  ought  to  be  fully  discussed, 
fully  debated.  Prior  to  doing  so,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  a  com- 
ment with  respect  to  the  actions  of  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  New 
York.  Prior  to  doing  that,  I  would  like 
to  say  that  I  came  to  this  Congress  in 
January  1971.  When  America  was  in- 
volved in  a  war  that  many  of  us  felt 
was  illegal  immoral,  and  insane.  Be- 
cause of  our  political  perspective  at 
that  particular  moment  in  the  history 
of  America,  there  were  a  number  of 
our  colleagues  who  did  not  choose  to 
want  to  discuss  nor  debate  that  matter 
on  the  floor  of  the  Congress. 

This  gentleman  along  with  many  of 
our  other  colleagues,  because  of  our 
political  views  in  opposition  to  the 
Vietnam  war.  were  humiliated  on  the 
floor  of  this  Congress  by  many  of  our 
colleagues.  We  were  stripped  of  our 
dignity  because  of  our  political  per- 
spective. A  very  painful  and  terrible 
time  in  the  evolution  of  life  in  this 
Congress  and  certainly  in  this  gentle- 
man's life. 

I  left  the  floor  of  the  Congress  on 
many  evenings  and  went  back  to  my 
office  feeling  incredible  pain  because 
of  the  abuse  that  I  had  received  from 
the  Members,  from  my  colleagues  in 
this  Chamber,  who  denied  us  the  op- 
portunity to  rationally,  to  intelligent- 
ly, to  sanely  debate  whether  or  not  we 
ought  to  continue  to  bomb  and  maim 
and  kill  and  destroy  life  in  Southeast 
Asia. 

And  I  decided.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
as  long  as  I  served  in  this  body,  that  I 


would  not  attack  an  individual  human 
being  on  the  floor  of  this  Congress, 
that  I  would  not  allow  my  personal 
considerations  to  challenge  the  per- 
sonal integrity  of  any  individual  on 
this  floor,  that  we  needed  to  respect 
each  other  because  we  do  not  come 
here  simply  as  individual  personalities, 
we  come  here  within  the  framework  of 
our  democratic  form  of  government. 
We  come  here  as  Representatives, 
each  of  us,  equally,  of  half  a  million 
human  beings.  Race  has  no  factor,  sex 
has  no  factor,  because  we  all  come 
here  as  Representatives  of  the  Ameri- 
can people. 

And  my  colleague  from  New  York, 
on  a  number  of  occasions  as  we  have 
debated  this  military  budget,  has 
stated  that  the  rationale  for  objecting 
to  this  debate  going  forward  in  a  ra- 
tional way  is  that  in  some  way  we  need 
to  finish  the  bill.  Clearly  we  have  a  re- 
sponsibility to  finish  legislation  that 
we  start  on  the  floor  of  this  Congress, 
but  we  h^ve  a  higher  responsibility. 
And  that  higher  responsibility  is  to  ra- 
tionally, to  sanely,  and  with  compas- 
sion, debate  the  critical  issues  that  are 
embraced  by  the  legislation. 

Now,  my  colleague  has  said  on  more 
than  one  occasion  today,  we  want  to 
finish  this  bill  this  evening.  If  it  is  the 
intent  of  the  leadership  to  finish  this 
bill,  why  has  agreement  already  been 
reached  that  said  on  the  next  roUcall 
vote  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
will  rise,  the  Rules  Committee  will  sit 
down  and  offer  a  rule  and  debate  a 
rule  on  IMF,  we  will  then  adopt  the 
rule  and  come  back  to  this  budget. 
Now  if  it  were  paramount,  that  we 
finish  the  bill,  then  why  this  proce- 
dure? I  would  also  say  to  my  colleague 
from  New  York,  it  is  in  order  in  the 
rule  in  this  bill  that  this  gentleman's 
amendment  be  offered  as  a  substitute 
to  this  Armed  Services  Committee 
budget,  that  attempts  to  strike  $60- 
some-odd  billion  from  this  massive  and 
bloated  and  wasteful  and  unnecessary 
military  budget,  the  rule  provides  that 
at  the  end  of  the  regular  consideration 
of  H.R.  2969,  that  this  alternative,  the 
alternative  offered  by  this  gentleman, 
be  in  order.  The  rule  provides  for  1 
hour  of  general  debate.  At  that  point, 
my  colleagues  can.  under  the  5-minute 
rule,  amend  this  gentleman's  bill. 

So,  for  my  colleague  to,  in  some  way, 
assume  that  this  bill  is  going  to  be  fin- 
ished by  6  or  7  o'clock  tonight  is  to  fly 
in  the  face  of  reality.  So,  I  would  say 
to  my  colleague  from  New  York,  let  us 
stop  denying,  let  us  stop  this  method 
of  denying  my  colleagues  an  opportu- 
nity to  rationally  and  intelligently  dis- 
cuss this  matter.  We  are  talking  about 
the  expenditure  of  $260-some-odd  bil- 
lion. We  have  debated  nickels  and 
dimes  on  this  floor  for  hours.  But 
when  it  comes  to  the  military  budget 
in  some  way  we  have  got  to  run 
through  it  quickly. 


When  we  were  lynching  our  col- 
leagues on  the  floor  of  Congress  the 
whole  place  was  packed,  the  press  sit- 
ting there,  madly  writing  with  pens. 

We  are  debating  life  and  death  on 
this  planet.  You  have  a  handful  of 
people  up  here  and  a  few  people  on 
the  floor  of  Congress. 

Where  are  our  priorities?  Nobody 
got  up  and  objected  to  the  debate 
going  forward  when  we  decided  wheth- 
er we  would  reprimand,  whether  we 
would  expel  or  whether  we  would  do 
something  else  with  our  colleagues. 
There  were  300  or  400  Members  who 
sat  here  diligently. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MuRTHA).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Del- 
LUMS  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  my  col- 
leagues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  300-some-odd  Mem- 
bers sat  here  on  the  floor.  The  press 
sat  there  about  to  trip  over  them- 
selves, as  we  decide  how  we  are  going 
to  tear  up  an  individual  person. 

But  when  we  talk  about  saving  this 
planet,  for  our  children  and  our  chil- 
dren's children,  where  in  the  hell  is  ev- 
erybody? 

But  we  got  somebody  standing  up 
here,  saying,  "I  object,"  "I  object,"  "I 
object." 

We  have  a  right  to  debate  these  mat- 
ters. I  did  not  come  here  to  be  a  per- 
sonality. I  came  here  to  be  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  people. 

I  did  not  come  here  to  project  my 
personality.  I  came  here  to  project  a 
political  perspective— a  point  of  view. 

And  I  resent  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  continuing  to  stand  here 
and  object  to  the  right  of  my  col- 
leagues to  stand  up  here  and  debate 
life  and  death  matters. 

If  you  want  to  object,  let  us  object 
on  whether  we  make  popsicles  or 
whether  we  make  ice  cream.  But  the 
question  of  whether  we  build  neutron 
bombs  or  nuclear  missiles,  antiballistic 
defense  capability  or  whatever,  we 
ought  to  do  it  rationally  and  intelli- 
gently. 
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And  I  would  say  to  my  colleague 
from  New  York,  this  gentleman  leans 
over  backward  to  never  inject  personal 
vindictive  matters  into  the  debate.  I 
think  we  ought  to  be  debating  ideas. 
But  I  step  aside  for  a  moment  and  say 
to  my  colleague  from  New  York,  the 
gentleman  ought  to  stop  objecting.  We 
have  a  responsibility  here  to  discuss 
and  debate.  And  if  we  cannot  do  it  in 
these  Chambers,  then  we  have  to  do  it 
in  the  streets.  And  when  people  stand 
up  in  the  street  and  begin  to  engage  in 
activist  activities,  what  do  we  say, 
"Let's  bring  it  into  the  Chambers  and 
debate  these  matters." 


And  then  when  we  come  into  the 
Chambers  and  use  the  political  process 
and  get  ourselves  elected,  then  we 
have  to  be  confronted  by  Members 
who  say,  "We  do  not  have  time  to 
debate  because  we  have  got  to  pass  a 
piece  of  legislation." 

I  thank  my  colleagues  for  allowing 
me  to  say  what  has  been  on  my  chest 
for  the  last  several  hours. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  never  quite 
master  the  eloquence  of  the  gentle- 
man from  California,  but  I  think  what 
he  said  is  to  remind  us  what  our  duty 
is  in  this  democracy.  Democracy  is 
often  truly  painful  requiring  patience 
and  we  cannot  play  the  politics  of  as- 
sumption. We  cannot  dismiss  each 
other's  amendments  and  say,  'Because 
of  the  person  cosponsoring  it,  I  do  not 
want  to  hear  the  content."  That  is  a 
very  dangerous  thing  to  do.  We  must 
stop  it. 

We  also  cannot  say  that  we  have  to 
make  our  trains  or  planes  and  there- 
fore we  do  not  have  time  to  discuss 
whether  or  not  we  should  have 
antisatellite  weapons  in  space. 

Think  of  what  we  are  talking  about. 
Think  about  the  gravity  of  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 
The  gentleman  from  Ohio  is  supposed 
to  describe  in  5  minutes,  under  the  5- 
minute  rule,  the  whole  negotiating 
process  going  on  in  the  whole  space 
area  with  the  Soviets— lots  of  luck 
summarizing  that  in  5  minutes— he 
has  to  explain  the  different  weapons 
involved,  whether  they  are  verifiable, 
where  they  are  in  the  testing  sequence 
and  so  on.  In  5  minutes. 

Now  I  remind  my  colleagues  this  is 
not  television  where  we  are  trying  to 
do  things  in  30-second  glib  media  way 
and  I  think  we  have  to  be  aware  that 
the  5-minute  rule  was  created  at  a 
time  when  we  were  not  dealing  with 
matters  of  such  complexity.  The 
safety  valve  is  allowing  an  extension  of 
time  to  be  granted  if  the  subject  re- 
quires. 

This  is  probably  one  of  the  most  se- 
rious things  we  are  going  to  be  discuss- 
ing. And  I  think  that  if  we  cannot  stop 
and  take  adequate  time  to  discuss  it,  it 
really  reflects  upon  this  body  and  the 
body  does  not  need  that  kind  of  reflec- 
tion. 

I  would  like  to  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  at  this  point  to  ex- 
plain more  about  the  treaty  process 
which  is  what  he  was  trying  to  explain 
and  more  of  the  facts  about  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tlewoman. 

I  first  would  like  to  comment  on  a 
couple  of  things  that  were  said. 
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First  of  all,  this  is  not  the  same  as 
the  Brown-Moakley  amendment, 
which  was  defeated  by  the  House. 
That  would  have  cut  out  procurement 
funds.  This  does  not  affect  procure- 
ment funds  in  any  way  whatsoever.  It 
merely  says  that  before  going  ahead 
with  flight  testing  of  an  ASAT 
weapon,  the  administration  must  get 
the  approval  of  the  Congress. 

Now  maybe  that  is  not  the  best  way 
to  proceed.  Maybe  we  ought  to  go  the 
way  the  other  body  did  by  a  vote  of  91 
to  nothing  on  Monday.  But  somehow 
we  must  get  across  to  the  administra- 
tion the  urgency  of  trying  to  negotiate 
a  ban  on  ASAT's  before  it  takes  a 
step— flight  testing— that  makes  a  veri- 
fiable ban  impossible.  This  is  probably 
the  most  serious  issue  in  this  bill,  and 
I  am  not  excluding  the  MX  missile,  be- 
cause the  MX  missile  represents 
merely  the  next  stage  in  the  develop- 
ment of  conventional  missile  technolo- 
gy. 

The  P-15  ASAT  is  an  entirely  new 
step  which,  if  we  take  it,  will  wipe  out 
the  security  we  now  derive  from  the 
fact  that  our  satellites  and  the  Soviet 
satellites  are  invulnerable  to  attack 
from  the  ground  and  so  that  even  if 
we  were  attacked  by  a  Soviet  launch, 
we  could,  at  present,  detect  that 
launch  and  respond  in  time.  And  that 
is  what  is  making  the  nuclear  deter- 
rence system  work. 

Now  the  second  point  I  would  like  to 
make  is  this:  In  the  first  session  of  my 
first  term  as  a  Congressman,  I  was  on 
the  House  Science  Committee,  we  had 
an  annual  meeting  with  our  science 
advisory  board.  One  of  the  members  of 
that  board  was  Gen.  James  Gavin, 
former  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  U.S. 
Army,  former  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  World  War  II  hero, 
considered  to  be  probably  the  most 
brilliant  Chairman  of  the  Chiefs  of 
Staff  we  ever  had,  at  least  up  to  that 
time.  He  was  then  the  chairman  of  the 
board  of  Arthur  D.  Little  Associates. 

And  he  said  to  us,  and  my  col- 
leagues, who  were  then  on  that  panel, 
can  verify  this; 

I  want  to  warn  you  about  one  thing.  The 
military  will  try  to  have  every  military  ap- 
plication of  new  technology  as  fast  as  it  is 
developed.  Considering  the  exponential  rate 
at  which  new  technology  is  t>eing  developed, 
they  will  take  the  entire  economy  of  the 
United  States  if  the  Congress  lets  them. 

And  he  added,  as  I  recall: 

A  lot  of  this  technology  ought  never  he 
developed  in  its  military  application,  be- 
cause it  is  counterproductive. 

I  submit  to  my  colleagues  that  the 
antisatellite  weapon  is  one  of  the  most 
counterproductive,  stupid  pieces  of 
military  technology  that  anyone  could 
possibly  devise.  Why  do  we  have  it? 
Because  the  Navy  is  afraid  that  in 
some  kind  of  a  future  Naval  operation 
the  Soviets  could  put  up  satellites 
which  could  observe  our  naval  activi- 
ties and  we  could  not  knock  them  out. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Colora- 
do (Mrs.  ScHROEDER)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mrs. 
ScHROEDER  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 
5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  If  the  gentle- 
woman will  continue  to  yield.  So  for 
that  capability  they  would  get  us  into 
an  ASAT  race  which  threatens  to  de- 
prive us  of  the  very  eyes  that  are  pro- 
tecting our  Nation  from  an  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missile  launch. 

Now  let  me  get  to  one  other  point 
and  this  gets  to  the  question  of  a 
treaty  and  verification. 

I  have  here  a  letter,  date  July  19, 
from  the  staff  assistant  for  space 
policy  of  the  Federation  of  American 
Scientists.  And  the  letterhead  reads 
like  a  Who's  Who  in  American  Sci- 
ence. So  I  do  not  think  we  need  to  ex- 
plain their  credentials. 

And  here  is  what  it  says: 

C— VERIFICATION  OF  A  BAN  ON  TESTING 

The  Soviet  ASAT  is  launched  into  orbit 
atop  a  modified  version  of  the  SS-9/SS-18 
ICBM  known  as  the  F-LV.  The  launch  is 
readily  observable  to  the  Defense  Support 
Program  early  .warning  satellites.  Once  in 
orbit  the  satellite  is  tracked  by  a  variety  of 
ground-based  radars  and  cameras,  the  inter- 
cept maneuvers  are  readily  distinguishable 
from  the  activities  of  other  satellites.  The 
telemetry  stream  from  the  ASAT  is  subject 
to  monitoring  by  ground  and  space-based 
sensors.  Because  of  its  unique  characteris- 
tics, testing  of  the  Soviet  ASAT  could  be 
readily  verified. 

D— VERIFICATION  OF  A  BAN  ON  DEPLOYMENT 

The  F-LV  launch  vehicle  of  the  Soviet 
ASAT  is  over  10  feet  in  diameter  and  150 
feet  long,  and  is  readily  observable  from 
space.  It  is  over  30  feet  longer  than  the  SS- 
18  ICBM.  with  which  it  shares  a  common 
technological  heritage,  and  is  substantially 
different  in  appearance.  Assertions  of  the 
operational  status  of  the  Soviet  ASAT  are 
based  on  the  level  of  activity  and  apparent 
readiness  (as  indicated  by  the  speed  with 
which  snow  is  cleared)  of  a  two  launch  pad 
complex  for  the  ASAT  launch  vehicle.  This 
pad  would  be  expected  to  be  deactivated 
under  a  ban  on  ASAT  deployment,  and  this 
reduction  is  activity  would  be  observable. 

There  are  at  least  two  other  F-LV  launch 
pads  at  the  Baikonur  launch  complex,  as 
well  as  four  others  at  the  Plesetsk  launch 
center. 

D  1330 

How  do  you  suppose  we  found  this 
out?  Through  our  own  satellites.  And 
that  is  the  way  we  would  monitor  the 
deployment  of  the  existing  Soviet 
ASAT  weapons. 

And  after  considerable  further 
detail,  two  more  pages,  identifying  the 
silos,  identifying  how  many  people 
work  on  them,  outlining  the  exact 
length  of  the  launch  stages,  it  goes  on 
to  say: 

A  similar  conclusion  holds  for  the  basing 
of  ASAT's  in  operational  silos.  The  substitu- 
tion would  be  immediately  apparent,  and 
any  significant  deployment  would  substan- 
tially reduce  Soviet  strategic  force  levels. 

And  it  concludes,  as  follows: 


Thus  a  ban  on  the  deployment  of  a  signifi- 
cant and  militarily  useful  ASAT  force  could 
be  verified  with  a  high  degree  of  confidence. 
This  is  not  to  say  that  the  Soviets  would  not 
be  able  to  hide  a  small  number  of  P/LV 
launched  ASAT's.  But  the  actual  combat 
potential  of  such  cheating  would  be  very 
small— the  ability  to  destroy  one  or  two  sat- 
ellites in  low  orbit  over  a  period  of  a  few 
days.  This  threat  is  of  about  the  same  mag- 
nitude posed  by  the  maneuverable  Soyuz 
manned  spacecraft,  or  its  unmanned 
Progress  counterpart,  the  Galosh  nuclear 
armed  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  has  a  similar  re- 
sidual ASAT  capability.  Neither  of  these 
systems  is  a  significant  threat,  and  the  abili- 
ty of  U.S.  national  technical  means  to  detect 
any  ASAT  deployment  with  a  capability 
greatly  in  excess  of  this  is  fairly  good. 

So  I  suggest  that  all  these  assertions 
about  not  being  able  to  detect  Soviet 
ASAT's  are  without  support  in  the  sci- 
entific community.  It  is  another  Pen- 
tagon bamboozle.  And  it  is  time,  my 
colleagues,  that  we  quit  being  bamboo- 
zled by  the  guys  who  are  only  paid  to 
do  military  thinking.  We  are  paid  as 
civilians  to  try  to  run  the  military,  and 
I  suggest  that  unless  we  get  the  best 
civilian  opinion  we  can  get,  we  are  ab- 
dicating our  responsibilities. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  want  to  make  sure  that  I  understand 
what  the  gentleman's  amendment 
does. 

In  other  words,  what  the  gentleman 
is  saying  is  not  that  he  is  canceling 
anything,  but  before  this  country  can 
go  forward  there  must  be  an  approval 
of  Congress  to  involve  us  in  our  over- 
sight, to  keep  us  in  this  very,  very  dif- 
ficult area  upon  which  there  are  inter- 
national negotiations  and  all  sorts  of 
conflicting  information  coming  in? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  That  is  absolute- 
ly correct.  And  I  would  say  one  more 
thing  to  the  gentlewoman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Matsoi).  The  time  of  the  gentlewom- 
an from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder) 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Seiberling  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mrs.  Schroe- 
der was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  As  I  pointed  out 
in  my  opening  remarks,  over  100  of 
our  colleagues  and  40  of  America's 
most  distinguished  scientists  have 
written  a  letter  to  the  President  this 
week,  urging  him  to  take  the  initiative 
to  declare  a  temporary  moratorium  on 
ASAT  flight  testing  until  he  can 
reopen  negotiations  with  the  Soviets 
on  this  crucial  question.  If  we  fail  to 
do  that  we  are  going  to  allow  a  mon- 
ster to  be  let  out  of  a  bottle.  It  would 
be  the  most  destabilizing  thing  we 
could  do,  making  the  MX's  destabiliz- 
ing effects  look  trivial  by  comparison. 
So  that  is  all  we  are  asking.  If  the 
President  tries  to  negotiate  and  if  the 
negotiations  are  clearly  not  getting 
anywhere  and  the  Soviets  are  stalling. 


then  surely  the  Congress  is  going  to 
say,  'Well,  all  right,  if  that  is  the  way 
it  is  going  to  be,  we  will  develop  our 
ASAT."  But  for  God's  sake,  for  the 
sake  of  our  children,  let  us  not  take 
this  irrevocable  step  and  wipe  out  the 
ability  of  ourselves  and  the  Soviets  to 
assure  the  reliability  of  our  nuclear 
deterrent.  I  can  think  of  no  single  step 
that  would  be  more  destabilizing  as  far 
as  the  nuclear  balance  is  concerned. 

Of  course,  I  do  not  know  whether 
this  amendment  will  pass.  But  at  least 
if  it  helps  educate  people  on  the  need 
to  put  some  controls  on  this  system 
before  it  is  too  late,  it  will  have  been 
worthwhile. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  time  I  will  in- 
clude in  the  Record  the  entire  letter 
from  the  Federation  of  American  Sci- 
entists. 

Verification  of  Limits  on  the  Soviet  Anti- 
satellite  Weapon— A  Staff  Study 
(By  John  Pike) 

A— INTRODUCTION 

Verification  is  properly  regarded  as  a  key 
issue  in  the  control  of  the  arms  race  in 
space.  Administration  officials  have  indicat- 
ed that  they  regard  questions  pertaining  to 
verification  as  a  key  unresolved  matter  in 
this  area.  On  July  1.  1983.  Presidential  As- 
sistant Kenneth  Duberstein  wrote  a  letter 
to  a  number  of  members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  outling  the  Administra- 
tion's position  on  anti-satellite  (ASAT) 
weapons.  He  stated  that  "to  date,  no  satis- 
factory way  has  been  found  to  verify  effec- 
tively the  dismantling  and  destruction"  of 
the  Soviet  ASAT.  and  that  because  of  the 
small  number  of  U.S.  satellites  that  are  in 
space,  "any  Soviet  cheating  on  an  ASAT 
agreement,  even  on  a  small  scale,  could  pose 
a  prohibitive  risk." 

B— VERIFICATION  OF  A  BAN  ON  PISSESSION 

Three  types  of  activity  may  be  subject  to 
arms  control  limitations:  possession,  testing 
and  deployment.  Thus  far.  most  arms  con- 
trol agreements  have  concentrated  on  limits 
on  testing  and  deployment,  in  recognition  of 
the  difficulty  of  verifying  limits  on  poses- 
sion.  Furthermore  untested  system  that  is 
not  deployed  poses  very  little  actual  threat. 
Thus  the  SALT  Treaties  limited  testing  and 
deployment  of  certain  types  of  weapons. 
The  Treaties  place  no  such  limits,  for  in- 
stance, on  the  total  number  of  ICBMs  or 
warheads  that  either  side  may  possess,  only 
on  the  numbers  that  may  actually  be  de- 
ployed. To  impose  a  more  stringent  verifica- 
tion requirement  for  ASAT  limits  is  to  ask 
the  Impossible,  and  the  unnecessary. 

Given  the  marginal  performance  of  the 
Soviet  ASAT.  the  possession  of  even  a  large 
number  of  the  actual  orbital  intercept  vehi- 
cles would  pose  little  threat,  in  the  absence 
of  a  significant  deployment  of  delivery  vehi- 
cles. Because  of  the  large  size  and  distinc- 
tive characteristics  of  its  launch  vehicle,  the 
present  Soviet  ASAT  is  readily  observable 
by  U.S.  national  technical  means,  which 
could  easily  verify  a  ban  on  both  its  testing 
and  deployment. 

C— VERIFICATION  OF  A  BAN  ON  TESTING 

The  Soviet  ASAT  is  launched  into  orbit 
atop  a  modified  version  of  the  SS-9/SS-18 
ICBM  known  as  the  P-LV.  The  launch  is 
readily  observable  to  the  Defense  Support 
Program  early  warning  satellites.  Once  In 
orbit  the  satellite  is  tracked  by  a  variety  of 
ground    based    radars    and    cameras.    The 


intercept  maneuvers  are  readily  distinguish- 
able from  the  activities  of  other  satellites. 
The  telemetry  stream  from  the  ASAT  is 
subject  to  monitoring  by  ground  and  space- 
based  sensors.  Because  of  its  unique  charac- 
teristics, testing  of  the  Soviet  ASAT  could 
be  readily  verified. 

D— VERIFICATION  OF  A  BAN  ON  DEPLOYMENT 

The  F-LV  launch  vehicle  of  the  Soviet 
ASAT  is  over  10  feet  in  diameter  and  150 
feet  long,  and  is  readily  observable  from 
space.  It  is  over  30  feet  longer  than  the  SS- 
18  ICBM.  with  which  it  shares  a  common 
technological  heritage,  and  is  substantially 
different  in  appearance.  Assertions  of  the 
operational  status  of  the  Soviet  ASAT  are 
based  on  the  level  of  activity  and  apparent 
readiness  (as  indicated  by  the  speed  with 
which  snow  is  cleared)  of  a  two  launch  pad 
complex  for  the  ASAT  launch  vehicle.  This 
pad  would  be  expected  to  be  deactivated 
under  a  ban  on  ASAT  deployment,  and  this 
reduction  in  activity  would  be  observable. 

There  are  at  least  two  other  F-LV  launch 
pads  at  the  Baikonur  launch  complex,  as 
well  as  four  others  at  the  Plesetsk  launch 
center.  Although  the  rate  at  which  these 
pads  can  be  refurbished  for  reuse  is  unclear, 
it  is  likely  that  a  period  of  several  days 
would  be  required  between  launches  from 
each  pad.  Given  a  notional  85%  reliability 
for  the  F-LV  and  an  observed  50%  reliabil- 
ity for  the  ASAT  interceptor  itself,  these  six 
pads  could  knock  out  one  target  satellite 
every  two  or  three  days  if  a  95%  level  of 
confidence  were  required,  or  two  targets  in 
the  same  period  if  an  80%  confidence  level 
were  acceptable.  A  campaign  against  all  18 
U.S.  satellites  in  low  Earth  orbit  could  thus 
require  several  weeks  to  complete.  Given 
the  rapid  pace  of  modem  warfare,  and  the 
wide  variety  of  options  available  to  the  U.S. 
in  response  to  such  an  ASAT  campaign,  the 
military  utility  provided  by  such  a  capabil- 
ity Is  hard  to  see.  The  Soviets  would  be  un- 
likely to  seek  such  a  capability,  and  the 
United  States  would  have  little  to  fear  if 
they  did.  A  campaign  of  the  sort  just  as- 
cribed would  require  between  fifty  and  one 
hundred  F-LV  launches.  During  1982.  by 
contrast,  there  were  just  8  F-LV  launches 
from  Baikonur  and  only  2  from  Plesetsk. 
These  launch  rates  are  typical  of  recent 
years,  and  are  indicative  of  the  capacity  of 
the  vehicle  processing  and  fuel  storage  fa- 
cilities at  these  sites.  These  facilities  would 
have  to  be  expanded  considerably  to  sup- 
port a  major  ASAT  campaign,  and  such  an 
expansion  would  be  readily  observable. 
Since  the  expansion  would  not  be  matched 
by  a  commensurate  increase  in  the  normal 
launch  rate,  it  would  be  an  unambiguous 
sign  of  breakout. 

There  are  also  silos.  18  at  Baikonur,  and  a 
lesser  number  at  Plesetsk.  that  are  used  to 
launch  SS-18's  for  crew  training  and  reli- 
ability checks.  These  could  also  support  F- 
LV  launches  of  ASAT's.  However,  since  the 
F-LV  is  over  30  feet  longer  than  the  SS-18. 
and  has  a  much  different  third  stage,  these 
silos  would  need  substantial  modification  to 
support  ASAT  launches.  The  much  greater 
support  requirements  of  the  ASAT  vehicle 
itself,  compared  to  the  payload  of  a  SS-18, 
would  also  necessitate  the  construction  of 
additional  facilities.  Thus  the  use  of  the 
silos  for  ASAT  basing  would  be  readily  ob- 
servable. Dedication  of  these  silos  to  the 
ASAT  role  would  also  remove  them  from 
their  regular  duties,  resulting  in  a  changed 
pattern  of  activity  which  could  be  observ- 
able. Additional  facilities  would  be  required 
for  training  and  testing,  another  observable 
variable.    Furthermore,    despite    the    rapid 


reload  capability  of  these  silos,  they  will 
suffer  greater  damage  from  a  launch  than 
the  regular  F-LV  launch  pads,  resulting  In 
longer  repair  times  and  a  lower  volume  of 
launches.  Since  the  utility  of  silo  ASAT 
basing  is  low.  and  its  verifiability  is  high, 
the  Soviets  are  unlikely  to  purse  this  option. 
A  similar  conclusion  holds  for  the  basing 
of  ASAT's  in  operational  silos.  The  substitu- 
tion would  be  immediately  apparent,  and 
any  significant  deployment  would  substan- 
tially reduce  Soviet  strategic  force  levels. 

Nor  is  the  Soviet  Union  likely  to  use 
launch  vehicles  other  than  the  F-LV/SS-18 
to  launch  its  present  ASAT.  Apart  from  the 
A-LV  and  D-LV  space  launch  vehicles,  no 
other  Soviet  missiles  or  space  launchers  can 
carry  a  payload  as  heavy  as  their  ASAT. 
The  A-LV  (which  is  the  launcher  for  Sput- 
nik. Vostok.  and  Soyuz)  is  not  a  likely  candi- 
date, since  there  are  fewer  than  half  a 
dozen  launch  pads  for  it.  and  it  uses  un- 
stabe.  non-storable  propellants.  And  the 
much  larger  D-LV  (which  is  based  on  F-LV 
technology,  and  is  the  launcher  for  the 
Salyut  space  station)  has  even  fewer  launch 
pads.  Neither  has  been  tested  in  the  ASAT 
role,  and  both  would  require  modifications 
for  such  use. 

Thus  a  ban  on  the  deployment  of  a  signifi- 
cant and  militarily  useful  ASAT  force  could 
be  verified  with  a  high  degree  of  confidence. 
This  is  not  to  say  that  the  Soviets  would  not 
be  able  to  hide  a  small  number  of  F-LV 
launched  ASAT's.  But  the  actual  combat 
potential  of  such  cheating  would  be  very 
small— the  ability  to  destroy  one  or  two  sat- 
ellites in  low  orbit  over  a  period  of  a  few 
days.  This  threat  is  of  about  the  same  mag- 
nitude posed  by  the  maneuverable  Soyuz 
manned  spacecraft,  or  its  unmanned 
Progress  counterpart.  The  Galosh  nuclear 
armed  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  has  a  similar  re- 
sidual ASAT  capability.  Neither  of  these 
systems  is  a  significant  threat,  and  the  abili- 
ty of  U.S.  national  technical  means  to  detect 
any  ASAT  deployment  with  a  capability 
greatly  in  excess  of  this  is  fairly  good. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 
Once  again,  the  gentleman  has  been 
terribly  well  prepared,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  we  could  have  a  little 
more  illumination  of  what  his  amend- 
ment would  mean. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment,  and  I  commend  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  for  his  study 
and  work  on  this  issue.  I  can  think  of 
nothing  less  to  be  desired  than  for  the 
United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  to 
engage  in  an  arms  race  in  space  that 
resulted  in  each  having  the  capability 
to  destroy  the  satellite  eyes  and  ears 
of  the  other. 

No  one  in  this  body  is  unaware  of 
the  crucial  role  that  satellites  play  in 
the  strategic  equation.  Space-based 
early  warning  and  reconnaissance  sys- 
tems provide  the  national  technical 
means  of  verifying  compliance  with 
arms  control  agreements.  Our  orbiting 
eyes  and  ears  are  among  the  few  exist- 
ing fetters  on  the  nuclear  beast.  With- 
out these  systems,  we  would  be  limited 
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in  our  ability  to  monitor  crises  and 
unable  to  detect  nuclear  tests  with 
confidence.  As  a  consequence,  defense 
planners  on  both  sides  would  have  to 
make  worst-case  assumptions  about 
the  growth  of  opposing  nuclear  arse- 
nals in  the  absence  of  reliable  infor- 
mation to  the  contrary.  Coupled  with 
the  first-strike  potential  of  new  sys- 
tems like  the  MX  and  its  Soviet  coun- 
terparts, the  increased  level  of  tension 
and  the  possibility  of  surprise  attack 
would  require  retaliatory  forces  to  be 
constantly  at  a  state  of  hair-trigger 
readiness. 

At  present,  the  Soviet  ASAT  capabil- 
ity is  restricted  to  near-Earth-orbit 
targets,  which  include  some  American 
reconnaissance,  navigational,  and 
weather  satellites,  but  not  our  most 
important  early  warning  and  commu- 
nications satellites.  Although  the  De- 
fense Department  calls  the  Soviet 
ASAT  system  operational,  there  is 
some  question  about  whether  it  is  yet 
a  high-confidence  system. 

As  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Brown)  described  so  well  the 
Soviet  ASAT  system  is  not  a  great 
threat.  I  wish  the  Soviets  had  not  de- 
veloped it,  but  we  do  not  serve  any 
good  purpose  here  by  ascribing  to 
their  system  capabilities  it  does  not 
possess,  by  imagining  a  new  "window 
of  vulnerability"  in  space.  In  fact,  I 
would  be  far  more  alarmed  if  the  Sovi- 
ets had  an  operational  system  akin  to 
ours,  which  can  be  used  virtually  with- 
out warning  to  eliminate  at  one  stroke 
many  more  targets  than  the  existing 
Soviet  fixed-launch  system  can.  I 
make  that  point  because  if  we  do  not 
conclude  an  agreement  with  the  Sovi- 
ets to  stop  further  ASAT  testing,  we 
can  be  absolutely  certain  that  they 
will  soon  have  a  direct  ascent  system 
comparable  to  ours.  The  obvious  next 
step  for  both  sides  is  to  expand  the 
reach  of  these  systems  to  threaten  the 
satellites  that  are  presently  safe. 

One  of  the  foremost  principles  of 
arms  control  is  that  it  is  far  easier  and 
more  manageable  to  make  agreements 
prohibiting  what  has  not  taken  place 
than  to  attempt  to  restrict  the  same 
thing  after  it  has  already  come  into 
being.  That  problem  is  compounded  by 
the  nature  of  ASAT  weapons,  which 
are  small  and  difficult  to  distinguish 
from  other  systems.  We  can  detect  and 
verify  a  nontesting  agreement,  but 
once  a  system  becomes  operational,  it 
would  be  nearly  impossible  to  verify  a 
nonpossession  agreement. 

While  the  existing  threat  to  our  sat- 
ellites does  warrant  some  response,  we 
must  ask  ourselves  what  that  response 
ought  to  be.  Does  a  challenge  to 
engage  in  a  full-blown  ASAT  effort 
lessen  the  vulnerability  of  our  satel- 
lites? Would  ASAT  capabilities  have 
commensurate  costs  for  both  us  and 
the  Soviet  Union  given  the  fact  that 
we  have  far  more  sophisticated  public 
and  private  communications  satellites 


than  the  rest  of  the  world  combined? 
The  negotiating  alternative  deserves  a 
far  closer  look  than  the  administration 
has  yet  given  it. 

In  this  regard,  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  held  three  rounds  of 
ASAT  talks  between  1978  and  1979. 
They  were  called  off  after  the  Soviet 
invasion  of  Afghanistan.  Recently, 
Secretary  Andropov  has  hinted  that 
the  Soviet  Government  is  ready  to 
resume  serious  negotiations,  but  our 
own  administration  has  largely  de- 
murred. 

When  we  are  spending  large  sums  of 
money  to  develop  systems  that  we  do 
not  want  and  should  not  have,  I  be- 
lieve that  a  very  convincing  case  must 
be  offered  that  there  is  no  alternative. 
To  be  told  time  and  again  that  we 
need  to  pursue  solitary,  often  military 
policies  because  we  cannot  expect  to 
succeed  in  negotiations,  and  then  not 
even  try  to  succeed  in  those  negotia- 
tions is  irresponsible  behavior  unsuit- 
ed  to  a  world  leader. 

Space  holds  exciting  prospects  for 
our  future.  The  challenge  of  our  times 
is  to  redirect  our  efforts  to  realize  the 
potential  for  space  to  improve  life  on 
Earth  rather  than  devoting  enormous 
resources  to  devise  new  technologies  to 
increase  the  potential  of  destroying 
life  on  the  planet.  Space  should  be  ex- 
plored, not  exploited. 

Here,  it  must  be  stressed  that  it  is  a 
myth  to  assume  war  in  space  is  an  al- 
ternative to  war  on  Earth.  Far  more 
likely,  it  would  be  a  prelude  to  earthly 
holocaust. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  amendment  which 
amounts  to  a  modest  step  toward 
bringing  restraint  to  a  new  arms  race 
in  space. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman's yielding? 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be  very  brief. 
The  philosophy  that  the  gentleman 
states  here  is  a  beautiful  philosophy, 
and  I  think  one  that  no  one  can  dis- 
agree with.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio 
made  remarks  about  trying  to  prevent 
the  overall  militarization  of  space  and 
how  destabilizing  deploying  operations 
ASAT  systems  would  be.  The  problem 
is.  the  gentleman's  remarks  and  those 
of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  and  my 
fellow  Coloradan  apply  to  the  world  as 
we  wish  it  were,  not  to  the  world  as  it 
is. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
Soviets  have  indeed  deployed  such  a 
system,  and  they  have  had  one  oper- 
ational for  10  years  and  continue  to 
make  significant  improvements. 

The  fact  is  that  they  do  have  a  capa- 
bility, through  their  ocean-surveil- 
lance satellites  to  not  only  monitor 
and  discover  our  ocean-going  vesssels 
but  to  target  them  from  space. 


The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
Soviets  have  deployed  a  fractional  or- 
bital bombardment  system,  which  is  a 
nuclear  weapon  that  makes  a  partial 
orbit  in  space  and  comes  in  at  a  unique 
angle  and  is  very,  very  difficult  to 
detect. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
Soviet  laser  and  particle-beam  effort  is 
probable  at  a  level  something  in  the 
neighborhood  of  four  to  five  times 
that  of  ours. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
Soviets  spend  about  3  to  1  more  than 
we  do  on  all  space  activities,  $45  billion 
as  opposed  to  our  $15  billion,  of  which 
about  85  to  90  percent  is  at  least  either 
totally  militarized  or  at  least  has  dual 
military  and  civil  purposes. 

These  are  the  facts.  And  it  seems  to 
me  that,  while  we  ought  to  go  forward 
in  good  faith  and  see  whether  or  not 
we  can  indeed  do  something  to  prevent 
the  kind  of  calamity  from  occurring 
that  the  gentleman  suggests  could 
occur,  if  we  are  going  to  have  the  best 
opportunity  to  do  that,  to  avoid,  as  the 
gentleman  says,  an  exploitation,  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  have  to  be  on  a 
parity  with  ihe  Soviet  Union  and  that 
they  have  to  think  that  we  are  serious 
about  not  letting  their  efforts  go  un- 
answered. It  is  only  when  they  per- 
ceive that  we  are  unwilling  to  do  that 
which  they  are  doing  that  they  are 
likely  to  try  to  exploit  that  differen- 
tial. 

So  I  think  that  the  best  hope  for 
peace,  whether  it  be  in  space,  whether 
it  be  in  the  air.  whether  it  be  on  the 
ground,  whether  it  be  in  the  oceans,  is 
for  us  to  demonstrate  to  them  through 
strength  that  we  indeed  are  prepared 
to  meet  their  challenge  in  the  hope  of 
making  this  a  more  peaceful  world. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  very 
thoughtful  comments,  and  I  would 
simply  conclude  with  the  observation 
that  we  all  share  the  goal  of  successful 
negotiations.  If,  however,  both  sides 
always  take  the  point  of  view  that  you 
have  to  develop  more  than  the  other 
side,  you  never  can  have  negotiations. 
At  some  point  in  time  someone  has  to 
say,  "Let  us  put  an  end  to  this  and 
come  together." 

I  think  we  have  reached  that  point, 
especially  now  that  the  Soviets  are 
still,  by  our  own  Defense  Depart- 
ment's own  admission,  at  a  rather 
crude  level  of  development.  Let  us  stop 
them  at  a  crude  level  before  they  get 
as  sophisticated  as  we  are. 
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Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  MIRV  was  first 
proposed,    many   scientists,    including 


some  of  the  same  ones  who  are  now 
warning  us  on  this,  warned  us  as  to 
the  dangers  of  allowing  MIRV  to  go 
ahead  without  trying  to  have  an  agree- 
ment with  the  Soviets  banning  MIRV. 
And  some  of  the  scientists  who  sup- 
ported development  of  MIRV  now  con- 
cede that  it  was  a  mistake. 

Now  we  are  faced  with  the  conse- 
quences of  the  Soviet's  huge  missiles 
which  can  carry  as  many  as  23  MIRV 
warheads,  and  we  are  desperately 
trying  to  figure  out  how  to  get  both 
countries  to  work  out  ways  to  elimi- 
nate multiple-warhead  missiles  and 
move  toward  small,  road-mobile  mis- 
siles with  only  a  single  warhead. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Leach)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Seiberling  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Leach  of 
Iowa  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  That  is  because, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  now  recognize,  after 
we  are  confronted  with  the  reality— 
everybody  likes  to  talk  about  the  real 
world— the  reality  of  MIRV  missiles, 
and  we  see  that  it  was  a  mistake,  a  de- 
velopment which  lessened,  not  in- 
creased, our  security.  Why  must  we 
once  more  have  to  learn  the  hard  way 
instead  of  accepting  some  scientific 
advice,  particularly  when  the  Soviet 
side  is  there  practically  pleading  with 
us  to  open  negotiations  on  this.  If  this 
is  the  kind  of  blind,  unthinking  reflex 
that  has  taken  control  of  our  policy- 
makmg  on  matters  of  such  grave  sig- 
nificance for  human  survival,  then 
truly  our  future  is  bleak  indeed. 

I  suggest  that  the  traditional  mili- 
tary reflex  of  saying,  "Oh,  well,  they 
have  it,  so  we  have  to  have  it,"  is  doing 
us  a  great  disservice.  We  better  stop 
before  we  go  down  the  road  to  create 
another  technological  monster  and 
end  up  creating  an  even  more  night- 
marish world  for  our  children. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman's  comments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  conclude 
briefly  with  one  good  word  for  the  ad- 
ministration. 

Several  weeks  ago,  the  administra- 
tion did  indicate  that  we  would  be 
going  back  to  the  Committee  on  Disar- 
mament in  Geneva  with  the  willing- 
ness to  consider  further  ASAT 
negotiations.  That  is  a  good  step  for- 
ward, and  I  think  all  of  us,  of  what- 
ever perspective,  have  to  say  to  the  ad- 
ministration, "Our  good  wishes  are 
with  you.  Let  us  be  serious  at  this 
time." 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  listen  to  this 
debate  and  the  other  debates  on  these 
issues,  I  cannot  help  but  feel  that  the 
leaders  of  the  Soviet  Union  kind  of 
smile  and  laugh  up  their  sleeves,  be- 
cause all  the  time  we  debate  these 


issues  they  continue  to  build.  When 
we  talk,  they  build;  when  we  build, 
they  build;  when  we  stop,  they  build; 
and  we  talk,  and  we  negotiate,  and  we 
cut,  and  we  cut,  and  we  cut,  they  con- 
tinue to  escalate  their  military  capa- 
bility. 

Over  the  past  10  years,  the  past 
decade,  they  have  outspent  the  United 
States  of  America  by  $400  billion. 
That  is  a  fact.  $400  billion.  What  do 
you  think  they  are  building— sling- 
shots? 

Let  me  read  to  you  what  Chairman 
Leonid  Brezhnev  said  about  a  decade 
ago: 

Trust  me.  comrades,  for  by  1985  we  will 
have  achieved  most  of  our  objectives  in 
Western  Europe.  We  will  have  consolidated 
our  position.  We  will  have  improved  our 
economy.  And  a  decisive  shift  in  the  balance 
of  forces  will  be  such  that  come  1985.  we 
will  be  able  to  exert  our  will  whenever  we 
need  to. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  anybody  in 
this  Chamber,  in  this  Congress,  who 
wants  to  expand  the  nuclear  capability 
of  the  countries  of  this  world  to  the 
point  where  we  might  face  a  nuclear 
holocaust.  But  at  the  same  time,  I 
think  if  we  are  rational  and  if  we  are 
realistic,  we  must  realize  that  the  only 
way  to  deter  aggression  on  the  part  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  our  adversary,  is  to 
be  strong. 

They  are  already  working  on  the 
ASAT  program.  They  have  been  for  a 
long,  long  time.  While  they  are  per- 
fecting theirs,  we  argue  in  this  Cham- 
ber and  nothing  is  accomplished.  I 
think  it  is  time  to  give  the  President  of 
the  United  States  the  tools  that  he 
needs,  the  tools  that  are  necessary  to 
make  sure  that  we  can  bring  about 
meaningful  disarmament  treaties  at 
Geneva.  We  cannot  ask  him  to  go  over 
there  with  nothing  in  his  hands  with 
which  to  negotiate  a  treaty.  I  believe, 
and  I  submit  to  you  from  past  history, 
that  the  only  way  we  are  going  to  get 
these  kinds  of  agreements  achieved  is 
to  be  strong.  Our  President  wants  to 
be  strong,  and  we  need  to  give  him  the 
tools  to  do  that. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  believe  me,  I  am  re- 
luctant to  get  involved  in  this  debate. 
We  went  through  it  a  few  weeks  ago 
on  an  amendment  which  was  not  the 
same,  as  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
points  out,  but  raised  the  same  issues: 
whether  we  should  expand  the  mili- 
tary weapons  race  into  space. 

I  felt  that  that  debate  had  some  use 
in  exposing  the  issue  to  the  general 
public.  I  doubt  if  it  changed  very  many 
views  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
and  I  say  that  based  upon  about  20 
years  of  experience  in  listening  to 
these  debates. 

I  have  heard  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  New  York  argue  for  in- 
creases in  military  expenditures  and 


new  weapons  systems  for  all  that  time 
on  the  same  theory  so  ably  espoused 
by  the  last  gentleman  in  the  well,  that 
we  had  to  be  strong,  that  we  could 
only  count  on  the  other  side  negotiat- 
ing when  we  were  strong.  Of  course, 
their  definition  of  strong  generally  is 
that  we  have  a  preponderance  of  mili- 
tary strength  in  whatever  the  area 
may  be. 

Now,  it  so  happens  that  20  years  ago 
we  did.  We  had  overwhelming  superi- 
ority in  missiles  and  nuclear  systems 
of  all  sorts,  and  he  did  not  want  to  ne- 
gotiate then  for  an  end  to  the  arms 
race,  and  he  does  not  want  to  now. 

The  arguments  are  generally  the 
same.  These  learned  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  with 
their  esoteric  knowledge  of  strategic 
systems  analysis  in  which  we  continue 
to  devise  systems  that  will  not  work 
against  threats  that  do  not  exist,  come 
back  to  us  with  the  same  arguments 
all  the  time.  It  does  not  matter  what 
the  system  is.  It  can  be  ASAT,  it  can 
be  ABM's,  it  can  be  anything.  The  ar- 
guments are  basically  the  same. 

If  you  feel  that  we  are  a  great  peace- 
loving  nation  on  which  the  rest  of  the 
world,  including  our  enemies,  can 
depend  to  do  what  is  right,  then  obvi- 
ously what  is  the  harm  in  our  having 
preponderant  military  strength;  trust 
us,  we  are  going  to  do  the  right  thing. 

The  unfortunate  thing  is  that  all  the 
rest  of  the  countries,  and  particularly 
our  enemies,  look  at  it  exactly  the 
same  way.  They  say,  'Look,  we  think 
what  we  want  to  do  is  right  for  the 
world.  Trust  us  and  let  us  have  pre- 
ponderant military  strength."  Each 
side  looks  at  the  other  side  through 
this  mirror  image  of  the  other,  and  so 
we  keep  on  with  an  arms  race. 

Now  we  want  to  transfer  that  race 
into  space,  and  we  are  about  to  do  it 
with  the  ASAT.  We  are  already  into 
space  in  a  large  way  in  military  sys- 
tems, and  I  do  not  object  to  it.  Basical- 
ly, as  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has 
pointed  out,  these  are  confidence- 
building  systems,  they  are  stabilizing 
systems,  they  are  force-extending  sys- 
tems. They  relate  to  war  on  Earth,  not 
to  war  in  space. 

I  have  gone  along  with  this,  and  be- 
lieve me,  I  have  gone  along  with  it  for 
a  long  time,  because  the  American 
space  program  has  always  been  a  mili- 
tary program.  It  started  as  a  military 
program.  The  civilian  program  was  al- 
lowed to  go  along  on  sufferance  from 
the  military,  and  still  is.  I  regret  that. 
I  think  we  ought  to  do  more  with  civil- 
ian-space programs  and  I  look  for 
ways  in  which  my  friends  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services  will  agree 
with  me  on  this  and  help  us  to  become 
the  greatest  space  power  in  the  world, 
but  in  programs  that  benefit  all  of 
mankind,  which  is  why  we  originally 
developed  the  civilian  space  program. 
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Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  will  be 
happy  to  yield  to  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man has  made  a  very  fine  statement.  I 
would  just  like  to  come  back  to  one 
thing.  The  gentleman  from  Iowa  re- 
ferred to  it  and  said  that  there  were 
some  multilateral  negotiations  going 
on  in  Geneva,  including  the  negotia- 
tions on  space  weaponry. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  said. 
"Well,  we  should  have  the  weapons 
first,  and  then  negotiate."  What  he 
misses  is  that  once  we  have  flight- 
tested  an  ASAT.  there  will  be  nothing 
left  to  negotiate,  because  after  that 
there  will  be  no  means  of  verifying  the 
deployment  of  the  ASAT.  That  is  the 
crux  of  this  matter.  That  is  why  I 
have  offered  this  amendment,  and 
whether  it  passes  or  not.  if  it  just 
sharpens  our  thinking  a  little  bit  on 
that  subject,  that  will  be  a  plus. 
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Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, since  I  was  mentioned.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  a  question. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  did  not 
mention  the  gentleman  by  name.  I  did 
by  reference,  however. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  I  understand  it  from  the 
debate,  the  Soviet  Union  has  been 
working  on  this  system  for  how  long, 
10  years? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Not  this  system; 
that  is  a  much  cruder,  more  easily 
monitored  system. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Brown)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Brown 
of  California  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is 
that  it  seems  so  one-sided.  The  gentle- 
man keeps  saying  we  should  not  do  it 
when  they  already  have.  That  is  the 
problem  with  many  on  the  gentle- 
man's side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  may  I  reclaim  my  time 
from  the  gentleman  because  he  made 
a  flagrantly  erroneous  statement 
which  I  would  like  to  correct. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  The  gen- 
tleman has  the  time. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  gentleman  is  apparent- 
ly unaware  of  the  fact  that  it  was  our 
esteemed  and  beloved  Democratic 
President,  John  F.  Kennedy,  who  or- 


dered the  United  States  to  start  build- 
ing an  ASAT  more  than  20  years  ago. 
We  had  an  operational  ASAT  system 
deployed  over  10  years  ago.  We  are  not 
virgins  in  this  field.  We  are  not  just 
finding  out  that  those  nefarious,  evil 
people  on  the  other  side  of  the  world 
have  suddenly  crept  up  on  us. 

We  started  a  system  a  generation 
ago.  We  had  one  fully  deployed  up 
until  1975.  and  we  took  it  out  of  serv- 
ice. We  have  now  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  being  spent  on  the  same 
kind  of  research  that  the  other  side  is 
doing  on  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  gen- 
eration ASAT  systems. 

The  gentleman  should  not  try  to 
make  it  look  like  all  of  a  sudden  we  are 
caught  by  surprise  by  this  crude  effort 
that  they  have  made. 

The  gentleman  probably  knows  that 
they  think— and  I  cannot  understand 
how  they  would  think  this— that  our 
maneuverable  space  vehicles  which 
have  the  capability  of  projecting  force 
in  space  are  ASAT  weapons— things 
like  the  shuttle,  for  example.  The  gen- 
tleman knows  that  is  not  the  case,  but 
he  would  have  a  hard  time  convincing 
our  friends  in  Russia  of  that  because 
they  do  not  look  at  things  the  way  he 
does. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 
Mr.    BROWN    of   California.    I    am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  finish  my  one 
train  of  thought,  if  I  may. 

FMrst  of  all.  I  do  not  consider  our  ad- 
versaries in  Russia  as  my  true  friends. 
I  wish  they  were,  because  if  they  were, 
we  would  have  meaningful  negotia- 
tions in  Geneva.  But  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is,  as  I  said  in  my  floor  state- 
ment, that  they  have  outspent  us  on 
military  hardware  and  advancement  in 
technology  in  a  military  way  by  over 
$400  billion  over  the  past  decade. 

Now.  they  are  not  making  slingshots 
with  that.  They  are  doing  exactly 
what  we  talked  about  on  this  floor. 
They  are  expanding  their  nuclear  ar- 
senal, their  ICBMs.  and  their  ASAT 
program.  So  to  think  that  we  should 
unilaterally  stop  when  they  continue 
to  go  forward.  I  think,  would  be  sui- 
cidal. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  once  more? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Let  me 
just  respond  to  the  gentleman  first, 
and  then  I  will  yield  further. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  gentle- 
man is  correct.  I  doubt  if  they  are 
making  slingshots.  But  the  analyses  of 
their  expenditures  and  their  launches 
in  space,  with  which  I  am  more  famil- 
iar than  their  military  expenditures, 
every  analysis  I  have  seen  indicates 
that  this  preponderance  of  launches 
and  preponderance  of  launch  weight  is 
a  reflection  of  the  weakness  in  their 
program,  that  they  do  not  have  the  ca- 


pability in  space  that  we  do.  and  they 
have  to  launch  more  and  launch  more 
weight  because  they  have  such  a 
crude,  inadequate  system.  Every  anal- 
ysis I  have  seen  indicates  that. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  now  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 

(Mr.  SEIBERLING). 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  reiterate  that  I  am  sorry 
that  there  seems  to  be  such  a  fixed 
state  of  mind  on  the  part  of  some  of 
the  ASAT  advocates.  These  advocates 
argue  that  we  should  go  ahead  and 
build  a  weapons  system  whenever  the 
Soviets  build  one.  They  would  do  that, 
in  this  case,  without  even  making  an 
effort  to  see  if  we  can  reach  an  agree- 
ment to  prevent  both  superpowers 
from  going  ahead  before  passing  the 
point  where  they  lose  the  ability  to 
make  such  an  agreement.  I  think  that 
is  the  real  issue  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  may  proceed.  I  am 
going  to  suggest  an  alternate  military 
strategy.  I  am  not  a  military  strategist. 
I  know  very  little  about  it.  and  I  do 
not  really  like  to  think  about  it  too 
much.  I  am  a  peace  strategist,  and  all 
the  Members  know  that. 

We  have  adopted  in  Europe  this 
kind  of  a  strategy.  We  know  we  are 
outnumbered  there,  like  we  claim  we 
are  outnumbered  in  space  because 
they  have  this  operational  system.  So 
what  are  we  proposing?  It  is  not  that 
we  put  40,000  tanks  over  there,  which 
they  have:  it  is  not  that  we  put  an- 
other million  soldiers  over  there, 
which  they  have.  No,  we  are  going  to 
do  something  different.  It  is  not  tit  for 
tat  here.  We  are  going  to  escalate 
through  the  use  of  tactical  nuclear 
weapons  if  they  use  that  force. 

Why  not  do  that  in  space?  We  know 
when  they  launch  one  of  those  things, 
and  we  know  if  they  knock  down  one 
of  our  satellites.  And  I  might  say,  inci- 
dentally, that  the  claim  was  made  by 
some  Member  over  here  that  they  are 
going  to  knock  out  all  of  our  resources, 
our  communications  satellites.  Their 
systems  cannot  come  within  15,000 
miles  of  our  communications  satellites. 
The  Members  know  that.  They  are  in 
geostationary  orbit.  Their  system  will 
not  extend  or  will  not  get  beyond  a 
few  hundred  miles  above  the  Earth's 
surface.  They  cannot  begin  to  knock 
out  our  communications  satellites. 

So  let  us  adopt  another  policy.  We 
are  afraid  they  are  going  to  target  our 
naval  task  force  with  their  Molviyd 
satellite,  which  has  a  radar  capability 
and  is  nuclear  power.  So  if  they 
threaten  that,  if  they  threaten  one  of 
our  task  forces,  why  do  we  not  just 
knock  out  one  of  their  naval  task 
forces?  We  can  do  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Cadifomla 
(Mr.  Brown)  has  again  expired. 
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(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Brown 
of  California  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  they  really  pursue  an  ag- 
gressive action,  we  can  knock  out  their 
launch  pad  with  a  cruise  missile.  It  is 
very  easy  to  do.  We  know  precisely 
where  they  are.  and  we  have  the  capa- 
bility. 

So  instead  of  spending  what  the 
GAO  says  would  be  spent  to  accom- 
plish the  mission  that  the  Joint  Chiefs 
have  given,  $10  to  $15  billion,  why  not 
just  do  what  we  are  doing  in  Europe  in 
our  strategic  analysis  anyway?  We 
could  say,  "If  you  threaten  to  knock 
out  one  of  our  satellites,  we  will  take 
out  the  launch  pad."  That  should  be 
sufficient. 

Mr.  Chairman,  does  the  gentleman 
wish  to  argue  strategic  policy  with  me? 
If  he  does,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  (Mr.  Kramer). 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding? 

I  do  not  know  if  I  would  care  to 
argue  the  gentleman's  strategic  policy, 
because,  like  the  gentleman,  I  do  not 
claim  to  be  an  expert  on  those  kinds  of 
things.  But  I  thought  the  whole  level 
of  effort  of  what  this  country  was 
trying  to  do  was  to  move  away  some- 
how from  that  which  is  the  unthink- 
able, the  nuclear  reaction. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  will  allow 
me  to  proceed,  I  would  ask,  is  that 
why  we  are  proposing  to  use  nuclear 
weapons  against  a  tank  attack?  Be- 
cause we  do  not  want  to  cross  the 
threshold? 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further?  I  do  not 
want  to  use  too  much  time,  and  I  do 
not  want  to  intrude  on  the  gentle- 
man's time. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  No;  that 
is  all  right.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  KRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  could  consider 
the  gentleman's  point  about  doing 
away,  for  example,  because  we  were  no 
longer  virginal,  with  the  Spartan, 
which  required  a  massive  nuclear  war- 
head to  be  functional.  To  try  to  find 
something  a  little  more  sophisticated 
of  a  nonnuclear  type  which  would 
allow  more  flexibility,  to  me,  moves 
toward  peace,  not  away  from  it,  be- 
cause whenever  we  have  to  rely  on 
that  nuclear  response,  obviously  the 
threshold  that  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Dellums)  has  so  elo- 
quently expressed  concern  about  on  so 
many  occasions,  is  more  rapidly  ap- 
proached. 

I  would  not  disagree  that  perhaps 
the  Soviets'  capability  as  it  now  exists 
is  inferior  to  our  ASAT  capability,  as 
we  hope  it  will  exist  when  it  is  de- 
ployed perhaps  in  1986  or  1987.  But  I 
would  point  out  that  it  is  not  quite  as 
crude  as  perhaps  some  would  believe. 


This  material  comes  from  a  recent 
issue  brief  from  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service.  It  points  out  that  these 
tests  have  been  operational  since  1968, 
which  means  that  basically  we  are 
looking  right  now  at  15  years  of  Soviet 
testing  of  this  system.  It  points  out 
that  if  we  want  to  measure  success,  13 
of  the  20  tests  that  they  have  made 
have  been  successful,  and  the  meas- 
urement in  that  interpretive  factor  is 
whether  or  not  this  ASAT  system 
could  come  within  1  kilometer  of  the 
target,  and  they  have  been  successful 
on  13  of  20  occasions.  Their  best  test 
has  reached  altitudes  as  high  as  1,400 
miles. 
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So  theoretically,  anyway,  they  could 
operate  and  threaten  and  take  out  re- 
connaissance meteorology  and  transit 
navigational  satellites,  which  does 
present  some  risk  to  us  that  I  think  we 
ought  to  at  least  be  concerned  about 
and  think  about. 

I  do  appreciate  the  gentleman  yield- 
ing. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  In  the 
earlier  debate  on  this  subject  6  weeks 
ago,  I  presented  a  chart  showing  the 
satellites  which  the  Russian  system 
could  reach.  It  is  true  it  can  reach  up 
to  1,400  miles  and  it  is  true  that  most 
of  our  space  assets  are  at  22,500  miles, 
so  that  it  really  does  not  threaten 
them  that  much. 

Now,  I  think  there  is  some  question 
as  to  whether  the  system  actually  is 
operational.  The  way  we  determine 
whether  something  is  operational  is  by 
fiat.  In  this  particular  case,  the  origi- 
nal criteria  was  that  they  were  able  to 
maneuver  within  I  think  the  1  kilome- 
ter range  and  then  carry  out  some  de- 
structive tactic. 

My  understanding  is  that  the  Joint 
Chiefs  changed  their  criteria  from  1  to 
10  kilometers  and  all  of  a  sudden  they 
found  that  the  Russian  system  was 
operational,  and  they  declared  it  oper- 
ational based  on  a  change  in  the 
standards. 

Now,  that  is  a  very  small  point,  but 
it  demonstrates  the  way  that  strategic 
analysis  is  conducted  in  the  Pentagon. 
You  define  the  situation  that  you 
want  to  cope  with.  You  define  the 
threat  in  whatever  way  you  want.  You 
define  the  characteristics  of  the 
system  that  you  want  and  then  you 
come  down  here  and  say  that  national 
security  depends  upon  it,  and  we  sit 
here  and  take  it. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words! 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  gotten  interest- 
ed in  this  particular  weapons  system 
to  find  out  what  its  capabilities  are.  I 
requested  and  received  permission  to 
go  from  the  Air  Force  and  fly  on  the 
F-15  in  the  ASAT  profile,  the  profile 
of  which  we  will  launch  from  a  missile 
hung  underneath  the  fusilage  of  the 


F-15  and  insert  this  particular  system 
into  the  proper  orbit. 

Now,  the  Soviets  have  had  this  capa- 
bility since  the  late  1960's. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Brown)  has  raised  the  issue  about  if  a 
lot  of  the  more  likely  targets  would  be 
out  in  geosynchronous  orbit  22,300 
miles,  what  does  this  capability  give 
us? 

Well,  if  the  Soviets  have  this  capa- 
bility, and  have  had  it  operationally 
for  the  last  15  years,  and  they  could 
knock  out  certain  satellites  that  we 
might  have  that  would  give  us  data 
about  a  particular  battlefield  area  or 
weather  satellites  that  would  give  us 
data  that  would  be  necessary  to  a  cer- 
tain battlefield  theater,  then  for  us 
not  to  pursue  the  research  and  devel- 
opment and  production  of  the  similar 
capability,  I  think,  is  for  us  not  to  face 
the  facts  of  what  we  ought  to  do. 

Additionally,  being  very  careful  in 
what  I  say  now  not  to  cross  the  lines 
of  classification,  but  should  we  think 
that  our  system  is  such  that  you  are 
going  to  go  up  and  have  a  big  explo- 
sion in  space,  that  is  not  the  system 
that  we  are  developing  and  I  would 
draw  the  line  right  there  as  to  the 
statement. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  I  will  be 
happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  The  gen- 
tleman has  not  come  anywhere  close 
to  the  line  of  classification.  The  whole 
description  of  the  system  has  been 
published  in  the  public  press. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Well.  I  un- 
derstand what  has  been  published  in 
Aviation  Week  and  Space  Technology, 
but  that  does  not  necessarily  mean 
that  it  ought  to  be  published  nor  that 
we  as  Members  of  Congress  should  be 
stating  anything  about  that.  I  am 
aware  of  that  and  1  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  comments. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Yes.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  before  me  the  Federation  of 
American  Scientists  analysis  of  wheth- 
er the  Soviet  Union  has  an  operational 
ASAT.  Let  me  just  read  a  couple  sen- 
tences from  it: 

The  Soviet  ASAT  is  not  operational  in  any 
meaningful  sense  of  the  term  as  it  is  com- 
monly used  in  the  United  States.  The  Sovi- 
et's ongoing  search  for  a  satisfactory  guid- 
ance system  and  a  more  direct  intercept  tra- 
jectory Indicates  the  experimental  nature  of 
the  Soviet  ASAT. 

Although  Defense  Secretary  Weinberger 
continues  to  credit  the  Soviets  with  an 
"operational "  ASAT  capability,  the  pattern 
of  testing  suggests  that  the  Soviets  do  not 
share  his  assessment.  In  coming  years,  the 
introduction  of  evasive  maneuvering  tech- 
niques and  the  migration  of  American  satel- 
lites to  orbits  beyond  the  range  of  the  Sovl- 
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et's  ASAT  will  further  diminish  the  signifi- 
cance of  this  marginal  system. 

Would  the  gentleman  care  to  com- 
ment on  that? 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  rais- 
ing that.  Every  introduction,  every 
briefing,  every  available  information 
that  I  have  been  able  to  acquire  on 
this  system  from  people  whose  judg- 
ment I  respect  is  that  the  Soviets  have 
had  a  system  that  has  been  operation- 
al for  at  least  a  decade. 
•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  amendment  to  pro- 
hibit the  use  of  research  and  develop- 
ment funds  for  flight  tests  of  anti- 
satellite  weapons  until  authorized  by 
Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  facing  two 
dangerous  arms  races. 

One  arms  race  has  been  proceeding 
for  more  than  30  years.  As  we  all 
know,  that  is  the  nuclear  arms  race. 

The  other  arms  race  is  one  we  are 
just  about  to  begin.  And  that  is  the 
arms  race  in  space. 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  halt  this 
arms  race  before  it  gains  a  momentum 
none  of  us  will  ever  be  able  to  over- 
come. 

We  therefore  are  presented  with  a 
unique  opportunity  today  with  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio's  amendment  to 
begin  to  reverse  a  march  toward  an 
arms  race  in  space  before  it  gets  off 
the  ground. 

Both  countries  are  now  developing 
weapon  systems  designed  to  destroy 
each  others'  military  satellites. 

Because  U.S.  military  satellites  serve 
vital  national  security  functions,  it  is 
in  our  interest  to  constrain  threats  to 
these  satellites. 

Developing  advanced  ASAT  systems 
will  not  prevent  U.S.  satellites  from 
becoming  increasingly  vulnerable. 
Only  by  limiting  Soviet  ASAT  capa- 
bilities can  we  accomplish  this. 

The  only  way  to  limit  Soviet  ad- 
vances in  ASAT  weaponry  is  through  a 
negotiated  agreement. 

But  the  United  States  is  about  to 
test  and  deploy  a  new,  highly  sophisti- 
cated and  lethal  antisatellite  weapon 
that  could  cripple  our  chances  of  ever 
reaching  such  an  accord. 

Up  until  now,  ASAT's  have  been 
rather  primitive  systems  offering  only 
limited  military  utility.  The  United 
States  was  the  first  to  deploy  ASAT's 
in  the  early  1960's,  when  the  U.S.  sta- 
tioned ASAT's  on  two  military  bases  in 
the  Pacific. 

These  weapons  were  large,  nuclear- 
tipped  rockets  which— if  detonated  in 
the  general  vicinity  of  the  Soviet  satel- 
lites—could have  effectively  destroyed 
important  Soviet  military  space  assets. 
These  rockets  were  dismantled  in  the 
mid-1970's,  however,  because  nuclear 
explosions  in  outer  space  would  also 
have  destroyed  our  own  satellites. 

The  Soviet  Union  began  its  ASAT 
program  in  1968,  and  has  since  con- 


ducted some  20  tests  against  space  tar- 
gets. 

The  killer  satellites,  however,  have 
not  been  a  success  for  the  Soviets. 
Nearly  half  of  them  have  been  fail- 
ures. 

The  U.S.  Air  Force,  however,  will 
soon  begin  space  testing  a  state  of  the 
art  antisatellite  weapon  more  sophisti- 
cated, versatile,  and  accurate  than  any 
previous  ASAT  system.  Once  deployed, 
this  weapon  will  pose  a  serious  destabi- 
lizing threat. 

This  weapon  will  only  add  fuel  to  a 
United  States-Soviet  arms  race  in 
space. 
We  should  stop  this  race. 
The  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  should  engage  in  negotiations 
to  control  these  dangerous  space-based 
technologies  before  they  are  deployed. 
The  United  States  must  realize  that 
our  best  defense  in  space  lies  at  the 
negotiating  table— not  in  building 
these  dangerous  new  weapons.* 
•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  i  rise  in  support  of  the  Sei- 
berling  amendment  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  fiscal  year  1984  authoriza- 
tion bill,  which  would  prohibit  the  use 
of  funds  under  title  II  for  flight  test- 
ing of  antisatellite  weapons. 

The  Seiberling  amendment  would 
prohibit  flight  testing  of  antisatellite 
weapons  while  not  actually  cutting  re- 
search funds.  The  Congress,  needless 
to  say.  will  be  perfectly  free  to  author- 
ize resumption  of  testing  should  time 
and  experience  indicate  that  a  treaty 
banning  deployment  of  ASAT's  is  not 
workable  or  desirable.  The  Seiberling 
amendment  will  give  the  Congress  and 
the  President  time  to  evaluate  the  po- 
tential for  an  ASAT  treaty,  while  not 
prejudging  the  success  of  the  talks  or 
boxing  the  United  States  into  any  po- 
sition to  its  disadvantage. 

The  United  States  will  begin  flight 
testing  of  a  sophisticated  ASAT 
system  later  this  summer  and  against 
actual  targets  in  space  sometime  this 
winter.  Once  we  conclude  this  process, 
a  treaty  banning  ASAT's  will  be  next 
to  impossible  to  verify:  we  will  have  es- 
sentially destroyed  our  negotiation 
option.  If  we  are  to  derail  an  arms  race 
in  space,  it  must  be  done  now.  A  sus- 
pension on  testing  now  will  give  us  the 
time  and  set  the  framework  for  mean- 
ingful negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union  to  ban  space  weapons.  A  wise 
man  once  said,  "If  we  do  not  change 
our  direction,  we  are  going  to  end  up 
where  we  are  headed."  This  is  an  op- 
portunity to  change  our  direction  and 
slow  the  momentum  to  place  weapons 
in  space. 

The  administration  has  correctly 
pointed  out  that  a  treaty  banning  the 
deployment  of  ASAT's  would  be  very 
difficult  to  verify.  A  test  ban.  however, 
is  much  easier  to  verify.  The  Soviet 
ASAT  is  launched  into  orbit  on  a 
modified  version  of  the  SS-9/SS-18 
ICBM  known  as  the  F-LV.  The  launch 


is  readily  observable  to  the  defense 
support  program  early  warning  satel- 
lites. Once  in  orbit  the  satellite  is 
tracked  by  a  variety  of  ground-based 
radars  and  cameras.  The  intercept  ma- 
neuvers are  readily  distinguishable 
from  the  activities  of  other  satellites. 
Because  of  these  unique  characteris- 
tics, Soviet  testing  of  their  ASAT 
system  could  be  readily  verified.  In 
fact,  we  know  quite  well  how  many 
tests  the  Soviet  Union  has  already 
conducted.  But  the  U.S.-deployed 
system  would  be  hard  for  the  Soviets 
to  detect.  Our  system  is  launched  from 
the  underbelly  of  a  modified  F-15 
fighter— from  a  Soviet  perspective, 
any  of  our  F-15's  could  be  viewed  as 
potentially  carrying  an  ASAT  weapon. 
And  once  our  testing  cycle  is  complet- 
ed, the  Soviets  will  have  no  faith  in  or 
incentive  for  negotiating  a  ban  on 
these  weapons  because  of  the  difficul- 
ty they  would  have  in  verifying  our 
compliance  with  such  a  treaty.  This  is 
why  we  should  adopt  the  Seiberling 
amendment. 

This  whole  discussion  reminds  me  of 
the  ABM  Treaty  negotiations  that  we 
signed  in  1972.  An  interesting  analogy 
should  be  drawn  between  where  we 
are  now  with  respect  to  an  arms  race 
in  space,  and  where  we  were  in  the 
1960's  with  regard  to  the  development 
of  an  ABM  system.  The  ABM  Treaty, 
in  my  mind,  is  a  prime  example  of  the 
ability  of  both  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States  to  stop  a  major 
weapons  race,  potentially  expensive 
and  very  dangerous,  before  it  starts.  I 
only  hope  we  can  show  the  same  fore- 
sight in  the  arms  race  that  seems  to 
have  started  in  space.  If  we  suspend 
testing  of  the  U.S.  system.  I  am  opti- 
mistic that  the  Soviets  would  be  will- 
ing to  do  the  same.  The  Soviets  sus- 
pended testing  of  their  system  at  two 
times  in  the  past— during  the  SALT 
negotiations  in  the  early  1970's.  and 
from  May  1978  to  April  1980.  during 
the  bilateral  ASAT  negotiations. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  adoption  of 
the  Seiberling  amendment.* 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Sei- 
berling). 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced 
that  the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  142,  noes 
275.  not  voting  16.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  264] 

AYES-142 


Ackerman 

Bames 

BiagRl 

Addabbo 

Bates 

Boggs 

Albosta 

BedeU 

Bontor 

Aspin 

Beilenson 

Borski 

AuColn 

Herman 

Bosco 

Boucher 
Boxer 
Brown  (CA> 
Burton  (CA) 
Carper 
Can- 
Clarke 
Clay 
CoUlns 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlln 
Coyne 
Crockett 
D' Amours 
Delluihs 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 
Evans  (ID 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
FoglietU 
Ford  (MI) 
Ford  (TN) 
Forsythe 
Prank 
Garcia 
Gephardt 
Gore 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall  (IN) 
Hall  (OH) 
Harkin 
Hertel 
Howard 


Akaka 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Archer 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bevlll 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonker 

Breaux 

Brltt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Cllnger 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Conte 

Corcoran 

Courter 

Craig 

Crane,  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 


Hoyer 

Jeffords 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kostmayer 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levin 

Levine 

Long (LA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mavroules 

McHugh 

McKinney 

McNully 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

MineU 

Minlsh 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olln 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Pease 

Penny 
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Dannemeyer 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dyson 

Eckart 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans  (lA) 

Feighan 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foley 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Gliclunan 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Green 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Bance 


Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Richardson 

Roe 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sikorski 

Snowe 

Solarz 

SUrk 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Vcnto 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Williams  (MT) 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wyden 

Yates 

Zschau 


Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

HillU 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (TN) 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kolter 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leath 

Lent 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 


Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Matsui 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKeman 

Mica 

Michel 

Miller  (OH) 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 


Pepper 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

QuiUen 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schulze 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Siljander 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 


Smith,  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stratton 

Stimip 

Sundqulst 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergrlff 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Weber 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wolf 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wylle 

Yatron 

Yoimg  (AK) 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil 
defense,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  So  that  the  Mem- 
bers may  be  informed,  at  this  time  the 
Chair  will  recognize  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Beilenson)  to 
bring  up  the  rule  on  IMF  and  related 
Federal  grants  and  loans,  and  follow- 
ing that  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  will 
resume  consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R. 
2969.  defense  authorization. 


NOT  VOTING— 16 


Coelho 

Daschle 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Dowdy 

Fascell 


Hawkins 

Heftel 

LaPalce 

Lundine 

Paul 

Perkins 


Rodino 
Shaw 
Simon 
Williams  (OH) 


n  1420 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Rodino  for.  with  Mr.  Heftel  of  Hawaii 
against. 

Mr.  Hawkins  for,  with  Mr.  Shaw  against. 

Mr.  FRENZEL  and  Mr.  BRITT 
changed  their  votes  from  'aye"  to 
"no." 

Ms.  FERRARO  and  Messrs.  GUAR- 
INI, JONES  of  Oklahoma,  LONG  of 
Louisiana,  and  SCHUMER  changed 
their  votes  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose: 
and  the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
chair.  Mr.  Matsui,  Chairman  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  re- 
ported that  that  Conunittee.  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R. 
2969),  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year'  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  devel- 
opment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for 
operation  and  maintenance,  to  pre- 
scribe personnel  strengths  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and 


PROVIDING  FOR  THE  CONSIDER- 
ATION  OF   H.R.    2957,    INTERNA- 
TIONAL    RECOVERY     AND     FI- 
NANCIAL STABILITY  ACT 
Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  249  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  249 
Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may. 
pursuant  to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXni.  de- 
clare the  House  resolved  into  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
2957)  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  of  the  United  States,  encour- 
age balanced  worldwide  economic  growth, 
provide  for  continued  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  strengthen 
the  supervision  of  international  lending  by 
United  States  banks,  and  provide  for  contin- 
ued United  States  participation  In  multilat- 
eral development  banks,  the  first  reading  of 
the  bill  shall  be  dispensed  with,  and  all 
points  of  order  against  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  for  failure  to  comply  with  the  provi- 
sions of  section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  (Public  Law  93-344)  are 
hereby  waived.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  con- 
tinue not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs,  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule  by  titles  instead  of  by  sec- 
tions and  each  title  shall  be  considered  as 
having  been  read.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques- 
tion shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  pas- 
sage without  Intervening  motion  except  one, 
motion  to  recommit.  After  the  passage  of 
H.R.  2957,  the  House  shall  proceed,  section 
402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  (Public  Law  93-344)  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding,  to  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  S.  695.  and  it  shall  then  be  In  order  in 
the  House  to  move  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  the  said  Senate  bill  and 
to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions  con- 
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Uined  In  the  text  of  the  bill  H.R.  2957  as 
passed  by  the  House. 

D  1430 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Beilenson)  is 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  the  customary  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Quil- 
LEN),  and  pending  that  I  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  249 
is  an  open  rule  providing  for  the  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  2957,  International 
Recovery  and  Financial  Stability  Act. 
The  rule  provides  for  2  hours  of  gener- 
al debate  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween the  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 

The  rule  waives  points  of  order 
under  section  402(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  which  prohibits  con- 
sideration of  any  bill  which  authorizes 
the  enactment  of  new  budget  author- 
ity for  a  fiscal  year  unless  that  bill  has 
been  reported  on  or  before  May  15, 
preceding  the  beginning  of  such  fiscal 
year.  The  waiver  is  necessary  because 
the  bill  contains  the  texts  of  H.R. 
2832,  Multilateral  Development  Bank 
Act  of  1983;  H.R.  2842,  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  Amendments  of  1983;  and 
H.R.  2930,  International  Economic  Re- 
covery and  Financial  Stability  Act,  all 
of  which  violate  section  402(a)  in  their 
original  bills  as  reported  by  the  Bank- 
ing Committee  by  including  fiscal  year 
1983  authorizations.  Also  H.R.  2832, 
Multilateral  Development  Bank  Act  of 
1983,  title  V  of  this  bill,  specially  sec- 
tion 503  of  said  title,  is  to  take  effect 
upon  enactment  of  the  bill,  and  conse- 
quently the  bill  should  have  been  re- 
ported by  May  15.  1982. 

The  resolution  provides  that  the  bill 
be  read  by  titles  Instead  of  by  sections, 
with  each  title  being  considered  as 
read.  Upon  conclusion  of  consideration 
of  the  bill,  one  motion  to  recommit  is 
in  order. 

Mr.  Speaker,  after  passage  of  H.R. 
2957.  the  rule  provides  that  the  House 
proceed  to  consideration  of  S.  695  and 
waives  section  402(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  against  consider- 
ation of  S.  695.  The  resolution  pro- 
vides for  a  motion  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  S.  695  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of  H.R. 
2957  as  passed  by  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  2957  is  best  char- 
acterized as  the  "oninibus"  interna- 
tional banking  bill,  as  it  combines  the 
texts  of  H.R.  2832,  Multilateral  Devel- 
opment Bank  Act  of  1983,  H.R.  2842. 
Export-Import  Bank  Act  Amendments 
of  1983;  and  H.R.  2930,  International 
Economic  Recovery  and  Financial  Sta- 
bility Act.  that  is.  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  (IMF)  increase.  All  the 
above  bills  were  independently  report- 
ed out  of  subcommittee  and  full  com- 
mittee. The  bills  were  packaged   to- 


gether in  an  effort  to  expedite  the  pas- 
sage of  H.R.  2842,  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  amendments  and  H.R.  2832, 
Multilateral  Development  Bank  Act. 
As  the  increase  in  funding  level  for 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  is  a 
major  priority  of  the  administration, 
the  combining  of  these  three  separate 
but  interrelated  bills  is  seen  by  the 
Banking  Committee  as  a  prudent  and 
efficient  way  to  help  insure  their  pas- 
sage. 

This  bill  contains  five  titles  overall: 
Title  I  is  the  Export-Import  Bank  ex- 
tension, title  II  seeks  to  promote  world 
economic  recovery,  title  III  authorizes 
continued  U.S.  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  title  IV 
strengthens  international  lending  su- 
pervision, while  title  V  authorizes  con- 
tinued U.S.  participation  in  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank,  the 
Asian  Development  Bank,  and  the  Af- 
rican Development  Fund.  There  is  no 
substantive  difference  between  this 
legislation  and  the  three  House  bills 
that  the  Banking  Committee  has  re- 
ported separately. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of  no  opposition 
to  this  rule  and  urge  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  249.  I  reserve  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Rules  Committee 
granted  three  separate  rules  on  the 
three  separate  bills  embraced  in  this 
one  bill  and  that  is  H.R.  2957,  the 
International  Recovery  and  Financial 
Stability  Act. 

I  was  hoping  that  the  committee 
would  bring  the  measures  up  separate- 
ly so  the  House  would  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  support  the  provisions  of  the 
measure  they  prefer.  However,  it  will 
be  before  us  as  a  package  when  it  is 
debated  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
Fortunately  this  is  an  open  rule. 
Anyone  who  wants  to  present  amend- 
ments can  do  so,  even  to  cut  out  cer- 
tain sections  of  the  bills,  or  one  of  the 
bills  in  its  entirety. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  all  know  that  the 
nations  of  this  world  have  borrowed 
heavily  many  times  and  are  in  finan- 
cial difficulty.  This  measure  pumps 
new  money  into  the  system  to  help 
these  other  nations. 

And  the  word  I  have  is  that  some- 
thing must  be  done  to  help  our  stabili- 
ty throughout  the  world. 

Historically  I  have  always  t)een 
against  foreign  aid.  I  will  make  a  judg- 
ment on  the  measure  when  it  is  debat- 
ed on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not  object  to  the 
rule.  I  urge  the  passage  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Perinsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Do  I  understand  correctly  from  the 
remarks  made  previously  by  the  gen- 


tleman from  California  that  there  are 
some  rather  major  budget  waivers  In 
this  particular  rule  because  of  the  re- 
lationship to  the  three  or  four  bills 
that  are  before  us  for  consideration;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  There  are  waivers. 
The  Budget  Act.  for  instance,  and  the 
gentleman  is  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  WALKER.  And  these  are  waiv- 
ers which  in  fact  say  that  we  are  not 
going  to  discipline  ourselves  as  the 
Budget  Act  would  require;  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  I  would  say  yes.  al- 
though the  budget  chairman  gave  the 
Rules  Committee  a  letter  authorizing 
the  waiver. 

Mr.  WALKER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further.  I  have  understood 
that  the  Budget  Committee  did  send 
that  kind  of  a  letter.  From  my  view- 
point that  does  not  give  me  very  much 
confidence  that  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee is  willing  to  submit  to  the  kind  of 
discipline  that  the  budget  contains, 
but  I  do  understand  that  that  is  avail- 
able. 

I  would  intend  though  to  get  a  vote 
on  the  rule  based  upon  the  fact  that 
these  budget  waivers  are  contained 
within  it. 
I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  bring 
out  the  fact  that  the  conunittee  has 
been  working  in  concert,  in  coopera- 
tion with,  and  at  the  request  of  the  ad- 
ministration. I  am  talking  now  about 
the  President  himself,  who  had  me 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Wylie)  down  to  his  office,  asking  for 
our  assistance  in  having  this  legisla- 
tion enacted. 

The  administration  also  is  aware  of 
the  budget  waivers  and  they  support 
same  for  this  legislation.  I  find  myself 
in  a  position  here,  as  chairman  of  the 
committee,  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  at- 
tempting to  comply  with  the  wishes 
and  the  requests  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  himself. 

I  am  hopeful  that  as  many  Members 
on  that  side  of  the  aisle  as  possible 
would  also  support  their  President  in 
this  instance. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  contribution.  And  the  gen- 
tleman is  exactly  right.  The  reason 
the  measure  is  brought  up  as  a  pack- 
age, I  understand  that  it  was  a  request 
of  the  administration. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  inform 
the  gentleman  from  California  that  I 
have  five  additional  requests  for  time. 
Mr.  BEILENSON.  The  Member  from 
California  would  like  to  advise  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  that  we.  at 


this  point,  do  not  have  further  re- 
quests for  time. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Wylie). 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  rule  and  the  bill 
which  it  supports.  In  light  of  the  cur- 
rent global  and  domestic  economic  sit- 
uations. I  enjoin  my  fellow  Members 
to  carefully  consider  the  significance 
of  this  bill  and  the  necessity  of  its  pas- 
sage. 

H.R.  2957.  I  think,  is  one  of  the  most 
important  pieces  of  legislation  in  the 
international  financial  area  that  we 
have  had  in  several  years  and  I  think 
its  passage  is  crucial  to  the  successful 
recovery  of.  not  only  the  developing 
world,  but  also  industrialized  countries 
like  the  United  States. 

This  bill  underscores  the  need  for 
global  economic  recovery  and  sus- 
tained economic  growth  and  the  key 
role  which  the  United  States  has 
played  in  the  economic  recovery  in 
other  areas  of  the  world. 

The  interdependence  among  nations 
is  such  that  the  economic  well  being  of 
the  United  States  relies  heavily  upon 
the  rest  of  the  world  and  while  the 
strength  of  the  American  economy 
also  has  a  profound  impact  on  the  rest 
of  the  world  economy,  the  world  econ- 
omy has  a  strong  impact  on  ours. 
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Now.  I  call  it  a  jobs  bill.  Last  year, 
world  imports  dropped  by  $42  billion, 
mostly  because  of  cash  flow  problems. 
IMF  provides  bridge  financing.  It  has 
in  the  past,  it  did  after  World  War  II. 
and  because  of  our  position,  we  are  the 
dominant  player  in  the  area.  But 
statements  from  the  U.S.  Treasury 
and  the  Commerce  Department  indi- 
cate that  from  1978  to  1980.  three- 
fourths  of  the  growth  in  the  U.S.  gross 
national  product  was  directly  attribut- 
able to  the  rapid  growth  in  our  inter- 
national trade  sector. 

In  1981  and  1982.  most  of  the  decline 
in  the  U.S.  GNP  can  be  attributable  to 
the  worldwide  decline  in  trade. 

More  than  1  million  jobs  have  been 
lost  in  the  last  2  years  due  to  the  de- 
cline in  U.S.  exports.  One  out  of  three 
acres  of  farmland  produces  crops  for 
export.  Mr.  Speaker.  One  out  of  every 
seven  jobs  in  manufacturing  is  related 
directly  to  U.S.  exports. 

Obviously,  the  United  States  has  a 
strong  interest  In  insuring  that  the 
international  economy  remains  strong, 
open,  and  fundamentally  healthy,  and 
I  thiiik  this  bill  will  do  that. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida (Mr.  McCoUum.) 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  rule,  even  though 
I  realize  that  it  is  an  open  rule  and  it 
can  be  amended  at  any  point. 

The  reason  for  my  opposition  is  the 
consolidation  of  three  bills,  three  dis- 


tinctly different  subject  matters,  in 
one  hat.  I  happen  to  support  one  of 
these,  and  I  very  strongly  believe  that 
the  Export-Import  Bank  legislation 
and  amendments  thereto  are  essential 
to  the  well-being  of  our  country  and 
they  are  in  perfectly  good  order.  They 
include  in  them  provisions  that  I  have 
strongly  supported  in  an  amendment 
in  the  subcommittee  and  in  the  Com- 
mittee for  Small  Business  set-asides 
and  in  general  provide  an  excellent  di- 
rection for  the  Export-Import  Bank 
for  the  future. 

As  far  as  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment portion  of  this  bill,  I  do  not  sup- 
port it.  But  more  important  to  me  is 
the  fact  that  the  International  Mone- 
tary P\ind  quota  increase  is  combined 
in  this  one  bill.  It  is  not  an  issue  which 
has  yet  been  fully  debated  and  it  will 
be,  of  course,  presumably  after  a  rule 
is  granted.  But  in  the  process  of  the 
debates  we  have  had  so  far.  it  has 
become  clear  there  is  a  lot  of  emotion- 
alism and  not  a  lot  of  reason  in  the 
process  of  framing  the  arguments. 

On  the  one  hand,  there  are  those 
who  are  saying  that  we  ought  to  have 
the  $8.4  billion  quota  increase,  perma- 
nent quota  increase,  because  we  have  a 
world  debt  crisis  and  because  if  we  do 
not.  the  sky  is  going  to  fall  and  the 
world  monetary  system  and  the  econo- 
my and  the  trade  of  our  country  are 
going  to  collapse.  And  that  is  a  very 
emotional  and.  I  submit  to  you,  a 
highly  suspect  argument  in  the  ex- 
treme that  is  presented. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  a  lot  of 
people  who  are  arguing  that  we  ought 
to  vote  against  this  bill,  this  legisla- 
tion, because  it  is  going  to  bail  out  the 
big  banks.  And  while  it  may  have,  to 
some  extent,  the  effect  of  that  sort, 
because  they  certainly  overextended 
themselves,  that  is  a  highly  emotional 
issue  and  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  the 
key  criteria  upon  which  we  should  be 
deciding  this  issue. 

The  International  Monetary  P^ind 
legislation  and  quota  increase  should 
not  be  passed  by  this  body,  in  my  judg- 
ment, for  the  very  simple  reason  that 
the  system,  the  current  operation  of 
the  International  Monetary  Fund,  is 
not  being  done  in  a  way  that  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  our  country  and  the 
manner  of  U.S.  participation  needs 
change.  We  have  not  pressed  forward 
for  the  necessary  changes  in  that 
system  in  a  manner  and  in  a  way  that 
I  think  many  of  us  believe  that  we 
should,  and  because  there  are  other 
reasonable  and  responsible  ways  which 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  can 
act  to  provide  the  stopgap  measures 
necessary  in  any  crisis  situation  with 
countries  like  Brazil  and  countries  in 
the  Latin  American  region.  I  believe 
we  should  defeat  the  pending  legisla- 
tion and  proceed  in  an  orderly  process 
to  reform  these  matters  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible. 


To  give  you  an  example  of  what  I 
am  talking  about,  the  International 
Monetary  F\ind  has  the  power,  instead 
of  getting  a  permanent  quota  increase 
of  U.S.  dollars  of  $8.4  billion  and 
taking  that  directly  out  of  our  econo- 
my, which,  although  it  is  not  on  the 
budget,  it  is  just  as  much  a  bad  thing 
as  borrowing  to  cover  the  deficit— 
when  you  borrow  $8.4  billion  you  take 
it  out  of  the  available  financial  re- 
sources for  America's  individuals  and 
business  interests,  for  loans  and  busi- 
ness expansion  and  job  creation— in- 
stead of  doing  that  the  IMF  could  go 
out  on  the  open  market,  like  the 
World  Bank,  and  borrow  this  money 
directly  itself. 

Now.  there  are  arguments  against 
that,  for  one  reason  or  another,  but, 
basically,  it  could  do  that,  and  there  is 
no  denying  that  that  is  one  option 
that  it  has  in  the  case  that  a  crisis  is 
really  there. 

Second,  the  IMF  has  a  considerable 
amount  of  gold.  And  there  has  been  a 
lot  of  talk  about  that  gold  that  the 
IMF  possesses  as  assets.  It  could  sell 
the  gold,  although  I  do  not  know  that 
I  want  to  advocate  that.  But  it  certain- 
ly could  use  that  gold  in  one  form  or 
another  to  collateralize  the  debt  of 
troubled  countries  of  the  world  or  to 
borrow  or  to  extend  debt  obligations 
or  to  do  a  lot  of  things. 

And  there  is  a  third  option  that  the 
IMF  has. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  the  point  of  gold? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Yes.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
been  sitting  here  listening  to  the  com- 
ments of  the  gentleman.  They  are 
well-reasoned  and  well-articulated,  and 
I  think  the  gentleman  is  doing  this 
bodj  a  great  service  by  bringing  to  the 
attention  of  the  body  that  there  are 
some  systemic  problems  that  need  to 
be  addressed  and  that  just  going  in 
and  raising  the  quota  by  50  percent  is 
not  necessarily  an  answer,  indeed  it 
might  very  well  exacerbate  the  prob- 
lems. 

But  the  gentleman  brings  up  the 
role  of  gold.  I  have  been  one  who  has 
been  suggesting  not  that  the  gold 
needs  to  be  sold,  but  there  are  $45  bil- 
lion of  gold  resources  in  the  IMF  that 
could  be  used  exactly  for  the  purpose 
the  gentleman  has  identified,  which  is 
to  collateralize  restructured  debt,  re- 
structured loans  to  Third  World  coun- 
tries. 

I  am  not  unsympathetic  to  Mexico 
or  Brazil— I  know  the  gentleman  in 
the  well  is  not  either— and  it  seems  to 
me  that  they  need  help  in  restructur- 
ing their  debt  so  it  reduces  the  drain 
on  resources  and  obviously  gives  them 
a  chance  to  grow  out  from  underneath 
that  debt,  and  part  of  the  problem  is 
that  the  IMF  has  been  totally  and 
quite  obstinate  about  using  any  of  the 
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resources  to  use  as  collateral  against 
which  we  could  restructure  new  debt, 
new  loans.  That  is  done  every  day  in 
marketplaces.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
gentleman  has  made  an  outstanding 
contribution  to  this  debate  and  I  want 
to  compliment  him. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  join  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  in 
praising  the  arguments  that  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  well  makes  today,  par- 
ticularly when  we  are  trying  to  com- 
bine a  particular  provision  in  the  law. 
the  IMF  quota  increase,  that  could  es- 
sentially be  labeled  as  a  transfer  of 
wealth  from  industrialized  nations  in 
this  world  to  Third  World  countries, 
at  the  same  time  combining  with  that 
the  export-import  legislation  which  is 
designed  specifically  to  provide  assist- 
ance. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  McCol- 
LOM)  has  expired. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  KASICH.  When  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  is  designed  to  provide  as- 
sistance to  industry  in  this  Nation  to 
help  them  to  provide  and  expand,  pro- 
vide additional  jobs  for  Americans, 
combining  that  with  an  IMF  bill  does 
not  seem  to  me  to  have  any  degree  of 
similarity. 

I  would  like  to  compliment  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  comments. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  comments. 

Mr.  Speaker.,  reclaiming  my  time, 
there  is  a  third  point  that  I  would  like 
to  make,  besides  the  two  I  mentioned 
before  about  the  gold  and  the  possibil- 
ity of  the  IMF  going  out  on  the  open 
marketplace  itself  and  borrowing  the 
money  it  needs  for  the  short  term. 
There  is  a  third  point,  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  made  a  very  good  lead 
into  this  when  he  talked  about  the 
transfer  and  the  permanent  nature  of 
the  quota  increase. 

If  worse  came  to  worst— and  I  hope 
we  do  not  have  to  do  it  and  I  do  not 
prefer  this— if  the  United  States  really 
has  to  give  or  loan  $8.4  billion  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  then  it 
should  be  done,  in  my  judgment,  on  a 
basis  of  a  loan  that  has  a  certain  ma- 
turity date  to  it  so  that  we  have  a 
sunset  provision. 

We  have  t>een  going  a  long  time 
giving  quota  increase  after  quota  in- 
crease, and  over  the  last  10  years  in 
particular  we  have  accelerated  the 
amount  of  money  that  we  have  been 
transferring  on  a  permanent  basis  to 
the  International  Monetary  Fund.  I  do 
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not  think  that  we  can  or  should  con- 
tinue to  do  this. 

This  is  our  one  opportunity  in  a 
somewhat  crisis  environment  to  get  a 
check  on  this,  to  have  a  voice  as  a  Con- 
gress to  change  the  policies,  not  only 
of  the  IMF  but  particularly  the  poli- 
cies of  how  we  manage  the  U.S.  par- 
ticipation in  the  IMF.  It  is  not  the 
best  forum,  in  some  senses,  but  it  is 
the  only  one  we  are  going  to  have. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  has  sug- 
gested that  the  IMF  sell  off  its  gold  to 
take  care  of  this  quota. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  No.  I  beg  your 
pardon.  I  specifically  stated  I  do  not 
advocate  selling  IMF  gold  reserves. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Or  use  the  gold  for 
backing,  whichever.  But  there  is  no 
way  that  the  IMF  can  borrow  the 
amount  that  it  needs  against  the  gold. 
That  would  take  the  entire  output  of 
gold  for  3  years,  more  gold  that  has 
been  produced  in  the  world  for  the 
last  3  years.  If  we  did  this  it  would  de- 
tract from  the  value  of  our  own  gold 
reserves.  It  would  certainly  make  the 
United  States  as  a  gold  holder  worse 
off  that  it  is  now.  It  would  depress  the 
price  of  gold. 
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Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  McKiNNEY). 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Ladies  and  gentle- 
man of  the  House,  yesterday  I  spoke 
to  this  House  about  its  greatness  and 
how  much  I  respect  it.  Today  I  would 
like  to  preface  my  remarks  with  the 
same  respect  for  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  represent  Bridgeport. 
Conn.  It  is  a  7-to-l  Democratic  city.  It 
has  been  the  target  of  Jerry  Trudeaus 
cartoons.  Helen  Hopkinson's  cartoons, 
and  that  great  actor  who  wants  to  run 
for  my  seat.  Paul  Newman,  has  called 
it  the  armpit  of  the  world.  I  happen  to 
think  it  is  one  of  the  greatest  cities  in 
the  country.  I  know  its  people,  well, 
and  I  have  worked  in  it.  I  have 
watched  the  Singer  Corp.  leave.  Dicta- 
phone leave.  Bridgeport  Brass  leave. 
Bridgeport  Rolling  Mills  leave.  I  could 
go  on  and  on  and  on. 

I  would  feel  comfortable  walking  the 
streets  of  Bridgeport.  Conn.,  cam- 
paigning for  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund.  I  would  welcome  any 
attack  any  person  would  bring  against 
me  for  my  support  of  this  bill,  because 
there  are  moments  when  this  House 
must  begin  to  realize  that  be  it  Bridge- 
port. Conn.,  or  the  country,  that  we 
are  part  of  the  country  and  we  are 
part  of  the  world,  and  that,  in  fact, 
the  national  will  and  the  national 
good  of  this  country  far  exceeds  our 


petty  politics  and  our  own  personal 
districts. 

I  have  heard  so  many  comments  by 
my  colleagues,  and  I  would  criticize 
the  administration  for  taking  the 
wrong  approach  in  talking  about  this. 
The  chairman  of  the  committee,  from 
Providence.  R.I..  who  I  deeply  respect, 
we  have  had  our  talks  about  amalga- 
mating all  these  bills  together. 

But  let  us  get  specific  about  the 
International  Monetary  Fund.  I  have 
heard  that  it  is  a  loan.  Nonsense.  It  is 
a  transfer  of  assets  which  pays  to  this 
country  interest.  I  have  heard  that  it 
is  a  bailout  of  the  big  banks.  Nonsense. 
It  is  only  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  that  is  going  to  turn  around  and 
make  those  banks  put  in  more  money 
and  make  the  regional  banks  in  differ- 
ent parts  of  the  country  stay  in. 

I  have  heard  that  it  is  to  aid  the 
LDC's;  you  know,  those  people  we  like 
to  sneer  at  around  here,  from  whom 
we  need  our  chrome  and  our  beryllium 
and  all  those  other  good  things  that 
go  into  our  jet  engines  and  our  defense 
instruments,  and  everything  else  of 
strategic  value.  Let  me  tell  my  col- 
leagues here,  and  anyone  else  who  is 
listening,  the  United  States  is  the 
second  biggest  cumulative  borrower 
from  the  IMF  in  the  world;  the  second 
biggest  cumulative  borrower.  Twenty- 
six  times  we  have  gone  into  the  IMF 
for  $65  billion;  $65  billion. 

It  is  not.  as  you  have  been  told,  an 
appropriation  such  as  defense.  It  is 
not  an  outlay.  It  is.  in  fact,  a  transfer 
of  funds  and  not  an  appropriation  that 
is  going  to  affect  the  budget  deficit. 

Let  us  talk  a  little  bit  more.  Let  us 
talk  about  people  who  work  in  this 
country.  On  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
I  hear  that  people  want  to  work  and 
that  we  should  do  everything  to  create 
jobs.  On  my  side  of  the  aisle  I  hear 
supply  side  economics  will  create  all 
kinds  of  jobs,  and  yet  I  hear  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  my  side  of  the  aisle, 
people  who  say  they  want  this  country 
to  progress  and  to  grow  coming  out 
with  the  most  impassioned  pleas  to 
kill  what  gives  this  country  economc 
growth  and  jobs. 

You  know  you  can  get  away  from  ev- 
erything but  the  facts.  You  can  wax 
emotional,  you  can  talk  about  gold, 
you  can  talk  about  appropriations,  you 
can  talk  about  this,  that,  and  the 
other  thing.  But  stop  and  think,  ladies 
and  gentlemen;  125,000  jobs  in  the  6 
small  States  in  New  England  come 
from  exports.  Between  1978  and  1980. 
three-quarters  of  the  growth  in  the 
GNP  came  from  increased  exports. 
From  1977  to  1980.  80  percent  of  the 
new  jobs  came  from  exports. 

Try  this  on.  farmers:  One  of  every 
three  of  your  farmland  acres  produces 
crops  for  exports. 

Mexico  has  cut  its  buying  from  this 
country  by  50  percent,  and  in  6 
months  that  cost  us  125.000  jobs. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
McKiNNEY)  has  expired. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  California  from  the  bottom 
of  my  heart. 

Look.  I  do  not  want  to  go  back  to  a 
city  with  10-percent  unemployment 
and  say  I  am  giving  money  for  foreign 
aid.  Because  I  am  not.  Or  that  I  am 
making  an  appropriation  that  will 
raise  the  deficit;  I  am  not.  I  am  trans- 
ferring funds  to  try  and  have  this 
country  grow.  We  can  no  longer  say 
"Go  West  Young  Man."  There  is  no 
longer  anything  else  except  to  say  "Go 
out  into  the  world."  We  live  on  a  small 
globe.  We  travel  to  Europe  on  a  Con- 
corde, which  we  did  not  build,  in  3'/2 
hours.  I  have  never  been  on  it  but  I 
think  that  now  is  the  time. 

Let  me  simply  say  this:  We  are  living 
on  a  small  globe.  We  are  coming  out  of 
a  recession  for  the  first  time  in  our 
history  with  these  circumstances.  It  is 
not  Pratt  &  Whitney  or  General  Elec- 
tric jet  engines  competing  against 
Rolls  Royce  jet  lengines,  we  are  coming 
out  of  a  recession  with  the  United 
States  of  America  private  companies 
versus  governmental  policies  of  Eng- 
land, FYance,  Germany,  and  Japan. 

I  do  not  stand  up  for  the  big  banks. 
Any  big  banker  in  New  York  will  tell 
you  that  no  one  has  told  them  off 
more  than  Stew  McKinney,  but  I  do 
simply  say  there  is  an  international  fi- 
nancial order  here,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men, which  far  exceeds  this  Congress, 
this  House,  and  this  Nation.  If  we,  in 
fact,  can  spend  hours  arguing  over  the 
MX  missile,  if  the  other  body  can 
spend  days  and  Saturdays  arguing 
over  the  MX  missile,  that  is  utter  non- 
sense because  if  the  Western  World's 
financial  order  collapses,  it  is  going  to 
be  far  more  severe  than  the  effect  of 
any  MX  missile. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  To  my  good  friend 
from  New  York,  I  would  simply  say 
this:  I  nominated  you  for  freshman 
class  president.  I  agree  with  you.  But 
you  get  a  lot  more  time  with  the 
people  that  count  than  I  do. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  just  want  to  ask  a 
question. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Yes.  ask  a  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  agree  with  much  of 
what  the  gentleman  said,  and  I  agree 
that  we  are  in  a  global  economy.  We 
cannot  go  by  ourselves.  We  need  to 
work  with  other  nations. 

Question:  How  does  it  help  our  ex- 
ports to  have  the  IMF  telling  foreign 
countries,  particularly  Third  World 
countries,  to  devalue  their  currencies 
in  order  to  export  more,  and  import 
less?  They  are  telling  every  country, 
"Don't  import.  Export."  How  is  that 


going   to    help   American   exports   in 
Bridgeport.  Conn.? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  In  the  very  short 
term.  I  would  suggest  to  my  good 
friend,  that  it  simply  says  if  you  do 
not  get  your  economies  in  order,  you 
will  be  taken  over  by  some  sort  of  a  fi- 
nancial revolution  beyond  your  con- 
trol and  you  will  never  import  any- 
thing again  from  the  United  States. 

What  the  IMF  is  trying  to  do  is  to 
bring  a  certain  order  to  the  economy 
of  countries  that  have  no  order  now  so 
that,  in  fact,  they  may  be  able  to 
import  in  the  long  future. 

Yes.  if  you  are  to  say  the  short-term 
disadvantage  may  be  high  because  the 
IMF  promotes  order,  I  agree  with  you. 
But  in  the  long  run,  if  that  order  is 
not  promoted,  there  will  be  no  money 
in  any  of  those  countries  to  buy  any- 
thing from  this  country. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  agree  with  my  friend 
that  it  is  disorderly.  But  there  is  a  sys- 
temic problem  caused  in  part  by  the 
IMF  telling  all  of  the  debtor  countries, 
"Devalue  your  currency  in  order  to  be 
competitive."  I  just  ask  the  simple 
question:  How  does  that  help  Ameri- 
can exports? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  It  is  going  to  help 
American  exports  because  it  will  help 
those  countries  overcome  their  own 
problems. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  similar  to  people 
going  into  a  chapter  11  reorganization 
in  bankruptcy.  For  a  period  of  time 
they  have  to  pull  in  their  reiiis,  stop 
spending  as  much  as  they  did,  reevalu- 
ate everything,  so  that  they  can  regain 
their  health  and  then  continue  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  system.  That  is  what  it 
is  all  about. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  If  my  friend  from 
New  York  will  just  allow  me  one  final 
comment  and  then  I  will  retire  and 
yield  him  back  whatever  time  I  have.  I 
would  simply  say  that  very  seldom  in 
this  House  have  I  ever  said,  "I  told  you 
so."  I  remember  some  conversations 
you  and  I  had  over  what  some  called 
the  Chrysler  bailout  bill.  The  happiest 
day  I  ever  had  was  recently  when  Mr. 
lacocca  came  to  Washington  and  said 
he  is  paying  the  Treasury  off  7  years 
ahead  of  time  and  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment is  going  to  make  $275  million  out 
of  it.  and  why? 

Mr.  KEMP.  Because  interest  rates 
came  down. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  No.  Because  order 
was  required  and  forced  on  the 
system. 

I  yield  back  what  time  I  have.  Mr. 
Speaker. 


D  1500 
Mr.    BEILENSON.    Mr.    Speaker.    I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 


chairman  of  the  subconunittee,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal). 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  McKINNEY)  for  his  state- 
ment. He  has  touched  on  a  number  of 
issues  that  are  important  concerning 
the  substance  of  this  matter,  and  he  is 
exactly  right. 

I  have  noticed  several  Republican 
Members  here  who  are  leaders  in  the 
opposition  against  this  bill,  and  I 
would  like  to  respectfully  point  out  to 
them  a  couple  of  comments  made  by 
leaders  of  the  Republican  Party  and 
leaders  in  their  own  administration. 

In  a  letter  to  Members,  the  Presi- 
dent had  this  to  say,  and  I  ask  the 
Members  to  please  listen  to  this.  He 
€aid: 

The  world  economy  is  currently  facing  a 
number  of  serious  strains,  including  a  heavy 
international  debt  burden  which  threatens 
to  stifle  growth  in  developing  countries  and. 
if  not  handled  properly,  thwart  economic  re- 
covery in  the  United  States  and  other  indus- 
trial nations. 

Among  some  other  important 
things— and  I  hope  the  Members  will 
read  this  letter— he  goes  on  to  say  this: 
The  IMF  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  efforts 
to  maintain  a  healthy  and  open  trading 
system  in  the  world. 

I  do  not  think  that  is  to  be  taken 
lightly  from  a  President  who  is  clearly 
the  most  conservative  President  we 
have  had  in  many,  many  years. 
He  goes  on  to  say  this: 
IMF  resources  are  necessary  to  protect 
our  own  interesU  in  a  stable  financial 
system,  a  growing  world  economy,  and  sus- 
tained economic  recovery  and  higher  em- 
ployment levels. 

A  letter  just  delivered  today  from 
Secretary  Shultz  and  Secretary 
Donald  Regan  says  this  in  part: 

Nearly  20  percent  of  total  U.S.  goods  are 
exported.  The  jobs  of  millions  of  Americans, 
the  health  of  our  banking  system,  and  the 
prospects  for  a  sustained  U.S.  economic  re- 
covery all  depend  on  the  IMF's  success  in 
maintaining  the  stable  financial  framework 
essential  for  world  trade  to  prosper. 

I  ask  my  friends  to  please  listen  to 
this.  The  letter  goes  on  to  say  this: 

Failure  of  the  United  States  to  participate 
in  the  increase  of  IMF  resources  would  thus 
have  serious  consequences  for  our  own  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  the  preservation  of 
American  jobs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  McCollum),  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Corcoran),  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp),  do  these 
gentleman  want  to  stake  their  knowl- 
edge in  this  area  against  that  of  the 
President  and  that  of  his  advisers,  in- 
cluding the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
and  the  Secretary  of  State?  Do  they 
really  know  more  about  it  than  these 
gentlemen?  Do  they  really  know  more 
about    it    than   every    administration 
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since  the  end  of  the  Second  World 
War? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ap- 
preciate what  the  gentleman  has  said. 
I  wonder  if  he  would  also  corroborate 
the  statement  attributed  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury,  and  that  is  that 
in  the  event  the  legislation  would  fail, 
he  has  argued,  in  trying  to  twist  some 
arms  over  here  on  the  Republican 
side,  that  within  a  week  or  two  there 
would  be  one  bank  failure  and.  in  addi- 
tion to  that,  very  quickly  there  would 
be  an  increase  in  interest  rates  for  our 
borrowers  in  the  United  States  of  1  to 
3  points. 

Would  the  gentleman  agree  with 
that  assertion? 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
think  I  would.  Let  me  tell  the  gentle- 
man that  I  think  if  we  were  to  fail  to 
pass  this  legislation,  we  would  send 
economic  shock  waves  around  the 
world.  There  is  no  telling  what  the 
consequences  would  be. 

If  money  left  Mexico,  Brazil,  Argen- 
tina, and  some  of  the  other  developing 
countries  that  are  now  in  hopes  that 
stability  would  be  restored,  if  money 
flowed  out  of  those  countries,  if  there 
were  no  confidence  in  the  world  econo- 
my or  no  feeling  that  we  would  deal 
seriously  with  a  very  severly  strained 
international  financial  situation,  there 
is  absolutely  no  telling  what  the  conse- 
quences would  be. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  make 
one  point  first  before  I  yield.  Just  let 
me  make  this  point  very  clearly. 

What  we  do  know  is  that  if  the 
dollar  strengthened  further,  if  there 
were  a  flight  of  capital  to  the  dollar 
and  the  dollar  strengthened  further 
and  interest  rates  went  up  because  of 
that  competition  for  the  dollar,  that 
adds  considerably  to  the  problems 
that  exist  now  in  a  strained  financial 
system. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  wUl  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  committee 
chairman. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  The  gentleman 
yielded  to  me.  He  said  that  he  yielded 
to  the  chairman. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  misunderstood.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  do  not  know  what  Secretary  Regan 
may  have  said  to  anybody  on  that  side 
of  the  aisle,  but  with  resp)ect  to  inter- 
est rates,  we  had  the  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  who  has  just 
been  reappointed  by  the  President  of 


the  United  States,  before  us  in  our  full 
committee  yesterday  on  the  Hum- 
phrey-Hawkins hearings.  One  of  the 
questions  was:  What  effect  would  the 
failure  of  adoption  of  this  legislation, 
the  increased  participation  in  IMF. 
have  on  interest  rates? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  expired. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  3  additional  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal). 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  continue  to  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
answer  to  the  question,  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  Chairman  made  it  very 
clear  that  in  his  opinion— and  I.  frank- 
ly, value  the  opinion  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board— he 
thinks  that  indeed  it  would  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  interest  rates,  that 
indeed  it  would  mean  an  increase  in  in- 
terest rates.  It  would  not  be  that 
alone,  but  that  would  be  a  very  terri- 
ble factor  in  increasing  interest  rates. 

So  Secretary  Regan  is  not  alone  in 
that  opinion. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  yield 
to  me?  He  mentioned  my  name. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
finish,  and  then  I  will  yield. 

Let  me  quote  another  respected 
leader  in  this  administration.  Mr. 
Edwin  Gray,  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board,  in  a  letter 
dated  July  20. 

After  asking  for  support  for  the 
IMF,  Mr.  Gray  says  in  part:  "I  make 
this  request  because  I  believe  that  if 
the  legislation  fails,  there  will  be 
strong  upward  pressures  on  interest 
rates.  This  would  be  devastating  for 
much  of  the  savings  and  loan  industry 
which,  because  of  the  recent  rise  in 
rates,  has  slipped  back  into  the  red." 

"This  is  a  critical  period."  he  goes  on 
to  say. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreci- 
ate my  friend's  yielding. 

We  all  agree  that  an  increase  in  in- 
terest rates  would  be  not  only  devas- 
tating to  the  American  economy,  to 
housing  and  autos  and  savings  and 
loans  and  thrifts  and  savers  and  every- 
thing else,  but  it  would  be  particularly 
devastating  to  the  countries  of  the 
IMF  that  it  is  purporting  to  help.  A  1- 
percent  increase  in  interest  rates  in 
the  United  States  drives  the  debt  serv- 
ice of  Mexico  up  by  $700  million  and 
Brazil's  by  $500  million. 

Mr.  NEAL.  But  what  does  that  have 
to  do  with  the  IMF? 


Mr.  KEMP.  My  question  is  that  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  in  the  last  3 
months  has  raised  the  Federal  funds 
rate  from  8.2  to  9.4  percent.  They  are 
raising  interest  rates  right  now.  and 
the  gentleman  suggests  that  by  spend- 
ing more  money  abroad  we  can  lower 
interest  rates  in  the  United  States. 
The  gentleman  should  be  directing  his 
attention  at  Paul  Volcker  and  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  to  bring  down 
those  interest  rates  because  that 
would  do  more  for  Mexico  and  Brazil 
than  the  so-called  quota  increase  for 
the  IMP. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
very  interesting  discussion  of  Fed 
policy,  and  I  would  love  to  pursue  it 
with  the  gentleman  some  time,  but,  of 
course,  that  is  not  the  main  issue.  The 
Fed.  as  a  matter  of  fact,  is  lending 
money  at  below  market  rates.  But  we 
will  get  to  that  in  plenty  of  time. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  can  un- 
derstand why. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  the  point  we 
are  attempting  to  address  is  not 
whether  H.R.  2957  in  precisely  its 
present  form  is  going  to  be  the  only 
solution  to  the  kinds  of  problems  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has 
discussed.  There  are  a  number  of  con- 
cerns that  we  want  to  meet,  and  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman  that  to 
suggest  that  only  the  legislation  in  its 
present  form,  without  any  attempt  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  work 
its  will  on  it,  will  lead  to  all  these 
kinds  of  calamities  is  a  disservice  to 
the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  expired. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Corcoran). 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  (Mr.  Quillen)  for  yielding 
this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  has  already  been, 
as  is  evident  here  this  afternoon,  a 
strong  degree  of  controversy  and  inter- 
est in  this  particular  legislation,  and  I 
rise  not  in  opposition  to  the  rule  be- 
cause I  think  it  gives  an  opportunity 
for  debate.  At  least  I  had  thought  that 
2  hours  would  be  sufficient  for  debate 
to  discuss  this  legislation,  but  I  am 
now  beginning  to  have  some  second 
thoughts  about  that,  and  maybe  we 
would  need  4  hours,  given  the  intensi- 
ty of  concern  over  this  legislation. 
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But  the  thing  that  I  want  to  empha- 
size is  that  the  lobbying  tactics  that 
are  being  used  in  order  to  blackmail 


Members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives into  quick  action  on  this  particu- 
lar legislation  is  I  think  a  mistake. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  have  it  on  pretty  good  authority 
that  high  ranking  officials  of  the  U.S. 
Treasury   Department   have   been   in 
consultation  actually  lobbying  discus- 
sions with  members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives   and   they   are   using 
scare  tactics  which  we  have  not  seen  in 
quite  some  time.  They  are  indicating 
that  if  the  House  does  not  adopt  H.R. 
2957  in  its  present  form  just  the  way 
that  the  officials  of  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  have  given  it  to  us, 
that  there  is  going  to  be  a  calamity  on 
a  worldwide  basis.  There  is  going  to  be 
an  increase   in  interest  rates  in  the 
United  States  of  from  1  to  2  points. 
There  is  going  to  be  a  bank  failure 
within  a  week  and.  of  course,  what 
they  overlook.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  we 
have  three  Federal  banking  regulatory 
agencies  that  can  come  in  and  provide 
reserves,  provide  additional  time  to  re- 
schedule any  default  in  loans  that  an 
individual  bank  might  have. 

I  just  think  we  would  be  much 
better  served  if  we  could  have  a  ration- 
al discussion  of  what  the  consequences 
would  be.  the  importance  of  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund.  It  is  impor- 
tant. Nobody,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  asking 
that  we  abolish  it. 

I  would  hope  that  we  get  back  to  a 
rational  discussion. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Schumer).  a  member 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  simply  like  to  say  that  I  think 
there  are  many  questions  with  the 
present  bill  that  is  on  the  floor. 
Among  them,  will  this  bill  impose  too 
much  authority  on  Third  World  coun- 
tries? 

The  gentleman  from  New  York 
made  an  excellent  point,  that  we  may 
actually  hurt  our  own  recovery  by 
forcing  Brazil  and  Mexico  and  other 
countries  to  not  buy  enough  of  our  ex- 
ports. 

A  second  question:  Are  the  banks 
making  too  much  profit  at  the  ex- 
pense of  Third  World  countries  on  the 
deals?  Are  interest  rates  too  high?  Are 
fees  too  high?  This  is  the  second  ques- 
tion. 

The  third  question  and  the  funda- 
mental question  I  think  we  must  ask 
is:  How  are  we  going  to  get  Third 
World  countries  out  of  debt  by  in- 
creasing their  debt? 

Every  time  one  of  these  plans  is  aug- 
mented by  the  IMF,  the  actuad  debt  to 
Mexico,  to  Brazil,  to  Argentina,  does 
not  go  down.  It  goes  up. 

The  rule  that  is  before  us  today 
allows  us  to  debate,  to  explore  all 
those  issues,  and  to  amend  the  bill  to 
correct  the  problems  that  may  be  in  it. 
So  there  is  no  reason  for  anybody  on 
this  floor  to  oppose  the  nile.  There 


may  be  good  reatsons  to  either  oppose 
the  bill  or  certainly  to  amend  the  bill, 
but  the  rule  being  an  open  rule  is  one 
that  deserves  all  of  our  support. 

I  would  simply  ask  the  Members  of 
this  body  when  we  debate  the  bill  on 
Monday  and  when  we  debate  the 
amendments  at  some  point  in  the 
future  not  to  be  blackmailed— that 
may  be  too  strong  a  word— but  certain- 
ly stampeded  into  saying  that  if  this 
bill  changes  a  period  or  a  comma,  then 
the  world's  economic  system  collapses. 
I  would  also  certainly  ask  the  Mem- 
bers not  to  look  at  things  from  a 
narrow  perspective,  that  if  the  money 
does  not  directly  go  to  the  United 
States,  it  is  not  going  to  help  the 
United  States. 

Members  on  one  side  of  the  aisle  in 
my  opinion  have  fallen  prey  to  one  ar- 
gument, and  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  to  the  other  argument. 

There  is  a  way  to  make  this  bill 
better.  There  is  a  way  to  improve  it. 
The  rule  allows  that. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

I  am  glad  that  my  colleague  has 
brought  us  back  to  the  subject  of  the 
rule  per  se.  I  feel  an  obligation  to 
stand  here  today  and  urge  support  of 
this  rule.  The  reason  I  have  that  obli- 
gation is  that,  as  my  chairman  knows, 
and  my  subcommittee  chairman 
knows.  I  objected  to  the  packaging  of 
this  bill  as  an  omnibus  bill.  I  stated  my 
objections  at  the  time.  I  had  hoped 
that  the  Rules  Committee  would  bring 
forth  a  rule  that  would  permit  sepa- 
rate entities. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  1  additional  minute  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 

to  the  gentlewoman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  I  had  hoped  that 

the  bills  would  come  up  as  separate 

entities;  but  that  is  not  the  case. 

As  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Schumer)  has  correctly  pointed 
out,  the  rule  is  a  generous  one.  It 
allows  time  for  debate  and  it  is  an 
open  rule  that  allows  time  for  amend- 
ment. 

I  think  in  consideration  of  the  very 
serious  nature  of  the  economic  prob- 
lems that  we  face  and  the  serious 
nature  of  the  economic  stability  issues 
that  we  are  facing  here  on  an  interna- 
tional scale,  it  is  important  for  us  to 
not  only  approve  this  rule,  but  have 
full  and  open  debate  with  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  past,  I  have  ex- 
pressed my  opposition  to  the  decision 
to  combine  the  Export-Import  Bank, 
the  multilateral  development  bill,  and 


the  IMF  into  one  legislative  package. 
H.R.  2957. 

As  a  member  of  both  the  Interna- 
tional Trade  and  the  International  De- 
velopment Subcommittees  of  the 
Banking  and  Urban  Affairs  Commit- 
tee, I  have  unequivocably  supported 
the  three  separate  bills  on  their  indi- 
vidual merits.  I  believe  that  their  pas- 
sage will  have  a  profound  impact  on 
the  complex  and  competing  needs  of 
our  country's  economic  stability  and 
jobs  development.  However,  HrR.  2©57-.^ 
includes  three  separate  and  entirely 
different  pieces  of  legislation  which  in- 
clude complex  issues  specific  to  each 
separate  bill. 

In  light  of  the  publicity  that  the 
IMF  bill  has  received  alone,  I  have 
been  concerned  that  the  decision  to 
bring  this  to  the  floor  as  one  omnibus 
bank  bill  would  be  seen  as  either 
trying  to  obscure  politically  difficult 
votes  from  constituents  or  trying  to 
prevent  these  individual  bills  from  the 
kind  of  scrutiny  they  deserve.  We  have 
had  too  much  experience  with  impor- 
tant issues  being  hidden  within  other 
important  issues.  The  withholding  of 
interest  and  dividends  provision  in  last 
year's  tax  bill  comes  to  mind.  No 
matter  how  generous  the  rule  for  floor 
debate,  some  issues  get  lost  and  others 
get  passed  which  should  not  have  been 
passed. 

Because  I  support  the  individual 
bills  and  realize  the  significance  of 
their  passage,  I  will  not  oppose  the 
rule  on  procedural  grounds  for  fear 
that  my  "no"  vote  would  signify  oppo- 
sition to  the  individual  bills.  However, 

1  would  hope  that  in  the  future  my 
colleagues  would  give  this  practice  of 
packaging  legislation  serious  consider- 
ation. Votes  which  cannot  he  justified 
to  the  people  ought  not  to  be  cast. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
Jersey. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas (Mr.  Bethune). 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
going  to  say  when  I  came  down  that  I 
had  for  the  first  time  three  reasons  to 
be  against  the  bill  and  I  am  sure  Mem- 
bers would  think  that  it  was  a  fact 
that  this  rule  includes  the  IMF  and 
the  Eximbank  and  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks;  but  I  think  after 
what  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Schumer)  said.  I  will  amend  that 
somewhat. 

I  am  kind  of  glad  that  we  got  all 
three  of  these  in  one  bill.  I  stQl  have 
three  reasons  to  be  against  this  par- 
ticular bill,  but  not  because  of  those 
three  entities.  The  three  reasons 
would  be  this:  Lending,  lending,  and 
more  lending.  , 

We  have  a  first  class  problem  m  this 
country  and  particularly  in  this  Con- 
gress.  Federal  lending  programs  are 
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growing  faster  than  Federal  spending 
programs. 

I  always  say  this  twice.  Federal  lend- 
ing programs  are  growing  faster  than 
Federal  spending  programs.  We  are 
never  going  to  solve  any  problems  if 
we  continue  to  throw  good  money 
after  bad  and  continue  to  refinance 
debt  and  go  on  with  this  basic  problem 
of  debt  we  have.  We  have  got  to  get 
down  to  the  core  of  the  problem. 

I  hate  to  spoil  everyone's  fun  when  I 
bring  this  to  our  attention.  I  do  it 
every  time  that  we  have  a  new  lending 
measure  on  the  floor,  every  single 
time,  and  every  time  I  bring  this  up  ev- 
eryone agrees  with  me.  Yes,  indeed,  we 
have  a  lending  problem.  Yes,  indeed, 
we  keep  throwing  more  and  more 
money  after  bad,  but  we  have  got  to 
continue  to  do  it.  There  is  no  way  to 
break  out  of  this  cycle. 

Well,  I  say  the  way  to  break  out  of 
this  cycle  is  on  this  particular  occasion 
when  we  have  got  three  lending  bills 
before  us  in  one  package. 

Before  I  leave  the  subject  altogether 
and  my  time  expires,  I  would  like  to 
say  I  think  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  makes  an  excellent  point  about 
the  fees  and  the  profits  and  the  inter- 
est rate  charges  that  have  been  made 
by  the  big  banks. 

We  hear  a  lot  about  risk  premiums 
and  the  charges  that  are  made  be- 
tween the  real  rate  of  interest  and  the 
market  rate  of  interest  to  guarantee 
people  against  loss  because  of  the  risk 
they  have  to  take  over  the  long  run. 

What  risk?  We  are  eliminating  the 
risk  here.  At  the  very  least  you  would 
think  we  ought  to  try  to  recover  the 
premium  that  those  big  banks  got  on 
these  loans. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Dakota  (Mr.  Dorgan). 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  rule.  I  think  the  rule  is 
a  fair  rule.  It  is  an  open  rule  and  it  will 
give  us  a  chance  to  debate  the  issue 
and  offer  amendments. 

I  think  that  the  bill  itself  contains 
some  commendable  sections.  The 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the 
committee  itself  are  to  be  congratulat- 
ed for  imposing  some  tough,  new  re- 
forms on  international  lending  prac- 
tices, regulations  on  international 
lending  by  banks  that  make  sense. 

But  the  question  of  whether  this 
Congress  ought  to  support  an  $8.4  bil- 
lion quota  increase  for  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  is  one  that  I 
have  grappled  with  for  several 
months.  I  have  concluded  that  the 
funding  increase  is  unnecessary  and 
imprudent.  Indeed,  it  would  only  com- 
pound the  imprudence  displayed  by 
the  big  banks  over  the  past  decade 
when  they  ventured  on  an  unprece- 
dented foreign  lending  spree. 

A  foreign  debt  crisis  does  exist.  But 
what  is  the  proper  solution? 


First  of  all,  the  banks  and  the  deba- 
tor  countries  should  renegotiate  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  loans. 
These  loans  were  originally  made  on 
terms  that  were  highly  profitable  to 
the  banks— huge,  short  term  loans  at 
high  interest  rates:  and  when  they 
have  been  renegotiated  in  recent 
months,  the  banks  have  charged  ex- 
cessive fees.  Creditors  and  debtors 
must  come  to  terms,  without  first  dip- 
ping into  the  pockets  of  U.S.  taxpay- 
ers. 

If  we  provide  the  $8.4  billion  in 
funding,  those  kinds  of  proper  correc- 
tions of  debt  are  simply  never  going  to 
be  made. 
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We  have  a  problem  that  some,  in- 
cluding the  bankers,  have  called  a  debt 
bomb.  I  do  not  want  to  ignore  it. 

But,  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  debt  bomb. 
I  think  it  is  a  debt  mess.  And  the  ques- 
tion is  who  ought  to  clean  up  the 
mess. 

What  we  ought  to  do  is  proceed  in  a 
rational  way.  Congress  should  tell  the 
big  banks— who  went  out  like  rabbits 
in  heat  and  placed  money  all  over  this 
world  as  quickly  as  they  could,  and  got 
big  fees  for  doing  it,  and  now  have 
gotten  in  trouble— you  have  to  correct 
those  debt  instruments  first.  Then  let 
us  analyze  several  other  possibilities, 
including  using  the  gold  reserves  of 
the  IMF  as  collateral  for  loans  by  the 
IMF.  That  makes  eminently  good 
sense  to  me. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  rule.  I  think  this 
debate  has  been  very  healthy  and  very 
enlightening,  but  we  cannot  escape 
the  fact  that  something  must  be  done. 

I  commend  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  chairmen  of  the 
subcommittees  and  the  ranking 
member  of  the  committee  and  the 
ranking  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tees on  this  side  of  the  aisle  for  their 
courage  in  bringing  this  measure  for- 
ward. 

Historically,  as  I  said  in  the  begin- 
ning, I  have  been  against  foreign  aid. 
But  we  know  that  something  must  be 
done. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
said,  let  us  put  America  first  instead  of 
partisan  politics. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  who  I 
shall  recognize  at  this  time  for  4  min- 
utes for  his  philosophy  and  his  dedica- 
tion. I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp). 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Tennessee. 

I  just  want  to  congratulate  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Dakota  for  his 
statement.  It  was  well  thought  out  and 
it  was  quite  articulate  in  the  defense 
of  a  belief  that  is  not  economic  nation- 
alism. I  share  the  gentleman's  belief 
and  I  think  everyone's  belief  that  we 
carmot  go  it  alone  in  this  world.  We 
are  part  of  a  global  economy.  P»rovin- 


cialism  and  turning  our  back  on  the 
rest  of  the  world  will  not  solve  or  even 
bring  temporary  relief  from  the  funda- 
mental economic  problems  we  face. 

From  that  standpoint  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota  deserves  the 
thanks  of  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  for 
calming  this  debate  down  a  little  bit 
and  reminding  us  that  what  we  do 
here  is  extremely  important  in  terms 
of  the  long-run  good  not  only  of  the 
United  States  of  America  but  of  the 
world. 

I  want  to  stand  here  and  say,  as  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Foreign  Oper- 
ations Subcommittee,  I  support  for- 
eign assistance.  I  think  it  is  an  invest- 
ment in  the  future  of  a  secure  and 
peaceful  world.  I  think  it  is  important 
in  terms  of  economic  growth  for  the 
world  and  in  terms  of  helping  nations 
which  are  struggling  to  establish  the 
democracy  we  hold  dear. 

It  is  on  that  basis  that  I  stand  here 
in  support  of  this  rule.  While  I  do  not 
support  the  legislation  which  it  will 
bring  before  us,  I  believe  that  this 
open  rule  provides  us  with  the  oppor- 
tunity we  need  to  have  an  extended, 
open,  and  frank  debate  on  the  prob- 
lems of  the  international  economic 
system.  This  debate  is  one  moment  in 
which  we  have  a  chance  to  examine 
whether  or  not  the  international  fi- 
nancial system— not  just  the  IMF— is 
actually  acting  in  the  right  interests  of 
those  countries. 

The  gentleman  mentioned  austerity, 
I  want  to  make  the  point,  particularly 
to  my  two  colleagues  who  have  had  so 
much  to  do  with  this  legislation,  that 
the  IMF  is  not  helping  those  countries 
to  grow  when  it  imposes  upon  them,  in 
exchange  for  lending  from  the  IMF, 
tax  policies  that  squeeze  their  econo- 
mies. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example.  In 
Mexico  in  exchange  for  $1.5  billion  of 
IMF  money  the  IMF  worked  out  an 
arrangement  whereby  the  Mexican 
people,  with  50-percent  unemploy- 
ment, are  being  asked  to  raise  the 
value-added  tax  by  50  percent.  The  tax 
on  savings  and  dividends  has  been  dou- 
bled and  a  surtax  has  been  imposed  on 
the  income  tax. 

Now,  if  you  think  the  income  taxes 
are  bad  in  New  York,  I  would  say  to 
my  friend  from  New  York,  the  income 
tax  in  Mexico,  with  these  additions,  is 
close  to  70  percent,  at  about  $11,000  of 
taxable  income. 

I  told  one  IMF  economist  one  time 
about  that  and  he  said,  "Well,  Con- 
gressman Kemp,  don't  worry  about 
that.  No  one  earns  $9,000  or  $10,000  in 
Mexico." 

I  said  no  one  would  want  to  earn 
$9,000  or  $10,000  if  you  tax  it  at  70 
percent. 

You  know.  Mexico's  problem  is  they 
tied  the  peso  to  the  dollar.  We  inflated 
in  1976,  1977,  1978,  and  1979.  The  peso 
was    tied    to    the    dollar    such    that 


Mexico  was  forcing  itself  to  suffer  the 
consequences  of  our  erratic  monetary 
policy.  When  the  peso-dollar  link  was 
broken,  the  Mexican  economy  was 
plunged  into  the  spiraling  devalu- 
ations of  the  current  now  system  of 
international  monetary  policy.  For  all 
economies,  this  is  a  no-win  system— for 
those  such  as  Mexico,  it  is  a  disaster. 

All  international  discipline  has  been 
lost  as  Bretton  Woods  broke  down. 
There  is  no  stability  to  the  exchange 
rates,  no  stability  and  integrity  to  the 
system. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio,  for  whom 
I  have  great  affection,  talks  about  the 
world  monetary  system.  Can  anybody 
point  to  a  system?  The  system  has 
broken  down.  This  is  the  fundamental 
issue  before  us. 

Unfortunately  the  entire  debate 
thus  far  over  the  IMF  quota  increase 
has  missed  this  essential  element  of 
the  current  monetary  crisis.  Instead,  it 
has  focused  on  the  debt  problems  of  a 
cross  section  of  developing  nations. 
Governments  unwilling  to  come  to 
grips  with  the  systemic  monetary 
problems  we  face  have  found  it  easier 
to  confront  the  symptoms. 

The  failure  of  our  own  administra- 
tion and  the  governments  of  our  allies, 
as  well  as  the  failure  of  the  committee 
which  has  presented  us  with  this  legis- 
lation, to  come  to  terms  with  the  sys- 
temic flaws  in  the  international  mone- 
tary system  forces  me  to  oppose  adop- 
tion of  title  II.  We  should  not  be  con- 
sidering a  permanent  increase  in  the 
size  of  the  IMF  when  we  have  virtual- 
ly no  idea  of  its  appropriate  role  in  the 
monetary  system  and  when  there  are 
major  questions  as  to  the  policies 
which  it  has  been  pursuing.  Moreover, 
it  is  inappropriate  for  us  to  consider 
major  changes  in  the  regulation  of 
international  lending  by  domestic 
commercial  banks  when  we  have  not 
considered  the  system  under  which 
they  are  operating. 

This  legislation  should  be  rejected 
by  the  House  as  a  very  strong  message 
to  the  administration  that  we  will  not 
consider  increasing  resource  transfers 
from  our  constituents  to  international 
monetary  authorities  unless  and  until 
it  has  addressed  our  proper  concerns 
over  the  monetary  system  and  the  op- 
erating philosophy  of  the  IMF. 

HISTORICAL  PERSPECTIVE 

To  place  the  debate  in  its  proper 
perspective,  it  is  necessary  to  go  back 
to  the  beginning  of  the  inflation  of 
the  1970's  and  to  carry  forward 
through  the  current  deflation.  The 
United  States  abandoned  the  Bretton 
Woods  system  in  1971  because  the 
dollar  exchange  rate  could  not  be  sup- 
ported in  the  face  of  expanded  Gov- 
ernment debt.  The  commitment  of 
President  Nixon  to  fight  the  Vietnam 
wEir  and  to  continue  enlarging  domes- 
tic social  programs  developed  a  debt 
problem    In    this    country    similar— 


though  by  no  means  of  the  same  mag- 
nitude—to that  Mexico  faces  today. 

The  increased  debt  had  four  major 
consequences  for  the  economy.  First, 
the  Government  policy  to  increase 
Government  expenditures  without  a 
reduction  in  private  consumption 
meant  that  the  debt  must  be  mone- 
tized. To  do  this,  the  monetary  stand- 
ard had  to  be  abandoned  so  that  the 
dollar  could  be  allowed  to  fall  in  value. 
Second,  since  little  of  the  increased 
spending  resulted  in  increased  output, 
most  of  it  being  for  personnel  costs 
and  transfer  payments,  this  meant 
that  a  substantial  portion  of  savings 
was  being  diverted  away  from  invest- 
ment and  into  current  Government  ex- 
penditures. The  result:  reduced  invest- 
ment, slower  growth,  and  slower  job 
creation. 

Third,  just  as  inflation  was  making 
investment  more  expensive,  bracket 
creep  was  reducing  incentives  for 
saving  and  investment.  This  brought 
us  into  a  spiral  of  increasing  the  Gov- 
ernment demand  for  credit  while  in- 
centives for  saving  were  eroding.  Thus, 
as  a  direct  result  of  abandoning  a  mon- 
etary standard,  savings  and  invest- 
ment declined. 

Fourth,  the  increased  debt  signifi- 
cantly reduced  exports.  As  foreign 
holders  of  dollars  converted  them  into 
U.S.  Government  debt,  their  pur- 
chases of  U.S.  goods  and  services  fell. 
So,  even  though  we  had  a  tremendous 
increase  in  the  level  of  exports  over 
the  period  of  a  declining  dollar,  it  was 
far  less  than  would  be  expected.  Now, 
following  the  recent  erratic  policies  of 
the  Federal  Reserve,  we  are  in  the  un- 
enviable situation  of  having  very  high 
deficits  due  to  the  recession,  high  in- 
terest rates— which  make  U.S.  Treas- 
ury obligations  our  lowest  priced 
export— and  a  continuing  trade  imbal- 
ance. 


OPEC  AND  PETRODOLLARS 

Partly  as  a  result  of  our  abandon- 
ment of  a  monetary  standard,  OPEC 
was  able  to  fulfill  its  promise  of  estab- 
lishing an  effective  cartel.  Motives  are 
hard  to  distinguish,  but  a  very  good 
case  can  be  made  that  OPEC  leaders: 
First,  believed  that  the  United  States 
was  not  in  a  position  politically  to 
hinder  their  price  increases:  and 
second,  believed  that  abandonment  of 
the  monetary  standard  gave  them  a 
very  sound  economic  basis— maintain- 
ing the  value  of  their  exports— on 
which  to  base  their  activity. 

In  the  case  of  the  first  motive,  the 
OPEC  leaders  were  deadly  accurate. 
Not  only  did  we  provide  sufficient  dol- 
lars for  the  purchase  of  oil  both  here 
and  abroad— remember  that  oil  was 
sold  only  for  dollars— but  by  misguided 
price  controls  on  domestic  oil,  aimed 
at  keeping  domestic  prices  stable,  we 
suppressed  domestic  production  and 
increased  demand  for  foreign  oil. 


DEVELOPING  NATIONS  IN  DEBT 

Very  quickly,  Arab  States  and  select- 
ed others  were  awash  in  dollars.  Recy- 
cling them  became  the  major  concern 
of  governments  and  international 
banks.  With  equity  investments  in  the 
United  States  paying  negative  rates  of 
return  and  the  industrialized  nations 
already  having  too  many  dollars,  the 
rational  place  to  look  for  borrowers 
was  among  developing  nations. 

Developing  nations  appeared  to  be 
good  customers  for  two  reasons. 

First,  since  they  had  to  have  dollars 
to  buy  oil,  they  were  easy  prey  for 
high-return  seeking  banks.  The  extra 
points  paid  by  these  countries  resulted 
in  dramatic  increases  In  return  on 
stockholder  equity.  With  the  low  taxes 
paid  by  most  banks,  the  actual  return 
to  the  bank  investor  made  him  ask  few 
questions. 

Second,  the  rapid  inflation  of  the 
period  made  the  commodities  sold  by 
these  nations  appear  to  be  good  collat- 
eral. Especially  the  oil  producing  de- 
veloping nations,  loans  were  made 
with  expected  future  commodity 
sales— and  the  expected  inflated 
prices— as  the  only  security. 

This  period  of  recycled,  debased  dol- 
lars corresponds  directly  to  the  In- 
crease In  U.S.  exports  to  the  develop- 
ing nations.  Cheaper  dollars— even  the 
high  interest  rates  paid  were  judged  to 
be  low  or  negative  In  real  terms  given 
the  decline  In  the  dollar  and  the  accel- 
erating inflation— Increased  the  Incen- 
tives for  leaders  In  developing  nations 
to  promise  more  than  they  could  deliv- 
er. If  the  United  States  could  maintain 
domestic  consumption,  pay  for  the 
war,  and  buy  more  oil.  so  could  they. 
With  the  World  Bank,  the  IMF,  and 
other  International  Institutions  anx- 
ious to  certify  the  economic  health  of 
their  client  states,  banks  rushed  to 
unload  their  dollars  on  leaders  anxious 
t^  maintain  their  political  bases. 

_L  THE  CONTINUED  SUPPLY  OF  DOLLARS 

Even  as  defense  spending  fell  follow- 
ing the  Vietnam  war,  U.S.  credit  de- 
mands did  not.  Except  for  the  brief  re- 
covery which  ended  In  1975,  economic 
stagnation  prevailed.  Government 
spending  and  revenues  grew  as  a  per- 
centage of  GNP,  steadily  eroding  the 
Incentives  for  saving  and  investment. 
The  continued  price  controls  on  oil 
kept  demand  for  foreign  oil  unrealistl- 
cally  high  and,  with  an  accommoda- 
tionist  Fed  policy,  the  expansion  of 
dollar  reserves  continued  without  the 
discipline  of  any  standard. 

COLLAPSE  or  THE  HOUSE  Of  CARDS 

Two  events  brought  down  the  house 
of  cards.  The  first  was  the  change  In 
U.S.  monetary  policy  In  October  1979. 
When  the  Fed  began  Its  experiment  In 
monetarism,  real  cheap  rates  which 
had  given  some  respite  to  U.S.  Inves- 
tors were  suddenly  removed  Invest- 
ment took  a  nose  dive.  Similarly,  for- 
eign leaders  who  had  financed  their 
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development  schemes  and  their  con- 
sumption subsidies  from  cheap,  bor- 
rowed dollars  suddenly  found  them- 
selves borrowing  to  pay  the  interest. 

The  second  occurrence  was  the  fall 
of  Iran.  When  the  Shah  was  over- 
thrown. Iran  cut  back  its  oil  produc- 
tion. With  inflation  remaining  high 
and  dollar  interest  rates  increasing, 
OPEC  opted  for  a  major,  and  possibly 
final,  increase  in  oil  prices.  This  time 
the  U.S.  response  was  different. 

E>econtrol  of  oil  prices  in  1981 
brought  a  sudden  change  in  U.S. 
prices  and  a  major  decline  in  oil  im- 
ports. Actually,  this  accelerated  a  pre- 
vious trend,  but,  the  effect  was  dra- 
matic. OPEC  oil  production  began  to 
fall  almost  immediately.  With  the 
more  populated  oil  producing  develop- 
ing nations  such  as  Mexico  and  Nige- 
ria already  deep  in  debt  against  their 
oil  reserves,  Arab  producers,  primarily 
Saudi  Arabia,  bore  the  brunt  of  the 
production  and  revenue  cuts  in  an  at- 
tempt to  keep  the  cartel  stable.  When 
OPEC  members  began  to  break  ranks 
in  1982.  the  bubble  was  finally  punc- 
tured. 

These  two  events  already  had  or- 
dained that  the  flaws  in  the  monetary 
system  would  have  to  be  corrected 
when  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  acted 
to  shorten  the  time  available  for  ad- 
justment. The  tremendous  restriction 
in  monetary  growth  in  1981  and  1982 
brought  on  a  major  deflation  in  com- 
modity prices.  Cutting  the  inflation 
rate  in  half  in  only  1  year  meant  that 
many  prices,  mostly  commodities,  had 
to  fall.  In  the  United  States  this 
meant  10-percent  unemployment  and 
decimated  basic  industries.  In  the  de- 
veloping nations,  it  spelled  total  disas- 
ter. 

One  after  another,  prices  of  sugar, 
oil  cocoa,  rubber,  and  other  basic  com- 
modities fell.  The  producing  nations, 
most  heavily  in  debt  in  dollars,  simply 
lost  the  means  to  meet  their  interest 
payments,  much  less  repay  principal. 
Moreover,  the  deflation  which  itself 
would  have  prevented  repayments 
from  being  made  from  trade  revenues 
was  accompanied  by  increasing  real  in- 
terest rates,  so  that  floating  rate  loans 
and  any  new  loans  would  be  increas- 
ingly expensive. 

One  further  point  which  has  been 
overlooked  in  this  debate— due  to  its 
misguided  emphasis  on  debt— is  the 
plight  of  the  nations  which  do  not 
have  a  debt  crisis.  Many,  indeed  most, 
developing  nations  are  far  from 
danger  of  default  in  the  current  round 
of  reschedulings.  But  many  of  these, 
particularly  in  Africa,  are  in  far  worse 
shape  than  Mexico,  Brazil,  or  Nigeria. 
These  relatively  wealthy  nations  are 
in  debt  crisis  because  of  their  relative 
wealth  and  ability  to  borrow.  Poorer 
nations  such  as  Upper  Volta,  Niger, 
and  Chad  have  seen  their  trade  de- 
stroyed by  monetary  fluctuations  over 
which  they  have  had  no  control. 


DISCIPLINE  AND  A  MONETARY  STANDARD 

The  problem  here  is  obvious.  While 
many  leaders  may  have  exercised  poor 
judgment  in  believing  that  heavy  bor- 
rowing and  inflation  amounted  to  po- 
litical free  ride,  the  culprit  is  lack  of  a 
monetary  standard.  With  a  monetary 
standard  the  rapid  inflation  and  defla- 
tion of  commodity  prices  would  not 
have  occurred.  OPEC  would  have  been 
unable  to  maintain  its  cartel  as  any  at- 
tempt to  provide  the  massive  dollar  re- 
serves required  to  support  fixed  prices 
would  have  led  to  declining  dollar 
values  which  would  have  required  an 
immediate  adjustment.  OPEC  leaders 
would  have  been  forced  to  cut  prices, 
cut  production,  or  denominate  oil 
prices  in  other  currencies,  amy  of 
which  would  have  destabilized  the 
cartel. 

To  point  out  that  maintenance  of  a 
monetary  standard  would  have  en- 
forced U.S.  fiscal  discipline  is  to  cite 
the  obvious.  Both  the  gold  standard 
and  the  fixed-exchange  dollar  stand- 
ard were  abandoned  due  to  poor  fiscal 
discipline.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
this  is  fiscal  rather  than  strictly 
budget  discipline.  Had  the  United 
States  adopted  policies  increasing  in- 
centives for  saving  and  investment  a 
much  larger  budget  deficit  could  have 
been  supported  by  domestic  borrowing 
over  a  short  period  without  placing 
undue  pressure  on  the  dollar  or  on  in- 
terest rates. 

We  chose  instead  to  dismantle  the 
monetary  system,  and,  in  this,  we  find 
the  cause  of  the  debt  problems  we  are 
facing  today. 

WHAT  DO  WE  DO  NOW? 

Taking  time  to  explain  the  nature  of 
the  monetary  crisis  is  necessary  so 
that  we  do  not  seek  solutions  to  the 
wrong  problem.  If  we  mistakenly  be- 
lieve that  there  is  a  debt  crisis,  sepa- 
rate from  any  consideration  of  the 
flaws  in  the  monetary  system,  we  are 
destined  to  repeat  the  cycle  with  only 
a  few  changes. 

Earlier  this  session,  joined  by  22  of 
my  colleagues,  I  introduced  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  130,  the  ele- 
ments of  which  would  provide  the 
basis  for  reform  of  the  monetary 
system  rather  than  for  an  expensive 
and  flawed  attempt  to  alleviate  the 
immediate  debt  problems  of  a  select 
few  nations.  I  believe  that  by  following 
an  approach  similar  to  the  one  out- 
lined in  this  resolution  we  will  achieve 
the  needed  reforms  while  protecting 
the  economic  health  of  our  friends 
and  guaranteeing  the  soundness  of  the 
banking  system. 

The  first  step  in  reestablishing  a 
monetary  standard  is  to  call  an  inter- 
national conference  similar  to  Bretton 
Woods  to  investigate  the  flaws  in  the 
system  and  propose  remedies  for  these 
flaws.  This  is  absolutely  necessary  to 
restoring  economic  growth  and  main- 
taining a  liberal  economic  order. 


The  approach  of  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee is  unfortunately  flawed.  Sec- 
tion 202  of  their  bill  requires  the 
President  to  encourage  industrialized 
nations  to  adopt  policies  which  lead  to 
these  goals.  Would  we  expect  him  to 
encourage  them  not  to?  Moreover 
should  we  be  satisfied  with  the  meek 
language  of  the  Williamsburg  commu- 
nique which  charges  finance  ministers 
with  'defining  the  conditions  for  im- 
proving the  international  monetary 
system?"  Are  these  not  the  very  minis- 
ters who  currently  fail  to  recognize 
that  there  are  flaws  in  the  system  and 
who  fail  to  undertake  their  responsi- 
bilities to  correct  these  flaws? 

This  is  not  enough.  In  the  face  of 
continued  unwillingness  on  the  part  of 
the  governments  of  other  nations  and 
of  our  own  administration  to  confront 
these  systemic  problems,  the  Congress 
must  fulfill  its  constitutional  duty  to 
regulate  the  value  of  the  currency. 
Studies  and  requiring  people  to  offer 
encouragement  are  hardly  adequate. 

REJECTION  OF  THE  QUOTA  INCREASE:  THE  ROLE 
OF  THE  IMF 

Prior  to  correcting  the  systemic 
problems  or  making  some  significant 
progress  toward  correcting  them,  I  do 
not  believe  that  we  should  agree  to  a 
permanent  increase  in  the  size  of  the 
IMF.  Think  for  a  moment  about  what 
we  would  be  doing. 

The  IMF  was  created  to  assist 
member  nations  in  maintaining  fixed 
exchange  rates.  By  evening  out  short- 
term  deficits  and  surpluses  in  national 
currencies  it  served  to  keep  the  system 
steady.  But,  in  the  absence  of  fixed  ex- 
change rates,  what  is  its  role? 

Most  supporters  of  the  quota  in- 
crease claim  that  the  IMF  is  now  to 
act  as  a  lender  of  last  resort  and  a  fi- 
nancial policeman  for  debtor  nations. 
Further,  they  argue  that  to  fulfill  this 
function  the  IMF  quota  should  grow 
at  the  same  rate  as  world  trade.  Let  us 
examine  these. 

First,  the  problems  of  debtor  nations 
are  not  short  term.  They  are  the 
result  of  systemic  flaws  which  cannot 
be  corrected  by  increased  borrowing  or 
by  adjustment  within  particular  coun- 
tries. Correcting  the  systemic  flaws 
would  reduce  interest  rates  and  re- 
store commodity  prices  such  that  IMP 
or  other  official  intervention  would 
not  be  necessary.  Without  such  correc- 
tions, there  is  nothing  the  IMF  can  do 
other  than  put  off  the  evil  day  of 
judgment. 

Second,  if  the  IMF  is  to  be  in  the 
disaster  relief  business,  why  is  it  as- 
sumed that  disasters— which,  advo- 
cates claim,  are  not  systemic  in 
nature— will  grow  in  proportion  to 
world  trade?  That  is  the  assumption 
being  made.  But,  under  the  theory  of 
floating  exchange  rates,  payments  im- 
balances requiring  IMF  assistance 
should  be  nonexistent.  The  contradic- 


tions here  are  indicative  of  the  funda- 
mental flaws  in  the  system. 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  A  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Instead  of  rushing  pellmell  into  a 
permanent  increase  in  the  size  of  mul- 
tilateral institution  with  a  poorly  de- 
fined mission,  I  propose  that  we  take 
two  steps.  First,  the  IMF  should  use 
its  current  assets,  including  its  gold,  to 
finance  its  operations.  The  gold  hold- 
ings, currently  valued  at  only  $44.22 
per  ounce  could  be  used  to  provide  col- 
lateral for  lengthening  maturities  and 
lowering  interest  rates. 

This  proposal  has  been  portrayed  by 
some  as  a  recommendation  that  IMF 
gold  should  be  sold  or  returned  to  the 
nations  which  supplied  it.  They  have 
even  gone  so  far  as  to  include  language 
in  the  Banking  Committee  bill  seeking 
yet  another  study,  this  one  on  selling 
gold.  Nothing  could  be  more  mislead- 
ing. All  that  is  necessary  is  that  the 
IMF  use  the  full  value  of  the  gold 
which  it  already  has  as  backing  for  ad- 
ditional financing  rather  than  coming 
to  us  for  backing  in  the  form  of  paper 
credits.  In  one  case,  loans  are  backed 
by  real  collateral,  in  the  other  they 
are  backed  by  promises  to  monetize 
even  debt. 

Second,  if  we  determine,  we  the  Con- 
gress rather  than  groups  of  interna- 
tional bankers  and  bureaucrats,  that 
additional  funds  are  needed  to  keep 
our  neighbors  such  as  Mexico  and 
Brazil  and  our  staunch  allies  such  as 
the  Sudan,  from  suffering  financial 
collapse,  we  should  make  additional 
resources  available  on  a  temporary,  bi- 
lateral basis.  At  most,  we  might  con- 
sider making  our  total  IMF  contribu- 
tion to  the  general  arrangement  to 
borrow,  a  special  fund  of  the  IMF  con- 
trolled by  the  11  largest  industrial  na- 
tions and  over  which  we  have  a  virtual 
veto. 

The  Banking  Committee  bill  merely 
requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
to  report  on  the  feasibility  of  using  a 
short-term  facility.  He,  of  course,  has 
already  rejected  this  idea  and  chosen 
the  permanent  quota  increase.  It  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  Congress  to 
reject  the  Treasury  recommendation 
and  substitute  our  own  judgment. 

IMF  CONDITIONALITY 

In  addition  to  its  refusal  to  recognize 
the  systemic  flaws  in  the  monetary 
system,  the  IMP  has  a  peculiar  habit- 
common  to  many  officials— of  believ- 
ing that  austerity  leads  to  growth. 
Oddly  enough,  the  IMF  brand  of  re- 
duced growth  is  supposed  to  enable  a 
country  to  pay  its  bills  more  easily. 
One  can  but  wonder  at  the  soundness 
of  policy  prescriptions  such  as  those 
for  Mexico.  In  the  face  of  rapid  price 
increases,  the  value  added  tax  was 
raised,  in  the  face  of  capital  shortages, 
taxes  on  savings  and  investment  were 
Increased,  and,  at  a  time  when  the  full 
efforts  of  every  Mexican  worker  are 
needed,  a  surcharge  was  placed  on  the 
income  tax. 


In  short,  the  IMF  prescription  for 
Mexico  has  been  to  shut  down  the 
economy  in  the  hopes  that  imports 
will  fall  sufficiently  to  balance  the 
current  international  account.  Success 
has  been  achieved.  Trade  across  the 
Texas  and  California  borders  has  come 
to  a  standstill.  Businesses  in  these 
States  are  being  bankrupted  at  alarm- 
ing rates.  In  Mexico,  the  production 
required  for  future  trade— for  the  cur- 
rency to  pay  its  $80  billion  debt— is  at 
a  halt.  Unemployment  has  increased 
and  social  unrest  is  on  the  rise. 

These  destructive  policy  demands  by 
the  IMF  are  the  result  of  excessive  use 
of  the  balance  in  the  current  interna- 
tional account  as  a  measure  of  eco- 
nomic health  and  of  balance  in  Gov- 
ernment budgets  as  a  indicator  of 
future  current  account  activity. 

IMF  conditionality.  the  require- 
ments it  places  on  a  nation  in  order 
for  a  loan  to  be  made,  must  be 
changed  from  proausterity  to  pro- 
growth.  This  means  increasing  incen- 
tives for  domestic  savings  and  invest- 
ment as  well  as  removing  barriers  to 
foreign  equity  investment,  including 
restrictions  of  repatriation  of  profits. 
If  nations  expect  to  grow  and,  espe- 
cially, if  they  expect  to  use  capital  cre- 
ated by  others  to  increase  their 
output,  they  must  be  willing  to  make 
incentives  available  through  the  pri- 
vate market. 

The  Banking  Committee  bill  re- 
quires a  report  from  the  Treasury  Sec- 
retary on  the  ability  of  the  IMF  "to 
promote  real  economic  growth  and 
sustained  noninflationary  recovery." 
Is  the  committee  unsure  as  to  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  an  institution  to  which 
it  would  give  $8.4  billion?  And,  are  we 
to  assume  that  without  such  a  study 
there  is  a  danger  that  the  IMF  will 
pursue  the  goal  of  inflationary  stagna- 
tion? 

This  study,  as  with  all  of  these  stud- 
ies, would  take  place  after  the  quota 
increase  is  in  place  and  after  more  aus- 
terity has  been  heaped  on  our  friends. 
Remember,  once  we  vote  to  increase 
the  quota,  decisionmaking  moves 
behind  the  palatial  doors  of  the  IMF. 
Moreover,  look  at  the  example  of 
success  offered  by  a  Treasury  official 
who  prepared  a  rebuttal  to  my  resolu- 
tion. Great  Britain  is  cited  as  an  exam- 
ple of  a  successful  austerity  program.  I 
can  only  assume  that  the  unemployed 
British  steelworker  is  more  pleased 
with  his  lot  then  my  steelworkers  in 
Buffalo  and  that  Mrs.  Thatcher  would 
rather  have  10-percent  unemployment 
than  5  percent. 

THE  U.S.  BANKING  SYSTEM 

Finally,  we  must  deal  with  the  safety 
and  liquidity  of  U.S.  banks.  There  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  press  regarding 
the  capital  position  of  our  banks  and 
the  dangers  to  them  if  a  default 
should  occur  "in  any  of  the  larger 
debtor  nations.  I  share  this  concern, 
but,  at  the  same  time,  I  believe  that 


the  bankers  should  shoulder  their 
share  of  the  reponsibility  for  the  par- 
ticular debt  problems  facing  many  na- 
tions. 

I  propose  therefore  that  the  banks 
be  required  to  write  off  the  portion  of 
loans  on  which  the  debtor  does  not 
meet  interest  payments.  Since  no 
nation  is  in  danger  of  defaulting  on  its 
total  loan  conunitments,  this  would 
mean  that  a  small  portion  of  the  out- 
standing loans  of  any  nation  would  be 
involved.  The  result  would  be  that 
there  is  no  danger  of  a  banking  panic 
and  no  danger  of  decline  in  domestic 
economic  activity. 

The  Banking  Committefe  bill  does 
make  provisions  for  additional  loss  re- 
serves for  banks  when  loans  appear  to 
be  in  jeopardy.  I  agree  with  this  provi- 
sion with  one  qualification.  There 
should  be  an  addition  to  the  tax  de- 
ductibility of  these  reserves.  Currently 
the  deduction  is  capped  at  0.6  percent. 
I  agree  with  George  Champion  that 
this  should  be  increased  to  maybe  3  to 
5  percent. 

This  deduction  would  not  result  in 
any  additional  tax  break  for  the 
banks.  Given  that  some  portion  of 
these  loans  are  to  be  written  off— the 
loss  from  which  would  be  a  deduc- 
tion—the actual  fig\u"e  can  be  set  so 
that  we  merely  change  the  timing  of 
the  deduction  rather  than  the 
amount. 

This  feature  is  Important  to  guaran- 
tee the  capital  base  and  liquidity  of 
the  banking  system.  The  Banking 
Committee  bill  would  increase  the  re- 
serves from  pretax  income  and  would 
require  that  substantial  new  capital  be 
created  in  some  banks.  I  fear  that  the 
combination  of  these  two  provisions 
may  be  such  that  many  banks  simply 
cease  to  participate  in  international 
lending.  While  this  may  be  appropri- 
ate for  many  banks,  a  substantial  re- 
duction in  the  number  of  banks  par- 
ticipating in  such  lending  could  result 
in  undesirable  effects. 

Once  again,  some  supporters  of  the 
Banking  Committee  bill  have  clouded 
the  water.  The  same  analysts  who  see 
such  virtue  in  studies  and  encouraging 
noises  believe  that  it  is  inappropriate 
to  suggest  a  change  in  the  Tax  Code 
because  the  Banking  Committee  has 
not  considered  it  and  because  that  is 
really  a  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
matter. 

Now  let  us  think  about  this.  We 
have  before  us  a  request  for  $8.4  bil- 
lion in  taxpayers  dollars.  We  have 
claims  that  the  entire  banking  system 
and  the  economic  viability  of  a  dozen 
neighbors  rests  on  our  decision.  We 
are  told  that  without  prompt  action 
international  trade  may  come  to  a 
standstill.  With  all  this  at  stake,  are 
we  to  be  stopped  from  finding  a  cor- 
rect solution  due  to  the  jurisdictional 
divisions  of  the  House  or  because  the 
Banking  Committee  failed  to  give  con- 
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sideration  to  ideas  which  were  current 
during  its  deliberations? 

Perhaps  this  indicates  the  rashness 
of  pushing  a  bill  to  passage  with  major 
questions  unanswered. 

THE  TRADE  ISSUE 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  examine  the 
issue  of  U.S.  exports  and  the  jobs 
which  are  created  through  them.  Sup- 
porters of  the  quota  increase  have 
spread  the  terror  of  collapsing  trade 
and  massive  examinations  shows  this 
to  be  a  red  herring. 

For  the  United  States  to  export  its 
goods  and  services,  we  must  import 
the  goods  and  services  of  other  na- 
tions, that  is,  there  must  be  trade.  No 
nation  can  purchase  from  us  unless  it 
has  something  to  sell  in  return.  This 
means  that  the  success  of  our  exports 
largely  depends  on  the  productive  ca- 
pacity of  our  trading  partners. 

By  providing  additional  credit 
through  the  IMF  to  debtor  nations  we 
do  nothing  to  increase  their  produc- 
tive capacity  or  output.  IMF  loans  are 
made  to  governments,  not  to  industry. 
The  transfer  of  resources  through  the 
IMF  represents  a  decrease  in  produc- 
tive capacity  as  political  decisions  on 
allocation  of  credit  take  over  from  the 
market.  Indeed,  as  shown  above,  the 
IMF  conditions  its  lending  on  adoption 
of  policies  which  retard  economic  ac- 
tivity. 

Moreover,  attempts  to  subsidize  ex- 
ports have  significant  damaging  ef- 
fects on  our  domestic  economy.  Pro- 
viding a  subsidy  to  produce  an  item  for 
export  simply  means  that  a  political 
decision  is  made  to  produce  that  item 
at  the  expense  of  other  production 
which  would  be  possible  with  the  same 
resources.  Output  is  not  increased,  it  is 
reduced  through  lowered  efficiency. 
Producers  of  the  subsidized  items  gain 
at  the  expense  of  other  American 
workers. 

We  should  not  confuse  the  issue  of 
international  trade  with  the  issue  of 
subsidies  for  domestic  industry.  Our 
exports  will  grow  as  the  world  econo- 
my grows.  This  will  occur  only  with  a 
restoration  of  the  international  mone- 
tary system  and  adoption  of  policies 
which  encourage  work  and  savings  and 
investment  and  which  remove  political 
decisions  from  the  marketplace. 

CONCLUSION 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
rule  in  the  interests  of  a  free  and  open 
debate,  but  to  vote  against  H.R.  2597 
as  it  is  presently  drafted.  The  funda- 
mental issues  at  stake  here  are  too  im- 
portant for  us  to  rush  to  passage  with 
a  program  which  merely  adds  to  the 
problems  at  hand. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  again  I 
urge  adoption  of  the  rule.  Our  U.S. 
Trade  Representative,  Bill  Brock,  in  a 
letter  which  I  received,  urges  the  pas- 
sage of  this  measure  for  the  benefit  of 
world  trade  and  to  Improve  the  em- 
ployment picture. 


Bill  Brock  served  in  this  House  for  a 
number  of  years.  I  respect  his  opinion 
and  he  is  doing  a  great  job. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  rule  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Levin). 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er I  would  like  very  much  to  take  the 
time  to  discuss  with  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  his  comments  we  have 
just  heard  about  the  sanctions  and  the 
disciplines  being  imposed  upon  devel- 
oping countries.  I  would  like  to,  if  I 
might,  draw  upon  4  years  of  working 
with  developing  countries  in  the  late 
1970s.  But  I  do  not  want  to  do  that 
now. 

This  is  a  great  deliberative  body. 
The  issue  is  not  whether  we  should 
pass  this  bill.  Right?  The  issue  is 
whether  we  should  be  in  favor  of  the 
rule. 

This  issue  deserves  more  than  the  1 
hour  of  discussion  that  we  have  had 
on  this  rule. 

The  question  is  whether  under  this 
rule,  which  is  open  ended,  we  are 
going  to  provide  many  hours  of 
debate,  and  I  think  the  answer  clearly 
is  "yes."  This  issue  is  of  sufficient 
moment  that  it  deserves  the  respect  of 
this  body  to  give  forth  many  hours  of 
discussion. 

So  I  would  urge  all  of  us  who  are 
here,  and  those  who  are  not  here,  to 
vote  in  favor  of  the  rule  so  that  we  can 
have  the  kind  of  discussion  that  it 
really  deserves. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Roemer). 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  my  col- 
league. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  ask  a  question 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs, 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
(Mr.  St  Germain).  I  have  heard,  per- 
haps incorrectly,  that  when  the  rule 
passes  today  that  we  will  debate  this 
important  issue  on  Monday  and  have 
votes  on  Tuesday.  Is  that  the  gentle- 
man's understanding? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  The  gentleman 
has  more  understanding  than  I  have. 
The  debate  will  indeed  occur  on 
Monday.  We  have  been  granted  that 
time. 

The  House  is  operating  under  a  tight 
schedule.  We  have  a  commitment  from 
the  Speaker  to  use  the  time  for  gener- 
al debate  on  Monday  and  that  is  as  far 
as  we  have  gotten  at  this  point. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  just  wanted  to 
make  the  point  that  in  my  opinion  it 
would  behoove  the  importance  of  the 
issue  to  have  the  votes  and  the  debate 
interwoven,  not  separated  by  days, 
weeks,  hours,  or  any  other  time. 


Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  We  would  like  to 
do  that,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield, 
but  you  see  it  is  not  always  that  which 
we  desire  but  that  which  we  can  ac- 
complish. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  understand  and  I 
thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 

D  1530 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  prior 
to  yielding  the  remaining  amount  of 
time  that  we  have  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Finance  and  Urban  Affairs,  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  this 
Member  would  like  to  take  half  a 
minute  to  respond  to  the  point  made 
at  the  very  outset  of  debate  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  with  re- 
spect to  the  waiver  of  Budget  Act  sec- 
tions. 

There  was  no.  as  was  suggested, 
wholesale  waiver  of  those  sections. 
The  only  section  which  was  waived 
was  section  402A  of  the  Budget  Act 
which  prohibits  consideration  of  any 
bill  which  authorizes  enactment  of 
new  budget  authority  for  the  fiscal 
year  unless  the  bill  is  reported  on  or 
before.  May  15.  preceding  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year.  And  since 
some  of  the  authorizations  in  two  of 
these  three  bills  would  be.  if  passed, 
for  1983,  in  fact,  those  would  have  had 
to  have  been  in  order  a  year  ago  in 
1982. 

But  there  is  no  breaching  of  the 
budget  resolution  of  the  amounts  al- 
lowed to  be  spend  under  the  resolu- 
tion. So.  the  gentleman  should  not  be 
concerned  on  those  grounds. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  th3  remainder 
of  our  time  to  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Members  of  the  House,  I  think  that 
this  debate  has  been  meaningful.  The 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin) 
stated  that  this  is  an  issue,  or  the 
issues  contained  in  the  legislation  cov- 
ered by  this  rule  are  issues  that  de- 
serve full  consideration  on  the  floor  of 
this  House. 

I  might  say  to  the  membership  of 
this  House  that  never  before  in  the 
history  of  any  of  this  legislation,  par- 
ticularly the  IMF  participation,  in- 
cluding the  original  hearings  under 
which  this  legislation  was  originally 
adopted,  never  ever  has  there  been 
such  comprehensive,  lengthy,  and 
total  hearings  as  we  have  held  in  this 
instance. 

We  started  the  hearings  last  year,  in 
the  last  Congress,  so  that  we  would  get 
a  leg  up  on  it.  So,  there  has  been  no 
attempt  whatsoever,  in  any  way. 
shape,  manner,  or  fashion  to  preclude 
full  discussion  and  debate. 

Every  member  of  our  committee  has 
had  every  opportunity  to  question  wit- 
nesses, to  call  in  witnesses,  to  have 


people  come  in  with  testimony.  So,  we 
have  not  in  any  way  tried  to  shove  this 
through  or  move  it  through  without 
full  participation. 

Under  the  amendatory  process  every 
Member  will  have  more  than  ample 
time  to  discuss  their  amendments  and 
make  their  views  known.  This  is  over 
and  beyond  the  period  of  time  during 
which  we  will  have  general  debate. 

I  am  hopeful,  incidentally,  that  at 
that  point  in  time  the  gentleman  who 
has  been  floating  the  feoldbug  around 
here  for  so  long  on  the  IMF,  will, 
rather  than  just  coming  up  with  vague 
allusions  as  to  what  might  be  done  or 
how  this  gold  might  be  utilized,  come 
up  with  a  concrete  amendment. 

Let  us.  you  know,  put  our  amend- 
ment where  our  mouth  is.  rather  than 
just  keep  talking  about  gold  in  very  il- 
lusory and  vague  terms. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  seeing  that 
amendment  so  we  can  address  the 
amendment  and  see  what  validity  it 
has  and  whether  or  not  it  should  be 
adopted. 

I  am  hopeful  it  will  be  discussed 
with  the  administration  as  well.  In 
conclusion,  I  want  to  congratulate  ev- 
erybody and  commend  everyone  who 
participated  in  the  debate  today.  But 
let  us  not  lose  sight  of  one  thing,  what 
we  are  voting  on  now  is  the  rule,  not 
the  legislation.  We  are  asking  for  an 
open  rule  to  give  each  and  every 
Member  full  opportunity  to  utilize  the 
amendatory  process.  No  question  of 
muzzling  anyone. 

So,  on  behalf  of  the  committee  and 
on  behalf,  believe  it  or  not,  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  I  ask 
each  and  every  one  of  you  to  support 
this  rule  so  the  legislation  can  be  prop- 
erly debated  and  subjected  to  the 
amendatory  process  that  this  House 
holds  so  dear. 

With  that,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.    BEILENSON.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  res- 
olution. 
The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  "ayes" 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  369,  nays 
42.  not  voting  22,  as  follows: 


Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Andrews  (NO 
Andrews  (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Aspin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bethune 
Biaggi 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonier 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Britt 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown  (CA) 
Bryant 
Burton  <CA) 
Burton  (IN) 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Can- 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clay 
dinger 
Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlln 

Courier 

Coyne 

Crockett 

D'Amours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dicks 

Doruielly 

E>organ 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbln 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

&lenbom 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans  (IL) 


[Roll  No.  265] 

YEAS— 369 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Perraro 

Fiedler 

Pish 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Frank 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Goodllng 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  <OH) 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt  Molinari 

Hansen  (UT)         MoUohan 


Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Long (LA) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lungren 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marriott 

Martin  (IL) 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 


Harkin 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hlghtower 

Hiler 

HUlis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Klldee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Lagomsirsino 

Lantos 

LatU 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (PL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (FL) 

Upinskl 

Livingston 


Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

QuiUen 

Rahall 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rlnaldo 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 


Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Rudd 

Russo 

S&bo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

SUjander 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

SmJth  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 


Anderson 

Archer 

Bateman 

BevlU 

BUirakls 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhlll 

Coats 

C^oelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Craig 

Crane,  Philip 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 


Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith,  Dermy 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spence 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Sundqulst 

Swift 

Synar 

TaUon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

TorriceUl 

Towns 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

NAYS— 42 

Dickinson 

Erdreich 

Fields 

Flippo 

Gramm 

Gregg 

HaU.  Ralph 

Hance 

Hutto 

Kasich 

Kramer 

Long(MD) 

Lujan 

Mack 


Vucanovlch 

Walgren 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whltehurst 

WhlUey 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

WiUlams  (MT) 

WUliams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wlnn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


McCoUum 

McDonald 

Patman 

Petri 

Rltter 

Sensenbrenner 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Traxler 

Volkmer 

Walker 

Weber 


NOT  VOTING— 22 


AuCoin 
Chappie 
Crane.  Daniel 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dowdy 
Hansen  (ID) 
Heftel 


Huckaby 

LaFalce 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lundlne 

Marlenee 

Owens 

Paul 

Rangel 


Rodlno 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Simon 

Stark 

Vander  Jagt 
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So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 

AS    COSPONSOR    OF    H.R.     1242 

AND  H.R.  2250 

Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  cosponsors  of 
H.R.  1242  and  H.R.  2250. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION    TO   CHANGE    DATE 
FOR    HOUSE    COMMITTEES    TO 
SUBMIT  LEGISLATION 
Mr.     JONES     of     Oklahoma.     Mr. 
Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  date  for  the  House  committees  to 
submit  their  legislation   pursuant  to 
section  3  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 91  be  changed  to  September  23. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE 
ON  ARMED  SERVICES  TO  HAVE 
UNTIL  MIDNIGHT  TOMORROW 
TO  FILE  REPORT  ON  THE  SE- 
QUENTIAL REFERRAL  OF  H.R. 
3231.  EXPORT  ADMINISTRA- 
TION AMENDMENTS  ACT  OF 
1983 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  have  until  mid- 
night. Friday,  July  22,  1983,  to  file  a 
report  on  the  sequential  referral  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  3231)  the  Export  Admin- 
istration Amendments  Act  of  1983. 

This  matter  has  been  cleared  with 
the  minority. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT.  1984 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  197  and  rule  XXIII,  the 
Chair  declares  the  House  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  2969. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEZ  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2969)  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Matsui 
(Chairman  pro  tempore)  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore. 
When  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
rose  earlier  today,  title  IV  was  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point. 

AMEKDMENT  OFTERED  BY  MR.  DANIEL 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Daniel:  Page 
23,  lines  9  and  10.  strike  out  "an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $50,000,000"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  but 
not  to  exceed  $50,000,000.". 

Page  23,  line  20,  after  the  period  insert 
the  following  new  sentences:  "None  of  the 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authori- 
zation contained  in  this  section  may  be  obli- 
gated until  the  President  approves  a  justifi- 
cation submitted  by  the  Olympic  Law  En- 
forcement Coordinating  Council  for  Olym- 


pic arrangements  to  include  security,  medi- 
cal support,  and  other  related  matters.  Such 
justification  shall  delineate  the  general  fi- 
nancial and  operational  responsibilities  of 
each  organization  represented  on  the  Coun- 
cil by  functional  area  and  identify  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  support  that  may  be 
requested,  in  such  level  of  detail  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  deems  necessary.". 

Mr.  DANIEL  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ad- 
ministration has  asked  that  its  $50 
million  O&M  request  for  DOD  assist- 
ance to  the  1984  Olympic  games  be 
amended  with  specific  bill  language. 

The  proposed  changes  serve  two  pur- 
poses. The  first  is  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  moneys  requested  are  not  to  be 
automatically  expended,  but  to  be 
used  only  as  necessary. 

The  second  change  establishes  a 
mechanism  to  insure  that  no  moneys 
be  obligated  unless  absolutely  neces- 
sary. It  establishes  a  procedure  where- 
in the  Olympic  Law  Enforcement  Co- 
ordination Council  would  be  required 
to  have  the  justification  for  requests 
to  DOD  approved  by  the  President 
prior  to  obligation. 

This  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
complementary  to  the  authorization 
recommendation  of  the  committee. 
Our  report  language  stipulated  that 
the  Los  Angeles  Olympic  Organizing 
Conunittee  shall  be  required  to  reim- 
burse DOD  for  requested  assistance; 
this  amendment  would  impose  the 
same  discipline  on  requests  to  DOD 
from  entities  other  than  the  LAOOC 
itself.  It  makes  sense.  It  provides  a 
formal  mechanism  which  will  insure 
necessary  planning,  coordination,  and 
justification  before  DOD  assistance  is 
provided. 

The  committee  supports  this  amend- 
ment, and  we  urge  its  adoption. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  for  yielding, 
and  I  really  want  to  compliment  him 
on  his  amendment. 

I  have  published  in  the  Record  an 
amendment  dealing  with  the  XXIII 
Olympiad,  scheduled  for  Los  Angeles 
next  sununer.  I  support  the  Olympics 
and  am  delighted  that  they  are  being 
held  in  Los  Angeles.  Spirited  interna- 
tional competition  on  the  playing  field 
is  a  good  deal  more  civilized  than  the 
type  of  international  competition 
which  the  rest  of  this  Defense  authori- 
zation bill  funds.  Still,  I  am  concerned 
that  the  taxpayers  not  be  billed  for 
costs  associated  with  these  games,  es- 
pecially   where    those    costs    can    be 


avoided  through  a  little  preplanning. 
The  Los  Angeles  Olympics  Organizing 
Conunittee  (LAOOC)  has  said  over 
and  over  again  that  no  taxpayer's 
money  would  go  for  the  conduct  of  the 
games.  This  is  the  way  it  should  be.  I 
would  like  to  address  a  few  questions 
to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Readiness  Subcommittee,  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Daniel).  The 
first  is:  what  is  the  committee's  intent 
regarding  prepayment  by  the  Los  An- 
geles Olympic  Organizing  Committee 
for  assistance  at  the  Olympics? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentlelady 
from  Colorado.  There  are  two  parts  to 
the  answer  to  her  question.  In  the 
first  instance,  our  report  directs  that 
the  LAOOC  totally  reimburse  DOD 
for  all  requested  assistance,  in  the 
areas  of  support  for  law  enforcement, 
emergency  medical  care,  and  security. 
That  is  the  easiest  condition  to  legis- 
late. The  more  difficult  matter  to  deal 
with,  using  our  bill  as  a  vehicle,  is  how 
to  allow  DOD  to  begin  prudent  plan- 
ning and  coordination,  which  must  be 
conducted  now.  in  the  absence  of  a 
formal  request,  and  attempt  to  compel 
later  repayment.  There  are  over  50 
police  jurisdictions  in  the  region  of, 
and  affected  by,  the  games.  Only  the 
large  departments  with  a  sophisticated 
staff  capability  have  been  able  to  even 
estimate  their  assistance  require- 
ments, much  less  communicate  these 
effectively  to  the  LAOOC. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Did  the  com- 
mittee consider  a  requirement  that  the 
LAOOC  and  DOD  enter  into  a  formal 
contract  for  these  goods  and  services 
to  be  provided,  as  my  amendment  pro- 
vides? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Yes,  we  did.  But  the 
planning  and  coordination  will,  in 
large  measure,  have  to  be  started 
before  the  LAOOC  is  prepared  to  state 
their  formal  security  requirements. 
Also,  the  actual  types  of  assistance  re- 
quests expected  are  liable  to  come  to 
DOD,  in  large  measure,  from  individ- 
ual goverrunent  and  law  enforcement 
agencies  as  opposed  to  direct  requests 
from  the  LAOOC. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  The  LAOOC  is 
on  record  as  saying  that  the  games  are 
not  going  to  request  the  use  of  taxpay- 
er's money.  How  does  the  conunittee 
intend  that  the  organizing  committee 
be  compelled  to  repay  DOD  for  such 
assistance  as  may  be  legitimately  re- 
quired as  a  result  of  the  conduct  of 
the  games? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Those  direct  requests 
from  LAOOC  will  be  reimbursed  as  a 
matter  of  course.  It  does  not  make 
sense  for  DOD  to  attempt  to  directly 
recoup  moneys  for  other  individual  re- 
quests from  agencies  or  departments, 
or  attempt  to  spread  general  costs 
across  those  agencies.  Rather,  in  the 
committee's  view,  the  most  efficient 
method  would  be  for  DOD  to  keep 
stringent  cost  accounts  for  assistance 
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provided,  which  is  made  necessary  by 
the  conduct  of  the  games,  compute 
the  totals  after  the  games  are  over, 
and  present  an  itemized  request  to  the 
LAOOC  for  repayment  for  assistance 
provided. 

n  1600 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  would  like  to  compliment  the  gentle- 
man on  his  amendment,  because  it  ap- 
pears that  what  is  in  front  of  us  is  the 
best  way  to  keep  the  readiness  ac- 
counts from  being  drained  to  pay  for 
assistance  to  the  Olympics,  and  it  also 
provides  for  a  later  basis  for  the  Los 
Angeles  Olympic  Organizing  Commit- 
tee to  reimburse  DOD  for  the  entire 
range  of  assistance  necessary  for  the 
safe  conduct  of  the  game. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  examined 
the  provision  under  discussion.  We  un- 
derstand the  necessity  of  it.  We  under- 
stand the  reasons.  We  have  done  this 
in  the  past,  and  we  have  no  objection 
to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Daniel). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  have  the 
attention  of  the  Members  for  a 
moment,  and  if  I  might  have  the  at- 
tention of  the  Chairman  of  our  full 
committee.  I  intend  to  ask  him  a  ques- 
tion at  the  end  of  my  statement. 

I  have  been  asked  by  quite  a  number 
of  people  on  my  side  of  the  aisle  in 
particular  what  we  might  expect  in 
terms  of  getting  out  of  here  today, 
how  many  amendments  remain,  and 
can  we  expect  to  finish  the  bill  today. 
I  have  never  known  a  bill  where 
things  can  change  so  rapidly,  so  any- 
thing I  say  is  tentative. 

We  have  some  11  titles  to  this  bill.  If 
I  am  correct,  we  have  just  finished 
titles  I.  II.  III.  and  are  into  IV  now. 
unless  there  are  some  floaters  out 
there  in  the  way  of  unanimous  con- 
sents that  have  not  been  taken  up. 

We  have  pending,  by  my  count  at 
least,  over  30  amendments  that  have 
been  printed.  Some  are  frivolous,  but 
many  are  serious  and  will  take  some 
time  to  debate,  such  as  changing  the 
status  of  widows  of  veterans,  troop 
limitations  in  NATO,  a  number  of 
very,  very  serious  amendments  that 
would  have  far-reaching  consequences, 
including  the  status  of  DOD  teachers 
overseas.  I  think  there  will  be  substan- 
tial debate  the  rest  of  the  evening. 


The  point  that  I  wanted  to  ask  my 
chairman  about  is  that  we  have  been 
told  informally,  and  this  was  just  5 
minutes  ago  and  I  realize  it  is  subject 
to  change  since  then,  that  we  will  pro- 
ceed until  approximately  6  o'clock  this 
evening  and  then,  regardless  of  where 
we  are  in  the  bill,  it  would  be  the 
intent  of  the  leadership  that  we 
should  then  rise  and  adjourn  for  the 
balance  of  the  week  and  have  no  ses- 
sion tomorrow. 
Am  I  correct  in  my  understanding? 
Mr.  PRICE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  that  is  substantially  the  same 
understanding  that  I  have.  The  leader- 
ship would  like  to  conclude  the  busi- 
ness today  by  6  o'clock.  I  think  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  would  like  to 
conclude,  but  unless  we  have  the  coop- 
eration of  the  membership.  I  do  not 
know  how  we  are  going  to  make  it. 

I  could  not  make  any  promises  on 
when  we  could  conclude  on  the  bill.  I 
would  like  to  stay  on  it  until  we  can 
finish.  But  we  have  been  asked  to  con- 
clude action  today  by  6  o'clock. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  further  my  understanding,  from  in- 
formal discussions,  that  if  we  do  not 
conclude  the  business  today,  if  we 
have  not  concluded  all  business  on  the 
bill,  which  is  highly  unlikely,  then  the 
bill  will  not  be  brought  up  until  Sep- 
tember. Additionally,  the  rule  gives 
our  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Dellums),  an  hour  to 
offer  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute.  Of  course,  it  will  be  subject 
to  amendments,  so  he  has  a  guaran- 
teed hour  of  general  debate  on  a  sub- 
stitute when  we  have  finished  every- 
thing else  I  have  discussed,  and  then  it 
is  subject  to  amendment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  The  gentleman  states 
the  situation  accurately. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  But  am  I  correct 
in  saying  that  it  is  the  understanding 
of  the  chairman  of  our  committee  that 
if  we  do  not  conclude  today,  that  this 
matter  will  not  be  brought  up  until 
September? 

Mr.  PRICE.  That  is  up  to  the  leader- 
ship to  determine. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  know  it  is 
always  up  to  the  leadership,  but  I 
want  to  know  if  you  have  been  told 
anything  by  the  leadership. 

Mr.  PRICE.  There  is  a  possibility 
that  that  would  be  the  case,  there  are 
indications  to  that  effect,  but  the  lead- 
ership has  not  officially  stated  that.  It 
is  a  House  leadership  decision. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  my  chair- 
man for  his  answer,  and  I  hope  that 
this  might  answer  in  part  some  of  the 
inquiries  that  the  Members  have  put 
to  me  as  to  what  we  might  expect 
today. 

As  well  as  I  can  put  it  together  from 
what  we  have  been  told,  we  will  pro- 
ceed today  until  about  6  o'clock,  and 
then  whether  we  have  completed 
action  on  the  bill  or  not,  we  will  rise. 


Is  that  the  gentleman's  understand- 
ing? 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  think  that  is  the  situa- 
tion. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  And  then  we  will 
probably  come  back  in  September  and 
finish  the  rest  of  the  bill. 
Mr.  PRICE.  That  we  do  not  know. 
The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Courter  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  would  be  very 
pleased  to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  pretty  obvious 
what  is  going  on  here.  I  think,  by  the 
statement  that  we  are  going  to  be 
given  exactly  1  hour  and  55  minutes-to 
pour  through  probably  the  balance  of 
this  biU  that  has— how  many  amend- 
ments did  the  gentleman  say? 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  Over  30  printed. 
Mr.  COURTER.  Over  30  amend- 
ments in  the  next  hour  and  50  min- 
utes. I  can  tell  my  colleagues  right 
now.  it  is  just  simply  impossible.  I 
would  like  to  be  able  to  do  it.  I  would 
like  to  finish  this  bUl  today.  It  Is  just 
simply  not  going  to  be  done  by  6 
o'clock.  I  can  imagine  two  or  three 
amendments  are  going  to  talce  45  or  50 
minutes  each,  and  then  apparently 
what  has  been  worked  out  is  that  we 
are  going  to  rise,  do  nothing  else  for 
this  evening,  not  work  tomorrow,  and 
then  bring  up  this  very  important  bill 
not  again  until  September. 

The  purpose  of  my  rising.  I  suppose 
more  than  anything  else,  is  just  to  ex- 
press my  complete  frustration  and  irri- 
tation at  the  way  the  Department  of 
Defense  authorization  bill  is  being 
handled  and  scheduled  on  the  floor.  I 
think  it  is  just  a  travesty. 

I  carmot  understand  why  this  bill 
would  be  used  as  a  filler.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, at  the  whim  of  whomever,  and 
now  when  we  would  like  to  work  later 
on.  at  least  I  would.  I  would  like  to 
work  on  Friday.  I  would  like  to  com- 
plete this  bill  this  week,  we  are  kind  of 
informally  notified  or  threatened  that 
if  we  do  not  complete  it,  if  we  do  not 
cave  in  in  1  hour  and  50  minutes,  we 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  bring  it  up 
and  discuss  it  on  the  merits  until  some 
time  in  the  fall. 
Is  that  what  is  going  on  here? 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  That  is  my  under- 
standing, but  it  is  even  worse  than  the 
gentleman  has  depicted  because  we 
were  ready  before  Memorial  Day. 
Mr.  COURTER.  That  is  right. 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  The  bill  went  over 
past  Memorial  Day  under  the  threat 
of  a  filibuster,  I  am  told,  from  my  in- 
formal discussions.  Then  it  was  forced 
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over  past  the  Fourth  of  July  recess. 
We  have  been  ready  since  May.  and 
here  we  are  in  July  and  we  are  being 
told  if  we  do  not  finish  it  today,  and 
we  are  not  going  to  work  tomorrow,  we 
did  not  work  Monday,  if  we  do  not 
finish  it  today,  and  there  is  no  possible 
way  we  can  do  it  today,  then  this  bill 
will  go  over  until  September. 

Now,  this  not  only  impacts  us;  it  im- 
pacts the  Appropriations  Committee. 
The  Appropriations  Committee  labors 
under  the  Budget  Act  just  the  same  as 
we  do.  It  telescopes  all  of  these  things 
into  September  and  later  when  we 
cannot  even  meet  the  rules  of  the 
House.  I  just  think  we  should  have 
had  better  planning.  The  gentleman  is 
exactly  right. 

Mr.  COURTER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  continue  to  yield  to  me,  I  would 
just  like  to  ask  generically  the  ques- 
tion whether  anybody  in  this  Cham- 
ber can  explain  to  me  why  we  have  to 
rise  at  6  o'clock,  why  we  are  not  work- 
ing tomorrow,  and  why  this  bill  is 
going  to  be  put  over  until  September. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Does  anybody 
have  an  answer? 

Mr.  COURTER.  There  is  my  answer, 
I  guess.  No  one  can  explain  it. 

Ms.  FIEDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  California. 
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Ms.  FIEDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  respond  just  in  brief  to  the  colloquy 
which  was  held  a  few  moments  ago  re- 
garding the  Olympics  funding. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickin- 
son was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Ms.  FIEDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  California. 

Ms.  FIEDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  respond  simply  with  a  bit  of  an  ex- 
planation to  the  House  on  the  issue  re- 
garding the  Olympics  and  the  funding 
by  the  Depairtment  of  Defense. 

I  have  been  very  involved  in  this 
issue.  About  6  months  ago,  I  asked  the 
Department  of  OMB  to  take  a  look  at 
the  expenditures  which  the  Federal 
Government  was  going  to  make  in 
regard  to  the  Olympics  itself  because 
there  had  been  a  good  bit  of  contro- 
versy in  Los  Angeles  about  the  ex- 
penditure of  public  funds.  It  came  out. 
as  a  result  of  an  ongoing  investigation, 
that  the  Federal  Government  will  fi- 
nance up  to  $69  million  through  a  va- 
riety of  different  departments,  but  the 
primary  amount  is  going  to  come  from 
the  Department  of  Defense,  some  $50 
million. 

I  would  simply  like  to  thank  the 
committee  chairman  and  those  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  who  saw  to  it 


that  appropriate  limiting  language 
was  put  into  this  particular  bill  in 
order  to  make  certain  there  was  no 
waste  of  public  funds  and  there  was 
complete  control  over  any  expenditure 
in  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
Olympics  funding. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia (Ms.  Fiedler). 

Getting  back  to  my  former  topic 
about  going  over  to  next  month  or  to 
September,  we  are  impacting  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee,  we  are  going 
to  then  get  into  a  continuing  resolu- 
tion, and  this  is  going  to  cost  millions 
of  dollars  unnecessarily.  I  would  cer- 
tainly like  to  lay  the  blame  where  it 
belongs,  and  certainly  not  with  our 
committee  and  not  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

AMENDMENT  OFTERED  BY  MRS.  HOLT 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Holt:  At  the 
end  of  title  IV  (Page  25.  after  line  13).  add 
the  following  new  section: 

LIMITATION  ON  CONTRACTING-OOT  AT  THE 
SEKVICE  ACADEMIES 

Sec.  405.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions in  this  title  shall  be  available  to  carry 
out  at  the  United  States  Military  Academy, 
the  United  States  Naval  Academy,  or  the 
United  Slates  Air  Force  Academy  the  provi- 
sions of  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Circular  A-76  (or  any  successor  circular, 
order,  or  other  regulation  of  the  executive 
branch  relating  to  contracting-our  commer- 
cial and  industrial  functions). 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  simply  gives  the  service 
academies  1  year  to  point  out  the  ter- 
rible inequities  that  are  being  affected 
by  their  having  to  perform  A-76  re- 
quirements and  contract  out  the  sup- 
port services  at  the  academies.  These 
are  educational  institutions  and  they 
are  doing  a  good  job  of  educating  and 
training  our  young  people  to  become 
the  leaders  of  the  military  of  this 
country. 

I  have  served  on  the  Board  of  Visi- 
tors at  the  Naval  Academy  for  10  years 
and  have  watched  horror  story  after 
horror  story.  When  the  facility  goes 
out  to  a  local  contractor,  that  contrac- 
tor comes  in  with  a  low  bid.  claiming 
that  he  can  do  the  job.  He  fails  to  do 
the  job,  and  the  institution  is  then 
thrown  into  having  to  use  midshipmen 
for  janitorial  services  and  for  food 
service  preparation.  Then  the  contrac- 
tor, in  order  to  get  enough  people  to 
do  the  job,  has  to  come  back  with  a 
higher  bid,  the  contract  has  to  be  re- 
negotiated, and  they  go  through  the 
same  terrible  situation  over  and  over 
again. 

The  argument  that  this  is  going  to 
hurt  the  small  business  community  is 
not  a  valid  argument  because  the  insti- 
tutions are  beginning  to  realize  that 
the  only  way  they  can  get  qualified 
people  to  do  these  jobs  is  to  go  to  the 


large  service  corporations  that  come  in 
and  perform  everything— janitorial 
services,  food  services,  public  works, 
and  everything  else. 

So  this  is  really  not  providing  jobs 
for  our  local  contractors  in  the  com- 
munity. It  is  simply  acting  as  a  detri- 
ment to  the  education  system  of  these 
academies.  This  amendment  would 
give  us  1  year  to  take  a  look  at  it  and 
convince  the  Defense  Department 
that  this  is  not  the  way  to  go. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  subcommittee  chairman. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  insofar 
as  our  committee  is  concerned,  we 
have  examined  the  amendment  and 
have  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  un- 
derstand that  we  are  operating  at  this 
time  under  a  moratorium  which  says 
that  the  services  cannot  do  new  con- 
tracting out,  but  they  will  be  able  to 
continue  with  those  contractors  that 
they  already  have,  if  they  wish  to  do 
so:  is  that  correct? 
Mrs.  HOLT.  That  is  correct:  yes. 
Mr.  BEDELL.  What  would  the  gen- 
tlewoman's amendment  do  with  regard 
to  that? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  really 
would  not  affect  that  at  all,  but  there 
are  certain  instances  where  the  acade- 
mies are  required  to  do  an  A-76  study, 
to  make  the  decision,  and  to  go  out 
and  let  the  contracts.  If  nothing  is 
done,  500  of  the  Naval  Academy  per- 
sonnel will  be  studied  over  the  next 
few  years. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Does  the  gentlewom- 
an's amendment  say  that  any  contract 
now  in  effect  can  be  renewed  or  con- 
tinued if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  it  would  be  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  taxpayers  and  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  to  continue  those 
contracts? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  this  would  not 
affect  those  contracts  at  all.  All  it  says 
is  that  none  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  authorizations  in  this  bill 
can  be  used  to  carry  out  Circular  A-76. 
And  that  is  the  study  or  the  initiation 
of  the  study  of  a  support  service. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  does 
the  gentlewoman  not  want  the  study 
to  be  completed  as  to  how  this  is 
worked  out  with  the  moratorium? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  No;  I  think  that  will  go 
on  as  far  as  firefighters  and  security 
personnel.  I  think  that  is  in  effect 
until  October.  But  this  would  prevent 
instances  where  the  institutions  have 
to  take  a  look  at  contracting  for  serv- 
ices and  request  bids. 

This  is  exactly  what  I  am  trying  to 
do,  to  avoid  having  to  do  that  at  these 


institutions,  because  I  think  they  have 
failed.  They  have  stood  in  the  way  of 
educating  our  students,  which  is  the 
purpose  of  the  institutions. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield  further? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
we  have  a  copy  of  the  amendment? 
There  are  some  of  us,  of  whom  I  am 
one,  who  have  not  seen  the  amend- 
ment, and  I  am  not  sure  what  this 
amendment  does.  If  all  it  does  is  con- 
tinue the  moratorium,  I  have  no  great 
problem  with  it. 

If  this  amendment  simply  says  that 
in  spite  of  the  moratorium  that  is  now 
in  effect,  we  are  going  to  prohibit  con- 
tracting-out,  even  though  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  feels  it  is  advisable  to 
do  so,  then  I  have  great  trouble  with 
it. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  will 
affect  it  as  far  as  the  three  institutions 
are  concerned.  That  is  exactly  what  I 
am  trying  to  do.  I  am  trying  to  relieve 
them  of  the  responsibility  of  abiding 
by  A-76  for  the  year  that  this  appro- 
priation or  this  authorization  is  in 
effect. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Mary- 
land (Mrs.  Holt)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mrs.  Holt 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
doing  this  to  give  them  the  opportuni- 
ty to  show  the  great  detriment  that  is 
taking  place  at  these  institutions.  I 
cannot  see  why  the  gentleman  would 
object  to  that,  for  the  three  military 
academies  to  be  allowed  not  to  do  the 
studies  during  this  period  of  time. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield  further? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  believe 
me,  this  gentleman  is  only  trying  to 
understand  what  Is  happening,  and 
one  reason  the  gentleman  wants  to  un- 
derstand it  is  because  an  amendment 
was  passed  last  year  that  the  gentle- 
man certainly  would  have  opposed  and 
would  have  fought  hard  against  if  he 
had  understood  it.  I  do  not  want  to 
oppose  something  that  indeed  makes 
any  sense. 

Does  the  gentlewoman's  amendment 
in  no  way  affect  the  current  moratori- 
um on  contracting  out  and  in  no  way 
does  it  say  that  institutions  will  be 
prohibited  from  contracting  out,  if  the 
Secretary  feels  that  it  is  advisable, 
through  bids,  and  seems  to  be  adivsa- 
ble  to  both  the  Department  and  the 
taxpayers,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secre- 
tary, for  such  contracts  to  be  granted? 
Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  does 
as  far  as  these  three  institutions  are 
concerned.  That  is  simply  the  U.S. 
Naval  Academy,  the  Military  Acade- 
my, and  the  Air  Force  Academy. 


The  reason  I  am  trying  to  do  this  is 
that  it  has  been  a  terrible  chore  for 
those  institutions  to  go  through  the 
hassle  of  trying  to  let  contracts  out  to 
small  contractors  to  provide  food  serv- 
ices and  to  provide  janitorial  services. 
It  has  not  been  effective.  The  bidders 
come  in  with  low  bids  and  it  costs  less 
money,  but  they  are  unable  to  do  the 
job.  It  has  been  very,  very  unsuccess- 
ful, and  because  these  are  educational 
institutions,  I  feel  that  their  prime 
goal  is  to  educate  people.  They  should 
not  have  to  stop  and  use  the  midship- 
men or  the  students  as  janitors  or  use 
them  as  food  servants  to  overcome  a 
poor  contractors  failure. 
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This  would  give  us  1  year  to  see  if 
this  is  the  proper  thing  to  do  for  these 
three  institutions. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Yes.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
like  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  here.  I 
do  not  understand  where  the  1  year 
comes  in.  It  seems  to  me  from  the  way 
this  reads  that  from  this  point  for- 
ward the  academies  are  relieved  from 
what  is  the  current  circular  A-76  or 
anything  that  succeeds  it. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Well,  what  the  legisla- 
tion says  is  that  none  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated pursuant  to  authorizations 
under  this  bill;  so  since  this  is  in  title 
IV  it  is  my  understanding  that  it  is  of 
1-year  duration. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  So  in  effect,  this  is  a 
moratorium  then  for  1  year? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  For  these  three  institu- 
tions. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman. 

I  would  be  inclined  then  to  speak 
against  the  amendment. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  salute  the 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland  on  her 
amendment.  I  think  she  is  hitting  a 
very,  very  important  issue. 

Circular  A-76  has  been  a  nightmare 
for  many  of  these  installations.  I  think 
one  of  the  major  problems  that  the 
military  has  h&d  that  people  keep  for- 
getting is  that  once  you  contract  out 
these  services,  you  have  really  no  con- 
trol over  them. 

In  other  words,  what  we  hear  from 
the  different  superintendents  of  the 
universities,  which  is  really  what  they 
are,  is  that  when  you  go  and  you  order 
food  and  the  food  comes  out  terrible 
and  you  walk  into  the  kitchen  and  you 
say,  "Clean  up  the  food  service,"  they 
all  look  at  you  and  say,  'Oh,  I  don't 
work  for  you." 

It  has  really  been  a  phenomenal 
problem  to  get  laundry  done,  to  get 


cooking  done,  to  get  the  cleaning  done, 
and  they  really  do  not  need  that 
hassle. 

It  also  has  ended  up  not  saving  any 
money.  The  contractors  bid  low  and 
then  jack  it  up  the  next  year. 

Circular  A-76  has  been  full  of  all 
sorts  of  fudge  factors  where  you  are 
not  really  comparing  apples  to 
apples— where  you  are  comparing 
apples  and  oranges. 

But  I  really  want  to  compliment  the 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland  on  her 
amendment.  I  think  this  is  terribly  im- 
portant. I  know  many  of  the  members 
of  the  committee  have  worried  about 
this  and  have  seen  this  happen  over 
and  over. 
I  urge  adoption  of  the  amendment. 
Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  the 
full  time. 

Circular  A-76  is  one  of  the  greatest 
things  in  my  opinion,  that  we  have  in 
our  country.  It  requires  us,  hopefully 
with  the  exception  of  when  our  mili- 
tary security  is  at  stake,  to  pay  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  in  the  private 
sector  we  can  get  jobs  done  a  lot  more 
cheaply  than  we  can  in  the  public 
sector.  When  a  job  has  been  contract- 
ed out  is  improperly  done,  we  can 
change  contractors  and  get  it  properly 
done.  When  it  is  improperly  done 
within  our  bureaucracy,  it  continues 
and  it  continues. 

Apples  and  oranges  notwithstanding, 
I  would  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  that  I 
had  an  opportunity  to  have  a  meal  or 
two  at  the  Air  Force  Academy  within 
the  last  several  months,  contracted 
out,  done  quite  well,  much  to  the  satis- 
faction of  everyone  at  the  institution. 
The  question  here  has  to  do  with 
getting  the  best  return  for  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayer.  We  perpetuate  ineffi- 
ciency when  we  do  not  contract  out. 

The  testimony  in  the  other  body, 
the  testimony  in  this  body,  not  only 
having  to  do  with  military  installa- 
tions but  other  areas  of  our  Federal 
Government,  indicates  over  and  over 
again  that  the  job  can  be  better  done 
by  the  private  sector,  at  least  cost  to 
the  American  people.  Changes  in  inef- 
ficiency can  be  done. 

This  is  an  amendment,  I  feel  very 
strongly,  that  is  one  more  thrust  at 
eroding  an  important  consideration 
for  the  American  taxpayer. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  this  is  an 
issue  that  indeed  the  House  needs  to 
address.  In  the  opinion  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa,  certainly  we  should 


20228 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  21,  1983 


look  at  what  seems  to  be  the  most  eco- 
nomical best  manner  of  providing  for 
our  defense  capabilities. 

I  would  like  to  read  for  the  Meml)ers 
of  the  House  a  letter  addressed  to 
John  Towtr.  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services,  dated  July 
20.  1983.  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
It  reads  as  follows: 

Dkar  Mr.  Chairmaji:  I  am  deeply  con- 
cerned by  several  recent  conp-essional  ac- 
tions which  threaten  to  undermine  my  ef- 
forts to  improve  readiness  by  achieving 
economies  and  efficiency  In  the  way  we  op- 
erate. Both  the  Senate  and  the  House  have 
introduced  legislation  that  would  either 
bring  to  a  complete  stop  or  cripple  our  ef- 
forts to  contract  out  commercial  activities 
when  it  is  more  economical  to  do  so.  By  sub- 
jecting about  400  of  our  commercial  activi- 
ties to  the  beneficial  pressure  of  open  com- 
petiton  in  recent  years,  we  have  achieved 
smnual  savings  of  $84  million,  made  12.000 
military  and  civilian  manpower  authoriza- 
tions available  for  other  defense  needs  and 
created  nearly  that  many  new  jobs  in  the 
private  sector.  There  are  many  more  activi- 
ties to  be  reviewed  with  great  potential  for 
more  savings. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  understand  the 
effort  to  have  a  moratorium  where 
they  would  not  increase  our  contract- 
ing out  and  why  we  would  try  to  check 
upon  how  that  moratorium  has 
worked.  That  has  been  done.  That 
moratorium  will  end  this  coming  Octo- 
ber. We  will  then  have  a  report  a£  to 
how  it  has  worked  to  refuse  to  add  to 
our  contracting  out. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  good  practice 
in  terms  of  economy  that  it  makes 
sense  for  us  to  continue  as  we  are  at 
this  time.  If  that  report  indicates  that 
indeed  it  is  not  advisable  to  continue 
their  opportunity  to  contract  out.  that 
is  fine;  but  I  cannot  understand  for 
the  life  of  me  why  we  would  want  to 
tie  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense in  these  areas  if  indeed  he  be- 
lieves that  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  and  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  taxpayers  which 
we  represent. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  strongly  urge  a  vote 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tlewomain  from  Maryland  if  she  would 
explain  the  amendment  to  me.  Is  it 
not  strictly  a  prohibition  against  the 
business  of  contracting  out  for  person- 
nel in  the  conduct  of  the  operation  of 
the  service  academies. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Is  this  just  academic? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  it  is  all  the  support  services;  li- 
brary persormel.  everybody  at  those 
institutions  has  to  come  under  this 
study  under  the  provisions  of  A-76. 

It  is  a  terrible  drag  on  the  education 
process.  We  have  been  through  it  with 
Janitorial  services  at  the  Naval  Acade- 
my. It  has  to  go  for  public  works  and 
what  is  going  to  happen  is  all  the  insti- 


tutions are  just  going  to  say,  "Well,  all 
right,  we  are  just  going  to  turn  it  over 
to  a  big  corporate  manager." 

That  certainly  is  not  going  to 
produce  any  reaJ  competition,  as  the 
previous  speaker  was  saying. 

I  feel  strongly  that  what  we  should 
do  is  to  allow  the  institutions  to 
manage  their  own  activities,  to  hire 
the  people  to  do  the  job  that  they 
need  to  do  to  educate  these  yoimg  men 
and  women  to  become  the  leaders  of 
our  military. 

You  get  a  contractor  who  comes  in 
and  gives  you  a  low  bid.  Sure,  that  is 
great.  He  alleges  he  can  do  it.  So  then 
he  wins  the  contract.  Everyt)ody  is 
hired  and  goes  home.  The  guy  comes 
in  with  18  people  to  replace  55  and  2 
weeks  down  the  road  he  says,  "I'm 
sorry,  we  can't  keep  the  place  clean 
with  this  many  people." 

You  have  to  bring  in  the  midship- 
men to  do  the  cleaning.  In  the  mean- 
time, he  goes  out  and  hires  more 
people.  He  has  to  renegotiate  the  con- 
tract. You  have  spent  all  this  time 
wasted  in  trying  to  work  with  this  guy. 

Then  he  comes  in  later  and  the  insti- 
tution has  to  go  out  for  a  new  contract 
because  he  is  over  the  bid;  so  you  go 
through  the  same  unhappy  hassle 
again  and  again. 

For  library  services,  should  we  have 
hired  librarians  in  an  institution  of 
higher  learning  who  are  not  part  of 
the  institution;  some  contract  groups 
is  going  to  come  in  and  work  with  the 
students,  when  we  have  dedicated 
people  there  for  years  and  years  who 
know  the  curriculum,  who  know  the 
needs  and  desires  of  the  institution? 

It  is  a  unique  situation.  These  three 
should  not  be  included  in  this  hassle 
of  studying  each  service. 

D  1630 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tlewoman's comments. 

I  want  to  make  sure  as  the  gentle- 
woman knows  that  in  other  areas 
where  we  had  a  1-year  moratorium 
against  contracting  out  at  military 
bases  for  the  aspect  of  security  and 
firefighting  which  if  done  on  base  by 
personnel  would  be  a  questionable  re- 
duction in  readiness,  what  I  want  to 
make  sure  of  is  that  this  in  no  way  has 
to  do  with  a  permanent  prohibition 
against  contracting  out  on  military 
bases  for  fire  suppression  and  security 
personnel. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  this  strictly  is  for  these  three  in- 
stitutions, to  exclude  them  for  the 
length  of  time  that  the  authorization 
is  in  effect  from  the  effects  of  A76. 

I  think  in  that  period  of  time  we  will 
show  that  we  can  do  a  better  job  of 
educating  our  young  people  if  we  do 
not  have  to  fool  with  this  onerous  re- 
quirement. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  As  long  as  this  then 
in  no  way  gets  Into  the  adverse  effects 
on  readiness  of  the  contracting  out  at 


other  military  bases,  why  then  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  and  I  would  support 
her  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  have  sat  here 
and  listened  to  this  colloquy  for  the 
last  few  minutes.  I  have  also  been  on 
the  Board  of  Visitors  of  the  Naval 
Academy  myself,  several  times,  and  I 
am  well  aware  of  the  problems  the 
gentlewoman  raises. 

All  I  can  think  of  is  that  marvelous 
maxim  that  Burt  Lance  brought  to 
Washington  when  he  said:  "If  it  ain't 
broken,  don't  fix  it." 

We  had  no  problem  with  the  Naval 
Academy  until  they  started  contract- 
ing out.  and  we  have  had  nothing  but 
problems  since  with  the  failure  to  ful- 
fill the  obligations  that  the  contrac- 
tors were  hired  for. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

•  Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  express  my  strong  oppo- 
sition to  this  amendment. 

Competition  is  the  key  element  In 
our  Nation's  economy  which  is  the 
most  productive  in  the  world.  Compe- 
tition is  what  contracting  out  is  all 
about.  Bureaucracy  Is  the  key  element 
of  our  Federal  Government,  known  for 
embarrassing  and  sometimes  disgrace- 
ful waste  and  mismanagement.  Today 
we  have  an  opportunity  to  give  the 
Federal  Government  a  much  needed 
dose  of  competition— let  us  not  miss 
these  too  few  opportunities. 

I  think  it  is  tragic  that  some  Mem- 
bers would  steal  away  a  chance  for  the 
Nation's  Government  to  be  more  cost 
effective.  Now.  especially  when  deficits 
are  running  at  record  highs,  we  have 
got  to  take  steps  to  see  that  the  pre- 
cious tax  dollars  we  have  to  spend  are 
spent  in  the  most  efficient  way  possi- 
ble. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  es- 
timated substantial  savings  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  from  contracting  out 
for  some  services. 

Also,  contracting  out  Is  tax  produc- 
tive because  the  private  entities  will 
pay  taxes  to  the  local.  State,  and  Fed- 
eral governments,  contribute  social  se- 
curity payroll  taxes,  and.  in  the  mean- 
time, provide  better  services. 

Finally,  contracting  out  helps  the 
Nation's  fastest  growing  employer- 
small  businesses.  The  procurement 
contracts  available  to  small  businesses 
can  get  a  new  enterprise  rolling  or 
help  an  established  small  business 
expand  and  grow.  As  a  member  of  the 
Small  Business  Committee,  this  is  of 
particular  concern  to  me  and  to  the 
many  small  businessmen  in  the  Sixth 
District  of  Colorado.  We  can't  shut 
this  door  on  our  small  business  com- 
munity. 
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This  amendment  should  be  defeat- 
ed.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  (Mrs.  Holt). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KAZEN 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kazen:  Page 
25.  after  line  13,  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

ASSISTANCE  TO  CERTAIN  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS  IN 
SAN  ANTONIO.  TEXAS 

Sec.  405.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  make  a  grant  to  the  Port  Sam  Houston 
Independent  School  District  of  San  Anto- 
nio, Texas,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  as- 
sistance to  that  school  district  for  current 
expenditures. 

(2)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Army  for  fiscal  year  1984  the  sum  of 
$784,000  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  grant 
under  paragraph  ( 1 ). 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
make  grants  to  the  Randolph  Pield  Inde- 
pendent School  District  and  the  Lackland 
Independent  School  District  of  San  Anto- 
nio, Texas,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  as- 
sistance to  those  school  districts  for  current 
expenditures. 

(2)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Air  Force  for  fiscal  year  1984  the  sum 
of  $657,000  for  the  purpose  of  making 
grants  under  paragraph  ( 1 ). 

Mr.  KAZEN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
junendment  concerns  three  school  dis- 
tricts, one  of  them  in  my  congressional 
district  and  two  in  the  district  of  my 
colleague  from  Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez), 
the  Independent  school  districts  at 
Kelly,  Randolph,  and  Lackland. 

These  are  three  school  districts 
wholly  within  the  military  reserva- 
tions. They  are  super  A  student 
schools.  There  is  not  a  single  part  of 
any  of  these  districts  that  is  outside 
the  limits  of  the  Federal  base,  the 
Federal  reservation. 

These  schools  have  been  financed 
imder  874  funds  but  since  1981  they 
have  only  been  receiving  70  percent  of 
their  entitlement,  which  has  left  all 
three  of  those  Independent  school  dis- 
tricts very  short  of  the  money  that 
they  need  to  keep  operating. 

I  have  discussed  this  situation  with 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Perkins),  chairman  of  the  Education 
and  Labor  Committee.  They  are  work- 
ing on  the  874  fund  program  now,  but 
they  may  not  be  able  to  finish  It  any- 
time before  October  or  the  beginning 
of  the  next  fiscal  year. 

These  schools  have  to  open  up  In 
September  and  If  we  do  not  help  them 
with  this  amendment,   if  we  do  not 


make  this  money  available  to  them, 
those  military  schools  are  going  to 
have  to  close  or  operate  at  a  very  re- 
stricted fashion  and  in  danger  of 
losing  their  accreditation. 

Randolph  Field  will  be  short 
$334,000,  almost  $335,000;  Lackland 
Independent  School  District.  $311,000 
plus;  and  Fort  Sam  Houston  Independ- 
ent School  District,  $783,000  plus. 

All  this  amendment  does  is  say  to 
the  Army  grant  us  that  amount  of 
money  In  order  to  be  able  to  keep 
these  schools  at  Fort  Sam  Houston 
open  for  military  personnel  children, 
and  tells  the  Air  Force  to  grant  them 
this  additional  money  for  Lackland 
and  Kelly. 

I  have  sent  a  letter  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Natcher).  to  see 
what  he  could  do  for  us  In  the  appro- 
priations bin.  but  since  he  has  no  au- 
thorization from  the  Education  and 
Labor  Committee  he  caruiot  give  us 
the  appropriation. 

So  in  discussing  this  with  the  various 
committees  of  jurisdiction  we  have 
come  up  with  the  idea  that  this  is  the 
only  way  that  we  can  go  now.  These 
schools  would  be  eligible  probably 
under  section  6  schools,  but  that 
would  cost  the  Government  a  lot  more 
money  than  remaining  under  874,  be- 
cause the  State  of  Texas  matches 
these  funds  under  874,  and  they  do 
not  under  section  6. 

I  imderstand  that  a  lot  of  school  dis- 
tricts throughout  the  country  are  In 
trouble.  But  there  are  only  six  school 
districts  In  this  particular  category— 
wholly  within  military  reservations. 
They  have  no  tax  bsise.  They  cannot 
make  up  the  difference  any  other  way. 
They  are  on  Federal  property  and  this 
Is  the  only  way  that  we  can  finance 
them. 

So  I  ask  you  to  go  along  with  us  and 
vote  with  us  on  the  approval  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  regret  that  I  must  rise  In  opposition 
to  the  gentleman's  amendment.  I  sym- 
pathize with  the  plight  of  the  three 
school  districts  the  gentleman  has 
mentioned  and  I  recognize  that  the 
management  of  the  impact  aid  pro- 
gram for  such  schools  over  the  past  2 
years  has  left  something  to  be  desired. 
But  the  selective  use  of  Department  of 
Defense  operation  and  maintenance 
funding  is.  In  my  opinion,  hardly  the 
most  satisfactory  or  appropriate  solu- 
tion to  this  problem. 

Although  the  dollar  amounts  in- 
volved are  relatively  small,  this 
amendment  sets  a  precedent  that 
would  open  the  door  for  a  more  wide- 
spread use  of  operation  and  mainte- 
nance funding  to  support  a  number  of 
other  schools  finding  themselves  In 
similar  circumstances.  Doing  so  would 
send  precisely  the  wrong  signal  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  It 
Is  high  time  for  OMB  to  stop  playing 
games  with  impact  aid  and  support  a 


realistic  and  stable  Impact  aid  pro- 
gram to  assist  these  school  districts 
with  large  numbers  of  federally  con- 
nected children. 

In  addition,  this  amendment  would 
add  yet  another  activity  supported  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  O&M  ac- 
count. Who  can  say  for  certain  what 
the  magnitude  or  duration  of  this  re- 
quirement might  be.  I  am  aware  of  at 
least  five  other  locations  where 
schools  are  having  similar  problems. 
And  what  will  be  the  impact  on  mili- 
tary requirements  if  we  were  to 
expand  the  use  of  piecemeal  remedies 
instead  of  a  comprehensive  cure  for 
impact  aid  problems?  As  it  is.  this  au- 
thorization bill  does  not  contain  ade- 
quate resources  to  meet  existing  mili- 
tary needs,  let  alone  take  on  additional 
requirements  that  are  the  statutory 
responsibility  of  another  department. 

I  share  the  gentleman's  concern  and 
can  appreciate  his  frustration  in  at- 
tempting to  provide  the  resources 
needed  to  operate  these  schools.  How- 
ever. I  do  not  believe  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  O&M  account  is  the 
appropriate  source  for  those  funds, 
nor  that  the  defense  authorization  bill 
Is  the  proper  vehicle  for  that  relief.  I 
fear  that  taking  this  approach  will 
only  delay  efforts  to  find  a  means  of 
providing  adecyaate  impact  aid  in  an 
equitable  faskflon.  For  those  reasons,  I 
regret  that  /must  oppose  the  gentle- 
man's amendment. 


Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  was 
talking  about  other  school  districts  in 
this  category.  There  are  only  three 
other  independent  school  districts  In 
the  entire  Nation  in  this  category.  One 
at  Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz.,  at  Williams 
Air  Force  Base,  Ariz.,  and  the  other 
Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans. 

But  none  of  those  three  are  in  the  fi- 
nancial fix  that  these  three  are  which 
are  the  subject  of  this  amendment. 
Those  others  are  not  in  danger;  mine 
are  the  only  three  school  districts,  and 
I  ask  the  gentleman:  These  are  mili- 
tary schools,  super  A  students,  no  tax 
base  whatsoever;  why  not  have  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  foot  the  bill? 

Now,  I  ask  the  gentleman:  Is  It  not 
up  to  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
furnish  the  money  to  educate  military 
children? 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  would  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  I  have  a  high 
school  In  Virginia  Beach  which  does 
not  qualify  precisely  as  the  gentle- 
man's schools  do,  but  nevertheless  has 
an  enormous  number  of  military 
family  children  In  It.  And  we  face  a  sit- 
uation that,  if  not  precisely  the  same, 
is  akin  to  It.  And  we  are  feeling  the 
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same  kinds  of  pressures.  I  know  that 
last  year  we  had  a  situation  involving 
the  school  district  of  a  Member  from 
another  State  who  attempted  to  uti- 
lize funds  in  this  special  way  and  was 
not  successful  because  of  the  prece- 
dent-setting aspects  of  it.  And  it  was 
for  that  reason,  indeed  for  the  same 
reason  here,  that  this  opposition  has 
been  raised. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman.  I  have 
some  districts  that  have  a  tremendous 
number  of  military  schools,  but  part  is 
outside  the  bases  where  you  have  a 
tax  base.  That  is  the  situation  in  the 
gentleman's  district,  his  district  has  a 

t&X  bSLS6 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kazen  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Whitehurst 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman. 
•  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  But  the  precise  situa- 
tion as  I  have  told  the  gentleman  does 
not  exist  anywhere  else.  I  have  resist- 
ed the  pressure,  as  the  gentleman  has 
for  his  type  of  school  district  because  I 
have  them  also.  But  what  am  I  going 
to  do  with  schools  that  are  entirely. 
100  percent  inside  a  Federal  reserva- 
tion? Whose  responsibility  is  it  if  it  is 
not  the  Department  of  Defense  to  edu- 
cate the  children  of  military  families? 
This  is  all  that  I  am  asking  in  this 
amendment. 

Now.  when  the  874  funds  become 
available,  this  money  will  be  repaid  to 
the  Department  of  Defense.  And  I 
would  rather  keep  these  schools,  as  I 
am  sure  the  gentleman  would,  under 
the  program  of  874  rather  than  going 
to  section  6.  as  we  do  with  overseas 
schools,  because  then  it  would  cost  the 
Department  of  Defense  a  lot  more 
money  than  this  program  will,  because 
the  State  of  Texas  picks  up  a  share  of 
the  funding. 

Otherwise,  under  section  6  it  would 
not  pick  up  a  single  dime.  But  these 
schools  have  already  reduced  services, 
they  have  cut  out  faculty,  they  have 
cut  out  books.  They  are  getting  to  the 
point  where  they  will  lose  their  ac- 
creditation if  we  do  not  give  them  this 
measly  sum  to  let  them  open  in  Sep- 
tember, give  DOD  the  money  back 
when  874  funds  become  available  and 
that  is  all  there  is  to  it  and  that  is  all 
we  are  asking. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  The  gentleman 
pleads  an  eloquent  case. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr,  DANIEL.  This  Member  had 
planned   to  oppose   this  amendment: 


but  now  there  is  a  new  factor,  I  was 
not  aware  that  this  was  a  unique  case. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  would 
withdraw  his  amendment  until  we  can 
do  some  work  to  determine  just  where 
we  stand  on  this,  because  I  do  think, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
WHITEHURST)  Said,  it  would  set  an 
enormous  precedent.  But  if  it  is  special 
or  unique,  then  it  is  something  else. 
Would  the  gentleman  agree  to  with- 
draw his  amendment  without  preju- 
dice. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  If  I  understand  from 
what  our  distinguished  ranking  minor- 
ity member  said  earlier,  this  bill  would 
go  over  to  September  if  we  do  not 
finish  by  6  o'clock— and  there  is  no 
chance  at  all  that  we  are  going  to 
finish  it  by  6  o'clock.  Does  that  mean. 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  bill's  next 
consideration  will  not  be  in  this  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  until  September? 
Is  that  the  understanding? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  That 
is  a  matter  for  the  leadership  and  mi- 
nority to  discuss. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  if  I  might 
have  the  attention  of  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  (Mr.  Daniel)  and  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Kazen) 
that  I  find  myself  between  the  horns 
of  a  dilemma. 

I  recognize  you  have  a  problem  that 
needs  addressing.  You  asked  if  I  made 
the  statement.  I  said.  "Yes."  that  in 
informal  conversation  I  had  been  told 
that  because  of  scheduling  problems 
the  leadership  had  observed— it  was 
not  a  threat,  it  was  not  a  promise— 
they  ol)served  that  if  it  was  not  con- 
cluded today,  that  it  would  probably 
be  after  the  August  recess  before  this 
matter  could  be  brought  back  to  the 
floor.  I  do  not  say  that  is,  indeed,  a 
fact  that  will  occur.  I  say.  in  my  opin- 
ion, it  is  very,  very  likely. 

But,  you  see,  we  are  not  working  to- 
morrow, there  are  no  votes  Monday; 
we  have,  I  do  not  know  how  many 
days  between  now  and  when  we  do 
recess,  if  there  are  any  more,  when 
there  will  be  nothing  scheduled;  or 
why  we  do  not  work  late  and  get  this 
done,  or  why  we  use  the  Defense  au- 
thorization bill  as  a  filler  to  pull  off 
and  on  the  floor— when  we  have  noth- 
ing better  to  do,  just  pull  it  on.  I 
carmot  answer  that.  We  started  this 
bill  in  May.  We  were  ready  to  go  in 
May;  the  powers  that  be  that  makes 
these  decisions  said,  "We  will  rise." 
pull  it  off  the  floor;  we  are  going  over 
the  Memorial  Day  recess.  Then  we 
came   back  on  the   floor,   then  went 


over  the  Fourth  of  July  recess,  did  not 
come  up  the  first  week,  came  up  the 
second  week. 

We  had  no  business  last  Monday,  we 
have  no  business  tomorrow,  we  did  not 
have  business  last  Friday,  we  have  no 
votes  Monday.  We  are  going  to  use 
this  as  a  filler,  when  we  have  nothing 
else  to  do— "Yes.  put  this  bill  back 
on." 

So  we  could,  yes.  If  the  decision- 
makers decided  we  were  going  to 
finish  this  bill  before  we  quit,  we  could 
finish  this  bill.  We  do  not  have  the  au- 
thority to  make  these  decisions,  cer- 
tainly not  on  this  side. 

So,  I  am  saying  what  the  likelihood 
is  and  what  the  speculation  Is,  not 
that  there  is  anything  written  that 
you  can  take  to  the  bank. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. I  simply  state  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  that  based  on  the  infor- 
mation I  have  at  the  present  time,  and 
I  have  discussed  this  with  Mr.  White- 
hurst and  we  had  agreed  the  position 
we  had  to  take,  because  of  the  prece- 
dent it  would  set. 

If  we  vote  based  on  the  information 
I  have  at  the  moment,  I  will  oppose 
the  amendment.  \ 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  and  for  bringing  that 
point  up. 

I  know  I  have  spoken  on  this  par- 
ticular matter.  I  do  not  want  to  be- 
labor the  point.  I  had  my  staff  go 
through  the  Congressional  Record 
and  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Dickinson)  is  correct.  We  started  this 
bill  on  May  18,  then  debated  on  May 
26.  On  June  14,  15,  and  16,  we  consid- 
ered for  a  small  period  of  time  this 
particular  bill. 

Then  In  July,  Indeed,  we  brought  It 
up  July  20  for  a  short  period  of  time. 
July  21.  today— now  we  talk  In  terms 
of  perhaps  working  again  In  Septem- 
ber. It  seems  ridiculous  that  once 
again  this  particular  bill  Is  used  to  be 
brought  up  when  convenient,  to 
whomever,  I  do  not  know. 

D  1650 

And  It  Is.  I  think,  a  real  snub  on  our 
committee  and  the  Important  work 
that  It  Is  doing. 

One  other  thing  I  would  like  to  say, 
all  I  can  do  is  just  caution.  The  way 
this  thing  Is  going  and  the  fact  that 
once  again  we  have  no  votes  on  Friday, 
no  real  session  on  Monday,  that  I 
would  suggest  that  the  Members  do 
their  Christmas  shopping  during 
August,  because  most  certainly  we  will 
be  here  at  Christmas. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 
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Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Just  one  minor  comment.  I  have  to 
work  on  Monday.  There  are  three  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  bills  that  will  be 
brought  up  on  Monday  that  we  will 
have  to  manage  on  the  floor.  And  as  I 
understand  it,  there  will  be  three  sus- 
pensions that  will  come  up  on 
Monday.  Now  some  Members  may  not 
be  here,  but  some  of  us  will  have  to 
work.  And  as  I  understand  It.  the 
reason  why  the  votes  are  carried  over 
to  Tuesday  Is  for  the  convenience  of 
other  Members,  but  there  are  some  of 
us  who  win  not  be  able  to  exercise 
that  convenience. 

And  I  just  wanted  to  say  for  the 
Record,  let  us  not  paint  Monday  as  If 
It  is  not  a  workday,  because  this  gen- 
tleman has  to  work  on  Monday.  We 
have  three  pieces  of  legislation  to 
bring  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  COURTER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  continue  to  yield,  the  gentleman 
probably  works  7  days  a  week. 

The  point  is  that  we  are  having  no 
votes  on  Friday,  apparently.  We  are 
just  going  to  get  out  of  here  at  6 
o'clock. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  We  have  no  ses- 
sion on  Friday  and  no  votes  on 
Monday. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  continue  to  yield,  I  would  like  to 
make  one  comment. 

I  agree  with  the  major  thrust  of  the 
gentleman's  remarks  and  that  is  that 
this  bill  Is  In  many  instances  being 
used  as  a  filler.  I  think  my  colleagues 
recall  one  day  I  Incurred  the  wrath  of 
the  leadership  on  this  side  by  chal- 
lenging that  particular  practice.  I 
think  this  Is  a  terribly  Important  piece 
of  legislation,  but  I  think  we  delude 
ourselves  into  believing  that  this  piece 
of  legislation  can  In  some  way  be 
passed  In  2  or  3  or  4  days. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dellums  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  think  clearly  It  Is 
going  to  take  2  to  3  weeks  for  us  to  se- 
riously debate  this  bill.  I  do  not  think 
2  or  3  weeks  is  too  much  time  to 
debate  a  bill  that  in  the  aggregate  will 
come  to  somewhere  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  $260  billion  with  enormous 
implications  for  life  and  death. 

Maybe  we  ought  to  set  aside  Military 
Authorization  Month  and  let  us 
debate  the  bill  for  a  month.  Let  us 
stay  In  here  and  deal  with  It.  We  do 
not  need  to  badger  each  other  on  this. 
All  of  us  know  the  Importance  of  It. 
This  gentleman  is  willing  to  stay  here 
every  day.  If  necessary,  to  debate  this 
matter.  That  Is  why  I  do  not  believe  In 
cutting  off  debate.  I  think  we  ought  to 
have  a  full-blown  and  significant  and 


serious  discussion  of  these  critical 
issues.  I  join  my  colleague  in  that 
effort. 

But  the  military  budget  has  been 
used  as  a  filler.  I  do  not  know  why 
that  is  the  case.  Maybe  we  ought  t5 
set  aside  a  month  and  then  give  this 
gentleman  a  month  to  debate  the  sub- 
stitute and  we  can  have  a  2-month 
ordeal. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kazen  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  assure  my  col- 
leagues on  the  committee,  that  I  do 
not  want  to  do  anything  to  this  au- 
thorization bill  that  will  set  a  prece- 
dent for  a  variety  of  oth'er  types  of  ex- 
penditures. 

If  this  were  not  this  unique  case  and 
If  we  were  not  caught  In  a  bind  with 
the  other  legislation  that  might  have 
balled  us  out,  I  would  not  be  offering 
this. 

What  I  would  tell  my  colleagues 
from  Virginia  on  the  committee,  is 
that  I  would  be  willing  to  withdraw 
this  amendment  if  I  could  go  with  a 
backup  amendment  that  I  have  which 
Is  strictly  a  loan  amendment,  not  a 
grant,  a  loan,  to  allow  these  schools  to 
open  and  the  moment  the  money  is 
there.  It  will  be  repaid,  with  Interest, 
to  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  would  prefer 
that  my  colleague  from  Virginia  would 
respond. 

Let  me  say  before  I  yield  to  him  for 
that  purpose,  as  a  practical  situation 
the  gentleman's  amendment,  if  it 
passes,  will  be  part  of  this  bill.  This 
bill  win  not  pass,  in  my  opinion,  until 
sometime  in  September.  After  that  we 
have  to  go  to  conference  with  the 
Senate.  After  that  we  have  to  bring  it 
back.  Then  the  appropriations  process 
takes  hold. 

I  really  do  not  think  that  we  are 
going  to  get  the  gentleman  any  money 
for  his  schools,  whether  we  pass  this 
amendment  or  not.  Perhaps  I  am 
wrong.  Maybe  the  gentleman  can  work 
miracles. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  gentleman  and  I  know  that 
the  appropriation  process  Is  going  to 
supersede  this  authorization  bill.  It 
has  to. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Not  If  I  can  help 
It. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  understand.  The  gen- 
tleman and  I  feel  the  same  way,  bjit  It 
Is  going  to  happen  if  we  are  on  track 
on  this  bill  not  passing  until  after  the 


fiscal  year  begins.  Now  the  gentleman 
knows  this. 

All  I  am  saying  is  that  if  we  can 
attach  this  amendment,  which  I  will 
withdraw  and  offer  my  other  amend- 
ment that  Is  on  the  desk,  these  people 
may  be  able  to  go  to  a  local  Institution 
to  borrow  money  against  something 
that  is  already  there  and  will  be  forth- 
coming. And  that  would  be  the  only 
advantage  to  It. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  say 
whether  the  gentleman  gets  the 
amiendment  In  the  form  of  a  loan  or 
whether  the  gentleman  gets  it  In  the 
form  of  an  amendment,  I  do  think  we 
are  setting  a  terribly  Important  and 
dangerous  precedent  here.  I  do  not 
think  there  Is  going  to  be  any  money 
forthcoming. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  understand  what  the 
gentleman  is  telling  me. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  ask  the 
gentleman  this.  Why  is  this  not  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  State  of  Texas? 
Mr.  KAZEN.  It  is. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Why  are  we  pick- 
ing up  the  burden  that  they  should  be 
carrying.  I  do  not  understand  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kazen  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  KAZEN.  The  gentleman  must 
not  have  heard  what  I  said. 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  did. 
Mr.  KAZEN.  Under  the  874  funds 
program  every  State  In  the  Union  has 
a  formula  that  they  match  on  this  im- 
pacted aid.  The  State  of  Texas  is  put- 
ting up  almost  one-half  of  the  money 
for  these  strictly  military  schools 
which  ought  to  be  100  percent  of  enti- 
tlement under  874,  but  they  are  not, 
because  for  the  last  2  years  we  In  the 
Congress  have  only  given  them  70  per- 
cent of  entitlement  and  you  are  asking 
the  State  of  Texas  to  put  up  100  per- 
cent for  100-percent  military  schools. 

Now  I  ask  my  colleague,  is  that  a 
fair  thing  to  ask? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Well,  if  they  draw 
the  school  district  lines. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  No,  no.  The  Govern- 
ment drew  the  district  line.  It  is  inside 
a  military  reservation.  It  Is  the  Lack- 
land Independent  School  District,  the 
Randolph  Field  Independent  School 
District,  the  Fort  Sam  Houston  Inde- 
pendent School  District.  It  is  not 
Judson  or  Laredo. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  The  gentleman  is 
saying  the  Department  of  Defense 
drew  the  school  districts  for  the  State 
of  Texas? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  do  not  know  who 
drew  the  lines  but  the  Department  of 
Defense  has  been  going  along  with  it 
and  saving  money  because  they  should 
have  really  picked  it  up  under  section 
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6  as  we  do  overseas  districts.  Strictly 
super  A  students. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  say  to  my 
colleague  from  Texas,  good  luck.  I  do 
not  think  he  is  going  to  get  the  money. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  All  I  am  asking  is  to  let 
it  go  on  this  bill.  If  we  get  it,  fine.  If 
we  do  not,  we  do  not. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  not  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFTERES  BY  MR.  KAZEN 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kazen:  Page 
25,  after  line  13.  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

LOANS  TO  CERTAIN  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS  IN  SAN 
ANTONIO.  TEXAS 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  make  a  loan  to  the  Fort  Sam  Houston 
Independent  School  District  of  San  Anto- 
nio, Texas,  In  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$784,000,  in  order  to  assist  that  school  dis- 
trict in  meeting  current  expenditures.  A 
loan  under  this  subsection  may  be  made 
from  amounts  available  to  the  Army  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  Any  such  loan  shall  bear  interest  at 
such  a  rate  and  be  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  requires. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
make  loans  to  the  Randolph  Field  Inde- 
pendent School  District  and  to  the  L^ackland 
Independent  School  District  of  San  Anto- 
nio. Texas,  in  a  total  amount  not  to  exceed 
$657,000,  in  order  to  assist  those  school  dis- 
tricts in  meeting  current  expenditures.  A 
loan  under  this  subsection  may  be  made 
from  amounts  available  to  the  Air  Force  for 
operation  and  maintenance  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  Any  such  loan  shall  bear  interest  at 
such  a  rate  and  be  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  requires. 

(c)  If  funds  under  the  Act  of  September 
30,  1950  (Public  Law  874,  81st  Congress:  20 
U.S.C.  236  et  seq.),  are  not  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1984  to  a  school  district  receiving 
a  loan  under  this  section  in  the  full  amount 
that  would  have  been  provided  to  that 
school  district  for  that  fiscal  year  without 
regard  to  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act  of  1981,  then  such  loan  (including 
interest)  shall  be  forgiven  to  the  extent  that 
the  amount  provided  to  that  school  district 
for  that  year  under  such  Act  is  less  than 
such  full  amount. 

Mr.  KAZEN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
the  amendment  that  I  have  been  talk- 
ing about  with  my  colleagues  from 
Virginia  who  objected  to  the  other 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia. 


Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  make  no  objection 
on  this  side. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?      ^ 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  side  has  no  ob- 
jection to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a  copy  and  I 
was  just  reading  it. 

Now,  does  this  mean  that  if  the  enti- 
tlement is  later  granted  that  such 
amounts  as  would  be  awarded  under 
the  entitlement  that  amount  would  be 
repaid.  If  it  was  not  100  percent,  then 
whatever  it  was  would  be  repaid. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Whatever  is  loaned  will 
be  repaid  when  the  money  comes  in. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Kazen). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

D  1700 

Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  order  to 
engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the  chair- 
man of  the  Readiness  Subcommittee 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  Mr.  Dan  Daniel. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  of  the  fore- 
most experts  in  Congress  today  on  the 
operations  and  maintenance  accounts 
in  the  Department  of  Defense  budget. 
I  know  that  you  are  aware  of  a  poten- 
tially costly,  yet  necessary  item  that 
will  require  increasing  funds  from  the 
O&M  account.  I  am  speaking,  of 
course,  of  the  problem  of  pollution  on 
the  premises  of  our  military  installa- 
tions, pollution  caused  by  previously 
used  methods  of  storing  and  disposing 
of  industrial  wastes.  Fortunately, 
there  has  been  a  concerted  effort  on 
the  part  of  the  individual  services  to 
address  this  problem  by  changing  the 
methods  in  which  waste  and  toxic 
chemicals  are  stored  and  disposed  of. 
Nevertheless,  even  though  faulty  prac- 
tices have  been  stopped,  the  pollution 
problems  remain.  The  need  now  is  to 
locate,  contain,  and  eliminate  these 
problems,  and  to  do  so  in  a  proper  and 
timely  manner. 

To  illustrate  mf  point.  I  would  like 
to  briefly  discuss  the  situation  at 
McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  one  of  five 
air  logistics  centers,  located  in  the  con- 
gressional district  that  I  am  privileged 


to  represent.  Since  this  facility  is 
tasked  with  the  repair  and  mainte- 
nance of  aircraft,  industrial  solvents 
are  a  conunonly  used  item  at  McClel- 
lan. Between  1967  and  1981.  the  base 
stored  and  disposed  of  an  industrial 
solvent  known  as  TCE  containing  the 
chemical  trichloroethylene.  At  one 
time,  this  chemical  was  thought  to  be 
harmless;  thus,  appropriate  caution  in 
disposal  was  not  taken.  This  solvent 
was  dumped  in  open  pits  and  at  other 
areas  on  the  base. 

Once  the  dangers  of  the  chemical 
were  known  and  the  dumping  was 
stopped,  the  Air  Force  undertook  a 
preliminary  study  in  which  46  sites, 
most  of  them  small,  were  identified. 
Of  these  sites,  the  greatest  problem 
has  been  associated  with  three  large 
pits.  One  remains  open  and  unlined 
where  seepage  of  the  contaminants 
into  the  upper  aquifer  has  occurred. 
Needless  to  say.  this  has  triggered  jus- 
tified concern  on  the  part  of  the  Air 
Force,  the  State  of  California  which 
has  jurisdiction  over  ground  water,  the 
work  force  on  the  base,  and  residents 
whose  property  surrounds  the  base, 
some  of  whom  have  wells  which  have 
been  affected. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  bring  this  matter  to 
your  attention  because  I  feel  it  is  im- 
portant for  Congress  to  publicly  recog- 
nize the  existing  problems  of  pollution 
on  our  bases  and  the  long-term  com- 
mitment that  must  be  made  in  order 
to  insure  as  healthy  and  safe  an  envi- 
ronment on  and  off  our  bases  as  is  pos- 
sible and  feasible. 

McClellan.  as  one  of  the  first  Air 
Force  bases  where  the  pollution  prob- 
lem was  brought  to  light,  will,  in 
effect,  be  a  test  case.  Thus  far,  while 
there  is  some  dispute  on  this  point, 
the  Air  Force  has  complied  with  the 
State  directives.  However,  there  have 
been  complaints  as  to  the  timeliness  of 
the  Air  Force's  compliance  with  the 
State  directives  and  its  responses  to  re- 
quests for  data  and  information  on  the 
degree  of  contamination. 

On  Friday,  tomorrow,  the  Air  Force 
is  scheduled  to  release  the  phase  II 
report  which  purportedly  recommends 
how  the  Air  Force  is  to  contain,  clean 
up.  and  eliminate  all  aspects  of  the 
pollution  problem.  Again,  there  is 
some  concern  as  to  whether  this  will 
be  the  case,  or  whether  additional 
studies  will  be  required  to  determine 
the  method  of  cleaning  up  specific 
sites.  That  issue  will  be  determined 
upon  release  of  phase  II.  There  re- 
mains, however,  the  major  job  facing 
McClellan  and  other  military  installa- 
tions. 

I  ask  for  your  assurances  that  this 
will  be  a  matter  of  high  priority,  and 
that  your  subconunittee  will  take 
whatever  steps  are  necessary  in  the 
years  ahead  to  insure  that  the  services 
are  funded  properly,  responsive,  and 
act  in  a  timely  and  proper  manner. 
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Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  bringing  this  matter  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  committee.  Generally, 
we  found  that  this  may  be  one  area 
where  the  services,  looking  ahead, 
have  instituted  the  necessary  proce- 
dures and  regulations  to  stay  ahead  of 
the  problem. 

As  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
California  is  aware,  the  phase  I  study 
of  potential  pollution  at  McClellan 
was  automatically  triggered  by  signifi- 
cant military  construction  or  O&M 
repair  projects  on  the  base.  A  "phase 
I."  or  records  check,  was  a  require- 
ment to  insure  that  there  was  no  docu- 
mentary evidence  that  there  had  been 
chemical  dumping  or  other  pollution 
in  the  past. 

This  procedure  was  instituted  to 
insure  that  there  will  be  no  military 
Love  Canal-type  incident,  stemming 
from  actions  in  the  past  when  our  en- 
vironmental awareness  was  not  nearly 
so  sophisticated  as  it  is  today. 

Because  evidence  of  chemical  dump- 
ing was  found  during  the  records 
check,  a  phase  II.  or  laboratory  sam- 
pling and  testing,  study  was  also  auto- 
matically begun.  Our  understanding  is 
that  the  phase  II  report  is  due  for  re- 
lease by  the  Air  Force  on  July  22. 

If  the  system  works  as  well  at  other 
military  installations  as  it  seems  to 
have  at  McClellan.  I  think  we  will  be 
in  good  shape.  We  should  see  possible 
pollution  problems,  stemming  from 
past  actions,  detected  and  dealt  with 
in  a  timely  maimer. 

The  gentleman  from  Sacramento  is 
to  be  complimented  on  his  concern 
and  assistance. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  thank  the  chairman 
for  his  comments  and  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  him  and  his  commit- 
tee to  insure  that  the  citizens  are  pro- 
tected and  I  am  confident  that  the 
gentleman  will  do  everything  that  he 
can  to  see  that  that  occurs. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  California. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  an  item  in 
the  report  accompanying  this  bill 
which  needs  review  and  explanation. 
This  is  a  requirement  that  the  Navy 
analyze  and  report  the  effect  of  in- 
creasing the  split  of  Navy's  repair  and 
sdteration  budget  from  the  current  70/ 
30  to  60/40  or  50/50. 

First  of  all.  I  do  not  agree  that  we 
should  look  at  ship  repair  separately 
from  new  construction.  If  we  look  at 
all  shipwork,  the  current  split  is  actu- 
ally 75  to  25  percent  with  the  75  per- 
cent being  assigned  to  the  private,  not 


public  sector.  All  of  the  new  construc- 
tion is  currently  accomplished  in  pri- 
vate yards.  This  amounts  to  over  $9.3 
plus  billion  for  fiscal  year  1983.  When 
this  is  added  to  the  $2.3  plus  billion 
repair  work  assigned  to  the  private 
sector,  the  result  is  $11.6  plus  billion 
for  fiscal  year  1983  for  private  yards 
out  of  a  total  budget  of  $15.4-plus  bil- 
lion. 

We  put  virtually  all  of  our  new  ship- 
building in  three  private  yards  with 
little  or  no  competition.  Perhaps  we 
should  study  this  issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  history  of  the 
navy  yard  system  in  the  United  States 
is  as  long  as  the  history  of  our  coun- 
try. Many  interests  have  attempted  to 
supplant  this  adjunct  to  our  naval 
forces  by  substituting  private  ship- 
yards. This  current  request  reestab- 
lishes this  intent.  Since  the  1960's,  we 
have  closed  four  naval  shipyards,  five 
if  you  count  the  SFR  located  at  San 
Diego.  We  are  in  the  process  of  de- 
stroying the  shipbuilding  capability 
which  existed  in  them  for  more  than 
200  years.  In  5  more  years,  I  predict 
that  their  capability  will  be  virtually 
nonexistent.  I  do  not  object  to  giving  a 
reasonable  amount  of  ship  repair  work 
to  naval  shipyards,  but  this  further  in- 
cursion into  the  repair  capability  is 
only  one  more  step  to  the  total  elimi- 
nation of  naval  shipyards.  Why  is  it 
necessary  to  ask  the  Navy  to  study 
this  question,  since  the  answer  is  obvi- 
ous: That  is,  if  you  reduce  the  number, 
something  has  to  go.  efficiency  drops, 
skills  and  capability  are  abandoned, 
and  we  find  ourselves  vulnerable  to  all 
of  the  vagaries  of  the  marketplace, 
when  we  need  the  support  of  our  tech- 
nically complex  ships. 

The  Navy  says  the  result  of  a  shift 
in  repair  work  toward  the  private 
sector  could  require,  at  the  outset,  the 
closing  of  Philadelphia  and  Long 
Beach  Naval  Shipyards.  This  will 
harm  our  national  security. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  request  to  study, 
the  split  between  the  private  and 
public  sectors  does  no  harm.  But  I 
trust  the  real  fact  regarding  the  real 
split  will  be  brought  to  light  as  well  as 
the  security  of  our  great  Nation.  I 
trust  the  study  will  look  long  and  hard 
at  these  issues  I  have  raised. 
•  Mrs.  SCHNEIDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  the  past  quarter  of  a  century  the 
defense  of  our  Nation  has  rested  on 
the  concept  of  a  strategic  triad.  While 
there  have  been  many  disagreements 
about  the  relative  composition  of  this 
structure,  it  represents  a  well  re- 
searched and  thoroughly  debated  con- 
cept. We  are  now  entering  into  a  new 
era— a  fourth  dimension  of  the  arms 
race.  The  carefully  considered  prob- 
lems of  land.  air.  and  submarine  based 
strategic  weapons  are  being  replaced 
by  previously  imconsidered  questions 
regarding  weapons  in  space. 

F»resident  Reagan  has  recently  called 
for  an  examination  of  the  potential 


for  a  space-based  defensive  weapon 
system.  Given  the  state  of  our  current 
technology,  many  of  the  questions 
that  must  be  answered  regarding  the 
strategy  which  will  guide  the  deploy- 
ment and  use  of  future  space-based 
weapons  can  be  debated  during  their 
development.  One  very  critical  excep- 
tion to  this  provident  course  is  the  de- 
ployment of  an  antisatellite  system 
that  will  cause  us  to  leap  into  the  next 
dimension  of  defense  possibilities 
without  a  careful  consideration  of  the 
strategy  that  will  guide  it. 

A  parallel  can  be  drawn  between  the 
ASAT  technology  and  that  of  the  MX 
missile.  Congress  refused  to  deploy  the 
MX  until  a  clear  statement  of  its  strat- 
egy—both in  terms  of  arms  control 
and  national  defense— was  provided. 
The  debate  was  focused  less  on  the 
need  for  upgrading  our  forces  than  on 
the  strategy  that  would  accompany 
such  a  deployment.  The  Scowcroft 
Conunission.  while  offering  recommen- 
dations that  were  not  equally  convinc- 
ing to  all.  provided  such  an  analysis  of 
our  strategy.  Similarly,  with  ASAT. 
there  exists  a  compelling  need  to 
debate  its  implications  for  both  arms 
control  and  national  defense  before 
rushing  headlong  into  the  deployment 
of  this  system. 

The  Russians  currently  have  a 
primitive  antisatellite  capability.  The 
deployment  of  our  technologically  su- 
perior system  will  surely  spur  them  on 
to  match  our  successes.  Our  ability  to 
begin  initial  deployment  of  ASAT 
within  a  year  provides -us  with  a  tre- 
mendous advantage,  not  only  to  con- 
tinue building  our  research  leawl.  but 
to  examine  more  closely  the  strategic 
implications  of  ASAT  deployment. 

I  urge  you  to  consider  carefully  the 
implications  of  a  decision  to  deploy 
our  ASAT  technology  at  this  time. 
The  cost  of  a  delay  will  be  minimal 
and  the  cost  of  proceeding  without  a 
firm  grasp  of  it's  strategic  implications 
may  be  greater  than  the  world  can 
afford.  The  deployment  of  ASAT  will 
be  an  irrevocable  step  in  moving  weap- 
onry into  space  and  I  urge  you  to  sup- 
port the  Seiberling  amendment  to 
delay  this  step  so  that  Congress  can 
give  this  critical  issue  the  measured 
consideration  it  deserves.* 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Are 
there  other  amendments  to  title  IV? 
The  Clerk  will  designate  title  V. 

Title  V  reads  as  follows: 

TITLE  V— ACTIVE  FORCES 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTHS 

Sec.  501.  The  Armed  Forces  are  author- 
ized strengths  for  active  duty  personnel  as 
of  September  30.  1984,  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Army.  778.000. 

(2)  The  Navy,  560,300. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps,  194,600. 

(4)  The  Air  Force,  592,500. 

QUALITY  CONTROL  OP  ENLISTMENTS  INTO  THE 
ARMY  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1»84 

Sec.  502.  Effective  on  October  1,  1983,  sec- 
tion 302(a)  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
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Authorization  Act.  1981  (Public  Law  96-342: 
10  U.S.C.  520  note),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "Octoljer  1.  1982'  and  September  30. 
1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'October 
1.  1983"  and  "September  30.  1984".  respec- 
tively. 

LIMIT  ON  FUNDS  FOR  PERMANENT  CHANGE  OF 
STATION  iPCSi  TRAVEL  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR 
1984 

Sec.  503.  During  fiscal  year  1984.  not  more 
than  $2,585,626,000  may  be  spent  from 
funds  available  to  the  Department  of  De 
fense  for  permanent  change  of  station 
travel  (including  all  expenses  of  such  travel 
for  organizational  movements).  Assignments 
for  temporary  duty  may  not  be  increased  in 
order  to  circumvent  the  limitation  in  the 
preceding  sentence. 

REDUCrrlON  ON  THE  NUMBER  OF  PERSONNEL 
ASSIGNED  TO  HEADQUARTERS  STAFFS 

Sec.  504.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
reduce  the  total  of  the  strengths  authorized 
by  section  501  by  a  total  of  500  personnel  to 
be  derived  from  reductions  in  positions  as- 
signed to  headquarters  staffs  of  the  military 
departments,  defense  agencies,  commands, 
and  other  components  of  the  Department  of 
I>efense. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  would  be  de- 
lighted to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland. 

Mr.  DYSON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to 
engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  reduced  the  budget  for  the 
DARCOM  ranges  and  test  facilities 
program  by  $12.4  million,  down  from 
the  $333.4  million  requested  by  the  ad- 
ministration. I  am  concerned  that  this 
reduction  may  hamper  DARCOM's 
mission,  which  is  to  test  and  evaluate 
our  Nation's  weapons  systems.  While  I 
recognize  the  need  for  trimming  the 
defense  budget.  I  believe  the  House 
cut  in  DARCOM  is  a  significant  reduc- 
tion. I  am  most  concerned  that  the 
Senates  cut  in  this  program,  $37  mil- 
lion, is  far  too  large  and  would  defi- 
nitely Impair  DARCOM's  ability  to 
adequately  perform  its  mission.  I 
would  like  to  urge  the  House  Armed 
Services  conferees  to  hold  the  confer- 
ence committee  budget  for  DARCOM 
to  the  House  level,  for  any  deeper  cut 
would  have  serious  consequences  for 
our  test  and  evaluation  capabilities. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  for  his  concern  about  the 
DARCOM  program  cuts.  I  certainly 
recognize  the  importance  of  this  pro- 
gram, and  I  assure  you  the  conferees 
will  do  all  they  can  to  prevent  any  fur- 
ther reductions  in  the  DARCOM 
budget.  The  House  Armed  Services 
Committee  would  also  look  favorably 
upon  a  request  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army  to  reprogram  funds  to 
DARCOM    later    in   the    fiscal    year. 


should  the  Army  decide  DARCOM  has 
a  higher  priority  and  needs  additional 
funds,  and  if  it  comes  to  the  commit- 
tee, I  think  the  committee  will  receive 
it  with  favorable  consideration. 
Mr.  DYSON.  I  thank  the  chairman. 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  at  this  time  to  talk  a  little  bit 
about  the  status  of  women  in  the  mili- 
tary, which  concerns  me  an  awful  lot, 
especially  In  the  Army. 

Since  the  end  of  the  Vietnam  war 
the  military  services  have  slowly,  but 
surely,  become  aware  of  the  fact  that 
half  the  population  and  nearly  half 
the  work  force  are  female.  Finally,  the 
military  started  allowing  more  women 
to  engage  in  military  careers.  Indeed, 
between  the  end  of  World  War  II  and 
1972,  the  Army  averaged  about  1  per- 
cent women  in  the  Active  Force.  Since 
that  time,  the  number  has  climbed  to 
nearly  10  percent,  while  the  number  of 
women  in  the  Active  Army  has 
climbed  from  around  16,000  in  1972  to 
over  75,000  today. 

A  couple  of  years  ago,  however,  some 
started  getting  cold  feet  about  women 
in  the  military.  Many  women  were  not 
happy  in  the  Army  and  the  attrition 
rate  climbed.  Charges  of  sexual  har- 
assment abounded.  Many  women  were 
hurt  in  poorly  designed  training 
courses.  Some  even  blamed  the  decline 
in  the  Army's  readiness  on  the  pres- 
ence of  women.  So.  in  February  1981 
the  Army  decided  to  freeze  female  en- 
listed strength  at  65,000,  while  it  reas- 
sessed its  policy. 

Well,  the  new  policy  is  beginning  to 
come  out.  The  policy  seems  to  be  a 
major  step  backward.  The  Army  has 
closed  off  an  additional  23  military  oc- 
cupational specialties  (MOS)  to 
women  because  these  jobs  have  a  high 
probability  of  combat.  Now,  53  percent 
of  all  Army  jobs  are  closed  to  women. 
Some  of  the  jobs  recently  closed  in- 
clude carpentry  and  masonry  special- 
tist.  plumber,  interior  electrician,  and 
construction  surveyor.  The  relation- 
ship of  these  jobs  to  combat  seems 
pretty  distant  to  me. 

But,  this  is  just  one  part  of  the 
attack.  The  other  part  comes  in  the 
area  of  physical  requirements.  Obvi- 
ously, on  average,  men  are  stronger 
than  women.  But,  in  the  area  of  sex 
discrimination,  averages  are  not  good 
enough.  There  are  women  every  bit  as 
strong  as  men  and  they  should  not  be 
excluded  from  jobs  because  of  the 
averages.  Yet,  the  Army  seems  to  be 
moving  in  precisely  that  direction. 
Rather,  the  Army  should  be  dealing, 
in  a  sex  neutral  way,  with  the  physical 
attributes  of  each  soldier  and  assign- 
ing them  to  jobs  which  they  can  per- 
form. 

The  law  is  quite  clear  about  keeping 
women  out  of  combat.  It  seems  to  me 
to  be  an  unnecessary  extension  to  say 
that  women  cannot  serve  in  any  job 
which  might  someday  involve  combat. 
The  Army  needs  its  work  done  and 


women  enlistees  test  out  much  better, 
on  average,  than  male  enlistees.  Some 
better  balance  than  the  Army  is  now 
making  must  be  developed  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  Army  and  its  soldiers. 

Recently,  we  have  all  been  treated  to 
proof  of  the  ability  of  women  to  per- 
form the  most  demanding  and  pres- 
sure-filled jobs.  Sally  Ride  showed  us 
what  women  can  do  when  given  the 
chance.  The  astronaut  performed  bril- 
liantly in  space  and  even  better  in  bat- 
ting away  the  offensive  and  sexist 
questions  of  the  press.  Yet,  the  Army 
wants  to  preclude  women  from  most 
jobs. 

Our  colleague,  Tom  Lantos,  spoke 
on  the  floor  on  Monday  about  the  in- 
credibly insulting  comment  of  Secre- 
tary Weinberger  where  he  told  the 
President  that  women  can  "still  be 
grease  monkeys  and  things  like  that " 
in  the  military.  This  comment  pierces 
through  all  the  neutral  sounding  rhet- 
oric of  Army  reports  about  "physical 
demands  analysis"  and  "direct  combat 
probability."  As  Secretary  Weinberger 
made  clear,  the  policy  of  the  Army 
and  of  this  administration  is  a  policy 
based  on  sexism. 

I  believe  that  our  Military  Personnel 
and  Compensation  Subcommittee, 
chaired  by  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  AspiN)  should  hold  imme- 
diate hearings  on  women  in  the  mili- 
tary. These  hearings  should  look  at 
how  women  perform  and  whether 
they  should  be  excluded  from  addi- 
tional jobs.  And  these  hearings  should 
look  at  whether  the  Army's  policy  is 
one  based  on  logic  and  law  or  one 
based  on  sexism. 

D  1719 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  delighted 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin. 

Ml.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate :he  comments  of  the  gentlewom- 
an from  Colorado,  and  as  she  knows, 
we  have  been  holding  some  discussions 
in  our  subcommittee,  of  which  the 
gentlewoman  is  a  member,  and  we  cer- 
tainly do  plan  to  hold  some  hearings 
on  the  subject.  We  look  forward  to  the 
gentlewoman's  suggestions  as  to  who 
should  come,  who  should  testify,  and 
what  kind  of  subjects  we  should  cover, 
because  I  think  the  comments  that 
she  has  made  are  exactly  correct.  We 
want  to  look  into  it  and  do  what  we 
can,  and  if  there  are  things  we  should 
be  changing  in  the  law.  we  will  change 
them. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  appreciate  the  response  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin,  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  those  hearings.  I  think  the 
women  In  Dacowits,  the  women  in  the 
service,  and  the  young  women  debat- 
ing now  whether  or  not  they  want  to 


go  into  the  service  are  all  entitled  to 
that. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  two  amendments  to  title  V,  and 
I  offer  my  amendment  No.  1  to  title  V. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Schroeder: 
Page  26.  line  11,  insert  "(a)"  after  "Sec. 
503.". 

Page  26,  after  line  17,  insert  the  following 
new  subsection: 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  take 
such  steps  as  are  necessary,  consistent  with 
the  requirements  of  military  readiness,  to 
reduce  the  number  of  permanent  changes  of 
station  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 
Such  steps  shall  include— 

<1)  reductions  to  the  minimum  essential 
level  in  the  number  of  permanent  changes 
of  station  required  within  the  continental 
United  States: 

(2)  extensions  of  the  length  of  tours  of 
duty  overseas  in  locations  other  than  loca- 
tions that  do  not  allow  for  accompanied 
tours;  and 

(3)  reductions  in  the  number  of  active 
duty  military  personnel  stationed  outside 
the  continental  United  States. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  full  Armed  Services  Committee 
markup,  an  amendment  was  added  to 
this  bill  limiting  the  amount  of  money 
available  for  permanent  change  of  sta- 
tion (PCS)  moves  to  the  1983  amount 
plus  inflation.  This  limitation  is  nearly 
$80  million  below  the  amount  the  serv- 
ices thought  they  would  need  to  pay 
for  the  PCS  moves  they  plan  in  1984. 

I  agree  with  the  committee  that 
there  is  considerable  waste  in  the  ex- 
penditure of  permanent  change  of  sta- 
tion moneys.  To  some  extent,  the 
waste  comes,  as  the  committee  report 
points  out,  from  "a  personnel  manage- 
ment philosophy  that  emphasizes  re- 
ceiving certain  types  of  assignments  in 
order  to  be  promoted."  In  other  words, 
because  the  military  ethos  says  you 
have  to  move  to  get  promoted,  the  tax- 
payers are  forced  to  pay  for  moves 
which  make  little  sense. 

My  concern  with  what  the  commit- 
tee has  done  stems  from  the  history 
with  caps  on  PCS  moves,  which  usual- 
ly come  from  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. What  the  services  have  tended 
to  do  is  not  to  cut  down  on  the  number 
of  unnecessary  moves  but  rather  to 
providing  less  compensation  for  mem- 
bers of  the  service  who  are  required  to 
move.  My  amendment  is  intended  to 
convey  clearly  and  urmiistakably  to 
DOD  that  our  intent,  in  imposing  the 
cap.  is  not  to  hurt  our  men  and  women 
in  uniform.  Rather,  the  purpose  of  the 
cap  on  PCS  money  is  to  force  DOD  to 


cut  down  on  the  number  of  the  perma- 
nent change  of  duty  station  moves. 

My  amendment  tells  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  reduce  the  number  of 
PCS  moves  by  taking  whatever  steps 
are  appropriate,  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  military  readiness. 
The  Secretary  should  reduce  the 
number  of  such  moves  in  the  way  he 
thinks  best;  still,  the  amendment  sug- 
gests that  he  consider  cutting  to  the 
bare  minimum  the  number  of  such 
moves  within  the  continental  United 
States,  extending  tours  of  duty  in 
overseas  posts,  except  those  which  do 
not  permit  accompanied  tours,  and  re- 
ducing the  number  of  active  duty  mili- 
tary personnel  stationed  outside  the 
United  States.  No  specific  method  is 
dictated.  The  amendment  only  re- 
quires that  the  total  number  of  moves 
be  reduced. 

My  amendment  indicates  a  general 
policy  of  making  military  service  sub- 
ject to  fewer  geographic  reassign- 
ments.  This  benefits  the  individual  in 
uniform  by  requiring  less  dislocation 
and  fewer  expenses.  Now,  when  mem- 
bers of  the  service  have  to  move,  they 
end  up  paying  an  enormous  amount 
out  of  their  own  pockets.  This  also 
benefits  the  taxpayer  by  reducing  the 
high  cost  of  moves.  Each  time  an  offi- 
cer in  the  Army  is  moved  with  his  or 
her  spouse,  it  costs  an  average  of 
$9,800.  Adoption  of  my  amendment 
will  save  money  and  will  help  the 
morale  of  our  forces.  I  urge  your  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 
Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  thank  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder)  for  her  in- 
terest in  this  matter.  As  she  knows 
and  correctly  pointed  out,  we  did  have 
an  amendment  that  was  adopted  in 
the  subcommittee  and  in  full  commit- 
tee that  does  attack  this  problem  of 
excessive  PCS— permanent  changes  of 
station  and  moves. 

The  gentlewoman's  amendment 
nails  it  down  specifically  as  to  where 
the  slowdown  or  the  cuts  would  come, 
and  I  would  urge  the  subcommittee 
chairman  and  the  full  committee 
chairman  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  addressing  this  subject. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
(Mr.  Skelton). 

I  think,  after  the  legislative  veto  and 
all  the  other  things  '"fh^  Supreme 
Court  has  done,  was  get  really  nerv- 
ous, and  we  do  not  want  to  see  the  per- 
sonnel pick  up  the  $80  million.  That 
was  not  our  intent,  and  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Skel- 
ton) for  his  comments. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 


Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
wonder  if  the  gentlewoman  could  just, 
by  way  of  clarification,  tell  us  what 
the  rule  of  thumb  is  or  has  been  for 
rotation  and  regular  moves  by  military 
families  and  what  the  impact  would  be 
of  what  the  gentlewoman  proposes  to 
do? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  the  gentleman  knows,  each  service 
has  a  different  rule  about  how  often 
they  rotate  people,  but  what  hap- 
pened in  the  committee,  when  we  dis- 
cussed that,  there  was  a  determination 
by  the  committee  that  they  had  too 
much  money  in  there  and  that  was 
only  going  to  push  too  many  moves, 
and  that  too  much  of  the  time  was 
spent  training  or  saying  "goodby"  to 
someone  or  whatever. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Skelton),  I  think,  can  more  eloquent- 
ly express  it.  What  I  am  trying  to  say 
is  that  once  we  adopted  that  $80  mil- 
lion cut  to  make  sure  they  do  not  do 
that  many  moves,  we  just  wanted  to 
make  sure  we  had  closed  the  door  so 
they  do  not  run  out  and  say,  'You  are 
moving  anyway,  but  you  must  pay  for 
it." 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
understood  the  thrust  of  that,  and  I 
have  no  problem  with  it.  I  just  won- 
dered if  in  the  general  discussion,  for 
the  edification  of  all  of  us,  the  gentle- 
woman could  tell  us  how  many  times  a 
person  would  be  expected  to  move  and 
how  often  and  what  we  are  going  to  do 
to  slow  this  down.  How  would  it  be 
stretched  out?  Does  the  gentlewoman 
have  any  figures  or  any  facts  on  that? 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  They  are  differ- 
ent for  each  service. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 
Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  they 
are  different  for  each  service.  Some 
services  do  better,  and  some  do  worse. 
The  missions  of  each  of  the  services 
compel  a  different  way  of  doing 
things. 

Actually,  we  did  not  hurt  the  mili- 
tary at  all  in  this.  We  allowed  for  in- 
flation and  kept  it  in  essence  at  what 
it  was  last  year.  They  were  asking  for 
some  additional  $80  million  or  $81  mil- 
lion more,  and  actually  we  should  be 
cutting  back.  But  actually  I  think  we 
treated  them  quite  well  by  just  giving 
them  the  inflation  factor.  I  think  they 
should  be  forced  to  live  within  a  rea- 
sonable figure.  People,  particularly 
within  the  continental  United  States, 
have  been  moved  for  little  or  no 
reason  whatsoever.  Some  of  the  tales 
and  stories  that  we  have  received  con- 
cerning the  PCS  moves  are  really  dis- 
turbing. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentlewoman  would  yield  further 
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to  me.  and  if  I  might  paraphrase  what 
I  understood,  we  took  out  $80  million 
that  was  in  the  account  to  make  sure 
this  was  not  taken  out  of  the  hide  of 
the  serviceman  when  he  was  moved. 
They  would  make  just  as  many  fami- 
lies move  as  ever,  and  the  gentlewom- 
an is  saying  that  should  not  happen, 
but  we  are  not  getting  into  the  micro- 
managing  by  telling  each  service  when 
and  how  often  they  should  move? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  No. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  But  we  are  simply 
saying  that  the  reduction  should  be 
absorbed  by  the  service  and  not  the 
serviceman? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  That  is  exactly 
correct.  That  is  certainly  my  inten- 
tion. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentlewoman  will  yield  on  that 
point,  the  proposed  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado (Mrs.  SCHROEDER)  actually  states 
the  only  proper  way  for  them  to  make 
the  reductions.  I  think  it  is  very,  very 
proper. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  be  really  happy  to  have  the 
gentleman  look  at  the  amendment.  I 
think  it  makes  it  very  clear  that  what 
we  intend  to  have  done  is  that  they 
reduce  the  number  of  moves  and  not 
make  the  military  man  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to 
tell  the  members  of  the  committee 
that  the  chairman  and  the  members  of 
the  Personnel  Sul>committee  are  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
may  I  say  that  I  have  been  in  confer- 
ence with  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  that  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Hillis), 
and  we  are  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by   the   gentlewoman   from   Colorado 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
D  1720 

AMXNDMKirr  OPPKRSD  BY  MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Schroeder: 
At  the  end  of  title  V  (page  26.  after  line  25). 
insert  the  foUowing  new  section: 

RXSDCnON  IN  NUMBER  Ot  ACTIVE  DUTY  MILI- 
TARY PERSONNEL  STATIONED  OUTSIDE  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  505.  (a)  The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowtng  findings: 

(I)  The  military  strength  of  the  United 
States  Is  dedicated  to  protecting  our  nation- 
al security,  preserving  the  liberties  of  the 
American  people,  and  maintaining  world 
peace. 


(2)  In  order  to  implement  these  principles, 
the  IJnited  States  has  maintained  large  con- 
tingents of  active-duty  milittu'y  personnel 
on  the  territory  of  allies  in  Europe.  Japan, 
and  Korea. 

(3)  The  allies  of  the  United  SUtes  in 
Europe.  Japan,  and  Korea  are  in  substan- 
tially better  condition,  both  economically 
and  militarily,  than  they  were  when  large 
contingents  of  active-duty  United  States 
military  personnel  were  first  deployed  on 
the  territory  of  those  allies. 

(4)  The  means  and  capacity  of  allies  of  the 
United  States  to  provide  forces  to  resist  ag- 
gression has  significantly  improved  since 
the  original  United  States  deployment. 

(5)  The  allies  of  the  United  States  have 
not  contributed  a  fair  and  equitable  share  to 
the  common  defense,  forcing  the  United 
States  to  bear  a  disproportionately  large  fi- 
nancial burden  to  meet  common  defense 
needs. 

(6)  Relations  between  Eastern  Europe  and 
Western  Europe  have  improved  since  the 
initial  deployment  of  United  States  military 
personnel  in  Europe  through  Increased 
trade  and  other  Interchanges. 

(7)  The  present  policy  of  maintaining 
large  contingents  of  United  States  military 
personnel  and  their  dependents  on  the  terri- 
tory of  our  allies  costs  the  United  States 
tens  of  billions  of  dollars  each  year. 

(8)  Relations  l)etween  host  country  na- 
tionals and  United  States  military  personnel 
and  their  dependents  stationed  abroad  are 
often  marked  by  unnecessary  friction  and 
animosity. 

(9)  The  deployment  of  large  contingents 
of  United  States  military  personnel  on  the 
territory  of  our  allies  detracts  from  the  abil- 
ity of  our  military  to  react  to  crises  else- 
where in  the  world. 

(10)  The  United  SUtes  should  pursue  a 
new  division  of  labor  with  its  allies  whereby 
the  allies  provide  for  their  own  territorial 
defense  needs  while  the  United  States  meets 
strategic  and  common  defense  needs. 

( U )  The  level  of  Federal  spending  must  be 
reduced  in  order  to  balance  the  budget  and 
revitalize  the  economy. 

(12)  In  order  to  achieve  a  new  division  of 
labor  with  our  allies,  the  United  SUtes 
should  reverse  the  recent  trend  of  increas- 
ing the  number  of  active-duty  military  per- 
sonnel stationed  in  locations  outside  the 
United  SUtes. 

(b)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
on  September  30.  1984.  the  number  of 
active-duty  military  personnel  stationed  in 
locations  outside  the  United  States  and  its 
terrritories  and  possessions  may  not  exceed 
the  number  so  stationed  on  September  30. 
1980. 

(2)  There  shall  be  excluded  in  applying 
the  limiution  contained  in  paragraph  (1) 
any  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  stationed 
outside  the  United  States  and  its  territories 
and  possessions  on  September  30.  1984,  with 
respect  to  whom  the  President  has  submit- 
ted a  report  pursuant  to  section  4(a)(1)  of 
the  war  powers  resolution  (50  U.S.C.  1534). 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  is  similar  to  one  I  of- 
fered last  year  to  reduce  the  number 


of  American  troops  stationed  abroad. 
Since  last  year,  the  number  has 
climbed.  Indeed,  on  September  30. 
1980.  we  had  488,726  troops  stationed 
abroad.  By  March  30.  1982.  we  had 
502.602.  By  March  30  of  this  year,  the 
number  has  climbed  to  517.069.  The 
growth  rate  is  almost  3  percent  a  year. 
Since  1980.  total  worldwide  troop 
strength  has  increased  3.7  percent, 
while  the  number  of  troops  abroad  has 
increased  by  5.8  percent.  My  amend- 
ment halts  the  escalation  of  troops 
abroad  and  goes  back  to  the  1980 
figure,  reducing  troop  strength  abroad 
by  about  28.000. 

Nearly  half  of  our  troops  stationed 
abroad  are  in  Germany.  Another  sixth 
are  in  other  European  locations.  In 
other  words,  nearly  two  out  of  every 
three  soldiers  stationed  abroad  is  in 
Europe.  We  hear  a  lot  about  the  1,200 
Marines  in  Lebanon  or  the  55  trainers 
in  El  Salvador.  We  have  many  times 
that  number  in  virtually  every  NATO 
country. 

Let  me  examine  for  a  moment 
whether  this  sort  of  concentration 
makes  sense  in  military,  political,  or 
economic  terms.  The  economics  are 
quite  clear.  It  costs  a  great  deal  of 
money  to  station,  house,  feed,  trans- 
fer, support,  and  maintain  troops 
abroad.  The  Congressional  Budget 
Office  (CBO)  estimated  a  couple  of 
years  ago  that  the  withdrawal  of  a  di- 
vision (20.000  soldiers)  from  Europe 
would  save  $2  billion  in  one-time  costs 
and  another  $500  million  armually 
thereafter.  I  suspect  the  potential  sav- 
ings have  grown  since  the  CBO  report 
and  I  also  guess  that  there  would  be 
further  savings  not  included  in  the 
report.  Still,  the  point  is  that  it  costs  a 
lot  more  money  to  keep  a  soldier 
abroad  than  at  home. 

The  money  we  spend  to  maintain 
troops  abroad  comes  in  addition  to 
contributions  we  make  to  support  the 
NATO  infrastructure.  We  have  main- 
tained and  increased  our  payments 
since  we  made  a  commitment  in  1978 
to  increase  defense  spending  by  3  per- 
cent annually  in  real  terms.  Our 
NATO  partners  and  Japan  have  not 
made  any  similar  increases.  According 
to  the  Pentagon  publication  entitled. 
"Report  on  Allied  Contributions  to  the 
Common  Defense."  issued  a  month 
ago.  the  average  increase  in  defense 
spending  by  non-American  NATO 
members  and  Japan  will  be  just  1  per- 
cent in  1983.  Despite  the  3  percent 
pledge  we  all  took  in  1978.  the  rate  of 
growth  in  defense  spending  among  our 
allies  averaged  2.2  percent  in  1979.  and 
2.7  percent  in  1980  and  in  1981.  and  1.3 
percent  in  1982.  It  will  drop  to  be- 
tween 0.7  and  1  percent  in  1983.  ac- 
cording to  the  Pentagon.  The  Penta- 
gon report  goes  on  to  state: 

E)espite  a  recognition  on  the  part  of  some 
Individual  governments  that  there  Is  an  ever 
increasing  threat  from  the  East,  very  few 


national  publics  now  will  permit  any  stud- 
ent turn  away  from  the  social  progress  they 
view  as  having  been  achieved.  While  some 
nations  might  be  amenable  to  modest  in- 
creases in  defense  spending,  there  are  virtu- 
ally no  government  which  could  survive  sub- 
stantial increases  in  defense  spending  at  the 
expense  of  the  social  program. 

There  is  another  point  the  Pentagon 
paper  misses.  Why  should  any  of  our 
alliance  partners  reduce  social  spend- 
ing to  fund  more  defense  if  we  are 
quite  willing  to  do  it  for  them?  Why 
should  Germany  pay  for  a  larger 
Army  when  we  are  quite  content  to 
station  250,000  soldiers  there  to  pro- 
vide for  their  homeland  defense?  Why 
should  Japan  spend  more  than  1  per- 
cent of  its  GNP  on  defense  when  we 
are  quite  willing  to  protect  her  sea 
lanes  for  her?  Why  do  for  yourself 
that  which  Uncle  Sucker  is  glad  to  do 
for  you? 

You  have  to  wonder  whether  our 
partnership  had  become  a  welfare 
state  in  which  we  provide  a  handout 
for  our  allies.  What  we  have  is  a  block- 
grant  program  for  foreign  nations.  We 
have  a  revenue-sharing  program  for 
our  NATO  allies  which  would  make 
the  Governors  and  mayors  green  with 
envy. 

In  political  terms,  this  type  of  rela- 
tionship does  not  make  a  great  deal  of 
sense.  It  leads  to  frictions  and  misun- 
derstanding which  constantly  crop  up 
in  the  relationship.  We  have  reached  a 
point  where  our  allies  think  they  are 
doing  us  a  favor  by  allowing  us  to 
defend  them.  This  has  to  stop. 

This  relationship  seems  to  make  the 
least  sense  in  military  terms.  It  is  a 
classic  case  of  fighting  the  last  war, 
only  in  this  case  we  seem  to  be  fight- 
ing three  wars  ago.  Our  foreign  troop 
deployment  is  aimed  at  fighting  a  con- 
ventional land  war  in  Europe.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  this  administra- 
tion suggests  that  we  do  not  have  the 
equipment  to  hold  off  a  Soviet  attack 
In  Europe  and  that  our  nuclear  weap- 
ons serve  to  deter  such  an  attack.  If 
the  Soviets  can  overrun  Western 
Europe  with  a  blitzkrieg-type  conven- 
tional invasion,  one  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  armies  of  European  nations 
are  small  and  their  reserves  cannot  be 
moblized  with  sufficient  speed.  The 
primary  reason  why  European  armies 
are  so  small  is  because  they  have  had 
the  United  States  to  provide  for  their 
own  defense.  So.  if  we  want  better  con- 
ventional defense  of  Western  Europe, 
we  should  gradually  withdraw  our 
troops  and  force  our  allies  to  build  up 
their  armies. 

On  the  other  hand,  most  of  the  trou- 
ble in  the  world  recently  has  come 
outside  of  Western  Europe.  The  Sovi- 
ets moved  into  Afghanistan.  We  had 
few  troops  in  the  area.  The  Soviets 
seem  to  be  quite  active  in  the  Middle 
East.  We  do  not  have  many  troops  sta- 
tioned in  that  area.  As  we  learned 
during  the  1973  war,  we  caimot  rely  on 
our     pre-positioned     equipment     in 


Europe  to  help  out  in  a  Middle  East- 
em  war.  When  we  have  two-thirds  of 
our  overseas  troops  tied  c^wn  in  West- 
em  Europe,  we  are  less  ready  to  fight 
a  war  in  other  parts  of  the  globe.  So, 
our  huge  commitment  to  NATO  may 
reduce  our  readiness  and  may  make 
the  Soviets  more  adventuresome  in 
other  parts  of  the  world. 

What  makes  the  most  military  sense 
is  for  the  United  States  to  provide  nu- 
clear umbrella  to  protect  our  allies 
and  to  require  that  our  allies  provide 
for  their  own  domestic  defense.  We 
are  already  spending  billions  on  the 
MX,  Minuteman  missiles.  Trident  sub- 
marines, B-IB  bombers,  B-52  bombers, 
ALCM's,  SLCM's,  and  on  and  on. 
While  not  all  of  these  strategic  nucle- 
ar weapons  are  needed,  we  are  unalter- 
ably tied  to  the  mission  of  providing 
strategic  nuclear  protection.  This  is 
something  we  can  do  best.  What  the 
Germans,  Japanese,  the  Italians,  and 
the  English,  and  all  our  allies  can  do 
best  is  to  provide  for  their  own  territo- 
rial protection.  They  will  never  do  this 
so  as  long  as  we  provide  the  protection 
for  them. 

So.  on  economic,  political,  and  mili- 
tary grounds,  a  reduction  of  the 
number  of  our  troops  stationed  abroad 
makes  a  great  deal  of  sense.  This 
amendment  is  not  an  expression  of  iso- 
lationism and  it  is  not  predicated  on 
the  belief  that  the  Soviets  are  not  ex- 
pansionist. Rather,  it  is  based  on  an 
analysis  of  what  makes  the  most  sense 
for  the  United  States.  I  urge  your  sup- 
port. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Colora- 
do has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gekas,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mrs.  Schroeder 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  will  be  de- 
lighted to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
been  listening  very  carefully  to  what 
the  gentlewoman  has  been  saying.  It 
struck  me  that  the  question  of  troop 
withdrawals  is  somewhat  tandem  to 
that  in  which  we  discussed  the  MX 
and  some  other  issues  on  the  floor; 
namely,  is  not  the  question  of  troop 
withdrawals  on  a  negotiating  table  at 
this  very  momenj  and  would  we  not  in 
acceding  to  the  momentum  on  the 
amendment  that  the  gentlewoman 
offers  again  be  like  deja  vu  reverting 
to  a  place  where  we  will  be  helping  the 
Soviet  Union  unilaterally  by  adopting 
the  gentlewoman's  amendment  and 
doing  what  the  Soviets  want  us  to  do 
without  our  negotiators  having  the 
power  to  negotiate  otherwise? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Well,  let  me 
answer  the  gentleman.  I  do  not  think 
so  at  all.  I  have  always  wanted  to  offer 
the  amendment  that  we  do  not  pay 
any  of  our  negotiators  for  any  con- 


tracts until  they  finish  them,  because 
I  think  it  is  one  of  the  greatest  cottage 
industries  going.  There  has  been  stuff 
on  the  table  being  negotiated  about 
troops  since  I  have  been  in  Congress, 
about  nerve  gas  since  I  have  been  in 
Congress,  about  everything  since  I 
have  been  in  Congress. 

I  think  it  is  almost  like  studies  that 
we  do  domestically.  The  way  you  get  a 
monkey  off  your  back  is  you  say. 
"Well,  listen,  we  have  got  a  commis- 
sion or  we  have  got  a  study  or  we  have 
got  a  negotiating  thing  going  on." 

But  this  is  not  dealing  with  just  the 
European  theater.  What  we  are 
saying,  you  can  look  at  it  worldwide, 
you  can  negotiate  a  lot  of  different 
ways;  but  it  is  not  stealing  the  thunder 
at  all  from  them.  In  fact,  these  negoti- 
ations started  long  before  1980.  so  we 
are  talking  about  just  lowering  it  to 
September  of  1980.  I  do  not  believe  at 
all  it  leaves  them  in  jeopardy. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  But  I  submit  that  the 
gentlewoman  is  saying,  in  reality,  by 
offering  this  amendment,  let  us  with- 
draw our  troops  or  let  us  withdraw  ne- 
gotiators. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Colora- 
do has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mrs. 
Schroeder  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 
1  additional  minute.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  would  like  to  respond.  All  I  am  really 
saying  is  they  keep  talking  and  talk- 
ing, and  talking,  and  adding,  and 
adding,  and  adding  and  we  keep 
paying  and  paying,  and  paying  and  we 
never  get  off  the  merry-go-round.  It  is 
always,  well,  we  cannot  do  it  now,  he- 
cause  they  are  talking.  As  I  say,  they 
have  been  talking  since  I  got  here. 
They  have  also  been  adding  since  I  got 
here.  The  estimates  are  $90,000  per 
troop  per  year  abroad. 
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So  they  talk,  they  add;  we  pay.  I 
think  that  to  restore  to  the  1980  levels 
is  not  at  all  unreasonable.  I  do  not 
think  it  undercuts  them  at  all  because 
they  started  talking  long  before  they 
got  to  that  level,  and  it  finally  says  we 
are  going  to  be  sensible  about  this. 

Under  the  Constitution  we  are  the 
ones  who  are  supposed  to  raise  troops 
and  set  numbers,  and  I  do  not  think 
we  can  go  on  deferring  that  to  every- 
body forever. 

Mr.  HILLIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado,  our  colleague 
on  the  committee,  and  to  speak  to  it  in 
a  number  of  regards. 

I  certainly  believe  that  one  of  the 
major  points  was  just  made  against 
the  amendment  by  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania  in  that  it  would  reduce 
the  effectiveness  or  present,  ongoing 
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negotiations  to  seek  reductions  in  the 
European  theater. 

Certainly  my  colleague  from  Colora- 
do made  the  point  that  we  have  troops 
in  many  lands  and  this  is  altogether 
correct,  but  I  do  not  think  or  believe 
they  are  there  particularly  to  protect 
the  interests  of  others.  They  are  there 
because  the  United  States,  as  the 
leader  of  the  free  world,  has  interests 
beyond  our  shores,  and  the  fact  that 
we  have  troops  in  NATO  is  not  to 
guarantee  the  security  of  NATO,  but 
we  are  a  partner  in  that  organization 
and  it  was  organized  from  the  very  be- 
ginning in  that  manner. 

Let  me  also  say  that  we  had  quite  a 
debate  earlier  this  year  in  this  House 
dealing  with  an  issue  on  the  nuclear 
freeze,  and  throughout  the  debate, 
and  I  believe  our  colleague  from  Colo- 
rado participated  to  some  extent,  the 
point  was  made  that  acknowledging  a 
reduction  or  a  freeze  in  this  area,  that 
conventional  forces  would  have  to  be 
increased.  But  it  seems  that  when  we 
come  to  the  time  then  to  talk  about 
conventional  forces  and  readiness  and 
all  of  these  sorts  of  things  that  the 
conventional  mode  is  reduced  as  well. 

There  are  military,  political,  and 
budgetary  grounds  to  oppose  this 
amendment,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  reject  it. 

Certainly  from  the  military  and  po- 
litical standpoint  this  amendment 
would  certainly  serve  to  cut  off  our 
nose  to  spite  our  face.  We  need  ade- 
quate troop  strengths  overseas,  as  I 
said,  not  as  a  favor  to  our  allies  but  in 
defense  of  our  own  vital  interests. 

In  regard  to  our  allies  doing  their 
part,  negotiations  have  gone  on  with 
the  Nakasone  administration  in  Japan. 
They  are  beginning  to  increase  their 
expenditures  there  and  we  should 
work  with  them  and  encourage  them 
to  do  so. 

I  do  not  believe  just  pulling  up  base 
and  coming  home  would  do  that. 

We  face  a  growing  Soviet  threat  in 
Europe,  both  in  a  conventional  and 
nuclear  sense.  We  face  it  in  Southeast 
Asia  and  Northeast  Asia,  both  from 
the  U.S.S.R.  and  Korea. 

Prom  a  dollar  standpoint,  certainly 
on  the  surface  this  amendment  would 
have  an  appeal  at  first  glance.  Logical- 
ly it  would  seem  to  cost  more  to  sta- 
tion troops  overseas,  and  in  the  long, 
long  run  this  is  probably  true. 

Annual  costs,  operating  expenses, 
would  undoubtedly  be  less  if  the 
troops  could  be  stationed  here  at 
home.  But  we  have  to  get  from  where 
we  are  today,  and  today  we  are  over- 
seas. The  return  of  large  numbers  of 
troops  back  to  the  continental  limits 
would  require  someplace  here  for 
them  to  go.  Existing  military  installa- 
tions are  not  large  enough  to  accom- 
modate them  at  the  present  time. 

Where  we  have  constructed  bases 
overseas  we  have  built  housing  over- 
seas. We  have  enlarged  facilities  there. 


and  should  we  duplicate  that  again, 
abandon  those  and  build  new? 

This  is  not  going  to  be  accomplished 
at  no  cost,  and  certainly  would  be  a 
great  cost. 

To  be  able  to  respond  to  world  situa- 
tions where  our  interests  are  involved, 
if  we  withdraw  the  troops,  we  are  cer- 
tainly going  to  have  to  have  equip- 
ment stored  overseas,  and  that  is  going 
to  impact  on  our  abilities  to  meet  our 
overseas  commitment. 

Therefore,  we  would  need  additional 
equipment  for  training  back  here  in 
the  United  States.  So,  again,  we  would 
be  building  storage  facilities  to  accom- 
modate the  equipment  left  behind  and 
buying  more  equipment  to  have  on 
hand  here. 

Certainly  that  is  not  going  to  be  in- 
expensive. Although  the  initial  cost 
might  be  eventually  offset  by  annual 
savings,  this  would  not  occur  until  well 
into  the  future,  some  10  to  20  years  in 
the  future,  depending  on  the  policy 
that  is  chosen. 

Dollar  savings  could  be  accomplished 
in  the  near  term  by  reducing  force 
levels  by  the  amount  of  troops  over- 
seas. But  we  must  remember  that  if  we 
do  this  we  are  reducing  conventional 
readiness  and  we  are  reducing  it  in 
such  a  way  that  there  would  be  a 
delay  of  many  months  to  recover  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Time 
of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
HiLLis)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Hillis 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute. ) 

Mr.  HILLIS.  End-strength  reduc- 
tions would  result  in  a  delay  of  several 
months  in  the  ability  to  deploy  these 
troops  to  a  location  from  which  they 
were  withdrawn. 

So  I  do  not  see  where  you  can  con- 
struct any  reasonable  scenario  where  a 
delay  of  this  magnitude  would  be  ac- 
ceptable. Any  conflicts  in  the  mean- 
time of  hostility  would  be  resolved 
long  before  we  could  reequip,  retrain, 
and  redeploy  in  the  enemy's  favor. 

If  we  move  the  troops  only  to  the 
United  States,  delays  in  deployment 
would  be  reduced  but  not  eliminated. 
But  in  my  judgment  the  longrun  sav- 
ings that  might  occur  are  not  worth 
the  reduction  in  the  mobilization  ca- 
pacity which  would  occur,  and  they 
are  certainly  not  worth  the  risks  that 
we  would  be  taking  in  the  defense  of 
our  vital  interests,  whether  they  be 
here  at  home  or  be  those  with  our 
allies  in  NATO  or  in  some  other  area 
of  the  world. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SKELTON  AS  A  SUB- 
STITDTE  FOR  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY 
MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  as  a  substitute 
for  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Skelton  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mrs.  Schroeder: 

ALLIED  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  THE  COMMON 
DEFENSE 

Sec.  505.  (a)  In  recognition  of  the  increas- 
ing military  threat  faced  by  the  Western 
World  and  In  view  of  the  growth,  relative  to 
the  United  States,  in  the  economic  strength 
of  Japan.  Canada,  and  a  number  of  Western 
European  countries  which  has  occurred 
since  the  signing  of  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  on  April  4,  1949.  and  the  Mutual  Co- 
operation and  Security  treaty  between 
Japan  and  the  United  States  on  January  19. 
1960.  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that— 

( 1 )  the  burdens  of  mutual  defense  now  as- 
sumed by  some  of  the  countries  allied  with 
the  United  States  under  those  agreemenU 
are  not  commensurate  with  their  economic 
resources; 

(2)  since  May  1978.  when  each  NATO 
member  nation  agreed  to  increase  real  de- 
fense spending  annually  in  the  range  of  3 
percent,  most  NATO  members  except  for 
the  United  States  have  failed  to  meet  the  3 
percent  real  growth  commitment  consistent- 
ly and  performance  toward  this  goal  in  1983 
is  estimated  to  be  the  most  deficient,  on  av- 
erage, since  the  goal  was  established; 

(3)  since  May  1981.  when  the  Government 
of  Japan  established  its  policy  to  defend  the 
air  and  sea  lines  of  communication  out  to 
1.000  nautical  miles  from  the  coast  of 
Japan,  progress  to  develop  the  necessary 
self-defense  capabilities  to  fulfill  that 
pledge  has  been  extremely  disappointing; 

(4)  Japan  is  tha  ally  of  the  United  States 
with  the  greatest  potential  for  improving  its 
self-defense  capabilities  and  should  there- 
fore rapidly  increase  its  annual  defense 
spending  to  the  levels  required  to  fulfill 
that  pledge  and  to  enable  Japan  to  field  an 
effective  conventional  self-defense  capabil- 
ity by  1990.  including  the  capability  to  carry 
out  its  1,000  mile  defense  policy,  a  develop- 
ment that  would  be  consonant  not  only  with 
Japan's  current  prominent  position  in  the 
family  of  nations  but  also  with  its  unique 
sensibilities  on  the  issues  of  war  and  peace, 
sensibilities  that  are  recognized  and  respect- 
ed by  the  people  of  the  United  States; 

(5)  the  continued  unwillingness  of  such 
countries  to  increase  their  contributions  to 
the  common  defense  to  more  appropriate 
levels  will  endanger  the  vitality,  effective- 
ness, and  cohesiveness  of  the  alliances  be- 
tween those  countries  and  the  United 
States. 

(b)  It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  President  should  seek  from  each 
signatory  country  (other  than  the  United 
States)  of  the  two  treaties  referred  to  In 
subsection  (a)  acceptance  of  international 
security  responsibilities  and  an  agreement 
to  make  contributions  to  the  common  de- 
fense which  are  commensurate  with  the  eco- 
nomic resources  of  such  country,  including, 
when  appropriate,  an  Increase  in  host 
nation  support. 

Mr.  SKELTON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered   as    read    and    printed    in    the 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
sul)stitute  offered  is  one  I  think  that  Is 


directly  in  point  and  one  that  should 
be  adopted  in  lieu  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentlewoman  to  this 
bill. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado  actually 
sends  the  wrong  signal  to  the  world 
and  to  our  allies  as  well  as  to  others.  It 
goes  too  far  toward  reaching  the  goal 
of  causing  our  allies  to  contribute 
more  to  their  mutual  defense. 

I  compliment  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  who  has  so  adequately  stated  the 
objections  to  the  amendment  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

The  substitute  that  I  offer  would  do 
several  things.  It  expresses  the  sense 
of  Congress  that  our  allies  need  to 
assume  more  of  the  burden  of  mutual 
defense,  especially  in  light  of  their  ca- 
pabilities and  especially  in  light  of 
their  economic  resources. 

This  substitute  that  I  offer  will  send 
a  strong  message  to  our  European 
allies.  It  will  send  a  strong  message  to 
Japan  that  we  expect  them  to  make 
larger  contributions  to  the  common 
defense  by  assuming  greater  interna- 
tional security  responsibilities,  includ- 
ing, when  appropriate,  an  increase  in  a 
host  nation's  support. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  this  substitute 
because  I  feel  that  it  is  necessary  to 
point  out  that  in  view  of  the  growth 
relative  to  the  United  States  in  the 
economic  strength  of  Japan,  of 
Canada,  and  a  number  of  the  Western 
European  countries,  that  there  has  oc- 
curred since  the  NATO  alliance  and 
signing,  and  also  since  the  treaty  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Japan  in 
1960,  that  we  have  a  sense  of  Congress 
pointing  out  that  the  burdens  of 
mutual  defense  now  assumed  by  some 
of  the  countries  allied  with  our  coun- 
try under  those  agreements  are  not 
commensurate,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
their  economic  resources. 

I  certainly  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
substitute  amendment. 

Mr.  HILLIS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HILLIS.  First.  I  would  like  to 
commend  the  gentleman  on  his  substi- 
tute. I  think  this  is  the  proper  way  to 
approach  the  problem  we  are  discuss- 
ing here,  and  it  is  a  very  important 
matter  that  we  have  under  discussion. 
As  I  understand  the  gentleman's 
substitute,  what  the  gentleman  is 
saying  really  is  that  we  are  going  to 
continue  to  be  partners  with  you  but 
that  we  expect  you  to  pull  your  fair 
share  of  the  load.  If  we  are  going  to  be 
allies,  we  are  going  to  be  fair  and  equal 
allies.  Is  that  correct? 

D  1740 

Mr.  SKELTON.  That  is  exactly  cor- 
rect. And  I  think  that  will  send  the 
message  from  Congress.  I  might  also 
point  out  that  the  Senate  has  already 
adopted  comparable,  similar  language 


to  my  substitute.  Let  me  also  say  this, 
that  there  are  some  nations  that  this 
will  be  directed  to  very  specifically; 
there  are  other  nations  that  are  not  in 
a  position  to  do  as  much  and  some  are 
doing  the  very  best  they  can.  I  was  in 
Korea  over  Thanksgiving  last  year  and 
I  heard  from  a  number  of  sources, 
both  Korean  as  well  as  from  our  mili- 
tary leaders  there,  of  the  troop  with- 
drawal and  the  proposed  plans  by  the 
prior  administration,  and  the  great 
trauma  that  it  caused. 

I  think  that  before  beginning  some- 
thing that  the  gentlewoman  from  Col- 
orado espouses,  a  great  deal  of 
thought  and  concern  should  go  into  it, 
because  it  can  certainly  send  the 
wrong  signal.  That  proposed  with- 
drawal and  a  small  withdrawal  that 
they  did  make  had  ripples  all  over  the 
Far  East.  I  do  not  think  we  want  that 
to  happen.  We  want  our  allies  to  do 
the  very  best  they  can.  Some  allies,  as 
spelled  out  in  my  substitute,  actually 
can  dor4  great  deal  more  and  I  think 
that  they  should  for  our  mutual  inter- 
ests and  for  mutual  defense. 

Mr.  HILLIS.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman, if  he  would  yield  further,  I 
think  he  gets  the  message,  that  should 
be  stated,  across  loud  and  clear.  And  it 
is  one  of  cooperation.  While  I  am 
afraid  the  other  is  one  that  we  are 
going  to  just  take  our  marbles  and  go 
home,  and  that  is  the  wrong  signal  to 
send.  I  believe  that  is  what  you  are 
trying  to  do. 
Mr.  SKELTON.  It  certainly  is. 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  substitute  and  in  support  of  the 
original  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  first  that 
the  agreements  that  we  have  had  with 
our  allies  on  defense  burden-sharing 
are  agreements  that  most  of  our  allies 
have  not  lived  up  to.  I  would  like  to 
recite  the  record  on  the  percentage  of 
increase  or  decrease  in  defense  spend- 
ing by  our  NATO  allies  because  I  want 
to  say  a  word  on  behalf  of  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayer. 

The  American  taxpayer  has  built 
and  financed  the  defense  umbrella 
that  has  protected  our  allies  around 
the  world.  We  do  not  mind  that.  I  do 
not  think  anyone  who  stands  on  this 
floor  is  standing  here  saying  we  want 
to  weaken  America.  We  want  a  strong 
America.  All  of  us  want  that. 

But  should  the  American  taxpayer 
be  paying  for  the  defense  umbrella 
that  many  of  our  allies  should  be 
properly  paying  for? 

Let  me  recite  some  of  the  figures, 
then. 

Last  year,  at  a  time  when  the  U.S. 
taxpayer,  through  its  Congress,  agreed 
to  increase  its  defense  spending  by  a 
real  increase  of  7.5  percent,  that  is  7.5 
percent  above  inflation,  most  of  our 
allies  failed  to  boost  defense  spending 


by  3  percent.  Norway,  2  percent  in- 
crease; Turkey,  7  percent  cut;  United 
Kingdom,  3.8  percent  increase;  Germa- 
ny, no  increase;  Italy,  2.7  percent  in- 
crease; Belgium,  6  percent  decrease. 
Again,  the  American  taxpayers, 
through  their  Congress,  are  saying 
that  we  are  willing  to  support  a  7.5- 
percent  real  growth  above  inflation  in 
the  rate  of  defense  spending,  but  the 
American  taxpayers  expect  and  de- 
serve that  our  allies  do  the  same.  And 
they  have  not  done  it. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
(Mrs.  Schroeder)  has  produced  an 
amendment  that  is  very,  very  modest. 
It  does  not  retract  on  our  responsibil- 
ities around  the  world;  it  is  not  a 
wholesale  troop  pullout.  It  is  simply 
saying,  let  us  start  with  the  first  step 
in  moving  toward  a  solution  to  the 
problem  that  all  of  us  know  exists. 

How  long  do  you  think  this  coun- 
try's economy  is  going  to  exist  with 
any  great  strength  if  our  engineers 
and  our  scientists  go  from  our  best 
schools  into  the  military  to  produce 
military  goods  to  keep  the  sealanes 
open  so  that  the  other  countries'  engi- 
neers and  scientists  can  produce  good 
TV  sets,  good  tires,  and  good  automo- 
biles to  send  them  over  here  and  sell 
them? 

How  long  do  you  think  this  economy 
will  remain  strong  if  this  country 
sends  its  best  engineers  and  best  scien- 
tists into  the  military  sector  and  we 
allow  our  allies  to  decrease  spending 
or  increase  spending  only  minimally, 
while  the  U.S.  taxpayer  picks  up  the 
tab? 

I  am  s.aying  it  will  not  work  very 
long. 

What  I  am  saying  is,  this  Congress 
ought  to  debate  this  subject  very  seri- 
ously. Every  year  we  talk  about  it. 
Somebody  says,  "Let  us  study  it." 

If  we  were  to  take  even  a  few  troops 
out  of  Germany,  if  we  were  to  move 
even  a  few  troops  from  around  the 
world  where  they  are  now  stationed, 
somehow  it  would  be  a  symbol,  a 
symbol  that  would  tell  the  world  that 
we  are  going  to  reassess  our  responsi- 
bilities. 

Yesterday,  we  talked  about  the  MX. 
The  MX,  according  to  my  friend  from 
Wisconsin,  was  a  vote  on  perception, 
that  there  is  a  perception  about  the 
need  for  the  MX.  That  is  why  we  sup- 
posedly need  to  vote  for  the  MX:  the 
perception  about  arms  control,  and  or 
willingness  to  build  this  weapon. 

This  morning,  we  talked  about  the 
IMF  over  in  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  and  one  of  the  most  dis- 
tinguished economists  In  the  world 
told  me  that  the  reason  it  was  impor- 
tant to  support  IMF  funding  was  sym- 
bolism—it was  an  important  symbol. 

Now,  today  we  are  told  the  reason  it 
is  important  that  we  not  support  this 
resolution  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
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Colorado  is  that  it  would  send  a  signal 
that  was  improper. 

A  $30  billion  MX  perception,  an  $8 
billion  IMF  symbol?  How  expensive  is 
the  signal?  I  mean,  what  kind  of  word 
castles  are  we  paying  for  in  this  body? 
Why  do  we  not  start  debating  realisti- 
cally what  our  responsibilities  are 
around  this  world  and  meet  them?  But 
at  the  same  time  we  do  that,  let  us,  at 
the  same  time,  ask  our  allies  to  do  the 
same. 

Is  it  fair  for  the  American  taxpayer 
to  pay  this  bill  while  the  taxpayers  of 
Germany.  United  Kingdom,  and  our 
allies  are  not  willing  to  do  the  same? 

I  say  let  us  pull  in  tandem  for  a  free 
world. 

The  amendment  that  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  has  offered  is  a 
very  modest  amendment,  it  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction  amd  makes  good 
sense  for  this  Congress  to  adopt. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  can  certainly  under- 
stand what  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  is  attempting  to  do  in  her 
amendment. 

But.  I  rise  to  support  the  Skelton 
amendment  for  some  very  basic  rea- 
sons and  would  ask  you  to  listen  to  a 
proposal  that  I  have  because  I  am  con- 
cerned like  the  gentlewoman  is.  about 
the  lack  of  commitment  from  our 
allies. 

While  I  am  not  as  familiar  with  the 
situation  as  it  exists  in  Europe  I  am. 
however,  very  familiar  with  the  situa- 
tion as  it  exists  in  Japan  and  have, 
myself,  just  introduced  a  bill  that  calls 
on  the  Japanese  to  increase  their  de- 
fense spending  to  1  percent  of  GNP, 
and  if  they  are  not  on  the  road  toward 
doing  that  in  1985,  my  bill  would  call 
for  a  reduction  of  25  percent  in  the 
amount  of  U.S.  aid  that  we  give  to  the 
Japanese  which  only  affects  our 
people  there  and  also  suggests  that  we 
at  that  point  consider  the  reposition- 
ing of  these  troops  without  mention- 
ing specific  nations,  but  perhaps  we 
could  consider  Guam,  or  perhaps  we 
can  consider  Korea. 

In  1981  the  Japanese  passed  their 
own  5-year  plan  in  which  they  spelled 
out  certain  goals  and  objectives  they 
wanted  to  accomplish.  To  do  this,  it 
would  be  necessary  for  them  to  boost 
their  spending  to  reach  this  1  percent 
of  GNP. 

However,  in  fiscal  year  1983  they 
only  had  a  6.5-percent  increase  in 
nominal  terms  and  for  1984  the  Japa- 
nese Defense  Agency  announced  that 
an  8.9-percent  increase  was  the  mini- 
mum necessary  to  fulfill  the  second  5- 
year  plan;  yet  Japan  has  said  that  it 
plans  only  a  6.9-percent  increase,  and 
In  all  likelihood,  the  figure  will  be 
even  lower  than  that.  While  their  own 
defense  agency  estimates  they  need  an 
B.9-percent  increase,  they  are  only 
going  to  increase  by  6.9  percent  at  the 


most.  They  certainly  are  not  living  up 
to  their  commitment.  Let  me  say  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado,  I 
wrestled  with  this  idea  and  I  tried  to 
figure  out  what  should  be  done  to 
force  the  Japanese  to  do  something. 
We  have  the  possibility  of  passing 
some  kind  of  legislation  to  say  we 
want  it  done  today.  But  frankly,  I  do 
not  think  that  is  very  realistic.  That  is 
why  in  my  resolution  I  say  that  the 
President  ought  to  enter  into  negotia- 
tions with  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Japan  for  the  purposes  of  the  Japa- 
nese increasing  their  defense  commit- 
ment to  at  least  1  percent  of  GNP,  to 
live  up  to  the  commitment  they  made 
in  their  own  5-year  defense  plan,  but 
we  do  not  take  action  until  1985.  What 
the  Skelton  amendment  basically  does 
is  call  on  the  President  to  negotiate 
with  our  allies  for  higher  levels  of  de- 
fense spending  and  I  support  that  at 
this  point  in  time. 

But  I  am  reaching  the  same  kind  of 
frustration  that  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  are  reaching. 
That  is  why  I  stated  in  my  bill  that  if 
the  situation  does  not  improve,  this 
Congress  would  go  forward  and  in  1985 
reduce  the  kind  of  commitment  that 
we  have  in  Japan  and  perhaps  take  a 
look  at  repositioning  those  troops  in 
some  other  part  of  the  world.  This  is 
essential  is  not  only  because  the  Japa- 
nese can  divert  resources  from  defense 
into  their  domestic  industries,  and  we 
are  all  aware  of  the  problems  that  we 
have  in  that  regard,  but  second,  time 
poses  an  additional  burden  on  the 
United  States  since  it  prevents  us  from 
fully  living  up  to  what  we  believe  is  a 
necessary  military  presence  in  the 
Indian  Ocean. 
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Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  support  the 
Skelton  amendment  because  I  think 
we  do  have  to  send  the  signal.  And  I 
think  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
woman, while  it  is  commendable,  goes 
too  far  at  this  point  in  time.  We  need 
to  prepare  our  allies  for  the  fact  that 
we  are  going  to  get  tougher. 

And  I  would  urge  all  those  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  to  sign  up  on  the 
Kasich  bill,  which  will  not  only  force 
our  Government  to  do  more  to  force 
the  Japanese  to  spend  more,  but  if 
they  do  not,  come  1985,  it  calls  for 
action.  And  action  that  I  think  sends  a 
signal  to  Japan  that  will  force  them  to 
spend  at  least  1  percent  of  GNP.  Give 
them  some  time,  then  we  have  got  to 
come  through  with  some  positive  ac- 
tions. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  listened  to  all  these 
speeches  and  I  look  at  the  substitute 
and  I  wish  very  much  I  could  say,  "ter- 
rific." But  I  am  probably  one  of  the 


few  Members  here  who  have  read  the 
NATO  minutes,  for  example,  from 
1958  forward.  And  I  tell  the  Members 
the  script  looks  like  it  is  the  same  year 
after  year  after  year.  We  have  walked 
in  and  we  have  been  firm  and  we  have 
been  resolved  and  have  said;  "You 
people  have  to  do  more."  And  they  do. 
"Amen,  Charlie,  amen,  Charlie."  We 
smile.  We  walk  out.  We  say:  "That's 
terrific.  They  are  going  to  do  more." 
And  the  next  year  we  redo  the  whole 
thing. 

I  just  say  that  I  think  we  are  kidding 
ourselves  if  we  think  passing  one  more 
resolution  is  going  to  do  it.  The  Senate 
has  passed  resolutions  in  1979,  the  ad- 
ministration, the  Commander  in  Chief 
and  the  administration  had  an  agree- 
ment and  they  still  did  not  live  up  to 
it. 

I  think  all  of  us  know  who  disap- 
pointed even  this  administration  has 
said  it  was  in  the  press  about  the  fact 
that  our  allies  have  not  lived  up  to 
their  agreements.  And  what  I  think,  I 
think  they  have  figured  us  all  out. 
You  wring  your  hands,  you  say:  "Gee, 
we  will  try."  And  you  know  we  will  go 
away  and  then  the  next  year  we  will 
play  the  whole  scene  one  more  time. 

In  the  interim  we  are  spending  more 
and  more  money  and  they  spend  less. 
And  we  get  into  more  trouble  economi- 
cally, comparatively,  and  every  other 
such  thing.  And  at  the  same  time  the 
Soviets  continue  to  become  much 
more  adventuristic  around  the  world, 
playing  in  many  more  fields,  so  we  are 
spread  even  thinner. 

And  I  remind  my  colleagues  we  are 
only  3  percent  of  the  world's  popula- 
tion. It  is  a  little  unreal  to  think  that  3 
percent  of  the  whole  world's  popula- 
tion can  keep  the  whole  world  free  by 
itself.  Or  at  least  with  minimal  help 
from  its  allies. 

Again,  history  has  shown  us  over 
and  over  again  that  when  major  wars 
have  started,  it  has  been  because 
someone  has  perceived  the  weakness 
and  felt  they  could  move  in. 

And  I  think  we  have  kept  our  part  of 
the  bargain.  We  have  bargained  with 
them  over,  and  over,  and  over  again 
and  they  have  not  kept  their  part  of 
the  bargain. 

I  think  that  my  amendment  is  a 
very,  very  modest  beginning,  saying 
that  we  will  stay  with  the  1980  level. 
The  Congressional  Budget  Office  tells 
us  that  will  save  $2  billion,  boom.  It 
would  then  proceed  to  save  a  half  a 
billion  dollars  a  year  and  my  guess  is 
that  those  figures  are  probably  very 
low. 

We  are  really  only  talking  about  one 
division,  that  is  all  we  are  really  talk- 
ing about.  And  I  just  think  that  to 
continue  passing  resolutions— they  all 
say:  'Oh,  thank  you  very  much.  You 
have  thrown  another  piece  of  paper  at 
us.  We  will  moan  and  groan  and  say 


how  you  have  hurt  our  feelings,  but 
we  will  not  continue  to  do  anything." 
And  I  guess  I  am  just  saying  at  some 
point  we  have  either  got  to  decide  we 
are  going  to  do  something  or  we  are 
really  in  big  trouble.  And  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayer  is  going  to  have  to  be  re- 
solved for  the  rest  of  their  lives  to  pay 
for  the  defense  of  the  entire  world.  It 
is  not  only  dangerous,  it  is  costly,  and 
it  will  hurt  our  economic  situation. 

Finally,  in  going  through  my  book- 
case I  found  a  debate  by  Caspar  Wein- 
berger when  he  was  head  of  OMB 
back  in  1971.  sponsored  by  the  Ameri- 
can Enterprise  Institute.  And  it  was 
very  interesting  what  he  had  to  say 
about  this  thing  in  1971.  It  is  now  1983 
and  we  keep  doing  more,  and  more, 
and  wringing  our  hands,  and  nodding, 
and  bobbing  and  the  same  thing  and  I 
just  think  that  this  would  be  a  good 
beginning  and  a  good  start  and  tell 
them  we  are  serious. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  try  and  get 
some  sense  of  the  Members  of  the 
Committee  here  as  to  who  else  wants 
to  speak  on  this  issue.  We  might  have 
a  chance  to  finish  this  as  being  the 
last  amendment  here  tonight. 

If  there  are  a  lot  of  Members  who 
wish  to  speak,  I  guess  we  will  have  to 
adjourn  and  make  it  the  first  order  of 
business  when  we  reconvene. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  after  the  two  Mem- 
bers have  a  chance  to  speak  that  we 
might  have  a  vote  on  the  issue. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  there  is 
another  gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  see 
four.  Is  there  any  objection  to  that 
being  the  limit  on  this  debate  and 
then  having  a  vote  on  this  issue  as 
soon  as  we  finish  that? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  object.  I  really  think  that  that 
is  a  little  unfair.  A  lot  of  Members,  I 
think,  wanted  to  participate  that  are 
not  on  the  House  floor. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  am  looking.  I  just  re- 
ported to  the  gentlewoman  that  I 
asked  everybody  here  if  they  wanted 
to  talk.  There  may  be  a  lot  of  Mem- 
bers who  wanted  on  talk,  but  if  they 

are  not  here 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 

the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairmsui.  it  is 

my  understanding  that  the  Chairman 

is  going  to  move  that  the  Committee 

rise  in  4  minutes.  Is  that  not  the  case? 

Mr.   ASPIN.  The  point  is  that  he 

would  move  and  rise  in  4  minutes  if 

there  were  a  lot  of  Members  wanting 

to  talk.  If  it  looked  like  we  might  be 

able  to  deal  with  this  in  a  relatively 

short    amount   of   time,    I    think   we 


should  try  and  dispose  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman.  It  is  a  good  idea. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  think 
one  of  the  problems  is  that  Members 
thought  that  they  were  going  to  rise 
at  6  o'clock  and  so  a  lot  of  Members 
have  left  who  wanted  to  speak. 

Mr.  PRICE.  There  was  never  any  an- 
nouncement to  the  effect  early  in  the 
day  that  we  were  going  to  rise  at  6  be- 
cause we  just  reached  this  conclusion 
within  the  last  half  hour  or  so. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  My  understand- 
ing was  that  was  what  the  Members 
thought. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Price). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced 
that  the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

On  a  division  (demanded  by  Mr. 
CouRTER)  there  were— ayes  30.  noes  6. 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

D  1800 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MuRTHA)  having  assumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Matsui,  Chairman  pro  tempore  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  2969)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for 
procurement,  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance,  to  prescribe 
personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and  for  ci- 
vilian employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil  defense, 
and  for  other  purposes,  had  come  to 
no  resolution  thereon. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  McDADE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  take 
this  time  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring 
of  the  majority  leader  if  he  could  per- 
haps tell  us  the  program  for  the  bal- 
ance of  the  week  and  next  week. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  If  the  distinguished 
gentleman,  the  acting  minority  leader, 
would  yield,  this  concludes  the  pro- 
gram for  the  week.  There  will  be  no 
session  tomorrow. 

When  we  adjourn,  we  adjourn  to 
meet  at  noon  on  Monday.  On  Monday 
we  have  three  District  bills  and  five 
suspensions.  We  will  postpone  votes  on 


those  until  the  following  day.  Tues- 
day. 

We  also  would  intend  to  complete 
general  debate  on  H.R.  2350.  the 
Health  Research  Extension  Act.  and 
H.R.  2957.  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act.  That  is 
the  IMF  and  other  lending  agencies. 

On  Tuesday  again  we  meet  at  noon 
and  take  such  recorded  votes  as  may 
be  required  from  the  day  before,  and 
take  up  H.R.  2760.  to  amend  the  Intel- 
ligence Act  of  1983.  continuing  consid- 
eration of  that  bill.  I  think  there  still 
remains  some  2  hours  of  general 
debate  to  be  accomplished  before  we 
get  into  the  amending  process. 

On  Wednesday  and  the  balance  of 
the  week,  we  meet  at  noon  on  Wednes- 
day and  at  10  o'clock  on  Thursday  and 
Friday.  I  think  Members  should  be  ad- 
vised to  expect  to  be  in  session  a  week 
from  tomorrow.  Friday. 

We  hope  to  continue  the  Intelli- 
gence Act.  complete  it,  go  into  H.R. 
3021.  health  insurance  for  the  unem- 
ployed; H.R.  2957.  the  International 
Recovery  and  Financial  Stability  Act— 
the  IMF— completing  it;  H.R.  2867. 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  and  En- 
forcement Act  of  1983;  and  H.R.  2350. 
the  Health  Research  Extension  Act. 
That  is  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  authorization. 

That  is  a  full  schedule,  as  the  gentle- 
man can  see. 
Mr.  McDADE.  Indeed. 
Mr.  WRIGHT.  We  need  to  do  as 
much  of  that  as  possible  next  week  in 
order  that  the  following  week  we  can 
complete  our  schedule  prior  to  the 
recess  and  home  district  work  period 
for  Labor  Day. 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  believe  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  said  we  will 
definitely  meet  next  Friday? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Yes;  it  is  our  plan  to 
be  in  session  next  Friday,  and  I  think 
it  also  would  be  well  to  put  Members 
on  notice  that  votes  will  be  expected  a 
week  from  Monday.  On  August  1. 
Members  should  be  expecting  votes  to 
be  held,  not  postponed  until  the  fol- 
lowing day. 

Mr.  McDADE.  May  I  inquire,  does 
the  gentleman  have  any  feeling  at  this 
time  as  to  when  the  supplemental 
might  be  brought  up?  We  know  that 
there  are  some  very  critical  dates  ap- 
proaching and  the  conference  report  is 
pretty  much  completed.  Do  we  have 
any  idea  when  that  might  come  next 
week? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I.  of  course,  want  to 
withhold  the  reservation  that  a  con- 
ference report  may  be  brought  up  at 
any  time  it  is  ready,  and  we  would 
want  to  give  it  the  green  light  when- 
ever it  is  ready.  If  it  is  ready  on  Tues- 
day, move  forward  with  it  then,  even  if 
it  should  mean  interrupting  something 
else. 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader.  I  think  a  lot 
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of  Members  wanted  to  know  when 
that  bill  was  coming  up.  and  we  are 
very  grateful  for  the  advice  about 
Friday,  anticipating  votes  on  Friday 
next.  And  the  Monday  following. 
August  1.  there  will  in  all  likelihood  be 
again  a  series  of  votes. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. That  is  the  plan  as  of  right  now. 
and  I  think  Members  would  be  well  ad- 
vised to  make  their  plans  accordingly. 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  for  his  very 
lucid  explanation  for  next  week  and 
the  Monday  following.  It  is  very  help- 
ful to  all  Members  in  planning.  I  am 
sure. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  a  ques- 
tion. 

During  the  last  few  hours,  a  couple 
of  times  there  was  a  colloquy  on  the 
floor  among  members  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  expressing  that 
they  were  concerned  that  the  DOD 
authorization  bill  was  not  treated  with 
the  same  priority  as  other  measures, 
and  that,  indeed,  it  has  been  used  as  a 
filler  from  time  to  time. 

It  is  my  recollection  that  we  debated 
partially  the  bill  for  a  couple  of  days 
in  May.  3  days  in  June,  a  couple  days 
in  July,  including  today.  Originally 
today  there  was  a  statement  that  had 
we  not  completed  it  by  6  o'clock,  it 
would  be  put  over  until  September  and 
all  the  problems  that  would  ensue 
thereafter. 

Not  long  ago.  it  is  my  understanding 
from  a  conversation  I  had  with  Mem- 
bers of  the  majority,  that  there  was  a 
possibility  that  the  majority  would  re- 
consider that  position  and  have  1  addi- 
tional day  between  now  and  the 
August  recess  to  hopefully  complete 
the  authorization  on  DOD. 

Can  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  shed  any  light  on  my  concern? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  We  have  entertained 
that  hope  on  several  days.  That  was 
our  hope  for  today.  It  was  our  hope 
yesterday.  It  was  our  hope  on  several 
of  the  previous  days.  It  turned  out  to 
be  a  vain  hope. 

I  cannot  forecast  for  the  gentleman 
how  many  more  days  it  is  going  to 
take  to  complete  that  bill.  There  still 
are  a  number  of  amendments. 

As  far  as  the  majority  is  concerned, 
we  want  to  give  that  bill  every  oppor- 
tunity, and  I  think  our  scheduling 
thus  far  has  demonstrated  that  we 
have  done  so.  We  have  devoted  a  total 
of  some  8  days,  I  believe,  on  the  Houre 
floor  to  the  consideration  of  that  legis- 
lation. We  certainly  do  not  want  to  de- 
grade it  in  our  scale  of  priorities  by 
any  manner  or  means  whatever.  If  we 


had.  we  would  not  have  devoted  that 
much  time  to  it  already. 

Mr.  COURTER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  continue  to  yield  to  me  for  one 
other  inquiry  in  the  same  area,  I  sup- 
pose the  inquiry  is  best  stated  as  fol- 
lows: 

Will  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  at  least  in  good  faith  entertain 
the  possibility  of  having  1  additional 
day  devoted  to  the  DOD  authorization 
bill,  either  next  week  or  the  week 
after,  because  if  we  do  not  complete  it, 
then  it  is  moved  obviously  to  some 
later  date  in  September,  with  the  addi- 
tional expense  that  is  ensued  in  weap- 
ons systems  and  the  other  problems 
that  we  may  have? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  We  were  prepared  to 
stay  tonight  as  long  as  it  might  have 
taken  if  there  had  been  any  possibility 
of  completing  that  bill  tonight.  Earlier 
today  I  told  Members  who  asked  that 
we  would  be  here  tonight  as  long  as  it 
took  if  it  looked  like  we  could  finish 
that  bill.  It  became  apparent  that 
there  was  no  hope  of  finishing  it  to- 
night because  of  the  number  of 
amendments  remaining. 

So  I  do  not  know.  We  have  these 
other  things  which  also  need  to  be 
done,  and  I  am  going  to  make  any 
promises  one  way  or  the  other.  Yes, 
we  would  entertain  the  possibility,  and 
if  for  one  reason  or  another  we  were  to 
develop  a  hole  in  the  schedule,  we 
surely  could  return  to  this  armed  serv- 
ices bill  and  continue  and  hope  to  com- 
plete its  consideration.  But  I  am  not 
encouraging  that  expectation  because 
our  hopes  in  the  past  have  proven  to 
be  illusory. 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  another  question  of  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader,  if  I  may. 

Since  we  began  the  colloquy,  there 
have  been  a  series  of  inquiries  on  this 
side  involving  the  conference  report 
on  the  tax  withholding  and  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  Initiative. 
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There  is  a  lot  of  speculation  that 
that  Dill  might  come  on  Tuesday.  For 
the  benefit  of  the  membership  in  plan- 
ning their  schedules,  I  wonder  if  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  should 
advise  the  House  if  he  has  any  further 
information  about  when  that  bill 
might  be  processed  and  brought  up?  Is 
it  coming  Tuesday  as  the  first  order  of 
business,  or  will  it  come  up  later,  does 
the  gentleman  know? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  it  is  altogether 
possible  that  it  may  come  Tuesday.  It 
is  eligible  for  Tuesday.  Under  the 
rules,  it  could  be  considered  Tuesday.  I 
know  of  no  disposition  on  anybody's 
part  to  delay  it.  I  do  know  that  there 
is  an  interest  on  the  pait  of  a  great 
many  Memtters  to  go  ahead  and  expe- 
dite its  consideration  and  vote  for  it. 
Therefore,  I  think  we  would  do  well  to 


consider  the  possibility  that  it  might 
come  Tuesday. 

There  will  be  a  number  of  important 
votes  which  could  come  as  early  as 
Tuesday,  that  and  the  supplemental 
appropriations  bill  conference  report 
being  two  of  them. 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  distinguished  friend  for  his  expla- 
nation. That  will  help  a  lot  of  the 
Members,  I  think,  in  planning  their 
schedules,  and  we  are  grateful  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  of 
that  adds  up  to  the  fact  that  Members 
really  ought  to  plan  to  be  here  at  the 
beginning  of  business  on  Tuesday. 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  majority  leader. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY. 
JULY  25,  1983 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to 
meet  at  noon  on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MuRTHA).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSING  WITH  CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 
WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business 
in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednes- 
day rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednes- 
day next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON 
WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Tuesday,  July  26, 
1983,  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  noon  on 
Wednesday.  July  27.  1983. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AN  INVITATION  TO  THE  POPE 
TO  ADDRESS  A  JOINT  SESSION 
OF  CONGRESS 

(Without  objection.  Mr.  McDade 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  ad- 
dress the  House  for  1  minute,  and  to 
revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
just  introduced  a  concurrent  resolu- 
tion which  would  invite  His  Holiness, 
Pope  John  Paul  II,  to  come  and  ad- 
dress a  joint  session  of  this  body.  It 
seems  apparent  that  martial  law  is 
about  to  be  lifted  in  Poland.  In  my 
own  memory,  I  am  aware  of  one  time 


In  the  history  of  the  Western  World 
when  the  Russians  left  a  city  in  a  non- 
violent manner,  and  that  was  Vienna. 
I  do  not  believe  that  has  happened 
anyplace  else  on  the  globe.  It  may  be 
happening  right  now  in  Poland  be- 
cause one  man  cared  enough  to  travel 
around  the  world  to  the  Mideast,  to 
Africa,  to  Central  America,  to  South 
America,  and  behind  the  Iron  Curtain, 
to  bring  the  light  of  freedom  to  an  op- 
pressed people.  I  know  that  we  all 
hope  and  pray  that  his  journey  will 
prove  to  be  a  success. 

We  ought  to  be  aware  that  in  Rome 
tonight  there  is  a  child  of  an  employee 
of  the  Vatican  held  by  a  group  of  ter- 
rorists and  threatened  with  assassina- 
tion unless  the  terrorists  who  tried  to 
assassinate  the  Pope  before  he  began 
those  journeys  is  released  from  prison, 
and  that  is  because  the  terrorist  who 
sits  tonight  in  a  jail  in  Rome  is  telling 
the  truth  about  who  sent  him  on  the 
dreadful  mission  that  occurred  in  Vati- 
can Square. 

I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  for 
this  Nation  and  this  body  to  say  to 
this  man  who  has  tried  to  bring  the 
light  of  freedom  around  the  world 
that  'We  would  like  to  invite  you  to 
this  Chamber  to  tell  us  how  to  im- 
prove the  human  conditions  in  the 
world  and  how  to  improve  the  chances 
for  freedom  in  the  world." 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  in- 
troduced a  joint  resolution  to  that 
effect. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  did  I  un- 
derstand the  gentleman  to  say  that  he 
has   introduced   a  concurrent   resolu- 
tion? 
Mr.  McDADE.  Yes;  I  did. 
Mr.  MICHEL.  And  that  would  take 
the  form  of  a  formal  invitation  to  the 
Pope  to  address  a  joint  session  of  the 
Congress? 
Mr.  McDADE.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  MICHEL.  And  did  the  gentle- 
man cite  any  precedent  for  that? 

Mr.  McDADE.  I  did  not.  but  I  think 
back  in  my  own  memory,  and  I  know 
we  invited  Winston  Churchill  here 
after  Pearl  Harbor.  I  think  of  the 
Presidents  of  Mexico  and  the  astro- 
nauts after  their  visits  to  the  Moon, 
and  I  think  of  Alistair  Cooke  address- 
ing this  body  on  the  occasion  of  the 
200th  meeting  of  the  First  Continental 
Congress. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Pope's  visit  to  the  Central  American 
area  was  relatively  recent.  I  would  like 
to  talk  to  the  gentleman  a  little  bit 
about  the  sense  of  his  resolution  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  business  today 
and  maybe  something  can  get  moving. 
Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
always  elated  to  talk  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 


GENERAL  LEA'VE 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
be  permitted  to  extend  their  remarks 
and  to  include  therein  extraneous  ma- 
terial on  the  subject  of  the  special 
order  speech  today  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Waxman). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 


TELEPHONE  RATE  LEGISLATION 

(Mr.  WIRTH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  WIRTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  many  of 
my  colleagues  have  asked  me  about 
the  issue  of  telephone  rates  (the  same 
issue  addressed  just  a  minute  ago  by 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  (Mr. 
Glickman). 

Today,  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan (Mr.  DiNGELL),  the  gentleman 
from  Termessee  (Mr.  Gore),  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  (Mr.  Swift), 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon  (Mr. 
Wyden)  and  I  are  introducing  legisla- 
tion focusing  on  part  of  the  problem, 
which  is  the  FCC  access  charge  deci- 
sion. 

Similar  legislation  is  being  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Packwood  on  the 
Senate  side.  We  will  be  holding  joint 
hearings— House  and  the  Senate— at 
the  end  of  July,  and  we  expect  to 
mark  up  a  bill  in  early  September. 

I  will  be  sending  out  to  every 
Member  of  the  House  a  "Dear  Col- 
league" letter  describing  what  is  in  the 
legislation  and  sending  them  a  copy  of 
a  draft  letter  to  respond  to  constitu- 
ents who  write  about  this  enormously 
complicated  question. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  all 
of  the  Members  and  working  together 
to  ameliorate  what  can  be  a  dangerous 
economic  issue  for  the  American 
public,  particularly  those  who  are  poor 
who  may  not  in  the  future  have  access 
to  basic  telephone  service. 

I  am  delighted  this  morning  to  intro- 
duce telephone  rate  legislation  with 
my  distinguished  chairman.  John  Din- 
GELL.  and  Al  Swift,  Ron  Wyden,  Al 
Gore,  and  the  other  members  of  the 
committee  who  have  made  such  a 
great  contribution  to  the  development 
of  progressive  telecommunications 
policy  during  the  past  2  years. 

One  year  ago,  on  the  day  when  the 
filibuster  by  AT&T's  supporters  final- 
ly made  it  impossible  for  us  to  move 
forward  with  H.R.  5153.  I  stated  my 
belief  that  it  was  possible— and  neces- 
sary—to encourage  the  growth  of  com- 
petition in  the  telecommunications  in- 
dustry while  protecting  the  50-year-old 
goal  of  maintaining  affordable  and 
universally  available  telephone  serv- 
ice. 


I  am  introducing  legislation  today 
because  1  stiii  believe  that  is  true.  I 
still  believe  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
turn  back  the  clock  to  the  days  of 
total  monopoly  in  order  to  protect 
consumers.  And  I  believe  that  the 
technological  innovation  that  encour- 
ages competition  will  lead  to  greater 
consumer  choice  and  efficiency  at 
home— and  enhance  our  commercial 
leadership  in  the  enormous  world 
market  for  conununications  products 
and  services. 

Unfortunately,  the  FCC  seems  to 
feel  that  we  must  sacrifice  universal 
service  in  order  to  have  competition. 
In  the  name  of  efficient  pricing,  the 
FCC's  access  charge  decision  would,  by 
1990,  add  $9  billion  annually  to  costs 
that  local  telephone  customers  must 
pay  for  access  to  the  local  and  long- 
distance network. 

That  amounts  to  an  increase  of 
almost  $8  per  month  on  the  average 
phone  bill.  It  amounts  to  an  unfair  al- 
location of  a  substantial  share  of  the 
costs  of  telephone  service. 

Currently,  those  costs  are  borne  by 
long-distance  telephone  companies. 
My  bill  would  continue  that  practice, 
and  require  private  systems  that  use 
local  telephone  company  facilities,  or 
rely  on  those  facilities  as  a  backup,  to 
pay  as  well. 

All  of  us  are  aware  of  the  unprece- 
dented rate  requests— totaling  billions 
of  dollars— pending  in  States  all  over 
the  country.  The  poor,  the  elderly, 
and  those  who  live  in  rural  areas  are 
being  threatened  with  the  loss  of  tele- 
phone service. 

All  of  that  is  being  blamed  on  the  di- 
vestiture of  AT&T.  FCC  decisions,  the 
growth  of  competition,  and  the  loss  of 
the  long-distance  subsidy  to  local  serv- 
ice. But  competition  has  been  a  fact  of 
telecommunications  life  for  many 
years.  And  neither  the  divestiture  nor 
even  the  FCC's  access-charge  decision 
will  happen  until  next  year. 
What  is  going  on? 

Of  course,  there  will  be  increases  in 
the  cost  of  local  telephone  service— be- 
cause of  inflation,  the  construction  of 
new  telephone  company  facilities,  and 
reasonable  changes  in  ihe  depreciation 
of  telephone  company  equipment.  But 
nothing  I  have  seen  justifies  the  dou- 
bling and  tripling  of  rates  that  has 
been  predicted. 

There  are  really  three  pieces  to  the 
local  rate  puzzle. 

First,  divestiture  could  have  a  signif- 
icant impact  on  rates,  unless  the  con- 
tinued financial  viability  of  the  local 
Bell  companies  is  assured.  That,  how- 
ever, is  the  responsibility  of  the  Bell 
companies  themselves  and  AT&T  in 
the  divestiture  process  in  court— and 
they  continue  to  profess  to  be  almost 
entirely  satisfied  with  that  process. 

While  legislation  we  developed  last 
year  would  have  significantly  affected 
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the  divestiture  process,  as  a  practical 
matter  we  can  no  longer  do  that. 

Second,  the  primary  responsibility 
for  reviewing  the  pending  rate  re- 
quests lies  with  the  State  public  utility 
commissions.  It  is  up  to  each  public 
utility  commission  to  carefully  review 
these  pending  rate  increases.  If  the 
PUC's  do  their  job.  these  rate  requests 
will  be  cut  down  to  legitimate  size. 

Florida,  for  example,  recently  grant- 
ed only  one-third  of  the  rate  increase 
requested  by  the  Bell  company  there. 

The  final  piece  of  the  rate  puzzle  is 
the  FCC.  It  is  our  responsibility  in  the 
Congress  to  make  sure  that  their  deci- 
sions are  in  the  public  Interest. 

We  had  hoped  that  the  Commission 
would  fairly  allocate  costs  among 
users  of  our  communications  network. 
Clearly,  they  have  not.  The  legislation 
I  am  introducing  today  will  restore 
that  fundamental  fairness  by  revers- 
ing the  Commissions  access-charge 
order. 

Congress  must  act  to  make  it  clear 
that  everyone  who  benefits  from  the 
nationwide  telecommunications  net- 
work—local customer  and  long-dis- 
tance companies— ought  to  share  the 
costs  of  maintaining  the  network.  Leg- 
islation must  also  recognize  the  addi- 
tional costs  of  providing  service  to 
rural  America. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  will 
not  stop  telephone  companies  from  re- 
questing inflated  rate  hikes.  And  legis- 
'lation  should  not  attempt  to  return  us 
to  the  days  before  competition,  or 
impede  technological  development. 

What  we  can  try  to  do  as  communi- 
cations becomes  more  and  more  cen- 
tral to  our  economy  and  our  society,  is 
to  help  keep  telephone  service  afford- 
able and  prevent  the  creation  of  infor- 
mation haves  and  have  nots.  By  creat- 
ing a  fair  system  of  access  charges,  we 
can  help  assure  the  future  of  both 
competition  and  universal  service. 

Following  is  an  outline  of  the  legisla- 
tion: 

HlCHLIGHTS  OF  THE  UCIVERSAL  TELKPHONE 

Service  Preservation  Act  or  1983 
Repeals  the  FCC's  access  charge  decision, 
and  requires  the  FCC  to  establish  an  access 
charge  formula  under  which  long  distance 
telephone  companies  would  continue  to  bear 
an  equitable  share  of  the  costs  of  local  tele- 
phone service.  In  order  to  assure  that  local 
telephone  service  remains  affordable 
throughout  the  country. 

The  PCC's  access  charge  decision  would 
require  local  customers  to  pay  an  additional 
19  billion  annually— an  Increase  of  between 
17  and  $4  on  the  average  monthly  phone 
bill— for  access  to  the  local  and  long  dis- 
tance telephone  network  by  1990.  Those 
charges  are  currently  collected  from  long 
distance  telephone  companies. 

Requires  privately-owned  and  operated 
telephone  systems  that  "bypass"  the  local 
telephone  company  to  contribute  to  the 
local  telephone  company's  costs.  Many  of 
these  private  systems  indirectly  connect 
with  the  local  telephone  company  through 
sophisticated  office  switchboards,  and  users 
of  private  systems  often  rely  on  the  local 


telephone  company  as  a  back-up  to  the  pri- 
vate system. 

Our  national  commitment  to  universally- 
available  telephone  service  has  benefitted 
all  users— large  and  small,  business  and  resi- 
dential. Universal  telephone  service  binds 
our  country  together,  and  has  become  an  es- 
sential cornerstone  of  commerce.  By  the 
same  token,  all  long  distance  telephone 
companies  need  local  telephone  company  fa- 
cilities to  originate  and  terminate  the  great 
bulk  of  long  distance  calls.  For  these  rea- 
sons, the  bill  requires  all  long  distance  com- 
panies and  customers  to  contribute  to  the 
costs  of  providing  local  telephone  seri'Ice. 

Requires  state  public  utility  commissions 
to  establish  •lifeline"  rates  for  low  income 
residential  customers. 

Establishes  the  Universal  Service  Fund 
for  local  telephone  companies  whose  costs 
exceed  the  national  average,  to  assure  that 
service  in  rural  and  remote  areas  remains 
affordable. 

Enables  state  public  utility  commissions  to 
require  all  local  telephone  companies  to 
continue  to  furnish  basic  telephone  equip- 
ment and  telephone  wiring  under  tariff  to 
residential  and  small  business  customers. 

Prohibits  telephone  companies  from  using 
revenues  from  regulated  service  to  defray 
costs  associated  with  their  unregulated  ac- 
tivities. Cross-subsidies  would  increase  the 
rates  that  local  and  long  distance  customers 
pay  for  their  service. 

Gives  state  public  utility  commissions  the 
authority  to  set  depreciation  rates  for  tele- 
phone company  equipment  used  for  local 
service,  in  a  manner  that  promotes  the  via- 
bility of  the  local  telephone  companies. 

Section  by  Section  Analysis  ok  Act 
short  title  and  table  of  contents 
Section  1.  The  title  of  the  bill  Is  the  Uni- 
versal Telephone  Service  Preservation  Act 
of   1983.  The  bill   has  twelve  sections  and 
Section  1  includes  a  table  of  contents. 

STATEMENT  OF  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  The  fifty-year  effort  to  bring  af- 
fordable and  universally  available  telephone 
service  to  the  public  has  served  the  nation 
well.  Universal  telephone  service  has  con- 
tributed to  the  Nation's  economic,  social, 
and  political  Integration  and  development. 
Each  telephone  subscriber  receives  a  more 
valuable  service  when  anyone  else  in  the 
country  can  be  called.  Universal  service  is 
threatened  by  significant  rate  Increases  that 
will  Impact  especially  hard  upon  the  poor, 
elderly,  handicapped  and  those  living  in 
high-cost  urban  and  rural  areas. 

The  bill  Is  intended  to  assure  nationwide 
availability  of  communications  services  at 
affordable  rates  that  will  allow  full  partici- 
pation for  all  Americans  in  the  nation's  eco- 
nomic, political  and  social  life:  assure  that 
costs  for  maintaining  such  nationwide  avail- 
ability is  allocated  equitably  among  all  users 
and  providers  of  communication  services 
who  benefit  from  the  availability  of  such 
services:  assure  that  the  States  have  suffi- 
cient regulatory  authority  to  maintain  uni- 
versally available  and  affordable  telephone 
service:  and  assure  that  the  economy,  gener- 
al welfare,  and  national  security  of  the 
United  States  will  benefit  from  continuing 
Improvements  in  telecommunications  tech- 
nology and  the  continued  development  of  a 
competitive  telecommunications  Industry. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  3.  The  bill  defines  certain  specialized 
terms.  The  definitions  are  amended  to  the 
1934  Communications  Act  of  Section  153. 


Exchange  access  includes  providing  facili- 
ties, services  and  related  activities  by  an  ex- 
change common  carrier  to  an  Interexchange 
carrier  or  other  person  providing  interex- 
change service  for  the  origination  or  termi- 
nation of  interexchange  communication  and 
includes  making  available  use  of  the  local 
subscriber  loops  to  those  providing  interex- 
change communications.  Direct  Interconnec- 
tion Is  exchange  access  through  facilities 
provided  for  that  purpose  by  the  local  tele- 
phone company.  Indirect  interconnection 
occurs  through  other  facilities  of  the  local 
company. 

An  exchange  area  is  the  area  within 
which  exchange  service  is  provided  and  may 
not  Include  an  entire  state  or  more  than  one 
SMSA.  An  exchange  carrier  Is  a  carrier  au- 
thorized by  a  state  to  provide  exchange 
service  on  a  universal  basis.  An  interex- 
change carrier  is  a  carrier  that  provides  In- 
terexchange service.  Interexchange  service 
is  communication  provided  among  points  in 
more  than  one  exchange  area. 

ACCESS  CHARGES 

Sec  4.  The  bill  repeals  the  FCC's  decision 
on  access  charges  and  requires  that  the 
present  system  remain  in  effect  for  the  time 
t>eing.  A  new  subsection  (e)  is  added  to  Sec- 
tion 221  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934. 

Paragraph  (1)  of  the  new  subsection  re- 
quires the  FCC  to  establish  a  new  system  of 
charges  to  compensate  exchange  carriers  for 
exchange  access  that  will  replace  the 
present  system  of  separations  and  settle- 
ments. The  new  system  is  intended  to:  com- 
pensate exchange  carriers  for  all  costs  asso- 
ciated with  providing  or  making  available 
exchange  access:  achieve  equitable  treat- 
ment of  all  Interexchange  carriers  and 
others  who  benefit  through  director  indi- 
rect interconnection  from  the  services  and 
facilities  of  the  exchange  carrier;  ensure 
continuation  of  universal  telephone  service 
at  affordable  rates:  assure  that  payments 
and  assignment  of  costs  are  carried  out  in 
an  open  public  fashion:  and  encourage  effi- 
cient investment  decisions  and  technological 
development. 

Paragraph  (2)  requires  that  long  distance 
companies  which  obtain  direct  interconnec- 
tion from  a  local  telephone  company  will 
pay  a  charge  that  covers  the  local  compa- 
ny's direct  costs  of  providing  exchange 
access:  a  share  of  Joint  and  common  costs; 
and  a  surcharge  for  the  Universal  Service 
Fund.  Joint  statewide  tariffs  may  be  filed, 
or  a  state  may  require  carriers  to  file  joint 
tariffs,  until  1988  or  later  if  the  FCC  pro- 
vides. Carriers  serving  the  same  exchange 
must  file  joint  tariffs  and  will  divide  reve- 
nues as  provided  by  the  FCC.  State  commis- 
sions may  authorize  or  require  exchange 
carriers  within  the  state  to  pool  exchange 
access  charges.  Tariffs  must  be  based  on 
costs.  They  must  be  on  an  element-by-ele- 
ment basis  and  Interexchange  carriers  will 
only  pay  for  facilities  and  services  they  re- 
quest and  obtain.  Differences  In  charges  will 
be  justified  on  the  basis  of  differences  In 
costs. 

Paragraph  (3)  requires  long  distance  com- 
panies or  other  persons  that  Indirectly 
interconnect  with  the  local  telephone  com- 
pany through  a  private  system  to  pay  a 
charge  that  covers  the  local  company's 
direct  costs.  If  any.  of  providing  interconnec- 
tion: a  share  of  joint  and  common  costs  of 
exchange  facilities  actually  used  by  those 
Indirectly  connecting;  to  the  extent  that 
local  telephone  facilities  are  not  actually 
being  used,  a  charge  reflecting  the  availabil- 
ity of  those  facilities  as  an  alternative  to  the 


private  telephone  system;  and  a  surcharge 
for  the  Universal  Service  Fund. 

Paragraph  (4)  requires  that  private  sys- 
tems that  do  not  connect  with  the  local  tele- 
phone company  at  all  pay  a  charge  reflect- 
ing the  availability  of  local  telephone  com- 
pany facilities  as  an  alternative  to  the  pri- 
vate system,  unless  the  local  telephone  com- 
pany does  not  offer  services  comparable  to 
those  provided  by  the  private  system. 

Paragraph  (5)  requires  that  the  costs  of 
exchange  access  be  recovered  from  Interex- 
change telephone  companies  and  other  long 
distance  providers.  Under  the  FCC's  access 
charge  decision,  local  customers  would  have 
to  pay  the  costs  of  access  to  the  long  dis- 
tance network  with  a  flat  charge.  The  total 
that  an  exchange  carrier  may  collect  from 
direct.  Indirect  and  non-connecting  interex- 
change providers  may  not  exceed  its  costs 
for  exchange  access  and  the  share  of  joint 
and  common  costs. 

Paragraph  (6)  requires  that  indirect  and 
non-connecting  Interexchange  users  will 
notify  any  exchange  carriers,  any  state  com- 
missions and  the  FCC.  Failure  to  notify  will 
result  in  a  $50,000  penalty. 

Paragraph  (7)  requires  that  the  FCC  es- 
tablish standardized  methods  for  ascertain- 
ing and  apportioning  costs  of  services  and 
facilities  that  are  used  jointly  or  In  common 
between  exchange  service  and  exchange 
access.  The  FCC  will  also  establish  standard 
forms  for  record-keeping. 

Under  paragraph  (8)  no  exchange  carrier 
Is  required  to  allow  joint  ownership  of  its 
switching  facilities  or  required  to  allow 
other  carriers  to  locate  their  equipment  on 
its  premises.  Exchange  carriers  are  not  re- 
quired to  bill  customers  for  other  carriers: 
they  are  allowed  to  only  If  they  include  bill- 
ing services  as  a  separate  tariff  item.  Ex- 
change carriers  with  fewer  than  50.000  cus- 
tomer lines  may  use  statistical  cost  studies 
(that  Include  other  carriers  in  a  similar 
class)  to  support  their  tariffs  for  exchange 
access. 

Under  paragraph  (9)  the  FCC  is  required 
to  delegate  the  authority  to  set  access 
charges  under  paragraph  (2)  to  any  state 
that  complies  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section  and  with  rules  adopted  under  It.  For 
tariffs  approved  by  a  state,  any  carrier  or 
customer  that  alleges  violations  of  para- 
graphs (2).  (3),  or  (4)  may  file  a  petition  for 
review  with  the  FCC.  An  identical  petition 
must  also  be  filed  with  the  state  commission 
and  the  FCC  cannot  act  earlier  than  60  days 
or  after  the  state  commission  has  Issued  an 
adverse  ruling. 

Under  paragraph  (10)  initial  access  charge 
tariffs  will  take  effect  on  July  1.  1985  and 
will  provide  for  a  three-year,  phased  transi- 
tion. During  the  interim,  the  present  system 
of  charges  under  separations  and  settle- 
ments and  E;NFIA  are  frozen  except  that 
they  may  be  adjusted  for  Inflation.  Re- 
sellers are  required  to  pay  ENFIA  charges 
once  but  are  not  required  to  pay  if  the  carri- 
er from  whom  they  purchase  service  has  al- 
ready paid  ENFIA  or  a  similar  charge. 

tmiVERSAL  SERVICE  FUND 

Sec.  5.  The  bill  adds  a  new  section  to  Title 
II  of  the  1934  Communications  Act.  Section 
225. 

To  assure  the  continued  availability  of  af- 
fordable telephone  service  on  a  universal 
basis,  subsection  (a)  requires  that  the  Uni- 
versal Service  Board  establish  a  Universal 
Service  Fund.  This  fund  will  have  two  ac- 
counts: to  pay  for  a  portion  of  the  costs  of 
eligible  carriers  whose  costs  per  customer 
access  line  exceed  115  percent  of  the  nation- 
al average  (subsection  (b));  and  a  transition- 


al account  (subsection  (O).  These  accounts 
will  be  funded  by  revenues  raised  from  a 
surcharge  on  access  charges.  The  Board  will 
determine  the  charges  necessary  to  finance 
the  payments  required  by  this  section. 

Under  subsection  (b)  eligible  carriers  may 
recover  a  portion  of  their  costs  for  providing 
exchange  service  to  the  extent  their  costs 
per  customer  access  line  exceeds  115  percent 
of  the  national  average.  The  rate  of  com- 
pensation will  be  determined  by  the  Univer- 
sal Service  Board  and  that  rate  will  increase 
the  more  costs  exceed  115  percent. 

The  transitional  account  of  subsection  (c) 
will  assure  that  for  those  carriers  who 
would  receive  less,  In  nominal  dollars,  from 
access  charges  than  they  received  from  sep- 
arations and  settlements  In  1982  will  receive 
no  less  than  they  did  in  1982. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  that  the  Universal 
Service  Board  establish  an  exchange  access 
board  to  administer  the  accounts  of  the  Uni- 
versal Service  Fund.  The  exchange  access 
board  will  be  made  up  of  representatives  of 
exchange  carriers,  Interexchange  carriers, 
and  other  customers  that  directly  obtain  ex- 
change access.  Accounts  will  be  adminis- 
tered with  as  few  delays  possible  and  on  the 
basis  of  uniform  and  simple  standards 
which  are  readily  applied  to  the  Information 
Included  In  each  application.  Payments  will 
be  subject  to  audit  to  assure  that  they  are 
proper,  are  used  to  maintain  affordable 
rates,  do  not  remove  incentives  for  the  effi- 
cient provision  of  exchange  service,  and  do 
not  unreasonably  impede  the  entry  of  com- 
petition to  exchange  service. 

UNIVERSAL  service  BOARD 

Sec.  6.  The  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (d) 
to  Section  410  of  the  1934  Communications 
Act 

Within  30  days  the  FCC  will  establish  a 
permanent  state-federal  joint  board  to  be 
known  as  the  Universal  Service  Board,  con- 
sisting of  four  state  commissioners  and 
three  FCC  commissioners.  Its  decisions  will 
be  subject  to  final  approval  by  the  FCC. 
The  Board  will:  (1)  establish  and  maintain 
formulas  for  funding  the  Universal  Service 
Fund  and  distributing  funds  from  it;  (2)  pro- 
vide for  a  transition  from  the  present 
system  of  separations  and  settlements  to 
the  new  system  of  access  charges:  and  (3) 
determine  relative  assignment  of  joint  and 
common  costs.  In  making  its  decisions  on 
joint  and  common  costs,  the  Board  will  en- 
courage reliance  upon  exchange  common 
carriers  for  distributing  interexchange 
transmissions:  and  take  Into  account  the 
costs  of  providing  exchange  service  and  ex- 
change access.  Investment  needed  to  meet 
demands  for  exchange  service  and  exchange 
access,  and  the  use  of  exchange  facilities  for 
exchange  service  and  exchange  access.  The 
Board  may  appoint  staff  to  carry  out  its 
functions. 

depreciation 

Sec.  7.  The  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  to 
Section  220  of  the  1934  Communications 
Act. 

The  FCC  has  recently  preempted  states 
from  determining  the  depreciation  for  ex- 
change facilities  used  for  both  local  and 
long  distance  purposes.  The  bill  gives  to 
state  commissions  authority  to  set  deprecia- 
tion methods  for  purely  local  exchange  fa- 
cilities and  for  the  portion  of  facilities  used 
jointly  for  exchange  and  Interexchange 
service  which  Is  assigned  to  the  States  by 
the  Universal  Service  Board.  Depreciation 
methods  used  by  the  states  must  promote 
the  economic  viability  of  the  carriers  In- 
volved. 


interexchange  tariffs 
Sec.  8.  The  bUl  adds  a  new  section  to  Title 
II  of  the  1934  Communications  Act,  Section 
226. 

To  preserve  reasonable  toll  rates  in  high- 
cost  areas,  de-averaging  of  toll  rates  is  pro- 
hibited by  AT&T  and  its  non-competing 
partners  that  provide  basic  long  distance 
service. 

PROVIDER  OF  LAST  RESORT 

Sec.  9.  The  bill  adds  a  new  section  to  Title 
II  of  the  1934  Communications  Act.  Section 
227. 

State  commissions  may  require  exchange 
carriers  to  lease  and  maintain  basic  one-line 
telephones  and  Inside  wiring  to  persons 
within  the  state  under  tariffs  that  Include 
all  costs  of  providing  and  maintaining  them. 
A  basic  one-line  telephone  Is  defined  by  the 
FKJC  as  the  type  of  equipment  essential  for 
basic  participation  in  nationwide  telecom- 
munications. In  defining  such  equipment, 
the  FCC  may  not  reduce  the  quality  of  basic 
one-line  telephones  presently  available. 

LIFELINE  TELEPHONE  SERVICE 

Section  10  adds  a  new  subsection  (c)  to 
Section  201  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934.  State  commissions  shall  establish  life- 
line telephone  service  rates  for  providing 
minimum  local  telephone  service  at  a  dis- 
counted rate  for  low-Income  residential  cus- 
tomers. 

PROHIBITION  ON  CROSS-SUBSIDIES 

Section  11  adds  a  new  subsection  (d)  to 
Section  201  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934.  No  carrier  may  use  revenues  from  reg- 
ulated activities  to  subsidize  entry  into  un- 
regulated competitive  activities.  Profits 
from  unregulated  activities  (other  than 
Yellow  Pages)  may  not  be  required  to  be 
used  to  subsidize  regulated  services. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec.  12.  The  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  will  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. 
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THERE  IS  AS  MUCH  DIGNITY  IN 

TILLING   A  FIELD  AS  WRITING 

A  POEM 

(Mr.  DANIEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter. ) 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  quite 
often,  the  best  wisdom  of  our  time 
comes  not  from  Washington  but  from 
individuals  far  from  the  scene  of  gov- 
ernment who  grasp  the  real  meaning 
of  problems  of  the  day. 

Take,  for  instance,  the  following 
"Letter  to  the  Editor"  of  the  Gazette- 
■Virginian,  of  South  Boston,  Va.,  in  its 
July  11  edition: 

Dear  Editor:  In  the  Gazette-Virginian's 
•Talk  of  the  Town"  May  18  was  the  foUow- 
Ing  article.  The  office  manager  of  the  Va. 
Agriculture  Association  Mrs.  Elolse  Wilder 
kept  tab  on  the  groups  effort  to  hire  domes- 
tic workers  during  1982. 

272  applications  Indicated  an  Interest  In 
working  in  tobacco  when  they  appeared  at 
the  Virginia  Employment  Commission 
Office. 

112  didn't  bother  to  keep  an  interview  ap- 
pointment: 18— didn't  bother  to  finish  neces- 
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s&ry  paper  work  required  by  Dept.  of  Labor: 
15— not  hired  because  of  bad  references;  4- 
not  hired  because  they  couldn't  work 
through  the  harvest  season:  75— were  hired, 
but  never  showed  up;  6— showed  up  but  re- 
jected the  job;  4— changed  their  mind  while 
filling  out  application. 

This  left  33  who  were  hired  and  began  to 
work  and  you  guessed  it,  all  33  quit. 

Now  out  of  the  267  applicants,  how  many 
of  these  lost  their  unemployment  checks, 
after  turning  down  a  job  that  was  offered  to 
them? 

We've  got  so  many  healthy  people  on  the 
unemployment  rolls  collecting  checks  every 
month  that  could  work  the  tobacco  each 
year  or  loose  their  checks.  Why  should  we 
have  to  bring  in  Mexicans  or  Haitians  for 
tobacco  crops,  when  we've  got  so  many  un- 
employed and  on  welfare  rolls.  I'd  also  like 
to  know  how  many  on  the  welfare  rolls  have 
gone  to  work  through  the  workfare  pro- 
gram. 

Broaddus  Parks,  Clover,  Va. 

The  writer  is  pointing  up  a  fact 
which  many  people  see— but  which  the 
Department  of  Labor  refuses  to  recog- 
nize. Sufficient  domestic  labor  is  not 
available— and  tobacco  growers,  who 
have  no  other  choice,  seek  aliens  in 
order  to  get  their  crops  harvested. 
Contrary  to  some  opinion,  the  cost  is 
not  cheap— considering  the  adverse 
effect  wage  rate,  inducements  other 
than  wages  which  have  to  be  provided 
and  the  expense  of  maintaining  their 
organization  and  recruiting. 

But  in  spite  of  the  failures  of  domes- 
tic recniiting.  as  reflected  in  the  letter, 
the  Department  of  Labor  continues  to 
threaten  reprisals  against  those  who 
do  not  choose  to  interview  Haitians 
from  other  States,  after  they  have  al- 
ready met  their  employment  needs  for 
the  season. 

Does  the  Department  of  Labor  have 
the  right  to  require  employers,  operat- 
ing under  the  H-2  program,  to  employ 
people  they  do  not  need,  or  return  to 
Mexico  workers  who  are  doing  a  satis- 
factory job,  in  order  to  hire  Haitians 
who  may  leave  the  next  day?  Wash- 
ington thinks  so.  All  of  the  powers  of 
persuasion  have  not  convinced  offi- 
cials in  Philadelphia  and  Washington 
that  growers  cannot  run  a  business 
when  they  do  not  know  from  one  day 
to  another  whether  they  will  have 
workers. 

The  other  side  of  the  coin  is  likewise 
relevant.  How  can  the  Department  of 
Labor  on  the  one  hand  insist  on  em- 
ploying Haitians  as  domestic  workers— 
and  on  the  other  continue  to  pay  un- 
employment compensation  to  those 
who  refuse  to  take  available  jobs? 

Many  of  these  individuals  tell  me 
upon  inquiring  that  working  in  the 
fields  is  undignified.  I  performed  this 
same  type  work  for  15  years  and  did 
not  find  it  tmdignified.  Those  who  are 
physically  able  to  work  and  refuse  to 
do  so  should  be  denied  taxpayer  bene- 
fits. 

Paraphrasing  Booker  T.  Washing- 
ton,   society    cannot    prosper    till    it 


learns  that  there  is  as  much  dignity  in 
tilling  a  field  as  in  writing  a  poem. 


AN  ALTERNATIVE  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Danne- 
MEYER)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  the  course  of  the  past  several 
weeks,  this  Member  from  California 
has  taken  the  well  of  the  House  for 
the  purpose  of  talking  a  little  bit 
about  the  alternative  budget  which 
this  Member  presented  and  hoped  to 
have  the  House  consider  in  March  of 
this  year.  The  Members  will  recall 
that  in  March  of  this  year  this  House 
approved  a  first  concurrent  budget 
resolution  which  provided  for  spend- 
ing in  1984  of  $863  billion.  That  in- 
cluded a  projected  deficit  of  $174  bil- 
lion, assuming  that  we  increase  taxes 
by  $30  billion. 
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If  we  do  not  increase  those  taxes 
then  the  estimate  of  the  deficit  is  a 
little  over  $200  billion  in  1  fiscal  year. 
There  are  many  of  us  in  the  House 
who  are  deeply  concerned  about  the 
course  that  our  Nation  is  taking  with 
respect  to  these  deficits  continuing  as 
they  are.  We  are  mindful  of  the  fact 
that  only  once  in  the  last  20  years  has 
our  country  balanced  its  budget  and 
that  if  we  continue  down  this  course 
we  are  running  a  serious  risk  of  bring- 
ing financial  ruin  to  our  country  and 
the  nations  of  the  Western  World. 

In  that  spirit  and  with  that  objective 
in  mind,  this  Member  from  California 
prepared  along  with  half  a  dozen  of 
my  colleagues  an  alternative  budget 
which  outlines  funding  for  1984  of 
some  $760.51  billion.  That  is  a  total  of 
$103  billion  less  in  spending. 

In  other  words,  the  thrust  of  this 
proposal  was  to  work  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget  through  the  medium  of 
reducing  spending  rather  than  increas- 
ing taxes.  I  believe  that  is  the  course 
we  should  be  taking. 

It  was  interesting  when  this  request 
was  presented  to  the  Rules  Committee 
in  order  that  the  Rules  Committee 
would  make  in  order  that  this  budget 
be  considered  on  the  floor  that  the 
Rules  Committee  chose  not  to  even 
permit  the  House  as  a  whole  to  consid- 
er the  alternative  budget  that  I  am 
talking  about. 

A  good  question  comes  into  exist- 
ence. Why  would  the  Rules  Committee 
preclude  the  House  from  even  consid- 
ering such  an  alternative  spending 
program  so  as  to  reduce  spending  for 
1984  by  close  to  $100  billion? 

I  would  suppose  the  answer  is  an 
analysis  and  recognition  of  what  truly 
is  driving  the  spending  force  in  this 
country.  As  a  result  of  the  November. 
1982.  election,  the  division  in  this 
House  is  some  268  Democrats  and  167 


Republicans.  We  Republicans  are  in  a 
minority.  We  have  38  percent  of  the 
slots;  the  Democrats,  our  colleagues, 
have  62  percent.  Under  the  rules 
which  they  have  specified,  as  we  all 
know,  their  margin  on  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee is  2  to  1;  2  Democrats  to  1  Re- 
publican. 

So  when  this  Member  of  the  House, 
a  Republican,  came  to  the  Democratic 
controlled  Rules  Committee  and  asked 
that  controlled  by  the  Democratic 
Rules  Committee  to  make  this  alterna- 
tive budget  in  order,  the  Democrats 
having  the  majority  chose  not  to  make 
it  in  order.  They  had  the  power  to 
permit  it  to  be  considered  or  the  power 
for  it  not  to  be  considered. 

Yet  we  ask  why  would  they  preclude 
this  matter  from  being  considered? 
The  only  answer  that  I  have  been  able 
to  come  up  with  and  some  day  some- 
one in  this  Chamber  will  be  able  to  en- 
lighten me  a^  to  some  other  reason  or 
a  more  correct  reason,  I  wait  for  that 
opportunity.  Maybe  I  will  wait  for  a 
while,  but  I  wait  for  that  opportunity 
in  this  Chamber.  It  is  that  the  Demo- 
crats who  control  the  Rules  Commit- 
tee do  not  want  to  be  put  in  the  posi- 
tion where  the  Members  of  the  House. 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  would 
have  to  record  a  vote  as  to  how  they 
were  recorded  on  whether  we  are 
going  to  cut  spending  by  this  amount 
or  not.  In  other  words,  they  are  a  little 
touchy  about  responding  to  their  con- 
stituents in  the  next  election  as  to 
how  they  voted  or  whether  they 
wanted  to  cut  spending  or  not. 

Now,  I  submit  that  is  not  a  valid 
reason.  It  should  not  be  permitted  to 
stand;  but  unfortunately  in  this 
Chamber,  we  are  outvoted.  They  have 
the  votes  and  they  can  stuff  it  down 
our  throats  and  that  is  precisely  what 
they  did.  They  precluded  us  from 
having  this  alternative  or  one  like  it 
considered  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
today  so  that  we  Members  of  this  in- 
stitution would  have  a  voting  record 
and  then  be  responsible  to  our  con- 
stituents as  to  how  we  voted  on  the 
issue  of  cutting  spending. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

It  was  interesting  to  note  in  the  U.S. 
News  <fe  World  Report  this  week  an 
interview  with  W.  R.  Grace,  who 
headed  a  presidential  commission,  to 
take  a  look  at  how  we  could  reform 
the  Government.  He  makes  the  point 
that  I  think  helps  amplify  the  gentle- 
man's point  that  this  is  a  city  without 
guts.  He  claims  that  we  could  find 
$150  billion  in  spending  reductions  in 
the  Federal  budget  and  thereby  save 
almost  the  amount  of  money  that  is 
now  the  deficit  in  this  budget. 


The  gentleman  was  proposing  saving 
about  $100  billion,  and  as  I  recall  at 
that  time  the  argument  was  made  that 
there  is  no  way  we  can  cut  spending 
that  much. 

This  distinguished  commission 
looked  at  all  these  things  and  they  are 
now  saying  that  we  can  cut  not  only 
$103  billion,  but  we  can  cut  close  to 
$150  billion  a  year  if  we  reform  Gov- 
ernment in  proper  ways. 

So  what  the  gentleman  has  offered 
earlier  was  a  very  responsible  kind  of 
budget,  a  spending  cut  budget  that  has 
now  been  reaffirmed  that  could  be 
done  by  a  very  distinguished  commis- 
sion. 

So  I  think  the  gentleman  is  right  on 
target  and  what  he  points  out  is  the 
fact  that  where  the  city  without  guts 
has  its  greatest  problem  is  right  here 
in  the  Congress.  It  is  also  a  Congress 
without  guts. 

Mr,  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman's  comments 
and  he  is  absolutely  right.  The  plan 
prepared  by  the  President's  Commis- 
sion was  just  another  alternative  that 
I  think  this  House  should  have  the  op- 
portunity of  considering. 

This  is  a  detailed  proposal.  As  any- 
body can  see.  it  has  maybe  75  or  so 
pages.  I  think  it  is  responsibly  put  to- 
gether. I  am  sure  the  work  product  of 
the  Grace  Commission  is  similar. 

My  point  in  bringing  this  up  again, 
and  I  am  going  to  bring  it  up  again 
and  again,  is  that  the  House  should 
have  the  alternative  for  Members  to 
vote  on  where  they  stand  on  this  issue. 
The  people  of  this  country  are  deeply 
concerned  about  the  seeming  irrespon- 
sibility of  what  we  are  doing  in  this 
House.  It  is  in  that  spirit  that  I  bring 
this  to  the  Members'  attention. 

One  of  the  integral  factors  of  this  al- 
ternative budget  which  I  prepared  last 
March  and  which  accounts  for  a  sig- 
nificant proportion  of  projected  sav- 
ings is  the  set  of  economic  indicators 
used.  As  I  have  stated  previously.  I 
assume  the  same  statistics  as  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  with  one  ex- 
ception, real  GNP  growth.  At  the  time 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  was 
projecting  a  2,1 -percent  growth  rate 
for  1983,  I  calculated  it  to  be  3.7  per- 
cent, based  on  the  average  of  several 
leading  economic  forecasters. 

Since  that  time  and  especially  in  the 
past  few  weeks  more  and  more  econo- 
mists are  agreeing  that  real  GNP  is 
growing  at  a  far  greater  rate  than  was 
originally  believed. 

The  July  Morgan  Guaranty  survey 
currently  expects  the  rate  for  1983  to 
be  2  percent  higher  than  it  was  pre- 
dicted only  a  month  ago,  about  a  4- 
percent  annual  rate.  Nearly  all  other 
forecasters  have  similarly  upgraded 
their  projection. 

Had  we  enacted  meaningful  budget 
reductions  back  in  March  or  April  in- 
stead of  hastily  passing  the  travesty 
called  the  first  concurrent  budget  res- 


olution as  the  budget  for  the  fiscal 
year  1984,  we  could  be  well  on  our  way 
toward  slicing  tens  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars off  the  deficit.  A  balanced  budget 
would  be  more  of  a  fact  and  less  of  an 
increasingly  unrealizable  fantasy. 

The  significance  of  the  increase  in 
the  GNP  growth  for  the  year,  I  think, 
is  obvious  to  all  of  us.  If  the  economy 
is  growing,  people  in  this  country  are 
put  back  to  work  and,  incidentally, 
there  is  more  tax  revenue  coming  into 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 
This  increased  tax  revenue  will  reduce 
the  necessity  of  increasing  taxes 
mainly  because  we  are  just  developing 
a  bigger  pie  in  our  economic  system 
and  Goverrmient  would  get  its  share, 
as  it  must,  in  order  to  fund  its  neces- 
sary activities;  but  when  the  economy 
grows  everyone  benefits  in  our  society. 
I  would  like  to  read  just  a  few  of  the 
items  that  relate  to  where  we  can  save 
this  $100  billion  or  close  to  it.  In  order 
to  give  a  little  indication  to  my  col- 
leagues that  it  is  not  all  smoke  or  any 
smoke  that  is  being  blown  in  their 
faces  with  respect  to  this  comment 
and  today  I  take  the  time  to  relate  cat- 
egory 450.  community  and  regional  de- 
velopment and  also  a  portion  of  cate- 
gory 500,  education,  training,  employ- 
ment and  social  services. 

Speaking  from  450,  Community  and 
Regional  Development;  The  savings 
that  are  estimated  and  recommended 
to  my  colleagues  in  this  category  total 
some  $800  million.  I  will  read  through 
them  and  I  do  this  because  I  want  to 
indicate  that  this  projected  spending 
cut,  what  they  total  is  not  being  done 
on  the  backs  of  the  poor  or  the  down- 
trodden, the  handicapped,  or  those  in 
our  society  less  able  to  take  care  of 
themselves.  These  are  prudent,  re- 
sponsible spending  cuts,  I  hope  when 
the  Members  listen  to  these,  they  will 
appreciate  and  share  in  that  convic- 
tion which  I  have  stated. 

450  Conununity  and  Regional  Develop- 
ment 

451  Community  development 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment 

Policy  Development  and  Research:  Termi- 
nate activity. 

Management  and  Administration:  Reduce 
funding  to  level  proposed  by  the  President, 
cap  outyears  at  $200  million. 

Community  Planning  and  Development: 
Community  development  grants— fund  1984 
obligations,  cap  outyears  at  $3.4  billion. 
Urban  development  action  grants— termi- 
nate programs. 

New  Community  Development  Corpora- 
tion: Terminate  activity  in  accordance  with 
President's  proposal. 

Other  Independent  Agencies 

Pennsylvania  Avenue  Development  Corpo- 
ration: Public  development— reduce  funding 
to  level  proposed  by  the  President,  cap  out- 
years at  $5  million. 

Neighborhood  Reinvestment  Corporation: 
Terminate  activity. 

Commission  of  Pine  Arts:  Terminate  fund- 
ing, finance  through  private  contributions. 

452    Area  and  regional  development 

Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 


Appalachian  Regional  Development  Pro- 
grams:   Terminate    activity    in    accordance 
with  President's  proposal. 
Department  of  Agriculture 
Office  of  Rural  Development  Policy:  Ter- 
minate this  activity. 

Farmers  Home  Administration:  Rural 
water  and  waste  disposal  grants— reduce 
funding  to  level  proposed  by  the  President. 
Rural  community  fire  protection  grants- 
delete  funding  in  accordance  with  Presi- 
dent's proposal.  Rural  development  Insur- 
^«nce  fund— cap  funding  at  $500  million. 

Rural       Electrification       Administration: 
Rural  communication  development   fund- 
delete  funding. 
Department  of  Commerce 
Economic    Development    Administration: 
Terminate  activity  in  accordance  with  Presi- 
dent's proposal. 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs:  Reduce  funding 
to  level  proposed  by  the  President,  cap  out- 
year  operation  costs  at  $500  million. 
Other  Independent  Agencies 
Appalachian   Regional   Commission:  ~  Ter- 
minate activity  in  accordance  with  Presi- 
dent's proposal. 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority:  Reduce  fund- 
ing in  accordance  with  President's  proposal 
and  cap  at  this  level. 
453    Disaster  relief  and  insurance 
Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 
Disaster  Relief:  Reduce  1984  funding  to 
level  proposed  by  the  President  (large  carry- 
over balance  will  sustain  needs  of  that  activ- 
ity for  fiscal  year  1984),  cap  outyears  at 
$325  million. 
Department  of  Agriculture 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva- 
tion Service:  Emergency  conservation  pro- 
gram—delete  funding   in   accordance   with 
President's  proposal. 
Other  Independent  Agencies 
Small   Business   Administration:   Disaster 
loans— reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President:  offset  costs  with  accelerated 
recovery  of  debts. 
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The  next  category  is  category  500, 
Education,  Training,  Employment  and 
Social  Services.  The  total  of  the  rec- 
ommended reductions  in  this  category, 
one  of  about  21  in  our  budget  process, 
totals  some  $2.4  billion  below  what 
was  approved  by  the  first  concurrent 
budget  resolution. 

To  refresh  the  memory  of  our  col- 
leagues, the  CBO  baseline  was  $27  bil- 
lion and  the  alternative  budget  which 
I  suggest  is  $24.6  billion  in  this  catego- 
ry, for  a  projected  savings  of  $2.4  bil- 
lion. 

These  savings  are  enumerated  as  fol- 
lows; 

501  Elementary,  secondary,  and  vocation- 
al education 

(Department  of  Education)  Education  Ac- 
tivities 

Office  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu- 
cation: Indian  education— terminate  activity 
in  accordance  with  President's  proposal. 
ImpMt  aid— reduce  funding  to  level  pro- 
posed by  the  President.  Compensatory  edu- 
cation for  the  disadvantaged— reduce  fund- 
ing to  level  proposed  by  the  President.  Spe- 
cial programs  and  populations— reduce 
funding  to  level  proposed  by  the  President. 
Bilingual  education— terminate  program. 

Department  of  the  Interior 
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Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs:  Operation  of 
Indian  programs— reduce  funding  to  level 
proposed  by  the  President. 

502  Higher  education 

(Department  of  E>iucation)  Education  Ac- 
tivities 

Office  of  Postsecondary  Education:  Stu- 
dent financial  assistance— incorporate  Presi- 
dent's proposal  to  replace  existing  loans  and 
Pell  grants  with  work/study  and  self-help 
grants.  Guaranteed  student  loans— adopt 
President's  proposal  to  accelerate  loan  re- 
covery and  decrease  delinquencies.  Higher 
education— adopt  President's  funding  level. 

503  General  research  and  education  aids 
Department  of  Commerce 

National  Telecommunications  and  Infor- 
mation Administration:  Public  telecom- 
munications facilities,  planning,  and  con- 
struction-delete funding  in  accordance 
with  President's  proposal. 

(Department  of  Education)  Education  Ac- 
tivities 

Office  of  Educational  Research  and  Im- 
provement: Libraries— delete  funding  in  ac- 
cordance with  President's  proposal. 

Departmental  Management:  Salaries  and 
expenses— reduce  funding  in  conjunction 
with  diminished  activities,  cap  at  $200  mil- 
lion. 

Office  of  Educational  Research  and  Im- 
provement: Educational  research  and  statis- 
tics—eliminate National  Institute  of  Educa- 
tion activities. 

Other  Independent  Agencies 

NationsLl  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities:  In  view  of  continued  and  exces- 
sive abuse,  prioritize  endowments  according 
to  artistic  merit  and  cultural  need;  termi- 
nate funding  for  frivolous,  obscene,  and 
other  matter  of  low  or  no  artistic  value:  Cap 
each  endowment  at  $100  million  ($200  mil- 
lion for  the  foundation)  and  terminate  the 
Insitute  of  Museum  Services. 

National  Commission  on  Libraries  and  In- 
formation Science:  Terminate  this  activity. 

504  Training  and  employment 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices 

Human  Development  Services:  Work  in- 
centives—phase out  in  accordance  with 
President's  proposal. 

Department  of  Labor 

Employment  and  Training  Administra- 
tion: Program  administration— reduce  fund- 
ing to  level  proposed  by  the  President,  cap 
outyears  at  $90  million.  Training  and  em- 
ployment services— reduce  funding  to  level 
proposed  by  the  President,  cap  outyears  at 
$3.5  billion.  Community  service  employment 
for  older  Americans— phase  out  program  in 
accordance  with  President's  proposal. 

506    Social  services 

(Department  of  Education)  Eklucation  Ac- 
tivities 

Office  of  Special  Education  and  Rehabili- 
tative Services:  Rehabilitation  services  and 
handicapped  research— implement  Presi- 
dent's proposal  to  redirect  aid  to  handi- 
capped and  disadvantaged  by  placing  great- 
er reliance  upon  local  school  districts  rather 
than  states  to  administer  programs,  cap  out- 
years at  $1  billion. 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices 

Departmental  Management:  Office  of 
Consumer  Affairs— terminate  activity. 

Human  Development  Services:  Communi- 
ty services — delete  funding  in  accordance 
with  the  President's  proposal.  Family  social 
services— reduce  funding  to  level  proposed 
by  the  President,  cap  outyears  at  $600  mil- 
Uon. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment 


Housing  programs:  Housing  counseling  as- 
sistance—delete funding  in  accordance  with 
the  President's  proposal. 

Other  Independent  Agencies 

ACTION:  Reduce  funding  to  level  pro- 
posed by  the  President  (terminate  VISTA), 
cap  at  $110  million. 

In  concluding  my  remarks  this 
evening  let  me  observe  that  in  Septem- 
ber the  law  requires  that  the  House 
adopt  a  second  and  final  concurrent 
budget  resolution.  It  is  my  hope  and 
my  request  to  my  colleagues  that  the 
Rules  Committee  will  permit  consider- 
ation of  an  alternative  budget  of  this 
type  that  I  have  prepared,  or  some 
other,  so  that  we  in  this  House  will 
have  an  opportunity  by  our  vote, 
which  is  the  best  way  that  our  con- 
stituents can  judge  our  stewardship  of 
power  with  which  we  are  vested  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  the  spending 
levels  we  are  adopting  for  this  country 
are  consistent  with  what  our  constitu- 
ents want  us  to  do. 

It  is  my  sincere  request  that  that 
take  place  so  this  action  can  take  place 
in  September  when  we  again  take  up 
this  subject. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 


FOOD  CRISIS  IN  AFRICA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  (Mr.  Wolpe)  is 
recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  re- 
quested this  special  order  today  to  pro- 
vide Members  of  this  body  an  opportu- 
nity to  respond  both  to  the  current 
food  crisis  that  is  facing  the  African 
Continent  and  to  the  response  of  our 
Goverrunent  to  this  disaster. 

I  want  to  particularly  focus  on  the 
situation  that  is  facing  the  country  of 
Ethiopia.  A  severe  drought  caused  by 
insufficient  rains  during  1982.  affect- 
ing at  least  18  countries  in  Africa,  is 
causing  grave  concern  among  interna- 
tional relief  organizations,  the  leaders 
of  the  affected  countries,  and  a 
number  of  Members  of  this  body  and 
particularly  on  the  African  Subcom- 
mittee. 

The  continent  is  facing  the  worst 
food  shortages  since  the  early  1970's 
when  at  least  200,000  to  300,000  people 
starved  to  death.  For  many  countries 
this  is  the  second  year  of  the  drought 
caused  by  insufficient  rains. 

In  Ethiopia  alone  United  Nations  of- 
ficials estimate  that  50  to  100  children 
are  already  dying  daily  as  a  direct 
result  of  starvation  or  of  malnutrition. 

This  is  the  first  time  in  recent  histo- 
ry that  so  many  parts  of  Africa  have 
been  struck  by  drought  simultaneous- 
ly. The  consequences  may  well  be  dev- 
astating. 

The  international  response  has  been, 
frankly,  disappointing,  despite  ample 
advance  warning  of  the  impending 
crisis.  The  United  States,  usually  the 
major  source  of  humanitarian  aid.  has 


been  particularly  slow  in  its  response 
with  respect  to  Ethiopia. 

a  1840 

At  this  point.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
want  to  yield  to  my  colleague,  a 
Member  of  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Africa,  and  one  of  the  most  knowl- 
edgeable Members  in  this  body,  on  Af- 
rican affairs,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Weiss). 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  my  distinguished  colleague  for 
yielding  to  me  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend my  distinguished  friend  from 
Michigan.  Mr.  Wolpe.  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Africa  for  ar- 
ranging this  special  order  to  call  atten- 
tion to  the  spreading  famine  in  Africa. 
Ethiopia  has  been  the  hardest-hit 
country  so  far,  with  an  estimated  3 
million  persons  affected.  The  death 
toll  is  mounting  among  the  most  vul- 
nerable—infants, children,  and  old 
people.  Warfare  in  two  of  the  prov- 
inces—Tigrai  and  Eritrea— has  com- 
pounded the  difficulty  of  distributing 
supplies. 

The  United  States  Is  usually  the 
major  source  of  humanitarian  aid 
when  disaster  hits  developing  coun- 
tries. But  this  time,  the  U.S.  response 
has  been  minimal,  and  its  modest  do- 
nations have  been  announced  only 
after  long  delays. 

The  following  was  submitted  for  the 
Congressional  Record: 
(Prom  the  Food  Policy  Notes,  July  16,  19831 

U.S.  Government  Needs  Prodding  on 
Ethiopian  Relief 

Assessments  of  the  situation  in  northern 
Ethiopia  by  UN  and  private  agencies  all 
bear  the  same  message:  In  spite  of  the  Inter- 
national relief  operation  launched  this 
spring  by  the  UN  Disaster  Relief  Organiza- 
tion (UNDRO)  (see  NOTE  83-12.  May  12. 
1983),  conditions  are  worsening.  The  charac- 
teristic signs  of  famine— the  movement  of 
people  in  search  of  food,  high  malnutrition 
among  children,  problems  of  distributing 
relief  supplies,  the  spread  of  diseases,  and  a 
mounting  death  toll— have  been  confirmed 
by  a  number  of  officials  of  UN  and  private 
agencies  working  or  traveling  in  Ethiopia. 

As  in  any  famine,  children  are  the  most 
vulnerable.  An  estimated  50  to  100  children 
are  dying  daily  from  pneumonia  or  other 
hunger-related  diseases.  While  some  observ- 
ers are  hopeful  that  the  early  warnings  of 
famine  and  the  internationally  organized  re- 
sponse will  hold  down  the  death  toll,  others 
are  fearful  that  deaths  could  easily  mount 
to  the  toll  of  200.000  deaths  that  resulted 
from  the  severe  drought  of  ten  years  ago. 

Many  believe  that  the  Initial  six-month 
appeal  will  have  to  be  extended,  perhaps 
significantly  beyond  October,  and  that 
relief  and  development  agencies  should  be 
thinking  in  terms  of  years  rather  than 
months  since  the  drought  already  has  had  a 
long-term  impact  on  development  In  the 
region.  For  example,  large  numbers  of 
cattle,  a  source  of  livelihood  for  many 
people,  have  died;  serious  outbreaks  of  rin- 
derpest, a  fatal  cattle  disease,  have  been  re- 
ported. Cattle,  like  human  beings,  weakened 
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by  the  effects  of  drought,  become  more  sus- 
ceptible to  fatal  diseases. 

The  fate  of  this  year's  harvest  also  re- 
mains uncertain.  A  recent  UNDRO  situation 
report  contained  the  disappointing  news 
that  the  rains  which  began  in  June  stopped 
abruptly  and  that  people  who  had  gone 
back  to  their  homes  to  begin  planting  next 
season's  crops  with  the  onset  of  the  rains 
had  begun  returning  to  food  distribution 
centers.  If  the  rains  do  not  resume  soon, 
this  year's  autumn  harvest  would  also  be  se- 
verely affected,  compounding  and  extending 
Ethiopia's  food  crisis.  Crops  must  be  sowed 
at  least  by  the  end  of  July  for  the  November 
harvest. 

INTERNATIONAL  RESPONSE  TO  THE  UNDRO 
APPEAL 

Contributions  to  the  March  UNDRO  $35 
million  appeal  have  been  coming  in.  mainly 
from  the  European  Community,  individual 
European  governments,  and  international 
agencies  (such  as  UNICEF.  the  World  Food 
Program,  and  the  World  Health  Organiza- 
tion). However,  there  is  some  disappoint- 
ment among  UN  officials  that  the  response 
has  not  been  greater  and  swifter.  The  main 
problem  currently  is  not  lack  of  food.  About 
60  percent  of  the  100,000  tons  requested  in 
the  UNDRO  appeal  has  already  been 
pledged  or  sent.  UNDRO  is  now  emphasiz- 
ing three  immediate  needs:  transportation, 
seeds  for  the  crops  to  be  harvested  In  No- 
vember, and  medical  supplies. 

Lack  of  trucks,  spare  parts,  fuel,  and/or 
aircraft  to  deliver  food  to  remote  areas  Is  se- 
riously Impeding  food  distribution.  Oxfam 
reports  that  food  rations  are  Insufficient 
even  In  distribution  centers,  resulting  In  in- 
creasing levels  of  serious  malnutrition  and 
hunger-related  diseases.  Recently  several 
European  countries  and  the  Europ>ean  Com- 
munity announced  substantial  contributions 
of  spare  parts  and  tires,  but  further  dona- 
tions. In  cash  or  kind,  are  still  needed, 
UNDRO  has  asked  for  contributions  of 
about  $1.3  million  dollars  to  purchase  local- 
ly seeds  for  about  50,000  farmers  in 
drought-affected  areas.  Drugs,  particularly 
antibiotics  and  vitamins,  are  also  in  short 
supply. 

In  addition  to  governments  and  interna- 
tional agencies,  a  number  of  private  volun- 
tary organizations  worldwide  are  contribut- 
ing to  the  relief  effort,  including  the  Inter- 
national Red  Cross,  Oxfam,  Dutch  Inter- 
churchald,  Garltas  Germany,  Save  the  Chil- 
dren, World  Vision,  the  Lutheran  World 
Federation;  and  the  World  Council  of 
Churches.  Catholic  Relief  Services  is  dis- 
tributing US  PL  480  food  assistance  In  Ethi- 
opia. Some  of  these  organizations  are  chan- 
neling contributions  through  the  Christian 
Relief  and  Development  Association 
(CRD A),  a  consortium  of  international  and 
national  voluntary  agencies  In  Ethiopia. 

Some  are  trying  to  work  through  groups 
in  the  Sudan  that  have  contacts  with  relief 
and  development  agencies  In  areas  of  the 
north  which  are  outside  Ethiopian  govern- 
ment control.  Because  large  parts  of  the 
northern  provinces  of  Eritrea  and  Tigray 
are  under  the  control  of  liberation  forces, 
needy  people  In  those  areas  will  not  be 
reached  by  food  and  supplies  channeled 
through  the  Ethiopian  government  or  Inter- 
national agencies.  Private  voluntary  agen- 
cies consequently  can  play  an  esijecially  im- 
portant role  In  the  Ethiopian  crisis  by  serv- 
ing as  channels  of  access  to  development 
and  relief  agencies  and  activities  In  rebel- 
held  areas. 

In  northern  Ethiopia  the  usual  distribu- 
tion problems— poor  or  non-existent  roads. 


lack  of  vehicles  and  spare  parts— are  com- 
pounded by  the  long-term  civil  war  which 
goes  on  In  spite  of  the  drought  and  Its  con- 
sequences. A  US  journalist  recently  report- 
ed from  northern  Ethiopia  that  even  in  the 
midst  of  famine  Ethiopian  government 
troops  are  waging  a  moderate-scale  offen- 
sive against  liberation  forces  in  Eritrea. 
Thus,  the  ravages  of  war  add  to  people's  suf- 
fering and  further  complicate  already  diffi- 
cult problems  of  distributing  relief  supplies. 

us  RESPONSE  INADEQUATE 

There  is  growing  sentiment  In  Congress 
and  among  the  public  that  the  US  govern- 
ment's response  to  the  Ethiopian  drought 
has  been  Inadequate. 

As  of  early  July  the  only  specific  U.S.  re- 
sponse to  drought-related  appeals  */as  that 
of  May  6  (see  NOTE  83-12  for  details)  when 
three    separate    small    requests    were    ap- 
proved, making  available  about  1.500  tons  of 
food  (valued  at  less  than  $500,000).  While 
administration  officials  allege  that  the  U.S. 
has  contributed  $4.8  million  in  assistance  to 
Ethiopia  this  year,  more  than  half  (about 
$2.7  million)  was  for  an  ongoing  Title  II 
Public  Law  480  food  aid  program  unconnect- 
ed with   any  of  the  drought  appeals.   An- 
other $1.5  million  represents  that  portion  of 
a  U.S.  contribution  for  international  refugee 
relief  calculated  to  have  been  spent  for  a 
refugee    feeding    program    in    Tigray    and 
Gondar    provinces    in    northern    Ethiopia. 
These  funds  were  part  of  a  continuing  pro- 
gram of  assistance  for  refugees  In  the  Horn 
of  Africa.  The  U.S.  still  has  not  responded 
to  the  general  UNDRO  appeal  sent  out  to 
all  governments  and  international  organiza- 
tions In  March.  Administration  officials  say 
(1)  they  are  keeping  the  situation  under 
review;  (2)  the  U.S.  will  respond  to  specific 
requests— for  example,   for  soy   protein,   a 
commodity  not  readily  available  elsewhere; 
and  (3)  the  relief  effort  should  be  a  coopera- 
tive International  one,  not  U.S.-led. 

To  many  in  Congress  and  among  the  U.S. 
public,  the  administration's  explanation  Is 
unsatisfactory;  in  effect  an  excuse  for  with- 
holding U.S.  food  and  other  resources  from 
a  government  that  is  disliked  by  the  admin- 
istration. Several  congressional  efforts  are 
underway  to  put  pressure  on  the  adminis- 
tration to  be  more  resrwnsive.  On  June  1.  72 
House  members  sent  a  letter  to  Peter 
McPherson.  administrator  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  (AID),  urging  a 
prompt  review  of  and  a  positive  response  to 
the  general  UNDRO  appeal  for  funds,  as 
well  as  approval  of  any  additional  requests 
for  emergency  relief  for  Ethiopia.  The  letter 
also  urged  reinstatement  of  Public  Law  480 
food  aid  for  fiscal  year  1984,  eliminated 
without  explanation  from  the  administra- 
tion's budget  request.  A  similar  letter  was 
sent  by  eight  members  of  the  Senate 
( Bosch  wltz,  R-MN;  Cranston,  DC  A;  Glenn, 
D-OH;  Hatfield.  R-OR:  Mathias,  R-MD;  Sar- 
banes.  D-MD;  Specter.  R-PA:  and  Tsongas. 
DMA)  on  June  30. 

Also  in  late  June.  Senator  Charles  Percy 
(R-IL),  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee,  vtrrote  Mr.  McPherson 
urging  a  full  and  expeditious  US  response. 
On  June  29  the  Senate  approved  a  nonblnd- 
ing  resolution  (sponsored  by  Senators 
DeConcini,  D-AZ;  PeU,  D-RI;  Percy.  R-IL; 
and  Tsongas,  D-MA)  calling  upon  the  presi- 
dent to  make  food  and  other  emergency 
supplies  available  immediately  and  to  Insure 
that  these  supplies  are  transported  to  the 
areas  of  famine.  A  similar  resolution  is  ex- 
pected to  be  introduced  In  the  House  by 
mid-July. 


As  this  NOTE  was  going  to  press,  an  AID 
response  to  the  June  1  letter  from  House 
members  had  just  been  received.  In  It  the 
administration  indicated  It  had  authorized 
two  additional  specific  requests  for  Ethio- 
pia: (1)  another  4.500  tons  of  PL  480  ($1.6 
million)  requested  by  Catholic  Relief  and 
(2)  a  second  World  Food  Program  request 
for  145  tons  of  soy  protein  ($52,000).  The 
letter  also  stated  that  discussions  were  un- 
derway with  Catholic  Relief  Services  and 
other  organizations  concerning  the  possibili- 
ty of  providing  assistance  for  the  lease  or 
rental  of  trucks  in  Ethiopia  to  transport 
food. 

The  response  is  encouraging  since  It  ap- 
proves additional  food  aid.  and  even  more 
important  opens  up  the  possibility  that  the 
US  will  provide  transport  assistance.  Howev- 
er, the  scope  and  nature  of  such  assistance 
are  still  unclear  and  will  bear  watching.  The 
feasibility  of  rental  or  lease  as  proposed  is 
also  open  to  question.  The  letter  seems  to 
envision  providing  transport  specifically  for 
US  PL  480  commodities  rather  than  re- 
sponding to  the  broader  UNDRO  transpor- 
tation appeal. 

On  June  30  representatives  of  private 
agencies,  including  the  Taskforce.  met  with 
Mr.  McPherson  and  other  AID  officials.  The 
meeting,  set  In  response  to  a  request  from 
Bread  for  the  World,  Involved  a  frank  and 
friendly  exchange  of  views.  Mr.  McPherson 
affirmed  that  the  US  would  not  let  people 
starve  in  Ethiopia  and  that  various  further 
assistance  options,  including  transport  sup- 
port, were  still  under  review.  However,  the 
prevailing  posture  seems  to  be  one  of  stall- 
ing. In  hopes  that  other  governments  and 
international  agencies  will  take  care  of  the 
situation,  and  of  responding  only  when  con- 
gressional and  public  posture  intensifies. 
There  Is  still  much  disagreement  within  the 
administration  over  how  to  respond,  and  at 
what  levels,  to  assistance  appeals  for  Ethio- 
pia. 

WHAT  YOU  CAN  DO 

While  there  are  recent  indications  the  US 
may  be  prepared  to  respond  more  fully  to 
appeals  for  Ethiopian  assistance,  expres- 
sions of  concern  and  calls  for  action  from 
the  public  are  still  needed  to  reinforce  the 
message  some  members  of  Congress  are 
sending  the  administration. 

Letters  should  be  addressed  to  the  presi- 
dent, the  secretary  of  state,  and  AID  admin- 
istrator McPherson.  While  acknowledging 
the  US  has  responded  to  specific  requests 
for  food  aid,  letters  should  urge  an  Immedi- 
ate response  to  the  broader  UNDRO  appeal, 
not  just  with  food  commodities  but  with 
cash  assistance  for  transport,  health,  and 
other  needs.  When  people  are  starving,  the 
only  choice  Is  to  respond,  and  with  prompt- 
ness. Letters  to  members  of  Congress  are 
also  timely.  Including  letters  of  appreciation 
to  Senators  or  Representatives  who  have 
taken  the  lead  In  urging  a  more  generous 
US  government  response  (a  complete  list  Is 
available  from  the  Taskforce). 

Also,  a  number  of  private  voluntary  agen- 
cies and  religious  denominations  have 
launched  appeals  for  Ethiopian  relief  or, 
more  broadly,  for  victims  of  drought  world- 
wide. Individuals  wishing  to  contribute 
should  contact  the  coordinator  In  their  de- 
nomination. 

For  example,  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  (AID)  respond- 
ed to  a  December  request  for  an  emer- 
gency mother  and  child  feeding  pro- 
gram  in   May— 5    months    after   the 
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appeal  was  made.  Last  week,  AID  re- 
sponded to  a  June  1  letter  from  74 
Members  of  Congress  urging  prompt 
approval  of  appeals  for  relief— 6  weeks 
after  the  letter  was  sent. 

The  U.S.  effort  outlined  in  the  AID 
response  is  very  weak,  considering  the 
urgency  of  the  situation.  The  biggest 
problem  right  now  is  transportation  to 
get  food  supplies  to  the  drought- 
stricken  area.  Yet,  AID  says  the  U.N.s 
urgent  appeal  for  spare  parts  and  vehi- 
cles will  continue  to  be  assessed.  AID 
proposes  that  trucks  might  be  leased 
or  rented  in  Ethiopia,  but  there  are 
doubts  whether  vehicles  are  available. 

When  the  last  major  drought  hit 
Africa.  U.S.  emergency  food  aid  to 
Ethiopia  rose  from  $1  million  in  1973 
to  almost  $14  million  in  1974,  under 
Public  Law  480.  title  II. 

This  was  not  atypical  of  drought-af- 
fected countries.  Public  Law  480  food 
aid  to  Mali  rose  from  $3.6  million  in 
1973  to  $16  million  in  1974. 

It  is  anticipated  that  this  famine  will 
be  even  deadlier  than  the  one  10  years 
ago.  Yet,  the  administration  has  pro- 
posed to  terminate  all  Public  Law  480 
emergency  food  aid  to  Ethiopia  in 
fiscal  1984. 

I  am  aware  that  Ethiopia  has  a 
Marxist  government  and  close  ties  to 
the  Soviet  Union.  Its  leadership  has 
been  critical  of  the  United  States.  And 
other  nations  are  helping  with  the 
relief  effort. 

But  all  these  factors  should  be  irrel- 
evant. In  the  past,  the  United  States 
has  contributed  generously  to  peoples 
threatened  by  starvation,  regardless  of 
our  political  differences  with  their 
governments.  In  the  past,  the  United 
States  has  not  stalled  for  weeks  and 
months  before  taking  action  on  urgent 
appeals  to  relieve  massive  human  suf- 
fering. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  a  resolu- 
tion, a  copy  of  which  I  will  enter  into 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
statement  that  calls  on  the  adminis- 
tration to  expedite  and  increase  aid 
for  rapid  transport  of  food  to  the 
stricken  region.  It  also  asks  for  rein- 
statement of  the  Public  Law  480  food 
program  to  Ethiopia.  Third,  it  calls  for 
a  prompt  and  generous  response  to  all 
pending  and  future  appeals  for  seed, 
food,  medical,  and  shelter  supplies  and 
transport. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
pressing  for  additional  efforts  to  alle- 
viate the  suffering  in  Ethiopia. 

At  this  point  in  the  Record  I  include 
the  following: 

List  or  Sponsors 

Howard  Wolpe.  Howard  Berman.  Michael 
Barnes.  Robert  Torricelli.  Edolphus  Towns. 
Mickey  Leland.  Joe  Moakley.  Walter  Faunt- 
roy.  Louis  Stokes,  Bill  Clay.  George  Brown. 
Robert  Roe,  Jerry  Patterson.  Stewart 
McKlnney.  Ronald  Dellums.  Lawrence 
Smith,  Byron  Dorgan.  and  George  Crockett. 


H.  Res.  280 

Whereas  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Ethio- 
pians are  threatened  with  starvation: 

Whereas  lens  of  thousands  of  Ethiopian 
children  will  not  live  until  the  November 
harvest  if  emergency  food  assistance  does 
not  reach  them  in  the  immediate  future; 

Whereas  existing  supply  routes  and  trans- 
portation equipment  in  Ethiopia  are  inad- 
equate to  get  emergency  food  aid  to  relief 
distribution  points: 

Whereas  this  Nation  has  a  longstanding 
policy  of  providing  emergency  humanitarian 
relief  to  those  threatened  with  starvation 
regardless  of  the  political  differences  it  may 
have  with  the  recipient  nation: 

Whereas  current  United  Nations  and  Eu- 
ropean humanitarian  assistance  cannot 
meet  the  extraordinary  needs  of  the  Ethio- 
pian people: 

Whereas  the  United  States  has  not  re- 
sponded with  its  traditional  generosity  to 
international  requests  for  emergency  hu- 
manitarian assistance  for  Ethiopia;  and 

Whereas  United  States  assistance  is  essen- 
tial if  massive  deaths  resulting  from  starva- 
tion are  to  \k  avoided  in  Ethiopia:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  that  the  United  States— 

<  1 )  should  expedite  and  increase  assist- 
ance which  would  make  available  immedi- 
ately means  of  transporting  food  to  famine- 
stricken  areas  in  Ethiopia; 

(2)  should  reinstate  the  Public  Law  480 
title  II  food  program  for  Ethiopia  for  fiscal 
year  1984:  and 

(3)  should  respond  promptly  and  gener- 
ously to  all  pending  and  future  appeals  from 
international  and  private  relief  organiza- 
tions for  seed,  food,  medical  supplies,  and 
shelter  supplies  to  relieve  the  needs  created 
by  the  famine  in  Ethiopia. 

Again  I  thank  my  colleague  for 
taking  the  special  order  and  yielding 
this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  for  his  observations 
and  introduction  of  the  resolution 
that  I  am  privileged  to  cosponsor. 

In  a  very  few  days  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  and  I  and  a  number  of 
our  colleagues  will  be  traveling  to  the 
African  Continent.  Included  in  our 
itinerary,  will  be  visits  both  to  Ethio- 
pia and  to  southern  Africa,  Zimbabwe. 
We  intend  to  examine  in  particular 
the  immediate  refugee  situation  that 
is  being  experienced  particularly  in 
Ethiopia. 

But  we  feel  that  the  situation  is  so 
urgent  that  we  did  not  want  to  await 
our  trip  and  a  report  following  that 
trip  to  lay  before  this  body  what  is 
happening  right  now. 

We  simply  cannot  afford  to  have 
further  delay  in  immediate  emergency 
assistance  which  is  required  on  the 
continent  and  we  are  hopeful  that  this 
special  order  will  provide  additional  in- 
formation for  the  Members  of  this 
body,  additional  information  for  the 
members  of  the  American  public,  so 
we  will  be  in  a  better  position  to  re- 
spond more  appropriately  and  more 
effectively. 

The  drought  is  compounded  by 
events  peculiar  to  each  region.  In  Ethi- 
opia the   hardest  hit  regions  in  the 


north  are  also  the  areas  where  insur- 
gents have  been  fighting  a  war  of  se- 
cession against  the  Ethiopian  Govern- 
ment, making  distribution  of  relief 
supplies  much  more  difficult.  Similar- 
ly, in  southern  Africa,  many  countries 
afflicted  with  drought  are  also  having 
transportation  and  distribution  prob- 
lems due  to  the  various  destabilization 
efforts  of  the  South  African  Govern- 
ment against  its  independent  neigh- 
bors, including  the  sponsorship  of  sab- 
oteurs who  have  made  assaults  on 
many  of  the  railway,  fuel,  and  power 
lines  in  Mozambique,  Zimbabwe,  and 
Angola,  those  most  affected  by 
drought. 

Pood  shortages  in  Africa  reflect 
structural  deficiencies  in  many  of  the 
economies,  periodically  and  dramati- 
cally aggravated  by  natural  disaster. 
The  issue  now  before  Africa  is  how  to 
get  better  food,  in  greater  quantities, 
to  more  people  without  draining  its 
meager  finances  on  growing  propor- 
tions of  imported  food.  Likewise,  steps 
have  to  be  taken  to  insure  the  access 
to  and  availability  of  food  to  poorer 
segments  of  African  countries.  African 
governments  are  now  trying  harder 
than  ever  to  address  both  the  short- 
term  and  long-term  problems  present- 
ed by  the  food  crisis  but  no  solution  is 
yet  in  sight.  Long-term  economic  de- 
velopment is  certainly  a  key  to  that  so- 
lution. 

And  to  that  end  a  reexamination  of 
American  foreign  assistance  priorities 
would  certainly  appear  in  order.  In 
Africa  in  the  past  2V2  years  we  have 
seen  a  nearly  300-percent  increase  in 
military  assistance  to  countries  on  the 
continent.  In  recent  years  some  of  the 
budgets  that  have  come  before  this 
body  have  actually  advocated  a  reduc- 
tion in  food  aid.  Development  assist- 
ance has  increased  only  marginally. 

I  would  like  to  provide  some  back- 
ground in  each  of  the  most  affected 
countries  so  we  can  gain  an  under- 
standing of  the  magnitude  of  the  cur- 
rent crisis. 

Ethiopia.  Drought  or  delayed  rains 
during  the  main  crop  season  of  1982 
has  left  approximately  3  million 
people  in  the  Ethiopian  provinces  of 
Eritrea,  Tigrai,  WoUo,  and  Gondar  de- 
pendent on  foreign  aid  to  escape  star- 
vation. The  next  harvests  are  not  due 
until  November  and  December,  and 
seeds  are  in  short  supply.  Seven  thou- 
sand tons  of  high  protein  foods  of 
which  the  United  States  is  a  major 
supplier,  vehicles  to  transport  food 
and  seeds  are  the  most  urgently 
needed  items  at  this  time. 

The  U.S.  response  to  drought-related 
appeals  so  far  has  been  about  6,000 
tons  of  food— approximately  $2  mil- 
lion—and 145  tons  of  soy  protein.  The 
administration  is  considering  working 
with  the  Catholic  Relief  Service  to 
rent  or  lease  trucks  in  Ethiopia  for 
transport.  The  Reagan  administration 


has  cut  all  requests  for  ongoing  Public 
Law  480  title  II  programs— humanitar- 
ian food  aid— from  its  fiscal  year  1984 
budget  request. 

Somalia.  Somalia's  economic  prob- 
lems are  increased  by  the  necessity  of 
caring  for  approximately  700,000  refu- 
gees. Its  1983  crop  season  was  delayed 
by  late  and  erratic  rainfall  and  yields 
are  uncertain;  340,000  tons  of  cereal 
will  be  needed  to  meet  requirements, 
only  100,000  tons  of  which  have  been 
pledged.  The  United  States  provided 
25,000  tons  of  this  aid.  and  30,000  tons 
of  food  aid  for  nonrefugees  and  25,600 
for  refugees  are  needed  to  fill  the  gap 
in  the  short  term.  Resettlement  aid 
and  fertilizer  are  also  needed. 

Tanzania.  Some  rural,  drought-af- 
fected regions  still  have  severe  food 
shortages,  and  lack  of  fuel  and  other 
transport  problems  add  to  the  difficul- 
ty of  feeding  these  people.  Rinderpest, 
a  disease  which  kills  cattle  and  other 
livestock,  has  broken  out  in  the  center 
of  the  country.  Twenty-eight  thou- 
sand tons  of  emergency  food  aid,  seed, 
fertilizer,  and  aid  to  monitor  animal 
health  are  urgently  needed. 

Southern  Africa.  The  entire  south- 
ern African  region  is  suffering  from 
food  shortage.  The  problem  is  particu- 
larly acute  in  Botswana,  Lesotho,  Swa- 
ziland, Mozambique,  Zambia,  and  Zim- 
babwe where  there  has  been  drought 
for  a  second  successive  year. 

The  crisis  is  all  the  more  acute  be- 
cause the  two  traditional  regional  sup- 
pliers of  food,  Zimbabwe  and  South 
Africa  will  be  unable  to  export  food 
this  year.  And  then,  compounding  all 
of  that  is  the  military  and  economic 
destabilization  efforts  of  the  South  Af- 
rican Government. 

In  West  Africa,  severe  food  short- 
ages have  been  provoked  by  a  number 
of  factors.  In  addition  to  the  drought, 
brush  fires  which  destroyed  crops,  ex- 
pulsion of  aliens  from  Nigeria,  the 
fighting  in  Chad  have  contributed  to 
the  food  shortages. 

I  am  not  going  to  at  this  point  read 
the  entire  country-by-country  summa- 
ries but  I  will  Include  them  as  an  ap- 
pendix to  my  remarks  following  the 
final  observations  I  wish  to  make. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  return  for  a 
moment  to  the  situation  in  Ethiopia. 

I  offer  further  comments  regarding 
the  dilatory  response  of  the  State  De- 
partment In  offering  greater  assist- 
ance to  the  starving  people  In  this 
country  where  the  drought  has  al- 
ready produced  famine  conditions  and 
the  people  are  much  more  threatened 
by  starvation  than  anywhere  else  on 
the  continent. 

D  1850 

On  June  1,  74  Members  of  this  body 
sent  a  letter  to  Peter  McPherson,  the 
Director  of  the  Agency  for  Interna- 
tional Development  concerning  the 
emergency  situation  In  Elthlopia.  In 
that  letter  we  indicated  our  support 


for  the  American  response  initially  in 
the  form  of  a  May  6  approval  of  assist- 
ance requests  submitted  by  the  Catho- 
lic Relief  Services,  the  World  Food 
Program,  and  the  U.S.  Embassy  In 
Ethiopia  that  totaled  at  that  point 
$578,000. 

We  further  expressed  our  hope  that 
there  would  be  a  prompt  review  and 
approval  of  the  pending  assistance  re- 
quest from  the  United  Nations  Disas- 
ter Relief  Office  (UNDRO)  for  food, 
medical  supplies,  and  transportation 
assistance  and  of  the  additional 
Catholic  Relief  Services  requests. 

We  also  offered  support  for  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  Public  Law  480  title  II 
program  In  Ethiopia  which  was  elimi- 
nated in  the  administration's  fiscal 
year  1984  budget. 

It  was  not  until  July  13  that  Mr. 
McPherson  responded  to  our  letter  of 
June  1  and  the  other  numerous  calls 
that  were  made  by  my  own  office  and 
by  other  Members  of  the  House  plead- 
ing that  the  administration  respond  to 
what  by  that  point  had  become  clear 
was  a  genuine  food  emergency.  The 
letter,  which  many  of  my  colleagues 
have  received  from  Mr.  McPherson.  in- 
dicates that  the  administration  has 
now  responded  to  two  additional  re- 
quests from  the  Catholic  Relief  Serv- 
ices and  the  World  Food  Program  by 
approving  new  assistance  totaling 
$1,652,000.  Mr.  McPherson  claims  in 
that  letter  that  this  additional  request 
brings  the  total  emergency  figure  to, 
"almost  $4  million  targeted  for  emer- 
gency relief  In  direct  response  to  the 
UNDRO  appeal." 

I  certainly  welcome  the  response  of 
AID  that  was  made  on  July  13  where 
they  provided  some  additional  assist- 
ance to  Catholic  Relief  Services  and  to 
the  World  Food  Program.  At  the  same 
time  I  must  quarrel  with  Mr.  McPher- 
son's  characterization  of  the  dimen- 
sions of  the  AID  response. 

The  $4  million  figure  to  which  Mr. 
McPherson  refers  Is  reached  only  by 
including  $1V2  million  that  the  Inter- 
national Red  Cross  has  reported  using 
from  the  annual  U.S.  contribution  to 
the  Red  Cross  made  long  In  advance  of 
the  food  emergency  becoming  so  evi- 
dent on  the  African  Continent. 

In  other  words,  there  has  been  some 
budgetary  bookkeeping  to  make  the 
American  response  appear  to  be  some- 
what larger  than  it  in  fact  has  been. 

I  do  not  again  want  to  belittle  the 
response  that  has  been  made.  I  am 
grateful  for  that  response.  But  I  think 
It  is  Important  to  emphasize  that 
there  Is  a  genuine  emergency  facing 
the  continent,  particularly  the  Ethio- 
pia region,  and  there  Is  an  Immediate 
need  to  be  more  forthcoming,  particu- 
larly with  respect  to  the  transporta- 
tion problems  that  are  being  faced  by 
relief  organizations  within  Ethiopia. 

There  is  another  Inaccuracy  In  the 
letter  from  the  AID  Director  that  I 
think  must  be  noted.  In  his  letter,  Mr. 


McPherson  states  that  the  UNDRO 
appeal  for  transport  and  spare  parts, 
"has  been  specifically  addressed  to  the 
Europeans  and  Japanese  because  the 
equipment  and  parts  needed  are  from 
non-American  manufacturers." 

In  fact,  the  request  Is  addressed  as 
always  In  such  disaster  relief  appeals 
to  the  entire  international  donor  com- 
munity. Though  the  vehicles  and  parts 
may  be  of  a  certain  make,  and  appro- 
priately delivered  by  particular  coun- 
tries, the  International  appeal  that  has 
been  made.  Is  also  Intended  to  obtain 
cash  or  credit  contributions  to  the 
UNDRO  account  or  the  Ethiopian 
Relief  and  Rehabilitation  Commission 
to  help  finance  the  shipment  of  vehi- 
cles and  spare  parts  from  donor  coun- 
tries and  to  help  maintain,  repair,  and 
fuel  the  vehicles  In  that  country. 

Finally,  I  would  note,  as  did  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  a  moment  ago. 
that  Mr.  McPherson's  letter  did  not 
respond  to  our  request  to  reinstate  the 
Public  Law  480  title  II  program  for 
Ethiopia.  A  Catholic  Relief  Services 
request  for  this  funding  has  been 
pending  at  the  State  Department  since 
May.  State  has  indicated  that  they  are 
not  favorably  predisposed  to  this  pro- 
gram since  it  is  not  in  the  northern 
region  of  the  country,  but  would  be  fo- 
cused on  the  Addis  Ababa  and  Shewa 
region  and  that  is  why  it  is  claimed 
with  the  State  Department  that  funds 
have  been  dropped  as  a  line  item  in 
the  fiscal  year  1984  budget. 

Catholic  Relief  Services  maintains 
however  that  the  situation  there  will 
deteriorate  considerably  if  funding  is 
not  provided  and  that  the  health  of 
those  women  and  children  supported 
by  this  program  will  be  further  jeop- 
ardized both  by  the  drought  and  by 
the  return  of  displaced  persons  from 
Somalia  and  Djibouti. 

I  am  currently  circulating  a  "Dear 
Colleague"  letter  seeking  signatures  of 
my  colleagues  in  this  body,  directed  to 
Mr.  McPherson,  the  Director  of  AID. 
This  letter  that  Is  being  circulated  ac- 
knowledges the  new  assistance  that 
the  administration  has  authorized,  but 
continues  to  press  for  a  more  signifi- 
cant effort,  one  that  could  be  carried 
on  and  should  be  carried  out  with 
greater  dispatch. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  that  the 
United  States  has  not  offered  that 
transportation  assistance  that  was  so 
vital  to  see  that  the  food  that  is  al- 
ready In  Ethiopia  can  be  delivered  to 
the  refugee  camps  and  to  the  food 
sites  where  It  can  be  put  to  direct  use. 
Let  me  conclude  by  mentioning  once 
again  the  resolution  that  has  been  in- 
troduced by  my  colleague  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Weiss),  which  supports 
these  very  concerns  that  I  have  been 
describing  in  these  remarks. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  In  this 
body  to  cosponsor  that  resolution,  I 
also  want  to  note  that  next  Tuesday 
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and  Wednesday,  the  full  House  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee  will  hold  2 
days  of  hearings  on  the  world  food 
crisis  which  will  offer  an  opportunity 
for  many  of  us  to  address  some  of  our 
concerns  directly  to  the  administra- 
tion officials  responsible  for  U.S.  as- 
sistance and  to  representatives  of 
some  of  the  international  relief  orga- 
nizations that  are  working  in  the  relief 
efforts. 

Country  summaries  follow: 

Appewdix:  Country  Sdhmaries 

(NoTK.— This  report  was  prepared  by  the 
staff  of  the  Commission  on  United  States- 
African  Relations,  Center  for  Development 
Policy,  418  lOlh  Street  SE..  Washington. 
DC.) 

EAST  APRICA 

Ethiopia 

Drought  or  delayed  rains  during  the  main 
crop  season  of  1982  has  left  approximately  3 
million  people  in  the  Ethiopian  provinces  of 
Eritrea.  Tigrai,  WoUo  and  Gondar  depend- 
ent on  foreign  aid  to  escape  starvation.  The 
next  harvests  are  not  due  until  November 
and  December,  and  seeds  are  in  short 
supply.  7000  tons  of  high  protein  foods  of 
which  the  U.S.  is  a  major  supplier,  vehicles 
to  transport  food  and  seeds,  are  the  most  ur- 
gently needed  items  at  this  time. 

The  U.S.  response  to  drought-related  ap- 
peals so  far  has  t>een  atwut  6000  tons  of 
food  (approximately  $2  million)  and  145 
tons  of  soy  protein.  The  Administration  is 
considering  working  with  the  Catholic 
Relief  Service  to  rent  or  lease  trucks  in 
Ethiopia  for  transport.  The  Reagan  Admin- 
istration has  cut  all  requests  for  on-going 
PL  480  Title  II  programs  (humanitarian 
food  aid)  from  its  FY  1984  budget  request. 
Somalia 

Somalia's  economic  problems  are  in- 
creased by  the  necessity  of  caring  for  ap- 
proximately 700.000  refugees.  Its  1983  crop 
season  was  delayed  by  late  and  erratic  rain- 
fall and  yields  are  uncertain.  340.000  tons  of 
cereal  will  be  needed  to  meet  requirements, 
only  100,000  tons  of  which  been  pledged. 
The  U.S.  provided  25.000  tons  of  this  aid. 
30.000  tons  of  food  aid  for  non-refugees  and 
25.600  for  refugees  are  needed  to  fill  the  gap 
in  the  short  term.  Resettlement  aid  and  fer- 
tilizer are  also  needed. 

Taiizania 

Some  rural,  drought-affected  regions  still 
have  severe  food  shortages,  and  lack  of  fuel 
and  other  transport  problems  add  to  the  dif- 
ficulty of  feeding  these  people.  Rinderpest, 
a  disease  which  kills  cattle  and  other  live- 
stock, has  broken  out  in  the  center  of  the 
country.  28,000  tons  of  emergency  food  aid. 
seed,  fertilizer  and  aid  to  monitor  animal 
health  are  urgently  needed. 

SOnTHKRN  APRICA 

The  entire  southern  African  region  Is  suf- 
fering from  food  shortage.  The  problem  is 
particularly  acute  in  Botswana,  Lesotho, 
Swaziland,  Mozambique,  Zambia  and  Zim- 
babwe where  there  has  been  drought  for  a 
second  successive  year. 

The  crisis  is  all  the  more  acute  because 
the  two  traditional  regional  suppliers,  Zim- 
babwe and  South  Africa,  will  be  unable  to 
export  food  this  year.  The  situation  is  seri- 
ously aggravated  by  military  and  economic 
destabilization  promoted  by  South  Africa. 
Transport  systems  have  been  disrupted  no- 
tably in  Mozambique,  a  major  outlet  for  the 
landlocked  states  of  Zambia  and  Zimbabwe. 


Throughout  the  region  grain  and  seed  re- 
serves are  seriously  depleted;  water  levels  in 
the  dams  have  fallen.  Water  rationing  has 
t)een  imposed  in  several  towns.  Cattle  herds 
are  being  decimated  as  grazing  lands 
become  parched  earth. 

The  State  Department  has  announced 
that  (25  million  is  available  to  be  divided 
among  the  southern  African  states.  This. 
one  hopes,  is  the  first  of  several  such  gifts 
which  will  be  needed  to  measure  up  to  the 
crisis  in  the  region. 

Botswana 

Because  of  heavy  dependence  on  cattle 
herding  for  subsistence.  Botswana  has  been 
hard  hit  by  drought  which  threatens  graz- 
ing and  water  supplies.  An  estimated  85%  of 
the  population  will  be  affected  in  some 
measure  by  the  drought  and  its  impact  on 
livestock.  The  official  government  figure  for 
people  requiring  relief  assistance  is  445.000. 
Although  9.000  tons  have  been  pledged  and 
an  additional  10.000  tons  is  under  consider- 
ation by  the  U.S.,  the  relief  requirements  in 
Botswana  will  not  be  met  unless  an  addi- 
tional 40.000  tons  is  allocated.  An  estimated 
$2  million  will  also  l>e  required  for  recovery 
programs  such  as  delivery  of  seed  for  next 
year's  crop  and  feed  for  cattle.  The  U.S.  has 
given  $25,000  in  disaster  relief  funds 
through  the  embassy  in  Botswana.  A  recent 
request  by  the  Botswana  government  is 
under  review  by  the  Pood  for  Peace  office  of 
A.I.D.  (Title  II  aid  under  PL-480). 
Lesotho 

Already  considered  the  weakest  economy 
in  southern  Africa,  Lesotho  faces  severe 
shortages  of  food  grains.  With  cereal  pro- 
duction (chiefly  com)  reduced  to  v«  of 
normal,  the  government  of  Lesotho  esti- 
mates that  half  of  the  total  population,  or 
650.000  people,  will  require  food  assistance. 
This  year  has  been  officially  declared  a  food 
emergency  year,  with  requests  to  the  inter- 
national community  for  emergency  relief 
aid.  The  World  Pood  Programme  has 
pledged  30.000  tons  in  aid  thus  far.  but  an 
additional  45.000  tons  is  necessary  to  pre- 
vent starvation  in  the  next  six  months. 
$350,000  will  also  be  needed  for  recovery 
programs  mainly  aimed  at  replenishing  seed 
supplies  for  next  year's  crop.  A  recent  re- 
quest by  the  Lesotho  government  is  under 
review  by  the  Pood  for  Peace  office  (Title  II 
aid  under  PL-480). 

Sxoaziland 

With  water  rationing  already  in  effect, 
the  reports  of  economic  distress  in  rural 
areas  is  increasing  in  Swaziland.  Emergency 
assistance  is  necessary  for  108,000  people. 
The  World  Food  Programme  has  pledged 
7,500  tons  of  food,  but  an  additional  55.000 
tons  is  required  over  the  next  six  months. 
An  estimated  $500,000  will  also  be  needed 
for  agricultural  rehabilitation. 
Mozambique 

In  Mozambique,  drought  conditions  are 
further  aiggravated  by  guerrilla  activities 
which  have  disrupted  planting  and  harvest- 
ing, as  well  as  border  clashes  with  South 
Africa,  which  disrupted  farming  in  the 
south.  Transportation  is  a  major  problem  in 
Mozambique,  especially  because  of  these  in- 
ternal disturbances.  In  addition,  outbreaks 
of  hoof-and-mouth  disease  and  possible  out- 
breaks of  rinderpest  threaten  cattle  herds. 
Approximately  4  million  people  will  require 
food  assistance  due  to  drought  and/or  civil 
strife.  About  270.000  tons  of  food  aid  has 
been  pledged  or  received  so  far,  including 
45,000  tons  approved  by  the  U.S.  through 
PL-480  Title  II  aid.  An  additional   130.000 


tons  will  be  needed  to  meet  food  needs,  as 
well  as  an  estimated  $12.65  million  for  reha- 
bilitation/recovery programs. 
Zambia 

Zambia's  production  of  com  for  1983  was 
slightly  higher  than  the  1982  crop,  but  still 
t>elow  average.  90,000  tons  of  com  will  be 
needed  to  meet  food  needs  until  the  August 
harvest.  17.000  of  that  has  been  pledged.  An 
additional  73.000  tons  is  needed  before 
August  of  this  year.  In  addition,  assistance 
is  needed  in  a  vaccination  program  for 
cattle,  to  prevent  spread  of  rinderpest  and 
hoof-and-mouth  disease.  The  U.S  has  an  on- 
going agreement  with  Zimbabwe  to  receive 
wheat  from  the  U.S.  and  ship  the  equivalent 
value  of  corn  to  Zambia.  This  program  has 
been  upgraded  to  meet  additional  needs  this 
year,  with  31.000  tons  of  corn  t>eing  shipped 
to  Zambia  from  Zimbabwe.  In  addition,  the 
U.S.  has  allocated  $3  million  to  send  5,000 
tons  of  vegetable  oil  to  Zambia  under  Title 
II  of  PL-480  aid. 

Ztmbabice 

The  normally  self-sufficient  rural  areas 
were  hit  hardest  by  the  last  two  years  of 
drought  in  Zimbabwe.  While  the  northern 
commercial  areas  suffered  small  reductions 
in  production,  the  communal  areas  in  the 
south  have  been  devastated.  The  result  is 
widespread  shortages  of  food  in  rural  areas, 
accompanied  by  loss  of  cattle  and  desperate 
last-minute  sale  of  cattle  for  slaughter.  The 
result  is  serious  possibility  of  famine  this 
year,  as  well  as  long-term  poverty  and  possi- 
ble threat  of  star\'ation  for  many  years  to 
come  due  to  reducton  of  livestock  herds.  Mi- 
gration of  rural  people  to  the  cities  to  seek 
food  has  already  begun  and  could  increase  if 
steps  are  not  taken  to  distribute  food  in  af- 
fected areas.  Unofficial  reports  estimate 
that  almost  half  the  population,  or  3  million 
people,  are  in  need  of  food  assistance. 

Becasue  Zimbabwe  was  the  only  southern 
African  country  with  significant  grain  re- 
seves,  it  has  l>een  able  to  protect  against 
famine  for  now.  It  is  expected  that  Zim- 
babwe will  have  to  ask  for  international  as- 
sistance when  its  reserves  are  completely  de- 
pleted, however  and  the  World  Food  Pro- 
gramme suggests  that  donor  countries  stand 
by  to  respond  to  requests  by  the  Zimbabwe 
government  as  they  arise.  Recently,  the  U.S. 
responded  to  an  appeal  for  vegetable  oil,  ap- 
proving a  donation  of  5,000  tons  of  oil 
through  Title  II  of  PL-480. 

WEST  APRICA 

Severe  food  shortages  have  been  provoked 
by  a  number  of  factors.  In  addition  to 
drought,  brush  fires  which  destroyed  crops, 
the  expulsion  of  aliens  from  Nigeria,  and 
the  continued  fighting  in  Chad  have  con- 
tributed to  food  shortages.  The  Sahelian 
countries  which  suffered  a  severe  drought 
ten  years  ago  have  had  their  attempt  at 
modest  recovery  generally  set  back,  while 
the  richer  coastal  countries  have  also  been 
hit  by  shortages. 

Chad 

After  two  years  of  drought  and  civil  war, 
there  are  food  shortages  estimated  at 
170.000  tons  and  famine  in  the  central  north 
and  eastern  regions.  The  renewed  fighting 
has  brought  a  new  wave  of  refugees.  Assist- 
ance from  Nigeria— a  major  supplier— was 
interrupted  after  a  border  dispute  between 
the  two  countries.  Pood  aid  needs  for  1983 
are  estimated  at  170.000  tons.  The  U.S.  has 
donated  19.000  tons  of  emergency  food  aid 
this  year  under  Title  II  (emergency  food 
aid)  of  PL-480.  Over  100  trucks  are  also 
needed  to  expedite  distribution  of  assist- 


ance. Vaccines  for  livestock  herds  are  also 
desperately  needed. 

Ghana 

Erratic  rainfall,  brush  fires  caused  by  pro- 
longed Sahara  wind  (the  Harmattan)  and 
the  sudden  influx  of  about  one  million  Gha- 
naians deported  by  Nigeria  have  caused  the 
severe  food  shortages  in  Ghana  this  year. 
Ghana  needs  192,000  tons  of  food  by  mid- 
September  alone.  There  is  urgent  need  for 
crop  seeds.  Low  water  levels  have  inhibited 
farming  and  reduced  hydroelectric  capacity 
for  industry.  The  response  by  the  interna- 
tional commiuiity  so  far  has  been  minimal. 
Mali 

Poor  rainfall  and  low  water  levels  in  the 
Niger  and  Bani  Rivers  have  reduced  the 
1983  crop.  Total  1983  food  aid  requirements 
assessed  at  140.000  tons;  this  includes  emer- 
gency assistance  needs  of  87.000  tons.  The 
U.S.  has  recently  approved  the  donation  of 
10.000  tons  for  emergency  food  aid  through 
Title  II  of  PL-480.  Responses  by  interna- 
tional donors  fall  far  short  of  emergency 
needs,  however. 

Mauritania 

Suffering  from  below  average  rainfall  and 
the  extremely  low  level  of  the  Senegal 
River.  Mauritania  faces  a  food  deficit  of 
180,000  tons.  In  addition,  serious  losses  in 
the  animal  population  add  to  the  food 
shortage  problems  in  this  country,  which 
has  a  particularly  large  pastoral  population. 
Bilateral  donations  amount  to  about  70,000 
tons,  with  9.800  tons  of  emergency  food  aid 
from  bilateral  donors.  The  U.S.  has  ap- 
proved shipment  of  20.000  tons  to  offset  this 
year's  food  deficit,  and  has  committed  itself 
to  a  multi-year  donation  of  20.000  tons  for 
Mauritania's  chronic  food  deficit. 
Senegal 

About  270.000  inhabitants  of  northern 
Senegal  have  been  seriously  hit  by  drought 
and  infestation  of  crops  by  insects  and  birds. 
Emergency  food  needs  are  estimated  at 
13.500  tons.  In  addition,  feed  is  required  for 
cattle  and  seed  for  next  season's  crop. 

•  Mr.  FAUNTROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  our  colleague,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Africa,  Howard  Wolpe, 
in  bringing  to  the  attention  of  this 
body  the  deteriorating  food  situation 
affecting  the  northern  provinces  of 
Ethiopia. 

Ever  increasing  numbers  of  human 
beings  are  becoming  victims  of  famine 
with  its  accompanying  disease  and 
malnutrition.  Children  and  the  elderly 
are  dying. 

Our  Nation  and  Government,  which 
usually  responds  with  alacrity  and  in- 
tense concern  to  situations  such  as 
this,  has  not  in  this  instance.  Appar- 
ently, the  ideology  of  the  Ethiopian 
regime  conditions  our  humanity  and 
our  response  to  the  plight  of  these  vic- 
tims of  famine. 

On  June  1,  1983,  I  joined  with  73  of 
my  colleagues  in  sending  a  letter  to 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment urging  the  approval  of  a 
U.N.  Disaster  Relief  Organization 
(UNDRO)  request  that  went  unan- 
swered for  a  month  and  a  half.  When 
we  finally  got  a  response  we  were  told 
that  UNDRO's  request  for  spare  parts 
and  vehicles  necessary  to  the  transpor- 


tation function  for  disaster  relief  will 
continue  to  be  assessed.  AID  did  state 
that  trucks  might  be  leased  or  rented 
in  Ethiopia  but  there  is  a  question  as 
to  their  availability.  Additionally.  AID 
did  not  respond  to  the  request  in  the 
Jime  1  letter  to  continue  the  Public 
Law  480  title  II  food  program  to  Ethi- 
opia in  1984.  This  is  a  halting  and  in- 
adequate response  to  the  situation. 
The  ideology  of  a  particular  regime 
should  not  blind  us  or  prevent  us  from 
vigorously  seeking  ways  to  relieve  the 
suffering  of  human  beings. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  be  joining  with 
my  colleague  Congressman  Ted  Weiss 
in  cosponsoring  a  resolution  that  he 
will  be  offering  that  will  call  on  the 
U.S.  Government  to  expedite  and  in- 
crease transportation  assistance  and  to 
continue  the  Public  Law  480  title  II 
program  to  Ethiopia  in  1984.  In  addi- 
tion, this  resolution  will  call  for  a 
timely  and  generous  response  to  all  re- 
quests present  and  future  for  agricul- 
tural assistance,  food  relief,  and  medi- 
cal and  housing  supplies. 

Our  Nation  has  a  laudable  history  of 
providing  himianitarian  assistance  and 
emergency  aid  to  peoples  threatened 
with  starvation.  Such  assistance  has 
always  been  given  without  reference 
to  our  political  differences  with  any 
particular  government.  Our  position 
has  been  to  feed  the  hungry.  Our  tra- 
dition should  be  continued.* 
•  Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
grateful  for  this  opportunity  to  ex- 
press my  sentiments  with  regard  to 
the  current  crisis  in  Africa,  in  particu- 
lar Ethiopia.  I  feel  compelled  to 
convey  my  dismay  and  anger  at  the 
seeming  reluctance  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development,  in  particu- 
lar, and  other  goverrunental  agencies, 
in  general,  to  get  involved  in  this 
alarmingly  critical  situation. 

As  most  of  us  are  aware,  the  country 
of  Ethiopia  is  facing  a  severe  food 
shortage  caused,  in  part,  by  a  serious 
drought  which  has  hit  all  but  a  few 
countries  on  the  African  Continent. 
The  drought  has  killed  great  numbers 
of  livestock,  which  normally  provide  a 
basis  and  essential  source  of  food,  and 
has  also  drastically  reduced  water  sup- 
plies. 

The  food  shortage,  which  has 
reached  famine  proportions,  has  been 
compounded  by  the  war  which  is  af- 
fecting much  of  Eastern  Africa.  The 
war  is  interfering  with  agricultural 
production,  and  is  destroying  the  Ethi- 
opian transport  system.  Destruction  of 
the  transport  system,  of  course,  in- 
terfers  with  the  distribution  of  what 
little  food  is  available.  The  most  vul- 
nerable members  of  Ethiopian  society: 
the  elderly,  the  children,  and  infants, 
are  quickly  falling  victims  to  malnutri- 
tion and  famine.  Yet  our  Government 
appears  to  take  little  interest  in  this 
human  tragedy. 

Ethiopia  desperately  needs  whatever 
help  we  can  offer  her:  medical  sup- 


plies,   transportation    assistance,    and 
monetary  aid.  And  she  needs  it  ^low. 

It  is  my  hope  that  upon  the  (jonclu- 
sion  of  this  session,  our  Ctoyefnment 
will  respond  to  Ethiopia's  needs  and 
requests  for  aid  as  swiftly  as  it  has  re- 
sponded to  the  needs  and  requests  of 
those  countries  in  southern  Africa. 

Thus,  I  lend  my  support  to  this  reso- 
lution, submitted  by  Mr.  Wolpe,  and  I 
call  upon  Mr.  McPherson,  the  AID  Di- 
rector, to  continue  the  Public  Law  480 
title  II  program  to  Ethiopia  during 
fiscal  year  1984. 

In  conclusion,  I  applaud  Representa- 
tive Wolpe  and  the  Subcommittee  on 
Africa  for  their  efforts  In  getting  this 
matter  quickly  resolved.* 
•  Mr.    BROWN    of    California.    Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  thank  my  col- 
league from  Michigan  for  calling  this 
special  order  on  the  current  African 
food  crisis,   particularly   in  Ethiopia, 
and  the  United  States  response.   As 
there  has  been  special  attention  from 
the  press  on  this  issue  in  recent  weeks, 
I  feel  confident  that  the  Members  of 
this  House  are  at  least  familiar  with 
the  extent  of  Ethiopia's  famine.  Yet  I 
wonder  how   much  longer  this  body 
must  take  to  absorb  these  facts  before 
action  is  taken.  This  caimot  be  given 
months  of  study.  It  is  a  crisis.  We  are 
talking  about  a  famine  with  paralyzing 
and    lethal    effects,    wreaking    havoc 
today,  as  it  did  yesterday,  last  month, 
and  as  it  will  tomorrow.  It  will  contin- 
ue to  kill.  I  feel  strongly  that  we,  as  a 
nation,    must    take    positive,    prompt 
action  and  join  the  efforts  other  coun- 
tries have  already  begun  to  get  food  to 
these  starving  peoples. 

In  June.  I  joined  over  70  Congress- 
men in  sending  a  letter  to  Peter 
McPherson,  requesting  that  the 
Agency  for  International  Development 
(AID)  respond  to  the  pleas  for  food 
and  transportation  assistance  from  the 
United  Nations  Disaster  Relief  Organi- 
zation (UNDRO)  and  the  Catholic 
Relief  Service  (CRS).  I  commend  AID 
for  responding  with  the  supplemental 
assistance  by  approving  a  total  of 
$1,652,000.  Yet  I  am  disappointed  and 
surprised  that  there  still  has  been  no 
decision  to  reinstate  food  shipments 
under  Public  Law  480.  the  food  for 
peace  program,  for  fiscal  year  1984.  A 
portion  of  this  food  assistance  has 
been  allocated  to  Ethiopia  yearly, 
since  the  program's  inception  under 
the  Eisenhower  administration,  con- 
tinuing even  after  the  overthrow  of 
the  last  government  in  1974. 

When  Congress  first  established  the 
Public  Law  480  program,  we  worked 
hard  to  design  the  program  to  be  an 
international  hiunanitarian  food  relief 
program.  We  also  established  an  inter- 
national grain  reserve,  to  insure 
prompt  action  and  immediate  assist- 
ance: without  the  delays  associated 
with  congressional  decisions.  After 
hearing  some  of  the  facts  mentioned 
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here  tonight,  there  can  be  no  doubt  in 
anyone's  mind  that  these  people  need 
help.  They  are  starving.  This  is  pre- 
cisely the  situation  which  the  Public 
Law  480  program  and  the  internation- 
al reserve  were  set  up  to  deal  with. 

This  is  a  matter  of  life  and  death. 
Each  hour  that  we  sit  in  session  today, 
more  people  will  die  of  starvation. 
Each  day  we  put  off  a  decision  to  pass 
the  resolution  introduced  by  our  col- 
league from  New  York,  urging  the 
United  States  to  allot  further  emer- 
gency assistance.  50  to  100  more  chil- 
dren will  die.  We  can  not  wait  for 
action  in  this  matter. 

As  a  rich,  developed  nation,  we  have 
always  prided  ourselves  on  helping  na- 
tions experiencing  devastating  disas- 
ters. During  the  twenties,  we  sent  food 
to  Russia  for  humanitarian  relief  even 
though  Washington  had  not  recog- 
nized the  new  government.  In  Ethio- 
pia, we  have  up  till  now  continued  our 
food  assistance,  despite  the  political 
overthrow  in  1974.  Yet  this  year,  in 
the  midst  of  a  serious  drought,  the  ad- 
ministration's fiscal  year  1984  budget 
eliminates  the  Public  Law  480  title  II 
program  in  Ethiopia.  I  suggest  while 
the  policy  to  assist  other  countries 
might  be  a  subject  to  debate,  for  Ethi- 
opia, now  is  not  the  time.  I  urge  that 
we  continue  with  our  past  policy,  re- 
spond to  the  present  drought  and  re- 
sulting pleas  from  international  relief 
organizations  with  the  needed  addi- 
tional assistance,  and  include  Ethiopia 
in  the  Public  Law  480  program  for 
fiscal  year  1984.  If  we  desire  to  recon- 
sider this  policy,  then  let  us  debate 
this  issue  on  our  own  time,  not  on  that 
of  the  children  who  will  die  tonight, 
tomorrow,  and  in  the  weeks  to  come. 

I  urge  all  Members  of  the  House,  on 
either  side  of  the  aisle,  to  add  their 
support  by  urging  the  United  States  to 
respond  promptly  and  take  the  actions 
necessary  to  help  prevent  the  type  of 
starvation  that  is  taking  place  today.* 
•  Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  speak  to  the  current 
drought  on  the  African  Continent  and 
examine  the  role  the  United  States 
can  play  to  lessen  the  immediate  and 
long-term  impact  of  the  drought  and 
resulting  famine  of  the  people  in  thfe 
part  of  the  world. 

For  over  a  year  the  drought  has  af- 
fected almost  all  of  the  countries  on 
the  continent;  worldwide  response  has 
been  slow  and  unorganized;  U.S.  assist- 
ance has  been  particularly  slow.  The 
effects  of  the  drought  have  been  ex- 
treme: high  infant  mortality,  food 
shortages,  livestock  losses,  and  water 
shortages  in  urban  centers,  drinking 
supplies,  and  irrigation  systems. 

The  human  tragedy  is  inconceivable. 
While  the  infant  mortality  rate  has 
not  sizably  increased  from  its  already 
deplorable  level,  the  ages  of  funda- 
mental physiological  development,  2 
to  5  years,  are  being  ravaged.  These 
years  are  critical  in  the  growth  of  the 


nervous  system  and  mental  capabili- 
ties. Malnourishment  of  mothers  and 
children  are  resulting  in  rampant  juve- 
nile underdevelopment  which  will  be 
an  impairment  reflected  in  the  society 
for  many  years  into  the  future. 

In  addition  to  natural  disasters,  re- 
gional wars  plague  this  area  severely 
damaging  infrastuctural  capacity  and 
thus  the  ability  to  distribute  the  small 
amount  of  aid  that  has  been  provided. 
In  many  African  nations,  the  current 
natural  disaster,  combined  with  inter- 
nal strife,  have  diverted  new  invest- 
ment from  these  developing  countries. 
This  desperate  situation  is  threatening 
the  stability  and  independence  of 
these  states. 

Portions  of  the  aid  that  is  so  desper- 
ately needed  is  going  toward  the  devel- 
opment of  alternative  methods  of  food 
production  which  are  often  subject  to 
unfavorable  natural  phenomena.  The 
fundamental  problems  of  these  coun- 
tries must  also  be  addressed:  improv- 
ing the  purchasing  power  of  Africans, 
encouraging  agricultural  research,  and 
promoting  incentives  for  Africans  to 
improve  their  own  agricultural  yields. 
Once  these  ultimate  goals  have  been 
realized  Africans  will  themselves  be 
able  to  successfully  and  independently 
combat  the  unfortunate  yet  periodical 
natural  crises  of  the  continent. 

I  stongly  urge  the  members  to  recog- 
nize the  urgent  necessity  for  uncondi- 
tional humanitarian  assistance.  We 
must  not  force  political  stipulations  on 
these  nations  which  are  in  such  dire 
need  of  our  compassion.* 
•  Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  while  I 
am  by  no  means  an  expert  on  African 
affairs,  I  am  aware  of  the  severity  of 
the  drought  throughout  Africa,  and  I. 
therefore,  want  to  commend  my  col- 
league from  Michigan  for  calling  this 
special  order. 

The  recent  series  of  articles  in  the 
Washington  Post  on  the  Horn  of 
Africa  pointed  out  the  problems  that 
underdevelopment  and  famine  have 
caused  these  nations. 

What  concerns  me  is  that  the  admin- 
istration has  not  been  as  forthcoming 
with  relief  as  is  necessary  to  help 
these  countries.  This  is  particularly 
distressing  because  this  aid  is  crucial 
in  trying  to  save  millions  of  people 
from  starving  to  death. 

I  realize  that  the  political  relation- 
ship between  the  United  States  and 
Ethiopia  is  not  good.  I  am  also  aware 
that  the  ongoing  conflict  between  the 
nations  of  the  region  has  made  the 
problem  worse,  but  I  am  certain  that 
the  United  States  cannot  afford  to 
pass  up  an  opportunity  to  prove  to  all 
the  nations  in  Africa,  and  throughout 
the  developing  world,  that  it  can  be 
benevolent  and  humanitarian  with  its 
foreign  policy. 

The  needs  of  the  countries  in  this 
region  are  extensive,  and  U.S.  response 
has  not  been  adequate.  While  we 
should   not   bear   all   the   burden   of 


relief,  it  is  crucial  that  we  begin  to 
accept  more  responsibility  for  saving 
the  lives  of  these  suffering  people. 

East  Africa  is  not  alone  in  its  prob- 
lems. Nearly  all  of  Africa  has  been 
devastated  by  drought.  The  shortages 
of  food  and  destruction  of  livestock 
due  to  disease  and  starvation  have 
made  already  fragile  economies  chaot- 
ic. 

I  believe  its  time  that  the  United 
States  began  to  develop  a  solid  re- 
sponse to  the  nations  of  Africa.  Step- 
ping up  military  aid  to  friendly  na- 
tions is  not  the  best  or  most  practical 
course  of  action  for  the  United  States 
to  take. 

Offering  development  assistance, 
while  remaining  culturally  and  politi- 
cally sensitive,  would  be  a  good  first 
step  for  developing  a  sound  African 
policy.  The  President  may  even  realize 
that  each  of  the  countries  in  Africa, 
like  those  of  Latin  America,  are  also 
different.* 

•  Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ter- 
rible food  crisis  facing  millions  of  Afri- 
can men,  women,  and  children  is  diffi- 
cult to  comprehend  as  we  stand  in  this 
air-conditioned  Chamber. 

Already  thousands  of  refugees  are 
moving  in  search  of  food,  water,  and 
shelter— the  very  basics  of  life.  And 
yet  in  some  capitals  of  the  world  the 
extreme  need  faced  by  these  millions 
is  considered  of  minor  importance. 

Our  country  is  an  enormous  agricul- 
tural producer— we  have  literally  mil- 
lions of  tons  of  dried  milk,  cheese, 
grains,  and  other  products  stored  in 
our  warehouses.  And  we  have  a  citi- 
zenry with  a  generosity  and  greatness 
of  heart  that  is  unmatched  in  the 
world. 

Thus,  I  have  no  doubt,  that  were  I  to 
ask  any  of  my  constituents  in  Brook- 
lyn "what  should  we  do  for  those 
facing  starvation?"— they  would  reply 
"feed  them— now!" 

Yet  in  some  parts  of  our  Govern- 
ment there  has  been  a  strange  reluc- 
tance to  respond  promptly  and  gener- 
ously to  the  plight  of  those  hard  hit 
by  the  drought  and  impending 
famine— particularly  the  300,000  hard- 
est hit  in  Ethiopia,  a  poor  and  under- 
developed country  now  wracked  by 
strife  as  well  as  this  natural  disaster. 

Obviously  other  countries  should 
also  help;  obviously  the  nations  with 
whom  a  government  is  allied  should  be 
the  first  to  assist— but  equally  obvious, 
shall  we  wait  for  thousands  to  die 
until  some  Eastern  bloc  countries  con- 
tribute what  we  would  consider  a  "fair 
share?" 

Transport  and  logistical  aid  is  sorely 
needed  in  Ethiopia  right  now,  because 
unless  the  seed  being  contributed  by 
the  international  community  reaches 
the  farmers  in  the  hinterlands,  there 
will  be  no  crop  next  year,  and  more 
misery  and  suffering  for  the  farmers 


and  villagers  of  the  region  next  year, 
as  well. 

One  does  not  have  to  be  a  disaster 
expert  to  realize  that  farmers  without 
seed  will  be  hungry  and  unemployed. 
Even  if  they  can  survive  this  year's 
drought— next  year  they  will  be 
hungry  again,  and  many  will  be  forced 
to  flee  with  their  families,  crowding 
the  already  full  refugee  camps  of  the 
region. 

I  would  like  to  join  with  my  col- 
leagues today  in  urging  that  our  Gov- 
ernment respond  promptly  and  gener- 
ously to  this  disaster,  which  could 
result  in  the  death  of  over  200,000 
people  in  Ethiopia  alone  unless  food 
aid  can  be  brought  quickly  into  the 
rural  and  mountainous  regions  of  that 
country.  We  have  serious  political  and 
ideological  differences  with  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Ethiopia— as  we  have  had 
in  the  past  with  the  Governments  of 
Romania  and  China,  and  Cambodia— 
but  our  humanitarian  concern  com- 
pelled us  then,  and  now  to  protect 
human  lives,  no  matter  what  the  ideol- 
ogy of  the  nation  where  the  people 
reside. 

In  the  words  of  the  English  poet  "no 
man  is  an  island  .  .  .  each  man's  grief 
is  my  own"  and  no  man,  woman,  or 
child  should  starve  while  we  have  the 
means  to  prevent  it.» 


ment,  enormous  in  its  magnitude  and 
implications,  is  being  pressed  into  law 
without  hearings,  without  investiga- 
tion, without  debate.  It  is  one  more  at- 
tempt to  bill  the  people  of  the  North- 
west without  their  consent.  But  the 
power  brokers  are  pushing  it  through. 
On  July  19,  the  Senate  Appropria- 
tions Committee  kept  in  an  amend- 
ment to  the  appropriations  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Interior,  offered  by 
Senator  James  McClure  in  subcom- 
mittee, authorizing  the  BPA  to  enter 
into  contractual  agreements  to  pay 
costs  associated  with  nuclear  projects 
Nos.  1,  2,  and  3  of  the  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System,  com- 
monly known  as  WPPSS.  The  amend- 
ment authorizes  BPA  to  pay  "such 
costs  directly  to  an  appropriate  entity 
or  entities,  the  primary  obligees  of 
such  entity  or  entities,  or  their  trust- 
ees.' 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
subject  of  my  special  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Ray).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  SOLUTION  TO  WPPSS  IS 
NOT  ANOTHER  WPPSS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore,  under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  (Mr.  Weaver)  is 
recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Speaker  the 
Northwest  Power  Act  of  1980  requires 
the  Bonnevile  Power  Administration, 
the  Northwest  Federal  power  market- 
ing agency,  to  initiate  conservation 
first  and  foremost  in  meeting  North- 
west energy  needs.  In  flagrant  viola- 
tion of  this  law,  the  BPA  has  just  ter- 
minated three  of  five  conservation 
programs.  A  BPA  official,  Steve 
Hickok.  in  announcing  the  conserva- 
tion curtailment,  said:  "We  really 
don't  want  to  produce  much  saving 
over  the  next  2  years." 

Yet  at  the  very  moment  conserva- 
tion was  being  dumped,  the  utility  es- 
tablishment was  attempting  to  push 
through  Congress  a  last  minute  des- 
peration amendment  to  provide  fi- 
nancing for  the  dazed  and  debauched 
WPPSS  nuclear  projects.  This  amend- 


The  House  passed  its  version  of  the 
Interior  appropriations  bill  on  June 
28,  without  this  new  language.  If  this 
amendment  passes  the  Senate,  I  urge 
its  rejection  by  the  House  members  of 
the  conference  committee,  because  it 
will  give  BPA  a  blank  check  to  create  a 
super- WPPSS  to  impose  additional  bil- 
lions of  dollars  of  debt  upon  the 
people  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  for 
uneconomical  nuclear  power  plants 
they  never  asked  for  and  have  never 
approved  through  any  vote  of  any 
kind. 

The  WPPSS  debacle  is  now  known 
throughout  the  Nation.  With  the 
backing  of  BPA,  WPPSS  in  the  early 
1970's  embarked  upon  three  nuclear 
projects— WPPSS  1,  2,  and  3— and 
since  then  has  issued  $6,125  billion  in 
tax-exempt  bonds  to  finance  construc- 
tion of  these  plants.  Despite  this  enor- 
mous expenditure  and  debt.  WPPSS 
has  failed  to  complete  any  of  these 
plants. 

In  1972,  the  IRS  ruled  that  entities 
selling  power  generating  capability  to 
BPA  would  no  longer  qualify  to  issue 
tax-exempt  bonds.  At  the  urging  of 
BPA,  WPPSS  in  the  mid-1970's  orga- 
nized 88  Northwest  publicly  owned 
utilities  and  one  Northwest  investor- 
owned  utility  to  finance  construction 
of  WPPSS  4  and  5,  despite  my  warning 
that  these  projects  were  not  needed 
and  would  be  dearly  expensive.  Never- 
theless, WPPSS  proceeded  to  issue 
$2.25  billion  in  bonds  for  these  two  ad- 
ditional nuclear  plants. 

Overall,  WPPSS  has  sold  $8,375  bil- 
lion in  bonds  for  five  nuclear  projects, 
none  completed  or  operating.  Since 
the  Northwest  has  only  about  8  mil- 
lion people,  this  is  equivalent  on  a  na- 
tional scale  to  an  expenditure  of  about 
$250  billion  for  terminated,  moth- 
balled,  and  unfinished  projects. 

By  late  1981.  Wall  Street  finally 
began  to  understand  that  the  WPPSS 
projects  were  not  needed  and  that  put- 
ting their  high  costs  into  Northwest 
electricity    rates    would    itself    drive 


down  demand,  leading  to  a  regional 
power  surplus.  Wall  Street  would  buy 
no  more  bonds  for  WPPSS  4  and  5,  so 
those  two  projects  were  terminated  in 
January  1982.  But  WPPSS  continued 
with  the  other  three  projects  by  sell- 
ing still  another  $1.53  billion  of  bonds 
in  1982.  These  bonds  could  be  sold 
only  because  BPA  stated  its  uncondi- 
tional pledge  to  repay  all  principal  and 
interest. 

Even  with  all  of  this  money,  WPPSS 
has  drifted  farther  and  farther  beWnd 
on  completing  the  projects.  ^ — *1|C' 
1982  BPA  told  WPPSS  to  mothhW^s. 
WPPSS  1  for  5  years,  with  the  comple- 
tion in  1991  at  an  overall  cost  of  about 
$5  billion,  (including  interest  during 
construction,  with  $2.5  billion  remain- 
ing to  be  spent.  In  May  1983,  BPA  told 
WPPSS  to  mothball  WPPSS  3  for  3 
years,  with  completion  in  1989  at  an 
overall  cost  of  about  $4  billion,  includ- 
ing interest  during  construction,  with 
$2  billion  in  cost  remaining,  including 
the  30  percent  share  of  this  project 
owned  by  four  Northwest  investor- 
owned  utilities.  Construction  contin- 
ues at  WPPSS  2.  where  completion 
will  require  an  additional  $170  million 
to  bring  the  overall  cost  to  about  $2.6 
billion  (including  interest  during  con- 
struction). 

WPPSS  is  now  scheduled  to  run  out 
of  money  for  construction  of  WPPSS  2 
and  3  by  the  end  of  this  summer.  Wall 
Street  will  no  longer  buy  additional 
WPPSS    bonds.    Investment    analysts 
have     finally     realized     that     these 
projects  are  uneconomic.  They  refuse 
to  buy  new  bond  issues,  even  though 
BPA  claims  to  back  them  uncondition- 
ally with  BPA  revenues.  BPA's  reve- 
nues from  sales  of  power  from  the 
Federal  Columbia  River  Power  System 
have  risen  from  $400  million  in  fiscal 
year  1978  to  about  $2  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1983— a  500-percent  increase  in  5 
years.  BPA  now  proposes  to  collect  $3 
billion  from  power  sales  for  fiscal  year 
1984,  another  50-percent  boost.  In  the 
meantime.  Northwest  electricity  con- 
sumption has  fallen  far  short  of  expec- 
tations, as  the  higher  prices  led  to  con- 
servation and  also  to  curtailment  of 
commercial,  industrial,  and  agricultur- 
al loads.  As  projected  power  consump- 
tion has  failed  to  materialize.  BPA  has 
been  unable  to  make  payments  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury  to  repay  the  Federal  in- 
vestment in  the  Northwest  hydropow- 
er      generation      and      transmission 
system. 

BPA's  present  practice  is  to  repay 
some  of  its  more  recent  vintage, 
higher  cost  debt  but  to  delay  repay- 
ment of  money  borrowed  from  the 
Treasury  at  rates  as  low  as  2.5  percent 
until  the  end  of  the  allowed  repay- 
ment period  for  each  debt.  In  1981  the 
General  Accounting  Office  concluded 
that  the  practice  constituted  an  "un- 
sanctioned burden  on  Federal  taxpay- 
ers" and  that  "preserving  Bonneville's 
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current  repayment  policies  intact  is 
unacceptable."  The  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  (PERC)  in 
June  1983  stated: 

DOE'S  existing  rules  have  either  demand- 
ed or  allowed  Bonneville  to  develop  a  prac- 
tice of  deferring  or  ignoring  repayment  of 
principal  whenever  it  fails  to  recover  these 
amounts  over  the  effective  period  of  its 
rates.  Thus,  when  Bonneville  is  unable  to 
collect  sufficient  revenues  to  meet  payments 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury  over  an  effective 
period.  Bonneville  makes  no  attempt  in  the 
succeeding  period  to  bring  its  repayment  of 
project  investments  back  on  a  reasonable 
schedule.  Instead.  Bonneville  prepares  a 
new  repayment  study  which  assumes  that 
the  Investment  on  the  books  at  that  time 
will  be  repaid  over  the  remaining  term  left 
in  the  repayment  period.  This  practice  has 
the  effect  of  continually  pushing  Bonne- 
ville's repayment  obligation  to  future  rate- 
payers. The  ultimate  result  of  this  practice 
is  to  generate  a  "bow  wave"  of  unpaid  in- 
vestment costs  which  are  continuously  de- 
ferred with  an  ever-increasing  level  of 
annual  payments  required  with  each  suc- 
ceeding rate  filing. 

•  •  •  This  practice  would  logically  result  in 
the  need  to  overprice  power  and  energy  in 
the  future  to  make  up  major  deficiencies, 
which  practice  could  readily  make  such 
power  economically  unmarketable. 

FERC  concluded  that,  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1981.  BPA's  faulty  repay- 
ment method  had  shorted  the  U.S. 
Treasury  of  $780  million  to  $1.4  bil- 
lion, compared  with  investment  amor- 
tization schedules  using  the  compound 
interest  method  (as  usually  applies  to 
home  mortgages)  or  the  straight-line 
method.  Since  fiscal  year  1981.  BPA 
has  fallen  further  behind  paying  no 
amortization  at  all  during  fiscal  year 
1982  and  fiscal  year  1983  while  actual- 
ly dropping  back  another  $170  million. 
Even  under  its  own  faulty  repayment 
method.  BPA  has  run  net  revenue 
deficits  for  7  consecutive  fiscal  years— 
ever  since  it  began  paying  debt  service 
on  the  WPPSS  projects.  These  deficits 
have  added  $270  million  to  BPA's  obli- 
gations to  the  U.S.  Treasury,  consti- 
tuting further  loan  of  taxpayer  funds 
to  BPA. 

BPA  and  the  entire  Northwest  face 
serious  financial  problems,  thanks  to 
WPPSS.  Many  of  the  88  publicly 
owned  utility  participants  in  WPPSS  4 
and  5  have  defaulted  on  payments  al- 
legedly due  to  WPPSS  and  subse- 
quently to  the  WPPSS  4/5  bondhold- 
ers. Some  of  these  utilities  could  not 
raise  enough  revenue  to  pay  their 
WPPSS  4  and  5  obligations  and  their 
BPA  power  bills— due  to  the  500-per- 
cent rate  increase  since  1979.  And  it 
must  be  understood  that  82  percent  of 
BPA's  rates  for  these  customers  con- 
sist of  the  cost  of  debt  service  on 
WPPSS  1.  2.  and  3.  The  Federal  Co- 
lumbia River  Power  System  generates 
and  transmits  about  170  billion  kilo- 
watt-hours (kWh)  per  year— equiva- 
lent to  the  output  of  over  30  1.000  NW 
nuclear  powerplants.  Yet  more  than 
80  percent  of  BPA's  actual  costs  con- 


sist of  debt  service  on  three  uncom- 
pleted nuclear  hulks. 

Wall  Street  has  learned  its  lesson 
and  will  provide  no  more  money  for 
WPPSS.  despite  BPA's  promise  to 
guarantee  repayment  of  all  principal 
and  interest.  The  free  enterprise 
system  is  finally  performing  the  limit- 
ed role  allowed  to  it  by  the  Federal 
legislation  that  purportedly  author- 
ized BPA  to  pay  for  WPPSS  1.  2.  and 
3.  So  far.  the  inability  of  WPPSS  to 
sell  more  bonds  has  provided  the  only 
check  on  the  flagrant  spending  of  NW 
ratepayers'  money  on  this  fiasco. 
WPPSS  and  its  allies  would  continue 
their  arrogant  spending  of  money 
which  they  contemptuously  expect 
the  people  of  the  Northwest  to  pay  re- 
gardless of  the  cost.  Now  the  McClure 
amendment  would  open  the  sluice 
gates  once  again,  and  remove  the  only 
check  extant,  by  creating  a  new 
WPPSS,  a  super-WPPSS,  to  bail  out 
WPPSS  and  BPA  from  the  financial 
fiasco  they  have  created.  The  amend- 
ment authorizes  BPA  to  make  unlimit- 
ed payments  to  an  unspecified  "appro- 
priate entity  or  entities"  for  continued 
construction  of  WPPSS  1,  2,  and  3. 

If  this  legislation  accomplishes  its 
purpose,  it  will  merely  saddle  North- 
west ratepayments  with  enormous  ad- 
ditional costs— now  estimated  at  $4.5 
billion  more  for  WPPSS  1.  2.  and  3 
alone.  But,  due  primarily  to  earlier 
rate  increases,  the  Northwest  now  has 
a  firm  power  surplus  of  over  13  billion 
kWh  for  1984  and  will  not  return  to 
firm  load/resource  balance  until  1989, 
even  if  WPPSS  1  and  3  are  not  com- 
pleted and  further  conservation  result- 
ing from  price  increases  or  conserva- 
tion programs  is  ignored.  To  the 
north.  British  Colimibia  also  expects 
additional  power  surpluses  until  1990. 
Transmission  capacity  south  to  Cali- 
fornia is  limited  to  the  capability  of 
existing  lines  (4356  MW  now.  4750 
MW  by  1985),  but  those  lines  are  often 
filled  with  the  cheap  nonfirm  surplus 
energy  produced  whenever  water  con- 
ditions in  the  Northwest  are  better 
than  critical  drought.  In  an  average 
water  year,  that  amounts  to  a  further 
surplus  of  over  30  billion  kWh.  The 
Northwest  Power  Planning  Council, 
established  by  Federal  statute  in  1980, 
has  identified  an  additional  32  billion 
kWh  per  year  of  economical  conserva- 
tion measures  that  could  be  imple- 
mented by  the  year  2002  at  an  average 
cost  less  than  2.2  cents  per  kWh  (1983 
dollars).  The  Northwest  will  be  awash 
with  electricity,  and  the  WPPSS 
Projects  will  he  too  expensive  to  com- 
plete. Thus,  the  Senate  amendment, 
even  if  successful  in  achieving  its  pur- 
pose, would  only  prolong  and  deepen 
the  economic  agony  of  the  Northwest. 

I  believe,  however,  that  the  Senate 
amendment  would  probably  not 
achieve  its  purpose.  It  is  so  vague  and 
riddled  with  unanswered  questions 
that  It  would  serve  only  to  further  dis- 


rupt the  Northwest  power  system  and 
economy.  Here  are  just  a  few  of  the 
unanswered  questions: 

1.  The  Senate  report  states  that  the  new 
entity  (Super-WPPSS)  would  be  "estab- 
lished pursuant  to  State  Law"  and  would 
"issue  bonds,  notes  or  other  evidences  of  in- 
debtedness, the  proceeds  of  which  would  be 
used  to  continue  construction  of  these 
projects."  But  what  state  would  create 
Super-WPPSS?  The  ability  of  the  State  of 
Washington  to  fund  its  own  operations  is  al- 
ready jeopardized  by  the  enormous  WPPSS 
debt.  Why  would  Washington  want  to 
create  another  WPPSS?  Have  the  members 
of  the  Senate  committee  checked  with  the 
Washington  Legislature  about  this?  Why 
would  any  other  state  establish  a  Super- 
WPPSS  that  could  eventually  come  crash- 
ing down  sind  impose  additional  financial 
obligations  on  the  state? 

2.  Would  Super-WPPSS  be  able  to  issue 
tax-exempt  bonds?  I  believe  it  would  not, 
l>ecause  the  IRS  in  1972  ruled  that  entities 
selling  power  to  BPA  could  no  longer  qual- 
ify as  issuers  of  tax-exempt  bonds,  inas- 
much as  BPA  sells  power  to  investor-owned 
utilities  and  industrial  corporations  as  well 
as  to  publicly-owned  organizations.  Limited 
to  selling  taxable  bonds,  Super-WPPSS 
would  only  increase  the  cost  of  completing 
the  projects. 

3.  The  Senate  report  states  that  "an  en- 
tirely new  entity,  rather  than  WPI'SS.  could 
be  the  issuer  of  the  financing  instruments. 
Second,  the  construction  funds  raised  by 
the  new  entity  could  be  paid  by  the  entity 
under  appropriate  contractual  arrange- 
ments, precluding  any  attempt  by  WPPSS' 
creditors  to  levy  on  or  attach  such  funds. 
Such  arrangements  may  be  made  between 
the  entity  and  the  suppliers,  contractors,  la- 
borers, and  others  on  these  projects  *  *  *." 
Would  Super  WPPSS.  dealing  directly  with 
project  contractors,  l)e  required  to  obtain 
new  construction  permits  for  these  projects 
from  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
(NRO?  My  preliminary  research  indicates 
that  it  would  have  to  acquire  such  permits 
before  making  payments  or  in  any  way  di- 
recting the  work  of  construction  contrac- 
tors. This  process  could  take  months,  if  not 
years,  but  NRC  must  ensure  that  organiza- 
tions undertaking  to  construct  nuclear 
power  plants  must  be  fully  qualified  and  re- 
liable. It  would  take  much  time  for  Super- 
WPPSS  to  establsih  such  qualifications, 
particularly  because  it  must  remain  "an  en- 
tirely new  entity."  separate  from  WPPSS, 
which  now  holds  construction  permits  for 
the  plants. 

4.  Could  Super-WPPSS  proceed  with  com- 
pletion of  WPPSS  1  in  addition  to  WPPSS  2 
St  3?  The  Senate  report  focuses  only  on  con- 
tinued construction  of  WPPSS  2  «S:  3.  but 
the  amendment  itself  also  applies  equally  to 
WPPSS  1.  With  $2.5  billion  remaining  to  be 
spent,  finishing  WPPSS  1  is  clearly  not  eco- 
nomical, yet  BPA  and  Super-WPPSS  could 
bow  to  pressure  to  use  the  new  blank  check 
authority  to  further  overwhelm  Northwest 
ratepayers  by  s[>ending  additional  billions  of 
dollars  on  WPPSS  1. 

5.  Could  Super  WPPSS  proceed  with  com- 
pletion of  WPPSS  3  in  disregard  of  the 
WPPSS  3  Participants?  The  Senate  report 
states  that  continued  construction  of 
WPPSS  3  depends  upon  "an  agreement  to 
be  reached  among  BPA  and  the  project 
owners  of  WPPSS  3,  providing  for  the 
schedule  upon  which  WPPSS  3  will  be  con- 
structed."  While  the  WPPSS  3  Participants 
may  be  liable  for  the  project's  obligations. 


they  are  not  owners;  only  WPPSS  itself  and 
the  four  Northwest  investor-owned  utilities 
are  the  owners.  Thus,  the  Senate  amend- 
ment would  apparently  permit  more  spend- 
ing on  WPPSS  3  in  total  disregard  of  the 
wishes  of  the  publicly-owned  utility  partici- 
pants with  a  70%  share  of  the  projects  obli- 
gations. There  is  no  doubt  that  the  North- 
west investor-owned  utilities  would  want  to 
proceed  rapidly  in  order  to  enter  the  stag- 
gering cost  of  WPPSS  3,  including  interest 
during  construction,  into  their  rate  bases. 

6.  What  does  the  Senate  report  mean  by 
its  statement  that  the  "Committee  is  also 
concerned  that  this  directive  might  create  a 
climate  in  the  region  which  might  precipi- 
tate unwise  decisions."  Precipitation  is.  of 
course,  a  frequent  element  in  the  climate  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest.  But  if  the  Senate 
amendment  could  result  in  "unwise  deci- 
sions" in  the  region,  why  should  it  be  adopt- 
ed? 

7.  Would  the  Senate  amendment  impose 
additional  costs  on  the  U.S.  Treasury?  I  be- 
lieve that  the  answer  is  yes,  without  any 
doubt.  Despite  skyrocketing  rates,  BPA  has 
been  unable  to  keep  up  with  the  required 
debt  service  payments  to  WPPSS  bondhold- 
ers   without    shorting    the    U.S.    Treasury 
during  each  of  the  past  7  consecutive  years, 
even    under    a    repayment    method    that 
pushes    large    costs    continually    into    the 
future.  More  cost  to  BPA  for  paying  debt 
Service  on  Super-WPPSS  bonds  or  on  high- 
interest    bank    loans    secured    by    Super- 
WPPSS  would  simply  mean  that  BPA  will 
pay  the  Treasury  less  and  shift  a  larger  "un- 
sanctioned burden"  onto  federal  taxpayers. 
Make  no  mistake:  This  is  a  Federal  bailout 
for  WPPSS  funded  by  all  Federal  taxpayers. 
BPA  is  already  counting  on  a  50%  increase 
in  its  FY  1984  revenue  ($3  billion,  compared 
to  $2  billion  in  FY  1983)  to  pay  its  existing 
obligations.  BPA  in  June  1983  stated  that  its 
analyses  show  a  short-run  price-elasticity  of 
demand  for  BPA  power  of  about  -0.2.  Thus, 
we  should  expect  BPA's  sales  to  decline  by 
about  10%  in  FY   1984.  But  in  its  current 
rate  case  BPA  is  projecting  that  its  sales  will 
decrease  by  only  2%.  Thus,  there  is  a  strong 
likelihood  for  further  underrecovery  of  rev- 
enue by  BPA  next  year,  resulting  in  contin- 
ued failure  to  pay  amortization  on  the  fed- 
eral debt  and  an  increased  cumulative  defer- 
ral of  costs,  actually  increasing  the  federal 
debt.   But   the   General   Accounting  Office 
and  FERC  now  disagree  with  the  Senate  re- 
porfs    statement    that    "BPA's    costs    are 
borne   by   its  customers,   not  by  the  U.S. 
Treasury  or  the  U.S.  taxpayers. "  In  fact,  it 
is  precisely  the  federal  Treasury  and  tax- 
payers that  would  foot  the  bill  for  Super- 
WPPSS. 

8.  Would  Super-WPPSS  impair  the  "Fed- 
eral interest "  in  WPPSS  1,  2  &  3?  The 
Senate  report  mentions  the  'Federal  Inter- 
est in  the  three  net-billed  WPPSS  projects." 
What  is  this  "Federal  interest?  "  Is  it  BPA's 
right  to  receive  the  power  from  these 
plants?  What  happens  if  BPA  carmot  raise 
its  revenues  fast  enough  to  pay  its  existing 
obligations  plus  its  new  obligations  to 
Super-WPPSS?  Does  Super-WPPSS  get  to 
take  over  the  WPPSS  projects  and  receive 
the  power?  Will  the  'Federal  interest"  thus 
be  impaired  or  totally  destroyed? 

9.  Where  wUl  Super-WPPSS  get  any 
money?  BPA  already  claims  to  uncondition- 
ally guarantee  repayment  of  principal  and 
interest  on  any  new  WPPSS  bonds,  yet  Wall 
Street  still  rejects  WPPSS.  Why  would  Wall 
Street  or  commercial  banks  lend  funds  to 
Super-WPPSS?  What  superior  security 
could  Super-WPPSS  offer?  None  Is  evident. 


How  high  an  Interest  rate  would  Super- 
WPPSS  have  to  pay  to  attract  lenders? 
15%?  20%?  25%?  How  much  additional  cost 
can  Northwest  ratepayers  bear,  while  con- 
tinuing their  own  implementation  of  conser- 
vation and  switches  to  gas  or  wood  heating? 
Every  1%  increase  in  the  interest  rate  on 
funds  borrowed  by  Super-^YPPSS  to  com- 
plete WPPSS  3  (including  capitalized  inter- 
est during  construction)  would  add  about 
$150  million  per  year  to  Northwest  electrici- 
ty bills.  How  much  profit  will  financial  insti- 
tutions make  by  lending  money  at  exorbi- 
tant interest  rates  to  Super-WPPSS,  with 
Northwest  ratepayers  obligated  to  pay  it  off 
regardless  of  cost?  What  does  the  Senate 
report  mean  when  it  states  the  "Commit- 
tee's expectation  that  the  BPA  will  not 
enter  into  arrangements  which  will  result  in 
financial  obligations  unreasonably  in  excess 
of  those  which  would  have  otherwise  oc- 
curred assuming  financing  by  WPPSS"? 
How  much  is  'uru-easonably  in  excess"?  And 
why  should  Northwest  ratepayers  be  stuck 
with  financial  arrangements  that  are  even 
worse  than  current  arrangements  through 
WPPSS?  What  happens  if  Super-WPPSS 
borrows  short  for  a  few  years  then  Is  unable 
to  secure  a  long-term  loan  to  refund  the 
short-term  debt  when  it  comes  due?  Does 
Super-WPPSS  then  go  bankrupt  and  take 
WPPSS  1,  2  &  3  along  with  it  Into  bank- 
ruptcy? 

10.  If  Super-WPPSS  cannot  obtain  funds, 
the  Senate  amendment  authorizes  BPA  to 
pay  for  WPPSS  construction  directly  from 
current  rate  revenue.  What  would  be  the 
impact  on  BPA  rates?  Would  the  rapid  rate 
increases  required  for  such  current-year 
funding  of  WPPSS  construction  drive  down 
electricity  demand  and  actually  decrease 
BPA's  revenue? 

11.  Would  those  who  lend  to  Super- 
WPPSS  obtain  a  security  interest  of  any 
sort  in  WPPSS  1,  2  &  3?  In  WPPSS's  reve- 
nues from  net  billing  payments?  In  revenues 
of  WPPSS's  23  founding  member  utilities? 
In  revenues  of  WPPSS  project  participanU? 
In  BPA  revenues?  In  the  U.S.  Treasury? 

12.  Would  Super-WPPSS  Impair  the  rights 
of  exUting  WPPSS  4/5  bondholders?  These 
bondholders  are  pursuing  repayment  in  sev- 
eral ways.  Including  numerous  lawsuits 
charging  WPPSS  and  the  88  WPPSS  4/5 
Participants  with  violations  of  securities 
laws  in  issuing  bonds  accompanied  by  mis- 
leading statements  and  omissions.  If  these 
bondholders  prevail  against  WPPSS,  are 
WPPSS  1.  2  &  3  not  available  for  execution 
of  the  judgment  because  they  would  belong 
to  Super-WPPSS? 

13.  Would  Super-WPPSS  Impair  the  rights 
of  the  WPPSS  4/5  Participants?  With  no 
WPPSS  assets  to  satisfy  judgments  In  the 
securities  fraud  lawsuits  or  in  suits  to  en- 
force the  WPPSS  4/5  Participants  Agree- 
ment against  the  43  rural  electric  coopera- 
tive participants  not  affected  by  the  Wash- 
ington Supreme  Court's  decision  that  the 
Washington  municipalities  and  public  utili- 
ty districts  are  not  obligated  to  pay  the 
WPPSS  4/5  debt,  the  WPPSS  4/5  bondhold- 
ers might  proceed  to  attach  the  assets  of 
the  4/5  Participants,  including  perhaps  the 
entire  systems  of  numerous  Northwest  rural 
electric  co-ops.  These  systems  could  be  sold 
to  the  Northwest  Investor-owned  utilities  to 
raise  funds  to  pay  the  WPPSS  4/5  bond- 
holders prevailing  In  the  securities  fraud 
lawsuits.  With  all  WPPSS  1/2/3  assets  (but 
not  debts)  potentially  at»sorbed  Into  Super- 
WPPSS,  would  the  WPPSS  4/5  Participants 
be  unable  to  secure  any  payment  for  their 
contributions    to    the    construction    costs 


shared  between  WPPSS  1  &  4  and  between 
WPPSS  3  <5c  5?  These  costs  amount  to  $300 
million  or  more.  In  addition,  several  of  the 
WPPSS  4/5  Participants  as  well  as  investor- 
owned  utilities  and  the  Direct  Service  In- 
dustries in  1981  loaned  WPPSS  $60  million 
to  keep  4  &  5  alive.  These  "bridge  loans"  are 
due  for  repayment  In  July  1984.  Would 
Super-WPPSS  swipe  the  assets  of  WPPSS 
otherwise  available  for  attachment  by  the 
"bridge"  lenders?  WPPSS  has  already  failed 
to  pay  $8.8  million  in  additional  "termina- 
tion loans"  advanced  to  WPPSS  by  42  of  the 
88  "WPPSS  4/5  Participants.  Would  Super- 
WPPSS  also  abscond  with  this  money? 

14.  Would  Super-WPPSS  stifle  Northwest 
conservation  efforts  now  required  by  the 
Regional  Act  and  the  Northwest  Power 
Planning  Council's  plan?  I  believe  the 
answer  Is  yes.  The  Senate  report  suggests 
that,  prior  to  making  contractual  arrange- 
ments with  Super-WPPSS,  BPA  should  con- 
sider "the  effect  of  the  arrangement  on  the 
ratepayers  of  the  region  as  compared  to 
other  viable  alternatives  for  the  acquisition 
of  power  from  generating  resources."  This 
does  not  instruct  BPA  to  consider  the  cost 
of  alternative  conservation  resources.  Thus. 
it  flatly  contradicts  and  countermands  the 
central  purpose  of  the  Regional  Act;  to  en- 
courage the  Implementation  of  cost-effec- 
tive conservation.  Whether  or  not  conserva- 
tion Is  less  expensive,  the  Senate  report  per- 
mits BPA  to  commit  more  billions  of  dollars 
to  the  WPPSS  projects  instead. 

15.  The  Senate  report  states;  "The  Com- 
mittee recognizes  that  BPA  will  directly 
fund  some  or  all  of  the  costs  of  completing 
WPPSS  2  or  3  from  current  revenues  under 
its  existing  authorities. "  Does  this  give  BPA 
a  blank  check  to  spend  current  revenues  on 
any  expensive  and  unnecessary  project  BPA 
chooses,  even  If  it  means  further  deferring 
payments  to  the  U.S.  Treasury? 

16.  The  Senate  report  states  that  "Federal 
power  marketing  agencies  have  authority 
under  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  to  ac- 
quire resources  by  net  billings."  Does  this 
extend  the  opportunity  for  WPPSS-type  de- 
bacles to  the  nation's  other  federal  power 
marketing  authorities?  WUl  these  other 
agencies  now  pursue  their  own  net-billed 
projects  and  impose  enormous  unnecessary 
costs  on  ratepayers  throughout  the  nation? 

17.  What  does  the  Senate  report  mean 
when  It  "envisions  that  BPA  would  pay  di- 
rectly to  WPPSS  for  BPA's  share  of  the 
projects'  capability  in  the  event  that  any  of 
the  existing  net-billing  agreements  are  de- 
termined to  be  Invalid  or  unenforceable"?  Is 
the  Senate  Committee  asking  BPA  to  affirm 
invalid  contracts  and  thereby  reimpose  an 
unlawful  burden  on  Northwest  ratepayers? 
Does  this  express  the  Committee's  view  that 
the  net  billing  agreements  may  be  invalid? 

18.  The  Senate  report  directs  BPA  to  fur- 
nish copies  of  the  new  contracts  with  Super- 
WPPSS  to  the  Senate  and  House  Appropria- 
tions Committees  at  least  30  days  prior  to 
their  execution.  Can  the  Committees  disap- 
prove such  proposed  contracts?  Does  that 
run  afoul  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court's 
recent  decision  abrogating  the  legislative 
veto?  If  the  Committees  cannot  disapprove 
the  contracts,  then  what  is  the  purpose  of 
submitting  them  30  days  In  advance? 

19.  The  proposed  Senate  amendment  Itself 
is  extremely  vague,  simply  authorizing  BPA 
to  "enter  into  contractural  agreements  •  *  • 
to  pay,  or  secure  payment  of,  costs  associat- 
ed with"  WPPSS  1,  2  &  3  "by  paying  such 
cosU  directly  to  an  appropriate  entity  or  en- 
tities."  But  the  amendment  states  that  BPA 
can  undertake  such  arrangements    "In  the 
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manner  described  in  the  Senate  Committee 
report."  The  Committee  report  includes 
over  5  full  printed  pages  of  rambling,  often 
incoherent  language  describing  how  the 
amendment  would  be  implemented.  Is  this  a 
valid  technique  of  legislative  drafting?  To 
hide  the  meanmg  of  the  amendment  in  5 
full  pages  of  disorganizd  and  inconsistent 
text?  Legislative  history  is  fine,  but  here  the 
Senate  Committee  has  attempted  to  substi- 
tute its  report  in  place  of  accurate  and 
meaningful  statutory  Itmguage. 

20.  And  where  will  BPA  get  the  money  to 
pay  off  any  new  debt  or  construction  costs? 
From  the  hides  of  the  citizens  and  business- 
es o*  the  NW.  In  1984.  BPA  projects  a  50% 
rate  Increase:  from  S2  billion  to  $3  billion! 
What  will  happen  to  the  economy  of  the 
NW  with  this  capital  and  purchasing  power 
drain?  The  Senate  amendment  does  not  ad- 
dress this  crucial  question.  How  much 
higher  can  BPA  raise  its  rates? 

These  are  some  of  the  unanswered 
questions  which  plague  the  McCIure 
amendment.  There  are  gross  and  un- 
fathomed  implications  of  this  amend- 
ment which  cry  out  for  thorough,  ex- 
tensive investigative  hearings. 

Have  there  been  hearings  on  this 
measure?  None.  Have  the  legislative 
committees  even  been  advised  of  the 
content?  No.  This  amendment,  hastily 
drafted  over  the  weekend,  with  stag- 
gering potential  to  wreak  more  finan- 
cial and  legal  damage  on  the  North- 
west was  slapped  into  the  Senate  Inte- 
rior appropriations  bill  without  even 
committee  discussion  (except  by  a 
question  as  to  whether  Federal  funds 
were  at  risk,  a  matter  that  is  by  no 
means  settled). 

Among  the  primary  fomenters  of 
this  legislative  atrocity  are  certain  in- 
vestor-owned utilities  in  the  North- 
west. Several  of  these  utilities  are 
deathly  afraid  they  will  not  l)e  able  to 
charge  their  customers  for  the  horren- 
dous mistakes  of  their  management: 
because  Oregon  law  prohibits  private 
utilities  from  charging  ratepayers  for 
costs  of  incompleted  plants,  these 
managers  are  desperate  to  find  the 
means  to  complete  WPPSS  3  so  they 
can  levy  the  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  of  their  costs  onto  the  backs  of 
the  electricity  users  of  Portland  and 
other  areas  of  Oregon. 

Recently  the  Governors  of  Oregon 
and  Washington  appointed  a  three- 
man  commission  to  "come  up  with  so- 
lutions" to  the  WPPSS  debacle.  That 
commission's  activities  are  made  a 
farce  by  the  McClure  amendment 
being  ranmied  through.  That  is  per- 
haps the  only  apt  circumstance  sur- 
rounding this  issue.  The  chairman  of 
the  Governors'  commission,  Charles 
Luce,  former  BPA  Administrator  and 
former  chairman  of  Consolidated 
Edison  Co.,  has  spent  most  of  the  past 
2  years  trying  to  keep  WPPSS  4  and  5 
alive  by  selling  their  potential  output 
to  the  California  utilities,  with  a  huge 
export  subsidy  from  BPA  in  the  form 
of  cheap  hydropower  to  "meld"  with 
the  power  from  WPPSS  4  and  5  that 
would  be  much  too  costly  for  any  utili- 


ty to  buy.  For  this  effort,  Mr.  Luce 
was  paid  tens  of  thousands  of  dollars 
by  the  WPPSS  4  andTS  participants 
and  by  the  Northwest  investor-owned 
utilities.  Now  he  will  be  back  on  the 
BPA  payroll,  since  BPA  itself  plans  to 
provide  funds  for  the  new  commission. 
Mr.  Carlson,  another  member  of  the 
Governors'  commission,  has  his  own 
prior  connections  to  WPPSS.  He 
served  on  an  earlier  commission  select- 
ed by  the  Governors  in  1981.  which 
recommended  against  termination  of 
WPPSS  4  and  5,  despite  the  outra- 
geous cost.  This  is  quite  a  team, 
indeed,  a  truly  august  panel  for  advis- 
ing the  Northwest  on  power  issues. 

But  the  people  of  the  Northwest  do 
not  need  any  more  of  their  brand  of 
advice,  which  has  proven  consistently 
wrong.  Nor  do  the  people  of  the 
Northwest  need  or  want  the  Senate 
amendment,  which  would  at  best  serve 
only  to  shackle  the  Northwest  with  an 
even  heavier  burden  of  debt  for  nucle- 
ar projects  we  do  not  want.  Instead  of 
power  too  cheap  to  meter,  the  North- 
west has  dead  nuclear  hulks  too  costly 
to  finish.  BPA  and  WPPSS  have 
cursed  the  Northwest  with  financial 
ruin.  BPA  and  WPPSS  have  squan- 
dered the  truly  magnificent  resources 
of  the  Northwest  on  fly-by-night,  jury- 
rigged  schemes  to  extract  the  last 
ounce  of  vitality  from  an  anemic 
Northwest  economy.  The  fraud  of 
WPPSS  must  end.  not  be  prolonged 
and  expanded  by  a  new  super-WPPSS. 
ready  to  incur  superdebts  before  fol- 
lowing its  prototype.  WPPSS.  into  in- 
solvency and  bankruptcy. 

And  I  once  again  warn  all  those  who 
might  in  any  way  lend  money  to 
WPPSS  or  super-WPPSS:  The  North- 
west ratepayers  are  not  going  to  pay 
what  they  did  not  consent  to  and  what 
they  do  not  owe. 
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A  VISIT  TO  EL  SALVADOR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  McCollum) 
is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  re- 
quested this  special  order  this  evening 
to  discuss  a  trip  to  El  Salvador  in 
which  my  colleagues,  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia.  Mr.  Stan  Parris.  and 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona.  Mr. 
Eldon  Rudd,  and  I  participated  this 
past  weekend. 

There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  dis- 
cussion by  quite  a  number  of  the 
Members  of  this  House  about  the 
issues  of  Central  America  over  the 
past  2  days,  and  there  have  even  been 
some  comments  by  some  of  our  col- 
leagues about  a  separate  trip  to  that 
region  of  the  world  during  the  course 
of  last  week  during  special  order  time 
in  the  House  like  this. 

The  views  that  I  believe  my  col- 
leagues and  I  share  from  our  very  in- 


tensive visit  of  2 Vi  to  3  days  to  the 
single  country  of  El  Salvador  differs 
substantially  from  many  of  the  views 
we  have  heard  expressed  by  those  who 
were  on  the  other  trip.  I  think  it  is 
only  fair  and  appropriate  that  we  dis- 
cuss with  the  Members  of  the  House 
and  the  public  those  things  which  we 
observed  and  the  conclusions  which  we 
drew  from  this  expedition. 

First  of  all,  let  me  express  to  the 
Members  the  agenda  and  whom  we 
saw  and  where  we  went.  We.  first  of 
all,  visited  with  the  President  of  El 
Salvador.  President  Magana.  We  spent 
quite  a  bit  of  time  with  him  in  his 
office  discussing  the  matters  that  he 
and  we  saw  were  of  great  importance. 
We  were  then  briefed  and  spent  quite 
a  bit  of  time  asking  questions  of  the 
Minister  of  Defense.  Gen.  Vides  Casa- 
nova. 

Following  that  briefing,  we  partici- 
pated in  an  exhange  and  a  briefing 
and  a  discussion  with  the  members  of 
one  of  the  political  parties,  with  Mr. 
D'Aubisson,  who  is  the  President  of 
the  Constituent  Assembly,  and  also 
with  the  Minister  of  Economics  of  the 
country  of  El  Salvador.  Following 
that,  we  spent  quite  a  lengthy  period 
of  time  discussing  matters  of  human 
rights  with  a  very  prominent  member 
of  the  Human  Rights  Commission 
which  was  recently  established  by  the 
country  of  El  Salvador.  Msgr.  Freddy 
Delgado. 

a  1920 

After  that,  we  visited  two  hospitals, 
a  military  hospital  in  El  Salvador, 
which  is  the  main  hospital  in  San  Sal- 
vador, for  the  care  of  those  who  have 
been  wounded  or  injured  in  the  fight- 
ing that  has  been  going  on  and  the 
main  public  hospital  there  which  is 
well  over  100  years  of  age. 

We  toured  the  countryside  in  addi- 
tion to  our  visits  with  those  leaders  in 
the  country  and  the  briefings  that  we 
had  by  the  personnel  at  our  U.S.  Em- 
bassy and  the  military  advisers. 
During  the  tour  of  that  countryside, 
we  went  to  San  Vicente  Province  or 
department  as  it  is  called  there,  which 
had  previously  been  under  consider- 
able attack  and  partly  in  control  by 
those  who  are  the  rebel  forces  or  the 
guerrillas  opposing  the  Government  of 
El  Salvador. 

At  that  point  we  visited  a  displaced 
persons'  camp  in  that  city.  We  had  a 
briefing  by  Colonel  Golcher,  who  is 
the  commander  in  charge  of  the  task 
force  of  what  is  known  as  Operation 
Well  Being.  Operation  Well  Being  is 
something  which  the  people  of  El  Sal- 
vador, the  Government  of  El  Salvador 
started,  just  about  37  days  before  we 
arrived.  My  observations  are  that  this 
plan  has  been  the  instigation  of  a  re- 
markable and  dramatic  turn  of  events 
in  favor  of  the  Government  of  El  Sal- 
vador in  the  three  areas  of  military 


Initiative,  the  political  initiative  and 
the  economic  initiative. 

What  is  Operation  Well  Being?  Well, 
as  I  understand  it.  Operation  Well 
Being  is  an  effort  to  focus  the  re- 
sources, the  limited  resources  El  Salva- 
dor has,  and  that  is  one  of  its  biggest 
problems  is  that  it  does  not  have  ade- 
quate resources,  financial,  manpower 
or  otherwise,  to  deal  with  the  rebellion 
going  on  there,  to  focus  its  resources 
in  two  key  departments.  San  Vicente 
and  Usulutan  which  borders  it,  to 
clear  out  the  rebel  forces  that  are 
there,  to  maintain  order  and  to  imple- 
ment the  third  phase  of  the  agrarian 
reform  plan,  which  means  getting  the 
displaced  people  who  are  the  farmers 
who  have  been  terrorized  and  driven 
off  their  farms  and  into  the  cities  and 
into  the  displaced  persons'  camps  back 
onto  the  farms  and  actively  producing 
for  the  benefit  of  the  economy. 

It  is  the  tactic  of  the  terrorists  and 
the  guerrillas  in  that  country  to  dis- 
rupt the  economy  of  El  Salvador  as 
the  method  in  which  they  operate  in 
order  to  achieve  the  goals  of  bringing 
down  this  democratically  elected  gov- 
ernment. I  do  remind  my  colleagues 
that  this  is  the  democratically  elected 
Government  of  El  Salvador  in  which 
the  vast  majority  of  the  citizens  in  an 
overwhelming  turnout  last  year  elect- 
ed their  representatives  and  chose  this 
system  and  this  freedom  that  they 
now  possess. 

The  guerrillas  that  are  there,  having 
driven  these  people  off  the  farms  in 
the  process  of  wrecking  the  economy, 
have  been  already  cleared  out  for  the 
most  part  of  San  Vicente  Province  in 
the  very  brief  time  the  plan  has  been 
working.  The  highway  between  San 
Salvador  and  San  Vicente  which  previ- 
ously had  been  under  attack  frequent- 
ly and  was  often  closed  because  of  the 
threat  of  guerrilla  ambush  is  now  open 
and  a  couple  of  us  actually  drove  that 
route  to  get  to  San  Vicente  one  morn- 
ing. 

The  situation  with  regard  to  the 
farmers  going  back  was  explained  to 
us  at  great  length.  They  are  now  un- 
dergoing the  program  and  it  appears 
that  the  plan  of  operation  is  a  good 
plan  and  has  partially  been  imple- 
mented. 

The  other  place  we  visited,  to  wrap 
up  the  general  scenario  of  what  we  did 
after  we  finished  our  visit  in  San  Vi- 
cente Department,  we  were  flown  by 
helicopter  out  to  the  Morrisan  Depart- 
ment, which  is  in  the  far  regions  of  El 
Salvador,  the  area  which  is  under  the 
heaviest  attack,  if  you  will,  by  the 
guerrillas,  where  they  have  their  main 
strongholds,  to  a  town  there,  San 
Francisco  Gotera.  which  is  largely  iso- 
lated and  surrounded  by  the  guerril- 
las. There  we  found  a  complement  of 
forces  which  we  were  very  proud  and 
pleased  to  be  briefed  on  by  Colonel 
Cruz,  who  is  the  commander  of  that 
department  at  San  Francisco  Gotera. 


In  the  process  of  this,  we  learned  a 
good  deal  about  what  efforts  are  being 
made  in  a  department  where  the  Gov- 
ernment does  not  have  the  resources 
to  do  more  than  hold  on  to  its  pres- 
ence and  hope  that  the  United  States 
continues  to  assist  and  provides  the 
additional  requested  assistance  eco- 
nomically and  militarily  to  do  what  is 
being  done  in  San  Vicente  and  Usulu- 
tan and  that  is  to  clean  out  the  rebels 
with  enough  military  forces  and  then 
leave  enough  there  to  maintain  the 
province  clear  of  the  rebels  and,  fur- 
thermore, enough  resources  to  reacti- 
vate the  economy,  get  the  marketplace 
going  again,  get  the  farmers  operating 
and  get  some  of  the  economy  in  shape 
once  more. 

After  the  visit  to  San  Francisco 
Gotera.  we  had  an  occasion  to  spend 
time  that  evening  as  we  did  on  an- 
other evening  with  various  members 
of  the  business  community  in  San  Sal- 
vador and  various  members  of  the 
military  advisory  group,  both  from  the 
United  States  and  the  group  that  op- 
erates there  in  El  Salvador  itself  for 
the  Salvadoran  Government. 

There  are  several  conclusions  that  I 
came  to  from  this.  I  am  going  to  spend 
a  brief  time  giving  you  one  or  two  of 
those  and  then  I  am  going  to  yield  to 
my  colleagues  for  their  remarks  and 
perhaps  then  some  summary  of  what 
we  might  draw  by  way  of  parallel  and 
contrast  with  the  observations  some 
others  have  been  making  of  late  on 
our  whole  policy  in  El  Salvador  and 
Central  America. 

One  of  the  primary  conclusions  to  be 
drawn  from  this  trip  is  that  the  people 
of  El  Salvador  are  supported  by  and 
large  by  overwhelming  amounts,  the 
government  that  we  support,  the  pri- 
mary Government  of  El  Salvador. 

A  second  major  conclusion  that  can 
be  drawn  without  question  from  the 
observations  we  made  on  this  trip  is 
that  the  operations  of  the  military 
which  had  previously  not  been  going 
well  have  taken  a  dramatic  change  in 
the  right  direction. 

Now,  this  does  not  mean  that  every- 
thing is  going  to  go  just  a  way  that  we 
would  like  to  see  it  down  there:  but  it 
does  mean  that  this  Operation  Well 
Being  and  plan  they  have  established 
down  there  is  something  which  gives 
us  guarded  and  cautious  optimism 
that  the  people  in  El  Salvador  and 
their  Government,  even  with  the  lim- 
ited resources  that  have  been  made 
available  to  them,  can  achieve  a  meas- 
ure of  stability  and  restore  confidence 
in  their  people  and  get  their  economic 
reforms  operating  which  they  prom- 
ised to  do  back  in  1979  when  the  gov- 
ernment changed  and  certainly 
pledged  in  the  election  that  was  held 
last  year. 

The  third  and  other  main  significant 
point  that  I  would  like  to  make  at  this 
time  is  that  the  displaced  people,  the 
farmers  who  come,  and  that  is  what 


they  are.  farm  families  and  little  chil- 
dren who  live  in  the  countryside  in 
what  we  would  consider  to  be  consider- 
able poverty,  but  nonetheless  live  rea- 
sonable lives  by  comparison  to  some 
other  places  in  the  world,  these  people 
who  have  been  driven  off  their  farms, 
driven  into  the  communities,  driven 
into  the  displaced  persons'  camps, 
exist  there  in  large  numbers  and 
should  be  of  great  concern  to  us  when 
we  consider  the  policies  with  regard  to 
Central  America.  There  are  over 
280,000  of  these  displaced  persons  now 
in  El  Salvador  by  the  figures  of  our 
own  Government  and  the  count  that 
we  observed  ourselves. 

There  are  estimates  that  we  have  re- 
ceived in  this  country  about  500,000  El 
Salvadorans  who  are  here  illegally. 
Many  of  these  people  have  come 
during  the  last  3  years  and  are  the 
foot  people,  the  feet  people  we  hear 
about.  They  have  come  from  this  pool 
of  displaced  persons  that  we  visited  in 
both  San  Vicente  and  San  Francisco 
Gotera.  These  people  do  not,  we 
learned,  want  to  leave  their  country. 
They  do  not  want  to  come  to  the 
United  states.  They  did  not  want  to 
leave  their  farms  in  the  first  place  and 
they  are  eager  to  return  and  work. 

The  greatest  thing  I  saw  about  the 
displaced  persons,  that  Congressman 
Parris  inquired  about  first  and  we  all 
followed  up  on  after  that,  was  that 
they  have  a  strong  work  ethic,  as  he 
will  I  am  sure  elaborate  upon  in  a 
moment.  When  he  asked  the  first 
question  and  I  asked  it  again  later  in 
San  Francisco  Gotera.  "What  do  you 
need  most?  "  to  a  large  group  of  these 
folks  in  the  displaced  persons'  camp  in 
San  Vicente,  the  answer  was  a  unani- 
mous overwhelming  one  word  and  that 
word  was  'work."  They  want  jobs. 
They  want  the  opportunity  to  go  to 
work.  ^ 

The  AID  people,  who  are  our  Gov- 
ernment folks  there  trying  to  get  some 
resolution  to  some  of  the  human  needs 
problems  in  that  area  with  the  limited 
resources  we  have  supplied,  the  AID 
leadership  there,  and  we  met  with 
them  and  they  took  us  on  a  tour  of 
the  displaced  persons'  camp,  said  that 
the  only  place  they  know  in  the  world 
where  they  have  been  asked  to  provide 
work,  rather  than  just  provide  clothes 
and  food  and  so  forth  is  in  El  Salvador 
and  they  have  done  that  with  more 
than  52  work  projects  in  the  San  Vi- 
cente Province  alone  and  by  the  em- 
ployment of  over  1,600  people  on 
shifts  every  15  days  in  order  to  give 
employment  to  heads  of  households, 
as  many  of  them  as  they  possibly  can. 
There  were  over  2,000  people  in  the 
one  camp  in  San  Vicente  and  another 
13,000  plus  by  the  estimates  given  to 
me  in  the  department,  perhaps,  just  in 
the  city  of  San  Vicente,  since  that  Is 
not  clear:  but  virith  the  over  280,000  of 
these  people  all  over  the  place  in  El 
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Salvador  and  various  other  camps  and 
locations,  it  is  a  great  and  tremendous 
important  thing  that  we  look  at  and 
examine  what  we  can  do  to  resolve  the 
matter  of  them  getting  back  on  the 
farms  and  going  back  to  work  and  not 
coming  to  the  United  States,  leaving 
the  country  and  becoming  a  burden  on 
our  society. 

I  think  the  observations  would  be 
the  same  in  San  Francisco  Gotera. 
They  have  a  little  school  there.  They 
were  proud  of  that  school.  They  built 
it  themselves. 

The  San  Francisco  Gotera  Depart- 
ment and  the  displaced  persons"  camp 
there  was  much  poorer,  much  hum- 
bler, much  more  difficult  in  terms  of 
lifestyle  than  the  one  that  is  l)etter 
prepared  in  San  Vicente;  but  those 
people  in  that  distressed  condition 
wanted  to  show  us  the  one  thing  they 
were  really  proud  of  and  that  was  the 
school  that  they  had  built  with  the 
poor  quality  desks  that  they  were  able 
to  drag  out  from  the  other  schools 
that  had  been  abandoned  because  of 
the  terror  in  the  countryside.  They, 
too,  wanted  to  return  to  work. 

It  is  in  the  best  interests  of  our 
country,  clearly  beyond  question,  to 
support  the  efforts  of  the  Government 
of  El  Salvador  that,  as  I  say.  is  demo- 
cratically elected,  to  return  these 
people  to  their  farms,  to  get  the  econ- 
omy going  again  and  to  allow  a  true 
system  to  develop  in  that  country  that 
respects  human  rights,  that  carries  on 
the  type  of  democratic  theories  and 
philosophies  and  guidelines  that  have 
made  our  Nation  great  and  that  we  be- 
lieve a  seed  has  been  planted  in  the 
Central  American  region  to  grow  and 
to  foster  and  to  indeed  allow  that 
region  some  day  to  go  on. 

a  1930 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  am  now  ready  to 
yield  and  do  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  Rudd). 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  week- 
end I  had  the  distinct  pleasure  of  join- 
ing our  colleagues,  Mr.  McCollum  of 
Florida,  and  Mr.  Parris  of  Virginia,  on 
a  3 -day  visit  to  El  Salvador. 

We  were  invited  by  a  private.  Wash- 
ington-based group,  the  United  States 
Defense  Committee,  to  take  a  first- 
hand look  at  El  Salvador's  crippled 
economic  sector,  the  government's 
struggle  with  the  guerrilla-terrorists, 
and  that  nation's  progress  in  moving 
toward  democratic  reforms  and  eco- 
nomic recovery. 

We  spoke  with  a  variety  of  Salvador- 
an  officials— in  and  out  of  government. 
We  spoke  with  military  leaders,  fight- 
ing men,  merchants,  industrialists,  and 
farmers.  And  1  must  say,  these  men 
and  women  from  many  walks  of  life 
are  not  the  brutes  that  so  many  out- 
siders paint  them  to  be. 


This  is  not  a  conclusion  that  surpris- 
es me.  I  spent  some  11  years  of  my 
FBI  service  throughout  Latin  America 
on  diplomatic  assignment.  San  Salva- 
dor, among  other  cities  in  the  region, 
as  well  as  in  the  countries  of  Mexico, 
Nicaragua,  Panama,  Argentina,  Costa 
Rica,  Honduras,  and  Guatemala. 

I  have  traveled  extensively  through- 
out Latin  America,  spoken  their  lan- 
guage, learned  their  cultures,  studied 
their  histories  and  experienced  their 
growth  pains  in  developing  credible 
governments  and  fighting  wars  as  indi- 
vidual nations. 

Contrary  to  popular  belief,  the  Cen- 
tral American  nations  are  not  so-called 
banana  republics.  El  Salvador  pro- 
duces coffee,  cotton  and  sugar.  Each 
and  every  country  has  its  own  distinct 
background,  and  the  country  of  El  Sal- 
vador has  had  a  history  and  evolution 
of  its  own  ever  since  it  gained  inde- 
pendence from  Spain  in  1821— and 
that  is  as  true  to  this  day  as  it  ever 
was. 

The  Salvadoran  people  are  true  pa- 
triots with  a  common  goal.  They  are 
all  anxious  to  throw  out  Communist- 
backed  guerrillas— terrorists— restore 
tranquility  and  get  back  to  the  busi- 
ness of  rebuilding  their  once-prosper- 
ing economy. 

Most  Americans  are  not  aware  that 
El  Salvador  once  had— prior  to  the 
Communist  invasion— the  most  indus- 
trious, best  managed,  and  most  pros- 
perous private  sector  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. One  of  the  smallest  nations  geo- 
graphically in  the  region.  El  Salvador 
is  densely  populated— about  5  million 
people— but  it  at  one  time  was  able  to 
outproduce  its  neighbors  in  a  wide 
array  of  agriculture  goods  and  was 
well  on  its  way  to  developing  a  strong 
industrial  base. 

Today,  the  Salvadoran  people  are 
watching  their  farms,  their  businesses, 
their  roads  and  bridges— their  entire 
infrastructure— being  burned  to  the 
ground  by  terrorists  who  seek  not 
peace  or  reconciliation,  but  power  and 
domination  of  El  Salvador. 

You  do  not  win  the  allegiance  of  the 
Salvadoran  people  by  destroying  their 
livelihood.  There  is  no  support  for  the 
Communist  guerrillas  or  a  ^  grassroots 
desire  to  go  the  way  of  Cuba  or  Nica- 
ragua. The  tremendous  election  turn- 
out, amidst  gunfire  by  guerrillas, 
during  last  year's  elections  proved 
that.  The  Salvadoran  people  want 
these  terrorists  thrown  out  of  the 
country— nothing  less.  This  must  be 
accomplished  before  they  can  hope  for 
true  social  and  economic  reforms. 

My  discussions  with  the  Salvadoran 
Defense  Minister,  Gen.  Carlos  Engenio 
Vides  Casanova,  indicate  that  the  gov- 
ernment troops,  while  poorly  equipped 
and  undermanned,  have  the  edge  in 
this  war.  They  have  about  a  3-to-l  ad- 
vantage, manpowerwise.  but  in  guerril- 
la warfare,  you  need  to  do  better  than 
that.  It  takes  about  a  10-to-l  ratio  to 
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have  a  confident  degree  of  control 
over  terrorists.  To  return  control  over 
to  police  authority  for  criminal  activi- 
ty rather  than  war— the  responsibility 
of  the  armed  forces. 

Our  helicopter  tour  last  weekend 
took  us  through  three  of  the  more  em- 
battled provinces  east  of  San  Salva- 
dor—San Vicente,  Ouscatlan,  and  Mor- 
azan.  In  these  heavily  mountainous  re- 
gions, the  guerrillas  are  conducting  a 
very  effective,  hit-and-run  style  attack 
on  isolated  national  guard  units.  They 
wait  in  the  brush,  wait  patiently  or 
seek  out,  undermanned  guard  units, 
and  then  jump  them  when  they  have 
advantage  in  numbers  by  5  to  1. 

I  was  most  impressed  with  the  train- 
ing and  quality  of  the  officers.  One  in 
particular.  Col.  Jorge  Alberto  Cruz, 
whose  command  is  headquartered  at 
San  Francisco  Gotera  in  the  Morazan 
Province,  was  an  officer  of  superior 
caliber  who  exemplified  the  fine  train- 
ing the  United  States  is  offering  the 
Army. 

It  is  evident  that  our  modest  amount 
of  assistance  in  this  country  is  not 
only  critical  but  should  be  increased. 
The  soldiers  remain  short  on  arms, 
equipment,  and  well-maintained  weap- 
onry. They  are  in  need  of  aircraft. 

The  Salvadoran  leaders  do  not  want 
American  troops.  But  they  do  want 
more  than  our  sympathy.  That  means 
increased  military  aid,  more  basic 
equipment  and  supplies,  medical  help, 
more  training  for  their  officers  and 
commanders  to  get  the  job  done. 

We  had  the  good  fortune  of  speak- 
ing with  some  of  the  political  leaders, 
including  President  of  the  Republic, 
Dr.  Alvaro  Magana  Borja,  who  is  not 
expected  to  be  a  candidate  in  the  up- 
coming elections. 

We  spoke  with  Roberto  D'Aubuisson 
who  may  be  a  prime  contender  for  the 
Presidential  race,  as  well  as  others 
often  mentioned  as  candidates  for  the 
Presidency  to  be  determined  by  elec- 
tions, to  be  held  soon. 

The  Salvadoran  people,  their  elected 
National  Assembly,  and  the  Govern- 
ment leaders  are  pressing  forward 
with  the  land  reform  program  and 
human  rights  matters.  The  first  phase 
of  the  agrarian  program,  dealing  with 
the  distribution  of  properties  in  excess 
of  500  hectares— or  1.235  acres— and 
over,  has  been  completed  with  Govern- 
ment assistance.  They  are  now  in  the 
process  of  phase  2,  involving  the  prop- 
erties of  100-500  hectares— or  247  to 
1,235  acres- but  are  caught  up  in  a  bu- 
reaucratic nightmare,  as  we  Americans 
can  understand. 

Problems  with  the  land  reform  up  to 
this  point  have  been  in  compensating 
the  former  landowners.  The  Govern- 
ment carmot  afford,  nor  can  it  admin- 
ister swiftly  enough,  compensation  for 
many  of  the  owners,  and  for  this 
reason  phase  2  has  been  slowed  indefi- 
nitely. 


Together  with  the  war,  the  land 
reform  has  placed  the  Salvadoran 
economy  in  shock.  Farm  managers, 
once  operating  productive  lands  with 
hundreds  of  workers,  have  been  dis- 
placed, leaving  a  large  portion  of  these 
once  rich  operations  now  ill-managed, 
if  in  production  at  all.  The  cutoff  of 
key  transportation  routes— due  to  de- 
stroyed roads  and  bridges— and  com- 
munication in  the  rural  areas  remain 
key  obstacles  for  full  production  and 
reform. 

We  met  with  Monsignor  Fredy  Del- 
gado.  Secretary  General  of  the  Salva- 
doran Bishops'  Conference  (CEDES), 
who  is  a  prominent  member  of  the  na- 
tion's human  rights  commission.  We 
were  assured  that  while  violence  con- 
tinues—as it  does  in  any  war— the  Gov- 
ernment is  committed  toward  resolv- 
ing unsolved  murders  and  other 
abuses,  whether  they  are  linked  to 
military  officials  or  the  several  bands 
of  leftist  guerrillas.  The  commission 
acts  positively  and  has  had  a  great 
deal  of  success. 

A  peace  commission  has  been  formed 
by  the  Government,  composed  of 
Catholic  leaders  and  civilian  independ- 
ents, to  develop  an  amnesty  program 
for  captured  guerrillas  and  other 
measures  to  bring  all  political  factions 
into  the  Presidential  elections  later 
this  year.  This  is  a  Salvadoran  Gov- 
ernment program,  not  an  American 
effort,  that  demonstrates  this  nation's 
efforts  to  achieve  tranquillity  through 
a  stable  government  to  a  country  that 
is  plagued  with  terrorism. 

What  is  emerging  here  is  not  what 
we  have  in  the  United  States  in  terms 
of  a  judicial  process  and  firmly  estab- 
lished republic  based  upon  the  princi- 
ples of  our  Founding  Fathers— no 
nation  on  Earth  has  that;  no  nation  on 
Earth  has  had  our  history  of  centuries 
of  building  a  democracy.  But  what  we 
saw  in  El  Salvador  is  a  start.  It  is  clear 
that  the  Salvadoran  people  want  a 
basis  for  freedom;  it  is  evident  that 
they  want  an  independent  nation  with 
peace  and  the  chance  for  prosperity. 

This  trip  convinced  me  more  than 
ever  that  the  United  States  has  a  role 
in  El  Salvador  in  stopping  the  Marx- 
ists-Communists and  in  containing  the 
aggressions  of  Soviet  agents— Nicara- 
gua and  Cuba— who  are  seelcing  com- 
plete domination  in  the  totalitarian 
pattern  of  their  puppet  regimes.  We 
must  step  up  our  military  assistance, 
continue  to  pressure  and  interdict  the 
unending  flow  of  armaments  from  the 
Communists  and,  equally  important, 
offer  enough  economic  aid  and  techni- 
cal expertise  to  help  El  Salvador 
remain  free  from  Communist  slavery 
and  want. 

Let  me  share  with  my  colleagues  a 
communication  from  the  U.S.  Defense 
Committee.  I  believe  It  correctly  as- 
sesses the  serious  threat  faced  by  the 
entire  Western  Hemisphere,  and  I  in- 
clude it  at  this  point: 


U.S.  Defense  Committee, 
Fairfax,  Va.,  July  15,  1983. 
Hon.  Eldon  Rudd. 
House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Rudd:  Today  we  are 
facing  the  greatest  threat  to  the  security  of 
the  Western  Hemisphere  that  our  nation 
has  ever  seen. 

The  Soviet  Union  and  Cuba  are  carrying 
out  a  well-orchestrated  plan  of  terrorism 
and  aggression  in  our  Hemisphere  by  pro- 
viding weapons  and  military  aid  to  commu- 
nist guerrillas  in  Central  America. 

Just  last  year  the  Soviet  Union's  ship- 
ments of  military  equipment  to  Cuba  tri- 
pled. 

Cuba  now  boasts  225.000  men  under  arms. 
200  MiG  fighters,  650  tanks  and  90  helicop- 
ters. 

The  Marxist-Leninist  government  of  Nica- 
ragua has  declared  that  they  are  building  a 
250.000  person  armed  force. 

Compare  this  with  Honduras'  total  mili- 
tary force  of  20.000  and  El  Salvador's  force 
of  32.000. 

There  are  now  over  10,000  "advisors"  from 
Cuba,  the  Soviet  Union.  East  Germany.  Bul- 
garia. North  Korea  and  the  PLO  advising 
the  Sandinistas  in  Nicaragua. 

Clearly  this  mammoth  scale  of  armament 
cannot  be  justified  in  terms  of  self-defense. 
The  reality  of  the  situation  is  that  Cuba 
has  become  the  base  from  which  the  Soviets 
are  launching,  through  Nicaragua,  the  over- 
throw of  pro-Western  governments  in  El 
Salvador,  Honduras.  Guatemala  and  Costa 
Rica. 

In  response,  the  Reagan  Administration 
has  developed  a  comprehensive  plan  for  pre- 
venting further  communist  takeovers  in 
Central  America. 

Incredibly,  there  are  those  In  Congress 
who  are  obstructing  the  President's  plan  by 
calling  for  passage  of  the  Boland-Zablocki 
bill.  H.R.  2760.  and  by  opposing  the  Admin- 
istrations  full  request  for  military  and  eco- 
nomic aid  for  El  Salvador. 

Passage  of  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill  would 
give  the  Soviet  leaders  a  free  hand  in  the  in- 
ternal affairs  of  Central  American  Nations 
and  a  green  light  to  the  Marxist-Sandinista 
government  of  Nicaragua  to  aid  leftist 
rebels  In  overthrowing  the  Democratic  gov- 
ernment of  El  Salvador. 

In  effect,  the  U.S.  Congress  would  allow 
Nicaragua  to  exist  as  a  sanctuary  for  inter- 
national Marxist-terrorists. 

And  not  only  is  Nicaragua  being  used  as  a 
base  for  fomenting  Marxist-Leninist  revolu- 
tions in  Central  America,  the  Sandinista 
government  has  stolen  the  revolution  from 
the  Nicaraguan  people  who  fought  for  De- 
mocracy. 

It  has  imposed  a  new  dictatorship,  refuses 
to  hold  free  elections  that  it  promised— in 
writing— to  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  and  has  initiated  heavy  censorship 
of  the  media. 

In  short,  the  people  of  Nicaragua  today 
are  denied  the  basic  human  rights  of  inter- 
national law  by  a  government  sworn  to  the 
totalitarian  doctrines  of  Marxism-Leninism. 
It  is  essential  that  the  U.S.  provides  the 
government  of  El  Salvador  with  the  aid 
they  need  to  put  down  the  communist  guer- 
rillas and  restore  economic  stability. 

A  vote  against  President  Reagan's  request- 
ed aid  would  be  a  setback  both  to  the  pro- 
American  government  of  Bl  Salvador  and  to 
the  morale  of  the  Salvadoran  people,  many 
of  whom  risked  their  lives  to  cast  a  vot€  for 
Democracy. 


In  recent  years  we  have  stood  by  and 
watched  Grenada.  Suriname.  and  Nicaragua 
fall  into  communist  control. 

We  must  not  let  El  Salvador  be  the  next 
victim  of  the  Soviets. 

If  the  Soviet  presence  in  Central  America 
continues  to  expand,  every  vital  interest  of 
the  United  States— national  survival,  terri- 
torial integrity,  economic  well-being,  and 
world  stability— will  be  jeopardized  to  an 
extent  unprecedented  in  our  nation's  histo- 
ry. 

On  behalf  of  the  United  SUtes  Defense 
Committee's  more  than  86.000  members.  I 
strongly  urge  you  to  support  Presiedent 
Reagan's  full  aid  request  for  El  Salvador 
and  to  oppose  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill.  H.R. 
2760.  and  instead  support  aid  to  the 
"Contra"  Freedom  Fighters  in  Nicaragua. 

If  the  United  States  is  unwilling  to  sup- 
port the  cause  of  Democracy  in  Central 
America,  how  can  we  expect  the  people  of 
the  region  to  risk  their  lives  for  it? 
Sincerely, 

Henry  L.  Walther, 
Executive  Vice  President 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  Florida  (Mr,  McCollum)  and  my 
other  friend  and  colleague  from  Vir- 
ginia (Mr.  Parris)  for  the  contribution 
they  have  made  here  today  and  for 
their  companionship  on  the  trip  to  El 
Salvador. 

I  think  we  should  focus  In  on  one 
area.  Why  is  El  Salvodor  In  this  condi- 
tion? 

Obviously  El  Salvador  is  in  this  con- 
dition because  it  was  targeted  by  the 
Soviet  Union  for  toppling  and  for 
takeover,  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Conununlst  government.  Where  they 
have  had  success  In  Cuba,  which  Is  the 
first  mistake  that  our  country  made  In 
not  doing  something  about  that  at  the 
time  that  Fidel  Castro  came  In,  we 
made  a  mistake  In  Nicaragua,  without 
question,  and  there  were  many  of  us 
here  In  Congress  who  were  crying  and 
pleading  with  the  Congress  and  with 
our  Government  to  do  something 
about  the  Communist  takeover  that 
was  taking  place  In  Nicaragua. 

I  think  the  news  media  itself  has  fi- 
nally decided  that  they  missed  the  big- 
gest story  of  all  because  of  their 
hatred  for  the  Somoza  regime  In  Nica- 
ragua, that  they  missed  the  other 
story,  which  was  that  the  Communist 
regime,  in  the  name  of  the  Sandinis- 
tas, walked  in,  took  over,  and  now  In  a 
brutal  manner  are  governing  for  them- 
selves and  have  dominated  completely 
and  enslaved,  If  you  will,  the  people  of 
Nicaragua. 

But  the  target  now  is  El  Salvador. 
They  have  provided  the  arms  and 
equipment  from  the  Soviet  Union, 
from  Bulgaria,  from  the  Iron  Curtain 
countries,  funneling  it  from  Cuba  into 
Nicaragua,  Nicaragua  In  turn  funnel- 
ing It  on  the  unprotected  border  of 
Honduras  and  around  through  sea- 
ways and  into  San  Salvador. 

We  must  remember  that  the  country 
of  El  Salvador,  whose  capital  is  San 
Salvador,  that  the  coimtry  of  El  Salva- 
dor, until  the  attack  that  was  institut- 
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ed  as  soon  as  the  Sandinistas  took  over 
in  Nicaragua,  was  targeting  the  econo- 
my of  El  Salvador,  and  El  Salvador 
had  the  best  economy,  the  most  suc- 
cessful industry,  farming  techniques, 
and  every  inch  of  the  land  was  under 
cultivation,  and  the  merchant  class 
was  producing  and  providing  market- 
ing for  the  industry,  for  the  farming 
throughout  the  world,  and  also  they 
had  the  finest  roads  and  the  best 
equipment  and  transportation,  and 
the  smoothest  working  organism  to 
take  what  the  product  of  the  people 
was  and  market  it  around  the  world  of 
any  of  the  other  neighboring  countries 
around  El  Salvador  in  Central  Amer- 
ica and  perhaps  in  Latin  America. 

So  the  idea  of  the  encroachment 
from  the  Conununists  was  to  scourge 
the  land,  bum  the  homes,  chase  the 
people  out  so  thatsthey  could  bring 
the  Government  to  its  knees  and 
assume  power.  That  goal  is  still  in 
place  and  what  they  would  like  to  do  is 
to  be  able  to  tell  the  Government 
itself  that  we  have  beaten  you  now 
and  all  we  want  you  to  do,  if  you  want 
to  hold  elections,  that  is  fine,  hold 
them,  but  let  my  little  army  over  here, 
the  head  of  this  little  army,  have  a 
secretaryship  or  an  administration  po- 
sition or  a  department  within  the  Gov- 
ernment, and  this  fellow  who  has  a 
little  army  and  who  has  provided,  and 
who  is  a  terrorist  to  have  another 
little  encroachment  into  the  Govern- 
ment, and  take  over  the  Government 
in  that  way.  Or  if  they  cannot  do  that, 
then  they  will  topple  the  Government 
completely  as  the  Sandinistas  did  and 
take  over. 

We  must  remember  that  is  what  is 
happening.  And  as  the  gentleman  has 
so  ably  pointed  out,  my  friend,  the 
Government  with  good  and  superior 
training,  is  putting  military  forces  into 
areas  where  they  are  going  to  send  the 
children  back  to  school,  open  the  busi- 
nesses, and  remove  the  scourge  from 
the  land  in  this  maiuier. 

I  would  like  to  ask  my  friend  and 
colleague  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Parris). 
what  his  impressions  were  with  regard 
to  the  economy  itself. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  thev  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  inquiry.  I  would  like  at  this 
time  to  associate  myself  with  the  re- 
marks of  both  of  these  gentleman  who 
I  think  have  certainly  given  an  excel- 
lent summary  of  their  impressions  of 
our  recent  trip  to  the  Central  Ameri- 
can region,  and  certainly  the  impres- 
sions that  they  have  I  share. 

At  this  point,  in  response  to  the 
question  of  the  gentleman  from  Arizo- 
na. I  would  say  with  his  indulgence  I 
would  Just  tick  off  four  or  five  salient 
factors  that  describe  the  situation  that 
we  find  in  this  independent  nation. 


and  some  of  what  I  think  are  the  im- 
portant considerations. 

That  is  that  there  are  just  about  5 
million  people  in  El  Salvador  and  that 
country  is  an  area  of  some  50  miles  in 
depth  and  100  miles  wide,  perhaps.  It 
is  the  most  densely  populated  inde- 
pendent sovereign  nation  in  the  hemi- 
sphere. 

The  unemployment  rate  is  some- 
thing between  40  and  60  percent,  and 
yet  in  an  exercise  of  the  demonstra- 
tion of  the  devotion  of  these  people  to 
their  Government.  82  percent  of  the 
people  of  El  Salvador  voted  in  the  last 
election  cycle  in  the  face  of  direct 
threats  from  the  rebels  that  if  they 
did  so  they  did  so  at  their  peril. 

The  per  capital  income  is  about  $550 
per  year,  and  I  think  that  says  as 
much  for  the  economic  situation  that 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  (Mr. 
RuDD)  alluded  to  as  anything  else. 

There  is  what  has  been  in  El  Salva- 
dor a  revolution  without  frontiers 
being  promulgated  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  through  the  eco- 
nomic and  military  assistance  of  Cuba 
through  the  direction  of  Moscow.  It  is 
just  that  simple. 

What  we  have  seen  is  the  exporta- 
tion of  the  Communist  doctrine 
through  that  part  of  the  world. 

I  think  this  is  responsive  to  the  gen- 
tleman's questions  in  terms  of  econom- 
ics. Let  me  just  tick  off,  as  has  the 
gentleman  from  Florida,  three  or  four 
of  my  lasting  impressions  and  firm 
convictions  that  were  developed  as  a 
result  of  these  3  or  4  days  that  we  re- 
cently spent  there. 

First,  as  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
so  eloquently  stated,  the  people  of  El 
Salvador  overwhelmingly  support  the 
existing  government  and  oppose  the 
rebels. 

Second,  the  problems  and  solutions 
are  in  fact  economic  as  well  as  mili- 
tary, and  as  much  as  military  pretense. 

There  is  a  military  solution.  It  must 
come  first  because  it  is  above  all  other 
things,  and  you  are  so  vividly  im- 
pressed with  this,  it  is  a  war  zone. 
There  is  in  fact  a  war  going  on  and 
you  see  it  on  every  street  comer  and 
every  place  you  look  there  is  a  person 
with  a  very  large  gun  amd  they  use 
them  with  sickening  frequency. 

I  will  remember  forever  the  impres- 
sions that  I  developed  over  the  abject 
poverty  and  the  pathetic  conditions  of 
the  campesinos  in  the  displaced  per- 
sons camps.  The  conditions  under 
which  these  persons  are  required  to 
live,  because  they  have  been  violently 
displaced  from  their  own  land,  is  just 
beyond  belief. 

Finally,  it  is  I  think  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  the  three  of  us.  and  certain- 
ly of  the  leaders  of  El  Salvador,  which 
we  were  privileged  to  have  discussions 
with,  from  the  President  on  down,  the 
situation  there  is  that  now  U.S.  troops 
are  not  needed  nor  wanted,  and  they 
will  not  be  in  the  future. 


The  reason  for  that  is  multiple.  But 
the  principal  reason  I  think  goes  with- 
out discussion  or  objection  from  any 
quarter,  which  is  that  there  are  more, 
by  a  factor  of  some  people  estimate 
twice  as  many  volunteers  for  the  mili- 
tary slots  that  are  available  in  the 
Army  and  defense  forces  of  El  Salva- 
dor, there  are  twice  as  many  young 
persons  trying  to  get  those  slots  as 
there  are  slots  available. 

So  it  is  clear  that  the  U.S.  obligation 
to  support  this  effort  is  economic, 
military,  and  whatever,  but  it  certainly 
does  not  include  the  use  of  American 
forces  in  that  location. 

Finally,  one  last  observation  I  would 
make,  and  thank  again  my  colleagues 
for  permitting  me  to  join  them  and  to 
take  part  in  what  I  think  is  a  meaning- 
ful discussion  here  this  evening. 

The  macrogeopolitical  question  in 
this  area  of  the  world  is  that  we  find 
side  by  side  two  revolutions.  One  is  a 
Soviet  satellite  nation  exporting  its 
version  of  communism  throughout 
Central  America. 
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Next  door,  literally  next  door,  just 
across  the  gulf,  there  is  a  free  democ- 
racy which  is  an  ally  of  the  United 
States  and  is  trying  to  protect  the 
freedoms,  economically,  politically,  re- 
ligiously, all  of  the  freedoms  enjoyed 
by  free  citizens  everywhere  through- 
out the  world.  The  real  macroeco- 
nomic  and  political  question  here  is: 
Are  we  going  to  permit  the  Soviet  in- 
fluence to  permeate  its  way  through 
the  hemisphere  in  which  we  make  our 
home?  Are  we  going  to  permit  the  ex- 
portation of  the  revolution  in  Nicara- 
gua without  resistance  on  our  part? 
And  if  we  do,  inevitably  that  cancer 
will  spread  throughout  the  balance  of 
this  hemisphere  which  we  so  greatly 
cherish. 

Mr.  RUDD.  The  gentleman  has 
struck  on  the  heart  of  the  whole  prob- 
lem, if  I  may  say  so. 

You  established  that  the  Soviet 
Union  through  Cuba  and  Nicaragua 
are  attempting  to  communize  El  Salva- 
dor for  their  own  purposes,  which 
poses  a  danger  to  us  and  we  have 
talked  about  that  problem  and  what 
they  are  doing  in  El  Salvador  to  try  to 
stave  this  off.  But  the  problem  is  this: 
What  do  we  intend  to  do  to  prevent 
this?  And  I  think  that  the  course  that 
the  administration  has  taken  is  the 
course  that  should  be  taken,  if  I  may 
say  so. 

The  training  of  these  individuals  has 
proven  to  be  an  outstsmding  event,  but 
they  do  not  want  our  troops  as  you 
well  know,  and  as  you  well  know,  my 
friend  from  Florida,  they  want  not  our 
sympathy,  they  want  that  too,  but 
they  need  more  than  that,  they  need 
assistance  in  the  form  of  materiel,  in 
the  form  of  training  for  their  person- 
nel. We  have  been  able  to  provide  that 


so  far,  but  only  a  trickle,  only  a  trick- 
le, if  you  will. 

They  do  not  even  want  more  advi- 
sors or  anything  like  that.  But  the 
training  programs  that  would  be  of- 
fered to  them,  they  need  and  want  and 
they  have  said  so  time  after  time 
throughout  the  area. 

Let  me  add  one  thing  to  show  the 
dedication  of  these  people  for  the 
cause  that  they  serve. 

For  example,  my  friend  from  Florida 
mentioned  Col.  Alberto  Kruze.  the 
commander  in  San  Francisco  Gotera. 
He  struck  me  as  an  individual  totally 
dedicated  to  restoring  peace  and  tran- 
quility to  his  country  for  his  family. 
The  family  unit  is  very  important 
there. 

Also  he  was  a  dedicated  officer  for 
the  command  of  his  troops  to  make 
sure  that  the  children  got  back  to 
school,  to  make  sure  things  were 
proper. 

He  indicated  to  us  at  that  time  there 
would  be  an  initiative  made  by  his 
troops  at  a  later  time.  I  will  tell  you 
without  revealing  the  time,  the  date 
and  all  of  that,  that  I  received  infor- 
mation from  El  Salvador,  at  my  re- 
quest, confirming  that  that  did  take 
place  and  that  confirmation  really 
struck  me  as  something  that  showed 
the  complete  and  total  dedication  and 
honesty  of  the  people  involved. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  If  I  may  reclaim 
just  to  comment  on  that  portion. 

When  we  think  of  the  country  it  is 
often  not  realized  how  close  it  is  to  us, 
the  size  of  it.  The  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia pointed  out  it  is  a  very  tiny  coun- 
try. It  is  close  to  the  United  States.  It 
is  closer  to  Dallas,  Tex.,  than  Dallas  is 
to  Washington,  D.C. 

The  armed  forces  right  now  are  at  a 
strength  of  approximately  36,000,  but 
that  includes  the  National  Guard,  the 
National  Police  such  as  police  in  our 
cities,  it  includes  the  Treasury  forces 
that  guard  the  airport  and  do  the  cus- 
toms work,  and  so  on. 

The  army  is  about  22,000  of  actual 
fighting  participants.  Maybe  with  the 
others  added  in  they  get  up  to  30,000. 
The  guerrilla  forces  out  there  in  the 
field  have  been  estimated  to  be  5,000, 
6,000,  7,000;  we  are  not  sure  exactly. 

But  the  experts  in  this  field  where 
we  have  succeeded,  not  talking  about 
Southeast  Asia,  but  previous  experi- 
ences such  as  Venezuela  years  ago  and 
our  more  current  time  when  we  have 
been  involved  with  guerrilla  analysis 
and  warfare,  the  experts  say  in  order 
for  the  military  to  do  the  things  they 
are  trying  to  do  and  need  to  do,  to  re- 
store and  get  the  people  back  on  the 
farms,  the  ratio  needs  to  be  about  10 
to  1  in  favor  of  the  Government.  That 
means  they  need  more  troops,  they 
need  more  forces. 

And  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
pointed  out  so  ably  a  moment  ago, 
their  armed  forces  are  composed  of 
volunteers.    Their   armed    forces   are 


composed  of  young  men  who  want  to 
join  the  army,  want  to  fight,  want  to 
participate. 

Their  problem  is  now  the  question  of 
how  many,  because  they  have  many 
more  who  want  to  do  this,  it  is  the  re- 
sources to  equip  and  train  them.  Their 
problem  is  exactly  that,  the  resources 
to  be  able  to  pay  them  the  small 
meager  salaries,  $25  or  $30  a  month, 
the  resources  to  put  clothing  and  uni- 
forms on  their  backs  and  give  them 
equipment  and  feed  them  and  get 
them  out  in  the  field,  the  resources  to 
train  them. 

American  advisers  in  Panama  and 
elsewhere  have  been  trying  to  train 
these  folks  and  doing  a  good  job  with 
the  few  they  have  had  the  opportuni- 
ty to  do  it  with.  But  they  simply  do 
not  have  the  financial  wherewithal  to 
do  that. 

As  both  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
and  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
pointed  out.  they  need  the  resources 
to  restore  the  economy  because  the 
country  has  been  crippled.  Their  econ- 
omy is  dependent  on.  over  the  years, 
coffee,  sugar,  cotton.  Those  commod- 
ities are  down  in  price  in  recent  years 
below  the  levels  that  even  the  strong- 
est countries  and  countries  that  do  not 
have  guerrilla  warfare  going  on. 
endure  in  many  cases.  But  this  coun- 
try, rife  with  the  problems  it  has,  al- 
though it  is  rich  in  resources  and  land 
which  is  fertile  and  rich,  weather  that 
is  beautiful,  the  countryside  is  gor- 
geous, because  of  the  problems  of  the 
marketplace,  and  because  of  the  obvi- 
ous guerrilla  effort  to  destroy  that 
economy,  to  take  down  powerlines  and 
to  drive  the  farmers  out  of  the  fields, 
has  a  tremendous  problem  pf  no  cap- 
ital. It  just  does  not  have  the  ability  to 
carry  forward  and  market  these  prod- 
ucts without  assistance.  It  is  that  as- 
sistance that  all  of  us  are  talking 
about  that  the  United  States  is  going 
to  have  to  give.  It  is  that  assistance, 
not  troops,  not  direct  involvement  on 
our  part,  but  that  assistance  which  is 
required. 

I  would  like  to  engage  my  colleagues 
in  a  discussion  for  a  moment  about  the 
attitudes  of  the  people  that  we  have 
heard  discussing  this  problem. 

We  have  had  a  number  of  people,  I 
know  the  gentleman  know,  who  have 
been  saying,  "So  what,  what  is  the  dif- 
ference whether  or  not  it  is  this  gov- 
ernment or  the  other?"  They  have 
complained  about  human  rights  being 
violated  down  there  in  El  Salvador. 

It  occurs  to  me  from  my  observa- 
tions on  this  trip  and  listening  to  some 
commentators  that  yes.  there  have 
been  atrocities  which  are  not  accepta- 
ble to  us  and  our  society  which  we 
would  like  not  to  have  down  there, 
that  have  not  been  fuUy  accounted  for 
in  a  msuiner  which  we  would  like.  Un- 
doubtedly the  Government  or  some 
members  of  the  Government  have  par- 
ticipated.  But   it  is  a  war  going  on 


d9wn  there.  It  is  far  from  clear  to  me 
that  any  other  government  that  might 
come  to  power,  be  it  another  demo- 
cratically elected  govemment  or  be  it 
a  rebel  govemment  that  is  supported 
as  the  one  there  is  by  the  Nicaraguans, 
the  Cubans,  Soviet  bloc  nations,  would 
be  any  more  concerned  for  human 
rights  despite  all  their  propaganda 
that  they  are  putting  out  that  they 
would  be. 

My  observations  and  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  to 
comment  on  this,  my  observations  are 
that  they  are  making  a  very  good 
effort  because  of  our  wishes,  despite  a 
cultural  heritage  which  has  accepted  a 
great  deal  more  of  the  types  of  things 
that  we  do  not  accept,  but  they  are 
making  a  very  strong  effort  down 
there  right  now  in  their  human  rights 
commission  under  the  blessings  of 
Gen.  Vides  Casanova,  the  President 
and  constituent  assembly,  to  correct 
those  problems  and  to  get  the  soldiers 
and  to  get  the  people  who  are  the  citi- 
zens in  the  Citizens  League,  Defense, 
trying  to  hold  some  of  these  towns,  to 
understand  the  meaning  of  human  life 
and  the  importance  of  not  doing  some 
of  the  things  that  have  been  done. 

But,  I  would  like  to  if  I  could,  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  to 
comment  on  his  observations  about 
this  tack  that  has  been  taken  so  often 
of  late  to  in  my  judgment  at  least 
color  the  issue  and  distort  the  facts 
and  lead  us  away  from  the  real  ques- 
tion at  hand,  whether  it  is  the  Com- 
munist rebels  we  should  be  allowing  to 
take  over  there  or  the  democratically 
elected  government  we  have  been  sup- 
porting. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  would  say  to  him  as  he  has  pointed 
out,  the  society  of  El  Salvador  and  cer- 
tainly its  Government  is  not  perfect; 
nor  is  ours.  Would  it  not  be  nice  if  ev- 
erywhere on  this  globe  we  could  elimi- 
nate prejudice,  bigotry,  the  violation, 
in  one  way  or  another,  of  human 
rights?  But  I  think  that  is  the  perfect 
solution  to  the  ultimate  situation 
which  perhaps  we  will  never  achieve, 
but  to  which  we  can  strive.  I  think  the 
gentleman  made  a  great  point  of  es- 
tablishing the  fact,  and  I  think  we 
have  been  furnished  some  evidence, 
that  there  is  a  genuine  effort  in  that 
regard  to  improve  the  situation  in  that 
nation. 


D  1950 
And  I  have  in  my  hand  and  we  were 
all  fumished  as  has  been  every  mili- 
tary unit  in  the  armed  services  of  El 
Salvador,  a  document  published  by  the 
Minister  of  Defense  Gen.  Vides  Casa- 
nova, that  sets  forth  the  required  pro- 
cedures that  must  be  adhered  to  by 
the  Armed  Forces  of  El  Salvador  in 
the  area  of  activities  of  human  rights 
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as  it  relates  to  the  personnel  of  that 
nation. 

I  think  that  document  is  very  im- 
pressive. 

And  I  would  just  add  one  other  com- 
ment in  response  to  the  gentleman 
and  that  is  that  the  question  of 
human  rights  is  one  that  is  very  broad. 
Ask  the  gentlemen  suid  ladies  who 
have  been  assassinated  through  the  vi- 
olence in  El  Salvador  about  their 
human  rights.  Ask  the  people  who 
walk  by  the  soldiers  on  the  streets  of 
El  Salvador  every  day,  through  the 
guns  that  are  everywhere  in  evidence 
and  ask  them  about  their  individual 
freedoms.  And  ask  the  refugees  who 
have  mauie  their  way  up  through 
Mexico  or  however  into  the  confines 
of  this  Nation  about  human  rights  and 
see  what  they  say  about  living  in  their 
own  community  on  their  land  and 
doing  their  own  thing. 

And  if  the  gentleman  would  permit 
me  the  privilege  of  just  one  moment, 
let  me.  for  the  record,  include  some 
brief  material  developed  by  the  House 
Republican  Research  Committee  in 
terms  of  the  question  of  what  kind  of 
impact  would  this  situation  have  if  it 
turned  very  badly  for  the  worse  in 
terms  of  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  on  the  refugee  situation. 

And  I  say  to  the  gentleman  without 
question  that  the  United  States  is  in- 
variably the  preferred  final  destina- 
tion of  all  refugees.  Everybody  wants 
to  come  to  the  United  States  for  all  of 
the  reasons  that  we  know  and  accept. 

And  it  appears  that  there  is  a  gener- 
al rule  of  thumb  that  you  can  apply  in 
a  simply  mathematical  exercise  re- 
garding the  historical  trends  of  refu- 
gees coming  to  this  Nation. 

For  example,  since  Cuba  fell  to  the 
Communist  revolution  there  has  been 
over  1  million  Cuban  citizens  come  to 
this  Nation,  which  represents  over  10 
percent  of  the  Cuban  population.  And 
that  figure,  as  a  base  line  percentage, 
conservatively  let  us  use  8  percent. 
That  is  what  was  done  in  this  study. 
Now  if  8  percent  of  the  nations  of  Cen- 
tral America  were  to  take  the  histori- 
cal route  to  apply  for  emigration  to 
the  United  States  or  simply  emigrate 
here  illegally  in  some  way  appear  on 
our  shores,  within  the  confines  of  this 
Nation,  it  is  estimated  that  those  num- 
bers of  persons,  as  a  conservative  base, 
would  be  9.030.000. 

The  existing  laws  of  the  United 
States  would  require  this  Nation  to 
spend  in  their  support  $25,235,000,000 
per  year  and  if  they  came  here  tomor- 
row, they  would  make  the  existing  un- 
employment rate  in  this  Nation  almost 
13  percent. 

Now  that  is  the  kind  of  problem,  the 
magnitude  of  the  problem  that  the 
President  has  addressed,  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  talked  about 
when  he  talked  in  terms  of  feet 
people. 


I  have  heard  it  suggested  facetiously 
that  the  Government  of  Mexico  would 
probably  provide  a  bus  service  from 
the  southern  border  to  El  Paso,  Tex., 
to  expedite  the  transfer  of  these  mil- 
lions of  i>ersons  through  the  nation  of 
Mexico,  so  that  they  would  have  less 
of  a  tendency  to  stop  somewhere  along 
the  line,  because  they  would  like  to 
come  here. 

And  if  we  do  not  support  them,  in 
terms  of  economic  support  in  their 
struggle  against  communism,  this  is 
the  kind  of  economic  impact  that  it 
could  and  could  inevitably  have  on 
this  Nation. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  certainly  am  ap- 
preciative of  the  comments  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  just  made,  that 
that  kind  of  point  is  extremely  impor- 
tant. It  needs  to  be  emphasized.  The 
people  of  my  State  of  Florida  are  all 
too  well  aware  of  the  problem  of  ille- 
gal aliens  and  refugees  and  the  great 
problems  that  occur  from  mass  migra- 
tions of  humanity  to  this  country. 

There  are  lots  of  folks  who  want  to 
come  here,  but  the  plain  fact  is  that 
we  can  only  accept  a  limited  number 
of  those  people  at  a  time  In  an  orderly 
fashion  and  be  able  to  maintain  the 
quality  of  life  that  we  have.  It  is  nice 
to  l)e  charitable  and  we  need  to  do 
that.  We  always  want  to  have  an  open 
door.  We  always  want  to  have  an  open 
border.  We  always  want  to  respect  the 
torch  at  the  end  of  the  Statue  of  Lib- 
erty. But  our  immigration  laws  years 
and  years  ago  were  designed  to  restrict 
Immigration  legally  into  this  country 
In  a  fashion  which  would  allow  every- 
one, either  those  living  here  today  or 
those  coming  here  In  the  future,  to 
share  the  bounty  of  this  great  Nation 
and  to  have  equality  of  life  such  as  no 
nation  In  the  history  of  the  Earth  has 
been  able  to  have. 

I  really  appreciate  what  the  gentle- 
man had  to  say  and  giving  us  those 
figures  which  I  have  also  heard  before 
and  we  had  reiterated  to  us  by  the 
Embassy  and  other  people  In  El  Salva- 
dor this  weekend.  And  If  the  region 
falls  to  totalitarian  fascist  type  of  gov- 
ernment that  is  backed  and  supported 
by  the  Soviet  bloc  and  the  Cuban  In- 
terests, we  can  expect  up  to  10  million 
people  or  so  coming  In  at  the  figures 
he  gave  of  cost  in  dollars  and  cents  to 
the  American  people,  but  at  an  even 
greater  cost.  I  submit,  to  the  quality  of 
life  at  every  level.  And  our  system 
which  simply  would  be  strained  to  the 
Impossible  proportions  to  take  care  of 
It. 

I  would  like  to  return  for  a  moment 
with  you  to  the  human  rights  question 
only  to  say  that  the  other  evening  one 
of  the  gentlemen  who  was  here,  one  of 
my  colleagues  who  had  been  on  sm- 
other trip,  and  as  I  mentioned  earlier, 
had  passed  through  this  region  as  one 
of  the  stopping  points  this  weekend 
and  crossed  paths  with  our  trip  down 


there,  pointed  out  something  that  I  do 
not  agree  with.  And  I  think  it  is  one  of 
the  mislmpresslons  that  needs  to  be 
corrected. 

That  particular  group  met  with  one 
of  the  human  rights  groups  there  In 
the  country— not  the  Government— 
but  one  of  the  other  ones.  And  un- 
doubtedly they  were  shown— as  he  re- 
ported—pictures of  bodies  that  had 
been  desecrated,  of  atrocities  that  had 
been  committed,  allegedly  by  that 
group,  by  somehow  forces  of  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

There  is  great  dispute  among  those 
who  are  really  true  independent  and 
unbiased  observers  as  to  how  many  of 
the  deaths  and  atrocities  that  are  com- 
mitted in  that  country— and  there  are 
more  than,  as  I  said  earlier,  any  of  us 
want  to  believe  exist  but  we  know  they 
are— actually  have  any  connection  at 
all  with  this  war.  There  are  questions 
as  to  how  many— and  that  Is  a  guerril- 
la war  that  is  going  on  there  and  a  war 
that  we  are  seeing  waged  between  the 
forces  of  democracy  and  communism 
right  there,  just  a  few  miles  from 
Dallas— but  there  is  In  addition  to  that 
a  great  deal  of  atrocity  going  on  that 
occurs  by  virtue  of  the  fact,  as  I  men- 
tioned earlier,  of  the  cultural  heritage 
of  that  country,  which  has  accepted  a 
lot  more  violence  in  their  lives  than  we 
would  normally  believe  that  could  be 
acceptable  and  more  than  we  want 
them  to  accept  in  the  future. 

Now  the  fact  Is  that  my  colleague 
the  other  evening,  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  who  was  trying  to  make  a 
case,  used  that  example  without  any 
documentation  as  to  what  he  had  been 
looking  at,  or  any  documentation 
other  than  the  word  of  the  people 
with  whom  he  had  spoken,  that  these 
atrocities  were  committed  by  the  El 
Salvadoran  Government  officials  un- 
named, whoever  they  might  have 
been,  from  this  as  I  said  democratical- 
ly elected  Government.  He  used  that 
to  argue  that  the  Government  of  El 
Salvador  was  fascist,  that  it  was  as  bad 
as  by  his  analogy  as  Hitler  was.  And 
he  went  on  to  say  that,  yes.  Hitler  was 
opposed  to  communism,  but  we  cannot 
support  every  fascist  state  just  be- 
cause It  is  opposed  to  communism. 

Well,  I  will  tell  by  colleagues  one 
thing,  the  one  absolutely  crystal  clear 
thing  to  me  about  this  Is  that  the 
forces  In  Nicaragua,  the  forces  of 
Cuba,  the  forces  of  the  Soviet  bloc  are 
totalitarian  fascist  forces,  whether  you 
call  them  Communist  forces  or  you 
call  them  anything  else  you  want  to. 

And  it  Is  those  forces  who  are  sup- 
porting the  rebel  element  that  If  given 
the  opportunity  with  us  laying  down 
and  going  away  and  hiding  and  saying, 
"Well,  because  of  human  rights  and  so 
forth— that  we  have  seen  these  atroc- 
ities, we  are  not  going  to  do  anything 
further  In  El  Salvador." 


It  Is  these  fascist  forces  that  will 
take  over  and  as  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  said  a  moment  ago,  the  atroc- 
ities they  have  committed  in  the  past 
all  over  the  world  and  right  now  in 
Nicaragua  will  make  It  pale  as  far  as 
any  atrocities  in  El  Salvador  by  com- 
parison In  my  humble  opinion. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  think  the  gentleman  has  made 
a  very  important  point.  It  has  been 
suggested  to  us  and  was  suggested  to 
us  during  our  discussions  on  this  trip 
that  It  was  very  much  like  the  situa- 
tion that  I  personally  experienced  In 
the  Korean  situation  some  years  ago, 
when  I  was  over  there  during  the  war. 

The  problem  was,  sometimes,  that 
you  could  not  identify  the  good  guys 
from  the  bad  guys,  because  they  were. 
In  fact,  all  Koreans.  And  one  Korean, 
generally,  as  one  American,  looks  like 
the  next.  You  have  exactly  the  same 
problem  In  El  Salvador. 

D  2000 

You  do  not  have  Identifiable  uni- 
forms generally.  The  rebels  wear 
Levi's,  would  you  believe,  and  khaki 
shirts  or  something  that  passes  for 
usually  an  army-type  shirt.  But  so  do 
the  Government  forces  sometimes.  So 
do  the  defense  forces.  So  do  the  police 
forces.  So  do  some  of  the  simple  cam- 
peslnos  who  work  their  land. 

So  what  frequently  happens  is  that 
the  numbers  and  the  people  and  the 
bodies  and  the  atrocities  are  taken  by 
the  rebels  and  laid  out  on  the  street 
and  they  are.  In  fact,  rebel  casualties, 
and  they  say,  "Now,  look,  ladies  and 
gentlemen  of  the  media  and  others, 
these  are  the  poor  citizens  of  El  Salva- 
dor who  have  been  butchered  by  the 
Government,"  when  in  fact  we  have 
been  told  that  they  are  on  occasion 
rebel  soldiers  who  were  killed  In  direct 
conflict  by  the  Government.  And  you 
carmot  tell,  unfortunately,  one  body 
from  the  next  when  they  do  not  have 
Identifiable  uniforms  and  no  way  to 
have  positive  identification. 

It  Is  a  very  confusing,  a  very  com- 
plex, and  a  very  disturbing  situation. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  In  reclaiming  my 
lime,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  gentle- 
man has  made  an  excellent  point  with 
regard  to  the  question  of  telling  who 
these  people  are  and  identifying  who 
has  committed  atrocities.  We  know  the 
Government  has  committed  atrocities, 
but  we  also  know  the  rebels  have  com- 
mitted atrocities,  and  In  war  there  are 
atrocities,  period. 

But  what  Is  really  Important  here,  I 
think,  is  what  I  was  mentioning  a 
while  ago  and  the  gentleman  so  ably 
reinforced:  We  do  not  have  a  third 
choice.  It  is  an  either/or  choice.  There 
may  be  some  wishful  thinking  out 
there  on  the  part  of  some  of  my  col- 
leagues and  some  of  the  other  observ- 
ers who  would  like  to  see  the  Ideal 
American  dream,  democracy,  suddenly 
appear,  and  the  leadership  to  run  It,  In 


El  Salvador  or  somewhere  else  In  Cen- 
tral America,  but  It  has  not  appeared 
Every  time  we  have  tried  to  put  our 
faith,  as  we  have  done  In  Cuba  and  In 
Nicaragua  and  In  other  places  around 
the  world,  In  a  supposedly  friendly  So- 
cialist, quasi-communistic  government, 
we  have  been  burned  because  we  have 
discovered  that  they  do  not  negotiate 
In  good  faith,  they  In  turn  create  more 
atrocities  than  anything  we  could  have 
Imagined  from  the  previous  govern- 
ment or  the  efforts  of  the  people  we 
were  trying  to  support,  or  maybe  we 
were  trying  to  oxist  In  some  cases. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  Is  that  the 
choice  Is  between  a  government  that 
has.  In  this  case,  remarkably  been 
democratically  elected,  contrary  to 
some  of  the  governments  and  the  dic- 
tatorships we  have  supported  in  the 
past.  This  Is  not  a  dictatorship  In  El 
Salvador.  This  Is,  and  I  carmot  help 
but  emphasize  It  again  and  again,  a 
government  whose  election  last  year 
was  remarked  upon  by  even  its  most 
severe  critics,  as  one  of  the  most  over- 
whelming displays  of  public  support  in 
the  voting  booth  that  had  ever  oc- 
curred In  the  world. 

We  are  faced  with  the  choice  of  sup- 
porting that  government,  which  Is 
making  a  good-faith  effort  to  comply 
with  the  morality  of  our  country  and 
to  create  an  entirely  new  climate 
among  Its  peoples  and  Its  army  by 
changing  Its  ways  with  regard  to 
human  rights,  or  we  are  faced  with 
not  doing  anything  and  allowing  the 
Inevitable  to  happen  without  the 
proper  resources,  and  that  is  that  the 
guerrilla  forces  succeed  over  time, 
having  destroyed  the  economy  and 
turned  the  people  against  the  govern- 
ment there  because  they  are  hungry 
and  poor  and  the  government  carmot 
sufficiently  operate  the  economy  with- 
out having  control  militarily  or  stably, 
and  once  they  have  taken  over,  they 
then  are  the  Fascist  atrocity-commit- 
ting group. 

I  would  like  to  relate  one  other 
aspect  of  this.  I  saw  a  similar  type  of 
discussion  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
this  week  by  one  of  the  foremost  col- 
unmlsts.  This  gentleman,  who  has 
been  discussing  matters  of  world  poli- 
tics for  a  long  time,  sort  of  said,  "So 
what?"  And  I  think  that  my  discussion 
and  the  discussion  of  my  colleagues 
from  Arizona  and  Virginia  here  this 
evening  have  pretty  well  repudiated 
the  "So  What"  attitude  that  some  In 
our  academic  community,  and  I  hate 
to  say  some  in  our  community  here  of 
colleagues  In  the  House,  would  like  to 
have  us  advocate  and  take  on  this 
whole  matter. 

It  Is  not  just  a  "So  What"  if  the 
Communist  government  comes  to 
power  down  there.  It  Is  not  just, 
"Well,  If  the  Soviets  try  to  place  mis- 
siles down  there,  we  can  always  go  and 
take  care  of  it  later."  This  is  close  to 
our  country.  This  is  something  that,  if 


the  governments  all  fall  into  the 
Soviet  sphere,  undoubtedly  the  sub- 
version of  Mexico  will  occur  very 
shortly  thereafter.  At  the  same  time, 
or  very  shortly  thereafter,  there  will 
be  a  great  risk  of  internal  security  sub- 
version in  our  country  by  all  kinds  of 
terrorist  tactics.  There  will  be.  at  the 
very  least  for  the  near  term,  a  tremen- 
dous distortion  of  the  way  of  life  in 
America  because  of  the  foot  people 
that  my  colleagues  have  alluded  to 
with  me  earlier  this  evening,  and  be- 
cause of  the  terrorist  activity  that  we 
would  be  potentially  subjected  to.  And 
while  we  are  distracted,  it  would 
please,  I  would  submit,  the  Soviet 
Union  nothing  more  than  to  make 
movements  elsewhere  in  the  world. 

I  see  this  as  a  pretty  clear-cut  issue. 
It  is  a  choice  between  either  this  good 
government  that  is  much  better  than 
anything  we  have  seen  down  there  in  a 
long  time,  that  has  a  capability  and 
has  exhibited  the  will  to  go  forward 
and  to  make  changes  and  to  come  up 
with  a  system  of  agrarian  reform  that 
maybe  does  not  suit  everybody  but 
certainly  is  much  more  satisfying  to  us 
than  anything  we  have  seen  In  a  long 
time,  or  we  have  a  choice  of  seeing  the 
country,  certainly,  and  I  think  the 
whole  region,  fall  into  the  hands  of 
these  types  of  forces. 

There  is  no  way  we  can  say  can  It  be 
anything  but  destructive  In  the  future 
to  our  country,  and  in  the  very  near 
term.  And  to  those  who  just  say,  "So 
what?  Let  us  not  do  anything,"  I  think 
the  answer  is  a  clear,  "You  are  very 
foolish,  you  are  very  crazy,  you  are 
very  shortsighted,  and  certainly  you 
do  not  think  things  through  well 
enough  to  understand  or  to  appreciate 
what  is  in  the  best  interests  of  our 
country." 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding. 

With  the  gentleman's  permission.  I 
would  like  to  make  what  I  hope  Is  a 
clear  word  picture  of  what  was  for  me, 
and  I  hope  for  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  a  very  moving  experience. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  we  visited  a  mili- 
tary hospital  In  San  Salvador,  there 
was  one  young  man  sitting  up  in  a  bed. 
He  had  stepped  on  a  land  mine.  He 
had  one  eye  sewn  shut.  He  had  lost  his 
left  arm  slightly  below  the  elbow,  his 
right  arm  from  the  elbow  down  was 
swathed  In  bandages,  and  obviously 
there  were  not  very  many  fingers  and 
not  much  use.  One  leg  was  off  slightly 
above  the  knee  and  the  other  one  was 
full  of  shrapnel. 

Through  an  Interpreter,  we  asked 
the  young  man  if  he  was  sorry,  and  he 
said,  "About  my  accident  and  my 
woimds,  of  course." 
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We  asked  him  was  he  sorry  he  joined 
the  Army,  and  his  answer  was  instant- 
ly, 'No." 

We  asked  him  why  did  he  do  it.  and 
his  answer  was,  as  so  many  great 
Americans  have  said  historically,  "Be- 
cause I  was  defending  my  country. '" 

I  think  that  experience  says  it  all  for 
most  of  us.  It  was  a  moving  experience 
for  me  and  I  know  it  was  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  It  was  a  very 
moving  experience.  We  saw  so  many 
wounded  in  that  hospital,  so  many 
people  in  the  communities  and  the  dis- 
placed persons,  camp  that  reflected 
that  kind  wpfeeling.  I  know  it  was 
moving  for  rie,  as  it  was  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 

We  are  about  to  conclude  this  spe- 
cial order  time,  running  out  of  time, 
and  cannot  help  in  doing  so  to  remark 
in  the  broad  context  of  Central  Amer- 
ica on  the  recently  designated  Biparti- 
san Presidential  Commission  on  Cen- 
tral America. 

I.  like  I  think  all  my  colleagues, 
hope  that  a  consensus  can  be  drawn  in 
our  country,  whether  it  is  toward  the 
policies  necessarily  that  the  adminis- 
tration is  advocating  in  all  respects,  or 
toward  some  other  policies  that  would 
be  in  the  best  interests  of  our  country 
in  Central  America.  It  is  my  fervent 
hope,  and  I  know  it  is  of  my  col- 
leagues, that  this  Commission  succeed 
in  its  mission  and  its  goal.  But  I  am 
absolutely  convinced  from  my  trip  to 
El  Salvador  that  when  the  members  of 
that  Commission  examine  the  same 
things  that  we  have  examined,  see  the 
same  people  we  have  seen,  and  then 
some,  and  I  hope  they  see  many  more, 
they  are  going  to  come  of  the  same 
conclusion  about  the  situation  inside 
the  country  of  El  Salvador  with  regard 
to  the  people  there,  with  regard  to  the 
conditions  there,  with  regard  to  the 
work  ethic  that  those  folks  have  there, 
the  tremendous  work  ethic  that  they 
have,  and  with  regard  to  the  great  op- 
portunity which  our  Nation  has,  if  it 
only  has  the  will,  without  the  use  of 
any  American  troops,  without  the  loss 
of  lives  because  of  a  direct  interven- 
tion on  our  part,  but  simply  the  oppor- 
tunity by  having  the  will  to  commit  a 
very  limited  amount  of  our  resources 
with  aid,  compared  to  the  kind  of  com- 
mitments we  have  made  around  the 
world  in  past  years,  the  opportunity  to 
protect  and  to  nourish  the  growth  of  a 
democratic  government  in  El  Salvador 
and  the  restoration  of  what  I  believe 
will  wind  up  being  a  free  enterprise, 
economic  country. 

D  2010 

I  believe,  as  well,  that  when  those 
observations  are  made,  this  Congress 
will  eventually— and  I  hope_  sooner, 
not  later— act  in  a  manner  consistent/ 
with  that  and  fund  the  necessary  as- 
sistance for  equipment,  for  training  oL 


the  military,  for  advice,  and.  of  course, 
for  the  economic  assistance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  people  of  El  Salva- 
dor deserve  better.  The  people  of 
America  must  have  a  much  better  un- 
derstanding and  a  much  better  ques- 
tion on  the  part  of  this  body  than  we 
have  given  to  date  toward  the  causes 
of  freedom  in  this  country  and  democ- 
racy in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 


WHEN  TRANSCRIPT  REVISION 
BEGAN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 
•  Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
is  the  first  anniversary  of  the  infa- 
mous EPA  hearings  of  1982,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  an  appropriate 
time  to  review  the  lessons  learned 
from  that  regrettable  experience. 

One  year  after  the  fact  we  can  look 
back  and  see  that  those  hearings  were 
an  example  of  congressional  staff  run- 
ning amok  and  of  certain  Members  of 
Congress  attempting  to  utilize  our  le- 
gitimate congressional  oversight  func- 
tions as  a  platform  to  further  their  in- 
dividual political  ambitions.  Those 
hearings  were,  without  a  doubt,  the 
most  partisan  hearings  I  have  ever 
seen  in  my  service  on  Capitol  Hill.  To 
a  large  extent  I  still  believe  that  the 
two  major  problems  which  led  to  those 
highly  political  hearings  centered 
around  the  arrogance  of  certain  mem- 
bers of  the  majority  staff  and  the 
almost  complete  lack  of  effective  su- 
pervision of  many  majority  staff  mem- 
bers. 

When  it  was  first  discovered  that 
there  were  intentional  alterations 
made  in  the  final  printed  record  of 
those  hearings  there  was  little,  if  any, 
interest  on  the  part  of  members  of  the 
majority  party  to  root  out  the  truth  of 
this  matter.  Two  full  months  ago, 
when  we  first  brought  these  alter- 
ations to  the  attention  of  the  chair- 
men of  the  committees  involved  we  de- 
manded a  full  and  swift  investigation 
and  appropriate  disciplinary  action 
against  the  party,  or  parties,  responsi- 
ble. At  that  time  we  could  not  even  get 
a  commitment  from  the  majority  that 
those  responsible  would  be  fired. 

What  is  starting  to  emerge  from  the 
ongoing  investigation  into  Altergate  is 
the  beginning  of  a  pattern,  a  very  sin- 
ister pattern,  in  which  we  are  learning 
that  a  number  of  documents  in  which 
we  once  had  complete  trust  are  turn- 
ing out  to  have  been  altered  for  vari- 
ous reasons.  In  some  cases  it  is  obvious 
that  legislation  has  been  changed 
without  the  knowledge,  or  approval,  of 
members  of  the  committee  which  re- 
ported the  legislation.  These  changes 
have  been  highly  substantive,  but  it  is 
claimed  by  the  chairman  that  they 
represent  mere  technical  and  conform- 
,ing  changes. 


We  have  now  heard,  and  read,  in  the 
media  that  various  other  committee 
hearings  have  been  altered  to  remove 
materials  which  were  alleged  to  have 
been  used  in  a  public  hearing  by  the 
committee  chairman  without  his 
knowledge  that  the  materials  had 
been  provided  confidentially.  While  it 
is  regrettable  that  the  material,  which 
was  critical  of  a  Federal  employee,  was 
used  under  these  circumstances,  I  fail 
to  see  why  criticism  of  a  Government 
official  should  be  secret,  and  the 
record  of  that  hearing  clearly  does  not 
accurately  reflect  what  actually  oc- 
cured  in  the  public  session. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  list  of  allegations 
or  record  tampering  is  growing  and 
the  press  and  the  public  is  becoming 
more  interested  each  week.  It  is  a  year 
to  the  day  since  the  EPA  hearings, 
and  it  is  2  months  since  the  altered 
transcripts  were  first  discovered. 

To  date  no  one  has  been  punished. 
To  date  we  have  learned  that  this 
scandal  is  a  growing  cancer  on  the 
Congress.  To  date  we  have  learned 
that  our  public  record  is  neither  com- 
plete, nor  accurate. 

Mr-Speaker,  this  emerging  pattern 
indicates  that  the  power  to  edit,  the 
power  to  revise  and  extend  and  the 
power  to  make  'technical  and  con- 
forming changes"  is  being  abused.  As 
we  all  know,  power  tends  to  corrupt; 
absolute  power  corrupts  absolutely. 
How  soon  will  we  address  this  problem 
with  rules  which  will  bring  this  prac- 
tice under  control?* 


POLITICAL  ACTION 
COMMITTEES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annonzio)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  to 
require  periodic  publication  of  infor- 
mation relating  to  political  action 
committees.  Under  its  provisions,  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  will  compile  annu- 
ally the  name  of  each  multicandidate 
political  committee;  the  name  of  any 
sponsoring  body  of  the  committee;  the 
total  amount  of  contributions  received 
by  the  committee,  and  the  total 
amount  of  expenditures  made  by  the 
committee.  When  this  information  is 
compiled  by  the  Clerk,  it  will  be  print- 
ed in  the  Congressional  Record. 

Public  reporting  of  campaign  and 
political  finances  has  two  elements: 
disclosure  and  publicity.  Disclosure  is 
only  the  first  step.  More  important  is 
the  widest  possible  dissemination  of 
the  material  obtained  under  our  dis- 
closure laws. 

The  average  citizen  is  handicapped 
when  seeking  information  about 
sources  of  political  funds  and  about 
expenditures  made  from  political  con- 
tributions.   Although    we    have    im- 


proved our  laws  relating  to  disclosure, 
we  have  made  it  more  difficult  for  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  John  Q.  Public  to  obtain  the 
information  that  has  been  disclosed. 
The  legislation  I  am  introducing  today 
should  help  remedy  this  failing. 

We  should  make  absolutely  certain 
that  individuals  living  in  the  remoter 
areas  of  our  country  have  ready  access 
to  information  about  the  activities  of 
political  committees  operating  largely 
in  Washington.  Through  publication 
of  this  information  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record,  the  average  citizen  can 
go  to  his  public  library  and  obtain  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  I  am  introduc- 
ing today  is  intended  as  one  further 
step  toward  greater  participation  by 
our  citizenry  in  the  governance  of  this 
Nation.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
become  its  cosponsors  and  to  support 
its  passage  through  this  Congress.* 


of  the  Ethiopian  Government  and  re- 
spond to  the  desperate  need  of  the 
Ethiopian  people— while  there  is  still 
time.a 


AID  TO  ETHIOPIA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mi.  Leland)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  LELAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  resolution  which  calls 
on  the  United  States  to  expedite  and 
increase  transportation  assistance  and 
to  continue  the  Public  Law  480,  title  II 
program  to  Ethiopia  in  1984,  as  well  as 
calling  for  an  immediate  and  positive 
response  to  all  pending  and  future  ap- 
peals for  the  basic  human  needs— food, 
shelter,  and  medical  supplies— for 
Ethiopia's  beleaguered  people. 

Recently,  the  media  has  reported 
the  desperate  conditions  facing  the  Af- 
rican continent,  and  Ethiopia  in  par- 
ticular, where  drought  is  rampant  and 
where  hunger,  poverty,  and  sickness  is 
drastically  on  the  increase.  Identifying 
the  serious  conditions  which  exist  on 
the  continent  has  been  a  vital  first 
step.  Doing  something  about  those 
conditions  is  the  next  step. 

Ethiopia,  which  is  part  of  the  42 
countries  comprising  sub-Saharan 
Africa,  is  in  dire  need  of  additional 
relief.  It  is  staggering  to  consider  that 
30  percent  of  Africa's  population  is 
suffering  severe  malnutrition— caused 
undoubtedly  by  poverty.  Even  if  food 
were  available  under  more  favorable 
climactic  conditions,  most  of  the  af- 
fected African  peoples  do  not  have  the 
means  to  buy  it.  It  is  imperative, 
therefore,  that  the  United  States  re- 
spond accordingly  and  project  its  hu- 
manitarian spirit  by  providing  the 
much-needed  assistance— food  or  shel- 
ter and,  most  importantly,  the  means 
to  transport  these  essential  supplies. 

It  is  important  that  we  remember, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  hunger  does  not  dif- 
ferentiate between  political  beliefs  in 
the  selection  of  its  victims,  nor  is  it 
within  the  moral  purview  of  the 
United  States  to  determine  who  shall 
survive  based  on  those  beliefs.  We 
must  put  aside  the  political  character 


MR. FRANK  REYNOLDS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Boland)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  like  mil- 
lions of  Americans  who  admired  his 
work  as  a  broadcast  journalist,  I  was 
deeply  saddened  by  the  news  of  the 
death  of  Frank  Reynolds. 

Mr.  Reynolds  was  one  of  my  favorite 
journalists.  I  did  not  know  him  person- 
ally; one  interview  at  a  political  con- 
vention some  years  ago  is  my  only 
recollection  of  an  occasion  on  which 
we  had  a  conversation.  I  did,  however, 
watch  him  on  the  "World  News  To- 
night" and  I  appreciated  the  way  in 
which  he  practiced  his  craft. 

Frank  Reynolds  recognized  the  abil- 
ity that  television,  and  especially  tele- 
vision news,  has  to  influence  the  opin- 
ion of  its  viewers.  He  understood  that 
this  ability  carries  with  it  a  tremen- 
dous responsibility  for  television  jour- 
nalists to  be  accurate,  to  be  thorough, 
and  to  be  fair.  Frank  Reynolds  per- 
sonified those  qualities  and  in  so  doing 
earned  the  respect  of  his  colleagues 
and  his  viewers.  As  President  Reagan 
said,  Frank  Reynolds  "was  .one  of 
Americas  foremost  broadcast  journal- 
ists, trusted  and  respected  by  millions 
of  his  fellow  citizens." 

Mr.  Reynolds  did  not  leave  his  emo- 
tions outside  the  broadcast  booth.  His 
reporting  reflected  a  compassion  and 
concern  for  the  people  and  the  events 
that  he  covered  that  is  all  too  rare  on 
network  newscasts.  I  believe  that  Mr. 
Reynolds'  viewers  appreciated  the  fact 
that  he  did  not  try  to  conceal  the 
manner  in  which  a  story  affected  him. 
There  was  nothing  artificial  about 
Frank  Reynolds,  nothing  contrived  to 
increase  his  appeal  to  his  audience.  He 
was  what  he  appeared  to  be,  a  man  of 
decency  and  of  considerable  talent 
who  dedicated  himself  to  reporting 
the  news  as  it  was.  His  efforts  earned 
him  the  trust  of  his  viewers,  as  well  as 
the  most  prestigious  awards— the 
Emmy,  the  Peabody,  and  the  Robert 
S.  Ball  Memorial  Award,  that  individ- 
uals in  his  profession  can  receive. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Frank  Reynolds  will  be 
missed  by  everyone  who  knew,  and  re- 
spected, his  work.  As  John  Chancellor 
stated  in  a  tribute  last  night:  "Journal- 
ism is  a  craft  in  which  nice  guys  do  not 
always  finish  first.  But  Frank  Reyn- 
olds was  a  nice  guy  and  a  big  success." 
I  extend  to  his  mother  and  his  sis- 
ters and  to  his  devoted  wife,  Henrietta, 
and  sons.  Dean,  James,  John,  Robert, 
and  Thomas,  my  sincere  condolences.* 


HEARINGS  ON  WORLD  FOOD 
SITUATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Zablocki) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  to  announce  that  the  Foreign 
Affairs    Committee    will    be    holding 
hearings    next    week    to    review    the 
world   food  situation,   with   focus  on 
hunger    and    malnutrition    problems 
around  the  world— what  has  been  done 
and  what  needs  to  be  done.  The  hear- 
ings, reflecting  the  committee's  con- 
tinuing    interest     in     the     campaign 
against  hunger,  are  now  particularly 
timely    because    of    the    approaching 
10th  anniversary  of  the  World  Food 
Conference  of  1974.  We  need  to  know 
the     accomplishments    of    the    past 
decade  in  the  drive  to  eliminate  the 
chronic  undernourishment  which  af- 
flicts much  of  the  populations  in  the 
developing  world,  and  to  identify  as 
specifically   as   possible   the   problem 
areas  that  lie  ahead.  I  anticipate  that 
following  the  hearings,  the  committee 
will  commission  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress Congressional  Research  Service 
to  undertake  a  survey  of  studies  and 
implementation  of  the  work  which  has 
been  done  in  this  field  since  1974  in- 
cluding   through    U.S.    aid    activities. 
The  committee  would  expect  to  hold 
further  hearings  following  receipt  of 
the  report. 

Leading  off  the  presentation  to  the 
committee  next  week,  at  9:30  a.m., 
Tuesday  July  26.  will  be  the  Honora- 
ble John  R.  Block,  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture. Secretary  Block  will  provide 
his  views  on  the  world  food  situation 
generally  and  in  particular,  report  on 
the  World  Food  Council  ministerial 
meeting  which  he  attended  at  the 
United  Nations  in  late  June.  Following 
Secretary  Block  will  be  the  Honorable 
M.  Peter  McPherson,  Administrator  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment, who  will  testify  as  to  the  hu- 
manitarian and  developmental  aid  pro- 
grams in  food  and  nutrition  which  are 
receiving  U.S.  financing. 

On  Wednesday,  July  27,  starting  at 
10  a.m.,  the  committee  will  be  privi- 
leged to  hear  from  distinguished  au- 
thorities on  food  issues.  Witnesses  will 
be  Dr.  Jean  Mayer,  president.  Tufts 
University,  and  Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Presidential  Commission  on  World 
Hunger;  Fred  Devine,  chairman,  mate- 
rial resources  committee  on  the  Ameri- 
can Council  of  Voluntary  Agencies  for 
Foreign  Service  and  deputy  executive 
director  of  CARE;  Ann  Beardslee,  In- 
terreligious  Task  Force  on  U.S.  Food 
Policy,  and  codirector  of  the  Presbyte- 
rian hunger  program;  and  Stephen 
Coates,  issues  director.  Bread  for  the 
World. 

The  public  will  be  welcome  at  both 
hearings,  which  will  be  held  in  room 
2172  Rayburn  Building.* 
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ELDERLY  NOT  TO  BLAME  FOR 
HIGH  MEDICARE  COSTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Waxman) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
National  Council  of  Senior  Citizens  is 
sponsoring  a  rally  today  to  call  atten- 
tion to  the  heavy  burden  of  health 
care  costs  which  fall  upon  medicare  re- 
cipients. The  council  is  asking  that 
any  cuts  in  medicare  not  come  out  of 
the  pockets  of  the  elderly,  either 
through  reduced  benefits  or  larger 
amounts  of  cost  sharing. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Health  and 
the  Environment,  which  I  chair,  has 
just  this  week  held  a  hearing  on  reduc- 
ing medicare  costs.  When  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion who  was  testifying  at  the  hearing 
was  asked  if  there  were  any  major  ad- 
ministration cost-cutting  proposals 
which  were  not  at  the  expense  of  the 
elderly,  she  could  not  think  of  even 
one. 

I  am  sponsoring  a  resolution  today, 
together  with  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues from  the  House  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Aging,  the  chairman,  Mr. 
RoYBAL,  and  the  former  chairman.  Mr. 
Pepper,  which  makes  it  very  clear  that 
this  Congress  does  not  agree  with  the 
administration  that  the  elderly  are  to 
blame  for  high  medicare  costs,  and 
therefore  have  to  take  responsibility 
for  limiting  them.  The  resolution  rein- 
forces the  principle  that  if  any  cuts 
have  to  be  made,  they  should  come 
from  other  partners  in  medicare,  not 
from  the  elderly  beneficiaries.  I  be- 
lieve there  are  places  to  look  to  in- 
crease the  cost-effectiveness  of  medi- 
care, such  as:  By  expanding  home  and 
community-based  services  for  the  el- 
derly, by  removing  barriers  to  market- 
ing generic  drugs;  by  finding  ways  to 
encourage  physician  assignment;  by 
applying  prospective  payment  meth- 
ods to  all  payors;  and  by  encouraging 
States  to  develop  cost  controls. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
sponsoring  this  resolution.  I  think  we 
want  to  send  a  clear  message  to  our  el- 
derly: We  are  happy  that  they  are 
living  longer,  we  want  them  to  have 
the  best  health  care  available,  and  we 
do  not  want  them  to  become  impover- 
ished because  they  cannot  afford  med- 
ical care.  This  resolution  is  one  way  of 
sending  that  message.* 
•  Mr.  ROYBAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  since  its 
enactment  in  1965.  medicare  has  of- 
fered a  ray  of  hope  for  millions  of 
older  Americans.  It  has  released  the 
elderly  from  the  grip  of  fear  that  an 
illness  could  leave  them  penniless  and 
decrepit  for  the  remainder  of  their 
lives. 

Despite  medicare's  success,  however, 
there  ase  sinister  forces  at  work 
which,  U  left  unchecked,  could  severe- 
ly debilitate  the  medicare  program 
and  leave  the  elderly  in  a  vulnerable 


position  once  again.  Those  forces  are 
runaway  hospital  and  medical  costs. 

The  impending  medicare  trust  fund 
deficit  that  has  been  receiving  so 
much  attention  lately  is  not  a  problem 
that  rests  with  the  medicare  program. 
Rather,  it  stems  from  the  health  care 
cost  spiral.  Therefore,  any  solution  to 
the  medicare  deficit  must  address  the 
larger  problem  of  rapidly  rising  health 
care  costs. 

In  my  home  State  of  California,  for 
example,  health  care  costs  have  risen 
700  percent  since  1962.  The  average 
cost  of  hospitalization  is  now  $714  a 
day.  Nationally,  health  care  costs  rose 
three  times  faster  than  inflation  last 
year.  Medicare  is  forced  to  pay  these 
exorbitant  costs,  thereby  creating  a 
future  deficit  in  the  trust  funds. 

As  chairman  of  the  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Aging,  my  highest  priority  will 
be  to  seek  solutions  to  the  medical  cost 
spiral  and  to  stabilize  and  strengthen 
the  medicare  program.  I  join  with  my 
distinguished  colleagues.  Claude 
Pepper  and  Henry  Waxman.  in  spon- 
soring this  resolution  today  in  order  to 
serve  notice  that  we.  in  Congress,  will 
not  stand  idly  by  and  watch  health 
care  become  the  exclusive  privilege  of 
only  the  few  who  can  afford  it.« 
•  Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the 
enactment  of  medicare  and  medicaid 
in  1965,  Congress  confirmed  a  basic 
human  right  and  established  a  sacred 
trust— access  to  quality  health  care 
shall  not  be  limited  by  age  or  income. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  medicare  and 
medicaid  have  greatly  benefited  the 
poor  and  elderly.  But  recently,  the 
cost  of  these  programs  in  a  time  of 
growing  fiscal  constraint  has  led  some 
to  suggest  we  must  break  our  covenant 
with  the  poor  and  elderly  and  shift 
the  burden  of  caring.  In  1982,  when 
the  inflation  rate  was  3.9  percent,  hos- 
pital costs  increased  by  12.6  percent. 
Similar  increases  are  projected  for  the 
foreseeable  future  leading  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  to  estimate 
that  medicare's  health  insurance  trust 
fund  could  be  bankrupt  within  4  years. 
Most  of  the  solutions  so  far  suggest- 
ed to  the  emerging  medicare  crisis  are 
based  on  reimbursement  reductions 
and  increased  cost-sharing: 

In  1981,  medicare  benefits  were  cut 
by  $3  billion  over  3  years.  Eighty  per- 
cent of  these  cuts  were  borne  by  medi- 
care beneficiaries. 

In  1982,  the  administration's  propos- 
als would  have  reduced  benefits  by  $2 
billion  in  1983.  Fortunately  for  sen- 
iors. Congress  rejected  most  of  these 
proposals.  Still,  direct  beneficiary 
costs  were  increased  by  more  than 
$100  million. 

The  administration's  1984  budget  in- 
cludes $2  billion  in  medicare  cuts.  Sev- 
enty-five percent  of  this  reduction 
would  be  passed  on  to  beneficiaries.  If 
adopted,  the  President's  proposals 
would  shift  $10.4  billion  cost  to  the  el- 
derly over  the  next  4  years. 


These  proposed  solutions  are  short 
term  and  short  sighted.  They  do  not 
address  the  fundamental  problems 
leading  to  the  escalation  of  costs  and 
inappropriately  restrict  services.  More- 
over, as  a  practical  matter,  there  is  a 
limit  to  how  much  cost-shifting  can  be 
done.  Seniors  already  spend  20  percent 
of  their  income  on  medical  care,  as 
mucIT  as  they  did  in  1965  when  medi- 
care was  enacted. 

•  The  resolution  I  introduce  today 
with  my  distinguished  colleagues.  Con- 
gressman Waxbian  and  Congressman 
RovBAL.  rejects  this  piecemeal,  patch- 
work approach  and  calls  for  a  more 
comprehensive  solution  to  our  health 
care  crisis.  It  calls  for  the  expansion  of 
prospective  reimbursement  to  all 
payors;  it  calls  for  legislation  provid- 
ing incentives  for  States  to  develop 
and  maintain  their  own  cost-control 
programs;  and  it  recognizes  that  the 
medicare  problem  cannot  be  resolved 
until  the  entire  health  care  system  is 
made  more  efficient. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  issue  is  as  impor- 
tant as  any  matter  likely  to  come 
before  Congress  over  the  next  few 
years.  It  is  a  difficult  problem,  but  one 
we  can  remedy.  We  can  solve  our  im- 
mediate problems  and  find  ways  to 
make  these  vital  programs  better.  I 
hope  this  resolution,  a  reflection  of 
that  promise,  will  be  speedily  adopted. 
Resolution 
Expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate  In  sup- 
port of  affordable  and  decent  health  care 
for  older  Americans. 

Whereas  Medicare  is  a  solemn  commit- 
ment by  the  Government  to  older  Ameri- 
cans to  assure  the  availability  of  affordable 
and  quality  health  care:  and 

Whereas  skyrocketing  health  care  costs 
threaten  the  health  and  income  security  of 
older  Americans  and  of  all  people;  and 

Whereas  older  Americans'  health  care 
needs  are  not  being  met  by  the  current 
health  care  delivery  system;  and 

Whereas  Medicare  pays  less  than  half  of 
the  cost  of  health  care  for  older  Americans; 
and 

Whereas  -older  Americans  must  pay  In- 
creasing out-of-pocket  costs  to  meet  their 
health  care  needs;  and 

Whereas  the  President  and  Congress  have 
enacted  budget  cuts  which  reduce  health 
care  services  and  increase  costs  for  older 
Americans,  low-income  persons,  and  work- 
ing families;  and 

Whereas  the  financial  solvency  of  the 
medicare  hospital  insurance  trust  fund  is 
threatened  by  increasing  health  care  costs; 
and 

Whereas  immediate  legislative  action  is 
necessary  to  protect  the  ability  of  the  medi- 
care and  medicaid  programs  to  provide  an 
adequate  level  of  health  care  at  affordable 
costs  to  older  Americsins; 

Now  Be  It  Resolved.  That  it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  Congress  enact  legislation 
to  control  the  rising  cost  of  health  care,  and 
that  the  burden  of  cost  containment  should 
not  be  placed  upon  the  elderly  and  those 
who  are  least  able  to  pay  for  needed  health 
care  services;  and  that  such  legislation 
assure  that  health  care  dollars  are  spent  for 
the  maximum  amount  of  appropriate  care 
at  the  lowest  cost. 


Be  It  Further  Resolved,  That  this  legisla- 
tion include: 

(1)  Prospective  payment  methods  that 
apply  to  all  payors; 

(2)  Avoidance  of  additional  cost  sharing 
by  medicare  and  medicaid  recipients  as  a 
cost  containment  method; 

(3)  Prohibition  against  further  medicare 
or  medicaid  budget  cuts  that  increase  out- 
of-pocket  costs  or  reduce  benefits  for  older 
Americans; 

(4)  Incentives  for  states  to  develop  and 
maintain  their  own  cost  control  programs; 

(5)  Improvements  in  the  medicare  benefits 
package  to  provide  increased  coverage  for 
preventive  and  chronic  care  and  alternatives 
to  institutionalization.* 


LEGISLATION  TO  CREATE  IN- 
SPECTORS GENERAL  IN  DE- 
PARTMENTS OF  JUSTICE  AND 
TREASURY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks)  Is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in- 
troducing today  legislation  which 
would  create  offices  of  Inspector  Gen- 
eral in  the  Departments  of  Justice  and 
Treasury.  The  House  passed  similar 
legislation  last  year  to  create  these  of- 
fices, but  the  Senate  took  no  action  on 
the  House-passed  bill. 

My  bill  will  also  conform  the  offices 
of  Inspector  General  in  the  Depart- 
ments of  Energy  and  Health  and 
Human  Services  with  the  other  statu- 
torily established  offices  of  Inspector 
General,  authorize  the  pay  of  all  In- 
spectors General  to  be  at  the  same 
level,  and  authorize  Inspector  General 
personnel  to  issue  oaths  and  adminis- 
ter affidavits. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Departments  of 
Justice  and  Treasury  are  the  last  two 
remaining  Cabinet-level  Departments 
without  offices  of  Inspector  General. 
The  importance  of  their  work,  coupled 
with  the  restraints  on  their  budgets, 
demand  such  an  office.  An  Inspector 
General  appointed  by  the  President 
with  the  approval  of  the  Senate,  will 
provide  an  independent  view  of  agency 
operations  and  should  result  in  recom- 
mendations for  more  economical  and 
better  management.* 


UNCLASSIFIED  AUDIT  REPORT 
ON  DEFENSE  COST  OVERRUNS 

(Mr.  MOODY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter.) 
•  Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Project  on  Military  Procurement— a 
nonpartisan  organization  which  ex- 
poses waste  in  military  spending— re- 
cently obtained  a  copy  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  "Report  on  the 
Audit  of  the  Procurement  of  Aircraft 
Engine  Spare  Parts."  The  project's  di- 
rector, Dlna  Rasor,  provided  me  with  a 
copy  of  this  unclassified  study  last 
week. 


The  audit's  findings  of  Navy  and  Air 
Force  purchases  have  serious  implica- 
tions for  the  Federal  budget  and  for 
our  Nation's  defense  policy.  The  audit 
includes  findings  that: 

More  than  4,000  line  items  pur- 
chased by  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  in- 
creased over  500  percent  in  cost  be- 
tween 1980  and  1982.  One  spare  part 
increased  in  cost  by  1,600  percent; 

Contracting  officers  failed  to  imple- 
ment procedures  designed  to  assure 
that  the  Federal  Government  pays 
fair  and  reasonable  prices  for  engine 
parts,  and; 

Two  reasons  for  large  price  increases 
are  the  lack  of  thorough  review  of  con- 
tractor price  quotations  and  a  heavy 
reliance  on  sole-source  contracts. 

This  report  is  not  readily  available 
to  Congress  or  the  American  public. 
Therefore,  I  have  decided  to  reprint 
the  audit  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  Several  charts  and  appendices 
have  been  left  out  of  this  reprint  be- 
cause of  length,  however,  I  will  be 
happy  to  supply  them. 

The  text  of  the  report  follows: 

Report  on  the  Audit  of  the  Procurement 
OF  Aircraft  Engine  Spare  Parts 

PROJECT  3AP-021 

(Prepared  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  Department  of  Defense) 

June  10,  1983. 
Memorandum  for  Deputy  Under  Secretary 
OF  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing (Acquisition  Management).  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (MRA&L).  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Army  (IL&FM).  As- 
sistant   Secretary    of    the    Air    Force 
(FM),  Director,  Defense  Contract  Audit 
Agency.    Director,    Defense    Logistics 
Agency,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  (PM) 
(Subject:  Draft  Report  on  the  Audit  of  the 
Procurement    of    Aircraft    Engine    Spare 
Parts  (Project  3AP-021)) 
This  is  our  report  on  the  audit  of  the  pro- 
curement of  aircraft  engine  spare  parts.  The 
audit  was  made  from  November  1982  to  May 
1983  at  Navy  and  Air  Force  centers  that 
purchase  spare  aircraft  engine  components. 
The  objective  of  the  audit  was  to  determine 
if  the  DoD  was  economically  and  efficiently 
buying  aircraft  engine  spare  parts  at  fair 
and  reasonable  prices.  The  buying  centers 
we  visited  purchased  approximately  95  per- 
cent of  all  aircraft  engine  spare  parts  used 
by  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  and  in  FY  1982, 
spent  over  $1.2  billion  on  new  engine  spare 
parts. 

Navy  and  Air  Force  contracting  officers 
were  not  buying  engine  spare  parts  in  a  cost 
effective  manner  because  procedures  de- 
signed to  assure  the  Government  pays  fair 
and  reasonable  prices  were  not  being  imple- 
mented. Unit  prices  for  engine  spares  had 
escalated  rapidly  and  were  well  in  excess  of 
inflation  related  increases,  primarily  when 
sole  source  contracts  or  price  redetermina- 
ble  basic  ordering  agreements  were  used. 
The  Oklahoma  City  Air  Logistics  Center 
stopped  procuring  spares  on  price  redeter- 
minable  contracts  in  November  1981.  but 
the  San  Antonio  Air  Logistics  Center  and 
the  Navy's  Aviation  Supply  Office  (ASO) 
continue  to  use  this  type  of  contract.  Re- 
garding sole  source  contracts,  the  activities 
visited  attempted  to  increase  the  number  of 


competitive  procurements  but  the  lack  of 
manpower,  especially  engineering  manpow- 
er, resources  and  travel  funding  constraints 
limited  the  effectiveness  of  their  efforts. 
The  results  of  the  audit  are  summarized  in 
the  following  paragraphs,  and  the  details  to- 
gether with  audit  recommendations  are  con- 
tained in  Part  II  of  this  report. 

Almost     65     percent     of     replenishment 
engine  spares,  bought  more  than  once  in  a 
3-year  time  frame  by  the  activities  visited, 
had  cost  growth  in  excess  of  50  percent.  Of 
357  line  items  sampled,  about  .61  percent 
were  procured  on  sole  source  contracts  and 
27  percent  were  bought  using  fixed  price  re- 
determinable    basic    ordering    agreements. 
The  use  of  the  latter  type  of  contract  result- 
ed in  contracting  officers  paying  little  atten- 
tion to  the  unit  prices  paid  for  spare  parts, 
and  not  adequately  monitoring  contractor 
pricing  systems.  While  the  use  of  price  rede- 
terminable   basic   ordering   agreements   re- 
sulted in  unanticipated  price  increases,  the 
use  of  sole  source  contracts  (61  percent  of 
the  line  items  sampled)  resulted  in  known 
price  increases  that  exceeded  100  percent. 
On  these  items  contracting  officers  often 
negotiated  new  prices  with  little  regard  for 
the    price    previously    paid    for    the    same 
spares.   The  Oklahoma  City   Air  Logistics 
Center  estimated  that  repricing  in  FY  1982, 
of  parts  on  order  from  1981  and  prior,  re- 
sulted in  cost  growth  of  $140  million.  The 
Navy  experienced  a  comparable  increase  of 
$35    million    on    outstanding    undelivered 
spares  orders  in  the  same  period.  To  reduce 
cost  growth,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Navy  and 
the  Air  Force  should  direct  their  procure- 
ment activities  to  stop  using  price  redeter- 
minable  basic  ordering  agreements  unless  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  contractor  pricing 
systems  will  result  in  fair  and  reasonable 
prices,  and  to  take  steps  to  further  elimi- 
nate sole  source  procurements.  The  Service 
Secretaries  should  also  require  contracting 
officers  to  certify  that  the  price  of  an  item 
is  fair  and  reasonable  when  the  price  in- 
creases by  25  percent  or  more  in  a  12-month 
period. 

The  DoD  Breakout  Program  was  not  ef- 
fectively implemented  at  the  buying  centers 
visited.  Most  expenditures  on  engine  spare 
parts  were  on  sole  source  procurements 
from  prime  contractors.  Navy  and  Air  Force 
buying  commands  need  to  identify  potential 
new  sources  of  engine  spare  parts.  DoD  ac- 
quisition managers  must  Ewlequately  staff 
procurement  offices  to  effectively  imple- 
ment the  DoD  Breakout  Program. 

Solicitations  that  resulted  in  2  or  more 
bids  from  vendors  were  almost  always  inter- 
preted by  contracting  officers  as  'adequate 
competition"  even  though  prices  frequently 
increased  excessively.  In  some  cases  we  did 
not  consider  2  or  more  bids  as  being  "ade- 
quate competition ".  e.g.  when  a  prime  con- 
tractor and  its  licensee  were  the  2  bidders. 
Adequate  reviews  were  not  being  made  to 
determine  the  reasonableness  of  prices,  even 
on  large  price  increases,  if  "adequate  compe- 
tition "  was  considered  to  exist.  Navy  and  Air 
Force  acquisition  managers  needed  to  estab- 
lish more  definitive  policy  for  use  by  con- 
tracting officers  when  competitive  procure- 
ments result  in  price  increases. 

We  want  to  consider  your  comments  in 
preparing  the  final  report.  Please  provide  us 
with  your  written  comments  on  the  results 
of  review  and  of  the  recommendations  ad- 
dressed to  your  office  within  60  days  from 
the  date  of  this  memorandum.  To  facilitate 
processing  the  final  report  as  required  by 
DoD  Directive  5000.41,  the  comments 
should  Indicate  your  position  with  a  state- 
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ment  of  concurrence  or  nonconcurrence  to 
the  results  of  review  and  each  of  the  recom- 
mendations. For  those  recommendations 
with  a  position  of  concurrence,  describe  the 
actions  taken  and  the  estimated  dates  of 
planned  future  actions,  Per  those  positions 
of  nonconcurrence  please  state  the  specific 
reasons  for  the  position  taken  to  the  appli- 
cable results  of  review  and  recommenda- 
tions. If  appropriate  please  describe  alterna- 
tive actions  proposed  to  achieve  the  desired 
improvements. 

Please  contact  Mr.  Thomas  M.  Leahy  on 
694-1414  or  Mr.  Kenneth  P.  Malecki  on  694- 
3965  if  you  wish  to  further  discuss  the  draft 
report. 

Harold  Bloom. 

Director.  Acquisition  Support  Programs. 

PART  I— INTRODUCTIOK 

Background 
In  fiscal  year  1982.  DoD  activities  visited 
spent  over  $1.2  billion  to  buy  new  aircraft 
engine  spare  parts.  While  these  spares  were 
bought  using  a  variety  of  contractual  instru- 
ments, sole  source  procurement  and  price 
redeterminable  basic  ordering  agreements 
(BOAs)  covered  most  of  the  annual  dollar 
expenditures  on  spares.  The  "price  redeier- 
minable"  aspect  of  aircraft  engine  spare 
parts  procurement  has  led  to  increased  Con- 
gressional and  media  attention  due  to  DoD 
experiencing  significant  cost  growth  in  pro- 
curements of  engine  spare  parts. 
Objectii'es  and  Scope 
Our  s.udit  was  made  to  determine  If  DoD 
was  economically  and  efficiently  buying 
engine  spares  at  fair  and  reasonable  prices. 
We  especially  focused  on: 

Protection  of  the  Governments  interest 
In  sole-source  procurements. 

Efforts  by  Government  buying  activities 
to  improve  competition  among  spare  parts 
suppliers. 

Reasons  for  significant  price  increases 
when  procurements  were  first  time  competi- 
tive purchases. 

The  audit  was  made  during  the  period  No- 
vember 1982  through  May  1983  at  selected 
Navy  and  Air  Force  buying  centers  (Appen- 
dix H).  Activity  procuremt^l  history 
records,  stored  on  computer  tapes,  were 
screened  for  aircraft  engine  spare  parts 
(Federal  Supply  Class  2800  and  2900  series 
stock  numbers)  bought  in  calendar  years 
1980  through  1982.  We  developed  general 
statistics  that  identified  the  scope  of  the 
cost  growth  of  engine  spare  parts  and  re- 
viewed procurement  documents  for  selected 
transactions  that:  (a)  indicated  unit  price  in- 
creases of  more  than  100  percent  from  one 
buy  to  the  next:  (b)  increased  in  price  over 
100  percent  as  a  result  of  a  price  redetermi- 
nation: or  (c)  increased  in  unit  price  when 
the  part  was  purchased  competitively  fol- 
lowing a  previous  non-competitive  procure- 
ment. The  audit  was  made  in  accordance 
with  generally  accepted  auditing  standards 
and  the  results  were  based  on  information 
developed  from  procurement  history  files, 
examination  of  contractual  documents,  and 
discussions  with  procurement,  technical  and 
management  personnel. 

Prior  Audit  Coverage 
We  found  no  prior  reviews  or  audits  which 
specifically  addressed  the  cost  growth  of  air- 
craft engine  spare  parts.  Our  research  in- 
cluded an  interrogation  of  the  Audit  Report 
Tracking  System  (ARTS)  maintained  by  the 
DOD  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Audit 
Pollowup.  The  ARTS  contains  audit  reports 
which  Include  (a)  GAO  recommendations 
made  to  DOD  since  January  1.  1979.  and  (b) 
Defense    Inspector    General— formerly    De- 


fense Audit  Service  (DAS)— recommenda- 
tions since  October  1.  1980.  We  also  re- 
viewed the  master  logs  of  audit  reports 
issued  by  the  Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing  and  the  Service  audit  organiza- 
tio.is. 

PART  II— riNDINCS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  COST  GROWTH  OF  AIRCRAFT  ENGINE  SPARE 

PARTS 

Finding 
Our  review  of  the  procurement  history 
records  for  3  DoD  procurement  activities  in- 
dicated that  65  percent  of  the  aircraft 
engine  spare  pa'-ts  bought  twice  or  more 
during  calendar  years  1980  through  1982  ex 
perienced  cost  growth  in  excess  of  50  per- 
cent. During  this  same  3  year  period,  over 
4.000  spare  parts  increased  in  price  over  500 
percent.  Increases  in  material  costs  or  other 
inflation  factors  cannot  explain  or  justify 
prices  being  paid  by  the  Government  for 
aircraft  engine  spare  parts.  Defense  Acquisi- 
tion Regulation  (DAR)  3-801.1  states  that; 

"It  is  the  policy  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  procure  supplies  and  services  from 
responsible  sources  at  fair  and  reasonable 
prices  calculated  to  result  in  the  lowest  ulti- 
mate overall  cost  to  the  Government.  Good 
pricing  depends  primarily  upon  the  exercise 
of  sound  judgement  by  all  personnel  con- 
cerned with  the  procurement." 

Since  DAR  3-801.2(b>  assigns  specific  re- 
sponsibility for  the  contract  price  to  con- 
tracting officers,  they  must  share  the  re- 
sponsibility for  the  dramatic  cost  growth. 

Among  the  primary  reasons  for  large  in- 
creases in  the  cost  of  aircraft  engine  spare 
parts  in  recent  years  were: 

Lack  of  buyer  in-depth  review  of  contrac- 
tor price  quotations  and  price  redetermina- 
tions under  price  redeterminable  basic  or- 
dering agreements. 

Lack  of  buyer  concern  with  unit  price  in- 
creases for  aircraft  engine  spare  parts 
bought  under  other  sole  source  type  con- 
tracts. 

Clericalization  of  the  procurement  func- 
tion. 

Discussion  of  Details 
Sacft^round.  To  pro'ide  flexibility  in  the 
purchase  of  aircraft  engine  spare  parts, 
many  types  of  contracts  are  available  to  the 
-contracting  parties.  These  contract  types 
vary  as  to  the  degree  of  risk  assumed  by  the 
contractor  and  the  amount  of  profit  incen- 
Live  offered  the  contractor  to  exceed  stand- 
ards. When  a  contract  award  is  based  on 
effective  price  competition,  there  is  reasona- 
ble assurance  that  the  contract  price  repre- 
sents a  realistic  pricing  standard,  including 
a  profit  factor  commensurate  with  the  risk 
assumed.  In  the  absence  of  competitive 
forces,  however,  it  is  DOD  policy  that  the 
contract  type  selected  should  tie  profits  to 
the  contractor's  efficiency  in  controlling 
costs  and  meeting  desired  standards  of  per- 
formance, reliability,  quality  and  delivery. 

Basic  Ordering  Agreements  (BOAs)  speed 
up  the  procurement  process.  The  contractor 
issues  an  article  price  list  (APL)  of  spare 
parts  that  will  be  provided.  Purchase  orders 
are  placed  against  the  BOA  citing  the  prices 
listed.  If  the  BOA  is  "firm,  fixed  price."  the 
actual  price  charged  to  DoD  is  the  price 
listed.  If  the  BOA  is  fixed  price-redetermin- 
able,  the  price  charged  will  be  that  which  is 
current  at  the  time  of  delivery.  In  the  latter 
case,  the  contractor's  risk  is  minimal  be- 
cause increased  costs  are  simply  passed  on 
to  the  Government. 

Extent  0/  Cost  Growth  of  Aircraft  Engine 
Spare  Parts.  Procurement  history  computer 
tape   files   from   3   Service   buying   centers 


were  used  to  determine  the  extent  of  cost 
growth  of  aircraft  engine  spare  parts  during 
the  calendar  year  period  1980  through  1982. 
The  percentage  increases  (cost  growth) 
shown  in  the  table  below  were  extracted 
from  the  computer  tapes  by  using  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  highest  and  the  lowest 
unit  prices  indicated  for  parts  bought  at  any 
time  during  the  3  year  period. 

As  indicated  in  the  table,  over  9,700  line 
items  (64.9  percent)  of  aircraft  engine  spare 
parts,  with  at  least  2  prices  on  record  during 
the  3  year  period,  increased  in  price  over  50 
percent.  Of  even  greater  significance  is  the 
fact  that  over  4.000  line  items  (27  percent) 
increased  over  500  percent.  Inflation  factors 
cannot  be  used  to  explain  these  statistics. 
For  example,  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
(CPI)  for  the  same  period  (1980-82)  showed 
an  increase  of  27.2  percent.  Hence,  defects 
in  the  procurement  process  accounted  for 
much  of  these  increases,  as  follows: 

Basic  Ordering  Agreements  (BOAs).  We 
examined  171  purchase  orders  (POs)  placed 
against  BOAs  written  by  Navy  and  Air 
Force  buying  centers  for  aircraft  engine 
spare  parts  to  be  provided  by  the  Pratt  and 
Whitney  Aircraft  Corporation.  Unit  prices 
for  the  items  selected  had  increased  in  price 
by  at  least  100  percent.  Examples  of  the 
cost  growth  in  unit  prices  for  spares  pur- 
chased from  Pratt  and  Whitney  are  provid- 
ed in  Appendix  B.  This  cost  growth  resulted 
because  the  contractor  had  not  performed  a 
satisfactory  job  of  estimating  spares  deliv- 
ery prices  as  evidenced  by  comparing  the 
BOA  price  at  the  time  of  the  order  with  the 
price  actually  paid  at  the  time  of  delivery. 
The  use  of  price  redeterminable  BOAs  al- 
lowed the  contractor  to  raise  prices  without 
contracting  officers  either  monitoring  unit 
price  increases  or  questioning  significant 
cost  growth.  Until  one  procurement  activity 
publicized  its  concern  over  the  price  in- 
creases, little  effort  was  being  made  to  limit 
exorbitant  cost  growth. 

The  impact  of  un't  price  increases  can  be 
significant.  The  Oklahoma  City  Air  Logis- 
tics Center  (OCALC)  identified  78  parts  or- 
dered under  a  redeterminable  BOA  that 
more  than  tripled  in  price  as  a  result  of  1982 
repricing.  We  examined  procurement  docu- 
ments for  73  of  those  items  that  were  or- 
dered at  a  total  cost  of  $1.4  million.  When 
they  were  replaced  in  1982.  the  cost  climbed 
to  $4.3  million  and  may  be  even  greater 
since  several  parts  are  not  scheduled  for  de- 
livery until  late  1983  or  1984  and  will  be  sub- 
ject to  repricing  in  each  of  those  years. 

For  example,  in  1981.  OCALC  ordered  3 
case  assemblies,  stock  number  2840-00-945- 
6508.  at  a  unit  price  of  $6,445.65.  for  deliv- 
ery in  1984.  The  3  units  were  priced  by  Pratt 
and  Whitney  at  $7,968.  The  1982  Article 
Price  List  showed  a  unit  cost  of  $45,236.11. 
Final  unit  cost  of  the  item  will  not  be 
known  until  1984.  so  the  contractor  will 
have  2  more  opportunities  to  reprice  the 
item.  Air  Force  buying  offices  have  recently 
started  to  question  such  price  increases,  but 
acceptance  of  redetermined  prices  without 
questioning  those  prices  has  provided  con- 
tractors with  a  "blank  check"  and  no  incen- 
tive to  cut  costs.  The  results  of  our  compari- 
son between  1981  and  1982  Pratt  &  Whitney 
price  lists  for  the  Navy  BOA  are  in  Appen- 
dix C. 

Pratt  and  Whitney's  Pricing  System.  Ap- 
pendix D  gives  examples  of  aircraft  engine 
spare  parts  purchased  from  Pratt  and  Whit- 
ney. The  contractor  bought  the  items  from 
a  vendor,  applied  labor  and  material 
markup  factors  and  arrived  at  unit  prices 
charged  to  the  Government.  As  shown  In 


Appendix  D,  DoD  pays  a  premium  when  the 
prime  contractor  buys  spares  for  the  Gov- 
ernment. The  examples  in  the  appendix 
were  taken  from  an  analysis  made  by  the 
Air  Force  Plant  Representative  Office 
(AFPRO)  (Detachment  5).  Pratt  and  Whit- 
ney Aircraft  Engine  Group,  East  Hartford. 
Connecticut,  and  were  certified  by  APTRO 
personnel  as  correct  unit  prices  charged  to 
the  Government. 

DAR  3-404.5(c)(i)  indicates  that  'price  re- 
determinable contracts  shall  not  be  used 
unless  the  contractoi's  accounting  system  is 
adequate  for  price  redetermination  pur- 
poses."  In  addition.  DAR  3-801. 2(b)  states 
that 

determination  of  the  suitability  of 

the  contract  price  •  to  the  Government 
always  remains  the  responsibility  of  the 
contracting  officer." 

While  we  did  not  review  Pratt  and  Whit- 
ney's accounting  system,  we  believe  the  cost 
growth  experienced  supports  the  conclu- 
sions that: 

Pratt  and  Whitney's  accounting  system 
does  not  result  in  "fair  and  reasonable" 
prices  charged  for  aircraft  engine  spare 
parts. 

Contracting  officers  should  not  accept  un- 
supported price  increases. 

The  report  of  an  Ad  Hoc  Pricing  Team 
formed  by  the  Commander  of  the  AFPRO. 
West  Palm  Beach.  Florida,  to  investigate 
the  34  parts  identified  in  an  OCALC  letter, 
offered  additional  support  for  the  unaccep- 
tability  of  the  Pratt  and  Whitney  pricing 
system.  The  Team  reviewed  selected  high 
dollar  orders  accounting  for  approximately 
$38  million  of  the  $140  million  increase  re- 
ported by  OCALC.  The  Team  reported  that: 
■'The  primary  element  driving  costs  up  is 
markup.  It  accounted  for  67  percent  of  the 
1982  cost  increase.  The  compounding  of  ele- 
vated markup  and  increased  standards  had 
a  significant  adverse  affect  on  total  spare 
parts  redeterminable  prices.  Coupling  excess 
markup  with  its  negotiated  profit,  P&W  re- 
ceived 32  percent  more  compensation  than 
its  expected  costs.  Aside  from  DAR  allow- 
ability considerations.  GPD  (Pratt  and 
Whitney  Government  Products  Division)  lit- 
erally has  no  incentive  to  control  indirect 
costs  reflected  in  the  price  of  P&W  spares." 
Other  Aircraft  Engine  Parts  Suppliers. 
Significant  price  increases  we  not  limited  to 
Pratt  and  Whitney  spare  parte.  The  chart 
below  summarizes  by  contractor  and  type  of 
award  our  sample  of  procuremente  re- 
viewed. 

Appendix  E  lists  examples  of  aircraft 
engine  spare  parts  purchased  from  vendors 
other  than  Pratt  and  Whitney  that  have  ex- 
perienced significant  cost  growth.  As  with 
Pratt  and  Whitney,  buyers  did  not  attempt 
to  determine  the  fairness  and  reasonable- 
ness of  these  prices  in  all  cases  shown.  Cata- 
log prices  were  accepted  or  prices  were  nego- 
tiated with  little  regard  for  the  price  previ- 
ously paid  for  spares.  In  a  memorandum  to 
the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  dated 
April  19.  1983.  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
stated 

•  •  •  it  is  become  apparent  that  perhaps  a 
broader  problem  exists,  that  industry  has 
not  been  challenged  sufficiently  to  justify 
the  prices  we  pay.  I  am  particularly  con- 
cerned that  we  have  paid  insufficient  atten- 
tion to  the  pricing  of  vender  furnished  com- 
ponente  to  prime  contractors  *  *  *." 

Time  constraints  appeared  to  be  the 
major  reason  for  the  routine  acceptance  of 
unit  prices  quoted  by  the  contractors.  Two 
factors  must  be  addressed  by  management  if 
cost  growth  is  to  be  effectively  controlled. 


Management  primarily  emphasizes  timely     contracting  method  should  then  only  be  re 
support  to  operational  units.  While  this  is  ^  sumed  when  confidence  in  the  integrity  of 


important  it  should  not  be  the  only  consid 
eration.  as  shown  in  DAR  Section  3-801.1: 

"It  is  the  policy  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  procure  supplies  "  *  '  from  respon- 
sible sources  at  fair  and  reasonable  prices 
calculated  to  result  in  the  lowest  ultimate 
overall  cost  to  the  Government." 

Each  buyer's  performance  is  measured 
more  on  quantity  than  on  quality.  Manage- 
ment indicators  emphasize  the  volume  of 
purchase  requests  and  the  processing  time. 
Cost  is  not  a  major  consideration. 

Buying  "Simple"  Engine  Spares.  The  ad- 
verse impact  of  the  way  that  the  Navy  and 
Air  Force  buy  engine  spares  can  be  further 
demonstrated  by  the  high  unit  costs  paid 
for  relatively  "simple"  parte.  Appendix  F 
lists  examples  and  pictures  of  spare  parte 
for  which  DoD  activities  are  paying  high 
prices.  The  examples  are  presented  as  addi- 
tional evidence  of  the  need  for  contracting 
officers  and  supporting  engineering  and 
supply  personnel  to:  Become  aware  of  what 
is  being  purchased  and  aggressively  chal- 
lenge unti  prices  that  appear  unreasonable, 
work  within  the  framework  of  an  effective 
breakout  program,  and  support  the  competi- 
tion advocate's  role  in  controlling  cost 
growth  through  competition. 

Clericalization  of  the  Procurement  Func- 
tion. When  spare  parte  are  bought  under  a 
BOA.  the  procurement  process  is  more 
timely  and  procurement  workload  is  re- 
duced. DoD  activities  have  essentially  recog- 
nized these  advantages  and  were  increasing 
their  use  of  BOAs.  We  were  informed  by 
management  at  OCALC  that  prior  to  No- 
vember 1981.  one  person  mechanically  proc- 
essed all  purchase  orders  (POs)  placed 
against  the  price  redeterminable  contract 
with  Pratt  and  Whitney.  When  OCALC 
stopped  ordering  spares  on  the  BOA  in  No- 
vember 1981  the  additional  workload  placed 
on  the  Procurement  Directorate  resulted  in 
a  need  for  9  additional  people.  The  OCALC 
has  not  yet  identified  savings  associated 
with  the  termination  for  the  use  of  price  re- 
determinable contracte  with  Pratt  and 
Whitney,  but  expecte  they  will  be  consider- 
able. The  SAA.LC  remained  committed  to 
the  use  of  price  redeterminable  BOAs.  Pur- 
chase orders  to  be  placed  against  BOAs  are 
handled  by  1  buyer.  GS7-1102.  and  2  clerks. 
GS5/4-1106. 

Procurement  personnel  processing  POs 
under  price  redeterminable  BOAs  were  not 
required  to  question  cost  growth.  Contract- 
ing Officers  (COs)  responsibilities  included 
challenging  exorbitant  unit  prices  and  de- 
termining that  they  meet  the  requirement 
of  "fair  and  reasonable  ".  Such  challenges 
were  virtually  nonexistent. 

Buyer  Errors.  Three  pricing  errors  total- 
ling $248,738  were  uncovered  during  the 
audit  at  SAALC  and  OCALC.  Two  errors 
were  corrected  during  the  audit,  resulting  in 
Immediate  savings  of  $247,200.  The  third 
error  could  not  be  corrected  and  resulted  in 
the  Government  paying  $1,538  more  for 
spare  parte  than  it  should  have  paid.  Appen- 
dix G  provides  details  of  the  transactions. 
Since  the  errors  were  not  caused  by  policy 
decisions,  no  recommendations  are  provided. 
Recommendations 
We  recommend  that  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Navy  and  the  Air  Force: 

1.  Temporarily  stop  using  price  redeter- 
minable basic  ordering  agreemente  on 
engine  spares  procured  from  Pratt  and 
Whitney  and  other  contractors  while  pro- 
curing contracting  officers  review  the  pric- 
ing history   and  accounting  systems.  This 


the  contractor's  pricing  system  has  been  es- 
tablished and  proven  to  charge  fair  and  rea- 
sonable prices  for  aircraft  engine  spare 
parte. 

2.  Require  Administrative  Contracting  Of- 
ficers to  withdraw  approval  of  the  Pratt  and 
Whitney  purchasing  system  as  authorized 
under  Defense  Acquisition  Regulation  23- 
105.  Revalidation  of  the  contractors  system 
should  be  undertaken  as  a  separate  project 
after  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force  have  been 
satisfied  that  control  of  the  cost  growth  of 
individual  spare  parte  prices  has  been  re- 
stored. 

3.  Reestablish  cost  as  a  primary  concern 
of  procurement  activities  by  requiring  the 
Contracting  Officer  to  certify  that  the  price 
of  an  item  is  fair  and  reasonable  when  the 
price  increases  by  25  percent  or  more  in  a 
12-month  period. 

4.  Identify  and  fill  manpower  require- 
mente  necessary  to  implement  the  changes 
in  recommendations  1  through  3. 

B.  COMPETITION  AND  SPARE  PARTS  PRICING 

Finding 
The  buying  centers  visited  were  not  iden- 
tifying potential  sources  of  aircraft  engine 
spare  parts,  and  as  a  result,  the  DoD  Break- 
out Program  was  not  effectively  implement- 
ed. Most  spare  parts  expenditures  (75  per- 
cent at  SAALC  for  example)  continued  to  be 
on  sole  source  procurements  from  prime 
contractors  even  though  significant  oppor- 
tunities for  breakout  exist.  Guidance  for  im- 
proving the  competitive  status  of  sole  source 
procurements  is  provided  in  the  Joint  Regu- 
lation on  the  DoD  High  Dollar  Spare  Parte 
Breakout  Program  (AFR  57-6.  and 
NAVMAT  INST  4200.33A).  The  Secretary  of 
Defense,  in  a  memorandum  issued  Septem- 
ber 9.  1982.  directed  that  maximum  empha- 
sis be  placed  on  competitive  procurement. 
By  not  challenging  sole  source  procure- 
ments and  taking  other  actions  to  improve 
the  competitive  status  of  spare  parts,  the 
buying  centers  paid  premium  prices  to 
prime  contractors.  These  contractors  are 
not  the  actual  manufacturers  in  most  cases: 
therefore,  the  price  included  overhead  and 
other  mark-up  factors  that  would  not  be 
paid  if  the  parte  were  bought  directly  from 
the  actual  manufacturers.  For  example. 
OCALC  estimated  tha'  80  percent  of  engine 
spare  parts  being  bought  from  Pratt  and 
Whitney  were  manufactured  by  subcontrac- 
tors. 

Competitive  procurement  was  restricted 
based  on  the  recommendation  of  the  prime 
contractor.  The  most  common  reason  for  re- 
stricting procurement  was  that  the  items 
were  considered  critical,  thus  requiring  engi- 
neering source  approval  by  the  design  con- 
trol activity  to  maintain  the  quality  of  the 
item.  Whether  the  item  iteelf  could  be  suc- 
cessfully manufactured  by  another  source 
or  procured  directly  from  the  actual  manu- 
facturer was  not  evaluated  by  Government 
engineering  personnel.  There  was  a  reluc- 
tance by  the  engineers  to  consider  alternate 
sources  without  the  approval  of  the  prime 
contractor.  Reviews  of  the  breakout  poten- 
tial were  not  being  made.  We  also  noted 
that  some  of  the  competitive  procuremente 
were  suspect  in  that  the  provisions  of  DAR 
3-807.7  involving  the  adequacy  of  price  com- 
petition were  not  met. 

Discussion  of  Details 

Background.  It  is  OoD  policy  to  procure 
spare  parte  competitively  whenever  it  is 
technically  and  economically  feasible  to  do 
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so.  In  a  memor&ndum  issued  on  September 
9,  1982.  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  direct 
Ing  maximum  emphasis  on  competitive  pro- 
curement, stated: 

"No  type  of  purchase  is  automatically  ex- 
cluded from  this  decision  to  maximize  com- 
petition and  this  direction  applies  regardless 
of  the  level  of  the  requesting  officittl  or  the 
Importance  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  con- 
tract. Particular  attention  should  be  given 
to  those  areas  where  the  assumption  tradi- 
tionally has  t)een  made  that  competition  is 
not  available". 

The  objective  of  the  High  Dollar  Spare 
Parts  Breakout  Program  is  the  earliest  pos- 
sible identification  and  screening  of  spare 
parts  to  determine  the  optimum  procure- 
ment method,  particularly  the  potential  for 
breakout  to  either  competition  or  direct 
purchase  from  the  actual  manufacturers. 

Identification  and  Qualification  of  New 
Sources.  Buying  centers  were  not  effective 
in  their  efforts  to  identify  potential  new 
sources  of  aircraft  engine  spare  parts.  Con- 
tractors who  submitted  unsolicited  propos- 
als were  either  rejected  outright  or  required 
to  undergo  a  lengthy  qualification  process 
that  often  involved  evaluation  by  the  prime 
contractor.  Examples  of  what  can  happen 
under  existing  qualification  criteria  are 
shown  in  the  following  cases. 

The  first  case  involved  a  SAALC  require- 
ment for  15.658  divergent  nozzle  assemblies 
to  be  used  on  the  P-100  engine.  B.H.  Air- 
craft Co.  submitted  an  unsolicited  proposal 
offering  to  manufacture  the  assemblies  for 
$1,395  each.  The  prior  procurement  of  this 
part  was  at  a  unit  price  of  $2,469.  arrived  at 
by  competition  between  Pratt  and  Whitney 
and  one  of  their  European  licensees.  N.  V. 
PhUips.  B.H.  Aircraft's  proposal  was  not  ac- 
cepted because  the  part  was  coded  for  engi- 
neering source  approval,  and  B.H.  Aircraft 
was  not  an  approved  source  for  this  part. 
B.H.  Aircraft  attempted  to  become  approved 
for  this  procurement;  however  the  qualifica- 
tion process,  which  the  company  felt  was 
unreasonable,  was  not  completed  In  time 
and  the  award  would  have  gone  to  N.  V. 
Philips  had  B.H.  Aircraft  not  brought  their 
problems  to  a  number  of  organizations,  in- 
cluding a  formal  protest  with  the  General 
Accounting  Office.  Eventually  B.H.  Aircraft 
was  qualified  and  won  the  award  for  a  re- 
duced quantity  of  7.223  at  $1,234  each.  It  is 
not  unreasonable  to  assume  that,  had  B.H. 
Aircraft  not  submitted  their  unsolicited  pro- 
posal and  persisted  in  their  efforts,  a  unit 
price  approximating  $2,469  would  have  been 
paid  again.  Qualifying  B.H.  Aircraft  saved 
nearly  $9  million  on  this  one  purchase. 

The  second  case  involved  an  SAAIiC  re- 
quirement for  10.753  liner  assemblies  for 
the  F-lOO  engine.  Again  B.H.  Aircraft  sub- 
mitted an  unsolicited  proposal  to  manufac- 
ture the  part.  The  unit  cost  proposed  by 
B.H.  Aircraft  was  $225  each.  The  prior  low 
bid  on  the  liner  assembly  was  a  unit  price  of 
$355.  B.H.  Aircraft  again  had  to  undergo  a 
qualification  process  for  this  part.  They 
were  eventually  qualified  to  manufacture 
the  part  but  lost  the  award  when  a  "best 
and  final  offer"  resolicltation  resulted  In 
N.V.  PhUips  reducing  their  price  to  $188 
each.  Again,  because  of  the  B.H.  Aircraft 
bid.  the  Government  saved  nearly  $2  mil- 
Uon. 

In  another  example  SAAI.C  had  a  require- 
ment for  68  seals  used  on  the  J-85  engine. 
The  seals  were  bought  previously  from  the 
General  Electric  Company  (GE)  and  Don- 
ailco  Inc..  a  surplus  de&ler.  Donallco  had 
supplied  the  seal  at  a  unit  cost  of  $408.43 
but  was  not  able  to  bid  on  a  later  solicita- 


tion. General  Electric  Co.  bid  $1,461.30  per 
unit.  Aster  Engineering  Corporation  submit- 
ted an  unsolicited  proposal  (unit  price  not 
identified  in  procurement  files)  as  did 
Alamo  Aircraft,  another  surplus  dealer. 
Alamo  Aircraft  bid  $819.40  and  indicated 
that  their  source  of  supply  was  an  approved 
G.E.  vendor.  Both  Aster  Engineering  and 
Alamo  Aircraft  were  disapproved  as  sources 
of  supply  by  the  SAALC  Material  Manage- 
ment Engineering  Division.  Crltlcallty  of 
the  part  and  quality  control  and  testing  pro- 
cedures provided  by  GE  were  cited  as  rea- 
sons for  buying  the  item  from  the  prime 
contractor.  In  this  case.  SAALC  did  not  re- 
quest sample  items  for  test  and  evaluation 
from  either  Aster  Engineering  or  Alamo  Air- 
craft. While  the  2  surplus  dealers  had  an  ob- 
vious price  advantage  over  the  manufactur- 
er. General  Electric,  potential  savings  of 
over  $43,000  were  nevertheless  lost  in  this 
Instance.  Contract  files  did  not  Indicate  if 
SAALC  would  try  to  qualify  Aster  Engineer- 
ing or  Alamo  Aircraft  to  manufacture  or 
supply  parts  for  future  procurement. 

Breakout  Programs.  In  reviewing  the 
breakout  programs  at  the  3  activities  we 
found  that  it  was  limited  to  screening  the 
procurement  method  codes  (PMCs).  There 
was  little  effort  devoted  to  trying  to  change 
the  codes  to  the  competitive  ones  or  to  con- 
sider procurement  from  the  actual  manufac- 
turer. In  cases  where  the  effort  was  made, 
items  that  were  broken  out  to  the  actual 
manufacturer  were  offered  by  the  prime 
contractor  after  pressure  from  the  buying 
centers.  These  were  generally  low  dollar, 
low  volume  items.  For  example,  in  July 
1979.  the  Commander.  SAALC  requested  of 
Pratt  and  Whitney  a  listing  of  all  suppliers 
of  FlOO  engine  parts  to  which  Pratt  and 
Whitney  "added  no  value".  The  company 
responded  with  a  list  of  1.462  items.  SAALC 
reported  that  85  percent  have  been  openly 
competed  or  purchased  directly  from  the 
actual  manufacturer.  The  remainder  had 
not  come  up  in  a  buy  position  and  therefore 
had  not  been  screened.  The  SAALC  had  not 
reported  savings  associated  with  this  break- 
out effort.  We  noted  that  of  the  1.462  items 
only  41  percent  were  coded  for  open  compe- 
tition. The  remaining  items  had  restrictive 
procurement  method  suffix  codes  assigned 
and  were  not  openly  competed.  Other  than 
these  statistics,  personnel  responsible  for 
breakout  were  unable  to  show  what  Items 
were  broken  out  as  a  direct  result  of  the 
breakout  program  because  no  statistical  In- 
formation was  required  to  be  maintained. 

The  engineering  division  Is  reponslble  for 
assigning  and/or  changing  the  PMC  codes. 
At  an  AFLC  briefing  on  April  11.  1983.  the 
Deputy  Director  of  Material  Management. 
SAALC  stated: 

"My  purpose  here  is  to  make  It  clear  that 
within  AFLC  we  do  not  maintain  a  dedicat- 
ed group  of  professional  engineers  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  accomplishing  competitive 
breakout.  Our  engineers  are  assigned  to  the 
items  and  system  management  functional 
divisions.  Depending  on  the  volume  of  work 
that  might  exist  at  any  single  point  In  time 
.  .  .  (the)  breakout  effort  could  and  prob- 
ably would  be  backlogged.  More  important- 
ly, time  and  resources  are  silmost  nonexist- 
ent for  the  purpose  of  searching  out  alter- 
nate sources  of  supply.  On  the  other  hand. 
If  a  previously  unknown  source  seeks  quali- 
fication, that  action— t>elng  so  labor  Inten- 
sive—would probably  have  to  take  Its  place 
among  the  priority." 

We  found  that  the  PMC  code  assigned  was 
usually  the  code  recommended  by  the  prime 
contractor  without  a  thorough  evaluation. 


Once  these  codes  were  assigned,  there  was 
no  evidence  that  they  would  be  changed 
when  the  Item  came  up  for  review.  Engi- 
neers and  technical  personnel  were  reluc- 
tant to  consider  aircraft  engine  spares  for 
breakout  to  a  more  competitive  status  be- 
cause there  was  no  confidence  in  the  ability 
of  anyone  but  the  prime  contractor  to  deliv- 
er a  quality  product. 

Procurement  personnel  seldom  challenged 
PMC  codes.  Of  430  contract  files  reviewed. 
387  were  coded  for  sole  source  procurement. 
No  other  method  of  procurement  was  con- 
sidered even  when  the  item  was  one  where 
competition  would  be  likely  to  exist.  The 
major  motivation  for  procurement  person- 
nel was  the  timely  processing  of  documenta- 
tion. Sole  source  procurements  are  faster, 
easier  and  safer. 

Buying  activities  must  become  aggressive 
in  seeking  competition.  Every  effort  should 
be  made  to  reduce  sole  source  designators  at 
the  time  of  the  Initial  assignment  of  PMC 
codes.  ASO  had  a  program  to  break-out 
items  at  the  time  of  the  initial  coding  con- 
ferences. At  one  series  of  conferences  held 
with  G.E.  in  fiscal  year  1982,  the  Navy  re- 
ported that  73  percent  of  the  spare  parts  on 
the  F404  engine  were  coded  for  procure- 
ment from  the  actual  manufacturer.  This 
represented  a  marked  Improvement  over 
other  ASO  attempts  to  break  out  Items. 
However,  participation  in  8  other  confer- 
ences scheduled  for  fiscal  year  1982  were 
cancelled  due  to  a  lack  of  travel  funds  and 
manpower  engineering  resources.  Thus  a 
program  with  considerable  cost  saving  po- 
tential was  being  allowed  to  languish  be- 
cause of  a  lack  of  travel  funds  and  manpow- 
er resources. 

Competition.  Of  430  parts  increasing  in 
price  more  than  100  percent.  43  were  consid- 
ered by  the  buyer  to  be  procured  competi- 
tively. Procurements  were  considered  com- 
petitive even  if  only  two  bids  were  received, 
and  one  of  the  bidders  was  not  a  manufac- 
turer. When  competitive  procurements  also 
result  in  substantial  price  increases  over  the 
previously  paid  unit  price,  contracting  offi- 
cers should  evaluate  and  explain  the  reason 
for  the  cost  growth. 

The  above  chart  also  shows  that  PCOs 
were  disregarding  DAR  3-807.7  on  adequate 
price  competition.  The  DAR  states  that 
price  competition  should  not  be  considered 
adequate  if:  (1)  the  low  competitor  has  a 
definite  advantage  over  the  other  competi- 
tors; or  (2)  the  lowest  final  price  Is  not  rea- 
sonable. We  do  not  believe  it  was  proper  for 
PCOs  to  determine  adequate  price  competi- 
tion existed  when  the  lowest  price  quoted 
was  100  percent  more  than  the  previous 
price  paid  In  a  recent  period.  However,  if  at 
least  two  bids  were  received,  a  buy  was  con- 
sidered competitive  regardless  of  price 
quoted. 

Steps  in  the  Right  Direction.  The  3  buying 
centers  visited  have  individually  attempted 
to  improve  the  number  of  competitive  pro- 
curements. However,  the  lack  of  manpower 
resources  and  travel  funding  constraints 
have  limited  the  effectiveness  of  the  cen- 
ters' efforts.  In  July  1979  the  SAALC  asked 
Pratt  and  Whitney  Aircraft  to  breakout 
FlOO  engine  spares.  As  of  April  11.  1983 
SAALC  reported  that  85  percent  of  1,462 
items  had  been  broken  out  to  the  original 
manufacturers.  The  OCALC  competition  ad- 
vocate requested  $93  million  of  parts  be 
broken  out  by  11  prime  contractors  and  re- 
ports that  the  results  to  date  are  promising. 
As  discussed  prevloulsly,  the  ASO  effective- 
ly broke  out  73  percent  of  spare  parts  for 
the  F404  engine,  but  further  breakout  ef- 


forts were  discontinued  due  to  travel  fund- 
ing constraints  and  the  lack  of  necessary  en- 
gineering resources.  If  the  DOD  breakout 
program  is  to  be  effective,  necessary  man- 
power resources  must  be  dedicated  to  the 
task  when  the  weapon  system  and  Items  are 
first  brought  into  the  Inventory. 
Recommendations 
We  recommend  that  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Navy  and  Air  Force  require  that: 

1.  Engineering  manpower  resources  re- 
quired to  implement  an  aggressive  and  ef- 
fective DoD  Spare  Parts  Breakout  Program 
be  Identified  and  hired. 

2.  Breakout  program  managers  attend 
procurement  method  coding  conferences 
with  contractor  personnel,  and  require  the 
contractor  to  justify  all  noncompetitive 
codes. 

3.  A  management  Information  system  be 
established  to  track  the  success  of  the  con- 
version from  contr8w;tor  recommended  pro- 
curement codes  to  fully  competitive  pro- 
curement status  so  that  the  benefits  of  the 
program  are  established  versus  the  cost  to 
administer  the  program. 

4.  The  Competition  Advocates  be  in- 
formed of  all  unsolicited  proposals  for  sole 
or  limited  source  items  so  that  identified 
sources  of  supply  are  considered  on  future 
procurements. 

5.  There  be  coordination  between  engi- 
neering persormel  and  the  Competition  Ad- 
vocates to  review  potential  new  sources  of 
spare  parts. 

6.  Competition  that  results  in  substantial 
price  Increases  be  fully  documented  and  jus- 
tified in  contract  files. 

We  recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  appoint  a  full  time  competition  advo- 
cate who  reports  directly  to  the  commander 
of  the  applicable  buying  activity.* 


Mr.  Leland,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  BoLAND,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Zablocki,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Waxman,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Brooks,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  BoNioR  of  Michigan,  for  60  min- 
utes, on  July  25. 

Mr.  Hughes,  for  60  minutes,  on  July 
26. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  RoDiNO  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Wright),  for  today,  on  account  of  a 
death  in  the  family. 

Mr.  Shaw  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Michel),  for  today,  on  account  of  a 
death  in  the  family. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Bateman)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material: ) 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  for  60  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  for  30  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  RuDD,  for  60  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Rttdd.  for  60  minutes,  on  July 
27. 

Mr.  Walker,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  McDade.  for  10  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Weaver)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Annunzio.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  remarks  was 
granted  to: 

Mr.  Seiberling,  and  to  include  extra- 
neous material  in  connection  with  the 
debate  on  the  Seiberling  amendment 
to  H.R.  2969. 

Mr.  Moody,  and  to  include  extrane- 
ous matter,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  it  exceeds  two  pages  of  the 
Record  and  is  estimated  by  the  Public 
Printer  to  cost  $1,690.50. 

Mr.  P>ickle.  to  revise  and  extend  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  during 
debate  on  Defense  authorization  and 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  (3ore). 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Bateman)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter: ) 

Mr.  Rogers. 

Mr.  Campbell. 

Mr.  Shuster. 

Mr.  Dannemeyer. 

Mr.  Pritchard. 

Mr.  Clinger. 

Mr.  Oilman  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Kemp  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Denny  Smith. 

Mr.  Porter  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Siljander  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Lowery  of  California. 

Mr.  Michel  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Bereuter. 

Mr.  Shumway. 

Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  Schneider. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Weaver)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mrs.  Kennelly. 

Mr.  Ottinger  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  SiKORSKi. 

Mr.  Fascell. 

Mr.  SCHUMER. 

Mr.  Yatron. 
Mr.  Garcia. 

Mr.  AODABBO. 

Mr.  RoDiNO  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  DiNGELL. 

Mr.  Bedell. 
Mr.  Ackerman. 
Mr.  NowAK. 
Ms.  Oakar. 
Mr.  McDonald. 
Mr.  Erdreich. 
Mr.  Won  Pat. 
Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  Barnes. 
Mr.  Wax:man. 
Mr.  Pepper. 


Mr.  ROYBAL. 

Mr.  Fauntroy. 

Mr.  Markey. 

Mr.  Skelton. 

Mr.  SisiSKY. 

Mr.  Harrison. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mr.  Patterson. 

Mr.  Wheat. 

Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan. 


SENATE  BlhLS  REFERRED 

Bills  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
titles  were  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table  and.  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  1168.  An  act  to  declare  that  the  United 
States  holds  certain  lands  In  trust  for  the 
Kaw  Tribe  of  Oklahoma;  to  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

S.  1245.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  provide  transportation  for 
next  of  kin  of  certain  persons  who  are  unac- 
counted for.  to  attend  annual  national  meet- 
ings sponsored  by  the  National  League  of 
Families  of  American  Prisoners  and  Missing 
in  Southeast  Asia;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  sig- 
nature to  an  enrolled  bill  of  the 
Senate  of  the  following  title: 

S.  419.  An  act  to  provide  that  per  caplU 
payments  to  Indians  may  be  made  by  tribal 
governments,  and  for  other  purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  8  o'clock  and  12  minutes 
p.m.).  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  Monday.  July 
25.  1983.  at  12  o'clock  noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 

ETC. 
Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1586.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  (Installations.  Logistics, 
and  Financial  Management),  transmitting 
notice  of  the  Army's  emegency  disposal  of 
suspected  chemical  agent  munitions  at 
Dugway  Proving  Ground.  Utah,  pursuant  to 
section  203(c)  of  Public  Law  91-441;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

1587.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  the  annual  report  of  the 
U.S.  Soldiers'  and  Airmen's  Home  for  fiscal 
year  1981.  together  with  the  report  of  the 
annual  general  inspection  of  the  Home. 
1982.  by  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Army, 
pursuant  to  sections  1  and  2  of  the  act  of 
March  3.  1983;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

1588.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States,  transmitting  the 
second  biennial  report  on  the  transfers  of 
Federal  personal  property  to  grantees  and 
other  eligible  organizations  (GAO/PLRD- 
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83-66:  July  13.  1983):  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

1589.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  transmitting  a  study  of 
royalty  rates  for  noncompetitive  oil  and  gas 
leases,  pursuant  to  section  114  of  Public  Law 
97-451;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

1590  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  transmitting  a 
study  of  the  public  pension  offset  provisions 
of  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  pursu- 
ant to  section  7(b)  of  Public  Law  97-455.  to 
the  Conunittee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

1591.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  transmitting  a  draft  of  pro- 
posed legislation  to  amend  certain  provi- 
sions of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
relating  to  distilled  spirits  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

1592.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Board 
of  Governors  Federal  Reserve  System, 
transmitting  the  Board's  midyear  monetary 
policy  report,  pursuant  to  section  2A  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Act.  as  amended  (92  Stat. 
1897);  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Bank- 
ing. Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  and  Educa- 
tion and  Labor. 


SUBSEQUENT  ACTION  ON  A  RE- 
PORTED BILL  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  Rule  X  the  following 
action  was  taken  by  the  Speaker:  Consider- 
ation of  H.R.  3231  by  the  Conunittee  on 
Rules  extended  for  an  add*tionaI  period 
ending  not  later  than  July  26.  1983. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By    Mr.    FLORID    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Pickle,  and  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee): 

H.R.  3619.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  and  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act  to  assure  sufficient  re- 
sources to  pay  current  and  future  benefits 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974. 
to  make  technical  changes,  and  for  other 
purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 
Energy    and    Commerce    and    Ways    and 

By  Mr.  ANNUNZIO: 
H.R.  3620.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  require 
publication  of  certain  information  relating 
to  multicandidate  political  committees:  to 
the  Committee  on  House  Administration. 

By  Mr.  WIRTH  (for  himself.  Mr.  Din- 
GELL.    Mr.   SwtPT.    Mr.    Wyden.    and 
Mr.  Gore): 
H.R.  3621.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Communi- 
cations Act  of  1934  to  assure  universal  tele- 
phone service  within  the  United  States,  and 
for  other  purposes:   to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  ANNUNZIO  (for  himself.  Mr. 
St    Germain.    Mr.    Gonzalez.    Mr. 
MiNisH.  Mr.  Patman,  Mr.  Vento.  Mr. 
LowRY    of    Washington.    Mr.    Paul. 
Mr.  Wyue.   Mr.   Hiler.   Mr.   Ridge. 
and  Mr.  Mack): 
H.R.  3622.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Truth  in 
Lending  Act  to  protect  consumers  by  plac- 
ing restrictions  on  the  disclosure  of  their 
credit  card  numbers:  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 


By  Mr  HERMAN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Anderson): 
H.R.  3623.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  certain 
former  flight  engineers  of  Western  Airlines; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  BIAGGI: 
H.R.  3624.  A  bill  to  establish  a  trust  fund 
which  is  financed  from  revenues  from  the 
windfall  profit  tax  and  which  is  used  as  a  re- 
serve   for    the    Federal    hospital    insurance 
trust  fund,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
By  Mr  BROOKS: 
H.R.  3625.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Inspector 
General  Act  of  1978  to  establish  offices  of 
inspector   general    in   certain   departments, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations. 
By  Mr.  FIELDS: 
H.R.  3626.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air 
Act  to  define  the  term   "Motor  vehicle  emis- 
sion   control    inspection    and    maintenance 
program";  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  FOGUETTA  (for  himself.  Ms. 
Kaptur.    Mr.    Harrison.    Mr.    Wal 
CREN.  Mr.  Won  Pat,  Mr.  Gray.  Mr. 
McCuRDY.  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Dymally. 
Mr.  BoRSKi.  Mr.  Berman.  Mr.  Weiss. 
Mr.  Torricelli.  and  Mr.  Guarini): 
H  R.    3627.    A    bill    to    amend    the    Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1957  to  provide  that  individ- 
uals appointed  to  the  Civil  Rights  Commis- 
sion shall  serve  for  a  term  of  6  years  and 
may  be  removed  from  office  only  for  neglect 
of  duty  or  malfeasance   in  office,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By   Mr.   HORTON   (for   himself.   Mr. 
SuNiA.  Mr.  Williams  of  Ohio.  Mr. 
Ratchford.  Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Frank. 
Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Winn.  Mr.  Stokes.  Mr. 
OrriNGER.  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr. 
Owens.   Mr.   Martin  of  New   York. 
Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Patter- 
son.   Mr.    McDade.    Mr.    Clay.    Mr. 
Neal.  and  Mrs.  Collins): 
H.R.  3628.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  that  the  disease  of 
transverse  myelitis  occurring  in  a  veteran 
within  7  years  from  the  date  of  the  veter- 
an's discharge  or  release  from  active  duty 
shall  be  considered  to  be  service  connected: 
to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina: 
H.R.  3629.  A  bill  to  treat  certain  commer- 
cial fishing  as  employment  for  purposes  of 
social    security    taxes    and    coverage    and 
income  tax  withholding:  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  LENT: 
H.R.  3630.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  exclude  from  gross 
income  amounts  which  are  received  from  a 
public  retirement  system  and  which  are  at- 
tributable to  services  as  a  Federal.  State,  or 
local  policeman  or  fireman:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland: 
H.R.  3631.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  and  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of    1974    to    repeal    the    24-month    waiting 
period  for  disabled  individuals  to  l)ecome  eli- 
gible for  medicare  benefits:  jointly,  to  the 
Committees    on     Ways     and     Means     and 
Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  NEAL: 
H.R.  3632.  A  bill  to  provide  for  reform  in 
the  disability  determination  process  under 
the  Social  Security  Act.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses:   to    the    Committee    on    Ways    and 
Means. 

By  Ms.  OAKAR: 
H.R.  3633.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  strengthen 


the  authority  of  the  Pood  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration to  control  the  use  of  drugs  which 
present   risks  to  the  public  and  to  secure 
data  on  adverse  reactions  to  drugs,  and  for 
other     purposes:     to     the    Committee    on 
Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  PERKINS: 
H.R.  3634.  A  bill  to  provide  financial  as- 
sistance to  States  for  a  program  designed  to 
assess  and  address  the  problems  of  quality 
instruction  and  the  retention  of  students  in 
secondary  schools,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 
By   Mr.   SAWYER   (for   himself.   Mr. 
Hughes.   Mr.   Fieh.   Mr.   Shaw.   Mr. 
Sensenbrenner.  Mr.  Smith  of  Flori- 
da. Mr.  Pashayan.  Mr.  Hutto.  Mr. 
Marlenee.  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Kindness. 
Mr.     LuNCREN.      Mr.     Gekas.      Mr. 
DeWine.  Mr.  Mazzoli.  Mr.  Reid.  Mr. 
Craig.  Mr.  Siljander.  Mr.  McNulty. 
Mr.    Towns.    Mr.    Fazio,    and    Mr. 
Glickman): 
H.R.  3635.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  110  (re- 
lating to  sexual  exploitation  of  children)  of 
title  18  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  SISISKY: 
H.R.  3636.  A  bill  to  make  it  unlawful  to 
manufacture,  distribute,  or  possess  with 
intent  to  distribute,  a  drug  which  is  an  imi- 
tation of  a  controlled  substance  or  a  drug 
which  purports  to  act  like  a  controlled  sub- 
stance; jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  and  the  Judiciary. 

By   Mr.   WAXMAN   (for   himself   and 
Mr.  RoYBAL): 
H.R.  3637.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  appro- 
priation of  funds  for  preventive  health  serv- 
ice programs  for  tuberculosis:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  CAMPBELL: 
H.J.  Res.  326.  Joint  resolution  to  author- 
ize the  President  to  designate  the  week  be- 
ginning on  Sunday.  March  4.  1984.  as   "Na- 
tional Beta  Club  Week  ":  to  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
By  Mr.  CONTE: 
H.J.  Res.  327.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the   week   beginning   January    19.    1987,   as 
"Shays'  Rebellion  Week"  and  Sunday.  Janu- 
ary 25.  1987,  as  "Shays'  Rebellion  Day  ":  to 
the   Committee   on   Post   Office   and   Civil 
Service. 

By  Mr.  WALKER: 
H.J.  Res.  328.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  designation  of  the  month  of  October 
as    "National  Pretzel  Month  ■;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
By  Mr.  McDADE: 
H.  Con.  Res.   148.  Concurrent  resolution 
calling  upon  His  Holiness,  Pope  John  Paul 
II,  to  address  a  joint  session  of  Congress:  to 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 

By  Mr.  ROYBAL  (for  himself.  Mr.  Za- 
BLOCKi.   Mr,   BoNKER.  Mr.  Leach  of 
Iowa,  and  Mr.  Crockett): 
H.  Con.  Res.  149.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Congress  with  re- 
spect to  implementing  the  objectives  of  the 
U.N.  World  Assembly  on  Aging;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  WEISS  (Tor  himself.  Mr. 
WoLPE.  Mr.  Berman.  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr. 
Torricelli.  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Leland. 
Mr.  MoAKLEY,  Mr.  Fauntroy,  Mr. 
Stokes.  Mr.  Clay.  Mr.  Brown  of 
California,  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Patterson. 
Mr.  McKiNNEY.  Mr.  Dellums.  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida.  Mr.  Dorgan.  and 
Mr.  Crockett): 
H.  Res.  280.  Resolution  calling  on  the  U.S. 
Government  to  provide  humanitarian  assist- 


ance to  the  people  of  Ethiopia  threatened 
with  famine  and  starvation:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  memo- 
rials ware  presented  and  referred  as 
follows: 

227.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California,  rela- 
tive to  designating  California  State  Univer- 
sity, Northridge,  as  a  national  higher  educa- 
tion center  on  disability:  to  the  Conunittee 
on  Education  and  Labor. 

228.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of 
the  State  of  California,  relative  to  disabled 
drivers:  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce. 

229.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of 
the  State  of  California,  relative  to  trick  and 
fancy  roping:  to  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 
Mrs.  HOLT  (by  request)  introduced  a  bill 
(H.R.  3638)  relating  to  the  documentation 
of  the  vessel  Adventure  to  be  employed  in 
coastwise  trade,  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolutions  as 
follows: 

H.R.  2:  Mr.  Hamilton. 

H.R.  175:  Mr.  Schumer.  Mrs.  Byron.  Mr. 
MoLiNARi.  Mr.  Denny  Smith.  Mr.  Ralph  M. 
Hall.  Mr.  Zablocki.  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio,  and 
Mr.  Hance. 

H.R.  225:  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Borski.  Mr.  An- 
drews of  North  Carolina,  and  Mr.  Stange- 

LAND. 

H.R.  433:  Mr.  Livingston. 

H.R.  618:  Mr.  Sundquist,  Mr.  Ritter,  and 
Mr.  HiLLis. 

H.R.  699:  Mr.  Horton,  Mr.  Coughlin.  and 
Mr.  Leland. 

H.R.  700:  Mr.  Morrison  of  Washington. 
Mr.  Plorio,  Mr.  Oberstar,  and  Mr.  Boeh- 
lert. 

H.R.  705:  Mr.  Hamilton. 

H.R.  953:  Mr.  Walgren,  Mr.  Akaka.  Mr. 
Hawkins,  and  Mr.  Watkins. 

H.R.  1016:  Mr.  Frost. 

H.R.  1199:  Mr.  Carney. 

H.R.  1255:  Mr.  Rogers. 

H.R.  1415:  Mr.  McCurdy. 

H.R.  1599:  Mr.  Scheuer. 

H.R.  1942:  Mr.  Eckart. 

H.R.  1955:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida. 

H.R.  1959:  Mr.  Hughes. 

H.R.  2024:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 

H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Bethune  and  Mr.  Hall  of 
Ohio. 

H.R.  2170:  Mr.  Udall. 

H.R.  2351:  Mr.  Herman. 

H.R.  2406:  Mr.  Aspin.  Mr.  Fowler,  and 
Mr.  Wolf. 

H.R.  2468:  Mr.  Courter.  Mrs.  Vucanovich, 
Mr.  Barnard,  and  Mr.  Gramm. 

H.R.  2486:  Mr.  Waxman. 

H.R.  2644:  Mr.  Rose. 

H.R.  2916:  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  California,  and  Mr.  Foley. 


H.R.  3031:  Mr.  Lantos.  Mr.  Denny  Smith. 
Mr.  Dannemeyer.  Mr.  Guarini.  Mr.  Patter- 
son, and  Mrs.  Kennelly. 

H.R.  3042:  Mr.  Dreier  of  California.  Mr. 
Roe.  and  Mr.  Sundquist. 

H.R.    3043:    Mr.    Carr,    Mr.   Kildee,   Mr. 
McNulty.  and  Mr.  Sawyer. 
H.R.  3050:  Mr.  Ridge. 
H.R.  3072:  Mr.  Garcia,  Mr.  Richardson. 
Mr.  Roe.  and  Mr.  Scheuer. 

H.R.  3098:  Mr.  Kramer.  Mr.  Dannemeyer. 
and  Mr.  Robert  F.  Smith. 

H.R.  3105:  Mr.  McGrath,  Mr.  Rangel.  and 
Mr.  Dymally. 

H.R.  3106:  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Mineta,  and 
Mr.  Fish. 

H.R.  3137:  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr.  Jef- 
fords, Mr.  Bedell,  and  Mr.  Mitchell. 

H.R.  3277:  Mr.  Downey  of  New  York,  Mr. 
Pish,  and  Mr.  Markey. 

H.R.  3350:  Mr.  Frank  and  Mr.  Lehman  of 
Florida. 

H.R.  3371:  Mr.  Wortley.  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 
Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr.  Parris.  Mr. 
Gekas.  Mr.  Horton.  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida. 
Mr.  Crockett,  Mr.  Rangel,  Mr.  McEwen, 
Mr.  Vandergriff,  Mr.  Fish,  and  Mr.  Lowry 
of  Washington. 

H.R.  3373:  Mr.  Nielson  of  Utah,  Mr. 
McGrath.  and  Mr.  McEwen. 

H.R.  3420:  Mr.  Bosco,  Mrs.  Holt.  Mr. 
Crockett.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Dixon.  Mr. 
McHugh.  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee,  Mr. 
Wyden.  Mr.  McGrath.  Mr.  Hansen  of 
Idaho.  Mr.  Wheat,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida. 
Mr.  Tallon.  Mr.  Anderson,  and  Mr. 
Mrazek. 

H.R.   3433:   Mr.   Howard.   Mr.   Crockett. 
Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  Foglietta.  Mr. 
Borski.    Mr.    Torres.    Mr.    Traxler,    Mr. 
Tallon.   Mr.    Herman,   Mr.   Weiss,    Mr.   de 
Lugo,  and  Mr.  Weaver. 
H.R.  3512:  Mrs.  Boxer. 
H.R.  3584:  Mr.  Lagomarsino,  Mr.  Marri- 
ott. Mr.  Whitehurst.  Mr.  Brown  of  Colora- 
do, and  Mr.  Kasich. 
H.J.  Res.  71:  Mr.  Kasich. 
H.J.  Res.  103:  Mr.  Craig.  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr. 
Evans  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Plorio,  Mr.  Hopkins. 
Mr.  Mineta.  Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  St  Germain. 
Mr.  Snyder.  Mr.  Stangeland,  Mr.  Thomas  of 
Georgia.  Mr.  Weber,  and  Mr.  Young  of  Flor- 
ida. 

H.J.  Res.  132:  Mr.  Beilenson.  Mr.  Bevill. 
Mr.  Bilirakis.  Mr.  Bonker.  Mr.  Britt.  Mr. 
Broyhill,  Mrs.  Burton  of  California,  Mr. 
Carr,  Mr.  Chandler,  Mr.  Coelho.  Mr. 
D'Amours.  Mr.  Dellums.  Mr.  Dicks.  Mr. 
Durbin,  Mr.  Dyson.  Ms.  Perraro.  Mr. 
Gekas.  Mr.  Gephardt.  Mr.  Gonzalez.  Mr. 
Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Harrison.  Mr. 
Hefner.  Mr.  Heftel  of  Hawaii,  Mr.  High- 
tower,  Mr.  Hoyer.  Mr.  LaFalce.  Mr. 
Leland,  Mr.  Long  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Lowry 
of  Washington.  Mr.  Luken.  Mr.  McCain. 
Mr.  McCuRDY.  Mr.  Markey.  Mr.  Martinez, 
Mr.  Mavroules.  Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr. 
Murphy,  Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr. 
Price.  Mr.  Pritchard.  Mr.  Pursell.  Mr. 
Roberts.  Mr.  Robinson.  Mr.  Siuander,  Mr. 
Skelton.  Mr.  Stark,  Mr.  Synar.  Mr. 
Tauzin,  Mr.  Vandergriff,  Mr.  Walgren.  Mr. 
Whitehurst.  Mr.  Wirth.  Mr.  Wolf.  Mr. 
Wortley.  Mr.  Wyden.  Mr.  Daniel.  Mr. 
Sabo.  Mr.  Hyde,  Mr.  Downey  of  New  York, 
Mr.  Olin,  Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Matsui,  Mr. 
Regula.  Mr.  Annunzio.  Mr.  Bennett,  and 
Mr.  Jacobs. 

H.J.  Res.  137:  Mr.  Akaka,  Mr.  Andrews  of 
Texas,  Mr.  Bateman.  Mr.  Bereuter,  Mrs. 
Lloyd,  Mr.  Campbell,  Mr.  Carney,  Mr. 
Chappie,  Mr.  Clay.  Mr.  Derrick,  Mr. 
Howard,  Mr.  Hubbard,  Mr.  Jacobs,  Mr.  La- 
Falce.   Mr.    Ottincer,    Mr.    Rinaldo,    Mr. 


Robert  F.  Smith,  Mr.  Spratt.  Mr.  Traxler. 
Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Bryant.  Mr.  Chappell.  Mr. 
CoNYERS,  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  Downey  of  New 
York,  Mr.  Erdreich.  Mr.  Evans  of  Iowa.  Mr. 
Frank.  Mr.  Garcia.  Mr.  Oilman.  Mr.  Hart- 
nett.  Mr.  Hutto,  Mr.  Kogovsek,  Mr. 
Kramer.  Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr. 
Montgomery.  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Pepper.  Mr. 
Ritter.  Mr.  Skelton.  Mr.  Smith  of  New 
Jersey.  Mr.  Snyder,  Mr.  Solarz,  Mr. 
Tallon,  Mr.  Vander  Jagt,  Mr.  Walgren.  and 
Mr.  Winn. 

H.J.  Res.  239:  Mr.  Torricelli,  Mr.  Wal- 
gren. Mr.  Jacobs.  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Gejden- 
SON.  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecti- 
cut, Mr.  SuNiA,  Mr.  Dymally.  Mr.  Snyder, 
Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Vandergriff, 
Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Herman.  Mr.  Leland.  Mrs. 
Boxer.  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Feighan.  Mr. 
McCloskey,  Mr.  Vento,  Mr.  Forsythe,  Mr. 
Horton,  Mr.  Lipinski.  Mr.  Corrada,  Mr. 
Fazio.  Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  Ratchford,  Mr.  Britt. 
Mr.  WoLPE.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Simon,  Mr. 
Fauntroy,  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr.  Mar- 
tinez. Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Bryant.  Mr.  An- 
drews of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Markey.  Mr. 
Carper.  Mr.  Owens.  Mr.  Mavroules,  Mr. 
Savage,  Mr.  Patterson.  Mr.  Akaka.  Mr.  Al- 
exander. Mr.  Dowdy  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Daschle,  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Bosco, 
Mr.  Brown  of  California,  Mr.  Crockett.  Mr. 
Dellums.  Mr.  Kolter.  Mr.  Lehman  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Weaver,  Mr. 
Towns.  Mr.  Clarke,  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee, 
Mr.  Gore.  Mr.  Gray.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michi- 
gan. Mr.  Dyson.  Mr.  Annunzio,  Mr.  Bates. 
Mr.  Gekas,  and  Mr.  Green. 

H.J.  Res.  273:  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Tauzin.  and 
Mr.  Kasich. 

H.J.  Res.  295:  Mr.  Anderson.  Mr.  Annun- 
zio. Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr.  Brown  of  California, 
Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Chappell.  Mr.  Chappie,  Mr. 
Corcoran,  Mr.  Corrada,  Mr.  Crockett.  Ms. 
Ferraro.  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan, 
Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Oilman.  Mr. 
Gramm.  Mr.  Gunderson.  Mr.  Hammer- 
schmidt. Mr.  Harrison.  Mr.  Hertel  of 
Michigan.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Jenkins.  Ms. 
Kaptur,  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr.  KoL"rER.  Mr.  Kost- 
mayer.  Mr.  Lagomarsino.  Mr.  Levin  of 
Michigan.  Mr.  Lewis  of  California.  Mr. 
McEwen.  Mr.  Madigan.  Mr.  Martin  of 
North  Carolina.  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecti- 
cut, Mr.  Mrazek,  Mr.  O'Brien,  Mr.  Ortiz. 
Mr.  0"mNGER.  Mr.  Patman.  Mr.  Pepper.  Mr. 
Reid.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  Sawyer.  Mr.  Scheuer. 
Mr.  Siljander.  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 
Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Stark.  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr. 
Towns,  Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Watkins.  Mr. 
Weiss,  Mr.  Whittaker.  Mr.  Winn,  and  Mr. 

WOLPE. 

H.J.  Res.  311:  Mr.  Albosta,  Mr.  Alexan- 
der. Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Barnes.  Mr.  Biacgi.  Mr.  Bliley.  Mrs.  Boggs. 
Mr.  BoLAND.  Mr.  Boner  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Breaux.  Mr.  Broyhill.  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana. Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  D'Amours,  Mr.  Davis. 
Mr.  DeWine.  Mr.  Dorgan.  Mr.  Dowly  of 
Mississippi,  Mr.  Dreier  of  California,  Mr. 
Dymally.  Mr.  Dyson.  Mr.  Edwards  of  Ala- 
bama. Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Florio.  Mr. 
Frost.  Mr.  Oilman.  Mr.  Goodling.  Mr. 
Gradison.  Mr.  Hamilton,  Mr.  Hartnett. 
Mr.  Hefner,  Mr.  Hightower.  Mr.  Hiler.  Mr. 
Hoyer.  Mr.  Hubbard,  Mr.  Hutto,  Mr. 
Jacobs.  Mrs.  Johnson.  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Ko- 
govsek, Mr.  Lantos,  Mr.  Latta.  Mr.  Lent. 
Mr.  Livingston,  Mrs.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Long  of 
Louisiana,  Mr.  Lowery  of  California,  Mr. 
LUNDINE.  Mr.  McCain.  Mr.  McCandless.  Mr. 
McKernan.  Mr.  Martin  of  North  Carolina, 
Mr.  Mavroules.  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr.  Moak- 
LEY.  Mr.  Moore,  Mr.  Moorhead,  Mr. 
Murphy,    Mr.    Mubtha,    Mr.    Myers,    Mr. 
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Obekstar.  Mr.  Ortiz,  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Pash- 
AYAW,  Mr.  Pkppbr.  Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Petri. 
Mr.  Porter.  Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Pritchard,  Mr. 
RoDiNO,  Mr.  Rowland.  Mr.  Sabo,  Mr. 
Sawter.  Mr.  ScHAEiTR.  Mr.  Scheuer.  Mrs. 
Schneider.  Mr.  Siljander.  Mr.  Smith  of 
New  Jersey.  Mr.  Denny  Smith.  Mrs.  Smith 
of  Nebraska,  Ms.  Snowe.  Mr.  Synder.  Mr. 
SuNDQDiST.  Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Tauke.  Mr. 
Taylor.  Mr.  Vander  Jagt.  Mrs.  Vucanovich. 
Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Whitehorst.  Mr.  Whit- 
ley. Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Williams  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  Wright.  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska.  Mr. 
Zschau,  Mr.  Mineta.  and  Mr.  Zablocki. 
H.J.  Res.  313:  Mr.  Mitchell  and  Mr.  Al- 

BOSTA. 

H.  Res.  190:  Mr.  Daub.  Mr.  Rinaldo,  Mr. 
Ridge,  Mr.  McHugh.  Mr.  PuflUA.  Mr.  Antho- 
ny. Mr.  Sawyer.  Mr.  Kemp,  and  Mr.  Jacobs. 

H.  Res.  231:  Mr.  Boner  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Denny  Smith.  Mr.  Conyers,  Mr.  Tallon. 
Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Long  of  Mary- 
land. Mrs.  Smith  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Pritch- 
ard, Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Clinger, 
Mr.  BoRSKi,  and  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H.  Res.  233:  Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Markey,  and 
Mr.  Moakley. 

H.  Res.  269:  Mr.  Wortley.  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr. 
DE  LA  Garza,  and  Mr.  Roe. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBUC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  spon- 
sors were  deleted  from  public  bills  and 
resolutions  as  follows: 

H.R.  1242:  Mr.  Bevill. 

H.R.  2250:  Mr.  Bevill. 


PETITIONS.  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII. 

172.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  petition 
of  the  city  commission.  Hallandale,  Fla.,  rel- 
ative to  Americans  missing  In  action  In 
Southeast  Asia;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

.  H.R.  2350 
By  Mr.  BEDELL: 
—Strike  section  489,  line  15  on  page  122  to 
line  18  on  page  123.  Insert  on  line  15  on 
page  122  the  following: 

•Sbc.  489.  The  Secretary  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  by  October  1.  1984 
on  the  progress  of  the  Small  Business  Inno- 
vation Development  program  (Public  Law 
97-219)  at  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health.". 


H.R. 2760 
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By  Mr.  BROOMPIELD: 
—Page  2,  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  3  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"prohibition  on  covert  assistance  por  any 

military  operations  in  NICARAGUA 

"Sec.  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  Intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting. 


directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

■(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  entry  into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

"(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  wil!  not  support, 
directly  or  Indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  antigovemment  forces  in 
any  country  in  Central  America:  and 

■(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
( 1 ):  and 

•'(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Pinal  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  July  1979.". 

Page  3,  line  10,  strike  out  "802  '  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "803." 

Page  5,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following: 

Sec  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

( 1 )  Central  America  is  of  vital  importance 
to  the  interests  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  States: 

(2)  the  social  and  economic  crisis  facing 
Central  America  arise  in  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity; 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  States 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic injustices  and  human  rights  abuses  of  the 
region  are  addressed; 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  be  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  States  policy  toward 
Central  America;  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  States  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 

(b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  development  in 
Central  America,  and  to  help  build  the  nec- 
essary national  consensus  on  a  comprehen- 
sive United  States  policy  for  the  region, 
such  commission  should— 

(1)  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
and  the  Hispanic  and  religious  conununities; 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development;  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  said  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

By  Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri: 
—On  page  5.  line  10.  strike  the  quotation 
mark  and  the  last  period  (".)  after  line  10 
add  the  following: 

■(g)  The  P»resident  shall  commission  a 
study  to  assess  the  validity  of  allegations 
made  regarding  the  persecution  of  Nicara- 
guan  Jews  by  the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 
Such  study  shall  Include  but  not  be  limited 
to:  (1)  the  denial  of  religious  freedom  of  Nic- 
araguan  Jews  by  the  Government  of  Nicara- 


gua; (2)  the  exodus  of  Nicaraguan  Jews 
from  their  native  land  as  a  result  of  Govern- 
ment sanctioned  persecution  and  harass- 
ment; (3)  the  confiscation  of  property  be- 
longing to  Nicaraguan  Jews  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua;  and  (4)  the  denial  of  the 
human  and  civil  rights  of  Nicaraguan  Jews 
by  the  Government  of  Nicaragua.". 

By  Mr.  GOODLING: 
—Page  3.  line  3:  Immediately  after  the  word 
•bill '.  and  in  line  8.  tJter  the  parenthetical 
expression  ■■(98th  Congress)'.  In  each  such 
place  insert  the  following:  "unless  the  Presi- 
dent finds  under  section  662  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as  amended,  and  sec- 
tion 501  of  the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947.  as  amended,  that  such  obligations  or 
expenditures  are  necessary— 

'■(1)  to  deter  arms  shipments  across  inter- 
national boundaries  or  other  direct  support 
for  military  or  paramilitary  operations 
against  any  other  country  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Any  such  finding  shall  be  accomplished  by  a 
detailed  report  to  the  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and  the  Perma- 
nent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  explaining 
how  the  obligations  and  expenditure  will 
achieve  the  objectives  set  forth  in  this  sub- 
section. Further  such  reports  shall  be  sub- 
mitted at  intervals  of  not  more  than  three 
months  providing  an  assessment  of  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  obligations  and  expendi- 
tures in  attaining  their  intended  objectives, 
as  well  as  an  assessment  of  any  other  ef- 
fects. In  no  event  may  any  obligations  or  ex- 
penditures be  incurred  for  any  other  activi- 
ty than  that  described  in  section  (1)  above.". 

Page  4.  line  14  (section  8021:  strike  subsec- 
tion (c)  and  insert  therein: 

■■(c)  Assistance  may  not  be  used  by  a  for- 
eign country  under  this  section  to  furnish 
military  equipment,  military  training  or 
advice,  or  other  support  for  military  activi- 
ties to  any  group  or  individual  not  part  of  a 
country's  armed  forces  for  the  purpose  of 
overthrowing  any  government  of  any  coun- 
try in  Central  America  or  provoking  a  mili- 
tary exchange  between  any  Central  Ameri- 
can countries.". 

—Page  3.  line  3:  immediately  after  the  word 
■'bill."  and  in  line  8,  after  the  parenthetical 
expression  •■(98th  Congress) ",  in  each  such 
place  insert  the  following:  "unless  the  Presi- 
dent finds  under  section  662  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  sec- 
tion 501  of  the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947,  as  amended,  that  such  obligations  or 
expenditures  are  necessary— 

"(1)  to  deter  arms  shipments  across  Inter- 
national boundaries  or  other  direct  support 
for  military  or  paramilitary  operations 
against  any  other  country  In  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Any  such  finding  shall  be  accomplished  by  a 
detailed  report  to  the  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and  the  Perma- 
nent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  explaining 
how  the  obligations  and  expenditure  will 
achieve  the  objectives  set  forth  in  this  sub- 
section. Further  such  reports  shall  be  sub- 
mitted at  intervals  of  not  more  than  three 
months  providing  an  assessment  of  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  obligations  and  expendi- 
tures in  attaining  their  Intended  objectives, 
as  well  as  an  assessment  of  any  other  ef- 
fects. In  no  event  may  any  obligations  or  ex- 
penditures be  Incurred  for  any  other  activi- 
ty than  that  described  In  section  (1)  above." 
—Page  4,  line  14  (section  802]:  strike  subsec- 
tion (c)  and  Insert  therein: 


"(c)  Assistance  may  not  be  used  by  a  for- 
eign country  under  this  section  to  furnish 
military  equipment,  military  training  or 
advice,  or  other  support  for  military  activi- 
ties to  any  group  or  Individual  not  part  of  a 
country's  armed  forces  for  the  purpose  of 
overthrowing  any  government  of  any  coun- 
try In  Central  America  or  provoking  a  mili- 
tary exchange  between  any  Cental  Ameri- 
can countries.". 

By  Mr.  HYDE: 
—Page  2.  line  12,  strike  out  "(a)": 
Page  3,  strike  out  lines  4  through  8; 
Page  5,  after  line  10  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

"effective  date 
"Sec.  803.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall 
take  effect  30  days  after: 

"(a)  the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  and  the  Committees  on  Foreign 
Affairs  and  Armed  Services  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  have  held  hearings  on  the 
feasibility  of  the  overt  interdiction  assist- 
ance program  which  would  be  authorized  by 
section  802  of  this  title  and  have  reported  to 
the  House  their  detailed  determination  of 
the  costs  and  number  and  type  of  U.S.  per- 
sonnel and  the  amount  and  type  of  equip- 
ment required  to  implement  such  a  program 
that  would  overtly  and  effectively  Interdict 
arms  and  supplies  shipped  from  or  through 
Nicaragua  to  support  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  against  any  nation  in  Cen- 
tral America;  and 

"(b)  sufficient  funds  have  been  authorized 
and  appropriated  to  cover  the  costs  deter- 
mined under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.". 

By  Mr.  LIVINGSTON: 
—On  page  2,  line  16,  immediately  before 
"for",  insert  "for  covert  operations"  and  im- 
mediately l)efore   'support-'"  insert   "covert- 
ly". 

—On  page  3.  strike  out  lines  1  through  8, 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(b)  This  section  shall  take  effect  upon 
the  completion  of  good  faith,  unconditional 
negotiations  between  the  government  of 
Nicaragua  and  opposition  factions  within 
Nicaragua,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 
Democratic  Revolutionary  Alliance  and  the 
Democratic  Nicaraguan  Force,  resulting  in  a 
political  solution  to  their  civil  conflict.". 

By  Mr.  McCAIN: 
—On  page  2,  beginning  in  line  8,  strike  out 
";  Authorization  of  Overt  Interdiction  As- 
sistance"; 

On  page  3,  strike  out  line  9  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  end  of  line  10  on  page 
5. 

By  Mr.  McCURDY: 
—On  page  5,  line  3,  insert  "(1)"  after  "(e)." 
On  page  5,  strike  "$50,000,000  "  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$100,000,000. " 

On  page  5,  after  line  5,  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(2)  No  later  than  March  15,  1984,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  to  the  chairmen  of  the  appropriate 
commlttes  of  the  Senate  a  report  assessing 
the  effectiveness  of  the  assistance  author- 
ized by  this  subsection  and  recommending 
authorization  of  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1985  and  fiscal  year  1986.". 

By  Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina: 
—Page  4.  line  1,  strike  "use"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  3. 

—Page  4,  line  2,  strike  "to  prevent"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "law"  on  line  3. 
—Page  4,  strike  line  14  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  22  and  Insert  a  new  subsection 
(c)  as  follows: 

"(c)  Assistance  may  be  provided  to  a 
friendly  foreign  country  under  this  section 


only  if  that  country  has  agreed  that  it  will 
use  any  assistance  provided  by  the  United 
States  under  this  section.  The  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961,  or  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act,  solely  for  purposes  of  defend- 
ing its  national  independence,  sovereignty 
and  territorial  integrity  against  aggression, 
subversion  or  other  hostile  acts,  and  that  it 
win  use  such  assistance  solely  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  tntemational  law.". 
—Page  5,  strike  lines  6  through  10  and 
Insert  a  new  subsection  (f )  as  follows: 

"(f)  Funds  to  carry  out  this  section  shaU 
be  made  available  for  any  friendly  country 
In  Central  America  only  for  the  purpose  of 
helping  that  country  defend  its  national  in- 
dependence, sovereignty  and  territorial  in- 
tegrity, in  a  manner  consistent  with  interna- 
tional law,  against  aggression,  subversion  or 
other  hostile  acts.". 

By  Mr.  MONTGOMERY: 
—Page  2,  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  3  and  insert  In 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 
prohibition  on  covert  assistance  POR  any 

military  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

"Sec  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

"(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  entry  into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

"(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  anti-government  forces 
in  any  country  In  Central  America;  and 

"(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
(1);  and 

■•(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Final  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  July  1979." 

Page  3,  line  10  strike  out  "802"  and  Insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "803." 

Page  5,  after  line  10,  Insert  the  following: 

Sec  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

( 1 )  Central  America  is  of  vital  Importance 
to  the  Interests  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  States; 

(2)  the  social  and  economic  crisis  facing 
Central  America  arise  in  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  Injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity; 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  Inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  States 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic injustices  and  human  rights  abuses  of  the 
region  are  addressed: 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  be  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  States  policy  toward 
Central  America;  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  States  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 


(b)  Therefore,  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  development  In 
Central  America,  and  to  help  build  the  nec- 
essary national  consensus  on  a  comprehen- 
sive United  States  policy  for  the  region. 
Such  commission  should— 

(1)  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
and  the  Hispanic  and  religious  communities^ 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development;  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

By  Mr.  PRITCHARD: 
—Or  page  5,  after  line  10  add  the  following: 

"HUMANITARIAN  EXCEPTION 

"Sec  803.  Funds  the  obligation  or  expend- 
iture of  which  would  otherwise  be  prohibit- 
ed by  subsection  801(a)  of  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  notwithstanding  that 
subsection  when  necessary  to  protect  indi- 
viduals from  threat  of  death  or  serious 
bodily  harm  or  for  medical  or  other  human- 
itarian assistance;  Provided,  That  each  In- 
stance of  the  obligation  or  expenditure  of 
funds  under  the  authority  of  this  section 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Permanent  Select 
Conunittee  on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate.". 

By  Mr.  RITTER: 
—On  page  3,  at  line  8,  strike  the  first  period 
and  the  quotation  mark  (. ")  following  the 
parenthetical  expression  '(98th  Congress)" 
and  In  lieu  thereof  insert,  "unless  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  Congress  by  this  date  that 
the  government  of  Nicaragua  has  not  ful- 
filled its  July  12,  1979  commitments  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States  to:  ( 1 )  hold 
free  elections  in  which  all  parties  may  par- 
ticipate; (2)  guarantee  full  respect  for 
human  rights;  and  (3)  ensure  the  formation 
of  a  government  based  upon  political  plural- 
ism.". 

—On  page  3,  at  line  8.  strike  the  first  period 
and  the  quotation  mark  (.")  following  the 
parenthetical  expression  "(98th  Congress)" 
and  In  lieu  thereof  Insert,  "unless  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  Congress  by  this  date  that 
the  government  of  Nicaragua  has  not:  (1) 
ceased  its  persecution  of  the  Misklto  Indi- 
ans; and  (2)  guaranteed  unequivocally  the 
civil  and  religious  rights  of  the  Misklto  Indi- 
ans.". 

By  Mr.  ROBINSON: 
—Page  2.  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  3  and  Insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"PROHIBITION  ON  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ANY 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

■Sec  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  Intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  Indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  In  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  Individ- 
ual. 

"(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shaU  take  effect  upon  the  entry  Into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
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of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

■•(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  antigovernment  forces  in 
any  country  in  Central  America;  and 

•■(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
( 1  >:  and 

••(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Pinal  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can SUtes  in  July  1979.'. 

Page  3.  line  10.  strike  out  802"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "SOS." 

Page  5.  after  line  10,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

<  1  >  Central  America  is  of  vital  importance 
to  the  interests  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  States: 

<2)  the  social  and  economic  crisis  facing 
Central  America  arise  in  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity; 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  States 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic injustices  and  human  rights  abuses  of  t>ie 
region  are  addressed; 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  be  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  States  policy  toward 
Central  America;  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  States  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 

(b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  development  in 
Central  America,  and  to  help  build  the  nec- 
essary national  consensus  on  a  comprehen- 
sive United  States  policy  for  the  region. 
Such  commission  should— 

( 1 )  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
and  the  Hispanic  and  religious  communities; 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development;  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

—Page  2,  strike  line  12  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  8  on  page  3  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

PROHIBITION  ON  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ANY 
MILITARY  OPKRATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

"Sec.  801.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen 
tral  Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpwse  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  Individ- 
ual. 

"(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  entry  into 


force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  other  countries  in 
the  region  that— 

"(1)  the  Government  of  National  Recon- 
struction of  Nicaragua  will  not  ship  military 
equipment  to.  or  otherwise  support,  anti- 
government  forces  in  any  country  in  Cen- 
tral America;  and 

■(2)  the  Government  of  National  Recon- 
struction of  Nicaragua  agrees  to  permit  a  re- 
gional group  of  nations  (such  as,  Contadora 
nations)  to  verify  cessation  of  support  for 
insurgents;  and 

(3)  the  Government  of  National  Recon- 
struction of  Nicaragua  agrees  to  enter  into 
peaceful  negotiations  to  resolve  the  conflict 
in  Central  America  based  on  the  principles 
affirmed  in  the  Pinal  Act  of  the  San  Jose 
Conference  of  October  1982  and  the  com- 
mitments made  by  that  Government  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States  in  July 
1979. 

"Sec  802.  Six  months  from  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  section,  the  President  shall 
submit  a  report  to  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate  outlining  in 
detail  U.S.  actions  taken  and/or  proposed  to 
be  pursued  in  Central  America  that  sup- 
ports: economic  development  in  the  region; 
democracy,  reform  and  human  freedom  ex- 
ercise influence  to  achieve  fair  elections;  se- 
curity for  all  nations  of  the  area;  and  pro- 
mote dialogue  and  resolution  of  conflict 
through  peaceful  negotiations  with  all  na- 
tions in  Central  America.". 
—Page  2.  line  19:  after  "individual"  insert 
except  as  described  and  reported  pursuant 
to  section  802(c)". 

Page  4,  line  1:  after  "prevent",  strike  all 
through  line  3. 

Page  4.  line  13:  after  "assistance."  insert 
the  following:  Further,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  President 
may  authorize  the  Department  of  Defense 
or  any  other  governmental  organization  to 
manage,  advise,  and  control  the  dispersal  of 
funds  to  assure  that  the  objectives  of  this 
provision  are  appropriately  implemented.". 

Page  4.  line  23:  strike  subsection  (d)  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof: 

"(d)  Before  providing  assistance  to  a  for- 
eign country  under  this  section,  the  Presi- 
dent shall  submit  a  report  which  describes 
the  proposed  assistance  to  the  Permanent 
Select  Conunittee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate. 
The  President  may  describe  the  controlling 
and  implementing  portions  of  any  such 
report  on  a  classified  basis.". 
—On  page  2.  at  line  19,  strike  the  period  and 
all  that  follows  through  line  8  on  page  3  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  ".  if 
both— 

"(1)  the  Secretary  of  State  reports  to  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelli- 
gence of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
Senate  that  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
has  agreed  in  good  faith  to  join  meaningful 
negotiations  aimed  at— 

"<A)  achieving  a  cessation  of  activities  by 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua  which  violate  the 
Charters  of  the  United  Nations  and  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States; 

"(B)  halting  the  flow  of  unneeded  and  po- 
tentially destabilizing  offensive  arms  into 
Nicaragua; 

■(C)  reducing  foreign  influences  in  Nicara- 
gua that  threaten  to  deprive  the  people  of 
that  nation  of  the  opportunity  to  freely  de- 
termine their  form  of  government; 


■(D)  achieving  a  peaceful  political  resolu- 
tion of  the  current  violence  in  Nicaragua  on 
the  basis  of  a  dialogue  that  is  open  to  all 
parties  and  that  is  free  of  preconditions.  In- 
cluding insistence  on  power  sharing  In  the 
absence  of  free  elections;  and 

■•(E)  removing  alleged  obstacles  to  the 
emergence  of  democratic  pluralism  in  Nica- 
ragua, with  guarantees  of  fairness  sind  pro- 
tection for  political  movements  of  all  per- 
suasions under  the  auspices  of  internation- 
ally recognized  observers;  and 
■•(2)  the  following  events  occur— 
■•(A)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  ceases 
and  desists  from  any  activity,  including  the 
importation  of  offensive  arms  and  the  ship- 
ment of  arms  to  insurgent  forces  in  other 
countries,  which  threatens  the  independ- 
ence or  integrity  of  El  Salvador  or  any  other 
nation  in  the  region  or  which  otherwise  con- 
flicts with  the  charters  of  the  United  Na- 
tions or  the  Organization  of  American 
States; 

■■(B)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  re- 
frains from  attacks  on  any  insurgent  force 
within  its  territory  that  iUelf  refrains  from 
any  attack  upon  Nicaragua  Government 
forces;  and 

"(C)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  agrees 
to  permit  international  observers  to  monitor 
its  compliance  with  these  conditions. 

■■(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
become  inoperative  immediately  upon  sub- 
mission of  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  that  there  is  evidence  that  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua  is  not  abiding  by  the 
conditions  set  forth  in  subparagraphs 
801(a)(2)(A).  801(a)(2)(B),  or  801(a)(2)(C), 
and  such  subsection  shall  remain  inoper- 
ative until  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  fur- 
ther report  that  the  conduct  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  has  changed  to  comply 
with  such  conditions,  or  until  the  Congress 
shall,  by  joint  resolution,  provide  otherwise. 
Reports  made  by  the  Secretary  of  State  pur- 
suant to  this  subsection  which  are  classified 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate. 

■•(c)  In  the  event  of  a  certification  by  the 
SecreUry  of  Stale  that  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  has  failed  to  negotiate  in  good 
faith,  subsection  (a)  shall  remain  inoper- 
ative; Provided.  That  these  provisions  are 
not  otherwise  made  inoperative  pursuant  to 
subparagraphs  801(a)(2)(A),  801(a)(2)(B),  or 
801(a)(2)(C)  and  subsection  801(b). 

•(d)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  shall  take  effect  45  days  after 
any  date  on  which  they  become  operative 
pursuant  to  this  section.". 
—Page  2,  beginning  in  line  19:  strike  out  the 
period  and  all  that  follows  through  the  end 
of  line  8  on  page  3  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert 
the  following:  •',  if  both: 

••(Da  mutual  agreement  has  been  entered 
into  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  cease  all  ac- 
tivities to  provide  arms,  training,  command 
and  control  facilities  or  logistical  support  to 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in  or 
against  any  country  in  Central  America  and 
Nicaraguas  compliance  with  such  agree- 
ment is  verified;  and 

•'(2)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  (A) 
ceases  and  desists  from  any  activity,  includ- 
ing the  importation  of  offensive  arms, 
which  threatens  the  independence  or  integ- 
rity of  any  nation  In  the  region  or  which 
otherwise  conflicts  with  the  charters  of  the 
United  Nations  or  the  Organization  of 
American  States;  (B)  refrains  from  attacks 
on  any  insurgent  force  within  Its  territory 


that  itself  refrains  from  any  attack  upon 
Nicaraguan  Government  forces;  and  (C) 
agrees  to  permit  a  regional  group  such  as 
the  Contadora  group  or  International  ob- 
servers to  monitor  its  compliance  with  these 
conditions.". 

—On  page  3.  add  the  following  new  subsec- 
tion to  section  801: 

••(c)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  this  section  shall  not  prohibit 
the  use  of  funds  to  carry  out  activities 
within  the  scope  of  a  finding  made  by  the 
President  pursuant  to  section  662  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  and  reported 
to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  501  of 
the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section  when  such 
finding  reports  the  activity  to  be  a  neces- 
sary component  of  a  program  to— 

••(1)  end  support  by  the  government  of 
Nicaragua  for  Insurgencies  and  terrorism  in 
other  countries; 

••(2)  promote  the  proclamation  and  obser- 
vation by  the  government  of  Nicaragua  of  a 
general  amnesty  for  the  members  of  opposi- 
tion or  resistance  groups,  Including  observ- 
ance of  their  right  to  full  and  peaceful  par- 
ticipation in  political  processes  without  ret- 
ribution or  hindrance; 

••(3)  bring  about  good  faith  negotiations 
resulting  in  verifiable  limitations  on  arma- 
ments and  foreign  military  advisers  in  Cen- 
tral America;  and 

■•(4)  begin  negotiations  to  assure  Nicara- 
guan compliance  with  its  commitments  of 
October  1979  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  and  the  principles  reaffirmed  in 
the  San  Jose  Final  Act  of  October  4.  1982. ". 

By  Mr.  STRATTON: 
—Page  2,  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  3  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"PROHIBITION  ON  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ANY 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 


"Sec.  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

"(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  entry  into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

••(I)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  antigovernment  forces  In 
any  country  In  Central  America;  and 

■•(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
(I):  and 

••(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Final  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  July  1979.'. 

Page  3.  line  10,  strike  out  •802"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  •803". 
Page  5.  after  line  10.  insert  the  following: 
Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 
(1)  Central  America  is  of  vital  importance 
to  the  Interests  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  States; 


(2)  the  social  and  economic  crisis  facing 
Central  America  arise  In  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity; 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  Stales 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic Injustices  and  human  rights  abuses  of  the 
region  are  addressed; 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  be  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  States  policy  toward 
Central  America;  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  States  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 

(b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  development  In 
Central  America,  and  to  help  build  the  nec- 
essary national  consensus  on  a  comprehen- 
sive United  Slates  policy  for  the  region. 
Such  commission  should— 

(1)  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
and  the  Hispanic  and  religious  communities; 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development;  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  dale  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

By  Mr.  STUMP: 
—Page  2.  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  3  and  Insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 


•prohibition  on  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ANY 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 


"Sec  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  Intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  In  Nicaragua  by  any  nalicjn, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

••(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  entry  Into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

"( 1 )  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly.  mlliUry  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  anti-govemmenl  forces 
in  any  country  in  Central  America;  and 

••(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
(l);and 

'•(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Final  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can SUtes  in  July  1979.". 

Page  3,  line  10.  strike  out  '802"  and  Insert 
in  lieu  thereof  •803". 
Page  5.  after  line  10.  insert  the  followmg: 
Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 


(1)  Central  America  is  of  vital  Importance 
to  the  interesU  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  States; 

(2)  the  social  and  economic  crisis  facing 
Central  America  arise  in  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity; 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  States 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic injustices  and  human  rights  abuses  of  the 
region  are  addressed; 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  be  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  Stales  policy  toward 
Central  America;  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  Stales  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 

(b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  development  in 
Central  America,  and  to  held  build  the  nec- 
essary national  consensus  on  a  comprehen- 
sive United  States  policy  for  the  region. 
Such  commission  should— 

(1)  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
and  the  Hispanic  and  religious  conmiunltles; 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development;  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

—Page  3.  line  1  [section  801(b)]:  strike  lines 
1.  2.  and  3  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof:  •This 
section  shall  take  effect  45  days  after  a  veri- 
fiable agreement  has  been  entered  into  by 
the  U.S.  and  Nicaragua  and  all  countries  in 
the  Central  American  region  that  all  arms 
flow  from  Nicaragua  to  El  Salvador  have 
ceased.". 

—Page  5.  line  10:  strike  the  quotation  marks 
and  the  last  period  and  after  line  10  add  the 
following: 

••(g)  Section  793  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Appropriations  Act.  1983.  as  contained 
in  the  Further  Continuing  Appropriations 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1983  (Public  Law  97-377) 
is  hereby  repealed.". 

—Page  5.  line  10:  strike  the  quotation  marks 
and  the  last  period  and  after  line  10  add  the 
following: 

••(g)  Funds  the  obligation  or  expenditure 
of  which  would  otherwise  be  prohibited  by 
subsection  801(a)  of  this  Act  may  be  obligat- 
ed or  expended  notwithstanding  that  sub- 
section when  necessary  to  protect  individ- 
uals from  threat  of  death  or  serious  bodily 
harm  or  for  medical  or  other  humanitarian 
assistance;  Provided,  That  each  Instance  of 
the  obligation  or  expenditure  of  funds 
under  the  authority  of  this  section  shall  be 
reported  to  the  Permanent  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  the  Select  Committee  on  In- 
telligence of  the  Senate.". 

By  Mr.  WHITEHURST: 
—Page  2.  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  3  and  insert  In 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 
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PROHIBITION  OH  COVKRT  ASSISTANCE  POR  ANY 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

"Sec.  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
t>e  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

"(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  entry  into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

"(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  antigovemment  forces  in 
any  country  in  Central  America;  and 

"(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
(l);and 

"(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Pinal  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  July  1979.". 

Page  3.  line  10.  strike  out  "802"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "803". 

Page  5,  after  line  10.  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

<  1 )  Central  America  is  of  vital  importance 
to  the  interests  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  States; 

(2)  the  social  and  economic  crisis  facing 
Central  America  arise  in  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity; 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  States 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  Insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic injustices  and  human  rights  abuses  of  the 
region  are  addressed: 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  t)e  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  States  policy  toward 
Central  America;  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  States  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 

<b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  development  in 
Central  America,  and  to  help  build  the  nec- 
essary national  consensus  on  a  comprehen- 
sive United  States  policy  for  the  region. 
Such  commission  should— 

(1)  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
sind  the  Hispanic  and  religious  communities; 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development;  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

—Page  2.  line  12:  strike  the  following:  "ap- 
propriated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for 


the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  or  any 
other  department,  agency,  or  entity  of  the 
United  States  Involved  in  Intelligence  activi- 
ties" and  substitute  in  lieu  thereof:  "author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  subsection  802(e) 
of  this  title." 

—Page  2,  beginning  in  line  19:  strike  out  the 
period  and  all  that  follows  through  the  end 
of  line  8  on  page  3  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert 
the  following:  ",  if  both: 

"(Da  mutual  agreement  has  been  entered 
into  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  cease  all  ac- 
tivities to  provide  arms,  training,  command 
and  control  facilities  or  logistical  support  to 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in  or 
against  any  country  in  Central  America  and 
Nicaragua's  compliance  with  such  agree- 
ment is  verified;  and 

"(2)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  (A) 
ceases  and  desists  from  any  activity,  includ- 
ing the  importation  of  offensive  arms, 
which  threatens  the  independence  or  integ- 
rity of  any  nation  in  the  region  or  which 
otherwise  conflicts  with  the  charters  of  the 
United  Nations  or  the  Organization  of 
American  States:  (B)  refrains  from  attacks 
on  any  insurgent  force  within  its  territory 
that  itself  refrains  from  any  attack  upon 
Nicaraguan  Government  force;  and  (C) 
agrees  to  permit  a  regional  group  such  as 
the  Contadora  group  or  international  ob- 
servers to  monitor  its  compliance  with  these 
conditions. 

•(b)  The  restriction  on  obligation  or  ex- 
penditure of  appropriations  contained  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  become 
imperative  immediately  upon  submission  of 
a  report  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  is  not  abiding  by 
the  conditions  described  in  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  and  such  restric- 
tions shall  remain  inoperative  until  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  further  report  that  the 
conduct  of  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  has  changed  to 
comply  with  such  conditions,  or  until  the 
Congress  shall,  by  Joint  Resolution,  provide 
otherwise.  Reports  made  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  pursuant  to  this  section  which  are 
classified  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Perma- 
nent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  to  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
Senate.". 

—Page  2,  line  19  [section  801]:  after  "indi- 
vidual.", insert  the  following:  "except  where 
it  is  verified  that  Cuban  assisted,  supported, 
influenced,  or  Cuban-supplied  countries  are 
directly  or  indirectly  supplying  arms  to  any 
nation,  group,  organization,  movement,  or 
individual  which  would  have  the  effect  of 
destabilizing  or  threatening  to  overthrow 
any  government  in  Central  America.". 
—Page  3,  line  25,  section  (b):  After  "coun- 
try", insert  "or  any  publicly  recognized  sov- 
ereign entities". 

Page  4.  line  1:  After  "country"  insert  the 
word  "entities". 

Page  4,  line  9:  After  "country"  Insert  "en- 
tities". 

—Page  5,  line  4:  After  the  word  "section", 
insert  "$300,000,000". 

Page  5,  line  5:  After  the  word  "and".  Insert 
■$100,000,000". 

Page  5,  line  6:  Strike  subsection  (f). 
By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida: 
—Page  2.  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  3  and  insert  In 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 


"PROHIBITION  ON  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  POR  ANY 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

"Sec  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

"(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  entry  Into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

"(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  anti-government  forces 
in  any  country  in  Central  America;  and 

"(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
(l);and 

"(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Pinal  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  conunltments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  July  1979.". 

Page  3.  line  10.  strike  out  "802"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "803". 

Page  5,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following: 

Sec  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Central  America  is  of  vital  importance 
to  the  interests  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  SUtes; 

(2)  the  social  and  economic  crisis  facing 
Central  America  arise  in  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity: 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  States 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic injustices  and  human  rights  abuses  of  the 
region  are  addressed: 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  t>e  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  States  policy  toward 
Central  America:  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  States  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 

(b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  develoment  in  Cen- 
tral America,  and  to  help  build  the  neces- 
sary national  consensus  on  a  comprehensive 
United  States  policy  for  the  region.  Such 
commission  should— 

(1)  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
and  the  Hispanic  and  religious  communities: 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development:  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eightly  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 


By  Mr.  ZSCHAU: 
—On  page  5.  line  10,  strike  out  the  quota- 
tion marks  and  the  last  period,  and  after 
line  10  add  a  new  section  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec  .  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  the  President  from  carry- 
ing out  fully  his  constitutional  responsibil- 
ity as  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  to  repel  attack 
or  to  take  such  temporary  action  as  is  clear- 
ly necessary  to  protect  the  lives  of  U.S.  citi- 
zens stationed  or  living  abroad  or  on  the 
high  seas.". 

—On  page  5,  line  10.  strike  out  the  quota- 
tion marks  and  the  last  period,  and  after 
line  10  add  a  new  section  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec  .  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  require  any  further  specific  statu- 
tory authorization  to  permit  members  of 
United  SUtes  Armed  Forces  to  participate 
jointly  with  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
of  one  or  more  foreign  countries  In  the 
headquarters  operation  of  high-level  mili- 
tary commands  which  were  established 
prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act 
and  pursuant  to  the  United  Nations  Charter 
or  any  treaty  ratified  by  the  United  States 
prior  to  such  date.". 

H.R. 2957 
By  Mr.  AuCOIN: 
—Page  28,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

"Sec  46.  (a)  The  President  shall  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  In  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative,  to  immediate- 
ly begin  discussions  with  other  countries  re- 
garding the  economic  dislocations  which 
result  from  structural  exchange  rate  Imbal- 
ances. 

"(b)  Not  later  thiui  90  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Presi- 
dent shall  transmit  a  report  to  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  regarding  the  need  to 
reform  the  floating  exchange  rate  system. 
Such  report  shall  contain  such  recommen- 
dations for  legislative  or  administrative  ac- 
tions as  the  President  considers  advisable.". 
—Page  15,  after  line  21,  Insert  the  following: 

MEDIUM-TERM  FINANCING 

Sec  112.  Section  2(a)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635(a)) 
Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

"(3)  In  order  for  the  Bank  to  be  competi- 
tive in  all  of  Its  financing  programs  with 
countries  whose  exports  compete  with 
United  States  exports,  the  Bank  shall— 

"(A)  provide  medium-term  financing— 

"(I)  at  rates  of  Interest  which  are  equal  to 
the  rates  established  by  the  Organization 
for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment; and 

•(ID  in  amounts  up  to  85  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  exports  involved;  and 

"(B)  cooperate  fully  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  the  Administrator  of  the 
Small  Business  Administration  to  develop  a 
program  for  purposes  of  disseminating  in- 
formation to  small  business  concerns  re- 
garding the  medium-term  financing  provid- 
ed under  this  paragraph."^ 

By  Mr.  DANNEMEYER: 
—Page  19.  line  16,  insert  "(a)"  after  "Sec. 
40." 

Page  19,  after  line  20.  insert  the  following: 

"(b)(1)  Not  later  than  eighteen  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 


tion, the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  es- 
tablish a  par  value  for  the  dollar  in  gold. 

"(2)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  take  effect 
until  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  transmits  a  notice  to  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  specifying  that  the  Secre- 
tary has  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (1).". 

By  Mr.  HORTON: 
—Page  37,  strike  out  lines  20  through  24,  In- 
clusive. 

Page  38,  line  1,  strike  out  "(e)"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(d)". 

Page  38,  line  14,  strike  out  '(f)"  and  Insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(e)". 


H.R.  2969 
By  Mr.  ADDABBO: 
—Page  47,  after  line  15,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

retired  PAY  FOR  CERTAIN  OTHERWISE 
INELIGIBLE  RESERVISTS 

Sec  1014.  (a)  Section  1331(c)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  retired  pay 
for  nonregular  service,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "unless  he"  the  first  place  it  appears 
and  all  that  follows  in  such  section  and  in- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "unless— 

"(1)  he  performed  active  duty  after  April 
5,  1917,  and  before  November  12,  1918,  or 
after  September  8,  1940,  and  before  January 
1,  1947;  or 

"(2)  he  performed  active  duty  (other  than 
for  training)  after  June  26,  1950,  and  before 
July  28,  1953,  after  August  13,  1961,  and 
before  May  31,  1963,  or  after  August  4,  1964, 
and  before  March  28,  1973.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  retired  pay 
payable  for  months  beginning  after  Septem- 
ber 30,  1983.  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  whichever  Is  later. 

By  Mr.  BADHAM: 
-At  the  end  of  the  blU  add  the  following 
new  section: 

REPORT  ON  CONTRACTING  OUT  OF  BASE 
SECURITY  AND  FIREFIGHTING  FUNCTIONS 


Sec  1111.  Not  later  than  April  1.  1984.  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a  com- 
prehensive written  report  concerning  con- 
versions of  base  security  and  flrefighting 
functions  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
from  performance  by  Department  of  De- 
fense personnel  to  performance  by  contrac- 
tor personnel.  The  report  shall  include— 

(1)  the  results  of  a  study  of  the  Impact 
that  the  six-month  moratorium  on  cost 
comparislon  studies  and  the  one-year  mora- 
torium on  contracting-out  of  base  security 
and  flrefighting  functions  contained  In  sec- 
tions 305  and  1111,  respectively,  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
1983  (Public  Law  97-252),  have  had  on  the 
management  of  resources  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  and  on  the  private  sector. 
Including  small  businesses; 

(2)  the  results  of  a  study  of  the  Impact 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  of  past 
and  proposed  conversions  of  flrefighting 
and  base  security  functions,  including  an 
analysis  of  the  impact  of  such  conversions 
upon  personnel  allocations,  economic  effi- 
ciencies, military  readiness,  and  manage- 
ment efficiencies;  and 

(3)  a  copy  of  the  guidelines  and  criteria 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  uses  In  de- 
termining which  flrefighting  and  base  secu- 
rity functions  are  appropriate  for  perform- 
ance by  the  private  sector,  taking  Into  con- 
sideration the  nature,  character,  and  mis- 
sion of  particular  installations. 


By  Mr.  COURTER: 
—At  the  end  of  the  bUI  add  the  following 
new  section: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  DIRECTOR  OF 
OPERATIONAL  TESTING  AND  EVALUATION 

Sec  1111.  (a)(1)  Chapter  4  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  Inserting 
after  section  136  the  following  new  section: 

"§  136a.    Director    of    Operational    Testing    and 
Evaluation:  appointment;  powers  and  duties 

"(a)  There  Is  a  Director  of  Operational 
Testing  and  Evaluation  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  appointed  from  civilian  life  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate. 

"(b)  The  Director  performs  all  duties  re- 
lating to  operational  testing  and  evaluation 
in  the  Department  of  Defense,  including— 

"(1)  l>eing  the  principal  adviser  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  on  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  in  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(2)  prescribing  the  administrative  organi- 
zation In  each  of  the  military  departments 
for  planning  and  conducting  operationtJ 
testing  and  evaluation: 

"(3)  prescribing  policies  and  procedures 
for  the  conduct  of  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  in  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(4)  monitoring,  reviewing,  and  providing 
guidance  for  all  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  in  the  Department  of  Defense: 

"(5)  determining  In  advance  the  adequacy 
of  the  plans  and  the  available  funds  for 
operational  testing  and  evalution  to  be  con- 
ducted In  connection  with  each  major  devel- 
opment program  and  each  potential  major 
development  program  in  the  Department  of 
Defense; 

"(6)  coordinating  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  conducted  jointly  by  more  than 
one  military  department: 

"(7)  analyzing  the  results  of  the  oper- 
ational testing  and  evaluation  conducted  for 
each  major  development  program  and  each 
potential  major  development  program  In 
the  Department  of  Defense  and  reporting  to 
the  SecreUry  of  Defense  on  (A)  whether 
the  testing  and  evaluation  performed  was 
adequate,  and  (B)  whether  the  testing  and 
evaluation  results  confirm  that  the  items  or 
components  actually  tested  were  effective 
and  suitable  for  combat;  and 

"(8)  reviewing  and  making  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  all 
budgetary  and  financial  matters  relating  to 
operational  testing  and  evaluation.  Includ- 
ing operational  testing  facilities  and  equip- 
ment, in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

"(c)  The  Director  shall  report  directly, 
without  intervening  review  or  approval,  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Director  and 
his  staff  are  Independent  of  all  research  and 
development  offices  or  organizations  In  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

•(d)  The  Director  shall  have  access  to  all 
records  and  data  In  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. Including  the  records  and  daU  of 
each  military  department,  that  the  Director 
considers  necessary  to  review  In  order  to 
carry  out  his  duties  under  this  section. 

■•(e)  The  Director  may  require  that  such 
observers  as  he  designates  be  present  during 
preparation  for  and  the  conduct  of  the  test- 
ing part  of  any  operational  testing  and  eval- 
uation conducted  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. ,  . 
••(f)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment shall  report  to  the  Director  aU  results 
of  all  operational  testing  and  evaluation 
conducted  by  the  military  department  and 
of  all  studies  conducted  by  the  military  de- 
partment  In  connection   with   operational 
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testing  and  evaluation  in  the  military  de- 
partment. 

"(g>  The  Director  shall  respond  to  re- 
quests from  the  Congress  for  information 
relating  to  operational  testing  and  evalua- 
tion in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

"(h)  No  funds  may  be  obligated  or  expend- 
ed by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment to  conduct  any  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  if  such  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  is  not  approved  in  advtince  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consultation 
with  the  Director,  or  is  not  conducted 
within  the  scope,  or  in  accordance  with  the 
conditions,  specified  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  approving  the  operational  test- 
ing and  evaluation. 

"(i)  In  this  section  operational  testing 
and  evaluation'  means  the  field  testing, 
under  realistic  combat  conditions,  of  any 
item  of.  or  key  component  of  weapons, 
equipment,  or  munitions  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  effectiveness  and  suitabil- 
ity of  the  weapons,  equipment,  or  munitions 
for  use  in  combat  by  typical  military  users 
and  the  evaluation  of  the  results  of  such 
testing.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  136  the 
following  new  item: 

"136a.  Director  of  Operational  Testing  and 
Evaluation:  ap|X)intment:  powers  and 
duties.". 

(b)  For  each  fiscal  year,  the  President 
shall  include  in  the  Budget  transmitted  to 
Congress  pursuant  to  section  1105  of  title 
31.  United  States  Code,  a  separate  request 
for  new  budget  authority  for.  and  an  esti- 
mate of  the  outlays  by,  the  Director  of 
Operational  Testing  and  E\aluation  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  carrying  out  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  set  forth  in  sec- 
tion 136a  of  title  10.  United  States  Code  (as 
added  by  sutjsection  (a)). 

(c)  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,   is  amended   by   adding  at   the   end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"Director  of  Operational  Testing  and  Eval- 
uation, Department  of  Defense.". 

(d)(1)  The  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  shall  have  access  to  all 
records  and  data  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, including  the  records  and  data  of 
each  military  department,  relating  to  oper- 
ational testing  and  evaluation  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  cooper- 
ate with  the  Comptroller  General  in  carry- 
ing out  paragraph  ( 1 ). 

(3)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
the  term  "operational  testing  and  evalua- 
tion" has  the  same  meaning  as  provided  in 
section  136a(g)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code  (as  added  by  subsection  (a)(1)). 

—At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

DEPARTMENT  OP  DEFENSE  DIRECTOR  OF 
OPERATIONAL  TEST  REVIEW  AND  EVALUATION 

Sex.  1111.  (a)(1)  Chapter  4  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  136  the  following  new  section: 
"SlSte.  Director  of  Operational  Test  Review  and 
ETaliuUion:  appointment:  powers  and  duties 
"(aKl)  There  is  a  Director  of  Operational 
Test  Review  and  Evaluation  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  appointed  from  civilian 
life  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Director 
shall  t>e  appointed  without  regard  to  politi- 
cal affiliation  and  solely  on  the  basis  of  fit- 
ness to  perform  the  duties  of  the  office  of 


Director.  A  commissioned  officer  of  the 
Armed  Services  may  serve  in  an  Acting  ca- 
pacity as  Director  without  prejudice  to  his 
commissioned  status  as  an  officer.  The  Di- 
rector may  be  removed  from  office  by  the 
President.  The  President  shall  conununicate 
the  reasons  for  any  such  removal  to  both 
Houses  of  Congress. 

"(2)  In  this  section: 

'(A)  'Operational  test  and  evaluation' 
means— 

"(i)  the  field  test,  under  realistic  combat 
conditions,  of  any  item  of  (or  key  compo- 
nent of)  weapons,  equipment,  or  munitions 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  effec- 
tiveness and  suitability  of  the  weapons, 
equipment,  or  munitions  for  use  in  combat 
by  typical  military  users:  and 

"(ii)  the  evaluation  of  the  results  of  such 
test. 

"(B)  'Major  defense  acquisition  program' 
means  a  Department  of  Defense  acquisition 
program  that  is  a  major  defense  acquisition 
program  for  purposes  of  section  139a(a)(l) 
of  this  title  or  that  is  designated  as  such  a 
program  by  the  Director  for  purposes  of 
this  section. 

"(b)  The  Director  is  the  principal  adviser 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  operational 
test  and  evaluation  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  The  Director  shall— 

"(1)  recommend  policies  and  procedures 
for  the  conduct  of  operational  test  and  eval- 
uation in  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(2)  upon  request,  provide  guidance  to  and 
consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments 
with  respect  to  operational  test  and  evalua- 
tion in  the  Department  of  Defense  in  gener- 
al and  with  respect  to  specific  operational 
test  and  evaluation  to  be  conducted  in  con- 
nection with  a  major  defense  acquisition 
program; 

"(3)  coordinate  operational  test  conducted 
jointly  by  more  than  one  military  depart- 
ment or  defense  agency; 

"(4)  analyze  the  results  of  the  or)erational 
test  and  evaluation  conducted  for  each 
major  defense  acquisition  program  and 
report  concurrently  to  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense and  the  Committees  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices and  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  on— 

■■(A)  whether  the  test  and  evaluation  per- 
formed was  adequate;  and 

"(B)  whether  the  test  and  evaluation  re- 
sults confirm  that  the  items  or  components 
actually  tested  are  effective  and  suitable  for 
combat;  and 

"(5)  review  and  make  recommendations  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  all  budgetary 
and  financial  matters  relating  to  operation- 
al test  and  evaluation,  including  operational 
test  facilities  and  equipment,  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

"(c)  The  Director  reports  directly,  without 
intervening  review  or  approval,  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense.  The  Director  shall  consult 
closely  with,  but  is  independent  of,  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research 
and  Engineering  and  all  other  officers  and 
entities  of  the  Department  of  Defense  re- 
sponsible for  research  and  development. 

"(d)(1)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment shall  report  promptly  to  the  Director 
the  results  of  all  operational  test  and  eval- 
uation conducted  by  the  military  depart- 
ment and  of  all  studies  conducted  by  the 
military  department  in  connection  with 
operational  test  and  evaluation  in  the  mili- 
tary department. 

"(2)  The  Director  may  require  that  such 
observers  as  he  designates  be  present  during 
the  preparation  for  and  the  conduct  of  the 


test  part  of  any  operational  test  and  evalua- 
tion conducted  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

"(3)  The  Director  shall  have  access  to  all 
records  and  data  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense (including  the  records  and  data  of 
each  military  department)  that  the  Director 
considers  necessary  to  review  in  order  to 
carry  out  his  duties  under  this  section. 

"(e)(1)  Operational  testing  of  a  major  de- 
fense acquisition  program  may  not  be  con- 
ducted until  the  Director  has  approved  in 
writing  the  adequacy  of  the  plans  (including 
the  adequacy  of  projected  levels  of  funding) 
for  operational  test  and  evaluation  to  be 
conducted  in  connection  with  that  program. 

"(2)  A  final  decision  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  proceed  with  a  major  de- 
fense acquisition  program  beyond  low-rate 
initial  production  may  not  be  made  until 
the  Director  has  submitted  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  the 
report  with  respect  to  that  program  re- 
quired by  subsection  (b)(4). 

"(f)(1)  The  Director  shall  prepare  an 
annual  report  summarizing  the  operational 
test  and  evaluation  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  Each  such  report  shall  be  submitted 
concurrently  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Congress  not  later  than  January  15 
immediately  following  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  the  report  is  prepared.  The 
report  shall  include  such  comments  and  rec- 
ommendations as  the  Director  considers  ap- 
propriate, including  comments  and  recom- 
mendations on  resources  and  facilities  avail- 
able for  operational  test  and  evaluation  and 
levels  of  funding  made  available  for  oper- 
ational test  and  evaluation  activities.  The 
Secretary  may  comment  on  any  report  of 
the  Director  to  Congress  under  this  para- 
graph. 

"(2)  The  Director  shall  comply  with  re- 
quests from  Congress  (or  any  committee  of 
either  House  of  Congress)  for  information 
relating  to  operational  test  and  evaluation 
in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

"(g)  The  President  shall  include  In  the 
Budget  transmitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to 
section  1105  of  title  31  for  each  fiscal  year  a 
separate  statement  of  estimated  expendi- 
tures and  proposed  appropriations  for  that 
fiscal  year  for  the  activities  of  the  Director 
of  Operational  Test  Review  and  Evaluation 
in  carrying  out  the  duties  and  responsibil- 
ities of  the  Director  under  this  section.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  136  the 
following  new  item: 

"136a.  Director  of  Operational  Test  Review 
and  Evaluation:  appointment;  powers 
and  duties.". 

(c)  Section  5315  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,   is  amended   by   adding  at  the   end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"Director  of  Operational  Test  Review  and 

Evaluation,  Department  of  Defense.". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

By  Mr.  DANIEL; 

—At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

RESTORATION  OF  BEDFORD  AIR  FORCE  STATION, 
VIRGINIA 

Sec.  nil.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  remove  from  the  site  of  the  former 


Bedford  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  the  im- 
provemenU  made  to  that  site  by  the  Air 
Force  and  may  restore  the  premise  as  pro- 
vided in  the  license  from  the  United  States 
Forest  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture authorizing  the  use  of  that  site  by 
the  Air  Force. 

By  Mrs.  SCHROEDER: 
—Page  42,  after  line  17,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

HOSTILE  FIRE  PAY  FOR  MEMBERS  SERVING  IN 
AREAS  THREATENING  IMMINENT  DANGER 

Sec.  1009.  (a)  Section  310(a)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (2); 


(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
or";  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  clause  (3)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause: 

"(4)  was  on  duty  in  a  foreign  area  in 
which  he  was  subject  to  the  threat  of  physi- 
cal harm  or  imminent  danger  on  the  basis  of 
civil  insurrection,  civil  war,  terrorism,  or 
wartime  conditions.". 

(b)(1)  The  heading  of  section  310  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  310.  Special  pay:  duty  subject  to  hostile  fire  or 

imminent  danger". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 


chapter  5  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"310.  Special  pay;  duty  subject  to  hostile 
fire  or  imminent  danger.", 
(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 
-At  the  end  of  the  bUl  add  the  following 
new  section; 

OVERALL  LIMITATION  ON  AMOUNT  AUTHORIZED 
TO  BE  APPROPRIATED 

Sec.  nil.  iloth withstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act.  the  total  amount  that 
may  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  in  this  Act  is 
$186,976,770,000. 
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The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m.,  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Our 
prayer  today  will  be  offered  by  the 
Reverend  James  R.  Downs,  minister  of 
the  Vincennes  Avenue  Wesleyan 
Church,  Washington,  Ind.  The  Rever- 
end Downs  is  sponsored  by  the  Honor- 
able Dam  Quayle. 


PRAYER 

The  Reverend  James  R.  Downs  of- 
fered the  following  prayer: 

O  God,  Ruler  of  Heaven  and  Earth. 
We  thank  Thee  for  this  great  Nation. 
It  is  great  because  Thou  hast  made  it 
great.  We  thank  Thee  for  the  national 
and  spiritual  freedom  that  we  enjoy. 
We  are  thankful  for  these  men  who 
have  been  elected  to  serve  our  great 
Nation.  In  Psalms  105:  22,  Thy  word 
declares  the  need  of  teaching  His  sena- 
tors wisdom. 

O  God,  teach  us  to  be  wise,  and 
enable  us  to  fulfill  Thy  will  on  Earth 
as  it  is  in  Heaven.  Give  us  wisdom  to 
fear  Thee,  and  to  love  Thee,  to  cleave 
unto  Thee  with  full  purpose  of  heart. 
Quicken  us,  O  God,  in  our  dullness, 
that  we  may  not  serve  Thee  in  a  life- 
less manner,  but  that  we  may  abound 
in  Thy  work.  Make  us  to  be  faithful  in 
all  our  intercourse  with  our  neighbors, 
that  we  may  be  ready  to  do  good,  that 
we  may  be  just  and  kind,  peaceable 
and  patient,  humble  and  self-denying, 
and  make  us  to  be  useful  in  the  world 
that,  so  glorifying  Thee  on  Earth,  we 
may  be  glorified  with  Thee  in  the 
world  to  come.  In  Christ's  name  we 
pray.  Amen. 


(.Legislative  day  of  Monday,  July  18,  1983) 

a  fellow  Hoosier,  from  Washington, 
Ind.,  where  he  is  the  pastor  of  the  Vin- 
cennes Avenue  Wesleyan  Church.  He 
and  his  family  are  visiting  the  Nation's 
Capital  and  I  am  personally  grateful 
that  he  was  able  to  lead  us  in  prayer 
this  morning.  He,  as  so  many  of  us  are, 
is  deeply  concerned  with  the  future 
course  of  our  country. 

Our  Nation  has  become  what  it  is  be- 
cause of  the  concern  and  commitment 
of  people  like  Reverend  Downs.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  worthwhile  for  those  of  us  in 
the  Senate  to  listen  to  the  deeply  felt 
convictions  and  beliefs  of  Reverend 
Downs  and  the  millions  of  Americans 
whose  thoughts  and  values  he  symbol- 
izes. I  thank  Reverend  Downs  for  his 
thought-provoking  words  and  wish 
him  continued  success  in  his  impor- 
tant pastoral  mission. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  once  more 
for  permitting  us  to  share  this 
moment  with  Reverend  Downs. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO 
VISITING  CHAPLAIN 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  con- 
gratulate our  guest  Chaplain  today,  as 
I  do  Senator  Quayle  for  sponsoring 
him.  I  offer  to  yield  to  Senator 
Quayle  at  this  time  if  he  wishes. 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  certainly  a  per- 
sonal pleasure  for  me  to  thank  the 
Reverend  James  R.  Downs  for  saying 
our  opening  prayer  this  morning.  He  is 


THE  HYDRILLA,  THE  CARP,  AND 
THE  TVA 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  take  very  long,  but  I  could  not 
resist  mentioning  one  item  this  morn- 
ing. Lately,  we  have  been  deeply  in- 
volved in  matters  of  high  controversy, 
and  tempers  have  occasionally  flared 
at  such  a  level  that  I  thought  it  might 
be  a  welcome  relief  to  comment  on 
something  indigenous  to  my  own  State 
and  perhaps  of  a  less  ponderous 
nature.  It  is  brought  about,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, by  an  article  I  saw  yesterday 
that,  once  again,  pointed  out  the  inno- 
vative approach  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  to  the  great  prob- 
lems of  the  Nation. 

They  have  a  problem  down  there 
with  an  aquatic  weed,  which  is  called 
the  hydrilla.  Anybody  who  knows  it 
knows  that  it  is  a  fancy  name  for  a 
water  lily  and  that  it  has  grown  and 
prospered  in  the  valley  since  the  TVA 
impounded  our  streauns  and  made 
those  beautiful  and  marvelous  and 
useful  lakes.  But  the  hydrilla  is  nei- 
ther beautiful  nor  marvelous,  nor 
useful. 

It  fouls  the  propellers  of  power 
boats  as  they  make  their  way  over  the 
lakes,  no  doubt  on  important  missions. 
It  clogs  the  water  intakes  and  fouls 
the  turbines  and  otherwise  makes  a 
general  nuisance  of  itself.  But  most 
important,  it  reproduces  at  an  amaz- 
ing, astonishing,  and  disturbing  rate. 
Pretty  soon,  the  entire  Tennessee 
Valley  may  be  hip  deep  in  hydrilla.  So 


the  TVA.  once  again  In  the  forefront 
of  scientific  problem  solving,  has  dis- 
covered a  fish  that  eats  hydrilla.  It  is 
called  the  white  Amur  carp.  They  im- 
ported the  carp  and  dumped  it  in  the 
lake  and,  sure  enough,  the  carp  is 
growing  fat  and  happy  and  the  hy- 
drilla population  is  decreasing  and  all 
is  well  with  the  world. 

I  even  say  a  poem  about  the  fish 
that  says: 
Don't  go  near  the  water,  friend. 

The  grassy-carp  is  loose. 
Yesterday,  it  ate  my  dog. 
Today,  it  ate  my  goose. 

Mr.  President,  I  congratulate  the 
TVA  on  its  initiative,  on  its  demiurgic 
thinking,  and  on  its  effort  to  rid  the 
valley  of  a  great  pest.  But  as  in  so 
many  scientific  experiments  of  this 
type,  I  hope  that,  before  long,  I  am 
not  on  the  floor  urging  some  sort  of 
control  policy  for  the  grassy  carp  for 
fear  that  it  devour  us  all. 

Mr.  President,  the  TVA  was  formed 
in  1933.  My  father  served  in  Congress 
for  14  years  and  never  had  a  minute's 
worth  of  trouble  with  it.  Ever  since,  all 
I  have  had  is  problems.  Maybe  this 
will  be  the  last  of  a  series. 

Mr.  President,  on  that  solemn  note,  I 
am  prepared  to  yield  the  floor  to  the 
distinguished  minority  leader,  who 
may  have  more  weighty  subjects  to 
discuss. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abdnor).  The  minority  leader  is  recog- 
nized. 


THE  BLACK  FLY  PROBLEM 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  there 
may  be  more  weighty  subjects,  but  I 
am  troubled  about  the  Japanese 
beetle,  which  is  working  on  the  trees 
in  my  yard.  I  can  understand  the  Sen- 
ator's problem.  We  also  have  in  West 
Virginia,  on  the  New  River  as  it  bor- 
ders Raleigh  County  and  Summers 
County,  what  is  called  the  black  fly 
problem.  The  black  fly  is  a  nuisance. 
It  bites  people.  But  the  fish  in  the 
stream— the  New  River  rises  in  North 
Carolina,  where  I  was  bom,  the  motto 
of  which  State  is  'To  Be  Rather  Than 
to  Seem"— feed  upon  the  larvae  of  the 
black  fly.  So  we  have  a  real  problem  in 
those  two  counties.  Conservationists, 
fishermen,  and  so  on,  do  not  want  a 
certain  substance  which  is  called  BTI 
to  be  sprayed  on  the  river  because 
they  fear  that  it  will  result  in  the  re- 
duction of  the  larvae  of  the  black  fly, 
cutting  the  food  chain  of  the  fish,  and 


#  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


resulting  in  fewer  fish.  So  the  Senator 
and  I  have  some  problems  in  common. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  which 
reminds  me  of  another  quick  anecdote, 
and  then  I  will  stop  being  facetious 
and  talk  about  the  MX  missile. 

I  recall  clearly  many  years  ago— 
shortly  after  I  came  to  the  Senate,  as 
a  matter  of  fact— that  there  was  a  pro- 
posal to  put  a  certain  area  of  Tennes- 
see into  wilderness.  It  was  a  pristine 
area,  and  the  forests  were  virgin.  It 
was  a  gorgeous  area  to  behold.  It 
abounded  with  wildlife,  flora,  and 
fauna. 

The  Interior  Department,  in  its  good 
judgment  and  wisdom,  sent  people  out 
to  ask  local  citizens  how  they  feel 
about  these  projects.  They  stopped 
one  man  going  down  the  street  in 
Oneida,  Tenn.,  and  asked,  "What  do 
you  think  about  putting  this  area  into 
a  wilderness?" 

Well,  this  fine,  old  gentleman  said, 
"Wilderness,  heck.  We  spent  100  years 
getting  the  bear  and  the  boar  off  Main 
Street,  and  we  don't  see  much  profit  in 
putting  us  into  a  wilderness." 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  will  bet  that  the  old 
gentleman's  word  was  not  "heck." 
(Laughter.) 

DR.  RUDOLPH  PENNER  SELECT- 
ED AS  DIRECTOR  OF  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  OFFICE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  announce  that  Dr.  Rudolph 
Penner  of  the  American  Enterprise  In- 
stitute has  been  selected  as  the  new  di- 
rector of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office. 

Dr.  Penner  was  a  unanimous  selec- 
tion of  the  special  search  committee 
established  by  the  House  and  Senate 
Budget  Committees  to  replace  the  out- 
going director.  Dr.  Alice  M.  Rivlin. 

I  know  Dr.  Penner  and  believe  him 
to  be  an  outstanding  selection.  He 
brings  a  combination  of  experience 
and  ability  that  may  be  unique. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  should 
like  to  read  into  the  Record  the  letter 
of  appointment  signed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  and  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate,  dated  July  20, 
1983: 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Section 
201(a)(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and 
Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974,  Public 
Law  93-344,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  President  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Senate  hereby  appoint  Dr.  Ru- 
dolph G.  Penner  as  Director  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  for  the  term  of  office 
beginning  on  January  3.  1983.  to  take  effect 
on  September  1.  1983. 

Thomas  P.  O'Neill,  Jr., 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Strom  Thurmond, 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  con- 
gratulate the  search  committee  and 
the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Com- 
mittees on  their  work,  which  was  ac- 
complished with  unusual  cooperation 


and  bipartisan  understanding.  I  thank 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  for  his  as- 
sistance and  patience. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  time  a 
statement  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee,  Senator 
Pete  V.  Domenici. 

(By  request  of  Mr.  Baker,  the  fol- 
lowing statement  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record:) 
•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
selection  of  Dr.  Rudolph  G.  Penner  of 
the  American  Enterprise  Institute  cul- 
minates a  search  that  saw  more  than  a 
dozen  candidates  nominated  for  the  di- 
rectorship of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office. 

A  bipartisan,  bicameral  search  com- 
mittee interviewed  nine  of  the  candi- 
dates who  indicated  they  were  inter- 
ested in  the  CBO  job.  We  had  excel- 
lent candidates,  attesting  the  high 
esteem  in  which  the  CBO  job  has  risen 
in  the  economics  profession  under  the 
outgoing  director.  Dr.  Alice  Rivlin. 

I  believe  that  Dr.  Penner,  who  was 
chosen  after  serious  deliberations  by 
the  search  committee,  is  an  outstand- 
ing choice.  He  brings  unique  qualifica- 
tions to  the  job,  having  served  in  the 
executive  branch  in  fiscal  and  budget 
capacities  and  having  produced  excel- 
lent work  as  an  analytical  economist 
and  fiscal  researcher.  I  believe  that  his 
unusual  combination  of  qualifications 
made  Dr.  Penner  the  best  choice  of  an 
excellent  group  of  candidates  and  I 
wholeheartedly  endorse  his  selection 
by  the  search  committee. 

I  must  especially  commend  Senator 
Nancy  Kassebaum,  a  member  of  the 
search  committee,  who  devoted  many 
hours  to  interviewing  candidates  with 
me.  Her  help  was  invaluable  and  her 
insights  illuminating. 

I  must  also  thank  Chairman  Jim 
Jones,  of  the  House  Budget  Commit- 
tee, for  his  cooperation  and  his  dili- 
gence. He,  along  with  Representative 
Butler  Derrick  and  Majority  Leader 
Jim  Wright,  contributed  mightily  to 
our  selection  process. 

Finally,  special  thanks  must  go  to 
Representative  Bill  Prenzel,  who, 
along  with  Senator  Kassebaum,  did 
the  bulk  of  interviewing  and  analyzing 
in  the  absence  of  other  members  of 
the  search  committee.  As  all  who 
know  him  can  attest.  Representative 
Frenzel  brought  a  combination  of 
toughmindedness  and  great  intellect 
to  his  task  that  made  all  of  our  jobs 
easier. 

It  was  because  of  the  work  of  these 
men  and  women  that  our  selection 
process  for  the  new  CBO  Director  was, 
this  year,  more  efficient  auid  less  con- 
troversial than  ever  before  in  history. 
The  search  committee  went  about  its 
work  in  a  highly  professional  manner, 
assisted  by  senior  staff  of  the  House 
and  Senate  Budget  Committees,  who 
did  their  usual  outstanding  job.  This 
combination  of  factors  has  given  us 


not  only  a  professional  selection  proc- 
ess, but  an  outstanding  choice  in  Dr. 
Rudy  Penner. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  also  like  to 
thank  the  majority  leader.  Senator 
Baker,  for  his  forbearance  and  his 
help.  Because  of  the  complications  in 
the  budget  process  this  year,  we  were 
delayed  in  the  selection  for  Dr.  Riv- 
lin's  successor.  Senator  Baker,  as 
always,  indulged  the  process  and  as- 
sisted in  his  extraordinarily  gracious 
manner. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  we 
have  a  new  CBO  Director  who.  I  be- 
lieve, will  continue  and  build  upon  the 
tradition  established  by  Dr.  Rivlin— a 
tradition  of  excellence,  non-partisan- 
ship, and  the  highest  technical  compe- 
tence. I  congratulate  Dr.  Penner  and  I 
congratulate  Dr.  Rivlin,  who  now 
moves  to  Brookings.  She  has  done  a 
great  job  under  greatly  trying  circum- 
stances and  we  will  miss  her. 

I  submit  for  the  Record  a  copy  of 
Dr.  Penner's  "vita." 
The  material  foUows: 

Vita  or  Rudolph  Gerhard  Penner 
Date  and  place  of  birth:  July   15.   1936, 
Windsor,  Ontario,  Canada. 

Degrees:  B.  Comm.,  University  of  Toronto, 
1958;  Ph.  D.,  the  Johns  Hopkins  University. 
1963. 

teaching  positions 
Instructor.  McCoy  College,  the  Johns 
Hopkins  University,  1960-61.  Assistant  Pro- 
fessor. University  of  Rochester.  1961-66. 
Visiting  Assistant  professor,  Princeton  Uni- 
versity. 1965-66.  Associate  Professor,  Uni- 
versity of  Rochester,  Septemer  1.  1966-Sep- 
tember  1,  1970. 

other  professional  experience 
Consultant  to  the  United  Nations  Confer- 
ence  on   World   Trade    and    Development, 
1963-64: 

Consultant  to  Federal  Aviation  Agency 
through  Mathematica,  Princeton.  VJ.. 
1965-66. 

Consultant  to  Temporary  Commission  on 
New  York  State  Constitution,  1966. 

Consultant  to  Canadian  Cabinet  Task 
Force,  1967. 

Economic  Advisor  to  Ministry  of  Local 
Government  and  Rural  Development.  Gov- 
errunent  of  Tanzania,  and  Fellow  of  Bk:o- 
nomlc  Research  Bureau.  University  College, 
Dar  es  Salaam,  Tanzania,  1967-68. 
Consultant  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  1968. 
Acting  Chairman,  Department  of  Econom- 
ics, University  of  Rochester,  1968-69. 

Member,  Shoup  Tax  Mission  to  Liberia. 
1969. 

Senior  Staff  Economist,  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers.  1970-71. 
Consultant.  Cost  of  Living  Council.  1971. 
Consultant.    Department    of    Labor    and 
Philadelphia  Federal  Reserve  Bank.  1972. 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Economic 
Affairs.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  September  1973-March  1975. 

Assistant  Director  for  Economic  Policy, 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  Execu- 
tive Office  of  the  President,  March  1975- 
January  1977. 

Director  of  Tax  Policy  Studies,  American 
Enterprise  Institute,  February  1977  to 
present.* 
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RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
minority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  wonder 
if  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has  any 
use  for  my  time  at  this  point. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


morning  business,  for  not  to  exceed  10 
minutes,  with  statements  therein  lim- 
ited to  1  minute  each. 


BAKERISMS 


Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  only 
wish  to  observe  that  the  majority  lead- 
er's remarks  this  morning  with  regard 
to  the  weed  and  the  fish  reminded  me 
of  one  of  my  first  recollections  after 
coming  to  the  Senate  and  serving  with 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee on  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works,  where  he  was 
fond  of  issuing  what  I  would  now  call 
"Bakerisms"— which  I  hope  at  some 
time  are  collected  in  a  volume. 

The  majority  leader,  then  merely  a 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  used  to  say 
often  of  the  complicated  environmen- 
tal issues.  "If  it  ain't  broke,  don't  fix 
it."  I  suppose  that  is  the  moral  of  the 
weed  and  the  fish. 

Beyond  that.  I  would  just  say  that  I 
would  hope  for  a  minute  or  two  before 
the  vote  on  cloture,  but  perhaps  we 
can  talk  about  that  later. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  guess  the  President  got 
that  impression  from  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee— "If  it  ain't  broke, 
don't  fix  it.  " 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  has  a 
time  been  provided  for  the  transaction 
of  routine  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
has  been. 

Mr.  BAKER.  On  what  basis? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not 
more  than  10  minutes  for  the  transac- 
tion of  morning  business,  with  state- 
ments therein  limited  to  1  minute 
each. 

Mr.  BAKER.  And  after  the  time  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business,  the  Senate  will  be  back  on 
the  defense  authorization  bill,  will  it 
not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BAKER.  What  will  be  the  pend- 
ing question  at  that  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  will  be  the  Warner 
amendment  to  the  Tower  amendment. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  no  further 
need  for  my  time  under  the  standing 
order.  If  any  remains,  I  am  prepared 
to  yield  it  back. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield  back  my  time. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 


COCAINE-AN  INTERNATIONAL 
THREAT 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President,  too 
often,  drug  trafficking  and  abuse  are 
considered  only  an  American  problem. 
The  shocking  facts  reveal  that  it  is  a 
worldwide  problem  which  demands 
international  action. 

Cocaine  trafficking  and  abuse  have 
become  a  serious  problem  for  many 
European  countries  in  recent  years. 
From  1977  through  1981  the  amount 
of  cocaine  .seized  in  Europe  increased 
almost  fourfold— from  59  kilograms  to 
232  kilograms.  Moreover,  the  number 
of  seizure  incidents  more  than  doubled 
in  1981  compared  to  1978—98  versus 
48. 

Cocaine,  long  popular  among  the 
wealthier  segments  of  society  in 
Europe  and  the  Middle  East  has 
become  in  recent  years  increasingly 
available  to  other  segments  of  society 
due  to  cheaper  prices  for  cocaine  and 
easier  travel  to  and  from  source  coun- 
tries in  South  America.  The  region 
continues  to  play  a  dual  role  in  the 
traffic  in  cocaine:  It  is  a  consumer 
area  and  a  transit  point  for  cocaine 
destined  for  other  parts  of  the  world. 
Because  of  the  increasing  availability 
of  cocaine  and  recent  changes  in  traf- 
ficking patterns  in  Europe,  a  review  of 
the  more  important  aspects  of  the  co- 
caine trafficking  situation  is  given  for 
1980  and  1981.  During  these  low  years 
most  of  the  seizures  took  place  in  two 
major  transit  countries.  France  and 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  and 
in  the  four  primary  recipient  coun- 
tries—Italy, the  Netherlands,  Spain 
and  the  United  Kingdom. 

FRANCE 

Seizures  in  France  rose  by  150  per- 
cent from  about  34  kilograms  in  1980 
to  over  85  kilograms  in  1981.  During 
this  2-year  period  France  has  been  the 
primary  point  of  entry  to  Europe  used 
by  traffickers  in  cocaine  arriving  via 
conunercial  airlines  from  South  Amer- 
ica. Almost  all  of  the  seizure  incidents 
reported  during  the  last  2  years  were 
made  at  international  airports  servic- 
ing Paris.  There  was  one  incident  at 
the  Nice  International  Airport.  Infor- 
mation resulting  from  the  seizures 
made  at  the  airports  indicates  that 
much  of  the  cocaine  was  destined  for 
countries  other  than  France,  such  as 
Italy,  the  Netherlands,  and  the  United 
States.  The  quarterly  seizures  peaked 
during  the  first  quarter  of  1981.  and 
declined  later  in  the  year  following 
the  intense  and  successful  law  enforce- 
ment activities  of  the  first  quarter. 
France,  however,  is  a  convenient  point 
of  entry  to  Europe,  and  remains  popu- 
lar with  cocaine  traffickers. 


rtDERAL  REPUBLIC  OF  GERMANY 

This  country  is  used  primarily  as  a 
transit  point  for  cocaine  destined  usu- 
ally for  the  Netherlands  and  Italy. 
Close  to  37  kilograms— 96  percent— of 
the  more  than  38  reported  for  the  2- 
year  period  were  seized  at  the  interna- 
tional airport  servicing  Frankfurt  in 
15  incidents.  The  remaining  seizures 
occurred  in  Berlin,  Hamburg.  Kleve, 
and  Munich.  In  one  instance  German 
authorities  seized  cocaine  which  had 
been  smuggled  into  Hamburg  by  a 
South  American  crew  member  aboard 
an  Ecuadoran  vessel.  This  was  the 
only  incident  reported  involving  co- 
caine known  to  have  been  smuggled  to 
Europe  by  vessel.  The  incident  which 
occurred  at  Kleve  involved  a  small 
amount  of  cocaine  purchased  in  the 
Netherlands  by  two  U.S.  citizens  resid- 
ing in  Germany. 

SPAIN 

Ranking  second  in  the  amount  of  co- 
caine seized  during  1980  and  1981  but 
first  in  the  number  of  seizures  report- 
ed, Spain  holds  a  dual  position  in  the 
cocaine  traffic.  It  is  not  only  a  primary 
recipient  country  for  cocaine  but  also 
a  transit  country.  Spain  is  used  by  co- 
caine traffickers  who  are  often  des- 
tined for  the  Netherlands  and,  more 
recently,  for  Italy.  It  is  interesting  to 
note  that  while  cocaine  traffickers  des- 
tined for  such  countries  as  the  Nether- 
lands and  Italy  enter  Europe  via 
Spain,  during  the  last  2  years  there 
have  been  an  increasing  number  of  in- 
cidents in  France  or  at  the  Franco- 
Spanish  border  involving  traffickers 
destined  for  Spain. 

Of  the  55  seizure  incidents.  30—55 
percent— were  made  at  airports  servic- 
ing Madrid.  Barcelona,  and  Las 
Palmas  in  the  Canary  Islands.  They 
accounted  for  about  48  kilograms  of 
cocaine,  divided  fairly  evenly— 25  and 
23  kilograms  respectively— between 
1980  and  1981.  The  remaining  25  sei- 
zures—45  percent— took  place  at  loca- 
tions other  than  airports,  and  included 
the  only  seizure  of  a  clandestine  co- 
caine laboratory  in  Europe  during 
1980.  The  decline  in  the  seizure  total 
for  1981  is  related  to  the  decrease  in 
seizures  at  nonairport  locations— 
which  dropped  to  about  8  kilograms 
from  the  33  kilograms  reported  during 
1980— brought  on  partially  by  very 
successful  local  enforcement  efforts  of 
previous  years. 

ITALY 

Seizures  made  at  nonairport  loca- 
tions have  been  the  dominant  pattern, 
particularly  during  1981  when  less 
than  2  of  the  30  kilograms  seized  were 
at  an  airport.  Cocaine  reaches  Italy  via 
several  routes.  A  popular  pattern  in- 
volved Italian  males  who  arrived  in 
Paris  from  Lima  and  were  destined  for 
Italy.  After  successful  French  enforce- 
ment efforts  targeted  against  Italians 
arriving  from  Lima,  similar  seizures 
began  to  occur  at  the  airports  servic- 


ing Frankfurt  and  Zurich.  Recently, 
an  Italian  male,  who  arrive  from  Lima 
and  was  destined  for  Milan,  was  arrest- 
ed at  Las  Palmas,  Canary  Islands.  A 
second  pattern  in  the  traffic  of  cocaine 
to  Italy  Involves  Chileans  who  usually 
travel  via  Prance  or  Switzerland  suid 
are  destined  for  Milan. 

UNITED  KINGDOM 

A  principal  recipient  country  for  co- 
caine in  Europe,  the  United  Kingdom 
Is  also  to  a  lesser  extent  a  transit  coun- 
try. Seizures  at  airports  were  about  18 
kilograms  in  1980,  while  seizures  at 
nonairport  locations  were  just  over 
half  that  amount.  Seizures  at  airports 
dropped  by  58  percent  from  1980  to 
1981,  compared  with  a  16-percent  de- 
cline In  seizures  at  nonairport  loca- 
tions for  the  2-year  period.  On  at  least 
two  occasions,  cocaine  destined  for 
India  and  the  South  Pacific  transited 
the  United  Kingdom.  Seizures  of  co- 
caine destined  for  other  European 
countries  have  been  made  in  the 
United  Kingdom.  The  traffic  in  co- 
caine in  the  United  Kingdom  is  appar- 
ently dominated  by  Britons,  as  op- 
posed to  the  other  recipient  countries 
where  other  nationality  groups  have 
established  themselves;  for  example, 
Chileans  in  Italy  and  Colombians  in 
Spain  and  the  Netherlands. 

THE  NETHERLANDS 

This  In  one  of  the  four  primary  re- 
cipient countries  In  Europe.  As  with 
the  other  three,  cocaine  is  Intended 
for  local  consumption,  or  for  redistri- 
bution to  local  markets  elsewhere  in 
Europe.  Also,  the  Netherlands  some- 
times plays  a  secondary  role  as  a  tran- 
sit country.  Such  was  the  case  in  1981 
when  a  group  smuggling  cocaine  con- 
cealed in  batteries  via  the  Netherlands 
Antilles  and  the  Netherlands  to  the 
United  States  was  uncovered  and  im- 
mobilized. The  42  kilograms  seized  in 
the   2-year   period   are   divided   fairly 
evenly  between  seizures  at  airports— 20 
kllogi  ams— and    at    nonairport    loca- 
tlons— 22  kilograms.  All  of  the  seizures 
at  airports,  totaling  four,  took  place  In 
1980.  Traffickers  In  cocaine  destined 
for  the  Netherlands  have  tended  to 
avoid   direct   travel    to   that   country 
from  South  America.  They  prefer  cir- 
cuitous    routes     which     take     them 
through  one  or  more  other  European 
countries— often   Spain.   The   Federal 
Republic  of  Germany,  Belgium,   and 
Denmark.   Seizures   reported    for   the 
Netherlands  dropped  to  4'/2  kilograms 
for  1981— a  decline  of  88  percent.  This 
sharp  decline  in  seizures  may  be  the 
result  of  the  increased  law  enforce- 
ment  efforts   In   European   countries 
used  as  transit  points  by  cocaine  traf- 
fickers destined  for  the  Netherlands, 
and  of  successes  by  Dutch  authorities 
who,  for  example,  seized  the  only  clan- 
destine   cocaine    laboratory    in    the 
region  during  1981. 

Switzerland,  Belgium,  and  Denmark 
are  also  emerging  as  important  transit 
countries.  The  role  of  Switzerland,  in 


particular,  has  increased  as  traffickers 
have  shifted  their  patterns  of  travel. 
In  two  Instances,  Zurich  was  used  as  a 
transit  point  by  smuggling  groups 
which  had  previously  used  Paris.  Swit- 
zerland has  been  used  as  a  transit 
point  mainly  by  traffickers  destined 
for  Italy.  Belgium  is  often  on  the 
route  of  cocaine  traffickers  destined 
for  the  Netherlands.  There  are,  how- 
ever, no  direct  flights  between  coun- 
tries in  South  America  and  Belgium. 
Traffickers  usually  arrive  in  Belgium 
via  France  or  Germany.  Finally,  Den- 
mark is  gaining  in  popularity  with  co- 
caine traffickers  destined  for  the 
Netherlands  and  for  Italy . 


DAVID  DODGE  RELEASE 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  and  grateful  that  we  can  re- 
joice in  the  release  of  David  Dodge  in 
Lebanon. 

Mr.  Dodge,  a  resident  of  Princeton, 
N.J.,  had  been  serving  as  acting  presi- 
dent of  the  American  University  In 
Beirut  when  he  was  kidnaped  over  a 
year  ago. 

The  Dodge  family's  service  to  Leba- 
non has  been  long  and  distinguished. 
The  family  established  the  American 
University  there  in  1866  and  adminis- 
tered the  school  until  1948  when  his 
father.  Bayard,  retired  as  president. 

David  Dodge,  whose  four  children 
were  all  bom  In  Behut.  returned  to 
the  country  In  1980— during  the  civil 
strife— to  bring  stability  to  the  univer- 
sity and  serve  as  its  acting  pesident. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  all  pleased 
that  he  has  survived  his  long  ordeal 
and  Is  In  apparent  good  health.  I  wish 
him  and  his  wife,  Doris,  well  as  they 
begin  to  resume  the  life  they  richly 
deserve.  We  join  Doris  Dodge  and  her 
four  children  in  celebrating  David's  re- 
lease. 


THE  NEUTRON  BOMB— EASY 
WAY  TO  A  NUCLEAR  WAR 


Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  It  is 
hard  for  this  Senator  to  conceive  of  a 
greater  tragedy  than  a  nuclear  war  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union.  I  think  every  Member  of 
the  Senate  from  the  most  liberal  to 
the  most  conservative  must  agree  that 
we  are  determined  to  stop  such  a  ca- 
tastrophe. And  yet  we  push  ahead 
with  weapons  systems  that  are  sure  to 
make  this  nightmare  cataclysm  more 
likely.  For  Instance,  we  have  already 
voted  into  the  defense  authorization 
bill  that  is  still  before  this  body  the 
approval  of  funds  for  the  production 
of  the  neutron  bomb  even  if  not  a 
single  European  ally  will  permit  the 
bomb  to  be  stationed  on  its  territory. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  prospect  that 
either  great  power  will  launch  an  un- 
provoked major  first-strike  nuclear 
attack  on  the  other  are  slight,  and 
they  certainly  are,  the  prospect  that 


in  response  to  a  conventional  and  suc- 
cessful Soviet  tank  attack  in  Europe 
we  might  use  a  neutron  bomb  is  very 
real  indeed. 

The  terrible  danger  of  the  neutron 
bomb  Is  precisely  that  It  is  so  easy  to 
rationalize  its  use.  We  can  argue  that 
it  will  inflict  limited  damage,  that  it  is 
in  fact  very  little  different  than  a  big 
conventional  weapon,  that  it  is  resdly 
not  that  much  of  a  step  up  in  military 
activity,  and  that  it  would  achieve  Its 
end— stop  a  wirmlng  Soviet  Invasion, 
turn  a  defeat  in  Europe  into  a  victo- 
ry—that the  Soviets  would  not  want  to 
go  the  whole  way  with  a  retaliation. 
But,  Mr.  President,  this  is  exactly  how 
a  nuclear  war  can  start.  I  hope  and 
pray  that  in  the  appropriations  proc- 
ess or  somewhere  down  the  line,  per- 
haps in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
we  can  stop  this  slide  into  the  abyss  of 
nuclear  war. 

The  Milwaukee  Journal  carried  an 
editorial  on  Saturday,  July  16,  after 
our  vote  in  the  Senate  that  hammers 
this  point  squarely  on  the  head.  The 
editorial  Is  appropriately  titled:  "A 
Classic  No-Win  Weapon."  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  it  be  printed  In  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[From  the  Milwaukee  Journal,  Saturday. 
July  16.  1983] 
A  Classic  No-Win  Weapon 
The  Pentagon's  quest  for  newer  and  more 
flexible  weapons,  such  as  the  so-called  neu- 
tron bomb,   is  probably  inevitable.  Every- 
body wants  to  o»Ti  the  most  up-to-date  Item 
on  the  market. 

But  the  neutron  bomb  also  is  highly  dan- 
gerous—ironically because  it  would  move 
the  world  a  notch  closer  to  the  atomic  holo- 
caust that  the  bomb  is  supposed  to  deter. 

By  a  vote  of  47  to  42.  the  Senate  has 
moved  the  bomb  one  step  closer  to  reality. 
Senators  revoked  previously  approved  lan- 
guage that  required  at  least  one  European 
ally  to  publicly  accept  the  neutron  bomb 
before  production  funds  could  be  released. 

The  neutron  bomb  is  so  named  because  It 
expends  most  of  it  energy  In  deadly  neutron 
radiation,  not  heat  and  blast.  That's  ite 
appeal  to  military  planners.  Even  though 
its  lethal,  its  not  so  destructive  to  buildings 
and  bridges.  Thus,  it's  more  usable  than 
conventional,  city-busting  nukes.  It's  more 
flexible. 

And  that's  why  it's  so  dangerous.  Any 
weapon  thafs  more  usable  is  more  likely  to 
be  used,  especially  in  a  crisis.  The  use  of  a 
conventional  weapon  is  not  always  disas- 
trous. But  the  nuclear  game  is  played  in  an 
entirely  different  ball  park. 

If  Adversary  A  uses  a  nuclear  weapon,  it 
automatically  becomes  easier  for  Adversary 
B  to  rationalize  the  use  of  a  nuke  of  its  own. 
probably  a  slightly  larger  nuke.  That  action- 
reaction  sequence  runs  the  high  and  ines- 
capable risk  of  unstoppable  escalation  Into  a 
global  nuclear  holocaust.  By  its  very  nature, 
such  a  war  would  vanquish  the  victor  along 
with  the  loser. 

Thus,  it's  the  self-interest  of  every  coun- 
try to  preserve  the  barrier  that  now  sepa- 
rates all  conventional  weapons  from  all  nu- 
clear weapons.  Small  nuclear  weapons,  like 
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neutron  bombs,  tend  to  make  that  barrier 
easier  to  breach. 

It's  no  wonder  that  many  Europeans  are 
afraid  of  the  neutron  bomb:  they  Imow  that 
such  a  weapon  makes  the  possibility  of  nu- 
clear war  less  remote.  It's  time  that  more 
Americans — especially  those  in  Congress- 
realized  the  same.  Neutron  bombs  have  no 
place  in  the  arsenal  of  the  United  States  or 
any  other  country. 


NOT  TOO  LATE  TO  RESTORE 
U.S.  CREDIBILITY 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
over  the  years,  while  speaking  before 
numerous  and  diverse  groups,  I  have 
been  repeatedly  asked  why,  after  all 
these  years,  the  United  States  has  not 
yet  ratified  the  Genocide  Convention, 
which  makes  genocide  an  internation- 
al crime. 

I  am  sad  to  say  that  I  honestly  do 
not  have  a  good  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion. 

But  despite  the  delay,  it  is  still  not 
too  late.  I  remain  completely  con- 
vinced that  ratification  of  this  treaty 
is  crucial  if  the  United  States  is  to  con- 
tinue to  play  a  prominent  role  in  de- 
fending human  rights  throughout  the 
world,  especially  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

I  recently  read  an  article  in  the 
Washington  Post  which  reported  the 
publication  of  a  blatantly  anti-Semitic 
book  in  the  Soviet  Union  entitled 
'The  Class  Essence  of  Zionism." 
Among  other  things,  the  book,  written 
by  Lev  Komeev,  charges  that  Jews  col- 
laborated with  the  Nazis  in  perpetrat- 
ing the  crimes  of  the  Holocaust  and 
singles  out  the  Soviet  Jewish  commu- 
nity as  a  community  of  people  suscep- 
tible to  bribery  and  treachery  because 
of  their  so-called  dual  loyalties. 

The  publication  of  this  book  is  espe- 
cially disturbing  l>ecause  of  its  timing. 
According  to  the  Washington  Post, 
publication  comes  at  a  time  when  the 
Government  has  launched  what  the 
article  calls  a  fierce  anti-Zionist  and 
anti-Israeli  propaganda  drive  designed 
to  discourage  Jewish  emigration  from 
the  Soviet  Union.  Jewish  emigration 
from  the  Soviet  Union,  once  as  high  as 
51,000  in  1979,  has  reached  a  distress- 
ing nadir:  Last  year  only  2,688  Jews 
were  allowed  to  emigrate,  and  in  the 
first  third  of  this  year,  a  mere  421 
Jews  left  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Soviet  Jews  are  trapped  in  a 
hostile  environment,  the  victims  of 
harsh  anti-Semitism  which  has  been 
exacerbated  by  this  recent  book— a 
book  which  has  been  warmly  reviewed 
by  the  official  Soviet  press. 

Our  failure  to  ratify  the  Genocide 
Treaty  has  hindered  our  ability  to  pro- 
test effectively  Soviet  human  rights 
violations.  When  American  diplomats 
attempt  to  raise  objections  to  specific 
Soviet  actions,  the  Soviets  are  quick  to 
ignore  our  words  because  of  what  they 
see  as  hypocrisy  in  our  position:  We 


are  registering  complaints  over  their 
human  rights  violations  yet  we  have 
not  ratified  a  basic  human  rights  docu- 
ment, a  document  the  Soviets  have 
ratified. 

We  cannot  permit  the  Soviets  to  use 
our  failure  to  ratify  the  Genocide  Con- 
vention as  an  excuse.  We  must  restore 
our  credibility  as  a  defender  of  human 
rights. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  act  inmiediately  juid  ratify  the 
Genocide  Convention  without  further 
delay. 


DAVID  DODGE,  ACTING  PRESI- 
DENT OF  AMERICAN  UNIVERSI- 
TY OF  BEIRUT,  HAS  BEEN  RE- 
LEASED BY  HIS  KIDNAPERS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  all  share  a  sense  of  joy  in  the  fact 
that  the  news  was  released  today  that 
David  Dodge,  the  acting  president  of 
American  University  of  Beirut,  who 
was  captured  about  a  year  ago  on  the 
campus  of  the  American  University, 
has  been  released  by  his  kidnapers. 

Many  here  Itnow  David  Dodge— I  do, 
I  went  to  school  with  him— and  this 
news  is  extremely  exciting  and  an 
answer  to  the  prayers  of  many  people, 
particularly  his  family,  who  are  locat- 
ed in  Princeton.  N.J. 

The  deputy  White  House  press  sec- 
retary, Mr.  Speakes,  said  that  Mr. 
Dodge  is  described  as  being  in  excel- 
lent physical  and  mental  condition. 

He  was  kidnaped  on  July  20,  1982,  by 
two  gunmen  in  West  Beirut  while  en 
route  from  his  office  to  his  campus 
residence. 

President  Reagan  stated  that  he  is 
deeply  gratified  by  Mr.  Dodge's  release 
and  has  directed  that  a  U.S.  military 
aircraft  be  put  at  Mr.  Dodge's  disposal 
for  his  return  to  the  United  States. 

We  know  no  further  details,  except 
there  was  a  statement  from  the  White 
House  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  is  grateful  to  Syrian 
President  Hafez  Al-Assad  and  to  Dr. 
Rifaat  Al-Assad  for  the  humanitarian 
efforts  they  undertook. 

Mr.  President,  I  personally— and  I 
think  I  speak  for  many  Members  of 
this  Chamber— express  our  gratitude 
at  the  release  of  Mr.  Dodge  and  our 
thankfulness  to  all  who  partook  in  ar- 
ranging for  his  release.  It  is  a  piece  of 
good  news  and  it  is  long  overdue.  I 
think  it  brings  a  sense  of  joy  to  all  of 
us. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
just  as  a  representative  of  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  may  I  join  In  this  re- 
joicing and  particularly  thank  our 
friend  from  Rhode  Island  who 
brought  us  this  good  news.  There  is 
not  that  much  from  that  part  of  the 
world,  or  any  part  of  the  world.  What 
a  fine  thing  this  is  to  hear. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  the  distinguished  Senator  from 


Rhode  Island  in  welcoming  this  news 
of  the  release  of  David  Dodge.  The 
Dodge  family,  over  the  years,  has 
made  an  enormous  contribution  to 
education,  both  in  this  country  and  in 
the  Middle  East.  Their  efforts  there 
with  respect  to  the  university  have 
been  a  model  in  terms  of  such  activi- 
ties throughout  the  world. 

Many  of  us  have  shared  the  very 
deep  concern  which  the  Senator  ex- 
pressed about  David  Dodge,  his  safety, 
and  his  whereabouts  now  for  more 
than  a  year.  This  certainly  comes  as 
welcome  news. 

I  commend  the  Senator  on  bringing 
it  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Mary- 
land and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York  for  their  comments. 
As  the  Senator  from  New  York  said, 
good  news  from  that  area  is  not  all 
that  common.  Out  of  the  labyrinth  of 
conflicting  views  and  forces,  somehow 
it  worked  out  that  David  came  back  to 
us  safe  and  sound. 

So  I  repeat  again  the  sense  of  joy 
that  all  of  us  feel  about  this  good 
news. 


DR.  DAVID  DODGE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
often  that  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
hear  an  item  of  truly  good  news,  but 
today  we  do. 

A  year  ago  Tuesday,  Dr.  David 
Dodge,  the  distinguished  acting  presi- 
dent and  long-time  vice  president  for 
administration  of  the  American  Uni- 
versity of  Beirut,  was  abducted  from 
the  university  campus  in  Beirut  by  un- 
Itnown  gunmen.  Over  the  past  year, 
the  many  efforts  to  determine  his 
whereabouts  proved  fruitless.  But 
today,  the  State  Department  has  an- 
nounced that  Dr.  Dodge  has  been  re- 
leased and  that  he  is  healthy  and  well. 
Although  few  details  are  known  of  his 
captivity  or  the  means  by  which  his 
release  was  achieved,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  Government  of  Syria  played 
an  instrumental  role,  and  for  that  we 
are  grateful. 

I  know  that  all  of  my  colleagues  in 
the  Senate  join  with  Dr.  Dodge's 
family  in  our  relief  on  his  safe  return 
and  wish  him  a  peaceful  recuperation 
from  the  effects  of  his  long  ordeal. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unamiraous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 
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CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  any  further  morning  business? 
If  not,  morning  business  is  closed. 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  resume  consideration  of 
the  unfinished  business  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  development 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
streng:ths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The   Senate   resumed  consideration 
of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  time  between 
now  and  11  a.m.  shall  be  equally  divid- 
ed and  controlled  by  the  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader  or  their 
designees. 
The  majority  leader  is  recognized. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  with  the  time  charged  equally 
against  the  two  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  mi- 
nority leader  suggested  and  I  agree 
that  it  would  be  good  practice  to  pro- 
vide a  brief  time  for  the  principals  in 
the  present  matter  to  discuss  this 
amendment  prior  to  the  cloture  vote. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding  there  be  4 
minutes  of  debate  to  follow  on  after 
the  establishment  of  the  live  quorum 
contemplated  by  the  rule  and  prior  to 
the  vote  and  that  the  time  be  equally 
divided  between  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee (Mr.  Tower)  and  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 

Hart).  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection.  It  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Now,  Mr.  President,  I 
am  prepared  to  yield  the  floor.  I  have 
no  further  need  for  recognition. 
Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia- 
mentary Inquiry. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  under 
whose  control  Is  the  time  allocated 
before  the  quorum  call? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order  after  the  quorum 
such  time  will  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween the  Senator  from  Texas  and  the 
Senator  from  Colorado.  But  at  the 
present,  the  time  Is  controlled  by  the 
majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leader,  or  their  designees. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  desig- 
nate the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  the 
manager  of  the  bill,  to  control  the 
time  on  our  side. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  desig- 
nate Mr.  Hart  to  control  the  time  on 
this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  Is  recognized. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  am  per- 
fectly willing  to  defer  to  the  Senator 
from  Texas  if  he  has  remarks  he 
wishes  to  make. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Colorado.  I  have  nothing  to  say 
at  the  moment.  It  Is  my  understanding 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  wants  to 
deliver  himself  of  a  few  remarks. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  chairman  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  President,  the  Issue  before  us  Is 
the  question  of  the  wisdom  of  procur- 
ing a  new  generation  land-based  inter- 
continental ballistic  missile  larger 
than  any  produced  In  the  history  of 
American  nuclear  armament  with 
more  warheads  than  any  other  missile 
In  our  arsenal,  and  the  disposition,  de- 
ployment. If  you  will,  of  that  missile  In 
silos  which  almost  all  experts  on  all 
sides  of  the  nuclear  question  now  con- 
cede to  either  be  at  the  present  time 
or  very  shortly,  certainly  by  the  time 
of  the  deployment  of  the  so-called  MX 
missile,  vulnerable  to  a  first-strike 
Soviet  attack.  Vulnerability  In  this 
case.  Mr.  President,  Is  conceded  to 
mean  the  ability,  given  accuracy  of 
Soviet  missiles  and  the  yield  of  their 
warheads,  the  ability  to  target  with  a 
high  degree  of  effectiveness  those  in- 
stallations; namely,  the  silos.  In  which 
the  proposed  MX  missile  would  be 
placed. 

Mr.  President,  the  history  of  the  MX 
missile  Is  an  Interesting  one  which 
other  speakers  have  addressed  them- 
selves to. 

But  when  the  Air  Force  in  the  early 
1970's  began  to  explore  the  possibility. 
If  not  the  need,  for  a  new  generation 
land-based  missile  to  replace  existing 
Mlnuteman  II's  and  Ill's,  the  Air 
Force  had  before  It  three  criteria.  The 
committee  In  its  report  correctly  iden- 
tified those  criteria  In  Its  brief  history 
of  the  MX  missUe.  Those  criteria,  ac- 
cording to  the  committee  report,  are 
as  follows  and  I  quote  the  report: 


It  was  determined  that  this  new  missile 
should  have  these  qualities:  It  should  pre- 
serve the  synergistic  features  of  the  strate- 
gic triad  and  the  unique  characteristics  of 
the  ICBM. 

Leave  aside  for  the  moment  what 
the  phrase  "synergistic  features  of  the 
strategic  triad"  means. 

Secondly,  provide  improved  counterlorce 
capability. 

That  is  to  say,  ability  to  hit  the  so- 
called  hard  targets  or  military  targets. 
And.  third  and  most  Importantly— 
And  be  based  in  a  survivable  manner. 
I  quote  from  page  108  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  report. 

It  is  as  much  as  anything  else.  Mr. 
President,  that  characteristic  or  re- 
quirement that  Is  at  Issue  before  the 
Senate  today,  and  It  Is  that  question  to 
which  Senators  should  address  them- 
selves. Many  have,  some  perhaps  have 
not.  It  is  the  view  of  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  that  many  taxpaylng  voting 
American  citizens  are  not  yet  aware  of 
the  fact  that  the  administration,  many 
in  Congress,  propose  to  build  not  only 
a  brandnew,  expensive,  very  accurate, 
very  destructive,  new  missile  but  In 
fact  to  deploy  it  directly  contrary  to 
the  principal  feature  which  was  con- 
tained In  Its  qualities  and  in  its  criteria 
throughout  its  10-  to  12-year  history: 
namely,  that  it  be  based  in  a  surviv- 
able mode. 

Some  oppose  the  MX  altogether. 
Some  Senators,  some  House  Members, 
many  Americans  just  fimdamentally 
do  not  believe  either  we  can  afford  to 
spend  this  money  or  that  It  contrib- 
utes to  our  defense  overall  to  have  this 
missile  or  that  the  United  States 
ought  to  be  engaged  In  this  type  of  nu- 
clear arms  race.  They  think  of  that  as 
being  fallacious. 

But  for  many  of  us  what  is  the  most 
disturbing  feature  of  the  MX  is  its  de- 
ployment, what  in  the  jargon  is  its  de- 
ployment mode;  namely,  where  are  we 
going  to  put  it,  where  will  it  be 
housed. 

That  decision,  Mr.  President,  to  the 
surprise  of  many  was  not  made  until 
90  days  ago.  Then  In  the  picture 
enters  the  so-called  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, one  of  a  series  of  commissions 
and  bodies  and  committees,  ad  hoc 
groups  and  task  forces  formed  to  try 
to  figure  out  what  to  do  with  the  MX 
missile. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
DoDD)  yesterday  wrapped  it  up,  I  think 
very  pointedly,  when  he  said  "They 
tried  to  find  a  place  for  It  on  the  sur- 
face of  the  sea  and  under  the  surface 
of  the  sea.  on  land  and  underground. 
Inside  of  caves,  in  open  trenches.  In 
closed  trenches.  In  silos  packed  close 
together,  and  sUos  widely  separated." 
But  at  no  time  in  the  understanding  of 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  did  any  se- 
rious proponent  of  the  MX  missile  or 
student  of  the  subject  ever  seriously 
propose   that  the  MX  be  placed  In 
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fixed  silos  except  perhaps  during  a 
period  in  the  fall  of  1981.  Then  it  was 
suggested  that  perhaps  what  we  ought 
to  do  is  have  what  was  called  an  inter- 
im basing  mode.  Interim  meant  put  it 
somewhere  for  the  time  being  until  we 
could  figure  out  where  we  could  put  it 
for  the  long  haul. 

At  that  time,  the  recollection  of  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  is.  about  Sep- 
tember. October  1981.  the  fall  of  1981. 
there  was  an  outcry,  an  outcry  against 
the  interim  basing  mode.  The  outcry 
came  from  all  quarters.  The  outcry  in- 
cluded the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee,  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Ser\'ices  Committee,  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  many  former  defense  of- 
ficials who  were  strong  proponents  of 
the  MX  missile,  some  existing  Defense 
Department  officials,  some  uniformed 
senior  military  officers,  some  retired 
military  officers,  all  of  whom  to  a 
person  said.  "This  makes  no  sense." 
Some  had  quite  colorful  language. 
Some  talked  about  that  deployment 
mode,  that  housing  of  the  missile,  if 
you  will,  as  creating  a  situation  in 
which  the  MX,  the  brand  new  expen- 
sive destructive  missile,  would  become 
a  sitting  duck.  The  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado happens  to  agree  with  that  com- 
pletely. It  is  because  of  that  agree- 
ment and  that  conviction  that  he  has 
sought  to  obtain  support  in  the  Senate 
and  around  the  country  for  another 
look  at  this  situation. 

Some  want  to  kill  the  missile  out- 
right. Some  just  do  not  want  a  missile 
at  all.  The  purpose  of  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  is  to  say  if  we  are  going 
forward  with  the  missile  the  last  thing 
we  ought  to  do  with  it  is  put  it  in  fixed 
vulnerable  silos  for  two  reasons:  One, 
that  it  sends  a  signal  to  our  adversar- 
ies that  we  are  prepared  to  fight  a  nu- 
clear war  and  we  are  prepared  to  fight 
a  nuclear  war  on  a  very  fine  hair-trig- 
ger: and,  second,  that  by  putting  per- 
haps our  most  modem  expensive  de- 
structive asset  in  a  place  where  it  can 
be  knocked  out  by  a  preemptive  strike, 
we  may  be  inclined  to  launch  that  mis- 
sile before  the  Soviet  warheads  get 
here. 

Some  may  ask,  "What  is  wrong  with 
that?"  What  is  wrong  with  that  is 
sometimes  our  system  for  detecting 
Soviet  incoming  missiles  and  warheads 
is  defective. 

The  reason  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do feels  strongly  about  that  is  because 
he  participated  in  a  study  with  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Arizona,  Sen- 
ator GoLDWATER,  at  the  behest  of  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  in 
the  fall  of  1980,  and  Senator  Gold- 
water  and  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
issued  a  report  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
dated  October  9,  1980.  That  report, 
which  to  my  knowledge  has  never 
been  questioned  or  refuted,  document- 
ed a  series  of  occurrences  in  which. 


again  in  the  jargon  we  call  the  strate- 
gic warning  system,  malfunctioned, 
broke  down,  sent  false  signals  to  our 
commanders. 

Now  clearly  those  signals  were  false 
or  we  probably  would  not  be  here 
today  talking  about  it.  That  is  the 
point.  But  the  fact  is  we  spent  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars  on  a  system  I  think 
every  dollar  of  which  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  supported  very 
strongly,  on  a  system  telling  it  what 
the  other  side  is  doing,  what  it  is  doing 
with  its  nuclear  forces,  what  it  is  doing 
with  its  conventional  forces,  and 
whether  it  is  preparing  to  launch  or 
whether  it,  in  fact,  has  launched  an 
attack  against  this  country. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  this 
strategic  warning  system  breaks  down. 
The  report,  which  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  mentioned,  documents  a 
rather  alarming— not  a  rather  alarm- 
ing—an alarming  series  of  breakdowns 
in  that  system. 

Many  of  those,  according  to  the 
report,  are  self-correcting;  that  is  to 
say,  the  computers  blinked,  showed 
Soviet  warheads  on  their  way  and 
somebody  punched  a  button,  or  maybe 
they  did  not  even  punch  a  button,  and 
the  computers  blinked  again  and  the 
warheads  disappeared.  They  were  not, 
in  fact,  on  their  way  at  all.  Well,  that 
may  cause  people  a  little  internal  dis- 
tress for  a  few  seconds,  but  it  goes 
away  rapidly. 

There  are  several  occasions,  Mr. 
President,  as  this  report  documents, 
when  the  warnings  were  serious. 
There  was  one  particularly  on  June  3. 
1980,  as  the  report  indicates,  at  ap- 
proximately 2:26  a.m..  Eastern  Day- 
light Time.  The  Strategic  Air  Com- 
mand post  display  system  indicated 
that  two  sea-launched  ballistic  missiles 
had  been  launched  toward  the  United 
States.  Eighteen  seconds  later,  the  dis- 
play system  showed  an  increased 
number  of  sea-launched  ballistic  mis- 
sile launches.  Then  the  report  contin- 
ues to  document  what  happened.  The 
Strategic  Air  Command  calls  the 
North    American    Air    Defense    Com- 

?iand  in  Colorado  Springs.  They,  in 
urn,  call  the  Pentagon  and  there  was 
'contradiction  among  the  various  as- 
■-p^ts  of  the  reporting  system. 
"vThe  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
warning  went  on  for  some  time,  a 
mlhiber  of  minutes  at  the  very  least. 
During  that  time,  the  strategic  forces 
of  the  United  States  went  to  various 
higher  states  of  alert  to  respond  to 
this  warning.  The  story  is  a  pretty  in- 
teresting one  in  an  academic  sense.  It 
is  more  than  interesting  in  a  personal 
and  security  sense. 

What  it  says  is  that  there  is  prob- 
ably no  amount  of  money  that  the 
United  States  can  spend  on  a  strategic 
warning  system  to  make  it  perfect,  to 
guarantee  absolutely,  iron-clad  and 
copper-riveted,  that  we  can  develop  a 
system,  to  tell  us  that  Soviet  warheads 


are  or  are  not  on  the  way  with  no 
degree  of  error. 

That  is  important,  Mr.  President, 
That  is  important  if  you  are  going  to 
spend  $30  billion  to  put  a  10-warhead, 
192,000-pound  missile  in  a  vulnerable 
silo,  indeed,  if  you  are  going  to  put  100 
or  200  of  them  in  those  silos,  and 
depend  on  a  system,  albeit  an  expen- 
sive system  to  tell  you  with  absolute 
certainty,  absolute  certainty,  that 
Soviet  warheads  are  or  are  not  on  the 
way.  And  to  the  degree  you  have  un- 
certainty about  that  system,  to  that 
very  degree,  in  direct  proportion,  you 
are  inc^ned  not  to  lose  that  expensive 
system  by  letting  it  ride  out  that 
attack;  that  is  to  say,  by  letting  it 
absorb  that  first  strike. 

Why?  Well,  because  most  Air  Force 
studies  show  that,  at  the  very  best,  a 
first  strike  would  destroy  70  percent— 
70  percent— of  those  missiles  that  we 
age  going  to  spend  $30  billion  on,  our 
frontline  deterrent. 

Some  studies,  including  those  which 
have  not  been  as  carefully  studied  as 
others,  indicate  that  up  to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator's  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  has  the 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  ex- 
pired? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
expired. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
him  2  or  3  minutes,  if  he  wishes  addi- 
tional time. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Texas.  I  will  take  2  more  min- 
utes. 

Some  studies  of  the  survivability  of 
the  MX  missile  in  fixed  silos  indicate 
that  up  to  95  percent  of  the  missiles 
deployed  in  those  silos  would  be  de- 
stroyed by  a  Soviet  first  strike. 

Now  I  ask  every  Senator,  indeed.  I 
ask  every  thoughtful  American,  to 
consider  the  circumstance  in  which 
the  United  States  has  spent  $30  billion 
on  a  new  land-based  ICBM  with  10 
warheads,  each  targeted  on  the  most 
important  Soviet  military  target,  put 
in  silos  which  the  strategic  warning 
system  of  the  United  States  indicate 
are  under  attack,  and  whether  the 
commanders,  the  senior  military  and 
political  commanders  of  this  country, 
the  policymakers  of  this  Nation,  will 
permit  that  Soviet  attack  to  eliminate 
95  percent  of  those  vulnerable  mis- 
siles. 

If  the  decision  is  not  to  permit  95 
percent  of  those  missiles  to  be  de- 
stroyed, then  the  clear  alternative  is 
to  fire  them  before  the  incoming  war- 
heads arrive.  That,  Mr.  I*resident,  is 
called  launch  on  warning,  and  that, 
Mr.  President,  is  at  the  very  center  of 
the  issue  before  the  Senate. 

It  has  not  been  addressed,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do, by  the  supporters  of  the  missile. 


We  have  yet  to  hear  concrete  military, 
strategic,  or  philosophical  support  for 
the  vulnerable  basing  of  the  next  leg 
of  the  strategic  triad. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Texas  for 
yielding. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  President,  with  the  rejection  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  last 
night  of  an  amendment  to  delete  pro- 
duction funds  for  the  MX— an  action 
delayed  by  opponents  of  the  MX  for 
several  months  in  an  effort  to  prevent 
the  authorization  of  these  funds— the 
pivotal  battleground  for  trench  war- 
fare against  the  MX  missile  has 
become  the  Senate. 

While  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
denies  that  this  was  his  intent,  wheth- 
er it  was  his  intent  or  not,  he  is  to  be 
commended  for  having  successfully 
staved  off  Senate  consideration— and 
almost  certain  approval— of  the  MX 
until  after  the  House  took  its  impor- 
tant action.  As  a  result,  the  House  of 
Representatives  was  able  to  consider 
this  matter  in  a  handful  of  hours  un- 
encumbered by  the  influence  of  our 
votes  on  the  MX  program.  I  might 
note  parenthetically  that  this  body 
has  been  obliged  to  take  portions  of  9 
days  thus  far  for  its  corresponding 
debate  on  the  MX. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  we  can  say 
today,  in  the  aftermath  of  last  night's 
highly  significant  vote  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  that  the  outcome  of 
votes  on  the  MX  in  this  Chamber  is 
not  really  in  question.  I  feel  certain 
that  few  Senators— if  any— are  under 
any  illusions  what  the  ultimate  dispo- 
sition by  the  Senate  on  the  MX  will 
be. 

We  have,  thus  far,  had  a  full  debate 
on  the  merits  and  liabilities  of  the 
MX;  ample  time  has  been  afforded  for 
Members,  who  wish  to  do  so,  to  make 
their  views  known.  In  fact,  time  has 
hung  somewhat  heavy  on  our  hands  as 
the  Senate  has  considered  this  matter 
of  the  MX  missile  program. 

I  believe,  however.  Mr.  President, 
that  few  votes  have  been  changed  in 
this  protracted  discussion.  So  the  re- 
maining issue  really  is  less  one  of 
whether  than  it  is  one  of  when  will 
the  Senate  reaffirm  its  earlier  support 
for  the  MX  program  in  the  context  of 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  recommen- 
dations? Will  Members  of  the  Senate 
have  an  opportunity  to  do  so  today? 
Will  that  opportunity  be  postponed 
until  tomorrow,  or  Saturday,  or  per- 
haps the  end  of  next  week? 

The  decision  on  this  matter  really 
lies  with  those  who  are  inclined  to 
vote  against  the  first  cloture  motion 
out  of  party  loyalty  or  tradition  of 
custom  or  some  sense  of  Senatorial 
courtesy  to  those  who  have  already 
had  so  much  of  the  Senate's  time.  I 
say    to    my    distinguished    colleagues 


who  are  so  inclined,  the  decision  is 
yours. 

Notice  is  hereby  served,  however, 
that  if  it  is  the  will  of  those  Members 
who  would  deny  us  cloture  and  the 
prospect  of  a  reasonably  speedy  con- 
clusion of  this  debate  to  vote  against 
the  pending  motion,  I  am  prepared  to 
insist  that  the  Senate  keep  such 
hours,  including  late  Friday  and  Sat- 
urday and  as  long  as  might  be  neces- 
sary next  week,  to  complete  action  on 
this  legislation. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  60  Mem- 
bers of  this  distinguished  body  will  see 
the  handwriting  on  the  wall  and  join 
me  in  insuring  that  the  amount  of 
time  further  devoted  by  the  Senate  to 
consideration  of  the  MX  missile  in  this 
defense  authorization  legislation  is  re- 
duced to  a  minimum. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  favor- 
ably on  the  cloture  motion. 

EXPLANATION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  on 
every  occasion  in  my  career  in  the  U.S. 
Senate  in  which  the  question  has 
come  before  this  body:  Should  we 
invoke  cloture,  limit  debate  on  the 
matter  before  us  and  bring  it  to  a  final 
vote,  I  have  supported  the  motion  to 
invoke  cloture. 

Cloture  is  necessary  in  order  to  ter- 
minate dilatory,  diversionary  and  de- 
laying tactics  where  arguments  have 
been  exhausted,  the  choice  is  clear, 
and  final  resolution  of  an  issue  is  pos- 
sible in  an  up-or-down  vote. 

I  expect  that  I  will  continue  to  hold 
fast  to  this  conviction  when  such  cir- 
cumstances exist.  They  do  not  exist 
today.  The  arguments  on  the  issue 
before  us  have  hardly  been  exhausted. 
The  choice  has  not  been  narrowed, 
and  an  up-or-down  vote  today  will  not 
resolve  the  matter. 

A  number  of  Senators  wish  to  dis- 
cuss amendments  with  respect  to  spe- 
cific points  of  the  MX  missile.  These 
amendments  address  unresolved  policy 
questions,  questions  which  ought  to  be 
resolved  by  thorough  discussion  and 
debate. 

On  matters  of  national  defense  and 
national  security.  I  have  always 
sought  to  work  and  vote  in  a  spirit  of 
bipartisanship— once  the  basic  policy 
premises  for  our  national  security 
have  been  settled  on. 

Yet,  the  policy  upon  which  MX 
basing  is  founded  is  muddled  and  mis- 
directed. It  needs  to  be  clarified,  to  be 
resolved. 

For  instance,  we  started  with  a  mis- 
sile whose  deployment  was  at  one  time 
justified  because  of  its  "deceptive 
basing  and  survivability."  We  then 
went  through  the  call  for  dense-pack- 
ing; this  was  quickly  abandoned  be- 
cause existing  Minuteman  silos  were 
too  old.  too  vulnerable. 

We  are  now  told  that  deployment 
and  funding  are  justified  because 
these  silos  are  just  what  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  ordered. 


The  absence  of  clarity  and  definition 
in  this  key  policy  question  raises  an- 
other policy  question.  Is  such  a 
weapon,  with  such  doubts  about  its 
vulnerability,  really  a  bargaining  chip 
in  arms  control  talks? 

All  these  questions  are  worthy  of  ex- 
tended debate.  Numerous  amendments 
have  been  filed  to  clarify  these  policy 
questions.  I  and  many  of  my  col- 
leagues stand  ready  to  debate  these 
questions  in  a  responsible  and  deliber- 
ative manner.  Therefore,  there  is  no 
immediate  need  to  involve  cloture  at 
this  time. 

Clearly  we  need  more  time,  more 
debate  on  the  MX  question;  the  future 
of  our  defense  and  arms  control  poli- 
cies hinge  on  this  MX  debate. 

So,  today,  I  will  cast  my  vote  against 
the  motion  to  invoke  cloture. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
expecting  some  distinguished  members 
of  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany 
to  arrive  in  the  Chamber  in  just  a  few 
moments.  I  hope  Senators  will  come  to 
the  Chamber  to  meet  them.  The  dis- 
tinguished Minister  of  Defense  of  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  Dr. 
WOrner,  and  three  of  his  colleagues 
from  the  Bundestag  will  be  arriving 
shortly. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
now  to  the  Senator  from  Texas,  the 
manager  of  the  bill,  so  he  may  ask 
consent  of  the  Senate  to  engage  in  a 
special  proceeding. 


VISIT   TO   THE   SENATE    BY   THE 
MINISTER     OF     DEFENSE     AND 
MEMBERS     OF     THE     BUNDES- 
TAG. OF  THE  FEDERAL  REPUB- 
LIC OF  GERMANY 
Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
honored  to   have  with  us  today  the 
Minister  of  Defense  of  the  Federal  Re- 
public    of     Germany,     Dr.     Manfred 
WOrner.   Dr.   WOrner   is   a   long-time 
friend  of  the  United  States.  He  is  a 
man  of  enormous  capability,   a  man 
who  is  extremely  well  known  to  us.  We 
are   delighted   to   have   him   with   us 
today. 

He  is  accompanied  by  three  of  this 
colleagues  from  the  Bundestag:  Miss 
Hellwig,  Dr.  Feldman,  and  Mr. 
Kolbow,  all  of  the  Bundestag  of  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany.  I  invite 
my  colleagues  to  greet  our  guests. 
(Applause.) 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that   the  Senate 
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stand  in  recess  for  1  minute  so  that 
Members  might  meet  our  friends  from 
West  Germany. 

There  being  no  objection,  the 
Senate,  at  10:55  a.m.,  recessed  until 
10:56  a.m.;  whereupon,  the  Senate  re- 
assembled when  called  to  order  by  the 
Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Abdnor). 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  3  minutes,  approximately,  left 
before  the  time  for  the  quorum  call 
contemplated  by  rule  XXII  will  begin. 
It  is  the  intention  of  the  leadership  to 
urge  the  clerk  to  call  the  roll  as  rapid- 
ly as  reasonably  possible.  If  a  quorum 
is  not  present,  a  motion  will  be  made 
to  instruct  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  to  re- 
quest the  attendance  of  absent  Sena- 
tors. That,  of  course,  will  require  a 
rollcall  vote.  Therefore,  Senators  are 
urged  to  come  to  the  floor  at  this  time 
and  should  be  aware  that  there  may 
be  a  record  vote  within  the  next  10  or 
15  minutes. 

I  think  they  should  come  to  the 
Chamber  at  this  point. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  already 
know,  I  am  sure,  that  as  soon  as  the 
quonmi  is  established,  the  vote  would 
ordinarily  occur  under  the  provisions 
of  rule  XXII.  However,  by  unanimous 
consent  there  will  be  4  minutes  of 
debate  after  a  quorum  is  established, 
to  be  equally  divided  between  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Hart)  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee (Mr.  Tower). 

At  the  conclusion  of  that  4  minutes, 
a  vote  will  occur  on  the  cloture 
motion.  If  cloture  is  invoked,  the 
Senate  will  remain  on  the  substitute. 
If  cloture  is  not  invoked,  then  absent 
other  arrangements  a  vote  will  occur 
immediately  on  cloture  on  the  bill 
itself. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  nothing  fur- 
ther to  say. 

One  clock  says  11  a.m.  and  the  other 
clock  says  almost  11  a.m.  Any  time  the 
Chair  is  willing  to  declare  it  to  be  11 
a.m.,  I  am  willing  for  the  clerk  to  start 
calling  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
have  any  time  remaining,  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
rule  XXII,  1  hour  having  passed  since 
the  Senate  convened,  the  clerk  will 
state  the  cloture  motion. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Ciorxm*  Monoif 

We,  the  underslKned  Senators,  In  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  Rule  XXII  of 


the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  com- 
mittee amendment,  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute, to  S.  675,  a  bill  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed 
Forces  for  procurement,  for  research,  devel- 
opment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  oper- 
ation and  maintenance,  to  prescribe  person- 
nel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Senators  Howard  Baker.  John  Tower,  Dan 
Quayle.  John  Warner.  Roger  Jepsen, 
Warren  B.  Rudmtui,  John  P.  East,  Jake 
Gam,  Robert  T.  Stafford,  Paul  Trlble.  Wil- 
liam L.  Armstrong,  David  Durenberger,  Mal- 
colm Wallop.  Chic  Hecht.  Paula  Hawkins. 
Bob  Kasten.  and  William  Cohen. 


Cohen 

Nunn 

Hart 

Tower 

Jackson 

Wilson 

CALL  OP  THE  ROLL 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Pursu- 
ant to  rule  XXII,  the  Chair  now  di- 
rects the  clerk  to  call  the  roll  to  ascer- 
tain the  presence  of  a  quorum. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered 
to  their  names. 

[Quonmi  No.  13] 

Abdnor 

Baker 

Blngaman 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Wilson).  A  quorum  is  not  present. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  names  of  the 
absentees. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  noting 
the  aljsence  of  a  quorum,  I  move  that 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be  instructed  to 
request  the  attendance  of  absent  Sen- 
ators. I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  armounce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water)  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Hatfield)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is 
absent  due  to  illness. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Hud- 
dleston)  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  91, 
nays  5— as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  213  Leg.] 
YEAS— 91 


Abdnor 

Boren 

Cochran 

Andrews 

Rowhwltz 

Cohen 

Armstrong 

Bradley 

Cranston 

Baker 

Bumpers 

D'Amato 

Baucus 

Burdick 

Danforth 

Bentaen 

Byrd 

DeConclnl 

BIden 

Chafee 

Denton 

Blnxaman 

ChUea 

Dixon 

Dodd 

Kassebaum 

Pryor 

Durenberger 

Kasten 

Randolph 

Eagleton 

Kennedy 

Rlegle 

East 

Lautenberg 

Roth 

Exon 

laxalt 

Rudman 

Ford 

Leahy 

Sarbanes 

Oam' 

Levin 

Sasser 

Glenn 

Lugar 

Simpson 

Gorton 

Mathlas 

Specter 

Grassley 

Matsunaga 

Stafford 

Hart 

Mattlngly 

Steimls 

Hatch 

McClure 

Stevens 

Hawkins 

Melcher 

Symms 

Hecht 

Metzenbaum 

Thurmond 

Henin 

Mitchell 

Tower 

Heinz 

Moynlhan 

Trible 

Helms 

MurkowskI 

Tsongas 

HoUlngs 

NIckles 

Wallop 

Humphrey 

Nunn 

Warner 

Inouye 

Packwood 

Wilson 

Jackson 

Pell 

Zorlnsky 

Jepsen 

Percy 

Johiuton 

Pressler 
NAYS-5 

Dole 

Proxmlre 

Welcker 

Long 

Quayle 

NOT  VOTING- 

-4 

Domenici 

Hatfleld 

Goldwater 

Huddles  ton 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With 
the  addition  of  Senators  voting  who 
did  not  answer  the  quorum  call,  a 
quorum  is  now  present. 

The  majority  leader. 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  order  entered  this  morning  there 
will  now  be  4  minutes  of  debate  prior 
to  the  cloture  vote.  The  4  minutes  will 
be  equally  divided  under  the  control  of 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

May  we  have  order  in  the  Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Sena- 
tors will  please  clear  the  aisles. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  just  want  to  suggest 
to  my  colleagues  that  if  cloture  fails, 
there  will  be  another  cloture  vote  to- 
morrow and  we  will,  perhaps,  have  a 
better  prospect  of  succeeding.  But  if 
one  is  going  to  vote  cloture  tomorrow, 
he  should  vote  for  it  today. 

It  is  now  obvious  that  we  are  going 
to  have  a  postcloture  filibuster  be- 
cause there  are  almost  600  amend- 
ments at  the  desk.  It  would  be  better 
to  have  cloture  today  than  tomorrow. 

It  would  be  my  intention,  if  cloture 
fails,  to  ask  the  majority  leader  to 
keep  us  in  virtually  around  the  clock. 

If  it  succeeds  tomorrow  I  hope  we 
will  stay  in  tomorrow  and  on  Saturday 
to  deal  with  the  postcloture  filibuster. 
The  bottom  line  is  we  can  complete 
action  on  this  a  lot  sooner  if  we  act  on 
cloture  today. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  reserve  my  time.  I 
only  have 
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Mr.  CHILES.  It  might  affect  my 
vote  on  cloture. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  the  issue 
before  the  Senate  is  not  an  ordinary 
issue.  The  decision  as  to  whether  to  go 
forward  and  authorize  the  MX  missile 
is  one  of  the  most  important  military 
defense  national  security  issues  the 
Senate  will  face  in  decades. 

The  issue  is  twofold:  Some  Senators 
are  opposed  to  the  authorization  of 
the  MX  missile.  Other  Senators  are 
opposed  to  basing  that  missile  in  fixed 
vulnerable  silos. 

The  outcome  of  this  decision  will 
affect  the  future  force  structure  of 
this  Nation,  our  nuclear  deterrent, 
indeed  our  nuclear  doctrine. 

There  has  been  no  delay,  there  has 
been  no  effort  on  the  side  of  the  oppo- 
nents of  the  MX  missile  to  defer 
action  or  to  do  anything  other  than  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Senators 
and  the  American  public  the  serious- 
ness of  this  issue. 

Mr.  President,  this  institution  was 
designed  for  this  purpose.  It  was  de- 
signed for  serious  debate  and  serious 
consideration  and  for  the  education  of 
the  American  people. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  not  to  invoke 
cloture  today.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
give  their  colleagues  a  chance  to  make 
their  case  against  this  missile  and 
against  this  basing  mode,  and  I  am 
convinced,  and  I  think  all  of  those  who 
oppose  this  decision  are  convinced, 
that  if  the  American  people  leam  the 
facts  and  Senators  give  this  serious 
thought,  that  the  right  decision  will 
be  made  and  that  decision  will  be  to 
oppose  this  missile. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  it  would 
be  naive  to  think  that  extended  debate 
further  is  going  to  change  the  out- 
come. To  begin  with,  there  are  not 
many  Senators  in  attendance  while 
the  matter  is  being  debated,  and  I  do 
not  expect  it  will  be. 

Beyond  that,  it  is  not  being  reported 
to  the  American  people.  The  press  is 
not  reporting  what  is  said  here  but 
what  we  are  doing,  and  even  some  of 
the  eloquence  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  gone  unre- 
ported because  they  are  more  interest- 
ed in  reporting  the  filibuster,  the  ma- 
neuvering that  goes  on,  than  what  we 
say.  So  nobody  is  being  enlightened  by 
additional  debate. 

The  outcome  is  pretty  clear.  The  op- 
ponents of  the  MX  would  not  be  en- 
gaged in  protracted  debate  if  they 
were  not  aware  there  are  the  votes  to 
authorize  the  MX  and  to  pass  the  bill. 

Therefore,  the  question  is  not 
whether  we  are  going  to  do  it  but 
when,  and  I  suggest  that  the  Senate 
get  on  with  its  business  and  then 
enable  us  to  get  on  with  the  people's 
business  in  other  legislative  areas  that 
have  to  await  the  disposition  of  this 
measure. 


Therefore,  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
invoke  cloture. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  13  seconds. 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 


VOTE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  has  been  yielded  back.  The  ques- 
tion is.  Is  it  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  debate  on  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  to 
S.  675,  the  omnibus  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill,  shall  be  brought  to  a  close? 
The  yeas  and  nays  are  mandatory 
under  the  rule,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
may  we  have  order  in  the  Senate  so  we 
can  hear  the  vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  The  Chair  re- 
quests that  those  Senators  wishing  to 
converse  take  their  conversations  into 
the  Cloakroom.  We  will  suspend  call- 
ing of  the  roll  until  there  is  order  in 
the  Senate. 

The  clerk  will  resume. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and 
concluded  the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water),  the  Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr. 
Hatfield)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is 
absent  due  to  illness. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  (Mr. 
Pell)  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
desiring  to  vote  who  have  not  yet 
voted? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  55, 
nays  41,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  214  Leg.] 
YEAS— 55 


Abdnor 

Hatch 

Percy 

Andrews 

Hawkins 

Pressler 

Armstrong 

Hecht 

Quayle 

Baker 

Heflln 

Roth 

Boschwltz 

Heinz 

Rudman 

Chafee 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Humphrey 

SUfford 

Cohen 

Jackson 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Jepsen 

Symms 

Danforth 

Johnston 

Thurmond 

DeConclnl 

Kassebaum 

Tower 

Denton 

Kasten 

Trlble 

Dole 

lAxalt 

Wallop 

Durenberger 

Lugar 

Warner 

East 

Mathlas 

Welcker 

Exon 

Mattlngly 

Wilson 

Gam 

McClure 

Zorlnsky 

Gorton 

MurkowskI 

Grassley 

NIckles 
NAYS-41 

Baucus 

Burdick 

Ford 

Bentsen 

Byrd 

Glenn 

BIden 

ChUes 

Hart 

Blngaman 

Cranston 

Rollings 

Boren 

Dixon 

Huddleston 

Bradley 

Dodd 

Inouye 

Bumpers 

Eagleton 

Kennedy 

Lautenberg 

MItcheU 

Rlegle 

Leahy 

Moynlhan 

Sarbanes 

Levin 

Nunn 

Sasser 

Long 

Packwood 

Specter 

Matsunaga 

Proxmlre 

Stennls 

Melcher 

Pryor 

Tsongas 

Melzenbaum 

Randolph 

NOT  VOTINO- 

-4 

Domenici 

Hatfield 

Goldwater 

Pell 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On 
this  vote,  the  yeas  are  55  and  the  nays 
are  41,  three-fifths  of  the  Senators 
duly  chosen  and  sworn  not  having 
voted  in  the  affirmative,  the  cloture 
motion  is  not  agreed  to. 
Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  vote  on  the  second  clo- 
ture petition,  which  is  cloture  against 
the  bill,  be  vitiated. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 
The  majority  leader. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  was  rejected  and  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  Sena- 
tors should  recall  that  on  yesterday 
another  pair  of  cloture  petitions  were 
filed  against  the  substitute  first  and 
then  against  the  bill.  As  a  result,  a 
vote  will  occur  tomorrow  1  hour  after 
we  convene  on  cloture  against  the  sub- 
stitute once  more.  Depending  on  the 
outcome  of  that  vote,  another  vote 
may  occur  immediately  thereafter. 

ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT  10  A.M. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  president,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  10 
a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I 
assume  that  debate  will  continue  on 
this  bill  today  and  that  we  will  have  a 
better  reading  on  where  we  go  tomor- 
row after  the  cloture  vote,  the  second 
cloture  vote.  I  continue  to  hope  that 
we  can  finish  this  bill  this  week. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  majority  leader 
yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Does  he  also  intend  to 
have  a  Saturday  session? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
not,  but  I  must  say  in  all  candor  I  am 
not  prepared  to  answer  one  way  or  an- 
other on  that.  I  have  in  my  possession 
cloture  motions  which  will  mature  on 
Saturday.  I  very  much  do  not  want  to 
do  that.  I  do  not  intend  to  do  that  for 
the  time  being.  It  is  my  hope  that  we 
can  finish  this  bill  tomorrow  and  not 
be  in  on  Saturday  and  be  on  military 


20294 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  21,  1983 


July  21,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20295 


construction  either  lale  tomorrow  or 
on  Monday,  to  be  followed  by  target 
pricing. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thaiik  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  TOWER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
if  we  stay  on  the  bill 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  suspend?  There  will  be 
order  in  the  Senate.  Those  who  are 
leaving  the  galleries,  please  do  so  qui- 
etly. Will  those  Senators  conducting 
conversations  please  take  their  conver- 
sations into  the  Cloakroom?  Will  those 
Senators  desiring  to  converse,  please 
take  their  conversations  off  the  floor? 
The  manager  of  the  bill  cannot  be 
heard.  We  will  suspend  until  such  time 
as  there  is  sufficient  order  in  the 
Senate  for  the  manager  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
intention,  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
majority  leader,  to  keep  the  Senate  in 
very,  very  late  this  evening.  I  can 
assure  my  colleagues  there  will  be  roll- 
call  votes  this  afternoon  and  into  the 
night.  Now  that  cloture  haa  failed,  I 
think  we  all  understand  that  the  pros- 
pects for  being  away  this  weekend  are 
not  very  good.  I  think  this  makes  it 
almost  certain  that  we  will  have  a  Sat- 
urday session. 

I  will  remind  my  colleagues  that 
what  we  are  doing  is  pushing  a  post- 
cloture  filibuster  along.  There  are  561 
amendments  filed  at  the  desk.  That 
can  mean  nothing  but  postcloture  fili- 
buster. We  may  be  in  on  Saturday  if 
we  get  cloture  tomorrow  and  we  may 
be  in  on  Monday.  It  will  take  a  long 
time  to  dispose  of  561  amendments.  It 
is  my  intention  that  we  will  have 
meaningful  roUcall  votes  today,  not 
just  procedural  rollcall  votes. 

I  think  the  Senator  frcm  Alabama  is 
on  the  floor  and  prepared  to  offer  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  DENTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  that  there  are  already 
two  amendments  pending  to  the  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Texas  and 
the  perfecting  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  be  set  aside  so  that 
\  we  may  consider  an  amendment  of  the 
— -  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HART.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  ',^^1 

Mr.  SARBXnES.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  President,  there 
are  Members  who  do  want  to  speak  on 
the  MX  issue.  I  know  the  chairman 
finds  that  hard  to  l)elieve  and  I  have 
no  objection  to  dealing  with  other 
amendments  that  Members  have.  We 
have  been  doing  that  all  along.  I  think 
that  helps  to  move  the  business  along. 
Could  the  chairman  indicate  to  us  how 
he  sees  the  day  unfolding? 


Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
it  is  safe  to  say  there  are  a  couple  of 
amendments  pending.  Actually,  most 
of  the  amendments  have  been  win- 
nowed out.  I  am  perfectly  willing  for 
the  Senate  to  continue  to  debate  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Texas  if  that  is  what  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  chooses  to  do.  If  that 
is  what  Senators  choose  to  do,  I  shall 
withdraw  my  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest to  temporarily  set  aside  my 
amendment  to  make  way  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  No,  Mr.  President. 
I  see  the  Senator  from  Alabama  here 
and  I  am  perfectly  happy  to  join  in  ac- 
commodating him.  As  I  understand  it 
from  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
in  the  course  of  the  day.  I  guess  as  we 
move  into  the  afternoon  and  as  some 
of  these  other  amendments  unrelated 
to  this  issue  are  disposed  of 

Mr.  TOWER.  There  are  not  that 
many  amendments  to  occupy  the 
Senate,  so  I  expect  that  we  shall  be 
spending  most  of  the  day  and  the 
night  on  the  MX.  There  is  certainly 
going  to  be  ample  time  to  continue  to 
engage  in  what  appears  now  to  lie  a 
repetitious  debate.  I  am  hearing  the 
same  things  over  and  over  again.  They 
are  being  indelibly  stamped  on  my 
mind  because  I  have  heard  this  debate 
in  the  Senate  before  on  this  one.  I 
think  my  colleagues  have. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  the  floor  and  let  the 
amendments  proceed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  perfect- 
ing amendment  by  the  Senator  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  ye^  and  nays 
have  been  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President.  I 
object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Hawkins).  Objection  is  heard. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  re- 
sumed the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia. 


Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  may  I 
inquire  of  the  Senator  from  Texas— 
when  he  sought  unanimous  consent  to 
bring  up  the  amendment  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Alabama.  I  was  trying  to  re- 
serve the  right  to  object  to  find  out 
what  the  amendment  is.  I  think  there 
is  agreement  here,  probably,  that  the 
arrangement  worked  out  to  have  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  go  forward  and 
then  the  Senator  from  New  York  is 
perfectly  agreeable  on  this  side.  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Sarbanes)  was  merely  asking  at  what 
point  it  would  be  agreeable  for  him  to 
deliver  a  speech.  That  was  his  only 
point,  I  believe.  He  was  not  aware  that 
an  arrangement  had  been  made  to 
bring  up  two  other  amendments.  I 
think  we  are  all  in  agreement,  if  we 
could  find  out  what  the  amendment 
is 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  has  been  at 
the  desk  for  some  time.  It  is  an  amend- 
ment relating  to  ballistic  missile  de- 
fense. It  has  no  budgetary  impact. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
do  I  correctly  understand  from  the 
chairman  and  the  manager  of  the  bill 
that  it  was  his  intention  after  obtain- 
ing—because we  are  in  a  situation  now 
with  an  amendment  at  the  desk  and 
an  amendment  to  that  amendment— 
that  no  other  amendment  can  be  con- 
sidered except  by  unanimous  consent; 
that  the  chairman  then  intends,  once 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  has  been  considered,  to  seek 
the  same  courtesy  for  the  Senator 
from  New  York,  for  his  amendment? 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  the  under- 
standing. 

The  quick  way  to  dispose  of  the 
matter  is  to  go  ahead  smd  vote  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas.  It  has  been  debated  at  great 
length.  It  has  been  on  the  floor  for  2 
days,  and  that  is  long  enough. 

Let  us  be  honest  with  each  other. 
Let  us  not  try  to  kid  each  other.  We 
can  dispose  of  that  amendment  and 
others  without  going  through  the 
weary  business  of  asking  unanimous 
consent  to  set  aside. 

I  will  renew  my  request. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  What  was  the  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  am  about  to  state  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas  and  the  perfecting  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  be  tem- 
porarily set  aside,  to  acconunodate  the 
offering  of  an  amendment  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama:  that  on  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  amendment,  the  Senate 
return  to  the  consideration  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Madam  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  do  I  cor- 
rectly understand  that  it  is  the  inten- 
tion  of   the   distinguished   chairman. 


after  the  amendment  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Alabama  is  dis- 
posed of,  to  set  aside  the  pending  busi- 
ness? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  would  prefer  to  pro- 
pound a  separate  unanimous-consent 
request,  subsequent  to  the  disposition 
of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Alabama.  Last  evening,  there 
were  all  voice  vote  amendments. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Do  I  correctly  un- 
derstand that  that  is  the  present  in- 
tention? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  have  already  indicat- 
ed to  the  Senator  from  New  York  that 
I  am  prepared  to  arrive  at  an  accom- 
modation with  him. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
did  not  understand  what  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
was  about. 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  is  an  amendment  on 
ballistic  missile  defense  and  has  no 
budgetary  impact. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  It  is  an  amend- 
ment on  the  ballistic  missile? 

Mr.  TOWER.  On  BMD. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

Mr.  TOWER.  For  which  there  is  al- 
ready money  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  The  Senator  says 
that  it  has  no  budgetary  impact? 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  anticipate  a  rollcall 
vote  on  his  amendment? 

Mr.  DENTON.  No.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  amendment  will  be 

3.CCCOt6Cl 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.   1539 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  use  of  $50,400,000  of 
any  unobligated  research  and  develop- 
ment funds  for  research  on  the  Ballistic 
Missile  Defense  systems  technology  pro- 
gram of  the  Army) 

Mr.  DEirrON.  Madam  President,  I 
have  at  the  desk  two  amendments,  one 
in  the  first  degree.  No.  1539,  and  one 
in  the  second  degree.  No.  2073,  in  the 
nature  of  a  technical  correction.  I  call 
up  the  amendment  in  the  first  degree, 
No.  1539,  and  I  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Denton) 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1539. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  Is  as  follows: 

On  page  26,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert  a 
new  section  as  follows: 


ANTIBALLISTIC  MISSILE  DEFENSE  SYSTEM 
RESEARCH 

Sec  114.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
use  not  more  than  $50,400,000  of  any  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  an  authorization 
of  funds  contained  in  this  part,  and  which 
are  not  obligated  for  any  other  purpose,  to 
carry  out  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  on  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
systems  technology  program  of  the  Army. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President, 
the  amendment  I  propose  would  au- 
thorize the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  re- 
program  up  to  $50.4  million  in  unobli- 
gated funds  for  the  Department  of  the 
Army's  ballistic  missile  defense  system 
technology  program. 

We  have  discussed  the  amendment 
with  the  managers  of  the  bill.  I  hope 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas  and  his  distinguished  colleague, 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  will 
accept  this  amendment  to  allow  the 
level  of  spending 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  Those  Sena- 
tors desiring  to  converse  will  do  so  out 
of  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President,  we 
have  discussed  this  amendment  with 
the  managers  of  the  bill,  and  I  hope 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Texas 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  will  ax;cept  this  amend- 
ment in  order  to  allow  a  level  of  ex- 
penditure sufficient  to  permit  the 
BMD  program  to  continue  with  essen- 
tial activities. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Heflin)  and  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Wilson)  be  added  as 
cosponsors  of  amendment  No.  1539. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  re- 
mainder of  my  statement  appear  in 
the  Record  and  that  a  statement  by 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Heflin)  appear  in  the  Record  follow- 
ing my  remarks. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  do 
not  intend  to  object  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  putting  his  remarks  in 
the  Record;  but  I  must  say  that  I  do 
not  know  what  this  amendment  does, 
and  I  think  many  of  us  would  like  to 
be  advised  what  we  are  doing  to  the 
ballistic  missile  program  and  why  this 
amendment  is, needed  at  this  point. 
We  would  like  to  know  what  the  real 
impact  of  it  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  will  be  happy  to 
read  the  entire  statement,  which  is  not 
very  long,  for  the  information  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  and  others.  I  will 
start  with  the  first  sentence. 

Madam  President,  the  amendment  I 
propose  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  reprogram  up  to  $50.4 


million  of  unobligated  fimds  for  the 
Department  of  the  Army's  ballistic 
missile  defense  system  technology  pro- 
gram. 

The  administration  requested  $538.4 
million  for  that  program.  The  commit- 
tee reduced  the  request  by  more  than 
one-quarter,  for  two  reasons.  First,  the 
change  in  the  basing  plan  for  the  MX 
missile 'removed  the  rationale  for  stis- 
taining  a  hedge  capability  to  deploy  a 
system  to  defend  the  MX.  Second,  the 
committee  had  reason  to  believe  that 
such  uncertainties  existed  about  the 
ballistic  missile  defense  program  that 
it  could  not  recommend  full  funding. 
The  committee  therefore  believed  that 
it  had  reason  to  level-fund  the  pro- 
gram after  inflation. 

The  Department  of  Defense  believes 
that  the  program  can  continue  to  op- 
erate effectively  with  a  cut  of  $100 
million,  which  would  have  funded  the 
work  to  develop  BMD  technology  that 
might  be  used  in  cormection  with 
closely  spaced  basing  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile.  It  believes,  however, 
that  the  additional  $50  million  cut  will 
seriously  hinder  certain  important,  on- 
going R&D  efforts  that  have  general 
applicability  for  BMD  defense  of  any 
sort.  I  concur  with  that  assessment. 
The  committee,  after  being  informed 
of  that,  also  concurs. 

Our  amendment  would  authorize, 
not  require,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  reprogram  funds  for  three  specific 
purposes  if  he  believes  these  purposes 
have  sufficient  priority:  $18.2  million 
for  the  development  and  evaluation  of 
the  airborne  optical  adjunct,  known  as 
AOA.  That  amount  will  facilitate  the 
development  and  testing  of  a  capabil- 
ity to  detect  threats  at  a  longer  range 
than  practicable  for  radars  of  compa- 
rable mobility  and  cost,  and  to  assist 
in  identification  of  possible  targets.  Al- 
location of  the  funds  allowed  by  the 
amendment  would  reduce  the  slip  in 
this  high  priority  program  by  about  18 
to  24  months;  $7.4  million  for  installa- 
tion of  X-band  radar  on  the  USNS  Ob- 
servation Island.  The  ship  is  the  plat- 
form for  the  Cobra  Judy  radar  that 
provides  essential  high-quality  signa- 
ture data  on  ballistic  missile  reentry 
vehicles  and  complete  reentry  com- 
plexes. Installation  of  the  new  radar 
will  allow  simultaneous  collection  and 
integration  of  X-band  and  S-band  sig- 
nature data.  Allocation  of  the  funds 
allowed  by  the  amendment  would 
reduce  the  slip  in  this  essential  pro- 
gram by  at  least  12  months,  and  possi- 
bly 24  months,  depending  on  yard 
availability;  $24.8  million  for  develop- 
ment of  nuclear  hardened  hardward 
components  and  software  functions 
for  BMD  radar  and  data  processing, 
with  emphasis  on  a  complete  set  of 
tactical  software.  This  work  is  the 
highest  cost  and  most  difficult  area  in 
many  weapons  development  programs, 
and  particularly  for  a  terminal  defense 
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system.  The  work  is  essential  to  virtu- 
ally any  form  of  terminal  defense.  Al- 
location of  the  funds  allowed  by  the 
amendment  will  allow  uninterrupted 
continuation  of  work  now  underway 
and  will  reduce  the  lead  time  for  a  ter- 
minal defense  system,  should  one  be 
required,  by  about  2  years. 

The  amendment  is  not  intended  to 
provide  an  amount  for  any  of  the 
three  programs  that  is  greater  than 
the  Department  of  the  Army  and  the 
program  managers  have  already  con- 
templated. The  objective  is  to  allow 
the  amounts  available  to  the  three 
programs  more  nearly  to  approach  the 
amounts  that  were  foreseen,  when  the 
administrations  budget  request  was 
submitted,  not  to  favor  any  one  of 
those  programs  over  any  other  or  to 
suggest  or  require  an  increase  above 
the  original  amount  foreseen  for  any 
of  them. 

As  has  been  mentioned  several 
times,  the  so-called  Fletcher  Commis- 
sion is  still  conducting  its  review  of 
strategic  defense  program  as  a  whole. 
One  other  study,  the  Poster  study,  has 
however,  been  completed.  Its  recom- 
mendations, which  have  been  en- 
dorsed by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
include  efforts  to  reduce  leadtime  re- 
quirements and  to  vigorously  pursue 
technologies  in  the  areas  of  mobile 
configurations  of  radars  and  optical 
sensors,  the  areas  addressed  by  this 
amendment. 

I  believe  that  the  distinguished  man- 
ager of  the  bill  has  been  appraised  of 
the  report  submitted  by  Dr.  Foster  on 
June  24.  That  information,  and  I  am 
sure  additional  information  as  well. 
will  be  available  to  the  Approppria- 
tions  Committee  when  it  acts  to  appro- 
priate funds  for  the  ballistic  missile 
defense  program.  Our  amendment  pro- 
vides the  necessary  flexibility  for  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  reallocate 
funds  to  carry  out  the  necessary  R&D 
activities  in  the  BMD  program  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  recommendations 
that  have  been  made  and  will  be  made. 

Madam  President,  we  have  discussed 
the  amendment  with  the  managers  of 
the  bill.  I  hope  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Texas  and  his  distin- 
guished colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  will  accept  this  amend- 
ment to  allow  a  level  of  expenditure 
sufficient  to  allow  the  BMD  program 
to  continue  its  essential  activities. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Madam  President,  I 
wish  to  applaud  the  junior  Senator 
from  Alabama,  Senator  Denton,  for 
his  leadership  in  this  role. 

Madam  President,  I  am  pleased  to 
join  with  my  colleague  from  Alabama 
in  proposing  an  amendment  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  authorization  bill 
which  would  allow  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  redirect  up  to  $50  million 
out  of  research  and  development 
funds  for  the  Army's  ballistic  missile 
defense  system  technology  program. 


The  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee reduced  the  administration's  re- 
quested funding  for  this  program  by 
$147  million,  from  $538.4  million  to 
$391.2  million.  I  believe  this  large  a 
cut  in  the  BMD  system  technology 
program  is  unwise  and  could  seriously 
jeopardize  several  ongoing  research 
and  development  projects. 

A  reason  given  by  the  committee  for 
this  significant  reduction  is  the  uncer- 
tainties which  exist  ove-  'he  future  of 
the  ballistic  missile  defense  program 
in  light  of  the  revised  basing  plan  for 
the  MX  missile.  As  I  have  stated  many 
times  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  BMD 
is  not  exclusively  related  to  a  specific 
MX  basing  mode,  and  by  no  means  ex- 
clusively to  MX.  It  is  a  flexible  pro- 
gram, which  can  defend  any  har  tar- 
gets, including  Minuteman  missiles 
and  communication  and  control  sys- 
tems. The  generic  components  can  be 
packaged  to  defend  either  fixed  or  de- 
ceptively based  ICBM's.  As  such,  it  is 
independent  of  the  timing  or  outcome 
of  MX  decisions. 

BMD  adds  stability  to  the  strategic 
balance.  By  protecting  our  retaliatory 
forces,  BMD  minimizes  the  advantage 
to  an  adversary  in  attacking  first;  that 
is.  it  deters  a  first  strike  by  imposing 
an  unacceptably  high  price  to  destroy 
our  ability  to  retaliate.  The  proper 
mix  of  strategic  nuclear  forces,  which 
includes  BMD,  is  the  least  sensitive  to 
miscalculation  and  error  by  an  adver- 
sary military  planner  because  it  pre- 
cludes the  need  for  a  launch  under 
attack  assessment  policy.  BMD  is  re- 
quired to  begin  the  long-term  process 
of  achieving  a  damage-limiting  balance 
of  strategic  forces. 

The  need  for  adequate  funding  of 
the  BMD  program  was  reemphasized 
last  March  when  the  President  called 
for  an  acceleration  of  R&D  efforts  on 
such  advanced  long-range  BMD  con- 
cepts as  directed  energy  weapons.  I, 
too,  have  felt  for  some  time  that  we 
need  to  accelerate  our  efforts  in  the 
development  of  these  technologies. 
However,  I  believe  we  must  pursue  an 
evolutionary  approach  that  would  also 
include  more  mature,  nearer  term 
BMD  concepts. 

My  interest  in  also  considering  more 
mature  BMD  concepts  is  based  on  sev- 
eral compelling  factors  that  are  con- 
sistent with  the  President's  policy  ini- 
tiative. They  can  be  fielded  earlier  and 
they  can  be  securely  based  on  our  own 
soil.  They  would  pose  no  threat  for 
any  use  other  than  purely  defensive 
objectives  and  they  would  effectively 
complement  any  advanced  systems 
that  may  be  deployed  later. 

Madam  President,  for  the  past  sever- 
al years,  we  have  pursued  only  a 
modest  R&D  program,  deferring  any 
decision  to  begin  a  BMD  engineering 
development  program  until  circum- 
stances dictated  and  technology  sup- 
ported such  a  decision.  We  have  been 
in  this  mode  for  nearly  a  decade— pro- 


gressively developing  means  to  defend 
various  ground-based  ICBM's.  Now  our 
technology  has  progressed  to  the  point 
and  components  have  been  developed 
so  that  an  effective  system  can  be  en- 
gineered. 

Our  amendment  would  allow  for  the 
restoration  of  funds  to  such  important 
components  of  the  system  technology 
program,  as: 

First,  the  development  and  evalua- 
tion of  the  airborne  optical  adjunct. 

Second,  the  installation  of  X-band 
radar  on  the  USNS  Observation 
Island,  and 

Third,  the  development  of  nuclear 
hardened  hardware  components  and 
software  functions  for  BMD  radar  and 
data  processing,  with  emphasis  on  a 
complete  set  of  tactical  software. 

BMD,  I  submit,  will  be  a  stabilizing 
factor  in  the  strategic  environment  of 
the  1980s  and  beyond.  It  should  be 
supported  vigorously.  The  ability  to 
defend  our  own  strategic  forces,  in  our 
own  homeland,  against  an  attacker  ab- 
solutely must  represent  the  least  pro- 
vocative and  most  stabilizing  prospect 
for  arms  control  agreements  in  the 
future.  It  is  vitally  important  that  we 
not  cut  this  program  back  beyond  the 
viability  needed  to  protect  our  defen- 
sive option. 

■     Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President,  we 

'have    discussed    the    amendment    and 

"the  rest  of  the  statement  I  previously 

made  regarding  the  agreement  of  the 

floor  manager  and  the  cosponsorship 

of  Senators  Heflin  and  Wilson. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  may 
I  ask  the  distinguished  Senator  if  he 
has  modified  his  amendment. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Yes;  we  have  a  tech- 
nical amendment  which  is  at  the  desk. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  consider 
a  second-degree  amendment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  does  not 
need  to  ask  unanimous  consent.  He 
may  go  ahead  and  modify  his  amend- 
ment on  his  own  initiative. 

Mr.  DENTON.  All  right. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1539.  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  TOWER.  Send  a  modification  to 
the  desk. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President, 
the  amendment  is  in  the  second 
degree.  No.  2073.  in  the  nature  of  a 
technical  correction. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

The  modified  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  26.  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert  a 
new  section  as  follows: 

ANTIBALLISTIC  MISSILE  DEFENSE  SYSTEM 
RESEARCH 

Sec.  114.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
use  not  more  than  $50,400,000  of  any  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  an  authorization 
of  funds  contained  in  this  part,  and  which 
are  not  obligated  for  any  other  purpose,  to 
carry  out  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  on  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
systems  technology  program  of  the  Army. 


The  authority  under  the  preceding  sen- 
tence is  in  addition  to  any  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  part  to  carry 
out  research,  development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion on  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  systems 
technology  program  of  the  Army. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President.  I 
have  worked  with  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  to  try  to  craft  an  amendment 
which  would  be  acceptable  to  the  com- 
mittee. 

I  believe  the  present  amendment  as 
modified  by  the  sponsor's  second- 
degree  amendment  is  acceptable.  It 
represents  no  addition  of  the  funding 
authorized  in  this  bill.  It  simply  pro- 
vides the  Secretary  of  Defense  discre- 
tionary authority  to  reallocate  re- 
sources, to  add  to  the  funding  author- 
ized by  this  legislation  for  the  ballistic 
missile  defense  systems  technology 
program. 

The  language  of  the  Senator's  per- 
fecting amendment  stipulates  that  no 
more  than  an  additional  $50.4  million 
over  and  above  the  $391.3  million  al- 
ready authorized  for  this  purpose  may 
be  provided  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  from  funds  au- 
thorized but  not  obligated  for  other 
purposes. 

It  is  my  assumption  that  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  will  make  a  determina- 
tion as  to  the  relative  priorities  en- 
joyed by  such  programs  vis-a-vis  the 
importance  attached  to  an  augmented 
program  of  the  BMD  systems  technol- 
ogy research  and  development  and  in 
no  case,  however,  will  total  funding 
authorized  in  this  bill  be  increased. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Senate's  posi- 
tion with  the  incorporation  of  the  Sen- 
ator's amendment  will  prevail  in  con- 
ference. 

Should  this  be  the  outcome  I  believe 
the  adequate  level  of  funding  would  be 
provided  to  protect  important  options 
in  this  important  R&D  area.  By  the 
same  token,  no  specific  action  is  being 
advocated  at  this  time  which  might  su- 
persede the  decision  taken  by  the 
Senate  earlier  this  week  in  connection 
with  the  Wallop  amendment,  that  is, 
to  await  the  findings  of  the  Fletcher 
Commission  on  strategic  defensive 
technologies. 

Madam  President,  I  might  add  that 
the  committee  did  substantially  reduce 
the  funding  available  for  ballistic  mis- 
sile defense  research  and  development. 
Operating  under  budgetary  con- 
straints, of  course,  we  made  reductions 
in  virtually  all  of  our  accounts,  includ- 
ing the  strategic  accounts,  and  this  is 
one  of  them. 

I  might  note  that  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives has  made  even  more 
severe  reduction  in  the  requested 
amount  for  ballistic  missile  defense 
than  has  the  Senate,  and  even  with 
this  addition  we  will  still  be  somewhat 
below  the  Presidential  requests  and 
that  matter  will  be  negotiated  in  con- 
ference. 


I  hope  we  can  maintain  the  higher 
level  of  BMD  spending  as  reflected  in 
the  Senate  bill  in  conference. 

This  does  not  actually  add  money 
for  it  and  actually  the  money  would 
not  be  spent  unless  it  could  be  found 
and  unless  it  was  the  judgment  of 
DOD  that  the  money  should  be  used 
for  this  purpose. 

It  simply  authorizes  a  reprograming 
request  not  to  exceed  a  certain 
amount.  It  actually  limits  the  amount 
that  they  can  come  in  and  request  be 
reprogramed. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President, 
will  the  chairman  yield  for  a  brief 
remark? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President.  I 
concur  with  all  the  chairman's  re- 
marks and  I  am  particularly  apprecia- 
tive of  his  expressed  intent  regarding 
the  conference.  I  thank  him.  Senator 
Jackson,  and  their  staffs  for  their  at- 
tention to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, I  have  been  watching  the  floor 
and  I  noticed  that  this  amendment 
came  along. 

As  I  understand  what  we  are  doing 
here  is  that  the  committee  reduced 
the  amount  for  ballistic  missile  de- 
fense program  $147  million  and  that 
was  the  committee  action. 

What  we  have  here  is  a  restoration 
of  $50  million  of  that  for  the  develop- 
ment and  evaluation  of  the  airborne 
optical  adjuncts.  $7.5  million  for  in- 
stallation of  X-band  radar  on  the 
USNS  Observation  Island,  $24.8  mil- 
lion for  development  of  nuclear  hard- 
ware components  and  software  func- 
tions. 

This  same  issue  has  been  before  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee,  and 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  had 
recommended  a  reduction  of  $200  mil- 
lion in  this  program. 

I  understand  that  the  argument  is 
being  made  that  this  is  only  a  repro- 
graming, but  the  facts  are  that  the 
language  of  the  amendment  that  was 
the  modifying  amendment  is  in  fact 
somewhat  unclear  because  it  reads  as 
follows: 

The  authority  under  the  preceding  sen- 
tence is  in  addition— it  is  not  in  substitution; 
it  is  in  addition— to  any  amounts  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  this  part  to  carry  out 
research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation 
on  the  ballistic  missile  defense  systems  tech- 
nology program  of  the  Army. 

If  it  is  in  addition,  would  the  Sena- 
tor from  Alabama  be  good  enough  to 
advise  the  Senator  from  Ohio  where 
the  money  is  coming  from? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  it  is  not  in  addi- 
tion. The  Senator  modified  his  amend- 
ment. Originally,  we  had  an  amend- 
ment that  would  have  provided  for  an 
add-on.  I  suggested  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  that  I  did  not  want  to 
accept  any  add-ons  to  this  bill  and  so 


far  we  defeated  every  attempt  to  add 
money  to  this  bill.  So  what  the  Sena- 
tor from  Alabama  has  simply  done  is 
to  authorize  the  reprograming,  not  to 
exceed  a  certain  amount. 

In  fact,  it  is  discretionary  with  DOD. 
They  can  come  in  with  any  reprogram- 
ing request  at  all  and  in  fact  they 
could  come  in,  absent  this  legislatiion 
reprograming  request,  and  add  on  any 
program  that  is  authorized. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  want  to  point 
out  to  the  distinguished  manager  of 
the  bill  that  although  he  says  it  is  not. 
the  English  language  speaks  for  itself, 
and  the  language  says: 

That  the  authority  under  the  preceding 
sentence  is  in  addition  to  any  amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  part. 

And  it  goes  on. 

To  me  "in  addition"  means  only  one 
thing,  it  means  plus,  it  means  over  and 
above,  and  if  you  do  not  intend  it  to  be 
in  addition  then  it  would  seem  to  me 
the  language  would  have  to  read, 
"shall  not  be  in  addition  to  such 
amounts  as  are  being  appropriated." 

But  as  long  as  you  say  it  is  in  addi- 
tion I  am  a  realist  enough  to  recognize 
there  is  a  distinction  between  an  au- 
thorization and  an  appropriations  bill, 
but  the  fault  is  you  had  recommended, 
as  indicated  by  your  report  on  page 
132.  a  reduction  of  $147,135,000  in  the 
BMD  system. 

You  then  went  on  to  say  "this  sum 
will  level  funding  of  this  program 
after  inflation." 

The  Denton  amendment,  as  modi- 
fied—and it  is  the  modification  from 
which  I  am  reading— the  modification 
says  in  unequivocal  language.  "The  au- 
thority under  the  preceding  sentence 
is  in  addition." 

Mr.  DENTON.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  wonder  if  the 
appropriate  language  in  the  amend- 
ment would  be  that  the  authority 
under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  not 
be  in  addition  to  any  amount  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated.  It  should  be 
the  exact  reverse  of  that  which  the 
Senator  from  Alabama's  second-degree 
amendment  states. 

Mr.  DENTON.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  certainly  will 
yield. 

Mr.  DENTON.  You  notice  in  what 
you  just  read,  the  sentence  just  read, 
begins.  "The  authority  under  the  pre- 
ceding sentence." 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  understand. 

Mr.  DENTON.  And  the  preceding 
sentence  reads  as  follows: 

Section  114.  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  use  not  more  than  $50,400,000  of  any 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  an  authori- 
zation of  funds  contained  In  this  part  and 
which  are  not  obligated  for  any  other  pur- 
poses to  carry  out  research— 

And  so  forth. 


JMI 


20298 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  21,  1983 


Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  know  that 
full  well. 

Mr.  DENTON.  So  it  is  money  al- 
ready appropriated,  and  we  are  just 
permitting  $50,400,000  be  used  for  this 
purpose. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  What  1  am 
saying  to  my  friend  from  Alabama 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  Maybe  I  can  clear 
this  up.  The  second  sentence  is  condi- 
tional on  the  first,  and  the  fact  is  they 
can  spend  in  excess  of  what  we  have 
authorized  in  the  bill  but  it  has  to 
come  out  of  something  else,  it  has  to 
come  out  of  something  else  that  is  un- 
obligated, funds  that  were  authorized 
but  unobligated,  so  that  is  the  point. 
It  does  not  add  money  to  the  bill.  It 
means  that  you  are.  in  effect,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Department  restoring 
$50,400,000  of  the  $147  million  that 
was  cut.  provided  they  find  somebody 
else's  hide  to  take  it  out  of.  That  is  all 
it  means. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Would  the 
Senator  from  Texas  not  agree  with  me 
that  you  would  achieve  that  objective 
if  you  provided  that  "The  authority 
under  the  preceding  sentence  is  not  in 
addition  to  any  amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  part,"  rather 
than  state  it  in  the  affirmative  be- 
cause to  state  it  in  te  affirmative  is  to 
indicate 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  think  we  have  made 
sufficient  legislative  history  on  it.  Sen- 
ator. I  think  the  intent  now  is  clear, 
the  intent  of  the  proposer  of  the 
amendment,  the  intent  of  the  manag- 
er of  the  bill,  and  I  will  ask  the  distin- 
guished manager  for  the  minority  if 
that  is  not  his  understanding. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Madam  President, 
that  is  my  understanding.  I  hope  this 
matter  can  be  finalized  and  clarified. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  do  not  wish 
to  stand  in  the  way  of  moving  this 
measure  forward.  But  whether  it  is 
the  understanding  of  the  managers  of 
the  bill  or  the  author,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  feels  that  one  of  two  things 
has  to  happen:  One  is  it  has  to  cut  into 
other  savings  that  have  been  effected 
by  the  committee  to  the  extent  of  $147 
million  or  that  it  is  indicating  that 
these  are  additional  funds,  and  be- 
cause the  Senator  from  Ohio  does  not 
want  to  stand  in  the  way  of  progress, 
if  it  be  called  that.  I  am  going  to  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  in  order 
that  I  may  make  such 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  wish  the  Senator 
would  withhold  on  that.  We  have 
made  legislative  history.  It  means  they 
cannot  spend  more  than  $391  million 
authorized,  and  if  they  do.  it  has  to 
come  from  something  else.  That  intent 
is  clear,  and  I  am  sure  the  cosponsor 
of  the  amendment,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  willing  to 
make  it  :;lear. 

With  that  much  legislative  history.  I 
do  not  see  how  the  intent  will  be 
missed,  and  I  hope  the  Senator  from 


Ohio  will  not  delay  consideration  of 
this  measure. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  wonder  if  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  would  agree  that  if  you 
added  a  word  in  the  modifying  amend- 
ment, where  it  says,  "discretionary  au- 
thority" under  the  preceding  sentence, 
would  that  clarify  it  as  the  Senator 
says,  "discretionary  authority?"  The 
intent  of  it  is,  I  think  if  you  read  it, 
that— in  other  words,  there  is  a  certain 
amount  of  appropriated  money  and 
giving  him  discretionary  authority  up 
to  $50  million,  and  all  you  want  to  say 
is  that  $50  million  does  not  come  out 
of  what  is  actually  already  appropri- 
ated. 

Mr.  DENTON.  If  that  helps  the  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio,  the  chairman  has  in- 
dicated that  the  insertion  of  the  word 
"discretionary,"  would  be  sufficient, 
and  I  would  accept  it. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  will  say  to 
my  very  good  friend  from  Alabama 
that  will  not  accomplish  and  achieve 
the  objective  I  am  concerned  about, 
having  to  do  with  the  question  of 
whether  it  is  or  is  not  an  additional 
$50  million.  I  have  asked  the  staff 

Mr.  TOWER.  May  I  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  it  is  not  an  addition.  We 
have  made  adequate  legislative  history 
on  it.  and  I  can  only  conclude  now 
that  the  Senator  frorh  Ohio  is  trying 
to  delay  the  Senate.  It  is  not  an  addi- 
tion to  the  bill,  and  the  manager  has 
clearly  stated  that;  the  proposers  of 
the  amendment  have  clearly  stated 
that  is  not  their  intention,  the  minori- 
ty manager  of  the  bill  has  made  that 
statement,  and  I  can  assure  the  Sena- 
tor it  will  not  be  added  to  the  bill  be- 
cause there  will  be  no  additional  funds 
added  to  the  bill,  if  I  can  help  it. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent. I  would  just  like  to  respond  to 
my  friend  from  Texas.  The  Senator 
from  Ohio  has  not  been  involved,  as 
the  Senator  from  Texas  indicated  the 
other  day,  and  used  inappropriate  dila- 
tory tactics.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
does  not  intend  to  delay  the  bill,  and 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  does  not  be- 
lieve and  he  knows  full  well  that  re- 
gardless of  the  legislative  history  or 
regardless  of  the  merits  of  the  words 
spoken  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
that  which  controls  is  the  language  of 
the  legislation,  and  you  cannot  make 
black  white  or  white  black. 

You  cannot  make  a  positive  asser- 
tion into  a  negative  one  by  reason  of 
any  legislative  debate.  I  have  asked 
the  staff  whether  or  not  they  could 
work  out  some  language  that  would  re- 
solve this  matter  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  without  in  any 
way  doing  harm  to  the  objective  of  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  and  the  con- 
cern of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Madam  President.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  re- 
scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent. I  ask  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
whether  or  not  he  would  not  see  fit  on 
his  own  to  modify  his  amendment  fur- 
ther by  adding  the  following  language: 
"In  no  circumstances  will  this  addi- 
tional discretionary  authority  be  an 
addition  to  the  total  authorization  of 
this  bill." 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  have  no  objection  to 
that.  I  believe  it  to  be  redundant,  but  I 
have  no  objection. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
so  modified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  a  right  to  modify  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Does  it  have  to 
be  in  writing? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It 
does. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2076 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent. I  send  an  amendment  to  the 
desk,  that  amendment  being  only  the 
portion  thai  is  handwritten  at  the 
bottom  of  the  amendment,  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Metzenbaum) 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  2076  to 
amendment  numbered  1539.  as  modified. 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  No.  1539  (as 
modified)  insert  the  following: 

"In  no  circumstances  will  this  additional 
discretionary  authority  be  an  addition  to 
the  total  authorization  of  this  bill.'". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 

METZENBAUM). 

The  amendment  (No.  2076)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  first  degree  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1539)  as  modi- 
fied, and  amended,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Madam  President, 
it  was  my  understanding  at  this  point 
that  the  distinguished  chairman  would 
ask  unamimous  consent  that  the  pend- 
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ing  amendment,  as  amended,  be  tem-  prior  to  July  31.  1983.  is  extended  from  July  Statement  of  Educational  Purpose  Regls- 

porarily  set  aside  in  order  that  I  might  31.  1983.  through  September  30.  1983.  tral.on  Compliance 

offer  an  amendment  that  is  now  at  the  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Madam  President.  I  certify  that  I  *!"„  "f^^^^  "1°"^^^^ 

desk  I    ask    unanimous    consent    that    my  ceive  under  Title  IV  student  Aid  programs 

Mr.   TOWER.    Madam   President.    I  cherished   colleague.   Senator   Matsu-  g^^rg^ToruTerSy       '°  ''"^"^""''  "' 

ask     unanimous     consent     that     the  naga.  be  added  as  a  cosponsor.  i  certify  that  I  am  not  required  to  be  reg- 

amendment     of     the     Senator     from  The  PRESIDING  Ui-l'ictK.  wiin-  jstered  with  the  Selective  Service  because: 

Texas  and  the  perfecting  amendment  out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered  n  i  am  a  female 

of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  be  tem-  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Madam  President.  □  j  ^^  ;„  ^^e  armed  services  on  active  duty, 

porarily  set  aside  for  the  disposition  of  the  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  very  ^■^^^^.  Members  of  the  Reserves  and  Na- 

an  amendment  to  be  proposed  by  the  simple.  It  extends  until  September  30  ^^^^^^  Guard  are  not  considered  active 

Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Moyni-  the  period  of  time  during  which  stu-  auty.) 

HAN)    and  that  on  the  disposition  of  dents  at  colleges  and  universities  can  n  i  have  not  reached  my  18th  birthday. 

thP  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  receive  various  kinds  of  Government  n  I  was  born  prior  to  January  1. 1960. 

Slw'?o^"kThf  S°enafe  r?tSm  to'Th"  guaranteed  or  subsidized  loans  with-  °  ' -^f J-^X^Tcir Ltds^^t^he 

pnn<:iHprfltinn    of    the    amendment    of  out  having  completed  a  statement  of  Territor>  of  the  Pacific  islands  or  me 

thrkenSor  from  Tex^  and  t^^  compliance  indicating  that  they  have  Northern  Manana  Islands. 

ectiSr'amenren?  o?  ?he    Senator  either    registered    with    the   Selective  ^^I -tjfy  that  I  am  registered  with  Selec- 

from  Virginia  Service  or  are  not  required  to  do  so  by  nve  iservice.  u 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With-  ^'^,!,"^  °/f  ^""',*'^':  "i^J^^'lf;  ,h«t  thP  "**""" 

out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  May  I  first  of  all  point  out  that  the    ^..^. • 

^  overwhelming  number  of  students  are  *'»ass 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2061  j^j  compllance  with  law,  but  many  do     -• • • 

(Purpose:  To  extend  the  grace  period  for  not    necessarily    have    this    required  *'K"*  """^ 

the  implementation  of  the  regulations  re-  form.  They  have  registered,  but  they     social  Security  No 

lating  to  the  denial  of  Federal  educational  Yizse  not  filled  out  this  form  because 

assistance  to  students  who  have  failed  to  ^       ^^^   ^^^   ^^  campus   during   the     ^ate 

register   under   Public   Law   97-252   from  g„j^jy,gj. 

1983)  ^^'  ^^"^'  '^"'""^^  September  ?0,  ^^^^  -^^^  campus  in  June  with  the  ■■'wuhour'thi^  documento^^ 
Mr  MOVmHAN  Madam  President  understanding  that  the  law  known  as  j,  igss.  Georgetown  University  will  be 
T  .K  w^^  t'^^Z-icHoH  ^iir^in  the  Solomon  amendment  had  been  de-  unable  to  process  guaranteed  student  loan 
I  thank  the  distinguished  chairman  unconstitutional  and  that  that  or  Plus/Alas/Clas  loan  applications  or  dis- 
I  will  be  brief.  There  is  no  occasion  ""^^^^^  ^^^  ^j  ^^^  ^^atter.  Then,  with  burse  any  federally  supported  funds  such  as 
to  delay  the  Senate  in  this  matter,  al-  •  „„„:„:,-„  ;„  June  the  Supreme  college  work-study  or  national  direct  stu- 
though  it  is  one,  I  think,  of  very  large  l^^^fl^^lTS^^  SstS  courMnlunc  dent  loan  funds.  If  you  have  any  questions 
import  to  the  American  people.  It  is  S^'^nith^DepartiSS  of  E^  ^^^^^ding  the  above,  please  contact  the  Pl- 
an   amendment    essentially    identical  t-n  and  the  D^epartment  of  Educat^.^  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^„^^^ 

with  that  I  offered  on  Thursday,  the  ^      compliance  which  will  take  effect    °^      ^^  .       .     • 

14th  of  July,  but  which  was  not  voted  «          ^       ^^   August.   The   problem,  Georgetow-n  University 

O"-                ..,»,.        o.     -^     t  Mr.     President,     is     that     nobody     is  Financial  Aid  Office 

It  is  at  the  desk.  Madam  President,  ^^^^^^  colleges  on  the  1st  of  August.  Mr.    JACKSON.    Will    the   Senator 

and  I  ask  that  amendment  No.  2061  be  ^^^^^^  students  at  summer  school.  yield? 

called  up.                        ^^^Tor^o     -ri.  With  the  utmost  good  faith,  every  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Yes,  though  if  I 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    1  ne  ^^^^^  organization  of  colleges  or  uni-  may  say  one  more  thing:  According  to 

clerk  will  report.  versities  in  the  country  has  asked  us  to  regulations   promulgated   by   the  De- 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^jj  September  30  to  file  partment  of  Education.  30  days  after 

as  follows:  ^j^g  statements  of  compliance  which  September  30.   if  this   form   has  not 

The  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Moyni-  ^Quld    let   students    get    their    loans,  been   filed,    the   federally   guaranteed 

HAN),  for  himself,  Mr.  Bingaman   Mr.  Dan-  thereafter,  under  existing  regulations,  loan  automatically  goes  into  default. 

H?Jw;,^'"M?"HrN^rMr  Kennedy    Mr'  they    have    30    days   to   present    this  Mr.  JACKSON.  Madam  President,  I 

Sy     Mr    MA^HiAS    Mr    Jackson'   Ur  statement  that  they  have  either  regis-  commend    the    distinguished    Senator 

Cranston    and  Mr.   Levin)   proposes   and  tered  or  that  they  need  not  do  so.  Stu-  from  New  York  for  his  leadership  in 

amendment  numbered  2061.  dents  need  not  file  the  statement  if  this  matter.  We  would  not  have  to  do 

Mr  MOYNIHAN  Madam  President  they  are  female,  if  they  are  in  the  this  except  for  a  lot  of  judicial  confu- 

I  ^k  JJ,animourS>rWtThat  furt^^^^^^  armed  services  on  active  duty,  if  have  sion.  The  district  court,  as  I  recall,  in 

eSlng"  oTT/  im^lnSmenf  TS"  not  reached  age  18-such  things  like  Minnesota  ruled  the  Partunjlar  pr^vj- 

nensed  with  ^iiat.  sion  in  the  law  a  bill  of  attainder  and. 

The  pmrQTr»TT<rri  nT^TPFR   With-  At  this  point.  Madam  President,  I  therefore,  unconstitutional. 

ouTobiSi^n  it^?o  or™d  ^^  unanimous  consent  that  the  state-  The  Supreme  Court  has  stayed  the 

-r^ri.^lnHmpnf  i^alfniim^^  ment  of  registration  compliance  form  action  of  the  district  court  declaring  it 

The  amendment  IS  as  follows.  ^^  ^^.^^^^  .^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  unconstitutional,   leaving   to   the   fall 

On  page  158.  between  lines  8  and  9.  msert  ^^^^  ^,^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^j^^^^g  ^^^^^   ^his  ^erm  to  decide  on  the  merits  whether 

the  louowing.  ^^^    .^   ^^^^   Georgetown   University,  or  not  it  is  in  fact  unconstitutional  as 

EXTENSION  OF  THE  GRACE  PERIOD  FOR  THE  EN-  g^ch    Institution    prcparcs    its    own  claimed  by  the  opponents. 

forcement  for  the  PROVISIONS  RELATING  gupportcd  thc  draft 

'o.l'^^Z'ZcZZirZ:^.:^  ""'''''       There  being  no  objection,  the  form    registration,  as  has  been  the  case  of 
OF  FEDERAL  EDUCATIONAL  ASSISTANCE  ordered    to    be    printed    in    the    the  Senator  from  New  York,  and  as  a 

^T.^.Z^.^^Sn%^lS^Z'^S.  RECORD,  as  follows:  JSsponsor  of  this  amendment^  I   be^ 

tied     "Student    Assistance    General    Provi-  Attention:  Federal  Law  requires  that  all  ijeve  it  just  makes  good  commonsense 

sions:  Registration  With  Selective  Service"  students  receiving  federal  financial  aid  (m-  ^nd  true  prudence  to  grant  the  exten- 

(48  Federal  Register  No.  130,  July  6,  1983),  eluding:  Guaranteed  Student  Loans,  PLUS/  gj^j^  ^^  September  30. 

relating  to  the  schedule  under  which  an  in-  ALAS/CLAS   Loans,   National   Direct   Stu-  .^^^     college     administrators     have 

stitution  of  higher  education  may  certify  dent  Loans,  College  Work  Study,  and  for  ^^  j^j.  ^^^^   ^^ose  who  support  the 

first  and  then  inform  the  student  of  the  re-  undergraduates  only.  Pell  Grant  or  Supple-  reeistration    and  I  see  no  pur- 

quirement  that  the  student  file  a  Statement  mental    Educational    Opportunity    Grant)  °^^"  J^f  f ™ dding  ^^ 

of  Registration  Compliance  for  the  period  must  complete  the  following  statement:  pose  at  all  m  adding  to  me  comusion 
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and  the  obvious  trouble  that  it  is  going 
to  entail  especially  for  our  colleges 
and  universities,  at  a  time  when  they 
have  enough  trouble,  by  insisting  that 
it  all  take  place  by  September  I. 

I  have  not  seen  the  order.  I  do  not 
know  whether  the  Senator  has.  of  the 
Secretary  extending  it. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  We  have  heard 
that  the  Department  of  Education 
might  extend  the  deadline  from 
August  1  to  September  1.  but  such  an 
extension  has  not.  as  far  as  we  know, 
been  issued  officially. 

I  thank  my  friend  from  Washington, 
my  revered  friend.  Senator  Jackson. 

Madam  President.  I  say  to  those  who 
are  listening  that  if  we  want  our  laws 
to  be  obeyed,  we  have  to  make  it  possi- 
ble to  obey  them.  There  may  be  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  who  are  opposed  to 
the  law  linking  Government-guaran- 
teed loans  to  draft  registrations— I  am 
sure  some  have  voted  against  it— but 
the  colleges  cannot  enforce  it  in  the 
present  circumstance,  because  of  the 
confusion  caused  by  recent  judicial  de- 
cisions. 

The  students  are  not  now  on 
campus.  There  are  some  6  million  stu- 
dents who  receive  some  form  of  Feder- 
al loan  assistance  or  guarantee.  So  far 
as  I  know— I  will  exaggerate— they  all 
want  to  comply  with  the  law.  Certain- 
ly most  of  them  do.  But  when  they 
left  campus  la.st  month  they  were  told 
the  law  did  not  exist  anymore. 

All  the  administrators  are  saying  is— 

Let  us  get  the  college  students  on  campus, 
with  their  loans  approved  and  guaranteed, 
and  let  us  give  the  students  30  days  within 
which  to  present  this  statement. 

Meanwhile,  students  will  be  able  to 
receive  their  loans,  pay  their  tuition, 
the  fall  semester  can  begin  on  time, 
and  then  the  paperwork  required  by 
the  Solomon  amendment  can  be  done 
in  an  orderly  manner. 

The  college  asks  the  student  in  this 
form.  "Have  you  registered?"  and  they 
check  a  box.  In  that  case,  the  lending 
institution  is  so  notified,  and  the  loan 
remairis  valid.  If  the  student  is  not  in 
compliance,  cannot  make  or  continue 
the  loan. 

All  we  are  asking  is  that  it  be  made 
possible  for  people  to  obey  the  law 
without  disrupting  American  higher 
education. 

Madam  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  letter  from  the  Ameri- 
can Council  on  Education  on  this  sub- 
ject, written  on  behalf  of  14  organiza- 
tions of  colleges  and  universities,  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Amkrican  CoaifciL  on  Education. 

Washington,  D.C..  July  18.  1983. 

DSAH  Senator:  On  behalf  of  the  American 
Council  on  Education  and  the  associations 
listed  below,  we  urge  you  to  support  an 
amendment  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act  of  1984  (S.  675)  which 
will  be  offered  by  Senator  Moynlhan  and 


which  would  extend  from  August  31  to  Sep- 
tember 30  the  initial  implementation  period 
for  the  statute  making  draft  registration  an 
eligibility  criterion  for  student  financial  aid 
under  Title  IV  of  the  Higher  Education  Act. 
In  the  absence  of  any  action  to  delay  imple- 
mentation of  this  requirement,  our  chief 
concern  is  the  Integrity  of  the  financial  aid 
delivery  system  and  the  availability  of  funds 
for  needy,  eligible  students  this  Pall. 

In  this  regard,  we  applaud  the  decision  of 
the  Department  of  Education  to  permit  spe- 
cial procedures  for  disbursement  of  aid  and 
certification  of  loan  applications  from  July 
1  through  July  31  without  requiring  State- 
ments of  Registration  Compliance,  which 
can  be  obtained  later.  We  understand  that 
this  "grace  period"  will  be  extended 
through  August  31.  Unfortunately,  the  in- 
terim regulations  have  caused  widespread 
confusion  on  campuses,  in  state  lending 
agencies,  and  among  financial  institutions 
processing  loan  applications. 

Most  students  will  not  have  returned  to 
campus  by  the  end  of  August.  Moreover,  the 
vast  majority  of  applications  for  Guaran- 
teed Student  Loan  and  PLUS  loan  program 
funds  have  already  been  certified  by 
schools,  without  the  Statements,  and  are 
now  in  the  hands  of  lenders  or  state  lending 
agencies.  It  is  estimated  that  one-third  of 
these  checks,  affecting  some  one  million 
students,  will  not  be  released  until  after 
September  1.  Therefore,  we  are  deeply  con- 
cerned that  lenders  will  stop  processing  ap- 
plications and  checks  until  the  situation  is 
resolved.  Without  explicit  clarification  from 
the  Department  that  lenders  can  proceed, 
confident  that  Statements  will  be  obtained 
subsequently,  there  is  a  real  possibility  that 
GSL  and  PLUS  loan  recipients  will  suffer 
inordinate  delays  in  receiving  their  aid.  Ex- 
tending the  "grace  period"  until  October  1 
would  largely  alleviate  this  difficulty.  It 
would  also  permit  colleges  and  universities 
to  obtain  the  required  forms  in  an  orderly 
way  during  registration  for  classes. 

An  extended  initial  phase  would  also 
permit  Education  Department  officials  to 
address  the  various  technical  and  substan- 
tive issues  regarding  these  regulations 
which  have  come  to  light  in  recent  weeks. 
In  particular,  it  would  allow  time  to  clarify 
the  precise  responsibilities  and  liabilities  of 
those  colleges  and  universities  which  have 
disbursed  funds  under  the  interim  proce- 
dures. 

We  wish  to  state  explicitly  that  extending 
the  grace  period  in  this  manner  in  no  way 
weakens  enforcement  of  this  requirement. 
Institutions  would  still  be  required  to 
inform  all  students  who  receive  Title  IV  as- 
sistance that  they  must  sign  a  Statement. 
The  extension  would  simply  allow  colleges 
and  universities  to  enforce  this  statute  in 
the  most  cost-effective  way. 

For  these  reasons,  we  request  your  sup- 
port for  Senator  Moynihan's  proposed 
amendment,  and  we  greatly  appreciate  your 
interest  in  this  issue.  This  letter  is  sent  on 
behalf  of: 

American  Association  of  Community  and 
Junior  Colleges. 

American  Association  of  State  Colleges 
and  Universities. 

American  Association  of  University  Pro- 
fessors. 

American  Council  on  Education. 

Association  of  American  Universities. 

Association  of  Catholic  Colleges  and  Uni- 
versities. 

Association  of  Jesuit  Colleges  and  Univer- 
sities. 

Association  of  Urban  Universities. 


Council  of  Independent  Colleges. 
National  Association  for  Equal  Opportuni- 
ty In  Higher  Education. 

National  Association  of  College  and  Uni- 
versity Business  Officers. 

National  Association  of  Independent  Col- 
leges and  Universities. 

National  Association  of  Schools  and  Col- 
leges of  the  United  Methodist  Church. 

National  Association  of  State  Universities 
and  Land-Grant  Colleges. 
Sincerely. 

Charles  B.  Saunders,  Jr., 

Vice  President  for 
Oovemmental  Relations. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Will  the  Senator 
from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, I  wish  to  congratulate  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  and  commend  him 
for  the  leadership  he  has  shown  in 
this  regard.  As  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  it. 

We  are  not  here  asking  to  excuse 
anyone  from  the  violation  of  any  law. 
We  are  merely  asking  that  the  period 
be  extended  so  that  those  who  wish  to 
do  so  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
comply  with  the  law.  This,  I  believe,  is 
a  very  reasonable  request,  a  very  rea- 
sonable proposal.  It  has  the  backing  of 
the  authorities  connected  with  the  in- 
stitutions of  higher  learning.  I  think 
we  who  represent  the  people  of  the 
country  ought  to  once  in  awhile  listen 
to  the  voice  of  the  people  and  here  is  a 
case. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  They  are  speak- 
ing, if  I  may  say  to  my  friend,  for  6 
million  students.  They  are  saying: 
"Give  them  a  chance  to  abide  by  our 
regulations,  which  are  a  little  confus- 
ing. You  pass  a  law  and  one  court  says 
it  is  not  a  law  and  then  another  court 
says  that  it  may  still  be  a  valid  law." 

Madam  President,  I  would  like  to  in- 
quire of  the  distinguished  managers  of 
the  legislation  whether  this  amend- 
ment is  acceptable  to  them  before 
asking  that  there  be  a  vote.  If  it  were 
acceptable,  I  think  it  would  be  very 
fine. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  It  is  not  accepta- 
ble to  me. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Senator  Metzenbaum  be 
added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  see  my  friend 
from  Georgia  is  on  the  floor.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York. 

Madam  President,  I  have  to  admit 
that  it  is  somewhat  appalling  to  me 
that  we  are  again  standing  here  talk- 
ing about  moving  a  date.  Over  1  year 
ago,  the  Senate  passed  the  Mattingly- 
Hayakawa  legislation.  That  legislation 
clearly  stated  that  those  students  who 
had  not  registered  for  the  draft  would 


be  prohibited  from  receiving  Federal 
student  financial  aid. 

I  wish  both  floor  managers  were  in 
the  Chamber  to  hear  this  debate  so 
that  they  could  really  understand  and 
give  finality  to  what  is  going  to 
happen  here  today  on  this  piece  of  leg- 
islation. 

That  legislation  as  passed  was  and 
still  is  simple,  it  is  cleav.  and  it  is  to 
the  point.  It  plugs  up  a  loophole. 

In  the  last  few  days,  the  U.S.  Senate 
has  debated  and  voted  three  times  on 
this  measure  relating  to  the  Matting- 
ly-Hayakawa  amendment.  Now  the 
Senator  from  New  York  is  asking  us  tc 
debate  and  vote  yet  another  measure 
dealing  with  the  legislation. 

I  might  add  that  the  previous  votes 
were  anything  but  close.  On  Friday, 
the  votes  were  66  to  29  and  71  to  23. 
On  Saturday,  the  vote  was  64  to  19. 
Quite  frankly,  I  do  not  see  how 
anyone  could  argue  here  about  the 
intent  of  the  Senate. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Senate  supports 
the  notion  that  those  students  who 
are  bound  by  law  to  register  for  the 
draft  should  do  so  before  they  can  be 
eligible  to  apply  for  student  financial 
aid. 

By  discussing  this  issue  again  and 
again,  we  are  doing  a  disservice  to 
those  people  who  obey  the  law. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  New  York 
ought  to  understand  that. 

In  addition,  if  the  law  is  changed, 
the  U.S.  Senate  is  going  to  be  provid- 
ing an  incentive  to  ignore  the  law. 
Let  us  put  this  into  perspective. 
Madam  President,  once  again  I  say 
by  discussing  this  issue  again  and 
again  we  are  doing  a  disservice  to 
those  people  who  have  obeyed  the  law. 
I  say  if  the  law  is  changed,  the  Senate 
will  be  providing  an  incentive  to  those 
people  who  ignore  the  law.  So  let  us 
put  it  into  perspective  and  see  the 
magnitude  of  the  problem  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  is  discussing. 

In  the  1980-81  school  year,  approxi- 
mately 3  million  students  graduated 
from  high  school  in  the  United  States. 
Of  that  number,  54  percent  began  at- 
tending college.  That  amounted  to  ap- 
proximately 1.6  million  students. 
Taking  that  a  step  further,  in  1981, 
there  were  an  estimated  794,000  males 
and  826,000  females  attending  our  Na- 
tion's colleges  and  universities.  Of  this 
number,  approximately  51  percent  ap- 
plied for  student  aid. 

The  latest  statistic— and  I  will  be 
happy  to  read  the  letter  from  the  Di- 
rector of  Selective  Service  dated  July 
19,  and  I  will  enter  it  for  the  Record— 
shows  that  over  98.5  percent  of  our 
youth  comply  with  the  draft  registra- 
tion law.  Applying  that  statistic  to  the 
figures  I  presented  earlier  shows  there 
are  only  6,000  young  men  who  asked 
for  student  aid  who  have  not  regis- 
tered for  the  draft. 

Let  me  reiterate  that  point.  Of  the 
roughly  800,000  young  men  who  will 


begin  college  this  year,  about  400,000 
are  going  to  apply  for  Federal  student 
aid.  Of  the  400,000  who  will  apply, 
394,000  will  have  completed  draft  reg- 
istration. Only  6,000  young  men  will 
have  broken  the  law. 

Yet,  these  6,000  are  still  asking  for 
student  aid  from  the  Government 
whose  laws  they  refuse  to  obey. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  Senate  to 
consume  its  time  in  microcosmic  ad- 
justments in  order  to  accommodate 
the  small  number  who  have  not  com- 
plied. By  doing  so.  we  are  insulting  the 
law-abiding  young  people  of  our 
Nation  who  are  willing  to  obey  the  law 
before  asking  for  help. 

There  are  some  additional  points 
that  can  be  made. 

First,  the  Department  of  Education, 
as  the  Senator  from  New  York  knows, 
has  the  authority  to  delay  implemen- 
tation of  the  law  if  it  is  necessary.  He 
knows  that  in  this  past  week  the  De- 
partment exercised  that  authority  by 
extending  the  grace  period  until  Sep- 
tember 1. 

If  the  Department  thinks  the  imple- 
mentation period  needs  to  be  delayed 
again,  it  can  do  so.  I  have  asked  the 
Secretary  of  Education,  Mr.  Bell,  and 
Director  of  Selective  Service  Turnage 
to  give  me  their  respective  depart- 
ment's position  on  further  extension 
of  the  deadline  for  implementation. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  have  copies 
of  the  letters  I  received  from  them.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  both  Di- 
rector Turnage's  and  Secretary  Bell's 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Education. 

The  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  Jvly  19,  1983. 
Hon.  Mack  Mattingly, 
The  U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mattingly;  Earlier  today, 
by  telephone,  your  staff  questioned  whether 
the  Department  would  agree  to  extend  until 
October  1.  1983.  the  deadline  for  students  to 
sign  a  form  assuring  their  compliance  with 
Selective  Service  registration  requirements. 

As  you  know.  Department  regulations  re- 
quire students  to  complete  the  appropriate 
assurance  form  for  aid  received  after  July  1, 
1983.  Because  of  the  Federal  court  injunc- 
tion in  Minnesota,  many  students  did  not 
complete  the  form  as  required  by  regula- 
tions. The  Department  provided  a  30-day 
grace  period  to  enable  the  students  to  sign 
the  appropriate  forms  without  causing  an 
Interruption  in  their  student  aid.  However, 
in  response  to  requests  from  the  higher  edu- 
cation community,  uhe  Department  agreed 
to  extend  until  September  1.  1983  the  dead- 
line for  students  to  complete  the  form. 

Each  time  the  deadline  is  changed,  the 
Department  must  publish  a  new  notice  in 
the  Federal  Register  announcing  the 
change,  and  mail  a  notice  to  each  student  fi- 
nancial aid  officer  of  every  college  and  uni- 
versity in  the  United  States. 

The  extension  we  have  already  provided 
until  September  1,  1983  will  enable  students  . 
to  complete  the  form  when  they  return  to 
campus    to    begin    the    fall    semester.    We 
strongly  oppose  an  additional  delay  because 


we  do  not  feel  it  is  needed,  because  it  is  un- 
necessarily costly,  and  because  it  will  only 
serve  to  confuse  both  students  and  student 
financial  aid  officers. 

We  believe  the  current  deadline  of  Sep- 
tember 1.  1983  does  not  impose  any  signifi- 
cant burden  to  the  student  financial  aid 
community.  We  believe  we  have  adequately 
addressed  their  concerns  by  providing  stu- 
dents 60-days  to  complete  the  simple  form. 
We  believe  it  is  time  to  dispense  with  ques- 
tions concerning  deadlines  for  phasing  in 
the  Selective  Service  registration  require- 
ments and  get  on  with  the  business  of  ad- 
ministering higher  education  programs. 

I  hope  that  you  and  your  colleagues  will 
be  able  to  put  to  rest  once  and  for  all  ques- 
tions concerning  how  much  time  it  should 
take  for  a  student  attending  an  institution 
of  higher  education  to  appear  at  a  Student 
Financial  Aid  office  and  place  an  "X  '  on  a 
piece  of  paper. 
Sincerely. 

T.  H.  Bell. 


The  Director  of  Selective  Service. 

Washington.  D.C.  July  19,  1983. 
Senator  Mack  Mattingly. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mattingly:  This  is  in  re- 
sponse to  your  query  concerning  proposals 
to  delay  beyond  September  1  the  require- 
ment that  students  seeking  Federal  student 
aid  must  certify  they  are  in  compliance  with 
Selective  Ser\'lce  registration  laws. 

Section  1113  of  PL  97-252  is  being  imple- 
mented by  Department  of  Education  regula- 
tions in  a  manner  that  is  not  burdensome  to 
students  or  educational  institutions.  Al- 
though the  law  became  effective  July  1.  Sec- 
retary Bell,  without  demur,  has  instituted  a 
60  day  "grace  period"  to  alleviate  any  con- 
cerns that  school  administrators  might 
harbor.  1  am  unpersuaded  that  any  further 
delay  is  necessary  or  desirable.  All  that  is  re- 
quired for  the  1983-84  Academic  Year  is 
that  beginning  September  1.  an  institution 
must  receive  a  students  Statement  of  Regis- 
tration Compliance  prior  to  making  dis- 
bursements of  any  Title  IV  aid  to  that  stu- 
dent. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  to  you  that  peace- 
time registration  continues  to  rise.  As  of 
July  10,  98.5%  of  the  potential  draft-eligi- 
bles  (men  born  between  1960-1963)  were 
registered.  This  is  a  higher  compliance  rate 
than  had  been  recorded  prior  to  Senate  pas- 
sage of  the  amendment  sponsored  by  you 
and  Senator  Hayakawa  requiring  students 
seeking  Federal  student  aid  to  be  in  compli- 
ance with  the  registration  law.  I  am  very  ap- 
preciative of  your  amendment  not  only  be- 
cause it  has  improved  compliance,  but  be- 
cause I  philosophically  subscribe  to  the 
principle  that  citizenship  entails  responsibil- 
ities as  well  as  privileges. 
Sincerely, 

Thomas  K.  Turnace. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, I  wish  to  quote  a  portion  of  Sec- 
retary Bell's  letter. 

As  you  know.  Department  regulations  re- 
quire students  to  complete  the  appropriate 
assurance  form  for  aid  received  after  July  1. 
1983.  Because  of  the  Federal  court  injunc- 
tion in  Minnesota,  many  students  did  not 
complete  the  form  as  required  by  regula- 
tions. The  Department  provided  a  30-day 
grace  period  to  enable  the  studenU  to  sign 
the  appropriate  forms  without  causing  an 
interruption  in  their  student  aid.  However, 
in  response  to  requests  from  the  higher  edu- 
cation community,  the  Department  agreed 
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to  extend  until  September  1.  1983  the  dead- 
line for  students  to  complete  the  form. 

Each  time  the  deadline  is  changed,  the 
Department  must  publish  a  new  notice  in 
the  Federal  Register  announcing  the 
change,  and  mail  a  notice  to  each  student  fi- 
nancial aid  officer  of  every  college  and  uni- 
versity in  the  United  States. 

The  extension  we  have  already  provided 
until  September  1.  1983  will  enable  students 
to  complete  the  form  when  they  return  to 
campus  to  begin  the  fall  semester.  We 
strongly  oppose  an  additional  delay  because 
we  do  not  feel  it  is  needed,  because  it  is  un- 
necessarily costly,  and  because  it  will  only 
serve  to  confuse  both  students  and  student 
financial  aid  officers. 

We  believe  the  current  deadline  of  Sep- 
temt>er  1,  1983  does  not  impose  any  signifi- 
cant burden  to  the  student  financial  aid 
community.  We  believe  we  have  adequately 
addressed  their  concerns  by  providing  stu- 
dents 60-days  to  complete  the  simple  form. 
We  believe  it  is  time  to  dispense  with  ques- 
tions concerning  deadlines  for  phasing  in 
the  Selective  Service  registration  require- 
ments and  get  on  with  the  business  of  ad- 
ministering higher  education  programs. 

I  hope  that  you  and  your  colleagues  will 
be  able  to  put  to  rest  once  and  for  all  ques- 
tions concerning  how  much  time  it  should 
take  for  a  student  attending  an  institution 
of  higher  education  to  appear  at  a  Student 
Financial  Aid  office  and  place  an  "X'°  on  a 
piece  of  paper." 

Madam  President,  it  is  not  the  job  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  to  tinker  with  and  fine 
tune  administrative  provisions  issued 
by  the  Department  of  Education.  It  is 
the  job  of  the  U.S.  Senate  to  set 
policy.  This  it  has  clearly  done  and 
reaffirmed  with  its  votes  on  the  Mat- 
tingly-Hayakawa  and  Solomon  amend- 
ments. 

There  are  those  who  stand  here  and 
talk  about  costs  to  colleges  and  univer- 
sities in  implementing  this  law.  That  is 
what  we  are  talking  about  on  the  floor 
now.  Let  us  talk  about  the  costs  to  the 
taxpayers  that  have  been  accumulated 
while  the  U.S.  Senate  wastes  its  time 
voting  again  and  again  on  the  same 
issue— especially  when  we  have  over- 
whelmingly reaffirmed  our  position  on 
it.  Private  and  public  colleges  receive 
an  estimated  $6  billion  annually  in 
various  student  financial  assistance 
programs.  These  same  institutions  of 
higher  learning,  through  taxpayer- 
supported  student  loans,  have  seen 
their  classrooms  filled  where,  other- 
wise, they  may  have  had  a  consider- 
ably larger  number  of  empty  chairs.  I 
do  not  think  complying  with  a  law 
that  passed  a  year  ago  is  too  much  to 
ask  of  these  colleges  and  universities. 

Congress  has  spoken  and  spoken  and 
spoken  on  the  issue  of  draft  registra- 
tion and  student  financial  aid.  By  a 
vote  in  this  body  to  further  extend  the 
deadline  for  implementation,  we  will 
send  a  false  message  that  we  are  not 
serious  about  seeing  that  the  law  is  en- 
forced. Nothing  should  be  farther 
from  the  truth. 

The  definition  of  "compromise"  is  "a 
settlement  of  differences  by  mutual 
concessioris."  It  is  clear  that  the  De- 
partment of   Education  has  compro- 


mised with  the  higher  education  insti- 
tutions on  the  implementation  of  this 
law.  Since  a  compromise  has  been 
made,  now  let  us  talk  about  compli- 
ance—a noun  meaning  "cooperation  or 
obedience." 

Should  we  tell  98.5  percent  of  the 
young  people  of  our  Nation  that  it  is 
not  important  to  register  as  a  prereq- 
uisite for  Federal  student  aid? 

Should  we  tell  98.5  percent  of  the 
young  people  of  our  Nation  that  we 
have  changed  our  minds  and  we 
should  be  more  permissive  to  the  1.5 
percent  who  did  not  comply  with  the 
registration  law;  that  just  because  98.5 
percent  have  the  intelligence  and 
sense  of  duty  to  comply,  it  is  meaning- 
less? 

In  the  1960's,  the  attitude  in  the 
United  States  was  to  protect  the  crimi- 
nal, the  lawbreaker,  and  forget  the 
victim.  During  that  time,  disrespect 
for  duty  and  our  flag  became  a  badge 
of  honor.  I  do  not  want  to  go  back  to 
that  time  of  misplaced  priorities. 

Do  we  vote  here  for  compliance  or 
do  we  vote  for  gutlessness?  That  is  the 
bottom  line.  The  bottom  line  is  not 
whether  we  move  a  date.  Do  we  vote 
for  a  gutlessness  which  ignores  the  re- 
sponsibility of  citizens?  Do  we  vote  for 
a  gutlessness  which  dilutes  the  worth 
of  the  law  abiding  young  people  of  our 
Nation  and  says  it  is  not  important  to 
be  proud  of  the  responsibilities  and 
duties  of  being  an  American  citizen?  I 
say  that  answer  should  be  no.  I  say  it 
is  time  that  we  finish  quibbling  over 
this  matter. 

I  am  personally  proud  of  the  98.5 
percent  of  our  young  men  who  have 
registered  for  the  draft,  who  have 
complied  with  the  law.  I  have  little 
sympathy  or  understanding  for  the  1.5 
percent  who  have  not. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
RuDMAN).  Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 
There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  debate? 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  make  just  a  few  points  in 
response  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
and  address  the  issue  which  I  believe 
is  contained  in  this  amendment. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  has  sug- 
gested that  the  question  before  the 
Senate  is  whether  or  not  we  want  to 
vote  for  gutlesseness.  I  believe  that 
was  the  word  that  he  used.  Let  me,  if  I 
could,  just  summarize  what  I  under- 
stand the  amendment  to  be  and  see  if 
there  is  a  disagreement  on  what  we 
are  talking  about  here. 

As  I  understand  it.  Secretary  Bell 
has.  by  regulation,  stated  that  Sep- 
tember 1  will  be  the  date,  the  final 
date,  for  registration  and  filling  out  of 
forms.  Is  that  a  correct  understand- 
ing? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  That  is  correct. 


Mr.  BINGAMAN.  The  import  of  this 
amendment  is  to  change  that  date  to 
September  30  instead  of  September  1, 
which  would  be  to  add  an  additional 
29  or  30  days.  So  the  question  really  is 
whether  a  person  would  be  required  to 
register  before  September  1  and  fill 
out  the  forms  or  would  be  required  to 
do  that  before  September  30.  before 
the  close  of  business  on  that  day.  That 
is  how  I  understand  the  issue  before 
the  Senate. 

Am  I  confused  on  that? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Partially,  but  the 
Department  of  Education  has  already 
gone  from  July  1  to  August  1  and  now 
has  gone  further  from  August  1  to 
September  1  in  order  to  resolve  any  of 
the  administrative  inconveniences  that 
may  have  been  encountered.  We  have 
gone  through  four  votes  last  year  and 
three  here  in  the  last  few  days,  trying 
to  dilute  the  responsibility  of  students 
and  universities. 

This  is  going  to  further  dilute  it.  It 
is  not  up  to  this  body,  as  I  said  before, 
to  put  everything  under  a  microscope. 
That  is  the  responsibility  of  the  De- 
partment of  Education.  It  is  not  the 
responsibility  of  this  body. 

The  futher  problem  with  all  this  is  if 
we  think  it  will  end  here— I  doubt  if  it 
will— on  the  issue  of  whether  you 
should  register  in  order  to  be  able  to 
get  student  financial  aid  from  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  yield? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  I  would  really  ask 
if  we  are  in  fact  asking  in  this  amend- 
ment to  dilute  the  resporuibility  or 
rather,  to  postpone  it  for  30  days?  Is 
that  a  question  that  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  can  respond  to? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  What  was  the 
Senator's  question? 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  The  Senator  has 
said  that  we  are  in  fact  diluting  the  re- 
sponsibility of  people  to  register.  As  I 
understand  the  aunendment,  of  which 
I  am  a  cosponsor,  we  are  in  fact  post- 
poning the  responsibility  of  these 
people  to  register  for  30  days  rather 
than  diluting  that  responsibility. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Of  course,  I 
would  say  postponing  is  diluting. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  If  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  yield.  I  think  we 
have  heard  what  we  have  to  know. 

There  are  some  6  million  American 
young  men  and  women  who  are  in  uni- 
versities and  receive  one  form  or  an- 
other of  financial  assistance.  The  over- 
whelming majority  of  the  young  men 
required  to  do  so,  98.5  percent,  have 
registered  with  the  Selective  Service. 
My  own  youngest  son  has.  I  am  sure 
there  are  other  families  like  mine  who 
had  to  remind  their  sons.  I  have  to 
remind  him  to  tie  his  shoelaces.  But 
he  never  thought  not  to  comply  with 
the  law  once  we  reminded  him. 


What  our  colleges  and  universities 
are  asking  is  to  let  these  people  who 
have  complied  with  the  law  continue 
with  their  education. 

I  would  like  it  understood  that  those 
who  vote  against  this  proposition  have 
declared  those  people  gutless.  The 
ROTC,  the  NROTC,  veterans,  the 
young  men  who  have  done  their  duty, 
they  are  called  gutless  because  their 
college  presidents  have  asked  for  60 
days  in  which  to  do  the  necessary  pa- 
perwork. I  hope  they  have  an  opportu- 
nity to  check  the  Congressional 
Record  to  see  who  thought  them  gut- 
less as  against  those  who  thought  that 
the  American  Government  bureaucra- 
cy had  got  itself  a  little  confused  on 
this  issue.  All  the  universities  ask  is  a 
little  time  to  straighten  it  out. 

This  does  in  no  way  affect  the  law.  I 
voted  for  the  law.  The  question  before 
us  now  is  not  whether  the  Solomon 
amendment  is  meritorious.  If  you 
think  American  young  men  are  gut- 
less, fine,  here  is  your  chance  to  say  so 
in  the  Congressional  Record.  Do  not 
for  a  moment  think  it  will  be  unno- 
ticed by  them  or  their  families  or  their 
colleges.  Or  that  it  will  be  thought  to 
be  an  accurate  statement. 

I  just  hope  about  15  good  running 
backs  do  not  go  to  college  this  fall  be- 
cause, having  already  registered  for 
the  Selective  Service,  they  did  not  get 
on  campus  in  time  to  make  out  their 
yellow  cards  and  so  the  Georgia  Bull- 
dogs go  down  to  defeat.  I  would  like 
those  football  coaches  to  understand 
that  their  running  backs,  and  their 
linemen,  have  been  called  gutless. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  nothing  else  to 
say,  and  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  debate? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  on 
Monday.  July  18,  I  spoke  at  length 
with  Mr.  Frank  Hereford,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  University  of  Virginia,  con- 
cerning this  important  issue. 

This  distinguished  educator  asked 
my  support  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
He  pointed  out  that  universities  and 
colleges  need  the  students'  presence 
on  campus  so  that  they  can  tell  the 
students  what  the  law  requires.  Clear- 
ly, this  cannot  be  accomplished  if  the 
law  goes  into  effect  July  31. 

Most  students  will  not  have  returned 
to  campus  by  the  end  of  August.  More- 
over, the  vast  majority  of  applications 
for  guaranteed  student  loan  and  plus 
loan  program  funds  have  already  been 
certified  by  schools  and  are  now  in  the 
hands  of  lenders  of  State  lending 
agencies.  It  is  estimated  that  one-third 
of  these  checks,  affecting  some  1  mil- 
lion students  nationwide,  will  not  be 
released  until  after  September  1. 
Therefore,  educators  are  deeply  con- 
cerned that  lenders  will  stop  process- 
ing applications  and  checks  until  the 
situation  is  resolved. 


Without  explicit  clarification  that 
lenders  can  proceed,  confident  that  eli- 
gibility will  be  certified  subsequently, 
there  is  a  real  possibility  that  GSL 
and  plus  loan  recipients  will  suffer  in- 
ordinate delays  in  receiving  their  aid. 
Extending  the  grace  period  until  Octo- 
ber 1  would  largely  alleviate  this  diffi- 
culty. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  adoption  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  make  a  motion 
to  table  the  amendment.  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is 
there  is  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll  to  ascertain  the 
presence  of  a  quorum. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  to  table  the  amendment.  On 
this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 
The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker), 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water),  the  Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr. 
Hatfield),  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Pressler),  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Virginia  (Mr.  Warner)  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is 
absent  due  to  illness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  46, 
nays  48,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  215  Leg.] 


YEAS— 46 

Abdnor 

Hawkins 

Percy 

Armstrong 

Hecht 

Proxmire 

Boschwttz 

Helms 

Quayle 

Cochran 

Humphrey 

Roth 

Colien 

Jepsen 

Rudman 

D'Amato 

Johnston 

Simpson 

DeConcinl 

Kassebaum 

Stevens 

Denton 

Kasten 

Symms 

Dixon 

Lax  alt 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Lugar 

Tower 

East 

Mattingly 

Trible 

Exon 

McClure 

Wallop 

Gam 

Murkowskl 

Wilson 

Gorton 

NlckJes 

Zorinsky 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Andrews 

Baucus 

Bentsen 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boren 

Bradley 

Bumpers 

Burdick 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Chiles 

Cranston 

Danforth 

Dodd 

Durenberger 


Baker 
Domenici 


NAYS— 48 

Eagleton 

Ford 

Glenn 

Hart 

Heflin 

Heinz 

HoUings 

Huddles  ton 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Kennedy 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Long 

Mathias 


Matsunagm 

Melcher 

Metzenbaum 

Mitchell 

Moynihan 

Pell 

Pryor 

Randolph 

Riegle 

Sarbanes 

Sasser 

Specter 

Stafford 

Stennis 

Tsongas 

Weicker 


NOT  VOTING— 6 


Goldwater 
Hatfield 


Pressler 

Warner 


So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table 
Mr.  MovNiHAN's  amendment  (No. 
2061)  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  re- 
scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, I  would  like  to  add  just  a  few 
more  things  to  the  debate  on  the  vote 
that  we  are  going  to  take  very  shortly. 
There  was  an  article  in  the  Detroit 
News  which  I  shall  submit  for  the 
Record.  It  says: 

Seven  months  ago.  President  Reagan 
signed  a  defense  appropriations  bill  which 
contained  an  amendmeiit  that  denies  feder- 
al education  loans  to  students  who  have 
failed  to  register  for  the  draft. 

This  so-called  "Solomon  amendment," 
named  for  Republican  Gerald  Solomon,  the 
New  York  congressman  who  attached  the 
rider  to  the  bill,  was  approved  by  almost  70 
percent  of  the  House,  and  the  measure  slid 
through  the  Senate  with  equal  ease. 

I  might  interject  there,  the  Matting- 
ly-Hayakawa  amendment  was  totally 
unopposed. 

The  article  continues: 

No  sooner  had  the  ink  dried  on  the  docu- 
ment than  several  college  officials  decried 
the  added  administrative  burden  such  a 
stipulation  would  impose  upon  their 
schools. 

Never  mind  that  there  are  already  272 
pages  of  federal  regulations  that  dictate 
how  colleges  and  universities  will  behave  if 
they  accept  federal  funds.  Moreover,  many 
of  these  regulations  require  the  institutions 
to  ensure  compliance  with  federal  statutes 
ranging  from  public  access  for  the  handi- 
capped. Title  VII  prohibitions  against  sex 
discrimination,  affirmative  action  guide- 
lines, dormitory  construction  specifications. 


JMI 


20304 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  21,  1983 


July  21,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20305 


accreditation  standards,  as  well  as  proce- 
dures governing  foreign  students,  coopera- 
tive education,  and  work-study  programs. 

Then  there  is  the  rash  of  rules  attendant 
to  Guaranteed  Student  Loans.  National  De- 
fense Student  Loans.  Pell  Grants.  Basic  and 
Supplemental  Educational  Opportunity 
Grants,  and  whatever  other  student  assist- 
ance programs  Washington  has  authorized 
during  the  past  two  decades. 

Yet  some  of  these  same  college  adminis- 
trators who  gladly  enforce  a  slew  of  federal 
standards  have  decided  that  a  requirement 
regarding  student  registration  is.  well,  ex- 
cessive. Which  is  to  say  that  these  officials 
are  offended  by  the  thought  of  being  acces- 
sories to  an  "unjust"  law. 

Sadly,  their  objections  have  been  rein- 
forced by  the  recent  ruling  of  a  federal  dis- 
trict judge  in  Minnesota  who  has  issued  a 
preliminary  injunction  prohibiting  the 
state's  schools  from  barring  aid  to  any  stu- 
dents lest  the  act  violate  his  constitutional 
right  against  self-incrimination. 

This  ruling  pleases  the  petitioners  who. 
with  the  aid  of  the  American  Civil  Liberties 
Union,  insist  rather  disingenuously  that 
they  have  a  right  to  federal  dollars,  without 
the  concurrent  responsibility  to  obey  the 
nation's  laws. 

That  inconsistency  is  something  the  U.S. 
Justice  Department  intends  to  address  in 
court  by  arguing  that  students  have  no  in- 
alienable right  to  federal  funds.  Further, 
the  government  correctly  contends  that 
those  students  who  are  denied  federal  aid 
aren't  being  tried  because  that  denial  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  penalties  prescril)ed 
by  the  Draft  Registration  Act. 

Finally,  it  should  be  remembered  that 
some  96  percent  of  those  young  men  of 
draft  age  have  already  registered.  There- 
fore, the  amendment  merely  excludes  a  tiny 
minority  that  has  delilierately  decided  to 
defy  the  law.  Those  who  wish  to  register 
can  still  do  it  and  be  eligible  for  federal  as- 
sistance for  the  coming  school  year. 

Thus  the  question  still  remains  whether 
those  who  refuse  their  obligations  as  U.S. 
citizens  have  a  right  to  federally  subsidized 
education  loans  and  grants. 

And  the  only  rational  answer  is  no.  they 
clearly  do  not. 

That  came  from  the  Detroit  News  of 
March  28.  1983. 

There  was  also  an  editorial  run  by 
•WSPA-TV,  Greenville-Spartanburg- 
Ashville,  the  CBS  affiliate.  It  says: 

[A  WSPA-TV  Editorial.  Mar.  14.  1983) 
Federal  Student  Aid  and  the  Draft 

Many  people  have  objected  to  the  United 
States  Congress'  action  to  make  draft  regis- 
tration a  condition  of  eligibility  for  federal 
student  assistance  for  higher  education. 
Presently,  the  federal  government  spends 
$10.7  billion  dollars  for  about  5  million  stu- 
dents, of  whom  just  over  half  are  males  who 
must  register  for  the  draft.  Actually,  draft 
registration  can  t>e  called  successful  because 
96  percent  of  those  who  are  supposed  to  reg- 
ister do  so.  Almost  all  of  the  young  men  reg- 
istering are  doing  so  voluntarily  and  not  be- 
cause of  penalties. 

Tet.  it  would  make  no  sense  for  the  Con- 
gress to  offer  student  aid  to  those  few  who 
did  choose  to  refuse  to  register.  As  policies. 
Congress  has  produced  both  the  registration 
and  student  aid.  Moreover,  colleges  and  uni- 
versities that  find  replacement  moneys  for 
those  who  refuse  to  register  are  acting  in 
bad  ftUth.  The  Congress  has  deemed  the 
registration  necessary  for  the  nation  and  If 
individuals  oppose  this  policy,  they  can  try 


to  change  the  law  governing  registration.  It 
would  certainly  be  improper  for  college  offi- 
cials to  make  policy  choices  in  order  to  allow 
young  men  to  thwart  the  law. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, there  was  the  debate  that  has 
gone  on,  on  my  motion  to  table  this 
amendment,  and  now  there  will  be  an 
up  or  down  vote  on  the  Moynihan 
amendment,  which  I  encourage  every- 
body to  vote  against  and  which  this 
time  we  hope  to  be  able  to  defeat.  The 
most  serious  objection  to  any  further 
delay  is  that  1  more  month  would  pass 
during  which  aid  would  have  to  be 
issued  to  students  who  might  never 
register  or  never  fill  out  the  necessary 
forms. 

Now,  that  money  would  have  to  be 
recouped.  What  recouped  means  is  the 
Federal  Government  would  have  to 
try  to  get  it  back.  We  know  the  Feder- 
al Government's  success  in  recouping 
bad  debts.  It  is  not  too  good. 

In  the  cloakrooms  this  last  hour- 
and-a-half  on  this  debate  it  was  said 
that  if  this  amendment  passed,  an 
amendment  was  going  to  be  offered 
that  the  Federal  Government  pay  the 
State  governments  the  recoupment 
costs. 

Now,  Madam  President,  I  just  ask 
my  colleagues,  is  that  not  a  little 
absurd?  What  guarantee  do  we  have 
today,  even  if  that  amendment  is  not 
offered,  that  it  will  not  be  offered 
later  on  another  bill:  that  when  these 
well-meaning  and  well-mentioned 
people  come  forth  on  the  floor  trying 
to  take  care  of  this  infinitesimal 
number  of  people  who  cannot  even  go 
in  to  mark  an  X  on  the  form,  even 
though  they  happen  to  be  running 
backs,  that  if  they  make  a  mistake  and 
they  should  not  give  them  the  money, 
we  are  going  to  delay  it  and  go  on  to 
October  1.  If  we  delay  this,  it  is  going 
to  cost  the  Federal  Government 
money.  My  colleagues  know  that.  I 
know  that.  Anybody  who  has  common- 
sense  understands  that  the  Govern- 
ment is  going  to  pay  out  more  and 
they  are  going  to  make  the  mistakes, 
and  then  they  are  going  to  go  back 
and  try  to  collect  it. 

Then  what  is  going  to  happen?  An- 
other well-intentioned  United  States 
Senator  is  going  to  come  to  the  floor 
and  say  that  we  should  not  have  put 
that  burden  on  the  colleges  and  uni- 
versities and  we  must  pay  for  those 
errors.  So  we  will  go  ahead  and  appro- 
priate some  more  money.  We  will  sit 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  free  of 
charge,  and  debate  the  issue  once 
again. 

I  say  that  that  is  one  of  the  overrid- 
ing issues  that  will  come  up  if  this 
amendment  is  not  defeated. 

Madam  President,  we  know  there 
are  amendments  waiting  in  the  wings. 
Nobody  ever  really  knows  for  sure 
what  amendment  may  be  waiting,  but 
I  know  that  one  person  has  already 
come  to  me  about  this  issue.  It  may 


not  be  today,  but  it  is  going  to  be  some 
day  soon. 

I  want  to  go  on  with  another  great 
speech.  It  was  made  by  the  president 
of  Boston  University,  the  Honorable 
John  B.  Silber.  He  said: 

Last  fall  the  Congress  and  the  President 
enacted  legislation  denying  federal  financial 
aid  to  any  student  who  does  not  demon- 
strate that  he  has  registered  for  the  draft. 
Current  discussion  of  this  policy  largely 
concerns  legal  questions  and  has  almost  en- 
tirely missed  the  important  moral  and  edu- 
cational issues  implicit  in  the  question. 

To  begin  with,  financial  aid  is  a  special 
benefit.  It  is  not  something  students  are 
owed  or  have  earned.  It  is  a  contribution 
made  by  society  through  government  and 
volunteer  institutions  to  help  individuals 
achieve  self-fulfillment.  Society  and  its  in- 
stitutions are  obligated  to  insist  that  such 
contributions  be  made  to  individuals  who 
recognize  their  obligation,  in  turn,  to  sus- 
tain society  and  the  institutions  that  sustain 
them. 

The  student  who  wishes  to  assert  his  right 
to  financial  aid  must  accept  his  obligation  to 
contribute  to  the  society  on  which  his  own 
self-fulfillment  depends. 

A  second  principle  is  the  rule  of  law.  If 
citizens  are  not  obligated  to  obey  the  law 
and  may  break  it  with  impunity,  then  there 
is  no  rule  of  law.  Since  the  rule  of  law  is  es- 
sential to  civilized  society,  it  follows  that  no 
one  has  any  legal  right  to  violate  the  law. 
When  one  speaks  of  a  right  to  violate  the 
law  he  must  mean  a  restricted  moral  right. 
The  exercise  of  any  right  to  violate  a  par- 
ticular law  must  be  done,  moreover,  so  as  to 
preserve,  even  at  the  time  of  the  law's  viola- 
tion, the  rule  of  law  itself. 

The  legal  questions  are  easily  dealt  with. 
It  is  incorrect  to  argue  that  one  violates  the 
Fifth  Amendment  protection  against  self-in- 
crimination by  restricting  financial  aid  to 
those  who  respect  the  law.  A  university  does 
not  ask  anyone  whether  he  has  violated  the 
registration  act.  Funds  are  withheld  only 
from  those  who  fail  to  state  that  he  has  reg- 
istered. This  is  no  more  a  case  of  self-in- 
crimination than  is  a  bartender's  asking  to 
see  a  driver's  license. 

It  is  also  incorrect  to  say  that  a  denial  of 
financial  aid  to  men  who  have  refused  to 
register  is  discriminatory  against  women. 
Aid  is  denied  only  to  those  who  are  required 
to  register  and  who  do  not  present  evidence 
of  having  done  so.  Since  women  are  not  re- 
quired to  register,  they  do  not  lose  their  eli- 
gibility for  aid.  and  receive  it  along  with  the 
men  who  present  evidence  of  registration. 
Those  who  wish  to  force  women  to  register 
must  make  their  appeal  to  the  Congress  and 
not  the  campus. 

It  is  especially  misleading  to  say  that  re- 
quiring proof  of  registering  discriminates 
against  the  poor.  At  Boston  University, 
where  the  situation  is  typical,  financial  aid 
is  provided  to  about  70  percent  of  the  stu- 
dents. This  includes  not  only  the  poor,  but 
the  middle  classes.  Some  financial  aid  goes 
even  to  children  in  families  earning  as  much 
as  $75,000  a  year.  The  children  of  the  down- 
right rich  will  not  receive  equal  treatment 
under  the  graduated  income  tax.  Those  who 
oppose  the  denial  of  financial  aid  will 
hardly  oppose  the  graduated  Income  tax  on 
the  ground  that  it  denies  equal  protection 
of  the  laws. 

Finally.  It  is  hard  to  take  seriously  the 
charge  that  the  Solomon  Amendment  Im- 
properly turns  colleges  and  universities  into 
law  enforcement  agencies  and  Imposes  intol- 


erable bureaucratic  burdens  upon  them. 
The  colleges  and  universities  are  already  en- 
gaged in  enforcing  laws  on  subjects  as  di- 
verse as  affirmative  action  and  alcoholic 
beverages.  Requiring  proof  of  draft  registra- 
tion before  providing  financial  aid  is  no 
more  complicated  or  burdensome  than  re- 
quiring proof  of  age  before  providing  a  beer. 
At  Boston  University  we  are.  of  course, 
concerned  about  the  federal  law  in  this 
regard.  It  is  regrettable.  I  think  that  such 
distinguished  universities  as  Harvard,  Yale, 
and  Dartmouth  are  considering  circumvent- 
ing the  law  by  supporting,  from  their  own 
funds,  students  who  have  lost  eligibility 
through  non-registration.  The  legality  of 
subverting  the  intent  of  Congress  is  open  to 
serious  question,  especially  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  the  general  funds  of  most  colleges 
and  universities  have  substantial  compo- 
nents from  federal  sources  other  than  those 
explicitly  appropriated  for  financial  aid. 

At  Boston  University  we  have  gone  fur- 
ther by  deciding  to  deny  financial  aid  from 
whatever  sources  to  those  who  have  not  reg- 
istered for  the  draft.  If  we  fail  to  educate 
our  students  to  the  fundamental  moral 
truths  that  they  have  no  right  to  a  free  ride; 
that  they  must  respect  the  rule  of  law,  we 
will  betray  our  public  trust.  Educators 
should  educate. 

Boston  University  has  no  interest  in  pun- 
ishing anyone,  nor  is  Boston  University  a 
law  enforcement  agency.  We  are  an  educa- 
tional institution  and  the  point  we  are 
making  is  an  educational  point. 

Universities  have  no  obligation  to  teach 
young  Americans  that  they  cannot  accept 
benefits  from  society  without  at  the  same 
time  accepting  the  responsibilities  that  go 
with  them.  No  one  who  refuses  to  obey  the 
laws  of  the  society  that  nurtures  and  pro- 
tecU  him  should  expect  to  receive  all  the 
privileges  extended  to  law-abiding  citizens. 
No  society  has  a  duty  to  provide  benefits  to 
those  who  disregard  the  law  that  are  neces- 
sary to  preserve  society. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  speech. 
Madam  President. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
have  a  question? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  think  the  state- 
ment, as  the  Senator  read  it,  is  inter- 
esting and  very  much  to  the  point  in 
many  aspects  on  the  moral  and  legal 
questions.  But  I  do  not  understand 
that  moral  or  legal  issues  have  been 
posed  by  the  Moynihan  amendment. 
The  Moynihan  amendment  seeks  only 
a  delay  of  1  month,  and  its  purpose  is 
really  to  respond  to  a  broad  demand 
from  the  higher  educational  communi- 
ty to  give  them  some  time  to  adjust 
their  financial  aid  delivery  systems. 

Many  of  these  students  who  have 
registered,  who  have  fully  complied 
with  the  amendment  in  every  respect, 
who  agree  with  the  moral  and  legal 
points  made  in  the  statement  of  the 
president  of  Boston  University,  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  has  just 
read,  will  still  not  have  their  loans 
unless  we  provide  this  additional  grace 
period.  It  would  extend  1  month,  as  I 
understand  it.  beyond  what  is  con- 
tained in  the  regulation. 

Many  students  will  not  be  on 
campus  until  after  the  first  of  Septem- 
ber, and  many  of  these  checks  will  not 


be  released  until  after  the  first  of  Sep- 
tember. 

So  I  thought  that  what  the  Senator 
read  was  interesting,  but  I  did  not  see 
its  relevance  to  the  Moynihan  amend- 
ment. There  is  no  amendment  pending 
to  repeal  the  requirement  of  the  law. 
What  was  the  pertinency  of  that  state- 
ment to  the  pending  amendment? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  think  that 
President  Silber's  comments  are  very 
apropos  not  only  to  registration  but 
also  the  duties  of  the  universities.  I 
think  he  was  very  clear  when  he  said 
educators  should  educate  and  that  the 
universities  have  an  obligation  to 
teach  young  Americans  that  they 
cannot  accept  benefits  from  society 
without  at  the  same  time  accepting 
the  responsibilities  that  go  with  them. 
I  would  hate  to  put  words  in  his 
mouth,  but  I  imagine  he  was  saying 
they  also  have  a  responsibility  in  the 
universities. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  is 
saying  that  there  is  a  broad  demand 
by  the  higher  educational  systems  for 
an  extension.  I  am  not  going  to  get 
into  details  as  to  when  all  the  de- 
mands came,  but  I  assure  the  Senator 
that  some  came  prior  to  July  1  and 
probably  some  came  prior  to  August  1. 
Mr.  SARBANES.  I  want  to  concede 
to  the  Senator  that  they  certainly 
came  before  August  1,  because  it  is  not 
yet  August  1.  Therefore,  by  definition, 
they  would  have  to  come  before 
August  1. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  That  is  right.  I 
just  want  to  make  it  clear. 

What  has  happened  is  that  the  De- 
partment of  Education,  under  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  knew  what  was 
happening,  knew  there  was  some  re- 
sponsibility by  them,  knew  the  impact 
on  the  higher  education  institutions. 
So  he  gave  an  extension  from  July  1  to 
August  1.  In  order  to  complete  admin- 
istrative provisions,  he  went  the  fur- 
ther mile  and  gave  another  30-day  ex- 
tension, from  August  1  to  September 
1.  I  think  he  is  very  clear  in  his  letter 
as  to  what  he  said  about  their  respon- 
sibilities as  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion and  what  they  have  done,  and  he 
feels  that  what  they  have  done  is  suf- 
ficient. I  feel  that  what  they  have 
done  is  sufficient. 

The  pertinence  of  the  statement  by 
President  Silber  of  Boston  University 
has  something  to  do  with  responsibil- 
ity, both  from  the  educational  institu- 
tion and  from  the  students.  So  I  guess 
the  reason  why  I  read  the  speech  by 
the  president  was  to  try  to  get  those 
on  the  opposite  side  of  the  issue  to  un- 
derstand that  there  are  some  universi- 
ty presidents— I  doubt  if  Boston  Uni- 
versity is  one  that  has  requested  ex- 
tensions—that there  are  many  institu- 
tions across  this  country  right  now 
that  do  not  need  any  extension  and 
are  not  asking  for  any. 

I  do  not  know  how  many  junior  col- 
leges and  universities  there  are  across 


the  United  States,  but  I  doubt  that  we 
have  telegrams  from  more  than  a 
small  percentage  of  them. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Is  the  Senator 
going  to  continue  to  hold  the  floor?  I 
should  like  to  read  a  letter  from  the 
American  Council  on  Education,  on 
this  very  point. 

We  have  to  narrow  the  focus  to  pre- 
cisely what  is  at  issue  here.  The  issue 
here  is  not  the  underlying  law  and, 
therefore,  it  is  not  the  moral  or  legal 
principle  which  Dr.  Silber  raises  in  his 
letter.  The  issue  is  not  whether  higher 
educational  institutions  are  prepared 
to  carry  this  out. 

This  letter  from  the  American  Coun- 
cil on  Education,  which  I  have  before 
me.  indicates  that  they  are  prepared 
to  carry  it  out.  They  seek  another 
month,  because  tremendous  adminis- 
trative problems  and  widespread  con- 
fusion will  result  from  the  present 
system  if  it  proceeds  on  the  current 
schedule.  I  should  like  to  develop  that 
letter  a  little.  I  am  trying  to  get  the 
Senate  to  focus  on  exactly  what  the 
issue  before  us  is. 
Mr.  MATTINGLY.  The  issue  before 

us 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Is  a  delay  of  1 
month. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Is  an  additional 
delay,  a  third  delay,  of  1  month. 

It  is  currently  not  necessary  for  the 
students  to  be  on  campus  to  comply. 
Colleges  and  universities  are  mailing 
compliance  forms  to  students.  Stu- 
dents have  until  September  1  to  either 
mail  in  that  form,  mail  it  back,  or 
appear  at  the  school  to  certify  that 
they  have  complied,  by  putting  this 
tremendous  X  on  that  form.  Is  that 
not  a  real  tragedy?  Is  that  not  an  over- 
burden? 

It  seems  ridiculous  to  me  to  think 
that  by  September  1,  the  students 
could  not  either  show  up  at  the  uni- 
versity—which may  be  a  little  difficult 
for  some— or  fill  out  the  form  and 
return  it  in  the  mail. 
Mr.  SARBANES.  Let  me  read  to  the 

Senator 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Is  the  Senator 
going  to  ask  another  question?  I  still 
have  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  should  like  to  ad- 
dress a  question  to  the  Senator,  based 
on  this  letter,  in  an  effort  to  try  to  de- 
velop this  point. 
Mr.  MATTINGLY.  All  right. 
Mr.  SARBANES.  This  is  a  letter 
from  the  American  Council  on  Educa- 
tion, sent  on  behalf  of  the  American 
Association  of  Community  and  Junior 
Colleges,  the  American  Association  of 
State  Colleges  and  Universities,  the 
American  Association  of  University 
Professors,  the  American  Council  on 
Education,  the  Association  of  Catholic 
Colleges  and  Universities,  the  Associa- 
tion of  American  Universities,  the  As- 
sociation of  Jesuit  Colleges  and  Uni- 
versities, the  Council  on  Independent 
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Colleges,  the  National  Association  of 
Equal  Opportunity  in  Higher  Educa- 
tion, the  National  Association  of  Col- 
lege and  University  Business  Officers, 
the  National  Association  of  Independ- 
ent Colleges  and  Universities,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Schools  and  Col- 
leges of  the  United  Methodist  Church, 
and  the  National  Association  of  State 
Universities  and  Land  Grant  Colleges. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Did  the  Senator 
receive  one  from  the  University  of 
Maryland? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  The  University  of 
Maryland  is  a  member  of  these  asso- 
ciations. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Did  the  Senator 
receive  one  from  the  University  of 
Maryland? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  do  not  have  one 
in  front  of  me.  no. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  allow  me  to  make  a 
statement,  John  Silber  is  a  personal 
friend  of  mine.  I  have  just  placed  a 
call  to  him  to  ask  his  view  of  the  pend- 
ing amendment,  and  learn  that  he  is 
on  a  plane  to  Martha's  Vineyard. 

In  his  absence,  the  executive  vice 
president  of  Boston  University,  Mr. 
Edward  Penn  was  asked  about  this 
proposal  we  have  before  us.  Had  he  an 
objection?  He  said  not  in  the  least, 
that  it  would  be  quite  helpful. 

They  are  just  trying  to  obey  the  law, 
and  we  have  managed  to  make  a  cari- 
cature of  what  that  law  is. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  the  floor.  If  you  have  a  question, 
I  would  be  happy  to  answer. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  know  you  have 
the  floor.  I  thought  you  wanted  to 
know  what  Boston  University  thinks 
about  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  would  rather 
know  what  the  president  of  Boston 
University  said. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
let  me  read  this  letter: 

I  am  still  quoting: 

Dear  Senator:  On  behalf  of  the  American 
Council  on  Education  and  the  associations 
listed  t)elow.  we  urge  you  to  support  an 
amendment  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act  of  1984  (S.  675)  which 
will  be  offered  by  Senator  Moynihan  and 
which  would  extend  from  August  31  to  Sep- 
tember 30  the  initial  implementation  period 
for  the  statute  making  draft  registration 
and  eligibility  criterion  for  student  financial 
aid  under  Title  IV  of  the  Higher  Education 
Act.  In  the  absence  of  any  action  to  delay 
Implementation  of  this  requirement,  our 
chief  concern  is  the  integrity  of  the  finan- 
cial aid  delivery  system  and  the  availability 
of  funds  for  needy,  eligible  students  this 
Fall. 

In  this  regard,  we  applaud  the  decision  of 
the  Department  of  Education  to  permit  spe- 
cial procedures  for  disbursement  of  aid  and 
certification  of  loan  applications  from  July 
1  through  July  31  without  requiring  State- 
ments of  Registration  Compliance,  which 
can  be  obtained  later.  We  understand  that 
this  "grace  period"  will  be  extended 
through  August  31.  Unfortunately,  the  in- 
terim regulations  have  caused  widespread 
confusion    on    campuses,    in   state    lending 


agencies,  and  among  financial  institutions 
processing  loan  applications. 

Most  students  will  not  have  returned  to 
campus  by  the  end  of  August.  Moreover,  the 
vast  majority  of  applications  for  Guaran- 
teed Student  Loan  and  PLUS  loan  program 
funds  have  already  been  certified  by 
schools,  without  the  Statements,  and  are 
now  in  the  hands  of  lenders  or  slate  lending 
agencies.  It  is  estimated  that  one-third 
these  checks,  affecting  some  one  million 
students,  will  not  be  released  until  after 
September  1.  Therefore,  we  are  deeply  con- 
cerned that  lenders  will  stop  processing  ap- 
plications and  checks  until  the  situation  is 
resolved.  Without  explicit  clarification  from 
the  Department  that  lenders  can  proceed, 
confident  that  Statements  will  be  obtained 
subsequently,  there  is  a  real  possibility  that 
GSL  and  PLUS  loan  recipients  will  suffer 
inordinate  delays  in  receiving  their  aid.  Ex- 
tending the  "grace  period"  until  October  1 
would  largely  alleviate  this  difficulty.  It 
would  also  permit  colleges  and  universities 
to  obtain  the  required  forms  in  an  orderly 
way  during  registration  for  classes. 

An  extended  initial  phase  would  also 
permit  Education  Department  officials  to 
address  the  various  technical  and  substan- 
tive issues  regarding  these  regulations 
which  have  come  to  light  in  recent  weeks. 
In  particular,  it  would  allow  time  to  clarify 
the  precise  responsibilities  and  liabilities  of 
those  colleges  and  universities  which  have 
disbursed  funds  under  the  interim  proce- 
dures. 

We  wish  to  state  explicitly  that  extending 
the  grace  period  in  this  manner  in  no  way 
weakens  enforcement  of  this  requirement. 
Institutions  would  still  be  required  to 
inform  all  students  who  receive  Title  IV  as- 
sistance that  they  must  sign  a  Statement. 
The  extension  would  simply  allow  colleges 
and  universities  to  enforce  this  statute  in 
the  most  cost-effective  way. 

For  these  reasons,  we  request  your  sup- 
port for  Senator  Moynihan"s  proposed 
amendment,  and  we  greatly  appreciate  your 
interest  in  this  issue.  This  letter  is  sent  on 
behalf  of: 

American  Association  of  Community  and 
Junior  Colleges. 

American  Association  of  States  Colleges 
and  Universities. 

American  Association  of  University  Pro- 
fessors. 

American  Council  on  Education. 

Association  of  American  Universities. 

Association  of  Catholic  Colleges  and  Uni- 
versities. 

Association  of  Jesuit  Colleges  and  Univer- 
sities. 

Association  of  Urban  Universities. 

Council  of  Independent  Colleges. 

National  Association  for  Equal  Opportuni- 
ty in  Higher  Education. 

National  Association  of  College  and  Uni- 
versity Business  Officers. 

National  Association  of  Independent  Col- 
leges and  Universities. 

National  Association  of  Schools  and  Col- 
leges of  the  United  Methodist  Church. 

National  Association  of  State  Universities 
and  Land-Grant  Colleges. 
Sincerely. 

Charles  B.  Saunders,  Jr.. 

Vice  President  for 
Governmental  Relations. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  that 
in  their  letter  the  associations  and  or- 
ganizations are  not  disputing  the  re- 
quirements   of    the    underlying    law. 


They  are  not  arguing  about  their  role 
in  carrying  out  the  law.  All  they  are 
seeking  is  this  further  1-month  exten- 
sion in  order  to  make  sure  that  this 
process  works  well. 

We  are  going  to  have  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  students  who  have  com- 
plied with  the  law  and  who  need  finan- 
cial help  but  who  are  not  going  to 
have  it  available  to  them  when  they 
are  presented  with  their  bills  at  the 
beginning  of  the  semester. 

Now,  that  is  the  issue,  the  issue  does 
not  involve  any  wide-ranging  moral  or 
legal  question.  That  is  simply  not  the 
issue  that  is  presented  by  the  amend- 
ment of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York. 

The  issue  is  whether  these  colleges 
and  universities,  working  with  their 
students,  are  going  to  be  able  to  make 
this  whole  thing  work. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  amend- 
ment is  not  simply  accepted. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, the  Senator  thinks  this  is  a  great 
inconvenience  to  the  students.  He 
thinks  they  cannot  find  a  post  office 
between  now  and  September  1. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  It  depends,  first  of 
all.  on  who  is  going  to  mail  them  the 
form. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  The  schools. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  The  schools  now 
have  to  mail  out  all  these  forms.  The 
students  have  to  receive  them.  A  lot  of 
them  are  not  at  home  because.  I  hope, 
they  have  found  jobs  and  are  working 
somewhere.  And  they  have  to  return 
the  forms. 

Therefore,  they  too  are  very  deeply 
concerned  that  the  lenders  will  stop 
processing  applications  and  checks  be- 
cause many  of  the  students  have  al- 
ready been  certified  without  the  state- 
ments, and  those  earlier  applications 
are  in  the  hands  of  the  lenders  or  the 
State  lending  agencies. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  The  Senator  has 
asked  the  question.  He  is  asking.  Is 
there  any  great  inconvenience?  He  is 
saying  it  is  going  to  be  an  inconven- 
ience on  hundreds  of  thousands  of  stu- 
dents. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  am  saying  more 
than  an  inconvenience.  I  am  saying 
that  a  lot  of  them  are  not  going  to 
have  the  money  they  need  to  pay  their 
tuition  bills  when  they  come  in  from 
the  colleges  and  universities  at  the  end 
of  August  and  early  September. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  am  not  a 
lawyer,  but  I  used  to  hear  the  termi- 
nology "conjecture."  I  think  that  is 
conjecture. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
wishes  me  to  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Madam  President, 
what  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
wishes  to  do  is  first  state  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry  if  the  Senator  will  yield 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  yield. 


Mr.  STAFFORD.  Madam  President, 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Madam  President, 
is  there  controlled  time  on  this  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  There  is  no  con- 
trolled time. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  The  Senator  was 
unable  to  hear  the  reply. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  no  time  limitation  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Madam  President,  what  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  wishes  to  do  is  be  recog- 
nized in  his  own  right. 

Madam  President,  I  ask  for  recogni- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
who  has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, I  wish  to  make  one  final  com- 
ment and  then  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  the  floor  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  The  Senator  will 
yield  the  floor  then.  I  will  yield  the 
floor  with  the  hope  of  getting  it  back 
for  one  last  30-second  statement 
before  we  vote. 

Madam  President,  I  wish  to  repeat 
one  sentence  from  the  Department  of 
Education,  the  Secretary's  office,  July 
19.  He  said:  ' 

We  strongly  oppose  any  additional  delay 
because  we  do  not  feel  it  is  needed  because 
it  is  unnecessarily  costly  and  because  it  will 
only  serve  to  confuse  both  students  and  stu- 
dent financial  aid  officers. 

That  is  very  clear.  Congress  has  a 
history  of  confusing  things.  That  has 
to  be  very  kind  compared  to  at  times 
some  of  the  things  we  do  here. 

But  why  do  we  want  to  confuse  the 
issue  when  it  is  clear  and  distinct,  and 
the  debate  has  been  carried  on?  This 
will  be  the  fifth  vote  that  we  are  going 
to  take  in  the  last  3  or  4  days. 

(Mrs.  HAWKINS  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Once  again,  let 
me  say  the  most  serious  objection  to 
having  any  further  delay  is  that  1 
more  month  would  pass  during  which 
aid  would  be  issued  to  students  who 
might  never  register  or  even  fill  out 
the  necessary  forms,  and  I  can  see  the 
ones  coming  to  the  trough  already  to 
put  in  the  amendment  to  say  the  Fed- 
eral Government  needs  to  pay  the  uni- 
versities to  help  recoup  the  money 
that  was  sent  out  erroneously  by  this 
agreement  and  this  new  procedure  by 
delaying  it  30  more  days.  Thank  you. 
Madam  President. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Madam  President, 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  will  be 
brief.  We  debated  this  at  some  length 


last  week.  There  is  no  particular  point 
in  rehashing  it  all  again,  but  I  would 
like  to  make  just  a  few  quick  points 
here. 

The  first  one  is  that  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  a  supporter  of  the 
Hayakawa  amendment  as  it  has  been 
implemented  by  regulation  of  the  De- 
partment of  Education.  In  fact,  sug- 
gestions of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
were  incorporated  in  the  regulation 
that  now  exists,  so  there  is  no  question 
on  the  part  of  this  Senator  that  the 
regulation  is  an  appropriate  one. 

The  difficultly  is  that  currently  we 
have  three  million  youngsters  who 
want  to  go  to  college  who,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  due  to  circum- 
stances beyond  their  control,  are  liable 
to  find  themselves  unable  to  obtain 
guaranteed  student  loans,  which  are 
the  center  piece  of  their  opportunity 
to  attend  college  next  year.  It  is  to  ex- 
tricate them  from  the  box  they  are  in 
as  a  result  of  circumstances  beyond 
their  control  that  Senator  Moynihan 
has  offered  this  amendment  which 
will  allow  enough  time  for  colleges  and 
universities  to  work  out  the  certifica- 
tion necessary  among  students,  univer- 
sities, and  colleges,  and  the  lending 
banks  to  permit  the  guaranteed  stu- 
dent loans  to  be  made  to  the  students. 
The  important  thing,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Senator  from  Vermont,  is  the 
educational  opportunity  for  3  million 
young  Americans  who  need  those 
guaranteed  student  loans  to  be  able  to 
go  to  college  this  year. 

Just  let  me  recap  the  situation  as  it 
developed  which,  through  no  fault  of 
the  students  or  the  bankers  or  the  col- 
leges, has  us  in  this  dilemma  that  we 
face. 

The  Hayakawa  amendment  regula- 
tions were  promulgated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  last  spring.  Then  a 
court,  the  Federal  district  court,  in 
Minnesota,  found  the  Hayakawa-Solo- 
mon  amendment  to  be  unconstitution- 
al and  on  that  basis  in  the  very  late 
spring  the  Secretary  of  Education,  Mr. 
Bell,  informed  the  appropriate  univer- 
sities, colleges,  and  lenders  that  the 
regulation  would  not  be  enforced. 

Then  in  late  June,  if  memory  serves 
me  correctly,  the  Supreme  Court 
stayed  the  injunction  of  the  Minneso- 
ta district  court  and  upon  that  basis  in 
early  July,  the  Secretary  of  Education 
advised  that  regulations  under  the 
Hopkins  amendment  would  be  en- 
forced. This  brought  us  to  a  point  on 
the  calendar  where  it  appeared  impos- 
sible for  the  Nation's  college  students, 
scattered  throughout  this  Nation  at 
jobs,  on  vacations,  and  in  many  places 
across  the  globe,  to  get  the  paperwork 
done  to  get  their  loan  by  August  1  or 
by  September  I. 

But  most  of  them  will  have  returned 
to  college  at  least  by  October  1.  and  if 
the  date  is  extended  to  October  1.  I 
am  satisfied  that  colleges  and  universi- 
ties will  be  able  to  supply  the  certifica- 


tion indicating  that  at  least  99  percent 
of  all  of  the  students  involved  have 
complied  with  the  Selective  Service 
registration  law.  and  those  certificates 
will  be  delivered  by  the  students  to  the 
lending  institutions  who  in  turn  will 
make  the  money  available  for  guaran- 
teed student  loans  and  thereby  insure 
that  these  young  people  have  the  op- 
portunity to  go  to  college. 

So  all  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  get 
colleges,  universities,  principally  3  mil- 
lion youngsters,  out  of  the  box  they 
are  in  as  a  result  of  these  differing 
court  actions  and,  first,  the  on-again- 
off-again  application  of  the  regula- 
tions under  Hayakawa. 

I  believe  that  Senator  Moynihan 
has  hit  upon  the  best  way  of  doing  it, 
30  days  which  will  be  just  about 
enough  to  do  it,  and  I  very  much  sup- 
port him  in  his  effort.  If  I  am  not.  I 
would  like  to  by.  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment  and  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues, if  they  are  listening  to  what 
we  have  to  say  this  afternoon  in  their 
offices,  to  support  the  Moynihan 
amendment  and.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Madam  President, 
I  do  want  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  a  man  who  is  revered  in  this  Cham- 
ber for  his  probity  and  understanding 
of  problems  of  this  kind.  He  is  'Mister 
Education"  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  a 
fortunate  thing  it  is  for  the  United 
States,  too. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  be  added  as  a 
cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Madam  President. 
I  have  two  points  to  make,  one  is  spe- 
cific and  the  other  general. 

First,  is  to  add  a  detail  to  what  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
has  said  about  the  on-again-off -again 
history  of  this  law  over  the  past  few 
weeks.  It  was  not  the  fault  of  the  De- 
partment of  Education.  I  would  cite 
the  case  of  the  City  University  of  New 
York,  where  I  went  to  college.  Dean 
Angelo  B.  Proto  reports  that  after 
they  had  sent  out  half  the  applica- 
tions for  Pell  grants,  and  did  not  in- 
clude the  compliance  forms— because 
at  the  time  the  Department  told  them 
there  was  no  need  for  these  registra- 
tion certificates— they  now  have  to 
find  the  40.000  or  so  people  they  have 
certified.  CUNY  has  spent  $150,000 
mailing  out  new  forms  and  letters  be- 
cause of  this.  So  Dean  Proto  said,  in 
effect,  "Oh,  God.  can't  we  wait  until 
they  get  back  here  and  we  can  grab 
them? 

If  you  have  ever  been  involved  in 
college  affairs,  you  know  you  do  not 
write  students,  you  grab  students.  I 
mean  it  is  just  in  the  nature  of  the 
beast,  it  is  called  19  years  old. 

The  second  point  is  I  would  like  to 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  put  in  the 
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Record  as  if  read  a  stirring  letter  from 
the  Reverend  Edmund  G.  Ryan,  S.J., 
who  is  executive  vice  president  for  aca- 
demic affairs  for  Canisius  College,  a 
fine  Jesuit  college  in  Buffalo.  Father 
Ryan  says  in  effect: 

Please  let  us  have  until  October  1  so  we 
can  do  this.  Otherwise  you  threaten  the 
provision  of  financial  aid  to  law-abiding  stu- 
dents, and  the  cash  flow  of  this  college. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Canisius  College. 
Buffalo.  N.Y..  July  IS.  1983. 
Hon.  Daniel  P.  Moynihan, 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moynihan:  Due  to  the  late 
decision  on  the  constitutionality  of  the  Sol- 
omon amendment,  we  have  requested  an  ex- 
tension on  the  implementation  of  the  Solo- 
mon amendment  from  August  1  to  October 
1.  1983.  Canisius  College  and  other  colleges 
demand  full  payment  of  tuition  bills  prior  to 
the  first  session  of  classes.  In  the  past  stu- 
dents were  able  to  pay  these  bills  through 
the  financial  aid  package  offered  by  the  in- 
stitution. This  package  consists  of  federal, 
state  and  institutional  funds,  and  personal 
finances. 

Traditionally,  our  financial  aid  packages 
and  the  necessary  paperwork  involved  have 
been  completed  and  student  aid  awards 
were  accepted  by  August  15.  However,  this 
year  because  of  the  Solomon  amendment 
which  requires  statements  on  compliance 
with  draft  registration  and  permits  students 
to  submit  them  for  many  weeks  after 
August  I.  1983.  none  of  us  will  meet  our 
deadlines. 

This  will  delay  the  financial  aid  delivery 
process  and  seriously  affect  the  college's 
cash  flow.  It  also  will  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  students  who  need  their  financial  aid  re- 
funds at  the  beginning  of  the  Pall  term  for 
major  expenses  such  as  books,  food,  and 
rent. 

We   thank   you   for   introduction   of   the 
amendment  to  extend  the  August  1  grace 
period  to  October  1.  1983. 
Sincerely  yours. 
Rev.  Edmund  G.  Ryan.  S.J.. 

Executive  Vice  President 

for  Academic  A/fairs. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Madam  President. 
I  want  to  see  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land has  a  moment  to  speak,  and  I  see 
Senator  Durenberger  on  the  floor. 

Something  more  than  the  specifics 
of  this  particular  law  is  involved  here. 
This  is  a  very  sensitive  issue.  This  is 
the  liind  of  issue  that  young  people  of 
impressionable  age  get  aroused  about, 
and  there  are  some  people  who  like  to 
arouse  them.  Here  is  an  opportunity 
to  let  them  know  their  Government  is 
reasonable,  their  Government  is  fair, 
their  Government  is  not  trying  to 
make  life  impossible  for  them;  it  is 
predictable  as  a  government  of  laws.  It 
would  not  be  difficult  for  us  to  do  this, 
and  it  would  mean  a  lot.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

Is  the  Senator  asking  me  to  yield  for 
a  question?  I  am  happy  to  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
I  will  be  very  brief. 


Earlier  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
asked  me  the  position  of  the  Universi- 
ty of  Maryland  when  I  was  reading  the 
letter  from  the  American  Council  on 
Education  sent  on  behalf  of  some  15 
national  groups  and  associations.  I 
have  since  spoken  on  the  telephone 
with  Dr.  John  Toll,  the  very  able 
president  of  the  University  of  Mary- 
land, whose  vigorous  leadership  has 
made  the  university  one  of  the  leading 
public  institutions  of  higher  education 
in  the  Nation.  He  indicated  to  me  that 
the  university  supports  the  letter  sent 
by  the  American  Council  on  Education 
and  the  position  which  it  has  taken  in 
support  of  the  Moynihan  amendment. 

(Mr.  PRESSLER  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  SARBANES.  This  amendment 
has  broad  support  throughout  all  of 
higher  education  because  the  amend- 
ment is  simply  common  practical 
sense.  The  Senator  from  New  York  is 
absolutely  right  that  we  are  going  to 
have  an  absolute  mess  under  the  cur- 
rent arrangements,  and  the  way  to 
prevent  that  from  happening  is  to 
adopt  the  Moynihan  amendment. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  in 
conclusion,  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion has  the  authority  to  extend  the 
grace  period.  The  Department  works 
on  a  daily  basis  with  the  administra- 
tors of  colleges  and  universities  and 
the  Department  has  indicated  that  a 
further  delay  was  not  necessary.  Obvi- 
ously, there  is  a  disagreement  between 
Secretary  Bell  and  the  American 
Council  of  Education.  But  why  should 
the  Senate  intervene  in  this  disagree- 
ment? 

It  is  clearly  an  administrative  diffi- 
culty that  can  and  should  be  worked 
out  by  the  Department  and  not  by  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Is  there  further  debate?  If  not,  the 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Moynihan).  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  l)een  ordered  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water)  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Hatfield),  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is 
absent  due  to  illness. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
ExoN)  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  56. 
nays  40,  as  follows: 
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YEAS-56 

Andrews 

Durenberger 

Metzenbaum 

Baucus 

Eagleton 

Mitchell 

Bentsen 

Pord 

Moynihan 

Biden 

Glenn 

Packwood 

Bingaman 

Hart 

Pell 

Boren 

Henin 

Percy 

Bradlry 

Heinz 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Hollings 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Huddleslon 
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So  Mr.  MoYNiHANS  amendment  (No. 
2061)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  SARBANES  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  TOWER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia is  pending  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  SARBANES  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I 
wish  to  address  for  a  few  minutes  the 
issue  of  the  MX,  which  has  occupied 
some  but  not  a  great  deal  of  our  time 
in  the  course  of  deliberation  on  this 
bill.  There  has  probably  been  more 
discussion  about  the  procedure  to  be 
followed  in  considering  the  MX,  about 
how  much  time  is  or  is  not  going  to  be 
spent  on  the  issue,  than  there  has 
been  to  discussing  the  substance  of  the 
issue  in  a  full-fledged  policy  debate. 

Yesterday,  Mr.  President.  I  inserted 
in  the  Record  some  statements  by 
McGeorge  Bundy.  the  National  Securi- 
ty Affairs  Adviser  in  two  administra- 
tions and  chairman  of  the  General  Ad- 
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visory  Committee  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency,  discussing 
the  MX  in  appearances  before  the 
Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations 
and  Armed  Services.  I  also  inserted  an 
article  by  Mr.  Bundy  from  the  New 
York  Times  commenting  on  the  MX 
Report  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission. 

Mr.  President,  as  was  stated  in  that 
article  by  Mr.  Bundy.  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report  is,  as  he  describes 
it.  at  once  one  of  the  best  and  worst 
papers  of  the  nuclear  age. 

He  observes  that  it  seems  possible 
that  the  President  will  take  the  worst 
parts  and  not  the  best  parts,  and  that 
the  worst  parts  are  more  appealing  to 
him.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  this  article  by  Mr.  Bundy 
be  included  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[From  the  New  York  Times,  Apr.  17.  19831 
MX  Paper:  Appealing.  But  Mostly 
Appalling 
(By  McGeorge  Bundy) ' 
Last  week  the  Scowcroft  commission  pub- 
lished what  is  at  once  one  of  the  best  and 
worst  state  papers  of  the  nuclear  age.  Un- 
fortunately, it  seems  possible  that  the  best 
parts  will   be   less  appealing   to   President 
Reagan  than  the  worst.  It  is  obvious  from 
the  elaborate   White   House   orchestration 
that  the  report  has  been  constructed  with 
built-in  Presidential  approval  and  that  at  its 
core  it  is  a  selling  job  for  the  wrong  missiles 
in  the  wrong  place— 100  MX  missiles  in  Min- 
uteman  silos.  This  solution  has  been  repeat- 
edly reviewed  and  rejected  both  by  Congress 
and  by  the  executive  branch  over  the  last  10 
years. 

But  let  us  begin  with  the  good  parts.  First, 
the  report  deliberately  and  correctly  de- 
stroys one  of  the  principal  myths  on  which 
Mr.  Reagan  campaigned  in  1980— the  myth 
of  the  "window  of  vulnerability."  or  the 
threat  of  a  Soviet  first  strike  on  Minuteman 
silos.  Growing  Soviet  missile  forces  with 
growing  accuracy,  it  was  said,  would  allow 
the  Russians  to  knock  out  nearly  all  those 
silos  early  in  the  1980's  and  the  President 
would  not  dare  respond  because  our  cities 
would  still  be  hostage.  It  was  an  unreal  but 
chilling  scenario,  and  until  last  week  no  one 
around  Mr.  Reagan  had  ever  questioned  it 
in  public.  Now  the  commission  has  given  it  a 
fitting  burial.  The  commission  observes  that 
a  "massive  surprise  attack"  on  our  1,000 
Minuteman  silos  would  be  a  very  special 
case  and  concludes:  "To  deter  such  surprise 
attacks  we  can  reasonably  rely  both  on  our 
other  strategic  forces  and  on  the  range  of 
operational  uncertainties  that  the  Soviets 
would  have  to  consider  in  planning  such  ag- 
gression." Thus,  the  window  of  vulnerability 
is  slammed  shut  on  the  fearful  fingers  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Present  Danger. 

The  commission  puts  one  condition  on 
this  conclusion,  and  again  it  is  a  good  one. 
The  vulnerability  of  the  Minuteman.  consid- 
ered alone,  is  real  if  uncertain,  and  it  does 
raise  a  serious  long-range  question.  l>ecause 


'  McGeorge  Bundy  was  Special  Assistant  for  Na- 
tional Security  Affairs  to  Presidents  John  F.  Ken- 
nedy and  Lyndon  B.  Johnson.  He  was  chairman  of 
the  General  Advisory  Committee  of  the  Arms  Con- 
trol and  Disarmament  Agency  from  1979  to  1981. 


our  bombers  and  subriarines  may  not 
always  be  as  survivable  as  they  are  now.  If 
we  can  buy  "long-term  ICBM  survivability" 
for  a  sensible  price,  we  should  indeed  have 
it,  and  the  most  promising  possibility  Is  a 
smaller  single-warhead  missile,  as  thought- 
ful students  have  been  saying  for  quite  a 
while.  The  recommendation  for  careful  re- 
search and  development  on  such  a  new  mis- 
sile deserves  full  support. 

A  third  good  basic  recommendation  is 
allied  to  the  first  two:  It  is  that  we  should 
seek  to  shift  the  counting  rules  of  strategic- 
arms  control  from  launchers  toward  war- 
heads. This  good  idea  Is  a  belated  but  en- 
tirely sensible  effort  to  deal  with  the  desta- 
bilizing effects  of  MIRV's  (multiple  Inde- 
pendently targetable  re-entry  vehicles)— 
that  is,  many  warheads  on  one  missile. 
MIRV's  are  the  United  States'  worst  single 
contribution  to  the  nuclear  arms  race.  What 
they  did.  as  many  warned  at  the  time,  was 
to  give  the  attack  an  advantage  over  the  de- 
fense, because  a  multiple-warhead  missile 
can  'kill "  several  opposing  missiles  In  one 
shot,  while  it  takes  at  least  two  single-war- 
head missiles  to  "kill "  even  one  similar 
weapon  with  assurance. 

SALT,  for  reasons  of  verification  and 
habit,  counted  mostly  launchers,  not  war- 
heads. This  way  of  counting  strengthened 
attachment  to  MIRV's  on  both  sides,  be- 
cause If  you  can  have  only  so  many  missiles 
under  an  agreement,  why  not  pack  them 
with  as  many  warheads  as  you  can?  We  were 
firstest  with  MIRV's.  but  the  Russians  have 
been  mostest.  and  the  commission  is  right: 
It  is  time  to  go  to  work  to  change  the  count- 
ing rules.  The  commission  is  also  right  when 
it  notes  that  some  of  Mr.  Reagan's  propos- 
als in  the  strategic  arms  talks  in  Geneva 
move  In  the  wrong  direction  on  this  score. 

So  far  so  good.  What  is  wrong?  Only  the 
centerpiece  of  the  report.  It  goes  in  exactly 
the  opposite  direction  by  placing  the  first- 
strike  multiple-warhead  MX  In  Minuteman 
silos,  right  where  the  Soviet  MIRV's  could 
knock  it  out  if  ever  the  Kremlin  thought  we 
were  about  to  use  it.  Because  the  MX  has  10 
warheads,  not  the  two  that  is  the  average  in 
the  Minuteman  force,  it  will  be  five  times  as 
vulnerable,  warhead  for  warhead,  as  Min- 
uteman itself.  It  violates  the  fundamental 
rule  first  laid  down  in  the  Eisenhower  Ad- 
ministration: The  object  of  any  new  strate- 
gic system  is  to  deter,  and  to  deter  safely  it 
must  be  able  to  survive. 

If  there  was  ever  a  "use  it  or  lose  It" 
system,  ill-designed  for  stability  in  crisis.  It 
Is  this  one.  Yet  It  comes  to  us  from  a  com- 
mission that  elsewhere  tells  us  that  'stabili- 
ty should  be  the  primary  objective. "  A 
system  of  this  kind  Is  open  to  only  one  pro- 
tective device,  a  capacity  for  launch-on- 
waming— for  rapid  firing  on  possibly  fallible 
electronic  notice  of  an  Incoming  attack.  But 
on  this  critical  point,  the  commission  is 
alarmingly  silent.  It  would  have  done  better 
to  recognize  more  candidly  its  deliberate 
abandonment  of  our  most  important  single 
standard  for  strategic  force  planning. 

The  arguments  offered  directly  for  this 
strange  choice  are  thin.  We  need  It  to 
induce  Soviet  acceptance  of  new  arms  con- 
trol limits,  says  the  commission.  But  as  the 
commissioners  recognize,  the  Russians  are 
already  testing  their  own  MX  and  their  own 
single-warhead  missile.  The  Soviet  answer 
to  new  programs  will  be  new  programs,  not 
new  concessions.  If  the  commission  wsuits  a 
no-new  MIRV  agreement,  which  would 
make  good  sense,  it  should  propose  just 
that.  It  should  not  pretend  that  the  MX  in 
Minuteman  silos  is  arms  control  In  liisgulse. 


Nor  should  it  compare  this  problem  with 
that  of  the  antiballistic  missile  defense 
treaty.  The  Russians  joined  us  in  curbing 
ABM  systems  precisely  to  Insure  the  deter- 
rent effectiveness  of  their  land-based  mis- 
siles. They  are  not  going  to  be  driven  to  sea 
by  MX.  The  whale  will  not  convert  the  ele- 
phant by  imitation. 

Most  of  the  commission's  other  direct  ar- 
guments are  thinner  still.  If  we  do  not 
deploy  MX.  It  says,  the  Russians  will  doubt 
our  "national  will  and  cohesion. "  Is  honest 
disagreement  on  hard  choices  a  sign  of 
weakness?  A  commission  of  Americans 
should  know  better.  But  our  existing  land- 
based  intercontinental  missile  force  is  aging, 
says  the  commission.  So  it  is,  but  as  the 
commissioners  recognize  In  the  very  next 
sentence,  the  necessary  programs  for  keep- 
ing this  force  effective  are  already  in  train. 
But.  they  argue,  we  need  a  hedge  against 
possible  Soviet  antiballistic  missiles.  Is  the 
commission  suggesting  that  our  existing 
10,000  warheads  could  not  be  programed  for 
this  tack?  But,  It  says,  we  need  a  new  boost- 
er as  a  backup  for  the  space  shuttles.  Well, 
if  we  do.  we  do.  But  is  this  a  serious  argu- 
ment for  1,000  new  first-strike  thermonucle- 
ar warheads? 

The  real  purpose  Is  different,  but  the  com- 
mission wraps  it  In  jargon.  The  main  reason 
for  this  recommendation  is  that  a  com- 
manding majority  of  its  authors  want  these 
first-strike  weapons  because  the  Soviet 
Union  has  them.  Never  mind  their  contribu- 
tion to  Instability  in  crisis;  never  mind  what 
the  Russians  will  build  in  reply;  never  mind 
what  else  you  could  do  with  $15  billion; 
never  mind  the  fact  that  the  Russians  do 
not  have  a  true  first-strike  capability  be- 
cause the  window  of  vulnerability  was  never 
open;  never  mind  that  Soviet  advantages  on 
land  are  fully  matched  by  our  superiority  In 
the  air  and  under  water.  Because  the  Rus- 
sians do  have  weapons  that  can  strike  first 
at  hard  targets,  the  commission  concludes 
that  we  must  have  them.  too.  When  you  dis- 
entangle all  the  report's  complex  language, 
that  is  all  there  is.  and  the  commissioners 
neglect  to  tell  us  that  we  have  plenty  of 
weapons  already  that  can  strike  hard  tar- 
gets second— our  bomber  force  may  be  the 
best  system  In  the  world  for  this  legitimate 
purpose. 

For  almost  30  years,  we  have  made  sur- 
vivable second-strike  strength  our  central 
strategic  standard.  Are  we  now  to  move,  in  a 
cloud  of  consensus  prose  and  good  inten- 
tions, to  a  nonsurvlvable  first-strike  system? 
At  the  very  least  Congress  should  dig 
deeper  than  the  commission  or  its  sponsor. 
It  might  begin  by  seeking  counsel  from  all 
quarters— there  are  many  outstanding  stu- 
dents In  its  own  ranks.  It  should  not  rely  on 
a  report  written  by  a  panel  carefully  select- 
ed to  include  only  tested  friends  of  MX.  It 
might  well  find  that  the  Scowcroft  commis- 
sion has  almost  everything  right  except  the 
recommendation  that  was  preplanned  by 
the  White  House.  In  spite  of  the  commis- 
sion's unexplained  insistence  that  all  Its 
Ideas  make  a  single  package.  Congress  has 
every  right  and  duty  to  take  only  what  it 
finds  truly  needed. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  pending  before  us  the  question 
whether  the  Congress  will  authorize 
full  movement  ahead  on  the  MX  pro- 
gram. I  agree  with  those  of  my  col- 
leagues who  have  already  taken  the 
floor  in  this  debate  to  emphasize  that 
this  is  a  major  watershed  decision  with 
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respect  to  nuclear  strategy.  I  think  it 
is  very  important  to  underscore  that 
observation.  For  that  reason  that  I 
have  thought  that  is  an  effort  to  carry 
on  a  true  substantive  debate  on  this 
matter,  the  proponents  of  the  MX 
would  take  the  floor  and  provide  some 
substantive  arguments  for  their  case. 
So  far  they  have  not  done  this,  as  a 
review  of  the  Congressional  Record 
with  respect  to  the  consideration  of 
this  bill  over  the  last  week  makes  very 
clear.  There  have  been  a  number  of 
opponents  who  have  taken  the  floor  to 
speak  to  the  substance  of  this  meas- 
ure, but  as  yet  in  this  debate  the  pro- 
ponents have  not  really  taken  the 
floor  to  set  out  their  substantive  argu- 
ment. 

It  is  incumbent  on  them  to  do  so. 
This  is  a  matter  of  the  gravest  impor- 
tance, and  it  deserves  the  most  careful 
scrutiny. 

It  was  argued  that  the  issue  was 
fully  debated  last  May  and  therefore, 
apparently,  there  is  a  feeling  on  the 
part  of  the  proponents  that  there  is  no 
need  to  debate  it  any  further  toward 
the  end  of  July. 

Mr.  President,  in  that  earlier  debate, 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Alaska,  a  supporter  of  MX  stated— and 
I  now  quote  him  from  page  13305  of  the 
Record  on  the  23d  of  May: 

So  the  issue  before  the  Senate  is  not  one 
of  missile  procurement.  It  is  for  continued 
research  and  development,  full-scale  devel- 
opment of  the  permanent  basing  mode. 

Now  we  are  in  fact  dealing  with  the 
next  step.  It  seems  to  me  the  next  step 
deserves  concentrated  attention  on  the 
part  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate. 

Earlier  today  there  was  an  unsuc- 
cessful effort  to  invoke  cloture.  That 
represented  a  judgment  of  the  requi- 
site number  of  Members  of  the  Senate 
that  the  debate  should  continue.  In 
fact  the  opponents  have  engaged  in 
debate  whenever  given  the  opportuni- 
ty, and  I  myself  have  been  on  the  floor 
on  a  number  of  occasions  waiting  for 
the  opportunity  to  make  a  statement. 
Often  to  accommodate  the  manager  of 
the  bill  debate  of  all  MX  has  been  de- 
ferred so  that  amendments  on  other 
matters  can  be  considered. 

Mr.  President,  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report  proposes  going  forward 
with  the  MX,  a  first-strike  multiple 
warhead  system,  and  placing  it  in  Min- 
uteman  silos— in  a  vulnerable  basing 
mode. 

On  an  earlier  occasion  the  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  in 
considering  such  a  basing,  said,  and  I 
quote  from  an  interview  in  U.S.  News 
&  World  Report  of  November  2,  1981: 

By  stuffing  the  MX's  into  fixed  silos  we're 
creating  Just  so  many  more  sitting  ducks  for 
the  Russians  to  shoot  at.  True,  the  MX  mis- 
sile itself  will  be  more  powcful.  more  accu- 
rate and  we  need  that  kind  of  weapon,  but 
It's  of  little  use  to  us  unless  the  Soviets  are 
convinced  that  It  can  survive  an  attack. 
Without  that,  the  Russians  will  have  no  in- 
centive to  start  serious  arms  control  talks. 


That  is  a  quote  from  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  who  is  now  on  the 
floor  as  a  proponent  of  the  amend- 
ment, although  he  has  not  yet  taken 
the  floor  to  present  a  substantive  case 
for  the  committee's  inclusion  of  the 
authorization  in  their  bill,  I  trust  he 
will  do  so  before  the  debate  on  this 
matter  is  concluded. 

Let  me  repeat.  He  said,  "By  stuffing 
the  MX's  into  fixed  silos  we  are  creat- 
ing just  so  many  more  sitting  ducks 
for  the  Russians  to  shoot  at.  "  And 
then  he  went  on  to  say,  "But  it  is  of 
little  use  to  us  unless  the  Soviets  are 
convinced  that  it  can  survive  an 
attack.  Without  that,  the  Russians 
will  have  no  incentive  to  start  serious 
arms  control  talks." 

Now,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  testi- 
fying before  the  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee,  said: 

I  would  feel  that  simply  putting  it- 
meaning  the  MX— 

into  existing  silos  would  not  answer  two  or 
three  of  the  concerns  that  I  have,  namely, 
that  the  location  of  these  are  well  known 
and  are  not  hardened  sufficiently,  nor  could 
they  l)e.  to  he  of  sufficient  strategic  value  to 
count  as  a  strategic  improvement  of  our 
force. 

Mr.  President,  the  record  is  replete 
with  comparable  quotations  from 
members  of  this  body,  from  officials  of 
this  administration,  from  officials  of 
the  previous  administration,  all  ad- 
dressing the  vulnerability  of  the  MX 
in  a  fixed  basing  mode  in  the  Minute- 
man  silo.  The  MX  was  conceived  of  as 
a  mobile  missile  precisely  to  address 
that  very  question  of  the  vulnerability 
of  the  fixed  basing  mode.  Now,  we 
have  now  come  full  circle  and  are  seek- 
ing to  place  the  MX  in  the  Minuteman 
silos,  which,  of  course,  will  not  im- 
prove in  any  way  the  survivability  of 
our  deterrent  forces.  I  have  not  heard 
the  contention  that  the  MX  in  a  silo 
would  be  any  less  vulnerable  than  the 
Minuteman  in  a  silo. 

So  the  arguments  that  at  a  previous 
time  were  being  used  to  move  down 
the  original  MX  path— mobile  missile, 
survivability— are  lost  completely  if 
the  MX  is  to  be  placed  in  the  Minute- 
man  silo. 

Mr.  President,  of  course,  the  MX  is  a 
much  more  powerful  weapon  than  the 
Minuteman  and  will  be  more  vulnera- 
ble in  terms  of  warheads  than  the 
Minuteman  itself.  It  goes  against  a 
basic  rule,  as  Mr.  Bundy  had  pointed 
out,  first  laid  down  in  the  Eisenhower 
administration,  that  the  purpose  of 
any  new  strategic  system  is  to  deter, 
and  to  deter  effectively  it  must  be  able 
to  survive. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  gravest 
concerns  about  the  MX  in  this  basing 
mode  is  that  it  will  move  us  to  a  use-it- 
or-lose-it  posture,  a  posture  which  is 
the  one  least  designed  to  provide  sta- 
bility in  a  crisis. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  itself  has 
said  that  stability  should  be  our  pri- 


mary objective.  We  do  not  want  to  de- 
stabilize the  nuclear  balance  but  to  re- 
inforce and  improve  it. 

Now  we  are  asked  to  take  this  power- 
ful missile  and  put  it  in  a  vulnerable 
basing  mode.  This  raises  the  question: 
Is  it  to  be  a  first-strike  weapon,  be- 
cause it  is  not  being  given  a  basing 
mode  which  enables  it  to  be  surviv- 
able— in  effect,  to  absorb  an  attack 
and  come  back?  It  is  being  given  a 
basing  mode  in  which  it  is  vulnerable. 

The  urgent  question  to  ask  is.  What 
is  the  intention  here?  Is  it  to  use  it  as 
a  first-strike  weapon,  or,  somewhat 
short  of  that,  are  we  moving  to  a 
system  of  launch  on  warning? 

This  is  a  critical  issue.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  stability  in  the  nuclear  area, 
in  which  two  superpowers  have  arse- 
nals capable  of  destroying  one  another 
and  the  rest  of  the  world.  Yet  we  are 
being  asked  to  move  toward  concepts 
which  will  destabilize  rather  than  sta- 
bilize the  situation. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor for  a  question. 

Mr.  HART.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  is  aware,  as  some  of 
our  colleagues  are  not,  of  the  report  I 
mentioned  earlier  today  in  my  re- 
marks, prepared  by  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  by  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  and  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater),  in  October 
1980,  having  to  do  with  the  adequacy 
of  this  Nation's  strategic  warning 
system,  a  system  composed  of  satel- 
lites and  ground  stations  and  other 
elaborate  collection  capability,  linked 
together  and  distributed  through  a 
network  of  computers  and  analytic 
machinery,  and  the  fact  that  that 
report  documents  over  a  random 
period  of  time,  a  year  and  a  half,  a 
rather  alarming  number  of  instances 
in  which  that  very  sophisticated  warn- 
ing system  broke  down— namely,  that 
it  reported,  obviously  erroneously, 
that  the  Nation  was  under  attack, 
with  some  consequence  or  another? 

I  know  that  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land has  addressed  himself  to  the 
problems  of  launch  under  attack  and 
launch  on  warning.  I  wonder  if  he  was 
aware  of  those  deficiencies  in  an  oth- 
erwise very  sophisticated  system. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  The  Senator  is 
aware  of  that  report— not  all  the  de- 
tails of  it— about  which  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  spoken. 

The  Senator  is  also  familiar  with  the 
very  thoughtful  statement  made  in 
the  May  debate  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Sasser)  on  the 
whole  launch-under-attack  concept.  In 
that  statement  he  made  reference  to, 
and  inserted  in  the  Record,  a  report  of 
the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment 
report  with  respect  to  the  destabilizing 
impact  of  a  launch-under-attack  con- 


cept, and  the  risk  of  error  that  would 
be  involved. 

In  fact,  I  will  read  the  concluding 
paragraphs  of  that  OTA  report: 

Reliance  on  LUA  *  •  *  has  some  serious 
drawbacks.  Decision  time  would  be  very 
short.  Depending  on  the  circumstances, 
decisionmakers  could  lack  crucial  informa- 
tion regarding  the  extent  and  intent  of  the 
Soviet  attack  *  *  *  such  information  could 
be  necessary  to  gage  the  proper  response. 
Decisionmakers  would  also  lack  an  interval 
between  attack  and  response  during  which 
an  effort  could  be  made  to  assess  intelli- 
gence information,  consider  diplomatic 
measures  and  signal  the  intent  of  the  U.S. 
response. 

No  matter  how  much  money  and  ingenui- 
ty were  devoted  to  designing  safeguards  for 
the  U.S.  capability  to  launch  under  attack, 
and  even  if  these  safeguards  were  very 
robust  indeed,  it  would  never  be  possible  to 
eradicate  a  lingering  fear  that  the  Soviets 
might  find  some  way  to  sidestep  them. 

Finally,  despite  all  safeguards,  there 
would  always  remain  the  possibility  of 
error;  depending  on  the  nature  of  the  error, 
it  could  mean  a  successful  Soviet  first  strike 
against  MX  or  it  could  mean  a  nuclear  war 
started  by  accident. 

I  invite  the  supporters  of  the  MX  to 
engage  in  a  meaningful  debate  on  the 
concerns  that  are  being  raised  about 
this  sytem.  This  is  an  extremely  im- 
portant issue,  perhaps  the  most  impor- 
tant we  have  to  consider.  Reasonable 
questions  are  being  raised,  and  they 
ought  to  be  answered.  In  fact,  many  of 
the  questions  now  being  raised  were 
first  raised  by  those  who  now  support 
the  MX.  Many  of  those  supporting  it 
are  on  record  as  saying,  at  an  earlier 
time,  that  basing  of  the  MX  in  these 
fixed  silos  does  not  make  sense. 

It  is  their  responsibility,  it  seems  to 
me,  to  take  the  floor  now  and  explain, 
in  the  light  of  their  prior  position, 
why  now  it  does  make  sense.  They 
have  a  responsibility  to  address  the 
launch-under-attack  concept. 

We  are  asked  to  take  this  powerful 
missile  with  10  warheads.  We  are 
asked  to  put  it  in  this  fixed,  vulnerable 
silo.  What  do  they  now  think  is  likely 
to  happen?  It  would  not  be  able  to 
absorb  a  Soviet  attack.  It  would  be  lost 
in  the  event  of  an  attack. 

Do  we,  therefore,  intend  to  use  it 
first?  I  assume  not.  That  never  has 
been  a  strategic  doctrine  of  ours  in 
this  country,  and  the  fact  that  we 
have  never  had  a  first-strike  doctrine 
has  been  a  major  contribution  to  sta- 
bility with  respect  to  nuclear  weapon- 
ry. 

If  that  is  not  the  case,  do  they  then 
propose  to  launch  it  under  attack?  If 
so.  how  do  they  address  the  questions 
with  respect  to  launch-under-attack 
which  are  contained  in  the  OTA 
report  from  which  I  just  quoted,  and 
which  was  contained  in  the  report 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Colorado  referred  to.  in  which  he  and 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  joined  at  an 
earlier  time? 
These  are  not  frivolous  points. 


As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York  has  said  in  this  debate,  this 
is  an  extremely  serious  matter. 

These  issues  were  not  fully  consid- 
ered in  the  prior  debate.  I  quoted  from 
the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Alaska,  the  minority  whip,  who  in  the 
prior  debate  indicated  that  that  was 
only  the  first  step.  This  is  the  next 
step.  There  will  be  others  to  come,  and 
this  matter  needs  to  be  considered  at 
each  point  along  the  way. 

Now,  I  have  not  done  a  survey  on 
the  amount  of  time  spent  on  the  MX 
in  the  context  of  the  debate  on  the 
bill,  but  it  is  a  very  small  percentage  of 
the  total  time  on  the  bill. 

I  would  hope  that  before  we  finally 
move  to  voting  on  all  these  issues 
there  will  be  some  genuine  give-and- 
take  in  this  body  between  supporters 
and  opponents  of  the  MX  where  seri- 
ous questions  can  be  raised,  answers 
offered,  and  counterquestions  posed  to 
answers,  so  that  at  least  we  recognize 
what  the  differences  are. 

Are  the  supporters  now  saying  that 
it  is  not  vulnerable  in  this  basing 
mode?  If  they  are  not  saying  that, 
then  what  are  the  supporters  saying 
about  all  the  arguments  they  made  at 
an  earlier  time  about  their  placement 
in  a  vulnerable  basing  mode? 

Mr.  President,  as  to  the  arguments 
offered  for  this  choice  of  the  MX  in 
the  Scowcroft  report,  I  find  it  difficult 
to  find  great  substance  in  them. 

One  argument  is  that  unless  we 
move  ahead,  somehow  our  national 
will  and  cohesion  will  be  in  doubt. 

Why  pressing  ahead  to  base  this  mis- 
sile in  a  vulnerable  mode,  something 
that  many  of  its  supporters  earlier 
said  should  never  be  done,  now  demon- 
strates a  national  will  is  beyond  me.  It 
really  more  clearly  demonstrates  a 
lack  of  good,  tough,  hard,  practical, 
commonseiise. 

Another  argument  is  that  it  is  linked 
with  arms  control.  Well,  there  are  seri- 
ous questions  about  just  how  seriously 
the  administration  is  proceeding  on 
arms  control.  But  even  so,  leaving 
those  very  important  questions  to  one 
side,  it  is  unclear  to  me  how  this  so- 
called  bargaining  chip  argument  will 
in  fact  work. 

The  past  history  of  bargaining  chips 
is  that  they  become  part  of  the  nucle- 
ar arsenal,  and  we  then  escalate  to  the 
next  plateau  with  respect  to  nuclear 
weapons  on  both  sides. 

It  is  fair  to  say  that  for  more  than 
30  years  the  central  concept  of  our 
strategic  thinking  has  been  a  surviv- 
able  second-strike  strength.  If  that  is 
no  longer  to  be  the  case,  that  should 
be  spelled  out  clearly  by  the  support- 
ers of  this  weapons  system  and  we 
should  then  discuss  the  concept  itself 
amongst  ourselves.  The  concept  of  a 
survivable  second-strike  strength  has 
served  us  well,  and  it  has  contributed 
to  stability  with  respect  to  nuclear 
weaponry. 


The  MX,  put  simply.  Is  the  wrong 
missile  to  be  going  ahead  with  at  this 
time.  It  was  really  advocated  on  the 
notion  that  it  would  be  mobile,  not 
that  it  would  be  based  in  the  inviting 
target  of  a  fixed  silo.  Furthermore, 
there  is  the  question  of  the  next  step 
after  the  first  100  missiles.  Is  it  the 
real  intention  here  to  replace  all  Mln- 
utemen  in  their  fixed  silos  with  MX's? 
Are  we  going  down  that  path? 

For  that  reason,  I  am  sometimes  led 
to  speculate  that  this  current  proposal 
is  but  the  first  step  to  moving  further 
along  that  path,  since  putting  a  limit- 
ed number  of  multiple  warhead  mis- 
siles in  fixed  silos  will  only  encourage 
the  other  side  to  concentrate  greater 
effort  and  resources  to  neutralize 
these  silos. 

Mr.  President,  a  number  of  years 
ago,  the  decision  was  made  in  this 
country  to  go  to  the  MIRV  concept. 
The  Scowcroft  Commission  now, 
among  its  other  recommendations, 
wants  to  move  back  to  the  single  war- 
head missile.  They  have  underscored 
the  need  to  develop  and  move  ahead 
on  Midgetman.  There  is  a  growing  per- 
ception on  the  part  of  many  that 
moving  to  MIRV  greatly  and  needless- 
ly complicated  the  efforts  to  arrive  at 
an  arms  control  agreement  and  to 
achieve  strategic  stability. 

With  respect  to  its  consequences  the 
decision  confronting  us  now  with  re- 
spect to  the  MX  is  comparable  in  sig- 
nificance to  the  earlier  MIRV  decision. 
It  is  for  that  reason  I  think  it  so  im- 
portant that  the  MX  be  very  carefully 
addressed. 

There  is  dispute  within  the  adminis- 
tration itself  whether  in  fact  the  MX 
is  even  negotiable.  We  hear  different 
views  on  that  question  ranging  from 
the  President  on  down. 

But  what  most  deeply  concerns  me  is 
that  deployment  of  this  weapon 
system  in  this  basing  mode  will  not  en- 
hance our  security  and  may  well  fur- 
ther undermine  our  efforts  to  halt  the 
nuclear  arms  race. 

It  was  the  theoretical  vulnerability 
of  the  Minuteman  system  in  the  fixed 
silos  that  engendered  the  development 
of  the  MX. 

If  indeed  the  Minuteman  system  is 
vulnerable,  and  that  can  be  debated, 
but  if  indeed  it  is.  then  deploying  the 
MX  in  those  existing  silos  makes  no 
sense  whatsoever. 

By  increasing  the  capabilities  of  this 
system  and  then  deploying  it  in  a 
basing  mode  that  has  admitted  viilner- 
ability.  the  administration  has  opted 
for  the  merger  of  two  potentially  dis- 
astrous concepts.  In  fact,  I  believe  it 
was  for  this  reason  that  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  itself  denied  fund- 
ing and  fixed-based  deployment  for 
the  MX  last  year. 

Many  respected  analysts  appearing 
before  congressional  committees  have 
observed  there  is  no  effective  method 
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to  harden  sufficiently  the  Minuteman 
silo  against  a  Soviet  first-strike.  That 
was  the  thrust  of  Secretary  Weinberg- 
er's quoted  statement.  At  some  point 
the  advocates  of  this  missile  are  going 
to  have  to  take  their  prior  statements 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  state- 
ment, and  explain  them  to  this  body: 

Simply  putting  the  MX  missile  into  exist- 
ing silos  will  not  answer  two  or  three  of  the 
concerns  they  have:  namely,  that  the  loca- 
tion of  these  are  well  known  and  not  hard- 
ened sufficiently,  and  that  they  could  not 
be  of  sufficient  strategic  value  to  count  as  a 
significant  improvement  in  our  strategic 
forces. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  really  talking 
about  a  destabilizing  contribution  to 
the  international  environment.  The 
MX  will  inevitably  have  to  become  a 
targeting  priority.  That  then  raises 
the  whole  concept  of  launch  under 
attack,  with  all  of  the  pitfalls  involved 
in  shifting  to  that  concept. 

The  contention  that  this  deploy- 
ment is  necessary  for  serious  and 
meaningful  strategic  arms  control  ne- 
gotiations is  open  to  serious  doubt. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  procurement 
of  yet  another  system  will  move  the 
Soviets  in  the  negotiations.  We  are 
procuring  other  systems.  It  is  not  as 
though  this  were  the  only  system  that 
we  are  developing  with  respect  to  the 
nuclear  triad.  We  are  doing  two  bomb- 
ers, not  one  but  two,  the  B-1  and  the 
Stealth.  We  are  moving  ahead  on  the 
Trident  and  a  more  powerful  and  ef- 
fective missile  to  accompany  it.  So  we 
are  in  the  process  of  strengthening  the 
other  legs  of  this  triad. 

Of  course,  one  of  our  concepts  has 
always  been  that  we  will  maintain 
these  three  legs  in  such  a  way  that  we 
can  absorb  an  attack  and  be  able  to  re- 
spond. That  eliminates  the  launch- 
under-attack  problem,  it  eliminates 
the  mistaken  attack  notion,  it  sends  a 
clear  message  that  there  is  no  inten- 
tion to  engage  in  a  first-strike  strate- 
gy, and  therefore  makes,  I  think,  a 
very  substantial  contribution  to  stabil- 
ity with  respect  to  strategic  weapons. 

I  would  hope  that  before  this  debate 
concludes  there  will  be  a  time  when  we 
have  a  fair  number  of  Senators  on  the 
floor.  In  fact  I  think  it  would  be  a  very 
constructive  enterprise  for  supporters 
and  opponents  to  see  whether  or  not 
that  might  be  arranged. 

I  am  not  raising  these  questions 
simply  to  raise  them.  They  are  not  in- 
significant questions.  The  supporters 
of  this  weapons  system  themselves 
have  raised  those  questions  on  prior 
occasions  and  reached  decisions  on  the 
basis  of  those  questions  that  are  more 
consistent  with  the  position  of  the  op- 
ponents of  this  weapons  system  at  this 
time  than  they  are  consistent  with  the 
position  which  the  supporters  have 
taken.  I  am  sufficiently  concerned  by 
the  questions  I  have  raised  that  they 

have  led  me  to  reach  a  decision  on  this 

weapons  system. 


If  there  are  new  arguments  or  new 
facts  that  need  to  be  put  on  the 
record,  they  ought  to  t)e  put  there.  We 
ought  to  have  a  chance  for  those  ques- 
tions to  be  put.  answers  made,  coun- 
terquestions.  and  counteranswers  re- 
corded. This  is  a  serious  proposition. 
We  are  going  to  be  making  decisions 
here  that  will  affect  where  we  are 
going  to  go  for  many,  many  years  to 
come. 

I  also  make  this  observation:  If  these 
questions  cannot  be  adequately  ad- 
dressed, then  there  is  something  lack- 
ing in  the  basic  arguments  that  are 
being  made  with  respect  to  this  weap- 
ons system. 

Will  not  the  deployment  of  MX  in 
Minuteman  silos  open  the  way  to  a 
dangerous  competition  in  destabiliz- 
ing, vulnerable  first-strike  weapons? 
That  is  a  legitimate  question.  Support- 
ers have  not  asserted  that  the  MX  is 
not  vulnerable  in  the  proposed  basing 
mode.  And  will  not  deploying  it  lead  to 
a  competition  in  destabilizing  vulnera- 
ble first-strike  weapons? 

Why  do  we  need  MX  to  prove  some 
concept  of  national  will?  The  national 
will  is  being  demonstrated  clearly  in 
many  other  respects.  I  do  not  think  we 
need  it  to  prove  ourselves  to  our  allies 
or  to  the  Soviets. 

It  is  generally  understood  that  no 
one  was  appointed  to  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  who  did  not  support  this 
system  to  begin  with.  If  that  is  the 
case,  it  of  course  undercuts  the  credi- 
bility of  the  Commission.  If  that  com- 
position of  the  Commission  is  not  the 
case,  it  ought  to  be  stated  and  we 
ought  to  know  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  very  much  hope 
that  before  we  finish  on  this  serious 
matter  it  might  be  possible  for  the 
managers,  working  with  those  who 
have  been  the  leading  opponents,  to 
arrange  a  period  of  time  on  the  Senate 
floor  so  that  we  can  have  a  real  debate 
on  this  matter. 

I  am  not  insensitive  to  the  frustra- 
tions in  this  regard  of  the  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee.  The 
situation  we  now  find  ourselves  in  is 
fairly  typical.  Members  come  and  they 
make  statements  either  for  the 
system— hardly  any  I  might  observe— 
or  against  the  system,  and  then  they 
leave  and  someone  else  comes  and 
makes  a  statement. 

We  ought  to  be  working  to  draw  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  the  floor, 
saying,  'We  want  to  have  a  give  and 
take, "  raise  these  questions,  see  what 
the  answers  are.  We  should  take  the 
statements  made  earlier  by  certain 
people  and  ask,  "You  said  that  then. 
Why  do  you  say  something  180  de- 
grees different  now?  Where  is  this  pro- 
posal leading  us  in  terms  of  our  overall 
strategic  doctrine?  How  does  this  deci- 
sion square  with  what  has  heretofore 
been  understood  to  be  our  strategic 
doctrine?" 


I  do  know  a  number  of  Senators 
have  been  to  the  floor  and  waited  at 
some  length  in  order  to  speak  on  this 
issue.  I  know  there  are  a  numjer  who 
still  wish  to  do  so.  and  in  that  regard  I 
am  gratified  that  the  cloture  motion 
did  not  carry  earlier  in  the  day. 

There  are  occasions  when  this  body 
is  faced  by  what  can  be  described  as 
watershed  or  landmark  decisions,  and 
this  is  one  such  decision. 

Mr  President,  I  would  hope  that  in 
the  time  now  before  us  we  might  work 
to  insure  an  exchange  of  the  sort  that 
I  have  outlined.  It  would  serve  a  na- 
tional purpose,  both  now  and  for  the 
future.  This  issue  will  not  simply  go 
away  and  will  continue  to  be  with  us.  I 
think  these  issues  and  questions  which 
have  been  raised  need  to  be  addressed. 
Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  BINGAMAN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  want  to  state  the  reasons  why  I 
am  opposed  to  the  funding  contained 
in  the  defense  authorization  bill  this 
year  for  the  MX  missile. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  has 
clearly  set  us  on  the  wrong  course  in 
our  modernization  of  the  land-based 
leg  of  our  strategic  triad.  The  MX, 
based  in  vulnerable  Minuteman  silos, 
is  a  luxury  this  Nation's  defense 
cannot  afford,  especially  when  so 
many  needs  of  our  conventional  forces 
are  going  unmet.  Last  Thursday,  the 
Senate  voted  to  table  an  amendment 
by  the  junior  Senator  from  Michigan, 
which  would  have  restored  47  of  the 
cuts  that  we  have  made  in  convention- 
al funding.  These  would  have  totaled 
$2.7  billion.  A  majority  of  my  col- 
leagues were  clearly  stating  that  they 
would  prefer  to  buy  strategic  weapons 
of  marginal  capability,  such  as  the  MX 
and  B-1,  rather  than  support  a  strong 
conventional  deterrent. 

That  is  the  choice  we  face  today  and 
will  face  in  spades  in  next  year's 
budget  which  is  going  to  see  enormous 
growth  in  the  procurement  account, 
well  beyond  anything  envisaged  in  this 
year's  first  concurrent  budget  resolu- 
tion. This  year,  with  our  decisions  on 
the  MX  and  the  B-1.  we  are  locking 
ourselves  into  an  imbalance  between 
our  conventional  and  strategic  mod- 
ernization efforts  that  is  going  to  per- 
sist for  years  to  come.  I  believe  that  in 
a  few  years  we  will  regret  that  we  did 
not  take  the  opportunity  today  to  re- 
verse our  priorities. 

But  let  us  look  just  briefly  at  what 
we  are  buying  when  we  spend  $4.6  bil- 
lion in  1984  on  research,  development, 
production,  and  deployment  of  MX, 
with  some  $15  billion  more  to  follow  In 
the  future. 

We  would  be  adding  a  net  700  war- 
heads to  our  ICBM  force.  With  these 
additional  warheads  we  could  destroy 


almost  the  entire  Soviet  SS-18  force  in 
a  first  strike.  But  given  the  fact,  which 
has  been  repeated  numerous  times, 
that  the  United  States  would  never 
employ  these  weapons  in  a  preemptive 
strike,  what  would  we  be  adding  to  our 
deterrent  second-strike  force  with  the 
purchase  of  these  MX  missiles? 

There  the  answer  does  not  appear  in 
dispute.  A  coordinated  attack  by  20 
Soviet  SS-18's  would  leave  somewhere 
between  10  and  80  surviving  MX  war- 
heads in  the  latter  1980's  according  to 
the  Air  Force's  own  calculations.  The 
Soviets  would  not  have  to  retarget  a 
single  missile  to  carry  out  this  attack. 
All  we  would  be  doing  is  providing 
more  lucrative  targets  for  the  Soviets, 
and  targets  which  the  Soviets  might 
be  tempted  to  preempt  given  the 
damage  the  MX  missiles  could  wreak 
if  we  got  the  chance  to  use  them. 

Both  sides  can  deal  with  this  fright- 
ening calculus  by  adopting  a  launch- 
on-warning  policy,  which  also  has  been 
discussed.  This  seems  to  me  an  almost 
inevitable  result  of  our  deploying  MX. 
This  will  bring  us  one  step  closer  to 
the  possibility  of  war  by  computer 
error.  We  will  truly  then  live  in  a 
world  of  the  "hair  trigger." 

Let  us  look  at  the  cost  effectiveness 
of  the  system  for  a  moment.  Is  this 
worth  $20  billion,  especially  when  we 
have  better  alternatives  available?  I 
point  out  to  my  colleagues  that  a 
single  Trident  submarine,  costing  $3 
billion  including  its  complement  of 
missiles,  would  add  far  more  surviving 
warheads  than  the  entire  MX  deploy- 
ment, and  by  1989  these  warheads 
could  have  the  same  hard-target  kill 
capability  as  MX. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  today  engaged 
in  a  massive  modernization  of  our  stra- 
tegic forces  with  MX  and  Midgetman. 
B-1  and  Stealth.  ALCM-B  and  ALCM- 
C.  Trident  I  and  Trident  II.  the  Tri- 
dent submarine  and  hopefully  the 
small  submarine  recommended  by  the 
Scowcroft  Commission,  and  improve- 
ments in  our  command,  control,  and 
communications.  Senator  Nunn  asked 
the  Joint  Chiefs  during  testimony 
before  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
whether  they  had  calculated  if  all  of 
this  would  fit  under  a  defense  budget 
growing  5  percent  a  year  in  real  terms 
in  the  next  decade.  The  answer  was 
that  they  had  not  looked  at  growth 
rates  this  low.  To  his  credit.  General 
Meyer,  then  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  did 
express  concern  that  our  conventional 
forces  could  be  adversely  affected  by 
pursuing  all  of  these  strategic  pro- 
grams. 

I  honestly  believe  that  5-percent  real 
growth  is  the  highest  level  of  defense 
spending  this  country  will  see  in  the 
next  decade.  We  are  going  to  have  to 
make  choices  among  strategic  systems 
and  choices  about  strategic  versus  con- 
ventional modernization.  And  of  all  of 
our  proposed  strategic  programs,  the 
one  which  is  most  marginal  is  MX.  If 


we  do  not  cancel  MX  today,  we  will  all 
see  this  $20  billion  expenditure  eat 
into  the  muscle  of  our  defense  mod- 
ernization tomorrow. 

Now  I  suspect  this  assessment  of 
MX's  cost  effectiveness  is  actually 
shared  by  many  of  my  colleagues  who 
will  vote  for  MX.  But  the  claim  is 
made  that  other  factors  are  involved 
in  this  decision,  questions  of  national 
will  and  arms  control  leverage.  It  is 
argued  that  MX  is  an  essential  bar- 
gaining chip  in  our  START  negotia- 
tions with  the  Soviets  and  that  we 
have  to  deploy  a  missile  which  our  last 
four  Presidents  and  our  last  four  Sec- 
retaries of  Defense  have  favored. 

I  cannot  agree.  MX  is  our  least  effec- 
tive bargaining  chip  with  the  Soviets. 
MX  deployment  will  not  require  an  ad- 
ditional ruble  of  Soviet  defense  ex- 
penditures. The  Minuteman  silos  are 
already  targeted.  The  Soviets  are  far 
more  concerned  about  our  cruise  mis- 
sile, Stealth  bomber,  and  Trident  II 
missile  programs.  These  will  provide 
more  than  adequate  bargaining  lever- 
age in  any  arms  control  negotiation. 

As  for  the  question  of  political  will.  I 
ask  my  colleagues  how  much  political 
will  can  we  afford?  We  do  not  need  to 
make  bad  decisions  simply  for  the  sake 
of  making  decisions.  Why  not  for  a 
change  make  a  good  decision— a  deci- 
sion to  cancel  a  missile  which  never 
found  a  survivable  home?  The  Soviets 
know  about  all  the  other  strategic  and 
conventional  programs  that  we  have 
underway.  A  decision  to  stop  MX  is 
not  going  to  mean  a  reduction  in  the 
budget  ceilings  we  allocated  for  de- 
fense in  the  first  concurrent  budget 
resolution.  It  will  simply  be  a  decision 
to  reallocate  those  defense  resources 
more  effectively  within  the  defense 
authorization  bill  we  are  debating 
today.  The  Soviets  will  know  that.  Our 
allies  will  know  that.  We  will  know 
that.  We  could  fund  the  conventional 
programs  Senator  Levin  proposed  last 
Thursday,  and  $2  billion  more.  And  we 
will  be  able  to  do  so  for  several  years 
to  come  were  the  MX  canceled. 

The  choice  we  face  seems  clear  to 
me.  MX  has  become  a  symbol  of  what 
is  wrong  with  our  defense  planning. 
We  are  simply  not  able  to  give  up  on 
bad  ideas.  In  the  next  few  days  we  will 
have  a  chance  to  change  that  and  to 
vote  for  a  bit  of  rationality  in  our  de- 
fense program.  I  cannot  say  I  am 
hopeful  on  the  results  of  those  upcom- 
ing votes.  But  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
begin  by  opposing  the  amendment  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  Texas. 

It  seems  several  of  us  this  side  of  the 
argimient  have  been  struck  by  the  Or- 
wellian  rhetoric  used  to  defend  MX— 
the  Peacekeeper.  In  Orwell's  novel, 
"1984,"  the  Ministry  of  Truth  uses  the 
official  doctrine  of  "doublethink"  to 
justify  the  three  official  slogans  of  the 
party.  "War  is  Peace."  "Freedom  is 
Slavery,"  and  "Ignorance  is  Strength." 
In  the  May  24  issue  of  the  Washington 


Post,  President  Reagan  wrote.  •••  •  • 
a  vote  for  the  MX  is  a  vote  for  what 
all  of  us  •  •  •  want  for  our  country 
and  for  posterity— peace,  security,  sig- 
nificant arms  reductions,  and  an  end 
to  nuclear  horror."  The  obvious  con- 
clusion, for  me  at  least,  is  that  Or- 
well's principle  of  "doublethink"  has 
taken  root  a  full  year  before  he  ex- 
pected. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM  addressed  the 
chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  would  like  to  begin  my  remarks  by 
quoting  from  a  column  written  in 
April  of  last  year  by  the  very  distin- 
guished and  very  conservative  colvmi- 
nist  James  J.  Kilpatrick. 

Before  doing  so.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  for  the  remarks  which  he 
has  just  completed  and  for  the  fact 
that  they  so  well  zero  in  on  this  ex- 
tremely delicate  and  sensitive  question 
which  is  before  us  today. 

I  also  commend  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  who  has  seen  fit  to  lead  the 
battle  in  connection  with  the  MX. 
making  every  possible  effort  to  make 
the  American  people  aware  of  what 
this  issue  is  all  about. 
Mr.  Kilpatrick  wrote  that: 
We  are  beginning  to  understand,  in  ways 
we  could  not  or  would  not  understand 
before,  what  nuclear  holocaust  would  mean. 
Other  ideas,  constructive  ideas,  are  gath- 
ering force.  A  conviction  is  growing  that  the 
mind  of  man.  having  conceived  the  idea  of 
self-destruction,  is  equally  capable  of  con- 
ceiving self-salvation.  An  earthly  Armaged- 
don is  avoidable.  Means  can  be  found— pru- 
dent, achievable  means— for  preventing  the 
ultimate,  irreversible  madness  of  nuclear 
devastation. 

In  this  awakening  process,  we  grow  impa- 
tient with  petty  haggling  over  imaginary 
numbers.  What  earthly  difference  does  it 
make  if  the  Soviet  Union  has  7.868  mega- 
tons of  destructive  capacity  and  we  have 
only  3.505  megatons?  Is  it  really  material 
that  we  have  9.480  warheads  and  the  Sovi- 
ets have  but  8,040?  Does  any  person  serious- 
ly suppose  that  if  we  were  to  double  our  nu- 
clear arsenal,  while  the  SovieU  obligingly 
stood  still,  such  'parity"  would  have  mean- 
ing? 

I  doubt  that  the  figures  have  meaiimg 
even  to  the  military  or  the  diplomatic  mind. 
The  theory  of  mutual  assured  destruction  is 
a  fine  theory.  It  lacks  only  the  virtue  of  re- 
ality. A  point  was  reached  long  ago  at  which 
both  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  had  such  monstrous  arsenals  that 
further  accretions  became  senseless.  These 
have  been  37  years  of  lunacy,  of  idiots 
racing  against  Imbeciles,  of  civilized  nations 
staggering  blindly  toward  a  finish  line  of 
unspeakable  peril. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  yield. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Is  the  Senator  aware 
that  the  doctrine  of  mutual  assured 
destruction  is  no  longer  considered  to 
be  a  valid  doctrine? 
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Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  am  aware  of 
that,  but  I  believe  the  point  that  Mr. 
Kilpatrick  makes,  about  the  fact  that 
these  have  been  37  years  of  lunacy,  of 
idiots  racing  against  imbeciles,  of  civil- 
ized nations  staggering  blindly  toward 
a  finish  line  of  unspeakable  peril,  is  as 
applicable  today  as  then.  Whether  it 
has  to  do  with  the  question  of  mutual 
assured  destruction  or  whether  it  has 
to  do  with  who  is  going  to  have  the 
biggest  arsenal,  the  point  that  Mr.  Kil- 
patrick makes  is  what  difference  does 
it  really  make  as  to  how  many  mega- 
tons do  they  have  or  do  we  have,  and 
how  many  bombs  or  warheads  do  they 
have  or  do  we  have. 

There  is  more  than  enough  to  pro- 
vide total  destruction  or  almost  total 
destruction  of  all  the  peoples  of  this 
world,  certainly  all  of  those  who  live 
in  America  and  who  live  in  the  Soviet 
Union. 

As  a  matter  of  fact.  Mr.  President. 
Mr.  Kilpatricks  article,  and  the  point 
he  makes,  is  precisely  what  we  are  de- 
bating about  here  today— whether  or 
not  we  are  prepared  to  take  the  next 
step  toward  the  ultimate  catastrophe 
for  life  on  this  planet.  Simply  stated, 
the  issue  is  survival. 

Over  the  years,  we  have  learned  to 
speak  in  euphemisms  about  nuclear 
war. 

We  have  grown  accustomed  here  in 
the  Senate  to  the  chess  game  logic  of 
the  so-called  experts— the  ivory  tower 
theorists  who  spend  their  time  specu- 
lating about  "mutual  assured  destruc- 
tion" and  "windows  of  vulnerability." 
and  all  the  other  phraseology  that  is 
applicable  to  the  issues  we  debate  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  this  after- 
noon. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  we  have  been 
here  on  the  Senate  floor  for  many 
days— and  we  may  well  be  here  many 
more— because  there  are  some  of  us 
who  remember  what  this  debate  is 
really  all  about.  It  is  not  alone  about 
the  MX.  It  is  about  survival. 

A  1-megaton  bomb  would  scorch  an 
area  of  100  square  miles.  Dropped  on  a 
city  like  Cleveland  or  Philadelphia,  it 
would  kill  half  a  million  people. 

We  can  debate  from  now  until 
doomsday— and  doomsday  may  be 
closer  than  we  think— about  this  par- 
ticular weapons  system,  that  weapons 
system,  or  the  MX.  But  what  we  are 
really  talking  about  is  what  kind  of 
world  are  we  going  to  be  living  in  or 
are  we  going  to  be  living  in  this  world? 

We  are  talking  about  whether  or  not 
my  children  and  my  grandchildren  are 
going  to  have  the  privilege  of  living  a 
full  life. 

I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  I  recent- 
ly became  the  proud  grandfather  of 
two  fine  grandchildren.  I  want  them 
to  have  an  opportunity  to  grow  up  in  a 
peaceful  world,  and  to  enjoy  the  boun- 
ties of  this  Nation  and  all  other  na- 
tions of  the  world. 


But  the  MX  and  a  nuclear  holocaust 
would  make  all  of  that  nothing  but 
words  and  there  would  be  nobody 
around  to  listen  to  those  words. 

A  10  to  20  megation  bomb  dropped 
on  Times  Square  in  New  York  City 
would  level  Manhattan,  destroying 
almost  every  building  in  the  Bronx, 
Brooklyn,  and  Queens  and  inflicting 
damage  as  far  away  as  Hoboken  and 
Jersey  City. 

How  about  the  people,  your  children 
and  grandchildren?  It  shocks  me  that 
we  stand  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  debate  this  issue  without 
any  sense  of  awareness  of  what  we  are 
really  talking  about. 

As  if.  somehow,  we  are  all  going  to 
go  out  and  build  an  MX  and  with  that, 
we  are  going  to  win  a  war.  Nobody  is 
going  to  win  the  next  war.  The  whole 
world  will  lose  the  next  war. 

In  a  publication  entitled  "The  Medi- 
cal Effects  of  Nuclear  War,"  a  group 
from  the  Harvard  Medical  School  gave 
this  description  of  the  effects  of  a  nu- 
clear blast. 

In  a  one  megaton  explosion  over  Boston, 
an  overpressure  of  ten  pounds  per  square 
inch  and  winds  of  300  miles  per  hour  would 
destroy  all  stone  and  concrete  buildings 
within  a  radius  of  three  miles.  Rubble  and 
debris  from  collapsed  buildings  would  be 
swept  up  by  such  winds,  and  airborne  glass. 
t>eams.  and  bricks  would  account  for  further 
injuries  within  a  radius  of  eight  miles.  Typi- 
cal blast  injuries  include  lacerations,  frac- 
tures, ruptures  of  internal  organs,  and 
gaping  wounds  of  the  skull,  chest,  and  abdo- 
(nen.  The  bomb  would  create  an  expanding 
"ISreesure  wave,  rupturing  eardrums  and 
lungs 

And.  says  the  Harvard  report,  there 
would  be  a  firestorm. 

Such  a  firestorm  melts  glass  and  metal 
and  ignites  houses,  buildings,  foliage,  oil 
tanks,  and  gasoline.  This  raging  fire  would 
cause  severe  bums  of  the  slcin,  eyes,  mouth, 
and  lungs  to  an  enormous  number  of  inhab- 
itants. 

And  there  will  be  no  medical  care. 

The  doctors  and  the  nurses  will  not 
be  there:  they  will  be  gone.  The  hospi- 
tals will  be  destroyed.  The  living,  in 
fact,  will  envy  the  dead. 

I  could  go  on  about  other  horrifying 
subjects— about  radiatioir  sickness, 
about  genetic  mutations,  about  cancer, 
about  the  epidemics  that  would  break 
out  in  the  aftermath  of  a  nuclear  war. 

But  what  I  am  getting  at  is  this.  Mr. 
President— when  we  talk  about  the 
MX,  we  are  talking  about  more  than 
just  another  weapons  system. 

We  are  talking  about  more  than 
whether  or  not  the  administration  or 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  or  the 
MX  opponents  will  win  or  lose  a  par- 
ticular vote. 

We  are  talking,  Mr.  President,  about 
a  system  that  makes  nuclear  war 
more— not  less— likely.  We  are  talking, 
therefore,  about  the  ultimate  in  na- 
tional security  and  about  our  ultimate 
responsibilities  as  representatives  of 
the  American  people. 


Someone  recently  called  my  atten- 
tion to  words  that  were  spoken  here 
on  the  Senate  floor  nearly  20  years 
ago— in  September  1963. 

The  speaker  was  Senator  Everett 
McKinley  Dirksen  of  Illinois,  one  of 
the  great  Republicans  to  have  served 
in  this  body. 

Senator  Dirksen  was  speaking  in 
favor  of  the  Limited  Test  Ban  Treaty. 
And  here  is  what  he  said. 

Mr.  President,  late  the  other  night  I  went 
back  to  refresh  myself  on  a  little  history. 
One  of  the  classic  reports  made  in  our  gen- 
eration was  the  one  made  by  John  Hersey  to 
the  New  Yorker,  on  what  happened  at  Hiro- 
shima •  *  *. 

As  he  relates  the  story,  it  was  8: IS  in  the 
morning  of  a  bright,  sunny  day.  The  weath- 
er was  a  little  humid  and  warm.  At  8:15 
things  happened.  Out  of  the  20th  Air  Wing. 
Col.  Paul  W.  Tibbetts.  Jr..  flying  that  B-29 
and  with  two  escort  observation  planes,  few 
over  the  center  of  Hiroshima,  a  town  of 
probably  375.000  persons.  Then,  for  the  first 
time.  The  whole  bosom  of  God's  Earth  was 
ruptured  by  a  manmade  contrivance  that  we 
call  a  nuclear  weapon. 

Oh.  the  tragedy,  oh.  the  dismay.  Oh.  the 
blood.  Oh.  the  anguish,  when  the  statisti- 
cians came  to  put  the  cold  figures  on  paper, 
they  were  as  follows:  As  a  result  of  1  bomb— 
66.000  killed;  69,000  injured;  62.000  struc- 
tures destroyed.  That  was  the  result  of  that 
one  bomb,  made  by  man  in  the  hope  of  stop- 
ping that  war.  Little  did  he  realize  what  this 
thermonuclear  weapon  would  do.  and  the 
anguish  that  would  be  brought  into  the 
hearts  of  men.  women,  and  children.  At  Hir- 
oshima it  caused  a  mass  incineration  such  as 
never  before  had  been  witnessed  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  whole  wide  world.  The  result 
was  almost  too  catastrophic  to  contemplate. 

In  the  accelerated  march  of  history,  how 
quickly  we  forget.  But  there  is  the  account, 
for  all  to  read;  and  it  all  happened  at  8:15  on 
a  bright  and  shining  morning,  when  Gods 
day  began,  and  when.  I  suppose,  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  people  were  thinking  that, 
despite  the  war.  they  had  been  privileged  to 
live  another  day. 

Mr.  President,  that  happened  18  years  ago 
last  month.  Since  then,  what  have  we  done? 
What  steps  have  we  taken?  How  far  have  we 
moved? 

The  President  calls  this  treaty  a  first  step. 
What  sort  of  steps  have  we  taken  except 
steps  to  make  the  bombs  that  fell  on  Hiro- 
shima and  Nagasaki  look  like  veritable  toys 
when  compared  to  the  heavy-duty,  heavy- 
yield  weapons  of  today. 

I  want  to  take  a  first  step.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  not  a  young  man;  I  am  almost  as  old  as 
the  oldest  Member  of  the  Senate,  certainly 
older  than  a  great  many  Senators.  One  of 
my  age  thinks  about  this  destiny  a  little.  I 
should  not  like  to  have  written  on  my  tomb- 
stone. "He  knew  what  happened  at  Hiroshi- 
ma, but  he  did  not  take  a  first  step" 

What  a  magnificent  day  it  would  be 
if  Senator  Dirksen  were  on  the  floor, 
that  great  orator,  that  great  leader,  in 
order  to  repeat  that  speech  again 
today.  Because  the  question  is.  Will  we 
take  that  first  step  and  turn  back  the 
clock  with  respect  to  moving  forward 
and  constructing  the  MX?  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  think  it  is  incumbent  upon  all 
of  us  to  ask  that  same  question  Sena- 
tor Dirksen  asked. 


(Mr.  WARNER  assumed  the  chair.) 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
we  know— we  know  all  too  well— that 
we  are  being  asked  to  approve  deploy- 
ment of  a  deadly,  dangerous  nuclear 
missile. 

The  MX  is  more  dangerous  than 
other  missiles.  Why?  Because  it  is  at 
one  and  the  same  time  very  powerful 
and  very  vulnerable. 

Three  years  ago,  Ronald  Reagan 
seemed  to  have  understood  this  point. 
As  a  candidate,  he  observed  that,  "We 
should  seek  a  survivable"— and  I  em- 
phasize the  word  "survivable"- 
"basing  mode  for  the  next  generation 
of  ICBM's. 
He  was  right. 

Ten  years  ago,  Mr.  President,  the 
Department  of  Defense  concluded 
that  the  Minuteman  silos,  in  which 
the  administration  proposes  to  place 
the  MX  were  vulnerable  to  a  Soviet 
first  strike.  And  what  with  improve- 
ment in  the  accuracy  of  Soviet  missiles 
since  1973,  that  vulnerability  has 
grown  enormously. 
So  what  good  is  the  MX? 
My  answer  to  that  question  is,  ""No 
good— no  good  at  all." 

The  "Peacekeeper.  ■  What  a  farce. 
What  an  absurdity.  What  a  contradic- 
tion in  terms. 

The  White  House  public  relations 
men  call  this  weapon  the  Peacekeeper, 
a  weapon  that  certainly  will  not  keep 
the  peace.  To  the  contrary,  it  will 
make  the  world  in  which  we  live  a  far 
more  dangerous  place.  Why? 

If  we  know,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
mainstay  of  our  land-based  missile  de- 
terrent is  vulnerable,  we  will  be 
pushed  inevitably  toward  a  posture  of 
launch-on-warning.  Thereby,  we  will 
bring  the  world  one  very  major  step 
closer  to  the  nuclear  brink. 

If  the  Soviets  know  that  we  are  de- 
ploying a  powerful,  but  vulnerable,  nu- 
clear missile,  their  defense  planners 
will  conclude  that  the  United  States 
might— just  might— be  deploying  a 
first-strike  weapon.  As  a  result,  they, 
too,  will  be  pushed  toward  launch  on 
warning. 

It  does  not  take  much  imagination 
to  see  where  all  of  this  could  lead. 

Mr.  President,  the  Air  Force  has  tes- 
tified that  our  existing  land-based  mis- 
siles will  remain  fully  effective 
through  the  year  2000. 

We  are  building  Cruise  missiles  and 
B-1  bombers.  We  have  enormously 
powerful  nuclear  submarines.  We  can 
afford  to  wait  for  the  development  of 
a  small,  survivable  land-based  missile. 

Yet  we  are  rxishing  ahead  to  build 
the  MX.  It  makes  no  sense. 

We  say  that  we  do  not  have  the 
money  to  provide  to  our  frontline 
Army  Forces  the  conventional  weap- 
ons they  will  need  in  the  event  of  war. 
We  have  cut  back  on  tanks,  on  main- 
tenance, on  flying  hours  for  our 
combat  pilots. 


But  we  are  going  ahead  with  the  MX 
missiles.  Try  as  I  might.  Mr.  President. 
I  can  think  of  no  good  reason  for  it. 

We  have  no  shortage  of  nuclear 
weapons  or  of  the  means  to  deliver 
them. 

We  gain  nothing  at  the  bargaining 
table  from  the  MX. 

And  we  gain  nothing— in  fact  we 
lose— in  terms  of  national  security. 

Mr.  President,  on  Armistice  Day. 
1948,  the  late  General  of  the  Army. 
Omar  Bradley,  gave  a  speech  that 
could  well  have  been  made  in  the 
course  of  today's  debate. 

"With  the  monstrous  weapons  man 
already  has,"  General  Bradley  said, 
"'humanity  is  in  danger  of  being 
trapped  in  this  world  by  its  moral  ado- 
lescents." 

"The  world,"  he  continued,  "has 
achieved  brilliance  without  conscience. 
Ours  is  a  world  of  nuclear  giants  and 
ethical  infants." 

In  the  end.  that  is  the  challenge 
before  us.  Are  we  prepared  to  move 
beyond  ethical  infancy  and  scrap  this 
program— scrap  it  because  it  is  a  bad 
and  dangerous  idea? 

Or  will  we  listen  once  again  to  those 
who  have  been  telling  us  for  so  many 
years  that  we  can  cut  back  on  these 
obscene  weapons  only  by  building 
more  of  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  what 
decision  the  Senate  will  reach  on  the 
MX.  I  am  concerned  that  it  will  pass, 
that  somehow  it  will  be  included.  I  was 
pleased  to  see  that  a  substantially 
lesser  number  of  Members  of  the 
House  voted  to  support  it  yesterday.  I 
do  not  know  what  this  body  will  do. 

I  wish  that  Everett  McKinley  Dirk- 
sen was  on  the  floor  today  to  let  his 
oratory  speak  to  his  colleagues  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle.  But  as  for  me,  I  stand 
where  Everett  Dirksen  stood  20  years 
ago,  and  I  will  not  have  it  said  of  me 
that,  "He  knew  and  he  would  not  act." 
Mr.  CRANSTON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hecht).  The  Senator  from  California 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
strongly  oppose  funding  the  MX  mis- 
sile. I  am  opposed  to  spending  the  $2.5 
billion  that  is  contained  in  the  bill,  the 
fiscal  year  1984  Defense  authorization 
bill.  I  led  the  Senate  fight  last  year  in 
the  continuing  resolution  against 
funding  for  MX  production.  Last  May, 
I  voted  against  the  resolution  of  ap- 
proval for  the  most  recent  basing 
mode  proposal  for  the  MX.  The  best 
step  we  could  take  now  for  our  nation- 
al security  is  to  kill  the  MX  program 
once  and  for  all. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate  is  de- 
voting an  extended  period  of  time  to 
debate  the  MX  system,  and  I  applaud 
the  work  of  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do (Mr.  Hart)  in  seeing  to  it  that  the 
debate  has  occurred.  This  debate  is 
necessary  l)ecause  consideration  of  the 


MX  has  become  clouded,  in  large  part 
because  the  administration  keeps 
changing  its  rationale  for  the  MX  to 
suit  the  political  climate.  The  adminis- 
tration has  tried  to  justify  the  MX 
first  as  being  more  survivable,  then  as 
a  means  of  demonstrating  how  strong 
we  are,  and  finally  as  a  bargaining 
chip.  We  see  little  if  any  justification 
for  the  MX  for  military  purposes.  It 
certainly  cannot  be  justified  on  the 
basis  of  military  cost-effectiveness. 

The  original  justification  for  the 
MX  was  that  it  would  be  more  surviv- 
able than  our  Minuteman  III  missiles 
that  are  based  in  fixed  silos.  Much  was 
made  of  the  supposed  vulnerability  of 
these  missiles  and  the  need  for  a  new 
mobile  missile— the  MX— to  replace 
them.  After  spending  billions  of  dol- 
lars over  more  than  a  decade  search- 
ing for  a  more  survivable  basing  mode, 
we  have  not  been  able  to  meet  this  ob- 
jective. 

After  much  political  theater  and 
rhetorical  bombast,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration concluded  that  the  best 
place  to  put  the  new  MX  missile  was 
in  those  same  fixed  Minuteman  silos. 
Thus,  the  MX  would  be  no  more  sur- 
vivable than  the  Minuteman  III.  The 
one  great  difference  is  that  the 
Reagan  administration  purposes  to 
place  an  even  more  valuable  target 
than  the  Minuteman  III— the  MX— in 
these  silos.  The  MX  with  its  10  war- 
heads is  more  accurate,  lethal,  and 
threatening  than  the  Minuteman  III. 
Thus  the  MX  is  a  more  inviting  target 
for  the  Soviets.  The  Reagan  adminis- 
tration cannot  justify  the  MX  on  the 
basis  that  it  is  a  more  survivable 
weapon  system.  How  then  can  the  ad- 
ministration justify  it? 

Finding  a  justification  for  the  MX 
has  proved  a  thorny  problem  for  the 
Reagan  administration.  After  several 
blue  ribbon  commissions  studied  the 
question,  the  last,  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, declared  that  we  need  the 
MX  to  demonstrate  national  will  to 
the  Soviet  Union.  This  is  a  weak  and 
unconvincing  rational  for  a  nuclear 
weapons  system  which  will  cost  more 
than  $26  billion.  I  have  seen  estimates 
that  run  much  higher  than  that.  But 
it  does  not  demonstrate  national  will 
to  deploy  a  weapons  system  that  has 
no  satisfactory  basing  mode  and  that 
has  no  clear  strategic  mission.  The 
Soviet  Union  already  knows  we  are 
deadly  serious  about  our  commitment 
to  defend  our  allies  and  our  national 
interests.  We  have  a  nuclear  arsenal 
that  can  obliterate  our  adversaries- 
even  after  absorbing  a  first  strike.  So 
do  the  Soviets.  We  have  formidable 
nulcear  and  conventional  military 
power  that  we  are  in  the  process  of 
modernizing  at  great  expense  to  our 
Nation.  We  cannot  rationally  claim 
that  proceeding  with  the  MX  demon- 
strates national  will— instead  it  dem- 
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onstrates  misguided  will  and  a  lack  of 
commonsense. 

The  Reagan  administration  is  clear- 
ly uncomfortable  with  the  national 
will  arg\iment;  administration  officials 
have  also  tried  to  sell  the  MX  as  a  bar- 
gaining chip  for  negotiations  with  the 
Soviets.  This  is  an  absolute  travesty.  I 
pray  that  we  have  learned  our  lesson 
about  nuclear  bargaining  chips.  Bar- 
gaining chips,  as  history  has  proven 
time  and  again  with  such  weapons  as 
the  MIRVd  missile,  are  not  bargained 
away.  They  are  deployed.  We  have  de- 
graded our  own  nuclear  forces  by 
pushing  for  the  deployment  of 
MIRV's.  It  is  because  Soviet  deploy- 
ment of  their  own  MIRVd  missiles 
that  many  argue  our  land-based 
ICBM's  are  vulnerable  today.  The  bar- 
gaining chip  argument  is  a  dangerous 
hoax. 

Even  if  the  bargaining  chip  rational 
were  sound,  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's disastrous  record  on  arms  con- 
trol denies  it  all  credibility.  At  the 
same  time  that  some  Reagan  adminis- 
tration officials  sell  the  MX  as  a  bar- 
gaining chip,  other  administration  of- 
ficials claim  that  the  MX  is  nonnego- 
tiable. 

This  administration  has  dashed 
hopes  for  a  comprehensive  nuclear 
test  ban. 

It  has  refused  to  support  ratification 
of  the  Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty,  the 
Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosion  Treaty, 
and  SALT  II. 

The  administration  has  requested 
funds  to  put  the  United  States  back  in 
the  business  of  producing  chemical 
weapons. 

It  has  poured  funds  into  schemes 
that  will  undermine  one  of  our  most 
effective  arms  control  agreements,  the 
ABM  Treaty. 

It  thus  strains  credibility  to  suggest 
that  this  administration  will  get  seri- 
ous about  arms  control  just  as  soon  as 
it  gets  100  MX  missiles  with  another 
.  1,000  nuclear  warheads. 

Mr.  President,  our  defense  posture 
for  decades  has  been  based  on  having 
a  stable   and  credible   nuclear  deter- 
rent. I  emphasize  the  word  "stable" 
because  it  is  the  key  to  having  a  strong 
,    defense.   The   Reagan   administration 
j"  has  assaulted  this  successful  strategic 
'    policy  by  its  inflammatory  rhetoric,  by 
-  Its  efforts  to  upgrade  U.S.  capability 
to  fight  a  protracted  nuclear  war— as  if 
any  such  absurd  scenario  makes  any 
sense— and  by  its  efforts  to  proceed 
with  highly  destabilizing  weapons  like 
the  MX.  We  must  reverse  this  trend. 
Pursuing  such  a  policy  invites  disaster. 

We  need  to  return  to  serious  efforts 
to  halt  the  nuclear  arms  race  and  to 
move  toward  elimination  of  our  nucle- 
ar arsenals.  We  must  reject  the  tor- 
tured logic  that  to  get  fewer  nuclear 
weapons,  we  must  first  get  more,  thou- 
sands more. 

We  do  not  need  the  MX.  There  is  no 
strategic  Justification  for  it.  There  is 


no  improved  basing  mode  for  it.  It 
only  serves  to  fuel  the  terribly  danger- 
ous arms  race. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to 
eliminate  the  MX  funds. 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  begin  by  reminding  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  wherever  he  is,  that  this  is 
not  Everett  McKinley  Dirksen  speak- 
ing to  his  colleagues.  It  is  a  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Minnesota,  to  whom 
has  relatively  newly  come  the  opportu- 
nity of  being  a  U.S.  Senator,  and  obvi- 
ously newly  come  to  the  issue  of  arms 
control. 

I  recall— and  I  have  spoken  of  this 
issue  before  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate— that  as  short  a  time  ago  as 
1978,  when  I  was  engaged  in  my  first 
campaign  for  my  first  political  office, 
even  though  it  was  the  office  of  U.S. 
Senator,  no  one  in  the  State  of  Minne- 
sota—which is  usually  known  for  its 
perspicacity,  if  you  will,  when  it  comes 
to  what  is  going  on  in  the  world— ever 
asked  me  about  SALT  II,  which  at 
that  point  was  the  linchpin  in  a  second 
or  third  phase  of  arms  control. 

When  I  came  to  Washington,  I 
found  things  somewhat  different.  Ever 
since  I  have  been  here.  I  have  found 
that  the  policy  premise  on  which  arms 
control  is  built  has  become  and  has 
been  much  more  political  than  it  has 
been  substantive. 

I  suppose  in  a  sense  the  experience 
of  the  last  10  or  12  days  might  be  in 
that  kind  of  context.  But  I  suggest 
that  we  have  had  an  opportunity— 
maybe  it  seems  like  too  long  an  oppor- 
tunity—to learn  a  great  deal  about  the 
appropriateness  of  our  defense  posture 
and  the  kind  of  authority  it  is  going  to 
take  to  make  sure  that  that  defense 
posture  is  as  strong  as  the  people  of 
this  country  would  like  to  see  it. 

At  the  present  time,  if  I  understand 
the  pending  business,  we  are  being 
asked  to  consider  an  endorsement  of 
the  findings  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion and  to  express  our  support  for 
the  planned  deployment  of  MX  mis- 
siles, as  recommended  by  the  Commis- 
sion. I  am  here  to  speak  against  that 
idea. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  deserves  our  thanks 
for  its  service.  The  members  of  the 
Commission  performed  a  difficult 
task,  and  they  performed  it  well.  In 
particular,  we  owe  a  debt  of  gratitude 
to  the  Commission  for  at  least  three 
things:  First,  the  Commission  put  to 
rest  once  and  for  all  the  rhetoric 
about  the  so-called  window  of  vulner- 
ability. The  final  report  of  the  Com- 
mission makes  absolutely  clear  that  we 
do  not  face,  and  did  not  face,  a  major 
threat  to  the  viability  of  our  land- 
based  strategic  missile  force.  With  this 
fact  now  clearly  understood,  much  of 
the  rationale  for  the  MX  missile  disap- 
pears. We  face  no  present  danger;  in 
fact,  our  situation  is  good. 


Second,  the  Commission  did  an  ad- 
mirable job  of  focusing  our  attention 
on  the  fundamental  importance  of 
arms  control  to  this  country.  The 
report  clearly  stated  that  arms  control 
is  not  simply  nice  to  have.  Instead,  it  is 
a  vital  element  of  our  overall  national 
security  policy,  and  it  is  urgent  that 
we  continue  to  pursue  arms  control  as 
aggressively  as  possible. 

Finally,  the  Commission  made  a  no- 
table contribution  to  the  debate  over 
national  security  policy  by  recom- 
mending a  move  toward  de-MIRV'ing 
our  missiles  and  adopting  a  so-called 
Midgetman  missile  with  a  single  war- 
head. Integral  to  this  idea  is  the  adop- 
tion of  an  arms  control  posture  aimed 
at  •building  down"  force  levels  on 
both  sides. 

Clearly,  the  Commission  did  yeoman 
work.  But  it  dropped  the  ball  in  one 
vital  area.  It  recommended  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile— a  recommen- 
dation which  I  believe  flies  in  the  face 
of  all  the  other  recommendations  laid 
out  in  the  report. 

Mr.  President,  as  several  Senators 
have  noted  throughout  the  past  few 
days,  it  is  too  often  the  case  that 
people  cling  to  yesterdays  answers 
when  faced  with  tomorrow's  problems. 
I  cannot  think  of  anything  that  illus- 
trates this  better  than  the  MX  missile. 
I  will  not  bother  to  recite  still  again 
the  bizarre  history  of  this  weapon. 
Through  all  the  twists  and  turns,  the 
changes  in  basing  mode  and  the  shifts 
in  rationale  for  deployment,  one  thing 
has  stood  out:  The  MX  missile  is  a 
weapon  in  search  of  a  mission.  It  is  not 
needed  to  meet  any  current  threat. 
The  final  report  of  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  should  have  made  that 
point  abundantly  clear  when  it  threw 
cold  water  over  the  fears  of  those  who 
talk  about  a  "window  of  vulnerabil- 
ity." All  that  we  seem  to  be  left  with  is 
the  assertion  that  we  need  to  spend 
$20  billion  or  mors  on  an  obsolete  and 
vulnerable  missile  in  order  to  demon- 
strate our  resolve. 

What  does  this  really  mean?  It 
means  that  we  have  spent  so  long  con- 
vincing ourselves  and  others  that  the 
Soviets  can  destroy  our  current  mis- 
siles—something which  we  now  know 
they  cannot  do  in  the  foreseeable 
future— that  we  will  now  look  weak  or 
stupid  if  we  do  not  go  ahead  with  de- 
ployment. Behind  all  the  diplomatic 
jargon  about  national  will  and  symbols 
of  resolve,  the  truth  is  that  we  are 
being  asked  to  add  to  an  already  over- 
burdened defense  budget  in  order  to 
save  face. 

If  we  really  want  to  avoid  weakening 
our  strength  and  ruining  our  image, 
we  will  avoid  going  ahead  with  the 
MX  missile.  The  only  national  will  we 
would  express  with  deployment  of  the 
MX  would  be  the  will  of  the  spend- 
thrift. And  if  we  are  truly  concerned 
about   our  military  situation— as   we 


should  be— we  must  recognize  that  we 
have  underfunded  too  many  vital 
things  in  order  to  pay  for  an  invest- 
ment in  face-saving. 

We  obviously  cannot  remain  compla- 
cent about  the  long-term  security  of 
our  strategic  nuclear  arsenal.  As  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  has  indicated, 
there  will  come  a  time— years  from 
now,  but  within  this  century— when 
any  land-based  target  in  a  fixed  loca- 
tion can  be  vulnerable  to  attack.  That 
time  is  not  now,  but  it  is  coming. 

The  MX  missile  will  do  nothing  to 
solve  this  problem,  and  everything  to 
hasten  it.  Worse  yet.  by  providing  the 
Soviets  with  more  lucrative  targets 
than  they  now  have,  it  will  increase 
their  incentive  to  shoot  first  in  a  crisis. 
As  the  Scowcroft  panel  pointed  out 
with  impeccable  logic,  the  answer  to 
this  potential  problem  is  to  shift  to  a 
less  lucrative  target,  to  diversify  our 
forces  among  a  number  of  small, 
mobile  missiles  which  can  avoid  detec- 
tion and  attack.  Such  a  missile— com- 
monly called  the  "Midgetman"- could 
be  available  in  the  relatively  near 
future.  In  fact,  it  could  be  deployed 
only  a  couple  of  year  later  than  the 
MX. 

Aside  from  the  far  greater  military 
merits  of  the  Midgetman.  such  a  mis- 
sile has  one  extraordinarily  important 
advantage  over  the  MX:  It  is  compati- 
ble with  the  kinds  of  imaginative  arms 
control  proposals  such  as  the  build- 
down  which  are  now  surfacing.  Let  me 
explore  this  point  a  bit. 

The  build-down  concept  is  based  on 
a  sophisticated  grasp  of  the  requisites 
of  arms  control  in  the  late  20th  centu- 
ry. Simply  stated— and  the  concept  is 
the  soul  of  simplicity— the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  would 
agree  to  dismantle  and  destroy  two 
warheads  for  each  new  warhead  de- 
ployed. Note  that  the  emphasis  is  on 
warheads— actual  weapons— and  not 
on  launchers,  such  as  missiles.  The 
focus  in  the  build-down  is  where  it 
properly  belongs:  On  the  nose-cone  of 
a  missile  rather  than  the  engine. 

The  build-down  does  not  mandate 
new  forces.  It  does  not  even  give  the 
superpowers  an  incentive  to  modern- 
ize, at  least  so  long  as  they  insist  on 
such  obsolete  and  destabilizing  weap- 
ons as  the  MX  missile.  What  it  does 
do.  however,  is  to  recognize  that  mod- 
ernization can  be  made  the  handmaid 
rather  than  the  enemy  of  arms  con- 
trol. 

Why?  Precisely  because  in  order  to 
avoid  the  kind  of  long-term  threat 
posed  to  our  arsenal  by  simple  obsoles- 
cence, not  to  mention  Soviet  actions, 
we  may  occasionally  wish  to  alter  our 
force  posture.  The  key  is  alteration, 
not  modernization  as  such. 

In  the  past,  modernization  has  really 
meant  only  more  of  the  same.  It  has 
meant  that  we  have  built  bombs  that 
are  bigger,  guidance  systems  that  are 
more  swjcurate,  missiles  that  are  faster. 


It  has  proceeded  in  one  direction  only, 
and  a  very  predictable  one.  That  is 
why  people  are  rightly  concerned  that 
a  focus  on  modernization  can  make 
the  situation  worse,  not  better.  It  is 
why  the  concept  of  a  complete  freeze 
is  so  appealing  to  many  people. 

Unfortunately,  however,  moderniza- 
tion of  a  weapon  system  can  occur  for 
many  reasons,  not  all  of  them  deliber- 
ate. Consider,   for  instance,  that  ad- 
vances in  such  basic  and  nonmilitary 
sciences  as  geophysics  will  continue  to 
add   to    our   knowledge    of   magnetic 
fields,  the  atmosphere,  and  conditions 
in   space.   Clearly,   this   knowledge   is 
profoundly  important  for  all  humans, 
for  it  can  help  us  to  do  such  things  as 
predicting  or  controlling  weather  sys- 
tems. Just  as  clearly,  the  knowledge 
gained  in  a  benign  area  can  be  applied 
to  a  military  area.  At  the  minimum, 
for  instance,  raw  information  gained 
in  studying  the  atmosphere  can  im- 
prove the  accuracy  of  existing  missile 
guidance  systems,  simply  by  improving 
the  input  in  onboard  computers.  Data 
in  the  computer  program  of  a  guid- 
ance system  cannot  be  frozen,  for  com- 
pliance with  this  could  never  be  veri- 
fied 

The  point,  therefore,  is  that  some 
advances  in  the  characteristics  of 
weapons  systems  seem  virtually  inevi- 
table. If  we  pretend  otherwise,  we  do 
ourselves  no  great  service.  If  we  try  to 
stop  it  altogether,  we  set  ourselves  an 
impossible  task.  If  we  seek  to  harness 
it  in  a  benign  direction,  however,  we 
may  accomplish  some  laudable  goals. 

So  what  does  the  build-down  do?  It 
permits  modernization,  but  it  extracts 
a  severe  penalty.  It  forces  on  decision- 
makers the  necessity  for  choice,  some- 
thing which  they  have  too  often  avoid- 
ed in  the  past  while  mindlessly  piling 
weapon  on  top  of  weapon  in  a  point- 
less arms  race. 

By  demanding  that  for  every  new 
warhead  deployed,  two  must  be  de- 
stroyed, the  build-down  incorporates 
into  military  plarming  two  important 
principles.  First,  it  directly  works  on 
actual  reductions  in  arms  levels.  This 
goal  is  as  old  as  arms  control.  It  has 
been  advocated  by  people  as  different 
as  George  Kennan,  Jimmy  Carter,  and 
I»resident  Reagan.  Little  has  been 
done  to  achieve  it.  A  build-down  will 
do  so. 

Second,  the  build-down  concept  will 
force  our  military  planners,  and  those 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  to  do  something 
which  they  often  fail  to  do.  It  will 
force  them  to  think  about  nuclear 
weapons  in  two  dimensions,  not  just 
one.  What  I  mean  is  that  it  will  force 
them  to  realize  that  instability  is 
caused  not  just  by  one  side  or  the 
other,  but  by  how  each  side  perceives 
the  other  at  any  given  time. 

Critics  of  the  MX  have  pointed  out, 
with  good  reason,  that  aside  from  the 
inherent  problems  with  the  missile  in 
its  own  right,  it  is  dangerous  for  two 


reasons:  It  suggests  to  the  Soviets  that 
we  may  be  moving  toward  a  first-strike 
capability,  and  it  simultaneously  raises 
their  own  stakes  in  striking  first.  It 
does  so  because  it  is  loaded  with  10 
warheads  per  launcher.  Since  we  will 
deploy  only  100  of  these  missiles,  we 
offer  the  Soviets  every  incentive  to 
shoot  at  a  relatively  small  number  of 
targets,  knowing  that  if  they  succeed 
they  will  have  expended  only  a  few  of 
their  own  missiles.  To  put  ourselves 
into  such  a  situation  makes  no  sense. 

A  build-down,  however,  forces  this 
recognition  on  people  from  the  outset. 
It  does  so  by  making  clear  that  if  we 
want  to  develop  a  new  weapon,  we 
must  get  rid  of  others.  This  means  in 
particular  that  multiple-warhead  mis- 
siles are— for  the  first  time— explicitly 
dangerous  no  matter  how  one  views  . 
the  world.  To  arms  controllers,  of 
course,  multiple  warhead  missiles  have 
always  been  dangerous,  for  arms  con- 
trollers are  trained  to  think  in  two  di- 
mensions. To  military  people,  or  to 
cost-efficiency  experts,  on  the  other 
hand,  multiple  warhead  missiles  have 
too  often  seemed  a  smart  investment. 
That  is  why  they  have  been  built. 

Prom  a  narrow  military  perspective, 
a  multiple  warhead  missile  appears  to 
pack  more  punch.  From  a  narrow  cost- 
efficiency  perspective,  multiple-war- 
head missiles  appear  to  be  a  way  to  get 
more  bang  for  the  buck— to  save 
money. 

By  capping  the  arms  race,  by  forcing 
a  focus  on  warhead  levels  rather  than 
launcher  levels,  and  by  imposing  a 
penalty  on  new  weapons  programs,  the 
build-down  makes  it  clear  to  every- 
body that  multiple  warhead  missiles 
are  a  bad  investment.  Let  me  show  an 
example.  * 

We  currently  have  an  arsenal  of  450 
single-warhead  Minuteman  II  missiles, 
and  550  multiple-warhead  Minuteman 
III  missiles,  each  with  three  weapons. 
Under  a  build-down,  it  is  explicitly  ri- 
diculous to  proceed  with  an  MX  mis- 
sile, armed  with  10  warheads.  Why? 
Because  to  deploy  the  10  warheads  on 
each  MX.  we  must  destroy  20  other 
warheads.  This  means  that  we  must ' 
destroy  either  20  Minuteman  II  mis- 
siles, or  7  Minuteman  III  missiles  for 
each  MX  we  deploy.  This  cannot 
appeal  to  anybody.  To  arms  control- 
lers, such  a  scheme  would  mean  that 
the  Soviets  would  have  still  greater  in- 
centives to  strike  first,  for  we  would 
have  deployed  an  arsenal  of  relatively 
few  missiles,  each  armed  heavily.  The 
incentive  to  shoot  first  in  a  crisis 
would  be  very  high.  Hence,  under 
build-down.  MX  would  be  a  horribly 
stupid  investment,  national  will  not- 
withstanding. 

From  the  narrow  perspective  of  a 
military  officer,  MX  under  a  buUd- 
down  approach  would  be  just  as  diffi- 
cult, for  it  would  mean  a  net  loss  in 
actual  military  capability. 
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From  the  standpoint  of  a  cost-effi- 
ciency analyst,  finally,  build-down 
would  make  MX  a  resoundingly  ineffi- 
cient choice,  for  it  would  impose  more 
costs  than  gains. 

The  point,  therefore,  is  that  a  build- 
down  approach  to  arms  control  can 
discipline  people  who  thus  far  have 
not  demonstrated  discipline,  for  it  will 
explicitly  force  on  them  the  kinds  of 
hard  choices  they  should  have  dealt 
with  earlier.  In  particular,  a  build- 
down  approach  would  be  the  most 
powerful  kind  of  argument  against 
MX.  or  any  other  multiple-warhead 
missile  for  that  matter. 

A  Midgetman.  on  the  other  hand, 
would  be  the  only  sensible  way  to  pro- 
ceed, for  with  its  single  warhead,  it 
could  be  traded  in  at  a  less  disastrous 
cost  in  launchers.  Remember,  howev- 
er—and this  is  crucial— investment  in  a 
Midgetman  would  still  mean  a  2-for-l 
reduction  in  overall  weapons  levels. 
The  key  thing  is  that  as  arms  levels 
decreased,  the  ratio  between  weapons 
and  launchers  would  continue  to  pre- 
serve stability.  When  we  have  too 
many  warheads  packed  on  too  few 
launchers— the  situation  in  which  mul- 
tiple warheads  have  put  us— the  situa- 
tion is  unstable.  When  relatively  few 
warheads  are  distributed  over  many 
launchers,  there  is  no  possible  incen- 
tive to  shoot  first,  and  the  situation  is 
therefore  far  more  stable.  We  can 
move  in  that  direction  by  implement- 
ing a  build-down,  a  shifting  of  our 
force  posture  away  from  a  reliance  on 
MIRVd  missiles. 

So,  to  conclude,  Mr.  President,  I  find 
it  impossible  to  understand  how  the 
MX  missile  makes  any  sense.  The  mili- 
tary rationale  was  invalidated  along 
with  the  window  of  vulnerability.  The 
current  rationale  seems  to  be  only 
face-saving.  The  consequences  of  de- 
ployment are  frightening  from  every 
possible  perspective— budgetary,  mili- 
tary, and  arms  control.  Finally,  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  will  make  a  build- 
down  either  meaningless  or  exceeding- 
ly difficult  to  achieve.  It  makes  no 
sense  to  support  the  build-down,  as  I 
do,  and  to  argue  for  the  MX  missile. 

The  principal  notion  which  links  the 
MX  to  a  build-down  is  that  we  must 
put  Soviet  silos  at  risk  in  order  to 
induce  the  Russians  to  enter  a  build- 
down  regime.  But  existing  missiles  can 
and  do  threaten  Soviet  silos,  and  the 
oncoming  Trident  II  missile  will  fill 
any  conceivable  gap  in  this  spectnun 
fully  as  well  as  the  MX.  So  we  are 
being  asked,  in  essence,  to  compound  a 
redundant  capability  in  order  to  show 
strength  that  we  already  have— to 
build  up  in  order  to  buUd  down.  In  my 
opinion,  the  costs  are  too  great  and 
the  risks  too  severe  to  undertake  such 
calculated  illogic. 

I  therefore  urge  my  colleagues  to 
reject  a  missile  which  will  be  built 
only  to  be  taken  back  down,  and  to 
vote  against  the  MX  missile 


Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  feel  that  the  principal  con- 
cern that  he  has  about  this  missile  has 
to  do  with  the  way  in  which  it  is  pro- 
posed by  the  Scowcroft  Commission  to 
be  deployed,  in  other  words,  is  his  con- 
cern about  it  more  to  do  with  the 
nature  of  the  missile  or  the  way  it  is  to 
be  deployed,  or  is  it  a  combination  of 
both? 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  I  guess  I 
would  answer  my  colleague  from  Colo- 
rado by  saying  that  it  is  both. 

Mr.  HART.  Is  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota under  the  Impression  that 
there  might  be  some  more  stable  and 
acceptable  basing  mode  for  the  mis- 
sile? 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  more  stable  basing  mode 
but,  as  I  indicated,  one  of  my  principal 
concerns  for  this  missile  is  that  it 
would  appear  to  me  that  this  Nation  is 
moving  in  a  more  logical  arms  control 
direction  that  involves  some  form  of 
build-down.  If.  as  I  do,  you  buy  the 
notion  of  a  builddown  and  a  concept  of 
2  for  1  or  1.9  for  0.9,  or  whatever,  it  be- 
comes very  illogical  from  a  national  se- 
curity standpoint  while  we  are  en- 
gaged in  a  builddown  process  for  us  to 
put  in  place  launchers  with  10  war- 
heads on  each  of  these  launchers. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  the  same 
logic  applies  to  the  so-called  warhead 
trade  off  ratio,  and  I  think  that  last 
answer  has  to  do  with  that. 

If  an  existing  Minuteman  silo  with  a 
missile  in  it  with  3  warheads  can  pre- 
sumably be  targeted  accurately 
enough  to  knock  it  out.  by  deploying 
missiles  with  10  warheads  all  we  are 
doing  is  providing  7  more  warheads 
that  can  be  knocked  out  with  the  same 
1  or  no  more  than  2  incoming  Soviet 
warheads.  Is  that  not  also  the  case? 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Yes.  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  is  clearly 
correct.  Obviously,  a  great  deal  of  at- 
tention has  been  given  in  the  last 
couple  of  years  to  the  issue  of  surviv- 
ability. There  may  well  have  been 
some  progress,  but  I  think  the  issue  of 
survivability  and  vulnerability  is  irrel- 
evant to  the  argument  that  I  was 
making  here. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  for  yielding  and  for 
his  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
QuAYLE).  The  Senator  from  Arkansas 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
present  amendment,  the  junendment 
that  is  pending,  the  so-called  Tower- 
Warner  amendment,  deals  with  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  report,  and  so  I 
wish  in  the  context  of  the  whole  MX 
to  address  both  subjects,  that  is.  the 
military  advisability  and  the  economic 


feasibility  of  building  the  missile  and 
also  to  talk  about  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission and  its  report  and  some  salient 
features  in  it. 

Now.  in  order  for  anybody  to  have  a 
rational  under^itanding  of  the  debate, 
they  have  to  understand,  first,  the  his- 
tory of  the  MX.  the  rationale  for  it. 
why  we  are  here  today  debating  it, 
and,  of  course,  you  have  to  bear  in 
mind  we  have  known  for  a  long  time 
that  the  Soviets  have  always  put  more 
credence  in  their  land-based  missiles 
than  they  have  any  other  part  of  their 
strategic  forces.  That  is  one  of  the  rea- 
sons, incidentally,  that  they  got,  that 
the  President  got,  a  negative  response 
when  he  started  talking  about  the  So- 
viets cutting  about  a  half  to  a  two- 
thirds  of  their  land-based  forces.  That 
is  the  thing  they  rely  on  most  just  as 
we  consider  our  most  invulnerable 
force  to  be  our  submarines. 

But  we  have  known  for  a  long  time 
that  they  were  building  the  SS-18's 
and  the  SS-19's  and  they  started 
MIRV'ing  all  their  missiles  almost  im- 
mediately after  we  did,  and  so  now 
they  have  this  tremendous  number  of 
warheads  on  their  ICBM's.  and  the 
strategic  planners  and  advisers  in  this 
country  said  "If  we  don't  want  our 
land-based  missiles  overwhelmed,  we 
have  got  to  develop  a  mobile  missile 
that  is  invulnerable  to  a  massive 
Soviet  attack.  "  That  is  the  only  reason 
we  started  talking  about  mobile  mis- 
siles in  the  first  place. 

So.  we  began  to  do  research  and  de- 
velopment on  what  was  then  and  is 
now  called  the  MX.  The  MX  was  sup- 
posed to  have  two  qualities  that  would 
deter  the  Soviets  from  trying  to  build 
more  and  more  holes  in  the  ground, 
put  more  and  more  big  missiles  in  the 
ground,  and  to  let  them  know  we  were 
not  ever  going  to  allow  them  to  over- 
whelm our  land-based  missiles. 

Well,  in  order  to  do  that  there  were 
two  or  three  things  that  ought  to 
happen,  and  the  first  one,  of  course, 
always  that  should  have  happened  was 
a  treaty  that  would  limit  the  number 
of  warheads  the  Soviet  Union  would 
have  that  could  be  used  to  overwhelm 
our  1,047  land-based  missiles. 

Well,  the  treaty  is  a  very  elusive 
thing,  and  I  am  not  going  to  rehash 
the  whole  debate  on  SALT  II,  good, 
bad,  indifferent,  however  people  may 
feel  about  it.  but  all  during  the  Carter 
administration  Harold  Brown  and  Bill 
Perry  labored  and  grunted  and 
groaned  and  tried  to  come  up  with  an 
acceptable,  that  is,  politically  accepta- 
ble, method  of  deploying  the  MX  mis- 
sile, that  would  make  it  both  mobile 
and  survivable. 

Obviously,  the  mobility  of  the  thing 
is  not  as  important  as  its  survivability. 
Now  bear  in  mind  I  have  not  heard 
any  talk  about  if  we  put  the  MX  mis- 
sile in  Minuteman  silos— my  latest  in- 
formation on  that  I  believe  was  in  May 


when  the  Secretary  of  Defense  testi- 
fied before  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee on  which  I  sit,  and  said.  "There 
is  no  present  plan  to  harden  these 
silos." 

So  Harold  Brown  and  Bill  Perry  fi- 
nally came  up  with  the  only  possible 
method  of  deploying  the  MX  that 
they  thought  would  survive  a  Soviet 
attack  and  that  was  the  so-called  MPS. 
multiple  protective  shelters,  where  we 
would  put  200  missiles  in  4.000  shelters 
and  this  would  require  just  about  all 
of  the  Soviet  warheads  with  hard- 
target  kill  capability  if  they  wanted  to 
overwhelm  that  system. 

If  you  plan.  Senator,  to  kill  silos,  you 
have  to  plan  on  two  warheads.  So  far 
as  I  know,  no  planner.  United  States 
or  Soviets,  ever  plans  on  knocking  out 
a  missile  with  less  than  two  warheads 
and  I  think  that  is  a  part  of  our  doc- 
trine and  it  is  a  part  of  theirs. 

But  let  me  go  on.  Bear  in  mind  I  said 
in  my  first  statement  we  were  looking 
for  a  politically  acceptable  way  to 
deploy  this  missile,  and  every  other 
way  deploying  them  by  airplane- 
somebody  came  up  and  said,  "Well,  we 
will  let  a  parachute  drag  them  out  of 
the  end  of  a  C-5,"  and  incidentally  I 
remember— and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  and  I  do  not  agree  very  often  on 
a  lot  of  matters  but  he  and  I  certainly 
agreed  with  that  one— I  thought  it  was 
a  cockamamie  idea  and  I  still  do— and 
they  talked  about  other  things  and  I 
remember  in  1980  how  Ronald  Reagan 
made  fun,  it  was  one  of  his  standard 
speeches  to  make  fun,  of  that  race 
track  system  out  in  Nevada  and 
Utah— and  you  know  that  is  another 
one  of  those  things  that  bring  people 
to  their  feet  but  not  to  their  senses,  as 
we  say.  He  did  not  offer  any  other 
method  of  deploying  it.  He  did  not  say 
in  1980  that,  "I  believe  in  a  15-mile  tri- 
angle called  dense  pack."  or  properly 
around  here  "dunce  pack."  He  only 
said  that  this  system  of  deploying- 
these  missiles  in  Nevada  and  Utah  is 
silly,  and  people  would  applaud  and 
cheer,  but  nobody  was  offering  an  al- 
ternative method  of  deploying  them. 

Well,  the  people  in  Utah  and  Nevada 
did  exactly  what  the  people  in  Louisi- 
ana and  Arkansas  would  have  done, 
they  rose  up  in  righteous  indignation 
and  said,  "Our  bodies  are  going  to  lie 
prostrate  on  the  meadows  when  you 
dig  our  State  up  to  that  extent  to 
deploy  this  missile." 

Not  only  that,  Nevada  and  Utah  are 
not  totally  without  clout  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  The  Senator  from  Nevada  is 
by  every  account  I  have  seen  for  2V2 
years  the  President's  best  friend.  And 
I  think  that  is  fine.  I  applaud  their 
friendship.  But  I  can  tell  you  based  on 
that  and  the  fact  that  another  Sena- 
tor was  chairman  of  the  Labor  Com- 
mittee, another  is  chairman  of  the 
Banking  Committee,  as  I  say  those 
two  States  were  not  exactly  without 
political  clout  in  Washington. 


So  the  first  thing  you  know,  you 
know  that  the  MPS  system,  which  has 
been  very  carefully  crafted,  ain't  going 
anywhere,  and  sure  enough  it  was  not. 
But  you  have  to  bear  in  mind  one 
other  factor  and  that  is  without  a 
SALT  Treaty,  which  would  have  limit- 
ed the  number  of  warheads  the  Sovi- 
ets could  put  on  their  SS-18's  and  SS- 
19's,  nothing  made  any  sense.  They 
agreed  in  the  SALT  II  Treaty  to  limit 
the  number  of  warheads  on  that  big 
SS-18  to  10.  and  it  was  public  testimo- 
ny, this  is  not  classified  because  David 
Jones  testified  before  our  committee 
that  the  Soviets  could  put  20,  maybe 
30,  warheads  on  top  of  the  SS-18.  So 
the  more  shelters  you  built  the  more 
warheads,  without  a  treaty,  the  Sovi- 
ets would  elect  to  put  on  their  missiles, 
and  so  even  the  MPS  system,  the  race- 
track system,  which  I  favored  reluc- 
tantly and  grudgingly  because  I  saw  it 
as  the  only  way  to  deploy  the  MX  in  a 
survivable  mode,  I  would  not  have  sup- 
ported that  without  a  SALT  Treaty. 

Well,  so  then  the  President  had  been 
going  around  saying,  "You  know  ev- 
erything, untoward  thing,  in  the  world 
that  happens  in  the  world  is  hatched 
up  in  the  Kremlin  dining  room.  The 
Soviets  have  this  vast  margin  of  supe- 
riority over  us,"  and  he  wanted  the 
MX  missile.  The  Pentagon  convinced 
him  that  he  not  only  wanted  it  but  he 
needed  it. 

But  he  has  already  made  so  much 
fun  of  the  only  system  that  made  any 
sense,  he  cannot  go  to  that.  So  he  says 
to  the  Pentagon,  "You  fellows  sit 
down  and  come  and  bring  me  another 
system  that  I  can  sell  to  the  American 
people."  You  know  he  is  great  on  tele- 
vision. I  am  sure  he  said,  'I  can  sell 
this  thing." 

So  they  came  with  the  dense  pack. 
You  know  the  first  time  I  ever  saw  the 
dense  pack  deployment  system,  I  felt 
the  same  way  Ron  Reagan  did  the 
first  time  he  ever  saw  the  MPS 
system.  I  thought  it  was  absolutely 
laughable.  And  it  did  not  take  the  U.S. 
Senate  very  long  to  make  up  its  mind 
about  dense  pack.  We  did  not  want 
any  part  of  it.  It  made  no  sense  to  any- 
body in  this  body. 

But  the  President  was  not  deterred. 
He  was  not  daunted.  He  still  wanted 
the  MX,  even  though  I  remember 
Harold  Brown  saying,  "The  MX  does 
not  make  any  sense  unless  it  is  mobile 
and  unless  it  is  survivable." 

The  President  finally  said,  in  des- 
peration. "We  have  checked  about  40 
different  ways  that  we  can  deploy  the 
MX  and  none  of  them  looks  very  good, 
but  I  still  want  the  MX  and  so  I  am 
going  to  appoint  a  commission." 

There  is  nothing  new  about  that. 
When  I  was  Governor  and  I  really  got 
into  a  hot  one,  I  always  appointed  a 
commission  to  bring  back  what  I 
wanted  in  the  first  place.  And  the 
President  very  carefully  selected  the 
Scowcroft     Commission.     There     are 


some  truly  outstanding  men  on  the 
Commission,  but  to  my  knowledge 
there  was  not  one  single  person  ap- 
pointed to  that  Commi^ion  who  did 
not  want  to  build  the  MX  missile— not 
one— including  my  friend.  Harold 
Brown. 

And  so  they  came  back  with  this 
report,  which  we  now  call  the  Scow- 
croft Commission.  It  worked  so  well 
that  now  the  President  wants  a  com- 
mission to  settle  Central  America. 
Lord  only  knows  how  many  commis- 
sions we  are  going  to  have  around  here 
in  the  next  couple  of  years  if  they 
keep  working  as  well  as  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  did. 

And  so,  the  Scowcroft  Commission, 
on  page  1,  says  something  that  makes 
an  awful  lot  of  sense.  And  I  am  trying 
to  be  fair  in  analyzing  this  report. 

Although  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  hold  fundamentally  incompat- 
ible views  of  history,  of  the  nature  of  socie- 
ty, and  of  the  individual's  place  In  it,  the  ex- 
istence of  nuclear  weapons  Imbues  that  ri- 
valry with  peril  unprecedented  in  human 
history. 

Now,  I  say  to  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate,  that  is  why  we  are  here  debat- 
ing this  today,  because  we  face  perils 
unprecedented  in  human  history.  Any- 
body who  speaks  on  this  issue  without 
some  emotion,  without  some  passion, 
does  not  understand  that  line  from 
the  Scowcroft  Commission. 

But  it  gets  a  lot  more  interesting.  On 
page  2,  the  Scowcroft  Commission  dis- 
cusses deterrence.  I  believe  in  deter- 
rence. I  believe  that  you  cannot  beat 
something  with  nothing,  I  do  not  care 
whether  it  is  chemical  weapons  or  nu- 
clear weapons  or  anything  else  too 
abominable  to  even  think  of.  The 
Scowcroft  Commission,  in  the  part  of 
its  introduction,  says: 

Such  a  policy  of  deterrence,  like  the  secu- 
rity policy  of  the  West  itself,  is  essentially 
defensive  in  nature.  The  strategic  forces 
that  are  necessary  in  order  to  support  such 
a  policy  by  their  very  existence  help  to  con- 
vince the  Soviet  Union's  leaders  that  the 
West  has  the  military  strength  and  political 
will  to  resist  aggression;  and  that,  if  they 
should  ever  choose  to  attack,  they  should 
have  no  doubt  that  we  can  and  would  re- 
spond until  we  have  so  damaged  the  power 
of  the  Soviet  state  that  they  will  unmistak- 
ably be  far  worse  off  than  If  they  had  never 
begun. 

I  have  absolutely  no  quarrel  with 
that  statement.  The  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States  must  always  know 
that  if  either  ever  chooses  to  attack 
the  other,  the  retaliatory  damage  in- 
flicted on  the  attacker  will  make  them 
wish  they  had  never  fired  the  first 
missile. 

Can  either  side,  in  a  ssme  moment, 
doubt  for  a  moment  the  validity  of 
that  statement? 

They  go  on  to  say.  "Deterrence  is 
the  set  of  beliefs  in  the  minds  of  the 
Soviet  leaders,  given  their  own  values 
and  attitudes,  about  our  capabilities 
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and  our  will."  Again,  no  quarrel  with 
that. 

The  question  about  the  MX  is: 
Where  does  it  fit  into  the  role  of  de- 
terrence? Are  the  Soviets  deterred  by 
putting  100  missiles  in  silos  that  they 
already  have  targeted?  We  are  doing 
them  a  great  favor  because  we  are 
going  to  put  them  in  existing  silos  that 
are  already  targeted.  They  will  not 
even  have  to  reprogram  their  comput- 
ers. But  is  the  Soviet  Union  deterred 
by  replacing  missiles  with  three  war- 
heads, or  that  at  least  could  have 
three  warheads  if  we  choose  to  mod- 
ernize the  rest  of  our  Minuteman 
force— and  certainly  the  moderniza- 
tion of  the  250  remaining  Minuteman 
Ill's  that  have  not  been  modernized, 
makes  eminent  good  sense  to  putting 
100  MX  in  those  silos— but  the  ques- 
tion is  are  the  Soviets  deterred  any 
more  than  they  already  are  deterred 
by  sinking  these  missiles  into  silos 
that  already  exist  with  missiles  in 
them? 

I  think  that  if  you  were  to  ask  the 
strategic  planners  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
"Do  you  want  the  United  States  to 
build  the  MX  missile?",  the  answer 
would  be,  no.  But  if  you  were  to  ask 
them,  "Do  you  think  the  United 
States  modernization  of  its  strategic 
weaponry  that  is  already  underway, 
not  on  the  drawing  board  but  already 
underway,  is  more  frightening  to  you 
than  the  MX?",  the  answer  would  be 
"Yes." 

Ask  the  Soviet  Union,  if  they  had  a 
choice,  'Would  you  prefer  the  United 
States  build  the  MX  or  the  D-5? " 
They  will  take  the  D-5.  "Would  you 
prefer  the  United  States  give  up  its 
cruise  missile  capability  by  deploying 
cruise  missiles  on  our  B-52's  and  later 
the  B-1,  would  you  prefer  that  or  the 
MX?"  They  would  prefer  we  build  the 
MX. 

If  you  were  to  ask  them.  "Would  you 
rather  the  United  States  build  the  MX 
or  the  Stealth  bomber  loaded  down 
with  cruise  missiles?".  I  daresay  they 
would  say.  "We'll  still  take  the  MX." 

Now.  I  say  all  these  things  just  to 
point  out  the  Soviets  may  be  dumb, 
but  they  are  not  stupid.  As  I  said  the 
other  day.  they  did  not  just  fall  off  a 
watermelon  truck.  They  know  where 
our  missiles  are  located.  1  hey  have  got 
them  all  targeted.  They  should  be 
grateful  for  small  favors  that  we  are 
willing  to  put  $16  billion  to  $30  billion 
into  a  system  that  they  already  have 
targeted. 

Mr.  HART.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  has  made  a 
very  valid  and  very  important  point 
about  what  all  this  looks  like  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Understanding  the  hazards  of  trying 
to  put  ourselves  in  their  shoes,  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  might  specu- 
late, if  he  were  a  Soviet  strategic  plan- 


ner or  senior  military  official,  what  he 
would  think,  if  the  United  States  went 
forward  to  build  this  missile  and  put  it 
in  fixed  silos,  about  American  inten- 
tions? If  he  just  looked  objectively  at 
the  United  States  building  this  missile, 
given  everything  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas has  said,  and  trying  to  figure 
out  what  is  on  the  mind  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  and  the 
American  military  command,  what 
conclusions  might  he  draw  about 
American  intentions  in  the  1980's  and 
1990s? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor, as  I  said  a  moment  ago,  the  Sovi- 
ets may  be  dumb,  but  they  are  not 
stupid.  And  there  is  one  and  only  one 
inescapable  conclusion  that  the  Soviet 
strategic  planners  could  come  to.  and 
that  is  this  is  not  a  weapon  to  deter.  It 
is  a  weapon  which  will  be  used  as  a 
first  strike  weapon,  and  that  is  the 
only  possible  value  it  could  have. 

Mr.  HART.  Is  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas aware  also  of  studies  that  have 
been  done  about  how  effective  our 
strategic  warning  system  is  but  also 
how  it  breaks  down  on  occasion? 

One  of  those  studies  is  a  report  pre- 
pared by  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  GoLDWATER)  and  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  in  October  1980,  which 
documented  the  number  of  times  over 
a  period  of  a  year  and  a  half  in  which 
our  very  valuable,  very  expensive,  very 
exotic  strategy  warning  system  broke 
down.  In  fact,  four  of  those  break- 
downs over  a  several  month  period  led 
to  the  collection  of  the  assessment 
committee  or  assessment  group  among 
our  senior  military  and  political  com- 
manders as  to  how  to  respond  to  a  pre- 
sumed Soviet  attack.  Is  the  Senator 
aware  of  those  studies  and  that 
report? 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  am,  indeed. 
Mr.  HART.  If  you  were  continuing 
in  the  role  of  trying  to  project  what 
the  Soviets  thought  about  this,  and 
you  saw  the  American  political  and 
military  command  go  forward  with 
this  missile  system,  and  you  knew  how 
often  your  warning  system  broke  down 
on  your  side  and  read  these  reports 
about  how  often  a  superior  American 
warning  system  broke  down  on  the 
American  side,  what  would  that  tell 
you  about  building  and  placing  this 
missile  in  vulnerable  silos? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator.  I  went  to  see  a  movie  the 
other  night.  I  went  to  see  it  to  be  en- 
tertained. I  have  already  mentioned 
this  in  a  previous  speech  I  made  on 
this  subject.  It  was  called  "War 
Games."  It  was  where  a  16-year-old 
kid  with  a  personal  computer  got  it 
tied  in  with  the  Norad  system  and  the 
first  thing  you  know  he  had  a  program 
inadvertently  put  into  the  system 
showing  the  Soviet  Union  launching 
1.000  missiles  against  the  United 
States.  This  was  a  movie,  you  under- 


stand, and  it  was  designed  to  be  enter- 
taining. 

It  is  hard  for  me  to  laugh  in  a  movie 
where  you  are  constantly  dealing  with 
the  possibility  of  the  Soviets  having 
launched  1,000  missiles.  But  the  thing 
I  did  glean  from  this  movie  was  that 
our  system  of  warning,  when  the  Sovi- 
ets have  launched,  is  far  from  perfect. 
Indeed,  it  is  imperfect. 

I  have  heard  stories  about  as  many 
as  150  first  stage  alerts,  and  stories 
that  a  Senator  recited  of  four  alerts, 
from  false  warnings  in  our  warning 
system  that  caused  our  senior  strate- 
gic group  to  get  together  to  assess  this 
warning. 
Mr.  HART.  The  threat  is  constant. 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Yes.  Something 
that  is  terrifying  about  that  is  that 
our  warning  system  is  almost  light 
years  ahead  of  the  Soviet  warning 
system.  Ours  is  much  better  than 
theirs. 

I  told  this  story  the  other  day,  too. 
Bill  Perry,  who  was  the  Assistant 
Deputy  Secretary  for  Research  and 
Development  during  the  Carter  years, 
told  me  he  got  a  warning  one  morning 
about  3  o'clock  in  the  morning.  He  was 
called  to  the  Pentagon  and  they  said. 
"Mr.  Secretary,  the  Soviets  have  just 
launched  1.000  missiles  against  the 
United  States." 

As  Secretary  Perry  told  me.  that  will 
just  ruin  your  whole  night  when  you 
get  a  message  like  that. 

Think  about  it.  Think  about  the 
warning  system  that  does  allow  and 
does  permit  those  things  to  happen. 
That  is  the  reason  we  have  never  be- 
lieved in  launch  on  warning  or  launch 
on  attack,  even. 

Mr.  HART.  If  the  Senator  will  yield. 
I  will  tell  him  when  that  occurred  out 
of  this  report  I  mentioned. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Fine. 

Mr.  HART.  In  1979  and  1980  there 
were  four  threat  assessment  confer- 
ences. That  is  what  happens  when  the 
Norad  commander  in  Colorado  Springs 
determines  the  possibility  of  a  threat. 
That  is  a  euphemism  for  your  radar 
screens  or  display  screens  are  showing 
missiles  on  the  way.  The  next  step  is 
to  convene  a  threat  assessment  confer- 
ence. This  happened  four  times  in 
1979  and  1980. 

October  3.  1979.  an  SLBM  radar 
picked  up  a  lower  rocket  body  close  to 
decay  that  generated  a  false  launch 
and  the  impact  was  aborted. 

November  9.  1979.  false  indications 
of  a  mass  raid— that  may  have  been 
the  one  Secretary  Perry  was  talking 
about— caused  by  inadvertent  intro- 
duction of  simulated  data  into  the 
Norad  computer  system. 

Do  you  know  what  that  means  in 
English? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  know  what  it 
means.  But  state  it. 

Mr.  HART.  That  means  a  computer 
technician   was   fooling   around   with 


the  system  and  practicing  drills  and  he 
put  the  wrong  tape  into  the  computer 
or  plugged  in  the  wrong  program. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  And  got  a  simulated 
attack. 
Mr.  HART.  All  over  the  place. 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Maybe  they  ought 
to  put  some  signs  out  there,  "Don't 
fool  with  the  knobs." 

Mr.  HART.  I  think  they  did  that. 
But  in  the  meantime,  what  if  you  have 
100  MX's  in  silos. 

March    15,    1980,    four   SN-6's   were 
launched  from  the  Kurile  Islands  as 
part  of  the  Soviet  troop  training.  One 
of  the  launches  generated  an  unusual 
threat  fan. 
Do  you  know  what  the  means? 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Yes. 
Mr.  HART.  A  whole  lot  of  missiles 
and  warheads  coming  in.  The  Kurile 
Islands  are  pretty  close. 

June  3,  1980.  False  indications 
caused  by  a  bad  chip  in  a  communica- 
tions processor  computer. 

Do  you  know  how  much  that  bad 
chip  cost?  About  $1.89.  That  showed  a 
lot  of  Soviet  missiles  and  warheads 
headed  this  way,  a  lot  of  them.  And  it 
lasted  quite  a  while. 

If  you  have  all  your  eggs  in  a  hand- 
ful of  baskets  and  the  baskets  can  be 
destroyed,  and  you  know  that  some- 
where between  on  the  low  side  70  per- 
cent and  the  high  side  95  percent  of 
those  MX's  are  going  to  be  wiped  out. 
what  are  you  inclined  to  do? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  You  are  inclined  to 
do  exactly  what  the  Soviet  Union  is 
scared  to  death  you  are  going  to  do, 
and  you  are  inclined  to  believe  Secre- 
tary of  State  George  Shultz  when  he 
almost  cavalierly  answered  that  ques- 
tion by  saying,  "Well,  you  use  them  or 
lose  them." 

That  is  the  new  doctrine  that  seems 
to  be  gaining  momentum  in  this  coun- 
try. "Use  them  or  lose  them.  " 

Mr.  TOWER.  Wikthe  Senator  yield 
at  that  point  just  ibr  a  short  com- 
ment? ) 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Yes. 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  believe  that  idea 
comes  from  an  earlier  administration, 
as  a  matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  In  all  fairness  to 
what  I  just  said,  I  had  never  heard 
this  before  the  last  year.  I  know  that 
"use  them  or  lose  them"  is  a  state- 
ment that  has  been  around  from  time 
to  time.  I  must  say  I  never  heard  it 
used  in  a  serious  vein.  The  way  I 
always  heard  it  used  was  it  was  sort  of 
a  phlegmatic  comment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  What  was  said  was, 
and  I  do  not  have  the  precise  words,  if 
they  launched  an  attack  against  us, 
they  should  not  expect  that  all  of  our 
missiles  would  be  in  the  silos  when 
their  missiles  arrived 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  think  I  see  the  dif- 
ference in  those  two  concepts.  I  do  not 
think  the  Soviet  Union  ought  to  ever 
be  absolutely  sure  that  we  are  going  to 
ride  out  an  attack.   I   think  Harold 


Brown  was  perfectly  right  to  say  to 
the  Soviet  Union,  "If  you  ever 
launched  a  preemptive  attack,  we  may 
ride  it  out  but  you  carmot  be  assured 
of  that." 

You  cannot  tell  an  adversary  that  if 
they  want  to  attack  you  will  sit  and 
wait  until  all  the  missiles  fall. 

But  that  is  quite  different  from 
building  an  MX  missile  which  will  be 
our  biggest,  most  powerful,  most  accu- 
rate weapon  and  have  the  Secretary  of 
State  on  the  evening  news  saying  that 
we  will  use  them  or  lose  them,  or  that 
that  will  be  a  part  of  our  doctrine. 

The  Soviets  have  always  said  that 
their  doctrine  is  no  first  use  of  nuclear 
weapons.   That   is   what   the   Soviets 
have  said.  I  would  rather  they  say  that 
than  not  say  that.  But  I  do  not  sleep 
better  at  night  just  because  they  have 
said  it.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  we 
should  say  it  and  I  am  not  suggesting 
that  we  have  ever  said  it.  The  Senator 
from  Texas  will  probably  agree  with 
me.  I  am  not  sure  we  should  tell  the 
world  that  there  will  be  no  first  use, 
for  reasons  which  are  quite  apart  from 
this  debate,  which  I  will  not  get  into. 
Mr.  HART.  If  the  Senator  will  yield, 
is  it  not  the  case  that  we  do  not  pay 
attention  to  what  each  other  says  but 
pay    attention    to    what    each    other 
does?  That  is  what  is  involved.  It  is  not 
what  we  say  but  the  positior\s  we  take 
and  the  structuring  of  our  forces  that 
influences  the  forces  on  the  other  side. 
Mr.    BUMPERS.    What    would    the 
Senator  think  if  he  was  a  strategic 
planner?  I  told  the  Senator  what  I 
thought    the    inescapable    conclusion 
would  be  if  you  were  a  Soviet  planner, 
but  I  also  will  add  I  know  a  U.S.  Sena- 
tor who  comes  to  the  same  conclusion. 
Mr.  HART.  It  is  the  only  conclusion 
that  a  reasonable  person  can  come  to. 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Absolutely.  That  is 
the  reason  this  whole  concept  of  put- 
ting that  big  missile  in  an  existing  silo 
makes    absolutely    no    sense    at    all 
except  if  one  really  wants  to  lower  the 
threshold    for    nuclear    war— because 
that  is  all  it  does.  It  does  not  give  us 
any  more  deterrence.  I  do  not  think  it 
really  frightens  the  Soviet  Union  like 
the  B-5  or  the  cruise  or  the  Stealth  or 
any  of  the  other  modernizations  of 
our  military  force. 

Mr.  HART.  If  it  frightens  them,  it 
frightens  them  for  the  wrong  reason. 
That  is  that  war  could  be  launched  by 
accident  or  miscalculation.  To  con- 
clude that  point,  if  the  Senator  would 
indulge  me,  I  would  like  to  read  from 
the  Goldwater-Hart  report  as  to  what 
we  concluded.  After  looking  at  all 
these  accidents,  all  these  errors  in  our 
system,  here  is  what  we  said: 

The  missile  attack  warning  system  is  an 
extremely  critical  part  of  the  defense  struc- 
ture of  this  country.  It  Is  a  highly  technical 
and  complex  system  spread  around  the 
world  and  into  outer  space. 

This  is  the  operative  sentence: 


It  is  a  system  which  must  be  prepared  to 
deal  with  uncertainties  because  they  will 
occur— 

I  must  say  that  is  an  understate- 
ment- 

whether  caused  by  physical  phenomena 
similar  to  launch  of  missiles,  misinterpreta- 
tion of  actual  detection  of  missile  launch,  or 
simple  failure  within  the  vast  array  of  com- 
puters and  communication  equipment 
which  are  necessary  to  make  the  system  op- 
erate. The  men  and  women  who  operate  the 
system  recognize  the  need  to  deal  with  un- 
certainties. 

The  key  phrase  is,  "it  is  a  system 
which  must  be  prepared  to  deal  with 
uncertainties  because  they  will  occur." 
If  you  build  your  deterrent  and  you 
structure  your  nuclear  forces  as  if 
those  occurrences  will  not  take  place 
and  those  uncertainties,  as  we  call 
them— false  warnings  is  what  "uncer- 
tainties" means— you  are  just  asking 
for  nuclear  war  by  accident. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  The  Senator's  point 
is  so  well  taken.  If  the  MX— I  suppose 
if  the  MX  were  the  only  missile  that 
we  had  on  the  drawingboard,  in  ad- 
vanced research  and  development,  or 
in  the  manufacturing  and  production 
stage  and  ready  for  deployment,  and 
that  is  all  we  had  in  light  of  what  the 
Soviet  Union  has  done  in  the  past  10 
years,  I  probably  would  not  be  stand- 
ing here  today,  even  though  it  does 
not  diminish  the  argument  about  low- 
ering the  threshold  of  war  and  creat- 
ing a  hair-trigger  situation.  But  when 
you  combine  aU  of  that  with  the  hard- 
ware that  we  have  coming  on,  It  just 
makes  it  absolutely  unpalatable  and 
insane. 

Let  me  go  back  to  the  Scowcroft 
Commission,  but  before  I  go  to  the 
next  part  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion that  I  want  to  talk  about,  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Levin)  has  done  this  many  times  and  I 
always  do  it  any  time  I  get  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  or 
one  of  the  Chiefs  before  our  commit- 
tee. I  always  ask  that  same  question: 
"General,  or  Admiral,  would  you  trade 
our  strategic  forces  for  the  Soviet 
Union's?  Would  you  trade  our  overall 
deterrence  posture  with  the  Soviet 
Union's?" 

I  have  never  even  come  close  to  get- 
ting an  affirmative  answer  to  that,  a 
positive  yes. 

Not  long  ago.  General  Vessey  was 
before  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  I  asked  him  that  question.  He 
said,  "Well,  I  will  tell  you.  Senator,  I 
wish  we  had  a  big  missile  like  their 
SS-18." 

I  said,  "Well,  do  you  think  Ustinov 
might  like  to  have  a  submarine  like 
our  Trident?  Or  do  you  think  that 
they  might  like  to  have  a  cruise  mis- 
sile with  a  3.000-mile  range  that  Is  so 
infinitely  superior  to  their  cruise  mis- 
sile there  is  no  comparison?  Or  do  you 
think  he  would  like  to  have  250  of 
those  old  B-52  bombers?  " 
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If  they  are  going  to  say.  well,  they 
have  this  that  I  wish  I  had,  that  is  one 
thing.  But  bear  in  mind,  even  today, 
not  counting  any  of  the  things  we 
have  coming  on  between  now  and 
1990,  you  cannot  get  an  admiral  or  a 
general  to  say  he  would  trade  places 
with  them. 

Why  is  it  that  those  charts  over 
there  in  the  background  show  the 
Soviet  Union  with  all  that  msissive 
throw  weight,  megatonnage.  war- 
heads? They  do  not  have  any  advan- 
tage in  warheads.  Everybody  agrees  we 
have  more  warheads  than  they  have, 
and  that  makes  me  sleep  so  much 
better  at  night  knowing  we  have 
10.000  and  they  only  have  8.000. 

The  Senator  remembers  when  Eisen- 
hower asked  for  a  study  for  a  preemp- 
tive launch  against  the  Soviet  Union 
and  they  came  back  and  said.  "No,  we 
had  better  not  try.  because  they  have 
four  nuclear  bombs  and  we  had  better 
not  try  to  knock  them  out."  At  that 
time,  we  had  100-to-l  superiority  over 
them,  and  the  Chiefs  did  not  dare,  be- 
cause they  were  afraid  to  knock  out 
the  four  nuclear  bombs  the  Soviets 
had  built.  Yet  we  act  as  though  the 
disparities  in  numbers  were  all  that 
relevant  and  important. 

To  go  on.  We  talk  about  moderniza- 
tion. On  page  4  of  the  Scowcroft 
report,  here  is  what  they  said. 

The  Soviet  ballistic  rhissile  submarine 
force  currently  consists  of  62  modem  sub- 
marines, these  are  armed  with  950  missiles, 
with  a  total  of  almost  2.000  nuclear  war- 
heads. The  U.S.  has  fewer  such  submarines 
(34)  and  missiles  (568).  but  more  warheads 
(about  5.000)  in  its  submarine  force. 

But  the  scenario  is  even  better  than 
Jii/^X.  and  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
'  does  not  mention  it.  That  is.  we  keep 
our  submarines  on  station  and  ready 
for  strategic  war.  Even  though  they 
have  more  submarines  than  we  have, 
we  have  more  submarines  on  any  given 
day  ready  to  fire  than  they  have. 
The  Scowcroft  report  goes  on: 
While  the  U.S.  has  a  substantial  present 
advantage  in  the  overall  capability  of  its 
ballistic  missile  submarine  force,  this  gap  is 
narrowing.  The  U.S.  also  has  a  present  ad- 
vantage in  antisubmarine  warfare  and  sub- 
marine quietness,  but  the  Soviets  appear  to 
be  giving  high  priority  to  these  areas. 

Mr.  President,  any  time  the  United 
States  has  a  decided  superiority,  it  is 
always  but.  but.  but. 

I  occasionally  get  really  chagrined  at 
the  way  people  put  down  the  United 
States  and  our  forces  and  our  fighting 
men,  all  of  those  things.  I  do  not  mind 
looking  at  Soviet  strengths  in  a  realis- 
tic, objective  way  as  long  as  we  look  at 
our  strengths  the  same  way.  And  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  is  saying,  we 
have  better  antisubmarine  war  capa- 
bility, we  know  where  their  subma- 
rines are,  ours  are  quieter  than  theirs, 
we  have  3,000  more  warheads  on  our 
submarines  than  they  have  and.  after 
all,  there  is  only  one  vulnerable  force 


in  the  world  right  now  to  nuclear  war 
and  that  is  submarines. 

We  have  a  2'/2  to  1  advantage  in  war- 
heads on  submarines.  But  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  says,  but,  but,  but. 

Can  you  imagine  what  the  strategic 
planners  in  the  Soviet  Union  are 
saying  to  Andropov?  They  are  saying. 
"Mr.  Secretary,  they  have  a  2'/2  to  1 
advantage  over  us  in  warheads  on  sub- 
marines. Why.  Mr.  Secretary,  they 
have  this  cruise  missile  that  can  fly 
3,000  miles  unmanned.  They  can 
launch  those  things  from  outside  the 
Soviet  Union  and  put  them  in  the 
Kremlin  dining  room.  We  do  not  have 
anything  to  even  compare  with  it." 

Mr.  President,  generals  and  admirals 
all  over  the  world  are  pretty  much 
alike,  and  I  do  not  argue  with  that 
kind  of  mentality  as  long  as  you  look 
at  it  objectively. 

Completely  aside  from  that,  how 
would  you  like  to  be  in  the  Soviet 
Union  as  the  major  power  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact  powers,  faced  with 
NATO  countries,  and  they  are  depend- 
ing on  Poland,  Czechoslovakia,  Hunga- 
ry, Romania  to  fight  for  them? 

How  would  you  feel  if  you  were  in 
the  Soviet  Union  and  depending  on 
the  Poles  and  the  East  Germans  to 
fight  for  you?  How  would  you  feel  if 
you  were  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  had 
a  billion  hostile  Chinese  on  your  west 
border? 

To  go  on,  on  page  5  of  the  Scowcroft 
report,  they  go  from  the  submarine  to 
the  strategic  bombers.  They  say: 

Soviet  heavy  strategic  bombers  (not  in- 
cluding the  Backfire)  now  number  about 
150- 

I  do  not  know  what  bomber  that  is, 
incidentally,  and  I  am  not  at  all  sure  it 
is  strategic  in  the  sense  that  it  has  the 
ability  to  fly  to  the  United  States  and 
get  back.  It  may  have  the  ability  to  fly 
to  the  United  States  and  land  in  Cuba, 
but  unless  it  has  a  refueling  capability, 
it  cannot  hit  the  United  States  and 
return  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

Well,  to  go  on,  they  have  150— 
around    half   equipped    with    air-to-surface 
missiles. 

Not  nuclear,  air-to-surface  missiles 

This  force  is  considerably  less  capable 
than  the  total  active  U.S.  bomber  force, 
which  numbers  about  270  B-52  G  and  H 
bomliers  and  about  60  FB-111  boml>ers.  The 
U.S.  iHJmber  force  has  just  begun  to  be 
equipped  with  long-range  cruise  missiles. 
Both  U.S.  and  Soviet  bombers  have  carried 
short-range  missiles  for  many  years.  A  new 
Soviet  intercontinental  bomber  (the  Black- 
jack) is  now  being  flight-tested.  It  is  similar 
in  appearance  to,  but  larger  than,  the  U.S. 
B-IB  now  in  production.  The  Blackjack  will 
probably  begin  to  enter  service  during  the 
mid-to-late  1980s. 

Well,  so  will  the  B-1.  But  before  you 
even  get  to  the  B-1,  the  United  States 
has  already  equipped  its  first  squadron 
of  B-52"s  with  cruise  missiles  which 
have  the  ability  to  penetrate  the 
Soviet  Union. 


No  mention  of  that  in  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report.  A  squadron  of  B- 
52's  is  18  planes  and  each  plane  carries 
20  cruise  missiles  in  its  belly  and  under 
its  wings.  That  is  360  warheads  that 
we  have  just  deployed  in  the  last  6 
months  that  have  the  ability  to  pene- 
trate the  Soviet  Union. 

That  is  not  classified.  I  read  it  in  the 
New  York  Times,  and  they  would  not 
lie. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Will  the  Senator 
permit  me  to  observe,  it  is  not  only  not 
classified,  it  is  in  Rome,  N.Y. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  And  we  intend  to 
equip  a  lot  more  B-52's  with  cruise 
missiles,  all  of  which  have  the  ability 
to  penetrate  the  Soviet  Union— and 
they  are  very  accurate. 

No  mention  of  that  in  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report. 

Why,  they  have  150  bombers  they 
say  that  carry  missiles,  not  nuclear 
missiles,  but  they  are  experimenting 
with  the  Blackjack,  a  new  strategic 
bomber. 

No  mention  in  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report  that  the  B-1  is  going  to 
be  built,  100  of  them,  over  my  strenu- 
ous objection,  incidentally. 

No  mention  in  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report  that  the  Stealth 
bomber  is  the  thing  they  fear  most. 

If  you  were  to  ask  the  Soviets.  "Do 
you  want  the  B-1?"  The  answer  would 
be,  "No."  But  if  you  asked  them.  "Be- 
tween the  B-1  and  the  Stealth,  which 
one  would  you  take?"  I  can  tell  you  it 
would  be  100  percent  for  the  B-1  be- 
cause they  have  spent  literally  tens, 
maybe  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars 
on  an  air  defense  system  in  contempla- 
tion of  the  B-1.  and  that  is  one  of  the 
reasons  the  B-1  makes  no  sense.  The 
only  way  anybody  can  justify  the  B-1 
is  that  it  cost  the  Soviet  Union  so 
much  to  build  a  defense  system 
against  it  and  if  you  are  trying  to  col- 
lapse the  Soviet  economy  by  forcing 
them  to  deprive  their  people  of  more 
consumer  goods  and  put  more  money 
into  defense,  I  suppose  you  could 
make  that  argument. 

So  much  for  the  submarine  and  so 
much  for  the  bomber  force. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  there  is  this 
question  of  the  threat  of  blackmail.  I 
was  thinking  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion mentioned  blackmail,  and  maybe 
they  did,  but  I  cannot  find  it  just  now. 
But  does  anybody  really  believe  in  the 
concept  of  blackmail?  Do  you  believe 
thay  any  red-blooded  American  citizen 
is  going  to  knuckle  under  to  blackmail 
any  place  in  the  world  where  we  see 
our  vital  interests  threatened? 

At  a  time  when  we  had  a  100-to-l  su- 
periority over  the  Soviet  Union,  they 
built  the  Berlin  Wall.  If  anybody  was 
going  to  engage  in  blackmail,  the 
United  States  had  the  perfect  oppor- 
tunity to  do  it.  We  could  have  said  to 
them,  "You  build  the  Berlin  Wall  and 
we  are  going  to  blow  the  Soviet  Union 


right  off  the  face  of  the  Earth."  We 
had  the  ability  to  do  it,  and  they  had 
the  ability  to  do  virtually  nothing 
about  it. 

At  a  time  when  we  had  100  to  zero 
superiority,  they  took  all  of  Eastern 
Europe.  Were  they  blackmailed?  Well, 
of  course  they  were  not.  I  can  tell  you 
that  any  time  our  vital  interests  or  na- 
tional security  is  at  stake,  I  do  not  care 
if  we  have  5,000  warheads  and  the 
Soviet  Union  has  25,000;  this  Nation  is 
not  going  to  be  deterred  from  protect- 
ing its  national  security. 

So  I  do  not  believe  in  the  blackmail 
theory  in  this  day  and  time. 

Mr.  PrAident,  let  me  tell  you  what 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  report  said 
about  the  Trident  and  the  D-5. 

Now,  bear  in  mind,  we  have  one  Tri- 
dent at  sea  operational.  That  Trident 
has  24  missiles,  7  warheads  on  each 
missile.  Count  them  up.  The  figures 
get  so  numbing  I  do  not  like  to  do  the 
calculations.  We  have  another  one  in 
sea  trials,  we  have  another  we  have 
just  commissioned,  and  we  have  an- 
other one  we  will  commission  within 
the  next  8  months. 

All  of  them,  until  we  build,  I  believe 
it  is,  12,  have  24  missiles,  and  they  are 
invulnerable. 

Then  there  is  that  D-5  missile,  popu- 
larly called  the  Trident  II,  which  will 
be  operational  in  1990.  And  I  do  not 
know  of  a  Senator  who  objects  to  that 
missile.  It  will  have  10  warheads  on  it, 
and  we  will  put  it  on  our  Trident  sub- 
marines. Every  Trident  will  then  have 
240  warheads  on  it. 

Did  you  know  that  if  the  Soviet 
Union  were  to  launch  a  preemptive 
strike  and  they  knocked  out  all  1,047 
of  our  land-based  missiles,  and  some- 
how or  other  they  caught  all  270  of 
our  bombers,  our  FB-lll's  and  our  B- 
52G's  and  H's  on  the  ground  and  they 
destroyed  every  one  of  them,  and 
somehow  or  another  their  submarine 
warfare  capability  has  reached  the 
point  that  of  our  34  SSBN's,  our  mis- 
sile-firing submarines,  they  destroyed 
all  33  of  our  Poseidon  submarines,  and 
all  in  God's  world  we  have  left  is  one 
lonely  Trident  submarine  with  240 
warheads,  that  is  enough  to  destroy 
just  about  every  man,  woman,  and 
child  in  the  Soviet  Union  that  lives  in 
a  city  of  over  100,000  people? 

Talk  about  deterrence.  How  much 
does  it  take? 

Here  is  what  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion said  about  the  Trident: 

The  Commission  supports  the  continu- 
ation of  the  Trident  submarine  construction 
program. 

I  do,  too. 

It  also  supports  the  continued  develop- 
ment and  the  deployment  of  the  Trident  II 
(D-5)  missile  as  rapidly  as  its  objective  of 
range,  accuracy,  and  reliability  can  be  at- 
tained. The  Trident  submariness  signifi- 
cantly reduced  noise  level  and  the  D-5  mis- 
sile's greater  full-payload  range  will  add  im- 
portantly to  the  already  high  degree  of  sur- 
vivability of  the  ballistic  missile  submarine 


force.  Given  the  increased  importance  of 
that  force,  both  programs  are  essential. 

I  agree. 

The  D-5  missiles  greater  accuracy  will 
also  enable  it  to  be  used  to  put  some  portion 
of  Soviet  hard  targets  at  risk,  a  task  for 
which  the  current  Trident  I  (C-4)  missile  is 
not  sufficiently  accurate. 

They  give  great  credit  to  the  Tri- 
dent. That  is  a  part  of  our  ongoing 
modernization  force.  They  give  great 
credit  and  hope  for  this  D-5  missile, 
and  I  do,  too. 

Then  they  go  on  to  talk  again  about 
the  bomber  force,  and  they  say  that 
our  bomber  and  airlaunch  cruise  mis- 
sile force  is  of  vital  importance  to  the 
maintenance  of  an  effective  deterrent. 

The  Commission  bases  its  other  recom- 
mendations on  the  assumption  that  a  strong 
bomber  and  cruise  missile  program  is  con- 
tinued. 

I  agree. 

The  Commission  is  unanimous  in  these 
views  although  it  recognizes  that  there  are 
legitimate  differences  about  the  best  and 
least  expensive  way  to  provide  for  the  neces- 
sary modernization  of  the  bomber  and 
cruise  missile  force. 

Mr.  President,  I  mention  those 
things  just  to  point  out  that  despite 
seeming  allegations  to  the  contrary, 
■'We  ain't  been  sitting  on  the  dime.  " 
We  have  been  going  full  scale  toward 
the  modernization  of  our  forces  in  a 
way  that  is  vastly  superior  to  what  the 
Soviet  Union'has. 

When  the  President  talks  about 
their  margin  of  superiority  and  when 
he  talks  about  the  Soviet  intentions  of 
dominating  the  world,  sometimes  I 
want  to  ask  the  question:  'Mr.  Presi- 
dent, do  you  believe  the  Soviet  Union 
is  hell  bent  on  conquering  the  world?" 

The  answer,  I  assume,  is,  "Yes." 

No.  2:  "Do  you  believe  that  they  are 
superior  militarily  to  the  United 
States?" 

He  has  consistently  said,  yes,  that  he 
believed  that,  despite  the  fact  that  his 
admirals,  generals,  and  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  disagree.  The  answer 
to  that  is,  "Yes." 

The  next  question  is:  "What  are 
they  waiting  for?  If  that  is  true,  why 
don't  they  just  come  and  get  us?  " 

The  answer  is  so  palpably  clear  that 
the  two  questions  are  absolutely  ridic- 
ulous. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  has  served 
on  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee with  distinction  and  on  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  having  to  do 
with  appropriating  funds  for  the  Pen- 
tagon, and  he  has  heard  the  argu- 
ments relative  to  superiority  over  the 
years.  His  reference  to  the  question  of 
who  is  superior  to  whom,  I  think, 
raises  a  question  that  goes  right  to  the 
heart  of  the  debate  about  this  missile. 

Does  the  Senator  agree  that  one  of 
the  reasons  why  it  has  been  so  diffi- 


cult to  find  a  home  for  the  MX  missile 
is  its  size?  Is  that  not  the  case? 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Absolutely. 
Mr.  HART.  I  think  the  Senator  has 
been  involved,  as  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  over  the  years,  in  the 
debate  over  the  size  of  the  missile. 
Does  the  Senator  recall  a  time  on  Cap- 
itol Hill,  not  too  long  ago,  when  little 
displays  were  made  available  to  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  which  you  could  put 
on  your  desk?  Some  were  even  carried 
over  here. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  have  one  in  my 
office. 

Mr.  HART.  As  I  recall,  the  displays, 
scale  models  of  the  Soviet  and  United 
States  missiles,  show  overwhelming- 
ly—not overwhelmingly,  but  substan- 
tially—that the  Soviet  missiles  are 
larger  than  the  United  States  missiles. 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  It  is  frightening.  If 
you  did  not  know  any  better  and  you 
looked  at  that  display,  you  would 
assume  that  they  were  coming. 

Mr.  HART.  When  the  Senator  saw 
that,  did  he  conclude  that  some  Air 
Force  general  had  made  some  mis- 
takes in  the  past? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  A  layman  would 
certainly  draw  that  conclusion. 

If  I  wanted  to  scare  my  constituents 
to  death,  I  would  go  around  my  State 
showing  that  display. 

Mr.  HART.  Would  not  a  more 
thoughtful  laymen  say  to  himself  or 
herself,  "Wait  a  minute,  our  generals 
made  some  mistakes  in  the  past;  they 
made  big  ones,  and  we  did  not?" 

The  Senator  will  recall  a  movie 
about  missiles.  When  you  see  a  picture 
of  the  Minutemen  in  silos,  they  look 
pretty  big.  Does  the  Senator  believe 
that  American  generals  in  the  1950's 
and  1960's  made  a  mistake  about  our 
missiles? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  The  Senator  knows 
that  we  were  able  to  miniaturize  all 
our  guidance  systems  and  electronics 
long  before  the  Soviets  were.  The  Sen- 
ator knows  that  even  during  the  Eisen- 
hower years,  we  proceeded  with  a 
great  deal  of  deliberation  to  build 
smaller,  more  accurate  missiles.  It  was 
a  conscious  decision  on  our  part. 

Mr.  HART.  They  were  big  missiles 
then. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Go  to  Arkansas  and 
look  at  the  Titans  down  there,  and 
they  are  big  now. 

Mr.  HART.  I  mean  the  solid-fueled 
Minutemen  H's  and  Ill's.  They  were 
big. 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  At  that  time  they 

W6rc 

Mr.  HART.  Did  the  American  gener- 
als really  make  a  fundamental  mistake 
in  sizing  those  missiles?  Of  course  not. 
They  did  not  make  a  mistake.  They 
decided  they  were  necessary  to  deliver 
a  specific  payload  on  a  specific  target 
in  order  to  do  a  specific  amount  of 
damage;  is  that  not  the  case? 
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Mr.  BUMPERS.  The  Senator  Is  ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr.  HART.  Is  it  not  also  the  case 
that  this  MX.  which  has  wandered 
across  the  surface  of  the  United  States 
and  its  surrounding  coastal  waters, 
and  under  them  and  over  them,  has 
had  such  difficulty  finding  a  home  be- 
cause of  its  size? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  The  Senator  is  ab- 
solutely correct. 

As  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
said  yesterday  afternoon,  it  is  a  missile 
without  a  mission  and  a  missile  with- 
out a  home. 

Mr.  HART.  Why  is  it  so  big?  Because 
of  those  displays.  The  Soviets  built  big 
missiles  and  we  had  to  build  big  mis- 
siles at  that  time. 

This  is  the  first  nuclear  weapons 
system  that  is  designed  to  catch  up 
with  the  Soviet  Union,  and  it  has  no 
internal  logic.  It  was  built  big  just  be- 
cause they  wanted  it  to  be  big. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  allow  me 
to  comment  on  his  statement— a  mis- 
sile without  a  mission? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  am  happy  to. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  There  has  been  a 
very  widely  read  and  appreciated  spe- 
cial issue  of  the  New  Republic,  the 
only  one  in  its  history  which  was  de- 
voted entirely  to  one  subject,  by  Leon 
Wiesel,  a  young  political  scientist,  en- 
titled "Nuclear  War,  Nuclear  Peace." 
His  central  idea  was  the  Sovietization 
of  American  nuclear  strategy.  The  MX 
missile  does  have  a  mission  if  we  have 
a  Soviet  strategy.  And  that  is  what  is 
happening  in  this  body  and  in  this  ad- 
ministration, and  it  had  its  predeces- 
sor. It  has  been  happening  for  some 
time. 

The  reason  we  find  such  difficulty  to 
say  what  are  we  doing,  we  would  never 
in  ordinary  circumstances  do  that,  this 
is  what  the  Russians  do,  and  it  hap- 
pens that  is  what  we  were  doing.  It 
will  find  a  mission  once  it  is  deployed 
because  once  it  is  deployed  it  can  only 
be  used  in  one  manner,  and  that  is  the 
maimer  the  Soviets  would  use  a  first- 
strike  weapon. 

I  am  sorry  to  say  that  but  the  tech- 
nology will  drive  us  to  the  doctrine. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  cannot  repeat  that  often 
enough  in  this  Chamber  and  often 
enough  for  the  American  people  to  fi- 
nally understand  what  this  missile 
means. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  has  specifically  stated  the 
case  that  has  brought  us  here  today. 
That  is  why  this  debate  is  going  on. 
That  is  why  we  cannot  conclude  this 
issue  because  we  have  for  the  first 
time  tried  to  pursue  Soviet  nuclear 
doctrine.  We  sized  our  missiles  and  we 
shaped  our  deterrent  not  for  what  we 
needed  but  to  mimic  and  mirror  what 
the  Soviet  Union  had  done. 


Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  was  talking  about  that  dis- 
play. I  understood  that  it  was  a  de- 
fense contractor  who  made  those 
things  and  passed  them  out  every 
place  they  could  get  someone  to  take 
them,  showing  those  gigantic  Soviet 
missiles  and  that  little  old  Minuteman 
just  looks  like  a  midget. 

But  there  is  another  facet  to  this 
that  no  one  ever  talks  about,  and  that 
is  another  technological  thing.  We 
have  not  produced  anything  that  was 
not  a  solid  fuel  rocket  since  we  built 
the  Titan.  The  reason  the  Titan  mis- 
sile shows  up  so  well  in  that  little  dis- 
play against  the  Soviet  missile  is  be- 
cause all  of  their  missiles  are  liquid- 
fueled  and  the  Titan  is  the  only  liquid- 
fueled  rocket  we  have. 

We  have  to  have  a  gigantic  chamber 
to  hold  that  fuel.  We  have  to  have  a 
gigantic  chamber  for  combustion.  We 
cannot  build  a  Minuteman  with  a 
liquid-fuel  propulsion  system. 

About  half  the  increase  in  size  of  the 
Soviet  rockets  in  that  display  of  mis- 
siles over  the  United  States  is  because 
theirs  are  all  liquid.  Except  one  they 
are  experimenting  with  right  now, 
they  do  not  have  a  single  solid  propel- 
lant  missile. 

The  other  thing  I  wish  to  point  out 
is  talking  about,  is  big  better,  and  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  will  certainly 
remember  this.  One  night  he  and  five 
other  Senators  and  I  were  having 
dinner  with  Deputy  Secretary  Bill 
Perry,  and  this  was  after  Secretary 
Perry  had  left  the  Pentagon.  The 
Reagan  administration  was  already  in 
power  here.  And  we  were  discussing 
the  relative  capabilities  of  our  cruise 
missiles  against  the  Soviet  cruise  mis- 
sile. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Colorado  re- 
member that? 

Mr.  HART.  I  do.  indeed. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  And  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  asked  the  Secretary: 

Mr.  Secretary,  tell  us  about  the  Soviet 
cruise  missile. 

Without  possibly  getting  into  some- 
thing we  should  not  get  into  here,  the 
truth  is  their  cruise  missiles  are  big. 
they  are  cumbersome,  and  they  have  a 
very  short  range.  They  have  not  had 
very  much  luck  with  them.  They  are 
so  much  bigger  than  ours  and  the 
range  is  only  about  10  to  20  percent  as 
long  as  our  cruise  missiles.  Yet  our 
cruise  missiles  are  only— we  see  them 
on  television  all  the  time— about  21 
inches  in  diameter  and  about  21  feet 
long  with  long  ranges,  3,000  kilome- 
ters, or  whatever. 
The  Senator  from  Colorado  said: 
I  hope  the  people  do  not  find  out  theirs 
are  bigger  than  ours. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  envision  a  day 
a  year  or  two  from  now.  may  three  or 
four,  when  there  may  be  a  debate  in 
this  Chamt>er  urging  us  to  build  a 
bigger  cruise  missile? 


Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  do  not  see  how  we 
can  avoid  it. 

I  £im  not  going  to  belabor  this  Scow- 
croft  Commission  report.  I  could  go  on 
for  hours  about  it.  I  will  just  say  to  my 
colleagues  that  this  missile  makes  ab- 
solutely no  sense.  Maybe  there  is 
someone's  macho  on  the  line  or  maybe 
people  are  frightened  about  who  their 
opponent  is  going  to  be  in  the  next 
election  and  he  is  going  to  say: 

Well,  he  voted  against  this  weapons 
system;  he  is  antldefense. 

I  spend  time  in  the  Cloakroom  and  I 
know  what  happens.  I  know  how 
people  are  worried  about  what  their 
next  opponent  is  going  to  say.  You 
hear  people  walk  into  the  well  and  say: 

What  is  this  vote? 

And  you  can  just  see  the  wheels 
turning. 

If  I  vote  on  this,  what  can  my  opponent 
do  with  it  next  time  I  run? 

I  want  to  help  those  people  who  may 
be  having  that  difficulty.  The  polls 
show  that  the  American  people  do  not 
want  the  MX  missile,  and  I  can  tell 
Senators  that  the  number  of  people  in 
America  who  think  that  we  are  spend- 
ing too  much  money  on  defense  has 
gone  up  about  35  percent  in  the  past 
2'/^  years. 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  our  macho  on 
the  line;  I  think  it  is  our  sanity. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  simply  hope 
that  at  such  time  as  we  vote  on  this 
matter,  sanity  will  prevail  and  that  we 
will  eliminate  the  funds  for  this  mis- 
sile. We  do  not  need  it.  We  have  a 
modernization  program  that  is  stag- 
gering in  its  cost  and  in  its  capability. 

Why  would  we  build  a  missile  that 
will  finally  be  deployed  in  1986  and 
1987  when  we  have  another  invulnera- 
ble missile  that  will  be  deployed  in 
1989,  2  years  later. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Mattingly).  The  Senator  from  New 
York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Presiding  Of- 
ficer. 

In  congratulate  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  for  the  clarity  and  the  true 
emotion  he  brings  to  this  issue. 

I  wish  to  continue  the  theme  we 
begun  of  the  Sovietization  of  Ameri- 
can strategy.  There  has  been  a  great 
deal  of  talk  over  the  decades  about  the 
convergence  of  our  systems,  in  the 
state  of  what  Lenin  called  infantile  de- 
rangement. There  was  a  time  in  the 

1960"s  when  one  could  hear  students 
declaring  that  the  United  States  is  be- 
coming like  the  Soviet  Union  in  its 
politics  and  we  felt,  many  of  us:  First, 
we  hoped  they  would  grow  up  and, 
second,  we  could  live  with  them  while 

they  were  young. 
But   none   of   us   ever   would   have 

thought    that    with    respect    to    the 

single   most   important   element,   the 


single  most  important  task  of  Govern- 
ment in  the  United  States,  which  is 
the  defense  of  our  liberties,  we  would 
see  a  convergence  taking  place,  not 
with  the  Soviets  coming  around  to  our 
way  of  thinking  but  the  United  States 
coming  around  to  theirs. 

One  of  the  first  things  that  happens 
in  that  process  and  one  of  the  things 
that  makes  it  possible  is  the  thought 
that  these  are  not  in  fact  moral  deci- 
sions to  which  leaders  in  Government 
are  not  just  responsible  to  their  elec- 
torate but  responsible  to  a  moral  code, 
a  moral  consciousness  out  of  which 
this  Republic  grew. 

Just  yesterday  I  was  speaking  with 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  Senator  from  Texas, 
who  at  the  end  of  my  remarks  ob- 
served when  he  said: 

I  suppose  in  that  it  has  a  first  strike  capa- 
bility. 

The  MX  has  a  first  strike  capability, 
the  Senator  supposed,  but  he  said: 

I  wonder  how  one  assigns  morality  or  im- 
morality to  any  weapon?  We  talked  about 
binaries  being  an  immoral  weapon;  about 
nuclear  weapons  being  immoral  weapons. 

He  said  that  there  can  be  quite  dif- 
ferent views  about  the  morality  of  pos- 
sessing weapons  of  maximum  destruc- 
tion given  particularly  their  mode  of 
deployment. 

And  that  is  the  subject  which  I  was 
addressing. 

Let  me  say  in  public  what  I  said  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas  in  private 
that  he  has  spoken  intelligently,  fairly 
to  a  question  that  has  troubled  per- 
sons concerned  with  such  issues  for  ais 
long  as  we  have  the  record  of  men  and 
women  speculating  about  what  is  their 
moral  responsibility.  But  I  would 
stand  on  this  floor  and  say  there  are 
weapons  which  in  the  situation  of  the 
nuclear  age  must  be  declared  immoral, 
and  I  would  turn  once  again  to  the 
careful  assessment  of  a  difficult,  some- 
times tortured,  subject  that  the  Amer- 
ican Catholic  bishops  made  when  they 
addressed  the  subject  in  their  pastoral 
letter  on  war  and  peace  on  May  3. 
They  said: 

The  nuclear  threat  transcends  religious, 
cultural  and  national  boundaries. 

They  said: 

As  John  Paul  II  said  at  Hiroshima  in  June 
1981 

They  quoted  Pope  John  Paul: 

Prom  now  on,  it  is  only  through  a  con- 
scious choice  and  through  a  deliberate 
policy  that  humanity  can  survive. 

At  the  site  where  the  firest  weapon 
was  used  against  a  population,  and  it 
was,  and  it  was  used  by  our  own  coun- 
try, John  Paul  II  said: 

From  now  on  it  is  only  through  a  con- 
scious choice  and  through  a  deliberate 
policy  that  humanity  can  survive. 

That  is  what  elevates  this  issue  to 
the  moral  level  so  quickly.  We  are  not 
speaking  about  the  fate  of  individuals. 
We  are  speaking  about  the  fate  of  hu- 


manity. We  are  speaking  about  the 
race,  and  that  cannot  be  a  matter  of 
option  to  anybody  who  believes  in  the 
sacredness  of  life  and  its  origin. 

The  bishops  went  on  to  say: 

Retaliatory  action,  whether  nuclear  or 
conventional,  which  would  indiscriminately 
take  many  wholly  innocent  lives  must  be 
condemned.  This  condemnation  in  our  judg- 
ment applies  even  to  the  retaliatory  use  of 
weapons  striking  enemy  cities  after  their 
own  have  been  struck.  We  do  not  perceive 
any  situation  in  which  the  deliberate  initi- 
ation of  nuclear  warfare  on  however  re- 
stricted a  scale  can  be  morally  justified.  We 
find  the  moral  responsibility  of  beginning 
nuclear  warfare  not  justified  by  rational  po- 
litical objectives. 

Yet  in  the  real  world  where  we  live, 
as  they  live,  there  exist  countries 
which  are  not  pacific  in  their  nature 
and,  Mr.  President,  may  it  be  noted 
that  in  the  20th  century  a  Democratic 
nation  has  never  yet  gone  to  war,  and 
they  said  that  in  that  situation  they 
would  recognize,  and  I  quote: 

The  fact  of  a  Soviet  threat  as  well  as  the 
existence  of  a  Soviet  imperial  drive  toward 
hegemony  at  least  in  regions  of  major  stra- 
tegic interests  cannot  be  denied. 

They  said: 

It  is  imperative  we  confront  reality. 
And  then  again  may  we  return  to 
Pope    John    Paul    who    said    at    the 
United  Nations  in  a  stirring  speech, 
which  I  had— in  a  message,  rather,  to 
the  Disarmament  Conference,  he  said: 
In  current  conditions  deterrence  based  on 
violence,  certainly  not  as  an  end  in  itself  but 
as  a  step  on  the  way  toward  a  progressive 
disarmament,  may  still  be  judged  morally 
acceptable. 
It  is  worth  repeating: 
In  current  conditions  deterrence  based  on 
violence,  certainly  not  as  an  end  in  itself  but 
as  a  step  on  the  way  toward  a  progressive 
disarmament,  may  still  be  judged  morally 
acceptable. 

Mr.  President,  the  bishops  then  con- 
cluded "These  considerations  of  con- 
crete nuclear  deterrence  policy  lead  us 
to  a  strictly  conditioned  moral  accept- 
ance of  nuclear  deterrence." 

One  cannot  be  more  clear  than  that, 
and  that  is  the  issue  we  raise  on  this 
floor.  We  raise  the  proposition  that 
the  deployment  of  a  major  new  missile 
system  in  targeted  silos  which  can 
only  be  perceived  as  a  first  strike,  with 
a  first-strike  mission  what  was  per- 
ceived as  a  first-strike  mission,  is  a 
first-strike  mission,  the  technology 
drives  the  doctrine,  and  we  shall  not 
only  have  done  what  we  have  sworn 
we  would  never  do,  but  we  shall  have 
done  what  a  major  community  of  the 
American  religious  community  have 
declared  to  be  immoral,  which  the 
great  rationalists  of  the  subject  have 
declared  to  be  insane. 

I  would  quote  a  simple  passage  from 
McGeorge  Bundy  commenting  on  the 
Scowcroft  report  which  he  described 
"At  once  one  of  the  best  and  worst 
state  papers  of  the  nuclear  age."  He 
said,  and  I  wish  there  were  just  a  few 


persons  in  this  Chamber  of  a  different 

view  listening  to  us 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  The  Senator  has 
just  touched  on  an  extremely  impor- 
tant point. 

The  Catholic  bishops  engaged  in  an 
extended  debate  in  the  course  of  pre- 
paring their  statement  on  nuclear  war. 
It  is  one  of  the  most  important  docu- 
ments issued  in  recent  years  and  I 
think  we  need  to  recognize  that.  What 
is  happening  is  that  careful  debate 
and  examination  of  these  issues, 
which  ought  to  be  taking  place  in  this 
very  body  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  is  in  fact  occurring  elsewhere 
out  in  the  country. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  and. 
just  before  him.  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas, made  extremely  effective  pres- 
entations with  respect  to  the  issues 
before  us.  Those  presentations  call  out 
for  some  response  from  the  supporters 
of  this  weapons  system. 

Is  the  supporters'  case  so  bereft  of 
logic  or  reason? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Or  morality. 
Mr.  SARBANES.  Or  morality,  that 
they  cannot  take  the  floor  to  expound 
it? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  can  say  they  do 
not. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  We  are  not  asking 
for  a  lengthy  exposition.  But  some  of 
the  very  people  previously  made  state- 
ments, the  logic  of  which  ought  to 
lead  them  to  oppose  this  weapons 
system.  Yet  they  are  now  supporting 
it,  and  they  owe  this  body  and  the 
American  people  an  explanation  of 
that  position. 

At  some  point  Members  of  this  insti- 
tution have  to  stop  being  like  ships 
passing  in  the  night  and  come  to  grips 
with  these  issues.  Members  ought  to 
yield,  not  stand  and  read  a  statement 
that  has  been  written  for  them,  and 
they  ought  to  be  prepared  to  focus  the 
issue  and  reply  to  question  after  ques- 
tion. This  is  a  fateful  decision.  I  have 
heard  the  Senator  from  New  York 
make  that  very  statement  and  it  is 
time  to  come  to  grips  with  the  issue 
and  try  to  lay  it  out.  It  is  an  important 
decision  for  the  country  and  an  impor- 
tant decision  for  the  Members  of  this 
body.  The  Catholic  bishop  have  debat- 
ed it  in  a  way  thaT  reflects  credit  on 
them  and  on  th^hole  notion  of  rea- 
soned dialog.  That  is  not  happening 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  think  the  sup- 
porters of  the  MX  system  have  had  a 
half-hour  of  substantive  exposition  of 
their  position  in  the  course  either  of 
this  particular  debate  or  of  the  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  In  the  confronta- 
tion, we  have  been  here  6  days  asking 
for  that  exchange  and  we  have  not 
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had  it.  I  see  other  colleagues  have 
risen  but  just  in  response  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Maryland,  if  I  can  restate  a 
statement  he  included  in  the  Record 
yesterday  of  Mr.  McGeorge  Bundy, 
who  said: 

For  almost  30  years,  we  have  made  surviv- 
able  second-strike  strength  our  central  stra- 
tegic standard.  Are  we  now  to  move  in  a 
cloud  of  consensus  prose  and  good  inten- 
tions to  a  nonsurvivable  first-strike  system? 
At  the  very  least,  the  Congress  should  dig 
deeper  then  the  commission  or  its  sponsor. 

At  the  very  least,  the  Congress 
should. 

Are  we  to  see  the  Sovietization  of 
American  strategies  occur  without 
even  comment  from  the  world's  most 
famous  anti-Communists?  I  cannot 
imagine  there  are  any  in  the  world  as 
widely  renowned  for  their  abhorrence 
of  all  Soviet  doctrine  than  some  of  our 
colleagues,  except  the  Soviet  doctrine 
of  first  strike  in  nuclear  war. 

And  where  are  they?  Where  are 
they?  Look.  You  can  base  an  MX  race- 
track on  this  Chamber,  it  has  been  so 
empty  since  we  began  this  debate. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding.  I  rise  to  associate  myself 
with  the  Senator's  remarks,  his  very 
fine  remarks,  and  also  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Maryland,  because 
we  have  wanted  to  have  this  debate 
for  some  period  of  time.  The  other 
side  on  the  issue,  in  very  large  meas- 
ure the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  has 
challenged  that.  They  have  said  that 
we  were  here  to  delay,  that  we  were 
here  with  some  purpose  other  than  to 
have  a  serious  debate. 

We  are  here  to  debate.  There  are 
many  important  questions  that  need 
be  addressed.  I  think  the  record 
should  show  that,  on  the  other  side,  at 
a  point  at  which  we  ought  to  be  engag- 
ing in  debate— this  Chamber  ought  to 
be  full  and  at  least  ought  to  have 
those  advocates  for  this  system  on  the 
floor— but,  as  I  look  at  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle— and  I  think  there  are  54 
Republicans  in  the  Senate  today— I 
see  1  present  and  I  see  53  empty  seats. 

I  take  this  to  mean  that  the  Sena- 
tors who  are  supporting  this  carmot 
stand  the  heat  of  this  debate.  They 
are  not  able  to  come  here  and  in  any 
meaningful  way  defend  this  missile 
system,  because  it  makes  no  logical 
sense  on  £uiy  ground,  the  grounds  that 
the  Senator  cites,  ranging  from  the 
morale  ground  to  the  arms  control 
ground,  across  just  to  the  sheer  eco- 
nomics of  what  we  are  talking  about 
here. 

So  I  think  the  record  ought  to  clear- 
ly show  that  the  Senators  who  support 
this  system,  when  it  comes  right  down 
to  the  hard  necessity  of  having  to 
defend  this  issue  in  serious  debate,  are 
nowhere  to  be  found. 


I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor from  Michigan. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  been  on 
this  floor  rather  constantly  during  the 
entire  period  of  this  debate,  not  to  the 
extent  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has, 
but  I  attempted  to  olwerve  what  has 
gone  on.  I  have  offered  some  amend- 
ments. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  this  body,  which 
is  known  as  the  greatest  debating  body 
in  the  world,  has  actually  failed  to 
enter  into  any  debate  whatsoever,  not- 
withstanding the  efforts  of  a  number 
of  our  colleagues  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  to  explore  the  issue,  and  that  we 
are  dealing  with  a  subject  probably 
more  serious  than  any  subject  that  we 
will  deal  with  during  this  entire  ses- 
sion of  Congress?  We  are  dealing  with 
whether  or  not  our  children  and  our 
grandchildren  will  live  in  a  peaceful 
world  or  whether  they  will  be  con- 
sumed by  nuclear  confrontation. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  only  re- 
sponse that  we  receive  from  the  man- 
ager of  the  bill  on  the  opposite  side  is 
that  we,  who  have  concerned  ourselves 
and  wanted  to  debate  the  merits  of 
this  issue,  have  been  accused  of  dilato- 
ry tactics  and  delays,  whereas  we  have 
totally  failed  in  any  response  whatso- 
ever, any  meaningful  debate,  any  in- 
telligent exchange,  any  effort  to  ex- 
plore the  relations,  but  rather  have 
only  had  a  motion  to  set  down,  action 
pending  at  the  moment,  that,  should 
this  body  decide  to  invoke  cloture, 
would  be  ruled  dilatory  and  does  not 
strike  at  the  very  heart  of  the  issue 
that  has  to  do  with  whether  or  not 
there  will  or  will  not  be  funding  for 
the  MX? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  think  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  could  not  be  more  cor- 
rect. How  painful  it  is  to  see  a  body, 
which  has  advertised  itself,  precipita- 
tely perhaps— we  are  ancient  in  our  ex- 
istence by  the  standards  of  most  repre- 
sentative institution— but  we  have 
been  a  deliberative  body.  And  when 
persons  of  good  intentions  rise  on  mat- 
ters of  the  largest  consequence,  they 
have  been  able  to  assume  that,  as  Sen- 
ators in  the  Senate,  they  will  be  re- 
sponded to.  Silence  will  not  be  their 
answer. 

You  know,  it  does  not  follow  because 
we  hold  these  views  that  we  are  cor- 
rect. It  may  well  be  we  are  wrong.  It  is 
possible  our  minds  could  be  changed. 
No  effort  is  made. 

I  suppose  when  I  speak  of  the  Sovi- 
etization of  American  strategy,  one 
might  almost  begin  by  the  degree  to 
which  the  advocates  of  it  are  prepared 
to  enter  into  a  reasoned,  open  discus- 
sion thereof.  The  matter  has  been  set- 
tled. It  is  not  to  be  questioned.  And 


those  that  question  it  may  find  them- 
selves  in  exile. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  would  say,  in. re- 
sponse to  the  Senator  from  Michigan, 
that  one  of  the  reasons  that  you  do 
not  hear  supporters  trying  to  make  a 
substantive  argument  for  this  MX  is 
this:  Suppose  the  Senator  had  made  a 
statement  like  the  following,  and  I  am 
quoting  now: 

By  stuffing  the  MX's  into  fixed  silos,  we 
are  creating  just  so  many  more  sitting  ducks 
for  the  Russians  to  shoot  at.  The  MX  is  of 
little  use  to  us  unless  the  Soviets  are  con- 
vinced that  it  can  survive  an  attack. 

If  the  Senator  had  made  a  statement 
like  that  not  very  long  ago,  do  you 
think  he  could  bring  himself  to  come 
to  the  floor  now  and  try  to  defend  de- 
ploying the  MX  in  fixed  silos?  Obvi- 
ously, it  would  be  very  difficult. 

I  think  that  is  part  of  the  explana- 
tion. There  is  a  real  question  whether 
there  is  any  reason  or  logic  that  can  be 
mustered  for  the  system.  If  it  is  there, 
we  ought  to  be  hearing  it  in  response 
to  this  question. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  do  have  the 
floor.  I  yield  the  floor  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Who  made  such  a  state- 
ment? The  Senator  from  California? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  As  we  have  been 
very  circumspect  in  this  matter,  I  only 
made  reference  to  persons  not  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate.  But  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  made  the  statement,  if 
I  am  not  mistaken.  My  memory  is  fal- 
lible, but  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  is  quoting  the  distinguished 
manager  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  say  to  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware, suppose  your  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, who  is  now  advocating  this  pro- 
gram, had  previously  made  this  state- 
ment: "I  don't  think  they"— meaning 
Minuteman  silos— "can  be  liardened 
enough  on  a  permanent  basis  to  war- 
rant putting  MX  missiles  in  fixed  and 
known  silos." 

Suppose  you  had  made  that  state- 
ment and  were  then  called  upon  to 
defend  this  system? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  would  think  he  would 
be  a  very  good  soldier  in  having  such  a 
pliable  mind.  He  would  be  a  good  polit- 
ical ally  to  have.  I  would  like  to  have  a 
guy  like  that  who  would  say  whatever 
I  wanted,  I  guess. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  sure  every  Senator  standing  is  pre- 
pared to  say:  "All  previous  remarks 
are  canceled.  Can  we  discuss  the 
matter  at  hand?" 

We  are  not  accusing  anybody.  We 
are  just  trying  to  say  what  a  bizarre 


thing  we  are  doing  and  trying  to  make 
the  point  which  they  will  not  hear; 
that  it  does  not  matter  what  their  in- 
tentions are,  what  matters  is  what  are 
the  perceptions  in  Moscow? 

That  is  what  makes  the  difference. 
The  assessments  that  truly  matter  are 
those  made  in  Moscow.  They  will  see 
us  doing  something  we  have  never 
done  before  and  everyone  said  we 
would  never  do  before.  Doing  that 
would  be  madness,  given  our  doctrine. 
Now  we  are  doing  it.  How  can  they  not 
assume  we  have  changed  our  policies, 
and  the  world  is  on  a  30-minute  notice 
to  annihilation? 

Mr.  SASSER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  yield. 
Mr.  SASSER.  For  over  30  years  now, 
for  three  decades,  it  has  been  my  opin- 
ion that  this  Nation  has  relied  on  the 
concept  that  deterrence  of  nuclear  war 
is  best  achieved  if  the  Nation  possesses 
an  effective  and  survivable  second- 
strike  capability.  Is  that  not  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  Senator? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  has  been  the 
avowed  and  explicit  policy  of  every 
President. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  I  am  not  mistak- 
en  

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
may  we  have  order?  We  are  not  having 
much  debate  with  the  Members  who 
oppose  us,  but  at  least  they  could 
allow  us  to  speak  among  ourselves. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  I  am  not  mistaken, 
this  policy  was  laid  down  over  30  years 
ago  by  President  Dwight  David  Eisen- 
hower. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  precisely 
stated. 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  have  heard  it  stated, 
I  say  to  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
on  this  floor,  either  by  himself  or  per- 
haps by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  and  I  have  read  this  in 
the  literature,  that  97  percent  of  these 
MX  missiles  in  Minuteman  silos  would 
be  destroyed  by  a  Soviet  first  strike.  Is 
tlizit'  thie  c3iS6^ 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  probability 
rate  is  from  about  85  to  95  percent, 
yes. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Then  my  question  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York  is,  if  we 
wish  to  save  from  destruction  MX  mis- 
siles in  Minuteman  silos,  then  we  must 
move  to  a  new  doctrine.  Would  we  not 
be  forced  to  move  to  a  doctrine  of 
launch  on  warning  rather  than  absorb- 
ing the  first  strike? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  is  exactly  right.  It  does  not 
matter.  With  the  technology  in  the 
end,  we  may,  in  fact,  adopt  that  as 
doctrine  after  a  long  period  of  trying 
to  avoid  the  reality.  But  the  Soviets 
will  assume  we  have  adopted  it  the 
moment  the  first  missile  goes  into  the 
first  silo. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  on  that  point,  there  is  a  manager 


of  the  bill  here,  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia. 

It  has  now  been  asserted  on  the 
floor  that  a  Soviet  first  strike  at  the 
MX  would  wipe  out  85  to  90  percent  of 
them.  Does  the  manager  of  the  bill 
dispute  that? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  say,  in  response  to  this 
series  of  inquiries,  that  as  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Strategic  Weap- 
ons we  held  15  hearings,  nearly  60 
hours.  The  distinguished  Member  who 
is  leading  this  filibuster  was  present  at 
one  hearing  for  18  minutes.  These  sub- 
jects were  thoroughly  discussed  at  the 
hearings. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  will  repeat  my 
question.  Does  the  Senator  disagree 
with  the  assertion  that  a  Soviet  first 
strike  would  wipe  out  85  to  95  percent 
of  these  missiles? 

Mr.  WARNER.  The  hearings  cov- 
ered this  subject.  The  record  is  volumi- 
nous. I  have  no  further  reply. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  take  it,  then,  that 
the  Senator  concedes  that  point. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  If  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  has  no  further  com- 
ment, I  might  offer  those  of  Gen. 
John  W.  Vessey,  at  the  time  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 
He  was  asked  about  this  in  a  hearing 
about  the  MX  missiles  that  were  then 
to  be  deployed  in  a  heavily  defended 
mode,  not  the  existing  Minuteman 
silos  but  in  a  heavily  defensive  mode. 

He  was  asked,  on  May  5,  1983,  just  a 
few  weeks  ago,  and  how  many  would 
survive  an  attack  in  a  defended,  heavi- 
ly defended,  mode?  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  on  the  floor.  He  and  I 
have  had  a  briefing  about  these  mat- 
ters, and  we  all  know  something  of  the 
technology  involved. 

How  many  would  survive  an  abso- 
lutely hardened  silo?  Twenty-five  per- 
cent, he  said.  Seventy-five  percent 
would  be  destroyed  and  25  to  30  per- 
cent would  survive  if  we  put  inrunense 
efforts  into  defending  them. 

I  just  said  what  I  have  said  here,  if 
we  put  no  effort  into  it,  I  estimate 
somewhere  between  85  to  95  percent 
would  be  lost. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  suppose  we  can  ask 
and  answer  our  own  questions  for  the 
record,  if  we  are  not  going  to  get  an- 
swers from  the  managers. 

I  can  answer  the  Senator's  question. 
What  was  said  to  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  in  a  letter  by  General 
Skrantz  was  that  only  1  to  7  percent  of 
the  MX  missiles  in  Minuteman  silos 
would  survive. 

I  think  we  are  being  unfair  to  our 
friends  who  support  the  MX. 

You  fellows  are  beating  up  on  them. 
You  are  suggesting  that  they  either  do 
not  know  the  issue,  which  I  know  they 
know,  which  is  implicit,  or  that  the 
proposal   is  that  which   the  Senator 


from  Termessee  is  suggesting,  that  we 
are  really  moving  to  launch-on-wam- 
ing. 

I  respectfully  suggest  that  is  not 
fair.  There  are  three  possible  explana- 
tions. The  first  is  the  explanation 
given  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
and  the  Senator  from  Termessee,  that, 
really,  we  are  changing  our  doctrine. 
We  are  moving  to  a  launch  on  warning 
doctrine.  But  there  are  two  other 
equally  plausible  explanations. 

The  first  is  that  it  is  a  political  ne- 
cessity, that  they  have  a  problem 
within  the  Republican  Party,  that  the 
rightwing  of  the  Republican  Party  will 
not  tolerate  the  notion  that  any  major 
weapons  system  not  be  moved  forward 
with. 

If  I  were  President  of  the  United 
States,  perish  the  thought,  and  the 
liberal  wing  of  the  Democratic  Party 
was  giving  me  a  great  deal  of  trouble 
and  I  was  up  for  reelection.  I  might 
consider  it  not  very  politically  wise, 
even  though  it  may  be  right  for  Amer- 
ica, not  politically  wise  for  my  future 
to  take  on  that  portion  of  my  party. 
That  is  a  second  possible  explanation. 
I  am  not  suggesting  that  is  the  one. 

Quite  frankly,  there  is  a  third  possi- 
ble explanation,  and  in  my  view  is  the 
most  plausible  one.  That  is  that  there 
are  those  within  the  administration 
and  supporters  of  the  administration 
who  would  like  to  see  us  move  to  a 
first-strike  capability;  that  the  combi- 
nation of  the  MX  missile  and  the  D-5, 
even  though  we  are  only  starting  off 
with  100  MX  missiles,  combining  the 
two  and  matching  against  the  struc- 
ture of  the  Soviet  nuclear  capability, 
leads  anyone,  reasonably  knowledge- 
able in  this  area,  to  understand  that 
we  will  be  well  on  our  way  to  acquiring 
a  first-strike  capability  that  would,  in 
fact,  be  able  to  significantly— signifi- 
cantly—damage  the  Soviet  Union. 

I  think  there  are  those  within  this 
administration,  not  necessarily  the 
President,  who  would  seek  a  first- 
strike  capability.  So  I  think  we  are 
giving  them  a  little  bit  of  benefit  of 
the  doubt  here  that  they  do  not  de- 
serve. That  is  that,  in  fact,  what  is 
going  on  here  is  the  mild  change  of 
doctrine  to  launch  on  warning. 

I  would  like  to  debate  the  question 
of  whether  or  not  what  is  at  stake 
here  is  a  fundamental  change  in  our 
doctrine  that  has  been  proposed  by 
some  to  suggest  that  we  should  ac- 
quire first-strike  capability. 

I  think  you  are  being  unfair  to  them, 
suggesting  there  is  only  one  possibili- 
ty. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN,  If  I  may  comment 
on  what  the  Senator  has  just  said,  in 
the  doctrine,  if  you  will,  there  is  now  a 
serious  discussion  of  the  third  strike. 
In  this  city  they  have  been  talking 
about  the  third  strike. 

There  is  the  first  strike  that  he  re- 
ferred to,  a  second  strike  coming  back 
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but  not  in  fact  coming  back  because 
the  adversary  knows  there  would  be 
yet  a  third  strike.  On  the  second 
strike,  the  second  strike  would  not  be 
overwhelming.  A  third  strike  would  be 
in  reserve  and  that  third  strike  would 
be  the  incisive  capacity. 

I  think  he  is  onto  something. 

In  order  to  think  of  a  third  strike 
you  have  to  think  of  a  first  strike. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  agree. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  I  am  not 
saying  that  that  is  the  position.  I  am 
not  saying  that  I  am  positive  that  that 
is  what  is  being  suggested  by  those 
who  support  it.  All  I  am  saying  is  that 
we  are  being  unfair  when  we  suggest 
that  there  is  only  one  explanation  to 
the  nondebate.  nonanswer,  nondefen- 
sible  position.  There  may  be  more 
than  one. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Would  the  Senator 
perceive  it  to  be  rational  then,  for  the 
other  side,  confronted  with  this 
change  in  doctrine,  to  seek  to  escalate 
their  own  preparations  and  their  own 
armaments  in  the  same  direction? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  would  assume  that 
that  would  have  to  happen. 

One  of  the  things  that  amazes  me 
when  we  discuss  matters  relative  to 
the  Soviet  Union,  whether  it  be  in  the 
Intelligence  or  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  both  of  which  I  happen  to 
be  on,  is  the  way  we  assume  on  the 
one  hand  that  the  Soviets  are  the 
most  conniving,  the  toughest,  the 
roughest,  the  brightest  folks  out 
there,  and  in  the  same  breath,  we 
assume  that  they  are  stupid,  that  they 
would  not  reach  a  conclusion  any  rea- 
sonable man  in  this  country  would 
reach  if  faced  with  the  same  circum- 
stances. 

It  is  the  same  old  argument  we  used 
to  have,  and  the  Senator  was  as  deeply 
involved  as  I  was,  we  used  to  have  on 
SALT.  We  used  to  stand  and  hear 
people  on  the  Senate  floor  say,  "But 
the  Soviet  Union  knows  we  would 
never  use  nuclear  weapons."  We  be- 
lieve that.  I  hope  that  continues  to  be 
our  policy.  But  is  it  reasonable  for  the 
mythical  reasonable  man,  assuming 
that  he  exists  in  the  Soviet  Union,  to 
assume  that  the  only  country  in  the 
world  that  ever  used  nuclear  weapons 
would  never  use  nuclear  weapons? 

I  find  it  staggering  that,  on  the  one 
hand,  we  ascribe  to  the  Soviets  capa- 
bilities that  far  exceed  our  own,  both 
in  a  physical  sense  and  in  an  intellec- 
tual sense,  and  on  the  other  hand,  we 
assume  that  there  are  no  reasonable 
people  in  the  Soviet  Union  who  would 
draw  the  same  conclusion  any  reasona- 
ble man  in  the  United  States  would? 
That  is  the  perplexing  dilemma  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned. 

So.  to  answer  the  Senator's  question, 
it  is  yes,  I  cannot  imagine  a  Soviet 
planner  sitting  in  the  Soviet  Union 
and  saying,  "Now.  look,  those  good  old 


boys  over  there  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  they  have  a  weapon  that  is 
more  powerful  and  precise,  the  combi- 
nation of  those  two  factors,  than  we 
have.  They  not  only  have  one,  they 
have  two.  They  have  this  D-5"— 
which,  by  the  way,  this  Senator  from 
Delaware  supports.  That  little  old 
weapon  is  going  to  sit  in  a  submarine, 
which  we  are  so  far  ahead  of  them  on 
now  that  it  is  laughable.  That  little 
weapon  in  a  submarine  has  a  new  ca- 
pacity. That  is  that  it  is  incredibly  ac- 
curate. 

We  used  to  always  argue  that  the 
reason  we  cannot  rely  on  any  of  these 
weapons  in  this  counterforce  jargon 
that  we  talk  in,  that  they  are,  to  use 
the  jargon  we  all  like  to  use  to  show 
we  really  know  something  about  this, 
that  the  platform— a  platform  is  a 
sub— the  platform  is  moving.  There- 
fore, if  the  platform  is  moving  just  a 
little  bit,  it  knocks  off  the  accuracy  of 
the  missile  a  little  bit  at  the  outset, 
but  at  the  end  point,  it  is  way  off. 
Therefore,  we  cannot  rely  on  it. 

Well,  the  ingenious  people  in  the 
United  States  of  America  defense  es- 
tablishment came  along  and  they  fig- 
ured out  how  to  rectify  that.  Now  we 
are  developing  this  new  D-5,  which  is 
one  powerful  weapon.  That  thing  is 
not  only  powerful,  it  is  extremely  ac- 
curate. The  accuracy  is  classified.  But 
the  Soviets  have  figured  out  that  it  is 
pretty  accurate.  And  we  are  going  for- 
ward with  that  program. 

Now.  in  the  same  breath,  we  come 
along.  You  are  a  Soviet.  You  say. 
"Wait  a  minute,  should  we  worry 
about  that?" 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  It  could  be  a  de- 
terrent. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  It  could  be  something 
to  worry  about. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  on  that  point,  it  could  be  a  deter- 
rent, because  it  is  not  subject  to  a 
Soviet  first  strike. 

What  about  this  MX?  How  could 
that  be  a  deterrent? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
what  I  am  getting  at.  You  are  a  Soviet 
and  you  see  that  coming  along,  which 
I  support,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
supports,  and  I  hope  everybody  sup- 
ports. Then  we  come  along  and  say. 
"By  the  way.  By  the  way,  what  we  are 
going  to  do  is  build  ourselves  some  MX 
missiles.  And  by  the  way,  the  only 
value  that  MX  missile  will  have,  the 
only  utility  it  has  is  if  the  United 
States  uses  it  first.  Because  they  know 
that  we  know— we,  the  Soviets— they 
know  that  we  know  we  can  knock  it 
out." 

"Now.  why  would  those  dummies 
spend  billions  of  dollars  to  put  in  old 
holes  missiles  we  can  blow  away?  Aha, 
those  devious  capitalists.  What  they 
do  not  realize  is  we  are  dumb  some- 
times, those  devious  capitalists.  What 
they  are  about  is  building  up,  consist- 
ent with  some  of  the  rhetoric  in  the 


rightwing  of  the  United  States  of 
America"— which  we  all  say  about 
them,  "by  the  way,  don't  believe  that, 
they  really  don't  mean  it."  Every  ut- 
terance every  Soviet  official  makes 
that  is  warlike  is  offered  to  us  in  the 
Intelligence  Committee  as  evidence  of 
the  fact  that  they  intend  to  do  it.  Be- 
cause we  know  they  are  bad. 

But,  you  come  along  and  the  Soviet 
planner  over  there  says,  "Wait  a 
minute.  They  have  this  new  D-5.  So 
that  takes  care  of  a  vulnerability  prob- 
lem for  them.  But  they  are  going 
ahead  and  building  an  MX.  And  they 
are  putting  that  MX  in  a  hole  they 
know  we  can  knock  out,  because  we 
heard  from  General  Skrantz  and  gen- 
eral somebody  else  and  all  of  them 
that  maximum  7  percent  could  sur- 
vive. And  we  know  they  have  budget- 
ary problems.  We  know  they  have  a 
big  deficit.  We  know  there  is  a  lot  of 
political  pressure  on  them.  But  they 
are  going  ahead  with  this  anyway. 
Golly,  I  wonder  what  they  are  going  to 
do?" 

We  expect  them  to  say,  ""Well,  they 
are  building  it  for  a  bargaining  chip.  " 
If  the  real  bargaining  chip— and  this  is 
what  worries  me.  I  say  to  Senator  Sar- 
BANES— if  the  real  bargaining  chip  is 
the  following,  it  scares  the  devil  out  of 
me.  If  the  bargaining  chip  is  that  what 
we  are  implicitly  saying  to  the  Soviets 
is,  "If  you  don't  bargain,  we  are  going 
to  first  strike, "  that  is  scary.  But  if  the 
bargaining  chip  is  what  they  say  it  is, 
"If  you  don't  agree  with  us  and  work 
out  an  arms  control  agreement,  we  are 
going  to  build  a  useless  missile, "  then 
we  have  to  assume  one  of  two  things: 
Either  that  the  American  planners  are 
stupid  or  the  Soviet  planners  are 
stupid.  We  have  to  assume  one  of 
those  two,  I  respectfully  suggest. 

But  what  worries  me  is,  because  I 
have  learned  to  take  this  President  at 
his  word,  he  really  might  have  a  bar- 
gaining chip.  And  the  bargaining  chip 
is  "If  you  don't,  we  move  to  first  strike 
capability." 

Now,  that  is  the  way  some  people  in 
this  town  think.  That  is  the  way  some 
people  in  this  country  think.  And  that 
is  a  prescription  for  armihilation.  The 
same  people  who  think  that  way  are 
also  the  same  people  who  talk  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York  and  to  me  on 
that  committee  and  to  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  and  others  on  the  de- 
fense committee  ajid  tell  us  that  nu- 
clear war  is  winnable.  They  are  the 
same  people. 

What  worries  me,  if  I  can  take  this  a 
step  further,  and  believe  it  or  not.  I 
believe  it  is  logically  consistent— I  am 
prepared  to  be  proved  wrong.  But 
what  worries  me  on  top  of  that  is 
when  you  take  the  reasonable  people 
who  know  something  about  arms  con- 
trol out  of  the  arms  control  equation 
and  you  put  in  their  place  men  and 
women  who  have  made  it  for  30  years 


their  doctrine  to  suggest  that  arms 
control  is  tantamount  to  weakening 
U.S.  capability. 

Let  me  be  more  specific,  and  1  some- 
times am  told  it  is  not  senatorial  to  be 
so  specific,  but  let  me  be  specific.  We 
now  have  a  man  who  is  the  funnel 
through  which  everything  to  the 
President  must  go  on  arms  control 
who  knows  nothing  about  arms  con- 
trol, who  does  not  even  have  the 
slightest— the  slightest— pretext  of 
having  the  remotest  knowledge  about 
arms  control  I  refer  to  the  distin- 
guished judge  from  the  great  State  of 
California. 

So.  when  you  add  all  of  these  things 
up.  the  Senator  from  Delaware  ^s 
worried  because  maybe  these  fellows 
who  believe  that  nuclear  war  is  winna- 
ble—and  I  am  not  suggesting  that  the 
Senator  from  "Virginia  believes  this, 
and  I  am  not  suggesting  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  or  any  other  Senator 
believes  this,  but  we  all  know  there  are 
those  in  this  town  who  do— when  you 
add  up  that  the  people  who  are  knowl- 
edgeable on  the  issue  in  this  adminis- 
tration have  been,  which  is  my  charac- 
terization and  only  mine,  relegated  to 
a  position  beneath  those  who  in  fact 
know  nothinp  about  the  issue  and 
then  you  add  to  that  a  theory  that 
must  assume  that  the  Sovitts  are 
either  stupid  or  that  we  are  stupid, 
and  you  add  to  that  the  combined  fire- 
power that  flows  from  an  MX  missile 
and  a  D-5— and  I  will  acknowledge  in 
case  anyone  wants  to  come  and  argue 
with  me  about  this.  I  shall  welcome  it. 
but  since  they  are  not,  I  shall  argue 
against  my  own  case.  I  point  out  to 
you  that  the  combination  of  only  100 
MX's  and  D-5's  in  and  of  itself  does 
not  provide  first  strike  capability.  But 
it  moves  us  a  long  way. 

Now.  what  is  going  to  happen  to  us 
if  you  watch  the  way  this  has  unfold- 
ed? What  will  happen?  One  hundred 
MX  missiles,  the  D-5.  The  Soviets 
then  in  turn  will  move  every  one  of 
their  new  missile  projects  on  line. 
Then  we  will  be  faced  with  the  argu- 
ment in  the  Senate  that  becomes  a 
self-fulfilling  prophecy.  We  will  be 
told  100  is  not  enough,  because  in  the 
meantime  the  Soviets  have  done  A,  B, 
and  C,  which  some  could  argue  would 
be  reasonable  in  the  face  of  our  ac- 
tions. 

We  are  stepping  onto  a  treadmill, 
and  that  treadmill  is  being  run  by  the 
waters  that  flow  from  the  minds  of 
people  who  have  an  ideological  bent 
on  what  the  role  of  nuclear  weapons  is 
that  is  different  fundamentally  from 
what  it  has  been  in  this  country  since 
the  inception  of  the  doctrine.  So  let  us 
not  kid  anybody  on  this  floor.  What 
we  are  talking  about  is  stepping  onto 
something  we  cannot  step  off  of. 

It  is  a  little  bit  like  Latin  America,  if 
I  can  make  a  foreign  policy  analogy. 
We  are  told  on  the  one  hand  that  the 
Government  carmot  win  in  Nicaragua 


unless  they  get  more  help.  We  are  told 
if  they  get  more  help,  what  will 
happen  is  that  it  is  more  likely  the 
Cubans  will  move  in  than  the  Soviets. 
And  we  are  told  the  only  way  they  will 
not  move  in  is  unless  we  move  in 
American  forces.  And  the  only  way  we 
can  prevent  them  from  moving  in, 
unless  we  adopt  the  basic  premise,  is 
to  commit  American  forces.  If  we 
commit  American  forces,  we  have  com- 
mitted ourselves  to  a  conflict. 

Now.  you  all  think  I  am  crazy  maybe 
but  read  in  the  Record  what  I  just 
said.  I  said  it  fast,  but  it  is  absolutely 
what  the  case  is. 

So  where  are  we?  We  start  off  with  a 
basic  premise  that  is  flawed,  and  we 
are  starting  with  a  basic  premise  that 
is  flawed  here.  The  basic  premise  that 
is  flawed  is  that  the  Soviet  Union  will 
believe  that  the  construction  of  100 
MX  missiles  in  old  silos,  even  hard- 
ened, old  silos  is  designed  to  get  them 
to  yield  on  other  issues  and  show  the 
resolve  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica to  defend  its  interests. 

Now.  what  more  showing  of  resolve 
do  we  have  to  make  beyond  a  budget 
of  several  hundred  billion  dollars  in  a 
time  of  economic  difficulty,  beyond 
continuing  the  rest  of  our  weapons 
systems,  beyond  what  is  clearly  the 
changed  mood  in  this  country  to  sup- 
port increased  defense  capability? 
What  makes  us  think  that  the  Soviets 
are  so  stupid?  And  because  they  are.  to 
overstate  it  in  the  interest  of  time, 
there  are  those  who  would  suggest  and 
I  think  history  suggests— and  I  cer- 
tainly defer  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York  on  interpretations  and  knowl- 
edge of  history,  I  mean  that  seriously, 
but  it  could  be  argued,  I  would  say. 
that  there  is  a  strong  dose  of  paranoia 
and  anxiety  which  besets  the  Soviet 
mind  that  has  not  changed  from  czar 
through  commissar,  and  so  what  is 
likely  to  happen  if  past  is  prolog,  the 
Soviet  Union,  which  fears  our  ingenui- 
ty above  all  else,  fears  our  technologi- 
cal capability  above  all  else— quite 
frankly,  maybe  even  has  more  faith  in 
it  than  we  do— the  Soviet  Union, 
rather  than  concluding  we  are  not 
very  smart,  will  conclude  that  there  is 
a  second  agenda,  or  as  we  say  in  poli- 
tics a  hidden  agenda. 

That  is  the  treadmill  that  we  are 
getting  on,  and  I  think  it  is  tragic,  it  is 
absolutely  tragic.  That  comes  from  a 
Senator  who  votes  for  covert  actions, 
who  votes  for  more  money  for  the 
CIA,  who  votes  for  the  Stealth 
bomber,  who  votes  for  the  D-5,  who 
votes  for  these  systems,  who  cannot 
claim  to  be  a  God-fearing,  peace-loving 
pacifist.  I  do  not  have  claim  to  that.  I 
do  not  feel  that  way.  I  feel  very  nega- 
tively about  the  Soviets.  I  do  not  like 
them  a  whole  lot.  I  think  they  are  bad 
guys  and  to  really  say  something  that 
will  probably  live  with  me  the  rest  of 
my  career,  which  may  only  be  18 
months  after  this  speech,  I  would  sug- 


gest to  you  that  if  I  had  my  way.  if  I 
could  wave  a  wand  and  make  them  go 
away,  I  would  wave  it.  I  would  wave  it, 
and  even  though  it  would  not  comport 
with  human  rights,  even  though  it 
would  not  be  equitable  and  fair,  it 
would  not  be  moral,  I  would  be  an  im- 
moral man.  I  would  wave  the  wand 
and  put  them  on  Mars.  I  would  wave 
the  wand  and  send  them  away.  I  would 
wave  the  wand  and  put  them  into  a 
time  warp  that  made  it  such  that  they 
did  not  exist  in  our  century. 

But  short  of  being  able  to  do  that,  I 
think  it  is  critically  important  that  we 
defend  the  vital  interests  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

The  only  way  to  defend  the  vital  in- 
terests of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica is  to  have  the  l)est,  most  reasoned 
men  and  women  in  this  country  arriv- 
ing at  the  most  logically  consistent  po- 
sitions that  do  in  fact  bring  about  the 
result  we  are  seeking.  And  the  bottom 
line,  to  use  an  overly  worked  Washing- 
ton phrase,  the  bottom  line  in  my  view 
is  that  short  of  the  one  explanation 
for  the  MX— and  I  see  the  Senator 
from  Maine— there  is  only  one.  and  he 
has  come  up  with  it— the  only  poten- 
tially reasonable— potentially,  I  add— 
explanation  is  to  force  this  administra- 
tion to  put  its  lack  of  instinct— my 
characerization.  not  the  Senator  from 
Maine's— its  lack  of  instinct  for  arms 
control  before  its  demonstrated  in- 
stinct for  nuclear  madness.  That  in 
fact  is  a  fourth  possible  but  only  po- 
tentially reasonable  explanation. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Why  is  that  rea- 
sonable? 
Mr.  BIDEN.  I  said  potentially. 
Mr.    SARBANES.    Why    should    we 
have   to   build   and   deploy   a  system 
which  is  destabilizing  in  order  to  get 
serious  consideration  of  arms  control? 
Mr.  BIDEN.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
why.  And  obviously  1  am  not  speaking, 
God  perish  the  thought,  for  my  good 
friend  from  Maine,  but  let  me  tell  the 
Senator  why  I  think  it  would  be  re- 
motely reasonable  to  adopt  that  posi- 
tion, i  do  not  adopt  it;  I  think  it  is 
flawed. 

There  is  a  feeling  in  this  Chamber 
publicly  held  but  also  privately  held, 
by  I  would  argue  a  majority  of  Sena- 
tors, that  goes  as  follows:  This  admin- 
istration, first,  does  not  understand 
arms  control,  second,  does  not  have 
any  desire  to  pursue  arms  control,  and 
third,  if  it  had  any  political  way  of  get- 
ting around  it,  would  not  even  by  talk- 
ing about  arms  control  now. 

Now,  if  I  am  right  in  that  assump- 
tion, then  it  follows  that  reasonable 
men  could  say,  that  being  a  disastrous 
policy,  we  should  try  to  force  this  ad- 
ministration into  a  position  where 
they  put  themselves  into  a  mode  of 
good  faith  negotiation  that  we  in  fact 
hope  will  bring  about  reasonable  re- 
sults because  when  the  public  light  of 
day  shines  upon   these   negotiations. 
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the  heat  will  also  shine  on  them  to 
force  them  to  in  fact  negotiate  arms 
control. 

I  l)€lieve  it  is  the  secret  hope  of 
those  who  pursue  the  President  this 
way  that  they  will  never  have  to  get  to 
MX  because  I  believe  it  is  possible  for 
them  to  believe  that  they  can  force 
the  administration  to  negotiation, 
thereby  casting  public  light  and  heat 
upon  the  administration  in  a  time- 
frame that  occurs  more  rapidly  than 
that  which  is  now  occurring  and 
occurs  prior  to  the  time  of  deploying  a 
weapon  that  is  useless  to  us. 

I  would  argue,  even  though  I  think 
that  is  an  incorrect  analysis,  that  a 
reasonable  man  dealing  with  an  unrea- 
sonable set  of  circumstances— the  un- 
reasonable set  of  circumstances  being 
this  administration's  position  thus  far 
on  arms  control— that  a  reasonable 
man  could  say  it  is  worth  a  try. 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  going  to  produce 
the  results  suggested.  I  believe  that 
what  will  happen  is  that  the  MX  will 
get  ahead  of  the  curve;  the  MX  will 
get  ahead  of  the  negotiating  curve. 
The  MX  will  get  ahead  of  the  pressure 
curve  that  is  attempted  to  be  built  by 
reasonable  Senators  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle.  I  think  it  is  a  real  dilemma. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Let  me  ask  the 
Senator  this,  if  I  can  recapitulate  what 
he  has  said,  because  it  is  important. 

He  has  made  the  proposal  that  there 
are  people  in  the  strategic  planning 
circles  of  this  administration  and  of 
this  city  who  really  have  begun  to 
think  of  the  need  for  a  first  strike  and 
have  evolved  in  something  the  press 
has  not  reported— it  will  be  a  long  time 
coming  forward— evolved  the  notion 
that  a  third  strike  is  the  key  event: 
that  a  first  strike  can  be  made,  and 
then,  as  the  adversary  contemplates 
the  second  strike  in  the  deterrence 
mode,  they  have  to  say,  "That  wont 
wipe  out  what  remaiiis.  There  will  be  a 
third  strike  coming  at  us.  Therefore, 
stop  it  now." 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  technology 
will  begin  to  give  a  certain  surface  va- 
lidity to  that  argument. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  The  Senator  is  absolute- 
ly correct. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  point  out  what 
has  already  been  said  in  public  hear- 
ings: A  launch  on  warning  is  one 
thing.  General  Vessey,  in  May,  2 
months  ago,  said  that  even  hardened 
Minuteman  sites  would  lose  75  per- 
cent. He  said  the  Soviets  will  have  no 
assurance  that  we  will  ride  out  the 
attack. 

That  needs  to  be  translated  for  the 
public.  That  means  launch  on  warn- 
ing. He  does  not  mean  that  we  might 
wait  by  the  time  half  their  missiles 
have  dropped  and  we  will  let  go  what 
remains.  Oh,  no.  That  means  launch 
on  warning. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  the  radar  sit- 
uation  is  such   that   you   pick   up   a 


flight  at  launch  plus  10,  you  confirm  it 
at  launch  plus  20,  and  you  have  9  min- 
utes to  decide  what  to  do. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  We  are  here  on 
our  sixth  day,  and  we  cannot  get  any- 
body to  talk  with  us. 

It  is  the  concept  of  a  third  strike. 
Nothing  should  be  more  clear,  no 
matter  what  the  long-term  arms  con- 
trol objectives  may  be,  that  the  worst 
possible  way  to  deal  with  the  Soviet 
land-based  ICBM's  is  to  duplicate 
them.  That  puts  us  on  a  hair  trigger 
which  we  should  not  expect  to  survive; 
and  if  we  do,  it  will  be  God's  will,  not 
our  achievement. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Is  it  not  the  fact 
that  we  have  not  duplicated  that  mode 
and  have  instead  proceeded,  as  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Tennessee 
said  earlier,  to  rely  upon  a  survivable 
second  strike  capability— is  it  not  that 
basic  decision,  which  the  United 
States  has  followed  for  three  decades, 
that  has  provided  what  degree  of  sta- 
bility there  is  with  respect 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  There  has  been  a 
degree  of  stability.  The  weapons  have 
not  been  used.  The  Senator  from 
Maryland  is  right. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
has  18  more  years  in  this  Chamber, 
not  18  months.  What  he  has  said  to- 
night in  this  Chamber  is  profoundly 
serious. 

It  is  painful  to  say  that  there  are 
people  who  are  not  only  drifting  into  a 
doctrine  which  is  at  odds  with  our  ex- 
perience and  our  intentions,  but  also, 
there  are  people  who  contemplate 
that. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  At  the  risk  of  having 
this  Record  read  to  me,  to  my  embar- 
rassment, 2,  4,  6,  8.  or  10  years  from 
now,  if  I  am  still  here,  let  me  say  one 
more  thing. 

I  predict  that  if  we  stepped  fully  on 
to  this  treadmill,  it  is  true,  as  night 
follows  day,  that  the  following  initia- 
tives will  occur  in  short  order:  The  ini- 
tiative to  eliminate,  to  abrogate,  the 
ABM  treaty.  No.  1. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  No.  2,  the  initiative  to 
not  sign  the  Nuclear  Test  Ban  Treaty, 
underground  or  above  ground. 

No.  3,  a  proposal  to  rapidly  esca- 
late—because we  will  be  required  to— 
the  notion  of  nuclear  weapons  in  outer 
space.  The  reason  why  that  will  be  re- 
quired, I  assume,  is  obvious  on  its  face. 
However,  rather  than  take  too  much 
of  the  Senate's  time— I  have  tres- 
passed on  it  too  much  already— let  me 
just  focus  on  the  last  point. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senator  has  trespassed  on  the  Senate's 
time.  I  think  that  the  Senator  has  in  a 


most  cogent  and  perceptive  way  laid 
out  the  path  down  which  this  MX  de- 
cision may  well  lead  the  country.  That 
is  why  this  is  such  an  important  deci- 
sion. 

It  is  not  only  the  immediate  implica- 
tions of  the  decision,  as  unreasonable 
and  illogical  as  they  appear.  It  is  also 
where  it  will  take  the  Nation  in  terms 
of  its  strategic  doctrine  and  thinking, 
what  the  response  will  be  from  the 
other  side,  and  where  we  will  end  up 
one  day.  We  do  not  want  Members  one 
day  to  stand  up  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  say,  "We  didn't  know  back 
then  that  we  are  going  to  end  up  here. 
Had  we  known,  we  never  would  have 
started  down  the  path." 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  is  chart- 
ing for  this  body  where  this  may  well 
lead  us  and  why  this  is  therefore  such 
a  critical  decision,  why  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  tried  so  hard  to 
focus  some  attention  on  the  substance 
of  this  debate. 

I  asked  the  Senator  from  Virginia, 
who  is  managing  the  bill,  whether  it  is 
correct  that  85  to  95  percent  of  the 
MX  would  not  survive  a  strike.  I  get 
the  response  that  the  committee  had 
so  many  hours  in  markup,  and  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  was  not  there 
for  all  of  them. 

He  offered  it  and  the  able  and  distin- 
guished Senator  has  fought  this  issue 
for  7  years. 

So  let  us  not  criticize  Senators  indi- 
vidually. This  is  an  important,  sub- 
stantive issue,  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  laying  out  very  clearly 
where  this  decision  may  take  the 
country.  He  is  making  a  most  impor- 
tant contribution  to  this  debate. 

The  issues  he  has  raised  call  for  a 
reasoned  response  from  the  supporters 
of  this  system.  They  should  address 
the  issue  now,  because  if  they  do  not 
do  so,  there  will  come  a  day  when  the 
question  will  be  put  to  them:  "How 
could  you  have  helped  to  lead  us  down 
that  path  without  even  looking  at 
these  questions  and  providing  some 
sort  of  sane,  reasonable,  and  rational 
answers?  " 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
the  compliment;  but  I  hope  I  am 
wrong.  I  am  not  positive  I  am  right.  I 
am  just  stating  where  my  mind  thinks 
this  leaves  us. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  If  I  may  finish.  I  will 
yield  the  floor. 

As  to  the  point  that  the  Senator 
from  New  York  made  relative  to  how 
we  always  around  here  use  the  phrase 
"hair  trigger,"  the  Senator  from  New 
York  was  very  explicit  in  what  that 
meant.  He  translated  it  to  minutes.  He 
translated  it  to  time.  I  agree  with  his 
assessment. 

But  if  he  thinks,  and  I  know  he 
thinks  way  beyond  this,  but  if  those 


who  listen  to  him  think  that  that  is  as 
bad  as  it  will  get  they  are  wrong. 

The  reason  why  they  are  wrong  is 
that  if  my  conclusions  are  correct, 
that  we  will  be,  without  any  option, 
led  down  the  road  to  an  ABM  system 
and  led  down  the  road  to  at  least  con- 
sidering nuclear  weapons  in  outer 
space  and  testing  thereof;  if  I  am  right 
about  that,  then  we  should  under- 
stand the  second  phase. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  told  by  the  oppo- 
sition when  I  am  not  on  the  floor,  that 
BiDEN  said  the  MX  vote  is  really  a  vote 
on  nuclear  weapons  in  outer  space  and 
how  could  he  be  so  stupid.  I  am  not 
saying  this.  I  am  saying  that  the  logi- 
cal effect  of  stepping  on  this  treadmill 
with  the  MX  will  be  to  lead  us  at  some 
point  in  the  future  to  there. 

Let  me  be  explicit  about  why  that 
worries  me  above  everything  else  that 
has  been  mentioned  thus  far:  we  are  in 
a  situation  where  we  possess  a  good 
portion,  as  I  would  argue  the  Soviet's 
might,  a  good  portion  of  the  techno- 
logical capability  and  know-how  with  a 
dedicated  program  to  put  nuclear 
weapons  in  outer  space.  I  would  argue 
that  it  is— I  will  not  get  into  it— but  I 
would  challenge  any  Senator  in  the 
Senate  to  refute  what  I  just  said  and 
we  go  into  closed  session. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  He  throws  down 
the  challenge. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  am  not  suggesting 
anyone  in  the  Senate  would  disagree 
with  that.  But  let  us  assume  that  one 
did.  I  invite  him  in  closed  or  open  ses- 
sion to  debate  that  subject. 

But  if  they  do,  as  I  assume,  agree 
with  me  that  that  capability  is  in  the 
offing— I  am  not  talking  about  Star 
War  weapons  now;  I  am  not  talking 
about  a  super-duper  laser  going  to 
melt— I  am  talking  about  good  old 
fashioned  nuclear  weapons,  just  the 
good  old  kind  we  have  now. 

If  that  were  the  case,  if  I  am  correct 
in  that  assumption,  we  are  not  talking 
about  a  technology  we  have  to  wait  50 
or  75  or  100  years  for,  then  and  if  I  am 
correct,  that  it  would  put  us  on  the 
treadmill  we  are  about  to  get  on  that 
at  least  drastically  increases  the  pros- 
pect that  we  will  entertain  that 
notion,  based  upon  what  I  would  pre- 
dict in  closed  session,  I  would  predict 
the  Soviet  response  would  be  to  us  get- 
ting on  that  treadmill,  then  what  we 
have  done  is  the  following: 

The  Senator  from  New  York  has 
outlined  for  us  in  effect  the  lack  of  re- 
sponse time  that  would  be  available  to 
us  to  react  reasonably. 

I  might  note,  parenthetically,  I  know 
of  only  one  and  I  am  positive  it  was 
made  public,  when  the  board  at  Norad 
Jit  up  like  a  Christmas  tree  and  said, 
"They  are  coming,  folks;  it  is  on  the 
way."  There  was  a  mild  alert  when 
that  happened. 

It  turned  out  that  we  had  enough 
time     and     redundancy     within     the 


system  to  find  out  that  it  was  not  an 
attack;  it  was  a  malfunction. 

That  is  fine.  We  had  a  good  solid  9 
minutes.  12  minutes  breathing  room. 
We  should  feel  real  good  about  that. 

Once  you  go  to  outer  space,  folks— 
and  I  am  a  lawyer,  and  I  became  a 
lawyer  because  I  was  not  bright 
enough  to  do  much  else,  so  I  am  not 
suggesting  that  I  have  the  great  tech- 
nological expertise,  but  as  a  member 
of  the  Intelligence  Committee  I  pre- 
pared for  the  debate  on  SALT  years 
ago.  I  sequestered  myself  for  over  100 
hours  in  that  little  room  learning  all 
about  those  things  that  fly  up  in  the 
sky  so  I  would  not  be  faced  with  the 
argument  from  some  of  my  conserva- 
tive friends,  "If  you  knew  what  I  knew 
you  wouldn't  say  what  you  just  said 
right  now,"  because  I  would  say,  and  it 
is  a  presumptuous  statement  but  to 
make  the  point  I  would  argue  that  I 
know  as  much  as  anybody  in  this 
Chamber  knows  about  those  things  up 
there. 

Now,  one  of  the  things  I  was  told  is 
that  there  are  certain  rules  of  physics. 
When  you  take  a  missile,  and  it  is  in 
the  ground,  on  a  submarine,  or  in  an 
airplane,  and  it  starts  off  within  the 
atmosphere,  even,  if  it  leaves  the  at- 
mosphere and  comes  back  in  there  is  a 
certain  amount  of  resistance  and  that 
certain  amount  of  resistance  slows 
things  up.  It  does  not  fly  at  the  speed 
of  light,  for  example;  there  are  certain 
inhibiting  factors  that  are  physical.  It 
is  very  difficult  to  increase  the  speed 
with  which  those  things  travel.  You 
can  move  in  closer  proximity  thereby 
cutting  down  the  time  but  the  speed  is 
changed  drastically. 

But  when  you  move  to  outer  space, 
you  are  not  asking  that  missile  to  go 
from  point  A  up  in  an  arc  and  down  to 
point  B.  You  are  just  asking  that  mis- 
sile to  sit  in  the  platform  and  wait 
until  it  gets  on  top  and  come  straight 
down,  poof,  essentially  straight  down. 
The  Earth  is  going  to  move;  it  is  not 
quite  straight  down.  It  is  essentially 
straight  dovm.  You  cut  down  the  time. 

Now  even  though  I  did  pretty  well  in 
math  in  school,  I  remember  a  geome- 
try teacher  I  had  who  was  an  incred- 
ibly good  teacher  because  he  started 
out  in  my  case,  using  the  correct  as- 
sumption, using  the  assumption  you 
knew  nothing;  therefore,  he  started 
off  and  you  did  not  have  to  pretend  it. 
He  saved  you  the  embarrassment  of 
saying,  "Gee,  I  do  not  know  what  that 
means."  He  used  to  always  say— he 
had  hand  motions,  he  always  used  and 
he  used  to  stand  there  and  say  when 
he  was  explaining  elementary  geome- 
try to  us— he  was  also  a  baseball 
coach— everything  he  did  with  his 
hands— he  said  the  shortest  distance 
between  two  points,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  course,  is  a  straight  line,  and 
stand  out  like  this  with  the  hands. 
The  joke  about  this  guy.  Coach  Philli- 
man,  you  would  walk  up  to  him,  and 


now  people  out  of  school,  we  say, 
"Hello,  Coach  Philliman,  how  are 
you?"  And  we  used  hand  motions. 

That  sort  of  sets  something  moving 
in  most  people's  minds. 

To  make  the  case  here,  and  I  do  not 
want  to  argue  it  in  terms  of  the  rules 
of  physics  which  apply  because  there 
are  certain  circumstances  that  the 
straightest  line  may  not  be  the  short- 
est distance— I  understand  that— but 
for  purposes  of  the  folks  reading  this 
Record  and  people  like  me  in  the 
Senate  who  may  not  be  schooled  in 
the  sciences  as  I  am  not,  just  picture  it 
is  a  shorter  distance.  You  can  start  off 
with  high  speeds  and  you  are  dropping 
straight  down. 

Now  what  you  are  doing  is  you  are 
talking  about  reducing  the  time  to 
minutes.  Some  will  argue  even  less 
than  10  minutes.  When  that  happens, 
you  develop  a  new  system  to  detect 
whether  or  not  those  things  are 
coming. 

Now,  the  second  thing  happens  and 
that  is  where  we  get  to  ABM— we  get 
to  ABM  long  before  that— but  what- 
ever the  system  is  the  ABM  in  place  or 
whatever  it  happens  to  be,  we  then  say 
if  it  is  only  5.  7.  10  minutes  to  respond, 
how  can  we  continue  the  illusion,  that 
the  judgment  whether  or  not  to  fire  a 
nuclear  weapon  will  be  one  made  by 
an  individual  person,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  of  America?  A  lot  of 
people  take  solace  in  the  notion  that 
the  President  is  the  only  one  who  can 
say.  "Push  the  button." 

That  is  why.  when  you  see  the  Presi- 
dent riding  horseback,  there  is  an- 
other guy  riding  horseback,  clippety- 
clop.  he  has  a  little  black  box.  It  is  not 
for  show,  it  is  not  like  Richard  Nixon 
walking  down  the  beach  with  the  Pres- 
idential seal  on  his  jacket,  it  is  not  an 
ego  trip.  It  is  r«*al.  Who  thinks  that 
once  we  get  to  the  point,  if  we  get  to 
the  point  I  am  suggesting  is  the  point 
we  end  up  with,  if  we  get  on  this  tread- 
mill of  having  weapons  in  outer  space, 
who  believes  there  is  any  longer  a 
human  component  in  whether  or  not 
we  annihilate  mankind?  What  hap- 
pens then  when  the  2001  version  of 
the  1980  malfunction  of  the  Norad 
system  occurs?  How  do  you  check  in 
time  and  get  to  the  President  in  time 
to  make  the  judgment  whether  or  not 
to  use  nuclear  weapons  because 
whether  or  not  we  say  that  there  has 
never  been  a  doctrine  of  launch  on 
warning,  we  have  all  known  it  would 
be  totally  unreasonable  for  any  Presi- 
dent not  to  anticipate  the  possibility 
that  would  be  it,  even  though  it  is  not 
doctrine. 

What  does  a  President  do?  Does  he 
sit  there  and  wait?  Does  he  say,"Golly, 
I  wonder  whether  they  are  going  to 
knock  them  all  out.  I  will  sit  and  see  if 
I  am  still  here  12  minutes  from  now 
and  if  I  am  then  I  will  respond." 
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I  do  not  think  that  would  be  the 
case.  But  anyway,  we  would  have 
moved  so  far  by  then  that  we  will  have 
to  yield,  and  this  is  some  argument, 
this  is  engaging  in  hyperbole,  but  I 
really  and  truly  give  you  my  word  I  be- 
lieve when  we  get  to  the  point  that  we 
will  have  yielded  the  fate,  the  deci- 
sions on  the  fate  of  the  Earth,  to  a 
machine,  to  a  computer. 

I  will  acknowledge  that  there  is 
reason  to  argue,  reasonable  men  can 
differ  with  me  on  the  following  propo- 
sition, which  is  the  thesis  of  my  whole 
argument  here:  That  is.  once  on  the 
MX  treadmill,  we  are  eventually  in 
outer  space  figuratively  and  literally. 
That  is  possible.  I  could  be  wrong,  I 
may  be  wrong.  I  pray  God  I  am  wrong. 
But  once  you  get  to  that  point,  if  they 
are  right,  we  have  changed  the  whole 
notion  that  reason  can  impact  upon 
whether  or  not  the  Earth  survives, 
unless  you  assume  that  the  reason 
programed  into  a  computer  is  now  the 
definition  of  reason. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thmk  that  was  a 
moving  and  chilling  proposition  and  a 
persuasive  one. 

All  the  logic  is  there  and  I  would 
remind  my  friend  from  Delaware  of 
Leon  Trotzkys  observation.  "He  who 
says  A  says  B, "  and  when  we  started 
down  that  sequence,  there  is  an  inher- 
ent logic  and  a  dreadful  one. 

Mr.  President,  because  the  launch 
on  warning  issue  has  been  raised.  I 
would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  place  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
the  statement  by  General  Vessey.  a 
report  of  his  testimony,  that  the  Sovi- 
ets have  no  assurance  that  we  will  ride 
out  the  attack,  which  is  to  say  the 
Norad  syndrome  that  was  earlier  de- 
scribed. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  May  6.  1983] 

Shift  of  Strategy  on  Missile  Attack 
Hinted  by  Weinberger  and  Vessey 

with  mx  vulnerable  in  silos.  they  say, 
quick  reply  may  be  needed 

(By  Richard  Halloran) 
Washington.  May  5.— The  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  acknowledging  that  MX 
missiles  in  existing  silos  would  be  vulnera- 
ble, raised  the  possibility  today  of  edging 
United  States  policy  toward  a  strategy 
knowTi  as  launching  under  attack. 

tinder  this  strategy,  the  President  could 
order  United  States  nuclear  forces  to  fire  at 
the  Soviet  Union  immediately  after  the  ini- 
tial warhead  of  a  Soviet  attack  had  been 
detonated,  but  before  the  nation  had  ab- 
sorbed the  full  brunt  of  the  Soviet  missiles. 
Secretary  of  Defense  Caspar  W.  Wein- 
berger and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs.  Gen.  John  W.  Vessey.  Jr..  repeatedly 
told  a  Senate  committee  that  MX  missiles 
deployed  in  existing  silos  would  be  vulnera- 
ble only  "if  we  ride  out  the  attack"  without 
retaliating. 


SOVIETS  HAVE  NO  ASSURANCE 

At  one  point.  General  Vessey  said.  "The 
Soviets  have  no  assurance  that  we  will  ride 
out  the  attack." 

Official  United  States  policy  for  more 
than  20  years  has  been  to  absorb  a  full  nu- 
clear strike  before  firing  back,  to  minimize 
the  chances  of  accidental  war,  but  declara- 
tions of  the  policy  have  left  open  the  option 
of  launching  under  attack.  Today's  testimo- 
ny gave  new  emphasis  to  that  option  and 
was  the  most  visible  exposition  of  the  possi- 
bility since  the  Reagan  Administration  took 
office. 

In  recent  years,  leaders  of  both  American 
political  parties  have  asserted  that  United 
States  missiles  have  become  vulnerable  to 
Soviet  attack.  That  has  led  to  more  discus- 
sion of  launching  under  attack  to  permit 
missiles  to  be  fired  and  thus  escape  destruc- 
tion. 

Mr.  Weinberger  and  General  Vessey  en- 
countered much  skepticism  in  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee,  where  members 
wanted  to  know  why  they  should  vote  to 
spend  $16.6  billion  for  the  Administration's 
MX  plan  when  only  a  few  missiles  might 
survive  a  Soviet  strike. 

The  Administration  plans  to  build  223  MX 
missiles,  of  which  100  would  be  deployed  in 
silos  now  housing  Minuteman  missiles  in 
Wyoming  and  Nebraska.  Mr.  Weinberger 
said  thf  rest  would  be  used  for  training, 
testing  and  spares. 

HE  SAYS  2  5  PERCENT  WOULD  REMAIN 

Several  senators  noted  that  Administra- 
tion officials  had  repeatedly  testified  those 
silos  were  vulnerable  to  Soviet  attack,  as- 
serting that  MX  missiles  would  be  equally 
vulnerabli".  Mr.  Weinberger  agreed,  saying. 
"They  are  vulnerable.  Everything  is  vulner- 
able because  of  Soviet  accuracy." 

When  Senator  Alfonse  M.  D'Amato,  Re- 
publican of  New  York,  asked  how  many 
would  remain  after  a  Soviet  strike.  General 
Vessey  said  that  25  percent  to  30  percent  of 
the  missiles  would  survive  in  reinforced  silos 
"if  we  ride  out  the  attack." 

Mr.  Weinberger  chimed  in,  "If  we  ride  out 
the  attack,  that  would  be  sufficient  for  de- 
terrence." General  Vessey  then  observed, 
pointedly.  "The  Soviets  have  no  assurance 
that  we  will  ride  out  the  attack." 

Other  senators  suggested  the  Administra- 
tion was  moving  toward  a  strategy  of 
launching  under  attack,  but  Mr.  Weinberger 
said  he  would  not  discuss  in  public  policies 
on  the  release  of  nuclear  weapons. 

Another  policy  sometimes  discussed  has 
been  that  of  launching  United  States  mis- 
siles once  sensors  have  indicated  that  Soviet 
missiles  are  on  their  way  but  before  they 
hit.  or  launching  upon  warning  of  an  attack. 

Over  the  years,  advocates  of  a  strategy  of 
launching  under  attack  have  contended  that 
it  would  add  to  deterrence  because  Soviet 
planners  would  know  they  faced  certain  re- 
taliation: that  it  would  be  economical  be- 
cause it  would  not  be  necessary  to  have 
costly  reinforced  silos,  missile  defenses  or 
mobility  and  deception;  and  that  technology 
has  advanced  enough  to  make  the  system 
reliable. 

Opponents  have  argued  that  launching 
under  attack  would  increase  the  possibility 
of  war  by  accident  since  the  President  could 
not  be  certain  that  an  attack  had  actually 
taken  place  rather  than  an  accidental 
enemy  launching:  that  it  would  be  destabi- 
lizing liecause  the  Soviet  Union  would 
assume  that  the  United  States  might  mount 
a  first  strike,  and  that  no  technology  would 
ever  be  absolutely  reliable. 


The  official  policy  has  been  to  deny  reli- 
ance on  the  strategy  but  to  leave  open  the 
option  on  the  ground  that  the  uncertainty 
left  in  the  minds  of  Soviet  leaders  would 
add  to  deterrence. 

Nevertheless,  as  American  political  and 
military  leaders  have  come  to  accept  the 
contention  that  no  large,  static,  undefended 
missile  can  be  secure  on  the  earth's  surface, 
there  has  been  a  gradual  movement  toward 
serious  consideration  of  the  strategy. 

That  tendency  appears  to  have  l)een  accel- 
erated with  the  increase  of  missiles 
launched  from  submarine  and  the  deploy- 
ment of  Soviet  medium-range  missiles  aimed 
at  Europe  and  the  planned  deployment 
later  this  year  of  United  States  Pershing  2 
missiles  in  West  Germany  aimed  at  the 
Soviet  Union.  All  have  relatively  short 
flight  times.  8  to  15  minutes,  against  the  30 
minutes  of  an  intercontinental  missile. 

In  the  late  1960's.  Secretary  of  Defense 
Melvin  R.  Laird  refused  to  entertain  public 
discussion  of  the  issue  as  it  might  generate 
fear  that  the  policy  could  be  adopted. 

But  Secretary  of  Defense  James  R. 
Schlesinger.  in  a  1975  report  to  Congress, 
said  that  whether  the  President  would 
launch  Minuteman  missiles  before  they 
were  struck,  "no  one,  including  the  Soviet 
planners,  can  foretell  in  advance  of  the 
actual  decision." 

Secretary  of  Defense  Donald  H.  Rumsfeld, 
in  a  similar  report  in  1978,  said:  "The  Presi- 
dent can  obviously  commit  any  or  all  of 
these  three  forces  to  their  missions  with  or 
without  warning  of  an  attack.  "  The  three 
forces  were  the  intercontinental  missiles, 
bombers  and  missiles  launched  from  subma- 
rines. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  see  my  friend 
from  Maine 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield'? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  would  be  happy 
to  yield. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

I  would  join  him  and  associate 
niyself  with  his  observation  about  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
who,  I  think,  has  done  the  Senate  an 
enormous  service  this  evening  by 
tracking  through  the  logic  that  under- 
lies the  direction  that  has  been  pro- 
posed, and  I  think  is  the  ultimate  con- 
clusion of  what  will  follow  if  we  go  for- 
ward here  with  the  MX  decision. 

I  want  to  also  observe  how  complete- 
ly over  the  last  2  hours  the  proponents 
of  the  MX  have  gone  into  hiding. 
They  have  not  been  here,  not  been 
willing  to  engage  on  this  issue.  In  fact, 
if  we  could  hide  the  MX  as  well  as  the 
proponents  have  gone  into  hiding.  I 
think  we  could  solve  the  basing  mode 
problem.  It  is  the  greatest  disappear- 
ing act  since  we  lost  Jimmy  Hoffa  in 
Detroit  several  years  ago,  and  I  just 
want  to  say  in  addition  in  response  to. 
a  nonresponse  from  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  the  following— and  I  have 
great  regard  for  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia and  I  like  him  very  much  and  so 
I  do  not  want  to  be  misunderstood  on 
a  personal  level,  but  when  the  ques- 
tion was  addressed  to  him  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  as  to  the  issue  as 


to  what  the  technical  information  is  as 
to  the  survivability  of  the  MX  and  the 
response  was  a  nonresponse.  a  re- 
sponse to  the  effect  that  there  was  a 
voluminous  record,  and  there  was  a 
willingness  to  give  a  meaningful  and 
technical  response.  I  think  that  is  un- 
acceptable. I  think  that  is  unaccept- 
able in  behalf  of  the  managers  of  the 
bill.  I  think  it  is  unacceptable  in  terms 
of  the  proponents  of  this  legislation.  It 
is  not  sufficient  for  the  manager  of 
the  bill  to  come  out  here  and  appear 
in  person  but  be  unwilling  to  respond 
in  a  pointed  way  to  these  questions. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  'Will  the  Senator 
yield? 
Mr.  RIEGLE.  Yes,  I  yield, 
Mr.  SARBANES.  Not  only  was  there 
a  nonresponse  to  a  specific  question 
but  there  was  a  wholly  unjustified 
attack  on  one  of  our  colleagues.  It  was 
completely  apart  from  the  question 
that  had  been  put  and  there  was  no 
reason  for  it.  I  was  surprised  and  dis- 
tressed to  hear  it. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  want  to  just  say  in 
addition  to  that.  I  want  to  join  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  in  that  com- 
ment as  well  and  that  is  that  I  think 
the  reference  to  any  other  Senator, 
whether  it  be  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado or  anyone  else,  is  absolutely  irrel- 
evant to  this  debate.  It  not  only  in- 
sults that  Senator,  it  insults  all  Sena- 
tors and  anybody  who  engages  in  that, 
be  they  a  committee  chairman  or  any- 
body else,  I  think  in  the  end  lowers 
their  own  stature  and  lowers  the  stat- 
ure of  this  institution. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  this  issue 
ought  to  be  debated  and  decided  on 
the  merits  and  the  people  who  favor 
this  thing  owe  this  country  their  pres- 
ence on  the  floor  to  address  these  spe- 
cific issues  item  by  item,  and  if  it  takes 
hours  or  it  takes  days  they  ought  to  be 
here  on  an  issue  of  this  magnitude. 

I  again  want  it  noted  that  they  are 
not  here  and  they  are  not  here  be- 
cause their  arguments  are  weak,  their 
arguments  will  not  hold  up  in  the  face 
of  the  kind  of  debate  that  this  issue 
demands,  and  it  is  a  sad  day  that  that 
is  the  case. 
Mr.  COHEN.  'Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.   COHEN.   I  would  just  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  perhaps  re- 
spond to  one  narrow  subject  matter 
for  the  time  being  and  that  is  the  alle- 
gations about  the  motivation  of  any 
Member  of  the  Senate. 

Yesterday  on  the  Senate  floor  I  tried 
to  indicate  that  as  far  as  I  was  con- 
cerned the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
done  the  country  a  great  service,  that 
I  think  this  is  an  important  debate 
that  is  taking  place  and  that  he  has 
talked  to  me  about  this  issue  for  5 
years.  He  has  talked  about  the  need  to 
move  away  from  land-based  large 
MIRV'd  systems  and  as  I  mentioned 
yesterday,  that  was  before  Henry  Kis- 
singer wrote  his  article  in  Time  maga- 


zine, before  Al  Gore,  Jr.,  of  Tennessee 
raised  the  issue  in  his  debate  over  on 
the  House  floor  which  I  commend  him 
for. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  was 
talking  to  me  about  it  when  I  first 
came  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee 5  years  ago.  So  I  think  any  sugges- 
tion that  somehow  this  is  coinciding 
with,  or  suggests  being  motivated  by. 
his  political  aspersions  is  without 
foundation. 

I  indicated  yesterday  that  any  con- 
nection between  the  two  happens  to 
be  coincidental.  He  would  have  raised 
this  issue  whether  he  was  running  for 
some  other  office,  and  so  I  do  not  join 
with  those  who  would  try  to  cast  any 
aspersions  upon  the  Senator  from  Col- 
orado. I  think  this  is  a  very  healthy 
debate  and.  frankly,  as  I  said  yester- 
day, my  support  for  the  MX  is  quite 
tentative  and  I  stand  by  the  very 
words  I  spoke  with  Senator  Nunn  a 
year  ago  when  we  were  dealing  with 
missiles  in  fixed  silos.  There  is  no 
question  they  remain  vulnerable.  We 
have  not  reduced  the  vulnerability  one 
bit. 

I  was  going  to  add  a  point  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York's  observation 
that  General  Vessey  has  said  the 
Soviet  Union  could  not  be  sure  that  we 
would  ride  out  an  attack.  That  is  not 
unique  with  General  Vessey.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  knows,  since  he 
sits  on  the  same  committee  as  I  do, 
that  statement  has  been  made  by 
every  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
since  I  have  been  here.  It  was  made  by 
Harold  Brown,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense under  the  Carter  administration. 
At  every  hearing  we  had  on  a  mobile 
basing  system  for  the  MX.  the  ques- 
tion was  always  raised  the  same  way. 
The  Soviets  could  not  be  sure  that  we 
would  wait  to  ride  out  a  first  attack. 
So  that  is  not  a  unique  thing  with  this 
administration  or  with  General 
Vessey.  That  is  something  which  has 
been  part  of  the  plarming  doctrine,  at 
least  the  public  statements  of  our 
Joint  Chiefs,  since  I  can  recall. 

But  the  other  issues  I  think  are  le- 
gitimate. I  think  you  do  raise  ques- 
tions about  vulnerability.  I  was  not 
here  to  listen  to  the  debate  about 
whether  it  is  75  or  80  percent,  and, 
frankly.  I  am  not  sure  how  far  we  can 
go  or  have  gone  in  discussing  charts 
and  what  has  been  revealed  in  closed 
briefings,  but  it  is  close  in  terms  of 
whatever  we  are  talking  about  in  the 
range,  yes.  It  is  a  very  real  possibility 
on  a  preemptive  strike  that  so  many  of 
the  Minuteman  and  I  presume  the  MX 
missiles  could,  in  fact,  be  destroyed. 

And  I  do  not  think  anybody  can 
negate  that.  A  question  has  been 
raised,  could  they  engage  in  a  preemp- 
tive attack  on  the  United  States  at 
this  time?  The  administration  has 
come  forward  and  the  Joint  Chiefs 
have  said  no,  because  they  do  not  have 
the  capability  of  launching  a  strike 


against  the  ICBM's  and  the  bomt)er 
force  simultaneously,  and  in  all  proba- 
bility will  not  have  that  capability  for 
10  years.  But  that  is  a  different  issue. 
That  is  somewhat  different  than 
whether  or  not  they  have  the  capabil- 
ity of  targeting  silos  at  this  time,  and 
they  do.  I  do  not  think  anybody  can 
disagree  with  that  particular  point. 
Mr.  HART.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  COHEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado was  not  on  the  floor  when  refer- 
ence was  made  to  him  by  our  colleague 
from  Virginia.  I  regret  that,  because 
the  normal  course  of  conduct  of  the 
Senate  is  that  if  reference  is  made  to 
another  Senator  it  is  done  in  that  Sen- 
ator's presence.  I  have  only,  therefore, 
a  secondary  report  of  what  was  said. 

Apparently,  it  is  a  part  of  a— well,  I 
will  not  say  a  pattern— but  a  series  of 
incidents  about  the  Senator's  attend- 
ance or  nonattendance  in  subcommit- 
tee hearings  or  committee  sessions. 
There  seems  to  be  an  occasional,  if  not 
systematic,  attempt  to  make  that  the 
issue  rather  than  whether  this  coun- 
try ought  to  produce  and  deploy  the 
MX  missile. 

I  will  not  refer  further  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Virginia  because  he  is  not 
now  here,  but  I  regret  that  he  did  not 
make  whatever  statements  he  made 
when  the  Senator  from  Colorado  was 
here  to  respond. 

Secgid,  I  regret  that  whatever  pat- 
tem^eems  to  have  evolved  in  that 
regard  with  personal  reference  or  ef- 
forts to  sidetrack  the  substance  of  the 
issue  from  its  substance  to  an  individ- 
ual Senator's  attendance  or  nonatten- 
dance, or  votes  or  nonvotes,  both  on 
the  floor,  and  may  I  say  in  the  press 
galleries,  as  well,  is  indeed  unfortu- 
nate. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Maine,  my  very  good  personal  friend, 
that  I  very  much  appreciate  what  he 
said  tonight  and  what  he  said  the 
other  day.  I  appreciate  those  remarks 
very  much. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Maine  yield? 
Mr.  COHEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  can  expect  that  there  will  be  record 
votes  tonight.  I  suggest  that  there 
might  be  a  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment propounded  to  set  aside  the 
pending  amendment  to  deal  with 
other  amendments,  one  or  two  of 
which  might  require  record  votes  and 
in  all  probability  will  require  record 
votes. 

Senators  have  been  inquiring  about 
this  throughout  the  evening.  I 
thought  I  should  say  that  for  the  ben- 
efit of  Senators  who  are  trying  to 
make  their  plans  for  the  evening. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  first.  I 
should  say  to  Senators,  as  I  believe  our 
resjjective  cloakrooms  perhaps  already 
have,  that  we  will  be  in  for  a  while  to- 
night. I  do  anticipate  that  there  may 
be  record  votes  tonight.  We  will  be  in 
tomorrow.  I  anticipate  votes  tomor- 
row. That  is  the  bad  news. 

The  good  news.  Mr.  President,  is 
that  we  are  trying  hard  now  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  negotiate  an  ar- 
rangement to  bring  us  to  final  passage 
of  this  bill.  That  agreement  has  not 
yet  been  reached.  There  are  a  lot  of 
stones  to  turn,  a  lot  of  clearances  to  be 
obtained,  before  such  an  arrangement 
can  be  produced.  But  a  good  faith 
effort  on  both  sides  is  underway. 

I  am  at  least  mildly  optimistic  that 
something  may  be  worked  out.  I  do 
not  t)elieve  it  will  be  worked  out  to- 
night. I  think  for  a  variety  of  reasons 
it  is  not  possible  to  get  an  agreement 
this  evening.  I  have  an  idea  that 
progress  will  be  made  on  tomorrow.  A 
unanimous-consent  request  may  be 
propounded  shortly  after  we  convene 
tomorrow.  There  is  already  an  order 
for  the  Senate  to  convene  at  10  a.m. 

I  feel  sure  our  respective  cloak- 
rooms will  solicit  the  views  of  Mem- 
bers on  the  shape  and  form  of  the 
agreement  that  we  are  trying  to  put 
together. 

So,  Mr.  President,  there  are  likely  to 
be  votes  tonight  and  tomorrow. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  few  moments  I 
will  offer  two  more  cloture  motions. 
That  is  in  no  way  to  gage  the  idea  that 
indeed  we  may  get  an  agreement.  I 
have  conferred  with  the  minority 
leader.  Senator  Hart,  and  Senator 
Tower  that  on  the  chance,  maybe  a 
small  chance,  that  our  agreement  does 
not  work  out,  I  need  to  have  these  mo- 
tions on  file. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
cloture  motion  on  the  committee 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it 
l)e  reported. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
cloture  motion  having  been  presented 
under  rule  XXII.  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 
Clotdre  Motion 

We.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  Rule  XXII  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute for  S.  675,  a  bill  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed 
Forces  for  procurement,  for  research,  devel- 
opment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  oper- 
ation and  maintenance,  to  prescribe  person- 


nel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Senators  Howard  H.  Baker.  Jr..  Ted  Ste- 
vens, Jake  Garn,  John  Warner,  John 
P.  East,  Don  Nickles,  James  Abdnor. 
Slade  Gorton,  James  A.  McClure, 
Richard  G.  Lugar,  FYank  H.  Murkow- 
ski,  Nancy  Landon  Kassebaum.  David 
Durenberger,  Rudy  Boschwitz,  John 
Tower,  Malcolm  Wallop,  Warren  B. 
Rudman.  Strom  Thurmond,  Thad 
Cochran,  and  Jesse  Helms. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  second  cloture  motion 
pertaining  to  S.  675  and  ask  that  it  be 
read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
cloture  motion  having  been  presented 
under  rule  XXII.  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  Rule  XXII  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  S.  675,  a 
bill  to  authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for  procure- 
ment, for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, to  prescribe  personnel  strengths  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and 
for  civilian  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Howard  H.  Baker.  Jr..  Ted  Stevens.  Jake 
Gam.  John  Warner.  John  P.  East, 
Don  Nickles,  James  Abdnor.  Slade 
Gorton.  James  A.  McClure.  Richard  G. 
Lugar,  Frank  H.  Murkowski,  Nancy 
Landon  Kassebaum,  David  Duren- 
berger, Rudy  Boschwitz,  John  Tower. 
Malcolm  Wallop.  Warren  B.  Rudman. 
Strom  Thurmond.  Thad  Cochran,  and 
Jesse  Helms. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  once 
again,  let  me  say  that  I  fully  expect 
that  the  Senate  will  be  in  session  for  a 
while  yet  tonight.  I  think  there  is  a 
good  likelihood  that  there  will  be  roll- 
call  votes  yet  today.  The  Senate  will 
be  in  session  tomorrow  beginning  at  10 
a.m.  I  fully  anticipate  roUcall  votes  to- 
morrow as  well. 

There  is  a  cloture  vote  ordered  for 
the  morning.  Mr.  President,  but  as  I 
indicated  earlier,  the  negotiations  that 
are  underway  may  produce  an  agree- 
ment for  a  time  certain  for  passage.  If 
it  does.  I  shall  propose  to  ask  for 
unanimous  consent  to  vitiate  that 
order.  I  shall  not  do  that  at  this  time, 
but  I  am  hopeful  that  that  may  be 
possible. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Did  I  understand 
the  Senator  to  say  that  if  such  an 
agreement  is  reached,  it  is  not  going  to 
be  reached  tonight,  that  it  will  be 
sometime  tomorrow  before  it  is 
reached? 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it 
cannot  be  done  tonight.  There  are  too 
many  clearances  to  be  obtained,  too 
much  distance  to  be  traveled.  I  am  op- 
timistic that  it  can  be  done  shortly 
after  we  reconvene  tomorrow. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  brief  question? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  NUNN,  Does  that  mean  we  shall 
not  know  tonight  whether  we  are 
going  to  have  a  vote  on  cloture  tomor- 
row? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
afraid  it  does  mean  that.  We  all  tried 
very  hard  to  get  the  arrangement 
worked  out  tonight  so  the  request 
could  be  propounded.  But  for  good 
and  sufficient  reasons,  it  appears  to 
both  Senator  Byrd  and  me  that  it 
would  not  serve  a  good  purpose  to 
make  that  request  this  evening. 


SENATOR  PRESSLER  RECEIVES 
GOLDEN  GAVEL  AWARD 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ob- 
serve that  a  little  over  10  minutes 
ago— at  7:40  this  evening,  to  be  exact, 
the  distinguished  occupant  of  the 
Chair  completed  his  100th  hour  pre- 
siding over  the  98th  Congress,  making 
him  the  first  recipient  of  the  Golden 
Gavel  Award  for  this  session. 

I  remark  also  that  the  Senator  has 
accomplished  this  in  the  recordbreak- 
ing  time  of  only  7  months.  It  is  an  in- 
dication of  great  dedication  by  the  oc- 
cupant of  the  Chair  to  the  service  of 
the  Senate  and  I  congratulate  him  for 
it. 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS.  1984 

The  Senate  continued  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  675). 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Termessee  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  have  on  my  list  two 
amendments  to  be  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Boschwitz). 
one  possible  amendment  by  Senator 
Chafee  that  has  to  do  with  intelli- 
gence, which  I  think  we  can  dispose  of 
tonight;  one  by  Senator  Levin  on 
spare  parts  and  consumables,  and  one 
by  Senator  Helms  on  a  peace-through- 
strength  resolution.  I  should  like  to  do 
all  of  those  amendments  tonight.  I 
think  they  can  be  done  tonight.  They 
may  not  even  require  record  votes,  but 
I  am  not  confident  that  they  will  not. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  reasonably 
certain  that  one  will.  If  we  could  dis- 
pose of  those  amendments  tonight,  I 
think  there  are  no  other  amendments 
that  Senators  intend  to  offer. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
with  the  manager  of  the  bill  in  urging 
that  we  do  as  much  as  we  can  tonight. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  think  it  will  impact 
adversely  on  the  attempts  to  get  a  con- 


sent agreement  tomorrow  if  we  do  not 
get  them  out  tonight.  Too.  Senators 
should  be  on  notice  that  they  will  be 
barred  after  tomorrow  if  the  consent 
agreement  is  not  objected  to.  and  they 
had  better  get  over  there  and  do  this 
stuff  tonight. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the>quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Murkowski).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  speak  on  an  issue  that 
has  not  gotten  very  much  attention. 
That  is  the  MX  missile.  I  am  sure  ev- 
erybody is  very  anxious  to  hear  the 
new  arguments  that  can  be  made  on 
that  particular  item. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  proud  to  join  my 
colleague  from  Colorado  in  a  debate  of 
the  most  controversial  weapons  system 
of  modern  times— the  MX  missile.  It  is 
fully  correct  and  prudent  to  engage 
the  undivided  attention  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  on  the  MX  program. 

The  MX  is  much  more  than  the  in- 
nocuous sounding  strategic  moderniza- 
tion program  its  advocates  lay  claim 
to.  It  represents  an  escalation  of  seri- 
ous proportions,  a  commitment  in  U.S. 
dollars  and  technology  which  will  lead 
to  outcomes  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senate  fully  appreciates.  We  must 
debate  this  issue;  we  must  explore  its 
implications  and  its  necessities;  we 
must  step  away  from  the  fusillade  of 
special  interests  and  lobbying  groups 
and  truly  contemplate  in  the  finest 
tradition  of  the  Senate,  what  it  is  we 
are  being  asked  to  do. 

This  is  an  enormous  task,  both  in 
scope  of  the  data  and  the  depth  of 
analysis.  Each  of  us.  I  think,  brings 
their  own  special  perspective  to  this 
debate,  and  I  have  listened  with  great 
interests  to  the  presentations  of  my 
colleagues  on  both  sides  of  this  ques- 
tion. I  will  not  duplicate  their  re- 
marks—my purpose  today  is  to  explore 
what  has  come  to  be  known— for  good 
or  for  worse— as  the  bargaining  chip 
theory  of  the  MX  missile. 

My  views  of  the  MX  program  have 
had  a  long  evolution,  matching  the  an- 
cient origins— 1973— of  this  missile.  At 
first,  the  missile  was  justified  as  a 
modernization  of  the  Minuteman.  but 
that  was  quickly  replaced  by  the  so- 
called  window  of  vulnerability.  I  then 
heard  from  an  array  of  experts  who 
carefully  set  out  for  me  the  steady 
growth  of  counter  force  ICBM's  in  the 
Soviet  arsenal.  By  1979.  when  I  assem- 
bled a  25-member  group  of  defense  ad- 
visers from  Massachusetts,  the 
"window"  was  described  as  about  to 


open.  Each  year  thereafter,  I  was  in- 
formed of  the  new  increments  which 
were  bringing  our  ICBM's  to  a  theo- 
retical if  not  actual,  vulnerability  to 
the  new  breed  of  Soviet  ICBM's.  the 
SS-19's  and  SS-18's.  In  1980.  candidate 
Ronald  Reagan  formally  opened  the 
window  to  its  full  extent,  declaring  for 
all  our  vulnerability  and.  without 
much  thought  at  all.  our  strategic  in- 
feriority. 

The  MX  was.  of  course,  to  be  the 
answer  to  this  problem.  The  MX 
would  be  deployed  in  such  a  way  that 
it  could  survive  an  all-out  Soviet  first 
strike,  thereby  repairing  the  large 
gash  in  our  fabric  of  deterrence.  I 
adopted  a  position  of  support  for  MX 
research  and  development,  subject  to  a 
satisfactory  basing  mode. 

The  basing  mode,  as  we  all  know, 
was  a  problem  as  soon  as  the  MX  was 
conceived.  Presidents  Ford,  Carter, 
and  now  Reagan  have  proposed  an  as- 
tounding number  of  schemes,  each  of 
which  lacked  credibility  in  one  crucial 
dimension  or  another,  and  each  of 
which  added  to  the  growing  skepticism 
of  the  missile's  value  among  experts 
and  laymen  alike. 

SALT  II,  negotiated  by  three  Presi- 
dents, seemed  to  hold  the  possibility 
of  a  solution  to  the  window  of  vulner- 
ability. By  virtue  of  the  ceilings  it 
placed  on  the  Soviet  missile  force,  it 
seemed  possible  to  build  a  deceptive, 
mobile-basing  mode  which  Soviet  war- 
heads, under  SALT  II  limits,  would  be 
unable  to  overcome.  I  vigorously  sup- 
ported SALT  II,  and  at  that  time  I 
could  visualize  my  support  for  deploy- 
ing the  MX  with  SALT  II  ratified. 

That  vision  of  strategic  harmony  did 
not  survive  Jimmy  Carter's  Presiden- 
cy. Candidate  Reagan  and  others  saw 
their  way  clear  to  attack  SALT  II  and 
ultimately  defeat  the  treaty.  This  was 
justified  as  some  sort  of  shock  therapy 
to  a  nation  grown  tranquilized  by  arms 
control.  The  Soviet  threat,  the  critics 
reasoned,  was  so  dangerous  that  only 
an  arms  race  would  stop  them.  SALT 
II.  with  all  those  complicated  limits, 
sublimits,  and  definitions,  deserved 
burial  in  a  diplomatic  cemetery.  Let 
the  buildup  begin— that  was  the  senti- 
ment and  the  battle  cry.  SALT  II  did 
not  survive  that  attack. 

It  was  a  great  victory  for  those  con- 
servatives opposing  arms  control,  but 
it  also  took  the  baby  with  the  bath 
water.  Suddenly,  there  was  no  arms- 
control  cradle  for  the  MX.  No  limits 
on  Soviet  missiles,  no  limits  on  war- 
head fractionation,  no  ratified  SALT 
II.  How  then  was  the  MX  to  stand 
alone?  How  then  to  close  the  window 
of  vulnerability?  How  then  to  justify 
$20  to  $30  billion  worth  of  missiles  for 
which  there  was  no  available  home? 
That  was  when  my  patience  with  the 
MX  began  to  wear  thin. 

And  that  was  when  now  President 
Reagan  began  his  rhetorical  campaign 
against  the  Soviet  Union,  against  the 


nuclear  freeze,  for  limited  nuclear  war, 
and  for  U.S.  nuclear  superiority.  Gen. 
Ed  Rowny  was  his  choice  to  negotiate 
with  the  Soviets  in  Geneva.  Al  Haig 
launched  hypothetical  nuclear  warn- 
ing shots  in  Europe  and  arms  control 
stood  still.  But  not  the  MX. 

In  October  1981,  the  President  can- 
celed the  Carter  plan  for  multiple  pro- 
tective shelter  basing  and  recommend- 
ed an  interim  basing  plan  for  40  MX 
missiles  in  superhardened  existing 
silos.  That  proposal  antagonized 
nearly  everyone,  including  the  chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, and  was  doomed  from  the  start. 

A  year  later,  in  November  1982,  the 
President  announced  a  second  plan— 
the  so-called  dense  pack  configuration 
by  which  100  MX  missiles  would  be  de- 
ployed in  a  closely  spaced  basing  mode 
at  Warren  Air  Force  Base  in  Wyoming. 

Dense  pack  did  not  survive  the  year. 
Congress  stopped  procurement  subject 
to  its  approval  of  a  new  permanent 
basing  mode.  The  President  appointed 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  to  bail  him 
out  of  his  MX  dilemma.  The  Commis- 
sion's recommendation  for  basing  100 
MX  missiles  in  old  Minuteman  silos  is 
now  before  us. 

And  lo  and  behold,  the  window  of 
vulnerability  is  gone,  evaporated,  va- 
porized. General  Scowcroft  and  his 
distinguished  bipartisan  panel  of  ex- 
perts have  simply  asserted  that  it  does 
not  exist.  In  its  place  sit  100  MX  mis- 
siles and  an  unratified  arms-control 
treaty. 

This  has  been  a  lengthy  introduction 
to  the  announced  subject  of  my  state- 
ment, the  bargaining  chip  theory  of 
the  MS  missile,  but  it  is  pertinent. 

The  history  of  the  MX  is  inextrica- 
bly joined  with  the  history  of  arms 
control.  Different  in  this  respect  from 
other  large  systems,  the  fragile  con- 
sensus for  the  MX  has  rested  in  large 
part  on  an  assurance— namely  that  the 
missile  was  not  the  opening  round  in  a 
new  strategic  arms  race,  but  the  clos- 
ing of  an  asynmietry  in  the  two  super- 
power arsenals.  And  once  this  asym- 
metry was  resolved  through  a- combi- 
nation of  deployment  and  arms-con- 
trol negotiations,  the  arms-race  spiral 
would  be  contained.  In  this  way,  MX 
would  be  part  and  parcel  of  an  inte- 
grated approach  to  our  strategic  secu- 
rity, a  carefully  negotiated  framework 
of  stability  and  peace.  Or  so  the  story 
went.  Certainly  events  did  not.  And 
now  we  must  deal  with  the  MX  under 
a  new  host  of  arms-control  uncertain- 
ties. 

Given  the  new  awarness  of  nuclear 
war  and  the  anguish  among  millions  of 
our  people  that  nuclear  weapons  di- 
rectly causes,  we  can  no  longer  look  at 
strategic  modernization  as  a  dry,  tech- 
nical alteration  in  our  force  structure. 
The  Western  World  is  in  the  midst  of 
an  upheaval  of  popular  concern.  What 
might  have  happened  10  years  ago— a 
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new  nuclear  weapon  built  and  de- 
ployed without  a  whisper  of  dissent— is 
simply  unimaginable  now.  I  am  think- 
ing of  how  MIRVing  of  our  ICBMs,  a 
truly  significant  escalation,  occurred 
without  any  major  expression  of  popu- 
lar opposition.  And  given  the  MX  and 
its  promise  of  new  strategic  instabil- 
ities built  into  a  heavily  counterforce 
missile  strucure.  even  the  experts 
must  pause  and  consider  the  perils  of 
new  nuclear  weapons  outside  of  and 
unconstrained  by  effective  arms  con- 
trol. We  are  on  the  brink  of  a  new  era 
in  nuclear  weaponry,  and  in  my  view, 
and  perhaps  the  Scowcroft  commis- 
sion's view,  we  cannot  proceed  without 
an  aggressive,  imaginative  negotiating 
posture.  Arms  control  is  of  the  es- 
sence—it is  absolutely  central  to  our 
security  and  to  the  future  of  the  MX. 

I  do  not  think  the  President  has  ab- 
sorbed this  reality  just  yet.  Many 
around  him  have,  many  here  in  Con- 
gress have,  but  his  perceptions  of  the 
United  States-Soviet  competition  do 
not  accommodate  arms  control  easily. 
His  view  of  the  Soviet  union  and  its 
people  seem  grounded  in  visions  of 
monolithic  national  character  overlain 
by  a  brutal,  almost  inhuman,  ideology. 
These  images  are  only  correct  at  the 
widest,  and  the  simplest,  levels  of  gen- 
eralization. The  Soviet  state  and  its 
leadership  are  capable  of  nuance, 
flexibility,  and  negotiation,  albeit  in 
pursuit  of  interests  often  hostile  to 
the  United  States,  but  nonetheless  the 
capability  is  there.  It  has  been  demon- 
strated. 

Let  us  return  to  the  MX  and  arms 
control.  There  is  obviously  a  credibil- 
ity problem  here.  The  President  has 
asked  for  the  MX  to  help  him  pry  an 
agreement  from  the  Soviets  in 
Geneva.  He  and  others  in  his  adminis- 
tration claim  they  need  the  MX  as  a 
bargaining  chip  or  in  their  words  "le- 
verage" with  the  Soviets  to  reach  an 
agreement.  The  implication  is  that,  in 
Secretary  Shultz's  words,  "everything 
is  on  the  table"  in  Geneva.  The  MX. 
like  our  ABM  system  of  1972.  would  be 
used  as  a  true  chip  to  gain  an  agree- 
ment precluding  a  new  round  in  the 
nuclear  arms  race.  That  is  what  I  and 
others  in  this  body  were  asked  to  be- 
lieve. 

This  brings  us  to  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  and  its  findings.  It  is  on 
that  foundation  of  expert  consensus 
that  the  President  makes  his  case  for 
the  MX  and  arms  control.  The  Com- 
mission recommended  deploying  100 
MX  missiles  in  Minuteman  silos;  it 
also  called  for  vigorous  strategic-arms- 
control  efforts:  and  it  selected  a  small, 
single  warhead  missile  as  the  logical 
follow-on  to  the  MX,  both  for  deter- 
rence and  arms-control  reasons.  I  want 
to  go  into  this  report  in  some  detail  on 
two  issues— ICBM  vulnerability  and 
the  MX  as  a  bargaining  chip. 

The  report  selected  an  MX  option 
long  favored  by  some  strategic  plan- 


ners—deploy them  in  existing  silos. 
These  planners  have  for  their  own  rea- 
sons concluded  that  ICBM  vulnerabil- 
ity has  been  overstated  due  to  the 
enormous  uncertainties  of  a  first- 
strike  strategy  faced  by  Soviet  strate- 
gists. The  theoretical  accuracies  of  the 
SS-18  and  19,  according  to  this  line  of 
thinking,  are  far  enough  removed 
from  an  actual,  reliable  capability  that 
we  need  not  restructure  our  ICBM 
force  to  counter  it.  Yet  the  asymmetry 
in  land-based  forces  exists  and  must  be 
dealt  with.  The  reasons  are  essentially 
political  and  psychological.  The  asym- 
metry may  lead  other  powers  to  be- 
lieve the  Soviets  are  stronger;  it  may 
affect  our  own  decisionmaking  in  a 
crisis;  and  an  unresolved  asymmetry 
suggests  a  weakening  of  national  will. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  did  not 
take  that  precise  lack.  It  would  have 
been.  I  am  afraid,  too  large  a  fig  leaf 
to  remove.  So.  instead  of  dismantling 
the  myth  of  Soviet  ICBM  accuracy, 
the  Commission  identified  scenarios  in 
which  the  MX  would  survive  a  Soviet 
attack  and  retaliate.  In  other  words, 
they  said  the  MX  is  survivable  in  spite 
of  Soviet  ICBM  accuracy.  The  scenar- 
io goes  like  this  and  I  quote: 

For  example,  if  Soviet  war  planners 
should  decide  to  attack  our  l)omber  and  sub- 
marine bases  and  our  ICBM  silos  with  si- 
multaneous detonations— by  delaying  mis- 
sile launches  from  close-in  submarines  so 
that  such  missiles  would  arrive  at  our 
bomljer  bases  at  the  same  time  the  Soviet 
ICBM  warheads  (with  their  longer  time  of 
flight)  would  arrive  at  our  ICBM  silos— then 
a  very  high  proportion  of  our  alert  bombers 
would  have  escaped  before  their  bases  were 
struck.  This  is  because  we  would  have  been 
able  to.  and  would  have,  ordered  our  bomb- 
ers to  take  off  from  their  bases  within  mo- 
ments after  the  launch  of  the  first  Soviet 
ICBMs.  If  the  Soviets,  on  the  other  hand, 
chose  rather  to  launch  their  ICBM  and 
SLBM  attacks  at  the  same  moment  (hoping 
to  destroy  a  higher  proportion  of  our  bomb- 
ers with  SLBM's  having  a  short  time  of 
flight),  there  would  be  a  period  of  over  a 
quarter  of  an  hour  after  nuclear  detona- 
tions had  occurred  on  U.S.  bomber  bases  but 
tjefore  our  ICBM's  had  l)een  struck.  In  such 
a  case  the  Soviets  should  have  no  confi- 
dence that  we  would  refrain  from  launching 
our  ICBM's  during  that  interval  after  we 
had  been  hit.  It  is  important  to  appreciate 
that  this  would  not  be  a  ■launch-on-warn- 
ing."  or  even  a  "launch  under  attack."  but 
rather  a  launch  after  attack— after  massive 
nuclear  detonations  had  already  occurred 
on  U.S.  soil. 

Thus  our  bombers  and  ICBM's  are  more 
survivable  together  against  Soviet  attack 
than  either  would  t)€  alone.  This  illustrates 
that  the  different  components  of  our  strate- 
gic forces  should  be  assessed  collectively  and 
not  in  isolation.  It  also  suggests  that  where- 
as it  is  highly  desirable  that  a  component  of 
the  strategic  forces  be  survivable  when  it  is 
viewed  separately,  it  makes  a  major  contri- 
bution to  deterrence  even  if  its  survivability 
depends  in  sut>stantial  measure  on  the  exist- 
ence of  one  of  the  other  components  of  the 
force. 

Later  in  the  report,  the  Commission 
concludes  that  ICBM  vulnerability  is 
"not  a  sufficiently  dominant  part  of 


the  overall  problem  of  ICBM  modern- 
ization   making  ABM  or  dense 

packs  basing  unnecessary.  The  reason 
cited  for  this  conclusion  is  stated  as 
follows: 

This  is  because  of  the  mutual  survivability 
shared  by  the  ICBM  force  and  the  bomber 
force  in  view  of  the  different  types  of  at- 
tacks that  would  need  to  be  launched  at 
each,  as  explained  above  (Section  IV.A.) 

In  other  words,  no  matter  how  the 
Soviets  might  attack  our  bomber  bases 
and  our  ICBM's,  they  would  give  the 
game  away  and  allow  us  time  to  use 
either  our  bombers  or  our  ICBM's 
before  they  were  hit  by  Soviet  mis- 
siles. 

This  is  a  curious  and  tortured  logic 
to  justify  a  $26  billion  investment. 
First  of  all,  the  Commission  concedes 
in  a  footnote  that  "an  attack  in  which 
thousands  of  warheads  were  targeted 
on  our  ICBM  fields  but  there  were  no 
early  detonations  on  our  bomber  bases 
from  attack  by  Soviet  submarines" 
would  destroy  all  our  ICBM  force, 
MX,  and  Minuteman. 

Second,  this  logic  applies  to  any 
U.S.-land-based  missile,  not  exclusively 
the  MX.  The  Minuteman  would  be 
just  as  sur\^ivable  under  these  scenar- 
ios as  the  MX.  For  many  years  MX 
proponents  have  been  saying  that  our 
existing  ICBM's  would  be  vulnerable 
to  an  all-out  Soviet  attack.  The  MX  in 
a  survivable  basing  mode  was  proposed 
to  counter  that  vulnerability.  We  have 
always  known  that  our  bombers  would 
have  sufficient  warning  to  take  off 
from  their  bases  and  therefore  survive 
such  an  attack.  That  argument  was 
never  invoked  to  justify  MX.  because 
it  could  not. 

To  say  that  either  our  bombers  or 
our  ICBM's  could  survive  a  Soviet 
attack  merely  restated  a  truism— that 
ICBM's  based  on  land  are  a  valuable 
leg  of  the  triad  and  a  crucial  comple- 
ment to  our  bomber  force. 

I  accept  that,  most  experts  accept 
that,  and  of  course  the  Commission  ac- 
cepts it.  But  that  argument  alone  does 
not  justify  MX.  Nor  for  that  matter 
does  it  address  the  issue  of  Soviet 
ICBM  accuracy  and  the  theoretical 
vulnerability  of  our  Minuteman  force. 
It  simply  skirts  it  by  redefining  vulner- 
ability—as a  bomber/ICBM  problem, 
as  opposed  to  a  strictly  ICBM  prob- 
lem. 

So  the  question  becomes,  why  do  we 
need  100,  10-warhead,  200,000-pound, 
highly  accurate  replacement  missiles 
for  100  Mmutemen?  The  Commission 
sets  out  its  rationale.  I  submit  that  the 
rationale  is  overwhelming  political  and 
perceptual,  which  will  take  us  directly 
to  my  subject— the  bargaining  chip 
theory  of  the  MX  missile. 

The  Commission  argues  that  '*e 
must  demonstrate  to  the  Soviets  "na- 
tional will  and  cohesion"  by  deploying 
the  MX.  Second,  we  must  "assure  our 
allies  that  we  have  the  capability  and 


will  to  stand  with  them."  Third,  our 
Minuteman  force  is  not  new  and  will 
need  rehabilitation.  Fourth,  we  need  a 
big  payload  missile  in  case  the  Soviets 
deploy  an  ABM,  a  step  now  prohibited 
by  SALT  I.  And  last,  the  MX  is  needed 
to  persuade  the  Soviets  to  negotiate 
seriously  in  Geneva,  that  is.  the  bar- 
gaining chip  we  have  been  discussing 
here  today. 

Three  of  the  five  rationales  are  per- 
ceptual and  political.  The  MX,  with  its 
hard  target  capability,  is  for  the  Com- 
mission more  a  symbol  of  U.S.  resolve 
than  a  breakthrough  in  capabilities. 
True,  the  MX  is  more  accurate  than 
the  Minuteman  and  true  it  would  add 
some  900  new  warheads  ro  our  inven- 
tory but  it  is  clear  that  the  Commis- 
sion regards  these  technical  advances 
as  a  primarily  political  device.  Indeed, 
the  final  conclusion  of  the  Commis- 
sion is  essentially  a  political  one.  "Fi- 
nally the  Commission  is  particularly 
mindful  of  the  importance  of  achiev- 
ing a  greater  degree  of  national  con- 
sensus with  respect  to  our  strategic  de- 
ployments and  arms  control."  One 
hundred  MX  missiles  are  in  that  con- 
text, a  political  compromise  between 
200  MX  missiles,  the  original  program, 
and  no  MX  missile. 

So,  we  are  urged  to  spend  $26  billion 
to  demonstrate  national  will  to  the  So- 
viets and  our  allies,  and  to  help  us  bar- 
gain in  Geneva.  For  all  the  expense 
and  all  the  perils  of  this  highly  contro- 
versial missile,  only  one  of  these  ra- 
tionales for  it  could  possibly  convince 
me,  and  that  is  the  bargaining  chip 
theory.  If  the  MX  is  truly  a  necessary 
bargaining  chip  to  help  us  reach  a  far- 
reaching  arms  control  agreement  in 
Moscow,  it  should  be  considered.  Un- 
fortunately, this  administration  makes 
it  impossible  for  me  to  come  to  that 
conclusion. 

What  is  the  promise  the  bargaining 
chip  holds  out  for  us?  In  the  words  of 
the  Scowcroft  Commission: 

First,  arms  control  negotiations— in  par- 
ticular, the  Soviets'  willingness  to  enter 
agreements  that  will  enhance  stability— are 
heavily  influenced  by  ongoing  programs. 
The  ABM  Treaty  of  1972.  for  example,  came 
about  only  because  the  United  States  main- 
tained an  ongoing  ABM  program  and  indeed 
made  a  decision  to  make  a  limited  deploy- 
ment. It  is  illusory  to  believe  that  we  could 
obtain  a  satisfactory  agreement  with  the  So- 
viets limiting  ICBM  deployments  if  we  uni- 
laterally terminated  the  only  new  U.S. 
ICBM  program  that  could  lead  to  deploy- 
ment in  this  decade.  Such  a  termination 
would  effectively  communicate  to  the  Sovi- 
ets that  we  were  unable  to  neutralize  their 
advantage  in  multiple-warhead  ICBM's. 
Abandoning  the  MX  at  this  time,  in  search 
of  a  substitute  would  jeopardize,  not  en- 
hance, the  likelihood  of  reaching  a  stabiliz- 
ing and  equitable  agreement.  It  would  also 
undermine  the  Incentives  to  the  Soviets  to 
change  the  nature  of  their  own  ICBM  force 
and  thus  the  environment  most  conducive 
to  the  deployment  of  a  small  missile. 

That  is  an  eloquent  statement  and 
one  with  which   I   agree.   The  ABM 


Treaty  of  1972  is  the  precedent  for  the 
START  talks,  and  it  is  worth  repeat- 
ing here  what  happened.  Both  the  So- 
viets and  the  United  States  were  devel- 
oping highly  expensive  and  question- 
ably effective  antiballistic  missile  sys- 
tems. On  the  eve  of  the  successful  cul- 
mination of  the  ABM  negotiations,  the 
U.S.  Congress  fully  funded  the  ABM 
program,  knowing  that  it  was  under 
.discussion  at  the  ABM  talks.  As  we 
know,  the  Soviet  and  American  delega- 
tions agreed  not  to  deploy  more  than 
one  limited  ABM  system  each.  The 
U.S.  program  and  its  Soviet  counter- 
part were  effectively  stopped  in  their 
infancy  and  that  particular  path  for 
the  arms  race  was  never  followed  by 
the  superpowers. 

The  Commission  urges  that  the  MX 
should  be  regarded  similarly.  We,  in 
the  Congress,  should  support  the  MX 
program  knowing  that  our  negotiators 
might  trade  it  away  for  an  ever  more 
secure  balance  of  Soviet-American 
strategic  forces. 

And  that  is  essentially  what  the  ad- 
ministration was  trying  to  have  us  be- 
lieve until  Dr.  Adelman.  Director  of 
the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  unveiled  the  deception. 

It  was  a  delicate  balancing  act  to 
promote  the  MX  as  a  bargaining  chip 
without  explicitly  saying  so.  On  June 
15.  Secretary  Shultz  appeared  before 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
and  asserted  that  the  President  had 
placed  "all  strategic  systems  on  the 
table"  in  Geneva.  In  a  letter  to  Sena- 


by  Soviet  strategic  programs  and  arms  re- 
duction agreements.  The  MX  is  the  U.S.  re- 
sponse to  a  massive  buildup  of  Soviet 
ICBM's  over  the  last  10  years,  and  unless 
the  Soviets  are  prepared  to  reverse  this 
build-up  and  forgo  their  heavy  and  medium 
ICBMs.  the  United  SUtes  will  go  forward 
with  MX." 

I  have  sent  letters  to  Senators  Pell  and 
TsoNGAS,  who  inquired  extensively  about 
this  matter. 
It  was  signed  by  Dr.  Adelman. 
The  critical  phrase  is  of  course 
".  .  .  unless  the  Soviets  are  prepared 
to  reverse  this  buildup  and  forgo  their 
heavy  and  medium  ICBM's.  the 
United  States  will  go  forward  with  fhe 
MX." 

I  suppose  that  Dr.  Adelman  regrets 
having  written  that  letter  on  two 
counts— for  one.  it  reveals  to  the  Sovi- 
ets a  bargaining  position  which  can 
only  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  our 
START  delegation  in  Geneva.  And 
second,  it  sets  out  terms  for  the  bar- 
gaining of  the  MX  which  are  patently 
unnegotiable  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
Far  from  a  bargaining  chip,  the  MX, 
according  to  Dr.  Adelman.  is  the  sine 
qua  non  of  our  strategic  program.  In 
return  for  the  nondeployment  of  MX. 
the  Soviets  would  have  to  dismantle 
SS-18S,  19's.  and  17's.  a  staggering 
proposition  involving  1,000  U.S.  war- 
heads to  be  exchanged  for  over  5,000 
SS-18.  SS-19  and  SS-17  warheads. 

Deputy  Secretary  of  State  Kenneth 
Dam  testified  a  few  days  later.  He  at- 
tempted to  restore  the  ambiguity  on 


tor  Cohen,  the  President  promised  to   -^^ic  bargaining  chip  issue,  as  did  Secre 


•constrain  the  number"  of  MX  mis- 
siles "to  the  minimum"  and  asserted 
that  the  level  of  MX  deployment  "'will 
be  influenced  by  Soviet  strategic  pro- 
grams and  arms  reduction  agree- 
ments." 

Already  suspected  of  harboring  anti- 
arms  control  sentiments,  the  adminis- 
tration made  these  assurances  and  im- 
plied the  MX  bargaining  chip  with 
limited,  but  yet  substantial  success. 
The  Senate  and  the  House  supported 
the  100-missile  deployment  in  Minute- 
man  silos  in  May. 

Last  month.  Dr.  Adelman  ended  the 
guessing  game.  In  a  closed  briefing  to 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  he 
set  out  in  detail  tjie  exact  role  the  MX 
could  play  in  the  Geneva  talks.  That 
briefing  was  classified,  so  I  cannot  dis- 
cuss the  number  or  conclusions  pre- 
sented by  Dr.  Adelman. 

The  next  day,  however,  the  chair- 
man. Senator  Percy,  and  I  were  sur- 
prised to  receive  an  unclassified  letter 
from  Dr.  Adelman.  which  sought  to 
clarify  his  remarks  in  the  closed  hear- 
ing of  the  previous  day.  Let  me  read 
the  letter  to  my  colleagues. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  At  yesterday's  hear- 
ing. Senator  Pell  asked  whether  under  any 
circumstances  the  United  States  would  be 
prepared  to  give  up  the  MX  program? 

The  following  is  my  answer  for  the  record: 

"The  President  has  made  clear  that  the 
scale  of  MX  deployment  will  be  influenced 


tary  Shultz.  but  no  one  disavowed  the 
Adelman  letter.  It  must  stand  as  a 
blunt  expression  of  the  U.S.  negotiat- 
ing posture. 

The  key  question  haunting  the 
President  and  his  administration  is 
and  will  be  the  depth  of  his  commit- 
ment to  arms  control.  This  problem 
preceded  the  current  MX  debate  and 
has  found  expression  time  after  time 
in  one  misstep  or  misstatement  after 
another,  each  casting  doubt  and  suspi- 
cion on  the  arms  control  agenda  of  the 
President. 

It  is  a  distressing  list  beginning  with 
the  long  delays  before  the  President 
presented  arms  control  proposals  to 
the  Soviet  Union  in  Geneva,  the  con- 
stant stream  of  cold  war  rhetoric  di- 
rected against  the  Soviet  Union,  the 
nomination  of  General  Rowny  to  head 
the  START  delegation,  the  acceler- 
ated decline  and  demoralization  of  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency,  the  refusal  to  support  the  al- 
ready signed  Threshold  Test  Ban  and 
Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosion  Treaties, 
the  long  hiatus  in  bilateral  talks  on 
antisatellite  weapons,  the  reports  from 
Geneva  of  acrimonious  and  fruitless 
exchanges  between  General  Rowny 
and  his  Soviet  counterpart,  Mr. 
Karpov.  not  to  mention  the  Adelman 
nomination  itself  which  said  volumes 
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about  the  importance  of  arms  control 
to  the  President. 

Seen  in  that  light,  the  MX  story  is 
not  all  that  surprising,  but  nonethe- 
less, the  administrations  arms  control 
cloak  on  the  MX  is  striking  in  its 
transparency.  The  chip  status  for  the 
MX  is,  in  my  view,  a  charade.  The  jus- 
tifications for  deploying  the  missile 
have  been  stripped  down  to  a  slender 
argument  about  perceptions  and  mar- 
ginal improvements  in  capability. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  issue,  the 
MX  is  troubled  by  questions  regarding 
its  high  value  status  as  a  target  for 
Soviet  missiles,  its  hair-trigger  tenden- 
cies due  to  that  high  target  value,  and 
its  contribution  to  an  eventual  first 
strike  U.S.  capability.  The  MX  has 
been  called  a  destabilizing  weapon  by 
its  critics.  It  also  must  be  said  that  the 
Soviet  ICBM  program  is  destabilizing 
and  must  be  curtailed  through  negoti- 
ations. 

I  have  always  thought  that  the  MX 
could  make  a  contribution  to  our  secu- 
rity if  it  were  creatively  joined  with  an 
arms  control  outcome.  I  no  longer  see 
that  possibility  under  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration. I  will  vote  in  favor  of 
Senator  Harts  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment by  the  Senator  from  Texas  and 
^^Tjrtjje  perfecting  amendment  thereto  by 
The  Senator  from  Virginia  be  tempo- 
rarily laid  aside,  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Helms)  may  offer 
an  amendment,  and  that  on  the  dispo- 
sition of  that  amendment,  the  Senate 
return  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Tower- Warner  amendment. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  and  I  do 
not  believe  I  shall  object,  but  let  me 
just  clear  it  with  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas? 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  would 
have  no  objection  as  long  as  it  was 
agreed  to  that  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska   (Mr.    ExoN)    would    have    a 


chance  to  respond  to  the  amendment 
prior  to  any  final  action  on  the  amend- 
ment. He  is  on  his  way  over. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
put  it  this  way,  that  if  the  amendment 
is  to  be  brought  to  a  vote  that  we 
would  give  him  the  opportunity  to 
comment. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Apparently  he 
wishes  to  speak  on  it  whether  it  comes 
to  a  vote  or  not.  He  is  on  his  way  over. 
I  suspect  by  the  time  the  sponsor's 
speech  is  over  he  will  be  here. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  Senators  unani- 
mous-consent request?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3063 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  foreign  policy  of  the  United 
States  should  reflect  a  national  strategy 
of  peace  through  strength) 
Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Chair,  and  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished floor  manager  of  the  bill. 

I  have  amendment  No.  2062  at  the 
desk,  and  I  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The   Senator   from   North   Carolina  (Mr. 
Helms),  for  himself  and  others,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  2062. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senate  will  forbear,  I  am  going  to  do 
the  unusual.  I  am  going  to  ask  that 
the  clerk  read  the  entire  amendment 
very  slowly,  so  that  it  can  speak  for 
itself. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  committee  amendment, 
add  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.    . 

To  express  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States 
should  reflect  a  national  strategy  of  peace 
through  strength. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  exploited  United 
States  p)eace  initiatives  in  order  to  build  up 
Soviet  strategic  and  conventional  warfare 
capabilities: 

These  capabilities  have  given  the  Soviet 
Union  the  means  to  support  worldwide  ag- 
gression of  an  increasingly  bold  nature: 

There  is  a  basis  for  concern  that  the  Sovi- 
ets may  use  these  capabilities  in  armed  ag- 
gression in  Pakistan.  Iran,  and  Yugoslavia: 

The  Soviet  Union  has  demonstrated  an 
unwillingness  to  live  by  the  principles  of 
international  law: 

The  United  States  is  the  one  world  power 
that  can  stop  Soviet  expansionism:  Now. 
therefore.  l)e  it 

The  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  for- 
eign policy  of  the  United  States  should  re- 
flect a  national  strategy  of  peace  through 


strength,  the  general  principles  and  goals  of 
which  would  l)e— 

(1)  to  inspire,  focus,  and  unite  the  nation- 
al will  and  determination  to  achieve  peace 
and  freedom. 

(2)  to  achieve  overall  military  and  techno- 
logical superiority  over  the  Soviet  Union. 

(3)  to  create  a  strategic  and  civil  defense 
which  would  protect  the  American  people 
against  nuclear  war  at  least  as  well  as  the 
Soviet  population  is  protected. 

(4)  to  accept  no  arms  control  agreement 
which  in  any  way  jeopardizes  the  security  of 
the  United  SUtes  or  its  allies,  or  which 
locks  the  United  SUtes  into  a  position  of 
military  Inferiority. 

(5)  to  reestablish  effective  security  and  in- 
telligence capabilities. 

(6)  to  pursue  positive  nonmilitary  means 
to  roll  back  the  growth  of  communism. 

(7)  to  help  our  allies  and  other  non-Com- 
munist countries  defend  themselves  against 
Communist  aggression,  and 

(8)  to  maintain  a  strong  economy  and  pro- 
tect our  overseas  sources  of  energy  and 
other  vital  raw  materials. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  The  Senator  from  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ex- 
press my  appreciation  to  the  clerk  for 
having  so  ably  presented  the  text  of 
this  amendment. 

As  I  said  at  the  outset,  the  amend- 
ment speaks  for  itself.  I  mention,  how- 
ever, that  a  total  of  54  Senators  are  co- 
sponsoring  this  amendment.  Just  to 
have  it  as  a  matter  of  record,  let  me 
identify  the  54  Senators.  In  addition 
to  this  Senator  from  North  Carolina, 
they  are  as  follows: 

Mr.  Symms,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Abdnor. 
Mr.  Andrews.  Mr.  Armstrong,  Mr. 
Bentsen,  Mr.  Boren,  Mr.  Boschwitz, 
Mr.  Chiles,  Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Cohen, 
Mr.  D'Amato,  Mr.  Danforth,  Mr. 
DeConcini,  Mr.  Denton,  Mr.  Dole, 
Mr.  Domenici,  Mr.  East.  Mr.  Garn, 
Mr.  Goldwater,  Mr.  Grassley,  Mrs. 
Hawkins,  Mr.  Heflin,  Mr.  Hollings, 
Mr.  Huddleston,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr. 
Jepsen,  Mr.  Johnston,  Mr.  Kasten, 
Mr.  Laxalt,  Mr.  Long,  Mr.  Lugar,  Mr. 
McClure,  Mr.  Mattingly,  Mr.  Mel- 
cher,  Mr.  MuRKOWSKi,  Mr.  Nickles, 
Mr.  NuNN,  Mr.  Quayle,  Mr.  Pressler, 
Mr.  Pryor,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr.  Roth, 
Mr.  Sasser,  Mr.  Stevens.  Mr.  Trible, 
Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr.  Wallop,  Mr. 
Warner,  Mr.  Zorinsky,  and  Mr. 
Rudman. 

Mr.  President,  our  Nation's  security 
is  severely  threatened,  and  an  impor- 
tant step  to  correct  the  severe  threat 
to  America's  security  is  for  the  Senate 
to  pass  .-he  peace  through  strength 
amendment. 

Soviet  military  and  political  leaders 
have  been  stating  since  1971  that  the 
correlation  of  forces  In  the  world's 
military  balance  has  shifted  in  favor 
of  the  Soviet  Union.  Red  Star  stated 
frankly  on  January  15,  1980: 

With  respect  to  the  military  balance,  the 
correlation  of  forces  has  shifted— once  and 
for  all  and  Irrevocably. 


Most  American  defense  experts 
agree  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
achieved  overall  military  supremacy 
over  the  United  States  and  its  allies. 
In  addition,  both  President  Reagan 
and  Defense  Secretary  Weinberger 
confirmed  that  dangerous  fact  in  the 
spring  of  1982.  The  President  stated  in 
a  news  conference  on  March  31,  1982: 
The  Soviet  Union  does  have  a  definite 
margin  of  superiority— enough  so  that  there 
is  what  I  have  called  ...  a  window  of  vul- 
nerability. 

The  next  day.  Defense  Secretary 
Weinberger  stated,  "unfortunately,  it 
is  true."  The  Soviets  have  now  gained 
acknowledged  strategic  nuclear  superi- 
ority, acknowledged  theater  nuclear 
superiority  against  NATO,  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China,  and  Japan, 
growing  naval  superiority,  and  sub- 
stantial conventional,  general  purpose 
forces  superiority. 

Soviet  overall  military  superiority  is 
very  dangerous  to  U.S.  national  securi- 
ty, especially  if  crisis  or  war  should  be 
threatened.  The  Chief  of  the  Soviet 
General  Staff,  Marshal  Ogarkov, 
stated  ominously  in  a  January  1982. 
book: 

Prompt  and  expeditious  shifting  of  the 
Armed  Forces  and  the  entire  national  econ- 
omy to  a  war  footing  and  their  mobilization 
deployment  in  a  short  period  of  time  is 
nyich  more  critical  today  ...  we  should  ac- 
company our  steps  toward  peace  with  main- 
taining maximum,  military  preparedness. 
(Emphasis  added.) 

Clearly,  Marshal  Ogarkov  believes 
that  Soviet  military  superiority  will  in- 
timidate democratic  leaders  in  the  free 
world. 

I  urge  Senators  to  support  adoption 
of  the  peace  through  strength  amend- 
ment, as  one  means  of  deterring  Soviet 
power.  The  amendment  will  provide 
strong  political  and  legal  backing  for 
American  national  security  programs 
designed  to  restore  a  U.S.  margin  of 
safety. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  again  empha- 
size that  this  resolution  has  strong  bi- 
partisan support,  with  54  cosponsors. 
It  is  a  resolution  for  which,  in  my 
opinion,  a  consensus  already  exists  in 
this  body. 

Moreover,  it  has  the  full  support  of 
the  administration.  It  has  been  en- 
dorsed in  letters  from  the  President, 
the  National  Security  Adviser,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  State  on  behalf  of  the  Secre- 
tary, and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff.  It  truly  expresses  our 
national  policy  and  national  will. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  letters  from  these  officials 
be  printed  In  the  Record  at  this  point, 
together  with  an  article  from  "Wash- 
ington Report." 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  October  15.  1981. 
Mr.  John  Fisher. 

President,  American  Security  Council, 
Boston.  Va. 

Dear  John;  I  am  pleased  to  hear  that  273 
Senators  and  Representatives,  a  bipartisan 
majority  of  the  Congress,  have  now  joined 
the  Coalition  for  Peace  Through  Strength 
Caucus.  This  is  an  important  milestone  in 
having  the  Resolution  passed  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress. 

I  am  also  encouraged  to  hear  that  seven 
state  legislatures  have  already  passed  the 
Resolution. 

As  an  early  member  of  the  Coalition  for 
Peace  Through  Strength.  I  supported  the 
Resolution,  and  it  was  incorporated  as  part 
of  the  1980  Republican  Platform. 

Passage  of  the  Resolution  by  both  Houses 
will  be  a  powerful  symbol  of  bipartisan  sup- 
port for  our  national  security  programs, 
which  are  designed  to  restore  the  margin  of 
safety  to  our  military  power. 

I  assure  you  that  1  will  sign  the  Resolu- 
tion after  it  is  passed  by  Congress  and  look 
forward  to  hearing  of  the  Coalition's  con- 
tinuing good  works. 

With  my  best  wishes. 
Sincerely. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  September  16.  1982. 
Hon.  Jesse  Helms, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Helms:  I  understand  that 
you  and  many  of  your  colleagues  intend  to 
offer  a  resolution  at  this  time  reaffirming 
the  'Peace  Through  Strength  "  language, 
which  was  incorporated  into  the  1980  Re- 
publican Party  Platform. 

As  the  President  said  when  the  Resolution 
was  considered  last  year,  "Passage  of  the 
Resolution  by  both  Houses  will  be  a  power- 
ful symbol  of  bipartisan  support  for  our  na- 
tional security  programs,  which  are  de- 
signed to  restore  the  margin  of  safety  to  our 
military  power." 
Sincerely, 

William  P.  Clark. 

Department  of  Defense, 
Washington.  D.C.  September  16,  1983. 
Hon.  Jesse  Helms, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  understand  that  you.  to- 
gether with  a  large  number  of  co-sponsors, 
are  preparing  to  introduce  the  Peace 
Through  Strength  Resolution  in  the 
Senate.  The  passage  of  this  Resolution  will 
again  demonstrate  the  strength  of  biparti- 
san support  for  the  President's  national  se- 
curity programs,  which  are  designed  to  re- 
store the  margin  of  safety  to  U.S.  military 
power.  The  Department  of  Defense  strongly 
supports  the  intent  and  purpose  of  this  ini- 
tiative. We  appreciate  the  effort  you  and 
your  colletigues  are  making  to  express  so  ef- 
fectively the  support  of  the  Senate  for  a 
strong  defense  program. 

Caspar  Weinberger, 

Secretary. 

September  27,  1982. 
Hon.  Jesse  Helms, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Helms:  The  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  have  consistently  maintained  the  view 
that  the  security  of  our  country  and  peace 
in  the  world  can  only  be  preserved  if  the  de- 


fense of  the  U.S.  are  strong.  Bipartisan  sup- 
port for  the  passage  of  a  Peace  Through 
Strength  resolution  will  send  a  clear  signal 
of  this  Nation's  commitment  and  resolve  to 
continue  to  provide  for  the  common  de- 
fense. We  appreciate  and  support  your  initi- 
ative. 

SincerelVjl- 

~  -   John  W.  Vessey,  Jr.. 
Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 

U.S.  Department  of  State, 
Washington,  D.C,  September  22,  1982. 
Hon.  Jesse  Helms, 
U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Helms:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  of  September  20  concerning  the  Peace 
Through  Strength  Resolution. 

Prom  the  outset,  this  Administration  es- 
tablished as  a  national  priority  the  correc- 
tion of  important  shortcomings  in  our  de- 
fense posture.  As  the  President's  very  diffi- 
cult budget  decisions  reflect,  we  are  commit- 
ted to  strengthening  our  defenses.  This  Ad- 
ministration will  never  accept  an  inferior 
position,  recognizing  that  our  national  secu- 
rity and  that  of  our  Allies  is  at  stake.  A 
strengthened  defense  posture  is  essential  to 
the  successful  conduct  of  our  foreign 
policy,and  is  thus  a  critical  ingredient  in 
maintaining  peace  and  stability  in  todays 
troubled  world.  It  is  also  essential  to  the 
achievement  of  the  balanced,  verifiable  and 
effective  arms  control  agreements  the  Presi- 
dent has  proposed— agreements  which 
would  substantially  reduce  strategic  and  in- 
termediate-range nuclear  forces,  and  con- 
ventional forces  in  Europe  to  equal  levels  on 
both  sides. 

Passage  of  the  Peace  Through  Strength 
Resolution  would  provide  a  strong  measure 
of  support  for  our  military  programs,  and 
our  arms  control  objectives,  which  are  so 
important  to  the  cause  of  peace. 
With  cordial  regards. 
Sincerely, 

Powell  A.  Moore, 
Assistant  Secretary  for 
Congressional  Relations. 

[From  the  Washington  Report.  (October 
19821 

The  Need  for  a  National  Strategy  of 
Peace  Through  Strength 

(By  John  M.  Fisher) 

The  most  common  complaint  about  U.S. 
defense  and  foreign  policy  over  the  past  35 
postwar  years  has  been  that  it  is  reactive 
and  only  in  defense  of  the  status  quo.  We 
have  had  no  positive,  unifying  goal  and  thus 
no  strategy. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Soviet  Union  and 
its  Communist  bloc  allies  have  the  goal  of  a 
world  socialist  state,  and  they  have  an  over- 
all strategy  for  achieving  it. 

U.S.  GOAL  established 

President  Reagan,  in  his  speech  to  the 
British  Parliament  on  June  8th,  established 
the  long-needed,  unifying  goal  for  the 
United  States. 

He  began  his  talk  by  reviewing  the  failure 
of  the  Communist  economic  and  political 
system  everywhere  in  the  world.  He  noted, 
for  example,  that  20  percent  of  the  work- 
force in  the  USSR  is  engaged  in  agriculture: 
yet  Soviet  agriculture  cannot  feed  the 
people. 

He  stressed  that  the  Communist  regimes 
in  Eastern  Europe,  despite  30  years  of  con- 
trol, have  not  yet  been  able  to  risk  elections. 
In  a  memorable  phrase,  he  declared;    "Re- 
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gimes  planted  by  bayonets  do  not  take 
roots." 

The  President,  pointing  toward  a  new  po- 
litical order,  declared  that  the  world  was  at 
a  turning  point,  that  the  tide  had  turned 
against  Communism,  and  that  a  "democrat- 
ic revolution  is  now  gathering  new 
strength."  At  a  later  point,  he  spolte  of  a 
■global  campaign  for  democracy  now  gath- 
ering force." 

He  called  on  open  and  free  societies  to 
"take  actions  to  assist  the  campaign  for  de- 
mocracy." 

The  President  made  it  plain  that  Commu- 
nism cannot  be  overcome  without  effort, 
risk,  and  an  organized  strategy  for  the  free 
world. 

He  said,  "...  we  must  not  hesitate  to 
make  clear  our  ultimate  objectives  and  to 
take  concrete  actions  to  move  towards 
them."  He  added.  "The  objective  I  propose 
is  quite  simple  to  state:  To  foster  the  infra- 
structure of  democracy.  .  . 

Speaking  for  the  United  States,  he  said. 
"It  is  time  that  we  committed  ourselves  as  a 
nation— in  both  the  public  and  private  sec- 
tors—to assist  democratic  development." 

In  regard  to  the  role  of  military  power  in 
this  process,  he  said,  "Our  military  strength 
is  a  prerequisite  to  peace,  but  let  it  be  clear 
we  maintain  this  strength  in  the  hope  it  will 
never  be  used."  In  the  contest  between  de- 
mocracy and  Communist  totalitarianism, 
the  "ultimate  determinant."  he  said,  will 
not  be  bombs  and  rockets  but  wills  and 
ideas.  He  described  the  struggle  as  "a  trial 
of  spiritual  resolve, '  and  at  stake  were  the 
values  we  hold,  the  beliefs  we  cherish,  the 
ideals  to  which  we  arc  dedicated." 

President  Reagan  has  long  endorsed  the 
adoption  of  a  national  strategy  of  peace 
through  strength. 

.\  NATIONAL  STRATEGY  OF  PEACE  THROUGH 
STRENGTH 

There  are  eight  basic  principles  inherent 
in  a  national  strategy  of  peace  through 
strength.  These  principles  will  ser\-e  to  clari- 
fy the  direction  of  the  strategy  and  the 
basis  of  some  of  its  details,  and  they  will 
serve  as  a  yardstick  to  evaluate  competing 
programs  and  initiatives.  Unless  the  TTnited 
States  speedily  adopts  such  a  strategy  to  co- 
ordinate its  national  security  efforts,  it  is 
doomed  to  ineffectual  policies,  uncoordinat- 
ed responses  to  Soviet  aggression,  and  ulti- 
mately, a  great  growth  in  the  power  and  in- 
fluence of  the  Soviet  Union. 

These  eight  principles  are; 

1.  Inspire,  focus,  and  unite  the  national 
determination  to  achieve  peace  and  free- 
dom. 

Public  support  is  necessary  if  the  United 
States  is  to  implement  a  national  strategy  of 
peace  through  strength.  It  is  a  democracy, 
and  no  major  policy  can  long  be  followed  in 
the  face  of  strong  popular  opposition. 

But,  adopting  a  national  strategy  that  will 
influence  the  entire  range  of  U.S.  defense 
and  foreign  policy,  including  issues  of  such 
public  concern  as  trade  and  military  acquisi- 
tion, will  require  far  more  than  simple 
public  acceptance.  It  must  be  vigorously 
promoted  and  explained. 

As  far  as  possible,  all  U.S.  initiatives 
should  be  justified  publicly  in  terms  of  their 
relation  to  the  national  strategy.  This  im- 
plies that  not  only  will  the  U.S.  government 
have  to  involve  the  Isolated  and  compart- 
mentalized foreign  policy  community  with 
the  public,  but  also  that  the  entire  basis  for 
the  current  system  of  classifying  govern- 
ment secrets  will  have  to  be  reworked  to 
share  with  the  public  more  facts  about  the 
Soviet  threat. 


The  advantages  of  informing  the  public 
will  t>e  enormous.  Public  support  for  U.S. 
defense  and  foreign  policy  has  often  weak- 
ened, because  the  people  simply  did  not  un- 
derstand the  realities  it  was  based  on.  This 
lack  of  understanding  not  only  has  given 
rise  to  opposition  to  a  particular  policy,  but 
also  has  weakened  public  support  of  defense 
and  foreign  policy  as  a  whole. 

The  need  to  justify  defense  and  foreign 
policy  initiatives  to  the  public  in  terms  of 
how  they  further  the  national  interest 
would  also  improve  policymaking. 

In  short,  by  forcing  the  defense  and  for- 
eign policy  community  to  clearly  identify 
and  express  U.S.  national  priorities  and 
goals,  a  national  strategy  of  peace  through 
strength  would  not  only  rally  the  American 
people  t)ehind  the  government,  but  would 
also  prove  a  powerful  incentive  to  improve 
the  quality  and  coherence  of  national  policy 
initiatives. 

2.  Achieve  overall  military  and  technologi- 
cal superiority  over  the  Soviet  Union. 

A  "global  campaign  for  democracy"  must 
be  based  on  the  principles  of  strategy  which 
utilize  all  elements  of  national  strength— po- 
litical, military,  and  economic— in  achieving 
national  goals. 

Democracy  does  not  need  military  power 
to  win  the  fight  for  the  minds  of  men.  De- 
mocracy needs  nothing  more  than  energetic 
advocates  and  a  world  political  environment 
in  which  it  can  demonstrate  its  superiority. 

The  key  to  a  peace  through  strength 
strategy  is  to  achieve  our  goals  without 
armed  conflict.  To  do  this,  we  must  deter 
the  Soviets  from  starting  a  war. 

History  shows  that  onlv  superior  war 
fighting  capability  can  deter  an  jiggressor. 
Forces  that  cannot  Ain  cannot  deter. 

The  United  States  can  have  a  superior  war 
fighting  capability  without  the  cost  of 
across-the-board  numerical  siiper'cjlty  if  it 
exploits  advanced  technology  .-.uch  ns  the 
cruise  missile  and  space  based  laser. 

In  a  recent  speech  ;if  the  .Army  V.'s-.r  Col- 
lege. Secretary  of  Defense  Weinberger  .s  im- 
marized  the  need  for  strengthening  Un  lt-.< 
Stales  military  po'ver.  He  said  ".  .  .  in  cieas- 
ing  with  the  FovleU?.  peace  n-.ust  be  f>ur- 
cnased  with  strength." 

3.  Create  a  strategic  defense  and  a  civil  de- 
fense which  would  protect  US  citizens 
a«ainst  nuclear  war  at  ieast  as  well  as  the 
Soviets  defend  their  citizens. 

Since  the  early  1960's,  the  United  States 
has  structured  its  military  forces  and  de- 
signed its  strategies  in  keeping  with  a  con- 
cept called  Mutual  Assured  Destruction 
(MAD). 

According  to  the  MAD  principle,  the  U.S. 
and  the  Soviet  Union  will  be  equally  de- 
terred, and  therefore  secure,  if  the  popula- 
tion and  industrial  centers  of  both  nations 
are  defenseless  and  can  be  easily  destroyed 
by  either  in  a  nuclear  first  strike  or  a  retal- 
iation. According  to  MAD.  the  absence  of 
defensive  weapons  enhances  deterrence. 

As  a  matter  of  policy,  therefore,  the 
United  States  has  scrapped  nearly  all  its  de- 
fenses. We  have  no  defenses  against  Soviet 
ballistic  missiles  and  only  a  few  aged  fighter 
interceptors  to  defend  against  Soviet  bomb- 
ers. 

This  MAD  concept  was  never  accepted  in 
the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Soviets  have  built  a  modem,  nation- 
wide anti-aircraft  defense  system  with  a 
small  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  force  around 
Moscow,  backed  by  the  missile  defense  capa- 
bilities of  some  of  its  anti-aircraft  missiles 
(SAMs). 

Over  and  alwve  these  active  defenses,  the 
Soviets  have  a  very  large  civil  defense  or 


passive  defense  system.  The  Soviets  have 
spent  bMi^rtS^ol  dollars  to  build  blast  and 
fallouy^elters  for  political  and  industrial 
lead^  and  key  workers  in  and  around 
major  Soviet  cities.  And,  they  have  detailed 
plans  for  the  evacuation  of  cities  in  the 
event  of  a  nuclear  war. 

It  is  intolerable  that  the  Soviet  govern- 
ment should  conscientiously  provide  for  the 
survival  of  its  people  while  the  U.S.  govern- 
ment makes  no  effort  at  all  to  defend  its 
people. 

Using  advanced  technology,  the  United 
States  can  and  must  defend  its  citizens 
against  the  horror  of  nuclear  war.  For  ex- 
ample, the  Government  Accounting  Office 
has  strongly  advocated  a  satellite-based 
laser  defense. 

4.  Accept  no  arms  control  agreement 
which  in  any  way  jeopardizes  the  security  of 
the  United  States  and  its  allies,  or  which 
locks  the  United  States  into  a  position  of 
military  inferiority. 

In  few  areas  has  the  lack  of  a  national 
strategy  had  more  disastrous  results  than  in 
arms  control.  Begiruiing  with  the  SALT  I 
treaty  of  1972.  the  United  States  has  en- 
tered into  numerous  agreements  with  the 
Soviet  Union  that  are  unbalanced,  self-en- 
snaring, unverifiable.  or  not  enforceable. 
Because  there  is  no  overall  standard  by 
which  treaties  can  be  evaluated  in  the  con- 
text of  a  total  strategy,  political  leaders 
have  found  it  easier  to  heed  those  advisors 
who  counsel  accommodation,  appeasement, 
and  unilateral  disarmament. 

But  arms  control  is  important— too  impor- 
tant to  be  negotiated  without  reference  to  a 
clear  overall  strategy. 

For  example,  it  makes  no  strategic  .sense 
to  bargain  away  the  right  (and  responsibil- 
ity) of  ihp  United  States  to  defend  its  citi- 
zens .rom  Soviet  nucloar  missiles. 

Arms  control  can  only  be  one  of  many 
means  to  reach  the  goal  of  establishing 
peace  !<nd  freedom.  It  is  not  a  Koal  in  itself. 
Arm.s  control  on  its  own  cannot  create  sia- 
l"lit.\.  hut  it  caii  help  to  mainln.n  stability 
.Uready  established,  while  reducing  the 
orobability  ot  war  occurring,  t!ie  costs  cf 
Ti.iintaininB  deterrence,  and  the  levels  of 
c'amage  should  drtorrence  fail. 

5.  Reestablish  effective  security  and  intel- 
ligence capabilities. 

Good  intelligence  is  central  to  any  na- 
tion's security,  yet  ovtr  the  past  ten  years 
ferociou.s  and  disabling  assaults  have  been 
made  on  the  capabilities  of  the  U.S.  intelli- 
gence .services  to  carry  out  clandestine  data 
collection,  engage  in  covert  operations,  or 
coordinate  counter  intelligence. 

A  national  strategy  of  peace  through 
strength  requires  the  most  accurate  infor- 
mation possible,  not  merely  for  foreknowl- 
edge to  forestall  moves  by  the  Soviet  Union 
and  other  adversariA.  but  also  to  defend 
against  terrorism  anflkther  internal  securi- 
ty threats. 

The  United  States  should  therefore  re- 
build its  intelligence  and  internal  security 
capabilities. 

6.  Pursue  positive,  norunilitary  means  to 
roll  back  the  growth  of  Communism. 

In  his  notable  speech  to  the  British  Par- 
liament on  June  8th,  President  Reagan  of- 
fered "a  plan  and  a  hope  for  the  long  term." 
He  called  for  ".  .  .  the  march  of  freedom 
and  democracy  which  will  leave  Marxism- 
Leninism  on  the  ash  heap  of  history,  as  It 
has  left  other  tyrannies  which  stifle  the 
freedom  and  muzzle  the  self-expression  of 
the  people." 

In  the  closing  paragraph  the  President 
said:  "Let  us  now  begin  a  major  effort  to 


secure  the  best— a  crusade  for  freedom  that 
will  engage  the  faith  and  fortitude  of  the 
next  generation.  For  the  sake  of  peace  and 
justice,  let  us  move  toward  a  world  in  which 
all  people  are  at  last  free  to  determine  their 
own  destiny." 

It  is  the  positive  note  which  Is  so  vital  in 
that  statement.  A  successful  strategy  cannot 
be  static.  Our  society,  values,  and  way  of  life 
have  been  targeted  for  extinction  by  the 
forces  of  Soviet  Communism,  and  cannot  be 
preserved  merely  by  attempting  to  maintain 
the  status  quo. 

Under  our  value  system,  military  force  can 
only  be  used  to  defend  the  status  quo  when 
it  is  militarily  threatened. 

Communism  is  an  ideology  that  has 
achieved  its  greatest  successes  by  playing  on 
mankind's  best  aspirations.  It  must  be 
fought— and  ultimately  defeated— by  having 
its  abuses  and  brutal  nature  exposed,  and  by 
being  countered  by  better  and  more  honest 
ideas.  In  the  end  its  own  victims  will  elimi- 
nate it,  a  day  which  will  come  more  quickly 
if  American  strength  is  available  to  blunt  or 
prevent  Soviet  employment  of  naked  force. 
Once  again,  a  focusing  of  the  national  will 
is  a  crucial  precondition  to  forging  effective 
policies  in  this  area.  The  United  States 
cannot  convince  a  skeptical  world  of  its  good 
intentions  and  probability  of  survival  if  its 
own  people  are  not  united  behind  a  goal  and 
a  strategy  to  achieve  that  goal. 

Nor  is  it  possible  for  the  United  Slates  to 
lower  its  voice  about  the  dangers  posed  by 
the  Soviet  system  without  losing  much 
ground.  In  the  past.  U.S.  policies,  whether 
containment  or  detente,  were  based  upon 
the  hope  that  the  Soviet  Union  would  even- 
tually moderate  its  ideology  as  it  experi- 
enced American  good  will.  Instead,  the 
Soviet  Union  has  grown  more  assertive  and 
more  imperialistic  as  its  military  strength 
and  aggressive  momentum  have  increased. 

A  key  tool  available  to  the  United  States 
in  rolling  back  this  Soviet  momentum  is 
communications.  Chief  among  them  are  the 
radios— Voice  of  America  and  Radio  Liber- 
ty/Radio Free  Europe— and  satellite  televi- 
sion, which  can  reach  into  areas  barred  to 
other  forms  of  American  influence. 

Other  forms  of  communications  should 
not  tie  overlooked,  including  overseas  librar- 
ies, language  and  cultural  instruction  in 
American  schools,  exchanges,  art,  and  en- 
tertainment. 

To  date  our  communications  have  been 
among  the  most  effective  means  of  spread- 
ing the  Western  values  of  freedom  and  de- 
mocracy, even  with  the  minimal  official  en- 
couragement they  have  received.  This 
should  be  greatly  expanded  and  focused. 

A  second  means  of  rolling  back  the  influ- 
ence of  Communism  is  to  describe  the  sham- 
bles its  "scientifically  planned"  economy 
makes  of  the  lives  of  its  citizens.  Merely  the 
existence  of  well-made  Western  merchan- 
dise is  a  destabilizing  influence  in  Commu- 
nist systems,  which  are  forced  to  explain 
away  their  own  shoddy  products.  Of  more 
importance  is  the  disruption  "centralized 
planning  "  causes  in  the  Soviet  Union,  where 
meat  is  rationed;  or  Poland,  where  food  is 
rationed;  or  Cuba,  where  everything  is  ra- 
tioned. 

The  greatest  weakness  of  all  In  the  Com- 
munist system  should  be  exploited— its  total 
denial  of  freedom  to  its  citizens.  Walls  have 
to  be  built  to  contain  people  within  the 
Soviet  system.  This  fact  should  be  more 
than  enough  to  totally  alienate  all  nations 
of  the  world  except  for  those  that  have 
adopted  their  own  form  of  repression. 

But  our  lack  of  a  strategy  and  our  inabil- 
ity to  explain  our  motive  for  foreign  policy 


initiatives  have  in  many  cases  opened  the 
United  States  to  charges  of  hypocrisy.  Pew 
nations  are  willing  to  believe  the  lack  of  co- 
ordination in  U.S.  policy  is  due  to  ineptness. 
In  short,  the  national  strategy  of  peace 
through  strength  is  built  upon  the  under- 
standing that  military  force  is  simply  not 
appropriate  for  actions  beyond  deterring 
attack  or  containing  aggression.  The  offen- 
sive role  in  a  U.S.  national  strategy  must  be 
carried  out  by  non-military  means  which 
will  take  many  years  to  bear  fruit. 

7.  Help  our  allies  and  other  non-Commu- 
nist countries  defend  themselves  against 
Communist  aggression. 

The  emphasis  on  consensus  and  coordina- 
tion that  a  national  strategy  of  peace 
through  strength  places  on  the  formulation 
of  American  foreign  policy  also  holds  true 
in  relations  with  our  allies.  The  struggle 
with  the  Soviet  Union  is  by  no  means  bilat- 
eral—every nation  not  already  in  the  Soviet 
orbit  is  ultimately  threatened  by  its  expan- 
sionism. Therefore  it  is  clearly  in  the  U.S. 
national  interest  to  provide  appropriate  as- 
sistance to  other  nations  whose  independ- 
ence or  security  is  threatened. 

By  strengthening  alliances  and  supplying 
aid  to  other  nations  sharing  the  U.S.  strate- 
gic predicament,  the  national  strategy  of 
peace  through  strength  not  only  addresses 
problems  of  U.S.  security,  but  also  demon- 
strates that  the  United  States  is  a  faithful 
partner  whose  political  system  deserves 
emulation. 

8.  Maintain  a  strong  economy  and  protect 
our  overseas  sources  of  energy  and  other 
vita!  raw  materials. 

A  key  element  of  the  Soviet  Union's  strat- 
egy is  to  gain  control  over  overseas  sources 
of  raw  materials  and  the  routes  for  trans- 
porting them  to  the  industrialized  heartland 
of  the  West. 

Yet.  in  few  areas  is  the  division  between 
the  United  States  and  its  allies  so  acrimo- 
niously displayed  as  that  of  economic  policy. 

It  is  difficult  for  some  Western  leaders  to 
understand  why  the  establishment  of  Soviet 
political  control  over  a  region  should  be  of 
concern,  for  this  seldom  results  in  access  to 
markets  being  cut  off.  For  example.  Angola 
sells  most  of  its  oil  to  the  United  States,  and 
Cuba  its  agricultural  products  to  Europe. 

It  is  an  important  premise  of  the  national 
strategy  of  peace  through  strength  that 
these  differences  must  be  resolved  by  ex- 
plaining and  publicizing  the  long-term  con- 
sequences of  a  failure  to  secure  access  to 
vital  sources  of  raw  material.  Unless  this  is 
done,  the  short-term  self-interest  of  the  cor- 
porations and  governments  concerned  will 
continue  to  undermine  the  enormous  lever- 
age and  power  which  could  be  applied  by 
the  economic  system  of  the  West. 

The  most  effective  area  of  competition 
with  the  Soviet  Union  should  be  in  the  eco- 
nomic field. 

However,  the  United  States  and  Western 
Europe  have  helped  the  Soviet  Bloc  avoid 
the  impact  of  its  own  inefficiency  by  ex- 
tending massive  credits  and  loans. 

The  best  way  to  accelerate  the  process  of 
Communist  decline,  as  described  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  is  to  let  the  Soviet  system  fall 
of  its  own  weight  by  sharply  reducing  this 
subsidization. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  Presi(aent,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HELMS.  1  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  my  friend  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  knows.  I 
am  a  very  strong  supporter  not  only  of 


the  resolution  but  also  of  the  whole 
concept,  which  I  have  been  talking 
about  for  the  22  years  I  have  been  in 
the  Senate.  It  is  not  an  original  idea, 
but  one  that  many  of  us  felt  at  the 
time  should  be  expressed  in  a  more  or 
less  official  way. 

So  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina,  right  now,  is 
very  timely.  I  suggest  that  it  should  be 
treated  as  a  freestanding  resolution, 
and  I  would  be  willing  to  give  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  assurance 
that  if  it  were  introduced  in  the 
Senate,  we  could  give  it  speedy  consid- 
eration in  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, with  an  eye  to  reporting  it  in  a 
reasonable  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  misspoke  myself.  It 
has  been  submitted  and  is  currently 
referred  to  our  committee,  so  it  is 
there.  We  will  hasten  the  process. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  that  was 
the  point  I  wanted  to  make. 

I  say  to  my  friend  from  Texas  that  I 
would  prefer  that  this  be  considered  as 
a  freestanding  piece  of  legislation.  The 
assurance  he  has  given  me  of  an  early 
markup  on  the  measure  is  very  en- 
couraging. 

How  many  members  are  on  the 
Armed  Services  Committee?  Eighteen, 
I  believe. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Armed  Services 
Committee  has  18  members. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Ten  members  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  are  cospon- 
sors  of  this  amendment. 

I  say  to  the  able  manager  of  the  bill 
that  I  in  no  way  wish  to  complicate  or 
frustrate  the  earliest  possible  resolu- 
tion of  the  pending  authorization  bill. 
Therefore,  with  the  assurance  he  has 
given  me.  I  not  only  willingly  but  also 
gratefully  accept  his  offer,  and  I 
thank  him. 

With  the  assurance  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas.  I  withdraw  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
business,  the  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Texas  and  the  perfecting 
amendment  thereto,  be  temporarily 
laid  aside  to  consider  an  amendment 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Levin).  On  the  disposition  of  that 
amendment,  the  Senate  return  to  the 
consideration  of  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  Senator  from  Michigan. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2082 

(Purpose:  To  direct  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  issue  regulations  relating  to  the 
purchase  of  spare  parts  and  replacement 
equipment  when  the  cost  of  such  parts 
and  replacement  equipment  has  increased 
above  a  certain  percentage  threshold  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary) 
Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin) 

proposes  an  amendment  numbered  2082. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  an  appropriate  part  of  the  bill,  add  the 
following  general  provision: 

RECDLATIONS  RELATING  TO  INCREASES  IN 
PRICES  FOR  SPARE  PARTS  AND  REPLACEMENT 
EQUIPMENT 

Sec.  .  (a)  Not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  issue  regulations 
which— 

(1)  prohibit  the  purchase  of  any  spare 
part  or  replacement  equipment,  except  as 
provided  in  clause  (2).  when  the  price  of 
such  part  or  equipment,  since  a  time  in  the 
past  specified  by  the  Secretary  (in  terms  of 
days  or  months)  or  since  the  most  recent 
purchase  of  such  part  or  equipment  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  has  increased  in 
price  by  a  percentage  in  excess  of  a  percent- 
age threshold  specified  by  the  Secretary  in 
such  regulations,  and 

(2)  permit  the  purchase  of  such  spare  part 
or  equipment  notwithstanding  the  prohibi- 
tion contained  in  clause  (1)  if  the  contract- 
ing office  for  such  part  or  equipment  certi- 
fies in  writing  to  the  head  of  the  procuring 
agency  before  the  purchase  is  made  that  (A) 
such  officer  has  evaluated  the  price  of  such 
part  or  equipment  and  concluded  that  the 
increase  in  the  price  such  part  or  equipment 
is  fair  and  reasonable,  or  (B)  the  national 
security  interests  of  the  United  States  re- 
quires that  such  part  or  equipment  be  pur- 
chased despite  the  increase  in  price  thereof. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  publish  the  regu- 
lations issued  under  this  section  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  for  the  purpose  of  eliciting 
public  conunent  for  30  days  prior  to  their 
Implementation. 

(c)  Thirty  days  prior  to  the  publication  re- 
quirements in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  on  Armed  Services  the 
text  of  the  proposed  regulations. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  offer 
this  amendment  on  behalf  of  Senator 
Cohen  and  myself.  This  amendment 
directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
limit  the  cost  growth  in  the  purchase 
of  spare  parts  by  establishing  a  higher 
standard  of  personal  accountability 
for  each  auid  every  contracting  officer 
responsible  for  accepting  or  rejecting 


price   increases   proposed   by   defense 
contractors. 

The  Defense  Department's  own  In- 
spector General,  in  a  very  recent  draft 
report,  has  outlined  that  the  Defense 
Department  is  paying  millions  of  dol- 
lars, probably  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars,  too  much  for  spare  parts.  This 
draft  Inspector  General's  report  not 
only  lays  out  how  such  problems  occur 
but  also  details  prices  paid  for  specific 
items  and  the  growth  in  those  prices 
from  1980  through  1982. 

The  findings  of  the  Inspector  Gener- 
al should  absolutely  amaze  and.  I 
would  hope,  discourage  everybody  who 
cares  about  defense  or  the  deficit,  be- 
cause the  prices  of  nearly  30  percent 
of  the  15.000  spare  parts  that  were  ex- 
amined by  the  auditors  increased  500 
percent  or  more  in  the  3-year  period 
from  1980  through  1982.  Just  think.  30 
percent  of  the  15.000  spare  part  pur- 
chases which  were  examined  by  the 
auditors  found  increases  of  500  per- 
cent or  more  in  the  3-year  period  from 
1980  to  1982. 

During  that  same  period,  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  increased  by  27  per- 
cent. That  means  that  spare  parts 
prices  rose  nearly  20  times  the  rate  of 
inflation  during  those  3  years. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  press  conference 
on  Monday.  Secretary  Weinberger 
stated  that  one  culprit  is  increased 
"clericalization." 

He  asserted  that  "everybody  does 
whatever  papers  have  to  be  filled  out 
to  get  the  parts  and  nobody  has  paid 
too  much  attention,  or  nearly  enough 
attention  to  price  or  additional  sources 
of  supply."  Well,  the  situation,  which 
has  been  acknowledged  by  Secretary 
Weinberger  has  got  to  be  stopped.  The 
amendment  I  offer  today  would  be  the 
first  concrete  step  to  doing  this.  It 
would  Inject  personal  accountability 
into  spare  parts  procurement,  as  urged 
by  the  the  Inspector  General's  draft 
report.  This  amendment,  and  the  regu- 
lations it  mandates,  would  force  every 
contracting  officer  described  by  Secre- 
tary Weinberger  to  pay  personal  at- 
tention to  the  number  of  taxpayer  dol- 
lars they  are  spending.  The  Inspector 
General  stated  the  Department  of  De- 
fense should  "reestablish  cost  as  a  pri- 
mary concern  of  procurement  activi- 
ties by  requiring  the  contracting  offi- 
cer to  certify  that  the  price  of  an  item 
is  fair  and  reasonable  whenever  the 
price  increases  by  25  percent  or  more 
in  a  12-month  period." 

Mr.  President,  this  serious  problem 
threatens  the  integrity  of  the  budget 
process  and  betrays  the  trust  placed  in 
both  the  Congress  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  procure  wisely, 
soundly,  and  efficiently.  As  many  have 
long  suspected,  and  as  the  Inspector 
General's  report  concludes,  some  of 
our  procurement  methods  have  "pro- 
videci  contractors  with  a  "blank  check' 
and  no  incentive  to  cut  costs." 


Mr.  President,  this  amendment  re- 
quires the  Secretary  to  heed  the 
advice  of  his  own  Inspector  General 
under  this  amendment,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  must  draft  regulations,  to 
be  implemented  within  120  days  after 
passage  of  this  bill,  setting  a  maxi- 
mum allowable  price  growth  for  such 
spare  parts.  Before  this  maximum  al- 
lowable figure  could  be  breeched,  the 
contracting  officer  would  be  required 
to  certify  that  the  increase  is  fair  and 
reasonable.  Within  60  days  after  en- 
actment of  this  act.  these  regulations 
would  have  to  be  submitted  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services,  and  30 
days  prior  to  implementation  they 
would  have  to  be  published  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  for  public  notice  and 
comment.  This  would  reinforce  the 
personal  accountability  being  estab- 
lished by  insuring  Congress  and  the 
public  have  an  adequate  opportunity 
these  regulations  to  determine  their 
completeness  and  comprehensiveness. 
Mr.  President,  this  amendment  would 
provide  an  important  first  step  to  re- 
solving this  problem. 

I  think  all  of  our  colleagues  agree 
that  we  must  address  this  problem  im- 
mediately. That  is  what  this  amend- 
ment seeks  to  do  today  by  establishing 
personal  responsibility  and  account- 
ability for  these  outrageous  payments 
for  spare  parts  for  the  military. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  asking  the 
American  taxpayer  to  pay  $200  billion 
for  defense  in  this  bill.  The  least  we 
can  do  is  to  insist  that  our  contracting 
officers  pay  attention  to  how  that 
money  is  spent.  This  amendment  does 
just  that. 

1  hope  and  I  do  expect  that  this 
.imendment  is  going  to  be  acceptable 
to  the  floor  managers  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
the  amendment  that  the  Senator  has 
offered  is  a  good  amendment.  I  am 
prepared  to  accept  it. 

However,  there  was  a  statement  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  made  that  I 
wonder  if  he  would  clarify.  He  said 
something  about  a  certain  percentage 
of  all  parts  being  bought  increased  500 
percent.  Could  he  repeat  that  portion 
of  his  statement? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  what  I 
said  was.  and  my  understanding  is. 
that  the  Inspector  General  examined 
purchases  of  spare  parts  as  part  of 
that  draft  report.  My  statement  was 
that  the  prices  of  nearly  30  percent  of 
the  15.000  spare  parts  purchased 
which  were  examined  by  the  auditors 
increased  500  percent  or  more  in  the  3- 
year  period  to  1982.  or  at  least  that  Is 
what  I  intended  to  say  and  I  hope  I 
did  say  that. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  am  in- 
formed by  DOD  that  there  was  a  mis- 
calculation on  that;  that  the  percent- 
age was  actually  lower.  I  do  not  have 
the  figure  now,  but  I  will  supply  that 
for  the  Record. 


Mr.  LEVIN.  I  would  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  correct  that,  if  that  is 
wrong  either  in  my  statement;  or  if  it 
is  in  the  IG's  statement  incorrectly,  I 
am  sure  the  IG  will  want  to  correct  it. 
Mr.  TOWER.  If  there  is  a  correction, 
we  will  submit  it  for  the  Record. 

I  am  prepared  to  accept  the  amend- 
ment. I  defer  to  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Washington  (Senator 
Jackson). 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Jepsen  )  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  the 
Levin-Cohen  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  names  of  Mr.  Humphrey  and 
Mr.  Denton  were  also  added  as  co- 
sponsors.) 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  authorized  to  speak  for  the  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member,  so  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President.  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
for  offering  this  amendment.  It  is  one 
of  the  most  troublesome  problems  we 
face  right  now,  as  indicated  by  the  var- 
ious press  stories. 

I  certainly  will  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  friends  from  Texas  and  Washing- 
ton, and  I  also  thank  the  Chair  for  his 
support. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  discussion? 

If  not.  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Levin). 

The  amendment  (No.  2082)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas,  with  the  amendment  thereto  of 
the  Senator  from  Virginia,  be  tempo- 
rarily set  aside  to  consider  a  technical 
amendment  that  I  will  offer  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Quayle— it  is  a  noncontro- 
versial  amendment— and  that  on  the 
disposition  of  that  amendment  the 
Senate  return  to  the  consideration  of 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 


Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  could  the  Senator 
from  Texas  state  more  clearly  the 
nature  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
really  correcting  a  Record  mistake  on 
a  Maybank  amendment.  It  does  not 
change  any  substance. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2083 

(PurFHJse:  To  expand  and  make  more  com- 
plete the  reports  required  on  the  imple- 
mentation and  results  of  the  test  program 
to  authorize  a  price  differential  to  relieve 
economic  dislocations,  provided  by  section 
1109  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  of  1983) 
Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
an  amendment  I  am  offering  on  behalf 
of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Senator 
Quayle). 

The  amendment  simply  expands  and 
clarifies  the  information  which  must 
be  included  in  a  report  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense.  The  report  relates  to 
the  test  program  that  allows  limited 
price  differentials  to  be  paid  to  relieve 
economic  dislocations  on  any  contract 
entered  into  by  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency,  except  contracts  for  fuel. 

Mr.  President.  I  understand  this 
amendment  has  been  cleared  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Jackson),  and  I  yield  to  him. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  acting  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

The  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower),  for 
Mr.  Quayle,  Mr.  Moynihan,  and  Mr.  Pryor, 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  2083. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  134  strike  out  lines  5  and  6  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

•(2)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
■The  reports  shall  include  an  assessment  of 
the  costs  and  benefits  of  the  test  program 
and  shall  also  contain— 

(A)  statistics  and  other  information  on  all 
contracts  that  were  awarded  in  each  State 
during  the  previous  fiscal  year  on  which  a 
price  differential  was  paid  to  a  firm  located 
in  a  Labor  Surplus  Area  and  that  were 
awarded  during  the  previous  fiscal  year  on 
the  basis  of  competitive  bidding  to  firms  in 
Labor  Surplus  Areas  (including  the  amount 
of  any  price  differential  paid  and  the  esti- 
mated employment  impact); 

"(B)  information,  to  the  extent  available, 
on  amounts  saved  or  sidditional  amounts  ex- 
pended in  the  previous  fiscal  year  under  the 
unemployment  compensation  programs,  the 
medicaid  program  (under  title  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act),  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram (under  the  Pood  Stamp  Act  of  1977). 
and  other  Federal  assistance  programs 
based  on  need,  as  a  result  of  the  operation 
of  the  program  provided  for  in  this  section: 
■(C)  Information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  number  of  firms,  from  both  in  and  out- 
side Labor  Surplus  Areas,  bidding  on  De- 


fense Logistics  Agency  contracts  In  any 
fiscal  year  increased  or  decreased  over  the 
previous  fiscal  year; 

"(D)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  program  provided  for  In  this  section  has 
increased  or  decreased  the  competitiveness 
in  Defense  Logistics  Agency  procurement 
operations,  including  information  on  any 
dollar  savings  resulting  from  any  increased 
competitiveness  or  any  additional  dollar  ex- 
penditures as  a  result  of  decreased  competi- 
tiveness and 

'(E)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  Department  of  Defense  is  promoting 
the  program  provided  for  in  this  section 
through  mailings,  seminars,  outreach  ef- 
forts, or  media  advertising.'  ". 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  sup- 
port the  amendment.  As  I  understand 
it,  it  is  a  basic  reporting  requirement, 
which  makes  sense.  Therefore,  I  ask 
that  it  be  adopted. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator  Moy- 
nihan be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  2083)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  added  as 
an  original  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
ment by  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Levin),  just  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
now  back  to  the  pending  business.  Let 
me  say  that  there  is  an  amendment 
now  to  be  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mr.  Cohen)  and  an  amend- 
ment to  be  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Montana  (Mr.  Melcher).  We 
know  of  no  other  amendments  to  be 
offered. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Maine  is  a  noncontroversial  amend- 
ment that  I  think  will  be  accepted  by 
both  sides. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Melcher)  is  a  contro- 
versial amendment  relative  to  pay  and 
we  expect  there  will  be  a  rollcall  vote 
on  that  amendment. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  pending  amendment  be  temporari- 
ly laid  aside  in  order  that  the  Senate 
might  proceed  to  the  amendment  to  be 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Maine 
and  an  amendment  to  be  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Following  the  disposition  of  those 
two  amendments,  the  Senate  will 
return  to  the  consideration  of  the 
pending  business. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  clarify  one  thing?  He  said 
that  he  anticipates  a  vote  on  the 
amendments? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Only  on  one.  only  on 
the  amendment  to  be  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Montana  which  regards 
pay  and  which  I  think  is  somewhat 
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similar  to  the  one  he  offered  the  other 
night. 

Senators  should  be  on  notice  that 
there  will  be  another  record  vote  to- 
night. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Maine. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2084 

(Purpose:  To  permit  the  Navy  to  provide 
routine  port  services  at  no  cost  to  naval 
vessels  of  an  allied  country  if  such  country 
provides  such  services  at  no  cost  to  U.S. 
naval  vessels) 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr.  Cohen),  for 
himself  and  Mr.  Nunn.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  2084. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  part  L  of  title  I  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

AtTTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  ROUTINE  PORT  SERV- 
ICES TO  NAVAL  VESSELS  OF  ALLIED  COUNTRIES 
AT  KO  COST 

Sec.  .  Section  7227  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c>  as  sub- 
section (d);  and 

(2)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection  (c): 

"(cXl)  The  Navy  may  furnish  routine  port 
services  to  naval  vessels  of  any  allied  coun- 
try at  no  cost  to  such  country  if,  by  agree- 
ment, such  services  are  provided  to  visiting 
naval  vessels  of  the  United  States  by  such 
allied  country  at  no  cost  to  the  United 
SUtes. 

"(2)  Payment  for  such  services  furnished 
by  the  United  States  shall  be  paid  for  out  of 
working-capital  funds  established  under  sec- 
tion 2208  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 
Working-capital  funds  established  under 
such  section  shall  t>e  reimbursed  out  of  any 
operating  funds  available  to  the  Navy  for 
any  payments  made  therefrom  under  this 
subsection. 

"(3)  In  this  sut>section: 

"(A)  'Allied  country'  means  any  of  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(i)  A  country  that  is  a  member  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization. 

"(ii)  Australia  or  New  Zealand. 

"(iii)  Any  other  country  designated  as  an 
allied  country  (or  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President.  I  am  of- 
fering this  amendment  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  Senator  Ndnn  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  authorization 
bill.  The  amendment  is  quite  simple  in 
its  provisions  and  fairly  significant  in 
its  consequences  with  respect  to  our 
relationship  with  our  allies. 


The  amendment  would  amend  sec- 
tion 7227  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  to  provide  for  the  furnishing  of 
routine  port  services  at  no  cost  to 
naval  vessels  of  an  allied  country  when 
by  agreement  that  country  provides 
these  services  at  no  cost  to  U.S.  naval 
vessels. 

Within  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization,  certain  standardization 
agreements  have  been  negotiated 
which  specify  that  certain  services  are 
to  be  provided  at  no  cost  at  naval  ports 
to  NATO  operating  units.  Currently, 
the  United  States  is  the  only  signato- 
ry—and there  are  15  others— with  a 
reservation  that  routine  port  services 
shall  be  subject  to  reimbursement 
when  they  are  furnished  by  U.S.  Navy 
activities  operated  under  the  Navy  In- 
dustries Fund. 

Not  only  has  the  United  States  come 
under  criticism,  for  this  obvious  in- 
equality, the  current  situation  is  clear- 
ly not  in  the  U.S.  interest. 

The  United  States  participates  in  a 
number  of  NATO  multinational  naval 
forces  which  operate  primarily  in  Eu- 
ropean waters.  The  number  of  visits 
by  these  forces  to  foreign  posts  is  sub- 
stantially higher  than  to  U.S.  posts. 
Accordingly,  the  provision  of  free  port 
services  on  a  reciprocal  basis  would 
save  money  for  the  U.S.  Government. 
The  Navy  estimates  that  the  NATO 
forces  in  which  the  United  States  par- 
ticipates visits  only  four  U.S.  ports  at  a 
cost  of  $48,000  to  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment. On  the  other  hand,  the  United 
States  would  receive  in  return  approxi- 
mately 24  free  port  visits  from  various 
other  participating  countries  at  a  total 
value  of  $96,000.  Thus,  through  enact- 
ment of  this  amendment  we  would  be 
saving  the  U.S.  Government  a  mini- 
mum of  $48,000  annually. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  note  that 
these  cost  saving  figures  which  are 
based  on  U.S.  participation  in  three 
NATO  multinational  naval  forces  arc 
probably  conservative.  The  U.S.  Navy 
is  forward  deployed  in  the  Atlantic. 
Pacific,  and  Indian  Oceans;  the  navies 
of  our  allies,  on  the  other  hand,  tend 
not  be  be  so  forward  deployed.  For  in- 
stance. U.S.  naval  vessels  made  2,331 
port  visits  in  110  countries  in  1982. 
Thus,  the  cost  savings  associated  with 
this  amendment  could  be  even  more 
substantial  than  $48,000. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  that  the  case 
for  this  amendment  is  clear,  and  I 
would  hope  that  it  would  be  acted  on 
favorably  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JACKSON  Mr.  President.  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Maine  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  for  offering 
this  amendment.  I  think  it  is  some- 
thing that  is  long  past  due.  Our  NATO 
allies  have  l)een  providing  facility  sup- 
port and  it  has  been  on  a  nonrecipro- 
cal  basis.  They  have  gone  out  of  their 
way  to  provide  that  support. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment,  it 
simply  stipulates  that  there  will  be  a 


reciprocal  basis  from  here  on  out  in 
which  they  will  be  treated  as  equal 
partners. 
Mr.  COHEN.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
prepared  to  accept  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Maine. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  2084)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.    JACKSON.    Mr.    President,    I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 
The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.    TOWER.    Mr.    President,    the 
Senator   from   Montana   has   decided 
not  to  offer  his  amendment  tonight 
but  will  offer  it  tomorrow.  So  it  ap- 
pears that  regardless  of  whatever  con 
sent  agreement  might  be  arrived  at 
there  will  be  a  roUcall  vote  tomorrow. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield  to  me? 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  could  I 
inquire  of  the  two  managers  if  they 
know  of  any  other  rollcall  votes  that 
will  occur  this  evening? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  know  of  no  other 
amendment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
a  lot  of  Senators  are  anticipating 
there  may  be  an  agreement  tomorrow 
that  could  vitiate  the  cloture  motion 
who  might  be  under  the  thought  that 
there  will  not  be  a  record  vote.  But  if 
the  Senator  from  Montana  offers  his 
amendment,  there  will  be  a  record 
vote. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  distinguished 
Senator  yield? 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 
Mr.  BYRD.  I  hope  the  Senator  will 

retract  that  statement  because 

Mr.  TOWER.  Let  me  say  there  is 
likely  to  be  one. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  have  had  quite  a  long 
chat  with  the  Senator  from  Montana. 
I  think  I  know  what  he  wants.  We  will 
meet  with  the  majority  leader,  hope- 
fully, a  little  later  tonight  and  I  will 
outline  it  to  him.  It  would  not  be  in 
accord  with  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  has  said. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  would  hope  so.  I  was 
just  going  on  the  basis  of  what  the 
Senator  from  Montana  suggested,  that 
it  was  controversial. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  based 
on  the  responses  of  the  two  managers, 
and  my  earlier  conversation  with  the 
minority  leader,  I  will  now  announce 
there  will  be  no  more  record  votes  to- 
night. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  if  there  are 
other  matters  that  can  be  dealt  with 
without  a  rollcall  vote,  they  can  be 
dealt  with  now. 


I  gather  from  the  silence  of  the  two 
managers  that  there  are  not. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  know  of  no  other 
amendments.  The  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington has  informed  me  that  he  knows 
of  no  other  amendments.  I  believe  this 
disposes  of  everything  except  the  MX 
amendments. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
my  colleague  from  South  Dakota,  Mr. 
Abdnor.  and  18  others  in  cosponsoring 
this  amendment  to  increase  the  au- 
thorized level  of  impact  aid  funding 
from  $455  million  to  $600  million  for 
fiscal  years  1984  and  1985. 

As    one    who    is    deeply    concerned 
about  the  unprecedented  budget  defi- 
cit we  are  facing.  I  did  not  come  to  this 
decision  lightly.  Beginning  in  1982,  aid 
to  federally  impacted  school  districts 
declined  by  38  percent  from  its  1981 
level,  largely  as  a  result  of  the  budget 
reductions   enacted   in   the   Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  (Public  Law 
97-35).  In  my  own  State  of  Texas,  that 
has  meant  a  drop  in  Federal  assistance 
of  more  than  $11  million.  At  a  time 
when  local  school  administrators  con- 
tinue to  struggle  to  make  available  re- 
sources stretch  to  cover  ever  increas- 
ing costs;  when  the  President's  Com- 
mission  on   Excellence   in   Education 
has  told  us  that  school  districts  across 
this  Nation  are  unable  to  recruit  and 
retain  qualified  instructors  in  several 
major  subject  areas  because  teachers' 
pay  is  abysmally  low:  and  when  lead- 
ing officials  and  scholars  tell  us  that 
the  Federal  Government  must  bear  a 
share  of  the  responsibility  for  educat- 
ing   our    children.    I    find    it    uncon- 
.scionable  to  deny  school  districts  the 
full  amount  of  impact  aid  to  which 
they  are  entitled.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  share  with  ray  colleagues  some  in- 
formation about  three  school  districts 
in  Texas  that  have  been  struggling  to 
adjust  to  the  cutf-in  Federal  education 
programs. 

Fort  Sam  Houston.  Randolph  Field, 
a.nd  Lackland  Independent  School  Dis- 
tricts serve  3.586  students,  children  of 
the  2.914  military  families  living  in 
base  housing.  In  the  aggregate,  the 
districts'  annual  budgets  total  slightly 
more  than  $8  million,  50  percent  of 
which  is  impact  aid.  As  many  of  you 
know,  in  1983  appropriations  for  the 
program  have  been  sufficient  to  fund 
Impact  Aid  recipients  at  only  72  per- 
cent of  full  entitlement.  While  fund- 
ing of  a  percentage  of  entitlement  has 
been  a  hardship  for  many,  access  to  al- 
ternative revenues  from  the  State  or 
local  community  is  possible  in  many 
circumstances.  The  three  districts  I 
mention,  however,  are  coterminous 
with  the  military  bases  they  serve  and 
therefore  have  no  taxable  property.  As 
impact  aid  funding  has  been  cut.  the 
schools  in  these  districts  have  been 
unable  to  offset  the  loss  of  more  than 
$1.4  million— nearly  15  percent  of 
their  budgets.  In  real  terms  this  loss 
has  resulted  in  the  termination  of  nine 


teacher  contracts,  including  instruc- 
tors in  mathematics  and  science,  for- 
eign language,  and  remedial  reading. 
It  has  required  substantial  cuts  in 
maintenance  and  support  staff,  and 
has  forced  the  elimination  of  pro- 
grams for  the  gifted.  A  1961  school  bus 
driven  more  than  300.000  miles  cannot 
be  replaced,  and  in  one  school,  mask- 
ing tape  is  being  used  to  repair  badly 
splintered  desks  so  that  the  children 
will  not  tear  their  clothing  or  scratch 
their  legs.  Most  importantly,  each  of 
these  districts  is  now  facing  possible 
loss  of  accreditation  by  the  State. 

While  some  might  assume  these  dis- 
tricts will  be  able  to  recover  their  Fed- 
eral funding  losses  with  increases  in 
States  assistance,  the  Texas  Education 
Agency  already  provides  the  full  allo- 
cation to  which  the  districts  are  enti- 
tled under  the  formula  governing  dis- 
tribution of  support  to  schools 
throughout  the  State. 

As  we  consider  this  amendment,  Mr. 
President.  I  think  it  important  to  note 
that  what  we  are  proposing  is  not  full 
restitution  of  impact  aid  to  the  1981 
level  of  $707  million. 

Passage  of  the  pending  amendment 
will  establish  an  authorized  level  of 
$600  million— a  full  15-percent  cut 
below  1981.  The  $145  million  that  we 
are  seeking  to  restore,  however,  will 
insure  that  the  Federal  Government 
meets  its  obligations  to  districts  re- 
sponsible for  educating  disproportion- 
ately large  numbers  of  the  children  of 
American  military  personnel. 

If  we  in  the  Congress  are  unwilling 
to  continue  to  make  such  a  commit- 
ment on  behalf  of  federally  connected 
children,  how  can  we  expect  local 
school  districts  to  take  the  initiative 
and  stem  that  "rising  tide  of  mediocri- 
ty" so  vividly  described  in  the  report 
issued  by  the  President's  Commission 
on  Excellence  in  Education? 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  includes  a  provision  which  will 
permit  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
protect  certain  kinds  of  unclassified 
technical  data  in  possession  of  or 
under  the  control  of  the  Department 
of  Defense.  I  am  concerned  that  it  be 
clear  that  this  provision  is  not  intend- 
ed to  be  restrictive  of  normal  scientific 
communication.  Such  communication 
plays  a  key  role  in  the  strength  of  our 
scientific  enterprise  and.  hence,  in  our 
national  security.  Lack  of  such  com- 
munication in  the  Soviet  Union  has 
luckily  hampered  Soviet  irmovation. 
Therefore.  I  want  to  pose  a  few  ques- 
tions to  clarify  further  my  under- 
standing of  the  meaning  and  intent  of 
section  1024  of  S.  675.  which  would 
add  a  new  section  140c  to  title  10  of 
the  United  States  Code. 

First,  am  I  correct  in  understanding 
that  the  only  technical  data  which 
may  be  withheld  under  new  section 
140c  are  technical  data  with  military 
or  space  application  in  the  possession 
of  or  under  the  control  of  the  Depart- 


ment of  Defense  which  may  not  be  ex- 
ported   lawfully    outside    the    United 
States  without  an  approval,  authoriza- 
tion,   or    license    under    either    the 
Export    Administration    Act    or    the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act.  except  such 
data  that  are  exportable  pursuant  to  a 
general,  unrestricted  license  or  exemp- 
tion? Is  it  true  that  secretarial  regula- 
tions, policies,  or  other  guidelines  im- 
plementing this  provision  must  adhere 
to  those  limits? 
Mr.  THURMOND.  You  are  correct. 
Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Second,  am  I  cor- 
rect in  understanding  that  the  catego- 
ries of  technical  data  which  may  not 
be  withheld  under  new  section  140c  in- 
clude data  which  are  authorized  to  be 
exported  pursuant  to  a  general,  unre- 
stricted  license   or   a   general,    unre- 
stricted   exemption    in    the   pertinent 
regulations?   This   would   include  not 
only  the  category  of  data  generally 
available  to  the  public,  as  the  Senate 
report  specifically  notes,  but  also  the 
categories  of  scientific  and  educational 
data  and  patent  applications  described 
in  the  current  regulations;  these  cate- 
gories are  specifically  included  under 
the  general  license  GTDA  established 
by      the      Commerce      Department's 
present  International  Trade  Adminis- 
tration    regulations     (see      15     CFR 
§  379.3).  Is  that  not  the  case? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  You  are  correct. 
Moreover,  the  new  provision  does  not 
sanction  or  endorse  the  restriction  of 
the  flow  of  scientific  information  from 
or  within  the  scientific  community  or 
society  in  general.  The  committee 
report  on  page  262  contains  a  printing 
error  that  may  confuse  the  reader's  in- 
terpretation to  think  such  a  restric- 
tion is  sanctioned. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  want  to  join  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  in  agreeing  with  the  re- 
sponses he  has  given  to  the  clarifying 
questions  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  I  thank  the  honor- 
able gentlemen  from  South  Carolina 
and  Washington  for  their  clarifying 
remarks. 


BINARY  CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  intended  to  offer  an  amendment 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  authori- 
zation legislation  now  before  the 
Senate  that  would  define  the  scope  of 
the  chemical  weapons  modernization 
program  funded  in  the  bill. 

However,  it  may  well  be  that  my 
purpose  can  be  just  as  well  served  if  I 
receive  adequate  assurance  from  the 
distinguished  floor  manager  of  the  bill 
about  his  intentions  with  respect  to 
my  proposal. 

First.  Mr.  I»resident,  let  me  describe 
what  my  amendment  involves. 

The  DOD  authorization  bill  contains 
funding  which  provides  limited  au- 
thority to  begin  the  modernization  of 
our  retaliatory  chemical  arsenal  by  re- 
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placing  our  current  stock  of  chemical 
weapons  with  binary  munitions.  Spe- 
cifically, the  planned  modernization 
calls  for  production  of  155-millimeter 
artillery  shells  and.  presuming  its 
present  technical  problems  are  worked 
out.  of  the  so-called  Big  Eye  aerial 
bomb. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  not  repeat  the 
argvunents  already  made  by  propo- 
nents of  this  modernization  about  the 
deficiencies  in  our  chemical  stockpile 
which  make  the  modernization  neces- 
sary. My  concern  is  not  with  the  mod- 
ernization per  se.  but  with  its  scope. 

Many  chemical  weapons  experts 
argue  that  the  size  of  the  present  U.S. 
chemical  retaliatory  capability  is  suffi- 
cient for  our  expected  military  re- 
quirements. I  think  this  is  true,  which 
is  why  I  am  interested  in  an  amend- 
ment to  clarify  the  scope  of  the  ad- 
ministration's offensive  chemical 
weapons  program. 

There  is  a  good  deal  of  uncertainty 
as  the  whether  the  replacement  of  our 
present  stock  of  unitary  munitions 
with  binaries  is  an  actual  augmenta- 
tion of  or  simply  a  replacement  for  our 
existing  chemical  retaliatory  systems. 
Administration  officials  have  been 
somewhat  vague  on  the  point.  There- 
fore. I  think  it  is  up  to  the  Senate  to 
define  just  how  far  we  want  the  ad- 
ministrations  chemical  program  to  go. 

My  amendment  is  almost  identical  to 
that  which  passed  the  Senate  92  to  0 
during  debate  on  the  fiscal  year  1983 
DOD  authorization  bill.  As  now  writ- 
ten. S.  675  provides  that  production  of 
chemical  munitions  may  begin  only 
after  September  30.  1985,  and  thereaf- 
ter only  once  the  President  certifies 
that  such  production  is  essential  to 
the  national  security.  My  amendment 
would  add  another  certification  re- 
quirement. It  would  require  the  Presi- 
dent also  to  certify  that  for  every  155- 
millimeter  binary  chemical  artillery 
shell  produced  by  the  United  States, 
one  serviceable  unitary  artillery  shell 
shall  be  rendered  militarily  useless.  In 
addition,  no  new  chemical  weapons 
may  be  produced  which  exceed  U.S. 
Force  requirements. 

Mr.  President,  it  makes  sense  for  the 
1-to-l  replacement  to  apply  to  unitary 
artillery  shells  because  the  most 
usable  elements  of  our  present  stock- 
pile are  the  155-millimeter  and  8-inch 
unitary  artillery  shells.  Under  my 
amendment,  one  of  these,  therefore, 
would  have  to  be  dismantled  for  each 
new  155-millimeter  shell  added. 

What  is  the  appeal  of  this  proposal, 
Mr.  President? 

Although  I  think  a  case  can  be  made 
that  these  new  binary  chemical  weap- 
ons offer  some  advantages  (in  han- 
dling and  storing,  for  example),  it  is 
not  clear  to  me  that  we  actually  need 
to  increase  the  size  of  our  chemical 
stockpile.  A  modernization  of  it  is  nec- 
essary—an augmentation  is  not.  We  in 
the  Senate,  often  get  the  sense  that 


we  are  dealing  with  programs  in  many 
areas,  including  defense,  which  are  out 
of  control.  My  amendment  would 
place  a  specific  limit  on  this  program 
and  give  us  all  a  clear  idea  of  what  the 
scope  of  our  chemical  modernization 
really  is. 

As  I  noted,  my  amendment  is  virtu- 
ally identical  to  the  compromise 
worked  out  on  the  issue  of  retaliatory 
chemical  weapons  during  the  Senate's 
consideration  of  last  year's  defense 
bill.  Proponents  of  the  Reagan  admin- 
istrations  planned  modernization  of 
our  chemical  stockpile  have  no  reason 
to  object  to  my  amendment  because  it 
does  not  halt  modernization. 

On  the  other  hand,  opponents  of 
modernization  should  view  the  amend- 
ment as  a  way  of  placing  a  limit  on  our 
chemical  modernization  programs.  In 
short.  Mr.  President,  I  think  the 
amendment  is  a  good  deal  for  both 
sides  of  the  chemical  weapons  debate. 

It  is  on  this  basis  that  I  intended  to 
offer  the  amendment.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  now  like  to  hear  from  the  Sena- 
tor from  Texas  about  the  amendment. 
I  would  yield  to  him  at  this  time. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  first 
want  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  on  his  amendment.  I  think 
it  is  a  very  useful  contribution  to  the 
debate  on  chemcial  weapons.  It  is 
indeed  important  for  everyone  who  is 
concerned  about  the  resumption  of 
chemical  weapons  production  by  the 
United  States  to  know  that  our  inten- 
tion is  to  replace  our  current  stock  of 
offensive  chemical  weapons  with  new 
ones. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota's  pro- 
posal would  make  it  clear  that  our 
modernization  program  is  a  replace- 
ment, not  an  unrestrained  increase  in 
our  chemical  weapons.  I  therefore  en- 
dorse the  amendment.  None  of  us 
want  to  build  chemical  weapons,  or 
any  other  weapons.  Mr.  President.  We 
do  so  simply  to  insure  that  an  ade- 
quate and  credible  deterrent  is  main- 
tained sufficient  to  deter  an  attack  on 
ourselves  and  our  allies. 

Senator  Boschwitz'  amendment 
would  allow  us  to  modernize  our  cur- 
rent stock  of  chemical  weapons  in 
order  to  maintain  our  deterrent  capa- 
bility, but  at  the  same  time  it  would 
place  an  important  limit  on  that  mod- 
ernization. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  comfortable 
enough  with  this  amendment  that  I  do 
not  think  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
even  needs  to  offer  it.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  we  will  soon  begin  conference 
negotiations  with  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives to  resolve  the  differences 
between  our  respective  bills. 

If  the  Senator  would  withhold.  I  can 
assure  him  that  I  will  work  to  have  his 
proposal  adopted  as  statutory  lan- 
guage in  the  final  conference  agree- 
ment. Would  that  be  acceptable  to  my 
friend  from  Minnesota? 


Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  say  to  the  distinguished  floor 
manager  that  while  I  would  prefer  to 
have  my  amendment  adopted  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  I  will  accept  hLs 
assurance  that  he  will  work  to  have  it 
included  in  statutory  form  as  part  of 
the  conference  agreement  on  offensive 
chemical  weapons. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  can  certainly  give 
the  Senator  that  assurance.  As  I  said, 
his  proposal  has  my  support. 

Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor from  Texas.  Mr.  President,  with 
that  assurance,  I  will  not  offer  my 
amendment.  I  yield  the  floor. 

AMENDMrNT  TO  INCREASE  AltTHORITATrON  FOR 
IMPACT  AID 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  with  my  distinguished  colleagues 
in  support  of  the  amendment  that  in- 
creases the  overall  authorization  for 
impact  aid.  Public  Law  81-874.  from 
$455  million  to  $625  million  for  fiscal 
years  1984  and  1985,  and  increases  the 
section  2  authorization  from  $10  mil- 
lion to  $25  million. 

The  impact  aid  programs,  first  en- 
acted by  Congress  in  1950,  provides  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  school  districts  in 
"federally  affected  areas, "  defined  by 
law  to  include  military  bases,  Indian 
land,  and  Federal  low-rent  housing 
projects.  Much  of  the  property  in 
these  areas  is  not  subject  to  local  tax 
levies  and,  therefore,  school  districts 
must  provide  educational  services  for 
large  numbers  of  students  from  whose 
families  they  cannot  raise  revenue. 
Public  Law  81-874  has  provided  aid  for 
such  districts  to  help  ease  the  impact 
of  the  Federal  presence  on  local  tax- 
payers. 

However,  in  recent  years,  impact  aid 
has  been  drastically  reduced.  In  fact, 
between  fiscal  years  1980  and  1983, 
impact  aid  was  reduced  from  $707  mil- 
lion to  $460  million,  a  35-percent  cut. 
As  for  my  own  State  of  New  York, 
more  than  150  school  districts  received 
$41  million  of  impact  aid  in  fiscal  year 
1980.  There  are  now.  in  fiscal  year 
1983.  less  than  100  districts  receiving 
$12  million,  a  drop  of  $29  million  or  71 
percent. 

The  loss  of  impact  aid  has  most  af- 
fected those  school  districts  with  the 
greatest  need.  For  example,  the  High- 
land Falls-Fort  Montgomery  School 
District  lost  60  percent  of  its  Federal 
impact  aid  between  fiscal  years  1980 
and  1983,  and  now  pays  more  than  50 
percent  of  the  tuition  costs  for  stu- 
dents in  the  local  public  high  school 
whose  parents  are  associated  with  the 
U.S.  Military  Academy  at  West  Point. 
While  property  taxes  to  support  the 
district's  program  have  risen  155  per- 
cent in  10  years,  93  percent  of  the  land 
within  the  district  is  owned  by  the 
Federal  Government,  and  is  therefore 
not  taxable.  In  consequence,  tradition- 
ally   good    relations    l)etween    West 


Point  and  the  surrounding  community 
have  been  strained. 

Our  action  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  will  alleviate  the  financial 
burden  on  federally  impacted  public 
schools  by  providing  a  more  sufficient 
authorization  level  for  the  impact  aid 
program.  It  allows  these  schools  to  - 
continue  meeting  the  educational 
needs  of  military  dependents.  Native 
American  children,  and  students  who 
reside  in  federally  subsidized  hous- 
ing.* 

SECTION   1024:  TECHNICAL  DATA  RELEASE  EXEMP- 
TION IN  THE  DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION  BILL 

•  Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  want 
to  take  just  a  moment  to  call  to  my 
colleagues'  attention  section  1024  of 
the  Defense  authorization  bill.  This 
section  would  create  specific  statutory 
authority  to  permit  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  withhold  from  public 
access  certain  kinds  of  technical  data 
with  military  or  space  applications. 
This  statutory  authority  comes  under 
exemption  3  of  the  Freedom  of  Infor- 
mation Act.  or  FOIA  as  it  is  popularly 
known. 

The  purpose  of  this  exemption  is  to 
prevent  the  exploitation  of  public 
access  under  FOIA  by  military  and 
economic  competitors  of  the  United 
States  to  acquire  advanced  but  unclas- 
sified U.S.  technology  at  the  American 
taxpayers'  expense.  I  am  familiar  with 
the  problem  of  technology  transfers 
abroad  as  a  result  of  my  work  with 
Senator  Hatch  on  S.  774,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Freedom  of  Information 
Act. 

Section  11  of  S.  774  was  intended  to 
address  the  same  problem  of  technolo- 
gy transfers.  However,  it  does  so  by 
creating  a  broad  new  categorical  ex- 
emption for  any  technical  data  that  is 
subject  to  Federal  export  restrictions. 
I  have  previously  expressed  my  con- 
cerns that  this  categorical  exemption 
lacks  the  precision  necessary  to  deal 
effectively  with  this  complex  and 
highly  technical  area.  Senator  Hatch 
and  I  have  agreed  that  every  effort 
should  be  made  to  achieve  a  more  nar- 
rowly focused  approach  before  the 
FOIA  amendments  are  taken  up  by 
the  Senate. 

I  am  pleased  to  see  that  the  lan- 
guage in  section  1024  and  in  particular 
the  report  language  reflect  the  efforts 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  to 
limit  the  scope  of  the  exemption  and 
to  give  the  proper  attention  to  the 
public's  right  to  access  under  FOIA's 
disclosure  mandate  as  well  as  consider- 
ation of  the  need  to  safeguard  against 
harmful  technology  transfers.  I  under- 
stand that  the  record  has  been  further 
clarified  with  regard  to  certain  passag- 
es from  the  report  and  the  definition 
in  section  1024  of  technical  data  to 
prevent  any  misreading  which  could 
result  in  broader  application  of  the  ex- 
emption them  implied  by  the  legisla- 
tive language  and  expressly  stated  in 
the  report. 


While  I  personally  may  favor  even 
more  specificity  in  the  language  de- 
scribing what  technical  data  ought  not 
be  released  to  the  public,  the  addition- 
al clarifications  combined  with  the 
original  report  permit  me  to  agree  to 
accept  this  provision.  The  adoption  of 
the  exemption  in  section  1024  will  go  a 
long  way  toward  solving  the  problem 
of  the  drain  on  U.S.  technology  from 
abroad.  More  importantly,  the  solu- 
tion here  is  narrowly  focused  on  the 
most  harmful  transfers,  those  involv- 
ing technical  data  which  directly 
affect  our  defense  and  space  capabili- 
ties. I  cannot  stress  enough  that  when 
Congress  acts  to  limit  the  American 
public's  right  of  access  to  Government 
information,  we  are  duty  bound  to 
craft  those  limitations  so  as  to  correct 
only  the  specific  problem  and  not  cast 
them  so  broadly  as  to  sweep  aside 
other  rights  unnecessarily. 

While  section  1024  may  not  elimi- 
nate the  entire  problem  of  the  trans- 
fer of  valuable  technology,  especially 
in  the  area  of  space  technology  which 
may  reside  in  agencies  outside  the  De- 
fense Department,  any  further  action 
by  the  Senate  ought  to  be  restricted  to 
the  context  of  the  specific  technology 
and  not  intrude  into  the  general  FOIA 
context.* 

•  Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  as 
we  discuss  the  MX,  I  hope  that  all  of 
my  colleagues  will  take  the  time  to 
read  an  article  by  Representative  Pat 
ScHROEDER  of  Colorado,  a  distin- 
guished member  of  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee.  Her  article  enti- 
tled "Kill  the  MX,"  appeared  in  yes- 
terday's Washington  Post. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  and  the 
President  have  both  argued  that  we 
need  to  build  the  MX  to  demonstrate 
our  "national  will,"  but  as  Representa- 
tive Schroeder  points  out: 

The  MX  missile  program  is  one  element  of 
a  six-part  Reagan  administration  plan  to 
modernize  our  strategic  nuclear  forces. 
Other  elements  include  the  development  of 
a  single  warhead  Midgetman  missile,  the  de- 
velopment of  a  Stealth  Bomber,  the  deploy- 
ment of  3,200  air-launched  cruise  missiles  on 
B-52  bombers,  the  building  of  a  Trident  sub- 
marine per  year  for  the  foreseeable  future, 
and  the  deployment  of  400  sea-launched 
cruise  missiles.  The  MX  missile  has  the 
lowest  utility,  highest  cost  and  greatest  po- 
tential for  destabilizing  the  nuclear  weapons 
balance  of  any  of  these  systems. 

Going  ahead  with  the  MX  will  be  a 
show  of  national  stupidity,  not  of  na- 
tional unity  or  "national  will." 

Representative  Schroeder  makes  a 
comprehensive    and    convincing    case 
against  the  MX  in  her  article,  and  I 
ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
The  article  follows: 

Kill  the  MX 
(By  Patricia  Schroeder) 
On  the  first  page  of  the  report  of  the 
President's  Commission  on  Strategic  Forces 
(known  as  the  Scowcroft  Commission  after 
Brent  Scowcroft,  its  chairman)  there  ap- 
pears a  list  of  the  members  of  the  commis- 


sion as  well  as  the  names  of  the  senior  coun- 
selors to  the  commission.  The  name  of  Rep. 
Les  Aspin  of  Wisconsin  does  not  appear. 
Perhaps  it  should. 

Both  Aspin  and  I  serve  on  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee.  We  sit  one  seat 
apart.  I  watched  in  awe  last  winter  as  he 
worked  the  phones  to  muster  congressional 
support  for  the  Scowcroft  compromise.  His 
argument  was  that  the  package  should  com- 
mand allegiance  both  from  those  who  be- 
lieve that  arms  control  should  be  the  pri- 
mary focus  of  our  strategic  decisions  and 
from  those  who  believe  that  augmenting 
our  arsenal  to  combat  an  unprecedented 
Soviet  threat  is  the  first  priority.  Aspln's  ar- 
ticle in  The  Post  ['It's  a  Good  Deal— and 
It's  in  Trouble,"  Topic  A,  July  17]  reveals 
how  bitterly  disappointed  he  is  that  the 
compromise  package  unraveling. 

Even  with  the  context  of  nuclear  game 
theory,  the  argument  for  the  MX  is  weak. 
Only  by  stringing  a  hundred  'What  ifs?"  to- 
gether can  you  come  up  with  a  justification 
for  it.  Yet  the  cost  of  the  system  is  extreme- 
ly high.  For  the  MX,  or  any  other  strategic 
system,  we  ought  to  ask  the  following  ques- 
tions: 

Is  deterrence  strengthened  or  weakened 
by  building  this  system?  Does  building  this 
system  increase  the  predictability  of  the 
arms  race  in  the  future?  Does  it  save  any  re- 
sources? Does  it  increase  or  decrease  the  in- 
centives for  nuclear  war?  Will  the  building 
of  this  system  lead  toward  arms  control  ne- 
gotiations in  a  reasonable  time  period?  Can 
this  weapon  system  be  part  of  an  arms  con- 
trol package  that  allows  for  reasonable  veri- 
fication? The  MX  does  not  produce  satisfac- 
tory answers  to  these  questions. 

Each  MX  missile  holds  10  or  12  nuclear 
warheads,  each  of  which  can  be  targeted  in- 
dependently. If  each  warhead  were  accu- 
rately targeted  and  potent  enough  to  break 
the  hardened  concrete  and  steel  covering 
Soviet  missile  silos,  the  100  MXs  provided 
by  the  Scowcroft  Commission  could  destroy 
1,000  or  1,200  of  the  Soviet's  1,400  land- 
based  missiles.  For  a  preemptive  first  strike, 
therefore,  the  MX  would  be  quite  effective 
in  eliminating  the  ability  of  the  Soviet 
Union  to  retaliate. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  fact  that  up  to  a 
dozen  warheads  may  be  bunched  on  a  single 
missile  in  a  single  silo  makes  the  MX  not 
very  useful  for  responding  to  a  Soviet  first 
strike.  In  fact,  systems  with  multiple  inde- 
pendent reentry  vehicles  (MIRVs).  such  as 
the  MX,  provide  increasingly  irresistible  tar- 
gets for  an  enemy  first  strike. 

The  MX  was  designed  too  large  to  ever  be 
mobile.  Weighing  192.000  pounds  and  being 
92  inches  in  diameter,  the  MX  is  a  monster 
of  a  machine.  One  vexing  technical  problem 
now  faced  by  the  Air  Force  is  how  to  trans- 
port the  huge  third  stage  from  its  assembly 
point  to  a  silo.  Alas,  many  highway  bridges 
cannot  support  the  weight.  Being  immobile, 
the  MX  would  be  the  primary  target  for 
Soviet  missiles.  They  would  be  unavailable 
for  retaliation.  The  point  is  that,  unless  we 
commit  ourselves  to  launching  a  first,  pre- 
emptive nuclear  strike,  a  position  most 
Americans  find  repugnant,  the  MX  Is  a 
waste  of  $29  billion. 

The  MX  missile  program  is  one  element  of 
a  six-part  Reagan  administration  plan  to 
modernize  our  strategic  nuclear  forces. 
Other  elements  include  the  development  of 
a  single  warhead  Midgetman  missile,  the  de- 
velopment of  the  Stealth  bomber,  the  de- 
ployment of  3.200  air-launched  cruise  mis- 
siles on  B52  bombers,  the  building  of  a  Tri- 
dent submarine  a  year  for  the  foreseeable 
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future,  and  the  deployment  of  400  sea- 
launched  cruise  missiles.  The  MX  missile 
has  the  lowest  utility,  highest  cost  and 
greatest  potential  for  destabilizing  the  nu- 
clear weapons  balance  of  any  of  these  sys- 
tems. 

Aspin  describes  the  Scowcroft  package 
this  way:  "the  conservatives  got  the  MX. 
.  .  .  Liberals  got  promises  of  changes  in  the 
administration's  arms  control  approach.  . 
Liberals  got  a  commitment  from  the  admin- 
istration to  shift  away  from  multi-warhead 
MIRVed  missiles  by  beginning  work  on  a 
small,  single-warhead  weapon."  Congress 
can  and  should  continue  to  deal  with  the 
MX  factually  and  objectively:  we  should  not 
allow  ourselves  to  be  manipulated  into 
making  the  MX  a  right-versus-left  debate. 

Aspin  appeals  for  liberal  votes  for  the  MX 
on  two  grounds.  First,  he  reports  that  he 
gave  his  support  for  the  MX  in  exchange 
for  a  commitment  from  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration to  pursue  arms  control  diligently. 
Second,  only  if  Congress  goes  forward  with 
the  MX,  Aspin  warns,  will  the  administra- 
tion go  forward  with  the  single-warhead 
Midgetman.  It's  worth  scrutinizing  these  ar- 
guments. 

We  all  want  the  START  talks  to  succeed. 
Yet.  we  have  negotiators  who  publicly  pro- 
claim that  anything  the  Soviets  will  agree 
to  has  to  be  bad  for  the  United  States.  It 
takes  good  will  to  negotiate,  and  that  com- 
modity seems  to  be  in  short  supply  in 
Geneva.  If  President  Reagan  were  commit- 
ted to  arms  control,  he  would  appoint  some 
of  the  outstanding  individuals  who  served 
on  the  Scowcroft  Commission  to  serve  as 
our  negotiators,  not  the  right-wing  ideo- 
logues now  serving.  The  letter  sent  to  Rep. 
Norman  Dicks  by  President  Reagan  provid- 
ed no  assurance  of  a  real  change  in  the  ad- 
ministration's arms  control  posture.  The 
first  item  on  the  arms  control  agenda  must 
be  the  elimination  of  MIRVs,  for  MIRVed 
missiles  are  good  for  only  one  thing:  a  first 
strike.  Arms  control  negotiations  should  be 
aimed  at  reducing  the  risk  of  nuclear  war; 
eliminating  MIRVs  would  be  the  best  first 
step  toward  doing  so. 

The  Midgetman  is  an  abandonment  of  the 
MIRV  philosophy  that  has  guided  our  mis- 
sile design  for  the  last  20  years.  Building 
single-warhead  missiles,  to  the  exclusion  of 
MIRVs,  is  the  direction  we  should  be  taking. 
On  defense  matters,  and  specifically  on  the 
issue  of  land-based  strategic  missiles,  this 
administration  acts  like  a  child  in  a  candy 
store.  It  refuses  to  choose  between  the  MX 
and  the  Midgetman.  It  demands  both.  Why 
it  is  in  the  interest  of  those  of  us  dedicated 
to  arms  control  to  build  both  systems  is 
something  that  Aspin  does  not  explain. 

In  his  article,  Aspin  makes  a  great  deal  of 
the  dramatic  shifts  in  public  attitudes  on 
defense  spending.  He  paints  the  anti-MX 
lobbyists  as  monied  bruisers,  buying  radio 
ads  to  scare  members  off  the  fence.  I  wish 
our  side  had  some  heavy-hitters,  like  the 
bankers  or  the  insurance  industry.  I  certain- 
ly haven't  seen  them.  Who  1  have  seen  lob- 
bying on  the  MX  issue  are  priests,  nuns, 
ministers  and  rabbis.  I  have  heard  from  stu- 
dents, senior  citizens,  environmentalists, 
labor  union  members  and  many  others. 

This  great  antl-MX.  pro-freeze  lobbying 
force  is  an  honest-to-goodness  grass-roots 
response  to  the  government  going  awry.  It  is 
made  up  of  citizens  who  refuse  to  accept  the 
rebuke  that  they  do  not  know  enough  to 
have  a  say  in  our  nuclear  weapons  policy. 
Opponents  of  the  freeze  movement  will  not 
and  cannot  accept  the  reality  that  freeze  ad- 
vocates   are    concerned    American    citizens 


who  believe  that  the  government  is  making 
a  potentially  cataclysmic  error  with  nuclear 
weapons.  Rather  than  trying  to  discredit 
the  movement,  as  this  administration  has 
tried,  we  ought  to  listen  to  it. 

Aspin  thinks  that  if  "the  right-wing 
fringe"  would  attack  the  Scowcroft  compro- 
mise. lil>erals  would  support  it.  I  resent  this 
argument.  Those  of  us  who  oppose  the  MX 
do  so  because  it  is  an  expensive  and  destabi- 
lizing system.  We  do  not  and  should  not 
oppose  it  because  the  right  wing  supports  it. 

We  are  all  anxious  to  resolve  the  issue  of 
the  MX  missile.  I  believe  the  issue  should  be 
resolved  by  terminating  the  program.  We 
can  resolve  it  by  negotiating  with  the  Sovi- 
ets on  all  aspects  of  our  nuclear  arsenal  to 
reduce  tensions,  reduce  the  risk  of  nuclear 
war  and  reduce  weapons  on  both  sides.  And 
there  is  no  better  way  to  start  than  by  nego- 
tiating a  nuclear  freeze.* 


Committee  on  the  Budget  was  dis- 
charged from  the  further  consider- 
ation of  the  following  resolution;  and 
the  resolution  was  placed  on  the  calen- 
dar: 

S.  Res.  172.  A  resolution  waiving  section 
402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  with  respect  to  the  consideration  of  S. 
675. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  just  in 
case  there  are  Senators  who  do  have 
other  business  to  transact  on  other 
measures.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  now  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness, to  extend  not  past  the  hour  of 
9:45  p.m.,  in  which  Senators  may 
speak  for  not  more  than  10  minutes 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Saunders,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session,  the  Acting 
President  pro  tempore  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations  which  were  referred  to 
the  appropriate  committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  in  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings. ) 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

At  4:19  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  Speaker  has 
signed  the  following  enrolled  bill: 

S.  419.  An  act  to  provide  that  per  capita 
payments  to  Indians  may  be  made  by  tribal 
governments,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  enrolled  bill  was  subsequently 
signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
(Mr.  Thurmond). 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and 
documents,  which  were  referred  as  in- 
dicated: 

EC-1482.  A  communication  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
cumulative  report  on  rescissions  and  defer- 
rals as  of  July  1.  1983;  jointly,  pursuant  to 
the  order  of  January  30.  1975.  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations,  the  Budget.  Ag- 
riculture. Nutrition,  and  Forestry.  Labor 
and  Human  Resources.  Commerce.  Science, 
and  Transportation.  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs,  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. Armed  Services,  the  Judiciary,  Fi- 
nance, and  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-1483.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  for  Man- 
power, Reserve  Affairs,  and  Installations 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  make  annuity  payments  to  survivors  of 
members  of  former  members  early  in  cer- 
tain circumstances;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

EC- 1484.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  Annual  Report  of  the  U.S.  .sol- 
diers' and  Airmen's  Home;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services. 

EC -1485.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  first  biennial  report  on  bluefin 
tuna  for  1981  and  1982;  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC- 1486.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  1982  report  on  areas  on  the 
Registry  of  Natural  Landmarks  and  Nation- 
al Registry  of  Historic  Places;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

Pursuant  to  section  402  of  the  Con- 
gressional   Budget   Act   of    1974,   the 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 
The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-306.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry: 

'Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  5 
■Whereas.  Through  Section  2  of  PL  95- 
627.  the  Chief  Care  Food  Program  became  a 
permanent  program  which  provides  funds 
for  children  in  any  public  or  private  non- 
profit organization  where  children  are  not 
maintained  in  permanent  residence,  includ- 
ing, but  not  limited  to.  day  care  centers,  set- 
tlement houses,  recreational  centers,  family 
day  care  homes.  Head  Start  centers,  and  in- 
stitutions providing  day  care  services  for 
handicapped  children;  and 

■Whereas.    Under   PL   95-627    the   Child 
Care  Food  Program  (CCFP)  provided  fund- 


ing for  five  meal  typ>es  per  child  per  day: 
breakfast,  morning  supplement,  lunch, 
afternoon  supplement,  supper;  and 

"Whereas,  8,873,000  children  in  the 
United  States  and  912,000  children  in  Cali- 
fornia have  been  eligible  for  this  program; 
and 

"Whereas,  Approximately  74  percent  of 
the  program's  funds  went  to  sponsored  child 
care  centers,  and  nearly  75  percent  of  the 
children  enrolled  in  these  types  of  institu- 
tions qualified  for  free  meals;  and 

"Whereas.  PL  97-35.  the  Federal  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  reduced 
the  CCFP  budget  by  34  percent  which 
equals  $130  million  and  made  substantive 
changes  in  the  administration  and  operation 
of  the  program;  and 

"Whereas.  Under  PL  97-35  funding  is  re- 
duced to  the  extent  that  either  two  meals 
and  one  supplement  or  one  meal  and  two 
supplements  can  be  provided  to  each  child 
per  day;  and 

"Whereas.  Nutritional  habits  developed  in 
childhood  can  affect  health  throughout  life 
and  children's  diets  are  likely  to  be  critical 
in  influencing  their  future  health  status; 
and 

"Whereas.  Re.search  on  nutrition  states 
that  infants  and  small  children  need  small 
frequent  feedings  throughout  the  day  for 
optimal  development;  and 

""Whereas,  Improved  health  status  in 
early  years  has  been  found  to  be  an  impor- 
tant determinant  of  measured  intelligence, 
years  of  formal  schooling  completed,  and 
market  wage  rate  and  hours  of  work;  and 

""Whereas,  Studies  have  demonstrated 
that  the  nutritional  intake  of  children  who 
participate  in  the  CCFP  is  greater  than  that 
of  poor  children  who  do  not  participate,  par- 
ticularly needy  children;  and 

""Whereas,  The  change  in  meal  patterns 
from  five  meals  to  three  meals  poses  a 
threat  to  the  nutritional  health  of  children 
in  the  CCFP:  and 

"Whereas.  This  new  meal  pattern  provides 
two  full  meals  per  child  per  day  to  children 
in  four-hour  programs;  and 

"Whereas,  It  places  at  nutritional  risk 
those  infants,  toddlers  and  children  in  12- 
hour  programs  by  providing  only  two  full 
meals  and  one  supplement;  and 

"Whereas,  A  young  child  in  a  12-hour  day 
care  program  would  receive  breakfast  at 
7:30  A.M.,  lunch  at  10:30  A.M..  and  a  small 
amount  of  food— the  supplement— at  1:30 
P.M.  and  this  schedule  would  cause  children 
to  go  hungry  for  as  long  as  four  and  a  half 
hours  until  the  child  is  picked  up  by  the 
parents  and  taken  home  for  the  next  meal; 
now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  memorializes  the  President  and 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  enact  legis- 
lation which  would  restore  funding  for  the 
meal  pattern  of  five  meals;  breakfast.  A.M. 
supplement,  lunch.  P.M.  supplement,  and 
supper  to  the  Child  Care  Food  Program; 
and  be  it  further 

■Resolved  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-307.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Missouri;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry: 


"Resolution 

"Whereas,  the  current  federal  administra- 
tion has  proposed  consideration  of  the  sale 
of  thousands  of  acres  of  United  States 
Forest  Service  land  within  the  slate  of  Mis- 
souri; and 

"Whereas,  the  proposal  contends  that  by 
consolidating  lands,  management  costs  can 
be  greatly  reduced,  access  improved  and 
trespass  on  nearby  lands  reduced,  however, 
this  proposal  ignores  an  ongoing  existing 
program  of  exchange  of  lands  whereby  land 
is  exchanged  to  consolidate  the  public  land 
tracts  into  more  manageable  units;  and 

"Whereas,  Missouri  currently  has  less 
than  one-half  acre  of  public  land  per  person 
and  the  demand  for  public  land  sicquisition 
and  use  is  growing;  and 

"Whereas,  the  proposal  currently  under 
consideration  unfairly  impacts  the  state  of 
Missouri  by  proposing  to  dispose  of  more 
such  land  in  Missouri  than  that  proposed  in 
Western  states;  and 

■"Whereas,  the  citizens  of  this  state  contin- 
ue to  place  a  high  priority  on  preservation 
of  the  natural  wonders  of  our  great  state 
demonstrated  in  the  recent  imposition  of  a 
sales  tax  to  encourage  the  purchase  of  such 
lands  by  the  state; 

"Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  by  the 
members  of  the  Missouri  Senate  of  the 
Eighty-second  General  Assembly.  First  Reg- 
ular Session,  the  House  of  Representatives 
concurring  therein,  that  the  Legislature  of 
Missouri  hereby  petition  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  that  the  United  States 
government  cease  and  desist  from  the  pro- 
posal to  sell  any  of  the  acres  in  National 
Forest  lands  currently  held  in  Missouri;  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  the  Missouri 
Legislature  hereby  petition  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  that  the  Forest  Service 
lands  located  in  this  state  continue  unmo- 
lested and  continue  to  be  open  to  all  citizens 
for  hunting,  fishing,  camping,  hiking,  bird 
watching  and  other  forms  of  outdoor  recrea- 
tion, as  for  many,  they  are  the  only  lands 
available  for  these  activities  and  if  sold  for 
private  home  development,  timber  manage- 
ment, or  other  uses,  these  lands  will  prob- 
ably not  remain  open  to  the  public:  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  a  copy  of  this 
resolution  be  transmitted  to  the  presiding 
officers  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  Congress  and  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Congressional  Delegation  from 
the  State  of  Missouri.'"    ^ 

POM-308.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
city  council  of  the  city  of  Palo  Alto.  Calif., 
relating  to  the  Jobs  With  Peace  Ordinance 
of  1983;  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

POM-309.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  County  of  Los 
Angeles.  Calif.,  urging  Congress  to  enact  the 
legislation  embodied  in  S.  1354  and  H.R. 
3103  to  provide  the  vitally  needed  additional 
funds  to  restore  our  Federal  Highways;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

POM-310.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  Senate  of  Alaska;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance: 
'"Resolution 
"Whereas  the  tax-exempt  mortgage  reve- 
nue bond  program  under  26  U.S.C.  103A 
(P.L.  96-499  Mortgage  Subsidy  Bond  Act  of 
1980)  has  established  a  useful  and  effective 
method  that  enables  consumers  in  Alaska 
and  other  states  to  buy  needed  housing;  and 

'Whereas  the  tax-exempt  mortgage  reve- 
nue bond  program  is  one  of  the  few  prudent 
methods  of  providing   funds  necessary  to 


meet  growing  housing  needs  in  Alaska  and 
across  the  nation;  and 

"Whereas  in  1982,  tax-exempt  mortgage 
revenue  bonds  financed  roughly  65.000 
housing  starts  in  the  United  States,  repre- 
senting approximately  10  percent  of  all  new 
single  family  construction  nationally,  and  a 
greater  percentage  in  Alaska;  and 

"Whereas  in  1982.  new  single  family  hous- 
ing construction  financed  by  tax-exempt 
mortgage  revenue  boljds  generated  about 
82.500  jobs,  and  produced^about  %ir:5  billion 
in  wages  nationwide;  and 

•Whereas  26  U.S.C.  103A(c)(l)(B)  provides 
that  the  tax-exempt  mortgage  revenue  bond 
program  ends  on  December  31,  1983;  and 

""Whereas  termination  of  the  tax  exemp- 
tion on  bonds  for  home  mortgages  would 
work  a  hardship  on  consumers  who  are  eligi- 
ble for  loans  under  the  Alaska  Housing  Fi- 
nance Corporation  tax-exempt  bond  pro- 
gram, and  similar  programs  In  other  states: 
and 

"Whereas  in  response  to  the  potential  for 
hardship  created  by  the  termination  of  the 
tax-exempt  mortgage  revenue  bond  pro- 
gram, H.R.  1176  has  been  introduced  in  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives  and 
S.  137  has  been  introduced  in  the  United 
States  Senate;  and 

■Whereas  H.R.  1176  and  S.  137  would 
amend  26  U.S.C.  103A  to  allow  continuation 
of  the  tax-exempt  mortgage  revenue  bond 
program; 

Be  it  resolved  that  the  Alaska  State  Legis- 
lature supports  passage  of  H.R.  1176  and  S. 
137  in  the  United  States  Congress;  and  be  It 
"Further  resolved  that  the  Alaska  State 
Legislature  supports  the  principles  of  the 
tax-exempt  mortgage  revenue  bond  pro- 
gram. 

"Copies  of  this  resolution  shall  be  sent  to 
the  Honorable  Ronald  Reagan,  President  of 
the  United  States;  the  Honorable  Donald 
Regan,  Secretary  of  the  Treasury;  the  Hon- 
orable George  Bush.  Vice-President  of  the 
United  States  and  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate:  the  Honorable  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  United  SUtes 
House  of  Representatives;  the  Honorable 
Robert  Dole,  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee;  the  Honorable  Daniel 
Rostenkowski,  Chairman  of  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee;  and  to  the 
Honorable  Ted  Stevens  and  the  Honorable 
Frank  Murkowski,  U.S.  Senators,  and  the 
Honorable  Don  Young,  U.S.  Representative, 
members  of  the  Alaska  delegation  In  Con- 
gress." 

POM-311.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California:  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance: 

"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  8 
"Whereas.  Nearly  a  quarter  of  a  million 
Callfomians  are  employed  as  waitresses  and 
waiters  in  this  state;  and 

"Whereas,  The  average  annual  earnings  of 
these  workers  are  less  than  $6,000  per  year; 
and 

"Whereas,  The  majority  of  these  workers 
are  struggling  to  support  families  and  chil- 
dren; and 

"Whereas.  Many  of  these  workers  are 
women  and  ethnic  minorities;  and 

"Whereas.  Most  of  these  workers  do  not 
actually  receive  an  amount  in  gratuities 
equal  to  8  percent  of  the  esUblishmenU' 
Income;  and 

"Whereas.  The  net  earnings  of  the  aver- 
age waitress  or  waiter  have  been  reduced  by 
an  amount  equivalent  to  one  out  of  four 
monthly  paychecks,  in  order  to  pay  the  ad- 
ditional federal  Income  tax,  required  by  the 
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Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of 
1982:  and 

"Whereas.  The  Legislature  finds  and  de- 
clares that  the  current  federal  law.  which 
assumes  waiters  and  waitresses  earn  an 
amount  equivalent  to  8  percent  of  their  em- 
ployers' earnings,  is  not  an  accurate  assump- 
tion or  an  equitable  tax  principle;  now. 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
President  and  Congress  of  the  United  States 
are  respectfully  memorialized  to  modify  the 
Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of 
1982  to  restore  an  accurate  and  fair  basis  for 
assessing  federal  income  tax  obligations  for 
waiters  and  waitresses:  and  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-312.   A   resolution   adopted   by   the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma:  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance: 
"Enholxxd  House  CoNctniRENT  Resolution 
No.  1012 

"Whereas,  many  residents  of  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  are  currently  engaged  in  railroad 
employment  or  have  engaged  in  such  em- 
ployment in  the  past  and  look  to  the  rail- 
road retirement  system  to  provide  benefits 
when  they  retire:  and 

"Whereas,  many  residents  of  this  state  are 
currently  receiving  benefits  under  the  rail- 
road retirement  system  and  rely  on  such 
benefits  to  a  large  extent  to  meet  the 
normal  costs  of  living:  and 

"Whereas,  any  reduction  in  the  amount  of 
benefits  received  by  beneficiaries  under  the 
railroad  retirement  system  would  have  a 
drastic  effect  on  the  ability  of  these  benefi- 
ciaries to  meet  normal  living  expenses:  and 

"Whereas,  projections  of  the  financial 
condition  of  the  railroad  retirement  system 
show  that  unless  corrective  action  is  taken, 
monthly  annuities  will  have  to  be  reduced 
significantly  beginning  with  the  annuity 
checks  to  be  sent  out  Octol)er  1.  1983.  with 
additional  reductions  required  in  the  future: 
and 

"Whereas,  a  bill.  H.R.  1646.  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983.  was  intro- 
duced in  the  United  States  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  February  24.  1983.  by  Mr. 
Florlo:  and 

"Whereas.  H.R.  1646  would  resolve  the 
short-term  and  long-term  financial  prot>- 
lems  of  the  railroad  retirement  system, 
through  an  even-handed  approach  of  tax  In- 
creases on  railroad  employers  and  employ- 
ees and  adjustments  of  benefits  to  current 
and  future  l>eneficiaries.  thereby  preserving 
and  protecting  the  rights  and  expectations 
of  those  currently  receiving  benefits  and 
those  who  would  receive  such  benefits  in 
the  future. 

"Now.  Therefore,  be  it  resolved  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  1st  Session 
of  the  39th  Oklahoma  Legislature,  the 
Senate  Concurring  therein; 

"Section  1.  The  Oklahoma  Legislature 
hereby  memorializes  Congress  to  enact  H.R. 
1646.  the  Railroad  Retirement  Solvency  Act 
of  1983.  to  resolve  financial  problems  of  the 
railroad  retirement  system. 

"Section  2.  Copies  of  this  resolution  shall 
be  distributed  to  the  Oklahoma  Congres- 
sional Delegation,  the  Clerk  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  United  SUtes  Senate." 


POM-313.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  County  of  Lake. 
California  urging  enactment  of  the  wine 
equity  bill  of  1983:  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

POM-314.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
bo&Td  of  supervisors  of  the  County  of  San 
Luis  Obispo.  Calif.,  urging  enactment  of  the 
wine  equity  bill  of  1983:  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

POM-315.   A   resolution   adopted   by   the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Il- 
linois; to  the  Committee  on  Finance; 
"House  Resolution  No.  437 

"Whereas.  The  proposed  transaction  be- 
tween the  United  States  Steel  Corporation 
and  the  British  Steel  Corporation  for  the 
importation  of  raw  steel  into  the  United 
States  is  not  in  the  public  interest;  and 

"Whereas.  The  proposed  transaction 
would  cause  the  loss  of  more  than  3.000  jobs 
in  the  American  Steel  industry,  plus  at  least 
6.000  jobs  in  related  industries  and  would 
have  and  adverse  impact  on  the  United 
States  economy:  and 

"Whereas.  The  proposed  transaction 
would  violate  the  recently  negotiated 
United  States-European  Community  Steel 
Arrangement:  and 

"Whereas.  The  proposed  transaction 
would  violate  United  States  unfair  trade 
laws  governing  subsidized  imports;  and 

"Whereas.  The  proposed  transaction 
would  break  faith  with  the  United  Steel- 
workers  of  America  which,  in  the  recently 
concluded  collective  bargaining  agreement, 
made  substantial  wage  concessions  of  more 
than  $3,000,000,000  dollars  in  exchange  for. 
among  other  things,  a  steel  industry  com- 
mitment to  modernization;  and 

"Whereas.  The  proposed  transaction 
would  interject  a  new  unfair  competitive 
factor  into  the  domestic  steel  market  there- 
by forcing  steel  companies  in  Illinois  to 
import  cheap,  subsidized  raw  steel,  which 
would  result  in  the  further  loss  of  at  least 
8.000  jobs  in  Illinois  thus  reducing  raw  steel 
making  capacity  in  the  United  States:  and 

"Whereas.  The  proposed  transaction 
would  threaten  the  entire  raw  steel  making 
capacity  of  the  United  States  by  making 
this  country  heavily  dependent  upon  raw 
steel,  in  the  same  manner  as  we  now  are  for 
imported  oil  from  the  Middle  East:  there- 
fore, be  it 

"Resolved,  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  Eighty-Third  General  Assembly 
of  the  State  of  [Uinois,  That  we  call  upon 
the  United  States  Congress  and  President  to 
use  all  available  legislative  and  administra- 
tive policy  tools  to  prohibit  the  proposed 
transaction  between  the  U.S.  Steel  Corpora- 
tion and  the  British  Steel  Cortx)ration:  and 
be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce recognize  that  the  prop>osed  joint 
venture  is  in  violation  of  the  negotiated 
quota  arrangement  with  the  Common 
Market  and  that  he  take  appropriate  action 
to  stop  the  violation;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  we  call  upon  United 
States  Corporation  to  refrain  from  conclud- 
ing the  proposed  transaction  with  the  Brit- 
ish Steel  Corporation  and  to  make  the  nec- 
essary investment  in  modernizing  its  steel 
facilities;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution 
be  Immediately  forwarded  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  the  United  States  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce,  the  Speaker  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  Senate  and 
each  member  of  the  Illinois  Congressional 
Delegation." 


POM-316.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  As- 
sembly of  the  State  of  New  York;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations: 

"Legislative  Resolution— Assembly  No. 
1030 

"Whereas.  The  United  States  and  Greece 
have  enjoyed  harmonious  relations 
throughout  history  as  democratic  nations 
committed  to  peace  and  international  coop- 
eration. These  relations  have  included 
mutual  action  on  behalf  of  freedom  in 
World  Wars  I  and  II  and  the  present  mem- 
bership of  both  nations  in  the  NATO  alli- 
ance; and 

"Whereas.  Our  nation  has  links  with 
Greece  not  only  through  a  mutual  belief  in 
democracy,  but  also  through  the  human 
bond  formed  by  the  millions  of  Greek  Amer- 
icans who  have  contributed  so  much  to  the 
advancement  of  our  nation  and.  specifically, 
our  state:  and 

"Whereas.  The  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States  has  for  many  years  wisely 
sought  to  preserve  good  relations  with  our 
allies  by  maintaining  the  balance  of  power 
t>etween  Turkey  and  Greece  in  the  estab- 
lished aid  ratio  of  ten  to  seven  for  the  re- 
spective countries;  and 

"Whereas.  The  Administration  now  pro- 
poses to  the  Congress  a  drastic  change  in 
the  aid  ratio  whereby  military  aid  to  Turkey 
would  be  more  than  doubled,  thus  further 
destabilizing  the  region,  endangering  Greek 
security,  and  undermining  NATO;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  this  Legislative  Body 
pause  in  its  deliberations  to  memorialize  the 
President  and  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  maintain  the  balance  of  power  be- 
tween Turkey  and  Greece  by  preserving  the 
established  aid  ratio  of  ten  to  seven;  and  be 
it  further 

Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Resolution, 
suitably  engrossed,  be  transmitted  to  the 
Honorable  Ronald  W.  Reagan.  President:  to 
Howard  Baker.  President  Pro-Tem  of  the 
United  States  Senate:  to  Thomas  O'Neill. 
Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives: to  each  Member  of  Congress 
from  the  State  of  New  York;  to  Konsantinas 
Tettanis.  Thomas  Valsamopaulos.  and  to 
Nick  Mazinaki." 

POM-317.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  As- 
sembly of  the  State  of  New  York:  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation: 

"Legislative  Resolution— Assembly  No. 
1246 

"Whereas.  A  vitally  important  piece  of 
legislation.  HR  1242  and  S  1000  is  being  con- 
sidered by  the  United  States  Congress;  This 
legislation  is  co-sponsored  by  some  one  hun- 
dred sixteen  House  members  and  eight  Sen- 
ators presently;  and 

"Whereas.  This  legislation,  known  as  the 
•Competitive  Shipping  and  Shipbuilding 
Act  of  1983  ".  is  aimed  at  revitalizing  our 
country's  merchant  marine  and  shipping  in- 
dustry: and 

•Whereas.  The  Maritime  Port  Council  of 
Greater  New  York  and  Vicinity,  affiliated 
with  the  Maritime  Trades  Department  and 
the  American  Federation  of  Labor  and  Con- 
gress of  Industrial  Organizations  is  In  full 
and  visible  support  of  this  vital  legislation: 
and 

"Whereas.  America  depends  on  foreign 
ships  to  transport  more  than  ninety-eight 
percent  of  its  bulk  commodities,  ninety-six 
percent  of  petroleum  and  seventy-one  per- 
cent of  general  cargoes.  In  contrast,  the 
United  Kingdom  carries  thirty-four  percent 


of  its  trade,  Prance  thirty-three  percent, 
Norway  over  thirty  percent,  Japan  some 
forty-four  percent  and  the  Soviet  Union 
forty-four  percent;  U.S.  corporations  are 
building  vessels  in  foreign  yards  and  also 
registering  their  ships  under  "flags-of -con- 
venience", avoiding  taxes,  shipbuilding 
standards  and  safety  rules:  in  nineteen  hun- 
dred fifty,  there  were  seventeen  hundred 
privately  owned  U.S.-flag  merchant  ships: 
today  there  are  only  five  hundred  fifteen; 
and 

"Whereas.  The  defense  of  this  Beloved 
Nation,  its  need  for  strategic  raw  materials 
so  essential  to  national  security,  is  most 
heavily  dependent  upon  our  maritime  indus- 
try; and 

"Whereas,  HR  1242  and  S  1000  offer  eco- 
nomic benefits  to  the  United  States  at  no 
cost  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  or  taxpayer  with 
the  construction  of  two  hundred  sixty-eight 
new  vessels,  approximately  twenty-eight 
thousand  U.S.  shipyard  and  seagoing  labor 
jobs,  and  eighty-four  thousand  jobs  in  relat- 
ed industries:  and 

"Whereas.  Ultimately,  one  hundred  twelve 
thousand  jobs  would  be  created  by  the  en- 
actment of  this  vital  legislation:  and 

""Whereas.  Upon  enactment  of  this  legisla- 
tion, five  percent  of  inbound  and  outbound 
bulk  shipments  will  be  moved  on  U.S.-flag 
ships— and  rise  annually  by  one  percent 
until  twehty  percent  is  reached;  this  is  not  a 
one-sided  proposition;  an  essential  element 
of  this  proposal  is  realistic  reductions  in  the 
cost  of  building  in  American  yards  and  oper- 
ating their  ships  with  American  crews;  this 
legislation  requires  these  costs  to  be  reduced 
by  a  full  fifteen  percent;  and 

"Whereas.  This  Legislative  Body  is  justly 
proud  of  its  long  and  unyielding  commit- 
ment to  the  Maritime  Industry  of  this 
nation;  and 

"Whereas.  It  is.  moreover,  the  sense  of 
this  Legislative  Body  that  the  Maritime  In- 
dustry is  of  inestimable  value  to  the  people 
of  this  Empire  State:  and 

"Whereas.  The  port  facilities  of  this 
Empire  State,  its  shipbuilding  industry,  its 
labor  force:  all  would  be  directly  and  posi- 
tively affected  by  the  passage  of  HR  1242 
and  S  1000;  now  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  this  Legislative  Body 
pause  in  its  deliberations  and  most  emphati- 
cally urge  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
to  enact  HR  1242  and  S  1000,  expressing,  in 
turn,  our  continued  support  for  the  goals  of 
the  Maritime  Port  Council  of  Greater  New 
York  and  Vicinity;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Resolution, 
suitably  engrossed,  be  transmitted  to  the 
Maritime  Port  Council  of  Greater  New  York 
and  Vicinity  and  to  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States." 

POM-318.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Western  Pennsylvania  Conference  of  the 
United  Methodist  Church  calling  for  a  ban 
on  all  additional  testing,  production,  and  de- 
ployment of  nuclear  weapons  and  a  gradual, 
equitable,  and  on-site  verified  mutual  reduc- 
tion of  existing  nuclear  warheads:  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

POM-319.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Social  Democratic  members  of  the  Danish 
Parliament  urging  Congress  to  reconsider 
the  policy  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Central  America;  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

POM-320.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations: 


"Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  53— 
Relative  to  Baltic  Freedom  Day 
"Whereas.  The  people  of  the  Baltic  Re- 
publics of  Estonia.  Latvia,  and  Lithuania 
have  cherished  the  principles  of  religious 
and  political  freedom  and  independence; 
and 

"Whereas.  The  Baltic  Republics  have  ex- 
isted as  independent,  sovereign  nations  l>e- 
longing  to,  and  fully  recognized  by,  the 
League  of  Nations;  and 

■Whereas,  The  people  of  the  Baltic  Re- 
publics have  individual  and  separate  cul- 
tures, national  traditions,  and  languages,  all 
of  which  are  distinctively  foreign  to  those  of 
Russia:  and 

"Whereas,  In  1940.  the  Union  of  Soviet 
Socialist  Republics  (U.S.S.R.)  did  illegally 
seize  and  occupy  the  Baltic  Republics  and. 
by  force,  incorporate  them  Into  the 
U.S.S.R..  against  their  national  will  and  con- 
trary to  their  desire  for  independence  and 
sovereignty;  and 

"Whereas,  Since  1940.  the  U.S.S.R.  has 
systematically  removed  native  Baltic  people 
from  their  homelands  by  deporting  them  to 
Siberia,  and  has  caused  great  masses  of  Rus- 
sians to  relocate  in  the  Republics,  thus 
threatening  the  Baltic  cultures  with  extinc- 
tion; and 

"Whereas.  The  U.S.S.R.  has  imposed  upon 
the  captive  people  of  the  Baltic  Republics 
an  oppressive  political  system  which  has  de- 
stroyed all  vestiges  of  democracy,  civil  liber- 
ties, and  religious  freedom;  and 

""Whereas,  The  people  of  Estonia,  Latvia, 
and  Lithuania  find  themselves  today  subju- 
gated by  the  U.S.S.R..  locked  into  a  union 
they  deplore,  denied  basic  human  rights, 
and  persecuted  for  daring  to  protest;  and 

"Whereas.  The  United  €tates  stands  as  a 
champion  of  liberty,  dedicated  to  the  princi- 
ples of  national  self-determination,  human 
rights,  and  religious  freedom,  and  opposed 
to  oppression  and  imperialism;  and 

"Whereas.  The  United  States,  as  a 
member  of  the  United  Nations,  has  repeat- 
edly voted  with  a  majority  of  the  members 
of  that  international  body  to  uphold  the 
right  of  other  countries  of  the  world  to  de- 
termine their  fates  and  to  be  free  of  foreign 
domination;  and 

"Whereas,  The  U.S.S.R.  has  steadfastly 
refused  to  return  to  the  people  of  Estonia. 
Latvia,  and  Lithuania  the  right  to  exist  as 
independent  republics  separate  and  apart 
from  the  U.S.S.R.  or  permit  a  return  of  per- 
sonal, political,  and  religious  freedoms;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  the  Senate 
of  the  State  of  California,  jointly,  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  recog- 
nizes the  continuing  desire  of  the  peoples  of 
Estonia.  Latvia,  and  Lithuania  for  freedom 
and  independence  from  the  domination  of 
the  U.S.S.R..  and  the  right  of  the  Baltic 
peoples  to  this  freedom:  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  California  deplores  the  refusal  of 
the  U.S.S.R.  to  recognize  the  sovereignty  of 
the  Baltic  Republics  and  to  yield  to  their 
rightful  demands  for  independence  from 
foreign  domination  and  oppression:  and  be 
it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  California  declares  as  "Baltic  Free- 
dom Day  "  the  14th  day  of  June  1983.  the 
anniversary  of  the  mass  deportation  of 
Baltic  peoples  from  their  homelands  in 
1941,  as  a  symbol  of  the  solidarity  of  the 
American  people  with  the  aspirations  of  the 
enslaved  Baltic  peoples;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  California  urges  the  Governor  to 


issue  a  proclamation  for  the  annual  observ- 
ance of  Baltic  Freedom  Day  with  appropri- 
ate ceremonies  and  activities;  and  be  it  fur- 
ther 

"Resolved,  That  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  California  respectfully  memorial- 
izes the  President  of  the  United  States  to 
request  the  United  Nations  to  investigate 
the  U.S.S.R.'s  Illegal  and  forceful  occupa- 
tion of  Estonia,  Latvia,  and  Lithuania  and 
its  continuous  violations  of  the  human 
rights  of  the  Baltic  peoples:  and  be  it  fur- 
ther 

"Resolved,  That  suitably  prepared  copies 
of  this  resolution  be  transmitted  to  the  Gov- 
ernor, the  President  and  Vice  President  of 
the  United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  to  each  Senator 
and  Representative  from  California  In  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  to  the 
United  States  Ambassador  to  the  United  Na- 
tions." 

POM-321.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
City  Council  of  the  City  of  Tampa.  Florida, 
urging  Congress  to  continue  to  engage  In 
talks  for  strategic  arms  limitation  for  the 
purpose  of  formulating  agreements  for  a  bi- 
lateral nuclear  freeze  which  is  both  mutual 
and  verifiable;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

POM-322.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Maine;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs: 

"Joint     Resolution     Memorializing     the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  Sup- 
port Legislation  Which  Will  Establish 
A  National  Oceans  Policy  Commission 
"Whereas.    We.    your    Memorlsdists,    the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  State  of  Maine  In  the  11 1th  Legislature 
most  respectfully  present  and  petition  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  as  follows: 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives  are  currently 
considering  bills  to  establish  a  National 
Oceans  Policy  Commission;  and 

""Whereas,  there  is  a  current  need  to  ex- 
amine and  monitor  certain  long-term  ocean 
policy  issues  now  facing  the  United  States; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  Importance  of  unimpaired 
navigation  through,  over  and  under  the 
world  oceans  and  the  development  of  fisher- 
ies, oil.  gas.  ocean  minerals  and  marine  re- 
sources are  of  great  concern  to  the  Nation 
and  the  State  of  Maine:  and 

"Whereas,  the  purpose  of  the  "National 
Oceans  Policies  Commission  Act"  of  1983  is 
to  establish  a  commission  in  order  to  review 
and  evaluate  current  marine  policy  pro- 
grams during  this  present  period  of  funda- 
mental transition,  and  to  maintain  and  fur- 
ther United  States  leadership  in  the  oceans 
for  the  1980's  and  1990's:  and 

"Whereas,  the  commission  shall  represent 
the  gubernatorial  leadership  of  coastal 
states;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Act  will  ensure  progressive, 
cooperative  and  mutual  ocean  policy  devel- 
opments and  interests  with  Canada,  Mexico 
and  other  countries;  and 

Whereas,  the  Act  Is  essential  to  protect 
the  interests  of  the  State  of  Maine  and  its 
3.500  miles  of  coastal  resources:  now,  there- 
fore, be  it 

"Resolved;  That  We.  your  Memorialists, 
respectfully  urge  and  request  that  the  98th 
Congress  of  the  United  States  support  and 
enact  the  Act  to  establish  a  National  Oceans 
Policy  Commission  to  study  and  develop  a 
national  oceans  policy  encompassing  both 
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International   and  domestic  marine  issues; 
and  be  it  further 

•Resolved:  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution, 
duly  authenticated  by  the  Secretary  of 
State,  be  transmitted  forthwith  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  and  to  each  member  of  the 
Maine  Congressional  Delegation." 

POM-323.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopt- 
ed by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of 
Missouri:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary: 

"Senate  Concurrent  REsonmoN  No.  3 
"Whereas,  with  each  passing  year  this 
nation  becomes  more  deeply  in  debt  as  its 
expenditures  grossly  and  repeatedly  exceed 
available  revenues,  so  that  the  public  debt 
now  exceeds  one  trillion  dollars:  and 

"Whereas,  the  annual  federal  budget  con- 
tinually demonstrates  an  unwillingness  or 
Inability  of  both  the  legislative  and  execu- 
tive branches  of  the  federal  government  to 
limit  the  growth  of  federal  spending  and 
taxes  and  balance  the  budget:  and 

'Whereas,  unified  budgets  do  not  reflect 
actual  spending  because  of  the  exclusion  of 
special  outlays  which  are  not  included  in 
the  budget:  and 

"Whereas,  knowledgeable  planning,  fiscal 
prudence  and  pain  good  sense  require  that 
the  budget  reflect  all  federal  spending  and 
be  in  balance  on  a  regular  basis:  and 

"Whereas,  believing  that  fiscal  irresponsi- 
bility at  the  federal  level,  with  the  inflation 
which  results  from  this  policy,  is  the  great- 
est threat  which  faces  our  nation,  we  firmly 
believe  that  constitutional  restraint  is  neces- 
sary to  bring  the  fiscal  discipline  needed  to 
restore  financial  responsibility:  and 

"Whereas,  the  federal  deficit  in  Fiscal 
Year  1982  was  $110.7  billion,  nearly  double 
the  deficit  in  Fiscal  Year  1981;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  projects  a  deficit  for  Fiscal  Years 
1983  and  1984  of  $155  billion  and  S200  bil- 
lion, respectively:  and 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Senate  ap- 
proved a  proposed  balance  budget  amend- 
ment in  response  to  the  efforts  of  the 
thirty-one  state  legislatures  which  have  re- 
quested a  limited  convention  on  this  sub- 
ject, and  its  conviction  about  the  needs  for  a 
constitutional  restraint  upon  Congress' 
fiscal  authority;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Reagan  Administration  has 
Indicated  that  the  budget  will  not  be  bal- 
anced by  1984:  and 

"Whereas,  under  Article  V  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  amendments  to 
the  Federal  Constitution  may  be  proposed 
by  the  Congress  whenver  two-thirds  of  both 
houses  deem  it  necessary,  or  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  legislatures  of  two-thirds  of  the 
several  states,  the  Congress  shall  call  a  con- 
stitutional convention  for  the  purpose  of 
proposing  amendments  which  shall  t>e  valid 
for  all  intents  and  purposes  when  ratified 
by  three-fourths  of  the  several  states,  be- 
lieving such  action  to  be  vital; 

"Now,  therefore,  be  It  resolved  by  the 
Senate  of  the  Eighty-second  General  As- 
sembly of  the  State  of  Missouri,  the  House 
of  Representatives  concurring  therein,  that 
the  Missouri  General  Assembly  proposes  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  that  pro- 
cedures be  instituted  In  the  Congress  to  add 
a  new  article  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  the  Missouri  Gener- 
al Assembly  requests  the  Congress  to  pre- 
pare and  submit  to  the  several  states  before 
January  1.  1984.  an  amendment  to  the  Con- 


stitution of  the  United  Slates,  requiring  a 
balanced  federal  budget  and  to  make  certain 
exceptions  with  respect  thereto;  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  if.  by  January 
1.  1984.  the  Congress  has  not  proposed  and 
submitted  to  the  several  states  such  an 
amendment,  this  body  respectfully  makes 
application  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  for  a  convention  to  be  called  under 
Article  V  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  for  the  specific  and  exclusive  purpose 
of  proposing  an  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  require  a  bal- 
anced federal  budget  and  to  make  certain 
exceptions  with  respect  thereto:  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  effective  Jan- 
uary 1.  1984,  this  application  constitutes  a 
continuing  application  in  accordance  with 
Article  V  of  the  Constitution  of  thr  United 
States  until  the  legislatures  of  at  least  two- 
thirds  of  the  several  states  have  made  simi- 
lar applications  pursuant  to  Article  V.  but  if 
the  Congress  proposes  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  identical  in  subject  matter  to 
that  contained  in  this  resolution,  then  this 
application  and  petition  for  a  constitutional 
convention  shall  no  longer  be  of  any  force 
or  effect;  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  this  applica- 
tion shall  be  deemed  null  and  void,  rescind- 
ed and  of  no  effect  in  the  event  that  such 
convention  not  be  limited  to  such  specific 
and  exclusive  purpose;  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  this  body  also 
proposes  that  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the 
several  states  comprising  the  United  States 
which  have  not  yet  made  similar  applica- 
tions apply  to  the  Congress  requesting  the 
enactment  of  an  appropriate  amendment  to 
the  federal  constitution,  and  making  appli- 
cation to  the  Congress  to  call  a  constitution- 
al convention  for  the  purpose  of  proposing 
such  an  amendment  to  the  federal  constitu- 
tion; and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  copies  of  this 
resolution  be  sent  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  each  member  of  Con- 
gress representing  Missouri:  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  this  state  be  di- 
rected to  send  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  and  presiding  officers 
of  both  Houses  of  the  Legislature  of  each  of 
the  other  states  in  the  Union,  the  Clerk  of 
the  United  States  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC.  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
United  States  Senate.  Washington,  D.C.  ' 

POM-324.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Oregon:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

"Be  it  further  resolved  that 
"Enrolx£d  Senate  Joint  Memorial  5 

"Whereas  the  identification  of  a  group  of 
people  for  restrictive  or  punitive  action 
based  on  race  or  national  origin  is  a  viola- 
tion of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
United  States  Constitution  and  repugnant 
to  the  American  Ideals  which  uphold  the 
rights  of  life,  liberty  and  property;  and 

"Whereas  there  is  a  fundamental  differ- 
ence between  a  nation  which  Is  at  war  with 
the  United  States  and  the  former  residents 
of  that  nation  and  their  descendants  who 
are  American  citizens  or  resident  aliens;  and 

"Whereas  President  Franklin  D.  Roose- 
velt issued  Executive  Order  9066  on  Febru- 
ary 19.  1942.  leading  to  the  assembly,  remov- 
al and  internment  of  more  than  110.000 
Americans  of  Japanese  descent  and  Japa- 
nese resident  aliens  based  solely  on  their 
race,   thereby  denying  them  their  liberty 


and  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and 

•Whereas  3.659  Oregonlans  of  Japanese 
descent  and  Japanese  resident  aliens  were 
denied  their  constitutional  rights  and  suf- 
fered severe  psychological  and  emotional 
trauma  and  grievous  losses  of  property,  jobs 
and  income;  now.  therefore. 

•Be  It  Resolved  by  the  Legislative  Assem- £* 
bly  of  the  State  of  Oregon: 

•■(1)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States  is 
memorialized  to  consider  appropriate  com- 
pensation for  Americans  of  Japanese  de- 
scent and  Japanese  resident  aliens  who  were 
denied  the  constitutional  rights  to  liberty 
and  property  through  detention,  removal 
and  internment. 

"(2)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
recognize  the  humiliation  and  personal  suf- 
fering experienced  by  Americans  of  Japa- 
nese descent  and  Japanese  resident  aliens 
during  the  years  1942  to  1946  and  the  per- 
sonal embarrassment  and  sense  of  shame 
that  Americans  of  Japanese  descent  and 
Japanese  resident  aliens  have  experienced 
since  World  War  II  because  of  their  reloca- 
tion and  internment. 

(3)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States  ac- 
knowledges this  country  suffers  when  any 
American  is  imprisoned  because  of  race  or 
national  ancestry. 

••(4)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
pass  legislation  to  insure  that  the  President 
of  the  United  States  or  Congress,  during 
times  of  crises,  will  not  take  punitive  action 
against  American  citizens  or  resident  aliens 
based  on  their  race  or  national  origin. 

■•(5)  A  copy  of  this  memorial  shall  be  sent 
to  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  to  each  member  of  the  Oregon 
Congressional  Delegation." 

POM-325.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

■Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  28— 
Relative  to  Law  Enforcement  Assistance 
•Whereas.  Senator  Arlen  Specter  has  in- 
troduced in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  S.  53.  the  Justice  Assistance  Act  of 
1983.  which  is  legislation  of  vital  importance 
to  the  safety  and  well-being  of  the  people  of 
California  and  throughout  the  United 
States:  and 

•'Whereas,  This  comprehensive  federal 
legislation  encompasses  local  assistance  pro- 
grams in  such  essential  areas  as  crime  pre- 
vention, criminal  law  enforcement,  victim 
services,  offender  rehabilitation,  drug  treat- 
ment, and  justice  personnel  training,  man- 
agement, and  technical  assistance:  and 

•Whereas.  In  the  amendments  made  by  S. 
53  to  Section  403(a)  of  the  Omnibus  Crime 
Control  and  Safe  StreeU  Act  of  1968,  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Justice  Assistance 
is  authorized  to  make  grants  to  the  states 
for  these  purposes;  and 

■Whereas,  It  is  particularly  significant 
that  one  of  the  major  components  of  the 
Justice  Assistance  Act  of  1983  Is  to  amend 
the  Omnibus  Crime  Control  and  Safe 
Streets  Act  of  1968  (Section  403(a)(6))  to 
"provide  community  and  neighborhood  pro- 
grams that  enable  citizens  and  police  to  un- 
dertake initiatives  to  prevent  and  control 
neighborhood  crime":  and 

"Whereas,  the  legislation  also  establishes 
a  Justice  Assistance  Board,  which  includes 
representatives  of  neighborhood  and  com- 
munity-based groups,  and  representatives  of 
local  and  state  governments:  and 


"Whereas,  The  Legislature  finds  and  de- 
clares that  this  ""neighborhood  watch"  com- 
ponent of  the  Justice  Assistance  Act  of  1983 
should  be  a  top  priority  in  the  ongoing  ef- 
forts of  our  society  to  institute  effective 
crime  prevention;  and 

•'Whereas,  The  Legislature  further  finds 
and  declares  that  the  concept  of  community 
crime  prevention  has  become  increasingly 
more  recognized  by  citizens,  law  enforce- 
ment agencies,  and  local  government  as  an 
integral  element  of  crime  control  programs, 
and  that  crime  prevention  programs  involv- 
ing citizens  as  volunteers  has  enhanced  law 
enforcement  efforts  to  reduce  crime:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Justice  Assistance  Act  of 
1983  is  enacted,  the  State  of  California 
could  obtain  as  much  as  ten  million  dollars 
for  "neighborhood  watch"  crime  prevention 
programs,  an  amount  almost  ten  times  more 
than  the  present  available  funding:  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  President  and 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  enact 
tho.se  portions  of  the  Justice  Assistance  Act 
of  1983  which  assure  that  priority  is  given 
under  the  act  to  "neighborhood  watch" 
crime  prevention  programs;  and  be  it  fur- 
ther 

Resolved,  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-326.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Southern  Association  on  Children  Under 
Six  relating  to  Quality  Child  Care:  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

POM-327.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Southern  Association  on  Children  Under 
Six  relating  to  Head  Start;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

POM-328.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources: 

"Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  46— 
Relative  to  Qantas  Air'ways.  Limited 

"Whereas.  The  International  Association 
of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers  is  a 
bona  fide  labor  organization  in  the  State  of 
California:  and 

"Whereas.  This  union  represents  citizens 
of  California  for  collective-bargaining  pur- 
poses who  were  employed  by  Qantas  Air- 
ways, Limited:  and 

"Whereas,  Qantas  is  the  international  air- 
line of  Australia  and  the  employer  of  these 
citizens;  and 

"Whereas.  The  parties  entered  into  lawful 
collective-bargaining  negotiations  in  Febru- 
ary of  1982  under  the  Railway  Labor  Act: 
and 

"Whereas.  The  Union  made  every  attempt 
to  bargain  in  good  faith  on  behalf  of  these 
employees;  and 

"Whereas.  These  negotiations  were  unsuc- 
cessful even  with  the  aid  of  the  National 
Mediation  Board,  an  agency  of  the  United 
States  government:  and 

"Whereas.  The  employer.  Qantas,  main- 
tained a  nonnegotiable  position  regarding 
the  employment  of  these  persons;  and 

"Whereas,  On  or  about  February  6,  1983, 
Qantas  discharged  these  employees  without 
good  or  sufficient  reason;  and 

"Whereas.  These  long  serving  and  faithful 
employees  were  forced  to  seek  unemploy- 


ment and  social  welfare  benefits  Instead  of 
gainful  employment;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  the  Senate 
of  the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  President  and 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  urge 
Qantas  Airways,  Limited,  to  reconsider  its 
action  in  discharging  its  California  employ- 
ees during  collective-bargaining  negotiations 
and  to  enter  immediately  into  meaningful 
negotiations  that  will  restore  the  discharged 
employees  to  their  former  positions;  and  be 
it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  to  each  Senator  and  Rep- 
resentative from  California  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Australia,  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of 
Qantas  Airways.  Limited,  and  to  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  International  Association  of  Ma- 
chinists and  Aerospace  Workers,  with  the 
earnest  desire  that  they  respond  favorably 
with  immediate  and  appropriate  action  to 
meet  this  grave  matter  concerning  the  citi- 
zens of  this  state.". 

POM-329.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources; 

"Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  55— Rela- 
tive TO  Equal  Educational  Opportunity 
on  the  Basis  of  Sex 

"Whereas.  Title  IX  of  the  Federal  Educa- 
tion Amendments  of  1972  is  the  broadest 
prohibition  against  sex  discrimination  in 
any  educational  program  or  activity  receiv- 
ing federal  financial  assistance  currently  in 
effect;  and 

"Whereas.  Title  IX  has  resulted  in  greater 
equality  of  educational  opportunity  for 
female  and  male  students  in  terms  of  admis- 
sions, access  to  courses  in  academic  and  vo- 
cational training,  athletics  and  other  extra- 
curricular activities,  and  counseling  and 
other  services:  and 

"Whereas.  Title  IX  has  created  a  more 
equal  distribution  of  women  and  men  em- 
ployed by  educational  institutions:  and 

"Whereas.  The  State  of  California  has 
demonstrated  a  longstanding  hi.story  of.  and 
commitment  to.  equal  opportunity  in  educa- 
tion on  the  basis  of  sex  through  tht-  enact- 
ment of  Chapter  2  (commencing  with  Sec- 
tion 200)  of  Part  1  of  Division  1  of  Title  1  of 
the  Education  Code,  which  parallels  and  re- 
inforces Title  IX  in  the  State  of  California: 
and 

"Whereas,  The  United  States  Department 
of  Education  has  threatened  to  reduce  the 
scope  of  Title  IX  and  the  requirements  im- 
posed by  the  guidelines  for  compliance  with 
its  provisions,  limiting  the  protection  af- 
forded by  Title  IX  and  regulations  promul- 
gated pursuant  to  that  law;  now,  therefore, 
belt 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  the  Senate 
of  the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  to  preserve  the 
scope  and  strength  of  Title  IX  and  to  work 
for  the  defeat  of  any  legislation  which 
would  weaken  or  dismantle  Title  IX;  and  be 
it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 


Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States;  and  be  it  further 
"Resolved,  That  the  Assembly  and  the 
Senate  of  the  State  of  California  jointly 
proclaim  June  23,  1983,  Title  IX  Day." 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  conunittees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources: 

Repart  to  accompany  the  bill  (S.  1341)  to 
revise  and  extend  the  Eklucation  of  the 
Handicapped  Act.  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  No.  98-191). 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

S.J.  Res.  116.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  4,  1983.  through 
September  10.  1983,  as  'Youth  of  America 
Week";  and 

S.J.  Res.  131.  Joint  resolution  designating 
••National  Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary: 

John  P.  Vukasin.  Jr..  of  California,  to  be 
U.S.  District  Judge  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  California. 

By  Mr.  McCLURE.  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources: 

William  Perry  Pendley.  of  Wyoming,  to  be 
an  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  with  the  recom- 
mendation that  it  be  confirmed,  sub- 
ject to  the  nominee's  commitment  to 
respond  to  requests  to  appear  and  tes- 
tify before  any  duly  constituted  com- 
mittee of  the  Senate.) 

By  Mr.  GARN.  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs: 

Paul  A.  Volker,  of  New  Jersey,  to  be 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  for  a  term  of  4 
years. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs,  with  the 
recommendation  that  it  be  confirmed 
subject  to  the  nominee's  commitment 
to  respond  to  requests  to  appear  and 
testify  before  any  duly  constituted 
committee  of  the  Senate.) 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary: 

Hector  M.  Laffitte.  of  Puerto  Rico,  to  be 
U.S.  District  Judge  for  the  District  of 
Puerto  Rico. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  WILSON: 

S.  1654.  A  bill  to  validate  conveyances  of 
certain  lands  in  the  State  of  California  that 
form  part  of  the  right-of-way  granted  by 
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the  United  States  to  the  Central  Pacific 
Railway  Company:  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 
By  Mr.  KENNEDY: 
S.  1655.  A  bill  to  provide  financial  assist- 
ance to  States  for  a  program  designed  to 
assess  and  address  the  problems  of  quality 
instruction  and  the  retention  of  students  in 
secondary  schools,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  DOMENICI: 
S.  1656.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Water  Re- 
search and  Development  Act  of  1978  (Public 
Law  95-467)  to  establish  a  research  and  de- 
velopment program  in  the  area  of  the  Ogal- 
lala  Aquifer:  to  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works. 
By  Mr.  BURDICK: 
S.  1657.  A  bill  to  designate  the  week  in  No- 
vember which  includes  Thanksgiving  Day  as 
"National  Family  Week";  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  PERCY  (by  request): 
S.   1658.  A  bill  to  implement  the  Inter- 
American     Convention     on     International 
Conunercial  Arbitration:  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations. 

By  Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself.  Mr.  East, 
and  Mr.  Bingaman): 
S.  1659.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  under  certain  conditions,  to 
convey  the  WrightsvlUe  Beach  Test  Facility 
(a  Federal  desalting  facility)  to  the  town  of 
WrightsviUe  Beach,  North  Carolina,  and  to 
convey  the  Roswell  Test  Facility  (another 
Federal  desalting  facility)  to  the  city  of  Ros- 
well. New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Elnergy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  PACKWOOD  (for  himself.  Mr. 
GoLDWATES.     Mr.     Danforth,     Mrs. 
Kassebaum,  Mr.  Pressler,  Mr.  Ste- 
vens. Mr.  Trible,  Mr.  Abdnor,  Mr. 
Andrews.      Mr.      Boschwitz,      Mr. 
Chatee,    Mr.   Cochran,   Mr.   Cohen, 
Mr.  Denton,  Mr.  Dole.  Mr.  Domen- 
ici,  Mr.  Durenberger,  Mr.  Grassley. 
Mr.     Hatch.     Mr.     Hattield,     Mr. 
Hecht,  Mr.  Heinz.  Mr.  Jefsen.  Mr. 
Laxalt.    Mr.    McClure.    Mr.    Roth. 
Mr.  Simpson.  Mr.  Specter.  Mr.  Staf- 
ford. Mr.  Wallop,  and  Mr.  Warner): 
S.  1660.  A  bill  relating  to  the  preservation 
of  universal  telephone  service;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation. 

By  Mr.  DOLE,  (for  himself.  Mr.  Long. 
Mr.  Wallop.  Mr.  Boren,  Mr.  Symms, 
Mr.  Bentsen,  and  Mr.  Tower): 
8.  1661.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  make  technical  correc- 
tions with  res|)ect  to  the  application  after 
1983  of  the  percentage  depletion  allowance 
to  oil  and  natural  gas  resulting  from  second- 
ary or  tertiary  processes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  STEVENS: 
S.  1662.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  authority 
of  the  Special  Counsel  of  the  Merit  Systems 
Protection  Board:  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

By  Mr.  RIEGLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Lkvin): 
S.  1663.  A  bill  to  extend  the  program  of 
Federal  supplemental  unemployment  bene- 
fits for  six  additional  months,  to  provide  ad- 
ditional weeks  of  such  benefits,  and  to  pro- 
vide an  alternate  mechanism  for  determin- 
ing the  number  of  weeks  of  such  benefits 
(or  any  State:  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  STEVENS: 
S.  1664.  A  blU  to  amend  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  to  make  the  Chairman  of  the 


Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority  the  chief 
executive  and  administrative  officer  of  the 
Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

S.  1665.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  71  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  the 
operational  continuity  of  the  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel  of  the  Federal  Labor  Rela- 
tions Authority  during  a  vacancy  in  the  po- 
sition of  the  General  Counsel:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

By    Mr.    CHAFEE    (for    himself.    Mr. 

Bentsen.     Mr.     Durenberger.     Mr. 

Boren.  Mr.  Wallop.  Mr.  Pryor.  Mr. 

Cohen.  Mr.  Nunn.  Mr.  D'Amato.  and 

Mr.  Denton): 
S.  1666.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  reduce  the  capital  gains 
tax  rates  for  individuals  who  hold  new 
issues  of  stock  at  least  5  years:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By   Mr.   SIMPSON   (for   himself  and 

Mr.  Wallop): 
S.  1667.  A  bill  to  modify  the  Jackson  Hole 
Snake  River  local  protection  flood  control 
project  in  Wyoming  to  authorize  mainte- 
nance work  performed  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers: to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

By   Mr.   D'AMATO  (for  himself.  Mr. 

Percy.    Mr.    Andrews.    Mr.    Cohen. 

Mr.     DoMENici,     Mr.     Helms.     Mr. 

Symms.    Mr.    Pressler.    Mr.    Prox- 

MiRE.  Mr.  BuRDicK,  Mr.  Dixon,  and 

Mr.  MuRKOwsKi): 
S.  1668.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  37  of  title 
31.  United  States  Code,  to  authorize  con- 
tracts retaining  private  counsel  to  furnish 
collection  services  in  the  case  of  indebted- 
ness owed  the  United  States:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 
AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 

and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 

referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  Indicated: 

By  Mr.  METZENBAUM  (for  himself 

and  Mr.  Kennedy): 

S.  Res.   180.  A  resolution  expressing  the 

sense  of  the  Senate  in  support  of  affordable 

and  decent  health  care  for  older  Americans: 

to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 


STATEMENT  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY: 
S.  1655.  A  bill  to  provide  financial  as- 
sistance to  States  for  a  program  de- 
signed to  assess  and  address  the  prob- 
lenvs  of  quality  instruction  and  the  re- 
tention of  students  in  secondary 
schools,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 
education  and  partnership  for  excellence 

ACT  of  1983 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President, 
today,  I  am  introducing  the  second 
piece  of  my  agenda  for  educational  ex- 
cellence—the Education  Partnership 
for  Excellence  Act. 

In  March  of  this  year,  I  introduced 
S.  874,  the  National  Education  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1983. 
dealing  with  math  and  science  educa- 
tion. Later  in  June,  I  recommended 
the  convening  of  a  National  Summit 


Conference  on  Education  to  examine 
the  reports  of  the  distinguished  panels 
which  have  studied  the  problems  of 
our  schools,  so  that  we  can  synthesize 
the  various  ideas  for  improving  educa- 
tion into  a  bipartisan  blueprint  to  up- 
grade the  quality  of  our  Nation's 
schools. 

For  all  of  us  who  are  committed  to 
providing  a  quality  education  to  this 
Nations  students,  the  reports  which 
have  appeared  over  the  last  4  months 
have  raised  serious  concerns.  In  April, 
the  National  Commission  on  Excel- 
lence in  Education  issued  "A  Nation 
At  Risk,"  which  warned  that  "the  edu- 
cational foundations  of  our  society  are 
presently  being  eroded  by  a  rising  tide 
of  mediocrity  that  threatens  our  very 
future  as  a  Nation  and  as  a  people." 

Only  a  month  later,  the  Task  Force 
on  Federal  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Policy  of  the  Twentieth 
Century  Fund  issued  a  report  which 
warned  that  "the  Nations  public 
schools  are  in  trouble.  By  almost  every 
measure— the  commitment  and  compe- 
tency of  teachers,  student  test  scores, 
truancy  and  dropout  rates,  crimes  of 
violence— the  performance  of  our 
schools  falls  far  short  of  expecta- 
tions." 

And  last  month,  the  Task  Force  on 
Education  for  Economic  Growth  of 
the  Education  Commission  of  the 
States  issued  its  'Action  for  Excel- 
lence."  In  it,  the  task  force  concluded 
that  "education  for  economic  growth 
demands  progress  on  many  fronts," 

These  reports  are  a  clarion  call  to 
action.  I  have  been  heartened  to  see 
the  pervasive  response  from  so  many 
members  of  society  all  across  this 
Nation. 

The  National  Commission,  in  its 
final  recommendation,  urged  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  "provide  the  na- 
tional leadership  to  insure  that  the 
Nations  public  and  private  resources 
are  marshaled  to  address  the  issues 
discussed  in  the  report."  It  "calls  upon 
educators,  parents,  and  public  officials 
at  all  levels  to  assist  in  bringing  about 
the  educational  reforms  proposed  in 
the  report." 

The  report  of  the  Education  Com- 
mission of  the  States  even  more  ex- 
plicitly "calls  for  new  alliances  among 
educators,  school  systems  and  many 
other  groups  in  America  to  create  a 
new  ethic  of  excellence  in  public  edu- 
cation." And  it  recognizes  "the  impor- 
tance of  a  strong  Federal  commitment 
to  education'"- a  commitment  backed 
by  "sufficient  resources." 

It  is  to  meet  these  dual  goals:  to 
foster  new  education  alliances  and  to 
provide  sufficient  resources  to  make 
them  a  productive  reality,  that  I  am 
introducing  this  bill  today. 

The  legislation  I  have  already  Intro- 
duced—the National  Education  and 
Economic  Development  Act— would  es- 
tablish a  comprehensive  progrsun  to 


improve  math  and  science  education  in 
our  Nation.  While  I  support  the  simi- 
lar measure  recently  approved  by  the 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  Commit- 
tee, I  believe  that  such  legislation  is 
only  the  first  step  in  the  process.  A 
more  comprehensive  program  is  essen- 
tial. 

Another  essential  part  of  my  agenda 
will  be  a  proposal  to  modernize  the  vo- 
cational educational  system  in  our 
country.  In  particular,  the  existing 
system  must  be  reformed  to  face  the 
challenges  of  double-digit  unemploy- 
ment among  disadvantaged  groups  in 
our  society.  The  vocational  education 
system  can  become  an  indispensable 
element  of  our  country's  efforts  to 
meet  our  economic  and  social  chal- 
lenges of  the  1980's,  and  1990's. 

We  must  also  work  to  improve  the 
language  competency  of  all  Americans, 
both  in  English  and  in  the  foreign  lan- 
guages, by  establishing  a  national  lan- 
guage policy.  We  must  insure  that  all 
students  develop  a  proficiency  in  Eng- 
lish that  allows  them  to  function  and 
prosper  in  our  society.  But  we  must 
also  protect  bilingualism  where  it 
exists  and  promote  it  where  it  does 
not.  Bilingualism  strengthens  this 
Nation,  both  economically  and  social- 
ly. We  must  once  and  for  all  end  the 
myth  of  the  "tongue-tied  American." 

Finally,  we  must  not  forget  those 
Federal  programs  which  have  func- 
tioned so  well  in  raising  the  education- 
al achievement  of  so  many  Americans. 
Programs  like  title  I,  Headstart,  and 
Pell  grants,  must  be  expanded  to  re- 
ceive adequate  financial  support. 

My  agenda  is  not  a  quick-fix.  There 
are  no  panaceas  or  miracle  cures.  The 
only  realistic  remedy  for  the  current 
crisis  is  a  renewal  of  our  national  will 
and  a  new  sense  of  dedication  and 
commitment  by  government  and  citi- 
zens to  the  goal  of  excellence  in  educa- 
tion. 

The  cornerstone  of  the  Education 
Partnership  for  Excellence  Act  is  the 
concept  of  partnership— the  develop- 
ment and  support  of  creative  local 
partnerships  between  the  public  and 
private  sectors  to  improve  American 
secondary  schools.  In  particular,  the 
education  partnerships  will  work  to 
improve  six  key  areas  in  the  Nation's 
high  school: 

First,  curriculum;  second,  student 
academic  competence;  third,  time 
spend  on  academic  instruction;  fourth, 
supply  and  skills  of  teachers;  fifth, 
school  leadership  and  management; 
and  sixth,  special  needs  of  women,  mi- 
norities, and  other  student  popula- 
tions. 

The  partnerships,  working  with  the 
States,  will  examine  the  needs  within 
a  school  regarding  these  six  problem 
areas;  they  will  develop  plans  to  re- 
spond to  these  needs,  and  evaluate  the 
success  of  the  efforts  in  meeting  the 
needs. 


The  partnership  concept  in  this  bill 
is  a  recognition  of  the  magnitude  of 
the  problems  our  Nation's  secondary 
schools  face.  The  development,  the  fi- 
nancing, and  the  administration  of 
these  efforts  are  too  great  for  any  one 
level  of  government  or  any  one  sector 
of  society  to  bear  alone.  This  bill  calls 
upon  local  educational  agencies  to 
unite  with  States,  businesses,  colleges 
and  universities,  private  schools, 
parent  and  teacher  organizations,  and 
other  institutions  and  groups— such  as 
museums,  libraries,  and  professional 
associations. 

The  bill  authorizes  a  significant  and 
increasing  level  of  resources  to  carry 
out  its  purposes:  $450  million  in  the 
first  year,  growing  to  almost  $900  mil- 
lion by  the  fifth  year.  In  conjunction 
with  the  requirement  for  non-Federal 
matching  funds,  this  translates  into 
almost  $6  billion  over  the  first  5  years 
of  operation. 

The  majority  of  funds  will  go  to  the 
newly  created  local  education  partner- 
ships. A  portion  of  the  funds  will  go  to 
the  various  State  and  the  Federal  de- 
partments of  education,  which  will 
provide  informational  and  technical 
assistance  to  the  local  education  agen- 
cies. The  Federal  department,  in  addi- 
tion, will  make  grants  to  local  partner- 
ships and  the  States  to  support  inno- 
vative demonstration  programs. 

Taken  as  a  whole,  this  proposal  is  in- 
tended to  focus  a  truly  national  effort 
on  restoring  excellence  in  the  Nation's 
high  schools.  Other  Federal  programs 
concentrate  on  elementary  schools 
and  on  college  aid.  But  we  have  no  co- 
ordinated program  designed  to  deal 
with  high  schools.  This  legislation  is 
intended  to  fill  the  gap. 

America  in  the  1980's  faces  a  dra- 
matic challenge— from  other  nations 
and  from  a  demanding  future.  Our 
success  in  mastering  that  future  de- 
pends upon  our  people.  Businesses 
cannot  function  without  skilled  work- 
ers or  managers;  scientific  knowledge 
will  not  expand  without  well-educated 
researchers;  our  military  might  is  in 
danger  without  well-trained  forces,  so- 
ciety itself  is  threatened  without  a 
well-informed  citizenry.  Our  future  de- 
pends upon  the  full  realization  of  the 
talents  of  all  our  people.  Now  is  the 
time  to  begin  to  chart  the  path  that 
will  lead  America  to  a  prosperous 
future. 

As  the  Education  Commission  of  the 
States  declared: 

The  stakes  are  high.  If  we  fail,  our  chil- 
dren will  experience  a  growing  sense  of  loss 
and  of  failure:  a  sense  of  falling  behind  that 
will  reflect  the  reality  of  falling  behind. 
Fortunately,  however,  it  is  within  our  power 
to  succeed.  And  the  rewards  of  success  will 
be  great:  improved  productivity;  sustained 
economic  growth:  job  and  career  opportuni- 
ties for  all  our  people:  the  economic  where- 
withal to  provide  adequate  public  services:  a 
secure  defense— and  above  all,  the  excite- 
ment and  satisfaction  of  life  in  a  culture 


whose  wellsprings  of  creativity  and  accom- 
plishment are  full  and  flowing. 

And  finally,  as  the  National  Commis- 
sion on  Excellence  in  Education  con- 
cludes: 

It  is  their  America,  and  the  America  of  all 
of  us.  that  is  at  risk:  it  is  to  each  of  us  that 
this  imperative  is  addressed.  It  is  by  our 
willingness  to  take  up  the  challenge,  and 
our  resolve  to  see  it  through,  that  America's 
place  in  the  world  will  be  either  secured  or 
forfeited.  Americans  have  succeeded  before 
and  so  we  shall  again. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  and  a  summary  of 
the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1655 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Arnerica  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Education  Partner- 
ship for  Excellence  Act  of  1983". 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  act  to  pro- 
vide national  support  for  local  education 
partnerships  between  local  educational 
agencies.  State  agencies,  business  concem.s. 
institutions  of  higher  education,  private  sec- 
ondary schools,  parent  smd  teacher  organi- 
zations and  other  appropriate  community 
organizations  to  conduct  programs  which— 

( 1 )  improve  the  content  of  the  curriculum 
available  in  secondary  schools  and  make  it 
more  relevant  to  the  academic  and  vocation- 
al needs  of  secondary  school  students: 

(2)  improve  the  academic  competence  of 
students  in  secondary  schools: 

(3)  increase  the  time  spent  by  secondary 
school  students  on  academic  instruction, 
particularly  (A)  by  improving  student  disci- 
pline and  motivation.  (B)  by  reducing  the 
high  dropout  rate  and  the  chronic  aljsentee 
rate  and  (C)  by  increasing  study  outside 
school  hours  and  the  school  setting: 

(4)  improve  the  skills  possessed  by  second- 
ary school  teachers  and  increase  the  quanti- 
ty of  secondary  school  teachers,  particularly 
by  improving  the  preparation  of  those 
teachers  and  the  compensation  and  benefits 
received  by  those  teachers: 

(5)  improve  the  leadership  in  and  the 
management  of  secondary  schools:  and 

(6)  address  the  special  needs  of  secondary 
school  students,  such  as  women,  minorities 
and  students  of  limited  English  proficiency, 
the  economically  disadvantaged,  the  handi- 
capped and  gifted  and  talented  students, 
and  thereby  to  increase  the  number  of  stu- 
dents graduating  from  secondary  schools  in 
the  community  and  to  improve  the  academ- 
ic and  vocational  skills  of  such  students  in 
order  to  increase  their  employment  oppor- 
tunities and  to  permit  them  to  become  pro- 
ductive citizens  in  the  community  and  in 
the  Nation. 

definitions 

Sec.  3.  As  used  in  this  Act— 

(1)  the  term  "equipment"  has  the  same 
meaning  given  that  term  under  section 
198(a)(8)  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965: 

(2)  the  term  "Governor"  means  the  chief 
executive  of  any  State; 

(3)  the  term  "institution  of  higher  educa- 
tion "  has  the  same  meaning  given  that  term 
under  section  1201(a)  of  the  Higher  Educa- 
tion Act  of  1965: 
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(4)  the  term  "local  educational  agency' 
has  the  same  meaning  given  that  term 
under  section  198(a)(I0>  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965; 

(5)  the  term  iocal  education  partnership" 
means  an  agreement  l)etween— 

(A)  any  local  educational  agency  or  a  con- 
sortium of  such  agencies,  and 

(B)  the  State  education  agency,  business 
concerns,  institutions  of  higher  education, 
other  appropriate  State  agencies,  private 
schools  or  other  appropriate  community  or- 
ganizations or  institutions. 

to  conduct  activities  to  improve  secondary 
schools  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of 
this  Act: 

(6)  the  term  "secondary  school"  has  the 
same  meaning  given  that  term  under  section 
198(a)(7)  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965; 

(7)  the  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Secre- 
tary of  Education: 

(8)  the  term  "State"  means  each  of  the 
several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico.  Guam. 
American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Islands,  the 
Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  and 
the  Northern  Mariana  Islands;  and 

(9)  the  term  "State  educational  agency" 
has  the  meaning  given  that  term  under  sec- 
lion  198(a)(17)  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Act  of  1965. 

AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  4.  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
title  I  of  this  Act.  relating  to  secondary  edu- 
cation partnerships.  $400,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1984.  $450,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1985.  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1986.  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1987 
and  $750,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1988. 

(b)(1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  part  A 
of  title  11.  relating  to  demonstration  and  dis- 
semination grants.  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1984.  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1985.  $90,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1986. 
$110,000,000  for  the  fi.scal  year  1987  and 
$130,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1988. 

(2)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  part  B 
of  title  III.  relating  to  the  National  Partner- 
ship Information  Clearinghouse.  $10,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1984  and  for  each  of  the 
four  succeeding  fi.scal  years. 
TITLE  I-GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION  PARTNER- 
SHIPS 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  PtJNDS 

Sec  101.  (a)  Sixty  percent  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  thiF'title  for  fiscal 
year  1984,  and  30  percent  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  this  title  for  fiscal 
year  1985  shall  be  available  for  part  A. 

(b)  Thirty  percent  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  this  title  for  fiscal  year 

1984.  60  percent  of  the  funds  for  fiscal  year 

1985.  and  90  percent  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  this  title  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1986.  1987.  and  1988  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  part 
B. 

(c)  Ten  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated 
to  carry  out  this  title  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1984  through  1988  shall  be  available 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  part  C. 

Part  A— Grants  to  Establish  Secondary 

Education  Partnerships 

allocations  to  the  states 

Sec  111.  (axi)  Prom  the  sums  available  to 

carry  out  this  part  for  each  fiscal  year,  the 

Secretary  shall  reserve— 


(A)  not  to  exceed  1  percent  for  payments 
to  Guam.  American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands, and  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and 

(B)  0.5  percent  for  payments  for  children 
enrolled  in  Indian  schools. 

to  be  allotted  in  accordance  with  their  re- 
spective needs. 

(2)  From  the  remainder  of  the  amount 
available  for  this  part  for  each  fiscal  year, 
the  Secretary  shall  allocate  to  each  State  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
remainder  as  the  school-age  population  of 
the  State  bean>  to  the  school-age  population 
of  all  States,  except  that  no  State  shall  re- 
ceive less  than  an  amount  equal  to  0.5  per- 
cent of  such  remainder. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  this  part— 

(1)  the  term  "school-age  population" 
means  the  population  age  5  through  17;  and 

(2)  the  term  "States'  includes  the  50 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

USES  OF  FUNDS 

Sec  112  (a)  No  State  may  receive  a  grant 
under  this  part  unless  the  State  submits  to 
the  Secretary  the  State  assurances  required 
under  section  113. 

(b)  Funds  under  this  part  shall  be  used  to 
support  the  establishment  or  expansion  of 
local  educational  partnerships,  under  which 
the  parties  participating  in  the  partnership 
agree  to  conduct  programs  for— 

(1)  improving  the  content  of  and  make  it 
more  relevant  to  the  academic  and  vocation- 
al needs  of  secondary  school  students:  the 
curriculum  available  in  secondary  schools: 

(2)  improving  the  academic  competence  of 
students  in  secondary  schools: 

(3)  increasing  the  time  spent  by  secondary 
school  students  on  academic  instruction, 
particularly  (A)  by  improving  student  disci- 
pline and  motivation,  (B)  by  reducing  the 
high  dropout  rate  and  the  chronic  absentee 
rate  and  (C)  by  increasing  study  outside 
school  hours  and  the  school  setting: 

(4)  improving  the  skills  possessed  by  sec- 
ondary school  teachers,  and  increasing  the 
quantity  of  secondary  school  teachers,  par 
ticularly  by  improving  the  preparation  of 
those  teachers  and  the  compensation  and 
benefits  received  by  those  teachers;  and 

(5)  improving  the  leadership  in  and  man- 
agement of  the  secondary  schools;  and 

(6)  addressing  the  special  needs  of  stu- 
dents, such  as  women,  minorities  and  stu- 
dents of  limited  english  proficiency  the  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged,  the  handicapped 
and  gifted  and  talented  students. 

state  assurances 
Sec  113.  (a)  Each  State  which  desires  to 
receive  assistance  under  this  part  shall  file 
with  the  Secretary  an  application  contain- 
ing assurances  that— 

(1)  the  State  educational  agency  shall  be 
designated  as  the  State  agency  to  adminis- 
ter the  funds  allocated  to  the  State  under 
this  part; 

(2)  the  State  educational  agency  will  fur- 
nish technical  assistance  necessary  to  local 
educational  agencies  or  consortia  of  such 
agencies  in  the  establishment  or  expansion 
of  local  education  partnerships: 

(3)  the  State  shall  distribute  its  allocation 
under  this  part  to  local  educational  agencies 
or  consortia  of  local  educational  agencies 
within  the  State  to  establish  or  expand  local 
education  partnerships  in  accordance  with 
section  112(b)  and  based  upon  the  factor  de- 
scril>ed  in  section  111(a)(2):  and 

(4)  the  application  of  each  local  educa- 
tional agency  or  consortia  of  such  agencies 
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not  disapprove  an 
State  educational 
notice  and  oppor- 


applying  for  funds  under 
be  denied  without  notice 
for  a  hearing  before  the 
agency. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall 
application  filed  by  the 
agency  without  affording 
tunity  for  a  hearing. 

LOCAL  applications 

Sec.  114.  (a)  A  local  educational  agency  or 
consortia  of  local  educational  agencies  may 
receive  payments  from  the  State  under  this 
part  after  submitting  to  the  State  educa- 
tional agency  an  application  which— 

(1)  sets  forth  the  agencies,  institutions 
and  organizations  which  will  be  contacted  to 
form  the  local  education  partnership: 

(2)  sets  forth  the  purposes  for  the  estab. 
lishment  of  the  local  education  partnership; 

(3)  sets  forth  the  uses  for  which  assistance 
is  sought  by  the  applicant:  and 

(4)  provides  assurances  that  the  applicant 
will  comply  with  the  other  provisions  of  this 
part. 

<b)  A  local  educational  agency  or  consortia 
of  local  educational  agency  may,  on  behalf 
of  the  local  education  partnership,  receive 
payments  from  the  State  under  this  part 
after  submitting  to  the  State  educational 
agency  an  application  which— 

(1)  sets  forth  the  agencies,  institutions, 
and  organizations  which  comprise  the  local 
education  partnership: 

(2)  sets  forth  the  purpose  and  activities  of 
the  local  education  partnership: 

(3)  sets  forth  the  agencies,  institutions, 
and  organizations  which  will  be  contacted  to 
expand  the  local  education  partnership; 

(4)  sets  forth  the  purposes  for  expanding 
the  local  education  partnership: 

(5)  sets  forth  the  uses  for  which  assistance 
is  sought  by  the  local  education  partner- 
ship; and 

(6)  provid(>s  assurances  that  the  local  edu- 
cation partnership  will  comply  with  the 
other  provisions  of  this  part. 

Part  B— Grants  for  Local  Education 
Partnership  Activities 

allocations  to  the  states 
Sec.  121.  (a)(1)  From  the  sums  available  to 
carry  out  this  part  for  each  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  first  reserve— 

(A)  not  to  exceed  1  percent  for  payments 
to  Guam.  American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands, and  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and 

(B)  0.5  percent  for  payments  for  children 
enrolled  in  Indian  schools, 

to  be  allotted  in  accordance  with  their  re- 
spective needs. 

(2)  From  the  remainder  of  the  amount 
available  for  this  part  for  each  fiscal  year, 
the  Secretary  shall  allocate  to  each  State— 

(A)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
to  30  percent  of  the  amount  of  such  remain- 
der as  the  school-age  population  of  the 
State  bears  to  the  school-age  population  of 
all  States: 

(B)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
to  20  percent  of  the  amount  of  such  remain- 
der as  the  excess  number  of  unemployed  in 
the  State  bears  to  the  total  excess  number 
of  unemployed  in  all  the  States:  and 

(C)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
to  50  percent  of  the  amount  of  such  remain- 
der as  the  number  of  children  aged  5  to  17 
who— 

(i)  are  from  families  below  the  poverty 
level  as  determined  under  section  111(c)(2) 
of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965:  and 


(ii)  are  from  families  above  the  poverty 
level  as  determined  under  .secyon 
111(c)(2)(B)  of  the  Elementary  aiTfl  Sedond- 
ary  Education  Act  of  1965:  and 
who  were  counted  in  the  fiscal  year  preced- 
ing the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  determina- 
tion is  made  bears  to  the  total  number  of 
such  children  in  all  States, 
except  that  no  State  shall  receive  less  than 
an  amount  equal  to  0.5  percent  of  such  re- 
mainder. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  this  part— 

(1)  the  term  'excess  number  of  unem- 
ployed" means  the  number  of  unemployed 
individuals  in  excess  of  4.5  percent  of  the  ci- 
vilian labor  force: 

(2)  the  term  'school-age  population" 
means  the  population  age  5  through  17:  and 

(3)  the  term  "States"  includes  the  50 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

OSES  OF  FtJNDS 

Sec  122.  (a)  No  State  may  receive  a  grant 
under  this  part  unless  the  State  submits  to 
the  Secretary  the  State  assurances  required 
under  section  113. 

<b)  Funds  under  this  part  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  Federal  share  of  programs  and  ac- 
tivities of  local  education  partnerships 
which— 

(1)  improve  the  content  of  the  cirriculum 
available  in  secondary  schools  and  make  the 
cirriculum  more  relevant  to  the  academic 
and  vocational  needs  of  secondary  school 
students: 

(2)  improve  the  academic  competence  of 
students  in  secondary  schools: 

(3)  increase  the  time  spent  by  secondary 
schools  students  on  academic  instruction, 
particularly  (A)  by  improving  student  disci- 
pline and  motivation,  (B)  by  reducing  the 
high  dropout  and  chronic  absentee  rates 
and  (C)  by  increasing  study  outside  school 
hours  and  the  school  setting: 

(4)  Improve  the  skills  possessed  by  second- 
ary school  teachers  and  increase  the  quanti- 
ty of  secondary  school  teachers,  particularly 
by  improving  the  preparation  of  teachers 
and  the  compensation  and  benefits  received 
by  teachers: 

(5)  improve  the  leadership  in  and  manage- 
ment of  the  secondary  schools:  and 

(6)  address  the  special  needs  of  secondary 
school  students,  such  as  women,  minorities 
and  students  of  limited  English  proficiency, 
the  economically  disadvantaged,  the  handi- 
capped and  gifted  and  talented  students. 

STATE  ASSURANCES 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Each  State  which  desires  to 
receive  assistance  under  this  part  shall  file 
with  the  Secretary  an  application  contain- 
ing assurances  that— 

(1)  the  state  educational  agency  will  be 
designated  as  the  State  agency  responsible 
for  the  administration  and  supervision  of 
programs  assisted  under  this  part; 

(2)  the  State  will  use  grants  made  under 
this  part— 

(A)  so  as  to  supplement  the  level  of  funds 
that  would,  in  the  absence  of  such  funds,  be 
made  available  from  non-Federal  sources  for 
the  purposes  of  the  program  for  which  as- 
sistance is  sought:  and 

(B)  in  no  case  to  supplant  such  funds  from 
non-Pederal  sources:  and 

(3)  the  State  educational  agency  will  fur- 
nish technical  assistance  necessary  to  local 
education  partnerships  within  the  State  to 
carry  out  their  responsibilities  under  this 
part: 

(4)  the  State  shall  distribute  Its  allocation 
under  this  part  to  local  education  partner- 


ships within  the  State  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  125;  and 

(5)  the  application  of  each  local  education 
partnership  applying  for  funds  under  this 
part  will  not  be  denied  without  notice  and 
opportunity  for  a  hearing  before  the  State 
educational  agency. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  not  disapprove  the 
application  filed  by  the  State  educational 
agency  without  affording  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  a  hearing. 

local  applications 
Sec.  124.  (a)  Each  local  educational  agency 
or  consortium  of  such  agencies  may  on 
behalf  of  a  local  education  partnership,  re- 
ceive payments  under  this  part  for  any 
fiscal  year  in  which  It  files  with  the  State 
educational  agency  an  application.  Each 
such  application  shall— 

(1)  describe  the  programs  for  which  assist- 
ance Is  sought.  Including— 

(A)  identifying  the  specific  problems  to  be 
addressed  and  specifying  the  goals  which 
the  program  is  designed  to  serve:  and 

(B)  describing  the  manner  In  which  the 
programs  for  which  assistance  Is  sought  Is 
Intended  to  attain  the  stated  goals: 

(2)  provide  assurances  that  the  local  edu- 
cation partnership  will  pay  from  non-Feder- 
al sources  the  remaining  costs  of  carrying 
out  the  programs  for  which  assistance  Is 
sought  under  this  part: 

(3)  provide  a  description  of  expected  local 
resources,  both  public  and  private,  which 
will  be  committed  to  the  payment  of  the 
non-Federal  share  of  carrying  out  the  pro- 
gram for  which  assistance  Is  sought: 

(4)  provide  assurances  that  the  local  edu- 
cation partnership  will  cooperate  with  State 
efforts  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the 
program  assisted  under  this  part; 

(5)  provide  assurances  that  information 
developed  as  a  result  of  the  programs  assist- 
ed under  this  part  will  be  submitted  to  the 
State  educational  agency:  and 

(6)  provide  assurances  that  the  programs 
for  which  assistance  Is  sought  will  be  admin- 
istered In  cooperation  with  the  business  con- 
cerns and  other  organizations  in  the  com- 
munity engaged  in  the  development  of  the 
program,  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section. 

(b)  Each  application  submitted  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  developed 
in  consultation  with  Interested  parties  In 
the  community  to  be  served  by  Its  program 
for  which  assistance  Is  sought,  including— 

(1)  business  concerns,  in  particular  local 
business  concerns; 

(2)  private  schools: 

(3)  Institutions  of  higher  education: 

(4)  parent  and  teacher  organizations: 

(5)  cultural  and  community  organizations 
with  particular  Interest  in  both  education 
and  employment  opportunities:  and 

(6)  State  and  local  public  agencies. 

(c)(1)  Each  local  education  partnership 
which  desires  assistance  under  this  part 
may  establish  a  local  advisory  council  com- 
posed of  members  representing  public  agen- 
cies, business  concerns,  and  private  organi- 
zations Involved  In  the  development  of  the 
program  for  which  assistance  is  sought. 

(2)  Expenses  of  any  local  advisory  council 
established  under  this  subsection  Is  a  per- 
missible use  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  as- 
sistance under  this  part. 

(d)  An  application  filed  by  a  local  educa- 
tion partnership  under  subsection  (a)  may 
be  amended  annually  as  may  be  necessary 
to  reflect  changes  without  filing  a  new  ap- 
plication. 


WITHIN  STATE  ALLOCATION 


Sec  125.  (a)  Each  SUte  educational 
agency  shall  rank  approved  applications 
submitted  by  local  education  partnerships 
according  to  the  following  criteria: 

(1)  First,  the  sum  of  the  numlier  of  chil- 
dren aged  5  to  17  within  the  geographical 
area  of  the  local  education  partnership, 
who— 

(A)  are  from  families  below  the  poverty 
level  as  determined  under  section  111(c)(2) 
of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965:  and 

(B)  are  from  families  above  the  poverty 
level  as  determined  under  section 
111(c)(2)(B)  of  the  Elementary  and  Second- 
ary Education  Act  of  1965. 

(2)  Second,  the  school-age  population 
within  the  geographical  area  of  the  local 
education  partnership  as  a  percentage  of 
the  school-age  population  within  the  State. 

(3)  Third,  the  excess  number  of  unem- 
ployed In  the  geographical  area  of  the  local 
education  partnership. 

(b)  The  State  educational  agency  shall  dis- 
tribute funds  to  local  education  partner- 
ships In  accordance  with  the  ranking  estab- 
lished under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

Part  C— Grants  for  State  Educational 
Agencies 

allocations  to  the  states 
Sec  131.  (a)(1)  From  the  sums  available  to 
carry  out  this  part  for  each  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  reserve— 

(A)  not  to  exceed  1  percent  for  payments 
to  Guam,  American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands, and  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and 

(B)  0.5  percent  for  payments  for  children 
enrolled  In  Indian  schools. 

to  be  allotted  In  accordance  with  their  re- 
spective needs. 

(2)  From  the  remainder  of  the  amount 
available  for  this  part  for  each  fiscal  year, 
the  secretary  shall  allocate  to  each  State  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
remainder  as  the  school-age  population  of 
the  State  bears  to  the  school-age  population 
of  all  States,  except  that  no  State  shall  re- 
ceive less  than  an  amount  equal  to  0.5  per- 
cent of  such  remainder. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  this  part— 

(1)  the  term  "school-age  population" 
means  the  population  age  5  through  17;  and 

(2)  the  term  "States"  includes  the  50 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

USES  of  funds 

Sec  132.  (a)  No  State  may  receive  a  grant 
under  this  part  unless  the  States  submits  to 
the  Secretary  the  assurances  required  under 
section  133. 

(b)  Funds  under  this  part  shall  be  used— 

(1)  for  State  administration  of  grants 
under  parts  A  and  B  of  this  title; 

(2)  to  assess  the  needs  within  the  State  re- 
lating to— 

(A)  attendance  among  secondary  school 
students; 

(B)  the  adequacy  of  course  requirements 
and  the  quality  of  the  curricula  in  second- 
ary schools; 

(C)  the  academic  competence  and  conduct 
of  secondary  school  students; 

(D)  the  skills  possessed  by  and  quantity  of 
secondary  school  teachers: 

(E)  leadership  In  and  management  of  sec- 
ondary schools:  and 

(F)  the  special  needs  of  students,  such  as 
women,  minorities  and  students  of  limited 
English  proficiency,  the  economically  disad- 
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vantaged.  the  handicapped  and  the  gifted 
and  talented  students; 

(3)  to  inventory  the  resources  in  the  State 
available  to  address  the  educational  needs 
of  the  State; 

(4)  to  conduct  independent  evaluations  of 
the  effectiveness  of  the  programs  of  the 
local  education  partnerships  assisted  under 
this  Act;  and 

(5)  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  local 
education  partnerships  in  the  creation  or 
expansion  of  partnerships,  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  local  applications,  in  the  develop- 
ment and  operation  of  programs  by  the 
local  education  partnership  and  in  other  ac- 
tivities assisted  under  this  Act. 

STATE  ASSURANCES 

Sec.  133.  (a)  Each  State  which  desires  to 
receive  assistai.ce  under  this  part  shall  file 
with  the  Secretary  an  application  contain- 
ing assurances  that— 

(1)  the  State  educational  agency  will  be 
designated  as  the  State  agency  responsible 
for  the  administration  and  supervision  of 
programs  assisted  under  this  part; 

(2)  the  State  will  use  funds  under  this 
part— 

(A)  so  as  to  supplement  the  level  of  funds 
that  would,  in  the  aljsence  of  such  funds,  be 
made  available  from  non-Federal  sources  for 
the  purposes  of  this  part;  and 

(B)  in  no  case  to  supplant  such  funds  from 
non-Federal  sources:  and 

(3)  no  more  than  30  percent  of  the  funds 
allocated  to  the  State  under  this  part  shall 
t>e  used  for  State  administration. 

TITLE  n-NATlONAL  PROGRAMS 
Pakt  A— National  Demonstration  and 
Dissemination  Grants 
dissemination  authorized 
Sec.  2U.  FYom  the  amounts  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  4(b)(1).  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  allocate  $10,000,000  to  the  Na- 
tional Diffusion  Network  to  disseminate  in- 
formation on  innovative  projects  developed 
under  this  Act. 

national  demonstration  grants  authorized 
Sec.  212.  (a)  From  the  remainder  of  the 
amount  appropriated  for  this  part  pursuant 
to  section  4(b)(1).  the  Secretary  is  author- 
ized to  make  grants  to  local  educational 
agencies  or  consortia  of  such  agencies  on 
t)ehalf  of  local  education  partnerships  and 
to  State  educational  agencies  to  develop  and 
carry  out  innovative  projects  designed  to 
meet  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(b)(1)  Prom  the  remainder  of  the  amount 
appropriated  for  this  part  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 4(b)(1).  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  grants  and  to  enter  into  contracts  for 
the  evaluation  of  programs  assisted  under 
this  part  with  public  agencies  and  private 
nonprofit  organizations  which  have  demon- 
strated the  capacity  to  perform  independent 
evaluations  of  education  programs. 

(2)  Each  evaluation  conducted  under  this 
part  shall  examine— 

(A)  the  number  of  secondary  school  stu- 
dents who  graduate  from  secondary  school; 

(B)  the  characteristics  of  secondary  school 
students  who  do  graduate  and  the  second- 
ary school  students  who  drop  out  of  school 
l)efore  graduation,  together  with  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  sex.  race  cultural  background, 
and  economic  background  of  such  students: 

(C)  the  type  of  skill  and  degree  of  compe- 
tence of  the  secondary  school  students  who 
complete  secondary  school  and  the  nature 
of  the  academic  or  employment  opportuni- 
ties which  such  students  pursue; 

(D>  the  degree  of  achievement  in  postsec- 
ondary  education  or  employment  by  second- 


ary school  students  who  have  graduated 
from  secondary  school:  and 

(E)  the  degree  of  the  participation  of  in- 
terested parties  in  the  community  and  the 
program. 

Information  developed  as  a  result  of  the 
evaluations  shall  t>e  disseminated  under  sec- 
tion 211. 

APPLICATIONS  FOR  NATIONAL  DEMONSTRATION 
GRANTS 

Sec  213.  (a)  No  grant  may  be  made  under 
this  part  unless  an  application  is  made  to 
the  Secretary  at  such  time,  in  such  manner, 
and  containing  or  accompanied  by  such  in- 
formation as  the  Secretary  may  reasonably 
require. 

(b)  Each  such  application  for  assistance 
under  section  212(a)  shall  be  developed  in 
consultation  with  interested  parties  in  the 
community  to  be  served  by  the  program  for 
which  assistance  is  sought,  including— 

( 1 )  l(x;al  business  concerns  and  business 
concerns  with  establishments  located  in  the 
community: 

(2)  private  schools; 

(3)  institutions  of  higher  education: 

(4)  parent  and  teacher  organizations: 

(5)  cultural  and  community  organizations 
with  particular  interests  in  both  education 
and  employment  opportunities;  and 

(6)  State  and  local  public  agencies. 

(c)  Each  application  for  assistance  under 
section  212(a)  shall  contain— 

(Da  description  of  the  specific  problems 
addressed  by  the  proposal,  together  with 
the  methods  which  the  proposal  employs  to 
meet  the  problems:  and 

(2)  a  description  of  the  local  resources 
available  to  carry  out  the  proposal  and  the 
State  resources,  if  any.  which  are  available 
for  that  purpose. 

LIMITATION 

Sec.  214.  No  grant  to  a  local  education 
partnership  or  to  a  State  educational 
agency  under  this  part  may  exceed 
$1,500,000  in  any  fiscal  year. 

Part  B— National  Partnership 

Information  Clearinghouse 

clearinghouse  authorized 

Sec.  221.  (a)  From  the  amount  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  section  4(b)(2)  in  each 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  es- 
tablish a  National  Partnership  Information 
Clearinghouse  designed  to  gather  and  make 
available  information  on  programs  and  ac- 
tivities which  meet  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  Clearinghouse  shall  provide  infor- 
mation upon  request  regarding  local  part- 
nership efforts  and  activities. 

TITLE  III-GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
payments:  federal  share 

Sec.  301.  (a)(1)  From  the  amount  allotted 
to  each  State  pursuant  to  section  111.  the 
Secretary  shall,  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  part  A  of  title  I  of  this  Act.  pay  to 
each  State  the  costs  of  the  program  to  be 
assisted  under  part  A  of  title  I. 

(2)  From  the  amount  allotted  to  each 
State  pursuant  to  section  121.  the  Secretary 
shall,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
part  B  of  title  I  of  this  Act.  pay  to  the  State 
an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  share  of  the 
costs  of  the  program  to  be  assisted  under 
part  B. 

(3)  From  the  amount  available  for  part  C 
of  title  I.  the  Secretary  shall,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  such  part,  pay  to 
each  State  the  costs  of  the  program  to  be 
assisted  under  part  C  of  title  I. 

(4)  From  the  amount  available  for  part  A 
of  title  II.  the  Secretary  shall,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  such  part,  pay  to  the 


a  * 


recipient  an  amount  equal  to  the  cost  of  the 
program  described  In  the  application  ap- 
proved under  part  A. 

(b)(1)  The  Federal  share  for  services  and 
activities  assisted  under  part  B  of  title  I 
shall  be— 

(A)  70  percent  for  the  fiscal  year  1984; 

(B)  60  percent  for  the  fiscal  year  1985; 

(C)  50  percent  for  the  fiscal  year  1986;  and 

(D)  40  percent  for  the  fiscal  years  1987 
and  1988. 

(2)  Non-Federal  contributions  may  he  in 
cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including 
plant,  equipment,  and  services. 
withholding 

Sec.  302.  Whenever  the  Secretary,  after 
reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hear- 
ing to  any  State  educational  agency,  finds 
that  there  has  been  a  failure  to  comply  sub- 
stantially with  any  provision  of  title  I  or  the 
assurances  of  the  State  approved  under  sec- 
tions 113,  123,  and  133,  as  the  case  may  be. 
the  Secretary  shall  notify  the  agency  that 
further  payments  will  not  be  made  to  the 
State  under  title  I  (or,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary,  that  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  not  make  further  payments 
under  this  Act  to  specified  local  educational 
agencies  and  local  education  partnerships 
whose  actions  caused  or  are  involved  in  such 
failure)  until  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that 
there  is  no  longer  any  such  failure  to 
comply.  Until  the  Secretary  is  so  satisfied.^ 
no  further  payments  shall  be  made  to  the\ 
State  under  this  Act.  or  payments  by  the 
State  educational  agency  under  this  Act 
shall  be  limited  to  local  educational  agencies 
and  local  education  partnerships  whose  ac- 
tions did  not  cause  or  were  not  involved  in 
the  failure,  as  the  case  may  be. 
summary 

Purpose:  The  bill  creates  and  supports  cre- 
ative local  partnerships  to  address  the  fol- 
lowing six  problems  facing  America's  sec- 
ondary schools:  (1)  curriculum.  (2)  student 
academic  achievement.  (3)  time  spent  on 
academic  instruction,  (4)  supply  and  skills 
of  teachers,  (5)  school  leadership  and  man- 
agement, and  (6)  the  needs  of  women,  mi- 
norities, the  handicapped  and  other  special 
populations. 

Grants  to  establish  secondary  education 
partnerships:  For  the  first  two  years  of  the 
program,  the  Secretary  shall  distribute 
funds  for  the  establishment  and  expansion 
of  secondary  education  partnerships.  Funds 
shall  be  distributed  on  a  per-pupil  basis  and 
shall  be  redistributed  by  the  states  to  the 
secondary  education  partnerships  on  the 
same  basis.  Secondary  education  partner- 
ships shall  include  local  educational  agen- 
cies and  may  include  the  State  education 
agency,  businesses,  colleges  and  universities, 
private  schools,  other  State  agencies,  and 
other  community  institutions  or  organiza- 
tions (such  as  museums,  libraries  and  pro- 
fessional associations).  These  parties  may 
participate  at  their  option. 

Grants  for  secondary  education  partner- 
ship activities:  The  Secretary  shall  also  dis- 
tribute funds  in  support  of  the  activities  of 
secondary  education  partnerships.  These  ac- 
tivities must  address  the  six  general  prob- 
lems listed  in  the  statement  of  purposes. 
Funds  will  be  distributed  to  the  States 
through  the  following  formula:  50  percent 
based  on  the  poverty  population;  30  percent 
based  on  total  student  population:  and  20 
percent  on  the  excess  number  of  unem- 
ployed in  the  state.  The  states  shall  in  turn 
distribute  funds  to  the  secondary  education 
partnerships  on  the  basis  of  approved  appli- 
cations. The  States  shall  develop  formulas 
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for  distribution  based  first  on  the  poverty 
population,  second  on  the  total  student  pop- 
ulation and  finally  on  the  excess  unem- 
ployed population  in  the  secondary  educa- 
tion partnership.  Federal  funds  shall  be 
matched  by  the  secondary  education  part- 
nership with  non-federal  funds.  The  non- 
federal share  of  the  program  shall  begin  at 
30  percent  in  the  first  year  and  rise  to  60 
percent  by  the  fourth  year. 

Grants  for  State  education  agencies: 
These  grants  shall  be  distributed  to  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  total  student  pop- 
ulation. The  States  shall  use  these  funds  to 
provide  technical  assistance  to  partnerships: 
to  assess  the  needs  within  the  State  in  the 
six  problem  areas  listed  in  the  Statement  of 
Purposes;  to  conduct  independent  evalua- 
tions of  the  programs  operated  by  second- 
ary education  partnerships;  and  for  State 
adininistration. 

National  demonstration  grants:  The  Sec- 
retary shall  make  competitive  grants  to  sec- 
ondary education  partnerships  and  to  States 
to  conduct  innovative  demonstration  pro- 
grams. The  Secretary  shall  also  ensure  that 
Independent  evaluations  of  these  programs 
are  conducted. 

Dissemination:  The  Secretary  shall  allo- 
cate $10  million  annually  to  the  National 
Diffusion  Network  to  disseminate  informa- 
tion on  these  innovative  demonstration  pro- 
grams. 

National  partnership  information  clear- 
inghouse: The  Secretary  shall  allocate  $10 
million  annually  for  a  National  Clearing- 
house to  gather  and  make  available  infor- 
mation on  programs  and  activities  related  to 
Secondary  education  partnerships. 

Authorization:  Federal  funds  authorized 
.  under  this  bill  are  $450  million  in  the  first 
year:  $530  million  in  the  second  year;  $600 
million  in  the  third  year;  $720  million  in  the 
fourth  year:  and  $890  million  in  the  fifth 
year.  Taking  into  account  the  matching 
funds,  the  total  program  would  receive  $500 
million  in  the  first  year:  $710  million  in  the 
second  year:  $1.05  billion  in  the  third  year; 
$1.53 -billion  in  the  fourth  year;  and  $1.93 
billion  in  the  fifth  year. 

FUNDING  DISTRIBUTION 
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By  Mr.  BAKER  ( for  Mr.  Domen- 
ici): 
S.  1656.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Water 
Research  and  Development  Act  of 
1978  (Public  Law  95-467)  to  establish  a 
research  and  development  program  in 
the  area  of  the  Ogallala  Aquifer;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

OGALLALA  aquifer  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  in 
1976  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
acting  through  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration,  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers, other  appropriate  Federal 
agencies,  and  the  private  sector,  were 
charged  by  Congress  with  the  difficult 


task  of  undertaking  a  study  of  the  de- 
pletion of  the  Ogallala  Aquifer  and  to 
report  back  to  the  Congress  with  rec- 
ommendations on  how  to  halt  the  de- 
pletion. 

The  Ogallala  Aquifer  is  a  huge  un- 
derground body  of  water  which  pro- 
vides water  to  parts  of  the  six  States 
of  Colorado,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  New 
Mexico,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas,  called 
the  High  Plains  Region.  The  High 
Plains  is  an  extremely  productive  agri- 
cultural region,  with  significant  impor- 
tance in  national  and  international 
markets.  It  produces  15  percent  of  the 
total  national  wheat,  com,  grain,  sor- 
ghum, and  cotton.  Furthermore,  38 
percent  of  the  total  value  of  livestock 
produced  in  this  Nation  comes  from 
the  area. 

The  area  is  highly  dependent  upon 
irrigation  to  sustain  its  production.  In 
all,  there  are  14.3  million  acres  of  irri- 
gated land  with  over  170,000  irrigation 
wells.  This  is  a  tremendous  rise  of  irri- 
gated land  over  the  last  30  years;  in 
1950  there  were  only  3.5  million  irri- 
gated acres  under  cultivation. 

With  the  surge  in  irrigation  a  tre- 
mendous strain  has  been  placed  on  the 
Ogallala  Aquifer.  Less  than  7  million 
acre-feet  of  water  were  withdrawn 
from  the  Ogallala  in  1950,  while  in 
1980  more  than  21  million  acre-feet 
were  pumped  annually. 

The  aquifer  does  receive  some  re- 
charge each  year,  but  the  quantities  of 
ground  water  that  are  withdrawn  and 
used  far  exceed  the  quantities  being 
replaced.  If  something  is  not  done 
soon,  we  can  expect  severe  economic 
consequences  at  the  local,  regional  and 
national  level. 

The  report  sent  to  Congress  outlines 
these  concerns  and  recommends  a 
comprehensive  research  and  demon- 
stration program  to  begin  immediate- 
ly. There  is  no  question  that  the 
longer  we  wait,  the  more  likely  it  is 
that  we  will  not  be  able  to  arrest  the 
serious  depletion  that  has  already 
begun. 

The  legislation  which  I  am  introduc- 
ing today  embodies  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  report,  providing  technical 
assistance  and  research  and  demon- 
stration grants  to  the  six  High  Plains 
States.  There  is  critical  urgency  to  act 
now,  and  it  is  my  hope  this  legislation 
will  receive  strong  support  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  this  legislation 
appear  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1656 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Ogallala  Aquifer 
Research  and  Development  Act  of  1983." 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

( 1 )  The  Ogallala  Aquifer  lies  beneath,  and 
provides  needed  water  supplies  to,  the  six 


states  of  the  High  Plains  Region:  Colorado. 
Kansas.  Nebraska,  New  Mexico.  Oklahoma, 
and  Texas; 

(2)  The  High  Plains  Region  has  become  an 
important  source  of  agricultural  commod- 
ities and  livestock  for  domestic  and  interna- 
tional markets,  providing  15  percent  of  the 
nation's  supply  of  wheat,  com,  feed  grains, 
sorghum,  and  cotton,  plus  38  percent  of  the 
value  of  livestock  raised  In  the  United 
States;  and 

(3)  Annual  precipitation  in  the  High 
Plains  Region  ranges  from  15  to  22  Inches, 
providing  inadequate  supplies  of  surface 
water  and  recharging  of  the  Ogallala  Aqui- 
fer needed  to  sustain  the  agricultural  pro- 
ductivity and  economic  vitality  of  the  High 
Plains  Region. 

(b)  It  is,  therefore,  the  purpose  of  this  Act 
to  establish  a  comprehensive  research  and 
development  program  to  assist  those  por- 
tions of  the  High  Plains  Region  dependent 
on  water  from  the  Ogallala  Aquifer  to: 

(1)  plan  for  the  development  of  an  ade- 
quate supply  of  water  in  the  region; 

(2)  develop  and  provide  information  and 
technical  assistance  concerning  water  con- 
servation management  practices  to  agricul- 
tural producers  in  the  region; 

(3)  examine  alternatives  for  the  develop- 
ment of  an  adequate  supply  of  water  for  the 
region;  smd 

(4)  develop  water  conservation  manage- 
ment practices  which  are  efficient  for  agri- 
cultursil  producers  in  the  region. 

Sec.  3.  The  Water  Research  and  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1978  (I»ublic  Law  95-467)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  title: 

•TITLE  V— OGALLALA  AQUIFER 
RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

"Sec.  501.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  estab- 
lish within  each  State  of  the  High  Plains 
Region  (defined  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Title  as  the  States  of  Colorado.  Kansas.  Ne- 
braska, New  Mexico.  Oklahoma,  and  Texas, 
and  referred  hereinafter  in  this  Title  as  the 
•High  Plains  Region)  an  Ogallala  Aquifer 
technical  advisory  committee  (hereinafter 
in  this  Title  referred  to  as  the  "State  Com- 
mittee"). Each  State  Committee  shall  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  com- 
posed of  no  more  than  12  members,  includ- 
ing— 

"(Da  representative  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture; 

••(2)  a  representative  of  the  Secretary;  and 

••(3)  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State,  representatives  from 
agencies  of  that  State  having  jurisdiction 
over  water  resources,  the  agricultural  com- 
munity, the  academic/research  community, 
and  others  with  a  special  interest  or  exper- 
tise in  water  resources. 

••(b)  The  State  Committee  established 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall- 

••(1)  review  existing  Stat*  laws  and  institu- 
tions concerning  water  management  auiri, 
where  appropriate,  recommend  changes  to 
improve  State  or  Icxjal  management  capa- 
bilities and  more  efficiently  use  the  waters 
of  such  State: 

•(2)  establish,  in  coordination  with  other 
State  Committees.  State  priorities  for  re- 
search and  demonstration  projects  involving 
water  resources;  and 

••(3)  provide  public  information,  educa- 
tion, extension,  and  technical  assistance  on 
the  need  for  water  conservation  and  infor- 
mation on  proven  and  cost-effective  water 
management. 
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"(c)  Each  State  Committee  established 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  elect  a  chair- 
man, and  shall  meet  at  least  once  every 
three  months  at  the  call  of  the  chairman, 
unless  the  chairman  determines,  after  con- 
sultation with  a  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  committee,  that  such  a  meeting  is  not 
necessary  to  achieve  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

•Sec.  502.  The  Secretary  shall  annually  al- 
locate among  the  States  of  the  High  Plains 
Region  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  this  section  for  research  in— 
"(1)  water-use  efficiency; 
"(2)  cultural  methods; 
"(3)  irrigation  technologies: 
"(4)  water  efficient  crops;  and 
"(5)  water  and  soil  conser\ation. 
Funds  distributed  under  this  section  shall 
be  allocated  to  each  State  Committee  for 
use    by    institutions    of    higher    education 
within   each   State.   To   qualify   for   funds 
under  this  section,  an  Institution  of  higher 
education  shall  submit  a  proposal  to  the 
State  Committee  describing  the  costs,  meth- 
ods, goals  of  the  proposed  research.  Propos- 
tU  shall  be  selected  by  the  State  Committee 
on  the  basis  of  merit. 

•'Sec.  503.  The  Secretary  shall  annually 
divide  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  this  section  among  the  States  of  the 
High  Plains  Region  for  research  into; 
"(1)  precipitation  management; 
■■(2)  weather  modification; 
"(3)  aquifer  recharge  opportunities; 
"(4)  saline  water  uses; 
"(5)  desalinization  technologies; 
"(6)  salt  tolerant  crops;  and 
••(7)  local  water  transfer  opportunities. 
Funds  distributed  under  this  section  shall 
be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  to  the  State 
Committee  for  distribution  to  institutions  of 
higher    education    within    such    State.    To 
qualify  for  a  grant  under  this  section,  an  in- 
stitution of  higher  education  shall  submit  a 
research  proposal  to  the  Slate  Committee 
describing  the  costs,  methods,  and  goals  of 
the  proposed  research.  Proposals  shall  be 
selected   by   the   State   Committee   on   the 
basis  of  merit. 

■Sec.  504.  The  Secretary  shall  annually  al- 
locate among  the  States  of  the  High  Plains 
Region  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  this  section  for  grants  to  farmers  for 
demonstration  projects  for— 

"(1)  water  efficient  irrigation  technologies 
and  practices; 

"(2)  soil  and  water  conservation  manage- 
ment systems;  and 

"(3)  the  growing  and  marketing  of  more 
water  efficient  crops. 

Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  by 
each  State  Conunittee  in  amounts  not  to 
exceed  85  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  each 
demonstration  project.  To  qualify  for  a 
grant  under  this  section,  a  farmer  shall 
submit  a  proposal  to  the  State  Committee 
describing  the  costs,  methods,  and  goals  of 
the  proposed  project.  Proposals  shall  be  by 
the  State  Committee  selected  on  the  basis 
of  merit.  Each  State  Committee  shall  moni- 
tor each  demonstration  project  to  assure 
proper  implementation  and  make  the  re- 
sults of  the  project  available  to  other  State 
Committees. 

■Sk:.  505.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
authorized  to  study  the  feasibility  of  water 
transfers  Into  the  High  Plains  Region,  and 
report  annually  to  Congress. 

"Sec.  50«.  The  Secretary,  acting  through 
the  United  States  Geological  Survey  and  in 
cooperation  with  the  States  of  the  High 
Plains  Region,  is  authorized  to  monitor  the 


levels  of  the  Ogallala  Aquifer,  and  report 
annually  to  Congress. 

Sec  507  (a).  For  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  September  30.  1985.  through  Sep- 
tember 30.  1989.  the  following  sums  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary 
to  implement  the  following  sections  of  this 
Title,  and  such  sums  shall  remain  available 
until  expended: 

■(1)  $500,000  for  the  purjjoses  of  Section 
501; 

•■(2)  $6,000,000  for  the  purposes  of  Section 
502; 

(3)  $2,000,000  for  the  purposes  of  Section 
503; 

■■(4)  $2,000,000  for  the  purposes  of  Section 
504; 

"(5)  $500,000  for  the  purposes  of  Section 
505;  and 

(6)  $500,000  for  the  purposes  of  Section 
506. 

(b)  Funds  made  available  under  this  Title 
for  distribution  to  the  States  of  the  High 
Plains  Region  shall  be  distributed  equally 
among  the  States."* 


By  Mr.  BURDICK: 
S.  1657.  A  bill  to  designate  the  week 
in  November  which  includes  Thanks- 
giving Day  as  •National  Family 
Week";  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 

NATIONAL  FAMILY  WEEK 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
today  introducing  a  bill  which  would 
permanently  establish  the  week  in- 
cluding Thanksgiving  Day  as  National 
Family  Week.  This  week  has  been  pro- 
claimed National  Family  Week  by  the 
President  and  declared  by  the  Con- 
gress every  year  for  the  past  7  years  as 
well  as  in  1972.  Senate  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 45,  designating  National  Family 
Week  for  1983  passed  the  Senate  on 
April  21.  1983,  and  is  pending  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  This  history 
clearly  shows  the  broad  support  for 
National  Family  Week. 

The  purpose  of  National  Family 
Week  is  very  simple.  It  is  a  specific 
time  to  recognize  the  importance  of 
the  family  in  American  life  and  the 
fimdamental  role  it  has  played  in 
forming  the  values  upon  which  our 
Nation  is  based.  National  Family  Week 
is  simply  a  way  to  encourage  people  to 
pause  for  a  moment  and  reflect  on  the 
way  families  have  affected  their  lives 
and  the  course  of  this  Nation. 

The  widespread  support  for  the  des- 
ignation of  National  Family  Week  is 
further  witnessed  by  the  enthusiastic 
backing  of  many  broad-based  organiza- 
tions including  the  American  Legion, 
the  Boy  Scouts  of  America,  the  Salva- 
tion Army,  and  the  General  Federa- 
tion of  Women's  Clubs.  Last  year, 
President  Reagan  added  significance 
to  the  week  by  holding  a  proclamation 
signing  ceremony. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  it  is  time 
that  this  celebration  be  permanently 
recognized.  In  addition  to  Human 
Rights  Week.  American  Education 
Week,  and  National  Employ  the  Phys- 
ically Handicapped  Week,  we  also  have 
permanent  designations  of  Save  Your 
Vision   Week,   National   Farm   Safety 


Week.  Fire  Prevention  Week,  and  Na- 
tional Safe  Boating  Week.  While  all  of 
these  are  commendable,  it  seems  to  me 
that  National  Family  Week  represents 
a  more  fundamental  theme  for  our  so- 
ciety and  should  become  a  permauient 
week  on  our  calendar. 

Last  year,  35  Senators  cosponsored 
the  National  Family  Week  resolution 
with  me.  and  over  half  the  Members 
of  the  House  cosponsored  a  similar 
measure.  I  urge  both  Houses  to  recog- 
nize again  the  value  of  National 
Family  Week  and  to  join  me  in  making 
this  designation  permanent. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1657 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
week  in  November  which  includes  Thanks- 
giving Day  of  each  year  be  declared  Nation- 
al Family  Week  and  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  be  authorized  and  re- 
quested to  issue  annually  a  proclamation  in- 
viting the  Governors  of  the  several  States, 
the  chief  officials  of  local  governments,  and 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  observe 
such  week  with  appropriate  ceremonies  and 
activities. 


By  Mr.  PERCY  (by  request): 
S.    1658.   A   bill   to   implement   the 
Inter-American  Convention  on  Inter- 
national  Commercial   Arbitration;   to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

INTER-AMERICAN  CONVENTION  ON 
INTERNATIONAL  COMMERCIAL  ARBITRATION 

•  Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  by  re- 
quest. I  introduce  for  appropriate  ref- 
erence a  bill  to  implement  the  Inter- 
American  Convention  on  International 
Commercial  Arbitration. 

This  legislation  was  requested  by  the 
Department  of  State  and  I  am  intro- 
ducing the  proposed  legislation  in 
order  that  there  may  be  a  specific  bill 
to  which  Members  of  the  Senate  and 
the  public  may  direct  their  attention 
and  comments. 

I  reserve  my  right  to  support  or 
oppose  this  bill,  as  well  as  any  suggest- 
ed amendments  to  it.  when  the  matter 
is  considered  by  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point,  together  with  a  section-by-sec- 
tion analysis  of  the  bill  and  the  letter 
from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  Legislative  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs  to  the  President  of  the  Senate 
dated  June  30.  1983. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1658 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  Title 
9.  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  by 
adding: 


CHAPTIS  3.  INTEH-AMERICAN  CONVENTION  ON 
INTERNATIONAL  COMMERCIAL  ARBITRATION 

"Sec. 

"301.  Enforcement  of  convention. 

"302.  Incorporation  by  reference. 

"303.  Order  to  compel  arbitration;  appoint- 
ment of  arbitrators;  locale. 

"304.  Recognition  and  enforcement  of  for- 
eign arbitral  decisions  and 
awards;  reciprocity. 

"305.  Relationship  between  the  Inter-Ameri- 
can Convention  and  the  Con- 
vention on  the  Recognition 
and  Enforcement  of  Foreign 
Arbitral  Awards  of  June  10. 
1958. 

"306.  Applicable  rules  of  Inter-American 
Commercial  Arbitration  Com- 
mission. 

"307.  Chapter  1;  residual  application. 

•SEC.  Ml.  enforcement  OF  CONVENTION. 

"The  Inter-American  Convention  on 
International  Commercial  Arbitration  of 
January  30,  1975.  shall  be  enforced  in 
United  States  courts  in  accordance  with  this 
chapter. 

"SEC.  302.  INCORPORATION  BY  REFERENCE. 

"The  provisions  of  chapter  2.  sections  202, 
203,  204.  205  and  207  shall  apply  to  this 
chapter  as  if  specifically  set  forth  herein, 
except  that  for  the  purposes  of  this  chapter 
"the  Convention"  shall  mean  the  Inter- 
American  Convention. 

"SEC.  303.  ORDER  TO  COMPEL  ARBITRATION;  AP- 
POI.NTMENT  OF  ARBITRATORS; 

1X)CALE. 

"A  court  having  jurisdiction  under  this 
chapter  may  direct  that  arbitration  be  held 
in  accordance  with  the  agreement  at  any 
place  therein  provided  for.  whether  that 
place  is  within  or  without  the  United  States. 
The  court  may  also  appoint  arbitrators  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment. 

"In  the  event  the  agreement  does  not 
make  provision  for  the  place  of  arbitration 
or  the  appointment  of  arbitrators,  the  court 
shall  direct  that  the  arbitration  shall  be 
held  and  the  arbitrators  be  appointed  in  ac- 
cordance with  Article  3  of  the  Inter-Ameri- 
can Convention. 

"SEC.  304.  RECOGNITION  AND  ENFORCEMENT  OF 
FOREIGN  ARBITRAL  DECISION'S  AND 
AWARDS:  RECIPBOCIT*. 

"ArbitrtU  decisions  or  awards  made  in  the 
territory  of  a  foreign  State  shall,  on  the 
basis  of  reciprocity,  be  recognized  and  en- 
forced under  this  chapter  only  if  that  State 
has  ratified  or  acceded  to  the  Inter-Ameri- 
csin  Convention. 

"SEC.  305.  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  INTER- 
AMERICAN  CONVENTION  AND  THE 
CONVENTION  ON  THE  RECOGNITION 
AND  ENFORCEMENT  OF  FOREIGN  AR- 
BITRAL AWARDS  OF  JL'NE  10.  1958. 

"When  the  requirements  for  application 
of  both  the  Inter-American  Convention  and 
the  Convention  on  the  Recognition  and  En- 
forcement of  Foreign  Arbitral  Awards  of 
June  10,  1958,  are  met,  determination  as  to 
which  Convention  applies  shall,  unless  oth- 
erwise expressly  agreed,  be  made  as  follows: 

"(1)  If  a  majority  of  the  parties  to  the  ar- 
bitration agreement  are  citizens  of  a  State 
or  States  that  have  ratified  or  acceded  to 
the  Inter-American  Convention  and  are 
member  States  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States,  the  Inter-American  Con- 
vention shall  apply. 

"(2)  In  all  other  cases  the  Convention  on 
the  Recognition  and  Enforcement  of  For- 
eign Arbitral  Awards  of  June  10.  1958.  shall 
apply. 


"SEC.  306.  APPLICABLE  RILES  OF  INTER-AMERI- 
CAN COMMERCIAL  ARBITRATION 
COMMISSION. 

"(a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  chapter  the 
rules  of  procedure  of  the  Inter-American 
Commercial  Arbitration  Commission  re- 
ferred to  in  Article  3  of  the  Inter-American 
Convention  shall,  subject  to  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section,  be  those  rules  as  promulgat- 
ed by  the  Commission  on  January  1, 1978. 

"(b)  In  the  event  the  rules  of  procedure  of 
the  Inter-American  Commercial  Arbitration 
Commission  are  modified  or  amended  In  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedures  for  amend- 
ment of  the  rules  of  the  said  Commission, 
the  Secretary  of  State,  by  regulation  in  ac- 
cordance with  Section  553  of  Title  5,  United 
States  Code,  consistent  with  the  alms  and 
purposes  of  this  Convention,  may  prescribe 
that  such  modifications  or  amendments 
shall  be  effective  for  purposes  of  this  chap- 
ter. 

•SEC.  307.  CHAPTER  1;  RESIDUAL  APPUCATION. 

"Chapter  1  applies  to  actions  and  proceed- 
ings brought  under  this  chapter  to  the 
extent  chapter  1  is  not  in  conflict  with  this 
chapter  or  the  Inter-American  Convention 
as  ratified  by  the  United  States." 

"Sec.  2.  Title  9,  United  States  Code,  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  ^ding  to  the  table  of 
chapters  at  the  beginning  a  new  sub-head- 
ing as  follows: 

"3.  Inter-American  Convention  on 
International  Commercial  Arbitra- 
tion      301". 

Sec.  3.  This  Act  shall  be  effective  upon 
the  entry  into  force  of  the  Inter-American 
Convention  on  International  Commercial 
Aibitration  of  January  30,  1975,  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States. 

Section-by-Section  Analysis  of  a  Bill  to 
Implement  the  Inter-American  Conven- 
tion on  International  Commercial  Arbi- 
tration 

Section  1.  Section  1  of  the  bill  amends 
Title  9  of  the  United  States  Code  by  addi- 
tion of  a  new  Chapter  3,  consisting  of  sec- 
tions 301  through  307.  As  amended.  Title  9 
would  thus  contain  three  chapters:  Chapter 
1  (sections  1-14),  the  original  Federal  Arbi- 
tration Act:  Chapter  2  (sections  201-208), 
the  implementing  legislation  for  the  New 
York  Convention  on  the  Recognition  and 
Enforcement  of  Foreign  Arbitral  Awards  of 
June  10.  1958  ("New  York  Convention"): 
and  Chapter  3  (sections  301-307),  imple- 
menting legislation  for  the  Inter-American 
Convention  on  International  Commercial 
Arbitration  of  January  30,  1975  ("Inter- 
American  Convention"). 

Section  301.  Section  301  of  Title  9  paral- 
lels section  201  of  the  implementing  legisla- 
tion for  the  New  York  Convention. 

Section  302.  Section  302  incorporates  sec- 
tions 202,  203,  204,  205,  and  207  of  the  im- 
plementing legislation  for  the  New  York 
Convention:  the  two  Conventions  do  not 
differ  so  as  to  call  for  different  measures  of 
implementation  In  these  respects. 

The  incorporation  of  section  202,  which 
provides  that  am  arbitration  agreement  or 
arbitral  award  arising  out  of  a  legal  relation- 
ship "which  is  considered  as  commercial" 
falls  under  the  Convention  (as  incorporated, 
the  reference  is  to  the  Inter-American  Con- 
vention), provides  the  basis  for  a  broad  defi- 
nition of  the  term  "commercial"  for  pur- 
poses of  the  Convention.  The  Convention 
itself  provides  no  definition  of  the  term,  but 
it  Is  the  understanding  of  the  United  States 
that  trade,  investment,  and  other  business 
and  financial  activities  which  bear  on  "for- 
eign commerce"  are  considered  "commer- 


cial" and  are  thus  within  purview  of  the 
Convention. 

The  incorporation  of  section  202  also 
clarifies  that  the  Inter-American  Conven- 
tion, like  the  New  York  Convention,  shall  be 
deemed  not  to  apply  to  an  arbitral  agree- 
ment or  award  arising  out  of  a  legal  rela- 
tionship which  is  entirely  between  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  unless  there  Is  a  rea- 
sonable foreign  element  In  the  relationship 
as  defined  In  section  202. 

The  Incorporation  of  sections  203  and  204 
extends  the  same  provisions  concerning  ju- 
risdiction of  the  United  States  district 
courts  and  venue  to  actions  or  proceedings 
falling  under  the  Inter-Amerlcan  Conven- 
tion as  apply  to  those  falling  under  the  New 
York  Convention.  Similarly,  the  incorpora- 
tion of  section  205  gives  defendants  the 
right  to  remove  actions  or  proceedings  relat- 
ing to  arbitration  agreements  or  awards  fall- 
ing under  the  Inter-Amerlcan  Convention 
from  State  courts  to  United  States  district 
courts,  as  is  now  the  case  for  those  falling 
under  the  New  York  Convention. 

With  the  Incorporation  of  section  207,  the 
three-year  limitation  period  for  application 
to  a  court  for  an  order  confirming  an  arbi- 
tral award  that  applies  to  awards  falling 
under  the  New  York  Convention  will  also 
apply  to  awards  falling  under  the  Inter- 
Amerlcan  Convention.  Section  207  also  re- 
quires the  court  to  confirm  the  award 
"imless  it  finds  one  of  the  grounds  for  refus- 
al or  deferral  of  recognition  or  enforcement 
of  the  award  specified  in  the  said  Conven- 
tion." Those  grounds  are  specified  in  Article 
5  of  the  Inter-Amerlcan  Convention,  which 
was  taken  almost  verbatim  from  Article  V  of 
the  New  York  Convention  in  order  to  assure 
that  the  sole  grounds  for  refusal  of  the  rec- 
ognition and  enforcement  of  an  award 
would  be  the  same  under  both  Conventions. 
Section  303.  The  first  paragraph  of  this 
section  repeats  9  U.S.C.  section  206,  provid- 
ing that  a  court  may  direct  that  arbitration 
be  held  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  at 
any  place  therein  provided  for,  whether 
that  place  is  within  or  without  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  court  may  also  appoint 
arbitrators  In  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  agreement.  Neither  the  Conven- 
tion nor  section  303  attempts  to  resolve 
other  Issues  which  the  court  may  be  asked 
to  address  in  connection  with  a  matter 
which  is  to  be  submitted  to  arbitration. 

The  second  paragraph  of  section  303  is 
new.  reflecting  Article  3  of  the  Inter-Amerl- 
can Convention.  Article  3  provides  that 
when  or  to  the  extent  that  the  parties  fail 
to  agree  upon  other  applicable  rules  of  pro- 
cedure, arbitration  shall  be  governed  by  the 
rules  of  procedure  of  the  Inter-American 
Commercial  Arbitration  Commission,  a  pri- 
vate organization  originally  established  In 
1934  at  the  recommendation  of  the  prede- 
cessor of  the  Organization  of  American 
States  (OAS). 

Neither  the  Federal  Arbitration  Act  nor 
the  New  York  Convention  contains  a  com- 
parable provision,  but  rather  leaves  the 
choice  of  rules  of  procedure  to  the  court  In 
the  absence  of  agreement  by  the  parties. 
The  specification  of  "back-up"  rules  pro- 
vides a  desirable  certainty  and  uniformity  In 
the  application  of  the  Inter-Amerlcan  Con- 
vention. 

Section  304.  Section  304  provides  a  rule  of 
reciprocity  analogous  to  that  applicable  to 
the  New  York  Convention.  The  latter  per- 
mits a  reservation,  which  the  United  States 
has  made,  that  a  State  may  on  the  basis  of 
reciprocity  apply  the  Convention  to  the  rec- 
ognition and  enforcement  of  awards  made 
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only  In  the  territory  of  another  Contracting 
SUte  (Article  I.  paragraph  3).  The  United 
States  will  make  a  comparable  reservation 
to  the  Inter-American  Convention,  and  Sec- 
tion 304  has  been  drafted  to  make  that  res- 
ervation readily  available  for  the  reference 
of  courts  and  practitioners.  Also,  the  section 
has  been  worded  in  such  a  way  as  to  make 
clear  that  it  is  intended  only  to  be  a  rule  of 
reciprocity  and  not  a  determination  that  ar- 
bitral decisions  and  awards  made  in  the 
United  States  are  excluded  from  the  appli- 
cability of  the  Inter-American  Convention  if 
they  otherwise  fall  under  the  Convention 
and  the  provisions  of  chapter  3.  including  in 
particular  section  202  as  incorporated  in 
chapter  3.  Litigation  has  been  required  to 
resolve  that  issue,  in  so  far  as  the  applicabil- 
ity of  the  New  York  Convention  is  con- 
cerned, given  the  less  than  precise  wording 
of  the  two  sentences  of  paragraph  1  and  the 
first  sentence  of  paragraph  3  of  Article  I  of 
the  New  York  Convention.  The  Inter-Ameri- 
can Convention  contains  no  comparable  pro- 
visions: while  it  deals  only  with  ■'interna- 
tional commercial  arbitration."  there  is 
nothing  in  the  language  of  the  Convention 
or  in  the  negotiating  history  to  indicate  an 
intent  to  limit  the  applicability  of  its  recog- 
nition and  enforcement  provisions  to  awards 
made  in  countries  other  than  those  where 
recognition  and  enforcement  are  sought. 

Section  305.  The  Inter-American  Conven- 
tion does  not  contain  an  express  provision 
concerning  its  applicability  when  there  is 
another  convention  on  recognition  and  en- 
forcement of  arbitral  agreements  and 
awards  which  might  also  apply  to  a  specific 
case.  In  particular,  the  United  States  ajid  at 
least  some  other  countries  will  be  a  party  to 
both  the  Inter-American  and  the  New  York 
Conventions.  Given  the  substantial  identity 
of  the  two  conventions,  this  issue  is  not  ex- 
pected to  be  of  great  consequence.  However, 
it  is  nonetheless  useful  to  resolve  it  explicit- 
ly in  order  to  remove  a  potential  ground  for 
controversy. 

The  New  York  Convention  is  better  estab- 
lished in  law  and  in  practice  than  the  Inter- 
American  Convention  and  has  greater 
worldwide  participation.  The  United  States 
will  therefore  enter  a  reservation  in  ratify- 
ing the  Inter-American  Convention,  to  es- 
tablish clearly  the  applicability  of  the  New 
York  Convention  in  appropriate  cases. 

Section  305  reflects  this  reservation,  pro- 
viding that,  where  both  Conventions  are  ap- 
plicable to  a  particular  case,  the  United 
States  would  be  bound  by  and  apply  the 
provisions  of  the  Inter-American  Conven- 
tion only  if  a  majority  of  the  parties  to  the 
arbitration  agreement  are  citizens  of  a  State 
or  States  that  have  ratified  or  acceded  to 
this  Convention  and  are  citizens  of  OAS 
Member  States.  In  other  cases,  the  United 
States  will  be  bound  by  and  apply  the  provi- 
sions of  the  New  York  Convention.  Section 
305  makes  clear  that,  where  both  Conven- 
tions are  potentially  applicable,  both  parties 
must  be  citizens  of  OAS  Member  States 
before  the  Inter-American  Convention 
would  supersede  the  New  York  Convention. 
Section  306.  Section  306,  like  section  303, 
is  necessary  in  order  to  implement  the  Arti- 
cle 3  provision  of  the  Inter-American  Con- 
vention which  specifies  applicable  rules  of 
procedure  for  cases  In  which  the  parties  fail 
to  agree  on  such  rules.  While  the  rules  of 
procedure  of  the  Inter-American  Commer- 
cial Arbitration  Commission  are  deemed 
useful  and  acceptable,  the  Commission  is  a 
private,  nongovernmental  body.  It  is  there- 
fore desirable  that  there  be  official  review 
and   approval   of   any   amendments   to   the 


rules  before  they  are  made  applicable  to 
parties  by  law. 

The  United  States  will  enter  a  reservation 
regarding  article  3  that  the  United  States 
will  apply  the  rules  of  procedure  of  the 
Inter-American  Commercial  Arbitration 
Commission  which  are  in  effect  as  of  ratifi- 
cation, unless  a  later  official  determination 
is  made  to  adopt  and  apply  any  amend- 
ments to  the  rules  which  the  Inter-Ameri- 
can Commercial  Arbitration  Commission 
may  make  subsequently.  Section  306  pro- 
vides a  rulemaking  procedure  for  making 
such  an  official  determination;  this  proce- 
dure provides  a  simple  and  efficient  mecha- 
nism for  soliciting  the  comments  of  interest- 
ed and  expert  groups  and  individuals  in 
order  to  provide  an  informed  basis  for  offi- 
cial judgment  and  determination. 

Section  307.  Section  307  incorporates  a 
provision  parallel  to  9  U.S.C.  section  208. 

Section  2.  Section  2  of  the  bill  adds  a  new 
subhea3ing  to  the  table  of  chapters  at  the 
beginning  of  Title  9  to  correspond  to  the 
new  Chapter  3. 

Section  3.  Section  3  of  the  bill  establishes 
the  effective  date. 

Department  or  State, 
Washington.  DC.  June  30.  1983. 
Hon.  George  Bush. 
President.  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  have  the  honor  to 
transmit  for  the  consideration  of  the  Con- 
gress the  draft  of  a  bill  to  Implement  the  ob- 
ligations of  the  United  States  under  the 
Inter-American  Convention  on  Internation- 
al Commercial  Arbitration.  The  Convention 
was  transmitted  to  the  Senate  for  its  advice 
and  consent  to  ratification  on  June  15.  1981: 
the  instrument  of  ratification  will  be  depos- 
ited with  the  General  Secretariat  of  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  once  appro- 
priate implementing  legislation  has  been  en- 
acted. The  Convention  would  enter  into 
force  for  the  United  States  on  the  thirtieth 
day  after  deposit  of  the  instrument  of  ratifi- 
cation. 

The  Inter-American  Convention  on  Inter- 
national Commercial  Arbitration  entered 
into  force  on  June  16.  1976.  At  present. 
Chile,  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Honduras, 
Mexico,  Panama,  Paraguay  and  Uruguay 
are  parties.  Consistent  with  the  longstand- 
ing United  States  policy  to  facilitate  the  use 
of  arbitration  as  a  means  of  resolving  inter- 
national commercial  disputes,  this  Conven- 
tion will  provide  an  opportunity  to  secure 
wider  benefits  of  recognition  and  enforce- 
ment of  international  commercial  arbitra- 
tion agreements  and  awards  among  a  great- 
er number  of  countries  in  this  hemisphere. 
The  Inter-American  Convention  on  Inter- 
national Commercial  Arbitration  is  modeled 
after  the  New  York  Convention  on  the  Rec- 
ognition and  Enforcement  of  Foreign  Arbi- 
tral Awards,  to  which  the  United  States 
became  a  party  in  1970.  The  draft  bill  to  im- 
plement the  Inter-American  Convention  is 
similarly  modeled  after,  and  incorporates  in 
large  part,  the  legislation  which  implements 
the  New  York  Convention,  9  U.S.C.  201-208. 
Several  new  provisions  are  incorporated  in 
the  draft  bill,  however,  in  order  to  clarify 
the  sphere  of  application  of  the  Inter-Amer- 
ican Convention  and  to  safeguard  its  provi- 
sions respecting  arbitral  procedures:  these 
are  descril)ed  more  fully  in  the  section-by- 
section  analysis  which  accompanies  this 
letter. 

The  draft  bill  is  identical  in  all  essential 
respects  to  the  bill  which  was  introduced,  by 
request.  In  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
February    8,    1982,    by    Chairman    Rodino 


(H.R.  5478)  and  in  the  Senate  on  February 
23,  1982,  by  Chairman  Percy  (S.  2119). 
Before  it  is  reintroduced,  two  minor  revi- 
sions should  be  made  and  are  reflected  in 
the  draft  which  accompanies  this  letter. 
Section  304  has  been  reworded  to  eliminate 
a  possible  ambiguity,  and  the  date  in  Sec- 
tion 306(a)  has  been  changed  to  show  the 
correct  date  on  which  the  rules  of  procedure 
of  the  Inter-American  Commercial  Arbitra- 
tion Commission  were  promulgated. 

The  Inter-American  Convention  on  Inter- 
national Commercial  Arbitration  has  re- 
ceived the  support  of  a  large  number  of  In- 
terested and  representative  organizations, 
including  the  American  Bar  Association,  the 
American  Arbitration  Association,  the 
United  States  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the 
Association  of  American  Chambers  of  Com- 
merce in  Latin  America,  the  American  For- 
eign Law  Association,  and  a  number  of  State 
and  local  bar  associations.  Experts  from  the 
American  Arbitration  Association  and 
American  Bar  Association  have  reviewed  the 
proposed  legislation  and  have  advised  that 
they  consider  it  satisfactory. 

Prompt  approval  of  this  implementing  leg- 
islation will  permit  United  States  citizens 
and  concerns  seeking  enforcement  of  com- 
mercial arbitration  agreements  and  awards 
to  enjoy  the  benefit  of  this  Convention 
among  the  countries  which  are  parties,  and 
may  encourage  more  rapid  and  widespread 
ratification  by  other  countries  as  well. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  proposal  to  the  Con- 
gress, and  that  its  enactment  would  be  in 
accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 
Yours  sincerely. 

Powell  A.  Moore, 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Legislative  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs.m 


By  Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself,  Mr. 
East,  and  Mr.  Bingaman): 
S.  1659.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  under  certain  con- 
ditions, to  convey  the  Wrightsville 
Beach  test  facility  (a  Federal  desalting 
facility)  to  the  town  of  Wrightsville 
Beach,  N.C.,  and  to  convey  the  Ros- 
well  test  facility  (another  Federal  de- 
salting facility)  to  the  city  of  Roswell, 
N.  Mex.,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

transfer  of  CKRiaiN  federal  desalting 
facilities 
•  Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  Senator  East  and 
Senator  Bingaman  in  introducing  legis- 
lation to  authorize  the  transfer  of  two 
desalinization  plants  now  owned  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  the 
municipality  where  each  is  located. 
One  plant  is  in  my  home  State  at 
Wrightsville  Beach,  and  the  other  is  in 
Roswell,  N.  Mex. 

Under  the  auspices  of  the  Office  of 
Water  Research  and  Technology,  sci- 
entists at  these  two  plants  have 
worked  to  develop  low-cost  methods  of 
converting  saltwater  into  fresh  water 
suitable  for  household  use.  However, 
the  Interior  Department  has  an- 
nounced its  intention  to  close  the 
ORWT  and.  with  it,  the  two  desalin- 
ization plants. 


Officials  in  both  towns  have  ex- 
pressed an  interest  in  operating  the 
plants  and  continuing  the  desaliniza- 
tion research.  Since  I  am  more  famil- 
iar with  the  North  Carolina  facility,  I 
will  limit  my  comments  to  Wrights- 
ville Beach.  I  feel  sure  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  New  Mexico 
will  want  to  comment  on  the  Roswell 
plant. 

Mr.  President,  Wrightsville  Beach 
has  a  twofold  interest  in  acquiring  the 
plant  located  there.  First,  town  offi- 
cials want  to  see  desalinization  re- 
search continued.  Like  many  coastal 
towns,  Wrightsville  Beach  has  its 
share  of  water  problems.  Wells  are 
gradually  drying  up  and  dwindling 
supplies  of  fresh  water  have  prompted 
local  officials  to  search  for  other 
sources  of  water.  They  are  convinced 
that  desalinization  is  the  key  to  plenti- 
ful supplies  in  the  future.  If  a  cost-ef- 
ficient method  of  converting  seawater 
into  drinking  water  can  be  developed, 
prospects  of  future  water  shortages 
will  certainly  be  reduced. 

Second,  officials  there  have  ex- 
pressed an  interest  in  using  the  physi- 
cal plant  and  adjacent  land  for  town 
purposes.  Mayor  Gene  Floyd  tells  me 
Wrightsville  Beach  outgrew  its  admin- 
istration building  long  ago  and  desper- 
ately needs  additional  office  space. 
Aside  from  the  space  needed  for  desal- 
inization research,  the  plant  has 
ample  room  for  town  offices,  as  well  as 
fire  and  police  equipment. 

The  town  is  currently  operating  the 
plant  under  terms  of  a  use  agreement 
it  negotiated  with  the  Department  of 
Interior  last  year.  The  town  has  con- 
tracted with  a  private  company  to  con- 
tinue the  research  and  has  neither 
asked  for  nor  received  financial  sup- 
port from  the  Federal  Government  in 
that  endeavor. 

Mr.  President,  while  my  bill  provides 
for  the  transfer  of  title  to  the  facility 
without  cost  to  either  party,  there  are 
certain  conditions  the  town  must  abide 
by.  First,  the  legislation  directs 
Wrightsville  Beach  to  operate  and 
maintain  the  facility  primarily  for  de- 
salinization or  other  related  research. 
Second,  the  bill  directs  the  town  to  use 
the  facility  only  for  "public  purposes," 
which,  of  course,  provides  for  town  use 
of  the  office  space.  The  bill  contains  a 
reverter  clause  which  states  that  title 
shall  return  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment if  the  town  ever  uses  the  proper- 
ty for  anything  but  public  purposes. 
The  conditions  are  very  reasonable,  I 
believe,  and  the  town  has  pledged  to 
comply  with  them. 

Mr.  President,  the  benefits  of  this 
legislation  are  obvious.  Wrightsville 
Beach  gains  much-needed  office  space 
and  vital  research  continues.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  will  certainly  benefit 
from  this  research  at  no  cost  to  the 
taxpayers. 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  consider  this 
proposal  carefully  and  to  join  with  me 
in  supporting  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  my  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1659 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)(1) 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law 
and  subject  to  paragraph  (2).  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  in  this  Act  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Secretary")  shall  convey, 
not  later  than  December  31,  1983,  and  with- 
out consideration,  all  right,  title,  and  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  in  the  real  property 
described  in  subsection  (b),  which  consti- 
tutes the  Wrightsville  Beach  Test  Facility, 
to  the  Town  of  Wrightsville  Beach,  North 
Carolina. 

(2)  Such  conveyance  shall  be  made  on  the 
conditions  that— 

(A)  during  the  period  beginning  on  the 
date  of  such  conveyance  and  ending  on  De- 
cember 31.  1987.  such  Facility  is— 

(i)  maintained  in  a  working  order  which  is 
comparable  to  the  condition  of  such  Facility 
on  the  date  of  such  conveyance,  and 

(ii)  operated  and  maintained  primarily  for 
desalinization  or  other  related  research;  and 

(B)  should  the  real  property  described  in 
subsection  (b)  ever  cease  to  be  used  for 
public  purposes  title  shall  revert  back  to  the 
United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)  is  real  property  located  in  the 
town  of  Wrightsville  Beach.  North  Carolina, 
as  follows: 

Real  property  which  constitutes  the 
Wrightsville  Beach  Test  Facility  and  may 
be  described  as  Beginning  at  a  point  in  the 
old  northern  line  of  U.S.  Highway  76.  said 
point  located  north  51  degrees  05  minutes 
west  530.00  feet  as  measured  with  said  line 
from  the  southeast  corner  of  Tract  No.  1  as 
shown  by  "Map  Showing  Property  of  State 
of  North  Carolina"  recorded  in  Map  Book  7. 
Page  40,  New  Hanover  County  Registry: 
running  thence  from  said  Beginning  north 
38  degrees  55  minutes  east  660.00  feet  to  a 
point;  thence  north  51  degrees  05  minutes 
west  120.80  feet  to  a  point;  thence  north  38 
degrees  56  minutes  30  seconds  east  157.89 
feet  to  a  point;  thence  north  77  degrees  32 
minutes  30  seconds  east  101.40  feet  to  a 
point;  thence  north  12  degrees  07  minutes 
west  151.19  feet  to  a  point  in  the  southern 
line  of  U.S.  Highway  74;  thence  with  said 
southern  line  south  77  degrees  53  minutes 
west  563.57  feet  to  a  point;  thence  south  38 
degrees  55  minutes  west  554.52  feet  to  a 
point  in  the  old  northern  line  of  U.S.  High- 
way 76;  thence  with  said  old  northern  line 
south  51  degrees  05  minutes  east  538.47  feet 
to  the  point  of  Beginning,  containing  9.57 
acres. 

Real  property  which  is  adjacent  to  such 
Facility  and  may  be  described  as  beginning 
at  a  point  in  the  old  northern  right-of-way 
line  of  U.S.  Highway  76  (Wrightsville  Cause- 
way) at  the  southeastern  comer  of  Tract 
No.  1  as  shown  by  "Map  Showing  Property 
of  State  of  North  Carolina"  recorded  in 
Map  Book  7,  Page  40,  New  Hanover  County 
Registry;  said  southest  comer  located  north 
51  degrees  05  minutes  west  862.6  feet  as 
measured  with  said  northern  line  from  its 
intersection  with  the  extension  of  the  west- 


em  line  of  Island  Drive,  Shore  Acres;  run- 
ning thence  from  said  Beginning  south  38 
degree  55  minutes  west  150.00  feet  to  a 
point  in  the  new  northern  right-of-way  line 
of  U.S.  Highway  76;  thence  with  said  line 
north  51  degrees  05  minutes  west  530.00  feet 
to  a  point;  thence  north  38  degrees  55  min- 
utes east  150.00  feet  to  a  point  in  said  old 
northern  right-of-way  line;  thence  continu- 
ing north  38  degrees  55  minutes  east  660.00 
feet  to  a  point;  thence  continuing  north  38 
degrees  55  minutes  east  140.11  feet  to  a 
point:  thence  north  12  degrees  27  minutes 
30  seconds  west  108.44  feet  to  a  point: 
thence  north  77  degrees  32  minutes  30  sec- 
onds east  34.31  feet  to  a  point:  thence  north 
12  degrees  07  minutes  west  151.19  feet  to  a 
point  in  the  southern  line  of  U.S.  Highway 
74;  thence  north  77  degrees  53  minutes  east 
240.00  feet  to  the  northernmost  comer  of 
said  Tract  No.  1,  Map  Book  7,  Page  40: 
thence  with  the  eastern  lines  of  said  Tract 
No.  1  South  12  degrees  07  minutes  east  723.8 
feet  to  its  easternmost  corner:  thence  con- 
tinuing with  said  eastern  line  south  38  de- 
grees 55  minutes  west  723.8  feet  to  the  point 
of  Beginning,  containing  14.079  acres. 

Beginning  at  a  point  in  the  old  northern 
right-of-way  of  U.S.  Highway  76  (Causeway 
Drive)  and  the  southern  line  of  tract  No.  1 
as  shown  by  map.  "Property  of  State  of 
North  Carolina"  recorded  in  Map  Book  7, 
Page  40.  New  Hanover  County  Registry, 
said  point  located  north  51  degrees  05  min- 
utes west  1.068.47  feet  as  with  said  line  from 
the  southeastern  comer  of  said  Tract  No.  1; 
running  thence  from  said  Beginning  with 
said  line  north  51  degrees  05  minutes  west 
322.62  feet  to  a  point  in  the  new  right-of- 
way  of  U.S.  Highway  76;  thence  with  said 
new  right-of-way  north  19  degrees  27  min- 
utes 15  seconds  west  32.01  feet  to  an  iron 
rod;  thence  continuing  with  said  new  right- 
of-way  north  33  degrees  42  minutes  15  sec- 
onds east  94.98  feet  to  an  iron  rod  in  the 
southern  right-of-way  of  U.S.  Highway  74: 
thence  with  said  southern  line  north  77  de- 
grees 53  minutes  east  570.17  feet  to  an  iron 
pipe:  thence  south  38  degrees  55  minutes 
west  554.55  feet  to  the  point  of  Beginning, 
containing  2.72  acres  and  being  the  westem 
portion  of  said  Tract  No.  1  recorded  in  Map 
Book  7,  Page  40. 

Sec  2.  (a)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  and  subject  to  paragraph 
(2),  the  Secretary  shall  convey,  not  later 
than  December  31.  1983.  and  without  con- 
sideration, all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  the  real  property  described 
in  subsection  (b).  which  constitutes  the  Ros- 
well Test  Facility,  to  the  city  of  Roswell, 
New  Mexico. 

(2)  Such  conveyance  shall  be  made  on  the 
conditions  that— 

(A)  during  the  period  beginning  on  the 
date  of  such  conveyance  and  ending  on  De- 
cember 31,  1987,  such  facility  is— 

(i)  maintained  in  a  working  order  which  Is 
comparable  to  the  condition  of  such  facility 
on  the  date  of  such  conveyance,  and 

(ii)  operated  and  maintained  primarily  for 
desalinization  or  other  related  research:  and 

(B)  should  the  real  property  described  In 
subsection  (b)  ever  cease  to  be  used  for 
public  purposes  title  shall  revert  back  to  the 
United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  In  sub- 
section (a)  shall  consist  of  so  much  of  the 
real  property  located  in  the  county  of 
Chaves.  New  Mexico,  as  constitutes  the  Ros- 
well Test  Facility.  Such  real  property  shall 
consist  of— 

(1)  the  lands  at  the  Roswell  site  as  con- 
veyed to  the  United  States  by  the  city  of 
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Roswell.  New  Mexico,  by  warranty  deed 
dated  April  13.  1961.  said  deed  being  record- 
ed in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk  of  the 
county  of  Chaves.  New  Mexico,  at  book  205. 
page  406.  and  more  fully  describing  such 
lands  as  being— 

A  tract  of  land  lying  and  being  situated  in 
the  southwest  quarter  of  section  32.  town- 
ship 10  south,  range  25  east.  New  Mexico 
principal  meridian,  and  being  more  particu- 
larly described  as  follows:  Beginning  at  a 
point  on  the  west  line  of  said  section  32 
which  bears  north  3  degrees  58  minutes  east 
at  137  feet  distant  from  the  southwest 
comer  of  said  section  32;  thence  north  3  de- 
grees 58  minutes  east,  a  distance  of  455  feet 
thence  north  78  degrees  03  minutes  east  a 
distance  of  531.9  feet;  thence  south  25  de- 
grees 00  minutes  east  a  distance  of  450.1 
feet;  thence  southwesterly  along  a  curve  to 
the  right,  the  arc  which  bears  south  77  de- 
grees 43  minutes  west  a  distance  of  760.4 
feet  to  the  point  of  beginning  containing 
6.94304  acres,  and 

(2)  the  lands  at  the  Roswell  site  as  con- 
veyed to  the  United  States  by  the  city  of 
Roswell.  New  Mexico,  by  warranty  deed 
dated  June  18.  1968.  said  deed  being  record- 
ed in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk  of  the 
county  of  Chaves,  New  Mexico,  at  book  250. 
page  390.  and  more  fully  describing  such 
lands  as  being— 

A  tract  of  land  lying  and  being  situated  in 
the  west  half  of  the  west  half  of  the  south- 
west quarter  of  section  32.  township  10 
south,  range  25  east.  New  Mexico,  principal 
meridian,  and  being  more  particularly  de- 
scribed as  follows:  Beginning  at  a  point  on 
the  west  line  of  said  section  32  which  bears 
north  3  degrees  58  minutes  east  592  feet  dis- 
tant from  the  southwest  corner  of  said  sec- 
tion 32.  thence  north  3  degrees  58  minutes 
east  a  distance  of  911.5  feet;  thence  south  39 
degrees  33  minutes  east  a  distance  of  179.00 
feet;  thence  south  27  degrees  35  minutes 
east  a  distance  of  1.193.00  feet;  thence 
southwesterly  along  the  north  highway 
right-of-way  line  on  a  curve  to  the  right  of 
5.655  feet  radius  through  an  Included  angle 
of  a  degrees  13  minutes  a  distance  of  21.31 
feet,  thence  north  25  degrees  00  minutes 
west  a  distance  of  444.26  feet;  thence  south 
78  degrees  03  minutes  west  a  distance  of 
531.9  feet  to  the  point  of  beginning  contain- 
ing 5.795  acres,  more  or  less.  Note:  The  east 
boundary  of  this  tract  of  land  lies  50  feet 
west  of  the  center  line  of  the  Haigerman 
canal,  together  with  water  rights  appurte- 
nant thereto.* 

•  Mr.  EAST.  Mr.  President.  I  am  hon- 
ored to  join  with  Senator  Bingaman  as 
a  cosponsor  of  this  legislation  offered 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  North 
Carolina,  Senator  Helms.  This  legisla- 
tion would  authorize  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  (DOI)  to  transfer  title 
of  two  desalting  test  facilities  to  the 
local  governments  where  each  is  locat- 
ed: the  town  of  Wrightsville  Beach, 
N.C.  and  the  city  of  Roswell.  N.  Mex. 
Since  the  early  sixties,  the  Office  of 
Water  Research  and  Technology 
(OWRT)  has  operated  these  test  facili- 
ties to  conduct  research  and  develop- 
ment on  desalination  processes.  The 
local  governments  where  these  sites 
are  located  have  cooperated  in  the  suc- 
cessful operation  of  the  test  facilities. 
The  town  of  Wrightsville  Beach,  for 
Instance,  has  provided  secure  ease- 
ments, rights-of-way,  police  and  fire 


protection,  water  and  sewer  services, 
refuse  collection,  and  other  necessary 
services  without  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government.  In  addition,  the  town 
participated  in  original  site  selection 
and  preparation  for  the  installation. 
Recently,  however,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  has  discontinued  the 
maintenance  and  use  of  these  facilities 
under  OWRT.  The  operation  of  the 
saline  water  conversion  program  is 
being  shut  down  and  the  land  declared 
surplus. 

The  town  of  Wrightsville  Beach  like 
the  city  of  Roswell  has  stated  an  inter- 
est in  acquiring  these  properties  and 
continuing  desalination   research.   To 
underscore    this    interest.    I    mention 
that  the  town  of  Wrightsville  has  op- 
erated  the   water  conversion   facility 
since  January  23,  1983,  under  a  cooper- 
ative agreement  with  DOI.  The  city  of 
Roswell  has  acted  in  a  similar  manner 
to  continue  its  water  conversion  oper- 
ations. They  are  concerned  about  the 
facilities  remaining  open  and  believe 
that  sooner  or  later  desalting  proce- 
dures are  going  to  become  important 
in  supplying  our  water  resource  needs. 
Mr.  President,  I  support  this  legisla- 
tion because  it  provides  adequate  and 
reasonable  conditions  for  the  transfer 
of  a  Federal  program  to  a  local  govern- 
ment which  wishes  to  keep  up  the  de- 
salination research  for  the  benefit  of 
its  citizens.  The  legislation  allows  for 
continued  production  and  research  of 
obtaining    potable    water    from    sea- 
water.  Moreover,  it  contains  a  proper- 
ty reverter  clause  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment should  the  property  ever  be 
used  for  anything  but  public  purposes. 
Our  water  resource  needs  of  present 
and  future  generations  should  not  be 
neglected.  This  legislation  gives  new 
lease  to  a  viable  alternative  for  sea- 
water  conversion.  I  commend  this  leg- 
islation   to   my   colleagues   and    urge 
their  support  for  it.» 
•  Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.   President.  I 
am  pleased  to  join  with  Senator  Helms 
and  Senator  East  in  introducing  legis- 
lation that  will  authorize  the  transfer 
of     two     desalinization     plants     now 
owned  by  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior to  the  municipalities  of  Roswell. 
N.  Mex.  and  Wrightsville  Beach,  N.C.  I 
will  limit  my  comments  to  the  New 
Mexico  facility. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
decided  in  mid- 1982  to  close  its  Ros- 
well Test  Facility  (RTF),  This  re- 
search complex  has  been  operated  by 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  past 
two  decades  principally  for  the  devel- 
opment of  desalting  technology  and 
for  related  water  research.  A  coopera- 
tive agreement  was  negotiated  with 
the  DOI  enabling  the  city  of  Roswell 
to  operate  the  RTF  exclusively  for 
water  auid  related  research  through 
1983.  The  facility  is  currently  being 
used  by  New  Mexico  State  University 
and  public  researchers  on  a  contract 
basis  with  the  city. 


I  am  convinced  that  the  facility  rep- 
resents great  potential  for  water,  agri- 
culture and  aquaculture  research  ben- 
eficial to  New  Mexico.  The  RTF  is  ca- 
pable of  producing  extremely  high 
quality  water  with  as  little  as  200  parts 
per  million  to  total  dissolved  solids. 
One  of  the  city's  primary  goals  is  to 
make  this  high  quality  water  available 
to  prospective  industries  whose  pro- 
duction is  dependent  on  a  supply  of 
high  quality  water.  The  electronics, 
chemical  and  photo  finishing  indus- 
tries are  three  that  could  be  attracted 
to  Roswell  for  its  water.  The  expanded 
industrial  base  would  help  create  jobs 
for  Roswell  and  all  of  Chavez  County. 
Light  industry  would  broaden  the 
county's  primarily  agricultural  tax 
base  and  increase  tax  revenues  for  the 
entire  region. 

The  State  of  New  Mexico  will  realize 
benefits  not  only  because  of  an  in- 
creased prosperity  in  the  southeastern 
region,  but  also  through  the  direct  ap- 
plication of  RTF's  experience  around 
the  State. 

The  desalting  plant  has  unmet  po- 
tential as  a  commercial  research  and 
development  site.  Newer,  faster,  and 
more  economical  methods  of  desalin- 
ization processes  and  products  can  be 
tested  for  efficiency.  This  would  not 
only  advance  the  technology  of  purify- 
ing brackish  water,  but  also  generate 
valuable  revenue  for  the  facility.  The 
technology  and  experience  gained 
from  the  facility  could  then  be  applied 
in  areas  plagued  by  brine  water 
around  the  State  and  Nation. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  transfer  of 
title  to  the  facility  without  cost  to 
either  party.  There  are  certain  condi- 
tions set  which  the  municipality  must 
abide  by.  First,  the  legislation  directs 
Roswell  to  operate  and  maintain  the 
facility  primarily  for  desalinization  or 
other  research.  Second,  the  bill  directs 
the  town  to  use  the  facility  only  for 
"public  purposes."  This,  of  course, 
would  include  research  conducted  with 
the  State  and  educational  institutions. 
The  bill  contains  a  reverter  clause 
which  states  that  title  to  the  property 
shall  return  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment if  the  town  ever  used  the  proper- 
ty for  anything  but  public  purposes. 
These  conditions  are  reasonable. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  benefits 
to  the  public  of  this  legislation  are 
very  clear.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  con- 
sider the  proposal  carefully  and  to  join 
me  in  supporting  it.» 


By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Long,  Mr.  Wallop,  Mr.  Boren, 
Mr.  Symms,  Mr.  Bentsen,  and 
Mr.  Tower): 
S.  1661.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  make  techni- 
cal corrections  with  respect  to  the  ap- 
plication after  1983  of  the  percentage 
depletion  allowance  to  oil  and  natural 
gas  resulting  from  secondary  or  terti- 


ary processes;  to  the  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance. 

application  of  percentage  depletion 
allowance 

•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today,  I 
am  joining  with  Senators  Long, 
Wallop,  Boren,  Symms,  Bentsen,  and 
Tower  introducing  a  bill  which  makes 
a  technical  amendment  to  the  Tax  Re- 
duction Act  of  1975. 

PURPOSE 

This  bill  will  correct  a  technical 
drafting  error  in  the  Tax  Reduction 
Act  of  1975.  Except  for  small  inde- 
pendent producers  and  royalty  owners, 
the  intent  of  the  conference  agree- 
ment was  generally  to  repeal  the  per- 
centage depletion  deduction  for  oil 
and  gas  production.  In  addition,  the 
1975  act  provides  a  special  rule  on  sec- 
ondary and  tertiary  production  which 
would  maintain  the  rate  of  percentage 
depletion  at  22  percent  on  secondary 
and  tertiary  production  for  calendar 
years  1975  through  1983.  After  1983, 
the  conference  agreement  provides 
that  secondary  and  tertiary  produc- 
tion will  be  subject  to  the  percentage 
depletion  rules  generally  applicable  to 
production  for  independent  producers 
and  royalty  owners. 

Because  of  an  error  in  the  drafting 
of  the  1975  act,  it  eliminates  the  per- 
centage depletion  from  .secondary  and 
tertiary  production  after  1983.  This 
was  not  the  intent  of  the  conference 
agreement.  This  bill  will  correct  this 
drafting  error  so  that  after  1983,  sec- 
ondary and  tertiary  production  will  be 
subject  to  the  percentage  depletion 
rules  generaly  applicable  to  produc- 
tion for  independent  producers  and 
royalty  owners  (15  percent  up  to  1.000 
barrels  a  day). 

BACKGROUND 

Prior  to  the  Tax  Reduction  Act  of 
1975,  two  methods  of  depletion  were 
allowable  under  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  for  oil  and  gas  production:  The 
cost  depletion  method  and  the  per- 
centage depletion  method.  Under  the 
cost  depletion  method,  a  taxpayer  is 
allowed  to  deduct  a  portion  of  the  ad- 
justed basis  of  the  property  equal  to 
the  ratio  of  units  sold  from  the  prop- 
erty during  the  taxable  year  over  the 
number  of  units  remaining.  Under  the 
percentage  depletion  method,  a  fixed 
statutory  percentage  of  the  taxpayers' 
adjusted  gross  income  from  the  prop- 
erty is  allowed  as  a  deduction. 

The  Tax  Reduction  Act  of  1975  gen- 
erally eliminated  the  percentage  de- 
pletion method  for  most  oil  and  gas 
production  except  for  certain  sales  of 
natural  gas  under  a  fixed  contract  and 
natural  gas  from  geopressured  brine. 
Under  the  small  producer  exemption, 
the  percentage  depletion  rate  for  oil 
and  gas  production  was  gradually 
phased  down  from  22  percent  in  1980 
to  a  permanent  rate  of  15  percent  in 
1984. 

The  1975  act  also  contained  a  special 
rule  for  percentage  depletion  for  sec- 


ondary and  tertiary  production.  Per- 
centage depletion  is  allowed  at  a  rate 
of  22  percent  on  production  resulting 
from  secondary  or  tertiary  recovery 
methods  until  1984.  In  1984,  the  22- 
percent  rate  of  percentage  depletion 
for  secondary  and  tertiary  production 
was  intended  to  be  reduced  to  the  per- 
manent rate  of  15  percent  on  up  to 
1,000  barrels  a  day. 

When  the  1975  act  was  drafted,  the 
special  rule  for  secondary  and  tertiary 
production  was  drafted  as  a  separate 
allowance  of  percentage  depletion  on 
secondary  and  tertiary  production. 
Since  the  special  percentage  depletion 
rate  of  22  percent  for  secondary  and 
tertiary  oil  production  is  supposed  to 
end  in  1983.  the  separate  allowance 
terminates  in  1983.  No  provision  was 
made  in  the  statute  for  making  the 
percentage  depletion  rules  for  inde- 
pendent producers  and  owners  applica- 
ble to  secondary  and  tertiary  produc- 
tion after  1983.  Therefore,  the  statute 
has  the  unintended  result  of  allowing 
a  percentage  depletion  on  secondary 
and  tertiary  production  after  1983. 

This  bill  corrects  this  unintended 
result  in  the  drafting  of  the  1975  act 
and  would  allow  independent  produc- 
ers and  royalty  owners  the  generally 
applicable  percentage  depletion  rate  of 
15  percent  up  to  1,000  barrels  a  day  for 
secondary  and  tertiary  production, 
after  1983. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  understand- 
ing that  Treasury  does  not  oppose  this 
technical  amendment.  Since  the  1975 
act  as  presently  drafted  would  elimi- 
nate the  percentage  depletion  deduc- 
tions for  secondary  and  tertiary  pro- 
duction after  1983,  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues will  join  me  in  passing  this  bill 
before  the  end  of  the  year.» 
•  Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kansas,  Mr.  Dole,  in  correcting  an 
error  made  in  the  drafting  of  the  Tax 
Reduction  Act  of  1975  with  regard  to 
the  percentage  depletion  allowed  on 
secondary  and  tertiary  production  of 
crude  oil  and  natural  gas. 

The  Tax  Reduction  Act  of  1975  con- 
tained at  least  two  errors  dealing  with 
secondary  and  tertiary  production. 
The  first  error  was  corrected  by  the 
Tax  Reform  Act  of  1976.  The  second 
error  which  we  seek  to  correct  is  that 
section  613A(c)(6)(C)  can  be  interpret- 
ed to  mean  that  no  percentage  deple- 
tion will  be  allowed  under  the  inde- 
pendent producer  and  royalty  owner 
exemption  for  secondary  and  tertiary 
production  after  December  31.  1983.  It 
is  clear  that  Congress  intended  only 
that  the  22-percent  rate  terminate  for 
secondary  and  tertiary  production  on 
that  date,  but  that  percentage  deple- 
tion continue  on  such  production  after 
that  date  at  the  15-percent  rate  to  the 
extent  of  the  available-per-day  exemp- 
tion. However,  the  regulations  have 
failed  to  clarify  this  point,  so  legisla- 
tion is  needed. 


If  legislation  is  not  enacted  to  clarify 
this  point,  many  independent  produc- 
ers will  lose  the  needed  incentive  to 
rework  these  older  wells.  Large  invest- 
ments are  needed  to  use  the  exotic  ter- 
tiary techniques,  such  as  fireflooding 
and  polymers,  which  recover  these  sig- 
nificant reserves.  The  Department  of 
Energy  has  testified  that  with  proper 
inducement,  over  2  million  barrels  of 
oil  production  per  day  could  be  recov- 
ered by  1990.  The  retention  of  per- 
centage depletion  for  this  type  of  pro- 
duction is  crucial.  It  would  be  ridicu- 
lous to  allow  percentage  depletion  on 
less  costly  wells  and  deny  it  to  those 
expensive  projects  involving  secondary 
and  tertiary  recovery  methods. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  us  in 
correcting  this  obvious  oversight.* 


By  Mr.  STEVENS: 
S.  1662.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
the  authority  of  the  Special  Counsel 
of  the  Merit  Systems  Protection 
Board;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

AUTHORITY  OF  THE  SPECIAL  COUNSEL  OF  THE 
MERIT  SYSTEMS  PROTECTION  BOARD 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
introducing  a  bill  today  to  clarify  cer- 
tain authorities  for  the  Special  Coun- 
sel of  the  Merit  Systems  Protection 
Board. 

The  Special  Counsel  is  responsible 
for  investigating  prohibited  personnel 
practices,  protecting  whistleblowers, 
and  assuring  the  merit  principles  of 
the  civil  service  are  upheld.  Unlike  the 
General  Counsel  of  the  Federal  Labor 
Relations  Authority,  the  Special 
Counsel  is  designed  to  be  more  inde- 
pendent of  its  parent  agency. 

Over  the  years,  however,  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  controversy  sur- 
rounding the  relationship  between  the 
Special  Counsel  and  the  Merit  Sys- 
tems Protection  Board.  I  introduced 
legislation  in  the  last  Congress  that 
would  clarify  the  role  the  Special 
Counsel  is  to  play  in  various  matters.  I 
am  again  introducing  legislation  which 
cleans  up  some  of  the  ambiguity  of  the 
current  law  and  establishes  certain 
specific  authority  for  the  Special 
Counsel. 

One,  the  bill  authorizes  the  Special 
Counsel  to  prepare  a  separate  budget 
to  the  President  to  be  transmitted  to 
Congress.  It  clarifies  the  current  stat- 
ute to  insure  that  in  budgetary  mat- 
ters the  Special  Counsel  is  totally  in- 
dependent from  the  Merit  Board. 
Under  current  law,  the  Special  Coun- 
sel does  have  a  line-item  appropria- 
tion, but  there  is  ambiguity  regarding 
the  relationship  between  the  Board 
and  the  Special  Counsel  in  budgetary 
matters. 

Two,  the  bill  empowers  the  Special 
Counsel  to  litigate  before  the  courts 
on  its  own  behalf  on  any  matter  in 
which  the  Special  Counsel  has  been 
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previously  involved.  Current  law  is 
again  ambiguous  as  to  the  special  liti- 
gating authority  of  the  Special  Coun- 
sel. The  Merit  Board  has  independent 
litigating  authority  from  the  Justice 
Department.  It  is  not  clear,  however, 
that  the  Special  Counsel  also  has  spe- 
cial litigating  authority.  This  bill  em- 
powers Special  Counsel  to  litigate  sep- 
arately from  the  Merit  Board  and  au- 
thorizes the  Special  Counsel  to  appeal 
decisions  of  the  Merit  Board  in  which 
the  Special  Counsel  has  been  previous- 
ly involved. 

Three,  the  bill  clarifies  the  Special 
Counsel's  authority  to  administer 
oaths,  examine  witnesses,  take  deposi- 
tions, and  receive  evidence  without 
prior  designation  by  the  Board.  The 
Board  itself  has  that  authority  plus 
any  employee  designated  by  the 
Board:  however,  it  is  unclear  as  to  the 
Special  Counsels  role  in  this  matter. 

Pour,  the  Special  Counsel  is  empow- 
ered to  submit  directly  to  Congress 
any  legislative  recommendations  the 
Special  Counsel  deems  is  necessary  to 
further  enhance  the  ability  of  its 
office  to  perform  its  duties  under  the 
law. 


By  Mr.  RIEGLE  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Levin): 
S.  1663.  A  bill  to  extend  the  program 
of  Federal  supplemental  unemploy- 
ment l)enefits  for  6  additional  months, 
to  provide  additional  weeks  of  such 
benefits,  and  to  provide  an  alternate 
mechanism  for  determining  the 
number  of  weeks  of  such  benefits  for 
any  State:  to  the  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance. 

EXTENSION  or  FEDEMAL  UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS 

•  Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
past  few  weeks  we  have  received  re- 
ports of  an  economic  recovery  from 
the  devastating  recession  that  has 
gripped  this  country  under  the  current 
administration.  While  visible  signs  of 
such  a  recovery  would  be  a  welcome 
sight  to  all  of  us,  they  would  be  par- 
ticularly welcome  in  my  State  of 
Michigan.  Michigan  has  just  suffered 
its  42d  consecutive  month  of  double- 
digit  unemployment.  Media  reports  of 
an  imminent  recovery,  however,  must 
not  delude  us  into  thinking  that  the 
unemployed  in  this  country  no  longer 
require  our  assistance.  Unfortunately, 
signs  of  a  meaningful  decrease  in  our 
unemployment  rate  have  proven  virtu- 
ally nonexistent.  Despite  a  slight  de- 
crease in  the  national  unemployment 
rate,  more  than  11  million  workers 
remain  unemployed  today. 

Michigan's  unemployment  situation 
has  exhibited  an  erratic  performance 
in  recent  months.  A  drop  in  the 
number  of  Michigan  unemployed  be- 
tween March  and  May  provided  a  wel- 
come decrease  in  the  unemployment 
rate.  The  June  unemployment  statis- 
tics, however,  provide  more  sobering 
news.  The  number  of  Michigan  unem- 


ployed actually  rose  from  May  to  June 
and  resulted  in  an  increased  seasonally 
adjusted  unemployment  rate  of  15.2 
percent.  A  more  fundamental  problem 
concerns  the  composition  of  this  group 
of  unemployed  workers.  The  drop  in 
Michigan's  unemployment  rate  re- 
flects more  hiring  by  seasonal  indus- 
tries and  a  reduction  in  initial  layoffs. 
Sadly,  Mr.  President,  the  decrease 
does  not  reflect  large  numbers  of  long- 
term  unemployed  securing  employ- 
ment. Indeed,  the  number  of  Federal 
supplemental  compensation  (FSC)  re- 
cipients in  Michigan  has  increased 
from  approximately  55,000  in  late 
March  to  approximately  125,000  in 
mid-June.  Clearly  the  plight  of  the 
long-term  unemployed,  an  inordinate 
number  of  whom  live  in  the  industrial 
Midwest,  has  not  improved  in  recent 
months. 

Consequently,  today  I  am  introduc- 
ing legislation  that  addresses  an  imme- 
diate problem  faced  by  thousands  of 
individuals  in  this  group.  My  bill  will 
extend  the  FSC  program,  provide  ad- 
ditional weeks  of  FSC  benefits,  and 
modify  eligibility  requirements  that 
determine  the  number  of  FSC  weeks 
for  which  a  State  qualifies. 

EXTENSION  or  THE  FSC  PROCRAM 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  extends  the  termination  date  of 
the  FSC  program  from  the  current 
September  30  to  March  31,  1984.  The 
extension  of  these  benefits  is  essential 
for  those  unemployed  who  will  have 
exhausted  other  forms  of  unemploy- 
ment benefits  by  the  end  of  Septem- 
ber. 

The  FSC  program  has  proven  in- 
valuable to  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  unemployed  who  have  depended  on 
them  to  provide  the  everyday  essen- 
tials such  as  food  and  shelter  for 
themselves  and  their  families.  Unable 
to  secure  jobs  in  their  communities, 
these  individuals  have  been  forced  to 
rely  on  FSC  benefits  through  the 
many  months  of  this  severe  recession. 
This  has  been  especially  true  in  Michi- 
gan where  over  200,000  unemployed 
have  received  FSC  benefits. 

The  continuing  need  for  a  supple- 
mental benefit  program  is  obvious. 
When  Congress  enacted  the  FSC  pro- 
gram last  year,  the  national  unem- 
ployment rate  had  risen  to  9.8  percent 
and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  unem- 
ployed had  begun  to  exhaust  their 
benefits.  Similar  conditions  will  exist 
when  the  FSC  program  expires  at  the 
end  of  September.  Several  projections 
indicate  that  the  unemployment  rate 
will  not  decrease  appreciably  this  year, 
but  will  hover  near  10  percent.  Conse- 
quently, many  of  those  unemployed 
currently  receiving  regular  unemploy- 
ment benefits  will  remain  jobless 
through  this  year.  When  the  FSC  pro- 
gram expires  in  September,  we  in  Con- 
gress cannot  simply  turn  our  backs  on 
the  unemployed.  In  light  of  the  pro- 
jected continued  high  rate  of  unem- 


ployment, no  good  reason  exists  to 
deny  these  unemployed  this  crucial  as- 
sistance. Extension  of  this  program 
will  not  retard  any  recovery  that  ma- 
terializes. Rather,  it  is  prudent  and  re- 
alistic for  Congress  to  act  to  insure 
that  these  jobless  workers  will  not  find 
themselves  relegated  to  the  welfare 
rolls. 

PROVISION  FOR  ADDITIONAL  WEEKS  OF 
BENEFITS 

Long-term  unemployed  who  have 
begun  to  exhaust  their  FSC  benefits 
face  a  more  immediate  crisis.  As  part 
of  the  social  security  reform  legisla- 
tion enacted  at  the  end  of  march.  Con- 
gress provided  additional  weeks  of 
FSC  benefits  for  those  individuals  who 
had  exhausted  them  at  that  point. 
The  maximum  allotment  of  10  addi- 
tional weeks  provided  in  that  legisla- 
tion has  begun  to  expire  for  thousands 
of  long-term  jobless  workers.  Esti- 
mates indicate  that  anywhere  from 
20.000  to  65,000  FSC  recipients  in 
Michigan  have  already  exhausted 
their  FSC  allotment.  These  numbers 
will  only  increase  as  the  summer  con- 
tinues. If  it  were  these  long-term  un- 
employed who  accounted  for  a  signifi- 
cant decrease  in  the  unemployment 
rate,  additional  weeks  of  FSC  benefits 
might  prove  unnecessary.  As  I  have  al- 
ready indicated,  however,  the  number 
of  workers  who  have  remained  jobless 
for  more  than  40  weeks  has  not  de- 
creased appreciably.  Indeed,  the 
number  of  Michigan  FSC  recipients 
has  more  than  doubled  since  we  last 
acted  in  late  March  to  provide  addi- 
tional weeks  of  benefits.  Mr.  F>resi- 
dent,  these  long  suffering  individuals 
and  their  families  need  our  help  now. 

Provisions  in  the  bill  I  am  introduc- 
ing today  for  additional  FSC  weeks  re- 
flect those  enacted  as  part  of  the 
social  security  reform  legislation.  Like 
that  legislation,  my  bill  classifies  FSC 
recipients  into  three  categories:  First, 
individuals  who  have  exhausted  their 
FSC  benefits  by  August  1  (exhaus- 
tees):  second,  individuals  who  begin  to 
receive  FSC  benefits  on  or  after 
August  1  (basic  claimants):  and  third, 
individuals  who  begin  to  receive  FSC 
benefits  prior  to  August  1  but  who 
have  some  FSC  entitlement  remaining 
after  that  date  (transitional  claim- 
ants). This  bill  provides  the  same 
number  of  weeks  as  provided  by  the 
earlier  legislation.  Thus,  exhaustees 
will  receive  10,  8,  or  6  additional  weeks 
of  FSC  benefits  depending  on  the  tier 
of  benefits  for  which  their  State  quali- 
fies. Basic  claimants  will  receive  14,  12, 
10,  or  8  weeks  depending  on  their 
State's  tier.  Transitional  claimants  will 
also  receive  additional  weeks,  but  their 
total  entitlement  may  not  exceed  the 
maximum  basic  entitlement  alloted 
for  their  State.  The  bill  also  extends 
the  phaseout  provision  to  March  31. 
1984,  so  that  individuals  who  have  not 
exhausted  their  FSC  entitlement  by 
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that  date  can  qualify  for  up  to  50  per-  fish    in    the    lake    were    dying.    That  tion  paid  to  such  individual  for  weeks  begln- 

cent  of  their  remaining  entitlement.  measure,  however,  categorized  a  lake  ning  before  August  1. 1983,  plus 

MODIFICATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  In  which  all  of  thc  fish  had  died  as  ^gj,*!'.. ""'^^  individuals  additional  entltle- 

The    final    component    of    this    bill  pollution  free    Mr.  President,  my  bill  (c)  section  602(e)(2)(E)  of  such  Act  is 

modifies   the   eligibility   requirements  will  correct  this  absurd  situation  by  amended  by  striking  out  "March  31,  1983" 

that   determine   under   which   tier  of  permitting  States   to   use  their  TUR  and  "April  1,  1983 "  and  inserting  in  lieu 

benefits  a  State   falls.   It  adopts  the  when  the  lUR  does  not  reflect  accu-  thereof   "July   31,    1983 "   and   "August   1, 

formula    proposed    by    my    colleague  rately  their  unemployment  situation.  1983".  respectively. 

from  Michigan  Senator  Levin,  in  leg-  Consequently,  those  States  experienc-  (d)  Section  602(e)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
islation  (S.  1589)  he  introduced  just  ing  the  highest  rates  of  unemploy-  ed  ^ly  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
prior  to  the  July  4  recess.  Thus,  this  ment  will  qualify  for  the  greatest  '"^(j^^in'^t^^e^'ffe'ofthe  account  of  an  indi- 
bill  permits  a  State  to  qualify  for  a  amount  of  supplemental  compensa-  ^,^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  p^^^^^,  supplemental  corn- 
certain  tier  based  on  its  insured  unem-  tion.  pensalion  was  payable  for  a  week  beginning 
ployment  rate  (lUR)  or  its  total  unem-  fsc  reform  requires  immediate  attention  before  August  1.  1983.  and  who  exhausted 
ployment  rate  (TUR).  Under  the  new  Mr.  President,  FSC  recipients  have  his  rights  to  such  compensation  (by  reason 
formula,  a  State  will  qualify  for:  Tier  1  already  begun  to  exhaust  their  bene-  °^  ^^^  payment  of  all  of  the  amount  in  such 
benefits  if  its  lUR  is  6  percent  and  fjts.  Consequently,  an  immediate  need  ^25°""^' ,?'i°'  v,^°  ^n^f,lh^™nt  ^for 
above  or  its  TUR  is  11  percent  and  for  congressional  action  exists  I  am  *'"°"'^^  established  in  such  account  for 
„K„.,=.  n^..  o  K»„^fife  if  ite  TTTD  ic  ot  congresbioiidi  dctiuu  CA1&L&.  1  aiii  compensation  payable  for  weeks  beginning 
above  tier  2  benefits  if  its  lUR  is  at  pleased  that  the  chairman  of  the  Fi-  on  or  after  August  1.  1983,  shall  be  equal  to 
least  5  percent  but  less  than  6  percent  nance  Committee,  Senator  Dole,  has  such  individuals  additional  entitlement". 
or  Its  TUR  is  at  least  10  percent  but  called  for  hearings  to  examine  the  mtvrnatit  ^T»TFTRirrFR 
less  than  11  percent:  tier  3  benefits  if  problems  associated  with  the  use  of  _^^  ,  ol,3  sn^rirnf  the  PPderai  sud 
its  lUR  is  at  least  4  percent  but  less  the  lUR  to  determine  extended  bene-  ,^'^''  ^-  Section  602(e  of  the  Federal  Sup- 
tho,,  (;  ^r  if e  'TTTtj  ic  at  loocf  Q  norr-ont  oeiermine  exteiiueu  oeiie  p  gmental  Compensation  Act  of  1982  is 
than  5  or  Its  -TUR  is  at  least  9  Percent  jj^  eligibility.  While  I  appreciate  the  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
but  less  than  lu  percent,  or  tier  4  oen-  chairman's  concern  in  addressing  this  following  new  paragrajJh: 
efits  if  it  does  not  qualify  for  tier  1,  2,  important  issue,  I  would  hope  that  "(4)(A)  If  the  a^j^^^on  of  the  provisions 
or  3  benefits.  Should  a  State  qualify  those  hearings  would  also  examine  the  of  this  paragraph  result  in  a  higher  applica- 
for  more  than  one  tier  of  benefits,  it  ^leed  to  extend  the  FSC  program  and  ble  limit  for  a  state,  as  determined  under 
would  fall  under  the  tier  that  provides  ^q  provide  additional  weeks  of  bene-  the  tables  appearing  in  paragraphs  (2 )( A )(ii) 
the  greater  number  of  benefit  weeks.  fit.;   HnnHrpH^  nf  fhnnsanris  of  unem-  ^"'^  (2)(D)(ii),  the  applicable  limit  for  such 

Modification  of  the  current  require-  n\ovP^  S^enHn  ou^S  e^^^^  ^'"'"  ^^^"  ""  determined  in  accordance 
ments  is  essential  because  reliance  on  'P^°^^^  depend  on  quick  enactment  oi  ^.^j,  ^^^^  paragraph,  rather  than  under  sub- 
let if  to  tof^,«!,J^iniil1.oi  reforms  in  our  unemployment  insur-  paragraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  paragraph  (3). 
the  lUR  h^  proven  illogical  in  many  ^^^^  j^^g  j  ^^  hopeful  that  my  col-  (B)  a  state  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  a  6- 
States.  As  benator  levin  indicated  in  leagues  will  act  in  such  a  manner.  I  percent  period',  S-percent  period',  or  •4-per- 
his  remarks,  logic  has  been  stood  on  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^j^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^ill  be  reprint-  cent  period'  if- 

its  head  when  our  State  has  triggered  ^^     ^^     ^^^jj     ^j^     ^-^^     Congressional  <''  '^  the  case  of  a  State  for  which  the 

off  the  extended  benefit  program  de-  record  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  compiles  data  on 

spite    having    an    unemployment    rate  Thprp   hPine   nn   nhipctinn     the   hill  *  month-to-month  basis  with  respect  to  the 

that  is  50  percent  greater  than  the  na-  ^J,*'"lprp,?  tn    Hp    nrin?pH    in    the  se^°"=^"y    adjusted    total    unemployment 

tional  rate  and  which  exceeds  the  rate  If^i^llf^,,]!.        ^  '"^'"'  '"'^  ^^^^"''^^  ""^'^  ^°'  '""l^  stt^i^ior 

in   States   that   qualify   for   extended  Record,  as  follows.  the  month  preceding  the  month  in  which 

benefits.  The  same  illogic  applies  to  S.  1663  ^^n^.T.'^STn  f.  bnl™ 

the  FSC  program,  which  provides  dif-        Be  it  enacted  l,y  the  Senate  and  House  of    ^^,^f,  ^f  the  cLeTa  State  n^^^  '" 

ferent  numbers  of  FSC  weeks  based  on     Representatives    of   the    United    States    of         (u)  n  the  case  of  a  State  not  described  in 

a  State's  lUR.  Despite  having  one  of  >""«"'^°  '"  Congress  assembled,  *a)  the  average  monthly  total  rate  of  un- 

the    highest    unemployment    rates   in  extension  of  program  employment    for  such   State   for   the   12- 

the    country— 15.2    percent— Michigan  Section  l.  (a)  Section  602(f)(2)  of  the  Fed-  month   period   immediately   preceding   the 

qualifies  for  the  second  lowest  tier  of  eral    Supplemental    Compensation    Act    of  month    in   which   such    week    begins   falls 

FSC  benefits    Moreover    jobless  work-  ^^^^  is  amended  by  striking  out  "September  within   the   applicable   range   described   in 

ers  in  Michigan  have  seen  their  FSC  ?»;  ^983''    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof  subparagraph  (C).  and 

«^^^^^^r^^  ^rX.^  h  ,  a  ^^roob-c  in  fVio  noct  March  31.  1984  .  "(ID  the  total  rate  of  unemployment  for 

aiioimeni  arop  oy  «  weens  in  ine  past  ^jj,  section  605(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  such  State   for  the   month   preceding  the 

5     weeks     as     Michigan  s     lUR     has  by  striking  out  "October  1.  1983"  and  insert-  month    in   which   such   week   begins   falls 

dropped.  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "April  1,  1984".  within  such  applicable  range. 

Michigan's  declining  lUR  should  in-  ^dmber  of  weeks  for  which  compensation  "(C)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B). 

dicate    an    improving    unemployment  is  payable  the  applicable  range  is  as  follows: 

situation.    In   fact.   Michigan's   unem-  sec.  2.  (a)  Section  602(e)(2)(A)  of  the  Fed-  m  the  case  of  a:              The  applicable  range  is: 

ployment  situation  has  not  improved  eral    Supplemental    Compensation    Act    of    6-percent  period A  rate  equal  to  or  ex- 

markedly  at  all.  Rather,  the  lUR  dis-  1932  is  amended  by  striking  out  "March  31,  ceeding  n  percent. 

torts  the  situation  and  ceases  to  act  as  1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  31,    5-percent  period a  rat*  equal  to  or  ex- 

.       .                 X           r                   1  inoo"  ceeding  10  percent  but 

an  accurate  barometer  of  unemploy-  1983  .                                                                                                  less  than  1 1  percent 
ment.  Reliance  on  the  lUR  penalizes  (b)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  602(e)(2)  ,^       „^      ,^       ^  rate  equal  to  or  ex- 
States   that   have   great   numbers   of  ^^..^"'l^^^i'' ^"^"1^1     ^^^^  i°f  i°.*f;Hi                                          ceeding  9  percent  but 
Innp  tPrm  iinpmnlnvpri  -jincp  the  calcii-  ^*^'  ^"  ^^^  <=**^  °^  ^^^  account  of  an  mdi-                                                  ,^55  than  10  percent". 
long-term  unemployed  since  the  caicu-  ^^^^^^j  ^^  ^j^^^  Federal  supplemental  com- 

lation  of  the  lUR  does  not  even  in-  pensation  was  payable  for  a  week  beginning  effective  date 

elude    them.    The    lUR    trigger    has  before  August  l,  1983,  and  who  did  not  ex-  Sec.  4.  (a)  The  amendments  made  by  this 

simply  become  an  absurd  distortion  of  haust  his  rights  to  such  compensation  (by  Act  shall   become  effective   on   August   1, 

a  State's  real  need  to  provide  unem-  reason  of  the  payment  of  all  the  amount  in  1983,  and  shall  apply  to  weeks  beginning  on 

ployment  benefits  for  its  jobless  work-  such  account)  prior  to  August  1,  1983,  the  or  after  such  date. 

pr<?  Michiean  AFL-CIO  Executive  amount  established  in  such  account  for  (b)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall,  at  the 
Vice  President  Sam  MshmanlSS  compenation  payable  for  weeks  beginning  earliest  practicable  date  after  the  date  of 
Vice  President  Sam  Fishman  has  accu-  ^^  ^^  ^^^^^  August  1,  1983,  shall  be  equal  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  propose  to  each 
rately  compared  this  trigger  mecha-  ^^^  ^^^^j.  ^^  ^^^  subparagraph  (A)  entitle-  State  with  which  he  has  in  effect  an  agree- 
nism  to  a  faulty  system  once  used  to  ^gjjt  or  the  sum  of—  ment  under  section  602  of  the  Federal  Sup- 
determine  pollution  levels  in  lakes.  ■•(,)  the  subparagraph  (A)  entitlement  re-  plemental  Compensation  Act  of  1982  a 
That  system  measured  water  pollution  duced  (but  not  below  zero)  by  the  aggregate  modification  of  such  agreement  designed  to 
levels  by  relying  on  the  rate  at  which  amount  of  Federal  supplemental  compensa-  provide  for  the  payment  of  Federal  supple- 
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mental  compensation  under  such  Act  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  amendments  made  by 
this  Act.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi 
slon  of  law.  if  any  State  fails  or  refuses, 
within  the  3-week  period  beginning  on  the 
date  the  Secretary  of  Lal>or  proposed  such  a 
modification  to  such  State,  to  enter  into 
such  a  modification  of  such  agreement,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  terminate  such 
agreement  effective  with  the  end  of  the  last 
week  which  ends  on  or  before  such  3-week 
period.* 
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critical  problems  created  when  there  is  in  the   House  of  Representatives  by 

a  vacancy  in  the  position  of  the  Gen-  the  chairman  of  the  Energy  and  Com- 
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By  Mr.  STEVENS: 
S.  1664.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  to  make  the 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Labor  Rela- 
tions Authority  the  chief  executive 
and  administrative  officer  of  the  Fed- 
eral Labor  Relations  Authority,  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

DESIGNATION  Or  AOTHORITY  TO  THE  CHAIRMAN 
or  THE  rEOERAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
introducing  today  a  bill  to  designate 
the  Chairperson  of  the  Federal  Labor 
Relations  Authority  to  be  the  chief  ex- 
ecutive and  administrative  officer  of 
the  agency. 

The  Federal  Labor  Relations  Au- 
thority is  composed  of  three  members 
who  adjudicate  claims  of  unfair  labor 
practices  in  the  Federal  sector.  The 
statute  is  ambiguous  as  to  who  has  the 
administrative  authority  in  the 
agency.  Thus,  what  has  occurred  is 
that  all  administrative  and  executive 
decisions  have  to  be  cosigned  by  all 
three  members.  This  has  created  a  sit- 
uation of  great  friction,  confusion,  and 
delay.  In  fact,  the  well-publicized  fur- 
niture fiasco  of  last  year  can  be,  in 
part,  attributed  to  the  lack  of  one  cen- 
tral person  accountable  for  adminis- 
trative matters.  The  empowering  of 
the  Chairperson  with  this  authority 
will  not  in  any  way  diminish  the  au- 
thority of  other  members  in  matters 
relating  to  cases  before  them.  This  is 
simply  a  clarification  of  administrative 
authority  in  that  agency. 


Counsel  of  the  Authority  resigned.  On 
June  28,  1982,  the  President  designat- 
ed an  Acting  General  Counsel.  The 
President  nominated  a  General  Coun- 
sel on  November  1,  1982,  and  the  new 
General  Counsel  took  office,  after 
Senate  confirmation,  on  March  8, 
1983.  During  the  3-month  hiatus  be- 
tween March  22,  and  June  28.  1982, 
the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel  was 
required  to  defer  issuing  approximate- 
ly 248  unfair  labor  practice  complaints 
and  140  decisions  on  appeals  from  re- 
gional directors'  refusals  to  issue 
unfair  labor  practice  complaints.  Al- 
though the  Office  of  the  General 
Counsel  continued  to  investigate  alle- 
gations of  new  unfair  labor  practices 
during  this  3-month  period,  and  re- 
gional directors  continued  to  dismiss 
nonmeritorious  unfair  labor  practice 
charges,  although  no  action  was  taken 
on  appeals  of  such  dismissal  actions, 
such  continued  investigation  and  dis- 
missals in  the  absence  of  a  General 
Counsel  could  be  questioned  as  being 
inappropriate. 

Upon  the  designation  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  an  Acting  General  Counsel 
new  unfair  labor  practice  complaints 
were  issued  and  action  was  taken  on 
appeals  of  regional  directors'  dismis- 
sals of  unfair  labor  practice  charges. 
However,  legal  questions  exist  wheth- 
er the  requirement  for  Senate  confir- 
mation contained  in  section  7104<f)<l) 
of  the  statute  can  be  avoided,  absent 
specific  statutory  authority,  through 
the  designation  of  a  Federal  official  as 
Acting  General  Counsel  to  exercise 
the  statutory  authority  of  the  General 
Counsel  for  an  indefinite  period. 

This  bill  gives  the  President  that  au- 
thority. 


By  Mr.  STEVENS: 
S.  1665.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  71 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  pro- 
vide for  the  operational  continuity  of 
the  Office  of  the  General  counsel  of 
the  Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority 
during  a  vacancy  in  the  position  of  the 
General  Counsel:  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

CONTINUITY  DURING  VACANCY  Or  GENERAL 
COUNSEL  or  THE  rEDERAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 
AUTHORITY 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
introducing  a  bill  today  to  simply  au- 
thorize the  President  to  designate  a 
person  as  the  acting  General  Counsel 
of  the  Federal  Labor  Relations  Au- 
thority, for  a  short  period,  if  the  office 
of  the  General  Counsel  is  vacant. 
Under  current  law  only  the  General 
Coiuisel  is  empowered  to  investigate 
and  prosecute  unfair  labor  practices  in 
the  Federal  sector. 

The  recent  experience  of  the  Office 
of  the  General  Counsel  highlights  the 


Mr. 
An- 
Mr. 
Mr. 


By  Mr.  PACKWOOD  (for  him- 
self, Mr.  GoLDWATER,  Mr.  Dan- 
roRTH,  Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr. 
Pressler.  Mr.  Stevens. 
Trible.   Mr.   Abdnor.    Mr 

DREWS.      Mr.      BOSCHWITZ. 

Chafee.     Mr.     Cochran. 
Cohen.  Mr.  Denton.  Mr.  Dole. 
Mr.     DoMENici.     Mr.     Duren- 
BERGER,      Mr.      Grassley,      Mr. 
Hatch,     Mr.      Hatfield,     Mr. 
Hecht,  Mr.  Heinz.  Mr.  Jepsen. 
Mr.  Laxalt.  Mr.  McClure.  Mr. 
Roth.  Mr.  Simpson.  Mr.  Spec- 
ter. Mr.  Stafford.  Mr.  Wallop. 
and  Mr.  Warner): 
S.  1660.  A  bill  relating  to  the  preser- 
vation of  Universal  Telephone  Service; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Sci- 
ence, and  Transportation. 

UNIVERSAL  TELEPHONE  SERVICE  PRESERVATION 
ACT  or  1983 

•  Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  introduce  S.  1660,  the  Univer- 
sal Telephone  Service  Act  of  1983.  A 
similar  bill  is  being  introduced  today 


Telecommunications,  Consumer  Pro- 
tection, and  Finance.  Timothy  Wirth, 
and  other  members  of  that  subcom- 
mittee. The  main  purpose  of  this  bill  Is 
to  establish,  as  national  policy,  that 
the  Federal  Communications  Commis- 
sion must  insure  the  universal  avail- 
ability of  basic  telephone  service  at 
reasonable  rates. 

Recent  requests  for  large  increases 
in  local  telephone  rates  are  of  great 
concern  to  me  and  other  Members  of 
this  body.  We  fear  that,  if  these  pro- 
posed increases  in  local  rates  are  ap- 
proved, many  consumers  will  be  forced 
to  give  up  their  telephones— an  inte- 
gral part  of  their  daily  lives— because 
they  no  longer  will  be  able  to  afford 
telephone  service.  Rate  increases  that 
lead  to  the  disconnection  of  telephone 
service  threaten  not  only  individual 
consumers,  but  also  America's  effi- 
cient telephone  network.  Our  primary 
goal  is  to  insure  that  the  consumers' 
interests  in  maintaining  efficient  and 
economical  telephone  service  are  pro- 
tected during  this  time  of  enormous 
change  in  the  telecommunications  in- 
dustry. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  confusing 
period  for  this  industry— AT&T  is 
being  reorganized,  new  technologies 
are  emerging  faster  than  we  can  keep 
track  of  them,  and  the  FCC  is  chang- 
ing fundamental  regulatory  ground- 
rules.  The  apparent  effect  of  these 
changes  is  to  shift  much  of  the  respon- 
sibility for  maintaining  the  universal 
telephone  network  from  the  major 
users  of  the  network  to  residential 
telephone  customers.  If  these  policies 
continue,  the  result  will  be  the  de- 
struction of  universal  service. 

After  the  AT&T/Justice  Depart- 
ment consent  decree  was  announced  in 
January  of  1982.  we  and  others  were 
told,  that  telephone  rates  would  not 
go  up  by  more  than  8  to  10  percent  a 
year.  Many  recent  local  rate  requests, 
totaling  over  $5  billion  nationwide, 
have  far  exceeded  that  prediction. 
Rural  telephone  companies  also  fear 
that  their  rates  will  greatly  exceed 
that  prediction,  if  Congress  does  not 
act. 

Two  years  ago,  I  was  concerned 
about  the  possible  impact  of  regula- 
tory changes  on  telephone  rates  and 
consumers.  A  bill  I  sponsored,  S.  898. 
would  have  protected  consumers  by 
continuing  the  use  of  long-distance 
revenues  in  subsidizing  residential  and 
rural  rates.  S.  898  passed  the  Senate  In 
October  1981.  In  January  of  1982. 
AT&T  and  the  Justice  Department 
agreed  to  break  up  that  company,  and 
the  House  Commerce  Committee  was 
not  able  to  report  out  legislation  simi- 
lar to  S.  898. 


Based  upon  the  assurances  we  re 
ceived  after  the  consent  decree  was  an 
nounced,  I  was  willing  to  let  the  dust 
settle  before  considering  further  legis- 
lation. However,  the  prospect  of  these 
rate  increases  and  the  possible  impact 
on  our  universal  telephone  network 
compel  me  to  take  legislative  action 
now. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  be  irresponsi- 
ble to  wait  any  longer  until  massive 
rate  increases  actually  hit  the  public. 
We  need  to  act  now  to  insure  that  no 
judicial  or  regulatory  policy  results  in 
unreasonable  rate  increases.  Judge 
Greene,  the  judge  in  the  AT&T  dives- 
titure case,  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
local  or  long  distance  telephone  rates. 
He  cannot  solve  the  problem,  but  the 
Congress  can.  I  believe  that  it  is  in  the 
national  interest  for  us  to  do  so  this 
year. 

This  bill  I  introduce  today,  with  Sen- 
ators Goldwater.  Danforth.  Kasse- 
baum, Pressler,  Stevens,  Trible, 
Abdnor,  Andrews,  Boschwitz,  Chafee, 
Cochran,  Cohen,  Denton,  Dole,  Do- 

MENICI,  DURENBERGER.  GRASSLEY, 

Hatch,  Hatfield,  Hecht,  Heinz, 
Jepsen,  Laxalt,  McClure,  Roth,  Simp- 
son, Specter,  Stafford,  Wallop,  and 
Warner  as  cosponsors.  will  accomplish 
the  major  goals  the  Senate  established 
2  years  ago  in  passing  S.  898.  The 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation  will  hold  joint  hear- 
ings on  this  legislation  with  Energy 
and  Commerce  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  July  28 
and  29.  We  hope  to  move  expeditiously 
on  this  legislation  in  the  Senate,  and 
the  leadership  of  the  House  Energy 
and  Commerce  Committee  has  made  a 
commitment  to  do  the  same  in  the 
House.  We  believe  that  the  passage  of 
this  legislation  is  of  great  importance 
to  the  Nation. 

I  ask  that  the  bill  and  a  summary  be 
printed  in  its  entirety  at  this  point  in 
the  Record.  I  also  ask  that  a  survey  on 
State  telephone  rate  requests  and 
awards,  prepared  for  me  by  the  Na- 
tional Telecommunications  and  Infor- 
mation Administration,  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1660 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Universal  Tele- 
phone Service  Preservation  Act  of  1983". 

POLICY 

Sec  2.  For  the  purpose  of  making  avail- 
able, so  far  as  possible,  to  all  the  people  of 
the  United  States,  rapid,  efficient,  nation- 
wide, and  worldwide  telecommunications 
services  with  adequate  facilities  at  reasona- 
ble charges;  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
universal  basic  telephone  service  at  reasona- 
ble charges  to  rural  and  residential  basic 
telephone  customers;  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
suring that  all  providers  of  telecommunica- 
tions services  l>ear  an  equitable  share  of  the 


costs  of  providing  universal  basic  telephone 
service;  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  con- 
tinuing improvements  in  telecommunica- 
tions technologies  and  service  in  all  areas  of 
the  United  States;  and  for  the  purpose  of 
promoting  safety  of  life  and  property 
through  the  use  of  telecommunications. 

EXCHANGE  ACCESS 

Sec  3.  Section  221  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  The  Commission  shall  establish  a 
system  of  exchange  access  charges  in  order 
to— 

"(1)  achieve  equal  treatment  among  all  in- 
terLATA  carriers  and  other  customers  using 
the  services  of  exchange  companies  through 
direct  or  indirect  connection; 

■•(2)  assure  that  payments  and  assign- 
ments of  costs  relating  to  exchange  access 
are  carried  out  in  a  manner  which  is  open  to 
public  examination  and  which  ensures  ac- 
countability to  the  public; 

"(3)  achieve  flexibility  in  accommodating 
changes  in  market  conditions  and  technolo- 
gy: 

"(4)  establish  incentives  for  efficient  in- 
vestment decisions  and  technological 
choices;  and 

■■(5)  ensure  that  exchange  carriers  are 
compensated  for  their  costs  of  providing  ex- 
change access.". 

UNIVERSAL  SERVICE  COSTS;  DEFINITIONS 

Sec  4.  Section  201  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(c)(1)  The  joint  board  established  pursu- 
ant to  section  410(d)  of  this  Act  shall  estab- 
lish a  Universal  Service  Charge  Schedule  to 
insure  that  basic  telephone  service  will  be 
available  at  reasonable  rates  throughout 
the  United  States.  Such  Schedule  shall  take 
effect  on  January  1.  1986.  or  on  the  dale  of 
the  termination  of  the  current  subscriber 
plant  factor  compensation  arrangement, 
whichever  first  occurs.  Such  Schedule  shall 
designate  Universal  Service  Costs  to  be  allo- 
cated to  the  Federal  jurisdiction  and  pro- 
vide for  their  collection  by  means  of  a  uni- 
versal Service  Charge  that  is  payable  by  any 
interLATA  carrier  or  any  provider  of  inter- 
LATA  services  or  private  system  that  con- 
nects directly  or  indirectly  to  any  exchange 
carrier  or  any  local  exchange  switched  net- 
work used  to  provide  basic  telephone  serv- 
ice. 

"(2)  Each  exchange  company  that  quali- 
fies for  payments  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
90  percent  of  its  reasonably  incurred  Uni- 
versal Service  Costs,  which  are  directly  re- 
lated to  the  efficient  and  economic  provi- 
sion of  such  service. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  title.  Universal 
Service  Costs  shall  consist  of  an  exchange 
company's  costs  for  basic  intraLATA  tele- 
phone service  to  any  points  within  a  LATA 
which  exceed  110  per  centum  of  the  average 
cost  of  providing  comparable  basic  intra- 
LATA telephone  service  throughout  the 
United  States. 

"(d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (c),  any  company  which  qualifies 
for  payments  under  this  section  and  whose 
costs  for  basic  intraLATA  telephone  service 
to  any  points  exceed  250  per  centum  of  the 
average  cost  of  providing  comparable  basic 
intraLATA  telephone  service  throughout 
the  United  States  shall  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive 100  per  centum  of  its  reasonably  in- 
curred Universal  Service  Costs  over  25  per 
centum  of  the  natioal  average. 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term— 


"(1)  'Basic  telephone  service'  shall  mean 
residential  voice-grade  communications  pro- 
vided to  the  general  public  on  a  universal 
basis  over  the  public  switched  telephone 
network  for  use  by  natural  persons  to  com- 
municate with  each  other  by  voice; 

"(2)  basic  intraLATA  telephone  service' 
shall  mean  that  portion  of  basic  telephone 
service  provided  within  a  local  access  and 
transport  area  (LATA)  as  that  term  was  de- 
scribed in  the  Plan  of  Reorganization  filed 
on  December  16,  1982,  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
in  Civil  Action  No.  82-0192,  and  as  approved 
by  such  Court,  including  access  to  such  serv- 
ice. Such  term  shall  include  service  between 
independent  telephone  companies  that  are 
associated  with  Bell  Operating  Company 
LATAs  and  service  within  an  independent 
telephone  company  service  area  which  is 
the  equivalent  of  a  LATA;  and 

"(3)  'exchange  company'  shall  mean  a 
company  that  offers  basic  telephone  service 
and  other  services  within  one  or  more  serv- 
ice areas  recognized  by  any  State  regulatory 
commission. 

■(f)  On  and  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  subsection,  no  interstate  non- 
traffic  sensitive  costs  shall  be  recovered 
from  end  users.". 

JURISDICTION 

Sec  5.  (a)  Section  2  (a)  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  after  "interstate"  the  first 
place  where  it  occurs,  a  comma  and  "inter- 
LATA". 

(b)  Section  2  (b)(1)  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  deleting 
"intrastate  communication  service"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "exchange  communi- 
cations service". 

(c)  Sections  2(b)  (2)  and  (3)  of  the  Com- 
munications Act  of  1934  are  each  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  "interstate" 
a  comma  and  'interLATA". 

(d)  Section  221  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(f)  In  order  to  achieve  consistency  and 
uniformity  of  policy  in  regard  to  interstate 
and  intrastate  access  charges,  the  Commis- 
sion may  assert  jurisdiction  over  all  non- 
traffic  sensitive  subscriber  loop  costs  to  the 
Federal  jurisdiction. 

"(g)  The  Commission  may,  by  rule,  dele- 
gate to  a  State  commission  some  or  all  of 
the  Commission "s  authority  under  this  title 
with  respect  to  ( 1 )  intrastate  interLATA  toll 
service,  and  (2)  access  charges  for  the  inter- 
connection of  exchange  communications 
service  with  interstate  or  intrastate  inter- 
LATA toll  service  upon  a  finding  that  such 
delegation  would  promote  the  purposes  of 
this  Act. 

"(h)  The  joint  board  established  pursuant 
to  section  410(d)  of  this  Act  shall  establish 
guidelines  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
thU  Act  which  shall  bind  a  State  commis- 
sion in  its  exercise  of  any  authority  delegat- 
ed to  it  under  this  section. 

"(i)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term— 

"(1)  "non-traffic  sensitive'  shall  have  such 
meaning  as  shall  be  prescribed  by  the  Uni- 
versal Telephone  Service  Joint  Board  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  410(d)  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934;  and 

"(2)  "subscriber  loop'  means  a  path  for 
communication  between  a  subscriber's 
access  point,  excluding  inside  wire,  and  the 
exchange  company"s  central  switch,  fur- 
nished expressly  for  the  use  of  one  sut)scrib- 
er.  and  In  such  a  manner  as  the  exchange 
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company  elects,  either  by  wire,  radio,  fiber 
optics,  or  a  combination  thereof.". 

DMIVSRSAL  TKLEPHONB  SERVICE  JOINT  BOARD 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  410  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

"(d)  The  Commission  shall  establish  a 
joint  board  which  shsUl  be  Itnown  as  the 
'Universal  Telephone  Service  Joint  Board'. 
Such  Board  shall  be  composed  of  five  com- 
missioners of  the  Commission  and  of  four 
commissioners  nominated  by  the  national 
organization  of  the  State  Commissions  (re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (O).  and  approved  by 
the  Conunission.  The  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mission, or  another  commissioner  designat- 
ed by  the  Commission,  shall  serve  as  chair- 
man of  such  Board.  The  Commission  shall 
refer  any  matter  relating  to  section  201(c) 
and  subsections  (e),  (f),  and  (g)  of  section 
221  to  the  Board  established  by  this  subsec- 
tion. Any  decision  of  such  Board  arising  out 
of  or  in  connection  with  such  matter  so  re- 
ferred shall  be  adopted  by  the  Commission 
as  a  final  decision.  For  the  purpose  of  acting 
on  any  such  matter,  such  Board  shall  have 
all  the  jurisdiction  and  power  of  a  board  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

■•(e)  Whoever,  with  the  intent  to  deprive 
any  exchange  company  of  any  revenue  to 
which  it  is  otherwise  entitled  in  connection 
with  access  charges,  transmits  telecommuni- 
cations in  a  maimer  so  as  to  avoid  accessing 
a  local  exchange  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
the  payment  of  such  charges  shall  be  fined 
not  more  than  $100,000.'. 

(b)(1)  Section  410  (a)  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  inserting 
"and  subsection  (d)  of  this  section"  after 
••409". 

(2)  Section  410  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  "and  subsection  (d)  of  this  sec- 
tion" after  •  409 ". 

BASIC  TELEPHONE  LIFELINE  SERVICE 

Sec.  7.  The  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission and  each  State  regulatory  authority 
shall  take  action  to  ensure  that  natural  per- 
sons within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  author- 
ity have  access  to  basic  telephone  lifeline 
service  which  shall  be  the  minimum  capabil- 
ity necessary  for  basic  telephone  service. 

DEFINITION 

Sec  8.  As  used  in  this  Act.  the  term  'tele- 
communications" means  the  transmission, 
between  or  among  points  specified  by  the 
user,  of  information  of  the  user's  choosing, 
without  charge  in  the  form  or  content  of 
the  information,  by  means  of  electromag- 
netic Impulses  (including  Impulses  of  light), 
with  or  without  benefit  of  any  closed  trans- 
mission medium,  including  all  instrumental- 
ities, facilities,  apparatus,  and  services  (in- 
cluding the  collection,  storage,  forwarding, 
switching,  and  delivery  of  such  information) 
essential  to  such  transmission. 

Summary 

1.  The  purt>ose  is  to  establish  as  national 
policy  the  nationwide  availability  of  basic 
local  telephone  service  to  residential  and 
rural  customers  at  reasonable  rates. 

2.  The  FCC  is  to  ensure  that  long  distance 
services  continue  to  subsidize  local  residen- 
tial and  rural  telephone  service. 

3.  The  FCC  is  directed  to  establish  a 
system  that  requires  long  distance  tele- 
phone companies  to  compensate  local  tele- 
phone companies  for  the  cost  of  placing  and 
receiving  long  distance  telephone  calls. 

4.  The  FCC  "access  charge  decision." 
which  equally  divided  the  cost  of  maintain- 
ing the  local  system  between  long  distance 


carriers  and  consumers,  is  reversed.  This  bill 
places  all  costs  on  the  long  distance  carriers 
and  on  any  companies  that  bypass  the  local 
telephone  company. 

5.  A  Universal  Service  F*und  (the  subsidy 
mechanism)  is  created  to  ensure  that  local 
basic  telephone  service  will  continue  to  be 
available  in  high  cost  residential  and  rural 
areas  throughout  the  United  States.  The 
Universal  Service  Fund  receives  a  fee  from 
any  long  distance  company,  or  other  entity 
that  directly  or  indirectly  connects  to  any 
local  telephone  company,  or  any  other  com- 
pany that  provides  local  telephone  service 
(i.e..  cable  system). 

Only  local  telephone  companies  with  local 
costs  that  are  more  than  10%  above  the  na- 
tional average  cost  are  eligible  for  the  subsi- 
dy. 

A.  If  a  local  company's  costs  are  more 
than  10%  above  the  national  average  cost, 
then  that  local  company  receives  a  subsidy 
equal  to  90%  of  those  higher  costs. 

B.  If  a  local  company's  costs  are  more 
than  2'/7  times  the  national  average  cost, 
then  that  local  company  receives  a  subsidy 
equal  to  100%  of  those  higher  costs. 

6.  A  permanent  Universal  Telephone  Serv- 
ice Joint  Board  (Federal/State)  is  created  to 
govern  the  subsidy  mechanism.  Because  this 
Board  will  he  made  up  of  4  State  commis- 
sioners (along  with  all  5  FCC  commission- 
ers), this  provision  ensures  that  the  States 
will  have  a  permanent  and  important  role  in 
the  decision-making  process. 

7.  In  order  to  establish  uniform  national 
policy,  the  FCC  is  given  jurisdiction  over  all 
long  distance  calls,  including  those  that  are 
wholly  intrastate.  These  calls  are  now 
within  state  jurisdiction. 

8.  The  FCC  is  given  the  discretion  to 
transfer  back  to  the  states  their  jurisdiction 
over  intrastate  long  distance  calls. 

9.  Fraudulent  avoidance  of  the  local  tele- 
phone network  (fraudulent  bypass)  could  be 
punishable  by  a  fine  of  up  to  $100,000. 

10.  The  FCC  and  each  State  Utility  Com- 
mission are  directed  to  ensure  the  availabil- 
ity, to  all  people,  of  access  to  minimum  basic 
telephone  service  (sometimes  called  "basic 
lifeline  service"),  consisting  of  the  least  ex- 
pensive two-way  telephone  service  available 
to  the  public. 
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•  Mr.  DANFORTH.  Mr.  President,  in 
January,  1982,  the  American  Tele- 
phone &  Telegraph  Co.  and  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  reached  an  agree- 
ment in  Federal  court  in  settlement  of 
a  7-year-old  antitrust  suit.  The  agree- 
ment called  for  a  monumental  restruc- 
turing of  the  telephone  industry, 
which  both  parties  hailed  as  a  positive 
development  that  would  promote  com- 
petition, increase  consumer  choice, 
and  lead  to  lower  costs  for  telecom- 
munications services. 

The  months  since  the  settlement, 
however,  have  been  characterized  by 
uncertainty  and  increasing  concern 
that  telephone  rates  are  going  to  sky- 
rocket—particularly in  rural  areas. 
Southwestern  Bell  Telephone  Co.  has 


asked  the  Missouri  Public  Service 
Commission  for  a  record  $254.8  million 
increase  in  rates  for  local  service,  and 
the  Federal  Communications  Commis- 
sion has  announced  that  it  will  require 
all  telephone  customers  to  pay  a 
monthly  long-distance  access  charge, 
even  if  the  telephone  is  never  lifted 
off  the  hook.  It  has  been  estimated 
that  in  rural  Missouri  this  charge 
could  be  as  high  as  $23  every  month. 

Mr.  President,  with  enactment  of 
the  original  Communications  Act  in 
1934,  Congress  assumed  the  obligation 
of  assuring  "universal"  telephone  serv- 
ice; that  is,  it  assumed  the  obligation 
of  assuring  that  all  Americans  have 
access  to  affordable  telephone  service 
whether  they  live  in  urban  or  rural 
areas,  whether  they  be  healthy  or  dis- 
abled, whether  they  be  young  and 
gainfully  employed,  or  elderly  and 
living  on  a  fixed  retirement  income. 
The  time  has  come  for  Congress  to 
reassert  its  commitment  to  this  obliga- 
tion. Today  the  telephone  is  an  essen- 
tial part  of  living.  It  is  not  luxury,  nor 
should  it  be.  It  is  a  lifeline.  Therefore, 
I  am  joining  with  my  colleague  from 
Oregon,  Senator  Packwood,  in  spon- 
soring the  Universal  Telephone  Serv- 
ice Preservation  Act  of  1983. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  why 
local'  telephone  rates  are  increasing. 
One  is  inflation.  Local  telephone  rates 
have  remained  relatively  stable  for 
almost  two  decades  while  the  costs  for 
other  services  have  risen  dramatically. 
Until  very  recently,  for  example,  the 
prices  charged  for  residential  tele- 
phone installations  did  not  begin  to 
cover  labor  costs,  and  were  far  below 
the  prices  charged  for  work  done  by 
plumbers,  electricians,  and  other  serv- 
icemen. 

Another  factor  is  the  move  to  a 
move  competitive  marketplace.  This 
has  precipitated  a  drive  by  the  tele- 
phone companies  to  modernize  their 
plant  and  increase  their  rates  of 
return.  It  has  also  led  the  telephone 
companies  to  begin  pricing  business 
telephone  services  closer  to  actual 
cost.  Historically,  business  telephone 
rates  have  been  set  at  rates  substan- 
tially above  the  level  of  residential 
rates,  although  the  actual  cost  of  serv- 
ice is  essentially  the  same,  and  the 
excess  revenues  have  been  used  to  sub- 
sidize residential  services.  This  dispari- 
ty in  rates  has  been  justified  by  the 
belief  that  telephone  service  is  worth 
more  to  business  and  that  business  is 
able  to  pass  on  the  added  expense. 
Today,  however,  the  telephone  compa- 
nies have  a  growing  fear  that  if  busi- 
nesses are  overcharged  for  service 
they  will  simply  purchase  their  own 
In-house  telephone  system,  connect  di- 
rectly with  a  long-distance  carrier,  and 
bypass  the  local  network.  Such  bypass 
could  have  a  devastating  effect  on  the 
local  telephone  companies. 

But    the    single    most    significant 
factor  leading  to  predictions  of  drasti- 


cally increased  telephone  rates  is  the 
fear  of  a  reduction  in  the  historic 
long-distance  revenue  subsidy  to  local 
service.  This  need  not  be  the  case. 
When  the  Bell  System  was  broken  up. 
it  was  assumed  that  the  long-distance 
subsidy  to  local  service  would  continue 
through  imposition  of  charges  on 
long-distance  carriers  for  access  to  the 
local  telephone  exchange.  Indeed,  Fed- 
eral District  Judge  Harold  Greene  as- 
sumed in  his  opinion  approving  the 
settlement  that  the  local  access 
charges  would  be  designed  to  keep 
local  phone  rates  from  rising  dramati- 
cally. Judge  Greene  said: 

The  divestiture  of  the  Operating  Compa- 
nies will  not  necessarily  have  an  adverse 
effect  upon  the  cost  of  local  telephone  serv- 
ice. The  decree  would  leave  state  and  feder- 
al regulators  with  a  mechanism— access 
charges— by  which  to  require  a  subsidy  from 
intercity  service  to  local  service.  By  means 
of  these  access  charges,  the  regulators 
would  be  free  to  maintain  local  rates  at  cur- 
rent levels  or  they  could  so  set  the  charges 
as  to  increase  or  decrease  local  rates. 

The  bill  introduced  today  by  Senator 
Packwood  is  consistent  with  this  prin- 
ciple. It  would  establish,  as  national 
policy,  that  universal  basic  telephone 
service  be  available  at  reasonable  rates 
through  the  subsidization  of  residen- 
tial and  rural  telephone  service.  It 
would  accomplish  this  goal  by  direct- 
ing the  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission to  establish  an  access  charge 
system  requiring  long-distance  compa- 
nies to  compensate  local  telephone 
companies  for  the  cost  of  originating 
and  terminating  long-distance  tele- 
phone calls,  and  would  reverse  a 
recent  FCC  decision  which  allocated 
long  distance  access  costs  equally  be- 
tween consumers  and  long-distance 
carriers.  This  bill  would  place  all 
access  costs  on  the  carriers.  It  would 
set  up  a  universal  service  fund  to 
assure  continued,  reasonable  tele- 
phone rates  in  rural  areas,  set  up  a 
joint  board  to  assure  the  States  of  a 
permanent  role  in  the  decisionmaking 
process,  and  impose  sanctions  against 
fraudulent  bypass  of  the  local  net- 
work. Perhaps  most  importantly,  it 
would  direct  the  FCC  and  each  State 
public  utility  commission  to  insure  the 
availability,  to  all  people,  of  access  to 
basic  lifeline  telephone  service. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  with  enthusiasm 
that  I  join  with  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee in  sponsoring  this  bill.  I  recom- 
mend it  to  my  colleagues,  and  urge 
speedy  enactment.* 
•  Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
my  fellow  cosponsors  in  endorsing  leg- 
islation to  preserve  quality  telephone 
service  at  reasonable  rates  to  virtually 
all  Americans.  A  strong  and  extensive 
communications  network  is  essential 
to  the  very  social  and  economic  struc- 
tures which  made  the  United  States 
the  greatest  Nation  on  Earth.  Let  us 
work  together  constructively  not  only 


to  retain  the  world's  finest  telephone 
system,  but  also  to  improve  it. 

The  telecommunications  industry  is 
going  through  tremendous  change. 
Emerging  technologies  are  broadening 
the  types  and  delivery  of  communica- 
tions services.  Productivity  increases 
and  resulting  cost  decreases  have 
transformed  telephone  usage  from 
luxury  to  necessity.  Phone  service  is  a 
convenience,  without  which  no  home 
or  business  can  function  effectively. 
Because  of  technological  advances,  the 
market  structure  of  the  communica- 
tions industry  has  been  subjected  to 
intense  analysis  in  recent  years.  The 
Justice  Department  took  bold  and  con- 
troversial action  last  year  in  deciding 
to  dismantle  American  Telephone  & 
Telegraph  (AT&T). 

That  decision  will  cause  some  disrup- 
tion and  adjustments  initially,  but  the 
long-term  results  are  for  the  better. 
Bell  operating  companies  and  other 
providers  of  local  exchange  networks 
are  best  suited  to  a  regulated  public 
service  environment.  Other  services 
and  products  offered  by  the  telephone 
industry  probably  are  oriented  better 
to  a  market  setting,  so  that  the  bene- 
fits of  competition  are  introduced  to 
the  public. 

While  this  division  between  regulat- 
ed and  unregulated  offerings  may 
appear  simple  and  straightforward, 
the  underlying  financial  implications 
are  foreboding.  It  is  an  economic  fact 
of  life  that  long-distance  profits  subsi- 
dize substantially  the  cost  of  providing 
local  telephone  service.  Nationwide, 
that  subsidy  amounts  to  an  over- 
whelming $10  billion  annually.  When 
Bell  operating  companies  are  separat- 
ed from  other  profitable  undertakings 
of  AT&T,  that  subsidy  must  be  re- 
placed, and  telephone  customers  are 
extremely  vulnerable  to  rate  increases 
to  make  up  for  that  large  revenue 
shortfall.  Of  every  dollar  spent  on 
long-distance  calls,  35  cents  is  dedicat- 
ed to  reducing  the  cost  of  local  phone 
service.  In  high-cost  areas  like  my 
home  State  of  South  Dakota,  that  sub- 
sidy factor  is  much  higher. 

A  main  concern  of  mine  is  establish- 
ing who  will  receive  the  benefits  of 
telephone  deregulation.  I  do  not  think 
it  will  be  the  average  American  house- 
hold or  small  business.  I  am  highly 
skeptical  that  reductions  in  long-dis- 
tance rates  will  offset  entirely  the  in- 
creases in  rates  for  local  service.  It  is 
my  suspicion  that  only  high  volume 
customers  will  receive  lower  phone 
bills  as  a  result  of  the  mandated 
change  in  phone  service  pricing.  If  this 
is  true,  I  am  worried  about  the  conse- 
quences. Since  a  small  percentage  Of 
phone  customers  generate  most  of  the 
revenue,  the  vast  majority  of  phone 
users  face  dramatically  increased 
costs. 

Many  factors  must  be  considered  in 
establishing  and  allocating  a  universal 
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service  fund.  My  position  on  such  fund 
is  widely  known  through  my  contacts 
with  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission,  the  telephone  industry, 
and  my  universal  service  fund  amend- 
ment to  the  findings  section  of  S.  66. 
the  Cable  Telecommunications  Act.  I 
l)elieve  that  all  providers  of  communi- 
cations services— data  and  voice— must 
contribute  to  the  provision  of  a  univer- 
sal network  at  affordable  rates  to  the 
customer.  My  colleagues  agree  with 
me  unanimously.  Private  networks,  in 
my  estimation,  have  a  public  responsi- 
bility. To  the  extent  that  the  public 
interest  and  national  security  are  en- 
hanced by  an  extensive  communica- 
tions network,  an  obligation  exists  for 
private  communications  systems,  to 
contribute  to  the  universal  service 
fund. 

A  fair  allocation  of  funds  to  high- 
cost  areas  deserves  careful  consider- 
ation as  well.  Economic  rationale  must 
be  employed  to  insure  efficient  use  of 
money  devoted  to  keeping  phone  costs 
down.  Besides  providing  assistance  to 
high-cost  areas,  consideration  must  be 
given  to  protecting  elderly,  disabled 
and  low-income  individuals  who  will  be 
most  affected  by  increases  in  phone 
rates. 

I  commend  the  efforts  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Commerce  Committee 
and  pledge  my  support  to  achieving  a 
fair  and  workable  universal  service 
fund.  Universal  service  at  reasonable 
rates  plays  as  important  a  role  to  this 
Nation  as  uniform  and  affordable 
postage  stamps  have  played  historical- 
ly and  contemporarily.  Electronic  com- 
munication is  of  vital  importance  to 
our  Nation.  It  contributes  greatly  to 
our  security,  well-being,  and  standard 
of  living.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  enact 
universal  service  fund  legislation  as 
soon  as  possible* 

•  Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Commerce,  Science  and  Trans- 
portation Committee  today  in  intro- 
ducing the  Universal  Telephone  Serv- 
ice Preservation  Act  of  1983.  It  is  my 
hope  that  both  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee and  the  full  Senate  will  act  ex- 
peditiously on  this  legislation. 

My  home  State  of  South  Dakota  is 
one  of  those  high-cost  areas  much 
talked  about  in  recent  media  stories 
about  rising  telephone  rates.  One  of 
our  South  Dakota  telephone  coopera- 
tives has  only  44  subscribers  spread 
out  over  a  210-square-mile  service 
area.  Obviously,  two  customers  per 
square  mile  do  not  generate  sufficient 
revenue  to  cover  costs  for  the  local  co- 
op. Yet  these  are  the  very  people  who 
are  so  dependent  on  affordable  phone 
service  because  of  the  great  distances 
between  towns  and  the  poor  weather 
and  road  conditions  during  the  winter 
months.  These  are  the  farmers,  ranch- 
ers, and  small  businessmen  who  are  al- 
ready suffering  from  a  depressed  agri- 
cultural economy  and  outrageous  in- 


terest rates.  They  are  entitled  to  good 
phone  service  at  reasonable  prices. 

Traditionally,  long-distance  phone 
rates  have  subsidized  local  phone  serv- 
ice throughout  the  country,  not  just  in 
remote  rural  communities.  After  the 
AT&T  divestiture,  this  subsidy  will  no 
longer  be  in  place.  Individual  phone 
users  must  pick  up  more  of  these 
costs.  In  many  areas  of  the  country, 
this  will  mean  a  doubling  or  tripling  of 
phone  bills  in  a  matter  of  months.  The 
FCC  policy  of  burdening  the  American 
people  with  astronomical  phone  rates 
is  simply  unacceptable  and  must  be 
curbed  by  immediate  congressional 
action. 

The  legislation  introduced  today  is 
an  important  step  in  Congress  respon- 
sibility to  protect  universal  telephone 
service.  Its  twofold  purpose,  to  insure 
the  principles  of  universal  phone  serv- 
ice and  the  establishment  of  an  access 
charge  system  which  is  fair  to  the 
American  public,  is  commendable  and 
I  strongly  support  these  concepts.  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  the 
chairman  and  my  colleagues  on  the 
Commerce  Committee  to  act  on  this 
measure  in  a  timely  and  effective 
manner. • 


By   Mr.   CHAFEE.   (for   himself. 

Mr.      Bentsen,      Mr.      Duren- 

BERGER,        Mr.        BOREN,        Mr. 

Wallop,      Mr.      Pryor,      Mr. 

Cohen,       Mr.       Nunn,       Mr. 

D'Amato,  and  Mr.  Denton). 
S.  1666.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  reduce  the 
capital  gain  tax  rates  for  individuals 
who  hold  new  issues  of  stock  at  least  5 
years:  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  CAPITAL  rORMATION  TAX  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  today 
I    am    joined    by    Senators    Bentsen, 

DURENBERGER.    BOREN,    WaLLOP.    PRYOR, 

Cohen.  Nunn.  DAmato,  and  Denton 
in  introducing  a  bill  amending  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  by  lowering  the 
minimum  effective  capital  gains  tax 
rate  on  new  stock  held  for  5  years. 

During  the  last  several  years,  we 
have  seen  the  dynamic  growth  of  new 
companies  based  on  advance  technol- 
ogies. These  pioneering  companies 
have  paced  our  economy  toward  recov- 
ery and  contributed  to  our  national 
well-being.  They  are  a  major  source  of 
new  jobs. 

However,  such  companies  are  capital 
intensive,  and  large  capital  infusions 
are  essential  to  their  well-being.  Ac- 
cordingly, an  economic  environment 
that  supplies  an  adequate  and  stable 
source  of  investment  capital  is  needed. 
The  legislation  we  introduced  today 
accomplishes  this  goal  by  fostering 
such  capital  investment. 

Our  bill  entitles  an  individual  tax- 
payer to  a  reduced  capital  gains  tax,  at 
a  minimum  rate  of  10  percent,  upon 
the  sale  or  exchange  of  stock  in  a  com- 
pany if  such  stock  was: 

First,  held  for  at  least  5  years;  and 


Second,  acquired  through  an  Initial 
or  principal  stock  offering. 

The  central  reason  for  this  bill  is  to 
cash  in  on  the  benefits  our  high- 
growth  companies  can  provide  our 
economy. 

A  1982  study  completed  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  at  the  request 
of  Senator  Bentsen  titled,  "Govem- 
ment-Industry  Cooperation  Can  En- 
hance the  Venture  Capital  Process," 
identifies  the  benefits  generated  by 
growth  companies.  These  benefits  in- 
clude creation  of  thousands  of  new 
high-quality  jobs,  increases  in  Federal, 
State,  and  local  tax  receipts,  stimula- 
tion of  supplier  and  allied  firms,  aug- 
mentation of  R«&D  expenditures,  and 
generation  of  higher  export  earnings. 

Considering  some  of  these  known 
benefits  separately.  Doctor  Ed  Zschau, 
former  professor  at  Stanford  Universi- 
ty and  director  of  the  American  Elec- 
tronics Association  and  American 
Council  for  Capital  Formation  and 
now  U.S.  Congressman  from  Califor- 
nia, in  1978  presented  a  survey  to  the 
Senate  Select  Committee  on  Small 
Business.  His  survey  concluded  that 
within  5  years  each  dollar  invested  in 
a  small  business  returns  $1.38  each 
and  every  year  forever.  This  $1.38  is 
broken  down  to  70  cents  in  exports,  33 
cents  in  R&D  expenditures,  30  cents 
in  Federal  taxes,  and  5  cents  paid  to 
State  and  local  governments. 

As  for  jobs,  a  1982  report  by  the 
Joint    Economic   Committee,   entitled 

■Location  of  High  Technology  Firms 
and  Regional  Economic  Develop- 
ment," stated  that  high  technology  in- 
dustries accounted  for  75  percent  of 
the  net  increase  in  manufacturing  jobs 
from  1955  to  1979. 

The  GAO  report  mentioned  above 
indicates  that  in  1980  high-growth 
technology  businesses  produced  a 
$30.5  billion  positive  trade  balance  as 
compared  to  a  negative  $54.7  billion 
trade  balance  for  all  other  businesses. 
Earlier  this  year,  the  Senate  Finance 
Committees  Subcommittee  on  Sav- 
ings, Pensions,  and  Investment  Policy, 
which  I  chair,  conducted  2  days  of 
hearings  at  which  industry  leaders  and 
economists  testified.  The  hearing  topic 
was  "Promotion  of  High  Growth  In- 
dustries and  U.S.  Competitiveness." 

Each  of  the  witnesses  who  were 
asked  what  steps  Congress  could  take 
to  promote  an  improved  environment 
for  high-growth  companies  responded 
that  a  reduction  in  the  effective  cap- 
ital gains  tax  rate  would  help  supply 
the  investment  capital  required  by 
such  companies. 

Mr..  David  Packard,  chairman  of  the 
Hewlett-Packard  Co.  and  former 
Deputy  U.S.  Secretary  of  Defense, 
stated  the  Goverrunent  should  do  as  it 
has  done  in  the  past,  that  is,  to  pro- 
vide incentives  for  the  private  sector. 
One   incentive   for  capital   formation 

has  been  the  reduction  of  the  capital 


gains  tax,  which  Mr.  Packard  argued 
be  further  lowered. 

The  impact  of  this  tax  policy  was  ar- 
ticulated by  Dr.  Frank  Press,  president 
of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
and  a  distinguished  scientist.  He  said 
that  we  have  already  had  some  "dra- 
matic illustrations  of  the  effects  of 
changes  in  the  tax  policy  on  innova- 
tive vigor.  Venture  capital  virtually 
disappeared  after  the  1969  increases  in 
capital  gains  taxes;  it  reappeared  in 
1978,  when  the  rates  were  lowered  and 
has  been  boosted  even  further  by  the 
1981  tax  revisions,  which  lowered  the 
effective  rate." 

Similarly,  according  to  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission's  Govern- 
ment-Business Forum  on  Small  Busi- 
ness Capital  Formation,  the  report  of 
which  was  published  in  November 
1982,  high  capital  gains  taxation  de- 
creased the  mobility  of  funds  and 
locked  investors  into  their  holdings 
during  the  1970's.  The  report  advocat- 
ed further  capital  gains  tax  reduction. 

Now,  to  quell  the  fear  that  only  the 
wealthy  might  benefit  from  this  fur- 
ther capital  gains  tax  reduction,  let  me 
inform  you  of  the  results  of  the  last 
capital  gains  tax  cuts.  In  1982,  when 
the  effective  capital  gains  tax  rate  was 
last  cut,  both  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  and  OMB  predicted 
major  declines  in  nonwithheld  pay- 
ments made  quarterly  by  the  wealthy. 
OMB  said  the  receipts  from  the  rich 
would  drop  from  $76  billion  in  1981, 
before  the  cuts,  to  $72  billion  in  1982. 

The  results  for  1982  were  contrary 
to  these  predictions.  In  fact,  tax  pay- 
ments by  the  wealthy  rose  consider- 
ably—to $85.1  billion.  That  is  20  per- 
cent greater  than  the  OMB  prediction 
and  11  percent  higher  than  the  re- 
ceipts in  1981.  The  explanation  for 
this  is  that  people  move  out  of  tax 
shelters  and  invest  more  in  companies 
and  investments  generating  capital 
gains,  interest,  and  other  income  if  tax 
policy  permits  them.  I  submit  that  if 
we  were  to  identify  one  group  that 
benefits  most,  it  would  be  those  who 
fill  the  new  jobs  flowing  from  in- 
creased investments. 

In  addition  to  encouraging  capital 
formation  for  new  companies,  our  bill 
addresses  a  second  aspect  of  the  need 
for  capital  formation.  This  key  factor 
is  the  5-year  holding  period  require- 
ment. 

Mr.  Stanley  Pratt,  president  of  Ven- 
ture Economics  and  a  leading  expert 
in  the  venture  capital  field,  indicated 
at  our  hearings  that  it  takes  3  to  5 
years  to  determine  if  a  new  venture  is 
a  good  investment.  Thus,  to  create  a 
more  stable  investment  capital  pool,  it 
is  absolutely  necessary  that  Investors 
make  a  long-term  commitment  to  sup- 
port a  new  company. 

Therefore,  our  bill  requires  the  ini- 
tial investor  to  hold  the  qualified  stock 
at  least  5  years  before  the  initial  inves- 


tor can  receive  the  benefit  of  the  re- 
duced tax. 

Finally,  I  would  point  out  that  the 
United  States  is  one  of  the  few  coun- 
tries that  levies  a  capital  gains  tax. 
Arthur  Andersen  &  Co.  prepared  a 
report  this  year  comparing  capital 
gains  taxation  of  individuals  through- 
out the  world.  Individuals  in  Australia, 
Belgium,  Germany,  Italy,  Japan,  and 
the  Netherlands  are  exempt  from  such 
tax.  Closer  to  home,  California  ex- 
empts from  State  tax  on  capital  gains 
individuals  who  have  held  a  security  in 
a  medium  or  large  firm  for  3  years. 

It  is  clear  that  capital  formation  is 
extremely  sensitive  to  the  level  of  cap- 
ital gains  taxation.  Consequently,  to 
spur  the  capital  intensive  growth  in- 
dustries that  lead  our  economy,  we 
should  improve  capital  gains  tax  treat- 
ment. Passage  of  this  bill  will  be  a 
positive  step  in  stimulating  our  econo- 
my and  its  competitive  vitality. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  appear  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1666 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

section  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Capital  For- 
mation Tax  Act  of  1983". 

sec.  2.  80  PERCENT  CAPITAL  GAINS  DEDICTION  AT- 
TRIBITABLE  TO  NEW  ISSUES  OF 
STOCK  HELD  AT  LEAST  5  YEARS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  1202  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  de- 
duction for  capital  gains)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  subsection  (a)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(a)  Deduction  Allowed.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— If  for  any  taxable  year  a 
taxpayer  other  than  a  corporation  has  a  net 
capital  gain,  there  shall  be  allowed  as  a  de- 
duction from  gross  income  an  amount  equal 
to  the  sume  of — 

"(A)  80  percent  of  the  lesser  of— 

"(1)  the  net  capital  gain,  or 

"(ii)  the  qualified  net  capital  gain,  plus 

"(B)  60  percent  of  the  excess  (if  any)  of— 

"(i)  the  net  capital  gain,  over 

■■(ii)  the  amount  of  the  qualified  net  cap- 
ital gain  taken  into  account  under  subpara- 
graph (A).",  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (c)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

■(d)  Qualified  Net  Capital  Gain.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— For  purjwses  of  subsec- 
tion (a),  the  term  qualified  net  capital  gain' 
means  the  amount  of  net  capital  gain  which 
would  be  computed  for  any  taxable  year  if. 
in  determining  net  long-term  capital  gain 
for  such  taxable  year,  only  qualifies  issues 
of  stock  held  by  the  taxpayer  for  at  least  5 
years  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  exchange 
were  taken  into  account. 

"(2)  Qualified  issues  of  stock.— For  pur- 
poses of  subsection  (d),  the  term  qualified 
issues  of  stock"  means  issues  of  stock 
which— 

"(A)  are  publicly  or  privately  offered 
through  an  initial  stock  offering  by  any  cor- 
poration. 


"(B)  are  purchased  from  the  initial  of- 
feror, underwriter,  broker,  or  agent,  and 

"(C)  represent  contributions  to  capital  or 
paid  in  surplus  of  such  corporation.". 

SEC.  3.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall 
apply  to  sales  or  exchanges  after  December 
31.  1983. 

•  Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of 
the  Capital  Formation  Tax  Act  of 
1983,"  and  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Chafee.  for 
his  leadership  in  this  effort.  There  is 
no  doubt,  Mr.  President,  that  one  of 
the  most  important  issues  for  the 
small  business  sector  of  our  economy 
is  the  need  to  raise  capital  for  expan- 
sion and  other  improvements.  This 
legislation  will  aid  this  effort  and  will 
not  be  costly.  I  think  it  is  a  well-rea- 
soned and  sound  way  to  provide  assist- 
ance to  many  small,  growing  business- 
es in  this  country  who  need  additional 
capital. 

Mr.  President,  the  statistics  about 
the  importance  of  small  businesses  are 
recited  so  often  that  many  people  fre- 
quently tend  to  take  this  sector  of  our 
economy  for  granted.  The  statistics 
show  that  small  businesses  are  very  ef- 
ficient and  create  many  times  more 
jobs  than  larger  firms.  Further,  these 
small  firms  are  leading  the  way  for 
many  of  the  new  technologies  current- 
ly under  development.  In  an  era  of  in- 
creasing competition  with  foreign 
firms  for  valuable  markets,  both  here 
and  abroad,  I  believe  it  is  absolutely 
essential  that  our  Government  adopt 
policies  that  will  aid  these  companies. 
After  all,  Mr.  President,  if  these  com- 
panies grow,  it  means  one  important 
thing— jobs.  Since  putting  people  back 
to  work  is  probably  the  top  priority  at 
this  time,  I  hope  this  bill  will  receive 
strong  bipartisan  support. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  is 
straightforward  and  fairly  simple.  It 
increases  the  section  1202  deduction 
for  net  capital  gain  from  60  to  80  per- 
cent if  four  requirements  are  met. 
First,  the  stock  must  be  purchased 
through  an  initial  stock  offering. 
Second,  it  must  be  purchased  from  the 
initial  offeror,  underwriter,  broker,  or 
agent.  Third,  the  stock  must  represent 
contributions  to  capital  of  paid-in  sur- 
plus of  the  corporation.  Finally,  and 
most  importantly,  there  is  a  require- 
ment that  the  stock  be  held  for  5 
years  in  order  to  qualify  for  this  in- 
creased 1202  deduction.  Under  existing 
tax  law,  for  long-term  capital  gains 
treatment,  there  is  a  holding  period  of 
I  year.  The  effect  of  these  changes, 
Mr.  President,  is  to  provide  that  if  an 
investor  meets  these  requirements.  In- 
cluding the  5-year  holding  period,  the 
maximum  tax  on  the  sale  of  the  stock 
would  be  10  percent,  instead  of  20  per- 
cent under  current  law. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  I  think 
this  is  a  sound  measure  which  will  gen- 
erate some   much-needed   capital   for 
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many  small,  growing  firms  in  this 
country.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port it  and  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  the  sponsor  of  the  bill  in  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  on  this 
measure.* 

•  Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  legislation  intro- 
duced by  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Chafee.  The 
purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  increase  the 
investment  capital  available  to  new 
businesses.  As  a  member  of  the  Small 
Business  Committee.  I  am  concerned 
about  the  difficulty  new  firms  have  at- 
tracting capital.  Without  the  opportu- 
nity to  raise  funds,  growing  enter- 
prises have  their  innovative  ideas  sti- 
fled. 

The  measure  introduced  today  will 
help  alleviate  this  problem.  It  will 
mandate  a  lO-percent  capital  gains  tax 
rate  on  income  generated  from  initial 
investments  in  the  stock  of  new  com- 
panies. The  same  individual  has  to 
hold  the  investment  for  at  least  5 
years.  The  capital  raised  from  the  issu- 
ance of  stock  must  be  utilized  for 
working  capital  purposes. 

This  legislation  will  create  a  major 
incentive  for  individuals  to  make  long- 
term  investments  in  new  companies.  A 
lower  capital  gains  tax  rate  will  pro- 
vide a  flood  of  venture  capital  into 
growing  young  firms.  In  this  way.  jobs 
will  be  created  from  the  capital  har- 
nessed to  finance  new  ideas. 

This  legislation  will  broaden  an  ex- 
isting avenue  of  finance  available  to 
new  enterprises— venture  capital. 
Small  firms  will  have  to  rely  less  on 
commercial  banks  for  funding.  This  is 
the  best  manner  in  which  to  assist 
small  firms  and  protect  existing  jobs. 

It  has  become  vogue  in  Washington 
to  discuss  industrial  policy.  I  believe 
that  this  debate  should  focus  more  on 
new  businesses  with  innovative  ideas. 
For  this  reason.  I  have  introduced  the 
Small  Business  Capital  Formation  Tax 
Act  of  1983,  S.  1043.  which  now  has  15 
cosponsors.  Like  the  legislation  intro- 
duced today,  it  provides  tax  incentives 
for  investment  in  small  enterprises. 
This  is  critical  to  the  future  health  of 
our  economy. 

To  the  extent  that  jobs  are  created 
through  increased  investment,  the  tax 
base  is  expanded.  Without  a  consensus 
in  Congress  to  reduce  spending,  the 
only  way  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  the 
budget  deficit  is  through  savings  and 
investment.  If  the  Individual  savings 
rate  can  be  improved,  it  will  be  easier 
to  finance  the  budget  deficit.  This  will 
avoid  crowding  out  of  private  financ- 
ing needs.  In  addition,  if  the  savings 
rate  can  be  improved,  new  taxes  will 
be  generated  and  the  deficit  reduced. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  cosponsor  this  legislation 
introduced  today.* 


S.  1667.  A  bill  to  modify  the  Jackson 
Hole  Snake  River  local  protection 
flood  control  project  in  Wyoming  to 
authorize  maintenance  work  per- 
formed by  the  Corps  of  Engineers:  to 


Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  adminis- 
ter the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  local  flood  control  project  on  the 
Snake  River  at  Jackson  Hole,  Wyo. 
This  bill  would  correct  initial  levee 


the  Committee  on  Environment  and    design  deficiencies  created  by  the  U.S. 


By  Mr.  SIMPSON  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Wallop): 


Public  Works. 

JACKSON  HOLE  SNAKE  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL 

•  Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  and  my  colleague.  Senator  Malcolm 
Wallop,  are  introducing  legislation  to 
correct  a  longstanding  problem  regard- 
ing flood  control  near  the  town  of 
Jackson.  Wyo.  This  measure  is  not 
new  to  this  body,  but  it  has  a  history 
that  goes  back  to  the  tenure  of  my  re- 
spected and  distinguished  predecessor. 
Senator  Clifford  Hansen  from  Wyo- 
ming. During  the  95th  Congress,  the 
Senate  approved  a  proposal  that  re- 
quired the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers to  administer  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  local  flood  protec- 
tion project  at  Jackson  Hole.  Wyo. 

Testimony  and  documents  developed 
in  the  95th  Congress  indicate  that  the 
project  at  Jackson  Hole  had  been  inad- 
equately designed  and  constructed— a 
fact  that  totally  distorted  the  amount 
of  local  maintenance  costs  required  to 
be  assumed  by  the  local  citizens.  The 
unfortunate  situation  still  exists 
today. 

The  serious  problem  of  flood  control 
in  that  area  is  especially  brought  to 
mind  due  to  the  particularly  heavy 
spring  runoff  of  this  year.  Serious 
flood  problems  along  the  Snake  River 
persist— even  in  years  of  relatively 
light  or  normal  snowpack.  Tens  of 
thousands  of  dollars  in  property 
damage  have  already  been  sustained 
over  the  years  that  this  situation  has 
persisted. 

This  bill  would  correct  the  deficien- 
cies created  by  the  project's  design  as 
well  as  establish  a  reasonable  and  fair 
cost  of  local  participation— a  concept 
that  I  heartily  endorse. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1667 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
AjneHca  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
project  for  Jackson  Hole  Snake  River  local 
protection  and  levees.  Wyoming,  authorized 
by  the  River  and  Harbors  Act  of  1950 
(Public  Law  81-516).  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  that  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  project,  and  additions  and  modifica- 
tions thereto  constructed  by  non-federal  in- 
terests, shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers:  Provided,  That  non-fed- 
eral interests  shall  pay  the  initial  $35,000  in 
cash  or  materials,  of  any  such  cost  expend- 
ed in  any  one  year. 

•  Mr.  WALLOP.  Mr.  President,  along 
with  my  colleague  from  Wyoming  Sen- 
ator Simpson,  I  am  today  introducting 
a  bill  which  would  require  the  U.S. 


Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  estab- 
lish a  reasonable  cost  for  local  partici- 
pation of  $35,000  in  cash  or  materials 
for  any  operation  and  maintenance 
costs  expended  for  the  levee  in  any  1 
year. 

Although  the  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Act  of  1950.  which  initially  authorized 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct 
and  repair  levees  and  flood  protection 
projects  in  the  Columbia  Basin,  nor- 
mally requires  local  interests  to  main- 
tain and  operate  flood  protection 
works  after  completion,  this  is  not  a 
normal  case.  Despite  the  levees, 
annual  flooding  along  the  upper 
Snake  remains  a  serious  problem  even 
in  years  of  light  snowpack.  Over  the 
years  tens  of  thousands  of  dollars  of 
property  damage  and  untold  losses  in 
wildlife  and  ecological  damage  have 
taken  place  because  of  the  levee's  in- 
adequate design.  Moreover,  levee  ero- 
sion is  much  worse  than  is  normal. 
Therefore  local  maintenance  costs  are 
prohibitively  high.  In  short,  in  an  area 
where  the  Federal  Government  owns 
97  percent  of  the  land  in  the  county,  it 
is  an  intolerable  and  inequitable  situa- 
tion. 

Congress  is  charged  with  the  respon- 
sibility of  providing  a  long-range  pro- 
gram for  the  conservation,  develop- 
ment, and  full  use  of  the  natural  re- 
sources within  the  confines  of  the 
United  States.  As  the  major  landowner 
in  the  Jackson  Hole  area,  the  Federal 
Government  likewise  has  a  major  in- 
terest in  the  economy  of  the  region, 
and  a  commensurate  responsibility  for 
the  prevention  of  waste  due  to  flood- 
ing. 

Because  Senator  Simpson  and  I  view 
the  natural  resources  of  the  Yellow- 
stone region  as  a  national  treasure  to 
be  protected  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
Nation's  people,  we  propose  to  correct 
this  problem  through  a  partnership 
venture  with  the  Federal  Government. 
This  bill  is  the  first  step  in  the  realiza- 
tion of  that  goal.  I  trust  that  my  col- 
leagues in  the  Senate  agree  so  that  we 
might  move  the  bill  quickly. 

As  many  of  you  know,  this  legisla- 
tion is  a  legacy  to  the  former  senior 
Senator  from  Wyoming.  Cliff  Hansen. 
He  first  proposed  it  and  in  the  95th 
Congress  on  three  separate  occasions 
the  Senate  approved  a  similar  propos- 
al. I  hope  that  this  year  we  are  able  to 
finish  the  task  by  enacting  this  legisla- 
tion into  public  law.* 


By  Mr.  D'AMATO  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Percy,  Mr.  Andrews,  Mr.- 
CoHEN.  Mr.  DoMENici,  Mr. 
Helms.  Mr.  Symms,  Mr.  Pres- 
SLER,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Bur- 


dick,  Mr.  Dixon,  and  Mr.  Mur- 

KOWSKI): 

S.  1668.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  37 
of  title  31,  United  States  Code,  to  au- 
thorize contracts  retaining  private 
counsel  to  furnish  collection  services 
in  the  case  of  indebtedness  owed  the 
United  States:  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 


FEDERAL  DEBT  RECOVERY  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  on 
May  25.  Senator  Percy  and  I  intro- 
duced S.  1356.  the  Federal  Debt  Re- 
covery Act.  This  measure  authorized 
the  heads  of  various  Federal  agencies 
to  contract  with  private  law  firms  for 
the  litigation  of  debt  owed  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

The  need  for  this  legislation  is  clear. 
The  GAO  recently  reported  that 
"debts  owed  the  government  are  enor- 
mous and  growing  each  year,  with  bil- 
lions of  dollars  delinquent."  According 
to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  some  $40  billion  in  delinquent 
debt  is  owed  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. Now  tax  delinquencies  amount 
to  $16  billion. 

On  October  25,  1982,  the  President 
signed  into  law  the  Debt  Collection 
Act.  Among  other  things,  the  act 
allows  Federal  agencies  to  charge  in- 
terest and  penalties  on  delinquent 
debt,  offset  the  salaries  of  Federal  em- 
ployees having  delinquent  debts  to  the 
Government,  report  delinquent  debt- 
ors to  credit  bureaus  and  use  private 
sector  contractors  to  collect  debts 
owed  to  the  Government.  I  commend 
Senator  Percy,  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee which  oversees  Govern- 
ment debt,  for  this  landmark  piece  of 
legislation  and  for  his  persistence  in 
insuring  the  promulgation  of  regula- 
tions which  will  implement  this  act. 

Although  the  Debt  Collection  Act 
provided  for  the  use  of  private  collec- 
tion agencies,  it  did  not  permit  the  use 
of  private  firms  to  assist  in  the  litiga- 
tion of  Government  debt.  Testimony 
at  the  May  25  hearing  made  clear  that 
the  use  of  private  attorneys  would  put 
real  teeth  in  Federal  debt  collection. 

The  Department  of  Education  is  cur- 
rently carrying  $1.7  billion  in  default- 
ed student  loans.  Pursuant  to  the  Debt 
Collection  Act,  Education  referred 
over  400,000  cases  worth  $676  million 
to  collection  agencies  for  action.  To 
date,  these  agencies  have  collected 
only  $21  million  or  3  percent  of  the 
claims.  The  collection  agencies  have 
testified  to  the  need  for  the  use  of  pri- 
vate law  firms. 

The  Department  of  Justice  simply 
does  not  have  the  capacity  to  handle 
the  massive  number  of  cases  which  the 
Department  of  Education  and  other 
Federal  agencies  will  refer  to  It.  For 
example,  I  recently  asked  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  to  canvass  the  col- 
lection agencies  with  which  it  does 
business  in  major  metropolitan  areas 
and  report  back  with  an  approximate 
number    of    cases    which    could    be 


brought  to  litigation  within  a  reasona- 
ble amount  of  time  If  the  capacity  ex- 
isted at  Justice.  Edtfcation  responded 
that  over  26,000  cases  could  be  called 
back  from  the  collection  agencies  and 
litigated.  The  Department  of  Justice 
simply  does  not  have  the  wherewith- 
al—In particular  a  developed  computer 
system— which  could  deal  with  this 
volume  within  a  reasonable  time 
frame. 

In  addition,  there  are  serious  ques- 
tions as  to  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  litigating  Fed- 
eral debt.  For  example,  according  to 
Department  of  Justice  statistics,  stu- 
dent debt  represents  22.8  percent  of 
the  debt  case  load  at  the  Department 
of  Justice.  However,  the  dollar  volume 
on  this  case  load  represents  only  3.8 
percent  of  all  loans  which  have  been 
referred  to  the  Department  of  Justice 
by  all  Federal  agencies  for  action.  It 
would  make  more  sense  to  turn  these 
cases  over  to  the  private  sector  for  liti- 
gation. Morever,  the  opportunity  costs 
of  pursuing  these  cases  which  average 
only  $12,000  is  great.  The  Department 
of  Justice  simply  has  too  many  other 
pressing  matters  to  handle. 

Department  of  Education  records 
reveal  that  the  situation  is  much 
worse  with  regard  to  debt  which  has 
been  turned  over  by  other  Federal 
agencies.  Federal  agencies  must  have 
the  ability  to  contract  out  to  private 
law  firms  for  litigation  services.  Just 
as  In  the  case  of  the  private  collection 
agencies,  a  contingency  fee  arrange- 
ment will  provide  these  firms  with  a 
ready  Incentive  to  seriously  collect 
Government  debt. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  hearings  on 
May  25,  the  Department  of  Justice 
supported  the  concept  of  contracting 
out  to  private  law  firms.  After  exten- 
sive negotiations,  we  have  reached  an 
agreement  on  the  details  of  a  slightly 
modified  version  of  S.  1356.  Under  the 
compromise,  Justice  will  have  the  au- 
thority to  contract  with  law  firms  for 
collection  services,  including  litigation. 
The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  would 
thereafter  be  able  to  forward  cases  di- 
rectly to  the  law  firm  which  has  been 
engaged.  This  will  expedite  debt  col- 
lection. 

The  bill  I  and  several  of  my  col- 
leagues Introduce  today  permits  Jus- 
tice to  terminate  a  contract  If  It  Is  In 
the  public  Interest.  It  also  provides  for 
monthly  reports  from  the  law  firms  to 
both  Justice  and  the  relevant  Federal 
agencies.  Debtors  will  be  protected 
since  law  firms  must  abide  by  the  Fair 
Debt  Collection  Practices  Act. 

Mr.  President,  millions  of  dollars  are 
being  lost  as  cases  are  not  acted  upon 
and  lost  to  statute  of  limitation  law.  I 
urge  that  the  Senate  expeditiously 
pass  this  important  legislation.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 


S.  905 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Eagleton.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Cochran),  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pell),  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Tsongas), 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
QuAYLE),  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
(Mr.  Huddleston).  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mr.  Mitchell),  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick). 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr. 
Leahy)  were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S. 
905.  a  bill  entitled  the  "National  Ar- 
chives and  Records  Administration 
Act  of  1983. " 

S.   1090 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Jepsen)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mr.  Mitchell)  were  added  as  cospon- 
sors of  S.  1090.  a  bill  to  establish  a  Na- 
tional Outdoor  Recreation  Resources 
Review  Commission  to  study  and  rec- 
ommend appropriate  policies  and  ac- 
tivities for  government  agencies  at  the 
Federal.  State,  and  local  levels  and  for 
the  private  sector,  to  assure  the  con- 
tinued availability  of  quality  outdoor 
recreation  experiences  in  America  to 
the  year  2000.  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1146 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bentsen.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  D'Amato)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1146,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Act  of  1958  to  provide 
for  the  revocation  of  the  airman  cer- 
tificates and  for  additional  penalties 
for  the  transportation  by  aircraft  of 
controlled  substances,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.   1419 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sarbanes,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1419,  a  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  retain  the 
option  of  direct  reimbursement  for  all 
providers  under  the  medicare  pro- 
gram. 

S.  1475 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Stennis)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1475.  a  bill  to  amend  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  repeal 
the  highway  use  tax  on  heavy  trucks 
and  to  increase  the  tax  on  dlesel  fuel 
used  In  the  United  States. 

S.  1510 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Durenberger. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi (Mr.  Cochran)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1510,  a  bill  to  establish 
uniform  single  financial  audit  require- 
ments for  State  and  local  governments 
and  nonprofit  organizations  and  other 
recipients  of  Federal  assistance,  and 
for  other  purposes. 
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S.  1S« 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roth,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Dixon)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1566.  a  bill  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  civil  penalties 
for  false  claims  and  statements  made 
to  the  United  States,  to  certain  recipi- 
ents of  property,  services,  or  money 
from  the  United  States,  or  to  parties 
to  contracts  with  the  United  States, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1621 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  HuMPrairy.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  DeConcini)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1621,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  to  require 
commercial  passenger  carrying  air- 
craft to  be  equipped  with  smoke  detec- 
tors and  automatic  fire  extinguisher  in 
all  aircraft  lavatories  and  galley  areas. 

S.   1650 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Levin,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Dixon)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1650.  a  bill  to  increase  the  accountabil- 
ity of,  policy  coordination  by.  and 
management  of  priorities  by  agencies 
through  an  improved  mechanism  for 
congressional  oversight  of  the  rule  of 
agencies. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  1 1 1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Percy,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr. 
Stevens)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  111,  a  joint 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  with  respect  to  international 
efforts  to  further  a  revolution  in  child 
health. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  131 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Bentsen)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  131,  a  joint 
resolution  designating  "National 
Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 

SENATE  RESOLDTION  72 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Heinz,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
(Mr.  Warner)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Resolution  72,  a  resolu- 
tion to  assure  Israel's  security,  to 
oppose  advance  arms  sales  to  Jordan, 
and  to  further  peace  in  the  Middle 
East. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  122 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Bumpers)  and  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Pryor)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  122,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  President  should 
reduce  imports  of  apparel  so  that  im- 
ported apparel  comprises  no  more 
than  25  percent  of  the  American  ap- 
parel market. 

AMKNDMKNT  NO.  1539 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Denton,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  HzruN)  and  the  Senator  from 


California  (Mr.  Wilson)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  amendment  No.  1539 
proposed  to  S.  675,  a  bill  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilism  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2061 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Metzenbaum, 
his  name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
amendment  No.  2061  proposed  to  S. 
675,  a  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed 
Forces  for  procurement,  for  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation,  and 
for  operation  and  maintenance,  to  pre- 
scribe personnel  strengths  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and 
for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Jackson),  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Cranston),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Matsunaga).  and 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr.  Staf- 
ford) were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
amendment  No.  2061  proposed  to  S. 
675,  supra. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Tsongas,  his 
name  was  withdrawn  as  a  cosponsor  of 
amendment  No.  2061  proposed  to  S. 
675,  supra. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  180-RE- 
LATING  TO  HEALTH  CARE  FOR 
OLDER  AMERICANS 

Mr.    METZENBAUM    (for    himself 
and  Mr.  Kennedy)  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing resolution;  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance: 
S.  Res.  180 

Whereas  the  medicare  program  is  a 
solemn  commitment  by  the  Government  to 
older  Americans  to  assure  the  availability  of 
affordable  and  quality  health  care: 

Whereas  skyrocketing  health-care  costs 
threaten  the  health  and  income  security  of 
older  Americans  and  of  all  people: 

Whereas  the  health-care  needs  of  older 
Americans  are  not  being  met  by  the  current 
health-care  delivery  system: 

Whereas  the  medicare  program  pays  less 
than  half  of  the  cost  of  health  care  for 
older  Americans; 

Whereas  older  Americans  must  pay  in- 
creasing out-of-pocket  costs  to  meet  their 
health-care  needs; 

Whereas  the  President  and  the  Congress 
have  enacted  budget  cuts  that  reduce 
health-care  services  and  increase  costs  for 
older  Americans,  low-income  individuals, 
and  working  families; 

Whereas  the  financial  solvency  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  Is 
threatened  by  increasing  health-care  costs: 
and 

Whereas  immediate  legislative  action  is 
necessary  to  protect  the  ability  of  the  medi- 
care and  medicaid  programs  to  provide  an 


adequate  level  of  health  care  at  eiffordable 
costs  to  older  Americans; 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  Congress  should  enact  legis- 
lation— 

(1)  to  control  the  rising  cost  of  health 
care,  without  placing  the  burden  of  such 
cost  containment  upon  the  elderly  and 
those  who  are  least  able  to  pay  for  needed 
heailth-care  services;  and 

(2)  to  assure  that  health-care  dollars  pur- 
chase the  maximum  amount  of  appropriate 
care  at  the  lowest  cost. 

Sec.  2.  The  legislation  described  in  the 
first  section  should  provide  for— 

( 1 )  the  application  of  prospective  payment 
methods  to  all  payors: 

(2)  the  avoidance  of  additional  cost-shar- 
ing by  medicare  and  medicaid  recipients  as  a 
method  of  health-care  cost  containment; 

(3)  a  prohibition  against  further  Federal 
spending  reductions  with  respect  to  the 
medicare  and  medicaid  programs  that  In- 
crease out-of-pocket  costs  or  reduce  benefits 
for  older  Americans; 

(4)  incentives  for  States  to  develop  and 
maintain  their  own  programs  to  contain 
health-care  costs;  and 

(5)  modification  of  tne  medicare  program 
to  provide  improved  coverage  for  preventive 
and  chronic  care  and  to  provide  alternatives 
to  Institutionalization. 

•  Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
today  Senator  Kennedy  and  I  are  sub- 
mitting a  resolution  concerning  what 
may  be  the  single  most  Important 
issue  in  the  coming  decade— the  avail- 
ability of  decent  and  affordable  health 
care  for  older  Americans.  Our  resolu- 
tion calls  on  the  Senate  to  enact  legis- 
lation immediately  to  stem  the  rising 
tide  of  health  care  costs  and  to  protect 
the  elderly  against  further  increases  in 
out-of-pocket  costs  or  further  reduc- 
tions in  benefits. 

We  are  all  familiar  with  the  litany  of 
facts  concerning  the  skyrocketing  cost 
of  health  care.  For  the  first  time  in 
history,  health  care  costs  exceed  10 
percent  of  the  GNP.  In  other  words, 
Americans  must  now  spend  more  than 
$1  out  of  every  $10  for  health  care.  In 
1982.  the  rate  of  inflation  was  only  3.9 
percent,  yet  hospital  costs  increased 
by  12.6  percent.  And  most  analysts 
expect  this  rate  of  increase  to  contin- 
ue for  at  least  the  next  10  years. 

The  situation  for  the  elderly  is  even 
more  serious  than  for  the  rest  of  the 
population.  Older  Americans  must 
spend  20  percent  of  their  personal 
income  on  health  care  costs.  And  med- 
icare, the  program  that  was  originally 
envisioned  as  a  comprehensive  health 
coverage  system  now  covers  only  44 
percent  of  the  cost  of  health  care  for 
seniors— less  than  when  medicare  was 
enacted  in  1965.  Part  B  of  medicare, 
the  part  that  pays  for  physicians  serv- 
ices, provides  even  less  protection, 
with  the  elderly  having  to  pay  70  per- 
cent of  doctors'  fees  out  of  their  own 
pockets— a  perversion  of  the  concept 
of  medicare. 

In  the  face  of  this  crisis  in  health 
care,  the  administration  has  continued 


to  propose  shortsighted  solutions 
which  simply  increase  the  burden  on 
the  elderly  and  others  who  can  least 
afford  it.  In  his  1984  budget,  the  Presi- 
dent proposed  a  new  copayment 
charge  for  a  hospital  stay  that  would 
cost  the  medicare  recipient  an  addi- 
tional $420  for  room  and  board  during 
a  15-day  hospital  stay.  Yet  the  inpa- 
tient deductible— a  one-time  charge 
for  every  hospital  stay— has  already 
risen  by  almost  50  percent  in  the  last  2 
years,  from  $204  in  1981  to  $260  in 
1982  to  $304  in  1983.  And  this  fee  is  ex- 
pected to  rise  to  $350  in  1984.  the 
President  also  proposed  sharp  in- 
creases in  the  premiums  for  part  B 
coverage  to  pay  for  doctors'  visits. 

While  Congress  did  not  go  along 
with  all  of  the  President's  recommend- 
ed cuts  in  medicare,  the  budget  resolu- 
tion does  call  for  $1.7  billion  in  medi- 
care cuts  over  the  next  3  years.  On  top 
of  this,  the  Republican-controlled 
Senate  just  reported  out  a  bill  that  fi- 
nances health  insurance  for  the  unem- 
ployed by  increasing  the  costs  of  phy- 
sicians' services  to  the  elderly. 

I  believe  the  time  has  come  to  stop 
forcing  older  Americans  to  bear  the 
burden  of  our  health-care-cost-con- 
tainment efforts.  The  problem  is  that 
the  administration  and.  often.  Con- 
gress view  the  medicare  program  in 
isolation,  as  simply  a  Government 
budget  problem.  It  is  true  that  the  fi- 
nancial solvency  of  medicare's  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund  is  seriously 
threatened  by  the  rising  cost  of  health 
care.  Yet  the  rapidly  escalating  cost  of 
the  medicare  program  simply  mirrors 
what  is  happening  in  the  entire  health 
care  field. 


The  resolution  we  are  submitting 
today  looks  toward  a  more  comprehen- 
sive solution  to  the  health  care  crisis. 
It  calls  for  expanding  the  concept  of 
prospective  reimbursement— where 
the  cost  of  a  service  Is  decided  upon  in 
advance,  rather  than  after  the  fact— to 
all  payors  instead  of  just  the  Govern- 
ment; it  calls  for  legislation  that  would 
provide  incentives  for  States  to  devel- 
op and  maintain  their  own  cost-control 
programs;  and  it  recognizes  that  the 
medicare  problem  cannot  be  resolved 
until  the  entire  health  care  system  Is 
made  more  efficient. 

But,  most  Importantly,  It  expresses 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  cost-con- 
tainment legislation  shall  not  achieve 
Its  savings  through  additional  In- 
creases In  out-of-pocket  costs  or  reduc- 
tions In  benefits  for  older  Americans. 

We  urge  the  Senate  to  go  on  record 
In  support  of  true  health-care  reform, 
not  harmful  medicare  cuts.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  hope  that  the  Senate  can  act 
quickly  on  this  vital  piece  of  legisla- 
tion.* 

•  Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President, 
when  Congress  enacted  medicare  in 
1965,  we  made  a  solemn  commitment 


to  the  elderly  of  our  country.  We 
pledged  that  never  again  should  our 
senior  citizens  have  to  choose  between 
putting  bread  on  the  table,  heating 
their  home,  or  seeing  a  doctor  for 
needed  health  care.  For  those  who 
worked  hard  throughout  their  lives  to 
make  America  a  great  nation,  medi- 
care was  to  provide  peace  of  mind  and 
protection  from  ruinous  medical  bills 
In  their  later  years. 

Sadly,  the  reality  has  fallen  far 
short  of  our  promise.  Medicare  now 
pays  on  44  percent  of  the  health-care 
costs  of  the  elderly.  Seniors  them- 
selves pay  on  average  more  than 
$1,400  per  year  for  health  care— nearly 
20  cents  out  of  every  dollar  they  re- 
ceive. Many  vital  health  care  serv- 
ices—Including prescription  drugs,  pre- 
ventive care,  eyeglasses,  and  hearing 
aids  are  simply  uncovered. 

And  as  If  these  shortcomings  were 
not  enough,  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion has  been  waging  a  war  against 
medicare.  The  President's  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1984  calls  for  $18  billion  In 
medicare  cuts  over  the  next  5  years- 
cuts  that  will  come  directly  out  of  the 
pockets  of  the  elderly  and  disabled. 
And.  under  the  guise  of  solving  the 
looming  crisis  In  the  medicare  trust 
fund,  we  can  look  forward  to  new  at- 
tempts to  cut  medicare  benefits  even 
further. 

The  trust  fund  Is  In  trouble.  But  the 
answer  Is  not  to  blame  the  elderly  and 
the  sick  as  the  Reagan  administration 
would  have  it.  Senior  citizens  do  not 
decide  what  hospital  to  go  to,  what 
tests  to  order,  what  drugs  to  take. 
Over  70  percent  of  health-care  deci- 
sions are  Influenced  by  the  physician, 
not  the  patient.  The  time  has  come  for 
effective  action  against  rising  health 
costs. 

The  resolution  we  are  submitting 
today  Is  an  Important  step  In  that 
process.  It  calls  on  Congress  to  act 
promptly  to  address  the  problem  of 
health-care  Inflation  through  a  com- 
prehensive cost-containment  program 
that  would  dampen  the  fires  of  run- 
away health  costs  without  imposing 
new  and  onerous  burdens  on  the  al- 
ready hard-pressed  elderly.  I  have  In- 
troduced such  a  proposal-  S.  814— ear- 
lier this  year. 

The  resolution  also  directs  an  end  to 
Increased  out-of-pocket  costs  for  the 
elderly  and  provides  for  Improving 
medicare  coverage  and  preventive  and 
chronic  care— two  critical  health  needs 
which  are  currently  uncovered. 

This  resolution  provides  a  humane 
blueprint  for  addressing  the  crisis  that 
threatens  the  health  and  well-being  of 
our  senior  citizens.  I  call  on  my  col- 
leagues to  join  with  us  In  supporting 
this  resolution.* 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION.  1984 


DENTON  AMENDMENT  NO.  2073 

(Ordered  to  He  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  DENTON  submitted  an  amend- 
ment Intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  1539  submitted  by 
him  to  the  bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
for  other  purposes;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentence:  "The  authority  under 
the  preceding  sentence  is  in  addition  to  any 
amounU  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  part  to  carry  our  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation  on  the  Ballistic 
Missile  Defense  systems  technolqgy  pro- 
gram of  the  Army,".  * 


LEVIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  2074 
Mr.  LEVIN  submitted  an  amend- 
ment Intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  2057  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  S.  675.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows; 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  amendment,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

REGULATIONS  RELATING  TO  INCREASES  IN 
PRICES  FOR  SPARE  PARTS  AND  REPLACEMENT 
EQUIPMENT 

Sec.  .  (a)  Not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  issue  regulations 
which— 

(1)  prohibit  the  purchase  of  any  spare 
part  or  replacement  equipment,  except  as 
provided  in  clause  (2),  when  the  price  of 
such  part  or  equipment,  since  a  time  in  the 
past  specified  by  the  Secretary  (in  terms  of 
days  or  months)  or  since  the  most  recent 
purchase  of  such  part  or  equipment  by  the 
department  of  Defense,  has  Increased  in 
price  by  a  percentage  in  excess  of  a  percent- 
age threshold  specified  by  the  Secretary  In 
such  regulations,  and 

(2)  permit  the  purchase  of  such  spare  part 
or  equipment  notwithstanding  the  prohibi- 
tion contained  in  clause  (1)  If  the  contract- 
ing office  for  such  part  or  equipment  certi- 
fies in  writing  to  the  head  of  the  procuring 
agency  before  the  purchase  is  made  that  (A) 
such  officer  has  evaluated  the  price  of  such 
part  or  equipment  and  concluded  that  the 
Increase  in  the  price  of  such  part  or  equip- 
ment U  fair  and  reasonable,  or  (B)  the  na- 
tional security  intereste  of  the  United  States 
requires  that  such  part  or  equipment  be 
purchased  despite  the  Increase  in  price 
thereof. 

(b)  the  Secretary  shall  publish  the  regula- 
tions issued  under  this  section  in  the  Feder- 
al Register  for  the  purpose  of  eliciting 
public  comment  for  30  days  prior  to  their 
implementation. 
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(c)  Thirty  days  prior  to  the  publication  re- 
quirements in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  on  Armed  Services  the 
text  of  the  proposed  regulations. 


BRADLEY  AMENDMENT  NO.  2075 

Mr.  BRADLEY  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill.  S.  675.  supra,  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  authorized  pur- 
suant to  this  Act  or  any  Act  may  be  for  the 
purpose  of  the  production,  procurement, 
testing,  or  deployment  of  the  MX  missile 
until  the  President  has  certified  in  writing 
to  the  Congress  and  the  Congress  has  ap- 
proved by  Joint  Resolution  that  procure- 
ment and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  will 
not  contribute  to  the  underfunding  of  con- 
ventional weapons. 


METZENBAUM  AMENDMENT  NO. 
2076 

Mr.  METZEfJBAUM  proposed  an 
amendment  to  amendment  No.  1539 
proposed  by  Mr.  Denton  to  the  bill  S. 
675.  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  No.  1539  (as 
modified)  insert  the  following:  In  no  cir- 
cumstances will  this  additional  discretionary 
authority  be  an  addition  to  the  total  author- 
ization of  this  bill." 


LEVIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  2077 

Mr.  LEVIN  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (S.  675),  supra;  as  follows: 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that,  since 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  concluded  that— 

( 1 )  "stability  should  be  the  primary  objec- 
tive both  of  the  modernization  of  our  strate- 
gic forces  and  of  our  arms  control  propos- 
als;'" 

(2)  "our  ICBM  programs  should  support 
pursuit  of  a  stable  regime  of  arms  control 
agreements;" 

(3)  "a  more  stable  structure  of  ICBM  de- 
ployments would  exist  if  both  sides  moved 
toward  more  survivable  methods  of  basing 
than  is  possible  when  there  is  primary  de- 
pendence on  large  launchers  and  missiles;" 
and, 

(4)  "from  the  point  of  view  of  enhancing 
such  stability,  .  .  .  there  is  considerable 
merit  In  moving  toward  an  ICBM  force 
structure  in  which  potential  targets  are  of 
comparatively  low  value— missiles  contain- 
ing only  one  warhead;" 

Therefore  it  is  declared  that  deployment 
of  fixed,  accurate,  land-based,  multiple-war- 
head (MIRV'ed)  intercontinential  ballistic 
missiles  (ICBMs)  is  destabilizing  and  does 
not  promote  a  stable  regime  of  arms  control. 


AGRICULTURAL  PRICE 
TARGETING 


ZORINSKY  AMENDMENT  NOS. 
2078  THROUGH  2081 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.     ZORINSKY     submitted     four 

amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 

by    him   to   the   bill   (H.R.    2733)    to 

extend  and  improve  the  existing  pro- 


gram of  research,  development,  and 
demonstration  in  the  production  and 
manufacture  of  guayule  rubber,  and  to 
broaden  such  program  to  include 
other  critical  agricultural  materials;  as 
follows: 

Amendment  No.  2078 

On  page  11,  line  20,  strike  out  "TARGET 
PRICES  AND". 

On  page  11,  beginning  with  line  23,  strike 
out  all  down  through  line  5  on  page  12. 

On  page  12,  line  6.  strike  out  "(c)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(b)". 

On  page  12.  line  20,  strike  out  "(d)"  and 
insert  in  heu  thereof  "(c)". 

Amendment  No.  2079 

On  page  11.  line  20.  strike  out  "EXPORT 
INITIATIVES". 

On  page  12,  beginning  with  line  6,  strike 
out  all  down  through  line  13  on  page  13. 

Amendment  No.  2080 
In  the  amendment  to  the  title  to  the  bill, 
strike  out  "to  provide  discretion  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  in  the  establishment 
of  target  prices,". 

Amendment  No.  2081 
In  the  amendment  to  the  title  of  the  bill, 
strike  out  "to  extend  agricultural  export  ini- 
tiatives,". 


(c)  Thirty  days  prior  to  the  publication  re- 
quirements in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  on  Armed  Services  the 
text  of  the  proposed  regulations. 


LEVIN  AND  COHEN  AMENDMENT 
NO.  2082 

Mr.  LEVIN  (for  himself,  Mr.  Cohen, 
Mr.  Denton.  Mr.  Humphrey.  Mr. 
Pryor.  and  Mr.  Jepsen)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  (S.  675).  supra, 
as  follows: 

At  an  appropriate  part  of  the  bill,  add  the 
following  general  provision: 

regulations  REtATING  TO  INCREASES  IN 
PRICES  FOR  SPARE  PARTS  AND  REPLACEMENT 
EQUIPMENT 

Sec.  .  (a)  Not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  issue  regulations 
which— 

(1)  prohibit  the  purchase  of  any  spare 
part  or  replacement  equipment,  except  as 
provided  in  clause  (2).  when  the  price  of 
such  part  or  equipment,  since  a  time  In  the 
past  specified  by  the  Secretary  (in  terms  of 
days  or  months)  or  since  the  most  recent 
purchase  of  such  part  or  equipment  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  has  increased  in 
price  by  a  percentage  in  excess  of  a  percent- 
age threshold  specified  by  the  Secretary  in 
such  regulations,  and 

(2>  permit  the  purchase  of  such  spare  part 
or  equipment  notwithstanding  the  prohibi- 
tion contained  in  clause  (1)  if  the  contract- 
ing office  for  such  part  or  equipment  certi- 
fies in  writing  to  the  head  of  the  procuring 
agency  before  the  purchase  is  made  that  (A) 
such  officer  has  evaluated  the  price  of  such 
part  or  equipment  and  concluded  that  the 
increase  in  the  price  of  such  part  or  equip- 
ment is  fair  and  reasonable,  or  (B)  the  na- 
tional security  interests  cf  the  United  States 
requires  that  such  part  or  equipment  be 
purchased  despite  the  increase  in  price 
thereof. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  publish  the  regu- 
lations issued  under  this  section  In  the  Fed- 
eral Register  for  the  purpose  of  eliciting 
public  comment  for  30  days  prior  to  their 
implementation. 


TOWER  FOR  QUAYLE  AND 
OTHERS  AMENDMENT  NO.  2083 

Mr.  TOWER  (for  Mr.  Quayle)  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Moynihan,  and  Mr. 
Pryor)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  (S.  675),  supra,  as  follows; 

On  page  134  strike  out  lines  5  and  6  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(2)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
'The  reports  shall  include  an  assessment  of 
the  costs  and  benefits  of  the  test  program 
and  shall  also  contain— 

'(A)  statistics  and  other  information  on  all 
contracts  that  were  awarded  in  each  State 
during  the  previous  fiscal  year  on  which  a 
price  differential  was  paid  to  a  firm  located 
in  a  Labor  Surplus  Area  and  that  were 
awarded  during  the  previous  fiscal  year  on 
the  basis  of  competitive  bidding  to  firms  in 
Labor  Surplus  Areas  (including  the  amount 
of  any  price  differential  paid  and  the  esti- 
mated employment  impact); 

•(B)  Information,  to  the  extent  available, 
on  amounts  saved  or  additional  amounts  ex- 
pended in  the  previous  fiscal  year  under  the 
unemployment  compensation  programs,  the 
medicaid  program  (under  title  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act),  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram (under  the  Pood  Stamp  Act  of  1977), 
and  other  Federal  assistance  programs 
based  on  need,  as  a  result  of  the  operation 
of  the  program  provided  for  in  this  section; 

■(C)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  number  of  firms,  from  both  in  and  out- 
side Labor  Surplus  Areas,  bidding  on  De- 
fense Logistics  Agency  contracts  in  any 
fiscal  year  increased  or  decreaed  over  the 
previous  fiscal  year; 

■(D)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  program  provided  for  in  this  section  has 
increased  or  decreased  the  competitiveness 
in  Defense  Logistics  Agency  procurement 
operations,  including  information  on  any 
dollar  savings  resulting  from  any  Increased 
competitiveness  or  any  additional  dollar  ex- 
pen(jitures  as  a  result  of  decreased  competi- 
tiveness; and 

■(E)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  Department  of  Defense  is  promoting 
the  program  provided  for  in  this  section 
through  mailings,  seminars,  outreach  ef- 
forts, or  media  advertising.'  ". 


COHEN  AND  NUNN  AMENDMENT 
NO.  2084 

Mr.  COHEN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
NuNN)  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
bill  (S.  675).  supra,  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  part  L  of  title  I  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  ROUTINE  PORT  SERV- 
ICES TO  NAVAL  VESSELS  OF  ALLIED  COUNTRIES 
AT  NO  COST 

Sec.  .  Section  7227  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (d);  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection  (c): 

■•(c)(1)  The  Navy  may  furnish  routine  port 
services  to  naval  vessels  of  any  allied  coun- 
try at  no  cost  to  such  country  If,  by  agree- 
ment, such  services  are  provided  to  visiting 


naval  vessels  of  the  United  States  by  such 
allied  country  at  no  cost  to  the  United 
States. 

"(2)  Payment  for  such  services  furnished 
by  the  United  States  shall  be  paid  for  out  of 
working-capital  funds  established  under  sec- 
tion 2208  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 
Working-capital  funds  established  under 
such  section  shall  be  reimbursed  out  of  any 
operating  funds  available  to  the  Navy  for 
any  payments  made  therefrom  under  this 
subsection. 

•(3)  In  this  subsection: 

••(A)  Allied  country'  means  any  of  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(i)  A  country  that  is  a  member  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization. 

•(ii)  Australia  or  New  Zealand. 

■•(iii)  Any  other  country  designated  as  an 
allied  country  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State." 


MELCHER  AMENDMENT  NO.  2085 
Mr.      MELCHER      submitted      an 
amendment  to  be  proposed  to  the  bill 
(S.  675).  supra,  as  follows: 

To  the  pending  amendment  No.  1567, 
strike  all  after  'viz"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  bill,  compensation  for  all  mili- 
tary personnel  grade  E-1  shall  be  increased 
4  percent  at  the  same  time  as  pay  adjust- 
ments for  grades  E-2  and  E-3.  Provided  fur- 
ther, the  amount  authorized  for  DOD  re- 
cruiting activities  may  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  sufficient  to  provide  the  4  percent 
increase  for  military  personnel  grade  E-1 
with  less  than  4  months  active  duty. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs  will  hold  a  nomination  hearing 
for  Bruce  Beaudin  and  Franklin  Bur- 
gess to  be  Associate  Judges  for  the  Su- 
perior Court  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia and  Judith  W.  Rogers  to  be  Associ- 
ate Judge  for  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  on  Tuesday. 
July  26,  1983  in  room  SD-342  of  the 
Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building.  For 
further  information,  please  contact 
Ms.  Margaret  Hecht  at  224-4751. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs  will  hold 
a  hearing  on  S.  905,  the  National  Ar- 
chives and  Records  Administration 
Act  of  1983  on  Friday,  July  29.  at  10 
a.m.  in  room  SD-342  of  the  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building.  For  further  in- 
formation, please  contact  Ms,  Marion 
Morris  at  224-4161.  '' 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs  will  hold 
a  hearing  on  OMB  Circular  A-122  on 
Friday,  July  29,  at  2  p.m.  in  room  SD- 
342  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building.  For  further  information, 
please  contact  Mr.  Paul  Hewitt  at  224- 
4718. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Conunit- 
tee  on  Small  Business  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  July  21.  to  hold  a  hear- 
ing to  mark  up  S.  628.  a  bill  to  amend 
section  18 A  of  the  Small  Business  Act. 
and  S.  1022,  a  bill  to  amend  section  8A 
of  the  Small  Business  Act  to  treat 
businesses  owned  by  Indian  tribes  as 
socially  and  economically  disadvan- 
taged small  business  concerns. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING,  HOUSING,  AND  URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
July  21,  to  hold  a  monetary  policy 
hearing  required  under  the  Hum- 
phrey-Hawkins Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  July  21,  in  order  to  con- 
sider and  act  on  pending  nominations, 
commemorative  resolutions,  and  the 
following  legislation: 

S.  829— Comprehensive  Crime  Control  Act 
Of  1983. 

S.  668— Sentencing  Reform  Act  of  1983 
and  other  agreed  upon  related  crime  bills. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE,  NUTRITION,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Conmiit- 
tee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
July  21,  to  hold  a  hearing  on  S.  593, 
the  "Federal  Meat  and  Poultry  Prod- 
ucts Inspection  Act  of  1982." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday,  July  21.  at  2 
p.m.,  to  hold  a  hearing  entitled  "USIA: 
Recent  Developments." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY,  NUCLEAR 
PROLIFERATON,  AND  GOVERNMENTAL  PROCESSES 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Energy,  Nuclear  Prolifera- 
tion, and  Government  Processes,  of 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs, be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 


session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
July  21.  at  10  a.m.,  to  hold  an  over- 
sight hearing  on  S.  1356.  the  Debt  Col- 
lection Act  of  1982. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


HOW  THE  SOVIETS  USE 
CHEMICALS  TO  WAGE  WAR 
•  Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President, 
one   of   the   greatest   horrors   in   the 
world  today  is  the  use  of  chemical  and 
biological     weapons    by     the    Soviet 
Union  and  its  satellites  against  help- 
less civilians  in  Afghanistan,  Laos,  and 
Cambodia.  A  comprehensive  account, 
from  the  victims'  point  of  view,  of  how 
the    Soviets    and    their    proxies    use 
"Yellow  Rain"  was  written  by  Al  San- 
toli   in    the   June   26,    1983    issue   of 
Parade  Magazine.   Robert  L.  Bartley 
and  William  P.  Kucewicz  of  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  discussed  the  implica- 
tion of  the  Soviet  use  of  chemical  and 
biological  weapons  in  direct  contraven- 
tion of  treaties  to  which  they  were  a 
party  for  nuclear  arms  control  negoti- 
ations in  the  Spring  1983.  issue  of  For- 
eign Affairs.  I  ask  that  these  articles 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 
I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  read  them 
carefully. 
The  article  follows: 
[Prom  Parade  Magazine,  June  26,  1983] 

How  THE  Soviets  Use  Chemicals  To  Wage 
War 

(By  Al  Santoli) 

THE  PHU  BIA  MOUNTAINS  OP  LAOS 
are  greenest  in  November.  The  long  winter 
monsoon  rains  have  ended  and  wildflowers 
are  abundant  in  the  rugged  foothills.  Lee 
Mai,  a  25-year-old  schoolteacher  In  the  vil- 
lage of  Moung  Hong,  was  walking  In  a 
neighbors  field  when  he  saw  the  helicopters 
come  again. 

He  watched  in  horror  as  the  metal  birds 
circled  above  the  community  of  300  wooden 
and  grass  thatch  houses.  Startled  parents 
tried  to  grab  their  screaming  children  and 
run  for  cover  as  exploding  clouds  of  red 
smoke  and  a  musty  yellow  rain  descended 
from  the  sky.  Those  covered  by  the  wet, 
sticky  substance  began  spinning  wildly  In 
uncontrollable  seizures,  gasping  for  breath, 
blood  spouting  from  their  noses  and  mouths 
as  they  died. 

Two  years  later,  November  1982,  across 
the  Phu  Bla  range  In  the  village  of  Nong 
Ching,  13-year-old  Mai  Lor  was  on  harvest 
vacation  from  school.  Early  In  the  morning, 
as  she  was  walking  to  begin  work  In  her  fa- 
thers  rice  field,  she  saw  an  airplane  spray 
the  mysterious  yellow  substance.  After  cau- 
tiously waiting  a  few  hours.  Mai  entered  the 
field.  She  became  dizzy  and  nauseous;  her 
skin  turned  Itchy  and  began  to  blister.  For  a 
week  after  the  attack,  Mai's  entire  family 
was  bedridden  with  fever,  nausea,  diarrhea 
and  burning  eyes.  Neighbors  who  had  been 
directly  sprayed  died  a  violent  death,  blood 
pouring  from  every  opening  In  their  bodies. 

The  Lor  family  learned  that  neighboring 
villages.  Inhabited  by  Hmong  tribespeople— 
many  of  whom  had  been  America's  allies  In 
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the  war  against  the  Vietnamese  invaders 
and  their  Pathet  Lao  surrogates— had  expe- 
rienced "yellow  rain"  attacks  in  recent 
months,  suffering  many  deaths.  In  January 
1983.  the  Lor  family  tearfully  made  their 
last  visit  to  the  Nong  Ching  community 
church  and  joined  their  neighbors  in  a  dan- 
gerous two-week  walk  to  seek  refuge  across 
the  Mekong  River  in  Thailand. 

In  1975.  the  Hmong  population  numbered 
400.000  out  of  a  total  population  of  3  million 
Laotians.  Today,  it  is  estimated  at  less  than 
75.000.  Most  have  been  killed  or  driven  out 
by  starvation  or  lethal  chemical  attacks.  Dr. 
Khamsenkeo  Sengstith.  former  bureau  di- 
rector of  the  Laotian  Communists'  ministry 
of  health,  defected  to  Peking  in  1981.  He 
states:  "The  Vietnamese  use  chemical  weap- 
ons in  the  air  and  on  the  ground,  killing 
thousands  upon  thousands  of  people." 

American  and  Thai  intelligence  have  mon- 
itored Soviet  radio  transmissions  inside  Laos 
regarding  shipments  of  chemical  weapons  to 
the  Phu  Bia  region  tmd  a  Soviet  general  in- 
specting chemical  munitions  depots.  The  La- 
otian Air  Force  is  run  by  500  Soviet  advisers. 
A  Laotian  pilot  who  defected  in  1979  gave  a 
detailed  description  of  the  chemical  warfare 
missions  he  flew  and  the  overall  Soviet-Viet- 
namese program  being  waged  against  the 
Hmong.  His  accounts  were  verified  by  previ- 
ous civilian  refugee  and  resistance-fighter 
testimonies  and  satellite  photographs.  The 
pilot  said  this  program  is  named  "Extinct 
Destruction  Operations"  and  is  intended  "to 
wipe  out  the  Hmong  people." 

In  1963.  re[}orts  of  chemical-biological 
warfare  (CBW)  came  out  of  Yemen.  Since 
then,  they  have  come  from  remote  moun- 
tain regions  in  Laos.  Cambodia.  Vietnam 
and  Afghanistan.  Thousands  of  terrified 
homeless  people  have  told  the  same  story 
and  have  shown  the  same  horrifying  medi- 
cal symptoms.  Soviet  military  manuals  ex- 
plain the  operational  use  of  these  weapons. 
Soviet  bloc  defectors  testify  to  their  use. 
Physicians  document  and  treat  countless 
victims.  Yet  world  governing  and  scientific 
tribunals  remain  paralyzed  amd  refuse  to  ac- 
knowledge the  use  of  these  weapons  l>ecause 
they  fear  a  new  chemical  arms  race  and  are 
Intimidated  by  the  implications  of  underly- 
ing Soviet  intentions. 

Dr.  B.  A.  Zikria,  professor  of  surgery  at 
Columbia  University  College  of  Physicians 
and  Surgeons  and  a  pulmonary  specialist, 
has  worked  inside  Afghanistan,  caring  for 
Mujahidin  resistance  fighters  and  civilians. 
In  Baluchistan,  he  found  a  large  number  of 
people  suffering  from  a  mysterious  variety 
of  symptoms  including  chronic  nosebleeds, 
nausea,  shortness  of  breath,  nervous  trem- 
ors and  skin  lesions.  All  the  victims  de- 
scribed being  attacked  by  black  or  yellow 
smoke  from  Soviet  aircraft. 

Some  doctors  found  that  the  victims'  skin 
problems  only  responded  to  medicine  used 
for  chemical  bums.  After  examining  numer- 
ous patients  with  breathing  difficulty  and 
black  spots  around  their  lungs,  which  ruled 
out  tul)erculosis.  Dr.  Zikria  discovered  that 
In  medical  history  this  problem  has  only 
been  seen  in  chemical  warfare  victims.  Re- 
turning to  the  U.S..  Dr.  Zikria  studied  re- 
ports from  Laos  and  Cambodia  and  found 
almost  identical  symptoms  in  reported 
chemical  warfare  victims  there. 

Today.  In  New  York,  Dr.  Zikria  says: 
"Though  there  are  debates  over  what  is 
causing  the  problem,  from  the  clinical 
standpoint  the  evidence  is  overwhelming 
that  chemical  warfare  Is  happening.  The 
effect  of  the  agent  on  the  victim  is  more  im- 
portant   than    its    identification.    As    with 


cancer,  we  don't  know  exactly  what  causes 
it.  but  we  can  diagnose  it  by  its  effects— poi- 
soning is  a  medical  and  clinical  problem. 
The  physician's  reality  is  that  thousands  of 
people  are  suffering  and  dying,  telling  the 
same  stories  and  showing  the  same  signs." 

Military  specialists  and  government  scien- 
tists in  the  U.S..  Canada.  Great  Britain. 
Prance.  West  Germany.  Norway.  Thailand, 
Israel  and  New  Zealand  have  confirmed  the 
current  Soviet  use  of  chemical  warfare.  Yet. 
at  the  United  Nations,  the  Soviets  and  their 
surrogate  governments  in  the  countries 
where  it  is  being  used  veto  any  attempts  for 
on-site  investigations.  At  a  recent  press  con- 
ference in  Bangkok.  FYench  Foreign  Minis- 
ter Claude  Cheysson  said  his  country  was 
convinced  that  chemical  weapons  were 
being  used  in  Asia. 

Recently  in  Paris.  PARADE  spoke  with  a 
top  French  military  scientist  and  a  govern- 
ment chemical-warfare  expert.  These  au- 
thorities said  that  though  they  have  identi- 
fied toxic  weapons  substances  in  field  sam- 
ples from  Southeast  Asia  sind  Afghanistan, 
they  still  have  not  developed  the  adequate 
high  technology  to  do  a  complete  identifica- 
tion of  all  the  toxins  involved.  They  feel 
that  we  have  only  seen  the  tip  of  the  ice- 
berg of  the  Soviet  CBW  arsenal  and  are  con- 
cerned that  the  French  Army  could  be 
caught  in  a  surprise  attack. 

The  United  States  signed  an  international 
treaty  with  the  Soviets  in  1972.  banning  all 
such  weapons.  However,  that  treaty  had  no 
provisions  for  verification,  and  the  Soviets 
have  continued  to  produce  up  to  10.000  tons 
a  year  of  nerve  gas  and  toxic  weapons.  Mili- 
tary experts  estimate  that  the  Soviets'  cur- 
rent arms  stockpile  contains  400.000  to 
700.000  tons  of  poisons— 15  percent  to  40 
percent  of  their  total  ammunition  holdings. 

In  a  Soviet  military  publication.  Col.  Oleg 
Penkovskiy  wrote:  "Soviet  artillery  units  are 
all  regularly  equipped  with  chemical  war- 
fare shells,  and  our  artillery  is  regularly 
trained  in  their  use.  Let  there  be  no  doubt: 
if  hostilities  should  erupt,  the  Soviet  Army 
would  use  chemical  weapons  against  its  op- 
ponents. The  political  decision  has  been 
made,  and  our  strategic  planners  have  devel- 
oped a  doctrine  .  .  .  Chemical  shells  and 
missiles  may  be  considered  just  ordinary 
weapons  available  to  the  military  command- 
ers to  be  used  routinely  when  the  situation 
calls  for  it." 

In  1977.  Soviet  bloc  chemical-biological  ca- 
pabilities (standard  for  all  Soviet  bloc 
armies)  were  documented  in  the  East 
German  Textbook  of  Military  Chemistry: 

"Toxins  are  agents  which  are  produced  by 
biological  organisms  such  as  micro-orga- 
nisms, plants  and  animals  and  cannot  them- 
selves reproduce.  By  the  middle  of  1960.  the 
toxins  selected  for  military  purposes  were 
included  among  biological  warfare  agents. 
Today  it  is  possible  to  produce  various 
toxins  synthetically. 

"Toxins  are  not  living  substances:  they 
thus  differ  from  the  biological  organisms,  so 
that  they  can  l)e  Included  among  chemical 
warfare  agents.  When  they  are  used  in 
combat,  the  atmosphere  can  be  contaminat- 
ed over  relatively  large  areas. 

"The  toxic  warfare  agents  can  be  aerosol- 
ized. They  can  be  used  primarily  in  micro- 
bombs  which  are  launched  from  the  air  or 
in  warheads  of  tactical  rockets.  Toxic  war- 
fare agents  can  be  applied  with  aircraft 
spray  equipment  and  similar  dispersion  sys- 
tems." 

This  account  accurately  confirms  what 
terrified  tribes-people  and  farmers  in  the 
Near  East  and  Asia  have  been  trying  to  tell 


a  disbelieving  West.  These  events  in  far-off 
places  may  seem  remote  to  many  Ameri- 
cans, but  a  comparison  of  Soviet-U.S.  capa- 
bilities in  chemical-biological  weaponry  re- 
veals some  frightening  facts  and  figures: 

The  Defense  Department  estimates  the 
Soviets  outnumt>er  us  in  chemical  munitions 
by  up  to  a  10  to  1  ratio:  in  delivery  systems 
by  5  to  1:  in  production  by  14  to  1:  and  in  de- 
contamination vehicles  by  10  to  1.  Experts 
estimate  72  percent  of  U.S.  chemical  stocks 
are  of  doubtful  military  value  because  of  de- 
terioration. 

Soviet  chemical  warfare  troops  number  up 
to  100.000  compared  to  6.000  in  the  U.S. 
Soviet  troops  and  chemical  specialists  have 
battlefield  experience  in  Afghanistan  and 
Southeast  Asia  and  have  used  this  to  devel- 
op tactical  integration  of  toxic  warfare. 
NATO  commanders  doubt  our  capability  to 
deter  a  chemical  attack.  While  Soviet  armor 
is  sealed  against  chemical  penetration.  U.S. 
armor  is  woefully  unprotected. 

A  massive  Soviet  surprise  attack  on  NATO 
could  render  our  force  defenseless.  The  So- 
viets have  the  ability  to  spread  chemical 
agents  over  a  large  area  by  a  number  of 
means.  Their  FROG  and  SCUD  missiles, 
similar  to  our  Pershings.  all  have  chemical 
capabilities.  The  U.S.  Navy  now  feels  our 
battleships  are  vulnerable  to  Soviet  cruise 
missiles  tipped  with  chemical  warheads. 

Small  chemical  rockets  are  now  used  on 
Soviet  helicopters,  jets  and  biplanes  (crop 
dusters).  A  single  200-pound  toxic  bomb  can 
cover  half  a  square  kilometer  with  nerve 
gas.  MiG  27  aircraft,  the  kind  employed  in 
Cuba,  can  deploy  four  tanks  of  nerve  gas. 
each  tank  capable  of  covering  four  square 
kilometers.  Satellite  photos  and  intelligence 
assets  have  documented  the  existence  of  a 
large  military  chemical  depot  and  training 
field  in  Cuba,  where  Soviet  advisers  train 
Cuban  troops  in  chemical-biological  warfare 
exercises. 

Some  Soviet  toxins  derived  from  fungi  are 
impossible  to  detect  by  current  U.S.  gas 
alarms,  and  their  minuscule  particles  could 
penetrate  existing  gas  mask  filters. 

Though  the  new  generation  of  Soviet 
toxins  has  been  grouped  under  the  term 
"yellow  rain."  a  wide  variety  of  toxic  smoke 
colors  are  being  used.  Each  causes  varying 
effects,  ranging  from  incapacitation,  stupor 
and  nausea  to  choking,  neurologic  fits  and 
massive  hemorrhage,  causing  quick  death. 

Guerrilla  fighters  in  Afghanistan  have  ex- 
perienced fatality  rates  of  up  to  70  per  cent, 
and  large  civilian  populations  have  experi- 
enced rates  of  nearly  100  percent.  Chemical 
experts  believe  that  known  chemicals  like 
mustard  gas.  phosgene  and  sarin  are  being 
used,  as  well  as  new  forms  of  toxins. 

In  June  1980.  Dutch  journalist  Bemd  De- 
Bruin  filmed  two  Soviet  chemical  helicopter 
attacks  in  Jalalabad.  Afghanistan.  The  heli- 
copters circled  a  village  like  a  carousel, 
dropping  canisters  and  shooting  rockets 
that  produced  a  lethal  yellow  smoke.  A  few 
hours  later.  DeBruin  entered  the  village  and 
photographed  a  corpse  that  had  turned 
blue-black  from  extensive  Internal  hemor- 
rhaging (all  blood  vessels  in  the  body  had 
burst)  due  to  chemical  exposure.  DeBruin 
suffered  from  blisters,  facial  swelling, 
nausea,  diarrhea  and  cramps  for  10  days  fol- 
lowing the  attack  and  still  has  skin  lesions. 
DeBruin  has  photographed  chemical  shells 
with  Soviet  nomenclature.  These  shells  and 
helicopter  delivery  systems  match  reports 
made  by  Cambodians  since  1978. 

Afghan  resistance  units  have  captured 
and  photographed  a  number  of  Soviet 
chemical  protective  suits,  antidote  kits  and 


gas  masks  contaminated  with  T-2  mycotox- 
In  residue  (not  indigenous  to  the  region). 
Soviet  prisoners  and  defectors  have  con- 
firmed the  use  of  at  least  nine  different 
types  of  chemical  weapons,  including  the 
deadly  sarin,  phosgene  and  soman.  One 
young  soldier.  Anatoly  Sakharov,  described 
an  agent  called  "smirch."  which  has  100  per- 
cent mortality.  His  description  matches  re- 
ports from  DeBruin,  doctors  in  Afghanistan 
and  Hmong  refugees  from  Laos  who  de- 
scribed these  effects  to  Parade. 

Yuriy  Povamitsyn.  a  Soviet  military 
chemical  specialist,  reported  performing  au- 
topsies on  Afghan  villagers  and  taking  soil 
samples  after  attacks.  His  account  corre- 
sponds to  stories  coming  out  of  Laos  regard- 
ing the  Vietnamese.  In  1974.  a  Cuban 
emigre  baffled  U.S.  analysts  with  descrip- 
tions of  similar  chemical  warfare  systems 
being  taught  in  Cuba.  He  described  a  chemi- 
cal land  mine  that  validated  a  report  by  a 
Soviet  defector  in  the  1960s.  Similar  reports 
recently  have  come  out  of  Cambodia.  After 
reading  these  descriptions,  a  Chinese  offi- 
cial in  Peking  told  a  U.S.  chemical  expert. 
"We  read  your  report  with  great  fascination 
because  we  ran  into  the  same  mines  on  the 
Vietnam  border."  In  1980,  the  Vietnam's 
People's  Army  chemical  warfare  branch  re- 
ceived the  government's  highest  award,  the 
Ho  Chi  Minh  Medal. 

In  Cuba,  Soviet  instructors  described  the 
effect  of  the  chemical  mines  as  being  "radi- 
ation-like"— which  describes  the  effects  of 
•nycotoxins.  once  used  in  experiments  by 
cancer  researchers  as  an  alternative  to 
chemotherapy. 

Sterling  Seagrave,  author  of  the  book 
Yellow  Rain,  says:  "Why  are  the  SovleU 
using  poisons?  In  a  nuclear  stalemate,  only 
conventional  weapons  can  be  used  in  region- 
al wars.  Conventional  weapons  have  become 
so  complex  and  expensive— a  new  weapons 
sy.stem  can  bankrupt  a  national  economy. 
Poisons,  on  the  other  hand,  are  cheap.  And 
they  have  the  killing  power  of  nuclear 
weapons,  without  attracting  so  much  atten- 
tion. 

""There's  no  big  bang  and  there's  no  mush- 
room cloud.  But  all  the  people  can  be  elimi- 
nated silently,  as  they  have  been  in  parts  of 
Afghanistan.  The  new  poisons  are  so  bizarre 
and  evaporate  so  rapidly  that  they  make 
proof  extremely  difficult  to  obtain.  But  any 
serious  study  of  Soviet  military  doctrine 
demonstrates  that  not  only  is  CBW  defen- 
sive gear  a  routine  part  of  Soviet  operations, 
so  is  CBW  aggressive  gear. 

"In  Afghanistan,  for  instance,  Soviet  heli- 
copter gunships  equipped  with  lethal  chemi- 
cal agents  now  perform  routine  duties  like 
convoy  security,  which  used  to  involve 
ground  troops.  This  is  only  one  of  numerous 
examples  that  show  the  growing  depend- 
ence on  toxic  weapons.  And  poison  tactics 
and  poison  strategy  have  taken  much  of  the 
role  previously  attached  to  tactical  nuclear 
weapons  in  Soviet  doctrine." 

Dr.  Bernard  Wagner,  professor  of  medical 
pathology  at  Columbia  University,  who  just 
returned  from  a  fact-finding  visit  to  South- 
east Asia,  says  with  great  concern: 

"The  threat  of  limited,  controlled  biologi- 
cal warfare  Is.  at  least  for  me,  on  a  scale 
with  nuclear  war.  With  toxins  having  both 
acute  and  delayed  effects,  an  aggressor  can 
achieve  his  ends  without  the  problems 
posed  by  a  nuclear  blast.  Besides,  toxins  can 
be  delivered  in  an  insidious,  almost  undetec- 
table manner. 

"The  current  outcry  against  nuclear  weap- 
ons must  also  extend  to  chemical-biological 
warfare.   Our  government,  along  with   all 


other  nations,  must  find  a  way  to  pressure 
the  Soviet  Union  and  its  clients  into  halting 
this  activity.  Until  then,  prudence  dictates 
that  we  formulate  policies  to  safeguard  pop- 
ulations at  risk." 

Today,  while  the  urgent  reality  of  chemi- 
cal warfare  is  obscured  in  endless  political 
and  academic  debate,  thousands  of  defense- 
less men,  women  and  children  continue  to 
suffer.  On  March  25.  1983,  at  Ban  Vinai  ref- 
ugee camp  on  the  Mekong  River  in  Thai- 
land, Parade  spoke  with  Tou  Xiong.  a  25- 
year-old  Hmong  resistance  fighter.  Tou  has 
risked  his  life  on  numerous  occasions  to 
guide  members  of  desperate  families  across 
the  Laotian  mountains  in  frantic  escape 
from  Vietnamese-Soviet  "extinct  destruc- 
tion" campaigns.  With  the  quiet  intensity  of 
one  who  has  walked  with  death,  he  said: 

"It  is  difficult  for  people  to  live  in  Laos  be- 
cause of  the  poison  gas.  Thousands  and 
thousands  of  Hmong  people  have  died.  It 
took  my  group  of  100  people  one  month  to 
walk  to  Thailand.  We  had  to  pass  through 
many  patrols  of  Vietnamese  and  Pathet  Lao 
soldiers.  By  the  time  we  crossed  the  Mekong 
River.  75  people— including  many  babies  and 
children— had  died  by  starving,  drowning  or 
shooting. 

"My  people  asked  me  to  come  to  Thailand 
to  ask  the  Americans  if  you  have  any  medi- 
cine to  take  care  of  the  poison  gas  today.  If 
the  Communists  keep  using  this  gas  on  the 
fields,  the  forests,  the  water  and  the  vil- 
lages, the  Hmong  Lao  people  will  no  longer 
have  any  life  left." 

"Yellow  Rain"  and  the  Putdre  of  Arms 
Agreements 

This  Convention  completely  prohibits  bio- 
logical and  toxin  weapons.  Since  it  provides 
for  the  elimination  of  existing  weapons,  it  is 
a  true  disarmament  measure." 

So  it  seemed  to  Fred  Charles  Ikie.  then  di- 
rector of  the  Arms  control  and  Disarma- 
ment Agency,  as  he  testified  before  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  in 
1974.  He  expressed  the  Ford  Administra- 
tion's support  for  ratification  of  a  treaty 
with  the  comprehensive  if  awkward  title. 
""Convention  on  Prohibition  of  the  Develop- 
ment, Production,  and  Stockpiling  of  Bacte- 
riological (Biological)  and  Toxin  Weapons 
and  Their  Destruction."  At  the  same  time, 
he  recommended  that  the  Senate  ratify  the 
Geneva  Protocol  of  1925,  already  ratified  by 
all  the  other  major  military  powers,  which 
prohibited  the  use  of  both  biological  and 
chemical  agents  in  warfare. 

This  seemed  entirely  appropriate  to  the 
full  blossom  of  detente.  In  November  1969, 
the  same  month  U.S.  and  Soviet  negotiators 
opened  the  Strategic  Arms  Limitation 
Talks.  President  Richard  Nixon  undertook 
an  experiment  in  unilateral  disarmament, 
unconditionally  renouncing  all  methods  of 
biological  warfare.  Three  months  later  this 
renunciation  was  broadened  to  include  toxin 
weapons,  i.e.,  poisons  produced  by  biological 
processes  but  not  themselves  living  orga- 
nisms. The  Administration  set  about  de- 
stroying all  stockpiles  of  biological  and 
toxin  weapons,  and  closing  down  the  re- 
search into  offensive  use  of  such  weapons 
that  had  been  conducted  at  Port  Detrick, 
Maryland. 

This  U.S.  initiative  was  quick  to  bear  fruit. 
In  early  1971,  the  Soviet  Union  dropped  its 
previous  insistence  that  any  biological  weap- 
ons treaty  also  include  chemical  weapons, 
which  had  created  a  negotiating  deadlock 
because  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain 
were  unwilling  to  destroy  existing  chemical 
weapons  stock  they   felt  served  deterrent 


purposes.  With  the  Soviets  willing  to  treat 
biological  warfare  separately,  the  Conven- 
tion was  concluded  a  year  later,  and  was 
signed  by  11 1  nations. ' 

The  1972  Convention  called  for  an  end  to 
development  of  biological  and  toxin  weap- 
ons. Signatories  pledged  not  to  acquire  or 
maintain  stocks  of  biological  agents  'of 
types  and  in  quantities  that  have  no  justifi- 
cation for  prophylactic,  protective  or  other 
peaceful  purposes."  Existing  stocks  and  de- 
livery equipment  were  to  be  destroyed,  and 
transfer  of  either  stocks  or  technololgy  to 
third  parties  were  specifically  banned. 

Perhaps  curiously,  the  1972  Convention 
did  not  ban  the  use  of  such  weapons  in  war- 
fare, though  presumably  this  was  already 
outlawed  by  the  1925  Geneva  Protocol,  not 
to  mention  customary  international  law. 
The  Convention  made  only  limited  provi- 
sion for  verification  of  compliance  with  Its 
terms.  It  required  state  parties  "to  consult 
one  another  and  to  cooperate  in  solving  any 
problems  which  may  arise."  It  established 
no  supervisory  machinery,  but  provided 
that  governments  that  find  evidence  of  vio- 
lations "may  lodge"  complaints  with  the 
U.N.  Security  Council.  Final  appeal  could  be 
taken  by  persuading  a  majority  of  signato- 
ries to  convene  a  special  meeting. 

In  presenting  the  official  case  for  ratifica- 
tion of  the  treaty.  Mr.  Ikie  offered  three  ar- 
guments: that  the  treaty  did  not  deny  the 
United  States  any  "military  viable  option" 
since  the  usefulness  of  such  weapons  was 
"dubious  at  best, "  that  "biological  weapons 
are  particularly  repugnant  from  a  moral 
point  of  view, "  and  that  the  Convention 
would  "discourage  some  misguided  competi- 
tion in  biological  weapons." 

Mr.  Ikle  added  one  caveat,  that  it  would 
be  "difficult "  to  verify  compliance  with  the 
Convention  "in  countries  with  relatively 
closed  societies."  This  did  not  preclude  an 
agreement  because  the  weapons  were 
deemed  militarily  unimportant,  but  "the 
limited  verifiability  of  this  Convention 
should  not  be  misconstrued  as  a  precedent 
for  other  arms  limitations  agreements. " 

Such  doubU  seemed  footnotes,  though, 
compared  to  the  promise  of  the  Convention. 
As  President  Nixon,  who  had  first  requested 
ratification,  had  put  it  in  his  official  mes- 
sage, it  was  "the  first  international  agree- 
ment since  World  War  II  to  provide  for  the 
actual  elimination  of  an  entire  class  of 
weapons  from  the  arsenal  of  nations."  The 
Convention  seemed  an  apt  expression  of  the 
spirit  of  detente,  and  a  significant  victory 
for  arms  control.  It  was  ratified  by  the 
Senate,  along  with  the  Geneva  Protocol.  De- 
cember 16.  1974.  With  deposit  of  U.S.  ratifi- 
cation in  Washington,  Moscow  and  London, 
the  Convention  went  officially  into  force  on 
March  26,  1975. 

II 
Beginning  in  the  summer  of  1975,  H'Mong 
refugees  fleeing  Laos  for  Thailand  started 
to  carry  terrifying  stories.  They  spoke  of 
aircraft  attacking  their  villages  with  rockets 
that  exploded  overhead  to  release  a  cloud  of 
vapor,  usually  described  as  yellow  or  white, 
but  sometimes  red  or  green.  As  the  vapors 
settled  over  the  huts  and  fields,  they  caused 
bizarre  medical  symptoms.  Those  most  ex- 
posed frequently  died,  and  similar  though 
milder  symptoms  were  reported  by  those  on 
the  periphery  of  an  attack  or  who  ate  food 
or  drank  water  contaminated  with  the  yel- 
lowish powder.  The  refugees  described  dlzzl- 
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ness.  severe  itching  or  tingling  of  the  skin, 
the  formation  of  numerous  small  and  hard 
blisters,  nausea,  shock,  coughing  of  blood- 
tinged  material,  bloody  diarrhea,  and  vomit- 
ing of  massive  amounts  of  blood. 

The  H'Mong  are  primitive  mountain 
people  historically  at  odds  with  the  lowland 
Lao.  and  for  that  matter  any  central  author- 
ity. During  the  Vietnam  War  many  of  them 
fought  against  the  North  Vietnamese  and 
Pathet  Lao  in  a  force  organized  under  Gen- 
eral Vang  Pao  and  supported  by  the  United 
States.  At  the  time  they  were  referred  to  as 
the  Meo.  the  Laotian  term  for  the  tribes. 
They  now  complained  that  the  Pathet  Lao 
and  North  Vietnamese  were  attacking  their 
villages  in  retribution  for  helping  the 
United  States  during  the  War.  Having  little 
grasp  of  modern  technology,  or  even  a  writ- 
ten language,  they  christened  the  gruesome 
new  weapon  "yellow  rain." 

In  1975  and  1976.  however,  such  reports 
remained  fragmentary.  The  reported  at- 
tacks took  place  in  north-central  Laos;  the 
journey  to  Thailand  was  long  and  arduous. 
U.S.  intelligence  had  no  systematic  proce- 
dures for  collecting  such  reports,  and  the 
available  information  came  from  doctors 
working  In  the  refugee  camps  and  the  vol- 
unteer efforts  of  two  Bangkok  embassy  offi- 
cials. Foreign  Service  Officer  Edward 
McWilliams  and  Lieutenant  Colonel  C. 
Dennison  Lane. 

By  1977  and  1978.  the  number  of  reports 
of  apparent  chemical  attacks  t>egan  to  in- 
crease alarmingly,  especially  from  the 
H'Mong  stronghold  area  in  the  Phou  Bia 
mountains.  In  October  1978.  U.S.  officials 
raised  the  reports  with  the  Lao  Charge  d'Af- 
faires  in  Washington,  and  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  State  Richard  Holbrooke  went 
to  Vientiane  to  express  American  concern 
over  human  rights  for  the  H'Mong.  In 
March  1979,  the  United  States  raised  the 
issue  of  t>oison  gas  use  at  the  35th  session  of 
the  U.N.  Human  Rights  Commission.  The 
Laotians  consistently  denied  the  use  of 
chemical  weapons. 

In  May  1979.  Mr.  McWilliams  went  to 
refuge  camps  in  Thailand  to  interview 
H'Mong  eyewitnesses,  and  compiled  a 
lengthy  report  of  his  conversations.  This 
represented  the  first  systematic  record  of 
the  reports,  and  became  the  basis  for  later 
compilations  published  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment. In  the  fall  a  U.S.  Army  medical  team 
was  dispatched  to  Thailand  to  conduct 
interviews.  In  the  winter  of  1979,  the  U.S. 
government  raised  the  "yellow  rain"  issue 
with  the  governments  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
La3s  and  Vietnam:  all  three  denied  the 
charges. 

By  1980  similar  reports  were  being  re- 
ceived from  Kampuchea,  where  Khmer 
Rouge  forces  were  still  holding  out  against 
Vietnamese,  and  from  Afghanistan,  where 
Soviet  troops  were  fighting  against  local  re- 
sistance. The  Carter  Administration  became 
concerned  enough  to  compile  a  131-page  col- 
lection of  refugee  reports  and  newspaper  ac- 
counts of  chemical  attacks,'  and  to  seek  an 
international  investigation.  In  December  of 
1980.  at  the  urging  of  U.S.  and  Canadian 
delegations  and  over  the  objections  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  U.N.  General  Assembly 
voted  to  conduct  an  investigation  of  the 
charges. 

The  material  compiled  by  the  State  De- 
partment in  1980  included  interviews  with  a 
defector  from  the  Lao  People's  Liberation 
Army  who  said  he  had  been  directly  in- 
volved in  the  kind  of  attacks  described  by 
the  H'Mong.  He  had  flown  captured  U.S.  L- 
19  and  T-41  aircraft  dispensing  toxic  chemi- 


cals over  H'Mong  villages  in  the  Phou  Bia 
area.  He  described  the  directions  of  Viet- 
namese officers,  and  special  medical  precau- 
tions taken  during  and  after  the  flights.  He 
said  that  the  missions  were  called  "Extinct 
Destruction  Operations."  and  that  he  had 
been  told  by  his  superior  officer  that  they 
were  intended  to  "wu>e  out  the  reactionary 
H'Mong  people." 

In  March  1981.  the  State  Department 
issued  a  33-page  update  of  its  previous  com- 
pilation.' To  get  a  flavor  of  the  164  pages  of 
documents,  consider  the  account  of  Mah 
Hear,  who  had  lived  in  the  H'Mong  village 
of  Long  Sa  in  the  Phu  Khao  Khaoi  area, 
and  who  fled  to  Thailand  with  his  son  in 
February  1981.  He  told  of  a  chemical  attack 
the  previous  October  on  a  cluster  of  four  vil- 
lages in  which  approximately  1,000  people 
had  died  after  intensive  vomiting  and  diar- 
rhea with  blood.  The  dead  included  Mah 
Hear's  wife  and  daughter,  and  his  five-year- 
old  son  Tou  Houa  was  questioned  about  the 
attack. 

State's  summary  of  the  child's  testimony 
reads.  "Tou  said  that  his  mother  and  sister 
had  been  poisoned  by  a  white  plane  which 
dropped  yellow— his  father  said  red'— 
smoke.  He  said  that  many  people  died  vom- 
iting. He  said  that  many  animals  also  died. 
When  asked  what  people  at  the  local  clinic 
did  to  make  him  better,  he  responded  that 
they  played  with  him.  When  asked  how  he 
got  the  various  sores  on  his  body  which  his 
father  had  attributed  earlier  to  the  gas  at- 
tacks, he  responded  simply  that  he  had  the 
injuries  a  long  time." 

Ill 

Prom  the  start.  U.S.  chemical  warfare  ex- 
perts in  the  Deferise  Department  and  at  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  were  puzzled  by 
the  "yellow  rain"  reports  from  Southeast 
Asia.  The  symptomology.  particularly  the 
massive  hemorrhaging,  did  not  correspond 
to  any  known  chemical  warfare  agent.  Early 
samples  of  vegetation,  clothing  and  human 
tissue  from  attack  sites  and  victims  showed 
no  traces  of  familiar  chemical  agents. 

Even  though  the  symptoms  did  not  fit  any 
known  chemical  agents,  there  was  no  deny- 
ing the  numerous  and  consistent  reports 
from  Southeast  Asia.  Analysts  in  the  intelli- 
gence community  decided  by  1979  that  they 
needed  to  broaden  the  list  of  potential 
chemical  agents.  Analysts  from  the  State 
Department,  the  Defense  Department,  the 
CIA.  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency,  the 
National  Security  Agency  and  the  Surgeon 
General's  Office  met  regularly  to  discuss 
the  latest  evidence  and  to  compare  notes  on 
their  own  research. 

In  1981.  breakthroughs  started.  In  March, 
a  CIA  medical  expert  sent  to  Southeast  Asia 
was  able  to  conduct  covert  autopsies  in 
Kampuchea  of  victims  of  a  "yellow  rain" 
attack,  which  had  taken  place  only  12  to  24 
hours  earlier.  His  examination  showed 
severe  deterioration  of  the  gut  and  upper 
small  bowel,  from  which  he  deduced  that  a 
small  molecular-weight  toxin  must  be  at 
work.  Vegetation  and  water  samples  were 
collected  from  the  site  of  the  same  attack 
for  subsequent  laboratory  analysis. 

Back  in  Washington,  meanwhile.  Dr. 
Sharon  Watson,  a  research  specialist  in 
toxicology  at  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
was  also  pondering  the  symptoms  reported 
in  the  "yellow  rain"  accounts.  She  noticed  a 
striking  similarity  with  symptoms  produced 
by  trichothecene  mycotoxins,  rare  but  espe- 
cially poisonous  toxins  produced  by  a  cer- 
tain strain  of  fusarium,  a  common  fungus 
found  on  moldy  grains.  The  known  effects 
of  trichothecenes  include  nausea,  vomiting. 


dizziness,  a  burning  sensation  of  the  skin, 
failure  of  muscle  coordination,  diarrhea 
with  blood  and  internal  hemorrhaging. 

By  far  the  most  prominent  outbreak  of 
trichothecene  poisoning  in  the  medical  liter- 
ature concerned  the  devastation  of  50  coun- 
ties of  the  Orenburg  district  of  the  Soviet 
Union  in  the  winter  of  1943-44  by  an  epi- 
demic of  a  disease  then  called  Alimentary 
Toxic  Aleukia  (ATA).  The  symptoms  of  this 
disease  were  similar  to  those  the  H'Mong  at- 
tributed to  'yellow  rain.  "  except  that  the 
Orenburg  peasants  did  not  experience  the 
exceptionally  rapid  hemorrhaging  with  mas- 
sive vomiting  of  blood.  Thirty  percent  of  the 
population  of  the  district  became  seriously 
ill.  and  over  ten  percent  of  the  population 
died. 

During  the  Orenburg  epidemic,  peasants 
had  been  scrounging  the  winter  fields  for 
unharvested  wheat  and  millet.  A.  Z.  Joffee. 
who  worked  in  the  Soviet  Union  during  the 
epidemic  and  later  emigrated  to  Israel,  iden- 
tified poisonous  fusarium  in  the  wheat  sam- 
ples. The  poisonous  forms  of  these  molds 
grow  best  in  cold  climates,  especially  with 
cycles  of  freezing  and  thawing.  Three  dec- 
ades after  the  epidemic,  Chester  Mirocha  of 
the  University  of  Minnesota  identified  T-2. 
a  trichothecene  mycotoxin,  as  the  active 
agent  in  a  sample  of  the  wheat  provided  by 
the  Soviets.*  Trichothecene  poisoning  is 
now  believed  to  have  been  responsible  for 
the  Orenburg  epidemic.  Trichothecenes  fed 
to  animals  produce  symptoms  similar  to 
those  at  Orenburg,  and  are  recognized  in 
the  colder  regions  of  North  America  as  a 
veterinary  problem  with  moldy  feeds. 
Canada  has  recently  established  tolerance 
levels  for  trichothecene  residues  in  wheat. 

While  the  symptoms  of  trichothecene  poi- 
soning reported  in  the  medical  literature  do 
not  include  the  spectacular  hemorrhaging 
claimed  by  the  H'Mong.  it  was  easy  to  form 
speculations  to  explain  the  discrepancy.  In 
particular,  the  Orenburg  peasants  ingested 
the  toxins,  while  villagers  in  Laos  generally 
inhaled  the  "yellow  rain."  Subsequently, 
tests  by  U.S.  Army  scientists  at  Fort  Detrick 
found  that  inhalation  of  the  toxins  does 
indeed  produce  pulmonary  and  gastric  hem- 
orrhaging that  is  both  quick  and  massive; 
this  effect  can  also  be  heightened  by  mixing 
the  toxin  with  other  agents,  and  by  dispens- 
ing it  with  solvents  to  speed  absorption. 

Review  of  the  scientific  literature  revealed 
that  trichothecenes  had  been  the  subject  of 
intense  Soviet  scientific  investigation  since 
the  1930s.  The  physical  and  chemical  prop- 
erties of  the  toxins,  especially  their  chemi- 
cal stability,  made  them  ideal  as  warfare 
agents;  they  could  also  easily  be  mass-pro- 
duced. Indeed,  much  of  the  published  Soviet 
literature  on  the  toxins  is  more  concerned 
with  how  to  produce  them  in  large  quanti- 
ties as  opposed  to  research  into  prevention 
or  antidotes.  In  addition,  the  Soviet  re- 
search projects  of  mycotoxins  were  per- 
formed at  institutes  previously  associated 
with  other  chemical  and  biological  warfare 
research.'' 

Dr.  Watson  conferred  with  the  CIA  ana- 
lyst upon  his  return  to  Washington;  they 
discovered  that  their  theories,  independent- 
ly arrived  at.  matched  completely.  Samples 
taken  from  the  site  of  the  attack  that  killed 
the  autopsied  victims  were  sent  for  labora- 
tory analysis.  The  initial  tests  in  govern- 
ment labs  failed  to  detect  any  evidence  of 
mycotoxins.  but  some  of  the  "yellow  rain" 
samples,  along  with  negative  and  positive 
control  samples,  were  sent  to  Dr.  Mirocha 
for  more  sophisticated  analysis.  In  August, 
his   laboratory    reported   that   the   sample 


taken  from  the  attack  site  tested  positive 
for  trichothecene  mycotoxins.  Six  years 
after  the  first  "yellow  rain  "  reports,  the 
United  States  had  finally  identified  at  least 
one  of  the  poisons  being  used  in  Southeast 
Asia— an  agent  of  a  kind  clearly  outlawed  by 
the  1972  Biological  Weapons  Convention. 

IV 

It  was  against  this  backdrop  that  Secre- 
tary of  State  Alexander  Haig  decided  to  go 
public  with  the  "yellow  rain"  charges.  Sec- 
retary Haig  was  scheduled  to  speak  in 
Berlin  on  "The  Democratic  Revolution  and 
Its  Future"  on  September  13,  1981."  One  of 
his  themes  was  a  "double  standard"  under 
which  democracies  were  "impugned  and 
criticized  "  for  the  slightest  questionable  be- 
havior, while  "a  forgiving  and  accepting  eye 
is  turned  toward  adversaries."  He  revealed 
that  "We  now  have  physical  evidence  from 
Southeast  Asia  which  has  been  analyzed 
and  found  to  contain  abnormally  high  levels 
of  three  potent  mycotoxins— poisonous  sub- 
stances not  indigenous  to  the  region  and 
which  are  highly  toxic  to  man  and  animals." 
He  added  that  the  use  of  such  weapons  in 
warfare  was  prohibited  by  the  Geneva  Pro- 
tocol, and  that  their  manufacture  or  posses- 
sion violated  the  Biological  Weapons  Con- 
vention. 

The  next  day  the  State  Department  held 
a  press  conference  in  Washington  to  give 
further  details  of  the  "yellow  rain"  evi- 
dence. Its  five-page  "fact  sheet "  said,  "Anal- 
ysis of  a  leaf  and  stem  sample  from  Kampu- 
chea has  revealed  high  levels  of  mycotoxins 
of  the  trichothecene  group."  It  continued: 
"The  levels  detected  were  up  to  twenty 
times  greater  than  any  recorded  natural 
outbreak.  Since  normal  background  levels  of 
these  toxins  are  essentially  undetectable, 
the  high  levels  found  are  considered  to  be 
abnormal,  and  it  is  highly  unlikely  that 
such  levels  could  have  occurred  in  a  natural 
intoxication.  In  point  of  fact,  these  myco- 
toxins do  not  occur  naturally  in  Southeast 
Asia."' 

The  State  Department  document  also  in- 
cluded circumstantial  evidence  of  chemical 
warfare,  noting  previously  published  refu- 
gee testimony.  It  reported  that  the  "yellow 
rain"  symptoms  matched  the  known  effects 
of  trichothecene  poisoning,  and  related 
some  details  of  the  1944  Orenburg  epidemic. 
Reporters  were  told  that  no  large  pharma- 
ceutical-type facility  existed  in  Southeast 
Asia  which  could  produce  these  toxins,  al- 
though such  facilities  do  exist  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  However,  no  attempt  was  made  to 
systematically  outline  the  history  of  the  dis- 
coveries. Reporters  were  offered  an  opportu- 
nity to  question  government  experts,  but 
the  names  and  positions  of  the  experts  were 
withheld. 

The  press  reacted  to  these  revelations 
with  a  withering  skepticism.  Bob  Simon, 
CBS  State  Department  correspondent,  re- 
ported after  the  briefing:  "It's  viewed  here 
as  far  from  coincidental  that  this  informa- 
tion is  being  released  with  such  fanfare  at  a 
time  when  the  Reagan  Administration  is 
anxious  to  muster  support  domestically  and 
in  Europe  for  what  it  perceives  as  an  in- 
creasing Soviet  threat."  When  the  Public 
Broadcasting  Service's  "Inside  Story"  went 
back  in  March  1982  to  reexamine  this  initial 
coverage,  Mr.  Simon  said:  "It  just  seemed  to 
me  like  a  story  that  was  being  planted,  and 
being  planted  in  a  rather  sloppy  way. "  Don 
Oberdorfer  of  The  Washington  Post  said: 
"In  the  course  of  the  questioning  it  came 
out  that  they  were  hanging  this  thing  on 
one  leaf  and  stem  that  had  been  procured 
from  Cambodia,  which  struck  a  lot  of  people 


as  not  very  strong  evidence  for  a  charge 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  State  in  a  full 
dress  State  Department  briefing."' 

However  much  blame  should  go  to  State's 
mishandling  of  the  briefing  or  excessive 
skepticism  by  the  reporters,  clearly  little 
had  been  done  to  prepare  the  ground  for 
such  charges.  The  briefing  had  been  hastily 
drawn  together;  Secretary  Halg's  remarks 
had  been  Inserted  in  his  speech  at  the  last 
minute,  under  pressure  of  a  leak  to  Time 
magazine  on  the  mycotoxin  findings.  State 
was  also  concerned  about  seeming  to  be 
behind  the  news  because  the  book  Yellow 
Rain  was  about  to  be  released;  author  Ster- 
ling Seagrave  had  started  out  to  Investigate 
U.S.  chemical  warfare  capabilities  and  the 
use  of  the  herbicide  Agent  Orange,  but  con- 
cluded the  real  story  was  that  the  Soviets 
were  already  using  chemical  warfare  on  a 
massive  scale.  He  had  picked  up  the  name 
for  his  book  from  the  H'Mong,  and  re- 
marked at  the  similarity  of  their  symptoms 
to  those  of  trichothecene  poisoning.' 

Prior  to  the  State  Department  briefing, 
however,  the  "yellow  rain"  reports  had  re- 
ceived scanty  public  attention.  There  had 
been  scattered  reports  in  the  American 
press,  and  more  numerous  ones  in  Asia.  The 
October  1980  Reader's  Digest  had  run  a 
report  by  Jane  Hamllton-Merrltt,  a  free- 
lance journalist  and  Asian  studies  scholar 
who  had  devoted  herself  to  studying  the 
H'Mong.  Jim  Coyne,  an  editor  of  Soldier  of 
Fortune  magazine,  returned  from  Thailand 
in  May  1981  with  a  sample  of  yellow 
powder.  It  was  ultimately  delivered  to  Rep- 
resentative Jim  Leach  (R-Iowa),  who  was 
vainly  trying  to  stir  up  some  Interest  In  pos- 
sible violations  of  the  biological  weapons 
treaty.'"  And  there  had  been  press  reporU 
of  an  anthrax  outbreak  at  Sverdlovsk  In  the 
Soviet  Union  In  April  1979,  also  suggesting 
biological  weapons  activity. 

This  was  not  much  to  prepare  the  press  or 
public  for  charges  of  such  magnitude.  Then, 
too,  many  observers  were  struck  by  what 
seemed  an  anomaly.  If  the  Administration 
really  believed  the  Soviets  were  breaking  ex- 
isting arms  control  treaties,  this  would  seem 
to  call  for  major  adjustments  In  its  whole 
arms  control  policy.  Yet  the  week  after 
making  these  charges  Secretary  Haig  met 
with  Soviet  Foreign  Minister  Andrei  Gromy- 
ko  to  schedule  talks  on  theater  nuclear 
forces.  In  November,  President  Reagan 
made  his  National  Press  Club  speech  pro- 
posing new  strategic  weapons  talks  under 
the  new  acronym.  START.  The  Administra- 
tion was  accusing  the  Soviets  of  breaking 
old  treaties  and  simultaneously  proposing  to 
negotiate  new  ones. 

The  initial  skepticism  of  the  press  was  fed 
by  the  attitude  taken  by  some  key  scientists 
knowledgeable  about  chemical  warfare,  no- 
tably Matthew  Meselson,  a  Hanard  Univer- 
sity biologist,  and  Julian  Perry  Robinson  of 
the  University  of  Sussex's  Scientific  Policy 
Research  Unit.  "In  such  an  Important  situa- 
tion, one  looks  to  our  government  for  a  very 
high  standard  of  evidence,"  Dr.  Meselson 
told  The  New  York  Times.  "But  In  some  re- 
spects, official  government  statements  have 
contained  demonstrable  and  serious  scientif- 
ic errors  which  damage  our  credibility  and 
raise  doubts  about  our  case."  Dr.  Robinson 
told  ABC  News:  "It's  ludicrous  In  fact  to 
base  charges  of  quite  such  moment  on  one 
sample.  No  analytical  chemist  worth  his  salt 
would  go  along  with  that." 

A  Mennonite  missionary,  Frederick  Swart- 
zendruber,  said  In  several  forums  that  he 
had  traveled  the  H'Mong  communities  In 
Laos,  and  had  never  heard  of  "yellow  rain," 


Gene  Lyons,  a  freelance  journalist  who  had 
written  previously  on  chemical  warfare, 
wrote  on  the  op-ed  page  of  The  New  York 
Times  that  "yellow  rain"  might  be  a  "CIA 
hoax. "  The  urge  to  dismiss  the  gathering 
evidence  reached  absurd  lengths.  In  a  Janu- 
ary 21.  1982  editlorlal  opposing  U.S.  develop- 
ment of  "binary"  chemical  weapons,  the 
Times'  editors  brushed  off  "yellow  rain" 
with  the  passing  comment,  "Reports  that 
the  Russians  used  toxic  agents  in  Afghani- 
stan and  Indochina  have  not  been  fully  con- 
firmed. Besides,  they  describe  small-scale 
use  against  unprotected  people  In  remote 
areas." 

Two  major  news  organizations  were  excep- 
tions to  the  general  reaction.  ABC  News 
mounted  its  own  expedition  to  Southeast 
Asia,  and  found  Its  own  trlchothecene-con- 
tamlnated  sample."  And  The  Wall  Street 
Journal  repeatedly  returned  to  the  story, 
running  some  50  articles  In  the  18  months 
following  the  Haig  speech.  But  despite  the 
rather  extensive.  If  little  circulated,  knowl- 
edge that  preceded  the  Haig  speech,  the 
"not  enough  evidence"  mentality  dominated 
press  and  presumably  public  Impressions  of 
"yellow  rain"  for  more  than  a  year  after  the 
Secretary  first  took  It  public. 

Throughout  1982,  however,  wave  after 
wave  of  accumulating  evidence  lapped  at 
the  shores  of  skepticism.  In  late  January, 
the  State  Department  published  an  analysis 
of  blood  samples  taken  from  "yellow  rain" 
victims  In  Kampuchea,  showing  the  pres- 
ence of  HT-2,  a  metabolite  of  T-2  trichothe- 
cene toxin.  In  the  blood  of  two  victims.'* 
The  samples  were  collected  by  Dr.  Amos 
Townsend,  a  retired  Air  Force  physician, 
who  began  treating  refugees  In  Thailand  In 
1980  and  became  deeply  Involved  In  the 
"yellow  rain"  Issue.  In  March.  Secretary 
Haig  sent  a  32-page  report  to  Congress  on 
chemical  warfare  in  Southeast  Asia  and  Af- 
ghanistan, providing  the  most  complete  and 
up-to-date  information  including,  for  the 
first  time.  Intelligence  reports  suggesting 
direct  Soviet  Involvement— the  preparation 
of  Soviet-manufactured  chemical  items  for 
Inspection  by  Soviet  officers,  precautions 
taken  In  receipt  of  Soviet  crates  the  Viet- 
namese said  contained  "deadly  toxin  chemi- 
cals,"  and  details  suggesting  heavy  chemical 
contamination  In  the  salvage  operation  of  a 
ship  sunk  In  the  Blank  Sea  en  route  to  Viet- 
nam in  1975.'  = 

Also  in  March,  Representative  Stephen 
Solars  (D-New  York)  held  hearings  on  the 
subject  in  the  Subcommittee  on  Asian  and 
Pacific  Affairs  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs.  In  the  course  of  the  hear- 
ings, he  remarked,  "I  suspect  that  short  of 
being  hit  on  the  head  by  yellow  rain,  noth- 
ing would  convince  Mr.  Swartzendruber 
that  it  was  going  on."  The  Congressman  re- 
marked to  a  scientific  skeptic  that  while  to- 
tally controlled  experiments  are  not  always 
possible  in  the  real  world,  "that  does  not  re- 
lieve us  of  the  responsibility  of  trying  to 
make  judgments  about  whether  these 
things  are  going  on  "  At  the  end  of  the 
hearings.  Congressman  Solarz,  scarcely  a 
cold  warrior,  concluded,  "I  don't  see  how  a 
reasonable  person  can  argue  with  the  propo- 
sition that  this  Is  going  on  and  that  things 
are  happening  here  which  shouldn't  be  hap- 
pening and  which  are  presumably  prohibit- 
ed by  treaty."'* 

When  the  U.N.  Special  Session  on  Disar- 
mament opened  In  June  1982.  the  U.N.  in- 
vestigative team  on  biochemical  warfare 
had  just  completed  its  first  trip  to  Afghan 
refugee  camps  In  Pakistan.  It  was  not  sched- 
uled to  report  until  the  General  Assembly 
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convened  in  the  fall,  but  The  Wall  Street 
Journal  obtained  and  published  extracts 
from  a  36-page  verbatim  transcript  of  the 
team's  interviews  with  Afghan  refugees.'^ 
These  accounts  paralleled  reports  at>out 
■yellow  .ain"  from  Southeast  Asia,  and  indi- 
cated that  other  chemical  warfare  agenU 
were  also  being  used.  The  Afghans,  for  in- 
stance, spoke  of  "black  smoke"  which 
caused  incapacitation  and  unconsciousness: 
victims  found  by  Soviet  troops  were  sum- 
marily shot.  The  Soviets  also  used  other 
gases  to  kill  or  drive  out  people  hiding  in 
caves  or  in  underground  canals  common  in 
Afghanistan.  (In  its  final  report  on  Decem- 
ber 1,  1982.  the  U.N.  team  concluded  that 
the  allegations  were  not  proven,  but  that 
"circumstantial  evidence"  suggested  "the 
possible  use  of  some  sort  of  toxic  chemical 
substance  in  some  instances.")  ■• 

Many  heads  of  government  addressed  the 
summer  disarmament  session.  When  Presi- 
dent Reagan  came  to  speak  on  June  17. 
1982.  he  had  not  made  a  major  public  state- 
ment on  "yellow  rain"  despite  the  various 
State  Department  reports.  At  the  United 
Nations,  he  directly  accused  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  allies  of  violating  the  Geneva 
Protocol  and  the  Biological  Weapons  Con- 
vention, as  well  as  customary  international 
law.  He  said  that  the  evidence  was  "conclu- 
sive." He  added.  "Evidence  of  non-compli- 
ance with  existing  arms  control  agreements 
underscores  the  need  to  approach  negotia- 
tion of  any  new  agreements  with  care." 

In  November  1982,  Secretary  of  State 
George  Shultz  sent  yet  another  report  to 
Congress,  saying  "the  world  cannot  be  silent 
In  the  face  of  such  human  suffering  and 
cynical  disregard  for  international  law  and 
agreements.""  The  report  included  the  ac- 
count of  a  Soviet  soldier  who  defected  to 
the  Afghan  resistance  and  described  three 
chemcial  warfare  agents.  At  its  press  brief- 
ing, the  State  Department  was  able  to  dis- 
play a  Soviet  gas  mask  it  reported  had  been 
taken  off  a  dead  Soviet  soldier  in  Afghani- 
stan and  which  had  proved  to  be  contami- 
nated with  trichothecenes.  This  was  the 
first  identification  of  trichothecenes  from 
Afghanistan,  as  well  as  being  a  far  more 
dramatic  piece  of  physical  evidence  than  a 
leaf  and  twig  sample. 

This  time  the  reaction  was  acceptance. 
"The  administration  has  proven  out  the 
Soviet  pattern  by  a  standard  that  reasona- 
ble people  would  accept."— The  Washington 
Post.  December  1.  1982.  "There  now  appears 
to  be  sufficient  evidence  for  the  world  to 
reach  a  verdict  of  guilty."— The  St.  Louis 
Post-Dispatch.  December  3.  1982.  "The  evi- 
dence now  accumulated— blood  samples,  gas 
masks,  testimony  from  a  Soviet  defector,  a 
Laotian  pilot,  and  Afghan  refugees— indicat- 
ed that  something  is  definitely  going  on, 
Soviet  denials  to  the  contrary."— The  Chris- 
tian Science  Monitor.  December  1.  1982. 
And  The  Boston  Globe.  December  3.  1982: 
"The  Soviets  appear  to  be  on  the  road  to 
convicting  themselves  of  egregious  viola- 
tions of  civilized  norms,  both  the  1925 
Geneva  Protocol  and  the  1972  Biological 
and  Toxin  Weapons  Convention." 

V 

If  the  facts  of  "yellow  rain"  have  recently 
become  accepted,  its  implications  have 
barely  begun  to  be  plumbed.  What  does  it 
mean  that  the  Soviets  have  supplied  grue- 
some toxin  weapons  for  use  in  a  perhaps- 
genocidal  campaign  against  the  H'Mong? 
What  does  it  mean  that  their  own  troops  in 
Afghsmistan  use  chemical  and  toxin  agents 
in  what  seem  to  be  routine  military  oper- 
ations? What  does  it  mean  that  these  ac- 


tions are  clear  and  callous  violations  of  two 
existing  arms  agreements? 

To  take  the  most  obvious  implications 
first,  the  discovery  of  "yellow  rain"  means 
that  Western  armed  forces  need  to  get 
deeply  serious  about  defending  themselves 
against  chemical  and  biological  weapons. 
After  the  notorious  gas  attacks  of  World 
War  I,  defense  planners  have  of  course  rec- 
ognized a  chemical  threat,  and  biological 
warfare  has  been  a  staple  of  science  fiction. 
But  such  weapons  were  (perhaps  miracu- 
lously) never  used  in  World  War  II,  presum- 
ably because  the  combatants  felt  mutually 
deterred.  Since  the  Geneva  Protocol  had 
been  observed  even  in  total  war,  it  became 
easy  to  assume  it  would  probably  also  be  ob- 
served in  future  wars.  Defense  planners  nat- 
urally gave  some  prudent  attention  to  a 
chemical  threat,  but  surely  gave  It  no  high 
priority. 

By  now  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  So- 
viets are  not  going  to  be  fastidious  about 
the  Geneva  Protocol.  It  is  equally  clear  that 
they  do  not  share  our  assessment  that  bio- 
logical weapons  are  of  "dubious"  military 
value.  Obviously  they  find  chemicals  and 
toxins  handy  in  counterinsurgency  oper- 
ations. Nor  is  it  any  consolation  from  a  mili- 
tary (let  alone  moral)  standpoint  that  so  far 
the  weapons  have  only  been  used  "against 
unprotected  people  in  remote  areas":  it  can 
hardly  be  assumed  they  would  never  be  used 
against  white  Europeans. 

Consider,  for  example,  the  extracts  from  a 
1977  East  German  military  manual  quoted 
by  Richard  Burt,  then  director  of  the  State 
Department's  Bureau  of  Politico-Military 
Affairs,  in  a  1982  speech.'"  The  manual  ex- 
pounds on  the  use  of  toxins  in  warfare,  re- 
marking in  passing  that  it  is  now  possible 
"to  produce  various  toxins  synthetically."  It 
describes  how  toxins  can  be  aerosolized,  or 
dispensed  with  aircraft  spray  equipment, 
though  "they  can  be  used  primarily  in  mi- 
crobombs  which  are  launched  from  the  air 
or  in  warheads  of  tactical  rockets."  It  re- 
marks. "When  they  are  used  in  combat  the 
atmosphere  can  be  contaminated  over  rela- 
tively large  areas.  We  can  expect  expansion 
depths  of  up  to  6  kilometers  before  the 
toxin  concentration  drops  below  lethal  con- 
centration 50"— that  is.  the  dosage  that  will 
kill  half  of  those  exposed  will  extend  over 
large  areas. 

What  is  being  descril)ed  here  actually  may 
be  what  the  "neutron  bomb"  was  wrongly 
imagined  to  be— a  way  of  killing  people  and 
capturing  cities,  or  military  installations, 
intact.  Many  of  the  standard  Soviet  missile 
systems,  including  the  Prog,  the  Scud  and 
the  Scaleboard  and  their  follow-ons.  have 
not  only  conventional  and  nuclear  but  also 
chemical  capabilities."  In  a  1981  report  for 
the  Institute  for  Foreign  Policy  Analysis. 
Amoretta  M.  Hoeber.  now  a  Deputy  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Army,  reports  that  esti- 
mates of  the  proportion  of  chemical  muni- 
tions in  the  Soviet  stockpiles  range  from  a 
low  of  10  to  15  percent  to  a  high  of  50  per- 
cent." 

It  bears  noting,  too,  that  while  we  have 
identified  the  trichothecenes.  we  have  little 
idea  what  other  chemical  or  biological 
agents  we  may  face.  The  Afghan  reports 
suggest  the  use  of  a  wide  variety  of  agents. 
One  seems  to  cause  rapid  decomposition  of 
bodies,  another  apparently  induces  sleep 
and  incapacitation.  Western  analysts  have 
little  idea  what  these  agents  might  be.  Nor 
do  we  understand  what  mixtures  might  be 
used  in  biological-chemical  "cocktails."  In 
congressional  testimony.  Dr.  Watson  has 
said  that  some  of  the  refugee  accounts  have 


included  reports  of  a  heavy  garlic  smell,  a 
notable  sign  of  DMSO  (Dimethylsulfoxyd). 
a  chemical  known  to  rapidly  penetrate  the 
skin  and  other  body  tissues." 

Another  little-understood  aspect  of  toxin 
warfare  is  the  possibility  of  environmental 
contamination  and  long-term  health  effects. 
Since  1977.  H'Mong  refugees  in  the  United 
States  have  experienced  an  epidemic  of 
sudden  night  deaths,  in  which  healthy 
young  males  die  in  their  sleep  of  what  ap- 
pears to  be  cardiac  arrhythmia."  Because 
the  medical  histories  of  the  dead  show  no 
special  incidence  of  exposure  to  "yellow 
rain  "  attacks,  investigators  at  the  Centers 
for  Disease  Control  are  disinclined  to  accept 
the  H'Mong  belief  that  these  deaths  are  as- 
sociated with  "yellow  rain."  However,  there 
is  serious  scientific  speculation  associating 
trichothecenes  with  heart  symptoms,  and 
apparently  the  mycotoxins  are  stored  in  the 
body  rather  than  rapidly  purged.  At  least 
one  prominent  pathologist.  Dr.  Bernard 
Wagner  of  Columbia  University,  suggests 
vigorous  investigation  of  the  possibility  that 
the  deaths  could  be  caused  by  long-term  ef- 
fects of  otherwise  unnoticed  exposure  to  tri- 
chothecenes." 

We  cannot  assume,  finally,  that  Soviet 
preparations  for  biological  warfare  are  con- 
fined to  toxins.  The  Sverdlovsk  incident  sug- 
gests otherwise.  Soviet  emigres  brought  re- 
ports of  an  explosion  in  April  1979  at  Mili- 
tary Compound  19.  classified  by  U.S.  intelli- 
gence as  a  site  of  Soviet  biological  weapons 
activity.  The  explosion  reportedly  released  a 
cloud  that  caused  an  epidemic  of  anthrax  in 
the  region.  The  Soviets  have  resisted  U.S. 
demarches  for  more  information  on  the  inci- 
dent, saying  that  there  was  an  outbreak  of 
anthrax,  but  that  it  was  caused  by  tainted 
meat.  The  description  of  such  symptoms  as 
sudden  onset  of  disease  and  respiratory  dif- 
ficulties, however,  suggests  much  more 
deadly  pulmonary  anthrax,  caused  by  inha- 
lation of  the  spores  and  previously  seen 
almost  exclusively  in  woolsorting  sheds. 
While  the  incident  has  never  been  fully  re- 
solved, it  does  suggest  the  possibility  of 
large  stores  of  living  bacteriological 
agents.^' 

Western  armies  are  grossly  unprepared 
for  these  threats.  The  best  illustration  con- 
cerns fighting  vehicles.  After  the  1973 
Middle  East  war.  U.S.  defense  officials  had 
an  opportunity  to  examine  Warsaw  Pact 
tanks  and  armored  personnel  carriers  sup- 
plied to  Egypt  and  captured  by  Israel.  They 
found  that  these  vehicles  were  equipped 
with  integral  seals  and  air  filters  that  pro- 
vide a  "positive  atmosphere"— that  is. 
enough  air  pressure  within  the  vehicle  that 
any  leakage  is  toward  the  outside."  In 
short,  by  the  early  1970s  the  Soviets  were 
preparing  their  equipment  to  operate  in  a 
chemical  environment. 

It  is  symptomatic  of  the  inattention  that 
the  United  States  has  shown  toward  chemi- 
cal and  biological  warfare  that  the  M-1  tank 
now  coming  off  the  production  lines,  at  a 
price  of  $1.8  million  per  copy,  is  not 
equipped  with  a  positive  atmosphere 
(though  this  capability  is  now  planned  as  a 

block  "  improvement  in  1985).  In  the  new 
Bradley  armored  personnel  carriers,  troops 
in  a  chemical  environment  are  expected  to 
wear  individual  protective  suits,  though 
such  suits  remain  in  short  supply.  These  are 
not  isolated  instances.  The  Hoeber  report 
cited  Pentagon  studies  of  chemical  defenses 
that  found  them  "grossly  Inadequate. "  The 
United  States  lacked,  it  concluded,  "a  pro- 
tective posture  capable  of  providing  for 
force  survival— to  say  nothing  about  provid- 


ing for  continued  operations  during  a  war 
which  included  chemical  use."  ^' 

Beyond  the  realm  of  purely  defensive 
measures  lies  the  problem  of  deterrence. 
What  capabilities  do  Western  armies  need 
to  deter  biological  and  chemical  attacks? 
Should  our  doctrine  be  deterrence  in  kind, 
and,  if  so,  should  we  develop  toxin  weapons? 
If  we  are  not  to  deter  in  kind,  should  we 
have  a  doctrine  of  responding  to  chemical- 
biological  attack  with  nuclear  weapons— per- 
haps under  the  rubric  of  the  Soviet  term 
"weapons  of  mass  destruction"?  Any  such 
doctrine  would  represent  a  dangerous  lower- 
ing of  the  nuclear  threshold,  and  for  this 
reason  would  be  unlikely  to  pose  an  effec- 
tive deterrent  threat. 

Probably  the  least  unsatisfactory  solution 
is  to  maintain  a  separate  chemical  deter- 
rent, which  could  be  used  in  retaliation  for 
either  chemical  or  biological  attacks.  This  in 
fact  is  current  declaratory  doctrine.  The 
U.S.  deterrent  consists  of  large  stocks  of 
nerve  gases  produced  prior  to  1969.  when 
President  Nixon  renounced  biological  weap- 
ons and  ceased  production  of  new  chemical 
weapons.  The  Pentagon  has  periodically 
proposed  to  develop  new  "binary"  chemical 
weapons,  safer  to  use  and  handle  than 
present  weapons  because  lethal  nerve  gases 
are  not  produced  until  two  nonlethal  chemi- 
cals are  mixed  during  flight.  These  propos- 
als have  been  rejected,  most  recently  when 
Congress  turned  dowm  a  Reagan  proposal 
for  their  development  in  1982.  While  defen- 
sive measures  may  have  an  even  higher  pri- 
ority for  chemical-warfare  funding,  "yellow 
rain"  surely  adds  a  new  salience  to  the 
chemical-biological  threat,  and  makes  it 
plausible  to  believe  that  a  1960s-era  deter- 
rent may  need  modernizing  to  preserve  a  ca- 
pability that  looks  usable  and  therefore  pre- 
sents a  credible  deterrent. 

VI 

In  time  the  military  problems  can  be  ad- 
dressed, but  ""yellow  rain"  raises  even  more 
fundamental  questions  about  the  future  of 
arms  agreements  with  the  Soviet  Union.  For 
the  easy  use  of  such  barbaric  weapons  and 
the  cavalier  disregard  to  existing  arms 
agreements  says  much  about  the  character 
of  the  current  Soviet  elites.  Of  course,  not 
even  the  most  enthusiastic  American  propo- 
nents of  arms  control  are  willing  to  rely  on 
trusting  the  Soviets;  even  the  "nuclear 
freeze"  movement  insists  that  a  freeze  be 
"verifiable."  But,  especially  in  the  light  of 
our  experience  with  the  Biological  Weapons 
Convention,  we  have  to  ask  what  this  word 
means. 

Debates  on  verification  of  strategic  arms 
agreements  have  had  a  certain  sterile  qual- 
ity. American  monitors  discover  that,  say, 
the  Soviets  have  started  to  encode  data 
transmitted  back  from  new  missiles  under 
test.  Critics  of  the  Soviets  contend  this  vio- 
lates the  strategic  arms  pacts,  which  prohib- 
it interference  with  "national  technical 
means"  of  verification.  This  includes  elec- 
tronic monitoring,  they  contend,  and  the 
test  data  is  essential  to  understanding  the 
capabilities  of  their  new  missiles.  Defenders 
of  arms  control  reply  that  the  agreements 
don't  really  quite  prohibit  what  the  Soviets 
are  actually  doing,  and  that  anyway  it's  not 
that  important.  The  argument  revolves  not 
around  what  the  Soviets  are  doing,  but 
around  what  the  agreement  means. 

"Yellow  rain"  is  different.  By  now  the 
debate  on  the  quality  of  evidence  is  from  all 
appearances  closed,  at  least  in  American  cir- 
cles. Persuading  public  opinion  among  the 
allies  may  take  more  time;  a  recent  report  in 
The  Observer  suggests  this  may  require  re- 


peating all  of  the  hesitations  and  mistakes 
that  marked  development  of  U.S.  opinion." 
Perhaps  there  is  also  still  room  for  legalistic 
argument,  along  the  lines  of  the  East 
German  hint  that  the  toxins  may  be  made 
synthetically  and  are  thus  merely  chemical 
weapons  (whose  use,  of  course,  would  still 
violate  the  Geneva  protocol),  or  along  the 
lines  that  what  is  happening  in  Afghanistan 
is  not  technically  a  war.  But  there  seems 
little  disposition  to  follow  any  such  line  of 
reasoning,  and,  among  those  who  have  fol- 
lowed the  debate,  there  is  no  great  argu- 
ment about  the  facts  of  what  is  happening 
in  Southeast  Asia  and  Afghanistan.  The  re- 
ality is  that  we  have  here  arms  control  vio- 
lations that  are  unambiguous,  militarily  im- 
portant and  totally  cynical. 

The  record  of  how  these  violations  were 
detected  is  at  best  an  equivocal  portent  for 
future  arms  agreements.  The  violations  in- 
volved actual  battlefield  use  of  the  forbid- 
den weapons,  yet  were  detected  and  publi- 
cized only  after  many  years.  Even  then, 
their  exposure  required  heroic  efforts  by  a 
handful  of  individuals,  many  of  whom— Dr. 
Hamilton-Merritt,  Dr.  Townsend,  not  to 
mention  the  H'Mong— have  felt  desperately 
frustrated  at  being  ignored  or  disbelieved 
even  while  people  were  being  killed  in  most 
gruesome  ways.  To  make  much  difference, 
verification  would  presumably  require  that 
outlawed  weapons  be  detected  before  they 
are  actually  used,  and  on  that  the  "yellow 
rain"  episode  provides  cool  comfort. 

This  experience  comes  atop  several  other 
new  difficulties  for  verification.  Dependence 
on  signals  intelligence,  for  example,  has 
been  called  into  question  by  the  discovery 
that  Geoffrey  Prime,  a  linguist  at  the  Brit- 
ish code-breaking  center  at  Cheltenham, 
had  been  a  Soviet  spy  for  14  years.  He  was 
in  a  position  to  warn  the  Soviets  that  their 
codes  were  broken,  or  to  help  them  plant 
misinformation.  His  conviction  warns 
against  putting  too  much  confidence  in  our 
ability  to  intercept  and  read  Soviet  commu- 
nications signals. 

More  fundamentally,  in  the  negotiations 
on  strategic  and  intermediate  missiles,  the 
trend  of  technology  is  away  from  large  and 
easily  detected  fixed  missile  sites,  and 
toward  smaller  and  more  mobile  weapons. 
Many  weapons  in  this  new  generation  wiU 
be  subject  to  concealment  in  a  geographical- 
ly large  and  socially  closed  nation.  Verifica- 
tion of  limits  on  them  will  be  less  like  veri- 
fying missile  silos,  and  more  like  trying  to 
detect  chemical  and  biological  violations 
before  the  weapons  were  actually  used. 

Not  surprisingly,  there  has  recently  been 
a  new  burst  of  talk  about  on-site  inspection 
of  arms  agreements.  We  still  have  ongoing 
Soviet-American  talks  on  a  chemical  weap- 
ons treaty,  envisioned  back  in  1972  as  ac- 
companying the  Biological  Weapons  Con- 
vention. To  verify  any  chemical  treaty.  U.S. 
negotiators  recently  proposed  an  on-site  in- 
spection plan  that  Under  Secretary  of  State 
Lawrence  Eagleburger  called  ""tough  but 
fair."  Mr.  Eagleburger  added  that  a  treaty 
would  require  "a  major  revision  of  Soviet 
military  strategy,  which  accepts  use  of  these 
weapons." 

For  their  part,  the  Soviets  have  recently 
dropped  hints  that  they  may  be  willing  to 
open  some  of  their  nuclear  power  reactors 
to  inspections  by  the  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency,  and  this  is  being  seen  as  a 
breakthrough  for  on-site  inspection.  The 
IAEA  is  intended  to  police  the  Nuclear  Non- 
proliferation  Treaty,  and  is  not  an  especial- 
ly happy  model  for  the  future  of  on-site  in- 
spection. IAEA  inspections,  for  example,  re- 


quire appointments  made  well  in  advance. 
Albert  Wohlstetter  has  demonstrated  that  a 
nation  could  comply  with  IAEA  require- 
ments and  still  be  within  hours  of  assem- 
bling a  nuclear  weapon."  There  is  plenty  of 
room  to  doubt  that  a  few  inspections  on  this 
model  would  suffice  to  give  us  high  confi- 
dence in  detecting  the  kind  of  cheating  that 
has  taken  place  with  the  Biological  Weap- 
ons Convention.  Final  judgments  wlU  of 
course  depend  on  what  verification  arrange- 
ments, if  any,  U.S.  and  Soviet  negotiators 
can  reach.  But  even  on-site  inspection  is  not 
a  panacea. 

The  warning  of  the  "yellow  rain"  episode 
is  that  the  Soviets  have  the  will  and  the 
cynicism  to  engage  in  determined  and  calcu- 
lated programs  of  cheating  on  arms  agree- 
ments. We  must  now  be  sure  that  our  verifi- 
cation efforts  take  this  fully  into  account, 
and  it  strains  the  imagination  to  come  up 
with  provisions  that  satisfy  that  need  and 
still  might  be  negotiable  with  the  Soviets. 
Are  they  really  going  to  allow  us  to  inspect 
Military  Compound  19  at  Sverdlovsk?  Will 
they  allow  us  to  inspect  other  installations 
where  satellite  photos  show  animal  pens 
that  for  some  reason  must  be  enclosed  in 
military-style  double  fences?  V/hat  about 
light  industrial  buildings  that  could  conceal 
cruise  missiles?  Basically,  do  we  expect 
them  to  cease  to  be  a  closed  society?  Con- 
ceivably there  are  answers  to  these  ques- 
tions, but  the  usual  rather  bland  talk  of  ver- 
ification is  scarcely  adequate  to  deal  with 
detection  problems  that  arise  when  the  So- 
viets take  quite  so  cynical  an  attitude  as 
they  have  with  "yellow  rain.'" 

Our  experience  with  the  Biological  Weap- 
ons Convention  raises  a  second  aspect  of  the 
verification  problem  that  may  prove  even 
more  acute.  We  have  by  now  ascertained  the 
facts.  Indeed,  despite  the  frustration  of 
those  involved  from  the  beginning,  in  many 
ways  the  surprising  thing  is  not  how  badly 
the  various  bureaucracies  t)ehaved  when 
faced  with  possible  violations,  but  how  well. 
The  Carter  Administration  had  staked 
much  on  arms  agreements  with  which  the 
revelation  of  ""yellow  rain'"  was  bound  to 
interfere.  Yet  a  surprising  amount  was  done 
to  collect  evidence  and  even  to  make  it 
public  by  creating  a  U.N.  investigation.  The 
United  Nations,  if  you  accept  its  consider- 
able inherent  limitations,  also  made  iU  con- 
tribution to  bringing  the  facts  to  light.  We 
entered  the  Biological  Weapons  Convention 
knowing  it  to  be  one  of  the  least  verifiable 
arms  proposals  around,  but  in  the  end  we 
did  succeed  in  verifying  it.  The  Soviets  are 
cheating.  But  the  problem  remains,  what  do 
we  do  about  it? 

The  problem  "After  Detection-What?" 
was  foreseen  in  a  brilliant  1961  article  in 
this  journal  by,  curiously  enough,  Fred 
Charles  Ikie."  He  warned  that  deterrence 
of  arms-pact  violations  requires  not  only 
that  a  potential  violator  must  suffer  the 
risk  of  detection,  but  also  that  he  may  lose 
from  the  victim's  reaction  to  it.  Mr.  Ikie 
added  that  "Democratic  governments  might 
experience  serious  political  difficulties  In  re- 
acting effectively  to  a  detected  evasion." 

The  difficulties  envisioned  in  the  1961  ar- 
ticle read  like  the  history  of  the  "yeUow 
rain"  episode.  The  evidence  of  the  violation 
may  be  equivocal,  or  based  on  secret  intelli- 
gence. The  government  may  feel  unsure  of 
its  ability  to  persuade  public  opinion,  which 
in  turn  may  be  unwilling  to  back  decisive 
measure  such  as  large  increases  in  military 
spending.  The  government  may  feel  too 
much  publicity  on  the  violation  may  inter- 
fere with  other  promising  policies.  Finally. 
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in  an  alliance,  allies  must  be  persuaded,  and 
will  further  have  all  of  the  same  political 
difficulties  with  their  domestic  opinion. 

This  precisely  describes  the  current  stage 
on  'yellow  rain."  The  American  government 
has  for  over  a  year  repeatedly  asserted  that 
the  Soviets  are  violating  arms  agreements. 
By  now  it  has  persuaded  elite  opinion  in  the 
United  States  and.  almost  certainly,  allied 
governments.  But  it  has  yet  to  find  a  course 
of  action  that  promises  to  impose  significant 
costs  on  the  Soviets  for  these  violations,  and 
thus  to  deter  them  from  equally  cynical  vio- 
lations of  other  present  or  future  anr.s 
agreements. 

Indeed,  for  many  of  the  same  reasons  out- 
lined by  Mr.  Ikie.  the  U.S.  government 
seems  deterred  from  any  vigorous  pursuit  of 
even  the  most  obvious  opportunities  to  at 
least  embarrass  the  Soviets  in  a  persistent 
and  determined  way.  The  Biological  Weap- 
ons convention  provides  procedures  for 
taking  compliance  issues  to  the  U.N.  Securi- 
ty Council.  And  the  United  States  has  the 
option  of  suspending  its  other  arms  negotia- 
tions with  the  Soviets  on  the  commonsense 
grounds  that  you  get  disputes  on  old  con- 
tracts settled  before  you  enter  new  ones. 

Even  the  Reagan  Administration,  often 
criticized  as  to  hawkish  on  arms  control 
Issues,  has  refrained  from  such  measures.  A 
noisy  Security  Council  debate,  concluding 
with  a  Soviet  veto,  has  been  judged  to  be 
too  confrontational  and  propagandistic,  too 
likely  to  interfere  with  efforts  to  keep  U.S. 
and  particularly  European  public  opinion  on 
the  Administration's  side.  The  Administra- 
tion recognizes,  of  course,  that  to  many  citi- 
zens an  agreement  on  nuclear  arms  seems 
an  overriding  goal,  not  l>e  postponed  for 
whatever  reason.  And,  of  course.  President 
Reagan  has  been  under  pressure  from  the 
nuclear- freeze  movement,  from  Senators  op- 
posing his  nominee  as  the  head  of  the  sirms 
control  agency,  and  from  European  allies  to 
be  more,  not  less,  accommodating  to  the 
Soviets  in  the  strategic  and  intermediate- 
missile  talks. 

Even  some  within  the  Administration  who 
are  skeptical  about  the  chances  of  reaching 
a  sound  agreement  with  the  current  Soviet 
leadership  feel  bound  by  force  of  public 
opinion  to  pursue  the  negotiations.  A 
Gallup  Poll  in  September  of  1982  found 
that  49  percent  of  the  pubic  felt  violations 
of  chemical  treaties  should  not  interfere 
with  nuclear  arms  talks,  while  36  percent  of 
the  public  felt  violations  were  reason  to  sus- 
pend the  talks.  The  Gallup  analysis  re- 
marked that  polls  have  consistently  shown  a 
strong  preference  for  "talks"  with  the  Sovi- 
ets, and  "that  less  than  half  would  favor 
continuing  talks  is  indicative  of  a  strong  re- 
action to  the  yellow  rain'  charges."'"  These 
percentages  might  change  if  "yellow  rain" 
were  as  well  publ'  "ized  as  the  nuclear  freeze. 

Surely  the  stance  that  the  Soviets  are  vio- 
lating existing  treaties  but  that  we  must  ne- 
gotiate new  ones  with  them  presents  some- 
thing of  an  incongruity,  at  the  very  least  de- 
manding a  justification  or  explanation  not 
yet  offered  by  either  the  Administration  or 
the  more  enthusiastic  proponents  of  arms 
agreements.  It  will  be  interesting  and  in- 
structive to  see  how  this  is  resolved  or  justi- 
fied over  time.  Perhaps  the  "yellow  rain" 
charges  will  yet  simply  fade  away  as  did  ear- 
lier and  less-documented  reports  of  Soviet- 
backed  chemical  warfare  in  Yemen  in  the 
1900s.  (The  Soviets  do  not  seem  to  be  coop- 
erating, however,  through  any  slackening  of 
their  biochemical  assaults  in  Afghanistan.) 
Perhaps  the  panoply  of  arms  talks  will  fail 
to  reach  agreement  on  substanive  issues  like 


deep  cuts  in  missile  numbers,  so  that  the 
verification  issue  raised  by  "yellow  rain" 
will  never  reach  the  forefront  of  negotia- 
tion. Perhaps  future  arms  agreements  will 
be  reached,  but  their  ratification  will  be 
dogged  by  the  record  the  government  has 
built  on  "yellow  rain."  Or  perhaps  the 
Reagan  Administration  will  yet  seize  upon 
the  "yellow  rain"  issue  to  rebut  domestic 
and  European  critics  of  its  arms  control  pos- 
ture, protesting  that  the  salient  problem  in 
arms  negotiation  is  not  American  inflexibil- 
ity but  Soviet  duplicity. 

Arms  agreements  are  not  after  all  the 
only  way  of  pursuing  national  security  in- 
terests: a  balance  of  power  to  deter  aggres- 
sion can  l)e  maintained  even  without  trea- 
ties. But  nearly  all  Americans  would  like  to 
see  the  balance  ratified  in  formal  agree- 
ments: our  national  tendency  is  to  seek  the 
rule  of  law.  While  the  record  of  disarma- 
ment agreements  during  the  interwar  period 
is  not  encouraging,  and  while  a  case  can  be 
made  that  recent  arms  agreements  have 
sometimes  tjeen  destabilizing  by  encourag- 
ing weapons  systems  like  multiple  warheads, 
it  is  possible  to  find  successful  arms  agree- 
ments in  the  historical  record.  The  Rush- 
Bagot  agreement  of  1817  and  the  Treaty  of 
Washington  of  1871  demilitarized  the  Great 
Lakes  and  the  American-Canadian  border, 
and  arguably  removed  real  or  potential 
venom  from  the  Canadian-American  rela- 
tionship. Surely  all  Americans  would  like  to 
see  our  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union  codi- 
fied in  a  similar  way. 

Unhappily,  that  prospect  seems  to  recede 
as  the  "yellow  rain"  episode  is  studied.  The 
hopes  expressed  in  Mr.  Iklt's  1972  testimo- 
ny have  proved  less  prescient  than  the  fears 
expressed  in  his  1961  article.  Indeed,  the 
question  is  what  stance  toward  the  Geneva 
Protocol  and  the  Biological  Weapons  Con- 
vention is  most  likely  to  advance  the  goal  of 
meaningful  arms  agreements.  As  of  now.  the 
Soviets  have  brazenly  violated  existing  arms 
agreements,  and  have  been  called  to  account 
only  in  the  most  limited  way.  If  that  is  the 
lesson  they  carry  away  from  "yellow  rain," 
it  will  be  no  service  to  the  future  prospects 
of  arms  control. 
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SUMMARY     OF     THE     NATIONAL 
NARCOTICS  INTELLIGENCE 

CONSUMERS     COMMITTEE     RE- 
CENT ESTIMATE 

•  Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  Presi(jent,  the  Na- 
tional Narcotics  Intelligence  Consum- 
ers Committee  is  a  group  of  1 1  Federal 
agencies  that  have  juriir.dictions  over 
U,S,  illicit  drug  control  efforts.  Its 
members  include  the  Drug  Enforce- 
ment Administration,  the  FBI,  the  Na- 
tional Institute  on  Drug  Abuse,  De- 
partment of  State,  the  Coast  Guard, 
Customs  Service,  and  other  agencies. 

Since  1978,  it  has  published  an 
annual  narcotics  intelligence  estimate. 
The  Supply  of  Drugs  to  the  U.S.  Illicit 
Market  from  Foreign  and  Domestic 
Sources,  which  is  an  agreed  upon  as- 
sessment of  the  scope  and  nature  of 
the  illicit  drug  market  in  the  United 
States.  The  N.N.I.CC.  recently  pub- 
lished its  estimate  covering  the  year 
1981.  The  disparity  between  the  dates 
of  coverage  and  of  publication  results 
from  the  enormous  difficulty  of  as- 
sembling and  analyzing  all  the  infor- 
mation required  to  make  this  wide 
ranging  estimate. 

The  estimate  for  1981,  unfortunate- 
ly, does  not  indicate  that  there  was 
any  cause  for  celebration  over  the 
availability  of  or  criminality  associated 
with  illicit  drugs  in  the  United  States. 
The  1981  N.N.I.CC.  estimates  that 
there  were  4  metric  tons  of  heroin,  34- 
45  metric  tons  of  cocaine,  9.600-13,900 
metric  'tons  of  marijuana,  and  200 
metric  tons  of  hashish  available  on 
the  U.S,  market  in  1981.  These  figures 
are  approximately  the  same  as  those 
for  1980.  The  only  bright  spot  on  the 
horizon  was  the  apparent  decrease  in 
marihuana  use  among  young  Ameri- 
cans. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  for  this 
1981  estimate,  the  N.N.I.CC.  did  not 
continue  its  familiar  attempt  to  set  a 
dollar  figure  for  the  retail  value  of  the 
U.S.  illicit  drug  market.  The  N.N.I.CC. 
had  earlier  estimated  1980  retail  sales 
of  illicit  drugs  to  amount  to  $79  billion 
and  1979  sales  to  be  $65  billion.  How- 
ever, the  1980  N.N.I.CC.  estimate  dis- 
cussed in  some  depth  the  difficulty  of 
making  such  appraisals  and  calculated 
how  alternate  methodologies  yielded 
significantly  different  dollar  values  for 
the  illicit  drug  market.  The  1981  esti- 
mate says  that  a  special  working  group 
is  conducting  a  review  of  such  method- 
ologies. Consequently,  the  1981 
N.N.I.CC  reports  that  there  will  be 
no  attempt  to  make  a  retail  value  esti- 
mate until  that  review  is  complete.  I 
call  attention  to  this  point  because  it 
exemplifies.  I  think,  the  difficulty  of 
making  precise  estimates  of  many  of 
the  social,  economic,  criminal  justice, 
and  public  health  problems  that  come 
in  the  wake  of  illicit  drug  trafficking. 

The  1981  N.N.I.CC.  estimate  dis- 
cusses several  new  developments  in 
the  international  illicit  drug  market. 
The    Golden    Triangle    in    Southeast 


Asia,  for  example,  after  2  years  of 
drought,  produced  a  bumper  opium 
crop  of  600  metric  tons.  Mexican 
opium  production  rose  from  10  tons  in 
1979  to  16  tons  in  1980  and  1981.  In 
Pakistan,  the  emergence  of  the  heroin 
refineries,  which  are  today  such  a 
problem,  had  begun.  So  that  we  do  not 
think  that  illicit  drug  production  is  a 
problem  only  of  foreign  countries,  the 
N.N.I.CC  reminds  us  that  the  United 
States  produced  900-1.200  tons  of  mar- 
ihuana in  1981. 

The  N.N.I.CC  estimate  indicates 
once  again  the  pressing  need  that  not 
only  the  United  States  but  all  coun- 
tries afflicted  by  drug  abuse  have  for 
attempting  to  control  drugs  in  the 
source  countries.  The  narcotics  control 
efforts  of  the  DEA,  State  Depart- 
ment's Bureau  of  International  Nar- 
cotics Matters,  and  other  U.S.  agencies 
in  drug  source  and  transit  countries 
need  relentless  application  and  inten- 
sification. 

Drug  crop  eradication  programs 
offer,  in  general,  the  best  hope  for 
controlling  illicit  drug  traffic.  First 
voluntary  and  then,  if  necessary,  invol- 
untary eradication  of  coca  crops  in  Bo- 
livia. Peru,  and  Colombia  must  be  pur- 
sued. Similarly,  eradication  of  poppy 
fields  must  be  pressed  in  Thailand, 
Burma,  and  Pakistan  and  continued  in 
Mexico.  Marihuana  crop  eradication 
must  be  achieved  in  the  United  States 
as  an  example  to  other  countries  of 
U.S.  impartiality  in  these  matters.  Co- 
lombia and  Jamaica  also  contain 
major  marihuana  plantings  that 
should  not  escape  eradication. 

Beyond  crop  eradication,  drug 
source  and  transit  countries  must  be 
supported  in  their  law  enforcement  ef- 
forts against  drug  processing  laborato- 
ries. Pakistan,  for  example,  now  re- 
portedly contains  dozens  of  heroin  re- 
fineries that  produce  high  grade 
heroin  for  sale  on  the  streets  of  Amer- 
ican cities.  Coloiibia  continues  as  the 
producer  of  approximately  75  percent 
of  the  cocaine  bought  and  sold  and 
consumed  in  the  United  States.  These 
countries  are  all  signatories  of  the 
1961  Single  Convention  on  Narcotic 
Drugs  which  commits  them  to  the 
strict  control  of  illicit  drugs  within 
their  national  territory.  The  full  range 
of  U.S.  resources  must  be  brought  to 
bear  to  urge  and  assist  these  countries 
to  meet  their  international  legal  and 
moral  commitments. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  execu- 
tive summary  of  the  N.N.I.CC's  nar- 
cotics intelligence  estimate  for  1981  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  summary  follows: 
The  Supply  of  Drugs  to  the  U.S.  Illicit 
Market    Prom    Foreign    and    Domestic 
Sources,  1981 

198  j  in  perspective 

General 

During  1981  heroin  abuse  Increased  in  the 

New  York/Washington.   DC.  corridor  and 

on  the  West  Coast.  Cocaine  abuse  continued 


to  expand.  Marijuana  use  peaked  among 
youth  in  1979,  but  may  still  be  rising  among 
older  age  groups.  Abuse  of  stimulants  con- 
tinued to  increase,  while  a  new  abuser  popu- 
lation that  has  evolved  out  of  the  search  for 
heroin  substitutes  emerged.  (See  figure  1.) 

Figure  \.— Supply  of  drugs  to  the  illicit  U.S. 
market,  1981 

Heroin— 4.0  metric  tons. 

Cocaine— 34-45  metric  tons. 

Marijuana— 9.600-13,900  metric  tons. 

Hashish— 200  metric  tons. 

Dangerous    Drugs- 3,339    million    dosage 
units. 

Source:  National  Narcotics  Intelligence  Consum- 
ers Committee  (NNICC). 

Heroin 
Heroin  abuse  worsened  in  1981.  although 
the  deterioration  was  far  from  uniform 
throughout  the  country.  Comparing  1981 
with  1977  in  terms  of  heroin-related  emer- 
gencies, the  abuse  situation  deteriorated  in 
New  York  City,  Washington.  D.C..  Boston, 
and  Philadelphia.  There  was  no  significant 
change,  however,  in  the  number  of  admis- 
sions for  treatment  of  narcotic  addiction, 
and  the  heroin  addict  population  remained 
relatively  stable  at  about  half  a  million.  The 
average  age  of  treatment  clients  has  risen 
steadily  since  1975.  as  has  the  average  age 
of  patients  experiencing  heroin-related 
emergency  room  episodes.  Price  and  purity 
indicators  showed  increased  availability  and 
a  potential  for  increased  heroin  abuse  on 
the  West  Coast. 

Imports  of  heroin  into  the  United  States 
remained  unchanged  from  1980  to  1981  at 
four  metric  tons.  Southwest  Asian  (SWAM 
heroin  accounted  for  over  half  of  the  U.S. 
heroin  supply.  The  share  of  Southeast 
Asian  (SEA'O  heroin  in  total  U.S.  imports 
remained  stable  at  an  estimated  10  percent 
despite  increased  opium  production  in  the 
Golden  Triangle  (Burma-Thailand-Laos) 
following  relief  from  drought. 

Some  Mexican  heroin  of  high  purity  was 
encountered  on  the  West  Coast.  SWA 
heroin  dominates  the  East  Coast.  Mexican 
heroin  remains  predominant  in  the  Midwest 
except  for  Detroit,  which  is  a  secondary  dis- 
tribution center  for  SWA  heroin.  Mexico 
continues  as  the  major  heroin  source  for 
the  West  and  Southwest. 

Pakistan  is  the  most  Important  supplier  of 
illicit  opium  for  the  production  of  SWA 
heroin  for  the  international  market.  An  esti- 
mated 100  metric  tons  of  opium  were  har- 
vested in  1981.  20  percent  lower  than  1980 
and  considerably  lower  than  the  800  tons 
produced  in  1979.  Sales  exceeded  harvest  re- 
plenishment, drawing  down  Pakistan's 
opium  reserve  stocks  to  an  estimated  200- 
250  metric  tons  at  the  end  of  1981.  Enough 
land  was  sown  to  poppy  to  produce  75-125 
tons  of  opium  in  1982.  but  yields  may  be 
well  below  normal  because  of  cold  weather 
and  extremely  heavy  rains.  Large  quantities 
of  Afghan  opium,  amounting  to  100  tons  or 
more,  were  smuggled  into  Pakistan  in  1981. 
Iran  made  little  real  progress  in  1981  in 
reorganizing  its  narcotics  suppression  ef- 
forts. The  excesses  of  the  antinarcotics  cru- 


'  The  abbreviation.  SWA.  will  be  used  in  this  pub- 
lication for  Southwest  Asian  heroin.  The  term, 
"Southwest  Asian  heroin.""  refers  to  heroin  pro- 
duced from  opium  poppies  grown  In  Pakistan,  Af- 
ghanistan and  Iran. 

« The  abbreviation.  SE:A.  will  be  used  in  this  pub- 
lication for  Southeast  Asian  heroin.  The  term, 
"'Southeast  Asian  heroin."  refers  to  heroin  pro- 
duced from  opium  poppies  grown  in  Burma.  Laos 
and  Thailand. 
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sade  were  brought  to  an  end  with  the  forced 
resignation  of  Sadeq  ("Hanging  Judge") 
Khalkhali  in  December  1980.  His  draconian 
methods  are  apparently  to  be  replaced  by  a 
more  moderate  program,  but  few  details 
have  t>een  disclosed.  Large  numbers  of  traf- 
fickers have  reportedly  been  arrested,  but 
these  are  for  the  most  part  addicts  and 
small-time  dealers.  The  imporl-consump- 
tion-export  e<]uation  in  Iran  is  so  complex 
as  to  preclude  an  estimate  of  production 
within  the  country's  borders. 

It  is  unlikely  that  opium  exports  from  Af- 
ghanistan have  been  maintained  at  pre-inva- 
sion  levels  because  of  unsettled  conditions 
in  the  countryside.  Western  oljservers  there 
speculate  that  the  1981  opium  poppy  crop 
may  have  t)een  as  high  as  200-250  tons,  but 
this  estimate  '•annot  l>e  verified. 

The  traffic  in  SWA  heroin  is  a  multi-na- 
tional operation,  crossing  the  iKirders  of  a 
number  of  countries  and  involving  the  coop- 
eration of  diverse  ethnic  groups  in  comple- 
mentary roles.  Turks  and  Pakistanis  are  the 
most  prominent  groups  in  heroin  laboratory 
production  and  smuggling  vis-a-vis  Western 
Europe.  FYanco-Italian  heroin  production 
was  oriented  primarily  toward  the  U.S. 
market.  Ethnic  Armenians  often  serve  as 
links  l)etween  Turkish  morphine  base  .sup- 
pliers and  the  European  laboratory  opera- 
tors. 

The  Golden  Triangle  produced  a  bumper 
opium  poppy  crop  of  600  metric  tons  in  the 
1980/81  growing  season,  far  surpassing  the 
two  previous  drought-depressed  harvests. 
Burma  accounted  for  over  80  percent  of  this 
output.  Through  production  in  its  own  base 
area  along  the  border  of  Chinas  Yunnan 
Province,  purchases  from  allied  insurgent 
and  trafficking  groups,  and  regulation  of 
opium  caravans,  the  Burmese  Communist 
Party  exercises  control  over  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  opium  flowing  through  the 
Triangle.  The  Shan  United  Army  (SUA)  is 
responsible  for  an  estimated  70  percent  of 
all  production  of  heroin  and  heroin  interme- 
diates in  the  Thai-Burma  twrder  area.  The 
Thai  government  issued  a  warrant  for  the 
arrest  of  Chang  Chi-fu,  the  notorious  leader 
of  the  SUA.  Thai  and  Burmese  authorities 
seized  contraband  or  eradicated  poppy  acre- 
age the  equivalent  of  about  30  tons  of 
opium,  or  less  than  five  percent  of  the  1980/ 
81  crop. 

The  People's  Republic  of  China  emerged 
as  a  heroin  transit  country  in  1981.  Couriers 
have  been  intercepted  in  Bangkok  as  they 
were  about  to  board  flights  for  Guangzhou 
(Canton).  Chinese  authorities  have  made  a 
number  of  narcotics  arrests  in  Guangzhou. 
EhiTidence  indicates  that  the  heroin  contra- 
band was  destined  for  Hong  Kong. 

Although  the  availability  of  SEIA  heroin 
In  the  United  States  has  not  increased  dra- 
matically since  the  Golden  Triangle's 
bumper  harvest.  Thai  nationals  have 
become  more  adept  at  heroin  smuggling  and 
distribution.  They  are  active  in  California 
and  have  recruited  criminal  elements  as 
couriers  and  street-level  pushers.  SEA 
heroin  made  a  modest  come-back  in  West- 
em  Europe,  particularly  in  France. 

The  Mexican  government  has  continued 
Its  aggressive  eradication  program  but  coun- 
termeasures  by  the  opium  cultivators,  in- 
cluding concealment,  smaller  plots  and  the 
spread  of  cultivation  to  new  regions,  have 
taxed  that  effort.  As  a  result,  opium  produc- 
tion rose  from  an  estimated  10  tons  in  1979 
to  18  tons  in  1980  and  1981.  Most  of  the 
opium  cultivation  remains  concentrated  in 
Slnaloa,  Durango,  and  Chihuahua,  the  tra- 
ditional  base   area.   Eradication   operations 


were  carried  out  in  this  tri-state  area  manu- 
ally by  units  of  the  Mexican  Army  and  by 
herbicide-spraying  helicopter  units  of  the 
Mexican  Attorney  General's  department. 
Helicopters  are  used  almost  exclusively  in 
the  Eastern  Sierra  Madre  mountains  and 
other  parts  of  the  country  where  poppy 
patches  are  widely  dispersed.  A  few  poppy 
fields  were  found  in  Guatemala  along  the 
Mexican  border  in  1981. 

Cocaine 

Cocaine  abuse  and  trafficking  activity  con- 
tinued to  rise  in  1981.  although  for  the  most 
part  at  lower  rates  than  in  1980.  Cocaine-re- 
lated emergency  room  episodes  increased 
seven  percent  and  arrests  five  percent,  while 
treatment  admissions  apparently  continued 
a  rapid  climb.  Although  nationally  the  rise 
in  cocaine-related  emergencies  slowed,  it  re- 
mained high  in  Denver  and  Los  Angeles. 
The  annual  report  for  1981  of  drug  use 
among  graduating  high  school  seniors 
shows  a  persistent  though  not  statistically 
significant  increase  in  cocaine  use.  This  sug- 
gests that  the  conclusion  in  the  previous 
NNICC  estimate  that  cocaine  use  was  level- 
ing off  may  t>e  premature. 

Dangerous  methods  of  cocaine  administra- 
tion—smoking of  freebase  (a  modified  form 
of  cocaine  hydrochloride)  and  "speedball- 
ing"  (injection  of  a  mixture  of  cocaine  and 
heroin )  have  l)ecome  a  more  severe  problem. 
These  types  of  ingestion  are  associated  with 
high-dosage,  daily  use.  increased  dependen- 
cy and  overdose  death.  The  proportion  of 
treatment  clients  who  used  cocaine  intrave- 
nously increased  more  than  20  percent  l)e- 
tween  1977  and  1981.  According  to  NIDA  es- 
timates, about  seven  percent  of  the  user 
population  fall  into  the  category  of  heavy 
use  involving  higher  levels  of  purity  and 
lower  prices  per  unit  associated  with  the 
larger  quantities  used.  Cocaine  remains  the 
drug  most  frequently  used  by  heroin  addicts 
as  a  secondary  drug. 

In  1981  an  estimated  45  metric  tons  of  co- 
caine hydrochloride  were  imported  into  the 
United  States  and  34  metric  tons  consumed 
during  the  yesu-.  Colombia  supplies  upwards 
to  75  percent  of  the  cocaine  smuggled  into 
the  United  States.  Coca  cultivation  is  ex- 
panding in  Colombia  to  provide  a  cheap,  re- 
liable source  of  raw  materials  for  the  coun- 
try's cocaine  processing  industry  but  ac- 
counted for  less  than  four  percent  of  poten- 
tial cocaine  stocks. 

Coca  eradication  programs  in  South 
America  made  little  progress  in  1981.  The 
Bolivian  government  stated  its  intention  to 
implement  such  programs,  but  no  eradica- 
tion was  carried  out.  Peru's  program  to 
eliminate  illicit  coca  cultivation  in  the 
Upper  Huallaga  Valley  within  five  years  en- 
tered into  the  initial  implementation  phase 
as  coordinated  project  agreements  were 
signed  in  September  1981  with  USAID  and 
the  State  Department's  Bureau  of  Interna- 
tional Narcotics  Matters.  The  Colombian 
National  Police  and  Attorney  General's 
office  carried  out  periodic  manual  eradica- 
tion of  coca  bushes  in  the  Llanos  region. 

Colombians  continue  to  dominate  cocaine 
distribution.  Peruvian  and  Bolivian  traffick- 
ers enjoy  the  natural  advantage  of  location 
close  to  the  source  of  coca  raw  materials.  As 
a  result,  they  can  sell  cocaine  more  cheaply 
than  Colombian  traffickers.  They  cannot 
apparently  obtain  adequate  supplies  of  es- 
sential chemicals  (ether  and  acetone)  to  sus- 
tain large-scale  cocaine  production,  nor  do 
they  have  the  Colombians'  access  to  bulk 
customers  in  the  United  States. 


Cannabis 


Marijuana  use  has  peaked  among  youth, 
and  demand  for  marijuana  in  that  age 
group  is  apparently  decreasing,  in  part  be- 
cause of  greater  awareness  of  its  health  haz- 
ards. The  annual  survey  of  high  school  sen- 
iors showed  a  continuing  decline  in  regular 
use  and  increased  peer  disapproval  of  such 
use.  Marijuana  use  appears  to  be  continuing 
among  that  segment  of  the  population  who 
were  heavy  users  in  the  early  1970s,  howev- 
er. There  has  been  much  publicity  regarding 
the  popularity  of  high  potency  marijuana, 
but  a  definite  trend  in  this  direction  cannot 
be  confirmed  from  available  abuse  data. 

The  level  of  domestic  commercial  produc- 
tion of  marijuana  rose  from  700-1.000 
metric  tons  in  1980  to  900-1,200  tons  in 
1981.  High-potency  varieties,  such  as  sinse- 
milla,  account  for  an  estimated  30-35  per- 
cent of  total  output.  In  1981  major  commer- 
cial cultivation  was  detected  in  ten  states 
(California.  Florida.  Hawaii.  Oklahoma. 
Kentucky.  Mississippi.  Missouri.  New 
Mexico.  Tennessee,  and  West  Virginia). 
There  is  some  evidence  that  common  mari- 
juana has  been  deceptively  marketed  as  spe- 
cialty varieties.  Domestic  production  is  typi- 
cally situated  in  remote  areas  on  or  adjacent 
to  national  forests  or  other  public  lands. 

Imports  of  marijuana  dropped  nine  per- 
cent in  1981  to  an  estimated  8,700-12,700 
metric  tons.  Colombia  supplied  86  percent 
of  this  totsd.  Although  recent  surveys  in  Co- 
lombian marijuana  growing  areas  confirm 
that  earlier  production  estimates  of  40.000 
tons  annually  were  too  high,  a  definitive  re- 
vised estimate  is  not  yet  available.  Jamaica 
raised  production  of  marijuana  intended  for 
the  U.S.  market  in  1981  but  was  unable  to 
increase  its  shipments  because  of  heavy 
rains,  flooded  airstrips  and  possibly  in- 
creased competition  from  Colombian  ex- 
ports. Eradication  efforts  in  Mexico  have 
achieved  considerable  success. 

Multi-ton  seizures  of  hashish  along  the 
U.S.  East  Coast  in  1981  indicate  a  continu- 
ing demand  for  specialty  cannabis  products 
in  this  country.  Hashish  abuse  occurs  pre- 
dominately in  the  20-29  year  age  group. 
Hashish  production  in  Lebanon  was  appar- 
ently affected  by  the  continued  fighting  in 
the  Bekaa  Valley,  falling  sharply  from  650 
metric  tons  in  1980  to  an  estimated  90-200 
tons  in  1981.  Production  in  Pakistan,  the 
second  largest  producer,  was  maintained 
near  its  1980  level  of  220  tons.  Hashish  ex- 
ports from  Afghanistan  probably  move 
through  Pakistan. 

Dangerous  Drugs 

Stimulant  abuse,  which  continued  to  in- 
crease in  1981.  accounted  for  over  four- 
fifths  of  the  total  dosage  units  of  dangerous 
drugs  sold.  It  also  requires  heavier  financial 
outlays  than  other  types  of  dangerous  drugs 
to  support  an  abuse  habit. 

Abuse  indicators  reflected  the  emergence 
of  a  new  narcotics  abuser  population  using 
pharmaceutical  opiates  and  narcotics  ana- 
logs. Initially  used  as  heroin  substitutes, 
these  substances  are  drugs  of  choice  pre- 
ferred to  heroin  or  used  in  combination 
with  heroin.  The  drugs  most  commonly  as- 
sociated with  this  abuse  pattern  are  penta- 
zocine (street  name:  "T's  and  Blues"),  co- 
deine-glutethimide  (street  name:  "Pours  and 
Doors")  and  hydromorphone  (Dilaudid). 
Pentazocine  abuse,  a  pattern  particularly 
prevalent  among  young  black  males,  has 
become  a  severe  problem  in  New  Orleans. 
Chicago.  Detroit.  St.  Louis  and  other  large 
cities.  The  uptrend  in  abuse  of  the  "Pours 
and   Doors"   combination   is   relatively   re- 


stricted to  New  York  City,  northern  New 
Jersey.  Philadelphia  and  Los  Angeles.  Al- 
though Dilaudid  abuse  remains  a  less  seri- 
ous problem,  it  increased  substantially  from 
1979  to  1981,  notably  in  Washington,  D.C.. 
Chicago  and  the  southeastern  United 
States.  There  has  been  little  apparent 
change  in  the  abuse  of  LSD. 

Clandestine  laboratories  supply  all  of  the 
phencyclidine  (PCP).  nearly  all  of  the  meth- 
amphetamines  and  about  80  percent  of  the 
amphetamines  found  in  the  U.S.  illicit 
market.  A  total  of  195  laboratories  were 
seized  in  1981.  down  17  percent  from  the 
previous  year.  Methamphetamine  and  PCP 
accounted  for  two-thirds  of  all  seizures  in 
1981.  Some  LSD  laboratory  activity  was  evi- 
dent on  the  U.S.  West  Coast  and  in  the 
United  Kingdom  and  The  Netherlands.  Fed- 
eral controls  on  precursors  critical  to  illicit 
manufacture  of  drugs  had  mixed  effects  in 
1981.  Controls  on  piperidine.  a  PCP  precur- 
sor, significantly  reduced  illicit  supplies  of 
this  drug.  But  methamphetamine  laborato- 
ry operators  were  able  to  circumvent  con- 
trols on  the  precursor  Phenyl-2-Propanone 
(P2P)  through  imports  and  illicit  manufac- 
ture. 

Diplomatic  initiatives  with  the  govern- 
ments of  foreign  methaqualone  producers 
were  instrumental  in  sharply  reducing  sup- 
plies to  "illicit  channels  in  1981.  Reduced 
shipments  from  Europe  to  questionable  con- 
signees led  Colombian,  U.S.  and  Canadian 
traffickers  to  seek  bulk  diazepam  powder  in 
order  to  tablet  methaqualone  counterfeits. 

The  wholesale  vending  of  'look-alike" 
drugs  has  become  a  nationwide  abuse  prob- 
lem. Distributors  continue,  despite  state 
laws,  to  make  strenuous  efforts  to  peddle 
these  drugs  to  school  children  as  completely 
safe,  a  claim  that  is  patently  false. 
Drug  Smuggling 
Drug  smuggling  routes  and  techniques  in 
1981  were  largely  unchanged  from  those 
employed  in  1980.  SV.'A  heroin  continued 
moving  through  Europe,  generally  overland, 
en  route  to  the  United  States.  SEA  heroin 
continued  to  enter  the  United  States  on  a 
direct  route  from  Thailand  to  the  western 
states.  Mexican  heroin,  showing  some  recov- 
ery, continued  to  enter  the  United  States 
primarily  overland,  while  cocaine,  marijua- 
na and  counterfeit  Quaaludes  continued 
their  general  trends  of  movement  from  Co- 
lombia, through  the  Caribbean  area,  to  the 
southeastern  United  States. 

Conflict  in  parts  of  the  Middle  East  pro- 
duced some  fluctuations  in  SWA  heroin 
availability  but,  overall,  the  traffic  contin- 
ued along  routes  skirting  disrupted  areas. 
The  Iraq-Iran  war  affected  mainly  the 
smuggling  routes  in  the  immediate  area  of 
the  fighting  at  the  Persian  Gulf.  Farther 
north,  smuggling  continued  unabated  across 
the  Kurdish  regions  of  Iran  and  Iraq  into 
eastern  Turkey,  although  the  Turkish 
Army's  public  safety  operations  had  an  in- 
hibiting effect  for  a  time.  Heroin  laboratory 
operations  in  northern  Lebanon  were  inter- 
rupted, and  the  flow  of  narcotics  through 
Beirut  fell  off.  Enforcement  efforts  and  sei- 
zures in  Eastern  Europe  prompted  experi- 
menU  with  alternate  routes  by  the  largely 
Turkish-controlled  SWA  heroin  trade. 
Greece  became  notably  more  active  as  a 
transit  country,  and  variations  in  the  routes 
through  Yugoslavia  and  Bulgaria  were 
noted.  Routing  through  Hungary  may  also 
be  in  the  experimental  stage.  Switzerland 
increasingly  appears  as  a  transit  country  for 
shipments  destined  for  both  West  Germany 
and  Italy.  At  least  in  the  case  of  Eastern 
Europe,  considerations  of  politics,  transpor- 


tation infrastructures  and  seasonal  travel 
conditions  will  restrict  departures  from  the 
principal  Turkey-Western  Europe  route. 

SEA    heroin   smugglers    rely    largely    on 
commercial  air  movement.  Couriers  general- 
ly use  the  most  direct  flight  offered  by  com- 
mercial airlines  to  their  destinations.  Vari- 
ations were  used  by  some  smugglers  during 
1981.  Couriers  used  non-source  countries  in 
Southeast  Asia  as  transit  points,  sometimes 
changing  couriers  or  staying  a  few  days  in 
order  to  avoid  the  courier  profile  image.  A 
route  discovered  in  1980  in  which  the  couri- 
er   transited    Mexico    was    used    modestly 
during  1981.  Couriers  also  entered  western 
Canada  and  then  either  drove  or  flew  across 
the  northern  U.S.  border.  Mexican  heroin 
enters  the  United  States  primarily  overland. 
Colombian  traffickers  supplied  up  to  75 
percent  of  the  cocaine  seized  in  the  United 
States.  The  favored  means  of  cocaine  smug- 
gling was  commercial  aviation  destined  for 
the    southeastern    United    States.    During 
1981    the   Colombian   traffickers   expanded 
the  effort  to  establish  their  own  sources  of 
coca  products  in  remote  areas  of  Colombia 
and  nearby  Brazilian  territory.  The  seizure 
of  exceptionally  large  shipments  concealed 
in  air  cargo  suggests  some  pooling  of  re- 
sources by  traffickers  and  confidence  both 
in  the  security  of  such  movements  and  as- 
sured  consumer   demand.   Seizure   of  such 
high  volume  shipments  can  be  expected  to 
prompt  similar  attempts  to  fulfill  commit- 
ments. 

The  principal  avenue  of  approach  for 
marijuana  smuggling  was  a  route  from  Co- 
lombia through  the  Caribbean  to  the  south- 
eastern United  States.  The  U.S.  West  Coast 
and  the  Mexican  border  were  less  important 
avenues  of  approach.  Most  of  the  marijuana 
entering  the  United  States  continued  to 
move  by  sea  in  1981.  There  were,  however, 
indications  of  some  significant  shifts  in 
marijuana  smuggling.  In  1981.  92  percent  of 
the  marijuana  vessels  seized  by  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  were  under  ninety  feet  in 
length,  pointing  to  a  trend  away  from  large 
mothership  operations  within  and  near  U.S. 
waters.  There  has  been  a  growing  tendency 
to  move  large  vessel  loads  to  the  Bahamas 
for  transshipment  to  smaller  boats  or  air- 
craft. There  has  also  been  an  increase  in  ef- 
forts to  jettison  marijuana  cargoes  and  re- 
fusals to  heave  to  when,  challenged  by  the 
Coast  Guard.  These  and  other  changes  in 
marijuana  smuggling  patterns  may  be  re- 
sponses to  increased  enforcement  efforts  in 
the  Caribbean  Basin. 

Jamaican  marijuana  continued  to  appear 
in  vessel  cargo  smuggling  attempts,  while 
Mexican  marijuana  smuggling  shifted 
slightly  in  favor  of  general  aviation.  Gener- 
al aviation  was  also  a  significant  means  of 
smuggling  Colombian  and  Jamaican  mari- 
juana. There  were  few  changes  noted  in 
general  aviation  smuggling  of  marijuana; 
mainly  a  tendency  to  fly  deeper  into  Colom- 
bian territory  for  pick-up  of  cargoes  and  the 
appearance  of  Belize  as  a  refueling  stop. 

HEROIN 

SWA  heroin  will  be  readily  available  in 
the  United  States  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  So  long  as  supply  remains  fairly 
sUble  the  possibility  that  a  significant 
number  of  new  (i.e.  younger)  users  will  be 


West  and  may  increase  in  availability  in 
some  distribution  centers  in  the  central 
states.  SEA  heroin,  rarely  an  aggressive  con- 
tender, will  probably  continue  to  occupy 
only  a  minor  share  of  the  national  market  If 
SWA  and  Mexican  heroin  remain  generally 
available. 

Notwithstanding  uncertainties  in  estimat- 
ing the  size  of  the  opium  stockpile  in  Paki- 
stan and  poppy  production  in  Afghanistan 
and  Iran,  it  is  expected  that  supplies  of 
opium  for  Southwest  Asia  will  continue  to 
be  abundant.  The  prospects  for  effective  en- 
forcement action  in  the  region  are  not  hope- 
ful because  of  a  variety  of  formidable  obsta- 
cles in  these  countries.  Pakistan  will  remain 
the  principal  source  of  supply  for  SWA  opi- 
ates for  the  international  traffic. 

It  is  unlikely  that  the  government  in  Iran 
will  regain  control  over  opium  production  in 
the  near  future.  Demand  for  opiates  for 
local  consumption  appears  to  be  growing,  in- 
dicating that  Iran  will  continue  for  some- 
time to  be  a  net  importer  depending  on 
Pakistan's  and  Afghanistan's  surplus;  Teh- 
ran's preoccupation  with  its  war  with  Iraq, 
inflation,  unemployment,  subversion,  terror- 
ism and  the  Kurdish  insurgency  suggest 
that  the  prospects  for  an  effective  narcotics 
control  program  in  the  country  remain  dis- 
tant at  best. 

In  Afghanistan  the  overriding  concern  of 
Soviet  occupation  forces  will  continue  to  be 
to  deny  the  Afghan  freedom  fighters  (muja- 
hedin)  an  economic  base  to  sustain  their 
guerrilla  activity.  Since  opium  poppy  is  the 
most  important  cash  crop  for  many  of  the 
villages,  Soviet  attacks  will  probably  remain 
a  major  disruptive  force  on  production. 

Turkish  traffickers  are  expanding  their  al- 
ready considerable  role  in  distribution.  They 
are  well  situated  for  this,  with  a  trafficking 
infrastructure  that  extends  from  the  Irani- 
an border  to  the  markets  of  Western  Europe 
and  (to  a  limited  extent)  onward  to  the 
United  States.  Their  chief  <»ncem  during 
the  next  few  years  may  well  be  to  consoli- 
date their  position  and  to  limit  the  inroads 
of  their  Pakistani  competitors. 

A  second  bumper  opium  har\'est  in  the 
Golden  Triangle-the  1981/82  crop  is  ex- 
pected to  reach  600  tons— may  well  induce 
greater  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  Thai  traf- 
fickers to  penetrate  the  U.S.  market.  The 
bulk  of  SEA  opiates  will  continue  to  be  con- 
sumed by  the  large  addict  populations  in 
Southeast  Asia.  Although  SEA  heroin's 
share  of  the  U.S.  national  market  has  never 
been  large,  at  10  percent  it  is  unusually  low 
for  times  of  relative  abundance  in  opium 
supplies  from  that  region  and  may  rise  in 
the  near  future. 

The  governments  of  Burma  and  Thailand 
have  mounted  military-police  operations 
against  various  insurgent  groups  in  the 
border  area  but  remain  unable  to  eradicate 
a  significant  portion  of  the  opium  supply  at 
the  source.  Burma  is  unlikely  to  make 
marked  progress  in  the  near  future  in  dis- 
lodging the  Burmese  Communist  Party 
forces,  who  are  solidly  entrenched  in  prime 
opium-growing  areas  in  the  northeastern 
part  of  the  country.  Because  of  its  remote 
location,  its  powerful  military  arm  and  its 
control  of  two-thirds  of  the  region's  opium 
supply,  this  organization  will  continue  to  be 
a   major   force   in   the   Golden   Triangle's 


drawn  into  heroin  abuse  cannot  be  ruled     opium  trade  that  will  hinder  U.S -supported 


out.  Although  SWA  heroin  is  not  making 
rapid  inroads  into  the  West  Coast  heroin 
markets,  it  will  continue  to  be  smuggled  into 
the  area  and  Los  Angeles  may  emerge  as  a 
significant  distribution  center.  Mexican 
heroin  is  likely  to  remain  dominate  in  the 


anti-narcotics   programs  with   the  govern- 
ments of  Burma  and  Thailand. 

Mexico's  economic  distress  will  tend  to 
induce  more  people  to  take  high  risks  to 
smuggle  heroin  across  the  border  into  the 
United  States  and  may  affect  the  govern- 
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merit's  support  for  its  opium  eradication  op- 
erations. The  continued  financial  ability  of 
the  Mexican  government  to  maintain  the 
operational  capability  of  its  herbicide-spray- 
ing helicopter  fleet  is  essential  to  minimiz- 
ing the  expansion  of  opium  growing. 

COCAINE 

Cocaine  abuse  is  likely  to  continue  to  in- 
crease, although  not  as  rapidly  as  in  the  late 
1970s.  The  health  consequences  of  cocaine 
abuse  will  be  more  severe  because  of  the  in- 
creased use  of  dangerous  forms  of  cocaine 
ingestion  ("speedballing"  and  "freebasing"). 
Cocaine  will  remain  a  popular  secondary 
drug  for  heroine  users. 

Although  coca  production  in  Colombia 
has  not  yet  reached  significant  levels,  traf- 
fickers there  will  continue  to  progress 
toward  eventual  self-sufficiency  in  raw  ma- 
terial supply  unless  a  vigorous  eradication 
program  is  undertaken.  Coca  cultivation  can 
be  controlled  in  Colombia  if  the  government 
acts  swiftly  to  eliminate  it  before  it  becomes 
ingrained  in  the  local  economy.  Peru  will 
accept  U.S.  assistance  for  its  eradication  and 
crop  substitution  projects  in  the  Upper 
Huallaga  Valley,  but  prospects  for  an  effec- 
tive effort  to  control  coca  cultivation  in  the 
country  are  uncertain  in  view  of  competing 
Peruvian  government  priorities  and  political 
resistance  to  coca  control.  The  new  Bolivian 
government  faces  serious  challenges  to  ef- 
forts to  control  illicit  coca  growing  from  per- 
vasive corruption,  as  well  as  the  threat  of 
violent  resistance  from  coca  growers. 

Despite  the  cocaine  traffickers'  easier 
access  to  coca  raw  materials  in  Peru  and  Bo- 
livia, these  coimtries  are  not  likely  to  in- 
crease their  share  of  the  cocaine  market  at 
the  expense  of  Colombia.  Colombians  will 
continue  to  dominate  cocaine  distribution  in 
the  United  States  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  This  and  restricted  availability  of  co- 
caine processing  chemicals  in  Peru  and  Bo- 
livia are  key  factors  inhibiting  the  develop- 
ment of  competition.  It  seems  possible,  how- 
ever, the  Peruvian  and  Bolivian  traffickers 
may  further  specialize  in  dealing  with  the 
European  market,  where  the  Colombians 
are  not  so  solidly  entrenched  as  they  are  in 
the  United  States. 

CANNABIS 

Marijuana  use  should  continue  to  decline 
among  youth  but  may  remain  fairly  high 
among  those  in  the  20-30  year  age-bracket 
for  at  least  several  years.  Although  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  measure  the  demand  for  high-po- 
tency marijuana,  preference  for  this  type  of 
marijuana  is  likely  to  persist  and  possibly 
increase  among  long-time  and  regular  users. 

Domestic  production  of  marijuana  will 
continue  to  spread  throughout  the  country 
unless  it  is  met  with  a  credible  and  sus- 
tained law  enforcement  deterrent.  Growers 
ap(>arently  intend  to  expand  output  in 
forthcoming  harvests.  They  will  continue  to 
emphasize  specialty  varieties,  such  as  iiiise- 
miUa,  because  the  profit  margin  is  high 
enough  to  compensate  them  for  the  sizeable 
Inputs  of  labor  and  capital  equipment  re- 
quired. 

Jamaica  is  a  principal  alternative  to  do- 
mestic sources  for  high-potency  cannabis. 
The  Jamaican  government  faces  a  broad 
spectrum  of  entrenched  economic  interests 
dependent  on  the  marijuana  trade  that  will 
make  prospects  for  effective  control  meas- 
ures doubtful  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Sustained  interdiction  efforts  on  Colom- 
bia's North  Coast  have  produced  conunend- 
able  results  in  seizures,  but  additional  meas- 
ures will  be  required  to  seriously  disrupt  the 
marijuana  traffic.  These  efforts   have  in- 


creased the  economic  losses  to  the  traffick- 
ers but  probably  not  to  an  unacceptable 
level  given  the  high  profit  margins  that  pre- 
vail in  the  trade.  Criminal  sanctions  could 
have  far  greater  impact,  as  so  far  major 
traffickers  have  not  been  immobilized. 

Besides  an  aniticipated  production  slump 
caused  by  unsettled  conditions  in  hashish- 
producing  areas  of  Lebanon,  changes  in  the 
distribution  pattern  should  be  expected.  Po- 
litical instability  will  continue  to  work  to 
the  advantage  of  the  hashish  traffickers 
and  smugglers.  The  Israeli  military  presence 
in  southern  Lebanon  is  likely  to  deter  at- 
tempts to  move  hashish  along  traditional 
routes  into  Egypt,  the  country's  leading 
hashish  customer.  Instead,  an  increasing 
number  of  shipments  will  probably  take  a 
northern  route  to  Cyprus  or  Greece  and 
then  to  Egypt.  Hashish  smugglers  will  have 
to  be  more  wary  of  Israeli  naval  patrols 
along  Lebanon's  northern  coast.  If  military 
activities  in  Lebanon  persist,  such  tempo- 
rary evasive  measures  may  become  perma- 
nent trafficking  routes. 

DANGEKOUS  DRUGS 

Continued  international  cooperation 
should  restrict  the  supply  of  bulk  metha- 
qualone  to  the  illicit  market.  This  shortage 
will  probably  result  in  the  continued  mar- 
keting of  diazepam  counterfeits  as  metha- 
qualone.  Abuse  of  the  pentazocine  and  co- 
deine-glutethimide  combinations  is  likely  to 
intensify.  Although  Dilaudid  has  also 
t>ecome  popular  as  a  drug  of  choice,  it  is  so 
much  more  expensive  than  pentazocine  that 
it  may  not  become  a  major  abuse  pattern. 
Mexican  "mini-bennies"  may  return  to  the 
illicit  U.S.  market  if  amphetamine  abuse 
continues  to  grow  and  domestic  clandestine 
laboratories  are  immobilized.  LSD  does  not 
appear  to  be  poised  for  a  comeback  in  the 
immediate  future.  It  is  too  soon  to  predict 
when  "look-alike"  drugs  will  be  brought 
under  control  in  view  of  present  legal  uncer- 
tainties.* 


RELATIONSHIPS    BETWEEN    THE 
NEW    YORK    CITY    POLICE    DE- 
PARTMENT   AND    THE    MINORI 
TY  COMMUNITY 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  on 
July  18.  1983,  hearings  were  scheduled 
in  New  York  City  by  the  House  Judici- 
ary Committee  on  relationships  be- 
tween the  New  York  City  Police  De- 
partment and  the  minority  community 
in  the  city. 

Also  on  July  18  I  entered  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  the  testimony  of 
the  mayor  of  the  city  of  New  York  and 
other  city  officials.  On  page  19683 
of  the  Record  reference  was  made  to 
graphs  and  charts  in  the  text  that 
were  not  reprinted. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  these  sta- 
tistics now  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
The  statistics  follow: 

Rate  of  homicide  by  police 
Per  100.000  population: 

Detroit 1.63 

Philadelphia 94 

Los  Angeles 89 

Chicago 74 

New  York 48 

Per  1.000  violent  crimes: 

Philadelphia „ 1.24 

Detroit 84 

Chicago 75 

Los  Angeles 70 


New  York 

Per  100  police  officers: 

Detroit 

Los  Angeles 

Philadelphia 

Chicago 

New  York 


NYPD  enforcement  activity 
Change  from  1981-82: 

Arrests  (Increase) 

Summonses  ( increase) 

Traffic  infractions  (increase) 

Firearm    discharge    Incident    (de- 
crease)  

Violent  crime  (decrease) 


.27 

.40 
.35 
.21 
.17 
.14 


Percent 

8.6 

13.4 

19.3 

17.4 
9.3 


A  BACKFIRING  WEAPON 

•  Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President.  I 
commend  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues the  article  in  this  morning's 
New  York  Times,  entitled  "A  Backfir- 
ing Weapon."  The  author,  Prof.  Kurt 
Gottfried  of  Cornell  University  cor- 
rectly delineates  the  dangers  associat- 
ed with  an  arms  race  in  space.  More 
importantly.  Dr.  Gottfried  points  out 
the  fallacy  of  the  administration's  po- 
sition that  it  is  to  the  advantage  of  the 
United  States  to  pursue  an  arms  race 
in  space.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the 
article  by  Dr.  Gottfried  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 

A  Backfiring  Wcai>on 
(By  Kurt  Gottfried) 

Ithaca.— ASAT.  yet  another  acronym,  has 
begun  to  invade  the  news  columns.  One  is 
told  that  it  Is  an  antisatellite— a  device  that 
can  destroy  a  satellite.  But  that  still  leaves 
many  unanswered  questions. 

How  does  an  ASAT  differ  from  an  antibal- 
listic  missile,  or  ABM.  a  device  that  can  de- 
stroy an  intercontinental  ballistic  missile,  or 
ICBM,  in  flight?  Satellites  are  much  more 
fragile  than  ICBM's  and  stay  in  orbit  for 
weeks.  ICBM's  are  vulnerable  for  only  a  few 
minutes,  so  striking  a  swarm  of  them  is  a 
prodigious  problem.  Therefore,  even  an  In- 
effective ABM  could  be  a  wonderful  ASAT. 

Do  treaties  show  ABM's?  The  1972  ABM 
treaty  does  not  permit  the  field  testing  of 
the  laser  ABM's  alluded  to  by  the  President 
in  his  "Star  Wars "  speech.  To  quote  the 
Arms  Control  Impact  Statement  the  Presi- 
dent sent  to  Congress  in  April,  "The  ABM 
treaty  prohibition  on  development,  testing 
and  deployment  of  space-based  ABM  sys- 
tems applies  directly  to  dlrected-energy 
technology."  that  is.  to  lasers,  etc. 

Are  ASAT's  forbidden  by  treaties?  Exist- 
ing treaties  impose  no  effective  restraints  on 
ASAT  development  or  testing,  even  though 
there  is  a  relationship  between  ABM's  and 
ASAT's.  Since  an  ABM  system  could,  in  its 
infancy,  already  be  an  effective  ASAT,  it 
could  masquerade  as  such  to  evade  the  ABM 
treaty.  By  the  same  token,  a  program  to  de- 
velop only  ASAT's  could  be  misperceived  as 
a  budding  ABM  by  the  other  side.  ASAT's 
could  therefore  trigger  enormous  buildups 
of  offensive  missiles,  which  Is  precisely  what 
the  ABM  treaty  was  designed  to  prevent. 

What  are  the  attitudes  of  the  superpowers 
to  weapons  in  space? 

The  Administration  will  not  resume  nego- 
tiations on  limiting  ASAT's.  This  stance  is 
perfectly  consistent  with  its  long-range 
strategy,  as  laid  down  in  the  Defense  Ould- 
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ance,  the  Pentagon's  five-year  master  plan. 
The  plan  assumes  that  the  United  States 
must  be  able  to  "prevail"  in  nuclear  war; 
therefore,  it  must  be  able  to  "deny  the 
enemy  the  use  of  his  space  systems"  and 
"insure  that  treaties  and  agreements  do  not 
foreclose  opportunities  to  develop  these  ca- 
pabilities." 

The  White  House  wants  to  renegotiate 
the  ABM  treaty  to  allow  spacebased  ABM's, 
as  it  made  clear  yet  again  on  June  18  in  an 
amicable  response  to  a  speech  by  Foreign 
Minister  Andrei  A.  Gromyko.  Are  the  super- 
powers on  the  same  wavelength  for  once? 

They  are  not.  The  Kremlin  has  used  every 
opportunity  to  suggest  an  interest  in  ASAT 
arms  control  and  opposition  to  new-fangled 
ABM's,  as  exemplified  by  a  remarkable  ad- 
vertisement in  The  New  York  Times  by 
leading  Soviet  scientists  attacking  space- 
based  ABM's. 

Why  do  the  two  Governments  take  oppo- 
site sides  on  what  seems  to  be  only  a  techni- 
cal issue?  The  Administration's  motives 
were  spelled  out  in  the  Defense  Guidance 
and  more  recently  by  the  White  House:  Our 
technological  superiority  should  be  applied 
to  the  difficult  art  of  space  weaponry  to 
regain  and  hold  strategic  superiority.  While 
Soviet  motives  are  hard  to  assess,  they  are 
probably  the  other  side  of  the  same  coin:  A 
healthy  respect  for  American  technology 
and  a  fear  that  an  arms  race  in  space  would 
be  terribly  exp>ensive  and  hazardous. 
Indeed,  they  must  now  see  that  the  major 
accomplishment  of  their  inept  15-year 
ASAT  project  has  been  to  justify  an  Ameri- 
can program  that  is  about  to  produce  a 
much  more  potent  weapon. 

Does  that  not  mean  that  the  Administra- 
tion's policy  is  best  suited  to  American  in- 
teresU?  Speaking  first  of  ASAT.  the  United 
States,  with  its  forces  spread  across  the 
globe  and  facing  a  secretive  adversary,  relies 
heavily  on  satellites  for  communication  and 
intelligence.  In  contrast.  Soviet  forces  are 
mainly  on  or  close  to  the  Eurasian  landmass 
and  depend  primarily  on  land-based  and  air- 
borne communications.  The  United  States 
would  therefore  be  the  loser  if  both  sides  ac- 
quired effective  ASAT's. 

But  will  the  Soviet  Union  ever  build  effec- 
tive space  weapons?  The  United  States  has 
usually  been  first  with  sophisticated  weap- 
ons: nuclear  bombs,  multiple  independently 
targetable  missiles,  or  MIRV's.  submarine- 
based  missiles,  etc.  The  Soviet  Union  has 
always  followed  suit.  Often  their  weapons 
are  blunderbusses  compared  with  American 
designs,  but  that  does  not  make  them  less 
lethal.  And  in  the  case  of  ABM's,  it  is  far 
more  difficult  to  build  a  missile  defense 
than  to  circumvent  and  overwhelm  it. 

In  short,  the  Administration's  military 
space  policy  rests  on  the  assumption  that, 
for  the  first  time,  the  Soviet  Union  will  not 
be  able  to  respond  effectively  to  a  major 
threat  to  its  security.  Whether  or  not  this 
conjecture  is  correct  is  not  essential.  If 
right,  we  can  look  forward  to  desperate 
Soviet  reactions  at  least  as  dangerous  as  the 
Cuba  missUe  crisis;  if  wrong,  we  can  look 
forward  to  a  standoff  at  a  drastically  re- 
duced margin  of  safety.* 


THE  IMF  REVISITED 

•  Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  an  edi- 
torial in  this  morning's  Wall  Street 
Journal  deserves  more  than  a  passing 
glance  by  every  Member  of  Congress. 
Entitled  "The  IMF  Clif f hanger, "  the 
article  drives  home  the  point  that  in- 


creasing the  U.S.  contribution  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  by  $8.4 
billion  is  absolute  folly. 

During  the  recent  Senate  debate  on 
the  IMF  bill,  I  vigorously  opposed 
pumping  additional  billions  of  tax  dol- 
lars into  the  fund.  Hard-working 
Americans  already  contribute  more 
than  $14  billion  to  the  IMF  each  year. 
The  effort  to  increase  that  amount  is 
little  more  than  a  bailout  of  some  big 
U.S.  banks  that  have  made  bad  loans 
to  foreign  countries.  I  simply  do  not 
believe  the  taxpayers  of  this  Nation 
should  be  asked  to  pick  up  the  tab  for 
banks  which  should  not  have  made 
the  loans  in  the  first  place. 

Unfortunately,  the  Senate  approved 
the  additional  funding  for  the  IMF. 
with  only  about  one-third  of  us  voting 
against  an  increase  in  the  U.S.  contri- 
bution. Now  the  House  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  consider  the  bill.  I  hope 
Members  of  that  body  will  exercise 
prudence  and  limit  U.S.  participation 
at  the  current  level.  Then  we  can  get 
on  with  reducing  our  contribution. 

I  ask  that  the  text  of  the  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 
The  editorial  follows: 
[Editorial  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal, 
July  21,  1983] 
The  IMF  Cliffhanger 
The  proposal  for  an  $8.4  billion  increase 
in  the  U.S.  contribution  to  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  is  having  trouble  in  Con- 
gress.  For  one  thing,   the  sense  of  crisis 
about    the    international    '"debt    bomb"    is 
abating.  For  another,  there  is  worry  that 
adding  more  liquidity  to  the  world  financial 
system   risks   touching   off  a  new   bout  of 
global  inflation. 

A  vote  in  the  House  may  come  soon,  possi- 
bly today  or  tomorrow,  and  most  observers 
say  it's  too  close  to  call.  President  Reagan 
has  taken  to  the  telephones  to  rally  sup- 
port, but  he  would  be  wiser  to  send  his  ad- 
visers back  to  the  drawing  boards.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  other  objections  to  bailing  out 
the  IMF.  the  cost  will  be  far  more  than  the 
$8.4  billion  advertised. 

The  IMF  already  has  been  beating  the 
bushes  for  extra  billions  to  overcome  a  sup- 
posedly temporary  "shortfall"  of  hard  cur- 
rencies before  the  new  quotas  can  be  put 
into  place.  There  also  is  talk  about  allowing 
the  IMF  to  borrow  hard  currencies  directly, 
without  first  having  to  gain  approval  from 
member  nations.  And  against  its  better  prin- 
ciples, the  Reagan  administration  seems  to 
be  leaning  toward  allowing  the  IMF  to  issue 
vast  new  quantities  of  Special  Drawing 
Rights,  a  sort  of  funny  money  that  we 
would  be  obligated  to  redeem  for  dollars— as 
much  as  $15  billion  or  so— at  the  whim  of 
the  IMF's  bureaucrats. 

There  are  heavy  indirect  costs  as  well.  A 
few  weeks  ago,  the  congressional  "steel 
caucus"  forced  the  administration  to  accept 
higher  tariffs  and  quotas  on  steel  as  a  condi- 
tion for  its  support  of  the  IMP  appropria- 
tion. This  protectionist  outburst  will  result 
in  higher  prices  on  a  broad  range  of  prod- 
ucts for  the  American  consumer  and  encour- 
age retaliation  by  other  countries. 

Moreover,  numerous  congressional  sources 
say  House  Banking  Committee  Chairman 
Femand  St  Germain  (D.,  R.I)  has  been 
pushing  his  pet  bill,  a  $15.6  billion  budget- 
buster  for  housing,  as  the  price  for  his  cru- 


cial support  of  the  IMF  bill.  The  housing 
bill  is  at  least  $10  billion— <J0  billion— over 
the  administration's  1984  request  at  a  time 
when  everybody  is  wailing  about  deficits. 

The  list  of  free  riders  seems  likely  to  grow. 
By  the  latest  count,  there  are  35  amend- 
ments waiting  to  be  tacked  on  to  the  bill 
when  it  finally  reaches  the  House  floor. 

There  might  once  have  l>een  an  argument 
for  pitching  a  few  more  bucks  the  IMF's 
day.  When  Mexico  and  Brazil  seemed  in 
danger  of  going  belly  up  last  summer,  it  was 
thought  there  was  some  potential  for  panic 
In  the  financial  markets.  But  by  now  the 
markets  have  absorbed  and  discounted  the 
initial  rush  of  bad  news,  and  the  machinery 
for  working  out  the  debt  problems  of  Indi- 
vidual nations  is  In  place. 

None  of  the  debtor  countries  is  truly 
bankrupt.  Most  have  the  resources  to  pay 
their  debts  eventually;  think  of  Brazil's  fab- 
ulous mineral  riches  or  Mexico's  enormous 
oil  reserves.  The  problem  Is  not  financial 
but  political.  What  is  needed  most  in  such 
countries  is  the  courage  to  adopt  policies 
that  will  encourage  equity  investment,  both 
foreign  and  domestic,  and  economic  growth. 
This  means  less  government  intervention  In 
the  economy,  less  direct  and  Indirect  tax- 
ation, lower  trade  and  investment  barriers, 
and  sound  money. 

A  number  of  congressional  conservatives, 
such  as  Sen.  William  Armstrong  (R..  Colo.) 
and  Reps.  Jack  Kemp  (R.,  NY.)  and  Jerry 
Lewis  (R..  Calif.),  long  ago  mounted  a  lonely 
campaign  to  derail  the  IMF  bill  or  at  least 
keep  taxpayer  exposure  to  a  minimum.  Rep. 
Stephen  L.  Neal  (D..  N.C.)  has  been  sound- 
ing the  alarm  against  the  danger  of  a  new- 
burst  of  liquidity  and  inflation  that  would 
be  triggered  by  the  IMF  plan  for  a  big  In- 
crease in  SDR  allocations.  (Amazingly.  Fed 
Chairman  Paul  Volcker,  sounding  like  a 
Keynesian  of  the  old  school,  defended  the 
SDR  scheme  as  a  tool  to  "forestall  a  global 
contraction  of  aggregate  demand .") 

Their  efforts  now  seem  to  be  paying  off. 
Congressional  Republicans  are  split  down 
the  middle  on  the  IMF  bill,  and  substantial 
numbers  of  Democrats  see  no  reason  to  pull 
President  Reagan's  chestnuts  out  of  the 
fire.  Foreign-aid  bills  have  never  been  very 
popular  back  home  in  most  constituencies, 
and  the  IMF  bill  among  other  things  in- 
cludes billions  more  for  other  international 
development  banks. 

By  pulling  out  all  the  stops,  the  adminis- 
tration still,  might  be  able  to  ram  the  IMP 
bill  through.  But  it  would  be  the  better  part 
of  valor  to  back  off.  The  price  of  the  IMP 
bill  was  too  high  at  the  outset;  today,  tax- 
payers are  facing  a  major  heist.* 


ELIMINATING  TAX  SHELTERS 
•  Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
become  common  practice  in  govern- 
ment today  to  claim  great  benefits 
that  will  flow  from  some  particular 
policy  change.  However,  too  often  the 
results  do  not  justify  the  claims. 

So,  when  I  saw  an  article  in  the  New 
York  Times  on  July  19,  1983,  on  the 
growth  of  tax  shelters  in  recent  years, 
I  was  reminded  of  the  many  claims  in 
1981  that  the  tax  reductions  adopted 
then  would  actually  reduce  the  use  of 
tax  shelters.  As  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  Regan  put  it  in  a  Senate 
Budget  Committee  hearing  on  Febru- 
ary 20,  1981.  the  reduction  in  the  top 
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marginal  rate  of  taxation  from  70  per- 
cent to  50  percent  ■•♦  •  •  will  substan- 
tially discourage  the  use  of  tax  shel- 
ters.   

The  July  19  article,  entitled  "The 
Boom  In  Tax  Shelters"  by  Robert  D. 
Hershey.  Jr.,  clearly  demonstrates 
that  this  objective  of  the  1981  tax  cuts 
was  not  achieved.  In  fact,  as  the  title 
indicates,  tax  shelter  devices  are  a 
booming  business  today.  According  to 
the  New  York  Times  article,  in  March 
1983  the  public  sale  of  investments 
registered  as  limited  partnerships— the 
form  of  most  tax  shelters— hit  an  all- 
time  monthly  high  of  $994  million. 
Total  investments  in  tax  shelters  in 
1983,  the  article  indicates,  may  well  be 
$12  billion,  up  from  about  $8  billion  in 
1982. 

Why  is  the  use  of  tax  shelters  rising? 
There  are  probably  many  reasons.  But 
clearly  the  most  important  is  that 
nothing  has  really  been  done  to  reduce 
the  availability  or  attractiveness  of  tax 
shelters.  In  fact,  there  are  more  oppor- 
tunities today  than  there  were  in  1981. 
Instead  of  eliminating  shelters,  we 
have  been  adding  to  them.  Merely  re- 
ducing the  value  of  the  shelters  to  the 
most  wealthy  will  not  eliminate  them. 
In  fact,  the  article  notes  a  recent  phe- 
nomenon, that  the  use  of  shelters  is 
spreading  from  the  wealthy  to  the 
middle  income  person,  some  with  no 
more  than  $5,000  to  invest. 

That  does  not  surprise  me.  Middle 
income  people  are  discovering  how  the 
tax  laws  are  stacked  against  them.  Our 
tax  laws  are  rife  with  opportunities  to 
shelter  income  from  taxation.  Increas- 
ingly, the  use  of  shelters  has  dumped 
the  burden  of  financing  government 
on  the  middle  income  family.  The  only 
way  for  such  a  person  to  avoid  the 
crushing  burden  of  taxes  is  to  join  the 
shelter  game.  The  result  is  that  more 
and  more  people  must  take  unusual 
risks  and  devote  great  time  and  effort 
to  shelter  income  and  reduce  taxes  to 
reasonable  levels. 

In  the  final  analysis,  though,  I  pre- 
dict that  such  efforts  to  hold  taxes 
down  will  not  work  so  long  as  we  keep 
our  present  tax  system.  Tax  shelters 
are  not  designed  for  use  by  middle 
income  families.  They  are  generally 
designed  for  use  by  special  interests. 
And  in  the  long  nm,  special  interests 
will  win  the  race  to  avoid  taxes  and 
the  burden  of  paying  for  government 
will  remain  where  it  is  today,  on 
middle  income  people. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  why,  in  1972,  I 
was  calling  for  a  modified  gross 
Income  tax  to  reduce  both  the  need 
and  the  opportunity  to  use  tax  shel- 
ters. That  is  why,  this  year,  I  am  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senator  Bradley's  pro- 
posed Pair  Tax  Act.  That  bill  would 
reduce  the  maximum  tax  rate  for  80 
percent  of  taxpayers  to  14  percent. 
Only  those  individuals  with  an  adjust- 
ed gross  income  over  $25,000,  or  cou- 
ples with  adjusted  gross  income  over 


$40,000,  would  pay  26  percent  or  30 
percent,  depending  on  income.  Most  of 
the  tax  deductions,  credits,  and  exclu- 
sions which  form  the  basis  for  tax 
shelters  would  be  repealed.  Only  those 
generally  available  to  most  taxpayers, 
like  the  home  mortgage  interest  de- 
duction, would  remain.  I  confidently 
predict  that  when  we  pass  the  Fair 
Tax  Act,  the  use  of  tax  shelters  will 
this  time  truly  be  a  thing  of  the  past 
and  our  tax  system  will  treat  taxpay- 
ers in  an  equitable  fashion. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  Senate  pro- 
ceeds to  consider  the  Fair  Tax  Act,  it 
will  be  helpful  to  have  available  the 
kind  of  information  about  tax  shelters 
contained  in  this  New  York  Times  ar- 
ticle. So  I  ask  that  the  article,  along 
with  a  short  summary  of  the  Fair  Tax 
Act,  be  printed  in  the  Record  for  use 
by  my  colleagues. 

The  material  follows: 

The  Boom  in  Tax  Shelttrs 
(By  Robert  D.  Hershey.  Jr.) 

Washington.— Tax  shelters— investment 
devices  desiged  to  shelter  Income  from  tax- 
ation, usually  for  a  period  of  years— appear 
to  be  on  the  rise,  despite  widespread  predic- 
tions that  lower  tax  rates  would  reduce 
their  use. 

Furthermore,  experts  say  the  shelters  are 
increasingly  spreading  from  the  investment 
portfolios  of  the  rich  to  those  of  the  middle 
class,  some  with  no  more  than  $5,000  to 
invest. 

And  although  certain  kinds  of  tax  shel- 
ters, such  as  those  dealing  with  oil  and  gas. 
appear  to  have  lost  some  of  their  allure 
during  the  recent  recession,  others,  such  as 
those  in  real  estate,  seem  to  hold  more  at- 
traction than  ever. 

"There's  been  tremendous  activity  In  the 
past  few  months."  said  Douglas  W.  Banks,  a 
real  estate  specialist  in  the  Washington 
Office  of  Touche.  Ross  &  Company,  a  major 
accounting  firm. 

LIMITED  PARTNERSHIPS 

Measuring  tax  shelter  activity  is  difficult. 
In  fact  there  is  no  formal  definition  of  just 
which  of  a  vast  array  of  tax-favored  activi- 
ties should  be  regarded  as  shelters.  But  at 
least  one  measure,  the  public  sale  of  invest- 
ments registered  as  limited  partnerships, 
which  is  how  most  tax  shelters  are  sold, 
shows  enormous  growth. 

In  March,  sales  totaled  $994  million,  the 
biggest  monthly  volume  on  record,  accord- 
ing to  Robert  A.  Stanger  &  Company,  a  New 
Jersey  firm  that  tracks  the  shelter  industry. 
The  first-quarter  total  of  $1.75  billion  was 
53  percent  higher  than  the  comparable  1982 
period. 

Mr.  Stanger.  who  publishes  two  industry 
newsletters,  predicts  that  Americans  will 
put  $12  billion  into  shelters  this  year,  up 
from  about  $8  billion  last  year. 

Generally,  a  shelter  is  an  investment  vehi- 
cle designed  to  produce  tax  deductions  that 
offset,  or  shelter,  income  form  other 
sources.  Usually,  the  shelter  is  good  for  a 
period  of  years.  And  when  one  shelter  ma- 
tures, an  investor  is  likely  to  look  for  an- 
other. Some  common  kinds  of  shelters  in- 
volve oil  and  gas  exploration,  cattle  and 
horse  breeding,  sports  teams,  orange  groves 
and  various  kinds  of  real  estate. 

A  typical  shelter  works  this  way:  An  in- 
vestment adviser  gathers  together  a  group, 
say.  of  20  doctors  to  buy  a  small  office  build- 


ing for  $1  million.  Each  puts  up  $10,000;  the 
$800,000  balance  is  borrowed.  The  property, 
excluding  the  $100,000  value  of  the  land,  is 
depreciated  over  15  years,  thereby  generat- 
ing an  annual  $60,000  deduction,  or  $3,000 
for  each  doctor. 

At  the  end  of  the  15  years,  the  building  is 
sold,  perhaps  for  $1.5  million.  The  doctors 
then  get  their  investment  back,  the  $800,000 
mortgage  (assuming  there  has  been  no  am- 
ortization) is  paid  off  and  the  remaining 
$500,000  split  evenly  between  the  doctors 
and  the  investment  adviser,  or  general  part- 
ner, who  put  the  deal  together.  The  doctors 
thus  each  get  $55,000  worth  of  deductions 
for  their  $10,000  investment,  plus  a  $12,500 
share  of  the  profit. 

"ABUSIVE"  SHELTERS 

Incentives  for  many  kinds  of  shelters  were 
purposely  created  by  the  Government  to  en- 
courage certain  activities,  such  as  real  estate 
construction  and  the  development  of  oil  and 
gas  supplies.  But  as  shelter  activity  mush- 
roomed, the  feeling  also  grew  that  the  use 
of  shelters  had  gotten  out  of  hand— that 
some  investment  advisers  were  pushing  the 
concept  beyond  the  point  Intended  by  Con- 
gress. 

The  main  concerns  were  that  the  Treas- 
ury was  losing  tax  revenues  and  that  invest- 
ment money  was  being  siphoned  off  into 
"abusive"  tax  shelters  rather  than  into  con- 
structive investments  that  would  help  the 
economy. 

The  Reagan  Administration  asserted  that 
one  of  the  major  benefits  of  its  tax-cutting 
program  would  be  to  reduce  the  use  of  shel- 
ters, thus  paring  the  money  going  into  less 
productive  areas  of  the  economy  and  in- 
creasing the  efficiency  of  capital  invest- 
ment. The  reasoning  was  that  if  taxes  were 
reduced,  there  would  be  less  incentive  for 
taxpayers  to  seek  out  their  own  ways  to  cut 
their  taxes.  The  two  key  Reagan  tax  cuts 
for  wealthy  individuals  were  the  reduction 
in  the  maximum  income  tax  rate  to  50  per- 
cent from  70  percent  and  the  reduction  in 
the  top  rate  on  capital  gains  to  20  percent 
from  28  percent. 

Although  economists  and  tax  specialists 
say  the  Administration  is  on  solid  theoreti- 
cal ground,  the  results  so  far  do  not  bear 
out  the  theory. 

"WASN'T  ENOOGH"  POR  SOME 

"For  seme  people,  it  clearly  wasn't 
enough,"  said  Emil  M.  Sunley,  a  tax  analyst 
at  the-  accounting  firm  of  Deloitte,  Haskins 
&  Sells  and  a  former  Treasury  official. 

Specialists  list  additional  reasons  for  the 
continued  growth  of  the  tax  shelter  busi- 
ness: 

Many  years  of  rising  taxes  have  made 
people  increasingly  conscious  of  their  tax 
burden.  Once  involved  with  shelters,  people 
have  tended  to  stay  involved.  "Once  you've 
learned,  you  many  decide  to  stay  in"  even  if 
the  benefit  is  somewhat  diminished,  said  J. 
Gregory  Ballentine.  Deputy  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  for  Tax  Analysis. 

A  large  network  of  financial  entrepre- 
neurs, promoters,  advisers  and  salesmen  has 
gradually  developed.  That  network  is  con- 
stantly creating  new  products  and  trying  to 
sell  them  to  a  tax-conscious  and  sometimes 
gullible  public.  "It's  an  enormous  industry 
now."  said  Mr.  Banks  of  Touche.  Ross. 

Unlike  the  rate  cuts,  some  provisions  of 
the  1981  tax  act  made  some  shelters  more 
attractive.  These  included  ^elerated  de- 
preciation and.  perhaps  more  Important, 
the  near  certAinty  that  the  depreciation  pe- 
riods chc.en  by  the  taxpayer  no  longer 
would  be  challenged  by  the  I.R.S. 


Tax  shelters  have  achieved  wide  social  ac- 
ceptability. They  are  proudly  mentioned  in 
cocktail-party  conversation  by  status-seek- 
ing investors,  leading  others  to  become  in- 
terested. E>en  financial  institutions  that 
previously  avoided  the  business  are  joining 
in.  "Brokerage  houses  and  insurance  compa- 
nies have  openly  embraced  this  product 
area,  and  even  the  staunchest  old-line  insti- 
tutions are  weakening,"  said  a  recent  issue 
of  Registered  Representative,  a  securities 
industry  publication. 

,    SALARY  INCOME  CITED 

One  taxpayer  who  says  his  outlook  has 
not  changed  is  George  M.  Keller,  chairman 
of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  California. 
In  response  to  an  inquiry,  Mr.  Keller  noted 
that  he  did  not  benefit  from  the  reduction 
to  50  percent  from  70  percent  because  his 
income  consists  mainly  of  salary,  which  had 
already  been  cut  to  50  percent.  He  said  he 
was  staying  with  the  real  estate  shelters  he 
has  held. 

But  while  shelters  in  general  have  contin- 
ued to  expand,  experts  say  that  an  Internal 
Revenue  Service  crackdown  has  reduced  ac- 
tivity in  dubious  shelters. 

"Gems  have  dried  up  for  now, "  said  Ralph 
A.  Muoio,  a  partner  in  the  law  firm  of 
Caplin  &  Dyrsdale. 

The  I.R.S.  has  identified  such  things  as 
lithographs,  gemstones.  master  recordings, 
manuscripts  and  even  Bibles  of  vehicles 
likely  to  be  "abusive,"  where  fraud  has 
become  common.  In  these  shelters,  promot- 
ers frequently  advertise  first-year  tax  de- 
ductions four  times  as  large  as  the  required 
investment,  or  even  greater. 

According  to  the  I.R.S.,  the  number  of  tax 
returns  under  investigation  for  abusive  shel- 
ters was  325,000  as  of  May  31.  This  com- 
pares with  285,000  for  last  September  and 
193,933  for  the  1980  fiscal  year.  This,  in 
large  part,  reflects  intensified  efforts  to 
crack  down  on  fraudulent  shelters.  The  1982 
tax  measure  gave  the  Government  new 
powers  to  pwlice  shelters  and  to  exact  stif fer 
penalties  for  underpayments. 

THE  "AUDIT  LOTTERY' 

E>en  with  the  crackdown,  however  there 
is  still  a  good  chance  that  many  in  abusive 
shelters  will  go  unpunished.  The  I.R.S. 
audits  less  than  2  percent  of  tax  returns 
each  year,  which  prompts  many  to  play 
what  Commissioner  Roscoe  L.  Egger  Jr.  and 
others  call  the  "audit  lottery." 

Some  experts  predict  that  Congress  may 
make  further  changes  in  the  tax  shelter  in- 
dustry. Suggestions  have  been  made,  for  ex- 
ample, that  Congress  curb  the  big  jump  in 
real  estate  shelters. 

Congress  is  already  considering  action  on 
other  tax  abuses.  The  House  Government 
and  Transportafion  Subcommittee  for  ex- 
ample, will  hold  a  hearing  on  Aug.  4  into 
abuses  of  the  individual  Income  tax  deduc- 
tion for  gifts  of  art  work  to  museums  and 
other  cultural  institutions.  The  hearing  will 
also  examUie  pending  legislation  that  deals 
with  charitable  contributions. 

But  to  some  experts,  there  has  already 
been  a  change  for  the  better.  As  Lee  J. 
Seidler,  a  professor  of  accounting  at  New 
York  University,  put  it  recently,  "We  have  a 
much  more  healthy  environment  today 
from  the  point  of  view  of  tax  equity  than  we 
did  seven  or  eight  years  ago." 

Fair  Tax  Act  of  1983 

This   legislation    will    make    the    federal 

income  tax  system  simpler  and  fairer  and 

the  economy  more  efficient.  It  will  reduce 

tax  rates  and  eliminate  most  existing  deduc- 


tions, credits  and  exclusions.  It  also  will 
raise  revenues  approximately  equal  to  those 
collected  under  existing  law  without  chang- 
ing the  tax  burden  for  any  income  group. 

SUMMARY  OF  KEY  POSITIONS 

For  individuals: 

A  simple,  progressive  tax  with  three  rates: 
14%,  26%  and  30%. 

About  80%  of  all  taxpayers  will  pay  only 
the  14%  rate.  The  26%  rate  will  apply  only 
to  individuals  with  adjusted  gross  incomes 
exceeding  $25,000  and  to  couples  with  ad- 
justed gross  incomes  exceeding  $40,000.  The 
top  rate  of  30%  will  apply  only  to  individ- 
uals with  adjusted  gross  incomes  over 
$37,500  and  couples  with  adjusted  gross  in- 
comes over  $65,000. 

An  increase  of  the  personal  exemption 
from  $1,000  to  $1,600  for  taxpayers  and 
spouses  ($1,800  for  a  single  head  of  house- 
hold) and  an  increase  in  the  standard  deduc- 
tion from  $2,300  to  $3,000  for  single  returns 
and  from  $3,400  to  $6,000  for  joint  returns. 
A  family  of  four  could  earn  up  to  $11,200 
before  receiving  their  first  dollar  of  taxable 
income. 

Repeal  of  most  itemized  deductions,  cred- 
its and  exclusions  except  those  generally 
available  to  most  taxpayers.  Retained  will 
be  the  $1,000  exemptions  for  dependents, 
the  elderly  and  the  blind;  deductions  for 
home  mortgage  interest,  charitable  contri- 
butions, state  and  local  income  and  real 
property  taxes,  payments  to  IRAs  and 
Keogh  plans  and  employee  business  ex- 
penses; exclusion  of  veterans  benefits. 
Social  Security  benefits  for  low  and  moder- 
ate income  persons  and  interest  on  general 
obligation  bonds.  The  personal  exemptions 
and  itemized  deductions  will  apply  only 
against  the  14%  rate. 
For  corporations: 

A  tax  rate  of  30%. 

Repeal  of  most  existing  tax  deductions, 
credits  and  exemptions  that  distort  invest- 
ment decisions. 

A  new  depreciation  system  that  does  not 
favor  one  type  of  asset  over  another.* 


EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK  SMALL 
BUSINESS  AMENDMENT 

•  Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  announce  that  my 
amendment  to  S.  869,  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  amendments,  is  gaining 
much  support.  To  date  it  enjoys  the 
bipartism  support  of  19  Senators, 
along  with  that  of  the  U.S.  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  the  National  Federation 
of  Independent  Business,  Small  Busi- 
ness United,  the  National  Small  Busi- 
ness Association,  and  the  National 
Governors  Association. 

This  amendment  is  sorely  needed. 
With  our  Nation  experiencing  record 
trade  deficits,  we  in  Government  can 
no  longer  sit  idly  by.  We  must  act  now 
to  reduce  those  trade  deficits.  One  way 
to  reduce  those  deficits  is  to  help 
small  businesses  become  better  able  to 
export  their  products. 

According  to  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment, at  least  20,000  businesses  in  the 
United  States  could  export  but  do  not. 
In  fact,  only  1  percent  of  American 
manufacturers  account  for  80  percent 
of  American  exports.  There  is  great 
potential    in    the    untapped    area    of 


small  business  exports.  This  amend- 
ment would  help  small  business 
expand  into  the  export  market. 

My  amendment  would  require  Exim 
to  actively  finance  small  business  ex- 
ports. By  providing  small  business 
with  the  access  to  export  financing 
that  is  needed  during  the  next  6  years 
and  beyond,  we  should  be  able  to 
lower  these  large  trade  deficits. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  study  this 
amendment  and  to  join  with  us  In  sup- 
porting it  when  the  Export-Import 
Bank  bill  is  considered  by  the  Senate. 
I  also  ask  that  the  letters  from  the  or- 
ganizations referred  to  earlier  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

National  Small 
Business  Association. 
Washington,  D.C..  July  18,  1983. 
Hon.  Rudy  BoscHwrrz,  U.S.  Senate,  Wash- 
ington. D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Boschwitz:  The  National 
Small  Business  Association  (NSB)  strongly 
supports  your  proposed  amendment  to  the 
Ex-Im  bank  reauthorization,  calling  for  a 
definite  set-aside  of  their  appropriated 
funds  for  small  business. 

We  supported  similar  legislation  on  the 
House  side  and  feel  very  strongly  that  only 
by  a  forthright  commitment  of  funds,  as 
provided  for  in  your  amendment  can  we 
hope  to  Increase  small  business  participa- 
tion in  the  export  market. 

We  are  unalterably  opposed  to  any  effort 
to  provide  a  "trigger  mechanism"  to  your 
set-aside  amendment,  such  a  trigger  would 
emasculate  the  set-aside  and  provide  a  disin- 
centive for  early  commitment  of  funds  to 
small  business. 

If  we  are  truly  interested  in  utilizing  the 
vast  capabilities  of  this  country's  small  busi- 
ness conununity  in  attempting  to  reverse 
our  imbalance  of  trade,  we  must  take  honest 
and  sincere  steps  to  assisting  small  business 
participation.  Your  proposed  amendment 
does  just  that  and  we  congratulate  you  on 
this  effort. 

Sincerely. 

Jerome  R.  Gulan. 

Vice  President, 
Government  Affairs. 

Small  Business  United. 
■Waltham,  Mass.,  July  14,  1983. 
Hon.  Rudy  Boschwitz. 
U.S.  Senate,  WashingtOTi,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Boschwitz:  Small  Business 
United,  a  coalition  of  16  regional,  state  and 
metropolitan  trade  associations,  represent- 
ing more  than  60.000  small  businesses  na- 
tionwide, enthusiastically  supports  your 
amendment  to  the  Ex-Im  Bank  Authoriza- 
tion bill  creating  a  small  business  set-aside. 

We  support  the  use  of  a  set-aside  only 
when  it  is  clear  that  there  is  no  other  prac- 
tical, monitorable  means  of  assuring  small 
business  access  to  the  financing  programs 
available  to  other  businesses.  We  believe 
this  to  be  the  case  with  respect  to  Ex-Im 
Bank  financing  programs. 

Your  amendment,  which  Includes  require- 
ments that  the  Bank  actively  market  the 
set-aside  program,  provides  a  fair,  equitable 
way  for  small  to  have  access  to  much 
needed  export  financing. 
Sincerely. 

G.  Thomas  Cator, 
Washington  Counsel 
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National  Pedehation  op 

Independent  Business, 

Washington.  DC,  July  18.  1983. 
Hon.  Rudy  Bosch witz. 
U.S.  SenaU.  WashmgtOTU  B.C. 

Dear  Rody:  ^fFIB  is  pleased  to  note  your 
intention  to  amend  S.  869,  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Reauthorization,  so  that  small 
businesses  could  become  more  involved  in 
exporting.  You  and  your  Senate  colleagues 
are  to  be  commended  for  taking  the  lead  in 
this  area. 

We  share  your  conviction  that  small  firms 
can  and  should  participate  more  in  efforts 
to  improve  our  country's  balance  of  trade 
through  increased  exporting.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  estimates  that  there  are 
20.000  small  manufacturers  with  the  capa- 
bility to  export,  that  don't.  In  addition,  with 
the  increased  effort  to  encourage  exporting 
in  the  service  industries,  small  firms  would 
be  able  to  make  a  significant  contribution  to 
that  endeavor.  Without  some  encourage- 
ment and  assistance,  their  potential  and  the 
jobs  they  can  create  will  never  be  realized. 
Over  the  years,  NFIB  has  been  disappointed 
that  the  Eximbank  has  made  little  effort  to 
realize  small  business'  export  potential. 

For  these  reasons,  NFIB  is  particularly 
glad  to  see  your  own  work  in  this  area. 
While  we  were  interested  by  the  Banking 
Committee's  acceptance  of  two  amendments 
aimed  at  directing  the  Eximbank  to  address 
the  needs  of  small  business,  we  think  the 
time  to  actively  deal  with  the  real  financing 
needs  of  small  firms  is  long  overdue.  The  set 
aside  figures  proposed  in  your  amendment 
are  well  within  the  export  capabilities  of 
small  business  without  jeopardizing  access 
to  the  Bank  by  large,  multinational  corpora- 
tions. They  are  already  doing  all  the  busi- 
ness they  can  overseas  and  do  not  have 
much  potential  for  increasing  their  present 
activity.  Smaller  businesses  must  be  encour- 
aged to  export  on  their  own  and  not  simply 
participate  as  suppliers  and  subcontractors 
for  industrial  giants. 

We  know  you  and  your  colleagues  Sena- 
tors Mattingly,  Sasser,  D'Amato,  Dixon  and 
Glenn  have  put  a  great  deal  of  effort  into 
preparing  your  amendment.  NFIB  feels  that 
this  is  an  important  first  step  in  encourag- 
ing more  small  businesses  to  export.  We 
look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  get 
Senate  acceptance  of  your  amendment. 
Sincerely, 

James  D.  "Mike"  McKevitt. 
Director  of  Federal  Legislation. 

The  CotTNciL  op  Small  Business. 

Washington.  D.C..  July  18.  1983. 
Hon.  Rudy  Boschwitz, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington,  D.C. 

Deas  Senator  Boschwitz:  The  U.S. 
Chamber  supports  renewal  of  the  charter  of 
the  Export-Import  Bank  with  amendments 
that  will  strengthen  the  Bank  and  make  it  a 
cornerstone  of  a  forward-looking  trade 
policy  for  the  United  States. 

Among  such  amendments  there  should  be 
changes  in  the  way  the  Bank  deals  with 
smaller  exporters  so  as  to  assure  small  busi- 
ness access  to  Eximbank  programs. 

In  particular,  the  Chamt)er  supports  four 
concepts: 

(DA  mandate  that  not  less  than  six  per- 
cent of  the  dollar  amount  of  the  Bank's 
loans  guarantees  be  made  to  small  business 
concerns  in  FY  '84.  and  10  percent  in  FY 
•85. 

(2)  A  goal  of  10  percent  In  FY  '84  and  20 
percent  In  FY  '85  for  small  business  loans 
and  guarantees. 


(3)  A  yearly,  detailed  report  to  Congress 
on  Eximbank's  plans  to  implement  small 
business  requirements  for  the  following 
yetit,  and  its  record  of  small  business  lend- 
ing for  the  past  year. 

(4)  A  requirement  to  expand  Eximbank's 
relationship  with  commercial  banks  to  in- 
clude regional  and  local  banks  in  its  discre- 
tionary lending  program. 

While  the  U.S.  Chamber  has  strong  reser- 
vations about  the  concept  of  set-asides  in 
general,  it  recognizes  the  importance  of  pro- 
viding a  tangible  way  to  measure  the  Bank's 
progress  in  opening  its  programs  to  small 
business  exporters. 

These  provisions  are  essential  to  the  suc- 
cessful integration  of  smaller  exporters  into 
Eximbank's  loan  and  guarantee  programs. 
Any  effort  to  weaken  these  provisions  (I.e. 
adding  a  'trigger  mechanism"  to  return 
unused  funds  that  have  been  set  aside  for 
small  business  to  general  loan  and  guaran- 
tee programs)  would  threaten  small  busi- 
ness access,  and  therefore  would  be  opposed 
by  the  Chaml)er. 

These  concepts  are  embodied  almost  total- 
ly in  the  amendments  you  have  proposed. 

We  appreciate  the  leadership  you  are  pro- 
viding small  business  in  this  important  legis- 
lative debate,  and  we  are  ready  to  work  with 
you  and  your  staff  to  assure  that  the  needs 
of  small  exporters  will  be  met  in  a  rechar- 
tered  Export-Import  Bank. 

Cordially, 

Ivan  C.  Elmer. 

Manager. 
Small  Business  Center. 

Governors  Back  Boschwitz  Small 
Business  Amendment 

The  National  Governor's  Association 
today  endorsed  Senator  Rudy  Boschwitz's 
small  business  exports  amendment  to  the 
Export-Import  Bank  bill. 

Thompson  joins  a  bipartisan  group  of  17 
Senators,  the  United  States  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  the  National  Federation  of  Inde- 
pendent Business,  Small  Business  United 
and  the  National  Small  Business  Associa- 
tion in  supporting  this  aimendment.  Gover- 
nor Jim  Thompson  (R-IUinois),  incoming 
Chairman  of  the  National  Governor's  Asso- 
ciation, will  visit  Boschwitz  on  July  19  to 
discuss  the  amendment. 

The  Boschwitz  amendment  would: 

Require  the  Exim  Bank  to  use  at  least  10 
percent  of  its  funding  to  finance  small  busi- 
ness exports; 

Provide  guarantees  or  lines-of-credit  to 
small  and  medium-sized  financial  institu- 
tions so  that  they  may  bank  together  to  fi- 
nance small  business  exports; 

Promote  small  business  exports  and  its 
small  business  exports  programs  in  order  to 
let  small  businesses  become  aware  of  the 
help  available  to  them:  and 

Report  its  efforts  annually  to  Congress, 

"We  are  all  aware  of  the  contributions 
small  business  makes  to  the  economy  in 
terms  of  jobs  and  innovative  technology. 
Small  business  can  also  be  the  leading  con- 
tributor in  U.S.  exports  if  competitive 
export  financing  is  available,"  Boschwitz 
said. 

According  to  Boschwitz,  "The  Commerce 
Department  estimates  that  at  least  20,000 
businesses  in  our  country  could  export,  but 
do  not.  In  fact,  only  1  percent  of  American 
manufacturers  account  for  80  percent  of  the 
exports.  As  we  face  record  trade  deficits,  it 
is  imperative  that  small  businesses  become 
more  active  exporters.  Because  ExIm  Is  the 
primary     federal    export    finance    agency. 


small  businesses  must  be  allowed  adequate, 
effective  participation  in  its  programs." 

Action  on  this  amendment  could  come  up 
as  early  as  this  month. 

National  Governors'  Association. 

Washington,  DC.  July  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Rudolph  E.  Boschwitz, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Boschwitz:  I  commend  you 
on  the  excellent  legislation  you  have  spon- 
sored to  expand  the  Export-Import  Banks 
financing  assistance  for  small  businesses. 

As  Chairman  of  the  International  Trade 
and  Foreign  Relations  Committee  of  the 
National  Governors'  Association,  I  can  tell 
you  the  Governors  are  convinced  there  is 
great  potential  for  expanding  the  export  of 
U.S.  produced  goods  and  services,  particu- 
larly with  our  smaller  businesses.  The  U.S. 
Commerce  Department  estimates  that 
20,000  small  businesses,  who  are  not  pres- 
ently exporting,  could  profitably  export 
their  products  and  services  and  thereby 
create  a  significant  number  of  new  jobs  here 
in  the  United  States. 

The  National  Governors'  Association  en- 
dorsed and  worked  for  three  years  on  export 
trading  company  legislation  because  of  the 
new  export  opportunities  it  presented,  par- 
ticularly for  smaller  and  new-to-export  busi- 
nesses. The  Governors  have  also  been  en- 
thusiastic supporters  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  and  have  actively  opposed  efforts 
over  the  past  two  years  to  reduce  the  Bank's 
lending  authority.  We  have  also  taken  the 
position  that  the  Bank's  program  for  small 
businesses  need  to  be  expanded  and  proce- 
dures simplified. 

After  an  extensive  study  of  numerous  im- 
pediments to  exporting,  the  National  Gov- 
ernors' Association  came  to  the  following 
conclusions  about  Eximbank  and  small  busi- 
nesses: 

While  these  (Eximbank)  programs  have 
proved  quite  helpful  to  many  exporters, 
there  remains  a  need  for  procedural  simpli- 
fication and  targeted  aid  to  smaller  busi- 
nesses. 

States  are  particularly  sensitive  to  the 
special  needs  of  smaller  businesses,  which 
often  find  the  "tooling-up"  costs  associated 
with  export  activity  prohibitive.  At  a  state 
level,  such  businesses  may  constitute  a  sig- 
nificant percentage  of  potential  new  export- 
ers. *  *  • 

To  the  extent  ponible.  credit  should  be 
extended  automatically  to  small  businesses, 
provided  there  is  endorsement  by  the  busi- 
nesses' local  credit  Institution. 

(The  National  Governors'  Association 
Policy  Positions  1982-1983.) 

The  small  business  amendments  to  the 
Ex-Im  bill,  including  the  set-aside  for  small 
business,  simplified  procedures,  representa- 
tion on  the  Ex-Im  Advisory  Committee  for 
small  business,  a  mandate  for  Ex-Im  to  work 
with  more  local  and  regional  banking  insti- 
tutions, and  a  mandate  for  Ex-Im  to  pro- 
mote its  small  business  programs  should 
result  in  the  creation  of  many  new  jobs  here 
in  the  United  States. 

If  the  other  Governors  or  I  can  be  of  any 
assistance  on  this  important  issue,  please  let 
me  know. 

With  warm  regards. 

Gov.  Bob  Graham. 
Chairman,  International  Trade 
and  Foreign  Relations  Committecm 


EQUITY  AND  JOBS  FOR  THE 
FISHING  INDUSTRY 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG,  Mr.  President. 
I  am  pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  in 
cosponsoring  two  bills,  S.  254  and  S, 
790,  that  will  promote  fisheries  devel- 
opment and  benefit  the  U,S.  economy 
as  a  whole.  These  bills  represent  a 
positive  step  toward  fulfilling  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  commitment  to  op- 
timal utilization  of  our  Nation's  fish- 
ery resources.  I  am  proud  to  be  a  part 
of  this  effort. 

The  fishing  industry  generally  con- 
sists of  small-  and  medium-sized  firms, 
which  because  of  the  risky  nature  of 
their  business,  often  find  it  difficult  to 
raise  capital.  In  1970,  fishing  vessel 
owners  and  operators  became  eligible 
for  the  capital  construction  fund  pro- 
gram (CCF),  which  allows  them  to 
defer  taxes  on  profits  that  they  put 
into  an  account  for  the  purchase  of 
new  vessels.  This  is  not  a  subsidy  pro- 
gram, because  these  taxes  are  then 
paid  to  the  Government  in  full 
through  a  reduction  in  the  deprecia- 
tion allowance  on  ships  purchased 
with  CCF  funds.  The  CCF  program 
wrought  great  changes  in  the  domestic 
fishing  fleet,  and  has  already  generat- 
ed $360  million  in  investment  in  new 
ships. 

Now,  however,  harvesting  capacity 
in  the  United  States  has  outstripped 
processing  capability.  As  a  result,  the 
U.S.  competitive  position  internation- 
ally has  suffered.  S.  254  would  address 
this  problem  by  extending  capital  con- 
struction funds  to  shoreside  processing 
facilities,  A  1980  GAO  report,  in  rec- 
ommending this  approach,  cited  the 
shortage  of  such  facilities  as  a  major 
impediment  to  the  development  of  un- 
derutilized fisheries.  According  to  a 
Commerce  Department  report,  opti- 
mal development  of  only  eight  of 
these  underutilized  fisheries  could,  by 
1990,  raise  domestic  fisheries  landings 
by  2.5  million  metric  tons  per  year  and 
increase  vessel  revenues  by  $782  mil- 
lion armually.  Moreover,  this  could 
add  $1,2  billion  to  GNP.  reduce  the 
trade  deficit  by  $1.7  billion  a  year,  and 
create  43,000  jobs.  Atlantic  mackerel, 
whiting,  and  squid,  three  of  these  un- 
derutilized fisheries,  offer  tremendous 
growth  opportunities  to  the  New 
Jersey  fishing  industry. 

In  New  Jersey.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  been  buffeted  by  the  same  high 
unemployment  which  has  struck  our 
Nation  as  a  whole.  It  is,  therefore,  nec- 
essary that  we  make  every  effort  to 
create  permanent  jobs.  The  fishing  in- 
dustry in  my  State  has  witnessed 
strong  growth  in  recent  years,  and  has 
tremendous  potential  for  further  ex- 
pansion. Already  one  of  the  leaders  in 
harvesting  and  processing  in  the  Mid- 
Atlantic  region.  New  Jersey  can  bene- 
fit from  its  location,  resources,  and 
outstanding  fishing  fleet  to  diversify 
and  grow.  The  dramatic  development 
In  the  Cape  May  squid  fishery  in  the 


last  2  years  is  indicative  of  the  poten- 
tial of  New  Jersey's  fishing  industry. 
Passage  of  S,  254  would  be  a  signifi- 
cant step  toward  fostering  growth  and 
providing  viable  employment  opportu- 
nities for  New  Jersey  citizens. 

By  channeling  fishing  companies' 
earnings  into  further  investment  in 
the  industry,  S.  254  will  promote  pro- 
ductivity and  innovation.  This  will 
make  the  United  States  more  competi- 
tive internationally,  and  will  reduce 
our  fisheries  deficit,  which  was  nearly 
$3  billion  in  1982.  A  reduction  in  the 
U.S.  balance  of  payments  deficit  would 
benefit  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  second  bill  I  am  cospoiisoring 
will  enable  the  industry  to  enter  hith- 
erto underdeveloped  export  markets. 
S.  790  places  fish  and  fish  products 
within  the  meaning  of  agricultural 
products  for  the  purposes  of  the 
export  payment  guarantee  programs 
administered  by  the  Agriculture  De- 
partment. This  bill  is  only  fair.  Fish  is 
the  only  kind  of  basic  food  not  now 
covered  by  the  payment  guarantee 
program.  This  is  inequitable  to  States 
like  New  Jersey,  which  have  the  po- 
tential to  increase  fishing  exports  dra- 
matically. There  are  many  types  of 
fish  available  for  harvest  within  U.S. 
waters  for  which  little  or  no  demand 
exists  domestically.  The  market  for 
these  fish  is  often  in  politically  unsta- 
ble countries,  with  which  the  small 
and  midsized  firms  in  the  fishing  in- 
dustry cannot  risk  doing  business.  As  a 
result,  government-subsidized  foreign 
fleets  catch  these  fish,  often  within 
U.S.  waters,  and  dominate  in  markets 
where  the  American  firms  should  be 
able  to  compete. 

Under  the  export  payment  guaran- 
tee program,  the  U.S.  Government 
would  assume  the  risk  posed  by  non- 
payment in  the  event  of  political  or 
economic  turmoil.  The  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  [CCCl,  the  finan- 
cial arm  of  the  Agriculture  Depart- 
ment, contracts  with  a  bank  agreed 
upon  by  the  country  buying  the  Amer- 
ican product.  This  bank  guarantees 
payment  to  the  U.S.  fishing  firm  doing 
the  exporting,  and  the  CCC  in  turn  as- 
sures the  bank  that  it  will  be  reim- 
bursed. In  the  event  that  payment  is 
delayed,  the  fishing  company  receives 
its  money  on  schedule,  allowing  it  to 
continue  and  expand  its  operations.  In 
well  over  99  percent  of  these  cases,  the 
CCC,  which  can  afford  to  wait  longer 
than  a  small  business  can,  has  been 
able  to  make  suitable  payment  ar- 
rangements with  the  country  that 
owes  it  money.  The  result  is  that  the 
United  States  is  able  to  insure  accessi- 
bility to  a  very  large  market  at  mini- 
mal cost. 

In  these  times  of  economic  difficul- 
ty, we  cannot  afford  to  deny  equity  to 
the  fishing  industry,  which  enjoys 
such  tremendous  potential  for  export 
growth.  The  United  States  is  the 
world's  leader  in  clam  production,  and 


could  increase  its  sales  further  if  the 
markets  of  the  Third  World  were  more 
accessible.  New  Jersey,  in  the  center  of 
the   vast   Mid-Atlantic   clam   fishery, 
could  benefit  substantially  from  this 
increased   market   access.   Squid   har- 
vesting   in    the    Mid-Atlantic    region 
could  be  increased  tenfold  without  de- 
pleting      reserves.       Underdeveloped 
countries,   especially   in   Africa,   have 
the  demand  needed  to  spark  this  in- 
crease; this  bill  is  an  effective  instru- 
ment for  converting  this  demand  into 
actual  sales  of  American  products.  In- 
creased exports  mean  increased  em- 
ployment, and  a  reduced  trade  deficit. 
Mr.  F»resident.  the  two  bills  I  am  co- 
sponsoring    complement    each    other. 
Together  they  will  encourage  more  op- 
timal   development    of    underutilized 
American  fisheries.  S.  254  is  a  logical 
on-shore  extension  of  the  capital  con- 
struction fund  program  that  has  al- 
ready done  so  much  good  for  our  fish- 
ing fleet.  It  will  improve  the  U.S.  fish- 
ing industry's  competitiveness  interna- 
tionally, and  allow  for  greater  utiliza- 
tion of  the  resources  with  which  our 
Nation  is  blessed.  S.  790.  in  addition  to 
giving  the  fishing  industry  the  equita- 
ble treatment   it   deserves  would   aid 
U.S.  companies  to  capitalize  on  export 
opportunities  that  currently  exist.  Nei- 
ther bill  parcels  out  subsidies,  and  nei- 
ther bill  imposes  a  great  cost  on  the 
Federal  Government.  Both  will  bring 
in  much-needed  revenues,  encourage 
investment,  and  create  permanent  jobs 
for  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  these  two  important  meas- 
ures.* 


GRANNY      EDGE      ELECTED      TO 

CITY    COUNCIL    OF    NICEVILLE, 

FLA. 
•  Mr.   CHILES.   Mr.  President,  Jesse 
Alma  Edge  was  just  elected  to  the  city 
council  of  Niceville,  Fla. 

Born  in  Alabama,  Jesse  Edge  has 
lived  most  all  her  life  in  Niceville,  Al- 
though she  never  held  what  she  her- 
self calls  a  paying  job,  she  raised  seven 
children  while  making  Niceville  even 
nicer  through  a  host  of  civic  and 
neighborly  contributions  to  the  com- 
munity. 

Jesse  Edge  bubbles  with  vitality  and 
is  one  of  Florida's  most  active  volun- 
teers. A  lifelong  member  of  the  Penta- 
costal  Church  of  Niceville,  she  has 
converted  the  admonitions  of  the 
pulpit  into  the  fact  of  Christian  living. 
Jesse  served  two  full  terms  in  Florida's 
pioneering  silver  haired  legislature 
and  represented  Florida  as  an  alter- 
nate to  the  White  House  Conference 
on  Aging.  She  has  been  a  member  of 
the  Nutrition  Project  Advisory  Coun- 
cil for  Okaloosa  County,  a  member  of 
the  advisory  board  of  the  area  agency 
on  aging,  and  has  never  stopped  giving 
her  time  on  behalf  of  the  senior  citi- 
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zens  in  other  endeavors.  Always  ready 
with  a  strong  shoulder  or  a  kind  word, 
she  has  been  the  gentle  strength  for 
many  older  Floridians  in  need. 

A  short  time  back,  the  Niceville  Hos- 
pital, a  division  of  the  Hospital  Corpo- 
ration of  America,  shut  down.  Jesse 
Edge  never  hesitated.  She  got  out  on 
the  stump,  raising  money,  cutting  red- 
tape,  banishing  apathy  to  convert  the 
hospital  building  into  a  home  for  the 
aged.  Now  that  it  is  open  as  a  home 
for  the  aged,  she  is  one  of  their  most 
frequent  volunteer  workers. 

You  may  say  that  this  is  all  nice,  but 
lots  of  people  run  for  city  council  and 
get  elected,  so  what?  "Granny"  Edge 
as  she  prefers  to  be  called  is  83  years 
old  and  this  is  her  first  try  at  political 
office.  That  may  be  a  record.  Al- 
though one  of  her  opponents  tried  to 
make  age  an  issue.  Granny  Edge  made 
ability  the  determining  issue,  and  won 
more  votes  than  both  of  her  oppo- 
nents combined. 

Graruiy  is  trying  to  tell  us  some- 
thing, and  we  would  be  wise  to  listen. 
Competence  comes  in  many  packages, 
some  small,  others  large:  some  brand- 
new,  and  some  seasoned  in  the  school 
of  achievement.  Granny  Edge  comes 
from  the  latter.  She  does  not  feel  like 
she  has  won  anything.  She  sees  the 
next  4  years  as  a  broader  opportunity 
to  serve  Niceville  and  its  people. 
Whether  she  admits  it  or  not.  Granny 
is  a  winner,  and  so  are  we  all. 

Jesse  Edge  has  given  83  years  to  her 
town,  and  that  many  years  of  inspira- 
tion to  each  of  us.  She  will  do  Niceville 
proud,  proud  enough  I  am  sure;  come 
1987.  the  folks  of  Niceville  will  be 
chanting  "4  more  years. "• 


USTTA  A  FIRST  STEP 

•  Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
sure  that  my  colleagues  agree  that  a 
strong,  comprehensive,  national  policy 
on  travel  and  tourism  makes  sound 
economic  sense.  Indicative  of  this  atti- 
tude was  our  passage  by  unanimous 
voice  vote  on  May  25  of  S.  212.  the  leg- 
islation authorizing  funds  for  the  U.S. 
Travel  and  Tourism  Administration 
(USTTA). 

Remarks  made  on  the  floor  at  the 
time  reflected  two  basic  convictions: 
First,  that  a  national  policy  on  travel 
and  tourism,  manifested  in  the  person 
of  USTTA.  made  economic  sense  for 
all  Americans  because  an  improved 
travel  and  tourism  industry  will  mean 
an  instant  influx  of  dollars  into  our 
economy,  as  well  as  the  source  of  con- 
siderable tax  revenues  for  Federal. 
State,  and  local  levels  of  government 
and  the  creation  of  industry-related 
jobs;  and  second,  the  United  States 
clearly  lags  behind  other  developed 
and  even  developing  nations  in  the 
level  of  investment  it  makes  in  attract- 
ing foreign  visitors  and  in  promoting 
travel  and  tourism  overseas. 


I  indicated  at  the  time  that  the 
USTTA  legislation  was  a  sound  first 
step.  As  a  founder  and  cochairman  of 
the  Senate  Tourism  Caucus  along  with 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Vir- 
ginia. Senator  Warner.  I  want  to  re- 
emphasize  that  today.  And  both  of  us 
want  to  do  so  by  bringing  attention  to 
today's  issue  of  Travel  Agent,  a  travel 
industry  news  publication.  In  a  force- 
ful analysis  of  pending  issues  affecting 
the  travel  and  tourism  industry.  Cord 
D.  Hansen-Sturm  argues,  among  other 
points,  that  a  U.S.  Travel  and  Tourism 
Administration  is  only  a  first  step,  a 
part  of  a  larger  effort  on  behalf  of  a 
healthy  travel  and  tourism  industry. 

On  behalf  of  the  Senate  Tourism 
Caucus,  Senator  Warner  and  I  com- 
mend the  article  to  our  colleagues;  I 
ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  the  Travel  Agent,  July  21.  19831 

Our  Battlt  Against  Travel  Barriers 

Begins  at  Home 

(By  Cord  D.  Hansen-Sturm) 

The  travel  and  tourism  industry  in  the 
U.S.  is  at  a  fork  in  the  river.  Its  energies  will 
either  steer  it  into  the  main  stream"  or  dissi- 
pate into  lesser  channels  and  thus  relegate 
it  to  the  backwaters  of  international  eco- 
nomic history. 

A  lot  depends  on  the  policy  decisions  the 
Reagan  Administration  is  making.  What  are 
they?  How  can  the  tourism  industry  influ- 
ence them? 

The  overriding  issue  facing  the  industry 
today  is  not  domestic  deregulation.  Rather 
it  is  how  large  a  slice  America  can  cut  itself 
of  the  expanding  world  tourism  pie. 

All  other  issues  pale  by  comparison,  re- 
gardless of  how  any  segment  of  the  trade 
feels  about  any  particular  one. 

Closely  tied  In  with  the  international  issue 
is  the  critical  question  of  whether  a  strong 
United  States  Travel  and  Tourism  Adminis- 
tration (USTTA)— within  the  proposed  De- 
partment of  International  Trade  and  Indus- 
try—can help  keep  America  competitive. 

Since  1960.  the  U.S.  share  of  international 
tourism  receipts  has  decreased  from  13  to  11 
percent. 

As  a  nation  we  are  losing  ground  in  the 
ever-stronger  international  competition  for 
the  tourism  dollar— or  one  might  say  deut- 
sche  mark  or  yen. 

Even  the  Communist  countries  are  in- 
creasing their  foreign  tourism  revenues  in 
the  '80s  faster  than  we  are:  the  world's  most 
richly  endowed  tourism  destination  still 
runs  a  travel  deficit  in  its  international  ac- 
count. 

The  nation  has  grown  soft— lulled  into 
complacency  by  the  convenience  of  a  large 
cohesive  internal  travel  market  while  the 
real  action  was  abroad  where  our  share 
amounts  to  barely  a  tenth. 

The  complexities  of  international  tourism 
aren't  well  understood,  to  say  the  least.  Pew 
Americans  manage  to  climb  high  enough  to 
see  the  whole  forest  instead  of  just  the 
trees— those  comparatively  small  firms 
struggling  to  compete  over  there. 

Tourism  associations,  travel  editors,  edu- 
cators, corporate  leaders,  congressmen  and 
federal  bureaucrats  all  see  the  forest  differ- 
ently and  their  suggestions  on  policy  show 
it. 

Those  who  make  and  shape  foreign  policy 
here  have  been  mostly  blind  to  tourism.  The 
U.S.  trade  representative  along  with  the  de- 


partments of  State,  Treasury  and  Com- 
merce concern  themselves  largely  with  the 
exchange  of  commodities  and  currencies. 
Even  in  theory,  foreign  trade  counts  goods 
crossing  borders,  and  ignores  people.  But 
this  is  changing,  spurred  by  a  revolution  in 
thinking  and  new  data  about  services  sector 
trade. 

Washington's  public  policy  is  to  exploit 
the  nation's  comparative  advantage  in  inter- 
national trade  by  facilitating  high  technolo- 
gy and  its  services  sector  exports. 

If  this  were  rationally  followed,  a  bright 
future  for  American  tourism  would  be  as- 
sured. The  sale  of  tourism  services  to  for- 
eign travelers  already  is  our  third  largest 
export  category  (agriculture  is  first).  It's 
number  one  as  the  largest  services  sector 
export  and  has  the  greatest  potential  for 
immediate  expansion. 

Because  foreign  policy  machinery  virtual- 
ly ignored,  if  it  wasn't  outright  hostile  to. 
tourism,  industry  leaders  turned  to  Con- 
gress in  the  '60s  and  '70s  to  establish  a  self- 
contained  tourism  department.  The  result 
was  the  United  States  Travel  Service 
(USTS)— ostracized  throughout  its  existence 
by  the  other  agencies  who  feared  it  would 
elbow  its  way  to  a  deservedly  large  tourism 
seat  at  the  policy  table. 

Presidents  have  made  it  easy  for  the  old 
guard  agencies  to  preserve  the  status  quo  by 
appointing  mostly  weak  leaders  to  the 
USTS  and  its  successor,  the  USTTA,  and 
starving  them  financially. 

Right  now  the  budget'for  administering 
tourism  is  dwarfed  by  Jainalca's.  Worse  yet, 
the  White  House  reportedly  is  considering 
wa-iting  the  undersecretary  post  once  again 
as  a  political  payoff  to  an  inexperienced 
constituent. 

To  further  illustrate  the  traditional  bias 
of  the  federal  government  against  tourism 
and  the  USTTA,  just  take  a  look  at  the  26th 
annual  foreign  trade  report  of  the  President 
and  the  recent  Preface  to  Trade  "published 
by  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  to 
provide  the  private  sector  with  a  brief  over- 
view of  the  evolution  of  the  United  States 
international  trade  policy  and  the  policy- 
making process. "  USTTA  and  the  National 
Tourism  policy  Council  are  not  even  listed  n 
the  extensive  glossaries. 

Preface  to  Trade  does  at  least  contain  an 
organization  chart  of  the  Commerce  Dept. 
which  includes  a  box  labeled  "USTTA.  "  But 
there  is  no  explanation  of  what  the  agency 
does  or  why  it  is  listed. 

There  are  two  main  approaches  the  gov- 
ernment can  take  to  help  an  industry  com- 
pete abroad.  They  are  the  same  basic  strate- 
gies used  for  pushing  grain  and  computers, 
and  should  be  applied  to  tourism. 

Pirst,  there's  marketing  strategy.  Govern- 
ments can  accept  the  international  market 
as  they  find  it  and  help  their  industries 
compete  by  providing  Information,  a  policy 
forum  and  other  marketing  assistance. 

examples 

Foreign  governments  offer  outright  subsi- 
dies—especially to  their  flag  carriers. 

The  "I  Love  New  York"  tourism  campaign 
is  a  successful  example  of  state  government 
involvement  in  the  internal  U.S.  market. 
The  "Priendly  Jamaica "  campaign  is  a  good 
international  example. 

U.S.  agricultural  commodities  are  consist- 
ently the  strongest  U.S.  export  sector, 
partly  because  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service  of  the  Agricultural  Dept.  is  market- 
ing U.S.  grain  hand  In  glove  with  the  large 
grain  companies. 


Second.  Negotiating  strategy.  Govern- 
ments can  alter  the  international  environ- 
ment instead  of  setting  up  national  market- 
ing strategies  against  trade  barriers. 

The  Organization  for  Economic  Coopera- 
tion and  Development  (OECD)  and  the 
General  Agreement  for  Tariffs  and  Trade 
<GATT)  are  monuments  to  the  foresight 
and  power  of  the  postwar  American  states- 
manship. 

They  are  guardians  of  free  trade.  The 
main  thrust  of  U.S.  foreign  trade  policy  is  to 
preserve  and  enhance  an  international 
system  as  close  as  possible  to  our  own 
market  economy.  However,  tourism,  like 
banking,  insurance  and  other  service  sector 
industries  is  highly  regulated  by  govern- 
ment, especially  abroad.  Higher  levels  of 
regulation,  in  trade  policy  jargon,  means 
there  are  more  trade  barriers  against  for- 
eign tourism  than  against  goods. 

The  creative  thrust  of  current  U.S.  for- 
eign trade  policy  involves  persuading  other 
governments  to  dismantle  barriers  to  free 
trade  in  services.  An  excellent  White  House 
policy  paper  on  international  tourism  is  the 
cutting  edge  of  a  new  strategy  to  reduce  for- 
eign barriers  to  American  tourism  compa- 
nies. 

In  the  past  year,  the  Administration  has 
launched  studies  in  the  OECD  and  GATT 
preparatory  to  a  negotiating  offensive  to  im- 
prove conditions  abroad  for  promoting  tour- 
Ism  to  these  shores. 

A  third  strategy  is  combining  the  first 
two.  Here  lies  the  challenge,  finding  a  way 
to  take  advantage  of  both  marketing  and 
negotiations— to  flow  around  the  obstacles, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  dissolve  others 
through  agreement.  This  is  precisely  where 
our  foreign  trade  policy  institutions  fail 
tourism. 

The  private  sector  and  Congress  advocate 
a  marketing  approach  internationally.  The 
Tourism  Industry  Association  of  America's 
(TIA)  Pow  Wow  and  the  USTTA  Marketing 
Plan  are  high  on  the  list.  However,  the  for- 
eign trade  bureaucracy  and  the  White 
House  acting  through  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  regularly  condemn  pro- 
posed USTTA  marketing  budgets  as  unnatu- 
ral subsidies. 

At  the  same  time.  Congress  and  industry 
leaders  fail  to  perceive  the  value  of  the 
breakthrough  and  great  promise  in  Reagan 
Administration  thinking  about  promoting 
trade  in  services  by  reducing  barriers  to 
tourism  in  multilateral  trade  institutions. 

Congressional  tourism  leaders  committed 
solely  to  a  marketing  strategy  have  re- 
strained USTTA  from  developing  a  staff  ca- 
pable of  representing  the  tourism  Industry 
in  foreign  trade  policy  circles. 

For  example,  person  for  person,  the  policy 
unit  at  USTTA  is  the  best  In  the  govern- 
ment, but  there  are  only  two  people  and. 
without  active  congressional  support  inter- 
nationally, they  have  been  overwhelmed 
and  mostly  neutralized  by  other  agencies. 

The  USTTA.  as  a  result  of  this  confusion, 
is  less  than  the  sum  of  its  parts  and  lives  in 
the  worst  of  all  possible  worlds.  Its  budget  is 
too  tiny  to  effectively  market  the  U.S.  tour- 
ism destination  abroad  or  to  permit  it  to  be 
a  player,  much  less  a  leader,  in  the  govern- 
ment's fledgling  services  trade  policy  initia- 
tive in  the  OECD  and  the  GATT. 

Because  of  the  severe  limitations  imposed 
on  USTTA  by  congressional  and  executive 
bias,  the  nation  is  not  utilizing  its  most 
potent  leverage— trading  bilateral  foreign 
access  to  the  large  and  relatively  free  U.S. 
tourism  msirket  for  equivalent  U.S.  access  to 
smaller  and  less  free  foreign  tourism  mar- 


kets. Only  a  strong  undersecretary  for  Tour- 
ism backed  up  by  an  industry/congressional 
consensus,  can  speak  to  foreign  bastions  of 
economic  nationalism  in  language  they  can 
understand. 

Thirty  years  ago,  in  a  simpler  era  when 
aviation  stood  for  tourism,  the  U.S.  govern- 
ment managed  in  its  bilateral  civil  air  agree- 
ments to  at  least  balance  access  for  airlines. 
Now.  with  unilateral  U.S.  air  deregulation, 
many  weak  American  carriers  must  fight 
subsidized  foreign  airlines  for  dominance  of 
American  as  well  as  international  skies. 
Once  at  the  cutting  edge  of  tourism  policy, 
U.S.  airlines  may  soon  become  its  Achilles' 
heel. 

A  strong  tourism  voice  in  a  mainstream 
U.S.  foreign  trade  policy  institution  is  man- 
datory. Not  only  companies,  but  nation 
states  are  players  in  the  international 
arena. 

That  is  why  it  is  essential  for  the  tourism 
industry  and  the  tourism  caucuses  in  Con- 
gress to  insist  that  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion not  only  include  the  USTTA  in  the  new 
Trade  and  Industry  Dept.,  but  also  give  it  a 
mandate  with  enough  money  to  come  up 
with  and  run  a  comprehensive  foreign  tour- 
ism strategy. 

We  in  the  industry  have  the  leverage  to 
demand  this  because  the  Administration 
cannot  muster  enough  congressional  votes 
for  the  superdepartment  without  help  from 
tourism  caucuses  in  both  houses. 

An  international  trade  department  with  a 
strong  Undersecretary  for  Tourism  would 
place  this  industry  for  the  first  time  in  a  po- 
sition of  real  foreign  policy  power  to  pro- 
mote U.S.  tourism  interests  abroad. 

The  initiative  must  come  from  trade  asso- 
ciation and  congressional  tourism  leaders, 
and  the  first  step  must  be  to  demand  that 
the  President  appoint  a  competent  under- 
secretary. Should  a  weak  political  hack  re- 
ceive the  appointment,  a  humiliated  indus- 
try is  likely  once  again  to  retreat  from  the 
objective  of  achieving  a  coordinated  nation- 
al tourism  policy.  Also,  no  matter  how  com- 
petent the  staff,  if  an  agency  head  is  weak, 
that  agency  and  its  industry  constituency 
can  expect  to  be  snubbed  by  foreign  trade 
policy  leaders. 

An  early  indication  of  tourism  power  came 
last  month  when  an  industry  group  was 
promised  that  the  potential  for  jobs  and 
income  from  tourism  sales  abroad  would  be 
included  in  the  presidential  kit  outlining  the 
new  agency.  The  promise  was  made  by  an 
assistant  secretary  of  commerce  in  the 
International  Trade  Administration. 

When  the  President  begins  to  justify  his 
campaign  for  the  new  trade  department  also 
on  the  basis  of  USTTA  earning  power  for 
the  nation,  the  tourism  industry  sidvances  a 
step  toward  sharing  real  power  over  trade 
policy. 

Now  is  the  time,  while  the  blueprints  for 
the  new  department  are  still  being  drawn, 
for  Congress  and  industry  to  form  a  task 
force  to  insist  on  strengthening  the  interna- 
tional negotiation,  marketing  and  data  func- 
tions of  the  USTTA. 

A  budget  of  $10  to  $15  million  is  laugh- 
able; $50  million  in  seed  money  will  produce 
more  tourism  sales  to  foreigners  and  more 
tourism  jobs  than  any  other  trade  promo- 
tion program. 

Take  a  look  at  agriculture.  Foreign  service 
sales  and  expenses  alone  have  a  1984  budget 
of  $84  million.  Add  $4  billion  in  direct  sup- 
port outlays. 

Raw  political  power  focused  by  a  unified 
Industry  vision  of  a  comprehensive  tourism 
strategy  is  the  key.  The  industry,  like  the 


American  farm  community,  must  recognize 
that  other  countries  play  hard  ball,  and 
only  the  well-managed  team  will  win. 

The  tourism  Industry  should  use  its  influ- 
ence to  help  give  the  Administration  its  new 
department  in  return  for  a  strong  USTTA.* 


ROBBING  PETER  TO  PAY  PAUL: 
THE  SELF-INFLICTED  COSTS 
OF  FAILING  TO  NEGOTIATE  A 
TEXTILES  AGREEMENT 
•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
I  wrote  President  Reagan  regarding 
the  upcoming  United  States-Chinese 
talks  designed  to  settle  the  terms  of 
U.S.  imports  of  Chinese  textile  and  ap- 
parel products.  The  discussions  in 
Geneva  next  week  will  be  the  seventh 
round  of  such  negotiations.  Because 
these  talks  have  dragged  on  far  too 
long  and  are  costing  our  farmers 
dearly,  I  urged  the  President  to  seek 
the  earliest  equitable  resolution  of  the 
textile  quota  issue  consistent  with  our 
overall  trade  interests  and  with  our 
commitment  to  maximizing  agricultur- 
al exports. 

Two  decades  ago  the  Congress  wisely 
created  the  Office  of  the  Special 
Trade  Representative,  now  the  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  (USTR).  to 
insure  that  trade  policy  was  divorced 
from  the  dangers  of  having  U.S.  initia- 
tives dictated  by  a  few  powerful  spe- 
cial interest  voices.  The  most  difficult 
job  of  the  Trade  Representative  is  the 
balancing  of  the  multiple— and  often 
conflicting— interests  of  the  constitu- 
ent segments  comprising  the  diverse 
American  economy.  Our  Trade  Repre- 
sentatives in  general  have  successfully 
found  ways  to  meet  the  concerns  and 
interests  of  both  our  importers  and  ex- 
porters, and  to  resolve  differences 
within  their  respective  groups. 

I  have  supported  this  broker's  role 
for  the  USTR  because  it  has  served 
well  to  provide  an  ear  to  one  group 
often  ignored  historically  in  U.S.  trade 
policy  circles— farmers.  U.S.  history  is 
replete  with  examples  of  how  farmers 
have  been  made  to  bear  the  brunt  of 
protectionist  policies  that  served  prin- 
cipally to  protect  inefficient  manufac- 
turers at  others'  expense.  Fifty  years 
ago  we  fortunately  saw  the  folly  of 
this  one-sided  approach,  after  the  dis- 
astrous experience  with  the  Smoot- 
Hawley  Tariff  Act.  Since  then,  under 
the  auspices  of  the  reciprocal  trade 
agreements  program  and  through  the 
leadership  of  the  USTR.  the  United 
States  has  successfully  balanced  our 
domestic  interests  in  liberalizing  trade 
to  spur  economic  growth.  Both  the 
manufacturing  and  agricultural  sec- 
tors have  benefited  from  trade  expan- 
sion, and  millions  of  jobs  are  now  de- 
pendent on  exports. 

Mr,  President,  I  wrote  the  President 
yesterday  because  it  appears  that  the 
principles  of  balance  and  coordination 
are  in  danger  of  collapsing  regarding 
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textiles  trade,  with  a  severe  price  to  be 
paid  by  our  farmers.  Specifically,  the 
continued  delays  in  concluding  a  new 
textile  accord  with  China  costs  the 
United  States  millions  of  dollars  in  ex- 
ports of  agricultural  and  other  prod- 
ucts. Our  farmers  have  been  enor- 
mously patient  with  this  situation,  and 
are  sympathetic  with  the  concerns  of 
the  textiles  industry.  But  the  time  has 
come  to  stop  robbing  Peter  to  pay 
Paul— the  figures  clearly  demonstrate 
what  a  losing  proposition  we  have,  in 
part,  inflicted  on  ourselves. 

The  following  tables  show  overall 
United  States-China  trade  data  since 
relations  between  our  countries  were 
reestablished  in  1973;  recent  United 
States-China  textiles  trade  data;  and 
Chinese  grain  imports. 

TABLE  l.-UNITED  STATES  TRADE  WITH  CHINA 
[In  aim  ol  iMbis] 
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Mr.  President.  Table  1  shows  that 
U.S.  exports  to  China  fell  approxi- 
mately 30  percent  the  first  5  months 
of  1983  on  an  annualized  basis  com- 
pared to  1982  exports.  The  losses  in- 
volve hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars, 
and  the  brunt  is  being  borne  by  farm- 
ers. U.S.  agricultural  exports  were 
down  by  more  than  60  percent  the 
first  5  months  of  the  year,  compared 
to  the  same  period  in  1982.  The  differ- 
ence in  dollar  terms  was  $464  million. 
Table  2  shows  that  the  Chinese  have 
shifted  to  alternative  suppliers,  par- 
ticularly Argentina.  Canada,  and  the 
EEC.  Table  3  shows  that  until  last 
year,  the  United  States  enjoyed  a 
trade  surplus  in  textiles,  apparel,  and 
raw  cotton  trade. 

The  Chinese  have  enjoyed  better 
harvests  this  year  and  U.S.  prices  occa- 
sionally have  been  high.  But  overall 
Chinese  demand  for  wheat  is  not  ex- 
pected to  diminish  in  1983,  and  even 
where  U.S.  bid  prices  have  been  below 
other  countries'  offers,  the  Chinese 
have  selected  from  the  alternative  sell- 
ers. Their  purchases  plainly  are  tied  to 
our  willingness  to  allow  trade  to  be  a 
two-way  street.  Because  China  must 
be  able  to  sell  to  us  if  they  are  to  buy 
from  us.  and  because  the  United 
States  has  enjoyed  a  very  favorable  bi- 
lateral trade  surplus  in  recent  years- 
thanks  to  agricultural  exports— it  is 
understandable  why  the  Chinese  are 
retaliating  against  our  imposition  of 
higher  textile  quotas,  even  if  the  U.S. 
position  is  perfectly  justifiable. 

World  textiles  trade  generally  is  cov- 
ered by  the  multifiber  agreement,  and 
U.S.  imports  of  textiles  and  apparel 
products  are  controlled  through  bilat- 
eral quota  agreements.  Tariff  rates  for 
textiles  products  remain  among  the 
highest  of  all  product  categories. 
There  is  hardly  any  other  industry 
that  approaches  the  textiles  industry 
in  its  degree  of  import  protection. 

I  do  not  quarrel  with  the  need  for 
some  level  of  such  protective  meas- 
ures. The  textiles  industry  and  its 
workers  certainly  would  have  difficul- 
ty surviving  in  the  face  of  unfettered 
competition  with  the  low-wage  export- 
ers. I  further  do  not  want  to  credit  the 
Chinese  negotiators  with  any  particu- 
lar degree  of  understanding,  either  of 
the  terms  under  which  an  agreement 
must  be  negotiated,  or  of  the  plight  of 
the  U.S.  domestic  industry.  Both  sides 
must  be  forthcoming  if  an  agreement 
is  to  be  reached. 

What  I  strongly  object  to,  however, 
is  the  unwarranted  delay  in  the  nego- 
tiating   process.    The    ever- increasing 


amount  of  lost  sales  due  to  delay  is  an 
unwarranted  penalty  on  our  farmers 
and  other  exporters.  Further,  there  is 
no  guarantee  that  these  export  mar- 
kets, once  lost,  will  ever  be  regained. 
Finally,  a  continued  low  level  of  ex- 
ports threatens  the  U.S.-China  grain 
agreement,  and  may  cause  much 
higher  expense  for  the  PIK  program. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  one  thing  to  seek 
to  attain  specific  negotiating  goals;  it 
is  another  to  refuse  to  negotiate.  This 
is  the  reason  I  urged  President  Reagan 
to  go  forward  with  these  talks.  We 
must  balance  all  of  our  interests  if  our 
trade  policy  is  to  be  successful. 


VISIT  OF  PRESIDENT  AMIN 
GEMAYEL 

•  Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  in 
September  of  1982,  I  had  the  opportu- 
nity of  meeting  with  the  late  Presi- 
dent-elect of  Lebanon,  Mr.  Bashir  Ge- 
mayel.  As  we  spoke,  the  young  Presi- 
dent conveyed  his  determination  to  re- 
alize the  dream  of  his  forefathers:  to 
establish  peace  in  a  nation  which  for 
so  long  has  suffered  from  the  pains  of 
civil  strife.  Bashir  Gemayel  spoke  with 
clarity  and  candor  when  he  told  me: 

If  the  Government  of  Lebanon  fails  now 
to  reunify  and  reunite  the  country,  econom- 
ic progress  will  not  suffice.  Without  a  na- 
tional consensus  among  all  Lebanese,  every- 
thing will  be  destroyed. 

Three  days  later,  Bashir  Gemayel 
was  assassinated  in  a  brutal  act  of  ter- 
rorism, underscoring  the  need  for  all 
concerned  parties  to  negotiate  a  peace- 
ful settlement  to  the  conflicts  in  the 
Middle  East  region. 

Today,  Mr.  Bashir  Gemayel's  broth- 
er, Mr.  Amin  Gemayel,  the  new  Presi- 
dent of  Lebanon,  is  here  in  America 
explaining  how  he  is  carrying  on  his 
brother's  quest  for  peace.  Mr.  President, 
allow  me  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  in  welcoming  this  brave, 
courageous  leader  to  our  country. 

President  Amin  Gemayel,  in  signing 
a  peace  treaty  with  Israel  has  ac- 
knowledged that  the  most  effective 
avenue  for  pursuing  peace  is  negotia- 
tion. With  President  Gemayel's  heroic 
leadership,  Lebanon  has  set  an  exam- 
ple for  other  Arab  nations  to  follow- 
namely,  recognizing  Israel's  right  to 
exist.  What  Mr.  Gemayel  has  come  to 
realize,  is  that  only  through  securing 
Israel's  borders,  can  a  just  and  lasting 
peace  be  established.  I  am  hopeful 
that  foreign  troop  withdrawals  from 
Lebanon  will  proceed  with  all  due 
speed,  allowing  President  Gemayel  to 
establish  sovereign  control  over  this 
democratic  nation. 

In  connection  with  America's  life- 
long friendship  with  Lebanon,  I  am 
proud  to  armounce  that  members  of 
the  Senate-House  Appropriations  Con- 
ference Committee  are  meeting  this 
week  to  discuss  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1983.  Fore- 


most in  their  minds  is  how  the  U.S. 
can  assist  Lebanon  in  building  a  nation 
of  strength.  The  extension  of  this  ma- 
terial support  reflects  the  confidence 
that  the  U.S.  Congress  and  the  Ameri- 
can people  have  in  President  Gemayel 
and  his  ability  to  govern  a  free  Leba- 
non. 

I  had  the  pleasure  of  having  lunch 
with  President  Gemayel  together  with 
many  of  my  fellow  Senators.  I  was 
pleased  to  meet,  greet,  and  discuss 
with  President  Gemayel  problems  of 
mutual  concern.  I  am  confident  that 
together,  as  men  of  good  will,  we  can 
make  progress  in  solving  our  mutual 
problems.* 


TIME  TO  GET  TOUGH  ON 
AGRICULTURE  TRADE  ISSUES 

•  Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
United  States  recently  ended  6  months 
of  intensive  negotiations  with  the  Eu- 
ropean Community  regarding  agricul- 
tural trade  problems  with  absolutely 
no  satisfactory  settlement.  After  6 
long  months  of  discussion,  the  United 
States  and  the  EEC  could  only  agree 
to  form  a  working  group  to  continue 
negotiations.  I  see  little  chance  of  a 
successful  resolution  of  the  trade  dis- 
pute through  this  process,  given  the 
Community's  intransigence  on  the  use 
of  agricultural  export  subsidies. 

This  latest  failure  to  settle  our  trad- 
ing differences  follows  last  November's 
GATT  Ministerial  in  Geneva  where 
the  EEC  was  successful  in  blocking  a 
concerted  effort  on  the  part  of  a 
number  of  nations  to  resolve  the  issue 
of  agricultural  export  subsidies. 

The  United  States  and  the  EEC  have 
been  discussing  this  issue  for  years 
without  successful  resolution.  As  far 
back  as  1971,  then  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture Clifford  Hardin,  in  a  letter  to 
the  Vice  F»resident  of  the  Commission 
of  the  European  Conmiunities,  de- 
tailed current  and  potential  problems 
with  the  Community's  pricing  policies. 
The  letter  is  remarkable  in  the  accura- 
cy of  its  predictions. 

Dr.  Hardin  was  a  successful  educator 
and  administrator  before  he  became 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  In  this  letter. 
Secretary  Hardin  cited  a  Michigan 
State  University  study  which  project- 
ed that  the  EEC  subsidies  would  cause 
the  EEC  to  become  a  net  exporter  of 
crops. 

Secretary  Hardin  was  exactly  right. 
In  1981,  the  EEC  changed  from  a  net 
importer  to  a  net  exporter  of  grain, 
due  to  their  unrealistic  support  prices 
and  predatory  export  subsidies.  The 
United  States  has  been  protesting 
these  practices  for  12  years  now.  and 
it's  time  our  farmers  had  some  relief.  I 
ask  that  the  text  of  Secretary  Hardin's 
letter  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
The  letter  follows: 


U.S.  Department  of  AcRicuLxnHE, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  8,  1971. 
Dr.  Sicco  L.  Mansholt. 
Vice  President  of  the  Commission  of  the  Eu- 
ropean Comm.unities,   24  Avenue  de  la 
Joyeuse  Entres,  Brussels.  Belgium. 
Dear  Dr.  Mansholt:  I  greatly  appreciate 
receiving  your  letter  of  July  12  outlining  the 
background  and  your  views  on  the  price  in- 
creases   proposed    for   various   agricultural 
products  in  the  Community.  I  regret  the 
delay  in  replying  to  this  letter,  but  you  will 
appreciate  that  much   has  been  going  on 
here  in  the  United  States  in  recent  weeks 
and  I  have  been  preoccupied  with  the  agri- 
cultural aspects  of  the  new  economic  policy. 
You  point  out  that  the  dominant  factor  in 
the  Community's  economy  at  present  is  the 
continuing  inflation.  Certainly  inflation  is 
our  problem  also.  For  some  time  our  farm- 
ers have  had  to  cope  with  the  problem  of 
having  prices  for  the  goods  they  use  to 
produce    increase    more    rapidly    than   the 
prices  for  their  output.  This  is  why  the 
farmers  are  supporting  the  President's  new 
program.  We  do  not  believe  the  solution  to 
the  problem  of  inflation  lies  in  price  in- 
creases, even  if  they  are  small  ones. 

As  regards  the  Common  Agricultural 
Policy,  your  letter  points  out  that  you  need 
a  price  increase  of  2-3  percent  to  bring  the 
level  of  income  for  the  20  percent  of  your 
farmers  which  you  characterize  as  the  best 
farmers  on  the  good  farms,  to  the  level  of 
the  rest  of  the  economy.  You  indicate  that 
you  do  not  expect  these  price  increases  to 
give  a  further  stimulus  to  production.  Our 
quarrel  with  you  on  this,  I  think,  is  that  we 
believe  your  prices  on  grain  are  already  too 
high  in  respect  of  these  best  farmers.  Let 
me  illustrate  this  problem  with  two  com- 
modities—grain and  dairy  products. 

On  grains,  between  1961  and  1971  the 
total  production  of  grains  in  the  Communi- 
ty has  increased  from  49.6  million  metric 
tons  to  74.1  million  metric  tons.  Between 
1961  and  1969.  intra-EC  trade  increased 
sharply,  imports  outside  Increased  for  a 
time,  then  trended  downward.  EC  exports 
expanded  and  net  imports  from  third  coun- 
tries dropped  from  13.3  million  metric  tons 
to  about  2.6  million  metric  tons— a  decrease 
of  about  80  percent.  In  the  1970/71  crop 
year  this  situation  improved  considerably 
from  our  point  of  view,  but  only  because  of 
Europe's  adverse  weather,  depleted  EC 
stocks,  and  the  expansion  in  EC  pig  produc- 
tion. EC  net  imports  returned  to  about  10 
million  metric  tons. 

This  present  crop  year,  with  the  resump- 
tion of  decent  weather  in  Europe,  the  out- 
look is  for  net  imports  of  only  5-7  million 
tons.  We  now  have  fairly  complete  estimates 
of  1971/72  EC  grain  production  and  these 
indicate  a  record  crop  of  about  74  million 
tons.  With  this  large  crop,  you  have  two  al- 
ternatives: to  stock,  which  we  strongly  urge 
you  to  do,  or  to  move  your  crop  onto  world 
markets  under  heavy  subsidy.  Whichever  al- 
ternative you  choose,  of  course,  will  cause 
problems  for  other  grain  producers,  who 
also  have  had  good  crops,  but  stocking  is  by 
far  the  best  alternative  of  the  two. 

Moreover,  an  Independent  study  conduct- 
ed by  Michigan  State  University  Indicates 
that  unless  Community  prices  are  reduced, 
this  trend  of  constantly  Increasing  produc- 
tion will  continue  and  by  1980  the  Commu- 
nity will  be  a  net  exporter.  As  I  have  indi- 
cated on  the  several  occasions  we  have  dis- 
cussed this  serious  problem,  we  believe  the 
answer  is  to  reduce  prices  in  the  Communi- 
ty—we have  suggested  a  figure  of  $15  per 
metric  ton— and  to  deal  with  the  Income 


problem  of  the  80  percent  of  your  fanners 
through  some  form  of  income  payments. 

On  dairy,  in  the  past  year  we  have  seen  a 
remarkable  change  in  the  international 
dairy  situation.  World  prices.  I  am  told, 
have  Increased  by  50  percent  in  recent 
months.  Our  analysts  say  this  is  partly  In 
response  to  adverse  weather,  but  that  the 
principal  factor  underlying  this  price 
change  is  the  withdrawal  of  the  European 
Community  from  the  international  market. 
The  market  is  now  left  to  the  traditional 
suppliers.  If  this  analysis  is  correct,  it  is 
striking  what  an  impact  your  subsidized 
dairy  exports  have  had  on  world  market 
prices.  What  will  happen  when  your  produc- 
tion recovers  from  its  present  slump,  as  we 
expect  it  to  do  under  Community  prices  at 
their  present  levels? 

These  problems  are  illustrative  of  the 
many  for  which  we  must  find  solutions.  So 
far  those  solutions  are  not  in  sight.  To 
arrive  at  them  it  will  be  necessary.  I  am 
sure,  for  us  to  do  considerably  more  than 
"sit  down  together  and  provide  justifica- 
tion"  for  our  policies,  as  you  put  it.  It  will  be 
necessary  for  us  to  sit  down  and  provide  so- 
lutions. 

I  have  just  learned  that  you  will  be 
coming  to  Washington  with  the  EC  team  on 
the  21st  and  22nd  of  this  month.  I  look  for- 
ward to  your  visit  and  to  further  a  discus- 
sion of  these  critical  issues. 
Sincerely. 

Clifford  M.  Hardin. 

Secretary. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
remain  committed  to  the  negotiating 
process  and  believe  we  should  continue 
to  discuss  these  issues,  I  think  it  is  be- 
coming increasingly  evident  that  dis- 
cussion alone  will  not  produce  results. 
The  EEC  has  shown  its  unwillingness 
to  revise  its  predatory  trading  prac- 
tices. And  unless  this  country  takes 
further  steps  to  demonstrate  to  the 
Community  our  commitment  to  restor- 
ing equity  in  the  international  market- 
place, the  Community  will  continue  to 
unfairly  capture  a  larger  and  larger 
share  of  world  markets. 

So  we  have  taken  several  important 
actions  to  demonstrate  our  resolve, 
but  additional  measures  are  clearly 
needed.  Last  year,  during  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee's  consideration 
of  agricultural  programs  in  the  budget 
reconciliation  process,  I  offered  an 
amendment  directing  that  $175  to 
$190  million  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration (CCC)  funds  be  used  in  each 
of  fiscal  years  1983  through  1985  to 
counter  the  price  and  credit  subsidies 
of  other  countries.  That  amendment 
was  adopted  by  the  conmiittee  and  ap- 
proved by  the  full  Senate.  In  confer- 
ence with  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, this  language  was  revised  to  pro- 
vide the  $175  to  $190  million  for 
export  activities  of  the  CCC  in  gener- 
al. President  Reagan  signed  the  Omni- 
bus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1982 
on  September  8.  1982.  Approximately 
$100  million  of  this  money  has  been 
used  in  the  highly  successful,  new 
"blended  credit"  program.  Under  this 
program,  interest-free  direct  credits 
are  blended  with  CCC  credit  guaran- 
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tees  of  private  lender  financing  at 
market  interest  rates.  The  total  pack- 
age provides  interest  rates  at  levels 
competitive  with  subsidizing  countries 
so  as  to  encourage  potential  purchas- 
ers to  buy  U.S.  products. 

In  addition,  as  part  of  the  agricultur- 
al appropriations  act  for  fiscal  year 
1983,  Congress  directed  that  not  more 
than  $500  million  be  used  for  CCC 
direct  export  credits. 

Mr.  President,  to  counter  the  unfair 
competition  from  subsidized  French 
wheat  flour  sales  to  Egypt,  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  agreed  in 
January  of  this  year  to  provide 
enough  CCC  owned,  surplus  wheat  to 
U.S.  suppliers  to  enable  them  to  sell 
and  deliver  1  million  metric  tons  of 
wheat  flour  to  Egypt  at  a  price  agreed 
upon  by  the  Governments  of  the 
United  States  and  Egypt  of  $155  per 
metric  ton.  Credit  guarantees  were 
also  to  be  used. 

And  just  within  the  last  month,  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry  reported  legisla- 
tion adjusting  price  support  levels  for 
several  agricultural  commodities.  Not 
only  will  this  action  help  improve  the 
domestic  agricultural  economy  by 
sending  a  more  accurate  price  signal  to 
farmers  as  well  as  by  reducing  Federal 
outlays  by  several  billion  dollars,  it 
will  also  help  the  United  States  in  our 
efforts  to  negotiate  freer  world  trade 
for  agricultural  commodities.  Unlike 
our  counterparts  in  the  EEC,  the  U.S. 
Congress  has  made  and  is  making  seri- 
ous efforts  to  revise  our  agricultural 
support  programs.  Our  efforts  in  this 
area  certainly  weaken  the  Communi- 
ty's position  that  such  hard  choices 
and  actions  are  impossible.  I  think 
moving  in  this  direction  is  equally  dif- 
ficult for  both  the  United  States  and 
the  EEC.  Our  country  is  making  a  dif- 
ficult, but  correct,  choice.  The  EEC. 
however,  refuses  to  revise  its  agricul- 
tural policies  and  programs. 

This  legislation  also  provides  addi- 
tional funds  for  export  initiatives  by 
allocating  a  portion  of  the  budget  sav- 
ings from  the  target  price  adjustment 
into  export  promotion.  The  legislation 
provides  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
with  maximum  discretion  to  deter- 
mine the  most  effective  use  of  the  sav- 
ings to  promote  export  sales.  However, 
the  legislation  requires  that  repay- 
ments of  any  credit  extended  from 
these  savings  be  used  to  fund  the  Agri- 
cultural Export  Credit  Revolving 
Fund,  authorized  by  the  Agriculture 
and  Food  Act  of  1981.  In  addition,  any 
repayments  of  credit  extended  under 
the  Helms  amiendment  in  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985  must  also  be  used  for 
the  fund.  Floor  action  on  this  legisla- 
tion is  expected  shortly.  I  believe  its 
passage  is  vital  to  the  economic  health 
of  American  farmers. 

As  part  of  the  agricultural  appro- 
priations package,  the  full  Senate  also 
approved    earmarking    $5    million    of 


CCC  funds  to  be  used  to  counter  the 
use  of  unfair  subsidies  of  other  na- 
tions. 

I  would  mention  further,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
has  also  reported  legislation  that  is  de- 
signed to  restore  equity  to  the  interna- 
tional trade  of  agricultural  commod- 
ities and  to  maintain  and  enhance  for- 
eign markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  ex- 
ports. S.  822— the  Agricultural  Export 
Equity  and  Market  Expansion  Act  of 
1983— authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture to  take  a  number  of  actions 
which  will  convey  to  the  EEC  and  cer- 
tain exporting  nations  the  seriousness 
with  which  this  Nation  regards  their 
predatory  trading  practices.  I  believe 
enactment  of  the  legislation  will  be  a 
positive  step  in  persuading  the  Com- 
munity to  come  to  the  bargaining 
table  to  begin  serious  efforts  to 
reduce,  and  ultimately  eliminate, 
export  subsidies. 

Action  on  this  legislation  is  vital.  For 
every  year  that  goes  by  while  the  EEC 
and  others  capture  markets  through 
predatory  export  subsidies,  this  coun- 
try suffers  from  lost  exports.  At  recent 
hearings  on  agricultural  trade  before 
the  Joint  Economic  Committee,  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Interna- 
tional Affairs  and  Commodity  Pro- 
grams Daniel  Amslutz  testified  that 
•subsidies  of  the  EEC  alone  have  cost 
the  United  States  $5  and  $6  billion  a 
year  in  exports  since  1980.  If  condi- 
tions don't  change,  the  loss  could  be 
up  to  $8  billion  by  1987." 

Unless  this  country  takes  stronger 
actions,  we  most  certainly  will  be  faced 
with  higher  market  losses  because  of 
the  EEC's  predatory  trading  practices. 
We  cannot  afford  these  lost  markets. 
Lost  export  markets  cause  declines  in 
farm  income,  growing  agricultural  sur- 
pluses, higher  taxpayer  costs  and 
fewer  jobs.  Lost  sales  also  have  a  nega- 
tive impact  on  the  U.S.  balance  of  pay- 
ments and  contribute  to  our  trade  def- 
icit. Export  declines  also  result  in  a 
general  slowdown  of  U.S.  business  ac- 
tivity since  every  dollar  received  from 
farm  exports  is  more  than  doubled  in 
the  economy.  The  estimated  annual  $6 
billion  loss  of  U.S.  export  markets 
since  1980  because  of  EEC  export  sub- 
sidies represents  a  loss  of  over  $48  bil- 
lion in  total  U.S.  business  activity 
through  the  end  of  this  year. 

There  is  a  growing  consensus  that 
the  United  States  must  continue  to  be 
tough  and  to  act  forcefully  to  defend 
itself  against  unfair  trading  practices 
of  others.  This  was  the  sentiment 
voiced  by  officials  from  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  and  the  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  at  the  recent 
Joint  Economic  Committee  hearings. 
These  officials  also  expressed  disap- 
pointment in  the  lack  of  workable 
rules  in  international  trade.  I  share 
their  disappointment.  Deputy  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  Robert  Lighth- 


izer  stated  that  the  U.S.  efforts  to 
achieve  fair  trade  through  the  GATT 
process  "have  not  been  very  success- 
ful" and  that,  although  this  country  is 
committed  to  the  process  itself,  we 
should  be  prepared  to  take  unilateral 
action  because  certain  countries  have 
been  effective  in  stalling  the  entire 
process. 

I  entirely  agree  with  Ambassador 
Lighthizer.  We  must  continue  to  dis- 
cuss trade  problems  with  the  Europe- 
an Community  and  other  countries 
employing  predatory  trading  policies. 
But  we  must  also  take  immediate  steps 
to  protect  U.S.  markets  and  U.S.  farm- 
ers in  the  face  of  heavy  and  unfair 
competition  in  the  international 
market.  There  are  certain  commodities 
that  can  be  clearly  identified  as  being 
grievously  affected  by  other  countries' 
unfair  trade  practices.  Poultry  and 
eggs  are  two  such  commodities.  In  a 
further  effort  to  help  this  Nation 
regain  and  retain  its  competitive  edge 
in  world  agricultural  markets,  several 
Senators  including  myself  have  sent  a 
letter  to  the  President  urging  him  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  implement  an  export  promotion 
program  to  assist  egg  producers.  I  ask 
that  the  texts  of  both  this  letter  and  a 
letter  which  I  sent  separately  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

The  letters  follow: 

U.S.  Senate. 
Committee  on  Agricolture. 

Nutrition,  and  Forestry, 
Washington.  D.C.,  July  1,  1983. 
The  President. 
77ie  White  House. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Under  separate  cover 
you  received  a  letter  from  a  number  of 
other  Senators  and  me  urging  the  Imple- 
mentation of  sin  export  promotion  program 
for  United  States  eggs.  I  want  to  emphasize 
again  that  this  and  other  export  actions  are 
vital  to  the  health  of  American  agriculture, 
and  these  actions  are  especially  timely. 

It  is  time  for  the  United  States  to  take 
stronger  steps  to  help  American  farmers 
counter  the  unfair  trade  practices  of  foreign 
countries.  Last  week,  we  ended  6  months  of 
intensive  bilateral  negotiations  with  the  Eu- 
ropean Economic  Community  on  agricultur- 
al trade  problems,  which  produced  no  satis- 
factory settlement.  Similarly,  consultations 
with  Brazil  have  not  resulted  in  the  needed 
solutions.  If  negotiations  do  not  produce 
satisfactory  resulU.  then  the  United  States 
has  no  choice  but  to  take  stronger  unilateral 
action  to  help  our  farmers  by  persuading 
other  nations  that  predatory  trading  prac- 
tices must  stop. 

As  an  indication  of  the  sentiment  in  Con- 
gress, the  Senate  this  week  adopted  an 
amendment  offered  by  Senator  Mattingly  to 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  bill  which 
requires  that  a  minimum  of  $5  million  in 
funds  or  commodities  be  used  to  counter  the 
unfair  trading  practices  of  other  countries. 
The  amendment  was  adopted  without  objec- 
tion. 

Of  course,  there  are  already  tools  which 
the  Administration  can  use  to  assist  Ameri- 
can farmers  in  the  face  of  heavy  and  unfair 
competition  in  the  International  market.  I 
hope  these  tools  will  be  used  in  the  manner 


suggested  in  the  earlier  letter,  and  I  under- 
stand that  Senator  Mattingly  has  met  with 
Secretary  Block  and  outlined  several  pro- 
posals for  facilitating  the  sale  of  shell  eggs 
to  Iraq.  I  greatly  appreciate  your  support  in 
this  and  other  export  efforts. 
Sincerely. 

Jesse  Helms, 

Chairman. 

U.S.  Senate. 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Nutrition,  and  Forestry, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  1.  1983. 
The  President, 
The  White  House, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  We  urge  you  to  im- 
mediately authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  implement  an  export  promotion 
program  to  assist  United  States  egg  produc- 
ers in  filling  an  order  for  eggs  from  the  gov- 
ernment of  Iraq. 

Despite  the  efforts  of  United  States  nego- 
tiators to  find  an  acceptable  solution  to 
unfair  trade  practices  used  by  other  nations 
in  exporting  their  agricultural  products,  the 
problem  still  exists.  The  European  Econom- 
ic Community  and  Brazil  are  the  major 
countries  employing  these  practices;  they 
are  continuing  to  take  markets  away  from 
United  States  farmers.  The  United  States 
egg  industry,  in  particular,  has  been  devas- 
tated by  these  practices  and  there  is  no 
chance  in  the  foreseeable  future  of  our  re- 
gaining an  equitable  share  of  overseas  mar- 
kets in  the  absence  of  Government  assist- 
ance. 

In  1981.  after  four  years  of  developing  a 
coordinated,  cooperative  export  program. 
United  States  egg  producers  were  a  depend- 
able, reliable  supplier  of  shell  eggs  to 
Middle  Eastern  markets,  primarily  Iraq.  In 
1981.  nearly  three  million  cases  of  shell  eggs 
were  exported  at  fair  market  prices  by 
United  States  producers,  representing  two 
percent  of  the  total  production.  In  1982.  be- 
cause of  practices  employed  by  the  Europe- 
an Community,  egg  exports  were  cut  in  half, 
and  exports  of  shell  eggs  this  year  are  virtu- 
ally at  a  standstill.  This  has  caused  a  severe 
price  depression  in  the  industry,  since  eggs 
are  extremely  price  sensitive  to  supply  and 
demand.  The  situation  continues  to  worsen 
because  of  increased  feed  grain  prices,  plac- 
ing United  States  producers  in  a  desperate 
situation.  In  fact,  substantial  numbers  of 
producers  are  no  longer  in  business,  and 
even  more  are  on  the  verge  of  bankruptcy. 

In  the  last  year  and  a  half,  egg  producers 
have  patiently  waited  for  some  type  of 
relief.  They  waited  for  the  GATT  decision 
on  the  section  301  wheat  flour  petition, 
which  was  not  helpful  to  the  United  States 
position.  They  waited  until  after  the  GATT 
ministerial  meeting  last  November,  again 
with  no  positive  result.  Follow-up  meetings 
in  Geneva  also  gave  no  hope  of  a  resolution. 
More  recently,  egg  producers  waited  for  the 
Williamsburg  summit  in  the  hopes  of 
progress  In  agricultural  trade.  However,  the 
vague  statement  In  the  Williamsburg  decla- 
ration on  economic  recovery  to  halt  protec- 
tionism and  dismantle  trade  barriers  said 
nothing  about  agriculture. 

Congress  has  endeavored  to  Improve  agri- 
cultural exports  by  including  language  in 
the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1982  to  require  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  spend  $175  million  to  $190  million  for 
export  assistance  during  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1983.  1984.  and  1985.  Also,  the  agricul- 
ture appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1983 
authorized  an  additional  $500  million.  Some 


of  that  money  has  been  used  for  blended 
credit  programs.  However,  in  the  case  of  egg 
exports,  blended  credit  programs  have  not 
been  attractive  enough  to  allow  United 
States  producers  to  compete  with  the  subsi- 
dized product  being  provided  by  France  and 
the  Netherlands. 

An  order  to  Iraq  was  lost  earlier  this  year 
because  the  blended  credit  program 
amounted  to  a  price  advantage  of  only  $1.60 
per  case,  although  the  price  disparity  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  EEC  subsi- 
dized product  was  closer  to  $7.00  per  case. 
However,  another  order  for  Iraq  is  again 
available  for  United  States  producers  to  fill: 
but  there  is  still  a  price  differential  of  about 
$3.50  per  case. 

Over  $75  million  is  still  available  for  fiscal 
year  1983  from  the  funds  mandated  to  be 
spent  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act  of  1982.  We  respectfully  urge  you 
to  see  that  part  of  these  funds  are  used  for 
United  States  eggs  to  make  the  price  com- 
petitive and  allow  our  producers  renewed 
access  to  overseas  markets.  The  use  of  the 
funds  is  such  a  manner  would  be  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  S.  822.  the  Agricultur- 
al Export  Equity  and  Market  Expansion  Act 
of  1983.  That  bill  has  been  reported  by  the 
Agriculture  Committee  and  is  pending  on 
the  Senate  calendar. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  aware 
of  the  problems  facing  the  Nation's  egg  pro- 
ducers, and  is  capable  of  implementing  im- 
mediately such   an  export   promotion   pro- 
gram for  eggs.  Since  the  Iraqi  tender  will  be 
open  only  a  short  time,  it  is  imperative  that 
a  decision  be  made  by  you  as  soon  as  possi- 
ble to  facilitate  the  economic  recovery  of 
the  Nation's  egg  producers. 
Sincerely. 
Walter  D.  Huddleston.  Thad  Cochran. 
Roger  W.  Jepsen,  John  Melcher,  Rudy 
Boschwitz,     Paula     Hawkins,     Jesse 
Helms,  David  H.  Pryor,  Howell  Heflin, 
David  L.  Boren,  Mack  Mattingly.* 
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NOTICE  OF  DETERMINATION  BY 
THE  SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON 
ETHICS 

•  Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
required  by  paragraph  4  of  rule  35 
that  I  place  in  the  Congressional 
Record  this  notice  of  a  Senate  em- 
ployee who  proposes  to  participate  in 
a  program,  the  principal  objective  of 
which  is  educational,  sponsored  by  a 
foreign  government  or  a  foreign  edu- 
cational or  charitable  organization  in- 
volving travel  to  a  foreign  country 
paid  for  by  that  foreign  government  or 
organization. 

The  Select  Committee  has  received  a 
request  for  a  determination  under  rule 
35  which  would  permit  Mr.  Tom  Galla- 
gher, of  the  staff  of  Senator  George  J. 
Mitchell,  to  participate  in  a  program 
sponsored  by  the  Chinese  Cultural 
University  in  Taiwan,  from  August  16 
through  Augtist  26,  1983. 

The  committee  has  determined  that 
participation  by  Mr.  Gallagher  in  the 
program  in  Taiwan,  at  the  expense  of 
the  Chinese  Cultural  University,  to 
meet  with  government  officials  and 
those  from  the  business  and  academic 
sectors,  is  in  the  interest  of  the  Senate 
and  the  United  States.* 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  did  the 
majority  leader  outline  the  schedule 
for  tomorrow? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
an  order  for  the  Senate  to  convene  to- 
morrow at  10  a.m.  It  is  my  hope  that 
negotiations  that  have  gone  on  for  a 
number  of  hours  today  will  produce  a 
unanimous-consent  request  tomorrow, 
the  first  thing,  that  will  not  be  object- 
ed to.  If  that  is  the  case,  I  would  an- 
ticipate that  the  unanimous-consent 
request  will  include  the  vitiation  of 
the  cloture  motion  and  certain  other 
arrangements  that  will  lead  us  to  a 
time  certain  for  final  passage  of  this 
measure. 

I  repeat,  that  is  not  yet  done.  Those 
negotiations  are  still  under  way.  But 
the  Senate  will  convene  at  10  a.m.  and 
I  expect  to  have  a  further  announce- 
ment shortly. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  May  I  t«k  the  majori- 
ty leader,  if  these  negotiations  were 
successful  and  the  order  for  the  clo- 
ture motion  were  vitiated,  what  would 
he  then  anticipate  would  follow? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
absolutely  clear  now  what  would 
follow  in  that  happy  event.  My  guess 
is  that  if  the  cloture  vote  were  vitiat- 
ed, we  would  spend  a  part  of  the  day 
tomorrow  dealing  with  non-MX  relat- 
ed amendments.  I  do  not  think  there 
are  very  many.  Unless  some  develop 
overnight,  my  guess  is  we  could  dis- 
pose of  them  before  the  day  is  very 
old. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  There  is  only  one  that 
can  possibly  be  disposed  of  without 
resort  to  an  amendment.  That  is  re- 
garding intelligence.  That  will  be  fully 
protected. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  If  that  is  what  I  am 
thinking  of,  that  has  been  withdrawn. 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  it  has  been  withdrawn.  I  believe  it 
is  going  to  be  disposed  of  without  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  That  would  not  in- 
volve a  rollcall  vote  at  any  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  No. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  What  I  am  trying  to 
get  from  the  majority  leader  is  an  ex- 
pression, if  he  could— the  order  now  is 
to  come  in  at  10  a.m.  There  would  be 
negotiations,  time  for  routine  morning 
business  and  the  majority  and  minori- 
ty leaders  to  have  their  time  and  so 
forth.  But  if  all  were  to  work  out  and 
the  order  were  vitiated,  then  the  ma- 
jority leader  was  saying  he  anticipated 
that  we  would  dispose  of  these  mat- 
ters. non-MX  matters.  Then  would 
something  occur  on  Monday,  for  ex- 
ample, or  tomorrow,  on  the  MX 
matter? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  yes.  I 
am  really  going  further  now  than  I 
should.  What  I  hope  is  that  we  get  rid 
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of  all  the  non-MX  amendments  during 
the  day  tomorrow.  I  really  hope  we 
can  do  that  fairly  soon  tomorrow  and 
it  is  my  hope  it  can  be  done  without 
rollcalls.  Senators  should  not  assume 
there  will  be  no  rollcalls,  but  that  is  a 
possibility.  I  hope  we  can  do  that  by 
midaftemoon  at  the  latest  and  that  we 
go  over  then  until  Monday. 
We  would  come  in,  I  propose— we  do 
^not  have  an  order  yet— at  II  a.m.  on 
'  Monday.  We  would  spend  Monday  and 
Tuesday,  I  trust,  on  the  MX  amend- 
ments and  specify  the  unanimous-con- 
sent agreement  which  will  be  proposed 
and  then  have  a  time  certain  for  the 
vote  on  Tuesday. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  May  I  ask  another 
question,  and  I  know  we  are  advancing 
at  our  own  peril  here,  because  the  ma- 
jority leader  cannot  guarantee  any- 
thing beyond  what  he  has  outlined,  or 
even  what  he  has  outlined.  The  time 
for  the  vote  on  the  cloture  motion— is 
there  a  time  certain  set  for  that  now? 
Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  Mr.  President, 
that  will  occur  1  hour  after  the  Senate 
convenes  and  after  a  quorum  is  estab- 
lished. At  11  a.m.  there  would  be  a  live 
quorum  call  and  as  soon  as  we  got  that 
quorum,  there  would  be  a  vote.  I  an- 
ticipate that  could  be  at  11:50. 

I  understand  the  Senator's  problem, 
Mr.  President.  All  I  can  say  is  we  gave 
serious  thought  to  trying  to  bring  the 
Senate  in  at  9  o'clock  or  even  earlier 
and  ran  into  complications— too  many 
to  list  at  this  time. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  understand  these 
matters  are  fraught  with  peril.  I  thank 
the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  ci.ll  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  on  to- 
morrow when  the  Senate  reconvenes, 
it  will  do  so  at  10  a.m.,  under  the  order 
previously  entered.  It  is  anticipated 
that  after  the  two  leaders  are  recog- 
nized under  the  standing  order,  there 
will  be  a  brief  period  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business. 

As  matters  now  stand,  a  vote  on  clo- 
ture will  occur  against  further  debate 
on  the  substitute  1  hour  after  we  con- 
vene and  after  a  quorum  is  estab- 
lished, pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
rule  XXII. 

I  reiterate,  Mr.  President,  that  nego- 
tiations are  underway  which  may 
result  in  a  vitiation  of  that  vote— that 
has  not  now  been  done,  but  it  is  a  dis 
tlnct  possibility— and  good  progress  is 
being  made  toward  that  end.  as  well  as 
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the  time  certain  for  final  passage  of 
the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  say  with  cer- 
tainty whether  there  will  be  votes  on 
Friday  or  not.  However,  I  cannot 
assure  Senators  that  there  will  not  be. 

I  do  not  expect  that  Friday  will  be  a 
late  day.  Barring  unforeseen  circum- 
stances, I  suspect  that  we  should  be 
able  to  adjourn  over  until  Monday  at  a 
reasonably  early  hour  in  the  after- 
noon. 

I  do  not  anticipate  the  need  for  a 
Saturday  session  at  this  time.  I  believe 
that  when  the  package  is  finally  put 
together  tomorrow,  as  I  hope  it  will 
be,  it  will  provide  for  a  convening  hour 
of  11  a.m.  or  thereabouts  on  Monday 
next. 

I  will  have  a  further  announcement 
to  make  shortly  after  the  Senate  con- 
venes on  Monday. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  of  no  other 
Senator  now  seeking  recognition. 


RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT 
10  A.M. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
in  accordance  with  the  order  previous- 
ly entered  that  the  Senate  now  stand 
in  recess  until  the  hour  of  10  a.m.  to- 
morrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate,  at  9:40  p.m.,  recessed  until 
Friday.  July  22.  1983,  at  10  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive   nominations   received  by 
the  Senate  July  21,  1983: 
The  Judiciary 

Morton  R.  Galane,  of  Nevada,  to  be  U.S. 
district  judge  for  the  district  of  Nevada  vice 
Roger  D.  Foley,  retired. 

John  F.  Keenan.  of  New  York,  to  be  U.S. 
district  judge  for  the  southern  district  of 
New  York  vice  Uoyd  F.  MacMahon.  retired. 
Department  or  Justice 

James  B.  Roche,  III.  of  Massachusetts,  to 
be  U.S.  Marshal  for  the  district  of  Massa 
chusetts  for  the  term  of  4  years  vice  James 
I.  Hartigan.  retired. 

Thomas  C.  Rapone.  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be 
U.S.    Marshal    for    the    eastern    district    of 
Pennsylvania  for  the  term  of  4  years  vice 
Edward  D.  Schaeffer.  term  expired. 
In  the  Air  Force 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  on 
the  retired  list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  section  1370: 
To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Lynwood  E.  Clark.  087-20- 
7534FR.  U.S.  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  under  the 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
section  601.  to  be  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  designated  by 
the  President  under  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Bruce  K.  Brown,  525-52- 
6910FR.  U.S.  Air  Force. 

In  the  Navy 

The  following-named  lieutenants  of  the 
line  of  the  Navy  for  promotion  to  the  per- 


manent grade  of  lieutenant  commander, 
pursuant  to  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
section  624.  subject  to  qualifications  there- 
for as  provided  by  law: 

unrestricted  line  OrFICER  I11XX/13XX) 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

Abbott.  Gerald  Paul 
Abel.  Robert  John 
Abemathy.  John  Matthews,  III 
Adams.  Christopher  Timothy 
Adamson.  Robert  Edward,  III 
Aishman.  Jackie  David 
Albert,  Paul  William,  Jr. 
Alexander.  Robert  Cyril 
Allbee.  Gary  Thomas 
Allen.  Charles  Ted 
Alvarez.  Michael  Patrick 
Ambrose.  Steven  Philip 
Amelon,  Richard  Rowland 
Ames,  Christopher  Conlan 
Anamosa,  John  Patrick 
Andersen,  Terry  Lynn 
Anderson.  Charles 
Anderson.  Scott  Pierce 
Andrews.  Vincent  John 
Annis.  James  Brent 
Archer.  Paul  Lawrence 
Areizaga.  Charles 
Arildsen,  Jesse  Arnold 
Army.  Denis  Vincent 
Arnold,  Richard  Ray 
Arnold,  Stephen  Gerard 
Arrowood,  Roger  Alan 
Atkins,  Tommy  Harold 
Augustine.  Marilyn  Jane 
Baar.  Eric  Cameron 
Babbitt.  Homer  Almon 
Bader.  Carolos  Samuel 
Baivier.  Anita  Gail 
Baker.  Francis  Edmond 
Baker.  James  Michael 
Baker.  Jeffery  Ward 
Baker.  Joe  Franklin 
Baker.  Michael  Newman 
Baldwin,  Thomas  Michael 
Bange.  Jeffrey  Donald 
Barbleri.  Anthony  Andrew 
BarkdoU.  David  Owen 
Bamett.  George  Allen 
Bams.  William  Flemming 
Barrie.  Robert  William 
Bartsch.  Rodney  Otto 
Bary.  Charlcne  Granger 
Basin.  Mark  Stephen 
Bass.  Luncford  Lewis 
Bauer.  Geoffrey  Lee 
Bauer.  Russell  Amo.  Jr. 
Bayer,  Michael  Joseph 
Bazemore.  Paul  Rudolph.  Jr. 
Beatty.  Florence  Elizabeth 
Beatty.  Thomas  Patrick 
Beck.  Charles  Edward 
Beck.  David  Willis 
Beck.  Reece  Nelson 
Beckman.  Brian  Alfred 
Beda.  Thomas  John 
Bednash.  Charles  Francis 
Begley.  Grant  Allan.  Jr. 
Belcher.  Charles  G. 
Belcher.  Frank  Lee 
Bell.  Fredrick  Arthur 
Benavidez.  Ralph  Lester.  Jr. 
Benigno,  John  Christian 
Benkert,  Francis  Michael 
Berberich.  Larry  Russell 
Bemhard.  David  Lee 
Bemier.  Brett  Boulter 
Bemier.  Carroll  Dennis 
Bernstein.  Lou 
Berry.  Douglas  James 
Berry.  Edmund  William 
Berry.  Judith  Ann  Miller 
Berthrong,  William  Edwards 


Bertsch  Fred  Stanley,  III 

Bertsche.  Mark  Steven 

Beth,  Daniel  Richard 

Bettinson,  David  Oneil 

Biedermann,  Steven  Donald 

Bielewicz,  Paul  Anthony 

Billingsly.  David  Eugene 

Black,  Bruce  M. 

Black.  Margaret  Anne 

Blake.  John  Terence 

Blakely.  Robert  Graham.  Jr. 

Blankenship.  David  Delton 

Blauser.  David  Jacob 

Bledsoe.  Robert  M. 

Bleeker  Hans  Jacobus 

Bloss.  Walter  Jay 

Bloxom.  Elliott  Lawrence 

Bobb.  Kenneth  Allen 

Boehm.  Lee  Irvin 

Bohn.  John  Lloyd.  II 

Bois.  John  Joseph  O..  Jr. 

Bolger,  Randall  Craig 

Bolyard.  John  Wesley 

Bonanno.  Samuel  Joseph 

Bond.  Margaret  House 

Bookert.  Reubin  Bernard 

Borries.  Robert  Bruce 

Boschert.  Gregory  Herbert 

Boucon.  Daniel  Lee 

Bourne.  Carlton  Mitchell 

Bowling.  Raymond  Bruce 

Boyce.  Robert  Lee 

Bozin.  Stanley  Daniel 

Bradley.  David  Glenn 

Brainerd.  Jeffery  Howard 

Brannon.  Robert  Burl 

Brasel.  Thomas  Mitchell 

Brattin,  Kenneth  Robert 

Braunbeck.  Michael  C. 

Breen,  Michael  Patrick 

Brehm,  Barbara  Laurie 

Brennan.  Ainslie  Sheridan 

Brewer.  Robert  George.  Jr. 

Briscoe.  Philip.  Jr. 

Brock,  Donald  FYed 

Brody,  Robert  Arthur 
Bronkema,  Roberta  North 
Brooks,  Forrest  Hall 
Brooks,  Thomas  Roy,  11 
Broughton,  George  Clifford.  II 
Broughton.  Robert  Lee.  II 
Brown.  Chalker  Whitner.  Ill 
Brown.  Gerald  Robert 
Brown.  Jerry  Joe 
Brown.  Kevin  Michael 
Brown.  Leslie  John 
Brown.  Nancy  Elizabeth 
Browne.  Robert  Sloman.  IV 
Bruce.  Richard  Vincent 
Brjeckbajer.  Roger  Irvin.  11 
Bruno.  Paul  Nicholas 
Bryce.  James  Homer 
Bryson.  George  Yates 
Bullock.  Robert  Alan 
Bultemeier.  Craig  William 
Bulwicz.  Steven 
Bundy.  William  Francis 
Burd.  James  Edward 
Burgess.  Richard  Robert 
Burgess.  Stella  Boggess 
Burklund.  Jo  Anne 
Burks.  Donald  Morris 
Burlingame.  Neil  Colby 
Burtis.  Thomas  Cline 
Burton.  Eugene  Ralph 
Bush.  John  Richard 
Bush.  Richard  Albert 
Bush.  Richard  Leroy 
Bushong.  Anne  Louise 
Bushong.  Gregory  Brent 
Bustamante.  Robert  Peter 
Butcher.  Marvin  E.,  Jr, 
Butler,  John  Dale 
Butts,  Jeffrey  Morgan 


Buzby,  Robert  Elsworth 
Byrne,  John  William,  IV 
Cabrian,  Stephen  Lloyd 
Caddell,  Marvin  Ross 
Cady,  David  Wayne 
Cain,  Dannie  Lee 
Calhoun,  John  Delane 
Callahan,  John  Kevin 
Callaway,  Scott  Edward 
Camden,  William  Lowell,  Jr. 
Carey,  Leslie  FYank 
Carl,  Keith  Pennington 
Carlson,  Carl  Glynn 
Carlson,  David  Richard 
Carpenter,  Edward  John 
Carpenter,  William  Arthur 
Carr,  James  Charles 
Carter,  Claude  Ray 
Carter,  James  Charles 
Carver,  Mary  Virginia 
Casey,  Kevin  Donald 
Casey,  Patrick  Joseph 
Casey,  Robert  Jeffrey 
Cassani,  Paul  C. 
Cassias,  Jeffrey  Brian 
Cattolico,  Michael  Anthony 
Cavanaugh,  Thomas  Aloysius  I. 
Centeid,  Anthony  Femades,  Jr. 
Centner,  James  Leo,  Jr. 
Cerino,  Michael  Norman 
Cheesbrough,  Kevin  R. 
Cheeseman,  Edward  William,  Jr. 
Chesson,  Roy  Willis 
Chilton,  Michael  Anderson 
Choley,  Theodore  John 
Church,  Richard  Carl 
Cihlar,  Thomas  James 
Ciola,  Joseph  Paul 
Cirulli,  Lucio  N. 
Clark,  Frank  Neil 
Clark,  John  Timothy 
Clark,  Richard  Noble 
Clary.  Michael  Dennis 
Clajsen.  Scott  Allan 
Clement.  Robert  H. 
Coady.  Jerry  Jay 
Coldiron.  Larry  Dale 
Cole.  Stephen  David 
Cole,  Tyler  Martin 
Colegate.  Gregory  Allen 
Collier.  James  Richard.  Jr. 
Collins,  Robert  Theodore 
Collins.  Steven  Edward 
Collis.  Jerry  Carroll 
Comi.  Patrick  Michael 
Conley.  Jeffrey  Martin 
Conn.  Stephen  Alan 
Conrad,  Lawrence  James 
Conrad.  Robert  Daniel 
Conte.  Donald  Vincent 
Cook.  Frederick  Cornelius 
Cooper.  James  Duncan 
Corley  Robert  David 
Corrigan.  Dennis  Michael 
Costa.  Joseph  Russell 
Coston.  Phillip  Wayne 
Covington.  Benjamin  Bryan 
Cox.  Carson  D. 
Cox,  David  Corydon 
Cox.  Robert  Justin 
Cox.  Vincent  Henry 
Cox.  William  E..  Jr. 
Coy.  John  Howard 
Craft.  William  Patrick 
Cramer,  Michael  Lee 
Crawford.  Billie  Elizabeth 
Crawford.  Geoffrey  E. 
Crawford.  Johnny  Cody 
Crews,  Jeffrey  Joseph 
Crisp.  Donna  Lynn 
Crissinger.  Michael  Aloysius 
Critz,  Michael  Richard 
Crooks.  John  Scott 
Crosby.  John  Joseph,  Jr. 


Crow,  David  Lyle 
Cunningham,  Robert  Louis,  Jr. 
Cupp.  Richard  Terrell 
Curry.  Patrick  Francis  David 
Curtis.  John  Thomas 
Curtis.  Lebbeus 
Curtis.  Susan  Eliason 
Daley,  William  Henry,  III 
Dalton,  Jerry  Wayne 
Daly,  Terrence  Francis 
Dames,  Anthony  Edward 
Dandeneaj,  Allen  Henry 
Daugherty,  David  William 
Davidson,  Lyal  Barclay 
Davilli,  Thomas  Bernard 
Davis,  Albert  Randall 
Davis,  Lee  R. 
Davis.  Lee  Stuart 
Davis.  Robert  Eugene 
Davis.  William  Thomas.  Jr. 
Dearth,  Randolph  Scott 
Deas,  Roseman  Louis 
Decker,  Franklin  Eugene 
Defrank,  Deborah  Ella 
Delery,  Thomas  Arnold 
Delpino,  Joseph  Michael 
Deming,  Christopher  Lee 
Dempsey.  James  Robert 
Denham.  Thomas  Edwin 
Denis.  David  Arthur 
Dennis.  Samuel  Edward 
Derrick.  Michael  Bolton 
Destefand.  Robert 
Detisch.  John  Charles 
Deveaux.  Charles  M..  Ill 
Dewey.  Brian  Edward 
Dick.  Richard 

Dickason.  Clarence  Wilson,  Jr. 
Dillon,  Steven  FYederick 
Dixon,  Deirdre  Elise 
Doehnert,  Mark  Paul 
Doherty,  John  Thomas,  Jr. 
Dolan,  Thomas  Philip 
Dolat,  Stephen  William 
Donigan,  Michael  John 
Donnelly,  John  Jay 
Donovan,  Thomas  Joseph 
Dorman,  Robert  Alexander 
Doughty,  Michael  Henry 
Douglas,  Christopher  Allen 
Douglass,  Stanley  Wayne 
Dowell,  Jon  Christian 
Downing,  Harry  Eugene,  III 
Downing,  Julie  Ann 
Drennan.  Bruce  Curtis 
Drislane.  Patricia  Ann 
Droddy.  James  Edward 
Ducharme.  James  Edgar 
Duffie,  David  Angereau 
Dunaway.  William  Arnold 
Duncan.  Marshall  Bruce 
Dunlap.  James  Charles 
Dunn.  June  Emerson 
Dupajl.  Gilbert  Allen 
Durkin.  John  Jaimes.  Jr. 
Duman.  Jaymie  Alan 
Durr.  Richard  Dale 
Duym.  Wade  Douglas 
Dyson.  James  Joseph 
Eason.  Virginia  Louise 
Eaton.  Albert  Linwood.  Jr. 
Eckelberry.  John  R. 
Edgar.  Leslie  Irvine 
Edman.  Gregory  Alan 
Egbert.  Jean  Lorraine 
Eichelberger,  Robert  MacneU 
Ellis,  Gary  Joe 
Emery,  James  Wallace,  Jr. 
Elmley,  James  Edward 
Enlow,  George  Wayne 
Erickson,  Richard  Royce 
Estes,  Steven  Craig 
Ewing,  Ronald  John 
Paber,  Gerald  William 
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Fackrell.  Michael  Allan 
Pahmer.  Gregory  Charles 
Pair.  Christopher  Kenneth 
Palby.  John  Stephen 
Palzetta.  Ottavid  Antonio 
Fandey,  Dennis  Payze 
Paris,  John  Mark 
Parley.  John  Peter 
Parley.  Michael  Francis 
Parrell.  Paul  Prancis 
Peeley,  Stephen  Lewis 
Peinberg.  Roy  H. 
Perguson.  Julian  Albert.  11 
Perris,  William  Prederick 
Pichte.  Susan  Darlene 
Pickling  .  Philip  Johnson 
Pirmatura,  Melodie  Kathryn  B. 
Pischbach.  Daniel  Paul 
Pischbeck  Paul  Stelling 
Pischer,  Wayne  Douglas 
Pitzmorris.  Lawrence  Joseph 
Pitzsimons.  John  Vernon 
Plammang.  Harold  Joseph.  Jr. 
Plannery.  Brian  Edward 
Pletcher.  James  Howard 
Plippin.  Walter  Norwood,  II 
Plores.  Errol  Jonothan 
Floyd,  Charles  Alan 
Poerster.  Bemd  Alwln 
Pocrster.  John  Craig 
Foley,  Luther  Bernard,  Jr. 
Polly,  Prank  Edward 
Ponnesbeck.  Robert  William 
Ford.  Richard  Kent 
Ford.  William  Alfred 
Foreman,  David  Earl 
Foster.  Leslie 
Foster.  William  Larry 
Foureman,  Ariadna  Roy 
Fowler,  John  D.  Marcom 
Fox.  Leonard  Anthony 
Franke,  Onedia  H. 
Preeny,  Charles  Louis.  Jr. 
French.  Gerald  Sylvanus 
Frye,  Wilson  Edward 
Fuchs,  Kelly  Wayne 
Fugate.  Andrew  Thomas 
Puloa.  Michael  Joseph 
Fulham,  Marcia  Limper 
Puller.  James  Thomas 
Punk.  Dan  Richard 
Puqua,  Michael  Thomas 
F\irsman.  Thomas  Michael 
Gabor.  James  Raymond 
Gabriele.  John 
Gadzala.  Thomas  John 
Gagliardi.  Michael  Joseph 
Gagner.  Brenda  Marie 
Galidki,  Dennis  Michael 
^  Galinger,  Kathy  Ann 
^  Gallagher,  Kathleen  Larson 
Galle,  John  Lewis,  Jr. 
Galloway,  Robert  Lawrence 
Gallup.  Shelley  Paul.  Jr. 
Gambln,  Wayne  Peter 
Gardner,  Stephen  Gregory 
Garrett.  Carl  Eugene,  Jr. 
Garrett,  Gene  William 
Garrett,  William  Lee 
Garrison.  Robert  Lee 
Gates.  Gregory  Prancis 
Gerding,  Gregory  Scott 
Geyer,  Charles  Edward,  Jr. 
Geyer,  James  Alan 
Gheseesling.  Joe  Bert.  Jr. 
Gibson,  James  Harold 
Gibson,  Robert  Douglas 
Gilchrist.  Lorrl  Page 
Gilliam,  Brent  Garland 
Glendlnning.  Robert  Emery 
Glenn.  Theodore  Leboutillier 
Glenn.  William  Judson 
Godbold.  William  Prank 
Goepfert.  Douglas  Allen 
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Goldstein.  Kathleen  Marie 
Gomez.  Norma  Elaine 
Goodman.  James  Brainerd 
Goodwin,  John  William 
Goodley.  William  Patrick 
Gordon,  Royal  Polk,  III 
Gordon,  Vemard  Glentress 
Gore.  William  Preston.  Ill 
Gorski,  Terence  P. 
Gothard,  David  Lee 
Goughan.  Laurence  Douglas 
Gould,  Thomas  Edmund 
Gove.  David  Andrew 
Graham,  Randall  Lee 
Grahlman,  Richard  B. 
Grant,  Patrick  William 
Grause.  Jerome  Edward.  Jr. 
Gray.  Clifford  Charles 
Gray,  David  Patrick 
Greenawalt.  Stanton  Charles 
Greenberg.  Allen  Joel 
Greenleaf.  George  Anthony 
Gregory.  Paul  Gregory 
Griggs.  Michael  Stephen 
Groothousen.  Michael  Robert 
Guernsey.  Charles  Lee 
Gummer.  Steven  G. 
Gustafson.  Victor  George 
Guth.  James  Donald 
Haas.  James  E. 
Haas,  Jon  Marlin 
Hac.  Zenon 
Haefner.  Alan  Monroe 
Haffey,  George  Francis 
Hall,  Douglas  Allen 
Hall.  George  Bryon 
Hall.  Steven  Clark 
Hall.  William  Arrington 
Hallmark.  Richard  Gary 
Halter.  Stanley  Prank 
Hamel.  David  Anthony 
Hamer.  Dennis  William 
Hamilton.  Douglas  M. 
Hamilton,  George  Kendall.  Jr. 
Hamilton,  Randall  Ward 
Hammitt,  Prank  Dee 
Hammond,  Carl  William,  Jr. 
Hammond,  Jane  Pettit 
Hammond,  Richard  Strevig 
Hancock.  Dennis  Duane 
Hancock.  Prederick  John,  Jr. 
Hankins.  Henry  Douglas 
Hanna,  James  Samuel 
Hansen,  Wilhelm  Adolf,  Jr. 
Hardeman,  Edward  Lee 
Hardie,  Bradley  Stephen 
Harding.  Warren  Anthony 
Hargrave,  Bobby  P. 
Harmon,  Steven  Alva 
Harper.  Mark  Joseph 
Harrell,  James  Michael 
Harrington,  James  Thomas 
Harris.  Andrew  Van  Vleet.  Jr. 
Hart,  John  Beresford 
Hart,  Kenneth  Roy 
Harvey.  Kenneth  Dale 
Hasslinger  Karl  Michael 
Hawks,  Lee  Alan 
Hazel,  Milton  ElUworth.  II 
Healy.  John  Prancis 
Heath,  Lane  Brown 
Heath,  Ronald  Young 
Heath,  Timothy  James 
Heely,  Timothy  Louis 
Heffley.  John  Michael 
Helm,  Ronald  John 
Heine,  David  Gleason 
Heisler.  David  Earl 
Helm,  Jim  Edward 
Hemmer,  John  Paul 
Hempel,  James  Peter 
Hencken,  James  Edward 
Henderson,  James  Ward 
Henderson.  Thomas  Jeffrey 


Henderson.  William  Joseph 
Herbein,  David  Samuel 
Herbert,  Maurice  Michael 
Hertz,  Chprles  Laurence 
Hess,  Richard  Warren 
Hetze,  Gary  Paul 
Hewitt,  Allan  Blyth 
Hiatt,  Thomas  Warren 
Hicks.  William  Michie 
Hill.  John  David 
Hill.  Stephen  Alphonsus 
Hill.  Thomas  Burcham 
Hillery,  Robert  Charles 
Himel,  Craig  Anthony 
Hines.  Bradley  Robert 
Hirabayashi.  Donna  Marie 
Hire.  Claude  William 
Hirsch.  Thomas  John 
Hixenbaugh.  Milady  Blaha 
Hixson.  Ralph  Scott 
Hlywiak.  Michael  Grove 
Hobday.  John  Douglas 
Hoefer.  Ronald  Kenneth 
Hoffman,  Gregory  William 
Hoffman,  Richard  Gumey,  Jr. 
Holland,  Edmund  Daniel,  Jr. 
HoUinger.  Patricia  Ann 
Holston.  Thomas  Houck 
Holzbaur.  Paul  Barry 
Honda.  Prances  Terumi 
Honey,  Nancy  Eileen 
Hood,  Robin  Lee 
Hoppock.  Ronald  Eugene 
Horley,  Susan  Lynn 
Horsman,  John  Philip,  Jr. 
Hoskins,  Thomas  J..  Jr. 
Houck.  Rebecca  Eugenia 
Houston.  Carolyn  Nabors 
Hoverson.  Jerry  K. 
Howard.  Andrew  James 
Howard.  Dana  Alan 
Howard.  KarroU  Lynn 
Howard,  Keith  Charles 
Howe.  William  Smith.  Ill 
Howell.  James  Robert 
Huebner.  William  Earl 
Huebscher.  Mary 
Huffine.  Charles  Henry 
Hughes.  Stephen  Michael 
Hugo,  Robert  John 
Huie,  John  Eddie,  Jr. 
Hulsey.  Joseph  Fargo 
Hunsucker.  Charles  R.,  Jr. 
Hunt,  Geoffrey  Craig 
Hunt.  Patrick  W. 
Hunter.  Jennifer  Lind 
Hunton.  Lynn  Meredith 
Huska.  Richard  Charles 
Hutcheson.  Chester  Jackson  I. 
Hutton.  Linda  Vaught 
Hyde.  Mild  Wilt.  Ill 
Illig.  Christina  Predricka 
Ingles.  Gregory  D. 
Ingram.  Richard  Cameron 
Ives.  Christopher  Lloyd 
Ivins.  Kent  Lamar 
Jablonski.  Edward  Ronald 
Jackson.  Andrew  Edwin 
Jackson.  James  Talmadge.  Jr. 
Jackson.  Michael  Wayne 
Jackson.  Patrick  Norwood 
Jsu^ob.  Jodee  Catlin 
Jagger.  Sandra  Jean 
Jagoe.  Donald  Alan 
Jahnke.  Larry  Dale 
Jamieson.  Margaret  Day 
Janning.  Michael  Martin 
Jarecki.  John  Prancis.  Jr. 
Jaskot.  Richard  Dale 
Jaynes.  Donn  Edwin.  Jr. 
Jenkins,  Charles  Conaz 
Jennings,  Paul  Prancis 
Jemigan,  Lawrence  W.,  Jr. 
Jeschke.  Prancis  Norbert 


Jewell.  Edwin  David 
Johnson.  Aaron  Bruce 
Johnson.  Kirk  Edwin 
Johnson.  Michael  David 
Johnson.  Scott  Thomas 
Johnson.  Warren  Herbert 
Johnson.  William  Vincent,  III 
Johnstone,  Claudette  Germain 
JoUer,  Walter  Carl,  Jr. 
Jonas,  Jon  Bamett 
Jones,  Albert  M. 
Jones,  Edgar  Joseph 
Jones,  Gary  Rayfield 
Jones,  John  Clifford 
Jones,  Richard  Lee 
Jones,  Rita 
Jonkers.  Cornells  L. 
Jordan.  Edgar  Alvin 
Jordan.  Will  Henry 
Jori.  Carol  Diane 
Joyce.  Maurice  Stephen 
Judd.  Curtis  Daryl 
Jurewicz,  Thomas  Anthony 
Kaeser.  Dana  Stephen 
Kamlin.  Steven  Carl 
Kane.  Michael  Bruce 
Kangalos.  Angelo  John 
Kamesky.  David  A. 
Karstens,  Michael  George 
Kaser.  Robert  Dale.  Jr. 
Kasky.  Philip  Carl 
Kasten.  George  Dewey.  Ill 
Kearney.  Prancis  Joseph.  Jr. 
Kedney.  Robert  Oscar,  Jr. 
Keeler.  Dcnald  Lowe.  Jr. 
Keesling.  Julie  Anne 
Keifrider.  William  Prederick 
Keith.  Andrew  MacDonald 
Kelley.  Thomas  Carroll 
Kelly,  Scott  Harrison 
Kelm,  Ronald  Steven 
Kennard,  Charles  William,  Jr. 
Kepferle,  Michael  Roy 
Kern,  Ludwig  August,  III 
Kersch,  Kurt  William 
Kersey.  John  Kerry  Jay 
Kieselbach,  Kent  Robert 
King.  William  Henry.  IV 
Kinney,  Christopher  Albert 
Kircher,  Hartmann  Joseph,  IV 
Kirk,  Richard  Roy 
Kite,  Milton  D. 
Klaren.  Charles  Willis,  Jr. 
Klauss.  Mark  Fredrick 
Kleiser.  Theodore  Earnest.  II 
Klepper.  James  Melvin,  Jr. 
Klett.  Mark  Neil 
Knapp.  David  Albert 
Knight.  James  Todd 
Knight,  John  Richard 
Knott,  Phillip  Curtis 
Knouse,  Craig  Richard 
Kobelski,  John  Henry 
Kochanik.  Randall  William 
Koenig,  Brian  Edward 
Kooken.  Daniel  Grant 
Komey.  James  Michael 
Kosloske,  Douglas  Lloyd 
Krafft,  Betty  Lou 
Krech,  Kenneth  George 
Kriegel,  David  Alan 
Krull,  Rodger  Pratt 
Kruse,  Marcia  Ann 
Kuehnle,  Donald  W. 
Kupovits,  Terry  Michael 
Kuppers,  Robert  Harlow,  Jr. 
Kusuda.  Robert  Alan 
Laabs.  Steven  Richard 
Lagasa.  Bruce  Jack 
Lalne.  F>atrlck  Chairles 
Lake.  James  Robert 
Lamb.  Larry  Steven 
Lamboni.  Mark  Wallace 
Landmann.  Michael  Allen 


Langdell,  Jeanne  Musil 
Langdell,  John  Mark 
Langley.  Frank  Michael 
Lanzer.  Glenn  Alan.  Jr. 
Laska,  William  David 
Lathrop,  Johnathan  Eugene 
Latshaw.  Todd  Edward 
Law,  Donald  Robert 
Leach,  Brian  Steven 
Learner,  Robert  Burton 
Leblanc,  Albert  Paul 
Leblanc,  Michael 
Lecky,  Richard  Louis 
Leder,  Kris  Ann 
Ledford,  Lawrence  David 
Lee,  James  Edward,  Jr. 
Lee,  Jeffery  Scott 
Lefever.  Michael  Angelo 
Leghart.  Martin  James.  Sr. 
Leighty.  Mellnda  J. 
Leininger,  Matthew  J. 
Lemak.  Bala  Prancis 
Lenci.  Mark  Richard 
Lenhardt.  Bruce  Gale 
Lennon.  Gary  Richard 
Leopold.  Gary  R. 
Lesher.  Clifford  Alan 
Leslie.  David  Robert 
Lester.  Timothy  Warren 
Letscher.  James  William,  Jr. 
Levin.  Canice  Kelly 
Lewis.  John  Richard 
Lewis.  Michael  Keller 
Libjtti,  Jean  M. 
Licata.  Lee  A. 
Lilly.  Norvell  Lee 
Lindsay,  Richard  Howard 
Lindsey,  Mark  Ray 
Lindsey,  Thomas  Watson 
Linscott,  Jeffery  Dean 
Lipari,  Michael  Sidney 
Lippert,  Rollin  George 
Lipsmeyer.  William  M. 
Liss.  Stanley  Martin 
Little.  Timothy  Vincent 
Littrell.  James  Ross 
Lloyd.  John  William 
Lohoski.  Edward  Prank.  Jr. 
Long.  Linda  Dolores 
Lopez,  David  Raymond 
Lorhammer.  Donn  Norman 
Louzek.  David  Michael 
Loving.  Jeffrey  S. 
Lowell.  Richard  William 
Lowery.  Charles  Daniel.  Ill 
Luck,  Charles  W. 
Luebke,  William  Howard 
Lueker.  Randal  Eugene 
Luke.  Richard  Theodore 
Lundell.  Glenn  William 
Luplnos.  Gerald 
Luti.  William  Joseph 
Lyle.  Dale  Edward 
Lynch.  John 
Lynch.  Johruiy  Ray 
Lyons.  William  Michael.  Jr. 
Lytle.  Richard  Albert 
MacConkey.  Donald  P. 
Machala.  Robert  Paul 
Maclntyre.  John  Malcolm 
MacLeod.  Scott  Cleveland 
Maclin.  James  Stewart 
Madeen,  Ronald  Edward 
Madison.  Roger  James 
Madson,  Richard  Oscar,  Jr. 
Magill,  David  S. 
Magnant,  Michael  Francis 
Maguire.  Joseph 
Maloney.  John  Kevin 
Mandigo.  Alan  Michael 
Mann,  Charles  Herman.  Jr. 
Manthel.  Jerry  Lyim 
Marcotte,  Donald  Patrick 
Mardik.  Walter  E. 


Markley,  David  Ray.  Jr. 

Marks.  Harry  Ernest 

Marquis,  Jarrett  Timothy 

Marsh.  James  Philip.  Jr. 

Marsh.  William  Edward.  Ill 

Martin,  David  Brownson,  Jr. 

Martin.  Edwin  Harry.  Jr. 

Martin.  Frederick  Herbert,  Jr. 

Martin.  Richard  Leroy.  Jr. 

Martin,  Vaughn  Kenneth 

Mashner,  Melvin  Arden 

Masley.  Michael  Camielle,  Jr. 

Mason.  Owen  Patrick.  Jr. 

Massicotte.  Thomas  Emlle,  Jr. 

Maston.  Michael  Joseph 

Mathews,  Michael  John 

Mathlson.  Robert  Craig 

Matthews.  Timothy  Lee 

Mauer.  Thomas  Alfred,  Jr. 

Mauney,  Carl  Vandlver 

Maurer,  Richard  Henry,  II 

Mauthe,  John  Martin 

Mawhinney,  David  Alan 

Maybaumwlsnlewski,  Susan  C. 

Mayer,  George  Edward 

Maynard,  John  Phillip 

Mayoral,  Leopoldo  Mancilla 

McAlexander.  Robert  Kirtlin 

McAnally.  Nancy  Dawn 

McAullffe,  Wayne  Keith 

McCall,  David  Michael 

McCarmel,  Gregory  John 

McCarthy,  William  John 

McCauley,  Karen  Lee 

McCorkle,  Jack  Woodward.  Jr. 

McCoy.  Sheila  Kathleen 
McCrlUls,  Richard  Thomas 
McDermott,  Michael  John 
McDonash,  Daniel 
McDonough,  Martin  Bryan 
McDonough,  Robert  James 
McDonough,  William 
McGloon,  James  William,  Jr. 
McHarg.  Richard  O. 
Mclnnls.  Marcus  Alan 
Mclnnale.  Thomas  Randall 
Mclsaac.  William  Anthony 
McKannon.  Thomas  Martin 
McKee,  William  Lee 
McKelvey.  Catherine  Elizabeth 
McKenzie,  Colleen  Jay 
McKnight,  John  Heam,  111 
McLaughlin,  Don  Owen 
McLeod,  Ronald  Cannady 
McMahan.  Gerald  Thomas 
McMahon.  Robert  Joseph 
McMillan,  Charles  Allan 
McNally,  Michael  Thomas 
McNamara.  Christopher  P. 
McSwain.  Donald  William 
McTighe,  John  Anthony,  II 
Mears,  David  William 
Melssner,  Robert  Michael 
Melnychenko,  George  Alexander 
Merrill,  Jeffrey  Paige 
Merrill,  Roy  Ashton,  111 
Messick.  Charles  Michael 
Meyers,  Michael  James 
Meyers,  Timothy  Walter 
Miles.  Paul  Edward 
Miller,  Albert  Anthony 
Miller,  Bruce  Edward 
Miller.  Cathleen  Ann 
Miller,  Prank  Blake 
Miller,  James  Plnkney,  Jr. 
Miller,  James  Russell 
Miller.  James  Russell 
Miller.  Robert  Kevin 
Miller.  Robert  Lon 
Mills,  James  Gilbert 
Mills.  Mark  Allen 
Minges,  William  Thomas.  Ill 
Mingle,  Leo  Lester 
Misch,  Gary  Leland 
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Moffatt.  Michael  Minton 
Monaco,  John  Duncan 
Moody.  Martin  Louis 
Moore.  Charles  W  .  II 
Moore.  William  Eutis 
Moore.  William  Fenton 
Moran.  John  Francis 
Morgan.  James  Milton 
Morgan,  John  Steven 
Morrell.  Kenneth  Arnold,  Jr. 
Morrison,  Charles  Ernest 
Mosley,  Lanny  Edward 
Moss,  William  Lester.  Jr. 
Mott.  Robert  Delmar 
Moyseowicz.  Thaddeus  Joseph 
Mozick.  Donald  Raymond 
Mueller.  Leonard.  IV 
Mullins.  Richard  Eugene 
Murken.  Walter  C. 
Murphy.  Daniel  Robert 
Murphy.  Leo  Francis 
Myers.  Lawrence  Edward 
Myers.  Linda  Mary 
Nagel,  Kenneth  George 
Nakazawa.  Shin 
Nail.  Steven  Forrest 
Naple.  Timothy  Michael 
Nash.  Robert  James 
Nash.  Ronald  James 
Natale.  Joseph  John 
Nawrocki,  John  Thaddeus 
Neal.  Laurence  William 
Neel.  Electra  Victoria 
Nehring.  Daniel  Fredric 
Nelson.  Cynthia  Ann 
Nelson,  Daniel  Alan 
Neshiem,  Paulette  Rae 
Newberry.  Garry  Dean 
Nichols.  Dorothy  Kendall 
Nicholson,  Scott  Leslie 
Niedermaier,  David  Gerard 
Northam.  Donald  Richard,  Jr. 
Norton.  Carleton  Porter 
Nortz.  Joseph  Edward 
Nott,  William  Michael 
Nowakowski.  Michael  Peter 
Oakleaf.  Ann  Sheryl 
O'Brien.  David  Richmond 
O'Brien.  Sherman  Louis 
O'Brien.  Stephen  Alan 
O'Bryant.  Milton  Harris,  Jr. 
O'Connor,  Thomas  Joseph,  Jr. 
O'Day.  Dale  Kathleen 
O'Krepkie.  William  Stephen 
Olsovich.  George  Edward 
O'Leary,  James  J. 
Oliver.  Michael  RoUand 
Oliver.  Randall  George 
Oliverla,  David  Kenneth 
Olson,  Carl  Dawson 
O'Neill,  Gary  Sean 
O'Rourke.  James  Joseph 

O'Rourke.  John  Tower 

Orr.  John  C. 

Ostanock.  Stephan.  Jr. 

Outlaw.  Bert  Gable 

Overhauser.  Judy  Ann 

Overturf,  Richard  Wayne 

Owen,  Richard  P. 

Owen.  William  Garrett 

Owens,  Christopher  David 

Owens.  John  Robert 

Owens,  Philip  Allan 

Owsley,  Robert  Clark 

Page.  Marshall  Tyler 

Paha,  Edmund  Joseph 

Pair,  Annie  Lee 

Parico,  Robert  Francis 

Parish,  David  Clark 

Park,  Stephen  James 

Parker.  Desley  Sant 

Patterson,  Robert  Frederick 

Pattoon,  Daniel  Charles 

Paulis.  Jospeh  John 
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Pearson,  Vicki  Sue 
Pech,  David  Joseph 
Pels,  Bruce  John 
Pelz,  Gerald  Carlyle 
Perkins,  Richard  Charles 
Perry,  John  Alan 
Petersen,  Paul  Daniel 
Peterson.  Gary  Algot 
Peterson.  Wayne 
Petross.  Donnie  Gene 
Pfieffer.  Jimmy  Russell 
Philipp.  Douglas  Tyler 
Phillips.  Daniel  Eugene 
Phillips,  Duane  John 
Phillips,  Joy  Lynn 
Phillips,  Stephen  William 
Phillips.  Thomas  Frank 
Piedmont.  Otto  Michael 
Pierce.  Burt  Willard 
Pierson,  William.  Edward 
Pinney.  Thomas  E. 
Place.  Dana  Alexander 
Place.  William  David 
Plato,  Gayle  Jean 
Policy,  David  Prescott 
Pollock.  Louis  William 
Polo.  Rafael  Lazaro 
Potopsingh.  Flavius  Constant 
Potter.  Don  HoUis.  Jr. 
Potter.  Richard  Lee 
Powell.  Thomas  David 
Powers.  Martin  Byron 
Pratt.  David  Lawrence 
Pratt.  Robert  Wilson,  II 
Proffitt.  Donald  Wayne,  Sr. 
Pruitt.  Ted  E. 
Pursell.  Marc  Lionel 
Purdy.  Mary  Cathryn  Hamilton 
Quinn.  Christopher  Duncan 
Quinn.  Timothy  Patrick 
Quirk.  Edward  James 
Rachko,  Katherine 
Radel.  Timothy  Lee 
Ragsdale.  Robert  Giles,  Jr. 
Ramirez,  Michael  Thomas 
Rankin,  Craig  Alexander 
Ray,  David  Clark 
Razalan.  Patrick  George 
Reade,  Anthony  Raymond 
Reed,  Robert  Allen 
ReiUy.  Robert  Dunham,  Jr. 
Reilly,  Thomas  James 
Reily.  Patricia  Joanne 
Reish.  Robert  Allen 
Reitz,  Edward  Harris 
Reynolds.  Rondel  Gene 
Reynolds.  William  Wayland 
Riche.  Robert  Sheldon 
Rickenbach.  Mark  Douglas 
Rider.  Maradee 
Ridley.  John  Dennis 
Rieger,  Richard  Albert 
Rikard.  Ralph  Miller,  Jr. 
Rlngler.  Thomas  Jay 
Rios.  Patricia  Barrow 
Roadifer.  Rodney  Lewis 
Roberts,  Alvin  Napoleon,  Jr. 
Roberts,  Keith  Alan 
Robins.  Sally  Scott 
Robinson.  Decatur  Maynard 
Robinson,  Harold  Alonzo,  Jr. 
Robinson,  Michael  Ward 
Roblson,  Russell  Herman 
Rocheleau,  Karen  Diane 
Roesler,  Gordon  Merriam,  Jr. 
Rogers,  Edward  Joseph,  III 
Rogers.  Walter  Leo 
Rohling.  Henry  John 
Rolfe.  Richard  Bruce 
RoUins.  Richard  Lee 
Romano,  Steven 
Ronacher.  Andrew  Joseph,  Jr, 
Rose,  Jlnuny  Van,  Jr. 
Rosenthal,  Ellen  Sue 


Rosynek,  Dennis  James 
Rothchild,  Rsmdall  Lee 
Roumaya.  Louis  ThAddeus 
Rouse,  Alfred  Carr 
Rubinkowski,  Adrienne  Lee 
Rudd,  Dee  Ann  Raaz 
Rudti,  Anthony  Joseph,  Jr. 
Rush,  Richard  Crittendon 
Russell.  Bruce  Rae 
Russell.  Darrell  Anthony 
Ryan.  David  Michael 
Ryan,  Lester  Eugene 
Sabol,  Alexander  John 
Sagen,  Michael  Eric 
Salley,  Robert  James 
Salter,  Larry  Gene 
Sanders.  Janis  Sue 
Santowski.  Richard  Daniel 
Saunders.  Charles  Conrad 
Schaffer.  Harold  Frederick 
Schenzel,  William  Paul 
Scherer.  Robert  John.  Jr. 
Schiele.  Elaine  Overall 
Schires,  Brian  Gerald 
Schlaefer.  Douglas  Charles 
Schmitz.  FYancis  Joseph.  Jr. 
Schoenbauer.  Martin  Joseph 
Scholes.  Michael  Lynn 
Schonberger.  Rose  Ann 
Schoultz.  Robert  Parker 
Schrader.  Kerry  David 
Scheneman.  Frederick  William 
Schultz.  Dale  Edward 

Schultz,  John  James,  Jr. 

Schumaker.  Carl  William 

Schutzenhofer.  Robert  R. 

Schwarzrock.  Gary  Logan 

Schweiger,  Jeffrey  Mark 

Scott,  Dale  Randolph 

Scott,  Gloria  Jean  Cummins 

Sechrist.  John  Dow 

Sennes.  Paul  Robert 

Sestak,  Timothy  Allen 

Sgro.  David  C. 

Shannon.  William  Edgar,  III 

Sharp,  Jane  Kathryn 

Sharp.  Michael  Alan 

Sharrett.  Patrick  James 

Shea.  Betty  June 

Shegrud.  Stevens  Keller 

Shellon,  James  Milton 

Shepard.  John  August 

Shippee,  Randall  Craig 

Shughart,  Robert  Clifton 

Shuster,  Charles  Patrick 

Siedband,  Marc  Aaron 

Silvast,  Stevan  Donald 

Simmons,  Larry  Richard 

Sisterhen,  George  William 

Skurla,  Dale  George 

Slack,  Randall  J. 

Slaughter.  Charles  Jay 

Sloss.  Daniel  David 

Smart.  Scott  William 

Smart.  William  Alan 

Smith.  Billie  Lee 

Smith,  Byron  Vosler.  Ill 

Smith.  David  Harrison 

Smith,  Gary  Philip 

Smith,  John  William 

Smith.  Luanne  Joy 

Smith,  Mark  Gregory 

Smith,  Peter  Greig 

Smith,  Raymond  Lawrence 

Smith,  Richard  Lowell 

Smith,  Robert  Dearing,  II 

Smith,  Steven  Samuel 

Smith,  William  Benson  H. 

Smothers.  Ernest  Randolph 

Sneed.  Brandon  Mark 

Snyder,  James  Sidney 

Snyder.  Richard  Lynn 

Sokolowski.  John  Anthony 

Solem.  Craig  Robert 


July  21,  1983 

Souder.  Charles  Curtis 
Soules,  Stephen  Michael 
Spadaro,  Angelo  Joseph 
Spencer,  Douglas  Garland 
Spilman.  Theodore  Louis,  III 
Spoto,  Russell  Anthony 
Spurr,  Joseph  James 
Squicciarini,  Peter  Dante 
Squires.  William  David.  Jr. 
Stafford,  Joe  N. 
Stagl.  Frank  Peter,  Jr. 
Stair,  Gerald  Kent.  Jr. 
Stakem,  Anne  Batchelder 
Stanley,  Paul  Stephen 
Stanton,  Paul  Eugene 
Stark,  James  King,  Jr. 
Starzy,  Virginia  Lynn 
Stavaridis,  James 
Steen,  Allen  Robert 
Steger,  James  Michael 
Steinbaugh,  Michael  Lee 
Stell,  Donald  Earl 
Stephenson.  Donna  Kay 
Stephenson,  George  Martin 
Stephenson,  Michael  Paul 
Stevens,  Richard  Everett,  Jr. 
Steward,  Thomas  Flint 
Stichter,  Michael  Charles 
Stirling,  Bruce  Robert 
Stoddard,  Harry  Charles 
Straight,  George  W.,  Jr. 
Strance,  Kristopher  Leigh 
Strandquist.  John  Herbert,  II 
Strott,  John  Burnett 
Strouse.  Margaret  Marie 
Strjl,  Gary  Robin 
Stufflebeem,  John  Dickson 
Sjdhoff,  Gary  Michael 
Sudweeks,  Verl  Blake 
Sullivan,  Christopher  Paul 
Sullivan,  Daniel  David 
Sullivan,  Mark  David 
Sullivan,  Martin  D. 
Sullivan.  Terry  Hunter 
Surbridge.  Thomas  Bond 
Sutton.  Donald  R. 
Swanton,  Michael  Timothy 
Sweeney,  Joseph  Woods,  III 
Sweeney,  Kevin  John 
Sweeney,  Randal  Clay 
Sweeney,  Robert  Louis,  III 
Sweet,  Robert  Bruce,  Jr. 
Swiontek.  Richard  Leo,  Jr. 
Taggart.  David  Byron 
Tant,  Lawrence  Edward 
Taylor,  Alfred  Wayne 
Taylor,  David  Churchill 
Tenga,  Richard 
Tennison,  Steven  Leslie 
Terry,  Robert  James 
Thomas,  David  Lyle 
Thomas.  Jestine 
Thompson,  Anne  Kountze 
Thompson,  Chris  Allen 
Thompson,  David  Dutasta 
Thompson,  Thomas  Petree 
Thorn,  David  James 
Thomburg,  Donald  Wendell 
Thome,  Stephen  Douglas 
Thome,  William  Robert 
Timm,  Rodney  Deayne 
Timms,  Donald  Robert 
Tindall,  John  Martin 
Tomazic.  Rocco  Guy 
Tomkins,  Philip  Austin 
Tooley,  Norman  Edwin,  Jr. 
Torsney,  George  Patrick 
Towner,  Richard  Louis 
Townsley.  Robert  Hughlett 
Tracy,  Michael  Charles 
Tracy,  Robert  E.  Jr. 
Trejde.  Jeffrey  Woodward 
Trimble.  Rosalind 
Trltt,  Gregory  Eugene 
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Trupp,  James  Charles 
Tucker,  Jack  Wayland 
Tunstall,  Thomas  Nelson 
Tuohy,  Matthew  William 
Tuten.  Harold  Redding 
Tyson,  David  Sheldon 
Udicious,  Richard  Anthony 
Ulrich,  Margaret  Ann  K. 
Urban.  Clement  Dwayne 
Vagts,  Wayne  Franz 
Vandoren.  Wayne  Richard 
Vanosdol,  Donald  Wayne 
Vaughn,  Gregory  Martin 
Vaughan,  Thomas  Veal 
Vehslage,  Louis  Mobane 
Veiga,  Anthony  Albert,  Jr. 
Velasquez,  David  Michael 
Verdolini,  Vincent  James,  HI 
Vereb,  Guy  Leslie 
Verhofstadt,  Francis  Albert 
Vermilyea.  Sharon  Lee 
Vemier,  William  Allan 
Vernon.  Robert  John 
Veynar,  Vance  Yaroslav 
Vibert,  Joseph  John 
Vickers,  Jimmy  Ray 
Vilotti,  Daniel  Thomas 
Viscovich,  Paul  William,  Jr. 
Vollendorf,  Guy  Carl 
Vonchristierson,  Steven 
Wagner,  Charles  Gilbert 
Wagner,  Wayne  Avers 
Walker,  Farley  Lee 
Walker,  Lambert  Roger,  III 
Wallace.  David  Bruce 
Wallace.  Justin  Lew 
Wallace,  Philip  Bruce 
Walpole.  Archie  Fred,  Jr. 
Walsh,  John  Joseph 
Walsh,  Stephen  Wilson 
Walters,  Clyde  Thatcher 
Walters,  John  Michael 
Walthall,  William  S. 
Ward,  David  Thomas 
Warmbrunn,  Robert  John 
Warner,  John  Raymond 
Warren,  Darrell  Wayne 
Warren,  Gordon  Howard 
Wasenius,  George  Thomas 
Washington,  Leroy  Louis,  Jr. 
Waters,  Neil  Robert,  Jr. 
Watkins,  Harry,  III 
Watson,  John  Anthony 
Watson,  Larry  James 
Watson,  Michael  Grant 
Watt,  Thomas  Robb 
Weaver,  Brian  Russell 
Webber,  Charles  Ferguson 
Weber,  Bruce  Allan 
Weber,  Frederick  William 
Wegner,  Brian  John 
Wehle,  John  Kent 
Weinhardt,  Stephen  Allen 
Weinstein,  Prank  David 
Wellock,  Stephen  Mark 
Wentzel,  Bruce  Morris 
Weronko,  William  Allen 
Wessel,  Kirk  D. 
Wessling,  John  Joseph 
West,  Carol 

West,  David  Dudley,  Jr. 
Halen,  Harold  Gibbs 
White,  James  Frederick,  III 
White,  Scott  Randall 
White,  Stephen  Robert 
White,  William  Richard 
Whitehead,  Comelia  De  Grodt 
Whitmer.  Lynden  Duane 
Whitney,  Peter  Bradford 
Whitten,  Kenneth  Lee 
Wicks,  James  Henry,  Jr. 
Wigfall,  Agistine  Lenora 
Wlldemann,  Leonard  Walter,  II 
Wildong.  Daniel  John 


Wilkerson,  Lonnie  Otto,  III 
Williams,  Charles  Eura,  II 
Williams,  Charles  Mains 
Williams,  Kirk  Gregory 
Williams,  Leroy  George 
Williams.  Richard  Barry 
Williams,  Russell  Thomas 
Williams,  Thomas  Darius,  IV 
Willis,  Carl  Jerome 
Willis,  Joseph  Walter,  Jr. 
Willis.  Montogmery  Paul 
Willson.  John  Lane 
Wilson,  Cynthia  Barth 
Windsor,  George  Burton 
Winston,  Jeffrey  Newell 
Wittenberg.  Charles  Frederic 
Wolff.  William  Steven 
Wood,  David  William 
Woodard,  Trygve  Mylo 

Woolley,  James  Robin 

Wooten,  Hubbard  Smith,  HI 

Work,  Edward  Philip 

Wotham,  Willie  Lawrence 

Wren,  William  Christopher 

Wright,  William  Fred 

Wrona,  Kermeth  Walter 

Wurzel,  Donald  Joseph 

Wyatt,  Charles  Albert 

Yankle.  Robert  Palmer,  II 

Yantis,  Kathleen  Mary 

Yardsh,  Mark  Brian 

Yasment,  Frank  Paul 

Yates,  John  Madison.  Jr. 

Yost,  Charles  Paul 

Young,  Gregory  Denton 

Young,  Robert  Joseph 

Young,  Robert  Vance 

Yojree,  Linda  Margaret 

Zambrand.  Steven  Paul 

Zapolski,  Edward  Stanley 

Zazworsky,  Daniel  Stanley 

Zeller,  Randel  Leonard 
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Allen,  Daryl  Curtis 
Anthes,  Emest  Steven 
Armstrong,  David  Thomas,  Jr. 
Becker.  John  J. 
Bender.  Gregory  Louis 
Bieseleisen.  Louis  King 
Bloomer,  James  Wayne,  II 
Bourgeois,  Neil  Charles 
Brooks.  Jeffrey  Allen 
Brown.  Gary  Leroy 
Brown,  William  Harold 
Brunson,  Fred  Wendell,  Jr. 
Bush,  Gary  Lew 
Cadwell,  Charles  Arthur,  Jr. 
Cecere.  Michael  Lewis,  HI 
Cetel,  Alan  Jeffrey 
Clark,  David  Richard 
Cole,  Walter  Bacon 
Connell,  Roger  John,  Jr. 
Coulter,  Stephanie  Lyrme 
Dilmore,  William  Douglas,  Jr. 
Dively,  Rogest  William,  II 
Ducan,  Ralph  Emest 
Eyman,  Roy  Lance 
Fitzpatrick,  Ulysses 
Gamble,  Davis  Rudolph,  Jr. 
Graham,  Jerry  Lee 
Hammer,  David  Allen 
Hanrahan,  John  Martin,  Jr. 
Hedelund,  Richard  Donald 
Hoover,  Todd  Jeffrey 
Hundley,  Ronnie 
Johns,  Eric  Refsin 
Johnson,  Ralph  Brian 
Johnsrud,  Roger  Francis 
Jones,  Steven  Allen 
King,  Richard  Norwood 
Knock,  Rick  Herman 
Kruschke,  Dale  Elwood 
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Langan.  John  Richard 
Langford.  Leonardo  Demitrius 
Larson.  Keith  Robert.  Jr. 
Lockwood,  Alan  William 
Louie.  Chuck  Long 
Mardney.  Randall  Keith 
Marsh,  Bert 

Matoushek.  Ronald  John 
McCauley.  Jeffrey  Francis 
McClellan,  Gene  Edward 
Minton.  Michael  Olan 
Morgan.  Edward  Benjamin 
MulhoUand.  David  Joseph 
Nishimura.  Rodney 
Noftz.  Paul  Jeffrey 
Nellie,  Thomas  Clyde.  Jr. 
Oslund.  Lawrence  E. 
Parker.  Frederick  Hobbs 
Pritchard.  Nolle  Delton.  Jr. 
Redmon.  Danny  Ray 
Reskusich.  John 
Ries.  Daniel  Edward 
Roberts,  Roger  William 
Sander.  Wayne  Henry 
Schonberger,  James  Robert 
Schultz.  Clarence  Walters 
Schwarting.  Richard  Alvin 
Shaw.  Richard  Stewart 
Steinberg.  Robert  Lee 
Todd.  Gregory  Bran 
Tritchler.  Wayne  Kurt 
Tufte.  Duane  Monroe 
Vasquez.  Harry  Wayne 
Violette,  Thomas  F. 
Vollmer.  Leo  William.  Jr. 
Walter.  Ainslie  Bruce 
Wasson.  Warren  James 
Webb,  Kenneth  Ray 
Whyms.  Michael  Lee 
Wilhoit,  George  Zachary 
Wilken,  Dennis  Ray 

AERONAUTICAL  ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFFICER 
(AERONAUTICAL  ENGINEERING'    llSIXi 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 
Johnson,  Johnny  Lee 
Schrinar,  Samuel  Reinhold 

AERONAUTICAL  ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFFICER 
lAVIATION  MAINTENANCE!    <IS2X> 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 
Bayma.  Benjamin  Arthur,  Jr. 
Blind,  Edward  William,  Jr. 
Callinan,  Maurice  Michael 
Cameron.  Wallace  Reid,  Jr. 
Clawiter,  James  Henry 
Clements,  Michael  Ray 
Connal,  Edson  Nelson,  Jr. 
Diekman,  Diane  Jean 
Dobbs,  Dennis  Keller 
Ezzard,  Henry  Speer,  Jr. 
Fitzgerald.  Cheryl  Ann 
Gibson,  Steven  Bradley 
Lanini.  Ernest  Dale 
Livingston.  Craig  Bruce 
Lynch.  Anne 
Mariani.  Steve  James 
Marks,  Kenneth  Allen 
Moorhead,  Donald  Frederick 
Morgan,  Ralph  Alvln 
Oker,  William  Robert 
Patterson,  Louis  Warren 
Phillipson,  Richard  William 
Scalia,  August 
Vannatter,  Richard  P. 
Vansickle.  John  Davis 
Weakley,  Randy  Glenn 
Wells.  William  Allen 
WUUord,  James  Edward 

SPBCIAL  DUTY  OFFICER  (CRYFTOLOGY)    (ISIXI 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 
BaUey,  Everett  Daniel.  Ill 
Bateman,  Dale  Dewayne 
Beersdorf,  Jerry  Wayne 
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Bernas,  Barry  Lee 
Boyd,  Lloyd  Russell,  Jr. 
Burke,  Theodora  Lee 
Carpenter,  Stephen  Elige 
Davis,  John  Sigfrid,  III 
Dempsey,  John  Mains,  II 
Ditewig,  William  Thomas 
Evans,  Richard  Lee 
Keams,  John  Raymond 
Kemhus,  Jeffrey  Wayne 
Kurdys,  Martin  Paul 
Lane,  Monroe  Arthur 
Leonard,  Ellis  Arvin 
Loucks,  Michael  Joseph 
Marsh,  Robert  Wilson 
McDonald,  Melvyn  Kenneth 
Muller,  Pamela  Carey 
Myers,  Charles  Newton 
Newman,  James  Stilson 
Nixon,  Ray  Byron 
Nothom,  Charles  Theodore 
Peyronel,  Sharon  Anne 
Rapin,  Jerome  P. 
Ray,  Philip  Daniel 
Rousseaugeraldos,  Marcel  C. 
Scagnelli,  Michael  Louis 
Sipe.  Alan  Major 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICER  i  INTELLIGENCE)    1 163X1 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 
Abbott,  Edwin  Dale 
Abbott,  Thomas  Ralph 
Ambler,  Jay  C. 
Askins,  Larry  Edward 
Baptista,  Armand  Louis.  Jr. 
Barnes,  Gary  Clyde 
Beajvais,  Douglas  James 
Black,  Michael  Thomas 
Brandon,  Harry  Marcus 
Brown,  Elena  Weickardt 
Burkhart,  Grey  Emery 
Chow,  Edward  Yuen  Hoy 
Cook,  Charles  C,  III 
Corner,  Stephen  Jeffrey 
Curfs,  Thomas  Philip 
Dove,  Thomas  Edward 
Green,  Norman  Kenneth,  Jr. 
Gutierrez.  Julio  Jesus 
Hansen.  Cindy  Anne 
Hubbard.  Stephen  Dean 
Hul)er,  David  Bruce 
Irwin,  William  Lovejoy 
Kee,  Scott  Crawford 
Keroz,  Richard  James 
Keydash,  John  Melvin,  Jr. 
Laakso,  William  Leonard 
Lawrence,  Mark  Stephen 
Levi,  Joseph  Canan 
Maughan,  Richard  Vernon 
McCollum.  Edward  Manning 
Merritt.  Cyrus  Mark 
Mott.  Charles  Phillips 
Mureett,  Robert  Brendan 
Myers,  Eric  M. 
Neal,  Harold  Lord,  III 
Northup,  Donn  Robert 
Obrien,  John  Francis,  Jr. 
C)zouf.  Wesley  Alan 
Patton.  Pamela  Johnston 
Pearson.  Robert  Anthony 
Peters,  Jeffrey  Robert 
Poole,  Alfred  Haywood 
Renner,  Carol  Jean 
Richason,  Steve  Kane 
Roberts.  Charles  Kendall 
Rocker.  Fredrick 
Smouse.  William  Morton 
Sorek.  Eddy  Louise 
Strohmeyer,  Donald  Francis 
Tate,  John  Caswell 
Vaughn,  Holly  Anne 
Viner,  Kimberly  Douglas 
Weidman,  Robert  Paul 
Weissman,  Ronald  Peter 
Williams.  Robert  Gary 


SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICER   IPUBLIC  AFFAIRS) 

(16SX) 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 
Barron,  William  Davis 
Dodge,  Ryland  T.,  Ill 
Graham.  Sheila  Ann 
Honda.  Stephen  NMN 
Kudla.  James  Matthew 
Morse,  Ronal  Bruce 
Noonan,  Ruth  Shirley 
Pritchard,  Robert  Scott 
2^browski,  Christine  Anne 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICER  (GEOPHYSICS)    (IBOX) 

To  6e  lieutenant  commander 
Burger,  Rolf  John 
Burgess,  Leslie  Ann 
Calland,  Wynn  Edward 
Clark,  Robert  Louis 
Cummings,  Timothy  Kean 
Donaldson,  Thomas  Quinton 
Hall,  Christopher  James 
Harrod,  Robert  Leslie 
Hopkins,  Charles  Kenneth 
Houtman,  Bauke  H. 
Howell,  Terry  Alan 
Jarramillo,  Bernardino  Jose 
Karl,  Michael  Leroy 
Larsen,  Dennis  Glenn 
McMurdy,  Ronald  Edwin 
Mundy,  James  Frederick 
Ranelli,  Peter  Henry 
Sellers,  Charles  Edgar 
Stringer,  Gary  Lee 
Tarbet,  Gary  L. 
Warrenfeltz,  Larry  Lee 
Williams,  Dock  David,  Jr. 
Wooster,  Michael  Harrison 

LIMITED  DUTY  OFFICER  (LINE)    <61XX/63XX/ 
63XX/64XX> 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 
Adams,  Orland  I. 
Addison,  Leroy  Elbert,  II 
Alston,  Moses  Donald 
Atwood.  Jack  David 
Austell,  Theodore.  Jr. 
Bailey.  Dallam 

Barger,  Edward  Blanchard,  Jr. 
Beavers.  James  Edgar 
Bemer.  Mark  Donald 
Best.  Thomas  Henry,  Sr. 
Bigelow.  Jerry  B. 
Blackmore.  Thomas  Orlin 
Blair,  Richard 
Blausey,  Arthur  Ernest 
Bocchino,  Alfred  John 
Bond,  David  Leon 
Bonnette,  John  Eric 
Bottorff,  Jerry  L. 
Boyle,  Robert  Joseph 
Breland,  Don 
Brink,  John  Heath 
Brinkley,  George  William 
Brissetie,  Richard  James,  Jr. 
Bryce.  Francis  Peter 
Budway.  Edward  James 
Cage,  Benjamin  Leroy 
Callaway,  James  Ray 
Caramello,  Joseph  John 
Cart,  Harold  Edward 
Cassoutt,  James  M. 
Claybome,  Earl  Kenneth 
Cochran,  William  Lee 
Cope,  James  Oren 
Cordray,  David  Ralph 
Comwell,  William  James 
Crouch,  William  Ersel 
Culberson,  Arthur  Lee 
Curtis,  Harold  Roger 
Dalrymple,  John  Edward 
Davidson,  James  Edward 
Davis,  Billy  Gene 
Davis.  Clayton  Robert 
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Doyle,  David  Michael 
Elliott,  Boyce  Wise 
Ephraim,  Richard 
Evans,  Thomas  Ladd 
Parr,  Craig  Lynn 
Fitzsimmons,  William  Michael 
Foley,  Lee  Michael 
Puller,  William  James 
Gascho,  Gerald  Galen 
Gates,  FYanklin  Charles 
Good,  Steve  Harold 
Gosselin.  Charles  Louis,  Jr. 
Green.  Robert  Louie 
Guidry,  Dell  Joseph,  Jr. 
Hale,  Dudley  Ross 
Hallman,  Lyston  Laneda 
Hampton,  Gary 
Harris,  Robert  R. 
Hariman,  Thomas  Terry 
Hedgpeth.  Lewis  Floyd,  Jr. 
Holkum,  John  V. 
Houghton,  Prank  Barnwell,  Jr. 
Hunt,  Roy  L. 
lies,  Douglas  Merwin 
Isaacson,  Leroy  Dean 
Jacks,  James  Harold 
Johnson,  William  S. 


Johnston,  Sydney  Lee 
Jolly,  Edward  G. 
Klinehoffer,  Larry  Bruce 
Komzelman,  Edward  Eubank 
Lane,  Benjamin  C. 
Leasure,  Rodger  Milton 
Licciardi,  Dominick,  Jr. 
Llewellyn,  Ronald  Alexander 
Mason,  Leo 

McCarstle,  Richard  Wayne 
McConville,  Brian  Sean 
Meaker,  Michael  Jerome 
Miller,  Charles  Raymond 
Moore,  Paul  Andrew,  Jr. 
Morrison,  Ronald  Gene 
Morton,  George  Washington 
Oberst,  Alan  Pearce 
Onken,  Charles  Robert 
Owens,  Raymond  Patrick 
Pearson,  Richard  Andrew 
Peitzmeyer,  Kenneth  Dale 
Perriman,  Ronald  Otis 
Pesses,  Thomas  Michael 
Petska,  Lyie  Raymond 
Pudssey,  William  Edgar 
Rea,  Jerry  Ford 
Ross,  Steven  Scott 


Rundgren,  Conrad  Leonard 
Scarbough,  Travis  Earle 
Shutters,  William  D.,  II 
Singer,  Larry 
Smith,  Malcolm  Edward 
Speer,  William  Wayne 
Sperlich,  James  L. 
Stiles,  Kenneth  R. 
St.  John,  Charles  Wayne 
Sturm,  John  Robert 
Swartz,  Melvin  C,  Jr. 
Thedbald,  Robert  Lewis 
Irimmer,  Thomas  Arthur 
Ursery,  Ronald  Maurice 
Vanhook,  Keith  C 
Walker,  John  Mont 
Weckerle  Richard  Steven 
Weidetz  Alvin  Leslie,  Jr. 
Whitted,  George  Walter 
Wildey  Gary  Raymond 
Williams,  Nathanile,  Jr. 
Woodward  Curtis  Beets 
Wrightson,  David  J. 
Young,  John  H. 
Zakrajsek,  Michael  J. 
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IRA  L.  CAHNS  PERCEPTIVE 
WARNING  ABOUT  AMERICA'S 
DEFENSE 


HON.  NORMAN  F.  LENT 

OF  fCrW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  LENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues a  most  perceptive  and  inform- 
ative newspaper  column  concerning 
apparent  deficiencies  in  our  Nation's 
defenses. 

Written  by  Mr.  Ira  L.  Cahn,  the  pub- 
lisher of  the  Massapequa  Post  in  Mas- 
sapequa  Park.  N.Y.,  in  my  Fourth 
Congressional  District,  his  column 
should  play  a  significant  role  in 
today's  debate  about  the  military 
budget.  We  should  all  take  note  of  this 
warning  about  some  of  the  deficiencies 
which  seem  to  be  plaguing  our  Na- 
tion's defenses. 

I  have  asked  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  respond  to  the  report  of  defi- 
ciencies of  ammunition  and  missiles 
aboard  U.S.  naval  vessels  and  in  U.S. 
Army  ordnance,  and.  if  the  reports  are 
correct,  what  action  must  be  taken  to 
remedy  the  deficiencies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  all  my  col- 
leagues join  me  in  expressing  grati- 
tude to  Publisher  Cahn  for  investigat- 
ing this  serious  problem  in  our  de- 
fenses aind  in  helping  to  publicize  it.  I 
believe  we  will  all  benefit  from  reading 
his  excellent  essay  and  so.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  therefore  request  that  the  entire 
text  of  Mr.  Cahn's  article  be  reprinted 
in  the  Congressional  Record. 

[Prom  the  Massapequa  Post.  June  23.  1983] 
Behind  the  News 
(By  Ira  L.  Cahn) 

•Praise  the  Lora  and  Pass  the  Ammuni- 
tion" was  a  popular  song  during  the  worst 
days  of  World  War  II.  And  the  bullets  and 
shells,  somehow,  were  usually  on  hand  for 
our  soldiers  and  sailors  who  needed  the  ma- 
terial so  desperately. 

Not  today,  according  to  a  story  that  ap- 
peared in  this  past  Tuesday's  Christian  Sci- 
ence Monitor.  Despite  the  great  prestige  of 
the  Monitor— reknown  for  its  accuracy  and 
luibiased,  intelligent  reporting— I  found  it 
hard  to  believe  the  report.  I  personally 
spoke  with  John  Dillin.  the  Monitor's  staff 
correspondent  who  wrote  the  story.  Still 
cautious,  I  conducted  a  telephone  interview 
with  a  staff  member  of  the  House  Armed 
Forces  Committee. 

Dillin's  story  turned  out  to  be  substantial- 
ly correct.  I  pass  it  along  to  you,  as  well- 
checked  as  possible: 

U.S.  Navy  ships  are  so  short  of  ammuni- 
tion and  missiles  that  inbound  vessels  must 
rendezvous  with  their  relief  ships  in  order 
to  transfer  weapons.  Dillin  claims  that  our 


13  first-line  carriers  have  supplies  for  only 
five  such  ships.  There  are  severe  shortages, 
he  says,  in  air-to-air  missiles  such  as  the 
Phoenix,  Sparrow  and  the  Sidewinder 
needed  for  aerial  dogfights. 

The  congressional  spokesman  told  me 
that  this  is  the  situation,  but  he  refused  to 
confirm  numl)ers  and  items  for  security  rea- 
sons. 

The  Monitor  story  quotes  a  Navy  study 
after  the  Palklands  war  caused  some  con- 
cern ".  .  .  it  is  not  possible  to  fill  the 
launchers  and  magazines  of  our  active  U.S. 
Navy  fleet  of  514  ships  even  once  with  high 
technology  munitions. "  The  shortages  range 
from  the  needs  of  supercarriers  to  the  de- 
stroyers. 

Its  not  only  the  Navy  that  finds  Itself 
with  empty  guns  and  empty  magazines. 
Conventional  supplies— bullets,  mortars  and 
other  Army  ordnance— are  also  in  critically 
short  supply.  Dillin  said  that  current  Army 
supplies  in  Europe  are  estimated  at  only  30 
days.  Again,  my  Armed  Forces  Committee 
contact  would  not  confirm  the  actual 
amount  for  security  reasons,  but  did  agree 
that  there  is  a  shortage. 

In  each  instance,  the  fault  does  not  seem 
to  be  at  the  Pentagon  level.  Rather,  it  is 
Congress  itself  that  has  created  the  short- 
ages. Apparently,  there  has  been  over  $722 
million  cut  from  various  Armed  Forces  sup- 
plies. This  is  not  for  exotic  items  such  as 
MX  missiles  or  planes  or  ships  and  similar 
capita]  expenditures:  this  is  from  the  "am- 
munition" budget. 

We  must  be  crazy!  I  want  to  see  our  ships 
and  planes  ready  for  combat  in  case  there  is 
any  trouble.  Either  that  or  put  them  into 
mothballs  and  don't  try  to  fool  us  with  a 
false  sense  of  security.  As  the  Monitor 
report  concluded,  "Having  a  warship  with 
empty  magazines  doesn't  give  them  (Navy 
officers)  much  comfort." 

CONGRESSMEN  NORMAN  LENT  AND 
TOM  DOWNEY:  This  is  YOUR  baby.  Get 
on  this  immediately.  If  this  checks  out  on 
the  Congressional  level— and  it  will!— 
demand  that  the  situation  is  corrected 
pronto;  tomorrow  may  be  too  late.  Get  the 
bucks  up  for  the  bullets  and  shells,  even  if  it 
means  cutting  out  a  few  planes  or  a  carrier. 
It's  a  matter  of  first  things  first.* 


UNITED  STATES  MUST  ACT  TO 
END  9- YEAR  TURKISH  OCCUPA- 
TION OF  CYPRUS 


HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

or  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HODSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  FT>ORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  July 
20.  1974.  Turkish  aggressors  began 
landing  on  the  shores  of  Cyprus  in  a 
gross  violation  of  a  small  nation's  ter- 
ritorial integrity.  Today.  9  years  later, 
Turkish  troops  still  occupy  over  40 
percent  of  the  island  and  pose  an  omi- 
nous threat  to  the  island's  Greek  Cyp- 
riot  population. 


Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  no  closer  to  a 
solution  to  this  grave  situation  in  the 
eastern  Mediterranean  than  we  were 
the  day  the  Turkish  Army  invaded 
Cyprus  and  displaced  170.000  people. 
Throughout  these  past  9  years,  we 
have  silently  looked  on  as  the  Turkish 
Army  raped  and  pillaged  what  was 
once  a  prosperous  island,  sending 
thousands  of  Greek  Cypriots  fleeing 
into  the  south,  causing  numerous  cas- 
ualties, desecrating  churches  and 
cemeteries,  and  totally  disregarding 
public  outrage. 

We  have  silently  looked  on  and  we 
have  ignored  our  own  strategic  inter- 
ests in  not  doing  all  that  we  could  to 
promote  an  effective  and  durable  solu- 
tion to  the  Cyprus  conflict.  We  have 
silently  looked  on  as  Turkey  created  a 
new  "Berlin  wall,"  dividing  north  and 
south  and  adding  a  physical  barrier  to 
the  already  existing  delicate  differ- 
ence t)etween  Greek  and  Turkish  Cyp- 
riots. 

It  is  our  responsibility  to  help  create 
a  climate  conducive  to  negotiating  a 
solution  to  a  situation  that  has  contin- 
ued for  too  long  a  time.  Cyprus  today 
itself  divided  into  two  separate  com- 
munities, a  partition  that  has  been  im- 
posed by  brutal  force  as  the  Turkish 
Army  that  occupied  Cyprus  9  years 
ago  still  remains  In  place.  Presently, 
there  Is  no  ^change  of  any  kind  be- 
tween Greek  and  Turkish  Cypriots.  to 
the  detriment  of  both  Turkish  and 
Greek  Cyprlot  economies. 

Furthermore,  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment has  repeatedly  violated  a  1974 
United  Nations  resolution  that  prohib- 
its any  attempt  to  change  the  demo- 
graphic structure  of  the  Island  of 
Cyprus.  By  sending  thousands  of 
Turkish  nationals  to  Cyprus  each  year 
to  take  over  land,  homes,  businesses, 
and  Industries  owned  by  Greek  Cypri- 
ots, Turkey  Is  precluding  the  possibili- 
ty of  a  Greek  Cyprlot  return  to  the 
north  at  any  future  time.  Families  of 
soldiers  that  died  in  the  Cyprus  con- 
flict were  promised  ownership  of  land 
In  Cyprus  as  compensation  for  the 
death  of  their  relatives  and  many  have 
taken  advantage  of  this  offer  causing 
the  number  of  Turks  In  Cyprus  to  rise 
tremendously  and  disturbing  the  ratio 
of  Greek  Cypriots  to  Turkish  Cypriots 
on  the  island. 

Throughout  these  long  9  years, 
there  has  been  absolutely  no  success 
In  sustaining  meaningful  Intercom- 
munal  talks.  It  is  becoming  increasing- 
ly difficult  to  find  a  solution  as  more 
time  passes.  We  must  continue  at- 
tempts to  renew  these  intercommunal 


This  "bullet"  symbol  identiHes  statements  or  insenions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


talks,  for  it  Is  only  through  continued 
dialog  that  we  can  even  come  close  to 
a  solution.  However,  as  long  as  the 
Turkish  Government  remains  unyield- 
ing In  Its  Intention  to  continue  occupy- 
ing the  northern  half  of  the  Island  and 
as  long  as  the  Turkish  Government 
continues  to  retain  control  of  an  area 
that  accounts  for  70  percent  of  the 
Cyprlot  gross  national  product.  It  is 
not  reasonable  to  expect  the  Greek 
Cypriots  to  be  as  willing  to  compro- 
mise. 

The    Invasion    that   caused    170,000 
people  to  flee  from  their  homes,  aban- 
doning     businesses,      schools,      and 
churches,  and  become  refugees,  result- 
ed not  only  In  numerous  casualties  on 
both  sides  but  also  In  the  disappear- 
ance on  nearly  2,000  men,  women,  and 
children  since  1974.  Attempts  by  rela- 
tives to  locate  the  missing  have  met 
brick  walls.  The  Turkish  Government 
has  been  singularly  uncooperative  In 
any  attempt  to  locate  these  missing 
persons,  despite  pressure  from  human 
rights  and  international  organizations 
such  as  Amnesty  International.  Even 
though  an  agreement  was  reached  In 
1982  by  the  United  Nations  to  estab- 
lish a  committee  specifically  charged 
with  investigating  these  cases  and  de- 
termining the  whereabouts  of  those 
missing  since  1974,  the  committee  has 
yet  to  be  formed.  The  cooperation  of 
all  parties  Is  absolutely  necessary  in 
creating    such    a    committee    and    In 
acting  to  end  the  misery  that  the  fam- 
ilies of  those  missing  have  unfairly  un- 
dergone. 

By  and  large,  the  Greek  Cyprlot  ref- 
ugees have  been  able  to  begin  new 
lives  in  the  south,  living  in  public 
housing  and  receiving  support  from 
the  Greek  Cyprlot  government.  I  com- 
mend the  Greek  Cyprlot  people  for 
their  resiliency  and  their  efforts.  But 
our  mission  to  seek  a  solution  becomes 
no  less  pressing  and  we  must  continue 
to  do  all  that  is  in  our  power  to  repair 
this  tremendous  injustice. 

Our  goal  should  be  to  seek  the  politi- 
cal unity  of  Cyprus  and  the  peaceful 
and  secure  coexistence  of  the  two  com- 
munities native  to  the  island.  In  the 
past,  we  have  shunned  away  from 
using  any  type  of  pressure  on  the 
Turkish  Government.  Just  recently, 
the  U.S.  Representative  to  the  United 
Nations  chose  to  abstain  from  voting 
on  a  U.N.  General  Assembly  resolution 
deploring  the  lack  of  progress  In  the 
Intercontununal  talks  and  calling  for 
the  withdrawal  of  all  foreign  troops 
from  Cyprus.  The  resolution  was  over- 
whelmingly supported  by  the  majority 
of  the  members  In  the  United  Nations. 
As  long  as  we  do  not  deem  It  proper  to 
express  our  outrage  at  the  tragedy 
that  has  been  visited  upon  the  Cyprlot 
people,  we  are  condoning  what  is  bla- 
tant and  cruel  violations  of  human 
rights. 

Recently.  I  Introduced  House  Joint 
Resolution  162,  which  calls  for  Presl- 
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dent    Reagan    to    appoint    a    special 
envoy  of  recognized  International  stat- 
ure who  would  seek  a  negotiated  solu- 
tion to  the  Cyprus  situation.  Through 
this  action,  our  Government  would  be 
sending  a  clear  signal  to  the  Turkish 
Government  that  we  are  committed  to 
working  toward  a  solution.  Further- 
more,  In   a  show  of  our  displeasure 
with    the    Turkish    Government    for 
their  law;k  of  commitment  to  easing 
the  situation,  this  resolution  calls  for 
the  suspension  of  all  military  and  eco- 
nomic aid  to  Turkey  within  60  days  of 
enactment.  The  Turkish  Government 
would  become  eligible  for  this  aid  only 
after  the  President  had  certified  that 
all  Turkish  military  and  civilian  forces 
had  left  the  island  and  that  Turkey 
was  cooperating  in  good  faith  In  estab- 
lishing   a    durable    solution    to    the 
Cyprus  conflict.  The  President  would 
be  required  to  certify  that  Turkey  was 
also  cooperating  In  seeking  a  solution 
to   the   Greco-Turkish   conflicts   over 
the    Aegean    Sea.    This    certification 
would  be  renewable  every  6  months. 
As  long  as  our  Government  continues 
to  give  aid  to  Turkey  while  Turkey 
continues  to  occupy  Cyprus,  our  Gov- 
ernment is  financing  and  condoning 
the  Turkish  occupation  of  Cyprus. 

The  situation  that  currently  exists 
on  Cyprus  is  not  acceptable  to  us,  and 
we  are  responsible  for  sending  a  clear 
signal  to  the  Turkish  authorities  that 
we  are  convinced  that  the  Illegal  parti- 
tion of  Cyprus  Is  not  only  contrary  to 
the  interests  of  the  Cyprlot  people  but 
also  to  those  of  the  United  States.  It  Is 
our  moral  responsibility  as  defenders 
of  liberty  and  freedom  to  actively 
speak  out  against  this  injustice  and  act 
to  solve  this  grave  situation  that  has 
continued  for  9  long  years.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  VIGIL  ON 
SOVIET  JEWRY 
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fiance  Ina  Schlomova  may  be  called  as 
a  witnesses  in  his  trial  and  may  face 
possible  criminal  charges  herself. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  branded  him  a 
criminal.  But  what  are  the  nature  of 
his  crimes?  He  has  taught  Hebrew, 
studied  Jewish  history  and  culture, 
and  sought  to  emigrate  to  Israel.  None 
of  these  activities  are  "criminal"  and 
they  are  protected  under  the  Helsinki 
accords,  to  which  the  Soviet  Union  Is  a 
signatory  and  has  solemnly  pledged  to 
uphold. 

Mr.  Speaker,  despite  all  of  his  har- 
assment and  punishment,  loslf 
Begun's  spirits  remain  high.  He  has 
displayed  a  fortitude  In  adversity  and 
courage  in  resisting  ruthless  oppres- 
sion that  marks  him  as  a  truly  excep- 
tional human  being.  His  message  to 
the  authorities  is  clear:  It  is  not  illegal 
to  study  Hebrew  and  Jewish  history, 
and  whatever  you  do  to  me.  I  will 
insist  on  my  rights. 

Mr.    Speaker,    the    Soviet    Govern- 
ment's treatment  of  losif  Begun  typi- 
fies its  efforts  to  destroy  and  obliter- 
ate the  Jewish  people  and  Jewish  cul- 
ture in  the  Soviet  Union.  The  recent 
creation  of  a  Soviet  Antl-Zlonlst  Com- 
mittee and  the  publication  of  anti-Se- 
mitic literature  are  part  of  a  well-or- 
chestrated  campaign   to   weaken   the 
will  and  the  spirit  of  the  Jews  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  Innocent  victims  of  prej- 
udice are  being  harassed,  arrested,  im- 
prisoned,   exiled,    and    tortured.    We 
cannot  sit  idly  by  and  Ignore  this  will- 
ful destruction  of  a  people,  in  much 
the  same  way  as  an  earlier  generation 
watched  the  destruction  of  European 
Jewry  In  the  Holocaust.  I  call  upon 
the  Soviet  authorities  to  release  loslf 
Begun     and    the     other     Imprisoned 
Jewish  citizens  of  the  Soviet  Union,  to 
allow  them  to  peacefully  and  expedi- 
tiously emigrate  to  Israel  and  to  full- 
fill  the  time-honored  Jewish  dream  of 
"Next  Year  in  Jerusalem."* 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  ROE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  ROE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  part  of 
the  1983  Congressional  Call  to  Con- 
science Vigil  for  Soviet  Jewry,  I  would 
like  to  focus  my  colleagues'  attention 
on  loslf  Begun,  an  engineer  and 
Hebrew  teacher  in  Moscow  who  has 
sought  unsuccessfully  since  1971  to 
emigrate  to  Israel. 

Begun  first  applied  for  an  exit  visa 
to  emigrate  to  Israel  In  1971.  Since 
".lat  time,  he  has  been  harassed  by  the 
KGB,  exiled  to  Siberia,  released  from 
Siberian  exile  and  rearrested.  He  is 
currently  being  incarcerated  and  pun- 
ished in  Vladimir  Prison,  awaiting  a 
trial  on  charges  of  anti-Soviet  agita- 
tion and  propaganda  which  carries  a 
sentence  of  12  years  in  prison  and  in- 
ternal exile.  His  son  Boris  has  not 
been   allowed   to   visit   him,   and   his 


ONE  MORE  CONTRIBUTION  TO 
THE  EFFORT  TO  CONTROL 
VIOLENT  CRIME 

HON.  GEORGE  E.  BROWN,  JR. 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HODSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  causes  of  juvenile  crime 
are  complex  and  often  misunderstood. 
While  I  do  not  profess  to  understand 
all  the  causes  of  juvenile  crime,  I  do 
know  that  some  contributing  factors 
have  been  Identified,  However,  some- 
times simple  problems  which  contrib- 
ute to  juvenile  crime  are  overlooked. 
One  such  example,  recently  brought 
to  my  attention,  was  described  in  a 
feature  story  in  last  November's  issue 
of  Review  of  Optometry.  The  article 
described  the  work  of  one  of  my  con- 
stituents, optometrist  Stanley  Kaseno. 


JMI 


20412 

In    reducing    violent    crime    through 
vision  therapy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  connection  be- 
tween vision  and  crime  seems  obscure 
to  some,  but  as  this  article  clearly 
points  out,  vision  problems  contribute 
to  antisocial  behavior  and  can  lead  to 
violent  acts.  Nutritionists,  psycholo- 
gists, and  educators  have  long  been  in- 
volved, although  all  too  often  in  a  lim- 
ited way.  in  attempts  to  help  juvenile 
crime  offenders.  Optometrists  have 
not  generally  been  involved,  although 
Stan  Kaseno's  work  shows  that  this  is 
a  mistake. 

I  commend  the  following  article,  and 
the  contribution  it  makes  to  under- 
standing juvenile  crime,  to  my  col- 
leagues: 

[Prom  Review  of  Optometry,  November 
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Haxo  Corz— Om  Doctor's  Cure  por 

Violent  Kids 

(By  Stan  Herrin) 

The  stark,  squat  buildings  of  Juvenile  Hall 
huddle  close  against  the  steep  San  Bema- 
dino  mountains. 

Here,  a  little  way  east  of  Los  Angeles,  live 
150  kids— many  of  them  murderers,  rapists, 
robbers  or  thugs.  And  here  49-year-old  op- 
tometrist Stanley  Kaseno  has  set  up  prac- 
Uce. 

Driven  by  love  for  kids  and  a  strong  belief 
that  optometry  can  make  a  difference  to 
hard-core  delinquents.  Kaseno  has  struggled 
against  bureaucracy,  intimidation,  fear  and 
the  sinimal  hatred  of  criminals.  And  his  pro- 
gram, just  two-and-a-half  years  old,  has 
made  a  dent— a  big  dent— in  the  lives  of 
hundreds  of  teenage  offenders. 

Kaseno  believes  that  most  juvenile  delin- 
quents commit  crimes  to  get  attention  they 
can't  get  otherwise.  Kaseno  believes  poor 
vision  keeps  them  from  excelling  in  sports 
or  study.  In  his  program,  Kaseno  gives  them 
that  attention,  and  gets  to  the  root  of  their 
vision  problems. 

Whether  it's  the  attention  or  the  vision 
training,  Kaseno's  program  is  working.  Kids 
who  go  through  the  vision  program  have  a 
far  lower  chance  of  being  arrested  again 
than  those  who  don't,  and  Kaseno's  pro- 
gram is  lauded  by  correction  officials,  the 
public  and.  most  important  of  all,  the  kids 
themselves. 

Over  the  life  of  the  program,  Kaseno  and 
his  highly  trained  support  staffers,  Blanche 
Brandt  and  Andrea  Fields,  have  screened 
more  than  a  thousand  hall  residents,  and 
found  that  96  percent  have  some  kind  of 
visual  problem— mostly  poor  eye  move- 
ments. 

Kids  admitted  to  Kaseno's  program  aver- 
age 16  years  old,  but  read  only  at  the  fifth 
grade  level.  And  although  Kaseno  believes 
all  of  them  have  above-average  intelligence 
("Dummies  don't  commit  crimes— they're 
too  passive."  he  says),  their  IQ's  average 
only  92. 

Kids  who  get  at  least  12  therapy  sessions. 
on  the  other  hand,  improve  their  reading 
skills  by  four  grade  levels.  Their  IQ's  im- 
prove, too,  and  so  do  their  self  esteem  and 
willingness  to  take  social  risks.  Their  value 
system— the  way  they  see  themselves  fitting 
Into  society— also  changes  for  the  better. 

The  most  dramatic  change  Is  in  behavior. 
Half  the  teens  who  don't  get  the  treatment 
get  rearrested.  But  just  one  of  every  10 
graduates  of  the  vision  program  returns  to 
Juvenile  hall. 
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Correction  professionals  like  Claude  Potts, 
an  official  with  the  county  probation  office, 
think  the  program  could  be  even  more  suc- 
cessful with  more  manpower. 

"The  total  rate  at  which  kids  got  rearrest- 
ed was  about  SO  percent  before  Kaseno  got 
"-ere,"  Potts  says.  "Now,  it  stands  at  25  to  30 
(jercent.  And  if  the  program  were  able  to 
give  treatment  to  everybody  who  needs  It— 
which  it  can't  possibly  do— the  rate  would 
be  dramatically  lower." 

The  success  of  the  program  has  won  sup- 
port from  just  about  everybody.  Potts  says. 
Rather  than  being  jealous,  psychologists, 
nutritionists  and  educators  who  also  work  at 
the  hall  are  "tickled  pink,"  Potts  says. 

The  once  skeptical  county  officials  who 
oversee  juvenille  hall,  last  year  offered  to 
help  fund  the  vision  program.  And  Potts 
gets  inquiries  about  it  from  correctional  of- 
ficials all  across  the  nation,  he  says. 

The  program  has  even  made  believers  of 
hardened  veterans  like  Pauly  Mazziotta, 
who  has  taught  reading  at  the  hall  for  10 
years.  "I've  seen  kids'  grade  levels  immedi- 
ately rise  two  or  three  grades,  and  their 
work  improve  by  20  percent.  The  children 
feel  better  about  themselves,  and  they  stop 
squinting  and  getting  headaches.  I  get  ques- 
tions all  the  time  about  how  much  contact 
lenses  cost.  It  is,"  she  states  matter-of- 
factly.  "the  most  wonderful  program  ever 
developed  here." 

UPHIU.  BATTLE 

But  the  program's  success  did  not  come 
easily.  Kaseno  battled  just  to  get  his  pro- 
gram funded.  And  he  and  his  alter  ego, 
Blanche  Brandt,  relied  on  persistence,  hard 
work  and  ingenuity  to  make  the  program 
go. 

Kaseno  first  got  the  idea  for  a  visual 
progam  to  help  delinquents  about  five  years 
ago  when  the  parents  of  some  of  his  young 
vision  therapy  patients  reported  improved 
behavior  after  therapy. 

Fascinated.  Kaseno  unearthed  seven  stud- 
ies linking  learning  disabilities  to  delinquen- 
cy. The  theory  on  which  the  studies  were 
based— that  vision  problems  cause  delin- 
quency—wasn't new.  Vision  pioneer  Alexan- 
der Skeffington  voiced  it  in  1932. 

Kaseno  immediately  hit  the  campaign 
trail,  drumming  up  support  amoung  county 
officials.  Then  he  applied  for  government 
grants. 

Two-and-one-half  years  later,  Kaseno  fi- 
nally talked  the  Law  Enforcement  Assist- 
ance Administration  out  of  $112,000  to  set 
up  and  fund  a  one-year  study.  Since  then, 
funding  has  come  in  fits  and  starts.  Kaseno 
later  wrangled  a  $70,000.  eight-month  con- 
tinuance from  the  LEAA.  and  recently  got 
$72,000  from  another  federal  agency  for  one 
more  year  of  study. 

'We've  been  out  of  a  job  in  the  morning 
and  working  again  in  the  afternoon."  says 
Brandt,  45.  the  program's  administrator. 

But  wiiuiing  grants  was  only  half  of  the 
battle.  Kaseno  found  he  also  had  to  win  the 
trust  of  the  hall's  hard-core  residents. 

"There  are  certain  gangs  in  the  hall,  and 
nothing  happens  until  key  individuals  give 
the  green  light."  explains  Kaseno.  The  kids 
were  at  first  suspicious. 

TURNABOUT 

Kaseno  and  Brandt  solved  that  problem 
with  reverse  psychology.  With  several  cre- 
ative strategies,  the  two  made  vision  clinic 
visits  a  privilege.  The  clinic  was  a  place 
where  children  could  get  warmth  and 
friendship,  as  well  as  vision  care.  Within 
three  months,  kids  were  referring  them- 
selves to  the  vision  clinic. 


July  21,  1983 


July  21,  1983 


To  get  to  know  the  patients  and  their 
problems  better.  Brandt  and  Fields  take  in- 
depth  personal  histories.  They  ask  each 
teenager  about  his  home  and  school  life, 
how  he  feels  inside,  how  he  got  into  trouble. 
"Usually,  there's  a  reason  for  the  things 
they've  done."  explains  Brandt. 

Kaseno  shows  he  cares  by  touching  the 
kids  often— taboo  in  other  parts  of  the 
hall— and  by  letting  the  kids  roam  around 
the  clinic.  "I  want  the  clinic  to  be  loose,  un- 
structured, and  fun."  Kaseno  says. 

If  the  kids  need  spectacles,  they  can  get 
the  latest  in  fashion  frames  and  gradient 
tints.  "The  Lion's  Club  used  to  give  the  kids 
free  glasses,  but  they  wouldn't  wear  them." 
Potts  says.  "Now.  glasses  are  status  sym- 
bols." 

After  the  preliminaries,  the  kids  get  a 
chance  to  blame  all  of  their  problems  on 
their  visual  deficiencies.  Brandt  or  Fields 
discuss  each  child's  vision  problem  at  an 
"orientation  session."  based  on  an  in-depth 
screening  and  a  refraction. 

They  explain  that  the  child  could  not  un- 
derstand sentences  or  paragraphs  because 
his  eyes  would  not  move  correctly.  And  they 
explain  that  the  "acting  out"  behavior  for 
which  the  kids  were  arrested  was  a  natural 
by-product  of  the  problem. 

"Since  we're  the  first  ones  to  understand 
their  problems,  we  have  an  immediate 
inroad  with  them,"  Brandt  explains. 

The  teens  learn  about  each  therapy  exer- 
cise, and  then,  the  program  begins— slowly, 
and  with  as  little  stress  as  possible.  "We 
want  to  build  on  successes,  only,"  Kaseno 
says. 

Understandably,  the  vision  program  is 
now  one  of  the  most  popular  activities  in 
the  hall.  Explains  Steve,  a  17-year-old  bur- 
glar, "I  can  really  talk  to  Blanche,  and  Dr. 
Kaseno  is  more  like  a  friend  than  a  doctor. 
Therapy  class  is  all  right,  you  know?  It's 
fun,  you're  improving  yourself,  and  you're 
down  there  with  people  you  know." 

THE  COLD  FACTS 

But  when  the  vision  team  basks  too  much 
in  the  warm  glow  of  kids  like  Steve,  some- 
thing always  happens  to  remind  them  of 
the  cold  facts.  Many  of  their  patients  are 
unpredictable  and  dangerous.  And  although 
the  vision  team  can  often  change  kids'  atti- 
tudes, they  cannot  change  their  outside 
lives. 

Last  month,  the  vision  people  got  a  visit 
from  a  patient  from  Unit  12.  the  maximum 
security  section  for  murderers. 

The  team  could  overlook  the  long  string 
of  very  violent  crimes— they  do  it  all  the 
time.  But  it  was  impKissible  to  ignore  the  pa- 
tient's eyes. 

"They  were  so  cold."  says  Brandt,  "that 
they  looked  right  through  you.  This  young 
man  had  no  conscience,  no  remorse  for  the 
things  he  had  done.  I  could  see  that  he 
could  go  off  at  any  time." 

After  a  session  alone  in  the  exam  room 
with  the  volatile  teenager.  Kaseno  emerged, 
visibly  shaking.  "I  Just  couldn't  get  through 
to  him,"  he  admits. 

The  staff  lives  with  the  reality  of  physical 
danger  each  day.  The  team  watches  each 
teenager  carefully— even  a  stolen  pencil  can 
be  used  as  a  weapon.  Each  staffer  lives  a 
secret  life.  "You  mustn"t  talk  about  where 
you  live,  who  you  are  married  to  or  whether 
you  have  kids."  Brandt  explains.  "You  can't 
afford  to  have  them  coming  after  you."' 

In  order  to  be  effective,  the  staff  members 
must  also  condition  themselves  not  to  think 
about  each  patient's  past  life.  "They  may  sit 
there  and  tell  you  the  details  of  how  they 


raped  or  mutilated  someone."  says  Brandt. 
"But  you  must  not  show  any  fear." 

For  Kaseno.  it  is  easier.  Brandt  spares  him 
the  nitty-gritty  details  of  each  child's  life, 
which  makes  it  easier  to  keep  an  even  atti- 
tude. "I  look  at  it  as  a  debilitating  illness, 
like  a  brain  tumor,"  he  says.  It's  really 
pretty  clinical,  as  far  as  I'm  concerned." 

The  conditioning  and  physical  danger  are 
now  fairly  routine.  But  the  emotional  pain 
of  juvenile  hall  never  will  be. 

The  team  became  extremely  close  to  one 
young  woman.  Based  on  her  personal  histo- 
ry. Brandt  and  Fields  strongly  believed  she 
was  innocent  of  the  crime  with  which  she 
was  charged.  But  when  her  case  was 
brought  to  court,  the  young  woman  was 
found  guilty  and  sent  to  a  youth  prison. 

The  group  helped  a  former  gang  leader 
turn  his  life  around,  and  make  new  plans 
for  the  future.  But  once  on  the  outside,  the 
other  gang  members  refused  to  let  him  go 
"straight. "  Three  months  later,  he  was 
killed. 

After  that,  says  Brandt,  "I  had  to  spend 
the  next  few  days  analyzing  whether  it  was 
worth  it.  Why  change  a  life,  only  to  lose  it?" 

But  for  every  failure,  there  are  10  success 
stories.  There  is  the  violent  robber  who  now 
is  studying  to  be  a  forester.  There  is  the 
hot-tempered  gang  member  who's  getting 
ready  for  college.  There's  the  kid  whose  be- 
havior changed  so  dramatically,  his  parents 
drove  him  back  and  forth  after  his  release 
so  that  he  could  finish  the  therapy  pro- 
gram. 

So  despite  the  pain,  danger  and  frustra- 
tion, says  Brandt,  it's  worth  it.  And  it 
always  will  be,  so  long  as  the  vision  team's 
special  brand  of  caring  can  keep  turning 
failures  into  success  stories.* 


TEEN  CHALLENGE:  25TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

HON.  ROBERT  GARCIA 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  my  colleague's  atten- 
tion the  25th  anniversary  of  Teen 
Challenge  in  New  York  City. 

In  March  1958.  Pennsylvania  minis- 
ter Rev.  David  Wilkerson  ventured  to 
New  York  City  to  meet  with  seven 
teenage  youths  being  convicted  for 
murder.  The  Reverend  never  met  with 
the  young  men,  but  he  never  left  New 
York  City  either.  That  year  in  Brook- 
lyn, N.Y.,  the  Teen  Challenge  Crisis 
Center  was  formed.  Often  the  only 
structure  and  support  in  their  lives. 
Teen  Challenge  has  offered  drug  ad- 
dicts, alcoholics,  juveniles,  and  home- 
less youths,  shelter,  counseling,  reme- 
dial education,  and  the  words  and  love 
of  the  Lord.  In  1973,  a  Government 
study  reported  that— 

Teen  Challenge  is  most  successful  with 
youngsters  who  are  seeking  some  meaning- 
ful anchor  or  support  system  in  their  lives 
and  are  able  to  find  it  in  a  religious  experi- 
ence. 

The  study  also  concluded  that  86 
percent  of  the  graduates  from  Teen 
Challenge  remain  drug  free. 
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Since  1958,  Rev.  David  Wilkerson 
has  gone  on  to  formulate  other  pro- 
grams that  offer  longer  term  training 
to  youths.  His  newest  family  minis- 
tries project  has  been  designed  to 
meet  the  unique  emotional,  physical 
and  spiritual  needs  of  young  families 
experiencing  drug  or  alcoholic  related 
problems.  Vocational  training,  job 
placement,  and  Bible  teaching  have 
also  been  included  into  the  program's 
curriculum.  Twenty-five  years  after  its 
foundation,  thousands  of  young  adults 
have  passed  through  the  doors  of  the 
74  Teen  Challenge  Centers  in  38  for- 
eign countries  returning  to  the  streets 
as  new  beings. 

Today  the  best  estimates  suggest 
that  the  armual  economic  costs  of  al- 
coholism and  problem  drinking  ex- 
ceeds $60  billion.  In  1982,  it  cost  New 
York  State  $15,000  yearly  to  maintain 
each  prisoner,  an  additional  $100,000 
for  each  maximum  security  cell,  and 
an  approximate  $2,300  to  provide  out- 
patient treatment  for  one  addict.  For 
25  years,  the  efforts  of  Teen  Chal- 
lenge have  helped  to  relieve  such  costs 
and  have  worked  to  better  the  lives  of 
the  distressed  and  chemically  depend- 
ent in  our  communities.  Nation,  and 
worldwide. 

With  great  pleasure,  I  commend 
Rev.  David  Wilkerson  and  all  those  af- 
filiated with  Teen  Challenge  and  its 
outreach  programs  for  their  devoted 
work  and  service  and  extend  my  best 
wishes  for  their  continual  success  in 
the  years  to  come.» 


IT'S  NOT  PAPA  WHO  PAYS 


HON.  HAROLD  E.  FORD 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, child  support  enforcement  is  a  crit- 
ical economic  issue  to  parents  who 
head  single-parent  families.  This  is  es- 
pecially true  for  women,  who  comprise 
90  percent  of  single-parent  house- 
holds. 

I  chaired  a  hearing  on  July  14  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Subcommittee  on 
public  assistance  and  unemployment 
compensation  to  examine  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  child  support  enforce- 
ment program.  Testimony  was  also  re- 
ceived on  several  bills  aimed  at  im- 
proving and  strengthening  the  current 
program. 

I  was  heartened  by  testimony  given 
by  Health  and  Human  Services  Secre- 
tary Margaret  Heckler,  in  which  the 
administration  showed  accord  for  leg- 
islation to  protect  the  child  support 
rights  of  non-AFDC-supported  chil- 
dren as  well  as  children  who  receive 
AFDC  payments.  Other  provisions  of 
the  administration's  bill  fall  short  of 
what  I  feel  is  necessary  to  insure  ade- 
quate  and   proper  child  support  en- 
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forcement;  however,  the  Secretary  has 
offered  to  work  with  the  sulxiommit- 
tee  in  a  bipartisan  spirit  to  resolve  our 
differences. 

Many  articles  have  been  written 
lately  on  the  subject  of  "deadbeat"  fa- 
thers who  refuse  to  provide  financial 
support  for  their  children.  I  am  ap- 
palled that  a  third  of  all  fathers  under 
court  order  to  pay  child  support  never 
make  a  single  payment,  and  less  than 
half  pay  regularly.  This  situation  is 
becoming  more  and  more  critical  with 
8  million  families  currently  without  a 
male  parent  and  1.2  million  new  di- 
vorces every  year.  At  this  rate,  one- 
half  of  our  country's  children  will  live 
apart  from  their  fathers  within  the 
next  10  years.  Many  of  these  children 
will  be  raised  in  deprivation  due  to  the 
failure  of  their  fathers  to  contribute 
to  their  support. 

A  heart-rending  personal  account  of 
the  failure  of  our  judicial  system  to 
enforce  child  support  orders  was  given 
at  our  hearing  by  Gail  Forsythe  of 
Selmer,  Tenn.  Mrs.  Forsythe  testified 
that  her  former  husband,  a  professor 
of  nuclear  physics  at  an  Ivy  League 
university,  swore  that  he  would  never 
pay  a  dime  in  child-support  payments 
for  their  two  children.  She  gave  a  dra- 
matic account  of  how  on  five  different 
occasions  she  was  forced  to  spend 
money  for  attorney  fees  and  interstate 
travel  to  get  court-ordered  child  sup- 
port, only  to  have  her  husband  cir- 
cumvent the  payment  process  without 
penalty. 

I  have  always  maintained  that  our 
children  are  our  most  precious  and 
valuable  future  resource;  and  we  must 
insure  that  they  are  not  neglected. 
Every  able-bodied  parent  has  both  a 
legal  and  moral  obligation  to  support 
his  or  her  children.  I  am  hopeful  that 
we  in  Congress  can  work  together  with 
the  administration  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion  to  produce  a  bill  that  improves 
the  current  program  and,  as  a  result, 
improves  the  financial  well-being  of 
our  children. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the 
Record  and  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  the  following  article  by 
Mary  Diebel  of  the  Memphis  Commer- 
ical  Appeal  which  describes  Mrs.  Por- 
sythe's  ordeal  with  the  court  system, 
and  provides  some  insight  into  new 
legislation  being  proposed. 

[From  the  Memphis  Commercial  Appeal, 
July  17,  19831 

Its  Not  Papa  Who  Pays 

(By  Mary  Deibel) 

Washington.— To  Health  and  Human 
Services  Secretary  Margaret  M.  Heckler.  It's 
"a  national  disgrace." 

For  single  mother  and  schoolteacher  Oall 
Forsythe  of  Selmer.  Tenn..  the  tragedy 
takes  on  highly  personal  dimensions. 

What  had  both  women  up  in  arms  and  up 
before  Congress  last  week  are  the  millions 
of  absent  parents  who  don't  and  won't  make 
child  support  payments,  a  situation  Secre- 
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tary  Heckler  says  is  cheating  the  nation's 
children  out  of  nearly  $4  billion  a  year. 

Female-headed  households  are  the  ones 
most  affected.  There  were  more  than  8.4 
million  of  them  by  the  last  census  count, 
and  the  Census  Bureau  also  has  remarked 
on  the  increasing  "feminization"  of  poverty 
in  a  nation  where  a  father's  income  rises  by 
42  per  cent  after  divorce  while  a  mother's 
drops  by  three-fourths. 

A  principal  reason,  according  to  Rep. 
Harold  Ford  of  Memphis,  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  that  held  last  week's  hear- 
ings, is  that  "less  than  three  of  every  10  fa- 
therless families  receive  regular  child  sup- 
port payments  from  the  absent  father.  Even 
when  fathers  are  under  court  order,  less 
than  half  pay  regularly,  and  perhaps  as 
many  as  a  third  never  make  a  single  pay- 
ment." 

To  get  at  the  trouble,  a  number  of  bills 
have  begun  making  their  way  through  Con- 
gress, starting  at  Ford's  subcommittee.  Vari- 
ous versions  proposed  by  members  of  Con- 
gress to  the  joint  federal-state-and-local 
child  support  enforcement  program  share 
points  in  common  with  what  has  been  sug- 
gested by  the  Reagan  administration. 

FMrst.  states  would  have  to  adopt  laws  re- 
quiring mandatory  withholding  from  wages 
if  an  absent  parent  falls  two  months  behind 
in  making  payments,  whether  the  family  is 
on  welfare  or  not.  Second,  states  with 
income  taxes  would  be  required  to  intercept 
refunds,  with  states  having  the  option  to  do 
so  where  nonwelfare  families  are  owed  past 
support  under  the  administration  plan. 
Third,  states  must  set  up  administrative  or 
quasijudicial  methods  for  issuing  and  en- 
forcing support  orders. 

Borrowing  a  page  from  Congress'  own 
General  Accounting  Office,  the  adminstra- 
tlon  also  wants  $200  million  in  "carrots"  and 
a  sliding  penalty  scale  of  "sticks"  to  encour- 
age better  enforcement  by  the  states,  whose 
performance  to  date  has  been  spotty  at  best 
but  which  receive  no  incentive  under 
present  law  for  doing  better. 

Tennessee,  for  instance,  is  among  the  best 
in  the  country,  spending  only  $1  on  adminis- 
trative costs  for  every  $3.13  collected  in 
child  support  for  families  both  on  and  off 
welfare.  In  the  last  fiscal  year,  the  state  was 
able  to  eliminate  welfare  payments  for  some 
1.600  families  t>ecause  support  had  been  re- 
ceived. 

In  Arkansas,  by  contrast.  $1.17  was  col- 
lected in  support  payment  for  every  dollar 
of  adminstrative  costs  in  fiscal  1982,  when 
507  welfare  cases  were  closed  because  of 
more  child  sup(>ort  collections.  And  in  Mis- 
sissippi, where  206  welfare  cases  were  closed 
last  year  as  a  result  of  child  support  en- 
forcement, collections  were  only  11  cents 
more  than  the  dollar  spent  trying  to  gather 
them. 

Ford  and  other  subconunittee  members 
wonder  whether  the  incentives  included  in 
the  Reagan  plan  will  be  sufficient  to  cover 
the  costs  to  the  state  of  doing  better. 

Members  on  boths  sides  of  the  aisle  also 
worry  that  the  states  will  need  help  in  a 
mobUe  nation  where  people  frequently 
move— and  sometimes  move  across  state 
lines  to  escape  court  orders  for  child  sup- 
port. Current  law  permits  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Service  to  go  after  absent  parents  who 
refuse  to  make  payments  if  the  children  are 
on  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Chil- 
dren, the  basic  U.S.  welfare  program,  but 
Ford  and  other  members  of  his  panel— in- 
cluding the  Republicans— think  the  IRS 
should  be  called  in  for  families  not  on  wel- 
fare too. 
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Gail  Forsythe  agrees.  Her  years  in  the 
classrooms  of  Selmer's  public  schools  have 
shown  her  "children  whose  single  parents 
can't  afford  eyeglasses  or  dental  care  be- 
cause they  make  too  much  money  to  qualify 
for  Medicaid"  but  not  enough  to  stay  home 
from  work  when  their  child  is  ill. 

She  also  knows  from  personal  experience. 
As  a  divorced  mother  of  two,  she  put  herself 
through  college  to  get  a  t)etter-paying  job  to 
help  support  her  children,  but  she  says  her 
ex-husband  has  been  little  help  at  all.  She's 
been  to  court  five  times  between  1972  and 
1979,  traveling  to  Pennsylvania,  where  her 
former  husband  moved,  and  paying  attor- 
ney fees. 

When  she  found  it  didn't  pay  to  keep 
going  to  Pennsylvania  to  try  gaining  en- 
forcement of  its  court  awards,  the  attorney 
general  for  McNairy  County.  Tenn..  took  on 
her  case  under  the  Uniform  Reciprocal  Sup- 
port Act.  forwarding  her  petition  for  action 
by  Philadelphia  authorities.  But.  however 
fine  Tennessee's  record  may  be  for  child 
support  enforcement,  it  was  no  match  for 
Pennsylvania's  courts,  which  ordered  her 
"ex"  to  pay  what  was  owed  at  $2  a  week  for 
18  years  at  no  interest  or  penalty. 

Gail  Forsythe  knows  even  bringing  in  the 
IRS  won't  insure  child  support  collections 
for  all  families,  whether  they  get  welfare  or 
not,  because  she  says  her  own  former  hus- 
band didn't  file  tax  returns  for  several 
years. 

Still,  she  says,  a  nationwide  system  is 
needed  for  everyone,  regardless  of  financial 
circumstances.  "At  the  phenomenal  rate  di- 
vorce is  rising,  no  one  can  be  sure  it  won't 
happen  to  you."  says  Mrs.  Forsythe.  "It's  a 
matter  of  simple  justice."* 
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Costa  Counties  Optometric  Society, 
past  chair  of  the  State  Board  of  Social 
Welfare  and  the  Optometric  Advisory 
Committee  and  a  past  board  member 
of  Chinese  Hospital.  He  is  past  district 
governor  of  the  Lions  International, 
past  president  of  the  Cosmopolitan 
Lions  Club,  a  member  of  the  National 
Boy  Scout  Council,  and  has  served 
chairmanships  of  the  United  Crusade, 
Cerebral  Palsy,  CARE,  Cancer  Society, 
the  March  of  Dimes  and  charitable 
fundraising  organizations. 

In  1967,  he  was  elected  to  the  Oak- 
land City  Council,  on  which  he  was  to 
serve  until  this  year.  From  1973-75,  he 
was  selected  vice-mayor  by  his  col- 
leagues, an  indication  of  the  respect  in 
which  he  was  held. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  his  council 
colleagues  and  many  Oakland  resi- 
dents in  thanking  Dr.  Eng  for  his 
years  of  dedicated  service  and  in  wish- 
ing him  and  his  family  the  best  of  the 
future.* 
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DR.  RAYMOND  L.  ENG 


HON.  RONALD  V.  DELLUMS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  31,  residents  of  Oakland,  in  the 
Eighth  California  District,  will  honor 
Dr.  Raymond  L.  Eng  and  his  many 
years  of  civic-minded  public  service. 
The  occasion  of  this  celebration  is  Dr. 
Eng's  retirement  from  the  Oakland 
City  Council  after  four  terms  and  16 
years  of  service.  I  am  pleased  to  join 
with  Dr.  Eng's  many  friends  and  col- 
leagues in  commending  him  on  his 
tenure  and  I  would  like  to  share  with 
my  colleagues  a  few  of  Dr.  Eng's 
achievements  and  honors. 

Dr.  Eng  was  bom  in  Oakland  in 
1911.  He  attended  Oakland  public 
schools,  the  University  of  California, 
Berkeley,  and  undertook  graduate 
studies  at  Pennsylvania  State  College 
and  Louisiana  State  University.  He 
has  maintained  his  residence  and  opto- 
metric offices  in  Oakland  throughout 
his  lifetime,  showing  his  dedication  to 
the  promise  and  potential  vitality  of 
the  city. 

Dr.  Eng  has  played  an  active  role  in 
our  community.  He  has  been  a 
member  of  numerous  professional  and 
civic  organizations,  assuming  positions 
of  leadership  in  many.  He  is  a  past 
president     of     the     Alameda-Contra 


THE  LIFE  OF  A  FOLK 
INSTITUTION 


HON.  PETER  H.  KOSTMAYER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
not  long  ago  Pete  Seeger.  the  Ameri- 
can folk  singer,  spoke  of  his  efforts  to 
try  to  change  the  world.  Seeger  said, 

I  imagine  all  the  problems  of  the  world  as 
a  redwood  log.  People  wonder  how  to  move 
it.  I  say.  push  wherever  you  can  find  a  good 
foot  hold.  Dig  in  and  push.  I  feel  strongly 
that  people  should  dig  in  their  home  com- 
munities. 

I  may  not  always  agree  with  Pete 
Seeger's  views  on  issues,  but  I  greatly 
respect  his  willingness  to  participate 
actively  and  speak  up  for  what  he  be- 
lieves in.  He  continues  today  to  sing 
his  mind  on  major  social  issues  and  en- 
courages discussion  among  all  matters. 

Pete  Seeger  demonstrates  to  all  of  us 
the  impact  one  person  can  have  when 
not  afraid  to  participate.  I  too  feel 
strongly  that  "people  should  dig  in 
their  home  communities." 

Last  weekend  when  Pete  Seeger  ap- 
peared at  Penns  Landing  in  Philadel- 
phia, the  Philadelphia  Inquirer  wrote 
the  enclosed  story  about  his  life.  I  rec- 
ommend it  to  my  colleagues  as  I  rec- 
ommend the  songs  and  work  of  this 
extraordinary  American. 

The  Lire  of  a  Folk  Institution 
(By  Lee  Winfrey) 

Most  singers  never  achieve  any  promi- 
nence and.  for  many  of  those  who  do.  fame 
is  fleeting.  A  handful,  like  Frank  Sinatra 
and  Pete  Seeger.  endure  for  decades  and 
become  what  are  called  Institutions. 

Not  even  the  most  dedicated  fan  of 
Seeger's  folk  music  would  dare  compare  his 
tenor  voice  to  Sinatra's.  But  Seeger.  64,  has 


been  around  as  long  as  Sinatra  has,  and 
seems  equally  Indifferent  to  retirement. 

Woody  Guthrie  and  Leadbelly.  the  folk- 
music  legends  who  were  Seeger's  friends  in 
his  youth,  are  both  long  dead,  their  voices 
audible  now  only  on  records.  The  blacklist 
that  kept  Seeger  off  television  for  17  years 
is  now  only  an  artifact  of  history,  an  old 
nightmare  that  Sen.  Joe  McCarthy  orches- 
trated. Seeger  has  outlived  scores  of  both 
friends  and  controversies. 

But  he  is  still  a  mesmeric  minstrel  on 
stage.  With  no  more  props  than  a  plain 
chair  and  two  microphones,  one  for  his 
voice  and  one  for  whatever  instrument  he  is 
playing  at  the  moment,  no  one  is  better  at 
getting  a  crowd  to  join  him  in  song.  And.  an 
even  greater  feat,  at  getting  a  crowd  to  sing 
along  with  him  in  harmonic  unison. 

Not  quite  a  decade  ago.  at  the  Tchaikov- 
sky Concert  Hall  in  Moscow.  Seeger  coached 
10.000  Russians,  most  of  whom  could  not 
speak  English,  into  singing  fourpart  harmo- 
ny with  him  on  "Michael.  Row  the  Boat 
Ashore."  Here,  over  the  weekend,  with  the 
aid  of  a  big  banner  behind  him  covered  with 
lines  written  in  Spanish,  he  coaxed  an  audi- 
ence of  several  hundred  at  Penn's  Landing 
into  joining  him  in  the  words  of  a  Sandi- 
nista  song  he  learned  three  months  ago  in 
Nicaragua.  He  even  included  a  Spanish 
lesson  for  the  local  crowd:  "Two  L's  is  pro- 
nounced like  a  Y.  J  is  pronounced  like  an  H. 
but  H  is  silent." 

Not  even  Sinatra,  as  far  as  I  know,  teaches 
foreign  languages. 

Seeger  sang  26  songs  during  a  two-hour 
concert  Saturday  night  at  the  Seventh 
Annual  Harbor  Festival.  Dressed  with  char- 
acteristic plainness  in  blue  jeans  and  jog- 
ging shoes,  a  blue  sports  shirt  and  a  brown 
fisherman's  cap.  he  switched  back  and  forth 
between  a  Vega  banjo,  a  12-string  guitar 
made  for  him  by  a  Connecticut  schoolteach- 
er, and  a  six-string  guitar  given  to  him  a 
dozen  years  ago  by  the  workers  at  a  small 
guitar  factory  in  Cuba.  Since  he  dropped 
out  of  Harvard  45  years  ago  to  take  up  a 
minstrel's  life.  Seeger  has  always  made 
friends  on  the  road. 

Lettered  on  the  face  of  Seeger's  banjo  are 
the  words:  "This  Machine  Surrounds  Hate 
and  Forces  It  to  Surrender."  He  said  he  got 
the  idea  for  that  from  the  famous  message 
that  Guthrie  displayed  on  his  guitar.  "This 
Machine  Kills  Fascists." 

Seeger  closed  his  concert  with  a  Guthrie 
song.  "Union  Maid."  With  its  battle  cry  of 
"You  can't  scare  me.  I'm  stickin'  to  the 
union."  it  is  an  echo  of  the  labor  battles  of 
the  Depression,  when  the  leonine  John  L. 
Lewis  was  a  giant  in  the  land,  and  workers 
fought  to  organize  the  auto  plants  in  De- 
troit and  the  tire  factories  in  Akron. 

Seeger  was  the  troubadour  for  many  a 
union  rally.  But  somehow  he  remains  as 
young  in  heart  as  a  lion  cub.  as  fresh  as  this 
morning's  newspaper.  Without  wasting 
regret  that  Henry  Wallace  failed  to  get 
elected  president  in  1948.  a  result  Seeger 
would  have  liked  to  have  seen,  he  is  current- 
ly working  on  a  song  targeting  President 
Reagan. 

"It's  called,  'Are  You  One  of  the  73?.' "  he 
said  during  an  interview  in  his  trailer 
behind  the  Penn's  Landing  stage.  "I'm  talk- 
ing about  the  73  out  of  100  who  didn't  vote 
for  Reagan  in  1980.  Twenty-seven  percent 
[the  percentage  of  eligible  voters  who  cast 
ballots  for  Reagan]  is  the  great  mandate. 
That  Isn't  even  as  much  as  Hitler  had. 
Hitler  got  33  percent  of  the  vote  tin  Germa- 
ny in  19331." 

In  his  concert  here,  though.  Seeger  didn't 
sing  any  anti-Reagan  songs.  Instead,  both 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

privately  and  on  stage,  he  dwelt  upon  the 
work  of  which  he  is  most  proud,  a  project 
called  Clearwater. 

Clearwater  is  the  name  of  a  sloop  on 
which  Seeger  travels  up  and  down  the 
Hudson  River  each  summer,  organizing  ef- 
forts to  clean  up  the  polluted  river.  He  said 
about  half  the  river  is  now  pure  enough  to 
swim  in. 

The  project  represents,  for  Seeger,  some- 
thing of  a  withdrawal  from  the  national 
scene,  where  he  was  so  active  in  the  1940s, 
'50s  and  '60s,  to  concentrate  on  concerns 
closer  to  home.  For  34  years.  Seeger  has 
lived  on  the  Hudson,  in  a  log  cabin  in 
Beacon,  N.Y..  that  he  built  himself.  He 
learned  how  to  construct  one  by  going  to 
the  New  York  Public  Library,  looking  up  all 
the  card  catalogue  references  to  "log  cabin." 
and  making  careful  notes  on  what  he  found. 

After  decades  of  trying  to  change  the 
world.  Seeger  now  says,  "I  imagine  all  the 
problems  of  the  world  as  a  redwood  log. 
People  wonder  how  to  move  it.  I  say,  push 
wherever  you  can  find  a  good  foothold.  Dig 
in  and  push.  I  feel  strongly  that  people 
should  dig  in  their  home  conununities." 

Seeger  still  feels  that  "it  doesn't  make 
sense  for  one  person  to  be  bom  with  a  silver 
spoon  in  his  mouth,  while  another  baby 
chews  on  a  corncob."  He  has  believed  since 
his  teens  that  America  would  be  better  off 
under  some  form  of  communism.  He  thinks 
that  the  basic  problem  of  humankind  is 
thousands  of  years  old. 

"It  started  with  the  agricultural  revolu- 
tion." Seeger  said  here.  "When  human 
beings  no  longer  had  to  scrabble  and  hunt 
berries,  some  people  began  to  get  rich  and 
others  poorer.  The  Biblical  prophets  raged 
against  it." 

Seeger  started  railing  against  it  in  1938 
when  he  dropped  out  of  Harvard  after  going 
halfway  through.  "I  was  in  demonstrations 
and  parades,  against  war  and  fascism,  in 
favor  of  union  workers  and  lower  rents." 

Seeger's  first  ambition  was  to  be  a  newspa- 
per reporter,  but  in  the  Depression  he  could 
find  no  writing  job.  He  remembers  Gilbert 
Seldes,  a  prominent  radical  journalist  of  the 
time,  cutting  him  off  with,  "If  I  wasted  my 
time  talking  to  people  like  you,  I'd  never  get 
any  work  done." 

Through  his  father,  a  prominent  musi- 
cologist, Seeger  knew  the  renowned  folklor- 
ists  John  Lomax  and  his  son,  Alan.  "They 
were  convinced,"  said  Seeger,  "that  there 
could  be  a  revival  of  interest  in  folklore  if 
the  music  was  treated  differently  than  in 
Europe,  where  it  was  treated  reverently  and 
arranged  for  concert  and  chorus.  My  father 
and  Alan  Lomax  said,  'What's  needed  is  to 
treat  this  music  as  a  process,  as  a  dynamic' 
That  view  is  fundamentally  Marxist.  Think 
of  it  [folk  music]  as  a  learning  process 
which  can  continue." 

Seeger  went  on  the  road,  learning  songs 
from  seamen,  field  hands,  hillbillies  and  sa- 
loonkeepers. He  met  Guthrie  in  1940  at  a 
benefit  for  migrant  farm  workers  and  they 
sang  for  a  couple  of  years  together  in  an  old 
group  called  the  Almanac  Singers. 

In  1948,  Seeger  formed  a  quartet  called 
the  Weavers  with  Lee  Hays.  Ronnie  Gilbert 
and  Fred  Hellerman.  In  1950  and  1951.  their 
peak  years,  the  Weavers  sold  more  than 
four  million  records.  Their  hits  included 
"Goodnight,  Irene."  a  song  written  by 
Seeger's  old  friend.  Leadbelly,  an  ex-convict 
who  was  a  master  of  the  12-string  guitar; 
"Kisses  Sweeter  Than  Wine, "  which  Seeger 
adapted  from  an  Irish  jig  called  "Drlmmer's 
Cow";  Guthrie's  "So  Long,"  and  "On  Top  of 
Old  Smoky,"  an  old  mountain  dirge  of  un- 
certain origin. 
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The  Weavers'  success  drew  close  and  viru- 
lent attention  from  the  red-hunters  of  the 
early  1950s.  It  was  not  even  safe  to  associate 
with  the  dead  back  then.  The  Weavers  were 
attacked  because  they  sang  at  the  funeral  of 
Bob  Reed,  the  music  critic  for  the  Dally 
Worker. 

The  Weavers  were  blacklisted  from  TV  In 
1950.  In  1961,  Seeger  was  convicted  of  con- 
tempt of  Congress  because  he  refused  to  dis- 
cuss his  political  associations  with  the 
House  Un-American  Activities  Committee. 
The  decision  was  overturned  by  a  federal 
appeals  court  in  1962.  but  TV  remained  out- 
of-bounds  to  Seeger. 

In  1963.  an  attempt  was  made  to  book  the 
Weavers  onto  a  new  ABC  folk-music  show 
called  "Hootenanny."  But  the  producers 
told  the  Weavers'  manager,  presumably  in 
reference  to  network  executives,  "The  boys 
upstairs  won't  allow  it." 

In  1967.  at  the  height  of  protests  agtUnst 
the  Vietnam  War.  the  Smothers  Brothers  fi- 
nally ended  the  blacklist  of  Seeger  by  invit- 
ing him  onto  their  CBS  variety  show. 
Seeger  sang  three  folk  songs  on  the  show, 
but  CBS  censored  out  his  most  controversial 
one.  "Big  Muddy."  A  symbolic  attack  on  the 
war  policies  of  President  Lyndon  Johnson,  it 
included  the  lines.  "We're  waist-deep  in  the 
big  muddy,  but  the  big  fool  says,  'Push  on!' " 
Today,  among  the  networks,  Seeger  seems 
bitterest  toward  ABC.  The  very  title  of  its 
show,  "Hootenanny,"  was  an  old  expression 
he  and  Guthrie  had  popularized  as  a  term 
for  a  meeting  of  folkies  to  swap  songs  and 
sing  along  together. 

Seeger's  idea  of  how  TV  should  operate  is 
something  that  undoubtedly  will  never 
come  to  pass.  ""I'd  like  to  give  every  nation  a 
half  hour  each  week  to  tell  their  own  histo- 
ry," he  said.  "Soon  they'd  discover  people 
don't  listen  to  speeches.  Then  they'd  start 
trotting  out  their  best  music  and  dancing." 
If  America  ever  got  around  to  presenting 
its  t)est  music  on  TV.  instead  of  the  narrow 
representation  that  appears  on  the  net- 
works, Seeger  would  show  up  as  often  as 
Joan  Rivers  appears  on  talk  shows.  He  has 
been  influencing  people  for  so  long  that 
some  of  his  achievements  have  almost  been 
forgotten. 

Did  you  know,  for  example,  that  the  five- 
string  banjo  was  almost  extinct  when 
Seeger  first  saw  one  at  a  folk  festival  in 
Ashevllle,  N.C.,  in  1935?  The  tenor  banjo, 
which  has  only  four  strings,  was  most  often 
seen  then.  Seeger's  book.  How  to  Play  the  5- 
String  Banjo,  is  still  a  classic  text.  Now  it  is 
the  tenor  banjo  that  is  almost  extinct. 

Seeger  is  more  Indifferent  than  most 
people  to  money,  which  he  says  is  "like  air 
or  water.  You  need  a  certain  amount  to 
live. "  But,  despite  the  blacklist  that  cut  se- 
verely into  the  earnings  from  his  most  pros- 
perous years,  he  lives  comfortably  off  his 
personal  appearances,  more  than  50  record 
albums,  and  the  royalties  from  the  few  but 
often  excellent  songs  he  has  written,  which 
include  the  well-known  ""If  I  Had  a 
Hammer"  and  "Where  Have  All  the  Flowers 
Gone?  " 

He  remains  a  remarkably  modest  man.  as 
he  continues  to  take  the  stage  in  his  odd 
choice  of  socks  (one  red  and  one  green). 
Summarizing  his  life  In  one  low-key  line,  he 
said  here.  "You're  doing  the  best  you  can, 
and  sometimes  you  want  to  think  you're 
doing  some  good."* 
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HARBOR  CITY  CHAMBER  OF 
COMMERCE  PRESIDENT  AN- 
THONY PESCETTI,  A  TRUE 
DOER 


HON.  GLENN  M.  ANDERSON 

or  CAUKORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
unfortunate  and  regrettable  that 
many  an  individual's  devotion  and  con- 
tributions to  an  organization,  commu- 
nity, or  society  sometimes  may  go  un- 
noticed by  all  but  those  who  are 
around  long  enough  to  enjoy  the 
abundant  wisdom  of  hindsight.  Even 
more  disheartening  are  those  incidents 
where  the  doers  are  overshadowed  and 
often  displaced  by  noisemakers,  the 
majority  of  whom  are  avaricious  and 
fervently  in  pursuit  of  mere  self-per- 
petuation. 

During  the  evening  of  July  28,  1983, 
the  Harbor  City  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce is  sponsoring  a  dinner  honoring 
the  new  officers  of  the  chamber.  The 
evening  also  marks  the  last  day  of  the 
current  chamber  president's  term. 
When  his  term  commenced  4  years 
ago,  Anthony  Pescetti  assumed  re- 
sponsibility for  a  rather  dormant  civic 
organization.  During  his  tenure  as 
president,  chamber  memberships  have 
tripled.  This  was  one  of  Anthony's  ini- 
tial goals  and  is  one  he  has  admirably 
fulfilled. 

Corollary  to  increased  chamber 
memberships  has  been  the  much  more 
substantive  and  visible  role  played  by 
the  Harbor  City  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce in  forging  the  directions  of 
Harbor  City  and  of  the  entire  harbor 
region.  Toward  the  achievement  of 
this,  Anthony  very  early  on  sought 
the  counsel  and  cooperation  of  both 
the  San  Pedro  and  the  Wilmington 
Chambers  of  Commerce.  As  a  result, 
these  three  chambers  of  commerce 
have  worked  more  closely  with  each 
other  during  his  tenure  as  president 
than  at  any  other  time  in  recent  years; 
and  indications  are  that  this  innova- 
tive and  mutually  beneficial  relation- 
ship will  continue. 

Pew  of  us  today  have  the  foresight 
to  determine  just  how  propitious 
mutual  efforts  among  the  various 
chambers  of  commerce  in  the  harbor 
region  will  prove  to  be  for  the  vitality 
of  the  entire  region,  her  constituent 
cities,  and.  most  importantly,  the  resi- 
dents of  those  cities.  But  I  ana  sure  it 
is  evident  to  everyone  that  the  three 
chambers  working  together  will  have  a 
synergistic  effect  that  can  only  benefit 
all  of  us  from  the  area.  I  hope  that  In 
the  years  ahead  each  of  us  will  remem- 
ber and  thank  Anthony  for  having  en- 
visaged this  and  for  laying  such  an  in- 
valuable foundation  for  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  wife,  Lee,  and  I 
wish  to  extend  our  warmest  apprecia- 
tion to  Anthony  Pescetti  for  the  exem- 
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plary  role  he  has  played  as  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Hju-bor  City  Chamber  of 
Commerce.  We  know  that  he  is  look- 
ing forward  to  the  additional  time  he 
soon  will  be  able  to  enjoy  with  his 
wife,  Kathy,  and  their  two  children, 
Sarina  and  Anthony.  Jr.  We  wish  all 
of  them  well  and  hope  that  their  fu- 
tures are  bright.* 


UNFORTUNATE  AND 
DISTASTEFUL  EPISODE 


HON.  GEORGE  C.  WORTLEY 

OF  NFTW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  WORTLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  heard  from  many  of  my  constitu- 
ents in  recent  days  expressing  their 
outrage  over  the  behavior  of  two  of 
our  colleagues  in  cases  of  sexual  mis- 
conduct involving  minor  pages. 

As  a  Member  of  this  body  and  a 
parent,  I  too  am  deeply  distressed  by 
what  the  Ethics  Committee  investiga- 
tion revealed.  Serving  as  .a  page  in  the 
U.S.  Congress  should  be  a  rewarding 
experience  for  young  people  interested 
in  Government,  not  a  short  course  in 
the  underside  of  life. 

In  the  strictest  sense,  these  two  men 
did  not  violate  their  oath  of  office. 
However.  I  believe  the  spirit  of  their 
commitment  to  the  people  they  repre- 
sent may  have  been  broken.  Accord- 
ingly, I  believe  both  men  should  resign 
immediately,  thereby  creating  open 
seats  in  their  respective  districts. 
When  special  elections  are  called,  in 
compliance  with  the  applicable  State 
laws,  the  two  men  can  seek  reelection 
if  they  so  choose,  giving  the  voters  the 
opportunity  to  hold  their  Representa- 
tives accountable  for  their  actions.  I 
believe  this  is  the  fairest  and  most 
honorable  way  to  proceed  in  this  un- 
fortunate and  distasteful  episode. 

My  heart  goes  out  to  the  young 
people  involved  and  their  families,  as 
well  as  to  the  families  of  my  two  col- 
leagues. It  is  unfortunate,  indeed,  that 
in  situations  like  this,  the  innocent 
and  guilty  suffer  alike.* 


DESPITE  FORBIDDING  HANDI- 
CAPS, JUSTICE  TRIUMPHS  IN 
THE  CASE  OF  LEONARD  SU- 
CHANEK 


HON.  VIRGINIA  SMITH 

or  NEBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  recently,  an  inspiring  ac- 
count of  the  life  and  accomplishments 
of  Judge  Leonard  Suchanek,  who  is 
blind,  was  published  in  the  June  20, 
1983.  issue  of  People  magazine.  Judge 
Suchanek  is  from  Loup  City.  Nebr.,  al- 
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though   he  now  lives  suid  works  In 
Washington,  D.C. 

This  article  needs  the  widest  possi- 
ble circulation  so  that  this  outstanding 
man's  victories  over  incredible  adversi- 
ty can  spur  others— handicapped  or 
not— to  success.  In  order  to  share  it 
with  my  colleagues,  I  insert  the  article 
in  the  Record  today: 

Despite     Forbidding     Handicaps,    Justice 
Triumphs  In  the  Case  or  Leonard  Sd- 

CHANEK 

It  is  possible  to  push  too  fiercely.  This  is 
one  of  many  lessons  Leonard  Suchanek  has 
learned  the  hard  way.  Twice,  in  his  eager- 
ness to  get  somewhere  fast.  Suchanek,  46. 
has  been  hit  by  cars.  Once,  rushing  off  the 
subway  escalator  at  the  Pentagon  three 
years  ago,  he  tumbled  into  an  open  man- 
hole. Flailing  as  he  fell,  Suchanek  bumped 
against  a  pipe  and  held  on  for  dear  life.  In- 
credibly, he  was  not  even  injured. 

A  miracle?  Almost.  Leonard  Suchanek— 
chairman  and  chief  judge  for  the  General 
Services  Administration's  Board  of  Contract 
Appeals— is  totally  blind.  And  falling  down  a 
manhole  is  far  from  the  worst  thing  that 
happened  to  him  on  his  way  to  becoming 
one  of  the  highest-ranking  handicapped  ad- 
ministrative Judges  in  the  federal  system. 

Suchanek.  the  ninth  of  12  children  in  a 
poor  Nebraska  farm  family,  was  bom  totally 
deaf  in  his  right  ear  and  with  a  10  percent 
hearing  loss  in  his  left.  His  deafness  proved 
little  more  than  an  inconvenience  until,  at 
age  5.  he  accidentally  stabbed  himself  in  the 
left  eye  while  playing  with  a  pair  of  scissors. 
A  virulent  infection  set  in,  and.  this  being 
1942.  the  pre-penicillin  era.  it  rapidly  spread 
to  his  right  eye.  Soon  both  eyes  were  irrevo- 
cably useless.  "I  was  scared  to  death."  re- 
calls Suchanek.  To  help  him  cope,  his  par- 
ents sent  him  to  the  Nebraska  School  for 
the  Visually  Handicapped  In  Nebraska  City, 
170  miles  from  their  home  near  Loup  City. 
At  first  the  school  only  added  to  his  prob- 
lems. Homesickness  led  to  agonizing  stom- 
ach pains.  He  was  so  traumatized  that  he 
forgot  how  to  smile,  how  to  frown,  how  to 
raise  his  eyebrows;  he  had  to  be  taught  how 
to  move  his  face.  "I  was  so  depressed."  says 
Suchanek.  "it  took  me  nearly  two  years  to 
learn  Braille— rather  than  the  several 
months  it  should  have." 

Eventually,  thanks  to  the  gentle  yet  per- 
sistent prodding  of  a  teacher  named  Lucy 
Haywood.  Suchanek  Jumped  from  the 
fourth  grade  to  the  seventh  in  one  year.  But 
just  as  important,  perhaps  even  more  so,  Su- 
chanek learned  an  attitude:  not  merely  to 
cope  with  his  handicaps,  but  to  aggressively 
challenge  their  limits.  He  joined  the  wres- 
tling team,  made  handicrafts  and  peddled 
them  door  to  door.  In  his  senior  year  he  en- 
tered Central  Catholic  High  School  in 
Grand  Island.  Nebr.,  near  his  family's  new 
home,  where  he  quickly  ran  into  yet  an- 
other handicap:  the  irrational  squeamish- 
ness  the  nonhandicapped  students  felt  in 
his  presence. 

"I  was  never  really  accepted  by  my  high 
school  classmates."  he  says,  more  in  sorrow 
than  rancor.  "I  would  go  to  dances,  stand 
there,  and  very  few  people  ever  approached 
me  to  start  talking.  Of  course,  there  was  no 
way  I  could  walk  up  to  someone  and  start 
talking." 

Despite  this  lack  of  external  support— or 
perhaps  because  of  it— Suchanek  looked 
Inward  and  found  the  Intensity  that  would 
drive  him  on.  He  graduated  with  honors, 
then    accepted    a    small    scholarship    to 
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Creighton  University  in  Omaha.  Money  was 
so  scare  that  he  often  gave  up  eating  for 
days  at  a  time.  When  he  couldn't  stand  it 
anymore,  he'd  buy  a  single  beer  in  a  local 
bar  and  fill  up  on  free  bar  snacks— a  primi- 
tive form  of  carboloading.  "If  not  for  beer 
and  crackers,"  he  says,  "I'd  never  have  made 
it." 

That  same  fire  in  the  gut  carried  him 
through  Creighton  School  of  Law,  where  he 
met  and  married  his  wife,  Carol,  a  nurse. 
And  still  nothing  came  easy.  To  manage  his 
course  load,  he  created  his  own  version  of 
Braille  shorthand  and  refined  his  remarka- 
ble powers  of  concentration  even  further. 

After  graduation  and  a  year  of  successful 
private  practice  in  Omaha,  Suchanek  moved 
with  his  wife  to  Washington,  D.C.  to  seek 
greater  challenges.  At  first  simply  finding  a 
job  proved  challenge  enough.  "I  had  no 
idea,"  says  Suchanek,  "how  difficult  it 
would  be  to  persuade  people  that  a  partially 
deaf  and  totally  blind  person  could  do  the 
work." 

In  time  he  caught  on  with  the  GSA, 
which  handles  all  federal  government  pur- 
chases and  leases,  everything  from  cars  to 
computers  to  paper  clips.  Starting  out  as  a 
junior  trial  lawyer  representing  the  govern- 
ment in  disputes  with  its  contractors,  Su- 
chanek relied  on  the  eyes  and  ears  of  a  per- 
sonal assistant  to  aid  him  in  the  courtroom. 
He  rose  rapidly  through  the  ranks  by  his 
usual  strategy— working  seven  days  a  week, 
up  to  20  hours  a  day.  Marvels  Robert  Lieb- 
lich.  a  colleague.  "I've  never  known  anybody 
else  who  pushed  himself  that  hard."  "To 
overcome  being  handicapped,"  says  Su- 
chanek, with  a  shrug,  'you've  got  to  work 
yourself  to  death." 

That's  one  tough  philosophy,  placing  de- 
mands not  only  on  the  philosopher  but  on 
the  philosopher's  family.  Fortunately,  wife 
Carol  does  not  begrudge  Suchanek  the  tiiie 
he's  spent  away  from  her  and  their  son, 
Mark,  16.  "Leonard,"  she  says  "is  very 
gifted.  We  have  had  to  make  sacrifices,  but 
to  be  content,  he  must  dedicate  himself. 
He's  not  unlike  an  artist  who  has  to  paint  or 
a  writer  who  has  to  write." 

Suchanek  feels  he  has  sacrificed  only  one 
thing.  And  what  might  that  be?  "Failure," 
he  says  flatly. 

In  1978  he  was  promoted  to  his  present 
position.  (His  job  is  to  decide  impartially  be- 
tween GSA  and  those  with  claims  against 
it.)  Though  still  an  unabashed  workaholic- 
he  rises  each  morning  at  4  in  his  comforta- 
ble Falls  Church,  Va.  home  to 'review  his 
Braille  shorthand  notes— technology  has  al- 
lowed Suchanek  to  reduce  his  workday  to  a 
leisurely  10  or  12  hours.  In  fact,  he  sees 
technology  as  the  "great  equalizer"  for  the 
handicapped.  Just  as  Braille  gave  the  blind 
greater  access  to  the  world  around  them,  so 
has  the  microchip.  Suchanek's  office  com- 
puter comes  equipped  with  a  Braille  print- 
out accessory.  Even  closer  to  state  of  the  art 
are  his  Kurzwell  Reading  Machine  which 
scans  a  printed  page,  recognizes  words,  and 
reads  them  aloud,  in  a  synthetic  voice;  and 
Total  Talk,  a  computer  terminal  which  re- 
sponds verbally  to  typed  commands,  allow- 
ing Suchanek  to  hear  whatever  is  in  the 
computer. 

Still,  it's  the  man,  not  the  machinery,  that 
is  most  impressive.  Says  Saul  Katz,  director 
of  GSA's  Office  of  Ethics,  "I  don't  think  of 
Leonard  as  disabled.  I  think  of  him  as  the 
finest  Judge  and  best  legal  mind  the  GSA 
has.  He's  come  a  long  way  since  his  Nebras- 
ka days  and  will  go  a  lot  further." 

That  is,  if  he  can  stay  out  of  manholes 
and  away  from  rapidly  moving  vehicles.  For- 
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tunately,  the  judge  has  mellowed  a  mite. 
Now,  before  crossing  a  street,  he'll  raise  his 
hand  for  assistance.  Cab  drivers,  mistaking 
the  gesture,  will  often  stop.  "I  meet  a  lot  of 
cab  drivers  that  way,"  he  says,  smiling  at 
the  thought  of  how  far  he's  come  since  no 
one  would  talk  to  him  at  his  high  school 
dance.« 


KEEP  SOCIAL  SECURITY  FOR 
THE  LIVING 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  aimed  at 
further  reducing  the  incidence  of 
social  security  benefits  being  paid  to 
deceased  individuals. 

The  Social  Security  Administration 
estimates  that  of  the  1.9  million  per- 
sons who  die  each  year  in  the  United 
States— 1.3  million  are  social  security 
recipients.  Most  recent  estimates  indi- 
cate that  more  than  $60  million  a  year 
in  benefits  are  paid  to  the  dead.  This 
Is  an  unacceptably  high  rate  and  rep- 
resents a  form  of  waste  and  abuse 
which  must  be  eliminated. 

My  bill  would  specifically  broaden 
and  improve  upon  a  provision  of  the 
massive  social  security  reform  bill 
adopted  by  the  House  and  Senate  and 
signed  by  the  President  earlier  this 
year.  Presently  title  II  of  the  new  law- 
permits  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration to  enter  into  voluntary  agree- 
ments with  States  to  allow  death  cer- 
tificates and  records  compiled  by  these 
States  to  be  turned  over  to  SSA  to 
help  them  verify  and  correct  their  rec- 
ords. 

Under  my  bill,  in  addition  to  the 
State  providing  this  information— 
"hospitals,  nursing  homes,  funeral 
homes,  and  other  entities  which  are 
required  under  State  or  local  law  to 
file  death  certificates"  could  also  vol- 
untarily contract  with  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration  to  have  such  infor- 
mation provided  to  them. 

I  view  my  bill  as  complementary  to 
the  initiative  we  took  earlier  this  year. 
First,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  all 
States  will  decide  to  enter  into  these 
voluntary  contracts  with  SSA.  My  bill 
provides  another  avenue  for  SSA  to 
utilize  to  obtain  this  important  infor- 
mation. Further,  even  in  those  States 
which  do  enter  into  these  agreements, 
one  extra  check  and  protection  is  war- 
ranted. 

The  Social  Security  Administration 
processes  some  2  million  death  reports 
each  year  but,  obviously,  many  are  du- 
plicative and  all  are  voluntary.  It  is  my 
Intent  in  this  legislation  to  have  the 
Social  Security  Administration  provide 
help  to  those  entities  filing  these  cer- 
tificates to  insure  that  no  undue  finan- 
cial hardship  is  imposed  on  them.  It  Is 
clear   to   me    that   any    costs   which 
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might  be  Incurred  In  this  aspect  of  the 
legislation  would  be  more  than  offset 
by  savings  achieved  by  the  termina- 
tion of  paying  benefits  to  the  de- 
ceased. 

Notwithstanding  the  Improvements 
directed  at  the  fiscal  solvency  of  the 
social  security  fund  with  the  adoption 
of  the  reform  bill,  we  must  continue  to 
be  vigilant  in  our  efforts  to  weed  out 
fraud  abuse  and  waste  in  social  securi- 
ty. Payment  of  l)enefits  to  the  de- 
ceased continues  one  of  the  more  bla- 
tant of  these  abuses  which  must  be 
stopped  and  can  be  with  cooperation 
on  all  sides.  I  offer  my  bill  in  a  sense 
as  a  perfecting  approach  to  title  II  of 
the  social  security  law  and  hope  it  will 
gain  swift  approval  in  this  House. 
H.R.  3653 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 205(r)(l)(A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  ajnended- 

(1)  by  inserting  "(i)"  after  "(A)"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  ";  and"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ",  and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  t^lause: 

"(ii)  hospitEils,  nursing  homes,  funeral 
homes,  and  other  entities  which  are  re- 
quired under  State  or  local  law  to  file  death 
certificates  (or  equivalent  documents  main- 
tained by  the  States  and  political  subdivi- 
sions) In  the  case  of  deaths  occurring  on 
their  premises  or  within  their  Jurisdiction, 
particularly  entities  located  In  States  and 
subdivisions  which  have  not  contracted  with 
the  Secretary  under  clause  (i).  voluntarily 
contract  with  the  Secretary  to  furnish  the 
Secretary  periodically  with  copies  of  the 
death  certificates  or  equivalent  documents 
so  filed  or  with  summaries  (on  forms  estab- 
lished by  the  Secretary)  of  the  information 
contained  thereon;  and". 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  205(r)(l)(B)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "such  information  on  such  individuals" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  informa- 
tion on  such  individuals  obtained  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)". 

(b)  Section  205(r)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  by  striking  out  "under  this  subsection" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"under  paragraph  (l)(A)(i).  and  each  entity 
which  furnishes  the  Secretary  with  infor- 
mation on  deaths  occurring  on  its  premises 
or  within  its  jurisdiction  under  paragraph 
(l)(A)(ii),";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "transcribing  and 
transmitting  such  information"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "transcribing  or  process- 
ing such  information  and  transmitting  lt".» 


THE  CRISIS  IN  CYPRUS 


HON.  NICHOLAS  MAVROULES 

or  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  wish  to  express  my  deep  con- 
cern over  the  continuing  crisis  in 
Cyprus.  Today  marks  the  ninth  anni- 
versary of  Turkey's  use  of  American 
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military  equipment  to  invade  and  un- 
lawfully occupy  Cyprus. 

In  July  of  1974.  the  Turkish  Army 
invaded  the  island  nation  of  Cyprus. 
In  the  ensuing  battles,  Turkey  cap- 
tured 37  percent  of  the  island.  Today, 
9  years  later,  Turkey  maintains  its 
forcible  division  of  the  island,  and  con- 
tinues to  occupy  the  nearly  40  percent 
captured.  This  forcible  occupation  has 
brought  personal  tragedy  to  thousands 
of  Cypriots,  and  has  turned  nearly 
one-half  of  the  population  into  refu- 
gees. Nine  years  after  the  invasion, 
1,619  Cypriots  are  still  missing  and  un- 
accounted for. 

Over  the  9  years  of  occupation,  the 
Cypriot  Government  has  made  numer- 
ous attempts  at  negotiations  for  a  just 
solution  to  this  tragedy.  Most  recently, 
eight  rounds  of  intercommunal  talks 
have  been  conducted  between  repre- 
sentatives of  the  respective  Cypriot 
communities.  However,  the  intransient 
position  taken  by  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment once  again,  has  resulted  in  there 
being  no  meaningful  solution  reached. 
Unfortunately  for  the  oppressed  resi- 
dents of  Cyprus,  this  stalemate  at  the 
negotiations  table  is  indicative  of  the 
past  9  years. 

The   United   Nations   has   by   over- 
whelming majorities  on  repeated  occa- 
sions promulgated  resolutions  which 
provide  for  the  sovereignty  of  Cyprus 
in  the  context  of  the  restoration  of  all 
human    and    fundamental    rights    for 
Cypriots  of  every  ethnic  background. 
The  United  Nations  has  further  de- 
manded   the   removal    of   all    foreign 
troops  from  Cyprus.  A  recent  United 
Nations    Resolution,    37/253,    restates 
the  commitment   of   the   United   Na- 
tions to  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the 
Cyprus  issue.  In  the  majority  of  these 
United    Nations    votes,    the    United 
States  has  abstained,  thus  tacitly  en- 
dorsing the  Turkish  occupation  of  the 
island.    This    unspoken    support    for 
Turkish   aggression,   which   has  been 
condemned  time  after  time  by  every 
nation  in  the  free  world  and  in  the 
United  Nations,  damages  our  position 
as  the  leading  proponent  of  human 
rights  and  freedom  across  the  globe. 
The     inconsistency     of     condemning 
Soviet     aggression     in     Afghanistan, 
Poland,  and  El  Salvador,  while  sup- 
porting equally  egregious  violations  of 
human  rights  by  Turkey  in  Cyprus, 
weakens   our   credibility    around    the 
world. 

It  is  ironic  that  July  20  is  also  the 
anniversary  of  one  of  our  Nation's, 
and  all  of  humankind's,  greatest 
achievements,  the  placing  of  an  Amer- 
ican on  the  Moon.  It  is  imperative  for 
the  people  of  Cyprus,  as  well  as  for 
the  United  SUtes,  that  we  take  affirm- 
ative action  to  end  the  occupation  on 
Cyprus,  and  return  that  beleaguered 
land  to  peace.* 
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THE  CASE  FOR  WAITING 

HON.  MAHHEW  J.  RINALDO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 

•  Mr.  RINALDO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
country  has  been  committed  to  the 
concept  of  providing  universal  tele- 
phone service  for  over  50  years.  The 
telephone  has  become  the  lifeline  of 
the  "information  age"  and  our  com- 
mitment to  insuring  that  all  citizens 
have  telephone  service  at  affordable 
rates  has  increased,  rather  than  dimin- 
ished over  time. 

Last  year,  this  Congress  spent  many 
long  hours  debating  the  relative 
merits  of  the  divestiture  of  AT&T.  As 
a  result  of  a  modified  consent  decree 
entered  into  between  AT&T  and  the 
Justice  Department,  the  divestiture  is 
irrevocable  and  will  become  complete 
next  year. 

The  divestiture  involved  many  com- 
plex issues  which  were  sorted  out  by 
Judge  Green,  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  and  a  joint  board 
composed  of  Federal  and  State  regula- 
tory authorities.  Their  combined  ac- 
tions are  intended  to  produce  a  fair 
and  equitable  solution  for  all  of  the 
parties  involved. 

In   the   meantime,   applications   for 
huge  rate  increases  are  being  filed  by 
the  local  telephone  companies  to  the 
State  public  utility  commissions.  Many 
of  these  rate  filings  are  based  upon 
misguided  assumptions  about  the  di- 
vestiture plan,  and  the  record  to  date 
indicates  that  they  are  getting  only  a 
small  fraction  of  their  requested  in- 
crease. Congress  should  continue  to  be 
resolute  in  monitoring  this  situation 
and  be  ready  to  act  when  we  are  cer- 
tain that  a  real  problem  exists.  The 
public  must  be  assured  that  we  will 
not  sit  back  and  permit  the  dissolution 
of  universal  telephone  service.  Yet  I 
strongly  believe  that  we  must  avoid 
the  temptation  to  step  in  and  revise 
the  decisions  that  have  been  made  by 
the  courts  and  the  FCC  during  the 
past  year.  Taking  hasty  action  when 
we  have  no  definitive  results  to  guide 
us  could  lead  to  ill  thought  legislation. 
I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues an  editorial  which  appeared  in 
the  Washington  Post  on  July  11,  1983. 
tProm  the  Washington  Post.  July  11,  19831 
Future  Phone  Bills 
As  the  divestiture  of  the  country's  domi- 
nant  telephone  company   gets  closer,   the 
focus  of  public  anxiety  is  shifting.  The  deci- 
sion to  break  up  AT&T  is  now  irrevocable, 
and.  understandably,  there  is  increased  at- 
tention to  the  issues  of  quality  of  service 
under  the  new  decentralized  system,  and  es- 
pecially   its    price.    How    much    will    local 
phone  calls  cost— or,  more  precisely,  how 
will  the  cost  be  divided  among  the  many  cat- 
egories of  users? 

Judge  Harold  Greene,  presiding  over  this 
monumentally  complex  reorganization,  has 
addressed  that  question  in  his  latest  order. 
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The  local  AT&T  subsidiaries— the  compo- 
nents of  the  future  independent  operating 
companies— have  generated  much  alarm 
with  their  recent  petitions  for  rate  increases 
and.  even  if  you  make  the  usual  allowance 
for  exaggeration  in  rate  petitions,  there  is  in 
truth  much  to  be  alarmed  about.  If  you  be- 
lieve that  cheap  local  service  brings  impor- 
tant social  benefits,  and  access  to  a  phone  is 
an  advantage  to  which  everyone  is  entitled, 
you  need  to  pay  attention  to  the  terms  on 
which  the  AT&T  systems  vast  asseU  are 
being  divided  between  the  parent  company, 
which  will  continue  to  provide  long-distance 
service,  and  the  local  companies.  Judge 
Greene's  order  is  intended  to  strengthen  the 
local  companies  and  give  local  customers  a 
little  more  protection  from  what's  coming. 

Within  the  AT&T  system,  long-distance 
rates  have  always  subsidized  the  local  phone 
service.  How  much?  Among  the  many 
people  who  have  studied  it.  no  two  have 
ever  come  up  with  quite  the  same  answer. 
But  it's  pretty  clear  that  when  the  two 
kinds  of  service  are  severed,  there  will  be  an 
unavoidable  impact  on  the  local  companies. 

There  is.  as  always,  a  growing  inclination 
in  Congress  to  pass  legislation.  But  that  is  a 
temptation  to  be  resisted,  precisely  because 
of  the  gaping  uncertainties.  No  one  can  say 
with  any  reasonable  precision  how  this  di- 
vestiture will  actually  affect  rates  over  the 
next  several  years.  If  rates  begin  to  go  hay- 
wire. th°re  will  be  a  strong  case  for  congres- 
sional intervention— but  at  this  point  it's 
not  clear  what  form  any  intervention  ought 
to  take.  Judge  Greene  has  demonstrated 
that  he  is  well  aware  of  the  standards  that 
most  people  will  apply  to  the  outcome. 
Having  come  this  far.  he  is  entitled  to  con- 
tinue, not  without  close  congressional  sur- 
veillance, but  for  the  present  without  con- 
gressional interference.* 


INDUSTRY  OPPOSITION  TO 
H.R.  100 


HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20.  1983 
•  Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
have  been  many  statements  made 
about  H.R.  100,  a  bill  that  would  ban 
discrimination  in  insurance  on  the 
basis  of  race,  color,  religion,  sex,  or  na- 
tional origin.  On  July  11,  1983 
(Record,  4900)  I  called  upon  the  insur- 
ance industry  to  give  up  their  absolute 
opposition  to  this  bill  and  to  sit  down 
and  talk  about  how  the  bill  can  be  im- 
proved to  address  legitimate  problems. 

The  Supreme  Court's  decision  in  the 
Norris  case,  which  banned  sex  discrim- 
ination by  insurers  in  pension  plans,  is 
a  clear  signal  that  the  elimination  of 
discrimination  in  insurance  can  be  ac- 
complished. The  Norris  case  makes  it 
even  clearer  that  this  legislation  is  es- 
sential. 

The  industry's  opposition  to  this  bill 
is  misguided.  An.  article  from  the  July 
25.  1983,  edition  of  Fortune  contains 
some  insights  into  the  tactics  of  differ- 
ent segments  of  the  industry.  And  the 
article  makes  it  clear  that  those  who 
have  decided  on  total  opposition  to  the 
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principle  of  eliminating  discrimination 
are  those  who  have  the  least  to  lose. 
They  like  the  ability  to  discriminate, 
but  they  will  not  be  harmed  if  discrim- 
ination is  outlawed.  They  view  their 
opposition  to  the  bill  as  a  no  lose  prop- 
osition. 

Other,  more  responsible  parts  of  the 
industry  have  tried  to  discuss  the  issue 
on  the  merits.  They  recognize  the  im- 
portant principle  involved  in  eliminat- 
ing discrimination  and  would  like  to 
reach  agreement  on  a  bill  that  will  not 
harm  them  or  their  policyholders. 

Those  who  have  decided  on  total  op- 
position, primarily  the  property  casu- 
alty companies,  know  they  have  noth- 
ing to  lose.  As  the  General  Accounting 
Office  has  confirmed  (Record,  April 
21,  1983)  women's  rates  for  automobile 
insurance  would  not  increase  if  gender 
were  eliminated  as  a  rating  factor.  The 
Fortune  article  makes  it  clear  that 
they  know  that  H.R.  100  will  not  hurt 
them. 

I  urge  the  Members  to  read  this  arti- 
cle, and  repeat  my  request  that  the  in- 
surance industry  return  to  the  bar- 
gaining table.  Internecine  industry 
squabbling  should  not  obstruct  the 
passage  of  this  important  legislation. 
Responsible  segments  of  the  industry 
should  have  the  courage  to  break  with 
their  obstructionist  colleagues  and 
help  move  forward  with  responsible 
legislation. 

I  insert  a  copy  of  the  Fortune  article 
for  Members'  information. 

[Prom  Fortune  Magazine.  July  25.  1983] 
Getting  Touch  About  Unisex 

When  Congress  comes  at  you  with  legisla- 
tion that's  bad  for  your  industry  but  politi- 
cally potent,  do  you  cut  a  deal  or  stand  and 
fight?  After  months  of  dithering,  life  insur- 
ance companies  decided  to  fight,  and  with  a 
lobbying  spectacular  they  appear  to  have 
derailed  a  bill  to  prohibit  insurers  from  clas- 
sifying insurance  risks  by  sex. 

The  struggle  began  when  feminist  groups, 
defiant  as  time  ran  out  on  the  Equal  Rights 
Amendment,  launched  a  compensatory  cru- 
sade against  sex  discrimination  in  insurance. 
Senator  Bob  Packwood.  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Commerce  Committee  and  the  lead- 
ing Republican  advocate  of  women's  causes, 
pushed  a  unisex  insurance  bill  through  his 
committee  last  fall.  This  January  he  re- 
introduced the  bill  with  support  from  130 
women's,  civil  rights,  and  labor  organiza- 
tions, and  almost  Immediately  the  proposal 
picked  up  125  co-sponsors  in  the  House. 

Because  their  pricing  policies  are  based  on 
actuarial  results— women  pay  less  for  life  in- 
surance and  more  for  annuities  because 
they  live  longer  than  men— life  insurers,  like 
the  rest  of  the  industry,  had  confidently  op- 
posed such  legislation  on  the  ground  that  it 
would  undermine  their  products.  But  com- 
promise began  to  seem  attractive  when 
some  of  the  big  life  companies  started  look- 
ing at  the  arithmetic  of  the  Packwood  bill, 
which  required  retroactive  adjustment  of 
benefits  promised  under  existing  policies. 
Retroactivity  posed  no  special  danger  to 
property  and  casualty  companies  and  health 
Insurers,  whose  business  is  rewritten  annu- 
ally, out  for  life  Insurers  it  would  cost  more 
than  $14  billion— a  price  so  high  as  to  make 
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the  burdens  of  the  unisex  idea  look  small  by 
comparison. 

With  the  bill  seemingly  roaring  through 
Congress,  a  handful  of  industry  giants  de- 
cided they'd  rather  switch  than  fight,  pro- 
vided they  could  strip  it  of  the  retroactivity 
requirement.  The  big  mutual  companies 
such  as  Prudential  and  Metropolitan  were 
further  disposed  to  cozy  up  to  Congress  be- 
cause they  face  a  steep  hike  in  their  taxes 
unless  the  legislators  renew  temporary  tax 
breaks  that  expire  this  year.  Says  a  mutual 
company  lobbyist:  "We  figured  we  couldn't 
win  on  all  three,  so  we  preferred  to  give 
something  on  unisex  so  we  could  have  a 
shot  at  getting  our  way  on  retroactivity  and 
taxes." 

In  March  the  board  of  the  580-member 
American  Council  of  Life  Insurance  (ACLI) 
broke  with  the  four  other  major  insurance 
trade  associations  and  endorsed  unisex  with- 
out retroactivity.  Leading  the  retreat:  ACLI 
Board  Chairman  Robert  A.  Beck  of  Pruden- 
tial—the Pru  figured  that  retroactivity 
could  take  a  $1.5-billion  piece  out  of  the 
rock— and  Richard  Schweiker,  former  Re- 
publican Senator.  Reagan  Cabinet  member, 
ERA  supporter,  and  since  December  presi- 
dent of  the  ACLI.  (For  the  arguments  of  the 
industry's  compromise  clique,  see  box 
below. ) 

The  life  Insurance  rank  and  file  reacted 
with  outrage.  Says  Nancy  Haragan,  govern- 
ment affairs  counsel  for  USF&G.  a  Balti- 
more insurance  company:  "What  appalled 
us  was  how  little  they  seemed  to  care  about 
the  principle  of  cost-based  pricing.  And  to 
take  the  position  they  did,  without  even 
testing  it,  shows  poor  political  judgment.  If 
you  think  you're  right,  what's  wrong  with 
fighting  first,  and  then  compromising  later, 
if  it  comes  to  that,  from  a  position  of 
strength?" 

Hartford-based  Phoenix  Mutual  Life,  with 
Vice  President  Barbara  Lautzenheiser  in  the 
forefront,  quckly  began  circulating  a  peti- 
tion to  overturn  the  board's  position.  To- 
gether with  USF&G.  Fireman's  Fund,  and 
others.  Phoenix  Mutual  also  organized  the 
Conunittee  for  Fair  Insurance  Rates,  hired 
the  Harmaford  Co.,  a  PR.  firm  that  repre- 
sented Ronald  Reagan  before  his  election, 
and  raised  nearly  $1  million  to  support  a 
direct-mail  and  advertising  campaign  in  the 
districts  of  17  uncommitted  congressional 
committee  members.  The  ads'  message: 
under  a  unisex  system,  women  will  pay  $700 
million  a  year  more  for  auto  insurance  and 
$360  million  a  year  more  for  life  insurance. 
On  May  11,  as  this  P.R.  blitz  crescendoed, 
the  ACLI  membership  voted  overwhelming- 
ly to  repudiate  the  board's  compromise  on 
unisex.  The  ACLI  promptly  jumped  in  with 
full-page  newspaper  ads  proclaiming: 
"Women  live  longer  than  men.  Congress 
shouldn't  penalize  them  because  they  do." 

This  grass-roots  strategy  has  worked. 
More  than  50.000  letters,  many  from 
women,  have  rained  down  on  Capitol  Hill, 
persuading  Congressmen  that  what  looked 
like  a  simple  matter  of  women's  rights  is  in 
fact  a  controversial,  complex,  and  costly 
proposal  that  at  least  requires  further  study 
and  may  demand  significant  changes.  When 
Packwood  tried  in  June  to  bring  up  a  slight- 
ly modified  version  of  his  bill  for  his  com- 
mittee's approval,  he  found  himself  barely 
able  to  defeat  a  motion  to  kill  the  whole 
thing.  He  has  begun  threatening  his  insur- 
ance company  assailants  with  retribution— 
"You  are  asking  to  die  by  this  sword,  if  you 
want  to  live  by  this  sword,"  he  warned  re- 
cently—but few  take  such  talk  seriously. 
And  what  of  retroactivity?  "It's  dead,"  says 
Lin  wood  Hoi  ton,  the  ACLI's  chief  counsel. 
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still  alive,  however,  is  an  enormous  resi- 
due of  hostility  between  life's  doves  and 
hawks.  Says  one  mutual-life  lobbyist  of 
those  whose  business  is  mainly  property  and 
casualty:  "It's  pretty  easy  to  say.  'Bet  every- 
thing,' when  you've  only  10  cents  in  the 
pot."  The  hardliners  assail  the  spinelessness 
of  the  ACLI  leadership.  "They  wimped  and 
waffled  from  day  one."  snaps  George  K. 
Bernstein,  a  leading  Industry  lawyer. 
■'There  is  no  compromise  on  this  issue.  We 
have  to  either  win  or  lose."* 


MEDICARE  REIMBURSEMENT 
FOR  HOSPICE  CARE 


HON.  TOM  VANDERGRIFF 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  VANDERGRIFF.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  have  introduced  legislation  to 
correct  a  problem  that  threatens  the 
viability  of  hospices  throughout  the 
country. 

As  you  know,  hospices  provide  an 
interdisciplinary  treatment  for  the  ter- 
minally ill  and  their  families,  empha- 
sizing the  alleviation  of  pain  rather 
than  the  continuation  of  therapy.  Rec- 
ognizing the  fact  that  hospices  are 
both  good  medicine  and  good  econom- 
ics. Congress,  in  its  wi.sdom,  authorized 
coverage  for  hospice  care  as  a  medi- 
care reimbursement  in  a  section  of  the 
Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility 
Act  of  1982  (TEFRA).  Congress  real- 
ized that  the  cost-effectiveness  of  hos- 
pice care  rests  with  the  ability  to  be  a 
comprehensive  alternative  to  conven- 
tional care,  and  called  for  a  "cap 
amount"  to  be  computed  for  medicare 
reimbursemen'i.s.  This  was  done  with 
the  clear  understanding  that  the  cap 
should  be  set  at  approximately  $7,000 
in  order  for  hospices  to  be  a  viable  al- 
ternative, since  the  only  additional 
medicare  reimbursements  that  would 
be  allowed  if  hospice  treatment  was 
chosen  would  be  for  the  attending 
physicians'  fees. 

The  supporters  cf  medicare  reim- 
bursement for  hospice  programs 
became  alarmed,  however,  when  the 
draft  regulations  by  the  Health  Care 
Financing  Administration  became 
available.  The  draft  regulations  in- 
cluded a  cap  set  for  $4,332— almost  45 
percent  less  than  anticipated.  This  cal- 
culation, apparently  the  result  of  a 
statistical  miscalculation  or  a  misun- 
derstanding, will  obviously  undermine 
the  viability  of  hospice  care  and  must 
be  rectified.  I  realize  that  certain 
other  regulations  are  troubling  to 
those  who  are  committed  to  these  spe- 
cial organizations,  but  I  believe  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, Mrs.  Heckler,  will  revise  the  draft 
regulations  to  better  reflect  the  con- 
gressional mandate.  I  know  that  many 
of  my  colleagues  have  expressed  their 
willingness  to  take  corrective  action  if 
this  is  not  the  case,  and  I  will  be 
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among  the  very  first  to  sponsor  legisla- 
tion should  that  l)ecome  necessary. 

Unfortunately,  the  revisions  of  regu- 
lations will  not  adequately  deal  with 
the  cap  issue.  Clearly,  legislation  is 
warranted;  and:  it  is  for  this  reason  I 
am  introducing  legislation  to  raise  the 
cap  to  $6,500.  Raising  the  cap  will 
insure  that  those  who  wish  to  choose 
hospice  care  will  be  able  to  do  so.  My 
legislation  will  reaffirm  the  commit- 
ment of  the  Congress  to  provide  the 
kind  of  quality  care  we  have  grown  to 
expect  of  hospices,  and  to  allow  for  a 
level  of  care  for  the  terminally  ill  that 
we  would  want  for  our  loved  ones  or 
even  choose  for  ourselves. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  in  sup- 
port of  this  legislation.  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  all  interested  parties 
to  insure  that  hospice  care  is  available 
to  medicare  recipients. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  text  of  the  bill  fol- 
lows: 

H.R.  3615 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 1814(0(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395f(i)(2))  is  amended— 

(1)  striking  out  'located  in  a  region  (as  de- 
fined by  the  Secretary)"  and  "for  the 
region"  in  subparagraph  (A),  and 

(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (B)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A), 
the  cap  amount'  for  a  year  is  $6,500.  in- 
creased or  decreased,  for  accounting  years 
that  end  after  October  1.  1984,  by  the  same 
percentage  as  the  percentage  increase  or  de- 
crease, respectively,  in  the  medical  care  ex- 
penditure category  of  the  consumer  price 
Index  for  all  urban  consumers  (U.S.  city  av- 
erage), published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
SUtistics.  from  March  1984  to  the  fifth 
month  of  the  accounting  year."* 


U.S. 


INVOLVEMENT  IN 
NICARAGUA 


HON.  SALA  BURTON 

or  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mrs.  BURTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  an  excellent  piece  of  in- 
vestigative journalism  which  recently 
appeared  in  the  San  Francisco  Exam- 
iner. The  reporter,  John  Wallach,  has 
brought  to  our  attention  disturbing 
evidence  of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's accelerating  efforts  to  involve 
the  United  States  in  an  invasion  of 
Nicaragua.  As  the  House  considers  al- 
ternatives to  the  Reagan  policies,  I 
commend  this  article  to  colleagues. 

The  article  follows: 

Washihgtok— The  CIA  reportedly  asked 
for  detailed  maps  of  three  Nicaraguan  ports 
as  part  of  a  covert  plan  to  mine  the  harbors 
and  Intercept  Soviet  and  cuban  weapons  and 
supplies. 

The  agency  may  have  planned  to  give  the 
mines  to  anti-S&ndlnlsta  rebels  who  Intend- 
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ed  to  sabotage  one  of  the  ports  in  May  when 
four  Soviet  ships  were  docked  there. 

A  senior  administration  official  said  the 
maps,  which  included  detailed  information 
on  "depths  and  channels,"  were  urgently  re- 
quested from  the  Defense  Mapping  Agency 
in  early  March. 

Several  sources  said  the  rebels  had 
planned  the  sabotage  operation  for  mid- 
May  but  at  the  last  minute  the  United 
States  refused  to  provide  the  mines. 

Intelligence  sources  and  Pentagon,  State 
Department  and  White  House  officials  cor- 
roborated the  account. 

The  sources  disagreed  over  how  far  the 
planning  had  gone. 

But  they  said  there  was  little  doubt  that 
the  CIA,  prohibited  by  law  from  doing  any- 
thing directly  to  overthrow  the  Sandinista 
regime,  is  broadly  interpreting  the  law.  The 
law  permits  covert  acts  aimed  at  interdicting 
arms  shipped  from  Nicaragua  to  leftist 
rebels  in  El  Salvador. 

There  also  is  strong  evidence  that  the 
CIA.  possibly  with  the  help  of  the  army's 
ultra-secret  Intelligence  Support  Activity 
(ISA),  has  far  more  plans  than  previously 
disclosed  to  support  the  rapidly  growing 
"secret  army"  of  12,000  to  15,000  anti-Sandl- 
nista  rebels  in  Nicaragua  and  neighboring 
Honduras. 

A  Pentagon  source  said  that  in  late  Febru- 
ary and  again  in  March,  a  CIA-Defense  De- 
partment team  asked  for  urgent  delivery  of 
the  maps  for  Bluefields,  Puerto  Cabezas  and 
Corinto,  the  three  ports  where  Soviet  ships 
regularly  unloaded  military  supplies. 

"I  didn't  know  whether  they  needed  them 
for  contingency  plans  to  land  (rebel)  troops 
or  whether  they  intended  to  mine  the  har- 
bors to  keep  Soviet  and  Cuban  ships  out. " 
the  official  said. 

The  Soviets,  according  to  U.S.  officials, 
have  stepped  up  delivery  of  armored  person- 
nel carriers,  multiple  rocket  launchers,  anti- 
tank guns.  East  German  trucks  and  field 
kitchens.  The  officials  said  the  arms  sup- 
plies are  coming  in  at  about  20.000  tons  a 
year,  or  double  the  rate  of  1981  and  1982. 

A  State  Department  official  said  the  CIA 
had  been  approached  by  one  arm  of  the 
"Contras".  or  Nicaraguan  counterrevolu- 
tionaries based  in  Honduras  and  Costa  Rica, 
to  obtain  underwater  explosives  to  mine  one 
of  the  harbors. 

According  to  this  official,  the  CIA  oper- 
ation was  called  off  when  a  Pentagon  em- 
ployee tipped  Rep.  Clarence  Long.  D-Md.  of 
the  plan.  Long  is  a  strong  opponent  of  ad- 
ministration policy  in  Central  America. 

Long  reportedly  conferred  with  CIA  Di- 
rector William  Casey,  warning  that  such  a 
plan  would  violate  the  law  and  jeopardize 
the  CIA's  hopes  to  avoid  a  showdown  with 
Congress  over  cutting  off  all  money  for 
covert  activities  in  this  hemisphere. 

Long,  chairman  of  the  foreign  operations 
subcommittee  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee,  refused  direct  comment. 

A  Honduran  who  told  the  New  York 
Times  in  April  that  he  was  involved  in  plan- 
ning covert  U.S.  activities  disclosed  that  the 
United  States  was  providing  underwater 
equipment  and  explosives  to  Argentine- 
trained  sat>otage  teams  that  had  infiltrated 
Nicaragua  early  this  year. 

The  teams  reportedly  have  had  limited 
success  in  blowing  up  facilities  in  Puerto  Ca- 
bezas. As  a  prelude  to  seizing  the  port,  the 
Honduran  defector  reported,  a  team  of  Mis- 
kito  Indians  trained  as  frogmen  had  sabo- 
taged some  harbor  Installations  in  January. 
The  Honduran  also  disclosed  that  the  Mls- 
kitos,  who  have  turned  strongly  anti-Sar.Ui- 
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nista  and  claim  that  the  Nicaraguan  govern- 
ment has  tried  to  exterminate  them,  were 
trained  In  underwater  demolition  at  Vlvo- 
rlllo  Island  off  the  east  coast  of  Honduras. 

He  said  the  Mlskltos  had  been  trained  by 
the  Argentines  and  the  equipment  and  ex- 
plosives used  for  the  sabotage  operation 
were  supplied  by  the  United  States.  The 
CIA  and  the  Pentagon  refused  comment  on 
the  alleged  operation. 

U.S.  officials  disclosed  In  recent  Interviews 
that  contrary  to  reports  at  the  time,  Argen- 
tina, after  It  invaded  the  Falkland  Islands, 
did  not  withdraw  many  of  its  military  advi- 
sors from  Honduras,  where  it  was  training 
insurgents  In  guerrilla  warfare. 

The  House  Intelligence  Committee  said  in 
May: 

"There  has  been  a  hidden  program  of 
Central  American  policy  .  .  .  which  has  im- 
portant consequences  for  the  viability  of  the 
Reagan  alms.  This  hidden  program  is  the 
nominally  covert  provision  oLJLg^upport 
and  training  to  anti-Sandlnlsta  Insurgents." 

It  went  on  to  state  that  It  Is  constrained  In 
addressing  the  numerous  published  stories 
of  detailed  CIA  covert  operations  because  of 
the  need  "to  protect  Intelligence  sources 
and  methods  and  the  lives  of  those  involved 
In  the  program."  But  the  committee  said 
some  of  the  stories  are  accurate. 

There  has  been  increasing  unhapplness  on 
Capitol  Hill  with  CIA  Director  Casey's  al- 
leged refusal  to  comply  with  the  1980  Intel- 
ligence Oversight  Act. 

The  act  reduced  from  eight  to  two  the 
number  of  committees  that  are  to  be  In- 
formed of  covert  actions  but  also  estab- 
lished a  firm  requirement  that  the  commit- 
tees be  given  prior  notification  of  all  covert 
operations  except  in  "extraordinary  circum- 
stances". 

The  law  also  directs  the  CIA  and  all  other 
intelligence  agencies  to  "furnish  any  Infor- 
mation" the  committees  request. 

One  of  the  committees  will  take  advan- 
tage of  the  act's  requirements  in  a  secret 
four-hour  session  with  members  of  the  In- 
telligence community  on  Tuesday,  the 
fourth  anniversary  of  the  Sandinista  take- 
over.* 


SICKLE  CELL  OBSERVANCE 


HON.  CARDISS  COLUNS 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20.  1983 

•  Mrs.  COLLINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  a  profound  sense  of  accomplish- 
ment that  I  rise  today  in  support  of 
House  Resolution  155,  a  resolution 
sponsored  by  Congressman  Julian 
DixoN  and  me  which  directs  the  Presi- 
dent to  designate  the  month  of  Sep- 
tember 1983,  as  National  Sickle  Cell 
Month.  I  say  accomplishment  because 
the  national  recognition  of  sickle  cell 
disease  as  a  major  health  problem  is 
long  overdue.  A  Presidential  proclama- 
tion focusing  attention  to  this  genetic 
disease  will  serve  to  increase  public 
awareness,  make  known  the  impact  on 
American  society,  and  help  to  insure 
that  money  for  research  is  continued 
so  that  a  cure  may  be  foimd.  Millions 
of  people  in  our  society  will  benefit 
termendously    from    being    educated 
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about  sickle  cell  disease.  Babies  are 
still  being  born  with  sickle  cell  anemia 
to  parents  who  were  unaware  that 
they  carried  that  trait  of  the  disease. 
The  National  Association  for  Sickle 
Cell  Disease,  Inc.  (NASCD),  a  non- 
profit organization  dedicated  to  pro- 
viding an  effective  and  coordinated  ap- 
proach to  sickle  cell  disease  education 
and  visibility,  estimates  that  1  out  of 
every  12  black  Americans  carry  the 
disease  trait  and  1  out  of  every  500 
have  the  disease.  In  real  figures 
upward  of  70,000  people  are  affected. 
In  order  to  decrease  the  number  of 
people  bom  each  year  with  this  often 
fatal  disease,  NASCD  is  working  hard 
to  educate  those  races  born  in  and 
around  the  Mediterranean:  Greeks, 
Italians,  Africans,  and  so  forth,  who 
are  susceptible  to  having  sickle  cell. 
NASCD  is  also  working  relentlessly  to 
see  to  it  that  every  child-bearing 
woman  in  the  United  States  is  aware 
of  a  simple  inexpensive  blood  test 
which  can  be  taken  in  order  to  identi- 
fy the  carriers  and  those  who  have  the 
disease. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  my 
colleagues  for  their  co-sponsorship  of 
this  resolution  and  urge  the  adoption 
of  this  measure.  I  would  also  like  to 
take  the  liberty  of  inserting  into  the 
Record  a  fact  sheet  for  pregnant 
women  who  have  sickle  cell  trait. 

Fact  Sheet  for  Pregnant  Women  Who 
Have  Sickle  Cell  Trait 

ABOUT  sickle  cell  trait  and  sickle  cell 

anemia 

(By  Charles  P.  Whitten.  M.D.,  Professor  of 

Pediatrics,  Wayne  State  University  School 

of  Medicine) 

In  some  individuals  the  red  blood  cells  can 
change  from  a  round  to  a  sickle  shape. 

If  you  are  born  with  this  tendency  from 
one  parent  you  have  Sickle  Cell  Trait. 

If  you  are  bom  with  this  tendency  from 
both  parents  you  have  Sickle  Cell  Anemia. 

A  person  with  Sickle  Cell  Trait  does  not 
have  sickle  cells  in  the  blood  stream  and 
does  not  have  a  disease. 

A  person  with  Sickle  Cell  Anemia  has 
sickle  cells  In  the  blood  stream  and  has  a 
disease. 

Sickle  Cell  Anemia  causes  severe  pain 
from  time  to  time.  Pain  episodes  may  neces- 
sitate several  hospitalizations  per  year. 

Other  health  problems  that  a  person  with 
Sickle  Cell  Anemia  can  have  Include  growth 
retardation,  leg  ulcers,  decreased  exercise 
tolerance.  pneumonia.  gallstones  and 
strokes. 

Sickle  Cell  Anemia  Is  highly  variable  In  se- 
verity, ranging  from  mild  to  severe. 

Sickle  CeU  Anemia  does  not  affect  intelli- 
gence. 

Individuals  with  Sickle  Cell  Anemia  are 
capable  of  handling  any  job  that  does  not 
require  heavy  manual  labor  or  exposure  to 
cold. 

The  average  life  span  for  individuals  with 
Sickle  Cell  Anemia  Is  shortened. 

Sickle  Cell  Anemia  is  not  curable  now,  but 
extensive  research  to  find  a  cure  Is  being 
conducted. 

The  treatment  of  Sickle  Cell  Anemia  pri- 
marily consists  of  pain  killers  for  pain, 
transfusions  for  anemia  and  antibiotics  for 
Infections. 
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Individuals  with  Sickle  Cell  Anemia  can 
live  satisfying  lives  particularly  if  given  ad- 
justment counseling  and  job  opportunities. 

About  1  of  12  Black  Americans  has  Sickle 
Cell  Trait. 

When  a  woman  is  pregnant  and  both  she 
and  the  father  have  Sickle  Cell  Trait  there 
is  a  25%  chance  for  the  fetus  (unborn  child) 
to  have  Sickle  Cell  Anemia. 

If  only  one  parent  or  neither  parent  has 
Sickle  Cell  Trait  there  is  no  chance  for  the 
fetus  to  have  Sickle  Cell  Anemia. 

ABOUT  detecting  SICKLE  CELL  ANEMIA  DURING 
PREGNANCY 

At  about  the  16th  week  of  the  pregnancy 
parents  who  have  Sickle  Cell  Trait  can  find 
out  if  the  fetus  has  Sickle  Cell  Anemia. 

To  determine  whether  the  fetus  has 
Sickle  Cell  Anemia: 

A  painless  procedure  is  used  to  locate  the 
position  of  the  fetus  in  the  uterus. 

A  needle  is  inserted  through  the  abdomi- 
nal wall  into  the  uterus  and  1  to  2  table- 
spoons of  the  fluid  which  surrounds  the 
fetus  is  removed.  This  procedure  is  called 
amniocentesis. 

A  test  done  on  "skin"  cells  in  the  fluid  can 
usually  tell  whether  the  fetus  has  Sickle 
Cell  Anemia. 

Amniocentesis  is  done  on  an  outpatient 
basis  and  is  only  slightly  painful. 

Amniocentesis  is  very  safe  for  the  fetus 
suid  the  mother.  In  only  about  1  of  20  cases 
Is  there  a  complication  such  as  bleeding,  in- 
fection, or  a  miscarriage. 

ABOUT  CONTINUING/TERMINATING  THE 
PREGNANCY 

If  the  test  shows  that  the  fetus  has  Sickle 
Cell  Anemia  the  parents  can  decide  whether 
to  continue  the  pregnancy  or  have  an  abor- 
tion. 

The  decision  whether  to  continue  or  ter- 
minate the  pregnancy  is  entirely  up  to  the 
parents. 

Counseling  is  available  to  help  parents 
arrive  at  a  decision  they  believe  is  in  their 
best  interest. 

[Copyright  1983— National  Association 
For  Sickle  Cell  Disease,  Inc.]* 


THE  MADRUGADA  OF 
DEMOCRACY  IN  BRAZIL,  AGAIN 


HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER 

OF  COLORADO 
in  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
last  week  I  made  note  of  democratic 
auroras  in  Argentina. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  make  a  simi- 
lar observation  about  Brazil.  Two 
recent  dispatches,  "Brazil's  New  Gov- 
ernors Find  Cupboards  Bare  in  Brazil" 
(New  York  Times,  July  7,  1983)  and 
"Socialist  Governor  Wins  Points  in 
Brazil"  (Washington  Post,  July  19, 
1983)  discuss  the  activities  of  Brazil's 
recently  inaugurated  state  governors, 
the  winner  of  the  gubernatorial  elec- 
tions in  17  years. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  7,  1983] 

Brazil's  New  Governors  Find  the 

Cupboards  Bare 

(By  Warren  Hoge) 

Rio  de  Janeiro,  July  6.— In  Sao  Paulo, 
the  new  government  found  that  its  prede- 
cessors had  hired  51  lifeguards,  47  of  whom 
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could  not  swim.  The  only  utility  the  new 
Governor  of  Cear&  was  able  to  keep  func- 
tioning in  his  suddenly  incommunicado  ex- 
ecutive mansion  was  the  lights  because  the 
power  company  belonged  to  the  state. 

The  treasury  of  Paraiba  was  so  depleted 
that  Wilson  Braga  had  to  pay  for  the  Invita- 
tions to  his  own  inaugural,  while  Luiz 
Rocha,  the  new  occupant  of  the  Imposing 
Palace  of  Lions  in  Maranhao.  announced, 
"We  are  able  to  offer  oblations  to  God  and 
no  one  else." 

The  winners  of  the  first  gubernatorial 
elections  in  17  years  in  Brazil  have  been 
finding  life  a  cold  bath  since  taking  office 
March  15.  The  gulf  between  campaign 
promises  and  the  money  on  hand  to  fulfill 
them  turned  out  to  be  greater  than  any  of 
them  had  expected,  and  they  face  constitu- 
encies whose  impatience  has  become  Intensi- 
fied by  the  country's  deepening  economic 
crisis. 

Even  Franco  Montoro,  the  new  Governor 
of  Sao  Paulo,  was  taken  unawares  despite 
the  fact  that,  given  the  longtime  expecta- 
tion of  his  victory,  he  had  had  pretransltlon 
teams  in  action  for  nearly  two  years.  Scarce- 
ly three  months  after  his  triumphant  rise  to 
the  governorship,  Mr.  Montoro  has  found 
himself  the  object  of  public  jeering  and 
aroused  editorial  criticism. 

socialist  is  a  survivor 

The  most  buoyant  survivor  of  these 
storm-tossed  new  public  officials  is  proving 
to  be  Gov.  Leonel  Brizola  of  the  state  of  Rio 
de  Janeiro,  the  man  who  confronted  the 
most  perilous  course. 

The  60-year-old  Socialist  was  a  principal 
target  of  the  1964  military  coup,  and  unfor- 
giving officers  made  it  clear  even  after  his 
election  this  November  that  15  years  of 
forced  exile  had  not  atoned  in  their  minds 
for  his  activities  as  a  leftist  firebrand  20 
years  ago.  "This  is  a  bone  we  will  have  to 
swallow  and  digest  and  get  rid  uf  at  the 
right  time."  said  Gen.  Euclydes  Figueiredo. 
the  brother  of  Gen.  Joao  Baptista  Figueir- 
edo, Brazil's  President. 

The  formerly  hot-tempered  Mr.  Brizola 
has  let  such  provocations  go  unanswered 
and  has  disarmed  traditional  enemies  with  a 
pragmatic  approach  that  has  gained  him  a 
friendly  reception  and  pledges  of  federal  co- 
operation from  President  Figueiredo. 

He  has  been  operating  with  as  few  re- 
sources as  any  of  the  other  governors,  but 
he  has  produced  the  appearance  of  concert- 
ed action  and  kept  his  popularity  Intact.  His 
performance  has  been  a  study  in  how  to  be 
a  politician,  something  that  has  been  out  of 
style  in  Brazil  for  the  past  two  decades. 

censured  BY  KENNEDY 

As  a  mayor,  congressman  and  governor  in 
the  1950's  In  southern  Brazil,  he  had  orga- 
nized armed  cells  and  urged  enlisted  men  to 
imprison  their  commanding  officers  and 
once  deliberately  drove  his  car  Into  the  car 
of  a  rival.  His  "patriotic  expropriations"  of 
three  American  companies  earned  him  the 
personal  censure  of  President  Kennedy  and 
helped  pass  an  Alliance  for  Progress  amend- 
ment prohibiting  aid  to  countries  that  per- 
mitted such  confiscations. 

Today  he  has  dropped  the  inflammatory 
language  and  replaced  it  with  a  beneficent 
smile  and  professions  of  optimism  In  the 
future  that  would  not  be  out  of  place  In  a 
Sunday  morning  sermon.  He  uses  the  lan- 
guage well,  a  good  thing  because  he  talks  at 
great  length. 

He  has  taken  so-called  phantom  function- 
aries off  the  payroll,  ended  police  blitzes  of 
rush-hour  traffic  and  started  a  low-Income 
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housing  program  based  on  gifts  of  govern- 
ment land,  donations  of  building  materials 
from  business  and  organized  construction  by 
the  future  residents  themselves. 

AN  UlfKXPECTTD  COALITION 

A  commission  of  his  is  busy  breaking  up 
the  vigilante  death  squads  that  have  long 
gone  unchallenged  in  many  poor  neighbor- 
hoods, and  he  has  obtained  help  from  Bras- 
flia  In  building  new  prisons  throughout  the 
state. 

Wary  that  the  regime  in  Brasfilia  would 
try  to  sideline  him  by  establishing  a  parallel 
power  center  in  Rio  with  its  own  supporters. 
Mr.  Brizola  forged  an  unexpected  coalition 
with  the  Governments  Social  Democratic 
Party  and  emerged  with  a  working  majority 
in  the  state  legislature. 

His  efforts  at  concilation  have  included 
gestures  toward  two  former  military  presi- 
dents. Gen.  £milio  Garrastazau  Medici  and 
Gen.  Ernesto  Geisel.  who  during  their  years 
in  office  barred  him  from  returning  to 
Brazil.  When  the  new  Governor  of  Goias 
used  the  fiscal  crisis  his  inland  state  con- 
fronted as  reason  to  remove  the  police 
guard  from  the  home  of  a  prominent  retired 
general.  Mr.  Brizola  sent  word  to  General 
Medici  and  General  Geisel.  both  of  whom 
live  in  the  state  of  Rio.  that  no  such  action 
would  be  adopted  here. 

"We  civilians  have  to  understand  the 
armed  forces,  and  the  Brazilian  left  amd 
many  liberals  have  l>een  blind  at>out  it."  he 
said  in  a  three-hour  inter\-iew  in  his  beach- 
front Copacabana  apartment. 

"This  is  not  Central  America,  and  the 
military  here  is  not  like  Somoza's  national 
guard.  The  represent  in  our  history  a  kind 
of  skeleton  that  keeps  the  national  orga- 
nism on  its  feet.  They  are  the  best  defined 
nation  structure." 

FAVORED  FOR  PRESIDENT 

He  said  it  was  idle  to  speculate  on  why  the 
military  was  now  returning  government  au- 
thority to  civilians.  Many  people  think 
they  are  doing  so  to  preserve  the  power  to 
step  back  in."  he  said.  "It  could  be.  but  the 
important  thing  for  us  is  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenge of  keeping  the  open  space  we  have 
and  expanding  it  as  much  as  possible.  If  we 
don't  have  the  capacity,  the  competence  and 
the  lucidity  to  do  that,  then  they  will  step 
back  in." 

Polls  show  that  Mr.  Brizola  would  be 
elected  President  if  a  vote  were  taken  today, 
and  he  has  made  the  calling  of  direct  presi- 
dential elections  a  principal  theme  of  his  po- 
litical pronouncements.  Under  the  rules  now 
in  existence.  President  Pigueiredo's  succes- 
sor will  be  chosen  in  January  1985  by  an 
electoral  college  that  is  controlled  by  the 
Government's  Social  Democratic  Party.  He 
has  said  he  would  go  along  with  a  proposal 
now  under  discussion  to  give  President  Pi- 
guereido  two  more  years  in  office  in  ex- 
change for  direct  elections  in  1987. 

He  has  not  abandoned  his  campaign 
against  multinational  companies.  He  said 
their  "dominant"  position  in  Brazil  must 
end  amd  argued  that  they  shape  the  econo- 
my to  their  interests  rather  than  to  national 
ones.  "I'll  give  you  an  example.  We  have  a 
great  seacoast  and  river  network,  but  the 
multinationals  wanted  us  to  create  an  auto- 
mobile industry,  so  now  our  commerce  has 
to  move  by  truck  over  roads,  which  is  much 
more  expensive." 

He  Intends  to  create  a  Socialist  party  in 
Brazil  and  said  that  its  goal  would  be  to  in- 
stall democratic  Socialism  in  the  country 
gradually.  "Plrst  you'd  have  a  government 
of  change,  then  a  conservative  one,  then  an- 
other one  of  change  and  so  on,"  he  said. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

He  said  the  Socialism  he  had  in  mind  was 
one  that  'questioned  "  capitalism  but  did 
not  reject  it.  "If  Americans  had  the  kind  of 
capitalism  we  have  here  today,  they'd  send 
for  Lafayette  and  have  another  revolution, " 
he  said. 

He  said  that  the  Cuban  revolution  had 
been  fascinating"  for  Latin  American  lead- 
ers but  that  it  had  proceeded  down  paths 
that  Brazil  should  not  follow.  "I  remember 
once  going  to  Miami  and  seeing  the  Cuban 
bourgeois  there.  I  thought  to  myself,  our 
bourgeois  is  too  big  to  fit  in  Miami.  We'll 
have  to  find  the  alternative  path  that 
doesn't  exclude  anybody. 

[Prom  the  Washington  Post,  July  19,  1983) 
Socialist  Governor  Wins  Points  in  Brazil 
(By  Richard  House) 
Rio  de  Janeiro.— Three  months  after 
taking  office.  Socialist  Governor  Leonel  Bri- 
zola has  embarked  on  an  ambitious  educa- 
tion and  social  welfare  program  as  his  chief 
priority,  which  sidesteps  potential  conflicts 
with  the  federal  administration  while  rein- 
forcing his  growing  personality  cult  in  the 
leading  opposition  state. 

Brlzola's  program,  which  has  attracted 
the  attention  of  the  World  Bank,  turns  the 
emphasis  away  from  Rio's  chic  beachfront 
districts  to  the  favelas.  or  slums,  where  36 
percent  of  the  state's  population  live  and 
which  were  a  source  of  support  for  his  sur- 
prise election  victory  last  November. 

Brizola  plans  to  build  500  schools  and 
1.000  kindergartens  in  slum  areas,  and  to  de- 
velop three  large  community  centers  in  the 
city.  They  will  serve  growing  numbers  of 
children  abandoned  by  the  overloaded 
public  education  system  who  represent  a 
reservoir  of  future  social  discontent. 

When  Brizola.  62.  a  symbol  of  opposition 
to  the  military  that  has  ruled  Brazil  since 
1964,  took  power  along  with  other  opposi- 
tion state  governors  In  March,  he  acted  fast. 
An  abandoned  high-rise  hotel  with  a  pano- 
ramic view  of  Rio's  smartest  neighborhoods 
was  requisitioned. 

The  unfinished  hotel  will  become  the  first 
brizolao,  or  "big  Brizola"— a  school,  sports 
center,  teacher  training  nucleus  and  welfare 
unit  that  win  deal  with  the  social  problems 
of  the  city's  poor  In  full  view  of  Ipanema's 
luxury  apartment  blocks. 

The  architect  of  Rio's  educational  and  cul- 
tural policies  is  Vice  Governor  Darcy  Rl- 
beiro.  62,  who  was  the  second  figure  in  the 
populist  government  of  Joao  Goulart  top- 
pled by  the  military  in  1964,  after  which  he 
spent  a  decade  in  exile.  As  former  education 
minister  and  the  creator  of  Brasilia's  univer- 
sity, Ribeiro  considers  himself  to  be  taking 
up  an  interrupted  task. 

"I  opted  for  Brizola  because  he  represents 
the  path  we  were  following  20  years  ago. " 
said  Ribeiro,  who  described  himself  as  an 
"atypical  Intellectual"  because  of  his  years 
in  the  Amazon  forest  in  anthropological 
studies. 

"Rio  likes  the  Copacabana  image,  but  the 
news  is  that  it's  suddenly  accepting  that  it's 
a  poor  city,"  said  Ribeiro,  who  recalled  that 
a  key  theme  in  last  year's  election  was  Brl- 
zola's "indignation  when  he  spoke  of  delin- 
quent, hungry  children  with  no  schools." 

Rio's  public  education  system,  where 
three-quarters  of  the  children  flunk  literacy 
tests  to  enter  third  grade.  Is  breaking  down 
under  the  overload  and  under  a  shift  system 
that  provides  children  with  just  2  Mi  hours  of 
schooling  daily. 

In  contrast,  the  private  education  system 
ensures  that  80  percent  of  children  acquire 
basic  skills.  In  part  because  these  schools  re- 
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ceive  more  federal  aid  than  the  public 
system.  Brlzola's  promise  of  five  hours  of 
teaching,  two  meals  and  a  bath  for  every 
child  has  doubled  space  requirements  and 
has  necessiUted  retraining  100.000  teachers. 
There  was  money  to  build  nuclear  power 
stations,  but  not  for  schools— it  wasn't  lack 
of  funds  but  lack  of  options "  that  caused 
the  problems  inherited  by  Brizola,  accord- 
ing to  Ribeiro.  Relations  with  federal  Edu- 
cation Ministry  are  good,  while  "complaints 
against  the  brizolao  or  our  education  policy 
here  are  politically  inviable, "  a  party  official 
said. 

The  hotel  in  Ipanema  will  serve  500  chil- 
dren from  the  slums  perched  on  the  hillside 
above  it.  and  some  poorer  children  from  the 
Ipanema  neighborhood  below  also  will 
attend.  The  project  only  awaits  acceptance 
by  hotel  shareholders  of  Brlzola's  compen- 
sation offer. 

Two  other  unused  buildings  In  the  sub- 
urbs also  will  be  converted  to  centers  bear- 
ing Brlzola's  name  to  look  after  6,000  chil- 
dren a  day.  Rio's  vice  governor  said  the 
World  Bank  and  Inter-American  Develop- 
ment Bank  are  eager  to  aid  primary  educa- 
tion in  Brazil  and  "would  love  to  do  some- 
thing for  us. "  Rio  is  pressing  them  for  $150 
million,  if  the  federal  government  can 
match  the  loan. 

The  money  will  be  used  to  provide  500 
community  schools  and  thousands  of  small 
nursery  schools  in  slum  areas  where  pre- 
school children  run  wild  during  the  day. 
Deputies  from  Sweden's  parliament  have 
promised  up  to  $500,000.  which  Ribeiro  says 
will  be  used  to  equip  the  first  brizolao. 

"It  was  always  a  personality  cult,"  Ribeiro 
said  of  Brlzola's  politlal  style.  Others  point 
to  his  recent  pact  with  leaders  of  the  Social 
Democratic  Party  In  Rio  as  proof  tht  he  is 
still  a  caudilho.  or  traditional  political  boss. 
The  right-of-center  Social  Democrats  are 
the  main  party  in  the  federal  government. 

■  The  world  senses  that  South  America's 
great  statesman  is  emerging,  a  man  capable 
of  making  important  social  changes.  ...  He 
Is  the  leader  of  a  movement  that  must  grow 
because  it  fulfills  the  needs  of  the  majori- 
ty." Ril>eiro  said. 

Brizola  has  mellowed  considerably  since 
the  days  when  he  resisted  the  military  coup 
against  his  brother-in-law  Goulart  and  at- 
tempted to  raise  a  guerrilla  army  to  stop  the 
process.  Although  military  leaders  branded 
him  an  "Incendiary"  last  year.  Brizola  has 
found  new  favor  with  them,  and  even  urged 
the  reelection  as  Brazil's  president  of  Gen. 
Joao  Flguelredo,  64,  who  Is  facing  a  fast-de- 
teriorating political  and  economic  situation 
and  personal  health  problems. 

Pigueiredo's  reelection  is  a  worst  case  sce- 
nario to  ensure  the  transition  to  full  democ- 
racy, as  it  would  bar  Brizola  from  running 
as  a  candidate  for  direct  election  in  1985. 
Brasilia  has  held  out  against  direct  elec- 
tions, which  Brizola  probably  would  win. 

Brizola  has  begun  to  articulate  among 
other  opposition  parties  the  option  of  an 
nonpartisan  candidate  to  be  elected  directly 
to  the  presidency.  Ribeiro  said.  ""I  accepted 
the  post  of  Rio  vice  governor  on  three  con- 
ditions: that  Brizola  wouldn't  resign,  die  or 
(become]  a  presidential  candidate." 

For  Ribeiro.  Brazil  is  "the  country  the 
United  States  would  have  been  if  the  South 
had  won  the  Civil  War.  We're  fighting  Abra- 
ham Lincoln's  battles  two  centuries  on.  " 
Back  in  power  and  with  memories  of  the  fall 
of  "the  most  brilliant  government  Brazil 
has  ever  had.  which  was  overthrown  by  an 
international  conspiracy."  Ribeiro  said. 
"They  stole  20  years  of  my  life." 
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Rio's  government  takes  a  rool  view  of 
progress  being  made  by  other  key  opposi- 
tion states.  Of  Sao  Paulo  and  Minas  Gerais 
state  governors.  Ribeiro  said.  '"We  have  a 
road  to  travel  with  them,  but  we're  differ- 
ent." He  described  the  governor  of  Sao 
Paulo  State.  Franco  Montoro,  as  "very  back- 
ward politically,  a  Christian  Democrat 
whose  thinking  predates  Pope  John  XXIII." 

But  In  Brazil's  largest  city.  Sao  Paulo, 
which  has  600,000  jobless  and  was  shaken 
by  riots  in  April.  Montoro's  secretary  for 
participation  and  decentralization,  Franco 
Baruselli.  said.  '"It's  much  easier  to  enchant 
the  citizens  of  Rio  than  Sao  Paulo. " 

Although  aware  that  Montoro's  cautious 
committee  style  compares  unfavorably  with 
Brlzola's  dexterity,  Baruselli  called  the  gov- 
ernment fundamentally  more  democratic 
than  Rio's.  "It's  not  difficult  to  recreate  old- 
style  populism  in  this  country— we.  too, 
could  have  this  Image,  but  It  would  have 
zero  result,"  he  said.* 


NEW  YORK  STATE  REPORT  CON- 
FIRMS NEED  FOR  TOXIC 
SAFETY  STANDARDS 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
a  recently  released  report  which  con- 
firms the  pressing  need  to  upgrade 
safety  standards  in  our  Nation's  nurs- 
ing homes. 

Pursuant  to  a  hearing  conducted  by 
my  Subcommittee  on  Human  Services 
of  the  Select  Committee  on  Aging  last 
year,  I  introduced  legislation  which 
would  require  that  all  medicaid  and 
medicare-eligible  nursing  homes  be 
built  with  materials  that  present  a 
minimal  risk  to  elderly  and  infirm 
nursing  home  residents.  Specifically, 
when  certain  materials  are  exposed  to 
high  levels  of  heat  and  flame,  these 
materials  emit  deadly  toxic  gases 
which  can  kill  and  maim  individuals 
trapped  inside  such  buildings.  My  bill 
H.R.  2806,  would  require  that  nursing 
homes  be  built  with  materials  that 
present  minimal  toxic  risks  in  the 
event  of  fire. 

The  report,  completed  for  the  New 
York  State  Department  of  State  by 
the  Cambridge,  Mass.,  firm  of  Arthur 
D.  Little,  recommended  that  toxic 
tests  be  used  to  measure  the  risk  of 
building  materials  and  other  materials 
that  present  toxic  danger.  Our  hearing 
last  year  raised  the  question  of  the  va- 
lidity and  relative  sophistication  of 
the  use  of  such  a  "toxic  test."  The  im- 
portance of  the  New  York  report  is 
that  it  determined  that  such  a  test  was 
both  acceptable  and  feasible  as  a  form 
of  measurement  as  well  as  an  appro- 
priate tool  for  regulation.  Therefore, 
based  upon  these  fundings,  the  case 
for  regulation  of  toxic  building  materi- 
als and  furnishing  becomes  even  more 
important. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

There  are  1  million  nursing  home 
residents  today  in  health  facilities 
which  are  supported  by  over  $6  billion 
in  medicare  and  medicaid  dollars.  If 
we  do  not  require  the  highest  stand- 
ards of  safety  for  these  residents- 
then  we  are  doing  nothing  more  than 
subsidizing  infernos. 

The  practical  impact  of  toxic  fumes 
has  been  witnessed  on  a  number  of  oc- 
casions. Specifically,  in  the  Air  Canada 
fire  of  last  month  as  well  as  the  Biloxi, 
Miss.,  fire  of  last  year,  we  saw  people 
perish  largely  from  smoke  inhalation. 
The  smoke  that  was  produced  in  these 
fires  was  made  even  more  dangerous— 
and  ultimately  deadly— because  it  was 
produced  from  synthetic  materials 
which  have  been  known  to  cause  toxic 
fumes. 

H.R.  2806  is  a  first-step  approach  in 
what  I  believe  to  be  a  necessity  for  the 
long-term  health  and  safety  of  nursing 
home  residents.  We  should  be  demand- 
ing that  materials  which  present  high 
toxic  potency  be  eliminated  from  such 
health  facilities  which  are  largely  pop- 
ulated by  a  seniors  who  are  bedridden 
or  who  have  difficulty  moving  about 
and  whose  susceptibility  to  harm  from 
exposure  to  such  gases  is  heightened 
because  of  their  delicate  health.  This 
legislation  is  not  designed  to  make  tox- 
icity the  only  standard  of  nursing 
home  safety.  However,  it  does  require 
that  toxicity  be  incorporated  into  an 
overall  safety  code. 

It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  the  New 
York  study  will  enhance  the  move 
toward  greater  safety  and  health 
standards  in  all  buildings  by  recogniz- 
ing that  toxic  materials  are  harmful 
and  demand  regulation.  I  believe  that 
H.R.  2806  represents  a  small,  but  sig- 
nificant move  in  this  direction.* 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  H.R.  2059,  A 
MORATORIUM  ON  OFFSHORE 
OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING 


HON.  LEON  E.  PANETTA 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  San 
Francisco,  July  2,  my  colleague  from 
Oregon,  Representative  Jim  Weaver 
convened  a  field  hearing  of  the  Interi- 
or and  Insular  Affairs  Committee, 
Subcommittee  on  Mining,  Forest  Man- 
agement, and  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 
ministration to  consider  the  views  of 
many  Californians  over  offshore  oil 
and  gas  leasing.  Under  consideration 
was  legislation  Representative  Studds 
and  I  have  introduced— H.R.  2059— 
which  would  impose  a  moratorium  on 
offshore  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  certain 
California  and  Massachusetts  OCS 
areas. 

I  thank  the  chairman  for  his  inter- 
est in  H.R.  2059.  and  for  his  insuring 
that    those    likely    to    both    benefit 
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from— and  bear  the  impact  of— Cali- 
fornia offshore  hydrocarbon  develop- 
ment the  opportunity  to  voice  their 
views.  In  order  to  insure  that  the  fine 
comments  expressed  at  the  San  Fran- 
cisco hearing  are  not  restricted  solely 
to  those  in  attendance,  and  to  those 
reading  the  committee  record.  I  would 
like  to  share  with  my  colleagues  one 
example  of  the  many  fine  statements 
made  during  the  San  Francisco  hear- 
ing: The  remarks  of  my  friend  from 
San  Mateo,  Representative  Tom 
Lantos.  I  think  Tom  speaks  for  the 
nth  Congressional  District,  and  for 
many  other  Californians,  in  his  com- 
ments to  the  subcommittee  in  support 
of  H.R.  2059. 

Testimony  of  Representative  Tom  Lantos 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  here  today  to  close 
down  a  comer  of  Jim  Watt's  Bargain  Base- 
ment Land  Emporium  and  to  prevent  seri- 
ous environmental  damage  to  our  California 
coast. 

Secretary  Watt's  leasing  program  has 
been  continually  criticized  by  Congress  and 
has  been  the  subject  of  more  legal  chal- 
lenges than  the  entire  OCS  leasing  program 
since  federal  leasing  began. 

I  regret  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  Con- 
gress to  take  such  action.  My  first  reason 
for  proposing  the  leasing  of  the  area  being 
considered  Is  that  the  Interior  Secretary  Is 
determined  to  lease  one  billion  acres  of  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  for  oil  and  gas 
drilling  regardless  of  the  demand  for  these 
leases,  the  impact  upon  the  fragile  areas  In- 
volved, or  the  effect  upon  local  economies. 

This  country's  oil  Industry,  even  with  all 
is  financial  resources,  cannot  keep  up  with 
the  massive  sales  Secretary  Watt  has  pro- 
posed. Only  a  fraction  of  the  land  he  has  of- 
fered has  been  taken  at  auction. 

The  Interior  Department  has  already  low- 
ered Its  estimate  of  payments  from  OCS 
sales  from  $12  billion  to  $10  billion.  At  the 
April  27  sale,  Mr.  Watt's  staff  estimated 
there  would  be  $979  million  In  bids,  but  only 
one-tenth  of  that  amount  was  bid.  In  recent 
sales,  the  bids  per  tract  were  smaller  than  in 
previous  auctions. 

Another  reflection  of  the  decline  in 
demand  for  oil  and  gas  leases  is  the  fact 
that  currently  1.000  fewer  offshore  oil  rigs 
are  operating  In  the  U.S.  than  a  year  ago.  As 
a  professional  economist.  I  can  assure  you 
that  it  makes  little  sense  to  offer  more  acre- 
age when  previously  leased  tracts  are  not 
being  developed.  Those  companies  that  par- 
ticipate in  the  auctions  can  purchase  tracts 
at  bargain  prices— a  giveaway  that  should 
not  be  permitted. 

The  Interior  Department  has  already  sold 
coal  tracts  at  unconscionably  low  prices  in 
the  recent  Powder  River  coal-lease  sale. 
That  action  by  Secretary  Watt  was  labeled  a 
"fire  sale."  because  it  so  favored  the  coal  in- 
dustry. We  should  not  repeat  this  process 
with  our  oil  and  gas  resources  In  the  Outer 
Continental  Shelf.  The  fire  sales  must  stop. 
Rather  than  encourage  energy  self-suffi- 
ciency through  additional  leasing  which  will 
in  no  way  ensure  that  acreage  would  be  de- 
veloped, the  United  States  should  Instead 
Intensify  Its  efforts  to  fill  the  Strategic  Pe- 
troleum Reserve. 

With  the  current  decline  In  oil  prices,  this 
is  an  opportunity  to  build  our  reserve  to  a 
prudent  level  so  that  we  shall  never  again 
be  at  the  mercy  of  Libya  or  Iran  or  Saudi 
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Arabia  for  the  economic  and  security  life- 
blood  of  our  nation. 

Congress  has  mandated  that  the  Adminis- 
tration build  the  reserve  at  a  daily  rate  of 
between  220.000  and  300.000  barrels  per  day. 
Yet.  the  actual  fill  rate  for  June  was  only 
175.000  barrels  per  day— a  foolish  economy 
if  there  ever  was  one. 

A  second  reason  for  my  opposition  to  lease 
sales  off  the  California  coast  is  the  potential 
for  serious  environmental  harm  to  fragile 
areas.  There  are  marine  life  preserves  and 
wetlands  that  could  be  damaged  beyond 
repair.  Much  of  the  land  which  this  bill 
under  consideration  will  exclude  from  drill- 
ing is  adjacent  to  state  sanctuaries  declared 
off-limits  for  oil  rigs. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  drilling  mor- 
atorium being  proposed  is  not  the  act  of  a 
selfish  state  anxious  to  shift  the  burden  of 
production  to  others.  California  is  the  third 
largest  producer  of  oil  in  the  lower  48  states 
and  produces  the  second  largest  amount  of 
offshore  oil.  Even  my  home  county  of  San 
Mateo  has  28  working  wells  with  applica- 
tions pending  for  8  new  ones. 

The  more  drilling  that  takes  place,  the 
greater  potential  for  harm  to  the  waters, 
the  coast  and  the  marine  life.  Even  if  all 
drilling  operations  are  completely  without 
incident,  drilling  muds  injected  into  the 
wells  inevitably  seep  out  into  the  ocean. 
These  and  other  byproducts  are  hazardous 
enough  on  land,  and  it  is  not  yet  known 
what  effect  they  have  in  the  water. 

Frequently,  however,  all  does  not  go 
smoothly,  and  the  potential  for  environmen- 
tal damage  is  great.  To  confirm  that  point,  I 
am  making  public  today  a  report  not  yet  re- 
leased by  the  U.S.  Marine  Mammal  Commis- 
sion, entitled  "Assessment  of  Past,  Present 
and  Future  Risks  of  Oil  Spills  In  and  Near 
the  Present  Sea  Otter  Range  in  California." 

This  report  focuses  on  approximately  200 
square  miles  between  Pismo  Beach  and  Pa- 
cifica.  Between  1977  and  1981  almost  47.000 
gallons  of  crude  oil,  diesel  oil  and  other  pe- 
troleum byproducts  were  spilled.  In  1980 
alone  there  were  49  spills.  On  one  occasion 
in  1981,  1,000  gallons  of  crude  oil  were 
spilled  l>ecause  of  an  accident  while  a  pipe 
was  being  cleaned.  That  same  year,  another 
420  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  were  spilled  after  it 
accumulated  on  the  rig.  The  records  are  full 
of  instances  of  mishandled  valves,  pipe  rup- 
tures and  overflowing  tanks  in  just  this  one 
area  of  the  ocean. 

In  Northern  California,  there  are  no 
coastal  refineries,  therefore  crude  oil  would 
have  to  be  transported  by  tankers.  The 
result  of  increased  tanker  traffic  will  be 
greater  probability  of  another  collision  be- 
tween ships,  such  as  the  1971  incident  that 
resulted  In  20,000  barrels  of  oil  being  spilled 
near  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge. 

For  an  area  dependent  as  we  are  on  our 
coastal  economy,  the  effect  of  a  major  spill 
would  be  disastrous.  Our  tourist  industry,  in 
San  Mateo  County  alone,  produces  revenues 
of  about  $2  billion,  and  commercial  fishing 
is  the  livelihood  of  thousands  of  families. 

For  all  these  reasons,  I  endorse  in  the 
strongest  possible  terms  the  legislation  H.R. 
2059,  proposed  by  Mr.  Panetta  and  Mr. 
Studds.  This  legislation  will  prohibit  leasing 
in  only  4.6  percent  of  the  total  planned 
lease  areas— areas  with  comparatively 
modest  oil  and  gas  potential. 

The  bill  will  inject  some  intelligent,  long- 
range  plaiuiing  into  our  haphazard  national 
energy  and  land-use  policies.  It  will  allow  us 
to  evaluate  the  situation  again  to  adjust  to 
changing  conditions.  By  the  year  2000  when 
many  of  the  provisions  of  this  bill  expire,  we 
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will  have  the  opportunity  to  determine  if 
the  resources  now  protected  by  the  bill 
should  be  developed. 

By  then  we  are  likely  to  t>e  able  to  do  so  in 
an  environmentally  acceptable  manner. 

By  then,  and  hopefully  long  l>efore,  I 
hope  we  will  have  an  Administration  more 
sensitive  to  the  needs  of  the  environment, 
more  knowledgeable  about  the  true  worth 
of  our  public  lands,  more  attuned  to  the  re- 
alities of  the  energy  market  and  more  will- 
ing to  listen  to  the  Ameican  people. 

Thank  you.* 
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DEPLOYMENT  OP  PERSHING 
AND  CRUISE  MISSILES 


HON.  BOB  EDGAR 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  subject 
to  which  we  have  given  insufficient  at- 
tention here  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives is  the  deployment  of  464 
cruise  missiles  and  108  Pershing  mis- 
siles in  Europe  this  winter.  These 
weapons  are  the  subject  of  negotia- 
tions now,  the  INF  talks.  Unfortunate- 
ly, these  weapons  have  been  consid- 
ered separately  from  the  strategic 
weapons  under  discussion  at  the 
START  talks.  It  is  unfortunate  be- 
cause I  feel  that  no  progress  will  be 
made  at  the  START  talks  until 
progress  is  made  at  the  INF  talks.  It  is 
also  a  mistake  because  these  weapons 
should  not  be  considered  separately 
from  the  other  so-called  strategic 
weapons.  The  Pershing  II  is  a  power- 
ful, accurate  missile  that  could  destroy 
hard  targets  deep  inside  the  Soviet 
Union.  It  could  reach  those  targets  in 
only  6  or  7  minutes.  The  deployment 
of  the  Pershing  II  missiles  would  be  a 
real  impediment  to  the  success  of  our 
European  arms  control  talks.  I  hope 
the  Congress  decides  to  delay  deploy- 
ment, and  I  hope  our  negotiators  work 
out  an  agreement  that  permanently 
avoids  the  deployment  of  these  weap- 
ons. 

Recently.  Ethel  Taylor.  National  Co- 
ordinator of  Women  Strike  for  Peace, 
wrote  an  article  which  appeared  in  the 
June  2  issue  of  the  Pennsylvania  Main 
Line  Times.  She  puts  the  strike  in  per- 
spective. Indeed,  her  organization 
Women  Strike  for  Peace  has  for  more 
than  20  years  been  putting  in  perspec- 
tive the  issue  of  nuclear  arms.  They 
were  instrumental  in  achieving  an  at- 
mospheric test  ban  in  1963.  and  they 
have  continued  to  be  a  vocal  organiza- 
tion urging  that  our  Nation  and  other 
nations  adopt  a  sane  view  of  the  inter- 
national nuclear  arms  race.  I  recom- 
mend to  you  Ethel  Taylor's  article. 
"Stop  Incendiary  Rhetoric," 

The  article  follows: 


[From  the  Main  Line  Times.  June  2.  1983] 

Stop  Incendiary  Rhetoric— Prevent 
Destruction  of  World 

(By  Ethel  Taylor) 
According  to  a  report  in  the  Philadelphia 
Inquirer  May  22.  the  Bonn  government  has 
stockpiled  two  and  one-half  million  tran- 
quilizers with  which  to  dose  West  Germans 
in  the  event  of  panic  and  injury  as  a  result 
of  a  nuclear  war  or  other  catastrophes.  An 
interior  minister  spokesman  confirmed 
Friday  that  tranquilizers  such  as  Valium 
were  purchased  with  the  aim  "of  having 
available  sufficient  medicine  for  the  man- 
agement of  the  badly  injured  and  also  for 
people  who  panicked  in  such  an  emergency. 
Professor  Erika  Hickel,  a  specialist  in  medi- 
cal law.  described  it  as  "madness." 

Why  is  the  German  government  becoming 
so  nervous?  It's  because  in  Decemt)er,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  is  determined,  despite  the  pro- 
tests by  millions  of  Europeans  and  British 
and  lukewarm  support  from  some  heads  of 
state,  to  place  464  cruise  missiles  and  108 
first  strike  missiles  in  Europe— in  an  incredi- 
ble six-minute  striking  distance  from 
Moscow.  Hence  Valium,  as  an  antidote  to 
nuclear  war. 

These  missiles  will  be  the  first  U.S.  mis- 
siles deployed  on  land  in  Europe  since  the 
early  60's,  which  have  the  range  to  reach 
the  Soviet  Union.  These  missiles  will  add  to 
the  present  ability  of  the  U.S.  military  to 
reach  the  Soviet  Union  with  nuclear  weap- 
ons carried  by  aircraft,  missiles  and  subma- 
rines. 

This  is  an  act  by  a  President  who  is  often 
quoted  as  saying  "No  one  wants  peace  more 
than  I  do."  With  these  missiles  facing  the 
Soviet  Union's  based  missiles  (which  inci- 
dentally are  placed  on  their  own  soil  and  no 
place  else)  the  odds  will  tilt  intolerably  in 
favor  of  accidental  nuclear  war.  Negotia- 
tions for  verifiable  nuclear  disarmament 
will  t)e  grossly  undermined  and  infinitely 
more  difficult. 

The  Pershing  Two  can  go  15,000  miles  per 
hour  and  is  so  accurate  that  it  can  hit  tar- 
gets in  the  Soviet  Union  far  faster,  and  with 
greater  reliability  than  any  comparable 
Soviet  missile  can  hit  the  U.S.  It  can  fly 
over  1,000  miles  and  still  land  60  feet  from 
target,  drilling  nine  stories  underground 
before  exploding,  deep  enough  to  wipe  out 
the  Russians'  super-hardened  silos. 

The  cruise  missile,  slated  for  Great  Brit- 
ain, Comiso,  Italy  and  other  areas,  is  per- 
haps even  more  dangerous.  A  low-flying  pl- 
lotless  aircraft,  the  cruise  can  deliver  200 
kilotoris  of  nuclear  death— the  equivalent  to 
10  Hiroshimas,  without  being  detected  by 
radar.  You  could  hide  one  in  back  of  your 
sofa. 

These  weapons  are  the  very  ones  the  Pen- 
tagon has  said  they  need,  according  to  the 
Defense  Guidance  Plan,  to  be  able  to  "pre- 
vail'  in  the  so-called    limited  "  nuclear  war. 

The  Russians  have  warned  that  the  plac- 
ing of  these  super  first  strike  weapons  in 
Europe  may  force  them  to  place  missiles  in 
Warsaw  Pact  countries  and  also  may  force 
them  to  place  their  entire  nuclear  arsenal 
on  hair-trigger  launch  on  warning.  This 
means  that  Russian  radar  and  computers 
could  conceivably  pick  up  a  flock  of  geese 
and  mistake  It  for  a  Pershing  Two  missile 
attack. 

This  could  set  off  an  automatic  switch 
that  would  instantly  launch  a  counter-strike 
against  this  country  and  against  Europe,  va- 
porizing hundreds  of  millions  of  innocent 
people  by  mistake.  And  when  it's  all  over 
there  will  Xx  few  survivors  left  to  wonder 
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whether  it  was  a  Canadian  goose  or  missiles. 
U.S.  based  computers  have  made  this  mis- 
take in  the  past  and  SAC  bombers  were  re- 
trieved at  the  11th  hour.  It  is  evident  we  are 
heading  into  a  world  where  computers  will 
make  the  final  decisions. 

We  must  now  act  to  stop  this  new  threat 
to  human  survival.  In  Britain  and  in  other 
parts  of  Europe  women  are  demonstrating 
against  the  placement  of  these  dangerous 
weapons  on  their  soil.  Women  in  Britain 
and  in  Comiso,  Italy  have  created  Peace  En- 
campments surrounding  the  bases  where 
the  U.S.  missiles  will  be  placed.  In  the 
summer  American  women  will  be  at  Peace 
Encampments  where  the  Pershing  Two  and 
the  neutron  bomb  are  stored  ready  to  be 
shipped  to  Europe.  One  such  Peace  En- 
campment will  be  at  Seneca  Palls,  N.Y.  sind 
the  other  in  the  state  of  Washington. 

The  nuclear  age  demands  tough  criteria  to 
judge  the  fitness  of  a  President,  since  bombs 
and  missiles  are  poised  for  overkill  at  his 
command.  George  Kennan.  former  U.S.  am- 
bassador to  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  father 
of  the  containment  policy  in  the  50's  char- 
acterized the  Reagan  Administration's  atti- 
tude toward  the  Soviets  as  "simply  childish, 
inexcusably  childish. "  It  this  is  true  and 
there  is  great  evidence  to  indicate  that  it  is, 
then  we  must  be  vigilant  and  publicly  ques- 
tion the  ability  of  the  President  to  cope 
with  the  life  and  death  decisions  which  face 
us. 

The  other  day  I  read  that  the  Soviet 
Union  has  completed  field  tests  of  its  new 
SA12  surface  to  air  missile  and  it  is  being 
deployed  with  the  capability  of  intercepting 
the  U.S.  Pershing  missile  if  that  missile  is 
placed  in  Europe— so  the  race  goes  on. 

It  really  doesn't  matter  whether  they 
have  4,000  warheads  and  we  have  3,500,  or 
any  such  number.  The  number,  in  this  time 
of  overkill,  is  irrelevant.  It's  only  important 
to  the  manic  ideologues  to  whom  the  con- 
cept of  the  Nuclear  Freeze  is  anathema  and 
the  MX  is  a  peacemaker  because  they  be- 
lieve that  the  problem  of  peace  is  a  techno- 
logical problem  and  it  can  only  be  solved  by 
developing  the  perfect  weapon. 

There  is  only  one  way  for  the  U.S.  and  the 
Soviet  Union  to  save  themselves  and  the 
world  from  each  other's  missiles  and  that  is 
together.  But  nations  must  stop  the  incendi- 
ary rhetoric  and  get  down  to  the  business  of 
trying  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  the 
world.  It's  like  a  marriage.  Nobody  can  win  a 
marriage.  You  get  along  or  you  both  suffer 
with  the  kids  as  the  helpless  victims.  The 
Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  are  like 
Siamese  twins— what  happens  to  one  hap- 
pens to  the  other.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
whether  we  love  or  hate  the  Russians  or 
how  they  feel  about  us.  It's  a  matter  of  self- 
preservation. 

The  placing  of  nuclear  weapons  in  Europe 
aimed  at  the  Soviet  Union  is  a  provocative 
act  and  creates  a  super  Iwomerang  which 
can  streak  back  and  destroy  us. 

As  the  President's  nuclear  rhetoric  be- 
comes more  shrill— he  portrays  his  grand 
scheme  "defense  space  weapons  as  a  vision 
of  the  future  which  offer  hope"— when  he 
castigates  advocates  of  the  freeze  and  oppo- 
nents of  the  MX  for  failing  to  enlist  in  his 
Holy  Crusade  against  the  "evil  empire  of 
the  Soviet  Union  "—when  he  praises  a  young 
father  (.New  York  Times  March  9)  for  speak- 
ing a  "profound  truth"  when  the  father 
said,  "I  would  rather  see  my  little  girls  die 
now,  still  believing  in  God,  than  have  them 
grow  up  under  communism"— we'd  better 
start  worrying  about  him  and  the  nuclear 
button. 
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As  he  plans  new  weapons  for  fighting  and 
prevailing  in  a  nuclear  war— when  he  ig- 
nores the  Soviet  warning  that  the  MX  will 
not  be  a  bargaining  chip  at  the  negotiating 
table,  but  rather  an  incentive  for  them  to 
create  new  weapons— when  he  envisions  the 
defense  budget  as  sacrosanct  and  more  im- 
portant than  the  needs  of  people  then  we'd 
better  start  worrying  about  his  rationality. 
It  may  be  incumbent  upon  us,  in  the  name 
of  survival,  to  challenge  his  continuing  in 
office.* 


PROTECTIONISM  OR  FREE 

TRADE       IN       INTERNATIONAL 
MARKETS 


HON.  DON  SUNDQUIST 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

m  Mr.  SUNDQUIST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  commend  Morris  Cun- 
ningham who  recently  wrote  an  in- 
sightful and  objective  article  in  the 
Memphis  Commercial  Appeal  about 
free  trade  versus  protectionism  in 
international  markets.  Mr.  Cun- 
ningham focused  the  article  on  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  Bill  Brock's  in- 
volvement and  thoughts  on  the  issue.  I 
think  that  Trade  Representative 
Brock's  knowledge  and  judgment  in 
this  area  have  been  and  continue  to  be 
a  great  asset  to  our  country.  I  request 
that  Mr.  Cunningham's  article  enti- 
tled. "Protectionism  or  Free  Trade?" 
be  inserted  in  the  Congressional 
Record  and  I  recommend  it  to  my  col- 
leagues. 

[From  the  Commercial  Appeal,  (Memphis. 
Tenn.),  Sunday,  June  26,  1983] 

The  Trade  Battle 

protectionism  oh  free  trade? 

(By  Morris  Cunningham) 

Washington.— Free  trade  is  being  pushed 
forward  as  a  major  issue  in  the  1984  presi- 
dential race,  and  Tennessee-bom  U.S.  Ttade 
Representative  Bill  Brock  is  welcoming  the 
battle. 

"I  think  it  could  clear  the  air  and  be 
healthy  for  the  country,'"  Brock  said  in  an 
inter\iew  in  his  offices  near  the  White 
House. 

With  free  traders  and  protectionists  al- 
ready locked  in  battle  in  Congress,  the  presi- 
dential campaign  debate  next  year  could  be 
the  most  significant  since  1884,  when  Demo- 
crat Grover  Cleveland,  a  free-trader,  barely 
beat  Republican  James  G.  Blaine,  a  protec- 
tionist. 

Adding  spice  to  the  1984  battle  is  the  pros- 
pect the  major  political  parties  will  switch 
their  historic  positions. 

Historically,  Republicans  have  favored 
tariffs  and  other  measures  to  protect  U.S. 
products  from  foreign  competition.  Demo- 
crats, often  led  by  Southerners  concerned 
with  the  need  to  sell  Southern  cotton 
abroad,  have  argued  for  free  trade. 

Currently,  President  Reagan,  Brock  and 
other  key  Republicans  are  standing  up  for 
free  trade,  while  Walter  Mondale,  John 
Glenn  and  other  leading  Democrats  are  en- 
dorsing vsj-ying  degrees  of  protectionism. 

The  authors  of  the  1930  Smoot-Hawley 
Act,  the  last  high-tariff  measure  passed  by 
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the  U.S.  Congress,  were  both  Republicans, 
and  the  act  they  sponsored  was  passed  in  a 
Republican  Congress  during  a  Republican 
administration. 

After  Smoot-Hawley  was  passed,  other 
countries  retaliated  with  their  own  protec- 
tionist measures  and  world  trade  came  to  a 
comparative  standstill.  "The  Smoot-Hawley 
Act."  Brock  said,  "turned  a  recession  into 
the  worst  depression  the  world  has  ever 
known."" 

Sen.  Reed  Smoot  (RUtah),  a  small-town 
businessman,  and  Rep.  Willis  C.  Hawley  (R- 
Ore.).  a  college  economics  professor,  were 
defeated  in  the  1932  Democratic  landslide. 
The  incoming  Democrats— President  Frank- 
lin D.  Roosevelt,  Tennessee-bom  Secretary 
of  State  Cordell  Hull  and  others— set  about 
the  difficult  and  complex  task  of  disman- 
tling the  trade  barriers  that  had  sprung  up 
worldwide. 

Brock,  having  been  bom  in  Chattanooga 
Nov.  23.  1930.  was  a  child  at  the  time.  But 
his  grandfather  and  namesake  was  a  Demo- 
cratic senator  who  joined  with  his  Demo- 
cratic colleagues  in  vainly  trying  to  stop  the 
passage  of  Smoot-Hawley.  Brcxk  has  some 
of  the  statements  his  grandfather  made  on 
the  Senate  floor. 

Grandfather  Brock  was  elected  to  an  un- 
expired Senate  term  in  1929,  did  not  seek  re- 
election in  1930.  and  retumed  to  Chattanoo- 
ga in  early  1931  to  resume  management  of 
his  business,  the  Brock  Candy  Co..  of  which 
his  grandson  is  now  one  of  the  owners. 

The  world,  of  course,  never  has  had  truly 
free  trade.  Competing  nations  have  refused 
to  cooperate  to  that  degree— leaving  ups  and 
downs  in  degrees  of  protectionism. 

Recessions,  with  factories  closed  and 
people  out  of  work,  invariably  bring  de- 
mands for  protection  against  competing  for- 
eign industries.  The  question  now  is  wheth- 
er a  recession-hit  United  States,  the  worlds 
greatest  trading  nation,  will  continue  to 
fight  for  freer  trade  or  will  turn  inward  as  it 
did  in  1930  and  try  to  protect  iU  depressed 
industries  from  foreign  competition. 

While  Reagan  has  taken  the  protectionist 
side  in  a  few  instances,  such  as  hiking 
import  taxes  and  setting  quotas  on  Japanese 
motorcycles,  his  overall  policy  has  been  to 
promote  free  trade. 

As  U.S.  Trade  Representative,  a  cabinet- 
level  position.  Brock  is  constantly  in  touch 
with  the  White  House,  shuttling  back  and 
forth  between  Japan  and  Europe  and  con- 
ceming  himself  with  an  endless  variety  of 
problems. 

In  Congress,  the  auto  workers  are  pushing 
a  so-called  "domestic  content"  bill  that 
would  require  all  foreign  auto  companies 
selling  more  than  100,000  cars  and  trucks  a 
year  in  the  United  SUtes  to  use  a  certain 
percentage  of  U.S.  labor  and  parts.  Toyota 
and  Nissan  (Datsun)  wou.u  be  required  to 
use  up  to  90  percent  domestic  content  in  ve- 
hicles sold  in  the  United  States. 

The  bill  passed  the  House  last  year  but 
did  not  come  up  in  the  Senate.  However. 
Sens.  Mondale.  Glenn,  Emest  F.  Hollings 
(D-S.C).  and  Alan  Cranston  (D-Calif.).  all 
Democratic  presidential  hopefuls,  all  went 
on  record  for  the  bill. 

Brock  calls  the  bill  "the  worst  trade  bill 
since  Smoot-Hawley."  In  a  recent  radio  ad- 
dress President  Reagan  called  it  a  "cruel 
hoax"  that  would  not  produce  the  Intended 
results. 

"New  cars  would  be  more  expensive  and 
more  jobs  would  be  destroyed  than  protect- 
ed." Reagan  said.  "We  would  buy  less  from 
our  trading  partners,  they  would  buy  less 
from  us.  and  the  world  economic  pie  would 


JMI 


20426 

shrink.  Recrimination  and  retaliation  would 
increase." 

Of  the  Democratic  presidential  hopefuls. 
Mondale  has  gone  the  furthest  in  endorsing 
protectionist  measures.  Many  observers  are 
surprised,  because  as  a  senator  he  once  led  a 
filbuster  that  killed  a  bill  to  restirct  imports 
of  textiles  from  Japan. 

But  Mondale  is  sensitive  to  the  labor 
unions,  and  the  auto  workers,  as  well  as  the 
steel  workers  and  others,  are  demanding 
action  to  save  the  jobs  of  their  members.  In 
a  speech  to  the  steel  workers.  Mondale  said 
the  United  States  must  take  a  tough" 
stand  on  trade  or  Americans  would  be  re- 
duced to  "sweeping  up  around  Japanese 
computers." 

In  a  June  7  ad  in  the  Washington  Post 
promoting  local  content  legislation,  the  auto 
workers  said:  "Americans  know  that  the 
proposal  is  sensible  and  fair— and  that  it 
means  jobs.  They  understand  the  vital  im- 
portance of  an  auto  industry  to  all  sectors 
of  our  economy." 

Also  pending  in  Congress  are  so-called 
"reciprocity"  bills,  some  under  Republican 
sponsorship,  that  call  for  U.S.  retaliation 
against  unfair  trade  practices  by  foreign 
countries.  Brock  and  other  administration 
officials  are  concerned  these  measures 
would  restrict  rather  than  promote  trade. 

President  Reagan  has  said  he  favors  a 
positive  rather  than  a  defensive  approach  to 
world  trade.  "We  want  to  enhance  the  abili- 
ty of  U.S.  producers  and  workers  to  compete 
on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  in  the  world 
marketplace."  he  said. 

With  the  entire  world  affected  by  the  re- 
cession, and  Mexico.  Brazil  and  other  coun- 
tries heavily  in  debt  and  unable  to  buy  as 
they  once  did,  world  trade  is  going  through 
a  critical  phase.  If  the  United  States  sud- 
denly turned  protectionist,  it  could  well 
have  the  disastrous  results  of  crying  "fire" 
in  a  crowded  theater. 

Wary  representatives  of  the  88-nation 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT)  made  little  progress  toward  resolv- 
ing trade  issues  in  Geneva  last  November. 
The  rhetoric  was  more  encouraging  at  the 
economic  summit  meeting  at  Williamsburg. 
Va..  in  late  May.  President  Reagan  and  lead- 
ers of  West  Germany.  Japan.  Britain. 
Prance,  Canada  and  Italy  called  for  a  roll- 
back of  recently  imposed  trade  barriers. 
They  promised  to  work  to  halt  the  trend 
toward  protectionism  and  expressed  a  will- 
'  ingness  to  consider  a  new  round  of  trade  lib- 
eralization talks  within  the  next  decade. 
Before  and  during  the  conference  Reagan 
constantly  reaffirmed  his  dedication  to  free 
trade. 

Brock  is  fully  in  accord  with  the  newly  re- 
vised plan  for  a  Department  of  Trade  made 
up  of  his  agency  and  all  of  the  Commerce 
Department  except  the  Census  Bureau, 
which  would  be  moved  elsewhere.  The  con- 
solidation would  clear  up  what  he  calls 
"gray  areas"  in  jurisdiction  and  improve  ef- 
ficiency. Brock's  agency  would  set  policy,  as 
it  does  now.  and  administration  and  negotia- 
tions would  be  left  to  the  rest  of  the  new  de- 
partment. 

The  legislation  has  some  support  in  the 
Senate  but  practically  none  in  the  House. 
White  House  sources  think  it  has  little 
chance  of  passage  anytime  soon  and  foresee 
no  fight  between  Brock  and  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Malcolm  Baldrige  over  the  job  of 
heading  the  new  department. 

In  any  event.  Brock,  who  served  eight 
years  in  the  House,  six  years  in  the  Senate, 
and  four  years  as  Republican  national  chair- 
man before  taking  his  present  post,  has  a 
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wide  assortment  of  friends  and  supporters 
who  will  work  to  see  that  he  comes  out  all 
right  in  any  contest. 

"I  have  loved  all  of  the  jobs  I  have  had  in 
Washington,  all  have  l)een  different.  But 
this  one  has  given  me  an  international  expe- 
rience I  couldn't  have  got  any  other  way.  It 
is  an  enormous  challenge,  and  I  have  loved 
every  minute  of  it.  Five  hundred  billion  dol- 
lars of  our  economy  depends  on  foreign 
trade.  It  touches  everything— the  quality  of 
our  education  system,  the  size  of  the  federal 
deficit,  negotiations  with  other  countries- 
all  are  parts  of  the  whole." 

He  said  the  debt  problems  of  Mexico. 
Brazil.  Argentina  and  other  Latin  American 
countries  have  had  a  sizable  impact  on  U.S. 
exports.  "Our  exports  to  those  countries  are 
down  34  percent  from  last  year— $6  billion 
to  Mexico  alone." 

He  foresaw  little  chance  for  improved 
trade  in  the  debt-burdened  countries  for  the 
next  few  years.  We  will  have  to  try  to 
offset  it  with  more  trade  with  Southeast 
Asia  and  Europe,  but  it  will  be  tough  for  the 
next  few  years." 

Relaxing  in  his  office,  Brock  talked  of  the 
progress  made  in  recent  years— 20  million 
new  jobs  created  in  the  United  States  in  the 
past  10  years,  U.S.  trade  up  to  $459  billion  a 
year  compared  to  $19  billion  before  World 
War  II.  But  he  said  that  even  as  these 
records  were  being  set  the  seeds  were  being 
sowed  for  today's  recession. 

■Worldwide,  nations  turned  to  debt  to 
ease  the  explosion  of  energy  prices.  More 
demands  were  placed  on  the  capital  pool, 
savings  and  profits  declined,  government 
shares  of  gross  national  product  increased, 
research  and  development  fell,  prices  rose, 
productivity  declined,  and  the  result  was 
stagflation." 

Now.  he  said,  politicians  worldwide  are 
tempted  to  close  doors  against  world  compe- 
tition. "It  is  a  natural  reaction.  There  is  a 
basic  rule  of  politics:  "When  things  go 
wrong,  find  someone  to  blame,  and  be  sure 
they  can't  vote  in  your  district."  Protection- 
ism fills  the  bill  nicely.  Yet  it  is  no  answer. " 
He  recalled  that  after  Smoot-Hawley  and 
the  Great  Depression,  the  United  States  de- 
voted itself  to  building  a  world  system  de- 
signed to  open  up  markets  and  liberalize 
trade.  The  result  has  been  a  remarkable  suc- 
cess, but  Brock  isn't  satisfied. 

"If  over  the  next  five  years  we  could 
double  our  exports,  which  is  entirely  within 
our  capability,  the  U.S.  economy  would  ben- 
efit by  an  additional  $200  billion  in  income 
and  6  million  more  jobs.  That  is  a  great  op- 
portunity and  we  ought  to  get  started  on  it. 
"This  is  no  time  to  raise  the  drawbridge 
and  retreat  into  isolation.  We  must  put  our 
own  house  in  order  and  seize  the  opportuni- 
ty for  new  growth.  The  United  States  today 
is  the  most  productive  country  in  the  world 
by  any  economic  measure.  Our  political 
system  is  the  freest,  our  enterprise  system  is 
the  most  competitive,  and  we  have  a  deeply 
ingrained  work  ethic." 

He  pointed  out  something  that  many 
people  are  inclined  to  ignore,  and  that  is 
that  the  United  States  would  have  a  hand- 
some trade  surplus  even  today,  despite  the 
great  volume  of  Japanese  imports,  if  it  were 
not  for  our  purchases  of  foreign  oil.  "When 
you  hear  of  a  $43  billion  merchandise  trade 
deficit  in  1982.  remember  that  $63  billion  in 
imported  oil  is  being  counted  on  the  nega- 
tive side." 

Brock  conceded  that  the  United  States  at 
times  has  compromised  its  free  trade  princi- 
ples. 

"None  of  us  is  without  sin.  but  having  said 
that,  it  is  important  to  point  out  that  this 
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President  and  this  administration  are  com- 
mitted to  free  trade  and  are  going  to  take 
every  possible  step  in  that  direction."* 


H.R.  3616 


HON.  HENRY  A.  WAXMAN 

OF  CALirORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 
•  Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  am  introducing  H.R.  3616,  a  modest 
effort  to  deal  with  .some  of  the  inad- 
equacies in  medicare  coverage  of  home 
health  services. 

The  bill  has  two  parts.  The  first 
clarifies  in  the  medicare  statute  a  defi- 
nition of  intermittent  home  health 
care  provided  on  a  daily  basis.  This 
definition  is  nothing  more  than  a  codi- 
fication of  current  HCFA  policy  which 
allows  daily  home  health  care  visits 
which  are  medically  reasonable  and 
necessary  as  certified  by  a  physician. 

I  have  learned  that  certain  fiscal  in- 
termediaries which  administer  medi- 
care's home  health  benefit  have  ap- 
plied more  restrictive  standards  to 
HCFA's  policy  on  daily  care,  thus  cre- 
ating widely  divergent  standards 
among  States.  As  a  result  many  medi- 
care beneficiaries  are  having  payment 
improperly  denied  for  care  certified  as 
necessary  on  a  daily  basis.  Here  are 
some  examples: 

An  85-year-old  patient  from  Detroit, 
Mich.,  with  peripheral  vascular  disease 
had  a  statis  ulcer  on  his  leg.  He  had  al- 
ready lost  his  other  leg  because  of  the 
same  problem.  He  lived  with  his  85- 
year-old  wife,  who  was  unable  to  assist 
him.  Although  service  was  provided 
for  this  patient  on  a  daily  basis  until 
his  leg  was  healed,  medicare  reim- 
bursement was  denied  by  the  interme- 
diary. 

A  woman  from  Wisconsin  received 
home  care  for  irrigation  and  packing 
of  wounds  located  on  the  stump  of  her 
right  leg  and  on  her  groin.  Due  to  the 
large  size  of  the  wounds  and  their  lo- 
catioii,  the  patient  was  unable  to  care 
for  herself.  She  could  neither  see  nor 
reach  the  wounds.  The  nurse  provid- 
ing care  noted  large  amounts  of  foul- 
smelling  purulent  drainage.  The  pa- 
tient also  required  assistance  with  her 
diabetic  regime  and  assistance  in  walk- 
ing. Daily  care  was  needed,  but  since 
this  patient  did  not  meet  the  interme- 
diary's interpretation  of  "intermittent 
care,"  medicare  reimbursement  was 
denied. 

From  my  own  district,  we  have  an 
example  of  a  71-year-old  woman  who 
has  cancer  of  the  breast  with  metasta- 
sis to  the  bone  and  a  deep  drainage 
wound  requiring  daily  irrigation  and 
packing.  Such  care  can  be  given  In  her 
home  in  approximately  1  hour  by  a 
visiting  nurse.  Despite  her  consider- 
able pain,  the  patient  is  an  alert,  de- 
termined    woman     who     desires     to 
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remain  independent.  The  Visiting 
Nurse  Association  of  Los  Angeles  is 
available  to  assist  her  in  achieving  her 
goal  for  as  long  as  possible  and  has  her 
physician's  support  to  do  so.  However, 
she  cannot  remain  at  home  with  serv- 
ice limited  to  three  times  per  week  or 
even  five  times  per  week;  her  wound 
must  be  treated  daily.  The  fiscal  inter- 
mediary has  denied  reimbursement  for 
her  daily  care. 

H.R.  3616  clarifies  in  the  law  that 
medicare's  intermittent  home  health 
care  benefit  can  include  care  on  a 
daily  basis  for  up  to  90  days.  This  por- 
tion of  my  bill  has  no  cost  attached  to 
it  and  would  insure  that  this  benefit  is 
provided  uniformly  across  the  country. 
The  second  part  of  H.R.  3616  would 
allow  nursing  and/or  home  health 
aide  services  to  continue  to  be  provid- 
ed to  a  beneficiary  once  the  need  for 
skilled  nursing  care  no  longer  exists. 
My  bill  would  allow  for  only  20  addi- 
tional' home  health  visits,  a  very  limit- 
ed number  indeed.  These  visits  would 
only  be  authorized  after  the  benefi- 
ciary's physician  has  certified  that 
this  additional  care  is  needed.  We  be- 
lieve that  very  few  persons  currently 
receiving  home  health  care  benefits 
under  the  medicare  program  will  need 
these  additional  visits.  But  for  those 
few  persons  this  provision  is  vital. 

For  example,  a  man  from  Roswell, 
N.  Mex.,  aged  86.  had  a  primary  diag- 
nosis of  congestive  heart  failure.  He 
was  also  suffering  from  arthritic,  wide- 
spread cancer  and  incontinence.  His 
wife  was  an  82-year-old  arthritic  dia- 
betic. He  received  skilled  nursing  and 
home  health  aide  care  for  2'/2  months. 
Thereafter  he  did  not  require  skilled 
nursing  care  but  did  require  aide  serv- 
ice and  periodic  nursing  care  for  draw- 
ing blood.  The  aide  care  included 
checking  his  pulse,  bathing  him, 
changing  bed  linens,  shaving,  helping 
him  eat  and  dress,  moving  him  in  bed 
to  avoid  bed  sores  and  helping  move 
his  limbs  periodically  to  stimulate  cir- 
culation. Because  he  did  not  require 
skilled  nursing  care,  the  care  was 
denied. 

A  survey  of  home  health  care  agen- 
cies in  Florida,  Vermont,  New  Mexico, 
Georgia,  Michigan,  Ohio,  and  Mary- 
land indicates  that  the  percent  of  pa- 
tients now  receiving  care  who  would 
need  the  additional  benefit  ranges 
from  1.5  percent  to  20  percent.  Assum- 
ing that  10  percent  of  the  current 
home  health  recipients  will  use  the  ad- 
ditional benefit,  the  estimated  cost  for 
this  provision  is  about  $25  million. 

We  want  to  include  this  very  modest 
increase  in  medicare's  home  health 
benefit  in  order  to  guarantee  that 
some  beneficiaries  are  not  unnecessar- 
ily institutionalized  or  left  without 
care,  and  that  program  expenditures 
do  not  continue  to  be  driven  by  in- 
creasingly expensive  hospital  and 
nursing  home  care. 
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At  a  time  when  we  are  all  searching 
for  ways  to  provide  health  care  in  the 
most  cost-effective  setting,  this  legisla- 
tion enables  medicare  beneficiaries  to 
receive  care  in  their  own  homes,  surely 
the  most  desirable  and  least  costly  set- 
ting of  all. 

H.R. 3616 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  Stales  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 1861(m)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395x(m))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  sentence:  "For 
purposes  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (4).  nursing 
care  and  home  health  aide  services  may  be 
provided  under  such  paragraphs  on  a  daily 
basis  (with  one  or  more  visits  per  day)  for  a 
period  of  up  to  90  days  with  monthly  physi- 
cian certification  of  the  need  for  services  on 
such  a  basis,  and  after  such  90-day  period 
based  on  a  physician  certification  of  excep- 
tional circumstances  requiring  such  services 
on  a  daily  basis.". 

Sec  2.  (a)  Sections  1814(a)(2)(D)  and 
1835(a)(2)(A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395f(a)(2)(D).  1395n(aK2)(A))  are 
each  amended  by  inserting  "or  (with  respect 
to  up  to  20  home  health  service  visits)  con- 
tinues or  continued  to  need  nursing  care  or 
the  services  of  a  home  health  aide"  after 
"continues  or  continued  to  need  occupation- 
al therapy". 

lb)  Section  1862(a)(1)  of  such  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395y(a)(l))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "or  (D)"  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(D). 
or(E)"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  'and"  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (C)  and  inserting  "and"  at 
the  end  of  subparagraph  (D).  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(E)  in  the  case  of  continued  nursing  care 
and  the  continued  services  of  a  home  health 
aide  referred  to  in  sections  1814(a)(2)(D) 
and  1835(a)(2)(A).  which  are  not  reasonable 
and  necessary  for. the  safety  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  individual  in  the  home:" 

Sec.  3.  The  amendments  maOe  by  this  Act 
shall  apply  to  services  furnishe'd  on  or  after 
October  1,  1983.« 


THE  COST  OF  DRUG  ABUSE  IN 
AMERICA 


HON.  MICKEY  EDWARDS 

OF  OKLAHOMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  is  no  doubt  that  drug 
and  alcohol  abuse  remain  major  prob- 
lems in  America  and  threaten  our 
future  as  a  productive  and  free  nation. 
This  article,  which  appeared  in  a 
recent  issue  of  Pharmacy  Times  maga- 
zine, clearly  illustrates  the  dollar  cost 
of  drug  abuse  and  I  am  pleased  to 
bring  it  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues. 

[Prom  the  Pharmacy  Times,  May  1983] 
How  THE  Staggering  Costs  of  Substance 
Abuse  Add  Up  to  Billions  of  $$ 
(By  MftiKey  Smith.  Ph.D..  Pharmacist, 
Robert  A.  Freeman,  Ph.D..  Pharmacist) 
It  took  many  years  for  our  society  to  rec- 
ognize that   alcoholism  is  an   illness,   and 
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indeed,  that  any  form  of  substance  abuse 
must  be  considered  an  illness.  Moreover,  all 
kinds  of  substance  abuse  have  been  impli- 
cated in  other  illnesses— and  all  of  these 
incur  added  costs.  It  is  especially  tragic  that, 
in  times  of  scarce  health-care  resources, 
these  essentially-preventable  conditions 
should  be  a  continual  economic  drain  on  so- 
ciety. The  magnitude  of  the  economic  costs 
of  3  kinds  of  substance  abuse— alcohol, 
drugs,  and  tobacco— is  the  focus  of  this  arti- 
cle. 

Barbara  Cooper  and  Dorothy  Rice,  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration,  are  recog- 
nized leaders  in  determining  the  costs  of 
various  illnesses.  Among  the  direct  costs  of 
illness  they  include  the  following: 

Hospital  care 

Physicians'  services 

Dentists'  services 

Other  professional  services 

Drugs 

Eyeglasses  and  appliances 

Nursing  home  care 

Among  the  indirect  costs  of  illness,  ac- 
cording to  the  Cooper-Rice  studies,  are  the 
following: 

(1)  Morbidity  Costs— (a)  Absence  from  em- 
ployment because  of  illness,  (b)  failure  to 
perform  housework  because  of  illness,  and 
(c)  failure  to  work  at  all  because  of  illness- 
related  disability. 

(2)  Mortality  Costs— (a)  Loss  of  earnings 
because  of  premature  death. 

Recently,  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service 
issued  guidelines  from  cost-of-illness  studies. 
The  cost  elements,  which  are  shown  in 
Table  1.  illustrate  the  complexity  and  far- 
reaching  effects  of  illness. 

table  i:  COST  elements  IN  COST-OF-ILLNESS 
STUDIES 

/.  Core  costs 

A.  Direct: 

1.  Hospitalization 

2.  Outpatient  clinical  care 
■   3.  Nursing  home  care 

4.  Home  health  care 

5.  Services  of  primary  physicians,  special- 
ists, and  other  professionals 

6.  Drugs  and  drug  sundries 

7.  Rehabilitation  counseling 

8.  Rehabilitation  aids 

B.  Indirect: 

1.  Lost  productivity  due  to  mortality 

2.  Lost  productivity  due  to  morbidity 

a.  Reduced  productivity 

b.  Lost  productive  time 

//.  Other  related  costs 

A.  Direct: 

1.  Transp>ortation 

2.  Household  expenditures  suid  help  for 
the  household 

3.  Special  equipment  or  alteration  of  prop- 
erty for  rehabilitation  or  comfort 

4.  Counselng,  retraining,  and  reeducation 

5.  Property  losses  (for  Instance,  destruc- 
tion from  vehicular  accidents  or  criminal  ac- 
tivity) 

6.  Criminal  justice  system 

7.  Welfare  system  administration  (not  the 
transfers  themselves) 

B.  Indirect: 

1.  Lost  productivity  of  family  and  friends 

2.  Lost  productivity  resulting  from  incar- 
ceration due  to  abuse-related  problems 

3.  Lost  productivity  from  full-time  pursuit 
of  a  crime  career  in  order  to  support  a  drug 
habit 

4.  Lost  productivity  of  persons  other  than 
crash  victims  due  to  drug-caused  motor  ve- 
hicle accidents 
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(Source:  Derived  from  T.  Hodgson  and  M. 
Meiners.  Guidelines  for  Costof- Illness  Stud- 
ies in  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  11979): 
also  used  in  the  study  conducted  under  fed- 
eral contract  by  the  Center  for  the  Study  of 
Social  Behavior  at  the  Research  Triangle 
Institute  in  North  Carolina.) 

In  January  1981.  the  Secretary  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
issued  the  Fourth  Special   Report   to  the 
.U.S.  Congress  on  Alcohol  and  Health.  Some 
of   the    findings,    even    without    associated 
dollar  figures,  are  astounding.  For  example, 
alcohol  is  involved  in  all  of  the  following  fa- 
talities: 
'/a  to  ^  of  fatal  auto  accidents; 
At  least  half  of  fatal  auto  accidents  involv- 
ing young  drivers: 

About  half  of  deaths  from  falling  acci- 
dents: 
About  half  of  adult,  fire-related  deaths; 
Probably  half  of  deaths  by  drowning; 
A  much  higher  suicide  rate  for  alcohol- 
ics—i.e..  30  times  the  rest  of  the  population. 
One  estimate  by  the  (then)  Department  of 
Health.  Education,  and  Welfare  set  the 
total  costs  of  alcohol  abuse  aind  alcoholism 
at  $43  billion  for  1975.  This  figure  included 
$19.64  billion  in  lost  production.  $12.74  bil- 
lion in  health  and  medical  costs.  $5.14  bil- 
lion in  motor  vehicle  accidents.  $2.86  billion 
in  violent  crimes.  $2.86  billion  in  social  serv- 
ices—counseling, rehabilitation,  etc.— and 
$0.43  billion  in  fire  losses.  (For  those  who 
can  appreciate  a  small  social  comment,  a 
December  1982  issue  of  The  Wall  Street 
Journal  reported  that  U.S.  retail  sales  for 
"Smurf"  miniature  figures  and  specialty 
products  exceeded  $650  million  in  1982— 
about  what  the  U.S.  government  and  all  the 
state  governments  together  currently  spend 
on  alcoholism  treatment.) 

Excessive  alcohol  consumption  is  not  only 
caused  by  poor  economic  conditions,  but  it 
also  results  in  serious  economic  conse- 
ouences.  In  a  study  published  in  the  Decem- 
ber 1975  issue  of  the  American  Journal  of 
Public  Health.  M.  Harvey  Brenner,  profes- 
sor of  public  health  at  Johns  Hopkins 
School  of  Public  Health  in  Baltimore,  dem- 
onstrated a  link  between  the  consumption 
of  distilled  spirits  and  major  stress  in  the 
economy.  He  noted  that  it  is  this  kind  of  al- 
cohol consumption,  as  opposed  to  beer  and 
wine,  which  is  most  likely  to  result  in  pain- 
ful medical,  mental,  and  criminal  conse- 
quences. (To  this,  we  would  add  economic 
consequences. ) 

It  will  never  be  possible  to  put  an  entirely 
accurate  dollar  figure  on  the  costs  of  drug 
abuse  because  such  abuse  is  so  far-reaching. 
Consider,  for  example,  the  following  com- 
pelling quote  from  R.  R.  B.  Joyce  and  Ken- 
neth R.  Hammond  in  the  book  Psychotropic 
Drugs  and  Social  JudgvienL  ■.  .  .  we  .  .  . 
need  to  know  how  drugs  influence  the  judg- 
ment of  the  drugged  .  .  .  How  much  of  our 
present  legislation  and  other  political  activi- 
ty represents  interaction  modified  by  such 
means?  Is  it  better  or  worse  for  having  been 
initiated  in  smoke-filled  rooms  and  wine- 
filled  brains?  How  many  of  our  future,  per- 
haps present,  legislators  are  experienced 
users  of  social  drugs  other  than  alcohol  and 
tobacco— and  how  much  difference  does  this 
make  to  their  decisions  on  matters  other 
than  drugs?" 

ECONOMICS  or  DRUG  USE 

This  basic  problem  affects  everyone,  both 
directly  and  indirectly.  In  one  of  the  hun- 
dreds of  conferences  which  have  been  held 
on  drug  abuse.  Durand  F.  Jacobs.  Chief  of 
Psychology  Service  at  the  Veterans  Admin- 
istration   Hospital    at    Brecksville.    Ohio, 
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sounded  this  alarm:  "One  must  consider  the 
broader  implications  of  a  culture  in  which 
tens  of  millions  of  adult  citizens  have  come 
to  us  .  .  .  drugs  to  alter  virtually  every  facet 
of  their  waking  (and  sleeping)  behavior  .  . 
What  changes  may  be  evolving  in  pur  value 
system?" 

Some  interesting  insights  into  the  eco- 
nomics of  drug  use  have  been  provided  by 
U.S.  Navy  Economists  George  BrowTi  and 
Lester  Silverman  who  studied  the  "retail" 
price  of  heroin.  They  estimated  (for  1972) 
that  an  initial  30-kilo  import  of  heroin  even- 
tually leads  to  atmut  $12  million  in  con- 
sumption. 

When  the  increase  in  drug  usage  &  infla- 
tion in  the  last  decade  is  also  considered, 
the  current  cost  of  drug  usage  almost  defies 
estimation,  but  is  certainly  in  the  billioris. 

Another  aspect  of  drug  abuse  costs  was  re- 
ported by  Diane  Sixsmith,  Director  of 
Emergency  Services  at  Harlem  Hospital  in 
New  York  City,  and  Professor  Fred  Gold- 
man of  the  Columbia  (N.Y.)  University 
School  of  Public  Health  in  the  May  1979 
issue  of  the  American  Journal  of  Public 
Health.  Using  data  from  the  Harlem  Hospi- 
tal Center,  they  reached  the  following  con- 
clusions for  that  particular  institution:  ".  .  . 
drug  abusers  can  be  estimated  to  have  ab- 
sorbed 20.144  days  of  inpatient  care  in  a 
community  which  is  at  high  risk  for  health 
problems  in  general,  and  which  has  limited 
medical  resources.  At  the  Medicaid  reim- 
bursement rate  of  $215.83  per  inpatient  day, 
the  costs  of  such  inpatient  treatment  for 
the  medical  complications  of  drug  abusers 
were  $4.35  million." 

Sixsmith  and  Goldman  also  note  that 
costs  such  as  these  are  usually  not  included 
in  drug  abuse  cost  estimates:  consequently, 
the  total  drug  abuse  cost  is  severely  under- 
estimated. 

Late  in  1981,  the  U.S.  Alcohol,  Drug  Abuse 
and  Mental  Health  Administration  received 
the  final  report  of  the  most  comprehensive 
study  to  date  on  the  costs  of  alcohol  &  drug 
abuse  and  mental  illness.  The  study  was 
conducted  under  federal  contract  by  the 
Center  for  the  Study  of  Social  Behavior  at 
the  Research  Triangle  Institute  in  North 
Carolina.  The  staggering  figures  uncovered 
by  these  researchers  are  shown  in  Table  2. 

As  Table  2  shows,  in  1977,  alcohol  and 
drug  abuse  were  responsible  for  more  than 
$65  billion  in  costs,  direct  and  indirect,  to 
our  society.  Interestingly,  some  10%  of  this 
figure  was  allocated  for  treatment  &  sup- 
port. 

Table  2  —Costs  to  Saiety  of  Alcohol  and  Drug  Abuse  1977 
(Dollars  in  millions) 
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Table  2  —Costs  to  Society  of  Alcoliol  and  Drug  Abuse  1977 
(Dollars  in  millions)— Continued 


Pb 

Pb 

NaM 

cent 

Drug 

cent 

Total 

Hwse 

total 

abuse 

o< 
total 

$43,161 

17 
13 

$5,174 
1.290 

32 
8 

(48.335 

Direct             

.     6J7? 

7.662 

rrMtmml      , 

.     5.637 

11 

1.076 

J 

6.715 

Support        

735 

1 

212 

1 

947 

IndKCct 

.  36.719 

75 

3U4 

24 

40.673 

•dnrtality      

..  10,715 

22 

831 

S 

11.546 

MofMty    

J6.074 

53 

3.053 

19 

29.127 

(Muad  praductrnty 
lost  flfflptoynvnl 

23,593 
2,4J1 

48 

5 

2.830 
223 

17 
1 

26.423 
2.704 

Ottw  rdaied  casts 

6.213 

13 

11.213 

68 

17,426 

Drat 

,     4,441 

9 

4.776 

29 

9.217 

MolOf  MtMCk  cimIm 

.      1.712 

4 

4.ia 
3.347 
1.033 

1,782 

Cnme         .       

.     I,6« 

-    1.4» 

HI 

3 
3 

27 
20 
6 

6.138 

(^^^ 

4.826 

Prwale 

1.224 

Prapnty  toss/dmait 
Socal  mitare  oropam 

15 
142 

73 
12 

88 

154 

Wm 

«32 

2 

311 

2 

1.143 

Wifect 

..  vn 

4 

6.437 

39 

8.209 

Cnm  cnn.       ..  _.., 

5.143 

31 

5.143 

liKJrczfaMi 

.-    1.418 

3 

1.294 

8 

2.712 

McoM 
alMK 

Pb- 
OM 
ol 
toU 

Onj( 
abuse 

Pb 
onl 
ol 
lotal 

Total 

Motor  vetide  ariia 

354 

(•) 

354 

lotal 

49.374 

16.387 

65.761 

'  Ntt«»|li  costs  ait  hyptdiesuBt  to  ocoii  m  tins  catepxy.  sufliaait  data 

an  not  avadaUe  to  develop  a  relul*  estmute  •Totals"  may  not  add  up.  due 
10  loundint  oil  ol  ligwe  Sourct  Mapted  from  Restatdi  Triangle  Institute 
Report 

TOBACCO'S  TOLL 

Another  type  of  substance  abuse  which  is 
pervasive  in  our  society  is  cigarette  smoking. 
It  is  well  recognized  that  smokers  are  sick 
more  often  than  nonsmokers  and  that 
smokers  also  die  younger.  In  fact,  it  has 
been  estimated  that  one-sixth  of  all  U.S. 
deaths  are  tobacco-related. 

Tobacco  consumption  affects  more  than 
just  the  health  of  the  smoker.  For  example, 
according  to  Alvan  and  Betty  Brody.  co-au- 
thors of  77ie  Legal  Rights  of  Nonsmokers, 
tobacco  consumption  is  associated  with  the 
following: 

33  percent  of  hotel  fires 

26  percent  of  apartment  fires 

22  percent  of  motel  fires 

21  percent  of  hospital  fires 

56  percent  of  all  fatal  residential  fires 

33  percent  of  automobile  accidents 

A  DOLLAR  VALUE? 

Not  surprisingly,  it  is  difficult  to  place  a 
dollar  value  on  losses  due  to  tobacco  con- 
sumption. One  estimate  (also  from  Brody 
and  Brody)  of  the  total  extent  of  the  eco- 
nomic cost  of  tobacco  consumption  provides 
these  figures  shown  directly  below. 

Production  losses  (morbid- 
ity)    $8,000,000,000 

Medical  care  costs 5.300,000,000 

Research  in  smoking  and 

health 10.000.000 

Property  losses-fires 136.000.000 

Property  losses— automo- 
bile accidents 1.400.000,000 

Government  subsidies  (ag- 
ricultural)  12.000.000 

Total 14.858,000,000 

For  the  sake  of  comparison,  it  has  been 
cited  that  the  tobacco  industry  contributes 
$6  billion  annually  to  federal  and  state 
taxes.  While  the  $14.8  billion  estimate  of 
the  economic  cost  of  tobacco  consumption  is 
subject  to  dispute,  it  does  present  a  general 
benchmark  to  compare  costs  against  reve- 
nues. 

Because  pharmacists  are  concerned  with 
the  delivery  of  health  care,  it  seems  incon- 
gruous that  one  of  the  major  outlets  for  to- 
bacco sales  is  still  the  retail  pharmacy.  It 
would  seem  fitting,  once  again,  to  call  on 
pharmacists  to  reconsider  the  appropriate- 
ness of  selling  producU  clearly  deleterious 
to  the  public's  health  and  well-being. 

SUMMARY 

The  tragic  reality  of  substance  abuse  (al- 
cohol, drug,  and  tobacco)  is  that,  in  addition 
to  causing  great  human  suffering,  substance 
abuse  is  a  preventable  disease.  It  would 
make  far  better  sense  to  allocate  time  and 
other  resources  to  the  prevention  of  sub- 
stance abuse  than  to  the  treatment  of  addic- 
tion—given the  low  probability  of  achieving 
successful,  permanent  cures.  Clearly,  phar- 
macists have  an  obligation  to  ensure  proper 


medication  use.  and  this  obligation  extends 
beyond  the  dispensing  function. 

Some  years  ago.  considerable  funds  were 
spent  to  educate  drug  abuse  counselors. 
While  this  expenditure  was  appropriate,  one 
cannot  but  wonder  why  pharmacists  did  not 
take  a  more  active  role.  Perhaps  it  is  time 
for  the  profession  to  assert  its  expertise  and 
take  leadership  in  this  very  important 
public  health  area— as  a  professional  serv- 
ice.* 


TESTIMONY  OF  DR.  ANNE  H. 
CAHN  BEFORE  THE  COMMIS- 
SION ON  SECURITY  AND  ECO- 
NOMIC ASSISTANCE 


HON.  TONY  P.  HALL 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  HALX,  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  Dr. 
Anne  H.  Cahn.  the  director  of  the 
Committee  for  National  Security,  tes- 
tified before  the  Cormnission  on  Secu- 
rity and  Economic  Assistance  on  July 
II.  1983. 

I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  appearing 
with  Dr.  Cahn  on  panels  discussing 
conventional  arms  limitation  and  secu- 
rity assistance  Issues.  From  personal 
observation,  I  can  attest  to  Dr.  Cahn's 
knowledge,  expertise,  and  eloquence 
on  arms  transfer  policy  questions. 

The  Washington  Post  of  July  14, 
1983.  published  an  excerpt  from  Dr. 
Cahn's  testimony  before  the  Commis- 
sion on  Security  and  Economic  Assist- 
ance. For  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues, 
both  the  Post  excerpt  and  the  full  text 
of  Dr.  Cahn's  testimony  follow: 
[Prom  the  Washington  Post.  July  14,  19831 
For  the  Record 

Prom  testimony  by  Anne  H.  Cahn.  direc- 
tor of  the  Committee  for  National  Security, 
before  the  Commission  on  Security  and  Eco- 
nomic Assistance: 

Despite  the  administration's  high  hopes, 
increased  transfers  of  conventional  weap- 
ons .  .  .  will  not  necessarily  expand  the  in- 
fluence of  the  United  States,  nor  will  the 
military  and  strategic  benefits  always  be  re- 
alized. To  evaluate  the  impact  of  arms 
transfers,  policy  makers  must  understand 
that  recipient  nations  will  always  follow 
their  own  national  interests,  and  these  may 
not  be  congruent  with  those  of  the  United 
States.  As  a  result,  the  United  States  does 
not  always  acquire  influence  through  arms 
sales,  and  the  strategic  and  military  impact 
of  security  is  difficult  to  predict.  .  .  . 

When  evaluating  the  utility  of  such  an 
agreement,  the  executive  branch  must  con- 
sider that  most  Third  World  nations  do  not 
share  its  bipolar  view  of  the  world.  The  re- 
gimes of  developing  countries  may  face  tra- 
ditional regional  rivals,  or  they  may  wish  to 
extend  their  influence  in  their  own  region. 
Consequently,  once  they  have  purchased 
weapons  from  the  United  States,  they  wish 
to  pursue  their  own  interests  independent 
of  the  superpowers. 

Furthermore,  arms  sales  alone  will  not 
succeed  in  balancing  power  in  an  unstable 
region.  In  fact,  it  may  escalate  a  regional 
arms  race,  heighten  tensions  between  neigh- 
bors, divert  scarce  resources  from  the  fragile 
economies  of  developing  nations,  and  lead  to 
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a  confrontation  of  the  superpowers.  As  an 
implement  of  foreign  policy,  security  assist- 
ance has  a  role  to  play,  but  that  role  is  per- 
haps better  suited  to  be  a  supporting  actor, 
rather  than  the  featured  player. 

Testimony  of  Anne  H.  Cahn.  Director,  the 
Committee  for  National  Security 
Unlike  its  predecessor,  the  Reagan  Admin- 
istration contends  that  the  United  States 
should  place  heavy  emphasis  on  arms  trans- 
fers as  a  foreign  policy  instrument.  Accord- 
ing to  James  Buckley,  former  Undersecre- 
tary of  State  for  Security  Assistance.  "Secu- 
rity assistance  is  the  most  cost-efficient  in- 
vestment we  can  make  both  to  meet  the 
challenges  of  today  and  to  enhance  the 
prospects  for  a  safer  future."  As  a  conse- 
quence of  increasing  security  assistance,  th'e 
Administration  hopes  to:  promote  peaceful 
solutions  to  regional  rivalries:  assure  access 
to  military  facilities  and  strategic  raw  mate- 
rials; confront  military  threats  from  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  'proxies':  revitalize 
American  alliances:  and  boost  American  de- 
fense production  capabilities.  In  addition, 
the  Administration  expects  increased  arms 
sales  to  result  in  a  more  favorable  balance 
of  payments,  higher  employment,  and  great- 
er economies  of  scale  in  weapons  procure- 
ment, which  would  result  in  lower  unit 
costs. 

Despite  the  Administration's  high  hopes, 
increased  transfers  of  conventional  weap- 
ons, however,  will  not  necessarily  expand 
the  influence  of  the  United  States,  nor  will 
the  military  and  strategic  benefits  always  be 
realized,  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  arms 
transfers,  policy  makers  must  understand 
that  recipient  nations  will  always  follow 
their  own  national  interests  and  these  may 
not  be  congruent  with  those  of  the  US.  As  a 
result,  the  United  States  does  not  always  ac- 
quire influence  through  arms  sales,  and  the 
strategic  and  military  impact  of  security  is 
difficult  to  predict.  In  fact,  arms  transfers 
to  the  Third  World  may  exacerbate  tensions 
in  a  region  instead  of  deterring  aggression. 
Furthermore,  arms  transfers  may  contrib- 
ute to  internal  tensions,  thereby  contribut- 
ing more  to  instability  than  to  stability. 

Although  arms  transfers  appear  to  be 
viable  solutions  to  friendly  regimes  beset 
with  growing  internal  dissent  or  aggression 
from  neighbors,  and  in  the  short  run  may 
boost  US  national  security,  their  impact  is 
unpredictable  in  many  cases.  Because  most 
arms  transfers  are  cash  sales,  receipients  do 
not  always  feel  obligated  to  heed  the  wishes 
of  the  supplier,  be  it  the  United  States  or 
the  Soviet  Union.  For  example,  shortly 
after  Congress  approved  the  AWACS  sale, 
Saudi  Arabia  raised  the  price  of  oil,  con- 
demned Oman  for  permitting  US  military 
equipment  to  be  based  there,  and  resumed 
diplomatic  relations  with  Libya.  The  Soviet 
Union  has  also  experienced  difficulties  with 
major  clients.  China.  Egypt.  Somalia,  and 
Indonesia  have  not  only  sought  to  restrict 
Soviet  influence,  they  have  rejected  ties 
with  the  Soviet  Union  despite  or  possibly 
even  because  of  massive  doses  of  Soviet  se- 
curity assistance  to  each  country.  In  addi- 
tion, states  compete  for  leading  roles  within 
their  own  regions;  as  a  result,  they  may  not 
wish  to  be  too  closely  tied  to  either  of  the 
superpowers. 

Besides  seeking  to  maximize  influence, 
the  United  States  also  desires  to  bolster  po- 
litical ties  with  friendly  regimes.  In  addition 
to  military  sales,  the  US  provides  Interna- 
tional Military  Educational  Training,  which 
is  designed  to  foster  long-range  cooperative 
relationships  with  military  and  civilian  lead- 
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ers.  Although  these  leaders  are  exposed  to 
American  values,  their  decisions,  once  they 
return,  will  not  necessarily  reflect  the  be- 
liefs to  which  they  have  been  exposed; 
rather,  they  will  be  influenced  by  factors 
such  as  their  nation's  role  as  a  regional 
actor,  rivalry  with  other  states,  strengthen- 
ing their  own  domestic  power  base,  and 
their  cultural  heritage. 

In  the  past,  the  United  States  has  relied 
on  security  assistance  to  support  the  stabili- 
ty of  friendly  regimes  faced  with  internal 
opposition.  By  overemphasizing  arms  trans- 
fers, the  US  may  overlook  several  processes 
which  will  minimize  its  influence  and  desta- 
bilize the  political  setting  of  the  recipient 
state.  For  examples,  as  a  Third  World 
nation  begins  to  develop,  the  expectations 
of  the  population  for  economic  and  social 
advancement  escalate.  Also  a  fundamental- 
ist reaction  to  a  change  in  cultural  values 
resulting  from  rapid  economic  development 
may  arise.  Unless  the  recipient  state  devel- 
ops the  capacity  to  meet  a  controlled  level 
of  demands  and  expectations,  and  the  politi- 
cal system  provides  the  framework  for  the 
aggregation  of  demands,  the  regime  is  likely 
to  experience  growing  internal  instability. 

Often  arms  transfers  are  justified  as  sym- 
bols of  friendship  and  reliability.  Difficul- 
ties arise,  however,  when  the  US  arms  two 
rivals.  For  instance,  in  the  Anglo-Argentine 
conflict  over  the  Falkland  Islands,  the  US 
had  to  choose  between  two  states,  both  of 
which  it  had  been  supplying  with  arms.  Ear- 
lier examples  are  India-Pakistan  and  Israel- 
Jordan. 

The  question  of  who  derives  political  in- 
fluence over  whom  from  an  arms  transac- 
tion is  a  complicated  one.  The  relationship 
is  neither  linear  nor  uni-directional.  That  is 
to  say,  the  amount  of  influence  does  not 
necessarily  increase  with  the  size  of  the 
transaction  nor  does  the  influence  necessar- 
ily flow  from  supplier  over  the  recipient. 
Many  variables  can  intervene.  The  following 
matrix  illustrates  some  of  them: 


Siepliers  inlhience  B  maximued       Reojuenl s  mtlueiKe  is  mammutd  mlien 
wtwi  Itie  leapienl  ««  reopienl 


Has  no  alternate  sources  ot  supply 

Cannot  pay  lor  the  arms 
Is  a  "panali    stale  mtliin  the  mter- 
national  cornmunity 

Has  no  indigenous  weapons^produc 
Inn  capability 

Does  not  occupy  a  strategic  geo- 
graphic position 

Has  a  small  storage  capacity  lor 
spare  parts 

Perceives  a  real  threat  to  its  natnoal 
survival 

Does  nol  possess  scarce  unsubstitu- 
tahle  law  materials 

Requires  supplier  personnel  lor  weap- 
ons maintenance  and  trammg 

Perceives  that  receiving  arms  from 
supplier  IS  particularly  prestigious 

Has  such  a  strong  ideongical  onenta- 
tnn  that  swnclring  suppliers  is 
precluded 


Has  multiple  sources  ol  supply,  tsgh 

aatly  cross-liloc 
(jn  pay  cash 
Has  multiple  diplomalc  and  aiHwil 

relalions    wittiin    ttie    inteniatioiill 

community 
Can  produce  weapons  indigenously 

Occupies  a  strategic  geograpKc  posi- 
tion 
Has  ample  storage  capaoty  lor  spare 

parts 
Does  not  perceive  a  real  threat  to  its 

national  survwal 
Possesses  scute  insulisliluUble  raw 

materials. 
Has  suHraent  lidncally  trained  lndl(^ 

nous  personnel 
Percenes  that  ttie  sellers  prestige  is 

"on  the  Ime " 
Is  Ideologically  unlnndered  n  switdmi 

suppliers 


These  variables  are  not  presented  in  rank 
order  nor  are  they  mutually  exclusive; 
indeed  several  are  interrelated.  The  pariah 
state  syndrome— the  diplomatic  isolation  of 
Israel  or  South  Korea— is  intimately  con- 
nected with  the  non-availability  of  alternate 
sources  of  arms. 

In  determining  whether  an  arms  transfer 
agreement  will  promote  national  security, 
the  Executive  Branch  must  evaluate  the 
military  and  strategic  effects  of  such  a  sale. 
The  current  Administration,  contending 
that  the  Soviet  Union  has  delivered  substan- 
tially greater  numbers  of  weapons  to  the 
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Third  World  than  the  US  has.  insists  that 
weapons  are  a  significant  factor  for  counter- 
ing threats  of  aggression  from  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  client  states.  In  cases  in  which 
a  client  of  the  Soviet  Union  clearly  con- 
fronts a  friend  of  the  U.S..  arms  transfers 
has  served  to  deter  aggression  as  well  as  pro- 
vide the  friendly  ally  with  the  means  to  pre- 
serve its  territorial  integrity  and  sovereign- 
ty, examples  are  South  Korea.  Thailand, 
and  Sudan.  There  are  other  instances  in 
which  friends  of  the  US  feel  threatened,  but 
the  threat  is  either  not  as  ominous  or  there 
are  other  variables  which  complicate  the  sit- 
uation. For  example.  Saudi  Arabia  may  per- 
ceive a  threat  from  Iran  or  from  South 
Yemen,  yet  aid  to  this  conservative  Arab 
state  alarms  Israel. 

Because  there  are  a  few  instances  in 
which  a  friend  of  the  US  is  challenged  by  a 
Soviet  client  state,  the  Administration, 
when  assessing  the  security  implications  of 
security  assistance,  should  also  consider  the 
situation  from  a  perspective  which  does  not 
stress  conflict  in  a  bipolar  context.  A  nota- 
ble example  of  failure  to  do  so.  is  the  agree- 
ment to  sell  Venezuela  twenty-four  F-16s. 
This  deal  represents  the  introduction  of 
highly  advanced  aircraft  into  Latin  Amer- 
ica. Although  Cuba  may  pose  a  threat  to 
Venezuela,  the  nature  of  the  threat  does  not 
warrant  such  sophisticated  aircraft.  Besides 
possibly  provoking  a  Cuban  response,  the 
sale  heightens  tensions  with  other  South 
American  states  such  as  Guyana  and  Colom- 
bia. Other  Latin  American  nations  will  now 
also  desire  sophisticated  weaponry,  and  the 
United  States,  wishing  to  be  viewed  as  a  reli- 
able ally,  may  feel  compelled  to  make  avail- 
able advanced  armaments  to  other  nations 
in  the  region.  Thus,  in  attempts  to  achieve 
regional  stability  through  a  balance  of 
power,  arms  transfers  may  actually  prodiite 
undesirable  consequences. 

In  addition  to  seeking  regional  balances  of 
power,  the  United  States  employs  security 
assistance  as  an  instrument  to  secure  strate- 
gic access  to  military  and  intelligence  facili- 
ties. In  return  for  a  transfer  agreement,  the 
recipient  may  grant  the  privilege  of  over- 
flight, permanent  military  facilities,  and 
sites  for  repairs  and  refueling,  as  well  as  fa- 
cilities for  satellite  tracking,  submarine  de- 
tection, nuclear  test  detection,  and  naviga- 
tional aid  systems.  The  right  to  use  these  fa- 
cilities may  l>e  withdrawn,  however,  or  re- 
strictions may  be  placed  on  their  use.  For 
instance,  many  nations  refused  bases  on 
their  territory  to  be  used  during  the  1973 
airlift  of  supplies  to  Israel.  Because  arms 
transfers  do  not  guarantee  access  to  facili- 
ties, the  influence  and  leverage  on  arms  sup- 
pliers seeking  access  is  diminished. 

At  times  the  US  has  deemed  the  sale  of 
advanced  weaponry  necessary  for  its  nation- 
al security.  Because  of  the  nature  of  these 
arms,  such  transfers  entail  high  risks  be- 
cause they  could  potentially  be  used  against 
the  US  as  well  as  against  our  friends  and 
allies.  The  proliferation  of  advanced  conven- 
tional weaponry  increases  the  likelihood 
that  the  Soviet  Union  will  obtain  the  tech- 
nology and  perfect  counter-measures. 
Recent  examples  are  the  compromised  P- 
14s  with  their  Phoenix  missiles  and  the 
AW  ACS  in  Iran.  Despite  these  known  risks, 
the  US  continues  to  expand  the  sale  of 
highly  advanced  weapons  systems.  For  in- 
stance, the  US.  agreed  to  sell  F-16s  to  Ven- 
ezuela, Pakistan,  and  South  Korea.  In  addi 
tion.  it  has  concluded  with  Saudi  Arabia  an 
agreement  including  the  sale  of  AW  ACS  air- 
craft and  Sidewinder  missiles. 

If  not  carefully  monitored,  the  sale  of  so- 
phisticated  weapons  may   reduce   the   pre- 
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paredness  of  US  forces.  For  instance,  from 
the  second  quarter  of  1982  to  the  last  quar- 
ter of  1984.  the  US  will  have  diverted  forty 
F-16s  from  its  own  Air  Force  to  the  Egyp- 
tian armed  forces.  Furthermore,  the  trans- 
fer of  F-16S  to  Venezuela  and  Pakistan  will 
follow  an  accelerated  delivery  schedule, 
thus  aggravating  US  inventory  shortages. 
Besides  depleting  stocks  of  US  equipment, 
arms  transfers  may  reduce  the  pool  of 
trained  technicians  who  are  competent  in 
advanced  avionics  and  who  can  provide  lo- 
gistical support  for  advanced  armaments. 
Further,  the  presence  of  US  technicians  in 
volatile  regions  entails  some  risks  because 
they  may  be  an  unintended  "trip-wire." 

Besides  arguing  that  security  assistance 
remains  vital  to  national  security,  the 
Reagan  Administration  believes  that  it 
helps  the  economy  as  well.  In  1982.  National 
Security  Advisor  William  Clark  asserted. 
"Not  only  does  security  assistance  offer  a 
cost-effective  way  of  enhancing  our  security 
worldwide,  but  it  also  strengthens  our  econ- 
omy in  general  and  our  defense  production 
base  in  particular."  Arms  sales,  therefore, 
are  seen  as  instrumental  in  enhancing  de- 
fense production  capability  and  efficiency 
as  well  as  alleviating  some  of  the  costs  for 
research  and  development.  The  Administra- 
tion argues  that  armaments  exports  de- 
crease the  balance  of  payments  deficits  and 
provides  jobs,  but  any  exports  of  US  prod- 
ucts reduce  the  balance  of  payments  deficits 
and  arms  production  is  primarily  capital  in- 
tensive rather  than  labor  intensive.  Thus, 
per  billion  dollar  of  federal  expenditures, 
arms  transfers  are  not  good  job  generators. 
Moreover,  economic  criteria  should  never  be 
the  primary  consideration  in  arms  transfers. 
The  critical  criteria  for  arms  transfers 
should  always  be  whether  they  will  bolster 
US  national  security. 

Arms  sales  may  mitigate  balance  of  pay- 
ments   deficits,    yet    the    consequences    of 
these  transfers  may  adversely  affect  nation- 
al security.  If  more  stringent  criteria  were 
established  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
the  sale   of   military   equipment,   arms  ex- 
ports might  decline,  yet  this  reduction  in 
trade  would  hardly  produce  devastating  ef- 
fects on  the  economy   because  arms  com- 
prise only  a  small  portion  of  all  exports.  In 
the  short  run.  arms  exports  may  increase 
employment  in  defense  industries;  however, 
the  overall  level  of  employment  will  not  be 
significantly  affected.  As  arms  exports  in- 
crease, the  dollar  is  likely  to  be  strength- 
ened relative  to  other  currencies.  This  ap- 
preciation of  the  exchange  rate  could  lead 
to  a  decline  in  the  export  of  civilian  goods 
and  thus  to  a  reduction  in  employment  in 
nondefense  industries.  Because  the  US  has 
targeted  a  greater  portion  of  its  security  as- 
sistance programs  to  Third  World  nations 
experiencing  severe  economic  problems,  the 
United  States  faces  the  risk  of  these  coun- 
tries being  unable  to  pay  for  the  advanced 
weapons.  Instead  of  refusing  to  sell,  howev- 
er, the  U.S.  has  been  willing  to  forgive  re- 
payment in  some  circumstances  or  at  least 
to  grant  very  generous  terms.  For  instance, 
in  1983  the  U.S.  waived  payment  of  loans  to 
Israel.  Egypt,  and  Sudan  and  offered  special 
repayment  terms— a  ten  year  grace  period 
followed    by     a    twenty     year     repayment 
period— to  Egypt.  Greece.  Somalia.  Sudan, 
and  Turkey.  As  a  result  of  these  generous 
agreements,  the  burden  on  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury is  increased. 

Turning  now  to  the  recipient  countries, 
military  spending  may  have  positive  effects 
on  the  economies  of  developing  countries. 
Before  a  nation  can  utilize  advanced  weap- 
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onry,  it  must  possess  roads,  airports,  con- 
struction equipment,  and  skilled  techni- 
cians. If  these  resources  are  also  used  for  ci- 
vilian purposes,  they  will  provide  the  foun- 
dation for  the  infrastructure  of  a  growing 
economy.  Despite  the  benefits,  recent  stud- 
ies done  at  MIT,  the  University  of  Ham- 
burg, and  Birkbeck  College,  University  of 
London,  indicate  no  strong  evidence  of  a 
positive  relationship  between  military  ex- 
penditures and  growth  in  developing  coun- 
tries. In  the  long  run,  scarce  resources  such 
as  capital  and  skilled  labor  are  diverted 
from  the  civilian  sector.  In  addition,  arms 
imports  soak  up  the  foreign  exchange  of 
many  developing  countries.  To  pay  for  these 
imports,  recipient  nations  must  either 
export  crops  or  raw  materials.  To  export 
crops,  many  small  farmers  are  displaced, 
and  arable  land  is  not  devoted  to  producing 
food  to  feed  the  growing  urban  population. 
In  some  cases,  co-production  arrangements 
are  concluded,  but  co-production  does  not 
aid  development  because  the  benefits  of 
growth  are  not  distributed.  Because  mili- 
tary-related industries  are  capital-intensive 
and  require  skilled  personnel,  very  few 
people  in  these  impoverished  countries  are 
eligible  to  participate  in  the  benefiU  of 
growth. 

In  conclusion,  decisior.-inakers  should  ex- 
amine closely  the  political,  economic  and 
strategic  consequences  of  security  assist- 
ance When  evaluating  the  utility  of  such  an 
agreement,  the  Executive  Branch  must  con- 
sider that  most  Third  World  nations  do  not 
share  its  bipolar  view  of  the  world.  The  re- 
gimes of  developing  countries  may  face  tra- 
ditional regional  rivals,  or  they  may  wish  to 
extend  their  influence  in  their  own  region. 
Consequently,  once  they  have  purchased 
weapons  from  the  U.S.,  they  wish  to  pursue 
their  own  interests  independent  of  the  su- 
perpowers. Furthermore,  arms  sales  alone 
will  not  succeed  in  balancing  power  in  an 
unstable  region.  In  fact,  it  may  escalate  a  re- 
gional arms  race,  heighten  tensions  between 
neighbors,  divert  scarce  resources  from  the 
fragile  economies  of  developing  nations,  and 
lead  to  a  confrontation  of  the  superpowers. 
As  an  implement  of  foreign  policy,  security 
assistance  has  a  role  to  play  but  that  role  is 
perhaps  better  suited  to  be  a  supporting 
actor,  rather  than  the  featured  player.* 

NINTH     ANNIVERSARY     OF     THE 
TURKISH  INVASION  OF  CYPRUS 


HON.  GUS  YATRON 

or  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker.  July  20 
marks  the  ninth  anniversary  of  the 
Turkish  invasion  of  Cyprus.  Every 
year  the  tragic  facts  of  this  deplorable 
occupation  of  northern  Cyprus  by 
Turkish  troops  remain  the  same; 
200.000  Greek-Cypriots  continue  to 
live  as  refugees  in  southern  Cyprus 
and  the  whereabouts  of  2.000  innocent 
civilians  missing  since  the  initial  inva- 
sion in  1974  is  still  unresolved.  As  you 
know,  this  illegal  act  of  aggression 
committed  by  the  Turkish  Army  was 
undertaken  with  the  use  of  American 
military  hardware.  Hence,  the  United 
States    is    beholden    to    the    Cypriot 
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people  to  seek  a  just  and  lasting  solu- 
tion to  this  human  tragedy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  fundamental  objec- 
tives of  U.S.  policy  with  respect  to  this 
ongoing  dispute  should  be  crystal 
clear— the  withdrawal  of  all  foreign 
forces  from  Cyprus  and  the  unifica- 
tion of  this  divided  war-torn  nation 
under  one  flag. 

At  a  time  when  the  wisdom  of  the 
Reagan  administration's  human  rights 
policies  in  Central  America  is  being 
questioned  and  criticized  by  our 
friends  and  allies,  I  believe  it  behooves 
us  to  consider  the  implications  of  exec- 
utive branch  initiatives  in  the  eastern 
Mediterranean.  Clearly,  a  strong  mili- 
tary posture  in  Turkey  serves  U.S. 
strategic  interests  and  our  overall 
NATO  defense  system.  In  this  connec- 
tion, the  administration  has  proposed 
almost  $1  billion  in  military  assistance 
for  Turkey  in  fiscal  year  1984.  Howev- 
er, we  must  not  let  our  military  rela- 
tionship with  Turkey  preclude  us  from 
our  humanitarian  obligation  to  peace- 
fully resolve  the  Cyprus  conflict.  I  be- 
lieve the  Cypriot  people  can  succeed  in 
realizing  their  legitimate  goal  of  na- 
tional self-determination,  free  of  for- 
eign aggression,  but  only  with  a  sin- 
cere commitment  from  the  United 
States.  Unfortunately,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration's efforts  to  promote  a  set- 
tlement to  this  9-year  dispute,  not- 
withstanding empty  rhetoric,  are  non- 
existent.* 


AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH:  AN 
EMERGING  CONSENSUS  OF 
PRIORITIES 


HON.  GEORGE  E.  BROWN,  JR. 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Subcommittee  on  De- 
partment Operations,  Research,  and 
Foreign  Agriculture  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  held  4  days  of  hearings 
on  agricultural  research  last  month. 
We  heard  testimony  from  witnesses 
representing  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  academic  institutions,  pri- 
vate research  organizations,  and  users 
of  research.  All  these  groups  were 
asked  to  address  the  broad  issues  of 
national  concern  affecting  federally 
supported  research  and  development 
in  food  and  agriculture. 

The  goal  of  these  hearings  was  to  set 
the  agenda  for  a  thorough  study  of 
the  entire  research  system,  which  will 
prepare  us  for  the  reauthorization  of 
these  programs  in  the  1985  farm  bill. 
Several  issues  of  immediate  concern  to 
the  Congress  were  raised  at  the  hear- 
ings, however,  and  I  would  like  to  call 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to 
them. 

For  the  past  10  years  or  more,  the 
agricultural   research   system   in   this 
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country,  and  the  USDA  in  particular, 
have  been  criticized  by  GAO,  OTA. 
and  many  other  groups.  Among  these 
criticisms  has  been  that  there  is  insuf- 
ficient long-range  planning  in  agricul- 
tural research.  In  response  to  these 
charges,  and  with  some  specific  man- 
dates from  Congress,  USDA  has  initi- 
ated an  unprecedented  series  of  strate- 
gic planning  efforts. 

Earlier  this  year  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  (ARS),  which  is 
USDA's  in-house  research  agency, 
issued  a  6-year  program  plan.  This 
plan  set  priorities  for  each  major  cate- 
gory of  research  and  proposed  a 
number  of  shifts  in  emphasis,  particu- 
larly away  from  crop  production  and 
protection,  toward  long-term  research 
in  biology,  postharvest  technology, 
and  nutrition.  It  also  proposed  a  new 
emphasis  on  research  in  agricultural 
systems,  that  is  the  overall  function- 
ing of  our  food  production  and  distri- 
bution system  as  affected  by  techno- 
logical, economic,  and  management 
factors. 

This  proposed  plan  has  caused  some 
anxiety.  There  has  been  concern  ex- 
pressed, notably  by  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  that  this 
plan  means  that  ARS  intends  to  aban- 
don research  on  current  problems  of 
farmers  in  favor  of  theoretical  studies 
with  little  or  no  practical  value.  Our 
subcommittee  made  a  special  effort  to 
determine  whether  there  was  any 
basis  for  these  concerns  and  to  learn 
how  our  witnesses  felt  about  the 
ARS's  efforts. 

We  found  that  the  ARS  plan,  far 
from  being  seen  as  a  threat,  enjoys 
strong  support  from  nearly  every  seg- 
ment of  the  agricultural  research 
system.  The  representatives  of  our 
land  grant  colleges  and  universities 
welcomed  the  plan  as  an  opportunity 
for  dialog  with  ARS  to  clarify  the 
roles  of  the  State  and  Federal  part- 
ners in  research.  Witnesses  for  a  varie- 
ty of  national  producer  and  commodi- 
ty groups  also  supported  ARS's  effort 
to  establish  national  goals,  even 
though  they  might  disagree  with  some 
of  the  particular  choices  made. 

Many  of  our  witnesses  pointed  out 
the  importance  of  ARS  taking  the  ini- 
tiative in  promising  new  areas  of  sci- 
ence. They  urged  us  to  remember  that 
when  research  is  directed  toward  solv- 
ing practical  problems,  the  distinction 
between  basic  and  applied  work  is  not 
clear.  Work  in  such  basic  areas  as  cell 
biology,  physiology,  or  genetics,  may 
yield  results  of  immediate  value  to 
plant  breeding,  animal  reproduction, 
or  pest  control.  Furthermore,  many  of 
the  techniques  routinely  applied  by 
farmers  today  came  directly  from  so- 
called  basic  research  conducted  just  5 
to  10  years  ago.  We  heard  numerous 
examples  of  this  during  the  hearings. 

Of  course,  many  studies  do  not  pay 
off  so  quickly,  and  there  are  problems 
which  resist  solution  for  a  long  time. 
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Many  of  these  are  of  great  concern  to 
farmers  today.  But  time  and  again  we 
were  reminded  by  our  witnesses  that  a 
continued  effort  to  discover  new  basic 
scientific  facts  is  the  only  way  to  ac- 
quire the  resources  to  deal  with  such 
problems. 

The  issue  is  one  of  balance.  If  we 
assume,  as  the  ARS  did  when  it  made 
its  plan,  that  funds  for  research  will 
remain  constant  over  the  next  6  years, 
we  must  decide  which  efforts  will  get 
more  money  and  which  must  get  less. 
This  is  never  easy,  and  we  can  expect 
those  who  come  out  short  to  be  un- 
happy. Adequate  consultation  with  all 
affected  groups  and  with  the  Congress 
is  essential.  I  believe  that  ARS  is 
making  an  honest  effort  to  do  this;  for 
instance,  we  learned  that  the  various 
animal  agriculture  groups  solicited  the 
views  of  their  producers  on  priorities 
for  research  and  conveyed  these  views 
to  ARS.  We  want  to  be  sure  that  all 
concerned  groups  have  a  similar  op- 
portunity as  these  plans  are  refined 
and  implemented. 

A  related  concern,  which  I  have 
heard  expressed  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions recently,  is  that  USDA  is  at- 
tempting to  impose  some  sort  of  na- 
tional plan  on  the  State  agricultural 
experiment  stations  and  other  re- 
search organizations.  In  fact,  the 
USDA  has  been  criticized  for  failing  to 
exert  national  leadership  in  research, 
and  the  agency  is  making  a  major 
effort  to  respond  to  these  criticisms. 
This  may  have  caused  some  fear  that 
it  intends  to  try  to  establish  central- 
ized, bureaucratic  control. 

What  we  learned,  however,  is  that 
USDA  recognizes  that  the  strength  of 
the  system,  which  has  made  it  one  of 
the  most  effective  research  and  devel- 
opment systems  anywhere  in  the 
world,  is  precisely  its  diversity.  This 
decentralized  structure  makes  our  re- 
search system  responsive  to  the  needs 
of  each  State  and  region.  At  the  same 
time,  this  does  make  it  harder  for  the 
system  to  respond  quickly  to  emerging 
problems  of  national  scope.  The  chal- 
lenge for  USDA  is  to  set  national 
policy  without  stifling  democratic  par- 
ticipation and  broad-based  initiative. 

Through  the  Users  Advisory  Board 
and  the  Joint  Council  on  Food  and  Ag- 
ricultural Science,  which  were  set  up 
under  the  1977  farm  bill.  USDA  is  be- 
ginning to  accomplish  this  difficult 
task.  Far  from  adopting  a  'top-down" 
approach  to  planning  and  coordina- 
tion. USDA  is  working  from  the 
bottom  up  to  develop  a  consensus  on 
priorities  for  national  efforts  in  agri- 
cultural research.  The  6-year  plan  for- 
mulated by  ARS  is  one  part  of  this; 
the  Joint  Council  recently  issued  a  list 
of  eight  priorities  for  research  and  ex- 
tension for  fiscal  year  1985;  a  long- 
term  needs  assessment  and  10-year 
plan  for  research  and  extension  are 
being  prepared  by  the  Council  for  re- 
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lease  early  next  year.  These  recom- 
mendations are  being  taken  seriously 
by  USDA,  and  will  form  the  basis  for 
future  budget  requests  to  Congress. 

I  want  to  stress  that  these  are  not 
bureaucratic  plans  carved  in  stone; 
they  are  flexible,  responsive,  and  sub- 
ject to  revision  as  new  needs  arise,  as 
new  scientific  opportunities  emerge, 
and  as  previously  promising  directions 
prove  unfruitful.  They  attempt  to  bal- 
ance the  continuing  refinement  of 
proven  techniques  and  the  search  for 
new  breakthroughs:  they  attempt  to 
balance  local  and  regional  and  nation- 
al concerns.  They  take  into  account 
the  potential  contributions  of  Federal. 
State,  and  private  research  efforts. 

This  does  not  mean  that  the  sub- 
committee is  entirely  satisfied  with 
these  efforts.  We  intend  to  follow  very 
closely  the  further  development  and 
implementation  of  these  plans,  recog- 
nizing that  foUowthrough  is  essential 
for  success.  We  want  to  work  with 
other  committees  of  Congress  who  are 
also  looking  into  these  issues,  in  the 
hope  of  building  a  consensus  on  future 
legislative  action. 

Finally,  we  see  a  need  to  consider 
whether  our  current  levels  of  invest- 
ment in  food  and  agricultural  research 
are  adequate  to  maintain  and  improve 
our  food  and  fiber  production  and  dis- 
tribution. Many  of  our  witnesses  sug- 
gested that  we  cannot  expect  to 
remain  the  world  leader  in  agriculture 
if  we  continue  to  underinvest  in  prom- 
ising new  areas  of  technology.  Agricul- 
tural research,  which  was  once  the 
largest  category  of  federally  supported 
science,  has  fallen  to  only  a  few  per- 
cent of  total  Federal  R&D.  Other 
countries  have  been  increasing  their 
food  and  agriculture  research  budgets, 
while  ours  has  begun  to  level  off. 

Several  of  our  witnesses  pointed  out 
that  we  will  need  major  new  research 
initiatives  in  biotechnology  and  the 
sustainability  of  our  soil  and  water  re- 
sources if  we  are  to  maintain  and  im- 
prove agricultural  production  and  re- 
store profitability  to  farming.  The  pro- 
posed redirections  of  funds  at  ARS, 
even  if  they  are  allowed  to  proceed  as 
planned,  will  not  be  nearly  enough. 
Several  witnesses  endorsed  the  idea  of 
a  sizable  new  program  of  competitive 
research  grants,  open  to  all  capable  in- 
stitutions and  individuals,  and  target- 
ed toward  critical  problems  in  biology 
of  crop  plants  and  livestock.  Nobody 
suggested  that  these  initiatives  come 
at  the  expense  of  the  stable  base  of 
formula  funds  that  are  provided  to  our 
State  research  partners.  They  did  sug- 
gest that  while  we  are  putting  out  bil- 
lions for  new  military  R&D,  we  surely 
can  afford  to  increase  our  investment 
In  the  food  security  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  hearings  have 
pointed  out  many  difficulties  ahead 
for  agricultural  research,  but  they  also 
have  suggested  the  outlines  of  a  con- 
sensus, based  on  the  excellent  recent 
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efforts  of  the  USDA  and  its  advisory 
bodies,  under  the  direction  of  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Science  and  Edu- 
cation, Dr.  Orville  Bentley.  With  the 
participation  of  the  land-grant  univer- 
sities, our  other  academic  institutions, 
and  the  many  producer,  commodity, 
and  consumer  organizations,  I  believe 
that  a  revitalized  research  system  will 
begin  to  take  shape  in  the  coming 
years.  Congress  has  an  essential  role 
to  play  in  supporting  this  process  of 
self-examination  and  planning.  Our 
oversight  and  legislative  activities  can 
facilitate  these  hopeful  developments, 
if  we  understand  clearly  what  is  taking 
place.  I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will 
come  to  share  my  strong  support  for 
the  promising  new  direction  our  agri- 
cultural research  system  is  taking.* 


PUERTO  RICAN  DAY  PARADE 

HON.  PETER  W.  RODINO,  JR. 

OF  NEW  JfatSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker.  Sunday, 
July  31.  marks  the  annual  Puerto 
Rican  statewide  parade  in  New  Jersey. 
The  event  will  begin  at  1  p.m.  and  will 
proceed  from  Lincoln  Park  to  Wash- 
ington Park  in  Newark.  I  am  honored 
to  have  been  asked  to  serve  as  part  of 
the  corps  of  dignitaries  for  the  parade, 
as  it  is  a  special  occasion  for  me  every 
year,  and  one  which  I  look  forward  to. 

This  years  parade  theme  is:  "Regis- 
ter and  Vote."  The  organizers  seek, 
through  the  annual  parade,  to  cele- 
brate the  contributions  of  Puerto 
Rican  Americans  to  our  society  and  to 
recognize  the  rich  cultural  heritage  of 
the  Puerto  Rican  people. 

The  committee  has  worked  hard,  as 
it  does  every  year,  to  insure  that  the 
parade  will  be  a  success.  This  year  the 
grand  marshal  will  be  Broadway  actor 
Raul  Davila,  who  will  march  with  15 
assistants  representing  the  achieve- 
ments and  creativity  of  Puerto  Ricans 
in  a  variety  of  fields,  including  the  en- 
tertainment world,  the  legal  profes- 
sion, sports  figures,  writers,  and  many 
others. 

Despite  the  festive  nature  of  the 
event,  however,  a  note  of  sadness  is 
unfortunately  injected  into  the  day. 
The  parade  will  be  dedicated  to  the 
late  Johnny  Cossio.  who  was  an  in- 
structor employed  by  the  Newark 
Board  of  Education  until  his  tragic 
death  last  year.  At  the  time  of  his 
death  Mr.  Cossio  was  studying  for  his 
doctorate  degree  from  New  York  Uni- 
versity, having  received  a  master's 
degree  from  Montclair  State  College 
and  an  undergraduate  degree  from  the 
University  of  Puerto  Rico.  It  is  fitting 
that  someone  of  his  dedication  and 
commitment  be  remembered  in  this 
way. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  countless 
people  who  are  responsible  for  the 
planning  of  the  Puerto  Rican  State- 
wide Parade.  Mrs.  Luz  Miriam  Hernan- 
dez de  Sanchez  is  the  president  of  the 
parade  committee  and  I  take  pride  in 
saluting  her  for  her  fine  work.  In  addi- 
tion, I  wish  to  recognize  the  vice  presi- 
dents of  the  committee:  Flor  Morales, 
Luis  Mercado.  Norma  Ronda,  and  Jose 
Maldonado;  Executive  Secretary  Elda 
Maldonado;  Secretary  of  Correspond- 
ence Juanita  Giordano:  Treasurer  Wil- 
liam Rivera;  Coordinator  General  Por- 
tirio  Certajana;  Sergeant  at  Arms 
Mariano  Colon;  counselors  Miguel  E. 
Rodriguez  and  Antonio  Perez;  and  the 
members  of  the  committee:  Jorge 
Moreno.  Ramonita  Rivera.  Wilson 
Sanchez.  Eddie  Vega.  Ruben  Figueroa. 
Sixta  Lopez.  Lydia  Trinidad.  Juan 
Ramon  Dones,  Marcia  Lopez.  Maria 
Figueroa,  and  Gladys  Vega. 

In  addition  there  are  others  who  will 
participate  or  have  worked  on  the 
parade:  Bishop  David  Arias  of  Newark 
who  will  give  the  invocation,  and  Shir- 
ley Rutherford,  executive  director  of 
the  Human  Rights  Commission  of 
Newark,  who  was  instrumental  in  as- 
sisting with  the  parade  activities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  look  forward  to  par- 
ticipating in  the  parade  next  Sunday, 
and  to  joining  my  friends  in  the 
Puerto  Rican  community  for  such  a 
memorable  and  enjoyable  occasion.* 


FCC  RULING:  A  CHANCE  FOR 
SMALL  AND  MINORITY  BUSI- 
NESSES 


HON.  ROBERT  GARCIA 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Nation  is  confronting  dramatic 
changes  in  its  telecommunications  in- 
dustry. As  these  changes  occur,  so  too 
must  Government  policy.  One  such 
change  which  I  support  is  the  repeal 
of  the  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission's financial  and  syndication 
rules  governing  the  television  indus- 
try. 

The  FCC  rules,  originally  designed 
to  spur  competition  in  the  television 
program  production  industry,  have  ac- 
tually limited  the  access  of  many  small 
and  minority  companies  to  the  major 
market  for  television  programs  repre- 
sented by  the  three  major  networks. 
Because  the  rules  strictly  limit  the 
number  of  hours  the  networks  can 
produce  for  prime  time  and  prohibit 
the  eventual  syndication  of  the  pro- 
grams by  the  networks,  they  have 
little  incentive  to  purchase  their  pro- 
grams from  anyone  but  the  major  pro- 
duction companies.  Small  firms  have 
difficulty  obtaining  financing,  joint 
venture,  and  direct  access  to  the  net- 
works. Repeal  of  the  rules  should  en- 
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courage  the  networks  to  deal  more 
with  new.  small  and/or  minority  pro- 
duction companies. 

A  minority  entrepreneur.  Mr.  David 
Ochoa.  the  president  of  the  independ- 
ent production  company.  Buenavision 
Cable,  recently  testified  before  the 
Telecommunications  Subcommittee  in 
Los  Angeles  on  this  very  point.  Mr. 
Ochoa  showed  the  impact  of  the  FCC 
rules  over  the  past  15  years.  His  testi- 
mony persuasively  argued  against  H.R. 
2250,  a  bill  to  delay  the  FCC's  repeal 
of  its  financial  and  syndication  rules.  I 
therefore  would  like  to  enter  Mr. 
Ochoas  remarks  for  the  review  of  my 
colleagues. 

Statement  of  David  Ochoa.  President 

Buenavision  Cable  Co. 
Chairman  Wirth  and  members  of  the 
House  Telecommunications  Subcommittee: 
My  name  is  David  Ochoa  and  I  am  Presi- 
dent of  Buenavision  Cable  Company.  I  got 
my  start  in  television  with  NBC.  which  I  left 
several  years  ago  to  form  my  own  produc- 
tion operation,  a  very  small  firm  in  South- 
em  California.  I  now  have  an  ownership  in- 
terest in  four  cable  companies.  As  a  busi- 
nessman, I  have  to  meet  a  72-person  payroll 
every  two  weeks.  I  am  proud  of  the  nine 
Emmy  nominations  I  have  received  and  of 
the  two  Emmy's  I  have  won. 

As  a  small  indeoendent  film  and  television 
producer.  I  am  pleased  to  inform  you  that 
my  second  feature  film.  "The  Ballad  of  Gre- 
gorio  Cortez."  will  soon  be  released  for  na- 
tional theatrical  distribution.  In  short,  on 
basis  of  merit.  I  wear  the  title  of  television 
and  film  producer.  In  addition.  I  am  proud 
of  my  Hispanic  heritage  but  ashamed  at  the 
failure  of  America's  major  television  and 
film  studios  to  produce  prime  time  and  syn- 
dicated programs  which  reflect  Hispanic 
life,  themes  and  experience. 

Earlier  this  year  I  testified  before  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission 
urging  repeal  of  the  Financial  Interest  and 
Syndications  Rules.  Today.  I  am  here  before 
you  because  passage  of  H.R.  2250,  which  if 
enacted,  will  provide  a  five  year  moratori- 
um. In  short,  a  five  year  delay  to  persons 
like  myself  who  are  convinced  that  dealing 
directly  with  the  networks  can  result  in 
having  minority  produced  and  Hispanic- 
themed  programming  on  network  prime 
lime  television. 

My  colleague  Topper  Carew.  President  of 
Rainbow  Television  Workshop,  has  conduct- 
ed a  15-year  study  of  prime  time  television. 
The  study,  which  is  included  in  the  appen- 
dix of  my  testimony,  reveals  that  Black  pro- 
ducers have  supplied  188  hours  of  prime 
time  programming  in  the  past  15  years.  In 
many  cases  black  suppliers  were  in  partner- 
ship with  non-minority  companies. 

This  paltry  188  hours  compares  with  a 
total  of  21.780  first-run.  prime-time  hours. 
The  total  volume  of  minority  business  rep- 
resents 0.0086%  of  the  overall  total.  Added 
to  this  Is  the  fact  that  of  the  188  hours.  72% 
are  comedy/musical  or  variety  shows  .  .  . 
represented  by  0.88  hours  of  "Flip  Wilson." 
18  hours  of  "Redd  Foxx, "  22  hours  of  "Bill 
Cosby's  Variety  Show."  5  hours  of  Motown 
music  specials  and  one  hour  from  Diana 
Ross  Enterprises. 

ui  the  remaining  28%  in  the  dramatic  or 
comedy  category.  22  hours  are  from  Bill 
Cosby's  1969-70  series  and  24  are  from  Alex 
Haley's  partnership  with  Norman  Lear 
which  resulted  in  "Palmerstown."  The  bal- 
ance,   eight    hours,    consists    of    two-hour 
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movies-of-the-week  .  .  .  two  from  Bill 
Cosby's  Jemmin  Productions,  one  from 
Motown  and  one  from  a  Motown/Universal 
partnership. 

The  1982-83  television  season  is  a  clear 
case  in  point.  Of  the  1.452  prime  time  hours 
available.  Motown  is  producing  one  two- 
hour  25th  Anniversary  special  and  one  . 
movie-of-the-week.  This  translates  to  0.0026 
percent  of  the  1982-83  network  schedule. 

Fifteen  years  of  prime  time  television  rep- 
resents 18.480.000,000-21,780.000.000  dollars 
of  activity.  The  dollar  volume  of  activity  for 
Black  suppliers  is  approximately 
$159,800,000-188,000.000  ...  or  0.0086  per- 
cent. 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  report  has  not 
even  addressed  the  issue  of  daytime  and 
Saturday  morning  television  ...  an  area  of 
programming  where  minority  suppliers  have 
experienced  total  non-participation. 

If  the  situation  for  Blacks  on  prime-time 
is  inadequate,  for  Hispanics  on  prime  time, 
it  is  a  disaster. 
Five  more  years  of  the  same  won't  help. 
The  rules  were  initially  aimed  at  increas- 
ing competition  in  the  program  supply  busi- 
ness, but  they  haven't  worked  that  way.  Ac- 
cording to  industry  sources,  in  1969— before 
the  rules  were  adopted— there  were  60  sup- 
pliers of  prime  time  entertainment  pro- 
gramming. In  the  1981-82  season  there  were 
only  41— none  of  whom  were  Hispanic  and 
all  of  whom  failed  to  support  Hispanic- 
themed  programming  with  any  degree  of 
consistency. 

We  can  see  in  the  experience  of  one  net- 
work where  the  top  eight  program  suppliers 
provided  only  half  that  network's  prime 
time  entertainment  series  in  1970  but  eight 
program  suppliers  provided  almost  all  97% 
by  1980. 

In  short,  the  rules  discourage  the  televi- 
sion networks  from  investing  in  projects 
with  new  and  small  independent  producers, 
leaving  us  only  one  option:  trying  to  con- 
vince major  studios  to  provide  funding  for 
us.  For  Hispanic  producers,  the  reply  has 
been  "no. "  "No  thanks,  can  you  call  back?" 
"Send  me  a  treatment  or  script"  which,  of 
course,  is  not  read  or  returned. 

How,  then,  does  repeal  of  the  rules  assure, 
as  Commissioner  Rivera  points  out,  that  re- 
cision  does  "not  affect  adversely  the  public 
interest  by  limiting  program  choices  and  di- 
versity of  view  points  on  the  air?" 

Hispanic  independent  producers  have  not 
fared  well  under  these  rules.  We  are  non- 
participants.  In  fact,  for  outstanding  pro- 
ducers such  as  Jose  Luis  Ruiz,  Jesus  Tre- 
vino,  Moctesuma  Esparza  and  others,  suc- 
cess has  been  limited  to  public  television 
and  network-owned  stations. 

Until  Hispanics  become  20  percent  plus 
stockholders  in  Warner  Brothers,  Universal. 
Paramount,  Columbia.  Syndicast.  Lorimar, 
and  others,  we  have  no  reason  to  believe 
that  things  will  change  and  no  way  to 
change  them.  We  simply  lack  the  leverage 
with  Hollywood. 

Under  the  present  rules,  the  major  pro- 
duction companies  have  no  reason  to  consid- 
er us  as  anything  other  than  a  nuisance. 
Repeal  of  these  rules,  however,  brings  us 
and  other  independent  producers,  including 
women,  native  Americans.  Blacks,  and 
Asians  increased  opportunity  to  deal  direct- 
ly with  the  networks  who  are  also  public  li- 
censees of  television  stations.  Then  and  only 
then,  will  we  have  the  necessary  leverage  to 
make  sure  that  some  prime  time  and  syndi- 
cated programming  includes  Hispanic 
themes  and  can  be  produced  by  Hispainic 
companies. 
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The  leverage?  Each  network  owns  stations 
in  major  metropolitan  areas.  In  Los  Angeles, 
there  are  2.1.  million  Hispanics  constituting 
22  percent  of  the  area's  population.  In  New 
York  there  are  one  and  one-half  million  His- 
panics making  up  15  percent  of  that  city's 
population  and  growing.  No  one  can  dispute 
their  television  audience  share!  Eighty-eight 
percent  of  the  nation's  Hispanics  are  con- 
centrated in  metropolitan  areas  where,  in 
many  of  which,  networks  have  owned  sta- 
tions. 

For  Hispanics.  repeal  of  the  rules  and  the 
open  competition  which  would  follow,  pro- 
vides new  opportunities.  Few  among  us 
dreamed  for  this  enlightened  policy  during 
the  Reagan  Administration.  But  credit  must 
be  given  where  it  is  due.  It  was  President 
Reagan  who  appointed  the  nation's  first 
Hispanic  to  the  FCC.  making  it  clear  that 
the  Hispanic  Agenda  on  telecommunications 
matters  must  be  represented  and  have  a 
voice! 

Experience  makes  us  confident  that  a  new 
relationship  can  be  worked  out  with  the  net- 
works and  that  the  networks  will  respond  to 
our  programming  tastes  and  needs  for  good 
business  reasons.  First,  they  must  keep  and 
expand  on  viewer  shares. 

Hispanics  watch  and  enjoy  lots  of  televi- 
sion. 

Hispanic  viewing  trends  whether  or  not 
we  watch  CBS,  NBC  or  ABC  is  a  good 
market  lever  to  assure  the  networks  are  re- 
sponsive. And,  as  always,  the  matter  is 
money.  Repeal  of  the  rules  will  provide  the 
networks  a  second  good  business  reason  to 
consider  our  programming  ideas. 

Program  development  is  costly,  and 
having  the  opportunity  to  share  in  syndica- 
tion profits  will  add  incentive  to  networks  to 
give  added  consideration  to  Hispanic  pro- 
duced programming.  The  National  Black 
Media  Coalition  put  it  this  way: 

"Removing  obstacles  posed  by  the  syndi- 
cation and  financial  prohibitions  will  permit 
the  networks  to  pool  risk  efficiently  for  the 
purpose  of  broadening  their  programming 
choice.  The  resulting  innovation  and  diversi- 
ty will  benefit  not  only  the  black  communi- 
ty, but  the  American  public  generally. " 
I  could  not  have  put  it  better. 
Mr.  Chairman,  protecting  the  interest  of 
20  million  American  Hispanics  is  in  the  pub- 
lic's interest.  The  Pentagon  tells  us  that 
Hispanic  Americans  ser\ing  in  World  War 
II.  Korea,  and  in  Vietnam  far  outnumbered 
any  other  group  of  Americans  in  terms  of 
casualties  and  heroism. 

No  other  group  has  won  more  Medals  of 
Honor  than  Hispanic  Americans. 

"Somos  Americanos  y  tenemos  patritismo 
para  nuestro  pais." 

We  are  proud  to  be  Americans  and  proud 
of  America.  We  have  served  our  country  and 
made  the  ultimate  sacrifice. 

We  have  the  same  determination  and  skill 
to  make  our  rightful  contribution  to  the 
American  experience  via  the  medium  of  film 
and  television  if  the  Commission  gives  us 
the  chance. 

Please   allow   the   FCC.   to   remove   the 
largest  single  obstacle  that  prevents  us  from 
achieving  this  success,  and  repeal  the  finan- 
cial interest  and  syndication  rules  now! 
Thank  you  very  much.* 


JMI 
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NEW  FDA  BILL  INTRODUCED 


HON.  MARY  ROSE  OAKAR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

■    Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mrs.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
28,  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Health  and  Long-term  Care  and  the 
Senate  Special  Committee  on  Aging 
held  a  joint  hearing  on  the  safety  and 
efficacy  of  prescription  drugs.  Today, 
the  House  subcommittee  conducted  a 
followup  hearing  on  over-the-counter 
medications. 

For  many  years,  I  have  been  appre- 
hensive about  the  inadequate  protec- 
tion afforded  by  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  in  the  area  of  drug 
safety  and  effectiveness.  As  a  member 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Aging  and 
chair  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Social 
Security  and  Women,  my  apprehen- 
sion has  turned  into  acute  concern.  I 
have  seen  countless  elderly  citizens- 
vulnerable  because  of  their  age  and  in 
many  cases  their  dependency  on  medi- 
cation—who rely  on  FDA  to  provide 
safe  and  effective  treatment  for  many 
of  the  ailments  associated  with  aging. 
Today.  I  am  introducing  the  Safe 
and  Effective  Drug  Act  which,  if  en- 
acted, will  make  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  an  aggressive  protector 
of  the  publics  health. 

Modern  medicine  has  come  a  long 
way  since  the  early  1900's— there  are 
over  300,000  over-the-counter  medica- 
tions and  7,000  prescription  drugs 
readily  available  in  the  United  States. 
But  what  is  frightening  about  this 
phenomenon  is  that  as  much  as  $4  bil- 
lion is  wasted  on  some  of  these  prod- 
ucts with  ingredients  that  are  neither 
safe  nor  effective.  How  is  a  senior  citi- 
zen to  know  what  is  safe  and  what  is 
not?  Not  only  do  70  percent  of  our  el- 
derly use  OTC  drugs,  but  the  average 
senior  citizen  takes  13  prescriptions  a 
year  and  it  is  a  known  fact  that  the  el- 
derly are  twice  as  likely  to  be  treated 
in  an  emergency  room  for  an  adverse 
drug  reaction  than  a  citizen  under  60 
years  of  age. 

The  Safe  and  Effective  Drug  Act 
mandates  that  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration police  the  safety  of  exist- 
ing prescription  and  over-the-counter 
medications.  The  legislation  requires 
that  FDA  exercise  some  responsible 
authority  that  has  previously  been  dis- 
cretionary and  additionally  gives  the 
agency  new  authority  to  take  action  in 
a  number  of  areas. 
Specifically,  the  bill  would: 
Require  manufacturers  of  over-the- 
counter  drugs  to  report  adverse  drug 
reactions  to  FDA.  Currently,  drug 
manufacturers  are  not  required  to 
report  adverse  reactions  to  over-the- 
counter  drugs. 

Give  FDA  the  authority  to  require 
drug  manufacturers  to  conduct  post- 
marketing surveillance  of  prescription 
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and  over-the-counter  drugs  and  report 
findings  to  FDA.  Currently,  FDA 
cannot  require  drug  companies  to 
survey  for  the  safety  and  effectiveness 
of  drugs  they  produce. 

Authorize  FDA  to  restrict  the  mar- 
keting of  a  drug  if  adverse  reactions 
develop  after  the  drug  has  been  ap- 
proved. FDA  currently  has  the  author- 
ity to  withhold  approval  of  a  new 
drug.  However,  the  agency  has  only 
limited  control  over  the  use  of  a  drug 
once  it  has  been  approved. 

Grant  to  FDA  the  authority  to  sub- 
pena  records  from  drug  companies. 

Require  investigators  of  new  drugs 
to  report  the  test  results  of  all  studies 
to  FDA  for  approval. 

Establish  a  program  in  FDA  to 
encourage  physicians,  institutional 
health  care  providers  and  consumers 
to  report  adverse  reactions  to  the 
agency. 

Establish  a  National  Center  for 
Drug  Surveillance  within  FDA  to  mon- 
itor reports  of  adverse  drug  reactions 
and  insure  FDA  action. 

Mandate  an  annual  report  to  Con- 
gress on  reported  adverse  drug  reac- 
tions and  the  actions  FDA  has  taken 
in  response. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  criti- 
cal if  we  are  to  assure  the  elderly  and 
the  general  public  that  the  prescrip- 
tions which  they  consume  in  good 
faith  and  over-the-counter-  drugs 
which  so  many  of  them  rely  upon  and 
stake  their  lives  on  are  safe  and  effec- 
tive. I  ask  that  my  colleagues  join  me 
in  providing  peace  of  mind  to  our 
senior  citizens  by  cosponsoring  this 
legislation.* 


THE  CENTRAL  AMERICAN 
DILEMMA 


HON.  GARY  L.  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  yesterday  con- 
tained an  article  by  the  noted  histori- 
an, Arthur  Schlesinger,  concerning 
U.S.  involvement  in  Central  America. 
Mr.  Schlesinger's  credentials  as  a 
scholar  and  an  analyst  of  foreign 
policy  are  well  known  and  his  words 
should  be  listened  to  carefully  by  all 
of  us. 

Mr.  Schlesinger  scrutinizes  three 
basic  assumptions  of  President  Rea- 
gan's Central  American  policy: 

(a)  that  the  insurgents  in  El  Salvador  and 
the  Government  in  Nicaragua  are  irretrieva- 
bly under  Soviet  control; 

(b>  that  we  can  win  decisive  military  victo- 
ries; and 

(c)  that  thereafter  we  can  straighten 
things  out  and  create  a  stable  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Furthermore,  he  warns  us,  "When 
we  bind  ourselves  to  a  client,  as  Mr. 
Reagan  proposes  we  do,   we  become 
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the  client's  prisoner."  Mr.  Schlesinger 
also  cautions  us  that  U.S.  military 
intervention  in  Latin  America  may  not 
be  precluded  as  an  option,  as  some  of 
us  may  think.  He  notes  that  3  months 
ago.  President  Reagan  said  that  he 
had  not  any  "thought  of  sending 
American  combat  troops  to  Central 
America."  By  June  the  thought  had 
occurred,  and  he  observed,  "Presidents 
never  say  never." 

The  full  text  of  Mr.  Schlesinger's 
comments  follows.  I  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues to  read  it  carefully. 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  July  20, 
1983} 

The  Central  American  Dilemma 

<By  Arthur  Schlesinger,  Jr.) 

Dilemma,  n.  A  situation  requiring  a 
choice  between  equally  disagreeable  alterna- 
tives. 

The  Reagan  administration  firmly  grasps 
one  horn  of  the  Central  American  dilemma 
when  it  uses  military  means  to  prevent  the 
rise  of  governments  hostile  to  the  U.S.  The 
immediate  aim  is  to  provide  El  Salvador's 
government  with  sufficient  military  aid  to 
defeat  the  insurgency  and  to  provide  the  in- 
surgency in  Nicaragua  with  sufficient  mili- 
tary aid  to  defeat  the  government.  If  we 
don't  act  to  stop  Marxism  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, the  argument  runs,  dominoes  will  topple 
to  the  south  and  to  the  north,  and  the 
Soviet  Union  will  establish  a  bridgehead  in 
the    center    of    the    Western    Hemisphere. 

Our  credibility  would  collapse."  Mr. 
Reagan  has  said,  "our  alliances  would  crum- 
ble, and  the  safety  of  our  homeland  would 
be  in  jeopardy." 

This  resort  to  military  remedy  assumes  (a) 
that  the  insurgenU  in  El  Salvador  and  the 
government  in  Nicaragua  are  irretrievably 
under  Soviet  control;  (b)  that  we  can  win  de- 
cisive military  victories,  and  (c)  that  there- 
after we  can  straighten  things  out  and 
create  a  stable  Central  America. 

DEEPLY  HOSTILE  TO  U.S. 

On  the  first  point,  both  the  Sandinista 
government  and  the  Salvadoran  guerrillas 
are  deeply  hostile  to  the  U.S.  Who  really 
can  blame  them?  In  the  case  of  Nicaragua 
(population  2.9  million),  our  government 
permitted,  if  the  CIA  didn't  actually  orga- 
nize, the  training  of  anti-Sandinista  guerril- 
las in  Florida  in  contravention  of  our  own 
neutrality  legislation,  and  now  we  are  orga- 
nizing war  against  the  government  in  Mana- 
gua. In  the  civil  war  in  El  Salvador,  we  are 
helping  a  right-wing  regime  against  the 
guerrillas.  It  would  require  uncommon  for- 
bearance for  our  policy's  targets  to  retain 
strong  feelings  of  affection  toward  the  U.S. 
and  to  refrain  from  accepting  arms  from 
any  outside  source  willing  to  provide  them. 

It  may  be  that  this  hostility  was  inevita- 
ble, whatever  policy  Washington  pursued.  It 
also  may  be  that,  by  assuming  revolution  in 
Central  America  would  take  an  anti-Ameri- 
can form,  we  ensured  the  result  we  predict- 
ed. We  certainly  gave  the  revolutionaries  no 
alternative  but  to  seek  help  from  the  com- 
munist world.  Perhaps  they  would  have 
done  this  anyway.  Perhaps  not.  Perhaps  if 
we  had  carried  forward  the  attempt  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress  to  deal  with  poverty 
and  oligarchy  in  Latin  America,  the  situa- 
tion might  be  different.  But  we  abandoned 
the  alliance  long  ago.  and  we  must  live  with 
the  consequences. 
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Can  we  defeat  this  revolution  by  military 
means?  That  is  more  problematic.  It  sounds 
odd  to  suggest  that  superpowers  cannot 
work  their  will  in  tiny  underdeveloped  coun- 
tries. But  it  isn't  all  that  easy,  as  we  discov- 
ered in  Vietnam  and  as  the  Russians  are  dis- 
covering in  Afghanistan.  The  administra- 
tion's theory  is  that  American  military  aid 
will  enable  our  clients  to  succeed  while 
American  political  pressure  will  put  right- 
wing  regimes  on  the  path  toward  reform. 
There  is  a  fallacy  here.  For.  once  we  commit 
ourselves  to  the  preservation,  say,  of  the 
regime  in  El  Salvador,  our  ability  to  apply 
pressure  rapidly  diminishes. 

Commitment  means  that  we  renounce  the 
ultimate  sanction— the  withdrawal  of  sup- 
port. Pew  regimes  under  guerrilla  attack 
care  about  their  own  dispossessed.  This  is 
precisely  why  they  are  under  attack.  More- 
over, concessions  might  well  undermine 
whatever  stability  the  regime  has  without 
winning  over  a  long-suffering  citizenry. 
Once  committed,  Washington  will  find  it 
hard  to  force  a  beleaguered  oligarchy  to 
take  measures  it  sees  as  fatal  to  its  privilege 
and  power.  When  we  bind  ourselves  to  a 
client,  as  Mr.  Reagan  proposes  we  do.  we 
become  the  client's  prisoner. 

Once  we  start  down  this  road,  can  we 
afford  to  let  our  client  lose?  This  is  precisely 
the  situation  that  led  the  Soviet  Union  in 
1979  to  rescue  its  client  in  Kabul  by  sending 
the  Red  Army  into  Afghanistan.  Mr. 
Reagan  already  feels  the  strain.  In  April  he 
said  that  he  hadn't  any  "thought  of  sending 
American  combat  troops  to  Central  Amer- 
ica.' By  June  the  thought  had  occurred, 
and  he  observed.  "Presidents  never  say 
never." 

Suppose  we  decide  to  commit  troops,  what 
then?  "I  wouldn't  even  know  how  to  design, 
right  now.  a  U.S.  military  solution, "  Gen. 
Edward  C.  Meyer,  the  retiring  army  chief  of 
staff,  said  the  other  day.  ".  .  .  Guerrilla 
warfare  is  based  on  the  legitimate  concerns 
of  the  people."  And  Gen.  Wallace  H.  Nut- 
ting, who  has  just  completed  his  tour  as 
chief  of  the  Southern  Command  in  Panama, 
said:  "The  fundamental  causes  of  dissatis- 
faction are  the  existing  social,  political,  eco- 
nomic inequalities."  No  doubt  villains  from 
outside  exploit  these  inequalities.  But,  as 
Walter  S.  Mossberg  of  this  newspaper  sum- 
marizes the  position  of  top  Army  officers, 
"Guerrilla  uprisings,  no  matter  how  anti- . 
American  or  how  dependent  on  Soviet  as- 
sistance, spring  largely  from  genuine  eco- 
nomic and  political  grievances  that  can't  be 
swept  away  by  U.S.  troops." 

Moreover,  our  Army  leaders  can't  discern 
any  domestic  consensus  i;i  favor  of  interven- 
tion, and  they  don't  want  to  repeat  the  Viet- 
nam experience  of  becoming  the  fall  guys  in 
a  war  for  which  their  civilian  masters  failed 
to  win  public  support.  Mr.  Reagan  is  creat- 
ing a  hazardous  position  for  the  U.S.:  On 
the  one  hand,  he  is  doing  his  best  to  per- 
suade the  world  that  American  power 
stands  or  falls  on  our  capacity  to  dominate 
Central  America:  on  the  other  hand,  he  is 
failing  to  persuade  Congress  or  the  elector- 
ate that  a  policy  whose  success  very  likely 
def)ends  on  American  military  intervention 
makes  any  sense.  As  our  wisest  diplomat, 
Averell  Harrlman,  once  said,  "No  foreign 
policy  will  stick  unless  the  American  people 
are  behind  it.  And  unless  Congress  under- 
stands it  the  American  people  aren't  going 
to  understand  it." 

History  argues  against  the  notion  that  we 
know  how  to  meddle  intelligently  In  the  in- 
ternal affairs  of  other  nations.  Not  only  in 
Vietnam    but    in    Iran,    In    Guatemala,    in 
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Chile,  our  intervention  succeeded  only  in 
distorting  the  country's  natural  evolution. 
In  each  case  the  ultimate  result  rebounded 
savagely  against  our  interests.  We  might 
well  be  better  off  today  had  we  decided  to 
live  with  Muhammad  Mossadegh.  Col. 
Jacobo  Arbenz  and  even  Salvador  Allende 
instead  of  setting  in  motion  the  events  that 
have  ended  with  the  Ayatollah  Khomeini 
and  Gens.  Efrain  Rios  Montt  and  Augusto 
Pinochet. 

And  suppose  that,  by  nuking  the  revolu- 
tionaries back  to  the  Stone  Age  or  whatever, 
we  silence  the  revolution:  What  then?  "The 
biggest  risk,"  observed  Gen.  Meyer,  "is, 
after  you've  done  it.  that  you've  created  this 
void  there  into  which  there's  no  one  to 
step."  We  hear  talk  about  a  Marshall  Plan 
for  Central  America.  But  the  Marshall  Plan 
was  a  plan  for  reconstruction,  not  for  devel- 
opment: Political  institutions,  management 
and  labor  skills,  infrastructure  were  already 
in  place.  Except  for  Costa  Rica,  there  isn't 
any  Central  American  government  capable, 
in  Ernest  Bevin's  old  phrase,  of  seizing 
American  aid  with  two  hands  and  making  a 
success  of  it.  We  haven't  any  more  knowl- 
edge of  how  to  design  a  long-run  political 
and  economic  solution  than  we  have  of  how 
to  design  a  short-run  military  solution.  Has 
the  administration  really  made  a  serious 
effort  to  think  its  policy  through  to  the 
bitter  end? 

Yet  the  other  horn  of  the  dilemma:  What 
happens  if  we  reject  military  intervention 
and  promote  negotiations  instead,  or  even 
let  nature  take  its  course?  We  might  well 
end  up  with  Marxist  regimes  in  Nicaragua 
and  El  Salvador.  Obviously  this  would  be  a 
gain  for  the  Soviet  Union.  Still,  one  doubts 
that  Moscow,  where  foreign  aid  is  about  as 
popular  as  it  is  in  Washington,  is  going  to 
pour  many  rubles  down  Central  American 
rat  holes.  The  notion  of  Soviet  military 
bases  in  Central  America  is  even  less  impres- 
sive: given  American  local  superiority,  noth- 
ing could  be  more  swiftly  neutralized.  The 
installation  of  nuclear  weapons  would 
produce  the  same  response  in  1984  that  it 
did  in  1962. 

If  a  Marxist  Nicaragua  or  El  Salvador  is  a 
danger  to  the  hemisphere,  it  is  a  more  dire 
threat  to  Mexico,  to  Costa  Rica,  to  Panama, 
to  Venezuela,  to  Colombia  than  it  is  to  the 
U.S.  These  countries  are  more  vulnerable 
and  more  knowledgeable  about  the  scene. 
They  are  governed  by  men  reluctant  to  pre- 
side over  their  own  overthrow.  The  adminis- 
tration whispers  that  Central  American 
leaders  really  want  American  military  inter- 
vention but  dare  not  say  so  publicly.  If  this 
is  by  any  chance  true,  which  is  doubtful,  it 
would  be  better  for  them  and  for  us  to  make 
them  level  with  their  own  people  and  the 
world. 

RECIPE  FOR  TROUBLE 

Nothing  has  got  us  Into  more  trouble 
through  the  years  than  the  delusion  that 
we  know  the  interests  of  other  countries 
better  than  they  know  their  own  interests. 
Whatever  we  do  in  Central  America  we 
must  do  on  a  multilateral  basis;  and  if  Latin 
American  countries  don't  see  the  threat  as 
apocalyptically  as  we  do,  who  is  to  say  that 
they  are  wrong  and  we  are  right?  Do  we 
really  understand  their  world  better  than 
they  do?  Of  one  thing  we  can  be  sure:  Uni- 
lateral military  action  by  the  U.S.  in  the 
hemisphere  is  a  recipe  for  trouble. 

Let  the  Contadora  group  take  the  lead  in 
trying  for  a  negotiated  settlement.  If  it  is 
too  late  for  that,  we  will  have  to  resign  our- 
selves to  turmoil  in  Central  America  for 
some    time    to   come— turmoil    beyond    our 
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power  to  correct  and  beyond  our  wisdom  to 
cure.  In  the  meantime,  let's  at  least  end  our 
double  talk.  President  Reagan  says  virtuour- 
ly  that  we  won't  "protect  the  Nicaraguan 
government  from  the  anger  of  its  own 
people. "  OK,  but  why  doesn't  this  ringing 
proposition  apply  equally  to  El  Salvador? 
Why  do  we  condemn  Nicaragua  for  postpon- 
ing elections  until  1985  while  we  condone 
Chile,  which  postpones  elections  until  1989? 

In  our  domestic  politics,  each  party  fears 
its  own  policy.  Republicans  are  afraid  of  the 
consequences  of  military  intervention. 
Democrats  of  the  consequences  of  opposing 
intervention  and  "losing"  Central  America. 
Each  side  takes  refuge  in  transparent  eva- 
sions, such  as  the  notion  that  "'free  elec- 
tions"' or  Marshall  Plans  are  sovereigrn  rem- 
edies. 

The  dilemma  is  authentic.  All  choices  are 
disagreeable.  We  must  weigh  the  vivid  risks 
of  military  intervention  against  the  more 
speculative  risk  of  allowing  Central  Ameri- 
can countries  their  own  Wars  of  the  Roses. 
But,  whatever  we  do,  let's  stop  talking  as  if 
there  are  cost-free  ways  out.* 


LIBERATION  DAY  FOR  GUAM 


HON.  ANTONIO  BORJA  WON  PAT 

OF  GUAM 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  WON  PAT.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
marks  the  39th  anniversity  of  the  lib- 
eration of  Guam  by  American  troops. 
It  is  only  fitting  that  I  rise  to  note  this 
historic  occasion  and  comment  on  how 
much  this  occasion  means  to  those  of 
us  from  Guam  who  suffered  under  the 
Japanese  imperial  yoke  for  over  3 
years. 

Shortly  after  Pearl  Harbor  was 
bombed,  so  was  Guam.  Several  days 
later,  on  December  10,  1941,  Guam 
time,  the  Japanese  struck  Guam 
again,  this  time  with  thousands  of 
troops.  In  almost  no  time  the  small 
force  of  American  military  personnel 
on  Guam  was  overrun.  I  am  proud  to 
note  that  despite  the  overwhelming 
odds  against  them,  members  of  the 
Guam  Insular  Force  fought  the  invad- 
ing army  with  such  fierceness  that  a 
number  lost  their  lives. 

I  shall  never  forget  the  moment 
when  the  American  flag  was  hauled 
down  by  the  enemy  on  Guam.  That 
was  a  moment  of  great  shame  and  it 
marked  the  beginning  of  years  of  suf- 
fering and  death  by  my  people. 

I  will  not  now  recount  those  horrible 
years  in  detail.  Suffice  it  so  say  that 
hundreds  of  Guamanians  were  execut- 
ed by  the  Japanese  for  their  loyalty  to 
the  American  Government.  And  I  am 
very  proud  that  not  one  islander  was 
ever  convicted  of  collaborating  with 
the  enemy  so  great  was  our  love  for 
the  United  States. 

In  1944,  we  heard  stories  of  Ameri- 
can advances  in  the  Pacific  and  on 
July  21,  we  saw  the  beginning  of  a 
massive  invasion  by  Army  and  Marine 
Forces  which  ended  the  bloody  occu- 
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pation  of  Guam  and  returned  the 
island  to  American  control.  As  a 
member  of  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee  I  am  often  surprised  to 
hear  so  many  of  our  countrymen  and 
women  take  their  liberty  for  granted.  I 
can  assure  you  that  no  one  on  Guam 
who  lived  through  those  trying  years 
takes  their  liberty  for  granted. 

Several  of  our  colleagues  here  today 
fought  on  Guam.  To  them  and  their 
fellow  members  of  the  military,  I,  on 
behalf  of  the  people  of  Guam  say 
again— thank  you  for  returning  democ- 
racy to  our  island.* 


BEDELL-GORE  AMENDMENT  TO 
H.R.  2350 


HON.  BERKLEY  BEDELL 

OP  IOWA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to 
inform  my  colleagues  of  my  intention 
to  offer,  along  with  Al  Gore,  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  2350,  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  authorization  bill, 
that  would  preserve  the  small  business 
innovation  research  program  at  NIH. 

Last  year,  the  House  passed  the 
Small  Business  Innovation  Develop- 
ment Act.  Public  Law  97-219,  by  a  vote 
of  353  to  57.  The  act  passed  the  Senate 
by  a  vote  of  90  to  0.  This  legislation  es- 
tablished highly  competitive  research 
and  development  programs  for  small 
high,  high  tech  companies  at  11  Feder- 
al agencies.  Each  agency  is  required  to 
expend  a  small  portion  of  their  R&D 
budgets,  six-tenths  of  1  percent  in 
fiscal  year  1984.  to  support  the  pro- 
gram. 

Last  year  the  House  voted  by  large 
margins,  not  once,  but  twice,  to  in- 
clude NIH  as  one  of  the  agencies  to 
participate  in  the  program.  But.  even 
though  Congress  has  demonstrated  its 
strong  support  for  this  widely  ac- 
claimed, high  quality  research  pro- 
gram, a  backdoor  effort  is  underway  to 
dismantle  the  program  at  NIH.  I  want 
to  make  one  thing  clear  to  my  col- 
leagues—this effort  is  not  coming  from 
NIH  where  the  program  has  been  en- 
thusiastically embraced  by  everyone 
from  Secretary  Heckler  on  down. 
Without  hearing  any  testimony  on  the 
SBIR  program,  the  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee  added  language  to 
H.R.  2350  that  will  undermine  the  pro- 
gram at  NIH. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  once  again.  Mem- 
bers will  t>e  asked  to  show  their  sup- 
port for  small  business  and  the  small 
business  innovation  research  program. 

Our  amendment  is  strongly  support- 
ed by  all  of  the  small  business  associa- 
tions, including  the  National  Small 
Business  Association,  Small  Business 
United,  the  National  Federation  of  In- 
dependent Business,  the  U.S.  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  the  National  Institute 
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of  Entrepreneurial  Technology,  the 
Smaller  Business  Association  of  New 
England,  the  American  Association  of 
Small  Research  Companies,  the  Amer- 
ican Council  of  Independent  Laborato- 
ries, the  National  Council  for  Industri- 
al Innovation,  and  the  Chief  Counsel 
for  Advocacy  at  the  SBA. 

We  have  also  received  letters  of  sup- 
port for  the  SBIR  program  at  NIH 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services;  Gov. 
James  Hunt  of  North  Carolina,  who  is 
the  chairman  of  the  National  Gover- 
nors' Association  Task  Force  on  Tech- 
nological Innovation;  and  Milt  Stew- 
art, who  is  the  president  of  the  Small 
Business  High  Technology  Institute. 

A  copy  of  the  Bedell-Gore  amend- 
ment, and  letters  of  support  from  the 
National  Small  Business  Association 
and  Milt  Stewart  follow: 

Amendment  to  H.R.  2350  by  Mr.  Bedell 

Strike  section  489.  line  15  on  page  122  to 
line  18  on  page  123. 

Insert  on  line  15  on  page  122  the  follow- 
ing: 

■Sec.  489.  The  Secretary  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall 
repo't  to  the  Congress  by  October  1,  1984 
on  the  progress  of  the  Small  Business  Inno- 
vation Development  program  (P.L.  97-219) 
at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health.". 

National  Small 
Business  Association, 
Washington.  DC.  July  15.  1983. 

To  All  Members  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives 

Dear  Representative:  Last  year  the 
House  and  Senate  passed  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Innovation  Development  Act.  Public 
Law  97-219.  by  overwhelming  majorities. 
During  floor  debate  many  efforts  were  made 
to  exempt  various  departments  from  the 
provisions  of  the  bill.  In  each  and  every 
case,  these  amendments  were  defeated. 

Once  again,  efforts  are  being  made  piece- 
meal to  strip  various  agencies  from  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Act.  Although  those  who 
claim  that  they  are  acting  solely  in  the  in- 
terests of  providing  the  best  research  facili- 
ties are  convinced  of  the  correctness  of  their 
claims,  we  feel  that  such  claims  are  an  un- 
warranted indictment  of  small  business  ca- 
pabilities in  research  and  development. 
These  capabilities  have  been  proven  repeat- 
edly and  I  believe  the  record  during  debate 
on  this  legislation  last  year  makes  it  abun- 
dantly clear  that  given  even  a  minimal 
change  small  business  can  and  will  provide 
quality  work,  usually  at  a  great  savings  to 
the  economy. 

We  urgently  request  that  you  support 
Congressman  Berkley  Bedell's  amendment 
to  Section  489  of  H.R.  2350.  This  amend- 
ment will  allow  small  business  a  chance  to 
prove  conclusively  that  it  can  provide  the 
necessary  high  quality  of  services  required 
by  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  and 
will  give  the  Congress  an  opportunity  to 
properly  evaluate  the  results  of  Public  Law 
97-219. 

Only  by  giving  small  business  a  chance  to 
prove  its  worth  will  we  be  able  to  see  and 
prove  conclusively  that  the  Congress  was 
correct  last  year  when  it  passed  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Sincerely. 

Jerome  R.  Gulan, 
Vice  President,  Government  Affairs. 
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The  Small  Business  High 

Technology  Institute, 
Washington,  D.C..  July  19.  1983. 
Hon  Berkley  Bedell, 

Chairman.  Subcommittee  on  General  Over- 
sight and  the  Economy.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives.     Committee      on      Small 
Business.  Washington.  D.C 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman;  This  is  in  response  to 
your  letter  of  July  12,  requesting  my  views 
on  the  proposed  language  of  Section  489  of 
H.R.  2350.  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
Authorization  Bill. 

Two  things  persuade  me  that  the  pro- 
posed requirements  in  the  bill  are  ill-advised 
and  ill-timed.  First,  the  SBIR  program  is  a 
superb  opportunity  for  government  adminis- 
trators to  develop  a  new  and  different,  and 
in  our  view  better  approach  to  extramural 
research  management.  Section  489  of  H.R. 
2350  is  a  step  backward  effectively  denying 
that  opportunity  to  the  health  agencies. 
Second,  the  SBIR  program  may  provide  a 
better  means  for  conversion  of  basic  science 
research  to  desperately  needed  technologi- 
cal advances.  Small  business  has  in  many  in- 
dustries been  the  most  effective  converter 
of  such  research  to  industry.  Section  489  of 
H.R.  2350  is  an  apparent  effort  to  continue 
a  20  year  old  exclusion  of  small  business  for 
which  the  nation  has  paid  in  lost  opportuni- 
ty. 

The  argument  that  this  is  being  done  to 
maintain  existing  high  standards  of  per- 
formance is  totally  unconvincing.  What  is 
missing  is  the  very  experience  of  what  level 
of  excellence  will  come  in  under  this  new 
program,  evaluated  and  appraised  in  a 
manner  appropriate  to  it.  The  conclusion  is 
unavoidable  that  what  is  sought  here  is  to 
foreclpse  a  learning  opportunity  for  NIH  re- 
search managers. 

The  proposal  may  be  justified  or  make 
more  sense  in  3,  4  or  5  years  after  a  showing 
that  NIH  has  made  a  good  faith  effort  to 
make  the  program  really  work.  If  by  then 
the  SBIR  grantees  have  not  achieved 
enough— measured  in  the  same  way  as  SBIR 
programs  are  being  measured  in  every  other 
government  agency— there  may  then  be 
some  reason  to  consider  a  proposal  like  the 
one  offered  in  Section  489  of  H.R.  2350. 

No  one  questions  the  level  of  attainment 
of  past  NIH  grantees  in  the  basic  science 
areas.  What  is  very  much  in  question  is  how 
best  to  create  new  bridges  between  basic  sci- 
ence and  industrial  technology  in  the 
market  place.  It  is  exactly  here  that  we 
have  a  burning  national  need  to  become 
more  competitive  internationally.  There  is 
no  good  reason  to  deny  small  business  in  all 
the  fields  of  medical  instrumentation,  phar- 
maceuticals and  other  areas  affected  by 
NIH  research  the  opportunity  to  help  build 
these  bridges.  Moreover  there  is  a  risk  that 
understandable  resentment  about  Section 
489  of  H.R  2350  may  damage  one  of  the 
most  promising  aspects  of  the  SBIR  pro- 
gram. At  present  the  program  already  pro- 
vides that  a  small  business  may  use  up  to  Vi 
of  its  grant  with  non-profit  people  or  agen- 
cies but  that  properly  is  discretionary  with 
each  grantee.  A  turf-protecting  stand-pat 
approach  like  the  one  in  Section  489  of  H.R. 
2350  will  inevitably  diminish  enthusiasm 
among  small  firms  for  much  desired-collabo- 
ration between  them  and  researchers  at  aca- 
demic institutions. 

At  this  moment,  we  have  had  the  benefit 
only  of  informed  discussions  with  responsi- 
ble managers  of  the  agencies  administering 
the  SBIR  program.  We  have  heard  no  sug- 
gestion that  the  quality  of  proposals  is  not 
excellent  and  certainly  none  that  would  jus- 
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tify  the  backward  steps  sought  in  Section 
489  of  H.R.  2350. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendments  being  of- 
fered by  you,  in  my  opinion,  are  a  necessary 
defense  of  the  integrity  of  the  SBIR  pro- 
gram, a  nationally  significant  effort.  I  sup- 
port them  strongly. 
Sincerely. 

Milton  D.  Stewart, 

President.% 


MINNESOTA  ACID  RAIN 
RESOLUTION 


HON.  GERRY  SIKORSKI 

OF  MINNESOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  SIKORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  draw  attention  today  to  acid 
rain— an  issue  which  has  been  called 
the  most  serious  environmental  threat 
to  the  North  American  continent.  Doc- 
umentation that  acid  rain  is  a  potent 
threat  mounts  each  day.  The  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  has  report- 
ed that  the  regions  of  the  United 
States  that  are  vulnerable  to  acid  rain 
stretch  from  Florida  to  the  State  of 
Washington,  from  California  to 
Maine.  The  Reagan  administrations 
Interagency  Task  Force  on  Acid  Pre- 
cipitation has  cited  the  threat  which 
acid  rain  poses  to  vast  areas  of  the 
South.  Southwest,  and  West,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  damage  it  has  already  done 
in  the  Northeast  and  Midwest.  The 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  recently 
stated  that  acid  rain  must  be  con- 
trolled in  order  to  stop  damage  to  for- 
ests and  freshwater  life.  The  academy 
has  projected  that  acid  rain  costs  $5 
billion  annually— in  the  Eastern 
United  States  alone. 

I  am  pleased  that  recent  press  ac- 
counts report  that  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration is  redefining  its  position  on 
acid  rain  control  legislation.  In  fact, 
the  New  York  Times  in  a  June  9  arti- 
cle quoted  Acting  Assistant  EPA  Ad- 
ministrator Cortney  Riordan  saying 
EPA  Administrator  William  D. 
Ruckelshaus  is  actively  reassessing  his 
predecessor's  policy  that  not  enough  is 
known  about  acid  rain  to  adopt  a  pro- 
gram to  control  the  emissions  that 
cause  it.  This  turnabout  by  the 
Reagan  EPA  on  acid  rain  is  a  welcome 
development. 

In  1982,  while  waiting  for  the 
Reagan  administration  to  take  action 
to  control  acid  rain,  the  Minnesota 
State  Legislature  enacted  an  acid  rain 
deposition  control  law.  which  I  strong- 
ly supported  as  a  member  of  the  Min- 
nesota Senate.  This  law.  the  first  by 
any  jurisdiction  in  North  America,  is  a 
significant  first  step  in  the  struggle  to 
protect  our  Nation's  natural  resources 
and  the  health  of  our  citizens.  While 
Minnesota's  acid  rain  control  legisla- 
tion is  helping  to  reduce  in-State 
sources  of  acid  rain-causing  pollutants, 
it  is  not  enough.  Roughly  70  percent 
of  the  acid  rain  which  falls  on  Minne- 
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sota's  lakes,  forests,  and  farms  comes 
from  out-State  sources.  Joan  Anderson 
Growe,  the  Minnesota  Secretary  of 
State,  recently  sent  me  a  copy  of  a  res- 
olution passed  by  both  houses  of  the 
Minnesota  Legislature.  I  am  inserting 
a  copy  of  this  resolution  into  the  Con- 
gressional Record  for  the  benefit  of 
my  fellow  Members. 

Resolution 
A  resolution  memorializing  the  F»resident 
and  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  take 
immediate  steps  to  curb  the  sources  of  acid 
rain. 

Whereas,  acid  rain  is  becoming  our 
number  one  environmental  problem  across 
the  United  States  and  Canada  with  a  poten- 
tial of  destroying  agricultural  crops,  forest- 
ry, aquatic  life,  and  causing  damage  to 
structural  buildings;  and 

Whereas,  the  long-range  transport  of  at- 
mospheric pollutants  can  cause  acid  rain  far 
from  emission  source  and  is  a  growing  inter- 
state and  international  problem:  and 

Whereas,  current  provisions  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  are  not  adequate  to  address  the 
problems  of  acid  rain,  and  present  and 
future  generations  will  be  more  adversely 
affected  by  delayed  action:  and 

Whereas,  acid  rain  contributes  to  the  in- 
creasing levels  of  heavy  metal  concentra- 
tions in  public  reservoirs  and  waterways 
which  can  pose  a  threat  to  human  health: 
and 

Whereas,  acid  rain  has  destroyed  aquatic 
life  in  lakes,  retarded  certain  forest  and  ag- 
ricultural crop  growth,  and  corroded  metals 
and  public  buildings  and  statues:  and 

Whereas,  in  the  Voyageurs  National  Park 
and  Boundary  Waters  Canoe  Area  Wilder- 
ness, recent  tests  show  high  acidity  in  the 
lakes  which  scientists  fear  will  cause  serious 
damage  to  their  whole  ecosystems  if  the 
conditions  remain  unchecked:  and 

Whereas,  the  problem  of  acid  rain  is  a  se- 
rious threat  to  the  tourism  component  of 
Minnesota's  economy  and  the  friendly  rela- 
tions with  our  neighbors  in  Canada:  and 

Whereas.  Canada's  Minister  of  the  Envi- 
ronment identifies  acid  rain  as  'the  single 
greatest  irritant  to  the  United  States-Cana- 
dian relationship":  and 

Whereas.  Canada  and  the  United  States 
signed  a  1980  Memorandum  of  Intent  to 
combat  transboundary  air  pollution;  and 

Whereas,  Canada  has  already  achieved 
cuts  of  25  percent  in  sulfur  emissions  and  a 
promise  of  50  percent  cuts  by  1990  if  the 
United  States  agrees  to  do  the  same;  and 

Whereas,  the  state  of  Minnesota  has  en- 
acted a  1982  law  designed  to  curb  the 
sources  of  acid  deposition  within  our  state: 
and 

Whereas,  the  Minnesota  Pollution  Control 
Agency  has  identified  that  significant  areas 
of  Minnesota  may  be  damaged  by  the  ef- 
fects of  acid  precipitation:  NOW.  THERE- 
PORE, 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Minnesota  that  the  President  and 
Congress  should  take  immediate  action  in 
this  session  of  Congress  to  reduce  the 
sources  of  acid  rain  by  amendment  to  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  or  by  separate  legislation, 
and  by  providing  adequate  funding  to  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  moni- 
toring and  enforcement. 

Be  it  further  resolved  that  the  Secretary 
of  State  of  the  State  of  MinnesoU  Is  in- 
structed to  transmit  certified  copies  of  this 
resolution  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  and  Secretary  of  the 
United    States    Senate,    the    Speaker    and 


20437 

Chief  Clerk  of  the  House  of  RepresenUtives 
of  the  United  States,  to  the  MinnesoU  Sen- 
ators and  Representatives  in  Congress,  to 
the  Premiers  to  Manitoba  and  Ontario  and 
to  the  Ambassador  of  Canada  to  the  United 
States.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  YOUTH 
GROUP  OF  WESTWOOD  BAP- 
TIST CHURCH 


HON.  BEN  ERDREICH 

OF  ALABAMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  ERDREICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  a  group  of  young  people 
which  I  had  the  opportunity  to  meet 
with  yesterday  morning.  These  young 
people  are  the  "Joyful  Praise  Choir" 
from  Westwood  Baptist  Church  in 
Forestdale.  Ala.,  and  were  visiting 
Washington  in  conjunction  with  their 
summer  mission  tour.  They  are  spe- 
cial, in  my  view,  because  they  have 
spent  the  past  week  visiting  and  pre- 
senting their  musical  program  to  cor- 
rectional institutions  in  Virginia, 
North  and  South  Carolina. 

Although  I  was  only  able  to  spend  a 
short  amount  of  time  with  the  youth 
group,  I  was  greatly  impressed  with 
their  genuine  desire  to  help  other 
people.  Assisting  those  in  need,  spir- 
itually and  often  materially,  is  a  vital 
role  of  church  organizations  through- 
out our  Nation  and  I  was  heartened  to 
see  these  young  people  beginning  to 
fulfill  this  role  at  such  an  early  age. 
Without  a  doubt,  they  are  a  tribute  to 
their  families,  church,  community, 
and  Nation  as  a  whole  and  I  would 
just  like  to  add  my  appreciation  to 
their  efforts  by  bringing  them  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.* 


ARMANDO  VALLADARES  PEREZ 
HONORED 


HON.  DANTE  B.  FASCELL 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reli- 
gious repression  is  an  issue  which  con- 
cerns many  of  us.  Our  Founding  Fa- 
thers set  forth  the  right  of  religious 
freedom  in  our  Constitution.  In  fact, 
our  country  was  created  by  men  and 
women  fleeing  religious  persecution  in 
other  countries  and  religious  freedom 
became  an  integral  part  of  our  Na- 
tion's heritage.  As  Americans,  we 
accept  without  reservation  the  concept 
of  freedom  of  religion. 

Just  a  few  days  ago,  I  had  the  privi- 
lege of  meeting  Armando  Valladares, 
Cuban  poet  and  former  prisoner  of 
conscience  in  Cuba.  The  occasion  was 
a  most  happy  one  as  'Valladares  was 
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receiving  the  1983  Religious  Freedom 
Award  from  the  Institute  on  Religion 
and  Democracy.  For  22  years.  Valla- 
dares  had  been  imprisoned  by  the 
Castro  regime  for  crimes  he  did  not 
commit. 

Both  Washington  dailies,  the 
Washington  Times  and  Washington 
Post,  noted  the  award  presented  to  Ar- 
mando Valladares.  Throughout  the 
years,  many  Members  of  Congress  par- 
ticipated in  the  campaign  to  obtain  his 
release. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  our  col- 
leagues' attention  'For  the  Record" 
piece  published  in  the  Washington 
Post  on  July  17.  and  the  Washington 
Times  editorial  of  July  19.  as  well  as 
the  personal  remarks  of  Valladares 
upon  receiving  his  award. 
(FYom  the  Washington  Post.  July  17.  1983] 
For  the  Record 

During  those  years,  with  the  purpose  of 
forcing  us  to  abandon  our  religious  beliefs 
and  to  demoralize  us.  the  Cuban  communist 
Indoctrinators  repeatedly  used  the  state- 
ments of  support  for  Castro's  revolution 
made  by  some  representatives  of  American 
Christian  churches.  Every  time  that  a  pam- 
phlet was  published  in  the  United  States, 
every  time  a  clergyman  would  write  an  arti- 
cle in  support  of  Fidel  Castro's  dictatorship, 
a  translation  would  reach  us  and  that  was 
worse  for  the  Christian  political  prisoners 
than  the  beating  or  the  hunger.  .  .  . 

Castro  political  police  have  used  these 
statements  of  support  for  Castro  with  such 
skill  and  for  such  a  long  time  to  confuse  the 
prisoners  and  population  in  general  that 
today  the  Christians  in  Cuba's  prisons 
suffer  not  only  the  pain  of  torture  and  isola- 
tion but  aiso  the  conviction  that  they  have 
been  deserted  by  their  brothers  in  faith. 

It  is  for  this  reason  .  .  .  that  this  distinc- 
tion you  give  me  will  be  very  important  for 
all  Cut>an  prisoners.  When  it  is  known  in 
Castro's  political  prisons— and  it  will  be 
luiown— they  will  all  be  filled  with  joy.  They 
will  feel  they  are  no  longer  alone;  that  they 
have  not  been  forgotten;  that  their  brothers 
in  Christ  support  them  from  afar.  Also  the 
insidious  pamphlets  the  political  commis- 
sars read  to  them  containing  articles  signed 
by  American  religious  leaders,  do  not  repre- 
sent the  opinion  of  American  l)elievers— but 
the  point  of  view  of  a  small  group.  We  also 
have  to  forgive  this  small  group,  because 
they  probably  also  "know  not  what  they 
do." 

[From  the  Washington  Times.  July  19. 
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From  the  Inferno 

Armando  Valladares  Perez,  poet,  this 
weeli  received  the  1983  Religious  Freedom 
Award  from  The  Institute  on  Religion  and 
Democracy,  which  rightly  recognizes  that 
some  modem  verse  is  considerably  more 
than  frivolous  sophistication.  Prom  Valla- 
dares. who  spent  22  years  in  Castro's  pris- 
ons, there  came  what  amounts  to  a  new  look 
at  Dante's  inferno. 

Valladares  has  had  plenty  of  opportunity 
to  gather  material.  He  was  charged  in  1960 
with  the  illegal  possession  of  firearms  and 
explosives.  He  didn't  have  any.  But  after 
two  15-mlnute  interrogations,  he  was  sen- 
tenced to  30  years. 

He  shared  a  dungeon  with  350  other  pris- 
oners and  countless  leeches,  licks  and  bed- 
bugs. He  was  allowed  one  bath  a  month  and 
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fed  rations  of  cattle  feed.  Later,  there  was  a 
small  cell  with  steel  where  the  windows 
once  were,  and  lights— ten  in  a  row— burning 
day  and  night.  Also,  for  46  days  straight,  no 
food.  And  resulting  paralysis.  Years  of  this. 

Here  is  the  poet's  response:  Work,  some- 
times written  in  blood,  smuggled  out  and 
sent  around  the  world.  So.  for  all  of  us.  a 
look  at  Cuban  efficiency:  "The  dead  were 
perfectly  murdered  .  .  .  the  heads  were  per 
fectly  broken."  And  a  musing  on  the  captive 
soul:  "But  the  narrower  my  physical  space, 
the  broader  my  spiritual  horizons  .  .  .  My 
situation  is  difficult,  but  I  feel  I  am  a  free 
man." 

Now  his  freedom  Is  physical  as  well  as 
spiritual.  The  other  night,  among  friends  in- 
cluding Ambassador  Jeane  Kirkpalrick.  an 
old  supporter,  the  poet  Valladares  :itood  as 
another  witness  to  the  nature  of  the  com- 
munist enterprise.  And  to  the  resilience  of 
the  human  spirit. 

Remarks   by   Armando   Valladares.   Cuban 
Poet  and  Prisoner  or  Conscience.  Con 

rERENCE   ON    RELIGIOUS    FREEDOM    EaST    AND 

West 

My  dear  friends:  For  reasons  which  I  will 
share  with  you  later,  this  award  which  you 
are  giving  me  tonight  has  a  very  special  sig- 
nificance for  my  brothers  in  Castro's  pris- 
ons. Before  discussing  this.  I  would  like  to 
share  some  thoughts  about  my  personal  re- 
ligious experience. 

I  was  unjustly  imprisoned  when  I  was  23 
years  old.  accused  of  crimes  that  I  never 
committed.  At  that  time  my  religious  con- 
victions were  genuine,  but  probably  superfi- 
cial. My  religious  beliefs  had  l)een  learned 
at  home  and  at  school,  in  the  way  a  child 
learns  good  manners  or  the  alphabet.  Never- 
theless, that  minimal  religious  conviction 
singled  me  out  as  an  enemy  of  the  Cuban 
communist  revolution,  and  somehow  helped 
convince  my  judges  and  accusers  that  I  was 
a  potentially  dangerous  adversary. 

However,  as  soon  as  I  was  in  prison.  I 
began  to  feel  a  substantial  change  in  my  re- 
ligious beliefs.  In  the  first  place,  I  embraced 
God.  perhaps  for  fear  of  losing  my  life,  since 
I  was  in  danger  of  being  executed. 

Today,  twenty-two  years  after  those 
nights  of  horror  and  fear,  that  way  of  ap- 
proaching Christ  seems  to  me  human  but 
incomplete.  Later.  I  had  another  Christian 
experience:  grieved  with  pain.  I  saw  many 
young  people— most  of  them  farmers  and 
students— die.  shouting  "Long  Live  Christ 
the  King! " 

I  realized  then  that  Christ  could  be  of 
help.  Not  merely  by  saving  my  life,  but  also 
giving  my  life,  and  my  death  if  that  was  the 
case,  an  ethical  sense  that  would  dignify 
them. 

I  believe  that  it  was  at  that  particular 
moment,  and  not  before,  when  Christianity, 
besides  t>eing  a  religious  faith,  became  a  way 
of  life  that  in  my  own  circumstances  result- 
ed in  resistance.  Resisting  torture,  resisting 
confinement,  resisting  hunger,  and  even  re- 
sisting the  constant  temptation  to  join  the 
political  rehabilitation  and  indoctrination 
programs  that  would  end  my  predicament. 

But.  resistance  as  a  Christian  could  not 
become  a  blind  form  of  temerity,  nor  of  per- 
sonal courage,  but  a  thoughtful  and  calm 
stance  in  defense  of  my  democratic  beliefs;  a 
firm  commitment  to  maintaining  my  dignity 
and  self-respect,  even  in  the  bottom  of  a 
cell,  naked  and  being  turned  into  human 
refuse. 

To  be  Christian  under  those  circum- 
stances meant  that  I  could  not  hale  my  tor- 
mentors: it  meant  to  maintain  the  belief  the 
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suffering  was  meaningful  because  If  man 
gives  up  his  moral  and  religious  values,  or  if 
he  allows  himself  to  be  carried  by  a  desire  to 
hate  or  for  revenge,  his  existence  loses  all 
meaning. 

I  should  add  that  this  experience  has  not 
been  mine  only— I  saw  dozens  of  Christians 
suffering  and  dying— committed  like  myself, 
to  maintaining  their  dignity  and  their  rich- 
ness of  spirit  beyond  misery  and  pain. 

Today.  I  remember  with  emotion  Gerardo 
Gonzalez,  a  Protestant  preacher,  who  knew 
by  heart  whole  Biblical  passages  and  who 
would  copy  them  by  hand  to  share  with  his 
brothers  in  belief.  I  cannot  forget  this  man 
who  all  of  us  called  "Brother  in  Faith. "  He 
interposed  himself  before  a  burst  of  ma- 
chinegun  fire  to  save  other  prisoners  who 
were  beaten  in  what  is  known  now  as  the 
massacre  of  Boniato  prison. 

Gerardo  repeated,  before  dying,  the  words 
said  by  Christ  on  the  cross:  "Forgive  them. 
Father,  for  they  know  not  what  they  do  ". 
And  all  of  us.  when  the  blood  had  dried, 
struggled  with  our  consciences  to  attain 
something  so  difficult  yet  so  beautiful:  the 
ability  to  forgive  our  enemies. 

For  God.  there  are  no  impossibles.  Nor  are 
there  impossibilities  for  those  who  love  and 
seek  God.  The  more  ferocious  the  hate  of 
my  jailers,  the  more  my  heart  would  fill 
with  love  and  a  faith  that  gave  me  strength 
to  support  everything:  but  not  with  the  con- 
formist or  masochistic  attitude;  rather,  full 
of  joy.  internal  peace  and  freedom  because 
Christ  walked  with  me  in  my  cell. 

At  the  beginning  of  these  brief  words.  I 
said  that  the  honor  which  you  bestow  upon 
me  today  would  have  special  significance  for 
Cuba's  political  prisoners.  I'd  like  to  tell  you 
why. 

During  those  years,  with  the  purpose  of 
forcing  us  to  abandon  our  religious  beliefs 
and  to  demoralize  us.  the  Cuban  communist 
indoctrinators  repeatedly  used  the  state- 
ments of  support  for  Castro's  revolution 
made  by  some  representatives  of  American 
Christian  churches.  Every  time  that  a  pam 
phlet  was  published  in  the  United  States, 
every  time  a  clergyman  would  write  an  arti- 
cle in  support  of  Fidel  Castro's  dictatorship, 
a  translation  would  reach  us  and  that  was 
worse  for  the  Christian  political  prisoners 
than  the  beatings  or  the  hunger. 

While  we  waited  for  the  solidarity  em- 
brace from  our  brothers  in  Christ,  incom- 
prehensively  to  us.  those  who  were  em- 
braced were  our  tormentors. 

Castro's  political  police  have  used  these 
statements  of  support  for  Castro  with  such 
skill  and  for  such  a  long  time  to  confuse  the 
prisoners  and  population  in  general,  that 
today  the  Chiistians  in  Cuba's  prisons 
suffer  not  only  the  pain  of  torture  and  isola 
tion  but  also  the  conviction  that  they  have 
been  deserted  by  their  brothers  in  faith. 

It  is  for  this  reason,  dear  friends,  that  I 
said  that  this  distinction  you  give  me  will  be 
very  important  for  all  Cuban  prisoners. 
When  it  is  known  in  Castro's  political  pris- 
ons, and  it  will  be  known,  they  will  all  be 
filled  with  joy.  They  will  feel  they  are  no 
longer  alone;  that  they  have  not  been  for- 
gotten; that  their  brothers  in  Christ  support 
them  from  afar.  Also  the  insidious  pam- 
phlets the  political  commissars  read  to  them 
containing  articles  signed  by  American  reli- 
gious leaders,  do  not  represent  the  opinion 
of  American  believers— but  the  point  of  view 
of  a  small  group.  We  also  have  to  forgive 
this  small  group,  because  they  probably  also 
.  .  know  not  what  they  do." 
The  lack  of  religious  freedom  in  Cuba  Is 
not  fully  known.  Freedom  is  an  all-encom- 


passing concept;  either  there  is  freedom  or 
there  Is  no  freedom  at  all. 

I  can  tell  you  that  there  Is  no  religious 
freedom  in  Cuba  today.  Some  Protestant 
churches  have  been  closed.  With  my  own 
eyes  I  saw  a  church  on  the  Isle  of  Pines 
turned  Into  a  warehouse  for  fertilizer.  The 
same  thing  happened  to  the  Catholic 
churches  of  Vlllanueva  and  San  Francisco. 

The  Seventh  Day  Adventlsts.  the  Congre- 
gations of  Gideon,  and  the  Jehovah's  Wit- 
nesses are  considered  counter-revolutionary 
'sects ".  If  they  are  discovered  engaging  in 
religious  acts  they  go  to  prison.  In  prison  I 
met  many  of  them.  One  was  jailed  for  tran- 
scribing Biblical  texU.  accused  of  "editing 
and  distributing  religious  propaganda. " 

The  celebration  of  Christmas  was  banned 
by  Castro  and  the  Christmas  tree  Is  also 
banned,  being  considered  a  religious  and 
counter-revolutionary  symbol. 

If  a  student  is  known  to  attend  church,  he 
is  expelled  from  the  University. 

If  a  young  child  talks  about  GOd  or  Christ 
with  his  classmates,  his  parents  are  called  to 
school  where  It  Is  explained  that  those  Ideas 
are  unscientific  and  remnants  of  an  obscu- 
rantist past. 

If  the  parents  Insist,  they  can  be  accused 
of  the  crime  of  Ideological  devlatlonlsm  ac- 
cording to  the  revolutionary  code. 

The  very  few  children  who  attend  cate- 
chism classes  are  warned  by  the  priests 
themselves  that  what  they  talk  about  In 
church  is  a  very  intimate  and  personal 
matter  and  that  under  no  circumstances 
should  they  talk  about  It  with  friends.  This 
Is  done  to  protect  the  children. 

I  want  to  ask  you  to  remember  my  broth- 
ers, my  fellow  prisoners  in  your  prayers,  es- 
pecially the  Protestant  pastor.  Humberto 
Noble  Alexander.  They  suffer  because  of 
their  ideas  and  beliefs  and  the  only  way  to 
help  them  Is  to  announce  to  the  world  that 
they  exist  and  are  humiliated,  punished  and 
tortured.  To  remain  silent  will  never  bring 
them  out  of  prison.  Only  a  campaign  to 
make  the  public  aware  and  to  apply  public 
pressure  can  set  them  free.  My  own  case 
demonstrates  as  much. 

To  finish.  I'd  like  to  read  from  another 
much  more  successful  writer  than  I.  who 
also  knows  of  persecutions.  St.  Matthew: 

"Blessed  are  you  when  men  shall  revile 
you.  and  persecute  you.  and  shall  say  all 
manner  of  evil  against  you  falsely  for  my 
sake.  Rejoice,  and  be  exceedingly  glad;  for 
great  Is  your  reward  In  heaven;  for  so  perse- 
cuted they  the  prophets  which  were  before 
you.— Matthew  5:11.  12.« 


CAPTI'VE  NATIONS  WEEK 
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Daily  news  reports  during  the  past  2 
years  from  Poland  and  Afghanistan, 
for  example,  have  served  as  frequent 
reminders  of  the  plight  of  the  millions 
upon  millions  of  persons  deprived  of 
liberties  we  so  often  take  for  granted. 
Captive  Nations  Week,  however,  helps 
remind  us  of  the  many  other  nations 
in  similar  straits— the  Baltic  States, 
Ukraine.  Albania,  Czechoslovakia,  Bul- 
garia, and  too  many  others— who  are 
not  spotlighted  regularly  by  daily 
news  reports. 

This  week,  therefore,  is  an  opportu- 
nity for  us  to  again  express  our  soli- 
darity with  those  who  continue  to  seek 
basic  freedoms  and  an  occasion  for  us 
to  appreciate  our  blessings  and  to  re- 
commit ourselves  to  our  goals  of  pro- 
moting freedom,  human  rights,  and  in- 
dividual dignity  around  the  globe. 

It  is  an  occasion  to  reaffirm  our  com- 
mitment to  provide— as  we  have  in 
recent  years— as  much  humanitarian 
aid  as  possible  to  the  people,  as  op- 
posed to  the  governments,  of  nations 
like  Poland. 

It  is  also  an  occasion  to  reaffirm  our 
national  policy  of  continuing  to  exert 
pressure  on  the  Soviet  Union— in  every 
forum  and  at  every  opportunity— to 
ameliorate  its  repressive  policies  and 
to  achieve  meaningful  improvements 
in  its  record  on  human  rights. 

For  example,  the  Soviet  Union  con- 
tinues policies  of  repression  toward  its 
internal  dissidents  and  it  has  become 
apparent  the  Soviets  are  not  complete- 
ly honoring  their  obligations  estab- 
lished by  the  Helsinki  agreements. 
Thus,  we  must  continue  to  follow 
through  in  urging  the  Soviets  to  meet 
their  commitments  to  human  rights 
under  these  accords. 

It  has  always  struck  me  as  sadly 
ironic  that  during  this  month  when  we 
observe  Captive  Nations  Week  we 
Americans  also  observe  our  national 
independence.  We  must  continue  to 
work  and  hope  and  pray  that  in  time 
all  governments  will  share  our  belief 
that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and 
that  all  persons  around  the  world  will 
finally  experience  the  tremendous 
freedoms  Americans  have  enjoyed  for 
more  than  two  centuries.* 


HON.  HENRY  J.  NOWAK 


OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  18,  1983 

•  Mr.  NOWAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  during 
this  third  week  of  July  1983.  we  are 
marking  the  25th  anniversary  of  the 
observance  of  Captive  Nations  Week. 

Since  1959,  when  the  86th  Congress 
during  the  administration  of  President 
Eisenhower  enacted  Public  Law  86-90 
to  establish  Captive  Nations  Week, 
each  year  we  have  taken  this  time  to 
refocus  our  attention  and  express  our 
continuing  concerns  about  the  depri- 
vations and  sufferings  of  repressed 
peoples  living  under  totalitarianism. 


KEY  POLITICAL  MEDICAL 

ISSUES     AFFECTING      PRIVATE 
DOCTORS 


HON.  URRY  McDonald 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  MCDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  20  I  inserted  in  the  Record  ex- 
cerpts from  Dr.  Jose  L.  Garcia  Oiler's 
keynote  speech  at  the  16th  Annual 
Conference  of  the  General  Practition- 
er's Society  in  Australia  which  was 
held  in  Singapore  entitled  "The  Tyr- 
anny of  the  Bureaucracy  Versus  the 
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Freedom  of  Private  Doctors  and  Pa- 
tients." Dr.  Oiler,  founder  and  chair- 
man of  Private  Doctors  of  America, 
Inc.,  is  an  outspoken  critic  of  govern- 
ment involvement  in  the  health  care 
field  and  with  legitimate  reason.  Addi- 
tional comments  of  Dr.  Oiler  on  this 
subject  follow: 

PSRO:  Cookbook  Medicine 
PSRO  is  cookbook  medicine  that  invades 
the  basic  rights  of  private  practice:  privacy 
of  office  medical  records,  choice  of  treat- 
ment and  control  of  hospital  admissions.  In 
1970  the  American  Medical  Association  was 
anxious  to  get  Its  National  Health  Insur- 
ance plan  considered  by  Congress,  the  plan 
it  Introduced  even  before  Senator  Kennedy, 
the  AMA  was  told  by  Congress  (Ways  and 
Means  Committee)  that  it  had  to  put 
"teeth"  to  "discipline  doctors"  If  it  wanted 
its  NHl  bill  considered.  The  AMA  developed 
"PRO— Peer  Review  Organization  ":  a  pro- 
posal for  all  AMA  and  State  Medical  Soci- 
eties to  contract  with  the  Secretary  of  HHS 
to  peer  review  and  discipline  doctors.  The 
AMA  would  be  the  official  agent  of  govern- 
ment to  regulate  and  control  doctors. 

The  AMA  presented  its  "PRO  "  proposal 
to  Senator  Bennett  from  Utah  and  Senator 
Long  from  Louisiana— it  became  the 
"PSRO"  law,  enacted  in  1972.  PDA  testified 
against  PSRO  each  year  since  1970.  PSRO 
is  a  detailed  federal  rulebook  written  under 
AMA  contract  with  government  for  $2  mil- 
lion for  the  diagnosis  and  treatment  of  all 
disease.  The  rulebook  started  with  the  Med- 
ical Care  Foundations  in  California,  who  de- 
vised a  rulebook  for  review  on  behalf  of  In- 
surance companies  with  whom  they  con- 
tracted. The  first  example  is  the  algorithm 
for  the  Treatment  for  Diagnosis  No.  1,  the 
Common  Cold.  Uncomplicated,  as  taken 
from  Congressional  Testimony  in  1970  by 
Dr.  Donald  Harrington.  President  of  the 
California  San  Joaquin  Foundation,  a 
PSRO  prototype. 

Treatment  of  the  federal  common  cold  ac- 
cording to  these  guidelines  cost  $44.  For  the 
US  population:  $34  billion.  At  that  time. 
thU  exceeded  the  cost  of  all  care  for  all  dis- 
eases In  the  entire  US!  So  much  for  those 
PSRO  savings.  We  have  383  diagnoses,  ac- 
cording to  1983  HEW. 

Government  "cost  control "  programs 
always  Increase  costs.  The  Cornell  Universi- 
ty report  by  Dr.  McSherry  to  PDA  disclosed 
that  it  cost  $34,197  to  find  one  patient  with 
an  unjustifiably  long  length  of  stay. 

To  document  PSRO  fraud  and  failure,  re- 
cently for  Testimony  in  Congress  I  wrote 
the  book  entitled  "PSRO.  the  $8  Billion 
Hoax".  Reviewing  the  estimates  given  by 
the  PSRO  proponents  (foundations,  some 
medical  societies)  in  official  Congressional 
testimony.  $8  billion  were  to  be  saved  by 
1981.  The  net  amount  saved,  according  to 
Congressional  Budget  Office,  General  Ac- 
counting Office  of  Government,  etc.— $0. 
The  PSROs  were  estimated  to  spend  $1.40 
to  save  $1.  34  of  39  PSROs  were  Investigated 
for  Inadequate  accounting.  Nashville  PSRO 
was  probed  for  fraud.  Massachusetts  PSRO 
was  Instructed  to  fire  all  Its  main  officers. 

PDA  presented  the  alternative  of  freedom 
to  PSRO  to  our  404  member  medical  staffs, 
medical  societies  and  44.000  doctors:  one 
simply  did  not  have  to  participate  in  PSRO. 
As  a  result,  in  our  state  of  Louisiana,  out  of 
130  private  hospitals,  only  four  medical 
staffs  voted  to  "volunteer"  to  do  PSRO. 
PSRO  was  "repealed  "  In  1982— (they  just 
changed  the  name  of  QCPRO)— and  so  far 
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there  is  no  funding  for  QCPRO  or  PSRO  in 
President  Reagan's  1983  budget  (Feb.  1983). 
Some  are  surviving  because  Congress  has 
not  approved  a  final  national  budget  yet  for 
1983.  PSROs  have  recently  invented  a  list  of 
31  reasons  to  allow  a  patient  to  stay  in  the 
hospital  as  an  "acute  patient". 

True  Peer  Review  can  only  exist  when 
performed  by  the  medical  profession  for  in- 
ternal quality  control,  education  and  im- 
provement of  patient  care.  It  ceases  to  exist 
when  performed  as  Fiscal  Review  for  the 
profit  interest  of  third  parties.  Peer  Review 
must  remain  confidential  and  is  not  to  be 
made  available  to  third  parties. 

The  American  Medical  Association  has 
been  our  worst  enemy  in  our  battle  against 
government  regulation:  Certification  Utili- 
zation Review  and  PSRO.  It  supported  cer- 
tification and  utilization  review,  and  spon- 
sored PRO.  and  testified  for  PSRO  since 
1970  and  every  year  since  until  1981. 

TORCH  OK  LIBERTY 

So  far  in  our  review  of  PDA  action,  we 
protect  the  quality  of  medical  care,  analyze 
and  research  the  law  and  regulations, 
expose  the  deceptions  voiced  through  the 
media,  and  through  effective  litigation,  keep 
at  bay  those  who  would  enslave  us. 

But  individual  Liberty,  by  definition  re- 
quires individual  action.  Only  if  each  one  of 
us  implements  freedom  each  day  in  our  pri- 
vate office,  and  in  our  hospital  practice,  will 
private  and  independent  medicine  survive. 
We  must  therefore  learn  to  analyze  the 
siren  songs  used  to  tempt  us  to  accept  third 
party  contracts,  by  those  who  offer  us  "pro- 
tection from  competition",  through  HMOs 
and  IPAs— and  threaten  us  with  loss  of 
practice  if  we  do  not  join. 

HMO's 

Myth— Private  offices  should  be  restruc- 
tured into  new  economical  HMOs. 

Let  us  now  turn  into  third  party  contract 
medicine,  the  so-called  "Alternative  Health 
Care  Systems".  Alternatives,  that  is.  to  pri- 
vate and  independent  doctors.  Those  repre- 
sent identical  schemes  with  different  names: 
"Prepaid  Health  Plans"  and  "Closed  Panel 
Plar^"  (Kaiser  Plans):  and  "Contract  Prac- 
tice" and  "Medical  Care  Foundations". 
President  Nixon  wanted  a  new  name  to 
present  it  as  a  "new  plan"  in  his  State  of 
the  Union  Message,  and  thus  was  born  the 
term  "Health  Maintenance  Organization" 
(HMO).  As  HMOs  became  unpopular,  medi- 
cal societies  invented  the  name  IPA's  (Indi- 
vidual Practice  Associations).  We  now  have 
PPO's  (Preferred  Provider  Organizations), 
courtesy  of  California  legislators. 

All  the  names  are  euphemisms.  They  try 
to  cloak  the  third  party  scheme  with  the 
"appearance"  of  private  practice.  But  in 
each  of  these  schemes,  the  doctor  is  paid  by 
the  third  party,  not  by  the  patient.  The 
doctor  is  an  HMO  employee  if  salaried,  or  a 
HMO  contractor,  if  unsalaried.  The  HMO. 
not  the  patient,  pays  the  doctor. 

IPA's.  PPO's  fraudulently  extol  "fee-for- 
service"  billing— but  this  is  a  smoke  screen. 
The  doctor  receives  a  cheque  from  the  third 
party  HMO-IPA-PPO.  The  PPO  who  deter- 
mines the  conditions  of  service,  approves 
the  "fees-for-service"  and  peer  reviews  utili- 
zation. Each  of  these  schemes  in  turn  claims 
that  they  are  the  "saviors"  of  private  prac- 
tice: "our  last  chance"  to  remain  private. 
But  they  have  already  chosen  not  to  be  pri- 
vate. By  accepting  their  discounted  cheques, 
we  are  no  longer  in  private  practice.  We 
have  given  away  any  freedom  to  quality 
care,  to  our  own  independent,  unfettered 
professional  Judgement. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Common  to  these  HMO  schemes  are: 

1.  Fewer  hospital  visits. 

2.  Fewer  office  visits. 

3.  They  seldom  'break  even".  They  usual- 
ly self-destruct  in  five  years. 

4.  Figures  taken  from  the  Report  to  Con- 
gress of  HMOs  show:  Of  127  qualified  feder- 
al HMOs,  only  11  are  solvent  (Type  III).  253 
Total  Plans. 

5.  Deliberate  three  weeks  delay  in  ap- 
pointments in  the  "Group  Health"  in  Wash- 
ington. DC.  the  largest  and  oldest  HMO  on 
the  East  Coast  of  the  U.S.  It  declared  to  the 
Washington  Post  that  "built-in-appoint- 
ment delays"  are  deliberate,  because  they 
are  necessary  in  order  to  remain  financially 
sound. 

Kaiser  Facts:  Kaiser  follows  the  HMO 
rules  of  less  services  than  the  private  sector 
and  because  it  owns  the  hospitals  and  has 
the  doctors  on  salary,  it  can  make  a  profit. 

Is  that  why  they  are  called  "health  main- 
tenance organizations"?  In  three  weeks,  pa- 
tients are  either  well  or  long  ago  treated  by 
their  private  doctor— unless  they  were,  as 
described  by  Kaiser  Pounder.  Dr.  Sidney 
Garfeld.  "the  worried  well"  who  clog  the 
Kaiser  system. 

Yet  these  failed  "alternative  systems"  are 
daily  touted  in  the  media  as  "cost  effective", 
as  "new  systems",  as  "providing  more  serv- 
ices for  less  money".  And  you.  the  doctors, 
are  lured  into  a  "secure  cheque  each 
month",  or  intimidated  that  "if  you  don't 
join,  you'll  lose  your  practice  to  colleagues 
who  do "'. 

Time  and  again  the  schemes  will  fail— con- 
tract groups  simply  cannot  deliver  more 
quality  care  at  lower  cost  than  the  efficient 
private  doctor.  Witness  the  Michigan  HMO 
disaster  of  1982.  Doctors  lost  $3.5  million, 
hospitals  $2.5  million.  As  each  fails,  another 
newly-named  scheme  will  be  ready  to  intimi- 
date doctors  into  joining.  "Medical  soci- 
eties" will  also  often  urge  you  to  join  "this 
new  wave  of  the  future— because  times  have 
changed".  Witness  the  Minnesota  News:  In 
this  "HMO  capital  of  the  world",  the  seven 
HMOs  are  now  falling  on  hard  times  and 
laying  off  doctors  .  .  . 

But  the  deception,  the  fraud  against  our 
patients  has  not  changed,  and  is  ever  touted 
by  the  media  as  a  "cost-control  solution". 
You.  the  private  doctor,  must  hold  fast  to 
the  changing  principles  that  private  medical 
care  under  a  mutually  agreed  fee  for  service 
provides  quality  care  at  the  most  reasonable 
cost  and  centered  on  what  our  patients  need 
and  want,  not  what  the  government  or 
HMO  review  committee  dictates. 

Two  recent  programs  deserve  your  consid- 
eration: "Quality  Assurance"  by  the  JCAH; 
and  the^  lastest  government  program,  "pay 
by  the  numl)ers",  or  the  "DRG's". 

JCAH— "QUALITY  ASSURANCE" 

Over  the  years,  the  JCAH  (Joint  Commis- 
sion on  Accreditation  of  Hospitals)  has  been 
challenged  repeatedly  by  PDA.  because  it 
acts,  not  as  the  private  consultant  it  says  it 
is.  but  as  an  agent  of  government  to  imple- 
ment the  very  programs  we  fight. 

The  JCAH  is  composed  of  members  from 
the  AMA.  AHA.  ACS.  ACP  and  ADA.  and 
has  t>een  responsible  for  implementation  of 
rulebook  utilization  review.  PSRO.  and 
quantitative  medical  audits  with  criteria, 
norms  and  standards.  When  the  government 
invents  a  new  "voluntary"  program  to  regu- 
late the  profession,  the  JCAH  soon  makes  it 
one  of  its  "guidelines".  Hospitals  nourish 
the  deception  that  Accreditation  by  JCAH  is 
■'required  for  payment"  of  the  hospital. 
This  myth  is  the  source  of  JCAH  clout  and 
submission  of  the  profession. 
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The  latest  device  for  control  of  doctors  by 
JCAH  is  the  "Quality  Assurance"  Commit- 
tee. A  JCAH  requirement,  most  hospitals 
are  deceiving  doctors  into  participating  in  "a 
joint,  hospital-wide  committee"  composed  of 
the  administration,  nurses,  and  non-medical 
departments,  for  the  purpose  of  assurance 
of  quality  care.  Since  doctors  will  always  be 
the  outvoted  minority,  this  QAP-trap  is  de- 
signed to  place  the  doctors  under  the  con- 
trol of  lay  administrators  and  staff. 

The  PDA  recommendation  is  the  medical 
staff  will  have  its  own.  independent  Quality 
Assurance  Committee.  There  shall  also  be 
separate,  non-medical  and  administrative 
Hospital  Staff  Quality  Assurance  commit- 
tee, without  doctors.  This  PDA  scheme  is 
also  "approved"  in  the  JCAH  QA  Manual, 
but  it  is  rarely  mentioned  to  the  staffs  by 
Hospital  administrators. 

DRG's 

What  doctors  need  to  know  about  DRG's. 
Proposed  Medicare  Hospital  pay  plan  may 
alter  medical  practice. 

The  latest  refinement  in  government  reg- 
ulation of  medical  care  now  sweeping  the 
United  States  in  the  form  of  President  Rea- 
gan's recommendation  to  Congress  (Dec. 
1982)  is  called  the  DRG's  Program.  It  was 
an  outgrowth  of  State  Regulatory  Commis- 
sions that  set  payments  for  hospitals.  The 
first  experiment  was  to  fix  the  hospital 
room  rate  to  cut  costs.  Hospitals  simply  in- 
creased the  costs  of  non-hospital  room 
costs— so-called  ancillary  services.  The 
result— no  savings.  After  rate-setting  for  sev- 
eral years,  the  north-eastern  states  still 
have  the  highest  hospital  costs  in  the  coun- 
try. 

"Dregs"  as  we  shall  call  them  here— stand 
for  467  Diagnosis-related  Groups,  originally 
devised  by  Yale  University.  The  government 
will  now  pay  hospitals  a  national  cost  aver- 
age on  a  "per  case"  basis  by  diagnosis,  ad- 
justed to  local  labor  wage  variations  on  383 
"DREGS".  It  is  not  certain  whether  the 
New  Jersy  program  has  saved  costs,  now  in 
its  third  year  of  experiment. 

No.  59.  Tonsillectomies  get  $1.500— wheth- 
er it  costs  that  hospital  $500  or  $3,000.  Hip 
replacements— let's  say  $3,000— instead  of 
some  for  $2,000  and  some  for  $8,000.  Appen- 
dectomy is  No.  167.  if  complicated.  No.  165. 

In  response  to  the  complaints  of  patients 
receiving  bills  for  thousands  of  dollars  for  a 
simple  thumb  fracture,  the  system  now  has 
refinements  as  to  region,  hospital  case-mix, 
secondary  diagnosis,  and  expectations  as  to 
very  short  or  very  long  stays.  Perhaps,  after 
another  100  qualifiers,  some  one  may  figure 
that  they  are  right  back  where  they  should 
be:  paying  each  patient's  bill.  This  will  allow 
price-competition  between  hospitals,  and 
the  free  market  will  bring  the  price  down, 
like,  deregulation  has  done  for  the  oil  crisis. 

But  the  government  insists  that  we  cain't 
trust  the  market,  it's  too  expensive  to  pay 
each  bill,  we'll  just  pay  by  the  numbers.  As 
a  result,  hospitals  will  now  have  DRG  Peer 
Review  Committees,  to  review  individual 
physician  DRG  profiles,  policed  by  DRG 
nurse  co-ordinators.  The  doctor's  hospital 
privilege  will  depend  on  whether  he  saves 
money  for  the  hospital.  He  must  reduce  the 
number  of  tests  and  lower  the  lengths  of 
stay.  Quality  care  and  innovation  and  new 
equipment  will  disappear,  as  we  rush  to 
meet  the  most  cost-effective  and  most  reim- 
bursed diagnosis.  The  goal  of  hospital  ef- 
forts will  be  to  diplomatically  alter  physi- 
cian behavior  towards  providing  as  few  serv- 
ices as  possible  for  the  particular  DREG— 
the  hospital  keeps  the  difference! 


In  the  meantime,  back  at  the  ranch,  the 
AMA  and  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  are 
urging  doctors  to  join  a  new  plan:  "Health 
Care  Coalitions"  with  business,  labor 
unions.  Blue  Cross  and  private  insurers,  to 
"lower  the  cost  of  health  care  to  business". 
How?— by  instituting  "voluntary"  Health 
Planning.  PSRO  and  HMO,  of  course.  Do  we 
ever  learn  from  failure? 

Eternal  vigilance,  it  is  said,  is  the  price  of 
liberty.  That  Liberty  is  in  your  hands:  what 
you  do  every  day,  in  the  privacy  of  your 
medical  office  procedures,  with  third  par- 
ties. PDA  publishes  a  detailed  manual  of  of- 
fices procedures  to  expand  your  freedom 
and  strengthen  your  patient  relations.  The 
real  challenge,  however,  is  to  the  heart.  The 
battle  has  always  been  to  destroy  the  pro- 
fessional soul  of  the  doctor. 

I  leave  with  you,  as  a  parting  thought. 
President  Reagan's  question: 

"You  can't  socialize  doctors  without  so- 
cializing patienU.  My  plea  to  you  is  that  you 
do  not  subscribe  to  the  theory  of  inevitabil- 
ity. This  idea  that  mankind  would  give  up 
and  fight  only  a  rear-guard  action  in  a  stall 
for  a  little  more  time  was  Karl  Marx'  secret 
weapon.  If  you  won't  lead  in  the  resistance, 
you  who  have  the  most  to  lose,  how  can  the 
rest  of  us.  the  patients,  hold  out?  "• 
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of  the  Wilson  Memorial  Window  of 
the  Healing  Arts  in  the  National  Ca- 
thedral. Dr.  Karl  Menninger,  along 
with  Drs.  C.  F.  and  William  Men- 
ninger, are  represented  in  the  window 
lancet  representing  mental  health. 
The  window's  inscription,  "Friend  of 
Man"  most  appropriately  describes  Dr. 
Karl  Menninger.* 


DR.  KARL  MENNINGER 

HON.  PAT  ROBERTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  thank  my  colleague,  Mr.  Slattery, 
for  organizing  a  special  order  to  honor 
our  outstanding  fellow  Kansan,  Dr. 
Karl  Menninger.  It  is  a  privilege  to  as- 
sociate myself  with  the  remarks  others 
have  made  in  recognition  of  Dr.  Men- 
ninger's  contributions. 

This  Friday,  Dr.  Menninger  will  cele- 
brate his  90th  birthday.  It  would  take 
days  to  fully  recognize  the  many  con- 
tributions Dr.  Menninger  has  made 
throughout  his  career.  Karl  Men- 
ninger has  authored  more  than  a 
dozen  books  contributing  to  the  under- 
standing and  advancement  of  the  psy- 
chiatric profession.  Through  these 
books,  his  teachings,  public  lectures, 
numerous  articles,  and  the  countless 
patients  he  has  helped  directly,  he  has 
aided  thousands  of  individuals.  And,  as 
the  leader  of  his  profession  for  more 
than  60  years,  his  work  will  long  serve 
as  a  benchmark  in  the  mental  health 
community. 

Karl  Merminger  has  been  and  re- 
mains a  tireless  crusader.  In  addition 
to  his  works  in  the  mental  health 
field,  he  has  been  active  in  civic  orga- 
nizations, soil  conservation,  wildlife 
preservation,  and  American  Indian 
life,  just  to  mention  a  few  of  his  inter- 
ests. Dr.  Menninger  has  put  these  in- 
terests to  work  by  serving  on  the 
board  of  directors  for  more  than  20  or- 
ganizations. He  has  taught  at  six  uni- 
versities and  training  centers  and  has 
been  a  valuable  consultant  to  many 
private  and  Government  agencies. 

Not  long  ago.  Dr.  Menninger  was 
honored  in  this  city  at  the  dedication 


SOVIET  JEWS  NEED  HELP 

HON.  CHARLES  E.  SCHUMER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  a  letter  from  Seymour 
P.  Lachman  published  in  the  July  II 
edition  of  the  New  York  Times.  Mr. 
Lachman  is  the  university  dean  of  the 
City  University  of  New  York  and 
chairman  of  the  Greater  New  York 
Conference  on  Soviet  Jewry.  In  his  ar- 
ticle, Mr.  Lachman  provides  a  clear 
and  concise  account  of  newly  intensi- 
fied Soviet  anti-Semitism  as  well  as  a 
description  of  the  plights  of  dissidents 
losif  Begun  and  Aleksandr  Paritsky 
and  other  Soviet  refuseniks.  I  hope 
that  my  colleagues  will  take  the  time 
to  read  this  timely  and  informative  ar- 
ticle. 


Soviet  Jews  Need  Help 
(By  Seymour  P.  Lachman) 
The  position  of  the  Jews  of  the  Soviet 
Union  is  deteriorating  rapidly.  There  is 
growing  harassment  and  muzzling  of  cultur- 
al and  religious  expression  that  is  harsh 
even  by  Soviet  standards.  losif  Begun,  the 
mathematician,  has  been  arrested  and  faces 
a  third  trial  because  of  his  attempt  to  teach 
the  Hebrew  language,  which  has  been  inter- 
preted as  anti-Soviet  agitation  and  propa- 
ganda. Aleksandr  Paritsky.  an  engineer,  was 
arrested,  tried  and  found  guilty  for  the 
crime  of  defaming  the  Soviet  state  because 
he  organized  Jewish  cultural  and  education- 
al activities  in  the  Ukraine. 

Many  now  believe  that  this  oppression  is 
part  of  a  campaign  by  the  Soviet  authorities 
to  blot  out  the  collective  memory  of  the 
Jewish  people.  Anti-Semitic  statements 
have  also  become  more  prevalent  in  official- 
ly authorized  newspapers,  magazines,  books, 
military  publications  and  even  scientific 
journals. 

Recently,  "Invasion  Without  Arms."  an 
officially  sponsored  anti-Semitic  book,  was 
published  and  republished  in  150.000  copies 
in  Moscow.  It  characterizes  the  Old  Testa- 
ment of  the  Bible  as.  among  other  things, 
"an  unsurpassed  textbook  of  hypocrisy, 
treachery,  perfidy  and  moral  degeneracy- 
all  the  basest  human  qualities."  Even  the 
young  have  not  been  spared.  In  a  recent 
issue  of  Pionerskaya  Pravda— an  official 
publication  for  children  under  the  age  of 
14— the  authorities  repeat  these  anti-Semit- 
ic slanders. 

As  in  czarist  days,  Jews  are  prevented 
from  entering  Soviet  universities.  Two  social 
scientists,  Boris  Kanevsky  and  Valery  San- 
derov.  are  in  prison  for  undertaking  a  study 
that  revealed  that  Moscow  State  University 
practiced  anti-Semitism  in  its  admissions 
policy.  Compounding  the  situation  is  the 
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fact  that  Soviet  Jewish  emigration  has  prac- 
tically ceased.  Emigration,  which  had  risen 
to  51.320  in  1979.  dropped  to  2.688  last  year 
and  is  down  to  approximately  100  a  month 
this  year.  This  decline  of  Soviet  Jewish  emi- 
gration of  over  97  percent  bears  witness  to 
the  fact  that,  more  than  ever,  Russia  is  still 
the  "prisonhouse  of  peoples"  and  in  fla- 
grant violation  of  international  agreements, 
such  as  the  1975  Helsinki  Pinal  Act.  The 
Slate  Department  has  branded  as  "patently 
false  "  the  statement  by  the  newly  formed 
Soviet  Anti-Zionist  Committee  that  most 
Jews  who  wanted  to  leave  have  already  left. 
Our  State  Department  also  criticized  the 
Soviet  Union  for  "enlisting  people  of  Jewish 
ancestry  to  participate  in  their  anti-Semitic 
diatribes." 

In  fact.  Soviet  policy  is  even  more  restric- 
tive than  that  of  czarist  Russia,  which  prac- 
ticed anti-Semitism  but  permitted,  and  at 
times  even  encouraged,  large-scale  emigra- 
tion. This  safety  valve  no  longer  exists,  even 
though  more  than  300.000  Jews  have  begun 
the  administrative  process  they  hope  will 
lead  to  departure  from  the  Soviet  Union. 
Some  10.000  of  these  Jews  are  now  in  limbo 
because,  after  completing  the  process,  they 
discovered  that  their  request  to  leave  had 
been  turned  down.  Many  of  them  are  pro- 
fessionals—distinguished scientists,  scholars, 
artists    and    writers— who    have    been    dis- 
missed from  their  positions  because  of  their 
desire  to  leave.  We  know  them  as  refuse- 
niks. and  they  are  considered  pariahs  in 
Soviet   society.   The   more   fortunate   have 
found  jobs  as  building  custodians  or  sweep- 
ers in  movie  theaters.  Their  creative  talents 
have  gone  to  waste  since  they  are  denied 
access  to  laboratories,  libraries,  universities, 
scientific  institutes,  scholarly  journals  and 
recital  halls. 

And  yet  they  still  have  a  lifeline  to  the 
outside  world  because  the  American  Gov- 
ernment has  asked  members  of  its  diplomat- 
ic corps  in  the  Soviet  Union  to  establish 
regular  and  sustained  contact  with  these 
refuseniks.  This  on-going  expression  of  con- 
cern and  solidarity  has  helped  give  the  re- 
fuseniks a  sense  of  dignity  and  an  awareness 
that  they  are  not  alone.  Recently  a  letter  of 
protest  was  submitted  to  the  United  SUtes 
Embassy  in  Moscow  because  of  weekly  visits 
by  an  American  diplomat  to  Saturday 
evening  gatherings  outside  the  Moscow  syn- 
agogue. The  protest  drew  a  strong  response 
from  Ambassador  Arthur  A.  Hartman.  who 
obser\'ed  that  the  diplomat  was  acting  on 
his  instructions  to  gather  information  that 
would  broaden  the  embassy's  understanding 
of  Soviet  and  Jewish  affairs. 

The  refuseniks'  isolation  could  be  further 
broken  and  spirits  raised  if  diplomats  from 
other  nations,  such  as  our  NATO  allies  and 
other  democracies  in  the  world,  were  to  es- 
tablish similar  contacts  with  them. 

Until  the  Soviet  Union  agrees  to  halt  the 
persecution  of  its  JewUh  minority,  it  is  im- 
perative that  free  nations  raise  the  issue  in 
all  forums.  Furthermore,  diplomats  of  all 
democratic  countries  stationed  in  the  Soviet 
Union  should  be  encouraged  to  meet  with 
refuseniks.  thus  focusing  on  their  condition 
and  decreasing  their  isolation.* 


JMI 
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NATIONAL  BETA  CLUB  WEEK 


HON.  CARROLL  A.  CAMPBELL,  JR. 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
introducing  a  bill  today  which  author- 
izes and  requests  the  President  to  de- 
clare the  week  of  March  4.  1984.  as 
"National  Beta  Club  Week." 

In  light  of  the  abundance  of  recent 
discussion  on  the  shortcomings  of  edu- 
cation in  the  United  States,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  acknowledge  the 
laudable  achievements  of  the  National 
Beta  Club.  The  Beta  Club  is  an  organi- 
zation dedicated  to  the  positive  accom- 
plishments of  high  school  students 
and  encourages  such  enviable  charac- 
teristics as  leadership  and  personal  in- 
tegrity. All  that  the  Beta  Club  stands 
for  is  comprised  in  its  motto,  "Let  us 
lead  by  serving  others." 

I  am  particularly  pleaised  to  honor 
the  National  Beta  Club  because  its  ori- 
gins and  headquarters  are  located  in 
my  congresional  district.  John  West 
Harris  founded  the  Beta  Club  in  Lan- 
drum.  S.C.  on  January  9.  1934,  with 
the  intent  of  recognizing  students  who 
excel  in  leadership,  character,  and 
achievement.  Since  its  original  mem- 
bership of  15,  the  organization  has 
grown  to  include  more  than  200.000 
young  people  and  over  1.5  million 
alumni.  There  are  now  4,500  chapters 
in  36  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  all  Americans  to  acknowledge  scho- 
lastic excellence  and  service  to  others. 
Thus,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  support  of  this  bill  to  honor  the  Na- 
tional Beta  Club  during  the  year  of  its 
50th  anniversary.0 


JERRY  WEINTRAUB 


HON.  MEL  LEVINE 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  LEVINE  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  last  Sunday,  the  Washington 
Post  featured  an  article  about  a  good 
friend  of  mine.  Jerry  Weintraub.  It  ac- 
curately paints  a  portrait  of  a  unique 
and  impressive  man. 

Jerry  Weintraub  embodies  the  Hora- 
tio Alger  legend.  He  began  his  career 
in  show  business  as  a  page  at  NBC. 
Today  he  is  one  of  the  most  successful 
and  respected  men  in  the  entertain- 
ment industry. 

His  list  of  professional  accomplish- 
ments provides  a  clear  indication  that 
the  success  he  has  realized  is  well  de- 
served. He  serves  as  manager  to  such 
entertainers  as  Bob  Dylan.  John 
Denver,  Neil  Diamond,  and  the  Beach 
Boys.  He  has  produced  such  hit  movies 
as    "Diner,"    "Nashville,"    and    "Oh 
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God."  He  is  now  promoting  cultural 
exchanges  between  the  United  States, 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  China  to  help 
foster  better  communication  and  un- 
derstanding between  the  three  na- 
tions. 

But  the  real  measure  of  Jerry  Wein- 
traub lies  not  in  his  professional  ac- 
complishments but  his  dedication  to 
his  family  and  his  fellow  man.  He  is 
married  to  a  marvelous  woman,  the 
former  Jane  Morgan.  Jerry  and  Jane 
are  blessed  with  four  children,  Mi- 
chael. Julie,  Jamie  and  Jody. 

He  finds  time  in  his  busy  schedule  to 
work  on  behalf  of  organizations  such 
as  St.  John's  Hospital  and  the  Holo- 
caust Committee  which  sponsors  the 
Martyrs  Memorial  and  Museum  here 
in  Washington.  He  chairs  the  Los  An- 
geles Israel  Bonds  Committee  and  does 
remarkable  work  on  its  behalf. 

Clearly,  he  is  a  man  of  boundless 
energy,  real  compassion,  and  keen  in- 
telligence. I  value  his  friendship  and 
his  counsel. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  print  the  Washington  Post's 
article  in  the  Congressional  Record 
and  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  with 
me  in  paying  tribute  to  Jerry  Wein- 
traub. 

The  article  follows: 
tProm  the  Washington  Post,  July  17,  1983) 
On  the  Hollywood  Express— Jerry  Wein- 
traub. Promoter  With  the  Motor  Run- 
ning 

(By  Eric  Estrin) 
Jerry  Weintraub  rarely  sleeps  more  than 
four  or  five  hours  a  night:  he  doesn't  have 
time  for  it.  But  on  the  night  before  tickets 
went  on  sale  for  Neil  Diamond's  recent  Los 
Angeles  concert  series.  Weintraub  was  too 
hopped-up  to  sleep  at  all. 

He  got  out  of  bed  at  4:30  as  usual  and 
skimmed  the  paper  while  watching  the 
morning  news,  which  a  receiving  dish  next 
to  his  Malibu  home  picks  up  by  satellite 
from  New  York.  Still  suffering  the  effects  of 
a  nasty  cold,  he  skipped  his  five-mile  run 
and  customary  horseback  ride  and  called  his 
chauffeur  for  a  ride  to  the  concert  hall. 

At  6:30  or  so.  when  Weintraubs  Maserati 
arrived  at  the  Los  Angeles  Forum,  a  line  was 
beginning  to  form  outside  the  ticket 
window.  Weintraub.  who  is  Diamond's  man- 
ager, settled  some  last-minute  details  at  the 
arena  and  then,  when  tickets  went  on  sale 
at  10  a.m.,  allowed  himself  some  time  in  the 
l)ox  office  to  watch  patrons  fork  over  up  to 
$15.50  apiece  to  watch  his  client  perform. 

"Things  like  this  are  what  motivate  me." 
he  explains  later  that  day  in  his  posh  Bever- 
ly Hills  office.  "To  do  $2  million  worth  of 
business  in  one  day.  in  one  little  place, 
knowing  that  I'm  probably  doing  $10  mil- 
lion elsewhere— that  motivates  me.  And  I'm 
right  there  in  the  box  office  watching 
people  throw  their  money  in— to  me.  that's 
why  I  get  up  in  the  morning." 

It  should  be  noted  that  despite  his  enthu- 
siasm, this  is  not  the  only  big  deal  on  Wein- 
traub's  agenda.  Already  today,  after  leaving 
the  Porum.  he  has  spent  time  at  MGM  Stu- 
dios overseeing  production  of  a  television 
series  based  on  the  film  "Diner."  which  he 
produced.  Prom  there  he  met  with  George 
Hamilton,  a  client  of  his.  for  whom  he  re- 
cently landed  a  CBS  pilot.  Next  he  lunched 
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with  old  friend  James  Caan  at  a  meeting  of 
the  Holocaust  Committee  about  the  Mar- 
tyrs Memorial  and  Museum  to  be  estab- 
lished in  Washington,  a  project  in  which 
they're  both  actively  involved. 

Then,  after  participating  in  a  board  meet- 
ing at  St.  John's  Hospital,  another  of  his 
charitable  causes,  he  finally  arrived  at  his 
office  and  began  returning  as  many  as  possi- 
ble of  the  200-odd  phone  messages  that  pile 
up  daily.  Before  meeting  with  a  reporter  at 
3:30.  he  found  time  to  arrange  a  deal  for  his 
latest  project— a  big-budget  Broadway  play, 
"Madame  Rosa,"  which  he  will  coproduce 
later  this  year. 

Incredible  as  it  may  seem,  this  is  nothing 
more  than  a  typical  day's  work  for  Wein- 
traub: Arguably  the  most  powerful  single 
figure  in  California's  entertainment  indus- 
try, his  wholly  owned  umbrella  company 
Management  III  seems  to  be  a  veritable 
clearinghouse  for  all  of  Hollywood's  busi- 
ness. 

"The  best  in  the  business  as  far  as  I'm 
concerned."  says  John  Denver,  a  client.  And 
Guy  McElwaine.  president  of  Columbia  Pic- 
tures, puts  it  this  way:  "There  aren't  many 
people  doing  what  he  does,  and  I  don't  know 
any  in  Jerry's  league. 

"One  thing  that's  great  about  Jerry  is  he 
never  wastes  your  time  ...  He  doesn't  have 
time  to  waste." 

So  why  a  man  in  Weintraubs  position 
would  lose  sleep  over  a  cant-miss  concert 
promotion  like  Diamond's  (he  sold  out  seven 
shows  by  the  weekend,  four  that  first  day) 
probably  says  something  about  how  he 
became  such  a  heavy  Hollywood  power 
broker  in  the  first  place:  I  don't  care  what 
anybody  tells  you,"  he  says.  "In  every  suc- 
cessful man  that  I've  met— and  I've  met  a 
lot  of  great,  successful  men— there's  a  sales- 
man inside  him  wanting  to  get  out.  There's 
that  entrepreneur  in  there,  and  he  wants  to 
watch  the  products  that  he  develops  hit  the 
marketplace.  He  wants  to  watch  people  buy 
them. 

Til  bet  the  chairman  of  the  board  of  IBM 
at  some  point  goes  into  a  store  and  watches 
somebody  buy  a  typewriter.  I  know  that  Lee 
lacocca,  who's  a  guy  I  have  a  lot  of  respect 
for,  I  know  that  he  must  want  to  sit  in  a 
Chrysler  showroom  and  peek  out  the  door 
and  see  these  convertibles  get  sold.  I  have  a 
lot  of  businesses  and  I  make  a  lot  of  money 
and  it's  great,  but  every  once  in  a  while  you 
like  to  get  in  the  trenches  and  see  what  the 
hell's  going  on  out  there.  You've  got  to  deal 
with  the  people." 

And  deal  Weintraub  does— from  a  position 
of  strength.  In  rapid-fire.  30-second  phone 
conversations  starting  before  dawn  some- 
times to  the  East  Coast,  he  speaks  in  a  de- 
liberate, basso  profundo  reminiscent  of  his 
one-time  client  Sylvester  Stallone  (they 
split  almost  immediately  over  a  "personality 
thing").  For  convenience.  Weintraub  keeps 
about  40  telephones,  each  with  six  or  seven 
lines,  around  his  Malibu  estate.  "Blue 
Heaven'"— including  the  ones  in  the  bath- 
rooms, sauna  and  whirlpool,  but  not  the 
ones  in  the  fleet  of  fancy  cars. 

Immaculately  dressed  in  European-cut 
suits,  and  looking  tanned,  fit  and  vigorous 
at  45.  he's  obviously  come  a  long  way  since 
his  youth  In  the  Bronx,  though  he  still  re- 
tains the  accent,  the  boyish  exuberance  and 
an  abrupt,  down-to-business  demeanor.  But 
Weintraub  makes  it  a  point  to  be  accessible 
to  almost  everyone  and  never  to  stand  on 
ceremony.  Among  the  many  satisfied  clients 
who  appreciate  his  style  to  the  tune  of  up  to 
15  percent  of  their  incomes:  Bob  Dylan,  the 
Beach  Boys,  the  Moody  Blues. 


He  has  staged  concerts  for  the  giants  of 
the  music  business,  beginning  with  Elvis 
Presley  and  continuing  through  Led  Zeppe- 
lin. Eric  Clapton  and  the  Bee  Gees  all  the 
way  to  Frank  Sinatra. 

And  music  is  just  the  beginning  of  Wein- 
traub's  act.  He  has  also  produced  quite  a 
few  major  Hollywood  films  (""Nashville." 
""Oh.  God")  and  had  a  hand  in  who-knows- 
how-many  more.  A  company  he  set  up  with 
former  NBC  sports  executive  Don  Ohlmeyer 
is  shaping  up  as  a  pioneering  supplier  in  the 
young  cable  television  industry.  And  in  a 
recent  coup,  he  announced  his  Intention  to 
help  bring  about  nothing  less  than  world 
peace  (in  addition  to  earning  another 
bundle  of  money  for  himself)  by  teaming  up 
with  Industrialist  Armand  Hammer  to  pro- 
mote cultural  exchange  among  the  U.S.,  the 
Soviet  Union  and  China. 

Weintraub  won't  discuss  how  wealthy 
these  transactions  have  made  him.  (In  fact, 
he  seems  uninterested  in  quantifying  any- 
thing about  himself— his  PR  firm  doesn't 
keep  a  bio  on  him;  he  even  disagrees  with 
his  wife  on  their  wedding  date.)  But  Wein- 
traub's  certainly  at  no  loss  for  personal 
comfort.  The  eight-acre  ocean-front  man- 
sion attests  to  that,  as  do  the  servants,  the 
stable  with  11  horses,  the  other  homes  In 
Beverly  Hills,  New  York.  Palm  Springs  and 
Maine,  and  the  party  invitations  he  and  his 
wife  regularly  turn  down. 

"It  took  me  years  to  be  able  to  get  up  in 
front  of  people  and  speak."  he  says.  "I'm 
still  very  shy. "  His  loner  attitude  even  ap- 
plies to  his  Industry's  most  gala  event,  the 
Academy  Awards  ceremony.  So  despite  the 
fact  that  his  picture  "Diner"  was  up  for  top 
screenplay  honors  in  April.  Weintraub  was 
at  home  in  bed  with  a  bag  of  barbecued 
potato  chips  and  a  beer. 

Nevertheless,  he  seems  to  know  everyone 
in  town,  and  he's  willing  to  make  a  few  posi- 
tive observations  about  his  celebrity  pals: 

Bob  Dylan— "The  most  perceptive  guy  I 
know.  He  doesn't  miss  a  thing." 

John  Denver— "My  best  friend  in  the 
world,  a  man  I  go  to  when  I'm  troubled." 

Frank  Sinatra— "The  best  thing  I  could 
say  about  Frank,  besides  the  fact  that  he  is 
without  question  one  of  our  great  legencis.  is 
that  he's  a  great  friend  and  a  stand-up  guy." 
George  Bush,  who  owns  a  home  near 
Weintraub's  in  Maine— ""I  hope  he's  presi- 
dent some  day.  I  consider  myself  a  leader, 
but  he's  a  man  I  would  follow." 

And  last,  of  course,  his  own  thumbnail 
sketch,  equally  succinct:  "I'm  perceptive.  I 
think,  and  persistent.  I'm  very  good  with 
people.  I'm  a  good  administrator,  a  good 
salesman— well,  probably  a  great  salesman 
.  .  .  Hey.  these  are  pretty  good  quotes  I'm 
giving  you.  aren't  they?" 

Inevitably,  the  self-confidence  shows  up  in 
his  business  negotiations.  "When  you  have 
'go-to-heir  money. "  he  explains,  "it's  easy  to 
say  'Go  to  hell.'  It  won't  mean  that  you're 
not  gonna  eat  tonight  or  your  children 
aren't  gonna  have  an  Inheritance  or  all  the 
things  that  other  people  have  to  worry 
about." 

Occasionally,  he  admits,  there  have  been 
setbacks— like  a  production  agreement  with 
Universal  that  spawned  a  flop  movie.  "All 
Night  Long. "  and  a  couple  of  TV  projects  no 
one's  ever  heard  of.  Weintraub  took  that 
one  hard  and  vows  to  wipe  the  slate  clean 
with  a  big  hit  for  the  studio.  He's  already 
made  a  start:  In  developing  "An  Officer  and 
a  Gentleman,"  a  film  he  did  not  produce,  he 
left  Unlversad  with  a  percentage  of  the  prof- 
Its.  The  picture  turned  out  to  be  one  of  last 
year's  biggest  hits. 
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Weintraub  takes  solace  in  that,  he  says, 
because  he  enjoys  sharing  the  wealth.  Part- 
ner Don  Ohlmeyer.  with  whom  he  recently 
formed  Intercontinental  Broadcast  Systems 
to  develop  a  projected  $150  million  worth  of 
cable  and  network  television  programming, 
appreciates  the  way  Weintraub  does  busi- 
ness. ""He  knows  what  he  wants  and  will  not 
let  anything  stand  In  his  way."  Ohlmeyer 
says,  ""and  yet,  people  aren't  alienated  by 
him  after  they've  made  a  deal." 

While  Weintraub  gladly  takes  credit 
where  it's  due,  he  never  fails  to  share  it 
with  his  family  for  Its  support.  He  remem- 
bers his  childhood  as  a  happy  one:  A  father 
who  could  sell  anything,  a  loving  mother 
and  brother— they  were  a  close-knit  group 
in  an  ethnic  neighborhood  where  people 
had  what  he  calls  "a  thirst  for  life. " 

A  streetwise  kid.  Weintraub  used  to  skip 
school  to  watch  Dorsey  or  Sinatra  play  the 
Paramount.  And  though  he  could  always 
talk  his  way  out  of  trouble,  he  also  knew 
how  to  handle  himself  in  a  scrap.  His  broth- 
er. Melvin.  who  is  two  years  younger  and 
now  works  with  their  father  selling  precious 
stones,  remembers  being  the  safest  kid  In 
the  Bronx.  ""Nobody  would  lay  a  hand  on 
me  for  fear  of  having  Jerry  to  contend 
with, "  Melvin  Weintraub  says. 

Weintraub  is  still  extremely  close  with  the 
folks  back  home,  but  his  protective  instincts 
are  best  left  for  his  three  young  adopted 
daughters.  (His  son  by  a  brief,  previous  mar- 
riage is  away  at  college.)  "His  whole  life  is 
his  family, "  says  his  wife,  the  former  Jane 
Morgan,  whose  career  as  a  torch  singer  and 
stage  performer  he  managed  in  the  "60s. 
"We  all  feel  that  total  dedication  and  con- 
cern." 

It  was  Weintraub's  business  sense  that 
originally  brought  them  together.  "I  saw 
right  away  that  he  was  an  unusual  sort  of 
man  and  that  he  was  going  to  be  very,  very 
successful, "  Jane  Weintraub  recalls  of  their 
early  professional  relationship.  "For  one 
thing,  he  had  the  creative  ability  to  go  with 
everything  else.  He  could  design  a  wardrobe 
for  me  or  see  a  whole  set  design  In  his  head 
just  as  easily  as  he  could  pick  up  a  phone 
and  book  a  date  for  me  in  Chicago. " 

He  also  had  a  flair  for  the  dramatic.  In 
the  years  before  they  were  married,  his  wife 
says,  her  lifelong  ambition  of  starring  on 
Broadway  had  taken  a  back  seat  to  her  sing- 
ing career  ("Fascination"  was  her  biggest 
hit).  Characteristically,  though,  her  future 
husband  would  not  let  anything  drop.  "One 
night  after  we  were  married.  Jerry  said  to 
me.  Come  on.  let's  go  for  a  walk.  I  want  to 
show  you  something.' "  she  remembers.  '"It 
was  about  midnight,  a  very  cold,  blustery 
night  in  New  York  City.  It  may  even  have 
been  snowing.  We  walked  about  three 
blocks  from  our  home  to  Seventh  and 
Broadway,  the  Winter  Garden  Theatre,  and 
there  it  was  on  the  marquee:  Jane  Morgan 
in  "Mame."  I  just  about  flipped. 

Weintraub  at  that  time  was  making  a 
name  for  himself  as  a  gritty  promoter  and  a 
top-notch  handler  of  musical  talent  in  New 
York.  Only  a  few  years  earlier  he  had  fin- 
ished a  stint  In  the  Air  Force,  straight  out 
of  high  school,  and  had  taken  his  first  job 
in  the  industry— as  a  page  at  NBC  studios. 
Within  six  months  he  found  a  job  In  the 
mall  room  at  the  William  Morris  agency. 
Two  weeks  later,  a  full-fledged  agent's  job 
opened  up  at  rival  MCA  and  Weintraub 
talked  his  way  In. 

Despite  his  contention  that  "I  learned 
about  the  business  when  the  doctor  took  me 
out  of  my  mother's  womb  and  slapped  me 
on  the  behind."  it  was  at  MCA  that  Wein- 
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traub  first  got  exposed  to  big-time  wheeling 
and  dealing.  Yet  after  only  a  couple  of  years 
he  struck  out  on  his  own  with  such  early  cli- 
ents as  the  Four  Seasons  and  Jane  Morgan. 
There  was  another  performer  Weintraub 
had  his  eye  on  too.  a  hip-shaking  rockabilly 
singer  out  of  Memphis  by  the  name  of  Elvis 
Presley.  Weintraub  got  the  number  of  Pres- 
ley's manager.  Col.  Tom  Parker,  and  called 
him  nearly  every  day  for  a  year.  "He  would 
ask  me  what  I  wanted."  Weintraub  re- 
counts, "and  I  would  say,  'I  want  to  promote 
Elvis  Presley."  And  he  said,  "You're  crazy. 
Why  should  you  promote  Elvis?'  And  I'd 
say,  "Why  not?' " 

After  a  year  of  this,  Parker  relented  and 
made  Weintraub  an  offer:  Be  in  Las  Vegas 
tomorrow  at  9  o'clock  with  a  cashier's  check 
for  a  million  dollars,  and  Elvis  Is  yours. 
"Well,  a  million  dollars  was  so  foreign  to  me 
In  those  days.  I  couldn't  even  Imagine  it.  I 
mean.  Rockefeller  had  a  million  dollars." 
Weintraub  says.  "I  didn't  know  who  else. 
Today  I  could  just  write  a  check.    .  .  ." 

He  must  have  worked  the  phones  pretty 
well  back  then,  too,  because  by  2  p.m.  the 
next  day,  after  petitioning  Parker  for  a  five- 
hour  extension,  the  deal  was  consummated. 
Not  only  had  Weintraub  landed  the  top 
box-office  attraction  in  the  world  for  a  na- 
tional tour,  he  had  done  so  at  a  time  when 
the  business  of  organized  concert  promotion 
was  In  its  infancy.  Ordinarily,  tours  were 
pieced  together  by  a  band's  manager  and 
dozens  of  local  promotors  across  the  coun- 
try. Now  Weintraub  was  promising  artists 
uniform,  top-quality  conditions  and  an  orga- 
nized promotional  campaign  for  every 
venue.  The  clients  jumped  on  board. 

And  they're  still  jumping,  as  evidenced  by 
the  gold  records  lining  Weintraub's  walls. 
While  album  sales  are  down  throughout  the 
struggling  music  industry,  Weintraub  hasn't 
felt  the  pinch.  "My  artists  are  not  in  any 
kind  of  depression,  nor  will  they  ever  be," 
he  says.  "They're  a  very  stable  group." 

Other  promoters  have  voiced  resentment 
when  the  acts  they  help  break  wind  up 
jumping  to  Management  III  or  Concerts 
West,  the  promotion  company  Weintraub 
co-owns,  but  his  rebuttal  is  simple:  "I  guess 
jealousy  is  just  something  I  have  to  live 
with."  he  says. 

His  wife  is  willing  to  elaborate:  "When 
Jerry  first  took  artists  out  on  the  road,  he'd 
go  out  in  advance  to  two  or  three  cities  a 
day— checking  out  every  arena,  every  hotel, 
every  room  In  the  hotel.  He  was  his  own 
front  man.  When  it  looks  easy  for  him  now. 
It's  because  he's  already  done  it  and  he 
knows  all  the  people.  He's  paid  his  dues." 

Now  his  connections  are  earning  him  divi- 
dends all  over  the  world.  Example:  When 
Deng  Xiaoping  visited  Washington  during 
the  Carter  administration.  Weintraub 
helped  arrange  a  party  in  his  honor.  And 
when  a  friend  In  the  State  Department 
needed  something  to  send  back  with  Deng 
as  a  gift  to  the  Chinese,  Weintraub  came 
through  with  just  the  thing— 500  John 
Denver  albums.  Years  later  he  finds  himself 
in  a  multimillion-dollar  enterprise  Involving 
a  cultural  exchange  with  communist  coun- 
tries, and  guess  which  entertainer  heads  the 
Chinese  priority  list:  That's  right,  the  coun- 
try boy  himself. 

As  usual.  Weintraub's  venture  behind  the 
Iron  Curtain  does  not  hurt  for  grandness  of 
scale.  For  those  wondering  why  he's  been 
spotted  lately  jogging  atop  the  Great  Wall 
of  China  or  seated  in  the  front  row  at 
Brezhnev's  funeral  in  Moscow,  the  answer 
comes    In   the   form   of   Occidental   Petro- 
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leum's  worldly  85-year-old  J  chairman. 
Armand  Hammer. 

Hammer  has  had  close  ties  with  the  Rus- 
sians since  he  helped  save  their  economy  in 
the  early  1920s;  his  company  currently  has 
a  $20  billion  contract  with  Moscow  for  ex- 
change of  chemicals.  On  the  entertainment 
front,  a  company  he  formed  has.  with  vari- 
ous partners,  made  films  at>out  Russia's 
dance  and  music  and  the  evolution  of  Chi- 
nese society,  as  well  as  a  recently  completed 
two-hour  documentary.  "To  the  Ends  of  the 
Earth."  When  Hammer  decided  to  expand 
his  theatrical  operations,  he  came  to  Wein- 
traub. 

•'I  told  his  people  that  I  wasn't  interested 
in  piecemealing  any  kind  of  deal  together." 
Weintraub  recalls.  "I  said  Td  love  to  sit 
down  with  Armand  Hammer  and  make  an 
overall  deal."  The  idea  sounded  good  to 
Hammer  so  they  did  it.  It  took  about  a 
minute  and  a  half."  Weintraub  says. 

What  they  accomplished  in  those  90  sec- 
onds will  ultimately  involve  an  intermin- 
gling of  American.  Russian  aind  Chinese  cul- 
ture on  a  scale  never  l)efore  attempted. 
Though  dollar  figures  have  not  been  an- 
nounced, all  the  angles  are  covered— from 
actual  motion  picture  production  in  all 
three  countries  to  the  trading  of  concert 
and  dance  performances,  sporting  events, 
videotape  projects  and  more. 

Naturally.  Weintraub  likes  the  action,  but 
he's  even  more  excited  about  dealing  with 
Hammer,  who  he  says  deserves  the  Nobel 
Peace  Prize.  "Look,  the  United  States  is  not 
talking  with  the  Russians  now,  right? 
Wouldn't  it  be  great  if  President  Reagan 
and  Andropov  could  go  out  to  a  ballet  to- 
gether and  then  walk  out  and  talk  about 
whatever  it  is  they  have  to  talk  about  to 
stop  all  the  l>omt>s  from  knocking  off  every- 
body in  the  world?"  he  says. 

"He  a  terrific  guy.  a  great  enterpreneur.  a 
guy  I  respect  and  a  guy  whose  advice  I  can 
take."  Weintraub  says  of  his  new  mentor. 
"I've  enjoyed  every  minute  of  this." 

Indeed,  ever  since  the  two  formed  their 
partnership  in  Septeml)er,  the  normally 
tireless  Weintraub  has  had  to  expand  his 
business  hours  just  to  keep  up.  "He  calls  me 
on  Sundays  and  he  calls  me  In  the  middle  of 
the  night  and  then  he  calls  me  again  at  6  in 
the  morning,"  he  says,  shaking  his  head  in 
amazement.  "I  don't  think  he  sleeps,  actual- 
ly." 

He  laughs  then,  recognizing  a  little  of 
himself  in  the  man.  "We  get  along  like  two 
peas  In  a  pod."  he  says.* 
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swerving  opposition  of  the  political 
and  cultural  suppression  throughout 
the  world  of  the  people  known  as  the 
captive  nations. 

Just  recently  we  were,  of  course,  re- 
minded once  again  of  the  struggle  for 
freedom  that  is  going  on  in  Eastern 
Europe  when  Pope  John  Paul  II  com- 
pleted his  visit  to  Poland.  The  worlds 
attention  was  focused  on  the  brave 
struggle  of  Solidarity  to  gain  basic 
freedoms.  The  determination  of  the 
Polish  people  and  the  strength  of 
their  spirit  should  shine  as  an  example 
to  the  entire  world. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  this  Nation  cele- 
brates our  own  cherished  Independ- 
ence Day  during  the  month  of  July,  it 
is  fitting  that  we  should  hold  this  ob- 
servance of  Captive  Nations  Week.  As 
we  appreciate  our  own  freedom  and 
celebrate  207  years  of  independence, 
let  us  not  forget  the  millions  of  people 
who  still  live  for  a  day  when  they.  too. 
can  enjoy  freedom,  liberty  and  basic 
human  rights.* 


CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 


HON.  PETER  W.  RODINO,  JR. 

OP  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  18.  1983 

•  Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
proud  to  join  my  colleagues  in  this 
annual  observance  of  Captive  Nations 
Week. 

For  the  past  25  years  we  have  set 
aside  this  time,  the  third  week  in  July, 
to  give  special  attention  to  the  plight 
of  countless  individuals  around  the 
world  to  whom  the  words  freedom  and 
liberty  remain  a  cherished  ideal,  but 
who  are  denied  these  basic  human 
rights.  The  observance  of  Captive  Na- 
tions Week  is  a  time  for  all  of  us  to  re- 
member them,  and  to  reiterate  our  un- 


PUBLIC  HOLIDAYS  ACT 

HON.  WILUAM  E.  DANNEMEYER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  week  I  introducted  a  bill  to  re- 
quire that  all  future  public  holidays 
fall  on  either  a  Saturday  or  Sunday. 
This  proposal  will  not  affect  the  cele- 
bration of  the  existing  nine  Federal 
holidays.  This  proposal  would  not  en- 
title Federal  employees  to  holiday  pay 
for  Saturday  or  Sunday  observances. 

In  this  and  previous  Congresses,  bills 
have  been  introduced  to  honor  such 
figures  as  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.. 
Thomas  Jefferson.  Franklin  D.  Roose- 
velt, and  Susan  B.  Anthony.  My  bill 
would  in  no  way  detract  from  the  at- 
tempt to  honor  the  individual.  It 
would  avoid  the  costly  and  inappropri- 
ate enactment  of  yet  another  fully 
paid  holiday  for  Federal  employees. 

Congress  last  spoke  on  the  issue  of  a 
Sunday  observance  on  December  5, 
1979.  On  that  date,  the  House  agreed 
to  an  amendment  to  designate  the 
third  Sunday  in  January  as  a  perma- 
nent national  holiday  in  honor  of  Dr. 
King. 

Additional  holidays  are  the  wrong 
statement  at  the  wrong  time.  I  think 
the  American  people  can  justifiably 
wonder  what  Congress  is  doing  in  talk- 
ing about  paid  holidays  when  the  un- 
employment rate  is  still  high.  Another 
Federal  holiday,  added  to  the  pre.sent 
nine,  amounts  to  almost  2  weeks' 
worth  of  unemployment  checks,  some 
$225  million  in  lo-st  productivity  in  the 
Federal  work  force.  The  extra  day  off 
is  a  day  when  checks  for  social  securi- 
ty recipients  and  veterans  cannot  be 
processed. 
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OMB  has  estimated  that  1  day's 
salary,  wages,  and  benefits  for  Federal 
employees,  excluding  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, is  about  $210  million.  Premium 
pay  of  employees  required  to  work  on 
a  holiday  adds  another  $25  million.  Ac- 
cording to  the  CBO.  the  net  impact  on 
the  Federal  budget  is  about  $25  mil- 
lion. 

Lost  productivity  is  not  limited  to 
the  Federal  work  force.  While  the 
Federal  Government  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  propose  national  holidays  for 
other  than  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  Federal  employees,  individual 
States  usually  follow  its  lead.  The 
added  personnel  costs  of  such  actions 
by  the  States  could  result  in  10  to  20 
times  the  $235  million  cost  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  The  argument  that 
holidays  are  good  for  the  economy 
does  not  hold  water  and  has  not  been 
proven.  An  increase  in  retail  sales  does 
not  offset  a  general  industrial  shut- 
down. 

Members  may  be  interested  in  a 
report  I  requested  of  the  Congression- 
al Research  Service.  I  was  looking  for 
whatever  policy  criteria  the  Congress 
may  have  used  in  establishing  the 
present  nine  holidays.  In  six  of  the 
nine  holidays,  the  Congress  responded 
to  a  clear  majority  of  the  States  that 
had  already  enacted  such  holidays.  I 
would  be  glad  to  share  the  complete 
report  with  Members. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  entirely  in- 
appropriate to  think  that  the  only 
honor  we  can  give  an  American  citizen 
is  to  give  a  certain  segment  of  our  soci- 
ety a  day  off  with  pay.  I  hope  we  can 
be  more  creative  and  responsible  than 
to  merely  offer  a  paid  holiday  as  the 
best  means  for  honoring  great  Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  request  that  the  text 
of  my  bill  be  inserted  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  <a) 
section  6103  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  holidays,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsec- 
tion: 

••(d)(1)  Any  legal  public  holiday  or  any 
other  day  declared  to  be  a  holiday  by  Feder- 
al statute  or  Executive  order— 

"(A)  which  is  established  on  or  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
and 

■■(B)  which  does  not  occur  on  a  Saturday 
or  Sunday,  shall  be  treated  as  if  it  occurred 
on  the  following  Sunday. 

■■(2)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  sub-section  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 
superseded  by  any  provision  of  law  enacted 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section unless  such  provision  of  law— 

■■(A)  specifically  cites  this  subsection,  and 

■•(B)  declares  that  the  provisions  of  para- 
graph ( 1 )  are  superseded.". 

(b)  Section  6103(b)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  "with  respect  to  a  legal 
public  holiday  and  any  other  day  declared 
10  be  a  holiday  by  Federal  statute  or  Execu- 


July  21,  1983 


tive  order."  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
•'with  respect  to  holidays  subject  to  this 
subsection.",  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing sentence:  ••Holidays  subject  to  this 
subsection  are  legal  public  holidays  and 
other  days  which  were  declared  to  be  holi- 
days by  Federal  statute  or  Executive  order 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  subsec- 
tion (d)  of  this  section  or  which  supersede 
subsection  (d)  of  this  section.".* 
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recommend  "The  Federal  Budget 
Process:  A  Requirement  For  Effective 
Fiscal  Control"  to  Members  for  study 
and  discussion.  This  truly  is  a  docu- 
ment that  should  not  be  submerged 
from  view  simply  because  of  the  con- 
stant flow  of  studies  that  engulf  us.« 


AN  INCREASE  IN  IMF  FUNDING 
IS  NOT  THE  SOLUTION 


STRENGTHENING  THE  FEDERAL 
BUDGET  PROCESS 


HON.  WILUAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  can 
be  said  with  some  justification  that 
the  studies  spewed  forth  from  Govern- 
ment agencies  and  think  tanks  make 
paper  perhaps  the  ultimate  source  of 
pollution  in  Washington.  Thus,  it  is  no 
small  surprise  that  each  and  every 
policy  study  does  not  command  the  at- 
tention of  Congress. 

A  recent  study  by  the  Committee  for 
Economic  Development.  entitled 
"Strenghtening  the  Federal  Budget 
Process:  A  Requirement  For  Effective 
Fiscal  Control, "  however,  bears  special 
mention,  as  it  offers  specific  sugges- 
tions for  improving  our  fiscal  policy- 
juaking. 
f  While  it  is  true  that  success  in  bring- 
\  ing  the  budget  under  control  rests  fun- 
'  damentally  with  the  political  process, 
I  wholeheartedly  support  the  idea  ex- 
pressed by  the  Committee  on  Econom- 
ic Development  that  a  strong  Federal 
budget  process  is  essential  to  the  effec- 
tive function  of  political  decisionmak- 
ing in  the  areas  of  revenue  and  spend- 
ing. Many  of  us  hold  opinions  on  fiscal 
policy  that  are  substantially  different 
from  others  in  this  body,  yet  without 
the  mechanism  for  structuring  an  ef- 
fective debate  on  fiscal  policy,  such  as 
the  Federal  budget  process,  the  result 
might  well  be  one  that  no  single  one  of 
us  would  support. 

Thus,  with  the  goal  of  preserving 
the  bu(iget  process,  the  Committee  on 
Economic  Development  makes  several 
suggestions,  among  them:  First,  Feder- 
al credit  programs  should  be  subject  to 
most  of  the  budget-control  procedures 
now  used  in  connection  with  direct 
spending,  second,  tax  expenditures 
should  be  subject  to  budgetary  reviews 
when  used  in  place  of  spending  pro- 
grams, and  third,  a  capital  budget 
within  the  unified  budget  should  be 
pursued  to  provide  better  information 
on  investment-type  programs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  for  Eco- 
nomic Development  policy  statement 
goes  on  to  make  several  recommenda- 
tions, including  a  gradual  extension  of 
the  time  p>eriod  for  budget  and  related 
decisions  to  allow  experimenting  with 
2-year  appropriations  and  longer  fund- 
ing   arrangements,    I   wholeheartedly 
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•  Mr.  DENNY  SMITH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  a  lack  of  support  for  an  increase 
in  the  U.S.  contribution  to  the  IMF, 
the  legislation  was  today  pulled  off 
the  calendar  and  debate  of  the  issue 
delayed.  Members  are  responding  to 
their  constituencies  who  are  speaking 
out  against  this  type  of  expenditure, 
and  the  grassroots  lobbying  seems  to 
be  working  •  •  *  the  administration  is 
finding  it  difficult  to  muster  the  sup- 
port it  needs  to  pass  legislation  au- 
thorizing the  quota  increase. 

Americans  are  tired  of  seeing  tax 
dollars  spent  on  unnecessary  Govern- 
ment programs  •  •  •  but  an  even 
greater  point  of  contention  is  when 
tax  dollars  are  used  to  bail  out  poorly- 
conceived  decisions  made  by  American 
business.  This  is  exactly  what  is  hap- 
pening with  regard  to  the  request  for 
an  increase  of  $8.4  billion  in  the  U.S. 
quota  for  the  International  Monetary 
Fund.  This  request  is  a  result  of  the 
current  international  debt  crisis  •  •  •  a 
number  of  countries  are  unable  to 
repay  moneys  owed  or  even  plan  to  be 
in  a  position  to  do  so  in  the  near 
future.  The  administration  has  testi- 
fied that  the  increased  U.S.  contribu- 
tions to  the  IMF  are  the  only  way  to 
end  the  present  crisis. 

I  cannot  support  this  argument.  U.S. 
taxpayers  should  not  be  responsible 
for  funding  the  IMF  so  that  it  can 
make  loans  to  developing  nations  ena- 
bling those  countries  to  repay  their 
loans  to  U.S.  banks.  By  increasing  our 
quota  to  the  IMF,  we  are  only  encour- 
aging banks  to  continue  making  high 
risk  loans  to  developing  countries. 

U.S.  banks  loaned  money  to  these 
less-developed  countries  because  they 
expected  to  return  a  profit  from  their 
investment.  However,  with  falling 
commodity  and  oil  prices  coupled  with 
a  loss  of  expected  income,  U.S.  banks 
have  found  these  to  be  unproductive 
investments  with  no  profitable  return 
on  their  money.  These  decisions  are 
the  problems  of  the  banks'  manage- 
ment and  stockholders  •  *  •  not  the 
U.S.  taxpayers,  and  the  U.S.  taxpayers 
should  not  be  expected  to  absorb 
those  losses. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  will  say  that 
the  IMF  quota  increase  has  no  real 
net    effect    on    U.S.    Government    fi- 
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nances.  I  totally  disagree.  The  figures 
I  have  been  quoted  are  that  every  loan 
of  $1  by  the  IMF  results  in  a  $4.40 
loan  by  commercial  banks,  therefore, 
the  net  effect  is  a  $44  billion  drain  on 
the  credit  markets  in  this  covmtry. 
With  our  Government  already  absorb- 
ing more  than  50  percent  of  all  avail- 
able credit,  the  marginal  effect  of 
taking  an  additional  $44  billion  out  of 
the  private  credit  markets  could  push 
up  interest  rates  again.  We  all  know 
this  would  destroy  the  economic  recov- 
ery. 

We  continue  to  hear  from  the  propo- 
nents of  the  IMP  quota  increase  that 
U.S.  exports  and  jobs  depend  upon  it.  I 
cannot  buy  this  argument.  New  loans 
would  only  be  used  to  pay  off  old 
debts.  For  a  debtor  nation  to  revitalize 
its  economy,  it  must  increase  its  own 
exports  and  decrease  its  Imports. 
Therefore,  jobs  are  being  created  in 
the  debtor  nation  '  •  '  not  the  United 
States.  In  fact,  U.S.  exports  to  devel- 
oping nations  have  decreased  •  *  *  an 
$8  billion  decline  for  Mexico  alone. 
Since  $1  billion  of  export  sales  creates 
an  estimated  24.000  U.S.  jobs,  the  de- 
cline in  U.S.  exports  to  Mexico  is  di- 
rectly responsible  for  the  loss  of 
200,000  U.S.  jobs. 

No  one  wants  to  accept  the  responsi- 
bility for  the  debt  crisis  situation  *  *  • 
bankers  and  borrowers  contend  that  it 
is  just  a  temporary  liquidity  problem. 
However,  the  relationship  between  the 
earnings  on  exports  by  these  countries 
and  their  debt-service  payments  is  to- 
tally out  of  kilter.  The  debt-service 
payments  far  exceed  the  export  earn- 
ings and  there  seems  to  be  no  sign 
that  this  is  going  to  change.  In  fact, 
these  countries  are  unable  to  meet 
their  obligations  without  additional  in- 
fusions of  new  private  bank  loans 
which  increase  the  current  debt  by  the 
high  interest  they  must  pay. 

IMF  international  liquidity  has 
grown  substantially  over  the  last  20 
years.  It  was  35  percent  larger  in  1982 
than  in  1970  and  four-and-a  half  times 
larger  than  in  1960.  Despite  this  in- 
creased growth,  debtor  countries  con- 
tinue to  be  unable  to  repay  principal 
and  interest  on  their  loans.  Simply 
put,  with  the  IMF  guarantees,  debtor 
countries'  loans  are  growing  faster 
than  their  export  earnings.  As  long  as 
this  guarantee  is  present,  loans  will  be 
made  without  sound  judgment  taking 
into  regard  economic  and  market  prin- 
ciples. 

Another  point  I  would  like  to  make 
is  that  the  IMF  holds  the  world's 
second  largest  reserve  of  gold.  103  mil- 
lion ounces.  Only  the  reserves  of  the 
United  States  are  larger.  To  increase 
the  U.S.  contribution  to  the  IMF  when 
the  IMF  already  possesses  more  assets 
than  it  needs  seems  unreasonable.  The 
IMF  has  sold  portions  of  its  gold  re- 
serves in  the  recent  past  *  '  *  there  is 


JMI 


July  21,  1983 


20446 

no  reason  why  they  cannot  again  hold 
such  an  auction. 

If  the  Congress  rejects  the  IMF 
quota  increase,  there  are  alternatives 
which  can  be  taken.  The  United  States 
could  offer  to  purchase  a  portion  of 
the  IMF's  gold.  Federal  Reserve  Board 
Chairman  Paul  Volcker  has  been 
asked  about  the  IMF's  gold  reserves 
and  responded  that  the  IMF  holds  this 
gold  for  use  in  time  of  need.  The  pur- 
ported threat  of  an  international  eco- 
nomic collapse  sounds  like  this  could 
be  a  time  of  need.  Another  alternative 
could  be  the  sale  of  bonds  by  the  IMF. 
This  is  the  route  taken  by  many  gov- 
ernment entities  in  order  to  raise 
needed  funds  for  various  projects.  One 
other  approach  I  would  like  to  men- 
tion is  that  lender  banks  and  the  IMF 
should  renegotiate  the  debtor  nations' 
loans.  If  the  banks  realize  they  are  not 
going  to  receive  the  IMF  increase, 
they  will  make  the  necessary  arrange- 
ment to  allow  a  longer  period  of  pay- 
back on  the  loans,  lower  the  interest 
levels,  and  provide  additional  credit.  It 
was  largely  the  banks'  poor  invest- 
ment policies  which  got  them  into  this 
mess,  and  it  is  ultimately  their  respon- 
sibility to  dig  their  way  out. 

Again,  let  me  reiterate  that  the  loan 
decisions  are  the  problems  of  the 
banks'  management  and  stockholders 
*  •  •  not  the  U.S.  taxpayers,  and  the 
taxpayers  should  not  be  expected  to 
absorb  those  losses. 

Simply  said,  the  United  States  does 
not  need  to  increase  its  level  of  fund- 
ing for  the  IMF.  I  intend  to  vote 
against  the  legislation.* 
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•  Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
thing  we  have  learned  from  our  past 
experience  in  Southeast  Asia  is  that 
the  United  States  has  an  obligation  to 
take  care  of  its  own  personnel,  or  for- 
eign personnel  allied  to  our  efforts, 
should  withdrawal  become  necessary. 
It  is  possible  that  through  enactment 
of  H.R.  2760.  U.S.  personnel  and  their 
native  allies  might  be  placed  in  a  life- 
threatening  situation  because  of  the 
prohibition  of  funding  by  either  the 
CIA  or  the  DOD  for  paramilitary  op- 
erations in  or  against  Nicaragua. 

To  help  relieve  this  possibility.  I  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  H.R.  2760  de- 
signed to  assure  that  funds  otherwise 
restricted  would  be  available  for  life- 
saving  and  self-defense  purposes. 
Whenever  such  an  expenditure  is 
made,  my  amendment  requires  that 
both  congrressional  intelligence  com- 
mittees be  apprised. 

Amendment  to  H.R.  2760.  as  reported,  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Pritchard: 
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On  Page  5,  after  line  10  add  the  following: 

"HUBIANITARIAN  EXCEPTION 

"Sec.  803.  Fund  the  obligation  or  expend- 
iture of  which  would  otherwise  be  prohibit- 
ed by  subsection  801(a)  of  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  notwithstanding  that 
subsection  when  necessary  to  protect  indi- 
viduals from  threat  of  death  or  serious 
bodily  harm  or  for  medical  or  other  human- 
itarian assistance,  provided,  that  each  in- 
stance of  the  obligation  or  expenditure  of 
funds  under  the  authority  of  this  section 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate."  • 
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•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  stop- 
ping the  further  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons  to  countries  not  now  possess- 
ing them  involves  more  than  control- 
ling access  to  nuclear  explosive  materi- 
al and  the  technology  to  produce 
those  materials.  Successful  nonprolif- 
eration  efforts  must  also  include  re- 
ducing the  motivation  of  countries  to 
acquire  nuclear  weapons.  It  is  here 
that  economic  incentives  and  disincen- 
tives play  a  key  role.  In  a  recent  arti- 
cle in  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Mr. 
Leonard  Spector  points  out  that  al- 
though the  developed  Western  democ- 
racies often  have  economic  leverage 
with  countries  which  could  be  used  to 
achieve  certain  nonproliferation  objec- 
tives, that  leverage  is  not  often  used. 
In  fact.  Mr.  Spector  has  found  that  a 
law  enacted  by  Congress  in  1977  which 
requires  U.S.  executive  directors  of 
multilateral  bank  to  consider  whether 
a  country  has  detonated  a  nuclear 
device  or  refused  to  ratify  the  nuclear 
nonproliferation  treaty  is  largely 
being  ignored. 

Mr.  Spectors  article  entitled 
"Making  Nonproliferation  a  Condition 
of  International  Lending."  presents  a 
thoughtful  and  persuasive  case  both 
for  making  economic  leverage  serve 
our  nonproliferation  objectives  and  for 
the  effective  enforcement  of  the  exist- 
ing law. 

I  commend  the  article  to  my  col- 
leagues. The  article  follows: 

Make  Nonproliferation  a  Condition  or 
International  Lending 
(By  Leonard  S.  Spector) 

The  six  countries  that  top  the  list  of  po- 
tential new  nuclear  powers— Argentina, 
Brazil.  India.  Pakistan.  Israel  and  South 
Africa— have  something  else  in  common: 
They  all  sorely  need  economic  concessions 
from  the  most  affluent  Western  countries 
and  from  the  international  financial  institu- 
tions these  nations  control. 

This  acute  financial  dependency  seems  to 
offer  an  unusual  opportunity  for  the  West- 


em  democracies  to  tighten  strictures 
against  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons.  In 
particular,  it  should  be  possible  to  extend 
international  inspections  to  additional  nu- 
clear facilities  in  the  nuclear-threshold 
countries  and  to  slow  their  efforts  to 
produce  the  special  fissionable  materials 
used  in  weapons. 

This  idea  is  not  as  radical  as  it  might 
appear.  To  receive  multilateral  loans,  debtor 
countries  have  already  been  obliged  to 
accept  highly  intrustive  restrictions  on  their 
behavior,  restrictions  severe  enough  to 
cause  so-called  International  Monetary 
Fund  riots  in  Egypt,  Peru  and  Brazil  and  to 
help  undermine  civilian  rule  in  Turkey  in 

1980.  For  the  U.S.  and  other  advanced  credi- 
tor countries  to  condition  future  economic 
concessions  on  additional  international  in- 
spections or  on  reduction  of  public  expendi- 
tures for  sensitive  nuclear  activities  would 
hardly  be  more  onerous. 

Moreover,  nuclear  proliferation  is  in  fair 
part  an  economic  issue,  since  the  threshold 
countries  must  spend  substantial  sums  to 
build  the  necessary  installations.  These  ex- 
penditures are  a  valid  concern  for  interna- 
tional creditors  seeking  to  implement  fiscal 
austerity  programs  in  debtor  nations.  Since 

1981.  Pakistan,  for  example,  has  spent  $75 
million  for  a  reprocessing  plant  to  produce 
the  nuclear  weapon  material,  Plutonium, 
and  for  a  controversial  nuclear  power  reac- 
tor, an  amount  that  surely  dwarfs  a  number 
of  other  public  expenditures,  such  as  fertil- 
izer subsidies,  that  the  IMF  targeted  for 
elimination  when  it  granted  Pakistan  a 
major  loan  in  1981. 

In  such  countries  as  Argentina  and  Brazil 
budgetary  crises  have  forced  drastic  cuts  in 
nuclear  construction:  Argentina,  for  exam- 
ple, has  had  to  postpone  completion  of  its 
Plutonium  plant  for  two  years.  In  these 
cases,  unless  special  care  is  taken,  expanded 
international  credit  could  accelerate  nuclear 
programs  whose  ultimate  purpose  is  suspect. 

Nor  would  opposing  credit  assistance  to 
nuclear-threshold  countries  entail  a  serious 
risk  of  international  financial  collapse. 
Ample  opportunities  exist  to  use  economic 
leverage  to  advance  non-proliferation  out- 
side of  the  emergency  negotiations  on  keep- 
ing the  threshold  countries  afloat.  Since 
1980,  the  U.S.  has  objected  on  economic 
grounds  to  a  number  of  multilateral  loans  to 
Argentina,  Brazil.  Pakistan  and  India.  The 
U.S.  could  easily  have  raised  non-prolifera- 
tion concerns  in  the  l)ehind-the-scene  nego- 
tiations on  any  of  these  transactions. 

While  the  U.S.  cannot  grant  or  deny  a 
given  economic  benefit  unilaterally  at  all  of 
the  international  financial  institutions,  this 
hasn't  deterred  us  from  pursuing  new  and 
sometimes  controversial  initiatives  in  these 
arenas.  Recent  U.S.  attempts  to  gain  stricter 
conditions  for  IMF  loans  are  a  case  in  point, 
as  are  earlier  efforts  to  block  loans  to  coun- 
tries that  expropriated  foreign  investments, 
or  to  those  whose  governments  were  in  dis- 
favor, such  as  Vietnam,  Chile  during  the  Al- 
lende  years  and  Nicaragua  today.  In  addi- 
tion, countries  with  strong  non-proliferation 
policies  (e.g.  Canada,  Sweden,  Japan  and 
the  Netherlands)  ought  to  support  behind- 
the-scenes  use  of  economic  leverage  to  help 
curb  the  spread  of  nuclear  arms. 

There  is  an  added  reason  for  U.S.  execu- 
tive directors  of  multilateral  banks  to  be 
concerned  about  non-proliferation:  It  has 
been  required  by  U.S.  law  since  1977.  except 
at  the  IMF.  Specifically,  these  officials  must 
"consider  in  carrying  out  their  duties" 
whether  the  recipient  country  has  detonat- 
ed a  nuclear  device  or  refused  to  ratify  the 


nonproliferation  treaty.  India  has  detonated 
a  nuclear  device  and  none  of  the  six  debtor 
countries  at  the  nuclear  threshold  Is  a  party 
to  the  treaty— under  which  over  115  coun- 
tries have  renounced  nuclear  arms. 

While  the  law  doesn't  require  U.S.  execu- 
tive directors  to  oppose  all  loans  to  the 
threshold  countries  on  these  grounds,  these 
officials  are  virtually  ignoring  Congress's 
intent  that  serious  weight  be  given  to  these 
factors.  State  Department  non-proliferation 
aides,  for  example,  have  not  attended  the 
Interagency  working  group  sessions  for  de- 
termining U.S.  policy  on  pending  multilater- 
al bank  loans  for  so  long  that  they  have 
been  dropped  from  the  group's  mailing  list. 
And  one  U.S.  multilateral  bank  executive  di- 
rector with  whom  I  spoke  was  unaware  of 
the  law's  non-proliferation  requirements. 

Last  month  in  New  Delhi.  Secretary  of 
State  Shultz  missed  an  extraordinary  oppor- 
tunity to  use  economic  leverage  in  the  cause 
of  non-proliferation.  India  is  seeking  U.S. 
support  for  a  $2  billion  Asian  Development 
Bank  loan.  At  the  same  time,  in  a  major  set- 
back for  U.S.  non-proliferation  efforts. 
Prime  Minister  Gandhi  has  apparently  re- 
vived India's  long-dormant  nuclear-weapon 
development  program— possibly  by  prepar- 
ing to  set  off  a  second  test  after  nine  years 
of  restraint.  This  Is  why  exports  of  spare  re- 
actor parts  from  the  U.S.  for  India's  Tara- 
pur  reactors  are  prohibited  under  U.S.  law. 
Mr.  Shultz  might  readily  have  suggested 
that  U.S.  backing  for  India's  pending  ADB 
loans  would  be  more  likely  if  Mrs.  Gandhi 
curtailed  India's  nuclear-weapon  develop- 
ment. Instead,  he  effectively  turned  his 
back  on  the  issue  by  announcing  President 
Reagan  would  waive  or  amend  current  law. 
if  necessary,  to  allow  export  of  the  spare 
parts. 

To  make  economic  leverage  serve  non-pro- 
liferation more  effectively,  the  administra- 
tion should  begin  actively  implementing  the 
1977  law.  starting  with  the  announcement 
that  State  Department— and  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency— non-prolifera- 
tion officials  are  to  attend  sessions  of  the 
interagency  working  group,  where  loans  to 
India,  Argentina,  and  possibly  other  nucle- 
ar-threshold countries  are  considered. 
Though  not  required  by  the  1977  law,  U.S. 
decisions  at  the  IMP  should  be  Included  in 
the  group's  deliberations. 

At  the  Williamsburg  summit  the  U.S. 
urged  participating  governments,  as  key  nu- 
clear suppliers,  to  tighten  nuclear  export 
controls.  The  U.S.  should  also  urge  these 
governments,  as  major  economic  powers,  to 
use  joint  economic  leverage  to  help  curb  the 
spread  of  nuclear  weapons.  These  discus- 
sions should  examine  both  steps  that  could 
be  implemented  immediately  and  after-the- 
fact  economic  sanctions  against  any  non-nu- 
clear weapon  nation  that  violates  the  Inter- 
national nuclear-Inspection  regime  or  deto- 
nates a  nuclear  device.* 
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giveaway  which  among  other  things, 
grants  the  privilege  of  Federal  spon- 
sorship for  the  condemnation  of  pri- 
vate property  to  coal  slurry  compa- 
nies. 

This  is  not  a  simple  right-of-way  bill 
and  I  refer  my  colleagues  to  House 
Report  98-64  (part  2)  that  includes  the 
dissenting  views  of  the  18  members  of 
the  House  Public  Works  and  Trans- 
portation Conimittee  who  gave  22  rea- 
sons why  this  bill  should  be  defeated. 

Over  the  next  several  weeks  I  will  be 
inserting  into  the  Record  an  amplifi- 
cation of  what  this  bill  really  does  and 
why  the  House  should  reject  this  bla- 
tant attempt  to  confer  enormous  bene- 
fits on  one  mode  of  transportation 
over  another.  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
House  leadership  will  allow  opponents 
of  this  bill  the  necessary  time  to  edu- 
cate the  Members  adequately  on  what 
H.R.  1010  is  all  about  in  order  for  all 
to  make  an  informed  judgment.* 


MERIT  PAY  FOR  TEACHERS: 
THE  EXPERIENCE  OF  LAKE 
FOREST  COLLEGE 


HON.  JOHN  EDWARD  PORTER 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
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Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R. 
1010.  the  Coal  Pipeline  Act  of  1983  has 
been  reported  by  the  House  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  Committee 
and  the  House  Interior  Committee. 
This  bill  is  a  complex,  special-interest 


•  Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
American  people  can  take  pride  in 
what  our  schools  and  universities  have 
historically  accomplished.  Our  educa- 
tional system  has  contributed  to  our 
preeminence  in  commerce,  industry, 
and  science.  However,  our  educational 
foundations  are  now  being  eroded  by  a 
rising  tide  of  mediocrity  that  threat- 
ens the  future  of  our  Nation,  Knowl- 
edge and  learning  are  the  new  raw  ma- 
terials of  international  business  and. 
thus,  we  must  dedicate  ourselves  to 
the  reform  of  our  educational  system 
for  the  benefit  of  all. 

On  August  26,  1981.  Secretary  of 
Education  Terrel  Bell  created  the  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Excellence  in 
Education,  to  respond  to  the  Secre- 
tary's concern  about  the  widespread 
public  perception  that  something  is  se- 
riously remiss  in  our  educational 
system.  The  Commission  found  that 
not  enough  academically  able  students 
are  being  attracted  to  teaching;  that 
teacher  preparation  programs  need 
substantial  improvement;  that  the 
professional  working  life  of  teachers  is 
on  the  whole  unacceptable;  and  that  a 
serious  shortage  of  teachers  exists  in 
key  fields. 

The  Commission's  recommendation 
to  resolve  these  problems  included 
changes  in  requirements  of  education- 
al standards  for  teachers  and  in  incen- 
tives to  attract  students  to  enter  a 
career  in  teaching;  adoption  of  an  11- 
month  contract  for  teachers  to  insure 
time  for  curriculum  and  professional 
developments;  and  finally,  merit  pay. 
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Since  the  publication  of  the  Com- 
mission's report,  debate  has  centered 
around  the  merit  pay  recommenda- 
tion. Although  opponents  of  this  pro- 
posal argue  that  merit  pay  is  simply  a 
mechanism  to  pay  a  few  people  more 
so  that  many  could  be  paid  less.  I  do 
not  believe  this.  School  systems  which 
adopt  merit  pay  systems  ought  to  pro- 
vide excellent  teachers  with  financial 
and  other  rewards,  not  punish  average 
teachers.  In  an  era  of  limited  re- 
sources and  limited  dollars  for  salaries, 
increases  should  be  distributed  to  the 
meritorious.  Without  changes  in  the 
present  system,  however,  we  will  not 
be  able  to  attract  and  retain  the  out- 
standing teachers  needed  to  insure  ex- 
cellence in  education. 

At  a  number  of  colleges  and  universi- 
ties, merit  pay  has  existed  for  several 
years.  In  my  own  district,  at  Lake 
Forest  College  in  Lake  Forest,  111., 
merit  pay  is  the  sole  criterion  for  de- 
termining salary  increases.  Dr.  Mi- 
chael H.  Ebner,  associate  professor  of 
history  at  Lake  Forest  College,  stated 
in  reference  to  merit  pay  for  educa- 
tors: 

If  administered  properly.  It  will  achieve 
such  desired  goals  as  rewarding  exemplary 
teacher  performance  and  attactlng  first-rate 
college  graduates  to  pursue  lifelong  careers 
as  educators. 

Merit  pay  was  instituted  at  Lake 
Forest  College  in  1976.  The  system  is 
based  on  both  cooperation  and  thrust 
between  the  administration  and  facul- 
ty. Dr.  Baily  Donnelly,  dean  of  faculty 
at  Lake  Forest  College,  believes  that 
the  merit  system  of  pay  in  the  reward 
structure  is  the  best  way  to  achieve  ex- 
cellence in  education.  "Merit  pay 
allows  the  good  the  opportunity  to 
succeed  according  to  their  own  virtues, 
regardless  of  background,  religion  or 
rsLCc" 

Although  merit  pay  works  effective- 
ly at  Lake  Forest  College,  the  system 
cannot  be  viewed  as  a  panacea  to  solve 
all  the  problems  in  the  educational 
system.  Merit  pay  will  only  work  in 
the  proper  environment;  there  must 
first  be  a  general  agreement  and 
mutual  understanding  between  the  ad- 
ministration and  faculty.  Instituting 
changes  to  achieve  excellence  in  edu- 
cation must  be  a  common  goal. 

The  task  of  rebuilding  our  educa- 
tional system  is  enormous.  Our  twin 
goals  of  equity  and  high-quality 
schooling  must  never  yield  to  the 
other— either  in  principle  or  in  prac- 
tice. The  American  educational  system 
has  responded  to  these  goals  with  re- 
markable success.  From  the  19th  cen- 
tury land-grant  colleges  that  provided 
the  research  and  training  that  devel- 
oped our  Nation's  natural  resources  to 
the  more  recent  institutions  that  have 
provided  our  scientists  to  transcend 
the  boundaries  of  our  planet,  Ameri- 
cans are  the  inheritors  of  a  past  that 
gives  us  every  reason  to  believe  that 


20448 

we  will  succeed.  Merit  pay  for  our  edu- 
cators is  one  step  to  the  betterment  of 
the  American  system  of  education.* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  MACK 
ROBERTS 


HON.  HAROLD  ROGERS 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
Sunday  will  be  an  important  day  for 
my  home  county  of  Wayne,  Ky.  For  at 
that  time,  the  county  and  the  city  of 
Monticello  will  join  in  saluting  an  out- 
standing citizen.  Dr.  Mack  Roberts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Sunday.  July  24 
will  mark  the  80th  birthday  of  Dr. 
Roberts,  who  has  served  as  a  general 
practitioner  for  51  years.  Dr.  Roberts 
is  not  only  an  outstanding  medical 
man,  who  has  given  tirelessly  and  ef- 
fortlessly of  his  time  for  the  citizens  of 
the  county,  but  he  is  also  an  impor- 
tant citizen  in  his  community,  having 
served  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Monticello  Banking  Co.  for  34 
years,  including  5  terms  as  president. 
He  is  also  past  president  of  the  Wayne 
County  Hospital  Executive  Board  of 
Physicians,  the  Kentucky  Medical  As- 
sociation and  the  American  Medical 
Association. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  personally  of 
Dr.  Roberts,  for  he  was  my  family's 
doctor  when  I  was  growing  up  in  rural 
Wayne  County.  In  addition,  he  was 
one  of  the  main  supporters  and  devout 
members  of  our  family  church.  Elk 
Spring  Valley  Baptist.  His  great  love 
and  pride  for  his  family,  his  profes- 
sion, his  community,  and  his  country 
are  singularly  unique. 

The  month  of  July  has  been  desig- 
nated "Dr.  Mack  Roberts  Month"  in 
Wayne  County,  and  rightly  so.  Today. 
I  ask  my  colleagues  in  the  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives  to  join  me  in  salut- 
ing a  great  doctor,  citizen,  and  friend. 
Dr.  Mack  Roberts,  for  his  service  to 
maiikind,  and  in  wishing  him  well  in 
his  many  years  ahead.* 


GOING  TO  TOWN 


HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
recent  issues  of  Management  Focus 
contained  an  article  by  Michael 
Meltzer  and  Chester  Watson  on  the 
need  for  private  investors.  State  and 
local  governments,  and  local  residents 
to  work  together  to  insure  the  effec- 
tiveness of  enterprise  zones  in  boost- 
ing economic  activity  in  our  inner 
cities. 

I  agree  with  the  authors  that  urban 
enterprise  zones  can  be  part  of  the 
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answer  to  the  problems  of  the  inner 
city,  and  have  inserted  their  article  at 
this  point  in  the  Record: 
[Prom  Management  Focus.  May-June.  1983] 
Going  to  Town— Does  the  Proposed  Enter- 
prise Zone  Act  Provide  Adequate  Incen- 
tives To  Lure  Private  Investors  Back  to 
the  Nation's  Depressed  Inner  Cities? 
(By  Michael  Meltzer  and  Chester  N. 
Watson) 
Many  of  America's  inner  cities  are  beset 
by  high  unemployment  and  crime  rates.  Are 
these  areas  beyond  redemption — or  is  there 
a  mechanism  that  can  effectively  generate 
capital,  encourage  industrial  and  private  in- 
vestment, provide  job  opportunities,  boost 
productivity,  improve  community  spirit,  and 
appeal  to  local  groups?  More  cogently,  will 
that  mechanism  be  politically  palatable  and 
economically  justifiable? 

If  those  questions  were  posed  to  President 
Ronald  Reagan  today,  he  would  undoubted- 
ly answer  a  resounding  yes. 

the  president's  plan 
On  March  18.  1983.  Senator  Rudy  Bosch- 
witz  (R-Minn.).  on  behalf  of  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration, introduced  in  Congress  a  bill. 
S.  863— the  Enterprise  Zone  Act  of  1983— 
that  takes  an  experimental,  free-market  ap- 
proach to  stimulating  business  development 
in  depressed  urban  areas.  Based  upon  a  con- 
cept that  has  been  used  in  Great  Britain, 
the  bill  offers  businesses  that  are  launched 
in.  or  relocated  to,  these  depressed  areas  a 
combination  of  tax  incentives  and  regula- 
tory relief. 

Thus,  for  three  years  (effective  on  which- 
ever date  is  later— July  1.  1983,  or  a  date  to 
be  designated  by  the  Department  of  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development  [HUD]),  up  to 
75  geographic  areas  may  be  designated  an- 
nually as  enterprise  zones.  To  qualify,  an 
area  must: 

Be  characterized  by  pervasive  poverty,  un- 
employment, and  general  distress; 

Meet  the  requirements  for  federal  assist- 
ance under  Section  119  of  the  Housing  and 
Community  Development  Act  of  1974:  and 

Have  experienced  a  population  decrease  of 
20  percent  or  more  between  1970  and  1980. 
The  designation  may  be  effective  for  up  to 
24  years. 

The  designation  process  begins  when  state 
and  local  governments  nominate  areas  to 
HUD.  To  obtain  approval,  the  state  and 
local  governments  must  agree  to  further  the 
objectives  of  the  plan  by.  for  example,  re- 
ducing tax  rates  and  fees;  increasing  the  ef- 
ficiency of  services  within  enterprise  zones; 
and  reducing,  eliminating,  or  simplifying 
regulations  that  affect  enterprise  zones. 
The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment is  required  to  evaluate  applications 
and  judge  which  should  be  approved.  In 
choosing  nominated  areas  for  designation, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  give  preferen- 
tial treatment  to  those  with  the  greatest 
commitment  tc  furthering  the  objectives  of 
the  plan. 

industrial  incentives 
Once  an  enterprise  zone  has  been  desig- 
nated and  approved,  the  federal  government 
will  also  be  doing  some  reducing,  eliminat- 
ing, and  simplifying— of  taxes  and  regula- 
tions—in order  to  attract  investors  to  the 
area. 

There  are  several  tax  incentives  Included 
in  the  plan: 

Elimination  of  any  capital  gains  tax  on 
the  sale  or  exchange  of  qualified  enterprise 
zone  property.  The  umbrella  term  "quali- 
fied property"  covers  any  interest  in  a  cor- 
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poration.  partnership,  or  other  entity— pro- 
vided that  the  entity  has  been  engaged  in  a 
trade  or  business  within  an  enterprise  zone 
for  at  least  three  taxable  years  prior  to  the 
disposition  of  such  interest.  It  also  Includes 
real  or  tangible  personal  property  located 
and  used  by  the  taxpayer  predominantly  in 
the  active  conduct  of  a  trade  or  business 
within  an  enterprise  zone. 

Extension  of  the  investment  tax  credit 
carry-over  period  for  whichever  time  span  is 
greater  the  duration  of  the  enterprise  zone 
designation,  or  15  years. 

Restoration  of  the  accelerated  cost  recov- 
ery system  deduction  (for  property  depre- 
ciation), and  continuation  of  the  tax  exemp- 
tion for  small-issue  industrial  development 
bonds— the  proceeds  of  which  are  used  to  fi- 
nance enterprise  zone  facilities. 

Availability  of  income  tax  credits  to  em- 
ployers who  hire  certain  local  residents:  to 
employees  who  work  within  the  enterprise 
zone:  and  to  those  who  invest  in  business 
property  within  the  zone. 

For  example,  a  corporate  employer  would 
be  allowed  a  credit  of  10  percent  of  the 
amount  its  payroll  costs  had  increased  for 
the  current  taxable  year  over  the  previous 
taxable  year.  And  certain  employees  would 
be  allowed  a  tax  credit  of  5  percent  of  the 
qualified  wages  they  had  earned  for  the  tax- 
able year,  up  to  $525. 

In  addition,  private  or  business  investors 
would  be  allowed  and  extra  investment  tax 
credit  for  property  installed  or  constructed 
in  the  enterprise  zone  (10  percent  of  the 
cost  of  new  construction  and  5  percent  of 
expenditures  on  personal  property). 

However,  while  such  tax  advantages  have 
been  clearly  delineated,  the  bill  now  before 
Congress  does  not  specify  precisely  what 
sort  of  regulatory  relief  would  be  provided. 
The  Act  would  allow  federal  agencies  to 
relax  or  eliminate  nonstatutory  require- 
ments within  an  enterprise  zone,  predicated 
upon  the  written  request  of  the  state  and 
local  governments  by  which  the  zone  was 
nominated.  Only  those  regulations  pertain- 
ing to  civil  rights  or  public  health  and 
safety  would  be  exempt  from  alteration. 

In  addition,  the  bill  provides: 

A  directive  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury to  simplify  the  administration  and  en- 
forcement of  any  provision  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  that  has  been  added 
to  or  amended  by  the  Act: 

Authorization  for  government  agencies  to 
waive  or  modify  all  or  part  of  their  own  reg- 
ulations that  might  impede  the  attainment 
of  the  plan's  objectives;  and 

A  mandate  to  the  Foreign  Trade  Zone 
Board  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
give  high  priority  to  any  application  for  es- 
tablishment of  a  foreign  trade  zone  within 
an  enterprise  zone. 

the  loyal  opposition 

While  such  directives  will  smooth  the  way 
for  Investors,  many  argue  that  the  absence 
of  Impediments  will  not  be  a  sufficient  in- 
ducement for  some— especially  small  busi- 
nessmen—to set  up  shop  in  the  inner  city. 

In  fact.  Dr.  Stuart  M.  Butler,  who  has 
been  dubbed  the  father  of  the  U.S.  enter- 
prise zone  concept  and  is  senior  fellow  of 
The  National  Center  for  Neighborhood  En- 
terprise. Indicated  In  his  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Savings,  Pen- 
sions, and  Investment  Policy  that  the  plan 
is  Imperfect  because  it  does  not  appeal  to 
small  local  start-up  firms.  He  stated  that 
"small  business  organizations  have  so  far 
been  unenthuslastic  about  the  enterprise 
zone  proposal  because  they  have  seen  little 
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which  meets  the  main  obstacle  of  firm  cre- 
ation—the acquisition  of  start-up  cap- 
ital. .  .  ." 

Other  critics  of  the  plan  charge  that  it 
relies  too  heavily  on  employment-related 
tax  credits;  that  it  will  displace  low-income 
residents;  that  it  will  relocate  economic  ac- 
tivity from  one  area  to  another  without  cre- 
ating new  jobs  and  Investment  capital;  and 
that  it  will  place  businesses  operating 
within  the  outer  boundaries  of  enterprise 
zones  at  a  competitive  disadvantage. 

Reagan's  own  administration  agrees.  The 
General  Accounting  Office  concluded  in  a 
report  to  Congress  that,  while  tax  and  regu- 
latory relief  may  stimulate  business  devel- 
opment in  enterprise  zones,  it  may  never- 
theless be  difficult  to  attract  business  to  dis- 
tressed areas  because: 

The  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981 
provided  significant  tax  reductions  to  busi- 
nesses without  imposing  any  geographical 
restrictions; 

Tax  relief  may  not  be  enough  of  a  carrot 
to  hold  out.  especially  for  businesses  that 
have  limited  or  no  tax  liabilities; 

State  and  local  governments  may  not  have 
the  resources  to  make  the  commitments 
necessary  to  ease  distressed  area  problems: 

The  extent  to  which  other  federal  pro- 
grams might  support  enterprise  zones  is  un- 
clear; and 

The  extent  of  federal  regulatory  relief  to 
be  offered  in  enterprise  zones  has  not  been 
clarified. 

CAN  the  plan  succeed? 

Thus,  while  even  opponents  of  the  plan 
concede  that  its  objectives  are  commenda- 
ble, there  are  no  guarantees  that  this  eco- 
nomic experiment  will  be  successful.  The 
consensus  is  that  the  plan  can  succeed— but 
only  if  businesses  can  anticipate  a  real  pay- 
back on  any  potential  investment:  if  state 
and  local  governments  can  offer  sustained 
support  to  promising  potential  investors; 
and  if  local  residents  participate  actively  in 
the  program. 

The  response  of  the  private  investor  will 
be  crucial  to  the  success  of  the  plan.  And  al- 
though tax  incentives  and  regulatory  relief 
are  obviously  going  to  be  attractive,  other 
salient  considerations  might  include  the 
availability  of  a  trained  work  force,  ade- 
quate public  services,  geographical  sales 
concentration,  comparative  cost  analyses, 
proximity  to  existing  facilities,  and  access  to 
supplies. 

In  addition,  there  are  certain  psychologi- 
cal barriers  to  locating  in  a  deteriorating 
area— barriers  that  may  be  lowered  too 
slowly  and  cautiously  for  the  plan  to  suc- 
ceed. The  exodus  of  businesses  from  our 
urban  areas  did  not  occur  overnight;  per- 
haps they  should  not  be  expected  to  return 
Immediately. 

On  the  plus  side,  the  plan  certainly  will 
not  go  unnoticed  in  today's  sophisticated 
business  environment.  The  potential  tax 
savings,  the  comparatively  reasonable  labor 
costs,  and  the  promise  of  regulatory  relief 
may  be  too  tempting  for  potential  investors 
to  pass  up.  These  incentives  could  very  well 
be  the  determining  factor  in  the  choice  of  a 
site,  once  a  general  region  has  been  selected 
for  start-up  or  relocation. 

State  and  local  governments  can  play  a 
key  role  in  creating  an  attractive  environ- 
ment for  prospective  Investors.  Improved 
public  services  smd  property  tax  concessions 
are  but  two  examples  of  the  types  of  specif- 
ic commitments  needed  to  help  the  plan 
succeed. 

These  governments  have  a  vested  interest 
in    improving   the   condition   of   their   de- 
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pressed  areas.  They  must  be  mindful  of 
future  revenue  generation  as  well  as  cost 
containment.  Enhanced  economic  condi- 
tions in  these  areas  will  benefit  state  and 
local  governments  by  providing  a  solid  tax 
base  and  reducing  costly  subsidies  to  disad- 
vantaged residents.  In  fact,  the  state  and 
local  governments  that  are  truly  financially 
strapped  are  the  very  jurisdictions  that  can 
ill  afford  to  withhold  concessions.  These 
governments  may  have  to  forgo  short-term 
exigencies  to  establish  the  viable  economic 
bases  that  can  assure  future  prosperity  and 
financial  stability. 

Last  but  not  least,  local  residents  of  enter- 
prise zones— who  have  much  to  gain  from 
the  plan— should  support  it  actively.  They 
can,  for  example,  obtain  necessary  job  train- 
ing, encourage  state  and  local  governments 
to  provide  incentives  and  infrastructure  im- 
provements, and  strive  to  achieve  maximum 
productivity. 

experimentation  and  evaluation 
Two  to  five  years  after  enactment,  the 
plan  should  be  evaluated  and.  if  necessary, 
modified  to  eliminate  obstacles  to  the  at- 
tainment of  the  original  objectives.  Accord- 
ing to  1983  federal  budget  projections,  the 
estimated  cost  of  the  plan  in  lost  tax  reve- 
nues—assuming all  75  enterprise  zones  are 
designated— will  total  $930  million  by  1986 
(exclusive  of  federal  administrative  costs 
and  the  cost  of  state  and  local  commit- 
ments). This  represents  significantly  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  federal  budget— with- 
out even  considering  the  ultimate  return  on 
the  investment. 

Discussion  could  continue  endlessly  on  the 
merits  and  drawbacks  of  the  President's 
plan.  The  apparent  shortcomings  of  past 
programs  obviously  impelled  President 
Reagan  to  seek  an  alternative  to  direct  sub- 
sidization and  to  place  more  responsibility 
on  the  private  sector.  While  his  alternative 
may  not  prove  to  be  the  panacea  for  urban 
ills,  it  is  unlikely  to  cause  any  further  eco- 
nomic deterioration. 

The  plan  should  be  given  a  chance,  be- 
cause it  can  demonstrate,  among  other 
things,  whether  we  need  to  broadly  expand 
incentives  or  provide  a  combination  of  in- 
centives and  effective  subsidization  pro- 
grams to  promote  business  growth  in  de- 
pressed areas.  In  short,  we  must  establish 
the  effectiveness  of  incentives  through  ex- 
perience, in  much  the  same  manner  as  we 
did  with  the  total  subsidization  approach— 
which  proved  unsatisfactory  for  the  purpose 
of  stimulating  urban  economic  activity. 
Only  through  such  experimentation  will  we 
finally  discover  an  economic  formula  that 
works.* 


POLITICAL  ACTION 
COMMITTEES 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.    HAMILTON.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
wish  to  insert  my  Washington  Report 
of  July  20.  1983.  into  the  Congression- 
al Record. 


Political  Action  Committees 
The  place  of  money  in  politics  presents 
our  system  of  government  with  some  of  its 
most  difficult  problems.  One  of  the  prob- 
lems is  the  growing  role  of  the  political 
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action  conunittee  (PAC)  in  the  financing  of 
congressional  campaigns. 

PACs  contributed  $83  million  to  federal 
candidates  in  the  1982  elections,  more  than 
a  50  percent  increase  over  the  figure  for  the 
1980  elections.  Twenty  winners  of  House 
campaigns  received  more  than  $200,000 
from  PACs,  and  169  got  more  than  $100,000. 
In  the  Senate.  12  winners  took  more  than 
$500,000  from  PACs.  and  the  average  was 
$450,000.  Overall,  18  percent  of  Senate  can- 
didates' funds  and  31  percent  of  House  can- 
didates' funds  came  from  PACs.  Some  66 
percent  of  PAC  money  went  to  incumbents, 
but  only  19  percent  went  to  challengers. 

The  advantage  that  PACs  give  incumbents 
is  a  major  problem,  but  what  worries  me 
most  about  PACs  is  the  connection,  whether 
actual  or  supposed,  between  their  money 
and  action  in  Congress.  It  is  probably  true, 
as  some  maintain,  that  PACs  do  not  "buy" 
particular  votes,  but  it  is  expecting  much  of 
a  legislator  to  be  generally  objective  with 
regard  to  Interests  whose  advocates  provide 
him  with  the  vital  support  he  needs  to  keep 
his  seat.  Beyond  this  actual  conflict  of  inter- 
est, there  Is  the  equally  serious  problem  of 
appearance  of  conflict.  The  public  will  even 
have  doubts  about  the  legislator  who  wor- 
ries that  the  money  affects  his  judgment 
and  who  scrupulously  tries  to  avoid  favoring 
the  PACs  which  support  him.  He  may  not 
always  vote  with  the  PACs.  but  the  public 
will  wonder  what  he  does  for  them  behind 
the  scenes. 

The  legislator  who  accepts  money  from  a 
PAC  with  an  interest  in  matters  before  his 
committee  occasions  the  most  serious  prob- 
lem. In  this  situation,  the  potential  for  con- 
flict is  the  greatest  and  the  appearance  of 
conflict  is  at  its  worst.  The  legislator's  abili- 
ty to  focus  on  the  national  interest,  to  act 
independently,  or  to  lead  on  an  issue  may 
well  be  impaired  when  he  knows  that  a 
single  vote  can  cost  him,  or  bring  him,  thou- 
sand of  dollars  for  his  campaign.  The  public 
clearly  will  be  skeptical  when  it  knows  of 
the  powerful  influences  that  surround  the 
legislator  and  can  harm  him.  or  help  him.  so 
directly.  Anyone  would  question  the  propri- 
ety of  a  sheriff  who  took  campaign  money 
from  a  person  under  criminal  investigation 
in  his  county.  The  same  issues  are  raised  by 
the  legislator  who  takes  campaign  money 
from  a  PAC  interested  in  matters  under  his 
committee's  jurisdiction. 

Neither  the  growing  role  of  PACs  in  the 
financing  of  campaigns  nor  the  public  per- 
ception that  PACs  wield  disproportionate 
influence  over  legislators  can  be  healthy  for 
our  politics.  Each  causes  cynicism  about 
Congress  in  particular  and  the  government 
in  general.  The  foundation  of  government— 
the  trust  of  the  people— and  the  way  we 
govern  ourselves  are  at  stake. 

Yet  some  perspective  on  the  role  of  PACs 
is  needed.  PACs  are  not  bad  in  and  of  them- 
selves. They  are  legitimate  associations  of 
individuals  who  have  every  right  to  give  fi- 
nancial support  to  the  candidates  of  their 
choice.  Proposals  for  reform  designed  to 
deny  then  such  a  role  could  lead  to  PAC 
spending  we  would  find  quite  pernicious. 
For  example,  such  proposals  would  prompt 
PACs  to  spend  more  independently  In  a 
manner  not  directly  coordinated  with  candi- 
dates' campaigns.  PACs  are  now  operating, 
thriving  organizations.  We  should  be  seek- 
ing ways  to  channel  the  activities  of  PACs 
to  constructive  ends  rather  then  trying  to 
eliminate  them.  PACs  themselves  are  not 
harmful.  Candidates'  heavy  reliance  on 
them  and  the  public's  belief  that  they 
unduly  influence  candidates  are  harmful. 


BEST  CC'Y  AVAILABLE 
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Many  proposals  (or  reform  focus  on  public 
funding  of  elections,  not  only  as  a  way  of 
encouraging  reliance  on  small  contributions, 
but  also  because  it  discourages  independent 
spending  by  PACs  and  extensive  personal 
spending  by  candidates.  Candidates  who 
accept  public  funding  generally  are  subject 
to  limits  on  total  spending.  The  advantages 
of  these  proposals  are  obvious,  but  there  are 
obvious  drawbacks  as  well.  The  low  total  ex- 
penditure ceilings  common  to  the  proposals 
hinder  challengers,  who  must  spend  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  money  just  to  get  name  rec- 
ognition. Thus,  elections  become  less  com- 
petitive. High  ceilings,  on  the  other  hand, 
mean  that  campaigns  will  only  be  more  ex- 
pensive for  the  taxpayers.  Perhaps  the 
greatest  drawback  is  the  public's  attitude 
toward  these  proposals.  In  an  era  of  high 
budget  deficits,  it  will  be  difficult  to  con- 
vince the  public  that  funds  coming  from  the 
Treasury  should  finance  congressional  cam- 
paigns. I  see  no  consensus  in  favor  of  public 
funding,  either  in  Congress  or  among  the 
public,  and  it  is  simply  not  realistic,  in  the 
present  environment,  to  expect  the  enact- 
ment of  a  public  financing  law. 

Even  so.  I  believe  that  something  must  be 
done  to  diminish  undue  PAC  Influence, 
whether  real  or  perceived,  on  Congress.  I 
support  a  bill  that  would  do  so  without 
making  elections  less  competitive  and  with- 
out using  public  funds.  The  bill  would  cap 
the  total  amount  that  candidates  may  get 
from  PACs— $90,000  for  House  candidates 
and  up  to  $600,000  for  Senate  candidates. 
Free  air  time  on  television  and  radio  would 
allow  candidates  to  respond  to  independent- 
ly financed  broadcasts  against  them,  and  ad- 
ditional party  contributions  would  be  au- 
thorized for  candidates  to  counter  other 
types  of  independent  spending.  The  bill 
would  curb  large  personal  expenditures  by 
candidates  through  higher  Individual.  PAC, 
and  party  contributions  for  their  opponents. 
It  would  open  up  sources  of  funds  other 
than  PACs  by  permitting  individual  contri- 
butions up  to  $3,500.  It  would  strengthen 
the  role  of  political  parties  in  elections  by 
raising  party  contribution  and  spending 
limits. 

When  I  think  about  the  way  we  finance 
congressional  campaigns  today,  it  strikes  me 
that  there  is  not  much  agreement  on  the 
major  problems,  let  alone  on  solutions.  The 
"law  of  unintended  consequences"  also 
makes  us  hesitant  to  change  the  present 
campaign  finance  law  for  fear  of  causing 
new  problems.  But  on  the  issue  of  PACs.  we 
have  studied  present  law  long  enough.  We 
should  take  a  measured  step  forward  by  ad- 
justing that  law  to  rebuild  the  public's  trust 
in  government.* 


GOOD  NEWS  FROM  COLOMBIA 


HON.  JERRY  M.  PATTERSON 

OP  CALirORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
this  time  of  grreat  consternation  over 
the  continuing  human  rights  viola- 
tions in  Latin  America,  it  is  refreshing 
and  useful  to  look  at  the  progress  now 
being  made  against  human  rights 
abuses  in  Colombia.  This  country  has 
been  plagued  by  violence  from  both 
the  right  and  the  left  for  over  30 
years. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Recently,  however,  the  government 
of  President  Belisario  Betancur  has 
been  working  to  curb  this  violence. 
President  Betancur  granted  an  amnes- 
ty for  insurgents  to  encourage  them  to 
give  up  their  struggle,  and  he  set  up  a 
special  commission  to  negotiate  with 
guerrilla  leaders. 

Most  important,  he  has  turned  his 
attention  toward  eliminating  the  vi- 
cious death  squads  in  the  country.  Ac- 
cording to  Americas  Watch,  the  highly 
respected  human  rights  organization, 
the  Colombian  Government  has  ar- 
rested and  has  begun  prosecuting  163 
members  of  a  notorious  military- 
backed  terrorist  group  known  as  MAS. 
the  Spanish  initials  for  "Death  to  Kid- 
napers. ' 

According  to  Americas  Watch,  sever- 
al high-level  Colombian  military  offi- 
cials are  known  to  oppose  the  recent 
crackdown  against  right-wing  organi- 
zations, but  even  so.  59  active-duty  sol- 
diers were  among  those  arrested  in  the 
crackdown.  Because  of  this  opposition 
by  factions  of  the  military.  President 
Betancur  will  not  have  an  easy  time 
reducing  the  violence  in  his  country. 
After  30  years  of  fighting,  it  is  going 
to  take  some  time  to  achieve  peace.  I 
do  believe,  however,  that  the  Presi- 
dent's recent  actions  are  a  necessary 
first  step  toward  resolving  the  prob- 
lems of  that  country.  There  is  no 
chance  for  peace  where  there  is  no 
effort  for  justice.  I  commend  Presi- 
dent Betancur's  efforts  to  end  human 
rights  violations  against  the  people  of 
his  country,  and  to  prosecute  violators 
even  when  they  are  in  the  military.  I 
urge  him  to  continue  these  efforts. 

I  believe  that  the  United  States, 
which  has  a  long-standing  policy  of 
working  to  support  peace  and  freedom 
in  Latin  America,  should  encourage 
the  efforts  at  justice  being  made  in 
Colombia.  There  are  still  human 
rights  abuses  in  Colombia  and  the  sit- 
uation is  far  from  perfect,  but  in  pur- 
suing these  violators  the  Government 
of  Colombia  is  making  an  important 
move  in  the  right  direction.  I  hope 
that  other  governments  look  to  the  ex- 
ample of  Colombia  and  make  the  link 
between  justice  and  peace.  I  urge  the 
administration  and  my  colleagues  in 
the  Congress  to  pay  close  attention  to 
the  situation  in  Colombia.  We  should 
not  miss  this  opportunity  to  support 
and  encourage  a  moderate,  democratic 
government  in  Latin  America.* 


DRUG  TRAFFICKING  AND  THE 
23D  MEXICO  UNITED  STATES 
INTERPARLIAMENTARY  CON- 
FERENCE 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GILMAN 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.   GILMAN.   Mr.   Speaker.   I   re- 
cently had  the  opportunity  to  partici- 
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pate  as  a  delegate  at  the  23d  Mexico- 
United  States  Interparliamentary 
Conference  that  was  held  on  June  7- 
10.  1983.  in  Puebla.  Mexico,  and  to 
present  to  the  bilateral  parliamentary 
conference  a  paper  on  the  efforts  of 
both  nations  to  combat  narcotics  traf- 
ficking. Our  U.S.  delegation  was  led  by 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  de  la  Garza)  and  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  and  included  Representives 
Yatron.  Kazen,  Kogovsek.  Goodling. 
Bereuter.  and  Oilman,  and  Senators 
Randolph  and  Bingaman. 

As  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Select  Committee  on  Narcotics 
Abuse  and  Control,  chaired  by  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  New  York, 
(Mr.  Ranged  and  in  my  work  on  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee.  I 
wish  I  could  report  to  my  colleagues 
that  the  drug  trafficking  between  our 
two  nations  has  subsided  or  that  the 
problems  associated  with  drug  abuse 
has  diminished. 

Unfortunately  the  drug  problems 
confronting  our  two  nations  is  but  a 
microcosm  of  the  epidemic  condition 
confronting  every  region  in  the  world. 
Hardly  a  day  goes  by  that  drug  law  en- 
forcement authorities  do  not  report  a 
substantial  seizure  of  illegal  drugs  by 
the  planeload  or  by  the  boatload  and 
hardly  a  day  goes  by  that  a  hospital 
emergency  room  does  not  report  a  pa- 
tient succumbing  to  a  drug  overdose. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  respect  to  finan- 
cial contributions  by  member  nations 
to  the  U.N.  Fund  for  Drug  Abuse  Con- 
trol (UNFDAC).  I  am  deeply  distressed 
that  only  42  nations  or  only  13  percent 
of  the  157  member  nations  of  the 
United  Nations  contributed  during  the 
past  year  a  paltry  $6.5  million  to  the 
U.N.  Drug  Fund.  Within  the  Latin 
American  and  Caribbean  communities, 
only  eight  nations  contributed  a 
meager  $26,000;  hardly  enough  to  un- 
derwrite the  cost  of  a  local  drug  treat- 
ment center. 

Although  Mexico  has  made  signifi- 
cant progress  in  narcotic  eradication,  I 
believe  that  both  our  nations  can  and 
should  do  much  more  to  apprehend 
major  narcotic  traffickers.  Law  en- 
forcement agents  in  Mexico  and  the 
United  States  have  identified  numer- 
ous major  drug  trafficking  violators, 
but  unfortunately  these  merchants  of 
human  misery  still  remain  beyond  the 
reach  of  the  law.  They  have  not  been 
apprehended  or  prosecuted  for  their 
heinous  crimes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  interest  of  shar- 
ing with  my  colleagues  in  greater 
detail,  the  problems  regarding  narcot- 
ics trafficking  and  drug  abuse  con- 
fronting our  two  nations,  I  am  insert- 
ing at  this  point  in  the  Record  the 
complete  text  of  my  statement  at  the 
bilateral  interparliamentary  confer- 
ence. 
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statfa^ent  of  hon.   benjamin  a.  gilman 
Before  the  23d  Mexico-United  States  In- 
terparliamentary Conference 
Mr.    Chairman,    distinguished    legislators 
from  Mexico  and  the  United  States,  I  am 
pleased  to  participate  again  with  our  Mexi- 
can colleagues  in  the  23rd  Mexico-United 
States       Interparliamentary       Conference. 
These  bilateral  conferences  have  been  ex- 
tremely important  in  addressing  the  signifi- 
cant issues  confronting  our  two  nations,  par- 
ticularly the  problems  of  narcotic  traffick- 
ing and  drug  abuse  . .  .  one  of  our  most  criti- 
cal problems. 

As  the  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the 
House  Select  Committee  on  Narcotics  Abuse 
and  Control,  chaired  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Charles 
Rangel),  and  as  a  member  of  the  House  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee,  chaired  by  the  Dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr. 
Zablocki).  I  wish  I  could  report  that  the 
drug  problem  has  diminished  since  we  met 
last  year  in  Santa  Barbara.  California.  Un- 
fortunately, that  is  not  the  situation.  As  all 
of  us  here  know,  the  drug  problem  has  not 
dissipated.  To  the  contrary,  it  has  reached 
epidemic  proportions  .  .  .  not  just  for  our 
two  nations,  but  indeed  throughout  the 
world. 

President  Reagan  stated  in  his  message  to 
the  30th  Session  of  the  United  Nations 
Commission  on  Narcotic  Drugs  which  met 
in  Vienna  in  February  of  this  Year:  "This 
international  drug  problem  requires  an 
international  response.  Nations  must  join 
together  in  the  fight  against  drug  abuse  and 
the  great  harm  it  causes. " 

That  is  one  reason  why  we  are  here  today: 
to  consider  how  we  can  best  encourage 
other  nations  to  join  in  combatting  narcot- 
ics trafficking  and  drug  abuse. 

During  last  year's  fruitful  bilateral  confer- 
ence, the  delegations  from  both  our  nations 
adopted  the  "Santa  Barbara  Narcotics 
Accord."  which  I  was  pleased  to  cosponser, 
that  strengthens  the  ties  between  our  two 
nations  in  this  "war"  on  drugs. 

In  adopting  the  Santa  Barbara  Accord, 
the  United  SUtes  and  Mexico  reaffirmed 
their  commitment  to  raise  to  the  highest 
priority  the  problems  associated  with  nar- 
cotics production,  trafficking  and  abuse.  We 
committed  ourselves  to  the  development  of 
J  a  comprehensive,  coordinated,  regional  drug 
strategy  to  interdict  drug  trafficking,  to 
eradicate  the  illicit  production  of  drugs  at 
their  sources,  to  increase  the  technical  coop- 
eration of  the  United  States  to  Mexico  in 
their  campaign  against  the  illicit  production 
and  trafficking  of  narcotics,  to  educate  our 
citizens  about  the  dangers  of  drug  abuse, 
and  to  encourage  the  proper  treatment  and 
rehabilitation  of  those  individuals  depend- 
ent upon  drugs.  We  also  committed  our- 
selves to  support  the  development  of  crop 
substitution  programs  fostering  agricultur- 
al, industrial,  and  commercial  activities  ac- 
companied by  economic  incentives  to  insure 
their  success. 

The  Santa  Barbara  Narcotics  Accord  and 
the  Hermosillo  Declaration,  which  was 
adopted  by  our  bilateral  interparliamentary 
conference  in  1977.  reaffirms  our  deep  com- 
mitment to  the  "war  "  against  drug  traffick- 
ing and  drug  abuse.  We  must  now  do  more 
than  adopt  well-intended  resolutions.  We 
should  develop  a  narcotics  consultative 
mechanism  between  our  two  legislative 
bodies  to  Implement  these  two  historic  doc- 
uments. The  time  for  action  is  upon  us.  The 
citizens  of  both  our  nations  expect  this  from 
us. 
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With  respect  to  the  United  Nations  Fund 
for  Drug  Abuse  Control  (UNFDAC).  during 
last  year.  42  nations,  or  only  13  percent  of 
the  157  member  nations  of  the  United  Na- 
tions, contributed  just  over  $6.5  million  to 
UNFDAC's  budget,  or  an  average  contribu- 
tion of  $200,000  per  nation;  private  contri- 
butions amounting  to  $581,929  brought  the 
cash  contributions  to  UNFDAC's  budget  to 
a  paltry  $7,301,158.  Only  a  handful  of  na- 
tions contributed  $100,000  or  more  to  the 
UN  Drug  Fund. 

We  commend  the  Government  of  Mexico 
for  its  contribution  to  UNFDAC.  and  we 
urge  Mexico  to  take  the  lead  in  encouraging 
other  Latin  American  nations  to  participate 
in  this  important  United  Nations  effort.  Ac- 
cording to  UNFDAC's  1982  report,  only 
eight  Latin  American  and  Caribbean  na- 
tions contributed  to  the  UN  Drug  Fund:  Ar- 
gentina ($7,882).  Bahamas  ($1,000),  Barba- 
dos ($500),  Bolivia  ($2,000),  Brazil  ($5,000), 
Chile  ($5,000).  Jamaica  ($562),  and  Mexico 
($4,003).  for  a  total  of  less  than  $26,000  .  .  . 
hardly  enough  to  underwrite  the  costs  of 
supplying  one  local  drug  treatment  center. 

Mexico  has  made  significant  progress  in 
narcotics  eradication  and  in  international 
narcotics  cohtrol  efforts.  However,  we  be- 
lieve that  both  of  our  nations  could  and 
should  do  much  more  in  narcotics  enforce- 
ment, particularly  in  apprehending  major 
violators.  While  we  are  busily  engaged  in 
spraying  programs  to  eradicate  poppy  and 
marihuana  fields,  the  major  violators— the 
big  traffickers  are  carrying  on  business  as 
usual. 

Our  drug  enforcement  agencies,  both  U.S. 
and  Mexican,  have  identified  a  number  of 
the  major  drug  trafficking  violators.  But 
their  apprehension  will  need  a  great  deal  of 
support  from  the  Executive  and  Legislative 
Branches  of  our  respective  governments. 

I  also  wish  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  our 
delegates  that  a  treaty  exists  between  the 
Government  of  Mexico  and  the  United 
States,  wherein  the  Government  of  Mexico 
agrees  to  prosecute  Mexican  citizens  in 
Mexico  based  on  testimony  given  and  evi- 
dence obtained  in  the  United  States.  Unfor- 
tunately, while  a  substantial  number  of 
these  cases  have  been  prepared,  there  is  a 
laxity  in  their  prosecution.  Hopefully,  the 
attention  by  all  of  us  to  these  existing  en- 
forcement problems  will  bring  about  greater 
success  in  our  "war"  on  drugs. 

Your  problems  are  our  problems.  Not  only 
do  we  share  a  common  border  but  we  are  in- 
extricably bound  to  one  another  through 
our  economic  and  s(Dcial  ties.  Through 
mutual  understanding,  respect,  and  coopera- 
tion, we  can  solve  the  problems  of  drug  traf- 
ficking, drug  abuse  and  the  other  thorny 
issues  confronting  both  our  nations. 

You  are  the  only  nation  in  this  Hemi- 
sphere that  has  been  able  to  develop  an  ef- 
fective plan  to  eradicate  the  illicit  produc- 
tion of  opium  and  marihuana,  which  can  be 
a  model  for  all  nations  to  emulate.  For  ex- 
ample, just  last  September  your  Army  inter- 
dicted 343  kilograms  of  cocaine,  making  this 
seizure  one  of  the  largest  cocaine  confisca- 
tions in  the  world.  This  seizure  was  report- 
edly valued  at  26  million  pesos,  which,  if 
trafficked  on  the  streets  of  New  York  City 
would,  I  am  told,  escalate  to  an  astronomi- 
cal $274  million.  We  commend  you  for  this 
achievement  and  we  admire  your  success. 

Obviously,  we  live  in  an  interdependent 
world.  Nations  of  the  international  commu- 
nity need  to  acquire  your  expertise  and  ex- 
perience In  combatting  drug  trafficking.  For 
us,  cultivation  of  marihuana  in  the  United 
States  has  become  a  major  problem  for  our 
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law  enforcement  authorities,  and  in  this 
regard,  we  have  much  to  learn  from  your 
helicopter  pilots  who  skillfully  spot  the  cul- 
tivation of  this  narcotic  and  who  daily  risk 
their  lives  performing  this  dangerous  task. 

We  are  grateful  for  your  support  in  coop- 
erative ventures  to  help  rid  our  societies  of 
narcotic  dependency  and  the  serious  prob- 
lems resulting  from  a  drug  dependent  citi- 
zenry. 

Under  the  leadership  of  the  distinguished 
Chairman  of  the  Narcotics  Select  Commit- 
tee (Mr.  Rangel).  our  Congressional  Select 
Committee  expects  to  visit  Mexico  this 
summer.  We  look  forward  to  further  dis- 
cussing the  problems  of  drug  abuse  and 
drug  trafficking  with  you  and  your  distin- 
guished colleagues  in  the  Executive  branch 
and  to  learn  in  greater  detail  of  your  experi- 
ences in  combatting  this  deadly  menace  that 
undermines  our  political,  economic,  and 
social  institutions  and  that  adversely  affects 
the  health  of  our  citizens. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  this  oppor- 
tunity to  share  with  you  and  our  distin- 
guished delegates  our  thoughts  regarding 
this  vitally  important  issue  and  to  express 
our  concerns  in  this  critical  area  affecting 
both  of  our  nations."* 


A  HAPPY  ENDING 


HON.  BILL  LOWERY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21.  1983 
•  Mr.  LOWERY  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  be  able  to 
report  to  my  colleagues  the  successful 
conclusion  of  a  family  reunification 
case.  In  doing  so,  I  am  motivated  by 
the  fact  that  we  so  often  have  to 
report  on  human  rights  cases  with  a 
tragic  ending.  Thus,  for  me  it  is  re- 
warding to  relate  a  story  with  a  happy 
ending.  The  case  in  question  involved 
Mr.  Sandor  Zoboki.  a  constituent  of 
mine. 

On  April  7,  1970,  Mr.  Zoboki,  then  a 
first  lieutenant  in  the  Hungarian  Air 
Force,  flew  a  Mig-15  fighter  jet  from 
Hungary  to  Udine,  Italy,  and  request- 
ed political  asylum  from  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment. He  arrived  in  San  Diego, 
Calif.,  and  found  work  as  a  mechanic 
for  several  years  until  accepting  a  job 
with  National  Cash  Register  [NCR]. 
Following  3  years  with  NCR,  Mr. 
Zoboki  worked  with  National  Semicon- 
ductor for  4  years  before  moving  full- 
time  into  his  own  computer  business. 

When  Mr.  Zoboki  defected  to  the 
West,  he  left  behind  a  1-year-old  son. 
Sandor,  Jr.,  and  an  18-year-old  wife, 
Eva.  Both  were  denied  permission  to 
join  him  in  the  United  States  during  a 
6-year  period  before  E3va  Zoboki's 
death  from  a  liver  disease  at  the  age  of 
24. 

Following  Eva  Zoboki's  death.  Mrs. 
Boroka.  the  young  boy's  maternal 
grandmother,  was  assigned  guardian- 
ship, and  she  would  not  allow  the  boy 
to  emigrate  to  the  United  States  until 
1979.  At  that  time,  the  application 
process   for  emigration   was  renewed 


JMI 


20452  *'" 

and  has  been  resubmitted  each  consec- 
utive 6  months,  as  prescribed  by  Hun- 
garian law.  following  each  refusal.  The 
guardiaiuhip  authority,  after  inter- 
viewing the  son— who  was  anxious  to 
join  his  father— and  with  the  grand- 
mother's permission,  approved  the 
child's  emigration  to  the  United 
States.  However,  the  Hungarian  Minis- 
try of  Internal  Affairs  continued  to 
refuse  permission  to  issue  a  passport 
to  Sandor  Zoboki.  Jr. 

In  desperation,  the  father  tele- 
phoned my  office  on  March  10,  1982. 
Subsequently.  I  contacted  Dr.  Miklos 
Radvanyi.  a  Senior  Legal  Specialist  at 
the  Library  of  Congress,  and  asked 
him  to  look  into  the  case.  Throughout 
our  dealings  with  the  Hungarian  Em- 
bassy, particularly  with  Ambassador 
Janos  Petran,  I  was  gratified  by  the 
positive  response  we  received.  As  a 
result.  Sandor  Zoboki.  Jr..  was  allowed 
to  join  his  father  about  1  year  later, 
on  March  30.  1983. 

In  this  context.  I  must  commend 
Ambassador  Janos  Petran  for  his 
prompt  and  effective  intervention  on 
behalf  of  my  constituent.  I  believe 
that  his  participation  insured  the  suc- 
cessful outcome  of  this  case.  In  clos- 
ing. I  would  like  to  express  my  hope 
that  both  the  Hungarian  Embassy  in 
Washington.  D.C..  and  the  Hungarian 
Government  in  Budapest  will  treat 
such  cases  in  the  future  in  a  similar 
manner.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

dom.  This  illustrious  honor  was  cre- 
ated to  recognize  Americans  who  make 
especially  meritorious  contributions  to 
world  peace,  culture,  private  endeav- 
ors, national  security,  or  national  in- 
terest. 

I  have  had  the  great  privilege  of 
knowing  "Dr.  Karl"  as  he  is  affection- 
ately known  by  his  legions  of  admirers 
and  friends.  My  family  and  I  spend 
time  every  summer  at  Chautauqua  In- 
stitution in  upstate  New  York.  Chau- 
tauqua is  a  unique  summer  colony 
which  presents  a  9-week  program  of 
symphony  concerts,  lectures,  plays, 
operas,  and  popular  entertainment. 
Dr.  Menninger  has  attended  Chautau- 
qua just  about  every  one  of  his  90 
summers  and  usually  is  a  program  par- 
ticipant. I  have  always  found  his  lec- 
tures to  be  challenging  and  often  in- 
spiring. In  fact,  he  is  presently  visiting 
the  institution. 

He  may  be  an  old  man  in  years  but 
in  terms  of  spirit  and  vitality  he  is 
younger  and  more  productive  than 
most  of  us.  I  am  proud  to  pay  tribute 
to  this  author  and  doctor,  truly,  a 
"FYiend  of  Man."« 
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HON.  WILLIAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  20,  1983 

•  Mr.  CUNGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  July  22 
marks  the  birthday  of  Dr.  Karl  Men- 
ninger. one  of  the  great  pioneers  in 
mental  health.  For  more  than  60  of 
his  90  years.  Dr.  Menninger  has  been 
the  leader  of  his  profession,  and  with 
the  wisdom  of  these  years,  he  truly 
represents  the  ideas  of  what  is  to 
come,  rather  than  what  has  been. 
With  the  publication  of  his  first  l)ook. 
"The  Human  Mind, "  Dr.  Menninger 
introduced  psychiatry  to  the  general 
public  and  followed  thereafter  with  13 
more  publications,  the  latest  of  which 
Is  "Whatever  Became  of  Sin?"  His  role 
as  educator  led  to  the  establishment  of 
the  Menninger  Sanitarium  Corp.  in 
1941,  and  the  Karl  Menninger  School 
of  Psychiatry  in  1945.  The  American 
Psychiatric  Association  presented 
Menninger  the  first  of  many  awards  in 
1962,  the  Isaac  Ray  Award,  in  recogni- 
tion of  his  valuable  scientific  contribu- 
tions in  psychiatry.  In  1970,  he  re- 
ceived the  Karl  Jaspers  Scroll  Award 
for  humane  and  scholarly  achieve- 
ment, and  in  1981,  the  Nation's  high- 
est civilian  honor,  the  Medal  of  Pree- 


MEDICARE  AND  ELDERLY 
HEALTH  ISSUES 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

or  ItASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
had  the  pleasure  to  address  the  Na- 
tional Senior  Citizens  Action  Council. 
I  know  that  many  of  my  colleagues 
had  the  same  pleasure  to  speak  with 
some  of  their  senior  constituents 
about  the  vital  issues  they  are  inter- 
ested in:  Health,  medicare,  and  hous- 
ing for  senior  citizens.  I  commend  to 
my  colleagues  my  comments  before 
some  senior  constituents  from  the 
Boston  area: 

Medicare  and  Elderly  Health  Issues 

As  a  member  of  the  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee.  I  get  a  chance  to  review 
all  of  the  major  health  and  medicare  bills 
before  the  Congress.  Let  me  assure  you  that 
I  use  this  position  to  ensure  the  financial  in- 
tegrity and  maintain  our  promise  of  quality 
health  care  to  our  nation's  senior  citizens. 

The  financial  health  of  the  medicare 
system  is  the  next  crisis  the  elderly  and 
Congress  will  have  to  face.  Although  I  did 
not  agree  with  the  final  recommendations 
of  the  Social  Security  Commission.  I  think 
the  bi-partisan  panel  did  a  fairly  good  job  in 
focusing  debate  on  the  issue.  My  colleague 
from  Massachusetts.  Silvio  Conte.  is  circu- 
lating a  letter  to  the  President  urging  him 
to  appoint  a  similar  panel.  To  the  extent 
that  such  a  panel  would  force  Congress  to 
begin  looking  for  some  answers  to  this  im- 
portant question  and  avoid  llth-hour  com- 
promises. I  would  support  it. 

Let  me  assure  you  that  I  will  not  let  this 
program  upon  which  you  depend  for  health 
care  to  reduce  benefits  or  to  cost  you  more. 
I  work  closely  with  the  Energy  and  Com- 
merce  Subconunittee   on   Health    to   make 


sure  that  the  human  element  of  medicare  is 
not  lost  in  the  debate  over  cost. 

No  one  who  is  familiar  with  the  recent 
Social  Security  Trust  Fund  report  given  to 
Congress  last  week,  can  deny  the  serious- 
ness of  the  Medicare  funding  crisis.  For  the 
first  time  in  many  years,  the  report  assured 
the  reader  that  two  of  the  three  Social  Se- 
curity funds— Old  Age  Insurance  and  Dis- 
ability Insurance— were  in  sound  financial 
shape  into  the  next  century.  Unfortunately, 
the  report  further  states  that  the  Medicare 
fund  could  be  bankrupt  by  the  end  of  this 
decade. 

The  fundamental  problem  of  Medicare  fi- 
nancing is  rising  health  costs.  The  Social  Se- 
curity amendments  implemented  prospec- 
tive reimbursement  to  hospitals  for  medi- 
care payments.  This  step  will  force  hospitals 
to  become  cost  conscious  and  will  begin  to 
reverse  the  trend  of  rising  health  costs.  I 
support  measures  like  these  to  the  extent 
that  they  force  medical  service  providers  to 
be  more  sensitive  to  costs.  I  do  not  support 
these  measures  if  they  produce  less  compre- 
hensive and  lower  quality  care  for  our 
senior  citizens. 

After  yesterday's  meeting  with  an  old  col- 
league of  mine  from  Massachusetts.  Peg 
Heckler.  I  am  sure  you  have  seen  up  close 
this  administration's  approach  to  Medicare: 
"Blame  the  Victim."  I  say  it  is  time  we 
blame  the  Administration  for  spending  bil- 
lions on  unneeded  weapons  systems,  like  the 
MX  which  is  up  on  the  House  floor  today, 
and  for  cutting  medicare  benefits  and  other 
social  services.  The  victims  deserve  no 
blame:  they  need  our  help  and  compassion. 
This  Administration  has  no  compassion: 
this  Administration  deserves  the  blame. 

Prospective  reimbursement  of  Medicare 
costs  to  hospitals  is  one  method  that  could 
work  to  lower  health  care  costs.  Without 
compromising  quality  care.  There  are  other 
suggestions  out  there  to  lower  rising  health 
costs.  Let  me  assure  you  that  I  will  look  at 
each  of  these  proposals  with  you  in  mind.  I 
will  not  forget  the  human  element  of  the 
cost  debate  which  is  too  frequently  forgot- 
ten. I  suggest  the  human  element  should  be 
primary  when  we  consider  rationing  our 
health  resources.  I  might  add,  when  it 
comes  to  rationing  health  dollars.  I  believe 
some  should  occur  at  the  expense  of  doc- 
tor's incomes. 

When  discussing  medicare  and  quality 
health  care,  we  can  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact 
that  there  is  a  basic  element  of  human  dig- 
nity involved  here.  Putting  it  simply,  deny- 
ing health  care  to  people  who  are  sick  is  In- 
consistent with  our  values  and  dearly  held 
principles.  It  is  something  I  cannot  allow 
and  will  not  tolerate. 

There  is  one  specific  proposal  made  by  the 
President  on  Medicare  that  I  think  deserves 
special  mention.  That  Is  the  proposal  to 
force  Medicare  beneficiaries  to  pay  more  for 
hospitalization  while  supposedly  getting  a 
greater  protection  against  the  cost  of  cata- 
strophic illness.  Like  so  many  of  this  admin- 
istration's proposals,  this  is  a  false  promise 
which  takes  alot  away  from  our  senior  citi- 
zens and  gives  them  nothing. 

To  suggest  that  our  elderly  citizens  use 
too  much  hospital  services  from  the  2nd  to 
the  60th  day  when  they  could  be  at  home, 
as  the  President  hsa  done,  insults  the  elder- 
ly. Im  sure  that  the  majority  of  our  senior 
citizens  fight  to  the  bitter  end  to  avoid 
going  into  a  hospital,  even  when  they  are 
covered  for  the  cost.  To  have  to  pay  even  a 
small  portion  of  the  cost  Is  an  impossibility. 
The  question  I  have  for  Mr.  Reagan  Is:  How 
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do  you  pay  even  a  small  amount  out  of  an 
empty  pocketbook? 

I  regret  to  say  that  I  think  the  Reagan 
Administration  Is  a  little  confused  about  our 
senior  citizens  and  health  care.  Maybe  be- 
cause Mr.  Reagan  has  been  wealthy  his 
whole  life,  he  doesn't  have  to  worry  about 
the  price  of  goods.  But  I  know  that  for  most 
senior  citizens,  they  do  not  need  an  incen- 
tive to  stay  out  of  the  doctors  office  and 
hospitals,  they  already  have  an  Incentive. 

Let  me  assure  you  In  the  strongest  terms, 
I  win  oppose  any  legislation  forcing  people 
like  you  to  pay  a  portion  of  their  first  two 
weeks  In  a  hospital.  The  victims  are  not  to 
blame:  we  should  blame  the  administration 
for  their  unfair  and  callous  policies. 

Now  I  would  like  to  turn  to  some  other 
Issues  affecting  the  health  of  the  elderly. 
Before  I  cite  them,  however.  I  want  to  call 
to  your  attention  an  important  statistic  I 
read  in  the  New  York  Times  recently:  The 
death  rate  among  older  Americans  has  been 
dropping  at  'historically  unprecedented 
rates,  largely  because  of  the  rapid  strides 
being  made  in  medicine."  I  have  supported 
these  health  efforts  during  my  six  years  In 
Congress  and  will  continue  to  support  meas- 
ures like  these  which  are  now  before  the 
Congress. 

There  Is  now  a  bill  before  the  Committee  I 
sit  on  which  would  end  the  mistaken  and 
unfair  practice  of  forcing  senior  citizens  to 
bear  all  the  cost  of  vision  care.  This  bill. 
H.R.  3010.  would  include  vision  care  as  reim- 
bursable under  Medicare.  I  support  this  bill 
since  it  would  end  the  mistaken  Interpreta- 
tion that  vision  care  is  not  necessary  medi- 
cal care.  I'm  sure  that  many  of  you  think 
that  vision  care  may  be  more  important 
than  medical  care  at  some  times  and  I  be- 
lieve the  system  has  been  unfair  in  not  rec- 
ognizing the  importance  of  vision  care  to 
our  nation's  elderly. 

I  am  happy  to  review  some  of  the  health 
and  elderly  issues  before  the  Congress.  I 
regret  that  this  Administration  would 
rather  spend  our  vital  resources  on  weapons 
systems  instead  of  hospital  care.  Our  senior 
citizens,  through  their  hard  work,  dedica- 
tion, and  diligence  made  this  country  what 
it  is  today.  I  personally  think  you  should  be 
proud  of  your  contributions  and  believe  we 
all  should  do  our  part  to  ensure  you  have 
the  medical  protection  you  deserve.  You 
earned  quality  health  care  and  I  will  work 
to  make  sure  you  receive  it.  I  will  not  let 
this  president  do  more  harm  to  you  than  he 
already  has.  Unlike  Mr.  Reagan.  I  believe 
that  he  is  not  the  only  old  person  who 
should  live  well.* 


JUDGING  CONGRESS 


HON.  DOUGUS  K.  BEREUTER 

OF  NEBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  sev- 
eral days  ago.  I  received  a  troublesome 
letter  from  one  of  the  very  distin- 
guished Federal  judges  of  my  State.  In 
that  letter,  the  judge  pointed  out 
clearly  the  serious  problems  Congress 
created  for  the  Federal  judiciary  when 
it  altered  the  taxation  of  pensions  re- 
ceived by  Federal  judges  in  senior 
status. 

The   Wall   Street   Journal   recently 
very    rightly    criticized   Congress    for 
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this  change  and  called  for  repeal  of 
this  provision.  I  concur  in  that  assess- 
ment and  I  hope  that  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  will  act  soon  to 
undue  this  change  before  too  much 
damage  has  been  done  to  the  already 
strained  Federal  judiciary.  I  commend 
to  my  colleagues  the  Journal's  editori- 
al which  follows: 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  July  12, 

19831 
There  is  one  thing  on  which  all  editorial 
writers  agree:  If  it  weren't  for  Congress, 
they  would  be  hard  put  to  fill  up  their  col- 
umns day  after  day.  But  Congress  always 
comes  through.  Consider  the  following: 

The  Constitution— a  document  surely  not 
unknown  to  Congress— says  that  federal 
judges  are  appointed  and  paid  for  life.  That 
is,  federal  judges  continue  to  draw  their  full 
salaries  after  retirement.  A  good  deal  as 
pensions  go. 

There  are  now  about  230  judges  with 
senior  status.  Lesser  public  servants  might 
take  this  kind  of  pension  deal  and  retire,  so 
to  speak,  to  the  tennis  courts.  Lesser  public 
servants  might  even  form  themselves  into  a 
lobby  group  to  demand  more  money.  But 
the  fact  is  that  200  of  the  judges  entitled  to 
tennis  court  duty  are  still  serving  on  the 
bench.  Yes,  they  continue  to  hear  cases, 
render  decisions  and  generally  comport 
themselves  as  public  servants. 

Theoretically,  at  least,  if  it  weren't  for 
this  "free"  service,  our  judicial  system 
would  be  even  more  clogged  than  it  is  now. 
An  estimated  10  percent  of  the  total  federal 
caseload— civil  and  criminal— is  now  handled 
by  senior  jurists.  A  good  deal— some  might 
argue— for  the  operation  of  justice. 

Now.  enter  Congress.  The  new  Social  Se- 
curity law,  so  proudly  passed  by  Congress, 
specifically  double-whammies  this  good 
deal.  Section  101(c)  says  that  senior  judges 
between  the  ages  of  65  and  70.  who  continue 
to  perform  for  the  public  weal,  must  pay 
the  Social  Security  tax  on  their  pensions 
(which  are  thus  considered  wages).  In  other 
words,  judges  wishing  to  donate  their  serv- 
ices now  must  pay.  at  minimum.  $2,500  for 
making  that  donation. 

There  are  doubtless  a  number  of  jurists 
we'd  just  as  soon  see  driven  to  the  tennis 
courts.  The  system  of  lifetime  tenure  serves 
to  Insulate  the  judiciary  from  political  and 
financial  pressure  but  it  also  protects  some 
who  never  should  have  been  appointed  in 
the  first  place  or  whose  mental  acuity  is  be- 
ginning to  diminish  with  age.  And  of  course 
there's  something  to  be  said  for  pointed  re- 
minders to  judges  from  time  to  time  of  how 
capricious  laws  affect  the  pocketbooks  of  in- 
nocent citizens. 

But  this  tax  Is  a  hard  lesson  indeed  and 
certainly  no  way  to  solve  the  problem  of 
over-tenure,  if  Congress  thinks  it's  a  prob- 
lem. It  probably  would  wind  up  raising  less 
revenue  for  the  government  than  the  cost  of 
replacing  the  judges.  Experienced  jurists 
aren't  easy  to  come  by:  what  senior  judges 
may  lack  In  energy,  they  often  make  up  in 
wisdom. 

The  federal  judges,  many  of  whom  believe 
the  section  to  be  unconstitutional,  are 
asking  for  a  legislative  remedy.  Two  bills  re- 
pealing the  section  have  been  introduced  in 
the  Senate.  We  agree  with  the  judges.  Con- 
gress, having  done  the  foolish  deed,  should 
now  undo  it.* 
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THOMAS  ROGISH— TAFT 
SEMINAR  II  AWARD 


HON.  FRANK  HARRISON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  all  heard  a  great  deal  lately 
about  what  is  wrong  with  the  Ameri- 
can educational  system.  It  is  a  pleas- 
ure for  me  today  to  talk  about  some- 
thing that  is  right  with  it. 

These  2  weeks  in  July,  the  Taft  Sem- 
inar II  is  being  conducted  at  American 
University.  It  is  a  rigorous  graduate 
credit  course  on  politics  and  govern- 
ment and  its  33  students  were  admit- 
ted to  the  program  only  after  steep 
competition  from  their  colleagues. 
They  are  all  elementary  and  high 
school  classroom  teachers,  who  have 
previously  participated  in  Taft  semi- 
nars in  their  own  States  and  have  sub- 
mitted teaching  ideas  for  treating  poli- 
tics and  government. 

I  am  happy  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
one  of  my  constituents  is  one  of  those 
33  outstanding  teachers.  He  is  Thomas 
Rogish,  and  more  than  being  a  constit- 
uent, he  is  a  friend.  I  have  twice  ap- 
peared as  a  guest  teacher  in  Tom's 
senior  course  in  civics  and  government 
at  Meyers  High  School  in  Wilkes- 
Barre.  I  know  of  the  high  regard  in 
which  he  is  held  by  his  students  and 
the  outstanding  job  which  he  does  in 
inspiring  and  educating  them. 

Yesterday  afternoon  at  5:30,  it  was 
my  pleasure  to  present  Tom  with  an 
engraved  plaque  representing  his  suc- 
cessful completion  of  Taft  Seminar  II. 
I  am  glad,  also,  to  have  had  this  oppor- 
tunity to  share  his  achievement  with 
my  friends  and  colleagues  in  the 
House.* 


IMITATION  CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCES  ACT  OF  1983 


HON.  NORMAN  SISISKY 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  which 
brings  attention  to  a  problem  which 
plagues  many  concerned  parents  and 
communities.  That  is  the  problem  of 
so-called  look-alike  drugs  which  are 
targeted  for  and  sold  to  young  people 
with  the  promise  of  amphetamine-like 
effects. 

The  health  risks  from  using  these 
substances  is  substantial.  These  pills 
contain  large  amounts  of  caffeine  and 
ephedrine,  which  are  central  nervous 
system  stimulants  that,  when  taken  in 
large  quantities,  do  have  effects  simi- 
lar to  those  generated  by  amphet- 
amines. 
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Children  who  take  these  drugs  know 
little  or  nothing  about  the  real  dan- 
gers these  pills  pose.  Those  who  do 
take  them  often  suffer  from  an  ex- 
treme state  of  agitation  with  uncon- 
trollable nervousness,  crying,  depres- 
sion, or  manic  behavior. 

The  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
is  well  aware  of  this  particular  prob- 
lem. The  FDA  has  held  conferences  on 
the  dangers  which  these  substances 
present.  More  important,  the  FDA  has 
treated  earlier  versions  of  look-alike 
drugs  as  untested  new  drugs  which 
would  require  FDA  approval.  While 
this  move  was  effective  in  removing 
some  of  these  drugs,  it  has  not 
reached  those  pills  which  are  largely 
caffeine  and  ephedrine.  I  have  con- 
tacted the  FDA  and  urged  that  the 
full  authority  of  that  agency  be  used 
to  help  eradicate  these  substances. 
However,  there  is  some  confusion  as  to 
whether  current  FDA  authority  can 
be  effective  against  these  look-alike 
drugs. 

As  a  result,  I  am  also  introducing 
legislation  which  would  make  it  unlaw- 
ful to  manufacture,  distribute,  or  pos- 
sess with  the  intent  to  distribute,  a 
drug  which  is  an  imitation  of  a  con- 
trolled sut)stance.  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  FDA  can  find  it  within  their  exist- 
ing authority  to  address  this  pressing 
problem.  Failing  that.  I  believe  that 
the  Congress,  too.  has  a  responsibility 
to  help  those  parents  and  concerned 
communities  where  the  distribution  of 
these  pills  is  rampant  and  harmful. 

I  know  that  the  cities  of  Portsmouth 
and  Chesapeake  in  my  own  district  are 
especially  alarmed  by  the  increasing 
use  of  these  drugs  among  our  young 
people.  I  share  their  concern  and  I 
know  that  there  are  many  other  com- 
munities in  Virginia  and  across  the 
Nation  which  are  also  calling  for 
action  on  this  problem. 

The  Senate  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Subcommittee  on  Alcoholism 
and  Drug  Abuse  has  already  held 
hearings  on  this  problem.  Gerald  Ba- 
ilies, attorney  general  for  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Virginia,  appeared  at 
those  hearings  and  detailed  the  prob- 
lems Virginia's  enforcement  authori- 
ties have  faced  when  trying  to  control 
these  drugs.  Senator  Hubcphrey.  who 
chairs  that  subcommittee,  is  to  be 
commended  for  introducing  legislation 
in  the  Senate  which  is  designed  to 
strengthen  existing  laws  in  this  area. 

Federal  and  State  cooperation  is  es- 
sential if  we  are  to  effectively  combat 
the  distribution  of  these  pills.  I  trust 
that  the  introduction  of  this  legisla- 
tion will  highlight  the  dangers  these 
drugs  create  and  will  lead  eventually 
to  their  removal  from  the  innocent 
hands  of  our  children. 

I  ask  that  the  full  text  of  this  legis- 
lation l>e  printed  in  the  Record  follow- 
ing this  statement. 
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H.R.  3636 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Imitation  Con- 
trolled Substances  Act  of  1983". 

Sec.  2.  (a)  lltle  III  of  the  Federal  Pood, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 

"IMITATION  CONTROIXEI)  SUBSTANCES 

"Sec.  338.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term— 

"(1)  imitation  controlled  sul»stance' 
means  any  substance  other  than  a  con- 
trolled substance  or  prescription  drug,  or 
combination  of  such  substances,  which  is 
marketed,  sold,  or  distributed  to  encourage 
recreational  drug  use  or  abuse  or  any  simi- 
lar nonmedical  use  and— 

"(A)  by  representation  or  appearance  (In- 
cluding color,  shape,  size,  and  markings) 
would  lead  a  reasonable  person  to  believe 
that  the  suljstance  is  a  controlled  substance; 
or 

"(B)  purports  to  act,  either  alone,  irij  mul- 
tiple doses,  or  in  combination  with  d-  sub- 
stance or  substances,  like  a  controlled  sub- 
stance, either  stimulant  or  depressent  as  de- 
fined in  section  102(9)  of  the  Controlled 
Substances  Act  (21  U.S.C.  802(9)); 

"(2)  distribute'  means  the  actual,  con- 
structive, or  attempted  transfer,  delivery,  or 
dispensing  to  another  of  an  imitation  con- 
trolled substance: 

"(3)  manufacture'  means  the  production, 
preparation,  propagation,  compounding,  or 
processing  of  an  imitation  controlled  sub- 
stance, and  includes  any  packaging  or  re- 
packaging of  such  substance  or  labeling  or 
relabeling  of  its  container;  except  that  such 
term  does  not  include  the  preparation,  com- 
pounding, packaging,  or  labeling  of  an  imi- 
tation controlled  substance  in  conformity 
with  applicable  State  or  local  law  by  a  prac- 
titioner as  an  incident  to  his  administering 
or  dispensing  of  such  substance  in  the 
course  of  his  professional  practice;  and 

"(4)  controlled  substance'  is  used  as  de- 
fined in  section  102(6)  of  the  Controlled 
Substances  Act  (21  U.S.C.  802(6)). 

•(b)(1)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  knowingly  or  intentionally  to  create, 
manufacture,  or  distribute,  or  possess  with 
intent  to  create,  manufacture,  or  distribute 
an  imitation  controlled  substance.  Any 
person  who  violates  this  subparagraph  shall 
be  sentenced  to  a  term  of  imprisonment  of 
not  more  than  two  years,  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $10,000.  or  both. 

"(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  does  not  apply  to 
the  creation,  manufacture,  distribution,  or 
possession  of  an  imitation  controlled  sub- 
stance by  a  person  if  the  imitation  con- 
trolled substance  is  created,  manufactured, 
distributed,  or  possessed  for  use  as  a  placebo 
in  the  course  of  the  professional  practice  of 
a  practitioner  registered  under  part  C  of  the 
Controlled  Substances  Act  or  in  research 
conducted  under  section  505(1)  of  this  Act  or 
conducted  in  connection  with  an  application 
filed  under  section  505(b)  of  this  Act. 

"(2)  Any  person  at  least  eighteen  years  of 
age  who  violates  paragraph  (1)(A)  by  dis- 
tributing an  imitation  controlled  sut>stance 
to  a  person  under  eighteen  years  of  age 
shall  l>e  sentenced  to  a  term  of  imprison- 
ment of  not  more  than  four  years,  fined  not 
more  than  $20,000,  or  both. " 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  302  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "paragraphs 
(h),  (i),  and  (j) "  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"paracraphs  (h)  and  (J)  ".• 
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INTERSONICS.  INC.. 
INNOVATORS  IN  SPACE 


HON.  JOHN  EDWARD  PORTER 

or  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  com- 
mend a  small,  high  technology  compa- 
ny in  my  district,  Intersonics.  Inc.,  of 
Northbrook.  111.  The  space  shuttle 
Challenger  recently  carried  with  it  an 
experiment  to  demonstrate  the  feasi- 
bility of  space  manufacturing  of  glass. 
Intersonics.  Inc.,  innovator  of  the 
acoustic  levitator,  has  shown  that 
small  business  in  America  is  alive  and 
well. 

The  acoustic  levitator,  developed  by 
Dr.  Charles  A.  Rey  and  Roy  R.  Why- 
mark,  simply  stated,  is  a  factory  in 
space  which  can  handle,  move,  and 
process  materials  without  being 
touched  by  any  objects.  The  gravity- 
free  environment  of  space  allows  the 
molten  mass  to  be  suspended  by  sound 
waves,  while  it  solidifies  to  form  ultra- 
pure  products.  By  using  such  tech- 
niques, certain  glass  and  metal  com- 
pounds can  be  made  which  exhibit 
properties  radically  different  from  any 
that  can  be  made  on  Earth.  The 
glass— and  by  inference,  drugs,  semi- 
conductors, and  other  highly  valued 
items— can  be  made  more  purely  in 
space  than  on  Earth. 

If  successful  in  zero-gravity  condi- 
tions aboard  the  space  shuttle,  the  lev- 
itator will  pave  the  way  for  manufac- 
turing lenses  with  fantastic  optical 
properties:  Metallic  glasses— noncrys- 
tallized  metal— with  unique  magnetic 
characteristics;  special  laser  glasses; 
lenses  with  optimum  focusing  and 
color  correction  properties;  and  ultra- 
pure  glass  fibers  that  can  transmit 
light  with  little  or  no  scattering.  In  ad- 
dition to  the  purity  that  can  be 
achieved  in  a  space  environment,  ex- 
ceptionally pure  semiconductors  are 
yet  another  potential  application. 
Through  manufacturing  a  purer  semi- 
conductor in  space,  the  avenues  open 
for  developing  supercomputers  is  far 
greater. 

The  magnitude  of  space-related 
manufacturing  has  far-reaching  conse- 
quences for  the  United  States.  Unde- 
sirable aspects  of  industrial  manufac- 
turing on  Earth,  such  as  excessive 
energy  consumption  and  environmen- 
tal waste  could  be  alleviated  by  explor- 
ing intelligently  the  potential  for 
space  manufacturing.  Due  to  the  envi- 
ronmental conditions  in  space— wither- 
ing radiation,  absence  of  atmosphere, 
and  constant  space  debris— pollution 
would  never  be  a  problem.  Further- 
more, the  potential  for  lower  con- 
sumer prices  can  be  anticipated  from 
the  mastery  of  space  manufacturing 
techniques.  Many  high-technology, 
high-value    processes    that   would    be 
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enormously  expensive  on  Earth  could 
be  done  in  space  at  a  much  smaller  ex- 
pense. Last,  the  threat  of  declining  re- 
sources is  virtually  nonexistent  in 
space.  Raw  materials  will  one  day  be 
available  from  the  Moon  and  the  as- 
teroid belt. 

Small  businesses  like  Intersonics, 
Inc..  will  be  the  most  likely  sector  to 
make  space  exploration  profitable,  for 
the  great  challenge  of  space  is  rapid 
innovation  and  adaption  to  unexpect- 
ed conditions.  Small  business  has 
always  been  best  at  conquering  new 
and  undefined  territories. 

The  acoustic  levitator  is  the  kind  of 
project  that  illuminated  the  value  of 
small  business  to  the  American  econo- 
my. Intersonics.  Inc.,  has  welcomed 
the  challenge  of  space  and  has  given 
me  and  many  others  a  feeling  of  great 
inspiration  and  hope. 

Again,  I  commend  the  innovative  In- 
tersonics* staff  for  their  outstanding 
achievement  and  encourage  them  to 
continue  to  use  their  talents  to  push 
out  the  boundaries  of  mankind's  po- 
tential.* 


EDUCATION.  SOVIET  STYLE:  AN 
"A  "  IN  GRENADE  THROWING 


HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  Presi- 
dent Reagan  ever  said  that  Soviet 
schoolchildren  are  taught  to  throw 
hand  grenades  as  a  formal  part  of  the 
Soviet  Union's  fitness  program  for 
youths,  the  howls  of  dismay  would  be 
heard  for  miles.  He  would  be  accused 
of  reviving  the  cold  war.  Learned  pun- 
dits of  the  media  would  frown  at  what 
they  would  call  an  unsubstantiated 
charge. 

But  the  charge  happens  to  be  true. 
And  it  is  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  not 
President  Reagan,  that  brought  it  to 
our  attention.  I  hope  our  colleagues 
will  take  the  time  to  read  this  article. 

At  this  point  I  wish  to  insert  in  the 
Record.  "  'Ballet  Drill'  Just  Tossing 
Grenades"  by  Robert  Gillette,  the  Los 
Angeles  Times.  July  21.  1983. 
[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times.  July  21.  1983] 
"Ballet  Drill"  Just  Tossing  of  Grenades 
(By  Robert  Gillette) 

Moscow.— Seen  from  a  distance  through 
the  schoolyard  fence,  the  students,  all  in 
their  teens,  seemed  to  be  engaged  in  a 
strange  ballet  exercise. 

They  would  run  a  few  yards,  then  twist 
themselves  in  a  half-pirouette,  arcing  the 
right  arm  high  as  in  a  teruiis  serve.  Mo- 
ments later,  some  distance  away,  a  puff  of 
dust  would  rise  from  the  dry  ground. 

Witnessed  by  two  Western  military  at- 
taches at  a  school  in  Dushanbe,  in  Soviet 
Central  Asia,  the  exercise,  on  closer  inspec- 
tion, proved  to  be  unrelated  to  ballet.  Like 
children  their  age  all  over  the  Soviet  Union, 
the  boys  and  girls  In  Dushanbe  were  en- 
gaged in  a  unique  feature  of  Soviet  physical 
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education— hurling  make-believe  hand  gre- 
nades. 

Shaped  like  the  "potato  masher"  grenades 
of  World  War  II,  but  made  of  wood  or  heavy 
rubber,  the  granati  are  sold  in  sports  shops 
in  various  weights  for  different  ages.  Learn- 
ing to  throw  them  is  a  formal  requirement 
of  the  Soviet  physical  fitness  curriculum. 

Along  with  disassembling,  assembling  and 
firing  automatic  weapons,  grenade  throwing 
is  taught  as  part  of  the  140  hours  of  mili- 
tary instruction  Soviet  students  receive  in 
the  last  two  years  of  high  school,  the  ninth 
and  tenth  grades. 

"Most  of  our  military  classes  are  indoors," 
a  young  Moscow  student  said  recently,  "but 
once  in  a  while  we  get  to  go  to  the  firing 
range,  or  we  go  out  to  throw  grenades.  It's 
just  a  sport.  It  doesn't  have  anything  to  do 
with  military  things." 

He  said  this  in  all  sincerity.  He  seemed 
surprised  to  hear  that  American  children, 
and  most  others  in  the  outside  world,  do  not 
learn  grenade  throwing  in  school. 

Throwing  a  grenade,  even  a  practice  one, 
is  no  simple  matter,  as  is  made  clear  in  a 
physical  fitness  book  by  one  N.  G.  Skach- 
kov,  published  last  year  in  Moscow.  Stu- 
dents 14  and  15  are  introduced  to  the  proper 
technique  by  hurling  tennis  balls;  then  at 
age  16  they  graduate  to  practice  grenades. 

"Achieving  good  results  in  grenade  throw- 
ing simply  on  the  basis  of  physical  strength 
is,  as  a  rule,  unsuccessful."  the  book  warns. 

Somewhat  in  the  style  of  a  self-help  guide 
to  a  better  tennis  game,  the  book  says 
young  grenade  throwers  should  think  in 
terms  of  three  phases:  The  grip  (hold  the 
grenade  shank  either  like  a  tennis  racket  or 
a  club,  but  loosely),  the  run  and  the  launch. 

The  last  five  steps  in  a  20-meter  run  are 
crucial,  the  book  says.  The  third  of  the  five 
steps— the  "cross-step— requires  the  runner 
to  plant  his  left  foot  firmly,  to  twist  his 
body  45  to  60  degrees  from  his  line  of 
motion,  and  fling  the  grenade  at  an  angle  of 
40  to  45  degrees  to  the  horizon,  and  don't 
forget  the  follow-through." 

Without  good  footwork  and  "all-around 
physical  development,"  the  book  warns,  "it 
is  very  difficult  to  master  the  high  perform- 
ance of  the  country's  best  competitors— 60 
to  70  meters  for  men  and  40  to  50  meters  for 


VIOLATIONS  OF  HUMAN  RIGHTS 
IN  THE  SOVIET  UNION 


HON.  ALAN  WHEAT 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  WHEAT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
proud  to  join  my  colleagues  today  and 
participate  in  the  Congressional  Vigil 
for  Soviet  Jewry.  The  Congressional 
Vigal  is  a  bipartisan  program  that 
allows  members  of  Congress  to  join  in 
a  concerted  protest  against  the  gross 
violations  of  human  rights  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Now  more  than  ever,  Soviet  authori- 
ties are  denying  an  increasing  number 
of  its  citizens  the  basic  freedom  of 
choosing  to  practice  the  religion  of 
their  choice  in  the  country  of  their 
choice.  In  1982,  the  Soviet  Govern- 
ment only  granted  exit  visas  to  2,688 
Soviet  Jews,  the  lowest  total  since  the 
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Soviet  Jewry  movement  began  more 
than  a  decade  ago.  Meanwhile,  the 
number  of  Soviet  Jews  expressing  the 
desire  to  leave  that  coimtry  is  steadily 
increasing.  The  National  Conference 
on  Soviet  Jewry  reports  that  between 
300,000  and  400,000  Soviet  Jews  have 
begun  the  process  of  applying  for  gov- 
ernment permission  to  emigrate. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  one  of  the  thousands 
of  persons  being  denied  freedom  of  re- 
ligion by  the  Soviet  Government. 
Aleksandr  Gelman  is  a  43-year-old 
Russian  Jew  with  a  wife,  Valentina, 
and  two  children.  Mr.  Gelman  lives 
with  his  family  in  Kaliningrad.  He 
first  applied  for  a  visa  permit  in  1977 
and  his  request  was  promptly  turned 
down  by  Soviet  authorities.  Mr. 
Gelman  and  his  family  are  currently 
being  subjected  to  harassment  and  in- 
timidation because  they  have  opted  to 
seek  the  freedom  to  practice  their  reli- 
gion. 

While  our  Government's  stability  de- 
pends on  citizen  participation,  the 
Soviet  Government  achieves  stability 
by  instilling  fear  in  its  citizens.  Mr. 
Gelman  and  his  family  are  under  sub- 
jugation because  their  courage  threat- 
ens the  Soviet  system. 

I  strongly  urge  the  Soviet  Govern- 
ment to  end  its  attempts  to  destroy 
the  Jewish  religion  and  culture  in 
their  country.  And  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  join  in  a  united  front  to  assist  the 
brave  men  and  women  who  because  of 
their  courage  are  suffering  from  in- 
creased oppression  in  the  Soviet 
Union.* 


JURGENSEN,  WARFIELD,  BELL, 
MITCHELL,  AND  GILLMAN  TO 
BE  ENSHRINED  IN  PRO  FOOT- 
BALLS HALL  OF  FAME  IN 
CANTON.  OHIO 


HON.  JACK  F.  KEMP 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
9  Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  July  30. 
1983.  the  Professional  Football  Hall  of 
Fame  in  Canton.  Ohio,  will  induct  five 
new  members  into  its  honored  ranks. 

They  are,  quarterback  Sonny  Jur- 
gensen,  wide  receiver  Paul  Warfield, 
linebacker  Bobby  Bell,  running  back 
Bobby  Mitchell,  and  coaching  great 
Sid  Gillman.  whom  I  had  the  pleasure 
and  honor  of  playing  for  with  the 
Chargers  in  the  AFL.  These  are  not 
only  great  athletes  and  coaches,  they 
are  great  people  and  good  friends. 

To  be  selected  as  a  member  of  the 
hall  of  fame,  is  one  of  the  most  pres- 
tigious honors  in  all  of  sports  and  the 
men  chosen  this  year  are  not  only  the 
most  deserving,  they  also  represent  all 
that  is  great  in  professional  football 
and  the  world  of  sports. 


\ 


n-059  O-87-20  (Pt  15) 


20456 

In  1973,  when  1  spoke  at  the  hall  of 
fame  enshrinement  ceremonies  in 
Canton,  I  said: 

The  real  meaning  of  the  Hall  of  Fame  is 
to  serve  as  an  example,  a  symbol,  and  a 
beacon,  by  which  young  men  and  women 
around  this  country  can  gain  inspiration 
and  motivation  to  press  on.  despite  tempo- 
rary setbacks,  to  their  goals  in  life;  and 
whether  or  not  they  reach  their  own  Hall  of 
Fame,  it  is  in  the  competition  and  in  the 
striving  that  the  qualities  are  forged  that 
make  for  better  people,  and  better  citizens 
in  our  great  Republic. 

What  is  being  honored  this  year,  and 
every  year  at  the  hall  of  fame,  is  "the 
transcendent  quality  of  the  human 
spirit  that  unites  us  all.  •  *  *  the  spirit 
that  derives  strength  from  challenge. 
The  spirit  that  never  gives  up." 

Each  of  this  year's  inductees  brings 
to  the  hall  of  fame  his  own  spirit 
which  can  inspire  all  of  us  to  strive  for 
the  best,  to  face  obstacles,  to  overcome 
them,  and  reach  goals. 

Following  is  a  marvelous  article 
which  appears  in  the  August  Football 
News  by  Roger  Stanton,  that  high- 
lights the  playing  careers  of  each  of 
this  years  hall  of  fame  inductees. 
After  the  article,  I  have  included  a 
complete  roster  of  all  the  hall  of 
famers.  who  over  the  years,  have  been 
an  inspiration  to  all  of  us  in  their 
spirit  and  drive  to  be  the  very  best 
they  could  be. 

I  would  like  to  commend  this  article 
to  my  colleagues.  I  hope  that  the  in- 
spirational message  of  the  hall  of  fame 
can  serve  to  inspire  all  of  us  to  do  the 
very  best  that  we  can. 
The  article  follows: 
[Prom  the  Football  News.  August  19831 
Hall  or  Fame  to  Welcome  Five  Greats 

(By  Roger  Stanton) 
Golden-armed  quarterback  Sonny  Jurgen- 
sen.  smooth  wide  receiver  Paul  Warfield  and 
three  other  pro  football  luminaries— line- 
backer Bobby  Bell,  running  back  Bobby 
Mitchell  and  coaching  genius  Sid  Gillman— 
will  join  the  game's  immortals  this  summer 
when  they  are  inducted  into  the  Pro  Foot- 
ball Hall  of  Fame  in  Canton.  Ohio. 

Ceremonies  for  the  five  1983  inductees, 
who  will  raise  to  119  the  number  of  those 
enshrined  in  the  pro  Hall,  are  set  for  Satur- 
day, July  30.  Following  the  induction  cere- 
monies, the  NFL  will  stage  its  annual  Hall 
of  Fame  Game,  which  this  year  matches  the 
Pittsburgh  Steelers  and  New  Orleans  Saints 
at  2  p.m..  Eastern  time.  ABC-TV  will  broad- 
cast the  contest  nationally. 

Jurgensen's  18-year  NFL  career  will 
always  be  remembered  as  one  of  great  indi- 
vidual accomplishment— his  82.8  career 
passing  rating  is  third  on  the  all-time  list- 
pockmarked  by  a  lack  of  team  success.  Jur- 
gensen  never  was  a  mighty  contributor  to 
an  NFL  title  team.  When  Jurgensen  played 
with  the  1960  NFL  champion  Philadelphia 
Eagles,  he  served  as  a  backup  to  the  late 
Norm  Van  Brocltlin.  A  dozen  years  later,  as 
a  Washington  Redskin,  Jurgensen  was  side- 
lined by  a  torn  Achilles  tendon  while  Billy 
Kilmer  quarterbacked  the  Skins  to  the 
NFC  crown. 

He  says  being  named  to  the  Hall  of  Fame 
makes  up  for  those  near-misses. 
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■This    is    the    ultimate."    the    49-year-old 
Jurgensen  exclaimed  upon  hearing  of  his 
election  to  the  Hall.  "It  takes  the  place  of 
all  those  frustrations  and  disappKjintments.    • 
This  makes  it  all  worthwhile  " 

Jurgensen,  who  played  on  only  eight 
teams  with  winning  records,  captured  three 
individual  NFL  passing  championships.  He 
turned  4,262  attempts  into  2.433  comple- 
tions, good  for  32.224  yards  and  255  touch- 
downs. In  five  different  seasons,  Jurgensen 
threw  for  over  3,000  yards.  He  had  a  stretch 
of  23  consecutive  games  during  which  he 
connected  for  at  least  one  touchdown. 

Jurgensen  was  an  E^les'  starter  as  a 
rookie  in  1957.  but  spent  the  following  three 
season's  caddying  for  Van  Brocklin.  He  siz- 
zled for  three  campaigns  upon  returning  to 
the  No.  1  spot  in  1961.  l)efore  being  dealt 
(along  with  defensive  back  Jimmy  Carr  for 
quarterback  Norm  Snead  and  defensive 
back  Claude  Crabb)  to  the  Redskins  in  1964. 
An  invitation  to  the  Pro  Bowl  came  after 
Jurgensen's  first  season  in  Washington.  In 
1967  he  garnered  his  first  passing  title. 

A  classic  drop-back  passer.  Jurgensen's 
playing  style  was  characterized  by  his  abili- 
ty to  deliver  the  football  at  the  last  instant 
under  a  heavy  rush. 

Warfield  is  an  example  of  a  player  being 
recognized  by  the  Hall  of  Fame  for  his  all- 
around  abilities  first  and  statistics  second. 
Despite  13  NFL  seasons  and  427  pass  recep- 
tions, Warfield  still  falls  more  than  200 
catches  short  of  the  three  all-time  leaders, 
Charley  Taylor,  Don  Maynard  and  Ray- 
mond Berry. 

Warfield's  playing  heyday  was  spend  with 
the  powerful  Miami  Dolphins  of  the  early 
Seventies.  Those  Dolphins  teams  were 
better  known  for  their  running  than  passing 
(the  1972  Dolphins,  for  instance,  rushed  the 
ball  613  times,  while  throwing  on  only  280 
occasions)  and  Warfield's  individual  num- 
bers suffered  for  it. 

Sort  of  out  of  protest,  Warfield  jumped  to 
the  fledgling  World  Football  League  prior 
to  the  1975  season. 

"It's  difficult  to  criticize  the  Dolphins  be- 
cause they  have  had  great  success."  War- 
field  explained.  "But  I  felt  I  wasn't  an  es- 
sential part  of  the  offense  and  it  became 
frustrating  to  play.  I  didn't  enjoy  being  that 
little  of  a  contributor." 

Despite  those  confinements,  Warfield 
posted  some  impressive  personal  statistics. 
He  accounted  for  8,565  yards  and  85  touch- 
downs with  his  427  receptions.  His  20.1 
yards-per-reception  average  is  a  lifetime 
record  for  a  long-term  receiver.  Warfield's 
average  of  one  touchdown  for  every  five  re- 
ceptions only  slightly  trails  record-holder 
Don  Hutson.  the  former  Green  Bay  great. 

Warfield,  now  41  broke  into  the  NFL  with 
Cleveland  in  1964.  He  was  an  immediate  sue 
cess,  snaring  a  careen-high  52  passes  the 
first  year.  His  trade  to  Miami  for  the  Dol- 
phins' first  round  draft  pick  was  engineered 
in  1970. 

After  his  one-season  fling  with  the  WFL, 
Warfield  returned  to  the  Browns,  playing 
out  his  pro  career  in  1976  and  1977. 

All  told,  Warfield  was  named  to  five  All- 
NFL  teams  and  was  selected  to  play  in  seven 
Pro  Bowl  games. 

Bell  will  be  inducted  into  the  Hall  of 
Fame  largely  because  of  the  way  he  handled 
his  left  linebacker's  job  with  the  Kansas 
City  Chiefs.  But  many  who  saw  Bell  per- 
form insist  he  could  have  made  a  lasting  im- 
pression at  one  of  several  other  positions. 

Bell  is  only  the  fifth  player  from  the  old 
American  Football  League  to  be  voted  into 
the  Hall  of  Fame.  He  is  the  first  former 
Chiefs  player  to  be  so  honored. 
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When  he  joined  the  Chiefs  in  1963,  Bell 
was  employed  at  left  defensive  end  l)ecause 
Stram  had  an  excess  of  linebackers.  In  his 
second  season  at  end.  Bell  was  named  All- 
AFL. 

During  Bells  term  on  the  defensive  line, 
Stram  pioneered  the  so-called  "stack"  de- 
fense, an  alignment  that  called  for  Bell  to 
drop  out  of  the  line  to  become  a  fourth  line- 
backer. The  formation  was  a  forerunner  of 
the  3-4  defense  commonly  used  around  the 
NFL  today. 

Bell  moved  to  exclusive  linebacker  duty  in 
1966.  At  that  position,  he  won  all-star  desig- 
nation eight  straight  seasons. 

I  just  like  to  play  football,  no  matter 
what  the  position,"  Bell  insisted.  "But,  if  I 
had  to  pick  one  favorite  position,  it  would 
be  outside  linebacker.  I  love  to  play  defense 
and  tackle  people.  Linebacker  is  one  of  the 
most  difficult  and  challenging  positions  to 
play.  You  have  to  worry  about  the  pass,  the 
run,  man-to-man  coverage,  containing  the 
play,  screens  and  draws.  It's  a  spur-of-the- 
moment  position." 

By  the  time  Bell,  now  43,  retired  in  1974, 
he  had  been  selected  to  nine  post-season  all- 
star  games.  He  was  named  to  the  all-time 
AFL  team  in  1969. 

Mitchell  may  have  been  the  best  seventh- 
round  draft  choice  ever  to  enter  the  NFL. 
Picked  by  Cleveland  in  1958,  Mitchell,  a  top- 
drawer  runner  and  even  better  receiver, 
amassed  14,078  combined  yards  (a  total  only 
Jim  Brown  and  O.J.  Simpson  have  sur- 
passed) during  an  11  year  career  with  the 
Browns  and  Washington  Redskins.  He  also 
tallied  91  touchdowns  (the  fifth-highest 
total  in  history),  dividing  the  scores  among 
rushing  plays,  pass  receptions  and  punt  and 
kickoff  returns. 

Mitchell  was  taken  so  late  in  the  draft  be- 
cause he  had  picked  up  a  reputation  as  a 
frequent  tumbler. 

"He  looked  good  to  us,"  recalled  Paul 
Brown,  the  Cleveland  coach  and  general 
manager  at  the  time  Mitchell  was  coming 
out  of  college.  "He  had  tremendous  speed, 
the  ability  to  shift  his  weight  without  fal- 
tering and  he  could  stop  and  start  at  full 
speed.  We  also  noticed  that  many  of  his 
fumbles  were  not  really  his  fault.  We  decid- 
ed to  take  a  chance.  It  was  really  one  of  the 
best  moves  we  ever  made." 

Mitchell  spent  most  of  his  time  in  Cleve- 
land team. rig  with  Jim  Brown  in  the  back- 
field.  He  blossomed  as  a  receiver  after  hook- 
ing up  with  the  Redskins  in  1962.  During 
the  '62  and  '63  campaigns,  he  caught  a  com- 
bined total  of  141  passes.  When  Jurgensen 
began  pitching  to  him  in  1964,  Mitchell 
went  on  a  four-year  tear  during  which  he 
hauled  in  238  passes. 

Mitchell,  No.  8  on  the  all-time  receivers 
list  with  521  catches,  was  an  All-NFL  choice 
in  1962  and  1964.  He  earned  a  total  of  four 
Pro  Bowl  berths. 

Today,  the  48-year-old  Mitchell,  who  re- 
tired as  a  player  in  1969,  serves  as  the  Red- 
skins' assistant  general  manager. 

Gillman  realized  soon  after  being  knocked 
cold  by  Bronko  Nagurski  in  the  1934  College 
AU-Star  Game  that  playing  pro  football  did 
not  suit  him,  but  his  fascination  for  the 
game  drew  him  into  coaching.  He  currently 
is  recognized  as  the  foremost  authority  on 
the  forward  pass. 

Gillman  is  one  of  only  four  modem-era 
coaches  to  be  selected  to  the  Hall  of  Fame. 
Gillman's  coaching  career  has  taken  him 
through  21  years  of  college  coaching,  18  sea- 
sons as  the  head  man  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Rams,   San   Diego   Chargers   and   Houston 


Oilers  and  another  decade  with  four  other 
teams  in  an  assortment  of  assignments. 

He  was  the  first  coach  to  win  divisional 
titles  in  both  the  National  and  American 
Football  Leagues.  Part  of  the  success  Gill- 
man, 71,  has  had  can  be  shown  by  a  list  of 
his  proteges.  Included  among  Gillman's 
former  assistants  and  players  are  Pittsburgh 
Steelers  coach  Chuck  Noll,  Los  Angeles 
Raiders  managing  general  partner  Al  Davis, 
New  Orleans  Saints  coach  Bum  Phillips  and 
NFL  rookie  coaches  Dan  Henning  (Atlanta) 
and  Kay  Stephenson  (Buffalo). 

Here  is  a  roster  of  all  members  of  the 
Hall: 

Herb  Adderley,  DB 

Lance  Al  worth,  WR 

Doug  Atkins,  DE 

Morris  "Red  "  Badgro,  end 

Cliff  Battles,  HB 

Sammy  Baugh,  QB 

Chuck  Bednarik,  center-LB 

Bert  Bell,  NFL  commissioner,  owner 

Bobby  Bell,  LB 

Raymond  Berry,  end 

Charles  W.  Bidwell  Sr.,  owner 

George  Blanda,  QB-kicker 

Jim  Brown,  FB 

Paul  Brown,  coach 

Roosevelt  Brown,  OT 

Dick  Butkus,  LB 

Tony  Canadeo,  HB 

Joe  Carr,  NFL,  president 

Guy  Chamberlin,  end,  coach 

Jack  Christiansen.  DB 

Earl  "Dutch"  Clark,  QB 

George  Connor,  tackle-LB 

Jimmy  Conzelman.  QB,  coach 

Willis  Davis,  DE 

Art  Donovan,  DT 

John  'Paddy"  Driscoll,  QB 

Bill  Dudley,  HB 

Glen  "Turk  "  Edwards,  tackle 

Weeb  Ewbank,  coach 

Tom  Fears,  end 

Ray  Flaherty,  coach 

Len  Ford,  end 

Dan  Fortmann,  guard 

Bill  George,  LB 

Prank  Gifford,  HB 

Sid  Gilliam,  coach 

Otto  Graham,  QB 

Red  Grange,  HB 

Forrest  Gregg,  tackle 

Lou  Groza,  tackle-kicker 

Joe  Guyon,  HB 

George  Halas,  end,  coach,  owner 

Ed  Healey,  tackle 

Mel  Hein,  center 

Wilbur  'Pete  "  Henry,  tackle 

Amie  Berber,  QB 

Bill  Hewitt,  end 

Clarke  Hinkle,  FB 

Elroy  "Crazylegs  "  Hirsch,  HB-end 

Cal  Hubbard,  tackle 

Sam  Huff,  LB 

Lamar  Hunt,  owner 

Don  Hutson,  end 

David  "Deacon"  Jones,  DE 

Sonny  Jurgensen,  QB 

Walt  Kiesling,  guard,  coach 

Frank  "Bruiser"  Kinard,  tackle 

Earl  "Curly"  Lambeau,  coach 

Dick  "Night  Train"  Lane,  DB 

Yale  Lary,  DB-punter 

Dante  Lavelli,  end 

Bobby  Layne,  QB 

Alphonse  "Tuffy"  Leemans,  FB 

Bob  Lilly,  DT 

Vlnce  Lombard!,  coach 

Sid  Luckman,  QB 

Roy  "Link"  Lyman,  tackle 

Tim  Mara,  owner 

Gino  Marchetti  DE 
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George  Preston  Marshall,  owner 

Ollie  Matson,  HB 

George  McAfee,  HB 

Hugh  McElhenny,  HB 

Johnny  Blood  (McNally),  HB 

Mike  Michalske,  guard 

Wayne  Millner,  end 

Bobby  Mitchell,  RB 

Ron  Mix,  tackle 

Lenny  Moore,  back 

Marion  Motley,  FB 

George  Musso,  DE-OG 

Bronko  Nagurski,  FB 

Earle  "Greasy"  Neale,  coach 

Ernie  Nevers,  FB 

Ray  Nitschke,  LB 

Leo  Nomellini,  DT 

Merlin  Olsen,  DT 

Jim  Otto,  center 

Steve  Owen,  tackle,  coach 

Clarence  "Ace  "  Parker,  QB 

Jim  Parker,  guard-tackle 

Joe  Perry,  FB 

Pete  Pihos,  end 

Hugh  "Shorty"  Ray, 

supervisor  of  officials 
Dan  Reeves,  owner 
Jim  Ringo,  center 
Andy  Robustelli,  DE 

Art  Rooney,  owner 

Gale  Sayers,  RB 

Joe  Schmidt,  LB 

Bart  Starr,  QB 

Ernie  Stautner,  DT 

Ken  Strong,  HB 

Joe  Stydahar,  tackle 

Jim  Taylor,  FB 

Jim  Thorpe,  HB 

Y.  A.  Tittle,  QB 

George  Trafton,  center 

Charley  Trippi,  HB 

Emlen  Tunnell,  safety 

Clyde  "Bulldog  "  Turner,  center 

Johnny  Unitas,  QB 

Norm  Van  Brocklin,  QB,  coach 

Steve  Van  Buren,  HB 

Paul  Warfield,  WR 

Bob  Waterfield,  QB 

Bill  Willis,  guard 

Larry  Wilson,  DB 

Alex  Wojciechowicz,  center* 


WINDFALL  PROFITS  TAX: 
EASING  THE  MEDICARE  DEFICIT 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOtJSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  that  will 
earmark  25  percent  of  revenues  re- 
ceived by  the  windfall  profits  tax  for 
the  medicare  trust  fund.  According  to 
the  most  recent  Medicare  Trtistees 
Report,  released  on  June  24,  the  cost 
of  medicare  will  run  $200  to  $400  bil- 
lion ahead  of  its  revenues  between 
now  and  1995  unless  something  is 
done. 

Under  this  legislation,  revenues  for 
the  medicare  trust  fund  could  run 
upward  of  $70  billion  could  be  raised 
to  offset  the  medicare  deficit.  Now 
that  the  Supreme  Court  has  declared 
the  tax  constitutional,  I  believe  that 
this  approach  deserves  renewed  atten- 
tion. I  have  introduced  similar  legisla- 
tion  in   previous   years   which   would 
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direct  windfall  profits  tax  profits  to 
cover  the  social  security  shortfall.  Now 
that  Congress  has  acted  to  avert  the 
crisis  that  the  old  age  and  disability 
programs  faced,  it  is  now  time  to  ad- 
dress what  could  prove  to  be  an  even 
more  serious  financial  deficit  for  medi- 
care. 

I  offer  this  legislation  as  a  clear  al- 
ternative to  cutting  medicare  benefits. 
We  cannot  allow  medicare  benefici- 
aries to  be  threatened  with  the  possi- 
bility that  their  health  care  will  be 
jeopardized.  Despite  the  projection 
that  the  trust  fund's  life  has  been  in- 
creased by  2  or  3  years  with  the  pas- 
sage of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1983,  we  cannot  allow  our- 
selves to  be  lulled  into  a  false  sense  of 
security  that  everything  has  been 
fixed.  We  owe  it  to  the  30  million  sen- 
iors who  now  rely  on  medicare  for 
their  health  needs  to  address  this 
long-term  problem  today— not  tomor- 
row when  the  picture  could  look 
bleaker  and  our  options  sufficiently 
narrowed. 

Taxes  paid  by  oil  companies,  which 
make  up  the  windfall  profits  tax, 
would  be  directed  into  a  new,  emergen- 
cy reserve  created  by  this  legislation. 
Funds  would  only  be  released  from  the 
emergency  reserve  if  there  is  a  short- 
age. When  not  used,  these  funds  would 
be  invested  in  the  highest  yield  Gov- 
ernment or  Government-backed  secu- 
rities. The  funds  for  this  reserve  would 
end  with  the  expiration  of  the  wind- 
fall profits  tax.  By  law,  windfall  prof- 
its are  phased  out  over  a  33-month 
period  when  Federal  revenues  from 
the  reserve  hit  $277  billion.  The 
phaseout,  however,  cannot  begin 
before  January  1988  or  later  than  Jan- 
uary 1991.  Thus,  the  timing  is  consist- 
ent with  the  projected  needs  of  the 
medicare  trust  fund. 

I  believe  that  our  33  million  seniors 
deserve  more— and  our  oil  companies 
deserve  less.  This  set-aside  in  combina- 
tion with  other  revenue-raising  alter- 
natives, such  as  taxing  alcohol  and  to- 
bacco which  could  net  an  added  $11 
billion— are  clear  options  to  cutting 
benefits.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  support  of  this  important  and 
timely  initiative.* 


THE  SOVIET  UNION:  AN  ARMED 
CAMP 


HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILUNOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there 
is  any  doubt  that  the  Soviet  Union  is 
an  armed  camp  which  indoctrinates  its 
children  in  militarism  from  an  early 
age,  I  suggest  you  read  a  recent  article 
in  the  Los  Angeles  Times  which  gives 
the  facts  about  the  biggest  military 
buildup  in  all  of  history. 
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At  this  point,  I  wish  to  insert  in  the 
Record  "Soviet  Way:  Militarism  at 
Early  Age"  by  Robert  Gillette,  the  Los 
Angeles  Times,  July  21.  1983. 

Soviet  Way:  Militarism  at  Early  Age 

(By  Robert  Gillette) 

Moscow.— For  the  first  time  in  its  history, 
the  Soviet  Union's  4.3-million-man  conscript 
army  is  now  composed  of  young  men  whose 
training  in  military  tactics,  weapons,  disci- 
pline and  patriotic  ideology  dates  from 
childhood. 

The  18-  and  19-year-olds  currently  enter- 
ing the  Soviet  armed  forces  have  been 
drilled  in  the  virtues  of  combat  heroism 
from  the  day  they  began  primary  school. 
Civil  defense  exercises,  including  the  don- 
ning of  gas  masks,  began  in  the  second 
grade.  By  the  end  of  the  ninth  grade  they 
knew  how  to  disassemble,  assemble  and  fire 
an  automatic  rifle.  They  were  taught,  and 
they  believe,  that  throwing  hand  grenades 
is  a  normal  school  sport. 

WKEM  CALLED,  THEY  GO 

One  of  out  three  draftees  in  the  Soviet 
armed  forces  learned  one  of  2,000  different 
skills,  ranging  from  driving  to  karate  to 
handling  attack  dogs,  in  military-sponsored 
clubs  for  youth.  Many,  probably  a  majority, 
have  taken  part  in  realistic  war  games  for 
young  adolescents. 

To  be  sure,  not  all  Soviet  draftees  regard 
the  prospect  of  obligatory  army  service  with 
enthusiasm.  But  to  a  far  greater  degree 
than  their  peers  in  the  West,  young  Soviet 
men  consider  it  natural  to  be  drafted,  and 
when  called,  they  go.  It  is.  as  the  1977  con- 
stitution says,  their  "sacred  duty."  and 
Soviet  law  does  not  recognize  conscientious 
objection. 

The  military  indoctrination  of  Soviet 
youth  is  without  parallel  in  the  indu.strial- 
ized  world  since  Germany  initiated  similar 
training  for  children  in  the  name  of  defense 
and  national  honor  half  a  century  ago.  in 
the  1930s.  It  is  only  part,  however,  of  a 
much  broader  militarization  of  Soviet  socie- 
ty that  began  in  the  late  1960s  under  Leonid 
I.  Brezhnev,  largely  unnoticed  in  the  West. 

A  CALL  BY  LENIN 

The  change,  beginning  in  1967.  three 
years  after  Brezhnev  deposed  Nikita  S. 
Krushchev  with  the  army's  backing,  was 
gradual  but  inexorable.  Ultimately,  it  has 
touched  almost  every  aspect  of  daily  life, 
from  the  character  of  newspaper  and  televi- 
sion programming  to  the  conduct  of  sports 
and  even  fireworks  displays  on  national 
holidays. 

The  emphasis  on  what  officials  call  "mili- 
tary-patriotic education"  for  the  nation  re- 
sponds to  a  caU  soon  after  the  1917  revolu- 
tion by  V.  I.  Lenin,  the  founder  of  the 
Soviet  state,  for  the  "systematic  training  of 
the  entire  population  in  military  knowl- 
edge." 

The  Bolshevik  military  leader  Mikhail  V. 
Frunze,  whose  name  is  honored  today  in 
streets,  military  academies  and  a  Central 
Asian  city,  went  still  further  in  1925— well 
after  the  Bolsheviks  had  consolidated  their 
victory  and  well  before  Germany  posed  a 
strategic  threat— by  proposing  "the  militari- 
zation of  the  entire  population." 

What  Lenin  and  Frunze  envisaged.  Brezh- 
nev achieved  during  his  18  years  as  Soviet 
leader.  Soon  after  taking  power  from  Khru- 
shchev, who  had  resisted  the  further  milita- 
rization of  Soviet  society.  Brezhnev,  with 
the  army's  full  support,  pressed  systemati- 
cally ahead  in  this  direction. 
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The  government  launched  its  so-called 
Zarnitsa  (Summer  Lightning)  war  games  for 
youth  in  1967.  three  years  after  Brezhnev 
assumed  power,  to  give  millions  of  impres- 
sionable young  adolescents  an  exciting 
whiff  of  combat.  The  same  year,  compulsory 
military  lessons  were  introduced  into  the 
Soviet  school  system.  By  1972.  the  Zarnitsa 
war  games  had  proved  so  popular  that  a 
second  series,  the  Orlyonok  (Eaglet)  games 
were  organized  for  older  teenagers. 

Simultaneously,  military  propaganda  was 
greatly  stepped  up  in  the  news  media,  in 
films,  books,  and  public  lectures,  producing 
what  amounts  to  a  massive  and  non-stop 
public  relations  campaign  exalting  the  hero- 
ism, virtue  and  vigilance  of  the  Soviet 
armed  forces. 

PRIDE  IN  STRENGTH  OF  ARMED  FORCES 

This,  and  the  new  emphasis  on  military 
training  for  the  young,  coincided  with  a  sus- 
tained buildup  of  Soviet  military  power, 
which  was  made  possible  under  Brezhnev— 
and  now  under  Yuri  V.  Andropov— by  an 
economic  investment  policy  that  has  con- 
sistently put  the  needs  of  heavy  industry 
and  the  military  above  the  needs  of  Soviet 
consumers,  whose  living  standards  remain 
among  the  poorest  in  the  industrialized 
world.  Among  ordinary  Russians,  there  is. 
nevertheless,  great  pride  in  the  strength  of 
their  armed  forces. 

Even  casual  visitors  in  the  Soviet  Union 
are  often  struck  by  the  army's  high  profile. 
The  constant  presence  of  troops  in  the 
streets— in  strolling  clusters,  in  the  convoys 
of  green,  canvas-topped  army  trucks  that 
roll  daily  through  Moscow  and  other  major 
cities— gives  the  impression  that  the  army 
has  not  yet  demobilized  from  the  last  war. 
Olive-drab  officer's  jeeps,  driven  by  young 
conscripts,  are  almost  as  common  on  Mos- 
cow's streets  as  the  omnipresent  official 
black  Volga. 

Russians  tend  to  assume  cities  in  America 
and  Western  Europe  look  the  same.  Told 
this  is  not  so,  one  puzzled  Muscovite  sug- 
gested shrewdly  that  "maybe  it's  because 
your  army  keeps  it  soldiers  hidden  outside 
the  cities."  as  if  Westerners  had  reason  to 
be  as  ashamed  of  their  own  armies  as  Rus- 
sians are  proud  of  theirs. 

The  Soviet  army's  high  visibility  reflects 
the  sheer  numbers  of  troops,  but  it  also 
stems  from  the  practice  of  using  soldiers  to 
perform  functions  that  are  left  to  civilians 
in  other  countries,  where  labor  is  not  in 
short  supply.  Construction  troops,  for  in 
stance,  can  be  seen  any  day  in  Moscow  in 
their  faded,  olive-drab  wool  uniforms  and 
calf-high  leather  boots  hard  at  work  patch- 
ing roads  or  laboring  on  high-priority  build- 
ings. In  Moscow,  they  are  currently  putting 
up  a  new  headquarters  for  the  Ministry  of 
Defense,  remodeling  the  KGB's  grim  Lyu- 
byanka  Prison  headquarters  on  Dzerzhinsky 
Square  and  building  new  high-rise  apart- 
ments for  officers. 

Soviet  troops  can  be  seen  lounging  around 
fire  stations  in  the  same  faded  fatigues. 
Army  draftees  make  up  most  of  the  nation's 
f irefighting  service. 

In  the  countryside,  troops  detailed  from 
combat  units  are  a  common  sight  on  late 
summer  days,  shirtless  in  the  sun.  swinging 
scythes  in  hayf ields  or  digging  potatoes. 

Even  fireworks  displays  in  the  Soviet 
Union  are  a  military  operation.  Private  fire- 
works are  illegal.  On  the  state  occasions 
when  public  displays  are  called  for— usually 
Revolution  Day.  Border  Guards  Day.  Tank 
Day,  Army-Navy  Day  and  sometimes  Strate- 
gic Rocket  Forces  Day— special  army 
"salute"    units    fire    pyrotechnic    mortars 


July  21,  1983 


July  21,  1983 


from  the  backs  of  flatbed  trucks  on  voice 
commands  radioed  from  a  central  headquar- 
ters. In  Moscow,  where  half  a  dozen  salute 
units  fire  simultaneously  around  the  city, 
police  and  internal  security  troops  form  a 
small  protective  ring  around  the  launch 
sites  to  make  sure  no  one  ventures  too  close. 

ARMED  FORCES.  KGB  GOT  NEW  PROMINENCE 

Building  on  a  long,  pre-revolutionary  tra- 
dition in  which  the  army  and  the  secret 
police  serve  as  vital  bonding  forces  within 
centralized,  authorization  Russian  society, 
the  Soviet  armed  forces  and  the  KGB  secu- 
rity police  took  on  new  prominence  and 
prestige  under  Brezhnev  that  inevitably 
gave  them  a  larger  role  in  shaping  young 
minds. 

Officially  above  reproach  as  an  institu- 
tion—though low-level  shortcomings  are 
subject  to  press  criticism— the  military  and 
to  a  lesser  extent  the  KGB  bask  in  a  contin- 
uous torrent  of  reverential  praise  in  the 
state-controlled  press,  in  films,  in  plays  and 
on  television. 

More  than  a  quarter  of  all  television  pro- 
gramming dwells  on  military  themes.  A  pop- 
ular military  program  on  Sunday  mornings 
called  "I  Serve  the  Soviet  Union  "  is  watched 
with  equal  avidity  by  small  boys  and  West- 
ern military  attaches,  both  of  whom  appre- 
ciate its  film  of  Soviet  ships,  planes,  tanks 
and  helicopters  carrying  out  blood-stirring 
tactical  maneuvers. 

At  least  one  war  film  airs  every  evening  on 
television,  stressing  the  heroic  self-sacrifice 
of  troops  during  the  Great  Fatherland  War. 
as  World  War  II  is  known.  Interspersed  with 
the  films  are  patriotic,  sentimental  tributes 
day  after  day  in  which  children  and  young 
adults— "today's  defenders  of  the  father- 
land "—are  often  shown  listening  raptly  to 
the  war  stories  of  bemedaled  old  veterans. 
The  war  stories  do  not  include  tales  from 
Afghanistan. 

Not  a  day  goes  by  without  the  national 
media  reminding  the  population,  and  the 
outside  world  to  the  extent  that  it  listens, 
that  20  million  Soviet  lives  were  lost  in  the 
last  war.  According  to  middle-aged  Russians, 
this  almost  obsessive  process  of  remem- 
brance began  only  in  the  1960s,  under 
Brezhne\'.  at  about  the  time  most  Soviet 
cities  began  building  war  memorials  with 
eternal  flames,  where  teen-age  Young  Pio- 
neers stand  in  honor  guards  cradling  rifles 
'n  their  arms.  The  message  in  all  these  trib- 
utes is,  "Never  again." 

"This  is  our  way  of  giving  thanks  to  the 
older  generation,"  says  a  serious  young  man 
from  the  provinces  who  has  done  his  share 
of  honor  guard  duty.  He  was  unaware  that 
his  country's  fixation  with  its  war  dead 
began  In  earnest  only  two  decades  after  the 
war  ended. 

Taking  a  different  viewpoint,  a  woman  in 
her  60s  who  lived  through  the  war  says.  "I 
think  all  these  war  films  are  supposed  to 
remind  us  of  how  bad  things  were,  so  that 
we'll  forget  how  difficult  life  is  today." 

A  REMINDER  OF  HOW  BAD  THINGS  WERE 

Western  analysts  add  that  the  official  fix- 
ation on  World  War  II  helps  ensure  popular 
loyalty  and  support  for  the  military  today. 
With  Stalin  an  unmentionable  subject 
except  in  his  role  as  wartime  leader  and 
Khrushchev  a  non-person,  the  war  victory, 
these  analysts  note,  is  virtually  the  only 
self-legitimizing  act  the  Communist  Party 
can  point  to  between  the  late  1920s  and  the 
mid- 1960s. 

The  prestige  and  prominence  of  the  mili- 
tary in  Soviet  society  are  visible  in  other 
ways.  As  in  the  Russia  of  old,  senior  bureau- 


crats in  nominally  civilian  agencies— the 
Ministry  of  Justice  and  the  Foreign  Minis- 
try, for  instance— appear  on  formal  occa- 
sions win  their  own  military-style  regalia, 
glittering  with  gold  braid. 

Military  jargon  and  metaphors  permeate 
official  language.  Work  crews  are  "bri- 
gades." Raising  livestock  is  not  merely  a  top 
national  priority,  it  is  "a  shock  front."  Mil- 
lions of  doctors  and  nurses  in  the  public 
health  system,  according  to  the  press,  are 
"under  arms"  defending  the  homeland 
against  disease.  In  the  words  of  one  of  Mos- 
cow's few  neon  signs,  the  press  itself  is  not  a 
medium  of  information  but  the  "mightiest 
weapon  of  the  Leninist  party." 

In  many  ways,  the  focus  of  Soviet  soci- 
ety's preoccupation  with  things  military  is 
children.  In  children's  stores,  plastic  and 
wooden  guns,  tanks,  planes  and  rockets 
dominate  a  dreary  and  limited  selection  of 
toys.  Military  bookstores,  open  to  all,  offer 
shelves  of  heroic  stories  about  youthful  sap- 
pers, partisans  and  parachutists. 

In  school,  opening  day  ceremonies  in  Sep- 
tember customarily  include  a  patriotic 
speech  by  a  military  officer,  usually  a  re- 
tired veteran,  resplendent  in  his  medals. 
Civil  defense  exercises,  including  the  don- 
ning of  gas  masks,  begins  in  second  grade. 
Tales  of  war— painfully  sad.  joyously 
heroic— are  the  common  subject  of  the  sto- 
ries in  reading  texts. 

The  formal,  twice-weekly  military  classes 
that  begin  in  the  ninth  grade  cover  the  rudi- 
ments of  combat,  military  history,  and 
sporting  skills  with  military  application 
such  as  hand-grenade  throwing  and  shoot- 
ing. Teen-agers  also  learn  how  to  strip 
down,  assemble  and  fire  standard  automatic 
weapons. 

"We  had  one  girl  in  our  high  school  class 
who  could  assemble  a  Kalashnikov  (auto- 
matic rifle)  in  16  seconds."  a  Moscow  stu- 
dent recalls. 

Obligatory  military  classes  continue  in 
universities  and  many  technical  institutes 
while  the  men  are  deferred  from  the  draft. 
The  lessons  at  this  level  are  classified  secret 
and  notebooks  are  locked  in  safes  between 
classes.  Though  women  are  not  drafted, 
those  in  biological  or  medical  majors  will 
learn  military  skills  ranging  from  battlefield 
medical  aid  to  the  handling  of  chemcial 
weapons  and  detoxification  equipment. 
After  graduation,  some  will  receive  reserve 
officer  commissions  along  with  the  men. 

Outside  the  classroom,  military-patriotic 
education  continues  in  the  Young  Pioneers 
children's  organization  (ages  8  to  15)  and  in 
the  Young  Communist  League  or  Komso- 
mol (ages  15  to  27).  Beyond  these  groups  a 
vast  web  of  military-sponsored  clubs  exerts 
a  powerful  influence  over  sports  and  control 
access  to  all  leisure-time  activities  with  mili- 
tary applications,  such  as  sky-diving,  flying, 
cross-country  motorcycle  racing,  karate  and 
amateur  radio. 

Army  sports  clubs,  for  example,  field  a 
number  of  Soviet  teams  in  international 
competition,  from  hockey  to  gymnastics.  In 
a  recent  television  program  honoring  its 
sportsmen,  the  army  claimed  credit  for  a 
total  247  Olympic  medals. 

By  far  the  most  influential  army  organiza- 
tion for  civilians  is  the  Volunteer  Society 
for  Cooperation  with  the  Army.  Aviation 
and  the  Fleet,  known  by  its  Russian-lan- 
guage initials  DOSAAF. 

DOSAAF  currently  claims  103  million 
members  over  the  age  of  14,  or  37%  of  the 
population,  organized  in  355,000  units  in 
schools,  factories,  on  farms  and  even  at 
major  construction  projects.  In  the  past  five 
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years,  according  to  Soviet  press  reports, 
members  of  DOSAAF  sports  clubs  set  467 
world  and  European  sports  records  and  an- 
other 541  Soviet  recorcls. 

The  organization  also  sponsors  a  nation- 
wide physical  fitness  program  called  "Get 
Ready  for  Labor  and  Defense  of  the 
U.S.S.R.."  in  which  50  million  people  age  7 
and  over,  more  than  a  fifth  of  the  popula- 
tion, are  said  to  have  taken  part.  Medals  are 
awarded  for  passing  age-grade  tests  in  cross- 
country running,  the  100-meter  dash,  swim- 
ming, small-arms  shooting  and  the  inevita- 
ble grenade  throwing. 

As  with  all  such  voluntary  organizations 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  participating  is  consid- 
ered obligatory  for  young  people,  who  often 
belong  to  DOSAAF  in  name  only.  Soviet  of- 
ficials have  recently  complaine(l  that  some 
young  men  still  arrive  in  the  army  unable  to 
chin  themselves  on  a  horizontal  bar  and  not 
knowing  how  to  shoot. 

BRIBES  NEEDED  TO  JOIN  ORGANIZATION 

Membership  in  a  DOSAAF  club  often  pro- 
vides the  only  chance  young  people  have  to 
learn  to  Qy,  hunt,  drive  a  car  or  master 
karate.  Facilities  are  often  overcrowded, 
however,  with  the  result,  according  to 
Soviet  sources,  that  bribes  of  100  rubles  or 
more  are  required  for  entry. 

With  such  shortcomings  evidently  in 
mind,  the  Communist  Party's  Central  Com- 
mittee issued  a  proclamation  recently  order- 
ing improvements  in  physical  training  of 
"pre-conscription  and  conscription-age 
youth."  DOSAAF  and  the  education  minis- 
tries were  told  to  "pay  increased  attention 
to  technical  and  applied  military  sports,  es- 
pecially those  involving  motor  vehicles  and 
motorcycles,  parachuting  and  shooting." 

Despite  such  criticism.  DOSAAF  boasts 
that  it  trains  one  in  every  three  conscripts 
in  a  military  skill  before  he  joins  the  army, 
navy  or  air  force  and  that  it  prepares  2  mil- 
lion specialists  annually  for  industry  and  ag- 
riculture. As  a  lieutenant  general  wrote  ear- 
lier this  year  in  the  newspaper  Trud 
(Labor).  "It  would  not  be  an  exaggeration  to 
say  that  DOSAAF  leaves  its  imprint  on  the 
life  of  almost  every  Soviet  person. " 

In  the  1980s,  the  Soviet  Union  stands  as 
the  most  highly  militarized  of  the  industrial 
nations.  In  terms  of  the  balance  of  weapons, 
it  is  debatable  whether  it  is  superior  to  the 
combined  forces  of  the  Atlantic  Alliance. 
But  measured  by  the  dominance  of  its  mili- 
tary ethos,  by  the  training  and  indoctrina- 
tion of  the  Soviet  population  and  the  hier- 
archical, quasi-military  structure  of  the 
state  itself,  the  Soviet  Union  is  uniquely 
prepared  to  mobilize  and  to  fight. 

The  Soviets  believe  that  their  system  of 
military  training,  extending  if  not  from 
cradle  to  grave,  then  from  grade  school  to 
retirement,  contributes  to  a  superior  ability 
to  mobilize  the  nation  in  the  event  of  war. 

According  to  Western  military  estimates. 
the  Soviet  leadership  could  call  up  2  to  3 
million  men— equal  to  or  exceeding  Ameri- 
can armed  forces— within  48  hours  and  up 
to  14  million  within  10  days.  Such  estimates 
may  overstate  Soviet  military  efficiency,  but 
Soviet  officers  themselves  boast  of  their  na- 
tion's superior  ability  to  mobilize. 

LEADERSHIP  CONSIDERED  CONSERVATIVE 

What  the  Soviet  leadership  intends  to  do 
with  its  formidable  capabilities  can  only  be 
guessed.  Western  specialists  in  Soviet  affairs 
generally  consider  the  Kremlin  leadership 
to  be  highly  corifiervative,  gambling  on  the 
use  of  military  force  to  further  its  aims  only 
when  the  risks  appear  far  smaller  than  the 
potential  gains,  as  in  Czechoslovakia  in  1968 
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and    Afghanistan— rightly    or    wrongly— In 
1979. 

Soviet  officials,  for  their  part,  contend 
that  all  of  their  preparations.  Including 
military  training  for  children,  are  purely  de- 
fensive. Thus,  at  the  opening  ceremonies  of 
the  Zarnitsa  war  games  for  young  adoles- 
cents, they  shout  this  oath  to  Soviet  war 
dead: 

"Listen,  you  heroes!  These  are  your  grand- 
children speaking.  Thank  you  for  life,  for 
freedom.  In  this  game  we  learn  to  be  agile, 
strong,  brave  not  in  order  to  attack,  but  to 
defend." 

For  good  measure,  officials  note  that  Arti- 
cle 71  of  the  Russian  Republic  criminal  code 
makes  the  "propagandizing  of  war,  in  what- 
ever form"  punishable  by  three  to  eight 
years  in  prison  or  labor  camp.  It  is  one  of 
the  few  political  offenses  for  which  no 
recent  arrests  are  known. 

War  propaganda  is  not  defined  in  the 
criminal  code.  Militarism,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  defined  in  published  Soviet  lexi- 
cons. But  it  is  said  to  be  an  affliction  only  of 
other  nations— "The  building  up  of  military 
might  and  the  intensification  of  war  prepa- 
ration by  ruling  circles  of  the  imperialist 
states."  chief  among  them  the  United 
States. 

Soviet  definitions  of  defense  are  equally 
supple,  allowing  for  the  use  of  military  force 
beyond  Soviet  borders  if  national  interests 
are  deemed  in  jeopardy.  As  Moscow's  mili- 
tary power  grew  in  the  1970s,  along  with  its 
ability  to  project  its  forces  to  such  places  as 
Ethiopia  and  Afghanistan,  the  Soviets  spoke 
more  openly  of  "defense"  not  simply  of 
Soviet  territory  but  of  the  broader  "socialist 
community." 

When  the  authoritative  voice  of  Pravda 
called  last  month  for  stepped-up  "training 
of  the  entire  population  in  military  knowl- 
edge." the  newspaper  couched  its  call  in 
terms  of  the  defensive  needs  "of  the 
(Soviet)  homeland  and  of  the  entire  socialist 
community."  a  phrase  encompassing  coun- 
tries as  disparate  as  Cuba  and  Afghanistan. 
This  expansive  concept  of  national  de- 
fense is  widely  accepted  by  ordinary  Rus- 
sians, who  think  it  natural  and  logical  to 
protect  what  is  "theirs. '"  Thus  an  earnest 
young  party  member,  encountered  in  the 
central  Russian  city  of  Kazan  one  winter 
day  in  1981  before  Polish  authorities  had 
crushed  the  Solidarity  independent  trade 
union,  dismissed  the  question  of  Poland  in 
four  blunt  words. 

UNBOUNDED  RATIONALE  FOR  INTERVENTION 

"Byila  nasha,  budet  nasha,  "  he  said  with  a 
dismissive  gesture.  "It  was  and  will  be  ours." 

An  affable  student  in  Moscow,  a  veteran 
of  both  the  Zarnitsa  war  games  for  youth 
and  the  real  war  in  Afghanistan,  took  an 
identical  view  of  national  defense.  He  was 
proud  to  serve  in  Afghanistan,  he  said  in  a 
recent  conversation. 

Asked  why  the  Soviet  army  was  there,  he 
replied  unhesitatingly.  "We're  helping  the 
revolution  and  defending  our  homeland." 

"What  is  happening  there  touches  on  our 
state  interests. "  he  added,  in  what  amount- 
ed to  an  unbounded  rationale  for  foreign 
military  intervention. 

What  state  interests,  his  questioner  per- 
sisted, did  he  have  in  mind? 

"We  just  got  there  l)efore  you."  he  replied 
with  a  self-assured  smile  and  a  line  all 
Soviet  soldiers  hear  from  their  officers. 

"If  the  Soviet  army  had  not  gone  into  Af- 
ghanistan when  it  did,"  he  said,  "then  the 
American  Army  would  be  there  now  in- 
stead. "• 
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THE  HARRY  S.  TRUMAN  STATE 
PARK 


HON.  IKE  SKELTON 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  during 
a  recent  trip  to  my  district.  I  had  occa- 
sion to  participate  in  a  park  dedication 
program.  It  is  the  kind  of  event  that 
those  of  us  in  public  life  frequently 
attend.  In  this  case,  though,  I  became 
aware  of  a  difference. 

In  the  course  of  the  day's  events  I 
had  the  opportunity  to  get  a  good  look 
at  the  Harry  S.  Truman  State  Park.  I 
became  very  impressed  with  the  park 
and  the  work  and  cooperation  required 
to  make  it  the  fine  facility  we  dedicat- 
ed. 

Harry  Truman  State  Park  is  an  ex- 
ample of  what  can  happen  when  gov- 
ernments work  together  toward  a 
common  goal.  The  land  is  located  on 
the  Harry  S.  Truman  Reservoir,  a 
Corps  of  Engineers  project.  It  was  par- 
tially developed  by  the  corps  and  then 
leased  on  a  long-term  basis  to  the 
State  of  Missouri.  State  officials  com- 
mitted the  talent  and  resources  to  fin- 
ishing the  park  and  developed  what  I 
believe  to  be  one  of  the  finest  park.s  in 
the  country,  either  State  or  national. 

With  the  beautiful  scenery  of  the 
new  lake  and  the  wooded  hill  country 
it  was  developed  from,  the  park  ac- 
commodates campers,  picnicers.  and  a 
variety  of  recreational  activities.  It 
will  be  a  major  asset  to  the  area  for 
years. 

Please  allow  me  to  use  this  time  to 
publicly  commend  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  a 
job  well  done.  It  is  an  excellent  exam- 
ple of  what  can  be  accomplished  if  we 
are  willing  to  work  together  for  the 
common  good.* 


CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 
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HON.  DAN  LUNGREN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  18,  1983 

•  Mr.  LUNGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
week  it  is  fitting  that  we  acknowledge 
the  intense  international  cry  of  op- 
pression that  currently  echoes 
throughout  the  world.  The  litany  of 
those  whose  national  independence 
has  been  subjugated  by  the  scourge  of 
communism  should  be  heard  this  week 
in  every  chamber,  every  hall,  and 
every  street  comer  by  citizens  who  are 
free.  Armenia,  Azerbaijan,  Byelorus- 
sia, Cossackia.  Georgia.  Idel-Ural. 
North  Caucasia.  Ukraine— all  are  cap- 
tive nations  and  all  are  bound  by  Com- 
munist imperialism. 

On  July  n.  1959.  President  Dwight 
D.  Eisenhower  signed  into  law  the  first 
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resolution  to  establish  Captive  Nations 
Week.  Since  that  time,  each  year 
during  the  third  week  of  July  we  have 
payed  tribute  to  the  men  and  women 
who,  although  politically  enslaved  by 
their  governments,  continue  to  main- 
tain a  vigil  of  hope.  Far  Eastern  Re- 
public, Turkestan,  Mongolia,  Estonia, 
Latvia.  Lithuania— the  list  since  1920 
has  continued  to  grow. 

His  Holiness  Pope  John  Paul  II  has 
called  freedom  of  conscience  "the  fun- 
damental human  right."  A  nation  that 
seeks  to  strip  its  citizens  of  the  license 
to  pursue  personal  convictions  can 
never  embody  a  policy  of  human 
rights.  For  us  ais  a  Republic  to  defend 
liberty  of  conscience  is  for  us  to 
defend  all  human  rights— Albania. 
Bulgaria.  Yugoslavia,  Poland,  Roma- 
nia, Czechoslovakia— if  we  are  indeed  a 
citadel  of  human  freedom,  then  it  is 
paramount  that  these  nations  can  con- 
tinue to  look  to  the  United  States  for 
leadership  in  bringing  about  their  in- 
dividual liberties. 

During  the  past  century  the  greatest 
predator  of  individual  freedom  has 
been  the  Soviet  Union.  It  is  they  who 
have  repressed  the  majority  of  captive 
nations  and  who  tragically  display 
every  indication  of  continuing  to  do  so. 
The  tightening  of  Soviet  political  con- 
trols is  well  documented.  Those  in- 
volved in  the  arts,  writing,  and  other 
intellectual  pursuits  are  experiencing 
greater  and  greater  pressure  to  con- 
form to  the  ideology  of  the  state.  Crit- 
ics of  the  regime  are  often  imprisoned 
and  where  once  they  were  released 
after  only  a  token  period  of  time,  they 
now  are  spending  increasing  amounts 
of  their  lives  physically  as  well  as  men- 
tally confined. 

Emigration  from  the  Soviet  Union  is 
another  freedom  that  is  strictly  limit- 
ed. In  the  United  States,  our  quality  of 
life  is  such  that  we  must  regulate  the 
millions  that  desire  to  enter  our  bor- 
ders. In  the  vast  areas  of  the  world 
under  the  governmental  control  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  problem  is  reversed: 
millions  desire  to  leave  but  are  con- 
fined. 

Many  of  us  are  personally  familiar 
with  particular  cases  of  the  repression 
within  the  Soviet  Union.  In  many  in- 
stances, the  profile  is  similar:  the 
person  is  well  educated,  has  a  family, 
and  more  than  anything  else  wants  to 
practice  his  religious  faith  with  those 
who  hold  similar  convictions.  His  re- 
quest to  emigrate,  however,  has  been 
denied,  his  job  has  been  taken  away, 
and  he  has  been  coerced  into  internal 
exile.  He  and  his  family  have  commit- 
ted no  crime  except  to  believe  that  one 
should  be  allowed  to  follow  the  guid- 
ance of  their  conscience.  Other  coun- 
tries provide  similar  examples— North 
Korea,  Hungary,  East  Germany.  Main- 
land China,  Tibet,  North  Vietnam. 
Cuba.  Cambodia.  South  Vietnam. 
Laos— the  list  goes  on  and  on. 
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Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  struck  today  by 
the  fact  that  we  seldom  in  this  body 
review  the  consequences  of  burgeoning 
Soviet  dominance.  It  is  my  fervent 
hope  that  our  acknowledgment  this 
week  will  continue  lest  we  are  ready  to 
lose  other  countries  to  tyranny. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  submit  that  we 
confront  the  tragic  litany  of  captive 
nations  with  the  words  of  our  great 
patriot.  Thomas  Paine:  "O!  Ye  that 
love  mankind!  Ye  that  dare  oppose  not 
only  the  tyranny  but  the  tyrant,  stand 
forth!"* 
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dents  in  thanking  Dr.  Eng  for  his 
years  of  dedicated  service  and  in  wish- 
ing him  and  his  family  the  best  for  the 
future.* 


WEAKNESSES  OF  BILINGUAL 
EDUCATION 


DR.  RAYMOND  L.  ENG 


HON.  RONALD  V.  DELLUMS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  31.  residents  of  Oakland,  in  the 
Eighth  California  District,  will  honor 
Dr.  Raymond  L.  Eng  and  his  many 
years  of  civic-minded  public  service. 
The  occasion  of  this  celebration  is  Dr. 
Eng's  retirement  from  the  Oakland 
City  Council  after  four  terms  and  16 
years  of  service.  I  am  pleased  to  join 
with  Dr.  Eng's  many  friends  auid  col- 
leagues in  commending  him  on  his 
tenure  and  I  would  like  to  share  with 
my  colleagues  a  few  of  Dr.  Eng's 
achievements  and  honors. 

Dr.  Eng  was  bom  in  Oakland  in 
1911.  He  attended  Oakland  public 
schools,  the  University  of  California. 
Berkeley,  and  undertook  graduate 
studies  at  Pennsylvania  State  College 
and  Louisiana  State  University.  He 
has  maintained  his  residence  and  opto- 
metric  offices  in  Oakland  throughout 
his  lifetime,  showing  his  dedication  to 
the  promise  and  potential  vitality  of 
the  city. 

Dr.  Eng  has  played  an  active  role  in 
our  community.  He  has  been  a 
member  of  numerous  professional  and 
civic  organizations,  assuming  positions 
of  leadership  in  many.  He  is  a  past 
president  of  the  Alameda-Contra 
Costa  Counties  Optometric  Society, 
past  chair  of  the  State  board  of  social 
welfare  and  the  Optometric  Advisory 
Committee  and  a  past  board  member 
of  Chinese  Hospital.  He  is  past  district 
govemor  of  the  Lions  International, 
past  president  of  the  Cosmopolitan 
Lions  Club,  a  member  of  the  National 
Boy  Scout  Council,  and  has  served 
chairmanships  of  the  United  Crusade, 
Cerebral  Palsy,  CARE,  Cancer  Society, 
the  March  of  Dimes  and  charitable 
fundraising  organizations. 

In  1967,  he  was  elected  to  the  Oak- 
land City  Council,  on  which  he  was  to 
serve  until  this  year.  From  1973  to 
1975.  he  was  selected  vicemayor  by  his 
colleagues,  an  indication  of  the  respect 
in  which  he  was  held. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  his  council 
colleagues   and   many    Oakland   resl- 


HON.  NORMAN  D.  SHUMWAY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  SHUMWAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
our  Nation  experiences  the  largest 
influx  of  immigrants  in  its  history,  the 
challenge  to  integrate  these  people 
into  American  society  must  be  met. 
Mastery  of  the  English  language  is 
vital  to  this  assimilation;  we  cannot 
expect  our  Nation's  linguistic  minori- 
ties to  become  involved  and  productive 
members  of  society  if  they  are  unable 
to  speak  the  language  of  their  new 
homeland.  Yet  while  no  one  will  deny 
the  value  to  our  Nation's  immigrants 
of  proficiency  in  English,  serious  ques- 
tions surround  the  effectiveness  of  bi- 
lingual education,  the  approach  that 
has  been  used  throughout  the  Nation 
for  over  a  decade  to  educate  students 
of  limited  English  proficiency.  While 
bilingual  education  seeks  to  increase 
students'  English  language  compe- 
tence, little  conclusive  evidence  has 
been  produced  which  supports  the  bi- 
lingual method.  It  is  vital  that  we  not 
rely  on  a  single  approach  to  this  prob- 
lem, an  approach  that  very  well  may 
not  be  the  most  effective  method  in 
encouraging  proficiency  in  English  but 
which  may  actually  impede  the  learn- 
ing of  English  and  maintain  a  separate 
language  and  culture. 

In  the  1974  case  of  Lau  against 
Wade,  the  Supreme  Court  ruled  that 
in  accordance  with  the  1964  Civil 
Rights  Act,  school  districts  iare  re- 
quired to  provide  Mnguistic  minorities 
with  special  instruction  to  allow  for 
equal  educational  opportunity.  While 
the  Supreme  Court  did  not  stipulate  a 
specific  educational  method  to  be  em- 
ployed for  these  students,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare developed  guideline.s  in  1975 
which  became  known  as  the  Lau  reme- 
dies. These  rules  require  school  dis- 
tricts with  a  certain  number  of  non- 
English  speaking  students  to  provide 
instruction  for  these  students  in  their 
native  language.  Though  the  Lau  rem- 
edies were  never  laws  or  even  Federal 
regulations,  they  have  an  impact  on 
over  400  school  districts  in  the  Nation 
and  have  been  used  by  the  Office  of 
Civil  Rights  to  review  schools  enroll- 
ing language  minority  children. 

Thus,  with  the  Lau  remedies,  the 
Federal  Government  essentially  insti- 
tutionalized bilingual  education  as  the 
only  approach  for  instructive  students 
of  limited  English  proficiency.  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  so  little  evidence  to  sup- 
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port  the  effectiveness  of  bilingual  edu- 
cation in  promoting  English  language 
learning  among  linguistic  minority 
students,  it  makes  little  sense  to  con- 
tinue expending  Federal  dollars  on 
this  one  approach.  Furthermore,  I 
have  serious  reservations  about  the 
Federal  Government  dictating  to 
school  districts  a  specific  approach  to 
the  problem  of  educating  our  Nation's 
limited  English  proficiency  students. 
As  stated  by  the  Twentieth  Century 
Fund  in  its  report  on  Federal  elemen- 
tary and  secondary  education  policy: 

It  is  not  the  responsibility  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  mandate  to  schools  and 
teachers  a  specific  method  for  education  of 
those  students  not  proficient  in  English. 

Rather,  Federal  policy  should  en- 
courage State  and  local  school  districts 
to  decide  which  programs  best  meet 
the  unique  needs  and  circumstances  of 
their  students. 

Mr.  Speaker,  few  will  quarrel  with 
the  Twentieth  Century  Fund  conclu- 
sion that: 

School  children  to  whom  English  is  an 
alien  language  are  being  cheated  if  it  re- 
mains unfamiliar  to  them;  they  will  never 
swim  in  the  American  mainstream  unless 
they  are  fluent  in  English. 

Bilingual  education,  however,  de- 
spite the  questions  surrounding  its  ef- 
fectiveness in  moving  limited  English 
proficient  students  into  our  society's 
mainstream,  continues  to  be  utilized 
almost  to  the  exclusion  of  other  meth- 
ods as  the  primary  means  of  educating 
these  students.  Due  to  my  concerns  re- 
garding this  situation,  I  have  intro- 
duced legislation— House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 169— which  designates  English 
the  official  language  of  the  United 
States  and  which  seeks  to  end  the  use 
of  foreign  languages  in  subject-matter 
instruction  while  allowing  the  instruc- 
tion in  non-English  languages  for  the 
purpose  of  making  students  proficient 
in  English.  I  share  the  Twentieth  Cen- 
tury Fund  recommendation  "that  Fed- 
eral funds  now  going  to  bilingual  pro- 
grams be  used  to  teach  non-English- 
speaking  children  how  to  speak,  read, 
and  write  English."  To  continue  to 
rely  on  an  approach  which  does  not 
necessarily  facilitate  the  learning  of 
English  is  to  prevent  our  Nation's  lim- 
ited English  proficient  students  from 
becoming  full  and  participating  mem- 
bers of  American  society. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  an  arti- 
cle by  Robert  Rossier  that  recently  ap- 
peared in  the  Washington  Times 
which  underscores  the  weaknesses  of 
the  bilingual  approach  and  highlights 
a  number  of  the  factors  involved  in  its 
longevity. 

The  article  follows: 
Bilingual  EIducation:  The  New  L.atin 
Hustle 
(By  Robert  Rossier) 

Historically,  one  of  the  most  important 
ways  for  immigrant  children  to  achieve  eco- 
nomic, social,  and  political   access  to  the 
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American  dream  has  been  through  educa- 
tion. Besides  offering  these  students  the  op- 
portunity to  carry  their  studies  to  a  level 
not  possible  in  most  countries,  American 
public  schools  have  given  them  what  may  be 
the  most  important  opportunity  of  all— the 
chance  to  learn  the  language  of  the  coun- 
try. 

Now  this  critical  avenue  to  success  is  being 
narrowed  by  the  bilingual  education  move- 
ment. 

A  thorough  review  of  the  literature  on  the 
effectiveness  of  bilingual  education  was 
completed  in  1981.  Written  by  Keith  Baker 
and  Adriana  de  Kanter.  two  staff  members 
in  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  the 
report  concluded  that  the  available  evidence 
does  "not  add  up  to  a  very  impressive  case 
for  the  effectiveness  of  transitional  bilin- 
gual education." 

Rudolph  Troike,  former  director  of  the 
federally  funded  Center  for  Applied  Lin- 
guistics and  a  bilingual  enthusiast,  has  al- 
lowed that  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  of 
1968  (Title  VII)  was  passed  by  Congress 
"largely  as  an  article  of  faith,  with  little  re- 
search to  support  it. '  In  a  1978  monograph 
written  for  the  National  Clearinghouse  for 
Bilingual  Education,  he  admitted.  "We  have 
very  little  more  of  a  research  base  for  bilin- 
gual programs  than  we  did  10  years  ago 

It  is  not  very  comforting  to  realize  that 
for  10  years  the  federal  government  alone 
had.  by  Dr.  Troike's  own  admission,  appro- 
priated more  than  half  a  billion  dollars 
(worth  close  to  a  billion  now)  for  bilingual 
education  without  a  shred  of  evidence  that 
this  instruction  had  helped  anyone  except 
the  bureaucrats  themselves. 

Bilingual  instruction  retards  the  learning 
of  English  for  several  reasons.  First,  the 
amount  of  time  that  the  learner  has  to 
interact  with  speakers  of  the  new  language 
is  critical;  in  bilingual  programs  that  time  is 
considerably  less  than  in  other  language 
programs.  More  important,  because  of  the 
heavy  emphasis  on  translation  in  bilingual 
programs,  many  students  become  inhibited 
about  responding  in  English  when  they 
know  the  teacher  understands  their  native 
language.  Most  immigrant  students  in  bilin- 
gual programs  become  habituated  to  re- 
sponding in  their  native  language  and  find 
it  difficult  to  reach  the  point  at  which  they 
no  longer  translate  into  English  but  instead 
think  in  English. 

The  modern  immigrant  has  been  betrayed 
by  a  confederation  of  power-seeking  politi- 
cians, unprincipled  educators,  and  unwitting 
Americans. 

Though  no  single  person  or  group  is  total- 
ly responsible  for  this  betrayal,  much  of  the 
culpability  can  be  assigned  to  the  leaders  of 
the  bilingual  education  movement  My  criti- 
cism is  directed  at  those  who  know  how  bi- 
lingual programs  affect  the  learning  of  Eng- 
lish and  still  defend  the  theory  despite  its 
inefficacy  in  practice. 

The  motivating  force  for  bilingual  educa- 
tion has  been  to  provide  opportunity  not  for 
students  to  learn  but  for  bilingual  educators 
and  others  to  build  empires  that  offer  lucra- 
tive and  satisfying  power  bases. 

It  appears  that  bilingual  partisans  will  at- 
tempt to  suppress  any  efforts  to  compare  al- 
ternatives with  the  bilingual  method.  A  case 
in  point:  The  Los  Angeles  school  district, 
which  claims  almost  100,000  students  in  bi- 
lingual porograms,  has  not  only  failed  to 
publish  any  study  that  would  give  objective 
evidence  of  those  programs'  effectiveness 
but  also  appears  to  have  detoured,  hidden, 
and   actually   aborted   studies   that   would 
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compare  other  methods  with  bilingual  in- 
struction. 

Perhaps  this  is  because  the  transition 
from  special  English  programs  to  bilingual 
education  programs  in  Los  Angeles  pro- 
duced explosive  growth  in  jobs  and  budgets 
at  both  the  supervisory  and  administrative 
levels. 

During  the  middle  1960s  the  district  had 
two  language  consultants,  paid  on  '  the 
teacher  salary  schedule,  one  at  the  elemen- 
tary and  one  at  the  secondary  level.  By  the 
1976-77  school  year  Los  Angeles  was  paying 
a  director  of  bilingual  services  $37,739.  two 
assistant  directors  $32,899  each,  and  11  ad- 
visers $20,899  each— a  salary  slightly  higher 
than  that  of  the  districts  highest-paid 
teacher.  That  was  five  years  ago.  The  posi- 
tion of  director  has  since  been  elevated  to 
that  of  assistant  superintendent:  the  salary 
has  been  elevated,  too,  to  $50,000.  Salaries 
for  administrative  and  supervisory  posts 
below  this  level  have  also  increased  substan- 
tially. 

Bilingual  education  has  been  good  busi- 
ness for  many  people  outside  the  schools  as 
well.  There  has  l)een  a  veritable  revolution 
in  Industries  that  supply  educational  prod- 
ucts. 

And  the  ethnic  [Kilitician  in  many  cases 
does  not  care  whether  bilingual  instruction 
is  a  valid  method  of  teaching  English.  In 
fact,  it  may  be  politically  advantageous  for 
him  if  immigrants  continue  to  rely  on  their 
native  language  instead  of  perfecting  their 
English,  since  dependence  on  the  home  lan- 
guage tends  to  Isolate  the  group  and  malce  it 
more  manipulable. 

Possibly  because  of  the  Baker-de  Kanter 
review,  in  March  1982  the  Department  of 
Education  withdrew  the  guidelines  that  had 
imposed  bilingual  education  on  more  than 
500  school  districts  in  the  nation.  Schools 
are  now  permitted  to  use  "any  effective  ap- 
proach Including  total  immersion  in  Eng- 
lish." This  policy  change  applies  only  to  the 
federal  level,  however,  and  does  not  affect 
California  and  other  states  that  have  more 
stringent  bilingual  education  laws. 

Future  immigrant  educations  programs 
should  recognize  the  unique  linguistic, 
social,  and  educational  situation  in  each 
school  district  but  should  also  be  built  solid- 
ly on  principles  of  language  learning. 

Bilingual  education  has  been  given  more 
than  an  adequate  chance  to  prove  Itself,  and 
It  has  failed  miserably.  It  is  now  time  that 
other  methods  be  tried— methods  that  put 
the  welfare  of  the  student  ahead  of  that  of 
the  adults  who  run  the  program.* 
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HON.  THOMAS  M.  FOGUEHA 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  POGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
our  world  of  rapidly  advancing  weap- 
ons technology  and  increasingly  wide- 
spread political  antagonism,  the  im- 
portance of  a  U.S.  Peace  Academy 
cannot  be  overstressed.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve this  Congress,  after  approving 
the  largest  peacetime  military  budget 
in  the  history  of  our  Nation,  should 
assume  that  this  Nation's  leadership, 
present  and  future,  can  learn  nothing 
more  about  how  to  reduce  the  chances 
of  war. 
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A  vote  for  H.R.  1249,  the  bill  which 
will  establish  a  U.S.  Academy  of  Peace 
and  Conflict  Resolution,  is  both  a  sym- 
bolic and  substantive  step  toward  pre- 
serving the  fragile  and  shrinking 
peace.  Instituting  such  an  academy,  a 
project  over  which  Congress  has  delib- 
erated for  8  years,  undeniably  would 
send  a  signal  out  to  the  rest  of  the 
world.  Some  are  worried  that  this  will 
be  an  indication  of  weakness,  a  lack  of 
military  resolve.  If  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  Armed  Forces  is  only  to 
maximize  our  interests  in  the  next 
war,  then  the  Peace  Academy  does  sig- 
nify weakness  and  a  change  of  course. 
But  if  our  military's  first  purpose  is  to 
preclude  the  outbreak  of  war.  then 
this  Peace  Academy  can  only  further 
our  national  goals  and  enhance  our 
international  stature. 

The  most  often  cited  argument 
against  H.R.  1249  and  the  one  ad- 
vanced by  the  Reagan  administration 
states  that  our  budget  simply  has  no 
room  for  such  an  expensive  program. 
The  total  projected  cost  for  the  Peace 
Academy,  which  will  be  housed  in  ex- 
isting buildings,  is  a  mere  $18  million 
over  2  years.  This  amount  will  be  sup- 
planted by  student  fees  and  private 
donations,  which  are  expected  to  pro- 
vide full  funding  after  the  initial  2 
years.  The  total  Government  expendi- 
ture for  this  Peace  Academy  is  less 
than  half  of  what  we  will  spend  for  a 
single  F-15  aircraft,  less  that  3  percent 
of  what  we  will  spend  for  one  nuclear 
attack  submarine,  and  less  than  one- 
tenth  of  1  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
MX  missile  program.  I  think  those 
people  who  oppose  H.R.  1249  on  the 
grounds  of  extravagant  cost  should 
find  a  more  convincing  argument  or 
vote  for  the  bill. 

The  Academy  of  Peace  is  not  de- 
signed to  be  a  segregated  cluster  of  eli- 
tist scholars.  Quite  the  contrary,  it 
will  seek  to  impart  conflict  resolution 
skills  to  citizens  from  all  walks  of  life. 
The  Academy  will  serve  as  a  network 
for  research  and  curriculum  develop- 
ment at  universities  nationwide.  It  will 
act  as  a  distribution  of  information 
and  skills,  rather  than  as  an  advocate 
of  any  particular  position.  This  Acade- 
my of  Peace  will  provide  a  much 
needed  compensating  force  in  the  di- 
rection of  nonviolent  resolution  of 
conflict.  Although  the  focus  of  this 
program  is  toward  international  coop- 
eration, the  benefits  would  also  be  felt 
within  our  borders,  possibly  in  such 
areas  as  labor  disputes  and  racial  ten- 
sion. If  Congress  presumes  its  con- 
stituents live  in  a  harmonious,  noncon- 
flictual  community,  it  is  ignoring  the 
real  problems  of  discord  which  could 
be  addressed  by  the  proposed  Acade- 
my of  Peace  and  Conflict  Resolution. 

Support  for  the  Academy  has 
crossed  all  political  and  social  lines. 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  soldiers 
and  civilians,  professors  and  students, 
northerners   and   southerners,   hawks 
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and  doves— all  have  come  out  in  favor 
of  the  plan.  The  Academy  will  comple- 
ment, not  counteract  a  capable  Armed 
Force.  As  caretakers  of  our  Nation's 
welfare  and  survival,  we  must  do  ev- 
erything feasible  to  lessen  the  chances 
of  an  unimaginably  destructive  war.  If 
Congress  bypasses  this  opportunity  to 
give  our  young  people  an  education  on 
the  preservation  of  society,  which  is 
ideally  the  task  of  the  Peace  Academy. 
Congress  not  only  is  shunning  its  re- 
sponsibility to  future  generations,  but 
in  effect  is  saying  that  Americans  have 
learned  no  useful  lessons  from  all  the 
fighting  and  bloodshed  we  have  suf- 
fered in  the  past.  If  you  believe  other- 
wise, support  H.R.  1249.» 


THE  UNIVERSAL  TELEPHONE 
SERVICE  PRESERVATION  ACT 
OF  1983 


HON.  JOHN  D.  DINGELL 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 
•  Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
my  colleagues  Tim  Wirth.  chairman 
of  the  House  Energy  and  Commerce 
Subcommittee  on  Telecommunica- 
tions. Al  Swift.  Ron  Wyden,  and  Al 
Gore.  I  am  introducing  today  the  Uni- 
versal Telephone  Service  Preservation 
Act  of  1983  to  preserve  affordable  tele- 
phone service  for  all  Americans.  This 
bill  and  companion  legislation  to  be  in- 
troduced in  the  Senate  today  by  Sena- 
tor Packwood,  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Commerce  Committee,  and  others  re- 
flect a  widely  shared  concern  about 
the  threat  to  universal  telephone  serv- 
ice posed  by  skyrocketing  local  tele- 
phone rates.  The  contunon  approach 
embodied  in  these  bills  enjoys  broad 
bipartisan  support  throughout  the 
Congress. 

The  bill  we  are  introducing  in  the 
House  today  would: 

Overturn  the  FCC's  recent  access 
charge  decision  that  abruptly  shifts 
billions  of  dollars  in  telephone  net- 
work plant  costs  from  long-distance 
telephone  companies  to  local  custom- 
ers; 

Create  a  new  system  of  access 
charges  that  insures  that  all  users  and 
providers  of  telecommunications  serv- 
ices who  benefit  from  the  public  tele- 
phone network  pay  a  fair  share  of  the 
costs  of  maintaining  that  network. 

Establish  a  universal  service  fund  to 
provide  financial  support  for  high  cost 
service  areas:  and 

Insure  that  State  regulatory  com- 
missions have  sufficient  authority  to 
maintain  universally  available  and  af- 
fordable telephone  service. 

These  bills  are  essential  to  preserve 
universal  service  at  a  time  when  the 
competitive  forces  of  the  telecom- 
munications marketplace  are  already 
exerting  inevitable  upward  pressures 
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on  local  telephone  rates.  For  instance, 
local  telephone  companies  must  in- 
crease capital  costs  to  modernize  their 
plant  and  equipment  to  compete  with 
alternative  distribution  technologies 
offering  specialized  services  to  large 
business  users.  Loss  of  these  large  cus- 
tomers and  the  revenues  they  contrib- 
ute to  defraying  the  fixed  costs  of  the 
public  telephone  network  would  sub- 
stantially increase  the  price  of  tele- 
phone service  for  all  remaining  users. 

We  cannot  turn  back  the  clock  and 
refuse  to  acknowledge  the  realities  of 
the  technological  explosion  in  tele- 
communications and  the  introduction 
of  competition  into  what  was  a  monop- 
oly environment  dominated  by  Ma 
Bell.  Fair,  robust  competition  will 
produce  long-term  benefits  for  the 
American  economy  and  ultimately  for 
all  of  us.  Divestiture  is  one  conse- 
quence of  this  technological  revolu- 
tion. As  such,  it  is  a  fact  of  life  that  is 
here  to  stay. 

But  in  encouraging  the  development 
of  advanced  new  services,  we  must  not 
lose  sight  of  the  need  to  preserve  af- 
fordable telephone  service  for  all  of 
our  citizens.  Unfortunately,  the  FCC. 
mesmerized  by  the  glamour  of  new 
technologies,  has  done  just  that. 

The  FCC's  recent  access  charge  deci- 
sion immediately  shifts  $4.8  billion  of 
the  costs  of  the  public  telephone  net- 
work from  long-distance  companies  to 
local  customers  for  "access  to  inter- 
state long-distance  service."  It  will 
impose  a  further  $1.7  billion  on  local 
customers  over  a  brief  transition 
period.  As  a  result,  local  telephone 
customers  will  be  burdened  with  extra 
charges  of  $7  to  $8  per  line  per  month 
when  the  FCC's  system  is  fully  in 
place.  They  are  likely  to  face  addition- 
al charges  of  $4  to  $5  per  line  per 
month  for  "access  to  intrastate  long- 
distance service"  when  a  substantial 
portion  of  more  than  $5  billion  of  simi- 
lar intrastate  costs  is  also  shifted  to 
local  customers. 

In  denouncing  the  FCC's  access 
charge  decision.  U.S.  District  Court 
Judge  Harold  Greene,  who  is  oversee- 
ing the  AT&T  divestiture,  acidly  ob- 
served: 

.  .  .  Over  50  percent  of  the  residential  sub- 
scribers make  only  nominal  use  of  long  dis- 
tance and  15  percent  make  no  use  of  that 
service  at  all.  Yet  under  the  FCC  policy  all 
of  them  must  pay  for  that  access  (to  the 
long-distance  network).  It  should  be  noted 
in  this  connection  that  91  percent  of  all 
households  now  have  telephones.  As  the 
FCC's  access  fee  reaches  $7,  as  it  will  in  a 
few  years,  this  is  estimated  to  drop  to  60 
percent  for  very  poor  blacks,  65  percent  for 
very  poor  living  in  rural  areas,  and  58  per- 
cent for  very  poor  young  people.  That 
hardly  sounds  like  universal  service. 

Although  Judge  Greene  has  charged 
that  this  decision  "undermines  one  of 
the  assumptions  underlying  the 
court's  approval  of  the  decree  that 
there  would  be  no  impairment  of  the 
principle  of  universal  service,"  he  has 
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acknowledged  that  he  is  without 
power  to  overturn  or  modify  this  deci- 
sion. 

State  public  utility  regulators  are 
also  bereft  of  the  tools  needed  to  pre- 
serve universal  service.  They  are 
alarmed  by  the  magnitude  of  the  local 
telephone  rate  increases  currently 
pending  before  them.  A  survey  taken 
by  the  staff  of  the  House  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee  reveals  that  in 
a  number  of  States  local  telephone 
rate  increases  filed  with  State  public 
utility  commissions  would  result  in  at 
least  a  doubling  of  basic  monthly  cus- 
tomer charges.  There  are  26  pending 
rate  increase  requests  totaling  ap- 
proximately $7.6  billion.  All  but  two  of 
these  requests  relate  in  part  to  FCC 
decisions  and  the  divestiture.  In  a  sep- 
arate study,  the  Michigan  State  Public 
Service  Commission  has  estimated 
that  recent  FCC  decisions  and  the 
AT&T  divestiture  together  may 
double  basic  local  rates  in  Michigan  in 
1984  with  the  result  that  as  many  as 
one  Michigan  subscriber  in  six  may  be 
forced  to  drop  off  the  network. 

In  many  cases.  State  regulators  are 
powerless  to  control  these  rate  in- 
creases because  FCC's  decisions  have 
stripped  them  of  the  power  to  control 
key  elements  of  local  rates.  In  a  recent 
action  the  FCC  preempted  State  au- 
thority over  the  depreciation  methods 
used  to  recover  the  investments  in 
local  telephone  plant  and  equipment. 
State  regulators  have  called  for  and 
support  congressional  action  that  will 
give  them  the  capacity  to  preserve  af- 
fordable telephone  service. 

In  the  1934  Communications  Act  the 
Nation  committed  itself  to  the  goal  of 
providing  every  American  with  afford- 
able access  to  the  telecommunications 
service  essential  to  full  participation  in 
the  Nation's  commercial,  political,  and 
social  life.  This  legislation  contained  a 
prescient  recognition  of  the  tremen- 
dous benefits  universal  service  would 
confer  on  all  Americans  by  unifying 
the  diverse  elements  of  our  society 
through  an  integrated  communica- 
tions network. 

The  FCC  decisions  are  part  of  a  dan- 
gerous trend  away  from  this  national 
goal  of  a  society  unified  through  its 
communications  network  and  toward  a 
two-tiered  telecommunications  society. 
They  make  specialized  services  less  ex- 
pensive and  ordinary  telephone  service 
more  expensive.  As  a  result,  large  busi- 
ness users  will  benefit  from  the  recent 
advances  in  telecommunications  such 
as  teleconferencing  and  high-speed 
transmission  of  data  and  some  private 
individuals  may  enjoy  information-age 
offerings  such  as  call  forwarding,  on- 
line information  services,  and  bank 
and  shop-at-home  services.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  ordinary  tele- 
phone service  may  be  transformed 
into  a  luxury  beyond  the  reach  of 
many  Americans.  Those  who  cannot 
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afford    luxury    prices    may    be    con- 
demned to  an  information  desert. 

A  democratic  society  ignores  the  de- 
velopment of  a  polarized  society  of 
telecommunications  haves  and  have- 
nots  at  its  peril.  The  Congress  can  re- 
store some  balance  to  a  regulatory 
structure  that  jeopardizes  the  national 
goal  of  imiversal  service.  It  can  and 
shall  reign  in  an  FCC  that  has  demon- 
strated in  incredible  iruensitivity  to  its 
statutory  mandate  to  assure  that 
availability  of  affordable  telephone 
service  to  all  our  citizens.  By  passing 
the  legislation  we  will  introduce  today, 
it  will  reaffirm  the  national  commit- 
ment to  universal  service  and  will 
guarantee  that  State  and  Federal  reg- 
ulators have  the  authority  and  the 
clear  mandate  to  promote  and  pre- 
serve universal  service  and  to  insure 
that  all  who  benefit  from  the  avail- 
ability of  universal  telephone  service 
pay  for  it. 

The  future  of  the  local  telephone 
distribution  system  is  also  of  vital  con- 
cern. Business  entities  that  provide  es- 
sentially the  same  local  transmission 
services  would  receive  the  same  regula- 
tory treatment.  This  is  necessary  to 
insure  competitive  equity,  basic  fair- 
ness, and  a  "level-playing  field."  It 
would  also  insure  that  the  develop- 
ment and  introduction  of  efficient  new 
local  distribution  technologies  benefits 
all.  not  just  those  with  specialized 
needs.  This  issue  has  profound  impli- 
cations for  the  future  of  the  public 
switched  network  and  must  be  ad- 
dressed as  we  consider  universal  serv- 
ice legislation. 

I  am  confident  that  my  colleagues  of 
both  parties  in  the  House  and  Senate 
are  committed  to  the  preservation  of 
universal  telephone  service  and  will 
join  in  the  effort  to  move  this  legisla- 
tion through  the  Congress  to  the 
President's  desk  by  the  end  of  this 
year.* 


A  PAUSE  FOR  START 


HON.  BILL  GREEN 

OF  NFW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21.  1983 
•  Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
distinguished  colleagues  an  amend- 
ment which  I  intend  to  offer  when  we 
reach  title  XI  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  authorization,  H.R.  2969. 

The  amendment  would  establish  a 
mutual,  easily  verifiable  flight  test 
ban  on  the  MX  missile  and  its  Soviet 
counterpart  the  SS-24.  The  exact  lan- 
guage of  the  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  nil.  None  of  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  or  any  other  Act 
may  be  obligated  for  the  flight  testing  of 
MX  missiles  during  fiscal  year  1981,  unless 
and  until  the  President  certifies  to  the  Con- 
gress that  the  Soviet  Union  has  flight  tested 
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In  fiscal  year  1984  a  new  type  of  MIRVed 
IC3M  as  defined  under  the  provisions  of 
the  SALT  II  agreement. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  this 
£unendnient  serious  consideration;  not 
just  the  207  Members  of  Congress  who 
voted  against  procurement  funds  for 
the  MX  missile,  but  all  Members  of 
this  House  who  are  interested  in  arms 
control. 

A  ban  on  flight  testing  would  not 
affect  the  status  of  the  MX  as  a  bar- 
gaining chip,  but  would,  in  fact,  give 
the  President  and  the  negotiators  at 
START  a  chance  to  stop  the  danger- 
ous escalation  of  new  MIRV'd  ICBMs. 

This  is  the  time  for  such  a  test  ban 
on  flight  testing  of  these  weapons.  Re- 
portedly, there  have  not  been  enough 
successful  flight  tests  for  either  side  to 
have  confidence  in  the  capabilities  of 
such  weapons.  Therefore,  presumably 
neither  side  would  proceed  with  pro- 
curement or  deployment  during  this  1 
year  period. 

I  would  like  to  further  emphasize 
that  this  would  be  a  mutual  moratori- 
um on  flight  testing.  It  would  not  dic- 
tate the  terms  of  our  START  negotia- 
tions; it  would  not  dictate  a  trade  of 
our  MX  for  their  SS-24.  It  would  be  a 
pause,  which  would  provide  an  oppor- 
tunity for  negotiations  to  go  forward. 

A  similar  resolution  has  been  intro- 
duced in  the  Senate  by  Senators  Levin 
and  Kassebaum  and  has  already  re- 
ceived bipartisan  support  from  Mem- 
bers of  that  House.  It  is  an  idea  which 
I  hope  will  be  supported  by  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  in  this  House  as  well.  In 
fact,  it  is  irrelevant  for  purposes  of 
this  amendment,  whether  you  think 
the  MX  is  a  good  idea  or  a  bad  idea,  as 
long  as  you  believe  that  a  mutual 
pause  in  the  flight  testing  of  new 
MIRVd  ICBMs,  as  defined  by  SALT 
II,  is  in  the  national  interest. 

In  a  sense,  this  amendment  throws 
down  the  gauntlet.  It  says  to  the 
Soviet  negotiators  and  to  the  U.S.  ne- 
gotiators: We  are  giving  you  a  chance. 
It  may  be  our  last  one.* 


THE  CAPTIVE  NATIONS.  1983 


HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  18,  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  we  pay  tribute  to  the  captive  na- 
tions. Once  again  we  speak  about  the 
need  to  remember  the  plight  of  those 
under  Communist  domination. 

But  do  we  really  listen  to  what  is 
said  during  Captive  Nations  Week? 
Have  we  said  the  same  things  so  many 
times  that  they  have  become  meaning- 
less? 

It  would  appear  that  this  is  the  case. 
Consider  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Af- 
ghanistan and  the  war  being  ruthless- 
ly carried  out  against  the  innocent 
people  of  that  land.  How  often  do  you 
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see  reports  of  that  struggle  on  the  tel- 
evision evening  news?  How  many  Con- 
gressmen speak  with  outrage  about  Af- 
ghanistan's plight  when  we  have  our 
1 -minute  speeches  at  the  beginning  of 
each  day?  When  was  the  last  time  we 
heard  anyone  in  the  House  give  us  the 
facts  and  figures,  so  far  as  they  are 
known,  of  what  the  Soviets  are  doing 
in  Afghanistan? 

It  is  almost  as  if  we  do  not  want  to 
know.  It  is  almost  as  if  we  in  Congress 
are  content  to  pay  lipservice  to  certain 
values  and  appeal  to  certain  ethnic 
groups  once  a  year  in  captive  nations 
speeches  and  then  forget  about  them. 
It  is  as  if  we  fear  that  a  strong  speech 
pointing  out  Soviet  crimes  and  atroc- 
ities might  be  seen  as  cold  war  rheto- 
ric by  the  media.  No  one  wants  to  be 
seen  as  a  cold  warrior. 

And  so  Poland's  suffering  continues. 
We  protest.  But  then  we  forget.  Af- 
ghanistan's suffering  continues.  We 
wait  for  a  headline  detailing  some 
Soviet  atrocity.  We  protest.  Then  we 
lapse  into  amnesia.  There  is  at  least 
reasonable  suspicion  that  the  KGB 
tried  to  assassinate  the  Pope.  Has 
anyone  in  Congress  mentioned  this  re- 
cently? The  proud  and  ancient  nations 
of  Eastern  Europe  remain  dominated 
by  totalitarian  ideology.  We  take  it  for 
granted  as  if  it  were  the  most  natural 
thing  in  the  world. 

If  anyone  in  the  House  condemns 
communism— except  once  a  year 
during  Captive  Nations  Week— he  is 
looked  upon  as  being  out  of  step  with 
progressive  thought  on  geopolitical 
subjects,  perhaps  even  a  bit  dangerous. 

Castro's  Cuba,  a  wholly  owned  sub- 
sidiary of  the  Soviet  Union,  has  been 
transformed  into  a  permanent  Com- 
munist aircraft  carrier,  90  miles  from 
our  coast.  Castro  is  supplying  Marxist- 
Leninist  terrorists  with  arms  and  sup- 
plies in  Central  America.  But  when 
anyone  mentions  this,  the  more  so- 
phisticated among  us  cough  a  bit  in 
embarrassment,  shake  their  heads  in 
dismay  and  tell  us  we  must  not  revert 
to  'cold  war  rhetoric."  Heaven  forbid 
we  should  be  so  uncouth  as  to  repeat, 
day  after  day,  the  truth  about  commu- 
nism. 

And  so  we  pay  ritual  tribute  to  the 
captive  nations  once  a  year  during 
Captive  Nations  Week.  As  we  speak. 
Radio  Free  Europe  and  Radio  Liberty 
and  the  Voice  of  America  are  doing 
their  best  to  inform  those  living  under 
Communist  domination.  That,  at  least, 
is  something.  I  wish  we  could  redouble 
our  efforts  in  this  area. 

I  must  say  that  when  I  hear  some  of 
our  Members  eloquently  lecture  us  on 
the  topic  of  human  rights  abuses  in 
nations  ruled  by  authoritarian  but 
non-Communist  rulers,  I  wonder  why 
we  do  not  spend  more  time— much 
more  time— on  the  overall  record  of 
Communist  atrocities  around  the 
world. 
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Communist  totalitarianism  itself— 
the  very  existence  of  it— is  the  most 
widespread,  persistent  and  violent 
abuse  of  human  rights  in  all  of  histo- 
ry. But  there  are  times  in  the  House 
when  it  seems  as  if  mentioning  this 
undeniable  fact  is  considered  bad 
taste,  not  the  kind  of  thing  one  talks 
about  in  polite  company. 

But  at  least  during  this  week  we  will 
have  a  chance  to  tell  the  truth.  All  I 
ask  is  that  we  are  doing  today,  we  con- 
tinue to  do  all  year.  If  our  outrage  is 
considered  bad  taste  by  the  cynics  and 
the  sophisticates,  so  be  it.« 


STILL  HOPE  FOR  SOVIET 
FORCED  LABORERS 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  Speaker,  since  I  in- 
troduced House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 100,  which  condemns  the  use  of 
forced  labor  in  the  Soviet  Union,  I  am 
pleased  to  report  that  over  110  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  have  joined  as  co- 
sponsors  of  this  long-overdue  resolu- 
tion. In  addition,  the  resolution  has 
been  endorsed  by  the  AFL-CIO  and  by 
such  leading  human  rights  organiza- 
tions as  the  International  Society  for 
Human  Rights. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  thank  the  chairman  of  the  Helsinki 
Commission,  Mr.  Fascell,  and  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Human  Rights  and  International  Or- 
ganizations, Mr.  Yatron,  for  cospon- 
soring  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
100  and  for  agreeing  to  hold  joint 
hearings  on  this  situation  in  Septem- 
ber of  this  year. 

It  is  gratifying,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  so 
many  Members  of  Congress  and 
human  rights  activists  around  the 
world  have  expressed  such  concern  for 
the  more  than  4  million  forced  labor- 
ers in  the  Soviet  Union.  For  those  who 
are  now  held  captive  by  this  deplora- 
ble system  of  labor,  I  suggest  that  we 
are  their  ray  of  hope.  It  is  only  by  our 
condemnation  of  this  system  that  the 
exploited  workers  in  the  Gulag  will  be 
set  free. 

I  also  want  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  include  for  the  records  of  the  House 
two  articles  which  appeared  recently 
in  the  Colorado  Springs  Gazette  Tele- 
graph. The  first  is  an  editorial  written 
by  Dan  Griswold  entitled  "Polish  Ref- 
ugees Bring  Hope."  It  appeared  in  the 
May  11  edition  of  the  Gazette  Tele- 
graph. The  second  is  a  personal  story 
of  a  Polish  refugee  entitled  "Soviet 
Slaves  Matter  of  Fact  to  Refugee."  It 
was  written  by  Bob  Shaw  and  ap- 
peared on  May  9,  1983. 

I  hope  that  these  articles  are  helpful 
and   enlightening   to   all   of   my   col- 
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leagues.   Thank   you   again   for   your 
support. 

Polish  Refugees  Bring  Hope 
(By  Dan  Griswold) 
Seldom  does  an  issue  of  world  importance 
come  vividly  to  life  in  Colorado  Springs.  But 
it  happened  this  week  when  four  refugees 
from  Poland  who  fled  their  homeland  to 
settle  here  discussed  their  lives  and  their  in- 
volvement with  the  Solidarity  labor  union 
in  communist  Poland. 

Monday  the  Gazette  Telegraph  published 
interviews  with  the  four  refugees— two  male 
workers  in  their  20s,  a  grandmother  and  her 
daughter.  The  story  they  told  was  of  a  pro- 
ductive, independent-minded  people  strug- 
gling under  the  domination  of  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Each  left  Poland  before  martial  law  was 
imposed  in  December  1981.  Each  found 
refuge  in  Austria  before  coming  to  the 
United  States,  where  they  have  brought 
with  them  their  experiences  under  commu- 
nism. 

When  Zofia,  the  grandmother,  returned 
to  Poland  after  three  years'  work  on  the 
Soviet  natural  gas  pipeline,  she  found 
Poland  "much,  much  poorer.  Everything  *  *  * 
went  to  the  Russians."  she  said,  including 
rugs,  curtains,  spoons,  knives,  forks,  cement 
and  bricks,  despite  shortages  of  those  prod- 
ucts in  Poland. 

Solidarity  leaders  and  activists  were 
rounded  up  at  night  when  martial  law  was 
imposed,  some  still  in  their  pajamas.  "They 
were  rounded  up  in  huge  groups  and 
sprayed  with  water— teachers,  workers,  doc- 
tors. The  water  froze.  Some  got  sick,  some 
died."  according  to  Zofia. 

The  refugees  told  of  communist  rulers 
living  in  luxury  while  the  people  suffered, 
and  of  how  Solidarity  was  a  spontaneous  up- 
rising of  the  "96  percent  of  the  people  (who) 
are  with  Solidarity"  against  "the  other  4 
percent  who  hold  us." 

One  of  the  most  compelling  accounts  was 
by  the  grandmother,  who  witnessed  the  use 
of  slave  labor  during  her  three  years  of 
work  on  the  huge  natural  gas  pipeline  from 
Siberia  to  Western  Europe.  Zofia.  who 
worked  on  it  voluntarily,  said  that  Soviet 
use  of  slave  labor  to  build  the  pipeline  was 
"common  knowledge." 

"But  they  only  did  that  east  of  the  Ural 
Mountains.  They  were  careful  to  keep  them 
apart  from  everyone  else,"  she  said.  The 
slave  workers  were  confined  to  small  areas. 
Her  recollections  carry  weight  not  only 
for  our  humanitarian  revulsion  to  slave 
labor,  but  because  the  use  of  slaves  on  the 
pipeline  has  come  under  heavy  criticism 
from  President  Reagan  and  other  elected  of- 
ficials, including  U.S.  Sen.  Bill  Armstrong  of 
Colorado. 

Last  week  Armstrong  introduced  a  resolu- 
tion in  Congress  demanding  the  Soviets 
"end  the  reprehensible  policies  of  forced 
labor."  Using  slave  labor  violates  interna- 
tional treaties  signed  by  the  Soviet  Union, 
Armstrong  said.  American  intelligence  agen- 
cies estimate  more  than  four  million  human 
beings  are  forced  laborers  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  including  at  least  10,000  political  and 
religious  prisoners. 

A  similar  resolution  in  the  Hoiise,  intro- 
duced by  Rep.  Chris  Smith,  R-N.J.,  has 
gained  more  than  60  cosponsors.  It  seems 
the  Polish  refugee's  account  here  was  more 
than  just  an  isolated  incident. 

While  the  recollections  of  the  Polish  refu- 
gees painted  a  depressing  picture  of  life 
under  communism,  the  underlying  message 
of  their  stories  was  hope.  Despite  a  year  of 
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martial  law,  the  plundering  of  the  Polish 
economy  and  communist  forced  labor,  the 
refugees  remain  confident  that  Solidarity 
will  eventually  change  the  morally  bank- 
rupt system. 

Soviet  Slaves  Matter  of  Pact  to  Refugee 

(By  Bob  Shaw) 
The  controversial  question  of  Soviet  slave 
labor  building  a  Siberian  natural  gas  pipe- 
line to  Europe  isn't  controversial  to  a  recent 
Polish  immigrant. 

To  her,  it's  a  matter  of  fact.  "But  they 
only  did  that  east  of  the  Ural  Mountains.  " 
said  57-year-old  Zofia.  who  worked  on  the 
pipeline  from  1975  through  1977.  "They 
were  very  careful  to  keep  them  apart  from 
everyone  else." 

Zofia,  a  former  Solidarity  worker  who 
wanted  her  last  name  to  be  omitted  in  print, 
arrived  in  Colorado  Springs  one  week  ago 
today.  Through  translator  Christina  Trozs 
of  Colorado  Springs.  Zofia  said  the  use  of 
prisoners  and  slaves  on  the  pipeline  was 
"common  knowledge"— as  were  rioting  and 
sabotage  by  paid  workers. 

Zofia  worked  as  a  quality  control  checker 
for  a  Polish  clothing  factory  in  the  1970s. 
But  her  bills  became  too  much  for  her  when 
she  had  to  pay  for  her  parents'  funerals  and 
medical  help  for  her  injured  son. 

So  when  a  posted  notice  said  more  pay 
could  be  had  by  working  on  the  pipeline  in 
Russia,  she  signed  the  first  of  two  year-long 
contracts. 

Zophia  worked  at  Base  No.  4.  which 
moved  as  the  line  progressed  past  towns 
with  names  like  Nowopskow.  Kartyn  and 
Maszefka.  None  had  a  population  over 
10.000. 

She  worked  in  a  food  warehouse,  distrib- 
uting food  for  the  6,000-plus  workers. 

"Only  the  men  actually  worked  on  the 
pipeline."  she  said. 

The  workers  were  segregated  by  national- 
ity. In  Zofia's  group  were  about  5.700  Poles. 
Nearby  were  camps  of  Germans  and  Czechs, 
but  no  talking  with  them  was  allowed. 

Several  times,  she  said,  the  Germans 
rioted.  Barracks  were  burned,  and  costly 
equipment  damaged.  "I  heard  it  was  because 
they  were  getting  less  money,  and  they  were 
jealous." 

The  Polish  team,  regarded  as  superior 
workers,  was  sent  in  to  complete  the  80-kilo- 
meter section  of  line  the  Germans  didn't 
complete. 

Several  American  machines  were  used, 
most  of  them  made  by  Ci.terpillar.  Inc. 

Italian  and  Japanese  equipment  was  also 
used. 

To  keep  the  American  machinery  running. 
12  Americans  were  also  at  the  camp. 

"The  Americans  really  didn't  work  much." 
said  Zofia.  "They  had  their  own  barracks. 
They'd  sit  around  a  lot  and  drink  cognac, 
cognac,  cognac." 

But  their  light-heartedness  was  appreciat- 
ed. "They  put  on  cowboy  shows  for  us.  They 
would  do  tricks  with  a  lariat." 

The  communities  were  always  happy 
when  work  crews  were  nearby,  for  that 
meant  food  supplies  would  be  increased. 
"They  were  always  embarrassed  about  the 
lack  of  food." 

The  townsfolk  were  told  that  the  crews 
were  slave  labor,  and  not  to  mix  with  them. 
But  in  two  years,  she  routinely  spoke  with 
townspeople,  as  well  as  workers  who  had 
seen  slaves  and  prisoners  working  on  the 
pipeline  east  of  the  Urals. 

"Those  who  came  back  would  tell  the 
others.  It  was  just  general  knowledge. " 
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She  heard  that  the  slaves  were  permitted 
to  move  only  in  small  areas.  "It  was  hard  to 
tell  if  there  were  any  around  us.  In  Russia,  a 
sister  won't  allow  her  sister  into  her  house" 
for  fear  she  will  pass  along  something  in- 
criminating. 

The  issue  of  slave  labor  is  significant  be- 
cause shortly  after  taking  office.  President 
Reagan  banned  use  of  American  equipment 
for  construction  of  the  Soviet  pipeline.  He 
said  European  dependence  on  Russian  gas 
would  weaken  the  West,  and  that  America 
wouldn't  support  a  pipeline  built  with  slave 
labor. 

Both  those  contentions  were  disputed  by 
NATO  allies,  who  would  benefit  from  the 
gas.  Reagan  later  changed  his  mind,  and 
again  allowed  the  American  pipeline  ma- 
chinery to  be  used. 

Zofia  said  paid  workers  got  preferential 
treatment.  "We  ate  very  well.  We  had  prior- 
ity over  the  Russians.  All  our  cooks  were 
Polish." 

Food  was  cheap,  too— the  equivalent  of  80 
cents  for  a  meal. 

The  weather  was  very  hot  in  the  summer, 
and  got  as  low  as  50  below  zero  in  the 
winter. 

"But  we  weren't  cold"  They  were  given 
good  quality  rubber  boots,  quilted  coats,  and 
Russian  hats  to  keep  them  warm. 

"Everything  there  was  made  in  Poland," 
she  said.  Later,  when  she  returned  to 
Poland,  she  found  that  massive  Soviet  im- 
ports of  Polish  goods,  at  the  expense  of 
Poles,  was  a  main  cause  of  unrest. 

The  pipeline  was  big  enough  so  she  could 
walk  through  it.  ducking  slightly,  she  said. 
"It  was  worth  freezing  just  to  see  it.« 


ONE  MORE  EPISODE  IN  THE 
GENDER  GAP  SERIES 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 
•  Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
believe  it,  but  they  did  it  again.  In  a 
continuing  summer  series— like  old 
movie  reruns— the  administration  has 
once  again  turned  its  back  on  women. 
With  unbelievable  insensitivity,  this 
administration  continues  to  be  blind 
and  deaf  concerning  women's  partner- 
ship with  and  contribution  to  our  soci- 
ety. A  bipartisan  Commission  on  Cen- 
tral America  was  just  named  by  the 
administration.  It  is  not  a  12-person 
Commission— not  even  a  I2-member 
Commission— it  is  clearly  a  12-man 
Commission. 

These  12  men  have  a  'man-date"  to 
arrive  at  a  national  policy  consensus 
on  U.S.  strategy  in  Central  America. 
They  are  to  make  reconunendations 
on  the  economic,  political,  and  social 
changes  needed  to  promote  stability  in 
Central  America  in  the  next  few  years. 

At  this  time,  I  will  not  address  other 
deep  concerns  I  hold  about  the  compo- 
sition and  purpose  of  the  Commission. 
I  wish  to  focus  specifically  on  the  ad- 
ministration's persistent  policy  of 
keeping  women  on  the  periphery  of 
critical  national  discussions  and  deci- 
sions. 
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How  can  a  consensus  on  national 
policy  be  reached  when  more  than 
half  the  citizens  of  our  Nation— its 
women— are  completely  overlooked  in 
these  serious  deliberations? 

Surely  careful  consideration  was 
given  to  these  12  appointments.  Surely 
the  political  factors  and  substantive 
issues  were  weighed  by  the  administra- 
tion before  the  appointments  were 
made.  How  could  the  administration 
turn  its  back,  once  again,  on  the 
women  of  America  who  express  their 
concerns  so  articulately  about  peace  in 
our  world,  about  foreign  policy,  about 
economics  and  world  trade,  about  the 
environment,  about  human  rights,  and 
about  the  possibilities  of  their  sons 
and  daughters  being  drawn  into  serv- 
ice in  yet  another  war? 

How  is  it  possible  that  not  one 
woman  in  all  the  land  was  considered 
qualified  to  serve  on  this  Comn\ission 
whose  purpose  is  to  propose  policy  and 
to  persuade  the  American  public  to 
support  those  policies? 

In  this  series  of  blunders,  the  admin- 
istration has  succeeded  in  further  wid- 
ening the  gender  gap  which  plagues 
them.  These  repeated  oversights 
appear  to  be  a  comedy  of  errors,  but 
the  real  situation  is  far  too  serious  yi. 
be  amusing.* 


REAL  RECOVERY  REQUIRES 
PUBUC/PRIVATE  INVESTMENT 


HON.  RICHARD  L.  OHINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21.  1983 

•  Mr.    OTTINGER.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
would  like  to  bring  to  my  colleagues 
attention  to  a  recent  Washington  Post 
article  in  which  the  author  Gar  Alper- 
ovitz   poses   an   insightful    argument: 
Federal  investment  is  the  only  means 
to  achieve  a  full  and  stable  economic 
recovery.    Mr.    Alperovitz    has    been 
working  with  me  on  the  National  Eco- 
nomic  Recovery   Project   which   out- 
lines an  economic  program  based  on 
high    employment,    high    investment, 
and  high  production.  In  this  article, 
Mr.   Alperovitz  clearly   explains   how 
such  a  program  will  work. 
If  the  Economy  Palters.  We'll  Lose  the 
Deficit  Battle 
(By  Gar  Alperovitz) 
Now  Is  the  time  for  a  phased  expansion  of 
federal  spending  to  stimulate  the  economy, 
put  people  back  to  work  and  make  sure  that 
we  move  into  a  period  of  truly  sustained 
growth. 

I  know  this  goes  against  the  prevailing 
wisdom  of  the  Reagan  administration,  as 
well  as  of  many  Democrats  in  Congress. 
They  are  concerned  about  the  huge  federal 
deficit— and  rightly  so.  And  they  argue  with 
some  conviction  that  with  economic  growth 
estimated  to  have  reached  6.6  percent  in  the 
second  quarter  of  this  year,  the  recovery  is 
off  to  a  good  start. 

Nonetheless,  the  fine  print  beneath  the 
rosy  economic  headlines  reveals  real  dan- 
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gers  that  the  recovery  could  abort.  If  that 
happens  the  deficit  will  be  even  worse  than 
the  $200  billion  a  year  for  "as  far  as  the  eye 
can  see"  that  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  Director  David  Stockman  has 
warned  about. 

A  strong  case  can  be  made  that  the  liest 
cure  for  the  deficit  in  the  long  run  is  a  gov- 
ernment investment  program  to  put  muscle 
behind  the  recovery.  This  is  also  the  only 
sure  way  to  reduce  unemployment  rapidly,  a 
goal  that  will  not  be  met  under  even  opti- 
mistic current  forecasts.  The  spending 
should  be  accompanied  by  tax  increases  to 
make  sure  that  politicians  stay  the  course  of 
fiscal  responsibility. 

The  much  publicized  spring  recovery  is 
modest  by  historical  standards— as  Federal 
Reserve  Board  chairman  Paul  Volcker  ac- 
knowledged at  his  Senate  confirmation 
hearings  this  week.  The  administration's  of- 
ficial forecast  is  4.7  percent  real  growth  for 
this  year  and  4  percent  thereafter.  Though 
the  official  projection  for  the  next  12 
months  may  soon  be  raised  slightly,  warn- 
ings of  a  possible  collapse  in  1984  have  been 
sounded  by  both  liberal  and  conservative  ex- 
perts. 

One  major  problem  is  the  unusually  high 
value  of  the  dollar,  which  makes  U.S.  goods 
relatively  expensive  for  foreigners  to  buy. 
As  long  as  this  situation  continues  exports 
will  not  play  their  traditional  role  in  keep- 
ing the  recovery  going. 

Related  to  this  is  an  even  more  ominous 
problem:  global  debt  that  could  well  lead  to 
a  crisis.  The  indebtedness  of  developing 
countries  already  has  reduced  their  ability 
to  purchase  from  the  United  States— a  lact 
that  obviously  affects  the  vigor  of  American 
businesses  increasingly  dependent  on  ex- 
ports. 

Another  looming  difficulty  is  the  future 
of  the  housing  industry,  normally  a  strong 
factor  in  sustaining  a  recovery.  New  housing 
starts  are  considerably  up  over  last  year. 
But,  again,  they  are  low  by  historical  stand- 
ards. While  the  first  five  months  of  the  year 
saw  housing  starts  running  at  a  rate  of  1.5 
to  1.8  million  units  a  year  (compared  with 
1.1  million  uniU  in  1981  and  1982),  in  1977 
and  1978  housing  starts  ran  around  2  mil- 
lion units.  Continued  high  real  interest 
rates— and  fear  of  even  higher  ones— threat- 
en the  ability  of  this  sector  to  help  the 
economy  sustain  its  surge. 

Overly  optimistic  government  statements 
have  also  obscured  the  fact  that  business 
continues  to  sit  on  the  sidelines,  unwilling 
for  the  most  part  to  commit  itself  to  really 
substantial  new  investments  in  plant  and 
equipment. 

While  investment  normally  does  not  rise 
significantly  in  the  early  stages  of  a  recov- 
ery, it  is  not  at  all  certain  that  it  will  re- 
bound along  traditional  patterns.  Why 
should  it?  Even  if  the  economy  improves 
considerably  there  will  still  be  large 
amounts  of  excess  capacity.  With  all  the 
other  uncertainties  in  the  picture,  and  the 
precedent  of  the  short-lived  1980-1981  up- 
swing, there  is  every  reason  for  business  to 
t>e  cautious. 

Finally  there  are  tfie  much  discussed  in- 
terest rate  problems,  including  uncertainty 
over  the  Federal  Reserve  Board's  future 
policies  and  the  impact  of  the  recent  eco- 
nomic spurt  on  Interest  rates. 

Overshadowing  everything,  of  course,  is 
the  deficit.  Politicians  on  all  sides  are  mes- 
merized by  it.  The  Reagsm  administration 
and  others  have  proposed  that  expenditures 
be  reduced— but  this  is  a  sure  way  to  weaken 
the  recovery.   So.  too,   near  term  tax   in- 
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creases  unaccompanied  by  new  expenditures 
would  reduce  economic  stimulus  just  when 
we  need  it. 

Doing  nothing  but  waiting  and  hoping 
opens  us  to  the  grave  risk  of  the  administra- 
tion's conservative  posture.  We  know  for 
sure  that  future  deficits  will  grow  if  the  re- 
covery collapses.  If  this  happens  we  could  be 
in  real  trouble,  with  a  slipping  economy 
hammered  down  even  further  by  still  great- 
er borrowing  and  by  the  additional  long- 
term  interest  rate  problems  that  would 
bring.  Excessively  cautious  economic  policy, 
like  an  elderly  person  driving  below  the 
speed  limit  on  the  highway,  can  cause 
crashes  too. 

A  decisive  strategy  to  expand  government 
spending  is  the  one  sure  way  to  offset  the 
negative  factors  threatening  the  recovery.  It 
offers  the  promise  of  a  higher  growth  rate, 
which  will  guarantee  lower  unemployment 
and  reduce  the  deficit  faster.  Unemploy- 
ment is  currently  10  percent.  If  it  were  6 
percent  added  tax  receipts  and  reduced  re- 
cession-related social  outlays  would  cut  the 
deficit  by  roughly  $110  billion.  And  this,  in 
turn,  would  help  reduce  long-term  interest 
rates— the  key  to  stimulating  construction 
and  other  investment  needed  to  sustain  eco- 
nomic lift. 

Federal  Reserve  Board  action  to  lower  in- 
terest rates  would  also  help.  But  the  effect 
of  lower  rates  will  be  far  less  in  the  absence 
of  real  assurances  of  long-term  growth. 

The  deficit,  of  course,  arouses  extreme 
fears  about  the  effects  of  more  government 
investment.  After  all,  the  $200  billion  that 
the  federal  government  is  expected  to 
borrow  in  1983  will  absorb  a  substantial 
amount  of  the  $500  billion  in  funds  avail- 
able for  investment  by  the  private  and 
public  sectors.  Experience  shows,  however, 
that  there  is  no  automatic  connection  be- 
tween big  deficits  and  interest  rates. 

In  the  two  years  since  Ronald  Reagan 
took  office  federal  borrowing  has  tripled  the 
$60  billion  deficit  recorded  during  the 
Carter  Administration.  Yet  at  the  same  time 
the  broad  trend  of  both  short-  and  long- 
term  interest  rates  has  been  down,  not  up. 
If  the  Federal  Reserve  helps  accommodate 
an  expansion,  interest  rates  can  be  stabi- 
lized in  the  near  term. 

A  related  objection  is  that  large  deficits 
"crowd  out"  private  investment.  Again,  how- 
ever, this  concern  needs  to  be  carefully  ex- 
amined. 

In  the  first  place,  a  substantial  amount  of 
private  investment  is  generated  from  com- 
pany profits.  This  is  money  that  is  available 
to  a  firm  without  it  going  into  capital  mar- 
kets, where  interest  rates  are  sensitive  to 
federal  borrowing.  In  1982,  such  sources  of 
funds  generated  $236.1  billion  for  corpora- 
tion—only slightly  less  than  the  $246.2  bil- 
lion that  they  actually  invested  in  new  plant 
and  equipment 

It  is  also  worth  noting  that  roughly  $85 
billion  of  the  deficit  goes  to  paying  the  in- 
terest owed  to  banks,  individuals  and  com- 
panies holding  government  bonds  and  secu- 
rities. Much  of  this  money  gets  cycled  back 
into  the  economy  and  is  again  available  for 
investment. 

In  opposing  more  government  investment 
now,  politicans  are  also  responding  to  a  fear 
that  deficits  cause  inflation.  But  inflation 
has  actually  been  declining  dramatically 
even  as  the  budget  deficit  has  been  rising. 

None  of  this  is  to  say  that  proposals  to  in- 
crease taxes  so  as  to  radically  reduce  the 
deficit  when  and  if  the  recovery  achieves 
high  levels  are  In  error.  Quite  the  contrary. 
At  the  moment  we  have  a  window  of  oppor- 
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tunity  to  spur  the  economy  with  a  carefully 
scheduled  program  of  government  invest- 
ment. Later,  when  production  picks  up, 
"crowding  out"  would  be  a  real  threat.  But 
that  is  not  yet  the  case. 

The  Reagan  tax  slashes  of  recent  years 
have  seriously  weakened  our  revenue  base, 
and  we  badly  need  to  repair  the  damage- 
preferably  by  eliminating  some  of  the  most 
egregious  loopholes  in  the  system  and  by  re- 
ducing favored  treatment  for  the  wealthy. 
Despite  lip  service  to  a  proposed  "standby 
tax,  which  would  go  into  effect  if  the  future 
deficit  were  above  2.5  percent  of  the  Gross 
National  Product,  however,  neither  the  ad- 
ministration nor  the  Congress  has  shown  se- 
rious support  for  a  tough  schedule  of  tax  in- 
creases. Congress  has  passed  a  budget  con- 
ference report  that  would  only  raise  taxes 
modestly,  but  the  president  has  already 
vowed  to  veto  any  new  taxes  in  the  coming 
year. 

In  fact,  it  would  make  sense  to  increase 
taxes  substantially  in  the  near  term  provid- 
ed this  were  matched  by  new  expenditures 
so  that  the  economy  would  not  be  weak- 
ened. This  reversal  of  our  current  fiscal  mix 
would  have  the  added  benefit  of  reducing 
the  near  term  deficit.  The  reason  is  that  the 
positive  economic  effect  of  government 
spending  is  greater,  especially  in  the  near 
term,  than  tax  cuts.  Spending  produces 
more  jobs  in  the  economy,  dollar  f6r  dollar, 
than  tax  cuts.  And  more  jobs  means  more 
money  flowing  back  to  the  Treasury. 
Indeed,  investment  went  down  rather  than 
up  after  Reagan  administration's  business 
tax  cuts  for  investment 

Even  intelligent  deficit-reducing  tax  pro- 
posals, however,  still  put  the  cart  before  the 
horse.  The  heart  of  the  matter  is  the  need 
for  decisive  action  to  make  absolutely  sure 
the  economy  does  not  falter.  Were  our 
sights  set  clearly  on  the  recovery  rather 
than  the  deficit,  we  could  plan  a  careful  ex- 
penditure package  which  simultaneously 
strengthened  our  long  term  economic  pros- 
pects. Work  on  this  should  start  now  so  that 
it  will  be  in  place  by  1984. 

Some  social  safety  net  programs,  training 
efforts,  and  low  skilled,  quick-hitting  jobs  in 
energy  conservation,  housing  rehabilitation, 
and  health  care  should  be  expanded  in  the 
near  future.  Mid-range  investments  in  road 
maintenance,  infrastructure  repair,  and 
housing  could  follow.  If  our  goal  is  unem- 
ployment in  the  5-6  percent  range,  there  is 
also  enough  lead  time  for  targeted  industri- 
al investments  to  improve  both  basic  and 
high  technology  industries,  and  for  longer 
term  public  works  projects.  In  connection 
with  recent  congressional  proposals  for  a 
high  production  strategy.  American  Univer- 
sity Professor  Nancy  Barrett  has  analyzed 
several  alternative  investment  options  in- 
volving such  a  policy  mix.  All  of  these  op- 
tions produce  more  jobs,  lower  unemploy- 
ment and,  when  combined  with  appropriate 
tax  increases,  a  lower  deficit  by  1988. 

There  are  risks  involved  in  using  govern- 
ment spending  to  stabilize  the  economy.  If 
we  do  not  take  adequate  action  on  the  tax 
front,  the  future  deficit  could  lead  to  high 
interest  rates.  If  we  add  too  much  spending 
too  fast  we  could  produce  excessively  high 
growth,  il  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  fixat- 
ed with  monetarist  concerns  about  the 
growth  of  the  money  supply,  is  uncoopera- 
tive, it  could  block  the  recovery. 

But  there  are  concrete  answers  to  each  of 
these  concerns.  Taxes  can  and  should  be 
raised.  While  the  rate  of  additional  govern- 
ment spending  needs  to  be  carefully  sched- 
uled,  recent  studies  demonstrate  that  we 
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have  considerable  leeway  for  speeding  up 
growth  without  unleashing  significant  infla- 
tion. The  administration  and  Congress  have 
the  power  to  require  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  to  accommodate  a  faster  recovery. 
With  commodity  and  gold  markets  both 
strongly  indicating  very  reduced  inflation- 
ary expectations,  the  government  could  le- 
gitimately exercise  this  power  if  a  firm  deci- 
sion to  reduce  the  deficit  were  taken. 

Of  course,  there  is  a  danger  that  as  more 
and  more  people  return  to  work  and  begin 
spending  money  we  could  have  a  new  round 
of  inflation.  Accordingly,  in  advance  of  un- 
employment rates  dipping  downward  toward 
5  or  6  percent,  the  government  should  insti- 
tute a  series  of  new  inflation-fighting  meas- 
ures. These  should  include  encouraging  in- 
creased productivity  through  research,  de- 
velopment and  training  programs;  targeting 
jobs  to  areas  of  labor  surplus  and  weaker 
wage  demand;  negotiating  a  formal  or  infor- 
mal incomes  policy  to  slow  the  rise  of  wages 
and  prices,  and  expanding  oil  and  public 
grain  reserves  while  establishing  standby 
controls  to  prevent  future  price  jolts  in 
these  areas. 

Our  present  posture  is  one  of  vulnerability 
to  international  uncertainties,  changes  in 
bond  market  expectations,  reactions  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  and  the  unpredict- 
able forces  which  govern  longer  term  busi- 
ness confidence.  The  risks  of  a  public  invest- 
ment policy,  on  the  other  hand,  can  be  in- 
sured against. 

Admittedly,  it  is  going  to  be  difficult  to 
persuade  the  Reagan  administration  that 
this  is  the  right  course.  And  unfortunately 
many  Democrats,  who  privately  acknowl- 
edge that  these  measures  are  needed,  are 
fearful  of  being  labelled  big  spenders.  So 
politicians  of  both  parties  bicker  over  rela- 
tively small  tax  and  public  investment  pro- 
grams. 

Perhaps  the  fairy  godmother  who  guards 
Ronald  Reagan  will  make  things  work  out 
for  him  and  us.  It  is.  unfortunately,  more 
likely  that  as  in  1980  and  1981  our  failure  to 
act  will  ultimately  produce  renewed  massive 
unemployment,  business  failures  and  indus- 
trial deterioration. 

If  so,  we  shall  one  day  have  to  repair  the 
damage.  But  by  then  we  will  have  paid  even 
greater  costs  in  money  and  human  misery 
for  our  lack  of  courage.* 
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outstanding  example  of  human  rights 
and  freedom  for  the  world  of  nations. 
For  this  reason.  Captive  Nations  Week 
will  be  celebrated  each  year  until  such 
time  as  all  of  the  nations  of  this  world 
attain  independence  and  freedom. 

Ours  is  a  nation  of  different  ethnic, 
religious,  suid  cultural  backgrounds,  a 
number  of  which  stem  from  the  cap- 
tive nations.  The  people  of  this  coun- 
try have  always  been  tireless  support- 
ers and  defenders  of  the  independence 
of  their  nations  of  origin.  By  observing 
Captive  Nations  Week,  we  demon- 
strate to  these  countries  that  they 
have  not,  and  will  not  be  forgotten, 
and  that  hopefully,  one  day,  they 
shall  regain  their  lost  independence. 

In  his  proclamation.  President 
Reagan  stated  that  "Free  people,  if 
they  are  to  remain  free,  must  defend 
the  liberty  of  others."  By  this  com- 
memoration of  the  oppressed  nations 
of  the  world,  we  not  only  defend  their 
right  to  freedom,  but  the  ongoing  free- 
dom of  our  own  nation,  as  well. 

The  unabashed  expansionism  by  the 
Soviets  has  "made  a  mockery  of  the 
idea  of  peaceful  coexistence  between 
nations."  The  nations  overcome  by 
Communist  expansion  need  a  sign  of 
hope  that  they  will  not  be  forgotten 
and  will  again  be  free.  The  commemo- 
ration of  Captive  Nations  Week  pro- 
vides that  hope,  and  shall  continue  to 
do  so  until  all  oppressed  nations 
regain  the  freedom  they  once  had.* 


IN  COMMEMORATION  OF 
CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  OILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  in  com- 
memorating the  25th  anniversary  of 
Captive  Nations  Week.  On  July  19, 
1983,  along  with  several  other  Mem- 
bers, I  attended  the  proclamation  of 
the  Captive  Nations  Week  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan.  The  assemblace  of  cap- 
tive nation  representatives  were  quite 
enthused  that  the  President  took  the 
time  to  give  precedence  to  this  impor- 
tant and  worthy  issue. 

This  commemoration  signifies  the 
equality  of  all  human  beings,  and 
their  natural  bom  right  to  exercise  in- 
dividual freedoms.  The  people  of  these 
nations  look  to  the  United  States  as  an 


VICTORY  WITHOUT  WAR? 


HON.  JOSEPH  P.  ADDABBO 

of  new  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  under 

leave  to  extend  my   remarks  in  the 

Record,  I  include  the  following: 

Victory  Without  War? 

(By  Irving  Zuckerman*) 

My  tax  accountant  phoned  to  ask  what  I 
meant  by  sayng  that  "in  former  year  (feder- 
al) deficits  were  considered  to  be  stimula- 
tive." 

Him:  Would  that  mean  that  the  on-going 
recovery  might  actually  be  due  to  the  huge 
federal  deficit? 

Me:  Possibly,  because  the  federal  govern- 
ment's spending  is  putting  more  dollars  into 
the  economy  than  it  is  taking  out  of  the 
economy  In  taxes.  Considering  the  size  of 
the  federal  deficit,  we  should  in  fact  be 
having  a  very,  very,  robust  recovery. 

Him:  Then  why  isn't  the  recovery  much 
more  robust  than  it  is,  given  such  huge 
stimulation? 

Me:  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  recov- 
ery is  restricted  by  the  enormous  size  of  the 
accumulated  debt  in  the  economy  with  the 
related  interest  payments. 

Him:  So  you  could  be  thinking  that  the  re- 
covery might  well  be  materiaUy  damaged  if 
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we  reduce  the  federal  deficit  without  first 
reducing  the  size  of  the  accumulated  private 
debt  and  its  related  interest  payments, 
right? 

Me:  The  recovery  is  stimulated  by  the  def- 
icit, which  seems  to  mean  that  great  care  is 
needed  to  reduce  the  restraint  before  reduc- 
ing the  deficit-stimulus.  That  reduction  of 
restraint  seems  to  require  a  reduction  of  the 
$6  trillion  of  accumulated  debt,  with  par- 
ticular reference  to  the  $2  trillion  of  accu 
mulated  debt-financing  of  the  non-financial 
corporations.  Reduction  of  accumulated 
debt  might  well  also  prove  to  be  a  much 
better  way  to  fight  inflation  than  the  aus- 
terity method. 

Him:  I  think  you  have  said  that  before.  Do 
the  higher  interest  rates  increase  the  cost  of 
building  defense  plants,  and  the  cost  of  pro- 
ducing defense  equipment?  If  I  understand 
you  correctly,  the  higher  interest  rates  that 
curb  invesment.  might  involve  curbing  the 
addition  of  plants  including  defense  plants? 
Me:  Sometimes  investment  in  defense-re- 
lated plants  might  be  curbed,  since.  .  . 

Him:  The  idea  of  both  sides  building 
frightening  weapons  to  force  favorable  ne- 
gotiations troubles  me.  because  there  is  no 
guarantee  they  won't  be  used.  And  then,  so- 
called  conventional  war  also  involves  huge 
destruction.  If  war  as  we  know  it  now  is  ac- 
tually horrible,  war  as  a  'peace  process" 
become  dubious.  Maybe  we  will  have  to 
settle  with  tossing  a  coin,  winner  take  all? 
Or  possibly  a  glorified  crap  game,  to  see 
who  gets  what? 

Me:  At  issue  is  much  more  than  "who  gets 
what",  it  is  more  a  matter  of  "how  people 
live".  The  "how  people  live"  issue  is  usually 
abbreviated  as  democracy  versus  authoritar- 
ian, capitalism  versus  communism,  social-de- 
mocracy versus  authoritarian,  one  form  of 
authoritarian  versus  another  form  of  au- 
thoritarian where  there  is  no  middle-class, 
and  so  forth. 

Him:  Well,  it  seems  to  me  that  profit-moti- 
vated free  economy  system  wins  on  the 
merits  hands  down,  just  on  the  basis  of  obvi- 
ous experience. 

Me:  If  you  look  at  the  condition  of  free 
economies  around  the  world  right  now.  and 
considering  the  way  you  worry  about  defi- 
cits, interest  rates,  and  clients  teetering  on 
the  edge  of  bankruptcy,  not  to  speak  of 
massive  unemployment,  it  is  possible  that 
the  experience  in  favor  of  free  economy  ap- 
proach, or  market  economy  as  it  is  often 
called,  is  not  so  overwhelming  in  the  eyes  of 
the  on-lookers.  In  the  arena  of  "how  people 
live"  issue  we  do  need  more  of  an  edge  than 
we  have,  and  we  could  have  more  of  an 
edge. 

Him:  You  mean  that  if  we  really  "made  a 
lady"  out  of  our  own  free  economic  system 
we  could  by  example  sweep  authoritarian 
systems  from  the  face  of  the  earth? 
Me:  Possibly,  and  despite  despots,  and  .  .  . 
Him:  That  is,  of  course,  the  kind  of  com- 
petition I  would  like  to  see.  But.  if  I  under- 
stand you  correctly,  that  boils  down  to  a 
sort  of  ""clarification  within"  to  '"make  a 
lady"'  out  of  the  U.S.  system  itself.  I  do  not 
think  anybody  really  knows  what  that 
takes. 

Me:  Before  installing  anything  on  a  big 
scale,  it  should  be  tested  on  a  small  scale. 
There  are  a  number  of  likely  small-scale 
economies  In  very  bad  shape,  where  a  diver- 
sified team  of  professionals  could  work  to 
"make  a  lady"  of  that  small  economy,  and 
then  apply  to  the  economic  system  what  is 
proven  by  test.  There  could  be  several  such 
pilot-economies  based  on  free  economy  ap- 
proaches,  without   too   many   pre-supposi- 
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tions  otherwise.  A  different  team  in  each 
pilot-economy  of  course.  On  small-scale,  it 
should  be  possible  to  observe  better  exactly 
what  is  causing  what,  and  what  can  result  in 
what.  In  our  over-complex  economy  it  is  loo 
easy  to  blame  the  wrong  things,  and  to  ac- 
credit the  wrong  thing. 

Him:  As  an  accountant,  I  expect  that  the 
amount  of  data  needed  for  system-analysis 
would  be  much  less  in  a  small-size  economy. 
Do  you  think  we  could  develop  a  standard- 
ized free  economy  system  that  could  be  in- 
stalled in  any  country— just  as  accountants 
install  standard  basic  systems  in  many  cor- 
porations? 

Me:  Yes,  installed  and  maintained.  How 
would  you  try  to  install  a  standardized  basic 
free  economy  system,  with  periodic  audits? 
We  are  doing  many  things  that  are  much 
more  difficult. 

Him:  How  many  economists  would  you 
have  on  the  diversified  team  of  profession- 
als? 

Me:  An  economic  system  is  now  installed 
with  a  set  of  basic  statutes,  implemented  by 
commercial  practices,  etc.  Each  professional 
on  the  diversified  team  would  need  to  have 
sulxstantial  talent,  and  the  captain  of  the 
team  would  have  to  be  good  enough  to  make 
one-man  recommendations  to  a  reasonably 
cooperative  government  in  a  pilot-economy. 
As  a  general  proposition,  the  captain  to 
serve  only  as  long  as  his  recommendations 
produce  results.  Some  of  the  economic  insti- 
tutions might  need  to  be  somewhat  like 
those  in  the  U.S.  to  make  the  pilot-experi- 
ence more  transferable,  but  this  need  not  be 
overdone. 

Him:  Do  you  have  any  idea  as  to  how  long 
it  would  take  to  obtain  major  results? 

Me:  With  several  small-scale  pilot-econo 
mies  in  operation,  each  with  its  own  inde- 
pendent "think-tank. "  I  would  not  be  sur- 
prised to  see  major  progress  within  2  or  3 
years,  with  any  kind  of  luck  and  a  willing- 
ness to  "let  the  chips  fall  where  they  may." 
It  would  be  based  on  a  set  of  technical 
manuals  for  system-installation  for  a  fully- 
free  economy,  with  "dos  and  don'ts'"  to  keep 
it  so.  We  are  more  than  half-way  there  now. 

Him:  CPA  firms  do  that  sort  of  thing  for 
corporations,  based  on  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles. 

Me:  And  engineers  provide  such  technical 
manuals  for  many  kinds  of  very  complex 
machineries  and  systems.* 


FISHERMENS  WITHHOLDING 
TAXES 


HON.  WALTER  B.  JONES 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  introducing  today  H.R. 
3629,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  1976  exemp- 
tions from  withholding  of  Federal 
income  taxes  and  social  security  taxes 
for  commercial  fishermen. 

These  citizens  have  come  to  me 
urging  that  these  taxes  be  withheld 
from  their  paychecks.  They  want  to 
pay  their  taxes  and  we  should  allow 
them  to  do  this  in  the  most  efficient, 
convenient  manner. 

Indeed,  for  crewmembers  of  fishing 
boats,  who  have  been  designated  "self- 
employed"  since  the  1976  Tax  Reform 
Act,  this  exemption  policy  creates  a 
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decided  hardship.  These  crewmembers 
are  not,  in  fact,  "self-employed"  as 
they  must  rely  on  boatowners  who 
hire  and  fire  them.  Also,  their  wages 
consist  of  a  "share  in  the  catch"— that 
is,  the  boatowners  and  crewmembers 
divide  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of 
the  fish  caught.  Given  the  precarious 
nature  of  commercial  fishing,  one 
good  fishing  trip  ^ith  one  good  pay- 
check may  be  followed  by  weeks  when 
no  fish  are  biting  and  no  money  is 
coming  in. 

Withholding  of  taxes  was  initiated 
in  this  country  to  enable  the  average 
taxpayer  to  distribute  his  tax  burden 
over  the  full  year.  This  procedure 
eases  the  payment  of  such  taxes  and 
makes  it  possible  for  the  wage  earner 
to  budget  his  income  to  cover  other 
expenses  as  well. 

Under  the  present  situation,  howev- 
er, the  fishermen  and  their  families 
are  sometimes  faced  with  a  tax  bill  at 
a  time  when  they  can  least  afford  it. 
The  decision  must  then  be  made 
whether  to  spend  their  limited  funds 
on  food  for  the  family  and  utility  bills 
or  pay  their  taxes  and  do  without. 
They  want  to  be  able  to  meet  their  re- 
sponsibilities to  both  their  Govern- 
ment and  their  families  and  are  asking 
that  tax  moneys  be  withheld  to  assist 
them  in  managing  their  funds  in  a 
steady  manner  despite  the  fluctua- 
tions of  their  income. 

Prior  to  1976.  the  boatowners,  as  em- 
ployers, were  required  to  deduct  the 
appropriate  tax  from  the  fisherman's 
paycheck.  This  withholding  procedure 
was  and  is  clearly  prefered  by  the 
crewmembers.  In  addition,  a  special 
exemption  from  the  Federal  Unem- 
ployment Tax  Act  (FUTA)  for  fishing 
boatowners  was  passed  in  1981  and 
1982  to  exclude  the  boatowners  from 
paying  these  taxes.  As  a  consequence 
of  this  change  in  the  law,  the  crew- 
members have  found  themselves  ineli- 
gible for  unemployment  benefits  to 
their  financial  detriment.  In  essence, 
the  crewmembers  want  to  be  removed 
from  the  self-employed  status  that  ac- 
companies these  exemptions. 

The  crewmembers  are  not  trying  to 
shirk  their  responsibility  as  taxpay- 
ers—they want  to  pay  these  taxes  by 
simply  having  them  withheld.  This 
policy  makes  sense  as  it  will  not  only 
benefit  fishing  families,  but  also  the 
Government,  which  will  collect  these 
revenues  sooner  and  benefit  from 
their  receipt  and  use  earlier  than  is 
now  the  case.  Given  the  expanding 
Federal  deficit,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment cannot  afford  to  turn  away  citi- 
zens who  wish  to  advance  the  date  for 
payment  of  their  taxes.  This  measure 
will  spread  out  and  ease  the  tax 
burden  of  our  fishing  crewmembers 
while  bringing  money  into  the  Federal 
Treasury  on  an  expedited  basis  and  I 
hope  it  will  recieve  the  support  of  my 
colleagues.* 


July  21,  1983 


ISSUES  RELATING  TO  AGING 


HON.  EDWARD  R.  ROYBAL 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  ROYBAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce  a  concurrent 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  United  States  im- 
plement its  responsibilities  under  the 
plan  of  action  resulting  from  the  1982 
U.N.  World  Assembly  on  Aging. 

I  have  been  joined  in  sponsoring  this 
resolution  by  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  House  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  Representative  Zablocki, 
as  well  as  Mr.  Bonker,  Mr.  Leach,  Mr. 
Crockett.  A  parallel  resolution  was  in- 
troduced in  the  Senate  yesterday  by 
Senator  Heinz,  Chairman  of  the 
Senate  Aging  Committee. 

It  is  appropriate  that  the  Congress 
adopt  this  resolution,  since  the  World 
Assembly  itself  was  the  result  of  con- 
gressional initiative.  In  1977,  both  the 
House  and  Senate  passed  resolutions 
requesting  the  United  Nations  to  orga- 
nize a  World  Assembly  on  Aging  in 
order  to  focus  on  issues  relating  to  the 
aging  of  populations  in  every  comer  of 
the  globe. 

The  World  Assembly  on  Aging  was 
held  in  Vienna.  Austria,  from  July  26 
to  August  6,  1982.  The  House  Select 
Committee  on  Aging  was  represented 
at  the  conference  in  addition  to  2,000 
people  from  over  125  countries.  Their 
deliberations  focused  on  the  enormous 
impact  the  worldwide  aging  of  popula- 
tions is  having  and  will  continue  to 
have  on  the  social,  economic,  and  po- 
litical fabric  of  both  the  developed  and 
the  developing  countries  of  this  world. 

The  purpose  of  this  U.N.  sponsored 
conference  was  to  develop  an  "Inter- 
national Plan  of  Action  on  Aging." 
This  plan  of  action  was  to  provide 
member  nations  and  the  U.N.  agencies 
with  guidelines  for  formulating  both 
national  mutual  assistance  policies 
with  respect  to  aging.  As  finally  adopt- 
ed by  the  participating  countries,  the 
plan  of  action  contained  62  recommen- 
dations for  national,  regional,  interre- 
gional, and  global  action. 

These  recommendations  emphasize 
the  enormous  effect  that  the  elderly 
will  have  on  society  in  the  coming 
years.  They  also  stress  the  incorpora- 
tion of  the  consideration  of  the  elder- 
ly—their needs  and  their  contribu- 
tions, within  national  planning  for  de- 
velopment. Specifically,  they  call  for 
closer  coordination  between  social  wel- 
fare and  health  care  services,  for  self- 
help  and  nutritional  training  of  the  el- 
derly and  themselves,  for  the  assur- 
ance that  all  older  persons  will  have 
an  appropriate  minimum  income,  for 
the  maximization  of  the  social  func- 
tioning of  the  elderly,  for  programs 
which  assist  them  to  remain  in  their 
own  homes  for  as  long  as  possible,  and 
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for  support  for  maintaining  family  sol- 
idarity among  generations. 

The  International  Plan  of  Action  on 
Aging  calls  for  the  review  and  update 
of  the  plan  every  4  years.  It  requires 
the  submission  of  reports  by  1985  from 
member  nations  detailing  the  action 
taken  by  each  country  with  respect  to 
aging. 

The  final  version  of  the  plan  was  en- 
dorsed by  each  of  the  125  nations  at 
the  World  Assembly,  and  was  subse- 
quently adopted  unanimously  by  the 
U.N.  General  Assembly  on  December 
3,  1982. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  we,  as 
the  originators  of  the  World  Assem- 
bly, should  be  taking  the  lead  in  insur- 
ing that  the  plan  of  action  is  taken  se- 
riously by  our  own  Government.  My 
resolution  urges  the  President  to: 
First,  instruct  each  department  to 
take  steps  to  implement  the  plan  of 
action's  recommendations,  and  to  pre- 
pare for  the  upcoming,  scheduled 
review  of  the  World  Assembly  recom- 
mendations in  1985;  second,  to  pro- 
mote the  free  flow  of  aging  informa- 
tion and  aging  research  between  State 
and  Federal  governments,  internation- 
al organizations  and  other  nations; 
third,  to  continue  to  induce  greater  in- 
volvement of  the  private  sector  in  re- 
sponding to  the  concerns  of  the  aging; 
and  fourth,  to  assure  Third  World 
countries  of  the  importance  that  the 
United  States  places  on  the  issue  of 
aging  in  both  national  and  regional 
economic  and  social  development 
plans. 

It  is  my  belief  that  we  as  a  Congress 
have  an  important  and  useful  interna- 
tional role  for  the  United  States  with 
regard  to  aging  policies  and  programs. 
Each  year  the  Agency  for  Internation- 
al Development  grants  millions  of  dol- 
lars to  countries  for  social  and  eco- 
nomic improvement.  As  their  popula- 
tions age,  there  will  be  a  need  for 
them  to  concentrate  on  the  social  and 
economic  impact  of  this  change.  The 
United  States  must  develop  a  policy  in 
both  multilateral  and  bilateral  rela- 
tionships that  fits  in  with  these  new 
needs.  Passage  of  this  resolution  will 
reaffirm  our  commitment  to  a  con- 
structive response  to  the  issues  and 
opportunities  presented  by  the  world- 
wide program  in  promoting  longer 
human  life.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  in  cosponsoring  this  resolution.* 
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committee,  I  believe  that  we  now  have 
the  best  possible  rule,  that  is,  a  very 
generous  open  rule.  It  is  time  for  us  to 
move  ahead  and  debate  the  various 
portions  of  this  bill  on  their  merits. 
We  need  a  full  debate  on  H.R.  2957. 
and  that  is  a  real  possibility  under  this 
rule.* 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  RULE  ON  H.R. 
2957 


HON.  MARCY  KAPTUR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  rule  for  H.R.  2957.  Al- 
though I  opposed  packaging  of  these 
measures  during  consideration  in  the 


EARLY  ELECTION  PROJECTIONS 
STILL  A  PROBLEM 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NrW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  21,  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  one 
who  is  deeply  concerned  about  our  Na- 
tion's declining  voter  turnout,  I  want 
to  focus  my  colleagues'  attention  on  a 
report  jointly  issued  today  by  the 
League  of  Women  Voters  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  Committee  for 
the  Study  of  the  American  Electorate 
(CSAE). 

Specifically,  the  report  states  that 
the  three  major  television  networks 
projected  at  least  some  1982  election 
winners  before  all  polls  in  the  particu- 
lar States  involved  had  closed.  These 
findings  are  especially  significant  be- 
cause each  of  those  networks— ABC, 
NBC,  and  CBS— had  voluntarily 
agreed  not  to  project  election  results 
in  any  State  before  the  polls  had 
closed  in  that  State. 

The  voluntary  agreement  by  the  tel- 
evision networks  not  to  make  early 
projections  came  after  a  University  of 
Michigan  study,  which  was  funded  in 
part  by  ABC  news,  concluded  that 
overall  voter  turnout  in  the  1980  Presi- 
dential election  declined  by  6  to  11 
percent  as  a  result  of  the  early  projec- 
tions. 

A  number  of  congressional  hearings 
were  conducted  after  the  1980  election 
to  examine  the  early  election  projec- 
tion issue.  The  evidence  accumulated 
tends  to  support  the  University  of 
Michigan  conclusion  that  the  early 
projections  of  a  Ronald  Reagan  victo- 
ry in  1980  by  the  networks  resulted  in 
a  reduced  voter  turnout,  particularly 
in  the  western  region  of  the  country. 

For  example,  a  Los  Angeles  County 
Registrar's  report  shows  that  the 
number  of  Los  Angeles  County  voters 
who  went  to  the  polls  after  the 
Reagan  victory  was  projected  declined 
by  more  than  3  percent  when  com- 
pared with  the  same  voting  period  for 
1976. 

A  Field  Institute  Survey,  conducted 
in  January  1981,  showed  that  "one  in 
ten— 10  percent— of  those  who  said 
they  were  registered  but  did  not  vote 
specifically  blame  their  failure  to  vote 
on  the  early  network  projections." 
The  Field  Institute  Survey  polled 
1.061  Calif  omians. 

A  Census  Bureau  study  conducted 
after  the  1972  Presidential  election,  in 
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which  a  Richard  Nixon  victory  was 
projected  before  polls  closed  in  the 
West,  revealed  evening  voter  turnout 
in  the  West  was  much  lower  than  in 
the  East.  For  example,  out  of  those 
surveyed  in  the  Northeast,  21.2  per- 
cent said  they  voted  after  6  p.m.,  as 
compared  to  only  14.9  percent  in  the 
West. 

Two  recognized  experts  in  the  area 
of  voting  behavior,  Raymond  Wol- 
finger  and  Peter  Linquiti,  studied  the 
hour-by-hour  voting  patterns  in  1972 
and  compared  their  findings  with  an 
hour-by-hour  voting  breakdown  for 
1974,  when  there  was  no  early  election 
projection.  They  discovered  an  unex- 
pected 2.7  percent  shortfall  of  votes 
cast  after  6  p.m.  in  the  West  during 
the  1972  election.  In  an  article  that  ap- 
peared in  the  February-March  1981 
issue  of  "Public  Opinion,"  they  con- 
cluded: "In  the  absence  of  any  other 
explanation  for  this  gap  of  2.7  per- 
centage points,  we  think  it  reasonable 
to  suggest  that  it  reflects  the  net- 
work's early  verdict  on  the  1972  elec- 
tion." 

Yet.  despite  this  evidence  of  early 
election  projections  having  an  adverse 
impact  on  voting  behavior,  nothing 
change  for  the  1982  election,  except 
for  the  voluntary  pledge  by  the  net- 
works that  they  would  not  make  pro- 
jections before  polls  closed.  Now,  it  ap- 
pears that  even  that  change  was  not 
implemented,  at  least  not  to  the  full 
extent  that  had  been  suggested. 

Specifically,  the  study  conducted  by 
the  League  of  Women  Voters  and  the 
CSAE  found  that; 

All  three  networks  projected  election  re- 
sults before  poll  closings  in  some  of  the  13 
States  whose  borders  are  within  two  time 
zones  and  while  people  were  still  voting  in 
the  more  western  time  zone. 

All  three  networks  used  exit  polls  as  a 
basis  for  making  their  projections. 

Two  networks.  ABC  and  NBC.  violated 
their  own  standard  by  projecting  some  elec- 
tion results  in  Western  States  shortly  before 
the  polls  had  closed  in  those  States. 
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One  network.  CBS.  made  a  national  pro- 
jection of  the  party  line-up  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  while  a  substantial  number 
of  voters  were  still  casting  ballots  for  House 
candidates. 

One  network.  ABC.  chose  to  comment  ex- 
tensively on  the  likely  results  and  relative 
closeness  of  particular  races  while  voters 
were  still  going  to  the  polls  to  cast  ballots 
on  those  races. 

Clearly,  voluntary  efforts  by  the  net- 
works are  not  enough  to  remedy  this 
serious  problem.  However,  we  must 
also  be  concerned  about  proposals 
aimed  at  restricting  the  media's  ability 
to  report  the  news,  or  in  this  case, 
make  projections  based  on  available 
data.  Simply  stated,  the  networks  have 
an  obligation  to  inform  the  public  in  a 
prompt  and  effective  manner.  It  would 
be  extremely  inappropriate  for  the 
Congress  or  anyone  else  to  restrict 
that  ability  considering  the  high 
regard  this  Nation  has  for  freedom  of 
the  press. 

Instead.  I  favor  a  two-pronged  solu- 
tion to  the  problem.  First,  we  must 
continue  to  encourage  the  voluntary 
efforts  by  the  networks  to  restrict 
early  projections  based  on  exit  polls, 
and  we  must  demand  better  results 
from  those  efforts.  Second.  I  believe 
election  day  should  be  moved  to 
Sunday,  with  uniform  voting  hours 
during  presidential  elections,  as  pro- 
posed in  my  bill.  H.R.  84. 

First  introduced  prior  to  the  1980 
election.  H.R.  84  provides  that  all  Fed- 
eral general  elections  would  be  held  on 
Sunday,  and  all  polling  places  across 
the  country  would  open  and  close  at 
the  same  time- 12  to  9  p.m.  EST— 
during  presidential  elections.  These 
changes  would  apply  for  a  6-year  ex- 
perimental period  beginning  with  the 
1984  presidential  election. 

It  should  be  noted  that  there  is 
simply  no  comparison  between  our  Na- 
tions  dismal  voter  turnout  rate,  which 
was  barely  50  percent  during  the  most 
recent  presidential  election,  and  the  85 
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to  90  percent  voter  turnout  in  Europe- 
an countries  that  vote  on  Stmday. 
Sweden.  Austria,  west  Germany.  Italy, 
and  Prance  all  held  their  most  recent 
elections  on  Sunday  and  voter  turnout 
was  between  86  and  90  percent. 

The  facts  also  show  that  voter  turn- 
out in  the  United  States  has  declined 
in  every  Presidential  election  since 
1960.  when  62.8  percent  of  the  voting 
age  population  turned  out.  The  1980 
voter  turnout  was  the  lowest  for  a 
Presidential  election  in  32  years— 53.95 
percent. 

In  non-Presidential  election  years, 
the  figures  are  far  worse,  with  only 
40.3  percent  of  the  voting  age  popula- 
tion participating  in  the  1982  elec- 
tions. 

Admittedly,  there  are  a  number  of 
uncontrollable  variables  responsible 
for  this  disturbing  trend.  However,  my 
proposal  addresses  two  voting  obsta- 
cles that  can  be  alleviated— voter  in- 
convenience, and  early  election  projec- 
tions by  the  media. 

Let  me  emphasize  once  again  that 
my  proposal  would  in  no  way  interfere 
with  the  media's  ability  to  report  news 
to  the  public.  In  fact,  both  CBS,  Inc., 
and  ABC,  Inc..  have  endorsed  the 
same  time  Sunday  voting  proposal. 

To  quote  Leonard  H.  Goldenson, 
chairman  of  the  Board  of  American 
Broadcasting  Companies.  Inc. 

Congress  should  mandate  a  uniform  poll 
closing  time  across  the  Nation.  While  Con- 
gress is  at  it.  election  aay  should  be  moved 
to  Sunday  from  the  traditional  Tuesday— it 
is  easier  for  most  people  to  get  to  the  polls 
on  Sunday,  and  the  highest  voter  turnouU 
are  regularly  reported  by  democracies  that 
do  their  balloting  on  Sunday. 

Mr.  Speaker,  clearly  such  statements 
are  a  strong  indication  that  the  media 
shares  our  concern  about  the  voter 
turnout  problem  in  our  Nation.  How- 
ever, it  is  also  clear  that  the  Congress 
and  the  media  must  work  together  to 
help  solve  this  problem;  voluntary  ef- 
forts are  simply  not  enough.* 


July  22,  1983 
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The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Rich- 
ard C.  Halverson,  D.D..  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let  us  pray. 

Father  in  Heaven,  in  a  week  like  this 
with  its  pressure,  its  tension,  its  anger, 
behind  the  scenes  many  have  sacri- 
ficed and  labored  long  hours  under 
great  stress.  We  thank  Thee  for  the 
dedicated  support  of  the  staffs  in  the 
offices  of  the  Secretary,  the  Sergeant 
at  Arms,  the  cloakrooms,  and  the  Con- 
gressional Record.  We  thank  Thee 
for  the  productivity  and  efficiency  of 
the  committee  experts  and  Senators' 
staffs.  We  thank  Thee  for  the  pages, 
the  security,  the  food  service  folk,  the 
elevator,  subway,  and  maintenance 
people. 

Gracious  God.  may  these  faithful 
men  and  women  be  encouraged  in  real- 
izing the  Senate's  dependence  upon 
them  and  the  indispensable  role  they 
play  in  the  final  product  of  Senate 
business.  Bless  them.  Lord,  strengthen 
them  and  help  them  find  time  for 
family,  rest,  relaxation,  and  recrea- 
tion. In  Jesus'  name.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 


COMMENDATION  OF  THE 
CHAPLAIN 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  once 
again  I  commend  the  Chaplain  not 
only  on  the  content  and  the  quality  of 
his  prayer  but  for  the  thoroughness  of 
his  prayer.  I  can  think  of  only  one  or 
two  categories  that  he  left  out. 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  I»resident,  a  clo- 
ture vote  will  occur  after  the  establish- 
ment of  a  quorum.  The  quorum  call 
will  begin  at  11  a.m.  unless  the  order 
for  the  cloture  vote  is  vitiated. 

I  have  just  concluded  a  meeting,  Mr. 
President,  with  the  minority  leader, 
with  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
with  the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart).  Senator  Jackson.  Senators 
Warner,  and  Melcher,  and  others, 
and  I  am  encouraged  now  to  think  we 
may  be  able  to  reach  an  agreement  for 
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a  time  certain  for  final  passage  on  this 
measure,  and  that  there  is  a  good  pos- 
sibility we  can  vitiate  the  cloture  vote. 

If  that  is  the  case,  and  I  fervently 
hope  for  that,  today  would  be  devoted 
to  the  consideration  of  amendments,  I 
suspect  probably  the  amendment  of 
Senator  Melcher  and,  perhaps,  other 
amendments,  but  I  would  not  antici- 
pate a  late  day  today. 

If  we  manage  that  and  get  this  thing 
in  good  shape.  I  think  we  may  be 
treated  to  a  speech  on  the  history  of 
the  Senate  by  the  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader,  which  will  be  another  in 
a  series  of  those  speeches.  I  wonder  if 
the  minority  leader  knows  how  many 
speeches  on  the  history  of  the  Senate 
he  has  delivered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Either  the  60th  or  61st. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Sixtieth  or  sixty-first 
speech,  each  of  them  made  verbatim 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  as  the  mi- 
nority leader  continues  to  outline  the 
history  of  the  Senate  in  a  very  special 
and  insightful  way. 

Those  presentations  will  be  printed 
and  bound  together  in  several  vol- 
umes, I  expect  at  some  time,  and  I  am 
sure  they  will  become  definitive  his- 
torical works  on  the  history  of  the 
Senate. 

ORDER  FOR  PERIOD  OF  ROUTINE  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  after  the  time  for  the  two 
leaders  has  expired  there  be  a  period 
for  the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  to  extend  until  no  later  than 
10:30  a.m.  in  which  Senators  may 
speak  for  no  more  than   3  minutes 

popH 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cohen).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
we  will,  by  11  a.m.,  and  certainly 
before  11  a.m.,  be  able  to  make  a  fur- 
ther announcement  about  the 
progress  of  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  and  the  prospect  of  vitiat- 
ing the  cloture  vote. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  no  further 
need  for  my  time  and  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  it  to  the  minority  leader  if  he 
wishes. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  fully  anticipate  any 
time  the  majority  leader  wishes  to  in- 
terrupt to  put  the  request  I  will  gladly 
accept  the  interruption.  It  is  impor- 
tant that  we  get  that  agreement. 

ORDER  PERMITTING  MINORITY  LEADER  TO  SPEAK 
ON  AUGMENTED  TIME 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
senator  will  yield  to  me,  I  will  pro- 
pound another  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent, since  the  minority  leader  wishes 
to  speak  at  this  point  and,  perhaps 
longer  than  the  time  provided  under 
the  standing  order,  that  the  time  re- 
maining of  the  two  leaders  be  aggre- 
gated with  the  time  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business, 
which  will  begin  at  this  point,  and  the 
time  Senators  may  speak  will  be  limit- 
ed to  3  minutes  each,  except  for  the 
minority  leader  who  may  speak  with- 
out limitation  until  the  hour  of  10:30 
a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 


The 


The    PRESIDING    OFFICER, 
minority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  speak 
out  of  order. 


CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  week,  I  expressed  my  reservations 
about  the  increased  use  of  so-called  bi- 
partisan national  commissions  to 
tackle  problems  we  are  elected  to  face. 

I  said  I  was  becoming  increasingly 
concerned  about  government  by  com- 
mission, noting  that  recently  two  com- 
missions, one  on  social  security  and 
the  other  on  the  MX,  had  been  ap- 
pointed and  had  made  recommenda- 
tions. 

It  was  my  belief— and  it  is  still  my 
belief— that  the  Commission  on  Social 
Security  was  beneficial,  primarily  be- 
cause the  representation  was  expert 
and  balanced.  The  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion was  also  expert  and  balanced.  My 
enthusiasm  for  the  Scowcroft  report 
was  somewhat  tepid.  That  Commission 
admitted  it  mainly  reached  what  it 
felt  was  a  viable  political  solution. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  has  armounced  a 
National  Commission  to  deal  with  the 
problems  of  Central  America.  The 
scope  of  the  Conmiission  is  unclear. 

However,  I  named  two  Members  of 
the  Senate  as  consultants  to  this  Com- 
mission. One,  Senator  Jackson,  first 
floated  the  idea  of  a  commission  while 
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the  other,  Senator  Bentsen.  repre- 
sents a  State  bordering  Mexico,  one 
which  can  be  very  much  affected,  and 
In  immediate  terms,  by  Central  Ameri- 
can developments. 

Two  distinguished  Senators  from 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  also 
been  appointed  as  counselors— Mr.  Ma- 
THiAS  who.  along  with  Mr.  Jackson. 
originated  the  idea  of  a  commission, 
and  Senator  Domenici  whose  State,  as 
with  Senator  Bentsens  State,  would 
be  immediately  affected  by  events  in 
Central  America. 

In  addition,  I  have  asked  the  admin- 
istration if  I  might  be  permittted  to 
appoint  Senator  Daniel  Inouye  to 
serve  in  an  ex  officio  advisory  capac- 
ity. In  my  view  this  would  represent  a 
balanced  range  of  opinion  from  differ- 
ent Democrats  on  the  advisory  panel. 
Senator  Inouye  is  a  member  of  the 
elected  Democratic  Senate  leadership, 
and  all  three  are  senior  Senators,  and 
I  would  anticipate,  if  the  administra- 
tion should  agree  to  allow  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  member  of  the  Senate 
Democratic  elected  leadership,  it 
would  also  be  in  order  for  the  elected 
Republican  leadership  in  the  Senate 
to  appoint  a  Senator  to  act  likewise  as 
an  ex  officio  consultant. 

However,  in  looking  over  the  names 
of  the  members  appointed  by  the 
President  to  the  actual  Commission.  I 
am  puzzled  and  somewhat  disappoint- 
ed. 

They  are  all  distinguished  individ- 
uals. They  represent  different  seg- 
ments of  society.  Perhaps,  on  another 
issue,  the  group  would  be  collectively 
balanced. 

But  in  this  case,  they  do  not  appear 
to  have  the  diversity  nor  the  expertise 
to  deal  with  the  problems  in  this  ex- 
plosive area  of  the  globe. 

What  I  most  wonder  about  now  is 
the  need  for  such  a  Commission  on 
Central  America.  What  is  its  purpose? 
I  would  much  rather  see  a  national 
commission  to  deal  with  America's 
centers  of  hardcore  unemployment. 
For  example,  my  own  State  had  18 
percent  of  its  work  force  without  jobs; 
more  miners  out  of  work  than  at  any 
time  during  the  last  80  years;  very 
high  unemployment  among  the  con- 
struction workers  in  my  State;  and  in 
some  counties  unemployment  reaching 
higher  than  30  percent  and  in  some 
coRununities  as  high  as  90  percent. 

I  have  given  this  Commission  matter 
much  thought.  I  usually  try  to  be  cau- 
tious, and  I  try  to  look  carefully 
before  I  leap. 

So  what  I  say  is  not  to  denigrate  the 
President's  Commission  or  the  people 
who  have  been  asked  to  serve  on  it.  I 
merely  ask:  What  is  it  for? 

My  fear  In  this  case  is  that  the  so- 
called  bipartisan  Commission  repre- 
sents, or  could  represent— and  without 
casting  any  aspersions  on  the  Commis- 
sion—a smokescreen  for  the  adminis- 


tration to  get  its  way  on  the  issues  de- 
veloping in  Central  America. 

I  am  not  sure  the  administration's 
way  is  the  right  way.  I  am  not  sure 
that  the  American  people  feel  that  it 
is  the  course  that  should  be  pursued.  I 
want  us  always  to  be  militarily  secure, 
but  I  do  not  want  us  to  blunder  into  a 
possible  quagmire. 

I  have  repeatedly  said  our  Nation 
should  not  be  hamstrung  by  the  mis- 
takes of  Vietnam.  We  should  not  be 
militarily  paralyzed  by  that  experi- 
ence, but  we  should  learn  some  lessons 
from  that  decade-long  war. 

My  concern  over  the  administra- 
tion's actions  in  Central  America  have 
been  heightened  this  week. 

In  the  same  week  the  National  Com- 
mission on  Central  America  is  an- 
nounced, we  learn,  one,  that  the  ad- 
ministration is  planning  massive  and 
extended  military  maneuvers  in  the 
area,  and,  two,  that  the  administration 
is  going  to  ask  for  $400  million  in  addi- 
tional economic  and  military  aid  for  El 
Salvador. 

So  why  have  a  Commission?  The  ad- 
ministration apparently  has  already 
determined  the  course  it  is  going  to 
take  economically  and  militarily. 

It  almost  sounds  as  if  the  Commis- 
sion, which  I  doubt  has  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  even  sit  at  the  same  table, 
has  already  had  its  decisions  made  for 
it. 

It  almost  sounds  as  if  the  adminis- 
tration has  already  drawn  up  its 
agenda,  and  merely  wants  a  Commis- 
sion to  ratify  that  agenda. 

There  seems  to  be  an  element  of  pol- 
icymaking through  public  relations  by 
appointing  a  Commission.  Is  the  Com- 
mission's possible  recommendations  al- 
ready a  fait  accompli? 

Will  the  Conunission  find,  by  De- 
cember, when  it  is  to  report  its  recom- 
mendations, that  the  circumstances 
are  such  that  its  recommendations  will 
have  to  be  such  as  will  accommodate 
the  circumstances  and  actions  that 
have  already  occurred  in  the  mean- 
time? 

It  will  be  more  difficult  for  the 
Democrats  to  dodge  their  responsibil- 
ity once  the  dimensions  of  the  prob- 
lem are  properly  framed  by  the  Com- 
mission. 

The  administration  seems  to  have 
second  sight  into  the  Commission's 
thought  processes. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  hope  we 
would  not  rush  pellmell  into  a  military 
adventure  in  this  area.  I  would  hope 
we  would  go  slow,  and  think  about  the 
options  and  the  consequences. 

I  would  hope  we  would  have  more 
confidence  in  the  Contadora  group— 
the  ideas  of  Mexico,  Venezuela,  Co- 
lombia, Panama— their  viewpoints, 
their  counseling,  and  work  toward  a 
regional  peace. 

Even  the  Nicaraguans  are  talking 
about  a  regional  effort.  Even  Nicara- 
gua is  talking  about  negotiations  on  a 


reasonable  basis.  Even  Nicaragua  is 
talking  about  putting  a  stop  to  the 
transmission  of  arms  into  the  area  by 
any  foreign  country,  including  the 
United  States,  including  Cuba,  includ- 
ing the  Soviet  Union,  or  whatever. 
Nicaraguans  are  suddenly  wanting  to 
negotiate,  and  on  a  reasonable  basis. 

I  would  hope  that  at  a  time  when 
Nicaragua  is  stating  a  willingness  for 
reasonable  peace  talks,  we  would  not 
be  rattling  our  sabers. 

I  saw  in  one  of  the  newspapers  yes- 
terday the  word  "intimidate"  that 
some  unnamed  official  used.  As  far  as 
I  can  remember  it  was  anonymous. 
But  he  said  that  this  was  an  attempt 
to  intimidate.  Well,  I  hope  we  are  not 
attempting  to  intimidate,  but.  rather, 
to  get  parties  to  negotiate. 

From  the  Rose  Garden,  the  Presi- 
dent seems  to  see  a  very  clear  and 
present  danger  to  America's  future  in 
Central  America.  And  I  do  not  deni- 
grate the  President's  viewpoint  in  that 
regard.  But  I  would  urge  him  first  to 
look  at  our  own  people,  their  opinions, 
their  viewpoints. 

He  has  indicated  heretofore  that  no 
American  boys  will  die  in  the  area,  no 
American  boys  will  shed  their  blood 
there.  Well,  I  do  not  know.  I  am  con- 
cerned about  the  direction  in  which  we 
are  going. 

As  to  economic  assistance,  I  would 
urge  the  President  to  look  first  at  our 
own  country.  I  would  not  suggest  that 
we  have  a  revolution  in  West  Virginia 
or  that  we  have  a  guerrilla  war  there 
in  order  to  get  the  attention  of  the  ad- 
ministration and  some  economic  aid 
for  such  States  as  mine.  My  State  has 
an  unemployment  rate,  as  I  have  al- 
ready indicated,  of  18  percent,  which 
is  the  highest  in  the  Nation.  And  there 
are  other  States  in  Appalachia  and 
outside  Appalachia  that  are  hard  hit 
with  unemployment. 

But  I  would  like  for  him  to  go  down 
to  McDowell  County.  W.  Va.,  or  over 
to  the  northern  panhandle  of  West 
Virginia,  where  a  lot  of  steelworkers 
are  out  of  jobs.  I  would  like  for  the 
President  to  think  in  terms  of  a  policy 
that  would  revitalize  our  industries 
and  that  would  really  throw  the  ad- 
ministration's support  behind  educa- 
tion; that  words  match  actions  in  con- 
nection with  education;  that  the  ad- 
ministration not  slash  and  cut  and 
emasculate  education  programs  by  re- 
ductions in  funds  while  around  the 
country  talking  about  education  and 
merit  pay  and  all  that.  And  I  do  not 
disagree  necessarily  with  the  talk,  but 
it  just  does  not  match  the  actions. 

While  we  hear  of  a  Marshall  plan 
for  Central  America,  has  the  President 
looked  at  the  sad  state  of  our  Nation's 
steel  industry?  Has  the  President  seen 
the  people  of  McDowell  County  in 
southern  West  Virginia  selling  their 
belongings,  having  yard  sales  along 
the  side  of  the  road? 


I  have  one  other  thought  on  the 
topic  of  Central  America,  and  I  believe 
It  is  an  important  one. 

One  hears  a  lot  these  days  about 
Democrats  afraid  of  being  cast  in  the 
role  of  "losing  El  Salvador." 

I  believe  it  is  politically  callous  to 
frame  the  turmoil  in  Central  America 
in  terms  of  "who  might  lose  this  or 
who  might  lose  that." 

American  lives  are  involved  already. 
The  administration's  veiled  threats  of 
charging  Democrats  with  "losing  El 
Salvador"  have  been  politically  crass, 
to  say  the  least. 

If  it  is  wrong  to  increase  our  involve- 
ment, and  if  it  is  not  in  our  national 
interest,  then  American  blood  should 
not  be  spilled. 

Whatever  action  is  taken  should  be 
taken  in  the  interest  of  what  is  best 
for  the  United  States.  If  it  becomes 
our  national  security  interest  to  take 
other  action,  then  we  have  a  duty  and 
responsibility  to  act  within  those  U.S. 
interests.  But  I  am  not  going  to  frame 
my  thoughts  on  this  subject  within 
the  context  of  political  threat  as  to 
who  lost  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  President,  again  I  emphasize 
that  I  do  not  denigrate  the  Conunis- 
sion or  the  members  thereof.  I  think 
they  are  fine  people.  But  what  I 
cannot  understand  is  the  appointment 
of  a  commission  to  recommend  in  De- 
cember what  we  should  do  while  we  go 
pellmell  down  the  course  that  the  ad- 
ministration is  taking,  trying  to  intimi- 
date Nicaragua,  sending  a  task  force, 
naval  ships,  increasing  the  number  of 
advisers,  and  so  on.  It  leads  one  to 
wonder  as  to  whether  or  not  the  Com- 
mission is  merely  an  umbrella  to  cover 
the  actions  of  the  administration 
which  have  already  been  decided 
upon,  apparently,  or  at  this  point  I 
would  so  imagine,  in  which  event  the 
Conunission's  reconunendations  will  be 
irrelevant  because,  as  I  say,  they  may 
be  confronted  with  what  is  already  a 
fait  accompli. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


this  Chamber  will  remember  him  as  a 
forthright,  honest,  and  independent 
man  with  a  strong  sense  of  duty  to  his 
fellow  man,  to  his  State,  and  to  his 
country.  Henry  Bellmon  has  just  com- 
pleted 6  months  as  interim  director  of 
the  department  of  human  services, 
again  demonstrating  his  exemplary 
skills  as  an  administrator.  In  the  short 
time  he  directed  the  agency,  Henry 
made  changes  resulting  in  annual  sav- 
ings of  $58  million. 

Henry's  service  to  his  country  began 
with  a  tour  in  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps. 
His  hard-work  attitude  greatly  con- 
tributed to  a  successful  military  stint 
that  started  with  Private  Bellmon  and 
concluded  with  Major  Bellmon. 

As  Oklahoma's  first  Republican 
Governor,  Henry  gained  respect  and 
stature  as  a  State  leader.  His  unflap- 
pable persistence  and  conunonsense 
approach  to  problem-solving  catapult- 
ed him  to  the  U.S.  Senate,  where  he 
was  admired  by  Members  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  for  his  efforts  to  con- 
trol the  national  budget.  Retiring 
from  public  life  in  1980,  Henry  re- 
turned to  the  farm  to  don  the  overalls 
he  has  always  felt  the  most  comforta- 
ble wearing. 

But  when  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
called  for  his  help  last  January  to 
head  the  troubled  human  services  de- 
partment. Henry  was  convinced  that 
the  State  needed  him  more  than  the 
farm. 

Henry's  impeccable  leadership  at  the 
welfare  agency  did  not  go  unnoticed. 
At  the  end  of  his  tenure  at  DHS, 
Henry  was  honored  with  a  banquet 
given  by  more  than  a  thousand  of  the 
most  prominent  members  of  Oklaho- 
ma society,  from  every  political  per- 
suasion. 

Now.  Heru-y  has  returned  to  the 
farm,  no  less  humble  than  ever 
before— in  spite  of  his  accolade-filled 
public  service  record.  But  before  leav- 
ing DHS,  he  told  the  people  of  Okla- 
homa they  could  call  on  him  any  time 
he  was  needed.  So,  I  for  one  will  not 
be  surprised  if  he  returns  to  public 
service— a  man  so  admired  and  respect- 
ed cannot  be  left  to  his  tractor  for 
very  long. 

Thank  you  for  a  job  well  done, 
Henry  Bellmon. 


the  programs.  The  local  farmers  in- 
volved in  these  conunittees  are  the 
best  qualified  to  oversee  and  assist  in 
the  administration  of  farm  programs 
because  of  their  knowledge  of  the 
land,  crops,  and  area  farmers.  The 
ASCS  committees  also  allow  farmers 
to  have  a  more  direct  input  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  farm  programs  and 
enable  them  to  discuss  problems  with 
fellow  farmers  rather  than  a  Federal 
bureaucrat.  Another  farmer  can  un- 
derstand problems  with  the  adminis- 
tration of  a  farm  program  better  than 
anyone  else.  These  committees  provide 
an  important  grassroots  link  between 
farmers  and  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. 

There  should  be  no  uncertainty 
about  the  future  of  these  local  ASCS 
committees.  They  should  be  contin- 
ued. Local  farmers  who  participate  in 
farm  programs  are  the  most  qualified 
people  to  help  administer  ASCS  pro- 
grams. If  we  are  to  continue  to  have  a 
Federal  farm  program,  then  local 
ASCS  committees  should  be  an  impor- 
tant element. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  support  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 


FORMER  SENATOR  HENRY 
BELLMON 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  once 
again  in  Oklahoma,  the  man  of  the 
hour  is  former  U.S.  Senator  Henry 
Bellmon  who  has  just  stepped  down 
from  temporary  duty  at  the  helm  of 
Oklahoma's  largest  agency,  the  De- 
partment of  humaui  services. 

Those  of  my  colleagues  who  served 
with  Henry  during  his  two  terms  in 


ASCS  COUNTY  AND  COMMUNITY 
COMMITTEES 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  joined  my  colleague  from  Nebras- 
ka. Senator  Zorinsky.  in  introducing 
legislation  to  require  the  continuation 
of  the  ASCS  county  and  community 
committee  system.  The  local  ASCS 
committees  have  done  an  excellent  job 
in  helping  to  administer  farm  pro- 
grams for  years  and  this  system 
should  be  continued. 

The  local  committees  have  helped 
USDA  administer  programs  and  also 
helped  farmers  to  better  understand 


S.  1641-NONPARTISIAN  SCIEN- 
TIFIC ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
join  with  Senators  Bumpers,  Jackson. 
Hart,  and  Eagleton  in  cosponsoring  S. 
1641,  the  Nonpartisan  Scientific  Advi- 
sory Committee  Act  of  1983.  I  think 
this  is  a  good  amendment  that  will  im- 
prove the  effectiveness  of  scientific 
and  technical  advisers  to  the  Federal 
agencies. 

Scientists  should  be  evaluated  for 
their  fitness  to  serve  on  committees 
specifically  set  up  as  a  source  of  advice 
to  the  Federal  agencies  in  their  fields 
on  the  basis  of  their  professionalism 
and  the  evidence  of  their  expertise. 
Yet  the  chairman  of  the  Republican 
National  Committee,  Frank  Fahren- 
kopf,  Jr.,  has  said  publicly  that  all 
Federal  departments  save  State,  Jus- 
tice, and  Defense  routinely  rely  on  the 
Republican  National  Committee  to 
check  out  candidates  politically. 

Specific  examples  abound.  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  James  Watt  defended 
and  stated  his  support  for  checking 
with  the  RNC  on  appointments  to  ad- 
visory committees  when  he  was  ques- 
tioned about  it  on  CBS'  "Face  the 
Nation"  last  March.  In  1981,  then-Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency,  Arme  Gorsuch  refused 
to  continue  the  tradition  of  reappoint- 
ing members  of  scientific  advisory 
panels  at  her  agency.  It  was  rumoured 
among  EPA  officials  that  her  purpose 
was  to  replace  them  with  certified  po- 
litical conservatives.  Career  officials  at 
the   Food   and   Drug   Administration 
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successfully  blocked  the  appointment 
of  obviously  unqualified  persons  to  a 
panel  of  science  advisers  on  vaccine 
policy. 

There  is  too  much  at  stake  for  us  as 
a  nation  to  allow  politics  to  play  a  role 
in  the  appointment  of  individuals  to 
review  technical  or  scientific  issues  for 
our  Government  agencies.  The  kind  of 
political  blackballing  that  has  oc- 
curred under  this  administration  robs 
us  of  many  of  the  best  and  brightest 
of  our  scholars  and  researchers  for 
service  on  these  commissions. 

The  problems  we  face  are  too  serious 
for  that.  Issues  like  toxic  waste  and 
clean  air  should  be  fairly  reviewed  by 
experts.  These  policies  should  be  not 
set  according  to  the  advice  of  ideolo- 
gists or  represenatives  of  special-inter- 
est groups. 

Senator  Bumpers  is  to  be  commend- 
ed for  bringing  this  situation  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  Senate  by  introducing 
S.  1641.  I  am  pleased  to  join  with  him 
in  this  effort.  As  a  member  of  the  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs  Committee  which  is 
charged  with  oversight  of  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  of  1972,  I 
think  it  is  high  time  we  gave  the  agen- 
cies some  guidance  on  the  kinds  of  ap- 
pointments we  expect  in  light  of  cur- 
rent practices. 


BILL  BRADLEY-THE  CARING 
KIND 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
all  familiar  with  the  long  list  of  ac- 
complishments and  achievements  of 
our  colleague  from  New  Jersey,  Sena- 
tor Bill  Bradley,  during  his  tenure  in 
the  U.S.  Senate. 

His  legislative  initiatives  have  estab- 
lished him  as  a  respected  voice  in  tax 
matters  and  in  issues  of  importance  to 
State  and  local  governments  across 
America.  His  counsel  in  these  matters 
is  valued  by  us  all. 

Senator  Bradley  also  devotes  an 
enormous  amount  of  his  time  and 
energy  to  make  sure  that  the  varied 
interests  of  New  Jersey  are  advanced 
and  respected  within  the  Congress. 

His  record  and  reputation  here 
would  be  enough  to  fill  with  pride  the 
most  committed  of  public  officials. 
But  Bill  Bradley  does  not  stop  here 
in  the  Senate.  No,  he  continues  to 
work  with,  and  for,  young  Americans 
dreaming  of  making  their  mark  in  col- 
legiate and  professional  sports. 

A  former  All-American  basketball 
player  at  Princeton  University  and  a 
member  of  the  NBA  champion  New 
York  Knicks,  Bill  Bradley  is  familiar 
with  the  realities  of  big-time  college 
and  professional  sports. 

Recently,  he  brought  together  a 
group  of  talented  New  Jersey  high 
school  athletes  and  people  in  college 
and  professional  sports.  In  short,  the 
occasion  introduced  the  young  ath- 
letes to  reality. 


This  was  certainly  more  than 
anyone  had  cared  to  do  for  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  Jersey  when  he  made 
the  transition  from  high  school  to  col- 
lege athletics,  but  Bill  Bradley  is 
that  special  kind  of  person;  he  cares. 

This  quality  is  known  well  enough 
that  the  significance  of  the  gathering 
sponsored  by  Senator  Bradley  and  its 
focus  spread  well  beyond  New  Jersey. 

In  fact,  the  Morristown,  Term..  Citi- 
zen Tribune  took  note  of  the  episode 
and  published  £m  editorial  laudatory 
of  both  the  event  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey.  The  editorial  de- 
scribes many  of  the  qualities  of  Bill 
Bradley  that  we  in  the  Senate  have 
come  to  respect  and  appreciate.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  editorial 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

[Prom  the  Citizen  Tribune,  July  8.  1983] 
The  Caring  Kind 

Every  state  should  have  Bill  Bradley.  We 
don't  mean  a  Democratic  U.S.  senator, 
though  the  Bill  Bradley  we  refer  to  would 
so  qualify.  What  we  mean  is  a  former  all- 
American  athlete  who  made  it  big  in  profes- 
sional sports,  so  high  school  basketball, 
football  and  other  sport  players  know  where 
he  is.  and  also  in  national  life. 

These  Bill  Bradley  stand-ins  must  be 
active  initiative-takers,  just  like  the  Sena- 
tor. In  late  June  at  Sen.  Bradley's  invita- 
tion. 145  teenage  athletes  from  New  Jersey, 
young  women  as  well  as  men,  recipients  of 
full  college  scholarships  in  not  only  basket- 
ball and  football  but  also  baseball,  swim- 
ming, track  and  field  and  less  well  known 
sports,  too,  met  at  Rutgers  University's 
Busch  Campus  in  Piscataway  to  hear  the 
non-glamorous  truth  about  collegiate  sports 
and  what  they,  as  individuals,  could  get  out 
of  college  in  return  for  what  the  colleges 
were  determined  to  get  from  them  as  ath- 
letes. 

Bradley  brought  to  the  seminar  academic 
and  sports  experts,  professors  as  well  as  ath- 
letic directors,  coaches  and  players.  One  was 
Beasley  Reece.  player  representative  and  de- 
fense back  for  the  National  Football 
League's  New  York  Giants.  He  laid  it  out: 

"You  are  there  <at  college  on  full  athletic 
scholarship),  because  you  can  make  a  major 
university  millions  of  dollars.  The  trade-off 
is  you  have  an  opportunity  to  get  an  educa- 
tion. If  you  don't,  you've  let  them  make 
money  off  you  for  nothing  in  return." 

In  New  Jersey,  145  young  people  were  for- 
tunate enough  to  be  exposed  to  the  hard  re- 
alities of  the  business  side  of  sports  and  to 
receive  sound  advice  in  face-to-face  meet- 
ings with  All-American,  NBA-All  Star, 
Rhodes  Scholar,  World  Championship 
Ring-wearer,  millionaire  Sen.  Bill  Bradley 
and  his  expert  friends  on  becoming  winners, 
like  he  is. 

It  doesn't  take  a  statewide  seminar  or  a 
U.S.  senator.  It  takes  a  realist,  a  community 
leader  who's  a  former  sports  hero,  a  local 
wiruier  with  local  sponsors  to  help,  who 
cares  about  young  people,  to  burst  the  ce- 
lebrity bubble  and  motivate  those  with 
talent  of  any  kind  to  make  the  most  of  the 
opportunities  their  accomplishments  have 
earned  them. 


PARENTS-THE  NATIONAL  LEAD- 
ERS AGAINST  YOUTH  DRUG 
ABUSE 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President, 
during  the  1960"s.  America  witnessed 
the  birth  of  the  drug  scene  on  its  col- 
lege campuses.  Drug  use,  particularly 
marihuana  smoking,  became  linked 
with  opposition  to  the  Vietnam  war 
and  rejection  of  middle-class  morality 
and  values.  The  1970's  saw  drug  use 
spread  from  college  campuses  into 
high  schools  and.  by  the  mid-1970's. 
into  many  of  our  junior  high  and  ele- 
mentary schools. 

In  1976,  a  group  of  Atlanta  parents 
made  a  shocking  discovery:  Their  chil- 
dren, 11  to  14  years  of  age,  were  smok- 
ing marihuana  and  drinking  intoxi- 
cants during  a  backyard  birthday 
party  for  a  12-year-old. 

After  going  through  a  painful  proc- 
ess of  denial,  guilt,  and  accusation,  the 
parents  decided  to  join  together  in  an 
effort  to  understand:  First,  why  their 
children  were  routinely  "getting 
high";  second,  what  the  effects  of  such 
drug  use  might  be;  and  finally,  what 
they  as  parents  should  do  about  it. 

In  their  preliminary  investigation, 
the  parents  learned  several  lessons: 

First,  the  illegal  use  of  drugs  (espe- 
cially marihuana  and  alcohol)  had 
become  accepted  and  "normalized"  be- 
havior for  a  majority  of  adolescents  in 
their  community. 

Second,  the  youngsters  fervently  be- 
lieved in  the  mythology  of  "harmless 
marihuana."  They  viewed  the  herb  as 
a  new  wonder  drug  that  cured  cancer, 
prevented  nearsightedness,  and 
cleaned  tobacco  smoke  out  of  the 
lungs. 

Third,  the  children  had  absorbed  a 
great  deal  of  superficial  rhetoric  con- 
cerning their  "rights"  to  make  their 
own  decisions  about  everything  from 
illegal  drug  use  to  choice  of  school  cur- 
riculum. 

Finally,  the  young  people  chorused 
that  "everybody  smokes  pot,"  that 
drugs  are  everywhere,  and  that  "par- 
tying" is  synonymous  with  "getting 
high." 

It  became  obvious  to  the  parents 
that  they  would  have  to  counter  pow- 
erful peer  and  cultural  forces  if  they 
hoped  to  free  these  children  from 
drug  use  and  prevent  their  younger 
children  from  becoming  involved  with 
drugs. 

The  prevailing  consensus  in  1976 
among  drug  counselors,  psychiatrists, 
and  the  media  was  that  marihuana 
was  a  relatively  benign  substance  and 
that  parents  should  not  hassle  their 
youngsters  for  using  it.  Nonetheless, 
the  Atlanta  parents  chose  to  trust 
their  own  instincts  that  their  children 
were  gradually  deteriorating  in  per- 
sonality, intellectual  functioning,  and 
physical  health  during  their  months 
of  pot  smoking. 


The  parents  decided  to  take  a  strict 
antidrug  position  in  their  own  families 
based  on  the  argument  that  marihua- 
na is  a  health  hazard,  and  that  par- 
ents have  the  right  and  responsibility 
to  protect  their  children's  health. 
They  then  devised  a  common  behavior 
code  of  age-appropriate  privileges, 
limits,  and  responsibilities  for  junior 
high  school  children.  Making  a  mutual 
commitment  to  keep  in  touch,  to  share 
information,  and  to  back  one  another, 
the  parents  implemented  their  plan  to 
counter  the  drug-oriented  peer  pres- 
sure with  stronger  and  better  in- 
formed parental  peer  pressure. 

The  plan  worked.  It  was  not  easy;  it 
was  often  tedious,  frightening,  and 
embarrassing.  But  within  6  months, 
the  parents  knew  that  they  were  once 
again  raising  drug-free  children.  The 
goal  had  been  attained. 

When  parents  in  Naples,  Fla.,  heard 
about  the  parent  groups  forming  in 
Atlanta,  they  decided  to  mount  a  com- 
munity-wide parent  education  project 
in  the  summer  of  1978.  Urging  parents 
to  become  informed  and  to  contact  the 
parents  of  their  children's  friends- 
Naples  Informed  Parents  (NIP)  con- 
tinued to  prove  that  parent  power  can 
indeed  nip  the  marihuana  epidemic  in 
the  bud. 

In  April  1980,  Thomas  Gleaton.  di- 
rector of  the  Georgia  Parents  Re- 
sources Institute  on  Drug  Education 
and  my  friend  Bill  Barton,  founder  of 
Naples  Informed  Parents  formed  the 
National  Federation  of  Parents  for 
Drug-Free  Youth.  Under  the  leader- 
ship of  Bill  Barton,  its  first  president 
and  that  of  Mary  Jacobson— current 
federation  president  and  founder  of 
Omaha's  Pride— the  national  organiza- 
tion now  speaks  for  nearly  3,000 
parent  groups  across  the  Nation. 

By  rebuilding  networks  of  neighbors 
and  extended  families— to  offer  con- 
sistent protection,  guidance,  and  affec- 
tion from  home  to  home— parents 
have  proved  that  they  are  not  helpless 
in  the  face  of  the  biggest  drug  epidem- 
ic in  history.  And  by  showing  the  cour- 
age and  commitment  to  act  as  strong 
parents,  they  can  also  provide  a 
healthy  role  model  for  adolescents 
struggling  through  the  difficult  pas- 
sage to  independent,  mature,  responsi- 
ble, and  proud  young  adulthood. 


SENATOR  BOSCHWITZ  CALLS 
FOR  ENFORCEMENT  OF  ANTI- 
NUCLEAR  PROLIFERATION  LAW 


EXTENSION  OF  ROUTINE 
MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a 
further  period  for  the  transaction  of 
routine  morning  business  to  extend 
not  past  11  a.m.  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  the  major- 
ity leader. 


Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  last  couple  of  days  the  Senate  has 
been  doing  what  it  should  have  been 
doing  a  long  time  ago.  It  has  been  en- 
gaging in  a  vigorous,  thoughtful 
debate  on  the  MX  missile,  the  pros- 
pect of  nuclear  war,  and  what  policies 
this  country  should  adopt  to  avoid  a 
nuclear  war.  This  unfortunately  has 
been  a  one-sided  debate.  The  pro-MX 
forces  have  chosen— so  far  at  least— 
not  to  respond.  But  the  remarkable 
speech  made  last  night  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Delaware,  Sena- 
tor Biden,  joined  by  Senators  Hart, 
MoYNiHAN,  Sarbanes,  Levin,  and 
others  did  credit  to  this  body.  Senator 
Biden  challenged  the  Senate  to  recog- 
nize that  the  MX  decision  is  shoving 
us  onto  a  treadmill  that  will  logically 
lead  the  Russians  to  react  with  more 
intense  testing,  production,  and  de- 
ployment of  nuclear  power,  and  into  a 
more  dangerously  hair-trigger  world  of 
lasers  and  ABM's  and  eventual  catas- 
trophe. 

In  this  morning's  Washington  Post, 
the  article  of  another  Senator,  Rudy 
BoscHWiTZ,  of  Minnesota,  appeared  on 
another  phase  of  the  nuclear  threat 
and  still  another  way  in  which  this  ad- 
ministration seems  to  be  taking  this 
country  toward  nuclear  war.  As  Sena- 
tor BoscHWiTZ  writes,  nuclear  prolif- 
eration is  a  less  publicized  nuclear  war 
potential,  but  in  my  judgment  an  even 
more  likely  source  of  the  beginning  of 
a  nuclear  war  that  could  engulf  the 
world. 

Senator  Boschwitz  discusses  India's 
requests  for  components  for  its  nucle- 
ar reactor.  And  he  flatly  opposes  our 
providing  India,  which  has  not  signed 
the  nuclear  antiproliferation  treaty, 
with  the  reactor  equipment  it  needs. 
As  Senator  Boschwitz  points  out  we 
almost  certainly  cannot  provide  India 
with  the  part  it  seeks  without  violat- 
ing the  1978  Nuclear  Non-Prolifera- 
tion  Act,  which  bans  exports  of  nucle- 
ar material  to  countries  "engaged  in 
activities  *  *  *  having  direct  signifi- 
cance for  the  manufacture  or  acquisi- 
tion of  nuclear  explosive  devices."  Ob- 
viously, the  sale  by  this  country  to 
India  of  reactor  parts  would  be  a 
direct  violation  of  the  law. 

Senator  Boschwitz  has  written  an 
excellent  article  on  an  issue  that  has 
not  received  the  attention  by  the  Con- 
gress that  it  deserves  and  needs.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  article  in 
today's  Washington  Post  entitled 
""Stop  This  Nuclear  Sale,"  by  Senator 
Boschwitz,  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 
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Stop  This  Nucleak  Sale 
(By  Rudy  Boschwitz) 
Although  the  debate  about  strategic  nu- 
clear arms  controls  had  dominated  the  news 
lately,  the  Reagan  administration  now  has 
before  it  a  true  '"test  case"  In  a  less  publi- 
cized area  of  the  nuclear  arms  question— nu- 
clear proliferation.  This  case,  India's  re- 
quest for  reactor  components  for  its  nuclear 
plant  at  Tarapur  (a  city  just  north  of 
Bombay),  is  important  for  two  reasons. 

First  and  foremost,  the  manner  in  which 
the  U.S.  government  responds  to  the  Indian 
request  will  reveal  the  strength  of  our  com- 
mitment to  halting  the  proliferation  of  nu- 
clear weapons.  Second,  this  case  demon- 
strates the  potential  impact  on  U.S.  nonpro- 
liferation  policy  of  the  recent  Supreme 
Court  decision  on  the  legislative  veto. 

India  has  made  an  urgent  request  to  the 
administration  for  component  parts  for  two 
reactors  at  Tarapur  that  have  developed  se- 
rious radiation  leaks.  In  my  opinion,  it  will 
be  difficult  for  the  administration  to  honor 
this  request  without  violating  U.S.  nonpro- 
liferation  law.  This  law,  the  so-called  Nucle- 
ar Non-Proliferation  Act.  passed  by  Con- 
gress in  1978,  contains  a  provision  banning 
exports  of  nuclear  material  to  countries 
"engaged  in  activities  .  .  .  having  direct  sig- 
nificance for  the  manufacture  or  acquisition 
of  nuclear  explosive  devices.  .  .  ."  The  prob- 
lem is  that  there  have  been  strong  hints 
that  India  could  be  preparing  for  a  second 
nuclear  test,  and  Prime  Minister  Indira 
Gandhi  has  in  fact  refused  to  rule  out  fur- 
ther nuclear  testing. 

India  first  exploded  a  nuclear  device  in 
1974,  calling  it  a  "peaceful  nuclear  explo- 
sion."  However,  Pakistan,  with  which  India 
has  been  In  deep  dispute  for  over  three  dec- 
ades, does  not  see  it  quite  that  way.  Many 
proliferation  experts  fear  that  the  Paki- 
stanis are  clandestinely  acquiring  their  own 
bomb-making  capability. 

Under  NNPA.  the  president  may  waive  the 
prohibition  against  nuclear  exports  to  India, 
but  Congress  may  overturn  this  decision  by 
passing  a  concurrent  resolution  within  60 
days  of  his  action.  However,  the  congres- 
sional veto  power  granted  to  Congress  In  the 
NNPA.  and  many  other  laws,  could  now  be 
invalidated  by  the  recent  Supreme  Court 
ruling  against  the  legislative  veto.  The  un- 
certainty here  is  the  breadth  of  the  court's 
decision:  the  case  involved  a  one-house  veto, 
while  the  NNPA  provides  that  both  houses 
of  Congress  must  vote  to  block  a  presiden- 
tial action. 

The  NNPA's  two-house  veto  was  a  useful 
nonproliferation  tool  three  years  ago  when 
Congress  nearly  succeeded  in  blocking  an- 
other ill-advised  nuclear  export  deal  to 
India  by  another  administration.  The  facts 
of  the  case  were  these:  underthe  Nuclear 
Non-Prollferatlon  Treaty  (NPT)  of  1970, 
signed  by  115  nations  Including  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  the  nuclear 
"have  "  nations  agreed  to  supply  the  nuclear 
"have-not "  nations  with  nuclear  technology 
for  peaceful  purposes  in  return  for  a  pledge 
from  the  non-nuclear  states  to  forgo  the  ac- 
quisition of  nuclear  weapons  and  submit  all 
their  nuclear  facilities  to  periodic  Inspec- 
tions by  the  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency,  an  arm  of  the  United  Nations. 
These  Inspections  are  called  full-scope  safe- 
guards. 

Unfortunately,  a  number  of  countries  that 
are  major  proliferation  risks— India.  Paki- 
stan, South  Africa,  Brazil  and  Argentina  to 
name  several— have  not  signed  the  treaty. 


JMI 


20476 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  22,  1983 


July  22,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20477 


In  order  to  exert  pressure  on  these  coun- 
tries to  allow  inspection  of  all  their  facili- 
ties. Congress  passed  the  NNPA.  which.  In 
addition  to  the  provision  previously  men- 
tioned, contains  another  provision  banning 
nuclear  exports  to  countries  that  do  not 
accept  IAEA  safeguards  on  all  their  facili- 
ties. 

In  1980.  President  Carter  wanted  to  con- 
tinue to  supply  nuclear  fuel  to  India  even 
though  the  Indians  do  not  SMxept  full-scope 
LAEA  safeguards.  Carter  exercised  his  au- 
thority to  waive  this  ban  granted  to  him  by 
the  NNPA.  Although  the  House  voted  re- 
soundingly. 298-98.  to  overturn  the  waiver, 
the  Senate  upheld  Carter's  action  in  a  close 
vote.  48-46.  On  this  vote  I  was  pleased  to 
join  forces  with  my  colleague.  Sen.  John 
Glenn,  who  led  the  fight  against  the  fuel 
exports.  Too  bad  we  lost. 

With  our  veto  power  now  in  doubt,  it  is  all 
the  more  important  for  those  of  us  in  Con- 
gress to  speak  out  loudly  and  try  to  influ- 
ence public  opinion  on  the  proliferation 
issue.  Regarding  India's  current  request  for 
reactor  parts,  the  administration  should  not 
provide  India  with  the  parts  it  needs,  nor 
should  it  arrange  for  other  countries  to  do 
so.  Instead,  it  should  try  to  persuade  all  the 
major  nuclear  suppliers— mainly  ourselves 
and  our  European  allies— to  withhold  parts 
from  the  Indians  until  they:  1 )  make  it  clear 
that  they  are  not  planning  another  nuclear 
test  and  2)  accept  full-scope  IAEA  safe- 
guards. If  we  who  are  already  in  the  nuclear 
business,  either  for  civilian  or  military  pur- 
poses, are  really  serious  about  wanting  to 
stop  proliferation,  this  is  the  kind  of  bold, 
forceful  step  that  we  have  no  choice  but  to 
take. 

We  must  recognize  that  what  drives  coun- 
tries like  India  and  Pakistan  to  join  the  nu- 
clear club  is  not  some  perverse  affection  for 
nuclear  weapons  but  a  much  more  human 
emotion— fear.  They  are  afraid  for  their  se- 
curity in  a  hostile  world,  just  as  our  concern 
about  Soviet  military  power  and  our  desire 
to  deter  its  use  against  us  forces  us  to 
deploy  nuclear  weapons.  Therefore,  it  is 
vital  that  we  strengthen  the  international 
nonproliferation  system,  or  regime,  as  it  is 
sometimes  called,  so  that  frightened  coun- 
tries will  come  to  trust  it  as  a  way  of  remov- 
ing the  nuclear  terror. 

On  June  7.  1981,  Israeli  fighter-boml)ers 
executed  the  first  overt  military  attack  in 
history  on  a  nuclear  facility,  destroying 
Iraq's  Osirak  research  reactor.  The  Israelis 
acted  because  they  did  not  trust  the  peawre- 
ful  intentions  of  a  nuclear  program  being 
developed  by  an  uncompromising  enemy 
and  because  they  had  an  equal  distrust  for 
the  international  nonproliferation  regime. 
While  many  expressed  alarm  and  outrage 
that  military  force  was  used  to  resolve  this 
question,  I  think  the  Israelis  did  us  all  a 
favor  by  reminding  us  of  our  responsibility 
to  countries  afraid  of  a  nuclear  threat  from 
hostile  neighbors. 

We  can  exercise  that  responsibility  by 
taking  a  tough  stand  on  the  export  of  com- 
ponent parts  to  India.  If  we  are  not  willing 
to  take  this  type  of  action  both  now  and  in 
the  future,  we  should  not  be  surprised  when 
another  Osirak-style  raid  occurs  by  some 
other  threatened  nation,  or,  worse  still, 
when  one  of  these  countries  actually  uses  a 
nuclear  weapon  against  an  adversary.  We 
have  the  power  to  prevent  these  horrible 
outcomes;  the  question  is.  do  we  have  the 
wlU? 


IGNORING  THE  HOLOCAUST  IN 
SOUTHEAST  ASIA 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  ar- 
ticle II  of  the  International  Conven- 
tion on  Genocide  defines  genocide  as 
'deliberately  inflicting  on  the  group 
conditions  of  life  calculated  to  bring 
about  its  physical  destruction  in  whole 
or  in  part."  The  Nazi  Holocaust  is  the 
most  gruesome  example  of  genocide  in 
the  20  century,  but  similar  govern- 
ment campaigns  in  Kampuchea 
remain  largely  ignored  today. 

In  1975.  following  the  second  Indo- 
china war,  the  Khmer  Rouge,  led  by 
Pol  Pot.  seized  power  in  Kampuchea. 
Within  days  all  the  major  cities  of 
Kampuchea  were  emptied  of  people  in 
a  massive  resettlement  campaign.  The 
government's  purpose  in  evacuating 
the  cities  was  to  turn  the  nation  into  a 
vast  agricultural  camp.  Thousands 
died  during  the  forced  evacuation 
marches  and  more  were  killed  on  the 
road.  The  government-instigated 
transformation  of  Kampuchean  socie- 
ty led  to  mass  starvations  among  the 
former  city  dwellers. 

Along  with  the  relocation  process, 
the  Khmer  Rouge  began  a  campaign 
of  executions  aimed  at  eliminating 
various  population  groups.  Targeted 
first  were  officials  of  the  deposed 
regime.  The  campaign  was  then  broad- 
ened to  include  former  army  personnel 
and  village  leaders.  These  killings  were 
followed  by  executions  of  the  commer- 
cial and  educated  classes  remaining  in 
Kampuchea.  Members  of  religious  and 
ethnic  minorities  were  also  slaugh- 
tered. 

Pol  Pot's  reign  of  terror  lasted  until 
the  Vietnamese  deposed  him  in  1979. 
Unfortunately,  the  destruction  of  the 
Kampuchean  people  has  continued  to 
the  present  day.  The  Vietnamese  occu- 
pation and  settlement  of  Kampuchea 
represents  an  attempt  to  eliminate  a 
national  and  ethnic  identity. 

Charles  Wick.  Director  of  the  U.S. 
Information  Agency,  estimates  that 
one-third  to  one-half  of  the  Kampu- 
chean population  was  eradicated  from 
1975  to  1982.  He  writes: 

Here  were  all  the  ingredients  that  have 
sent  hundreds  of  television  crews  and  thou- 
sands of  reporters  in  search  of  stories  on  the 
international  scene:  The  brutal  repression 
of  human  rights,  invasion  of  national  sover- 
eignty, maiming  and  slaughtering  the  inno- 
cent and  outright  genocide  .  .  .  Yet  there  is 
very  little  network  recognition  of  the  holo- 
caust In  Southeast  Asia. 

Mr.  President,  this  slaughter  goes 
on.  Must  we  sit  idly  by  while  tragedies 
like  this  are  played  out  to  their  end? 
How  can  we  strengthen  our  advocacy 
of  human  rights  to  prevent  future  hol- 
ocausts? 

Charles  Wick  urges  the  media  ta  end 
its  neglect  of  the  Southeast  Asian  hol- 
ocaust. I  urge  the  Senate  to  end  its  34- 
year  neglect  of  the  Genocide  Conven- 
tion. Ratification  of  the  Genocide 
Convention  would  enable  us  to  speak 


out  forcefully  against  repressive  soci- 
eties. We  would  no  longer  be  labeled 
hypocrites  in  international  forums 
when  we  level  charges  against  human 
rights  violators. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  this 
treaty  their  immediate  consideration. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-S.  675 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  hope 
and  trust  that  we  are  about  to  realize 
a  happy  moment  in  the  present  delib- 
erations of  the  Senate.  For  a  long  time 
now  there  have  been  intensive  negotia- 
tions underway  attempting  to  provide 
for  the  consideration  of  the  remainder 
of  this  bill  and  time  for  final  passage. 

Mr.  F»resident,  I  would  like  to  state 
now  a  unanimous-consent  request  for 
the  consideration  of  the  minority 
leader,  for  the  managers  of  the  bill, 
the  principal  sponsors  of  amendments, 
and  other  Senators.  I  see  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  is  here,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Jackson),  the 
chairman  of  the  committee.  Senator 
Warner,  Senator  Stennis,  Senator  An- 
drews, and  a  number  of  others.  I  am 
sure,  are  within  earshot.  A  great 
number  of  Senators  have  been  con- 
sulted on  this.  I  will  now  put  the  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  when  the  Senate  resumes 
the  Department  of  Defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  today,  the  only  amendments 
to  be  in  order  be  an  amendment  to  be 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Montana 
(Mr.  Melcher)  and  an  amendment  to 
be  offered  by  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd). 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  on  the  Melcher  amendment,  that 
there  be  a  time  limitation  of  90  min- 
utes, to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
(Mr.  Melcher)  or  their  designees. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
following  the  conclusion  or  yielding 
back  of  time  on  the  Melcher  amend- 
ment today,  the  amendment  be  laid 
aside  to  reoccur  on  Monday,  July  25, 
at  5:10  p.m..  and  at  that  time  there  be 
20  minutes  on  the  amendment,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  the  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  and 
the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Mel- 
cher), or  their  designees,  and  that  fol- 
lowing the  debate  on  the  Melcher 
amendment  the  Senate  proceed  to 
vote  in  relation  to  the  Melcher  amend- 
ment. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  when  the  Senate  completes  its 
business  today,  it  stand  in  adjourn- 
ment until  12  noon  on  Monday,  July 
25. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  resume  S.  675  at  1  p.m.  on 
Monday,  July  25. 


I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
during  the  Senate's  consideration  of  S. 
675  on  Monday  and  Tuesday  only  the 
following  amendments  be  in  order, 
with  the  exception  of  the  Melcher 
amendment  listed  earlier,  and  that  the 
amendments  listed  below  not  be  sub- 
ject to  a  motion  to  table: 

First.  An  amendment  dealing  with 
transfer; 

Second.  An  amendment  dealing  with 
Presidential  certification; 

Third.  An  amendment  dealing  with 
Presidential  certification;  and 

Fourth.  An  amendment  dealing  with 
deleting  of  funds  for  MX. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  on  the  above-mentioned  amend- 
ments there  be  a  time  limitation  on 
each  of  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  the  chairman  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  and  the  mover  of 
the  amendment,  or  their  designees. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
there  be  2  hours  on  the  bill,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders,  or  their  desig- 
nees. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  when  the  Senate  completes  its 
business  on  Monday,  it  stand  in  recess 
until  9:30  on  Tuesday,  July  26. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  stand  in  recess  between  the 
hours  of  12  noon  and  2  p.m.  on  Tues- 
day. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  pending  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Tower)  and  the  amendment  in  the 
second  degree  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  (Mr.  Warner)  be  consid- 
ered withdrawn. 

Finally,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  vote  occur  on  the  committee 
substitute,  as  amended,  at  no  later 
than  9  p.m.  on  Tuesday,  and  a  vote 
occur  immediately  on  final  passage  of 
S.  675,  following  the  vote  on  the  com- 
mittee substitute  and  that  paragraph 
4  of  rule  XII  be  waived. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  the  cloture  votes  that  would 
occur  today  and  subsequent  cloture 
votes  which  would  occur  on  the  next 
calendar  day  be  vitiated. 

Mr.  President,  I  further  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
has  completed  its  consideration  of  S. 
675,  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
be  discharged  from  H.R.  2972.  the 
Military  Construction  Authorization 
Act  of  1984,  and  that  the  language  of 
title  II  of  S.  675,  as  amended,  be  sub- 
stituted therefor,  and  H.R.  2972  as  so 
amended  be  deemed  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  that  the  Senate  insist  on 
its  amendments  and  request  a  confer- 
ence with  the  House  on  the  disagree- 
ing votes  of  the  two  Houses,  and  the 
Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint  confer- 
ees on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

I  ask  also  unanimous  consent  that 
following  this  action  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  be  discharged  from 


S.  1107,  the  Department  of  Energy 
and  National  Security  Programs  Au- 
thorization Act  for  fiscal  year  1984 
and  fiscal  year  1985  and  that  the  lan- 
guage of  title  III  of  S.  675,  as  amend- 
ed, be  substituted  therefor  and  that  S. 
1107  as  so  amended  be  deemed  as 
passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  President,  with  reference 
to  an  amendment  by  me,  I  may  or  may 
not  call  up  such  an  amendment.  I  ask 
the  majority  leader  to  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Chair  recognized  the  minority  leader 
for  the  purpose  of  reserving  his  right 
to  object,  and  while  the  minority 
leader  considers  a  document  before 
him,  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from 
Washington  wishes  me  to  yield  to  him. 
Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
have  one  question  for  the  majority 
leader. 

I  assume,  as  has  been  the  case  in 
general,  that  technical  amendments 
would  be  in  order,  because  on  amend- 
ments that  we  might  be  voting  on 
could  come  an  additional  requirement 
in  the  nature  of  a  technical  amend- 
ment. But  in  the  management  of  the 
bill,  the  manager  has  a  problem  in 
trying  to  reconcile  all  the  amendments 
as  we  get  ready  for  final  passage.  It 
should  be  made  clear  that  it  is  techni- 
cal amendments  in  the  tradition  of  the 
Senate  and  not  substantive  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Technical  and  con- 
forming amendments. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  say,  in  reply  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington,  that  he  is 
absolutely  correct,  and  perhaps  I 
should  change  the  request  to  provide 
that  since  no  amendments  are  in  order 
except  those  listed,  that  would  include 
technical  amendments  as  they  may  be 
agreed  to  by  the  two  managers. 

I  add  that  to  the  request,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  majority  leader  that 
at  the  time  the  majority  leader  made 
his  tmanimous-consent  request,  the 
Chair  did  not  hear  any  reservation  of 
objection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
say  that  this  is  a  matter  of  such  delica- 
cy that  if  the  request  has  been  grant- 
ed, it  be  vitiated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Now,  Mr.  President.  I 
reput  the  request.  I  should  like  to  in- 
clude in  the  request  technical  and  con- 
forming amendments  as  agreed  to  by 
the  two  managers. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  have  no 
problem  with  that,  so  long  as  they  are 
indeed  technical. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  two 
managers.  Senator  Tower  and  Senator 
Jackson,  must  sign  off  on  them,  under 
this  order,  before  they  qualify.  I  be- 
lieve those  have  been  prepared  and  ac- 
tually exist.  I  believe  they  are  ready.  I 
do  not  believe  there  is  any  problem 
with  that. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  In  clearing  this  re- 
quest, was  any  consideration  given  to 
the  possibility  of  allowing  committees 
to  meet  vmtil  12  noon  on  Tuesday 
next? 

Mr.  BAKER.  No,  it  was  not,  but  I  am 
about  to  do  so.  I  can  tell  the  Senator 
that  I  will  be  glad  to  pursue  that  and 
see  if  we  can  work  it  out. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  we  have  a  markup  scheduled  in 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources,  and  a  meeting  is  scheduled 
for  10  a.m.  This  would  attenuate  our 
meeting,  without  consent,  by  a  half 
hour.  I  hope  Members  will  not  object 
to  our  being  permitted  to  meet  until 
12  noon  on  Tuesday  next. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Let  me  see  if  I  can 
work  that  out. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorvim. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  wish  me  to 
yield  to  him? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  President,  just  for  clarification, 
the  rather  delicate  proceedings  that 
have  been  going  forward  indicate  a 
rollcall  vote  on  the  measure  not  later 
than  what  time  on  Tuesday  evening? 
Mr.  BAKER.  9  p.m. 
Mr.  EXON.  Under  the  proposal  that 
is  about  to  be  advanced  by  the  majori- 
ty leader,  I  understand  that  there 
could  be  rollcall  votes  on  some  matters 
sometime  during  this  day,  Friday.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  do  not  anticipate 
that.  The  order  does  not  prohibit  roll- 
call votes  today,  but  the  Melcher 
amendment,  which  will  be  offered,  will 
be  temporarily  laid  aside  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  the  pending  business  to  5:10 
p.in.  on  Monday.  So  that  vote  will  not 
occur.  The  Byrd  amendment  may  or 
may  not  be  offered.  So  if  this  agree- 
ment is  reached,  there  will  not  be  any 
roUcall  votes  today. 

Of  course,  these  requests  also  ex- 
clude—by practice,  they  exclude— pro- 
cedural votes,  such  as  a  motion  to  in- 
struct the  Sergeant  at  Arms,  which  I 
do  not  anticipate,  or  matters  of  that 
sort. 

The  best  answer  to  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  is  that  I  do  not  anticipate 
any  votes  today,  il  this  agreement  is 
entered  into. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Let  me  extend  that  to  Monday.  I  be- 
lieve Senators  here  are  prepared  to 
vote  today  if  a  rollcall  vote  is  neces- 
sary, unexpected  as  that  might  be,  as 
the  majority  leader  has  stated.  I 
assume,  therefore,  that  the  majority 
leader  assumes  that  there  will  be  no 
rollcall  votes  on  Monday  prior  to  5:30 
p.m.,  as  seemingly  agreed  to  with 
regard  to  the  Melcher  amendment.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  think  that  is  true. 
There  is  no  actual  agreement  on  that, 
because  we  never  know  what  procedur- 
al votes  may  be  necessary.  But  only 
MX  votes  and  the  Melcher  amend- 
ment would  be  available  on  Monday, 
under  this  order.  I  do  not  think  there 
are  going  to  be  any  votes  before  5:30 
p.m. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  do  not  wish  to  compli- 
cate the  difficult  job  of  the  majority 
leader.  This  might  be  in  the  interest  of 
all  Members  of  the  Senate  with  regard 
to  Monday.  I  ask  if  it  could  be  incorpo- 
rated into  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  that  any  rollcall  votes  or- 
dered during  the  debate  on  Monday  be 
stacked  after  the  agreed-to  rollcall 
vote  at  5:30  p.m.  on  the  Melcher 
amendment,  so  that  we  could  protect 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  from  any 
unanticipated  rollcall  votes  during  the 
day  on  Monday,  preceding  the  sched- 
uled vote  on  the  Melcher  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  take  this  occasion 
during  a  lull  in  the  proceedings  to 
state  that  the  intent  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  is  to  simply  allow  a 
rollcall  vote  anytime  on  this  day 
Friday,  anytime  on  Tuesday  next  all 
day  long  while  the  Senate  is  in  session 
up  until  9  p.m.  when  we  assume  that 
the  final  vote  will  be  held  on  the  con- 
troversy before  us,  but  it  would  simply 
say  that  we  would  not  have  rollcall 
votes  before  5:30  p.m.  and  if  anything 
during  the  day  Monday  requires  a  roll- 
call vote  the  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment be  so  proposed  that  the  votes 
would  be  stacked  at  that  time. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  stacking 
votes  puts  me  off  a  little,  as  the  Sena- 
tor knows,  because  it  creates  so  many 
problems  and  sometimes  distortions. 
We  may  debate  all  day  long  and  end 
up  with  a  series  of  votes  without  any 


time  for  Senators  to  really  talk  about 
what  the  essence  of  the  subject  may 
be. 

But  my  policy  in  the  past  for  the 
past  several  weeks  has  been  that  I  will 
reluctantly  agree  to  stack  votes  I  guess 
during  the  day,  but  I  will  not  agree  to 
put  it  over  to  the  next  day. 

This  falls  within  that,  and  if  the 
Senator  wants  me  to,  I  will  do  that, 
but  let  me  put  it  in  this  form. 

Mr.  President,  I  modify  the  unani- 
mous-consent request  so  that  any  roll- 
call votes  ordered  prior  to  the  hour  of 
5:30  p.m.  on  Monday  next  will  not 
occur  until  after  the  disposition  of  the 
Melcher  amendment,  excepting,  of 
course,  procedural  votes,  which  shall 
include,  among  others,  motions  to  re- 
consider a  vote,  motions  to  table,  mo- 
tions to  reconsider,  or  instructions  to 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  with  respect  to 
the  attendance  of  Senators. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  will  the  majority 
leader  momentarily  withdraw  his  first 
request  so  that  we  do  not  have  two  re- 
quests pending. 

Mr.  BAKER.  This  is  a  modification. 
It  would  be  included  in  that  request. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  see. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  request  has  still 
not  been  granted.  I  say,  but  I  now 
modify  the  request  to  include  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
sure. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  withhold? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  am  glad  to  withhold. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  I  have  to  do  this  because  of  the 
cloture  vote  that  is  going  to  occur  at 
11  a.m.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  time  for  the  cloture  vote  be  ex- 
tended by  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  reserving  the  right 
to  object,  so  I  might  engage  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Colorado  in  a 
brief  colloquy. 

The  amendments  described  in  the 
consent  agreement  propounded  by  the 
majority  leader  would  include  only 
those  seven  amendments  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  has  submitted  to 
be  voted  on. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  from  Texas 
is  correct. 

Mr.  TOWER.  And  that  is  under- 
stood. We  do  not  need  to  make  it  part 
of  the  consent  agreement,  but  I  think 
we  will  make  a  little  legislative  history 
on  the  agreement,  that  only  those 
seven  amendments  which  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  and  I  have  will  be  eligi- 
ble. 

Mr.  HART.  Only  those  seven  would 
be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  group  of 
no  more  than  four  covered  by  the  con- 
sent agreement. 


Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Further  reserving  the  right  to 
object,  could  I  inquire  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  the  nature  of  the 
amendment  that  he  intends  to  offer 
that  is  included  in  the  consent  agree- 
ment? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  do  not  intend  to  offer 
an  amendment.  I  had  earlier  thought  I 
might,  but  I  have  found  in  discussion 
that  the  amendment  I  was  interested 
in  has  probably  been  included  in  the 
others. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
minority  leader  permit  me  to  modify 
the  request  further  by  striking  the 
Byrd  amendment? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Yes. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  so  modify  the  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  majority  leader  and  minority 
leader  for  their  consideration  and  as  I 
understood  the  latest  change  I  agree 
to  it  and  do  not  object. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
two  matters  in  the  request  which 
lately  caught  my  attention.  I  thor- 
oughly examined  them  and  I  have  no 
problem.  I.  therefore,  have  no  objec- 
tion. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  just  one 
moment,  if  the  Chair  will  indulge  me. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  text  of  the  agreement  follows: 

Ordered,  That  on  Monday.  July  25.  1983. 
at  the  hour  of  1:00  p.m..  the  Senate  resume 
consideration  of  the  unfinished  business.  S. 
675  (Order  No.  278).  the  Omnibus  Defense 
Authorization  bill. 

Ordered  further.  That  at  5:10  p.m.  on 
Monday.  July  25.  1983.  the  Senate  resume 
consideration  of  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  (Mr.  Melcher),  on 
which  there  shall  be  20  minutes  debate,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Melcher)  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower),  or 
their  designees,  with  a  vote  in  relation 
thereto  to  follow. 

Ordered  further.  That  any  rollcall  votes, 
except  procedural  votes,  which  are  ordered 
on  Monday,  shall  occur  after  the  disposition 
of  the  Melcher  amendment. 

Ordered  further,  That  on  Monday,  July  25, 
and  Tuesday.  July  26.  1983.  the  only  other 
amendments  to  be  in  order  are  the  following 
amendments,  with  the  time  for  debate  on 
each  of  the  first  four  amendments  to  be  lim- 
ited to  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders  or  their  designees,  and  with  none  of 
these  amendments  to  be  subject  to  a  motion 
to  table: 

1.  An  amendment  dealing  with  transfer 

2.  An  amendment  dealing  with  Presiden- 
tial certification 

3.  An  amendment  dealing  with  Presiden- 
tial certification 


4.  An  amendment  dealing  with  deleting  of 
funds  for  MX 

5.  Technical  and  conforming  amendments 
agreeable  to  the  two  managers. 

Ordered  further.  That  the  Senate  shall 
stand  in  recess  from  the  hours  of  12  noon  to 
2  p.m.  on  Tuesday.  July  26,  1983. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
final  passage  of  the  bill  there  be  2  hours,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  ma- 
jority and  minority  leaders,  or  their  desig- 
nees. 

Ordered  further.  That  no  later  than  9  p.m. 
on  Tuesday.  July  26,  1983,  a  vote  occur  on 
the  committee  substitute,  as  amended,  to  be 
followed  immediately  by  a  vote  on  final  pas- 
sage of  S.  675. 

Ordered  further.  That  upon  the  disposi- 
tion of  S.  675,  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  be  discharged  from  the  further 
consideration  of  H.R.  2972,  and  that  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  be  deemed  strick- 
en, and  the  language  of  title  2  of  S.  675,  as 
amended,  by  deemed  inserted  in  lieu  there- 
of, and  that  the  bill  as  amended  be  deemed 
to  have  been  read  a  third  time  and  passed, 
and  that  the  Senate  be  deemed  to  have  in- 
sisted on  its  amendment,  requested  a  confer- 
ence with  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses,  and 
that  the  Chair  be  deemed  as  authorized  to 
appoint  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
Ordered  further.  That  following  the  ap- 
pointment of  said  conferees,  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  be  deemed  to  have  been 
discharged  from  further  consideration  of  S. 
1107,  and  that  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
of  that  bill  be  deemed  to  have  been  stricken, 
and  the  language  of  title  3  of  S.  675,  as 
amended,  be  inserted  in  lieu  thereof,  and 
that  the  bill  be  deemed  to  have  been  read  a 
third  time  and  passed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  net 
effect  of  the  granting  of  this  request  is 
to  provide  a  time  certain  for  the  pas- 
sage of  this  bill. 

I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity,  first, 
of  course,  to  thank  the  minority  leader 
for  his  good  efforts  as  usual  in  trying 
to  reconcile  the  controversy  on  his 
side  of  the  aisle  as  I  have  tried  on 
mine  and  to  bring  us  to  this  point. 

He  has  done  his  usual  exceptional 
job  in  that  respect,  and  I  am  personal- 
ly grateful  to  the  Senator  from  Texas, 
the  Senator  from  Colorado,  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington.  They  rep- 
resent points  of  view  that  have  been 
expressed  energetically  and  enthusi- 
astically and  often  in  outright  contro- 
versy, but  they  have  done  so  in  an  ef- 
fective way  and  having  dealt  with 
issues  on  a  good  basis  we  are  now  in  a 
position  to  address  the  final  passage  of 
this  measure  and  all  of  the  reasonable 
components  therein. 

For  those  Senators  who  are  not  of- 
fering amendments,  and  there  are  a 
great  number  who  are  not  offering 
amendments,  I  thank  them  for  for- 
bearing to  do  so  and  assure  them  that 
I  will  give  them  an  opportunity,  to  the 
extent  that  I  can  do  that,  to  address 
their  issues  as  they  may  need  to  do  so 
on  other  measures  and  at  other  times. 
Mr.  President,  it  is  a  tribute  to  the 
sense  of  responsibility  of  the  Senate 
that  this  agreement  has  been  entered 
into,  and  I  thank  all  Senators. 


Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
majority  leader  yield? 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield. 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
think  I  have  seen  a  better  demonstra- 
tion of  conciliatory  attitudes  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  among  Mr.  Tower, 
Mr.  Jackson,  and  others.  I  do  not 
think  I  have  ever  seen  a  better  atti- 
tude in  that  regard  than  we  have  seen 
here  because  I  think  all  sides  gave  up 
something  in  order  to  achieve  an 
agreement. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  abso- 
lutely agree. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  the  distinguished  majority  and 
minority  leaders,  and  others,  in  com- 
mending the  principals  here  for  effect- 
ing this  agreement  and  allowing  the 
will  of  the  Senate  to  proceed  on  the 
MX  issues  and  defense  authorization 
bill. 

At  times  the  debate  was  somewhat 
heated.  At  times  it  may  have  bordered 
on  what  appeared  to  be  a  personal 
attack.  None  was  ever  intended  by  me. 
If  a  Member  interpreted  my  remarks 
as  being  personal,  I  tender  an  apology. 
I  am  delighted  the  Senate  will  proceed 
with  its  business. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  clo- 
ture vote  has  been  vitiated.  All  of  the 
cloture  votes  have  been  vitiated.  The 
time  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  has  expired.  I  be- 
lieve the  Senate  is  prepared  now  to 
resume  consideration  of  S.  675. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Nebraska  is  pleased  that  an 
agreement  has  been  reached  finally 
for  the  up-or-down  vote  in  the  Senate 
on  the  MX  missile  as  it  is  addressed  in 
the  defense  autorization  bill.  It  is  well 
known  that  this  Senator  is  a  strong 
proponent  and  advocate  of  a  strong 
military  posture  and  has  been  one  of 
the  leaders  on  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  in  the  rebuilding  of  our 
strength  in  all  areas. 

It  is  also  well  known  that  this  Sena- 
tor has  opposed  vigorously  this  one  de- 
fense initiative  with  regard  to  the  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  in  vulnerable 
holes.  That,  in  my  opinion,  makes  this 
$20  billion  package  a  waste  of  taxpay- 
ers' money,  providing  little,  if  any,  na- 
tional security  enhancement  and 
thereby  robbing  money  from  other 
elements  of  our  national  defense  needs 
that  could  measurably  increase  our 
overall  defense  posture  as  we  face  the 
continuing  threat  from  the  Soviet 
Union. 

It  is  apparent  to  all  that  the  go- 
ahead  on  the  MX  decision  has  been 
made  by  the  House  and  by  the  Senate, 
what  I  believe  to  be  a  very  wrong,  very 
expensive,  and  very  unproductive  deci- 
sion with  regard  to  national  defense 
has  been  made  and  further  delays  in 
allowing  that  major  mistake  to  be  per- 
petrated serve  no  useful  purpose,  be- 
cause the  majority  opinion  has  been 


locked  in  and  will  prevail  under  our 
system,  as  it  should. 

Of  course,  that  does  not  make  it  a 
right  or  a  wise  decision,  in  my  opinion. 
History  will  show  that  many  wrong  de- 
cisions have  been  made  by  the  majori- 
ty. Further  delay  under  such  circum- 
stances only  further  diminishes  the  al- 
ready slim  chances  that  this  wrong 
MX  decision  can  be  in  any  way  helpful 
to  the  United  States  and  the  free 
world. 

That  is  why,  and  the  record  will 
show  this  clearly,  this  Senator,  al- 
though firmly  opposed  to  what  I  be- 
lieve to  be  an  ill-founded  logic  for  pro- 
ceeding with  MX  deployment  in  ad- 
mittedly vulnerable  silos,  has  not  pre- 
viously addressed  the  Senate  on  this 
phase  of  the  measure  before  us.  I  am 
doing  so  now  only  after  time  agree- 
ments have  been  entered  into  that 
foreclose  the  possibility  of  mesmlng- 
less  delay  of  the  inevitable.  That  is 
why  I  voted  yesterday  for  cloture, 
which  would  have  ended  debate  and 
forced  an  up-or-down  majority  vote  on 
this  issue,  the  outcome  of  which  is 
known  as  surely  as  night  will  come  In 
a  few  hours  today. 

Congress  Is  bound  and  determined  to 
make  a  major  mistake,  as  it  clearly  is. 
In  my  opinion,  in  this  Instance.  The 
sooner  we  do  it.  the  better,  so  as  to  get 
on  to  more  productive  efforts. 

The  MX  controversy  has  deeply  di- 
vided people  of  goodwill  and  usually 
sound  judgment.  I  congratulate  my 
many  friends  and  colleagues  on  the 
opposite  side  of  this  issue  for  their 
diligence,  even  though  I  perceive  them 
to  be  in  error.  I  hope  it  will  be  shown 
eventually  that  they  were  right  and  I 
was  wrong. 

God  placed  no  special  wisdom.  I  sus- 
pect, in  those  of  us  who  serve  here, 
but  he  did  give  us  minds  to  employ  in 
an  effort  to  solve  problems  and  reach 
decisions. 

There  must  be  a  special  place  in  hell, 
though,  I  suspect,  for  those  who  serve 
in  public  life  who  cannot  make  up 
their  minds  when  they  have  to  and 
who  take  stands  that  vacillate  all  over 
the  landscape.  In  the  end,  you  have  to 
make  a  decision.  In  the  end,  you 
cannot  have  it  both  ways.  I  submit 
that  vacillation  is  not  an  important  in- 
gredient of  virtue. 

On  the  day  before  yesterday,  the 
House  again  voted  no  on  the  MX  in 
vulnerable  silos.  Yesterday,  many  of 
the  leaders  in  that  successful  effort 
for  the  MX— I  might  say  terribly  mis- 
named the  "Peacekeeper"— vacillated 
once  again.  You  see,  they  are  kind  of 
for  it,  but  they  are  kind  of  agalr\st  it. 
They  think  a  few  "peacekeepers" 
might  keep  the  peace,  but  six  or  seven 
more  "peacekeepers"  might  not. 

If  the  "peacekeeper"  is  good  for 
peace,  the  more  the  merrier,  I  say.  and 
the  sooner  we  get  on  with  it,  the 
better.  They  cannot  have  it  both  ways. 
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regardless  of  how  they  try,  and  no 
amount  of  posturing,  however  well  in- 
tentioned  it  is,  can  be  described  nor 
understood  as  anything  but  indecision 
on  such  a  critical  issue  at  this  late 
hour  and  this  late  date. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  decisionmaking 
time.  Let  us  be  counted  for  or  against 
and  not  maybe. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
be  recognized  for  a  moment  to  compli- 
ment the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  who 
has  just  spoken.  He  is  a  Senator  who 
practices  what  he  preaches,  and  al- 
though he  and  I  may  or  may  not  see 
eye  to  eye  on  this  measure,  I  have 
watched  him  during  his  service  in  the 
Senate.  I  have  the  highest  admiration 
for  him.  He  is  a  man  of  courage,  he  is 
a  man  of  commonsense,  and  he  exer- 
cises it.  He  is  certainly  not  one  who 
vacillates,  and  he  has  that  faculty  of 
being  independently  thoughtful  and 
he  demonstrates  intellectual  honesty. 

From  time  to  time,  he  stands  up  in 
my  caucus  and  takes  a  viewpoint  that 
differs  from  the  majority  of  the 
caucus,  speaks  a  viewpoint  that  differs 
from  my  own  on  occasion,  but  I 
admire  him  for  that.  He  does  not 
ruffle  feathers  and  he  does  not  offend 
his  colleagues  when  he  differs  with 
them.  He  is  simply  straightforward, 
and  you  know  where  he  stands.  When 
he  says  he  is  for  this  and  against  that 
or  for  that  and  against  this,  whatever 
it  may  be,  one  does  not  have  to  go 
back  and  check  the  second  time. 

He  speaks  out,  and  I  dare  say  he 
enjoys  the  respect  of  all  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  He  is  a  Senator 
who  stands  out  in  many  ways.  He  typi- 
fies a  strength  of  conviction.  He  is  one 
who  does  his  homework,  studies  mat- 
ters carefully,  and  exercises  his  own 
will.  He  reaches  his  conclusions  ana- 
lytically. And  I  want  to  say,  as  the 
elected  leader  of  the  party  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle,  I  not  only  listen  to  him 
for  advice,  I  also  seek  it  out,  and  I 
always  feel  that  his  statements  are  not 
made  off  the  top  of  his  head  but  they 
come  from  the  heart.  They  are 
thoughtful  and  reflective.  I  compli- 
ment him.  He  is  certainly  an  inspira- 
tion to  this  Senator. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  minority  leader 
yield  for  just  a  moment? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Yes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  very  much  my 
friend  and  colleague  from  West  Vir- 
ginia for  those  kind  statements.  I  take 
them  all  to  heart  very  well.  The  thing 
that  I  appreciated  most  the  Senator 
saying  is  that  I  am  independent.  I  am 
independent  in  the  sense  of  trying  to 
speak  out  on  the  issues  to  give  a  per- 
spective sometimes  that  may  not  be 
fuUy  understood  by  my  colleagues. 
But  we  in  Nebraska  are  independent 
by  nature.  That  is  the  nicest  thing  the 
Senator  said,  and  I  appreciate  his  com- 
ments. 


Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senator  is  a  rugged 
individualist,  and  sometimes  I  fear 
there  are  fewer  and  fewer  of  such  per- 
sons around. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  morning  business?  If 
not,  morning  business  is  closed. 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  pending  business. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance.  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  all 
amendments  to  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill,  S.  675,  have  now  been  fore- 
closed. So  none  can  be  considered 
today  or  hereafter,  except  those 
named  in  the  consent  agreement. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr. 
Melcher)  had  requested  that  the  time 
start  running  on  his  amendment  today 
and  wanted  to  debate.  I  see  he  is  not 
in  the  Chamber. 

I.  therefore,  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorimi. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
RuDBtAN).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  just 
consumed  by  the  quorum  call  be 
charged  to  my  time  on  the  Melcher 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
consumed  be  charged  equally  to  both 
sides  on  the  Melcher  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

On  whose  time  does  the  Senator 
seek  recognition? 


Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  we 
do  not  have  a  quarrel  about  the  time 
here  on  the  amendment.  The  Senator 
from  Montana  is  on  his  way.  He  is  get- 
ting his  papers  together.  He  is  not 
dilatorily  delaying.  He  is  coming  over. 
He  will  be  here  shortly.  We  checked 
on  this. 

Would  the  distinguished  manager 
not  allow 

Mr.  TOWER.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield,  I  will  simply  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  time  consumed  by  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  not  be 
charged  to  any  side. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  is  the  time  on  the 
quorum  we  are  talking  about.  I  would 
not  want  any  of  the  45  minutes  that 
are  allotted  to  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana to  have  been  consumed  until  he 
gets  here.  He  is  on  his  way. 

Is  that  agreeable  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Texas? 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  agreeable. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  the  time  be 
charged  to  neither  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  be 
charged  to  neither  side  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  208« 

(Purpose:  To  transfer  sufficient  funds  from 
recruiting  activities  to  provide  a  4  percent 
COLA  increase  for  military  personnel  of 
grade  EI  with  less  than  four  months 
service) 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk.  I  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Montana   (Mr.    Mel- 
cher)   proposes   an   amendment   numbered 
2086. 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  bill,  compensation  for  all  mili- 
tary personnel  grade  E-1  shall  be  increased 
4  percent  at  the  same  time  as  pay  adjust- 
ments for  grades  E-2  and  E-3.  Provided  fur- 
ther. The  amount  authorized  for  DOD  re- 
cruiting activities  may  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  sufficient  to  provide  the  4  percent 
increase  for  military  personnel  E-1  with  less 
than  4  months  active  duty. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President.  I 
view  the  amendment  I  am  offering  as 
an  amendment  of  great  significance.  It 
gives  pay  adjustments  for  E-l's— that 
is    the    lowest    rank    in    the    Armed 


Forces— for  the  coming  year.  I  view 
this  amendment  as  being  directed  at 
our  policy  on  how  we  regard,  how  we 
treat,  how  we  pay,  and  how  we  give 
recognition  to  all  the  members,  both 
men  and  women,  of  our  armed  serv- 
ices. That  is  just  what  is  is.  It  is  service 
to  us  and  to  all  the  United  States  and 
to  all  of  our  allies.  That  is  what  they 
provide  for  us.  They  provide  for  all  of 
us  our  capability  for  national  defense. 
The  significance  of  my  amendment, 
which  only  involves  $13  or  $14  million 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  is  that,  de- 
spite that  small  amount,  it  is,  never- 
theless, a  gage  of  whether  we  truly 
hold  military  personnel  in  high  regard 
and  have  a  concern  that  our  policy  re- 
flect that  high  regard. 

The  television  advertising  for  pur- 
poses of  recruiting  young  people,  both 
men  and  women,  to  volunteer  for  the 
Armed  Forces  has  a  good  jingle  using 
the  phrase,  "Army,  Navy.  Air  Force. 
Marines."  Those  30-second  ads  on  na- 
tional television,  along  with  other 
media  advertising  costs,  amounted  to 
$126  million  for  fiscal  year  1982  and 
will  reach  or  exceed  $130  million  in 
this  current  fiscal  year.  That  advertis- 
ing undoubtedly  contributes  to  the  en- 
listment rates  for  each  branch  of  the 
Armed  Forces  for  meeting  the  neces- 
sary goals  of  each  of  the  Armed  Forces 
for  levels  of  personnel.  So,  now  that 
the  volunteer  system  is  providing  us 
with  all  of  the  necessary  young  people 
to  meet  our  needs,  up  pops  the  idea  so 
prevalent  a  few  years  ago  and  often  in 
our  history  that  we  do  not  need  to  pay 
the  troops  as  much  as  we  are  now 
paying  them. 

I  am  not  indicating  here,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  anybody  has  suggested  in 
this  bill  that  we  pay  them  less.  I  make 
my  point  on  what  the  direction  is.  A 
few  years  ago.  we  found  that  the  pay 
levels  were  counterproductive,  so  we 
made  some  corrections.  Now.  in  the 
report  on  this  bill,  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee  advises  us  that 
there  will  be  a  study  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  determine  whether 
the  levels  to  date  of  our  lowest  enlist- 
ed grades  should  be  held  at  the 
present  level,  meaning  they  should 
continue  to  have  adjustments  when 
adjustments  are  made.  Some  have  rec- 
ommended that  they  are  too  high 
right  now.  Some  have  said  that  if  they 
were  increased,  we  would  be  returning 
to  what  has  been  called  "compression 
of  pay,"  which  has  proven  disadvanta- 
geous to  retain  the  middle  grade  non- 
commissioned officers,  what  I  call  the 
sergeants. 

That  judgment  is  in  error.  The  con- 
trary is  the  case.  Let  me  cite  the  facts 
and  figures.  In  1972,  the  last  year  of 
the  draft,  the  last  year  before  the  all- 
volunteer  service,  E-l's  were  paid 
$307.20  per  month;  E-5's  were  paid 
$488.10;  E-8's  were  paid  $766.50. 

In  each  of  these  grades,  the  pay  for 
E-l's  and  E-2's  is  constant,  no  matter 


how  long  they  are  in  the  service.  But 
for  the  grades  above  that,  if  they  are 
in  the  service  a  certain  number  of 
years,  it  is  a  different  paycheck.  The 
figures  I  have  cited  for  E-5's  and  E-8's 
are  for  what  would  be  the  usual  length 
of  time  to  become  an  E-5  or  an  E-8. 

For  officers,  I  use  just  two  examples. 
0-5  is  a  lieutenant  colonel.  They  were 
paid,  in  the  bracket  of  time  it  usually 
takes  to  make  lieutenant,  $1,198.80  per 
month.  O-lO's,  the  four-star  general, 
in  the  usual  time  it  takes  to  make  a 
four-star  general,  is  $2,794.80  per 
month. 

Here  is  where  we  are  right  now.  Cur- 
rently, the  E-1  pay  level  is  86  percent 
greater  than  that  last  year  of  the 
draft.  That  is  where  they  are  right 
now.  Taking  the  E-5's  in  the  same 
comparable  brackets— that  is,  the 
number  of  years  in  service  the  one  E-5 
would  have— their  pay  has  been  in- 
creased 98  percent. 

The  pay  of  E-8's  has  increased  97 
percent. 

The  pay  of  O-5's  has  increased  94 
percent. 

The  pay  of  O-lO's  has  increased  94 
percent. 

Where  is  the  compression,  then?  For 
the  E-l's.  They  are  a  little  bit  lower, 
some  12  percent  lower  than  the  E-5's, 
some  11  percent  lower  than  the  per- 
centage of  pay  of  the  E-8.  So  the  pay 
compression  has  started  all  right,  but 
it  has  started  for  E-l's. 

That  is  bad  policy.  It  should  be  cor- 
rected. Only  to  the  extent  that  there 
be  no  more  pay  compression  for  E-l's 
and  that  we  treat  E-l's  exactly  as  we 
treat  the  other  grades  in  the  cost-of- 
living  adjustment  does  my  amendment 
accomplish  anything.  That  is  what  it 
is  for.  It  does  not  create  greater  com- 
pression; it  is  to  avoid  it.  It  requires 
that  the  same  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment percentage  be  applied  to  the  E-1 
pay  at  the  same  time  as  the  4-percent- 
cost-of-living  adjustment  will  be  made 
for  E-2's  and  E-3's.  If  that  is  not  ac- 
cepted, we  further  compress  the  dis- 
parity in  E-1  pay. 

Mr.  President,  the  defense  against 
my  amendment  and  leaving  the  bill  as 
it  is  is  based  upon  several  arguments, 
none  of  which  I  agree  with.  In  fact,  I 
think  any  honest  and  fair  appraisal 
finds  the  following  arguments  to  lack 
valid  concern  for  the  recognition  of 
not  just  E-l's  but  all  of  our  Armed 
Forces  personnel,  at  all  grades.  After 
all.  the  recruits  of  today  are  the  ser- 
geants of  the  next  decade  or  perhaps 
the  officers  of  the  coming  decade. 

Let  me  list  some  of  the  arguments 
against  my  amendment.  First,  these 
recruits  do  not  really  know  what  they 
are  paid.  That  is  specious.  Everyone 
knows  what  they  are  paid  or  why 
would  they  sign  up?  They  know  when 
they  sign  up  and  agree  to  a  3-year 
hitch  not  only  what  they  are  paid  but 
what  the  responsibilities  are  and  what 
the    tight    limitations    are    that    are 


placed  on  where  they  live,  what  they 
do,  when  they  have  any  free  time,  and 
that  they  are  going  to  be  subject  to 
military  discipline,  living  in  military 
facilities  on  military  bases,  go  where 
they  are  ordered,  do  what  they  are  or- 
dered; and  that  they  are  subject  to  all 
the  restraints  of  military  law  for  the 
coming  3  years:  They  get  a  pass  to 
leave  the  base,  or  they  do  not  leave. 
They  get  up  when  they  are  told. 
Lights  go  out  when  it  is  ordered.  They 
perform  their  duties  as  required  or 
they  are  going  to  end  up  in  the  stock- 
ade, get  a  dishonorable  discharge,  and 
have  a  blot  on  their  record  for  the  rest 
of  their  lives. 

That  is  what  the  armed  services  is 
all  about,  with  its  necessary  discipline 
and  training  for  our  national  defense 


purposes. 

Second,  the  argument  is  made  that 
since  they  get  their  food  and  clothing 
and  living  accommodations,  their  base 
pay  plus  all  of  their  provisions  adds  up 
to  something  like  a  thousand  dollars  a 
month. 

While  the  food  they  get  costs,  we  are 
advised  by  the  military,  about  $3.36  a 
day,  those  chowllnes  are  not  really  the 
best  cuisine  or.  to  put  It  bluntly,  the 
grub  Is  not  all  that  good.  When  others 
argue  in  an  expansive  way  that  for 
many  of  them  it  is  better  food  than 
they  got  at  home,  that  argument  Is 
not  only  fictitious,  it  is  a  big  putdown 
and  lacks  not  only  respect  for  the  Indi- 
vidual but  also  lacks  respect  for  our 
families.  I  said  our  families  because 
these  young  people  are  just  that.  They 
are  a  part  of  the  family  structure  of 
America. 

I  heard  the  comments  made  by 
Americans  In  another  era  when  I 
served  In  the  Army  In  the  early  1940's. 
I  did  not  argue  with  them  at  that 
time,  because  for  those  that  made  that 
comment  I  thought  It  too  officious 
and  lacking  in  knowledge  and  judg- 
ment to  even  argue  back.  It  Is  still  true 
today. 

We  can  talk  about  quarters.  I  think 
somebody  mentioned  that  they  are 
worth  perhaps  $250  a  month.  Well, 
the  military  does  not  think  so.  The 
military  allows  for  quarters  off  base, 
off  the  military  Installation  for  an  E- 
1— and  very  few  get  the  opporttmlty  to 
have  off-base  quarters  allowance,  but 
they  allow  about  $125  per  month.  Con- 
sidering the  barracks  that  are  avail- 
able to  them,  the  lack  of  privacy,  the 
lack  of  space,  certainly  $125  does  not 
lend  itself  to  much  of  an  allowance  for 
the  average  E-1. 

As  to  uniforms,  surely,  we  supply 
them  uniforms.  If  one  gets  a  job  with 
McDonald's,  he  also  gets  a  cap  and  a 
shirt.  That  is  allowed  at  McDonald's. 
It  sort  of  begs  the  point.  Those  uni- 
forms are  to  be  worn  while  on  duty, 
and  that  is  most  of  the  time,  but  who 
In  the  Armed  Forces  does  not  have 
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their   own  clothes   and   has   to   keep 
them  up  when  they  are  off  duty? 

We  are  talking  about  these  E-l's  be- 
cause they  are  important  and  signifi- 
cant to  us.  Why  else  would  we  have 
them  in  the  frontlines  in  time  of  war? 

The  argument  is  also  made  in  dis- 
cussing the  matter  with  the  noncom- 
missioned officers,  the  recommenda- 
tions were  made  by  the  noncommis- 
sioned officers  to  pay  recruits  less. 
Why?  That  would  not  have  been  the 
case  in  the  infantry  units  in  which  I 
served.  We  all  had  the  same  responsi- 
bility in  a  way  whether  we  were  pri- 
vates, privates  first  class,  or  sergeants. 
We  all  had  frontline  responsibility.  We 
were  all  dependent  on  each  other.  We 
all  had  the  same  kind  of  weapons  and 
were  expected  to  do  the  same  things. 
and  we  did. 

So  I  cannot  believe  that  too  many 
frontline  noncommissioned  officers 
would  ever  recommend  that  recruits 
be  downgraded  in  pay  or  be  held  back 
in  pay  for  their  very  lives,  their  very 
existence  in  times  of  battle  depend 
upon  the  effectiveness  of  those  E-l's, 
E-2's,  and  E-3's. 

Now,  the  quality  of  recruits  is  per- 
haps the  most  important  subject 
matter  to  be  considered  on  this  ques- 
tion. It  has  been  said  that  85  percent 
of  the  recruits  make  it  successfully 
through  basic  training  but  that  15  per- 
cent are  washed  out.  It  is  to  that  point 
I  would  like  to  address  myself  in  par- 
ticular. We  want  to  upgrade  the  qual- 
ity and  caliber  of  recruits.  We  abso- 
lutely want  to  do  that.  That  is  what 
the  Armed  Forces  is  all  about.  And  to 
do  that  pay  is  part  of  it.  I  am  quoting 
from  one  of  the  arguments  made  last 
Saturday  when  I  recite  this.  Referring 
to  E-l's,  the  statement  was  made  that 
"They  are  getting  more  than  they  can 
spend,"  inferring  they  are  busy,  they 
are  in  basic  training  for  these  first  sev- 
eral months;  they  are  just  getting  used 
to  the  discipline  of  the  military  and 
the  requirements  for  long  hours:  duty 
at  the  particular  military  training  base 
consumes  practically  all  their  time. 

Well,  these  young  people  are  just 
like  the  rest  of  us.  In  fact,  I  feel  they 
are  part  of  me,  even  though  these 
lower  grades  and  particularly  E-I's 
and  E-2's  do  not  have  any  constituen- 
cy clout  of  any  significance,  it  seems. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  tell  you,  they 
have  plenty  of  clout  with  me  because 
they  are  mine.  I  claim  them.  They  are 
a  part  of  me.  They  are  just  like  I  was. 
They  save  some  money.  They  have 
their  own  personal  aspirations.  They 
help  their  families.  They  are  building 
their  future  lives.  Meanwhile,  they 
have  hired  out  to  protect  us  by  serving 
in  the  Armed  Forces.  The  point  of  my 
amendment  is  just  this.  They  are 
worth  their  hire  and  more.  They  are 
worth  it. 

I  spoke  about  morale  last  Saturday, 
and  perhaps  morale  is  not  the  best 
term.  Perhaps  the  best  term  is  sort  of 


a  reverse:  How  do  we  in  Congress  feel 
about  them?  How  we  in  Congress  feel 
about  recruits  is  probably  how  the 
public  is  going  to  feel  about  them.  We 
should  t>e  saying  and  meaning  that 
they  are  certainly  worth  their  hire, 
that  we  want  them,  we  need  them,  and 

we  appreciate  them.       

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  the 
time  to  be  equally  divided. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Denton).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  structured  to  allow  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  spend  less 
on  media  advertising  if  it  so  chooses, 
so  as  to  not  increase  the  overall  ex- 
penditures in  the  bill  for  the  coming 
year. 

I  think  it  is  obvious  that  the  media 
advertising  has  been  successful  and 
has  been  principally  geared  for  and 
pointed  at  the  recruiting  of  the  E-l's— 
that  is,  the  beginners,  the  beginners  of 
lowest  rank  in  our  armed  services. 

To  the  extent  that  it  has  succeeded. 
it  is  possible  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  will  find  it  much  more  advan- 
tageous—at least,  it  is  my  judgment 
that  they  will  find  it  much  more  ad- 
vantageous—to have  the  $13  million. 
$14  million,  or  $15  million  that  will  be 
required  as  a  result  of  my  amendment 
put  directly  into  pay  for  the  E-l's,  be- 
cause that  is  a  big  feature  of  recruit- 
ing. 

I  feel  very  strongly  about  making 
this  correction  in  the  bill,  because  I 
think  that  all  too  often,  when  we  look 
around  to  see  where  we  are  going  to 
save  some  money,  we  start  with  cuts  at 
the  t>ottom. 

So  the  return  to  a  proposition  where 
you  treat  the  E-l's  differently  on  a 
cost-of-living  adjustment  is  a  trend 
backward. 

It  is  a  trend  backward  toward  pay 
compression.  I  think  pay  compression 
when  it  starts  on  E-l's,  goes  to  E-2's. 
eventually  and  E-3's  and  all  up  the 
ladder,  and  I  know  none  of  us  want  to 
do  that.  So  I  think  it  is  important  that 
we  draw  the  line  right  now  and  keep 
right  up  to  the  forefront  that  it  is  very 
important  that  we  attract  recruits  and 
that  we  attract  the  best  quality  and 
the  best  caliber  of  recruits  that  is  pos- 
sible. Along  that  line  I  offer  this 
amendment. 

I  have  supported  and  I  continue  to 
support  in  a  very  dedicated  way  the 
upgrading  of  pay  for  all  grades  in  our 
armed  services.  I  think  it  is  extremely 
necessary  and  to  the  extent  that  the 


Armed  Services  Committee  has  done 
that  in  their  proposal  on  this  bill,  I 
very  much  commend  them.  I  only  sug- 
gest let  us  not  leave  out  the  E-1,  treat- 
ing them  exactly  the  same  way,  giving 
them  the  cost-of-living  adjustment  at 
the  same  time  and  the  same  amount 
that  we  would  give  E-2's  and  E-3's. 

As  to  the  cost  of  the  recruiting,  I 
only  mentioned  the  cost  of  media  ad- 
vertising. It  is  running  around  $125 
million,  perhaps  $130  million,  a  little 
bit  more  this  year.  That  is  what  it  is 
per  year,  at>out  $126  million  to  $130 
million  per  year.  That  is  for  media  ad- 
vertising. But  they  are  now  spending.  I 
am  advised  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, a  total  of  $1  billion  per  year  on 
all  recruiting  and  advertising  costs. 

A  lot  of  that  has  to  do  with  the  at- 
traction that  has  allowed  for  holding 
noncommissioned  officers  and  other 
enlisted  people,  mainly  noncommis- 
sioned officers,  but  also  commissioned 
officers,  holding  them  in  the  mid- 
levels  in  the  service  when  they  can 
give  us  the  best  years  of  their  experi- 
ence and  their  training  in  the  military. 
I  think  it  is  necessary.  And  I  support 
it. 

I  do  not  want  to  minimize  that 
effort.  And  to  the  extent  that  I  would 
make  this  correction  for  E-1,  I  think  it 
fits  in  with  the  right  way  of  doing 
business,  the  right  decision  by  Con- 
gress, on  how  we  treat  our  military. 

If  we  were  to  compare  this  to  other 
opportunities  for  those  recruits,  both 
men  and  women,  we  might  want  to 
look  at  what  the  minimum  wage  is  and 
say,  well,  a  lot  of  them  are  having  dif- 
ficulties getting  a  job  right  now,  and  if 
they  got  a  job  at  minimum  wage,  it 
would  be  $3.30  or  $3.40,  times  what- 
ever hours  they  work. 

If  you  multiply  out  the  number  of 
hours  of  duty  per  week  for  these  re- 
cruits, you  will  find  that  their  total 
pay  plus  the  allowances  for  their  food, 
their  clothing,  and  their  shelter,  is  at 
approximately  sometimes,  depending 
upon  how  many  hours  of  duty  they 
have,  sometimes  a  little  bit  less  than 
the  minimum  wage. 

People  join  the  armed  services  for  a 
variety  of  reasons.  Much  of  it  has  to 
do  with  the  feeling,  the  desire  to  serve 
the  military  who  serve  our  country. 
They  are  proud  of  it.  They  think  it 
will  fit  their  life  pattern  for  a  number 
of  years.  And  I  commend  them  for  it. 
I  want  to  continue  attracting  those 
kinds  of  people  into  our  Armed  Forces. 
I  hope  the  amendment  can  be  agreed 
to  because  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  fac- 
tors that  recruits  consider  when  they 
decide  to  sign  up  for  a  hitch  in  the 
Army,  Air  Force,  Navy,  or  Marines. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  this 
matter  was  very  thoroughly  debated 
last  Saturday.  The  amendment  the 
Senator  offers  today  is  not  substan- 


tially different  from  that  that  was  de- 
feated by  a  vote  of  63  to  14  last  Satur- 
day. I  think  the  arguments  for  the 
most  part  have  been  made.  I  have  very 
few  comments  to  make  which  I  will  re- 
serve to  the  concluding  debate  on  this 
issue  on  Monday. 

I  am,  therefore,  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  for 
today  if  the  Senator  from  Montana  is 
prepared  to  yield  his  back. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  the  floor? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
on  his  time. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time  for  today. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  my  time  back. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  having  been  yielded  back  under 
the  previous  order  this  amendment 
will  be  laid  aside  until  5  p.m.  on 
Monday. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  should  be  informed  that  the 
quorum  call  time  will  be  charged 
against  his  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  con- 
sumed by  the  quorum  call  not  be 
charged  against  either  side  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  I  am 
about  to  consume  will  not  be  charged 
against  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  VITIATING  ACTION  WITH  REFERENCE 
TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1S31 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  amendment 
No.  1531  that  was  adopted  Wednesday, 
July  20,  1983,  in  connection  with  a 
military  construction  item  be  vitiated 
and  that  a  colloquy  between  Senator 
Thurmond  and  myself  be  placed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  and  I  will  not 
object,  will  the  Senator  specify  which 
military  construction  that  is? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  the  amendment  that  authorized  the 
construction  of  a  hydrant  fueling 
system  at  Pairchild  Air  Force  Base. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
do  not  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


HYDRANT  FUELING  SYSTEM  AT  FAIRCHILD  AIR 
FORCE  BASE,  WASHINGTON 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mf.  President,  yes- 
terday the  Senate  approved  an  amend- 
ment that  I  offered  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  Senator  Gorton.  The 
amendment  authorized  the  construc- 
tion of  a  hydrant  fueling  system  at 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Wash.  No 
funds  were  added  to  the  bill;  the 
project  would  be  constructed  with  any 
savings  that  may  accrue  from  projects 
for  which  funds  were  provided  in  fiscal 
year  1984  or  prior  years. 

Unfortunately,  prior  to  offering  the 
amendment  I  did  not  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  consult  with  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Subcommittee,  Senator 
Thurmond;  I  have  now  had  such  an 
opportunity.  The  distinguished  chair- 
man has  expressed  concern  about  any 
additions  to  the  bill,  whether  in  the 
form  of  dollars  or  projects  authorized 
to  be  funded  out  of  savings  to  the  bill; 
he  apparently  has  had  numerous 
other  requests  in  this  regard  which  he 
has  declined.  Second,  I  understand 
that  authority  to  fund  a  project  out  of 
savings  does  not  serve  as  a  basis  for 
appropriating  fiscal  year  1984  funds 
for  such  project. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  that  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee  has 
authorized  funds  for  this  project  in  its 
military  construction  authorization 
bill,  so  irrespective  of  my  amendment 
of  yesterday,  this  issue  will  be  within 
the  scope  of  the  conference  on  those 
bills.  I  would  ask  the  senior  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  if  that  is  not  the 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Senator 
from  Washington  is  correct.  Further- 
more I  can  assure  the  Senator  from 
Washington  that  I  will  support  this 
very  important  project— for  one  of  our 
first  air-launched  cruise  missile  facili- 
ties—when we  have  our  conference  on 
this  bill  with  the  House. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  for  his  assur- 
ances of  support  and  I  now  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  my  amendment  of 
yesterday  concerning  this  project  be 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  be 
charged  to  neither  side  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  minority 
leader,  I  would  like  to  propound  a 
unanimous-consent  request  that  any 
additional  time  that  is  used  for  any 


purpose  today  not  be  chtwged  against 
the  bill  but  that  time  on  the  bill  start 
running  Monday.  I  so  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest  

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  distinguished  manager  of  the  bill 
makes  that  request,  would  it  be  appro- 
priate at  this  time  for  me  to  make  a 
statement  relating  to  the  Defense  Sci- 
ence Board  and  to  discuss  this  matter? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  withhold  my  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

DEFENSE  SCIENCE  BOARD 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  for  a 
few  moments  this  morning  I  would 
like  to  discuss  not  the  MX  missile.  I 
would  like  to  discuss  a  little  known 
entity  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
that  has  existed  for  approximately 
two  decades  that,  in  my  opinion,  reeks 
of  conflict  of  interest.  It  is  also  an 
entity  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
that  is  advising  our  country,  our  offi- 
cials in  the  Pentagon,  on  major  weap- 
ons and  procurement  decisions  and  na- 
tional defense  issues.  Mr.  I»resident,  it 
concerns  me  to  a  great  extent,  that 
this  Board,  called  the  Defense  Science 
Board,  the  DSB,  is  a  Board  comprised 
of  individuals  who  have  some  of  the 
largest  and  most  profitable  defense 
contracts  in  the  Pentagon. 

There  is  no  question  but  we  need 
today  to  seek  advice  and  counsel  from 
experts  in  the  field  of  science,  technol- 
ogy, and  weapons  procurement.  But, 
Mr.  President,  the  makeup  of  this 
Board  has  garnered  my  attention  for 
the  past  4  years.  I  have  asked  ques- 
tions about  it.  I  have  had  very  few.  I 
think,  proper  answers  relative  to  the 
influence  and  to  the  impact  that  the 
Defense  Science  Board  actually  has  on 
defense  decisions. 

Just  recently,  Mr.  President,  a 
report  by  the  Inspector  General  in  the 
Pentagon  has  crossed  my  desk  and  in 
reading  through  it.  I  have  asked  once 
again  a  series  of  questions  concerning 
a  number  of  issues:  Spending  by  the 
military,  the  influence  of  defense  con- 
tractors on  national  security  and 
spending  decisions;  the  revolving  door 
syndrome  of  military-industrial  offi- 
cials; and  even  the  legality  of  major 
governmental  advisory  boards. 

The  report  I  refer  to  is  a  review  of 
policies  and  procedures  of  the  Defense 
Science  Board,  better  known  as  DSB, 
and  it  was  prepared  by  the  Defense 
Department's  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General. 

First,  Mr.  President,  before  I  high- 
light what  was  in  the  Inspector  Gener- 
al's report,  let  me  just  read  a  few 
names  to  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
of  indiviudals  who  comprise  the  De- 
fense Science  Board  that  advised  the 
Department   of   Defense    In    procure- 
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ment,  in  national  defense  issues. 
Norman  Augustine,  president  of 
Martin  Marietta  Aerospace;  William 
Anders,  vice  president  and  general 
manager.  Aircraft  Equipment  Division, 
GE:  Gen.  Leonard  F.  Chapman,  Jr., 
U.S.  Marine  Corps,  retired;  Hon.  Wil- 
liam P.  Clements,  the  former  Gover- 
nor of  Texas;  Prof.  James  Fletcher, 
private  consultant;  Dr.  John  Foster, 
Jr.,  vice  president,  science  and  technol- 
ogy, of  TRW,  Inc.;  Charles  A.  Fowler, 
vice  president  and  general  manager, 
Bedford  Division,  MITRE  Corp.— Mr. 
President,  the  MITRE  Corp.,  for  my 
colleagues'  edification,  is  one  of  the 
major  consulting  firms  in  this  country 
with  millions  and  millions  of  dollars  of 
defense  and  nondefense  Government 
contracts;  Robert  H.  Puhrman,  presi- 
dent of  Lockheed  Missiles  and  Space 
Co..  Inc.;  Dr.  Sayre  Stevens,  Systems 
Planning  Corp.,  which,  once  again,  is 
one  of  the  major  consulting  firms  to 
the  Department  of  Defense;  Dr. 
Donald  B.  Rice,  president  of  the  Rand 
Corp.— I  understand  that  97  percent  of 
the  Rand  Corp.'s  income  has  basically 
resulted  from  contracts  with  the  U.S. 
Air  Force  and  other  parts  of  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

I  would  like  to  commend  the  Inspec- 
tor General  for  this  recent  report.  I 
think  it  showed  an  act  of  courage  and 
also  of  objectivity  because  it  shows 
several  major  findings: 

One,  financial  disclosure  statements 
required  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense and  other  Federal  regulations  to 
determine  whether  a  conflict  of  inter- 
est existed  were  not  always  obtained 
or  properly  processed;  that  is.  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Defense  Science  Board  ac- 
tivities. 

Reviews  of  conflict  of  interest  were 
"of  a  superficial  nature."  As  a  stated 
result,  the  objectivity  of  the  Defense 
Science  Boards  recommendations  was 
routinely  open  to  question. 

Another  finding:  Of  those  financial 
disclosure  statements  on  file  by  the 
members  of  DSB,  more  than  one- 
fourth  of  those  disclosures  were  not 
timely  filed.  In  other  words,  they  were 
completed  after  the  members  were  al- 
ready taking  part  in  task  force  activi- 
ties. It  should  be  noted  that  the  fact 
that  meml>ers  were  participating 
before  the  statements  were  filed.  I 
think  suggests  in  and  of  itself,  that  no 
one  involved  considered  a  review  of 
the  disclosure  statements  very  impor- 
tant. 

Another  finding:  When  the  state- 
ments were  examined  by  the  Inspector 
General,  more  than  half  of  those  par- 
ticipating were  found  to  have  poten- 
tial conflicts  of  interest.  One  person 
was  told  by  DOD  officials  that  a  con- 
flict of  interest  existed  but  he  or  she 
refused  to  sign  a  statement  of  disquali- 
fication. 

What  is  going  on  at  the  Defense  Sci- 
ence Board,  Mr.  President? 


Why  is  it  that  they  refused  to  sign  a 
statement  of  disqualification  to  a  con- 
flict of  interest?  Despite  the  finding  of 
a  potential  conflict  of  interest,  the 
person  mentioned  in  the  IG  report  was 
allowed  to  take  part,  all  the  same, 
even  with  a  potential  conflict  of  inter- 
est still  in  existence. 

Finally:  Of  the  37  former  Govern- 
ment employees  involved  in  task  force 
activities  of  DSB,  31  of  these  had  been 
employed  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense at  some  point  in  their  career.  In 
addition.  19  of  these  people  came  out 
of  the  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing. The  suggestion  stated  in  the 
report  is  clear: 

Consequently,  it  appeared  that  the  mem- 
bership of  the  DSB  and  the  task  forces  was 
based  on  personal  knowledge  rather  than 
based  on  a  group  of  technical  experts  drawn 
from  a  universe  of  knowledgeable  individ- 
uals. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  clear  descrip- 
tion, in  writing  by  an  office  within  the 
Pentagon,  of  what  I  have  often  re- 
ferred to  as  "the  good  ol'  boy  net- 
work." 

Mr.  President,  what  is  the  Defense 
Science  Board?  What  is  the  reason  for 
its  existence?  What  role  does  it  serve 
and  what  impact  upon  national  securi- 
ty matters  does  it  have? 

Mr.  President,  the  Defense  Science 
Board  has  been  in  operation  for  about 
25  years.  It  is  a  group  of  some  30  mem- 
bers, among  them  some  impressive  and 
knowledgeable  people  with  expertise 
in  military  affairs,  defense  matters, 
science,  and  business.  At  the  same 
time,  several  are  retired  military  offi- 
cers, former  public  officials,  and  indus- 
trial executives  with  contracts  and 
working  business  agreements  current- 
ly in  effect  with  Pentagon  offices. 

Most  of  the  work  done  by  the  DSB  is 
in  task  forces,  which  I  have  referred  to 
already  in  my  remarks.  These  task 
forces— about  30  in  number— approach 
a  number  of  topics:  Submarine  war- 
fare, arms  agreements  between  our 
country  and  others,  the  various  basing 
modes  suggested  for  the  MX  missile, 
and  so  forth.  These  are  crucial  and 
sensitive  issues  that  demand  the  best 
information  and  advice  ..e  can  find. 
But  they  also  require  objectivity,  an 
unbiased  point  of  view,  a  professional 
and  dispassionate  capacity  for  evalua- 
tion. I  wonder  how  much  objectivity 
we  are  getting  from  the  DSB.  particu- 
larly when  a  report  of  this  kind  is 
issued  by  the  Inspector  General  in  the 
Department  of  Defense,  and  more  spe- 
cifically when  many  members  of  the 
Defense  Science  Board  who  comprise 
this  select  group  are  the  very  people 
who  stand  to  profit  financially  from 
the  Board's  recommendations. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  have  ever  seen  a 
conflict  of  interest.  I  see  one  today  in 
the  Defense  Science  Board.  It  is  raw.  it 
is  certain,  and  it  is  dangerous- 


Mr.  President.  2  years  ago  I  raised 
questions  about  the  Defense  Science 
Board  during  hearings  on  defense  pro- 
curement conducted  by  the  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee.  At  that 
time,  I  was  troubled  by  the  role  of  the 
Board  in  procurement  contracts  and 
questioned  its  chairman,  Norman  R. 
Augustine,  on  this  point. 

Included  in  this  report  by  the  In- 
spector General's  Office  is  an  interest- 
ing but  disheartening  response  from 
Richard  D.  DeLauer.  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing. His  April  5  memorandum  reacting 
to  the  Inspector  General's  report  indi- 
cates much  of  the  defensiveness  char- 
acteristic of  the  Pentagon  whenever 
the  least  breath  of  criticism  is  directed 
its  way. 

Mr.  DeLauer  finds  the  report  guilty 
of  bias  and,  as  he  puts  it,  "misunder- 
standing of  the  facts."  He  is  also  anx- 
ious for  reports  of  this  kind  not  to 
result  in  what  he  calls  external  dis- 
semination, and  suggests  that  the 
General  Accounting  Office  should  not 
be  allowed  to  see  it  until  the  report  is, 
in  his  terms,  "accurate  and  balanced." 
Mr.  DeLauer  also  decries  "inflamma- 
tory statements"  in  the  report,  in 
other  words,  he  wants  to  make  sure 
that  no  one  outside  the  Pentagon 
hears  a  word  of  criticism  about  the 
Military  Industrial  Complex  and  its 
role  in  making  defense  policy.  More 
specifically,  Mr.  DeLauer  is  asking 
that  the  issue,  in  my  opinion,  of  con- 
flict of  interest  of  the  Defense  Science 
Board  be  swept  under  the  rug. 

Mr.  President.  I  find  the  nature  of 
this  reaction  by  a  Pentagon  official 
disturbing  in  its  defensiveness  and  sus- 
picion. Furthermore,  it  underlines  so 
much  of  what  the  Senate  last  week 
hoped  to  combat  when  it  passed  an 
amendment  establishing  within  the 
Pentagon  an  independent  office  of 
operational  testing  and  evaluation.  At 
the  core  of  this  provision  is  an  insist- 
ence on  independence,  probably  the 
most  important  part  of  the  whole 
amendment.  And  it  is  this  very  inde- 
pendence of  the  Inspector  General 
that  Mr.  DeLauer  seems  to  suspect 
and  resent  in  his  memorandum. 

Mr.  DeLauer's  attitude  is  hardly  a 
new  one  for  the  military  development 
community.  Last  month,  in  testimony 
before  the  Committee  on  Governmen- 
tal Affairs,  Russell  Murray— former 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense— point- 
ed out  some  useful  background  in  this 
connection.  He  said  that  back  in  1978, 
when  operational  testing  was  being  de- 
bated, the  Defense  Science  Board 
Task  Force  on  Acquisition  had  26 
members.  Of  these.  19  were  from  the 
technical  community— employees  and 
officials  of  TRW,  Martin  Marietta. 
Hughes.  Lockheed.  Boeing,  and  so  on. 
The  Chairman  of  that  task  force  was 
Mr.  DeLauer,  who  was  then  executive 
vice  president  of  TRW,  and  now  the 


man  in  charge  of  operational  testing 
in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

An  excerpt  of  Mr.  Murray's  testimo- 
ny describes  the  task  force's  report: 

The  citation  opens  with  an  allegation  that 
those  of  us  who  look  to  operational  testing 
as  a  way  of  making  sure  that  our  weapons 
will  work  if  we  ever  have  to  use  them  are,  in 
fact,  just  a  bunch  of  under-cover  budget-cut- 
ters: The  inventors  of  OT&E  are  saying,  in 
effect.  The  development  process  some  way 
or  other  comes  up  with  products  that  the 
user  doesn't  like.  We  can  save  a  lot  of 
money  if  we  can  find  out  which  they  are 
and  then  not  put  them  into  production.'  " 

The  report  goes  on  to  say  that:  "Support- 
ers of  OT&E  react  [to  pressures  for  produc- 
ing weapon  systems  even  if  they  fail  their 
operational  tests]  by  attempting  to  make 
OT&E  even  more  Independent,  such  as  by 
attaching  it  to  Systems  Analysis  [the 
former  name  for  PA&E],  or,  for  all  anyone 
knows,  perhaps  by  deciding  it  should  be 
under  the  GAO  .  .  .  OT&E  supporters  are 
swimming  upstream." 

While  that  by  no  means  demonstrates 
that  the  entire  research  and  engineering 
community  is  hostile  to  independent  oper- 
ational testing,  I  think  it  does  indicate  that 
the  prospect  has  in  the  past  made  at  least 
some  of  its  members  anxious. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  belief  that 
Congress  would  be  derelict  in  its  duty 
if  it  failed  to  take  action  to  assure  that 
advice  to  the  Government  on  national 
security  matters  is  free  of  the  taint  of 
conflict  of  interest.  We  cannot  ignore 
the  Inspector  General's  finding  that 
legal  requirements  are  simply  not 
being  met. 

I  want  to  serve  notice  that  if  this  sit- 
uation—illegality and  conflict  of  inter- 
est—still exists  when  the  defense  ap- 
propriation bill  for  fiscal  year  1984  is 
considered,  I  will  propose  an  amend- 
ment to  delete  any  funds  used  in  sup- 
port of  the  Defense  Science  Board's 
work.  Quite  simply,  ii"  this  organiza- 
tion does  not  meet  the  necessary  legal 
standards,  it  should  be  put  out  of  busi- 
ness. DOD  is  not  a  sacred  cow  and, 
yes,  it,  too,  must  obey  the  law. 

I  am  tempted— I  am  tempted,  Mr. 
President— to  propose  such  an  amend- 
ment today.  But  I  am  going  to  refrain, 
because  the  Defense  Science  Board  de- 
serves an  opportunity  to  correct  its 
problems.  At  the  same  time,  we  will 
need  someone  other  than  the  Board 
itself— or  the  Under  Secretary  of  De- 
fense for  Research  and  Engineering— 
to  tell  us  that  adequate  corrective  ac- 
tions have  been  taken. 

Mr.  I»resident,  I  would  like  to  ask, 
and  I  plan  to  ask,  that  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  general  counsel  at  the  Gener- 
al Accounting  Office  report  to  us  no 
later  than  September  10  as  to  whether 
adequate  corrective  actions  have  been 
taken  in  the  Defense  Science  Board  re- 
lating to  potential  conflict  of  interest. 
I  would  also  hope  that  the  Armed 
Service  and  the  Governmental  Affairs 
Conmiittees  with  jurisdiction  over 
these  matters  would  investigate  this 
question.  If  their  time  and  resources 


permit  such  investigation,  and  I  hope 
they  will. 

If  the  Defense  Science  Board  does 
not  meet  the  necessary  legal  require- 
ments and  if  they  are  not  complying 
with  the  law  by  the  appropriate  time, 
I  will  offer  an  amendment  to  cut  off 
all  funds  for  the  operations  of  the  De- 
fense Science  Board. 

The  Inspector  General's  conclusions 
reinforce  early  findings— very  disturb- 
ing by  others  who  have  examined  the 
activities  of  the  Defense  Science 
Board.  In  a  section  of  his  book  "Gov- 
ernment by  Contract,"  John  Hanra- 
han  discussed  the  Pentagon's  relation- 
ship with  TRW,  Inc.  and  cites  an  epi- 
sode involving  the  Defense  Science 
Board  only  1  year  ago. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  two  pages  from  the  book, 
"Government  by  Contract,"  which  de- 
scribes this  relationship  of  the  Penta- 
gon and  TRW,  Inc.,  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  ex- 
cerpts were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 
Excerpt 
Another  key  to  its  success  is  that, 
throughout  its  three-decade  history,  the 
company  and  the  Pentagon  have  periodical- 
ly exchanged  personnel.  As  a  prime  exam- 
ple, Richard  D.  DeLauer.  upon  his  retire- 
ment as  a  navy  commander  in  1958,  came  to 
TRW  and  held  a  number  of  executivp  posts. 
He  was  also  a  member  of  a  major  Pentagon 
advisory  panel,  the  Defense  Science  Board, 
and  was  chairman  of  the  board's  manpower 
panel.  In  early  1981,  he  left  his  executive 
vice  president  and  director  positions  at 
TRW.  upon  his  selection  by  President 
Reagan  to  return  to  the  Pentagon  as  under- 
secretary of  Defense  for  research  and  engi- 
neering, one  of  the  key  Defense  Department 
posts.  At  the  Pentagon,  DeLauer  was  re- 
sponsible for  weapons  development  and  ac- 
quisition, a  position  that  assumed  even 
greater  importance  in  light  of  President 
Reagan's  $1.6  trillion,  five-year  defense 
spending  program  initiated  in  1982. 

John  S.  Poster.  Jr.,  who  came  to  TRW  In 
1973  and  by  1982  was  vice  president  for  sci- 
ence and  technology,  had  served  at  the  Pen- 
tagon as  director  of  defense  research  and 
engineering  from  1965  to  1973.  TRW's  chair- 
man and  chief  executive  officer  in  1982, 
Ruben  P.  Mettler,  had  served  as  an  aide  to 
the  assistant  secretary  of  Defense  for  re- 
search and  engineering  in  1954-55.  Stanley 
C.  Pace.  TRW's  president  in  1982,  had  been 
an  air  force  colonel  when  he  left  the  mili- 
tary service  in  1953,  and  TRW  vice  president 
Neal  A.  Pritchard  has  served  as  a  navy  com- 
mander in  both  World  War  II  and  the 
Korean  War. 

In  July  1982,  questions  were  raised  in  Con- 
gress concerning  DeLauer's  role  in  setting 
up  an  eleven-member  task  force  of  the  Pen- 
tagon's Defense  Science  Board  to  evaluate  a 
proposed  new  computer  procurement  policy. 
Of  the  defense  contractor  members  on  the 
task  force,  only  TRW  had  two  members: 
Barry  W.  Boehm,  of  its  defense  and  space 
systems  group,  and  John  G.  Weber,  of  its 
military  electronics  division. 

The  task  force  bectune  the  focus  of  con- 
troversy when  the  General  Accounting 
Office  reported  that  seven  of  the  eleven 
contractor  members  had  a  financial  interest 


in  one  or  more  of  the  firms  that  would  bene- 
fit from  the  proposed  new  policy,  which  per- 
tained to  standardizing  computers  pur- 
chased for  military  purposes.  Two  of  the 
members  did  not  even  submit  their  financial 
disclosure  forms  until  after  the  task  force 
made  its  recommendations.  Although  the 
accounting  office  did  not  name  the  seven 
members  of  the  companies,  it  was  suljse- 
quently  disclosed  that  TRW  and  its  officials 
were  among  them.  TRW  already  had  an 
army  contract,  under  a  joint  venture  with 
General  Electric  Company,  to  develop  an 
advanced  computer.  Among  the  other  seven 
on  the  list  were  representatives  of  Control 
Data  Corporation.  Texas  Instruments.  Inc. 
and  MITRE  Corporation. 

DeLauer  and  one  of  his  top  aides  had,  ac- 
cording to  Representative  Jack  Brooks.  D- 
Texas.  chairman  of  the  House  Government 
Operations  Committee's  National  Security 
Subcommittee,  "picked  out  all  of  the  mem- 
bers" of  the  task  force.  Because  of  the  con- 
flicts-of-interest  question,  Norman  R.  Au- 
gustine, chairman  of  the  Defense  Science 
Board,  refused  to  approve  the  task  force's 
report,  pending  an  internal  Pentagon  review 
of  the  issue. 

In  testimony  before  Brooks's  subcommit- 
tee, the  top  accounting  office  official. 
Comptroller  General  Charles  A.  Bowsher, 
said  that  "the  tilt  of  task  force  membership 
toward  interests  that  support  the  proposed 
policy"  meant  its  conclusions  "cannot  rea- 
sonably be  looked  upon  as  having  been  ob- 
jectively reached,  irrespective  of  the  merits 
of  those  policies."  Bowsher  said  he  would 
forward  his  information  to  the  Justice  De- 
partment for  a  determination  of  whether 
the  conflict-of-interest  laws  had  been  violat- 
ed. 

A  number  of  task  force  members,  includ- 
ing Weber,  contended  that  there  were  no 
conflicts  involved.  One  task  force  member, 
George  H.  Heilmeier.  of  Texas  Inslrumente. 
was  quoted  in  the  press  before  the  hearing 
as  saying  that  in  his  ten  years  on  the  De- 
fense Science  Board  he  had  "never  seen 
anyone  vote  their  own  special,  selfish  inter- 
est. I  reject  the  inference  that  because  a 
person  works  for  a  company  that  is  In  the 
computer  business  that  individual  is  totally 
and  hopelessly  biased."  It  was  then  dis- 
closed at  the  Brooks'  subcommittee  hearing 
that  Heilmeier  had  written  Texas  Governor 
William  P.  Clements,  Jr.,  to  get  him  to  pres- 
sure Brooks  to  "behave  like  a  true  Texan " 
and  drop  his  "witch-hunt "  regarding  the 
Defense  Science  Board.  Clements,  according 
to  Brooks,  never  contacted  him  on  the 
matter.  Clements  was  deputy  defense  secre- 
tary in  the  Nixon  administration. 

The  proposed  computer  policy,  which  was 
also  endorsed  by  Defense  Secretary  Caspar 
W.  Weinberger,  could  result  in  billions  of 
dollars  worth  of  contracts  to  the  firms  that 
end  up  providing  the  standardized  computer 
system  to  the  Pentagon.  The  policy  was  op- 
posed by  a  number  of  commercial  computer 
firms  that  have  both  private  sector  and  gov- 
ernment customers  and  would  stand  to  lose 
Pentagon  contracts  under  a  shift  to  the 
standardized  system.  In  later  testimony 
before  Brooks's  subcommittee.  Deputy  De- 
fense Secretary  Prank  C.  Carlucci  said  the 
Pentagon  had  been  "sloppy"  in  not  requir- 
ing the  advisory  panel  members  to  file  fi- 
nancial disclosure  statements  before  the 
panel  decided  on  the  computer  issue,  but  he 
insisted,  nevertheless,  that  no  conflict  of  in- 
terest was  Involved.  In  December  1982.  the 
Justice  Department  said  it  had  decided 
there  was  "no  prosecutable  violation  of  Fed- 
eral law. " 
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Mr.  PRYOR.  Pew  people  have  exam- 
ined the  military  industrial  complex  as 
carefully  as  has  Gordon  Adams  in  a 
book  entitled  "The  Iron  Triangle:  The 
Politics  of  Defense  Contracting"  pub- 
lished by  the  Council  on  Economic 
Priorities  in  1981. 

He  describes  the  role  of  industry  ad- 
visers to  Government  generally  and 
the  Defense  Science  Board  specifically 
in  his  book. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  writing  relating  to  adviso- 
ry committees  and  the  Defense  Sci- 
ence Board  by  Mr.  Adams. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  writ- 
ing was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

EXCERIT 

[Tlhese  committees  offer  an  arena  in 
which  its  members  present  and  argue  for 
the  public— and  all  too  often  the  private- 
interest.  Federal  policies  that  have  an  effect 
on  an  industry  are  commonly  discussed  and 
sometimes  formulated.  Committee  meml)ers 
have  early  input,  carrying  back  from  meet- 
ings information  on  policy  developments  of 
interest  to  the  institutions  and  firms  they 
represent;  they  become  acquainted  with 
Government  officials  and  meet  other  influ- 
ential members  in  their  field. 

Whether  members  of  such  committees 
"represent"  the  industry  or  are  representa- 
tives of  it  is  a  moot  point.  They  are  ordinari- 
ly men  with  a  very  clear  interest  in  what 
Government  decides  to  do.  By  their  attend- 
ance at  meetings  amd  other  agency  relation- 
ships, they  l>ecome  privy  to  the  major  issues 
and  also  to  the  men  who  must  address 
them. 

This  can.  and  does,  result  in  significant 
"advantages"  to  the  member  of  the  commit- 
tee. He.  of  course  is  always  hopeful  of 
having  influence  with  the  Government  offi- 
cial. The  point  he  would  like  to  make  may 
not  be  a  large  one  in  the  order  of  national 
affairs,  but  that  does  not  make  it  less  mean- 
ingful either  to  his  industry,  to  his  compa- 
ny, or  to  himself.  The  member  also  hopes  to 
learn  what  the  Government  is  likely  to  do. 
Even  when  he  is  not  able  to  influence  such 
action,  the  mere  learning  about  it— or  even 
suspecting  what  will  happen — can  be  vitally 
Important. 

The  major  problem  that  results  from  this 
special  early  access  is  one  of  bias.  Because 
advisory  committees  are  concerned  with  a 
specific  issue  or  policy  area  and  select  their 
own  membership,  they  tend  to  reinforce  a 
close,  interacting  network  of  policy-makers, 
all  of  whom  have  expertise  in  the  area,  but 
who  share  a  similar  Interest  in  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  industry-Government  relation- 
ship, through  closed  meetings  and  selective 
membership.  Wider  views  are  not  represent- 
ed. 

•  •  •  •  • 

DoD  advisory  groups  deal  with  a  wide 
agenda  of  issues  of  Importance  to  t>oth  the 
agency  and  the  industry.  Most  critical  for 
early  access  to  decisions  in  the  "iron  trian- 
gle" is  the  network  of  scientific  advisory 
bodies,  especially  the  Defense  Science 
Board.  The  OSB  has  24  at-large  members, 
an  unnamed  number  of  associate  memtiers, 
plus  the  chairmen  of  the  three  service-relat- 
ed scientific  advisory  groups.  The  chairman 
of  the  DSB  is  chosen  by  the  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing. The  at-large  members  are  chosen  for 


"their  preeminence  in  the  fields  of  research 
and  engineering."  and  a  large  number  are 
drawn  from  defense  industry  companies  and 
defense  research  institutions.  The  DSB 
charter  indicates  the  range  of  the  groups 
responsibility:  to  advise  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Research  and  Engineering,  and  the  DSB's 
counterparts  in  the  services— the  Army  Sci- 
ence Board.  Naval  Research  Advisory  Com- 
mittee and  Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory 
Board.  Meml)ers  of  these  groups  are  gener- 
ally selected  by  the  agency  and  by  the  group 
members  themselves.  These  key  committees 
provide  company  members  with  access  to 
decisions  about  new  weapons  at  the  earliest 
possible  stage,  well  before  Congress  or  the 
general  public  are  aware  of  them. 

The  DoD  science  advisory  network,  more- 
over, is  much  more  extensive  than  it  ap- 
pears. Each  of  these  committees  is  broken 
down  into  a  myriad  of  task  forces,  ad  hoc 
groups  and  working  subcommittees  which 
parallel  the  R&D  and  procurement  struc- 
ture of  the  Defense  Department.  This  large 
network  draws  even  more  scientific  suid  in- 
dustry representatives  into  the  early  stage 
of  DoD  policy-making. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  on  July 
21,  1983.  there  appeared  in  the  Balti- 
more Sun  an  article  entitled  "Penta- 
gon Science  Advisers  Attacked."  This 
article,  by  Vernon  A.  Guidry,  Jr., 
refers  to  the  Defense  Science  Board 
and  to  the  Inspector  General's  report. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  that  ar- 
ticle be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Pemtacon  Science  Advisers  Attacked 
(By  Vernon  A.  Guidry.  Jr.) 
Washington.- A  highly  critical  Internal 
Pentagon  report  has  questioned  the  objec- 
tivity of  an  Influential  panel  of  outsiders 
that  advises  the  Defense  Department  on 
some  of  the  most  sensitive  questions  facing 
the  American  military. 

The  report  on  the  operations  of  the  De- 
fense Science  Board  says  the  defense  offi- 
cials who  run  it  failed  to  follow  legal  re- 
quirements on  financial  conflict  of  Interest 
and  providing  balanced  viewpoints,  and 
relied  too  much  on  the  old-boy  network  of 
acquaintances  and  former  colleagues. 

As  a  result  of  these  fallings,  "the  objectivi- 
ty of  the  DSB's  recommendations  was  op)en 
to  question."  concluded  the  report  by  the 
Pentagon's  Inspector  general. 

The  report  has  already  stirred  internal 
controversy  and  was  likely  to  generate 
more,  since  key  officials  were  fearful  of  the 
consequences  of  public  release  even  before 
it  was  finished.  A  copy  was  released  to  The 
Sun  yesterday. 

Among  the  findings  of  the  inspector  gen- 
eral's audit: 

More  than  a  third  of  the  financial  disclo- 
sure statements  required  of  DSB  task  force 
members  to  judge  whether  there  was  a  con- 
flict of  interest  simply  did  not  exist. 

Of  those  statements  that  were  filed,  more 
than  a  quarter  were  completed  after  mem- 
bers were  accepted  and  were  participating  In 
task  force  activities.  Indicating  to  auditors 
that  the  Issue  was  not  considered  an  Impor- 
tant one. 

More  than  half  of  those  participating  In 
the  DSB  task  forces  studied  were  found  to 
have  potential  conflict  of  Interest  and  were 


required  to  sign  a  statement  promising  to 
disqualify  themselves  If  the  conflict  arose. 

One  person  (not  further  Identified)  re- 
fused to  sign  such  a  statement  but  was  per- 
mitted to  participate. 

"Reviews  for  conflicts  of  Interest  that 
were  being  conducted  appeared  to  us  to  be 
of  a  superficial  nature, "  the  auditors  con- 
cluded. 

"These  conditions  occurred  because  re- 
sponsible [defense]  officials  were  not  com- 
plying with  applicable  laws,  regulations,  di- 
rectives and  guidance  and  no  oversight  was 
occurring."  read  the  audit. 

The  DSB.  which  has  been  in  operation  for 
about  25  years.  Is  a  group  of  about  30  mem- 
bers. Including  retired  military  officers,  sci- 
entists and  engineers  from  academe,  the  de- 
fense Industries  and  elsewhere,  business  ex- 
ecutives and  former  public  officials.  Some  of 
its  membership  changes  each  year.  Most  of 
Its  work  Is  done  through  task  forces  com- 
posed of  some  DSB  members  and  other  out- 
side experts  recruited  for  the  purpose. 

During  the  period  convered  by  the  audit. 
January.  1978.  to  August.  1982.  topics  stud- 
led  by  the  33  task  forces  Included  basing  of 
the  MX  missile,  antisubmarine  warfare. 
International  arms  agreements,  vulnerabil- 
ity of  Navy  ships,  the  cruise  missile  and  how 
to  supply  water  to  the  Rapid  Deployment 
Force  targeted  for  the  deserts  of  the  Middle 
East. 

Defense  officials  have  defended  the  DSB 
as  vital,  one  of  them  telling  Congress  last 
year.  "The  advice  of  the  board  is  equitable 
and  sound  and  Is  Inexorably  In  the  best  In- 
terests of  the  nation  and  Its  defense." 

Critics  of  widespread  use  of  the  advisory 
panel,  such  as  Gordon  Adams,  author  of 
"The  Iron  Triangle. "  argue  that  operations 
like  the  DSB  give  Industry  members  early 
access  and  Influence  over  Defense  Depart- 
ment decisions  even  l>efore  Congress  Is  In- 
volved. 

The  audit  noted  that  Defense  officials  say 
they  must  turn  to  the  defense  Industries  for 
advice  about  weapons  and  state-of-the-art 
military  technology— despite  the  potential 
for  conflict— because  defense  contractors 
have  the  expertise. 

The  auditors  replied,  however,  that  a 
check  of  available  records  of  task  force 
makeup  showed  membership  heavily 
weighted  toward  acquaintances  of  Defense 
officials  and  DSB  members,  and  former  gov- 
ernment employees,  mostly  of  the  Defense 
Department. 

■Consequently.  It  appeared  that  the  mem- 
bership of  the  DSB  and  the  task  forces  was 
based  on  personal  knowledge  rather  than 
based  on  a  group  of  technical  experts  drawn 
from  a  list  of  knowledgeable  individuals. " 
the  audit  read. 

"It  could  also  be  concluded  that  selection 
was  from  a  field  of  those  known  to  the  se- 
lectors because  no  comprehensive  list  of 
knowledgeable  candidates  was  developed 
and  presented  to  the  task  force  chairman." 
It  continued. 

The  Pentagon  official  In  overall  charge  of 
the  DSB  Is  the  Under  Secretary  for  Re- 
search and  Engineering.  Richard  D.  De- 
Lauer.  His  office  reported  that  he  could  not 
be  reached  for  comment,  but  the  audit 
report  contained  a  numl)er  of  responses 
from  Mr.  DeLauer. 

He  saved  his  sharpest  reponses  for  the 
sections  on  conflict  of  Interest,  balance  and 
makeup  of  the  task  forces. 

The  Under  SecreUry  said  these  sections 
"show  a  lack  of  understanding  resulting 
from  a  superficial  examination  of  data  and 
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a  clearly  biased  view  of  facts  by  auditors 
and/or  authors." 

Mr.  DeLauer  was  particularly  irked  by  an 
example  chosen  by  the  auditors  to  Illustrate 
their  points.  It  concerned  two  task  forces 
studying  military  users  for  lasers. 

The  two  task  forces  were  headed  by  the 
same  man,  a  vice  president  for  TRW,  Inc., 
the  Cleveland-based  conglomerate  with 
more  than  (3  billion  in  assets  and  a  good 
deal  of  Pentagon  business. 

At  the  time  of  his  appointment,  according 
to  the  auditors,  defense  officials  were  aware 
of  a  potential  conflict  In  that  TRW  "was  a 
major  contractor  In  DoD's  research  and  de- 
velopment efforts  regarding  laser-space 
technology." 

The  auditors  said  that  records  and  min- 
utes of  the  task  forces  were  too  spotty  (a 
violation  of  regulations  In  Itself)  to  deter- 
mine exactly  how  Influential  the  unnamed 
executive  was. 

But.  they  reported  that  both  task  forces 
recommended  proceeding  with  laser  re- 
search, that  TRW  made  a  "major  presenta- 
tion of  their  efforts"  to  one  of  the  task 
forces,  and  that  the  task  force  was  made  up 
entirely  of  persons  who  supported  the  laser 
research  program. 

The  auditors  also  quoted  the  TRW  execu- 
tive, whose  name  could  not  be  learned  Inde- 
pendently last  night,  on  the  makeup  of  one 
of  the  task  forces. 

"I  should  point  out  that  this  group  was 
not  one  which  set  out  to  find  fault.  In  fact, 
every  member  of  this  panel  has  been  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  U.S.  laser  weapon 
program,  most  of  us  since  Its  Inception." 
wrote  the  executive  In  a  cover  memorandum 
on  one  task  force  report. 

In  a  memorandum  to  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral's Office,  Mr.  DeLauer  called  this  sec- 
tion the  "worst  example"  of  audit  bias  and 
one  that  was  "exactly  oppyoslte  of  the  facts." 
He  noted  that  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  had  prompted  one  task  force 
report  in  order  to  determine  whether  re- 
search on  space-based  lasers  should  be  accel- 
erated. The  task  force,  he  went  on.  recom- 
mended against  acceleration  of  the  present 
effort,  which  would  have  been  a  much  more 
expensive  alternative. 

The  auditors  replied  that  it  was  Mr.  De- 
Lauer who  was  missing  the  point.  While  the 
task  force  had  not  recommended  accelera- 
tion It  had  recommended  continuation  of 
the  program,  and  had  excluded  negative  In- 
formation. 

"The  Information  available  in  the  [DSB] 
files  raised  questions  about  utility,  cost  and 
national  policy  [on  space-based  lasers]  al- 
though none  of  this  Information  made  Its 
way  Into  the  report,"  read  the  audit.  "Fur- 
thermore, the  Intelligence  estimates  did  not 
support  the  original  concerns  of  the  [Senate 
committee]  which  had  triggered  their  de- 
sires for  an  accelerated  program.  Based  on 
the  information  in  the  files,  we  could  argue 
that  a  balanced  report  should  have  present- 
ed the  negative  aspects  of  the  issue." 

In  his  memorandum  to  the  inspector  gen- 
eral dated  April  5,  Mr.  DeLauer  also  ques- 
tioned the  "appropriateness  of  this  report, 
done  in  response  to  an  Internal  request  for  a 
review,  being  distributed  outside  the  depart- 
ment." 

He  said  the  report  contained  "many  in- 
flammatory statements"  that  "are  not  true 
and  that  could  be  harmful." 

"It  appears  that  the  credibility  of  and 
indeed  the  usefulness  of  your  office  to  the 
DoD  will  be  eroded  if  this  practice  persists- 
review  assistance  is  unlikely  to  be  requested 
knowing  the  result  could  be  external  dis- 


semination and  use  of  your  reports  in  a  de- 
structive way." 

Mr.  DeLauer  went  on  to  complain  that  the 
report  had  been  released  to  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  Congress's  watchdog 
agency,  without  editing. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  finally. 
I  would  like  to  say  once  again  how 
concerned  I  am  about  ths  whole 
matter,  and  that  at  the  appropriate 
time  in  the  appropriations  process,  I 
do  plan  to  offer  an  amendment  cutting 
off  funds  for  the  Defense  Science 
Board  if  they  have  not  complied  with 
the  conflict  of  interest  statutes  that 
relate  to  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  no  further 
statement.  I  yield  to  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  BYRD  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  Senator  on  his  statement 
calling  this  matter  to  our  attention. 
The  question  of  efficiency  in  the  oper- 
ations of  the  Department  of  Defense 
is  something  that  should  be  of  concern 
to  each  Senator,  especially  in  view  of 
some  of  the  recent  revelations  of  items 
purchased  by  and  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  which  the  taxpayers' 
money  has  been  paid  and  the  prices  of 
which,  in  many  instances,  as  they  ap- 
pearecl  in  the  newspapers,  were  many 
times  higher  than  the  prices  the  items 
usually  sold  for.  I  was  shocked  by  the 
news  stories. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  billions  of 
dollars  of  the  taxpayers'  money  tied 
up  in  this  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Defense.  The  possibilities  of  waste  are 
large  in  the  expenditure  of  so  large 
sums. 

I  want  to  say  as  a  result  of  the  ef- 
forts on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  last 
year— and  specifically  I  mention  Sena- 
tors Bentsen,  Pryor,  Eagleton,  and 
Roth— the  post  of  Inspector  General 
was  established  for  the  Department  of 
Defense.  That  Department  was  one  of 
the  few  departments  of  our  Govern- 
ment that  did  not  have  an  Inspector 
General  whose  responsibility  it  is  to 
ferret  out  waste  and  mismanagement. 
That  was  corrected  through  the  recent 
efforts  of  Members  I  have  mentioned 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

As  has  been  evident  in  recent  weeks, 
the  activities  of  that  office  have  al- 
ready begun  to  pay  off  for  the  taxpay- 
ers. The  establishment  of  that  office 
was  one  of  the  more  important  recent 
legislative  achievements  of  Congress. 

It  is  of  great  interest  that  the  DOD 
Inspector  General  has  very  recently 
uncovered  a  major  problem  associated 
with  the  activities  on  the  Defense  Sci- 
ence Board.  This  is  what  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Pryor)  has  been  talking  about.  He 
renders  a  great  service  to  the  Senate 
and  to  the  taxpayers  of  our  country  in 
so  doing. 

The  Defense  Science  Board  is  the 
highest  advisory  body  regarding  the 
future  development  of  our  weapons 
systems,  our  arms  control  policies,  and 
our  force  structure   for  the  Depart- 


ment of  Defense.  It  is  composed  of  dis- 
tinguished Americans  from  the  aca- 
demic community,  from  consulting 
concerns,  industrial  manufacturers, 
and  retired  flag  and  general  officers. 
Its  advice  is  an  important  factor  in  the 
future  of  our  overall  defense  effort. 

So  it  is  extremely  disturbing  to  read 
a  very  recent  report  by  the  DOD  In- 
spector General  that  the  activities  of 
the  Defense  Science  Board  are  in  vio- 
lation of  virtually  every  law  and  regu- 
lation that  governs  its  operation. 

The  Inspector  General  found  that 
the  Defense  Science  Board  operations 
and  the  operations  of  its  task  forces 
are  in  violation  of  the  Federal  conflict 
of  interest  statutes  as  well  as  the  law 
governing  the  establishment  of  this 
type  of  advisory  committee.  The  In- 
spector General  found  that  financial 
disclosure  statements  have  been  filed 
late,  or,  as  Mr.  Pryor  has  indicated, 
not  filed  at  all,  or  not  filed  in  compli- 
ance with  the  law.  It  has  found  that 
the  task  forces  established  by  the 
Board  lacked  balance  in  their  composi- 
tion and  constitute  a  kind  of  "old  boy" 
network,  to  use  the  words  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Arksuisas  which  does  not 
serve  the  national  interest. 

Did  the  Senator,  may  I  ask,  insert 
into  the  Record  the  report  of  the  In- 
spector General? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  did  not  insert  the 
entire  report.  I  think  it  would  be  most 
timely  and  most  appropriate  to  insert 
the  entire  Inspector  General's  report. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  have  it  here  in  my 
hand.  I  would  like  to  present  it  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  for  his  inclu- 
sion in  the  Record.  He  has  been  the 
principal  speaker  on  this  matter  today 
and  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  do  that. 

I  do  believe  that  the  relevant  com- 
mittees of  the  Senate  should  conduct 
an  investigation  into  the  findings  in 
the  report  of  the  Inspector  General. 

When  the  Senator  gets  ready  to 
offer  his  amendment  a  little  later,  I 
would  like  for  him  to  let  me  know.  I 
may  want  to  cosponsor  it. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding  and 
thank  him  again  for  bringing  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
and  those  who  read  the  Record. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
article  entitled  "Cost  Bombshells" 
which  was  published  in  Time  maga- 
zine of  July  25,  1983. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Cost  Bo)mbsheu.s— Exploding  Spare-Part 
Prices 

At  a  time  when  President  Reagan  is  fight- 
ing with  Congress  over  his  record  mlllUry 
budget,  whistle  blowers  in  the  Pentagon  are 
continuing  to  sound  alarms  about  the  waste- 
ful way  past  funds  have  been  spent.  Last 
fall  a  leaked  report,  prepared  by  Air  Force 
auditors  at  Oklahoma's  Tinker  Air  Force 
Base,  showed  astounding  increases  in  the 
price  of  aircraft  engine  parts  made  by  Pratt 
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St  Whitney:  a  turbine  air  seal  for  an  P-111 
fighter-bomber,  for  example,  soared  from 
$16  to  $3,033.82  in  one  year.  These  findings 
touched  off  a  broader  study  by  the  Penta- 
gon's inspector  general's  office.  Last  week  a 
leak  of  the  resulting  draft  concluded  that 
Air  Force  and  Navy  purchasing  practices  en- 
courage exorbitant  price  increases  on  air- 
craft engine  spares. 

The  inspector  general  examined  price  in- 
creases from  1980  through  1982  for  nearly 
15,000  aircraft  engine  parts  and  discovered 
about  65%  of  the  prices  had  risen  by  more 
than  50%;  4.000  items  had  ballooned  by 
more  than  500%  and  some  by  more  than 
1.000%.  A  gear-and-pinion  assembly  sup- 
plied by  Bendix  Corp.  jumped  from  $31.59 
to  $546.  a  rise  of  1.628%.  A  spare  part  from 
Britain's  Rolls-Royce  was  marked  up  from 
$3.70  to  $54.75.  an  increase  of  1,380%.  Infla- 
tion over  this  period  was  28.9%. 

The  report  blames  the  price  hikes  not 
only  on  the  suppliers  but  on  Pentagon  pur- 
chasing agents  for  failing  to  insist  on  great- 
er competition  among  parts  manufacturers, 
and  for  not  reforming  contracting  proce- 
dures to  prevent  absurd  markups.  In  prac- 
tice. Pentagon  agents  tend  to  prefer  "sole 
source"  contracts  with  a  major  manufactur- 
er, who  will  acquire  the  parts  from  subcon- 
tractors and  take  a  profit  as  middleman. 
When  bids  on  parts  are  sought,  the  Penta- 
gon's buyers  often  deem  the  competition 
"adequate"  even  if  the  only  "bidders"  are 
the  prime  contractor  and  one  of  its  subcon- 
tractors, whose  business  often  depends  upon 
remaining  on  good  terms  with  the  larger 
company.  Furthermore,  the  report  con- 
tends. Pentagon  buyers  are  reluctant  to 
permit  new  sources  of  parts  from  breaking 
into  the  circle  of  approved  suppliers. 

Such  practices  have  been  condoned,  the 
Pentagon  report  contends.  In  part  because 
purchasing  agents  are  judged  by  their  supe- 
riors mainly  on  the  speed  and  quantity  of 
the  purchases  they  make.  "Cost  is  not  a 
major  consideration."  concluded  the  inspec- 
tors. 

A  similar  admission  came  last  week  from 
John  Melchner.  director  of  the  Pentagons 
Defense  Audit  Service,  to  a  House  subcom- 
mittee. He  testified  that  Navy  purchasing 
officers  "are  pushed  to  get  parts  as  soon  as 
possible,"  even  if  it  means  bypassing  the 
Pentagon's  inventory.  For  instance,  the 
Navy  paid  the  Sperry  Corp.  $110  for  each 
diode  used  in  an  F/A-18  fighter-bomber 
flight  simulator,  even  though  the  diodes 
were  available  from  the  Pentagon's  own 
spare-parts  stockpile  at  4*  each.  The  appar- 
ent reason  for  this  expensive  shortcut:  un- 
willingness to  order  through  the  cumber- 
some military  bureaucracy.  Declared  Demo- 
cratic Congressman  Nicholas  Mavroules  of 
Massachusetts:  "This  is  an  abominable  situ- 
ation." 

Thanks  to  yet  another  whistle  blower,  it  is 
now  known  that  even  the  cost  of  the  one- 
inch-square  plastic  caps  that  the  Air  Force 
fits  on  the  legs  of  stools  used  by  navigators 
In  B-52  bombers  and  other  aircraft  has 
flown  as  high  as  the  planes.  This  became 
public  knowledge  when  a  maintenance  crew 
chief  at  Tinker  Air  Force  Base  got  angry  be- 
cause one  cap  cost  more  than  his  monthly 
base  pay.  Each  cap  should  tost  about  25«. 
according  to  an  estimate  by  Air  Force  ana- 
lysts. The  price  the  Pentagon  was  paying 
Boeing:  $1,118.26.  After  switching  suppliers, 
the  Air  Force  now  pays  $4  for  each  cap. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  would  like  to  say.  Mr. 
President,  In  brief  response  to  the  dis- 
tinguished minority  leader,  the  Sena- 
tor from  West  'Virginia,  that  I  thanli 


him  for  his  comments,  for  his  wise  ob- 
servations, and  for  handing  to  me  the 
audit  report  dated  July  7,  1983,  from 
the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General, 
Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent at  this  time  that  the  report  in  its 
entirety  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Report  on  the  Audit  of  Policies.  Proce- 
dures. AND  Practices  for  Operation  of 
THE  Defense  Science  Board 

part  I— INTRODUCTION 

Background 
Public  Law  92-463  (PL  92-463).  the  Feder- 
al Advisory  Committee  Act,  authorizes  the 
establishment  of  a  system  governing  the 
creation  and  operation  of  advisory  commit- 
tees in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Administrator,  General 
Services  Administration  is  responsible  for 
all  matters  relating  to  advisory  committees. 
Guidelines  to  Agencies  are  contained  in 
OMB  Circular  A-63  (Revised).  The  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  has  implemented  PL  92- 
463  and  OMB  Circular  A-63  (Revised) 
through  DoD  Directive  5105.18  (Appendix 
A),  which  applies  to  the  Office  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  Organization  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  Unified  and  Specified  Com- 
mands. Military  Departments  and  Defense 
Agencies.  The  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense (Comptroller)  provides  policy  guid- 
ance and  prescribes  operating  procedures  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  Public  Law.  the 
OMB  Circular  and  DoD  Directives.  Specific 
duties  were  as  follows: 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Research  and  Engineering 

1.  Has  prime  responsibility  for  establish- 
ment and  operation  of  the  Defense  Science 
Board  (DSB). 

2.  Recommends  individuals  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  DSB. 

3.  Recommends  individual  board  members 
for  appointments  as  chairman  and  vice 
chairman  of  the  DSB. 

4.  Provides  a  Federal  Government  employ- 
ee to  act  as  an  executive  officer  to  the  DSB 
and  ensure  that  it  functions  in  accordance 
with  applicable  laws  and  directives. 

5.  Provides  technical  and  administrative 
support  to  the  DSB  and  iU  ad  hoc  task 
forces. 

6.  Assigns  formal  taskings  for  the  DSB 
and  its  ad  hoc  task  forces  consideration. 

7.  Appoints  individual  task  forces'  chair- 
men and  executive  secretaries.  (The  execu- 
tive secretary  of  each  task  force  becomes 
the  designated  Federal  Official  for  that  task 
force.) 

8.  Approves  individuals  recommended  for 
appointment  to  ad  hoc  task  forces. 

9.  Authorizes  travel  and  approves  compen- 
sation payments  for  DSB  related  activities. 

10.  Ensures  that  individual  ad  hoc  task 
forces  follow  proper  operating  procedures. 

11.  Approves  final  reports. 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 

(Comptroller) 

1.  Provides  policy  guidance  and  prescribes 
operating  procedures  for  the  DoD  Commit- 
tee Management  Program. 

2.  Officially  appoints  individuals  partici- 
pating in  DSB  matters  as  consultants  to  the 
DoD. 

3.  Maintains  personnel  records  of  special 
Government  employees.  A  special  Govern- 


ment employee  Is  a  person  who  is  retained, 
designated,  appointed,  or  employed  to  per- 
form, with  or  without  compensation,  not  to 
exceed  130  days  during  any  period  of  365 
consecutive  days,  temporary  duties  either 
on  a  full-time  or  intermittent  basis. 

4.  Reviews  financial  disclosure  statements 
submitted  by  advisory  committee  members; 
concurs  or  nonconcurs  with  conflict  of  inter- 
est evaluations;  and  files  and  maintains  doc- 
umentation. 

5.  Pays  individuals  that  are  receiving  com- 
pensation for  their  advice. 

6.  Issues  orders  and  pays  vouchers  for  offi- 
cial travel  conducted  In  connection  with  ad- 
visory committee  meetings. 

7.  Ensures  that  DoD  advisory  committees 
comply  with  applicable  laws  and  directives. 

Office  of  the  Department  of  Defense  General 
Counsel 

Upon  request,  assists  in  resolving  the  pro- 
priety of  proposed  actions  or  decisions,  in 
regards  conflict  of  interest,  in  terms  of  regu- 
lation or  law,  when  cases  of  doubt  arise. 

The  Guidelines  for  Administration  of 
DSB  Task  Forces  (Appendix  B)  state  that 
the  designated  Federal  Official/Executive 
Secretary  of  Task  Force  will: 

1.  suggest  names  of  other  technical  ex- 
perts for  task  force  membership; 

2.  review  potential  members  for  conflict  of 
interest; 

3.  prepare  a  notice  for  the  Federal  Regis- 
ter advising  of  meeting  dates  (30-day  lead 
time  is  required); 

4.  make  arrangements  for  what  will  be 
heard  and  read  by  all  committee  members; 

5.  provide  detailed  documentation  to  sup- 
port conclusions  reached; 

6.  prepare  the  minutes  of  each  meeting; 

7.  prepare  the  committees  report  along 
with  implementing  memoranda;  and 

8.  ensure  that  action  is  taken  to  imple- 
ment the  committees  recommendations. 

The  DSB  functions  as  the  senior  scientific 
advisory  group  within  the  DOD.  The  DSB 
advises  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  Chair- 
man, Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  through  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research 
and  Engineering  (USDR&E).  on  scientific, 
technical  and  managerial  matters  of  inter- 
est to  the  DOD.  Specific  recommendations, 
if  approved  by  the  USDR&E  and/or  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  are  used  for  determin- 
ing future  Defense  Department  plans  and 
improving  existing  technology  and  system 
devfiiopment  program  efforts. 

Thf  DSB  is  composed  of  representatives 
from  the  academic  community,  consulting 
concerns,  industrial  manufacturers  and  re- 
tired general/flag  officers.  The  Secretary  of 
Defense  designates  the  Chairman  and  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Board  from  among  the 
membership  upon  the  recommendation  of 
the  USDR&E  (see  Appendix  C  for  current 
membership).  An  Executive  Officer,  under 
the  direction  of  the  USDR&E,  Is  responsible 
for  the  proper  administrative  functioning  of 
the  Board  in  accordance  with  DOD  Direc- 
tive 5105.18.  This  individual,  who  reporU  to 
the  USDR&E,  also  works  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Chairman  for  the  planning,  op- 
eration and  coordination  of  the  work  of  the 
DSB. 

The  Board  works  through  the  Chairman 
with  the  USDR&E  by  esUbllshlng  tempo- 
rary, ad  hoc  task  forces  to  review  and  advise 
on  specific  problems.  These  task  forces  are 
established  for  a  specific  length  of  time, 
usually  not  to  exceed  1  year,  required  for 
completion  of  an  assignment.  With  the  con- 
currence of  the  USDR&E,  task  force  mem- 
bers collaborate,  as  representatives  of  the 
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DSB,  with  the  Military  Departments  and  ci- 
vilian agencies  in  broad  studies  of  relevance 
to  the  mission  of  the  DoD  (see  Appendices 
B  and  D  for  task  force  guidance  and  guide- 
lines). 

Objectives  and  scope 

Our  objective  was  to  evaluate  *'.  adequa- 
cy of  DSB  policies,  procedures  and  controls 
to  ensure  that  the  DSB  was  operating  in  ac- 
cordance with  PL  92-463,  OMB  Circular  A- 
63  (Revised)  and  DoD  Directive  5105.18.  We 
especially  focused  on  the  following  require- 
ments set  forth  in  the  Public  Law  and  the 
directives  governing  how  the  DSB  was  to  be 
operated. 

Selection  of  task  force  members  provided 
a  balanced  view  of  the  matters  being  ad- 
dressed. 

Member  participation  on  a  specific  task 
force  did  not  involve  an  apparent  conflict  of 
interest. 

Financial  disclosure  statements  were  filed 
timely  and  approved  prior  to  the  task 
force's  first  meeting. 

Members  were  formally  appointed  as  con- 
sultants prior  to  attending  task  force  meet- 
ings. 

Each  task  force  meeting  was  announced  in 
the  Federal  Register  at  least  15  days  prior 
to  the  meeting  date. 

Detailed  minutes  were  taken  for  each  task 
force  meeting. 

Appropriate  records  are  centrally  filed, 
maintained  and  available  for  review  on  task 
force  proceedings. 

Our  review  was  conducted  during  the 
period  August  to  December  1982  and  was 
made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted 
government  auditing  standards  for  evaluat- 
ing financial,  compliance  and  program  re- 
sults. Within  the  DSB  Secretariat  we  exam- 
ined the  available,  centrally  maintained  doc- 
umentation for  all  task  forces  initiated  be- 
tween January  1978  and  August  1982.  At  the 
Washington  Headquarters  Services  we  ex- 
amined personnel  information  applicable  to 
all  the  individuals  associated  with  the  task 
forces  covered  by  the  review  period.  Our 
review  included  such  tests  as  necessary  to 
determine  whether  there  was  compliance 
with  applicable  laws  and  regulations,  as  well 
as  whether,  in  our  opinion,  a  balance  of 
views  was  obtained  an(i  presented  in  reports 
issued  by  the  DSB. 

Prior  audit  coverage 

The  General  Accounting  Office,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Chairman,  House  Committee 
on  Government  Operations,  reviewed  the 
operations  of  the  DSB  and  the  objectivity  of 
its  task  force  on  Embedded  Computer  Re- 
sources Acquisition  and  Management.  Their 
report,  released  on  July  22,  1982,  only  ad- 
dressed issues  of  that  task  force.  No  prior 
reviews  have  assessed  the  overall  operation 
of  the  DSB,  or  any  other  DSB  task  force. 

PART  II— FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  Operating  procedures 


Finding 
The  operations  of  Defense  Science  Board 
(DSB)  task  forces  were  not  being  conducted 
In  accordance  with  DoD  policies  aind  Federal 
Regulations  on  advisory  committee  operat- 
ing procedures.  Although  specific  guidance 
had  been  given  to  each  designated  Federal 
official  responsible  for  each  task  force,  the 
resptonsible  official  for  every  committee  ex- 
amined did  not  follow  some  procedure,  pro- 
tocol or  regulation.  These  conditions  oc- 
curred because  DSB  task  force  executive 
secretaries  assigned  responsibility  for  DSB 
task  force  advisory  committee  operations 
did   not   follow   prescribed   procedures  and 


the  DSB  Secretariat  was  not  checking  to 
assure  its  requirements  were  met.  As  a 
result  of  these  conditions,  requirements  of 
Federal  laws  were  not  being  complied  with. 
Discussion  of  Details 

Our  review  encompassed  only  those  oper- 
ations of  the  DSB  ad  hoc  task  forces  from 
January  1977  to  September  1982.  During 
this  timeframe,  52  different  Individuals 
served  as  members  of  the  DSB  with  another 
215  individuals  affiliated  as  associate  mem- 
bers and  senior  consultants.  Also,  during 
this  time  span,  the  DSB  initiated  33  ad  hoc 
task  forces  looking  into  specific  issues  (see 
Appendix  E).  These  task  forces  involved  288 
different  individuals;  mainly  DSB  members, 
task  force  members  who  are  appointed  DSB 
associate  members  for  the  duration  of  a  task 
force  and  DSB  senior  consultants  cited  pre- 
viously. 

Regulatory  Guidance:  DoD  Directive 
5105.18,  "Department  of  Defense  Commit- 
tee Management  Program,"  provides  the 
following  reasonably  explicit  operating 
guidelines  for  advisory  committees: 

A  notice  of  each  advisory  committee  meet- 
ing will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
at  least  15  days  before  the  date  of  the  meet- 
ing (PL  92-463,  Section  10(a)(2)  and  OMB 
Circular  A-63,  8.b.  (1)  and  (3)). 

Notices  should  state  the  name  of  the  advi- 
sory committee,  time,  place,  purpose  of  the 
meeting  and  whether  meetings  are  open  or 
closed  to  the  public  (OMB  Circular  A-63, 
8.b.(2)). 

The  records,  reports,  transcripts,  minutes, 
appendices,  working  papers,  drafts,  studies, 
agenda,  or  other  documents  which  were 
made  available  to  or  prepared  for  or  by  each 
advisory  committee  will  be  available  at  a 
single  location  in  the  offices  of  the  advisory 
committee  or  the  Agency  to  which  the  advi- 
sory committee  reports  (PL  92-463,  Section 
10(b)). 

Detailed  minutes  will  be  kept  for  each  ad- 
visory committee  meeting  and  will  contain  a 
record  of  persons  present,  a  complete  and 
accurate  description  of  matters  discussed 
and  conclusions  reached,  and  copies  of  all 
reports  received.  Issued,  or  approved  by  the 
advisory  committee.  Additionally,  the  accu- 
racy of  all  minutes  will  be  certified  to  by  the 
chairman  of  the  advisory  committee  (PL  92- 
463,  Section  10(c)  and  OMB  Circular  A-63, 
8.e.). 

There  will  be  designated  an  officer  or  em- 
ployee of  the  Federal  Government  to  chair 
or  attend  each  meeting  of  each  advisory 
board.  This  officer  or  employee  Is  author- 
ized, whenever  it  is  determined  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  to  adjourn  any  such  meet- 
ing. Furthermore,  advisory  committee  meet- 
ings will  not  be  conducted  in  the  absence  of 
this  officer  or  employee  (PL  92-463.  Section 
10  (e)  and  (f)  and  OMB  Circular  A-63.  8.f.). 

Task  Force  Meeting  Minutes:  Our  audit 
initially  focused  on  6  randomly  selected  task 
forces:  Cruise  Missile.  EMP  Hardening  of 
Aircraft,  Anti-Tactical  Missiles,  Water  Sup- 
port for  the  Rapid  Deployment  Joint  Task 
Force  in  Southwest  Asia,  Review  of  the  DoD 
Space-Based  Laser  Weapons  Study  and  Ap- 
plication of  High  Technology  to  Ground 
Operations.  We  found  that  for  the  46  meet- 
ings held  by  the  task  forces,  minutes  were 
available  at  the  DSB  Secretariat  for  only  12 
of  the  meetings.  Because  of  the  lack  of  In- 
formation applicable  to  the  sample,  we  re- 
viewed all  33  task  forces.  This  expanded 
analysis,  as  shown  in  Appendix  F,  revealed 
that  only  32  meeting  minutes  were  on  file  at 
the  DSB  Secretariat  for  the  198  task  force 
meetings  that  were  actually  held.  The 
DSB's  Executive  Officer  stated  that  central 


maintenance  of  records  was  not  possible  be- 
cause of  space  limitations,  or  required.  We 
were  also  advised  that  the  Executive  Secre- 
tary of  each  task  force  was  responsible  for 
maintaining  minutes  and  other  records; 
therefore,  rather  than  being  centrally  locat- 
ed In  the  DSB  Secretariat,  documentation 
was  held  in  the  offices  responsible  for  the 
task  forces.  In  attempting  to  follow  up  on 
this  situation,  we  tried  to  contract  8  former 
executive  secretaries  who  represented  13  of 
the  33  task  forces.  We  were  able  to  locate 
only  one  executive  secretary  who  had  his' 
minutes  and  another  who  thought  he  might 
have  them  somewhere,  but  was  unable  to 
locate  them.  Even  though  instructions  for 
Executive  Secretaries  clearly  stated  require- 
ments, the  executive  secretaries  we  contact- 
ed indicate  they  were  unclear  about  the  re- 
quirements to  prepare  and  retain  minutes 
and  other  records  of  meetings.  Also,  several 
executive  secretaries  were  not  longer  em- 
ployed in  the  responsible  offices  and 
present  personnel  were  not  aware  of  the  ex- 
istence of  any  task  force  files.  Five  of  the  24 
Individuals  who  served  as  executive  secretar- 
ies for  the  33  task  forces  were  no  longer  in 
the  Pentagon. 

DoD  Directive  5105.18  requires  that  all 
documents  made  available  to  or  prepared 
for  each  advisory  committee  be  available  for 
public  inspection  and  copying  at  a  single  lo- 
cation in  the  offices  to  which  the  committee 
reports.  The  directive  also  requires  that  de- 
tailed minutes  of  each  meeting  be  kept  for 
all  meetings.  We  concluded  that  these  re- 
quirements had  not  been  fulfilled. 

Although  the  majority  of  meeting  min- 
utes were  not  obtainable,  those  that  were 
available  (32)  provided  little  insight  into  the 
operations  and  deliberations  of  the  particu- 
lar task  forces.  Details  were  sparse,  usually 
limited  to  an  agenda  and  occasionally  a  few 
innocuous  briefing  presentations.  Some 
minutes  did  not  include  basic  Information 
such  as  the  list  of  advisory  committee  mem- 
bers present  at  the  meeting.  None  of  the 
minutes  provided  any  description  of  reports 
reviewed,  matters  discussed  or  conclusions 
reached.  Furthermore,  many  of  the  minutes 
were  not  certified  by  the  advisory  commit- 
tee chairmen. 

Federal  Register  Meeting  Announce- 
ments. As  shown  in  Appendix  E,  of  the  198 
task  force  meetings  held,  158  had  been  an- 
nounced in  the  Federal  Register.  The  DSB's 
Executive  Officer  stated  that  the  unan- 
nounced meetings  were  probably  informal 
organizational  meetings  (many  were  initial 
task  force  meetings)  or  meetings  held  to 
review  draft  reports,  that  did  not  require 
announcements.  A  task  force  Executive  Sec- 
retary confirmed  that  his  unannounced 
meeting  was  an  informal  organizational 
meeting;  however,  no  minutes  were  avail- 
able and  he  could  not  remember  if  he  had 
actually  attended  the  meeting.  Notwith- 
standing these  arguments,  applicable  laws 
and  regulations  simply  state  ""each"  adviso- 
ry committee  meeting  will  be  announced  in 
the  Federal  Register.  We  found  no  exemp- 
tions, specified  or  implied,  regarding  infor- 
mal organizational  or  report  review  meet- 
ings. 

Administrative  Procedures  for  Appointing 
Consultants  to  Task  Forces.  The  Federal  of- 
ficial (task  force  executive  secretary)  re- 
sponsible for  overseeing  the  advisory  com- 
mittee is  administratively  charged  with  en- 
suring that  Individual  task  force  meml)ers 
are  formally  appointed  as  consultants  prior 
to  the  first  official  task  force  meeting  (see 
Appendix  B). 
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The  33  task  forces  included  in  our  audit 
Involved  390  personnel  assignments.  We 
found  that  143  of  these  390  personnel  as- 
signments involved  individuals  who  apoar- 
ently  were  never  processed  or  were  not  offi- 
cially appointed  until  after  their  task  forces 
were  underway.  Lack  of  availability  of  re- 
quired documentation  limited  our  review  in 
this  area;  however,  we  were  able  to  verify, 
mainly  through  other  means  such  as  travel 
orders,  that  77  of  these  individuals  had  in 
fact  attended  meetings  either  before  or 
without  being  properly  cleared  and  appoint- 
ed. 

Additionally,  task  force  correspondence 
disclosed  that  7  individuals  served  as  task 
force  meml)ers  although  their  names  did 
not  appear  on  the  membership  rosters. 
None  of  these  individuals  had  been  proc- 
essed through  OSD  Personnel  for  official 
appointment  as  consultants.  We  were  able 
to  verify  that  6  of  these  individuals  attend- 
ed task  force  meetings. 

Other  Studies:  The  Public  Law.  OMB  Cir 
cular  and  DoD  Directive  emphasize  that  ad- 
visory committee  numbers  be  kept  to  the 
minimum  that  are  necessary  and  essential. 
During  our  audit  we  evaluated  the  subject 
matter  of  the  DSBs  33  task  forces  in  re 
gards  to  the  number  of  previous  studies 
which  had  been  conducted  in  the  areas.  We 
found  that  a  great  deal  of  disparity  existed, 
relative  to  the  amount  of  previous  coverage. 
Our  inquiries  into  the  Defense  Technical  In- 
formation Center's  data  base,  which  is  the 
central  repository  for  all  DoD  studies  and 
analyses,  disclosed  that: 

Some  areas  had  never  before  been  ana- 
lyzed, i.e..  retention  of  critical  contractor  ci- 
vilian employees  overseas  during  hostilities; 

Other  areas  had  received  significant  cov- 
erage, i.e..  laser  weapons  1.184  and  cruise 
missiles  2.671  studies;  and 

Still  others  had  been  literally  'sludied  to 
death. ■■  i.e..  electronic  warfare  11.535  and 
countermeasures  12.493  studies. 

We  found  no  evidence  in  the  files  or  task 
force  minutes  that  the  I>SB  or  the  task 
forces  either  reviewed  or  considered  prior 
studies  in  their  efforts. 

Recommendations  for  Corrective  Action 

1.  We  reconunend  that  the  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing require  the  Executive  Officer  of  the  De- 
fense Science  Board  ensure  compliance  with 
the  directives  requiring  that: 

Each  advisory  committee  meeting  is  prop- 
erly announced  in  the  Federal  Register; 

All  records,  reports,  transcripts,  minutes, 
or  other  documents  utilized  or  generated  by 
each  task  force  are  maintained  at  an  appro- 
priate central  location; 

Minutes  are  prepared  in  sufficient  detail 
to  present  a  distinct  record  of  task  force 
conduct,  discussions,  events,  actions  and 
conclusions; 

The  designated  Federal  task  force  repre- 
sentative is  fully  aware  of  procedures  and 
consequences  of  applicable  laws,  regulations 
and  policies;  and 

Task  force  minutes  document  that  prior 
studies  have  been  thoroughly  reviewed  and 
analyzed  to  determine  there  relevance 
before  a  new  review  is  undertaken. 

2.  We  recommend  that  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  (Comptroller)  perform 
periodic  checks  of  Defense  Science  Board 
operations  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
Public  Law.  and  the  OMB  Circular  as  re- 
quired by  DoD  Directive  5105.18. 

Management  Comments 
The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re- 
search and  Engineering  concurred  in  all  rec- 


ommendations with  the  exception  of  the 
recommendation  in  a  draft  of  this  report 
that  prior  studies  be  thoroughly  reviewed 
and  analyzed  to  determirie  their  relevance 
before  a  new  review  is  undertaken.  Manage- 
ment maintained  that  relevant  prior  studies 
were  considered  before  a  new  DSB  effort  is 
undertaken.  The  recommendation  in  the 
final  report  has  been  revised  to  require  that 
the  task  force  minutes  document  that  this 
has  been  done. 

The  Under  Secretary  also  provided  the 
following  additional  comments. 

Finding:  Task  Force  Minutes:  The  find- 
ings are  reasonable.  Actions  have  been 
taken  to  correct  the  situation.  The  DSB 
Secretariat  will  insure  that: 

Executive  Secretaries  of  Task  Forces  ac 
knowledge  they  are  responsible  for  detailed 
minutes  of  Task  Force  meetings. 
Minutes  are  approved. 
Minutes  are  filed  centrally  in  the  office  of 
the  DSB  Task  Force  Executive  Secretary. 

Once  the  Task  Force  report  is  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  separate  min 
utes  and  Task  Force  documents  will  be  re- 
tained for  at  least  one  year  and  may  then  be 
discarded  (See  Sec.  10b,  PL  92-483). 

Finding:  Federal  Register  Meeting  an- 
nouncements: The  Finding  is  appropriate. 
Although  a  majority  of  meeting  announce- 
ments were  properly  advertised,  action  has 
been  taken  to  insure  that  no  Task  Force 
meeting  will  be  held  without  announcement 
consistent  with  governing  regulations  as 
had  always  been  required  by  written  DSB 
operating  procedures. 

Finding:  Administrative  Procedures  for 
Appointing  ConsultanU  to  Task  Forces:  The 
findings  are  appropriate.  Corrective  action 
has  been  taken:  No  person  will  serve  as  a 
Task  Force  member  until  appointed  official- 
ly as  an  OSD  consultant  (this  includes  a 
review  of  financial  interest  and  a  determina- 
tion of  conflict  of  interest  by  responsible  of- 
ficials). 

Finding:  Other  Studies:  This  finding  is  not 
true  and  is  rejected.  The  finding  is  not  de- 
rived from  fact  or  actual  practice.  Relevant 
prior  studies  are  considered  before  a  new 
DSB  effort  is  undertaken.  Upon  determina- 
tion that  prior  studies  are  insufficient  to  ad- 
dress the  current  issue.  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
SUf f.  or  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Research  and  Engineering  decides  personal- 
ly that  the  DSB  will  address  the  subject. 
The  resulting  Task  Force  generally  reviews 
relevant  prior  studies  it  deems  useful  to  its 
directed  effort. 

The  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense (Administration)  provided  the  follow- 
ing comments.  .  .  .  arrangements  are  being 
made  to  review  Defense  Science  Board  oper- 
ations periodically  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  Public  Law  and  DoD  Directive 
5105.18.  This  is  in  accord  with  the  recom- 
mendation contained  on  page  18  of  the 
draft.  Further,  in  a  memorandum  dated 
February  10.  1983  all  DoD  committee  man- 
agers have  been  requested  to  take  action  to 
ensure  that  their  committees  comply  with 
the  Public  Law  and  DoD  Directive  5105  18. " 
Audit  Response 
In  regard  to  prior  studies,  we  stated  In  the 
report  that  lack  of  required  documentation 
prevented  us  from  determining  exactly  what 
was  and  was  not  considered.  As  a  result,  we 
were  forced  to  rely  upon  records  at  the  De- 
fense Technical  Information  Center  (DTIC) 
and  statements  by  Task  Force  Executive 
Secretaries  and  the  DSBs  Executive  Offi- 
cer. Our  review  of  records  at  DTIC  as  well 
as  discussions  with   Task   Force  Executive 


Secretaries  and  the  DSBs  Executive  Officer 
did  not  disclose  a  substantial  use  of  prior 
studies  by  DSB  Task  Forces.  We  found  that 
there  had  been  numerous  relevant  studies 
made  by  DoD  contractors  on  the  same  sub- 
jects that  were  reviewed  by  the  DSB  Task 
Forces. 

In  replying  to  the  final  report,  the  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Administra- 
tion) needs  to  describe  the  specific  actions 
and  planned  completion  dates  for  actions  on 
Recommendation  A.2. 

B.  Appointing  Defense  Science  Board  and 
task  force  members 

Finding 
Financial  disclosure  statements,  required 
by  DoD  Directive  and  other  Federal  Regula- 
tions, were  not  always  being  obtained,  com- 
pleted and  properly  processed.  Reviews  for 
conflict  of  interests  that  were  being  con- 
ducted appeared  to  us  to  be  of  a  superficial 
nature.  No  comprehensive  list  of  knowledge- 
able candidates  for  task  force  membership 
was  developed  and  presented  to  the  task 
force  chairman.  In  reviewing  the  pattern  of 
membership  on  particular  task  forces,  it  ap- 
peared to  us  that  appointments  were  based 
on  personal  knowledge  rather  than  based  on 
a  group  of  technical  experts  drawn  from  a 
universe  of  knowledgeable  individuals. 
These  conditions  occurred  because  respor^si- 
ble  OSD/OUSDR&E  officials  were  not  com- 
plying with  applicable  laws,  regulations,  di- 
rectives and  guidance  and  no  oversight  was 
occurring.  As  a  result,  the  objectivity  of  the 
DSB's  recommendations  was  open  to  ques- 
tion. 

Discussion  of  Details 
The  Civil  Service  Commission  Regulation. 
•Employee  Responsibilities  and  Conduct. " 
Title  5.  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  Part 
735.  incorporates  the  conflict  of  interest 
laws  as  set  forth  in  18  United  States  Code 
203-209  (18  use.  203-209).  DoD  Directive 
5500.7.  "Standards  of  Conduct,"  provides 
guidance  to  DoD  components  regarding  pre- 
scribed standards  of  conduct  required  of  all 
DoD  personnel.  This  Directive  also  specifies 
that  special  Government  employees  are  con- 
sidered DoD  personnel  and  therefore  come 
under  the  conflict  of  interest  proscriptions 
of  18  U.S.C.  203  209.  DSB  Task  Force  mem- 
bers are  considered  special  Government  em- 
ployees. 

In  corwidering  the  specific  conflict  of  In- 
terest laws,  only  18  U.S.C.  208  appears  to  be 
a  major  issue  regarding  DSB  task  force 
members'  actions  in  their  special  Govern- 
ment employee  capacities.  Section  208(a) 
specifically  requires  executive  branch  per- 
sonnel to  refrain  from  participating  as  Gov- 
ernment personnel  In  any  particular  matter 
in  which  they,  their  spouses,  minor  chil- 
dren, or  partners  have  financial  interests  or 
in  which  businesses  or  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions with  which  such  personnel  are  con- 
nected or  are  seeking  employment  have  fi- 
nancial interests.  A  "particular  matter"  as 
defined  by  DoD  may  be  less  concrete  than 
an  actual  contract,  but  is  something  more 
specific  than  rule  making  o  abstract  scien- 
tific principles.  The  test  i-  *fhether  the  indi- 
vidual might  reasonably  anticipate  that  his 
Government  action,  or  the  decision  in  which 
he  participates  or  with  respect  to  which  he 
advises,  will  have  a  direct  and  predictable 
effect  upon  such  financial  interests. 

While  the  Federal  Personnel  Manual. 
Chapter  735.  Appendix  C.  affirms  the  appli- 
cability of  Section  208  to  advisory  commit- 
tee members  who  are  special  Government 
employees,  it  also  recognizes  that  advisory 


committee  members  may.  of  necessity,  be 
drawn  from  a  class  of  individuals  having  in- 
terest that  will  be  affected  by  the  advice  to 
be  given.  Specifically  it  states: 

"While  it  would  be  highly  desirable,  in 
order  to  minimize  the  (occurence  of  conflicts 
of  interest,  for  agencies  of  the  Government 
to  avoid  appointing  to  advisory  positions 
(>ersons  who  are  employed  or  consulted  by 
contractors  or  others  having  a  substantial 
amount  of  business  with  that  agency,  it  is 
recognized  that  the  Government  has.  of  ne- 
cessity, become  increasingly  concerned  with 
highly  technical  area  of  specialization  and 
that  the  number  of  persons  expert  in  those 
areas  is  frequently  very  small.  Therefore,  in 
many  instances  it  will  not  be  possible  for  an 
agency  to  obtain  the  services  of  a  competent 
adviser  or  consultant  who  is  not  in  fact  em- 
ployed or  consulted  by  such  contractors.  In 
addition,  an  advisory  group  may  of  necessity 
be  composed  largely  or  wholly  of  persons  of 
a  common  class  or  group  whose  employers 
may  benefit  from  the  advice  given.  As  exam- 
ple would  be  a  group  of  university  scientists 
advising  on  research  grants  to  universities. 
Only  in  such  a  group  c»n  the  necessary  ex- 
pertise be  found.  In  all  these  circumstances, 
particular  care  should  be  exercised  to  ex- 
clude his  employer's  or  clients'  contracts  or 
other  transactions  with  the  Government 
from  the  range  of  the  consultant's  or  advis- 
er's duties." 

The  Executive  Secretary  of  each  DSB  task 
force  is  administratively  charged,  through 
guidance  issued  by  the  DSB's  Chairman  and 
Executive  Officer,  with  overseeing  the  con- 
flict of  interest  rules  in  regards  to  his  par- 
ticular committee.  This  guidance  states: 

".  .  .  It  is  critically  Important  that  Task 
Force  membership  be  selected  to  give  a  bal- 
anced view  of  the  matter  being  addressed 
and  that  the  member's  participation  on  the 
Task  Force  not  involve  any  conflict  of  inter- 
est." 

Financial  Disclosure  Statements:  The  task 
force  executive  secretary's  means  of  deter- 
mining whether  there  are  actual  or  appar- 
ent conflicts  of  interest  among  individual 
committee  members  is  the  "Confidential 
Statement  of  Affiliations  and  Financial  In- 
terests."  DD  Form  1555.  The  33  task  forces 
Included  in  our  audit  involved  390  personnel 
assignments;  however,  only  288  separate  in- 
dividuals participated  because  of  multiple 
assignments  (Appendix  F).  Additionally,  our 
analysis  disclosed  that  one  or  more  employ- 
ees from  several  major  organizations  ap- 
peared on  a  number  of  task  forces  (Appen- 
dix G).  For  our  review  we  included  those 
personnel  participating  in  3  or  more  task 
forces,  members  from  the  "top  ten"  organi- 
zations, and  all  personnel  assigned  to  the  6 
task  forces  discussed  earlier  which  had  been 
randomly  selected  for  review. 

The  above  stratification  provided  95  "out- 
side consultants"  who  had  participated  indi- 
vidually in  159  separate  task  force  assign- 
ments. There  95  individuals  should  have 
filed  189  financial  disclosure  statements 
(some  task  force  assignments  involved  more 
than  1  year  and  therefore  more  than  1  fi- 
nancial disclosure  statement  was  required). 
Our  analyses  of  these  189  financial  disclo- 
sure statements  revealed  that:  51  had  been 
completed  in  a  timely  fashion:  51  had  been 
completed  after  the  task  force  was  under- 
way; 65  were  nonexistent  (documentation 
not  on  file);  and  22  were  on  file  but  incom- 
plete. 

For  the  22  statements  that  were  Incom- 
plete: 20  had  not  been  reviewed  by  either 
the  DoD  General  Counsel's  office  or  the 
Standards  of  Conduct  Counselor;  1  did  not 


have  a  disqualification  statement  attached 
even  though  the  task  force  executive  secre- 
tary had  cited  a  potential  conflict;  and  1  in- 
volved a  statement  where  a  potential  con- 
flict had  been  cited,  however,  the  member 
disagreed  with  the  assessment  and  refused 
to  sign  the  disqualification  statement.  The 
Standards  of  Conduct  Counselor  also  con- 
curred that  a  potential  conflict  existed.  Not- 
withstanding, no  further  action  was  appar- 
ently taken  and  the  individual  did  in  fact 
participate  on  the  task  force. 

Overall,  of  the  124  financial  disclosure 
statements  on  file  (51  complete  and  timely, 
51  complete  but  not  timely,  and  22  incom- 
plete), we  found  that  106  cited  a  significant 
financial  Interest  In  an  organization  doing 
business  with  the  Department  of  Defense, 
which  interest  is  defined  by  18  U.S.C.  203- 
209  as  a  potential  conflict  of  interest.  In  ad- 
dition. 2  financial  disclosure  statements  had 
nothing  marked,  and  only  16  cited  no  appar- 
ent conflict  of  interest.  Of  the  106  persons 
who  cited  a  potential  conflict.  105  signed 
statements  promising  to  disqualify  them- 
selves If  such  an  occasion  arose.  The  large 
number  of  statements  which  were  either  not 
processed  or  completed  until  after  the  paj-- 
ticular  task  force  was  already  underway, 
suggests  to  us  that  many  of  these  reviews 
were  perfunctory. 

Background  of  Consultants:  The  DSB  Ex- 
ecutive Officer  maintained  that  the  DSB 
can  only  obtain  the  necessary  expertise  re- 
quired for  its  reviews  from  among  a  class  of 
individuals,  many  of  whom  have  an  appear- 
ance of  conflicting  Interests.  However,  our 
review  of  the  information  in  64  personnel 
folders  applicable  to  the  95  consultants  in 
our  sample  (31  files  were  unavailable)  dis- 
closed that  in  14  instarices,  the  described 
background  and  expertise  presented  by  the 
individual  did  not  seem  to  us  to  be  related  to 
the  technical  issues  being  addressed  by  the 
task  force.  Additionally,  the  files  showed:  17 
individuals  had  cited  DSB  members  as  refer- 
ences; 18  individuals  were  former  Govern- 
ment employees;  and  19  individuals  were 
former  Government  employees  who  also 
had  cited  DSB  members  as  references. 

Of  the  37  former  Government  employees 
discussed  above,  we  found  that  31  were 
former  DoD  employees.  F^irthermore,  19  of 
these  individuals  came  out  of  the  Office  of 
the  USDR&E;  including  3  who  had  held  the 
position  equivalent  to  the  USDR&E.  Conse- 
quently, it  appeared  that  the  membership 
of  the  DSB  and  the  task  forces  was  based  on 
personal  knowledge  rather  than  based  on  a 
group  of  technical  experts  drawn  from  a 
universe  of  knowledgeable  individuals.  It 
could  also  be  concluded  that  selection  was 
from  a  field  of  those  known  to  the  selectors 
because  no  comprehensive  list  of  knowledge- 
able candidates  was  developed  and  present- 
ed to  the  task  force  chairman. 

Membership  Balance  on  DSB  Task  Forces: 
The  DSB's  guidance  on  task  force  member- 
ship stresses,  not  only  the  need  for  techni- 
cal expertise,  but  also  the  need  to  maintain 
a  "balance"  of  membership  in  terms  of  per- 
spectives. This  "balance"  requirement,  as 
stated  in  the  Federal  Advisory  conunittee 
Act  (Public  Law  92-463).  is  essentailly  noth- 
ing more  than  a  measure  of  fairness  in  that 
it  requires  the  membership  of  the  advisory 
committee  to  be  fairly  balanced  in  terms  of 
the  points  of  view  represented  and  the  func- 
tions to  be  performed. 

We  were  told  that  the  required  balance 
was  obtained  by  the  Chairman  who  was  re- 
sponsible for  constituting  each  Task  Force. 

The  Executive  Secretary  stated  that  his 
staff  reviewed  each  Task  Force  membership 


to  assure  that  a  balance  was  maintained. 
However,  there  was  no  documentation  we 
could  review  to  confirm  these  statements. 

Each  of  the  33  task  forces  in  our  review 
possessed  its  own  distinct  individuality. 
While  the  scarcity  of  detailed  information 
prohibited  us  from  making  definitive  judg- 
ments, some  of  the  task  forces  involved 
advice  of  such  a  general  nature  as  to  pre- 
clude us  from  assessing  any  type  of  direct 
and  predictable  effect  upon  the  financial  in- 
terests associated  with  these  task  force's 
members.  However,  5  of  the  6  task  forces  we 
examined  in  detail  did  involve  advice  whose 
inherent  nature  could  predictably  result  in 
advantageous  situations  for  the  firms  with 
which  their  members  were  affiliated. 

One  example  of  this  was  the  DSB's  Task 
Force  on  Retention  of  Contractor  Civilians 
on  Critical  Jobs  Overseas  During  Hostilities. 
This  group  was  tasked  with  finding  a  solu- 
tion to  the  problem  of  ensuring  the  contin- 
ued support  of  jobs  overseas  performed  by 
civilians  that  are  critical  to  the  readiness  of 
our  Armed  Forces  during  periods  of  impend- 
ing or  actual  hostilities.  The  contemplated 
solutions  being  considered  by  DoD  were:  re- 
quire the  civilian  personnel  to  join  the  Se- 
lected Reserves;  extend  the  Uniform  Code 
of  Military  Justice  to  cover  civilians  upon  a 
declaration  of  an  emergency  rather  than  a 
declaration  of  war.  as  it  is  now;  require  each 
civilian  to  agree,  in  writing,  to  accept  active 
duty  commissioned  officer,  warrant  officer, 
or  noncommissioned  officer  status  upon  dec- 
laration of  an  emergency;  and  have  each  ci- 
vilian sign  a  contractual  statement  agreeing 
to  remain  on  the  job. 

Appendix  B  of  the  task  force's  report 
listed  the  10  panel  members  which  included 
3  representatives  from  Hughes  Aircraft  and 
1  each  from  Grumman  Aerospace.  Honey- 
well Information  Systems,  General  Dynam- 
ics, Raytheon.  McDonnell  Aircraft,  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Manpower.  Reserve  Affairs  and  Logistics) 
and  the  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Research  and  Engineering.  The 
task  force's  Executive  Secretary  stated  that 
while  some  committee  members  were  per- 
sonally selected  by  the  task  force  chairman, 
others  were  nominated  by  their  companies, 
which  had  been  chosen  by  the  chairman  be- 
cause of  their  employment  of  overseas  tech- 
nical representatives. 

The  task  force  recommended  rejecting  all 
the  solutions  which  would  entail  military 
compulsion  and  alternately  recommended: 

That  in  return  for  the  employees  signed 
statement  of  intent  to  remain  at  their  jobs, 
the  overseas  commander  provide  the  civilian 
employee  with  written  assurances  relating 
to  exactly  what  the  Government  will  do  for 
him  during  hostilities; 

That  the  Defense  Acquisition  Regulation 
be  changed  to  include  specific  contractual 
guidelines  and  clauses  relating  to  the  above 
agreements;  and 

That  DoD  Directives  be  revised  to  assign 
responsibility  for  the  motivation  of  contrac- 
tor civilian  employees  and  their  loyalty  to 
the  organization  to  which  they  are  attached 
(DoD  must  overcome  the  widespread  per- 
ception that  contractor  civilian  employees 
are  only  hired  hands  that  can  be  treated 
like  second-class  citizens). 

The  task  force's  report  repeatedly  stresses 
"industry  reaction,"  "[contractors]  ability 
to  recruit  and  retain  employees."  "provides 
no  offsetting  benefits  ...  to  the  employee." 
"inclustry  .  .  .  would  lose  business,"  and 
•  coitracts  .  .  .  would  be  .  .  .  partially  termi- 
nated by  convenience."  There  was  no  indica- 
tion S«\  the  minutes  or  in  the  final  report 
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that  the  Military's  point  of  view  had  l>een 
considered  even  though  the  task  force's 
terms  of  reference  (the  charter  for  the  task 
force)  had  specifically  stated:  'The  goal  is 
to  evolve  a  workable  solution  that  can  be  en- 
dorsed both  by  the  Military  Services  and  by 
industry." 

Another  example  occurred  in  the  DSBs 
Task  Forces  on  High  Energy  Lasers  and 
Review  of  the  DoD  Space-Based  Laser 
Weapons  Study,  wherein,  both  committees 
were  chaired  by  the  same  individual,  a  vice 
president  of  TRW.  At  the  time  of  the  first 
appointment,  a  note  in  the  DSBs  files  dis 
closed  that  officials  at  the  DSB  Secretariat 
were  well  aware  that  this  individual's  pres- 
ence would  constitute  a  potential  conflict  of 
interest  in  that  TRW  was  a  major  contrac- 
tor in  DoD's  research  and  development  ef- 
forts regarding  laser/space  technology.  Non- 
availability of  most  meeting  minutes,  plus 
lack  of  detail  in  those  meeting  minutes 
which  were  available,  prevented  us  from  de- 
termining exactly  what  influence  this  indi- 
vidual may  have  exerted  upon  the  commit- 
tees. What  was  determinable  from  informa- 
tion assessable  was: 

That  both  task  forces  recommended  pro- 
ceeding with  further  research  efforts; 

That  both  task  forces  recommended  pro- 
ceeding with  further  research  efforts; 

That  TRW  made  a  major  presentation  of 
their  ongoing  efforts  to  the  High  Energy 
Laser  Task  Force: 

There  were  no  nonsupporters  on  the  Task 
Force  on  the  Review  of  the  DOD  Space- 
Based  Laser  Weapons  Study,  even  though 
the  review  and  prior  studies  indicated  there 
were  conflicting  viewpoints  by  former  DSB 
associate  meml)ers.  Although  nonsupporters 
made  presentations  at  a  meeting  their  views 
were  not  presented  in  the  task  force's 
report. 

That  this  individual  included  in  his  for- 
warding memorandum  for  the  final  report 
of  the  Space-Based  Laser  Weapons  Study 
Task  Force  the  following: 

"In  our  view,  it  is  too  soon  to  attempt  to 
accelerate  SBL  development  toward  inte- 
grated space  demonstration  for  any  mission, 
particularly  for  ballistic  missile  defense.  We 
do  find  good  progress,  and  promise  that 
SBL  will  prove  to  be  of  use  for  some  mis- 
sions. All  of  these  re<juire  further  R&D.  and 
a  push  toward  integrated  on-orbit  demon- 
strations would  seriously  endanger  this  nec- 
essary work.  Finally,  we  feel  that  the  Serv- 
ices should  be  more  strongly  involved,  and 
particularly  that  the  Air  Force  should  be  in 
charge  of  space  component  experiments, 
such  as  TALON  GOLD.  A  great  deal  of  mis- 
sion analysis  and  full  systems  study  must  be 
done,  in  concert  with  technical  develop- 
ments. t)efore  we  will  know  the  potential  for 
accomplishing  SBL  missions:  we  strongly 
suggest  that  these  be  performed  by  compet- 
ing teams,  again  with  Service  involvement. 

"Some  people  are  certain  to  be  disappoint- 
ed by  our  findings.  I  should  point  out  that 
this  group  was  not  one  which  set  out  to  find 
fault.  In  fact,  every  meml>er  of  this  panel 
has  been  a  strong  supporter  of  the  U.S. 
laser  weapon  program,  most  of  us  since  its 
inception.  We  remain  strong  supporters, 
convinced  that  the  program  is  healthy  and 
promising,  sis  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  we 
recommend  an  increase  of  $50  million/ 
year." 

In  the  case  of  the  latter  task  force,  DSB 
Officials  argue  that:  the  original  DoD  Study 
was  requested  by  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  (SASC)  to  assess  the  need  to  ac- 
celerate development  and  deployment  of 
Space-Based  Laser  Weapons;  and  that  the 


task  force's  recommendation  actually 
slowed  this  acceleration  down.  We  acknowl- 
edge this  fact;  however,  the  task  force's 
terms  of  reference  also  stated  that  the 
study  address: 

The  potential  utility  of  space-based  laser 
weapons;  and 

The  impact  of  the  development  and  de- 
ployment on  national  policy. 

The  information  available  in  the  files 
raised  questions  about  utility,  cost  and  na- 
tional policy  although  none  of  this  informa- 
tion made  its  way  into  the  report.  Further- 
more, intelligence  estimates  did  not  support 
the  original  concerns  of  the  SASC  which 
had  triggered  their  desires  for  an  acceler- 
ated program.  Based  on  the  information  in 
the  files,  we  could  argue  that  a  balanced 
report  should  have  presented  the  negative 
aspects  of  the  issue. 

Management    disagrees    with    the    above 
analysis  and  believes  that  it  constitutes  a 
misrepresentation    of    the    issues   and    the 
DSBs  findings  and  recommendations. 
Recommendations  for  Corrective  Action 

1.  We  recommend  that  the  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing require  the  Defense  Science  Boards  Ex- 
ecutive Officer  to  speed  implementation  of 
actions  recently  started  that  should  ensure 
that  financial  disclosure  statements  are 
properly  prepared  and  filed  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  an  advisory  task  force, 
and  that  the  conflict  of  interest  review  con- 
ducted therein,  not  only  follow  appropriate 
guidance,  but  also  present  a  substantive  ex- 
amination, wherby  even  the  appearance  of  a 
conflict  of  interest  would  be  averted. 

2.  We  recommend  that  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  (Comptroller): 

a.  Revise  guidance  to  clearly  delineate: 
The   -particular  matter. "  with  respect  to 

financial  interest,  that  would  disqualify  an 
individual  from  participating  on  a  specific 
advisory  committee;  and 

What  "balanced  representation"  on  an  ad- 
visory committee  specifically  entails  and  cri- 
teria for  determining  when  it  has  been 
achieved. 

b.  Inaugurate  procedures  whereby  period- 
ic evaluations  will  be  conducted  of  these 
conflict  of  interest  reviews  to  guarantee 
compliance  to  this  area  as  set  forth  in  the 
Public  Law.  OMB  Circular  and  DOD  Direc- 
tives. 

Management  Comments 
The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re- 
search and  Engineering  concurred  in  the 
recommendations,  however,  he  made  the 
following  general  comment  on  a  draft  of 
this  report. 

"The  findings  and  discussion  on  Financial 
Disclosure  Statements,  Background  of  Con- 
sultants, and  Membership  Balance  on  DSB 
Task  Forces,  as  written,  show  a  lack  of  un- 
derstanding resulting  from  a  superficial  ex- 
amination of  data  and  a  clearly  biased  view 
of  facts  by  auditors  and/or  authors.  A  ma- 
jority of  the  writings  should  be  deleted  be- 
cause of  erroneous  statements  and  most  of 
the  remaining  required  extensive  edit  for 
completeness  and  accuracy." 

The  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense (Administration),  OASD  (Comptrol- 
ler) provided  the  following  comments. 

.  .  Concerning  the  recommendations 
.  .  .  relating  to  conflicts  of  interest  and  bal- 
anced membership.  I  believe  that  issuing 
further  detailed  instructions  on  these  sub- 
jects would  serve  no  useful  purpose.  It 
would  not  \ye  possible,  for  instance,  to  define 
in  advance  for  all  possible  cases,  the  'par- 
ticular matter,"  with  respect  to  financial  in- 


terest, that  would  disqualify  an  individual 
from  participating  on  a  specific  committee. 
With  respect  to  balanced  membership,  our 
policy  has  been  that  committees  should  be 
fairly  balanced  in  terms  of  the  points  of 
view  represented  and  the  functions  be  per- 
formed. This  is  a  reiteration  of  the  Public 
Law  and  the  guidance  issued  by  OMB. 

"My  memorandum  of  February  10. 
1983  .  .  .  reminds  all  DoD  committee  man- 
agers of  the  importance  of  both  balanced 
membership  and  the  recognition  of  poten- 
tial conflicts  of  interest  on  advisory  commit- 
tees. It  put  particular  emphasis  on  the  es- 
sentiality of  avoiding  any  conflicts  of  inter- 
est, or  even  the  appearance  of  such  con- 
flicts." 

Audit  Response 
While  management  concurred  in  the  rec- 
ommendations they  did  not  provide  specific 
actions  planned  or  to  be  taken.  We  request 
that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re- 
serch  and  Engineering  and  the  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Defense  (Administra- 
tion) respond  to  the  final  report  with  ac- 
tions to  be  taken  regarding  conflict  of  inter- 
est reviews  along  with  completion  dates. 
Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense. 
Washington.  DC,  February  10,  1981. 
Memorandum  for  Executive  Secretaries  of 

DSB  Task  Forces. 
Subject:  Guidelines  for  Administration  of 
DSB  Task  Forces. 
Unfamiliarity  with  procedures  concerning 
the  administration  of  Task  Forces  of  the 
Defense  Science  Board  can  lead  to  a  variety 
of  problems,  including  possible  violation  of 
the  law.  Consequently,  this  set  of  guidelines 
is  l)eing  provided  to  the  members  of  OSD  or 
OJCS  assigned  as  Executive  Secretaries  of 
Task  Forces,  both  those  now  in  existence 
and  those  being  established.  Copies  will  also 
be  provided  to  Task  Force  Chairpersons  to- 
gether with  a  special  set  of  guidelines  for 
their  use. 

The  Executive  Secretary  of  a  DSB  Task 
Force  is  normally  chosen  by  the  sponsoring 
official  within  OSD  or  OJCS.  This  assign- 
ment is  made  to  assist  the  Task  Force  in 
carrying  out  its  assigned  responsibility  in 
the  most  effective  manner  possible. 

The  information  within  these  guidelines, 
while  administrative  in  nature,  should  not 
suggest  that  the  Executive  Secretary  serves 
in  a  passive  administrative  capacity.  As  in 
the  case  for  the  Task  Force  Chairperson, 
the  Executive  Secretary  is  normally  chosen 
because  of  expertise  in  the  relevant  area 
and  responsibilities  related  to  the  subject  of 
the  Task  Force.  The  Executive  Secretary, 
generally,  will  be  asked  by  the  Task  Force 
Chairperson  to  assist  in  insuring  that  the 
conduct  of  the  Task  Force  activities  meets 
the  objectives  of  the  cognizant  office.  The 
Executive  Secretary  should  thus  participate 
actively  in  the  Task  Force's  activities. 

DSB  Task  Force  "success"  is  usually  di- 
rectly proportional  to  the  outside  effort  put 
in  by  the  Task  Force  members  themselves 
between  meetings.  This  in  turn  is  usually  a 
function  of  how  the  Task  Force  Chairper- 
son manages  the  Task  Force.  The  Task 
Force  Executive  Secretary  should  encourage 
such  activity  on  behalf  of  the  sponsoring 
office.  Of  course,  careful  Task  Force  mem- 
bership selection  is  critical  in  this  regard. 

The  following  specific  administrative 
guidelines  are  provided: 

1.  The  Terms  of  Reference  (TOR)  initiat- 
ing the  Task  Force  is  usually  drafted  by  the 
Task  Force  Executive  Secretary,  working 
with  the  Task  Force  Chairperson  (if  already 
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appointed),  the  sponsoring  official,  and  the 
DSB  Chairman  through  the  DSB  Executive 
Officer.  The  TOR  should  be  in  the  format 
of  a  memorandum  to  the  Chairman.  De- 
fense Science  Board,  from  the  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing (USDRE).  Since  the  USDRE  has  prime 
responsibility  for  the  DSB.  his  formal  task- 
ing is  required  to  initiate  any  Task  Force. 
The  DSB  Executive  Officer  will  review  the- 
final  TOR  draft  with  the  DSB  Chairman 
and  then  submit  to  USDRE  for  signature. 
(Sample  TORs  can  be  provided  by  the  DSB 
Secretariat.) 

2.  The  membership  of  a  Task  Force  is  se- 
lected by  the  Task  Force  Chairperson  and 
the  sponsoring  OSD  or  OJCS  official,  sub- 
ject to  approval  by  the  DSB  Chairman  and 
Executive  Officer.  It  is  critically  important 
that  Task  Force  membership  be  selected  to 
give  a  balanced  view  of  the  matter  being  ad- 
dressed and  that  the  member's  participation 
on  the  Task  Force  not  involve  any  conflict 
of  interest.  At  least  two  DSB  Members 
should  be  included  on  a  Task  Force  (this,  in 
general,  would  include  the  Chairperson). 

Letters  appointing  Task  Force  members  as 
Associate  Members  of  the  DSB  for  the  dura- 
tion of  the  Task  Force  should  be  written  by 
the  Executive  Secretary  of  the  Task  Force 
and  forwarded  to  the  DSB  Secretariat  for 
the  signature  of  the  DSB  Chairman.  In  ad- 
dition, all  Task  Force  members  must  be  for- 
mally appointed  as  consultants  to  OUSDRE 
unless  they  are  full-time  government  em- 
ployees. Note  that  there  are  time-consuming 
administrative  procedures  in  appointing 
consultants;  therefore  you  should  initiate 
this  process  as  soon  as  possible.  (The  neces- 
sary forms  and  procedures  are  available 
from  the  DSB  Secretariat.)  The  first  official 
meeting  of  a  Task  Force  should  not  be  held 
until  all  Task  Force  members  have  been  of- 
ficially appointed.  (Note  that  a  consultant 
who  is  to  be  paid  a  fee  cannot  be  paid  for 
services  rendered  before  the  official  ap- 
pointment date.) 

3.  In  aw;cordance  with  Public  Law  92-463 
and  OMB  Circular  A-63  (Revised)  (copy  at- 
tached) a  notice  of  each  Task  Force  meeting 
must  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
at  least  15  days  before  such  meeting.  To 
allow  for  processing  time,  these  notices 
must  be  prepared  at  least  30  days  before  the 
meeting.  This  is  a  responsibility  of  the  Task 
Force  Executive  Secretary. 

If  the  planned  agenda  requires  that  a 
meeting  must  be  closed  in  whole  or  part  to 
the  public,  it  must  be  justified  in  a  ""Deter- 
mination to  Close  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting"  which  will  be  prepared  for  the  sig- 
nature of  the  USDRE  and  coordinated  by 
the  Office  of  the  DoD  General  Counsel. 
(The  standard  format  for  notice  and  deter- 
mination are  available  from  the  DSB  Secre- 
tariat, which  will  obtain  signatures  and 
process  the  needed  papers  once  prepared.) 
The  pervasive  discussion  of  DoD  classified 
information  is  the  only  basis  for  these  de- 
terminations that  has  yet  been  employed, 
although  PL  92-463  would  allow  other  rea- 
sons consistent  with  the  exemptions  of  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  for  such  a  de- 
termination. 

4.  All  Task  Force  meetings  are  to  be  con- 
ducted in  accordance  with  DoD  Directive 
5105.18.  "Department  of  Deferjse  Commit- 
tee Management  Program."  dated  25  April 
1975  (copy  attached).  When  arranging  for  a 
Task  Force  meeting,  the  Executive  Secre- 
tary is  responsible  for: 

Before  meeting:  Issuing  an  agenda  as  ap- 
proved by  the  Task  Force  Chairperson  and 
responsible    OSD    official:    issuing    travel 


orders  to  Task  Force  members;  reserving 
meeting  room  and  arranging  for  building 
passes  or  other  means  of  entry  for  partici- 
pants as  necessary;  arranging  for  proper 
clearance  of  participants;  and  securing 
briefers  and  visual  aids  as  needed.  (The  DSB 
Secretariat  can  provide  procedures  regard- 
ing the  processing  of  travel  orders.) 

During  meeting:  Taking  notes  to  be  used 
as  the  official  record  of  the  meeting  and 
checking  attendance  to  be  sure  unauthor- 
ized personnel  do  not  attent.  The  Executive 
Secretary  should  attend  all  meetings  be- 
cause he  or  she  is  the  full-time  Government 
employee  with  responsibility  for  disbanding 
the  meeting  if  it  is  not  being  conducted  in 
accordance  with  PL  92-463.  DoD  Directive 
5105.18  and/or  OMB  Circular  A-63  (Re- 
vised). Attention  is  called  to  the  section  of 
the  above  documents  identifying  the  "desig- 
nated Federal  employee"  (in  this  case  the 
Executive  Secretary)  as  the  public  official 
responsible  for  compliance  with  the  law.  A 
meeting  cannot  be  convened  unless  the  Ex- 
ecutive Secretary  or  authorized  designee  is 
present. 

After  meeting:  Issuing  minutes,  including 
attendance  list  and  a  brief  description  of 
proceedings  covering  significant  points  and 
follow-on  actions.  The  minutes  will  normal- 
ly be  sent  to  all  DSB  Members  and  Senior 
Consultants  for  their  information  as  well  as 
to  the  Task  Force  members.  Two  copies  will 
be  sent  to  the  DSB  Secretariat. 

In  addition  to  substantive  participation  in 
Task  Force  activities,  the  Executive  Secre- 
tary oversees  all  administrative  matters  so 
that  the  Task  Force  can  complete  its  work 
as  efficiently  as  possible.  The  DSB  Secretar- 
iat will  provide  counsel;  however,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  Task  Force  Executive  Secretary 
to  arrange  for  secretarial  support  for  the 
Task  Force. 

5.  The  DSB  Secretariat  should  receive 
copies  of  all  agenda,  minutes,  and  reports  of 
each  Task  Force.  Note  that  PL  92-463  and 
OMB  Circular  A-63  (Revised)  specifies  that 
agenda,  minutes  and  reports  are  required  by 
law.  and  the  Task  Force  Executive  Secre- 
tary is  responsible  to  assure  that  the  Task 
Force  activity  complies  with  the  law.  (Sec- 
tion 10.  PL  92-463  and  Paragraph  8  of  OMB 
Circular  A-63  (Revised)). 

6.  During  the  course  of  a  Task  Force's  ac- 
tivities, the  Task  Force  Chairperson  is  ex- 
pected to  report  to  the  full  Defense  Science 
Board  on  the  progress  of  the  study  .  .  .  usu- 
ally a  midpoint  status  report  and  a  final 
report.  The  Executive  Secretary  is  to  pro- 
vide such  support  to  this  effort  as  is  re- 
quired. Also,  during  this  time  the  Task 
Force  Chairperson  may  feel  it  desirable  to 
brief  the  sponsoring  DoD  official  or  others 
who  may  need  to  review  the  progress  of  the 
study.  If  so,  the  DSB  Chairman  and  Execu- 
tive Officer  should  be  so  informed  and,  at 
their  option,  receive  the  briefing  first. 

Within  three  months  after  the  completion 
of  the  study  a  report  prepared  by  joint 
effort  of  the  Task  Force  members  is  submit- 
ted with  a  transmittal  memorandum  to  the 
DSB  chairman  from  the  Task  Force  Chair- 
person. This  should  be  accompanied  by  a 
draft  memorandum  from  the  DSB  Chair- 
man through  the  USDRE  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and/or  Chairman  for  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff.  The  Executive  Secretary 
will  coordinate  with  the  Task  Force  Chair- 
person in  determining  how  best  to  accom- 
plish preparation  of  the  report.  In  some 
cases  the  Chairperson  will  prepare  the 
report  with  his  or  her  own  staff,  and  in 
others  the  report  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Executive  Secretary's  office  staff.  The  same 


practice    exists    for    preparation    of    view- 
graphs  and  other  briefing  materials. 

After  final  approval  by  the  full  Board,  a 
master  copy  of  the  final  report  is  forwarded 
to  the  DSB  Secretariat  for  publication  and 
distribution  (as  recommended  by  the  Task 
Force  Chairperson  and  approved  by  the 
DSB  Secretariat  and  the  cognizant  DoD 
office). 

7.  The  major  responsibilities  of  the  Chair- 
person and  the  Executive  Secretary  are  en- 
suring that  all  properly  approved  recom- 
mendations are  directed  to  the  appropriate 
office  for  implementation,  and  that  the  im- 
plementing office  has  access  to  members  of 
the  Task  Force  as  necessary.  The  cognizant 
sponsoring  DoD  official  will  report  to  the 
Defense  Science  Board  within  approximate- 
ly six  months  after  completion  of  a  study  on 
the  implementation  of  the  report's  recom- 
mendations. Unless  another  individual  is 
specifically  assigned,  the  Executive  Secre- 
tary is  responsible  for  implementation 
follow-up,  including  drafting  appropriate 
action  memoranda  for  the  signature  of  the 
cognizant  DoD  officials  simultaneously 
with,  or  as  soon  as  possible  after,  approval 
of  the  final  report.  The  single  measure  of 
success  of  a  DSB  Task  Force  is  the  construc- 
tive impact  it  has  on  the  DoD. 

The  Task  Force  Executive  Secretary  is  re- 
sponsible for  reporting  the  implementation 
status  of  the  Task  Force  recommendations 
to  the  DSB  Executive  Officer,  when  re- 
quested. The  Executive  Secretary's  responsi- 
bility in  following  up  and  reporting  on  rec- 
ommendations is  terminated  only  when  ap- 
proved actions  have  been  completed. 

8.  PL  92-463  requires  unclassified  aimual 
reports  for  all  advisory  committees  and  sub- 
committees. Summary  reports  will  normally 
be  requested  of  the  Task  Force  Executive 
Secretary  by  the  DSB  Secretariat  in  Novem- 
ber for  submittal  in  December.  Specific  in- 
structions on  the  preparation  and  format 
will  be  provided  at  that  time. 

The  DSB  Secretariat  (3D1034.  x-54157)  is 
available  to  advise  on  any  unforeseen  ad- 
ministrative questions  that  may  arise,  to 
clarify  any  of  the  above  material,  and  pro- 
vide samples  of  the  various  letters,  reports, 
forms,  etc.  necessary  for  the  efficient  oper- 
ation of  a  DSB  Task  Force.  A  check-list  is 
attached  which  summarizes  the  steps  neces- 
sary to  assure  proper  operation  of  a  DSB 
Task  Force. 

Your  assistance  to  the  DoD  and  DSB  in 
filling  the  important  role  of  Task  Force  Ex- 
ecutive Secretary  is  very  much  appreciated. 
The  contribution  of  the  Executive  Secretary 
is  a  critical  element  in  determining  the  suc- 
cess of  a  DSB  Task  Force. 

Paul  J.  Berenson, 
Executive  Officer. 

Checklist  of  Steps  for  a  DSB  Task  Force 

1.  Official  requesting  a  DSB  Task  Force 
submits  a  proposed  Terms  of  Reference 
(TOR)  to  the  DSB  Chairman,  including  the 
name  of  the  proposed  Executive  Secretary 
(usually  from  office  of  Sponsor). 

2.  After  DSB  Chairman  approves  propos- 
al. DSB  Chairman  and  Sponsoring  Official 
select  Task  Force  Chairperson  (preferably  a 
DSB  Member),  and  obtain  approval  of 
USDRE. 

(Items  3  and  4  below  are  usually  done  In 
parallel.) 

3.  Executive  Secretary,  working  with  Task 
Force  Chairperson  and  Sponsoring  Official 
prepares  final  Terms  of  Reference  and 
sends  to  DSB  Executive  Officer  for  approval 
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of     DSB     Chainnan     and     transmittal     to 
USDRE  for  signature. 

4.  Task  Force  Chairman  and  Sponsoring 
Official  select  Task  Force  members  (at  least 
two  should  be  DSB  Members),  and  obtain 
approval  by  DSB  Chairman. 

a.  After  approval  by  DSB  Chairman,  pro- 
spective meml>ers  are  informally  requested 
by  Task  Force  Chairperson  to  serve. 

b.  Task  Force  Executive  Secretary  pro- 
vides names,  addresses  and  phone  numbers 
of  Task  Force  Members  to  DSB  Secretariat 
to  initiate  consultant  appointments,  and  ini- 
tiates any  special  security  clearances  that 
may  l>e  necessary. 

5.  Executive  Secretary  prepares  letters  for 
signature  of  DSB  Chairman  to  Task  Force 
Members  appointing  them  Associate  Mem- 
bers of  DSB.  attaches  signed  TOR  and  DSB 
Charter,  and  submits  them  to  DSB  Secre- 
tariat for  Chairman's  signature. 

After  TOR  is  signed,  consultants  are  ap- 
pointed and  security  clearances  completed, 
meetings  can  be  held. 

6.  Task  Force  Executive  Secretary  and 
Chairperson  schedule  meetings  as  neces- 
sary, usually  once  a  pionth.  Checklist  for 
meeting  preparation  is  as  follows: 

a.  Select  a  date  at  least  30  days  in  the 
future. 

b.  Reserve  a  meeting  room  with  required 
security. 

c.  Prepare  a  notice  for  the  Federal  Regis- 
ter advising  of  meeting  date.  (A  30-day  lead 
time  is  required.)  The  DSB  Secretariat  will 
assist. 

d.  Issue  tasking  to  briefers  scheduled  on 
the  agenda. 

e.  Prepare  approved  agenda  and  send  to 
all  Task  Force  memliers.  briefers,  other  invi- 
tees and  DSB  Secretariat. 

f.  Prepare  and  issue  necessary  travel 
orders. 

g.  Prepare  talking  points  or  special  materi- 
al for  use  by  the  Chairperson. 

7.  At  the  meeting,  the  Executive  Secre- 
tary: 

a.  Attends  as  the  "designated  Federal  Em- 
ployee." 

b.  Checks  attendance  and  security. 

c.  Takes  notes  on  material  presented  and 
resulting  discussion. 

8.  After  the  meeting,  the  Executive  Secre- 
tary: 

a.  Prepares  brief  minutes  of  the  meeting 
for  the  Task  Force  Chairperson's  approval. 
Minutes  should  identify  major  issues,  key 
points,  and  interim  conclusions.  They  must 
include  an  attendance  list. 

b.  Distributes  minutes  of  the  meeting  to 
each  Task  Force  meml>er.  and  others  in 
OSD,  JCS.  and  the  Services  designated  by 
the  Task  Force  Chairperson.  (Two  copies  to 
DSB  Secretariat. ) 

c.  Arranges  the  next  meeting  (see  Item 
No.  6.) 

9.  Approximately  half-way  through  the 
study,  the  Executive  Secretary  through  the 
DSB  Executive  Officer  arranges  for  the 
Task  Force  Chairperson  to  meet  with  the 
DSB  Chairman  at  his  option  and  subse- 
quently to  report  to  the  full  DSB.  Executive 
Secretary  arranges  for  preparation  of  any 
briefing  material  necessary  for  Task  Force 
Chairperson's  presentation. 

10.  Item  No.  9  should  l)e  repeated  upon 
completion  of  the  Study. 

11.  At  the  completion  of  the  Study,  the 
Task  Force  Executive  Secretary: 

a.  Assisu  the  Task  Force  Chairperson  in 
preparing  the  final  report. 

b.  Forwards  the  report  to  the  DSB  Chair- 
man for  approval  with  a  covering  memo 
from  the  Task  Force  Chairperson,  and  in- 


cludes a  proposed  forwarding  memo  from 
the  DSB  Chairman  to  SecDef  and/or  the 
Chairman  of  the  JCS  through  USDRE 
(within  three  months  of  the  final  meeting). 
This  includes  action  memoranda  for  the  sig- 
nature of  appropriate  DoD  officials  to  im- 
plement the  Task  Force  recommendations. 

12.  When  the  DSB  Chairman  approves 
the  final  report  and  implementing  memo- 
randa by  forwarding  it  to  SecDef  or  the 
Chairman  of  the  JCS,  the  Task  Force  Exec- 
utive Secretary: 

a.  Arranges  with  DSB  Secretariat  for  pub- 
lication and  distribution  of  the  report. 

b.  ConsulU  with  the  Sponsor  and  Task 
Force  Chairperson  to  schedule: 

( 1 )  Implementation  actions. 

(2)  Briefings  of  the  final  report  to  appro- 
priate government  offices. 

13.  The  Executive  Secretary  of  the  Task 
Force  is  responsible  to  the  DSB,  Chairman, 
Task  Force  Sponsor  and  Task  Force  Chair- 
person to  ensure  that  action  is  taken  to  im- 
plement the  recommendations  of  the  Task 
Force. 

Membership  of  the  Defense  Science  Board, 
May  1982 

chairman 
Norman  R.  Augustine,  President,  Martin 
Marietta  Aerospace. 

VICE  CHAIRMAN 

Dr.    Eugene    G.    Fubini,    President.    E.G. 


Fubini  Consultants.  Ltd. 

members  at  large 
William    A.    Anders.    Vice   President    and 
General  Manager.  Aircraft  Equipment  Divi- 
sion. General  Electric  Company. 

Dr.    Ivan    L.    Bennett.    Jr..    Provost    and 
Dean.  New  York  University  Medical  Center. 
Dr.  Davis  B.  Bobrow.  Professor.  Depart- 
ment of  Government  and  Politics.  Universi- 
ty of  Maryland. 

Dr.  General  Leonard  F.  Chapman.  Jr.. 
U.S.  Marine  Corps  (Retired). 

Honorable  William  P.  Clements.  Governor 
of  Texas. 

Dr.  Malcolm  R.  Currie.  Vice  President  and 
Group  Executive.  Hughes  Aircraft  Compa- 
ny. 

General  William  E.  DePuy.  U.S.  Army 
(Retired). 

Professor  John  M.  Deutch.  Dean  of  Sci- 
ence. Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technolo- 
gy. 

General  Russell  E.  Dougherty.  U.S.  Air 
Force  (Retired). 

Professor  James  C.  Fletcher.  Private  Con- 
sultant. 

Dr.  John  S.  Poster.  Jr..  Vice  President. 
Science  and  Technology.  TRW.  Inc. 

Charles  A.  Fowler.  Vice  President  and 
General  Manager,  Bedford  Division.  The 
MITRE  Corporation. 

Dr.  Norman  E.  Friedmann.  President.  Cor- 
dura  Corporation. 

Robert  A.  Fuhrman.  President.  Lockheed 
Missiles  and  Space  Co.,  Inc. 

Dr.  Norman  Hackerman,  President.  Rice 
University. 

Dr.  George  H.  Heilmeier.  Vice  President. 
Corporate  Research.  Development  and  En- 
gineering. Texas  Instruments.  Inc. 

Admiral  Isaac  C.  Kidd.  Jr..  U.S.  Navy  (Re- 
tired). 

Dr.  Joshua  Lederberg,  President.  The 
Rockefeller  University. 

Dr.  Reuven  Leopold.  Manager,  Business 
Development  and  Strategic  Planning.  Air- 
craft Eneine  Group.  General  Electric  Com- 
pany. 


Professor  William  A.  Nierenberg.  Director. 
Scripps  Institution  of  Oceanography,  Uni- 
versity of  California. 

Thomas  C.  Reed.  President.  Quaker  Hill 
Development  Corporation. 

Dr.  Donald  B.  Rice.  President.  The  RAND 
Corporation. 

John  H.  Richardson.  President.  Hughes 
Aircraft  Company. 

Dr.  Sayre  Stevens.  Systems  Planning  Cor- 
poration. 

Leonard  Sullivan,  Jr.,  Private  Consultant. 

Dr.  Ivan  E.  Sutherland,  Private  Consult- 
ant. 

Dr.  Charles  H.  Townes,  Department  of 
Physics,  University  of  California. 

Roberta  Wohlstetter.  Pan  Heuristics.  A 
Division  of  R&D  Associates. 

MEMBERS  EX  OFFICIO 

Dr.  Richard  A.  Montgomery.  Chairman. 
Army  Science  Board. 

David  R.  Heebner.  Chairman.  Naval  Re- 
search Advisory  Committee. 

Dr.  Raymond  L.  Bisplinghoff.  Chairman, 
Air  Force  Scientific  Advisory  Board. 

Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense. 
Washington.  D.C..  February  10,  1983. 
Memorandum  for  Chairpersons  of  Defense 

Science  Board  Task  Forces. 
Subject:  Guidance  for  DSB  Task  Forces. 

The  following  guidelines  are  offered  to 
assist  Chairpersons  of  Defense  Science 
Board  Task  Forces  in  carrying  out  their  re- 
sponsibilities. The  success  of  DSB  Task 
Forces  has  in  the  past  been  found  to  be  a 
strong  function  of  leadership  provided  by 
the  Chairperson,  both  during  and  after  the 
formal  study,  and  for  this  reason  the  Execu- 
tive Secretary  assigned  to  each  Task  Force, 
as  well  as  the  DSB  Secretariat  as  a  whole, 
stand  ready  to  assist  the  Chairperson  in  any 
way  possible. 

The  DSB  will  continue  to  take  on  only 
tasks  that  meet  the  following  two  criteria: 

(1)  The  issue  must  be  of  high  personal  In- 
terest to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research 
and  Engineering  or  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

(2)  The  DSB  must  be  able  to  have  a  con- 
structive impact. 

I  will  try  to  ensure  that  the  first  criterion 
is  met;  but  I  depend  on  you,  working  with 
me,  to  focus  on  the  second  criterion. 
task  force  objectives/resdlts 

The  purpose  of  each  Task  Force  is  to  ad- 
dress an  area  of  high  importance  to  the  De- 
fense Department  and  to  make  recommen- 
dations which  have  a  constructive  impact  on 
DoD  activities.  As  a  result,  at  the  beginning 
of  each  Task  Force,  attention  should  be  fo- 
cused on  formulating  the  kind  of  questions 
which  will  lead  to  the  formulation  of  specif- 
ic recommendations  which  can  be  imple- 
mented. Serious  thought  must  be  given  to 
each  recommendation,  concentrating  on  the 
appropriate  implementing  organization  and 
the  specific  actions  which  are  needed.  The 
final  report  must  be  documented  in  such  a 
way  that  specific  recommendations  are 
clearly  spelled  out  in  a  priority  1-n  list.  The 
implementing  organizations  should  be  rep- 
resented in  supporting  the  Task  Force  by 
providing  information,  commenting  on  the 
findings,  or  at  a  minimum,  participating  in 
discussions  of  the  findings  and  recommen- 
dations. The  Chairperson  and  the  Executive 
Secretary  have  a  joint  responsibility  to  see 
that  all  approved  recommendations  are  di- 
rected to  the  appropriate  office  for  imple- 
mentation and  that  the  implementing  office 


has  access  to  memliers  of  the  Task  Force  as 
necessary.  The  Chairperson  should  brief  the 
Task  Force  results,  after  approval  by  the 
DSB,  to  all  key  personnel  who  have  signifi- 
cant responsibilities  in  the  topic  area. 

membership 
The  Task  Force  Chairperson  is  responsi- 
ble for  the  selection  of  members  of  the  Task 
Force  and  should  be  particularly  mindful  of 
the  need  to  maintain  a  balance  of  member- 
ship in  terms  of  perspectives  and  areas  of 
expertise.  At  least  two  members  of  each 
Task  Force  should  be  members  of  the  DSB 
or  Senior  Consultants  thereto,  generally  in- 
cluding the  Task  Force  Chairperson.  Mem- 
bership shall  be  coordinated  with  the  spon- 
soring official  and  the  Chairman.  Defense 
Science  Board.  No  one  should  be  invited  to 
participate  in  a  DSB  Task  Force  without 
prior  approval  of  the  DSB  Secretariat. 

CONFLICTS  OF  INTEREST 

It  is  essential  that  any  potential  conflict 
of  interest  be  identified  and  handled  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  established  body  of  regu- 
lations and  law.  Any  questions  in  this  regard 
should  be  directed  to  the  DSB  Secretariat 
for  referral  to  the  General  Counsel  of  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

clearances 
Studies  should  not  be  conducted  without 
access  to  all  relevant  information  which 
would  affect  the  success  of  the  Task  Force. 
For  instances  wherein  this  requires  special 
clearances,  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive Secretary  to  make  the  necessary  ar- 
rangements for  the  granting  of  such  clear- 
ances. 

REPORTING 

Formal  oral  reports  will  generally  be  pre- 
sented by  the  Chairperson  of  each  Task 
Force  to  the  DSB  as  a  whole.  These  reports 
will  ordinarily  consist  of  an  interim  progress 
report  and  a  final  report  upon  completion  of 
the  study. 

REQUESTS  FOR  INFORMATION 

Requests  for  information  on  the  results  of 
a  Task  Force  before  they  have  been  ap- 
proved by  the  DSB  Chairman  should  be  re- 
ferred to  the  DSB  Chairman  or  Executive 
Officer.  A  Task  Force  report  should  not  be 
briefed  to  anyone  outside  of  the  DSB  prior 
to  formal  approval  of  the  report  without 
prior  approval  of  the  DSB  Chairman.  Re- 
quests by  the  media  or  other  organizations 
not  possessing  official  "need  to  know" 
should  be  referred  to  the  DSB  Secretariat. 

BRIEFERS 

All  background  briefings  necessary  to  the 
successful  conduct  of  a  Task  Force  should 
be  arranged.  Requests  for  such  briefings  are 
normally  handled  through  the  Task  Force's 
Executive  Secretary.  Briefers  are  guests  of 
the  Defense  Science  Board  and  should,  of 
course,  be  afforded  commensurate  courtesy. 

DOCUMENTATION 

Each  Task  Force  shall  prepare  a  written 
final  report  reflecting  in  a  balanced  fashion 
the  conclusions  of  its  memtjership.  Where 
necessary,  appropriate  caveats  and  minority 
views  should  be  recognized.  This  report 
should  be  submitted  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
DSB  for  approval,  publication  and  forward- 
ing to  the  requesting  official(s). 

More  detailed  administrative  guidelines 
are  provided  in  the  Memorandum  for  Exec- 
utive Secretaries  of  DSB  Task  Forces,  which 
is  attached  for  your  information. 

Norman  R.  Augustine, 

Chairman. 


Defense  Science  Board  Task  Forces 
Established  January  1978  to  August  1982 

Cruise  Missile. 

Strategic    Planning    Experiment    in    the 
Maritime  Balance  Area. 

Countermeasures. 

Enduring  Strategic  C. 

High  Energy  Lasers. 

Naval  Surface  Ship  Vulnerability. 

EMP  Hardening  of  Aircraft. 

MX. 

V/STOL.  Phase  II. 

Particle  Beam  Technology. 

ASW. 

Anti-Tactical  Missiles. 

Review    of    M-X    Environmental    Impact 
Statement. 

Water  Support  for  the  Rapid  Deployment 
Joint  Task  Force  in  Southwest  Asia. 

Mapping.  Charting  and  Geodesy. 

Review   of    the   DoD   Space-Based   Laser 
Weapons  Study. 

Closely  Spaced  Basing  for  M-X. 

Electronic  Warfare. 

Defense  Nuclear  Agency  Technology  Base 
Program. 

Application     of     High     Technology     to 
Ground  Operations. 

Retention  of  Contractor  Civilians  on  Criti- 
cal Jobs  Overseas  During  Hostilities. 

Embedded    Computer    Resources    (ECR) 
Acquisition  and  Management. 

Very    High    Speed    Integrated    Circuits 
(VHSIC)  Program. 

Forward  Area  Laser  Weapons. 

Continuation    of    Anti-Tactical    Missiles 
(ATM). 

Transition  of  Weapon  Systems  from  De- 
velopment to  Production. 

International  Industry-to-Industry  Arma- 
ments Cooperation. 

Continuous  Patrol  Aircraft  (CPA). 

Automatic  Target  Recognition  Technolo- 
gy. 

Reconnaissance  Regimes. 

Command  Support. 

Rapid  Deployment  Forces. 

AUTODIN II.         

DEFENSE  SCIENCE  BOARD  TASK  FORCES-MEETING 
MINUTES  AND  FEDERAL  REGISTER  ANNOUNCEMENTS 
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Membership  of  Defense  Science  Board  task 
forces 
Individuals    participating    in    DSB 

task  forces 288 

Individuals  participating  in  only   1 

task  force 223 

Individuals  participating  in  2  task 

forces 42 

Individuals   participating   in   3   task 

forces 15 

Individuals   participating   in   4   task 

forces 5 

Individuals  participating   in  5  t&sk 

forces 1 

Individuals  participating   in  6  task 

forces 1 

Individuals   participating   in   7   task 

forces 1 


"Top  Ten"  organizations  participating  in 
Defense  Science  Board  task  forces,  Janu- 
ary 1978  to  August  1982 

Organisation  Task  forces' 

University  of  California 15 

R&D  Associates 9 

The  MITRE  Corp 8 

Bell  Laboratories 8 

TRW 8 

Hughes  Aircraft 7 

E.  G.  Fubini  Consultants 7 

Texas  Instruments 8 

The  Aerospace  Corp 6 

Raytheon  Corp 5 

'  These  are  all  individual  task  fon^s.  e.g..  where  2 
employees  from  the  same  organization  were  on  a 
task  force,  it  was  counted  only  once. 


The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  D.C.,  April  5,  1983. 

Memorandum  for  the  Assistant  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  Review  and  Over- 
sight. 
Subject:  Defense  Science  Board  Review. 

I  have  read  your  report  of  the  review  that 
Norm  Augustine  and  I  requested  you  do  on 
the  Defense  Science  Board  (DSB)  oper- 
ations. Your  effort  in  response  to  our  re- 
quest on  this  important  matter  is  appreciat- 
ed. You  have  asked  for  my  views  on  your 
report.  My  detailed  comments  ase  based  on 
a  close  examination  by  my  staff  and  the 
DSB  Chairman— I  hope  they  prove  useful 
for  preparing  your  final  report  (Enclosure 
1). 

In  my  view,  the  contextual  balance  with 
which  your  final  report  is  framed  is  quite 
Important.  The  DSB  has  been  in  existence 
for  over  25  years  and  has  issued  well  in 
excess  of  100  reports  on  a  vast  variety  of 
subjects  with  remarkable  freedom  from 
either  fact  or  accusation  of  bias  or  conflict 
of  interest  in  its  products.  I  make  this  state- 
ment, not  as  an  unsolicited  "pat  on  the  DSB 
back, "  but  as  a  caution  that  we  do  not  over- 
react to  recent  events.  Specifically  we  do 
not  wish  to  place  unnecessary  administra- 
tive burdens  on  the  DSB  staff  or  Task 
Forces,  diminish  in  any  way  the  quality  of 
their  people  or  products,  nor  create  prob- 
lems where  none  existed. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  Impossible  to 
be  so  Impressed  with  the  outstanding  service 
provided  to  the  Secretary  and  me  by  the 
DSB  that  we  become  insensitive  to  even  the 
appearance  of  bias  or  conflict  of  interest.  If 
I  understand  correctly,  this  is  indeed  why 
the  Chairman  of  the  DSB  requested  your 
review:  to  assess  the  appropriateness  and 
completeness  of  actions  already  initiated  to 
correct  deficiencies  and  eliminate  oversights 
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in  operating  procedures  identified  by  the 
DSB  staff— actions  to  preclude  actual,  and 
to  minimize  the  chance  of  appearing  to  have 
conflict  of  interest  or  bias. 

One  question  is.  therefore,  the  appropri- 
ateness of  this  report,  done  in  response  to 
an  internal  request  for  a  review,  being  dis- 
tributed outside  the  Department.  It  appears 
that  the  credibility  of.  and  indeed  the  use- 
fulness of  your  office  to  the  DoD  will  be 
eroded  if  this  practice  persists— review  as- 
sistance is  unlikely  to  be  requested  knowing 
the  result  could  be  external  dissemination 
and  use  of  your  reports  in  a  destructive  way. 
For  example.  I  am  concerned  that  this 
report  has  already  been  shown  to  the  GAO. 
before  including  the  attached  comments 
which  identify  some  major  changes  that 
need  to  be  made  so  the  report  is  accurate 
and  balanced. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  biased  tone 
and  misunderstanding  of  the  facts  in  many 
places  in  the  report.  The  worst  example  of 
this  is  the  description  of  the  balance  of  two 
DSB  Task  Forces  under  Part  11,  Section  B. 
In  particular,  the  description  of  the  laser 
task  force  report,  starting  on  page  29.  and 
the  alleged  bias  is  exactly  opposite  of  the 
facts  and  should  have  been  clear.  The  task 
force  report  recommended  against  the  ex- 
pensive proposed  option  of  "accelerating 
Space  Based  Laser  development"  and  in- 
stead recommended  a  far  less  costly  option. 
This  and  other  examples  bring  into  question 
the  objectivity  and  motivation  of  the  re- 
viewers. While  much  effort  was  clearly  put 
into  the  review  and  useful  findings  and  rec- 
•  ommendations  are  made,  there  are  many  in- 
flammatory statements  made  that  do  not 
logically  follow  from  the  stated  facts,  that 
are  not  true,  and  that  could  \x  harmful.  I 
am  sure  that  you  intend  the  work  of  the  De- 
fense Audit  Service  be  factual,  objective, 
and  constructive.  I  hope  the  bad  examples 
identified  in  the  comments  on  this  report 
are  not  typical,  and  will  be  eliminated  in  the 
final  report.  In  any  event.  I  request  that  the 
attached  changes  be  made. 

These  are  my  candid,  and  I  hope  useful, 
concerns.  In  turn.  I  appreciate  the  candor 
and  helpful  comments  your  team  provided.  I 
believe  that  our  cooperative  efforts  will 
produce  a  balanced  response  to  a  complex 
and  sensitive  topic. 

Dick. 


Comments  on  the  Report 
a.  operating  procedures 

Finding;  Task  Force  Minutes.  The  find- 
ings are  reasonable.  Actions  have  been 
taken  to  correct  the  situation.  The  DSB 
Secretariat  will  insure  that: 

Executive  Secretaries  of  Task  Forces  ac- 
knowledge they  are  responsible  for  detailed 
minutes  of  Task  Force  meetings. 

Minutes  are  approved. 

Minutes  are  filed  centrally  in  the  office  of 
the  DSB  Task  Force  Executive  Secretary. 

Once  the  Task  Force  report  is  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  separate  min- 
utes and  Task  Force  documents  will  be  re- 
.  tained  for  at  least  one  year  and  may  then  \x 
discarded  (See  Sec  10b.  Public  Law  92-483). 

Finding;  Federal  Register  Meeting  An- 
nouncements. The  finding  is  appropriate. 
Although  a  majority  of  meeting  announce- 
merts  were  properly  advertised,  action  has 
been  taken  to  insure  that  no  Task  Force 
meeting  will  be  held  without  announcement 
consistent  with  governing  regulations  as 
had  always  been  required  by  written  DSB 
operating  procedures. 

Finding:  Administrative  Procedures  for 
Appointing  Consultants  to  Task  Forces.  The 


findings  are  appropriate.  Corrective  action 
has  been  taken:  No  person  will  serve  as  a 
Task  Force  member  until  appointed  official- 
ly as  an  OSD  consultant  (this  includes  a 
review  of  financial  interest  and  a  determina- 
tion of  conflict  of  interest  by  responsible  of- 
ficials). 

Finding:  Other  Studies.  This  finding  is  not 
true  and  is  rejected.  The  finding  is  not  de- 
rived from  fact  or  actual  practice.  Relevant 
prior  studies  are  considered  before  a  new 
DSB  effort  is  undertaken.  Upon  determina- 
tion that  prior  studies  are  insufficient  to  ad- 
dress the  current  issue,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  or  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Research  and  Engineering  decides  personal- 
ly that  the  DSB  will  address  the  subject. 
The  resulting  Task  Force  generally  reviews 
relevant  prior  studies  it  deems  useful  to  its 
directed  effort. 

Recommendations  for  corrective  action 
We  concur  in  all  recommendations  with 
the  exception  of  that  on  prior  studies.  That 
recommendation  is  not  appropriate  because 
it  does  not  follow  from  an  assessment  of 
facts,  and  the  DSB  undertakes  tasks  at  the 
formal  direction  of  the  SecDef  and  USDRE. 
who  determine  what  they  need.  (The  review 
of  relevant,  useful  prior  studies  has  general- 
ly been  done  by  DSB  Task  Forces  at  their 
initial  meeting.) 

B.  APPOINTING  DSB  AND  TASK  FORCE  MEMBERS 

General  Comment;  The  findings  and  dis- 
cussion on  Financial  Disclosure  Statements. 
Background  of  Consultants,  and  Member- 
ship Balance  on  DSB  Task  Forces,  as  writ- 
ten, show  a  lack  of  understanding  resulting 
from  a  superficial  examination  of  data,  and 
a  clearly  biased  view  of  facts  by  auditors 
and/or  authors.  A  majority  of  the  writings 
should  be  deleted  because  of  erroneous 
statements  and  most  of  the  remaining  re- 
quire extensive  edit  for  completeness  and 
accuracy  (See  line-in/line-out  details  in 
marked-up  copy  of  draft  report). 

Recomm.endations  for  corrective  action 
We    concur    in    the    recommendations    as 
modified  in  the  detailed  mark-up  (Pages  31 
and  32). 

Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense. 
Washington.  DC,  March  10.  1983. 
Memorandum  for  the  Associate  Director.  Fi- 
nancial   and    Management    Audits.    De- 
fense Audit  Service.  ; 
Subject:  Draft  Proposed  Review  of  the  Poli- 
cies, Procedures  and  Practices  for  Oper- 
ation of  the  Defense  Science  Board. 
We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft,  and 
have  the  following  comments. 

First,  page  one  of  the  introduction  should 
be  corrected  to  indicate  that  the  Adminis- 
trator. General  Services,  rather  than  the  Di- 
rector. Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
is  responsible  for  all  matters  pertaining  to 
advisory  committees.  This  change  in  respon- 
sibility occurred  in  1977  pursuant  to  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12024,  December  1.  1977. 
(copy  attached  at  Tab  "A"). 

Second,  arrangements  are  l)eing  made  to 
review  Defense  Science  Board  operations 
periodically  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
Public  Law  and  DoD  Directive  5105.18.  This 
is  in  accord  with  the  recommendation  con- 
tained on  page  18  of  the  draft.  Further,  in  a 
memorandum  dated  February  10.  1983  all 
DoD  committee  managers  have  been  re- 
quested to  take  action  to  ensure  that  their 
committees  comply  with  the  Public  Law  and 
DoD  Directive  5105.18.  A  copy  of  this 
memorandum  is  attached  at  Tab  "B". 


Third,  concerning  the  recommendations 
on  page  31  relating  to  conflicts  of  interest 
and  balanced  membership.  I  believe  that  is- 
suing further  detailed  instructions  on  these 
subjects  would  serve  no  useful  purpose.  It 
would  not  be  possible,  for  instance,  to  define 
in  advance  for  all  possible  cases,  the  "par- 
ticular matter,"  with  respect  to  financial  in- 
terest, that  would  disqualify  an  individual 
from  participating  on  a  specific  committee. 
With  respect  to  balanced  meml)ership,  our 
policy  has  been  that  committees  should  be 
fairly  balanced  in  terms  of  the  points  of 
view  represented  and  the  functions  to  be 
performed.  This  is  a  reiteration  of  the 
Public  Law  and  the  guidance  issued  by 
OMB. 

My  memorandum  of  February  10,  1983 
(see  above)  reminds  all  DoD  committee 
managers  of  the  importance  of  iHsth  bal- 
anced membership  and  the  recognition  of 
potential  conflicts  of  interest  on  advisory 
committees.  It  puts  particular  emphasis  on 
the  essentiality  of  avoiding  any  conflicts  of 
interest,  or  even  the  appearance  of  such 
conflicts. 

If  there  are  any  other  problems  resulting 
from  this  review,  I  shall  be  glad  to  discuss 
them  with  you. 

D.  O.  Cooke, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Relating  to  the  Transfer  of  Certain 
Advisory  Committee  Functions 

(Executive  Order  12024.  December  1.  1977) 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by 
the  Constitution  and  statutes  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  including  the  Federal  Ad- 
visory Committee  Act.  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
App.  I).  Section  301  of  Title  3  of  the  United 
States  Code.  Section  202  of  the  Budget  and 
Accounting  Procedures  Act  of  1950  (31 
U.S.C.  581c).  and  Section  7  of  Reorganiza- 
tion Plan  No.  1  of  1977  (42  PR  56101  (Octo- 
ber 21.  1977)).  and  as  President  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  in  accord  with  the 
transfer  of  advisory  committee  functions 
from  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
to  the  General  Services  Administration  pro- 
vided by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1977. 
it  is  hereby  ordered  as  follows: 

Section  1.  The  transfer,  provided  by  Sec- 
tion 5F  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1977 
(42  FR  56101),  of  certain  functions  under 
the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  App.  I),  from  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  and  its  Director 
to  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  is 
hereby  effective. 

Sec  2.  There  is  hereby  delegated  to  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  all  the 
functions  vested  in  the  President  by  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  as  amend- 
ed, except  that,  the  annual  report  to  the 
Congress  required  by  Section  6(c)  of  that 
Act  shall  be  prepared  by  the  Administrator 
for  the  President's  consideration  and  trans- 
mittal to  the  Congress. 

Sec.  3.  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  shall  take  all  actions 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate  the 
transfer  of  functions  provided  in  this  Order, 
including  the  transfer  of  funds,  persormel 
and  positions,  assets,  liabilities,  contracts, 
property,  records,  and  other  items  related  to 
the  functions  transferred. 

Sec  4.  Executive  Order  No.  11769  of  Feb- 
ruary 21.  1974  is  hereby  revoked. 

Sec.  5.  Any  rules,  regulations,  orders,  di- 
rectives, circulars,  or  other  actions  taken 
pursuant  to  the  functions  transferred  or  re- 
assigned as  provided  in  this  Order  from  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  to  the 
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Administrator  of  General  Services,  shall 
remain  in  effect  as  if  issued  by  the  Adminis- 
trator until  amended,  modified,  or  revoked. 

Sec  6.  This  Order  shall  be  effective  No- 
vember 20.  1977. 

Jimmy  Carter. 

The  White  House.  December  1.  1977. 

[FR  Doc.  77-34952  Filed  12-2-77;  10:56  am] 

Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense. 
Washington.  D.C..  February  10.  1983. 
Memorandum   for  Secretaries  of  the  Mili- 
tary   Departments;    Chairman    of    the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff;  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing;    Assistant    Secretary    of    Defense 
(Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs,  and  Logis- 
tics); Director,  Defense  Communications 
Agency;   Director,   Defense   Intelligence 
Agency;     Director,     Defense     Mapping 
Agency;      Director.      Defense      Nuclear 
Agency;     Director,     National     Security 
Agency. 
Subject:  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Man- 
agement. 
References;   (a)  P.L.   92-463,   "The  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act,"  (b)  DoD  Di- 
rective 5105.18,  "Department  of  Defense 
Committee  Management  Program." 
Recently,  the  Defense  Audit  Service  com- 
pleted a  review  of  the  ijolicies,  procedures, 
and  practices  of  one  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Federal  Advisory  Committees,  in- 
cluding subcommittees  thereof.  This  review- 
was  made  at  the  request  of  the  Committee 
Chairman.  It  was  found  that,  although  writ- 
ten policies  and  procedures  were  reasonably 
specific,  actual  operating  practices  used  by 
the  subcommittees  bore  little  resemblance 
to  these  policies  and  procedures. 
Specific  deficiencies  identified  were: 
Minutes  were  not  available  for  all  meet- 
ings held. 

Some  of  the  available  minutes  were  inad- 
equate. 

The  accuracy  of  the  minutes  were  not  cer- 
tified to  in  every  case  by  the  subcommittee 
chairman. 

Some  "informal"  meetings  were  held  with- 
out a  notice  being  published  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

In  some  cases,  individuals  attended  meet- 
ings and  served  as  members  although  not 
properly  appointed. 

Financial  disclosure  statements  were  not 
always  obtained,  completed,  or  properly 
processed. 

In  addition,  the  auditors  stressed  the  Im- 
portance of  balanced  membership  and  rec- 
ognition of  potential  conflicts  of  interest  on 
advisory  committees.  As  you  know,  our 
policy  has  been  that  committees  should  be 
fairly  balanced  in  terms  of  the  points  of 
view  represented  and  the  functions  to  be 
performed.  This  Is  essentially  a  reiteration 
of  reference  (a)  and  the  guidelines  Issued  by 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
With  respect  to  conflict  of  interest  con- 
cerns, it  Is  absolutely  essential  that  we  avoid 
such  conflicts,  or  even  the  appearance  of 
conflicts,  in  appointing  members  to  DoD  ad- 
visory committees. 

Accordingly,  it  is  requested  that  you  take 
action  to  ensure  that  your  committee  man- 
agers are  operating  in  full  compliance  with 
references  (a)  and  (b).  Further,  from  time  to 
time,  the  operations  of  selected  DoD  Feder- 
al Advisory  Conunlttees  will  be  reviewed  by 
the  DoD  Committee  Management  Officer  to 
determine  whether  or  not  they  are  in  com- 
pliance with  references  (a)  and  (b).  These 
reviews    will    be    conducted    with    a    view 


toward    ensuring   compliance,    not    finding 
fault. 

D.  O.  Cooke. 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Activities  Visited 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense: 
Office   of   the   Deputy   Secretary   of   De- 
fense. Washington.  D.C. 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Research  and  Engineering.  Washington. 
D.C. 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense (Comptroller).  Washington.  D.C. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  Washing- 
ton. D.C. 

Washington  Headquarters  Services.  Wash- 
ington. D.C. 

Defense  Agencies:  Defense  Logistics 
Agency.  Defense  Technical  Information 
Center.  Cameron  Station,  VA. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
the  minority  leader  has  touched  on  a 
very  valid  point.  That  point  is  that 
when  the  taxpayers  of  this  country 
today  are  picking  up  the  newspapers, 
they  are  watching  television,  they  are 
listening  to  the  radio,  they  are  work- 
ing their  hearts  out  trying  to  send 
their  children  to  school  and  get 
through  the  line  at  the  grocery  store 
and  buy  the  kids  new  tennis  shoes  and 
make  ends  meet— they  think,  when 
they  are  paying  their  taxes,  they  are 
buying  a  strong  national  defense.  We 
are  spending  $1.5  trillion  over  the  next 
several  years  for  a  strong  national  de- 
fense. And  when  they  see  these 
absurdities,  day  after  day,  night  after 
night,  with  the  reporting  of  cost  over- 
runs, of  stepladders  costing  thousands 
of  dollars  that  could  cost  $100,  and  of 
nuts  and  bolts  that  are  being  bought 
by  the  Navy  for  exorbitant  prices  that 
are  maybe  a  thousand  times  the  price 
of  what  you  could  go  into  the  local 
Western  Auto  Store  or  hardware  store 
and  buy,  they  are  frustrated. 

Congress  is  frustrated.  Also,  the  tax- 
payers are  bewildered,  in  addition. 
They  ar6  looking  for  something  to  do 
about  it. 

I  think  one  of  the  root  causes  of  this 
problem— I  hope  I  am  wrong,  but  I 
think  one  of  the  root  causes  of  the 
problem  is  that  we  have  advisers  to 
the  Pentagon  today  on  weapons  pro- 
curement and  throughout  the  entire 
procurement  process  whose  advice  is 
reeking,  I  am  afraid,  of  conflict  of  in- 
terest. I  think  we  have  to  get  to  the 
bottom  of  this.  Something  is  rotten  in 
Denmark  and  something  is  rotten  at 
the  Pentagon  and  we  have  to  find  an 
answer  to  it. 

The  minority  leader  has  been  so 
right  in  his  observations  on  this  entire 
matter.  I  appreciate  him  as  a  friend; 
also,  as  a  leader.  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  him  and  others  in  the 
Senate  on  this  point. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  I>resident,  the 
report  of  the  Defense  Inspector  Gen- 
eral's Office  on  the  Policies,  Proce- 
dures, and  Practices  for  Operation  of 
the  Defense  Science  Board  has  also 
been  brought  to  my  attention  and  I 


want  to  join  the  minority  leader  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arkan- 
sas (Mr.  Pryor)  in  urging  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  to  fully  investi- 
gate this  matter  at  the  earliest  avail- 
able opportunity. 

The  findings  of  the  Inspector  Gener- 
al raise  serious  questions  about  the 
credibility  of  the  Board's  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Defense  Department  and 
the  extent  to  which  these  recommen- 
dations were  driven  by  undisclosed  fi- 
nancial interests.  However,  equally  dis- 
turbing is  the  response  of  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research  and 
Engineering,  Richard  DeLauer,  to  the 
Inspector  General's  findings. 

As  Director  of  the  Pentagon's  re- 
search and  development  efforts  for  all 
new  weapons  systems,  one  would  think 
that  Mr.  DeLauer  would  welcome  any 
information  that  might  suggest  infor- 
mation on  which  many  of  his  decisions 
are  based  were  biased  or  unreliable.  To 
the  contrary,  Mr.  DeLauer's  response 
to  the  Inspector  General's  report  evi- 
denced a  greater  concern  about  keep- 
ing reports  of  this  nature  quiet,  than 
for  the  substance  of  the  Inspector 
Generals  allegations.  Mr.  DeLauer 
seemed  particularly  annoyed  that  the 
Inspector  General's  report  had  been 
furnished  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office.  In  his  response,  Mr.  DeLauer 
states: 

One  question  is.  therefore,  the  appropri- 
ateness of  this  report,  done  in  response  to 
internal  request  for  a  review,  being  distrib- 
uted outside  the  Department.  It  appears 
that  the  credibility  of.  and  indeed  useful- 
ness of  your  office  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense will  be  eroded  if  this  practice  per- 
sists—review assistance  is  unlikely  to  be  re- 
quested knowing  the  result  could  be  exter- 
nal dissemination  and  use  of  your  reports  in 
a  destructive  way. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  apparent  from 
the  tone  of  Mr.  DeLauer's  response 
that  he  is  more  concerned  with  insu- 
lating the  members  of  the  Defense 
Science  Board  from  criticism  or  em- 
barrassment than  he  is  with  the  sub- 
stance of  the  Inspector  General's  find- 
ings. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  Mr.  DeLauer's 
opinion  of  and  response  to  the  work  of 
the  Defense  Inspector  General  will  be 
the  exception— rather  than  the  rule  at 
the  Pentagon.  I  certainly  do  not  share 
the  view  that  the  credibility  of  and 
usefulness  of  the  Defense  Inspector 
General  will  be  eroded  by  dissemina- 
tion of  information  embarrassing  to 
the  Pentagon  or  officials  therein. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  precisely  the 
reason  the  Defense  Inspector  Gener- 
al's Office  was  established— to  weed 
out  wasteful  and  fraudulent  practices 
in  programs  and  spending  irrespective 
of  who  might  be  embarrassed.  I  com- 
mend the  efforts  of  Mr.  Sherrick  in 
this  regard  thus  far  and  want  to 
assure  him  that  at  least  this  Senator  is 
fully  supportive  of  his  work  to  elimi- 
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fraud,  and  abuse  in  the 


nate  waste 
Pentagon. 

I  know  that  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Texas,  the  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  shares 
my  concern  and  I  trust  that  he  will 
move  expeditiously  to  address  this 
issue. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  think  that  is  a  splen- 
did thing,  because  Senator  Bentsen— 
by  the  way,  I  have  the  privilege  of  sit- 
ting next  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas  as  his  seatmate.  He  also 
has  been  an  inspiration  to  me  in  work- 
ing on  developing  a  process  for  the  In- 
spector General.  He  is  one  who  has  de- 
voted a  great  deal  of  his  time  and  at- 
tention to  defense  procurement  and 
making  that  more  efficient. 

Senator  Bentsen  is  very  serious 
about  this,  as  is  Senator  Eagleton 
from  Missouri,  who  basically  came  for- 
ward several  years  ago  with  the  con- 
cept of  an  office  of  an  independent  in- 
spector general  throughout  the  entire 
Government. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
share  in  what  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas has  just  said  about  Senator 
Eagleton.  Those  words  needed  to  be 
said  and  I  am  grateful  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  for  saying  them. 

I  want  to  yield  to  the  majority 
leader  because  I  think  he  is  going  to 
make  possible  my  having  a  few  min- 
utes which  may  run  beyond  an  hour 
for  a  statement  that  I  have  prepared. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  minority  leader. 
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Mr.  BYRD.  Yes;  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  minimize  as  much  as  I  can  the 
imposition  upon  the  Senate  of  speak- 
ing at  some  length.  I  am  fully  in 
accord  with  the  majority  leader  and 
appreciate  his  thoughts. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  minority  leader. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cochran).  The  majority  leader  is  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  is  all  that  is  to  be  done  on  the  bill 
today.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
there  now  be  a  further  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness to  extend  no  longer  than  2:30 
p.m.,  in  which  Senators  may  speak  for 
not  more  than  10  minutes  each,  with 
the  exception  of  the  minority  leader, 
for  whom  a  time  restriction  will  not 
apply  except  for  the  2:30  p.m.  limita- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 
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ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
folder  of  items  that  I  believe  can  be 
done  by  unanimous  consent.  I  wonder 
if  I  could  Inauire  of  the  minority 
leader  if  he  still  intends  to  make  a 
presentation  of  the  history  of  the 
Senate  during  this  added  period  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  and,  if  he  does,  if  he  would  be 
willing  for  me  to  provide  that  at  the 
conclusion  of  those  remarks,  the 
Senate  would  automatically  stand  in 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 
UNTIL  MONDAY,  JULY  25.  1983 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  after  the  mi- 
nority leader  finishes  his  presentation 
on  the  history  of  the  Senate,  the 
Chair  place  the  Senate  in  adjourn- 
ment pursuant  to  the  order  previously 
entered  until  noon  on  Monday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE  ON 
MONDAY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  now 
that  we  have  provided  for  an  adjourn- 
ment of  the  Senate.  I  would  like  to 
provide  also  the  usual  boilerplate  lan- 
guage in  respect  to  that  adjournment 
which  I  believe  has  been  approved  by 
the  minority  leader,  and  I  will  submit 
it  now  for  his  consideration  and  that 
of  other  Senators. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  when 
the  Senate  convenes  on  Monday,  July 
25.  1983,  the  reading  of  the  Journal  be 
dispensed  with,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  and  following 
the  recognition  of  the  two  leaders 
under  the  standing  order  there  be  a 
special  order  in  favor  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Bingaman)  for 
not  to  exceed  15  minutes,  to  be  fol- 
lowed by  a  period  for  the  transaction 
of  routine  morning  business  not  to 
extend  beyond  1  p.m.,  with  Senators 
permitted  to  speak  therein  for  not 
more  than  5  minutes  each,  and  provid- 
ed further  that  the  morning  hour 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  expired. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


S.  1469-PROTECTION  OF  CHIL- 
DREN AGAINST  SEXUAL  EX- 
PLOITATION ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have  a 
request  that  I  believe  has  been  cleared 
as  well  by  the  minority. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
engrossed  version  of  S.  1469,  the  Pro- 
tection of  Children  Against  Sexual  Ex- 
ploitation Act  of  1983.  be  modified  to 
reflect  the  following  amendment 
which  I  send  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Thurmond). 


The  amendment  follows: 
At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  Paragraph  (l)(c)  of  section  2516  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  "section  2251  or  2252  (sexual  exploi- 
tation of  children),"  after  "section  664  (em- 
bezzlement from  pension  and  welfare 
funds).". 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  offering  an  amendment  to  S.  1469. 
relating  to  the  sexual  exploitation  of 
children,  that  will  include  this  crime 
in  that  group  of  offenses  for  which 
court-ordered  electronic  surveillance  is 
allowed.  I  am  sure  there  is  unanimous 
agreement  that  child  pornography  and 
the  underlying  exploitation  of  chil- 
dren are  scourges  that  cannot  be  toler- 
ated. Our  newspapers  are  full  of  sto- 
ries of  children  who  have  suffered 
severe  emotional,  psychological,  or 
physical  abuse  as  a  result  of  their  in- 
volvement in  pornography.  Experts  es- 
timate that  the  number  of  children 
being  sexually  exploited  range  from 
the  thousands  to  the  hundreds  of 
thousands.  The  Supreme  Court  in  up- 
holding the  New  York  against  Ferber 
decision,  has  made  it  clear  that  it  is 
the  highest  duty  of  the  State  to  pro- 
tect these  children.  For  this  reason 
every  investigative  method  available 
within  the  bounds  of  the  Constitution 
should  be  applicable  to  this  offense. 
The  statutory  safeguards  for  electron- 
ic surveillance  in  current  law  clearly 
meet  such  criteria. 

The  FBI  and  other  law  enforcement 
agencies  have  had  understandable  dif- 
ficulties in  the  past  in  their  attempts 
to  build  an  effective  case  against  these 
offenders  because  of  the  age  of  the 
children  needed  to  testify  and  the  re- 
luctance of  a  child's  parents  to  involve 
the  young  child  in  a  distressful  judi- 
cial proceeding.  These  factors,  when 
coupled  with  the  clandestine  nature  of 
the  child  pornography  industry  com- 
pound the  problem.  This  amendment 
would  simply  allow  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officials  to  obtain  court  au- 
thorization to  collect  the  necessary 
evidence  to  convict  these  criminals  and 
put  an  end  to  this  continuing  tragedy. 

The  administration  supports  this 
amendment  and  has  included  it  within 
S.  829,  the  Comprehensive  Crime  Con- 
trol Act  of  1983.  This  was  done  not  to 
expand  the  law.  but  rather,  to  close 
the  loopholes  within  it.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  has  reiterated  that 
support.  In  its  letters  of  January  28. 
1983,  the  Department  has  recommend- 
ed that  child  pornography  be  added  to 
the  list  of  offenses  for  which  court-or- 
dered surveillance  is  allowed.  I  would 
ask  that  the  relevant  pages  of  that 
letter  be  entered  into  the  Record  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

Senators  Specter,  Grassley,  and 
Denton  have  worked  hard  to  propose 
a  strong  bill.  My  amendment  would 


strengthen  it  further  by  providing  an 
effective  means  for  its  application.  I 
would  urge  my  fellow  Senators  to  act 
quickly  on  S.  1469  so  that  we  may  put 
an  end  to  this  continuing  tragedy. 

Mr.  President,  the  sexual  exploita- 
tion of  children  is  a  tragic  curse  upon 
this  proud  Nation.  The  child  pornogra- 
phy industry  of  this  country  has  been 
growing  at  such  an  alarming  rate  that 
it  is  impossible  for  us  to  ignore  the 
problem  any  longer. 

With  increasing  frequency  our  lives 
are  darkened  by  the  news  of  a  child 
who  has  suffered  some  type  of  severe 
physical,  psychological,  or  emotional 
trauma  as  a  result  of  his  or  her  in- 
volvement with  the  multimillion-dollar 
child  pornography  industry.  But  what 
is  most  tragic  is  the  amount  of  chil- 
dren we  never  hear  about  that  are 
abused  or  exploited.  Experts  estimate 
the  number  could  range  from  the 
thousands  to  the  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands. Many  of  the  children  used  in 
the  production  and  distribution  of  this 
pornographic  material  are  runaways 
or  homeless.  Most  are  easy  prey  for 
those  in  the  industry.  Often  it  is  the 
child's  trust  in  adults  or  the  child's 
need  for  food  and  shelter  that  is  used 
to  lure  them  into  pornography.  These 
children  are  used  and  then  discarded 
to  carry  the  scars  of  their  involvement 
for  the  rest  of  their  lives.  Many  must 
live  with  a  sense  of  guilt  for  something 
they  did  long  before  they  ever  under- 
stood what  it  was  they  were  doing. 

The  exploiters  of  our  youth  are  part 
of  an  industry  that  is  thriving  today  in 
spite  of  laws  that  were  passed  to  pro- 
hibit it.  These  laws  are  too  narrowly 
applied  and  too  difficult  to  enforce. 
Law  enforcement  efforts  are  continu- 
ously thwarted  by  legal  loopholes  that 
allow  these  offenders  to  go  free  with 
little  more  than  a  slap  on  the  wrist; 
free  to  continue  to  sexually  exploit 
our  children. 

S.  1469,  the  Protection  of  Children 
■  Against  Sexual  Exploitation  Act  of 
1983,  presents  us  with  a  chance  to  help 
the  children.  This  legislation  is  de- 
signed to  close  the  loopholes  and 
toughen  the  penalties  for  those  who 
violate  the  law.  No  longer  will  police 
have  to  prove  the  pornographic  mate- 
rial was  intended  for  sale.  S.  1469  will 
restrict  all  distributions,  not  just  those 
for  a  commerical  purpose.  The  act  will 
raise  the  age  of  minors  protected  from 
16  to  18.  It  will  increase  the  fines  for 
individual  offenders  from  $10,000  for  a 
first  offense  and  $15,000  for  a  second 
offense  to  fines  of  $75,000  and 
$150,000.  In  addition,  the  new  bill  in- 
cludes increased  fines  for  organization- 
al offenders  as  well  as  civil  and  crimi- 
nal forfeiture  provisions.  These 
changes  are  intended  to  remove  the 
monetary  incentive  for  producing 
child  pornography. 

Perhaps  the  most  effective  change 
proposed  by  this  legislation  will  be  the 
removal  of  the  requirement  that  the 


material  be  obscene  before  it  would  be 
in  violation  of  the  law.  The  landmark 
case  of  New  York  against  Ferber 
closed  this  loophole  in  existing  law 
that  allowed  these  offenders  to  contin- 
ue in  business  free  from  the  threat  of 
conviction.  This  legislation  would  re- 
strict the  use  of  children  in  any  type 
of  sexually  explicit  conduct,  eliminat- 
ing the  requirement  that  it  meet  the 
legal  definition  of  obscene. 

I  applaud  Senator  Specter,  Senator 
Grassley,  and  Senator  Denton  and  all 
the  other  members  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  for  their  hard  work 
in  producing  such  strong  legislation.  I 
am  proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this  bill 
and  I  am  happy  to  say  that  it  enjoys 
the  unanimous  support  of  the  commit- 
tee and  of  the  administration. 

As  a  concerned  parent,  I  urge  my 
fellow  Senators  to  act  quickly  on  S. 
1469  so  that  we  may  put  an  end  to  this 
continuing  tragedy. 


STAR  PRINT— REPORT  NO.  98-170 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
a  request  for  a  star  print  of  Report 
No.  98-170.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  report  be  star  printed  and 
that  a  statement  of  explanation  by  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Heinz)  appear  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  500  extra  copies  of  the  report  be 
printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  due  to  an 
inadvertent  error,  the  Government 
Fainting  Office  deleted  several  impor- 
tant paragraphs  from  the  section  of 
Senate  Report  No.  98-170  indicating 
changes  made  to  current  law.  So  that 
the  report  would  fully  indicate  the 
changes  made  to  current  law  by  the 
bill  S.  979  as  reported  by  the  Banking 
Committee,  we  have  asked  unanimous 
consent  that  the  report  be  star  print- 
ed, with  the  appropriate  corrections 
being  made,  and  that  500  extra  copies 
of  the  report  be  printed. 


REREFERRAL  OF  H.R.  1341 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Conunit- 
tee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  discharged  from  further  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  1341,  an  act  to  es- 
tablish the  Mono  Basin  National 
Forest  Scenic  Area  in  California,  and 
that  it  be  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 
SYSTEM 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
one  item  on  today's  Calendar  of  Gen- 
eral Orders  that  is  cleared  on  this  side 


for  action  by  unanimous  consent.  I  in- 
quire of  the  minority  leader  if  he  is  in 
a  position  to  consider  at  this  time  H.R. 
1935. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the 
matter  has  been  cleared  on  this  side. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  281. 
H  R   1935 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (H.R.  1935)  to  ratify  an  exchange 
agreement  concerning  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  lands  located  on  Matagorda 
Island  in  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
last  10  years,  the  State  of  Texas,  the 
Federal  Government,  and  various  envi- 
ronmental groups  have  worked  to 
solve  the  difficult  management  ques- 
tions associated  with  Matagorda 
Island.  Presently,  the  50.000  plus  acres 
of  the  island  can  be  roughly  divided 
into  three  groups.  19,000  acres  are  a 
part  of  the  Federal  Aransas  National 
Wildlife  Refuge;  about  24,000  acres  are 
owned  by  the  Texas  General  Land 
Office  (GLO);  private  individuals  own 
the  rest  of  the  island.  The  GLO  land 
contains  most  of  the  bayside  wet- 
lands—the island's  most  important 
wildlife  habitat. 

As  a  result  of  this  split  jurisdiction, 
management  of  the  island's  wildlife  re- 
sources has  been  fragmented.  The  leg- 
islation before  the  Senate  today  would 
bring  to  a  close  debate  on  how  to 
manage  Matagorda  Island,  by  ratify- 
ing a  plan  developed  by  the  Federal 
and  State  governments.  Essentially, 
the  agreement  puts  all  State-owned 
lands  into  the  Aransas  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  and  gives  Texas  the  man- 
agement of  the  area,  subject  to  provi- 
sions in  the  National  Wildlife  Manual. 
It  is  my  firm  belief  that  passage  of 
this  bill  will  bring  the  soundest,  most 
sensible  management  plan  possible  to 
Matagorda  Island.  Therefore,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  supporting 
the  legislation. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
legislation  which  we  are  presently  con- 
sidering, H.R.  1935.  would  ratify  a 
memorandum  of  agreement  between 
Texas  and  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior with  respect  to  the  management 
of  Matagorda  Island  in  the  State  of 
Texas.  The  agreement  will  improve 
conservation  of  important  wildlife  re- 
sources on  the  island,  including  the 
endangered  whooping  crane,  and  its 
ratification,  while  important  to  Texas, 
will  also  serve  the  national  interest. 

The  bill  H.R.  1935  is  identical  to  S. 
696,  which  I  and  Senator  Tower  intro- 
duced on  March  7,  1983.  Hearings  were 
held  on  the  measure  on  May  19  and  it 
was  unanimously  approved  by  the 
Committee      on      Environment      and 
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Public  Works  on  June  23.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  to  give  this 
legislation  their  positive  consideration. 
MaUgorda  Island  is  a  Texas  barrier 
island  of  approximately  50,000  plus 
acres.  Approximately  19,000  of  its 
acres  have  been  included  since  Novem- 
ber 1971  in  the  Aransas  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  through  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  between  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  Air  Force.  Al- 
though portions  of  the  island  thus  re- 
ceive the  protections  accorded  a  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge,  the  Federal 
lands  do  not  contain  the  most  impor- 
tant wildlife  habitat  on  Matagorda 
Island.  That  habitat  instead  is  found 
on  the  approximately  24,000  acres  of 
land  owned  by  the  Texas  General 
Land  Office  (GLO).  The  GLO  land 
contains  most  of  the  island's  bayside 
wetlands,  which  are  critically  impor- 
tant to  the  whooping  crane  and  many 
other  wildlife  species.  Private  individ- 
uals own  the  rest  of  the  island. 

The  split  jurisdiction  on  Matagorda 
Island,  with  the  most  important  habi- 
tat outside  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  raises  a  unique  conservation 
challenge.  The  Matagorda  memoraui- 
dum  of  agreement  reflects  energetic 
and  constructive  efforts  on  the  part  of 
Texas  and  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior to  meet  this  challenge.  I  under- 
stand that  the  National  Audubon  Soci- 
ety also  participated  in  drafting  the 
agreement,  and  they  should  be  recog- 
nized for  their  contribution. 

The  agreement  reflects  a  spirit  of 
compromise  on  the  part  of  all  interest- 
ed parties.  Texas  felt  that  it  could  pro- 
vide the  best  management  for  Mata- 
gorda. For  many  years  it  had  managed 
its  area  of  the  island,  the  portion  con- 
taining the  premier  wildlife  habitat,  to 
the  betterment  of  its  wildlife  re- 
sources, particularly  the  endangered 
whooping  crane.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment, understandably,  wished  to  in- 
clude the  State-owned  land  as  part  of 
the  Aransas  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
Both  the  State  and  Federal  Govern- 
ments agreed  that  integrated  manage- 
ment of  the  public  lands  on  Mata- 
gorda would  provide  the  best  means  of 
conserving  its  wildlife.  The  Matagorda 
agreement  meets  all  of  these  require- 
ments. The  agreerhent  would  provide 
integrated  management,  by  Texas,  of 
the  publicly  owned  lands  on  Mata- 
gorda as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  System. 

I  believe  that  the  Matagorda  agree- 
ment is  a  sound  and  workable  propos- 
al. I  have  heard  the  agreement  criti- 
cized as  a  giveaway  of  the  19,000  acre 
Federal  portion  of  the  island.  Just  the 
opposite  would  occur— the  State 
owned  lands,  through  easement,  would 
become  part  of  the  Aransas  National 
Wildlife  Refuge. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  State 
will  manage  Matagorda  as  a  park  for 
recreation,  rather  than  a  wildlife  con- 
servation area.  In  fact,  the  lands  must 


be  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Ad- 
ministration Act  and  all  activities 
must  l)e  compatible  with  wildlife  con- 
servation. Additionally,  the  State  has 
recently  amended  the  language  in  per- 
tinent appropriations  bills  to  clearly 
delineate  wildlife  conservation  as  a 
management  responsibility. 

It  is  argued  by  some  that  State  man- 
agement of  Matagorda  erodes  protec- 
tion for  the  whooping  crane.  I  believe 
the  State  has  done  a  fine  job  of  man- 
aging the  primary  whooping  crane 
habitat  for  many  years.  For  those  who 
doubt  this,  the  agreement,  by  bringing 
the  State  lands  into  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System,  would  extend 
the  protection  of  Federal  statutes  to 
these  lands  for  the  first  time.  Also,  the 
agreement  would  not  diminish  the 
protection  currently  afforded  the 
whooping  crane  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  Indeed,  for  hunting  activi- 
ties it  extends  the  act's  prohibition  of 
jeopardizing  the'  existence  of  a  species 
to  the  State  land  for  the  first  time. 

The  agreement  has  been  criticized 
for  allowing  hunting  and  fishing,  graz- 
ing, and  oil,  gas,  and  other  mineral  ex- 
ploration and  development  on  the 
refuge.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that 
these  activities  are  all  permitted  and 
ongoing  under  present  management 
by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Finally,  it  is  suggested  that  it  is 
wrong,  in  principle,  for  a  State  to 
manage  lands  within  a  National  Wild- 
life Refuge.  I  would  disagree  with  this. 
State  wildlife  management  agencies 
have  historically  been  responsible  for 
the  management  of  resident  species  of 
wildlife,  and  bring  a  great  deal  of  ex- 
perience and  expertise  to  this  task.  In 
those  instances,  such  as  the  agreement 
for  managing  Matagorda,  where  there 
are  assurances  that  the  Federal  lands 
will  be  managed  in  accordance  with 
Federal  law  and  subject  to  Federal 
review.  State  management  can  en- 
hance wildlife  conservation. 

I  know  that  the  opponents  of  the 
agreement  are  sincere  in  their  concern 
that  it  might  not  provide  adequate 
protection  for  the  islands  wildlife  re- 
sources and  that  it  sets  what  is  to 
them  an  unacceptable  precedent  for 
State  management  of  National  Wild- 
life Refuges.  I  am  sure  that  time  will 
allay  their  fears. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a 
third  time,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


year.  During  the  third  week  In  July 
each  year  Americans  remember  and 
honor  captive  nations— those  nations 
forcibly  and  illegally  incorporated  into 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  Ukraine,  Lithua- 
nia. Latvia.  Estonia,  and  Byelorussia 
were  all  seized  by  Soviet  troops  before 
World  War  II.  their  citizens  repressed 
or  deported  to  Siberia,  their  national 
laws  and  institutions  overturned  and 
replaced  by  the  harsh  Soviet  system 
and  a  policy  of  Russification. 

Yet.  the  national  identity  of  each  of 
these  countries  has  lived  on  in  their 
native  inhabitants  as  well  as  in  the 
hearts  and  efforts  of  their  expatriates 
the  world  over,  including  so  many  here 
in  America.  This  week  I  join  all  Ameri- 
cans in  paying  tribute  to  the  captive 
nations  whose  national  identities  live 
on  while  their  brave  spirits  endure, 
providing  an  inspiration  to  all  of  us  to 
redouble  our  efforts  to  protect  our 
own  freedom  that  we  so  cherish. 


CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
an  important  week  in  the  American 


FORMER  SENATOR  JACOB  K. 
JAVITS  ON  THE  WAR  POWERS 
RESOLUTION 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  the  Su- 
preme Court's  decision  on  the  consti- 
tutionality of  the  legislative  veto 
raises  fundamental  questions  regard- 
ing the  future  of  the  war  powers  reso- 
lution of  1973.  As  the  principal  spon- 
sor of  this  legislation,  our  former  dis- 
tinguished and  beloved  colleague. 
Jacob  K.  Javits,  is  well  qualified  to  dis- 
cuss this  issue  and  has  done  so  in  a 
thoughtful  column  which  appeared  in 
the  New  York  Daily  News  on  Sunday, 
July  10.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  text  of  this  column  appear  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Keep  War  Power  on  the  Hill 
(By  Jacob  K.  Javits) 
In  the  207  years  of  our  history  as  a  nation 
there  has  been  enacted  into  law  only  one  re- 
straint on  the  President's  power  as  Com- 
mander-in-Chief of  the  armed  forces  to  put 
our  nation  into  war  even  without  the  au- 
thority of  Congress.  That  restraint  is  includ- 
ed in  the  War  Powers  Resolution  of  1973,  of 
which  I  am  the  author,  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress over  President  Nixon's  veto. 

This  resolution  provided  that  when  the 
President  puts  our  armed  forces  into  a  situa- 
tion involving  hostilities,  or  the  imminent 
threat  of  hostilities,  he  must,  within  48 
hours,  notify  both  houses  of  Congress  ac- 
cordingly. The  Congress  then  has  60  days  in 
which  to  give  the  President  authority  to 
continue  to  leave  our  troops  so  involved.  If 
Congress  does  not  give  him  this  authority 
he  must  withdraw  our  troops  from  such  hos- 
tilities. If  he  finds  that  he  cannot  do  so  for 
practical  reasons  he  has  another  30  days  in 
which  to  accomplish  such  withdrawal. 
Thereafter,  he  loses  all  authority  to  leave 
our  troops  in  action. 

The  War  Powers  Resolution  also  requires 
consultation  with  the  Congress  whenever 
the  use  of  our  armed  forces  in  hostilities 
seems  likely  and  reporting  to  Congress  on 


the  imminence  of  such  situations.  The  law 
has  been  invoked  in  the  last  ten  years  in 
such  varied  situations  as:  President  Ford's 
reports  on  the  U.S.  evacuation  of  Vietnam 
and  the  Mayaguez  incident  which  followed 
such  evacuation:  President  Carter's  report 
on  the  doomed  Iranian  hostage  rescue  at- 
tempt: and  President  Reagan's  two  reports 
in  1982  on  the  deployment  of  U.S.  Marines 
to  Lebanon. 

In  none  of  these  cases  did  any  of  the 
presidents  report  under  that  section  of  the 
resolution  which  would  invoke  the  power  of 
the  Congress  to  require  the  President  to 
withdraw  these  forces  nor  was  the  sanction 
of  the  Congress  given  to  their  deployment. 

Now  along  comes  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  a  decision  invalidating 
as  unconstitutional  what  is  popularly  known 
as  the  legislative  veto  by  Congress  and  im- 
mediately there  is  widespread  speculation 
that  this  ruling  also  invalidates  as  unconsti- 
tutional the  War  Powers  Resolution. 

Particularly,  say  the  commentators,  the 
legislative  veto  decision  may  invalidate  the 
War  Powers  Resolution's  provisions  which 
give  the  Congress  the  power  to  restrain  the 
President  when  he  seeks  to  turn  an  incident 
into  war.  Indeed,  the  best  example  of  that 
situation  was  the  war  in  Vietnam  and  the 
Gulf  of  Tonkin  Resolution  passed  by  Con- 
gress in  1964  which  emboldened  President 
Johnson  to  commit  us  so  heavily  to  it. 

The  legislative  veto  is  a  power  reserved  by 
Congress  when  a  law  is  enacted  either  with 
the  President's  signature  or  by  overriding 
his  veto  by  which  one  or  both  houses  of 
Congress  can  overrule  an  action  of  the 
President  or  any  department  or  agency  of 
the  federal  government  which  is  sought  to 
be  given  the  force  of  law. 

I  believe  the  Supreme  Court  decision  on 
the  legislative  veto  has  not  affected  the  War 
Powers  Resolution  adversely  as  many  com- 
mentators may  imply.  In  the  first  place  the 
resolution  has  a  separability  clause  which 
means  that  the  provisions  requiring  detailed 
reports  of  activities  to  the  Congress  involv- 
ing hostilities  by  the  U.S.  armed  forces 
under  orders  of  the  President  remain  intact. 
These  are  a  critically  important  aspect  of 
the  accountability  of  the  President  to  the 
nation  and  are  themselves  a  restraint  on 
presidential  capability  of  getting  the  coun- 
try into  war. 

Second,  as  to  the  power  of  Congress  to  re- 
quire the  President  to  call  back  U.S.  armed 
forces  from  a  commitment  of  them  to  for- 
eign hostilities  after  at  most  90  days,  this  is 
a  limit  on  presidential  power  as  Command- 
er-in-Chief and  a  specification  of  congres- 
sional power  over  the  declaration  of  war  and 
is,  therefore,  unaffected  by  the  Supreme 
Court's  instant  decision.  This  power  relates 
to  exclusive  congressional  power  to  declare 
war  granted  by  the  Constitution. 

What  is  most  important  is  that  the  mil- 
lions of  Americans  who  fight  our  wars 
should  strongly  defend  the  War  Powers 
Resolution.  The  founders  of  our  republic 
gave  only  the  Congress  the  power  to  declare 
war,  yet  we  have  fought  over  100  wars  ignit- 
ed by  the  President's  power  as  Commander- 
in-Chief  to  deploy  U.S.  forces  anywhere  in 
the  world  and  only  a  handful  of  them  have 
been  declared  by  Congress.  It  is  the  people 
who  must  stand  up  for  the  War  Powers  Res- 
olution as  a  restraint  on  the  "hounds  of 
war"  which  the  founding  fathers  sought  to 
restrain  by  giving  only  the  Congress  the 
power  to  declare  war  while  making  the 
President  Commander-in-Chief  so  that  only 
he  may  direct  how  the  wars  should  be 
fought.  Let  us  remember  that  there  are  no 


longer  likely  to  be  any  non-combatants  in 
another  world  war  no  matter  how  far  from 
the  front  they  are— all  are  in  jeopardy  as 
well  as  our  survival  as  a  nation. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  because 
of  Senator  Javits'  unique  expertise  in 
this  area,  and  his  thoughtful  approval 
to  all  issues.  I  have  asked  him  to 
appear  as  a  witness  before  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  in  a  hearing  to 
be  held  this  fall  on  the  status  and 
future  of  the  war  powers  resolution. 
The  precise  date  and  time,  and  the  re- 
maining witnesses  at  the  hearing  will 
be  announced  shortly.  This  hearing  is 
one  of  a  series  the  committee  will  be 
conducting  to  consider  the  specific  im- 
plications of  the  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion and  its  impact  on  our  responsibil- 
ities in  the  foreign  relations  area. 

HEARINGS  ON  THE  LEGISLATIVE  VETO  AND  THE 
ARMS  EXPORT  CONTROL  ACT 

The  first  of  these  hearings  will  be 
held  on  Thursday,  July  28.  at  2  p.m.. 
to  consider  the  implications  of  the  de- 
cision for  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  and  the  possibility  of  changes  in 
that  legislation  to  adjust  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  decision.  As  I  understand 
it,  the  distinguished  minority  leader. 
Senator  Byrd,  will  appear  at  this  hear- 
ing to  discuss  his  proposed  legislation 
on  arms  exports.  We  will  also  hear 
from  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  State 
Kenneth  Dam,  who  will  make  a  more 
general  statement  on  the  administra- 
tion's view  of  the  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion, as  well  as  answering  specific 
questions  in  the  arms  export  area.  Fi- 
nally, we  will  hear  from  a  panel  of 
people  experienced  in  the  process  of 
arms  exports  and  knowledgeable  about 
the  history  of  congressional-executive 
relations  in  this  area. 

I  look  forward  to  a  useful  set  of 
hearings  as  we  continue  our  efforts  to 
assess  the  impact  of  the  Supreme 
Court's  legislative  veto  decision. 


NEW  FERMILAB  ACCELERATOR 
OPENS  NEW  HORIZONS  FOR 
PARTICLE  PHYSICS 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  at  3:27 
p.m.  on  July  3,  1983,  scientists  at 
Fermi  National  Accelerator  Laborato- 
ry achieved  record  energy  levels  with 
the  new  Tevatron  accelerator— the 
world's  first  and  most  powerful  high 
energy  accelerator.  With  the  new  ca- 
pabilities of  the  Tevatron,  scientists  at 
Fermilab  hope  to  unlock  some  of  the 
most  basic  secrets  about  the  universe. 
By  smashing  the  protons  into  targets 
we  can  learn  more  about  the  basic 
structure  of  matter  and  perhaps  some- 
thing about  the  origins  of  the  uni- 
verse. An  accelerator  is  like  a  micro- 
scope—when particles  collide  at  tre- 
mendous speeds,  we  can  get  a  glimpse 
into  the  fundamental  nature  of 
matter.  In  the  Tevatron,  a  particle 
beam  is  accelerated  to  an  energy  of 
over  512  billion  electron  volts.  At  this 
energy,  the  beam  travels  420,000  miles 


around  the  4-mile  "racetrack"  of  the 
accelerator  in  just  3  seconds. 

The  Tevatron  is  important  to  more 
than  high  energy  physicists  plumbing 
the  secrets  of  the  universe.  It  is  the 
most  advanced  accelerator  in  the 
world  and  it  represents  the  high  tech- 
nology amd  high  skill  we  have  at  Fer- 
milab and  the  other  national  labs.  I 
am  particularly  proud  that  this  revolu- 
tionary accelerator  is  in  Illinois,  not 
far  from  the  site  where  U.S.  nuclear 
physics  began  when  the  first  nuclear 
chain  reaction  occurred  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Chicago  under  the  direction  of 
Dr.  Enrico  Fermi.  With  the  Tevatron. 
the  United  States  and  the  Midwest  has 
recaptured  its  leading  role  in  high 
energy  physics  research. 

The  high  energies  generated  by  the 
Tevatron  are  possible  because  of  its 
use  of  superconducting  technology.  By 
cooling  the  magnets  that  power  the 
accelerator  to  extremely  low  tempera- 
tures, electricity  is  able  to  flow  almost 
without  resistance  allowing  the  accel- 
erator to  achieve  record-setting  ener- 
gies. While  this  new  technology  is  vital 
to  this  breakthrough  in  high  energy 
physics,  it  also  holds  the  promise  of 
valuable  spinoffs  to  industry. 

The  scientists  and  engineers  at  Fer- 
milab working  under  the  direction  of 
Dr.  Leon  Lederman  deserve  praise  and 
congratulations  for  the  pathbreaking 
success  they  achieved  underneath  the 
Illinois  prairie  this  month.  The  world 
is  anxiously  awaiting  the  information 
from  the  Tevatron  about  the  small 
world  of  particle  physics  and  the 
larger  implications  it  may  have  for  the 
way  we  know  and  think  about  the  uni- 
verse. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  arti- 
cles by  Mr.  Ronald  Kotulak.  science 
writer  for  the  Chicago  Tribune,  and 
Dennis  Byrne,  science  writer  for  the 
Chicago  Sun-Times  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  arti- 
cles were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Chicago  Sun-Times,  July  10, 
1983] 

F'ERMiLAB  Scientists  Create  Excitement 
With  Atom  Smasher 

(By  Dennis  Byrne) 

With  their  creation  of  energy  levels  un- 
known since  the  dawn  of  time,  physicists  at 
Fermi  National  Accelerator  Laboratory 
opened  the  door  last  week  to  developments 
of  startling  scientific  and  practical  signifi- 
cance. 

Staking  careers  and  $130  million  on  a  new 
space  age  atom  smasher.  Permilab's  scien- 
tists risked  reputations  on  a  circular,  four- 
mile  tube  filled  with  dots  of  matter  racing 
at  the  speed  of  light. 

Twenty  seconds  of  activity  climaxed  10 
years  of  work  last  Sunday,  ending  with  the 
creation  of  the  most  powerful  protons  ever 
generated  by  man. 

By  zipping  bundles  of  particles  around 
Fermilab's  accelerator  ring  almost  50,000 
times  a  second,  Fermilab  more  than  recov- 


JMI 


20502 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  22,  1983 


July  22,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20503 


ered  its  lost  crown  as  the  world's  preemi- 
nent atom  smasher. 

Its  achievement  rated  international  ac- 
claim and  has  vast  potential  impact  on  sci- 
ence, technology  and  even  possibly  the  eco- 
nomic future  of  the  Chicago  metropolitan 
area. 
In  one  stroke  the  lab.  near  Batavia.  had: 
Put  America  bacli  into  the  thick  of  the 
international  race  to  understand  the  funda- 
mental nature  of  matter. 

Demonstrated  the  Midwest  is  a  leader  in 
high  technology.  Others  can  base  their 
high-tech  reputation  on  making  a  better 
video  game:  Permilab  may  unlock  the  se- 
crets of  the  universe. 

Opened  the  door  to  exciting  advances  in 
fields  like  energy  and  medicine  by  success- 
fully breaking  ground  in  two  technologies- 
superconductivity  and  cryogenics. 

It  had  been  a  huge  gamble  on  the  ability 
to  use  those  two  technologies  to  build  what 
Permilab  Director  Leon  M.  Lederman  called 
the  "world's  most  complicated  machine." 

An  accelerator  is  like  a  microscope  de- 
signed to  "see"  the  smallest  bits  of  matter 
imaginable— things  like  quarks  and  leptons. 
which  in  turn  make  up  protons,  electrons 
and  neutrons,  which  in  turn  make  up  atoms. 
Permilab's  accelerator  flings  protons  at 
metal  to  smash  atoms  into  tiny  pieces.  Then 
scientists,  using  sophisticated  detectors  and 
computers,  examine  the  patterns  left  by  the 
spray  of  these  particles. 

The  more  powerful  the  atom  smasher  the 
smaller  the  particles  it  can  liberate  from 
atoms.  Some  of  these  bits  of  matter  may 
have  not  existed  freely  in  nature  since  the 
first  moments  of  creation. 

To  crank  up  the  protons  to  sufficiently 
high  energy  levels,  scientists  at  Permilab 
began  experimenting  with  superconductiv- 
ity, a  phenomenon  that  permits  electricity 
to  flow  without  resistance  at  extremely  low 
temperatures. 

Superconductivity  would  help  power  huge 
magnets  which  hold  the  beam  of  proton 
particles  suspended  in  the  middle  of  the 
atom  smasher,  to  keep  them  from  damaging 
the  machine's  walls. 

Superconductivity,  needed  to  provide  suf- 
ficient energy  at  manageable  cost,  was  un- 
tried on  such  a  scale.  The  four  miles  of  huge 
magnets  would  have  to  be  cooled  to  within  a 
few  degress  of  absolute  zero— minus  459.69 
degrees  Fahrenheit— an  unprecedented 
project.  It  meant  building  the  world's  big- 
gest liquid  helium  refrigeration  system. 

The  result  was  a  machine  with  so  many 
pumps,  compressors,  valves,  computers, 
pipes,  fittings,  cables  and  other  gizmos  that 
its  complexity  eclipses  the  space  shuttle. 

About  400  computers  had  to  be  installed 
and  synchronized  to  monitor  and  control 
the  system.  To  make  sure  the  beam  was  be- 
having, it  had  to  be  finely  tuned  at  1.200 
points. 

Experts  from  universities  and  private  com- 
panies from  all  over  the  nation  helped  de- 
velop and  build  the  system.  And  now  Permi- 
lab is  the  place  in  the  country  to  visit  to 
find  out  about  superconductivity  and  cryo- 
genics—the scientific  study  of  extreme  cold. 
Advances  in  the  field  of  superconductivity 
could  yield  some  of  the  most  significant 
technological  benefits  of  the  coming  genera- 
tion, many  scientists  believe. 

It  could  permit  vastly  more  energy  to  be 
squeezed  from  fuel.  It  already  can  be  used 
for  medical  devices  that  make  super  X-rays. 
But  more  than  spinoff  technology,  scien- 
tists turn  to  powerful  atom  smashers  for 
help  understanding  the  nature  of  matter 
and  the  universe. 


The  real  motivation  and  reward  is  under- 
standing, and  that  is  what  the  human  spirit 
is  all  about. "  said  Tim  Toohig.  a  lab  physi- 
cist. 

And  building  ever  more  powerful  accelera- 
tors is  a  key  to  unlocking  some  of  those 
mysteries  of  nature  that  have  puzzled  man- 
kind since  antiquity.  Scientists  at  a  Europe- 
an atom  smashing  lab.  for  example,  recently 
confirmed  the  existence  of  two  unimagina- 
bly small  subatomic  particles  called  Z  suid 
W.  They  are  important  pieces  of  a  puzzle 
that,  once  assembled,  could  provide  a  single, 
elegantly  simple  explanation  of  all  the 
forces  of  nature. 

Such  an  explanation,  called  the  grand  uni- 
fied theory,  is  virtually  a  Holy  Grail  for 
physicists.  By  explaining  the  forces  of 
nature— from  a  child's  magnet  to  radioactiv- 
ity—it might  unlock  secrets  that  could  make 
energy  as  abundant  as  water. 

[Prom  the  Chicago  Tribune.  July  10.  19831 

Permilab  Takes  a  Bold  Step  into  the 
Future 

(By  Ronald  Kotulak) 
At  3:27  p.m.  July  3  the  icy  giant  buried 
under  old  corn  fields  west  of  Chicago  stirred 
to  life  and  physicists  throughout  America 
cheered. 

Its  veins  were  filled  with  liquid  helium  to 
keep  its  temperature  stable  at  450  degrees 
below  zero.  Its  heartbeat  was  a  beam  of  pro- 
tons racing  around  its  four-mile-circular 
body  at  nearly  the  speed  of  light  [186.000 
miles  a  second]. 

Like  any  newborn  it  was  weak  and  needed 
tender  loving  care.  But  by  the  end  of  the 
year  it  is  expected  to  be  up  to  full  strength, 
making  it  the  world's  mightiest  fixed  target 
atom  smasher. 

The  giant  is  Fermi  National  Laboratory's 
newest  creation,  called  an  energy  doubler/ 
saver.  It  is  the  nation's  newest  particle  ac- 
celerator and  America's  great  hope  for  re- 
capturing the  lead  in  high  energy  physics 
research  from  the  Europeans. 

In  just  three  seconds  the  beam  of  protons 
travels  420.000  miles  around  the  circular 
race  course,  requiring  a  precision  so  great 
that  it  is  tantamount  to  aiming  a  BB  gun  at 
the  moon  and  hitting  the  eye  of  a  fly  sitting 
on  the  lunar  surface. 

High  energy  physics  is  a  rarified  area  In 
which  scientists  knock  apart  subatomic  par- 
ticles in  atom  smashers  to  learn  of  what 
they  are  made.  The  goal  is  to  understand 
the  fundamental  nature  of  matter— infor- 
mation that  is  vital  to  understanding  the 
creation  of  the  universe  and  its  ultimate 
destiny,  as  well  as  to  opening  the  door  to 
man's  mastery  over  the  forces  of  nature. 

Once  eminent  in  this  field.  American 
physicists  have  recently  been  trounced  by 
their  European  counterparts.  Using  atom 
smashers  more  powerful  than  any  in  full 
use  in  this  country,  physicists  working  in 
Europe  have  come  up  with  a  succession  of 
stunning  discoveries— the  gluon.  W  particle 
and  most  recently  the  Z  particle. 

These  particles  are  critical  pieces  that  are 
taking  scientists  closer  to  solving  the  puzzle 
of  how  to  unify  the  four  forces  of  nature- 
gravity,  electromagnetism.  and  the  strong 
and  weak  forces. 

No  one  really  knows  what  benefits  would 
accrue  from  unifying  the  forces  but  expec- 
tations are  high.  A  similar  unification  of 
electricity  and  magnetism  into  one  force  at 
the  turn  of  the  century  made  possible  all  of 
today's  electrical  wonders. 

While  Permilab's  new  energy  doubler.  also 
called   the  Tevatron,   will   not  be  able   to 


ferret  out  all  of  the  answers,  it  will  permit 
scientists  to  explore  a  new  realm  of  physics. 
"It  is  the  boldest,  most  exciting  program 
in  accelerator  art  and  in  physics  potential 
since  Galileo's  vertical  linear  accelerator 
[dropping  objects  from  the  leaning  tower  of 
Pisal. "  said  Leon  Lederman.  Permilab  direc- 
tor. 

The  Tevatron  is  the  offspring  of  another 
atom  smasher  occupying  the  same  four  mile 
circular  tunnel  under  the  plains  near  west 
suburban  BaUvia.  The  Tevatron  was  built 
directly  beneath  the  existing  machine, 
thereby  making  use  of  all  the  equipment  al- 
ready in  place. 

By  piggy-backing  off  the  other  equipment, 
it  cost  $500  million  less  to  build  the  Teva- 
tron at  Permilab  than  at  a  new  site  where 
much  of  the  equipment  would  have  to  be 
duplicated.  The  Tevatron,  which  was  under 
construction  for  five  years,  cost  about  $130 
million. 

The  older  machine  once  reigned  as  the 
world's  most  powerful  atom  smasher  but  its 
new  job  will  be  feeding  proton  beams  into 
the  Tevatron. 

With  1.000  huge  superconducting  mag- 
neU.  the  Tevatron  will  boost  the  beam 
strength  to  1.000  billion  electron  volts 
[BEVl.  more  than  twice  the  power  of  the 
older  unit. 

But  even  bigger  things  are  planned  for  the 
Tevatron.  By  1985  scientists  will  convert  the 
Tevatron  into  a  super  atom  smasher  that 
will  be  50  times  more  powerful  than  the 
older  Permilab  accelerator  and.  more  impor- 
tantly, four  times  more  powerful  than  the 
biggest  European  machine. 

The  European  machine,  which  recently 
uncovered  the  W  and  Z  particles,  is  located 
at  CERN.  the  European  Laboratory  for  Par- 
ticle Physics,  which  is  operated  by  a  consor 
tium  of  18  countries  near  Geneva,  Switzer- 
land. 

CERN  gets  its  immense  power  from 
headon  collisions  between  beams  of  protons 
and  antiprotons.  Antiprotons  are  mirror 
images  of  protons  except  that  they  have  a 
negative  electrical  charge.  When  the  two 
meet  they  annihilate  each  other  in  a  burst 
of  energy. 

By  circulating  beams  of  protons  and  anti- 
protons in  opposite  directions  in  the  same 
ring  at  the  same  time,  the  Tevatron  will 
produce  head-on  collisions  that  have  a 
center  of  mass  energy  of  2,000  BEV. 

"If  there  are  new  things  to  be  discovered 
at  higher  energies  they  will  be  foiuid  here, 
and  we  expect  there  to  be  a  lot  of  exciting 
new  things. "  said  Chris  Quigg.  Permilab's 
chief  theoretical  physicist. 

It  is  ironic  that  to  study  the  smallest 
things  in  the  world  scientists  must  use  the 
world's  biggest  machines.  Outside  of  the 
Great  Wall  of  China,  the  Permilab  ring  is 
the  only  other  manmade  object  that  can  be 
recognized  by  astronauts  from  earth  orbit 
during  daylight. 

The  big  machines  are  needed  to  pry  loose 
nature's  deepest  secrets.  The  deeper  scien- 
tists probe  into  the  hearts  of  elementary 
particles,  the  more  energy  is  required  to 
break  them  apart  so  that  they  can  study  the 
building  blocks  that  make  up  the  particles. 
Strange  things  happen  at  these  enormous 
energies.  A  powerful  collision  between  a 
proton  and  an  antiproton  can  liberate  a  Z 
particle,  which,  as  unbelievable  as  it  sounds, 
is  100  times  more  massive  than  a  proton. 

How  can  something  so  big  be  created  from 
something  so  small?  The  answer  is  energy. 
Einstein's  Theory  of  Relativity  stipulated 
that  energy  can  be  converted  Into  mass  and 
mass  can  be  converted  into  energy. 


It  is  a  neat  trick  that  elementary  particles 
have  learned  to  carry  out  their  amazing  role 
changes.  Scientists  learned  to  do  a  little  bit 
of  that  in  the  1940s  when  they  changed 
matter  into  eneregy  to  produce  the  atomic 
bomb  and  then  later  nuclear  energy. 

The  Z  particle  is  like  a  moving  van  that 
carries  the  weak  force,  which  controls  radio- 
active decay.  Its  life  is  very  transient.  After 
it  carries  the  weak  force  from  one  point  to 
another,  an  incredibly  small  distance,  it  dis- 
appears, usually  in  about  a  trillionth  of  a 
trillionth  of  a  second. 

That  is  why  it  is  impossible  to  detect  these 
kinds  of  heavy  particles  except  under  the 
experimental  conditions  in  a  giant  atom 
smasher  where  the  enormous  energies  can 
pry  them  out  of  their  hiding  places. 

Building  machines  to  look  for  these  parti- 
cles pushes  technology  to  its  utmost  limit. 
One  of  the  side  benefits  of  the  Tevatron  is  a 
significantly  advanced  superconducting  in- 
dustry in  this  country  which  could  have 
wide  applications  in  generating  and  trans- 
porting electricity. 

It  may  also  usher  in  the  age  of  super  fast 
trains  that  use  superconducting  magnets  to 
glide  over  rails  without  touching  them, 
thereby  eliminating  friction  and  bumpy 
rides. 

Permilab's  1.000.  21-foot-long  supercon- 
ducting magnets  that  keep  the  proton 
beams  on  course  require  enough  niobium-ti- 
tanium wire  to  encircle  the  earth.  The  labo- 
ratory has  built  the  world's  largest  liquid 
helium  production  plant  to  keep  the  mighty 
machine  in  deep  freeze. 

At  these  tremendously  low  temperatures 
the  magnets  become  superconducting. 
Atoms  in  the  metal  slow  down  so  much  that 
electricity  can  pass  through  with  no  resist- 
ance, allowing  the  same  charge  of  electricity 
to  be  recycled  indefinitely,  as  long  as  the 
deep  freeze  is  maintained. 

The  superconducting  magnets  are  vital  to 
the  Tevatron's  success.  They  not  only  great- 
ly increase  the  power  of  the  beam  but  dras- 
tically reduce  the  cost  of  electricity.  The  su- 
perconductors will  cut  $5  million  a  year 
from  Permilab's  electricity  bill. 

"There  are  still  lots  of  unknowns  In  high 
energy  physics."  Lederman  said.  "With  our 
new  colliding  beam  energies  we  will  be  able 
to  explore  the  domain  of  these  massive  par- 
ticles, looking  for  the  totally  unanticipated 
types  of  particles  that  will  help  us  to  better 
understand  nature's  forces." 

Besides  the  W  and  Z  particles,  the  Teva- 
tron will  look  for  the  Higgs  particle,  a  third 
particle  involved  In  the  transport  of  the 
weak  force.  Finding  it  will  provide  substan- 
tial support  for  the  Wienberg-Salam  theory 
that  attempts  to  unify  the  weak  force  with 
electromagnetism. 

To  understand  these  forces,  physicists 
devise  theories  in  which  various  particles  do 
different  things,  such  as  carry  the  forces. 
When  these  particles  are  found,  such  as  the 
W  and  Z,  it  tells  them  that  their  theories 
are  basically  correct  and  that  they  are  on 
the  right  course. 

The  photon,  which  carries  the  electromag- 
netic force  responsible  for  a  wide  range  of 
things  from  sunlight  to  electricity,  was  the 
first  to  be  discovered.  Albert  Einstein  pre- 
dicted the  photon  in  1905  but  many  scien- 
tists didn't  believe  it  because  he  said  the 
photon  could  act  as  a  particle  or  a  wave.  It 
was  discovered  in  1923. 

The  gluon,  which  carries  the  strong  force 
that  binds  the  nuclei  of  atoms  together,  was 
found  a  couple  of  years  ago.  The  graviton, 
the  gravity-carrying  particle  that  holds 
planets  on  course,  has  yet  to  be  discovered. 


Permilab's  new  machine  will  look  for  evi- 
dence of  the  last  quark,  dubbed  the  top 
quark.  Scientists  believe  there  are  six 
quarks  and  that  they  are  nature's  funda- 
mental building  blocks.  Everything  in  the 
universe  is  thought  to  be  made  from  these 
six  quarks. 

The  quarks  are  not  alone,  however.  Going 
hand-in-hand  with  them  are  six  leptons, 
such  as  electrons  and  neutrions,  which  also 
are  considered  to  be  indivisible  particles. 
They  combine  with  the  quarks  to  form  par- 
ticles, atoms,  molecules  and  eventually  gal- 
axies. 

The  chemistry  of  life,  for  instance,  is 
made  possible  when  electrons  [leptons] 
orbit  a  nucleus  of  protons  and  neutrons 
[made  of  quarks]  to  form  atoms. 

Some  scientists  have  an  uneasy  feeling 
that  even  the  quarks  are  made  up  of  small- 
er, more  fundamental  particles  and  they 
hope  the  Tevatron  will  be  able  to  find  out. 
Every  time  in  the  past  that  scientists 
thought  they  had  found  the  smallest  parti- 
cle that  could  not  be  divided,  they  were  sur- 
prised when  bigger  atom  smashers  were  able 
to  break  them  apart,  revealing  an  even 
smaller  world. 

Another  exciting  area  of  exploration  will 
be  the  search  for  super  symmetry  particles 
such  as  the  gluino.  wino,  zino  and  squark. 
Finding  them  would  put  scientists  on  the 
track  of  unifying  gravity  with  the  other 
three  forces. 

The  theory  binding  the  electromagnetic 
and  weak  forces  together  was  developed  by 
Steven  Weinberg  of  the  University  of  Texas 
at  Austin,  Sheldon  Glashow  of  Harvard,  and 
Abdus  Salam  of  the  International  Center 
for  Theoretical  Physics  in  Trieste.  Italy,  and 
the  Imperial  College,  London. 

Their  theory,  for  which  they  won  the  1979 
Nobel  Prize  in  physics,  went  a  long  way  in 
explaining  that  the  four  forces  are  simply 
different  manifestations  of  one  basic  force. 
To  balance  electromagnetism  and  the  weak 
force  they  had  to  invent  the  W,  Z  and  Higgs 
particles. 

Scientists  believe  that  the  four  forces 
were  united  as  one  at  the  beginning  of  the 
universe,  about  one-billionth  of  a  second 
after  the  Big  Bang,  when  temperatures  were 
100  billion-billion  degrees. 

As  the  expanding  universe  rapidly  cooled, 
the  forces  began  to  freeze,  crystalizing  into 
the  four  that  now  govern  everything  in  the 
universe. 

How  they  froze  is  somewhat  like  what 
happens  when  a  container  filled  with  steaim 
is  placed  in  a  freezer. 

At  first  there  is  perfect  symmetry,  be- 
cause only  one  physical  condition  exists, 
steam.  But  as  the  container  cools,  the  sym- 
metry breaks  down.  Some  of  the  steam  con- 
denses into  water,  and  at  lower  tempera- 
tures some  turns  Into  ice.  At  one  point  the 
container  will  have  steam,  water  and  ice  ex- 
isting together,  three  different  forms  of  the 
same  thing. 

Scientists  know  that  basic  research  is  im- 
portant for  two  reasons.  First,  it  helps  to 
satisfy  man's  unquenchable  desire  to  know 
where  he  came  from,  what  he  is  doing  here 
and  where  he,  or  the  elementary  particles 
that  make  him  up,  are  going. 

Secondly,  the  fruits  of  basic  research  have 
produced  our  modem  technological  won- 
ders, even  though  at  the  time  of  their  dis- 
covery they  had  no  known  practical  value. 
The  transistor,  for  instance,  was  considered 
a  laboratory  curiosity  when  it  was  invented. 
As  Permilab's  Quigg  said.  "Nothing  that 
comes  out  of  the  grand  unification  theory 
will  be  in  your  kitchen  in  five  years,  but  in 
20  years  there  might  be." 


ENROLLED  BILL  PRESENTED 
The    Secretary    reported    that    on 
today,  July  22,  1983,  he  had  presented 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
the  following  enrolled  bill: 

S.  419.  A  bill  to  provide  that  per  capiU 
payments  to  Indians  may  be  made  by  tribal 
governments,  and  for  other  purposes. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-330.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts:  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation: 
"Resolution 
"Whereas,  the  U.S.  Justice  Department 
has  agreed  to  a  settlement  agreement  with 
AT&T  to  break  up  the  national  phone  mo- 
nopoly; and 

"Whereas,  the  U.S.  District  Court  in  ap- 
proving the  settlement  agreement  sUted 
that  the  divestiture  .  .  .  will  not  necessarily 
have  an  adverse  effect  upon  the  cost  of  local 
phone  service.  The  decree  would  leave  State 
and  Federal  regulators  with  a  mechanism- 
access  charges— by  which  to  require  a  subsi- 
dy from  intercity  service  to  local  service.': 
and 

"Whereas,  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  has  ignored  the  spirit  of  the 
consent  decree  approved  by  the  district 
court  and  has  put  forward  a  local  access 
charge  plan  that  will  shift  $7  billion  in  costs 
from  long  distance  users  to  local  monoply 
ratepayers,  which  may  lead  to  a  doubling  of 
local  phone  bills;  and 

"Whereas,  the  FCC  local  access  charge 
plan  pre-empts  the  State  and  D.P.U.  from 
determining  local  access  charges  and  there- 
by prevents  State  utility  regulators  from 
being  able  to  protect  their  citizens  from 
post-divestiture  rate  shock;  and 

•Whereas,  the  district  court  clearly  con- 
templated the  use  of  local  access  charges  as 
a  means  of  maintaining  basic  service  costs 
for  consumers  at  the  pre-divestiture  level; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  FCC  has.  under  the  cover 
of  divestiture,  overturned  a  50-year-old 
policy  to  use  long  distance  revenues  to  pro- 
vide for  a  universally  affordable  local  phone 
service  which  has  fully  served  the  Nation's 
communications  needs  for  the  past  several 
decades;  and 

"Whereas,  the  break  up  of  the  AT&T  mo- 
nopoly has  not  been  followed  with  the 
break-up  of  the  "monopoly "  powers  of  the 
FCC  to  regulate  local  access  charges:  and 

"Whereas,  it  is  inconsistent  for  the  Justice 
Department  and  Reagan  administration  to 
break  up  AT&T  without  breaking  up  the 
powers  of  the  FCC:  and 

"Whereas,  the  MassachusetU  D.P.U.  will 
not  be  able  to  protect  its  citizens  from  the 
rate  shock  of  divestiture  unless  it  Is  given 
the  authority  to  determine  local  access 
charges  which  will  allow  State  regulations 
to  allocate  revenues  in  a  manner  necessary 
to  maintaining  universally  affordable  local 
phone  service:  therefore  be  it 

"Resolved,  That  the  Massachusetts  House 
of  Representatives  hereby  urges  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  to  remove  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission  the  authority  to  deter- 
mine local  access  charges  so  that  the  Massa- 
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chusetts  D.P.U.  can  use  Its  expertise  and 
apply  its  best  judgment  in  developing  public 
policy  on  local  access  charges  for  the  citi- 
zens of  the  commonwealth  of  Massachu- 
setts: and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  copies  of  these  resolu- 
tions be  forwarded  by  the  clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  presiding 
officer  of  each  branch  of  Congress  and  to 
the  Members  thereof  from  this  Common- 
wealth. " 

POM-331.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopt- 
ed by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Louisi- 
ana; to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works: 

"House  Comccrhikt  Resolution  No.  200 

Whereas,  the  Bayou  Rigolette  drainage 
structure  was  constructed  by  the  United 
States  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1956;  and 

•Whereas,  this  structure  controls  the 
runoff  water  in  the  Rigolette  and  Du 
Grappe  watersheds  which  includes  327,000 
acres  of  land  in  the  parishes  of  Winn. 
Grant,  and  Rapides:  and 

■Whereas,  during  the  past  thirty  years 
the  land  in  these  two  watersheds  has 
changed  from  timberlands  to  agricultural 
lands:  and 

Whereas,  this  change  in  the  use  of  the 
land  has  resulted  in  dramatically  increased 
demands  for  drainage;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Bayou  Rigolette  drainage 
structure  has  not  provided  adequate  drain- 
age for  many  years;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
spent  approximately  six  hundred  thousand 
dollars  studying  this  situation  since  1974; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  could 
have  solved  this  problem  in  1974  for  about 
two  hundred  thousand  dollars;  and 

"Whereas.  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
No.  10  of  the  1983  Extraordinary  Session  of 
the  Legislature  of  Louisiana  urged  and  re- 
quested the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  correct 
this  situation:  and 

"Whereas,  the  recent  flooding  in  central 
Louisiana  has  caused  untold  damages  to  the 
crops  grown  by  the  farmers  in  that  area: 
and 

"Whereas,  much  of  the  damages  to  the 
crops  is  directly  attributable  to  the  failure 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  take  proper 
action  to  insure  proper  drainage  for  these 
watersheds;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  a 
creature  of  the  Congress  and  the  Congress 
should  take  appropriate  action  to  force  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  improve  the  Bayou 
Rigolette  drainage  structure  to  insure 
proper  drainage  for  the  Rigolette  and  Du 
Grappe  watersheds:  Therefore  be  it 

"Resoli'ed  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
0/  the  Legislature  of  Louisiana,  the  Senate 
thereof  concurring.  That  the  United  States 
Congress  is  hereby  memorialized  to  take  ap- 
propriate action  to  force  the  United  States 
Conis  of  Engineers  to  improve  the  Bayou 
Rigolette  drainage  structure  to  insure 
proper  drainage  for  the  Bayou  Rigolette 
and  Du  Grappe  watersheds:  Be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  a  copy  of  this  Resolution 
shall  be  transmitted  without  delay  to  the 
presiding  officers  of  each  house  of  the 
United  States  Congress,  to  each  member  of 
the  Louisiana  delegation  to  the  Congress, 
and  to  the  United  States  Corps  of  Engineers 
New  Orleans  headquarters." 

POM-332.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance: 


"Senate  JoiifT  Resolution  No.  13 

"Whereas.  Housing  is  a  basic  necessity  for 
the  people  of  the  State  of  California:  and 

"Whereas.  There  is  a  significant  lack  of 
affordable  single-family  housing  available 
for  first-time  homebuyers  in  California:  and 

"Whereas.  High  interest  rates  have  made 
it  very  difficult  for  first-time  homebuyers  to 
obtain  affordable  single-family  housing:  and 

"Whereas.  The  use  of  tax-exempt  mort- 
gage subsidy  bonds  has  made  it  possible  to 
make  single- family  homes  affordable  to 
first-time  homebuyers  in  California;  and 

"Whereas.  In  1982,  over  $1.8  billion  in 
mortgage  subsidy  bonds  were  issued  to  build 
housing  in  California:  and 

"Whereas,  This  also  provided  employment 
in  the  construction  industry  at  a  time  when 
unemployment  is  high;  and 

"Whereas,  This  financial  source  is  threat- 
ened by  a  sunset  in  federal  legislation  on 
the  use  of  this  mechanism:  now,  therefore, 
belt 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  extend 
indefinitely  the  authority  of  state  and  local 
governments  to  issue  mortgage  subsidy 
bonds  under  Section  103A  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954;  and  l)e  it  further 

'Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-333.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California:  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs: 

"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  14 

"Whereas.  The  Community  Development 
Block  Grant  program  is  a  necessary  and  in- 
tegral part  of  local  community  activities; 
and 

"Whereas.  Community  Development 
Block  Grant  funds  permits  localities  to  un- 
dertake a  wide  range  of  activities  directed 
toward  neighborhood  revitalization.  eco- 
nomic development  and  improved  communi- 
ty facilities  and  services:  and 

"Whereas,  Specific  activities  that  can  be 
carried  out  with  Community  Development 
Block  Grant  funds  include  acquisition  of 
real  property,  relocation  and  demolition,  re- 
habilitation of  residential  and  nonresiden- 
tial structures,  water  and  sewer  facilities, 
streets  and  neighborhood  centers;  and 

"Whereas.  These  services  and  activities 
are  vital  to  local  government's  ability  to 
function:  and 

"Whereas.  It  is  necessary  to  maintain  the 
Community  Development  Block  Grant  Pro- 
gram in  order  to  continue  its  use  for  vital 
items  of  infrastructure  and  other  services; 
now.  therefore  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  IVesident  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  main- 
tain the  Community  Development  Block 
Grant  program  and  increase  its  funding 
level;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 


Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-334.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  SUte  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing  and 
Urban  Affairs: 

"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  16 

"Whereas.  The  Urban  Development 
Action  Grant  program  is  a  significant  factor 
in  encouraging  urban  revitalization:  and 

"Whereas.  It  is  the  policy  of  this  state  to 
encourage  and  aid  urban  revitalization  ef- 
forts: and 

"Whereas.  Cooperation  between  local, 
state,  and  federal  governments  is  necessary 
in  revitalization  efforts;  and 

Whereas,  The  Urban  Development 
Action  Grant  program  has  generated  tens  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  public  and  private  in- 
vestment to  revitalize  urban  areas  of  this 
state:  and 

"Whereas.  The  Urban  Development 
Action  Grant  program  may  be  threatened 
with  serious  funding  cuts;  now.  therefore,  be 
it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  main- 
tain the  Urban  Development  Action  Grant 
program  with  its  current  funding  level:  and 
be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-335.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
New  Jersey  State  Building  and  Construction 
Trades  Council  relating  to  travel  and  depre- 
ciation of  vehicle  allowance  for  construction 
workers;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

POM-336.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
City  Commission  of  Margate,  Florida  sup- 
porting the  continued  efforts  of  the  United 
States  to  seek  the  return  of  military  person- 
nel missing  in  action  in  Southeast  Asia:  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

POM-337.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs: 
"Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  14 

"Whereas,  The  art  of  skillfully  manipulat- 
ing loops  in  a  seemingly  endless  variety  of 
tricks  and  catches  from  an  inanimate  rope  is 
a  display  of  skill  which  originated  on  this 
continent,  and  is  associated  with  the  cowboy 
and  the  charro  as  part  of  their  routine  daily 
life:  and 

"Whereas,  This  art  takes  great  skill,  inten- 
sive training,  great  incentive,  and  artistic 
ability,  and  it  is  noted  that  thousands  of 
people  of  all  ages,  sex,  and  nationality  can 
do  the  art  of  trick  and  fancy  roping  with 
great  skill  and  beauty,  and  it  is  also  recog- 
nized as  an  enjoyable  exercise;  and 

"Whereas,  Throughout  the  past  100  years 
since  the  first  Buffalo  Bill  Wild  West  per- 
formance, the  art  of  rope  spinning  has  been 
enjoyed  by  audiences  all  over  the  world,  and 
it  has  provided  a  thrilling  medium  for  the 
preservation  of  the  history  and  culture  of 
the  cowboy  and  charro;  tmd 

■Whereas,  This  centennial  of  the  historic 
skills  of  trick  and  fancy  roping  with  rope 
spinning  furthers  the  efforts  of  these  artists 
to  bring  admiration  and  l)eauty  to  our  state 
and  national  culture  through  this  art,  and  it 


is  therefore  fitting  that  official  recognition 
be  given  to  help  preserve  this  basic  part  of 
our  American  history;  and 

■Whereas,  Although  the  earliest  trick 
ropers  may  forever  remain  unknown.  Will 
Rogers  was  recognized  as  a  master  of  the  art 
on  stage,  in  movies,  and  in  the  arena;  and 

"Whereas.  It  has  remained  a  performing 
art  with  growing  numbers  of  trick  ropers, 
and  today  the  International  Trick  and 
Fancy  Roping  Association  is  keeping  alive 
the  art  not  only  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
roper  but  for  the  benefit,  entertainment, 
and  enrichment  of  the  lives  of  all  citizens: 
now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  President  and 
Congress  of  the  United  SUtes  to  recognize 
and  designate  the  skill  of  trick  and  fancy 
roping  with  rope  spinning  as  both  an  art 
form  and  a  performing  art;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Legislature  respect- 
fully request  the  United  States  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  issue  a  postage  stamp  recognizing  the 
art  of  trick  and  fancy  roping  and  commemo- 
rating its  centennial  in  the  United  States; 
and  be  it  further 

•Resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  the  State  of  California, 
and  to  the  Postmaster  General." 

POM-338.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

"Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  9 

•Whereas.  The  State  of  California  has  en- 
acted laws  providing  for  special  plates  or 
placards  to  be  used  by  disabled  veterans  and 
other  disabled  persons  to  prevent  the  issu- 
ance of  citations  or  towing  away  of  their  ve- 
hicles parked  in  handicapped  parking 
spaces;  and 

■Whereas,  Disabled  veterans  and  other 
disabled  persons'  vehicles  with  permits 
issued  by  other  states  may  not  be  so  protect- 
ed, and  California  registered  vehicles  may 
not  be  so  protected  in  other  states:  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  enact  a 
law  providing  for  a  reciprocal  agreement  by 
states  to  permit  disabled  veterans'  and  other 
disabled  persons'  parking  privileges  to 
extend  across  state  boundaries;  and  be  it 
further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-339.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Ex- 
ecutive Council  of  the  Lutheran  Church  in 
America  urging  Congress  to  enact  legisla- 
tion providing  for  the  establishment  of  Jan- 
uary 15th.  the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  as  a  national  holiday;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

POM-340.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Ex- 
ecutive Council  of  the  Lutheran  Church  in 
America  relating  to  the  imprisonment  of 
120.000    Americans    of    Japanese    ancestry 


during  World  War  II:  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

POM-341.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  SUte  of  California:  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources: 


■Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  44 
•Whereas,  Society  is  increasingly  aware  of 
the  needs  and  potential  of  the  disabled  indi- 
vidual: and 

■Whereas,  State  and  federal  legislation  is 
increasingly  designed  to  •'mainstream"  the 
disabled  individual  into  more  active  and 
normal  roles  in  society;  and 

•Whereas,  California  State  University, 
Northridge  believes  in  providing  all  students 
with  an  education  which  includes  the  devel- 
opment of  intellectual  abilities,  a  height- 
ened awareness  of  social,  cultural,  and 
humane  values,  and  a  competency  in  the 
methods  of  intellectual  Inquiry;  and 

•Whereas.  California  SUte  University. 
Northridge  provides  a  toUl  environment 
which  is  attractive  to  the  disabled  person  by 
actively  reducing  physical  barriers  and  by 
providing  special  science,  cartography,  tele- 
vision production,  computer  science,  and  li- 
brary facilities,  as  well  as  a  special  wheel- 
chair repair  and  battery  recharging  facility; 
and 

■Whereas,  California  State  University, 
Northridge  provides  important  support  serv- 
ices to  the  disabled  student  through  the 
Handicapped  Students'  Affairs  Office,  the 
Counseling  Center,  the  Career  Planning  and 
Placement  Office,  the  Student  Health 
Center,  the  Admission  and  Records  Office, 
and  the  Financial  Aid  Office;  and 

■Whereas.  California  State  University, 
Northridge  serves  students  from  across  the 
country  who  are  enrolled  in  more  than  30 
major  fields  of  study  at  the  university;  and 
•Whereas.  A  substantial  number  of  facul- 
ty, staff,  and  students  at  California  State 
University,  Northridge  conduct  research  on 
Issues  relating  to  disabled  individuals,  pro- 
vide training  to  students  desiring  to  work 
with  disabled  individuals,  assist  disabled  stu- 
dents to  complete  college  degree  programs, 
and  provide  community  services  to  disabled 
individuals;  and 

"Whereas,  California  State  University. 
Northridge  has  nationally  and  internation- 
ally recognized  programs  on:  deafness;  lan- 
guage, speech  and  hearing;  physical  achieve- 
ment for  the  handicapped:  independent 
living:  recreation  for  the  disabled:  training 
teachers  to  integrate  physically  disabled 
studenU  into  regular  classrooms  in  the 
public  schools;  and  helping  families  with  in- 
fants who  have  developmental  disabilities; 
and 

■Whereas  California  SUte  University, 
Northridge  has  an  outstanding  repuUtion 
and  has  developed  an  excellent  resource 
base  from  which  to  become  a  National 
Center  on  Disability;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly,  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  designate  California  State 
University,  Northridge  as  a  National  Higher 
Education  Center  on  Disability;  and  be  it 
further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  RepresenUtives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States. " 


POM-342.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopt- 
ed by  the  Legislature  of  the  SUte  of  Louisi- 
ana; to  the  Committee  on  Veterans  Affairs: 
"House  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  146 
■Whereas,  tens  of  thousands  of  Americans 
served  in  the  Armed  Forces  in  Southeast 
Asia  during  the  Vietnam  era  and  were  ex- 
posed to  phenoxy  herbicides,  including 
Agent  Orange,  dioxins,  and  other  toxic 
chemicals;  and 

"Whereas,  certain  adverse  health  effects 
occurring  among  these  veterans,  including 
birth  defects  of  their  children,  may  be  the 
result  of  their  exposure  to  these  toxic  com- 
pounds during  their  time  of  service:  and 

■Whereas,  the  United  States  Veterans  Ad- 
ministration has  received  the  results  of  a 
comprehensive  review  of  currently  available 
studies  and  research  relative  to  the  effects 
of  such  exposure:  and 

■Whereas,  as  a  result  of  such  information, 
H.R.  1961.  also  known  as  the  Vietnam  Veter- 
ans Agent  Orange  Relief  Act.  is  currently 
before  Congress  with  over  one  hundred 
sponsors  in  the  House  of  RepresenUtives; 
and 

■Whereas.  H.R.  1961  provides  that  certain 
diseases,  related  to  exposure  to  such  chemi- 
cals, shall  be  considered  to  have  been  in- 
curred in  or  aggravated  by  miliUry  service 
when  they  occur  in  Vietnam  era  veterans; 
and 

■Whereas,  the  Legislature  of  Louisiana 
believes  that  the  veterans  who  have  served 
their  country  well  in  its  time  of  need  should 
be  well  served  by  their  country  and  all  its 
citizens  in  their  time  of  need:  Therefore,  be 
it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  Legislature  of  Louisiana,  the  Senate 
thereof  concurring.  That  the  United  States 
Congress  is  hereby  memorialized  to  finally 
pass  H.R.  1961,  the  Vietnam  Veterans  Agent 
Orange  Relief  Act:  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  Resolution 
be  transmitted  to  the  Clerk  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  United  States  Senate,  and  each 
member  of  the  Louisiana  Congressional  del- 
egation." 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 
The  following  reports  of  committees 

were  submitted: 
By  Mr.  SIMPSON,  from  the  Committee 

on  Veterans'  Affairs: 
Special  Report  of  Budget  Allocations  of 

the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  (Rept. 

No.  98-192). 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 

JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  imanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  MITCHELL  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Cohen): 
S.  1669.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  undertake  a  program 
of  research  demonstration  In  the  St.  John 
River  Basin.  Maine;  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  DODD  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

Andrews,  and  Mr.  Stafford): 

S.  1670.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23.  United 

States  Code,  to  encourage  the  esUblishment 

by  States  of  effective  child  passenger  safety 

programs,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
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Committee    on    Commerce.    Science. 
Transportation. 


and 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  MITCHELL  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Cohen): 
8.  1669.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  undertake 
a  program  of  research  demonstration 
in  the  St.  John  River  Basin.  Maine:  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

ST.  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN.  MAINE 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  submit  with  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Maine,  Sena- 
tor Cohen,  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  undertake  an  ir- 
rigation-conversion research  and  dem- 
onstration project  in  the  St.  John 
River  Basin  of  northern  Maine. 

The  St.  John  River  Basin  in  Aroo- 
stook County  covers  nearly  one-quar- 
ter of  Maine  and  produces  85  percent 
of  the  truck  crops— principally  pota- 
toes—grown in  all  of  New  England. 
Farmers  in  this  region  have  confront- 
ed a  severe  depression  in  the  incomes 
they  can  obtain  from  their  crops.  The 
prices  they  have  been  receiving  have 
been  lower  than  the  cost  of  produc- 
tion. Canadian  imports  have  been  sold 
at  prices  below  those  of  U.S.  produc- 
ers. Fewer  and  fewer  farmers  are  able 
to  survive  in  such  an  environment. 
While  being  confronted  with  unfavor- 
able prices  and  unfair  foreign  competi- 
tion, these  farmers"  problems  are  fur- 
ther compounded  by  decreased  yields 
per  acre.  These  decreased  yields  are 
due  to  a  large  degree  to  severe  soil  ero- 
sion. 

Aroostook  County  is  one  of  the  16 
counties  nationwide  which  have  been 
judged  to  have  the  most  severe  erosion 
problems  and  which  are  in  need  of  the 
most  immediate  conservation  work. 
This  region  is  characterized  by  thin 
soils  overlying  a  rocky  base.  Where 
erosion  loss  of  5  tons  per  acre  may  he 
acceptable  for  some  parts  of  the 
Nation,  authorities  in  Maine  have 
found  that  3  tons  per  acre  is  the  upper 
limit  that  can  be  lost  to  erosion  before 
we  risk  long-term  damage  to  farming 
operations. 

Sixty  percent  of  these  cropland 
acres  today  are  losing  in  excess  of  3 
tons  per  acre  per  year.  The  soil  cannot 
sustain  that  rate  of  loss  without  dras- 
tic impact  on  our  farmers,  our  food 
production  and,  ultimately,  on  the 
character  of  the  State  and  the  entire 
New  England  region. 

This  project  will  not  solve  all  the 
problems  confronting  this  region  but 
it  will  help  to  bring  to  a  stop  the 
downward  economic  spiral  this  region 
has  been  experiencing.  It  is  designed 
to  serve  as  a  catalyst  which  demon- 
strates to  farmers  sound  practices  that 
will  conserve  soil  and  increase  produc- 
tion.  It   will   revitalize   the   soil   and 


reduce  erosion  of  this  prime  farmland 
and  will  significantly  improve  the 
quality  and  yield  of  Maine  potato 
farms.  By  doing  all  of  this,  the  project 
will  help  put  farms  in  the  region  back 
on  a  firm  economic  footing  and  bring 
stability  to  one  of  New  England's  agri- 
cultural industries. 

This  project  was  originally  proposed 
in  1980  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The 
Governor  has  made  a  concerted  effort 
to  fund  the  project  through  local. 
State,  and  private  funds,  but  has  been 
unable  to  secure  enough  backing.  If  we 
are  ever  to  set  this  region  back  on  the 
road  to  recovery,  we  must  restore  its 
farms  to  their  full  productive  poten- 
tial. This  project  which  has  both  re- 
search and  demonstration  aspects  to  it 
will  take  a  major  step  down  that  road. 
Therefore,  I  must  strongly  urge  the 
prompt  consideration  and  passage  of 
this  bill.* 

•  Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleague.  Senator 
Mitchell,  in  introducing  legislation  to 
authorize  a  major  cropland  irrigation 
and  soil  conservation  project  in  north- 
em  Maine's  St.  John  River  basin. 

As  is  commonly  known,  Maine  is  one 
of  the  leading  potato  producing  States 
in  this  country.  Potato  farming  is  an 
extremely  important  component  of 
the  Maine  economy.  However,  the 
health  of  the  industry  is  heavily  de- 
pendent on  keeping  the  quality  of  the 
soil  and  cropland  high. 

The  absence  of  conservation  prac- 
tices on  much  of  Maine's  cropland  in 
recent  years  has  resulted  in  declining 
crop  yields  and  increased  soil  erosion. 
This  is  especially  true  in  the  St.  John 
River  basin  in  Aroostook  County, 
which  contains  a  majority  of  the  crop- 
land in  New  England  and  is  a  major 
supplier  of  seed  potatoes  for  the  coun- 
try. 

Noting  these  problems,  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  proposed  in  1980  a 
research  and  demonstration  project 
for  cropland  irrigation  and  soil  conser- 
vation fo  the  St.  John  River  basin 
which  would  provide  stimulus  to  farm- 
ers to  use  new  methods  of  conserving 
soil  and  increasing  the  yield  and  qual- 
ity of  their  products.  An  effort  was 
made  to  fund  the  project  through  a 
combination  of  local.  State,  and  pri- 
vate funds,  but  these  funds  were  insuf- 
ficient and  it  has  become  necessary  to 
seek  Federal  support. 

This  project  will  help  put  the  farm- 
ers in  this  area  back  on  a  stable  eco- 
nomic footing,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  Senator  Mitchell  and 
me  in  supporting  this  measure.* 


By  Mr.  DODD  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Andrews,  and  Mr.  Stafford): 
S.  1670.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  to  encourage  the 
establishment  by  States  of  effective 
child  passenger  safety  programs,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 


on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

CHILD  PASSENGER  SAFETY  PROGRAMS 

•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  encouraging 
States  to  establish  effective  passenger 
safety  programs  for  children.  I  am 
pleased  to  have  Senator  Andrews  and 
Senator  Stafford  join  me  in  sponsor- 
ing this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  one  out  of  every  five 
American  children  who  dies  this  year 
will  die  in  a  car  crash.  Hundreds  of 
thousands  more  will  be  seriously  in- 
jured—many permanently. 

Despite  these  horrifying  statistics, 
over  90  percent  of  all  children  under 
age  10  who  travel  in  cars  are  unre- 
strained by  safety  seats  or  belts.  Even 
when  parents  use  seat  belts,  75  per- 
cent of  the  children  who  ride  with 
them  do  not. 

Many  people  have  the  mistaken  im- 
pression that  the  safest  place  in  a  car 
for  a  child,  especially  an  infant,  is  in  a 
parent's  arms.  Nothing  could  be  fur- 
ther from  the  truth.  Even  in  collisions 
at  speeds  as  low  as  15  miles  per  hour, 
it  is  physically  impossible  for  a  parent 
to  hold  a  child.  Thus,  amendments  to 
State  child  restraint  laws  which  allow 
infants  to  ride  in  a  parent's  arms  have 
come  to  be  known  as  "child-crusher" 
amendments. 

Many  States  across  the  country  have 
recently  passed  child  restraint  laws, 
mandating  the  placement  of  children 
aged  1  day  to  5  years  in  a  safety  seat. 
In  my  State  of  Connecticut,  a  manda- 
tory child  restraint  law  went  into 
effect  on  October  1,  1982. 

Such  State  laws  will  not  actually 
reduce  the  number  of  childhood  inju- 
ries from  car  crashes  unless  parents 
are  educated  about  using  safety  seats 
and  the  laws  are  enforced.  Moreover, 
child  safety  seats  must  be  made  avail- 
able for  parents  who  cannot  otherwise 
afford  them. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  would 
assist  States  that  already  have  child 
restraint  laws  to  establish  effective 
public  education  and  safety-seat 
loaner  programs.  It  would  further  en- 
courage States  to  set  up  passenger 
protection  programs  for  children  over 
age  5  who  are  not  typically  covered  by 
mandatory  restraint  laws. 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  will 
have  the  authority  under  this  bill  to 
distribute  incentive  grants  to  States 
that  have  already  enacted  child  re- 
straint laws.  A  set-aside  of  $25  million 
from  the  highway  trust  fund  will  fund 
such  grants  for  fiscal  years  1984 
through  1986.  Congressman  Barnes 
has  introduced  identical  legislation  in 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  President,  injuries  have  replaced 
diseases  as  the  leading  cause  of  death 
and  disability  among  younger  Ameri- 
cans. Over  half  of  all  serious  child- 
hood injuries  are  caused  by  auto  acci- 
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dents.  We  need  to  do  something  to 
prevent  these  tragedies  now. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me 
in  sponsoring  this  legislation  as  a 
means  of  doing  just  that. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
full  text  of  the  National  Child  Passen- 
ger Safety  Act  of  1983  be  printed  in  its 
entirety. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1670 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a) 
the  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  motor  vehicle  crashes  are  the  leading 
cause  of  death  of  children; 

(2)  motor  vehicle  crashes  are  the  leading 
cause  of  serious  injury  to  and  disability  of 
children; 

(3)  child  safety  seats,  when  used  properly, 
are  90  per  centum  effective  in  preventing 
deaths  of  children  and  67  per  centum  effec- 
tive in  preventing  disabling  injuries  to  chil- 
dren; 

(4)  State  enforcement  of  laws  requiring 
the  use  of  child  safety  seats  have  resulted  in 
dramatic  reductions  in  both  deaths  of  and 
injuries  to  children; 

(5)  the  use  by  States  of  child  safety  seat 
loaner  programs  and  education  programs, 
when  combined  with  enforcement  of  child 
safety  seat  laws,  can  enhance  significantly 
the  effectiveness  of  such  laws;  and 

(6)  current  State  initiatives,  although  ex- 
tremely encouraging,  lack  the  resources 
needed  for  successful  implementation  of  ef- 
fective comprehensive  statewide  child  pas- 
senger safety  programs. 

(b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  provide 
States  with  incentive  grants  to  assure  the 
timely  and  widespread  enactment  of  child 
safety  seat  laws  and  implementation  of  com- 
prehensive statewide  child  passenger  safety 
programs. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Chapter  4  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

•■§  409.  Child  passenger  safety  programs. 

"(a)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  make  grants  to 
those  States  which  adopt  and  implement  ef- 
fective child  passenger  safety  programs. 
Such  grants  may  only  be  used  by  recipient 
States  to  implement  and  enforce  such  pro- 
grams. 

■<b)  No  grant  may  be  made  to  a  State 
under  this  section  in  any  fiscal  year  unless 
such  State  enters  into  such  agreements  with 
the  Secretary  as  the  Secretary  may  require 
to  ensure  that  such  State  will  maintain  its 
aggregate  expenditures  from  all  other 
sources  for  child  passenger  safety  programs 
at  or  above  the  average  level  of  such  ex- 
penditures in  its  four  fiscal  years  preceding 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section. 

"(c)  A  State  shall  be  eligible  for  a  grant 
under  this  section  if  it  has  in  effect  a  law  re- 
quiring the  proper  use  of  child  safety  seats 
meeting  the  requirements  of  the  Federal 
motor  vehicle  safety  standard  numbered  213 
(49  CPR  571.213)  by  children  in  highway 
motor  vehicles.  Such  law  shall  require  the 
use  of  such  a  seat  by  any  child  who  meets 
one  or  both  of  the  following  criteria:  (1) 
children  who  have  not  attained  an  age  of 
five  years  or  such  lesser  age  as  may  be  es- 
tablished by  such  law,  or  (2)  children  who 
have  a  weight  of  less  than  forty  pounds  or 
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such  lesser  weight  as  may  be  established  by 
such  law. 

"(dXl)  A  State  may  receive  grants  during 
the  fiscal  years  ending  September  30,  1984. 
September  30,  1985.  and  September  30.  1986. 
Subject  to  paragraph  (2),  the  amount  of  the 
grants  made  to  an  eligible  State  under  this 
section  shall  be  based,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  by  regulation,  on  the  extent  to 
which  the  SUte  law  referred  to  In  subsec- 
tion (c)  requires  the  use  of  a  child  safety 
seat  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  Feder- 
al motor  vehicle  safety  standard  numbered 
213  (49  CFR  571.213)  by  all  children  who 
have  not  attained  the  age  of  five  years  or 
who  have  a  weight  of  less  than  forty  pounds 
and  on  the  extent  to  which  such  State  com- 
piles with  the  additional  standards  estab- 
lished by  the  Secretary  under  sul)sectlon 
(e). 

"(2)  The  total  of  all  grants  under  this  sec- 
tion to  a  State  shall  not  exceed  25  per 
centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  such 
State  for  fiscal  year  1983  under  section  402 
of  this  title. 

"(e)  The  Secretary  shall,  by  regulation,  es- 
tablish standards  for  effective  child  passen- 
ger safety  programs.  Such  standards  may  In- 
clude, but  need  not  be  limited  to,  require- 
ments for— 

••(1)  a  statewide  system  of  child  seat 
loaner  programs; 

•■(2)  a  statewide  public  Information  and 
education  program.  Including  media  cam- 
paigns and  face-to-face  education,  designed 
to  Inform  parents  of  the  proper  use  of  child 
safety  seats  and  persuade  parents  to  use 
child  safety  seats  for  children  under  the  age 
of  five; 

■■(3)  training  programs  for  police  and 
health  care  personnel  In  the  proper  use  of 
child  safety  seats; 

"(4)  active  enforcement  of  child  safety 
seat  laws; 

••(5)  active  participation  of  businesses 
within  the  State  in  the  education  and  child 
safety  seat  loaner  programs; 

"(6)  active  participation  of  civic,  service 
safety,  or  other  volunteer  organizations 
with  statewide  networks  in  administering 
education  and  child  safety  seat  loaner  pro- 
grams; 

•■(7)    passenger   protection    programs    for 
parents  and  children  over  four  years  of  age; 
"(8)  a  statewide  coordinator  for  child  pas- 
senger safety  activities; 

"(9)  fines  for  noncompliance  with  the 
State's  law  requiring  the  use  of  child  safety 
seats;  and 

"(10)  penalties  for  failure  to  use  a  child 
safety  seat  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 
Federal  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  num- 
bered 213  (49  CFR  571.213). 

"(f)  The  Secretary  shall  Issue  and  publish 
in  the  Federal  Register  proposed  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  section  not  later  than 
thirty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  section.  The  Secretary  shall  allow 
public  comment  and  hold  public  hearings  on 
the  proposed  regulations  to  encourage  maxi- 
mum citizen  participation.  Pinal  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  section  shall  be  Issued  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  section. 

"(g)  There  Is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  this  section,  out  of  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund.  $25,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  years  begirmlng  after  September  30, 
1983,  and  ending  before  October  1,  1986.  All 
provisions  of  chapter  1  of  this  title  that  are 
applicable  to  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
funds,  other  than  provisions  relating  to  the 
apportionment  formula  and  provisions  lim- 
iting the  expenditure  of  such  funds  to  Fed- 


eral-aid systems,  shall  apply  to  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out 
this  section,  except  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  Inconsistent  with  this  sec- 
tion. Sums  authorized  by  this  suljsectlon 
shall  not  be  subject  to  any  obligation  llmlU- 
tlon  for  State  and  community  highway 
safety  programs. 

"(h)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  an 
annual  evaluation.  In  consultation  with  the 
National  Association  of  Governors'  Highway 
Safety  Representatives,  of  each  eligible 
State's  child  passenger  safety  program  to 
measure  the  effectiveness  of  such  programs 
on  child  safety  seat  usage.". 

(b)  The  analysis  for  chapter  4  of  title  23. 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"409.  Child  passenger  safety  programs.  ".• 
•  Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  join  my  fellow  colleague,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Cormecti- 
cut  in  introducing  national  child  pas- 
senger safety  legislation. 

It  is  certainly  frightening  that  the 
leading  cause  of  death  among  our  Na- 
tion's youth  is  the  result  of  motor  ve- 
hicle crashes.  In  1982.  over  1,000  chil- 
dren were  killed  while  passengers  in 
automobiles  involved  in  accidents  and 
approximately  30,000  children  suf- 
fered both  mental  and  physical  an- 
guish. 

Today  I,  along  with  my  esteemed 
colleague,  am  introducing  legislation 
which  will  drastically  reduce  the 
senseless  and  needless  deaths  of  our 
Nation's  future— America's  children. 

This  proposad  will  allow  for  a  $25 
million  set  aside  from  the  highway 
trust  fund,  whose  total  1983  budget 
was  over  $10  billion,  for  distributing 
incentive  grants  to  those  States  adopt- 
ing legislation  calling  for  the  mandato- 
ry use  of  child  safety  seats  and  imple- 
menting an  effective  child  passenger 
safety  program. 

I  am  proud  to  say  that  my  own  State 
of  North  Dakota  recently  passed  legis- 
lation requiring  child  restraint  seats 
for  children  under  age  5  beginning  in 
January  1984.  In  order  for  this  legisla- 
tion to  meet  its  goal,  an  effort  must  be 
made  to  inform  citizens  of  the  impor- 
tance of  using  safety  seats.  Through 
the  enactment  of  the  child  passenger 
safety  legislation,  this  goal  can  be  real- 
ized. 

The  youth  of  America  are  our  great- 
est resource.  We  must  also  recognize 
that  they  are  our  highest  priority. 
Passage  of  this  proposal  is  an  impor- 
tant step  in  alleviating  the  leading 
cause  of  death  among  our  Nation's 
children.  I  hope  that  my  colleagues 
will  join  with  me  and  Senator  Dodd  in 
this  effort  and  call  for  the  immediate 
enactment  of  this  legislation.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  37 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cochran,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
37,  a  bill  to  temporarily  reduce  the 
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duty    on    certain    disposable    surgical 
drapes  and  sterile  gowns. 

S.  50 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cohen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Levin)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  50,  a  bill  to  provide  access  to 
trade  remedies  to  small  businesses, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  745 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nonn,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  Pell)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  745,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Small  Business  Investment  Act  of  1958 
to  provide  debentures  for  State  devel- 
opment companies  licensed  pursuant 
to  section  501  of  the  Small  Business 
Investment  Act  of  1958. 

»  S.  790 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cochran,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Lautenbergi  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  790,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Char- 
ter Act  and  section  32  of  the  act  of 
August  24,  1935,  to  include  fish  and 
fish  products  within  the  meaning  of 
agricultural  commodities. 

S.  875 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mathias,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
(Mr.  Simpson)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  875,  a  bill  to  amend  title  18  of 
the  United  States  Code  to  strengthen 
the  laws  against  the  counterfeiting  of 
trademarks,  and  foi  other  purposes. 

S.  1132 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McClure,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
(Mr.  Simpson)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1132,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act  to  specify  the  annual 
charges  for  projects  with  licenses 
issued  by  the  Federal  Energy  Regula- 
tory Commission  for  the  use  of  Feder- 
al dams  and  other  structures. 

S.   1306 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mathias,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  D'Amato)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1306,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
patent  law  to  restore  the  term  of  the 
patent  grant  for  the  period  of  time 
that  nonpatent  regulatory  require- 
ments prevent  the  marketing  of  a  pat- 
ented product. 

S.   lS4t 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sasser,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1641,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Advi- 
sory Committee  Act  to  add  a  new  sec- 
tion prohibiting  scientific  advisory 
committee  membership  from  being 
based  on  the  political  affiliation  of 
any  candidate. 

S.   1644 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Armstrong, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Hattieu))  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1644,  a  bill  to  improve  Feder- 
al criminal  sentencing  by  imprisoning 
dangerous  and  violent  offenders  and 


by  diverting  nonviolent  offenders  from 
imprisonment  to  restitution  or  com- 
munity service  programs. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  106 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simpson,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Kennedy)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
106,  a  joint  resolution  designating 
August  3.  1983,  and  "National  Para- 
lyzed Veterans  Recognition  Day." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  113 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wilson,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Boschwitz)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
113,  a  joint  resolution  to  provide  for 
the  designation  of  the  week  beginning 
June  3  through  June  9.  1984,  as  "Na- 
tional Theatre  Week." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  121 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Byrd,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  121,  a  joint 
resolution  to  designate  November  1983 
as  "National  Diabetes  Month." 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abdnor,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  D'Amato)  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Rollings),  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Grassley), 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
McClure),  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  Deconcini),  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  (Mr.  Symms),  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  (Mr.  Randolph),  the 
Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Chiles), 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Kennedy),  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick).  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Stevens),  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  (Mr.  Moynihan), 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Lugar), 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
DuRENBERGER),  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  (Mr.  Inouye),  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Nunn).  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  East),  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole),  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
TsoNGAs),  the  Senator  from  Montana 
(Mr.  Melcher),  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  (Mr.  Humphrey),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Exon),  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
Boschwitz)  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  121,  supra. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  131 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Byrd,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  131,  a  joint 
resolution  designating  "National 
Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  2  I 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cohen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  Weicker)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
21.  a  concurrent  resolution  expressing 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  respecting 
the  administration  of  title  X  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act. 


AMENDMENT  NO.   1528 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abdnor,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Rollings)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  amendment  No.  1528  pro- 
posed to  S.  675,  a  bill  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION,  1984 


MELCHER  AMENDMENT  NO.  2086 

Mr.  MELCHER  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operations  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  the  Defense, 
and  for  other  purposes;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  bill,  compensation  for  all  mili- 
tary personnel  grade  E-1  shall  be  increased 
4  percent  at  the  same  time  a-s  pay  adjust- 
ments for  grades  E-2  and  E-3.  Provided  fur- 
ther, the  amount  authorized  for  DOD  re- 
cruiting activities  may  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  sufficient  to  provide  the  4  percent 
increase  for  military  personnel  grade  E-1 
with  less  than  4  months  active  duty. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  OVERSIGHT  OF  GOVERNMENT 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  announce  that  the  Senate  Over- 
sight of  Government  Management 
Subcommittee  will  hold  hearings  on 
Oversight  of  the  Management  of  the 
Synthetic  Fuels  Corporation  on 
Wednesday.  July  27.  at  9:30  a.m.,  in 
room  342  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building  and  on  Friday,  July  29.  at 
9:30  a.m.  in  room  628  of  the  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
the  scheduling  of  a  public  hearing 
before  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  to  consider  the 
nomination  of  William  Patrick  Collins, 
of  Virginia,  to  be  Under  Secretary  of 
Energy.  The  hearing  will  be  held  on 
Friday,  July  29,  beginning  at  10  a.m.  in 


room  SD-366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish 
to  submit  written  statements  for  the 
hearing  record  should  write  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 
20510. 

For  further  information  regarding 
this  hearing,  you  may  wish  to  contact 
Mr.  David  Doane  of  the  committee 
staff  at  224-7144. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Friday,  July  22, 
to  hold  an  oversight  hearing  on  Geo- 
politics of  Strategic  and  Critical  Min- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Friday,  July  22.  in  order  to  receive 
testimony  concerning  the  following 
nominations: 

U.S.  DISTRICT  JUDGE 

Mr.  Marvin  Katz,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be 
U.S.  district  judge  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  James  McGirr  Kelly,  of  Pennsylvania, 
to  be  U.S.  district  judge  for  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Thoman  N.  O'Neill,  of  Pennsylvania, 
to  be  U.S.  district  judge  for  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Pennsylvania. 

U.S.  CIRCUIT  JUDGE 

Mr.  Kenneth  W.  Starr,  of  Virginia,  to  be 
U.S.  circuit  judge  for  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. 

U.S.  CLAIMS  COURT  JUDGE 

Mr.  James  P.  Merow,  of  Virginia,  to  be  a 
judge  of  the  U.S.  Claims  Court. 

Mr.  Robert  J.  Yock.  of  Virginia,  to  be  a 
judge  of  the  U.S.  Claims  Court. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


ILA  CONVICTIONS 

•  Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  during 
my  work  with  the  Permanent  Subcom- 
mittee on  Investigations,  first  as  chair- 
man and  currently  as  ranking  minori- 
ty member,  I  have  had  the  opportuni- 
ty to  see,  time  and  again,  the  very  seri- 
ous threat  which  organized  crime  and 
its  corrupting  influence  has  posed  and 
continues  to  pose  to  the  integrity  of 
the  American  labor  union  movement. 
The  record  is  clear  that  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  union  officials  and  members 
are    hard-working    honest,    and    law- 


abiding  citizens.  But  in  subcommittee 
hearings  over  the  years,  we  have  docu- 
mented many  cases  where  the  inter- 
ests of  honest,  hard-working,  rank  and 
file  union  members  have  been  victim- 
ized by  corrupt  union  officials  and 
their  cohorts  in  organized  crime.  The 
evidence  has  been,  unfortunately, 
overwhelming:  In  hearings  on  the 
Teamsters  Central  States  Pension 
Fund  in  1980  and  1981;  in  hearings  on 
waterfront  corruption  in  1981;  in  hear- 
ings on  the  Hotel  and  Restaurant  Em- 
ployees International  Union,  begin- 
ning in  1982  and  continuing  through 
1983;  and  in  hearings  on  organized 
crime  in  the  Mid-Atlantic  region,  in 
1983. 

With  that  evidence  in  mind.  I  call  to 
the  Senate's  attention  two  events 
which  occurred  within  the  last  week. 
Last  Friday  a  Federal  grand  jury  in 
Cleveland.  Ohio,  indicted  Allen  Fried- 
man, the  uncle  of  International  Broth- 
erhood of  Teamsters  president  Jackie 
Presser.  on  charges  of  embezzling 
some  $165,000  from  Teamsters  Local 
507  in  Cleveland.  On  Wednesday 
evening,  July  20,  1983.  Mr.  Friedman 
was  interviewed  on  'NBC  National 
News."  I  am  deeply  concerned  by  the 
allegations  made  by  Mr.  Friedman 
during  that  interview  regarding  possi- 
ble criminal  activity  by  Jackie  Presser. 
Due  to  my  continuing  concern  over 
the  problem  of  organized  crime  and 
labor  racketeering,  I  expect  to  follow 
the  developments  of  these  allegations 
very  closely. 

As  ranking  minority  member  of  Per- 
manent Subcommittee  on  Investiga- 
tions, I  had  previously  ordered  an  in- 
vestigation by  the  minority  subcom- 
mittee staff,  with  the  cooperation  of 
the  majority  staff,  on  the  status  of  or- 
ganized crime  in  the  Great  Lakes 
region.  This  probe,  which  will  result  in 
public  hearings  in  the  next  few 
months,  is  part  of  my  long-term  effort 
to  present  a  current  analysis  of  our 
Nation's  organized  crime  problem  as  a 
foUowup  to  the  monumental  work 
done  by  former  Senator  John  McClel- 
lan  and  the  Permanent  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations. 

As  part  of  that  probe,  the  minority 
staff  will  be  looking  at  these  new  alle- 
gations as  well  as  others  pertaining  to 
labor  racketeering.  This  investigation 
will  be  just  one  part  of  the  broader 
analysis  of  organized  crime  that  will 
be  presented  at  the  fall  hearings. 

The  second  event  in  this  week's  news 
which  I  wish  to  point  out  concerns  an 
organization  which  our  subcommittee 
closely  examined  in  its  probe  of  labor 
racketeering:  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  (ILA).  On 
Monday,  July  18.  1983,  President 
Reagan  spoke  before  the  ILA.  led  by 
its  president.  Teddy  Gleason,  at  the 
Diplomat  Convention  Hall  in  Holly- 
wood, Fla.  For  the  record.  I  would  like 
to  quote  briefly  from  President  Rea- 
gan's remarks  to  the  ILA: 


...  its  a  pleasure  to  be  here  at  this  gath- 
ering of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association.  And  it's  always  a  pleasure  to  be 
with  Teddy  Gleason.  Ill  tell  you  what  I've 
always  liked  about  Teddy,  he  sticks  by  his 
union.  He  sticks  by  his  friends.  And  he 
sticks  by  his  country,  the  kind  of  integrity 
and  loyalty  that  is  hard  to  come  by  today. 
And  one  reason  that  I  wanted  to  come  here 
was  to  thank  Teddy  and  you  members  of 
the  ILA  for  your  generous  support  and  en- 
couragement. Having  the  support  of  union 
members  like  yourselves  has  meant  a  great 
deal  to  me. 

•  •  •  *  • 

You  know  I've  heard,  already  and  l)efore. 
knowing  Teddy  Gleason  you  know  I've 
heard,  that  ILA  stands  for  I  love  America. 
And  that's  true.  I  don't  think  America  has  a 
more  patriotic  union  than  this  one. 

I  am  sure  that  President  Reagan  cor- 
rectly described  the  membership  of 
the  ILA  as  among  our  Nation's  most 
patriotic  citizens.  Those  same  patriotic 
members,  however,  deserve  honest  and 
honorable  union  leaders.  Unfortunate- 
ly, the  record  before  the  Permanent 
Subcommittee  on  Investigations  shows 
that  such  leadership  has  not  always 
existed  within  the  ILA. 

In  1975  the  Justice  Department 
launched  a  nationwide  investigation  of 
labor  racketeering  on  our  waterfronts, 
designated  'UNIRAC."  This  sweeping 
inquiry  culminated  in  the  criminal 
convictions  of  more  than  100  high- 
level  ILA  officials  and  shipping  compa- 
ny executives.  These  persons  were 
charged  with  a  variety  of  offenses 
ranging  from  violating  the  Taft-Hart- 
ley Act  to  extortion,  payoffs,  kick- 
backs, threats.  Intimidation,  obstruc- 
tion of  justice,  and  income  tax  evasion. 
For  the  record,  I  am  submitting  a 
table  documenting  those  convictions, 
entered  as  an  exhibit  during  the 
course  of  our  hearings. 

Spurred  by  the  success  of  the  De- 
partment of  Justice's  UNIRAC  investi- 
gation, the  subcommittee  staff  inter- 
viewed numerous  witnesses  and  re- 
viewed countless  other  items  of  evi- 
dence in  order  to  convey  to  the  Ameri- 
can public  an  accurate  portrait  of  the 
American  waterfront  and  the  ILA  in 
the  1980's.  The  portrait  is  a  dismal 
one. 

Witness  after  witness  described  the 
struggle  for  economic  survival  in  ports 
riddled  with  a  pervasive  pattern  of 
kickbacks  and  illegal  payoffs  to  union 
officials.  My  colleagues  and  I  heard  of 
payoffs  to  insure  the  award  of  work 
contracts,  payoffs  to  maintain  con- 
tracts already  awarded,  payoffs  to 
insure  labor  peace,  payoffs  to  allow 
management  circumvention  of  labor 
strikes,  payoffs  to  prevent  the  filing  of 
fraudulent  workmen's  compensation 
claims,  payoffs  to  expand  business  ac- 
tivity into  new  ports,  and  payoffs  to 
accord  certain  companies  the  freedom 
to  circumvent  ILA  contract  require- 
ments with  Impunity. 

Especially  disturbing  Is  the  fact  that 
the  evidence  clearly  suggested  that. 
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through  that  system  of  payoffs,  recog- 
nized leaders  of  the  traditional  orga- 
nized crime  families  influence  and  ef- 
fectively dominate  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  and  large 
segments  of  the  American  shipping  in- 
dustry. We  learned  that  criminal  cor- 
ruption had,  in  many  ports,  become  a 
way  of  life  on  the  waterfront. 

At  the  time  of  our  hearings.  ILA 
leadership,  headed  by  Teddy  Gleason. 
had  taken  no  action  to  remove  convict- 
ed ILA  officials  from  union  office.  Not 
only  did  the  ILA  itself  fail  to  act  to 
remove  those  officials  and  prevent  fur- 
ther corruption,  but  Mr.  Gleason  him- 
self testified  that  the  ILA  "will  have 
to  •  •  •  run  a  rehabilitation  center. " 

I  must  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
that  more  than  2  years  later,  the 
status  quo  had  not  changed.  In  Febru- 
ary 1983,  when  I  introduced  S.  336,  the 
Labor-Management  Racketeering  Act 
of  1983.  these  convicted  ILA  officials 


still  remained  in  office,  with  appeals 
pending,  controlling,  and  influencing 
union  affairs: 

George  Barone:  Convicted  Septem- 
ber 1,  1979;  racketeering  and  extor- 
tion; president  of  ILA  Local  1922, 
Miami,  Fla. 

William  Boyle:  Convicted  September 
1,  1979;  racketeering,  extortion,  and 
kickbacks;  secretary-treasurer  of  local 
1922,  Miami,  Fla. 

James  Vanderwyde:  Convicted  Sep- 
tember 1,  1979;  racketeering,  extor- 
tion; office  manager  of  local  1922. 
Miami,  Fla. 

Landon  Williams:  Convicted  Septem- 
ber 1,  1979;  racketeering,  demanding 
prohibited  payments;  president  of 
local  1408,  Jacksonville,  Fla. 

Cleveland  Turner:  Convicted  Sep- 
tember 1,  1979;  racketeering,  demand- 
ing prohibited  payments;  president  of 
local  1416.  Miami,  Fla. 
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Miles  Billups:  Convicted  March  26, 
1981;  attempted  extortion,  unlawful 
payments  from  employer;  president  of 
ILA  Local  1970,  Norfolk.  Va.;  presi- 
dent. Hampton  Roads  District  Council. 

Under  the  provisions  of  S.  336. 
which  I  introduced  in  February  1983 
and  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
on  June  20,  1983.  those  officials  would 
have  been  automatically  removed, 
upon  conviction,  regardless  of  ILA  in- 
action. The  bill  is  now  awaiting  House 
consideration. 

Clearly,  the  problems  of  labor  man- 
agement racketeering  and  corruption 
are  still  with  us.  They  continue  to  seri- 
ously undercut  the  integrity  and  good 
intentions  of  legitimate  labor  unions. 
We  cannot  and  should  not  close  our 
eyes  to  those  very  sobering  and  fright- 
ening facts: 

The  table  follows: 
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CONTROLLED  SUBSTANCES 
ROBBERY  ACT 

•  Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  I  strong- 
ly support  S.  422,  the  Controlled  Sub- 
stances Robbery  Act.  which  make  the 
robbery  of  any  controlled  substance 
from  a  pharmacist  or  other  registrant 
with  the  Drug  Enforcement  Adminis- 
tration a  Federal  offense.  Action  is 
needed  on  this  legislation  and  needed 
now. 

Action  by  the  Senate  this  year  is 
long  overdue  and  essential  if  we  are  to 
successfully  stem  the  astounding  in- 
crease in  violent  crimes  against  phar- 
macists.  It  has  been  estimated   that 


2,300  persons  have  been  injured  or 
killed  in  illegal  attempts  to  obtain 
drugs  from  pharmacists  in  the  last  10 
years.  Not  surprisingly,  the  armed 
robber  terrorizing  a  pharmacy  is  often 
a  drug  addict,  and  more  interested  in 
obtaining  drugs  than  cash.  As  a  result 
of  these  repeated  crimes,  many  phar- 
macies, both  hospital-run  and  private- 
ly owned,  are  refusing  to  stock  certain 
controlled  substances  for  fear  of  be- 
coming targets.  It  is  unconscionable 
that  we  continue  to  allow  patients  to 
suffer  and  pharmacists  to  live  in  fear. 
The  high  incidence  of  drug-related 
crime  has  sparked  nationwide  concern. 


Indeed,  one  study  conducted  by 
Temple  University  revealed  that  243 
addicts  committed  500,000  violent 
crimes  in  the  space  of  1 1  years.  Clearly 
some  measure  is  needed  to  reduce 
drug-related  crime,  and  to  protect  the 
addicted  criminals'  No.  1  target:  The 
local  pharmacist. 

As  our  distinguished  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  (Senator  Jepsen) 
stated  when  he  introduced  this  legisla- 
tion, it  would  not  be  "...  A  cure-all 
for  the  pharmacy  robbery  problem." 
However,  making  the  crime  a  Federal 
offense  would  greatly  facilitate  the  ap- 
prehension and  prosecution  of  those 


who  do  prey  on  pharmacies.  In  addi- 
tion, our  new  statute  would  serve  to 
deter  many  of  those  who  now  find  rob- 
bery of  pharmacies  a  risk-free  occupa- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  as  long  as  pharma- 
cists risk  their  lives  to  meet  the  health 
needs  of  our  citizens,  we  have  an  obli- 
gation to  protect  them.  The  Con- 
trolled Substances  Robbery  Act  is  a 
substantial  step  forward  in  fulfilling 
that  responsibility. • 


INCREASED  EDUCATIONAL 
EXCHANGE 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  on  May  9, 
USIA  Director  Charles  Z.  Wick  testi- 
fied   before    the    Advisory    Panel    on 
International  Educational  Exchanges. 
In  the  statement,  Mr.  Wick  stresses 
the    importance    of    educational    ex- 
change   to    the    national    interest.    I 
heartily  concur  with  Mr.  Wick  when 
he  says,  "The  Fulbright  program  is 
not  a  national  luxury,  it  is  a  national 
imperative  that  must  be  attended  to." 
I  am  particularly  gratified  by  Mr. 
Wick's  strong  support  for  my  amend- 
ment to  the  pending  USIA  authoriza- 
tion to  earmark  funds  in  fiscal  year 
1984  and  fiscal  year  1985  for  the  Ful- 
bright program,  the  international  visi- 
tor program,  the  Humphrey  program, 
and  the  private  sector  program.  As  Mr. 
Wick's   statement   points   out,   enact- 
ment  of   this   provision    will    restore 
these  vital  programs  to  the  1966  levels. 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  concur  in  the 
judgment   of    the    Foreign    Relations 
Committee  and  USIA  Director  Wick 
and  enact  the  necessary  authorization 
and    appropriations    to    bring    about 
these  increases.  I  ask  that  Mr.  Wick's 
important   statement   be   included   in 
the  Record. 

The  statement  follows: 
Additional  Funds  Requested  for  exchange 
Program.  USIA  Director  Tells  Advisory 
Panel 

Washington.  May  1983.— More  than  $126 
million  may  be  available  for  FMlbright  and 
other  international  exchanges  in  fiscal  year 
1985,  U.S.  Information  Agency  Director 
Charles  Z.  Wick  has  told  the  Advisory  Panel 
on  International  Educational  Exchange. 

Increases  in  the  amounts  USIA  is  to  spend 
for  specific  categories  of  exchanges  are 
spelled  out  in  the  Pell  Amendment  to 
USIAs  FY  1984  Authorization  Bill,  for 
which  Mr,  Wick  declared  his  "wholehearted 
support." 

Mr.  Wick  made  the  comments  at  a  day- 
long meeting  May  9  at  the  Dumbarton  Oaks 
estate  here.  He  shared  the  platform  with 
former  Ambassador  Robert  L.  Payton,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Exxon  Education  Foundation, 
and  Russ  D.  Gerson,  President  of  the  Inter- 
national Association  of  Students  in  Econom- 
ics and  Commerce. 

The  Advisory  Panel  on  International  Edu- 
cational Exchange  was  formed  in  1982  to 
suggest  means  of  strengthening  exchange 
programs  vital  to  the  national  interest. 

The  following  are  excerpts  of  Mr.  Wick's 
May  9  statement  to  the  Panel: 

"I  can  assure  you  that  I  have  followed  the 
course  of  your  deliberations  closely  and  look 


forward  to  receiving  your  recommendations. 
The  very  existence  of  this  Advisory  Panel  is 
proof  of  the  seriousness  which  I  attach  to 
educational  exchange  activities.  Indeed  I  as- 
sured you  six  months  ago  that  you  were  to 
approach  the  task  you  have  undertaken  in  a 
spirit  of  complete  objectivity  and  freedom. 
Toward  that  end,  I  want  to  resUte  my  invi- 
tation to  you  to  advise  me  on  the  directions 
you  think  our  international  educational  ex- 
change programs  should  take. 

"The  U.S.  Information  Agency's  budget 
has  increased  sharply  under  the  Reagan  Ad- 
ministration. In  1981,  the  USIA  budget  was 
more  than  $458  million;  in  1982.  it  was  more 
than  $496  million;  In  1983.  this  budget  was 
$597.7  million,  and  the  figure  we  have  re- 
quested for  1984  is  $711  million.  These 
budgets  mark  a  reversal  in  the  trend  of  de- 
clining "real  dollar"  budgets  that  the  USIA 
faced  in  the  past,  a  clear  indication  of  the 
value  placed  by  the  Administration  in  devel- 
oping and  implementing  important  pro- 
grams. 

"These  dollar  figures  do  not.  of  course, 
tell  the  whole  story  of  the  ISIA  commit- 
ment to  exchange  programs.  Your  panel  is 
an  essential  element  of  this  commitment. 
Other  efforts,  such  as  the  President's  Inter- 
national Youth  Exchange  Initiative,  address 
the  growing  gap  between  the  United  States 
and  the  successor  generation  in  EuroF>e,  a 
program  that  will  increase  student  ex- 
changes between  young  Europeans  and 
their  American  counterparts  and  will  gener- 
ate considerable  private  sector  assistance: 
thus  freeing  USIA  funds  for  other  exchange 
programs.  In  our  International  Visitor  pro- 
gram, through  our  centers  and  libraries,  and 
in  our  Private  Sector  programs,  we  seek  to 
strengthen  the  bonds  of  mutual  understand- 
ing. 

"You  may  know  that  Senator  Claiborne 
Pell  of  Rhode  Island  recently  introduced  an 
amendment  to  the  USIA  Authorization  bill 
that  would  specify  the  amounts  to  be  spent 
on  exchanges  in  FTT  84  and  FTT  85,  including 
increased  amounts  for  the  Hubert  H.  Hum- 
phrey Fellowship  Program  and  Fulbright 
academic  exchanges.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
amendment,  the  amounts  for  the  Fulbright 
and  International  Visitors  program  would 
become  $100,500,000  in  FY  84  and 
$123,100,000  in  FY  85.  The  Humphrey  pro- 
gram would  receive  $3,729,000  in  FY  84  and 
$435,000  in  FY  85;  the  Private  Sector  pro- 
gram. $12,200,000  in  FY  84  and  $15,000,000 
in  FY  85. 

"When  the  amendment  becomes  law,  we 
will  be  able  to  increase  exchanges  by  about 
42%,  or,  by  about  2000  Fulbright  grants  to 
scholars  around  the  world  over  the  1982 
level  of  4788.  This  increase  would  almost 
put  the  Fulbright  program  back  to  the  all- 
time  high  levels  it  had  in  1966,  prior  to  the 
dramatic  cuts  in  the  program  made  the  fol- 
lowing year.  These  levels  have  never  been 
equaled  since  that  time.  The  academic  com- 
munity has  lamented  these  cuts  ever  since 
they  were  made. 

This  conunitment  to  exchange  programs 
demonstrates  a  broad-based  understanding 
that  they  serve  a  vital  national  interest.  We 
simply  cannot  do  without  the  link  that  they 
provide  us  to  significant  levels  of  the  think- 
ing leadership  of  the  world.  The  Fulbright 
program  is  not  a  national  luxury.  It  is  a  na- 
tional imperative  that  must  be  attended  to. 
"Certainly  a  number  of  areas  need  atten- 
tion if  the  prestige  of  the  program  is  to  be 
preserved  in  this  period  of  expansion.  And, 
its  prestige  is  Important  to  the  linkages  we 
expect  from  the  program.  More  Americans 
have  to  be  exposed  to  the  international  ex- 


perience, to  the  thought  of  leaders  of  other 
countries  and  cultures.  Stipend  levels  have 
to  be  made  consonant  with  the  realities  of 
leaving  home  and  taking  up  residence 
abroad  for  a  period  of  time.  More  of  the 
emerging  young  leaders  of  the  Third  World 
have  to  be  brought  to  this  country.  We  must 
devote  serious  attention  to  creating  linkages 
between  our  young  leaders  and  those  of 
Europe.  There  should  emerge  from  this 
effort  new  bonds  between  the  intellectual 
and  cultural  successor  generations.  I  do  not 
mean  to  imply  that  the  program  should  be 
an  elitist  one,  except  in  the  sense  intended 
by  Thomas  Jefferson  when  he  spoke  of  a 
natural  aristocracy  of  persons  with  talent. 

"1  would  like  to  tell  you  that  I  whole- 
heartedly support  this  amendment  of  Sena- 
tor Pell.  If  so  resolved  by  the  Congress  and 
the  President,  I  will  do  my  best  to  see  that 
it  is  implemented  consistent  with,  the  Agen- 
cy's continuing  standard  of  excellence.  "• 


CONSERVATION  TILLAGE 

•  Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
give  recognition  to  an  innovative  ap- 
proach to  technology  which  promises 
to  assist  farming  not  only  in  Maine 
but  all  over  the  Nation.  No-till  and 
various  other  forms  of  conservation 
tillage  are  rapidly  becoming  popular  in 
Maine  and  in  other  areas  where  crop 
residue  management  is  desirable  or 
necessary. 

No-till  works  by  scratching  the  soil 
with  drills  and  forcing  seeds  into  the 
ground,  rather  than  turning  over  the 
entire  area.  In  this  way.  existing  root 
systems  are  maintained  and  thus 
farmers  can  guard  against  erosion. 
This  style  of  sowing  works  particularly 
well  with  grains  which  can  grow  up 
among  grasses  and  weeds. 

To  inform  my  colleagues  of  the  ad- 
vantages and  the  applications  of  con- 
servation   tillage,    I    submit    for    the 
Record  a  recent  article  in  the  Farm 
Bureau  News,  the  official  newsletter 
of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa- 
tion. The  article  describes  the  interest 
in  conservation  tillage  in  Maine,  and  I 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  review  the 
article  for  possible  application  in  their 
own  States. 
The  article  follows: 
Conservation  Tillage  Catching  On 
(Prepared  by  the  AFBP  Natural  & 
Environmental  Resources  Division) 
"Well,  it  looks  like  its  going  to  be  either 
no-till  or  no  plant  this  year, '  That  comment 
from  one  farmer  at  the  Franklin  County 
(Maine)  conservation  tillage  demonstration 
planting  day  summed  it  up  pretty  well. 

It  has  rained  hard  and  often  in  Maine  this 
spring.  However,  it  didn't  dampen  the  spirit 
and  optimism  of  the  50  to  60  farmers  who 
turned  out  on  a  rainy  Friday  the  13th  in 
May  to  watch  a  demonstration  of  the  latest 
no-till  and  conservation  tillage  equipment. 

Seated  on  hay  bales,  the  farmers  listened 
intently  to  several  speakers  as  the  rain  beat 
on  the  metal  machine  shed  roof  overhead. 
Then,  as  if  on  cue,  the  rain  stopped  and  ev- 
eryone moved  across  the  road  to  see  the 
equipment  begin  to  work  the  eight  test  plots 
on  Bussle  York's  sandy  loam  field. 

No-till  and  various  forms  of  conservation 
tillage  have  caught  on  rapidly.  Increasing  by 
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30  percent  per  year  from  68.000  acres  in 
1980  to  110.000  acres  in  1982.  according  to 
Billy  Abercrombie.  Maine's  state  soil  conser- 
vationist. He  notes  that  a  recent  survey  indi- 
cates that  90  percent  of  Maine's  310.000 
acres  of  cropland  has  the  potential  to  be 
adapted  to  some  form  of  crop  residue  man- 
agement. (Conservation  tillage  does  not 
mean  simply  reducing  the  number  of  trips 
over  the  field,  but  means  leaving  at  least  20 
to  30  percent  of  the  residue  on  the  surface 
at  all  times  during  the  year.) 

Maine  Farm  Bureau  members  Walt  Whit- 
comb,  chairman  of  the  MPBA  Environmen- 
tal Committee,  and  Worden  Hale,  president 
of  Kennebec  County  Farm  Bureau,  have 
been  no-tilling  for  seven  or  eight  years.  Hale 
has  100  percent  of  his  grain  and  silage  crops 
no-tilled  this  year. 

Whitcomb  is  enthusiastic  about  his  no-till. 
Silage  yields  of  15  tons  per  acre  consistently 
have  been  as  good  as  his  neighbor's  yields 
with  conventional  tillage.  He  also  notes  that 
the  main  advantage  to  him  is  that  it  saves 
time  and  labor  during  spring  planting. 

Because  of  no-till.  Whitcomb's  family  op- 
eration is  now  able  to  farm  three  limes  as 
much  land  as  with  conventional  tillage. 
When  asked  what  his  wife  Nancy  thought 
of  no-till.  Whitcomb  grinned.  "Oh.  she  likes 
it  fine,  except  for  my  cap."  which  has  im- 
printed on  it  "No-till  Farmers  Never  Get 
Plowed.  " 

Rick  Beal.  Maine  FB  Young  Farmers 
chairman,  said  he  had  not  tried  no-till  yet. 
but  said  it  looked  like  a  very  promising  till- 
age practice  for  his  farm.  He  attended  the 
tillage  demonstrations  with  the  intent  of 
learning  everything  he  could  about  it. 

The  biggest  questions  about  no-till  in 
most  farmers'  minds  are  how  will  it  affect 
yields  and  how  much  will  it  cost.  Abercrom- 
bie believes  the  side-by-side  demonstration 
plots  on  "York's  farm  would  help  provide 
much  information  on  comparative  yield 
data  for  various  tillage  practices.  Cost  of 
new  equipment  ($7,600  for  an  80-inch  no-till 
Tye  Drill  and  $12,000  for  an  eight-foot  John 
Deere  power  seeder  as  examples)  may  be  too 
expensive  for  many  farmers,  said  Malcolm 
Turner,  Franklin  County  FB  president. 
However,  the  cost  did  not  seem  to  deter 
farmers  from  taking  a  hard  look  at  the  new 
system. 

No-till  drills  and  seeders  are  showing 
promise  in  reseeding  pasture  and  forage 
crops  needed  for  feeding  dairy  cattle  in 
Maine.  Whitcomb  liked  the  results  of  his 
four  years  of  testing  no-till  forage  reseeding 
and  has  helped  start  a  pilot  project  in 
Waldo  County. 

Last  year,  the  project  began  with  two 
plots  and.  in  1983.  has  expanded  to  include 
30  farmers  and  200  acres.  A  federal  grant  of 
$30,000  is  being  used  to  provide  75  percent 
cost-sharing,  up  to  $250  per  acre  for  seed, 
fertilizer,  line  and  no-till  drill  rental. 

Art  Pellerin.  representing  a  nearby  John 
I^ere  dealership,  said  the  no-till  drills  and 
power  seeders  would  make  it  possible  to 
reseed  every  other  year  instead  of  every 
four  to  five  years.  This  would  keep  an  alfal- 
fa stand  much  more  vigorous.  The  result 
would  be  more  roots  to  hold  the  soil  and  a 
greater  leaf  density  to  absorb  raindrop 
impact. 

No-till  is  not  the  only  practice  being  ap- 
plied on  farms  operated  by  Keith  Noyes  and 
Tony  Takacs.  'They  were  renovating  old 
turkey  ranges  and  also  clearing  some  forest- 
ed upland.  No-till,  strip  dropping,  crop  rota- 
tion, tile  drainage,  a  diversion  ditch  and  a 
rock  waterway  are  all  being  incorporated 
Into  a  conservation  plan  according  to  Bill 


Moulten,  district  conservationist  for  Kenne- 
bec County. 

Takacs  was  growing  no-till  corn  for  grain, 
rather  than  for  silage  as  most  area  farmers 
do.  Moulten  felt  this  was  a  move  in  the 
right  direction  to  help  make  the  area  more 
self-sufficient.  By  harvesting  com  for  grain, 
the  stalks  and  residue  could  be  left  on  the 
field  and  greatly  reduce  soil  erosion. 

One  field,  recently  tile-drained,  had  an  ex- 
cellent stand  of  alfalfa.  Takacs  proudly 
pointed  out  that  drainage  reduced  the 
fields'  soil  erosion.  Not  having  to  work  the 
ground  when  it  was  too  wet  eliminated  trac- 
tor wheel  ruts,  which  tend  to  concentrate 
excess  runoff  and  promote  severe  gully  ero- 
sion. Takacs  said.  "I'm  paying  the  mortgage. 
I  want  to  keep  my  soil." 

Farm  Bureau  has  taken  a  passive  but  sup- 
portive role  in  developing  conservation  till- 
age thus  far.  with  individual  members 
taking  active  leadership  roles.  However. 
Maine  Farm  Bureau  president  Peter  W. 
Curra  said  that  the  state  and  county  Farm 
Bureaus  would  follow  the  lead  of  the  Ameri- 
can Farm  Bureau  Federation's  1983  Conser- 
vation Tillage  Action  Plan  and  take  a  much 
more  active  role  in  promoting  conservation 
in  the  next  few  years.* 


THE  DEATH  OF  SEVELLON 
BROWN  in 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  it  is  with  a 
real  sense  of  loss  that  I  inform  the 
Senate  of  the  death  on  July  20  of  a 
distinguished  Rhode  Island  journalist. 
Sevellon  Brown  III. 

Jeff  Brown,  as  he  was  widely  Icnown, 
was  editor  of  the  Providence  Journal- 
Bulletin  from  1953  to  1968  and  before 
that  served  as  the  papers'  Washington 
correspondent  and  bureau  chief.  In 
doing  so.  he  followed  the  footsteps  of 
his  father  and  maternal  grandfather, 
both  of  whom  served  the  Journal-Bul- 
letin as  editors  and  Washington  corre- 
spondents. 

Mr.  Browns  grandfather.  David  S. 
Barry,  left  journalism  in  1919  to  serve 
as  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  a  post  he  held  until  1932. 

Jeff  Brown  was  a  journalist  of  clear 
vision  and  firm  commitment  to  the 
notion  that  freedom  of  the  press  car- 
ries with  it  an  obligation  for  objectivi- 
ty and  rigorous  respect  for  the  facts. 
He  contributed  to  and  vastly  expanded 
the  national  stature  of  the  Providence 
Journal  as  a  newspaper  that  takes  se- 
riously its  historic  role  as  the  defender 
of  the  freedoms  on  which  the  State  of 
Rhode  Island  was  founded. 

He  was  a  journalist  of  great  candor 
and  courage  and  a  man  of  cheerful 
cordiality  who  will  be  missed  by  a  wide 
circle  of  friends  and  professional  asso- 
ciates. Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the 
obituary  of  Sevellon  Brown  III  from 
the  Povidence  Evening  Bulletin  of 
July  21  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  obituary  follows: 

Sevellon  Brown  III  Dies:  Formed  Editor 
or  Journal-Bulletin 

Providence.— Sevellon  Brown  III,  a 
former  Washington  correspondent  and 
editor  of  the  Journal-Bulletin,  died  yester- 
day at  Rhode  Island  Hospital.  He  was  70. 


Mr.  Brown,  a  man  bom  to  be  a  newspaper- 
man, was  best  known  to  his  friends  and  pro- 
fessional associates  as  Jeff  Brown.  He 
worked  at  the  Journal-Bulletin  from  1939  to 
1968.  when  he  retired  because  of  ill  health. 

His  employment  was  interrupted  from 
1944  to  1946  by  World  War  II.  in  which  he 
served  as  an  enlisted  man  and  second  lieu- 
tenant with  the  office  of  Strategic  Services, 
assigned  to  London. 

Mr.  Brown  was  born  in  Washington,  D.C., 
on  April  23,  1913.  the  son  of  Sevellon  and 
Elizabeth  Bonney  (Barry)  Brown.  The 
family  association  with  the  Journal-Bulletin 
began  when  Mrs.  Brown's  father,  David  S. 
Barry,  then  Washington  correspondent  of 
the  New  York  Sun,  came  to  Providence  as 
editor-in-chief  of  the  newspapers  in  1904. 

Two  years  later.  Barry  returned  to  Wash- 
ington as  correspondent  for  the  Journal- 
Bulletin.  In  1919  he  was  elected  sergeant-at- 
arms  of  the  Senate. 

The  elder  Sevellon  Brown,  after  working 
for  the  State  Department,  for  several  news- 
papers, and  service  in  World  War  I  as  a  cap- 
tain of  ordnance,  succeeded  his  father-in- 
law  as  Washington  correspondent  for  the 
Journal-Bulletin.  The  following  year  he 
came  to  Providence  as  managing  editor  and 
eventually  became  editor  and  publisher. 

Jeff  Brown  went  to  Moses  Brown  School, 
graduating  in  1931.  He  attended  Amherst 
College  until  1934.  when  he  transferred  to 
the  Columbia  Graduate  School  of  Journal- 
ism, receiving  his  master's  degree  in  1936.  At 
Columbia  he  won  a  Pulitzer  traveling  fel- 
lowship which  resulted  in  a  year  of  study  of 
newspapers  in  Britain  and  on  the  Continent. 

Back  in  Washington,  he  became  associate 
editor  of  Pathfinder  magazine,  a  national 
news  weekly,  from  1937  to  1939,  and  then 
began  his  long  association  with  the  Journal- 
Bulletin,  first  as  Washington  correspondent 
for  the  Bulletin  from  1939  to  1942.  then  as 
Journal-Bulletin  bureau  chief  from  1942  to 
1944.  With  the  war  on  they  were  lively 
years. 

After  the  war  and  his  service  with  the 
OSS  in  London.  Mr.  Brown  returned  to  the 
Journal-Bulletin,  first  as  assistant  to  the 
editor  (his  father)  from  1946  to  1949.  then 
as  associated  editor  from  1949  to  1953.  On 
Feb.  4.  1953,  he  was  appointed  editor,  a  posi- 
tion he  held  until  he  retired. 

He  also  was  a  member  of  the  Journal  Co.'s 
board  of  directors  from  1955  to  1967. 

Mr.  Brown's  activities  in  professional  jour- 
nalistic organizations  were  numerous.  For 
several  years  he  was  on  the  advisory  board 
of  the  American  Press  Institute,  was  a 
member  of  the  executive  board  and  subse- 
quently chairman  of  the  American  section 
of  the  International  Press  Institute,  and 
served  on  several  of  the  committees  having 
to  do  with  the  awarding  of  Pulitzer  prizes  at 
Columbia  University. 

He  also  served  on  the  committee  that  se- 
lected Nieman  Fellowships  for  Journalists 
at  Harvard  University. 

He  was  a  board  member  and  later  presi- 
dent of  the  New  England  Society  of  Newspa- 
per Editors  and  chairman  of  the  New  Eng- 
land Associated  Press  News  Executives  Asso- 
ciation. 

He  was  a  former  trustee  of  the  Providence 
Public  Library  and  of  the  Rhode  Island 
Chapter  of  the  National  Multiple  Sclerosis 
Society.  At  Amherst  his  fraternity  was 
Delta  Kappa  Epsilon.  and  he  was  a  former 
member  of  the  Providence  Art  Club,  the 
Hope  Club  and  the  National  Press  Club  in 
Washington. 

In  1936,  Mr.  Brown  married  Margaret 
Durkee  of  Bronxvllle,  N.Y.  Their  daughters 


are  Deborah  Stuart  of  Wentworth,  N.H.  and 
Bonney  Kenower  of  Providence.  There  are 
five  grandchildren.  This  marriage  ended  in 
divorce  In  September,  1958. 

In  December  of  that  year.  Mr.  Brown  mar- 
ried Janice  O.  Van  De  Water,  associate  pro- 
fessor of  English  and  director  of  dramatics 
at  Brown  University.  She  survives,  as  does 
Mr.  Brown's  brother  Barry,  formerly  in  the 
editorial  department  of  the  Journal-Bulle- 
tin, and  now  of  Washington. 

Jeff  Brown  was  a  hearty,  gregarious  man 
who  loved  to  sing.  He  was  an  entrancing 
story  teller.  Above  all  else,  he  liked  swim- 
ming and  fishing. 

For  many  years,  he  was  a  summer  resident 
of  Matunuck.  After  his  retirment,  the 
Brown's  lived  there  from  spring  well  into 
fall,  going  to  the  West  Indies  for  the  winter 
months. 

More  recently,  the  Brown's  lived  in  Provi- 
dence, at  500  Angell  St. 

A  memorial  service  will  be  held  tomorrow 
at  1  p.m.  in  Swan  Point  Chapel.  Blackstone 
Boulevard.  Burial  will  be  private.* 


THE  MORMON  PIONEERS 


•  Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  each 
year  on  July  24,  members  of  the 
Church  of  Jesus  Christ  of  Latter-Day 
Saints  celebrate  the  arrival  of  the 
Mormon  pioneers  in  the  Great  Salt 
Lake  Valley. 

The  Mormon  pioneer  story  is  a 
legacy  of  hardship,  struggle,  and  sacri- 
fice turned  to  human  triumph.  The 
Mormon  pioneers  were  forced  in  the 
middle  of  winter  to  leave  their  homes, 
businesses  and  all  else  they  could  not 
carry  on  their  shoulders.  Their  desti- 
nation was  unknown,  yet  the  Mormons 
knew  that  God  would  direct  them  to  a 
place  of  permanency. 

After  months  on  the  trail,  they  en- 
tered the  Great  Salt  Lake  'Valley 
where  Brigham  Young,  the  Mormon 
prophet,  proclaimed  to  his  people  that 
this  was  the  place  where  they  were  to 
settle.  The  valley  was  a  desolate  area, 
but  the  hard-working  Mormons 
changed  this  desert  into  a  green  west- 
ern oasis. 

The  sense  of  permanency  was  short- 
lived for  many  of  the  pioneers  who 
had  just  arrived  in  the  Salt  Lake 
Valley.  Brigham  Young  declared, 
members  were  needed  to  occupy  as 
much  land  as  possible  in  order  to  pro- 
vide for  new  members  coming  west. 
Therefore.  Brigham  Young  called 
upon  groups  of  pioneers  to  pack  their 
belongings  and  settle  in  preselected 
areas,  and  to  pattern  the  new  commu- 
nity institutions  after  those  of  Salt 
Lake  City.  Unlike  most  American  colo- 
nizing activities,  the  Mormon  settle- 
ments were  the  result  of  careful  eco- 
nomic and  geographic  planning  by 
Church  leaders,  and  carried  out  by  the 
willing  cooperation  of  the  members. 

The  daily  life  of  the  settlers  was  not 
easy.  Each  day  they  organized  them- 
selves into  groups  to  dig  canals,  plant 
crops,  build  roads,  fences,  and  houses, 
and  otherwise  make  a  civilization  in 
the  wilderness.  This  day-to-day  work 


was  usually  planned  in  meetings  of  all 
the  heads  of  families. 

Soon  a  total  of  500  settlements  were 
established  from  Canada  to  Mexico.  A 
part  of  these  500  settlements  were  es- 
tablished in  the  State  of  Idaho, 

A  group  of  Mormon  pioneers  under 
the  direction  of  Preston  Thomas 
founded  the  town  of  Franklin,  This 
was  the  first  permanent  settlement  in 
Idaho.  As  time  went  on  the  Mormons 
spread  up  into  Preston,  and  other 
places  in  Oneida  and  Franklin  coun- 
ties. 

Three  years  later  when  Idaho  was 
made  a  territory.  40  families  estab- 
lished a  settlement  at  Paris,  in  Bear 
Lake  Valley.  This  settlement  was 
strengthened  by  16  other  towns  estab- 
lished in  this  area  in  the  years  that 
followed. 

In  1870  the  LDS  colonizing  move- 
ment in  Idaho  led  to  the  building  of  a 
railroad  from  Ogden.  Utah  north  to 
Montana.  With  the  members  of  the 
Mormon  Church  doing  most  of  the 
labor,  the  Utah  Northern  Railroad 
was  completed  from  Ogden.  Utah  to 
Franklin.  Idaho  in  1874.  As  the  rail- 
road pushed  north,  a  dozen  different 
communities  were  settled,  including 
Rexbury.  Parker.  Menan.  Lewisville, 
and  Teton. 

The  pioneers  who  settled  the  Idaho 
region  displayed  an  independent  spirit, 
and  strong  belief  in  God.  their  fami- 
lies, and  country.  It  was  such  traits 
that  helped  them  through  the  hardest 
of  times  on  an  uncompromising  fron- 
tier. 

One  of  the  most  inspiring  aspects  of 
the  Mormon  faith  is  the  emphasis  on 
individual  initiative.  The  unique  blend 
of  cooperation,  belief  in  God,  and  the 
striving  for  excellence  is  the  very  es- 
sence of  the  pioneer  spirit. 

Today  that  same  pioneer  spirit 
exists  among  the  members  of  the 
Church  of  Jesus  Christ  of  Latter-Day 
Saints.  The  aim  of  the  Mormon 
Church  is  to  help  people  help  them- 
selves. As  in  the  lives  of  the  early  pio- 
neers, work  and  individual  responsibil- 
ity is  enthroned  as  a  ruling  principle 
in  the  lives  of  the  Mormon  Church 
membership. 

The  Mormon  people  of  today  are  not 
resting  on  the  glory  of  their  proud 
past,  but  are  continuing  to  show  their 
pioneer  spirit  in  all  aspects  of  life;  as 
farmers,  educators,  and  business 
people.  Also,  because  of  the  Mormons' 
strong  belief  in  individual  freedom  and 
liberty,  members  of  the  LDS  Church 
are  active  in  local.  State  and  National 
Government. 

Brigham  Young  often  said,  "The 
way  to  achieve  success  as  a  person,  as 
a  family,  as  a  community,  and  as  a 
nation  is  to  work  hard,  plan  well,  and 
trust  in  God."  That  formula,  a  major 
factor  in  the  success  of  the  Latter-Day 
Saints  who  crossed  the  plains  and  set- 
tled Idaho,  continues  in  the  LDS 
Church  members  today. 


The  Mormons  have  made  and  con- 
tinue to  make  invaluable  contributions 
wherever  they  live.  I  praise  their 
achievements,  their  dedication  to  the 
traditional  American  values,  and  the 
strong  pioneer,  spirit  they  have  kept 
alive  since  the  first  day,  136  years  ago, 
when  the  Mormon  pioneers  entered 
the  Great  Salt  Lake  Valley.* 


GEORGE  CLYDE  KELL  ELECTED 

TO  BASEBALL  HALL  OF  FAME 
•  Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
take  this  occasion  to  honor  a  native 
Arkansan  and  my  close  friend,  George 
Clyde  Kell,  who  was  elected  by  his 
peers,  the  Baseball  Hall  of  Fame's 
Committee  on  Veterans,  to  be  induct- 
ed in  the  shrine  at  Cooperstown  on 
July  31,  1983. 

George  was  bom  in  Swifton,  Ark.,  on 
August  23.  1922.  His  father.  Clyde 
Kell.  was  the  local  barber  and  a  semi- 
pro  ballplayer  who  was  lured  away 
from  his  home  in  Imboden  when  fans 
in  Swifton  bought  him  a  barbershop. 
He  taught  his  son  the  basics  of  the 
game  and  at  the  age  of  17.  George 
signed  a  professional  contract  with  the 
Brooklyn  Dodger  organization.  He  was 
assigned  to  nearby  Newport  of  the 
Class  D  Northeast  Arkansas  League. 

Three  years  later  at  Lancaster.  Pa., 
George  pounded  the  minor  leagues  for 
a  .396  average  and  received  a  solid 
silver  bat  for  leading  all  of  organized 
baseball  in  hitting.  The  legendary 
Connie  Mack  bought  his  contract  and 
signed  him  with  the  Philadelphia  Ath- 
letics. In  his  very  first  major  league 
game  in  old  Shibe  Park  he  hanmiered 
a  triple  over  the  first  baseman's  head. 
Thus  began  a  glorious  career  that 
spanned  15  years  in  the  major  league 
where  George  acquired  a  reputation  as 
a  clutch  hitter  and  a  surehanded  field- 
er with  a  strong,  accurate  arm. 

He  was  the  American  League's  pre- 
mier third  baseman  in  the  forties  and 
fifties,  topping  third  basemen  in  field- 
ing seven  times,  assists  four  times,  and 
twice  in  putouts  and  double  plays.  Al- 
though he  was  a  magnificent  fielder, 
he  made  his  name  at  bat.  He  hit  over 
.300  nine  times  with  a  lifetime  average 
of  .306.  In  1949  he  won  the  American 
League  batting  title  edging  Ted  Wil- 
liams on  the  last  day  of  the  season 
with  a  .343  in  the  tightest  batting  race 
in  major  league  history.  In  1957, 
George  left  baseball  and  2  years  later 
acquired  a  different  kind  of  fame  as 
the  play-by-play  announcer  for  the 
Tigers,  a  position  he  has  held  since. 
He  and  Al  Kaline,  another  Tiger  great 
and  Hall-of-Pamer,  have  become  as 
legendary  to  Tiger  fans  as  telecasters, 
as  they  were  players. 

George  has  given  most  of  his  life  to 
baseball  and  his  record  is  clearly  Hall 
of  Fame  caliber.  This  as  well  as  his 
consistent  dedication  to  his  commxini- 
ty  and  career  of  public  service  have 
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made  him  the  kind  of  man  every 
youngster  in  America  can  admire  and 
respect.* 


its  30th  anniversary,  and  trust  there 
will  be  many  more  years  to  come.* 


APSA  CONGRESSIONAL  FELLOW- 
SHIP PROGRAM-30TH  ANNI- 
VERSARY 

•  Mr.  TRIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratu- 
late the  American  Political  Science  As- 
sociation on  the  30th  anniversary  of 
its  congressional  fellowship  program. 
This,  the  oldest  such  program  on  Cap- 
itol Hill,  has  evolved  from  its  modest 
beginnings  in  1953  to  become  today's 
firmly  established  and  widely  diverse 
program  for  placing  professionals  on 
the  Hill. 

In  1953.  APSA  sponsored  six  con- 
gressional fellows.  This  number  has 
since  grown  to  include  between  40  and 
50  men  and  women  annually.  Indeed, 
since  1953,  more  than  1.000  scholars, 
journalists.  Federal  executives,  and 
health  policy  experts  have  participat- 
ed as  fellows.  Fellows  are  chosen  by 
rigorous  merit  competition,  leaving 
their  jobs  for  1  year  on  the  Hill,  after 
which  they  return  to  their  previous 
jobs. 

During  their  time  here,  fellows  work 
with  both  Republicans  and  Democrats, 
conservatives  and  liberals.  Senators 
and  Representatives.  They  contribute 
their  talents  and  skills  in  exchange  for 
the  opportunity  to  receive  a  valuable 
learning  experience.  Some  work  as 
personal  staff,  some  as  committee 
staff.  All  provide  an  expertise  and 
viewpoint  which  might  otherwise  not 
be  available.  For.  while  the  fellows 
come  to  learn,  they  do  some  teaching 
as  well.  Both  sides  profit  from  the  ex- 
perience. 

Presently  in  my  office  is  Gilbert  R. 
Reed  III.  a  Federal  fellow  from  the 
Naval  Research  Laboratory.  His  in- 
sights into  the  research  process  have 
been  a  valued  addition  to  my  efforts 
with  the  Commerce,  Science  and 
Transportation  Committee. 

Following  their  fellowship  year,  the 
fellows  return  to  their  previous  jobs, 
bringing  with  them  new  insights  and 
knowledge  of  the  political  process. 
This  knowledge  of  the  workings  of  the 
legislative  branch  enhances  their  par- 
ticipation in  the  democratic  process 
and.  of  equal  importance,  spreads  this 
knowledge  through  discussions  with 
friends  and  coworkers  of  the  experi- 
ences on  the  Hill.  This  two-way  street 
is  very  valuable,  as  we  all  are  aware  of 
the  need  for  the  voting  public  to  have 
a  better  understanding  of  the  political 
process  and  the  ways  in  which  they 
can  interact  with  it. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  take 
advantage  of  this  program  as  I  have 
done.  Fellows  provide  a  unique 
method  for  eru-iching  their  staff,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  assist  in  educating 
the  public  about  their  legislators  and 
their  work.  I  wish  the  program  well  on 


TRIBUTE  TO  JERRY  KROMASH 
•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  on 
July  7.  1983.  I  was  saddened  to  learn 
of  the  passing  of  one  of  the  Maryland 
Democratic  Party's  most  loyal  and 
dedicated  members.  Jerome  Kromash. 
A  resident  of  Laurel.  Md..  Jerry  was 
active  not  only  in  his  home  county  of 
Prince  Georges,  but  throughout  the 
State.  He  worked  in  every  Democratic 
Party  campaign  from  1968  to  1982  and 
was  chosen  to  serve  on  the  Prince 
Georges  County  Democratic  Central 
Conmiittee  from  1977  to  1982.  From 
1981  to  1983,  he  served  as  the  State 
Democratic  Party  treasurer,  an  honor 
reserved  for  very  highly  respected 
Democratic  Party  activists. 

At  the  time  of  his  death,  Jerry  Kro- 
mash was  the  chief  liquor  inspector 
for  Prince  Georges  County,  a  post  to 
which  he  had  been  named  by  the 
Board  of  License  Commissioners  in 
1978  after  serving  as  the  deputy  chief 
liquor  inspector. 

Yet,  despite  these  full-time  commit- 
ments, Jerry  Kromash  did  not  limit 
his  enthusiastic  involvement  to  either 
his  career  or  politics.  Very  active  in 
the  civic  activities  of  his  community, 
he  worked  with  the  Laurel  Boys  and 
Girls  Club,  the  Boy  Scouts,  served  on 
the  Harrison  Elementary  School 
Parent-Teachers  Association,  and  Ei- 
senhower Junior  High  School  PTA, 
and  was  past  chancellor  commander  of 
the  Knights  of  Pythias.  In  most  recent 
years,  he  served  as  president  of  the 
Laurel  Democratic  Club. 

A  devoted  family  man.  Jerry  is  sur- 
vived by  his  wife.  Sheila,  three  chil- 
dren, and  five  grandchildren.  I  know 
that  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  join 
me  in  expressing  heartfelt  sympathy 
to  his  family  at  this  time  of  profound 
sadness.  Deeply  committed  to  the 
American  ideals  of  family,  community, 
and  the  democratic  process,  Jerry  Kro- 
mash will  be  truly  missed  by  all  who 
were  privileged  to  know  him.* 


In  his  time,  playing  a  remarkable  23 
seasons  as  No.  5  for  the  Baltimore  Ori- 
oles, he  was  called  the  most  vital  per- 
sonality to  adorn  a  major  league  in- 
field. He  shone  afield,  setting  major 
league  records  for  third  basemen  in 
2,896  games,  putouts,  assists,  chances, 
double  plays,  and  fielding  percentage 
0.971.  He  won  16  successive  Golden 
Glove  Awards  and  was  a  member  of 
every  consecutive  American  League 
All-star  team  from  1960  to  1974. 
Brooks  was  also  --^  fine  clutch  hitter 
with  a  0.267  lifetime  average,  2,896 
hits,  and  268  career  home  runs.  Bat- 
ting cleanup  for  the  Orioles,  he  had 
1,357  RBIs.  Brooks'  spectacular  field- 
ing and  hard-hitting  were  best  dis- 
played as  MVP  in  the  1970  World 
Series  against  the  Reds.  He  batted  an 
amazing  0.429  and  persistently  robbed 
Cincinnati  sluggers  of  base  hits  with 
impossible  flying  catches  and  acrobat- 
ic throws.  All  Americans  as  well  as  all 
Arkansans  can  be  proud  of  this  great 
honor  for  one  of  its  native  sons.* 


BROOKS  CALBERT  ROBINSON 
ELECTED  TO  BASEBALL  HALL 
OF  FAME 

•  Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
take  a  few  moments  to  pay  tribute  to  a 
fellow  Arkansan,  Brooks  Calbert  Rob- 
inson, was  elected  with  befitting  ease 
by  members  of  the  Baseball  Writers 
Association  to  be  officially  inducted 
into  the  Hall  of  Fame  on  July  31.  He  is 
only  the  14th  player  to  be  elected  on 
his  first  appearance  on  the  ballot. 

Brooksie.  as  he  is  known  to  his  fans 
and  friends,  established  a  standard  for 
excellence  for  modem-day  third  base- 
men. As  a  third  baseman,  he  made  the 
position  glamorous  and  turned  third 
base  play  into  an  art  form. 


ROBERT  H.  GARDINER 

•  Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
State  of  Maine,  protection  of  the  envi- 
ronment is  more  than  just  a  slogan— it 
is  a  way  of  life.  We  have  been  very  for- 
tunate in  Maine  during  recent  years  to 
have  benefited  from  the  services  of  a 
number  of  dedicated,  qualified  individ- 
uals who  have  devoted  their  time  and 
efforts  to  seeing  that  Maine's  beauty 
and  environmental  heritage  remains 
intact. 

One  of  the  most  active  and  effective 
groups  in  my  State  is  the  Natural  Re- 
sources Council  of  Maine.  The  success 
of  this  organization  is  largely  due  to 
the  efforts  over  the  past  5  years  of 
Robert  H.  Gardiner,  who  has  recently 
stepped  down  as  the  NRC's  executive 
director. 

I  worked  closely  with  Rob  during  his 
years  as  executive  director  of  the 
NRC.  We  fought  step  by  step  together 
in  seeking  to  kill  the  environmentally 
destructive  Dickey-Lincoln  hydroelec- 
tric project— a  fight  we  won.  On  many 
other  issues  of  environmental  signifi- 
cance. Rob  was  in  the  forefront  of  the 
struggle  to  protect  Maine's  environ- 
ment. 

Rob  has  accepted  a  position  with  the 
State  of  Maine  as  the  head  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Lands,  and  I  am  very 
glad  that  he  will  still  be  working  with 
environmental  issues.  He  is  a  talented 
and  energetic  young  man  who  will 
serve  the  State  well. 

I  would  like  to  include  in  the  Record 
the  text  of  an  editorial  from  the  Cen- 
tral Maine  Morning  Sentinel  entitled 
•Rob  Gardiner's  Legacy"  for  the 
review  of  my  colleagues. 

The  editorial  follows: 


[From  the  Central  Maine  Morning  Sentinel. 
June  9.  1983] 
Rob  Gardiner's  Legacy 
Maine  will  never  again  be  as  pristine  as  it 
was  when  his  ancestor  came  from  England 
to  the  area  on  the  Kennebec  that  now  bears 
his  name,  but  Robert  H.  Gardiner  has  de- 
voted a  good  deal  of  energy  and  talent  to 
preventing  it  from  being  unnecessarily  de- 
spoiled and  exploited. 

For  the  past  five  years  he  has  been  run- 
ning the  Natural  Resources  Council  of 
Maine,  making  it  an  organization  respected 
even  by  those  who  disagree  with  some  of  its 
stands  on  environmental  issues. 

The  Natural  Resources  Council  has 
become  the  state's  most  influential  environ- 
mental group  because  its  positions  generally 
are  sound  and  because  of  Gardiner's  talent 
for  bringing  diverse  interests  together  to 
pursue  common  goals.  Never  strident, 
always  reasonable,  he  has  been  successful  in 
gaining  support  for  programs  to  protect  the 
environment  and  conserve  resources  when 
more  dogmatic  and  inflexible  leadership  re- 
pelled it.  He's  done  so  without  ever  losing 
sight  of  the  basic  goals  and  principles  of  his 
organization. 

This  month  Dr.  Sylvester  Gardiner's  de- 
scendant moves  from  the  role  of  advocate  to 
that  of  regulator  and  administrator.  He  has 
been  named  by  Gov.  Joseph  E.  Brennan  to 
head  the  state  bureau  that  oversees  thou- 
sands of  acres  of  Maine  public  lands. 

Gardiner's  roots  entered  Maine  soil  during 
the  earliest  year's  of  white  settlement,  and 
his  instincts  and  convictions  favor  preserv- 
ing the  heritage  that  make  Maine  unique 
and  livable,  and  his  good  sense  recognizes 
that  people  have  to  earn  a  living,  too. 

As  Gov.  Brennan  observed  in  announcing 
the  appointment,  Gardiner  has  a  thorough 
knowledge  of  the  issues  that  will  confront 
him  as  head  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Lands. 
His  record  at  the  Natural  Resources  Council 
indicates  that  he  won't  see  those  problems 
with  tunnel  vision  but  will  examine  all  the 
interests  involved. 

The  state  has  a  responsibility  to  husband 
its  public  lands,  and  Gov.  Brennan  has  been 
wise  in  his  choice  of  an  overseer.* 


ALASKA  NATIONAL  SPORT 
HUNTING  ACT 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
the  Alaska  National  Sport  Hunting 
Act  of  1983  is  currently  pending  before 
the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee,  and  both  the  distin- 
guished senior  Senator  from  Alaska. 
Senator  Stevens,  and  I  hope  to  see  it 
considered  by  the  Senate  in  the  near 
future.  I  will  be  participating  in  hear- 
ings before  the  Senate  Energy  Com- 
mittee later  this  week,  during  which 
time  S.  49  will  be  marked  up  by  the 
conmiittee.  An  article  that  appeared  in 
the  Anchorage  Times  on  July  10  illus- 
trates with  great  effect  the  strong  sup- 
port of  many  Alaskans  for  this  meas- 
ure. I  ask  that  this  article  and  another 
on  the  same  subject,  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  article  follows: 
[Prom  the  Anchorage  Times,  July  10.  19831 
Park  Hunting  Ineqdity 

Environmentalists  contlne  to  try  to  sabo- 
tage the  bill  in  Congress  that  would  open  up 
some  of  the  new  areas  of  national  parks  in 
Alaska  to  sports  hunting. 


Passage  of  the  bill  would  correct  an  in- 
equity that  came  into  being  with  the  Alaska 
National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  of 
1990.  It  allows  subsistence  hunting,  but  net 
sports  hunting,  in  some  of  the  new  park 
areas  created  by  the  legislation.  Sens.  Ted 
Stevens  and  Prank  Murkowski  of  Alaska 
would  amend  it  so  sports  hunters  would 
have  the  same  privileges  as  subsistence  hun- 
ters. 

The  opponents  are  being  deliberately  mis- 
leading when  they  continue  to  say  the  Ste- 
vens-Murkowski  measure  would  open  all  na- 
tional parklands  in  Alaska  to  hunters. 

In  fact,  only  a  minor  percentage  of  the  na- 
tional park  acreage  in  Alaska  is  involved  in 
the  amendment.  And  only  a  portion  of  the 
new  park  acreage  created  by  the  lands  act  is 
included.  All  the  areas  affected  are  open  to 
subsistence  hunters  already. 

So  why  the  tiresome  environmentalist 
rhetoric?  It's  all  part  of  efforts  to  build  a 
case  against  any  adjustment  to  their  hard- 
won  lands  act.  which  most  Alaskans  op- 
posed. 

As  finally  approved,  it  was  full  of  compro- 
mises, many  of  them  made  in  heated  ses- 
sions in  the  last  feverish  days  of  the  1980 
Congress.  The  legislation  was  vast  in  scope, 
covering  a  geographic  area  larger  than  the 
state  of  California.  Changes  in  its  provisions 
were  bound  to  come. 

The  environmentalists  refer  to  what  the 
Alaska  senators  are  trying  to  do  as  tamper- 
ing. Most  others  call  it  adjusting.  The  latter 
is  a  more  correct  term  and  the  hunting 
amendment  now  before  Congress  is  a  proper 
adjustment. 

[Prom  National  Rifle  Association's  Reports 

Prom  Washington,  July  15,  19831 

Alaska  Hunting  Bill  Headed  for  Crucial 

Committee  Vote 

Washington.— A  showdown  Senate  com- 
mittee vote  on  the  hotly  debated  Alaska  Na- 
tional Hunting  Bill  is  expected  after  Con- 
gress reconvenes  •'  .  mid-July  following  the 
July  Fourth  recess.  In  the  balance  hangs 
the  fate  of  12  million  acres  of  traditional 
hunting  lands  closed  to  the  nation's  sports- 
men in  1980. 

Although  an  exact  date  for  a  vote  had  not 
been  slated  by  press  time,  the  Senate 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Committee  is 
expected  to  take  up  the  bill  before  Congress 
recesses  again  in  August.  One  fact  is  certain: 
the  vote  is  sure  to  be  close. 

Nearly  25  million  acres  of  Alaska  lands 
were  sealed  off  to  sportsmen  following  pas- 
sage of  the  1980  Alaska  Lands  Act,  which 
had  been  endorsed  by  President  Jimmy 
Carter. 

The  bill  (S.  49)  before  the  committee 
would  reopen  12  million  acres  of  the  lands 
solely  for  sport  hunting  and  trapping.  Cur- 
rently, only  persons  who  hunt  for  survival- 
called  "subsistence  hunters"— are  allowed 
on  the  lands. 

The  measure  would  reclassify  the  12  mil- 
lion acres  from  "national  park"  to  "park 
preserve"  status,  and  the  National  Park 
Service  would  retain  control  over  the  acre- 
age. Sport  hunting,  trapping  and  fishing  are 
allowed  on  lands  designated  as  park  pre- 
serves by  the  U.S.  government. 

The  bill  is  sponsored  by  Alaska's  two  U.S. 
Senators,  Republicans  Ted  Stevens  and 
Prank  Murkowski.  An  identical  measure  has 
been  Introduced  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Don 
Young  (R-Alaska).  In  addition  to  Alaska  au- 
thorities, the  bill  is  supported  by  the  Na- 
tional Rifle  Association,  the  U.S.  Interior 
Department  and  a  variety  of  wildlife  groups, 
including  the  National  Wildlife  Federation 


and  the  International  Association  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Agencies. 

Environmentalists  and  other  opponents  of 
the  legislation  have  charged  that  reopening 
the  lands  would  be  the  first  step  toward 
eventual  oil  and  gas  drilling  and  other  de- 
velopment in  America's  wilderness  areas,  in- 
cluding lands  in  other  states. 

But  sponsors  and  supporters  of  the  bill 
argue  that  it  focuses  congressional  attention 
on  a  single  issue— hunting  versus  non-hunt- 
ing. 

"The  only  significance  (of  the  bill)  will  be 
to  allow  sport  hunting  and  trapping.  No 
roads  will  be  built,  nor  is  there  expansion  of 
any  oil  or  mineral  resource  development. 
The  nation's  hunters  and  trappers  are  the 
true  conservationists  in  America  today,  and 
S.  49  addresses  their  interests  unencum- 
bered by  oil,  gas.  and  timber  concerns," 
Warren  Cassidy,  executive  director  of  the 
NRA's  Institute  for  Legislative  Action,  told 
a  Senate  subcommittee  earlier  this  year. 

Officials  from  the  Interior  Department 
told  the  same  subcommittee  that  the  bill 
would  apply  only  to  the  Alaska  lands  and 
would  not  affect  park  areas  in  other  states. 
The  bill  "would  not  impair  the  integrity  of 
the  park  system. "  said  G.  Ray  Amett.  an  as- 
sistant secretary  of  the  department.  He 
added  that  passage  of  the  proposal  would 
not  create  conflicts  between  hunters  and 
non-hunters  over  use  of  the  land,  because 
hunters  would  use  the  areas  primarily  in 
the  fall  while  other  outdoor  enthusiasts 
prefer  to  use  the  lands  during  the  spring 
and  summer. 

Sportsmen  are  urged  to  contact  their  sen- 
ators regarding  passage  of  S.  49.  Members  of 
the  committee  and  their  home  states  are: 

James  A.  McClure  (R-Idaho).  chairman; 
Mark     O.     Hatfield     (R-Ore.):     Lowell     P. 
Weicker  Jr.  (R-Conn):  Pete  V.  Domenici  (R- 
N.M.):  Malcolm  Wallop  (R-Wyo.);  John  W. 
Warner  (R-Va.):  Frank  H.  Murkowski  (R- 
Alaska):  Don  Nickles  (R-Okla.);  Chic  Hecht 
(R-Nev.):   John   H.   Chafee   (R-R.l.):   John 
Heinz  (R-Pa.):  J.  Bennett  Johnston  (D-La.); 
Henry  M.  Jackson  (D-Wash):  Dale  Bumpers 
(D-Ark.);  Wendell  H.  Ford  (D-Ky.>;  Howard 
M.  Metzenbaum  (D-Ohio);  Spark  M.  MaUu- 
naga  (D-Hawaii):  John  Melcher  (D-Mont.): 
Paul  E.  Tsongas  (D-Mass.):  and  Bill  Bradley 
<D-N.J.). 
All  letters  should  be  addressed  to: 
The  Honorable  (Name) 
United  States  Senate 
Washington.  D.C,  20510 
Dear  Senator  (Name): 

At  a  Glance:  The  Alaska  National 
Hunting  Bill  (S.  49) 

The  bill  would: 

Reopen  12  million  acres  of  traditional 
Alaska  hunting  lands. 

Help  generate  $18.5  million  annually  tn  li- 
cense fees  to  support  Alaska  wildlife  man- 
agement and  habitat  programs. 

The  bill  would  not: 

Open  the  lands  to  oil,  gas.  or  timber  con- 
cerns. 

Affect  park  areas  in  other  states. 

Lead  to  conflicts  between  hunters  and 
non-hunters.  Hunters  would  use  the  lands 
primarily  in  the  fall;  other  outdoor  enthusi- 
asts prefer  to  use  the  lands  in  the  spring 
and  summer.* 


POLISH  NATIONAL  DAY 
•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
hitherto  when  I  have  spoken  in  this 
Chamber  on  the  subject  of  Poland,  it 
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has  been  with  the  aim  of  chastising 
the  Polish  Communist  regime  and  its 
Russian  overlords. 

This  day.  of  all  days,  should  give  me 
ample  opportunity  to  complain  most 
stridently.  July  22— called  Poland's 
National  Day— commemorates  the 
adoption  of  the  Soviet  Constitution 
which  transformed  the  democratic  re- 
public of  Poland  into  the  socialist 
Polish  People's  Republic.  Hardly  an 
event  any  of  us  here,  nor  indeed  the 
vast  majority  of  the  Polish  people, 
would  like  to  celebrate. 

But  of  course  the  Polish  Communist 
authorities  will  try  to  use  the  day  to 
divert  the  attention  of  the  people. 
They  call  this  the  National  Day— a  eu- 
phemism I  suppose  for  "Conquest 
Day  "—and  try  to  amuse  the  Polish 
people  with  anecdotes  of  their  subordi- 
nation to  their  traditional  Russian  en- 
emies. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  perhaps  have 
been  preferable  to  ignore  this  day  as 
an  illegitimate  holiday.  But  better 
that  we  take  a  moment  to  remember 
the  good  that  is  Poland— its  people,  its 
natural  resources,  its  history  of  cour- 
age and  fierce  independence. 

Poland,  with  36  million  people,  is 
second  in  area  and  population  only  to 
the  Soviet  Union  in  Eastern  Europe.  It 
has  huge  coal  and  gas  reserves,  and  is 
a  source  of  copper  and  sulfur.  But 
Poland  also  is  in  serious  debt.  It  owes 
the  United  States  about  $3  billion,  and 
has  a  total  foreign  debt  of  $26  billion. 

Poland  is  therefore  not  just  de- 
pressed politically;  it  is  depressed  eco- 
nomically. 

yet  the  people  who  poured  into  the 
streets  by  the  thousands  to  celebrate 
Solidarity  Day,  and  by  the  millions  to 
greet  the  Pope,  did  not  appear  de- 
pressed. Angry,  yes,  cautious,  perhaps. 
But  the  fear  of  reprisals  did  not  seem 
to  deter  them.  They  remember  past 
freedom  and  fight  on,  no  matter  what 
the  consequences.  They  are  like 
George  Bernard  Shaw's  prisoner,  who, 
when  he  sees  the  door  of  his  dungeon 
open,  dashes  for  it  without  stopping  to 
think  where,  or  whether,  he  will  get 
his  dinner  outside. 

Mr.  President,  on  this  sad  anniversa- 
ry I  congratulate  the  Polish  people  for 
their  perseverance  in  remembering 
other,  more  authentic,  national  days.* 


DR. 


KARL  MENNINGER'S  90TH 
BIRTHDAY 


•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today  is 
Karl  Merminger's  90th  birthday.  For 
the  last  60  years  I  have  had  the  privi- 
lege of  sharing  birthday  celebrations 
with  Dr.  Karl,  as  he  is  affectionately 
called.  This  year  it  is  an  honor  to  be 
present  in  Topeka,  Kans.,  for  this  cele- 
bration and  I  ask  that  some  excerpts 
from  my  remarks  on  this  occasion  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 
The  excerpts  follow: 


Dr.  Karl  Menninger  Lecture,  Washburn 
University.  Topeka.  Kans..  July  22.  1983 

THE  prophet  or  PREVENTION 

It  has  been  said  that  years  alone  are  no 
adequate  measure  of  the  siging  process. 
People  grow  old  only  by  deserting  their 
ideals,  only  as  self-interest  or  despair  bow 
the  head  and  wrinkle  the  soul.  By  this  or 
any  other  standard  of  measurement.  Dr. 
Karl  is  the  youngest  man  in  this  room.  Even 
now,  at  an  age  when  some  men  survive  from 
pill  to  pill,  he  continues  to  write,  to  lecture, 
to  advise  colleagues  and  challenge  casual  as- 
sumptions with  the  intellectual  rigor  that 
has  made  him  a  pioneer  and  prophet  In  his 
own  field. 

Long  before  I  entered  this  world,  he  was 
leading  the  minds  of  men  and  women  out  of 
the  dark  ages  into  the  bright  light  of  scien- 
tific inquiry.  Today,  on  his  ninetieth  birth- 
day, the  candle  he  lit  here  at  the  villages 
casts  a  glow  reaching  to  Washington  and 
beyond.  He  has  raised  his  voice  for  more 
than  half  a  century— and  only  now  is  the 
political  process  prepared  to  lower  its  guard 
and  heed  his  message. 

For  one  thing,  government  is  learning  to 
emulate  his  own  preference  for  fresh  ideas. 
The  man  we  honor  this  afternoon  may  have 
t)een  bom  in  1893.  but  in  his  creative  ap- 
proach to  the  human  mind.  Karl  Menninger 
has  often  seemed  ahead  of  his  time.  The 
record  confirms  his  taste  for  innovation. 
Less  than  a  decaule  after  his  graduation 
from  the  Harvard  Medical  School,  he  pur- 
chased a  farm  near  Topeka.  which  in  May, 
1925  admitted  its  first  patient  to  the  Men- 
ninger Sanitarium.  Later  came  the  Men- 
ninger Foundation,  the  Topeka  School  for 
Psychoanalysis,  and  a  school  of  Psychiatry 
which  was  soon  training  nearly  a  tenth  of 
America's  practicing  psychiatrists.  He  was 
not  yet  forty  when  he  published  his  land- 
mark volume  "The  Human  Mind."  which 
translated  the  jargon  of  science  into  lan- 
guage accessible  to  the  layman.  In  its  pages, 
mental  illness  could  be  treated  and  cured. 
Throughout  his  career.  Dr.  Karl  guided  us 
through  the  labyrinth  of  human  thought 
and  motivation.  He  has  thrown  light  on  the 
dark  comers  and  given  hope  to  those  anx- 
ious to  escape  their  own  imprisonment. 
Equally  important,  he  has  never  contented 
himself  with  the  scientific  cloister  or  remote 
lab.  His  classroom  has  been  society  itself, 
and  his  students  have  been  politicians  and 
the  general  public,  as  well  as  fellow  profes- 
sionals. 

Most  of  all.  Dr.  Karl  has  focused  his  at- 
tention on  those  whose  minds  and  manners 
are  not  yet  fully  shaped.  Samuel  Johnson 
once  wrote  that  it  was  the  inevitable  lot  of 
the  elderly  to  complain  about  the  young,  to 
find  depravity  and  insolence  in  the  rising 
generation.  Karl  Menninger  has  never  lived 
bounded  by  such  rules.  Having  educated  us 
to  the  fact  that  mental  illness  could  be 
cured,  here  at  the  villages,  he  has  taught  us 
for  nearly  twenty  years  that  anti-social  be- 
havior can  be  prevented.  In  a  very  real  and 
compelling  sense,  he  remains  today  what  he 
has  always  been— a  prophet  of  prevention. 

our  most  precious  possession 
Of  all  her  natural  resources,  America's 
children  are  the  most  precious.  If  you  seek  a 
definition  of  childhood's  whimsy,  you  might 
turn  to  another  Midwestemer.  who  also 
reached  his  ninetieth  birthday  and  who 
similarly  enriched  American  life  through 
his  humanitarian  instincts.  Along  with  his 
siter.  Herbert  Hoover  once  wrote,  "the  boy 
is  our  most  precious  possession.  He  strains 
our  nerves,  yet  he  is  a  complex  of  cells 


teeming  with  affection.  He  is  a  periodic  nui- 
sance, yet  he  is  a  joy  forever.  He  is  a  part- 
time  incarnation  of  destruction,  yet  he  radi- 
ates sunlight  to  all  the  world  •  •  •  he  Is  an 
illuminated  interrogation  point,  yet  he  is 
the  most  entertaining  animal  that  is." 

Hoover  spoke  his  words  in  an  appeal  for 
the  boys  clubs,  his  own  proposed  solution  to 
the  dangers  of  modem  urban  boyhoods, 
where  prairie  sod  had  given  way  to  cement 
paving,  and  the  outlets  of  aggression  and 
suriosity  open  to  earlier  generations  of  boys 
had  been  largely  closed  off,  or  converted 
into  back  alleys  and  fire  escapes.  The 
number  of  boys  per  acre  has  vastly  In- 
creased in  Karl  Menningers  ninety  years. 
And  whimsy  has  given  way  in  many  comers 
of  this  country  to  danger,  to  violence,  to 
physical  assualt  or  emotional  emptiness. 
fighting  crime— helping  children 

One  of  Dr.  Karl's  great  accomplishments 
has  been  his  perception  that  crime,  like  ill- 
ness, must  be  addressed  preventively.  For 
crime  too  is  a  form  of  sickness,  which  drains 
society's  resources  and  tears  the  social 
fabric.  As  an  early  advocate  of  rehabilita- 
tion for  criminal  offenders,  he  went  against 
the  grain.  But  here  as  elsewhere,  the  man 
who  swam  upstream  eventually  helped  dic- 
tate the  river's  course. 

Quite  simply.  Dr.  Karl  warns  us  that 
abused  children  can  become  abusive  adults. 
Without  an  alternative  for  development, 
they  can  even  become  criminals.  As  he  him- 
self has  put  it,  "nearly  every  inmate  I  ever 
interviewed  had  been  beaten  as  a  child.  We 
should  expect  some  direct  kind  of  retalia- 
tion." The  cost  of  that  retaliation  is  high; 
current  estimates  have  it  that  perhaps  a 
third  of  all  violent  crime  in  this  country  is 
committed  by  persons  under  the  age  of 
eighteen.  There  are  many  factors  at  work  to 
make  this  so;  a  changing  economy,  rising  di- 
vorce rate,  educational  failings,  and  plain 
demographics  are  all  involved  to  some 
degree.  With  the  baby  boom  launched  after 
World  War  II  came  an  increase  in  crime 
rates. 

And  those  who  find  solace  In  the  fact  that 
most  of  those  born  during  the  fifteen  years 
after  1945  are  now  past  the  age  where  an  of- 
fender is  likely  to  commit  criminal  acts  had 
better  take  another  look  at  the  statistics. 
Because  they  tell  us  that  a  new  surge  in  the 
birth  rate  is  occurring,  one  which,  if  unad- 
dressed.  may  lead  to  yet  another  explosion 
in  lawlessness. 

Dr.  Karl  proposes  something  better— a 
preventive  approach  to  youthful  crime. 

The  villages  represent  the  logical  end- 
product  of  a  lifetime  view  that  crime  can  be 
attacked  through  means  other  than  incar- 
ceration. Moreover,  at  a  time  when  rising 
crime  rates  give  voice  to  calls  for  tougher 
sentencing,  elimination  of  probation  and 
parole  for  violent  offenders,  and  other  re- 
forms in  the  criminal  justice  system,  the  vil- 
lages offer  another  approach— one  that 
seeks  to  instill  respect  for  human  life  and 
human  values  short  of  the  jail  cell. 

the  VILLAGES— a  RESCUE  POR  CHILDREN 

Here  at  the  villages,  children  without  fam- 
ilies or  positive  models  for  development  are 
given  both.  They  are  protected,  not  patron- 
ized. Each  house  is  run  like  any  home  with 
a  large  number  of  children,  with  house  par- 
ents and  an  atmosphere  of  discipline 
matched  by  genuine  love.  Most  of  the  foster 
children  here  are  classed  as  "status  offend- 
ers" or  wards  of  the  court  for  deeds  that 
would  not  warrant  legal  action  if  they  were 
adults.  Their  ranks  include  truants,  run- 
aways, and  children  orphaned,  abused  or 


abandoned.  Many  have  a  brother  or  sister 
living  with  them.  Nearly  all  have  survived  a 
guantlet  line  of  foster  parents,  psychiatric 
centers  or  detention  homes,  with  an  average 
of  seven  previous  placements  before  arriving 
here  at  the  villages. 

When  they  arrive,  they  are  provided  with 
the  very  stability  so  lacking  in  their  previ- 
ous lives.  They  are  accorded  the  individual- 
ized care  we  associate  with  an  ideal  home 
setting.  They  are  included  in  a  wide  circle  of 
activities:  from  here  they  can  attend  public 
schools.  They  attend  church:  they  delight  in 
vacations  with  their  foster  families.  They 
can  enjoy  high  quality  staff  and  support 
services  that  distinguish  the  villages  from 
most  traditional  placement  alternatives,  in- 
cluding special  attention  by  tutors,  career 
advisers,  or  psychiatrists.  In  short,  the  vil- 
lages replace  the  cynical,  even  dangerous 
warehouses  of  the  past  with  an  authentic^ 
family.  Throughout  it  all.  their  residents 
taste  the  preventive  concepts  pioneered  in 
by  Dr.  Karl. 

As  usual,  he  put  it  best  himself.  'Children 
without  love  or  faith  or  hope, "  he  has  writ- 
ten, "grow  up  to  be  our  vagrants,  delin- 
quents, and  mentally  ill.  Rescued  children 
can  help  save  our  world.  If  we  are  serious 
about  large-scale  prevention  of  delinquency 
and  crime,  is  it  not  obvious  and  imperative 
that  we  greatly  multiply  our  efforts  to 
rescue  these  children  before  they  are 
ruined?" 

Society  can  have  no  higher  goal.  But  first 
we  must  ask  ourselves:  What  does  ruin  a 
child?  The  lack  of  family  security,  for  one 
thing.  The  lack  of  regular  school  attend- 
ance, for  aaiother.  Still  more  of  the  responsi- 
bility lies  with  parents  who  neglect  their 
children's  well-being  for  it  is  they  who  are  a 
child's  earliest  and  most  influential  teach- 
ers. The  values  they  embody  and  the  en- 
couragement they  provide  will  nurture  or 
starve  a  child  for  life.  We  cannot  expect  our 
educational  system  to  become  substitute 
child  care  centers,  to  leach  algebra  and 
mould  character  simultaneously  and  with- 
out any  assistance  from  the  home.  Nor  can 
we  believe  that  either  our  schools  or  a  con- 
cerned government  can  by  themselves  in- 
struct the  basics  of  citizenship  and  social  be- 
havior if  the  seeds  of  social  integration  are 
not  first  planted  in  the  family  and  commu- 
nity. 

PUBLIC-PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIPS  FOR  CHILDREN 

The  costs  of  failing  to  deal  with  the  break- 
down in  social  values  are  frightening.  Even 
as  I  speak,  there  are  more  than  400,000 
Americans  locked  away  behind  prison  bars— 
a  number  swelled  some  55  percent  in  less 
than  ten  years.  Authorities  in  at  least  36 
States  are  under  pressure— often  by  court 
order— to  ease  conditions  of  overcrowding  in 
their  prisons.  Over  half  the  Nation's  correc- 
tional systems  have  seen  at  least  one  facility 
declared  unconstitutional  by  Federal  courts 
because  of  abhorrent  conditions.  And  so  we 
ask  ourselves  another  question:  Are  we  con- 
tent to  allocate  more  and  more  of  our 
wealth  to  building  prisons— or  will  we  Invest 
some  of  that  wealth  and  still  more  of  our 
imagination  in  saving  children  before  it's 
too  late? 

Much  has  been  made  of  a  so-called  con- 
servative revolution  in  Washington,  of 
budget  cuts  that  aren't  really  cuts  at  all  and 
a  retrenching  of  priorities  that  should  not 
be  confused  with  retreat  from  social  com- 
mitments. In  fact,  this  President  and  this 
Congress  are  renewing  those  commitments. 
But  they  are  listening  as  well  as  speaking 
out.  And  they  are  yielding  to  local  and  indi- 
vidual   expertise    in    place    of    the    heavy- 


handed  dictation  of  prior  years.  For  the 
first  time  in  memory,  Washington  is  ex- 
pressing interest  in  partnership  with  the 
American  people.  This  theme  is  being 
picked  up  and  amplified  by  concerned  indi- 
viduals and  institutions. 

The  villages  itself  exemplifies  the  advan- 
tages of  such  public-private  partnerships. 
The  construction  costs  of  the  homes  are 
paid  for  with  contributions  from  private  in- 
dividuals and  foundations.  The  daily  operat- 
ing expenses  are  assumed  primarily  by  the 
State  or  county  that  refers  a  child  here.  As 
a  result,  it  cost  less  than  half  the  amount 
spent  per  child  per  day  at  most  institutions 
run  by  public  authorities.  Until  now,  the  vil- 
lages has  used  neither  Federal  revenue  shar- 
ing nor  United  Way  funds.  At  the  same  time 
each  village  voluntarily  pays  local  property 
taxes.  An  endowment  built  up  by  friendly 
supporters  helps  to  guarantee  a  child's  care, 
whatever  the  action  of  his  referring  State  or 
county.  Private  donors  also  contribute  to 
scholarship  funds. 

A  ROLE  FOR  WASHINGTON— AND  THE  FAMILY 

What  all  of  this  adds  up  to  is  an  encourag- 
ing alternative  to  people  who  would  prefer 
that  we  simply  turn  to  Washington  for  help. 
The  Federal  Government  has  a  role  to  play. 
Headstart  and  other  Federal  programs  can 
and  should  help  disadvantaged  children 
narrow  the  gap  with  their  more  fortunate 
peers.  I  have  long  supported  such  efforts, 
and  I  am  determined  that  they  not  suffer 
now,  when  economy  in  Government  has 
never  been  more  critically  needed. 

But  neither  have  I  deluded  myself  into  be- 
lieving that  any  Federal  program  can  take 
the  place  of  a  supportive  homelife.  A  caring 
family,  or  a  community  bred  to  know  chil- 
dren in  need  as  its  own  special  responsibil- 
ity. Government  can  and  should  do  all  in  its 
power  to  create  conditions,  both  economical- 
ly and  socially,  that  blunt  the  rising  divorce 
rate,  that  stem  the  increase  in  single-parent 
families,  that  turn  desperate  adults  against 
their  own  offspring  or  simply  alienate  them 
due  to  the  pressures  of  self  support  or  eco- 
nomic hardship.  But  it  cannot  replace  a  dis- 
integrated family  by  claiming  family  status 
for  itself.  It  can  punish  criminals  better 
than  it  prevents  crime.  And  that  brings  me 
to  my  final  point. 

Historically,  the  American  Republic  has 
been  decentralized  for  a  reason.  That  reason 
was  the  need  for  experimentation,  innova- 
tion, and  the  trial  and  error  that  States  and 
localities  have  always  excelled  at.  This 
Nation  was  desig^ned  as  a  kind  of  intellectual 
hot  house,  where  many  theories  could  take 
root  and  many  alternatives  be  tried  out.  In 
America,  public  policy  was  meant  to  origi- 
nate with  the  public  itself.  Government  can 
try  to  play  the  role  of  parent.  But  it  can 
hardly  hope  to  succeed.  How  much  better  to 
encourage  those  like  Dr.  Karl  and  the  entire 
staff  here  at  the  villages  who  are  equipped, 
both  emotionally  and  through  professional 
training,  to  play  the  role  of  genuine  family. 

The  results  of  their  work  offer  more  than 
just  hope.  Most  of  the  villages'  children 
graduate  from  high  school.  Some  have  com- 
pleted college  studies.  A  few  have  pursued 
graduate  professional  training  for  social 
work,  art  or  music.  None  are  known  to  have 
committed  criminal  acts.  And  all  can  at- 
tribute at  least  part  of  their  success  to  the 
supportive  family  structure  created  and 
maintained  by  the  man  whose  birthday  we 
celebrate  this  afternoon. 

THE  UNREASONABLE  MAN 

Dr.  Karl  has  been  accused  of  seeing  too 
much  good  in  the  human  species.  He  has 


more  accurately  been  described  as  "a  hope- 
ful humanist."  I  have  my  own  definition  of 
Karl  Menninger.  In  words  first  spoken  over 
a  half  a  century  ago  by  the  great  playwright 
and  social  critic  George  Bernard  Shaw. 
"The  reasonable  man  adapts  himself  to  the 
world,"  wrote  Shaw.  "The  unreasonable  one 
persists  in  trying  to  adapt  the  world  to  him- 
self. Therefore  all  progress  depends  on  the 
unreasonable  man." 

For  ninety  years,  Karl  Menninger  has 
been  unreasonably  dogged  in  his  pursuit  of 
medical  and  social  truths  •  *  '  unreasonably 
dedicated  to  challenging  the  status  quo  and 
disproving  ingrained  cynicism  *  *  •  unrea- 
sonably generous  with  his  time  and  his 
talent.  As  a  result,  his  own  profession  has 
been  raised  to  a  higher  level.  His  native 
state  has  been  endowed  with  some  of  his 
own  reputation  for  innovation  tied  to  the 
old  values  that  hold  a  nation  together.  And 
all  of  us  who  have  l)een  fortunate  to  stand 
in  his  shadow  have  been  encouraged  and  in- 
spired to  be  unreasonable  in  our  own  de- 
mands for  a  society  that  cares  enough  about 
its  young  people  not  to  leave  them  to  the 
agents  of  a  distant  government. 

Ninety  years  is  a  long  time  for  any  man  to 
live.  In  Dr.  Karl's  case,  it  has  been  a  story  of 
abundant  gifts  generously  shared,  and  of  a 
visionary  mind  stretched  in  the  service  of 
his  fellow  man.* 


COSPONSOR  OF  S.  508 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  support  of  S.  508  and  announce 
that  I  have  been  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  the  bill. 

S.  508,  which  was  introduced  by  Sen- 
ator Laxalt  and  has  14  cosponsors, 
would  waive  the  requirement  in  sec- 
tion 504(g)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  of  1976  that  fair 
market  value  fees  be  charged  for 
rights-of-way  across  public  lands. 

Prior  to  passage  of  FLPMA  the  Fed- 
eral Government  traditionally  granted 
free  rights-of-way  to  State  and  local 
governments  and  to  nonprofit  organi- 
zations. Title  V  of  FLPMA,  as  well  as 
regulations  issued  in  1980  to  imple- 
ment the  act,  both  impose  a  fee  for 
rights-of-way  over  public  lands.  Both 
the  statue  and  the  regulations  contain 
provisions  allowing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  or  of  Agriculture  the  dis- 
cretion to  issue  rights-of-way  at  a  re- 
duced rate  or  for  free  to  State  and 
local  governments  and  to  nonprofit 
corporations.  However,  since  1980  the 
two  Secretaries  have  been  authorizing 
the  assessment  of  fees  against  rural 
electric  and  telephone  cooperatives. 

Rural  electric  cooperatives  were  cre- 
ated by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936  and  rural  telephone  co-ops 
were  added  in  1949.  The  purpose  of 
the  legislation  was  to  encourage  the 
extension  of  electric  and  telephone 
service  to  isolated  rural  areas  not 
served  by  central  utilities.  These  co- 
ops were  constructed  and  operated 
with  Federal  loans  which  were  to  be 
repaid  in  25  (now  35)  years.  The  co-ops 
are  nonprofit  corporations. 

Rural  co-ops  are  typically  found  in 
the  West  and  in  Alaska,  where  sparse 
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population  and  great  distances  pre- 
clude the  development  of  a  centralized 
electric  grid.  And  these  electric  and 
phone  lines  must  inevitably  cross  the 
public  lands  that  are  just  as  typically 
Alaskan,  where  over  75  percent  of  the 
land  is  currently  federally  owned. 

The  fees  assessed  against  these  co- 
ops for  rights-of-way  must  be  incorpo- 
rated into  rates  which  already  average 
12  percent  higher  than  those  of  other 
utilities.  The  long  distances  and  small 
markets,  which  privately  owned  utili- 
ties could  not  afford  to  serve  and 
which  the  cooperatives  were  specifical- 
ly set  up  to  handle,  necessitate  high 
rates.  To  add  an  extra  fee  to  these 
costs  might  make  the  cooperatives  un- 
feasible or  place  an  unnecessarily 
harsh  burden  on  the  consumers. 

The  Alaska  Rural  Electric  Coopera- 
tive Association  tells  me  that  just  one 
co-op  in  Alaska— Chugach  Electric- 
pays  more  than  $160,000  a  year  for 
rights-of-way  across  Federal  lands.  In 
Alaska  the  co-ops  even  have  to  pay 
right-of-way  fees  to  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  in  order  to  cross  Indian 
allotment  land  to  provide  the  allottees 
with  the  electricity  they  have  request- 
ed. 

Alaska's  difficulties  are  further  com- 
pounded by  its  high  rate  of  growth 
and  the  consequent  need  for  addition- 
al transmission  line  construction.  I 
think  it  is  sad  that  the  success  of  the 
rural  electric  cooperatives  in  Alaska  in 
bringing  electric  service  to  rural  con- 
sumers, which  has  encouraged  settle- 
ment and  expansion  of  business  and 
industry  into  those  areas  actually 
serves  to  obstruct  the  avenues  for  fur- 
ther expansion.  By  rendering  the  ex- 
tension of  service  financially  unfeasi- 
ble—both to  the  cooperative  and  to 
the  consumer— we  have  diminished 
the  attraction  of  these  less-developed 
areas  to  business,  to  industry,  and  to 
people. 

In  short,  Mr.  President,  I  strongly 
support  this  legislation  which  would 
have  significant  and  favorable  impact 
on  my  State  of  Alaska,  and  urge  its 
passage.* 


60  YEARS  AND  GOING  PROUD 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
July  15  marked  the  60th  anniversary 
of  the  Alaska  Railroad.  A  celebration 
was  held  July  16  at  Nenana,  with  the 
theme  "60  Years  and  Going  Proud."  It 
was  in  Nenana  that  the  railroad  was 
officially  opened  in  1923  by  President 
Warren  G.  Harding.  Governor  Shef- 
field reenacted  this  historic  occasion 
by  driving  in  a  replica  of  the  Golden 
Spike. 

Mr.  President,  this  anniversary  is 
auspicious  not  just  as  a  commemora- 
tion of  the  past  but  as  an  harbinger  of 
the  future.  1983  will  be  the  last  year 
that  the  railroad  is  federally  con- 
trolled. Preliminary  reports  on  the 
feasibility  of  State  purchase  and  oper- 


ation have  been  published  and  by  Oc- 
tober we  should  have  a  fair  market 
price  estimate.  In  January  1984  delib- 
erations will  begin  in  the  Alaska  State 
Legislature  on  whether  or  not  the 
State  should  buy  the  railroad. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  proud  of  the 
record  of  the  Alaska  Railroad:  it  was 
instrumental  in  making  Alaska  and  it 
can  still  be  a  vital  force  in  its  growth. 
Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  an  article 
from  the  Fairbanks  Daily  News  Miner 
of  July  20  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 

Sixty  Years  or  Railroad  Honored  With 

Gold  Spike 

(By  Dan  Jallog) 

Nenana.— The  joke  on  the  dignitaries 
stand  in  Nenana  Saturday  concerned  who 
had  stopped  the  rain  just  before  the  start  of 
the  celebration  of  the  Alaska  Railroad's 
60th  birthday. 

Credit  generally  was  given  to  Jack  CoghiU. 
who  for  20  years  has  been  mayor  of  Nenana. 

But  Gov.  Bill  Sheffield  noted  the  cloud- 
burst didn't  halt  until  the  special  train  car- 
rying him  and  visitors  rolled  into  town  from 
Fairbanks. 

In  any  case,  the  sun  made  a  timely  ap- 
pearance to  shine  through  for  speeches,  an 
Army  band  from  Fort  Richardson,  a  salmon 
bake,  and  the  reenactment  of  President 
Warren  G.  Harding's  driving  of  a  gold  spike 
60  years  and  one  day  earlier. 

Harding's  ceremonial  labor  was  the  culmi- 
nation of  nine  years  of  sweat  and  blood.  In- 
terrupted by  World  War  I  and  influenza  epi- 
demics, to  build  471  miles  of  mainline  track. 

Backers  hoped  it  would  open  up  Alaska  as 
railroads  had  opened  up  the  American  West. 

The  government  stepped  in  after  several 
private  attempts  for  a  railroad  link  to  the 
Interior  had  failed.  It  was  linked  to  another 
great  federal  project  to  the  south.  When 
President  Woodrow  Wilson  signed  the  ena- 
bling legislation  in  1914.  it  called  for  the  use 
of  all  surplus  equipment  used  in  construc- 
tion of  the  Panama  Canal. 

For  67  years,  the  railroad  has  been  the 
lifeblood  of  this  riverfront  community  at 
the  confluence  of  the  Tanana  and  Nenana 
rivers. 

Seeking  a  northern  headquarters  for  con- 
struction of  the  railroad,  government  sur- 
veyors arrived  in  1916  near  the  native  vil- 
lage of  Tortella.  A  tent  town  like  the  one  at 
Ship  Creek,  which  became  Anchorage, 
sprung  up  that  year,  and  speculation  for 
lots  was  even  more  frantic  than  at  Ship 
Creek. 

With  its  location  for  river  traffic  serving 
inland  waterways,  it  appeared  as  if  Nenana 
might  replace  Fairbanks  as  the  Interior's 
largest  permanent  settlement.  The  railroad 
helped  finance  sewers,  lights  and  tele- 
phones. 

But  without  the  mining  industry  that 
Fairbanks  had  to  sustain  it,  Nenana  receded 
in  importance. 

Saturday's  occasion  gave  visitors  the 
chance  to  see  rail  stops  now  mostly  forgot- 
ten since  the  development  of  air  transporta- 
tion and  the  George  Parks  Highway. 

Sixty  years  ago.  Harding  tapped  the  gold 
spike  for  the  photographers,  then  had  it  re- 
placed with  an  iron  spike  which  he  rammed 
in  with  two  solid  blows. 

Sheffield  showed  even  more  enthusiasm 
for  the  task,  banging  the  gold  rod  a  good 
seven  or  eight  times  with  the  same  red. 
white  and  blue  maul  used  by  Harding.  He 
then  started  in  on  an  iron  spike  next  to  it. 


"Here's  one  that's  loose."  he  told  ARR 
General  Manager  Prank  Jones.  "Mark  that 
down." 

Harding  toiled  more  than  a  mile  up  the 
line,  just  across  the  Tanana  River  bridge  on 
the  north  bank,  on  a  hot  Sunday  afternoon. 

Sheffield  drove  his  version  of  the  shadow 
of  the  Nenana  depot,  where  inside  visitors 
could  enjoy  old  photographs  of  the  line  or 
watch  a  video  Upe  of  an  NBC-TV  Today 
story  aired  nationally  May  27. 

A  few  on  hand  Saturday  remembered  Har- 
ding. 

Solomon  Luke,  who  was  later  hired  by  the 
railroad,  was  a  boy  when  Harding  came 
through. 

"I  was  up  on  the  bluff.  Me  and  a  couple  of 
other  kids  were  watching  him. "  he  said. 

He  was  hired  as  a  gandy  dancer,  or  season- 
al laborer,  in  1935.  "My  wages  were  only  40 
cents  per  hour  then."  be  recalled. 

Rail  work  was  done  with  hand  tools:  shov- 
eling out  one  end  of  a  railroad  tie.  raising 
the  rail  with  a  jack  and  pulling  the  tie  out 
with  a  pickaroon.  a  piked  pole  with  a  hook. 

Heney  Peterson  lived  in  Cantwell  and 
called  Harding  as  a  face  in  the  crowd  when 
the  president  got  off  the  train  to  view  a 
herd  of  reindeer. 

"We  didn't  know  too  much  about  what 
the  president  meant, "  Peterson  said. 

Peterson  also  worked  for  the  railroad,  re- 
tiring after  30  years,  and  he  saw  trains 
before  he  saw  cars. 

"I  didn't  even  know  the  name  of  an  auto- 
mobile," he  said. 

The  crowd  Saturday  heard  speeches  from 
Coghill.  Sheffield.  Alaska  Railroad  General 
Manger  Frank  Jones  and  Federal  Rail  Ad- 
ministrator John  Riley. 
'  They  focused  on  the  accomplishments  of 
the  line,  as  well  as  the  hope  for  the  future: 
state  ownership  and  possible  extensions. 

Coghill  and  other  Nenana  boosters  are  op- 
timistic about  the  future  of  their  river  com- 
munity. 

If  a  western  leg  is  ever  constructed  to 
Nome,  Coghill  wants  to  see  it  extend  from 
, Nenana. 

"I  like  to  visualize  Nenana  as  the  St.  Louis 
of  Alaska, "  Coghill  said.* 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  this  is  the 
60th  in  the  number  of  statements  I 
have  made  and  will  continue  to 
make— the  Lord  willing— on  the  devel- 
opment of  the  U.S.  Senate. 


THE  UNITED  STATES  SENATE 


THE  GILDED  AGE  TARNISHES: 
THE  SENATE  FROM  1877  TO  1884 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  late  on 
the  afternoon  of  March  1,  1877,  the 
regular  Pennsylvania  Railroad  run  to 
Washington  added  two  special  cars  at 
the  Columbus.  Ohio,  yards.  A  large 
crowd  gathered  at  trackside  to  hear 
their  former  governor's  farewell  ad- 
dress as  he  headed  off  to  the  East  to 
become  President  of  the  United 
States.  Cheers  from  the  odge  of  the 
crowd  announced  the  arrival  of  Ruth- 
erford B.  Hayes.  Smiling  through  his 


full  beard,  he  doffed  his  hat  and  spoke 
briefly  on  national  unity. ' 

As  the  train  pulled  out  of  the  sta- 
tion, Hayes  waved  aind  bowed;  a  per- 
formance he  would  repeat  again  and 
again  at  stops  along  the  way  to  Wash- 
ington. It  was  all  part  of  the  American 
tradition  of  bidding  a  private  citizen 
farewell  as  he  goes  off  to  assume  the 
highest  office  in  the  land.  The  circum- 
stances surrounding  this  particular 
trip,  however,  were  unique  in  Ameri- 
can history.  As  yet.  the  facts  did  not 
support  Hayes'  and  his  fellow  Ohio- 
ans'  calm  assumption  that  he  was 
president. 

Though  the  tracks  unrolled  me- 
thodically behind  his  train,  the  events 
that  brought  Hayes  to  this  trip  were 
not  so  neatly  arranged.  My  last  ad- 
dress on  the  history  of  the  Senate 
ended  with  the  date  of  November 
1876,  with  the  results  of  the  presiden- 
tial election  still  in  doubt.  Between 
that  cold  November  and  the  spring 
day  when  Hayes  stepped  aboard  the 
train  in  Ohio,  there  unwound  the  most 
tortuous  tale  in  American  election  his- 
tory-^one  that  involved  the  Senate 
more  closely  in  the  selection  of  a  presi- 
dent than  any  before  or  since. 

On  election  night  in  November,  the 
headline  of  the  New  York  Tribune 
proclaimed  "Tilden  Elected."  And, 
indeed,  it  looked  as  though  Samuel  J. 
Tilden  had  carried  enough  Northern 
states  along  with  the  "solid  South"  to 
make  him  the  first  Democratic  presi- 
dent since  the  Civil  War.  At  Republi- 
can Headquarters,  former  Michigan 
senator  Zachariah  Chandler,  party 
chairman,  wrote  the  day  off  as  a  loss 
and  went  to  bed.  However,  a  flurry  of 
telegrams  between  Democratic  leaders, 
worried  over  the  returns  from  Oregon 
and  the  three  states  still  under  Recon- 
struction governments,  Florida,  Louisi- 
ana, and  South  Carolina,  raised  the 
suspicions  of  a  Republican  newspaper 
editor  who  hurried  to  wake  Chandler 
from  his  sleep. 

When  the  Republicans  reexamined 
the  situation,  their  hopes  revived. 
Tilden  had  received  4,288,546  popular 
votes  and  184  undisputed  electoral 
votes,  one  short  of  the  185  required  to 
win.  Hayes  had  won  only  4,034,311 
popular  votes  and  165  electoral  votes. 
Together,  Oregon,  Florida.  South 
Carolina,  and  Louisiana  controlled  20 
electoral  votes.  If  every  one  of  these 
were  counted  as  Republican.  Hayes 
would  win.  185  to  184.=' 

Both  sides  immediately  claimed  the 
disputed  votes  and  charged  their  oppo- 
nents with  fraud  and  corruption. 
Democrats  claimed  that  federal  troops 
had  influenced  the  voting  in  the 
South.  Republicans  countered  that 
the  Ku  Klux  Klan  and  other  "night 

riders"  had  intimidated  many  freed- 

men  from  casting  their  ballots.  Each 

party  sent  "visiting  statesmen"  to  in- 
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spect  the  returns.  The  House  and 
Senate,  controlled  by  Democrats  and 
Republicans  respectively,  conducted 
investigations  that  exposed  ballot  tam- 
pering on  both  sides. 

As  Hayes'  train  sped  east,  and  the 
traditional  date  for  inauguration 
loomed  only  three  days  away,  the  final 
outcome  of  the  election  still  remained 
uncertain.  The  decision  rested  in  the 
hands  of  the  five  senators,  five  repre- 
sentatives, and  five  Supreme  Court 
justices  who  made  up  the  Electoral 
Commission,  created  by  Congress  to 
try  to  unravel  the  tangled  mess  after 
all  other  means  had  failed. 

When  the  Electoral  College  had  met 
in  December,  Tilden  was.  as  the  Re- 
publicans gleefully  surmised,  one  vote 
short  of  victory.  The  disputed  states 
sent  two  sets  of  certificates:  outgoing 
Republican  governors  had  certified 
the  Hayes  electors,  while  incoming 
Democratic  governors  had  certified 
those  for  Tilden. 

The  Constitution  provided  only  that 
"The  President  of  the  Senate  shall,  in 
the  presence  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives,  open  all  the  certif- 
icates, and  the  votes  shall  then  be 
counted."  But  who  should  decide 
which  votes  to  count?  Republicans  be- 
lieved that  the  President  of  the  Senate 
should  decide.  And  since  Vice  Presi- 
dent Henry  Wilson  had  died  that  fall 
(in  the  Vice  President's  room  just 
alongside  this  chamber.  I  might  add), 
that  meant  the  president  pro  tempore, 
Senator  Thomas  Ferry,  an  ardent  Re- 
publican from  Michigan.  The  outcome, 
under  such  a  plan,  was  obvious,  and 
obviously  unacceptable  to  the  Demo- 
crats, who  argued  that  the  determina- 
tion should  be  made  by  concurrent 
majorities  in  the  House  and  Senate. 

Tension  mounted  amid  threats  of  vi- 
olence and  renewed  civil  war.  The 
House  and  Senate  gingerly  took  steps 
to  defuse  the  crisis,  and  appointed 
committees  to  meet  jointly  in  search 
of  a  peaceable  solution.  Finding  no 
constitutional  precedents,  they  finally 
adopted  a  proposal  to  create  a  special 
15-member  Electoral  Commission  com- 
posed of  members  of  the  Senate. 
House,  and  Supreme  Court  to  decide 
which  of  the  sets  of  votes  to  accept. 
The  Senate  would  send  3  Republicans 
and  2  Democrats;  the  House.  3  Demo- 
crats and  2  Republicans.  The  Supreme 
Court  designated  2  Republicans  and  2 
Democrats  who  in  turn  would  elect  a 
fifth,  independent  member.^ 

The  three  Senate  Republicans  were 
George  F.  Edmunds  of  Vermont, 
Oliver  H.P.T.  Morton  of  Indiana,  and 
Frederick  Frelinghuysen  of  New 
Jersey.  The  Democrats  were  Thomas 
F.  Bayard  of  Delaware  and  Allen  G. 
Thurman  of  Ohio.  These  five  men 
played  an  important  role  in  our  histo- 
ry and  merit  a  bit  closer  scrutiny.* 

During  his  25  years  in  the  Senate. 
Edmunds  was  considered  one  of  the 
ablest  constitutional   lawyers   in  the 


Congress.  One  of  his  colleagues  re- 
marked that  if  led  blindfolded  into  the 
Senate  chamber,  he  could  tell  at  once, 
from  the  nature  of  the  business  under 
discussion,  whether  or  not  Edmunds 
was  in  his  seat.  When  he  was  absent, 
members  usually  tried  to  rush  through 
the  petty  jobbery  which  they  were  re- 
luctant to  submit  to  his  merciless  sar- 
casm.* 

Morton's  history-minded  parents 
had  named  their  son  Oliver  Hazard 
Perry  Throck  Morton.  His  strenuous 
war  work,  as  governor  of  Indiana,  re- 
sulted in  a  stroke  which  left  his  body 
paralyzed  but  his  mind  undimmed. 
Since  entering  the  Senate  in  1867,  he 
had  distinguished  himself  by  his  fa- 
natical devotion  to  the  Republican 
party  and  his  intolerance  of  opposi- 
tion. With  his  black  hair,  mustache, 
and  chin  whiskers,  Morton  was  a  dra- 
matic sight  in  the  chamber,  where  he 
delivered  bitter  diatribes  either  from 
his  wheelchair  or  supported  by  canes.* 
Frelinghuysen  represented  an  old 
and  distinguished  New  Jersey  family 
which  has  sent  five  members  to  Con- 
gress, with  one  of  whom  I  served  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  several 
years  ago. 

When  he  arrived  in  the  Senate  in 
1866  he  threw  himself  into  the  cam- 
paign to  impeach  President  Andrew 
Johnson.  The  Bayard  family  of  Dela- 
ware surpassed  the  Frelinghuysens  by 
sending  six  members  to  Congress. 
Democrat  Thomas  Bayard,  son  of  and 
father  of  a  senator,  was  strikingly 
handsome,  over  six  feet  tall.  Though 
always  in  the  minority,  he  had  cut  a 
wide  swath  in  the  Senate  since  he  ar- 
rived in  1869.' 

Democrat  Allen  Thurman  knew 
Hayes,  the  man  he  was  determined  to 
keep  from  the  presidency,  well.  He 
had  run  against  him  for  the  governor- 
ship of  Ohio  in  1867  and  lost  by  fewer 
than  3,000  votes.  The  Democratic  state 
legislature  had  sent  him  to  the  Senate 
as  a  consolation  prize.* 

Since  the  party  affiliations  of  the 
senators,  representatives,  and  four  of 
the  justices  were  clear,  all  eyes  focused 
on  the  fifth  justice,  whom  Republi- 
cans and  Democrats  assumed  would  be 
David  Davis,  an  independent  accepta- 
ble to  both  sides.  (Davis  loomed  large 
on  the  scene  in  more  ways  than  one- 
he  weighed  over  300  pounds  and  re- 
quired a  special  seat  when  he  came  to 
the  Senate.)  At  the  last  minute,  how- 
ever, Illinois  elected  Judge  Davis  to 
the  Senate,  and  he  resigned  from  the 
Court.  The  justices  chose  Judge 
Joseph  R.  Bradley,  a  Grant  appointee, 
as  their  fifth  Commission  member." 

On  February  1.  1877.  with  the  galler- 
ies packed  and  lines  of  spectators 
stretching  out  into  the  East  Front 
plaza,  the  Senate  and  House  met  joint- 
ly for  the  electoral  count.  Senator 
Ferry  read  alphabetically  through  the 
list  of  states  until  he  reached  Florida. 
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norida's  disputed  certificates  were  re- 
ferred to  the  Electoral  Commission, 
which  opened  public  hearings  the 
same  afternoon  in  the  Supreme  Court 
Chamber  directly  down  the  hall  from 
where  I  stand  today.  (The  Supreme 
Court  had  moved  into  the  Old  Senate 
Chaml)er  when  the  Senate  moved  to 
this  chamber  in  1859.) '" 

One  can  imagine  the  tension  in  that 
room!  Three  months  had  passed  since 
the  election  and  still  the  nation  had 
no  president.  The  responsibility  rest- 
ing on  the  shoulders  of  the  commis- 
sioners was  great.  The  nation  was 
watching.  Indeed  it  must  have  seemed 
to  the  commissioners  as  if  the  whole 
nation  was  trying  to  crowd  into  the 
chamber  which  was  quickly  packed 
from  wall  to  wall  with  legislators,  cabi- 
net members,  and  men  and  women  of 
Washington  society. 

The  Senate  owns  a  large,  dramatic 
painting  that  captures  this  important 
event.  Painted  by  Cornelia  A.  Fassett 
in  1879,  entitled  "The  Electoral  Com- 
mission of  1877,"  it  hangs  above  us  on 
the  third  floor  in  the  west  corridor  as 
a  reminder  of  those  momentous  days. 
The  chamber  with  its  crimson  curtains 
is  filled  to  overflowing.  One  can 
almost  hear  the  hum  of  tense  conver- 
sation from  the  dozens  of  personalities 
represented.  There  sit  the  five  sena- 
tors on  the  Commission;  the  bearded 
Thurman,  Bayard  taking  notes,  Pre- 
linghuysen  listening  intently,  Morton 
with  his  elegant  mustache,  and  the 
somber  Edmunds.  Above  them.  62  re- 
porters scribble  and  strain  to  catch 
every  word. 

The  men  and  women  who  filled  the 
chamber  expected  high  drama  and 
great  oratory,  and  they  were  not 
disappointed.  In  their  opening  state- 
ments, counsels  for  the  two  parties  es- 
tablished their  major  themes.  Speak- 
ing for  the  Democrats,  Representative 
David  Field  insisted  that  a  great  moral 
issue  was  at  stake,  "whether  or  not  the 
American  people  stand  powerless 
before  a  gigantic  fraud."  Citing  evi- 
dence of  corruption  and  voting  irregu- 
larities, he  urged  the  Commission  to 
investigate  the  circumstances  behind 
the  Republican  electoral  certificates. 
"Here  is  the  certificate,"  cried  Field, 
"one  feels  reluctant  to  touch  it.  Hold 
it  up  to  the  light.  It  is  black  with 
crime.  Pass  it  around;  let  every  eye  see 
it;  and  then  tell  me  whether  it  is  fit  to 
bestow  power  and  create  dignity 
against  the  will  of  the  people."  ' ' 

Responding  for  the  Republicans, 
former  Attorney  General  William  M. 
Evarts  argued  that  the  Commission 
had  no  such  power  to  conduct  an  in- 
vestigation and  must  accept  the  Re- 
publican certificates  as  official  and  le- 
gitimate. The  Commission,  Republican 
Representative  John  Kasson  reminded 
the  Democrats,  was  an  extension  of 
Congress  rather  than  a  court,  and  was, 
therefore,   limited   to   the   powers   of 

Congress. 


As  the  Commission  advanced,  it 
became  clear  that  the  decisive  vote 
would  be  Justice  Bradley's.  Those  who 
spoke  with  him  found  that  he  wavered 
between  the  two  candidates.  But  on 
February  7,  1877,  after  two  days  of 
closed-door  meetings.  Bradley  cast  his 
vote  with  the  seven  other  Republicans 
not  to  investigate  evidence  beyond 
that  submitted  with  the  electoral  cer- 
tificates. "It  seems  to  me  to  be  clear." 
explained  Bradley,  "that  Congress 
cannot  institute  a  scrutiny  into  the  ap- 
pointment of  electors  by  a  State." 
Bradley  joined  with  the  Republicans 
to  accept  the  Hayes  electors  from 
Florida  on  February  9.  The  same  8  to 
7  vote,  always  along  strict  party  lines, 
gave  Louisiana  to  Hayes  on  February 
16.  Oregon  to  Hayes  on  February  13, 
and  South  Carolina  to  Hayes  on  Feb- 
ruary 27.  By  the  findings  of  the  Elec- 
toral Commission,  Rutherford  B. 
Hayes  received  185  electoral  votes  to 
184  for  Samuel  J.  Tilden.'^ 

Angry  Democrats  in  the  House 
wanted  to  filibuster  to  further  delay 
the  final  electoral  count.  But  more 
conservative  men  on  both  sides  were 
tired  of  fighting.  As  C.  Vann  Wood- 
ward recounts  in  his  book  Reunion 
and  Reaction,  these  cooler  heads  pre- 
vailed and  from  their  quiet  maneuver- 
ings  there  emerged  the  magic  word 
"compromise."  Significant  concessions 
by  Republicans  to  Southern  Demo- 
crats regarding  patronage,  internal  im- 
provements, the  withdrawal  of  federal 
troops,  and  the  end  of  Reconstruction 
finally  assured  their  condidate's  elec- 
tion. 

After  long  and  heated  debate,  in  the 
early  morning  hours  of  March  2, 
sleepy  pages  and  messengers  scattered 
through  the  Senate  cloakrooms  and 
committee  rooms  to  awaken  Senators 
to  assemble  for  a  procession  to  join 
the  representatives  in  the  House 
chamber.  The  murky  pre-dawn  light 
fell  on  men  with  worn  faces,  their 
clothes  rumpled  from  sleeping  in  unac- 
customed postures  and  places.  At  4:00 
a.m.,  they  heard  Senator  Ferry  offi- 
cially proclaim  Rutherford  B.  Hayes 
President  of  the  United  States." 

Hayes"  train  was  gently  rocking 
through  the  night  on  its  way  toward 
Washington,  near  Harrisburg,  Penn- 
sylvania, it  took  on  a  telegram  an- 
nouncing the  final  vote.  An  eager  aide 
read  the  news  to  Hayes  through  the 
door  to  his  compartment.  "I  hear 
you,"  whispered  Hayes.  "Don't  wake 
up  everybody  in  the  car.  Good 
night."  '« 

The  crisis  over.  Republican  Repre- 
.sentative  James  A.  Garfield  of  Ohio 
proclaimed,  "God  reigns  and  the  gov- 
ernment at  Washington  still  lives."  To 
many  Americans  in  1877,  after  years 
of  turmoil  over  slavery,  the  Civil  War, 
Lincoln's  assassination,  the  impeach- 
ment of  Andrew  Johnson,  Reconstruc- 
tion, the  Grant  administration's  end- 
less scandals,  and  the  recent  election 


crisis,  that  the  nation  endured  seemed 
a  miracle  indeed.  The  nation  looked 
forward  to  the  period  of  peace  and  sta- 
bility promised  by  the  respectable 
figure  of  Rutherford  B.  Hayes." 

In  many  respects,  the  last  yeau^  of 
the  nineteenth  century  are  the  lost 
years  of  United  States  history,  re- 
called only  as  the  aftermath  of  Recon- 
struction or  the  prologue  to  Progres- 
sivism.  On  its  surface,  the  era  may 
seem  distant,  its  politicians  bland,  the 
issues  uninteresting,  but.  in  fact, 
during  these  years,  the  nation  made 
its  first  efforts  to  grapple  with  the 
problems  created  by  a  gigantic  surge 
of  industrialization  and  its  emergence 
as  an  international  power.  Tariff  pro- 
tection, free  silver,  and  civil  service 
reform  may  sound  archaic,  but  seen  in 
their  twentieth  century  guise  as  reci- 
procity, inflation,  and  bureaucracy, 
they  are  very  much  alive.  Rather  than 
as  an  era  of  spoilsmen  and  Tweedle- 
dee-Tweedledum  politics,  the  era  is 
better  understood  if  taken  as  part  of 
what  historian  Robert  Wiebe  has 
called  the  American  "search  for 
order." 

As  I  noted  in  past  addresses  on  the 
history  of  the  Senate,  the  years  imme- 
diately after  the  Civil  War  were  ones 
of  weak  presidents  and  strong  con- 
gresses. Senators  agreed  with  their 
colleague  John  Sherman  of  Ohio  that 
"the  executive  department  of  a  repub- 
lic like  ours  should  be  subordinate  to 
the  legislative  department."  "  Within 
the  "legislative  department,"  it  was  in 
the  Senate,  with  its  longer  terms,  con- 
tinuity of  membership,  opportunities 
for  more  lengthy  debate,  clublike  com- 
mittee system,  well-known  members, 
and.  above  all.  its  hold  over  patronage, 
appointments  and  removals,  and  the 
awarding  of  subsidies,  charters,  and 
grants  of  natural  resources,  where  the 
greatest  power  resided. 

Some  of  the  most  powerful  political 
bosses  of  the  most  intricate  state  ma- 
chines directed  their  empires  from 
seats  in  this  chamber.  Cunning  Simon 
Cameron,  who  ruled  Pennsylvania 
with  an  iron  hand,  left  the  Senate  in 
March  1877,  only  after  insuring  that 
his  son,  J.  Donald  Cameron,  would 
succeed  him.  Two  senators  shared  the 
title  of  ultimate  political  boss.  The 
greatest  influence  at  first  was  Morton 
of  Indiana.  His  province  was  the 
Southern  states,  whose  Reconstruc- 
tion governments  he  packed  with  loyal 
Northern  job  seekers  and  despoilers. 
His  principal  rival,  who  eventually  su- 
perseded him,  was  Roscoe  Conkling  of 
New  York,  six  foot  three  inches  tall 
and  enormously  vain,  who  kept  trim 
by  boxing.  Conkling  ruled  a  vast  army 
of  ward  heelers  and  hacks.  His  princi- 
pal power  base  was  the  more  than 
1.000  jobs  and  enormous  booty  of  the 
New  York  Customs  House,  presided 
over  by  his  top  henchmen,  Chester 
Arthur  and  Alonzo  Cornell." 


July  22,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20521 


Closely  rivaling  the  power  wielded 
by  Morton  and  Conkling  were  other 
Senate  bosses.  For  example,  there  was 
horse-faced  Zach  Chandler  of  Michi- 
gan, who  returned  to  the  Senate  in 
1879.  One  of  the  few  independently 
wealthy  spoilsmen.  Chandler  con- 
trolled hordes  of  collectors,  postmas- 
ters, and  other  state  and  federal  job- 
holders while  he  lived  above  the  frey, 
entertaining  like  a  potentate  in  his 
Washington  mansion.  John  "Black 
Jack"  Logan  of  Illinois  controlled  a 
machine  that  sold  every  form  of  politi- 
cal job  and  favor.  Debonaire  Matthew 
Carpenter  of  Wisconsin,  John  P.  Jones 
of  Nevada,  and  Aaron  Sargent  of  Cali- 
fornia also  wielded  enormous  power  in 
their  states. 

As  early  as  1871,  a  reform  movement 
of  Liberal  Republicans,  led  by  former 
senators  Benjamin  Gratz  Brown  and 
Carl  Schurz,  both  of  Missouri,  began 
to  talk  of  a  Civil  Service  to  end  the 
corruption  of  the  patronage  system  on 
which  the  boss  system  thrived.  Criti- 
cism of  the  professional  spoilsmen  in- 
creased under  Hayes,  fueled  by  a  grow- 
ing group  of  political  reformers  deri- 
sively known  as  the  "Mugwumps." 
During  the  1876  campaign,  both  Hayes 
and  Tilden  promised  civil-service 
reform.  Hayes  made  good  on  his  prom- 
ises by  naming  a  strong  cabinet  includ- 
ing William  Evarts  as  Secretary  of 
State  and  Senator  John  Sherman  as 
Secretary  of  Treasury.  Zach  Chandler 
and  the  other  bosses  were  shocked 
when  Hayes  named  Schurz,  whom  one 
contemporary  claimed  looked  like 
Mephistopheles  with  eyeglasses,  as 
Secretary  of  Interior.'* 

Urged  on  by  Sherman,  who  had  ties 
to  businessmen  tired  of  paying  tribute 
to  the  New  York  Customs  House, 
Hayes  launched  an  investigation  on 
the  heart  of  Conkling's  machine.  The 
resulting  report,  submitted  in  May 
1877,  laid  bare  an  overwhelming 
record  of  graft  and  corruption  presid- 
ed over  by  Conkling's  lieutenants, 
Arthur  and  Cornell.  Hayes  waited  for 
a  month  before  acting,  then  issued  an 
executive  order  prohibiting  govern- 
ment officials  from  taking  part  'in  the 
management  of  political  organizations, 
caucuses,  conventions,  or  electoral 
campaigns,"  and  barring  the  assessing 
of  government  jobholders  for  political 
purposes.  Arthur  and  Cornell  were 
charged  with  "laxity"  rather  than 
actual  criminal  activity,  and  informed 
that  their  resignations  were  request- 
ed.'* 

Onlookers  held  their  breath,  waiting 
for  the  other  shoe  to  drop,  for  Hayes 
had  thrown  down  the  gauntlet  to  the 
lordliest  boss  of  them  all,  Roscoe  Con- 
kling. The  subject  of  miles  of  newspa- 
per coverage,  Conkling  was  the  chief 
ornament  of  a  gaudy  era's  public  life. 

Conkling's  initiation  to  politics  came 
early;  his  father  and  older  brother 
were  representatives  before  him.  His 
Republican     credentials     were     also 


sound.  A  representative  from  1859  to 
1867,  except  for  one  term  in  1863-1865, 
he  was  a  staunch  War  Republican  and 
Radical,  and  earned  a  reputation  for 
rigid  party  allegiance  and  cutting  in- 
vective. He  summed  up  his  party  phi- 
losophy in  this  way:  "I  do  not  know 
how  to  belong  to  a  party  a  little. "  ^° 

The  public  knew  Conkling  more  as  a 
personality  than  a  politician,  and  he 
assiduously  cultivated  their  attention. 
Tall  and  graceful,  with  a  golden  beard 
and  auburn  hair,  he  wore  a  single  "Hy- 
perion curl"  dangling  carefully  down 
his  handsome  forehead.  On  the  Senate 
floor,  Conkling  was  a  veritable  bird  of 
paradise  amidst  a  barnyard  of  drabber 
fowl.  While  his  colleagues  favored 
black,  Conkling  sported  green  trou- 
sers, scarlet  coats,  gold  lace,  striped 
shirts  and  yellow  shoes.  Though 
charming  when  necessary,  arrogance 
more  often  characterized  him.  On 
many  mornings,  enveloped  in  a  cloud 
of  expensive  cologne,  he  strode  scowl- 
ing to  his  seat  amid  the  adoring  sighs 
of  the  ladies  in  the  galleries,  and 
nodded  curt  thanks  for  the  baskets  of 
roses  they  often  sent  to  his  desk.  If  he 
condescended  to  send  a  note  to  one  of 
the  women  above,  he  did  so  on  laven- 
der paper  in  mauve  ink,  and  when  he 
needed  a  page  to  deliver  it,  he  clapped 
his  hands  imperiously  like  a  Roman 
senator.  Conkling  did  not  walk;  he 
swaggered.  James  G.  Blaine  of  Maine 
gained  his  eternal  enmity  by  once 
mocking  him  for  his  "turkey  gobbler" 
strut.  Foes  sneered  at  "the  curled  dar- 
ling of  Utica."  but  Conkling  dismissed 
their  criticism  as  envy.'" 

Conkling  often  regaled  friends  with 
lampoons  of  "snivel  service  reform." 
Now  he  marshalled  his  forces  to 
thwart  the  president,  who  did  not 
seem  to  know  his  place.  Counseling 
Arthur  and  Cornell  not  to  resign,  Con- 
kling left  for  a  European  vacation,  cer- 
tain Hayes  would  back  down.  Upon  his 
return  in  August  1877,  however,  he 
was  surprised  to  find  the  matter  still 
very  much  alive.  He  learned  that  when 
the  45th  Congress  convened  in  Octo- 
ber Hayes  intended  to  send  the  Senate 
the  nominations  of  two  businessmen 
to  replace  his  cronies. 

Conkling  was  livid  with  rage  over 
this  challenge  to  his  authority.  At  the 
state  Republican  convention  in  Sep- 
tember, he  lashed  out  at  all  reformers 
and  at  the  administration.  The  hot 
lava  of  his  contempt  splashed  on  "the 
dilettanti  and  carpetknights  of  poli- 
tics, men  whose  efforts  have  been  ex- 
pended in  denouncing  and  ridiculing 
and  accusing  honest  men  .  .  .  Their  vo- 
cation and  ministry  is  to  lament  the 
sins  of  other  people.  Their  stock  in 
trade  is  rancid,  canting  self-righteous- 
ness. They  are  wolves  in  sheep's  cloth- 
ing." Even  his  friends  worried  that 
Conkling  had  gone  too  far  this  time.^^' 
Hayes  fired  the  next  shot.  As  Con- 
kling knew  he  would,  Hayes  sent  his 
nominations  to  the  Hill  in  October.  By 


naming  moderate  Republicans,  not  re- 
formers, to  the  Customs  House  posts, 
he  hoped  to  mollify  Conkling,  but 
Conkling  was  in  no  mood  for  compro- 
mise. After  much  blustering  and 
fuming,  his  Commerce  Committee 
unanimously  rejected  the  nomina- 
tions. Appealing  to  "senatorial  courte- 
sy," Conkling  urged  the  full  Senate  to 
stand  behind  him.  On  December  12, 
after  issuing  threats,  cashing  in  politi- 
cal lOU's,  and  invoking  the  "dignity  of 
the  Senate,"  Conkling  whipped 
enough  colleagues  into  line  to  defeat 
Hayes'  nominations,  31  to  25." 

Conkling  savored  the  victory,  little 
noting  how  much  it  had  cost  him.  Un- 
bowed, Hayes  confided  to  his  diary,  "I 
am  right,  and  shall  not  give  up  the 
contest."  The  nation  agreed  with  the 
president.  At  Christmas-time,  vaca- 
tioning congressmen  found  constitu- 
ents disgusted  by  the  Senate's  actions. 
With  issues  like  free  silver  and  spread- 
ing economic  depression  to  contend 
with,  they  asked,  didn't  senators  have 
more  important  things  to  do  than 
quarrel  over  customs  houses?  ^* 

Hayes  bided  his  time  until  July  1878. 
Then,  after  Congress  adjourned  and 
Conkling  and  his  friends  disbursed,  he 
suspended  Arthur  and  Cornell,  and 
made  interim  appointments.  In  De- 
cember, he  sent  his  nominations  to  the 
Senate  again.  Conkling  stormed  about 
the  committee  rooms  and  corridors, 
but  he  was  running  scared.  Sherman, 
on  the  president's  behalf,  made  prom- 
ises and  pulled  wires,  aiming  for  the 
votes  of  Republican  senators  tiring  of 
Conkling's  diatribes.  On  February  3, 
1879,  enough  of  them  joined  with 
Democrats  to  approve  the  nomina- 
tions. Conkling  sulked  but  would  be 
heard  from  again." 

Hayes'  triumph  was  a  serious  blow  to 
Conkling  and  the  oligarchical  bosses, 
but  the  victory  had  extracted  a  high 
price.  The  Republican  party  was  left 
torn  into  three  pieces:  there  were  the 
administration  adherents,  Conkling's 
•Stalwarts, "  and  the  "Half  Breeds" 
who  stood  between  them  and  increas- 
ingly looked  to  Senator  James  G. 
Blaine  for  leadership.  In  the  elections 
of  1878.  this  loss  of  cohesion  and  pres- 
tige among  the  Republicans  combined 
with  other  elements  to  give  the  Demo- 
crats control  of  both  houses  for  the 
first  time  since  the  Civil  War. 

The  fight  over  the  New  York  Cus- 
toms House  and  all  it  represented  was 
sharp  and  important,  but  the  general 
public  had  other  worries  that  found 
their  way  into  the  Senate  chamber. 
The  primary  issues  were  economic 
ones  and  centered  around  the  ques- 
tions of  silver  and  "greenbacks." 

Though  Hayes  and  John  Sherman, 
"The  Ohio  Icicle,"  were  determined  to 
maintain  the  gold  standard  to  assist 
business,  the  continuing  effects  of  the 
depression  that  began  in  1873  in- 
creased    agitation     among     farmers, 
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workers,  and  debtors  for  an  inflated 
currency  of  silver  as  well  as  green- 
backs. In  1875,  the  uniting  of  agricul- 
ture Interests  with  the  silver-mining 
advocates  of  the  West  into  a  loosely 
organized  party  known  as  the  "Green- 
backers"  had  helped  give  the  Demo- 
crats control  of  the  House.  In  Decem- 
ber 1876.  the  House  passed  a  bill  intro- 
duced by  Missouri  Democrat  Richard 
Bland  for  the  free  and  unlimited  coin- 
age of  silver  and  the  end  of  the  Coin- 
age Act  of  1873.  which  had  demone- 
tized silver,  making  it  the  sole  metal 
used  in  coins.  The  Republican  Senate 
quashed  the  measure.^' 

To  the  Republicans'  dismay,  in  the 
fall  of  1877.  the  House  again  passed 
Bland's  bill.  The  party  was  badly  di- 
vided on  the  issue.  Parly  leaders 
feared  that  enough  Republicans  would 
join  Democrats  to  muster  the  votes  to 
pass  a  silver  bill  over  a  presidential 
veto.  Hoping  to  prevent  matters  from 
getting  out  of  hand.  Sherman  enrolled 
William  B.  Allison  of  Iowa,  the  astute 
and  influential  Republican  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  to 
try  to  work  out  a  compromise  that 
would  appease  both  sides. 

Allison,  a  quiet  "politician's  politi- 
cian," would  in  time  become  one  of  the 
most  powerful  men  in  the  Senate. 
Forty-eight  years  old,  a  short,  stocky 
man  with  a  spade  beard,  always  me- 
ticulously dressed,  he  had  entered  the 
House  in  1862  and  ten  years  later 
began  what  would  be  thirty-five  years 
of  service  to  the  Senate.  A  conciliator 
and  compromiser,  he  believed  in  rea- 
sonableness and  worked  constantly 
behind  the  scenes  to  smooth  quarrels 
and  bring  opponents  together.  His  air 
of  caution  led  some  to  maintain  that 
he  never  ventured  an  opinion  of  his 
own.  "I  always  like  to  vote,  if  I  can, " 
he  said,  "so  as  not  to  be  called  upon  to 
explain  too  much  at  home."  "He  was 
so  pussy-footed,"  said  a  Senate  col- 
league, "he  could  walk  from  New  York 
to  San  Francisco  on  the  keys  of  a 
piano  and  never  strike  a  note."  ^' 

Allison  worked  through  the  winter 
to  amend  Bland's  bill,  eliminating  the 
features  most  opposed  by  eastern 
moneyed  interests  but  allowing  a  con- 
trolled silver  coinage.  After  passing 
both  the  House  and  Senate  in  mid- 
February,  the  Bland-Allison  Act  went 
to  the  White  House.  Hayes  vetoed  the 
bill  and  sent  it  back.  Congress  was 
angry.  The  House  overrode  the  veto, 
196  to  73.  A  special  messenger  brought 
the  bill  to  the  Senate,  which  followed 
suit,  46  to  19.  The  bill  was  law  two 
hours  after  leaving  the  President's 
desk." 

Whatever  its  economic  aspects,  the 
Bland-Allison  Act  was  good  politics.  In 
effect,  the  Republicans  got  credit  for 
helping  silver  and  favoring  moderate 
inflation,  and  yet  managed  to  keep 
their  conservative  business  constituen- 


cy placated.  It  was  an  especially  effec- 
tive move  in  the  Midwest,  which  had 
critical  votes  for  1880.  where  it  blunt- 
ed the  edge  of  Greenbackism.  though 
that  party  won  14  House  seats  in  the 
November  congressional  elections.  The 
controversy  rounded  out  a  year  of 
strained  relations  between  Congress 
and  the  president.  To  his  diary  Hayes 
confided.  "The  year,  as  I  think  of  the 
scenes  through  which  I  have  passed, 
seems  an  age."  ^^ 

Hayes  called  the  Forty-Sixth  Con- 
gress into  session  early,  on  March  18, 
1879,  to  tend  to  legislation  left  dan- 
gling at  the  end  of  the  stormy  Forty- 
FMfth.  Though  a  majority  in  both 
Houses,  the  Democrats'  margin  of  con- 
trol was  slender.  The  Forty-Sixth  Con- 
gress was  largely  unproductive, 
marred  by  party  wrangling  and  con- 
tinuing impasses  with  the  president. 
The  senators'  penchant  to  argue 
against  petty  pet  peeves  or  for  favorite 
whims  while  major  issues  were  left 
languishing  did  little  to  increase  the 
respect  accorded  the  Senate  by  the 
people.  Congress  looked  parochial  and 
obstructive.  It  seemed  intent  on  fulfill- 
ing Mark  Twain's  dictum  that  had 
Congress  been  present  when  the  Deity 
said  "Let  there  be  light. "  mankind 
would  never  have  had  any. 

Hayes  usually  emerged  from  these 
fracases  looking  better  than  Congress. 
The  legislators  had  a  bad  press. 

That  is  one  of  our  problems  today, 
incidentally. 

"You  can't  use  tact  with  a  Congress- 
man!" a  cabinet  member  told  Henry 
Adams.  "A  Congressman  is  a  hog!  You 
must  take  a  stick  and  hit  him  on  the 
snout."  Legislators'  personal  conduct 
did  not  help  their  image. 

That  is  also  part  of  our  problem  in 
our  own  era,  from  time  to  time.  "The 
Hole  in  the  wall,"  the  members'  re- 
freshment bar  between  the  House  and 
Senate,  served  more  than  lemonade. 
Ladies  in  the  galleries  constantly 
fanned  aside  a  stale  haze  of  cigar 
smoke.'" 

Incidentally,  no  smoking  is  allowed 
in  the  Senate  Chamber  today,  wheth- 
er or  not  the  Senate  is  in  session.  The 
rules  say  there  will  be  no  smoking  in 
the  Chamber.  It  might  be  well  for  Sen- 
ators to  know  that,  that  no  smoking  is 
allowed  in  the  Senate  Chamber,  at  any 
time. 

Am  I  correct,  may  I  ask  the  Chair? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Also,  the  putting  of  feet  on  desks  is 
another  matter  that,  while  I  do  not 
think  the  rules  speak  to  it,  is  a  bad 
thing  to  do— Senators  putting  their 
feet  on  their  desks.  What  do  the 
people  in  the  galleries  think  when 
they  see  Senators  putting  their  feet  on 
these  handsome  desks? 


While  I  think  of  it.  perhaps  I  should 
interject  another  little  item  that  is  not 
exactly  out  of  keeping  with  my  state- 
ments in  connection  with  the  history 
of  the  Senate 

That  is  that  there  is  a  motion  often 
made  in  the  Senate  which  has  no 
place  under  Senate  rules.  That  is  the 
motion,  'Mr.  President,  I  move  the 
amendment,  "  or.  "Mr.  President,  I 
move  the  passage  of  the  bill." 

There  is  no  such  motion.  I  ask  the 
President  if  that  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  That  is  not  part  of 
the  rules  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Exactly.  The  Senate, 
unlike  the  House,  does  not  move  the 
previous  question  to  shut  off  debate. 
One  of  my  good  colleagues,  the  other 
day,  moved  the  adoption  of  an  amend- 
ment. I  said  "You  don't  have  to  do 
that." 

He  said,   "What  do  you  have  to  do?" 

I  said,  "Just  sit  down  and  if  no  one 
seeks  recognition,  the  Chair  will  auto- 
matically put  the  question." 

I  do  not  want  to  appear  as  attempt- 
ing to  lecture  my  colleagues,  but  I  do 
wish  we  would  get  out  of  the  habit  of 
"moving  "  the  amendment  or  "moving" 
passage  of  a  bill.  The  Chair  will  take 
care  of  that.  When  no  Senator  seeks 
recognition,  the  Chair  automatically 
puts  the  question  of  adoptions  of 
amendments  and  passage  of  bills. 

I  hope  that  these  remarks  will  be 
helpful  to  Senators  and  staffs. 

Now,  if  I  may  return  to  my  prepared 
remarks,  most  of  the  party  leaders  in 
the  Senate  spent  the  Forty-Sixth  Con- 
gress grooming  contenders  for  the 
presidency,  which  Hayes  had  an- 
nounced he  *ould  vacate  after  one 
term.  Conkling,  making  a  swift  recov- 
ery after  his  defeat  at  Hayes'  hands, 
was  sent  back  to  the  Senate  by  New 
York  for  a  third  term  in  1879,  and  im- 
mediately began  scheming  to  regain 
control  oi  the  presidency  by  convinc- 
ing liis  Stalwarts  to  nominate  Grant 
for  a  third  term.  No  amount  of  polish, 
however,  could  give  luster  to  Grant's 
tarnished  image,  and  he  was  opposed 
within  his  own  party  by  Half  Breeds 
James  G.  Blaine  and  John  Sherman. 
Sherman's  campaign  was  managed  by 
House  Republican  leader  James  A. 
Garfield. 

At  the  Republican  convention.  Con- 
kling held  306  votes  for  Grant  through 
36  ballots,  but  they  were  not  enough 
to  win.  On  the  thirty-fourth  ballot, 
Garfield  began  to  receive  votes.  On 
the  thirty-sixth  ballot,  a  stampede  of 
switches  from  Blaine  and  Sherman 
gave  the  surprised  Ohio  congressman 
the  nomination.  As  a  sop  to  try  to  hold 
the  Stalwart's  loyalty  in  the  election, 
the  convention  nominated  Conkling's 
somewhat  stained  lieutenant.  Chester 


Alan  Arthur,  for  vice  president.  The 
Democrats  nominated  Civil  War  Union 
General  Winfield  Scott  Hancock,  but 
it  was  the  struggle  for  future  power, 
patronage,  and  spoils  between  the 
Stalwart  and  Half  Breed  Republican 
factions  of  Conkling  and  Blaine  that 
made  the  1880  presidential  campaign 
interesting. 

Garfield  received  214  electoral  votes; 
Hancock.  155.  The  Republicans  re- 
gained control  of  the  House  but  had  to 
settle  for  an  evenly  divided  Senate. 
This  was  a  very  interesting  situation: 
the  first  and  only  time  the  Senate  has 
been  evenly  divided.  And  it  caused  all 
sorts  of  problems.  During  the  Special 
Session  of  the  Forty-Seventh  Congress 
called  by  President  Garfield  on  March 
10.  1881.  questions  immediately  arose 
over  who  would  be  president  pro  tem- 
pore and  which  party  would  hold  com- 
mittee control.  After  several  days  of 
wrangling,  the  Democrats  selected  one 
of  their  own,  Thomas  Bayard  of  Dela- 
ware, president  pro  tempore. 

Democratic  Senator  George  Pendle- 
ton of  Ohio  then  proposed  that  the 
same  committee  make-up  that  existed 
during  the  Forty-sixth  Congress 
remain  in  place,  meaning,  of  course, 
that  the  Democrats  would  retain  the 
chairmanships.  When  the  question 
came  to  a  vote,  the  result  was  a  pre- 
dictable 37  to  37  tie.  which  Vice  Presi- 
dent Arthur  broke  by  voting  to  defeat 
the  proposal.  Immediately.  Republican 
Senator  Henry  Anthony  of  Rhode 
Island  popped  up  to  offer  his  own  pro- 
posal to  organize  the  committees  with 
Republican  majorities.  Not  surprising- 
ly, this  also  led  to  a  tie  vote,  which, 
also  to  no  one's  surprise,  Arthur  broke 
with  an  "aye"  vote.  Thus  the  Forty- 
Seventh  Congress  got  off  to  a  delicate- 
ly balanced  start.'' 

Garfield's  real  problems  began  after 
the  election  when  competing  factions 
in  his  own  party  began  to  demand  the 
payoffs  promised  them  in  return  for 
their  support.  Conkling  was  not  sorry 
to  be  rid  of  Blaine,  whom  Garfield  had 
rewarded  by  naming  Secretary  of 
State,  in  the  Senate,  but  was  suspi- 
cious of  the  power  his  foe  could  wield 
in  his  new  position.  Conkling  was  also 
bitter  over  the  lack  of  respect  the  new 
president  was  showing  toward  his  pow- 
erful New  York  machine.  One  bright 
spot  for  Conkling  was  his  certainty 
that  the  New  York  legislature,  which 
he  controlled,  would  send  his  fellow 
spoilsman  Tom  Piatt,  ""the  Machiavelli 
of  Tioga  County,"  to  join  him  and  bol- 
ster the  Stalwart  ranks  in  the  Senate 
in  January  1881. 

Garfield,  urged  on  by  Blaine,  decid- 
ed to  put  an  end  to  Conkling  and  the 
incessant  intra-party  bickering  plagu- 
ing the  Republicans.  The  drama  un- 
folded in  the  Senate.  On  Monday, 
March  21,  1881,  Garfield  sent  up  a  list 
of    appointments    for    confirmation. 


Mugwumps  and  Half  Breeds  were  furi- 
ous—the names  were  all  of  Conkling 
men.  But  on  Wednesday,  March  23, 
Garfield  dropped  his  bombshell.  A 
Senate  clerk  carried  a  special  message 
to  Vice  President  Arthur,  who  was  pre- 
siding. Conkling  was  writing  at  his 
desk.  Arthur  opened  the  paper, 
blanched,  and  signaled  the  senator. 
The  reading  clerk  announced  that  the 
president  had  removed  the  Collector 
of  the  Port  of  New  York  and  nominat- 
ed another.  Conkling  was  taken  by 
surprise.  He  sputtered  to  a  friend, 
'"The  nomination  is  the  result,  sir,  of  a 
perfidy  without  parallel."  Senator 
Henry  Dawes  of  Massachusetts  wrote 
his  wife  that  "Conkling  raged  and 
roared  like  a  bull  *  '  *  for  three 
mortal  hours."  '^ 

As  the  battle  lines  were  drawn.  Sena- 
tor Allison,  acting  as  go-between,  told 
Garfield  that  Conkling  resented  the 
lack  of  respect  for  senatorial  courtesy 
as  much  as  the  personal  affront.  Gar- 
field acknowledged  that  he  saw  the 
fight  as  an  effort  to  establish  presi- 
dential prestige  as  much  as  to  humili- 
ate Conkling.  "It  had  better  be  known, 
in  the  outset."  he  proclaimed,  '"wheth- 
er the  president  is  the  head  of  the  gov- 
ernment, or  the  registering  clerk  of 
the  Senate."  And  he  vowed.  ""They 
may  take  Robertson  (his  nominee)  out 
of  the  Senate  head-first  or  feet-first:  I 
will  never  withdraw  him."  In  May. 
after  wooing  a  steady  stream  of  sena- 
tors at  the  White  House.  Garfield  an- 
nounced that  he  had  enough  votes  to 
confirm  his  nominee.  =*' 

Conkling  was  undone,  but  he  made  a 
last-minute  effort  to  avoid  humilia- 
tion. On  May  16,  Conkling  and  Piatt 
resigned  from  the  Senate,  counting  on 
the  New  York  legislature  to  immedi- 
ately re-elect  them  in  a  show  of  confi- 
dence. Arthur  read  their  letters  of  res- 
ignation to  an  astonished  Senate. 

Conkling  had  miscalculated  the 
public  mood.  A  chorus  of  ridicule  de- 
scended on  him.  "He  has  acted  the 
boy,"  a  Senator  complained,  "and  is 
now  trying  to  bully  the  Senate."  A 
newspaper  reported  that  two  orphans 
had  resigned  from  an  asylum  because 
they  got  no  molasses  on  their  bread. 
Senator  Dawes  said  Conkling  was  "a 
great  big  baby,  boo-hooing  because  he 
can't  have  all  the  cake,  and  refusing  to 
play  any  longer  *  *  *"'"' 

Instead  of  the  instant  acclaim  Con- 
kling expected  from  New  York,  the 
state  legislature  dickered  and  bickered 
and  balloted  throughout  May  and 
June.  Conkling  had  the  sinking  feeling 
that  he  was  finished.  In  fact,  his  polit- 
ical future  ended  even  more  suddenly 
then  he  expected. 

On  the  morning  of  July  2,  1881,  Gar- 
field was  about  to  leave  the  Washing- 
ton train  station  to  visit  his  sons  at 
Williams  College  when  two  shots  rang 
out;  one  bullet  grazing  the  president's 


arm,  the  other  lodging  in  his  back. 
The  crazed  assassin,  Charles  Guiteau 
shouted,  "I  am  a  Stalwart,  and  now 
Arthur  is  President."  Garfield  suf- 
fered through  the  summer,  weakening 
each  time  the  doctors  vainly  searched 
for  the  bullet. 

On  July  22,  the  New  York  legisla- 
ture refused  to  return  Piatt  and  Con- 
kling to  their  Senate  seats,  and  re- 
placed them  with  relatively  unknowns. 
Garfield  murmured,  "Thank  God!" 

The  press  almost  universally  con- 
demned the  Stalwarts,  not  so  much  for 
inspiring  Guiteau  directly,  but  for  cre- 
ating a  situation  where  such  animosity 
reigned.  As  Garfield's  life  hung  in  the 
balance,  attacks  on  the  spoils  system 
increased  apace  with  public  demand 
for  an  end  to  the  office  seeking  that 
had  produced  men  like  Guiteau.  Con- 
gress was  flooded  with  petitions  de- 
manding Civil  Service  reform.  When 
Garfield  died  on  September  19,  Stal- 
wart ascendency  and  Conkling's  career 
died  with  him.  Few  expected  to  find 
an  ear  sympathetic  to  reform  in  the 
new  president.  Chester  Arthur.  But 
Arthur,  the  political  hack,  the  "nobby 
dresser"  with  Dundreary-style  side 
whiskers,  straightened  out  with  a 
start. 

The  mid-term  elections  of  1882  saw 
the  Democrats  regain  their  hold  in  the 
House,  but.  in  the  Senate,  the  Repub- 
licans won  a  slim  margin  of  control. 
During  the  short  December  to  March 
session  of  the  Forty-Seventh  Congress 
that  followed,  the  Republicans,  hoping 
to  establish  a  record  for  1884,  treated 
the  country  to  a  political  spectacle 
rare  for  the  era— an  active  lame-duck 
session.  The  first  of  the  several  major 
issues  attacked  that  busy  winter  was 
the  long-awaited  Civil  Service  reform. 
With  Arthur's  forthright  call  for 
reform  in  his  annual  message  to  Con- 
gress in  December  ringing  in  their 
ears.  Senators  turned  to  consider  a 
bill,  prepared  by  the  Civil  Service 
Reform  Association,  which  had  passed 
the  House.  The  bill's  Senate  sponsor 
was  George  Pendleton  of  Ohio.  A  big 
man,  with  a  handsome  beard  and  gra- 
cious style,  Pendleton  was  known  as 
""Gentleman  George."  Few  expected 
an  Ohio  Democrat,  especially  one 
noted  more  for  his  cravats  and  man- 
ners than  for  his  ideas,  to  be  the  chief 
espouser  of  reform.  But  Pendleton  re- 
alized that  his  party  could  not  afford 
to  let  the  opposition  get  all  the  credit 
for  implementing  so  popular  a  reform 
so  close  to  election  time.'' 

Throughout  December,  the  Senate 
hotly  debated  the  issue  of  Civil  Service 
reform.  The  usual  opposition  to  per- 
manent presidential  appointment 
arose.  The  New  York  Sun  voiced  old 
fears  of  an  independent  service:  "The 
proposition  that  men  shall  be  appoint- 
ed of  office  as  the  result  of  examina- 
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tions  in  book  learning  and  that  they 
shall  remain  in  office  during  life,  is  a 
proposition  that  ought  to  be  speedily 
broken  down  and  turned  out."  The  ex- 
amples of  Prussia  and  England  auto- 
matically offended  certain  patriots.  A 
much  more  important  fear  sustained 
some  opposition.  At  a  time  when  few 
men  had  more  than  grammar-school 
learning,  they  logically  assumed  writ- 
ten examinations  would  produce  an  es- 
tablishment of  socially  conservative 
rulers.  The  West  and  South  feared 
eastern  domination  in  the  Civil  Serv- 
ice.'* 

Most  Democrats  preferred  to  win 
the  election  of  1884.  clean  out  the  Re- 
publicans, and  then  enact  a  law  to  pro- 
tect their  own  new  appointees.  The 
Democrats  were  hardly  blind  to  the 
benefit  the  proposed  legislation  would 
prove  to  the  party  in  power  when  it 
was  passed.  Democratic  Senator 
Joseph  Brown  of  Georgia  sarcastically 
suggested  that  the  bill  in  question  be 
labeled  "A  bill  to  perpetuate  in  office 
the  Republicans  who  now  control  the 
patronage  of  the  government." 

Numerous  amendments  relieved 
much,  but  not  all,  of  the  anxiety  many 
senators  felt  toward  reform.  In  the 
end,  most  agreed  with  Senator  Joseph 
Hawley  of  Connecticut  who  persua- 
sively argued,  '*  •  •  the  public  senti- 
ment has  to  come  to  absolutely 
demand  it;  the  necessities  of  the  case 
demand  it;  for  with  the  growth  of  the 
country  to  55,000,000  people,  and  the 
growth  of  the  list  of  appointees  up  to 
more  than  100,000.  it  is  quite  obvious 
that  in  a  short  time  this  business  of 
peddling  patronage  will  absolutely 
crush  every  executive  department."  Fi- 
nally, at  the  end  of  December,  with  43 
percent  of  the  members  absent,  the 
Senate  passed  the  Pendleton  Act,  es- 
tablishing a  Civil  Service  Commission, 
by  a  vote  of  39  to  5.  Though  it  was,  as 
Senator  Henry  Dawes  of  Massachu- 
setts claimed,  extremely  permissive, 
covering  only  about  15,000  jobs,  or  10 
percent  of  the  federal  service,  it  was  a 
start." 

Though  they  had  hammered  out  a 
major  reform  act,  the  weary  senators, 
many  of  them  'lame  ducks,"  could 
still  not  head  for  home.  An  even  more 
abstruse  problem  confronted  them— 
tariff  schedules.  Returning  prosperity 
as  well  as  the  taxation  policies  inaugu- 
rated during  the  Civil  War,  based 
largely  on  high  protective  tariffs,  were 
bringing  into  the  Treasury  embarrass- 
ing surpluses.  Even  Congress  found 
itself  hard  pressed  to  spend  all  the 
extra  money  on  pensions  for  Civil  War 
veterans— whose  votes  gratefully  sup- 
ported the  Republican  machines  that 
took  credit  for  them— and  "pork 
barrel"  legislation— a  term  which  is 
used  at  times  today.  Cries  for  an  end 
to  high  protective  tariffs,  which  oppo- 
nents claimed  earned  huge  profits  for 
monopolists  while  keeping  prices  high 


for  farmers  and  consumers,  arose  from 
several  quarters. 

While  protection  was  largely  a  Re- 
publican doctrine  befitting  the  party's 
industrial-urban  constituency.  Presi- 
dent Arthur  was  surprisingly  respon- 
sive to  pleas  for  reduction.  He  favored 
the  establishment  of  an  expert  com- 
mission to  furnish  Congress  with  in- 
formation and  recommendations  for 
revisions.  Congress  was,  however,  un- 
grateful. Most  senators  did  not  wel- 
come the  prospect  of  tariff  revision. 
They  only  grudgingly  agreed  with 
Senator  Justin  Morrill  of  Vermont, 
father  of  the  existing  tariff  schedules, 
who  grumbled.  "I  suppose  that  if  the 
Bible  has  to  be  revised  from  time  to 
time,  the  tariff  may  have  to  be."  In 
May  1882.  Congress  had  reluctantly 
established  the  commission.  Its  mem- 
bers worked  throughout  the  summer 
and  now.  at  the  Congress'  end,  had 
very  inconveniently  made  their  report 
favoring  an  expanded  free  trade  list 
and  lower  duties  on  major  items. '« 

A  Boston  newspaper  urged  Republi- 
cans to  heed  the  call  for  reform  and 
warned  them  not  to  "pretend  to 
reduce  the  tariff,  and  not  do  it."  But 
that  is  exactly  what  they  did.  Republi- 
can members  of  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  led  by  William  "Pig 
Iron  "  Kelly  of  Pennsylvania,  ignored 
the  Commissions  report  and  devised  a 
bill  of  their  own.  At  the  same  time, 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  set 
about  independently  to  draw  up  its 
own  version  of  a  new  tariff.  The  House 
version  tended  to  help  raw  material 
producers;  the  Senate's,  manufactur- 
ing interests.  Both  defeated  the  inten- 
tion of  the  tariff  reformers  by  yielding 
to  the  arguments  of  the  hundreds  of 
lobbyists  who  swarmed  through  the 
halls  of  the  Capitol.*" 

As  the  lame  duck  session  dragged  on. 
an  emergency  arose  for  the  protection- 
ists. As  I  noted  earlier,  in  the  fall  elec- 
tions of  1882.  the  traditionally  anti- 
protectionist  Democrats  won  control 
of  the  House.  Protectionists  realized 
that  they  must  pass  their  desired  bill 
before  the  Forty-Seventh  Congress 
ended  or  not  at  all. 

By  a  series  of  skillful  parliamentary 
rulings.  House  protectionists  ended 
debate  just  four  days  before  the  end  of 
the  session,  and  sent  the  bill  to  a  con- 
ference committee  dominated  by  pro- 
tectionists. In  twenty-four  hours,  the 
joint  committee  wrote  an  entirely  new 
bill,  incorporating  many  increases  and 
only  minimal  reductions.  On  March  3, 
1883,  the  last  day  of  the  Congress, 
what  opponents  labeled  the  "Mongrel 
Tariff"  passed  both  houses  and  was 
signed  by  President  Arthur.*' 

Congress  adjourned  with  relief  and  a 
mixed  record.  Senators  went  home  to 
reflect  on  their  handiwork  and  ponder 
the  next  year's  presidential  campaign. 
The  Republicans  were  a  minority  con- 
gressional   party    once    again.    They 


knew  as  well  as  the  Democrats  that  if 
the  Democrats  could  produce  a  reason- 
able presidential  candidate  in  1884. 
they  might  capture  all  the  citadels  of 
power.  I  think  I  will  stop  here  for 
today,  leaving  our  predecessors  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  the  summer's 
heat  and  to  their  respective  moods  of 
dread  and  excitement. 
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ORDER  FOR  RECORD  TO 
REMAIN  OPEN  UNTIL  3  P.M. 
TODAY 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  at  the  request  of 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  that 
the  Record  remain  open  until  3  p.m. 
this  afternoon  to  accommodate  Sena- 
tors. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gorton).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY, 
JULY  25,  1983 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the   previous   order,    the   Senate   will 


stand  in  adjournment  until  12  noon 
Monday  next. 

Thereupon,  at  2:19  p.m.,  the  Senate 
adjourned  until  Monday,  July  25,  1983. 
at  12  noon. 
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The  Senate  met  at  12  noon  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond*. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Rich- 
ard C.  Halverson.  D.D..  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer 

Let  us  pray. 

TTiits  saith  the  Lord,  What  iniQuity 
haix  your  fathers  found  in  me,  that 
they  are  gone  far  from  me,  and  have 
walked  after  vanity,  and  are  become 
t?ain?-^eremiah  2:  5  (KJV). 

Merciful  God.  these  words  of  the 
prophet  Jeremiah  remind  us  of  our 
propensity  and  peril  in  forsaking  the 
living  God.  We  come  by  idolatry  so 
easily— not  that  of  primitive  man.  but 
the  subtle  idolatry  of  sophisticated  so- 
ciety. Failing  to  worship  Thee,  we  em- 
brace the  seductive  gods  of  power,  po- 
sition, prestige,  popularity  and  money. 
Incurably  religious,  and  refusing  to 
follow  Thee,  we  follow  false  gods  and 
change  into  their  image.  "Following 
hollow  gods,  we  become  hollow  souls." 
(Paraphrase  of  Jeremiah  2:  5). 

Forgive  us  Lord  for  starving  our 
souls.  Help  us  to  understand  that  if  we 
will  not  love  Thee,  we  will  find  a  sub- 
stitute, even  if  that  substitute  is  No- 
God  with  a  capital  "N."  Renew  us.  gra- 
cious Father,  that  in  worshiping  Thee, 
we  may  grow  into  the  image  of  the 
perfect  human.  Jesus.  In  His  name  we 
pray.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
minority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
back  my  time. 


RECOGNITION  OP  THE  ACTTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  the  reading  of 
the  Journal  has  been  dispensed  with, 
that  no  resolutions  are  to  come  over 
under  the  rule,  that  the  calendar  call 
has  been  dispensed  with,  and  that  the 
morning  hour  is  deemed  to  have  ex- 
pired. Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  There  is  one  special 
order? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  leader- 
ship time  be  reserved  until  after  the 
special  order  of  Senator  Bingamah. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore. 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
BINGAMAN 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Pressler).  Under  the  previous  order, 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr. 
BiNGAMAM)  Is  recognized  for  not  to 
exceed  15  minutes. 


A  POSITIVE  U.S.  ROLE  IN 
CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr. 
INOUYE)  and  15  other  Members  of  this 
body.  I  am  today  submitting  a  resolu- 
tion which  addresses  one  of  the  most 
critical  issues  that  confronts  our 
Nation— the  nature  of  our  involvement 
in  the  escalating  conflict  in  Central 
America. 

This  resolution  would  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  U.S  policy  in 
Central  America  should  be  redirected 
toward  three  fundamental  goals: 

First,  a  firm  commitment  by  this 
Nation  to  the  peace  proposals  put  for- 
ward by  the  four-power  Contadora 
group; 

Second,  an  immediate  offer  by  the 
United  States  to  halt  the  shipment  of 
arms  into  Central  America  and  to 
assist  with  the  verification  of  an  arms 
freeze  if  a  mutual  cessation  of  the 
arms  traffic  can  be  arranged:  and 

Third,  the  termination  of  American 
support  for  the  guerrilla  forces  fight- 
ing against  the  Sandinista  regime  in 
Nicaragua. 

As  I  see  it,  the  choice  we  face  today 
is  a  simple  one  but  a  very  Important 
one.  Are  we  to  assist  in  the  complicat- 
ed and  difficult  search  for  peace  in  our 
own  hemisphere,  or  are  we  Intent 
upon  imposing  our  wiU  by  force  of 
su-ms? 

In  his  speech  to  a  joint  session  of 
the  Congress  on  April  27,  President 
Reagan  stated  that  he  supported  four 
goals  in  Central  America— democracy, 
economic  development,  regional  secu- 
rity, and  dialog  among  all  parties  in 
the  region.  There  are  very  few  among 
us.  either  here  in  this  Chamber  or 
across  our  country,  who  can  or  should 
disagree  with  these  lofty  goals. 

The  real  question  Is  whether  the  ac- 
tions we  are  taking  in  Central  America 
at  this  very  time  are  designed  or  are 
likely  to  achieve  these  goals.  The  ad- 


ministration says  it  favors  peace,  while 
it  radically  ups  the  military  ante.  The 
administration  says  It  believes  in  the 
self-determination  of  nations,  yet  It 
supports  those  whose  proclaimed  in- 
tention is  to  unseat  the  government  of 
one  of  the  nations  of  Central  America. 
There  Is  a  glaring  contradiction  be- 
tween this  activity  and  the  administra- 
tion's insistence  that  foreign  support 
for  an  antlgovemment  guerrilla  move- 
ment In  a  neighboring  country  Is  im- 
permissible. Some  insurgencies,  it 
would  appear,  are  more  equal  than 
others. 

As  the  leaders  of  four  major  Latin 
American  nations  call  upon  all  parties 
in  Central  America  to  stop  the  flow  of 
military  hardware  and  to  withdraw  all 
foreign  awivlsers,  our  Government  dis- 
patches a  carrier  task  force  to  the 
region,  the  aerial  striking  power  of 
which  dwarfs  the  combined  capabili- 
ties of  all  Central  American  nations, 
and  we  are  told  that  more  is  to  follow. 
Mr.  President,  this  is  not  simply  gun- 
boat diplomacy.  Gunboats  could  not 
match  the  fire  power  of  the  armada 
we  are  talking  about  today. 

As  public  and  private  citizens 
throughout  the  hemisphere  seek  to 
substitute  dialog  for  destabUizatlon, 
our  answer  is  to  send  5,000  troops  to 
Honduras  to  participate  in  what  are 
termed  extended  maneuvers,  provoca- 
tively close  to  the  border  with  Nicara- 
gua. I  am  not  a  hairsplitter,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, but  the  rotation  of  a  total  of 
5,000  U.S.  military  personnel  in  and 
out  of  Honduras  during  a  period  de- 
scribed in  the  press  as  "at  least  4  or  5 
months"  sounds  to  me  less  like  maneu- 
vers than  a  semipermanent  American 
military  presence  in  an  area  where  a 
low-grade  war  is  already  underway  and 
a  first-class  conflict  is  only  an  accident 
or  an  excuse  away. 

My  conclusion,  and  It  Is  a  painful 
and  reluctant  one,  which  I  believe  Is 
shared  by  many  of  my  colleagues.  Is 
that  the  Reagan  administration  is  Ig- 
noring or  dismissing  real  opportunities 
for  dialog  and  negotiation  while  pursu- 
ing a  single-minded  policy  of  military 
and  paramilitary  action. 

I  am  not  encouraged  that  the  admin- 
istration will  pay  heed  to  anything 
short  of  a  national  groundswell  of 
public  opinion.  Last  week,  the  Presi- 
dent announced  the  creation  of  an  al- 
legedly objective  commission  to  study 
U.S.  policy  options  in  Central  America. 
Its  head  is  the  distinguished  former 
Secretary  of  State.  Henry  Kissinger. 
Dr.  Kissinger  was  quoted  In  the  April/ 
May  edition  of  the  magazine  Public 
Opinion  as  saying: 


0  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statemetits  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


I  support  the  idea  of  giving  military  equip- 
ment to  guerrillas  that  fight  the  Sandinis- 
tas. That  Is  a  legitimate  exercise  of  our  in- 
telligence function.  .  .  . 

He  also  observed  that: 

If  the  purpose  of  the  covert  operations  is 
to  prevent  Infiltration  from  Nicaragua 
through  Honduras,  then  I  would  rather  see 
an  overt  American  military  presence  on  the 
Honduran-Nlcaraguan  border. 

As   I   understand   the   upcoming   5 
month  "maneuvers,"  Dr.  Kissinger  will 
get  his  wish. 

Mr.  President,  a  truly  bipartisan  and 
objective  commission  could  provide  a 
useful  service  to  the  Nation  If  It  were 
to  present  us  with  a  dispassionate  and 
unbiased  program  for  building  trust 
between  the  United  States  and  Its 
Central  American  neighbor,  but  the 
objectivity  of  Dr.  Kissinger  and  much 
of  the  rest  of  the  Commission  Is  very 
much  in  doubt. 

In  any  case,  the  appointment  of  a 
commission  cannot  be  used  as  an 
excuse  for  delay  in  correcting  the  obvi- 
ous errors  of  this  administration.  It 
cannot  be  used  as  an  excuse  for  con- 
tinuing paramilitary  activity  as  usual. 
It  cannot  be  used  as  an  excuse  for 
sidestepping  negotiations  and  ignoring 
opportunities  for  compromise.  It 
should  not  deter  us  from  pursuing  a 
halt  to  the  arms  buildup  in  Central 
America.  It  cannot  be  used  as  a  rubber 
stamp  for  a  bankrupt  policy. 

Mr.  President,  our  country  needs  an 
alternative  policy  in  Central  America 
that  Is  consistent  with  the  interests 
and  principles  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States.  We  need  a  public  com- 
mitment to  a  positive  course  of  action 
that  seeks  peace  and  conciliation  first, 
not  confrontation.  That  is  the  purpose 
of  this  resolution.  I  am  sure  that 
President  Reagan  would  want  to  be 
viewed  by  history  as  a  leader  who 
brought  healing  smd  understanding  to 
the  Americas.  The  course  we  are  pur- 
suing today  is  starkly  reminiscent  of 
the  actions  of  William  Walker,  the 
Yankee  adventurer,  who  seized  power 
in  Nicaragua  in  the  middle  of  the  19th 
century. 

What  is  the  alternative?  What 
should  our  policy  be? 

Eight  days  ago.  Mr.  President,  the 
Chief  Executives  of  Mexico,  Venezu- 
ela, Colombia,  and  Panama  appealed 
to  the  nations  of  Central  America,  to 
the  United  States,  and  to  Cuba  to  take 
three  initial  steps  to  contain  and 
defuse  the  growing  crisis:  F'lrst,  that 
countries  outside  the  Immediate 
region  stop  the  flow  of  armaments 
Into  Central  America;  second,  that  all 
foreign  military  advisers  be  withdrawn 
from  the  region;  and,  third,  that  all 
parties  guarantee  that  the  territory  of 
one  nation  would  not  be  used  as  a 
staging  ground  to  support  aggression 
against  other  rations.  I  was  privileged 
to  be  one  of  three  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  participate  in  an  interparlia- 
mentary   dialog    with    our    Mexican 


counterparts  in  Puebla.  Mexico.  2 
weeks  ago.  We  discussed  the  Central 
American  situation  and  the  Contadora 
Initiative  with  Mexican  Foreign  Minis- 
ter Sepulveda.  From  our  conversa- 
tions. I  am  convinced  that  the  Conta- 
dora group  is  genuinely  committed  to 
preventing  a  wider  war  in  Central 
America  and  is  hopeful  that  the 
United  States  will  ally  itself  with  their 
efiorls  to  achieve  a  negotiated  resolu- 
tion of  the  political  differences  in  that 
region. 

To  date,  the  Reagan  administration 
has  paid  lipservice  to  the  Contadora 
initiative,  but  has  done  nothing  con- 
crete to  contribute  to  Its  success. 
Indeed,  one  might  say  that  it  has  done 
much  that  has  detracted  from  the  pos- 
sibility of  success.  The  administration, 
through  Its  present  policy,  is  missing  a 
great  opportunity  to  demonstrate  that 
we  are  big  enough,  we  are  magnani- 
mous enough,  we  are  mature  enough 
as  a  nation  to  follow  the  lead  of  our 
neighbors  in  Latin  America,  instead  of 
ignoring  their  efforts  to  achieve  a  real 
peace  In  favor  of  crude  military  pos- 
turing. 

It  would  be  a  sign  of  maturity  and 
strength  for  this  Government  to  say 
that  Mexico,  Venezuela,  Colombia, 
and  Panama  are  headed  in  the  right 
direction  and  to  pledge  our  full  sup- 
port for  what  they  are  trying  to  do.  To 
do  otherwise  would  not  only  be  short- 
sighted and  condescending.  It  would 
undermine  our  own  ability  to  provide 
leadership  for  the  free  world.  If  we 
expect  others  to  follow  us.  we  must 
follow  others  when  they  deserve  it  of 
us. 

The  resolution  which  we  are  submit- 
ting today  urges  our  Government  to 
commit  itself  to  the  Contadora  under- 
taking. Further,  it  urges  the  adminis- 
tration to  be  the  first  to  pledge  that  it 
wiU  not  ship  more  weapons  into  the 
region,  if  the  other  major  arms  suppli- 
ers, such  as  Cuba  and  its  allies  will 
agree  to  do  likewise.  If  such  a  freeze  is 
to  be  effective.  It  must  be  both  verifia- 
ble and  verified.  The  resolution  also 
would  have  our  Govenunent  lend  its 
considerable  technical  resources  to 
help  monitor  any  such  freeze  on  the 
shipment  of  arms. 

Mr.  President,  before  the  crisis  in 
Central  America  can  be  resolved,  It 
must  be  contained.  The  steps  outlined 
by  the  four  Contadora  nations  can 
help  us  toward  that  goal.  The  Ameri- 
can people  have  long  memories  when 
it  comes  to  missed  opportunities,  and 
we  owe  it  to  our  friends  in  the  hemi- 
sphere to  support  their  efforts  on 
behalf  of  peace  and  compromise.  In- 
stead of  undermining  them  with  bel- 
ligerent rhetoric  and  military  deploy- 
ments. 

Mr.  President,  another  part  of  the 
resolution  deals  with  the  specific  ques- 
tion of  U.S.  support  for  the  forces 
fighting  against  the  current  Sand- 
inista government  of  Nicaragua.  I  rec- 


ognize that  this  is  a  sensitive  sind  trou- 
blesome issue  not  only  In  this  body, 
but  elsewhere.  Tomorrow  our  col- 
leagues in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives win  consider  this  very  subject. 
Let  me  make  it  very  clear  that  I  carry 
no  brief  for  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment. Following  the  overthrow  of  the 
Somoza  dictatorship  4  years  ago.  many 
of  us  had  hopes  that  the  new  regime 
would  live  up  to  its  aimounced  prom- 
ises of  pluralism  and  free  elections. 
Those  promises  have  not  been  ful- 
filled, and  Nicaragua  has  steadily  as- 
sumed the  trappings  and  the  rhetoric 
of  many  of  the  sad  Marxist  failures 
that  we  have  seen  elsewhere  in  the 
world.  Its  reliance  on  Cuban  and  east 
bloc  support  Is  disturbing,  and  ulti- 
mately to  Nicaragua's  own  disadvan- 
tage, since  its  economy  and  Its  security 
depend  not  on  Its  bankrupt  allies 
across  the  Atlantic  but  on  its  neigh- 
bors in  the  Americas. 

Nevertheless.  It  should  not  be  an  ele- 
ment of  American  foreign  policy  to 
bankroll  the  violent  overthrow  of  a 
government  simply  because  we  happen 
to  disagree  with  it  politically.  Our 
President's  own  words  seem  to  confirm 
that  his  administration's  goal  is  not  to 
limit  Sandinista  support  for  insurgen- 
cies elsewhere,  but  to  do  away  with 
Nicaragua's  current  leadership  be- 
cause It  Is  what  It  is.  Ironically.  Ameri- 
can hostility  to  the  Sandinista  junta 
may  have  contributed,  although  It  is 
certainly  not  the  main  factor,  to  the 
hardening  of  the  political  line  in  Ma- 
nagua. 

The  resolution  which  Is  being  laid 
before  you  would  express  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  our  Government 
should  get  out  of  the  business  of  using 
U.S.  tax  dollars  to  decide  who  should 
rule  in  Nicaragua.  The  continued  ad- 
ministration support  ior  such  activity 
Is  In  violation  of  the  spirit  of  legisla- 
tion passed  by  the  Congress  last  De- 
cember. It  runs  against  the  grain  of 
the  Ideals  upon  which  this  Nation  was 
founded.  It  undermines  the  efforts  of 
others  to  bring  peace  to  the  region, 
and  It  threatens  to  spark  a  wider  war 
in  the  region  which  could  drag  In 
other  countries  and  even  ourselves.  It 
brings  Into  question  the  credibility  of 
our  Government's  pronouncements 
and  intentions,  and  it  cannot  succeed. 
If  the  Sandinistas  are  driven  out,  the 
United  States  wUl  be  tainted  as  it  was 
in  Guatemala  in  1954  and  Chile  in 
1973,  and  we  will  have  made  heroes  of 
revolutionaries  whom  history  may 
otherwise  judge  much  more  harshly. 
If  the  Sandinistas  survive,  they  are 
much  more  likely  to  remain  implac- 
ably hostUe  to  the  United  States,  and 
we  are  likely  to  have  many  thousands 
of  armed  and  disgruntled  insurgents 
on  our  hands. 

Mr.  President,  this  administration 
should  be  motivated  by  a  pragmatic 
and  sober  consideration  of  America's 


JMI 


20528 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  25,  1983 


July  25,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20529 


true  interests  In  this  hemisphere,  and 
not  by  rigid  ideological  preconcep- 
tions. The  current  crisis  in  Central 
America  cannot  be  fit  into  a  ready- 
made  ideological  framework.  The  com- 
plexity of  Central  America's  own  deep- 
seated  economic  and  social  problems 
cannot  be  dismissed.  The  history  of 
D.S.  Intervention  in  the  region  cannot 
be  erased. 

The  United  States  of  America  is  the 
most  powerful  nation  on  Earth,  eco- 
nomically and  militarily.  Our  coun- 
try's greatness  lies  not  only  in  its  abili- 
ty to  feed  the  world  and  to  defend  its 
interests,  but  it  lies  in  our  national 
character,  in  the  ideas  and  the  ideals 
that  caused  this  Republic  to  be  bom 
and  shaped  its  destiny.  It  lies  in  what 
Thomas  Jefferson  called  a  decent  re- 
spect for  the  opinion  of  mankind.  For 
over  200  years,  the  attraction  of  Amer- 
ica has  been  equality  and  democracy. 
Only  reluctantly  have  Americans 
shouldered  arms,  and  then,  with  few 
exceptions,  only  to  protect  their  free- 
doms. 

The  current  administration  seems 
unable  to  distinguish  between 
strength  of  arms  and  strength  of  pur- 
pose. It  is  not  weakness,  Mr.  President, 
to  deal  with  our  hemispheric  neigh- 
bors as  friends  and  equals.  It  is  not 
weakness  to  choose  negotiation  over 
intimidation,  if  I  may  borrow  the 
phrase  used  by  my  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader  last  Friday.  It  is  not 
weakness  to  seek  compromise  with 
those  who  are  willing  to  compromise. 
It  is  precisely  the  capability  to  do 
these  things  that  is  our  Nation's 
strength,  the  strength  that  sets  it 
apart  from  the  planet's  other  super- 
power. It  is  no  accident  that  we  have 
friends,  whereas  the  Soviet  Union  has 
only  clients. 

The  administration's  fascination 
with  military  posturing  in  Central 
America  today  demonstrates  a  con- 
tempt for  our  neighbors  and  our 
friends  in  this  hemisphere,  for  the  be- 
leaguered nations  of  Central  America 
itself  and  for  those  countries  that 
have  offered  their  services  in  the 
cause  of  peace.  The  ostentatious  dis- 
play of  military  power  that  the  admin- 
istration is  marshalling  in  Central 
America,  is  unworthy  of  a  great  nation 
and  throws  away  the  moral  advantage 
that  the  United  States  has  always  en- 
Joyed  in  the  international  arena. 

If  our  Nation  is  to  remain  a  leader  in 
the  world,  most  especially  a  leader  in 
preserving  the  peace  and  security  we 
so  treasure,  then  we  must  lead  by  ex- 
ample, not  merely  by  force.  We  can 
persuade  others  by  the  power  of  our 
democratic  ideals  and  the  fruits  of  our 
free  enterprise  system,  or  we  can  put  a 
gun  to  their  heads.  Our  current  policy 
seems  to  be  the  latter. 

Mr.  President.  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  take  a  close  look  at  the  resolution 
that  we  are  submitting  this  afternoon. 
I  believe  it  to  be  good  commonsense.  I 


trust  that  my  colleagues  and  the 
American  people  will  agree  that  our 
country  and  our  ideals  are  better 
served  by  cooperating  with  our  neigh- 
bors in  the  search  for  peace  than  by 
arousing  memories  of  the  early  dec- 
ades of  this  century.  The  time  has 
passed  when  the  answer  to  any  prob- 
lem in  the  Caribbean  or  Central  Amer- 
ica is  to  send  in  the  Marines.  The  rest 
of  the  world  has  a  right  to  expect 
more  from  us  today,  and  we  should 
expect  more  from  ourselves. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
full  text  of  the  resolution. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu- 
tion was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Addition/u,  Original  Cosponsors  of  Rbsd- 

LUTION   SUBlIITTn)  BY   MH.   BlNOAMAJf   (rOR 

Himself  and  Mh.  iNomrE) 

Senators    Kennedy,    Hatfield.    Zorlnsky. 
Randolph,  Tsongas,  Proxmlre.  Levin.  Dodd. 
L>eahy.    Pell.    Pryor,    Matsunaga.    Melcher, 
Sasser.  Hart,  and  Huddleston. 
S.  Res.  181 

Whereas  the  United  States  has  legitimate 
security  Interests  in  Central  America,  as 
well  as  humanitarian  concern  for  the  suffer- 
ing and  deprivation  caused  by  continuing 
conflict; 

Whereas  the  present  Government  of  Nica- 
ragua has  not  fulfilled  Its  pledges  of  democ- 
racy and  pluralism  and  continues  to  cause 
concern  among  its  neighbors,  but  has  never- 
theless indicated  its  preparedness  to  enter 
into  regional  negotiations; 

Whereas  the  four  goals  outlined  by  the 
President  In  his  April  27  address  to  a  Joint 
Session  of  the  Congress,  being  democracy, 
economic  development,  regional  security, 
and  the  negotiated  settlement  of  differ- 
ences, are  ones  with  which  the  majority  of 
Americans  would  agree;  and 

Whereas  the  chronic  economic,  social,  and 
political  problems  of  Central  America 
cannot  be  resolved  by  military  force,  and  ef- 
forts to  resist  subversion  smd  destablllzation 
cannot  succeed  without  the  elimination  of 
existing  injustices:  Now,  therefore,  be  It 

Resolved,  That  It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that— 

(1)  It  should  not  be  an  element  of  United 
States  foreign  policy  to  seek  the  overthrow 
of  governments  with  which  the  United 
States  Government  disagrees  politically; 

(2)  the  President  should  indicate  the  sup- 
port of  the  United  States  Government  for 
the  Contadora  Initiative,  specifically  by  en- 
dorsing the  proposals  put  forward  by  the 
Presidents  of  Mexico.  VenezxUa,  Colombia, 
and  Panama  In'Cancun  on  July  17.  1983,  In- 
cluding— 

(A)  the  mutual  cessation  of  arms  ship- 
ments Into  Central  America; 

(B)  the  mutual  withdrawal  of  foreign  mili- 
tary advisors  from  the  region;  and 

(C)  a  mutual  guarantee  that  the  territory 
of  any  state  In  the  region  wUl  not  be  used  as 
a  base  for  aggression  against  any  other 
state; 

(3)  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2),  the  United 
States  Government  should  announce  its 
willingness  to  pursue  negotiations  with  all 
nations  of  Central  America  towards  political 
solutions  as  an  alternative  to  the  escalation 
of  military  conflict  in  that  region,  and  to 
stop  the  shipment  of  arms  Into  the  five  na- 
tions of  Central  America  by  a  date  certain  if 
other  arms  suppliers,  particularly  Cuba  and 


in  a 


Its  allies,   will   agree  to  do  likewise 
manner  that  is  adequately  verifiable; 

(4)  the  United  States  Goverrunent  should 
offer  technical  assistance  to  the  Contadora 
group  or  to  any  other  appropriate  Interna- 
tional bodies  which  might  undertake  the  re- 
sponsibility of  verification,  to  assist  In  veri- 
fying that  such  a  freeze  on  arms  traffic  has 
occurred; 

(5)  the  United  States  Government  should 
cease  the  funding  of  guerrilla  forces  seeking 
the  overthrow  of  the  present  Government 
of  Nicaragua,  which  activity— 

(A)  violates  the  spirit  of  legislation  passed 
by  the  Congress  of  the  United  SUtes; 

(B)  runs  counter  to  the  American  tradi- 
tion of  openness  and  respect  for  self-deter- 
mination; 

(C)  risks  the  escalation  and  widening  of 
the  existing  conflicts  In  Central  America; 
and 

(D)  undermines  American  credibility 
abroad  and  at  home;  and 

(6)  the  United  States  Government  should 
exert  vigorous  diplomatic  efforts  to  per- 
suade other  governments  Involved  In  the 
region  (A)  to  exercise  equal  restraint  and 
(B)  to  cease  all  activities  aimed  at  the  desta- 
blllzation of  existing  governments  In  Cen- 
tral America. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the 
President. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  President  on  his  resolu- 
tion. 

I  think  the  value  of  the  resolution  is 
the  fact  that  it  picks  up  on  two  major 
points. 

One  is  that  the  U.S.  Goverrmient  is 
involved  in  activities  that  violate  the 
spirit  of  what  this  country  is  about; 
and.  No.  2,  saying  that  does  not  in  any 
way  endorse  the  Sandinista  adminis- 
tration. 

I  think  the  dilemma  that  many 
people  have  found  themselves  in  is  not 
being  able  to  distinguish  the  criticism 
of  what  the  United  States  is  doing 
from  the  apprehension  of  what  the 
Sandinistas  are  doing. 

I  will  be  going  to  Nicaragua  In 
August  with  a  group  of  people,  and  we 
would  like  to  bring  the  message  to  the 
Sandinistas,  even  those  of  us  who  are 
not  particularly  pleased  with  what 
they  are  doing  in  terms  of  moving 
away  from  pluralism. 

I  am  strongly  opposed  to  U.S.  In- 
volvement there  and  what  is  now 
building  up  as  a  forenuiner  of  military 
involvement  because  of  the  internal 
values  of  the  United  States,  and  that 
balance  which  you  have  achieved  In 
your  resolution  I  think  is  critically  Im- 
portant, and  I  commend  the  Senator 
on  that  balance. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  and  to  Indicate  that  we 
are  obviously  honored  to  have  him  as 
a  cosponsor  of  the  resolution. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  wiU  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  for  not  to  extend 
beyond  the  hour  of  1  p.m.  with  state- 
ments therein  limited  to  5  minutes 
each. 
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NO,  THE  RUSSIANS  ARE  NOT 
FEET  TALLr-NOT  EVEN  6 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
people  ask  me  who  was  the  ablest  Sen- 
p.tor  you  have  served  with  in  your  26 
years  in  the  Senate.  It  Is  a  question  I 
cannot  answer  because  abilities  vary 
so.  But  certainly  among  the  wisest 
were  Paul  Douglas  and  Jack  Javits  and 
William  Fulbrlght.  Pulbright  had  a 
quality  of  Impolitic  frankness  that  was 
specially  useful.  You  will  rarely  find  a 
Senator  who  will  not  argue  at  the  drop 
of  a  gavel  that  this  Is  the  greatest 
country  on  the  face  of  the  Earth,  that 
our  people  are  the  salt  of  the  Earth, 
and  that  every  action  this  country  has 
taken  in  foreign  policy  has  been  true, 
right,  and  good.  And  even  fewer  Sena- 
tors seem  to  have  any  disposition  to 
challenge  those  who  speak  out  In  com- 
mittee or  on  the  floor  denouncing  our 
adversaries — especially  the  Soviet 
Union.  Those  denunciations,  of  course, 
became  a  hallmark  of  my  notorious 
predecessor  in  the  Senate,  Joe  McCar- 
thy. Fulbright  was  one  of  the  few  who 
stood  up  to  McCarthy. 

Pulbright  showed  an  even  stronger 
courage  In  being  out  in  front  In  chal- 
lenging the  estimates  of  Soviet  mili- 
tary strength  by  our  military  leaders. 
Bill  Pulbright  loved  to  do  exactly  that. 
When  defense  officials  would  argue 
that  we  had  to  spend  billions  on  air- 
craft carriers  and  exotic  fabulously  ex- 
pensive fighter  planes  and  superdeadly 
missiles.  Pulbright  would  always 
remind  us  that  the  Russians,  as  he 
loved  to  say,  are  not  10  feet  tall.  He 
agreed  that  sure  they  were  and  are  a 
tough,  formidable  genuine  threat. 
They  live  under  an  Iron  dictatorship 
which  is  truly  totalitarian  in  every 
sense.  That  dictatorship  has  total  con- 
trol of  every  phase  of  national  life  In 
the  Soviet  Union,  particularly  those 
elements  of  life  that  determine  public 
attitudes. 

It  controls  the  press— every  aspect  of 
the  press.  And  how  it  controls  the 
press.  Think  of  it.  It  controls  every 
picture,  every  word  that  emerges  from 
television,  from  radio,  from  the  print- 
ed press.  Its  iron  fist  rules  the  Ilbraw- 
les,  the  schools,  the  bookstores.  All  re- 
flect the  party  line,  and  only  the  party 
line.  All  promote  whatever  attitude 
the  state  wishes  to  inculcate.  And,  of 
course,  this  absolute  monopoly  over  aU 
information  gives  the  state  an  im- 
mense power.  The  ownership  of  every 
vestige  of  capital— every  Job,  every  ele- 
ment of  economic  endeavor  gives  the 
state  its  supreme  enforcement  mecha- 


nism. If  you  are  a  Russian,  you  agree 
or  you  do  not  have  a  Job.  You  submit 
and  forgo  any  protest  or  you  starve. 
And,  yes;  the  Soviets  have  been  able  to 
maintain  this  immense  Internal  power 
In  that  great  country  for  some  65 
years. 

In  spite  of  this  suppression  of  the 
human  spirit,  the  Soviets  through  fo- 
cusing their  resources  on  military 
strength— in  all  its  ramifications  in- 
cluding the  scientific  research  that 
provides  a  military  payoff,  the  educa- 
tion that  inculcates  necessary  skills, 
the  economic  achievements  that  pro- 
vide a  military  base,  and  the  narrow 
exclusive  concentration  on  military 
muscle— have,  indeed,  built  a  military 
powerhouse. 

Pulbright  would  acknowledge  their 
obvious  military  strength.  But  he 
would  call  on  us  to  recognize  that  the 
Russians  are  human  beings,  fallible, 
limited  human  beings.  Sure,  they  mo- 
mentarily beat  us  into  space  with  their 
sputnik.  Yes,  indeed,  they  have  built 
far  more  tanks  than  we  have.  They 
have  far  more,  in  fact,  three  times  as 
many,  land-based  missiles,  three  times 
as  many  nuclear  warheads  on  their 
land-based  missiles,  and  far  more  meg- 
atonnage  throwweight  and  hard-target 
kill  capacity  than  we  have.  But,  In 
fact,  their  military  and  especially  their 
strategic  weaknesses  In  comparison 
with  this  country  exceed  their  military 
strength.  And  when  you  compare  their 
Warsaw  Pact  with  out  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  we  have  the  clear 
advantage. 

In  a  recent  editorial,  the  Milwaukee 
Journal  calls  attention  to  a  new  book 
by  Andrew  Cockbum,  "The  Threat 
Inside  the  Soviet  Military  Machine." 
Cockbum  like  Pulbright  points  out 
some  human  reasons  why  the  Russian 
military  constitutes  a  lesser  threat 
than  most  Senators  seem  to  believe. 
As  the  Journal  puts  it: 

Discipline  in  the  Soviet  ground  forces  Is 
abominable.  Drunkenness  is  widespread. 
Leadership  In  small  military  units  Is  in 
short  supply.  And  deficiencies  are  swept 
under  the  rug. 

The  Milwaukee  Journal  also  quotes 
McGeorge  Bundy,  George  Kennan, 
Robert  McNamara,  and  Gerard  Smith 
on  the  exaggeration  of  the  Soviet  con- 
ventional military  strength.  And  the 
Journal  editorial  concludes  with  these 
words  of  virisdom: 

A  balanced  assessment  of  Soviet  limita- 
tions and  strengths  can  free  this  country 
from  the  extensive,  unnecessary,  and  dan- 
gerous habit  of  building  more  and  more 
weapons  to  keep  up  with  the  Joneses  who 
live  in  the  Kremlin.  A  balanced  view  would 
help  Americans  invest  their  military  dollars 
wisely  Instead  of  blindly  and  fearfully— help 
us.  in  short,  to  be  stronger. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  editorial  from  the  July 
17  edition  of  the  Milwaukee  Journal 
entitled:  "Are  They  Really  10  Feet 
Tall?"  be  printed  at  this  point  In  the 
Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  edito- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  In  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Are  They  Really  10  Feet  Tall? 
Whatever  It  Is  that  makes  the  grass  grow 
greener  on  the  other  side  of  the  fence  also 
seems  to  make  adversaries  grow  10  feet  tall. 
That's  apparently  why  the  Soviet  Union  is 
believed,  at  least  by  some  Americans  to  pos- 
sess a  military  machine  that  Is  clearly  and 
dangerously  superior  to  that  of  the  United 
States.  The  Soviet  Goliath,  moreover,  can 
foment  successul  revolutions  lii  the  farthest 
comers  of  the  globe,  steal  our  secrets  and 
seduce  our  friends. 

So  goes  the  belief— and  there  Is,  of  course, 
some  evidence  to  support  It.  But  on  balance, 
the  belief  in  Soviet  military  superiority  is 
based  more  on  fear  thsm  on  fact. 

Some  facts  and  reflections  that  deserve  to 
be  remembered  are  contained  In  a  new  book, 
"The  Threat:  Inside  the  Soviet  Military  Ma- 
chine," by  military  specialist  Andrew  Cock- 
bum. The  book  recently  received  a  favor- 
able review  by  William  E.  Colby,  who,  as  di- 
rector of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
from  1973  to  1976.  learned  a  thing  or  two  of 
his  own  about  the  Soviet  threat. 

Cockbum  concludes,  as  Colby  put  It.  "that 
the  Soviet  Armed  forces  are  far  less  of  a 
menace  than  usually  pictured,"  and  that 
"Murphy's  Law  can  apply  to  the  Russians  as 
well  as  to  ourselves."  Discipline  In  the 
Soviet  ground  forces  is  abominable,  Cock- 
bum reports,  and  drunkenness  Is  wide- 
spread, leadership  In  small  military  units  Is 
In  short  supply  and  deficiencies  are  swept 
under  the  rug. 

Cockbum's  is  not  the  only  authoritative 
challenge  to  the  myth  of  Soviet  superiority. 
"There  has  been  some  tendency,  over  many 
years,  to  exaggerate  the  relative  convention- 
al strength  of  the  USSR  and  to  underesti- 
mate Soviet  awareness  of  the  enormous 
costs  and  risks  of  any  form  of  aggression 
against  NATO. "  according  to  four  Ameri- 
cans who  should  know:  former  National  Se- 
curity Adviser  McGeorge  Bundy;  former 
Ambassador  to  Moscow  George  F.  Keiman; 
former  Defense  Secretary  Robert  S.  McNa- 
mara, and  former  US  arms  negotiator 
Gerald  Smith.  Even  some  specialists  In  the 
CIA  reportedly  believe  that  estimates  of 
Soviet  military  spending  have  been  overstat- 
ed for  the  past  six  years. 

No  informed  person  can  possibly  believe 
that  the  Soviets  are  angels  or  pushovers. 
But  it  also  is  Important  to  remember  that, 
as  Colby  suggests,  the  Soviets  are  at  least  as 
vulnerable  to  snafus  as  anyone  else— per- 
haps more  vulnerable,  given  their  sloppy 
style  of  government. 

That  vxilnerablUty  should  be  kept  In  mind 
when  presidents,  generals  and  defense  secre- 
taries plead  for  ever-larger  sums  for  US 
military  defense  against  the  Soviet  Union. 
The  "threat "  may  not  be  as  threatening  as 
they  say  it  is. 

A  balanced  assessment  of  Soviet  limita- 
tions and  strengths  can  free  this  country 
from  the  extensive,  unnecessary  and  dan- 
gerous habit  of  building  more  and  more 
weapons  to  keep  up  with  the  Joneses  who 
live  in  the  Kremlin.  A  balanced  view  would 
help  Americans  Invest  their  military  dollars 
wisely  Instead  of  blindly  and  fearfully— help 
us,  in  short,  to  be  stronger. 


SOVIET  JEWS  NEED  OUR  HELP 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  for 
years  I  have  urged  the  ratification  of 
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the  Genocide  Convention.  This  treaty 
first  came  before  the  Senate  in  1949  in 
response  to  Hitler's  efforts  to  annihi- 
late the  Jewish  people.  Ratification  of 
this  treaty  would  be  an  important  step 
toward  helping  to  insure  that  acts  of 
genocide  and  religious  persecution 
never  again  occur. 

Tragically,  not  much  seems  to  have 
changed  in  the  34  years  since  the 
Genocide  Convention  was  introduced. 
The  treaty  remains  unratified.  The 
Jewish  people  continue  to  suffer 
severe  persecution  no  longer  from  the 
Nazis,  but  from  the  Soviet  Union. 

A  recent  article  in  the  New  York 
Times  by  Sejmiour  Lachman,  entitled, 
"Soviet  Jews  Need  Help,"  reminds  us 
of  the  continuing  struggle  of  the 
Soviet  Jews.  I  would  like  to  draw  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  to  some  of 
Dean  Lachman 's  many  examples  of  re- 
pressive acts  directed  toward  the 
Jewish  people  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Soviet  Government  recently  zx- 
rested  mathematician  losif  Begun  for 
attempting  to  teach  the  Hebrew  lan- 
guage, an  act  interpreted  as  "anti- 
Soviet  Eigitation  and  propaganda."  An 
engineer  met  the  same  fate  for  orga- 
nizing Jewish  cultural  and  educational 
activities  in  the  Ukraine.  Children 
under  the  age  of  14  recently  received 
an  official  anti-Semitic  publication 
slandering  the  Old  Testament. 

The  list  of  atrocities  continues,  as 
Dean  Lachman  describes  what  many 
believe  to  be  a  campaign  to  "blot  out 
the  collective  memory  of  the  Jewish 
people."  Right  now.  Soviet  Jews  are 
trapped,  denied  the  opportunity  to 
emigrate.  They  look  to  the  United 
States  for  help. 

Unfortunatley,  our  protests  to  the 
Soviet  Government  have  often  been 
turned  against  us.  Soviet  officials 
accuse  us  of  hypocrisy  and  a  lack  of 
commitment  to  human  rights,  using 
our  failure  to  ratify  the  Genocide 
Treaty  as  an  example. 

The  Genocide  Convention  is  simple 
and  straightforward.  First,  it  defines 
those  actions  which,  when  committed 
with  intent  to  destrpy  an  ethnic,  na- 
tional, racial,  or  religious  group,  con- 
stitute the  crime  of  genocide.  Second, 
it  calls  on  all  nations  ratifying  this 
Convention  to  make  genocide  a  crime 
in  their  own  criminal  code,  consistent 
with  their  Constitution  and  legal  prac- 
tice. 

We  must  ratify  the  Genocide  Con- 
vention, as  we  Intended  to  do  in  the 
aftermath  of  Hitler.  Otherwise,  our  ef- 
forts to  obtain  Justice  for  nearly  2  mil- 
lion Soviet  Jews  will  be  severely  ham- 
pered. Soviet  Jews  see  us  as  a  champi- 
on of  human  rights.  We  cannot  disap- 
point them. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  "Soviet  Jews  Need 
Help,"  which  appeared  in  the  July  11, 
1983,  edition  of  the  New  York  Times, 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Soviet  Jews  Need  Help 
(By  Seymour  P.  Lachman) 

The  position  of  the  Jews  of  the  Soviet 
Union  is  deteriorating  rapidly.  There  is 
growing  harassment  and  muring  of  cultur- 
al and  religious  expression  that  is  harsh 
even  by  Soviet  standards.  loslX  Begun,  the 
mathematician,  has  been  arrested  and  faces 
a  third  trial  because  of  his  attempt  to  teach 
the  Hebrew  language,  which  has  been  inter- 
preted as  anti-Soviet  agitation  and  propa- 
ganda. Aleksandr  F>aritsky.  an  engineer,  was 
arrested,  tried  and  found  guilty  for  the 
crime  of  defaming  the  Soviet  state  because 
he  organized  Jewish  cultural  and  education- 
al activities  in  the  Ukraine. 

Many  now  believe  that  this  oppression  is 
part  of  a  campaign  by  the  Soviet  authorities 
to  blot  out  the  collective  memory  of  the 
Jewish  people.  Anti-Semitic  statements 
have  also  become  more  prevalent  in  official- 
ly authorized  newspapers,  magazines,  books, 
military  publications  and  even  scientific 
Journals. 

Recently,  "Invasion  Without  Arms."  and 
officially  sponsored  anti-Semitic  book,  was 
published  and  republished  In  150.000  copies 
in  Moscow.  It  characterizes  the  Old  Testa- 
ment of  the  Bible  as.  among  other  things, 
"an  unsurpassed  textbook  of  hypocrisy, 
treachery,  perfidy  and  moral  degeneracy— 
aU  the  basest  human  quality."  Even  the 
young  have  not  been  spared.  In  a  recent 
issue  of  Pionerskaya  Pravda— an  official 
publication  for  children  under  the  age  of 
14— the  authorities  repeat  these  anti-Semit- 
ic slanders. 

As  In  czarist  days.  Jews  are  prevented 
from  entering  Soviet  universities.  Two  social 
scientists.  Boris  Kanevsky  and  Valery  San- 
derov,  are  in  prison  for  undertaking  a  study 
that  revealed  that  Moscow  State  University 
practiced  anti-Semitism  in  its  admissions 
policy.  Compounding  the  situation  is  the 
fact  that  Soviet  Jewish  emigration  has  prac- 
tically ceased.  Emigration,  which  had  risen 
to  51.320  in  1979.  dropped  to  2,688  last  year 
and  is  down  to  approximately  100  a  month 
this  year.  This  decline  of  Soviet  Jewish  emi- 
gration of  over  97  percent  bears  witness  to 
the  fact  that,  more  than  ever.  Russia  is  still 
the  "prisonhouse  of  peoples"  and  in  fla- 
grant violation  of  international  agreements, 
such  as  the  1975  Helsinki  Pinal  Act.  The 
State  Department  has  branded  as  "patently 
false"  the  statement  by  the  newly  formed 
Soviet  Anti-Zionist  Committee  that  most 
Jews  who  wanted  to  leave  have  already  left. 
Our  State  Department  also  criticized  the 
Soviet  Union  for  "enlisting  people  of  Jewish 
ancestry  to  participate  in  their  anti-Semitic 
diatribes." 

In  fact.  Soviet  policy  is  even  more  restric- 
tive than  that  of  czarist  Russia,  which  prac- 
ticed anti-Semitism  but  permitted,  and  at 
times  even  encouraged,  large-scale  emigra- 
tion. This  safety  valve  no  longer  exists,  even 
though  more  than  300.000  Jews  have  begun 
the  administrative  process  they  hope  will 
lead  to  departure  from  the  Soviet  Union. 
Some  10.000  of  tltese  Jews  are  now  in  limbo 
because,  after  completing  the  process,  they 
discovered  that  their  request  to  leave  had 
been  turned  down.  Many  of  them  are  pro- 
fessionals— distinguished  scientists  scholars, 
artists  and  writers— who  have  been  dis- 
missed from  their  positions  because  of  their 
desire  to  leave.  We  know  them  as  refuse- 
nlks,  and  they  are  considered  pariahs  in 
Soviet  society.  The  more   fortunate   have 


found  jobs  as  buUdlng  custodians  or  sweep- 
ers in  movie  theaters.  Their  creative  talents 
have  gone  to  waste  since  they  are  denied 
access  to  laboratories,  libraries,  urUversities, 
scientific  Institutes,  scholarly  Journals  and 
recital  haUs. 

And  yet  they  still  have  a  lifeline  to  the 
outside  world  because  the  American  Gov- 
ernment has  asked  members  of  its  diplomat- 
ic corps  in  the  Soviet  Union  to  establish  reg- 
ular and  subtained  contact  with  these  re- 
fuseniks.  This  on-going  expression  of  con- 
cern and  solidarity  has  helped  give  the  re- 
fusenlks  a  sense  of  dignity  and  an  awareness 
that  they  are  not  alone.  Recently  a  letter  of 
protest  was  submitted  to  the  United  States 
Embassy  in  Moscow  because  of  weekly  visits 
by  an  American  diplomat  to  Saturday 
evening  gatherings  outside  the  Moscow  syn- 
agogue. The  protest  drew  a  strong  response 
from  Ambassador  Arthur  A.  Hartman.  who 
observed  that  the  diplomat  was  acting  on 
his  instructions  to  gather  information  that 
would  broaden  the  embassy's  understanding 
of  Soviet  and  Jewish  affairs. 

The  refuseniks'  Isolation  could  be  fiuther 
broken  and  spirits  raised  if  diplomats  from 
other  nations,  such  as  our  NATO  allies  and 
other  democracies  in  the  world,  were  to  es- 
tablish similar  contacts  with  them. 

Until  the  Soviet  Union  agrees  to  halt  the 
persecution  of  its  Jewish  minority,  it  Is  im- 
perative that  free  nations  raise  the  Issue  in 
all  forums.  Furthermore,  diplomats  of  all 
democratic  countries  stationed  in  the  Soviet 
Union  should  be  encouraged  to  meet  with 
refuseniks.  thus  focusing  on  their  condition 
and  decreasing  their  isolation. 


THE  BOWHEAD  WHALE 
HARVEST 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  over 
this  past  weekend  the  U.S.  delegation 
completed  work  at  the  35th  annual 
meeting  of  the  International  Whaling 
Commission  in  Brighton,  England.  I 
attended  that  meeting  at  the  begin- 
ning of  this  week  to  encourage 
member  countries  to  understand  and 
support  the  limited  subsistence  har- 
vest which  is  conducted  by  the  Alaska 
Eskimos. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  United  States, 
through  the  able  leadership  of  Dr. 
John  Byrne,  the  Administrator  of  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration, was  successful  in  obtain- 
ing a  quota  for  1984  and  1985  for  the 
Eslumo  community.  A  quota  of  17 
whales  struck  in  1984  and  16  in  1985, 
subject  to  scientific  review  for  the 
1985  quota,  marks  an  achievement  of 
the  U.S.  delegation  in  convincing 
members  of  the  International  Whaling 
Commission  of  the  importance  in  con- 
tinuing the  aboriginal  whale  hunt  in 
Alaska. 

Obtaining  that  quota  involved  an  ag- 
onizing decision  on  the  part  of  the 
International  Whaling  Commission 
and  consensus  which  finally  emerged 
with  some  12  hours  in  the  making, 
well  through  Friday  night  and  into 
Saturday  morning.  I  want  to  commend 
the  International  Whaling  Commis- 
sion for  understanding  the  needs  of 
the  Alaskan  Esldmos,  and  in  particular 
to  commend  Dr.  John  Byrne  for  his 


leadership  and  resolve  on  behalf  of 
the  Alaska  Eskimo  Whaling  Commis- 
sion. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  great  gap  of 
misunderstanding  involving  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Alaska  Native  people  and 
their  continued  cultural  and  nutrition- 
al dependence  upon  the  whale  harvest. 
Few  people  understand  that  the  bow- 
head  whale  harvest  is  the  center  of 
cultural  activity  of  those  E^skimos  who 
live  on  the  northern  rim  of  Alaska  and 
that  the  bowheswi  whale  is  an  integral 
part  of  their  daily  diet.  Continuation 
of  this  very  important  cultural  and 
subsistence  activity  now  is  assured  for 
next  year,  and  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
United  States  will  continue  its  very 
active,  supportive  role  on  behalf  of  the 
Alaska  Esldmos. 


SPR  FILL  RATES 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  I>resident,  on 
Thursday,  July  21,  1983.  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  carried  an  article  enti- 
tled, "Reagan,  Senators  Agree  on  Re- 
sponse to  an  Oil  Shortage,"  which  de- 
scribed the  "agreement"  announced  by 
Senators  McClure  and  Warner  on  re- 
ducing the  strategic  petroleum  reserve 
fill  rate  In  return  for  certain  conces- 
sions by  the  administration  on  emer- 
gency preparedness.  The  article 
begins: 

The  White  House  and  the  Senate  Energy 
Committee  reached  a  compromise  ending 
their  long  dispute  over  the  government's 
role  in  dealing  with  possible  future  oU 
shortages. 

I  feel  compelled  to  set  the  record 
straight  on  two  points  because  this  ar- 
ticle is  seriously  in  error. 

F'irst,  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  of 
which  I  am  a  member,  did  not  agree  to 
anything,  it  was  not  even  consulted. 
The  "agreement"  is  an  agreement  be- 
tween Senator  McClure,  Senator 
Warner,  and  the  administration.  In 
fact  the  agreement  is  the  diametrical 
opposite  of  the  position  of  support  for 
rapid  fill  of  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve consistently  taken  for  many 
years  by  the  committee.  It  is  this  com- 
mittee which  initially  wrote  the 
Eiiergy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act 
of  1982,  which  established  the  manda- 
tory fill  rates  for  the  SPR,  the  same 
fUl  rates  that  the  agreement  would 
repeal. 

Second,  rather  than  being  the  har- 
binger of  compromise,  this  agreement 
may  weU  have  the  opposite  effect.  For 
nearly  a  decade  now  there  has  been  a 
bipartisan  coalition  in  the  Congress  of 
supporting  the  rapid  buildup  of  the 
strategic  petroleum  reserve.  This  coali- 
tion has  been  critical  to  creation  of 
the  SPR  because  this  program  has  no 
natural  constituency.  It  is  the  Con- 
gress that  has  consistently  forced  the 
OMB  of  various  administrations  of 
both  poUtical  parties  to  fill  the  SPR.  A 
pattern  has  developed  of  each  incom- 


ing administration  expressing  their 
commitment  to  filling  the  SPR,  but 
when  it  came  time  to  pay  for  the  pro- 
gram OMB  balked.  I  regret  to  say  that 
the  congressional  coalition  and  bipar- 
tisan support  has  now  apparently 
ended. 

This  is  indeed  unfortunate.  The  stra- 
tegic prtroleum  reserve  is  not  just  an- 
other energy  program.  It  is  the  most 
important  emergency  preparedness 
program  we  have  for  facing  another 
oil  crisis  and  it  is  the  only  energy  pro- 
gram I  know  of  which  virtually  aU  the 
experts  endorse.  There  may  be  other 
programs  that  would  be  useful  to  have 
in  place  when  the  next  supply  disrup- 
tion occurs,  but  there  is  no  substitute 
for  having  an  adequate  supply  of  oil  in 
the  strategic  petroleum  reserve  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  article  I  cited  be  includ- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  July  21, 
1983] 

Reagam,  Senators  Agree  on  Response  to  an 
Oil  Shortage 

Washington.— The  White  House  and  the 
Senate  Eiiergy  Conunlttee  reached  a  com- 
promise ending  their  long  dispute  over  the 
government's  role  in  dealing  with  possible 
future  oil  shortages. 

Under  the  agreement,  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration pledged  to  support  legislation  pro- 
posed by  the  committee  "clarifying"  the 
president's  authority  to  distribute  petrole- 
um supplies  in  crises  such  as  the  one  that 
followed  the  1973  Arab  oil  embargo.  Among 
other  things,  administration  officials  agreed 
to  act  to  prevent  states  and  localities  from 
interfering  with  federal  allocation  plans  if 
oil  imports  are  severely  disrupted. 

In  March,  President  Reagan  vetoed  legis- 
lation that  included  many  of  the  same  safe- 
guards. He  said  the  bill  was  based  on  a 
faulty  premise  that  giving  him  additional 
powers  would  ensure  fair  and  orderly  distri- 
bution of  oil  In  a  crisis. 

However,  the  president  since  has  dropjjed 
his  opposition  to  such  proposals  and  agreed 
to  work  with  Congress  to  fashion  legislation 
and  develop  additional  regulations  to  pre- 
pare for  oil  shortages. 

In  return.  Sen.  James  McClure  (R..  Idaho) 
and  other  members  of  the  committee  agreed 
to  let  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  be 
filled  at  a  slower  rate  than  they  previously 
advocated.  Instead  of  insisting  on  filling  the 
underground  caverns  with  crude  oil  at  a  rate 
of  more  than  200.000  barrels  a  day,  the  sen- 
ators said  they  would  accept  the  current 
rate  of  145.000  barrels  a  day  through  fiscal 
1988.  The  administration  originally  wanted 
to  reduce  the  rate  to  about  100.000  barrels  a 
day  by  1985. 

Continuing  the  current  rate  would  cost 
the  U.S.  billions  of  dollars  less  in  the  next 
few  years  than  adopting  the  higher  levels 
previously  proposed  by  Senate  and  House 
committees. 

There  still  is  strong  support  in  the  House 
for  a  rapid  filling  of  the  reserve  and  for  ad- 
ditional legislation  spelling  out  the  presi- 
dent's authority  to  distribute  oU  in  an  emer- 
gency. But  it  Isn't  clear  whether  House  lead- 


ers will  try  to  gain  additional  concessions 
from  the  White  House  in  this  area. 


LEISTER  L.  ROSEa^ 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President,  today 
marks  an  important  milestone  in  the 
history  of  my  political  career  and  in 
the  lives  of  many  of  us  associated  with 
the  U.S.  Congress.  This  evening  many 
of  us  will  gather  to  pay  tribute  to 
Lester  L.  Rosen,  who  is  retiring  as  my 
administrative  assistant.  Lester  has 
been  my  administrative  assistant  since 
I  first  came  to  Washington  in  1976. 
but  his  unsurpassed  professional  abili- 
ties and  personal  example  and  leader- 
ship have  touched  thousands  of  con- 
stituents. Members  of  Congress,  and 
congressional  staffers  who  have 
known  him  over  the  years.  Lester's  re- 
tirement will  create  a  gap  not  only  in 
my  life  and  office,  but  in  the  lives  of 
all  those  who  have  known  him  over 
the  years.  If  I  can  borrow  a  sports 
analogy,  I  would  say  that  we  should 
retire  Lester's  number  much  as  they 
do  those  of  the  irreplaceable  sports 
stars  of  this  great  Nation. 

Lester  first  came  to  Washington 
from  his  native  Kansas  22  years  ago, 
in  1961,  to  head  the  staff  of  U.S.  Rep- 
resentative Gamer  E.  Shriver.  Like 
many  of  his  fellow  midwestemers, 
Lester  did  not  intend  to  make  Wash- 
ington his  permanent  home.  However, 
the  success  of  Representative  Shriver 
in  serving  his  constituents,  no  doubt 
owing  much  to  Lester,  eventually 
turned  his  brief  stay  into  16  years.  By 
the  time  Mr.  Shriver  left  the  House  in 
1976,  Lester's  family  had  established 
roots  in  the  Washington  area.  So  it 
was  my  good  fortune,  and  that  of  the 
Hoosier  constituents  I  repfesent,  to 
find  Lester  available  to  set  up  my 
office  and  guide  me  through  the  maze 
of  Washington  political  life. 

Apart  from  the  inherent  wisdom 
which  is  part  of  the  birthright  of  Kan- 
sans,  Lester  had  had  a  distinguished 
career  which  prepared  him  admirably 
for  this  service  in  Washington.  After 
serving  in  the  U.S.  Army  in  World 
War  II,  Lester  completed  his  B.A. 
degree  in  journalism  at  the  University 
of  Wichita.  A  mark  of  his  prowess  as  a 
journalism  student  is  the  fact  he  was 
immediately  hired  by  his  alma  mater 
as  director  of  their  news  bureau.  Then 
in  1950  Lester  became  director  of 
public  relations  for  Wichita  State,  a 
position  he  held  for  ten  years  before 
Congressman  Shriver  lured  him  to 
Washington. 

I  am  confident  that  I  am  speaking 
not  only  for  myself,  but  for  my  staff 
and  everyone  in  Washington,  Indiana 
and  Kansas  who  has  had  the  pleasure 
of  working  with  Lester  in  saying  that 
he  will  be  sorely  missed.  His  un- 
matched political  and  administrative 
skills,  his  evenhanded  and  soothing 
temperament,  and  his  quiet  but  effec- 
tive leadership  form  a  combination  of 
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talents  rarely  seen  around  Washing- 
ton. 

Lester's  retirement  from  the  rigors 
and  often  impossible  demands  of  Cap- 
ital Hill  fortunately  does  not  mean 
that  he  will  be  bowing  out  of  Washing- 
ton political  life.  I  know  everyone  wUl 
join  me  in  wishing  Lester  every  success 
in  his  new  career  in  Washington,  and 
will  be  happy  to  know  that  he  will  still 
be  available  for  advice  and  counsel. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  offer  this 
tribute  to  Lester  on  the  last  day  of  his 
Capitol  Hill  career  and  on  the  eve  of 
what  will  undoubtedly  be  an  equally 
rewarding  but  hopefully  less  taxing 
second  career.  I  know  all  Lester's 
friends  and  colleagues  wish  him  well 
on  this  important  occasion  and  join 
me  in  thanking  him  for  his  service  to 
the  people  of  this  Nation  over  the  last 
22  years. 


FORMER  SENATOR  LEN  JORDAN 

Mr.  MATHLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
country  lost  a  wise  counselor,  a  patri- 
otic citizen  and  a  distinguished  legisla- 
tor by  the  death  of  Len  Jordan,  long  a 
Senator  from  Idaho.  But  even  more 
important,  we  lost  a  man  who  knew 
right  from  wrong  and  acted  on  the 
basis  of  what  he  knew. 

Once  a  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States  left  the  rostrum  hn  the  Senate 
and  approached  Senator  Jordan  at  his 
desk  on  the  floor  to  solicit  his  vote  on 
an  Impending  issue.  Senator  Jordan 
refused  to  make  any  such  commit- 
ment. At  the  next  caucus  of  Republi- 
can Senators  he  uttered  a  warning 
that  if  he  were  ever  agaij  approached 
on  the  Senate  floor  by  a  Vice  Presi- 
dent and  asked  for  his  vote,  he  would 
automatically  vote  the  opposite  way  as 
a  protest  against  such  gross  impropri- 
ety. 

During  his  last  term,  he  was  living  in 
an  apartment  house  oj  Capitol  Hill 
and  proved  that  his  physical  courage 
was  as  stout  as  his  moral  courage. 
When  he  was  accosted  in  the  elevator 
by  a  thief  who  demanded  his  watch 
and  wallet,  he  refused  to  deliver  them 
and  attacked  the  attacker.  For  days 
after  that  he  carried  the  scars  of 
battle,  but  he  also  carried  his  watch 
and  wallet.  His  action  may  not  have 
been  prudent,  but  it  was  the  action  of 
a  man  who  instinctively  fought  wrongs 
whenever  he  saw  them. 

Len  Jordan's  legislative  record  in  the 
Senate  was  positive  and  valuable.  But 
I  doubt  that  the  many  bills  and 
amendments  he  carried  into  law  will 
be  worth  more  than  his  personal  ex- 
ample as  a  man  of  courage  and  spirit. 


liament  Project.  The  project  brings  to- 
gether Members  of  Congress  and 
members  of  the  European  Parliament 
twice  a  year  to  examine  political  and 
economic  issues  which  unite  or  divide 
us. 

We  met  earlier  this  month  here  In 
Washington  and,  predictably,  econom- 
ic issues  dominated  our  discussions. 
The  European  delegation  drafted  a 
letter  to  their  American  hosts  on  the 
trade  problems  which  trouble  rela- 
tions between  the  European  Commu- 
nity and  the  United  States.  This  letter 
was  signed  by  the  chairmen  of  the  po- 
litical groups  of  the  European  Parlia- 
ment and  as  such  represents  a  signifi- 
cant expression  of  European  opinion.  I 
therefore  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
this  letter  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

During  our  recent  meetings  with  you  and 
other  members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Senate,  we  all  agreed  that  an 
unwanted  but  not  unlikely  trade  war  could 
be  upon  us  in  the  next  months.  Each  of  our 
societies  struggles  with  too  low  levels  of  eco- 
nomic activity,  problems  of  industrial  and 
agricultural  adjustment  and  excessively 
high  levels  of  unemployment.  This  Is  a 
breeding  ground  for  an  outbreak  of  protec- 
tionism. 

Those  of  us  who  are  elected  representa- 
tives. In  Europe  as  In  the  United  States, 
must  face  each  day  demands  from  our  con- 
stituents that  new  barriers  be  thrown  up 
against  imported  products.  We  have  come 
away  from  our  most  informative  and  useful 
discussions  Impressed  by  the  need  that 
Americans  and  Europeans  must  work  to- 
gether to  avoid  the  outbreak  of  trade  war- 
fare that  we  all  fear. 

We  agreed  that  there  are  no  Instant,  com- 
prehensive and  magical  answers.  The  prob- 
lems that  give  rise  to  protectionist  senti- 
ment are  complex  and  varied.  We  believe 
that  a  special  burden  falls  on  legislators  to 
meet  head  on  these  pressure  groups,  to  ex- 
plain and  defend  an  open  trading  system, 
and  especially.  Join  with  our  executive 
bodies  in  working  out  the  indispensable 
compromises  that  are  necessary  to  hold  the 
system  together.  To  argue  for  the  general 
good,  and  for  the  long  term,  is  not  an  easy 
task  for  any  elected  representative.  But  the 
task  can  be  made  marginally  easier  if  both 
Europeans  and  Americans  join  in  a  common 
battle  for  a  common  interest. 

We  assure  you  that  we  will  do  our  part 
with  each  of  our  political  groups.  We  would 
appreciate  It  If  you  would  convey  this  con- 
cern and  commitment  of  ours  to  your  own 
colleagues. 


EUROPEAN  PARLIAMENT 
PROJECT 

Mr.  MATHLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  had  the  privilege  to  participate 
in  a  series  of  meetings  under  the  aus- 
pices of  the  Congress— European  Par- 


FORMER  SENATOR  LEN  B. 
JORDAN 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  time  to  pay 
tribute  to  the  life  of  a  former  col- 
league who  served  in  this  Chamber  for 
10  years,  from  1962  to  1973.  I  was  priv- 
ileged to  have  been  able  to  serve  with 
Len  Jordan  for  my  first  5  years  in  the 
Senate.  At  that  time.  I  quickly  learned 
that  I  could  always  depend  on  Len  for 
strong  support.  He  readUy  provided  a 
good  listening  ear  and  sound  advice 


whenever  I  looked  to  him  for  gtild- 
ance.  He  assumed  a  great  sense  of  re- 
sponsibility not  only  for  his  family,  his 
constituents  from  Idaho,  tmd  his  coim- 
try,  but  for  his  fellow  colleagues  as 
well. 

Len  Jordan's  lifestyle  depicts  the  In- 
dependence on  which  he  based  his  po- 
litical career.  Having  been  bom  in 
Utah  in  1899,  he  later  moved  to  Idaho 
with  his  family  in  1933,  he  then  began 
ranching.  He  spent  the  next  8  years  in 
this  remote  wilderness  working  on  the 
rainch.  building  it  up  almost  entirely 
with  his  own  hands.  It  is  this  self-as- 
surance and  willingness  to  assume  full 
responsibility  for  the  welfare  of  his 
family  that  he  later  expanded  to  in- 
clude the  people  of  Idaho  and  ulti- 
mately the  rest  of  the  country,  when 
he  accepted  appointment  to  the 
Senate  in  1962.  His  determination, 
spirit,  and  ideal  of  service  were  a 
major  contribution  to  the  Senate 
Chamber.  These  traits  helped  msJce 
America  what  it  is  today  are  ones 
which  we  strive  to  preserve  both  in 
our  individual  lives  and  in  the  Senate 
as  a  body. 

Len's  working  knowledge  of  govern- 
ment combined  with  his  principal  In- 
terest and  expertise  in  our  Nation's 
natural  resources  made  him  a  valued 
member  of  the  Senate  Interior  Com- 
mittee. His  involvement  in  influencing 
legislation  in  the  area  of  resource  de- 
velopment and  conservation  became  a 
commitment  that  was  not  just  to  the 
Western  region  of  the  United  States 
but  to  areas  across  the  country.  He, 
further,  contributed  to  the  shaping  of 
the  Nation's  economy  by  sharing  his 
personal  knowledge  of  economic  devel- 
opment as  a  member  of  the  Joint  Eco- 
nomic Corrunittee. 

Like  Len,  his  wife  Grace  posesses  all 
those  same  qualities  so  respected  in 
Len.  There  were  few  people  so  well 
matched  as  these  two  were.  They 
worked  together  to  tackle  the  hard 
times  and  in  the  struggle  to  make  a 
successful  life  for  their  family.  I  know 
that  much  of  Len's  good  work  and  con- 
tributions to  the  Senate  were  made 
possible  through  the  loyalty,  encour- 
agement, and  support  he  was  fortu- 
nate to  receive  from  his  wife.  I  have  a 
tremendous  amount  of  respect  for 
Grace,  not  only  for  things  that  she  ac- 
complished In  her  own  right,  but  also 
for  the  Important  contributions  made 
In  Len's  life. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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RECESS  UNTIL  1  P.M. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  I»resident,  it  is 
my  understanding  we  are  to  go  on  the 
pending  business  at  1  p.m. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  stand  In  recess  imtU  1  p.m. 
today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the 
Senate,  at  12:33  p.m.,  recessed  until  1 
p.m.;  whereupon,  the  Senate  reassem- 
bled when  called  to  order  by  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  (Mr.  HtJMPHREY). 
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CONCLUSION  OP  ROUTINE 
MORNING  BUSINESS 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER, 
there    further    morning   business? 
not,  morning  business  Is  closed. 


Is 
If 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS.  1984 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  1  p.m. 
having  arrived,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  consideration  of  the  tinfin- 
Ished  business,  S.  657,  which  the  clerk 
will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance.  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces  and  for  civilian  empolyees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration 
of  the  bUl. 
Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in  order 
to  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
with  the  time  not  being  charged  to 
either  manager  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
Mr.  HART.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 

a  quorum.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  wiU  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quonmi  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  al- 
lotted to  the  bill  be  extended  from  2 
hours  equally  divided  to  4  hours  equal- 
ly divided,  consistent  with  the  order 

previously  entered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection.  It  Is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3087 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  Its 
immediate  consideration. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr.  Hart) 
for  himself  and  Mr.  Hatfield  pror)Oses  an 
amendment  numbered  2087.  At  the  appro- 
priate place  in  the  language  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Committee  substitute,  insert 
the  following  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile.". 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  oc- 
cupied for  delivery  of  my  remarks  be 

charged  against  the  bill.   

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Colorado? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  would  the  Sen- 
ator specify  that  it  be  charged  agajnst 
the  time  reserved  to  the  minority  on 
the  bill  or  the  time  reserved  to  the  mi- 
nority leader  or  his  designee? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  oc- 
cupied by  my  remarks  be  charged 
against  the  time  allocated  on  the  bill 
to  the  minority  floor  manager  or  the 

minority  leader.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Colorado? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  what  was 
the  order  to  begin  with?  Was  it  the  mi- 
nority leader  or  his  designee? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  did  I 
make  any  designation  on  my  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not  as 
of  yet. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
time  being  I  yield  to  Mr.  Hart  such 
time  from  the  time  allotted  to  me  for 
the  discussion  of  his  amendment.  That 
way,  I  retain  the  control  of  the  re- 
mainder of  the  time  under  the  minori- 
ty leader's  control.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Is  that  agreeable  with 
Mr.  Hart? 
Mr.  HART.  Yes. 
Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  minority 

leader.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
before  us  the  Issue  of  the  production 
and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  and 
the  basing  mode  proposed  by  the 
President  and  the  administration  as 
recommended  by  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission. 

That  issue  cannot  be  considered  In 
the  abstract.  It  does  have  surrounding 
It  both  its  decision  having  to  do  with 
production  and  deployment  of  a 
number  of  very  serious  issues,  not  the 
least  of  these  is  the  issue  of  how  that 
decision  affects  oiu-  deterrence  at  all 
levels. 


Mr.  President,  this  country  must,  in 
fact,  have  an  ability  to  deter  aggres- 
sion at  all  levels. 

If  we  are  to  accomplish  our  most  Im- 
portant task,  which  is  avoiding  nuclear 
conflict,  then  our  strategic  goal  must 
be  to  have  sufficiently  effective  con- 
ventional forces  to  defeat  any  poten- 
tial conventional  attack  in  any  area 
where  we  are  committed.  We  must 
have  a  policy  of  deterrence  at  all 
levels:  Highly  effective  conventional 
forces  to  deter  conventional  attack, 
tactical  and  theater  nuclear  forces  to 
deter  tactical  and  theater  nuclear 
attack,  and  strategic  nuclear  forces  to 
deter  strategic  nuclear  attack. 

One  weapon  in  this  bill  relates  very 
directly  to  our  need  for  deterrence  at 
all  levels.  The  weapon  Is  the  MX  mis- 
sile. And  that  missile  and  that  issue  re- 
lates also  very  directly  to  the  conven- 
tional forces  and  our  conventional  de- 
terrence. 

The  MX  relates  to  these  levels  of  de- 
terrence In  three  ways: 

First,  the  money  we  will  spend  on 
MX  If  In  fact  we  do  authorize  the  MX 
missile— at  least  $20  billion,  probably 
close  to  $30  billion— could  go  far  to 
strengthen  conventional  deterrence  in 
those  areas  where  resources  are  a 
problem.  For  example.  $20  billion  or 
$30  billion  could  buy  between  6,000 
and  7,000  close  support  aircraft  for  use 
in  Europe.  That  same  amount  of 
money  could  buy  20,000  M-60  tanks.  It 
could  buy  200,000  armored  personnel 
carriers.  Spent  intelligently  and  divid- 
ed among  our  several  conventional 
force  needs,  it  could  provide  not  only 
the  equipment  but  the  Improved  train- 
ing and  ammunition  stockpiles  U.S. 
forces  need  to  help  make  NATO's  con- 
ventional deterrent  credible. 

But  the  MX  relates  to  deterrence  in 
a  second  way. 

Second.  MX.  if  approved,  gives  a  tre- 
mendous reward  to  the  business  as 
usual  elements  in  our  defense  estab- 
lishment. By  doing  so,  it  diminishes 
the  pressure  for  rethinking  concepts, 
strategies,  and  force  structures.  As  I 
have  noted.  In  Korea.  In  Europe,  and 
In  Southwest  Asia,  the  deficiencies  in 
our  conventional  posture  are  due  more 
to  deficient  concepts  than  to  a  lack  of 
resources.  If  we  are  to  raise  the  nucle- 
ar threshold  in  these  areas,  and  ulti- 
mately to  move  to  effective  deterrence 
at  all  levels,  basic  changes  in  strategy, 
concepts,  doctrine,  and  force  structure 
will  be  required. 

Today,  there  is  a  battle  going  on 
within  our  defense  establishment  be- 
tween those  who  want  to  see  such 
changes  and  those  who  oppose  change 
In  a  bureaucratic  sense.  The  MX  Is 
both  an  example  of  the  policies  of 
those  who  oppose  change  and,  an  Im- 
portant component  of  their  reward 
system. 

If  the  MX  is  approved  they  are  re- 
warded and  strengthened,  those  who 
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oppose  any  change  In  the  way  we  ap- 
proach our  defenses. 

If  instead  Congress  says  "We  will 
not  approve  programs  that  reflect  de- 
ficient concepts. "  and  no  program  in 
this  authorization  bill  more  reflects 
deficient  concepts,  then  those  who 
argue  that  deficient  concepts  might  be 
changed  will  be  strengthened  within 
the  bureaucracy.  This  spillover  effect 
is  going  to  be  extremely  important  if 
we  ever  get  control  of  the  way  we  go 
about  structuring  our  national  securi- 
ty forces. 

But  finally  the  MX  is  related  to  de- 
terrence in  other  ways  as  well  because 
the  MX  puts  a  hairtrigger  on  our  stra- 
tegic nuclear  forces  to  the  degree  it  is 
deployed  in  a  vulnerable  launch  mode 
and  it  undermines  the  utility  of  strong 
conventional  forces. 

Should  a  conventional  conflict  erupt 
in  which  American-Soviet  forces  are 
directly  engaged  both  sides  will  be 
asking  themselves  the  questioj:  If  this 
conflict  does  escalate  to  the  nuclear 
level  and  the  other  side  strikes  first 
what  will  the  effect  be?  If  the  answer 
is  the  effect  will  be  devastating  be- 
cause my  own  forces  are  very  vulnera- 
ble to  a  first  strike,  then  the  pressure 
to  launch  the  first  nuclear  strike  in- 
stead of  keeping  the  conflict  at  the 
conventional  level  will  be  very,  very 
high. 

Even  if  the  conventional  forces  are 
doing  their  job  and  defeating  their 
conventional  opponents,  the  worry 
that  the  other  side  will  launch  a  nucle- 
ar counterforce  strlk?  will  become  the 
paramount  consideration. 

The  MX  in  a  vulnerable  mode  puts 
us  in  precisely  this  situation,  if  the  Air 
Force's  testimony  about  the  vulner- 
ability of  silo-based  missiles  is  correct. 

On  these  three  important  counts  the 
MX  works  against  efforts  to  strength- 
en our  deterrence.  We  must  add  these 
important  negative  considerations  to 
its  other  disadvantages  as  we  consider 
whether  to  approve  or  reject  it. 

A  different  approach  toward  this 
budget,  this  defense  budget,  and 
toward  our  national  security  would 
reject  it.  It  would  use  some  of  the 
funds  saved  by  rejecting  it  to  strength- 
en our  conventional  forces  and  it 
would  tell  the  Pentagon  and  the  Presi- 
dent that  the  Congress  will  not  fund 
defective  concepts. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another 
major  area  where  a  new  and  different 
approach,  if  you  wiU  a  reformed  ap- 
proach, to  authorization  of  our  nation- 
al security  forces  would  differ  from 
this  bill,  and  that  is  in  the  weapons 
that  we  would  fund.  Elarlier  this  year 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  issued  a 
detailed  defense  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  In  it  were  identified  a  number  of 
major  weapons  programs,  about  $30 
billion  worth,  that  are  not  likely  to 
work  in  combat  either  because  of  defi- 
ciencies in  the  design  of  the  weapon  or 


because  the  concept  which  guided  the 
design  of  the  weapon  was  wrong. 

Now  a  different  approach,  an  alter- 
native approach,  to  defense  would 
cancel  these  programs  not  just  to  save 
money  but  because  weapons  that  do 
not  work  kill  our  own  troops  and  lead 
to  our  defeat.  They  weaken  us.  they 
do  not  strengthen  us. 

Perhaps  the  most  glaring  example  of 
bad  concepts  leading  to  bad  weapons  is 
in  our  shipbuilding  program.  Here  we 
are  building  a  Navy  that  is  almost  ir- 
relevant to  this  country's  real  military 
needs.  The  fleet  we  are  funding  in  this 
bill  is  based  on  a  small  number  of  big 
aircraft  carriers,  15  big  carriers.  If 
some  elderly  ships  are  kept  in  service 
and  the  two  carriers  authorized  last 
year  are  actually  completed  over  the 
next  10  years  the  majority  of  the  ships 
we  will  build  will  be  designed  to  act  as 
escorts  for  these  carriers.  Most  of  the 
money  we  spend  on  naval  aircraft  will 
be  for  planes  to  equip  the  carriers. 
The  carriers  are  the  queen  bees 
around  which  the  rest  of  the  Navy  re- 
volves. It  is  important  to  note  that  be- 
cause of  the  Navy's  fixation  on  the  big 
carrier  it  seriously  neglects  the  ele- 
ment of  the  fleet  that  may  be  the 
most  useful  in  any  naval  conflict  and 
that  Is  the  submarine  force. 

This  may  seem  marginally  related  to 
the  issue  of  the  MX  but  it  is  directly 
related  because  the  resources  neces- 
sary to  close  that  imbalance  are  going 
into  a  weapons  system  which  does  not 
add  to  this  country's  security.  This  in 
fact,  in  the  opinion  of  its  opponents, 
contributes  to  our  insecurity. 

The  Navy's  planned  submarine  pro- 
gram, if  fully  carried  out— which  is  un- 
likely—will just  barely  keep  our  sub- 
marine force  at  its  current  level  of 
around  90  attack  submarines.  At  that 
level,  we  are  outnumbered  by  the 
Soviet  submarine  force  at  a  ratio  of 
about  3  to  1. 

If  the  carriers  themselves  were 
highly  relevant  to  a  war  at  sea,  there 
might  be  some  argiiment  for  taking  so 
great  a  risk  in  the  area  of  submarines. 
Unfortunately,  they  are  not.  They  are 
not  for  three  basic  reasons: 

First,  the  Soviet  Navy— our  principal 
naval  opponent — is  primarily  a  subma- 
rine navy,  not  a  surface  ship  navy. 
How  do  you  fight  submarines  with  big 
aircraft  carriers?  You  do  not.  The  car- 
rier has  a  few  antisubmarine  aircraft, 
but  they  are  really  not  sufficient  even 
for  effective  self-defense,  much  less 
for  taking  the  offensive  against  the 
Soviet  submarine  force.  Most  of  the 
aircraft  aboard  the  carriers  are  fight- 
ers and  attack  planes,  which  are  en- 
tirely irrelevant  to  fighting  subma- 
rines. 

Second,  the  carrier  force's  siu^vabil- 
ity  against  the  Soviet  Navy  is  very 
doubtful.  Fifteen  ships  is  a  very  small 
number  of  ships,  when  they  are  facing 
an  opponent  with  about  300  attack 
submarines,    over    300    mlssUe-armed 


naval  bomt)ers,  and  a  huge  Inventory 
of  antlship  missiles.  In  one  naval  exer- 
cise after  another,  we  lose  carriers — at 
least  we  do  so  in  the  exercises  them- 
selves, if  not  in  the  carefully  white- 
washed exercise  reports  submitted  to 
the  Congress.  When  you  only  have  15 
ships,  you  caruiot  afford  losses.  You 
have  a  fragile,  brittle  force— the  kind 
of  force  that  history  warns  strongly 
against. 

Third,  the  carrier  is  not  very  useful 
in  its  much  ballyhooed  role  of  power 
projection.  Why?  The  attack  aircraft 
on  board  the  carriers  are  not  suited  to 
providing  close  air  support  or  battle- 
field interdiction.  They  are  too  fast  to 
be  able  to  identify  targets  in  the  con- 
fused environment  of  a  ground  battle. 
They  are  only  useful  for  deep  interdic- 
tion—hitting rail  yards,  powerplants 
and  so  on  deep  in  the  enemy's  terri- 
tory. 

Unfortunately,  deep  Interdiction  has 
a  very  poor  historical  record.  We  used 
it  extensively  in  World  War  II,  when 
we  called  it  strategic  bombing,  in 
Korea,  and  in  Vietnam.  In  no  case  did 
it  seriously  Interfere  with  the  ability 
of  the  enemy's  ground  forces  to  fight 
effectively.  It  did  wreak  a  lot  of  de- 
struction on  the  ememy's  homeland, 
but  Instead  of  breaking  his  morale,  it 
generally  strengthened  it.  It  can  be 
argued  from  history  that  the  net 
effect  of  this  kind  of  bombing  Is  usual- 
ly to  stiffen  the  enemy's  resolve  and 
thereby  prolong  the  war. 

Mr.  President,  does  this  bill  with  Its 
fixation  on  new  procurement  of  major 
nuclear  weapons  systems  that  drain 
resources  away  from  our  conventional 
deterrent  address  these  issues?  Unfor- 
tunately, the  Euiswer  is  no.  It  merely 
rubberstamps  the  business-as-usual  ap- 
proach that  not  only  the  Navy  wants 
In  Its  shipbuilding  program  but  also 
the  other  services  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  unless  we  change  the 
way  we  think  about  our  defenses  this 
country  is  In  for  some  really  serious 
problems  ahead  and  they  are  not 
going  to  be  fixed  by  spending  30  bil- 
lions of  dollars  on  a  vulnerable  new 
nuclear  weapons  system  that  destabi- 
lizes the  nuclear  arms  race  instead  of 
reducing  the  possibility  of  the  use  of 
those  nuclear  weapons. 

This  country  does  not  have  unlimit- 
ed resources  even  for  our  defense. 
More  must  be  done.  There  Is  a  consen- 
sus for  that  approach.  The  question  is 
how  should  the  resources,  even  the  re- 
sources in  a  vastly  expanded  defense 
budget  as  proposed  by  this  administra- 
tion, be  used?  The  answer  is  Lf  we  con- 
tinue to  reward  the  bureaucratic 
thinking  and  the  political  response, 
not  the  appropriate  military  response, 
to  the  threat  against  this  Nation,  we 
will  not  have  enough  resources  to  pro- 
vide the  multilevel  deterrence  which  is 
so  Important  to  this  coxintry's  security 
In  the  future.  Although  the  supporters 


have  not  offered  at  this  stage  In 
debate  their  reason  for  their  support, 
one  of  the  presumed  arguments  Is 
there  Is  no  alternative  to  the  MX,  we 
have  to  go  forward  with  it  because  it  is 
the  only  thing  we  have.  That,  Mr. 
President,  turns  out  not  to  be  true. 
There  are  in  fact  alternatives  to  stabi- 
lize, to  maintaining,  to  continue  the 
land-based  leg  of  the  strategic  triad  to 
the  degree  that  maintaining  that  triad 
Is  Important. 

Those  alternatives  Include  moderniz- 
ing the  Mlnuteman  force  with  new 
guidance  systems  that  make  the  war- 
heads on  the  Minuteman  more  accu- 
rate and  Increase- and  warheads  that 
are  of  Increased  yield. 

We  have  undertaken  to  do  much  In  a 
great  part  of  that  modernization  pro- 
gram, but  more  can  In  fact  be  done.  It 
cannot  be  done  If  we  spend  $30  billion 
on  the  MX  missile.  It  can  be  done  If 
we  do  not  spend  that  money  on  the 
MX  missile  and  Improve  the  guidance 
systems  and  improve  the  striking 
power  of  the  existing  Minutemen 
force.  And  that  Is  an  option  readily 
available  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
Pentagon. 

We  can  accelerate  our  efforts  on  the 
single  warhead  mobile  system.  Clearly 
In  the  past  6  to  12  months  there  has 
begun  to  form  In  the  Congress  a 
strong  censensus  behind  and  beyond 
this  approach.  There  Is  a  gathering 
concern  that  the  decision  of  the  last 
decade  to  go  forward  with  MIRV'lng, 
to  Increase  the  number  of  warheads, 
particularly  on  our  land-based  force, 
has  brought  us  to  a  dilemma  that  we 
have  not  been  able  to  extricate  our- 
selves from,  either  through  negotia- 
tions or  through  increasing  our  invest- 
ment In  those  warheads. 

Now.  there  are  two  elements  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  report  around 
which  there  Is  consensus:  Moving  as 
rapidly  as  possible  toward  that  option; 
and  deMIRV'ing  through  unilateral 
actions  taken  by  ourselves,  and 
through  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  can  help  back  this  country  up 
from  a  comer  in  which  we  painted 
ourselves  in  the  1970's  when  we 
thought  our  lead  in  MIRV'lng  would 
last  forever. 

We  have  additional  alternatives  as 
well  and  we  are  undertaking  those  al- 
ternatives. The  Senator  from  Arkan- 
sas (Mr.  BxTMPERS)  and  other  speakers 
In  the  past  week  have  noted  that  there 
is  strong  support  for  going  forward 
with  the  modernization  of  our  sea  leg 
of  this  deterrent  in  the  form  of  Tri- 
dent submarines  and  the  new  Trident 
missile.  There  is  support  for  an  air- 
launch  cruise  missile  program.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  been  a  pro- 
ponent of  that  program  throughout. 
There  Is  support  for  some  new 
manned  bomber,  If  not  the  B-1,  then  a 
Stealth  bomber  or  a  new  technology 
bomber  which  Increasing  numbers  of 


Members  of  Congress  themselves  be- 
lieve In. 

Again,  the  resources  do  not  permit 
us  to  do  everything.  I  know  the  advo- 
cates of  what  traditionally  have  been 
called  a  strong  defense  believe  that  we 
can  and  must  find  those  resources,  but 
the  fact  of  the  matter  Is  this  country 
will  never,  absent  a  time  of  all-out  war. 
give  every  weapons  planner  every 
weapon  that  that  planner  wants. 

Choices  have  to  be  made.  To  the 
degree  the  Senate  and  the  Congress  go 
forward  in  1983  with  the  MX,  that  is  a 
decision  to  take  resources  from  other 
programs,  other  nuclear  strategic  pro- 
grams, and  other  conventional  pro- 
grams that  are  necessary  to  defend 
this  country  in  the  future. 

This  decision  also  represents  a  very 
major  set  of  changes  and  alterations 
in  our  arms  control  policy.  It  seriously 
challenges  the  concept  of  the  SALT  II 
Treaty,  which  is  presently  being  vol- 
untarily followed  and  abided  by  by 
both  sides,  that  limits  the  number  of 
new  ICBM's  that  each  side  can 
produce  and  deploy.  If  we  go  forward 
with  the  MX,  It  may  in  fact  preclude. 
If  that  treaty  were  to  be  ratified  or  at 
least  if  we  wanted  to  keep  the  possibil- 
ity of  ratifying  that  treaty  In  our  own 
national  security  Interest,  the  possibil- 
ity of  building  a  single  mobile  warhead 
system. 

Members  of  the  Senate  ought  to 
keep  in  mind  when  they  vote  up  or 
down  on  the  MX  missile,  because  we 
are  today  voluntarily  under  contract 
that  win  not  permit  us  to  go  both  di- 
rections at  once.  And  we  just  might 
want  to  preserve  that  option  in  the 
future  in  case  this  President  decides, 
and  I  think  rightly  so,  to  submit  that 
treaty  for  ratification,  or  some  future 
President,  as  well. 

The  Implications  of  this  decision  are 
to  dramatically  accelerate  the  MIRV 
race  in  the  wrong  direction.  We  found 
out  because  the  Soviets  possessed 
larger,  more  powerful  missiles  than  we 
did,  than  we  chose  to  build  when  we 
had  nuclear  superiority,  that  they  now 
have  the  throw  weight,  they  now  have 
the  missile  power  to  beat  us  in  a 
MIRV  race.  It  was  only  the  SALT  II 
treaty  that  prevented  that  from  hap- 
pening. As  it  turned  out,  it  would  be  a 
lot  cheaper  to  build  warheads  than  to 
build  missiles  and  find  places  to  put 
them.  We  found  that  out  too  late.  We 
found  out.  because  the  Soviets  built 
those  large  land-based  systems,  that 
they  could  beat  us  in  the  MIRV  race. 
If  we  stdopt  as  a  national  defense 
policy,  Lf  we  go  opposite  the  direction 
that  I  think  the  vast  majority  of  the 
Members  of  Congress  want  to  go  in, 
and  that  is  in  a  direction  of  deMIRV'- 
ing. If  we  buUd  the  MX  missile,  we  will 
complicate  our  lives  and  complicate 
the  efforts  to  negotiate  agreements  be- 
tween us  and  the  Soviet  Union  be- 
tween the  1980's  and  1990's  immeasur- 
ably. 


There  is  a  further  implication.  Mr. 
President,  as  far  as  arms  control  goes, 
In  the  decision  on  the  MX.  The  Sena- 
tor from  Colorado  cannot  believe  that 
this  administration  Intends  to  put 
those  100  or  200  MX  missiles  In  vul- 
nerable, unprotected  silos  as  far  into 
the  future  as  we  can  see.  What  does 
the  President  have  in  mind?  I  think 
very  clearly  what  he  has  In  mind  Is 
building  a  ballistic  missile  defense 
system,  antiballlstic  missile  defenses. 
We  started  to  go  forward  with  those  In 
the  1960's  and  1970's  and  found  out 
only  that  they  cost  an  enormous 
amount  of  money  but  they  are  also  at 
the  very  least  highly  problematic  tech- 
nically and  probably  enormously  de- 
stablizing  In  terms  of  the  nuclear  arms 
race. 

Do  we  want  to  get  back  In  that  direc- 
tion again?  Do  we  want  to  reverse  10 
or  15  years  of  nuclear  theory  which 
says  an  attempt  to  defend  ourselves  Is 
both  destabilizing  and  costly  but  also 
uruiecessary  when  you  have  the  option 
of  negotiating  limitations?  Because 
the  decision  on  the  MX  missile  almost 
necessarily  implies  a  decision  to  go  for- 
ward with  ballistic  missile  defenses. 
And  if  people  are  opposed  to  the  MX 
on  economic  grounds,  they  better  add 
another  $30  billion  or  $40  billion  for 
the  DMssiles  it  is  going  to  take  to 
defend  the  MX  missile  from  the  very 
obvious  vulnerability  to  a  Soviet  first 
strike. 

Now.  I  think  the  implications  of  this 
decision,  although  its  proponents  will 
not  admit  it  nor  will  the  White  House 
so  state,  are  that  In  the  fiscal  1985 
budget  we  are  going  to  see  a  dramatic 
increase  in  the  amount  of  money  re- 
quested for  research  and  development 
of  ballistic  missile  defenses  and  in  fact 
probably  a  proposal  to  go  forward 
with  the  construction  of  those  de- 
fenses. So  we  are  not  just  making  a 
$30  million  decision  here.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. We  are  probably  making  a  deci- 
sion strictly  in  fiscal  and  economic 
terms  twice  that  amount.  And  if  you 
want  to  project  a  bulge  in  military 
procurement  In  the  mid-late  1980's  be- 
cause of  MX  and  B-1  and  a  lot  of 
other  decisions  like  that,  you  better 
project  a  bulge  much  greater  to  ac- 
commodate the  cost  of  an  antlbaUlstlc 
missile  system,  because,  almost  neces- 
sarily, putting  our  most  valuable,  pow- 
erful, and  destructive  nuclear  weapon 
in  a  vtilnerable  position  will  require 
that  decision  to  be  made. 

I  can  just  hear  the  President's  argu- 
ments and  the  proponents  of  the  MX 
about  6  months  to  1  year  from  now: 

Well,  of  course,  we  did  not  Intend  to  leave 
that  thing  out  there  as  a  sitting  duck.  You 
can't  spend  $30  million  putting  a  mlssUe  In  a 
pUo  which  we  know  the  Soviets  can  target 
p'  d  Just  leave  It  there. 

And  the  I»resldent  has  made  very 
clear  he  does  not  Intend  to  bargain  It 
away,  no  matter  what  some  people 
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may  optimistically  hope.  No,  if  we 
build  this  missile  it  is  going  to  go  into 
vulnerable  silos  and  then,  after  this 
vote  is  taken.  I  can  hear  the  unnamed 
administration  sources  and  Defense 
Department  spokesmen  saying.  'Well, 
it  is  very  clear,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
go  back  to  some  form  of  antiballistic 
missile  system.  We  are  going  to  have 
to  come  forward  with  a  brand  new  bal- 
listic missile  defense,  because  we 
cannot  leave  this  investment  out  there 
just  sitting  there  to  be  knocked  off  by 
a  Soviet  first  strike." 

It  is  either  that.  Mr.  President,  or  go 
to  a  launch-on-waming  doctrine.  You 
carmot  have  it  both  ways.  There  is  yet 
to  be  made  a  military  argument  for 
putting  this  missile  in  vulnerable  silos; 
that  argument  has  not  l)een  made 
since  April  19.  when  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  issued  its  report  and  the 
President  endorsed  it.  There  has  been 
no  jurisdiction  for  putting  this  missile 
in  fixed  vulnerable  silos.  There  has 
been  no  argument  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  other  than  some  general  state- 
ments that  we  need  to  be  strong  and 
we  need  to  show  the  Soviets  our  inten- 
tions not  to  be  left  behind,  some  gen- 
eral rhetorical  statements  of  that 
kind,  but  no  military  justification  for 
putting  this  missile  in  a  vulnerable  silo 
that  can  be  knocked  out  by  a  first 
strike. 

What  are  our  choices?  To  empty 
those  silos  before  the  incoming  Soviet 
warheads  hit  them  and  knock  them 
out,  somewhere  between  70  and  95 
percent  worth,  or  to  build  an  expen- 
sive, exotic,  technologically  problemat- 
ic ballistic  missile  defense  system. 

If  anytxKly  thinks  that  either  one  of 
those  is  not  implied  by  this  decision, 
they  better  think  again.  I  would  love 
to  hear  any  proponent  of  the  MX  mis- 
sile argue  as  to  why  one  of  the  two  of 
those  is  not  going  to  be  necessary,  be- 
cause the  third  option  part  in  this  mis- 
sile program  has  been  taken  away  by 
the  President  himself  time  and  time 
and  time  again.  However  much  people 
in  my  own  party  and  in  both  Houses  of 
the  Congress  might  wish,  the  Presi- 
dent will  use  this  as  a  bargaining  chip. 
That  is  all  they  have  to  go  on  is  a 
wish,  because  the  promise,  the  com- 
mitment of  the  President,  by  himself, 
by  his  Secretary  of  Defense,  is  that 
this  is  not  a  bargaining  chip.  "We  are 
going  to  build  it.  We  are  going  to 
deploy  it  and  we  are  going  to  keep  it  in 
silos." 

Any  military  expert  who  has  given 
this  10  minutes'  worth  of  thought 
knows  you  are  either  going  to  have  to 
defend  it  or  try  to  defend  it  with  some 
bizarre  scheme  that  can  knock  down 
incoming  missiles  with  other  missiles, 
or  you  are  going  to  have  to  empty 
those  silos  before  the  Russian  war- 
heads get  here,  under  a  strategic  wtun- 
ing  system  that  breaks  down  too  often 
for  the  comfort  and  security  of  this 
country. 


Mr.  President,  there  are  some  awe- 
some implications  in  this  decision.  A 
lot  of  people  would  like  to  treat  it  as 
just  another  item  In  the  military 
budget,  albeit  an  expensive  one,  an- 
other step  forward  in  nuclear  force 
modernization,  just  another  little  old 
missile.  Those  old  worn  out  Minute- 
men  have  to  be  replaced  anyway. 

But  that  is  not  the  issue.  The  issue  is 
that  by  adopting  a  recommendation  to 
make  this  the  most  vulnerable  aspect 
of  our  nuclear  deterrent,  we  are  prob- 
ably foreclosing  under  the  pending 
treaty  obligations  the  opportunity  to 
go  forward  with  that  single-warhead 
mobile  system.  We  are  accelerating  a 
MERV  race  that  was  mistakenly  begun 
in  the  1970's,  unnecessarily  begun  in 
the  1970's,  headed  away  from  the  di- 
rection in  which  we  ought  to  go  of  de- 
MIRV'ing.  We  are  probably  buying  a 
ballistic  missile  defense  system  at  the 
same  time.  Or  we  are  changing  our  nu- 
clear launch  doctrine. 

Any  way  you  slice  it.  Mr.  President, 
those  are  important,  dramatic  implica- 
tions. This  Senate  caxmot  casually  en- 
dorse this  program.  I  cannot  conceive 
of  how  Senators  can  vote  for  a  weap- 
ons system  with  no  more  justification 
than  has  been  offered  for  this  one.  I 
challenge  any  Senator— I  challenge 
any  Senator— to  look  at  the  report  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  to 
read  the  record  made  on  that  report 
and  on  this  bill  in  the  last  2  weeks,  and 
find  one  single,  solitary  military-na- 
tional security  argument  for  buUding 
this  missile  and  putting  it  in  viilnera- 
ble  silos,  not  one. 

We  have  the  opportunity  today  and 
tomorrow  to  hear  those  arguments.  I 
think  the  American  people  deserve  to 
hear  them. 

I  hope,  and  I  believe,  the  day  will 
come  when  every  U.S.  Senator,  every 
Member  of  Congress,  will  have  to  go 
back  home  and  explain  his  vote.  That 
day  will  come.  That  day  will  come.  It 
may  not  come  in  July  or  Augiist  of 
1983.  It  may  come  in  September  or  Oc- 
tober of  1983.  It  may  come  later  in 
1983.  It  may  be  1984  or  1985.  I  suppose 
in  some  respects  1984  would  be  the  ap- 
propriate year,  for  literary  reasons  if 
no  other. 

But  I  hope  every  one  of  those  Sena- 
tors—I hope  every  one  of  those  Sena- 
tors, before  voting  on  this  issue  tomor- 
row, demands  and  requires  of  the  ad- 
ministration, of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, of  the  floor  managers  of  this 
bill,  of  the  sponsors  and  supporters  of 
this  proposal  some  justification  that 
they  can  take  home  and  explain  to 
their  constituents,  because  we  have 
not  heard  it  yet. 

Mr.  President,  this  decision  is  one  of 
the  most  important  decisions,  military 
or  otherwise,  the  U.S.  Senate  has 
made  in  years,  some  might  even  say 
decades.  It  is  a  twofold  decision.  It  is  a 
decision  whether  to  build  a  major  new 
first-strike  weapon,  but  perhaps  even 


more  importantly  it  is  a  decision 
whether  to  approve  the  President's 
recommendation  to  put  that  missile  in 
a  place  that  we  know  can  be  knocked 
out  by  Soviet  warheads  and  that  we 
know  lowers  the  nuclear  threshold 
rather  than  raising  it. 

This  decision,  Mr.  President,  wlU  de- 
termine the  future  structure  of  our 
nuclear  deterrence  and  of  our  nuclear 
doctrine.  It  will  shape,  in  ways  that  we 
probably  are  not  even  aware  of,  the  di- 
rection in  which  this  country  will  go  In 
the  1980's  and  1990's  defending  itself 
and  protecting  its  citizens,  and  in  di- 
recting this  country  toward  a  peaceful 
resolution  of  our  conflicts  rather  than 
a  confrontational  resolution. 

I  hope  every  Member  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  approaches  this  decision  in 
that  light. 

If  Senators  come  on  this  floor  today 
and  tomorrow  and  they  seek  just  to 
get  this  decision  behind  them,  they 
«u-e  going  to  be  mistaken.  This  decision 
wiU  not  stay  behind  us;  it  is  going  to 
keep  coming  back.  It  is  not  going  to  go 
away,  Mr.  President,  not  because  of 
the  efforts  of  one,  two,  or  a  dozen  or 
more  Senators.  It  is  going  to  stay 
around  because  it  has  no  internal 
logic.  It  has  no  constituency.  It  has  no 
means  of  self -justification. 

In  next  year's  elections  at  the  con- 
gressional level,  every  person  running 
for  Congress  is  going  to  have  to  state 
his  or  her  views,  whether  they  are  pro- 
ponents or  challengers  on  this  issue, 
and  they  better  have  some  answers 
one  way  or  the  other,  whether  they 
are  "fer  it"  or  whether  they  are  "agin 
it."  Right  now,  this  Senator  has  not 
heard  the  arg\iments  as  to  why  to  be 
"fer  it."  I  think  there  are  going  to  be  a 
lot  of  people  who  are  going  to  wake  up 
down  the  road  and  ask  themselves 
some  serious  questions.  House  Mem- 
bers already  have.  Some  of  them 
pretty  casually  endorsed  the  release  of 
several  hundred  millions  of  dollars  to 
flight  test  the  missile.  You  can  say. 
"Well,  that  is  just  an  extension  of  re- 
search and  development,  testing,  and 
engineering." 

I  suppose  that  is  a  strong  argument 
to  be  made.  But  that  is  not  the  deci- 
sion before  the  Congress  today.  The 
decision  before  the  Congress  today  is 
whether  to  go  forward  and  build  this 
missile,  to  authorize  its  construction, 
and  to  give  an  OK,  to  sign  off  on  put- 
ting this  missile  in  vulnerable  silos. 
That  is  a  serious  proposition.  Members 
of  the  Congress  in  both  Houses  had 
better  have  their  answers  ready  when 
the  chickens  come  home  to  roost  be- 
cause they  are  going  to  come  home  to 
roost. 

A  lot  of  Americans  are  starting  to 
ask  questions.  Mr.  President.  What  is 
this  MX  all  about?  Why  does  it  cost  so 
much  money,  and  why  do  we  need  it? 
I  have  always  believed,  as  Thomas 
Jefferson    did.    that    the    American 


people  have  a  lot  of  commonsense.  I 
do  not  think  they  are  going  to  contin- 
ue to  buy  a  pig  in  a  poke,  particularly 
a  nuclear  pig,  because  this  one  jeop- 
ardizes their  safety  as  well  as  that  of 
the  Russians  and  everybody  else  on 
this  planet. 

This  is  not  a  decision  that  holds  any 
water,  Mr.  I>resident.  It  does  not  make 
any  sense.  Sooner  or  later,  the  com- 
monsense of  the  American  people  is 
going  to  catch  up  with  it  and  some 
tough  questions  are  going  to  be  asked 
out  there,  all  around  this  country: 
Why  in  the  world  did  you  vote  for  this 
thing?  Why  in  the  world  did  you  au- 
thorize the  funds  for  this  system  to  be 
out  in  these  silos? 

A  tough  question,  Mr.  President,  a 
very  tough  question  to  answer.  It  has 
not  been  answered  yet.  The  President 
has  not  answered  it.  Supporters  of  the 
missile  have  not  answered  it.  There  is 
no  Justification  in  this  record,  in  the 
hearings,  in  the  report,  in  2  weeks  of 
debate— no  justification  other  than 
some  general  statements  about  we 
need  to  be  strong;  we  need  to  show  our 
will;  we  need  to  show  the  Russians  we 
are  serious. 

That  is  not  enough  to  make  this  de- 
cision, it  is  not  enough  to  justify  this 
decision.  We  are  going  to  have  to  do 
better  than  that.  We  have  a  day  and  a 
half  to  do  it. 

Does  this  bill  address  any  of  these 
issues?  No.  It  merely  rubberstamps  the 
"business  as  ususal"  big  carrier  Navy 
the  Pentagon  wants. 

This  is  particularly  sad.  because  at 
one  time  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  and  the  Senate  as  a  body 
led  the  fight  for  an  innovative  Navy. 
The  Senate  pushed  for  designs  for 
small  aircraft  carriers.  It  pressed  the 
Navy  for  a  fair  evaluation  of  the  po- 
tential of  conventional  attack  subma- 
rines, as  supplements  to  our  nuclear 
submarines,  to  enable  us  to  procure  a 
larger  submarine  force.  It  demanded 
the  development  of  a  naval  fighter 
version  of  the  Marines'  AV-8B  VSTOL 
aircraft.  It  fought  for  hydrofoils,  for 
surface-effect  ships,  for  air-capable  de- 
stroyers, for  programs  to  convert  mer- 
chant ships  to  warships  in  time  of 
crisis. 

All  this  is  over.  This  bill  presses  the 
Navy  for  nothing.  It  accepts  the 
Navy's  bureaucratic  rejection  of  any- 
thing new  or  different,  anything  that 
is  not  part  of  the  big  carrier  Navy.  If 
approved,  it  represents  a  retreat  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate,  a  retreat  away 
from  a  Navy  appropriate  to  the  chal- 
lenges. It  wiU  face  in  the  remainder  of 
this  century.  It  authorizes,  not  a  Navy, 
but  a  naval  museum. 

For  a  nation  which  depends  on  the 
sea  as  heavily  as  we  do,  this  is  a  very 
dangerous  action,  one  that  may  have 
tragic  consequences  of  national  and. 
Indeed,  historic  proportions. 

My  military  reform  defense  budget 
discusses  Army  and  Air  Force  systems. 


as  well  as  those  of  the  Navy,  that  are 
deficient.  I  wiU  not  list  them  aU  here;  I 
will  be  happy  to  provide  a  copy  of  my 
alternate  budget  to  anyone  who  is  in- 
terested. 

But  some  of  them  are  important 
enough  to  our  chances  on  future  bat- 
tlefields to  be  worth  examination  here 
today. 

They  include: 

THE  BRADLEY  FIGHTIIIG  VKHICUE  SYSTEM 

The  Bradley  is  insufficiently  ar- 
mored to  serve  in  its  intended  role  as  a 
fighting  vehicle,  a  role  which  would 
require  armor  comparable  to  that  of  a 
tank.  Yet  it  is  overdesigned  and  over- 
priced for  a  troop  carrier;  it  costs  10 
times  more  than  the  M-113  it  replaces. 
Worse,  it  continues  the  Army's  prac- 
tice of  building  combat  vehicles  with 
aluminvun  armor,  which  vaporizes  and 
turns  into  a  fireball  when  hit  with  a 
HEAT  warhead,  incinerating  the  crew. 
Other  problems  include  a  high  silhou- 
ette, which  increases  vtilnerability;  an 
inaccurate  gun  that  is  too  small  to 
fight  tanks  and  too  big  for  fighting  In- 
fantry; inability  to  carry  a  full  infan- 
try squad;  inability  to  fit  in  a  C-141 
transport  aircraft  without  removal  of 
its  armor;  and  a  major  cost  increase  in 
the  past  year.  The  program  should  be 
terminated. 

AB-64  ATTACK  HELICOPTER 

The  helicopter's  fragility  and  lack  of 
maneuverability  make  it  less  effective 
and  less  survivable  as  an  attack  air- 
craft than  a  properly  designed  fixed- 
wing  airplane.  The  helicopter  depends 
on  long-range  antitank  missiles  to 
combat  enemy  armored  vehicles, 
which  in  turn  require  long-range  dif- 
ferentiation of  enemy  from  friendly 
armored  vehicles.  Unfortunately,  this 
is  very  difficult  in  fast-moving  ar- 
mored combat,  especially  when  weath- 
er or  smoke  impede  visibility.  F\irther, 
the  missiles  require  long  exposure 
times  and  predictable,  straight  flight 
paths  by  the  helicopter  during  lock-on 
and  launch,  leading  to  high  losses. 

The  fixed-wing  aircraft,  in  contrast, 
can  carry  a  carmon  capable  of  destroy- 
ing enemy  armored  vehicles.  Cannon 
range  is  better  attuned  to  actual 
target  identification  ranges,  and  the 
cannon  requires  only  very  brief  non- 
maneuvering  portions  of  the  flight.  In 
addition,  the  AH-64  now  costs  almost 
$17  million,  which  is  about  four  times 
the  cost  of  the  current  attack  helicop- 
ter. The  program  should  be  terminat- 
ed. 
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THE  DrVlSION  AIR  DEFENSE  GUN  <DIVAD) 

The  DIVAD  has  a  history  of  unsuc- 
cessful tests.  It  is  also  inherently 
flawed  in  its  design,  in  that  radar- 
guided  antiaircraft  guns  do  not  work 
well  against  maneuvering  aircraft  or 
helicopters  hovering  a  few  feet  above 
the  terrain.  Although  the  current 
DIVAD  was  selected  after  a  design 
competition,  reports  indicate  the  gim 
chosen  was  In  fact  the  loser  in  that 
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competition.  The  program  should  be 
terminated. 

"DEEP  BATTLE"  PROGRAMS 

A  series  of  programs  are  intended  to 
support  the  "deep  battle"  concept. 
"Deep  battle"  is  the  attempt  to  strike 
the  second  echelon  of  Warsaw  I»act 
armies  with  long-range  weapons.  Un- 
fortunately, the  concept  is  seriously 
flawed.  It  contradicts  the  Army's 
recent  adoption  of  maneuver  doctrine, 
as  enunciated  in  the  new  field  manual 
FM  100-5,  in  that  it  demands  central- 
ization, rigidity,  and  preplanning,  all 
of  which  are  antithetical  to  maneuver 
warfare. 

It  is  not  clear  the  Warsaw  Pact 
forces  in  Europe  still  have  a  second 
operational  echelon,  and  even  if  they 
do,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  locate  it 
under  combat  conditions.  All  of  the 
complex  technology  submunitions  and 
the  radar  have  already  failed  their 
tests,  and  the  complex  communica- 
tions systems  upon  which  "deep 
battle"  depends  are  likely  to  fail  in 
combat.  Therefore,  the  following 
"deep  battle"  related  programs  should 
be  terminated. 

CENTRALIZED  COMMUNICATIONS,  COlfMAND  AND 
CONTROL  fC'l  PROGRAMS 

The  Army  is  currently  developing 
and  acquiring  C '  systems  which  tend 
to  result  in  greater  command  central- 
ization and  reduced  latitude  for  initia- 
tive on  the  part  of  subordinate  com- 
manders. Again,  this  contradicts  the 
Army's  new  doctrine  of  maneuver  war- 
fare, which  requires  mission-type 
orders  in  which  the  subordinate  has 
great  latitude  within  the  commander's 
intent.  The  following  programs  for 
more  centralized  C '  should  be  termi- 
nated: 

GMP  (ground  mobile  forces  satellite 
communications ) ; 

PLRS  and  PLRS/JTIDS  hybrid  (po- 
sition location,  reporting  system,  and 
PLRS/joint  tactical  information  distri- 
bution system); 

Tactical  intelligence  systems. 

THREE  AEGIS  (CG-47)  CRUISERS 

Three  Aegis  cruisers  are  requested 
this  year,  at  a  total  cost  of  $3.7  billion. 
Unfortunately,  serious  questions  still 
surround  this  ship:  WiU  it  prove  stable 
and  seaworthy  under  harsh  weather 
conditions  such  as  those  encountered 
in  the  North  Atlantic  in  winter?  Since 
the  Aegis  radar  apparently  represents 
no  advance  in  lookdown  capability,  can 
it  see  a  sea-skimming  missile  like  the 
Exocet,  or  a  fighter-bomber  coming  in 
at  10  to  30  feet  above  the  waves,  like 
the  Argentine  A-4's  did  in  the  Palk- 
lands?  Can  it  shoot  down  a  sea-skim- 
ming missile?  Can  the  radar  repeated- 
ly and  quickly  be  turned  off  and  on 
without  damage,  and,  if  not,  how  can 
the  CG-47  avoid  radar-homing  mis- 
siles? The  answers  to  these  questions 
are  central  to  the  ability  of  the  CG-47 
to  perform  its  mission.  Until  they  are 
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answered  further  funding  of  the  pro- 
gram cannot  be  Justified. 

THS  DOG-S  1  PROGRAM 

The  DDG-5I  is  also  an  Aegis  ship, 
and  is  Intended  as  the  follow-on  to  the 
CG-47.  Until  we  know  whether  the 
Aegis  system  works,  it  is  premature  to 
proceed  with  another  Aegis.  In  addi- 
tion, the  DDG-5I  appears  to  be  inferi- 
or in  overall  capability  to  the  CG-47, 
despite  costing  more.  In  particular,  the 
DDG-51  is  weak  in  antisubmarine  ca- 
pability, since  it  has  no  helicotper 
hanger.  The  program  should  be  termi- 
nated. 

THE  P/A- 1 B  PROGRAM 

The  P/A- 18  has  proven  at  least 
second-rate  and  sometimes  an  outright 
failure  in  every  role  for  which  it  was 
designed.  Two  of  its  original  missions 
have  already  been  dropped  by  the 
services:  The  plane  is  no  longer  to  be 
procured  as  a  Navy  fighter— except  for 
the  two  oldest  and  smallest  carriers— 
or  a  Marine  Corps  light  attack  air- 
craft. Tests  have  shown  serious  range, 
payload  and  radar  shortfalls  in  the 
Navy  light  attack  version,  rendering 
Its  future  in  that  role  highly  uncer- 
tain. While  the  Marines  are  apparent- 
ly still  prepared  to  accept  the  P-18  as 
a  fighter,  it  is  inferior  in  air  combat 
performance  to  the  less  expensive  F- 
16.  Overall,  the  costs  of  the  F-18  have 
risen  to  where  it  is  one  of  the  most  ex- 
pensive programs  in  the  defense 
budget— just  to  buy  fighters  for  the 
Marines  and  possibly  some  light 
attack  aircraft  for  the  Navy.  The  F/A- 
18  program  should  be  terminated. 

PTTRTHKR  R&D  OH  THX  P- 1 6 

The  F-16  is  possibly  the  best  fighter 
aircraft  in  the  world.  Unfortunately, 
the  Air  Force  is  continuing  to  develop 
the  aircraft  into  an  almost  all  new,  ex- 
pensive, sluggish  bomber— the  F-16E. 
Avionics  and  wing  size  have  doubled 
while  weight  has  grown  by  at  least  5 
tons— all  to  turn  one  of  the  world's 
best  fighters  into  a  mediocre  and  un- 
needed  interdiction  bomber.  The  best 
way  to  enhance  the  F-16's  capabilities 
is  to  leave  it  alone. 

THE  MSIP  (MtTLTIICATIONAL  STAGES 

DcrRovEMEirr  program)  por  the  p-i6 
Like  the  continuing  R&D  on  this 
aircraft,  the  effect  of  the  MSIP  is  to 
add  weight— about  a  ton— and  thereby 
degrade  fighter  performance.  The  four 
NATO  countries  which  have  pur- 
chased the  F-16  have  requested  us  to 
cancel  MSIP.  The  P-16  will  be  a  better 
fighter  without  it.  Cancellation  will 
save  approximately  15  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  P-16. 

THE  LAirrnuf  program 
LANTIRN  wUl  add  very  complex 
electronics  to  an  inadequate  infrared 
TV  camera  to  attempt  to  find  targets 
and  guide  so-called  precision  guided 
weapons  such  as  Maverick  to  them. 
Maverick  is  itself  a  weapon  of  ques- 
tionable performance.  Current  infra- 
red   testing    demonstrates    the    LAN- 


TIRN cannot  find  or  distinguish 
useful  tactical  targets  under  combat 
conditions.  The  program  should  be 
terminated. 

C- 1 7  IKTRATHEATER  TRANSPORT  AXRCRAPT 

This  potentially  multibUlion  dollar 
program  is  intended  to  develop  a  new 
intratheater  transport  aircraft  with 
some  intercontinental  lift  capability. 
The  only  capability  this  aircraft  would 
have  that  the  existing  C-130  does  not 
is  the  ability  to  carry  large,  heavy  sys- 
tems such  as  tanks — one  tank  per 
flight.  Yet  the  need  for  intratheater— 
and  most  other— airlift  is  not  for  tanks 
but  for  emergency  consvunables:  Ur- 
gently needed  fuses,  special  ammuni- 
tion, spare  parts,  and  so  forth.  The  C- 
130  can  move  these  adequately,  and  is 
better  suited  for  the  grass  strips  In  for- 
ward areas  where  the  Army  will  most 
need  resupply.  The  C-17  program 
should  be  canceled. 

At  the  same  time,  a  reform  budget 
would  fund  some  promising  programs 
which  were  not  included  in  the  Penta- 
gon's request.  Too  often,  we  hear  con- 
gressional committee's  justifying  a 
funding  cut  by  saying  that  the  pro- 
gram in  question  was  not  requested  by 
the  Pentagon.  Does  this  not  betray  a 
certain  naivete  on  our  part?  A  new 
weapon  that  threatens  to  be  both 
better  and  cheaper  than  one  a  service 
has  already  decided  it  wants  is  not 
likely  to  be  requested.  But  is  that  a 
justification  for  us  not  to  fund  It? 
Should  we  limit  our  choices  to  what 
the  Pentagon  requests,  when  we  know 
it  rejects  many  good  ideas  for  bureau- 
cratic reasons  rather  than  for  any 
valid  military  rationale? 

A  reform  budget  would  select  from 
the  whole  menu  of  available  weapons, 
not  just  from  among  those  the  mili- 
tary bureaucrats  find  comfortable. 
Among  the  initiatives  a  reform  version 
of  this  bill  would  fund  would  probably 
be  the  following. 

MILITARY  RETORM  IRITIATrVES  IN  R&D  ANT 
PROCTTREMENT 

The  military  reformers  have  made  a 
number  of  proposals  for  R&D  and  pro- 
curement programs  which  could  lead 
to  more  effective,  less  expensive  weap- 
ons: $2  billion  would  be  used  to  fund 
competitive  hardware  prototypes  of 
some  of  these  proposals,  leading  to 
head-to-head  flyoffs  or  shootoffs. 

The  fluids  should  be  controlled  by  a 
B-team  established  by  the  Pentagon 
and  made  up  of  key  individuals  within 
the  reform  movement,  as  proposed  in 
the  defense  chapter  of  the  "Agenda 
'83"  study  recently  published  by  the 
Heritage  Foundation.  The  programs 
established  should  include: 

Development  of  a  follow-op  to  the 
Air  Force's  A-10  close  air  support  air- 
craft. The  basic  concept  reflected  in 
the  A-10— a  fixed- wing  aircraft  with 
an  antiarmor  gun  as  its  main  arma- 
ment—is valid,  and  promises  greater 
battlefield  effectiveness  than  fragile 
helicopters     or     high-speed     aircraft 


armed  with  weapons  such  as  Maverick. 
However,  the  A-10  itself  has  two  weak- 
nesses: it  is  too  large  and  it  is  sluggish. 
We  need  a  follow-on  aircraft  that  Is 
smaller  and  more  agile,  and  also  less 
expensive  so  it  can  be  acquired  in  large 
numbers. 

Development  of  passive,  radar- 
homing  air-to-air  and  ground-to-air 
missiles.  The  Soviet  Union  has  invest- 
ed heavily  in  a  new  generation  of  tacti- 
cal aircraft  which  depend  heavily  on 
radars  and  radar-guided  weapons. 
They  are,  in  general,  poor  at  air 
combat  maneuvering;  for  example,  the 
Mig-23  is  significsintly  less  capable  in  a 
dogfight  than  the  earlier  Mig-21. 

This  gives  us  opportunity.  If  we  can 
force  the  Soviets  to  shut  down  their 
radars  and  engage  in  traditional  dog- 
fights, they  will  be  at  a  major  disad- 
vantage relative  to  our  superior  pilots 
and  agile  aircraft  such  as  the  F-16.  A 
radar  shut-down  would  also  effectively 
end  night  and  bad  weather  air-to- 
ground  attacks  by  Soviet  tactical  air- 
craft. 

Passive,  radar-homing  anti-aircraft 
missiles  could  accomplish  this.  Any 
aircraft  switching  on  a  radar  would 
become  a  target,  and,  because  the  mis- 
siles would  be  passive,  they  would 
themselves  be  difficult  to  detect  and 
avoid.  A  radar-homing  missile  is  simple 
compared  to  an  active  radar  missile, 
and  it  makes  few  demands  on  the  air- 
craft in  terms  of  avionics,  space,  or 
weight.  A  program  to  develop  and  field 
such  missiles  should  be  begun. 

A  competition  among  existing  towed, 
opticaUy-guided  antiaircraft  guns,  the 
winner  to  be  acquired  by  the  Army 
and  the  Marine  Corps.  Optically- 
guided  antiaircraft  guns  appear  to  be 
superior  to  radar-guided  guns  against 
targets  that  take  evasive  action  at 
high  speeds,  because  the  radar-guided 
gun,  which  "leads"  the  target  on  a 
projected  course,  is  left  pointing  In  the 
wrong  place  whenever  the  target 
"jinks."  Towed  guns  are  more  robust 
than  self-propelled,  are  smaller  tar- 
gets, and  can  be  set  up  for  action 
almost  as  quickly  as  a  self-propelled 
gun. 

Antiaircraft  guns,  as  opposed  to  mis- 
siles, are  also  very  useful  against 
ground  targets.  The  finest  antitank 
gun  of  World  War  II.  the  German  88 
millimeter,  was  developed  as  an  anti- 
aircraft gun. 

There  are  a  number  of  modem, 
towed,  optically-guided  antiaircraft 
giuis  on  the  world  market.  A  competi- 
tion should  be  held  among  these  gims. 
testing  for  ground  as  well  as  antiair- 
craft capability.  The  winner  should  be 
produced  under  license  in  the  United 
States  and  acquired  in  quantity  by 
both  the  Army  and  the  Marine  Corps. 

Remotely  piloted  vehicles,  some- 
times caUed  drones,  have  potential 
value  on  the  battlefield  for  reconnais- 
sance, electronic  Jamming,  and  even 


attack  missions.  Israel  used  drones 
successfully  in  the  recent  combat  in 
Lebanon.  A  number  of  RPV's  are 
available  on  the  world  market,  includ- 
ing those  built  by  Israel.  We  are  more 
likely  to  get  an  effective  RPV.  and  to 
get  it  quickly,  through  a  competition 
among  existing  systems  than  through 
a  development  program  of  our  own. 
Such  a  competition  should  be  initiat- 
ed, with  the  winner  to  be  built  imder 
license  in  the  United  States. 

Antiship  missiles  are  a  serious  and 
growing  threat  to  all  surface  warships, 
including  our  aircraft  carriers.  Com- 
plex air-defense  systems  such  as  Aegis 
are  of  uncertain  effectiveness  against 
them.  However,  if  our  warships  and 
task  forces  could  operate  in  radio  and 
radar  silence,  they  could  do  much  to 
avoid  both  the  missiles  and.  equally 
attack.  Three  systems  could  be  of  as- 
sistance to  our  Navy  in  this  regard. 
These  systems  were  described  in  the 
paper,  "Options  for  Action  on  the  FY 
1983  Defense  Budget  for  the  Military 
Reform  Caucus": 

An  effective  passive  receiver  system  for  lo- 
cating Soviet  bomber  and  ship  search  radars 
a£  well  as  Soviet  radar  Air-to-Surface  and 
Surface-to-Surface  Anti-Ship  Missiles.  This 
would  include  secure  means  of  triangulating 
between  ships  and  of  handing  over  targets 
to  suitable  short-burst  radars  for  occasional 
ranging. 

A  surface  ship  search  radar  designed 
for  high  reliability  In  short-burst 
looks.  This  would  do  for  radar  what 
the  slngle-plng  sonar  has  done  for  un- 
derwater search  by  submarines. 

An  offboard  simple  repeater  trans- 
mitter to  be  towed  on  a  sled  behind  all 
surface  combatants  to  decoy  any 
Soviet  active  radar  missiles.  Since  no 
Soviet  active  radar  missile  can  resist 
homing  on  such  a  decoy,  this  is  a 
much  more  leakproof  defense  than 
the  standard  panoply  of  fleet  radar 
Interceptors,  long-range  radar  SAM's, 
and  short-range  radar-guided  missiles 
or  guns. 

OTHER  PROCIJREMENT  ADDITIONS 

To  replace  the  600  Bradley  fighting 
vehicles  deleted  from  the  fiscal  year 
1984  budget,  600  M-113  armored  per- 
sonnel carriers  should  be  aicqulred. 
These  should  be  fitted  with  a  package 
of  survivability  improvements  includ- 
ing Kevlar  antispall  liners,  external 
self -sealing  fuel  tanks,  expanded  roof/ 
vision  hatches  for  better  troop  orien- 
tation and  egress,  better  suspension 
and  machineguns  mounted  at  each 
comer  of  the  vehicle. 

The  single  greatest  weakness  of  the 
U.S.  Navy  today  is  that  it  Is  outnum- 
bered approximately  3  to  1  In  attack 
submarines  by  the  Soviet  Navy.  This 
deficiency  cannot  be  made  up  by  con- 
tinued procurement  of  the  SSN-688 
class  nuclear  attack  submarine  alone. 
With  a  price  of  over  $700  million  each, 
they  are  too  expensive  to  l>e  bought  in 
adequate  numbers.  Even  the  Navy's 
ambitious   program   for   these   boats. 


which  envisions  procurement  of  five 
annually  in  fiscal  years  1987  and  1988. 
will  do  no  more  than  maintain  the  cur- 
rent size  of  the  U.S.  submarine  force. 

We  can  only  afford  a  much  larger 
submarine  force  if  we  build  a  mix  of 
nuclear  and  conventional — diesel-elec- 
tric— submarines.  Since  World  War  II. 
conventional  submarines  have  made 
tremendous— though  unheralded- 
strides  In  underwater  speed,  endur- 
ance and  quietness.  They  are  quieter 
than  nuclear  boats  when  running  on 
battery  and  are  highly  effective,  as  Il- 
lustrated In  the  Palklands  conflict 
where  an  Argentine  conventional  sub- 
marine reportedly  penetrated  the  Brit- 
ish task  force  and,  despite  a  massive 
attack  on  her,  returned  safely  to  base. 
The  British  also  reportedly  found 
need  of  a  conventional  submarine  In 
their  operations,  despite  the  presence 
of  several  nuclear  boats.  Conventional 
submarines  of  the  most  modem  design 
are  available  on  the  world  market  for 
prices  as  low  as  $100  mUllon— about 
one-seventh  the  price  of  an  SSN-688. 

Funds  should  accordingly  be  added 
to  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget  for  the 
purchase  of  a  conventional  attack  sub- 
marine, leading  to  class  of  such  ves- 
sels. They  should  be  acquired  as  addi- 
tions to,  not  replacements  for,  planned 
nuclear  submarines,  with  the  goal  of 
Increasing  the  size  of  the  submarine 
force. 

AIRCRAFT  CARRIERS 

The  current  plan  for  continued  con- 
struction of  Mmtte-class  carriers— two 
ships  were  added  in  fiscal  year  1983; 
will  give  us  a  carrier  force  no  larger 
than  15  ships— and  probably  smaller. 
Such  a  force  is  too  small  to  be  militari- 
ly robust.  Instead,  we  should  build 
smaller.  Individually  less  expensive  alr- 
craif t  carriers  In  larger  numbers. 

I  propose  construction  of  light  carri- 
ers of  about  40,000  tons,  capable  of 
launching  current  as  well  as  VSTOL 
aircraft,  and  costing  no  more  than 
one-third  as  much  as  a  Mmite-class 
carrier.  Alternative  carrier  designs  pre- 
sented to  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  last  year  included  a  ship 
with  these  characteristics.  The  lead 
ship  should  be  authorized  In  fiscal 
year  1985,  with  regular  authorization 
of  one  ship  annually  commencing  In 
fiscal  year  1987.  Assuming  a  30-year 
life  for  such  a  ship,  a  building  rate  of 
one  ship  annually  wiU  support  a  fleet 
of  30  carriers. 

ARAPAHO 

Arapaho  Is  a  program  to  base  Naval 
Reserve  antisubmarine  helicopters  on 
merchant  marine  containerships  In 
wartime.  Unfortunately,  the  Navy  re- 
cently terminated  development  of 
Arapaho  and  sold  the  equipment  to 
Great  Britain— which,  after  Its  experi- 
ence In  the  Palklands.  knows  the  value 
of  such  a  system.  The  program  should 
be  restarted  here.  In  cooperation  with 
the  British,  and  after  development  Is 
completed      appropriate      equipment 


should  be  acquired  and  Naval  Reserve 
units  formed. 

RESERVE  AND  NATIONAL  GUARD 

The  Reserve  and  National  Guard  are 
imix>rtant  components  of  our  defense. 
They  should  become  more  Important 
than  they  are  today,  and  adequate 
funds  should  be  provided  to  enable 
them  to  do  so. 

Recently,  a  group  of  senior  Army 
and  Air  Force  National  Guard  com- 
manders produced  a  study.  Vista  1999. 
which  discusses  ways  in  which  the 
Guard  can  be  strengthened.  These  In- 
clude some  Important  innovations,  in- 
novations which  have  been  rejected  by 
the  regular  services  for  largely  bureau- 
cratic reasons. 

To  fund  these  proposed  improve- 
ments, $1  bUlion  should  be  added  to 
the  defense  budget  for  the  Guard  and 
Reserve.  The  commanders  of  the  Re- 
serve and  National  Guard  should  be 
requested  to  propose  a  specific  plan 
for  allocating  these  funds,  the  plan  to 
be  reviewed  and  accepted  or  amended 
in  the  defense  authorization  and  ap- 
propriation bills.  The  Guard  and  Re- 
serve commanders  should  be  free  to 
suggest  Innovative  uses  of  these  funds, 
In  line  with  Vista  1999.  regardless  of 
the  positions  of  the  regular  services. 

The  essence  of  military  reform  Is 
less  equipment  than  concepts  and  pol- 
icies that  affect  people.  But  equip- 
ment Is  also  Important.  Cancelling 
programs  for  weapons  that  do  not 
work  and  Initiating  some  programs  for 
weapons  the  Pentagon  does  not  want 
that  will  work  would  be  part  of  reform 
version  of  this  blU.  It  would  give  us  a 
blU  that  would  do  far  more  than  this 
one  toward  strengthening  oiu-  de- 
fenses. 

A  fourth  way  this  bill  would  be  sub- 
stantially different  if  it  reflected 
reform  thinking  would  be  in  the  way 
the  Congress  put  it  together. 

As  I  have  already  mentioned,  this 
bUl,  as  It  now  stands,  contains  a 
number  of  concepts  which  are  serious- 
ly flawed.  I  have  singled  out  two  for 
attention— the  big  carrier  Navy  and 
deep  strike— but  there  are  others,  in- 
cluding our  whole  approach  to  com- 
mand and  control,  the  way  we  define 
quality  in  fighter  aircraft,  and,  with 
the  MX,  the  move  from  strategic 
forces  designed  to  ride  out  a  first 
strike  to  forces  which  compel  a  doc- 
trine of  first  strike  of  or  launch  on 
warning. 

Why  has  this  happened?  Why  does 
the  Congress  so  blithely  approve  con- 
cepts which  may  be  so  dangerous  to 
us,  and  so  debilitating  to  the  ability  of 
our  conventional  forces  to  win  in 
combat? 

The  answer  is  that  the  Congress  nei- 
ther hears  nor  thinks  very  much  about 
these  kinds  of  Issues,  nor  does  It  be- 
lieve that  it  has  any  responsibility  to 
do  so. 
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One  clear  sign  of  the  Congress  atti- 
tude is  the  witnesses  it  hears.  Virtual- 
ly all  the  witnesses  on  this  bill  were 
from  the  Defense  Department. 

How  would  the  Senate  react  if  the 
Banking  Committee  heard  testimony 
only  from  the  Treasury  Department 
and  the  Federal  Reserve? 

How  would  it  react  if  Envirorunent 
and  Public  Works  heard  testimony 
only  from  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior? 

Occasionally,  a  few  outside  witnesses 
are  heard.  I  do  not  believe  we  heard 
any  this  year,  but  in  past  years  we 
have  occasionally  had  a  few. 

But  few  committee  members  take 
such  hearings  seriously.  They  are  re- 
garded as  an  exercise  for  public  con- 
sumption, not  a  source  of  possibly 
valid  alternate  views  which  could  serve 
as  a  basis  for  the  committee's  action 
on  the  bill. 

The  Congress  attitude  is  "the  men  in 
uniform  are  the  experts,  and  our  duty 
is  to  defer  to  them." 

Now.  I  agree  we  are  not  ourselves  ex- 
perts. But  that  should  not  automati- 
cally lead  us  to  assume  that  service 
witnesses  are.  Those  witnesses  come 
from  a  highly  bureaucratic  environ- 
ment, in  which  expertise  is  defined 
less  at  knowledge  of  war  than  at 
knowledge  of  how  to  have  a  successful 
bureaucratic  career.  They  come  from 
an  environment  in  which  most  deci- 
sions are  made  by  a  lowest  common 
denominator,  consensus  process. 

And  when  they  testify  to  us.  they  do 
so  as  people  who  must  go  back  to  that 
environment  later  that  day.  Are  they 
likely  to  tell  us  things  that  upset  the 
bureaucratic  applecart?  Are  they 
likely  to  throw  away  the  career  they 
have  been  so  long  in  building  by 
saying  that  their  service's  cherished 
practice  or  program  or  ship  or  tank  is 
wrong?  We  all  know  what  would 
happen  to  them  If  they  did.  So  why  do 
we  kid  ourselves  by  saying  that  we  are 
getting  objective,  military  advice  sind 
testimony  from  them? 

This  is  not  criticism  of  the  Individ- 
uals who  appear  before  us  as  wit- 
nesses. They  are  products  of  and  rep- 
resentatives of  their  institutions.  It  Is 
criticism  of  those  institutions. 

Nor  is  it  a  suggestion  that  we  not 
hear  witnesses  from  the  services.  Of 
course  we  should  hear  them. 

But  we  should  hear  others  as  well. 
There  are  knowledgeable  people  out- 
side the  Defense  Department  who  can 
give  us  useful  information.  The  mili- 
tary reform  movement  has  found  a 
number  of  such  people— people  like 
John  Boyd.  Steven  Canby.  Pierre 
Sprey,  Norman  Polmar,  Adm.  Tom 
Davies.  and  others.  A  number  of  my 
colleagues  have  heard  these  people, 
and  know  they  have  interesting  ajid 
useful  things  to  say.  Why  does  the 
committee  not  hear  them? 

This  year,  the  committee  made  a 
number  of  cuts  in  the  defense  budget 


proposed  by  the  Pentagon.  Were  those 
cuts  the  result  of  independent  think- 
ing by  the  committee?  Not  at  all.  In 
fact,  our  committee  staffs  worked 
closely  with  the  Pentagon  in  coming 
up  with  the  cuts.  They  were  largely,  if 
not  entirely,  the  cuts  the  Pentagon 
itself  proposed. 

Is  that  what  our  Constitution  en- 
tends?  The  doctrine  of  separation  of 
powers  is  fundamental  to  our  system 
of  government.  If  we  look  at  how  de- 
fense policy  is  made,  we  can  see  why 
that  separation  of  powers  is  wise. 
Within  the  executive,  bureaucratic 
politics  often  override  military  consid- 
erations. Innovative  ideas  are  ignored 
because  they  challenge  entrenched 
elements  in  the  bureaucracy.  Criticism 
of  what  entrenched  interests  are  com- 
fortable with  its  squelched. 

But  an  independent  Congress  can 
cut  through  that  bureaucratic  thicket. 
It  can  ferret  out  new  ideas,  provide  a 
forum  for  the  dissenters,  and  insure 
that  arguments  get  an  evaluation  on 
their  military  merits. 

It  can,  that  is,  if  it  is  independent,  if 
it  behaves  like  the  separate  power  it 
was  intended  to  be.  If  it  asks  the  Pen- 
tagon what  it  should  do  and  seldom 
does  otherwise,  then,  of  course,  it 
merely  becomes  a  part  of  the  bureauc- 
racy itself.  It  becomes  a  part  of  the  ex- 
ecutive branch. 

Once  this  year,  the  committee  did 
provide  a  forum  for  something  other 
than  the  official  view.  It  did  so  when  it 
invited  Mr.  Franklin  Spinney  to  testify 
to  it,  in  a  joint  session  with  the  Budget 
Committee,  on  trends  in  weapons 
costs.  Most  members  of  both  commit- 
tees would  agree  that  was  one  of  the 
more  informative  and  useful  hearings 
we  held.  It  is  a  shame  this  bill  does  not 
reflect  the  testimony  we  heard  then. 
As  usual,  we  only  acted  on  testimony 
that  reflected  the  official  line. 

Why  does  the  Congress  behave  this 
way?  It  is  not  surprising  that  such  be- 
havior results  in  the  kind  of  bill  we 
have  before  us,  a  bill  that  perpetuates 
rather  than  corrects  our  military 
weaknesses.  But  why  do  we  do  this? 

I  think  the  question  goes  to  the 
heart  of  the  Congress  conception  of  its 
own  responsibility.  The  Congress  does 
not  seem  to  believe  it  has  a  responsi- 
bility to  think  about  issues  beyond  the 
size  of  the  budget  and  program  man- 
agement. This  was  not  always  the 
case;  I  noted  how  the  committee  once 
fought  for  naval  Innovation.  But  It 
seems  to  be  the  case  now. 

Such  behavior  implies  some  interest- 
ing assumptions,  assumptions  the 
Senate  should  think  about.  First,  it 
Implies  an  assumption  that  the  kinds 
of  things  the  Pentagon  is  doing  are 
automatically  right.  What  does  histo- 
ry say  to  this?  Does  it  say  that  other 
defense  departments  in  other  times  or 
places  have  seldom  if  ever  done  the 
wrong  thing?  I  think  not.  The  bureau- 
cratic behavior  we  see  dominant  in  our 


own  Defense  Establishment  today  has 
had  many  historical  coimterparts, 
which  results  like  the  maglnot  line, 
the  retention  of  horse  cavalry  into  the 
1940's.  the  resistance  to  the  aircraft 
carrier  by  the  battleship  admirals,  the 
perpetuation  of  close-order  Infantry 
tactics  in  the  face  of  machineguns, 
and  so  on.  History  gives  us  little 
reason  to  think  that  our  Defense  De- 
partment does  not  need  some  inde- 
pendent oversight  on  its  concepts. 

Second,  it  implies  that  the  Congress 
is  to  be  nothing  but  a  bank  for  the  ex- 
ecutive branch,  giving  out  money  with 
little  attention  to  what  the  money  is 
given  for.  Is  that  what  the  Constitu- 
tion intends?  Is  that  the  history  of  the 
Congress?  Is  that  what  the  Congress 
does  in  other  policy  areas?  Again.  I 
think  not. 

Third,  it  implies  that  if  the  military 
reformers  are  right  and  many  of  the 
concepts  that  now  guide  our  policies 
are  deficient,  and  if  the  result  of  these 
deficiences  is  a  failure  in  combat,  the 
Congress  will  bear  no  blame  in  the 
eyes  of  the  American  people.  It  implies 
we  can  say  in  such  a  case,  "we  did 
what  the  generals,  admirals  and  secre- 
taries told  us  to  do.  We  did  not  even 
try  to  think  about  it."  And  the  Ameri- 
can people  will  respond.  "Oh.  that's 
OK  then.  We  did  not  expect  you  to 
think."  Will  that  be  the  people's  view 
of  it?  Will  that  lead  them  to  respect 
us?  Again.  I  think  not. 

How  would  a  Congress  that  reflected 
military  reform  thinking  behave  dif- 
ferently? 

First,  it  would  recognize  the  bureau- 
cratic realities  within  the  Defense  De- 
partment. It  would  recognize  that  the 
requests  and  testimony  we  receive 
from  the  Department  are  bureaucratic 
in  nature,  that  they  reflect  bureau- 
cratic politics  within  the  Department 
and  the  services,  not  pure  military 
judgments. 

Second,  it  would  seek  to  get  military 
judgments.  It  would  hear  outside  de- 
fense experts.  It  would  have  such  ex- 
perts on  its  own  staff.  It  would  hear 
junior  as  well  as  senior  officers,  and  it 
would  do  so  in  ways  where  those  offi- 
cers could  speak  their  minds  freely. 
Certainly,  it  would  put  its  witnesses 
under  oath.  If  a  witness  is  under  oath, 
he  can  return  to  his  bureaucracy  after 
telling  the  truth  and  Justify  himself. 

Third,  it  would  not  only  hear  this 
kind  of  testimony,  it  would  act  on  it.  It 
would  seek  to  develop  new  options  and 
get  fair  tests  for  them.  It  would  insist 
the  Defense  Department  either  pro- 
vide compelling  answers  to  the  critics 
or  try  their  recommendations. 

Fourth.  It  would  prize  Its  Independ- 
ence, and  would  Insure  that  a  proper 
separation  were  maintained  between 
Itself  and  the  Pentagon.  It  would  not 
ask  the  Pentagon  to  help  It  mark  up 
its  bill. 
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Fifth,  above  all,  it  would  recognize 
the  historic  reality  that  Military  Es- 
tablishments do  not  do  a  very  good 
Job.  in  peacetime,  of  being  iimovative 
and  Imaginative.  So  the  committee 
would  itself  become  a  forvun  for  Irmo- 
vatlon  and  imagination.  It  would  do 
for  the  Defense  Department  what  the 
Department  carmot  very  well  do  for 
itself,  and  provide  a  charmel  for  new 
ideas  around  the  dam  of  tradition  and 
bureaucracy. 

The  differences  between  the  bill 
before  us  and  the  bUl  that  should  be 
before  us— differences  In  the  balance 
between  procurement  and  readiness 
funding,  between  nuclear  and  conven- 
tional forces.  In  the  kinds  of  weapons 
funded,  and  In  the  way  the  committee 
operates— are  fundamental.  They  go  to 
the  heart  of  the  question  I  began  with: 
What  do  we  need  to  do  differently.  If 
we  are  to  have  a  strong  and  effective 
defense? 

But  there  Is  one  other  major  differ- 
ence I  would  like  to  discuss.  It  goes 
beyond  this  bill.  In  a  way,  it  is  an  at- 
tempt to  put  this  bill  in  perspective. 

Even  a  reform  version  of  this  bill 
would  still  be.  in  large  part,  a  funding 
biU.  That  Is  what  an  authorization  bill 
is. 

But  my  most  basic  premise  is  that  a 
strong  defense  requires  more  than 
funding.  It  requires  ideas.  A  military 
reform  defense  authorization  bill 
would  reflect  ideas,  not  Just  Pentagon 
politics.  But  a  strong  defense  requires 
ideas  that  go  beyond  those  reflected  in 
any  funding  measure. 

The  Congress  is  in  mtmy  ways,  not 
very  well  structured  to  handle  the  de- 
tails of  defense.  We  could  do  a  much 
better  Job  with  the  details  than  we  are 
doing  in  this  bill,  but  we  are  not  engi- 
neers or  shipbuilders  or  electronics  ex- 
perts. We  are  generallsts. 

And  that  could  be  very  valuable.  As 
generallsts.  we  have  an  ability  to  pro- 
vide a  forum  for  broad  ideas  in  a  socie- 
ty that  Increasingly  concentrates  on 
narrow  ones.  In  defense,  that  is  very 
Important.  E^'en  the  best  tanks  or 
fighters  or  submarines  are  of  little  use. 
If  the  broad  Ideas  that  guide  our 
policy,  ideas  like  strategy  and  grand 
strategy,  are  defective. 

Today,  we  seldom  hear  much  about 
these  Ideas.  For  every  hour  of  discus- 
sion about  grand  strategy,  we  probably 
hear  100  hours  about  whether  to  In- 
crease the  budget  5  percent  or  10  per- 
cent. 

We  have  a  responsibility  to  change 
that.  We  do  not  have  to  be  expert 
strategists  to  do  so.  If  the  Congress 
shows  interest  in  a  subject  that  sub- 
ject gets  a  great  deal  of  attention 
among  the  experts.  In  the  past.  Con- 
gress has  shown  great  Interest  In  de- 
tails of  defense  management,  so  we 
now  have  armed  services  full  of  man- 
agers. If  we  start  showing  some  Inter- 
est In  strategy.  In  the  art  of  war,  In  the 
structure  of  our  military  decision  proc- 


ess, we  will  quickly  see  a  great  many 
others  showing  interest  too. 

And  there  are  some  Ideas  we  can 
offer. 

In  a  recent  conversation  with  an 
American  diplomat,  a  senior  Chinese 
foreign  ministry  official  was  asked 
about  China's  claims  to  territories  now 
held  by  the  Soviet  Union.  The  official 
reportedly  responded,  "We  will  recover 
the  territories— sometime  In  the  next 
300  years." 

The  Chinese  tend  to  take  a  long 
view.  They  understand  the  Importance 
of  grand  strategy.  Sir  Basil  Liddell- 
Hart,  the  great  British  military  theo- 
rist and  historian,  said: 

The  role  of  Grand  Strategy  •••  is  to  co- 
ordinate and  direct  aU  the  resources  of  a 
nation,  or  a  band  of  nations,  towards  the  at- 
tainment of  the  political  object  •  •  •  the 
goals  assigned  by  fundamental  policy. 

Does  America  have  a  grand  strategy 
today?  Does  it  have  a  defined  set  of 
foreign  policy  "goals  assigned  by  fun- 
damental policy?"  Clearly,  we  have 
certain  goals:  The  security  of  our 
homeland,  the  avoidance  of  war. 
human  rights  for  all  peoples,  a  stable 
international  economic  order  based  on 
free  trade,  and  so  forth.  As  the  world 
has  grown  more  complex,  our  goals 
have  necessarily  diversified.  They 
have  also  become  less  clear,  or  at  least 
less  clearly  Interrelated  In  a  coherent 
framework. 

In  the  process  of  clarifying  our  goals 
and  debating  a  grand  strategy,  we 
must  keep  In  mind  a  fundamental, 
given  obligation  arising  from  the  clos- 
ing days  of  World  War  II:  Constant 
vigilance  toward  Soviet  adventurism. 

Our  attention  to  this  reality  has 
been  diverted  for  a  variety  of  reasons: 
Attempts  through  dfetente  to  alter 
Soviet  behavior  by  negotiation  and 
bargaining;  the  correct  realization 
that  many  of  our  foreign  policy  objec- 
tives relate  less  to  the  Soviet  Union 
than  to  Third  World  powers,  acting  in- 
dependently; focusing  our  policy  of 
containment  on  an  increasingly  ill-de- 
fined philosophical  system  called  com- 
munism, rather  than  on  Soviet  imperi- 
alism as  a  nation-state;  and  last,  but 
not  necessarily  least,  Americans'  dis- 
like of  drawn  out,  "solutlonless"  situa- 
tions—our  characteristic  desire  for  the 
"quick  fix,"  and  our  loss  of  Interest 
when  there  Is  no  such  thing. 

Unfortunately,  Soviet  adventurism 
remains  a  reality  of  our  time.  Its  ori- 
gins are  diverse:  Traditional  Great 
Russian  chauvinism,  communism— as 
Interpreted  by  the  leadership  of  the 
Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union; 
competing  Institutional  Interests  of 
elements  within  the  Kremlin,  particu- 
larly the  military,  and  the  desire  of 
the  Soviet  Union  for  '300  percent  se- 
curity," for  a  world  not  only  where  no 
one  does  threaten  them,  but  where  no 
one  can  threaten  them— a  world  where 
Soviet  power  is  Indisputably  preemi- 
nent. 


The  question  Is  not  whether  re- 
straining Soviet  ImiJeriaUsm  should  be 
an  American  goal;  clearly,  it  should. 
The  question  is  whether  we  have  an 
appropriated  grand  strategy  to  achieve 
our  goal. 

Our  traditional  grand  strategy  as  It 
relates  to  constraints  on  the  U.S.S.R. 
can  generally  be  described  as  a  "direct 
approach."  We  have  sought  to  coun- 
teract Soviet  moves  with  direct  action 
by  the  United  States,  either  In  the 
local  theater  where  the  Soviets  are 
active,  or  In  bilateral  relations  with 
Moscow.  We  have  seen  U.S.  action  as 
the  best  counter  to  action  by  the 
Soviet  Union. 

This  direct  approach  evolved  In  the 
late  1940's,  when  the  Soviet  Union  ex- 
panded the  areas  under  Its  Influence 
or  control.  At  that  time,  a  direct  ap- 
proach was  the  best  counter  to  Soviet 
expansionism  for  two  reasons. 

First,  U.S.  power  was  far  greater 
than  Soviet  power.  As  remains  the 
case  today,  we  were  superior  in  virtual- 
ly every  nonmilltary  area— though  our 
margin  of  superiority  was  greater 
then.  MUltarily.  the  Soviets  were 
stronger  In  only  one  way:  the  Red 
Army  in  Europe  was  more  powerful 
than  U.S.  and  allied  conventional 
ground  forces  In  that  theater. 

In  every  other  military  area— strate- 
gic forces,  naval  forces,  air  forces,  mili- 
tary technology— the  United  States 
was  clearly,  measurably,  and  generally 
overwhelmingly  stronger  than  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Second,  there  were  really  only  two 
powers  in  the  world  In  the  late  1940's: 
the  United  States  and  Soviet  Union. 
Japan  and  Germany  were  In  nilns. 
The  other  nations  of  Western  and 
Eastern  Europe  had  been  devastated 
by  war  and  occupation,  and  required 
all  of  their  resources  for  reconstruc- 
tion. China  was  in  the  midst  of  a 
bloody  civil  war.  Nations  such  as  Iraq 
and  Egypt,  which  are  important  re- 
gional powers  today,  were  semlcolonlal 
backwaters.  Much  of  Asia  and  Africa 
were  still  colonial  dependencies  of  Eu- 
ropean states.  In  this  environment, 
only  the  United  States  had  the  power 
to  resist  the  Soviet  Union  effectively. 

Since  the  time  the  United  States 
adopted  a  direct  approach  to  restraint 
of  Soviet  expansion,  the  world  has 
changed  dramatically. 

The  United  States  retains  Its  superi- 
ority over  the  Soviet  Union  In  most 
nonmilltary  areas.  Particularly  In  our 
culture,  with  Its  strong  emphasis  on 
personal  and  economic  freedom,  we 
have  retained  a  tremendous  advan- 
tage. Not  only  is  the  cultural  superior- 
ity of  the  West  evident  to  most  neu- 
trals, both  the  substance  and  the  out- 
ward symbols  of  Western  culture  are 
sought  by  many  people  In  the  U.S.S.R. 
At  the  same  time,  the  Soviet  Union 
caught  up  to  us  In  many  aspects  of 
military    power.    American    strategic 
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monopoly  was  followed  by  American 
superiority,  then  by  parity.  The  Soviet 
Navy  may  today  be  more  capable  of 
carrying  out  Its  missions  than  Is  the 
U.S.  Navy.  The  technological  level  of 
Soviet  equipment  in  the  field  is  some- 
times more  effective  than  our  overly 
complex  equipment. 

The  one  area  of  Soviet  superiority  In 
the  late  1940's— ground  forces  in 
Europe— remains  the  same  today. 

At  the  same  time  Soviet  power  has 
increased  substantially  relative  to 
American  power,  the  capability  of 
other  nations  has  risen  relative  to  the 
two  superpowers.  As  we  discovered  in 
Vietnam,  and  as  the  Soviets  have  dis- 
covered in  Egypt,  In  Romania,  In  their 
relations  with  China  and  in  Afghani- 
stan lesser  powers  can  rebuff  and  even 
repulse  a  superpower. 

We  are  returning  to  a  more  normal 
historical  situation  than  the  super- 
power/nonpower  dichotomy  of  the 
late  1940's.  As  has  been  the  case 
through  most  of  history,  a  small 
power  can  defeat  a  great  power  in  the 
small  power's  own  backyard. 

There  api>ears  to  be  two  fundamen- 
tal reasons  for  this  development.  The 
first  is  the  spread  of  modem  war- 
making  capability  into  all  regions  of 
the  world. 

Nations  with  natural  or  Industrial 
resources— hence  with  wealth— can 
said  do  equip  themselves  with  modem 
tanks,  warplanes,  and  missiles.  Nations 
without  wealth  but  with  strategic  posi- 
tion—Somalia is  a  good  example— are 
equipped  gratis  by  a  major  power. 

In  the  late  1940's,  only  the  United 
States,  the  U.S.S.R..  and  perhaps 
Great  Britain  had  effective  modem 
conventional  forces.  Today,  Syria  has 
3.700  tanks— about  one-third  as  many 
as  the  United  States— China  has 
10,000  and  a  nation  as  small  as  North 
Yemen  has  700.  Peru  has  more  tanks 
than  the  Intervention  force— airborne 
and  Marine  Corps — of  the  United 
States  or  the  Soviet  Union.  The  same 
Is  true  of  Algeria,  Somalia,  and  Cuba, 
among  others. 

It  would  be  difficult  militarily,  as 
well  as  politically,  for  either  of  the  su- 
perpowers to  project  forces  successful- 
ly against  a  growing  number  of  small 
powers. 

The  second  fundamental  reason  for 
the  shift  in  power  from  the  United 
States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  to  smaller 
states  has  been  the  spread  of  national- 
ism. As  the  Vietnam  war  demonstrat- 
ed, the  infliction  of  massive  devasta- 
tion on  a  small  power  by  a  great  power 
may  not  destroy  the  wUl  and  resist- 
ance of  the  small  nation,  if  its  nation- 
alism is  sufficiently  strong.  The  Sovi- 
ets know  very  well  If  they  Invade 
Yugoslavia,  they  face  a  protracted 
"peoples'  war,"  fueled  by  the  national- 
istic spirit  of  the  Yugoslavs. 

As  the  Afghans  have  demonstrated, 
the  day  when  a  great  power  can  defeat 
the  army  of  a  small  power,  occupy  Its 


capital  and  end  the  war  is  passing 
Elven  after  the  army  is  defeated,  and 
the  capital  occupied,  the  small  power 
has  the  ability,  through  the  national- 
ism of  its  people,  to  carry  on  a  pro- 
tracted campaign  of  terrorism,  sabo- 
tage, and  guerrilla  warfare.  The  cost 
of  such  a  conflict  to  the  great  power 
will  increasingly  exceed  the  possible 
gain. 

The  protection  which  these  two  de- 
velopments give  to  smaller  powers 
against  military  threats  from  the 
United  States  or  the  Soviet  Union 
enable  the  smaller  nations  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  their  strengths  in  nonmili- 
tary  areas.  Most  important  among 
these,  in  many  cases,  is  the  control  of 
vital  natural  resources,  such  as  oil. 

These  twin  developments- the  bal- 
ance of  power  between  the  two  super- 
powers and  the  rise  of  the  power  of 
smaller  nations  vis-a-vis  that  of  the  su- 
perpowers—suggest that  our  grand 
strategy  for  containing  Soviet  expan- 
sionism must  be  rethought.  The  direct 
approach  was  based  on  a  world  bal- 
ance of  power  which  no  longer  exists. 

We  would  be  better  off  with  a  new 
grand  strategy,  one  which  seeks  to  use 
the  second  development,  the  rise  of 
the  power  of  smaller  states,  to  counter 
the  Soviet  Union.  Such  a  grand  strate- 
gy is  well  described  by  the  phrase 
which  the  Chinese  have  used  to  de- 
scribe their  foreign  policy:  "Resisting 
hegemony  while  not  seeking  hegemo- 
ny." 

The  United  States  has  no  need  for 
hegemony,  for  domination,  over  other 
nations.  With  our  economic,  cultural, 
and  political  advantages,  other  nations 
will  waint  to  work  with  us.  Our  tech- 
nology is  eagerly  sought  by  virtually 
the  entire  world— including  the  Soviet 
Union.  Our  political  freedoms  are  the 
envy  of  most  other  peoples.  Even  our 
fashions  are  the  hottest  black  market 
items  in  the  Soviet  Union  itself. 

In  contrast,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
virtually  nothing  to  offer  except  mili- 
tary strength.  Other  than  arms,  few  of 
her  exports  are  attractive.  WhUe  vari- 
eties of  socialism  and  even  commu- 
nism are  of  interest  to  some  develop- 
ing states.  Soviet-model  state  socialism 
is  increasingly  recognized  for  what  it 
Is:  a  new  Czarism,  where  a  small  politi- 
cal and  managerial  elite  lives  very 
well,  but  where  the  legitimate  desires 
of  the  majority  of  the  population  for  a 
higher  living  standard  cannot  be  met, 
and  greater  cultural  and  political  free- 
dom will  not  be  granted. 

Accordingly,  the  Soviet  Union  does 
not  seek  hegemony.  It  has  few  carrots 
to  offer;  it  must  seek  to  use  the  stick. 
Its  behavior  not  only  in  Eastern 
Eiirope,  but  toward  countries  such  as 
Angola  and  Ethiopia,  reveals  the 
heavy-handed  nature  of  Soviet  friend- 
ship. The  nations  of  the  Third  World 
increasingly  recognize  Soviet  policy 
for  what  it  is:  neocolonialism  of  the 
worst  sort. 


This  situation  gives  the  United 
States  a  natural  advantage.  The  na- 
tionalism which  is  the  dominant  char- 
acteristic of  most  of  the  world's  na- 
tions will  automatically  lead  most  of 
them  to  oppose  Soviet  hegemonism. 
Soviet  neocolonialism  has  almost  con- 
sistently been  rejected  as  firmly  as  was 
Western  colonialism.  The  rejection  of 
the  Soviet  Union  will  not  be  because 
of  U.S.  pressure  on  smaller  nations.  It 
will  be  an  autonomous  act,  rooted  in 
their  own  nationalism. 

Our  job  is  not  simply  to  convince 
other  nations  that  they  should  reject 
the  Soviet  Union.  Rather,  it  is  to  be 
willing  and  able  to  help  them  reject  it 
successfully,  despite  Soviet  pressure: 
to  resist  hegemony  while  not  seeking 
hegemony.  Four  specific  policies  would 
seem  to  be  need  to  accomplish  this: 

First,  we  must  let  the  smaller  nation 
define  its  relationships  with  the 
United  States. 

Adopting  a  policy  of  permitting  an- 
other nation,  particularly  a  Third 
World  nation,  to  define  the  nature  of 
its  relationship  with  the  United  States 
may  at  times  run  counter  to  some 
short-term  U.S.  interests.  Some  U.S. 
corporations  may  not  feel  their  inter- 
ests are  best  served  by  such  a  policy. 
At  times,  U.S.  foreign  aid  may  appear 
wasted,  in  that  it  may  seem  that  a 
U.S. -designed  program  could  make 
more  efficient  use  of  the  moneys  pro- 
vided. 

Ultimately,  however,  such  short- 
term  gains  are  illusory.  As  a  large  per- 
centage of  the  American  people  per- 
ceive, we  have  too  often  poured  re- 
sources into  a  nation— again,  with  the 
best  of  intentions— only  to  find  not 
gratitude,  but  anti-Americanism  as  our 
reward.  Why?  Because  in  the  eyes  of 
the  recipient,  our  aid  was  neocolonial- 
ist  in  nature,  as  we  defined  the  pro- 
grams to  fit  our  perceptions  of  morali- 
ty and  efficiency.  Such  an  approach, 
however  pennywise,  will  almost  always 
prove  pound  foolish. 

If  we  permit  other  nations  to  define 
our  mutual  relationship,  we  will  find 
ourselves  having  different  approaches 
in  different  countries.  Some  nations 
will  want  only  govemment-to-govem- 
ment  assistance;  others,  only  private 
investment;  and  still  others,  a  mixture 
of  the  two.  We  must  accustom  our- 
selves to  such  flexibility. 

Other  nations  will  have  to  under- 
stand that  our  resources  are  limited 
both  in  total  quantity  and  in  type.  We 
cannot  meet  endless  requests;  we 
cannot  provide  certain  types  of  assist- 
ance, such  as  U.S.  military  forces  or 
commitments,  except  in  a  very  few 
cases  such  as  NATO. 

Second,  we  must  develop  more  asso- 
ciations and  fewer  alliances. 

In  the  late  1940's  and  early  1950's. 
we  forged  a  chain  of  bilateral  and  mul- 
tilateral military  alliances  which  were 
appropriate  at  that  time.  They  are  in- 


creasingly less  appropriate  In  a  world 
where  resistance  to  Soviet  expansion- 
ism will  be  primarily  a  product  of  local 
nationalism  rather  than  Americsai  ini- 
tiatives. Too  often,  these  alliances 
have  been  elevated  into  moral  impera- 
tives, no  longer  questionable  in  terms 
of  our  national  interest,  the  Interests 
of  the  other  nations  involved,  or  the 
objective  of  containing  Soviet  expan- 
sionism. We  might  do  well  to  remem- 
ber the  words  of  General  Charles  de 
Gaulle,  who  remarked  that  "Nations 
have  no  permanent  friends,  only  per- 
manent interests." 

Instead  of  military  alliances,  a  policy 
of  resisting  hegemony  while  not  seek- 
ing hegemony  would  emphasize  asso- 
ciations, primarUy  nonmilitary  in 
nature.  The  type  and  scope  of  the  as- 
sociation would  in  each  individual  case 
be  defined  by  the  needs  of  the  smaller 
nation,  as  seen  by  that  nation,  and  the 
inherent  limits  on  what  America  can 
provide.  They  would  be  flexible,  de- 
signed to  change  as  circimistances  of 
the  parties  changed. 

Third,  while  the  defense  of  a  small 
state  will  primarily  be  the  product  of 
its  own  efforts,  the  United  States  will 
need  a  military  capability  to  counter- 
act Soviet  adventurism. 

Primarily,  this  means  the  United 
States  must  have  preeminent  naval 
power.  Most  of  the  nations  of  the 
world  do  not  share  a  land  border  with 
the  Soviet  Union.  The  Soviets  can 
threaten  them  directly  only  be  sea.  If 
the  United  States  is  the  dominant 
naval  power,  it  can  interfere  with  or 
block  most  direct  Soviet  threats  to 
other  states. 

Of  course,  most  Soviet  threats  will 
not  be  direct,  and  resistance  to  indi- 
rect pressures,  military  or  other,  must 
come  from  the  local  state.  But  it 
would  clearly  contribute  to  the  securi- 
ty of  other  nations  if  America  had 
much  greater  control  of  the  sea. 

Fourth,  we  must  avoid  involvement 
in  the  internal  affairs  of  other  na- 
tions. 

In  the  past,  and  perhaps  even  at 
present,  we  have  placed  ourselves  in 
opposition  to  local  nationalism 
through  well  intentioned  but  inept  at- 
tempts to  tell  other  people  what  was 
good  for  them,  to  define  their  needs. 
An  indiscriminate  and  crude  Wilson- 
ianism  has  led  us  to  present  ourselves 
as  the  model  society,  to  prescribe  to 
other  people  how  they  should  struc- 
ture their  economies,  reform  their  po- 
litical structures,  and  even  fight  their 
wars. 

This  approach  fails  for  two  reasons. 
First,  we  can  seldom  understand  the 
complexities  of  another  culture  well 
enough  to  prescribe  effectively  for  it. 
We  apply  our  moral  principles  of  our 
sociological  analyses,  and  in  either 
case  the  programs  dictated  by  our  ap- 
proach founder  on  complex  cultural 
factors  we  do  not  understand. 


We  fall  also  because  we  become  the 
neocolonlalist,  the  white  overseer 
come  to  direct  the  natives.  Ever  the 
best  intentions  and  the  best  analysis 
of  another  nation's  needs  will  create 
only  failure  if  they  appear  in  a  neoco- 
lonlalist light. 

We  can  only  ally  ourselves  with  local 
nationalism  in  situations  where  that 
nationalism  is  coherent  and  definable. 
In  situations  of  internal  conflict,  that 
is  rarely  the  case.  However  attractive 
or  necessary  it  may  seem  at  the  time 
for  us  to  Involve  ourselves  In  a  nation's 
internal  struggles,  we  must  avoid  the 
temptation.  Angola  is  an  example  of 
such  a  situation,  where  we  were  wise 
not  to  Intervene,  and  where  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  Cuban  surrogate  may 
find,  in  time,  that  their  Intervention 
has  not  helped  their  cause. 

Ultimately,  the  goal  of  a  grand  strat- 
egy of  resisting  hegemony  while  not 
seeking  hegemony  is  to  create  a  poly- 
centric  resistance  to  Soviet  imperial- 
ism. This  is  a  major  change  from  our 
cold  war  policy,  where  resistance  to 
the  Soviet  Union  was  seen  as  being 
monolythlcally  a  product  of  U.S. 
action.  It  is  action  by  the  local  powers, 
sometimes  with  limited  and  primarily 
nonmilitary  U.S.  assistance  acting  as  a 
force  multiplier,  that  will  be  the  pri- 
mary stumbling  block  to  Soviet  ambi- 
tions. 

The  time  is  ripe  for  such  a  grand 
strategy.  We  have  seen  the  ultimate 
failure  of  a  U.S.-centered  policy,  with 
the  failure  in  Vietnam.  We  have  also 
seen  the  emergence  of  independent 
local  resistance  to  Soviet  expansion- 
ism. 

A  grand  strategy  of  polycentrism.  of 
resisting  hegemony  while  not  seeking 
hegemony,  would  not  only  create 
greater  resistance  to  Soviet  expansion- 
ism, it  would  also  improve  our  rela- 
tions with  the  nations  of  the  Third 
World.  Resistance  to  the  Soviet  Union 
Is  only  one  of  our  policy  goals,  al- 
though it  is  an  important  one.  The 
growth  of  global  interdependence  has 
created  a  multitude  of  interests  In  our 
relations  with  other  nations.  A  policy 
which  has  as  a  guiding  principle  the 
avoidance  of  neocolonialism  can  only 
improve  our  long-run  position  with 
these  nations,  whose  viability  as  na- 
tions we  would  be  helping  to  strength- 
en. 

What  about  our  military  strategy? 
Gen.  Helmuth  von  Moltke  defined 
strategy  as  "The  practical  adaptation 
of  the  means  placed  at  a  general's  dis- 
posal to  the  attainment  of  the  object 
In  view." 

I  have  suggested  that  if  our  object  in 
view  is  a  grand  strategy  of  resisting 
hegemony  without  seeking  hegemony, 
one  of  the  ways  we  should  adapt  our 
means — our  defense  sources— is  by  in- 
suring we  have  command  of  the  sea  I 
would  go  further  and  suggest  that  we 
should  adopt  a  maritime  strategy. 


I  first  proposed  this  back  in  1978,  In 
a  white  paper  on  defense  issued  jointly 
with  former  Senator  Robert  Taft,  Jr.. 
of  Ohio.  What  is  meant  by  a  "mari- 
time strategy?"  It  does  not  mean  what 
the  current  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and 
some  others  seem  to  mean,  which  is 
simply  spending  a  lot  of  money  on  the 
Navy— with  little  regard  even  for 
whether  the  kinds  of  ships  we  are 
building  make  sense,  much  less  for 
anything  strategic  in  nature. 

A  maritime  strategy  Is  one  of  two 
basic  strategies  an  island  nation— and 
we  are  an  island  nation — can  adopt  In 
a  confrontation  with  a  major  power  on 
the  Eurasian  land  mass.  In  a  maritime 
strategy,  the  island  power  in  effect 
says  to  the  continental  power,  "If  you 
attack  our  allies  on  the  continent,  we 
will  cut  you  off  from  all  contact  from 
areas  you  cannot  reach  directly  over- 
land. We  will  cut  off  not  only  your 
military  forces,  but  your  commerce,  in- 
cluding imports  of  food.  We  will  draw 
on  the  world's  commerce,  while  you 
starve.  We  will  harass  you  around 
your  peripheries,  for  we  will  go  wher- 
ever the  water  reaches.  We  will  build 
unceasing  new  coalitions  against  you, 
If  you  defeat  our  first  coalition.  Over 
the  long  run,  you  will  grow  steadily 
weaker  as  we  grow  steadily  stronger, 
and  eventually  you  will  be  defeated." 

This  was  Great  Britain's  historic 
strategy.  Britain  had  to  raise  five  coa- 
litions against  Napoleon.  He  was  able 
to  defeat  four  of  them.  But  he  could 
not  defeat  Britain,  because  his  power 
ceased  when  the  water  resuihed  the 
bellies  of  his  horses.  And  the  fifth  coa- 
lition beat  Napoleon. 

It  was  also  the  way  we  fought  World 
War  II.  The  Germans  conquered  the 
Continent,  except  for  Russia,  early  in 
World  War  II.  But  Britain,  and  later 
Britain  and  the  United  States  togeth- 
er, cut  Germany  off  from  the  sea.  We 
used  the  sea  to  supply  our  remaining 
continental  ally,  the  Soviet  Union. 
When  Japan  entered  the  war,  the  deci- 
sive war  was  fought  at  sea.  After  we 
broke  the  back  of  Japanese  seapower, 
her  land  power  was  doomed  to  defeat. 
We  used  armies,  certainly,  but  we  used 
them  as  Britain  used  hers  against  Na- 
poleon: moved  by  sea;  rescued,  if  need 
be,  by  sea;  launched  from  the  sea,  sup- 
plied by  sea.  Control  of  the  sea  was 
the  basis  of  the  Allied  victory  and  the 
Axis  defeat. 

The  alternative  strategy  is  a  conti- 
nental strategy,  in  which  the  island 
nation  puts  most  of  its  effort  into 
maintaining  a  large  army  on  the  Euro- 
pean Continent.  This  is  our  strategy 
today.  The  United  States  today  has 
about  the  same  number  of  military 
personnel  stationed  in  Europe  as  our 
European  allies  each  have  in  their 
total  armies.  At  the  same  time,  we 
have  allowed  the  Soviet  Navy  to 
mount  a  very  serious  naval  challenge 
to  us.  We  have  gone  so  far  as  to  allow 
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them  to  outrmmber  us  3  to  1  In  subma- 
rines, and  the  submarine  Is  today  what 
the  battleship  was  before  World  War  I 
or  the  aircraft  carrier  in  World  War 
II— the  capital  ship. 

The  weakness  of  the  continental 
strategy  is  that,  if  the  land  army  in 
Europe  is  not  sufficiently  strong  to 
defeat  the  continental  opponent,  and 
the  price  paid  for  maintaining  that 
army  has  been  to  allow  the  continen- 
tal opponent  superiority  at  sea,  the 
island  nation  is  in  very  serious  difficul- 
ty. The  island  nation  ends  up  isolated, 
with  its  opponent  dominant  on  land 
and  at  sea. 

By  nature,  we  are  a  maritime  power, 
not  a  continental  power,  and  we 
should  have  a  maritime  strategy.  Our 
first  priority  for  our  conventional 
forces  should  be  unquestioned  domi- 
nance at  sea.  If  we  have  sufficient  re- 
sources left  over  after  building  a  domi- 
nant navy  and  sea-mobile  ground 
forces  to  go  with  it  to  contribute  to 
the  defense  of  the  Continent,  we 
should  do  so.  But  the  priorities  should 
be  clear.  Today,  they  are  not. 

These  two  subjects— grand  strategy 
and  military  strategy— mean  far  more 
for  our  future  security  than  the  size  of 
this  year's  defense  budget.  I  do  not 
propose  that  the  Senate  should  decide 
either  by  legislation.  But  we  should 
insure  that  they  receive  the  attention 
they  deserve.  Today,  we  have  thou- 
sands of  budgeteers  in  the  Defense  De- 
partment, but  where  are  our  strate- 
gists? Their  absence  should  be  of  great 
concern  to  the  Senate,  and  should  re- 
ceive at  least  as  much  of  our  attention 
as  the  percentage  Increase  In  defense 
spending. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  suggest  that 
everything  I  have  recommended  here 
should  be  adopted  by  the  Senate  In 
this  bill.  I  think  the  bill  would  be  a 
better  one  if  much  of  It  were  adopted. 
But  that  is  not  my  main  purpose  in 
speaking. 

My  purpose  is  to  raise  the  real  de- 
fense issues,  the  issues  that  will  deter- 
mine whether  our  deterrence  and  our 
defense  is  strong,  whether  our  Armed 
Forces  can  win  in  combat  if  they  are 
challenged.  Others  will  undoubtedly 
have  dif femet  views  on  many  of  these 
questions.  But  they  are  the  questions 
we  should  be  debating.  They  are  the 
questions  that  are  central  to  our  na- 
tional security  policy. 

If  the  Senate  continues  to  treat  de- 
fense as  It  has  treated  It  In  this  bill, 
with  little  attention  to  the  real  Issues, 
we  will  resign  our  fate  as  a  Nation  to 
the  bureaucratic  politics  of  the  Penta- 
gon. There  is  little  reason  to  believe 
the  Pentagon's  bureaucratic  politics 
produce  better  policies  than  do  the  bu- 
reaucratic politics  of  other  Govern- 
ment agencies,  and  we  have  learned 
how  defective  those  can  be. 

The  American  people  deserve  better 
from  us.  Our  Nation  exists  In  an  un- 
stable and  dangerous  world.  Unless  we 


give  national  defense  the  best  thought 
of  which  we  are  capable,  we  risk  our 
national  existence. 

I  implore  my  colleagues  to  join  me  In 
this  debate.  I  implore  them  to  join  me 
in  changing  the  way  the  D.S.  Senate 
considers  defense.  Business  as  usual 
will  not  do  the  job. 

Mr.  President,  I  see  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Bumpers)  on  the 
floor.  I  wonder  If  he  would  like  time 
under  the  bill. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  used 
for  my  remarks  be  charged  against  the 
minority  leader's  time  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection.  It 
is  so  ordered. 

(Mr.  DANFORTH  assumed  the 
chair. ) 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
things  that  all  of  us  have  to  say  In  this 
debate  on  the  MX  are  sometimes 
necessarily  tedious  and  repetitious.  I 
regret  that.  But  if  we  are  going  to  do 
what  we  set  out  to  do,  what  the  Sena- 
tor from  Colorado  set  out  to  do,  to  en- 
lighten the  American  people  on  the 
significance  of  what  we  are  here  de- 
bating, it  Is  Important  to  keep  ham- 
mering away  at  the  weakness.  Indeed, 
the  nonexistence,  of  any  argument  for 
the  building  of  this  missile. 

A  woman  In  my  office,  the  other 
day,  said,  "If  I  hear  any  more  about 
the  MX,  I  think  I  am  going  to 
scream."  I  can  sympathize  with  that.  I 
can  understand  it.  We  have  been  de- 
bating It  now  for  a  little  over  2  weeks. 
But  this  Is  one  time  when  time  does 
not  really  matter,  as  long  as  we  are 
continuing  to  hammer  on  an  Issue  that 
deals  with  whether  or  not  civilization 
is  going  to  survive.  Two  weeks  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  an  awful  lot  of  time 
when  you  put  It  in  that  context. 

We  politicians  embellish  and  we 
dramatize  and  we  overstate.  If  you 
cannot  be  righteously  Indignant  at 
least  once  a  day.  you  do  not  have  any 
business  being  In  the  U.S.  Senate.  If 
you  cannot  be  outraged  about  some- 
thing at  least  once  a  week,  you  ought 
not  be  here.  That  Is  just  a  part  of  the 
political  mentality  and  I  understand 
that,  the  press  understands  it.  and 
most  people  understand  it.  But.  Mr. 
President.  I  want  to  take  a  slightly  dif- 
ferent tack  today  In  addressing  this 
Issue,  which,  I  suppose,  goes  more  to 
the  cost  of  the  weapon  than  anything 
else,  and  our  priorities. 

I  know  of  a  group  of  people,  which 
will  remain  anonymous,  who  are 
trying  to  get  an  organization  togeth- 
er—not an  organization,  but  a  group  of 
some  of  the  best  minds  In  the  country, 
to  redefine.  If  not  for  the  country,  at 
least  for  Congress,  what  is  meant 
when  we  talk  about  national  security. 
That  is  another  word  that  is  loosely 
bandied  about  here — everything  en- 
hances our  national  security  If  we  are 
for  It,  or  diminishes  our  national  secu- 


rity. If  we  oppose  It.  It  has  gotten  to 
where  we  can  sell  almost  anything  If 
we  wrap  It  In  the  flag  and  national  se- 
curity. But  the  purpose  of  this  organi- 
zation is  to  try  to  define  what  really  Is 
a  matter  of  security  for  this  country 
and  what  Is  not.  Though  that  will  not 
stop  politicians  from  orating  on  the 
floor  and  trying  to  sell  whatever  they 
are  trying  to  sell  under  the  guise  of 
national  security.  It  wlU  at  least  give 
us  some  food  for  thought. 

One  of  the  points  that  one  of  the 
people  made  to  me  who  is  trying  to 
put  this  thing  together  was,  that  In 
1957,  the  World  Health  Organization 
took  it  upon  Itself  to  decide  that  they 
were  going  to  eradicate  smallpox 
throughout  the  world.  I  can  remember 
as  a  youngster  my  next  door  neighbor, 
ain  elderly  man.  dying  of  smallpox.  I 
can  remember,  as  a  child,  getting  my 
smallpox  vaccination.  The  Interesting 
thing  about  that  Is  the  World  Health 
Organization  went  to  work  on  It  and. 
In  1977.  we  saw  what  is  probably  the 
last  Indigenous  case  of  smallpox  that 
will  ever  be  reported  in  the  world. 
Cost?  Three  hundred  million  dollars. 
Savings  hundreds  of  millions  annually. 

To  carry  that  a  little  further.  HEW. 
at  the  time  Joe  Calif  ano  was  Secretary 
of  HEW.  said.  "We  need  to  eradicate 
measles  from  the  face  of  the  country, 
if  not  the  Earth,  and  we  can  do  It."  We 
used  to  smile  and  say,  "Isn't  that  cute, 
little  Johnnie  has  all  those  little  red 
pimples  on  his  face  because  he  has 
measles."  What  we  did  not  know  is 
that  8  percent  of  all  the  people  In 
mental  Institutions  In  the  United 
States  are  there  because  they  got  mea- 
sles. 

So.  in  1982,  and  I  am  reluctant  to 
guess,  but  I  think  we  had  maybe  2,500 
cases  of  measles,  whereas  just  a  few 
years  before,  we  were  having  55.000 
cases.  And  we  will  eradicate  measles 
and  we  will  eradicate  mumps  and  all 
the  other  preventable  childhood  dis- 
eases. 

Cost?  Compared  to  the  cost  of  the 
MX  missiles.  Just  peanuts.  Savings? 
Hundreds  of  millions  aimually.  You 
could  hardly  get  the  crew  putting  the 
MX  Into  production,  to  work  for  1  day 
for  the  cost  of  what  It  took  to  almost 
eliminate  measles  In  this  country. 

The  other  day.  I  was  making  a 
speech  to  the  Arkansas  Farm  Bureau 
Federation.  I  very  seldom  use  a  manu- 
script. I  usually  just  scribble  off  some 
notes  and  speak  from  notes.  But  this 
was  a  fairly  significant  annual  meeting 
for  them  and  I  thought  I  would  do 
some  research  and  write  a  speech.  If 
you  want  to  be  quoted  In  the  press.  It 
Is  best  to  hand  them  a  manuscript 
anyway. 

In  my  research  In  preparing  that 
speech.  I  found  a  couple  of  things  that 
I  thought  were  pretty  significant  in 
dealing  with  this  country's  security  by 
any  definition.  We  have  413  million 
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acres  of  land  under  cultivation  in  this 
country  and  25  percent  of  it,  or  100 
million  acres,  is  under  severe  erosion 
problems  right  now;  5  billion  tons  of 
topsoU  floating  off  Into  the  gulf.  Into 
the  oceans,  into  the  rivers  every  year. 
In  my  State,  it  is  50  million  tons  a 
year. 

If  you  jxist  took  the  erosion  of  top- 
soil  in  my  State  and  put  it  on  1  acre  of 
ground— I  use  this  Illustration  because 
I  think  President  Reagan  would  un- 
derstand this,  too— it  would  be  5V4 
miles  high.  Six-and-a-half  tons  of  top- 
soU per  acre,  per  year  floating  off  the 
land  in  my  home  State.  On  land  that 
we  use  to  grow  soybeans,  rice,  cotton, 
and  wheat.  Six-and-a-half  tons  a  year. 
If  you  went  to  a  farmer  In  my  State 
and  said.  "I  would  just  like  to  take  6 Mi 
tons  of  this  top  soil  right  here,  is  that 
all  right?"  He  would  have  you  commlt- 
teed  for  a  saliva  test  and  he  would  be 
justified.  But  that  is  what  we  are 
losing  every  year. 

The  long-range  problem  Is  that  of 
the  413  million  acres  of  land  under 
cultivation  right  now,  at  the  rate  It  is 
eroding,  not  1  acre  of  it  will  be  under 
cultivation  In  100  years. 

What  Is  this  administration's,  answer 
to  a  problem  that,  If  you  just  look  at  it 
In  absolute  terms,  seems  totally  de- 
structive of  our  national  security? 
Well,  the  solution  is  to  build  a  missile, 
the  MX,  at  a  cost  of  somewhere  be- 
tween $16  bUlion  and  $30  billion,  the 
B-1  bomber  at  a  cost  of  $28  billion  to 
$40  blUlon,  and  cut  soil  conservation 
funds  36  percent. 

It  seems  that  people  really  would 
rise  up  In  righteous  indignation  about 
that,  but  they  are  not.  You  would 
think  that  people  would  tnily  be  out- 
raged about  those  statistics.  After  all. 
In  100  years  some  of  my  grandchil- 
dren, I  hope,  or  greatgrandchildren,  if 
I  have  either,  will  be  wanting  to  eat 
and  there  wiU  not  be  any  land  on 
which  to  giow  food.  That  sounds  like  a 
fairly  Important  Issue  to  me. 

Did  you  know  that  In  1988,  If  the 
President  gets  his  way  on  defense  ex- 
I)endltures,  this  seems  like  a  fairly  sig- 
nificant statistic  to  me,  every  dime  of 
income  tax  collected  In  this  country  In 
1988,  corporate  and  personal,  would  go 
for  defense? 

Let  me  repeat  that  in  case  you  think 
I  need  a  saliva  test.  The  Joint  Commit- 
tee on  Taxation  estimates  that  corpo- 
rate and  personal  Income  tax  collec- 
tions will  be  $425  billion  In  1988,  and 
that  Is  precisely  what  the  President's 
projected  defense  budget  is  for  1988. 

So  you  can  see  that  when  you  elimi- 
nate entitlements  like  social  security 
and  a  couple  of  retirement  programs, 
every  other  function  of  Government 
from  Interest  on  the  debt  to  the  sala- 
ries of  the  U.S.  Senators,  will  be  paid 
by  script,  printed  money,  by  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Bank,  or  by  borrowing. 
You   would   think   people   would   get 


upset  about  that,  and  frankly  I  think 
they  are  getting  upset. 

We  talk  about  modernizing  our  stra- 
tegic forces.  The  Senator  from  Colora- 
do, as  well  as  every  Senator  who  is  for 
the  MX,  would  agree  on  certain 
things.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  If  you 
eliminate  the  B-1  bomber,  which  Is 
almost  obsolete  as  of  this  moment  and 
we  have  not  produced  the  first  one 
yet,  when  you  eliminate  the  B-1 
bomber,  we  have  the  Stealth  bomber 
left,  and  perhaps  we  are  going  to  have 
a  2,  maybe  3-year  lapse  between  the 
time  we  get  the  B-l's  buUt  and  the 
Stealth  becomes  operational.  We  are 
going  to  build  both  of  them.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  Pentagon  can  just  go 
over  to  the  White  House  and  say,  "Mr. 
President,  the  Stealth  is  a  fine  thing 
and  we  want  It.  but  we  want  the  B-1. 
too.  We  want  it  all." 

The  President  says,  'Well,  you  cer- 
tainly have  my  support  because  I  said 
In  the  campaign  how  terrible  It  was 
that  Jimmy  Carter  was  against  the  B- 
1,  so  I  am  for  the  B-1.  You  can  have 
them  both." 

And  they  say.  "Mr.  President,  we  not 
only  want  the  Trident  II  to  go  in  our 
Trident  submarines;  It  Is  deadly  accu- 
rate. Invulnerable,  survlvable  in  case 
of  attack,  but  we  want  the  MX,  too, 
and  those  crazies  over  the  Congress 
keep  denying  us.  And  the  President 
says,  "Well  now.  you  can  have  them 
both." 

So  he  submits  dense  pack  theory  to 
justify  the  MX.  and  happily  and  to 
their  eternal  credit,  the  proponents  of 
the  MX  missile  said.  'This  is  the  cra- 
ziest cockamamy  scheme  we  have  ever 
seen."  So  the  President  went  back  to 
his  lair  and  said.  "I  just  can't  get  them 
to  buy  the  dense  pack  theory.  What 
else  can  we  come  up  with?" 

They  said,  "Mr.  President,  do  what 
you  do  best— appoint  a  commission. 
Appoint  a  commission  and  have  them 
study  this  problem  and  come  back  and 
tell  you  why  you  need  the  MX." 

The  President  says,  "That  is  a  great 
Idea."  So  he  appoints  a  commission 
and,  to  my  knowledge— which  is  not 
perfect  on  the  subject— not  one  single 
person  was  appointed  to  that  commis- 
sion that  had  not  already,  on  the  front 
end  committed  himself  to  the  building 
of  the  MX  missile.  It  was  not  terribly 
shocking  nor  surprising  when  the  com- 
mission came  back  and  said,  in  a  fairly 
long  report,  "We  need  the  MX  mis- 
sile." And  I  confess,  there  were  some 
respectable  persons  on  that  commis- 
sion. 

AU  of  a  sudden.  aU  the  rhetoric  that 
had  rung  through  this  Chamber  and 
through  the  Halls  of  Congress  a  year 
ago  about  how  crazy  the  MX  missile 
was.  all  of  a  sudden  those  voices  were 
quieted  and  we  heard  no  more  about 
what  a  crazy  idea  it  was  to  put  our  big- 
gest and  best  missile  In  the  most  vul- 
nerable basing  mode  we  could  conjure 
up. 


But  the  point  I  want  to  make  Is  that 
aside  from  the  MX  and  the  B-1,  If  I 
were  to  submit  to  the  Senate— better 
still.  If  the  President  were  to  submit  to 
the  Senate  and  to  the  House,  the  ques- 
tion, do  you  favor  the  Stealth  bomber, 
do  you  favor  the  cruise  missile,  do  you 
favor  the  Pershing  II  missile,  do  you 
favor  the  D-5  or  the  Trident  II  missile, 
do  you  favor  the  Mldgetman  missile, 
do  you  favor  modernization  of  the 
Minuteman  III,  there  would  not  be  5 
votes  In  the  U.S.  Senate  agsdnst  a 
single  one  of  those  weapons  system, 
not  5. 

So  one  could  hardly  say  that  those 
who  are  opposed  to  the  MX  do  not 
want  to  modernize  our  strategic  forces. 
I  submit  to  my  colleagues  that  no 
weapon,  no  weapons  as  controversial 
as  the  MX  and  B-1  ought  to  be  under- 
taken. With  all  the  powers  the  Presi- 
dent can  use.  with  the  considerable 
persuasive  powers  of  that  office  he  Is 
just  barely  succeeding  In  getting  these 
weapons  systems.  We  have  at  least  five 
other  modem  strategic  systems  going 
forth  at  an  accelerated  rate  and  every- 
body In  the  Congress  applauding  and 
saying  those  are  fine.  So  why  would 
we  take  two  weapons  systems  that  are 
barely  squeezing  by  and  go  forward 
with  them?  I  hope  the  President  will 
not  believe  that  when  he  wins  this  MX 
battle  tomorrow  night,  that  the  vote 
somehow  or  other  makes  the  MX  all 
the  things  It  Is  not.  The  fact  that  It  Is 
going  to  pass  the  Senate  on  a  vote  of 
40  or  41  or  42  to  55  or  56  or  57,  or 
whatever  It  Is  going  to  be.  does  not 
change    one    thing    except    that    the 
money  has  been  authorized.  But  It  has 
not  been  appropriated  yet. 

Can  you  believe  that  the  cost  of 
these  two  weapons  systems  is  the 
highest  for  any  weapon  system  In  the 
history  of  the  world?  I  do  not  know  of 
anything  that  even  compares  with  the 
cost  of  these  two— minimum.  $44  bil- 
lion; the  maximum,  $64  billion. 

But  on  the  more  Interesting  things. 
Let  me  read  some  quotes,  and  I  think 
this  Is  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  do 
not  seem  to  be  getting  any  debate  on 
the  other  side. 

On  December  2,  a  year  and  a  half 
ago,  this  body— this  August,  most  de- 
liberative body  In  the  world,  100  Mem- 
bers—voted by  a  margin  of  90  to  4  on 
an  amendment  by  Senators  Cohen, 
QuAYLE.  Mattingly.  Rudmak.  and 
NUNM.  that  directed  all  MX  research 
and  development  funds.  $354  million, 
be  taken  away  from  the  plan  of  de- 
ploying the  MX  in  existing  hardened 
sUos  to  a  more  permanent  solution. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment,  ac- 
cording to  its  sponsors,  was  to  "send  a 
strong  signal  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  that  deployment  of  the  MX 
in  Minuteman  silos  was  the  wrong  di- 
rection to  go  In.  Eighteen  months  ago. 
this  body  voted.  90  to  4.  that  this  was 
the  wrong  thing  to  do. 
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In  March  1982.  Just  3  months  later, 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  in 
strong  language,  criticized  the  idea  of 
basing  the  MX  in  Minuteman  silos, 
and  the  full  Senate  went  along,  with- 
out dissent. 

Secretary  Weinberger  said,  before 
President  Reagan  even  took  office,  on 
January  6,  1981:  "I  would  feel  that 
simply  putting  the  MX  into  existing 
silos  would  not  answer  two  or  three  of 
the  concerns  that  I  have."  Lord  knows, 
he  has  had  very  few  concerns  when  it 
comes  to  building  weapons.  But.  he 
goes  on:  "Namely,  that  the  location  of 
these  are  well-known  and  tse  not 
hardened  sufficiently,  nor  could  they 
be.  to  be  of  sufficient  strategic  value 
to  count  as  a  strategic  improvement  of 
our  forces." 

What  has  happened  to  cause  Caspar 
Weinberger  to  change  his  mind?  Of 
course,  when  he  said  that  one  of  his 
concerns  is  that  the  location  of  these 
things  is  well-known,  you  cannot  argue 
with  that. 

I  have  said  all  along  that  if  the  Sovi- 
ets have  a  choice  of  weapons  for  us. 
certainly  the  MX  has  to  be  the  No.  1 
choice,  because  they  already  have  the 
Minuteman  silos  targeted,  and  they 
will  not  have  to  change  their  comput- 
ers. They  do  not  have  to  change  any- 
thing. We  are  going  to  give  them  the 
same  targets  to  shoot  at  that  8^*6  al- 
ready targeted.  All  we  are  doing  is  put- 
ting a  missile  that  is  about  five  times 
more  expensive  In  an  old  hole. 

One  Senator  whom  I  respect  and 
whom  I  consider  one  of  my  dearest 
friends  said  on  this  floor  back  in  Octo- 
ber 1981.  that  all  we  would  be  doing  if 
we  put  these  things  in  Minuteman 
silos  is  to  "give  the  Soviets  a  better 
target  to  shoot  at." 

On  April  13,  1982,  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  said 
that  $715  million  requested  for  re- 
search and  development  for  interim 
basing  of  the  MX  "is  denied.  No  fur- 
ther work  Is  to  be  undertaken  In  sup- 
port of  fixed  point  silo  basing  of  MX." 
That  is  what  the  committee  said,  and 
that  is  what  the  Senate  said  almost  a 
year  ago.  What  has  changed  since 
then? 

William  Perry,  a  brilliant  former 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense,  said  on 
November  13,  1981: 

My  concpm  Is  that  If  we  had  this  very  ac- 
curate, very  threatening  missile  In  unpro- 
tected sUoe  and  if  they  do  not  go  to  a  survlv- 
able  system  themselves,  that  simply  In- 
creases the  hair  trigger  for  both  sides. 

That  is  another  way  of  saying  it 
simply  enhances  the  risk  of  nuclear 
war. 

He  went  on  to  say: 

Since  I  am  pessimistic  that  we  will  get  a 
basing  mode  that  Ls  both  survlvable  and  ac- 
ceptable. I  am  opposed  to  putting  a  weapon 
that  lethal  In  an  unsurvlvable  mode,  for  rea- 
sons I  have  Just  described  in  terms  of  hair 
triggering  the  alert. 


The  other  day.  Senator  Pryor  and  I 
appeared  on  a  30-minute  talk  show  in 
Little  Rock.  Senator  Pryor  and  I  had 
never  appeared  jointly  on  the  same 
program.  I  enjoyed  it  because  I  have 
great  respect  for  Senator  Pryor.  and 
it  was  a  good  session. 

A  woman  had  previously  been  on  the 
same  show  from  an  organization  the 
name  of  which  I  do  not  recall— Peace 
Through  Strength,  I  believe.  He  said. 
"We  had  this  woman  on  the  other  day 
from  this  organization,  and  she  said. 
'If  Congress  would  only  listen  to  the 
admirals  and  the  generals.'  " 

The  interviewer  asked:  "What  do 
you  have  to  say  about  that?" 

I  said:  "I  think  she  has  a  point.  I  re- 
member David  Jones,  who  was  Chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  for  5 
years,  held  a  press  conference  about  3 
weeks  after  he  left  as  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  He  said  that  the 
prime  responsibility  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  Is  to  keep  down 
interservice  rivalry.  If  you  give  the 
Navy  $2  billion,  you  have  to  give  the 
Army  $2  billion.  If  you  give  the  Army 
$2  billion,  you  have  to  give  the  Air 
Force  $2  billion.  He  said.  "That's  the 
way  we  parcel  out  a  lot  of  money  at 
the  Pentagon,  and  it  prohibits  any 
kind  of  sensible,  rational  defense  plan- 
ning." 

The  woman  wants  us  to  listen  to  the 
Generals  so  I  suggest  that  we  listen  to 
the  man  who  was  the  top  military  offi- 
cer in  the  United  States  for  5  years. 

I  have  a  great  speech,  which  I  will 
not  deliver— and  I  know  you  will  ap- 
plaud that  I  am  not  going  to  give  an- 
other speech  today— but  I  have  a 
speech  about  all  these  people  who  tell 
us  these  things  after  they  leave  office. 

I  used  to  think  that  Admiral  Rick- 
over  wanted  to  sell  plutonium  in  every 
service  station  in  America.  But  after 
he  left  office,  he  said  that  what  we  are 
doing  in  the  nuclear  field  is  insane.  I 
could  not  help  but  think  how  wonder- 
ful it  would  have  been  if  Admiral  Rick- 
over  had  said  this,  say,  10  years  ago,  15 
years  ago. 

I  remember  a  Congressman  from 
Pennsylvania,  whom  I  thought  was  a 
remarkably  courageous  man,  an- 
nounced 2  years  ago  that  he  was  not 
going  to  seek  reelection;  that  he  was 
not  going  to  seek  reelection  because  he 
felt  he  had  betrayed  his  constituents. 
To  summarize  what  he  said  in  one  of 
the  most  eloquent  speeches  ever  made 
in  Congress,  he  said: 

I  have  betrayed  my  constituency.  I  have 
voted  for  economic  nonsense  and  tried  to 
sell  it  for  thoughtful  economics.  I  have  told 
my  constituents  what  they  wanted  to  hear 
instead  of  what  they  needed  to  hear.  I  am 
ashamed  of  myself,  and  I  am  not  going  to 
run  for  reelection. 

Even  though  that  was  after  the  fact, 
one  could  not  help  but  admire  the 
Congressman. 

One  of  the  most  brilliant  speeches 
ever  made  in  the  history  of  this  coun- 


try was  Dwight  Eisenhower's  speech 
on  the  perils  of  the  military-industrial 
complex. 

But  do  you  know  when  he  made  it? 
Just  before  he  left  office.  What  a 
beautiful  Inaugiiral  address  that  would 
have  made. 

So  they  say  listen  to  the  generals. 
Listen  to  David  Jones.  And  let  me 
quote  Gen.  Lew  Allen,  Air  Force  Chief 
of  Staff  on  January  29,  1981,  "An  es- 
sential feature  of  the  MX  deployment 
is  that  the  basing  mode  be  survlvable. 
And  one  does  not  obtain  that  through 
pIaM:ing  it  in  the  Minuteman  silos; 
therefore,  I  do  not  favor  such  a  de- 
ployment." 

So  as  to  the  woman  who  said  we 
should  listen  to  the  generals,  I  agree 
and  I  have  just  quoted  two  of  them. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  I  hope  the  Senator  con- 
tinues with  those  quotes  because  they 
are  quite  impressive  and  they  cover 
the  spectnmi  of  almost  everyone  who 
is  now  here  supporting  this  bill  in  this 
proposal. 

Let  me.  by  way  of  asking  the  Sena- 
tor if  he  is  aware  of  the  committee 
report  language  in  this  regard,  just 
refer  to  two  statements  that  I  think  fit 
right  in  with  what  he  is  saying.  The 
top  of  page  108  we  get  to  the  MX  so- 
called  peacekeeper  program  history 
and  in  the  first  paragraph  it  says— 
that  is  in  1972,  after  analyzing  our 
ICBM  force  and  the  way  to  maintain 
our  deterrent  value  of  that  force,  the 
Strategic  Air  Conmiand  articulated 
the  requirement  for  a  new  ICBM  and 
then  I  quote. 

It  was  determined  that  this  new  missile 
should  have  these  qualities.  It  should  pre- 
serve the  synergistic  features  of  the  strate- 
gic triad  and  the  unique  characteristics  of 
the  IC3M. 

I  am  not  sure  what  "synergistic  fea- 
tures" mean  but  I  guess  the  unique 
characteristics  of  the  ICBM  are  it  is 
located  on  land. 

"It  should  provide  improved  coun- 
terforce  capability"  that  gets  it  toward 
the  hard  target  kill  and  then  third  and 
I  quote  "and  be  based  in  a  survlvable 
manner."  That  was  the  third  charac- 
teristic in  1972. 

Then  I  refer  the  Senator  over  to 
page  114  where  we  get  to  the  para- 
graph called  committee  recommenda- 
tion. After  going  through  this  whole 
history  and  It  is  quite  an  Interesting 
history,  of  just  about  six  or  seven 
pages,  where  the  MX  wanders  all  over 
everywhere  looking  for  a  place  to  hide, 
we  get  to  this  point  13  years  later. 

TTie  Committee  recommends  that  the  MX 
program  be  adjusted  In  accordance  with  re- 
vised program  proposed  by  the  bipartisan 
Scowcroft  Commission  and  endorsed  by  the 
President. 

And  here  is  the  operative  sentence: 


The  MX  deployment  approach  contained 
therein— 

Namely  in  the  commission  report,  as 
endorsed  by  the  President- 
does  not  meet  the  standard  of  survivability 
for  an  MX  basing  system  established  In  the 
foregoing  program  history. 

So  there  in  six  pages  of  the  commit- 
tee's report  we  go  from  when  the  mis- 
sile started,  recommended  by  SAC  and 
adopted  by  the  Pentagon,  be  required 
to  be  based  in  a  survlvable  manner,  to 
a  point  13  years  later  and  six  pages 
later,  "The  MX  deployment  approach 
does  not  meet  the  standard  of  surviv- 
ability." 

I  cannot  think  of  a  committee  since  I 
have  been  here  that  went  so  directly 
contrary  to  what  the  whole  history  of 
the  purpose  of  the  issue  involved. 
Does  the  Senator  find  that  startling? 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  find  it  startling 
that  the  committee  would  say  that 
they  were  looking  for  a  survlvable 
home  for  this  very  lethal  weapon  and 
then  report  a  bill  to  the  floor  that  says 
but  we  are  asking  for  somewhere  be- 
tween $16  million  and  $30  million  to 
build  it  and  put  it  in  a  nonsurvivable 
mode.  That  is  the  contradiction  of  this 
whole  debate. 

Mr.  HART.  If  the  Senator  were  to 
walk  outside  here  and  address  a  group 
of  citizens  visiting  their  Nation's  Cap- 
itol, what  does  nonsurvivable  mesai? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  It  is  unfortunate  we 
use  such  language.  In  simple  terms  it 
means,  once  the  Soviets  attack  these 
missiles  are  not  going  to  survive. 
Mr.  HART.  What  does  that  mean? 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  That  means,  of 
course,  that  If  the  Soviets  attack  and 
we  ride  out  the  attack,  it  means  those 
missiles  will  not  survive. 

Mr.  HART.  What  does  launch  on 
warning  mean? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Of  course,  launch 
on  warning  means  that  when  we  get 
some  kind  of  definitive  Idea  that  the 
Soviets  are  actually  about  to  launch, 
when  we  know  to  a  reasonable  degree 
of  certainty  that  the  Soviets  are  about 
to  launch,  then  we  launch. 
Mr.  HART.  Why  is  that  bad? 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Why  is  that  bad? 
Mr.  HART.  Yes. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Because  it  is  a  deci- 
sion to  destroy  the  planet  Earth,  on 
what  cannot  be  perfect  information, 
and  can  Indeed  be  imperfect  informa- 
tion. 

I  think  the  planet  Earth  ought  to  be 
destroyed  only  when  we  know  some- 
thing for  sure,  not  when  we  think 
something. 

Mr.  HART.  Would  the  Senator  agree 
and  would  he  not  be  saying  to  those 
same  concerned  citizens  that  the 
whole  history  of  the  American  nuclear 
deterrent  is  to  move  toward  more  sta- 
bility and  the  only  way  you  can  do 
that  is  to  move  toward  more  surviv- 
ability? And  the  reason  you  want  to  do 
that  Is  because  you  never  are  absolute- 
ly sure  that  you  are  imder  attack  until 


the  first  bomb  goes  off.  I  know  the 
citizens  that  do  not  have  a  chance  to 
pay  a  lot  of  attention  to  these  Issues 
may  not  be  able  to  quite  grapple  with 
that.  But  that  attack  is  not  going  to 
come  from  bombers  that  we  can  sort 
of  fly  out  over  the  middle  Atlantic  and 
see  coming.  They  will  come  from  mis- 
siles that  are  only  detected  by  sophis- 
ticated satellites  and  reported  on 
radars  and  computers  and  a  lot  of 
other  things.  That  system  breaks 
down  a  lot.  So  it  is  not  as  If  you  can 
stand  out  In  your  back  yards  with  bin- 
oculars and  see  the  attack  coming. 
What  you  see  is  a  bunch  of  blips  on  a 
radar  screen. 

If  you  decide  to  do  what  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  says  press  the  button 
and  get  those  MX's  on  the  way,  it  may 
turn  out  that  your  warning  is  wrong. 
You  have  not  seen  It  with  your  eyes. 
No  human  being  has  verified  It.  It  all 
Is  done  by  machines. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  That  would  be  simi- 
lar on  the  planetary  scale  to  the  Ox 
Bow  Incident.  Has  the  Senator  ever 
read  that  book? 
Mr.  HART.  Yes. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  As  he  knows,  a 
group  of  vlgilantees  hanged  an  inno- 
cent man  and  found  out  about  10 
minute  after  they  hanged  him  that  he 
was  Innocent. 

In  this  case  the  planet  Earth  would 
be  gone  and  no  one  would  ever  know 
that  It  was  destroyed  on  bad  Informa- 
tion imtU  after  It  was  over. 

That  Is  the  reason  we  have  never 
had  a  doctrine  of  laimch  on  warning 
or  even  launch  under  attack.  I  think  it 
Is  perfectly  correct  for  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  Harold  Brown  or  President 
Carter  or  President  Reagan  to  say  to 
the  Soviets,  that  if  you  launch  against 
the  United  States  you  can  never  be 
sure  that  those  missiles  will  still  be  in 
their  sUos  when  your  missiles  get  here. 
But  that  Is  quite  different  from  a  doc- 
trine of  saying  that  we  will  not  launch 
on  warning  or  under  attack  for  that 
matter. 

Mr.  HART.  The  history  of  state- 
ments that  were  made  just  within  the 
last  18  months  by  some  fairly,  not 
fairly,  very  senior  military  conunand- 
ers  and  elected  officials  of  this  country 
as  to  why  It  was  such  a  bad  idea  to  put 
a  new  ICBM  In  vulnerable  silos,  what 
possible  reason  can  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  come  up  with  for  this  deci- 
sion, since  there  has  been  none  offered 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  We  are  left  to  guess 
here,  because  there  has  been  no 
debate.  I  do  not  know  why  the  unani- 
mous-consent agreement  gave  any 
time  to  the  proponents.  All  the  time 
should  have  been  given  to  the  oppo- 
nents because  the  proponents  of  this 
missile  have  not  seen  fit  to  come  to 
the  floor  and  defend  this  decision.  Has 
the  Senator  heard  It?  He  has  been 
here  all  the  time.  I  have  not  been,  but 
I  have  listened  on  my  squawk  box  in 


my  office  during  the  time  I  was  not  on 
the  floor,  and  I  have  not  heard  one 
speech  defending  this  decision.  Not 
one  ounce  of  logic.  Maybe  at  some 
point  today  or  tomorrow  someone  Is 
going  to  come  to  the  floor  and  tell  us 
why  this  is  jtist  a  good  decision.  But  so 
far  our  side  has  argued  hour  after 
hour  for  2  weeks  on  why  this  is  a  bad 
decision  and  I  dare  say  there  has  not 
been  more  than  10  minutes  total  on 
the  other  side.  But  let  us  go  on  with 
the  quotes. 

Here  is  what  Dr.  DeLauer,  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research  and 
Engineering,  said  on  March  11,  1982,  a 
little  over  a  year  ago: 

The  reason  I  did  not  relate  interim  basing 
to  the  survivability  problem  Is  that  the  re- 
sulting survivability  will  be  no  better  than  It 
Is  now. 

That  was  1  year  and  3  months  ago. 
Richard  DeLauer  saying  this  is  a  crazy 
Idea. 

Caspar  Weinberger  then— I  quoted 
him  on  January  6.  a  while  ago,  1981, 
let  me  quote  him  on  October  5,  1981: 

I  don't  think  they  (referring  to  the  Min- 
uteman silos)  can  be  hardened  enough  on  a 
permanent  basis  to  warrant  putting  MX 
missiles  In  fixed  and  known  silos.  I  think 
they  can  be  hardened  enough  to  give  added 
strength  for  a  few  years. 

Incidentally,  Harold  Brown  also  said, 
that  by  1986,  even  if  we  hardened  our 
silos,  the  Soviets  would  have  missiles 
accurate  enough  to  destroy  them.  So 
even  If  you  were  going  to  harden  these 
silos,  by  the  time  you  got  them  hard- 
ened, the  Soviets  will  have  improved 
their  accuracy  enough  to  defeat  them. 
So  surely  that  cannot  be  the  argu- 
ment. 

Here  Is  one  of  my  most  respected 
colleagues  saying  on  December  3,  1981: 
By  placing  our  most  advanced  strategic 
weapon,  the  MX.  In  silos  which  belong  to  an 
earlier  era,  the  President  has  reduced,  per- 
haps even  eliminated,  the  usefulness  of  the 
MX. 

This  was  said  by  a  fine  Senator  and 
good  friend,  but  nothing  has  happened 
since  then  to  change  his  rationale  for 
saying  that. 

Another  respected  Senator  and 
friend,  on  December  3.  the  very  same 
day,  1981  said: 

The  primary  justification  for  a  new  land- 
based  missile  must  be  that  It  is  relatively  in- 
vulnerable to  a  Soviet  first  strike  and  if  it  is 
not.  It  will  lose  Its  deterrent  value,  which  is 
the  position  we  are  facing  with  our  Minute- 
man  missiles.  It  continues  to  distress  me 
that  despite  years  of  discussion  and  debate 
we  still  lack  an  acceptable  basing  mode  for 
the  MX 

Here  we  are  IMi  years  later  and  we 
still  do  not  have  an  acceptable  basing 
mode,  but  that  Senator  favors  the  MX 
and  nothing  has  happened  since  then. 
I  just  do  not  have  the  heart  to  con- 
tinue these  quotes  from  Senators  and 
Defense  Department  officials,  aU 
saying  that  this  is  the  craziest  scheme 
anybody  ever  came  up  with  and  the 
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only  thing  that  has  happened  since 
then  \&  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report,  and  the  only  compelling  thing 
In  that  report  is  that  we  need  to  show 
the  flag,  we  need  to  show  some  re- 
solve, and  we  need,  they  said,  to  give 
the  President  a  bargaining  chip. 

I  have  inquired  about  the  bargaining 
chip  until  I  am  blue  in  the  face  and  I 
have  never  had  any  kind  of  satisfac- 
tory explanation  for  it.  I  have  asked 
what  we  are  going  to  bargain  for,  no 
answer. 

Mr.  HART.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Yes. 

Mr.  HART.  I  think  the  answer  is 
very  clear.  The  President  said  in  De- 
cember 1982,  reaffirmed  that  state- 
ment in  January  1983,  in  letters,  first 
in  a  press  conference  and  second  in 
letters  to  Congressmen,  that  he  does 
not  intend  to  bargain  the  MX  away, 
and  that  position  was  reconfirmed 
about  4  weeks,  ago,  no  more  than  that, 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  who  said 
on  national  television,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  happens  to  know  that 
because  he  was  on  that  program: 

This  Is  not  a  bargaining  chir-  We  intend 
to  build  It.  We  Intend  U>  deploy  it,  and  we 
don't  Intend  to  negotiate  It  away. 

So  anyone  laboring  under  some  false 
notion  it  will  be  produced  and  then 
have  it  bargained  away  had  better 
check  the  record  again.  That  Is  not 
the  policy  of  this  administration. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  never  have  under- 
stood it  because.  No.  1,  I  did  not  think 
we  could  cause  the  President  to  get  re- 
ligion on  arms  control  by  giving  him 
this  missile.  Some  have  said  that  if  the 
President  will  tell  us  he  is  serious 
about  trying  to  achieve  an  arms  agree- 
ment, we  will  give  him  the  MX.  I 
always  thought  that  was  sort  of  per- 
verse logic  In  the  first  place,  but,  in 
the  second  place,  you  do  not  change 
somebody's  ideology  by  doing  that.  So 
far  as  the  bargaining  chip  is  con- 
cerned, as  you  pointed  out,  the  Presi- 
dent indicates  he  has  absolutely  no  in- 
terest in  bargaining  the  MX  away. 

There  is  no  middle  ground  in  this 
debate.  Senator. 

Mr.  HART.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  It  would  be  a  happy 
coincidence  if  we  could  find  some  kind 
of  middle  ground  on  which  we  could 
all  agree  and  say,  'This  makes  a  little 
bit  of  sense."  But  there  is  not  any.  It 
does  not  make  any  sense  and  of  the 
Senators  and  defense  officials  I  have 
quoted,  and  could  quote  at  least  10 
more,  not  1  has  repudiated  what  he 
said.  I  have  never  heard  a  single  Sena- 
tor or  member  of  the  E>efense  Depart- 
ment say.  "What  I  said  in  1981  and 
what  I  said  in  1982  I  now  repudiate.  I 
am  for  the  MX  because  I  realize  I  was 
wrong  then."  Have  you  heard  anybody 
say  that? 

Mr.  HART.  Not  one  individual. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  What  we  are  going 
to  get  Is  not  negotiations;  we  are  not 
going  to  get  a  bargaining  chip.  We  are 


not  even  going  to  get  MIdgetman— we 
may  get  it  but  not  because  of  this. 
What  we  are  going  to  get  are  100  vul- 
nerable missiles  planted  in  100  vulner- 
able silos  and  then  we  will  be  told  that 
we  must  have  an  ABM  system.  We  awe 
well  on  the  way,  and  we  will  soon  be 
on  the  brink  of  violating  the  ABM 
treaty,  just  as  we  will  foreclose  the 
possibility  of  building  the  D-5  unless 
we  are  wiDlng  to  violate  SALT  II.  We 
will  he  in  violation  also  if  we  build  the 
MX  and  then  the  MIdgetman. 

So  what  we  are  doing  is  not  only  not 
negotiating,  we  are  violating  what  we 
already  had  or  at  least  we  have  started 
down  that  road. 

Finally,  Mr.  President.  I  want  to  say 
on"!  other  thing  in  defense  of  my  good 
friend  and  colleague  from  Colorado, 
Mr.  Hart.  I  have  read  all  the  same 
press  accounts  everyl)ody  else  has.  We 
adl  know  he  is  a  candidate  for  Presi- 
dent; he  is  a  very  able  Senator  and  a 
very  able  candidate,  but  I  do  not 
choose  to  look  beyond  this  issue,  and  I 
think  it  is  unfair  for  anybody  else  to 
do  so. 

So  far  as  I  know  he  has  been  an  ada- 
mant opponent  of  MX  for  years,  long 
before  any  Presidential  campaign.  And 
the  fact  that  he  happens  to  l)e  In  the 
midst  of  this  monthly  battle  right  now 
and  is  also  a  candidate  for  President  is 
absolutely  irrelevant  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned.  I  applaud  him.  I  thank 
him,  and  the  American  people  owe 
him  a  debt  of  gratitude  for  causing  the 
U.S.  Senate  to  talk  about  this  issue  for 
the  past  2  weeks  and  today  and  tomor- 
row. It  has  been  a  tough  battle,  and  I 
was  pleased  to  be  a  part  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  Arkansas. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  as  long  as 
I  have  been  in  the  Senate  and  heard 
we  are  going  to  proceed  with  the  MX. 
I  have  heard  it  is  going  to  be  in  a  sur- 
vlvable  basing  mode. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  I  must 
ask  the  Senator  from  Michigan  if  he  Is 
speaking  on  the  amendment  or  on  the 
bill. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  be 
charged  against  the  minority  side  on 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  as  long  as 
I  have  been  In  the  Senate  I  have  heard 
If  we  are  going  to  proceed  with  an  MX 
it  must  be  in  a  survivable  basing  mode. 
That  commitment  to  ourselves  and 
our  children  and  our  posterity  has 
been  repeatedly  made. 

This  administration,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  ran  on  a  platform  which  called 
for  the  deployment  of  MX  In  a  surviv- 
able configuration. 


The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  others 
have  over  and  over  and  over  again 
pointed  out  that  it  just  does  not  make 
any  sense  to  put  Ii^  In  a  nonsurvlva- 
ble  basing  mode. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  in  Novem- 
ber 1981  said  the  following: 

It  is  very  difficult  to  get  a  survivable 
ground-based  system  but  that  difficulty,  we 
think,  should  not  drive  us  to  a  decision  to 
produce  a  system  that  we  know  is  just  as 
vxUnerable  as  what  we  have  now,  but  costs 
an  enormous  sum  without  accomplishing 
anything. 

He  went  on: 

We  do  not  think  it  would  add  anything  to 
the  deterrent  quality  of  our  strategic  system 
and  we  do  not  think  It  would  add  anything 
to  Its  survivability. 

That  is  what  our  Secretary  of  De- 
fense said  In  November  1981.  About 
the  same  time,  actually  on  October  5, 
1981,  the  Secretary  said: 

What  we  think  we  cannot  do  is  put  a  vast 
amount  of  our  resources  in  a  plan  that  we 
know  Is  not  survivable,  even  now. 

What  it  seems  to  come  down  to  is 
this:  Nonsurvlving  fixed  warheads  add 
little  deterrent— as  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  opposite  is  true.  Nonsurvlving 
highly  accurate  warheads  Increase  In- 
stability—they  Increase  our  danger, 
they  are  a  treat  to  our  own  security, 
they  add  more  and  more  of  a  nuclear 
hair  trigger  In  times  of  tension. 

Putting  10  highly  accurate  warheads 
in  a  fixed  hole  makes  MX  an  attrac- 
tive target.  It  does  not  deter.  It  makes 
a  first  strike  against  us  more  likely  in 
times  of  tension. 

Despite  all  of  that.  It  Is  now  being 
proposed  we  spend  $20  billion  to  in- 
stall such  a  system.  And  so  logic  is 
turned  on  its  head. 

This  administration  ran  on  a  plat- 
form which  said  the  following  about 
our  strategic  nuclear  forces.  In  gener- 
al, and  about  the  ICBM  leg  of  the 
triad  in  particular.  The  Republican 
platform  specifically  called  for  "de- 
ployment of  the  MX  missile  In  a  pru- 
dent survivable  configuration." 

Indeed,  when  this  administration  re- 
jected the  last  administration's  plan  to 
deploy  MX  In  multiple  protective  shel- 
ters (MPS),  it  did  so  on  the  basis  of 
the  fact  that  the  system  was  not  sur- 
vivable. Secretary  of  Defense  Wein- 
l)erger  told  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  October  5,  1981,  that  it 
does  not  buy  us  a  permanent  solution 
to  the  problem  of  ICBM  vulnerability, 
and  it  uses  up  the  resources  that 
would  be  available  for  other  systems. 

The  President's  recent  decision  to 
deploy  MX  directly  contradicts  these 
earlier  statements.  Obviously,  If  basing 
MX  in  a  nonsurvlvable  MPS  system 
"costs  an  enormous  sum  without  ac- 
complishing anything"  and  does  not 
add  anything  to  "the  deterrent  quality 
of  our  strategic  system"  and  to  its  sur- 
vivability, basing  100  MX  in  vulnera- 


ble MInuteman  silos  for  $20  billion  will 
not  yield  any  different  results. 

In  defending  this  administration's 
programs  to  deter  nuclear  attack  by 
the  Soviets.  Secretary  Weinberger  told 
the  House  Defense  Appropriations 
Subconunittee  on  August  17.  1982: 

That  is  exactly  why  we  must  have  a  capa- 
bility for  a  survivable  and  enduring  re- 
sponse—to demonstrate  that  our  strategic 
forces  could  survive  Soviet  strikes  over  an 
extended  period.  Thus  we  believe  we  could 
deter  any  attack.  Otherwise,  we  would  be 
tempting  them  to  employ  nuclear  weapons 
or  try  to  blackmail  us.  In  short,  we  cannot 
afford  to  place  ourselves  in  the  (Kwitlon 
where  the  survivability  of  our  deterrent 
would  force  the  President  to  choose  be- 
tween using  our  strategic  forces  before  they 
were  destroyed  or  surrendering. 

Deploying  MX  in  vulnerable  Minute- 
man  silos  does  not  give  us  the  capabil- 
ity Secretary  Weinberger  says  we  must 
have— "a  capability  for  a  survivable 
and  enduring  response— to  demon- 
strate that  our  strategic  forces  could 
survive  Soviet  strikes  over  an  extended 
period." 

These  nonsurvlvable  silos  with  MX 
wUl  endure  30  minutes  at  most.  The 
nonsurvlvability  of  MX  in  MInuteman 
sUos,  In  the  Secretsiry's  words,  would 
force  the  President  to  choose  between 
our  strategic  forces  before  they  were 
destroyed.  By  Mr.  Weinberger's  own 
definition,  we  are  tempting  them— the 
Soviets— to  employ  nuclear  weapons  or 
try  to  blackmail  us  by  this  type  of  de- 
ployment. 

The  Defense  Secretary.  In  his  fiscal 
1983  annual  defense  report,  or  posture 
statement,  told  the  Congress  the  fol- 
lowing in  February  1982: 

Nuclear  weapwns  systems  wlU  not  be 
funded  merely  to  make  our  forces  mirror 
Soviet  forces  according  to  some  superficial 
tally  of  missiles  or  aircraft  deployed  in 
peacetime.  Obtaining  a  facade  of  symmetry 
between  U.S.  and  Soviet  forces  in  terms  of 
such  simplistic  counts  is  not  a  requirement 
for  which  I  would  allocate  scarce  defense 
dollars.  Instead,  our  goal  will  be  to  gain  and 
maintain  a  nuclear  deterrent  force  which 
provides  us  an  adequate  margin  of  safety 
with  emphasis  on  enduring  survivability. 

In  testimony  to  our  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee  on  February  2, 
1982,  he  discussed  the  strategic  pro- 
grams by  saying: 

Our  decision,  that  the  major  thrust  of  our 
program  will  be  survivability  and  endur- 
ance, was  influenced  by  several  factors. 

Then  he  listed  the  first  as  instabil- 
ity, which  he  defined  as: 

Instability  (incentive  to  strike  first  in  a 
crisis  and  Incentive  for  surprise  attack)  Is 
substantially  reduced. 

Deploying  MX  in  nonsurvlvable  silos 
not  only  increases  this  crisis  Instability 
and  incentive  for  a  Soviet  surprise 
attack  that  he  said  most  concerned 
him,  but  it  also  represents  a  proposal 
to  mirror  Soviet  forces  according  to 
some  superficial  tally  and  to  obtain  a 
facade  of  symmetry  In  ICBM  hard 
target  kill.  In  other  words,  it  does  pre- 


cisely  what    the    Secretary   said   we 
would  not  do. 

We  do  not  need  such  mirror-imaging 
of  Soviet  ICBM's  and  a  facade  of  sym- 
metry to  protect  American  security. 
We  need  more  intelligent,  less  destabi- 
lizing strategic  programs— the  exact 
opposite  of  deploying  MX  in  fixed, 
vulnerable  silos. 

The  administration's  flip-flop  on 
survivability  was  also  joined  by  Scow- 
croft Commission  member  James 
Woolsey,  who  wrote  these  words  in 
February  1982,  in  a  paper  for  the 
Center  for  National  Policy,  entitled 
"Survivability": 

During  the  1960's  and  into  the  1970's  we 
tended  to  take  the  survivability  of  our  stra- 
tegic forces  for  granted.  Many.  If  not  most, 
of  the  debates  of  those  years  centered 
around  these  other  Issues— for  example,  the 
wisdom,  of  lack  thereof,  of  having  a  coun- 
terforce  capability  (i.e.  the  abUity  to  attack 
military  targets,  especially  hardened  ones 
such  as  ICBM  silos),  or  of  having  the  doc- 
trine and  the  ability  to  conduct  limited  nu- 
clear exchanges. 

The  debates  on  many  of  these  latter 
topics,  although  they  reflect  Important 
policy  disagreements,  have  become  abstruse 
and  entangled.  Further,  time  and  the  march 
of  technology  have  passed  some  of  them  by 
although  much  of  the  noise  of  strife  still 
lingers  in  the  air.  It  is  time  to  focus  the 
debate  about  our  strategic  forces  on  that 
which  Is  clearly  necessary— namely,  surviv- 
ability—and  to  put  It  ahead  of  discussions 
about  those  added  capabilities. 

That  is  exactly  what  the  Commis- 
sion Is  doing— downplaying  the  surviv- 
ability Issue  and  focusing  on  the  al- 
leged need  for  prompt  hard  target  kill 
in  limited  nuclear  exchanges  as  justifi- 
cation to  sell  MX. 

Commission  Member  Woolsey  also 
wrote  the  following  about  the  adminis- 
tration's original  recommendation  to 
deploy  MX  in  silos: 

Ttie  Reagan  Administration's  decision  on 
ICBM  basing  gives  up  a  degree  of  near-term 
IC3M  survivability— given  Soviet  ICBM  ac- 
curacies, the  Administration's  decision  to 
deploy  MX  in  existing  silos,  hardened  or 
not,  provides  little  more  than  a  fig  leaf,  and 
that  at  best,  for  only  a  short-time. 

The  Scowcroft  recommendation  to 
do  the  same  is  little  more  than  a  fig 
leaf.  It  is  an  extremely  expensive  and 
dangerous  figleaf  at  that. 

The  following  statement  by  Chair- 
man Tower,  writing  in  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report  on  January  10,  1983,  di- 
rectly contradicts  the  wisdom  of  de- 
plojrlng  MX  in  silos: 

We  should  not  spend  money  on  the  missile 
If  we  cannot  find  a  way  to  insure  Its  surviv- 
al. That  would  mean  buying  an  expensive 
missile  and  putting  it  in  holes  that  become 
increasingly  less  survivable  as  the  Soviets 
improve  their  capability  to  beat  it.  To  think 
otherwise  is  to  think  that  Russia  will  act 
with  restraint  and  not  attempt  to  defeat 
JJTX  Well,  that's  false  on  the  face  of  it. 

In  his  reaction  to  the  Reagan  pro- 
posal to  deploy  MX  tn  silos  former  De- 
fense Secretary  James  Schlesinger 
said,  on  October  4,  1981,  In  the  Wash- 
ington Post: 


It's  a  decision  to  punt,  said  Schlesinger  of 
the  plan  to  install  the  MX  initially  in  re- 
modeled and  strengthened  underground 
silos  now  used  for  old  Titan  II  missiles. 

It  does  not  deal  with  the  vulnerability 
issue  that  has  been  advertised  at  consider- 
able length.  By  Itself,  he  said  in  a  telephone 
interview.  It  does  not  close  the  window  of 
vulnerability.  Schlesinger  says  his  chief 
worry  about  the  overall  $180  billion  Reagan 
strategic  package  is  that  it  spreads  around 
resources  and  may  nm  up  costs.  This  is  a 
program  of  sizable  costs  while  the  military 
is  under  severe  pressure  and  does  not  seem 
to  achieve  the  goal  of  closing  the  window  of 
vulnerability.  One  wo»ild  want  to  make  sure 
It  does  not  result  In  draining  away  resources 
from  general  purpose  force,  he  said. 

This  recommendation  by  the  Com- 
mission certainly  is  also  one  to  pimt, 
and  punts  $20  billion  into  the  waste- 
basket. 

Dr.  Schlesinger  testified  about  the 
disparity  between  United  States  and 
Soviet  hard  target  kill  capabilities  to 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee April  30,  1982: 

While  we  should  not  overlook  this  defi- 
ciency, neither  should  we  overstate  its  im- 
portance. It  does  not  gainsay  our  possession 
of  the  ultimate  deterrent.  Moreover,  it  is 
offset  by  certain  other  aspects  of  our  forces. 
While  seaborne  weapons  possess  relatively 
little  hard-target-kill  capability,  we  must 
recall  that  the  majority  of  U.S.  weapons  are 
carried  on  submarines— and  therefore  are 
essentially  untargetable  at  this  time.  Our 
submarine  forces,  moreover,  are  consider- 
ably superior  to  those  of  the  Soviet  Union 
Euid  the  number  of  RV's  carried  in  their  sub- 
marines are  small  relative  to  their  total 
forces  and  to  our  own  seaborne  forces. 

We  also  possess  continuing  advantages  in 
sensor  technology,  automatic  data  process- 
ing, and  the  capacity  to  design  and  execute 
attacks.  We  possess  a  major  edge  in  cruise 
missile  technology.  The  point  Is  not  that  we 
should  disregard  the  Soviet  advantages  In 
hard-target-kill  capability,  but  that  properly 
exploited,  these  other  assets  can,  to  a  con- 
siderable extent,  be  utilized  to  right  the  bal- 
ance. 

Moreover,  while  1  believe  that  we  should 
not  have  allowed  this  strategic  deficiency  to 
develop,  It  strikes  me  as  futUe  and  inappro- 
priate to  wring  our  hands  about  it.  We 
should  also  acknowledge  that  over  the  years 
immediately  ahead  the  Soviet  advantage  In 
hard-target-kill  capabUlty  will  almost  cer- 
tainly increase  relative  to  our  own.  There  is 
nothing  in  our  defense  program  that  Is 
going  to  alter  this  fact  over,  say,  the  next 
half  decade.  ''  metlmes  the  public  rhetoric 
on  this  Issue  stems  to  suggest  that  strong 
feelings  on  our  own  part  may  provide  an 
antidote  for  this  Soviet  edge.  That,  perhaps 
regrettably,  is  not  the  case.  To  offset  what 
will  be  a  continuing  and  growing  Soviet  ad- 
vantage in  hard-target-kill  capability,  we 
shall  have  to  stress  other,  compensatory  ad- 
vantages. 

Yet  In  urging  deployment  of  MX, 
the  Commission  he  advised  certainly 
overstated  the  importance  of  hard- 
target-kUl  capabilities  and  failed  "to 
stress  other,  compensatory  advan- 
tages" in  U.S.  strategic  programs. 

During  his  testimony  before  our 
Armed  Services  Committee  earlier  this 
year   on   the   Scowcroft   Commission 
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recommendations,  Mr.  Schlesinger 
contradicted  his  previous  testimony  by 
engaging  In  similar  overstatements 
about  the  Importance  of  prompt  hard- 
target-kill  capabilities.  He  added  a  new 
dimension  to  the  weak  justification  for 
MX  by  claiming  such  prompt  counter- 
force  capabilities  are  needed  to  pre- 
vent the  Soviet  Union  from  coercing 
or  militarily  threatening  NATO  with 
conventional  forces. 

Instead  of  MX.  we  would  get  much 
security  for  our  money  if  we  used  it  to 
improve  our  conventional  capabilities 
to  defend  Exirope.  Mr.  President. 
thereby  raising  the  nuclear  threshold 
and  reducing  our  reliance  on  nuclear 
weapons.  A  more  aggressive  policy  by 
the  administration  to  pressure  our  Eu- 
ropean allies  to  increase  their  contri- 
butions to  the  common  defense,  also 
would  yield  more  beneficial  military 
results  than  would  MX  deployment, 
which  only  exacerbates  their  fears 
that  the  United  States  is  trigger- 
happy  with  its  nuclear  weapons. 

Finally,  there  are  the  contradictory 
statements  by  Commission  member 
William  Perry,  former  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  for  Research  and  En- 
gineering. In  testifying  before  our 
committee  in  November  1981.  about 
the  administration's  decision  to  deploy 
MX  in  fixed,  super-hard  silos,  he 
stated: 

I  am  sure  it  Is  no  surprise  to  this  commit- 
tee when  I  say  that  I  was  disappointed  at 
the  solution  that  Is  proposed  to  the  MX 
basing  problem.  I  believe— and  I  testified  to 
this  committee  many  times— that  the  Mln- 
uteman  vulnera'olllty  problem  Is  real.  But 
the  proposed  solution  is  unacceptable,  in  my 
Judgment.  I  have  read  several  reports  de- 
scribing why  It  is  a  good  solution.  The 
burden  of  the  argument  is  that  by  superhar- 
denlng  the  silos  you  make  the  problem  of 
destroying  them  harder  for  the  Sovl«ts— 
you  require  them  to  develop  a  new  guidance 
system  and  therefore  you  are  buying  time. 

I  submit  that  Is  simply  not  correct,  that 
the  Soviets  presently  have  missiles  which 
are  capable  of  destroying  those  silos.  All 
they  have  to  do  is  mate  their  large,  single 
RV  warheads  with  the  accuracy  that  they 
have  presently  demonstrated  on  the  mis- 
siles, and  they  have  a  super  hard  sllo-buster. 

I  make  that  statement  irrespective  of  how 
hard  we  make  our  silos.  The  technical  Issue 
of  whether  they  can  be  made  harder,  3.000. 
5,000,  or  10.000  psl.  Is  an  Interesting  techni- 
cal issue  but  it  is  Irrelevant.  The  Soviets 
now  have  the  capability  where  they  can  de- 
liver their  missiles  with  sufficient  yield  and 
sufficient  htxMTacy  so  that  the  silo  wUl  be 
encompassed  within  the  crater  of  the  fire- 
t>aU,  in  which  case  hardness  is  quite  irrele- 
vant. 

So  I  believe  that  superhard  sUos  Is  not  a 
solution  to  the  problem.  At  most,  it  requires 
the  Soviets  to  target  those  relatively  few 
■Uoe  with  single  RV  missUes  rather  than 
multiple  RV  mlssUes.  Superhardenlng  could 
increase  the  cost  to  the  Soviets  attacking 
our  silos  If  we  did  It  with  many,  many  silos. 
If  we  did  It  with  thousands  of  them.  But 
doing  It  with  36  or  50  or  100  sUos  has  a  neg- 
ligible Impact  on  the  Soviet  war-planner. 

I  made  a  strong  statement  about  that  be- 
cause I  believe  that  Is  an  accurate  assess- 
ment of  the  problem. 


My  recommendation  to  the  Congress  Is 
simple,  which  Is,  that  you  reject  that  pro- 
posal. 

In  subsequent  questioning  by  Sena- 
tor NiTira.  the  following  exchange  took 
place: 

Senator  Ntnni.  Dr.  Perry,  you  are  un- 
equivocal in  your  expression  of  opposition 
to  the  funding  of  a  hardening  of  the  silos 
for  a  place  to  deploy  MX:  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PnwT.  That  Is  correct. 

Dr.  Perry  also  testified  that: 
My  preference  for  the  MX  solution  was 
contingent    on    Its    being    in    a   survivable 
basing.  I  have  no  enthusiasm  for  an  MX 
system  which  Is  not  In  a  survivable  basing. 

Considering  this  testimony.  Dr. 
Perry's  support  now  for  deploying  MX 
in  nonstu-vivable  silos  is  unpersuasive. 
It  is  his  views  of  1981  which  ring  true. 
Listen  to  this,  in  an  October  14.  1981 
article  in  the  San  Jose  Mercury  News, 
Dr.  Perry  said: 

It  Is  pertinent  to  ask  whether  the  pro- 
posed new  programs  Increase  our  force  sta- 
bility, that  is  whether  they  reduce  the  risk 
of  accidental  war.  .  .  . 

Unfortunately,  the  silo-based  MX  has 
some  potential  for  decreasing  stability. 

An  MX  missile  will  be  substantially  more 
threatening  than  any  other  single  weapon 
in  our  force,  but  at  the  same  time.  It  will  be 
an  easy  target  for  a  single  warhead  SS-18  or 
SS-19.  This  combination  of  high  effective- 
ness and  high  vulnerability  tends  to  be  de- 
stabilizing during  a  crisis  period. 

Dr.  Perry  was  writing  about  the  ad- 
ministration's original  plan  to  base  36 
to  40  MX's  in  Minuteman  or  Titan 
sUos,  which  were  to  be  hardened.  De- 
ployment of  more  than  twice  as  many 
MX's— 100— in  unhardened.  even  less 
survivable.  silos  as  now  is  proposed,  is 
even  more  destabilizing  and  danger- 
ous. 

On  February  13.  1981.  Dr.  Perry  said 
the  following  in  Science  magazine: 

"The  worst  of  all  possible  solutions."  ac- 
cording to  Perry,  would  be  to  place  the  new 
MX  missiles  in  the  old  silos  that  now  hold 
Minuteman  III  missiles.  This,  too,  is  being 
considered  by  the  new  Administration. 
Perry  tliinks  it  would  do  nothing  to  solve 
the  problem  of  missile  vulnerability,  but 
would  increase  the  Soviets'  interest  in  strik- 
ir\g  first  In  a  nuclear  war. 

"It  would  probably  force  the  United 
States  to  adopt  a  policy  of  'launch  on  warn- 
ing' In  which  our  mlssUes  would  be  fired 
after  military  radars  had  spotted  something 
resembling  nuclear  attack."  Perry  says  he 
cannot  even  discuss  tills  option  "without 
breaking  into  tears. "  Fundamentally,  "it 
amounts  to  turning  over  to  a  computer  the 
decision  to  start  World  War  III."  Perry  says 
his  enthusiasm  for  electronics  does  not 
extend  that  far. 

On  November  13,  1981,  Dr.  Perry 
told  our  Senate  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee: 

My  concern  is  that  If  we  had  this  very  ac- 
curate, very  threatening  missile  In  unpro- 
tected sUoe,  and  If  they  do  not  go  to  a  sur- 
vivable system  themselves  *  *  *  ttiat  simply 
increases  the  hair  trigger  •  •  •  on  both 
sides. 

I  agonized  over  that  and  said  on  balance  I 
would  not  go  ahead  with  that  (MX  in  silos) 


because  I  don't  believe  we  will  come  up  with 
a  survivable  basing  mode  that  Is  acceptable. 
Since  I  am  pessimistic  that  we  will  get  a 
basing  mode  that  Is  both  survivable  and  ac- 
ceptable. I  am  opposed  to  putting  a  weapon 
that  lethal  In  an  unsurvlvable  mode,  for  rea- 
sons I  have  described  in  terms  of  hair-trig- 
gering the  alert. 

How  is  it,  then,  perhaps,  that  we  are 
now  on  the  verge  of  proceeding  to 
deploy  an  nonsurvivable  MX  missile? 
How  is  it.  if  Secretary  Weinberger  sadd 
that  a  nonsurvivable  MX  costs  an 
enormous  sum  without  accomplishing 
anything? 

(Mrs.  HAWKINS  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  LEVIN.  How  is  it  we  are  on  the 
verge  of  proceeding  to  deploy  a  non- 
survivable MX  when.  In  February 
1982,  James  Woolsey,  later  a  member 
of  the  Scowcroft  Conunisslon,  who  au- 
thored most  of  the  Scowcroft  report, 
said: 

It  is  time  to  focus  the  debate  about  our 
strategic  forces  on  that  which  is  clearly  nec- 
essary, namely,  survivability  *  •  * 

and  that  deploying  "MX  in  existing 
silos,  hardened  or  not,  provides  little 
more  than  a  figlesif?" 

How  is  It  that  we  are  on  the  verge  of 
proceeding  to  deploy  a  nonsurvivable 
MX  when  our  chairman  said  in  Janu- 
ary 1983  that.  "We  should  not  spend 
money  on  the  missile  if  we  cannot  find 
a  way  to  Insure  its  survival?" 

And  how  is  It  that  we  are  on  the 
verge  of  proceeding  to  deploy  a  non- 
survivable MX  when  Under  Secretary 
Perry  said  that  placing  MX  in  fixed 
silos  Is  "the  worst  of  all  possible  solu- 
tions." and  it  would  probably  force  us 
to  launch  on  warning?  Or  when  he 
said.  "I  am  opposed  to  putting  a 
weapon  that  lethal  in  an  tmsurvlvable 
mode?" 

Why  all  the  flip-flops  and  contor- 
tions and  the  Inconsistency?  It  cannot 
be  to  give  us  hard-target  kill  capabil- 
ity. We  get  far  more  of  that  In  one  Tri- 
dent II  submarine.  A  Trident  II  sub- 
marine has  200  surviving  warheads; 
the  entire  MX  deployment  has  from 
10  to  70. 

The  Trident  II  submarine  costs  $2 
billion  in  1982  dollars,  the  MX  costs 
$16  billion  in  1982  dollars.  So  with  one 
Trident  II  submarine,  we  get  up  to  20 
times  as  much  hard  target  kill  capabil- 
ity for  one-eighth  of  the  cost. 

No;  the  inconsistencies  and  the  flip- 
flops  cannot  be  explained  by  that.  And 
they  cannot  be  explained  by  the  need 
for  prompt  hard-target  kill  capability 
either,  t>ecause  when  we  asked  Gen. 
Charles  Gabriel,  the  Chief  of  Staff  of 
the  Air  Force,  on  April  21  of  this  year 
whether  or  not  the  hard-target  kill  ca- 
pability of  Trident  II  would  be 
prompt.  General  Gabriel's  answer  to 
our  committee  was: 

It  would  be  prompt  enough,  yes.  Not  as 
prompt  as  the  MX,  but  prompt  enough. 

Those  views,  may  I  say,  were  collabo- 
rated by  the  Commander  In  Chief  of 


SAC,  Gen.  Bennie  Dawis,  at  about  the 
same  time,  April  26,  1983,  before  the 
Armed  Services  Committee's  Strategic 
Subcommittee. 

So  we  cannot  explain  the  flip-flops 
and  the  inconsistencies  by  the  need 
for  either  hard-target  kin  capability  or 
prompt  hard-target  kill  capability. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  justify  it  in 
terms  of  the  bargaining  chip,  for  all 
the  reasons  we  have  heard  from  the 
Senator  from  Colorado,  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  and  others.  Indeed, 
our  chairman  stated,  back  In  Novem- 
ber 1981.  that: 

It's  of  little  use  to  us 


referring  to  the  nonsurvivable  MX 

unless  the  Soviets  are  convinced  that  it  can 
survive  an  attack.  Without  that,  the  Rus- 
sians will  have  no  incentive  to  start  serious 
arms  control  talks. 

No;  there  is  no  logical  reason  that 
we  have  been  able  to  perceive  to  do 
what  we  promised  we  would  never  do. 
Everybody  said  we  would  never  put  an 
MX  in  a  nonsurvivable  basing  mode. 
President  Reagan  said  it  when  he  was 
running.  President  Carter  said  it  when 
he  was  President.  Defense  Secretary 
Brown  said  it  when  he  was  Secretary 
of  Defense.  Secretary  of  Defense 
Weinberger  said  it;  the  Republican 
platform  said  it;  the  Democrats  have 
said  it.  Over  and  over  again,  everybody 
said  we  would  never  put  the  MX  in 
fixed  silos  because  it  would  make  our 
world  more  dangerous. 

Then  why  do  it?  The  only  reason  I 
can  discern  is  that  we  just  do  not  know 
what  else  to  do  with  the  dam  thing. 
MX  has  taken  on  a  life  of  its  own. 
Unless  we  do  something  with  it,  we  are 
told,  we  will  look  weak.  Better  to  be 
foolish  and  to  do  something  dangerous 
to  us  than  to  look  weak. 

We  just  do  not  loiow  what  to  do  with 
it.  We  have  become  slaves  to  technolo- 
gy and  the  victims  of  appearances.  We 
are  poorer,  our  Treasury  is  poorer,  and 
life  is  closer  to  extinction  because  we 
do  not  have  the  strength  and  the  cour- 
age to  do  what  we  always  promised 
ourselves  and  our  children  we  would 
do,  which  is  to  make  MX  survivable  or 
not  to  make  it  at  all. 

Madam  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  unless 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  (Mr.  Tower),  the  floor 
manager,  seekLS  recognition  or  wishes 
to  speak,  I  intend  at  this  point  to  ask 
for  a  brief  quorum  call,  with  time  not 
being  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  I 
have  listened  to  this  debate  almost  in 
its  entirety.  I  have  been  absent  from 
the  floor  periodically,  but  I  have 
heard  everything  there  is  to  hear  be- 
cause much  of  the  argimient  has  been 
repeated  time  and  time  again. 

I,  of  course,  must  confess  that  I  am 
somewhat  flattered  that  so  many  Sen- 
ators have  quoted  me,  I  think  that  is 


always  flattering,  for  a  Senator  to  be 
quoted,  particularly  to  have  been 
quoted  so  often.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  same  comments  have  been  quoted 
repeatedly.  As  best  I  can  determine,  I 
have  been  quoted  very  accurately 
indeed.  I  suggest  that  I  have  at  least  a 
small  portion  of  crow  to  eat  in  this 
particular  instance.  That  may  t>e  the 
case. 

But,  Madam  President,  I  submit  that 
in  matters  of  national  security,  one 
must  maintain  some  degree  of  flexibil- 
ity, because  times  change,  systems 
change,  the  nature  of  the  threat 
changes. 

I  have  been  very  specific  about  my 
concern  about  survivability.  I  did  sup- 
port the  MPS  deployment  mode  for 
the  MX.  I  think  the  administration 
made  a  mistake  in  abandoning  that 
mode,  which  had  already  been  author- 
ized by  Congress,  which  was  on  its 
way.  But  I  think  it  is  quite  conceiva- 
ble, too,  that  Congress  made  a  mistake 
when  the  administration  submitted  an 
alternative  mode  and  the  Congress 
passed  judgment  on  it  before  all  the 
facts  and  aU  the  evidence  were  in.  I 
refer  to  the  closely  spaced  basing, 
which  I  am  aware  a  lot  of  scientists 
have  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  with, 
but  we  have  to  also  understand  that 
there  were  responsible  elements  of  the 
scientific  community  that  advocated 
it.  It  certainly  deserved  a  good  look, 
and  Congress  was  not  willing  to  give  it 
that.  So  we  come  to  the  point  of  what 
alternatives  do  we  have? 

The  President,  in  response  to  the  re- 
quest of  Congress,  formed  a  bipartisan 
commission.  That  was  recommended 
to  the  President  by  Members  of  this 
body,  Republican  and  Democratic.  I 
am  convinced  it  was  a  genuinely  bipar- 
tisan approach.  Many  of  the  men  who 
signed  off  on  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion report  were  men  who  had  some 
reservations  themselves  about  various 
elements  in  that  report  that  they 
found  themselves  advocates  on. 

I  note  Mr.  Woolsey  has  been  quoted. 
It  is  my  understanding  he  was  prob- 
ably chief  draftsman  of  the  report.  I 
am  sure  that  nobody  was  completely 
satisfied  with  what  was  recommended 
from  the  standpoint  of  every  element 
in  the  report.  But  it  represented  the 
best  effort  to  get  something  that  was 
militarily  acceptable  while,  at  the 
same  time,  it  was  politically  possible. 
That  is  a  very  difficult  business  some- 
times. 

MPS  had  its  opponents  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle.  Closely  spaced  basing  had 
some  opponents.  Various  other  alter- 
natives have  been  suggested  for  basin 
mode— deep  underground  silos,  south- 
facing  mesa.  Big  Bird,  smaU  subma- 
rines. We  can  think  of  a  number  of  al- 
ternatives that  have  been  looked  at  in 
terms  of  a  basing  mode  on  the  inter- 
continental ballistic  missile. 

So  the  Scowcroft  Commission  had 
to,  in  political  context— this  is,  after 


all,  a  democracy,  and  defense  policy  is 
subject  to  the  democratic  process. 

Now,  I  am  sure  that  if  the  military, 
the  professional  military  people  in  this 
coimtry  could  have  dictated  the  basing 
mode  they  wanted,  it  would  have 
turned  out  differently,  but  that  is  not 
the  way  we  do  business  in  the  United 
States.  I  know  that  some  opponents  of 
the  missile  said  this  seems  to  be  more 
of  a  politics^  exercise  than  a  military 
exercise.  I  was  disappointed  in  some  of 
the  people  who  said  that,  because  they 
had  been  people  who  had  been  advo- 
cating very  close  civilian  control  of  the 
military,  very  close  statutory  control 
over  the  military. 

Now,  on  the  issue  of  vtilnerablllty 
and  survivability,  I  would  much  prefer 
to  see  us  go  to  a  survivable  mode.  I 
would  prefer  MPS.  I  would  even  prefer 
pursuing,  with  all  of  its  flaws  and  all 
of  its  warts,  the  idea  of  closely  spaced 
basing,  bringing  in  elements  of  hard- 
ening, fratricide,  all  of  the  various  In- 
gredients that  figure  into  that  system 
in  terms  of  argument  for  its  survivabil- 
ity. 

But  now  what  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission has  come  up  with  is  a  recom- 
mendation that  we  go  ahead  with  MX 
and  at  the  same  time  pursue  an  R&D 
program  for  missiles  that  would  be 
more  survivable. 

Now.  in  recommending  the  modern- 
ization of  the  ICBM  in  that  context,  I 
think  that  ameliorates  somewhat  the 
distaste  that  we  have  for  deploying 
MX  in  a  mode  that  we  all  concede  is 
viilnerable,  very  vulnerable  indeed. 
But  let  us  look  at  the  issue  in  context. 
Almost  anything  in  the  military  in- 
ventory has  some  degree  of  vulnerabil- 
ity, even  the  submarine.  I  think  we  all 
concede  that  the  most  survivable 
basing  mode  for  strategic  weaponry  is 
the  submarine.  The  Trident  sub  and 
the  C-4  missile  give  us  a  dimension  of 
capi.,bility  that  is  very  survivable.  Of 
course,  that  leg  of  the  triad  will  be 
further  enhanced  by  the  development 
of  the  D-5  missile,  but  it  also  has  prob- 
lems. To  begin  with,  you  have  a  com- 
mand-communication-control problem 
-with  submarines.  Second,  if  the  Sovi- 
ets make  a  dedicated  effort  to  improve 
their  ASW  capabUity.  there  could  be  a 
breakthrough.  Much  has  been  said 
about  the  vulnerability  of  an  aircraft 
carrier,  the  survivability  of  it.  Actual- 
ly, the  aircraft  carrier  is  the  most  sur- 
vivable ship  in  our  Navy  with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  submarine  and  it  is 
more  survivable  than  the  submarine 
once  detected.  Once  detected,  the  sub 
becomes  very  vulnerable  indeed. 

To  enhance  then  the  survivability  of 
every  leg  of  the  triad,  it  becomes  in- 
cumbent on  us  to  modernize  every 
aspect  of  it  and  maintain  the  triad  so 
that  we  complicate  matters  for  the 
Soviet  war  planners. 

Now.  the  fact  is  you  cannot  argue 
that  you  shoiUd  not  deploy  a  system 
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because  it  is  vulnerable  because  that 
would  argue  for  dismantling  our  Min- 
uteman  Ill's.  We  talk  about  our  Min- 
uteman  III  silos,  wanting  to  dismantle 
those.  That  would  perhaps  even  sug- 
gest that  we  should  dismantle  the  air 
base  leg  of  the  triad  because  in  fact 
the  airfields  are  more  vulnerable  than 
the  Minuteman  silos,  are  vulnerable  to 
less  precise  weapons  than  would  be  re- 
quired to  knock  out  a  Minuteman  silo. 
Now,  I  think  all  of  us  who  are  inter- 
ested in  modernization  of  strategic 
forces  would  concede  that  it  would  be 
very  preferable  to  have  the  MX  de- 
ployed in  a  more  survivable  mode,  but 
we  do  propose  to  go  toward  the  Midg- 
etman  missile  which  will  be  more  sur- 
vivable. We  are  going  to  have  some 
basing  mode  problems  there.  We  are 
not  even  tailklng  about  those  now.  We 
think  because  it  is  small  and  can  be  de- 
ployed over  a  wide  area,  it  sounds 
good.  As  former  Senator  Brady  said,  a 
member  of  the  commission,  we  are  all 
fascinated  with  this  Midgetman  mis- 
sile, cute  little  thing,  put  it  in  your 
vest  pocket,  sounds  like  a  good  idea. 
And  I  think  it  is  a  good  idea  when  you 
consider  all  of  the  problems  that  we 
have  in  trying  to  deploy  the  MX,  for 
example.  If  you  start  talking  about 
running  these  missiles  up  and  down 
the  interstate  highways  or  even  put- 
ting them  on  railroad  tracks  or  deploy- 
ing them  around  various  parts  of  the 
country,  you  are  going  to  run  into 
problems  everywhere.  We  are  going  to 
run  into  some  very  fascinating  politi- 
cal problems.  We  might  as  well  antici- 
pate that. 

The  fact  is  MX  will  give  us  an  added 
dimension.  We  do  not  expect  the  Sovi- 
ets to  have  the  capability  to  knock  out 
our  entire  intercontinental  ballistic 
missile  force,  although  we  expect 
them  to  have  the  capability  to  knock 
out  the  major  percentage  of  them. 
How  much  better  is  it.  if  there  is  a 
small  portion  of  our  force  that  sur- 
vives, that  some  of  the  components  of 
that  force  be  more  accurate  and  have 
a  greater  capability? 

The  alternative  of  modernizing  the 
Minuteman  III  is  not  a  satisfactory  al- 
ternative. It  does  not  have  the  throw- 
weight,  cannot  establish  the  footprint. 
If  you  put  a  modem  guidance  system 
in  it,  it  would  have  to  sacrifice  some- 
thing in  payload  range,  so  we  should 
modernize.  We  should  go  ahead  with 
the  production  of  the  MX  because. 
How  can  the  Russians  be  certain  that 
we  will  not,  through  research  and  de- 
velopment and  test  and  evaluation, 
eventually  come  up  with  some  surviv- 
abUlty  options  for  the  MX  itself?  And 
that  is  a  possibility. 

Mr.  HART.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  for  a  question 
at  that  point. 

Mr.  HART.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Texas 


Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator  make 
the  question  relatively  short  because 
we  are  on  my  time.  If  he  is  going  to 
make  a  lengthy  question,  I  will  suggest 
he  do  it  on  his  own  time. 

Mr.  HART.  The  question  will  be 
brief  and  the  Senator  from  Texas  has 
an  enormous  amount  of  time. 

Would  the  Senator  from  Texas  agree 
or  not  agree  that  a  Minuteman  in  a 
mobile  basing  mode,  with  a  treaty  lim- 
itation on  the  number  of  Soviet  war- 
heads, would  be  relatively  more  surviv- 
able than  putting  the  Minuteman  In 
fixed  silos? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Well.  I  think  if  you  get 
a  limitation  on  Soviet  warheads,  that 
is  going  to  impact  on  the  survivability 
of  any  system  regardless  of  mode.  We 
regard  a  mobile  mode,  of  course,  as 
being  the  most  survivable.  This  was 
the  theory  behind  MPS.  mobility, 
unless  you  could  prove  out  the  theory 
of,  say.  closely  spaced  basing,  the  silo 
hardening  coupled  with  other  defen- 
sive measures  to  be  taken. 

Under  the  ABM  treaty,  we  are  per- 
mitted to  maintain  the  defense  of  one 
site,  and  I  would  anticipate  that  we 
could  make  some  progress  in  ballistic 
missile  defense  and  conceivably  even 
deploy  a  system  without  doing  any- 
thing to  the  ABM  treaty. 

I  believe  we  should  go  to  mobile  mis- 
siles. But.  again,  let  us  look  at  the 
problem  the  Soviet  planners  have. 

If  they  launch  a  first  strike  against 
the  United  States  and  they,  for  exam- 
ple, launch  from  submarines  and  from 
the  Soviet  land  mass  at  the  same  time, 
some  of  those  missiles  would  arrive 
ahead— those  that  are  submarine 
launched— would  arrive  ahead  of  those 
launched  from  the  fixed  land  sites  in 
the  Soviet  Union.  We  could  launch,  ac- 
tually, not  under  attack  but.  in  fact, 
after  attack.  We  would  have  some  15 
minutes'  warning,  which  would  enable 
us  to  get  some  of  our  missiles  off.  So 
that  Is  a  fact  to  consider. 

I  do  not  advocate  launch  on  warning. 
I  think  it  Is  a  dangerous  idea.  I  reaUy 
have  some  questions  in  my  mind  about 
how  much  we  could  launch  under 
attack. 

However,  to  further  examine  the 
question  that  has  been  raised,  I  think 
that  survivability  would  depend  on  nu- 
merous factors:  The  degree  of  mobili- 
ty, the  amount  of  ground  over  which 
they  can  roam  or  range  or  deploy 
themselves,  the  extent  of  the  warhead 
limitations  on  Soviet  systems.  So  I 
think  the  questions  Is  hard  to  answer 
unless  It  Is  more  clearly  defined. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Let  me  pursue  my 
thought. 

It  is  held  that  because  these  systems 
would  be  vulnerable,  there  would  be 
the  temptation  for  us  to  launch  under 
attack.  The  contention  has  been  that 
the  Soviets,  because  they  are  wilnera- 
ble.  would  regard  them  as  a  first-strike 


weapon  and  would  consider  that  we 
are  developing  a  first-strike  capability. 
Some  of  the  opponents  of  the  MX 
have  maintained  that  the  Minuteman 
III  has  a  hard  target  kill  capability 
and  that.  If  that  is  the  case,  we  al- 
ready have  a  first-strike  capability. 

In  fact,  however,  on  the  Idea  of  first 
strike,  with  which  at  least  one  or  two 
of  the  speakers  have  been  concerned- 
some  kind  of  notion  that  we  are 
changing  to  a  new  strategy,  one  of 
first  strike— I  think  there  is  no  sub- 
stance to  that  suggestion,  because  the 
numbers  we  consider  that  we  are  going 
to  deploy  could  hardly  give  us  a  first 
strike  capability.  We  would  still  not 
have  a  first  strike  option. 

If  we  really  were  going  to  develop  a 
new  strategy  doctrine  and  go  to  first 
strike,  I  think  we  would  probably  want 
to  develop  forces  that  are  more  similar 
to  those  of  the  Soviet  Union.  For  ex- 
ample, we  have  greater  numbers  of 
strategic  bombers  than  they  do.  They 
are  not  regarded  as  a  first  strike 
weapon.  So  we  would  tend  to  figure 
more  the  way  they  do.  We  would  em- 
phasize in  our  own  force  structure  a 
larger  percentage  of  that  force  to  be 
comprised  of  ICBM's.  We  would  make 
a  relatively  small  investment  in  the 
sea-based  strategic  platforms  which 
have  little  less  accuracy  and  have  a 
command  communications  control 
process.  But  what  is  more,  we  would 
have  a  strategic  doctrine  whose  cen- 
tral tenet  holds  that  a  surprise  attack 
to  disarm  our  adversary  is  fair  game. 
Soviet  writings  suggest  that  that  is 
their  doctrine. 

We,- of  course,  have  no  such  doctrine 
today,  nor  do  we  plan  to  adopt  one; 
and  I  cannot  conceive  of  how  anyone 
would  come  to  the  conclusion  that  our 
strategic  factor  has  changed  and  that 
we  are  going  to  a  first-strike  policy  be- 
cause we  deploy  a  few  MX  missiles. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  certainly  would 
not  give  us  the  ability  to  overwhelm 
the  Soviets  In  a  first  strike,  and  they 
know  that. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  for  his  courtesy. 

Mr.  I»resldent,  I  ask  the  Senator  two 
things:  First,  would  he  agree  that  the 
Minuteman  III  has  certainly  emerged 
as  a  weapon  that  Is  capable  of  use  as  a 
counterforce  weapon  and  which  Is 
now.  In  effect,  deployed  as  a  first- 
strike  weapon.  Inasmuch  as  its  silos 
have  been  targeted?  But  that  was  not 
the  case  when  the  Minuteman  III  was 
put  there.  That  was  the  development 
that  I  remember,  sitting  In  the  Cabi- 
net room,  hearing  Secretary  Laird  de- 
scribe the  first  intelligence  of  the  be- 
ginnings of  SS-17.  SS-18.  and  SS-19. 

So  when  we  put  them  there,  when 
we  decided  to  build  the  Minuteman, 


under  President  Eisenhower,  they 
were  a  weapon  not  vulnerable  to  a 
first  strike  and,  therefore,  wholly  con- 
sistent with  our  deterrence  doctrine. 

Mr.  TOWER.  They  were  a  weapon 
that  could  have  executed  a  first  strike, 
given  the  vulnerability  of  the  Soviet 
systems.  Of  course,  the  Soviets  have 
developed  more  survivability.  In  other 
words,  they  have  hardened  what  they 
have. 

Minuteman  II  was  much  less  capable 
than  the  Minuteman  III.  The  Minute- 
man  III,  at  the  time  It  was  deployed 
had  a  far  greater  capability,  given  the 
configuration  and  the  nature  of  the 
Soviet  systems,  than  it  does  now.  The 
Soviets,  of  course,  have  developed 
more  generations  of  new  systems  since 
we  developed  the  Minuteman  III  than 
we  have.  We  are  the  ones  who  have 
acted  with  some  restraint  In  this  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  TOWER.  As  Harold  Brown  said, 
"When  we  build,  they  build.  When  we 
don't  build,  they  build." 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  was  present 
when  he  said  it. 

My  point  was  that  the  difference  be- 
tween the  Minuteman  and  the  situa- 
tion in  which  they  were  deployed  and 
placing  the  MX  missile  In  the  same 
Minuteman  silos  is  that  we  know  they 
are  targeted.  They  know  we  know,  and 
they  can  only  assume  that  we  have  de- 
cided to  put  them  in  a  lose-them-or- 
use-them  situation.  That,  after  all.  Is 
their  doctrine.  It  is  readily  compre- 
hended by  them. 

Would  not  the  distinguished  chair- 
man agree  that  It  Is  not  what  we  say 
here  on  this  floor,  that  It  does  not 
matter  what  the  President  thinks? 
What  matters  is  what  Is  the  percep- 
tion In  the  Soviet  mind. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  would  think  that  the 
perception  might  be  If  they  thought 
that  we  would  launch  them  against 
them  that  we  would  launch  under 
attack  after  they  had  already 
launched  against  us.  I  do  not  believe 
that  they  would  think  that  we  would 
be  suicidal  enough  to  use  this  missile 
force  that  we  have  to  launch  a  first 
strike  against  them  when  we  could  not 
destroy  a  substantial  enough  percent- 
age of  their  urgent  hard-target  capa- 
bility to  prevent  them  from  making  a 
devastating  equivalent  second  attack 

ajTOJlTct    lie 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor for  his  candid  remarks. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  Is  it  the  position  of  the 
Senator  from  Texas  that  the  so-called 
limited  deployment  of  100,  leaving 
aside  the  question  of  the  second  100 
Minuteman  possessing  1,000  warheads 
at  350  kilotons  apiece,  a  third  of  a 
megaton.  Is  not  sufficient  to  deliver  a 
crippling  first  strike— a  thousand  350- 
klloton  warheads? 


Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  is  talking 
about  100  of  the  MX  missiles,  which  Is 
not  contemplated,  by  the  way.  In  this 
authorization  bill.  We  have  not  gotten 
that  far  yet,  and  there  Is  some  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  or  not  we  could. 

But  the  fact  that  we  might  want  to 
move  in  that  direction  again  I  think 
gives  us  leverage  at  the  conference 
table.  Our  ultimate  objective  is  to 
secure  a  substantial  reduction  in  the 
inventories,  at  least,  of  stabilizing 
weapons.  Yes;  the  MX  is  a  stabilizing 
weapon.  So  are  the  Soviet  weapons. 

But  the  Soviets  do  not  regard  arms 
negotiations  as  seminars  in  political 
stability.  They  gave  us  nothing  for 
having  unilaterally  given  up  the  B-1. 
When  it  was  suggested  they  shrugged, 
and  they  were  not  prepared  to  negoti- 
ate on  an  ABM  system  until  we  finally 
authorized  one  here  In  Congress  by  I 
think  three  votes  In  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  one  vote  In  the 
Senate.  Maybe  it  was  a  little  bigger 
margin  In  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

But  the  fact  Is  our  potential  to  go  to 
that  number  would  be  the  setting  for 
negotiating  a  reduction. 

But  I  would  add  to  that  that  the 
Soviet  hard  targets  do  exceed  1,000. 
They  are  greater  than  1,000.  After  all, 
they  do  have  a  total  of  about  1,390  of 
intercontinental  ballistic  missiles. 
That  is  down  from  about  1,400  because 
it  is  minus  some  old  ones.  But  it  Is 
about  1.390. 

Although  the  MX  Is  enormously  ac- 
curate, we  would  have  to  proceed 
under  the  assumption  that  at  least  a 
small  portion  of  some  of  their  more  ac- 
curate systems  might  survive. 

So  I  do  not  believe  that  they  would 
think  that  even  If  we  had  100  we 
would  launch  a  first  strike  against 
them.  I  would  hope  that  they  would 
think  we  mean  business,  that  we  are 
not  going  to  let  ourselves  be  stripped 
naked  of  a  land-based  capability  of 
some  kind  and,  therefore,  we  would  be 
prepared  to  negotiate  reduction  of 
those  numbers  in  their  own  systems. 
That  is  not  to  say  that  I  regard  MX  as 
a  bargaining  chip.  I  want  to  carefully 
make  a  distinction  between  negotiat- 
ing leverage  and  a  bargaining  chip  be- 
cause I  would  assume  that  in  the 
course  of  negotiations  both  they  and 
we  would  consider  reducing  the 
number  of  arms  and  reducing  prob- 
ably the  least  modem  ones  first  or  at 
least  a  mix  of  the  older  ones  and  the 
newer  ones. 

So  both  sides  would  probably  be  left 
with  the  more  modem  capability  but 
reduced  numbers  and  In  reduced  num- 
bers come  some  degree  of  safety. 

I  believe  that,  also,  this  fits  In  with 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  recommen- 
dation that  we  go  to  limitation  on  war- 
heads and  not  just  on  tubes,  not  just 
on  launchers.  I  think  that  that  is  a 
recommendation  that  the  administra- 
tion is  going  to  pursue. 


Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  ques- 
tion?         

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  The  argument  that  has 
been  made  In  favor  of  the  MX  Is  one 
that  the  Senator  just  stated.  It  is  not  a 
bargaining  chip  but  a  bargaining  lever. 

Mr.  TOWER.  A  negotiating  lever. 

Mr.  HART.  A  negotiating  lever.  But 
the  Senator  then  confessed  that  what 
we  will  probably  be  able  to  negotiate  Is 
limitation  on  older  weapons. 

I  have  heard  the  MX  defended  at  all 
levels  as  a  means  to  get  the  Soviets 
to 

Mr.  TOWER.  Let  me  say  that  is  not 
to  say  that  at  some  point  in  time  we 
might  not  agree  to  reduction  of  num- 
bers of  the  MX,  but  the  primary 
reason  for  building  them  is  moderniza- 
tion of  force  and  negotiating  leverage. 
In  my  view. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
will  the  chairman  yield  on  the  mod- 
ernization point? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  Interrupted  the  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  to  pursue  his  ques- 
tions. Let  him  finish  his  and  then  I 
will  go  to  the  questions  of  the  Senator 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  HART.  The  only  question  I 
meant  to  ask  was  that  my  understand- 
ing of  the  administration  position  was 
they  needed  MX  In  order  to  get  the 
Soviets  to  reduce  S18's  and  S19's,  not 
older  weapons. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  do  not  think  that  Is 
specified.  Obviously,  we  desire  to  get  a 
reduction  of  those,  but  the  administra- 
tion can  hardly  specify  what  their  ne- 
gotiation posture  is  going  to  be.  That 
is  something  we  cannot  dictate  to 
them  here. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
If  the  chairman  will  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion, I  listened  carefully  as  the  chair- 
man was  discussing  the  survivability 
point,  and  he  made  the  point  that,  of 
course,  the  Minuteman  now  has  sur- 
vivability problems.  But  at  the  time  of 
its  deployment  it  did  not  have  surviv- 
ability problems,  as  I  understand  it, 
comparable  to  what  the  MX  now  has— 
it  was  not  placed  at  the  very  beglruiing 
In  a  fixed  silo  that  was  perceived  at 
the  time  to  be  nonsurvivable.  I  cannot 
recall  any  comparable  development  in 
weaponry  In  our  strategic  arsenal 
where  we  had  this  degree  of  vulner- 
ability at  the  very  beginning. 

Subsequently,  over  time,  as  the 
other  side  changed  its  arsenal  and  im- 
proved it.  it  may  have  led  to  a  growing 
vulnerability.  That  Is  the  case  now 
with  the  existing  Minuteman. 

But  I  cannot  recall  another  weapons 
system  in  the  strategic  arsenal  where 
we  have  had  this  vulnerability  at  the 
very  outset. 

Does  the  chairman  agree  that  this  is 
really  a  rather  marked  change,  in 
terms  of  the  survivability  of  the  weap- 
ons system  at  the  outset? 
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Mr.  TOWER.  I  would  agree  that  at 
earlier  times  when  we  had  developed 
and  deployed  systems  they  had  been 
in  the  context  of  that  time  more  sur- 
vlvable  than  the  Minuteman  is  today. 
There  is  no  question  about  that,  and 
there  is  no  question  that  the  Minute- 
man  is  going  to  be  vxilnerable.  I  think 
we  could  call  that— I  am  not  a 
lawyer— but  I  believe  that  is  what  the 
laywer  calls  a  stipulation.  I  understand 
that. 

I  am  just  talking  about  what  options 
we  have  now  and  from  the  military 
standpoint  we  could  have  better  ones 
than  this.  But  we  are  forced  to  do  the 
best  we  can  do  given  the  political  envi- 
ronment of  the  moment. 

I  continue  to  believe  that  If  a  large 
percentage  of  our  force  is  inundated  in 
a  first  strike,  even  if  we  ride  it  out,  of 
those  few  systems  that  survive  I  would 
hope  that  some  would  have  a  counter- 
force  capability,  and  the  fact  is  if  we 
had  substantial  warning  such  as  some 
missiles  landing  before  others  arrived, 
that  gives  us  a  better  prospect  of  get- 
ting away  some  of  our  missiles  before 
the  Soviet  missiles  that  are  targeted 
on  them  arrive.  It  gives  us  an  added  di- 
mension. 

One  thing  I  think  we  should  take 
into  consideration  is  that  those  people 
who  are  responsible  for  negotiating 
with  the  Soviets,  and  that  Is  some- 
thing that  not  many  of  us  have  had 
any  experience  in  around  here,  those 
people  who  are  out  on  the  cutting 
edge  of  negotiations,  the  people  in  the 
administration  who  have  to  deal  with 
it,  are  convinced  that  deployment  of 
this  system,  even  though  it  may  be 
vulnerable,  is  essential  If  we  are  to 
make  any  satisfactory  progress  in  our 
efforts  to  reduce  the  inventories  of 
strategic  arms. 

I  think  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
came  to  that  conclusion,  and  the 
Scowcroft  Commission,  as  I  noted  ear- 
lier, is  made  up  of  some  men  who  said 
some  of  the  same  things  about  vulner- 
abUity  that  I  have  said  and  that  you 
are  saying  now.  But  they  have  come  to 
this  conclusion  after  a  comprehensive 
and  careful  study  of  all  the  elements 
Involved,  and  I  do  not  think  that  the 
MX  should  fall  on  one  flaw  alone. 

As  I  say.  what  are  the  alternatives. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  WiU  the  chairman 
yield?        

Mr.  TOWER.  We  do  not  seem  to 
have  much  in  the  way  of  timely  alter- 
natives for  the  moment. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  If  the  chairman 
will  yield  further,  if  the  MX  did  not 
prove  to  be  a  bargaining  lever,  which  I 
think  is  the  term  the  chairman  used, 
what  would  the  chairman  then- 
Mr.  TOWER.  Negotiating  lever. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Negotiating  lever. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  try  to  choose  my 
words  very  carefully. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  What  if  that  did 
not  prove  to  be  the  case?  What  would 
the  chairman  envision  as  in  modemiz- 
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Ing  the  land-based  leg  of  our  strategic 
triad? 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission has  gone  a  step  further,  going 
to  a  recommendation  of  the  Midget- 
man. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Does  the  chairman 
agree  with  that? 
Mr.  TOWER.  Yes. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  What  would  be  the 
difficulty  of  going  to  the  Midgetman 
directly,  not  proceeding  with  the  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  which  raises  the 
question  whether  there  is  a  departure 
from  strategic  doctrine?  I  take  it  the 
Midgetman    would   not    raise   such    a 

question.     

Mr.  TOWER.  May  I  say  I  do  not 
conceive  that  deploying  the  MX  repre- 
sents a  change  in  strategic  doctrine. 
That  is  what  the  opponents  of  the  MX 
are  arguing.  I  do  not  accept  that  argu- 
ment. I  do  not  believe  it  does.  I  do  not 
think,  because  it  does  not  give  us  a 
credible  first-strike  capability,  there- 
fore it  does  not  represent  a  change  in 
strategic  doctrine.  But  the  fact  is  we 
do  not  have  the  Midgetman  yet.  and  if 
we  wait  for  that,  if  we  are  going  to 
leap-frog  technology— by  the  way  we 
have  done  that  often  around  here  on 
many  systems,  not  just  strategic.  We 
say.  "Well,  yes  this  looks  like  a  pretty 
good  system  here  but  we  know  on  the 
drawing  boards  they  have  got  some- 
thing that  is  better  so  let's  just  wait 
until  the  better  thing  comes  along." 
So  the  better  thing  comes  along  and 
we  R&D  it  and  T&E  it  and  about  that 
time  something  else  comes  up  on  the 
drawing  boards  and  we  say,  "Let's  wait 
a  little  longer." 

I  think  it  is  dangerous  to  do  that  in 
terms  of  strategic  systems.  We  do  not 
have  the  Midgetman  in  hand.  It  is  a 
concept  that  existing  scientific  and 
technical  experience  and  knowledge 
tell  us  will  probably  work.  It  holds  out 
a  great  deal  of  promise,  and  I  hope  we 
will  not  be  so  precipitate  in  passing 
judgment  on  it  as  we  were  on  closely 
spaced  basing.  I  do  not  know  whether 
closely  spaced  basing  would  work  or 
not.  I  barely  {}assed  my  minimum  re- 
quirement In  physics  to  get  a  bache- 
lor's degree  back  in  the  days  when 
they  required  us  to  take  a  little  bit  of 
everything  and  I  had  to  take  physics. 
The  course  was  designed  for  freshmen. 
I  was  a  senior,  it  was  called  moron 
physics.  I  made  70  in  it  and  that  was  a 
gift  from  the  prof  to  get  me  out  of 
school. 

So  I  cannot  pass  judgment  on  closely 
spaced  basing.  Maybe  It  would  not 
have  worked  but  I  think  it  was  some- 
thing that  had  promise.  And  I  worry. 
Senator,  that  when  Midgetman  comes 
down  the  pike  if  there  is  a  hitch  in  the 
development,  a  flaw  somewhere  or 
some  people  raise  political  or  environ- 
mental questions  with  it.  it  may  not 
make  it. 

Now  we  have  the  MX.  a  majority  of 
the  Congress  has  already  passed  one 


resolution  authorizing  expenditure  of 
funds  for  It.  and  now  let  us  proceed. 
This  seems  to  be  a  course  that  we  can 
proceed  along,   that  the  majority  of 
the  Congress  will  agree  to.  and  I  would 
now   on   a  bipartisan   basis.   I   might 
add— Les  Aspin  and  I  do  not  get  to- 
gether on  many  things,   he  is  a  lot 
smarter  and  more   articulate   than  I 
am,  and  I  am  delighted  to  be  on  his 
side  on  this  one— but  I  think  we  must 
get  on  with  it.  We  have  dealt  with  this 
Issue  too  long  and  I  am  convinced  a 
modem  missile,  even  though  it  may  be 
deployed  in  a  vulnerable  hole,  gives  us 
additional    negotiating   leverage,   par- 
ticularly when  the  fact  is  that  we  are 
coming  along  with  yet  another  modem 
system,    the    Midgetmaoi,    and    when 
there   are    possibilities   for   survivable 
growth  options  on  the  MX.  Congress 
may  not  agree  to  them.  There  may  be 
all  sorts  of  doctrinal  questions  raised 
or  even  technical  questions.  But  to  me 
we  are  at  a  point  now  where  if  we  are 
to  convince  the  Soviets  that  we  can  get 
together  on  something  we  had  better 
get  together  on  this  already  signed  off 
on    by    a    bipartisan    commission    of 
highly  intelligent,  highly  experienced 
men  who  understand  what  the  Imper- 
fections are.  but  who  recognize  we  do 
not  live  in  a  perfect  world. 
I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

WHY  WX  NEED  THE  MX 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  on  July 
15  I  spoke  in  some  detail  In  support  of 
the  MX  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile (ICBM)  program.  In  the  face  of 
ruthless  Soviet  global  expansion  and 
unprecedented  Soviet  military  spend- 
ing, the  United  States  must  summon 
the  national  will  and  resources  to 
strengthen  our  capability  to  defend 
our  precious  heritage  and  way  of  life. 

Mr.  I>resident,  real  deterrence  means 
the  capability  of  this  Republic  to  deny 
Soviet  war  objectives.  Real  deterrence 
is  based  upon  the  marshaling  of  our 
material  and  spiritual  resources 
behind  a  sound  strategy  and  building  a 
sound  and  effective  military  force 
structure.  The  MX  program  Is  an  ef- 
fective contribution  to  our  national  de- 
fense. 

During  the  course  of  the  debate  on 
MX  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  con- 
cern about  sUbility  in  the  nuclear 
weapons  area.  I  am  deeply  concerned 
about  stability  and  that  is  why  I  sup- 
port the  MX  program.  It  will  help  to 
bring  stability  into  the  situation  which 
we  confront  today  which  is  one  of 
gross  instability. 

Senators  need  not  be  reminded  that 
when  negotiations  on  strategic  arms 
control  began  back  in  1969-70.  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
were  In  a  situation  of  relative  sUbility 
in  terms  of  nuclear  weapons.  By  that  I 
mean  that  the  land-based  nuclear  ar- 
senal of  neither  side  was  placed  at  risk 
by  the  other.  The  United  States  did 
not  have  a  hard-target  kill  capability 


against  hardened  Soviet  targets.  Our 
intercontinental  nuclear  missile  force 
inventory  included  only  Titans,  Min- 
uteman I,  and  Minuteman  II  misb^^s 
none  of  which  had,  or  has,  a  hard- 
target  kUl  capabUity.  The  Soviets'  200 
single  warhead  SS-9  missiles  were  de- 
ployed against  a  U.S.  target  base  of 
1.200  hard  targets.  That  Is.  1.050  U.S. 
mlssUes,  100  launch  control  centers, 
and  50  other  hard  targets.  The  Soviet 
SS-9  missiles  were  designed  to  neutral- 
ize our  Minuteman  force  by  destroying 
Minuteman  launch  control  centers. 
We  responded  to  this  threat  by  going 
to  an  airborne  launch  mode  which 
took  away  this  Soviet  advantage  until 
the  Soviets  then  went  to  a  multiple  re- 
entry vehicle  (MIRV)  capability. 

After  14  years  of  so-called  arms  con- 
trol negotiations,  the  situation  today 
is  one  of  gross  strategic  Instability 
which  favors  the  Soviets.  This  has  re- 
sulted not  only  from  the  relentless 
buildup  of  Soviet  nuclear  missiles,  70 
to  80  percent  of  whose  warheads  have 
a  hard-target  kill  capabUity,  but  also 
from  the  very  agreements  reached 
during  the  arms  control  negotiations 
which  permit  the  Soviets  the  neces- 
sary qualitative  and  quantitative  stra- 
tegic Inventory  with  which  to  put  our 
deterrent  at  risk. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Weinberger 
has  described  this  situation  in  an  un- 
derstated manner  in  his  Report  to  the 
Congress  of  February  1.  1983.  He  said: 

During  the  course  of  the  1970s  the  Soviet 
arsenal  grew  both  in  quantity  and  in  quality 
(tathough  the  U.S.  qualitative  edge  re- 
mained). The  Soviets  expanded  their  land- 
based  missile  force  and  hardened  their  pro- 
tective silos,  and  continued  the  Improve- 
ment of  their  defenses  against  air  attack.  At 
the  same  time,  the  United  States  made  a 
choice  to  restrict  Its  Improvements  to  the 
yield  and  accuracy  of  Its  own  missUe  forces, 
so  as  not  to  threaten  the  Soviet  Union  with 
a  sudden,  disarming  first  strike.  The  net 
result  of  this  was  to  allow  the  Soviet  Union 
a  "sanctuary"  for  its  ICBM  force,  since  U.S. 
forces  by  now  could  not  attack  them  effec- 
tively. The  Soviets,  however,  did  not  follow 
our  self-imposed  restraint.  They  developed  a 
new  generation  of  ICBMs  specifically  de- 
signed to  destroy  U.S.  missile  silos,  which 
were  hardened  far  less  than  Soviet  silos,  and 
the  B-52  bases.  By  the  later  1970s,  this  com- 
bination of  v\ilnerable  U.S.  missiles  and  a 
Soviet  missile  "sanctuary"  had  reduced  the 
effectiveness  of  our  earlier  detsrrent  and 
eased  the  problems  of  the  Soviet  war  plan- 
ners. Now.  the  Soviets  could  envision  a  po- 
tential nuclear  confrontation  in  which  they 
would  threaten  to  destroy  a  very  large  part 
of  our  force  In  a  first  strike,  while  retaining 
overwhelming  nuclear  force  to  deter  any  re- 
taliation we  could  carry  out. 

WE  HAVE  A  BIPARTISAlf  STRATBGT 

Throughout  the  debate  on  MX 
during  recent  days,  opponents  of  MX 
have  argued  that  If  we  build  and 
deploy  the  MX  our  nuclear  strategy 
would  change.  The  fact  is,  our  nuclear 
strategy  has  changed  owing  to  Presi- 
dential Directive  No.  59  (PD-59)  which 
the  Carter  administration  put  Into 
place  and  which  the  Reagan  adminis- 


tration is  maintaining.  Not  once,  that  I 
can  recall,  have  the  opponents  of  MX 
taken  note  of  PD-59  and  its  conse- 
quences for  our  nuclear  strategry  and 
strategic  force  posture. 

Senators  need  not  be  reminded  that 
under  the  leadership  of  then  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  Harold  Brown,  the 
previous  administration  changed  our 
nuclear  strategy.  Dr.  Brown  ordered  a 
study  to  be  made  under  the  direction 
of  Mr.  Leon  Sloss,  a  nuclear  defense 
expert.  The  study,  entitled  the  "Nucle- 
ar Targeting  Policy  Review."  began  In 
December  1977  and  finished  In  late 
1978.  Three  years  ago.  on  July  25. 
1980,  PD-59  was  issued  based  upon 
this  study  and  it  defined  our  new  nu- 
clear strategy.  This  new  strategy  re- 
placed the  false  and  unsound  mutual 
assured  destruction  doctrine  (MAD) 
with  the  realistic  strategy  of  denying 
Soviet  war  aims.  The  Reagan  adminis- 
tration has  maintained  this  realistic 
strategy.  The  strategy  is,  therefore,  bi- 
partisan in  nature. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Weinberger 
clearly  stated  our  policy  in  his  report 
to  the  Congress  on  February  1,  1983  In 
the  following  words: 

We  must  make  sure  that  the  Soviet  lead- 
ership, in  calculating  the  risks  of  aggression, 
recognizes  that  because  of  our  retaliatory 
capability,  there  can  be  no  circumstance  In 
which  It  could  benefit  by  beginning  a  nucle- 
ar war  at  any  level  or  of  any  duration.  If  the 
Soviets  recognize  that  our  forces  can  and 
will  deny  them  their  objectives  at  whatever 
level  of  nuclear  conflict  they  contemplate 
and.  in  addition,  that  such  a  conflict  could 
lead  to  the  destruction  of  those  political, 
military,  and  economic  assets  that  they 
value  most  highly,  then  deterrence  is  effec- 
tive and  the  risk  of  war  diminished.  It  is  this 
outcome  we  seek  to  achieve. 

We  have  a  bipartisan  strategy  in 
place.  This  strategy  calls  for  placing 
the  sinews  of  the  Soviet  war  machine 
at  risk  and  thereby  denying  them 
their  war  objectives.  Owing  to  the 
legacy  of  the  MAD  doctrine,  however, 
our  strategic  force  posture  is  not  up  to 
the  job  of  putting  Soviet  warflghtlng 
capabilities  at  risk.  Therefore,  In  order 
to  restore  strategic  stability,  we  must 
develop  our  inventory  of  strategic 
assets  to  fit  our  new  strategy  and 
make  it  effective. 

sovirr  DOCTRINE  or  preemption 

Mr.  President,  during  the  many 
hours  of  debate  on  MX,  the  opponents 
of  MX  have  refused  to  confront  direct- 
ly the  facts  about  Soviet  nuclear  doc- 
trine and  strategy.  How  often  have  we 
heard  that  If  the  United  States  builds 
the  MX  that  this  would  put  us  on  a  so- 
called  hair  trigger  basis.  It  is  the  Sovi- 
ets who.  by  the  MX  opponents'  own 
definition,  have  been  on  a  hair  trigger 
basis  for  some  25  years. 

Not  only  have  the  Soviets  designed 
their  strategic  missile  forces  with  the 
technical  capabilities  to  destroy  our 
strategic  missile  deterrent,  the  Soviets 
have  oriented  their  strategic  doctrine 
for    employment    of    their    strategic 


rocket  forces  toward  preemption. 
There  Is  ample  evidence  to  demon- 
strate that  the  preferred  Soviet  doc- 
trine for  employment  is  preemption. 
By  preemption,  I  mean  launch  on  stra- 
tegic warning  diutog  a  crisis.  This  pre- 
ferred Soviet  employment  doctrine 
has  been  in  place  for  some  25  years. 
About  15  years  ago.  the  Soviets  added 
an  additional  employment  doctrine, 
that  of  launch  on  tactical  warning. 
Second  strike  for  the  Soviets  is  their 
least  preferred  employment  doctrine 
which  exists  only  as  a  last  resort. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Weinberger 
has  described  these  Soviet  employ- 
ment doctrines  In  his  report  entitled 
"Soviet  Military  Power"  the  second 
edition  of  which  was  released  to  the 
public  in  March  1983.  The  report 
states  the  following: 

Soviet  intercontinental  forces  are  de- 
signed to  fulfill  their  missions  under  the 
best  and  worst  of  circumstances.  In  the 
Soviet  view,  the  most  favorable  circum- 
stances is  a  first  or  preemptive  strike;  the 
least  favorable  is  a  follow-on  strike  after  nu- 
clear weapons  have  hit  the  USSR.  In  be- 
tween is  the  launch-under-attack  circum- 
stance: that  is.  executing  offensive  forces 
after  weapons  aimed  at  the  USSR  have 
been  launched  but  before  they  hit  their  tar- 
gets. The  Soviets  have  wide-ranging  pro- 
grams designed  to  provide  nuclear  forces 
able  to  operate  under  each  of  these  circum- 
stances. Moreover,  the  Soviets  appear  to  be- 
lieve that  nuclear  war  might  last  for  weeks, 
even  months,  and  have  favored  this  into 
their  force  development. 

It  is  a  fact  that  preemption  was  one 
of  the  earliest  tenets  of  Soviet  military 
strategy  formulated  in  the  first  stage 
of  the  post-Stalin  debate  (1953-55)  on 
Soviet  military  doctrine  and  strategy 
In  the  nuclear  age.  In  Soviet  strategy, 
preemption  is  strictly  on  the  warning 
that  the  Soviets  expect  to  aqulre  In  a 
crisis.  It  is  not  to  be  confused  with  pre- 
ventive war  and  unprovoked  surprise 
attack  "out  of  the  blue."  Because  the 
literal  term  for  preemption  is  subject 
to  such  misinterpretation,  however, 
the  Soviets  have  seldom  used  It  since 
the  late  1950's.  Instead,  they  use  the 
terms  "frustrate,"  "disrupt,"  suid 
"repel,"  a  surprise  attack  by  the  West 
and  stress  the  importance  of  surprise 
and  seizing  the  initiative.  One  authori- 
tative treatment  of  this  subject  avail- 
able to  the  public  is  by  Herbert  S.  Din- 
erstein  and  is  entitled  "War  and  the 
Soviet  Union."  During  the  1960's.  sev- 
eral Soviet  defense  experts  spelled  out 
the  meaning  of  "frustrating"  and  "re- 
pelling" an  attack  on  the  Soviet 
Union.  This  meant  a  combined  (offen- 
sive) counterforce  and  defensive— air, 
missile,  space  and  civil  defense— oper- 
ations. 

Examples  of  such  Soviet  strategic 
thought  are  available  to  the  public. 
They  appear  In  the  authoritative 
Soviet  military  journal.  Military 
Thought,  which  has  been  declassified 
up  to  1973.  Among  the  examples  of 
such  thought  are:  General  Major  Va- 
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v'yalov  In  Military  Thought.  No.  10. 
1965;  Gen.  MaJ.  N.  Vasendin  and  Col. 
N  Kaznetsov  tn  Military  Thought.  No. 
6.  196«;  Gen.  Col.  M.  Povaliy.  "Devel- 
opment of  Soviet  Military  Strategy." 
in  MUitary  Thought.  No.  2.  1967;  and 
Col.  V.  Morozov.  "The  Third  Edition 
of  Marxism-Leninism  on  War  and  the 
Army."  in  Military  Thought,  No.  7. 
1963. 

Also  available  to  the  public  is  infor- 
mation Qlustrating  the  Soviet  employ- 
ment option  of  launch  on  tactical 
warning  of  enemy  missile  and  aircraft 
launch.  Marshall  of  the  Soviet  Union 
N.  Krylov.  the  Commander  in  Chief  of 
Soviet  Rocket  Forces,  stated  this  un- 
ambiguously in  Military  Thought, 
Nov.  11.  1967. 

Throughout  the  debate  in  recent 
days  on  the  MX.  opponents  of  the  MX 
have  not  once,  to  my  recollection, 
touched  seriously  on  the  subject  of 
Soviet  employment  doctrine.  How 
often  have  we  in  this  Chamber  heard 
about  so-called  U.S.  hair  trigger  re- 
sponse which  the  deployment  of  the 
MX  would  allegedly  bring.  There  has 
been  a  deluge  of  hair  trigger  rhetoric 
against  the  MX  yet  the  fact  of  the  So- 
viets being  in  a  hair  trigger  mode,  as 
defined  by  MX  opponents,  for  some  25 
years  is  totally  ignored  by  MX  oppo- 
nents. 

MX  HAS  A  CRrriCAL  MISSION 

Mr.  President,  there  has  been  a 
great  deal  of  talk  during  the  debate  on 
MX  that  it  is  a  system  without  a  mis- 
sion. MX  has  a  mission:  it  provides  the 
United  States  with  a  hard-target  kill 
capability,  a  counterforce  capability, 
required  by  our  strategic  doctrine  in 
order  to  regain  strategic  stability. 

It  is  a  fact  that  70  to  80  percent  of 
the  inventory  of  Soviet  warheads  have 
a  hard-target  kill  capability.  We  do  not 
have  such  a  capability  against  hard- 
ened Soviet  targets.  If  we  examine  the 
target  base  of  each  country,  we  find 
that  great  asymmetries  exist.  From 
the  strategists'  and  war  planners' 
point  of  view,  the  United  States  offers 
a  much  easier  target  than  does  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  U.S.  target  base  that  a  Soviet 
war  planner  faces  is  only  about  half  as 
large  and  less  than  half  as  hard  as 
that  of  the  Soviet  Union.  Prom  the 
standpoint  of  U.S.  defense  planners, 
we  confront  a  situation  in  the  Soviet 
Union  of  twice  as  many  targets  which 
are  twice  as  hard  at  least  than  those  in 
these  United  States.  For  this  reason, 
we  must  do  everything  that  we  can  to 
develop  a  counterforce  capability  to 
put  the  sinews  of  the  Soviet  war  ma- 
chine at  risk.  The  MX  is  a  system 
which  contributes  to  this  goal. 

It  is  a  fact  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
systematically  hardened  its  key  cen- 
ters of  military  value.  The  Soviet 
Union  has  hardened  not  only  its  mis- 
sile silos  but  also  military  and  civilian 
command  and  control  sites.  The  Soviet 
Union  has  engaged  in  an  extensive 
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program  to  develop  its  capabilities  for 
evacuation  and  civil  defense.  The 
Soviet  Union  has  an  extensive  pro- 
gram to  disperse  a  wide  variety  of  eco- 
nomic and  military  assets. 

Secretary  Weinberger's  report, 
•Soviet  Military  Power,"  sUtes  the 
following  in  regard  to  the  extensive 
Soviet  activities  in  this  field: 

Passive  Defense:  The  Soviet  Ministry  of 
Defense  controls  the  nationwide  civil  de- 
fense programs  of  the  USSR.  THE  Chief  of 
Civil  Defense  is  a  Deputy  Minister  of  De- 
fense and  general  of  the  army.  Pull-tlme 
civtl  defense  staffs  exist  at  each  echelon  of 
the  Soviet  administrative  structure.  CivU  de- 
fense staffs  also  exist  at  siKnificant  Industri- 
al, utility  and  other  Installations.  In  war 
time,  the  civil  defense  administrative  struc- 
ture, assimilated  Into  an  integrated  com- 
mand system,  would  play  a  significant  role 
in  maintenance  of  the  government  and  the 
economy.  This  goal  is  supported  by  the  pro- 
tection provided  leadership  through  deep, 
hard,  urban  sheltering  and  sm  extensive  net- 
work of  hardened  relocation  sites  outside 
the  cities,  with  redundant  communications 
systems.  The  program  also  provides  for  con- 
tinuity of  support  for  the  economy  in  war- 
time through  the  protection  of  the  essential 
workforce  by  sheltering  at  work  and  by  the 
dispersal  of  off-shift  workers  to  areas  away 
from  worksites.  Although  much  urban  shel- 
ter space  is  available  for  the  use  of  general 
urban  populations,  their  protection  is  to  be 
achieved  primarily  through  mass  evacuation 
of  cities.  In  peacetime,  more  than  150,000 
people  work  full-time  in  the  civil  defense 
program.  In  wartime,  the  numbers  could 
swell  to  16  million.  The  program  costs  the 
equivalent  of  $3  billion  annually. 

The  MX  has  the  critical  mission  of 
restoring  strategic  stability  by  putting 
at  risk  the  hardened  target  base  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  Real  deterrence  can  bc- 
achieved  by  putting  at  risk  the  sinews 
of  the  Soviet  war  machine  and  thereby 
denying  them  their  war  objectives. 

I  would  point  out  that  the  concept 
for  developing  a  counterforce  missile 
is  not  a  new  idea.  In  fact,  this  concept 
grew  out  of  the  STRAT-X  studies 
which  were  conducted  by  the  Institute 
for  Defense  Analysis  at  the  request  of 
the  Johnson  administration  during 
1966-67.  Taking  note  of  the  Soviet 
ABM  development  as  well  as  of  the  de- 
velopment of  Soviet  counterforce  ca- 
pability, the  STRAT-X  studies  recom- 
mended the  concept  of  developing  a 
counterforce  missile  by  the  United 
States. 

SOVIBT  ACTIVE  MEASURCS 

Mr.  President,  during  our  debates  on 
nuclear  force  modernization,  it  is  well 
to  reflect  upon  Soviet  active  measures 
which  seek  to  undermine  Western  will 
and  to  forestall  the  development  and 
deployment  of  military  assets  which 
place  at  risk  the  sinews  of  the  Soviet 
war  machine.  It  may  well  be  that 
many  people  of  good  will,  both  in 
Western  Europe  and  in  these  United 
States,  have  been  unduly  influenced 
by  Soviet  active  measures  on  such 
matters  as  the  so-called  nuclear  freeze, 
the  MX.  and  the  Pershing  II.  In  the 
face  of  such  Soviet  active  measvu-es.  we 


in  this  Senate  must  take  special  care 
to  consider  all  the  facts  relating  to  our 
national  security  and  the  challenges 
posed  by  the  Soviet  Empire.  We  must 
strive  to  do  what  is  best  for  our  great 
Nation  in  the  matter  of  strategic 
policy  and  force  structure  in  a  truly  bi- 
partisan manner. 

Secretary  Weinberger,  in  his  report 
on  "Soviet  Military  Power."  describes 
Soviet  active  measures  in  words  that 
we  cannot  prudently  ignore.  The 
report  states: 

ACTIVC  MEASURKS 

Moscow  views  active  measures  as  an  offen- 
sive tool  of  its  foreign  policy  aimed  at  Influ- 
encing the  decisions  of  governments, 
discrediting  and  undermining  confidence  In 
leaders  and  institutions  and  disrupting  rela- 
tions among  countries.  Active  measures  en- 
compass both  covert  and  overt  activities 
such  as  propaganda,  activities  of  accredited 
diplomats  and  officials,  friendship  and  cul- 
tural societies,  manipulation  of  the  media 
and  forgeries,  use  of  military  operations, 
communist  parties  and  front  organizations. 
One  of  the  most  important  Soviet  consider- 
ations in  executing  active  measures  oper- 
ations U  the  ability  to  mask  the  Soviet  gov- 
ernment's involvement  .  nd  to  ensure  that 
they  appear  genuine. 

Active  measures  are  an  adjunct  to  the  con- 
ventional diplomatic  methods  used  by  the 
Soviets.  The  objectives  of  active  measures 
operations  are  to  weaken  the  opponents  of 
the  USSR,  the  US  in  particular,  and  to 
create  an  environment  which  is  favorable  to 
Soviet  views  and  Interests. 

Policy  decisions  on  active  measures  are 
made  at  the  Politburo  level,  where  the  gen- 
eral direction  and  themes  of  major  cam- 
paigns are  approved.  The  powerful  Interna- 
tional Department  (ID)  of  the  Central  Com- 
mittee, headed  by  Boris  Ponomarev,  serves 
the  Politburo  by  receiving  and  coordinating 
inputs  on  Soviet  foreign  policy  matters  and 
by  Integrating  the  broad  range  of  active 
measures  and  carrying  out  Moscow's  foreign 
policy  intentions.  The  International  Infor- 
mation Department  (IID),  another  Central 
Committee  Instrumentality,  Is  charged  with 
formulating,  disseminating  and  Improving 
the  effectiveness  of  overt  and  covert  propa- 
ganda worldwide.  In  coordination  with  the 
ID  and  the  IID.  Service  A  of  the  KGB  First 
Chief  Directorate  is  responsible  for  those 
active  measures  which  must  be  carried  out 
covertly. 

Since  early  1980,  the  Soviets  have  often 
employed  forgeries  in  attempU  to  aggravate 
relations  between  the  US  and  its  NATO 
allies  and  to  derail  NATO's  INF  moderniza- 
tion program.  Soviet  disinformation  tech- 
niques attempt  to  discredit  individuals,  gov- 
ernments or  policies  by  purveying  false  or 
misleading  Information.  Clandestine  radio 
stations  such  as  the  National  Voice  of  Iran 
(NVOI)  pass  on  Information  to  domestic 
leftist  groups,  attempt  to  incite  unrest 
among  the  population  and  broadcast  Inflam- 
matory anti-US  propaganda.  NVOI  was  used 
to  encourage  and  Incite  the  Iranians  who 
stormed  the  US  Embassy  In  Teheran  In 
1979. 

Active  measures  may  Include  military  op- 
erations In  order  to  pressure  a  target  coun- 
try to  adopt  certain  policies  which  Moscow 
supports.  Other  Soviet  active  measures  in- 
clude political  and  economic  influence  oper- 
ations that  attempt  to  promote  Soviet  Inter- 
ests. The  USSR  has  frequently  used  Its  aca- 


demics, who  are  trusted  party  and  govern- 
ment members  and  its  JoumtUists  to  pro- 
mote Soviet  positions  and  as  KGB  covers. 

A  more  Indirect  form  of  Soviet  active 
measure  operations  is  the  use  of  Interme- 
diaries who  will  undertake  activities  to  sup- 
port Soviet  objectives  without  Moscow  being 
directly  Involved  In  them.  One  such  method 
is  the  use  of  the  more  than  70  pro-Soviet 
communist  parties  throughout  the  world. 
Activities  of  International  and  local  front 
organizations  dominated  by  pro-Soviet  com- 
munists are  yet  another  and  one  of  the  most 
effective  the  Soviets  have  devised  to  influ- 
ence those  who  are  not  themselves  Soviet 
sympathizers.  These  organizations  are  not 
openly  pro-Soviet  and  are  designed  to  at- 
tract members  from  a  broad  political  spec- 
trum. The  largest  and  most  Important  of 
these  front  organizations  are  the  World 
Peace  Council  'WPO  with  affiliates  in  over 
130  countries,  the  World  Federation  of 
Trade  Unions,  the  World  Federation  of 
Democratic  Youth  and  the  Women's  Inter- 
national Democratic  Federation. 

The  Soviet  '"peace  campaign"  has  made 
use  of  every  resource  available  to  Moscow: 
the  WPC  and  Its  affiliates,  the  other  front 
organizations  and  communist  parties  have 
all  played  an  important  role  In  organizing 
demonstrations  and  conferences  against 
strengthening  NATO  militarily.  In  their 
present  campaign,  the  Soviets  have  em- 
ployed the  fronts  to  support  a  variety  of 
well-meaning  religious  groups,  antlnuclear 
movements,  pacifists,  environmentalists, 
youth  and  women's  groups,  and  others.  It 
must  be  noted  that  similar  groups  are  not 
permitted  to  operate  freely  In  the  USSR 
and  Eastern  Europe  to  provide  a  counter- 
point to  Soviet  military,  and  especially  nu- 
clear, programs. 

Over  the  next  several  months,  Moscow 
can  be  exjjected  to  make  a  determined 
effort  to  mobilize  mass  demonstrations,  civil 
disobedience,  and  possibly  violence  In  West- 
em  Europe  as  part  of  a  major  active  meas- 
ures campaign.  It  will  attempt  to  stress  anti- 
US  themes  in  the  "peace  campaign"  while 
deflecting  world  attention  from  Soviet  de- 
fense programs  and  expenditures.  Active 
measures  permit  the  Soviets  to  Introduce 
their  Ideas  Into  the  Western  domain  in  such 
a  way  that  the  Ideas  are  identified  as  West- 
em.  Soviet  foreign  policy  will  benefit  from 
Genera]  Secretary  Andropov's  proven  abili- 
ty to  direct  active  measures.  The  continu- 
ation of  such  measures  can  thus  be  antici- 
pated, esijeclally  as  they  relate  to  the  frus- 
tration of  Western  defense  initiatives. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  speech  before 
this  body  on  the  first  day  of  the  new 
Congress,  January  3.  1983,  I  drew  at- 
tention to  Mr.  Andropov's  skills  in  the 
active  measures  area.  At  the  time,  I 
stated: 

As  head  of  the  KGB,  Andropov  would 
claim  many  successes  over  his  15-year  com- 
mand. On  the  "Active  Measures"  front, 
Andropov's  KGB  played  a  major  role  In  var- 
ious psychological  offensives  against  the 
West.  For  example:  the  orchestration  of  the 
antl-Vletnarr  war  movement  In  Europe  and 
In  the  West,  the  orchestration  of  the  anti- 
neutron  weapon  movement  In  the  West,  the 
orchestration  of  the  nuclear  freeze  move- 
ment In  the  West. 

Over  the  course  of  the  last  half  year. 
I  have  seen  no  indications  that  Mr. 
Andropov  is  backing  away  from  active 
measures  on  a  broad  front.  If  any- 
thing, as  Secretary  Weinberger  points 


out.  we  should  exi>ect  an  intensifica- 
tion of  such  Soviet  activity  aimed  at 
undermining  Western  will  and  at  fore- 
stalling the  development  and  deploy- 
ment of  military  assets  which  place  at 
risk  the  sinews  of  the  Soviet  war  ma- 
chine thereby  denying  them  their  war 
objectives. 

IN  CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  in  conclu- 
sion, that  while  we  have  finally  adopt- 
ed a  realistic  deterrence  strategy,  in  a 
bipartisan  maimer  over  two  adminis- 
trations, we  do  not  yet  have  the  strate- 
gic force  posture  with  which  to  imple- 
ment this  new  strategy.  I  would  say 
again  that  it  was  under  the  leadership 
of  then  Secretary  of  Defense  Harold 
Brown  that  the  Carter  administration 
changed  our  nuclear  strategy  with 
PD-59  to  a  strategy  of  denying  Soviet 
war  objectives.  The  Reagan  adminis- 
tration has  maintained  this  strategy 
and  it  is  a  bipartisan  strategy. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  designed  and 
built  its  strategic  missUe  forces  to  de- 
stroy our  strategic  deterrent.  We  must 
develop  our  strategic  missile  force  in 
order  to  achieve  real  deterrence  by 
having  the  capability  to  put  at  risk  the 
sinews  of  the  Soviet  war  machine  and 
so  to  deny  the  masters  of  the  Kremlin 
their  war  objectives. 

Mr.  President,  the  MX  program  pro- 
vides these  United  States  with  a  capa- 
bility against  hardened  Soviet  targets. 
The  MX  is  a  system  that  we  need  to 
break  out  of  tue  weapons  inventory 
which  was  bequeathed  to  us  by  the  as- 
sured destructionists.  The  MX  helps 
to  provide  today  the  capability  that 
our  new  and  realistic  strategic  doctrine 
requires.  It  is  a  bipartisan  doctrine 
which  if  supported  will  help  our  great 
Nation  to  regain  strategic  stability.  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  vital  program. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Will  the  chairman 
yield  for  a  question,  a  clarification  of  a 
point? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  will  yield  briefly.  I 
want  to  reserve  the  remainder  of  my 
time.  We  have  other  people  who  want 
to  speak  so  I  do  not  want  to  monopo- 
lize the  floor  but  I  will  yield  briefly. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  question  is 
this:  How  does  the  chairman  distin- 
guish between  latmch  on  warning  and 
launch  under  attack  in  terms  of  the 
time  frame  and  the  decision-triggering 
events? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  think  that  laimch 
under  attack  would  mean  you  have  a 
certainty  that  their  missiles  are  al- 
ready underway.  It  might  even  be  an 
initial  detonation,  you  are  under 
attack  but  not  all  missiles  have  fallen. 
Launch  on  warning  would  get  some 
indication  they  are  going  to  launch, 
and  this  is  dangerous  to  me.  I  would 
never  suggest  we  follow  a  launch  on 
warning. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  But  you  would 
agree  that  laiuich  under  attack  can  in- 
volve the— Indeed  I  think  it  was  sug- 


gested that  the  most  likely  situation  is 
that  you  know,  you  are  satisfied,  that 
the  other  side  has  its  missiles  under 
way. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Yes.  For  example,  if 
some  of  their  submarine-launched  mis- 
siles were  being  detonated  over  oiu- 
airfields  and  the  missiles  had  not  ar- 
rived I  would  proceed  under  the  as- 
sumption we  are  under  attack. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  the  fact 
where  there  is  an  actual  detonation. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Or  a  detonation  over 
New  York  I  would  conclude  we  were 
under  attack.  There  are  some  people 
who  do  not  like  New  York  much  and 
would  maybe  not  arrive  at  that  same 
conclusion  but  I  would. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  There  are  New 
Yorkers  who  may  not  know  the  differ- 
ence. [Laughter.)  But  you  do  contem- 
plate a  situation  in  which  about  a  20- 
minute  decision  between  the  first 
radar       warnings       and       the       last 

moment 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  do  not  think  we 
could  say— I  would  not  want  to  define 
that  precisely.  We  could  maybe  sit 
down  and  agree  on  certain  criteria  for 
determination  of  launch  under  attack. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  But  launch  under 
attack  does  contemplate  letting  go  of 
your  own  missiles  with  knowledge  that 
the  other  side,  judging  the  other  side 
has  done  so  and  that  is.  sir.  a  20- 
minute  time  lapse. 

Mr.  TOWER.  We  do  not  know  how 
long  it  will  be. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Not  20  days. 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  think  to  pursue  this 
question  we  probably  would  have  to  go 
into    a    closed-door    session    because 
there   are   some   sensitive   aspects   of 
that  that  I  do  not  think  we  should  dis- 
cuss here  on  the  floor. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  It  is  not  2  days. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Which  I  will  be  glad  to 
suggest  we  take  the  Senate  into  such 
session  if  you  would  like  to  do  so.  No, 
no,  not  2  days,  of  course  not.  We  are 
talking  about  minutes  but  I  would  not 
specify  20. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Will  the  chairman  yield 
for  a  question  on  the  minority's  time.  I 
ask  unainimous  consent  the  time  for 
this  question  and  answer  be  charged 
against  the  minority  leader's  time. 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield. 
Mr.  LEVIN.  I  understood  the  chair-' 
man  to  say  the  following:   "Even  with 
the    MX   we   would    not    be   able   to 
deploy  a  large  enough  percentage  of 
this  urgent  hard-target  kill  capability 
to  stop  them  from  launching  a  second 
attack."  Did  I  understand  the  chair- 
man correctly? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Well,  stop  them  from 
launching  against  us.  What  I  am 
saying  is  this  is  their  hedge  against 
our  launching  a  first  strike  against 
them. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Do  I  understand  the 
chairman  correctly  that  even  with  MX 
we  wiU  not  be  able  to  destroy  a  large 
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enough     percentage     of    their     hard 
target  kill  capability? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Maybe  I  should  have 
said  a  responsive  target  against  us.  It 
would  be  their  first,  obviously,  if  we 
launched  a  first  attack. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  am  wondering  if  these 
figures  are  the  same  the  chairman  has 
on  this  issue.  The  SS-18's  and  SS-19's. 
as  I  understand  it.  are  the  ones  that 
have  hard  target  kill  capabilities. 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  correct.  The 
17's  do  also. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  My  understanding  is  the 
18's  and  19s  total  638— leaving  out  the 
17's  for  a  moment— the  18's  and  19's 
have  638  missiles,  is  that  correct? 
Mr.  TOWEH.  Yes. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Could  the  chairman 
inform  us  how  many  17's  there  are? 

Mr.   TOWER.    If   the   Senator   will 
excuse  me,   I  will   have  to  read  the 
numbers. 
One  himdred  and  fifty  SS-17's. 
Mr.  LEVIN.  So  that  roughly  788  17's, 
18's,  and  19's  fall  in  the  category  of 
hard-target-kiU  capability? 
Mr.  TOWER.  810. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Could  we  round  that  off 
to  800  to  make  it  easy. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  did  not  do  too  well  in 
math.  I  think  that  is  about  right. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  am  with  the  chairman 
on  a  number  of  these  issues,  including 
how  well  we  did  in  math. 

But.  assuming  there  are  800  of  the 
hard-target-kill  missiles  on  the  Soviet 
side,  would  the  chairman  then  agree 
with  the  following  figures:  that  100 
MX's  would  give  us  1,000  warheads? 

Mr.  TOWER.  We  are  not  proposing 
to  go  to  100  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  The  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion report  is  what  you  are  supporting. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Well.  I  know,  but  we 
are  not  proposing  to  go  to  that  in  this 
bill.  All  that  is  authorized  is  the  27 
that  we  have. 

Should  we  go  to  100,  even  with  1.000 
warheads,  on  a  2-to-l  attack,  you 
would  still  fall  short  of  the  numbers 
required  to  give  you  a  reasonable  cer- 
tainty of  virtually  destroying  their  of- 
fensive capability. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  was  getting  to  that,  be- 
cause in  addition  to  the  100  MX's.  are 
we  not  also  contemplating  300  Minute- 
man  Ill's  with  hard-target-kill  capabil- 
ity? 

Mr.  TOWER.  No;  we  are  not  contem- 
plating 300  Minuteman  Ill's  with 
hard-target-kill  capability. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  We  are  not  contemplat- 
ing 300  Minuteman  Ill's  with  hard- 
target-kiU  capability? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Not  the  Soviet  project- 
ed hard-target-kill  capabilities. 

Madam  President.  I  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor that  I  would  suggest  if  we  are  to 
pursue  this,  we  better  go  into  a  closed- 
door  session. 
Mr.  LEVTN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  HART  addressee  the  Chair. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 


Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry.         

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  the  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  could 
we  sort  out  the  existing  time  situation 
and  could  the  Chair  notify  both  sides 
what  time  remains  under  the  4  hours 
allotted  on  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  the 
bin.  the  majority  still  has  its  2  hours. 
The  minority  now  has  8  minutes. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  under 
whose  time  did  the  Senator  from 
Texas  speak  for  30  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  I 
think  I  did  not  specify  where  my  time 
was  coming  from.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  time  consumed  by 
the  Senator  from  Texas  be  charged 
against  him  on  the  biU.  That  clarifies 
that  situation.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  I 
had  only  an  hour  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  had  an  hour  on  the  amend- 
ment.   

Mr.  TOWER.  I  had  an  hour  on  the 
amendment,  but  we  had  2  hours  on 
the  bill. 

With  that,  could  the  Chair  inform 
lis  how  much  time  we  have  remaining 
on  the  bill  on  this  side?  The  ParUa- 
mentarian  is  not  too  good  at  arithme- 
tic, either.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Seven- 
ty-six minutes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  No  time  has  run  on 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Colorado;  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  2  minutes  to  discuss  the  time  situa- 
tion without  the  time  being  counted 
against  the  minority's  time  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  I  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Texas  that  there 
are  Senators  who  wish  to  speak  today 
and  tomorrow  and  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  is  prepared  to  yield  some 
time  on  his  amendment.  But.  given  the 
situation  in  which  it  is  still  nuclear  to 
the  opponents  of  the  MX  how  those 
amendments  will  be  structured,  there 
will  come  a  time  very  shortly  when  I 
think  it  will  be  advantageous  to  yield 
more  time  on  the  bill,  if  we  can  grant 
that. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quonmi  with- 
out the  time  consumed  to  be  charged 
to  either  side  on  either  the  amend- 
ment or  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  imanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  30  minutes  of  the  time  for  the 
majority  on  the  bill  to  the  control  of 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart). 
Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  floor  manag- 
er. 

Madam  President.  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  15  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  from  the  time  yielded,  if  he 
wishes  to  be  heard. 
Mr.  RIEGLE  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

Madam  President,  first  let  me  say 
that  I  think  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do has  done  the  Senate  a  great  service 
by  his  leadership  attempting  to  focus 
attention  on  the  fundamental  ques- 
tions that  are  involved  in  this  MX  de- 
cision. 

I  think  that  the  effort  to  try  to 
bring  about  a  focused  and  pointed 
debate  is  vitally  important  to  the 
country.  We  have  not  had  such  a 
debate,  in  my  view,  to  the  extent  that 
it  is  needed.  We  tried  last  week  to  have 
such  a  discussion  and,  unfortunately, 
we  were  unable  at  that  time  to  really 
engage  the  proponents  of  the  MX  in  a 
way  that  would  let  us  get  to  the  heart 
of  many  of  these  issues. 

In  any  event,  I  rise  today  to  oppose 
the  MX  missile.  I  want  to  present  part 
of  my  reasoning  for  doing  so. 

Madam  President,  nearly  2  months 
ago  the  Senate  voted  to  join  the  House 
in  releasing  $220  million  for  MX 
basing  studies  and  test  flights.  Very 
shortly  now  the  Senate  will  vote  again 
on  the  MX  missUe.  The  question 
before  us  will  be  whether  or  not  we 
should  actually  go  forward  with  the 
first  27  of  100  MX  missUes  at  a  pro- 
jected cost  of  over  $20  billion. 

My  own  notion  is  that  the  $20  billion 
is  a  minimum  figure  in  that  in  the 
course  of  time,  were  we  to  go  ahead, 
we  will  see  that  figure  balloon  up  by 
several  more  billions  of  dollars. 

At  the  time  of  the  vote  on  May  25,  I 
opposed  the  MX  because  I  believe  i,he 
system  to  be  unnecessary  to  our  na- 
tional security,  an  inducement  to  an 
accelerated  nuclear  arms  race  likely  to 
increase  the  possibility  of  accidental 
nuclear  war,  and,  given  its  question- 
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able  military  usefulness,  much  too  ex- 
pensive. 

I  rise  today  again  to  state  those  con- 
cerns and  to  make  a  final  plea  to  my 
colleagues  to  reject  the  proposal  that 
is  before  us. 

To  my  mind,  the  fundamental  ques- 
tion underlying  the  MX  debate  is.  Will 
this  weapons  system  make  the  United 
States  more  secure?  U.S.  national  se- 
curity in  the  nuclear  age  depends  on 
the  maintenance  of  the  credible  nucle- 
ar deterrent  coupled  with  serious  arms 
control  efforts.  Will  the  MX  missile 
deployed  In  existing  Minuteman  silos 
contribute  either  to  our  deterrent  or 
to  arms  control  efforts? 

My  firm  belief  Is  that  it  will  not.  on 
either  count.  Neither  deterrence  nor 
U.S.  security  will  be  enhanced  by  de- 
ploying first-strike  weapons  in  a  vul- 
nerable basing  mode. 

What,  then,  is  the  purpose  of  de- 
ploying 100  MX  missiles  in  Minute- 
man  silos?  In  response  to  this  most  dif- 
ficult question,  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion suggests  that  deployment  is  nec- 
essary for  three  reasons:  First,  to  give 
the  Soviets  incentive  to  negotiate  sta- 
bilizing arms  control  agreements  and 
reshape  their  force  structure; 
second 

Mr.  SASSER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  just  a  moment  at  that  point? 

(Mr.  ABDNOR  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Yes;  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  find  myself  at  a  loss 
as  to  how.  If  we  adopt  the  first-strike 
philosophy,  that  is  boing  to  move  the 
Soviet  Union  toward  negotiations. 

For  example.  If  we  go  forward  and 
put  100  MX  missiles  in  silos  that  are 
already  targeted,  that  are  already  vul- 
nerable, I  do  not  see  how  that  is  going 
to  push  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  direc- 
tion of  negotiations.  Could  the  Sena- 
tor enlighten  me  on  that?  I  know  the 
Senator  Is  not  a  proponent  of  the  MX 
system,  as  he  has  said  earlier,  but  the 
proponents  are  making  that  argimient. 
I  find  that  difficult  to  understand. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  think  the  Senator 
raises  an  Interesting  question.  If  the 
United  States  should  go  forward  now 
with  this  first-strike  weapon,  that 
would  serve  not  only  as  an  Inducement 
to  the  Soviets  not  to  move  forward  at 
an  accelerated  pace  with  arms  control, 
but  to  accelerate  development  of  both 
their  defensive  and  offensive  weapons. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  for  a  moment,  that  has  been  the 
history  of  the  Soviets.  Let  me  quote 
from  a  very  enlightening  and  learned 
article  by  a  distinguished  American, 
Mr.  McGeorge  Bundy,  which  appeared 
in  the  New  York  Times  on  Sunday, 
April  17,  1983.  Mr.  Bundy  said: 

The  Soviet  answer  to  new  programs 

In  this  case  the  MX  program  in  Min- 
uteman silos — 
will  be  new  programs,  not  new  concessions. 


This  has  been  the  Soviet  reaction  all 
the  way  through. 

I  well  remember,  and  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  remembers 
also,  the  great  controversy  in  the  early 
1960's  as  to  whether  or  not  we  should 
MIRV  our  missiles.  Should  we  go  for- 
ward with  these  multiple  reentry  vehi- 
cles, a  technology  that  the  Soviet 
Union  at  that  time  did  not  have,  a 
technology  which  we  did  not  antici- 
pate they  would  master  for  many 
years  in  the  future? 

The  great  national  dialog  at  that 
time  was,  should  we  go  forward  with 
these  MIRV'd  mlssUes?  The  argument 
was  this:  Let  us  go  forward  with 
MIRV's  now  because  we  have  the  tech- 
nology and  the  Soviet  Union  does  not. 
Those  who  opposed  MIRV'd  missiles, 
said,  "No,  let  us  not  go  forward  with 
the  MIRV'lng,  because  they  will  devel- 
op their  own  MIRV'd  mlssUes  in  the 
not  too  distant  future." 

That  is  precisely  what  happened. 
The  Soviet  Union  In  response  to  this 
new  program  on  our  part  went  for- 
ward with  their  new  program,  and  In  a 
period  of  years  did  develop  the  MIRV 
missile,  which  is  much  more  devastat- 
ing than  the  single  warhead  missile 
that  preceded  It.  Now  we  find  our- 
selves engaged  in  another  great  dialog: 
How  do  we  move  back  in  the  direction 
of  a  single  warhead  missile  that  we 
moved  away  from  in  the  early  1960's? 

The  MIRV  missile  Is  much  more 
dangerous.  It  Is  much  more  susceptible 
to  a  first-strike  launching,  a  first- 
strike  capability,  and  is,  in  itself,  a 
highly  destabilizing  weapon. 

We  now  find.  I  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  that  we  are  moving 
right  down  the  same  road  again.  We 
are  coming  with  a  new  missile,  which 
is  vulnerable  to  being  taken  out  by  a 
first  strike  by  putting  It  into  a  vulner- 
able basing  mode— old  silos  that  the 
Soviet  Union  has  had  targeted  for 
years. 

The  answer  to  this  on  the  part  of 
the  Soviets  Is  not  going  to  be  new  con- 
cessions, in  my  judgment.  It  is  simply 
going  to  be  a  movement  forward  on 
new  programs  of  their  own,  I  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding  and 
letting  me  interject  these  thoughts. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  comments.  I  think  what  this 
system  will  do  is  to  Increase  the  likeli- 
hood of  nuclear  war  in  this  world.  I 
think  it  is  more  likely  that  we  will  find 
ourselves  going  through  a  series  of 
events  that  could  actually  cause  a  nu- 
clear war  to  occur.  It  has  been  stated 
on  the  floor  many  times  that  by 
having  this  very  potent  missile  system 
in  a  vulnerable  basing  mode,  we  Invite 
a  first  strike  by  the  Soviet  Union. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  that  is  why  now 
the  United  States,  if  we  take  this  step, 
will  be  placed  in  such  a  vulnerable  po- 
sition. In  responding  to  the  presxmip- 
tion  of  a  Soviet  attack  we  would  have 


to  launch  on  warning.  Thus,  the  time 
period  in  which  to  try  to  assess  wheth- 
er or  not  an  attack  is  actually  taking 
place  on  our  Nation  by  the  Soviet  Gov- 
ernment becomes  shorter  and  shorter. 
In  order  to  preserve  these  very  devas- 
tating weapons  one  Is  led  to  believe 
that  they  would  have  to  be  fired.  In 
other  words,  we  can  save  them  only  by 
firing  them. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  on  that  point,  we  hear  now  the 
slogan  "use  them  or  lose  them."  That 
is  precisely  the  posture  that  we  would 
be  forced  Into  by  putting  MX  missiles 
In  a  vulnerable  basing  mode.  For  over 
30  years  the  United  States  has  relied 
on  the  concept  that  deterrence  of  nu- 
clear war  Is  best  achieved  If  this 
Nation  possesses  an  effective  and  sur- 
vlvable  nuclear  capability,  and  it  has 
worked  fc-  over  30  years.  Because  of 
our  deterrent  capability,  because  of 
the  fact  that  our  nuclear  capability 
was  not  vulnerable  to  a  first  strike,  I 
think  we  can  say  that  for  30  years  our 
nuclear  deterrent  has  worked. 

But  now,  if  we  move  in  the  direction 
of  putting  MX  missiles  in  vulnerable 
Minuteman  silos  that  have  been  tar- 
geted, we  are  moving  away  from 
having  a  survlvable  second-strike  capa- 
bility. As  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
has  so  wisely  and  perceptively  pointed 
out,  we  are  moving,  irresistibly,  in  the 
direction  of  a  launch-on-wamlng  phi- 
losophy. 

Simply  stated,  this  is  an  exceedingly 
dangerous  approach  for  us  to  take. 
The  nmning  time  of  Soviet  ICBM's, 
depending  on  where  they  strike  in  the 
United  States,  is  somewhere  In  the 
neighborhood  of  30  minutes.  By  the 
time  they  are  launched,  and  from  the 
time  our  sensors  pick  them  up,  the 
time  Is  cut  down  even  more,  perhaps 
to  as  little  as  20  to  15  minutes. 

In  the  remaining  20  minutes  or  In 
the  remaining  15  minutes,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  has  to  be 
found,  has  to  be  alerted,  and  has  to 
make  a  decision.  Those  who  are  saying 
that  the  attack  is  underway  have  to 
make  a  determination:  Is  this  really  a 
genuine  attack  or  Ls  this  a  malfunction 
of  our  equipment,  or  Is  It  an  Isolated 
malfunction,  perhaps,  of  Soviet  equip- 
ment? 

So,  as  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
has  so  wisely  pointed  out,  this  makes 
the  likelihood  of  nuclear  war  by  acci- 
dent much  more  likely  to  come  about 
than  It  would  in  the  other  case. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  observations.  He  Is  exactly 
right.  As  the  time  shrinks  here  after  a 
supposed  attack  has  been  launched 
against  the  United  States,  the  difficul- 
ty of  trying  to  locate  the  President  of 
the  United  States— whoever  it  is, 
whether  it  is  this  President  or  another 
President— whether  the  attack  occurs 
at  night,  whether  the  suspected  attack 
were  to  occur  at   a  time  when  the 
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President  was  in  an  awkward  situation 
and  could  not  be  reached  quickly  or  it 
would  take  time  to  focus  the  decision 
process,  we  would  literally  find  our- 
selves with  the  survival  of  the  hxunan 
race  on  this  planet,  left  at  the  mercy 
of  a  decision  that  might  have  to  be 
made  within  a  matter  of  7  or  8  min- 
utes or  4  or  5  minutes. 

That  is  really  an  insane  situation  for 
us  to  be  working  our  way  into.  We 
should  be  going  the  other  way.  We 
should  be  finding  a  way  to  stretch  the 
time  period  out  so.  instead  of  its  being 
15  minutes  or  20  minutes  or  7  minutes, 
we  should  be  trying  to  stretch  it  out  to 
a  longer  period  of  time  so  we  have  the 
time  to  make  an  assessment. 

There  are  those  in  this  administra- 
tion, as  has  been  pointed  out  in  the 
recent  days  of  debate,  who  believe 
that  a  nuclear  war  is  winnable.  that  a 
nuclear  war  is  something  we  have  to 
include  in  the  list  of  options  as  some- 
thing that  may  in  fact  occur  and  we 
should  be  planning  to  deal  with  it  in 
the  sense  of  not  only  surviving  it  but, 
in  some  manner  or  notion,  somehow 
coming  out  on  top. 

I  think  that  is  a  false  assumption;  I 
think  it  is  a  false  notion.  There  is 
someone  in  this  administration  in  the 
area  of  civil  defense  who.  not  too  long 
ago.  made  the  observation  that  should 
we  be  alerted  that  a  nuclear  attack  is 
coming,  and  should  there  be  no  time 
left  to  get  into  a  car  to  leave  a  city  like 
Washington  or  Detroit  or  a  major 
city— New  York  was  mentioned— what 
you  ought  to  do  is  go  and  rip  a  door 
off  your  house,  take  the  door  outside 
the  house,  dig  a  hole  or  a  depression  in 
the  ground,  get  into  the  hole,  scoop  a 
little  dirt  out  of  the  ground  and  put 
the  dirt  on  top  of  the  door— all  of  that 
taking  place  within  the  8  to  10  min- 
utes' warning  time 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator's  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  continue  for  3  additional  min- 
utes.   

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  on  whose  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  a  question  as  to  whose  time. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  the  remaining  15  minutes  yield- 
ed to  me  by  the  Senator  from  Texas 
from  the  majority  time. 
Mr.  QUAYLE.  I  have  no  objection. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank,  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

The  notion  is  that,  after  you  have 
scooped  out  this  earth  from  the 
ground  and  put  it  on  top  of  the  door 
and  pulled  this  door  over  on  top  of 
yourself,  the  nuclear  explosion  takes 
place  and  you  stay  there  for  a  while 
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until  the  radiation  dissipates  and  so 
forth,  and  the  odds  are  that  you  have 
a  fairly  good  chance  of  surviving  and 
coming  out  whole.  That  is  absolutely 
absurd  thinking.  It  is  nonsense.  It 
leads  the  country  into  thinking  that 
nuclear  war  Is  something  that  perhaps 
could  be  tolerated,  perhaps  is  within 
the  range  of  things  that  may  have  to 
happen. 

I  think  we  should  start  from  the 
premise  that  nuclear  war  has  to  be 
avoided  at  all  costs.  In  fact,  if  we  were 
to  get  into  a  nuclear  exchange  today, 
with  the  arsenals  which  we  and  the 
Soviets  have,  it  would  be  an  act  of 
mutual  suicide.  Anything  that  makes 
nuclear  war  more  likely,  anything  that 
shortens  the  warning  time  period,  any- 
thing that  increases  the  chance  of 
launch  on  warning  by  one  side,  and  a 
counterlaunch  by  the  other,  resulting 
in  massive  destructure.  the  death  of 
hundreds  of  millions  of  people,  and 
much,  if  not  all.  of  the  planet  being 
poisoned  by  radiation  must  not  be  per- 
mitted. The  suggestion  that  we  should 
go  down  this  track,  step  by  step,  and 
that  we  do  not  possess  the  common- 
sense  or  logic  to  stop  it  is  insane.  It  is 
wrong. 

We  in  the  Senate  should  be  saying 
no  to  MX;  we  should  be  seeing  that  we 
look  to  other  means  of  arms  control.  I 
do  not  think  this  administration  is 
committed  in  a  serious  way  to  an  arms 
control  effort  and  the  proof  of  that  is 
that  the  people  in  this  administration 
who  are  rtinning  that  show  know  next 
to  nothing  about  it.  They  border  on 
being  incompetent,  if  they  are  not  in- 
competent altogether.  We  hang  that 
risk  over  everyone.  We  put  this  coun- 
try in  jeopardy  if  not  the  whole  world, 
as  well.  I  think  it  is  a  terrible  mistake. 
Mr.  SASSER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  What  time  I  have  left, 
I  yield,  yes. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
some  thought  in  this  country  in  some 
circles  that  perhaps  a  nuclear  war  is 
survivable.  I  say  to  my  friend  from 
Michigan  that  the  American  people  in 
their  great  wisdom  do  not  buy  that 
theory  at  all. 

This  present  multibillion  dollar 
weapons  system  known  as  the  MX  is 
being  sold  to  the  American  people  on 
the  proposition  that  if  we  spend  $20 
billion  or  $30  billion  more  now  to  build 
100  MX  missiles,  somehow  this  is 
going  to  make  us  more  secure,  that 
somehow,  this  is  going  to  make  our  de- 
terrent more  effective. 

Let  me  say  to  my  friend  from  Michi- 
gan that  during  hearings  in  June  of 
1981,  the  Military  Construction  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee,  on  which  I 
am  honored  to  serve  as  ranking 
member,  heard  from  Gen.  Kelly 
Burke,  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff,  who  dealt  with  the  issue  of 
whether  or  not  we  are  being  made 
more  secure  by  a  missile  in  a  basing 


mode  vulnerable  to  a  first  strike.  Here 
is  what  General  Burke  said: 

I  think  It  creates  In  a  crisis  situation  a 
rather  dangerous  circumstance,  a  destabiliz- 
ing situation  of  stating  with  certainty  that 
we  have  our  finger  on  the  trigger  and  If  you 
blink,  we  are  going  to  let  go.  which.  In  turn, 
wUl  encourage  the  Soviets  to  get  Into  the 
same  posture.  It  would.  I  think,  add  addition 
deterrent,  but  It  would  also.  I  think,  add  the 
destabilizing  effect  of  a  potentially  danger- 
ous situation.  If  we  have  an  MX  In  a  sUo 
and  an  announced  policy  that  our  finger  Is 
on  the  trigger,  then  1  think  that  has  the 
force  to  force  the  Soviets  to  get  a  little 
closer  to  their  trigger.  I  think,  when  things 
get  very  tense,  when  there  Is  a  crisis  under- 
way, there  is  at  least  a  remote  chance  of  In- 
advertence, of  mistake,  of  miscalculation. 

So  said  Gen.  Kelly  Burke,  the  Air 
Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  in  June 
of  1981,  before  the  Military  Construc- 
tion Appropriations  Subconmiittee. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  wonder 
if  either  the  Senator  from  Michigan  or 
the  Senator  from  Tenressee  is  aware 
of  the  justification  for  this  recommen- 
dation given  by  the  Chairman  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  and  other 
members  as  reported  in  accounts  dated 
April  18  and  April  19,  because  I  think 
there  is  a  feeling  out  in  the  country- 
side that  if  this  panel  of  experts  rec- 
ommended that  this  $30  billion  new 
missile  be  put  in  silos,  they  must  have 
really  known  what  they  were  doing. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  yield  on  one  point? 
Mr.  HART.  Yes. 

Mr.  SASSER.  About  this  panel  of 
experts— there  were  experts  on  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  panel,  but  as 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  well 
knows,  every  individual  on  that  Com- 
mission was  a  previous  supporter  of 
deployment  of  the  MX  missile.  They 
were  all  pro-MX;  that  was  a  prerequi- 
site to  appointment  to  this  dispassion- 
ate commission  on  the  question  of 
MX. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee is  absolutely  correct.  Let  me 
just  foUowup  on  the  point  that  I  wish 
to  make,  and  that  is  In  spite  of  the 
predisposition  and  given  the  expertise, 
the  American  people,  and  I  think  most 
Members  of  Congress,  would  suppose 
that  these  men  made  their  decision 
based  on  the  best  military  judgment. 

Not  true.  I  quote  to  the  Senators  the 
New  York  Times  story  of  April  18.  The 
headline  Is:  "Leader  of  MX  Panel  Says 
Politics  Played  Key  Role  in  Deci- 
sions." 

The  first  two  paragraphs  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  chairman  of  a  Presidential  commis- 
sion that  advocates  deployment  of  100  MX 
missiles  in  existing  sUos  said  today  that  the 
recommendation  was  shaped  as  much  by  po- 
litical considerations  as  by  military  require- 
ments. 

Brent  Scowcroft.  the  chairman  of  the 
panel,  told  a  Senate  hearing  that  the  com- 
mission "did  Include  political  practicality 
elements"  In  Its  deliberations.  If  politics  had 


been  laid  aside,  he  said,  the  recommenda- 
tion would  probably  have  been  different. 

I  will  come  back  to  what  the  politics 
are.  Let  me  just  tell  you  the  other 
news  account  in  the  Washington  Post 
the  following  day,  April  19.  The  head- 
line is:  "Politics  Said  To  Play  Role  in 
MX  Position." 

Alluding  to  the  objections  of  Western 
States  to  previous  MX  basing  schemes  and 
Reagan's  rejection  of  Carter's  plan,  Cohen 
said  that  he  was  "to  find  a  basing  mode  that 
would  suit  this  President  and  satisfy  the 
Western  objections.  Isn't  that  essentially 
where  we  are?"  he  asked  Scowcroft. 

"Yes.  It  Is."  the  chairman  acknowledged. 

Well,  we  are  lowering  the  nuclear 
threshold.  We  are  putting  our  most 
devastating  destructive  weapon  in  the 
most  vulnerable  place  we  can  find,  and 
the  reason  is  for  politics. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  will  yield  for  just  a  moment. 
As  he  well  knows.  In  times  past  when 
we  were  discussing  putting  the  MX  In 
basing  modes  that  were  not  vulnera- 
ble, such  as  the  so-called  race  track 
system  In  Nevada  or  Utah,  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  gave  that  concept 
some  support.  But  it  makes  no  sense  at 
all  now,  based  on  politics,  as  the  Sena- 
tor from  Colorado  I  think  has  so  ably 
laid  out  this  afternoon,  to  take  this 
system  and  put  it  in  the  old  silos  that 
have  been  targeted  for  years  by  the 
Soviet  Union. 

It  gives  us  no  additional  security.  It 
makes  the  system  totally  vulnerable 
and  I  think  moves  us  in  the  direction 
of  a  new  and  dangerous  doctrine,  and 
that  is  launch  on  warning.  That  is 
highly  dangerous.  It  moves  us  closer  to 
a  hair  trigger. 

Mr.  HART.  And  the  sole  reason  is  to 
satisfy  the  political  problems  the 
President  had  with  his  friends  and 
supporters  In  two  key  Western  States. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Msu-y- 
land. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  underscore  first  the  point 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  That  was  that  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  membership  in- 
cluded people  who  were  known  to  be 
supporters  of  the  MX.  In  that  sense,  it 
was  not  a  broad-based  panel  that  In- 
cluded both  supporters  and  opponents 
in  any  reasonably  balanced  way. 

It  is  referred  to  as  a  bipartisan  com- 
mission, and  that  is  supposed,  I  guess, 
to  suggest  that  somehow  it  was  broad 
based,  but  it  was  not  in  fact  broad 
based. 

Second,  the  Commission  Itself,  In  Its 
own  report.  If  It  is  carefully  read,  pro- 
vides very  little  support  for  proceeding 
with  the  MX,  although  they  say  do 
that.  And  as  the  New  York  Times 
pointed  out  In  an  editorial  not  long 
after  the  stories  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  referred: 

He- 
meaning  President  Reagan— 


finally  convened  a  commission  led  by  Gen- 
eral Scowcroft  to  find  a  new  rationale  for 
going  back  to  the  Minuteman  silos. 

The  commission  did  so.  but  In  the  feeblest 
way.  It  said  the  MX  would  Induce  the  Rus- 
sians to  bargain  for  arms  control,  would 
affirm  America's  "national  wUl"  and  would 
provide  a  backup  booster  for  space  shuttle 
flights.  It  had  to  reach  that  far  because 
most  of  Its  report  actually  urged  that  we 
move  rapidly  away  from  the  MX  type  of 
weapon. 

As  the  commission  observed,  such  multi- 
warhead  weapons  are  simultaneously  too 
vulnerable  and  too  menacing.  By  threaten- 
ing Soviet  land  missiles,  they  practically 
Invite  a  preemptive  strike  In  a  crisis.  And  by 
putting  10  warhead  eggs  in  a  single  mlssUe 
basket,  they  provide  a  tempting  target  for  a 
first  strike. 

As  the  commission  did  not  say  (but  the 
Pentagon  did),  possessing  a  vulnerable  MX 
will  produce  a  "use  it  or  lose  it"  mentality— 

As  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
pointed  out- 
requiring  jittery  plans  to  launch  at  the  first 
signs  of  an  attack.  The  Russians,  too.  should 
give  up  missiles  that  can  strike  hard  targets 
first.  Until  they  do.  the  only  safe  way  to 
deter  their  use  Is  with  weapons  that  reliably 
hit  hard  targets  second.  Wise  planning  In 
past  Administrations  has  given  America  an 
ample  supply. 

The  I»resident's  commission  was  right  to 
tell  him  that  the  window  in  question  now  is 
not  one  of  vulnerability  but  of  opportunity. 
The  way  to  open  it.  and  let  in  fresh  air.  is  to 
vote  against  the  MX. 

I  ask  imanimous  consent  that  this 
editorial  and  three  other  editorials  be 
included  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito- 
rials were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  May  25.  1983] 
Wrong  Missile.  Wrong  Chip 

The  same  Congress  that  has  been  piously 
urging  a  nuclear  weapons  freeze  now  seems 
ready  to  vote  for  the  MX.  a  powerful  new 
missUe  that  promises  to  accelerate  the  arms 
race.  Why? 

Because  a  President  who  has  recoiled 
from  an  arms  control  treaty,  who  has  ne- 
glected arms  control  planning  and  who  has 
staffed  his  team  with  arms  control  skeptics 
declares  that  the  MX  is  necessary  to  achieve 
arms  control. 

If  Mr.  Reagan  believes  that,  he  has  fallen 
Into  a  familiar  trap.  Throughout  the  history 
of  the  nuclear  arms  race,  the  Russians  have 
answered  new  American  weapons  not  with 
concessions  but  with  new  Soviet  weapons. 
The  MX  Is  no  more  a  bargaining  chip  than 
any  of  the  others. 

If  Congress  believes  this  Is  the  best  route 
to  arms  control,  it  Is  more  naive  than  the 
record  suggests.  It  has  in  fact  rejected  the 
MX  rei>eatedly  because  it  could  discern  no 
strategic  purpose  or  safe  base  for  the 
weapon.  Congress'  resolve  is  weakening  now 
only  because  many  members  fear  the  politi- 
cal consequences  of  opposing  the  President. 

Anyone  still  interested  in  the  merits  of 
the  10-warhead  MX  ought  at  least  to  recall 
its  history.  President  Carter  asked  for  a 
mobile  version  in  hide-and-seek  shelters  be- 
cause he  was  told  that  our  present  land  mis- 
sile. Minuteman.  was  becoming  vulnerable 
to  attack  by  heavy  Soviet  missUes.  Less  than 
wholly  convinced,  he  yielded  on  MX  to  win 
the  Joint  Chiefs'  support  for  SALT  II,  the 


arms  control  treaty  that  nonetheless  went 
unratified. 

President  Reagan  termed  the  MX  even 
more  urgent,  though  not  enough  to  risk  of- 
fending the  Western  states  that  would  have 
had  to  clear  huge  tracts  for  It.  He  suggested 
it  be  put  In  Minuteman  silos,  but  Congress 
remembered  that  these  were  exactly  the 
emplacements  now  supposed  to  be  vulnera- 
ble. He  proposed  a  dubious  "dense-pack" 
basing,  which  hardly  anyone  took  seriously. 
He  finally  convened  a  commission  led  by 
General  Scowcroft  to  find  a  new  rationale 
for  going  back  to  the  Minuteman  silos. 

The  commission  did  so.  but  in  the  feeblest 
way.  It  said  the  MX  would  Induce  the  Rus- 
sians to  bargain  for  arms  control,  would 
affirm  America's  "national  will"  and  would 
provide  a  backup  booster  for  space  shuttle 
flights.  It  had  to  reach  that  far  because 
most  of  its  report  actually  urged  that  we 
move  rapidly  away  from  the  MX  type  of 
weapon. 

As  the  commission  observed,  such  multi- 
warhead  weapons  are  simultaneously  too 
vulnerable  and  too  mensiclng.  By  threaten- 
ing Soviet  land  missiles,  they  practically 
invite  a  preemptive  strike  in  a  crisis.  And  by 
putting  10  wswhead  eggs  in  a  single  missile 
basket,  they  provide  a  tempting  target  for  a 
first  strike. 

As  the  commission  did  not  say  (but  the 
Pentagon  did),  possessing  a  vulnerable  MX 
will  produce  a  "use  It  or  lose  It"  mentality 
requiring  jittery  plans  to  launch  at  the  first 
signs  of  an  attack.  The  Russians,  too.  should 
give  up  missiles  that  can  strike  hard  targets 
first.  Until  they  do.  the  only  safe  way  to 
deter  their  use  is  with  weapons  that  reliably 
hit  hard  targets  second.  Wise  planning  in 
past  Administrations  has  given  America  an 
ample  supply. 

The  President's  commission  was  right  to 
tell  him  that  the  window  In  question  now  Is 
not  one  of  vulnerability  but  of  opportunity. 
The  way  to  open  It.  and  let  In  fresh  air.  is  to 
vote  against  the  MX. 

[Prom  the  Denver  Post,  July  23.  1983] 
MX:  Misguided  Missile 

The  ongoing  drive  by  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration to  build  the  MX  missile  underscores 
George  Santayana's  maxim  that  "Fanati- 
cism consists  In  redoubling  your  efforts 
when  you  have  forgotten  your  aim." 

Shaken  by  a  narrow  220-207  House  vote 
supporting  the  missile  Thursday,  the  admin- 
istration redoubled  lobbying  efforts  for  the 
MX.  But  all  this  effort  Is  being  put  behind  a 
missile  which  even  Its  advocates  admit  no 
longer  has  a  chance  of  carrying  out  its  origi- 
nal aim:  closing  a  supposed  "window  of  vul- 
nerability" opened  by  Increasing  accuracy  of 
the  Soviet  land-based  missile  force. 

Reaganltes  delight  in  painting  former 
President  Jimmy  Carter  as  a  wimp  who  was 
soft  on  defense. 

However,  the  fact  is  that  the  MX  missUe- 
baslng  system  Carter  proposed  was  virtually 
Invulnerable  to  Soviet  attack.  Carter  pro- 
posed building  200  MX  missiles,  each  with 
10  warheads.  They  were  to  be  moved  ran- 
domly among  2.600  shelters.  Since  the  Sovi- 
ets would  never  have  been  certain  which 
shelters  were  loaded,  they  would  have  had 
to  attack  all  2.600.  Allowing  two  warheads 
per  shelter,  a  Soviet  first  strike  would  have 
expended  5.200  of  their  most  accurate  war- 
heads to  destroy  an  MX  force  totaling  only 
2.000  of  our  most  accurate  warheads. 

But  when  that  'race  track"  proved  politi- 
cally unpopular,  the  new  Reagan  adminis- 
tration cast  about  for  other  basing  schemes. 
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In  the  end.  Reagan  setUed  for  the  unimag- 
inative—and not  very  strategic— solution  of 
plopping  100  BtX  mlasUes  In  sUob  near 
Cheyenne  that  now  shelter  Mlnuteman  mis- 
siles. 

That  Idea  keeps  the  military  bureaucracy 
and  defense  contractors  happy.  But  it  In  no 
way  closes  the  "window  of  vulnerability."  If 
the  100  Minutemen  In  the  silos  are  vulnera- 
ble now  to  the  Soviets,  then  the  100  MXs  in 
those  sites  will  be  equally  vulnerable. 
Worse,  by  packUng  the  1.000  most  accurate 
U-S.  warheads  Into  100  sUos.  Reagan  would 
create  a  system  that  could  be  destroyed  by 
only  200  Soviet  warheads. 

Thus,  under  Carter,  the  Soviets  would 
have  had  to  fire  2.6  of  their  most  accurate 
warheads  for  each  of  the  best  U.S.  weapons 
to  be  destroyed:  a  ratio  that  would  make  a 
Soviet  attack  a  kind  of  unilateral  disarma- 
ment. Under  Reagan,  a  supposed  defense 
"hawk."  we  are  offered  a  system  that  allows 
each  Soviet  warhead  to  destroy  five  of  the 
best  U.S.  ones.  Such  a  deployment  is  inher- 
ently destabilizing,  since  it  tempts  rather 
than  deters  a  first  strike. 

Congress  should  reject  the  Reagan  plan. 
If  it  is  desperate  to  have  MX  at  any  cost,  it 
should  go  back  to  the  original  Carter 
scheme,  which  is  stUl  the  only  sensible  way 
to  deploy  the  weapon.  A  better  alternative 
would  be  to  scrap  the  MX  and  push  for  the 
smaller  single-warhead  mobile  missiles  rec- 
ommended by  the  Scowcroft  commission. 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  May  29.  19831 
r     ^  Voodoo  Arms  Coiithol 

\  The  people  who  brought  you  the  biggest 

tax  cut  ever  as  an  exercise  In  revenue  rais- 
ing now  present;  the  biggest  American  mis- 
sile ever  as  an  exercise  In  arms  control. 

Orwelllan.  says  Senator  Hatfield.  A  hoax, 
says  Senator  Cranston.  But  listen  to  legisla- 
tors who  take  their  paradoxes  literally: 

Senator  Quay le— "We  are  voting  for  MX 
and  for  arms  control." 

Senator  Specter— "My  vote  Is  a  tenUtlve 
vote.  It  is  based  on  what  the  President  does 
on  arms  reduction." 

Senator  Mathlas— "I  am  reluctantly  will- 
ing to  agree  to  this  appropriation  but 
the  Administration  must  produce  some  evi- 
dence that  it  is  willing  to  adopt  a  new  arms 
control  strategy." 

Senator  Kassebaum— "If  I  could  vote  with 
my  heart.  I  would  vote  against.  But  ...  I 
see  it.  hopefully,  as  leverage  with  the  Rus- 
sians In  arms  control." 

What  are  they  talking  about?  Well,  they 
intend  to  stop  further  funding  of  the  MX  If 
the  Reagan  Administration  makes  no  con- 
vincing progress  toward  a  new  arms  control 
treaty. 

And  how  will  building  100  of  these  mls- 
iOm,  with  1.000  warheads.  Induce  the  Rus- 
tiMBS  to  accept  American  proposals?  Well,  it 
should  make  the  Russians  think.  The  MX's 
are  silo-killers,  and  if  we  ever  go  on  to  build 
several  hundred  more,  they  would  threaten 
a  flrat  strike  that  could  theoreUcally  de- 
stroy the  Russians'  silo-killers  before  they 
are  fired  at  us. 

And  what  if  the  Russians  therefore  decide 
that  In  a  crisis,  they  had  better  be  the  first 
to  fire?  WeU,  then  the  MX"s  would  be  sit- 
ting ducks,  but  maybe  by  then  we'll  have 
thought  up  some  way  to  protect  them. 

And  would  not  the  Russians  by  then  have 
built  new  weapons  to  overwhelm  such  pro- 
tection? Well,  if  they  prefer  accelerating  the 
arms  race  to  controlling  it.  what  can  we  do? 
We  could  build  mobile  single-warhead  mis- 
sUea  that  the  Ruaalans  could  never  hope  to 
knock  out  In  a  single  blow.  Well,  the  Preal- 
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dent  is  for  that.  too.  and  will  soon  change 
his  arms  control  proposals  to  make  it  possi- 
ble. 

So  why  bother  with  the  MX?  WeU.  he 
feels  weak  entering  negotiations  with  mls- 
sUes  that  look  so  much  smaller  than  the 
Russians'. 

But  aren't  the  Russians  worried  enough 
about  our  new  cruise  and  Trident  missiles  to 
want  to  make  a  deal?  WeU.  actually  they 
fear  them  more  than  the  MX.  and  for  good 
reason. 

So  how  does  the  MX  promote  arms  con- 
trol? WeU.  the  President  wants  it  so  badly  it 
can  be  used  as  an  inducement  to  make  him 
negotiate. 

Incredible  as  it  sounds,  that  is  now  the 
policy  of  a  decisive  faction  of  Congress.  And 
that  faction  Is  desperately  searching  for 
ways  actually  to  measure  the  President's 
promised  conversion  on  arms  control 
Though  we  don't  think  much  of  its  tactics, 
we  can  suggest  some  ways: 

First,  press  the  President  to  appoint  an 
experienced  arms  control  coordinator  to 
serve  in  the  White  House  and  thus  over- 
come the  lack  of  Cabinet  expertise  In  the 
subject.  It  should  be  someone  lUte  Gen. 
Brent  Scowcroft,  who  commands  the  confi- 
dence of  the  President,  Congress  and  key 
Soviet  officials. 

Second,  ask  for  evidence  that  this  coordi- 
nator has  been  encouraged  to  re-establish 
Informal  communication  between  the  Presi- 
dent and  top  Soviet  leaders.  A  good  deal  of 
private  talking  is  needed  to  overcome  suspi- 
cions and  to  define  promising  areas  for  the 
next  round  of  bargaining. 

Third,  the  MX  development  to  an  agreed 
schedule  of  negotiation,  and  let  key  Con- 
gressmen serve  on  the  negotiating  teams  to 
appraise  the  progress. 

Is  that  any  way  for  Congress  to  extract  a 
mature  policy  from  the  executive  branch? 
WeU.  people  who  raise  spending  and  lower 
taxes  to  eliminate  a  deficit  are  capable  of 
anything. 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  July  20.  19831 
Make  It  the  Ex-MX 

The  MX.  a  new  mlssUe  that  threatens  the 
United  States  more  than  it  does  the  Soviet 
Union,  has  nonetheless  outlived  three  Ad- 
ministrations. 34  basing  systems,  a  half- 
dozen  Congressional  vetoes  and  two  arms 
control  treaties.  Today,  however.  Congress 
may  flnaUy  drive  a  stake  through  its  heart. 

A  shift  of  sentiment  In  the  House  of  Rep- 
resenUtlves  has  made  possible  a  critical 
vote  to  shelve  It.  perhaps  for  the  last  time. 
This  time  around,  there  are  alternative 
weapons  on  the  way  that  are  more  likely  to 
deter  nuclear  war- and  less  likely  to  pro- 
voke It. 

The  big.  lO-warhead  MX  has  survived  be- 
cause of  fear  that  Americas  land-based  Min- 
uteman  mlssUes  are  vulnerable.  Various 
combinations  of  mobUity  and  deceptive 
basing  were  supposed  to  assure  the  MX  the 
abUlty  to  survive  a  first  strike  by  the  Rus- 
sians and  the  power  to  strike  back,  or  to 
strike  first  with  equivalent  force  and  accura- 
cy. But  where  would  it  be  put?  Every  basing 
mode  studied  has  serious  flaws,  and  last 
year  Congress  fInaUy  refused  funds  to  build 
the  MX  untU  a  secure  mode  could  be  de- 
signed. 

The  Scowcroft  commission,  appointed  by 
President  Reagan  to  save  the  MX.  suggested 
abandoning  fixed  land  mlssUes  with  multi- 
ple warheads  as  both  too  threatening  and 
too  vulnerable.  It  urged  a  shift  to  smaU. 
mobUe  single-warhead  mlssUes.  limited  on 
both  sides  by  a  new  arms  control  treaty.  But 


it  also  proposed  that  100  MX's  be  deployed 
meanwhile  in  vulnerable  Mlnuteman  sUos. 
That  compromise  persuaded  the  House  to 
release  $625  mUlion  for  MX  flight  testing. 

Many  Congressmen  have  since  had  second 
thoughts.  Senator  Gary  Hart  has  managed 
to  delay  matters  In  the  Senate,  where  the 
AdmlrUstratlon  seems  to  have  enough  votes 
for  the  MX.  so  now  the  House  wlU  vote 
first.  That's  why  there's  a  flghtliig  chance 
today  to  kUl  $2.5  bUllon  in  MX  production 
fluids.  Even  so.  there  wlU  be  approximately 
$2  blUlon  left  for  continued  research  and  de- 
velopment, retaining  some  of  MX's  ques- 
tionable value  as  an  arms  control  "bargain- 
ing chip. " 

The  Administration  says  America  needs  a 
threat  to  Moscow's  heavy,  multiple-warhead 
mlssUes  to  Induce  paraUel  Soviet  movement 
toward  single-warhead  mlssUes.  But  300 
Mlnuteman  III  mlssUes  already  are 
equipped  with  900  warheads  like  those  In 
the  MX;  they  are  capable  of  destroying 
Soviet  ICBM  sUos.  And  It  wlU  be  late  1986 
before  the  first  MX  is  operational,  mld-1989 
before  100  are  deployed. 

War-gaming  shows  that  at  most  10.  with 
100  warheads,  would  survive  a  Soviet  first 
strike— and  that  would  add  precious  little  to 
the  American  deterrent.  MeanwhUe.  by 
1989.  the  first  Trident  11  submarine  wUl  put 
24  Invulnerable  mlssUes  at  sea  carrying  240 
warheads.  And  the  single-warhead  Midget- 
man  mlssUe  could  be  stepped  up  for  deploy- 
ment between  1988  and  1990. 

Defeating  MX  production  funds  In  the 
House  would  advance  both  arms  control  and 
a  stable  nuclear  balance.  Production  and  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  would  undermine  both. 
The  sensible  vote  today  is  to  make  it  the  ex- 
MX. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  nearly 
2  months  ago,  the  Senate  voted  to  join 
the  House  In  releasing  funding  for  MX 
basing  studies  and  test  flights.  Short- 
ly, this  body  wiU  again  vote  on  the  MX 
issue.  The  pending  question  will  be 
whether  we  should  procure  the  first  27 
of  100  MX  missiles  at  a  projected  cost 
of  over  $20  billion. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  time  of  the 
May  25  vote.  I  opposed  the  MX  be- 
cause I  believed  the  system  to  be  un- 
necessary to  our  national  security,  an 
inducement  to  an  accelerated  nuclear 
arms  race,  likely  to  increase  the  possi- 
bility of  accidental  nuclear  war.  and 
given  its  questionable  military  useful- 
ness, too  expensive. 

I  rise  today  to  again  state  those  con- 
cerns and  to  make  a  final  plea  to  my 
colleagues  to  reject  the  proposal 
before  us. 

O.8.  HATIOKAL  SECURITY 

To  my  mind,  the  fundamental  ques- 
tion underlying  the  MX  debate  is:  Will 
this  weapons  system  make  the  United 
States  more  secure? 

U.S.  national  security  in  the  nuclear 
age  depends  on  the  maintenance  of  a 
credible  nuclear  deterrent  coupled 
with  serious  arms  control  efforts. 

Will  the  MX  missile  deployed  in  ex- 
isting Mlnuteman  silos  contribute  to 
either  our  deterrent  or  our  arms  con- 
trol efforts?  My  firm  belief  is  that  It 
win  not.  Neither  deterrence  nor  U.S, 
security  will  be  enhanced  by  deploying 


in  a  vulnerable 


first  strike  weapons 
basing  mode. 

What  then  is  the  purpose  of  deploy- 
ing 100  MX  missiles  In  Mlnuteman 
sUos?  In  response  to  this  difficult 
question,  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
suggests  that  deployment  is  necessary: 

First,  to  give  the  Soviets  incentive  to 
negotiate  stabilizing  arms  control 
agreements  and  reshape  their  force 
structure; 

Second,  to  provide  the  United  States 
with  militarily  vital  time  urgent  hard 
target  kill  capability;  and 

Third,  to  demonstrate  our  national 
will  to  protect  our  vital  Interests. 

I.  ARMS  CONTROL 

The  arms  control  Implications  of  de- 
ploying MX  in  Mlnuteman  silos  are 
many.  Unfortunately,  those  Implica- 
tions are  overwhelmingly  negative. 
There  is  little  hope  that  MX  would 
pressure  the  Soviets  to  negotiate. 
More  likely,  the  Soviets  will  respond 
by  augmenting  and  Improving  both 
their  defensive  and  offensive  weapons. 

Dr.  William  Klncade,  executive  di- 
rector of  the  Arms  Control  Associa- 
tion, in  testimony  before  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  on  May  10. 
1983,  stated: 

There  is  no  warrant  In  postwar  history  for 
believing  that  the  Soviet  Union  can  be  co- 
erced by  U.S.  nuclear  build-ups  Into  winding 
down  its  own  weapons  production.  Indeed 
the  evidence  supports  the  contrary  view. 
When  the  United  States  had  overwhelming 
numerical  and  technological  superiority  In 
nuclear  weapons,  this  did  not  deter  the 
U.S.S.R.  from  catching  up.  Now  that  ap- 
proximate parity  has  been  reached.  It  Is 
even  less  likely  that  the  Soviet  Union  wIU 
sit  still  whUe  the  United  States  seeks  a  mar- 
ginal increment  of  nuclear  superiority  In 
qualitative  or  quantitative  terms. 

The  Soviet  leadership  already  has 
more  than  enough  incentive  to  negoti- 
ate on  arms  control.  Lessening  the 
chance  of  a  nuclear  holocaust  Is  clear- 
ly In  Soviet  as  well  as  American  inter- 
ests. Moreover,  the  Soviets  have  good 
reason  to  feel  very  threatened  by  the 
current  U.S.  nuclear  arsenal  and  by 
many  other  weapons  systems  sched- 
uled for  deployment  in  the  near 
future— even  without  the  MX.  The 
Pershing  II  mIssUe  is  designed  to  de- 
stroy hardened  command  and  control 
posts  suid  will  cut  down  Soviet  warning 
time  from  about  30  minutes  to  about  8 
minutes.  In  addition,  the  extensive 
American  cruise  missile  program,  our 
virtually  Invulnerable  submarine 
force,  and  our  new  radar-evading 
bombers  all  provide  more  than  enough 
Incentive  for  the  Soviets  to  negotiate. 

BARGAIiniTG  CHXP 

The  administration  has  no  intention 
of  bargaining  the  MX  away.  President 
Reagan  and  Secretary  of  Defense 
Weinberger  have  referred  to  the  new 
missile  as  a  bargaining  tool  while  at 
the  same  time  clearly  indicating  that 
the  first  100  MX  missiles  are  not  up 
for  negotiations.  Indeed,  the  Presi- 
dent's    START     proposal     carefully 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  20563 

allows  for  the  deployment  of  100  MX  The  MX  missUe  is  an  anachronism. 

mlssUes   with    their    1,000    warheads,  and  a  dangerous  one.  It  perpetuates 

The  administration  has  explained  that  the  costly  mistake  of  building  MIRV  d 

this  reputed  bargaining  chip  wUl  come  land-based  ICBM's;  It  increases  insta- 


into  play  only  as  a  second  batch  of  up 
to  100  more  MX  missiles  are  consid- 
ered for  deployment.  That  decision 
would  not  come  until  1987  or  so,  after 
the  administration  Is  well  along  In  Its 
amis  buildup.  In  his  speech.  Reagan 
specifically  held  out  the  prospect  of 
building  even  more  silos:  "We  would 
prefer  that  the  Soviets  dismantle  SS- 
18's,  rather  than  we  build  more  holes." 

Moreover,  the  missile  would  only  be 
useful  as  a  bargaining  chip  before  it  is 
built.  As  our  SALT  I  and  II  negotia- 
tors have  learned,  "It  is  reaUy  the  po- 
tential, rather  than  the  actualization 
of  that  potential,  that  gives  you  the 
major  bargaining  position  •  •  •  once 
you  have  gone  ahead  and  done  that 
which  you  are  threatening  to  do,  the 
threat  is  no  longer  of  any  particular 
use  to  a  negotiator." 

Bargaining  chips  are  notorious  for 
their  staying  power.  In  1971,  the  U.S. 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  testified 
that  "the  MIRV  Is  a  very  important 
bargaining  chip."  Today,  the  super- 
powers have  many  thousands  of 
MIRV'd  warheads.  Once  the  United 
States  has  committed  itself  to  going 
ahead  with  the  MX,  a  decision  to  tear 
It  down  would  be  very  unlikely.  The 
much  more  probable  restilt  would  be 
to  once  again  accelerate  the  nuclear 
arms  race. 

AITECT  ON  EXISTING  ARMS  CONTROL 
AGREEMENTS 

Of  critical  Importance  are  the  likely 
effects  of  MX  deployment  on  existing 
arms  control  agreements  which  are 
being  honored  by  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  The  SALT  II 
accord  prohibits  the  extensive  flight 
testing  of  two  new  types  of  land-based 
ICBM's.  If  the  United  States  decides 
to  deploy  both  the  MX  and  the  Midg- 
etman,  as  recommended  by  the  Scow- 
croft Commission,  we  will  violate  this 
stabilizing  provision.  SALT  II  also  pro- 
hibits certain  alterations  of  existing 
silos  which  would  be  necessary  to 
harden  Mlnuteman  sUos. 

In  addition,  the  Anti-BaUistic  Missile 
(ABM)  Treaty,  probably  our  most 
useful  arms  control  achievement  to 
date,  prohibits  the  deployment  of 
large  scale  ballistic  missile  defense  sys- 
tems on  both  sides.  Deployment  of 
MX  in  increasingly  vulnerable  sUos 
will  endanger  this  treaty  by  prompting 
future  requests  for  a  ballistic  missile 
defense  (BMD)  system  to  protect  our 
land-based  missile  force. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  expect  suc- 
cess from  nuclear  arms  negotiations 
unless  both  sides  demonstrate  the  will 
to  reach  agreement.  A  decision  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  MX  missile  would,  I  be- 
lieve, signal  a  serious  lack  of  commit- 
ment to  ending  the  arms  race  and 
would  likely  provoke  further  escala- 
tion. 


billty  because  of  its  theoretical  accura- 
cy; and  its  new  warheads  add  nothing 
except  for  meaningless  overkill.  More- 
over, it  threatens  to  undercut  Impor- 
tant existing  arms  treaties  and  retard 
progress  toward  ftirther  agreement. 

Principled  and  realistic  negotiations 
offer  more  substance  and  more  prom- 
ise than  the  MX  missile.  We  should 
choose  this  alternative  while  it  is  still 
available. 

II.  HARD-TARGET  KILL  CAPABILITY 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  main- 
tains that  a  serious  imbalance  in 
"prompt  hard  target  kill  capability" 
exists  between  Soviet  and  United 
States  Forces,  and  that  the  Imbalance 
must  be  corrected  by  deployment  of 
the  MX. 

The  debate  about  U.S.  nuclear  Infe- 
riority is  a  red  herring.  We  do  not 
need  the  MX  to  "catch  up."  At  this  ad- 
vanced stage  of  the  nuclear  arms  race, 
questions  about  who  is  ahead  and  who 
is  behind  are  worse  than  IrrelevEuit— 
they  are  misleading. 

It  Is  true  that  the  number  of  U.S. 
land-based  ICBM's  has  remained 
steady  at  about  1,050  over  the  last 
decade  or  so,  while  the  Soviets  de- 
ployed about  1,400  ICBM's  by  1980. 
But  the  Mlnuteman  II  missile  with  Its 
precise  guidance  system  and  multiple 
warheads  is  clearly  not  the  same 
weapon  as  the  single-warheswl  Minute- 
man  I  which  it  replaced,  nor  could  the 
progression  from  Polaris  submarine 
missiles  (with  3  nonlndependently  tar- 
getable  warheads  each)  to  Poseidon 
missiles  (with  10  to  14  independently 
targe  table  warheads  each)  to  Trident 
missUes  (with  twice  the  range  or  Posei- 
don) be  viewed  as  stagnation.  Qualita- 
tive measures  aside,  the  stark  quanti- 
tative face  is  that  the  United  States 
added  over  5,000  nuclear  weapons  to 
Its  strategic  arsenal  between  1970  and 
1980. 

A  review  of  the  facts  will  demon- 
strate that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
indeed  expanded  its  ICBM  force 
beyond  its  legitimate  needs,  but  that 
the  United  States  too  has  moved 
quickly  to  Increase  Its  nuclear  arsenal. 
This  has  resulted  in  two  bloated  nucle- 
ar superpowers  with  vast  amounts  of 
overkUl.  not  one  force  which  is  domi- 
nant In  any  meaningful  military  sense. 

CURRENT  STRATEGIC  BALANCE 

Where  has  this  Intense  and  sus- 
tained arms  race  left  us?  The  overall 
statistics  by  January  1983  were  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  U.S.S.R.  had  about  7,500  strate- 
gic nuclear  warheads  and  bombs;  7 
percent  on  bombers,  24  percent  on 
submarines  and  69  percent  on  land- 
based  ICBM's;  the  United  States  had 
about  10,000  strategic  warheads  and 
bombs;  28  percent  on  bombers,  50  per- 
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cent  on  submarines,  and  22  percent  on 
ICBMs. 

Beyond  Illustrating  simply  that  both 
superpowers  have  very  large  arsenals 
of  strategic  nuclear  weapons,  these  fig- 
ures show  significant  differences  in 
the  distribution  of  weapons  among  the 
three  components  of  the  strategic 
triad.  The  United  States  has  a  fairly 
even  distribution,  with  an  emphasis  on 
submarine  missile  warheads.  The  Sovi- 
ets, however,  have  a  lopsided  emphasis 
on  land-based  ICBM  warheads. 

At  current  levels  of  armaments,  the 
question  of  "who  is  ahead"  becomes 
meaningless.  In  terms  of  actual  mili- 
tary capability,  both  sides  have  many 
times  the  nuclear  forces  needed  to  de- 
stroy the  society  of  the  other  under 
any  conceivable  circumstance. 

ICBM  VTTUtKRABILITY 

The  MX  missile  has  been  proposed 
as  a  means  of  addressing  the  alleged 
vulnerability  of  our  land-based  mis- 
siles to  a  disarming  Soviet  first  strike. 
Those  who  subscribe  to  the  "window 
of  vulnerability"  theory  seem  to  base 
their  conclusion  on  two  critical,  but 
unrealistic  assumptions.  First,  they 
assume  that  it  is  necessary  for  the 
United  States  to  maintain  an  ICBM 
force  which,  without  regard  to  our 
bombers  and  submarines,  would  deter 
the  Soviets  from  resorting  to  nuclear 
weapons. 

The  wisdom  of  this  assumption  has 
been  challenged  by  President  Reagan's 
own  blue-ribbon  commission  on  the 
MX.  The  Scowcroft  Commission  em- 
phasized that  "the  different  compo- 
nents of  our  strategic  forces  should  be 
assessed  collectively  and  not  in  isola- 
tion." If  the  Soviets  were  to  contem- 
plate an  all-out  attack,  they  would 
have  to  "make  choices  which  would 
lead  them  to  reduce  significantly  their 
effectiveness  against  one  component 
in  order  to  attack  another." 

The  second  assumption  underlying 
the  window  of  vulnerability  theory; 
that  the  theoretically  accurate  Soviet 
ICBM  warheads  could,  in  fact,  destroy 
our  ICBM  force,  was  also  questioned 
by  the  Scowcroft  Commission.  The 
Commission  referred  to  the  "oper- 
ational uncertainties"  that  make  total 
ICBM  vulnerability  unlikely. 

Alan  B.  Sherr.  president  of  the  Law- 
yers Alliance  for  Nuclear  Arms  Con- 
trol. Inc..  offers  several  important  con- 
clusions that  can  be  drawn  from  a  re- 
alistic appraisal  of  the  ICBM  vulner- 
ability issue. 

First,  a  "worst  case"  approach  is  nei- 
ther the  best  nor  the  safest  way  to 
analyze  ICBM  vulnerability.  The  most 
likely  consequence  of  making  luireal- 
istically  pessimistic  assumptions  about 
the  strategic  importance  of  Soviet  war- 
heads would  be  for  the  United  States 
to  deter  Itself  more  than  the  Soviet 
Union.  This  would  happen  if  the 
United  States  uimecessarily  deployed 
a  new  generation  of  ICBM's,  instead  of 
reaching  important  arms  agreements 
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that  would  freeze  the  deployment  of 
additional  ICBM  warheads  on  both 
sides. 

Second,  we  have  time  to  consider 
and  negotiate.  There  is  no  Imminent 
peril  to  our  national  security  which  re- 
quires immediate  ameliorative  action. 
That  is  not  to  say  that  our  ICBM's  are 
invulnerable;  they  are  not.  But  it  is 
unmistakably  the  case  that,  for  the 
present,  both  superpowers  could  re- 
spond to  a  surprise  attack  by  launch- 
ing significant  numbers  of  surviving 
ICBMs  and/or  by  using  its  bomber 
and  submarine  forces. 

Moreover,  if  technological  advances 
over  the  next  decade  or  two  present 
even  a  remote  threat  to  our  overall 
ability  to  retaliate,  there  will  be  ample 
time  for  a  military  response.  In  addi- 
tion, verifiable  agreements  banning 
testing  and  deployment  of  antisubma- 
rine warfare  systems  and  other  poten- 
tially threatening  technological  ad- 
vances could  provide  added  insurance 
against  even  the  smallest  possibility  of 
sudden  loss  of  our  deterrent.  It  would 
be  far  better  to  expend  our  time  and 
energy  pursuing  such  mutually  benefi- 
cial agreements  than  to  waste  billions 
of  dollars  on  the  counterproductive  de- 
ployments of  new  MX  warheads. 

Third,  adding  theoretically  accurate 
MX  missiles  to  our  arsenal  would  do 
nothing  to  decrease  our  supposed 
ICBM  vulnerability.  To  the  contrary, 
it  would  only  increase  it.  If  a  10-war- 
head  missile,  with  each  warhead 
having  17  times  more  destructive 
power  than  the  bomb  which  destroyed 
Hiroshima  in  1945,  replaced  a  smaller 
3-warhead  Minuteman  II  missile,  the 
larger  missile  would  become  a  more  in- 
viting target.  The  MX  would  provide 
an  increased  incentive  for  the  Soviet 
Union  to  do  just  what  we  do  not  want 
them  to  do— to  strike  first  to  eliminate 
this  threat. 

It  makes  no  sense  for  the  United 
States  to  deploy  "silo-killing"  MX  war- 
heads merely  to  match  the  Soviet  de- 
ployments of  such  destabilizing  weap- 
ons. To  do  so  is  to  permit  the  Soviets 
to  dictate  the  size  and  shape  of  U.S. 
nuclear  forces.  It  is  time  we  gave  up 
the  reflexive  behavior  of  matching 
every  Soviet  move  without  regard  to 
whether  our  action  adds  to  our  securi- 
ty. 

The  submarine-launched  Trident  D- 
5  missile,  for  example,  is  a  capable  al- 
ternative to  the  MX  that  will  perform 
the  same  functions  as  the  MX.  yet  will 
be  almost  invulnerable  to  Soviet  at- 
tacks and  can  be  deployed  at  one-third 
the  price  of  the  MX.  This  option  is 
particularly  attractive  in  light  of  an 
Air  Force  study  which  estimates  that 
only  1  MX  missUe  out  of  100  would 
survive  a  Soviet  surprise  attack  in 
1989.  due  to  ongoing  improvements  in 
missUe  accuracy  and  increases  in  num- 
bers of  Soviet  warheads. 

In  addition  to  our  sea-launched  mis- 
siles, the  United  States  has  already 


retrofitted  300  Minuteman  III  missiles 
with  new.  more  accurate  mark  12A 
warheads.  This  means  we  have  a  total 
of  900  warheads,  which  are  equal  in- 
destructive  capability  to  the  MX  war- 
heads. 

Thus,  the  MX  would  only  augment 
our  capability  if  we  we  were  to  use  it 
first— that  is.  before  a  Soviet  ICBM 
attack  on  U.S.  silos.  MX  is  incompati- 
ble with  the  doctrine  of  deterrence 
upon  which  our  nuclear  strategy  has 
been  based.  By  seeking  a  first  strike 
capability  with  this  weapons  system, 
we  dramatically  change  the  nature  of 
the  nuclear  arms  race.  With  the  nucle- 
ar firepower  in  the  world's  arsenals 
sufficient  to  kill  every  human  being  12 
times  over,  we  now  propose  to  intro- 
duce a  weapon,  with  5  to  6  times  more 
destructive  power  than  any  we  have 
now.  which  is  designed  to  fight  and 
win  a  nuclear  war,  not  deter  one. 

Our  security  depends  on  keeping  the 
Soviets  away  from  the  nuclear  button, 
not  pushing  them  toward  it  with 
threats  of  a  disarming  first  strike.  Our 
goal  should  be  to  eliminate  the  danger 
posed  by  Soviet  ICBM's  through  nego- 
tiations, not  to  double  the  danger  by 
following  their  unwise  lead. 

Fourth,  the  United  States  is  doing 
itself  a  grave  disservice  by  perpetuat- 
ing and  fueling  the  myths  of  ICBM 
vulnerability  and  inferiority.  By  re- 
peatedly stating  that  the  United 
States  is  inferior  and  vulnerable,  we 
create  the  impression  among  our  allies 
and  other  nations  that  this  is  so. 
Having  created  a  political  problem  out 
of  a  nonexistent  military  one.  we  then 
claim  that  the  solution  to  the  political 
problem  is  to  build  the  MX  missile  and 
thus  redress  our  military  inferiority 
and  vulnerability.  We  can  break  the 
circle  by  stating  the  truth:  That  the 
United  States  is  in  a  better  strategic 
position  than  the  Soviets,  that  both 
sides  have  massive  overkill  capabili- 
ties, and  that  neither  side  is  at  the 
mercy  of  the  other. 

III.  NATIONAL  WILL 

The  Commission  argues  that  MX  is 
needed  as  an  expression  of  our  nation- 
al will  to  protect  our  vital  interests. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  United 
States  must  deploy  the  MX  to  prove  it 
has  the  will  to  meet  a  Soviet  threat. 
Rather.  I  believe  rejection  of  the  MX 
proposal  would  demonstrate  to  the  So- 
viets that  we  have  the  sense  to  invest 
our  defense  dollars  in  weapons  that 
meet  our  strategic  needs  without  de- 
stabilizing the  nuclear  balance. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  logical 
reason  for  considering  the  MX  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission recommendations.  Its  propos- 
als concerning  research  and  develop- 
ment of  a  small,  single-warhead  mis- 
sile are  laudable  and  deserve  approval. 
Experts  estimate  that  it  would  take 
only  4  years  to  research,  develop,  and 


produce    the    Midgetman    missile    if 
work  begins  now. 

The  further  recommendation  that 
the  United  States  shift  its  focus  from 
counting  launchers  to  counting  war- 
heads in  arms  control  negotiations  is 
also  sound. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  package 
is  a  curious  mix  of  solid  national  secu- 
rity policy  proposals  and  politics. 
Clearly,  the  MX  is  the  political  compo- 
nent. It  is  also  a  costly  and  dangerous 
component,  and  one  that  should  be  re- 
jected. Congress  must  not  authorize 
the  spending  of  tens  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars on  a  missile  that  is  to  be  phased 
out  almost  as  soon  as  it  is  completed, 
and  that  can  only  be  useful  if  used  in  a 
first  strike. 

The  time  has  come  for  a  consensus 
on  our  strategic  nuclear  policy.  That 
consensus  should  include  a  cancella- 
tion of  the  MX  program  for  which 
there  is  no  military  justification. 

Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HART.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  two  newspaper  articles  that  I 
referred  to  appear  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  the  debate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  arti- 
cles were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  Apr.  19.  1983] 
Leader  of  MX  Panel  Says  Politics  Played 
Key  Role  in  Decision 
(By  Steven  V.  Roberts) 

Washington,  April  18.— The  chairman  of 
a  Presidential  commission  that  advocates 
deployment  of  100  MX  missiles  in  existing 
silos  said  today  that  the  recommendation 
was  shaped  as  much  by  political  consider- 
ations as  by  military  requirements. 

Brent  Scowcroft,  the  chairman  of  the 
panel,  told  a  Senate  hearing  that  the  com- 
mission 'did  Include  political  practicality 
elements"  in  Its  deliberations.  If  politics  had 
been  laid  aside,  he  said,  the  recommenda- 
tion would  probably  have  been  different. 

mobile  plan  PREFERllED 

Mr.  Scowcroft,  a  retired  Air  Force  general 
who  was  national  security  adviser  to  Presi- 
dent Ford,  and  Harold  Brown,  Secretary  of 
Defense  under  President  Carter  and  a  con- 
sultant to  the  commission,  said  that  from  a 
purely  military  standpoint,  they  both  pre- 
ferred basing  the  huge  missiles  in  some  sort 
of  mobile  system  instead  of  in  fixed  sUos 
that  are  more  vulnerable  to  attack. 

But  that  option  was  precluded,  Mr.  Scow- 
croft said,  by  "the  nature  of  the  environ- 
ment In  which  the  decision  was  made." 

Under  the  panel's  recommendation,  the 
MX  would  be  only  a  temporary  weapon, 
lasting  Into  the  1990's.  In  an  Important 
shift,  the  panel  also  recommended  acceler- 
ated research  Into  a  smaller  and  more  ma- 
neuver&ble  missile  that  would  eventually  re- 
place the  larger  and  less  flexible  MX. 

A  mobile  system  was  pror>osed  by  F^esl- 
dent  Carter,  and  Ronald  Reagan  attacked 
the  concept  In  the  1980  presidential  cam- 
paign. Mr.  Reagan  scrapped  the  Idea  In  his 
first  year  In  office  after  he  was  heavily  lob- 
bled  by  two  of  his  strongest  supporters  on 
Capitol  Hill,  Senator  Paul  Laxalt  of  Nevada 
and  Senator  Jake  O&m  of  Utah. 


The  mobUe  system  prop)osed  by  F»resident 
Carter,  sometimes  known  as  the  "racetrack" 
plan,  would  have  shuttled  the  missile  across 
the  desert  In  an  attempt  to  deceive  the  Rus- 
sians. In  so  doing,  it  would  have  used  large 
sections  of  the  states  represented  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  friends  Mr.  Laxalt  and  Mr. 
Gam. 

After  abandoning  the  racetrack  plan,  the 
Reagan  Administration  suggested  basing 
the  MX  In  the  sUos  now  occupied  by  Min- 
uteman missiles.  When  Congress  objected, 
the  White  House  suggested  basing  all  of  the 
missiles  In  a  small  area  of  Wyoming.  Con- 
gress rejected  that  idea  as  well,  and  mandat- 
ed creation  of  the  Scowcroft  commission. 

President  Reagan  is  expected  to  give  his 
formal  endorsement  to  the  recommenda- 
tions on  Tuesday.  After  that.  Congress  will 
have  45  days  to  approve  the  basing  mode. 
The  lawmakers'  approval  Is  needed  to  re- 
lease $560  million  In  engineering  fimds  that 
have  been  blocked  since  last  December. 

The  panel's  recommendation  has  received 
mixed  reviews  on  Capitol  Hill.  Senator  John 
Tower,  the  Texas  Republican  who  Is  chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Services  Committee, 
which  staged  today's  hearing,  called  the 
report  "a  clear  and  comprehensive  vision  of 
America's  deterrent  and  arms  control  poli- 
cies." 

But  Senator  Gordon  J.  Humphrey,  Re- 
publican of  New  Hampshire,  voiced  doubts 
about  deploying  the  MX,  which  stands  for 
mlssUe  experimental. 

Tm  a  hawk,  In  plain  English,"  said  Mr. 
Humphrey,  who  faces  re-election  next  year. 
"But  1  have  to  agree  that  we  have  enough 
warheads  already." 

Nineteen  Republican  Senators  complete 
their  terms  In  1984,  and  many  of  them  are 
worried  that  White  House  arms  control  poli- 
cies could  cause  them  problems  at  the  polls. 
If  enough  of  them  agree  with  Senator  Hum- 
phrey and  turn  against  the  commission  rec- 
ommendation. It  could  have  trouble  passing 
the  Senate. 

Today's  hearing  presaged  many  of  the  ar- 
guments that  will  be  heard  on  Capitol  Hill 
In  the  weeks  ahead.  Mr.  Scowcroft  acknowl- 
edged that  the  panel's  recommendation  was 
not  an  "optimal  solution,"  and  that  the  MX 
would  not  be  invulnerable  to  a  Soviet 
attack. 

But  deploying  the  missile  was  necessary, 
he  said,  for  redressing  what  he  called  the 
"substantial  imbalance"  that  exists  between 
Soviet  and  American  strategic  forces. 

Second,  he  said,  the  missile  "Is  essential  to 
Induce  the  Soviets  toward  negotiations "  on 
arms  control. 

Third.  Mr.  Scowcroft  added,  the  weapon 
was  needed  "to  demonstrate  U.S.  national 
wUl  and  cohesion"  to  Moscow  and  to  Ameri- 
can allies  In  Europe. 

The  debate  between  the  Senators  and  the 
commission  members  produced  other  points. 
While  acknowledging  that  basing  the  MX 
mIssUe  in  existing  silos  would  leave  them 
vulnerable  to  enemy  attack,  the  panel  mem- 
bers maintained  that  the  entire  American 
strategic  force,  taken  as  a  whole,  could  sur- 
vive any  assault. 

The  recommendation  to  deploy  100  mis- 
siles was  designed  to  strike  a  balance  be- 
tween two  alms:  that  the  number  be  large 
enough  to  concern  the  Russians  but  not  so 
large  that  the  MX  could  be  seen  as  a  first- 
strike  weapon. 


[From  the  Washington  Post.  Apr.  19.  1983] 

Politics  Said  To  Play  Role  in  MX 
PosmoH 

(By  Michael  Getler) 
Members  of  a  presidential  commission  ac- 
knowledged before  Congress  yesterday  that 
political  and  environmental  pressures, 
rather  than  purely  military  factors,  figured 
most  prominently  in  their  unanimous  rec- 
ommendation that  100  new  MX  missiles  be 
placed  in  existing  Minuteman  missile  sUos. 

They  also  acknowledged  in  response  of 
questions  that,  had  they  been  able  to  put 
aside  these  nonmllltary  considerations  and 
start  over  on  the  problem  of  how  to  base 
the  MX,  they  would  have  favored  an  elabo- 
rate "shell  game"  of  the  sort  advocated  in 
the  Carter  administration  In  which  about 
200  missiles  would  have  been  hidden  among 
thousands  of  shelters  to  improve  their 
chances  of  surviving  an  attack. 

But  commission  chairman  Brent  Scow- 
croft, former  Carter  secretary  of  defense 
Harold  Brown,  and  former  dean  of  the  Mas- 
sachusetts Institute  of  Technology  John  M. 
Deutch  all  told  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  that  it  was  too  late  to  start  over 
now. 

There  is  an  urgent  need,  they  said,  to  ap- 
prove the  panel's  recommendations,  which 
are  expected  to  be  endorsed  by  President 
Reagan  today. 

Their  appearance  kicked  off  what  are  ex- 
p>ected  to  be  extensive  hearings  in  the 
Senate  and  the  House  on  the  controversial 
report  released  by  the  11 -member  MX  panel 
earlier  this  month. 

Aside  from  recommending  that  the  big 
multiple-warhead  MX  be  fielded  quickly  In 
existing  silos  to  begin  to  offset  Soviet  weap- 
ons with  similar  capabilities,  the  panel  also 
urged  development  of  a  much  smaller 
single-warhead  missile  for  the  1990s  that 
might  be  more  difficult  for  the  Russians  to 
find  and  hit  and  thus  perhaps  reduce  the 
temptation  of  either  side  to  strike  first  In  a 
crisis. 

Although  the  commission's  work  was 
praised  by  such  Influential  senators  as 
Barry  Goldwater  (R-Arlz.)  and  Sam  Nunn 
(D-Ga.),  Its  recommendations  to  put  MXs 
into  theoretically  vulnerable  existing  silos 
ran  Into  considerable  skepticism  from  a 
number  of  Democrats  and  two  leading  Re- 
publicans, who  questioned  the  role  of  poll- 
tics  in  what  was  ostensibly  a  military  deci- 
sion. 

Sens.  J.  James  Exon  (D-Neb.)  and  Carl 
Levin  (D-Mlch.)  emphasized  that  for  years 
all  the  experts  and  Congress  had  said  that 
the  Minuteman  silos  were  vulnerable  to 
attack  and  that  Reagan  had  campaigned 
hard  on  this  point  In  1980.  But  now  the 
panel  wants  to  put  the  missiles  In  such  silos 
anyway.  Exon  called  the  panel's  work  "more 
of  a  political  report  and  a  political  consen- 
sus rather  than  a  military  one  concerning 
the  security  of  the  United  States." 

"Environmental  and  political  consider- 
ations really  have  dictated  the  commission's 
current  dilemma,"  said  Sen.  William  S. 
Cohen  (R-Malne).  Alluding  to  the  objec- 
tions of  western  states  to  previous  MX 
basing  schemes  and  Reagan's  rejection  of 
Carter's  plan,  Cohen  said  the  need  was  "to 
find  a  basing  mode  that  would  suit  this 
president  and  satisfy  the  western  objections. 
Isn't  that  essentially  where  we  are?  he 
asked  Scowcroft. 
"Yes.  It  Is,"  the  chairman  acknowledged. 
Sen.  John  W.  Warner  (R-Va)  repeatedly 
came  back  to  the  question  of  '"what  Is  the 
best  system  militarily  for  the  nation?" 


JMI 


20566 

"Politics  be  damned,"  he  said  adding  that 
"I  think  we  have  a  responslbUlty  to  go  back 
and  reexamine"  the  multiple-shelter  plan 
proposed  by  Carter,  which  Scowcroft  and 
Brown  had  supported  In  the  past. 

The  exchange  with  Warner  captured  one 
of  the  basic  challenges  the  administration 
now  faces  on  Capitol  Hill.  Officials  who  in 
the  past  argued  strongly  against  use  of  Min- 
uteman  silos  on  grounds  that  they  were  vul- 
nerable to  attack  are  now  trying  to  convince 
Congress  that  vulnerability  Is  not  that  seri- 
ous a  problem  because  they  believe  that  a 
Mlnuteman  silo  plan  Is  the  only  one  possible 
politically  and  that  It  is  crucial  that  the  MX 
missile  be  deployed  any  way  It  can. 

"There  may.  looking  back  in  history,  have 
been  better  ways  to  do  this."  said  Brown. 
"However.  I  think  we  are  now  facing  a  situa- 
tion where  we  have  to  proceed  from  where 
we  are  now.  I  think  there  is  no  way  to  go 
back." 

Warner  also  put  his  finger  on  a  second 
key  question  certain  to  figure  prominently 
In  a  congressional  decision;  why  not  skip 
MX  and  go  directly  to  the  small  missile 
being  considered  as  a  successor  to  MX? 

Brown  and  Scowcroft  saJd  that  neither 
the  Russians  nor  anyone  else  would  believe 
that  the  United  States  would  actually  wind 
up  with  such  a  missile  If  it  failed  to  field  the 
MX  first  to  show  its  determination  to  bol- 
ster its  forces.  They  also  said  the  small  mis- 
sile was  many  years  away  and  there  were  no 
guarantees  that  It  would  not  run  into  politi- 
cal trouble  as  did  the  MX. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  wiU 
the  Senator  yield  me  6  minutes? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  6 
minutes  off  the  biU  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  last 
week  at  one  point  a  Tower  amendment 
was  pending  to  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  That  Tower  amendment  had 
referred  to  the  MX  as  an  "indispensa- 
ble component  of  a  sound  national  se- 
curity posture."  Then  this  body  unani- 
mously passed  a  Warner  amendment 
which,  among  other  things,  deleted 
those  lines  that  called  the  MX  an  in- 
dispensable component  of  a  sound  na- 
tional security  posture. 

Before  the  Senate  cast  that  vote.  I 
had  a  colloquy  with  Senator  Warwer 
about  the  significance  of  that  Warner 
amendment  and  pointed  out  its  pas- 
sage would  leave  the  prime  justifica- 
tion of  the  MX  in  the  judgment  of 
this  body— unanimous  vote— that  it 
would  serve  as  a  bargaining  chip.  It 
was  not  on  the  basis  of  that  amend- 
ment an  Indispensable  component  of  a 
sound  national  security  posture. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  the  MX.  as  we 
all  know,  has  many  disadvantages,  but 
Its  most  serious  disadvantage  is  that  it 
would  provide  the  world's  worst  bar- 
gaining chip.  Let  me  say  why. 

Every  day  or  so  dtulng  this  debate 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Idaho 
(Mr.  McClure)  trots  out  a  chart  that 
tells  us  exactly  why.  The  chart  does 
not  tell  us  that  the  Russians  are  way 
behind  us  in  submarine-based  missiles. 
In  fact,  at  any  given  time  the  Soviets 
may  have  300  submarine- based  mis- 
siles actually  at  sea  while  this  country 
has  3.000.  And  that  the  Soviets  also 
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suffer  overwhelming  disparity  In 
bomber-based  missiles.  Again,  we  have 
far  more  and  we  have  a  particular  ad- 
vantage in  the  nimiber  we  have  con- 
stantly In  the  air  compared  to  the  So- 
viets. 

What  the  McClure  charts  do  show  Is 
that  the  Soviets  have  over  1.000  land- 
based  missiles  with  6,000  warheads, 
giving  them  a  decisive  advantage  over 
this  country  even  if  we  build  and 
deploy  the  100  MX's. 

Of  course,  the  answer  is  that  the  So- 
viets have  some  70  percent  of  their  nu- 
clear arsenal  packed  Into  these  vulner- 
able, stationary,  land-based,  hard- 
target  kill  weapons  and  only  30  per- 
cent in  their  less  viilnerable  bombers 
and  submarines.  We  have  the  reverse. 
We  have  only  about  25  percent  of  our 
nuclear  deterrent  In  land-based,  hard- 
target  bases  and  75  percent  In  the  less 
vulnerable  submarine  and  bomber 
mode. 

What  has  all  this  got  to  do  with  the 
MX  weakness  as  a  bargaining  chip? 
Well,  just  put  yourself  In  the  position 
of  Russian  general  commanding  their 
land-based  nuclear  arsenal.  There  you 
sit.  up  to  your  neck  In  hard  target  kill, 
heavily  MIRVd  missiles,  facing  a  U.S. 
force  of  submarines  and  bombers  that 
you  cannot  find  and  cannot  hit. 

Let  me  repeat:  The  Russians  sit 
there,  up  to  their  necks  In  hard  target 
kill.  heavily-MIRV'd  missiles,  facing  a 
U.S.  force  of  submarines  and  bombers 
that  they  cannot  find  and  cannot  hit. 
But  there  comes  a  U.S.-based  deploy- 
ment of  100  MX  missiles  with  a  thou- 
sand warheads.  Suddenly,  your  mas- 
sive advantage  in  hard  target  kill  sta- 
tionary land-based  missiles  has  a  mis- 
sion It  can  fight  and  win.  If  you  were 
not  a  Communist  atheist,  you  would 
go  down  on  your  knees  and  pray  that 
Congress  does  not  derail  that  MX. 
You  would  hope  against  hope  that  the 
Americans  would  not  divert  their  stra- 
tegic defense  money  from  those  beau- 
tiful sitting-duck  targets  for  your  pre- 
ponderant Russian  missiles  to  kill. 
You  would  be  cheering,  hoping,  pull- 
ing hard  for  the  MX.  Would  you  want 
to  trade  off  your  massive  advantage  in 
land-based  missiles  to  eliminate  the 
MX?  Whom  are  you  trying  to  kid? 
Never,  never,  never. 

Oh.  of  course,  you  would  do  your 
best  to  convince  the  Americans  that 
you  feared  the  MX.  You  would  do  all 
you  could  to  encourage  them  to  pour 
as  much  of  their  defense  budget  as 
possible  Into  building  the  100  now 
planned  and  hundreds  more  If  possi- 
ble. And  why  not?  Our  own  U.S.  Air 
Force  has  told  us  that  the  Russians 
will  be  able  to  knock  out  99  percent  of 
our  land-based  missiles.  And.  oh.  what 
a  tempting  target,  when  the  Russians 
can  use  just  1  warhead  to  knock  out  10 
U.S.  warheads  because  of  our  super 
MIRVlng  of  the  MX. 

Yes,  Indeed,  I  can  see  some  genuine. 
If  quiet,  rejoicing  in  the  Kremlin.  If  we 


go  ahead  with  thdMX.  All  this  means. 
Mr.  President,  is  that  the  MX  is  stand- 
ing naked  as  a  >|ayblrd  out  there, 
bereft  of  any  merit  save  for  its  sole  fig 
leaf,  as  a  bargaining  chip.  And.  alas, 
now  it  finds  even  Its  bargaining  chip 
status.  Its  little  fig  leaf,  blasted  away 
by  the  cruel,  cold  winds  of  reality.  It 
has  no  bargaining  chip  value  at  all. 
none.  So  there  it  stsmds.  absolutely 
barren  of  any  justification  or  any 
merit,  a  $20  billion,  absolutely  naked 
jaybird,  or  maybe  I  should  say- 
turkey. 

Mr.  President.  I  thank  my  good 
friend  from  Colorado,  and  I  yield  the 

floor.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President,  I  real- 
ize that  the  upcoming  votes  we  are 
going  to  have  tomorrow  will  be  diffi- 
cult for  many.  The  Issue  of  the  MX 
has  been  debated  a  long  time  during 
the  last  couple  of  weeks.  It  has  been 
with  us  for  well  over  a  decade,  debated 
back  and  forth. 

However,  I  should  like  to  pay  tribute 
at  the  outset  of  my  remarks  to  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  for  the  fine 
work  they  did.  I  know  many  of  these 
individuals,  as  other  Senators  do. 
They  are  Intelligent,  thoughtful,  sin- 
cere people  who  are  interested  in  the 
security  of  our  Nation.  They  volun- 
tered  their  time  for  this  work.  The 
Scowcroft  Commission  took  more  than 
3  months  and  held  28  full  meetings 
and  numerous  smaller  conferences. 
They  heard  from  more  than  200  tech- 
nical experts  and  reviewed  U.S.  strate- 
gic policy  and  forces. 

Mr.  President,  these  people  come 
from  both  sides  of  the  political  spec- 
trum—some Republicans,  some  Demo- 
crats—Individuals with  outstanding 
credentials.  Yet.  if  one  listened  during 
the  last  couple  weeks  of  discussion, 
one  would  think  that  the  Commission 
recommended  something  that  was  of 
tremendous  disservice  to  this  Nation. 

I  remind  those  who  may  not  neces- 
sarily agree  with  the  Commission  that 
the  recommendations  and  the  thought 
that  went  into  the  Scowcroft  Conunls- 
slon  report  are  not  something  that 
just  came  out  overnight.  There  were 
many  meetings  during  the  3  months. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  discussion 
about  whether  this  MX  missile  that 
will  be  put  into  the  Mlnuteman  silos 
would  be  destabilizing  and  would  be  a 
first-strike  weapon.  I  know  that  mem- 
l)ers  of  the  Scowcroft  Commission  cer- 
tainly do  not  consider  this  to  be  a 
first-strike  weapon.  There  may  be  a 
disagreement  in  the  Senate,  but  this 
was  a  unanimous  report. 

On  page  18  of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission report,  they  say: 


A  program  of  deploying  on  the  order  of 
100  MX  missiles  in  existing  Mlnuteman  sUos 
would,  on  the  other  hand,  accomplish  the 
objective  set  forth  in  this  section  and  it 
would  do  so  without  threatening  stability. 

That  is  the  key— threatening  stabili- 
ty. 

The  question  Is,  How  does  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  define  "stability"? 

In  the  report,  stability  Is  defined  as 
"the  condition  which  exists  when  one 
strategic  power  believes  It  can  signifi- 
cantly improve  its  situation  by  attack- 
ing first  In  a  crisis  or  when  it  does  not 
feel  compeUed  to  launch  its  strategic 
weapons  in  order  to  avoid  losing 
them."  In  other  words,  stability  ex- 
cludes the  use-it-or-lose-lt  theory  that 
has  been  bouncing  around  like  a  ping- 
pong  ball  over  the  last  few  weeks. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission— and 
there  are  those  who  take  exception 
with  the  commission— comes  down  de- 
cidedly that  this  weapon,  deployed  in 
the  Mlnuteman  sUos.  would  not  be  a 
first-strike  weapon. 

Furthermore.  I  do  not  believe  any- 
body would  stand  up  and  say— if  they 
would,  I  would  be  the  first  to  correct 
them— that  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  is  a  first  strike  policy.  That  de- 
cidedly is  not  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  and  has  never  been  the  policy 
of  the  United  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  I  yield  myself  3  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  Commission  has 
come  down  squarely  on  the  position 
that  this  is  not  a  first-strike  weapon. 

Finally,  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
was  a  package  deal  that  was  Intricate- 
ly related  to  arms  control.  Where  we 
are  today  is  that  the  package  deal  was 
ratified  by  Congress  just  a  couple  of 
months  ago,  with  large  votes  in  the 
House  and  in  the  Senate.  Whether  we 
like  It  or  not— and  there  are  people 
who  do  not  like  It— the  MX  mlssUe. 
and  Congress  signing  off  on  the  27 
missUes  in  this  bill,  is  intricately  relat- 
ed to  the  negotiations  going  on  in 
Geneva  in  the  START  talks. 

I  daresay  that  if  Congress  were  to 
cut  the  legs  out  from  imder  the  arms 
control  talks  right  now  by  denying  the 
MX  missile  fimds,  we  would  severely 
set  back  those  negotiations  and  any 
real  chance  of  getting  an  arms  control 
treaty  this  year  or  next  year.  I  do  not 
believe  that  Is  the  objective  of  anyone. 
I  know  that  Is  not  the  objective  of  the 
opponents  of  the  MX  missile.  By  and 
large,  they  want  an  arms  control 
treaty.  But  I  do  believe  that  what  they 
are  doing  would  be  coimterproductive 
to  getting  an  anns  control  agreement. 
It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  in  the 
middle  of  a  very  difficult  situation  in 
our  Nation's  history,  where  Republi- 
can Presidents  have  a  very  difficult 
time  sustaining  modernization  pro- 
grams and  Democratic  Presidents  have 
a  very  difficult  time  getting  arms  con- 


trol treaties  ratified.  That  is  a  very  un- 
fortunate predicament. 

I  do  not  think  this  week  or  even  in 
the  next  few  months  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  the  Senate  will,  but 
if  we  would  deny  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission  package   deal   that   Congress 
signed  off  on  within  the  last  2  months 
and  would  abruptly  change  our  mind 
and  say  "no  deal."  then  I  think  that 
this  would  be  a  tremendous  setback  to 
the  piirsuit  of  an  arms  control  treaty 
that  we  need  and  that  we  want.  We 
are  not  heading  for  arms  escalation; 
hopefully,  it  Is  going  to  be  arms  reduc- 
tion. Much  of  what  Is  In  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report  regarding  shifting 
to  counting  warheads  Is  a  very  Impor- 
tant part  of  the  report  that  Is  being 
discussed  presently  in  Geneva.  I  think 
we  would  be  doing  a  tremendous  dis- 
service to  arms  control  and  the  mo- 
mentum that  appears  to  be  imderway 
right  now  if  Congress  would  change  Its 
mind   on   the   Scowcroft   Commission 
and  on  the  procurement  of  27  MX  mis- 
silcs 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
on  Senator  Hart's  time. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  ask  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  a  question  and 
have  my  question  and  his  reply  come 
out  of  the  time  of  the  opponents  on 
the  bUl. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  would  the 
Senator  be  willing  to  explain  just  how? 
I  understand  the  allegation  made  that 
this  would  set  back  arms  negotiations. 
But  how  and  in  what  way? 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  I  beUeve.  as  Mr. 
Rowny  said  before  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  last  year,  that  he  needed 
for  Congress  to  go  ahead  with  the  MX 
missile  to  use  as  leverage  in  his  negoti- 
ations with  the  Soviet  Union.  He  said 
that  before  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee.  He  has  said  it  publicly 
before.  I  take  him  at  his  word.  He  Is 
the  one  who  Is  over  there  negotiating 
for  us  and  when  he  says  this  is  a  cen- 
tral part  that  he  needs  as  leverage 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  I  believe  him. 

I  also  believe  that  the  administra- 
tion, whether  rightly  or  wrongly— the 
Senator  from  Colorado  can  disagree 
with  that— rightly  or  wrongly  the  ad- 
ministration has  put  a  lot  of  stock  In 
the  talks  at  Geneva  on  the  MX  mis- 
sile. They  are  In  power.  They  are  the 
ones  who  are  negotiating  a  treaty  and 
hopefully  I  think  will  be  able  at  some 
time  to  submit  a  treaty  to  the  Senate 
for  ratification. 

I  would  hasten  to  say  that  if  a  treaty 
is  submitted,  my  Inclination  would  be 
to  support  It.  We  have  to  wait  and  see 
what  It  Is  going  to  say  and  all  the  de- 
tails, but  I  think  it  has  probably  a 
good  chance  of  getting  through.  I  be- 
lieve that  even  though  the  Senator 


from  Colorado  supports  arms  control 
and  a  treaty  as  much  as  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  does.  I  believe  that  what 
he  is  pursuing  would  be  counterpro- 
ductive to  the  goals  that  both  Sena- 
tors subscribe  to. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  that  is  re- 
stating what  he  said  before.  I  think 
the  answer  to  my  question  is  we  are  to 
build  the  MX  missile  because  General 
Rowny  wants  It. 

Would  the  Senator  further  care  to 
explain  his  statement  that  there  Is 
momentum  underway?  What  Is  that 
about? 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  I  believe  that,  with 
the  Scowcroft  Conunission  recommen- 
dation that  was  adopted  by  Congress, 
there  Is  an  express  desire  for  serious. 
Intense  negotiations  by  the  adminis- 
tration. They  now  have  a  package 
deal,  they  have  a  strategy  where  they 
are  going  to  begin  to  talk  more  about 
warheads  and  move  toward  the  count- 
ing of  warheads  rather  than  just 
launchers.  There  Is  certainly  a  mo- 
mentum moving  forward  to  an  arms 
control  treaty. 

I  would  say  that  if  Congress  would 
change  Its  mind  and  turn  its  back  on 
the  Scowcroft  Commission  recommen- 
dations, which  it  just  adopted  less 
than  2  months  ago,  that  would  set  in 
reverse  any  kind  of  momentum  that  is 
building  up  to  reaching  some  sort  of 
an  arms  control  agreement. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  comment  that  Congress  has  never 
approved  the  Scrowcroft  Commission 
report,  and  I  do  not  think  it  will  ever 
be  called  upon  to  approve  the  Scow- 
croft Commission  report,  so  that  argu- 
ment does  not  seem  to  hold  water. 

All  that  the  Senator  responded  was 
to  the  effect  that  there  is  momentum 
between  the  President  and  Congress.  I 
did  not  think  that  that  was  where  the 
arms  control  negotiations  were  being 
conducted.  I  thought  they  were  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

So  I  am  pleased  to  hear  that  momen- 
tum has  been  restored  between  the 
President  and  Congress,  but  it  was  not 
by  Congress  approving  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  off  the  bill  to  respond  to  the 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

I  would  certainly  say  that  the  debate 
and  the  vote  that  took  place  on  May 
25,  1983,  where  the  votes  were  59  to 
39.  was  perhaps  not  direct  endorse- 
ment of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
but  it  was  certainly  implicit  support  of 
the  Scowcroft  Commission. 

There  was  a  lot  of  debate  before 
that  vote.  There  was  a  lot  of  discus- 
sion whether  we  were  going  t-  go 
ahead.  The  Scowcroft  Commission  was 
set  up  after  having  the  closely  spaced 
basing  mode  rejected  in  December. 
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This  Commission  was  set  up  under 
an  expedited  process.  Congress  voted 
on  it  and  basically  voted  to  affirm— if 
not  directly,  certainly  implicitly— the 
Scowcroft  Commission  report. 

Mr.  President,  with  regard  to  the 
question  of  momentum.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
RxcoRi)  a  letter  sent  to  Mr.  Melvln 
Price  from  Brent  Scowcroft  concern- 
ing the  arms  control  negotiations  at 
Geneva. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Presidkrt's  Commission 

ON  Stratsgic  Forces, 

July  19.  1983. 
Hon.  Mklvtn  Price, 

ChaiTTnan,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
U.S.  House  of  Repreaentativea.  Washing- 
ton. D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  response  to  your 
letter  of  today.  I  have  been  encouraged  by 
the  Initial  steps  that  have  occurred  since 
the  Congress  voted  In  May  to  support.  In 
effect,  the  package  of:  revision  In  our  strate- 
gic arms  control  proposals,  initation  of  a 
small  ICBM  program,  and  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile. 

In  the  field  of  arms  control  we  have  seen 
the  beginning  of  an  important  review  by  the 
Administration  of  its  strategic  arms  control 
proposals.  Since  May  this  has  already  re- 
sulted in  an  increase  in  the  level  of  the  bal- 
listic missile  launcher  limitations  we  are 
proposing  at  Geneva— an  increase  bringing 
the  Administration's  proposal  more  nearly 
In  line  with  our  Commission's  recommenda- 
tion to  concentrate  restrictions  on  warhead 
rather  than  launcher  limits.  We  have  also, 
since  May.  seen  the  Administration  both 
table  a  draft  START  treaty  at  Geneva  and 
Issue  new  instructions  to  our  START  dele- 
gation. Thorough  reassessments  are  also 
now  well  underway,  under  the  responsibility 
of  the  National  Security  Council,  of  several 
key  arms  control  issues.  Including  those  re- 
lated to  the  buUd-down  approach  suggested 
by  members  of  the  Congress. 

Following  these  steps  by  the  U.S.  govern- 
ment, the  Soviet  Union  has  also  tabled  new 
proposals  at  Geneva— not  perfect  by  any 
means,  but  closer  to  our  own  positions  on 
several  Issues  than  were  the  previous  Soviet 
positions. 

In  s^rt,  a  negotiation  is  now  underway. 
No  one  can  responsibly  predict  its  exact  out- 
come or  pace,  but  some  progress  is  demon- 
strably occuiing. 

I  believe  strongly  that  the  recommenda- 
tions of  our  Commission,  supported  by  the 
Administration  and  by  many  in  the  Con- 
gress, can  only  succeed  as  a  package.  Unilat- 
eral cancellation  of  the  MX  program  would, 
in  my  Judgment  (a  Judgment  In  which,  by 
the  way.  I  feel  confirmed  by  the  recently- 
published  views  of  Mr.  Andrei  Sakharov) 
abort  the  progress  at  Geneva  by  removing  a 
major  Soviet  incentive  to  negotiate.  Such 
cancellation  would  also.  I  believe,  fracture 
the  bipartisan  consensus  that  you  and  I  and 
many  others  have  worked  to  begin  to  bring 
about  over  the  last  several  months  on  these 
Important  and  difficult  questions.  I  would 
thus  recommend  support  for  the  1984  au- 
thorization for  the  MX  missile. 
Sincerely. 

Brknt  ScowcRorr. 
Chairman,  President's  Commission 

on  Strategic  Forces. 


Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Trible).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3086 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
the  clerk  will  report  the  Melcher 
amendment. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Mel- 
cher) proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
2086. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  to  S.  675  allows  COLA'S 
for  all  E-1  grade  pay  and  authorizes 
the  necessary  transfer  of  needed  funds 
which  CBO  estimates  to  be  approxi- 
mately $14  million  for  this  coming 
fiscal  year.  The  amendment  authorizes 
the  transfer  of  those  needed  funds 
from  the  Pentagon  paid  media  adver- 
tising. 

Mr.  President,  the  reason  I  believe 
that  the  amendment  is  necessary  is  to 
avoid  military  pay  compression  for  E- 
I's.  While  all  military  pay  grades  will 
receive  a  4-percent  COLA  under  the 
biU,  for  E-l's  it  is  delayed  4  months. 
The  $14  million  necessary  to  pay  all  E- 
I's  the  same  cost-of-living  adjustment 
as  the  other  grades  is  a  small  amount 
and  it  can  be  paid  out  of  the  annual 
$130  million  media  advertising  cost 
that  the  Pentagon  buys  each  year. 

There  is  a  total  of  $1  billion  annual- 
ly spent  on  recruiting  advertising  and 
incentives  to  retain  middle-grade  en- 
listed and  officer  personnel.  For  re- 
cruitment and  retention  of  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces,  it  is  most  urgent 
that  Congress  avoid  a  return  to  the 
pay  compression,  which  has  been  par- 
tially corrected  over  the  past  several 
years  by  raising  military  pay.  A  rever- 
sal of  that  policy  now  exists  in  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee  bill 
which  disallows  the  cost-of-living  ad- 
justment for  E-l's  and  E-2's. 

The  real  catch  here,  Mr.  President, 
is  whether  or  not,  by  just  skirmying 
back  a  little  bit  on  E-l's  in  the  Senate 
bill  and  skinnying  back  on  E-l's  and 
E-2's  in  the  House  bill,  we  might  find 
out  in  the  conference  committee 
report,  when  we  have  it  before  us,  that 
indeed  we  have  a  start  of  compression 
for  these  lower  grades. 

Furthermore,  the  report  on  this  bill 
we  have  l)efore  us,  S.  675,  calls  for  a 
Department  of  Defense  study  of  possi- 
ble further  delays  in  E-1  and  E-2  pay 
adjustments. 

Third,  you  have  to  remember  that 
the  President's  budget  proposal  pro- 
vided no  COLA'S  for  any  of  the  mili- 
tary. Clearly,  there  Is  already  consider- 
able indication  that  military  pay  com- 


pression for  the  middle-grade  noncom 
and  enlisted  persormel  could  mean 
that  they  will  again  become  the  scape- 
goats to  hold  down  military  costs.  I 
seek  to  avoid  that  with  this  amend- 
ment by  not  starting  even  with  E-l's 
by  delaying  their  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment. 

Recruiting  goals  for  both  enlisted 
and  officer  recruits  have  been  met. 
However,  the  quality  and  caJiber  of 
the  recruits  can  and  should  be  upgrad- 
ed. The  beginning  pay  is  important. 
The  issue  is  simply  this:  Do  we  start 
the  pay  compression  syndrome  again? 
I  believe  the  answer  should  be  no.  I 
hope  all  Senators  will  carefully  consid- 
er my  amendment  and  support  it  in 
this  vote  we  are  about  to  take  in  a  few 
minutes. 

Now  for  a  comparison  with  other 
jobs  available  to  young  people, 
McDonald's  hsunburgers  and  other 
foods  are  well  known.  If  we  look  at 
their  basic  pay,  a  young  person,  17  to 
18  years  old,  could  be  earning  about  $4 
per  hour  at  McDonald's.  In  their  40- 
hour  week,  that  is  $640  a  month.  They 
get  two  meals  a  day  free  off  the  menu 
and  perhaps  that  is  worth  $120  per 
month,  maybe  more,  depending  upon 
how  hungry  they  are  and  how  much 
they  eat  there.  They  are  also  issued  a 
work  uniform,  with  cap,  shirt,  and 
jacket. 

The  difference  is  this:  E-l's  and  E- 
2's  are  typically  on  duty  up  to  60 
hours  a  week.  They  are  subject  to  un- 
limited duty,  subject  to  strict  disci- 
pline, and  subject  to  a  3-year  hitch. 
That  is  what  we  want  them  for.  That 
is  what  we  attract  for  our  military  is  a 
recruit  for  3  years.  Hopefully,  they 
will  stay  on  much  longer. 

Well,  McDonald's  is  one  thing.  But 
let  us  look  at  a  larger  company  that 
might  be  hiring,  such  as  a  growth  com- 
pany like  Xerox  or  IBM.  If  Xerox 
were  recruiting  new  employees,  would 
they  advertise  in  this  manner: 

Wanted:  Young  men  and  women  for 
steady  employment.  We  will  give  you  $573 
per  month.  Required  hours  of  work  will 
likely  be  about  60  hours,  but  it  could  be  a 
lot  more.  There  Is  no  overtime  nor  even  any 
extra  pay  for  those  extra  hours.  It  Is  $573 
per  month.  We  are  going  to  allow  you  some 
food  that  will  not  be  ordered  off  the  menu, 
but  it  Is  food  and  it  costs  us  about  $3.30  per 
day  or  $1.10  per  meal.  Take  your  turn  at 
clean  up  rotation  In  the  kitchen.  You  will 
get  some  housing,  a  bunk,  footlocker. 
sheets.  pUlow.  and  blankets.  You  may  not 
get  much  leave  time,  but  we  plan  to  give  you 
some.  We  don't  know  exactly  when,  but  we 
plan  to  give  you  some  leave  time.  We  may 
want  you  In  any  number  of  States  or  any  of 
a  number  of  countries. 

P.S.  We  may  want  to  put  you  In  ^  very 
dangerous  part  of  the  world  and  may  call 
upon  you  any  time  to  do  that.  Your  pay 
won't  vary  from  $573  for  a  while.  We  may 
up  it  over  a  year  or  two  to  around  $650.  and 
possibly  even  a  little  higher.  But  we  want 
you  for  3  years.  We  want  you  completely 
and  we  want  you  subject  to  our  call,  our 
whim,  and  our  discipline. 


Xerox  or  any  other  growth  company 
does  not  advertise  that  way. 

I  am  not  saying  we  should  change 
much,  but  we  should  change  in  this 
bill  to  allow  a  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment for  these  recruits  exactly  as  for 
the  other  grades. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 
Mr.  TOWER  addressed  the  Chair. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
note  that  there  is  a  strong  array  of  op- 
position to  this  amendment.  We  have 
had  expressed  opposition  from  Larry 
Korb.  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense; from  Major  General  Porter  of 
the  Army,  the  Director,  Military  Per- 
sonnel Management;  from  Ty  McCoy, 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Manpower  for 
the  Air  Force;  from  Rear  Admiral 
Harlow,  the  Navy  Assistant  Deputy 
CNO  for  Manpower;  and  from  Lieu- 
tenant General  Maloney,  Marine  DCS 
Personnel  Policy,  all  of  whom  oppose 
the  Melcher  amendment. 

I  might  say  that  every  NCO  I  have 
talked  to  opposes  it.  Many  of  them 
think  that  E-1  pay  is  too  high  as  it  is; 
that,  actually,  recruiting  is  working 
very  well  now;  and  a  freeze  of  recruit 
pay  will  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
recruiting,  but  the  money  that  the 
Senator  from  Montana  proposes  to  cut 
out  of  the  recruiting  budget  would 
have  a  very  adverse  impact. 

We  have  already  reduced  requests, 
including  funds,  by  $17  million.  Fur- 
ther reductions  suggested  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Montana  would  be  very  ad- 
verse to  our  recruiting  efforts. 

I  trust  the  Senate  will  do  the  same 
thing  it  did  with  this  amendment  Sat- 
urday a  week  ago  when  it  defeated  it 
by  a  vote  of  63  to  14. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the   distinguished   Senator   from   Ne- 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  4  minutes? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
oppose  this  amendment,  just  as  I  did 
over  a  week  ago.  I  refer  my  colleagues 
to  my  remarks  in  the  Record  of  Satur- 
day, July  16,  on  page  S10189,  for  fur- 
ther details. 

A  similar  proposal  was  tabled  by  an 
overwhelming  vote  of  63  to  14.  I 
thought  the  matter  had  been  disposed 
of  at  that  time. 

As  I  said  then,  this  Senator  has  been 
in  the  forefront  of  Improving  aU  condi- 
tions of  the  service  people  on  pay  and 
other  benefits,  as  a  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  Subcom- 
mittee on  Manpower  and  Personnel. 
The  only  difference  between  today's 
amendment  and  the  one  which  was 
tabled  9  days  ago  is  that,  at  least  at 
this  time,  the  sponsor  has  offered  to 
pay  for  it.  This  would  be  accomplished 
by  reducing  the  recruiting  media  ad- 


vertising budget  proposed  for  the  De- 
fense Department  in  fiscal  year  1984. 

Unfortunately,  however,  the  minor 
change  does  not  enhance  its  appeal 
one   iota.   Mr.   President,   the  Armed 
Services  Committee  decided  on  these 
questions    of    pay    after    a    complete 
review  of  the  current  situation  and 
after  much  thought.  There  is  today  a 
careful  mix  of  inducements  to  join  the 
Army.  Entry-pay  level  and  recruiting 
advertising  each   have   an   important 
role  to  play.  In  1970  problems  were 
caused  by  reducing  the  recruiting  and 
advertising    budgets    right    after    the 
huge  entry-level  pay  increases  which 
came  along  for  the  aJl  volunteer  force. 
Hopefully  all  of  us  who  are  involved 
with    the    military    pay    issues    have 
learned  the  lessons  of  the  past.  We 
need  a  mix  of  inducements  and  I  be- 
lieve  the   mix   contained   in   this   bill 
that  we  have  before  us  is  appropriate 
without  the  amendment  that  has  been 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Montana. 
During  his  introductory  remarks  on 
this  amendment  on  Friday,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Montana  spoke  of  equal  pay 
raises  for  those  who  will  be  in  the 
front   lines.   Mr.   President,    I   repeat 
what  I  said  1  week  ago  Saturday,  per- 
sonnel in  pay  category  E-1  with  less 
than  4  months  of  service  are  not  in 
the  front  lines.  The  vast  majority  are 
in   basic   training   and   in   their   skill 
training  for  specialization.  Had  it  been 
otherwise,  I  would  have  supported  the 
pay    increase    for   this    group.    When 
people  begin  to  be  exposed  to  poten- 
tial or  real  hazards  they  are  beyond 
the   4-month   point   and   will   receive 
their  cost-of-living  increase. 

Last  week  reference  was  made  to  the 
food  and  living  conditions  as  not  the 
best.  Of  aU  the  GAO  reports  which  we 
have  reviewed  in  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  I  have  never  seen  refer- 
ence to  poor  living  conditions  of  re- 
cruits in  basic  or  initial  training.  In 
short,  the  food  and  barracks  are  com- 
pletely acceptable. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  pay 
compression  for  E-1  is  not  the  prob- 
lem. Pay  compression  for  middle  and 
senior  level  NCO's  and  petty  officers 
remains  somewhat  of  a  problem  and 
the  pay  tables  in  this  bill  will  help  fix 
that.  I  urge  once  again  the  defeat  of 
the  pending  amendment.  If  we  defeat 
the  authorization  for  MX  deployment 
in  the  vulnerable  silos,  which,  in  my 
opinion,  we  will  not  do.  but  if  we  do 
that  then  we  can  employ  the  moneys 
saved  to  enhance  E-l's  and  other  well- 
known  higher  priorities,  in  the  opinion 
of  this  Senator,  to  meet  our  national 
defense  needs. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time.  I  yield  it  back  to  the 

manager  of  the  bill.        

The   PRESIDING   OFFICER.   Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 


Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  In 
strong  opposition  to  the  amendment. 
As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Manpower  and  Persormel,  I  can  tell 
my  colleagues  that  the  committee  pro- 
vision not  providing  an  increase  in  the 
pay  of  E-l's  with  less  than  4  months 
of  service  was  the  result  of  extensive 
hearings  and  study  on  the  compensa- 
tion system. 

It  is  a  very  appropriate  thing  to 
create  a  new  pay  raise  after  4  months 
of  active  duty.  The  first  4  months  of 
active  duty  are  spent  in  training— a 
raise  at  the  4-month  point  is  a  good  in- 
centive to  complete  training  and  a  jus- 
tifiable reward  for  doing  so,  it  certain- 
ly parallels  personnel  management  in 
the  business  world. 

It  should  also  be  remembered  that 
during  that  initial  4-month  training 
period,  the  recruit,  in  addition  to  re- 
ceiving $573  in  basic  pay.  is  also  pro- 
vided food,  housing,  clothing,  and 
medical  care.  His  needs  are  taken  care 
of. 

This  is  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  at 
the  existing  level,  each  of  the  services 
is  easily  meeting  its  recruiting  quotas. 
In  fact,  there  are  now  approximately 
150,000  already  in  the  delayed  enlist- 
ment program  who  have  signed  up  to 
come  in  and  are  just  waiting  for  an 
opening. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  is 
not  needed  and  should  not  be  adopted. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  no  on  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  President,  of  course,  there  is 
always  interest  in  who  supports  this. 
Well,  there  is  not  very  much  constitu- 
ency around  here  for  E-l's.  I  am  glad 
to  hear  what  has  been  said  about  E-2's 
and  about  the  middle  grade  of  non- 
commissioned officers.  I  hope  that 
holds  true.  But  the  important  thing  is 
it  is  a  little  bit  off  the  E-l's  here,  just 
4  months,  and  over  in  the  House  they 
are  not  going  to  give  the  E-l's  or  E-2's 
a  cost-of-living  adjustment.  So  what 
are  we  facing  here  in  this  Senate?  We 
are  facing  a  little  backward  step  here, 
and  in  conference  possibly  a  much 
larger  step  in  order  to  get  a  bill  out  of 
conference.  I  say  draw  the  line  right 
now. 

Why  should  we  want  to  take  off 
from  the  very  bottom,  the  lowest  paid 
people,  any  of  the  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment? I  do  not  know  of  any  good 
reason.  As  it  is  right  now,  E-l's  are  sit- 
ting at  86  percent  of  their  Increase  in 
pay  going  back  to  the  time  before  the 
All-Volunteer  system  was  started. 
That  is  about  10  yesu^  ago  or  a  little 
over  10  years  ago.  But  the  other 
grades  are  all  higher.  They  are  about 
100  percent  and  some  of  them,  after 
this  bill  is  passed,  thank  goodness,  will 
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be  at  a  little  bit  more  than  100  per- 
cent. 

There  is  pay  compression  for  the  E- 
I's.  That  is  where  it  is  right  now.  and 
this  takes  a  little  more  of  a  lick  at  pay 
compression  for  E-l's.  who  are  at  the 
very  bottom  of  the  ladder, 
.r  Fourteen  million  dollars  is  a  small 
amount  and  perhaps  it  should  not 
even  be  argued  on  this  floor,  but  I  am 
argxiing  because  the  principle  is  great. 
It  is  whether  or  not  we  are  going  to 
treat  everybody  the  same  on  a  cost-of- 
living  adjustment,  everybody  who  is  in 
the  armed  services  the  same,  at  least  4 
percent.  I  think  that  is  worth  fighting 
for.  And  particularly  in  view  of  what 
the  House  is  doing.  We  all  understand 
very  thoroughly  that  during  confer- 
ence with  the  lower  amount  for  E-ls 
and  E-2's  in  the  House,  this  Senate 
bill  will  come  back  with  a  further  re- 
duction after  conference. 

That  is  the  start  of  not  just  pay 
compression  for  E-l's.  but  it  will  be 
the  start  of  pay  compression  for  all  of 
the  lower  grades. 

Who  supports  this?  Who  supports 
my  amendment?  WeU.  I  talked  to  the 
Air  Force  sergeants'  representative 
this  afternoon  and  he  said,  "Go  to  it. 
You  are  absolutely  right.  I  see  it  ex- 
actly the  same." 

That  is  an  association  that  knows 
what  pay  compression  is  because  they 
have  experienced  it.  They  see  a  little 
bit  off  here  for  E-l's  now,  and  the 
House  has  no  cost-of-living  adjustment 
for  E-l's  and  E-2's,  and  they  see  that 
marching  right  through  all  the  ranks. 
Why  should  we  do  that? 

I  have  talked  to  Stars  and  Stripes, 
published  all  over  this  world.  They 
say,  "Go  for  it  Melcher."  they  say, 
"Your  amendment  is  right." 

I  will  go  on  what  they  say. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  JEPSEN.  I  yield  our  remaining 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  How  much  time  re- 
mains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Three 
minutes  in  opposition. 

Mr.  JEPSEN.  I  yield  2  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  listened  with  Interest 
to  the  statement  made  by  the  sponsor 
of  the  amendment.  I  believe  first  he 
should  understand  that  those  of  us  on 
the  Manpower  Subcommittee  have 
gone  into  the  very  subject  he  has  ad- 
dressed himself  to  in  great  detail.  We 
must  remember,  though,  that  during 
that  time  when  we  started  the  All-Vol- 
unteer service,  we  actually  caused 
great  concern  among  the  senior  and 
middle  level  NCO's.  We  raised  the 
level  so  high,  the  pay  for  the  people 
coming  in,  that  there  was  not  the 
spread  that  there  should  be  to  encour- 
age people  to  work  their  way  up. 

I  would  remind  the  Senator  from 
Montana  that  after  4  months  these 
people  move  on  up  into  a  higher  grade 
so  they  are  not  stuck  in  any  one  grade 


that  is  going  to  be  harmful  to  them  at 
all.  They  have  to  wait  4  months  only. 

I  share  his  concern,  and  I  hope,  and 
would  say  now  that  I  hope,  that  our 
conferees  with  the  House  will  not 
agree  to  any  reduction  at  all  in  the 
level  that  we  are  presently  paying  the 
E-l's.  I  congratulate  the  Senator  from 
Montana  for  bringing  up  that  point.  I 
would  not  be  happy  with  that  and  I 
hope  that  our  conferees  will  not  give 
in.  I  hope  to  be  a  conferee  myself  and 
I  assure  the  Senator  from  Montana 
that  I  will  fight  the  cause  he  has  just 
outlined.  I  do  not  think  we  are  going 
to  reduce  the  level  of  E-l's  for  the 
very  reason  that  the  Congress  has  just 
voted  themselves  a  handsome  increase 
In  pay.  I  cannot  imagine  what  the 
Congress  would  look  like  if,  while 
giving  themselves  an  Increase  in  pay, 
they  reduce  the  pay  of  E-l's,  and  I  do 
not  think  it  will  happen.  I  reserve  the 
remainder  of  the  time  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  President,  have 
the  yeas  and  nays  been  requested? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  They 
have  not  been. 

Mr.  JI3»SEN.  They  have  been  or 
they  have  not  been? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  They 
have  not  been. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  is  there 
any  time  remaining  for  either  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  54  seconds  remaining  to  the  oppo- 
sition. The  proponents  have  none. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  President,  with  regard  to  the 
vote  pursuant  to  the  consent  request, 
is  there  a  tabling  motion  in  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
agreement  provides  for  a  vote  in  rela- 
tion to  the  amendment.  That  would 
allow  a  tabling  motion. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana  on  the  table.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  the  amendments  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana  on  the  table.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  caU  the  roU. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Garn),  the 
Senator  from  Washington  (Mr. 
GoRTOw),  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Hatch),  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mrs.  Kassebaum),  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  (Mr.  Murkowski),  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  (Mr.  Rudman), 
and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  WocKKR).  are  necessarily  absent. 


I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  E>omenici)  is 
at>sent  due  to  illness. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr.  Biden), 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
BoREM),  the  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Chiles),  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  (Mr.  Ford),  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Hetlin),  the  Sena- 
tor from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings),  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Long),  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Nunn),  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  56, 
nays  26— as  follows: 

[RoUcaU  Vote  No.  217  Leg.] 

YEAS-56 


Abdnor 

Orassley 

Percy 

Andrews 

Hatfield 

Preasler 

Amutrong 

Hawkins 

Proxmlre 

Baker 

Hecht 

Quayle 

BenUen 

Heinz 

Roth 

Bo«chwltz 

Helms 

Simpson 

Bndley 

Humphrey 

Specter 

Ch^ee 

Jackson 

Stafford 

Cochran 

Jepsen 

Stennls 

Cohen 

Kasten 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kennedy 

Synuns 

O«nforth 

lAxalt 

Thurmond 

Denton 

Lugar 

Tower 

Dtxon 

Mathlas 

Trlble 

Dole 

Mattlngly 

Wallop 

Durenberger 

McClure 

Warner 

East 

NIcUes 

Wilson 

Exon 

Packwood 

Zorlnsky 

Qoldwater 

PeU 
NAYS-26 

Baucua 

Huddleston 

MItcheU 

Blngaman 

Inouye 

Moynlhan 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Pryor 

Burdlck 

Lautenberg 

Randolph 

Byrd 

Leahy 

RIegle 

DeConclnl 

Levin 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

Matsunaga 

Sasser 

Eagleton 

Melcher 

Tsongas 

Hart 

Metzenbaum 

NOT  VOTING- 

-18 

BIden 

Oam 

Kassebaum 

Boren 

Glenn 

Long 

ChUes 

Oorton 

Murkowski 

Cranston 

Hatch 

Nunn 

Domenlcl 

Heflln 

Rudman 

Pord 

HoUlngs 

Welcker 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

THE  TECHNICAL  DATA  PROVISION  SBCTIOlt  1034 
OF  S.  676,  THE  DETEMSE  AtmiORIZATIOR  BIU. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  sec- 
tion 1024  of  the  defense  authorization 
bill  would  add  a  new  section  140c  to 
title  10  which  would  permit  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  to  withhold  from 
public  access  certain  kinds  of  technical 
data  with  military  or  space  applica- 
tion. 


It  is  clear  from  the  accompanying 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  that  this  provision  is  intended 
to  provide  the  Defense  Department 
with  specific  statutory  authority- 
qualifying  under  the  third  exemption 
from  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act 
(FOIA)  (5  U.S.C.  552(b)(3))— to  deny 
public  access  under  the  FOIA  to  such 
technical  information.  This  provision 
will  prevent  the  FOIA  from  being  used 
by  military  and  economic  competitors 
of  the  United  States  and  U.S.  industry 
as  a  means  of  acquiring  valuable  but 
unclassified  U.S.  technical  data  at  the 
American  taxpayers'  expense. 

I  believe  that  section  1024  of  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill  and  its  accom- 
panying report  language  address  the 
problem  of  technology  transfer  in  a 
precise  and  deliberate  manner  that 
carefully  balances  the  need  for  appro- 
priate protections  with  the  need  for 
continued  public  accessibUity  of  many 
Defense  Department  records. 

I  emphasize  the  importance  of  the 
report  language  accompanying  section 
1024  because  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  has  done  an  excellent  job  of 
addressing  many  of  the  key  concerns 
that  have  arisen  concerning  the  scope 
and  Intent  of  such  a  proposed  statuto- 
ry solution  to  the  FOIA  technology 
transfer  issue.  The  report  language  is 
indispensable  to  an  accurate  under- 
standing of  the  purpose  and  effect  of 
the  proposed  withholding  authority  as 
it  is  Intended  to  be  employed. 

With  resi>ect  to  some  points  raised 
by  section  1024.  however.  I  have  sever- 
al additional  clarifying  questions. 

First.  I  note  that  the  statutory  defi- 
nition of  technical  data  with  military 
or  space  application  enumerates  spe- 
cific   items    that    embody    technical 
data— that    is,    blueprints,    drawings, 
plans,  instructions,  computer  software 
and  d(x:umentation— and  then  broad- 
ens to  include  other  technical  informa- 
tion that  can  be  used  or  adapted  for 
use  to  design,  engineer,  produce,  man- 
ufacture, operate,  repair,  overhaul,  or 
reproduce  any  military  or  space  equip- 
ment or  technology  concerning  such 
equipment.   Unless  the  phrase  other 
technical  information  is  understood  to 
mean  other  technical  information  that 
is  similar  or  comparable  to  the  listed 
items  in  its  nature,  purpose,  or  utility 
for  achieving  the  specified  objectives, 
the   worthy   effort   to   focus   on   the 
kinds  of  technical  data  covered  could 
be  undermined.  It  is  therefore  correct 
that  other  technical  Infomaatlon  that 
can   be   used   or   adapted   for  use   to 
achieve  the  indicated  objectives  must 
be  similar  or  comparable  in  nature, 
purpose,  or  utility  to  blueprints,  draw- 
ings, and  the  like  in  order  to  be  cov- 
ered by  this  provision? 
Mr.  THURMOND.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  Second,  the  com- 
mittee report  Indicates  that  a  substan- 
tial amotuit  of  the  data  Intended  to 
qualify   for   this   provision   are   data 


which  have  been  developed  for  the  De- 
fense Department  under  contract  by 
private  companies  and  in  which  the 
Department  now  holds  unlimited 
rights.  Am  I  correct  In  reading  this 
provision  as  intended  to  apply  to  such 
data  only  where  the  data  are  of  the 
kind  that  could  constitute  a  trade 
secret  or  commercial  or  financial  in- 
formation within  the  meaning  of  the 
fourth  exemption  from  the  FOIA  (5 
U.S.C.  !  552(b)(4))  If  the  private  con- 
tractor retained  its  own  rights  to  the 
data?  Obviously,  the  provisions  of  that 
exemption  which  require  a  showing 
that  the  data  be  privileged  and  confi- 
dential would  not  apply. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  That  is  correct. 
Let  me  also  make  it  clear  that  this  cri- 
terion wiU  not  apply  when  the  techni- 
cal data  which  the  Secretary  seeks  to 
withhold  have  been  developed  by  a 
governmental  entity  or  a  nonprofit 
contractor.  In  such  cases  the  Secretary 
would  not  have  to  show  that  the  data 
are  the  kind  that  could  constitute  a 
trade  secret  or  commercial  or  financial 
information.  They  could  be  withheld 
so  long  as  the  other  statutory  criteria 
were  satisfied. 

Mr.   KENNEDY.   Third,   the  report 
also  indicates  that  information  relat- 
ing to  cost-overruns,  cost-effectiveness 
evaluations,  concept  evaluations,  and 
performance  or  reliability  evaluations 
in   connection  with  Defense   Depart- 
ment programs  would  not  be  covered 
by    section    1024.    Such    information 
should  continue  to  be  publicly  avail- 
able to  the  extent  it  is  now.  Am  I  cor- 
rect that  section  1024  would  similarly 
be    inapplicable    to    the    formulation, 
declaration,    and    implementation    of 
unclassified    information    concerning 
policies  governing,  for  example,  the 
priority  or  importance  of  a  paj-ticular 
weapon  system,  or  other  defense  pro- 
gram, or  our  willingness  to  make  such 
systems  or  programs  available  to  other 
nations? 
Mr.  THURMOND.  That  Is  correct. 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  Fourth,  the  report 
indicates  that  the  reasonable  segrega- 
bUlty  principle  of  the  FOIA- requiring 
an  agency  to  release  the  nonexempt 
remainder  of  a  record  after  exempt 
portions  have  been  deleted— applies  to 
this  provisicn  so  that,  to  the  extent 
technical  data  subject  to  this  provision 
are  included  in  studies  and  reports  re- 
lating to  cost  and  effectiveness,  such 
data  may  be  deleted  but  the  remaining 
nonexempt    portions    including    data 
representing  the  results  of  the  evalua- 
tion, must  be  released.  Is  it  not  correct 
that  segregabUity  is  required  with  re- 
spect   to    any    Defense    Department 
record  that  may  contain  exempt  tech- 
nical data,  and  is  not  limited  simply  to 
reports  relating  to  costs  and  effective- 
ness? 
Mr.  THURMOND.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.    KENNEDY.    In    light    of    the 
report  language  and  these  additional 


clsuiflcatlons,  I  support  this  section 
1024  of  the  defense  authorization  bill. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  If  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senate,  I 

have  Indicated  to  both  sides 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  beg  the 
majority  leader's  pardon  for  the  inter- 
ruption, but  we  should  have  some 
order  in  the  Senate.  We  are  about  to 
hear  the  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  Those  Sena- 
tors wishing  to  converse  should  retire 
to  the  cloakroom. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  announce  that  there  will  be  no 
more  record  votes  tonight. 

Tomorrow  morning,  the  Senate  will 
come  in  at  9:30. 

After  the  recognition  of  the  two 
leaders  under  the  standing  order, 
there  probably  will  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness. The  Senate  wlU  then  resume  con- 
sideration of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense authorization  bUl. 

We  will  recess  from  12  until  2  p.m., 
in  order  to  accommodate  the  caucuses 
of  both  parties,  which  will  require  the 
attendance  of  Senators  off  the  floor. 

At  2  p.m.,  the  Senate  will  resume 
consideration  of  this  measure,  and  the 
vote  on  final  passage  will  occur  at  9 
o'clock  tomorrow  evening.  I  hope  we 
can  substantitilly  improve  on  that  time 
for  final  passage.  I  am  going  to  consult 
with  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  the 
Senator  from  Texas,  and  the  minority 
leader  and  get  a  better  estimate  about 
how  many  amendments  will  be  offered 
of  those  that  are  permitted  under  the 
order  and  how  long  they  are  likely  to 
take,  so  that  after  we  convene  in  the 
morning.  I  can  make  a  better  judg- 
ment of  how  long  we  will  be. 

I  hope  we  can  finish  this  biU  by  6  or 
7  p.m.  instead  of  9  o'clock  or  9:30  to- 
morrow evening.  I  think  we  can  do  so. 
based  on  the  face  of  things  today  and 
the  way  the  matter  appears  to  be  un- 
folding. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield. 
Mr.  TOWER.  Senator  Hart  and  I 
have  discussed  this,  and  it  appears 
probably  that  the  opponents  of  the 
MX  will  offer  two  amendments.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  the  preference  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Colorado  that  we  debate  his 
amendment,  which  is  the  pending 
amendment— it  has  already  been  laid 
down— for  a  good  part  of  the  after- 
noon, and  then  vote  on  it.  and  perhaps 
with  a  vote  on  the  other  amendment 
to  be  offered. 

That  is  only  a  tentative  suggestion, 
but  it  gives  Senators  an  idea  of  the  sit- 
uation. I  think  we  should  restructure 
the  time  agreement  slightly  to  accom- 
modate that.  We  are  almost  out  of 
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time  on  the  bill,  and  we  migtit  wish  ad- 
ditional time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  On  July  13  of 
this  year,  I  had  a  colloquy  with  the 
majority  leader  and  Senator  Helms 
concerning  the  Intention  of  the  major- 
ity leader  to  proceed  to  the  agricultur- 
al bill  immediately  after  the  DOD  bill. 
Is  it  still  the  intent  of  the  majority 
leader  to  proceed  along  that  line? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President,  it 
is.  During  the  same  period— not  in  the 
colloquy  to  which  the  Senator  refers— 
I  believe  I  indicated  that,  if  possible.  I 
would  lilce  to  do  the  MilCon  appropria- 
tion bill.  As  it  turns  out,  there  prob- 
ably will  be  two  appropriations  bills 
that  can  be  disposed  of  in  a  very  short 
time— the  MilCon  ai-ipropriation  bill 
and  the  D.C.  appropriation  bill. 

What  I  should  lilie  to  do  if  we  can- 
indeed,  when  we  finish  this  bill— is 
move  directly  to  the  target  price  bill, 
but  temporarily  lay  it  aside  so  that  we 
can  do  those  two  appropriations  bill, 
under  a  time  agreement,  and  then  go 
back  to  the  target  price  bill. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  thanli  the 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  hope  the  majority 
leader  would  include  the  Interior  ap- 
propriations bill. 

Mr.  BAKER.  By  all  means.  I  do  in- 
clude that,  to  do  it  as  soon  as  we  can. 

We  started  out  with  a  highly  contro- 
versial bill,  and  I  was  advised  we  might 
be  able  to  do  it  in  a  day.  I  am  now  ad- 
vised that  we  might  be  able  to  do  it  in 
less  than  a  day.  Negotiations  continue: 
and  if  we  can  get  that  down,  we  will  do 
it  in  the  same  package.  To  get  three 
appropriations  bills  out  of  the  way  on 
short  time  agreements  will  be  a  very 
major  accomplishment,  and  I  would 
like  to  do  that. 

To  answer  the  Senator  from  Ohio.  I 
do  intend  to  honor  the  commitment 
that  was  made. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Prom  past  experience.  I 
would  think  the  military  construction 
bill  and  the  D.C.  appropriations  biU 
probably  would  take  a  lot  of  time, 
without  a  time  agreement.  Also,  there 
is  the  Interior  appropriations  bill. 

In  any  event.  I  will  try  on  this  side 
to  secure  time  agreements. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader.  I  pledge  to  him  that  I  will  work 
with  him. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  am  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee,  and  that  is  a  reason  for 
stating  my  interest.  Prom  time  to 
time,  I  have  appointed  a  designee  to 
handle  the  bill. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Is  the  majority 
leader  In  any  position  to  indicate  what 


we  will  be  doing  next  week?  I  take  it 
that  will  be  the  final  week  before  the 
recess. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
firm  intention  to  finish  the  business  of 
the  Senate  and  permit  us  to  adjourn 
on  schedule  on  August  5.  Barring  an 
absolute  emergency  of  some  sort.  I 
think  we  will  meet  that,  even  if  we 
might  leave  some  loose  ends  dangling. 

I  previously  supplied  the  minority 
leader  a  list  of  must  items  and  in  order 
to  get  out  on  August  5  we  are  going  to 
have  to  postpone  many  of  those  items. 
I  am  sorry  for  that.  But  I  am  deter- 
mined to  try  to  get  us  out  on  August  5. 

The  general  schedule  would  include 
the  three  appropriation  bills  that  I 
have  discussed  with  the  minority 
leader  in  this  colloquy  Just  preceding, 
the  target  price  bill  and  the  only  one  I 
can  think  of  that  I  absolutely  am  com- 
mitted to  try  to  take  up  is  Radio 
Marti.  I  might  say  by  the  way  that 
both  the  target  price  bill  and  Radio 
Marti  are  threatened  to  be  filibuster 
situations  or  at  least  extended  debate. 

I  know  this  is  asking  a  lot,  but  I 
would  like  Members  to  consider  and  I 
especially  ask  the  sponsors  of  these 
measures  to  consider  that  it  might  be 
advantageous  for  the  Senate  to  dou- 
bletrack  those  two  items  so  that  we 
would  do  the  best  we  can  with  them 
before  we  go  out  on  August  5. 

Other  matters  some  of  which  are 
near  and  dear  to  my  heart,  including 
the  revenue  sharing  reauthorization 
and  a  number  of  others,  we  are  Just 
going  to  have  to  slip  until  we  come 
back. 

Mr.  President,  further  answering  the 
minority  leader  on  the  general  situa- 
tion. I  am  told  that  we  will  have  two 
nominations  before  us  before  long,  the 
Volcker  nomination  and  the  Jensen 
nomination,  which  is  already  on  the 
calendar.  I  do  not  think  they  will  take 
a  long  time. 

If  we  can  find  time  early  in  the 
morning  or  late  in  the  afternoon  or 
some  time  when  we  could  do  it,  I  wish 
to  consider  doing  those  two  nomina- 
tions as  well. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the  ma- 
jority leader  will  yield  again,  may  I  ask 
whether  or  not  in  his  studies  of  the 
crystal  ball  and  considering  all  matters 
pertinent  thereto  does  he  anticipate  a 
Saturday  session  this  week? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
run  out  of  money  for  roses,  and  I 
think  we  probably  wUl  not  have  one.  I 
do  not  now  foresee  the  need  for  a  Sat- 
urday session  before  we  go  out. 

There  are  three  other  things, 
though,  that  I  guess  I  should  mention, 
and  it  bothers  me  to  even  do  it. 

But  we  probably  will  have  three  con- 
.'erence  reports  to  deal  with.  They  are 
the  supplemental  conference  which  is 
in  progress  now  and  I  guess  the  House 
of  Representatives  will  act  on  perhaps 
tomorrow;  the  transportation  confer- 
ence report,  if  there  is  one,  and  the 


distinguished  chairman  of  the  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  indicated  to 
me  that  he  thought  they  might  suc- 
ceed in  getting  that;  and  withholding 
on  interest  and  dividends  which  has  to 
be  dealt  with. 

I  do  not  think  they  will  unduly  com- 
plicate the  schedule,  but  as  and  when 
those  conference  reports  get  here,  I 
feel  obligated  to  take  them  up. 

Export  Administration  I  wish  to 
take  up  and  still  have  on  the  list,  but 
we  have  a  jurisdictional  dispute  be- 
tween committees  on  that  as  well  as  a 
difficulty  of  time. 

So  I  will  talk  to  the  sponsors  about 
that  as  we  go  along. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
would  the  majority  leader  and  minori- 
ty leader  be  in  position  to  advise  the 
troops  as  to  what  the  plan  is  about 
coming  back  after  the  recess,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  we  are  scheduled  to 
come  back  on  a  Wednesday  and  that 
Wednesday  evening  begins  the  holiday 
for  some  of  us. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  dis- 
cussed this  I  believe  with  the  minority 
leader,  and  I  told  a  number  of  Sena- 
tors, and  I  thought  I  announced  it  on 
the  floor,  but  maybe  I  have  not.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Ohio  for 
prompting  me.  But  that  is  in  the 
middle  of  the  week,  the  way  the  recess 
schedule  is  done  now,  and  it  does  fall 
in  the  midst  of  the  religious  holiday 
season.  It  is  my  intention  then  to  in- 
clude in  the  adjournment  resolution 
that  we  return  at  noon  on  September 
12. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  thank  the 
majority  leader  very  much  and  I 
thank  the  minority  leader  for  taking  it 
up. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  a  few  items  that  we  might  ordinar- 
ily do  on  wrapup,  including  a  number 
of  items  on  the  Executive  Calendar, 
but  some  Members  who  are  interested 
in  those  matters  are  not  immediately 
available.  Therefore,  we  will  postpone 
the  wrapup  until  tomorrow. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
ask  that  there  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness to  extend  not  past  6:15  p.m.  in 
which  Senators  may  speak  for  not 
more  than  2  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Specter).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN 
DRUGS  AND  CRIME 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President,  epi- 
demic levels  of  drug  abuse  and  drug- 
related  violent  crime  threaten  to  crip- 
ple our  youth  and  our  Nation.  Narcot- 
ics trafficking  has  become  one  of  this 


country's  largest  businesses.  Only  one 
corporation  in  the  entire  world, 
Exxon,  has  greater  gross  revenues. 
Significantly,  even  Exxon's  profits 
pale  before  the  estimates  of  that 
earned  by  the  tax-free  Illegal  narcotics 
Industry.  The  estimated  value  of  Ille- 
gal drug  sales  in  this  country  totaled 
more  than  $79  blUion  in  1980— up  ap- 
proximately 22  percent  from  the  previ- 
ous year.  Perhaps  the  most  disturbing 
thing  at>out  the  illegal  drug  traffic  is 
that  It  Is  responsible  for  the  growth  In 
other  lUegal  enterprises. 

The  threat  drugs  present  to  the 
youth  of  America  is  particularly  dis- 
tressing. In  October  of  1982,  First 
Lady  Nancy  Reagan  told  the  First  Na- 
tional Conference  of  Parents  for  Drug- 
free  Youth,  "Drug  abuse  Is  tearing  our 
children  and  our  families  apart.  Unless 
we  act  now  we  may  lose  our  whole 
next  generation  to  drugs."  Indeed,  one 
of  the  most  worrisome  aspects  of  the 
drug  culture  is  Its  Inevitable  associa- 
tion with  the  criminal  world.  For  the 
sake  of  our  future,  illegal  drug  traf- 
ficking must  be  curbed. 

The  link  between  crime  and  drug 
abuse  was  first  described  In  detail 
more  than  50  years  ago  by  Dr.  Louis 
Lewin.  a  German  scientist.  In  his  criti- 
cally acclaimed  book,  "Phantastica." 
One  of  Lewin 's  most  telling  observa- 
tions was  that  "the  infringements  of 
law  committed  by  addicts  are  number- 
ous  and  various."  The  offenses  he 
noted  Included  theft  and  fraud  to 
obtain  money  to  buy  drugs,  and  as- 
sault and  murder  committed  by  drug- 
Intoxicated  addicts.  Lewin's  observa- 
tions have  truly  stood  the  test  of  time. 
More  than  half  a  century  since  the 
publication  of  his  treatise,  social  scien- 
tists and  psychiatrists  continue  to  doc- 
ument the  important  link  between 
drug  addiction  and  crime. 

A  more  recent  study  by  Dr.  John 
Ball  and  his  colleagues  found  that  the 
criminal  activity  of  most  confirmed 
drug  addicts  is  staggering  In  scale  and 
scope.  Dr.  Ball,  and  others,  studied  243 
heroin  addicts  over  an  11-year  period. 
Of  the  addicts  In  his  study,  he  discov- 
ered that  237  were  active  criminals, 
most  of  them  thieves.  He  described  156 
as  career  thieves:  57  engaged  In  at 
least  one  theft  a  month,  58  committed 
at  least  a  theft  a  week,  and  41  scored  a 
theft  every  day.  Besides  theft,  the  ad- 
dicts in  the  study  also  dabbled  in  the 
full  range  of  street  crime— armed  rob- 
bery, assault,  burglary,  and,  of  course, 
drug  trafficking.  The  findings  of  this 
study  shocked  even  law  enforcement 
officers.  During  the  11-year  study,  the 
237  drug  addicts  chalked  up  more  than 
500.000  crimes. 

Dr.  Ball's  findings  echo  equally  star- 
tling results  found  In  other  studies.  In 
1972.  two  criminal  justice  scholars- 
James  Inciardi  and  C.  D.  Chambers- 
found  that  26  drug  addicts  out  on  the 
streets  committed  22  major  crimes 
every  day.  In  a  later  study  focusing  on 


Miami,  Fla.,  Inciardi  linked  80,644 
crimes  committed  during  a  12-month 
period  to  239  male  heroin  users.  Al- 
though most  of  these  crimes  were  non- 
violent the  flgxire  is  simply  astound- 
ing. A  significant  footnote  to  Inciardi's 
work  is  his  discovery  that,  of  the 
80,644  crimes  committed,  arrests  were 
made  In  only  160  cases.  Of  course,  the 
arrest  rate  does  not  even  touch  on 
trial  and  conviction. 

In  fact.  Inciardi  found  that  the  ratio 
of  drug-related  crimes  to  arrests  was 
phenomenally  lopsided.  In  the  drug 
sales  area,  the  ratio  for  the  nimiber  of 
crimes  committed  to  arrests  made  was 
440  to  1.  By  comparison,  the  ratio  for 
crimes  against  persons  to  arrests  was 
293  to  1,  while  the  ratio  for  crimes 
against  property  was  273  to  1. 

Underscoring  this  close  correlation 
between  drug  dependency  and  crime 
was  a  finding  In  the  Ball  study  that 
addicts  who  were  able  to  overcome 
their  drug  dependency  were  also  able 
to  overcome,  In  large  measure,  their 
criminal  tendencies.  Criminal  activities 
of  rehabilitated  addicts  decreased  by  a 
remarkable  84  percent.  On  the  other 
hand,  of  addicts  who  continued  to 
depend  on  drugs,  two-thirds  commi*> 
ted  crimes  at  frequencies  ranging  from 
one  every  3  Mi  days  to  one  every  day  of 
the  year  during  the  course  of  their  ad- 
diction. 

Federal  authorities  estimate  that  at 
least  550,000  individuals  are  currently 
addicted  to  heroin.  Many  thousands 
are  addicted  to  other  Ulicit  and  dan- 
gerous drugs.  In  light  of  the  evidence 
revealed  by  study  after  study,  it  is 
clear  that  a  tremendous  amount  of  the 
crime  plaguing  our  society  today  can 
be  attributed  directly  to  the  growing 
problem  of  drug  abuse  In  the  United 
States. 


WALTER      H.      ANNENBERG      RE- 
CEIVES       THE        1983        RALPH 
LOWELL  AWARD 
Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  as  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  we  all  at  one  time 
or  another  stand  and  ask  that  some 
words  that  are  not  our  own  be  Includ- 
ed In  the  Congressional  Record.  It  Is 
rare  that  one  requests  that  his  or  her 
own  daughter's  words  be  Inserted  In 
the  Record,  but  that  Is  what  I  seek 
today.  I  ask  this  not  because  I  wish  to 
be   a  proud   father   when   I   see   her 
words    follow    mine— and    I    certainly 
would  be  a  proud  father  to  see  this— 
but  because  I  believe  that  the  man 
that   she    speaks    of,    the    Honorable 
Walter  H.  Annenberg.  should  be  espe- 
cially recognized  today  by  the  Senate. 
Ambassador   Annenberg   has   led   a 
long  and  distinguished  career  as  a  pub- 
lisher, diplomat,  educational  pioneer, 
and  philanthropist.  Recently  he  was 
awarded  the  1983  Ralph  Lowell  Award 
for  his  dedication  to  and  generosity 
for  public  television.  As  chairman  of 
the  bosu-d  of  Corporation  for  Public 


Broadcasting,  my  daughter  Sharon 
Rockefeller  had  the  honor  of  present- 
ing Walter  Annenberg  with  the  Lowell 
Award  signifying  an  outstanding  con- 
tribution to  the  advancement  of  public 
television.  And  I  must  say  that  Ambas- 
sador Annenberg's  contribution  to 
public  television  Is  outstanding.  In  and 
of  itself,  the  $150  million  donation 
that  Walter  Aimenberg  so  generously 
gave  to  public  television  warrants  rec- 
ognition. 

But  If  we  consider  more  fully  the  sig- 
nificance   of    this    donation,    we    can 
tnily  luiderstand  that  Ambassador  An- 
nenberg is  deserving  of  this  award. 
Traditionally   the  Lowell   Award  has 
been  given  to  that  Individual,  who  like 
Ralph  Lowell,  worked  to  further  the 
dream  of  public  television  and  public 
education  through  the  great  medium 
of  television.   Indeed  Walter  Annen- 
berg has  done  that.  For  through  his 
gift.  Ambassador  Annenberg  has  es- 
tablished a  fund  that  will  be  used  to 
underwrite  programs  for  higher  educa- 
tion. Today  the  Annenberg  project  is 
already  allowing  60  million  Americans 
to  experience  an  educational  program 
directed  and  planned  for  the  college 
level  thinker. 

For  60  million  Americans,  the  princi- 
pal means  of  obtaining  a  college  edu- 
cation are  not  available.  Perhaps  the 
money  Is  not  available;  perhaps  there 
are  other  reasons  why  these  Ameri- 
cans cannot  attend  college,  but  now 
Ambassador  Annenberg  has  beg\in  an 
unconventional  program  of  education. 
I  can  think  of  no  better  way  to  de- 
scribe his  program  than  to  quote  from 
my  daughter  and  comment  that 
"Walter  Annenberg's  gift  Is  to  the 
minds  of  America." 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  re- 
marks made  In  presentation  of  the 
1983  Ralph  Lowell  Award  by  Sharon 
Percy  Rockefeller. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  re- 
marks were  ordered  to  be  printed  In 
the  Record,  as  follows: 


Pmsentatiom  or  the  Ralfh  Lowell  Award 
TO  Hon.  Waltdi  H.  Ai»winbero  by  Sharoh 

Percy  Rockefeller 

introductioh 

I  think  I  thank  David  Ives  for  those  re- 
marks—We'U  find  a  way  to  get  even  soon 
enough. 

Public  television  is  indeed  blessed  with  ex- 
tremely competent,  far-sighted  and  finan- 
cially conservative  leaders.  Ed  Pfister.  the 
President  of  the  Corporation,  and  I  have 
met  regularly  with  Dallln  Oaks,  Larry 
Grossman.  David  Ives  and  Bruce  Christen- 
sen.  Its  a  real  pleasure  both  professionally 
and  personaUy  to  work  with  men  of  such  in- 
tegrity. You  should  be  proud  of  the  men 
who  represent  you  nationally.  As  we  are. 

Now.  before  I  begin.  Id  like  to  pubUcly 
thank  my  husband  for  Jotaing  us  in  today's 
celebration.  Jay  and  our  guest  of  honor 
share  a  warm  friendship  and  a  very  Uvely, 
even  irreverent,  sense  of  humor. 

Just  like  our  friends  from  Philadelphia, 
we  have  a  nearly  perfect  marriage.  We  be- 
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Here  tn  things  being  more  or  less  equal. 
That  la  to  say  that  Jay  is  more  equal  and  I 
am  less  equal.  Now.  Sally  Ride  has  given  me 
some  Ideas  this  week.  She  wouldn't  stand 
for  that  kind  of  treatment.  I  don't  think  I 
will,  either,  in  the  future.  So,  Uke  two  good 
poUtlctans,  Jay  and  I  have  learned  to  make 
trades.  We  have  Invented  our  own  defini- 
tions of  the  fairness  doctrine  and  equal 
time.  I  have  attended  precisely  ten  thou- 
sand bean  dinners  (I'm  not  done.  Just  wait), 
ox  roasts  (something  like  what  you  had  for 
lunch),  and  fish  fries  in  17  years.  That  was 
after  I  left  Illinois,  you  understand.  Jay  has 
attended  precisely  six  CPB  or  PBS  lunches 
and  dinners.  Now  according  to  the  way 
Rockefellers  calculate,  things  are  now  equal. 
Which  means  that  I  now  owe  him  again. 
Now,  for  our  guest  of  honor. 

RALFR  LOWXU.  AWARD  RXMARKS:  1983 

Today,  we  are  gathered  for  one  of  the 
most  enjoyable  moments  in  public  televi- 
sion. We  are  here  to  present  the  highest 
honor  that  our  profession  bestows— the 
Ralph  LoweU  Medal— to  someone  who  has 
nude  an  outstanding  contribution,  in  many 
WKyi.  to  the  advancement  of  public  televi- 
alon. 

Before  I  begin  my  remarks,  and  to  dispel 
the  remaining  suspense,  let  me  say  that  our 
LoweU  recipient  this  year  is  the  dlstln- 
g\ilshed  publisher,  diplomat,  educational 
pioneer  and  philanthropist— Ambassador 
Walter  H.  Annenberg.  Would  the  Ambassa- 
dor and  Mrs.  Annenberg  please  stand? 

We  are  esijecially  delighted  to  have  Wal- 
ter's talented  and  distinguished  wife.  Liee, 
with  us  today.  She  Is  an  accomplished 
woman,  in  her  own  right.  In  fact,  to  my 
knowledge,  the  Annenbergs  may  be  the  orUy 
couple  in  American  history  who  have  both 
obtained  Ambassadorial  rank— Walter.^  as 
the  American  envoy  to  the  Court  of  Saint 
James;  and  Lee.  as  President  Reagan's  flrat 
Chief  of  Protocol.  ^ 

Mr.  Ambassador.  I  would  be  the  first  to 
confess  that  what  you've  done  for  public  tel- 
evision strikes  close  to  home  for  me.  Like 
many  in  this  room,  I  was  drawn  to  public 
broadcasting  as  a  way  to  widen  educational 
opportunities  for  my  family.  But  millions  of 
Americans  find  the  doors— particularly  to 
higher  education— closed  to  them. 

Many  people  have  the  ambition,  the 
brains  and  the  perseverance  to  want  a  col- 
lege education,  but  they  are  barred: 

because  they  lack  the  money; 

because  they  have  children  to  raise; 

because  they  have  to  work; 

because  they  are  handicapped;  or 

because  there  are  Just  not  the  facilities 
near  where  they  live. 

Now,  fortunately,  there  is  a  man.  con- 
cerned about  the  people  who  face  these  lost 
opportunities.  He  was  determined  to  do 
something  about  this  situation.  He  did.  and 
that  is  why  we  are  gathered  here  today. 

Let  me  tell  you  how  it  all  came  about. 
Let's  begin  with  the  kind  of  man  that 
Walter  Annenberg  is. 

A  perfect  Illustration  is  the  story  the  Am- 
bassador Likes  to  tell  about  how  he  launched 
TV  Guide.  He  started  his  market  research 
watching  people  around  news  stands.  When 
they  bought  the  TV  magazines,  if  you  can 
call  them  that,  which  were  available  In  the 
early  days.  Mr.  Annenberg  would  go  up  and 
■sk  tbem  why  they  had  purchased  that 
'BMB^ne  and  what  they  liked  about  it. 
Judged  by  his  and  TV  Oulde's  phenomenal 
Buoceas.  he  certainly  did  figure  out  what 
they  like  and  what  they  want.  This  capacity 
to  get  close  to  people  and  to  sense  thelr 


needs  and  aspirations  is  a  clue  to  this  re- 
markable man.  He  believes  that  life  is  best 
lived  as  a  state  of  "continual  becoming:"  all 
that  we  are  given  is  the  possibility,  or.  by 
education,  the  opportunity,  to  make  some- 
thing of  ourselves. 

There  has  been  much  discussion  recently 
in  this  country  about  the  report,  "A  Nation 
at  Risk"  from  the  National  Commission  on 
Excellence  in  Eklucation.  One  of  the  most 
fascinating  sentences  very  early  in  the 
report  is  a  concept  clearly  understood  by 
Ambassador  Annenberg: 

"Part  of  what  is  at  risk  is  the  promise  first 
made  on  this  continent:  All,  regardless  of 
race  or  class,  or  economic  status,  are  enti- 
tled to  a  fair  chance  and  to  the  tools  for  de- 
veloping their  individual  powers  of  mind 
and  spirit  to  the  utmost." 

Walter  Annenberg  understood  this  truth  a 
long  time  t^o.  He  was  a  pioneer  In  this 
country  In  recognizing  the  potential  of  tele- 
vision to  fulfill  the  American  dream  of  self- 
betterment  through  education. 

Over  thirty  years  ago.  in  1950  to  be  exact. 
Mr.  Walter  Annenberg's  iimovatlve  leader- 
ship won  the  coveted  DuPont  Award  for 
launching  "The  University  of  the  Air." 
Again  I  remind  you:  In  1950.  for  WFIL-TV. 
in  Philadelphia. 

His  concern  for  widening  opportunities  for 
others  has  never  ended.  A  few  years  ago.  it 
came  up  again  during  a  conversation  that 
Ambassador  Annenberg  had  with  Newt 
Mlnow  over  dinner.  Walter  is  a  passionate 
and  discerning  art  collector.  In  fact,  he's  on 
his  way  to  the  National  GaUery  right  after 
our  luncheon.  And  he  was  telling  Newt:  "If  I 
want  to  go  see  a  great  art  treasure,  I  am 
able  to  pick  up  and  go,  ( I  wanted  to  add,  and 
"pick  It  up  and  go".  But  I  had  better  stick  to 
the  facts).  And  then  he  said  most  people 
Just  cannot  do  that."  He  said  he  wished 
there  were  some  way  to  make  great  art  ac- 
cessible to  more  people. 

Now  Newt,  whom  I  had  the  chance  to 
roast  last  year  at  this  time,  is  never  caught 
unaware  when  opportunity  ts  knocking.  He 
Immediately  said  that  there  is  this  chance 
through  public  television. 

Out  of  the  seed  of  that  conversation,  and 
after  two  years  of  negotiation  between  the 
Annenberg  and  public  broadcasting  offi- 
cials—led by  Bob  Fleming,  who  was  then 
President  of  CPB— there  emerged  the  larg- 
est private  grant,  not  only  to  public  broad- 
casting, but  to  all  of  education  in  general— 
that  has  ever  been  made  in  the  United 
SUtes. 

Through  the  Annenberg  School  of  Com- 
munications, founded  by  the  Ambassador, 
he  has  established  a  $150  million  fund 
(that's  very  impressive  to  Rockefellers,  Mr. 
Ambassador.  I'm  Just  trying  to  get  Jay 
thinking  along  the  right  lines.)  a  $150  mil- 
lion fund— $10  million  a  year  for  fifteen 
year*— to  underwrite  projects  for  higher 
education. 

During  those  two  years,  the  original  idea 
had  grown  far  beyond  merely  expanding  the 
audience  for  art.  Ambassador  Annenberg  re- 
alized that  public  broadcasting's  most  funda- 
mental purpose  was  to  contribute  to  the 
educational  progress  of  the  Nation  and  that 
technology  had  much  to  offer  to  higher  edu- 
cation. And  here  I'd  like  to  recognize  Lee 
Annenberg's  role  once  again.  Lee  was  closely 
Involved  every  single  step  of  the  way.  She 
made  shrewd,  sensible  and  useful  contribu- 
tions throughout  these  negotiations. 

Today,  the  Annenberg  Project  is  already 
beginning  to  open  the  doors  to  coUege-level 


courses  for  a  potential  audience  of  nearly 
sixty  million  Ajnerlcans.  for  whom  the  con- 
ventional road  to  higher  education  is  closed. 
The  Annenberg  F>roJect  has  already  under- 
written fourteen  imptortant  educational 
projects— including  the  critically  acclaimed 
series  helped  along  by  Pred  Friendly  on 
"The  Constitution."  and  the  upcoming 
series  on  the  "The  Brain"— which  I  predict 
is  going  to  be  a  smashing  success. 

We  are  eagerly  looking  forward  to  the  ad- 
ditional courses  that  this  invaluable  gift  will 
be  bringing  to  all  three  of  the  project's  po- 
tential audiences — the  distant  learner,  the 
resident  student,  and  the  vast  general  audi- 
ence. 

Now,  I'd  like  to  say  one  last  thing  about 
the  character  of  the  man  who  made  this  un- 
paralleled contribution.  During  the  discus- 
sion stage,  it  quickly  became  apparent  that 
Walter  Annenberg  was  not  looking  for  a 
personal  monument  to  enshrine  a  rigid  idea 
of  what  his  grant  was  supposed  to  finance. 
He  was  always  open-minded  and  flexible  as 
we  sought  out  the  best  way  of  achieving  his 
goal  of  expanded  higher  education. 

I  have  not  only  the  deepest  respect,  but 
also  the  warmest  affection  for  Ambassador 
and  Mrs.  Annenberg.  It  Is  not  surprising 
that  Queen  Elizabeth  made  only  one  depar- 
ture from  her  official  schedule  during  her 
recent  trip  to  our  country.  She  paid  a  pri- 
vate visit  to  the  Annenbergs  in  California, 
whom  she  first  met  as  American  Diplomats. 
and  who  came  to  become  her  close  and 
valued  personal  friends. 

It's  always  difficult  to  know  how  a  new 
idea  may  look  to  posterity. 

A  long  time  ago,  John  Harvard  made  a 
generous  bequest,  and  it  created  the  famous 
university  that  bears  his  name. 

Andrew  Carnegie's  gift  lead  to  a  nation- 
wide system  of  libraries  from  which  we  still 
all  benefit. 

The  Annenberg  project  has  the  potential 
to  achieve  far  more,  because— through  the 
power  of  television— we  can  reach  not  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  people,  but  millions 
upon  millions  of  people  hungry  for  informa- 
tion and  knowledge  and  wisdom. 

Walter  Annenberg's  gift  is  to  the  minds  of 
America.  The  vision  that  he  has  exhibited 
has  the  capacity  to  change  the  delivery  of 
higher  education  in  the  United  States. 

With  his  gift.  Walter  Annenberg  contin- 
ues to  lengthen  the  list  of  good  works  that 
has  characterized  his  life,  and  brought  so 
much  esteem  to  his  family  name. 

It  gives  me  enormous  pleasure  to  present 
the  1983  Ralph  Lowell  medal  to 

—a  champion, 

—a  benefactor,  and 

—an  extraordinary  friend  to  all  life-long 
learners 

—Ambassador  Walter  H.  Annenberg. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Saunders,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session,  the  Acting 
President  pro  tempore  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 


the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations  which  were  referred  to 
the  appropriate  committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  in  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  NA- 
TIONAL CORPORATION  FOR 
HOUSING  PARTNERSHIPS- 

MESSAGE     FROM     THE     PRESI- 
DENT—PM  68 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompany- 
ing report:  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Banlting,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs: 
To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  herewith  transmit  the  Fourteenth 
Annual  Report  of  the  independent  Na- 
tional Corporation  for  Housing  Part- 
nerships and  the  National  Housing 
Partnership,  as  required  by  Section 
908(a)  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  De- 
velopment Act  of  1968. 

Ronald  Reagan. 
The  White  Hodse,  July  25,  1983. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and 
documents,  which  were  referred  as  in- 
dicated: 

EC- 1487.  A  communication  from  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on 
the  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments  to 
Arco  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  Mobil  Oil  exploration. 
Chevron  U.SJ\...  and  MobU  OU  Corp.;  to  the 
Committee    on    Energy    and    Natural    Re- 


ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  SAINT 
LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOP- 
MENT CORPORATION— MES- 
SAGE FROM  THE  PRESIDENT- 
PM  69 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  F»resident  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompany- 
ing report  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  EInvironment  and 
Public  Works: 
To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  Sec- 
tion 10  of  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 
Act  of  May  13,  1954.  I  hereby  transmit 
the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Develop- 
ment Corporation's  Annual  Report  for 

1982. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

The  White  House,  Jitly  25,  1983. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

At  12:20  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerits, 
announced  that  the  Speaker  has 
signed  the  following  enrolled  biU: 

H.R.  2637.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Govemment  and  Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act  to  increase  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  as 
the  annual  Federal  payment  to  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

The  enrolled  bill  was  subsequently 
signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
(Mr.  Thurmond). 


sources. 

EC-1488.  A  communication  from  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  report  on 
the  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments  to 
Chevron  U.S.A..  MobU  OU  Corp.,  and  Co- 
lumbia Gas  Development  Corp.;  to  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-1489.  A  communication  from  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting,  pursusuit  to  law,  a  report  on 
the  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments  to 
MobU  Oil  Corp.,  Chevron  U.S.A.,  Gulf  OU 
Exploration  &  Production  Co.,  and  SheU  OU 
Co.;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources. 

EC-1490.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Interior,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  royalty 
rates  for  noncompetitive  oU  and  gas  leases, 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

EC-1491.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  entitled  "The  Patent 
and  Trademark  Office  Procedures  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1983";  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

EC- 1492.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  transmitting  a  draft  of  pro- 
posed legislation  to  authorize  three  addi- 
tional PresidentiaUy  appointed  and  Senate 
confirmed  Assistant  Administrators  for  the 
Agency;  to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

EC-1493.  A  communication  from  the  Fed- 
eral Einergency  Management  Agency  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  the  In- 
tegrated Emergency  Management  System; 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC- 1494.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Army  for  InstaUa- 
tlons.  Logistics,  and  Financial  Management 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on 
the  decision  to  convert  the  bulk  Uquld  stor- 
age activity  at  Fort  Sam  Houston.  Texas  to 
performance  under  contract;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 

EC-1495.  A  communication  from  the  Prin- 
cipal Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  for  ShipbuUding  and  Logistics  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  a  report  on  the  de- 
cision to  convert  the  shelf  stocking  function 
at  the  Commissary  Store,  Pearl  Harbor, 
Hawaii  to  performance  under  contract;  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-1496.  A  communication  from  the 
Chairman  of  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a 
report  of  the  SEC  advisory  Committee  on 
Tender  Offers;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-1497.  A  communication  from  the 
Chairman  of  the  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 


the  Commission's  fiscal  1982  annual  report; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

EC-1498.  A  communication  from  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service,  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on 
the  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments  to 
Chevron  U.S.A..  ARCO  Exploration  Co..  and 
MobU  OU  Corp.;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-1499.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  a  report  on  State 
medicaid  compUance  under  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-1500.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  State  for  Legislative 
and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  an  agreement  between 
the  American  Institute  in  Taiwan  and  the 
Coordination  CouncU  for  North  American 
Affairs;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions. 

EC-1501.  A  communication  from  the 
Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  transmit- 
ting a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  In- 
crease the  pay  level  of  the  Treasurer  of  the 
U.S.  to  executive  level  IV:  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1502.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Attorney  General  of  the  U.S.  for  Ad- 
ministration transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
a  report  on  a  new  Privacy  Act  system  of 
records;  to  the  Committee  on  CJovemmental 
Affairs. 

EC- 1503.  A  communication  from  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Auditor  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  a  copy  of  the  District's  reve- 
nue report  for  May  1983:  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1504.  A  communication  from  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Auditor  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  a  report  on  the  D.C.  Office  of 
Personnel's  poUcles  and  procedures  for  re- 
cruitment and  hlrinr.  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1505.  A  communication  from  the 
Chairman  of  the  CouncU  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
copies  of  D.C.  Act  5-56,  adopted  by  the 
CouncU  on  July  12,  1983;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1506.  A  communication  from  the 
chairman  of  the  CouncU  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
copies  of  D.C.  Act  5-57,  adopted  by  the 
CouncU  on  July  5,  1983;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC- 1507.  A  communication  from  the 
chairman  of  the  CouncU  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  Uw, 
copies  of  D.C.  Act  adopted  by  the  CouncU 
on  JiUy  12.  1983;  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC- 1508.  A  communication  from  the 
chairman  of  the  CouncU  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
copies  of  D.C.  Act  5-52,  adopted  by  the 
CouncU  on  July  12,  1983;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1509.  A  communication  from  the 
chairman  of  the  CouncU  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
copies  of  D.C.  Act  5-54,  adopted  on  July  12. 
1983;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-1510.  A  communication  from  the 
chairman  of  the  Council  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
copies  of  D.C.  Act  5-55.  adopted  by  the 
CouncU  on  July  12.  1983;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 
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EC-1511.  A  cominunlc*tlon  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  the 
Physician  Exchange  Visitor  Programs;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC- 151 3.  A  communication  from  the 
Deputy  Director  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget.  Executive  Office  of  the 
President,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legtelatlon  to  transfer  custodianship  and  op- 
erating responsibUity  for  Pershing  Hall  in 
Paris.  Prance,  and  provide  for  its  adminis- 
tration as  a  memorial:  to  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration. 

EC-1513.  A  communication  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  transmitting 
pursuant  to  law.  a  message  relating  to  the 
prevention  of  the  spread  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons; to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-1514.  A  communication  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  report  enti- 
tled Accrual  Accounting  for  Military  Re- 
tirement: Alternative  Approaches";  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-1515  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  annual  report  on  the  oper- 
ations of  the  Exchange  Stabilization  Fund 
for  fiscal  year  1982:  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC- 15 16.  A  communication  from  the 
chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System,  the  mid-year  Mon- 
etary Report  of  the  Board:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  BanlLlng,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-15n.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  and  the  President 
of  the  National  Railroad  Passenger  Corpo- 
ration, transmitting  Jointly,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  annual  report  on  progress  achieved 
and  work  in  progress  with  respect  to  the 
completion  of  the  Northeast  Corridor  Im- 
provement Project  for  1982:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transporta- 
Uon. 

EC-1518.  A  communication  from  the 
Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  transmit- 
tlac  A  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to 
■mrnri  certain  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  relating  to  distilled 
spirits  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

EC- 15 19.  A  communication  from  the  Em- 
ployee Benefits  and  Risk  Manager  of  the 
Fourth  District  Farm  Credit  Institutions, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  annual 
report  for  the  Farm  Credit  Institutions  In 
the  Fourth  District  Amended  Retirement 
Plan  for  1982;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-1520.  A  conununicatlon  from  the  plan 
administrator  of  the  Farm  Credit  Banks  of 
New  Orleans,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  annual  report  of  the  Farm  Credit  Re- 
tlremert  System  and  Production  Credit  As- 
sociations Retirement  plans  for  1982;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1521.  A  communication  from  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  enti- 
tled "GAO's  Second  Biennial  Report  on  the 
Transfers  of  Federal  Personal  Property  to 
Grantees  and  Other  Eligible  Organiza- 
tions"; to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-1522.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
ager of  the  Hawaii  State  Chapter  of  the 
American  Red  Croos.  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  annual  report  of  the  Hawaii 
State  Chapter  for  1982-83:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  lAbor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC- 1523.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Army  (Installations. 


Lx)gistics.  and  Financial  Management), 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  notice  of  the 
recent  discovery  and  emergency  disposal  of 
suspected  chemical  agent  munitions  at 
Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 


the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 


REPORTS  OP  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr,  DOLE,  from  the  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance,  with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  and  an  amendment  to  the  title: 

S.  951.  A  bill  to  provide  health  care  cover- 
age for  the  unemployed  (Rept.  No.  98-193). 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary,  with  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  500.  A  bill  entitled  "The  Christopher 
Columbus  Quincentenary  Jubilee  Act" 
(Rept.  No.  98-194). 


INTRODUCTION  OP  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  Indicated: 

By  Mr.  METZENBAUM  (for  himself. 
Mr.    MiTCHKLL.    Mr.    Tsonoas.    and 
Mrs.  Hawkins): 
S.  1671.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  exclude  from  the  gross 
income  of  an  employee  certain  adoption  ex- 
penses paid  by  the  employer,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Conunittee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  MITCHELL  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Chatxx): 
S.  1672.  A  bill  to  amend  the  trade  laws  of 
the  United  States  to  streamline  trade  relief 
pr<x:edures.  to  make  trade  relief  more  acces- 
sible to  small  businesses,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  INOUYE: 
S.  1673.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of   1954  to  exclude  from  gross 
Income    reduced    airline    fare    benefits    re- 
ceived by  airline  employees  and  their  fami- 
lies; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  MATHIAS: 
S.  1674.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Ghodsi 
Motamen;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

By  Mr.  WALLOP  (for  himself,  Mr. 
DtntorenccR.  and  Mr.  Chafck): 
S.  1675.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  promote  transfers  of 
real  property  interests  to  certain  organiza- 
tions for  use  for  conservation  purposes,  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER  (for  himself. 
Mr.    Dole.    Mr.    Whckzr.    Mr.    Am- 
DRKWS.  Mr.  HxiiR.  Mr.  Bidcx,  and 
yLi.  Crakstoh): 
S.  1676.  A  bill  to  provide  that  registration 
and  polling  places  for  Federal  elections  be 
accessible  to  handicapped  and  elderly  indi- 
viduals, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  and  AdmlnlstratloiL 
By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG: 
S.  1677.  A  bill  relating  to  the  provision  of 
lifeline  telephone  service:  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  McCLURE: 
S.  1678.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Energy  Policy 
and  Conservation  Act  to  strengthen  our  Na- 
tion's energy  emergency  preparedness  con- 
sistent with  the  policy  set  forth  in  section 
271  of  said  act,  and  for  other  punxises;  to 


SUBMISSION  OP  CONCURRENT 
AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 

and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 

referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  BINGAMAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 

IitomfE.  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Hatfield. 

Mr.   ZoRiNSKY,   Mr.   Randolph.   Mr. 

TsoNGAS.  Mr.  Proxmire.  Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  DoDD,  Mr.  Leahy,  Mr.  Pell.  Mr. 

Pryor.    Mr.    Matsotiaga.    Mr.    Mel- 

CHER.  Mr.  Sasser.  Mr.  Hart,  and  Mr. 

HUDDIXSTON): 

S.  Res.  181.  Resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment should  support  the  peace  initiatives  of 
the  four-nation  Contadora  group,  should  In- 
dicate Its  willingness  to  cease  the  flow  of 
arms  into  Central  America  in  conjunction 
with  other  nations,  and  should  terminate  all 
programs  of  assistance  to  guerrilla  forces  in 
Nicaragua:  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations. 

By  Mr.  DOLE: 

S.  Res.  182.  Resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  travel  by 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  the  Soviet  Union: 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra- 
tion. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By     Mr.     METZENBAUM     (for 
himself,    Mr.     Mitchell.     Mr. 
TsoNGAS,  and  Mrs.  Hawkins): 
S.  1671.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  exclude  from 
the  gross  income  of  an  employee  cer- 
tain  adoption   expenses   paid   by   the 
employer,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

ADOPTIVE  families  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
Senators  Mitchell,  Tsongas,  and 
Hawkins  join  me  today  in  introducing 
the  Adoptive  Families  Assistance  Act 
of  1983.  a  bill  designed  to  help  defray 
the  costs  of  adopting  children. 

During  the  last  Congress.  I  intro- 
duced a  package  of  legislation  whose 
intent  was  to  strengthen  family  life. 
The  1981  tax  bill  incorporated  two 
parts  of  that  package— expanded  day 
care  tax  credits  and  deductions  for  cer- 
tain adoption-related  expenses.  The 
Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of 
1983  include  provisions  eliminating 
certain  gender-based  distinctions  In 
social  security,  another  component  of 
my  stronger  families  package. 

These  actions  went  in  the  right  di- 
rection. But  in  spite  of  these  helpful 
changes,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  cur- 
rent law  on  adoption  expenses  goes  far 
enough. 

Although  the  Government  has  not 
kept  adoption  statistics  since  1975, 
recent  reports  place  the  number  of 
adoptions  at  around  100,000  per  year. 
In  fact,  the  number  of  adoptions  in 
this  country  has  declined  steadily 
since  1970.  when  a  record  175,000  chil- 


dren were  adopted.  And  since  1960,  the 
number  of  children  in  foster  care  has 
doubled  to  approximately  500.000. 

The  issue,  Mr.  President,  is  stability 
for  children  and  their  family  relation- 
ship. Congress  has  recognized  this 
problem  in  the  past.  We  responded 
with  the  ChUd  Abuse  Prevention  and 
Treatment  and  Adoption  Reform  Act 
of  1978,  and  the  Adoption  Assistance 
and  Child  Welfare  Act  of  1980.  These 
acts  increased  funding  for  child  wel- 
fare services  and  required  States  to 
move  in  the  direction  of  making  foster 
care  what  it  has  always  been  intended 
to  be— a  temporary  solution. 

Yet  despite  these  congressional  ef- 
forts, adoption  is  still  not  a  reality  for 
far  too  many  children.  Last  year,  the 
New  York  Times  reported  that  fewer 
than  20  percent  of  the  children  avail- 
able for  legal  adoption  in  New  York's 
publicly  assisted  agencies  were  actual- 
ly placed.  The  Washington  Post  re- 
ported that  the  District  of  Columbia's 
foster  care  system  is  overburdened  and 
understaffed. 

And  unfortunately,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration has  cut  by  more  than 
half  the  major  Federal  program  to  en- 
courage the  placement  of  older,  handi- 
capped, and  minority  children. 

In  1981.  the  Congress  provided  a  new 
deduction  for  the  costs  of  adopting  a 
child  with  special  needs.  These  are 
children  who  qualify  for  adoption-as- 
sistance payments  because  of  a  special 
condition  which  prevents  them  from 
having  a  reasonable  chance  of  being 
adopted.  This  deduction  is  limited  to 
$1,500. 

At  a  time  when  so  many  children 
face  the  prospect  of  homelessness  and 
the  emotional  handicap  that  the  lack 
of  a  loving  home  environment  creates, 
we  cannot  afford  to  stop  halfway.  We 
must  fully  recognize  the  financial 
hardships  of  adoptions  on  the  family. 
I  believe  that  the  bill  we  are  introduc- 
ing today  does  just  that. 

Our  bill  permits  all  families  that 
adopt  to  claim  the  costs  of  adoption  as 
a  tax  deduction.  They  will  be  limited 
to  a  $1,500  deduction.  And  in  recogni- 
tion of  the  unique  hardships  posed  by 
the  adoption  of  special-needs  children, 
our  bill  increases  to  $2,000  the  aUow- 
able  deduction  for  such  children. 

In  addition,  our  bill  takes  note  of  the 
fact  that  at  least  20  major  companies 
have  in  recent  years  begun  to  assist 
their  employees  with  the  costs  in- 
curred in  adopting  children.  IBM.  for 
example,  has  had  an  adoption-assist- 
ance program  since  1972.  and  has  aver- 
aged approximately  350  to  400  claims 
per  year.  The  Smithkline  Corp.  paid 
employees  $400  per  adoption  at  the 
time  it  began  its  program.  Now. 
Smithkline  pays  $1,000  and  intends  to 
increase  the  benefit  each  year  until 
the  amount  of  the  benefit  is  compara- 
ble to  the  cost  of  a  normal  obstetric 
delivery. 


More  corporations  should  be  encour- 
aged to  adopt  such  socially  responsible 
policies.  But  unfortunately,  they  are 
today  discouraged  by  the  Tax  Code 
from  doing  so.  Adoption  assistance  is 
considered  regular  income  for  tax  pur- 
poses, and  so  companies  providing  it 
must  incur  the  costs  of  social  security 
taxes  and  an  extra  paperwork  burden. 
That  should  not  be— and  my  bill  cor- 
rects the  inequity  by  excluding  adop- 
tion benefits  from  employee  income. 

Wishful  thinking  cannot  make  the 
problem  of  homeless  children  disap- 
pear. Earlier  this  year,  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Family  and  Human  Services 
heard  testimony  that  at  least  500,000 
children  have  been  removed  from  or 
abandoned  by  their  biological  families; 
120,000  of  these  children  are  ready 
and  waiting  for  homes  right  now. 

I  believe  that  our  bill  is  a  small,  but 
very  helpful  gesture  by  this  Nation  to 
those  who  take  as  their  own  any  of 
the  thousands  of  children  who  need 
homes. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1671 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hovae  of 
Representatives    of   the    UniUd   States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 


SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Adoptive 
Families  Assistance  Act  of  1983". 

SEC.  2.  EXCLISION  FROM  THE  INCOME  OF  AN  EM- 
PUnTE  OF  ANT  BENEFITS  RECEIVED 
FROM.  OR  CONTRIBLTIONS  OF  AN  EM- 
PLOYER TO.  AN  ADOPTION  EXPENSE 
PLAN. 

(a)  Exclusion  From  Income.— Subsection 
(b)  of  section  105  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  amounts  received 
under  accident  and  health  plans)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Medical  Care  and  Adoption  Ex- 
penses.—Except  In  the  case  of  amounts  re- 
ceived by  a  taxpayer  attributable  to,  and 
not  in  excess  of,  deductions  allowed  under 
section  213  (relating  to  medical,  etc..  ex- 
penses) or  section  222  (relating  to  adoption 
expenses)  for  any  prior  taxable  year,  gross 
income  does  not  include— 

"(1)  amounts  referred  to  in  subsection  (a) 
if  such  amounts  are  paid,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, to  the  taxpayer  to  reimburse  the  tax- 
payer for  expenses  Incurred  by  him  for  the 
medical  care  (as  defined  In  section  213  (d)) 
of  the  taxpayer,  his  spouse,  and  his  depend- 
ents (as  defined  in  section  152),  or 

"(2)  amounts— 

"(A)  received  by  an  employee  under  an 
adoption  expense  plan,  or 

"(B)  contributed  by  an  employer  on 
behalf  of  an  employee  to  an  adoption  ex- 
pense plan.". 

(b)  Discriminatory  Plans.— Subsection 
(h)  of  section  105  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
amounts  paid  under  a  discriminatory  self -In- 
sured medical  expense  reimbursement  plan) 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "self -Insured  medical 
reimbursement  plan"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  In  Ueu  thereof  "seU-lnsured 
reimbursement  plan". 


(2)  by  Inserting  "or  adoption  benefits" 
after  "health  benefits"  In  clause  (Iv)  of 
paragraph  (3)(B),  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  "Self -Insured  Medical 
Expense  Reimbursement  Plan"  In  the  head- 
ing and  Inserting  in  Ueu  thereof  "Self-In- 
sured Reimbursement  Plan". 

(c)  Definition  of  Self-Insured  Reim- 
BtjRSEMENT  PLAN.— Paragraph  (6)  of  section 
105(h)  of  such  Code  Is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(6)  Self-insured  reimbursement  plan.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  self- 
Insured  reimbursement  plan'  means — 

"(A)  a  plan  of  an  employer  to  reimburse 
employees  for  expenses  referred  to  In 
subsection  (b)(1)  for  which  reimbursement 
Is  not  provided  under  a  policy  of  accident 
and  health  Insurance,  or 

"(B)  an  adoption  expense  plan". 

(d)  Definition  of  Adoption  Expense 
Plan.— Section  105  of  such  Code  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(1)  Adoption  Expense  Plan.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  an  adoption  expense 
plan  is  a  written  plan  of  an  employer  to  re- 
imburse employees  for  qualified  adoption 
expenses  (as  defined  in  section  222(cXl))  In- 
curred by  such  employees.". 

(e)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS.- 

(1)  The  heading  of  section  105  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  inserting  ";  adoption 
EXPENSE  PLANS"  after  "plans". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  III  of 
subchapter  B  of  chapter  1  of  such  Code  Is 
amended  by  Inserting  ";  adoption  expense 
plans"  after  "plans"  In  the  Item  relating  to 
section  105. 

(3)  Paragraph  (20)  of  section  3401(a)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  the  collection  of 
Income  tax  at  source)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "medical  care",  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "self-insured  medical 
reimbursement  plan"  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "self -Insured  reimbursement  plan". 


SEC  3.  DEDUCTION  FOR  ADOPTION  EXPENSES 
PAID  BY  AN  INDIVIDUAL  IN  ADOPT- 
ING ANY  CHILD. 

(a)  Adoption  of  Children  Who  Do  Not 
Have  Special  Needs.- Paragraph  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 222(b)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (relating  to  deduction  for  adoption  ex- 
penses) Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  Maximum  dollar  amount.— The  ag- 
gregate amount  of  adoption  expenses  which 
may  be  taken  into  account  under  subsection 
(a)  with  respect  to  the  adoption  of  a  child 
shall  not  exceed— 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  an  adoption  of  a  child 
with  special  needs.  $2,000.  or 

"(B)  In  any  other  case,  $1,500.". 

(b)  Qualified  Adoption  Expenses.— Para- 
graph (1)  of  section  222(c)  of  such  Code  (re- 
lating to  qualified  adoption  expenses)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  Qualified  adoption  expenses.— The 
term  qualified  adoption  expenses'  means 
reasonable  and  necessary  expenses  which 
are  directly  related  to  the  legal  adoption  of 
a  child  by  the  taxpayer,  but  only  If — 

"(A)  such  adoption  has  been  arranged— 

"(1)  by  a  public  welfare  department  (or 
slmUar  State  or  local  public  social  service 
agency  with  legal  responsibUity  for  chUd 
placement),  or 

"(U)  by  a  not-for-profit  voluntary  adoption 
agency  authorized  or  otherwise  Ucensed  by 
the  SUte  or  local  government  to  place  chU- 
dren  for  adoption,  and 

■•(B)  such  expenses  are  not  Incurred  \n  vio- 
lation of  SUte  or  Federal  law. 
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Such  term  Includes,  but  Is  not  limited  to, 
legal  fees.  medlcaJ  expenses,  adoption  fees. 
temporary  foster  care  expenses,  transporta- 
tion ooats.  and  expenses  related  to  the  preg- 
nancy of  the  natural  mother  of  such  child.". 

SBC  4.  KlfPLOrER  CONTRIBITION  TO  ADOPTION 
EXPENSE  PLAN  TREATED  AS  AN  ORDI- 
NARY AND  NECESSARY  BUSINESS  EX- 
PENSE. 

Section  162  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  (relating  to  trade  or  business  ex- 
penses) is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (J)  as  sub- 
section (k).  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (i)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(J)  COHTRlBOnOMS  TO  Adoptioii  Expcnsk 
Plan.— For  purposes  of  subsection  (a),  any 
contribution  made  by  an  employer  to  an 
adoption  expense  plan  (as  defined  In  section 
105(1))  for.  or  on  behalf  of.  an  employee 
shall  be  treated  as  an  ordinary  and  neces- 
sary expense  incurred  In  carrying  on  a  trade 
or  business.". 

SEC.  S.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall 
apply  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31.  1983.* 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  recently  voted  on  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  on 
abortion.  It  was  preceded  by  many 
hours  of  debate.  It  was  the  most 
recent  example  of  meaningful  consid- 
eration being  given  to  the  important 
and  difficult  issue  of  abortion. 

But  we  unfortunately  do  not  devote 
sufficient  time  or  attention  to  related 
matters  which  could  help  to  deal  with 
a  serious  national  problem.  This  bill 
will  do  that,  so  I  am  especially  pleased 
to  join  Senators  Mttzenbaum,  Tson- 
GAS,  and  Hawkins  in  introducing  this 
legislation,  the  Adoptive  Families  As- 
sistance Act  of  1983,  which  is  designed 
to  help  parents  meet  the  expenses  of 
adoption.  Although  I  voted  against  the 
proposed  constitutional  amendment,  I 
have  a  deep  personal  conviction 
against  abortion.  Those  of  us  who  feel 
that  way  have  an  obligation  to  try  to 
help  make  decent  lives  available  for 
the  thousands  of  unwanted  children  in 
our  society. 

One  provision  of  the  Economic  Re- 
covery Tax  Act  of  1981  that  has  re- 
ceived little  public  attention  is  the 
provision  that  allows  adoptive  parents 
of  special  needs  children  to  deduct 
adoption  costs,  up  to  $1,500.  This  was 
a  modest  step  in  the  right  direction, 
but  further  action  is  warranted. 
During  the  Finance  Committee  in  de- 
liberation on  the  Tax  Equity  and 
Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982.  I 
tried  unsuccessfully  to  make  that  de- 
duction available  to  all  adoptive  par- 
ents. We  must  keep  trying  until  we 
succeed. 

Ovir  Tax  Code  aUows  no  deduction 
for  the  adoption  of  infants  and  chil- 
dren without  disabling  conditions.  Al- 
though the  tax  law  permits  deduction 
of  maternal  care  costs,  the  costs  that 
many  adoptive  parents  pay.  which  can 
include  medical  care  for  the  natural 
mother  as  weU  as  legal  costs  which 
natural  parents  do  not  face,  have  been 


borne  by  those  willing  to  give  a  home 
to  adopted  children. 

Today,  some  30  corporations  offer 
their  workers  adoption  assistance  to 
parallel  maternal  benefits.  Yet  the 
Tax  Code  treats  such  assistance  as 
"income"  to  the  family,  and  requires 
taxes  to  be  paid  on  it.  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  be  discouraging  corpora- 
tions from  undertaking  such  signifi- 
cant steps  in  meeting  both  employees' 
and  society's  needs. 

A  revision  in  the  tax  law  Is  overdue. 
Budget  cuts  have  almost  halved  the 
major  Federal  program  of  assistance 
for  State-level  efforts  to  find  adoptive 
homes  for  the  children  in  foster  care. 
We  are  asking  private  individuals  to 
take  on  more  and  more  of  such  costs. 
When  we  do  so,  the  least  we  can  do  is 
to  make  certain  that  those  who  choose 
to  adopt  are  given  the  same  tax  treat- 
ment for  their  costs  that  natural  par- 
ents receive  for  theirs. 

The  economic  argument  for  adop- 
tion over  foster  care  is  clear.  Not  only 
is  the  basic  cost  of  food  and  shelter 
immediately  assumed  by  the  adopting 
family,  but  the  future  costs  of  educa- 
tion, job  training,  and  other  services 
which  foster  children  so  often  need, 
are  no  longer  a  tax-supported  expense. 

But  there  is  a  much  better  argument 
than  the  economic  one  for  adoption. 
In  our  Nation,  the  family  unit  remains 
the  most  important  foundation  for 
bringing  up  and  educating  children, 
for  supporting  them  until  they  are 
adults,  and  for  developing  an  awsu-e- 
ness  of  and  a  commitment  to  those 
values  which  are  the  real  foundations 
of  our  society. 

Nationally,  adoptions  have  been  fall- 
ing in  recent  decades.  Since  1960.  the 
number  of  children  in  foster  care  dou- 
bled, to  500,000.  But  in  the  past  decade 
the  number  of  children  adoptee'  each 
year  fell  dramatically,  from  175,000  in 
1970  to  around  100,000  today.  In  1981, 
fewer  than  20  percent  of  the  adoptable 
children  in  New  York  State  found 
families  willing  to  adopt  them. 

Costs  alone  do  not  explain  this  dra- 
matic decline  in  adoption.  But  for 
those  100,000  families  each  year  who 
are  willing  to  adopt,  it  is  only  fair  that 
they  be  given  the  same  tax  deductions 
for  their  expenses  as  natural  parents. 

The  Adoptive  Families  Assistance 
Act  would  extend  the  existing  deduc- 
tion to  all  families  that  adopt.  Second, 
recognizing  the  importance  of  employ- 
er-paid programs,  the  bill  provides  an 
exclusion  from  income  for  such  assist- 
ance. Finally,  the  deduction  for  special 
needs  adoptions  is  Increased  to  $2,000. 

Mr.  President,  these  au-e  important 
steps  that  we  can  take  to  defray  adop- 
tion expenses  and  to  strengthen 
family  life.  I  encourage  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  legislation.* 


By  Mr.  MITCHELL  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Chafee): 


S.  1672.  A  blU  to  amend  the  trade 
laws  of  the  United  States  to  stream- 
line trade  relief  procedures,  to  make 
trade  relief  more  accessible  to  small 
businesses,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  France. 

UirPAIR  TRADE  RI3(ESIES  SIMPUnCATION  ACT 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce,  along  with 
Senator  Chafee.  the  Unfair  Trade 
Remedies  Simplification  Act  of  1983. 
The  provisions  of  this  bill  are  designed 
to  reduce  the  cost  and  complexity  of 
antidumping  and  coimtervailing  duty 
proceedings.  This  should  be  particu- 
lary  beneficial  for  small  businesses 
seeking  relief  from  subsidized  or 
dumped  imports. 

It  is  important  to  understand  the 
role  played  by  the  laws  governing  anti- 
dumping and  countervailing  duty  ac- 
tions, which  are  contained  in  title  VII 
of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930.  The  general 
goal  of  U.S.  trade  policy  is  to  promote 
free  trade.  An  open  trading  system  will 
tend  to  produce  the  greatest  economic 
benefits  for  all  concerned.  Trade  pat- 
terns will  largely  be  determined  by  the 
comparative  advantages  each  country 
enjoys. 

Certain  actions  by  foreign  govern- 
ments and  producers  can  substantially 
adter  such  trade  patterns,  however. 
Provision  of  subsidies  by  foreign  gov- 
ernments or  the  sale  of  imports  below 
their  fair  market  value  can  give  for- 
eign products  an  unfair  competitive 
advauitage  in  U.S.  markets.  These 
trade-distorting  actions  not  only  result 
in  lost  sales  and  employment  In  the 
United  States,  but  they  undermine 
support  for  our  trade  policies. 

Congress  clearly  recognizes  the  prob- 
lems posed  by  subsidized  and  unfairly 
priced  Imports.  According  to  the 
Senate  report  on  the  Trade  Agree- 
ments Acts  of  1979: 

Subsidies  and  dumping  are  two  of  the 
most  pernicious  practices  which  distort 
International  trade  to  the  disadvantage  of 
United  States  commerce. 

To  remedy  these  practices,  title  VII 
of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  with  sub- 
stantial amendments  by  the  1979  act. 
allows  for  the  imposition  of  counter- 
vailing duties,  to  offset  the  value  of 
foreign  subsidies,  and  antidumping 
duties  to  offset  the  difference  between 
the  fair  market  value  and  the  price  at 
which  dumped  goods  are  sold  In  the 
United  States. 

The  Importance  of  measures  to 
grant  relief  from  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices is  demonstrated  by  the  number 
of  cases  handled  by  the  Department  of 
Commerce  and  the  International 
Trade  Commission,  which  jointly  ad- 
minister title  VII  cases.  Since  January 
1,  1980,  the  Federal  Government  has 
concluded  more  than  330  cases  in 
which  a  domestic  Industry  alleged 
unfair  trading  practices.  Although 
most  of  these  cases  do  not  result  in 
the  imposition  of  a  duty,  this  statistic 


illustrates  the  concern  by  U.S.  busi- 
nesses over  the  Impact  of  foreign  trad- 
ing practices  in  U.S.  markets. 

Clearly,  title  VII  is  used  more  exten- 
sively than  any  other  statute  dealing 
with  trade  relief.  Thus,  it  deserves  spe- 
cial attention  by  Congress.  The 
amendments  made  by  the  1979  act 
largely  made  U.S.  laws  conform  to 
codes  negotiated  under  the  multilater- 
al trade  negotiations.  In  addition,  spe- 
cific changes  In  the  handling  of  title 
VII  cases  were  enacted.  While  many 
improvements  were  made,  problems 
have  become  apparent  that  were  not 
foreseen    when    Congress    considered 

One  of  the  most  serious  of  these 
problems  is  the  added  cost  to  domestic 
petitioners  In  title  VII  cases.  Much  of 
this  added  cost  is  due  to  excessive  liti- 
gation that  is  not  required  to  fulfill 
the  intent  of  Congress  when  the  1979 
Trade  Act  was  passed. 

The  purpose  of  the  antidumping  and 
countervailing  duty  laws  Is  not  served 
if  small  firms  in  Industries  that  are 
not  well  organized  and  do  not  have 
substantial  financial  resources  to  draw 
on  are  effectively  denied  Import  relief. 
In  fact,  in  many  cases  the  weak  finan- 
cial condition  of  the  industry  is  direct- 
ly related  to  the  level  of  subsidized  or 
dumped  imports. 

I  believe  that  this  problem  can  be 
solved  by  modifying  the  current  anti- 
dumping and  countervailing  duty  laws 
without  changing  the  underlying  poli- 
cies adopted  In  the  1979  act. 

Perhaps  the  most  Important  reason 
for  the  Increased  costs  Is  chat,  as  a 
result  of  the  1979  act,  antidumping 
and  countervailing  duty  proceedings 
have  become  more  litigious.  This  is 
largely  a  byproduct  of  desirable 
changes  that  have  Increased  opportu- 
nities for  domestic  petitioners  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  proceedings  and  to  seek 
judicial  review  of  agency  decisions. 
This  legislation  would  preserve  these 
advantages  and  yet  reduce  the  overall 
costs  of  the  process. 

A  factsheet  that  I  will  enclose  at  the 
end  of  my  statement  describes  the  pro- 
visions of  this  legislation  in  more 
detail.  I  will  only  briefly  describe 
those  provisions  now. 

The  first  section  of  the  bill  sets  up  a 
special  "fast  track"  option  that  peti- 
tioners In  title  VII  cases  could  elect.  In 
fast  track  cases  there  would  be  no  pre- 
liminary determinations  at  either  the 
ITC  or  the  Commerce  Department.  By 
eliminating  these  steps,  cases  would  be 
decided  75  days  sooner  than  under  cur- 
rent law,  and  potentially  major  sav- 
ings In  legsd  fees  could  be  achieved. 

In  addition  to  these  benefits  to  peti- 
tioners, all  market  participants  would 
benefit  from  a  shorter  time  period  for 
investigations.  Furthermore,  since  the 
fast  track  would  be  optional,  this  legis- 
lation would  allow  a  petitioner  to 
choose  the  track  more  suitable  to  its 
own  situation.  I  believe  that  this  fast- 


track  proposal  is  a  significant  simplifi- 
cation that  offers  small  business  a  su- 
perior option  to  obtain  import  relief. 

The  second  section  of  the  bill  estab- 
lishes within  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment a  Small  Business  International 
Trade  Advocate.  The  purpose  of  creat- 
ing the  advocate's  office  is  to  enhance 
the  assistance  currently  provided  to 
firms  Interested  in  filing  a  petition.  In 
addition,  the  advocate  would  be  au- 
thorized to  intervene  on  behalf  of 
small,  financially  strained  businesses 
In  title  VII  cases. 

In  addition  to  providing  general  as- 
sistance to  small  firms  with  trade 
problems,  the  advocate's  office  would 
have  two  specific  functions.  First,  the 
advocate  would  be  authorized  to  self- 
Inltlate  cases  on  behalf  of  small  firms. 
The  Commerce  Department  already 
has  the  authority  to  self -initiate  cases, 
but  it  rarely  does  so.  This  legislation 
buUds  on  this  existing  authority  by  ex- 
plicitly allowing  the  advocate  to  initi- 
ate cases  for  small  businesses. 

Second,  the  advocate's  office  would 
be  authorized  to  request  the  Interna- 
tional Trade  Commission  to  conduct  a 
limited  number  of  factfinding  investi- 
gations to  small  businesses  In  prepar- 
ing their  cases.  Such  investigations 
have  been  helpful  In  the  past,  and  this 
authority  will  strenghten  the  assist- 
ance that  the  office  could  provide  to 
small  businesses. 

The  third  section  simplifies  the  pre- 
liminary injury  determination  at  the 
ITC.  The  current  administration  of 
this  stage  in  the  process  seems  to  re- 
quire information  that  is  sufficient  to 
conduct  a  final  Investigation.  Such  a 
high  standard  Is  not  required  by  our 
International  agreements.  This  provi- 
sion would  allow  the  ITC  to  make  its 
determination  on  the  basis  of  Informa- 
tion provided  in  the  petitioner  by  In- 
terested parties  in  the  case  of  Informa- 
tion that  Is  publicly  available.  Under 
this  provision,  the  expenses  associated 
with  detailed  ITC  questionnaires 
would  be  avoided. 

The  last  section  of  the  bill  addresses 
the  issue  of  judicial  review.  The  costs 
associated  with  judicial  review  are  fre- 
quently cited  as  a  major  reason  for  the 
escalation  In  the  costs  of  title  VII 
cases.  This  bill  seeks  to  reduce  these 
costs  by  eliminating  one  level  of  judi- 
cial review.  Under  the  provisions  of 
the  bill,  appeals  in  title  VII  cases 
would  go  to  the  court  of  appeals  for 
the  Federal  circuit. 

I  believe  that  these  recommended 
changes  are  a  responsible  solution  to 
the  problem  of  excessive  costs  of  seek- 
ing relief  from  unfair  trade  practices.  I 
welcome  further  recommendations  on 
other  solutions  to  this  problem. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  a 
copy  of  the  fact  sheet  on  this  legisla- 
tion in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  fact- 
sheet  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Unfair  Trade  Rckedixs  Siidijcatioii  Act 

op  1983 
The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  Improve  the 
success  of  small  and  financially  strained  do- 
mestic firms  to  the  antidumping  and  coun- 
tervailing duty  (AD/CVD)  laws.  Current  law 
Imposes  substantial  costs,  particularly  legal 
fees,  on  firms  using  these  statutes.  For 
many  small  firms,  these  costs  have  become 
prohibitive,  effectively  putting  relief  from 
unfair  trade  practices  out  of  the  reach  of 
these  firms. 

FAST  TRACK  POR  AD/CVD  CASES 

Under  the  bill,  petitioners  could  elect  a 
"fast  track"  procedure  in  AD/CVD  cases. 
The  fast  track  is  designed  to  give  domestic 
industry  quicker  and  less  costly  relief.  This 
would  be  accomplished  by  eliminating  the 
preliminary  determinations  at  the  ITC  and 
Commerce. 

The  time  limit  for  the  Commerce  determi- 
nations would  be  15  days  later  than  the  cur- 
rent limits  on  preliminary  determinations 
by  Commerce  in  AD/CVD  cases.  The  addi- 
tional time  for  'extraordinarily  complicat- 
ed' cases  available  under  current  law  wo»ild 
also  be  available  in  fast  track  cases.  The 
ITC  determination  would  follow  the  Com- 
merce determination  by  30  days.  For  most 
cases,  the  following  timetable  would  apply: 

TIMETABLE  (DAYS  FROM  HUNG) 
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Fast  track  cases  would  be  decided  75  days 
sooner  than  under  current  law.  Expenses 
would  be  reduced  by  eliminating  two  stages 
in  the  process.  Since  there  would  be  no  pre- 
liminary determinations,  no  provisional 
duties  would  be  imposed. 

SMALL  BUSINESS  ADVOCATE  POR  INTERMATIOnAL 
TRADE 

The  bill  would  create  within  the  Com- 
merce Department  an  independent  office  to 
advise  and.  in  some  cases,  to  argue  at  the 
agency  level  on  behalf  of  domestic  petition- 
ers who.  because  of  their  financial  condi- 
tion, are  unable  to  prosecute  fully  AD/CVD 
Investigations. 

Under  current  law,  both  the  Commerce 
Department  and  the  ITC  assist  domestic  pe- 
titions by  providing  Information  that  may 
be  helpful  in  their  cases.  These  activities 
would  be  performed  in  the  Advocate's 
office.  To  enhance  the  assistance  that  this 
office  could  offer,  the  Advocate's  office 
would  be  authorized  to  request  a  limited 
number  of  fact-finding  investigations  by  the 
rrc,  similar  to  those  conducted  under  sec- 
tion 332  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930. 

AD/CVD  cases  Involve  substantial  litiga- 
tion in  which  advocacy  as  weU  as  informa- 
tion are  essential.  Under  the  bill,  the  Advo- 
cate would  be  avaUable  In  certain  cases  to 
provide  both  counsel  and  advocacy  at  criti- 
cal points  in  proceedings.  At  present,  the 
ITC  provides  a  somewhat  analogous  service 
In  Section  337  unfair  trade  practice  cases.  In 
addition,  the  Advocate  would  be  able  to  ex- 
ercise the  Commerce  Department's  existing 
authority  to  initiate  case  on  behalf  of  small 
businesses. 

SIMPLimWG  THE  ITC  PRHJIOHAHY 
DETEHiailATIOIt  OP  niJTJHY 

Under  current  law,  the  ITC  makes  a  pre- 
liminary determination  of  a  "reasonable  In- 
dication" of  injury  under  AD/CVD  investl- 
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gatlons.  bases  upon  the  "best  infonnation 
available  to  It." 

In  practice,  this  stage  has  become  a  very 
coatly  part  of  the  proceedings  because  the 
rrC  conducts  exhaustive  investigations.  The 
ITC  solicits  Information  from  the  domestic 
industry,  usually  through  extensive  ques- 
tlonnaries.  Neither  the  Antidumping  Code 
nor  the  Subsidies  Code  requires  such  an 
elaborate  investigation. 

The  bill  would  simplify  this  step  in  AD/ 
CVD  cases  by  providing  for  less  exhaustive 
Investigations  at  the  preliminary  stage. 
Under  the  bUl,  Information  included  in  the 
petition,  supplied  by  the  parties  to  the  case, 
and  available  from  public  sources  would  be 
a  sufficient  basis  for  the  preliminary  injury 
determination. 

JTTOICIAL  RKVIKW 

Under  current  law.  the  U.S.  Court  of 
International  Trade  is  the  court  for  review 
of  AD/CVT3  cases.  The  bill  would  assign  this 
responsibility  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Federal  Circuit. 

AD/CVD  cases  are  currently  subject  to  a 
two-step  appeals  process,  in  which  determi- 
nations are  first  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
International  Trade  and  then  to  the  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  Federal  Circuit.  The  only 
function  of  the  courts  in  these  cases  is  to 
conduct  an  appellate  review  of  the  agency 
proceedings.  Such  review  is  more  appropri- 
ate for  a  court  of  appeals  than  for  a  trial 
court.  By  eliminating  the  first  step  in  this 
process,  the  bill  brings  the  import  relief 
area  into  conformity  with  the  usual  admin- 
istrative practice  and  reduces  the  costs  asso- 
ciated with  appellate  review  by  two  differ- 
ent courts.* 

•  Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  to  join  my  colleague.  Sena- 
tor Mitchell,  today  in  introducing  the 
"Unfair  Trade  Remedies  Simplifica- 
tion Act."  This  legislation  will  simplify 
and  expedite  the  procedures  for 
import  relief  under  the  antidumping 
and  countervailing  duty  laws.  Nearly 
all  these  provisions  will  be  available  to 
all  domestic  businesses,  but  their  bene- 
fit should  be  most  helpful  to  small- 
and  medium-size  businesses  in  particu- 
lar. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  dif- 
ficulty and  expense  associated  with 
import  remedies.  Frequently,  it  is  the 
smallest  industries  in  the  manufactur- 
ing sector  that  are  in  greatest  need  of 
the  relief  provided  under  our  anti- 
dumping and  countervailing  duty  laws. 
Unfortimately.  these  small  industries 
are  least  able  to  afford  to  avail  them- 
selves of  the  remedies  provided  under 
these  laws.  The  legal  costs  associated 
with  the  filing  and  prosecution  of  an 
antidtmiping  case,  for  example,  can  be 
as  high  as  $1  million. 

Last  year,  I  cosponsored  another 
small  business  import  bill  with  Sena- 
tor Mitchell,  This  bill  bears  some 
similarity  to  our  previous  proposal. 
However,  it  offers  several  new,  and  I 
think  innovative,  ideas. 

Perhaps  the  most  important  is  the 
"fast-track"  option,  which  allows  a 
party  claiming  injiur  to  elect  an  expe- 
dited review  of  its  countervailing  duty 
or  antidumping  case.  The  Investigation 
would  be  shortened  by  dispensing  with 
preliminary    determinations    by    the 


International  Trade  Commission  and 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  This 
would  save  75  days  and,  I  anticipate, 
very  significant  expense.  Because  the 
preliminary  determination  would  be 
eliminated,  however,  the  respondent 
would  not  be  required  to  post  the  bond 
normally  required  after  an  affirmative 
preliminary  determination. 

For  those  who  do  not  elect  the  fast 
track,  the  bill  reduces  the  redundancy 
of  the  ITC  preliminary  determination 
by  limiting  the  extent  of  the  investiga- 
tion carried  out  in  making  this  initial 
determination.  Often  the  ITC  requires 
very  extensive  data  from  petitioners, 
through  questionnaires.  Similar  infor- 
mation may  be  required  again  for  the 
final  decision.  While  the  bill  does  not 
alter  the  reasonable-indication  stand- 
ard upon  which  preliminary  determi- 
nations are  based,  it  provides  guidance 
as  to  the  comprehensiveness  of  the  ini- 
tial ITC  inquiry. 

Another  important  feature  Is  the 
elimination  of  the  Court  of  Interna- 
tional Trade  (CIT)  review  of  anti- 
dumping and  countervailing  decisions. 

Under  current  law,  countervailing 
duty  and  antidumping  determinations 
are  appealed  first  to  the  Court  of 
International  Trade,  and  then  may  be 
appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals  for 
the  Federal  circuit.  This  procedure  is 
tmusual,  as  most  administrative  ap- 
peals are  taken  directly  to  the  court  of 
appeals.  It  is  also  redundant  because 
only  the  final  appeal  can  be  binding. 
And,  of  course,  such  repetition  is 
almost  by  definition  time  consuming 
and  costly. 

By  cutting  out  the  CIT  appeals,  the 
bill  brings  appeals  of  countervailing 
duty  and  antidumping  cases  into  line 
with  most  administrative  appeals  and 
cuts  the  time  and  expense  associated 
with  the  interim  appeal  process. 

One  provision,  directed  exclusively 
at  small  btisinesses,  is  the  creation  of 
"Small  Business  International  Trade 
Advocate"  located  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  The  advocate  would 
assist  small  business  in  pursuing  ad- 
ministrative procedures,  and  it  could 
initiate  investigations  by  petition  on 
behalf  of  an  industry  consisting  of 
small  businesses. 

Foreign  competition  poses  a  real 
challenge  to  U.S.  businesses.  I  believe 
our  businesses  can  meet  that  chal- 
lenge if  that  competition  is  fair  compe- 
tition. When  that  competition  is 
unfair,  affected  industries  should  not 
be  burdened  with  the  additional  un- 
fairness of  unnecessary  cost  and  delay 
in  the  relief  process.  The  efficient  pro- 
cedures this  bill  establishes  should 
benefit  all  parties.  Particularly  for 
smaller  businesses  for  whom  time  and 
cost  may  be  the  critical  factors  in  de- 
termining whether  to  process  import 
legislation  at  all.  this  legislation  can 
provide  access  to  import  relief  reme- 
dies that  as  a  practical  matter  have 
been  unavailable  to  them. 


Mr.  President,  the  bill  Senator 
Mitchell  and  I  are  introducing  today 
is  a  needed  reponse  to  a  number  of 
shortcomings  in  our  existing  trade 
remedy  procedures.  I  fully  expect  sub- 
stantial modifications  of  these  propos- 
als will  be  offered.  Indeed,  there  are  a 
nvmiber  of  other  ideas  I  believe  are  de- 
serving of  consideration.  For  example. 
I  would  like  to  examine  the  possibility 
of  extending  the  advocate's  jurisdic- 
tion to  assisting  domestic  respondents 
in  deserving  cases,  as  many  Importers 
are  themselves  small  businesses.  I 
would  welcome  additional  ideas  and 
approaches  both  to  matters  addressed 
in  the  bill  and  those  not  specifically 
treated.  However.  I  think  this  bill  pro- 
vides a  fertile  beginning  for  improving 
our  existing  Import  remedies.  And,  I 
look  forward  to  hearings  on  this  legis- 
lation in  the  coming  weeks.* 


By   Mr.   WALLOP  (for  himself, 
Mr.     Dttrenberger,     and     Mr. 
Chafee): 
S.  1675.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue    Code    of    1954    to    promote 
transfers  of  real  property  interests  to 
certain  organizations  for  use  for  con- 
servation purposes,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  France. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  ACQUISITION  ALTERNATIVES  ACT 
OF  1S83 

•  Mr.  WALLOP.  Mr.  President,  since 
this  country  established  its  first  na- 
tional park  in  my  home  State  of  Wyo- 
ming, we  have  achieved  a  record 
second  to  none  in  the  preservation  of 
our  natural  wonders,  scenic  lands,  nat- 
ural habitats,  recreation  areas,  and 
open  spaces.  With  over  one-third  of 
our  total  land  areas  in  Federal  owner- 
ship, we  have  created  a  vast  system  of 
national  forests,  national  parks,  wild- 
life refuges,  open  space,  and  recreation 
areas  which  are  the  envy  of  every 
other  nation  on  this  planet.  Protected 
forever  from  indiscriminate  use,  we 
have  created  a  legacy  which  will  pass 
from  generation  to  generation  of 
Americans  to  enjoy,  discover,  marvel, 
and  appreciate.  Our  commitment  past, 
present,  and  future  to  preserve  and 
protect  these  lands  is  indeed  one  of 
our  most  noble  efforts  cjid  primary  re- 
sponsibilities. 

Because  of  good  luck  and  as  much 
foresight,  we,  as  a  nation,  have  been 
able  to  purchase  vast  areas  of  land  at 
bargain  basement  prices.  With  a  mere 
$15  million,  France,  in  1803,  deeded 
the  800,000  square  mile  Louisiana  Pur- 
chase to  the  United  States.  The  375 
million  acres  of  Alaska  was  purchased 
for  what  is  now  considered  pocket 
change,  $7.2  million.  It  was  fiom  these 
vast  areas  of  public  domain  that  a  ma- 
jority of  oiu-  national  parks,  wildlife 
refuges,  and  recreation  areas  have 
been  carved.  But  additions  to  these 
magnificent  inventories  carry  price 
tags  not  in  the  millions  of  dollars,  but 
in  the  billions  of  dollars.  For  one  third 


of  the  48.000  acres  to  be  added  to  the 
Redwoods  National  Park,  we  have  al- 
ready paid  $330  million.  The  Santa 
Monica  National  Recreation  area  was 
authorized  for  purchase  by  the  Con- 
gress for  $125  million,  but  in  reality  it 
is  likely  to  cost  many  times  that 
amount:  In  the  last  decade  we  experi- 
enced unparalleled  expansion  of  our 
National  Park  System.  In  this  decade 
we  have  already  approved  $4  billion  in 
new  Federal  land  acquisition.  We  have 
also  approved  a  budget  deficit  ap- 
proaching $200  billion  and  a  national 
debt  six  times  that  amount. 

There  is  a  growing  realization  that 
we  can  no  longer  afford  to  gobble  up 
all  of  those  lands  in  this  great  coimtry 
of  ours  which  are  worthy  of  protec- 
tion. Indeed  it  is  our  formost  obliga- 
tions to  husband  those  lands  we  al- 
ready won  while  we  search  for  new 
and  creative  ways  to  protect  those 
other  worthy  resources  short  of  Gov- 
ernment purchase.  In  1980,  the  Senate 
Interior  Appropriations  Committee 
wrote,  "too  often  Federal  land  acquisi- 
tion is  seized  as  a  quick  fix  for  recrea- 
tion, resources  conservations,  preser- 
vation and  environmental  protection." 
Several  years  ago,  the  GAO  reported 
that  some  Federal  agencies  had  been 
following  the  practice  of  acquiring  as 
much  private  land  as  possible  regard- 
less of  need,  alternative  land  control 
methods,  or  impacts  on  private  land- 
owners. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  I  have 
chaired  and  participated  in  workshops 
EUid  hearings  on  land  protection  and 
alternatives  to  Federal  land  acquisi- 
tions. Prom  ranchers  in  Jackson  Hole, 
Wyo.,  to  the  leaders  of  such  organiza- 
tions as  the  Nature  Conservancy,  the 
Conservation    Foundation,    Resources 
for    the    Future,     Conservation    Re- 
sources Group,  and  the  Jackson  Hole 
Land  Trust,  ideas  to  protect  our  lands 
in  addition  to  full-fee  purchase  have 
been  offered,  discussed,  debated,  and 
in  many  instances,  included  in  the  leg- 
islation I  am  offering  today.  Building 
from  concepts  found  in  the  Tax  Treat- 
ment Extension  Act  of  1980  and  legis- 
lation  which    I    introduced   late   last 
year,  this  legislation  incorporates  sale, 
estate,   and   donation   tax   incentives 
which  do  not  rely  on  Federal  acquisi- 
tion, but  on  private  individuals  and  or- 
ganizations who  are  dedicated  to  the 
preservation    of    those    national    re- 
sources most  worthy  of  protection. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  great  ex- 
panses of  land  in  this  country  which 
were  acquired  by  individuals  and  cor- 
porations at  relatively  low  prices.  In 
large  part,  this  land  has  no  known 
mineral  potential,  but  because  of  the 
low  cost  involved  in  maintaining  this 
land  there  is  reluctance,  if  not  little 
need,  on  the  part  of  the  owners  to  sell 
or  dispose  of  the  property.  But,  as  all 
of  us  weU  know,  it  Is  always  a  possibili- 
ty that  a  vital,  thriving  nation  may 
well  discover  some  valuable  resources 


on  or  imder  that  land,  that  makes  that 
land  more  valuable  for  them  to  hold 
than  to  sell.  Until  December  1980,  the 
Internal     Revenue     Code     prevented 
landowners    from    making    charitable 
contributions  of  land  with  the  reten- 
tion of  the  underlying  mineral  rights. 
With  the  Tax  Treatment  Extension 
Act.  these  partial  interests  could  be 
donated,  but  only  if  the  surface  ful- 
filled the  conservation  purpose  test  as 
outlined    in    the    Code.    What    that 
means  is  that  the  land  must  be  perma- 
nently retained  by  the  organization  re- 
ceiving the  contribution  for  dedication 
to  the  conservation  purpose.  However, 
most  of  these  lands  would  probably 
not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  con- 
servation purpose  test,  but  yet,  accord- 
ing   to    many    of    the    conservation 
groups  we   have   spoken   with,   these 
lands  can  still  make  great  contribu- 
tions in  their  conservation  efforts. 

It  is  also  somewhat  contradictory 
that  if  an  individual  or  corporation 
only  owns  the  surface  estate,  there  is 
no  question  that  the  land  can  be  con- 
tributed without  meeting  the  conser- 
vation purpose  test.  One  provision  of 
the  legislation  I  am  introducing  today 
will  allow  landowners  who  own  the  un- 
derlying mineral  rights  to  make  a 
charitable  contribution  to  qualified 
conservation  organizations  without  re- 
spect to  the  conservation  purpose  test. 
However,  for  purposes  of  the  tax  in- 
centives which  I  wUl  describe  below, 
the  conservation  purpose  test  must  be 
met  in  all  events. 

As  many  of  you  will  recall,  the  Tax 
Treatment  Extension  Act  set  out  sev- 
eral Important  guidelines  with  respect 
to  the  contribution  of  partial  interests 
in  land  for  conservation  purposes. 
First,  tax  benefits  are  only  provided 
with  regard  to  carefuUy  defined  natu- 
ral resource  areas.  Second,  the  Con- 
gress established  that  the  gift  of  a  par- 
tial interest  In  land  must  be  for  a  con- 
servation purpose.  Third,  Congress  es- 
tablished that  the  recipient  of  the 
gift— which  may  either  be  a  govern- 
mental unit  or  a  publicly  supported 
charity— must  be  qualified  to  manage 
the  resource.  The  contributions  must 
be  made  to  organizations  which  have 
the  commitment  and  the  resources  to 
enforce  the  conservation  restrictions 
and  purpose  indefinitely.  These  basic 
principles  are  fundamental  to  the  use 
of  the  Tax  Code  for  conservation  pur- 
poses in  the  future,  and  are  incorpo- 
rated in  the  legislation  which  I  am  in- 
troducing today. 

BuUdlng  on  an  idea  forwarded  by  a 
longtime  Jackson  Hole,  Wyo.,  rancher. 
Rod  Lucas,  we  have  provided  a  doUar- 
for-dollar  tax  credit  against  estate 
taxes  equal  to  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  property  for  estate  tax  gifts  of 
partial  and  entire  interest  of  land 
which  are  left  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. This  provision  is  of  particular 
importance  to  those  landowners  who 
wish  to  pass  their  land  to  their  sons 


and  daughters,  but  find  that  the  cash 
necessary  to  pay  their  estate  taxes  re- 
quires that  they  seU  much  of  their 
land.    Initially   we   have   limited   this 
treatment  to  those  gifts  which  fit  the 
conservation  purpose  test  and  the  Fed- 
eral Government  accepts.  Many  inter- 
ested   individuals    and    organizations 
have  expressed  an  interest  in  broaden- 
ing this  provision  to  include  all  quali- 
fying conservation  organizations.  It  is 
my  hope  that  the  other  tax  incentives 
in  the  legislation  will  provide  the  in- 
centive to  put  qualifying  lands  into 
the    conservation    use    sooner    rather 
than  later,  and  to  provide  a  broader 
incentive  for  bequests  than  for  living 
contributions  may  encourage  prospec- 
tive donors  to  wait  to  dedicate  their 
lands  to  a  conservation  use.  I  look  for- 
ward to  an  open  discussion  on  this 
issue  and  will  be  very  interested  in  the 
observations  and  opinions  which  come 
out  in  the  hearing  on  this  legislation 
which  I  Intend  to  hold  later  this  year. 
There  are  several  new  tax  incentives 
in  this  bill  designed  to  make  it  more 
attractive  for  landowners  to  consider 
sales  and  contributions  of  lands,  which 
fit  the  conservation  purpose  test,  to 
organizations  which  will  preserve  and 
protect  those  lands  indefinitely.  For 
outright  sales  of  conservation  purpose 
property  to  a  conservation  organiza- 
tion, the  bill  provides  for  a  maximum 
capital  gains  rate  of  15  percent.  In  the 
event  the  landowner  does  not  want  to 
recognize   any   gain   on  the  sale,   we 
have  provided  a  provision  whereby  the 
landowner  can  avoid  present  taxation 
by  taking  the  proceeds  from  the  sale 
and  investing  them  in  Investment  real 
property  within  a  3-year  period.  This 
treatment  is  similar  to  tax  treatment 
presently  provided  in  section  1033  of 
the  Code  dealing  with  the  reinvest- 
ment of  proceeds  from  property  sold 
under    threat    of    condemnation.    It 
should  also  be  noted  that  it  is  my 
intent  that  these  provisions  apply  to 
full  and  partial  interests  in  property. 

The  bill  also  Included  provisions  to 
encourage  contributions  of  conserva- 
tion purpose  property.  Current  law  im- 
poses a  30  percent  of  adjusted  gross 
income  limitation  on  deductions  for 
contributions  of  capital  gains  proper- 
ty. Because  this  limitation  poses  a  fre- 
quent barrier  to  the  full  use  of  the  tax 
benefits  from  substantial  gifts,  I  am 
proposing  a  change  in  that  limitation 
to  50  percent  with  respect  to  contribu- 
tions of  qualified  conservation  proper- 
ty. In  addition,  carryover  of  unused 
contributions  had  previously  limited 
to  5  years.  If  the  deductions  were  not 
entirely  used  within  that  period  then 
they  were  lost.  This  legislation  pro- 
vides for  an  unlimited  carryover.  Be- 
cause of  the  past  ravages  of  inflation 
the  importance  of  the  carryover  provi- 
sion had  been  significantly  diminished. 
However,  with  the  prospect  of  contin- 
ued control  over  the  inflation  spiral. 
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the  allowance  of  an  unlimited  carry- 
over should  be  of  considerable  help 
and  importance.  As  an  added  safe- 
guard the  bill  also  provides  that  in  the 
event  the  donor  dies  with  outstanding 
contribution  deductions,  those  deduc- 
tions can  be  taken  Into  his  estate  for 
the  purpose  of  computing  the  donor's 
estate  tax  liability. 

Mr.  President,  in  conclusion  let  me 
note  that  while  I  believe  that  the  Tax 
Code  can  provide  a  very  efficient 
mechanism  for  implementing  land  ac- 
quisition alternatives,  we  must  all  rec- 
ognize there  is  still  a  cost  to  the  Treas- 
ury. As  I  reminded  everyone  last  year, 
the  present  state  of  our  budget  re- 
quires that  we  prioritize  legislative 
proposals  like  no  time  before  in  our 
history.  This  legislation  is  no  excep- 
tion. When  this  package  is  examined 
and  analyzed  it  is  most  important  that 
we  identify  those  provisions  which 
offer  the  most  promise  and  establish 
them  as  our  first  priority  as  we  work 
toward  providing  efficient  alternative 
mechanisms  to  protect  and  preserve 
some  of  our  most  precious  resources. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  appear  in 
the  Record  immediately  following  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Recori).  as  follows: 

S.  1675 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  asserr^led, 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TfrUE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Public 
Lands  Acquisition  Alternatives  Act  of  1983". 

SEC.  r  INCREASE  AND  CLARIFICATION  OF  DEDUC- 
TION FOR  COVTRlBmONS  FOR  CON- 
SERVATION PCRPwaES. 

(a)  Imchsase  in  Deduction  for  CoirniiBn- 
TioRs  FOR  Conservation  Purposes.— Sub- 
paragraph <C)  of  section  170<bKl)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
percentage  limitations  for  individuals  on  de- 
ductions for  charitable,  etc..  contributions 
and  gifts)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  clauses: 

"(V)  For  purposes  of  applying  this  sub- 
paragraph with  respect  to  contributions  of 
capital  gain  property  which  are  qualified 
conservation  contributions  (within  the 
meaning  of  suttsectlon  (h)>— 

"(I)  this  subparagraph  shall  be  applied 
first  to  contributions  which  are  not  quali- 
fied conservation  contributions  and  then  to 
contributions  which  are  qualified  conserva- 
tion contributions. 

"(II)  clauses  (1)  and  (11)  shall  t>e  applied  by 
substituting  'the  applicable  percentage'  for 
'30  percent',  and 

"(III)  clause  (11)  shall  be  applied  by  substi- 
tuting 'each  of  the  succeeding  taxable  years' 
for  'each  of  the  5  succeeding  taxable  years'. 

"(Tl)  For  purposes  of  clause  (v).  the  term 
'applicable  percentage'  means  the  excess 
of- 

"(I)  50  percent,  over 

"(11)  the  percentage  of  the  taxpayer's  con- 
tribution base  for  the  taxable  year  which  is 
equal  to  the  amount  of  the  deduction  which 
was  allowed  for  the  taxable  year  under  sub- 
aection  (a)  for  contributions  of  capital  gain 


property  which  were  not  qualified  conserva- 
tion contributions.". 

(b)    CONTHIBtmONS   OF   PROPERTY   TO   OOV- 

ERmfSNTAi.  ENTITIES  FOR  OPEN  SPACK.— Para- 
graph (4)  of  section  170(h)  of  such  Code  (re- 
lating to  qualified  conservation  contribu- 
tion) Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(C)  Gift  to  governmental  entity  to  pre- 
serve open  space  treated  as  for  conservation 
purposes.— Any  contribution  of  a  qualified 
real  property  interest— 

"(1)  to  an  organization  described  in  clause 
(v)  of  subsection  (bXlXA).  and 

"(U)  for  the  preservation  of  open  space, 
shall    be   treated   as   meeting   the   require- 
ments of  subparagraph  (AKiii).". 

Cc)  Repeal  of  Restriction  on  Surface 
Mining.  —Paragraph  (5)  of  section  170(h)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  protection  of  conser- 
vation purposes)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(5)  Exclusively  for  conservation  pur- 
poses.—For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a 
contribution  shall  not  be  treated  as  exclu- 
sively for  conservation  purposes  unless  the 
conservation  purpose  is  protected  in  perpe- 
tuity.". 

SEC.  J.  DEDUCATION  FOR  CONTRIBITIONS  OF  CER- 
TAIN partial  interests  IN  PROPER- 
TY. 

Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  170(f)(3)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating 
to  exceptions  to  denial  of  deduction  in  case 
of  certain  contributions  of  partial  interests 
in  property)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (11), 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (ill)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
".and",  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

"(iv)  a  contribution  of  the  taxpayer's 
entire  Interest  in  real  property  other  than 
the  qualified  mineral  Interest  (as  defined  in 
section  170<h)(6)). ". 

SEC  4.  CREOrr  ALLOWED  AGAINST  ESTATE  TAX 

(a)  In  General.- Part  II  of  subchapter  A 
of  chapter  11  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  (relating  to  credits  against  tax)  Is 
amended  by  redesignating  section  2016  as 
section  2017  and  by  inserting  after  section 
2015  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  NU.  CREDIT  FOR  CERTAIN  QlIALinED  CON- 
SERVA'nON  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  THE 
l^NrrED  STATES. 

"(a)  In  General.— At  the  election  of  the 
executor,  there  shall  be  allowed  as  a  credit 
against  the  tax  Imposed  by  section  2001  the 
amount  of  aU  bequests,  legacies,  devises,  or 
tansfers  of  real  property  to  the  United 
States  which  would  have  been  treated  as 
qualified  conservation  contributions  (as  de- 
fined in  section  17(Mh))  if  such  property  had 
been  contributed  by  the  decedent  immedi- 
ately before  death. 

"(b)  Disallowance  of  Deduction.— No  de- 
duction shall  l>e  allowed  under  section  2055 
with  respect  to  any  contribution  for  which 
any  credit  Is  allowed  under  subsection  (a).". 

(b)  Clerical    and    Conforming    Amend- 


(1)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  part  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
section  2017  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  new  items: 

"Sec.  2016.  Credit  for  certain  qualified  con- 
servation contributions  to  the  United 
States. 

"Sec.  2017.  Recovery  of  taxes  claimed  as 
credit.". 

(2)  Sections  6040<3).  6213(hH2KB).  and 
6501(cK5)  of  such  Code  are  each  amended 


by  striking  out  "2016"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "2017". 

(3)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  2055  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(12)  For  disallowance  of  deduction  where 
credit  allowed,  see  section  2016(b).". 

SEC  5.  ESTATE  TAX  DEDUCTION  FOR  UNUSED  CAR- 
RYOVER  DEDUCTIONS  OF  DECEDENT. 

Section  2055  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  transfers  for 
public,  charitable,  and  religious  purposes), 
as  amended  by  section  3,  Is  amended  by  re- 
designating subsection  (f)  as  subsection  (g) 
and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (e)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(f)  Carryover  Deductions  From  Dece- 
dent OF  Qualified  Conservation  Contribu- 
tions.—If,  but  for  the  death  of  a  decedent, 
the  amount  of  any  qualified  conservation 
contribution  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
170(h))  would  be  allowed  as  a  deduction 
under  section  170(b)(l)(C)(ii)  for  any  tax- 
able year  after  the  last  taxable  year  of  the 
decedent,  such  amount  shall  be  allowed  as  a 
deduction  under  subsection  (a)  in  comput- 
ing the  taxable  estate  of  the  decedent.". 

SEC  C.  rollover  of  GAIN  PERMnTED. 

(a)  In  General.— Part  III  of  subchapter  O 
of  chapter  1  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  (relating  to  common  nontaxable  ex- 
changes) Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  1041.  rollover  OF  GAIN  FOR  SALE  OF  REAL 
PROPERTY  FOR  CONSERVA'nON  PUR- 
POSES. 
"(a)  NONRECOGNITION  OF  GaIN.— If— 

"(1)  a  taxpayer  sells  any  qualified  real 
property  interest  to  a  qualified  organization 
for  use  exclusively  for  conservation  pur- 
poses, and 

"(2)  within  3  years  after  the  close  of  the 
taxable  year  in  which  any  part  of  the  gain 
upon  such  sale  is  realized,  the  taxpayer  pur- 
chases any  real  property  Interest  to  be  held 
for  investment. 

then,  at  the  election  of  the  taxpayer,  gain 
on  such  sale  shall  be  recognized  only  to  the 
extent  that  the  amount  realized  by  the  tax- 
payer on  such  sale  exceeds  the  taxpayer's 
cost  of  purchasing  real  property  to  be  held 
for  Investment. 

"(b)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this 
section— 

"(1)  Quaiifted  organization.— The  term 
'qualified  organization'  means  an  organiza- 
tion described  in  paragraph  (2)  of  section 
170(h),  other  than  the  United  States. 

"(2)  Qualified  real  property  interest— The 
term  qualified  real  property  interest'  has 
the  mearUng  given  such  term  by  section 
170(h)(2). 

"(3)  Conservation  purpose,  etc.— The 
terms  'conservation  purpose'  and  'exclusive- 
ly for  conservation  purposes'  have  the 
meanings  given  to  such  terms  by  subpara- 
graph (A)  of  section  170(h)(4)  (determined 
without  regard  to  clause  (iv)  thereof)  and 
section  170(h)(5).  respectively. 

"(c)  ADDrrioNAL  Requirements.— 

"(1)  Gain  must  be  long-term  cajrital 
ffoin.— Subsection  (a)(1)  shall  only  apply  to 
gain  which  is  long-term  capital  gain. 

"(2)  Application  with  sections  1031  and 
7  (7  J  J. —Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  any 
sale,  exchange,  or  conversion  to  which  sec- 
tion 1031  or  1033  applies. 

"(d)  Termination.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  sale  occurring  more  than 
10  years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section,  luiless  such  sale  Is  of  a  taxpay- 
er's entire  interest  in  real  property  which 
remains  after  the  contribution  by  the  tax- 
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payer  of  an  interest  in  such  property  which 
constituted  a  qualified  conservation  contri- 
bution (as  defined  In  section  170(h)).". 

(b)   Clerical   Amendment.— The   table   of 
sections  for  such  part  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"Sec.  1041.  Rollover  of  gain  for  sale  of  real 
property  for  conservation  purposes.". 

SEC.  7.  INCREASE  IN  CAPFfAL  GAINS  DEDUCTION 
WFTH  RESPECT  TO  CONSERVA'nON 
PROPERTY. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  1202  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  de- 
duction for  capital  gains)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(a)  Deduction  Allowed.— 

"(1)  In  general— \t  for  any  taxable  year  a 
taxpayer  other  than  a  corporation  has  a  net 
capital  gain,  there  shall  be  allowed  as  a  de- 
duction from  gross  income  an  amount  equal 
to  the  sum  of— 

"(A)  70  percent  of  the  lesser  of— 

"(i)  the  net  capital  gain,  or 

"(11)  the  qualified  conservation  property 
net  capital  gain,  plus 

"(B)  60  percent  of  the  excess  (if  any)  of— 

"(1)  the  net  capital  gain,  over 

"(ii)  the  amount  of  the  net  capital  gain 
taken  Into  account  under  subparagraph 
(A).". 

"(2)  Qualified  conservation  property  net 
capital  gain.— For  purposes  of  paragraph 
(1)— 

"(A)  In  generoL—The  term  'qualified  con- 
servation property  net  capital  gain'  means 
net  capital  gain  for  any  taxable  year  which 
is  attributable  to  the  sale  or  exchange  of 
any  qualified  real  property  interest  to  a 
qualified  organization  exclusively  for  con- 
servation purposes. 

"(B)  Definitions.— FOT  purposes  of  this 
paragraph — 

"(I)  Qualified  organization.— The  term 
'qualified  organization'  has  the  meaning 
given  to  such  term  by  paragraph  (3)  of  sec- 
tion 170  (h),  excluding  the  United  States. 

"(ii)  Qualified  real  property  interest.— The 
term  'qualified  real  property  interest'  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  by  section  170 
(h)(2). 

"(ill)  Conservation  purpose,  etc.— The 
terms  'conservation  purpose'  and  "exclusive- 
ly for  conservation  purposes'  have  the 
meanings  given  to  such  terms  by  subpara- 
graph (A)  of  section  170  (h)  (4)  (determined 
without  regard  to  clause  (iv)  thereof)  and 
section  170  (h)  (5),  respectively. 

"(3)  Termtnotion.— Subparagraph  (A)  of 
paragraph  ( 1 )  shall  not  apply  to  any  sale  or 
exchSLhge  which  occurs  10  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  such  subparagraph 
unless  such  sale  or  exchange  is  of  a  taxpay- 
er's entire  interest  in  real  property  which 
remains  after  the  contribution  by  the  tax- 
payer of  an  interest  in  such  property  which 
constituted  a  qualified  conservation  contri- 
bution (as  defined  in  section  170  (h)).". 

SEC  8.  EFFECTIVE  DATES. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
this  section,  the  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  apply  with  respect  to  contribu- 
tions, sales,  or  exchanges  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  in  taxable  years 
ending  after  such  date. 

(b)  Estate  Tax  Provisions.- The  amend- 
ments made  by  sections  4  and  5  shall  apply 
to  estates  of  decedents  dying  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


By  Mr.  LADTENBEHIG: 
S.  1677.  A  bill  relating  to  the  provi- 
sion of  lifeline  telephone  service;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science, 
and  Transportation. 


HOME  PRONE  ACT  OF  1883 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  the  Home 
Phone  Act  of  1983,  a  bill  to  help  pre- 
serve affordable,  universal,  residential 
telephone  service  for  all  Americans. 

Beginning  as  early  as  next  year, 
rates  for  local  telephone  service  may 
rise  significantly  as  a  result  of  the  di- 
vestiture of  AT&T  and  regulatory  de- 
cisions by  the  FCC.  These  include 
mandates  to  speed  up  the  depreciation 
and  replacement  of  outmoded  equip- 
ment and  to  impose  a  flat  charge  on 
all  telephone  subscribers  to  defray 
costs  of  maintaining  the  local  network 
that  until  now  have  been  borne  by 
long  distance. 

I  recognize  that  these  decisions  are 
intended  to  promote  competition,  to 
move  toward  more  efficient  pricing  of 
telephone  services,  and  to  reduce  long- 
haul  telephone  rates.  However,  the 
pursuit  of  these  goals  could  force 
many  current  telephone  subscribers, 
such  as  the  poor,  unemployed,  and  el- 
derly, to  drop  basic  local  residential 
telephone  service  as  prices  soar.  As 
this  Nation  moves  ahead  in  the  infor- 
mation age,  these  people  would  be 
denied  access  to  the  most  basic  and 
pervasive  of  our  information  net- 
works—the telephone  system.  I  do  not 
believe  we  can  afford  to  let  that 
happen.  We  must  find  ways  to  pro- 
mote competition  and  efficiency  with- 
out disconnecting  millions  of  our 
neighbors. 

The  Home  Phone  Act  is  intended  to 
insure  the  continuation  of  basic  tele- 
phone access  for  people  who,  in  the 
wake  of  recent  regulatory  and  legal  de- 
velopments, would  otherwise  be 
unable  to  afford  such  access.  The  bill 
would  establish  a  universal  lifeline 
telephone  service  fund,  capitalized 
through  contributions  from  both 
interstate  toll  carriers  who  connect 
into  the  local  telephone  network— like 
AT&T  Long  Lines,  MCI.  and  Sprint— 
and  from  private  telephone  and  tele- 
communications systems— so-called 
bypass  carriers- that  do  not. 

The  fund  would  be  distributed  to 
local  telephone  companies  providing 
basic  service  at  rates  below  cost.  The 
service  and  rate  package  would  con- 
form to  plans  established  by  the  vari- 
ous State  public  utility  commissions. 
These  plans  would  be  designed  to 
insure  that  the  supported  service 
reaches  the  people  who  need  it  and  to 
otherwise  provide  for  accountability. 
Support  from  the  Federal  pool  would 
be  designed  to  be  supplemented  by 
subsidies  established  through  State 
ratemaking. 

The  bill  I  introduce  today  would  also 
postpone  for  at  least  1  year  the  impo- 
sition of  new  flat  charges  on  all  tele- 
phone subscribers,  as  mandated  in  the 
PCC's  so-called  access  charge  decision. 
The  access  charge  decision  is  a  signifi- 
cant contributor  to  the  predicted  in- 
creases in  local  rates.  It  is  by  no  means 


the  only  cause  for  increases.  However, 
because  the  decision  is  scheduled  to 
take  effect  in  January  1984.  it  has 
pressed  Congress  to  act  quickly  if  it 
wishes  to  act  at  all.  There  is  nothing 
magical  about  January  1984.  Staving 
off  the  imposition  of  the  access 
charges  would  enable  the  Congress  to 
move  deliberately  in  the  area  of  how 
best  to  allocate  the  costs  of  maintain- 
ing the  local  network. 

Mr.  President.  I  recognize  that  the 
challenge  of  preserving  universal  tele- 
phone service  has  concerned  many  of 
my  colleagues,  some  of  whom  have  al- 
ready introduced  thoughtful  proposals 
on  the  subject.  I  do  want  to  empha- 
size, however,  that  the  Home  Phone 
Act  differs  significantly  from  most  of 
those  bills.  Those  proposals  would 
create  a  mechanism  for  subsidizing 
only  those  areas  of  our  Nation  where 
the  cost  of  providing  telephone  service 
is  high.  They  would  subsidize  the  rates 
of  everyone  in  high  cost  areas,  wheth- 
er they  need  help  or  not.  They  also 
risk  removing  the  incentive  to  econo- 
mize and  cut  the  costs  of  operation  in 
such  areas. 

Finally,  they  would  provide  little,  if 
any  assistance,  for  the  multitude  of  el- 
derly, poor,  or  unemployed  telephone 
subscribers  in  relatively  low  cost  areas 
for  whom  telephone  rates  may  still  be 
too  high. 

Mr.  I*resident.  just  this  morning,  I 
met  with  a  group  of  senior  citizens 
from  Newark— living  on  fixed  incomes, 
whose  telephones  are  truly  a  "life- 
line." Each  morning,  they  call  each 
other,  to  find  out  how  they  are  doing, 
to  find  out  if  they  need  help  from  a 
friend.  Substantial  rate  increases 
could  force  many  of  these  seniors  to 
drop  telephone  service,  tearing  apart 
an  important  network  for  mutual  sup- 
port and  assistance. 

Mr.  President,  under  one  plan  pro- 
posed by  my  colleagues,  New  Jersey 
ratepayers  would  contribute  $57  mil- 
lion in  additional  surcharges  to  a  Fed- 
eral fund  in  order  to  receive  little  over 
$1  million  in  help.  This  clearly  ne- 
glects the  poor,  elderly,  and  imem- 
ployed  in  low-cost  areas  where  rates 
may  still  be  beyond  their  budgets.  Our 
neighboring  States  of  New  York  and 
Pennsylvania  would  not  fare  much 
better,  paying  $62  million  and  $35  mil- 
lion, respectively,  to  get  back  roughly 
$6  million  and  $2V4  million. 

Rather  than  favor  some  regions  at 
the  expense  of  others,  my  bill  is  in- 
tended to  target  assistance  to  people 
everywhere  who  cannot  otherwise 
afford  continued  access  to  the  tele- 
phone network.  Moreover,  by  focusing 
help  on  those  who  need  it.  we  can  keep 
down  the  total  cost  of  the  program- 
costs  that  must  be  borne  by  business 
and  residential  users  of  long-distance 
and  bypass  services. 

Mr.  President,  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Commerce.  Sci- 
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_   .,  .     ..^  '"rm  F  vi-UNIVERSAL  UFELINE  shaU  consist  of  contributions  from  carriers 

ence.    and    Transportation    and    the  ^hjiphone  SERVICE  providing  telephone  toU  service  and  bypass 

House  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com-  ..-T«n™c«  carriers,  and  shaU  be  distributed  pursuant 

merce  have  scheduled  hearings  on  this  /^    ^      k    ,.„^.  .r^^  to  this  title  to  eligible  exchange  carriers  for 

Ssue   this   week.    I    am    hopeful    that  Sec.  601.  The  Congress  hereby  finds  and  ^^^  support  of  lifeline  telephone  service. 

after  receiving  appropriate  comrnent.  "^^^^^  ^te*ta~the  national  interest  that,  to  •coimuBUTioi.s  to  th«  roiro 

the   committees   will    produce    leglsla-  ^^^  extent  possible.  aU  people  of  the  United  .sec.  60«.  (a)  The  Board,  with  the  approv- 

tion  that  enables  us  to  preserve  resi-  g^j^j^  ^ave  access  to  rapid,  efficient  tele-  jj  of  the  Conxmlsslon.  shaU  esUbllsh  rules 

dentlal  telephone  service  for  all  Amer-  phone  service;  to  determine  the  annual  total  lifeline  subsl- 

Icans    I  look  forward  to  participating  (2)  due"  to  many  factors,  telephone  ex-  jy  and  the  amounts  to  be  contributed  annu- 

in  f hat  effort  change  rates  are  increasing;  ally  to  the  Fund  by  carriers  providing  tele- 

T   ocv   thatthP  text  of  the  bUl  be  "(3)    significant    Increases    in    telephone  phone  toll  service  and  by-pass  carriers.  Such 

i  ?f5.«  .fl»nHp#^vlntheCoNGRiS-  rates   may   cause   subscribers   Who   cannot  rules  shall  ensure  that- 

printed  in  its  entirety  In  the  *-0WGK^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  increases  to  discontinue  service  ..(d  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 

SIGNAL  Record,  along  with  an  analysis.  ^^  ^  j^^  ^^^  personal  beneflU  of  access  to  ^he  total  annual  contributions  to  the  Fund 

prepared    by    the    staff    of    the    New  telephone  service;  equal  50  percent  of  the  total  lUellne  subsidy 

Jersey  Board  of  Public  Utilities  of  the  .(4)  first  among  such  subscribers  will  be  projected  by  the  Board,  with  the  approval 

possible    increases    in    rates    In    New  people  of  moderate   means   In  urban  and  ^j  ^he  Commission,  for  that  year; 

jgj^y  rural  areas,  including  the  elderly  and  unem-  ..(2)  any  amount  contributed  under  this 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate-  ployed;                                          .      ^    ^^^  section  is  equitable  and.  to  the  extent  possl- 

Hoi  ««  r^dered  to  be  printed  in  the  •<5)  if  significant  numbers  of  subscribers  j,,     discourages  neither  efficient  investmen 

rial  was  ordered  to  oe  pnniea  ui  tuc  ^jj^^^^jj^^^  service  as  a  result  of  telephone  decisions  nor  the  expansion  of  technological 

Record,  as  foUows.  ^^  increases,  the  value  of  access  to  tele-  choices;  and 

Nrw  Jersey  Board  or  Public  UTiLrriES—  phone  service  will  be  depreciated  for  re-  "O)  t!o  the  extent  possible,  the  collection 

Statf  Analysis  maining  subscribers;  and  of  contributions  to  the  Fund  does  not  inter- 

n_-,.    .     -     «...„.t»    of    fhP    notentlal  '(6)  to  the  extent  possible  and  consistent  j          ^^^  the  economics  of  the  marketplace. 

.f^t^?^or1eSl^d(2vestUure^nr«^  with  other  national  goals,   rates  for  t*le-  \^^,   „   the   contributions   to   the   Fund 

*      tJl  ^.^nhnnr,^  t^  be  iTeffectb^  phone  service  should  reflect  the  cost  of  pro-  ^^^er  this  section  In  any  year  are  not  equal 

S^w"  mIK  upTnl^wors^ciSe  iL^lrio  vldlng  such  service.  to  50  percent  of  the  total  lifeline  subsidy  in 

E-™^   ---   -  °^   ^-    ''  ..SEC  SO.  U  .  thT^^  Of  th.  title  to  r  C^o^^^on^raiirr^^  o?^^ 

^'n:on..^.....e.^c..^r  ^^^^^^^^^Z.  ^deT^  ^ec^lo^^  rt^S^^^tS^ 

'*'~'""'  ^ple  in  the  United  States  have  access,  at  order  to  account  for  the  previous  shortfall 

FCC  actions:  New  depreciation  pa-  ^^^  they  can  afford,  to  telephone  service,  or  surplus. 

rameters  and  methodologies $1.00  ■defikitiohs  "distribution  or  the  ruwr 

Charges  for  access  to  toll  market:  ^^  ^^  As  used  in  this  title-  -Sec.  607.  (a)  The  Board,  with  the  approv- 

IntersUte ■  ..^^^  .^.^^  ^^^^    by-pass  carrier'  means  a  al  of  the  Commission,  shall  esUblish  unl- 

IntrasUte •    •• ^"^  common  carrier  or  a  private  communlca-  form   rules   governing   the   distribution   of 

New  accounting  treatment  lor  con-  ^^^^  service  as  determined  by  the  Commls-  amounts  in  the  Fund.  The  Board,  with  the 

nectlng  sUtion  apparatus..... in  ^^^^  pursuant  to  rules  that  It  shaU  promul-  approval  of  the  Commission.  shaU  annually 

Loss  of  toU  support  for  existing  ter-  ^^      ^^^^     provides     telecommunications  distribute  amounts  In  the  Fund  to  all  ellgl- 

mlnal  equipment  leasing iw  ^^^.^  essentially  similar  to  service  provid-  bie  exchange  carriers  in  order  to  defray  50 

Modified  final  Judgment  and  dlvestl-  ^       carriers  that  connect  to  the  telephone  percent  of  the  lifeline  subsidy, 

ture.  Including  loss  of  intrasUte  exchange  .(bMl)  No  exchange  carrier  shall  be  ellgl- 

toU  profit,  legal  expenses,  cost  of  ,.^^^  ^^  term  lifeline  subsidy'  means  the  ble    to    receive    amounts    from    the    Fund 

equal  access,  etc ^•""  amount  by  which  the  cost  of  providing  life  unless  such  carrier  offers  lifeline  telephone 

m  line  telephone  service  exceeds  the  rate  actu-  service  pursuant  to  an  order  of  a  SUte  com- 
Total 11-'"  aUy  charged  for  such  service.  mission  issued  in  accordance  with  rules  pro- 
Existing   average  single   party   resi-  ..^^^  ^j^^  j^,^    lifeline  telephone  service'  mulgated  by  the  Board,  with  the  approval 
dentlal  rate  with  a  single  leased  means  residential  telephone  service  esUb-  of  the  Commission. 

telephone °*°  iished  by  an  order  of  a  SUte  commission  In  ••(2)  Any  order  issued  by  a  SUte  commis- 
si, oc  accordance  with  this  title  which  aUows  nat-  glon  under  this  subsection  shaU  verify,  to 
1984  potential  residential  rate ..     20.35  ^^^^  persons  to  have  access  to  telephone  the  extent  possible,  that  the  lifeline  tele- 

.    ,  .     .  ,,„„  .„H  f hp  service   and  which  Is  made  avaUable  by  an  phone  service  to  be  offered  by  the  exchange 

If  the  '^,f»P»fi°f^«Pri^"°"J^^,\^  fx^^gr«uner  solely  to  select  groups  of  Lrier  shaU  in  fact  be  offered  only  to  such 
new  accounting  treatment  'or  connecUng  ^  ^  ^  the  elderly,  the  unem-  people  and  at  such  rates  as  are  necessary 
sutlon  apparatus  had  been  placed  on  basic  ^.'^^'^^^  persons  of  low  and  moderate  ^  sufficient  to  ensure  that  access  to  the 
rates,  approximately  IL48  per  'nonHl of  ^^f  ^^~^  ^o  otherwise  would  be  unlikely  to  telephone  service  remains  avaUable  to  the 
$11.67  would  already  be  In  Pa^^^  However  ^'=^^,|' *"^f°  .^  such  access.  In  addition  to  same  percentage  of  households  served  by 
the  Board  has  been  »ble  to  Increase  other  ^c**"^^' ^feune  telephone  service  In-  the  ex^ange  carrier  on  January  1,  1983. 
rates  to  avoid  placing  the  fuU  Impact  on  ^"^"  "^^billty  to  make  calls  within  the  ■■(Z)  Any  such  order  of  a  State  commission 
basic  rates.  As  a  r«iult  a  $^5  fcref^hs^  ^"ep^one  exch^e  aTretes  such  that  use  shaU  vertfy  the  cost  of  providing  such  life- 
occurred  in  such  rates.  N^^^heless  as  such  ^/X^^'='^^^ot  unreasonably  discour-  ime  telephone  service  by  the  exchange  ear- 
as  $10.19  per  line  per  month  Is  yet  to  be  en-  oi^e  acc«»  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  compute  the  total  lifeline  sub- 

.u^^.^rs^u.^.^.  .--s-i^-ssHsr-rei-s:  rrrxESrC!^^ 

Reprt^tativ^    of   Ou    United    Statt,    0/    ^^^enJlUfeline  Telephone  Service  Joint     B««^*H„  io..^P   th^i  ,^o^tl  dlstriSl 

of  1983".                                                           ,  "(b)  The  Board  ShaU  function  and  conduct  to  accordance  wim  mc  wr 

Sk.   2.  (a)  The  Communications  Act  of  proceedings    in    accordance    with    section  "tie. 

1934  (47  VS.C.  151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  ^^Q^c)    proceedings  of  the  Board  shaU  be  -rxporting  RE«juiRnfDiT 

redesignating  title  VI  as  title  VII.  and  by  re-  ^^^^^  available  to  the  pubUc,  to  the  same  ..q^    g^g    Qne  year  after  the  effective 

designating    sections   601    through   609   of  ^^tent  as  proceedings  of  the  Commission.  j^te  of  the  Home  Phone  Act  of  1983  and  an- 

such  Act,  and  aU  references  to  such  sections.  ..^^^^  lweline  telephone  service  fund  nuaUy  thereafter,  the  Board  and  the  Com- 

"  '^J^'";°^  through  709.  ';«P«ftlvely,  """"tT,    ^^^re  is  hereby  estabUshed  a  mission  shaU  report  to  the  Congress  on  the 

(b)  The  Communications  Act  of  1934    47  S"*^^..™  Telephone  Srvlce  Fund  administration  of  this  title,  the  costs  of  the 

UAC.  151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  Inserting  UnlvenaJ  ^fj*"^  Jf  f  ^3^,^17^  program  estabUshed  by  this  title,  the  dlstri- 

Lmmedlatel,  after  UUe  V  the  foUowing  new  !j^j^^'p^^^'{^'\^'^tS  ^^tZ  CutSTof  amounts  from  the  Fund  under 
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this  title,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title  have  been  achieved,  to- 
gether with  any  recommendations  for  revi- 
sions and  Improvements  to  the  program  es- 
tabUshed by  this  title.'. 

Sec.  3.  After  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 
neither  the  F'ederal  Communications  Com- 
mission nor  any  jotot  board  established  pur- 
suant to  section  410  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  410),  other  than  the 
Jotot  Board  which  is  established  by  the 
amendment  made  by  section  2  of  this  Act, 
may  establish  or  administer  a  program  to 
expend  funds  to  any  carrier  to  ensure  the 
provision  of  adequate  lifeltoe  telephone 
service  (as  that  term  is  deftoed  to  section 
603(3)  of  the  Conununlcations  Act  of  1934) 
at  a  reasonable  charge,  or  to  subsidize  the 
provision  of  telephone  service  to  an  area 
solely  because  the  average  cost  of  providing 
such  service  to  that  area  is  higher  than  the 
average  cost  of  providing  such  service  to  the 
Nation  as  a  whole. 

Sec.  4.  Section  2(b)  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  152(b))  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after 
"section  224"  the  foUowtog:  "and  m  title 
VI". 

Sec.  5.  Notwlthstandtog  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law,  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  shall  neither  order  nor  allow 
toterstate  non-traffic  sensitive  costs  to  be 
recovered  through  the  imposition  of  flat  per 
Itoe  charges  assessed  end  users  before  Janu- 
ary 1,  1985. 

Sec.  6.  Except  for  the  provisions  of  section 
5.  this  Act  shall  become  effective  180  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


By  Mr.  McCLURE: 
S.  1678.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Energy 
Policy  and  Conservation  Act  to 
strengthen  our  Nation's  energy  emer- 
gency preparedness  consistent  with 
the  policy  set  forth  in  section  271  of 
said  act,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

ENERGY  EJSCERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OP  1983 

•  Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
nation  the  United  States  has  long  ac- 
cepted the  fact  that  it  should  be  pre- 
pared for  the  possibility  of  emergen- 
cies affecting  national  security.  The 
contingency  plaiuiing  efforts  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  are  widely  un- 
derstood and  accepted. 

Energy  emergencies  also  affect  na- 
tional security.  This  was  dramatically 
demonstrated— not  only  in  1973— but 
in  1978  and  1979  when  a  marginal 
shift  in  world  oil  supplies  resulted  in  a 
doubling  of  oil  prices.  Many  of  us  be- 
lieve that  we  dare  not  allow  ourselves 
to  be  put  in  the  same  position  again;  a 
position  that  we  have  foimd  ourselves 
in  twice  during  the  last  10  years;  a  po- 
sition where  those  who  produce  oU 
overseas  for  political  reasons— not  eco- 
nomic reasons — can  distort  the  market 
in  such  a  dramatic  fashion  as  to  en- 
danger the  welfare  of  not  just  the 
United  States,  but  the  world. 

I  am  certain  these  occurrences  were 
not  good  for  the  American  economy; 
and  I  am  absolutely  positive  they  were 
threatening  to  our  national  security. 
The  Implications  of  a  repeat  of  this 


experience  are  of  critical  importance 
for  the  security  of  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  President,  earlier  this  year  I  dis- 
cussed these  concerns  with  the  Presi- 
dent's National  Security  Adviser,  Wil- 
liam Clark,  and  with  Secretary  of 
Energy  Donald  Paul  Hodel.  And  it  is 
precisely  because  of  these  concerns 
that  last  year  the  Congress  and  the 
administration  jointly  formulated  the 
Energy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act 
of  1982  which  set  forth  as  national 
policy  that: 

The  Federal  government  shall  be  pre- 
pared prior  to  any  shortage  of  petroleum 
products  to  respond  to  energy  emergencies 
pursuant  to  authorities  under  provisions  of 
law  other  than  this  part,  as  a  supplement  to 
reUance  on  the  free  market  to  mitigate  the 
adverse  impacts  of  a  shortage  of  petroleum 
products  on  public  health,  safety,  and  wel- 
fare (Sec.  271(b)). 

The  Energy  Emergency  Prepared- 
ness Act  of  1982  authorized  a  series  of 
actions  by  the  Department  of  Energy 
to  upgrade  the  status  of  the  U.S. 
energy  emergency  preparedness  to  re- 
spond to  a  severe  oil  supply  interrup- 
tion, an  interruption  sufficiently  large 
enough  to  cause  severe  economic  dislo- 
cations and  hardships,  or  constitute 
serious  threat  to  public  health,  safety, 
and  welfare. 

Consequently  considerable  progress 
has  been  made  during  the  last  year  to 
improve  the  U.S.  energy  emergency 
preparedness;  yet  we  are  still  not  ade- 
quately prepared.  Recent,  and  ongo- 
ing, tests  and  exercises  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Elnergy  have  documented 
areas  for  Improvement  in  the  U.S. 
energy  emergency  response  capability. 
Some  of  the  areas  of  improvement 
were  recently  outlined  in  Secretary  of 
Energy  Donald  Paul  Hodel 's  letter  of 
July  19,  1983.  That  letter  was  part  of  a 
two-part  agreement  negotiated  with 
the  administration  to  save  approxi- 
mately $1  billion  annually  while  insur- 
ing that  the  United  States  will  be 
more  fully  prepared  for  an  interna- 
tional oil  supply  interruption.  The 
other  part  of  the  agreement,  which  is 
set  forth  in  a  letter  from  OMB  Direc- 
tor David  Stockman,  will  assure  com- 
pletion of  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve. 

The  agreement  will,  first,  provide  a 
strong  multiyear  commitment  to  com- 
pletion of  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve to  the  full  750  million  barrels  ap- 
proved by  the  Congress  and,  second, 
support  for  the  necessary  administra- 
tive and  legislative  actions  to  insure 
full  implementation,  in  a  timely  fash- 
ion, of  the  current  energy  emergency 
preparedness  policy  established  by  the 
Energy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act 
of  1982. 

Mr.  President,  the  Congress  and  the 
administration  share  a  strong  commit- 
ment to  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve as  part  of  our  Nation's  energy 
emergency  preparedness  efforts.  The 
initiatives  In  letters  from  OMB  David 


A.  Stockman  and  from  Secretary  of 
Energy  Donald  Paul  Hodel  reflect  the 
determination  of  the  administration 
and  the  Congress  that  the  United 
States  maintain  and  improve  its  de- 
fense and  national  security  positions 
in  the  event  of  petroleum  supply  inter- 
ruptions. 

The  agreement  includes  a  multiyear 
programmatic  commitment  by  the  ad- 
ministration to  completion  of  the  stra- 
tegic petroleum  reserve  to  the  congres- 
sionaUy  mandated  level  of  750  million 
barrels.  The  agreement  also  endorses 
maintenance  of  an  annual  fUl  rate  of 
approximately  145.000  barrels  per  day 
through  fiscal  year  1988.  This  will 
insure  a  continuous,  predictable,  and 
relatively  level  and  constant  filling  of 
the  reserve  to  full  capacity,  as  the  con- 
struction of  permanent  storage  facili- 
ties proceeds.  Significant  budget  sav- 
ings of  approximately  $769  million  in 
fiscal  year  1984  and  $972  million  in 
fiscal  year  1985  will  result  from  more 
realistic  fill  rates  in  the  near  term. 

In  addition,  construction  of  addition- 
al major  permanent  storage  facilities 
can  proceed  at  a  fairly  constant  and 
predictable  pace  which  reflects  fiscal 
and  national  security  considerations. 
Under  the  agreement,  the  Big  Hill  fa- 
cility will  begin  construction  by  mid- 
fiscal  year  1985. 

This  construction  schedule  and  fill 
rate  will  avoid  the  use  of  interim  stor- 
age facilities,  thus  keeping  storage 
costs  to  a  minimum.  This  construction 
schedule  and  fill  rate  also  will  enable 
the  strategic  petroleum  reserve  to  pro- 
vide approximately  a  constant  level  of 
protection  of  the  American  economy 
In  the  event  of  a  petroleum  disruption. 
Under  the  agreement  In  1985  the 
United  States  will  have  the  ability  to 
replace  all  Imports  with  SPR  oil  for  73 
days  compared  to  82  days  supply— or  9 
days  more  of  supply— under  a  fUl  rate 
of  220,000  barrels  per  day.  And  the  dif- 
ference In  cumulative  fill  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1984  will  be  only  27  million 
barrels,  or  6  percent. 

Under  existing  economic  circum- 
stances and  Improvement  in  conserva- 
tion and  efficiency  In  the  use  of 
energy  In  the  United  States  current 
Import  levels  are  markedly  reduced. 
The  world  oil  market  is  dramatically 
changed  for  the  better  since  establish- 
ment of  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve. Instead  of  importing  11  million 
barrels  per  day  in  1985  as  projected  in 
1977,  recent  Department  of  Energy 
forecasts  project  U.S.  imports  at  only 
6.1  million  barrels  per  day;  this  repre- 
sents a  45-percent  reduction  from 
those  earlier  forecasts.  As  a  conse- 
quence the  United  States  will  be  pro- 
vided 73  days  of  protection  instead  of 
the  60  days  that  would  have  been  pro- 
vided based  upon  projections  made  as 
recently  as  1980. 

Moreover,  the  OPEC  share  of  U.S. 
oil  imports  has  declined  from  a  peak 


JMI 


20586 

of  70  percent  In  1977  to  30  percent  In 
1983.  Concurrently  the  share  of  Im- 
ports from  Arab  OPEC  countries  has 
declined  from  37  percent  in  1977  to  10 
percent  in  1983.  The  decline  in  vol- 
umes of  Arab  OPEC  oU  imports  is 
even  more  dramatic;  imports  in  1983 
will  be  350.000  barrels  per  day  com- 
pared to  a  1977  peak  of  3.2  million  bar- 
rels per  day. 

Thus  the  possibUity  exists  to  reduce 
the  Federal  budget  deficit  by  the 
stretch-out  of  the  strategic  petroleum 
reserve  outlined  without  a  threat  to 
the  health  of  our  economy  and  nation- 
al security. 

This  agreement,  Mr.  President,  is 
representative  of  the  great  and  signifi- 
cant potential  that  exists  for  coopera- 
tion between  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion and  the  Congress;  working  togeth- 
er we  can  achieve  the  dual  purpose  of 
urgently  needed  Federal  budget  sav- 
ings while  advancing  policies  and  pro- 
grams which  are  critical  to  our  Na- 
tion's economic  and  national  security. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  simunary  of  this  agree- 
ment regarding  the  strategic  petrole- 
um reserve  and  energy  emergency  pre- 
paredness appear  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum- 
mary   was    ordered    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Eijo«D*T8  or  Agrkemdit  ok  Strategic  Pe- 

TROLEUii  Reserve  un>  Ewergy  Emxroency 

Preparedness 

The  agreement  includes  the  following  ele- 
ments to  strengthen  our  Nation's  energy 
emergency  preparedness  which  are  outlined 
In  Secretary  Hodel's  letter  of  July  19,  1983 
to  Chairman  McClure: 

(1)  legislation  to  assure  legally  the  avaU- 
ablUty  and  effectiveness  of  the  Executive 
Mtmpower  Reserves  In  domestic  and  inter- 
national energy  emergencies  In  order  to 
meet  both  defense-related  and  non-defense- 
related  needs; 

<2)  extension  of  Section  252  of  the  Energy 
Policy  and  Conservation  Act  (EPCA).  per- 
taining to  the  International  Energy  Agency 
antitrust  defense,  to  coincide  with  the 
EPCA  expiration  date  of  June  30,  1985; 

(3)  Identification  and  Administration  sup- 
port for  legislation  to  correct  shortfalls  in 
existing  emergency  preparedness  legislation, 
such  as  current  provisions  which  require 
clarification  or  which  contain  Inconsisten- 
cies which  may  Impede  proper  ImplemenU- 
tlon  of  the  current  energy  emergency  pre- 
paredness policies  esUbUshed  In  Section  211 
of  the  EPCA; 

(4)  appropriate  legal  resolution  to  protect 
agulnst  the  possibility  that  SUtes  or  local 
governments  may.  by  the  adoption  of  price 
and  allocation  laws.  Interfere  In  the  domes- 
tic marketplace  and  thereby  worsen  energy 
emergencies,  so  as  to  preserve  the  ability  of 
the  domestic  marketplace  to  work  effective- 
ly In  the  event  of  a  severe  petroleum  supply 
disruption: 

(5)  appropriate  administrative  action  on  a 
timely  basis  to  continue  an  effort  to  Im- 
prove and  to  upgrade  the  Comprehensive 
Energy  Emergency  Response  Procedures 
contemplated  by  the  Energy  Emergency 
Preparedness  Act  of  1982  so  as  to  assure 
achievement  of  the  preparedness  policies 
and  purposes  of  Section  271  of  EPCA.  In- 
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eluding  a  continuing  effort  to  determine.  In 
light  of  results  of  ongoing  tests  and  exer- 
cises, the  Improvements  which  may  be 
needed  In  the  areas  of  internal  Department 
of  Energy  organization.  Inter-agency  coordi- 
nation, decision-making  procedures  and 
emergency  alert  systems  and  logistics  sup- 
port; and 

(6)  administrative  actions.  conMnensurate 
with  the  existing  SPR  drawdown  plan  and 
other  presently  effective,  associated  legal 
authorities  with  a  view  to  development  of 
measures  necessary  (a)  to  assure  that  the 
SPR  will  be  applied  to  meet  domestic  needs. 
Including  regional  hardships,  and  foreign 
obligations.  Including  those  under  the  Inter- 
national Energy  Agency  and  NATO  agree- 
ments, and  (b)  to  assure  that  SPR  oil.  In- 
cluding any  SPR  oil  distributed  by  directed 
sales,  enters  the  market  during  the  emer- 
gency and  win  be  protected  against  specula- 
tion and  hoarding. 

The  agreement  Includes  the  following  ele- 
ments which  form  a  commitment  to  comple- 
tion of  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 
which  are  set  forth  in  OMB  Director  Stock- 
man's letter  of  July  19,  1983: 

(1)  development  of  the  full  750  million 
barrel  reserve  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1991; 

(2)  requesting  funds  for  major  construc- 
tion at  Big  Hill  In  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1985  that  will  be  submitted  to  Congress  next 
January; 

(3)  requesting  funds  for  oil  acquisition  suf- 
ficient to  maintain  a  fill  rate  over  the  1984- 
88  period  of  at  least  145.000  barrels  per  day. 
with  some  necessary  year-to-year  flexibility 
to  accommodate  especially  favorable  pur- 
chases that  may  arise  In  the  future;  and. 

(4)  completion  of  Big  Hill  on  a  schedule 
that  wUl  aUow  fUl  of  the  facUity  to  begin  no 
later  than  the  third  quarter  of  fiscal  year 
1987. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  wish  to 
introduce  the  Energy  Emergency  Pre- 
paredness Act  Amendments  of  1983. 
This  measure  would  provide  for  imple- 
mentation of  the  agreement  with  the 
administration  on  the  strategic  petrole- 
um reserve  and  energy  emergency  pre- 
paredness. The  measure  would  support 
those  administrative  initiatives  which 
OMB  Director  Stockman  and  Secretary 
Hodel  have  indicated  the  executive 
branch  is  prepared  to  undertake.  The 
bill  also  would  provide  those  additional 
authorities  which  are  necessary  to  fully 
implement  the  policy  set  forth  in  sec- 
tion 271(b)  of  the  Energy  Emergency 
Preparedness  Act  of  1982,  which  I 
enunciated  earlier. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  biU  and  the 
relevant  letters  of  July  19,  1983,  from 
OMB  Director  David  Stockman  and 
Secretary  of  Energy  Donald  Paul 
Hodel  be  reprinted  following  these  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  In  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1678 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  SenaU  and  Home  of 
Repreaentativea    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE;  TABLE  OP  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Tttle.— This  act  may  be  cited  as 
the  'Biiergy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act 
Amendment  of  1983". 


(b)  Table  of  Cowtekts.— 

Sec.  1.  Short  Title;  Table  of  Contento. 

Sec.  2.  Congressional  Findings  and  Pur- 
poses. 

Sec.  3.  Energy  Emergency  Preparedness  Or- 
ganizations: Executive  Reserve, 
and  Voluntary  Agreements  and 
Plans  of  Action. 

Sec.  4.  International  Energy  Program 
Amendments. 

Sec.  5.  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  Amend- 
ments. 

Sec.  6.  Effect  on  SUte  Laws. 

Sec.  7.  Report  to  the  Congress. 

SEC.  I.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES. 

(a)  PiiroiNGS.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  legislative  and  administrative  actions 
are  needed  to  strengthen  and  Improve  our 
Nation's  energy  emergency  preparedness  In 
order  to  Implement  fully  section  271  of  the 
Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  6281),  which  established  the  policy 
that  the  Federal  Government  shall  be  pre- 
pared prior  to  any  shortage  of  petroleum 
producte  to  respond  to  energy  emergencies, 
as  a  supplement  to  reliance  on  the  free 
market  to  mitigate  the  adverse  impacU  of  a 
shortage  of  petroleum  products  on  public 
health,  safety,  and  welfare;  and 

(2)  Individual  State  and  local  pricing  and 
allocation  of  petroleum  could  frustrate  free 
market  price  and  allocation  of  available  pe- 
troleum supplies,  and  the  response  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  energy  emergencies. 

(b)  PtJRPOSE.— The  purpose  of  this  Act  is 
to  furhter  carry  out  the  policy  set  forth  In 
section  271(b)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6281)  (b))  by- 

(1)  amending  existing  energy  emergency 
authorities  to— 

(A)  assure  that  such  authorities  are  ade- 
quate for,  and  remove  any  Inconsistencies 
which  may  Impede,  proper  Implementation 
of  the  energy  emergency  preparedness 
policy  esUblUhed  by  section  271(b)  of  the 
Eiiergy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  6281(b)); 

(B)  assure  the  avaUablllty  and  effective- 
ness of  organizations  for  utilizing  the  assist- 
ance of  the  private  sector.  Including  the 
Energy  Emergency  Executive  Reserves,  and 
Voluntary  Agreements  and  Plans  of  Action. 
In  domestic  and  international  energy  emer- 
gencies in  order  to  meet  both  defense-relat- 
ed and  non-defense-related  needs; 

(C)  extend  the  expiration  date  of  section 
252(J)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conserva- 
tion Act  (42  U.S.C.  6272(J))  to  June  30,  1985; 
and 

(D)  preserve  the  ability  of  the  domestic 
marketplace  to  work  effectively  In  the  event 
of  a  severe  petroleum  supply  disruption  by 
protecting  against  the  posslbUlty  that 
SUtes  or  local  governments  may,  by  the 
adoption  of  price  and  allocation  laws,  inter- 
fere In  the  domestic  marketplace  and  there- 
by worsen  energy  emergencies; 

(2)  undertaking  appropriate  administra- 
tive actions  to— 

(A)  Improve  and  upgrade,  on  a  timely 
basis,  the  Comprehensive  Energy  Emergen- 
cy Response  Procedures  provided  for  by  the 
Energy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act  of 
1982,  by  Incorporating  Improvements  that 
are  needed  In  light  of  the  resulte  of  ongoing 
tests  and  exercises  relating  to  the  energy 
emergency  response  capabilities  of  the 
United  States;  and 

(B)  assure,  commensurate  with  the  Strate- 
gic Petroleum  Reserve  Distribution  Plan 
and  with  existing  legal  authorities,  that— 

(1)  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  will  be 
applied  to  meet  domestic  needs.  Including 


regional  hardships,  and  can  be  applied  to 
meet  International  obligations  of  the  United 
States  (including  those  under  the  Interna- 
tional Energy  Agency  and  NATO  agree- 
ments); and 

(11)  petroleum  products  from  the  Strategic 
Petroleum  Reserve.  Including  any  such  pe- 
troleum products  distributed  by  directed 
sales,  enter  the  market  during  the  energy 
emergency  and  are  protected  from  specula- 
tion and  hoarding;  and 

(3)  completing  the  Strategic  Petroleimi 
Reserve  by: 

(A)  developing  a  750  million  barrel  Re- 
serve by  the  end  of  Fiscal  Year  1991; 

(B)  maintaining  an  average  annual  flU 
rate  over  the  Fiscal  Years  1984  through 
1988  of  at  least  145,000  barrels  per  day,  with 
some  necessary  year-to-year  flexibility  to  ac- 
commodate especially  favorable  purchases 
that  may  arise  In  the  future;  and 

(C)  completing  the  Big  Hill  faculty  on  a 
schedule  that  will  allow  fill  of  the  facility  to 
begin  no  later  than  the  third  quarter  of 
Fiscal  Year  1987. 

SEC.  3.  ENERGY  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  OR- 
GANIZATIONS: EXECUTIVE  RESERVES. 
AND  VOLUNTARY  AGREEMENTS  AND 
PLANS  or  ACTION. 

(a)  Part  C  of  Title  II  of  the  Energy  Policy 
and  Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6281),  relat- 
ing to  energy  emergency  preparedness.  Is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsections: 

"ENERGY  EHERGENCT  EXECUTIVE  RESERVES 

"Sec.  273.  Employment  of  Personnel;  Ap- 
pointment Policies;  and  Exectttive  Re- 
SERVES.- (a)(1)  The  President  Is  authorized, 
to  the  extent  he  deems  It  necessary  and  ap- 
propriate In  order  to  Implement  the  Com- 
prehensive Energy  Emergency  Response 
Procedures  provided  for  In  section  272(b), 
and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may 
issue,  to  employ  persons  of  outstanding  ex- 
perience and  ability  without  compensation 
In  connection  with  the  activities  of  the 
Emergency  Petroleum  and  Gas  Executive 
Reserve,  the  Emergency  Solid  Fuels  Execu- 
tive Reserve,  and  the  Emergency  Electric 
Power  Executive  Reserve  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy. 

"(2)  The  President  shall  be  guided  in  the 
exercise  of  the  authority  provided  In  this 
subsection  by  the  foUowIng  policies: 

"(A)  So  far  as  possible,  operations  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  part  shall  be  car- 
ried on  by  full-time,  salaried  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and  appointments 
under  this  authority  shall  be  to  advisory  or 
consultative  positions  only. 

"(B)  Appointments  to  positions  other 
than  advisory  or  consultative  may  be  made 
under  this  authority  only  when  the  require- 
ments of  the  position  are  such  that  the  In- 
cumbent must  personally  possess  outstand- 
ing experience  and  abUlty  not  obtainable  on 
a  full-time,  salaried  basis. 

"(C)  In  the  appointment  of  personnel  and 
In  assignment  of  their  duties,  the  President 
shall  take  steps  to  avoid,  to  as  great  an 
extent  as  possible,  any  conflict  between  the 
governmental  duties  and  the  private  Inter- 
ests of  such  ijersonnel. 

"(3)  Appointees  under  this  subsection 
shall,  when  policy  matters  are  Involved,  be 
limited  to  advising  appropriate  full-time  sal- 
aried Federal  Government  officials  who  are 
responsible  for  making  policy  decisions. 

"(4)  Notwithstanding  tmy  other  provision 
of  law.  the  President,  upon  finding  that  the 
national  Interest  requires  such  action,  may 
exempt  persons  who  become  employed  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (1)  from  the  operation 
of: 


"(A)  All  Federal  laws  pertaining  to  con- 
flict of  Interest  Including,  but  not  limited  to: 
"(i)  sections  202  through  209  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code; 

"(U)  sections  201  through  211  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  Appendix  I;  and 

"(111)  sections  601  through  608  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  Organization  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  7211-7218);  and 

(B)  the  antitrust  laws  (as  defined  In  Sec- 
tion 3(9)). 

"(5)  Appointments  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  supjjorted  by  written  certification 
by  the  Secretary  of  Energy  that— 

'(A)  the  appointment  Is  necessary  and  ap- 
propriate in  order  to  Implement  the  Com- 
prehensive Energy  Emergency  Response 
Procedures; 

'(B)  the  duties  of  the  position  to  which 
the  appointment  is  being  made  require  out- 
standing experience  and  ability;  and 

"(C)  the  appointee  has  the  outstanding 
experience  and  ability  required  by  the  posi- 
tion. 

"(6)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  pub- 
lish In  the  Federal  Register  a  statement  in- 
cluding the  name  of  the  appointee,  the  title 
of  his  position,  and  the  name  of  his  private 
employer.  The  appointee  shall  file  with  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  a  statement  listing  the 
names  of  any  corporations  of  which  he  Is  an 
officer  or  director  or  within  sixty  days  pre- 
ceding his  appointment  has  been  an  officer 
or  director,  or  in  which  he  owns,  or  within 
sixty  days  preceding  his  appointment  has 
owned,  any  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  financial 
interests,  and  the  names  of  any  partner- 
ships In  which  he  is,  or  was  within  sixty 
days  preceding  his  appointment,  a  partner, 
and  the  names  of  any  other  businesses  In 
which  he  owns,  or  within  such  sixty-day 
period  has  owned,  any  similar  Interest.  At 
the  end  of  each  succeeding  six-month 
period,  the  appointee  shall  file  with  the  Sec- 
retary a  statement  showing  any  changes  in 
such  Interests  during  such  period. 

'(7)  At  least  once  every  three  months  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment shall  survey  appointments  made 
under  this  subsection  and  shall  report  his 
findings  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
and  make  such  recommendations  as  he  may 
deem  proper. 

"(8)  Persons  appointed  under  the  author- 
ity of  this  subsection  may  be  allowed  trans- 
portation and  per  diem  In  lieu  of  subsistence 
while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular 
places  of  business  pursuant  to  such  appoint- 
ment. In  accordance  with  title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code. 

■•(b)  The  President  may  utilize  the  serv- 
ices of  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  and 
may  utilize  and  establish  such  regional, 
local,  or  other  agencies,  and  utilize  such  vol- 
untary or  uncompensated  services  from 
them,  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  needed 
to  Implement  this  section;  and  he  Is  author- 
ized to  provide  by  regulation  for  the  exemp- 
tion of  persons  whose  services  are  utilized 
under  this  subsection  from  the  operation  of: 
"(1)  aU  Federal  laws  pertaining  to  conflict 
of  Interest  Including,  but  not  limited  to: 

"(A)  sections  202  through  209  of  title  18, 
United  SUtes  Code; 

"(B)  sections  201  through  211  of  title  5, 
United  SUtes  Code,  Appendix  I;  and 

"(C)  sections  601  through  608  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  Organization  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  7211-7218);  and 

"(2)  the  antitrust  laws  (as  defined  In  sec- 
tion 3(9)). 

"(c)(1)  The  President  Is  further  author- 
ized to  provide  for  the  esUblishment  and 
training  of  the  Emergency  Petroleum  and 


Gas  Executive  Reserve,  the  Emergency 
Solid  Fuels  Executive  Reserve,  and  the 
Emergency  Electric  Power  Executive  Re- 
serve for  employment  In  executive  positions 
in  the  Federal  Government  to  assist  In  im- 
plementing the  Comprehensive  Energy 
Emergency  Response  Procedures  provided 
for  in  section  272(b).  Members  of  these  ex- 
ecutive reserves  who  su-e  not  full-time  Fed- 
eral Government  employees  may  be  allowed 
transportation  and  per  diem  In  lieu  of  sub- 
sistence. In  accordance  with  title  5  of  the 
United  SUtes  Code  (with  respect  to  Individ- 
uals serving  without  pay,  whUe  away  from 
their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business), 
for  the  purpose  of  participating  In  the  exec- 
utive reserve  training  program.  Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
President,  upon  finding  that  the  national 
Interest  requires  such  action,  may  exempt 
members  of  these  executive  reserves  who 
become  employed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment during  or  In  preparation  for  periods  of 
domestic  or  International  energy  emergen- 
cy, or  who  are  engaged  in  the  executive  re- 
serve training  program,  from  the  operation 
of: 

"(A)  All  Federal  laws  pertaining  to  con- 
flict of  Interest  Including,  but  not  limited  to: 
"(1)  sections  202  through  209  of  title  18, 
United  SUtes  Code; 

"(11)  sections  201  through  211  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code.  Appendix  I;  and 

•(ill)  sections  601  through  608  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  Organization  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  7211-7218);  and 

"(B)  the  antitrust  laws  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 3(9)). 

'■(2)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  pub- 
lish In  the  Federal  Register  a  statement  In- 
cluding the  name  of  a  member  of  these  ex- 
ecutive reserves  who  has  become  employed 
by  the  Federal  Government,  the  title  of  his 
position,  and  the  name  of  his  private  em- 
ployer. The  employee  shall  file  with  the 
SecreUry  of  Energy  a  sutement  listing  the 
names  of  any  corporations  of  which  he  Is  an 
officer  or  director  or  within  sixty  days  pre- 
ceding his  employment  has  been  an  officer 
or  director,  or  in  which  he  owns,  or  within 
sixty  days  preceding  his  employment  has 
owned,  any  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  financial 
interests,  and  the  names  of  any  partner- 
ships In  which  he  Is.  or  was  within  sixty 
days  preceding  his  employment,  a  partner, 
and  the  names  of  any  other  businesses  In 
which  he  owns,  or  within  such  sixty-day 
period  has  owned,  any  similar  Interest.  At 
the  end  of  each  succeeding  six-month 
period,  the  employee  shall  file  with  the  Sec- 
retary a  sUtement  showing  any  changes  In 
such  interests  during  such  period. 

"(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  personnel  used  under  this  section.  In- 
cluding persons  employed  without  compen- 
sation, the  executive  reserves  and  any  mem- 
bers of  the  executive  reserves  who  Isecome 
employed  by  the  Federal  Government 
during  or  In  preparation  for  periods  of  do- 
mestic or  International  energy  emergency, 
or  who  are  engaged  In  the  executive  reserve 
training  programs,  are  exempt  from  the  op- 
eration of  all  Federal  laws,  rules,  and  regu- 
lations pertaining  to  advisory  committees. 

"VOLUNTARY  AGREEMENTS  AND  PLANS  OF 
ACTION  FOR  ENERGY  EMERGENCIES 

'Sec.  274.  (a)  The  President  Is  authorized 
to  consult  with  represenUtlves  of  the 
energy  Industry,  energy  consumers  and 
other  Interests,  with  a  view  to  encouraging 
the  making  by  such  persons  of  voluntary 
agreements  and  plans  of  action  which  would 
be  in  the  public  interest  and  contribute  to 
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the  objectives  of  this  part  by  facUlUtlng 
preparation  for.  or  a  response  to.  a  domestic 
or  international  energy  emergency. 

"(b)  The  President  shall  prescribe  stand- 
ards and  procedures  by  which  persons  may 
develop  and  carry  out  voluntary  agreements 
and  plans  of  action  provided  for  In  subsec- 
tion (a). 

••(c)  The  standards  and  procedures  pre- 
scribed under  subsection  (b)  shall  Include 
the  following  requirements: 

"(IXA)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  meetings  held  to  develop  or  carry 
out  a  voluntary  agreement  or  plan  of  action 
under  this  section  shall— 

"(1)  permit  attendance  by  representatives 
of  committees  of  the  Congress  and  Interest- 
ed persons,  including  all  interested  seg- 
ments of  the  energy  industry,  energy  con- 
sumers, and  the  public: 

•(il)  be  preceded  by  timely  and  adequate 
notice  with  identification  of  the  agenda  of 
such  meeting  to  the  Attorney  General,  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission,  committees  of 
the  Congress,  and  (except  during  an  energy 
emergency  with  respect  to  meetings  to  carry 
out  a  voluntary  agreement  or  to  develop  or 
carry  out  a  plan  of  action)  the  public;  and 

"(Ul)  be  initiated  and  chaired  by  a  regular 
full-time  employee  of  the  Department  of 
Energy. 

••(B)  The  President  may  determine  that  a 
meeting  held  to  carry  out  a  voluntary  agree- 
ment or  to  develop  or  carry  out  a  plan  of 
action  shall  not  be  open  to  Interested  per- 
sons or  that  attendance  by  interested  per- 
sons may  be  limited,  if  the  President  finds 
that  a  wider  disclosure  would  be  detrimental 
to  the  Interests  of  the  United  States. 

•(C)  No  meetings  may  be  held  to  develop 
or  carry  out  a  voluntary  agreement  or  plan 
of  action  under  this  section  unless  a  regular 
full-time  employee  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  Is  present. 

••(2)  Interested  persons  permitted  to 
attend  such  a  meeting  shall  be  afforded  an 
opportunity  to  present,  in  writing  and 
orally,  data,  views,  and  arguments  at  such 
meetings,  subject  to  any  reasonable  limita- 
tions with  respect  to  the  manner  of  presen- 
tation of  data,  views,  and  argiunents  as  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  may  impose. 

••(3)  A  full  and  complete  record,  and  where 
practicable  a  verbatim  transcript,  shall  be 
kept  of  any  meeting  held,  and  a  full  and 
complete  record  shall  be  kept  of  any  com- 
munication (other  than  in  a  meeting)  made, 
between  or  among  participants  or  potential 
participants,  to  develop  or  carry  out  a  vol- 
untary agreement  or  a  plan  of  action  under 
this  section.  Such  record  or  transcript  shall 
be  deposited,  together  with  any  agreement 
resulting  therefrom,  with  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  and  shall  be  available  to  the  Attor- 
ney CJeneral  and  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission. Such  records  or  transcripts  shall  be 
avaUable  for  public  inspection  and  copying 
in  accordance  with  section  552  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code;  except  that  (A)  matter 
may  not  be  withheld  from  disclosure  under 
section  552(b)  of  such  title  on  grounds  other 
than  the  grounds  specified  in  section 
552(bXl).  (bM3).  or  so  much  of  (b)(4)  as  re- 
lates to  trade  secrete;  and  (B)  in  the  exercise 
of  authority  under  section  552(b)(1).  the 
President  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  Attorney  General  with  re- 
spect to  questions  relating  to  the  foreign 
poUcy  Interests  of  the  United  SUtes. 

•'(4)  No  provision  of  this  section  may  be 
implemented  so  as  to  prevent  representa- 
tives of  committees  of  Congress  from  at- 
tending meetings  to  which  this  section  ap- 
plies, or  from  having  access  to  any  tran- 
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scripte.  recortis,  and  agreemente  kept  or 
made  under  this  section.  Such  access  to  any 
transcript  that  Is  required  to  be  kept  for 
any  meeting  shall  be  provided  as  soon  as 
practicable  (but  not  later  than  14  days) 
after  that  meeting. 

••(dKl)  The  Attorney  General  and  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  shall  participate 
from  the  beginning  in  the  development,  and 
when  practicable,  in  the  carrying  out  of  vol- 
untary agreemente  and  plans  of  action  au- 
thorized under  this  section.  Each  may  pro- 
pose any  alternative  which  would  avoid  or 
overcome,  to  the  greatest  extent  practica- 
ble, possible  anticompetitive  effecte  while 
achieving  substantially  the  purposes  of  this 
part.  A  voluntary  agreement  or  plan  of 
action  under  this  section  may  not  be  carried 
out  unless  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  and  by  the  Attorney  General,  after 
consultation  with  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission. Prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
period  determined  under  paragraph  (2).  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  shall  transmit  to 
the  Attorney  General  Ite  views  as  to  wheth- 
er such  an  agreement  or  plan  of  action 
should  be  approved,  and  shall  publish  such 
views  in  the  Federal  Register.  The  Attorney 
General,  in  consuiutlon  with  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  tuid  the  Secretary  of 
Energy,  shall  have  the  right  to  review, 
amend,  modify,  disapprove,  or  revoke,  on  his 
own  motion  or  upon  the  request  of  the  Fed- 
eral Trade  Commission  or  any  interested 
person,  any  voluntary  agreement  or  plan  of 
action  at  any  tune.  and.  if  revoked,  thereby 
withdraw  prospectively  any  Immunity 
which  may  be  conferred  by  subsection  (f)  or 
(i). 

■•(2)  Any  voluntary  agreement  or  plan  of 
action  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  be  submitted  In  writing  to  the  Attor- 
ney General  and  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission at  least  twenty  days  before  being 
implemented;  except  that  during  a  domestic 
or  international  energy  emergency  found  by 
the  President  to  exist,  the  Secretary  of 
Energy,  subject  to  approval  of  the  Attorriey 
General,  may  reduce  such  twenty-day 
period.  Any  such  agreement  or  plan  of 
action  shall  be  available  for  public  inspec- 
tion and  copying,  except  that  a  plan  of 
action  shall  be  so  available  only  to  the 
extent  to  which  records  or  transcripte  are  so 
avaUable  as  provided  In  the  last  sentence  of 
subsection  (c)(3).  Any  action  taken  pursuant 
to  such  voluntary  agreement  or  plan  of 
action  shall  be  reported  to  the  Attorney 
General  and  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
pursuant  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed ;inder  subsections  (e)(3)  and  (4). 

■■(3)  A  plan  of  action  may  not  be  approved 
by  the  Attorney  General  under  this  subsec- 
tion unless  such  plan— 

••(A)  describes  the  types  of  substantive  ac- 
tions which  may  be  taken  under  the  plan, 
and 

"(B)  is  as  specific  in  ite  description  of  pro- 
posed substantive  actions  as  is  reasonable  in 
light  of  circumstances  known  at  the  time  of 
approval. 

•(eKl)  The  Attorney  General  and  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  shall  monitor 
the  development  and  carrying  out  of  volun- 
tary agreemente  and  plans  of  action  author- 
ized under  this  section  in  order  to  promote 
competition  and  to  prevent  anticompetitive 
practices  and  effecte.  while  achieving  sub- 
stantially the  purposes  of  this  part. 

••(2)  In  addition  to  any  requirement  speci- 
fied imder  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this 
section  and  in  order  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  Attorney  General, 
in    consuiutlon    with    the    Federal    Trade 


Commission  and  the  Secretary  of  Energy, 
may  promulgate  rules  concerning  the  main- 
tenance of  necessary  and  appropriate  rec- 
ords related  to  the  development  and  carry- 
ing out  of  voluntary  agreemente  and  plans 
of  action  authorized  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion. 

'•(3)  Persons  developing  or  carrying  out 
voluntary  agreemente  and  plans  of  action 
authorized  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
maintain  such  records  as  are  required  by 
rules  promulgated  under  paragraph  (2).  The 
Attorney  General  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  shall  have  access  to  and  the 
right  to  copy  such  records  at  reasonable 
times  and  upon  reasonable  notice. 

••(4)  The  Attorney  General  and  the  Feder- 
al Trade  Commission  may  each  prescribe 
such  rules  as  may  be  necessary  or  appropri- 
ate to  carry  out  their  respective  responsibil- 
ities under  this  section.  They  may  both  uti- 
lize for  such  purposes  and  for  purposes  of 
enforcement  any  powers  conferred  upon  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  or  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  or  both,  by  the  antitrust 
laws  or  the  Antitrust  Civil  Process  Act;  and 
wherever  any  such  law  refers  to  '•the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act"  or  like  terms,  the  refer- 
ence shall  be  understood  to  Include  this  sec- 
tion. 

••(f)(1)  There  shall  be  available  as  a  de- 
fense to  any  civil  or  criminal  action  brought 
under  the  antitrust  laws  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 3(9))  In  respect  to  actions  taken  to  de- 
velop or  carry  out  a  voluntary  agreement  or 
plan  of  action  (provided  that  such  actions 
were  not  taken  for  the  purpose  of  injuring 
competition)  that— 
•'(A)  such  ai;tlons  were  taken— 
"(1)  In  the  course  of  developing  a  volun- 
tary agreement  or  plan  of  action  pursuant 
to  this  section,  or 

••(11)  to  carry  out  a  voluntary  agreement  or 
plan  of  action  authorized  and  approved  in 
accordance  with  this  section,  and 

••(B)  the  persons  taking  such  actions  com- 
piled with  the  requiremente  of  this  section 
and  the  rules  promulgated  hereunder. 

■•(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  actions  taken  to 
develop  a  voluntary  agreement  or  plan  of 
action,  the  defense  provided  In  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  available  only  if  the  person  as- 
serting the  defense  demonstrates  that  the 
actions  were  described  in,  or  within  the  rea- 
sonable contemplation  of  an  approved  vol- 
untary agreement  or  plan  of  action. 

••(g)  No  provision  of  this  section  shall  be 
construed  as  granting  Immunity  for.  or  as 
limiting  or  in  any  way  affecting  any  remedy 
or  penalty  which  may  result  from  any  legal 
action  or  proceeding  arising  from,  any  act  or 
practice  which  occurred  prior  to  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  section  or  subsequent  to 
Ite  expiration  or  repeal. 

••(h)  The  Attorney  General  and  the  Feder- 
al Trade  Commission  shall  each  submit  to 
the  Congress  and  to  the  President,  at  least 
one  annually,  a  report  on  the  impact  on 
competition  and  on  small  business  of  actions 
authorized  by  this  section. 

••(I)  In  any  action  In  any  Federal  or  State 
court  for  breach  of  contract,  there  shall  be 
available  as  a  defense  that  the  alleged 
breach  of  contract  was  caused  predominant- 
ly by  action  taken  during  a  domestic  or 
International  energy  emergency  found  by 
the  President  to  exist,  to  carry  out  a  plan  of 
action  authorized  and  approved  in  accord- 
ance with  this  section. 

••(j)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions 
of  law.  participante  in  voluntary  agreemente 
or  plans  of  action,  when  acting  in  compli- 
ance with  the  requiremente  of  this  section, 
the  rules  promulgated  hereunder,  and  the 


provisions  of  the  voluntary  agreement  or 
plan  of  action,  are  exempt  from  the  oper- 
ation of  all  Federal  laws,  rules  and  regula- 
tions pertaining  to  advisory  committees. 

•■(k)  The  authority  provided  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  not  apply  to  the  development  or 
carylng  out  of  voluntary  agreemente  or 
plans  of  action  to  implement  the  allocation 
and  information  provisions  of  the  Interna- 
tional energy  program. 

(b)  CONTORMING  AMZNDBiENT.— SeCtiOn   271 

of  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  6281)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b).  by  deleting  'other 
than  this  part  •  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof, 
"other  than  section  272". 

(2)  in  subsection  (c),  by  deleting  '•other 
than  this  part"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof, 
•other  than  section  272,  and  by  making 
available  to  the  President  authorities  for 
utUizing  the  private  sector  in  implementing 
this  policy". 

(c)  The  Uble  of  contente  of  the  Energy 
Policy  and  Conservation  Act  is  amended  fur- 
ther by  Inserting  after  the  Item  relating  to 
section  272  the  following: 

"Sec.  273.  Energy  emergency  executive  re- 
serves. 

"Sec.  274.  Voluntary  agreemente  and  plans 
of  action  for  energy  emergen- 
cies.". 

SEC      4.      INTERNA^nONAL      ENERGY      PROGRAM 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  Extension.— Subsection  (j)  of  section 
252  of  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6272(J))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  'December  31.  1983"  and  inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "June  30,  1985". 

(b)  Other  Amendments.— Section  252  of 
the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  6272)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d)(3),  by  deleting 
"known  circumstances"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof,  '•circumstances  known  at  the  time 
of  approval": 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)(2),  by  deleting  '"shall" 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof,  "may"; 

(3)  In  subsection  (f)(2),  by  inserting  after 
•approved",  the  phrase  "voluntary  agree- 
ment or";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (i).  by  deleting  "once 
every  six  months"  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof,  ""annually". 

SEC.  &.  strategic  PETROLEl^M  RESERVE  AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  CoKTORMiNG  Amendbients.— Section 
160  of  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6240)  is  amended— 

(1)  In  subsection  (c)(1)(A),  by  striking 
"500,000,000"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"750.000,000"; 

(2)  by  striking  subsections  (c)(1)  (B)  and 
(C),  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

'"(B)  The  mlnimtmi  required  fUl  rate  shall 
be  145,000  barrels  per  day  for  the  purposes 
of  subparagraph  (A)."; 

(3)  in  redesignating  subsection  (cKlMD)  as 
subsection  (c)(1)(C); 

(4)  In  redesignated  subsection  (c)(1)(C), 
deleting  '"(C)"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"'(B)";  and 

(5)  in  subsection  (c)(2),  by  striking 
""300,000'"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  "145,000". 

(b)  CXarifying  Amendments. — Section  161 
of  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  6241)  Is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsections: 

"(g)  Nothing  In  this  part  shall  be  con- 
strued to  limit  the  authority  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  Energy  to  conduct  sales  of  petrole- 
um producte  stored  In  the  Strategic  Petrole- 
um Reserve  for  purposes  of  testing  draw- 
down and  distribution  of  the  Reserve;  such 


sales  shall  not  be  considered  to  be  draw- 
down and  distribution  luider  this  section. 

"(h)  The  President  is  hereby  authorized 
to  require  that  performance  under  any  con- 
tracte  or  orders  (other  than  contracte  of  em- 
ployment) which  he  deems  necessary  or  ap- 
propriate to  implement  drawdown  and  dis- 
tribution of  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Re- 
serve, Including  service  contracte,  shall  take 
priority  over  performance  under  any  other 
contract  or  order,  except  a  conflicting  con- 
tract or  order  issued  pursuant  to  section 
101(a)  of  the  Defense  Production  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  App.  2071(a)),  and  for  the  purpose  of 
assuring  the  priority  transportation  of  Re- 
serve petroleum  producte  during  drawdown 
and  distribution,  to  require  acceptance  and 
{jerformance  of  such  contracte  or  orders  in 
preference  to  other  contraicte  or  orders  by 
any  person  he  finds  Is  capable  of  their  per- 
formance or  could  be  made  capable  without 
an  unreasonable  change  in  that  person's 
normal  business  practices. 

"•(I)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  President  may  permit  any  crude 
oil  withdrawn  from  the  Strategic  Petroleum 
Reserve  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  section  to  be  exported  to  any  country 
pursuant  to  an  arrangement  for  the  delivery 
of  refined  petroleum  producte  to  the  United 
States.". 

SEC.  6.  EFFECT  ON  STATE  LAWS. 

(a)  Part  C  of  Title  II  of  the  Energy  PoUcy 
and  Conservation  Act,  relating  to  energy 
emergency  preparedness,  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

•'EFFECT  ON  STATE  LAWS 

"Sec.  275.  (a)  Preemption.— (1)  Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2)  and  subsection 
(b),  any  law  or  regulation  adopted  or  pro- 
mulgated by  a  State  or  any  political  subdivi- 
sion thereof,  to  the  extent  that  such  law  or 
regulation  provides  for  the  pricing  or  alloca- 
tion of  residual  fuel  oil  or  any  other  petrole- 
um product,  is  hereby  preempted. 

"(2)  The  President  may,  by  rule  or  order, 
exempt  from  the  operation  of  paragraph  ( 1 ) 
classes  or  categories  of  laws  or  regulations, 
or  specific  laws  or  regulations,  which  would 
otherwise  be  preempted  under  paragraph 
(1),  to  the  extent  that  the  President  deter- 
mines that  such  laws  or  regulations  would— 

•"(A)  preserve  a  significant  State  or  lo<»l 
Interest; 

"(B)  not  unduly  burden  Interstate  com- 
merce; and 

"(C)  not  Interfere  with  the  policy  estab- 
lished by  section  271. 

"(b)  State  Set  Aside.— (1)  The  Governor 
of  any  State  may  notify  the  President  of 
the  Governor's  Intent  to  implement,  under 
State  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quiremente of  this  subsection,  a  State  set- 
aside  program  for  residual  fuel  oU  or  any 
other  refined  petroleum  product. 

"'(2)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  "State  set-aside  program'  means  with 
respect  to  residual  fuel  oil  or  any  other  re- 
fined petroleum  product,  a  program  admin- 
istered by  the  State  under  State  law  and 
which— 

"'(A)  is  Implemented  only  upon  a  determi- 
nation by  the  Governor  that  the  program  Is 
required  to  meet  a  petroleum  supply  short- 
age within  the  State  which  will  significantly 
Impair  essential  public  services  or  essential 
economic  activity; 

""(B)  continues  In  effect  for  no  more  than 
90  days; 

"•(C)  authorizes  the  Governor  to  require  a 
prime  supplier  of  residual  fuel  oil  or  any 
other  refined  petroleum  product  subject  to 
the  program  to  set  aside  in  any  month  a 


volume  of  such  residual  fuel  oil  or  other  re- 
fined petroleum  product  for  distribution 
under  the  program  which  volume  does  not 
exceed  5  percent  of  the  total  supply,  as  esti- 
mated by  such  supplier,  of  such  residual 
fuel  oU  or  other  refined  petroleum  product 
which  will  be  sold  by  the  supplier  In  the 
State  for  consumption  within  the  State  in 
that  month: 

"(D)  defines  a  prime  supplier  as  a  supplier 
which  makes  the  first  sale  of  that  residual 
fuel  oil  or  other  refined  petroleum  product 
subject  to  the  State  set-aside  into  the  State 
distribution  system  for  consumption  within 
the  State:  and 

"(E)  does  not  unduly  burden  interstate 
commerce. 

•(3)(A)  The  Governor  shall  provide  the 
President  with  notice  under  paragraph  (1). 
accompanied  by  a  request  for  approval  of 
the  State  set-aside  program  the  Governor 
intends  to  implement,  at  least  10  days  prior 
to  the  date  on  which  the  Government  in- 
tends to  implement  the  program. 

••(B)  Within  10  days  after  receipt  of  such 
notice  and  request  transmitted  by  the  Gov- 
ernor, the  President  shall,  in  his  discretion, 
either  approve  or  disapprove  such  request 
and  notify  the  Governor  of  the  President's 
action. 

"(C)  To  the  extent  that  the  President  ap- 
proves the  request  within  such  10-day 
period,  the  program  shall  then  be  exempt 
from  the  operation  of  subsection  (a). 

••(D)  If  the  President  does  not  approve 
such  request  within  such  10-day  period,  the 
request  shall  be  considered  disapproved  and 
the  program  shall  not  be  exempt  under  this 
subsection  from  the  operation  of  subsection 
(a). 

••(E)  The  President's  approval  of  any  pro- 
gram under  this  subsection  may  be  In  whole 
pr  in  part;  but  only  so  much  of  any  State 
iet-aside  program  as  the  President  approves 
under  this  paragraph  may  be  implemented. 
"(4)  Notwithstanding  the  90-day  limita- 
tion In  paragraph  (2)(B),  an  exemption 
under  this  subsection  allowing  implementa- 
tion of  any  State  set-aside  program  may  be 
extended  by  the  President  for  successive  90- 
day  periods  if  the  Governor  transmite  a 
notice  and  request  therefor  to  the  President 
and  the  President  approves  such  request 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  applicable  90- 
day  period.  For  such  purposes,  the  preced- 
ing provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  any  notice  and  request  for 
such  an  extension  as  if  It  were  for  exemp- 
tion for  initial  implementation. 

••(5)  Any  approval  or  disapproval  by  the 
President  of  a  request  under  paragraph  (3) 

shall  not  be  subject  to  judicial  review. 

•■(c)  Protection  of  Certain  Invehto- 
RiES.— (1)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (b), 
no  State  shall  have  authority  to— 

••(A)  provide  for  the  allocation  of  con- 
sumer petroleum  Inventories, 

•'(B)  impose  restrictions  on  the  consump- 
tion of  such  inventories,  or 

••(C)  consider  or  take  into  account  the  ex- 
istence or  size  of  such  inventories  in  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  petroleum  producte 
to  be  allocated  to  any  such  consumer. 
••(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1) — 
"(A)  The  term  consumer  petroleimi  in- 
ventory' means  an  inventory  of  residual  fuel 
oU  or  other  refined  petroleum  producte 
which  is— 

"(1)  held  by  and  in  the  custody  of  a  con- 
sumer (other  than  a  refiner,  except  to  the 
extent  provided  in  subparagraph  (O)  for 
such  consumer's  own  end-use  consumption, 

"(11)  held  by  and  In  the  custody  of  such 
consumer  on  the  day  before  the  date  on 
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which  a  SUte  set-aside  program  Is  Imple- 
mented, and 

"(111)  not  thereafter  sold  by  such  con- 
sumer, but  only  to  the  extent  that  such  in- 
ventory does  not  exceed  the  Inventory  of  re- 
sidual fuel  oil  and  refined  petroleum  prod- 
ucts held  by  and  In  the  custody  of  that  con- 
sumer for  its  own  end-use  consumption  on 
the  30th  day  prior  to  the  date  of  such  imple- 
mentation. 

"(B)  The  term  held  by  and  in  the  custody 
of.  when  used  with  respect  to  an  inventory, 
means  any  such  Inventory  owned  by  the 
consumer  and  In  the  direct  possession  of  the 
consumer,  such  as  on  the  consumer's  site. 

"(C)  The  term  'end-use  consumption",  in 
the  case  of  an  Inventory  of  residual  fuel  oil 
or  other  refined  petroleum  products  of  any 
consumer  which  is  a  refiner,  means  the  use 
of  the  refiner  of  such  residual  fuel  oil  or 
other  refined  petroleum  products  to  meet 
normal  fuel  requirements  necessary  for  op- 
erating refinery  equipment  and  faculties  "  " 

(b)  CowroRMiKC  AlCENDMorrs.— Section 
211  of  the  energy  Policy  and  Conservation 
act  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (aK2).  by  deleting  "and": 

(2)  in  subsection  (aK3).  by  deleting  the 
period  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semi- 
colon and  the  word  "and"; 

(3)  In  subsection  (a),  by  adding  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Individual  SUte  and  local  pricing  or 
allocation  of  petroleum  could  frustrate  free 
market  pricing  and  allocation  of  available 
petroleum  supplies,  and  the  response  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  energy  emergen- 
cies,": and 

(4)  in  subsection  (c),  by  inserting  after, 
"than  this  part"',  a  semicolon  and  "further, 
by  preventing  individual  State  and  local  pe- 
troleum pricing  or  allocation  laws  or  regula- 
tions from  Interfering  with  the  carrying  out 
of  this  policy .". 

(c)  the  Uble  of  contenU  of  the  Energy 
Policy  and  Conservation  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  new  Item  relating  to  sec- 
tion 214  the  following: 

"Sec.  275.  Effect  on  SUte  laws.'". 

SEC  7.  REPOHT  TO  THE  (X)NCBESS. 

(a)  The  Energy  Emergency  Preparedness 
Act  of  1982  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  foUowing  new  section: 

-SEC.  7.  REPORT  TO  THE  CONGRESS. 

"(a)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  under- 
take, pursuant  to  authorities  otherwise 
available  under  existing  law,  additional  ac- 
tions necessary  to  strengthen  and  improve 
our  Nation's  energy  emergency  prepared- 
ness In  order  to  Implement  fully  the  policy 
esUbllshed  by  section  271(b)  of  the  Eiiergy 
Policy  and  Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
6281(b)).  The  Secretary  shall  as  specified  in 
subsection  (b),  to  the  Congress  on  any  such 
actions  taken.  Including  but  not  limited  to 
measures  to — 

"(l)  Improve  and  upgrade  on  a  timely 
basis,  the  Comprehensive  Energy  Emergen- 
cy Response  Procedures  provided  for  by  sec- 
tion 272(b)  of  the  Energy  Emergency  Pre- 
paredness Act  of  1982  (42  U.S.C.  6282(b))  by 
incorporating  Improvements  (including  im- 
provements in  Department  of  Energy  orga- 
nization. Inter-agency  coordination,  deci- 
sion-making procedures,  and  emergency 
alert  systems  and  logistics  support)  that  are 
needed  In  light  of  the  results  of  ongoing 
tests  and  exercises  relating  to  the  energy 
emergency  response  capability  of  the  United 
SUtes; 

"(2)  assure  the  availability  and  effective- 
ness of  organizations  for  utilizing  the  assist- 
ance of  the  private  sector.  Including  the 


Energy  Emergency  Executive  Reserves,  and 
Voluntary  Agreements  and  Plans  of  Action, 
in  domestic  and  International  energy  emer- 
gencies in  order  to  meet  both  defense-relat- 
ed and  non-defense-related  needs; 

"(3)  preserve  the  ability  of  the  domestic 
marketplace  to  work  effectively.  In  the 
event  of  a  severe  petrolexmi  supply  disrup- 
tion, by  protecting  against  the  posslbUlty 
that  SUtes  or  local  governments  may.  by 
the  adoption  of  price  and  allocation  laws, 
interfere  In  the  domestic  marketplace  and 
thereby  worsen  energy  emergencies; 

"(4)  assure.  (»mmensurate  with  the  Stra- 
tegic Petroleum  Reserve  Distribution  Plan 
and  with  existing  legal  authorities,  that— 

"(A)  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  will 
be  applied  to  meet  domestic  needs  (includ- 
ing regional  hardships)  and  can  be  applied 
to  meet  international  obligations  of  the 
United  SUtes  (including  those  under  the 
International  Energy  Agency  and  NATO 
agreements);  and 

"(B)  petroleum  products  from  the  Strate- 
gic Petroleum  Reserve.  Including  any  such 
petroleum  products  distributed  by  directed 
sales,  enter  the  market  during  the  energy 
emergency  and  are  protected  from  specula- 
tion and  hoarding:  and 

"(5)  complete  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Re- 
serve by: 

"(A)  developing  a  750  million  barrel  Re- 
serve by  the  end  fiscal  year  1991: 

"(B)  maintaining  an  average  annual  fill- 
rate  over  the  fiscal  years  1984  through  1988 
of  at  least  145.000  barrels  per  day.  with 
some  necessary  year-to-year  flexibility  to  ac- 
conunodate  especially  favorable  purchases 
that  may  arise  In  the  future:  and 

"(C)  completing  the  Big  HIU  facility  on  a 
schedule  that  will  allow  fill  of  the  facility  to 
begin  no  later  than  the  third  quarter  of 
fiscal  year  1987. 

"(b)  Within  three  months  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section,  and  annually 
thereafter,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  shaU 
submit  a  report  to  the  Congress  containing 
a  description  of  the  actions  taken  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  and  any  other  actions 
taken  to  strengthen  and  Improve  our  Na- 
tion's energy  emergency  preparedness  In 
order  to  further  carry  out  the  policy  set 
forth  In  section  271(b)  of  the  Energy  Policy 
and  Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6281(b)). ". 

ExxcDTivx  Office  or  thz  Presi- 
Dfarr.  Oftice  of  Mahacement  and 

BlTDCET. 

Washxngtoix^  D.C..  July  19,  1983. 
Hon.  James  A.  McClure. 
Chairman,   Subcommittee  on   Interior  and 
Related  Agencies,  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 

Deak  Jim:  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
clarify  for  you  the  Administration's  plans 
for  funding  completion  of  the  Strategic  Pe- 
troleum Reserve. 

As  is  evident  from  the  rapid  acceleration 
of  oil  purchases  undertaken  by  this  Admin- 
istration soon  after  the  President's  inaugu- 
ration, we  share  the  strong  commitment  to 
the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  expressed 
by  the  Congress  through  the  actions  of  both 
the  appropriations  and  authorizing  commit- 
tees. 

The  plan  to  which  we  are  committed,  de- 
veloped after  consulUtion  with  the  Con- 
gress, calls  for  the  following: 

Development  of  the  full  750  million  barrel 
reserve  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1991. 

Requesting  funds  for  major  construction 
at  Big  Hill  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1985 
that  will  be  submitted  to  Congress  next  Jan- 
uary. 


Requesting  funds  for  oil  acquisition  suffi- 
cient to  maintain  a  fill  rate  over  the  1984-88 
period  of  at  least  145,000  barrels  per  day, 
with  some  necessary  year-to-year  flexibility 
to  accommodate  especially  favorable  pur- 
chases that  may  arise  in  the  future. 

Completion  of  Big  HIU  on  a  schedule  that 
wiU  allow  fUl  of  the  facility  to  begin  no  later 
than  the  third  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1987. 

We  believe  that  this  plan  balances  fiscal 
policy  objectives  and  the  need  to  complete 
our  energy  security  preparations  in  timely 
fashion.  In  this  regard,  it  is  very  Important 
to  note  that  other  actions  of  this  Adminis- 
tration, such  as  immediate  decontrol  of  oU. 
have  greatly  enhanced  the  level  of  protec- 
tion provided  by  the  more  than  400  million 
barrels  we  wiU  have  In  storage  by  next  year. 

The  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  Is  Just 
one  facet  of  our  energy  emergency  pre- 
paredness effort.  As  part  of  our  continued 
effort  to  work  with  Congress  to  take  the 
necessary  steps  to  ensure  such  prepared- 
ness, we  plan  to  Implement  certain  addition- 
al actions,  which  are  outlined  In  a  letter  to 
you  from  Secretary  Hodel  sent  under  sepa- 
rate cover. 

I  am  certain  that  Secretary  Hodel  and  I 
would  be  pleased  to  provide  any  further 
clarification  you  might  require  on  these  im- 
portant Issues. 
Sincerely. 

Davis  A.  Stockman. 

Director. 

The  Secretary  of  Energy. 
Washington.  D.C,  July  19,  1983. 
Hon.  James  A.  McClure. 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources.  U.S.  SenaU.  Washington, 
DC 
Dear    Mr.    Chairman:    As    recent    corre- 
spondence to  you  from  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  makes 
clear,  this  Administration  shares  with  the 
Congress  a  strong  commitment  to  the  Stra- 
tegic Petroleum  Reserve  (SPR).  However,  as 
Mr.  Stockman  has  stated,  the  SPR  Is  Just 
one  part  of  our  Nations  energy  emergency 
preparedness  efforts.  Such  efforts.  In  turn, 
constitute  but  a  facet  of  the  President's  de- 
termination that  the  United  States  maln- 
Uln  and  Improve  its  defense  and  national 
security  positions. 

I  publicly  have  recognized  that  adequate 
energy  emergency  preparedness  may  re- 
quire certain.  carefuUy  defined  legislative 
action.  Specifically.  I  have  testified  to  my 
willingness  to  seek  legislation  to  assure  le- 
gaUy  the  avaUabUity  and  effectiveness  of 
the  Executive  Manpower  Reserves  In  domes- 
tic and  International  energy  emergencies  In 
order  to  meet  both  defense-related  and  non- 
defense-related  needs.  I  have  supported  ex- 
tension of  Section  252  of  the  Energy  Policy 
and  Conservation  Act  (EPCA).  perUlnlng  to 
the  International  Energy  Agency  antitrust 
defense,  to  coincide  with  the  EPCA  expira- 
tion date  of  June  30.  1985.  In  addition.  I 
have  promised  to  identify,  and  to  support 
corrective  legislation  In  regard  to.  shortfalls 
In  existing  emergency  preparedness  legisla- 
tion, such  as  current  provisions  which  re- 
quire clarification  or  which  contain  Incon- 
sistencies, which  I  believe  may  Impede 
proper  ImplemenUtlon  of  the  current 
energy  emergency  prearedness  policies  es- 
Ubllshed in  Section  271  of  the  TSPCA. 

You  and  others  have  called  to  my  atten- 
tion the  possible  need  for  legislation  to  pre- 
serve the  abUlty  of  the  domestic  market- 
place to  work  effectively  in  the  event  of  a 
severe  petroleum  supply  disruption.  The 
concern  has  been  expressed  that  sUtes  or 


local  governments  may  interfere,  and  there- 
by worsen  the  situation,  by  adoption  of  pe- 
troleum price  and  aUoc&tlon  laws.  My  un- 
derstanding Is  that  members  of  your  Com- 
mittee may  be  considering  legislation  de- 
signed to  protect  against  such  Interference, 
and  we  agree  to  work  with  you  to  achieve  an 
appropriate  legal  resolution  to  this  problem. 

A  principal  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  ex- 
press the  commitment  of  this  Administra- 
tion to  enter  into  a  prompt  and  meaningful 
dialogue  with  you  and  other  members  of  the 
Congress  who  have  expressed  Interest  or 
concern  about  these  matters,  with  a  view  to 
developing  accepUble  legislation  which  ap- 
propriately deals  with  these  Issues.  Such  ac- 
cepUble legislation  having  been  developed, 
the  Administration  wUl  lend  its  full  support 
to  the  required  legislative  program.  On  the 
other  hand,  I  must  Inform  you  I  wlU  not 
heslUte  to  recommend  to  the  President 
that  he  veto  any  energy  emergency  pre- 
paredness legislation,  including  but  not  lim- 
ited to  petroleum  price  or  allocation  con- 
trols, which  exceed  the  scope  of  the  legisla- 
tive posslblUtles  described  above. 

Comprehensive  energy  emergency  pre- 
paredness may  be  furthered  also  by  appro- 
priate administrative  action  on  a  timely 
basts.  The  Department  of  Energy  already 
has  embarked  upon,  and  I  am  determined  to 
continue,  an  effort  to  Improve  and  to  up- 
grade the  comprehensive  energy  emergency 
response  procedures  contemplated  by  the 
Energy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act  of 
1982  so  as  to  assure  achievement  of  the  pre- 
paredness policies  and  purposes  of  Section 
271  of  EPCA.  Among  other  things,  we  shaU 
continue  to  determine.  In  light  of  results  of 
ongoing  tests  and  exercises,  the  Improve- 
ments which  may  be  needed  In  the  areas  of 
internal  E>epartment  of  Energy  organiza- 
tion, inter-agency  coordination,  decision- 
making procedures  and  emergency  alert  sys- 
tems and  logistics  support. 

An  analysis  of  prudent  administrative  ac- 
tions, commensurate  with  the  existing  SPR 
drawdown  plan  and  other  presently  effec- 
tive, associated  legal  authorities,  already  is 
underway,  and  will  continue,  with  a  view  to 
development  of  measures  necessary  to 
assure  that  the  SPR  will  be  applied  to  meet 
domestic  needs.  Including  regional  hard- 
ships, and  foreign  obligations.  Including 
those  under  the  International  Energy 
Agency  and  NATO  agreements,  and  also  to 
assure  that  SPR  oU,  including  any  SPR  oU 
distributed  by  directed  sales,  enters  the 
market  during  the  emergency  and  wiU  be 
protected  against  speculation  and  hoarding. 

As  plans  for  the  abovementioned  adminis- 
trative actions  progress,  I  shall  communi- 
cate appropriately  with  the  Congress. 

Incidentally,  I  am  Informed  by  Mr.  Stock- 
man's office  that  there  was  a  typographical 
error  in  the  sentence  of  his  letter  to  you 
pertaining  to  completion  of  Big  HUl.  The 
sentence  was  intended  to  referr  to  "comple- 
tion of  Big  HUl  on  a  schedule  that  wUl  allow 
flU  of  the  facility  to  begin  no  later  than  the 
third  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1987." 

The  long-standing  concerns  you  and  other 
members  of  Congress  repeatedly  have  ex- 
pressed about  the  energy  emergency  pre- 
paredness of  our  Nation  are  taken  most  seri- 
ously by  the  Administration.  We  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  you  and  with  them  on 
this  aU-lmportant  subject. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Donau)  Paul  Hodel.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  663 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hart,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Kennedy)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  553,  a  bill  to  authorize  a 
national  program  of  improving  the 
quality  of  education. 

S.  591 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Inouye,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
(Mr.  Leahy),  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick),  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho  (Mr,  S-ymms)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S,  591,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  to  provide  a  mechanism  for  tax- 
payers to  designate  $1  of  any  overpay- 
ment of  income  tax.  and  to  contribute 
other  amounts,  for  use  by  the  United 
States  Olympic  Committee. 

S.  719 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thurmond,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
(Mr.  Melcher),  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mr.  Cohen),  and  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Cochran)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  719,  a  bill  to 
amend  subchapter  II  of  chapter  73  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  elimi- 
nate the  social  security  offset  against 
annuities  provided  for  under  such  sub- 
chapter to  the  extent  that  the  social 
security  benefits  of  the  annuitant  are 
based  on  the  annuitant's  own  employ- 
ment. 

S.  801 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thurmond,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  BiNGAMAN)  was  added  as  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  801,  a  bill  to  amend  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  to  establish  a  pro- 
gram to  provide  high  school  graduates 
with  technical  training  in  skills  needed 
by  the  Armed  Forces  in  return  for  a 
commitment  for  enlisted  service  in  the 
Armed  Forces, 

S.  1090 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr,  D'Amato)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  1090,  a  bill  to  establish  a  Na- 
tional Outdoor  Recreation  Resources 
Review  Commission  to  study  and  rec- 
ommend appropriate  policies  and  ac- 
tivities for  Government  agencies  at 
the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  and 
for  the  private  sector,  to  assure  the 
continued  availability  of  quality  out- 
door recreation  experiences  in  Amer- 
ica to  the  year  2000,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

s.  iisa 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  McClure,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  CrORTON)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  1132.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act  to  specify  the  annual 
charges  for  projects  with  licenses 
issued  by  the  Federal  Eiiergy  Regula- 
tory Commission  for  the  use  of  Feder- 
al Dams  and  other  structures. 


S.  1145 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Denton,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  D'Amato)  and  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  (Mr.  Stevens)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1145,  a  bill  to  recog- 
nize the  organization  known  as  the 
Catholic  War  Veterans  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  Inc. 

S.  1348 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mo'ynihan,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Proxjuire),  the  Senator  from 
New  York  (Mr.  D'Amato),  and  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1348,  a 
bill  to  authorize  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  present  on  behalf  of 
Congress  a  specially  struck  gold  medal 
to  the  widow  of  Roy  Wilkins. 

S.   1359 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Metzenbaum, 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee (Mr.  Sasser)  and  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Tsongas) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1359,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  increase  the  amount 
of  the  credit  for  household  and  de- 
pendent care  services,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  1435 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Mattingly)  and  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Dodd)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1435,  a  biU 
to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  to  allow  a  deduction  for  contri- 
butions to  housing  opportunity  mort- 
gage equity  accounts. 

S.  1498 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Specter,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr. 
Cohen)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1498,  a  bill  to  amend  title  23.  United 
States  Code,  to  modify  the  apportion- 
ment formula  for  resurfacing,  restor- 
ing, rehabilitating,  and  reconstructing 
the  Interstate  System. 

S.  1580 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Heinz,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Bradley),  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  (Mr.  Andrews),  and  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Tsongas)  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
S.  1580,  a  bill  to  provide  awards  to 
local  educational  agencies  for  individ- 
ual school  implementation  of  the  rec- 
ommendations of  a  national  study  on 
education,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1584 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dantorth,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
(Mr.  Httddleston)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1584,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  con- 
form the  treatment  of  overall  domes- 
tic losses  with  the  treatment  of  overall 
foreign  losses  and  to  conform  the  for- 
eign tax  credit  carryover  and  ordering 
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rules  with  similar  Investment  credit 
rules. 

s.  laos 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  McCluri.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Garn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1602  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1954  to  provide  a  partial 
exclusion  for  dividends  and  Interest 
beginning  in  1983. 

S.  1613 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Trible.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
(Mr.  iNOUYi:),  and  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  (Mr.  Armstrong)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1613.  a  biU  to 
amend  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
with  respect  to  the  provision  of  medi- 
cal benefits  and  post  and  base  ex- 
change and  commissary  store  privi- 
leges to  certain  former  spouses  of  cer- 
tain members  or  former  members  of 
the  Armed  Forces. 

S.  1«31 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Humphrey,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
(Mr.  ZORINSKY)  and  the  Senator  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Melchim)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1621.  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  to  re- 
quire commercial  passenger  carrying 
aircraft  to  be  equipped  with  smoke  de- 
tectors and  automatic  fire  extinguish- 
ers in  aU  aircraft  lavatories  and  gal- 
lery areas. 

S.  1633 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Hattikld)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1623.  a  bill  to  establish  a  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Neurofibroma- 
tosis. 

S.  16«6 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Chafee,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  Pell),  and  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Weicker)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1666.  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  to  reduce  the  capital  gains  tax 
rates  for  individuals  who  hold  new 
issues  of  stock  at  least  5  years. 

S.  16«S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  D'Amato.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevems),  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Tower)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1668.  a  bill  to  amend 
chapter  37  of  title  31,  United  States 
Code,  to  authorize  contracts  retaining 
private  counsel  to  furnish  collection 
services  In  the  case  of  indebtedness 
owed  the  United  States. 

8ENATI  JOIHT  RBSOLOTIOH  48 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McClure.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Abdnor)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
48.  a  Joint  resolution  to  amend  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  to 
limit  budget  outlays  for  a  fiscal  year 
to  not  more  than  20  per  centum  of 
gross  national  product  for  such  fiscal 
year. 
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SKKATB  JOIHT  RISOLUTIOH  106 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simpsom.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Kasten)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  106.  a  joint 
resolution  designating  August  3.  1983. 
and  "National  Paralyzed  Veterans 
Recognition  Day." 

SENATE  JOIJrr  RESOLOnOH  110 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stevens,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
110.  a  joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  with  respect  to  limiting 
campaign  contributions  and  expendi- 
tures. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  1 1  2 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Inouye.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick).  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  DeConcinD.  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Rollings),  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts (Mr.  Kennedy),  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Sasser)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  112.  a  joint  resolution  to 
proclaim  the  month  of  March  1984  as 
National  Social  Work  Month. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  1  30 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sasser.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Bentsen).  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr.  Heinz),  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  (Mr.  Huddleston).  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Duren- 
BERGER).  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  120.  a  joint 
resolution  to  provide  for  the  awarding 
of  a  special  gold  medal  to  Danny 
Thomas  in  '•ecognition  of  his  humani- 
tarian efforts  and  outstanding  work  as 
an  American. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  128 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan.  the 
names   of   the   Senator    from   Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  Chatee).  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  (Mr.  Cochran),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole),  the  Sena- 
tor  from  South   Carolina   (Mr.   Rol- 
lings), the  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr. 
INOUYE).  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Jefsen).  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Kennedy),  the  Senator  from 
Nevada    (Mr.    Laxalt).    the    Senator 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pell),  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Percy),  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr.   Roth), 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr.  Sar- 
BANES),  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  Sasser),  the  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi (Mr.  Stennis),  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  (Mr.  Stevens),  and  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  (Mr.  Symms)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 128.  a  joint  resolution  to  desig- 
nate the  day  of  October  22.  1983.  as 
"Metropolitan  Opera  Day." 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  33 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Specter,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 


Hatch)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  32.  a 
concurrent  resolution  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  concerning  the 
legal  minimum  age  for  drinking  and 
purchasing  alcohol. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  6« 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Quayle,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
(Mr.  LUGAR)  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Helms)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Concur- 
ent  Resolution  54.  a  concurrent  resolu- 
tion expressing  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President,  the  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  the  Chairman  of  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers  should  Insure  the 
compatibility  of  fiscal  and  monetary 
policy  in  order  to  achieve  a  stable  and 
vigorous  economic  recovery  and  a  sig- 
nificant reduction  in  the  rate  of  unem- 
ployment. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  100 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  NiCKLES)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Resolution  100.  a  resolu- 
tion relating  to  the  building  of  weap- 
ons for  deployment  in  space. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  180 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Metzenbaum. 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
(Mr.  iNouYE)  and  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Sarbanes)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Resolution 
180.  a  resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  in  support  of  affordable 
and  decent  health  care  for  older  Amer- 
icans. 


SENATE      RESOLUTION      182-RE- 
LATING   TO   TRAVEL   OF   SENA- 
TORS TO  THE  SOVIET  UNION 
Mr.  DOLE  submitted  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra- 
tion. 

S.  Res.  182 
Whereas  since  1945.  American  foreign  and 
defense    policy    has    regardiKl    the    Soviet 
Union  as  of  central  Importance  to  the  secu- 
rity of  the  United  States; 

Whereas  the  Senate  bears  extensive  con- 
stitutional responsibUitles  in  shaping  both 
the  foreign  and  defense  policies  of  the 
United  SUtes.  and  Senators  frequently  are 
required  to  vote  on  related  issues; 

Whereas  a  majority  of  the  Senates  Mem- 
bers has  not  yet  traveUed  to  the  Soviet 
Union;  and 

Whereas  a  greater  firsthand  knowledge  of 
the  Soviet  people,  the  perceptions  of  their 
leaders,  and  the  physical  condition  of  Soviet 
society  would  strengthen  the  abUities  of 
Senators  to  fuUill  their  constitutional  re- 
sponsibilities: Now  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  travel  by  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  the  Soviet  Union  serves  the  inter- 
ests of  the  United  SUtes  and  should  be.  and 
is  hereby,  encouraged. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  address  a  matter  of  personal 


concern  to  all  Senators.  Republican 
and  Democrat,  liberal  and  conserva- 
tive, from  whatever  part  of  the  United 
States.  During  the  course  of  our  serv- 
ice here,  we  are  called  upon  frequently 
to  make  judgments  on  the  national  se- 
curity. We  exercise  our  constitutional 
responsibilities  in  the  area  of  national 
defense  and  foreign  policy.  Our  Senate 
committees  hear  witnesses  who  are 
expert  In  these  fields,  and  we  listen  to 
them  because  of  their  special  knowl- 
edge, often  Including  travel  and  first- 
hand expertise,  and  then  we  deliberate 
and  vote  accordingly,  with  great  care. 

Of  all  of  the  relationships  that  our 
national  security  treats.  Mr.  President, 
surely  none  Is  as  fundamental  as  that 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  Much  of  the 
concern  underlying  the  MX  debate  In 
the  defense  authorization  bill  was 
about  the  perceptions  that  Senators 
have  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  their  de- 
fense posture.  And  virtually  all  of  the 
debate  about  arms  control— from 
freeze  to  build-down  to  my  own  triad 
plan— Involves  perceptions  about  the 
Soviet  Union. 

We  are  not  caUed  upon  to  negotiate 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  Mr.  President, 
but  we  are  called  upon,  and  repeated- 
ly, to  vote  for  costly  programs  of  na- 
tional defense  significance  that 
depend  upon  judgments  of  Soviet  be- 
havior, and  allocations  of  their  own  re- 
sources. Surely,  few  of  our  votes  are  as 
important  as  those  which  Involve  our 
view  of  the  only  other  nuclear  super- 
power on  this  Earth. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  believes 
that  all  of  this  Is  Indisputable.  Now, 
we  can  and  do  differ  strongly  about 
the  best  way  to  deal  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  about  the  advisability  of 
this  or  that  proposed  defense  system, 
or  arms  control  approach.  But  we  all 
can  share  the  view  that  the  Soviet 
Union  Is  of  central  Importance  to  the 
United  States,  and  as  long  as  that  is 
true,  we  do  well  to  understand  as 
clearly  as  possible  that  land.  Its 
people,  and  Its  rulers. 

Since  that  is  the  case,  Mr.  President, 
we  should  devote  some  time  to  getting 
to  know  the  Soviet  Union  at  firsthand. 
I  know  that  my  visit  to  that  country 
last  November  has  been  of  consider- 
able help  to  me  as  I  have  considered  a 
range  of  matters  from  defense  and 
arms  control  to  my  proposal  for  a 
long-term  grain  agreement.  Other 
Senators,  I  believe,  have  had  similar 
reactions.  We  understand  a  bit  more 
about  the  Soviet  Union  from  having 
been  there  and  from  having  talked 
with  the  people,  the  leaders,  and  seen 
what  we  can  of  the  country. 

Now  the  Senator  from  Kansas  is 
under  no  illusions,  Mr.  President,  that 
visitors— and  certainly  visiting  U.S. 
Senators— would  ever  get  a  free  rein  to 
roam  about  the  Soviet  Union  as  we 
might  prefer,  and  talk  to  people  at 
will.  That  simply  does  not  happen,  and 
wlU  not  happen.  But  I  think  that  we 


are  sharp  enough  to  know  facades 
when  we  see  them,  to  recognize  a  Po- 
temkin  Village  when  it  Is  presented,  to 
discount  what  we  see  and  hear,  and  to 
learn  what  we  can  In  the  process. 

I  was  therefore  surprised  to  learn  re- 
cently that  as  with  the  House,  a  clear 
majority  of  Senators  has  never  visited 
the  Soviet  Union.  One  wonders  why 
this  Is  the  case.  The  Russians  them- 
selves have  often  noted  that  visitors 
become  more  anti-Soviet  because  of 
impressions  gained  during  their  visits. 
Is  there  some  fear  that  Senators  virill 
be  accused  of  junketing?  Well,  Moscow 
Is  not  Paris  In  the  spring  at  any  time 
of  year.  People  who  are  stationed  at 
our  Embassy  there  admired  for  their 
dedication,  not  for  their  living  condi- 
tions. 

Mr.  President.  I  could  and  perhaps 
should  share  experience  and  Impres- 
sions about  the  Soviet  Union,  which 
remain  vivid  In  my  memory.  But  In- 
stead, I  will  urge  the  general  principle 
of  travel  to  the  Soviet  Union.  That 
majority  which  has  never  been  there 
should  be  encouraged  to  go.  That  mi- 
nority of  Senators  which  has  already 
made  the  trip  should  consider  return- 
ing at  appropriate  intervals  to  update 
their  knowledge  and  Impressions. 

That  is  why  I  today  offer  a  sense  of 
the  Senate  resolution  encouraging 
travel  by  Members  of  the  Senate  to 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  I  ask  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record.  It  has  as  Its 
aim  a  better  Informed  Senate,  on  that 
relationship  which  Is  central  to  our 
foreign  policy  and  national  defense.  I 
urge  Senators  to  join  me  In  Its  spon- 
sorship, consideration,  and  passage. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION.  1984 


HART  AND  HATFIELD 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2087 

Mr.  HART  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Hat- 
field) proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the 
Armed  Forces  for  procurement,  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion, and  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
for  other  purposes,  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  language 
proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  committee 
substitute,  insert  the  following  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  no  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
duction, procurement,  or  deployment  of  the 
tJTX  missUe.". 


TOWER  AMENDMENT  NO.  2088 

(Referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources.) 

Mr.  TOWER  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  to  the 
bill  (S.  1630).  to  provide  general  assist- 
ance to  local  educational  agencies  for 
the  provisions  of  educational  services 
to  alien  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; as  follows: 

On  page  6.  line  16,  strike  out  "paragraph 
(2)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraphs 
(2)  and  (3)".  • 

On  page  7,  between  lines  2  and  3.  insert 
the  following: 

(2)  The  local  educational  agencies  to 
which  clause  (A)  of  paragraph  (1)  applies 
are  local  educational  agencies  in  which  the 
sum  of  the  number  of  alien  children  who 
are  enrolled  in  elementary  or  secondary 
public  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
agencies,  or  in  elementary  or  secondary  non- 
public schools  within  the  districts  served  by 
such  agencies,  during  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  the  payments  are  to  be  made  under 
this  title,  and  are  receiving  supplementary 
educational  services  during  such  period,  is 
equal  to— 

(A)  at  least  500;  or 

(B)  at  least  5  per  centum  of  the  total 
number  of  students  enrolled  in  such  public 
or  nonpublic  schools  during  such  fiscal  year; 
whichever  is  less. 

On  page  7.  line  3.  strike  out  "(2)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(3)". 

On  page  8,  line  7.  insert  "(b)"  after  "sec- 
tion 201". 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Conunlt- 
tee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Monday.  July  25, 
to  hold  a  hearing  on  S.  1132,  to  amend 
the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection.  It  Is  os  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Monday.  July  25.  at  2  p.m., 
to  consider  the  nomination  of  Thomas 
Enders  to  be  Ambassador  to  Spain. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION.  ARTS.  AND 
HUMANITIES 

Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Education,  Arts,  and  Hu- 
manities, of  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources,  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Monday,  July  25.  at  2  p.m., 
to  hold  a  hearing  to  consider  S.  1630, 
the  Alien  Education  Assistance  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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HUNGARIAN  REVOLUTION 
COMMEMORATION 

•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  inform  our  colleagues  of  a  sad 
conunemoration  in  the  history  of  the 
suppression  of  freedom.  We  all  remem- 
ber the  glorious,  heady  days  of  the  up- 
rising in  Budapest  in  October  and 
early  November  1956.  With  reason  and 
with  pride  we  joined  in  celebrating 
those  days,  during  a  commemoration 
and  national  observance  here  in  Wash- 
ington in  October  1981. 

Last  month.  Mr.  President,  we 
marked  a  commemoration  of  another 
sort.  This  time,  we  marked  the  25th 
anniversary  of  the  deliberate  execu- 
tion of  the  leaders  of  the  Hungarian 
revolution,  on  June  16.  1958.  by  their 
captors.  Accordingly  Congressman 
Prank  Horton.  also  one  who  has  long 
stood  with  us  in  supporting  the  Hun- 
garian people,  and  I  cohosted  a  com- 
memorative observance  of  that  event 
last  month  in  the  Mansfield  room. 

I  will  not  attempt  on  this  occasion. 
Mr.  President,  to  summarize  the  elo- 
quence of  all  who  spoke  then.  But  I 
would  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
our  colleagues  the  stirring  words  of 
the  chairman  of  the  International 
Rescue  Committee.  Leo  Cheme.  Mr. 
Cheme  reminds  us  all  graphically  of 
the  events  of  1956.  of  the  meaning  of 
betrayal,  and  of  the  lasting  nature  of 
that  lesson. 

Mr.  President,  an  issue  remains  from 
those  days  that  may  surprise  many 
people  who  wish  the  Hungarian  people 
well,  and  even  some  who  profess  un- 
derstanding of  Hungary  today.  That  is 
the  failure  of  the  Himgarian  authori- 
ties to  provide  adequate  information 
concerning  the  graves  of  those  who 
died  during  the  days  of  the  1956  Hun- 
garian revolution,  or  were  killed  later. 
I  have  written  to  Secretary  of  State 
Shultz  to  express  my  concern  in  this 
matter,  and  I  am  glad  to  note  that  in 
response  to  my  letter,  appropriate  rep- 
resentations have  been  made  by  our 
Embassy  in  Budapest.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  that  my  letter  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  the  remarks  by  Leo  Cheme 
be  included  in  the  Record  in  the  hope 
that,     in     the     words     of     President 
Reagan.  "The  graves  of  the  gallant 
men  and  women  of  the  revolution" 
will  at  length  be  identified  and  their 
families  and  friends,  "after  so  many 
years  of  anguish  •  *  *  secure  access  to 
their  remains  for  proper  burial." 
The  letter  follows: 

U.S.  Snf  ATK. 
Waahington,  D.C..  April  29.  1983. 
Hon.  O»oR0«  P.  Shtjlti, 
Secretary.  Department  of  State. 
Wathington,  D.C. 

Dkah  Mm.  SKHrTAHT-.  As  you  are  aware.  I 
have  long  been  interested  In  our  policy  to- 
wards Hungary,  and  I  am  an  admirer  of  the 
brave  Hungarian  people,  their  fight  for  free- 
dom in  195«,  and  the  outstanding  contribu- 


tions that  the  Hungarian  Freedom  Fighters 
have  made  as  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
In  October.  1981.  I  helped  commemorate 
the  25th  anniversary  of  that  revolution.  On 
June  16  1983.  I  will  host  another  observ- 
ance of  those  days-the  25th  anniversary  of 
the  execution  of  Prime  Minister  Imre  Nagy. 
General  Pal  Maleter.  and  symboUcaUy,  of 
others  who  feU  for  their  country's  Uberties. 

It  would,  of  course,  be  unrealistic  for  us  to 
expect  that  the  present  Government  of 
Hungary  would  view  these  great  events  in  a 
similar  Ught.  And  yet  I  am  aware  that  First 
Secretary  Janos  Kadar  himself  has  said 
that  "he  who  Is  not  against  us  is  with  us."  a 
signal  of  sorts  that  the  Hungarian  Govern- 
ment would  not  actively  return  to  the  terri- 
ble days  that  brought  on  the  Hungarian 
Revolution. 

In  the  spirit  of  this  anniversary.  Mr.  Sec- 
retary. I  would  like  to  suggest  that  represen- 
tations be  again  made  on  behalf  of  bereaved 
family  members  who  have  no  idea  where  de- 
ceased who  feU  during  and  after  the  1956 
Revolution  are  buried  in  Hungary.  I  am 
aware  that  Ambassador  Bergold  has  raised 
the  matter  previously  with  the  Hungarian 
authorities  in  Budapest.  The  present  graves 
should  be  identified,  with  remains  made  ac- 
cessible for  reburial  should  family  members 
so  request.  I  believe  that  It  is  In  the  broader 
best  interests  of  the  Hungarian  Government 
itself  to  be  forthcoming  on  this  sensitive 
issue,  of  great  concern  to  many  Americans. 
A  forthcoming  message  from  the  Hungarian 
Government  would  be  an  appreciated  heal- 
ing gesture,  and  particularly  timely  In  view 
of  the  anniversary  that  we  will  mark  In 
June. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Bob  Dole. 
U.S.  SenaU. 


Remarks  by  Leo  CHHure.  Chairman. 

INTERMATIOWAL  RESCUE  COMMITTEE 

My  words  will  be  very  few.  There's  noth- 
ing I  say  that  can  match  the  eloquence  of 
those    who    have    already    spoken.    Clearly 
even  though  I'm  here  as  a  voice  for  the  18 
prominent  Americans  who  signed  appeal  re- 
garding the  location  of  gravesites  of  those 
who  died  In  the  Hungarian  Revolution,  an 
appeal  which  went  to  the  Government  of 
Hungary,  we  can  not  add  to  the  importance 
of  those  who  have  been  heard  from  today. 
Reference  has  been  made  to  the  fact  that  I 
was  in  Budapest  during  a  portion  of  that  ex- 
traordinary and  heroic  period  in  1956.  and 
that  I  carried  with  me  a  substantial  supply 
of  antibiotics,  having  learned  that  In  the 
want  and  bloodshed  that  had  already  been 
caused.  Uves  could  be  saved  among  the  very 
young   students,   who   were   the   Freedom 
Fighters,  who  needed  these  drugs.  But  I 
must  teU   you   I  could  not  have  brought 
those  drugs  with  me  had  It  not  been  a  fact 
that  a  person  In  this  room  secured  those 
drugs  to  make  sure  they  would  be  on  the 
plane  which  carried  me  to  the  Austro-Hun- 
garian    border.    That    gentleman    Is    John 
Richardson.   Those   drugs   played   another 
function,  quite  extraordinary  and  altogeth- 
er accidental,  at  least  one  part  of  It. 

TTiose  drugs  were  the  reason  that  gave  me 
the  opportunity  to  meet  within  hours  of  his 
release  from  prison.  Cardinal  Joszel  Mlnds- 
zenty.  Several  of  the  leaders  of  the  Student 
Freedom  Fighters  learned  of  his  release  and 
took  me  to  his  home  high  on  a  hill  In  Buda. 
I  would  not  have  Imposed  on  the  Cardinal  In 
that  circumstance  were  It  not  for  the  fact 
that  those  drugs  gave  me  the  reason  to  see 
him  and  to  present  them  on  behalf  of  the 
American  people  as  a  gesture  of  our  deep 


feUow  feeling  for  all  Hungarians,  enjoying 
freedom,  brief  as  it  was.  We  hoped  that  it 
would  be  forever,  but  it  wasn't.  For  those 
drugs  had  an  additional  effect.  They  made 
it  possible  for  me  to  meet  briefly  and  alto- 
gether accidentally,  Imre  Nagy  and  Pal  Ma- 
lester  because  I  was  entering  the  Home  of 
the  Cardinal,  the  home  that  had  not  been 
his  during  the  seven  years  of  his  Imprison- 
ment, and  to  which  he  had  Just  returned.  As 
I  was  about  to  enter,  out  came  the  Prime 
Minister  and  the  General.  The  students 
took  this  occasion  to  Introduce  this  Ameri- 
can to  these  two  Hungarians. 

I'U  never  forget  that  moment  anymore 
than,  of  course,  anyone  who  was  In  Buda- 
pest during  those  days.  That's  a  personal 
memory,    but    there    U    also    a    coUective 
memory  that  Is  of  far  greater  importance  to 
which   this   occasion   is   dedicated   and   to 
which  those  signatures  are  attached.  It  is 
not  simply  a  coUective  recoUectlon  of  these 
men.  Freedom  will  be  served.  If  there  is  a 
coUective  recoUectlon  of  a  propensity  for  be- 
trayal   that    brought    about    their    death. 
Their  death  Indeed  wUl  have  served  freedom 
and   humarUty   weU,   If   we   do   not   for   a 
moment  forget  that  betrayal  that  it  brought 
about.   It   Is   quite   extraordinary   that  the 
Soviet   Union,   because   It   was   the   Soviet 
Union,  was  wlUlng  to  record  Into  history  of 
a  statement  concerning  the  original  wish  of 
Imre  Nagy  and  his  companions  by  permit- 
ting the  publication  of  the  foUowlng  In  the 
leading  Communist  newspaper  In  Budapest 
on  November  27.  1956.  "We  made  It  possible 
that  they  leave  the  territory  of  the  Hungar- 
ian People's  Republic.  We  have  promised 
that  we  would  not  start  criminal  proceed- 
ings against  them.  We  shaU  keep  our  prom- 
ise." I  repeat  that  last  line.   "We  shaU  keep 
our  promise." 

This  is  betrayal.  It  is  so  tempting  to 
accept  the  promises  of  the  powerful.  It  Is  so 
tempting  to  see  them  In  our  own  mirror 
image.  It  is  so  tempting,  time  and  time 
again  to  listen  to  those  who  suggest  that  if 
we  take  the  first  step  they  wlU  surely 
foUow.  It  is  so  tempting  to  believe  that  In- 
spection is  not  essential  to  arms  control  or 
with  even  greater  acts  of  faith  simply  to 
make  a  verbal  sUtement  that  we  shaU 
freeze  our  weapons.  Somehow  or  another  we 
are  confident  that  they.  too.  wUl  do  like- 
wise. There  are  a  hundred  other  such  ques- 
tions which  Include  the  government,  ours 
included.  Betrayal  is  a  fact  which  cannot  be 
lost  sight  of  as  we  wrestle  with  a  painful, 
costly,  difficult  and  unpleasant  present  and 
future. 

To  two  heroic  men,  I  Join  you  In  recoUec- 
tlon to  salute  the  heroic  dead  of  that  war.  I 
prepare  to  pay  eternal  tribute  to  Uvlng  men 
who  keep  their  purposes  aUve.  I'd  lUie  to 
pay  comparable  tribute  and  I  would  be  false 
to  a  great  debt  If  I  did  not  do  so  In  the  pres- 
ence of  the  gentleman  who  read  Senator 
Dole's  great  words.  I  have  never  known  an 
occasion  In  the  cause  of  any  of  those  who 
fled  tyranny  and  sought  freedom  anywhere 
on  the  face  of  this  earth  whose  cause  came 
to  the  attention  of  Bob  Dole  that  he  did  not 
act,  and  I  know  of  no  better  tribute  to  pay 
to  Imre  Nagy  and  Pal  Maleter  and  the 
countless  others.  I  would  also  like  to  salute 
those  like  Prank  Horton  and  Bob  Dole  who 
make  their  sacrifice  meaningful  by  courage 
today.* 


leagues'  attention  the  activities  of  the 
Central  New  York  Ronald  McDonald 
House  in  Syracuse.  On  July  19.  1983. 
there  will  be  a  dinner  gala  to  help 
raise  funds  to  insure  the  continued 
success  of  this  fine  institution. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  may 
know,  Ronald  McDonald  House  was 
established  to  provide  a  human  resi- 
dence for  the  families  of  children  who 
suffer  from  cancer  and  other  serious 
illnesses.  For  many  families,  the  emo- 
tional hardship  of  a  sick  child  is  com- 
pounded by  the  difficulties  attendant 
to  remaining  with  their  children  at 
hospitals  that  are  often  far  from 
home.  For  financial  reasons,  some  are 
forced  to  sleep  on  cots  in  hospital 
rooms,  and  others  are  forced  to  remain 
at  home  and  visit  their  children  only 
when  time  permits  and  they  can 
afford  the  cost  of  travel. 

Ronald  McDonald  Houses  are  estab- 
lished close  to  major  hospitals  serving 
children  needing  critical  care.  They 
provide  inexpensive  and  livable  accom- 
modations for  the  families  of  seriously 
ill  children,  accommodations  which 
otherwise  would  not  exist. 

The  Central  New  York  Ronald 
McDonald  House  in  Syracuse  provides 
living  arrangements  for  seven  families. 
There  is  a  living  room,  dining  room, 
playroom,  laundry  facilities,  and  bed- 
rooms for  seven  families.  Indeed,  there 
are  even  kitchen  facilities  to  save  the 
families  the  expense  of  dining  out. 
And  all  of  these  facilities  cost  but  $10 
per  family  per  night.  Even  this  small 
fee  can  be  waived  if  it  proves  a  burden 
to  the  families.  Funded  by  the  McDon- 
ald's owners/operators,  the  Ray  Kroc 
Foundation,  and  several  individuals 
and  other  organizations,  the  Central 
New  York  Ronald  McDonald  House  in 
Syracuse  is  owned  and  operated  by  the 
Children's  Oncology  Services  of  Cen- 
tral New  York,  a  local  not  for  profit 
corporation  of  unpaid  services. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  work  of  the  Ronald 
McDonald  House  in  Syracuse  and  of 
the  almost  50  other  such  houses 
throughout  the  world.  They  provide 
vital  services  to  the  families  of  serious- 
ly 111  children,  a  service  which  would 
go  unfilled  without  the  efforts  of 
Ronald  McDonald  House. 

I  would  like  to  commend  all  the 
workers  at  Ronald  McDonald  House 
and  those  who  support  them.  My  spe- 
cial best  wishes  go  to  those  who  are  in- 
volved with  Ronald  McDonald  House 
in  Syracuse.  Their  work  is  sincerely 
appreciated,  by  both  those  whose  chil- 
dren are  ill  and  those  who  know  of 
their  work.* 


BY  JEAN 

DELEGATE    TO 


RONALD  Mcdonald  house 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  commend  to  my  col- 


COMMENTARY 
GERARD,     U,S. 
UNESCO 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  at  this  time  to  insert  in  the 
Record  a  commentary  by  our  distin- 


guished U.S.  Delegate  to  UNESCO, 
Jean  Gerard.  She  has  ably  represented 
our  Nation  in  UNESCO  since  last  year. 
Her  observations  regarding  Simon  Bo- 
livar and  our  own  George  Washington 
are  most  penetrating.  They  were,  as 
Mrs.  Gerard  points  out.  men  who 
shared  "a  common,  steadfast  fidelity 
to  freedom,  to  service,  and  to  the  de- 
fense of  rights  on  behalf  of  the 
people  •  •  *." 

In  order  to  share  this  and  other  in- 
sights in  this  excellent  commentary,  I 
ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com- 
mentary was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Simon  Bolivar  and  George  Washington 

(By  Ambassador  Jean  Broward  ShevUn 

Gerard) 

The  one  dream,  the  one  yearning,  the  one 
aim  which  has  fired  the  human  heart  from 
the  beginning  has  been  the  Ideal  of  free- 
dom. It  stlU  is. 

Everywhere,  men  have  risen  up  In  brav- 
ery, hardship,  sacrifice,  and  honor  to 
achieve  It,  and  to  sustain  it.  Those  who  have 
fought  for  freedom  have  done  so  it  many 
different  eras,  cultures,  and  societies;  and 
against  different  sorts  of  enemies,  from  In- 
ertia to  the  coldly  inefficient  poUce  states. 
But  freedom  itself  is  unitary— remember  the 
dictum  that  no  single  person  is  tnily  free 
whUe  any  other  is  enslaved— and  so  is  the 
struggle  to  achieve  it.  So,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  the  pages  of  history  reveal  striking  si- 
mUaritles  in  the  lives  and  qualities  of  heroes 
In  mankind's  persistent  struggle  to  be  free. 
Tonight,  I  shaU  speak  u>  you  of  two:  George 
Washington  and  Simon  Bolivar. 

Mr.  Chairman,  ExceUencies,  Ladles  and 
Gentleman:  It  goes  without  saying  that  It  Is 
a  great  honor  to  participate  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  the  celebration 
of  the  two  hundredth  aimlversary  of  the 
birth  of  Simon  Bolivar. 

But,  it  is  quite  a  restx>nsibUity  as  weU.  I 
think,  perhaps,  we  each  think  more  readUy 
of  our  own  heroes,  as  our  "Liberators."  BoU- 
var  was  a  genius,  who  took  from  our  own 
revolution,  certainly,  but  who  drew  on  his 
personal  background  and  his  own  convic- 
tions to  struggle  on  a  broader  plane  than 
our  13  states  constituted.  Was  he  thus 
greater?  1  do  not  know.  And  I  am  not  here 
to  Judge.  Both  were  great;  what  is  Impor- 
tant for  us  today  is  to  share  their  visions  of 
the  human  spirit  and  Its  potential  for  indi- 
vidual betterment,  whatever  the  obstacles. 
So.  If  I  occasionally  seem  to  be  comparing 
the  two.  that  is  not  Intentional.  What  is  es- 
sential Is  to  recognize  that  the  figure  of  Bo- 
Uvar.  the  "Liberator",  as  the  symbol  of  free- 
dom and  Uberty  for  aU  the  peoples  of  the 
world  is  Justly  associated  with  the  figure  of 
George  Washington,  Father  of  the  United 
States  and  first  president.  WhUe  there  are 
considerable  differences  between  George 
Washington  and  Simon  BoUvar,  both  are 
symbols  of  the  common  Ideals  which  bond 
our  nations,  and  both  represent  a  crucial 
moment  in  the  historical  development  of 
the  continent. 

George  Washington  and  Simon  BoUvar 
were  bom  In  the  colonial  iieriod  of  their  re- 
spective countries,  and  both  reflect  the 
social-economic  system  which  had  evolved, 
first  In  the  New  England  colonies  as  an  ex- 
ample of  self-government,  and  In  the  Span- 
ish Einpire  as  the  outcome  of  bureaucratic 
concentration  of  power.  WhUe  Simon  BoU- 
var's  father  was  a  marquis,  who  never  used 


his  title,  George  Washington's  famUy  be- 
longed to  the  landed  gentry  of  Virginia.  It  Is 
significant  that  both  were  orphaned  at  an 
early  &ge  and  that.  In  the  case  of  BoUvar, 
his  education  was  entrusted  to  a  tutor,  Don 
Simon  Rodriguez,  who  was  a  disciple  of 
Jean  Jacques  Rousseau,  an  assiduous  stu- 
dent of  the  French  encyclopedists. 

In  the  case  of  George  Washington,  his 
education  was  entrusted  to  his  older  half- 
brother,  Lawrence  Washington,  who  empha- 
sized training  and  teaching  In  the  tradition- 
al values  of  the  Protestant  ethic,  so  that, 
whUe  the  Great  Liberator  became  a  most 
learned  and  amazing  inteUectual  whose  fa- 
vorite author  was  Voltaire.  George  Wash- 
ington concentrated  his  activities  in  the 
service  of  his  Immediate  region  and  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  weU-run  and  growing  Vir- 
ginia plantation. 

Both  Bolivar  and  Washington  Initiated 
themselves  whUe  very  young  In  the  mUitary 
service  and  achieved  the  rank  of  colonel  by 
the  age  of  twenty-three.  However,  Washing- 
ton was  an  officer  In  the  colonial  army 
whUe  BoUvar  served  only  the  revolutiontiry 
army  and,  therefore,  he  was  never  at  the 
service  of  the  colonial  power. 

WhUe  both  inherited  considerable  for- 
tunes, BoUvar  died  totaUy  pennUess,  having 
"spent  his  entire  Immense  wealth  In  the 
cause  of  Independence;  having  freed  the 
hundreds  of  slaves  that  he  had  Inherited; 
and  having  refused  any  compensation  for 
his  services.  Washington  died  a  much  richer 
man  than  he  was  when  he  began  his  career 
tmd  received  compensations  and  reimburse- 
ments for  his  services,  as  weU  as  consider- 
able grants  of  land,  and,  although  he  highly 
disapproved  of  the  Institution  of  slavery, 
nevertheless,  he  did  have  slaves.  In  terms  of 
their  personal  honesty,  both  Washington 
and  Bolivar  are  shining  examples  of  com- 
plete Integrity,  and  there  has  never  been 
the  sUghtest  shadow  of  a  doubt  about  the 
way  they  administered  the  public  funds  en- 
trusted to  them. 

The  outstanding  quality  that  both  BoUvar 
and  Washington  shared  was  their  fearless 
leadership  and  their  ablUty  to  utUlze  their 
officers'  talents  to  the  fullest.  And  they 
were  both  highly  admired  by  their  foot  sol- 
diers. Time  and  again,  conscripts  and  would- 
be  conscripts  flocked  to  BoUvar's  camp.  He 
had  the  knack  of  raising  a  volunteer  army 
and  keeping  it.  or  at  least  a  workable  per- 
centage of  it.  In  the  field  under  Incredibly 
bad  conditions.  His  greatness  lay  In  the  fact 
that  he  was  a  man  In  whom  men  put  their 
faith,  for  whom  they  were  willing  to  face 
the  worst  terrors  of  jungle,  mountains  or 
hostUe  armies. 

The  same  quality  shows  up  in  George 
Washington.  As  a  youth  during  the  war 
with  the  French  and  Indians  In  1754,  he 
won  the  trust  of  men  and  officers  alike. 
Long  before  the  fervor  of  the  Revolution, 
experienced  men  of  twice  Washington's  age 
recognized  In  him  the  traits  of  a  leader.  His 
talent  for  commanding  men  probably 
reached  its  peak  when  he  maintained  an 
army  outside  Boston  for  over  six  months  de- 
spite the  expiration  of  almost  every  soldier's 
erUistment  j>eriod. 

Both  BoUvar  and  Washington  were  prolif- 
ic writers,  and  the  Liberator  employed  as 
many  as  five  different  secretaries  at  the 
same  time,  sometimes  dictating  to  them 
even  In  different  languages,  as  he  knew  weU 
at  least  five  languages.  However,  the  pri- 
mary concern  of  George  Washington  was 
the  creation  and  stablUty  of  a  democratic 
and  Uidependent  United  States  of  America, 
whUe  BoUvar  was  a  visionary  who  concerned 
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himself  with  nuAny  Ideas  and  projects,  and 
who  did  not  heslUte  to  dream  great  dreams 
about  the  future  of  the  nations  that  he  had 
fathered. 

The  two  most  Important  documents  of  Bo- 
livar and  Washington  are  the  Letter  from 
Jamaica  and  the  FareweU  Address.  In  the 
first,  the  Liberator  analyzes  the  economic 
and  social  Ills  affecting  American  society  at 
the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth  century 
and  establishes  the  basis  for  the  foundation 
of  the  new  repubUcs.  In  the  Farewell  Ad- 
dress, George  Washington  outlines  his  phi- 
losophy of  government  and  stresses  the 
need  to  preserve  what  the  young  United 
States  had  achieved  in  the  early  years  of 
their  independent  life.  WhUe  the  PareweU 
Address  represented  some  of  the  ideas  of  Al- 
exander Hamilton,  it  was.  nevertheless,  a 
kind  of  political  testament  which  was  re- 
written and  finalized  by  the  Father  of  our 
Country  and  which  also  represented  a  sum- 
mation of  his  experience  during  his  eight 
years  as  President. 

Bolivars  letter  was  written  long  before  in- 
dependence has  been  achieved,  and  while  he 
still  had  to  taste  victory  and  defeat  and  the 
experience  of  government.  George  Washing- 
tons  document  remains  the  cornerstone  of 
the  United  States  foreign  policy,  together 
with  the  Monore  Doctrine,  while  Bolivar's 
letter  Is  the  best  analysis  of  Latin  American 
reality  and  prospects,  and  it  has  proven  to 
be  inspired  and  prophetic  both  in  tone  and 
in  content. 

If  we  analyze  the  wars  fought  and  won  by 
Bolivar  and  Washington,  we  must  conclude 
that  they  were  both  great  military  leaders 
and  strategists.  Both  were  fighting  power- 
ful, well-armed  regular  military  forces  of 
the  colonial  power,  and  both  were  counting 
on  meager  resources,  depleted  treasuries, 
untrained,  voluntary  and  unruly  forces 
which  had  no  experience  of  military  life  and 
which  had  to  be  improvised  at  every  step  of 
the  way. 

Washington  had  a  great  talent  for  organi- 
zation, for  method,  endless  patience  and  de- 
termination, together  with  imagination, 
courage  and  great  intelligence.  Bolivar  oper- 
ated more  out  of  genius  and  passion,  so  that 
his  victories,  in  a  sense,  were  more  surpris- 
ing, as  his  enemy  was.  at  that  time,  the 
great  empire  in  the  world,  and  he  was  fight- 
ing always  against  far  superior  forces.  Boli- 
var considered  himself  primarily  a  military 
man,  while  for  Washington,  military  service 
and  career  were  a  part  of  his  overall  plan 
for  life  and  for  his  country. 

It  is  necessary  to  remember  that  George 
Washington  was  elected  a  representative  to 
the  Virginia  Assembly  and  participated,  for 
many  years,  in  deliberating  bodies  until  he 
was  elected  President  of  the  Continental 
Congress  and,  in  that  capacity,  presided 
over  the  drafting  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  SUtes,  which,  later  on,  he  was  going 
to  swear  to  uphold  as  first  President.  In  his 
life,  he  had  the  experience  and  first-hand 
knowledge  of  representative  government, 
which  was  to  become  the  essential  structure 
of  American  democracy. 

For  Bolivar,  constitutional  government 
and  the  system  of  democracy  were  intellec- 
tual concepts  in  which  he  deeply  believed, 
but  which  were  completely  foreign  to  the 
history  and  the  life  of  colonial  Spanish 
America.  In  discussing  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which  Bolivar  studied 
very  deeply,  he  concluded  that  it  provided 
for  a  government  that  would  be  far  too 
weak  to  resist  the  rising  difficulties  of  the 
new  nations,  and.  therefore,  he  sought  to 
strengthen  both  the  executive  as  well  as  the 


legislative,  and  serioa«Jy  considered  the  pos- 
sibility of  creating  lifetime  senators  who 
thereby  would  be  free  from  the  vicissitudes 
of  seeking  elective  office. 

Here,  we  find  one  of  the  considerable  dif- 
ferences in  the  political  ideologies  of  the 
two  leaders.  Washington  wanted  to  preserve 
and  enhance  the  traditional  privUeges  and 
rights  of  the  colonies  in  an  independent 
state;  Bolivar  wanted  to  create  a  Utopian 
state  inspired  by  the  wisdom  of  ancient 
Greece  and  Rome  and  forged  in  the  ration- 
alist ideology  of  the  French  encyclopedia. 

The  phUosophlcal  roots  of  Bolivar's  Ideol- 
ogy are  to  be  found  primarily  in  the  Repub- 
lic of  Plato,  but,  as  he  was  a  voracious 
reader,  there  was  no  important  book  in 
French,  Spanish,  Eiigllsh,  and  Italian  that 
was  not  well  known  to  him.  Therefore, 
many  of  his  suggestions  and  some  of  his  dif- 
ficulties as  a  statesman  can  be  attributed  to 
a  superabundance  of  ideas,  theories  of  gov- 
ernment and  political  doctrines.  His  mind 
was  filled  with  information,  quotations,  doc- 
trines and  theories  far  above  and  beyond 
the  capacity  of  most  of  his  contemporaries. 
George  Washington,  on  the  other  hand, 
was  well  acquainted  with  the  British  consti- 
tution and  with  the  English  governmental 
tradition.  His  great  strength  was  In  his  ca- 
pacity to  simplify  and  to  find  practical  solu- 
tions to  concrete  political  problems.  Fur- 
thermore. George  Washington,  as  President, 
had  a  cabinet  composed  of  the  greatest  po- 
litical thinkers  that  the  United  States  has 
ever  produced,  starting  with  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son, John  Adams  and  Alexander  Hamilton, 
while,  in  that  sense.  Bolivar  was  a  solitary 
figure. 

There  was  considerable  difference  of  style 
between  the  two  men.  There  was,  neverthe- 
less, a  common,  steadfast  fidelity  to  free- 
dom, to  service,  and  to  the  defense  of  rights 
on  behalf  of  the  people  and  nations.  The 
Great  Liberator,  Simon  Bolivar,  is  frequent- 
ly portrayed  wearing  his  general's  uniform 
with  no  decorations,  but  with  a  single  me- 
dallion in  the  middle  of  his  chest. 

This  medallion  had  an  effigy  of  George 
Washington,  and  was  sent  personally  to  Bo- 
livar by  the  Father  of  our  Country  as  a 
token  of  his  friendship  and  admiration  and 
as  a  perennial  symbol  of  the  bonds  of  soli- 
darity and  cooperation  that  must  exist  be- 
tween our  peoples.  When  Bolivar  died  in 
SanU  Marta  on  December  17,  1830,  penni- 
less and  almost  alone,  the  medallion  with 
the  face  of  George  Washington  was  around 
his  neck. 

I  caiuiot  help,  for  the  moment,  pausing 
here  to  reflect  on  this  awesome  mans  devo- 
tion to  and  love  of  freedom  and  his  Immense 
exertions  in  its  behalf  and  the  need  for  such 
devotion  and  love  In  the  present  days.  The 
President  of  the  United  SUtes,  a  veteran  of 
the  greatest  conflict  in  freedom's  behalf, 
has  been  at  frequent  pains  to  point  out  that 
his  policies  are  directed  at  one  purpose  and 
one  purpose  alone:  the  preservation  of  that 
freedom  for  which  Bolivar  gave  his  life. 
President  Reagan  shares  the  vision  of  what 
can  be  wrought  for  freedom  through  the 
friendship  of  the  two  continents,  imited  in 
the  spirit  of  goodwill,  on  behalf  of  Bolivars 
and  Washington's  Ideals. 

The  two  testaments  of  Bolivar  and  Wash- 
ington both  contain  a  moving  appeal  for 
unity  among  our  peoples.  Bolivar  said:  "If 
my  death  contributes  so  that  partisanship 
ceases  and  union  becomes  consolidated,  I 
shall  go  down  calmly  Into  my  grave." 

A  celebration  such  as  this  Is  a  fitting  occa- 
sion to  renew  our  commitment  to  the  lofty 
Ideals  for  which  both  BoUvar  and  Washing- 


ton lived  and  worked,  and  which  Inspired 
the  creation  of  their  nations.  It  is  to  their 
memory  that  we  owe  a  strengthened  effort 
in  the  preservation  of  the  rights  and  free- 
doms which  we  inherited  from  them  and 
which  we  must  pass  on  to  our  children  to- 
gether with  a  sense  of  respect  and  vener- 
ation for  them.  As  Chokehuanca  said:  "BoU- 
var, with  the  passing  of  the  centuries,  your 
glories  will  Increase  as  the  shadows  Increase 
at  sunset."* 


S.  1306— THE  PATENT  TERM 
RESTORATION  ACT  OP  1983 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  S.  1306,  the  Patent 
Term  Restoration  Act  of  1983.  I  com- 
mend Senator  Mathias.  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Patents,  Copyrights  and  Trade- 
marks, for  authoring  and  introducing 
this  measure.  Hearings  on  this  impor- 
tant initiative  were  held  on  June  22 
and  July  19.  1983. 

The  predecessor  of  S.  1306  in  the 
97th  Congress  passed  the  Senate  by 
voice  vote  on  July  9,  1981.  It  is  my 
hope  that  S.  1306  will  pass  both 
Houses  auid  become  law  during  the 
98th  Congress. 

In  accordance  with  article  I.  section 
8,  of  the  Constitution,  the  Congress 
has  enacted  laws  to  promote  the  devel- 
opment of  new  products  by  providing 
patent  holders  with  17  years  of  protec- 
tion for  their  inventions  and  discover- 
ies. Our  inventors,  in  turn,  have  pro- 
vided the  American  people  with  the 
health  and  other  social  benefits  of  the 
world's  leading  pharmaceutical  and  ag- 
ricultural chemical  discoveries. 

We  have  also  enacted,  over  the 
years,  a  series  of  laws  to  protect  the 
public  and  the  environment  from 
harmful  products.  These  laws  require 
extensive  and  time-consuming  tests 
before  products  affecting  the  public 
health  and  environment  may  be  intro- 
duced into  the  marketplace.  However, 
while  such  premarketing  review  is 
pending,  the  clock  continues  to  run  on 
the  patent  involved.  In  the  case  of 
pharmaceuticals,  for  example,  the  av- 
erage review  can  last  for  well  over  half 
the  life  of  a  patent.  Medicines  ap- 
proved during  1981  lost  aui  average  of 
10.2  years  of  their  statutory  17-year 
patent  lives  before  their  first  sales.  In 
other  words,  new  medicines  had  an  ef- 
fective patent  life  of  6.8,  rather  than 
17.  years.  In  1979,  they  had  9.5  years 
remaining  after  their  regulatory  clear- 
ances. During  the  period  1962-86, 
there  were  14.9  years  of  patent  life  re- 
maining after  Pood  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration approval.  Thus,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  period  of  useful  patent  life  is 
growing  continually  shorter. 

It  is  Important  to  note  that  S.  1306 
does  not  dilute  the  strength  of  the 
premarket  review  process.  It  merely 
restores  the  patent  life  that  may  be 
consumed  during  that  process.  Under 
its  terms,  the  17-year  clock  would  start 
to  run  only  after  a  new  product  ob- 


tains marketing  approval,  rather  than 
when  the  patent  application  is  filed. 

There  are  three  reasons  to  support 
S.  1306.  The  first  of  these  is  that  is 
will  guarantee  fairness  to  all  patent 
holders.  No  longer  wlU  some  inventors 
be  penalized  excessively  for  the  neces- 
sary, but  increasingly  time-consuming, 
premarket  testing  we  require  for  cer- 
tain drugs  and  chemicals. 

The  second  reason  is  that  the  biD 
wUl  promote  technological  innovation. 
A  growing  number  of  drugs  and  chem- 
cials  are  being  discovered  or  licensed 
today  in  foreign  coimtries,  where  the 
patent  rules  are  more  favorable.  In 
1981,  only  7  of  20  new  chemical  enti- 
ties were  United  States  originated. 

The  third  reason  is  that  S.  1306  wiU 
encourage  lower  prices  for  new  drugs, 
chemicals,  and  other  products  by  stim- 
ulating their  development.  The  result- 
ant lower  prices  for  new  drugs  and 
medicines  will  be  of  special  benefit  to 
our  Nation's  elderly,  who  are,  per 
capita,  the  largest  consumers  of  these 
products. 

To  assist  American  scientific  devel- 
opment and  maintain  our  lead  in  the 
face  of  rising  costs  and  growing  for- 
eign competition,  to  promote  fairness, 
and  to  preserve  the  original  intent  of 
the  patent  system,  namely,  the  soci- 
etal benefits  that  flow  from  the 
progress  of  science.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  S.  1306.9 


S.  1146:  AVIATION  DRUG- 
TRAFFICKING  CONTROL  ACT 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  today  to  add  my  name  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1146.  the  Aviation  Drug- 
Trafficking  Act.  which  would  combat 
the  use  of  aircraft  in  illegal  drug  traf- 
ficking. I  commend  my  distinguished 
colleagues.  Mr.  Bentsen,  Mr.  DeCoh- 
ciNCi,  and  Mr.  Domenici  on  offering 
this  much-needed  legislation. 

This  Nation's  drug  abuse  problem 
has  reached  epidemic  levels: 

Heroin-related  deaths  have  sur- 
passed 800  per  year  for  the  first  time 
since  1976.  There  are  nearly  500.000 
heroin  users  in  the  United  States. 

Illegal  drug  consumption  exceeds 
$80  biUion  per  year,  an  amount  in 
excess  of  $350  per  capita,  and  about 
the  amount  spent  for  gasoline. 

While  the  health  of  all  other  Ameri- 
cans have  been  improving,  the  death 
rate  for  young  Americans  between  the 
ages  of  15  and  24  is  higher  than  it  was 
20  years  ago.  Medical  experts  are  con- 
vinced that  drug  abuse  has  been  the 
major  factor  in  this  frightening  trend. 

A  recent  Justice  Department  survey 
revealed  that  almost  a  third— 32  per- 
cent— of  the  inmates  interviewed  in 
State  prisons  said  they  were  under  the 
influence  of  an  Ulegal  drug  when  they 
committed  their  crime;  30  percent  of 
the  inmates  said  they  used  heroin,  as 
compared  to  a  figure  of  only  2  percent 
for  the  general  public. 


Over  90  percent  of  the  illegal  drugs 
abused  in  the  United  States  are  pro- 
duced abroad.  Most  are  smuggled  into 
the  country,  the  majority  by  air.  Ac- 
cording to  1981  Drug  Enforcement 
Agency  estimates.  50  percent  of  the  co- 
caine. 35  percent  of  the  marijuana.  75 
percent  of  southwest  Asian  heroin,  55 
percent  of  southeast  Asian  heroin,  and 
80  percent  of  the  synthetic  dangerous 
drugs  entering  the  United  States  were 
smuggled  in  by  air. 

If  enacted,  this  bill  would  require 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administrator  to 
revoke  the  airman's  certificate  of  any 
pilot  who  has  been  convicted  of  violat- 
ing any  law  relating  to  controlled  sub- 
stances—other than  a  law  prohibiting 
simple  possession— whom  he  finds  to 
have  operated  an  aircraft  with  knowl- 
edge that  it  was  being  used  to  trans- 
port controlled  substances  in  violation 
of  law  or  in  connection  with  the  viola- 
tion of  a  law. 

In  addition.  In  those  cases  where  the 
Administrator  makes  this  finding,  but 
the  certificate  holder  has  no  prior  con- 
victions for  a  drug  related  offense,  the 
bill  would  empower  the  Administrator 
to  revoke  the  airman's  certificate  for 
not  less  than  1,  nor  more  than  5  years, 
if  he  determines  that  the  owner  has 
knowingly  permitted  the  aircraft  to  be 
used  to  transport  a  controlled  sub- 
stance. To  protect  the  rights  of  certifi- 
cate holders,  the  Administrator  would 
be  required  to  provide  notice  and  an 
opportunity  to  answer  charges  prior  to 
the  revoking  of  any  certificate. 

Similarly,  the  biU  empowers  the  Ad- 
ministrator to  revoke  a  certificate  of 
aircraft  registration  for  up  to  5  years, 
but  not  less  than  1,  if  he  determines 
that  the  owner  has  knowingly  permit- 
ted the  aircraft  to  be  used  to  transport 
a  controlled  substance.  The  same  pro- 
cedural safeguards  would  apply  in  this 
instance. 

Finally,  the  bill  would  create  penal- 
ties of  up  to  $25,000  and  imprisonment 
of  up  to  5  years  for  persons  who  know- 
ingly fly  without  a  certificate  or  with 
a  fraudulent  certificate  in  order  to 
transport  illegal  drugs. 

In  cosponsoring  the  bill,  and  urging 
its  enactment,  I  reiterate  the  need  for 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
to  expand  its  efforts  in  working  with 
the  FBI.  the  DEA,  the  Customs  Serv- 
ice, and  other  Federal  and  local  law 
enforcement  agencies  in  order  to 
obtain  information  on  drug-related  ar- 
rests, to  exchange  information  sup- 
portive of  the  efforts  of  other  agen- 
cies, and  to  implement  the  Intent  of 
this  proposed  legislation. 

In  my  statement  of  July  11,  1983,  at 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  hear- 
ing on  organized  crime,  I  called  upon 
U.S,  attorneys,  the  FBI.  the  DEA.  and 
all  others  involved  in  fighting  orga- 
nized crime  to  make  crushing  heroin 
trafficking  their  No.  1  goal.  Eiiactment 
of  this  bill  will  aid  in  the  attainment 
of  that  goal  and  in  reducing  drug  traf- 


ficlting  by  all  other  segments  of  the 
population  as  well. 

I  commend  my  colleagues  for  intro- 
ducing this  bill,  and  I  urge  all  Sena- 
tors to  support  its  enactment.* 


NATIONAL  DIABETES  MONTH 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  today  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  121,  designat- 
ing the  month  of  November  1983,  as 
"National  Diabetes  Month." 

I  am  particularly  interested  in  this 
resolution.  Although  diabetes  is  a  well- 
known  disease,  most  people  do  not 
fully  realize  its  seriousness.  Over  18 
million  people  have  diabetes,  including 
5  million  people  who  do  not  know  they 
are  afflicted.  Over  $10  biUion  is  spent 
every  year  on  diabetes.  This  disease  ul- 
timately affects  a  variety  of  bodily 
fimctions  and  organs,  even  though  it  is 
primarily  a  digestive  disease. 

I  believe  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
121  will  help  serve  the  cause  of  foster- 
ing a  deeper  understanding  for  this 
chronic  disease.  An  increased  aware- 
ness will  promote  research  and  im- 
prove methods  of  treatment  for  diabe- 
tes. I  urge  speedy  passage  of  this  reso- 
lution.* 


TRIBUTE  TO   BUREAU   OF  ALCO- 
HOL,     TOBACCO.      AND      FIRE- 
ARMS   SPECIAL    AGENT    EDDIE 
BENITEZ 
•  Mr.    DeCONCINI.    Mr.    President, 
once  again  the  country  was  shocked  to 
learn  of  the  tragic  death  of  another  of 
our  brave  Federal  law  enforcement  of- 
ficers, BATF  Special  Agent  Eddie  Ben- 
itez  of  Miami,  Fla. 

Eddie  Benitez  died  on  July  12  from  a 
fatal  gunshot  wound  to  his  head 
during  a  shooting  incident  in  a  north- 
west Miami  parking  lot  on  July  8.  As  I 
imderstand  it.  Agent  Benitez  was  on 
duty  investigating  a  weapons  buy 
when  he  was  shot  in  the  head  by  a  sus- 
pect gunman.  The  suspect  was  arrest- 
ed at  the  scene  of  the  shooting,  was 
charged  with  Federal  firearms  and  as- 
sault charges,  and  remains  in  custody 
at  the  Metro  Dade  Coimty  Jail  with- 
out bond. 

Special  Agent  Benitez  was  a  3-year 
veteran  of  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  To- 
bacco, and  Firearms,  and  was  previous- 
ly a  police  officer  with  the  Metro  Dade 
County  police  force.  He  was  27  years 
old,  unmarried,  and  is  survived  by  his 
parents  and  three  sisters. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  country 
mourns  the  death  of  Agent  Benitez, 
let  us  in  the  Senate  put  aside  for  just  a 
moment  the  issue  of  the  MX  missile, 
the  issue  of  the  budget,  and  the  other 
important  matters  that  are  before  us 
to  consider  what  this  brave  young  man 
has  given  to  his  country.  He  has  given 
his  life  so  that  my  children,  your  chil- 
dren, and  the  people  in  his  home  city 
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of  Miami  could  be  safer  as  they  work 
and  play.  He  put  his  life  on  the  line 
without  fanfare  and  without  thanks. 
Agent  Benitez  is  a  hero  and  he  de- 
serves our  praise  for  making  the  ulti- 
mate sacrifice  for  us. 

My  sympathies  go  out  to  Eddie's 
parents  and  his  sisters.  And  I  hope 
that  they  somehow  know  that  this  is 
one  Senator  who  wants  to  say  "thank 
you"  to  Eddie  and  the  sacrifice  he 
made  so  that  this  country  can  be  a 
safer  place  for  my  family  and  me.« 
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JACOB  JAVITS  ON  THE  WAR 
POWERS  ACT 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  my  great  pleasure  to  call  to  the  at- 
tention of  my  colleagues  an  article 
written  by  our  altogether  distin- 
guished former  colleague  and  friend 
Jacob  K.  Javits.  In  a  challenging  and 
enlightening  article  Senator  Javits 
offers  his  Insightful  and  prescient 
thoughts  on  the  implications  of  the 
Supreme  Court's  decision  concerning 
the  legislative  veto.  Many  are  con- 
cerned, quite  justifiably,  by  the  effect 
of  this  decision  on  the  War  Powers 
Act. 

Senator  Javits  offers  his  interpreta- 
tion of  the  Court's  decision.  As  the 
author  of  the  War  Powers  Act.  he  is 
indeed  qualified  as  an  expert  on  the 
matter.  I  ask  that  "Keep  War  Power 
on    the    Hill"    be    included    in    the 
Record. 
The  article  follows: 
[Prom  the  New  York  DaUy  News.  Sunday. 
July  10.  19831 
KxEF  War  Power  On  The  Hux 
(By  Jacob  K.  Javits) 
In  the  207  years  of  our  history  as  a  nation 
there  has  been  enacted  Into  law  only  one  re- 
straint on  the  Presidents  power  as  Com- 
mander-in-Chief of  the  armed  forces  to  put 
our  nation  into  war  even  without  the  au- 
thority of  Congress.  That  restraint  is  Includ- 
ed In  the  War  Powers  Resolution  of  1973.  of 
which  I  am  the  author,  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress over  President  Nixon's  veto. 

This  resolution  provided  that  when  the 
President  puts  our  armed  forces  Into  a  situa- 
tion Involving  hostilities,  or  the  Imminent 
threat  of  hostUltles.  he  must,  within  48 
hours,  notify  both  houses  of  Congress  ac- 
cordingly. The  Congress  then  has  60  days  In 
which  to  give  the  President  authority  to 
continue  to  leave  our  troops  so  involved.  If 
Congress  does  not  give  him  this  authority 
he  must  withdraw  our  troops  from  such  hos- 
tilities. If  he  finds  that  he  cannot  do  so  for 
practical  reasons  he  has  another  30  days  in 
which  to  accomplish  such  withdrawal. 
Thereafter,  he  loses  all  authority  to  leave 
our  troops  In  action. 

The  War  Powers  Resolution  also  requires 
consultation  with  the  Congress  whenever 
the  use  of  our  armed  forces  in  hostilities 
seems  likely  and  reporting  to  Congress  on 
the  imminence  of  such  situations.  The  law 
has  been  invoked  in  the  last  ten  years  in 
such  varied  situations  as:  President  Ford's 
reports  on  the  U.S.  evacuation  of  Vietnam 
and  the  Bteyaguez  Incident  which  followed 
such  evacuation;  President  Carter's  report 
on  the  doomed  Iranian  hostage  rescue  at- 
tempt; and  President  Reagan's  two  reports 


In  1982  on  the  deployment  of  U.S.  Marines 
to  Lebanon. 

In  none  of  these  cases  did  any  of  the 
presidents  report  under  that  section  of  the 
resolution  which  would  invoke  the  power  of 
the  Congress  to  require  the  President  to 
withdraw  these  forces  nor  was  the  sanction 
of  the  Congress  given  to  their  deployment. 
Now  along  comes  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  a  decision  invalidating 
as  unconstitutional  what  is  popularly  known 
as  the  legislative  veto  by  Congress  and  Im- 
mediately there  is  widespread  speculation 
that  this  ruling  aJso  invalidates  as  unconsti- 
tutional the  War  Powers  Resolution. 

Particularly,  say  the  commentators,  the 
legislative  veto  decision  may  invalidate  the 
War  Powers  Resolution's  provisions  which 
give  the  Congress  the  power  to  restrain  the 
President  when  he  seeks  to  turn  an  incident 
into  war.  Indeed,  the  best  example  of  that 
situation  was  the  war  in  Vietnam  and  the 
Gulf  of  Tonkin  Resolution  passed  by  Con- 
gress in  1964  which  emboldened  President 
Johnson  to  commit  us  so  heavily  to  it. 

The  legislative  veto  is  a  power  reserved  by 
Congress  when  a  law  is  enacted  either  with 
the  President's  signature  or  by  overriding 
his  veto  by  which  one  or  both  houses  of 
Congress  can  overrule  an  action  of  the 
President  or  any  department  or  agency  of 
the  federal  government  which  is  sought  to 
be  given  the  force  of  law. 

I  believe  the  Supreme  Court  decision  on 
the  legislative  veto  has  not  affected  the  War 
Powers  Resolution  adversely  as  many  com- 
menUtors  may  imply.  In  the  first  place  the 
resolution  has  a  separability  clause  which 
means  that  the  provisions  requiring  detailed 
reports  of  activities  to  the  Congress  involv- 
ing hostilities  by  the  U.S.  armed  forces 
under  orders  of  the  President  remain  intact. 
These  are  a  critically  important  ...pect  of 
the  accountability  of  the  President  to  the 
nation  and  are  themselves  a  restraint  on 
presidential  capability  of  getting  the  coun- 
try into  war. 

Second,  as  to  the  power  of  Congress  to  re- 
quire the  President  to  call  back  U.S.  armed 
forces  from  a  comimitment  of  them  to  for- 
eign hostilities  after  at  most  90  days,  this  is 
a  limit  on  presidential  power  as  Command 
er-ln-Chlef  and  a  specification  of  congres 
slonal  power  over  the  declaration  of  war  and 
is.  therefore,  unaffected  by  the  Supreme 
Court's  Instant  decision.  This  power  relates 
to  exclusive  congressional  power  to  declare 
war  granted  by  the  Constitution. 

What  is  most  important  is  that  the  mil- 
lions of  Americans  who  fight  our  wars 
should  strongly  defend  the  War  Powers 
Resolution.  The  founders  of  our  republic 
gave  only  the  Congress  the  power  to  declare 
war.  yet  we  have  fought  over  100  wars  l.,TUt- 
ed  by  the  President's  power  as  Commander- 
in-Chief  to  deploy  U.S.  forces  anywhere  in 
the  world  and  only  a  handful  of  them  have 
been  declared  by  Congress.  It  Is  the  people 
who  must  stand  up  for  the  War  Powers  Res- 
olution as  a  restraint  on  the  "hounds  of 
war"  which  the  founding  fathers  sought  to 
restrain  by  giving  only  the  Congress  the 
power  to  declare  war  while  making  the 
President  Commander-in-Chief  so  that  only 
he  may  direct  how  the  wars  should  be 
fought.  Let  us  remember  that  there  are  no 
longer  likely  to  be  any  non-combatants  In 
another  world  war  no  matter  how  far  from 
the  front  they  are— aU  are  in  Jeopardy  as 
well  as  our  siirvival  as  a  nation.* 


GENERAL  REVENUE  SHARING 
FORMULA  MODIFICATIONS 

•  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  Jime  29,  1983.  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  reported  a  3-year  ex- 
tension of  the  general  revenue  sharing 
program  at  the  current  annual  fund- 
ing level  of  $4.6  billion.  The  committee 
also  adopted  my  amendment  providing 
that  any  increase  in  funding  beyond 
the  current  level  be  accompanied  by 
improvements  in  the  intrastate  alloca- 
tion formula.  These  improvements 
would  relax  certain  constraints  on  the 
formula  that  prevent  it  from  targeting 
funds  to  those  local  governments  most 
in  need  of  assistance.  The  modifica- 
tions deal  with  the  maximum  and  min- 
imum payment  constraints,  the  "tier- 
ing" process,  amd  the  budget  con- 
straint. 

The  committee's  changes  will  permit 
the  formula  freer  reign  to  target  reve- 
nue sharing  dollars  In  an  equitable 
and  effective  maimer.  At  the  same 
time,  the  bill  contains  a  100-percent 
hold-harmless  provision,  guaranteeing 
that  no  local  government  will  have  Its 
payment  reduced  due  to  the  formula 
modifications.  The  formula  modifica- 
tions will  have  no  effect  on  the  Inter- 
state distribution  of  funds.  If  Congress 
were  eventually  to  authorize  a  per- 
centage Increase  in  funding  above  cur- 
rent levels,  every  State  would  enjoy 
that  same  percentage  Increase  In  Its 
revenue  sharing  payment. 

The  reason  I  proposed  these  formula 
changes  Is  quite  simple.  I  could  not 
justify  sending  out  Increased  revenue 
sharing  under  a  flawed  formula,  espe- 
cially when  the  defects  disadvantage 
those  very  governments  most  adverse- 
ly affected  by  current  economic  condi- 
tions. If  Federal  assistance  to  local 
governments  Is  to  be  Increased  during 
this  period  of  historic  Federal  deficits, 
revenue  sharing  Is  the  program  that 
deserves  the  Increase.  At  the  same 
time.  If  revenue  sharing  Is  to  be  In- 
creased, Congress  must  insist  that  the 
existing  flawed  formula  used  to  allo- 
cate revenue  sharing  be  improved  to 
target  these  scarce  Federal  dollars  In  a 
more  equitable  and  effective  manner. 
The  Senate  Finance  Committee's 
modifications  achieve  a  marked  Im- 
provement In  targeting  by  directing 
additional  funding  to  the  very  jurisdic- 
tions whose  fiscal  problems  provide  a 
rationale  for  Increased  spending  for 
other  programs  far  less  efficient  than 
revenue  sharing. 

Mr.  President,  the  formula  modifica- 
tions contained  in  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee bill  have  been  studied  over  a 
period  of  years.  Most  of  them  have 
been  recommended  at  one  time  or  an- 
other by  the  Department  of  the  Treas- 
ury and  the  General  Accoimtlng 
Office.  Most  of  them  have  In  the  past 
been  endorsed  by  both  the  National 
League  of  Cities  and  the  U.S.  Confer- 
ence of  Mayors. 


I  am  delighted  to  say  the  U.S.  Con- 
ference of  Mayors  has  reaffirmed  Its 
support  for  Improving  the  Intrastate 
revenue  formula  along  the  lines  of  the 
Finance  Committee  bUl.  In  a  recent 
letter,  the  conference  put  the  pro- 
posed modifications  In  perspective: 

We  do  not  view  your  proposals  as  a  formu- 
la change,  but  rather  as  a  way  to  permit  the 
basic  formula,  agreed  to  by  the  represenU- 
tlves  of  the  states,  the  counties  and  the 
cities  In  1972,  to  fully  function.  This  artifi- 
cial cap  on  the  top  and  floor  on  the  bottom 
restrain  the  formula  rather  than  promote 
adherence  to  It. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Finance  Committee  bill  when  it  comes 
to  the  floor.  I  ask  that  the  letter  from 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  of  July 
13,  1983,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  letter  follows: 


count  some  measure  of  the  ravages  of  Infla- 
tion. We  understand  fully  the  problem  of 
the  level  of  the  national  debt,  but  we  do 
urge  that  revenue  sharing  not  be  regarded 
as  one  of  the  few  items  in  the  budget  which 
must  bear  the  full  burden  of  inflation. 

We  are  pleased  to  work  with  you  and  your 
colleagues  and  look  forward  to  the  early  re- 
enactment  of  revenue  sharing. 

Sincerely,  

John  J.  Gunther, 

Executive  Director.m 


Stand  in  recess  until  9:30  a.m.  tomor- 
row. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate,  at  6:08  p.m.,  recessed  until 
Tuesday,  July  26.  1983,  at  9:30  a,m. 


U.S.  CONFKREMCE  OF  MATORS. 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  13.  J983. 
Hon.  David  Durenberger, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Dave:  I  am  sorry  that  we  have  not 
been  in  touch  with  you  earlier  as  to  the 
Conference  of  Mayors'  specific  position  on 
your  proposed  adjustments  in  the  revenue 
sharing  program. 

However,  as  you  know,  your  earlier  pro- 
posals would.  In  fact,  make  major  changes 
in  the  basic  formula.  May  I  suggest  that 
once  we  get  the  current  law  extended,  we  all 
spend  a  couple  of  years  studying  how  the 
whole  program  might  better  be  improved.  A 
study  is  needed  before  basic  changes  such  as 
you  have  proposed  earlier  can  be  adequately 
considered. 

With  respect  to  the  current  Finance  Com- 
mittee Bill,  the  Conference  of  Mayors  sup- 
ports the  proposed  Increase  in  the  maxi- 
mum per  capita  grant  from  145  percent  to 
160  percent;  a  reduction  in  the  minimum 
per  capita  grant  constraint  from  20  percent 
to  15  percent,  and  deterring  the  formula  so 
that  all  Jurisdictions  in  the  state  divide  the 
funds  on  a  common  basis. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  replacing 
the  budget  constraint  with  a  tax  constraint 
that  responds  to  the  fiscal  structure  of  each 
sUte.  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors  has  not  given  this  matter  necessary 
policy  consideration  and.  therefore,  we 
cannot  take  a  position. 

We  do  not  view  your  proposals  as  a  formu- 
la change,  but  rather  as  a  way  to  permit  the 
basic  formula,  agreed  to  by  the  representa- 
tives of  the  states,  the  counties  and  the 
cities  in  1972,  to  fully  function.  This  artifi- 
cial cap  on  the  top  and  floor  on  the  bottom 
restrain  the  formula  rather  than  promote 
adherence  to  It. 

We  understand  that  the  last  thing  we 
need  is  losers  In  revenue  sharing  assistance. 
Therefore,  we  endorse  your  proposition  that 
additional  funds  be  authorized  so  that  the 
foregoing  amendments  can  be  put  Into  place 
without  diminishing  the  funds  currently  re- 
ceived by  any  unit  of  government. 

As  you  know,  revenue  sharing  Is  not  only 
Important  to  cities  in  terms  of  the  dollars 
received,  but  It  has  over  the  past  eleven 
yeare  become  a  symbol  of  the  understanding 
of  the  Congress  and  the  President  of  the 
very  real  revenue  problems  facing  local  gov- 
ernment which  must  rely  so  heavily  on  the 
property  tax. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  Congress  and 
the  President  have  faUed  to  adjust  the  level 
of  revenue  sharing  to  at  least  take  Into  ac- 


S      1090— TO     ESTABLISH     A     NA- 
TIONAL     OUTDOOR       RECREA- 
TION       RESOURCES        REVIEW 
COMMISSION 
•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  cosponsor  S.  1090,  to  estab- 
lish  a   National   Outdoor   Recreation 
Resources  Review  Commission.  I  feel 
that  such  a  commission  is  necessary  to 
increase  the  efficiency  and  quality  of 
our   recreational   facilities.   We   must 
pursue  the  recreational  Interests  and 
demands  of  the  American  public,  and 
see  that  these  demands  are  not  limited 
by  Inadequate  coordination.  Increased 
fiscal    constraints,    and    growing    de- 
mands on  land,  water,  and  recreational 
facilities.  We  must  pursue  the  recre- 
ational Interests  and  demands  of  the 
American  public,  and  see  that  these 
demands  are  not  limited  by  inadequate 
coordination.     Increased     fiscal     con- 
straints,   and    growing    demands    on 
land,     water,     and     recreational     re- 
sources. I  believe  that  to  best  serve  the 
American   people,    a   commission    re- 
sponsible for  Insuring  the  availability 
of  quality  recreational  resources  and 
facilities  for  this  and  future  genera- 
tions must  be  organized. 

To  assure  the  continued  quality  and 
quantity  of  recreational  resources  and 
opportunities,  a  bipartisan  National 
Outdoor  Recreational  Resources 
Review  Commission  must  be  created. 
The  American  public  seeks  an  increas- 
ing variety  of  recreational  experiences, 
and  I  believe  that  it  Is  our  responsibil- 
ity to  assist  In  meeting  the  desires  and 
needs  of  the  people.  Therefore,  the 
Commission  would  examine  the  exist- 
ing management  of  outdoor  recre- 
ational lands  and  resources  as  well  as 
future  needs  of  outdoor  recreational 
management  systems. 

We  are  a  country  of  hard  workers, 
and  the  limited  amount  of  leisure  time 
our  citizens  enjoy  must  be  maximized 
by  quality  outdoor  recreational  experi- 
ences. It  Is  my  hope  that  the  establish- 
ment of  a  National  Commission  will 
better  serve  the  public.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  adopt  this  vital  and  timely 
legislation.* 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive  nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  July  25.  1983: 

Envirootcemtal  Protection  Agency 
Alvln   L.   Aim.   of  Massachusetts,   to   be 
I>eputy  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  vice  John  Whltlock  Her- 
nandez. Jr..  resigned. 

DEPARTiaa«T  or  State 
Edmund  DeJamette.  of  Virginia,  a  career 
member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service,  class 
of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador 
Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Central  Af- 
rican Republic. 

Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation 
Henry  F.  Schickling.  of  Pennsylvania,  to 
be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
tion for  a  term  expiring  December  17,  1985 
(new  position). 

Foreign  Service 
The  following-named  persons  of  the  agen- 
cies indicated  for  appointment  as  career 
members  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service  of 
the  classes  stated,  and  also  for  any  other  ap- 
pointments indicated: 

For  reappointment  in  the  Foreign  Service 
as  a  career  member  of  the  Senior  Foreign 
Service,  class  of  Minister-Counselor,  a  Con- 
sular Officer,  and  a  Secretary  in  the  Diplo- 
matic Service  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica: 
Agency  for  International  Development 
James  E.  Sam.  M.D..  of  Arizona. 
For  appointment  as  a  career  member  of 
the  Senior  Foreign  Service,  class  of  Counsel- 
or, a  Consular  Officer,  and  a  Secretary  In 
the  Diplomatic  Service  of  the  United  States 
of  America: 


RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT 

9:30  A.M. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  see  no 
other   Senator   now   seeking   recogni- 
tion. I  move,  in  accordance  with  the 
previous  order,  that  the  Senate  now 


Department  of  State 

Hugh  Byron  HoUIngsworth,  Jr.,  of  Virgin- 
ia. 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint- 
ment In  the  Foreign  Service  as  Foreign 
Service  Officers  or  Foreign  Service  Informa- 
tion Officers  of  the  classes  stated,  and  also 
for  the  other  appointments  Indicated  here- 
with: ^      ^, 

For  appointment  as  a  Foreign  Service  Of- 
ficer of  class  2.  a  Consular  Officer,  and  a 
Secretary  in  the  Diplomatic  Service  of  the 
United  States  of  America: 

Marie  Murray,  of  Maryland. 

For  appointment  as  Foreign  Service  Offi- 
cers of  class  3.  Consular  Officers,  and  Secre- 
taries In  the  Diplomatic  Service  of  the 
United  States  of  America: 

Shirley  Marie  Hartman.  of  Texas. 

Bismarck  Myrick.  of  Virginia. 

For  appointment  as  Foreign  Service  Infor- 
mation Officers  of  class  3.  Consular  Offi- 
cers, and  Secretaries  in  the  Diplomatic  Serv- 
ice of  the  United  States  of  America: 

Sheldon  E.  Austin,  of  Florida. 

Robert  B.  Laing.  of  Washington. 

For  appointment  as  Foreign  Service  Offi- 
cers of  class  4,  Consular  Officers,  and  Secre- 
taries in  the  Diplomatic  Service  of  the 
United  States  of  America: 

Gerald  Christopher  Anderson,  of  Illlnoto. 

Walter  E.  Andrusyszyn,  of  New  York, 
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Bryon  Swaiuon  Barlow,  of  Connecticut. 

Robert  Walter  Boehme,  of  New  Jersey. 

Sandra  J.  Campbell,  of  Oregon. 

Peter  H.  Chase,  of  Washington. 

Ronald  Ashley  Dwight.  of  Louisiana. 

Bdltchell  H.  Peigenberg.  of  California. 

Philip  Charles  French,  of  California. 

Edward  Herman  Goff.  of  Virginia. 

Eva  Jane  Groenlng.  of  New  Jersey. 

Mary  AUyn  Haines,  of  Missouri. 

John  Arthur  Hedges,  of  Washington. 

Heather  M.  Hodges,  of  Ohio. 

Miriam  Kahal  Hughes,  of  Florida. 

Peter  Graham  Kaestner.  of  Maryland. 

Craig  Richard  Lingel.  of  California. 

John  D.  Long,  of  Ohio. 

Robert  Paul  Ludan.  of  California. 

Sharon  E.  Armour  Ludan.  of  New  Jersey. 

Johnnie  Mary  Miller,  of  Mississippi. 

Ann  C.  Montgomery,  of  New  Jersey. 

David  Alan  Ochmanek,  of  New  Jersey. 

Douglas  Poe  Ryan,  of  New  York. 

Edward  Thomas  Smith,  of  Texas. 

Gabrlelle  M.  SoUeder,  of  New  York. 

Andrew  Walter  Steinf eld,  of  New  Jersey. 

Howard  Stof fer.  of  New  York. 

Pranclsca  Ana  Thomas,  of  Virginia. 

Carol  van  Voorst,  of  Virginia. 

Pamela  Ann  Ward,  of  Virginia. 

The  following-named  Members  of  the  For- 
eign Service  of  the  Departments  of  State 
and  Commerce  to  l)e  Consular  Officers  and/ 
or  Secretaries  in  the  Diplomatic  Service  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  as  indicated: 

Consular  Officers  and  Secretaries  in  the 
Diplomatic  Service  of  the  United  States  of 
America; 

Anna  Maria  F.  Adamo.  of  Florida. 

Charles  E.  Adams,  of  Virginia. 

Gerald  Richard  Andersen,  of  Washington. 

Edward  E.  Anderson,  Jr.,  of  California. 

Alfred  M.  Andersson,  of  Texas. 

Theodore  Howard  Andrews,  of  California. 

Timothy  Duane  Andrews,  of  Missouri. 

Kathleen  Williamson  Harmon,  of  Florida. 

Paul  S.  Berg,  of  Wisconsin. 

Frank  L.  Bill,  of  Virginia. 

Robert  I.  Blau,  of  Ohio. 

William  P.  Buckley,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

Frankle  Reed  Calhoun,  of  California. 

William  Robert  Carlson,  of  Massachu- 
setts. 

Elizabeth  Ferre  Carroll,  of  Arkansas. 

Carroll  A.  Caulfield,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Phillip  T.  Chlcola,  of  Florida. 

Anne  M.  Clagett,  of  Virginia. 

Gene  A.  Coyle,  of  Virginia. 

Peter  E.  Cozzens,  of  Illinois. 

Patricia  de  la  Sou,  of  Virginia. 

James  DUlon,  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

David  Tannrath  Donahue,  of  Indiana. 

Rol>ert  A.  Dooltng,  of  Virginia. 

David  Ross  Dreher.  of  Alabama. 

Hugh  Timothy  Dugan.  of  Wisconsin. 

Kaara  N.  Ettesvold,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

Robert  James  Feron.  of  New  York. 

Jonathan  Lyman  Pishbein.  of  Virginia. 

Daniel  Volmer  Priedhelm,  of  Virginia. 

Steven  G.  Ghltelman.  of  Wisconsin. 

John  J.  GUbride,  Jr.,  of  Virginia. 

Brian  L.  Goldbeck,  of  Wisconsin. 

Michael  R.  GorbeU.  of  Virginia. 

Barbara  Jean  Goss,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

Daniel  Campbell  Peter  Grossman,  of  Cali- 
fornia. 

Jeanette  Anne  Keewaydinodln  Hantke,  of 
California. 

Kevin  James  Harris,  of  Indiana. 

Clifford  Awtrey  Hart.  Jr..  of  Virginia. 

Richard  A.  Hayhurst,  of  Bfaryland. 

Karl  William  Hofmann.  of  California. 


Sarah  S.  Holcomb,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

James  N.  Hubbard,  of  Virginia. 

Norman  Imler,  of  Virginia. 

Eric  Grant  John,  of  Indiana. 

Judith  Ann  Jones,  of  Florida. 

Martha  Ann  Kelleran,  of  Virginia. 

Mark  E.  Kelton,  of  VirgiiUa. 

Donald  M.  KldweU.  of  Virginia. 

David  A.  Kiel,  of  Virginia. 

John  Brady  Kiesling,  of  California. 

Patrick  C.  KiUpack,  of  Virginia. 

George  Knowles,  of  New  York. 

Gerald  J.  Komisar.  of  Maryland. 

Leonard  A.  Kusnltz.  of  Connecticut. 

Eleanor  B.  Leech,  of  Maryland. 

George  William  Llthco,  of  New  York. 

Kenneth  J.  Lyons,  of  New  York. 

David  Michael  Marks,  of  Maryland. 

Michael  Anthony  Matera.  of  California. 

Douglas  F.  McCallum,  of  Virginia. 

Melvin  R.  McCoy,  Jr..  of  Virginia. 

James  Aldan  McVerry,  of  Connecticut. 

Max  Miles,  of  Florida. 

John  Patrick  Mond6jar.  of  Virginia. 

Carla  L.  Mortensen.  of  California. 

Uoyd  Woodson  Moss,  of  Alabama. 

Jonathan  D.  Mueller,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Michael  John  O'Keefe,  of  New  Hamp- 
shire. 

Maximilian  J.  Ollendorff,  of  Virginia. 

William  B.  OSteen,  of  Virginia. 

Craig  P.  Osth,  of  Virginia. 

Donald  Joseph  Palke,  of  Illinois. 

Gregory  Eugenio  Phillips,  of  lUinoLs. 

Paul  L.  Quaglia.  of  Virginia. 

Eileen  Jane  Qulnn,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Robert  G.  Rapson,  of  Virginia. 

Linda  M.  Rhoades,  of  Virginia. 

SandraLee  Miller  Robinson,  of  Iowa. 

Andrew  C.  Rothman,  of  Texas. 

Paul  Eklward  Rowe,  of  Virginia. 

Wayne  Steven  Salisbury,  of  Washington. 

Mark  Douglas  Scheland.  of  New  York. 

Louise  Anita  Scott,  of  Maryland. 

Tim  Allan  Sears,  of  Michigan. 

Edward  Dennis  SeviUa,  of  lUinols. 

Ann  Bardsley  Sides,  of  Florida. 

Daniel  B.  Smith,  of  California. 

Eugene  Paul  Sweeney,  of  Massachusetts. 

E^jgene  Phillip  Tadle.  of  Virginia. 

Alyce  J.  Tldball.  of  Minnesota. 

Paul  Norman  Tlmmer,  of  Michigan. 

Jeffrey  Stewart  Tunis,  of  Massachusetts. 

Prank  Cralgo  Turley,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

Mary  Burce  Warllck,  of  Wisconsin. 

Richard  Charles  Weston,  of  Missouri. 

Curtis  Eugene  Wilson,  of  Maryland. 

Karen  Elizabeth  Wlshart,  of  California. 

Shirely  Y.  Wong,  of  Virginia. 

John  R.  Yackley,  of  Virginia. 

Consular  Officer  of  the  United  States  of 
America: 

Rudy  G.  Hall,  of  Virginia. 

Secretary  In  the  Diplomatic  Service  of  the 
United  States  of  America: 

Wanda  L.  Ale,  of  Maryland. 

The  foUowing-named  career  member  of 
the  Foreign  Service  of  the  Department  of 
State  for  promotion  into  the  Senior  Foreign 
Service  to  the  class  Indicated,  effective  Oc- 
tober 17.  1982: 

Career  member  of  the  Senior  Foreign 
Service,  class  of  Counselor 

George  Clay  Nettles,  of  Alabama. 

The  following-named  career  member  of 
the  Foreign  Service  of  the  U.S.  Information 
Agency  for  promotion  Into  the  Senior  For- 
eign Service  to  the  class  Indicated,  effective 
August  8.  1982: 

Career  member  of  the  Senior  Foreign 
Service,  class  of  Counselor 

John  F.  Cannon,  of  Massachusetts. 


Im  thx  Air  Force 
The  following  cadets,  U.S.  Air  Force  Re- 
serve Officers  Training  Corps,  for  appoint- 
ment in  the  Regular  Air  Force  in  the  grade 
of  second  lieutenant  under  the  provisions  of 
section  531,   title   10,   United  SUtes  Code, 
with  dates  of  rank  to  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 
Alford,  Howard  L.,  262-77-3705 
AUen,  Bruce  A.,  309-64-3155 
Allen,  Roy  M.,  Jr,  230-74-7246 
Amundson,  Hugh  A..  540-86-4244 
Andres.  Robert  A..  314-50-8491 
Andrews,  Christopher  J.,  338-60-1533 
Annecc.alnl,  Frank  C,  Jr.,  139-60-6369 
Anthony,  David  L.,  410-29-6592 
Applegate,  Mark  P..  224-62-8819 
Ashelln.  Keith  F.,  471-66-0128 
AvoUone.  Curt  V.,  222-52-8052 
Bakallan,  Samuel  R.,  Jr,  551-15-5796 
Barlow,  Robert  G.,  578-92-6158 
Barr.  James  A.,  278-46-1443 
Bartlett,  Paul  K.,  Jr..  110-44-9118 
Belfield,  Christopher  R.,  212-64-0675 
Bender,  WUllara  J.,  114-52-6936 
Benltez.  Nannette,  583-19-4754 
Bennett,  WUliam  IV,  402-66-4922 
Benson,  Bryan  J.,  227-04-0562 
Betz,  Kevin  T.,  292-70-7346 
Biaginl,  Carlo  A.,  554-76-2491 
Biermacher,  Karl  J.,  526-27-2706 
Binder.  Sheri  L.,  394-62-2526 
Bingham,  Marc  S.,  558-29-4799 
Bolton,  Gary  C,  289-48-7664 
Bowles,  Jeffrey  B.,  465-29-2201 
Bowser.  Marvin  J.,  578-92-1023 
Boyd,  Keats  P.,  Ill,  018-46-9661 
Brady,  Brian  J.,  090-52-0705 
Bratton,  Randolph  M.,  240-82-7024 
Bresette,  Richard  H.,  Jr.,  248-23-8422 
Bricker,  Christopher  L.,  565-33-8822 
Brodsky.  Beryl  L.,  148-50-9412 
Brown,  Gary  W.,  551-17-4776 
Bunty,  George,  240-27-4658 
Burke,  Darryl  W.,  100-58-0693 
Burke,  John  D.,  414-19-0910 
Butler,  Perry  L.,  480-86-7012 
Byrne,  Rudolph  T.,  563-37-8378 
Cain,  Mark  T..  532-80-8239 
Carlin,  Bernard  T.,  Jr.,  012-54-1819 
Carsten,  Elizabeth  T.,  587-21-5087 
Carter,  Jesse  D.,  457-92-9982 
Celentano,  Ronald  J.,  033-54-3645 
Charchlan,  Daniel  J.,  079-40-8016 
Charles,  Kyle  A..  524-98-9071 
Chartrand,  Michael  K.,  056-52-0783 
Childs,  Beth  A.,  213-80-8388 
Chllds,  Clayton  W.,  514-66-3555 
Chrlstensen,  Ellse  A.,  112-52-2027 
Chrostowskl,  Andrew  E.,  528-08-1082 
Clark,  Jerald  V.,  376-70-9810 
Claypool,  William  R.,  Ill,  316-50-9696 
Clifton,  James  D.,  415-08-0839 
Cobem.  William  V..  168-54-1195 
Cockerill,  Mickey  D.,  082-44-5495 
Cole,  Ma  K.  K.,  218-84-5568 
Coleman,  Catherine  G.,  224-06-3833 
Coleman,  Gerald  P..  Jr,  266-51-2321 
Comer,  Thomas  R.,  242-19-2388 
Commo,  Michael  J.,  395-80-4728 
Compton,  Michael  B.,  451-82-8476 
Conlon,  Susan  E.,  440-74-4381 
Coombs.  Matthew  E.,  539-78-0067 
Cosby,  Michael  G.,  437-06-2191 
Cosgrove,  Colin  B.,  Jr.,  442-70-9864 
Costa.  John.  P.,  Jr,  212-64-3604 
Costales,  Glen  D..  557-90-5522 
Covington,  Anthony  B.,  251-74-4262 
Cowan,  Robin  P.,  571-04-8774 
Cox,  Kevin  S..  305-76-2847 
Cox.  Susan  A..  034-50-0809 
Craddock.  Amy  S.,  255-29-7713 
Cramer,  James  H.,  507-86-2674 


Crane,  Ronald  H.,  458-35-2229 
Croon.  Gregory  S.,  353-58-9538 
Crowder.  Blake  D.,  457-86-5992 
Czapiewskl,  Michael  R.,  472-78-6893 
Dabbs,  E>ana  L..  079-56-5121 
Daub.  Leo  E..  225-06-5412 
Davidson,  William  T.,  425-27-2858 
Decesari,  Mark,  257-15-6557 
Delagarrigue.  John  E.,  Ill,  556-43-5372 
Deleeuw,  John  P.,  367-70-8815 
Denney,  Jay  T.,  420-72-6093 
Denton.  James  A.,  557-33-8111 
Deremer,  Lee  E.,  182-52-5574 
Dewan,  Raman  N.,  579-90-8765 
Dickenson.  Kirk  R.,  466-31-0331 
Dodson.  Jon  C,  521-88-5432 
Dowden,  Paul  E.,  437-84-9848 
Driessnack,  John  D..  036-38-1058 
Ducker.  Terri  J.,  560-35-6974 
Duddy,  Brian  J.,  095-60-8177 
Eastman,  David  J.,  508-60-2588 
Eden,  Keith  L.,  520-60-4064 
Edllnd,  Carol  R.,  105-60-8909 
Erickson,  Lynne  E.,  407-08-1216 
Esposlto,  Andrea  M.,  054-60-2604 
Evanovlch,  Paul  G.,  147-64-6431 
Evans,  Jeffrey  A.,  179-56-6721 
Everhart.  Carlton  D.,  231-06-5909 
Eversole.  Kurt  T.,  402-76-3463 
Parmer.  Rebecca  L.,  410-27-4316 
Peehs,  David  A..  546-15-9861 
Ferguson,  Craig  D..  264-55-2971 
Perrero,  Joachim  P.,  343-60-3008 
Fields,  Frank  E.,  213-68-7280 
Fillmore,  Brian  G.,  128-38-8561 
Fletcher  Daniel  A.,  521-80-1607 
Folsom,  David  C.  255-17-5803 
Portmann,  Troy  A.,  485-86-8646 
Poulk,  Zachary  H.,  246-94-8517 
Pox,  Eric  Edward,  273-54-9711 
Frazier,  Coennle  P.,  264-25-8871 
PredeU,  Robert  S.,  447-66-2186 
Friend,  Terry  N.,  166-46-2608 
Furlong,  Rebeca,  461-23-1407 
Garcia,  Oswaldo,  Jr.,  527-43-8929 
Gardner,  Wonzle  L.,  Jr.,  252-25-5452 
Gass,  Robert  P.,  564-49-8341 
Gates,  Percival  T..  III.  030-42-6227 
Gayton,  James  P.,  455-82-2108 
Gehringer,  Ralph  W.,  548-29-6331 
Gels,  John  P.,  II,  397-82-2347 
Gesellschap,  Wayne  R.,  309-58-2473 
Gibson,  Suzanne  J..  571-98-4530 
Glance,  Walter  J.,  Jr.,  242-82-8911 
Gochenaur,  John  E.,  154-46-9744 
Graney,  Mark  M.,  552-72-1574 
Griffin,  Edward  M.,  271-72-8449 
Gunter,  Dana  L.,  452-80-5053 
HaU,  David  J.,  162-54-3107 
Hamilton,  Kirk  L.,  558-37-1684 
Hampton,  James  D.,  238-15-7686 
Hancock.  William  T.,  226-98-0293 
Hanford,  Kevin  M.,  016-54-2399 
Harbin,  Gregory  A.,  253-23-6114 
Harris,  Steven,  273-66-8668 
Haueter,  Kenneth  P.,  567-94-8584 
Havard,  Richmond  S.,  Jr.,  267-51-9882 
Hawkins,  Allen  D.,  303-74-4319 
Heier.  Jeffrey  E..  271-72-0447 
Henry.  Eugene  H.,  177-42-0413 
Hepner  John  J.,  165-56-8184 
Hertz,  John  P.,  Jr.  448-64-5511 
Hesse,  Paul  J.,  273-42-1348 
HUdenburg,  Stephen  R.,  453-92-1384 
Hockett,  WlUlam  N.,  563-17-0080 
Hodgkins.  Steven  E.,  012-48-8870 
Hoffman.  Lawrence  A.,  390-76-8471 
HoUoway,  Davis  L.,  563-04-7193 
Hostettler,  Ronald  A.,  288-72-2793 
Hudgens,  Michael  W.,  411-80-2795 
Huf ford,  Diane  K.,  290-68-1693 
Hughes,  Charles  H.,  Jr,  247-33-9111 
Hunt,  Jeffery  A..  516-82-0055 
Hunter.  Stephen  E..  002-52-9410 


Hutchins,  Mark  E.,  229-11-2889 
nnitzki,  Stephen  P.,  113-58-4937 
Irwin,  Don  C,  411-17-7213 
Ivlns.  KeUy  J..  416-06-5625 
Jacobson,  Jennifer  S.,  421-82-5554 
Jacques,  David  R.,  201-52-7433 
Jeffrey,  Derek  N.,  227-04-7191 
Jones,  Carelton  W.,  577-88-9830 
Jones,  Derek  S.,  266-39-0610 
Jones,  WUmer  T.,  III.  212-62-5166 
Joyce.  Patrick  M..  471-72-2915 
Joyner  Paula  L..  411-19-5886 
Kashlmoto,  Joy  A.,  526-67-0532 
KeUer,  Justin  M.,  413-88-8937 
KUpatrick,  Maurice  L.,  Jr.,  507-82-3625 
Klndler,  Ralph  P.,  295-54-9491 
King,  James  R.,  428-02-0718 
Kinney,  Stevens  P.,  Ill,  521-11-6390 
Kirkpatrick,  James  E..  424-70-1041 
Knight,  Marvin  D.,  274-58-4007 
Knights,  Markham  C.  559-35-0969 
Koechle,  Mark  E..  503-58-6484 
Kohout,  Shirley  R.,  475-64-4296 
Kondas,  David  M.,  229-96-5331 
Konneker.  David  P.,  572-86-2265 
Krisp,  Theron  L.,  469-88-5739 
Krumm,  Kimberiy  K.,  532-68-8884 
Kunz,  Andrea,  449-94-3669 
Kuwashima,  Gary  R.,  550-31-7194 
Lake,  Thomas  L.,  267-45-1876 
Lang,  Jerry  M.,  433-23-9724 
Laughbaum,  Ronald  K..  457-04-7649 
Lawlis,  Mark  C,  533-62-3148 
Laxton,  Gregory  E.,  558-23-6637 
Leach,  Robin  A.,  144-48-4088 
Lee,  Donald  D.,  318-60-7225 
Lee,  Gregory  D.,  237-23-8523 
Lewis,  Joseph  J.,  008-60-6561 
Lima,  Peter  Jr.,  034-54-1773 
XJndley,  Virginia  M.,  491-70-7549 
Llndsey,  Mark  W..  265-65-5220 
Lorenzo,  George  M.,  585-48-5786 
Lovelady.  Wylle  E..  HI,  266-43-7194 
Lowry,  Stephen  P.,  242-74-4536 
Maga,  Darlene,  203-42-2416 
Magazu,  Brian,  155-48-7078 
Maneely,  Mark  A..  508-76-6116 
Mattson,  Douglas  D.,  537-70-6078 
Maynard,  Helen  L.,  568-41-0267 
Mayo.  Jeffrey  R.,  587-98-6514 
McAlum,  Gary  D.,  130-56-2492 
McCain.  John  M..  247-31-6556 
McCain,  Moira  M.,  511-74-2060 
McCausland,  Patrick  D.,  461-96-9972 
McCaw,  Donna  J.,  553-72-0334 
McCoy,  Wayne  L.,  Jr,  216-72-3377 
Mcintosh,  Paul  D.,  024-54-0199 
Mclntyre,  Marsue  A..  054-50-8131 
McKlnney,  Jeffrey  B.,  549-49-2299 
McLaughlin.  Thomas  E.,  524-90-0995 
McLeod,  Jerome  N.,  Ill,  248-80-5756 
McManus,  Jeffrey  J.,  252-29-2820 
McMlnn,  William  B.,  248-04-6491 
McNamara,  Margaret  R.,  068-38-7076 
McSpadden,  Richard  G.,  262-57-8766 
MeUtz,  Stephan  J..  133-54-0806 
Melroy,  Pamela  A.,  101-58-7437 
Melucas,  Marc  P.,  217-66-1149 
Miller  Mlkel  M.,  501-92-3058 
Mills,  William  G.,  340-58-5101 
Moore,  Glenn  R.,  432-27-4086 
Moore,  KeUy  A.,  528-23-6219 
Moriset,  Stephen  M.,  526-78-3810 
Morris,  Michael  P.,  285-54-3611 
Morrison.  Bradley  S..  376-74-9118 
MueUer,  Michael  R.,  522-78-4494 
Mulllns,  WllUam  M.,  241-11-0777 
Murphy.  Thomas  J..  159-46-8111 
Nally.  James  J.,  463-98-9003 
Negron,  David,  Jr.,  551-25-8858 
Nlckson,  Mark  M.,  225-64-6138 
Norris,  Cletus  G.,  447-58-5461 
Northcutt,  Christopher  R.,  463-37-3541 
Novicki,  Claudia  Lee.  280-66-9865 


Nutt,  William  D.,  476-80-7074 
Ogden.  Royden  K..  III.  227-64-5116 
OUver,  Brendaly  N.  A.,  455-19-1902 
OUver,  Jeanne  D.,  358-56-2246 
OnieU.  Inga  M..  413-78-5702 
Orth,  William  C.  531-66-0081 
Owens,  Marc  E.,  544-84-7587 
Packard,  Mark  Alan,  427-25-7240 
Painter,  Blaine  J.,  540-80-9744 
Painter,  Daniel  Q.,  516-62-3053 
Paradles,  WUllam  T.,  106-40-7634 
Parker.  Stuart  B..  255-29-8985 
PeUetier,  Gary  M.,  007-54-9559 
Petersen,  Karl  S.,  526-39-1742 
Pohly,  Daniel  D.,  088-60-9486 
Pollard,  Todd  J.,  386-74-3382 
Powers,  Winston  D.,  223-13-4717 
Prestage,  Jeffrey,  254-21-3895 
Rasmussen,  Kevin  D.,  485-62-6391 
Reed,  Rodney  E.,  479-78-4662 
Reynolds,  David  L.,  248-80-2536 
Roberts,  Craig  A.,  453-33-3942 
Rodgers,  Louis  Q.,  455-04-0764 
Rodgers.  Clark  T.,  467-02-6883 
Ruegg,  Raymond  S.,  020-54-7121 
Russell,  Barbara  A.,  585-13-3830 
Rylander,  Bart  I..  537-76-5250 
Sabin,  Lynda  K.,  085-54-5364 
Sanborn,  Roderick  S.,  034-50-4291 
Santiago,  Canting  Jaun  R.,  583-46-3555 
Satrom,  John  B.,  151-50-2705 
Sawin,  Norman  O.,  Jr.,  031-50-4552 
Sawyer,  Randolph  W.,  457-80-5637 
Scheller,  Anna  J.,  242-06-9437 
ScheUing,  Mark  E.,  218-72-4640 
Schmltt.  David  L.,  379-74-5955 
Schneidmiller.  Walter  E..  239-21-7988 
Scotland.  Jamie  C,  125-60-9954 
Shefchik,  Gary  L.,  393-80-9612 
Shields,  John  F.,  227-06-3373 
Shomper.  Keith  A.,  523-21-8799 
Shultz,  EUen  Lee,  115-58-9936 
Simpson,  Judy  D.,  418-72-1900 
Slotness,  Glenn  N.,  477-84-8581 
Sly,  Thomas  P.,  502-82-4248 
Smith,  Garland  D.,  246-04-4808 
Smith,  Michael  A.,  576-98-1171 
Smoots,  Renard  H.,  487-70-8709 
Sopko,  Michael  E.,  195-52-5552 
Sorice,  Steven  J.,  108-52-3263 
Stauffer,  John  D.,  393-56-8281 
Steadman,  Anthony  L.,  424-74-7303 
Steams,  James  R.,  264-27-6569 
Stetlna,  Clara  L.,  500-76-1614 
Stewart,  Susan  J.,  261-02-6476 
Stoehr,  Daniel  J.,  185-54-8300 
Sullivan,  Kevin  L.,  543-70-4026 
Swartz.  Robert  L.,  233-78-9365 
Sylvester,  Carla  S..  587-29-0254 
Szeles,  David  R.,  572-39-2263 
Taggett,  Jon  G.,  375-78-2138 
Tate,  Robert  P.,  156-52-1165 
Taylor.  Christopher  L..  378-74-5444 
Taylor,  Glenn  M.,  280-72-9769 
Taylor  Jack  W.,  255-15-7561 
Taylor,  John  R.,  383-76-2308 
Theisen.  Eric  E.,  474-82-1418 
Ttfford,  Franklin  G.,  051-54-4106 
Tonn,  Lisa  H.,  477-82-0310 
Treat,  Darryl  G.,  431-31-5871 
Tucker,  Allan  T.,  Jr.,  422-68-7071 
Tucker,  Eugene  L.,  138-50-505 
Turner  Timothy  P.,  474-80-5514 
Unwin,  Gregg  W.,  045-58-6156 
Van  Wirt,  Peter  M.,  236-74-3043 
Vangerpen,  Merrill  W.,  571-35-4526 
Vaughn,  Robert  B.,  418-02-1430 
Vigstol,  David  J.,  475-62-3291 
Walker.  Richard  N.,  185-40-4719 
Wallen,  Carter  S.,  513-74-6425 
Wallln,  John  E..  587-21-1845 
Watson,  Everett  D.,  518-90-0480 
Watts,  Claudius  E..  IV,  250-80-7500 
Waugh.  Paul  C,  478-72-6072 
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Weimer.  James  R..  162-52-0554 
Welrath.  Harry  Charles.  278-52-2106 
Weisz.  David  L..  503-84-1249 
White.  Nancy  R..  059-48-6958 
Whltehurst.  Ralph  Alan.  527-51-3587 
Williams.  Donald  F..  223-70-8722 
WUllams.  Frederick  E..  418-84-0776 
WllUams.  Thomas  L..  416-94-1290 
WUllts.  Craig  J..  149-38-0013 
Wood.  Mark  K..  268-56-3784 
Worley.  George  J..  245-17-3695 
Wright.  James  C.  433-27-1660 
Yociim.  Susan  D..  521-94-7787 
Toung.  Philip  M..  409-92-8705 
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IM 


Navy 


The  foUowlng-named  Naval  Reserve  offi- 
cers for  permanent  appointment  in  the  Line 
or  staff  corps  of  the  U.S.  Navy  In  the  perma- 
nent grade  of  ensign,  subject  to  qualifica- 
tion therefor  as  provided  by  law: 
Cox.  Steven  C.  Oservig.  Brian  J. 

Dishong.  Larry  A.         Ralsor.  Ralph  C. 
Dunlea,  FYed  W.  Rogge.  Stephan  A. 

Grieco.  Louis  W.  Tuggle.  Terry  L. 

Lessard.  Bernard  O.     Turner.  Henry  V. 
Molter.  Steven  I.  Weatherble,  Malcolm 

MoranvUle.  Ronald  L. 

B.  Yehlen.  Mark  H. 

Moulton.  Jeffrey  C. 

Chief  Warrant  Officer.  W-3  Michael  D. 
Stone.  U.S.  Navy,  to  be  appointed  a  perma- 
nent chief  warrant  officer.  W-2,  In  the  U.S. 
Navy,  subject  to  qualification  therefor  as 
provided  by  law. 

Lawrence  G.  Armstrong.  Navy  enlisted 
candidate,  to  be  appointed  a  permanent 
chief  warrant  officer.  W-2.  in  the  U.S.  Navy, 
subject  to  qualification  therefor  as  provided 
by  law. 

Chief  Warrant  Officer.  W-3  Richard  E. 
Goldsberry.  U.S.  Navy,  retired,  to  he  reap- 
pointed a  temporary  chief  warrant  officer. 
W-3  from  the  Temporary  Disability  Retired 
List,  subject  to  qualification  therefor  as  pro- 
vided by  law. 

Commander  William  R.  Hix.  ex-U.S.  Navy 
Officer,  to  be  appointed  a  permanent  cap- 


tain In  the  Medical  Corps  in  the  Reserve  of 
the  U.S.  Navy,  subject  to  qualification 
therefor  as  provided  by  law. 

Bernard  W.  Preund.  Jr.,  medical  college 
graduate,  to  be  appointed  a  permanent  com- 
mander in  the  Medical  Corps  In  the  Reserve 
of  the  U.S.  Navy,  subject  to  qualification 
therefor  as  provided  by  law. 

Gerald  J.  Morrow.  ex-Naval  Reserve  offi- 
cer, to  be  appointed  a  permanent  command- 
er in  the  Medical  Corps  In  the  Reserve  of 
the  U.S.  Navy,  subject  to  qualification 
therefor  as  provided  by  law. 

Commander  Peter  L.  Washburn.  U.S. 
Navy,  to  be  appointed  a  permanent  com- 
mander in  the  Medical  Corps  in  the  Reserve 
of  the  U.S.  Navy,  subject  to  qualification 
therefor  as  provided  by  law. 
IM  THE  Navy 

The  foUowlng-named  Navy  enlisted  candi- 
dates to  be  appointed  permanent  chief  war- 
rant officer,  W-3,  in  the  U.S.  Navy,  subject 
to  qualification  therefor  as  provided  by  law: 

Navy  Eklistzd  CANDroATES 

CHIZr  WARRAITT  OFFICER,  W-3  PERMANENT 

Barfield,  Johnny  F.  Johnson.  James  C. 

Cantu,  Alberto  Jr.  Krabbe,  Richard  B. 

Duncan,  Donald  L.  Niccum,  Harold  E. 

Hall,  Burl  G.  Thompson,  Peter  L. 

The  foUowlng-named  Navy  enlisted  canr'i- 
dates  to  be  appointed  permanent  chief  war- 
rant officer.  W-2.  In  the  U.S.  Navy,  subject 
to  qualification  therefor  as  provided  by  law: 

CHIEP  WARRANT  OFFICER.  W-a,  PERMANENT 


Aboy,  Jose  N. 
Akers,  James  T. 
Allen.  BUly  G..  Jr. 
Bailey.  Edwin  E. 
Bails.  John  D..  Jr. 
Barrett.  Michael  G. 
Barrois,  Joseph  P., 

Jr. 
BazzeU,  Larry  G. 
Berkner.  Thomas  C. 
BJeUa.  NeU  H. 
Bradley.  Gerald  W. 


Branch.  Milton.  E.. 

Jr. 
Brasher,  Danny  E. 
Brown.  Donald  R. 
Buchanan.  Dermic 

W. 
Buckler.  William  K. 
Burrows-Johnson, 

JohnH. 
Campbell,  Robert  D. 
Chadwick.  John  S.. 

Jr. 


Coates,  James  D. 
CoUlns,  William  A. 
Davenport,  Roy  A., 

Jr. 
Dodson,  Herbert  C. 
Donaldson,  James  R. 
Doster,  James  W. 
Doty.  John  A. 
Drenning,  David  R. 
Eaves,  William  O. 
Emery,  Theo.  W. 
PUipiak,  John  P..  Jr. 
Flannagan,  John  J., 

Jr. 
Flood,  George,  III 
Foley,  Thomas  C. 
Gabriel,  Reynaldo  L. 
Garcia,  Oscar  S. 
Garrett,  Marcus  J. 
Grant,  Robert  J.,  Jr. 
Harrison.  Donald  E. 
Hobson.  Timothy  W. 
Hoover,  Stephen  W. 
Horowitz,  Dennis  C. 
Huntington,  Ronald 

C. 
James.  Dan  P. 
Jemison,  Samuel  E., 

Jr. 
Josafat,  Rogelio  C. 
Joy.  Daniel  P. 
Keegan,  Michael  J. 
Kogutlewicz,  Stanley 

C. 
Lassen,  Donald  L. 
Lindblad.  Lonnie  L. 
Mahoney.  Timothy 

M. 
Marting.  Lloyde  M., 

Jr. 
Mason,  Jerry  W. 
Mason,  Kenneth  D. 
Mason,  Ronald  W. 
McCaU.  Kenneth  E. 
Medina,  Avelino  M. 
Melvin.  Robert  B.,  Jr. 
Merz.  Stephen  F. 
Mistier.  Dennis  L. 
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Mitchell,  Henry  L. 
Mustoe,  James  L. 
Myers.  Paul  P. 
Nichols,  Eddie  D. 
Nycz.  Edmund  T.,  Jr. 
Oldman,  WiUiam  G. 
Olsen,  Calvin  D. 
Palermo.  Adonis  D. 
Palmer,  Ralph  J.,  Jr. 
PalmOS,  WlUiam  P. 
Post.  Edwin  M. 
Pray,  John  H. 
Qulnonez,  Salvador 

R. 
Rainey,  Robert  E. 
Raley,  George  M. 
Reeves,  Dennis  R. 
Roddy,  Eugene  J.,  Jr. 
Scott.  Paul  A. 
Scroggln.s,  Nathaniel 

O. 
Shabazz,  ^V  llliam  Y. 
Sllcer,  Donald  W. 
Smith,  Patrick  L. 
Stanley,  Fred  E. 
Stevens,  David  R. 
Stevens,  Earl 
Stewart.  Paul  C. 
Thomas,  James  S. 
Thome,  Allan  J. 
Thompson.  Steven  G. 
Troup.  Sammy  L. 
Turner,  Walter  H. 
VanWyck.  Wayne  J. 
Walker,  Lee  E. 
Walsh,  Ronald  L. 
Warden,  Roger  D. 
Warren,  Paul  G. 
Weaver.  Howard  V. 
Weed.  William  J. 
Welerbach,  John  A., 

Ill 
Weisser,  Robert  C. 
Wildberger.  Arthur 

B. 
Wojtyto,  John  P. 
Wood.  William  A. 
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The  House  met  at  12  o'clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  are  gratefvd.  O  God.  for  aU  the 
gifts  that  You  have  given,  and  espe- 
cially are  we  thankfiU  for  the  gift  of 
hope  As  we  see  the  havoc  and  destruc- 
tion that  results  from  conflict  between 
nations  and  peoples  we  pray  that  our 
attitudes  wiU  not  be  hardened  m  de- 
spair or  that  we  will  become  cynical 
about  the  possibilities  for  peace. 
Remind  us  that  Your  power  and  pur- 
pose support  us  in  our  quest  for  under- 
standing, so  that  we,  armed  with  the 
hope  You  have  given,  will  continue  to 
be  ambassadors  of  good  will,  of  mes- 
sengers of  peace.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


browbeat  some  of  their  customers  who 
need  to  sell  their  mortgaged  properties 
into  raising  the  interest  rate  to  the 

The  due-on-sale  provision  oi  tne 
Gam  bill  enacted  in  1982  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  contractual  agreements 
on  interest  rates.  It  simply  precludes 
States  from  outlawing  due-on-sale  pro- 
visions. 

But  some  savings  and  loans  threaten 
their  mortgagors  by  saying  the  Gam 
provisions  makes  creditworthy  provi- 
sions of  the  mortgages  due-on-sale  pro- 
visions. This  is  simply  not  the  case. 
This  deliberate  misreading  of  the  law 
should  be  looked  into. 


LOOK-ALIKE  DRUGS 


SUNDRY  MESSAGES  FROM  THE 

PRESIDENT 

Sundry  messages  in  writing  from  the 

President  of  the  United  States  were 

communicated  to  the  House  by  Mr. 

Saunders,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  a  biU  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

H  R  1935.  An  act  to  ratify  an  exchange 
agreement  concerning  National  WUdlife 
Refuge  System  lands  located  on  Matagorda 
Island  in  Texas. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  a  biU  of  the  fol- 
lowing title,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1469.  An  act  to  amend  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code  relating  to  the  sexual 
exploitation  of  children. 


SAVINGS  AND  LOANS  MISREAD- 
ING PROVISIONS  OF  GARN 
BILL 

(Mr.  WEAVER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
concerned  that  some  savings  and  loans 
are  using  the  Gam-St  Germain  bill  to 


(Mr.  SISISKY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Speaker,  several 
localities  in  my  district  are  troubled  by 
retail  outlets  which  specialize  in  sell- 
ing so-called  look-alike  drugs  to  young 
people.  The  drugs  consist  primarily  of 
caffeine  and  ephedrine.  But  they  are 
sold  to  teenagers  and  children  with 
promises  that  they  will  perform  just 
like  amphetamines.  They  are  adver- 
tised and  sold  under  names  like  pink 
footballs,  black  mollies,  or  pink  hearts. 
If  these  drugs  were  harmless  frauds, 
then  parents  and  teachers  in  cities  like 
Portsmouth     and     Chesapeake,     Va. 
would  not  be  so  alarmed.  But,  these 
drugs  do  pose  a  serious  health  risk. 
Taken  in  large  enough  quantities,  they 
can  and  do   act  like   amphetamines. 
Young  people  are  taking  heavy  dos- 
ages of  these  drugs  for  just  this  effect. 
They  then  suffer  extreme  agitation, 
hysteria,  depression  or  manic  behav- 
ior- .  ^    .  . 

I  asked  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration for  help.  I  have  asked  the  FDA 
to  subject  these  drugs  to  their  approv- 
al or  to  place  them  on  the  controlled 
substances  list.  I  have  also  introduced 
legislation  which  would  make  these 
substances  illegal. 

I  hope  that  the  FDA  can  move 
quickly  to  help  now  as  it  has  done  in 
the  past.  Falling  that,  we  in  the  Con- 
gress must  solve  this  problem. 


Mr  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  after  re- 
viewing the  Powder  River  basin  coal 
leasing  sale  in  April  1982,  the  GAO 
found  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interi- 
or had  faUed  to  receive  fair  market 
value  by  at  least  $100  million.  The 
GAO  report  recommended  that  there 
be  no  further  leasing  until  the  Depart- 
ment corrected  deficiencies  in  its  leas- 
ing procedures. 

The    Appropriations    Subcommittee 
on    Interior    and    Related    Agencies 
adopted  the  recommendation  of  the 
GAO  in  the  1983  supplemental  appro- 
priations bill  and  provided,  for  a  mora- 
torium on  coal  leasing  during  the  re- 
mainder of  fiscal  year  1983.  The  sub- 
committee also  included  a  moratorium 
in  the  appropriations  bill  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  and  related 
agencies  for  fiscal  year  1984.  At  the 
same  time,  it  provided  for  creating  an 
Independent  commission  to  review  the 
coal  leasing  procedures  and  within  6 
months  to  make  recommendations  for 
changes  in  the  Department's  leasing 
procedures  and  to  make  appropriate 
changes  to  strengthen  the  program  in 
the    pubUc    interest.    The    provisions 
were  subsequently   approved  by   the 
full  Appropriations  Committee  and  by 
the  House. 


COAL  LEASING  MORATORIUM 
(Mr.  YATES  asked  and  was  given 
permiJsslon  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


In  the  conference  on  the  fiscal  year 
1983  supplemental  appropriations  blU 
last  week,  one  of  the  most  spirited  dis- 
cussions related  to  the  coal  leasing 
moratorium.  When  it  appeared  that 
the  coal  lease  sale  scheduled  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  later  this 
year  had  sUpped  to  late  August  and 
probably  for  the  remainder  of  fiscal 
year  1983,  the  House  conferees  reced- 
ed to  the  demand  of  the  Senate  and 
agreed  to  vacate  the  moratorium  in 
the  supplemental.  In  exchange  the 
Senate  agreed  to  advance  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  commission  to  review  the 
coal  leasing  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  provision  for  a 
moratorium  In  fiscal  year  1984  untU 
the  commission  reports  and  its  recom- 
mendations are  adopted,  Is  still  In 
force  and  effect  In  the  appropriations 
bill  for  the  Department  of  the  Interi- 
or, approved  by  the  House,  which  is 
now  pending  In  the  other  body.  As  the 
GAO  report  makes  clear,  the  provision 
is  important  in  order  to  protect  the 
American  public  against  giveaway 
coal-leasing  practices  and  to  assure 
fair  value  to  the  American  people  for 
their  resources.  I  beUeve  the  House 
position  should  be  sustained. 


D  Thi.  symbol  repr«eots  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g..  D  1407  i. JKT  p  n. 
.  -nu.  "b«U«"  symbol  identifies  st«ements  or  insenions  which  .re  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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CLASSIFIED  ANNEX  TO  THE  IN- 
TELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 
BILL 

(Mr.  BOLAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  classified 
annex  to  the  report  of  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence- 
House  Report  98-189,  part  1— to  ac- 
company H.R.  2968.  the  Intelligence 
Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year  1984, 
will  be  available  to  all  Members  of  the 
House  henceforth  ac  the  offices  of  the 
committee,  room  H-405  of  the  Capitol, 
from  9  a.m.  to  5  p.m.  The  classified 
annex  provides  a  detailed  description 
of  the  Intelligence  budget  and  the 
committee's  recommendations  for  the 
authorization  bill  which  will  be  consid- 
ered by  the  House  within  the  next  few 
weeks. 


LEGISLATION  PROVIDING  PAY- 
MENT OP  OPERATING  EX- 
PENSES OP  FEDERAL  ELEC- 
TION COMMISSION 

(Mr.  ANNUNZIO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  am  introducing  legislation  to  provide 
for  payment  of  the  operating  expenses 
of  the  Federal  Election  Commission 
from  the  Presidential  Election  Cam- 
paign Fund. 

A  large  share  of  the  operating  ex- 
penses for  the  national  conventions  of 
our  major  oolitical  parties  are  paid 
from  the  Presidential  Election  Cam- 
paign Fund.  I  believe  the  financial  re- 
quirements of  the  Federal  Election 
Commission  should  have  first  priority 
In  the  dispensing  of  funds  so  made 
available. 

Section  9006  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  establishes  the  Presidential 
Election  Campaign  Fund  on  the  books 
of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 
Section  8096  of  the  Code  provides  for 
the  voluntary  designation  by  the  Indi- 
vidual taxpayer  of  $1  (or  $2  in  the  case 
of  a  Joint  return)  for  transfer  to  the 
Presidential  Election  Campaign  Fund 
from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury. It  is  the  Treasxiry's  experience 
that  $34  million  to  $35  million  are  vol- 
untarily designated  to  the  fund  annu- 
ally by  25  percent  to  28  percent  of  the 
taxpayers  filing  returns. 

Payments  from  the  Presidential 
Election  Campaign  Fund  are  now 
made  by  the  Treasury  upon  certifica- 
tion by  the  Commission.  Payments  are 
made  to  eligible  political  candidates  to 
help  defray  the  costs  of  Presidential 
primary  and  general  elections,  and  to 
eligible  national  political  parties  to 
help  defray  the  costs  of  Presidential 
nominating  conventions.  Under  the 
bill  I  am  Introducing  today,  payment 


would  also  be  made  to  defray  the  costs 
of  operating  the  Commission.  The 
Commission  estimates  there  will  be 
$200  million  available  to  defray  costs 
of  the  1984  political  campaign. 

During  the  4-year  cycle  beginning 
January  1.  1977,  and  ending  December 
31,  1980,  $156  million  were  designated 
to  the  fund.  At  the  beginning  of  the 
cycle  there  was  a  $23  million  balance 
in  the  fund.  Prom  the  $179  million 
available,  $100.6  million  were  expend- 
ed on  the  1980  presidential  election 
campaign  as  follows:  $29.7  million 
were  paid  to  10  primary  election  candi- 
dates, $62.8  mlUion  were  paid  to  2  gen- 
eral election  candidates,  and  $8.1  mil- 
lion were  paid  to  2  political  parties.  In 
the  event  there  is  ever  an  insufficient 
amount  In  the  fund,  section  9006(c) 
provides  for  pro  rata  sharing  of  the 
available  sum. 

The  Federal  Election  Commission 
operating  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
1980  was  $8,946,000:  for  fiscal  year 
1981.  $9,662,000;  for  fiscal  year  1982. 
$9,174,307.  and  for  fiscal  year  1983. 
$9,787,408.  The  adoption  of  my  bill 
would  reduce  the  Federal  budget  by  at 
least  these  amounts  annually. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  measure  so  that  all  neces- 
sary operational  costs  of  Federal  elec- 
tions can  be  paid  from  the  same  fund. 


CONGRESS  SHOULD  VOTE  "NO" 
TO  INCREASING  COMMITMENT 
TO  IMF 

(Mr.  BATEIS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to- 
day to  speak  In  opposition  to  the  ad- 
ministration request  for  an  additional 
$8.4  billion  in  funding  for  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  F^ind. 

I  cannot  stress  strongly  enough  that 
with  this  request  for  additional  fund- 
ing, the  President  seeks  to  shift  the  re- 
sponsibility for  imprudent  foreign 
loans  issued  by  U.S.  banks  to  the 
shoulders  of  the  American  taxpayer. 

The  banks  would  be  only  too  happy 
to  see  this  additional  funding  appro- 
priated. In  all  probability,  our  $8.4  bil- 
lion will  be  used  by  debtor  countries  to 
service  the  interest  on  currently  out- 
standing loans  issued  by  City  Corp.. 
Chemical  Bank,  and  others.  In  es- 
sence, the  American  taxpayer  Is  being 
asked  to  insure  that  repayment  of 
these  loans— to  bail  out  the  banks. 

I  cannot,  in  good  conscience,  advo- 
cate the  appropriation  of  another 
dollar  of  our  citizens'  hard  earned 
money  to  line  the  coffers  of  our  bank- 
ing institutions,  or  to  increase  the  size 
of  the  International  Money  Fund.  Our 
current  contribution  to  the  fund  of 
$10  billion  is  already  a  substantial 
burden  for  the  United  States  to  bear 
in  the  light  of  our  own  Federal  budget 
deficit  of  $200  billion. 


It  is  not  the  responsibility  of  the 
American  taxpayer  to  bail  out  the 
banks.  Let  us  stand  "no"  on  increasing 
our  already  sizable  commitment  to  the 
Fund. 


DRAFT  REGISTRATION 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
to  respectfully  request  all  my  col- 
leagues to  point  out  to  their  constitu- 
ents that  several  recent  developments 
concerning  draft  registration  clearly 
indicate  the  Government's  intent  to 
enforce  this  obligation,  so  vital  to  our 
national  security. 

First,  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  has 
unanimously  cleared  the  way  for  the 
enforcement  of  an  amendment  I  was 
privileged  to  offer  on  the  House  floor 
about  1  year  ago.  denying  Federal  aid 
to  students  who  fail  to  register  for  the 
draft. 

Second.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Selective 
Service  System  has  announced  plans 
to  forward  to  the  Justice  Department 
the  names  of  70.000  young  men  for 
possible  prosecution  for  their  willful 
refusal  to  register. 

And  finally,  a  U.S.  appeals  court  in 
California  has  just  overturned  a  lower 
court  ruling,  ordering  the  prosecution 
of  draft  protester  David  Alan  Wayte. 
This  decision  lays  to  rest  once  and  for 
all.  Mr.  Speaker,  any  question  as  to 
the  legality  of  the  Presidential  procla- 
mation ordering  draft  registration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  remind  my  col- 
leagues and  all  Americans  of  the  twin 
purpose  for  these  actions.  First,  we 
seek  to  educate  young  men  that  draft 
registration  exists  as  a  fundamental 
obligation  essential  to  the  preserva- 
tion of  freedom.  And  second,  we  want 
to  let  the  handful  of  resisters  know 
that  the  Government  means  business 
when  it  comes  to  enforcing  this  obliga- 
tion. 

Our  efforts  have  been  successful. 
Compliance  rates  have  risen  from  75 
percent  to  nearly  99  percent  over  the 
past  2  years.  Over  10  million  patriotic 
young  Americans  have  lived  up  to 
their  obligation  to  the  law  and  to  their 
country.  I  conunend  all  of  them. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  REVA  BECK 
BOSONE 

(Mr.  NIEl^ON  of  Utah  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  NIEISON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Mrs. 
Reva  Bosone.  the  first  woman  elected 
to  Congress  from  my  home  State  of 
Utah,  who  died  last  week  of  congestive 
heart  failure  at  the  age  of  88. 

Mrs.  Bosone  was  a  remarkable 
woman,  and  accomplished  during  her 


88  years  enough  to  fill  many  lifetimes. 
She  was  perhaps  best  known  for  her 
poUtlcal  career.  In  an  era  long  before 
our    national    attention    focused    on 
women's  rights.  Mrs.  Bosone  was  elect- 
ed to  two  terms  in  the  Utah  State  Leg- 
islature and  was  the  first  woman  to 
serve   as   its   majority   leader.   WhUe 
there,  she  authored  a  landmark  wage- 
and-hour  law  for  women  and  chUdren 
and  became  known  for  her  battle  on 
behalf  of  child  labor  and  unemploy- 
ment insurance  laws.  She  was  also  a 
respected  Judge  with  a  reputation  of 
being  very  strict  with  violators  of  Utah 
drunk  driving  laws. 

The  first  woman  from  Utah  elected 
to  the  U.S.  Congress,  she  was  a  re- 
spected member  of  both  the  House  In- 
terior and  the  House  Administration 
Committees.  Continuing  in  her  com- 
mitment to  the  protection  of  women 
and  children,  she  served  on  a  special 
congressional  committee  designed  to 
battle  pornography. 

An  educated  and  articulate  attorney, 
she  acted  as  legal  counsel  to  the  House 
Education  and  Labor  Committee. 
Until  her  retirement  in  1968.  she  was 
chairman  of  the  post  office's  contract 
board  of  appeals. 

It  is  difficult  to  try  to  pinpomt  any 
one  accomplishment  of  a  woman  so 
dedicated  to  the  fight  against  the  cor- 
rupting forces  of  society.  We  will  re- 
member her  with  pride  for  aU  she 
achieved  and  for  all  she  represented. 


a  1215 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the 
Chair  announces  that  he  will  postpone 
further  proceedings  today  on  each 
motion  to  suspend  the  rules  and  on 
each  question  of  passing  bills  on  which 
a  recorded  vote  or  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered,  or  on  which  the  voteis 
objected  to  under  clause  4  or  rule  XV. 

Such  roUcall  votes,  if  postponed,  will 
be  taken  on  Tuesday,  July  26.  1983. 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
BUSINESS 
The  SPEAKER.  This  is  District  of 
Columbia  Day.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Dellums).  chairman  of  the  Comnuttee 
on  the  District  of  Columbia. 


FOURTEENTH    ANNUAL    REPORT 
OF    THE    NATIONAL    CORPORA- 
TION FOR  HOUSING  PARTNER- 
SHIPS   AND     NATIONAL    HOUS- 
ING     PARTNERSHIP-MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES 
The    SPEAKER    laid    before    the 
House  the  foUowlng  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States;  which 
was  read  and,  together  with  the  ac- 
companying  papers,   referred   to   the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs: 

(For  message,  see  proceedings  of  the 
Senate  of  today,  July  25,  1983.) 


TRANSFERRING       PAROLE A^ 

THORITY     TO     THE     DISTRICT 
OP  COLUMBIA 

Mr   DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  I  call  up  the  bill 
(HR.  3369)  to  give  to  the  Board  of 
Parole  for  the  District  of  Columbia  ex- 
clusive power  and  authority  to  release 
on  parole,  to  terminate  the  parole  of. 
and  to  modify  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  the  parole  of.  prisoners  con- 
victed of  violating  any  law  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  or  any  law  of  the 
United  States  applicable  exclusively  to 
the  District,  and  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  biU  be  considered  in  the 
House   as   in   the   Committee  of  the 
Whole. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 
H.R.  3369 


ST    LAWRENCE   SEAWAY   DEVEL- 
OPMENT CORPORATION'S 
ANNUAL     REPORT     FOR     1982- 
MESSAGE     FROM     THE     PRESI- 
DENT OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
The    SPEAKER    laid    before    the 
House  the  f oUowing  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  Stetes;  which 
was  read  and,  together  with  the  ac- 
companying  papers,   referred   to   the 
Committee    on    PubUc    Works    and 
Transportation: 

(For  message,  see  proceedings  of  the 
Senate  of  today.  July  25. 1983.) 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

Section  1.  The  first  sentence  of  the  first 
section  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  reor- 
ganize the  system  of  parole  of  prisoners  con- 
victed  in  the   District   of   ColumbU  .   ap- 
proved July  17.  1947  (D.C.  Code,  sec.  24- 
201a;  61  Stot.  378),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "for  the  penal  and  correctional  institu- 
tions of  the  District  of  Columbia"  and  in- 
serting in  Ueu  thereof  "for  Prtsope^i  «>'^: 
vlcted  of  violating  any  law  of  the  District  or 
Columbia  or  any  law  of  the  United  States 
applicable  exclusively  to  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia". .  ^  ^       »  I. 
Sec  2  The  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  esUb- 
llsh  a  Board  of  Indeterminate  Sentence  and 
Parole  for  the  DUtrict  of  Columbia  and  to 
determine  its  functions,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses', approved  July  15,  1932  (D.C.  Code. 
^4-203  through  sec.  23-209;  47  SUt.  696- 

699).  Is  amended—  -..  oa«v_ 

(1)  in  section  6  (D.C.  Code.  sec.  24-206)-- 
(A)  by  striking  out  "(a)"  in  subsection  (a); 

and 


(B)  by  striking  out  subsection  (b);  and 
(2)  by  striking  out  section  10  (D.C.  Code, 
sec.  24-209)  and  inserting  in  Ueu  thereof  the 
foUowlng  new  section: 

"Sec   10.  The  Board  of  Parole  for  prison- 
ers convicted  of  violating  any  law  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  or  any  law  of  the  United 
SUtes  appUcable  exclusively  to  the  District 
of  Columbia,  created  pursuant  to  the  first 
section  of  the  Act  entitled  An  Act  to  reorga- 
nize the  system  of  parole  of  prisoners  con- 
victed In  the  District  of  Columbia',  approved 
July  17.  1947  (D.C.  Code.  sec.  24-201a;  61 
Stot.  378).  has  exclusive  power  and  author- 
ity, subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  to 
release  on  parole,  to  terminate  the  parole 
of  and  to  modify  the  terms  and  conditions 
of"  the  parole  of,  any  prisoner  convicted  of 
violating  a  law  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
or  a  law  of  the  United  Stotes  appUcable  ex- 
clusively to  the  District  of  Columbia,  re- 
gardless of  the  Institution  in  which  the  pris- 
oner Is  confined.". 

Sec.  3.  Section  304(a)  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Law  Enforcement  Act  of  1953  (D.C. 
Code  sec.  4-134(a);  67  Stot.  100)  Is  amended 
by  striking  out  ".  or  the  United  Stotes 
Board  of  Parole  has  authorized  the  release 
of  a  prisoner  under  section  6  of  that  Act.  as 
amended  (D.C.  Code.  sec.  24-206),". 

Sec  4  (a)  After  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.  Individuals  convicted  of  violating 
both  a  law  of  the  District  of  ColumbU  (in- 
cluding any  law  of  the  United  Stotes  appU- 
cable exclusively  to  the  District)  and  a  law 
of  the  United  Stotes  shaU  be  given  separate 
and  distinct  sentences  for  such  convictions, 
(b)  The  United  Stotes  Board  of  Parole 
shaU  retain  parole  authority  over  Individ- 
uals who.  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.  received  unified  sentences  for  vio- 
lations of  both  a  law  of  the  DUtrict  of  C<^ 
lumbta  (including  any  law  of  the  United 
Stotes  appUcable  exclusively  to  the  District 
of   Columbia)   and   a   law   of   the   United 

StAtCS 

Sec.  5.  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Board  of  Parole 
for  the  District  of  Columbia,  under  appUca- 
ble guidelines.  shaU  make  parole  eUgibUlty 
determinations  and  shaU  set  a  ^^^<^^^ 
for  fuU  parole  hearing  for  aU  individuals 
brought  within  the  parole  authority  of  such 
Board  under  this  Act.  Each  such  individual 
ShaU  be  notified  In  writing  of  any  determi- 
nations made  under  this  section. 

Sec  6  (a)  The  amendments  made  by  sec- 
tions 1.  2.  and  3  of  this  Act  shaU  take  effect 
one  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 

Act 

(b)  The  provisions  of  sections  4  and  5  of 
this  Act  ShaU  take  effect  on  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr  Speaker,  this  bill  will  correct  an 
inequity  in  the  present  law  and  pre- 
vent local  offender's  from  receiving 
unequal  treatment. 

Mr  Speaker,  for  a  full  explanation 
of  the  bill.  H.R.  3369.  I  would  suggest 
the  recognition  of  my  distinguished 
coUeague.  the  gentleman  from  Calllor- 
nia  (Mr.  Dymally).  who  chairs  the 
Subcommittee  on  Judiciary  and  Edu- 
cation of  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  that  brought  for- 
ward the  bill  that  we  are  considering 
in  the  House  today.  t  ^^«« 

Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 
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(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  E>nf- 
AixY  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes. ) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Dtmaixy)  is  rec- 
ognized for  7  minutes. 

Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  H.R. 
3369  addresses  longstanding  constitu- 
tional and  legal  concerns  underlining 
the  present  parole  system  as  it  affects 
men  and  women  violators  of  D.C.  laws 
confined  to  Federal  correctional  facili- 
ties. 

Most  importantly,  this  legislative 
proposal  is  consistent  with  the  com- 
mittee's historical  concern  to  transfer 
greater,  and  ultimately,  full  home  rule 
to  the  D.C.  government. 

Most  male  offenders  of  D.C.  laws, 
Mr.  Speaker,  are  incarcerated  at 
Lorton  correctional  facility.  However, 
approximately  20  percent  of  male  D.C. 
offenders  are  placed  in  Federal  facili- 
ties for  special  protection,  selective 
custody  and  other  reasons.  This  is  a 
practice  common  to  most  States. 

Due  to  a  lack  of  appropriate  correc- 
tional facilities  in  the  Washington 
area  for  women,  the  majority  of 
women  offenders  are  confined  at  Al- 
derson,  W.  Va.,  a  Federal  institution, 
nearly  300  miles  from  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

Mr.  Speaker,  section  24-209  of  the 
D.C.  Code  is  the  provision  at  the  heart 
of  the  legislation  before  this  House. 
Thlf  provision  became  law  in  1934. 
nearl>  50  years  ago.  as  an  amendment 
to  the  Board  of  Indeterminate  Sen- 
tence and  Parole  Act  of  1932.  I  would 
add,  its  enactment  precedes  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Home  Rule  Act  by  almost 
40  years. 

Under  section  24-209,  parole  author- 
ity over  violators  of  District  law  is 
shared  by  the  D.C.  Board  of  Parole 
and  the  U.S.  Parole  Commission. 
Parole  Jurisdiction  is  determined  by  an 
offenders  place  of  confinement. 

In  respective  class  action  law  suits, 
male  and  female  D.C.  offenders  in 
Federal  facilities  have  challenged  the 
constitutionality  of  section  24-209. 
Male  offenders,  in  Cosgrove  against 
French  Smith,  argue  that  under  sec- 
tion 24-209  parole  decisions  are  to  be 
made  by  the  U.S.  Parole  Commission- 
according  to  D.C.  criteria  for  parole 
eligibility. 

The  Court  of  Appeals.  D.C.  Circuit, 
recently  considered  this  case,  reversed 
and  remanded  it.  It  is  still  pending  and 
likely  JiXh  not  go  to  trial  for  another 
year  at  least. 

The  female  offenders  case,  Lana 
Phoebe  Games  against  Patricia 
Taylor,  fUed  In  1972,  was  settled  in 
1976  by  an  agreement  of  parties,  com- 
monly known  as  the  Games  decree. 
The  U.S.  Bureau  of  Prisons  and  the 
D.C.  Department  of  Corrections  offi- 
cially implemented  this  decree  in  1982. 
6  years  after  settlement. 

Combined,  resolution  of  the  consti- 
tutionality and  equity  of  the  present 


parole  system  and  section  24-209  has 
been  tied  up  in  the  courts  for  the  last 
10  years  and  remains  tied  up  in  a  spi- 
derweb  of  litigation. 

This  is  the  case  because  section  24- 
209  is  in  part  ambiguous.  Its  ambiguity 
is  largely  related  to  an  absence  of  clear 
legislative  history  as  to  the  provision's 
legislative  Intent  and  the  court  of  ap- 
peals realized  this. 

On  this  question,  the  court  in  Cos- 
grove  noted: 

The  Import  of  Section  24-209  Is  an  open 
question  for  us.  despite— and  complicated 
by— the  fact  that  the  statute  is  more  than 
forty  years  old. 

As  the  court  agrees,  section  24-209  is 
antiquated.  For  this  body  its  antiquity 
is  particulary  revealing  in  view  of  con- 
gressional passage  of  the  Home  Rule 
Act  In  1973.  This  act  granted  self-gov- 
ernment authority  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  in  many  Instances  in- 
tended it  to  be  treated  like  a  State. 
Further,  all  States  which  presently 
house  their  prisoners  in  Federal  Insti- 
tutions retain  parole  authority  over 
them.  The  District  should  be  treated 
likewise. 

Hence.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  record 
before  us  virtually  mandates  appropri- 
ate legislative  reconsideration  of  sec- 
tion 24-209.  This  is  required  In  order 
to  dissolve  existing  ambiguities  regard- 
ing the  provision's  legislative  Intent 
and  to  consider  the  self-government 
and  equity  implications  of  the  Home 
Rule  Act  of  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  cost  associated 
with  this  legislation  is  minimum.  It 
would  save  the  Federal  Government 
approximately  $1  million  and  cost  the 
District  of  Columbia  somewhat  less 
than  that  amount. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  Is  fair, 
wise,  and  equitable.  It  saves  the  Feder- 
al Government  money.  It  takes  unnec- 
essary and  costly  litigation  from  the 
judiciary  calendar  and  transfers  ap- 
propriate parole  authority  and  man- 
agement responsibility  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  full  committee  has  reported  the 
bUl  to  the  floor  with  the  full  support 
of  its  majority  and  minority  members. 
I  ask  that  this  House  give  a  similar  en- 
dorsement. I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  little  that  I  can 
add  to  the  statements  already  made 
concerning  the  particulars  of  this  leg- 
islation. However,  since  I  am  not  a 
lawyer,  and  since  I  know  that  some  of 
our  colleagues  share  that  status  with 
me,  I  will  attempt  to  explain  in  simple 
terms  what  this  bill  seeks  to  accom- 
plish, and  why  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia  feels  its  enact- 
ment is  important. 

For  the  sake  of  example,  I  will  use 
my  home  State  of  Connecticut,  but  It 
would  make  no  difference  which  State 
one  might  choose.  If  an  individual  is 


convicted  of  violating  the  criminal 
code  of  the  State  of  Connecticut,  he  or 
she  would  be  ordered  to  serve  a  sen- 
tence in  a  State  institution,  and  for 
the  purposes  of  parole,  would  be  sub- 
ject to  the  decisions  of  the  State 
parole  board.  If.  for  some  reason,  this 
Individual  could  not  serve  the  sentence 
In  a  State  Institution,  say  because  of 
overcrowding  or  the  unavailability  of 
properly  secure  facilities,  that  person 
might  Instead  serve  the  term  In  a  Fed- 
eral facility.  But  since  the  crime  was  a 
violation  of  the  State  codes,  parole 
would  still  be  determined  and  granted 
by  the  State  parole  board.  The  Feder- 
al Government  would  be  reimbursed 
by  the  State  of  Connecticut  for  each 
day  this  prisoner  is  housed  In  the  Fed- 
eral Institution,  but  that  would  be  the 
extent  of  the  involvement  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

While  that  scenario  would  be  accu- 
rate no  matter  which  State  we  are 
talking  about.  It  would  not  be  true  In 
the  case  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Currently,  any  violator  of  the  D.C. 
Criminal  Code  who  Is  housed  in  a  Fed- 
eral prison  facility  Is  subject  to  the  de- 
cisions of  the  U.S.  Board  of  Parole. 
The  powers  of  the  D.C.  Board  of 
Parole  with  respect  to  those  who  vio- 
late the  D.C.  Code,  are  limited  only  to 
those  violators  housed  in  D.C.  prisons 
or  penal  institutions. 

Plainly  stated,  the  determination  of 
who  has  parole  jurisdiction  over  an  of- 
fender of  the  D.C.  Code  is  based  on 
the  place  of  confinement,  not  on  the 
law  that  was  violated.  I  can  think  of 
no  reason  for  the  residents  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  to  be  treated  differ- 
ently from  the  residents  of  any  of  the 
50  States  in  this  regard.  It  is,  to  the 
nonlawyer  such  as  myself,  a  simple 
question  of  equity. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  of  course  pleased 
to  recommend  to  the  House  any  legis- 
lation which  grants  additional  author- 
ity to  the  D.C.  Government  In  dealing 
with  local  matters.  This  bill  clearly 
falls  into  that  category  and  I  do  urge 
its  passage.  I  would  hasten  to  add  that 
with  any  additional  authority  comes 
additional  responsibility.  At  the  hear- 
ing held  on  this  legislation  it  was  made 
very  clear  that  the  caseload  of  the 
D.C.  Parole  Board  will  be  dramatically 
increased  when  these  provisions 
become  law.  Clearly,  additional  staff- 
ing and  funding  will  be  required  in 
order  to  permit  a  responsible  exercise 
of  authority.  We  have  addressed  this 
potential  problem  by  including  in  the 
bUl  a  1-year  delay  in  the  effective  date 
of  the  operable  provisions.  In  so  doing, 
we  are  putting  the  city  on  notice  that 
future  budget  submissions  must  con- 
tain additional  resources  allocated  to 
the  parole  board.  There  will  not  be.  as 
some  have  suggested,  a  special  Federal 
contribution  authorized  to  offset  in- 
creased costs.  I  am  confident  that  the 
city  will  rise  to  the  challenge  and  ap- 
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prove  whatever  funding  is  necessary  to 
finalize  this  step  toward  greater  home 
rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Bliuey)  is  unable  to  be 
present  at  this  time.  He  has  asked  me 
to  inform  the  House  of  his  complete 
support  for  this  legislation.  In  addi- 
tion, I  wish  to  compliment  Mr.  Bliley 
who.  as  ranking  member  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Judiciary  and  Educa- 
tion, has  clearly  exhibited  his  ability 
to  faithfuUy  deal  with  legislation  In  a 
bipartisan  fashion,  all  the  whUe  never 
losing  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  ulti- 
mate goal  is  to  enact  into  law  changes 
which  are  of  mutual  benefit  to  the  city 
and  the  Congress. 

U.S.  Attorneys  Officb  Response  to 
Administration  Opposition 
Comment.  The  transfer  Is  premature  and 
the    D.C.    Parole    Board    is    not    ready    to 
assume  additional  responsibility. 

Response.  That  is  exactly  why  the  bill  has 
a  one-year  delay  In  the  effective  dates  of  the 
operable  provisions.  The  Committee  fully 
expects  that  the  city  will  accept  the  respon- 
sibility that  comes  with  this  additional  au- 
thority by  Including  necessary  resources  in 
future  budget  submissions  to  Congress. 

Comment.  Parole  standards  for  prisoners 
In  Federal  institutions  should  be  consistent; 
this  bill  would  apply  different  standards  to 
D.C.  offenders. 

Response.  Unfortunately,  the  parole 
standards  for  prisoners  in  Federal  institu- 
tions are  not  now  standardized,  since  nearly 
every  State  at  one  time  or  another  houses 
their  offenders  In  Federal  prisons.  In  such 
cases,  the  State  parole  standards  are  ap- 
plied. This  bill  would  simply  give  D.C.  of- 
fenders that  same  status. 

Comment.  Litigation  is  pending  that  could 
moot  the  need  for  this  bill. 

Response.  I  am  not  a  lawyer,  but  my  read- 
ing of  the  courts'  deliberations  on  this  issue 
is  that  a  clarification  of  legislative  Intent  is 
being  requested.  That  statute  in  question  Is 
from  1934.  Any  legislative  Intent  that  could 
be  ascertained  would  clearly  be  superseded 
by  the  fact  that  we  passed  the  Home  Rule 
Act  In  1973.  It  Is  in  the  spirit  of  home  rule 
that  I  feel  this  bill  should  go  forward. 

Mr.  FAUNTROY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
3369.  a  bin  to  give  to  the  Board  of  Pa- 
role for  the  District  of  Columbia  exclu- 
sive power  and  authority  to  release  on 
parole,  to  terminate  the  parole  of.  and 
to  modify  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  parole  of  prisoners  convicted  of  vio- 
lating any  law  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, or  any  law  of  the  United  States 
applicable  exclusively  to  the  District. 

Uniformity  and  equality  In  decision- 
making concerning  how  D.C.  prisoners 
are  treated  Is  a  very  difficult  and  elu- 
sive goal.  That  goal  Is  made  even  more 
difficult  and  elusive  imder  the  present 
dual  system  which  provides  for  some 
decisions  to  be  made  by  the  Federal 
parole  authorities  and  some  to  be 
made  by  District  parole  authorities. 

H.R.  3369  seeks  to  cure  this  problem. 
Its  provisions  are  not  only  consistent 
with  the  manner  In  which  most  other 
States   have   addressed   the   issue   of 


dealing  with  their  Inmates  who  are  In- 
carerated  In  Federal  facilities,  but 
equally  important,  it  is  consistent  with 
the  idea  of  local  self-government. 

I  believe  most  win  agree  that  with 
the  divided  authority  we  now  have  re- 
garding the  release  of  a  district  prison- 
er on  parole,  the  Inevitable  result  is 
disparate  treatment.  No  law,  rule,  reg- 
ulation, or  guideline  can  overcome 
such  disparity.  The  only  just  solution 
is  the  creation  of  a  single  authority. 

H.R.  3369  will  affect  some  1.200  D.C. 
prisoners  now  confined  to  Federal  in- 
stitutions. With  the  transfer  of  au- 
thority, some  of  these  prisoners  may 
ultimately  be  treated  more  leniently 
and  some  may  be  treated  more  harsh- 
ly by  the  D.C.  Parole  Board  than  they 
would  have  been  treated  by  the  Feder- 
al Parole  Board,  but  they  wlD  all  be 
treated  equal  to  other  D.C.  prisoners, 
and  I  believe  they  will  be  treated 
fairly. 

We  have  purposely  left  Implementa- 
tion of  this  proposal  wholly  to  the  Dis- 
trict Government.  It  can  be  done  In 
any  one  of  several  vrays  currently  used 
by  other  States.  The  cost  will  depend 
upon  the  chosen  method  of  implemen- 
tation. There  will,  however,  be  no  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government.  All  new 
costs  will  be  assimied  by  the  District 
Government,  and  even  the  most  ex- 
pensive method  of  implementation 
will  Involve  minimal  cost  to  the  Dis- 
trict. 

Mr.  Speaker,  It  should  also  be  noted 
that  this  measure  will  help  ease  the 
threat  of  litigation  which  constantly 
looms  as  a  result  of  the  dual  system 
we  now  have. 

H.R.  3369  embodies  concepts  of  fair- 
ness, equality  and  the  spirit  of  home 
rule.  Moreover,  it  comforms  with  the 
approach  to  this  kind  of  problem  that 
other  States  have  used.  I  urge  pas- 
saage  of  this  bill.  Thank  you. 

D  1230 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

First  of  all.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  thank  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  ranking  mlnoiity  member  of  the 
full  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  (Mr.  McKiNNiry),  for  his 
candid  and  timely  remarks. 

Second.  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Dym- 
ALLY),  and  the  gentleman  from  Virgin- 
la  (Mr.  Bliley),  for  their  diligence  In 
pursuing  this  legislation  and  bringing 
It  before  the  body  today. 

With  that  statement,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EcKART).  The  question  Is  on  the  en- 
grossment and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  It. 

Mr.  NIEU50N  of  Utah.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that,  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

So  the  bUl  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  to  include  extraneous 
matter,  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CLERK  TO 
MAKE  CORRECTIONS  IN  EN- 
GROSSMENT OF  H.R.  3369, 
TRANSFERRING  PAROLE  AU- 
THORITY TO  THE  DISTRICT 
OF  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  in  the  en- 
grossment of  the  bill  (H.R.  3389)  to 
give  the  Board  of  Parole  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  exclusive  power  and 
authority  to  release  on  parole,  to  ter- 
minate the  parole  of,  and  to  modify 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  parole 
of,  prisoners  convicted  of  violating  any 
law  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  any 
law  of  the  United  States  applicable  ex- 
clusively to  the  District,  the  Clerk  be 
authorized  to  correct  section  numbers, 
pimctuation,  and  cross-references,  and 
to  make  such  other  technical  and  con- 
forming changes  as  may  be  necessary. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 
There  was  no  objection. 


TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  OP 
THE  ROBERT  F.  KENNEDY 
STADIUM 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  I  call  up  the  bill 
(H.R.  3425)  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Stadium  Act  of  1957  to 
direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
convey  to  the  Government  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  to  the  Robert  F.  Kennedy  Me- 
morial Stadium  vested  In  the  United 
States,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  bill  be  considered  in  the 
House  as  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 
HJl.  3425 

Bt  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 7  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Stadium 
Act  of  1957  (D.C.  Code.  sec.  2-326)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  '(a)"  after  "Sbc.  7.";  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (a)  the 
following  new  subsections: 

"<b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (herein- 
after In  this  section  referred  to  as  the  Sec- 
retary') shall  convey  without  cor.3lderation 
to  the  government  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia all  right,  title,  and  Interest  of  the  United 
States  In  and  to  the  stadium  constructed 
under  this  Act. 

"(c)  The  conveyance  of  real  property 
under  subsection  (b)  shall  be  subject  to  such 
terms  and  conditions  (which  shall  be  set 
forth  In  the  instrument  of  conveyance)  as 
will  Insure  that  the  property  will  be  used 
only— 

•'(1)  for  stadium  purposes, 

"(2)  for  providing  recreational  facilities, 
open  space,  or  public  outdoor  recreation  op- 
portunities, and 

"(3)  for  such  other  public  purposes  for 
which  the  property  was  used  prior  to  Janu- 
ary 1.  1983. 

"(dKl)  The  instrument  of  conveyance  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (c)  shall  provide  all 
rights,  title,  and  interest  conveyed  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  pursuant  to  such  in- 
strument shall  revert  to  the  United  States 
If- 

"(A)  the  terms  and  conditions  referred  to 
In  subsection  (c)  have  not  complied  with, 
and 

"(B)  such  noncompliance  has  not  been 
corrected  within  ninety  days  after  written 
notice  of  such  noncompliance  has  been  re- 
ceived by  the  Mayor  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

Such  noncompliance  shall  be  treated  as  cor- 
rected If  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the 
Secretary  enter  into  an  agreement  which 
the  Secretary,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
National  Capital  Planning  Commission, 
deems  adequate  to  insure  that  the  property 
wUl  be  used  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the 
purposes  referred  to  in  subsection  (c). 

"(2)  No  person  may  bring  an  action  re- 
specting a  violation  of  any  term  or  condition 
referred  to  In  subsection  (c)  before  the  expi- 
ration of  ninety  days  after  the  date  on 
which  such  person  has  notified  the  Mayor 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  of  the  alleged 
violation.  The  notice  shall  include  notice  of 
such  person's  intention  to  bring  an  action  to 
declare  a  reversion  under  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection. 

"(3)  Any  property  which  reverts  to  the 
Secretary  under  this  subsection  shall  be  ad- 
ministered by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  the 
Park  System  of  the  Nation's  Capital  In  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
August  25.  1916  (16  U.S.C.  1.  2-4),  and  other 
provisions  of  law  generally  applicable  to 
units  of  the  national  park  system. ". 

Sec.  2.  Section  11  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Stadium  Act  of  1957  (D.C.  Code.  sec.  2- 
330)  Is  amended  by  inserting  "Including  any 
motor  vehicle  parking  area  designated  as 
area  A.  C,  D.  or  E  on  a  map  entitled  Map  to 
Designate  Transfer  of  Stadium  and  Parking 
Lots  to  the  District',  partially  prepared  by 
the  National  Capital  Parks  for  scheme   1. 


site  development  to  accompany  estimate  of 
July  1,  1959  (NCP  1.7-146), "  after  "property 
of  any  kind". 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  will  transfer 
title  of  R.F.K.  Stadium  from  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  to  the  city  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.  The  city  has 
paid  most  of  the  capital  costs  of  the 
construction  and  operates  the  stadium 
at  present. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  a  full  explanation 
of  this  bill,  the  gentleman  from  the 
District  of  Columbia  (Mr.  Fauntroy). 
the  Chair  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Fiscal  Affairs  and  Health  is  here  and 
would  be  more  than  happy  to  fully  ex- 
plain the  bill. 

Mr.  FAUNTROY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  3425,  a  bill  to  amend  the  District 
of  ColiuBbia  Stadium  Act  of  1957  to 
direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
convey  to  the  government  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  all  right,  title,  and 
Interest  to  the  Robert  F.  Kennedy  Me- 
morial Stadium. 

H.R.  3425  recognizes  the  substantial 
financial  comm^itment  that  the  govern- 
ment of  the  District  of  Columbia  has 
made  to  the  construction  and  mainte- 
nance costs  of  the  stadium,  and  it  re- 
flects the  view  that  local  government 
should  own  and  control  purely  local 
facilities  within  their  boundaries.  It  is 
the  final  step  necessary  to  implement 
the  recommendations  of  the  1977 
Presidential  Task  Force  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Fiscal  Affairs 
and  Health  of  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia  held  a  hearing  on 
H.R.  3425  on  July  14.  1983.  Several 
witnesses  appeared  in  behalf  of  the 
District  government  along  with  several 
representatives  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior.  All  witnesses  urged  sup- 
port of  this  measure,  and  no  testimony 
was  received  or  submitted  for  the 
record  in  opposition  to  the  bill.  Pol- 
lowing  the  hearing,  the  subcommittee 
unanimously  approved  the  measure. 

On  July  19.  1983.  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia  unanimously 
approved  H.R.  3425. 

Construction  of  the  stadium  was  au- 
thorized by  the  D.C.  Stadium  Act  of 
1957.  In  1960,  the  District  of  Columbia 
Armory  Board  issued  20-year  revenue 
bonds  at  an  aimual  interest  rate  of  4.2 
percent.  The  bonds  were  to  be  fully 
paid  on  or  before  December  1,  1979. 
R.F.K.  Stadium  was  constructed  in 
1961  at  a  cost  of  $19.8  million. 

The  Stadium  Act  authorized  a  sink- 
ing fund  to  be  established  from  stadi- 
um receipts  for  amortization  of  the 
revenue  t>ond  issue.  The  revenues  in 
the  sinking  fund  were  to  be  used  first 
to  meet  the  Interest  and  principal  nec- 
essary to  redeem  the  bonds.  After  con- 
struction, however,  the  stadium  did 
not  produce  enough  revenue  to  retire 


any  of  the  principal.  The  Stadium  Act 
also  provided  that  the  District  govern- 
ment would  advance  funds  if  the  prin- 
cipal and  Interest  payments  could  not 
be  met,  and  the  District  would  be  re- 
imbursed for  any  of  the  amounts  ad- 
vanced. 

Over  the  years,  the  District,  through 
its  annual  budget,  became  the  sole 
source  for  interest  payments,  totaling 
approximately  $12.8  million. 

The  Presidential  Task  Force  on  the 
District  of  Columbia  addressed  the 
issue  of  repayment  of  the  R.F.K.  Sta- 
dium bonds  during  its  deliberations  in 
the  spring  of  1977.  The  task  force  in- 
cluded Members  of  Congress,  city  and 
Federal  representatives,  and  was 
chaired  by  the  Vice  President.  An  un- 
derstanding was  reached  by  the  par- 
ticipants which  provided  a  three-point 
plan  regarding  the  stadium.  First,  the 
$19.8  million  principal  would  be  joint- 
ly funded  by  the  District  and  Federal 
Governments.  Second,  the  District 
would  absorb  the  $12.8  million  ad- 
vanced for  interest  payments  on  the 
bonds.  And  third,  title  to  the  stadium 
and  surrounding  land  areas  would  be 
transferred  to  the  District  upon  re- 
demption of  the  bonds. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
stadium  was  never  Intended  to  be  the 
District's  financial  responsibility,  the 
District  agreed  to  the  task  force  plan. 
A  total  of  $19.8  million  was  appropri- 
ated in  the  District  of  Columbia  ap- 
propriations acts  for  fiscal  years  1978 
and  1979,  and  all  bonds  were  redeemed 
as  originally  contracted  for  on  Decem- 
ber 1,  1979. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3425  is  the  result 
of  a  series  of  changes  to  legislation 
first  proposed  during  the  last  Con- 
gress. The  changes  were  proposed  pri- 
marily by  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior. Among  the  changes  is  a  provision 
which  Insures  that  the  stadium  will 
always  remain  in  the  public  domain  by 
providing  that  the  stadium  will  revert 
back  to  the  United  States  if  it  is  used 
.  for  any  purpose  other  than  a  stadium. 

In  committee,  we  passed  one  simple 
amendment,  including  as  part  of  the 
transfer  an  area  designated  as  "Area 
F"  on  the  map.  Areas  B  and  G  would 
be  retained  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  as  part  of  the  open  space 
system  of  the  Nation's  Capital.  We 
Intend  also  that  in  area  P.  the  Depart- 
ment will  retain  a  minimum  of  200 
feet  of  shoreline  along  the  Anacostia 
River  for  trail  continuity,  open  space, 
and  recreational  purposes.  Only  the 
paved  area  In  area  F  would  be  trans- 
ferred. The  total  conveyance  would  be 
approximately  130  acres. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  support  of  H.R. 
3425. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again,  there  is  very 
little  I  can  add  to  the  explanations  al- 
ready presented  on  this  matter.  I  will 


say  that  this  bill  was  a  long  time 
coming,  since  it  responds  to  a  recom- 
mendation of  the  1977  Presidential 
Task  Force  on  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, of  which  I  was  a  member.  Also.  I 
think  it  important  to  note  that  our 
committee  began  serious  efforts  In  the 
last  Congress  on  this  issue,  and  this  is 
the  fourth  bill  to  be  considered. 

I  feel  absolutely  safe  In  stating  that 
aU  of  the  concerns  that  have  been  ex- 
pressed, either  from  the  executive 
branch  or  from  other  congressional 
committees,  have  been  addressed  and 
have  the  agreement  of  aU  parties  in- 
volved. 

One  of  the  first  concerns  which  sur- 
faced in  the  hearing  process  was  the 
development  of  a  precise  description 
of  exactly  what  property  is  involved  in 
the  legislation.  In  the  last  Congress,  a 
provision  was  drafted  which  made  it 
clear  that  the  parking  areas  surround- 
ing the  stadium  itself  would  also  be 
transferred.  This  has  been  further 
perfected  so  that  in  the  current  bill, 
all  parking  areas,  including  that  por- 
tion of  area  "F"  used  for  parking,  are 
part  of  the  conveyance.  This  still 
leaves  in  Federal  jurisdiction  a  200- 
foot  easement  along  the  Anacostia 
River  for  continued  recreational  devel- 
opment. 

Another  concern  expressed  early  on 
was  whether  or  not  the  city  would  be 
able  to  sell  the  stadium  to  a  private  in- 
terest once  it  held  title.  The  report  ac- 
companying this  bill  makes  it  clear 
that  title  shall  not  be  transferred  by 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  any  person 
or  entity  other  than  the  United  States. 
Finally,  there  was  the  question  of 
how  the  facility  could  be  used  once 
the  city  holds  title.  The  bill  provides 
that  title  will  revert  back  to  the  Feder- 
al Government  if  the  facility  is  used 
for  anything  other  than  normal  stadi- 
um use.  recreational  purposes,  or  pur- 
poses for  which  it  has  been  used  prior 
to  January  1.  1983. 

Mr.  Speaker,  enactment  of  this  bill 
will  accomplish  one  of  the  recommen- 
dations of  the  Presidential  Task  Force 
on  the  District  of  Columbia  made  in 
1977.  Adequate  safeguards  have  been 
built  into  the  legislation  and  con- 
cerned congressional  committees.  I 
urge  support,  and  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  just  like  to  compliment  and 
thank  the  gentleman  from  the  District 
of  Columbia  (Mr.  Fauntroy)  and  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
McKiNNEY)  for  their  diligence  in 
bringing  this  legislation  to  the  floor  of 
Congress. 

•  Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
am  pleased  to  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
3425,  a  bill  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Stadium  Act  of  1957  to 
direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
convey  to  the  District  title  to  the 
Robert  F.  Kennedy  Memorial  Stadi- 
um. 


When  similar  legislation  was  pro- 
posed last  year.  I  expressed  a  number 
of  concerns  about  it  to  the  chairman 
of  the  House  District  Committee,  Mr. 
Dellums.  Of  particular  concern  is  the 
fart  that  the  stadium,  and  the  adja- 
cent parking  lots,  are  under  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  National  Park 
Service.  The  lands  were  acquired  prior 
to  the  1957  Stadium  Act  as  part  of  the 
Park  System  of  the  Nation's  Capital. 
It  had  been  brought  to  my  attention 
that  in  1980  the  District  of  Columbia, 
had  expressed  interest  in  developing 
some  of  the  property  with  public  or 
private  construction  of  buildings.  This 
could  have  had  a  major,  adverse 
impact  on  the  riverfront  parks  along 
the  Anacostia  River. 

Furthermore,  any  legislation  relat- 
ing to  the  acquisition,  exchange,  or 
transfer  of  Federal  parkland  is  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior  Com- 
mittee's Subcommittee  on  Public 
Lands  and  National  Parks,  which  I 
chair.  It  has  long  been  our  practice,  in 
those  rare  occasions  when  parkland 
has  been  statutorily  transferred  to  a 
State  government,  to  include  certain 
stipulations  to  protect  the  land  and  a 
reversionary  clause  to  take  effect  if 
the  stipulations  were  violated.  During 
the  97th  Congress,  such  provisions 
were  included  in  land  transfers  relat- 
ing to  the  Indiana  Dunes  National 
Lakeshore.  Ind..  and  Voyageurs  Na- 
tional Park.  MN. 

In  the  case  of  R.F.K.  Stadium,  the 
members  of  the  District  Committee, 
particularly  Mr.  Dellums.  Mr.  Faunt- 
roy. and  Mr.  McKinnxy.  have  been 
most  cooperative  in  working  out  the 
details  of  the  legislation.  As  a  result, 
the  present  bill  carefully  spells  out  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  transfer  to 
insure  that  the  property  will  be  used 
for  stadium  open  space  and  other  com- 
patible public  purposes  and  that  if  the 
terms  and  conditions  are  not  complied 
with,  the  land  may  revert  to  the 
United  States.  The  intent  is  that 
present  uses  will  be  allowed  to  contin- 
ue and  that  the  property  will  remain 
under  the  ownership  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

I  would  like  to  thank  Mr.  Dellums, 
Mr.  Fauntroy.  and  Mr.  McKinney  for 
their  work  on  this  legislation.  I  would 
also  like  to  thank  their  staff,  including 
Dan  Lindheim,  Johrmy  Barnes,  and 
John  Gnorski,  and  also  Loretta  Neu- 
mann of  the  staff  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Public  Lands  and  National 
Parks. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  the 
biU.* 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  committee  amend- 
ment. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  tableu 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Meml)ers 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  to  include  extraneous 
matter,  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Cailifomla? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  AMENDMEWT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendment:  Page  4,  line  4, 
strike  "or  E",  and  insert  in  Ueu  thereof  "E, 
or  P". 


EXTENDING  BORROWING  AU- 
THORITY FOR  THE  DISTRICT 
OF  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  I  caU  up  the  bill 
(H.R.  3547)  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Govemment  and  Gov- 
ernmental    Reorganization     Act     to 
extend  the  authority  of  the  Mayor  to 
accept  certain  interim  loans  from  the 
United  States  and  to  extend  the  au- 
thority of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury to  make  such  loans,  and  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  bill  be  consid- 
ered in  the  House  as  in  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

H.R.  3547 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  UniUd  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 723(a)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Self- 
Govemment  and  Governmental  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  (D.C.  Code.  sec.  47-421  note)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "October  1,  1982. 
or  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  appropria- 
tion Act  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30,  1983,  for  the  government  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  whichever  is  later"  in  the 
first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"October  1,  1983,  or  the  date  of  enactment 
of  the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1984,  for  the  govern- 
ment of  the  District  of  Columbia,  whichever 
is  later". 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  will  allow  the 
U.S.  Treasury  to  advance  funds  for 
capital  projects  as  requested  in  the 
President's  fiscal  year  1984  budget. 

The  gentleman  from  the  District  of 
Columbia  (Mr.  Fauntroy),  the  Chair 
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of  the  Subcommittee  on  Fiscal  Affairs 
and  Health,  will  provide  a  full  expla- 
nation of  the  bill. 

D  1245 

Mr.  PAUNTROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  In  support  of 
H.R.  3547.  a  bill  to  extend  the  author- 
ity of  the  Mayor  to  accept  certain  in- 
terim loans  from  the  United  States 
and  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  make 
such  loans. 

This  is  a  simple.  1-year  extension  of 
current  law  which  will  allow  the  Dis- 
trict to  continue  to  borrow  funds  from 
the  D.S.  Treasury  for  capital  improve- 
ment projects. 

The  authority  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia to  borrow  funds  from  the  U.S. 
Treasury  is  not  new.  It  predates  home 
rule.  When  ae  passed  the  Home  Rule 
Act.  we  terminated  the  District's  per- 
manent authority  to  borrow  from  the 
Treasury.  Instead,  we  authorized  the 
District  to  finance  its  capital  Improve- 
ment projects  by  borrowing  funds  on 
the  open  market  through  the  issuance 
of  tax-exempt,  general  obligation 
bonds.  In  order  to  provide  a  bridge  for 
the  transition  from  Treasury  borrow- 
ing to  open-market  borrowing,  we  al- 
lowed a  2-year  period  of  interim  loan 
authority. 

Because  of  unexpected  and  unpre- 
dictable delays  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  the  District's  bond- 
ing program,  we  granted  three  exten- 
sions, authorizing  continued  U.S. 
Treasury  loans  to  finance  the  Dis- 
trict's capital  improvement  projects. 
To  date,  the  District's  bonding  pro- 
gram is  yet  not  in  place,  and  one  fur- 
ther extension  is  needed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  should  be  noted  that 
while  the  District's  authority  to 
borrow  from  the  Treasury  technically 
expires  at  the  close  of  this  fiscal  year, 
the  House  has  already  passed  an  ap- 
propriations bill  for  the  District  which 
includes  $115  million  in  Treasury  loan 
authority  for  fiscal  year  1984.  It  is  pos- 
sible that  a  question  could  arise  as  to 
the  authority  to  proceed  with  projects 
funded  by  fiscal  year  1984  loan  money 
In  light  of  the  expiration  of  the  au- 
thority. 

The  House  by  including  the  fiscal 
year  1984  loan  authority  relied  upon 
the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1981.  In  the  act,  we  granted 
continued  loan  authority  through 
fiscal  year  1984.  Thus,  we  have  two 
subsections  of  the  Home  Rule  Act  in 
conflict— section  723(a)  which  limits 
further  Treasury  borrowing  to  fiscal 
year  1983,  and  section  723(c)  which  ex- 
tends it  through  fiscal  year  1984. 

HJl.  3647  would  bring  those  two  sub- 
sections into  conformity.  It  would  not 
create  any  new  authority,  nor  would  it 
expand  existing  authority.  It  wUl  not 
result  in  any  additional  spending.  It  is 
a  simple,  technical  amendment  to  the 


Home  Rule  Act,  urged  by  the  adminis- 
tration, unopposed  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  supported 
by  the  District  of  Columbia  govern- 
ment, and  deserving  of  the  support  of 
Congress.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  rare  event  when 
this  Member  can  come  before  his  col- 
leagues and  recommend  a  bill  concern- 
ing the  District  of  Columbia  which  is 
purely  technical  in  nature.  That,  how- 
ever, is  exactly  the  case  with  respect 
to  H.R.  3547. 

The  subject  of  this  bill  is  the  tempo- 
rary authority  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia to  borrow  from  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury for  capital  improvements.  In  order 
to  allay  any  fears  that  this  bill  grants 
new  authority  to  the  city,  or  somehow 
expands  existing  authority,  one  need 
only  look  to  the  text  of  Public  Law  93- 
198. 

The  interim  loan  authority  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  is  found  in  sec- 
tion 723  of  the  Home  Rule  Act  (Public 
Law  93-198).  Section  723(c),  which  was 
amended  to  reflect  its  current  wording 
by  the  1981  Omnibus  Reconciliation 
Act  (Public  Law  97-35),  reads  as  fol- 
lows: 

(c)  Subject  to  the  limitations  contained  in 
section  603(b).  there  Is  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  make  loans  under  this  section, 
the  sum  of  $155,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  on  September  30.  1982.  the  sum  of 
$155,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on 
September  30.  1983,  and  the  sum  of 
$155,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on 
September  30.  1984. 

It  is  clear  that  we  have  authorized 
up  to  $155  million  for  fiscal  year  1984, 
subject  only  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 603(b),  which  provides  for  an 
annual  debt  repayment  ceiling  of  14 
percent  of  District  revenues.  Not  only 
have  we  authorized  that  amount,  but 
in  June  this  body  approved  an  appro- 
priation bill  for  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia for  fiscal  year  1984  which  appro- 
priated $115  million  in  borrowing  au- 
thority. 

Given  all  of  this,  one  might  well 
wonder  where  the  problem  lies.  I 
would  be  pleased  to  enlighten  my  col- 
leagues on  that  count. 

Section  723(a)  of  the  Home  Rule  Act 
(Public  Law  93-298)  constitutes  the 
basic  authority  for  the  Mayor  to  seek 
loans  from  the  U.S.  Treasury,  and  in- 
cludes a  cutoff  date  for  such  borrow- 
ings. That  section  reads  as  follows: 

(a)  The  Mayor  Is  authorized  to  accept  for 
the  district  from  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Secretary  Is  authorized  to 
lend  to  the  Mayor  such  sums  as  the  Mayor 
may  determine  are  required  to  complete 
capital  projects  for  which  construction  and 
construction  services  funds  have  been  au- 
thorized or  appropriated,  as  the  case  may 
be.  by  Congress  prior  to  October  1.  1982  or 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Appropriation 
Act  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1983.  for  the  Government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  whichever  Is  later. 


What  we  have  done  is  provide  specif- 
ic dollar  authority  for  these  loans 
under  subsection  723(c)  for  fiscal  year 
1984,  but  we  have  failed  to  extend  the 
cutoff  date  for  eligible  projects  con- 
tained in  subsection  723(a).  If  this  sit- 
uation is  not  corrected,  questions 
could  be  raised  as  to  whether  or  not 
any  of  the  specific  projects  approved 
in  the  city's  fiscal  year  1984  appropria- 
tion bill  would  be  eligible  for  financing 
through  the  U.S.  Treasury  loans  pro- 
vided for  in  the  very  same  appropria- 
tions bill. 

What  H.R.  3547  seeks  to  do  is  bring 
subsection  723(a)  into  conformity  with 
subsection  723(c).  It  would  not  expand 
the  existing  interim  authority,  nor 
would  it  create  new  authority.  It 
would  merely  Insure  that  the  city  has 
the  authority  to  proceed  with  its  cap- 
ital improvements  program  during 
fiscal  year  1984  without  a  cloud  of  un- 
certainty. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  stress  that  It 
Is  the  hope  of  this  Member,  and  I  be- 
lieve that  of  all  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, that  the  city  enter  the  private 
bond  market  for  capital  Improvements 
beginning  In  fiscal  year  1985,  if  not 
sooner.  Continuing  to  borrow  from  the 
U.S.  Treasury  for  this  purpose  is.  In 
essence,  a  penalty, for  the  city,  since 
the  interest  paid  to  the  Treasury  ex- 
ceeds what  would  be  required  with 
bonds.  This  bill  does  not  In  any  way 
lend  support  to  delaying  entry  into 
the  private  market  for  the  city.  If  It 
did,  I  would  not  be  here  urging  pas- 
sage. Rather,  it  reaffirms  the  position 
taken  by  Congress  In  the  Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  that  the 
city  will  not  borrow  from  the  U.S. 
Treasury  for  capital  purposes  after 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1984. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  note 
that  this  bill  has  the  support  of  11  of 
the  12  members  of  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia,  including  all 
Republican  members;  and  based  on  my 
informal  discussions,  the  support  of 
the  other  body.  I  urge  an  affirmative 
vote  on  passage. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  DEILLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  to  Include  extraneous 
matter,  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


IMPLEMENTING   OBJECTIVES   OF 
THE  UNITED  NATIONS  DECADE 
OF  DISABLED  PERSONS 
Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the 
concurrent  resolution   (H.   Con.   Res. 
39)  expressing  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress with  respect  to  implementing  the 
objectives     of     the     United     Nations 
Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  (1983-92), 
as  amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  39 
Whereas,    a    new    era    In    recognition    of 
human    rights    and    universal    respect   for 
these  rights  has  begim; 

Whereas,  The  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly has  declared  1983  through  1992  as 
the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons; ^  . 

Whereas,  The  United  States  has  made 
great  strides  during  the  last  decade  In  Im- 
proving the  lives  of  thirty-five  miUion 
American  citizens  with  physical  and  mental 
dlsabUlties; 

Whereas,  there  is  still  much  to  be  done  to 
open  doors  to  the  full  participation  and 
equality  of  disabled  persons  in  society 
throughout  the  world; 

Whereas,  htmdlcapped  Individuals  should 
be  able  to  participate  fuUy  in  the  main- 
stream of  society  through  education,  em- 
ployment and  community  living  opportuni- 
ties; 

Whereas,  the  United  SUtes  recognizes  the 
need  for  further  progress  in  strengthening 
public  understanding  and  awareness  of  the 
needs  and  aspirations  of  disabled  persons; 

Whereas,  there  Is  hope  that  this  spirit  of 
carrying  out  the  goals  of  the  International 
and  National  Years  in  1981  and  1982  wlU 
continue  throughout  this  decade; 

Whereas,  a  framework  for  national  action 
has  been  esUbllshed  by  these  previous  Ini- 
tiatives and  the  improvement  of  programs 
for  the  disabled  over  the  last  decade;  and 

Whereas,  further  progress  should  be  made 
In  the  United  SUtes  toward  achieving  the 
foUowing  long-term  goals  of  and  for  dis- 
abled persons  promoted  during  the  Interna- 
tional Year  of  Disabled  Persons:  (1)  expand- 
ed educational  opportunity;  (2)  Improved 
access  to  housing,  buildings,  and  transporta- 
tion; (3)  expanded  employment  opportunity; 
(4)  expanded  participation  In  recreational, 
social,  and  cultural  activities;  (5)  expanded 
and  strengthened  rehabUlUtlon  programs 
and  facilities;  (6)  purposeful  application  of 
biomedical  research  aimed  at  conquering 
major  disabling  conditions;  (7)  reduction  in 
the  incidence  of  disability  by  expanded  acci- 
dent and  disease  prevention;  (8)  expanded 
application  of  technology  to  minimize  the 
effects  of  disability;  and  (9)  expanded  inter- 
national exchange  of  information  and  expe- 
rience to  benefit  aU  disabled  persons:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representattvea 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  It  Is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  President  should 
take  all  steps  within  his  authority  to  Imple- 
ment, within  the  United  SUtes.  the  objec- 
tives of  the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Dis- 
abled Persons  (1983-1992).  as  proclaimed  by 
the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  on 
December  3.  1982. 

Sec.  2.  The  President  should  report  to  the 
Congress  annually  during  the  United  Na- 
tions Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  on  the 
plans  developed  by  the  executive  brmch  in 
accordance  with  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly   Resolution    37/53    to    Implement. 


within  the  United  SUtes.  the  objectives  of 
the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons and  on  the  steps  taken  pursuant  to 
those  plans. 

Sec.  3.  The  Clerk  of  the  House  shaU  trans- 
mit a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the  Presi- 
dent. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.    McKINNEY.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Yatron)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  McKINNEY)  wUl  be  rec- 
ognized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Yatron). 

Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  39,  as 
amended.  The  resolution  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  with  respect  to 
implementing  the  objectives  of  the 
United  Nations  Decade  of  the  Disabled 
Persons,  which  runs  through  1992. 
The  resolution  calls  on  the  President 
to  take  aU  steps  within  his  authority 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  U.N. 
decade  as  proclaimed  by  the  General 
Assembly  on  December  3,  1982. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolution  has  138 
cosponsors.  The  Subcommittee  on 
Human  Rights  and  International  Or- 
ganizations held  a  lengthy  hearing  on 
the  resolution  on  April  5  with  13  wit- 
nesses representing  a  broad  cross  sec- 
tion of  organizations  concerned  with 
issues  affecting  our  disabled  citizens. 
The  witnesses  were  unanimous  in 
their  support  of  the  resolution. 

On  April  13,  the  subcommittee  ap- 
proved the  resolution,  as  amended,  re- 
questing the  President  to  provide  an 
armual  report  to  Congress  on  plans  de- 
veloped by  the  executive  branch  to  im- 
plement the  objectives  of  the  U.N. 
decade.  ^ 

On  June  9,  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Affairs  unanimously  approved 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  39,  as 
amended. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  follows 
the  lead  undertaken  by  the  United  Na- 
tions to  establish  the  year  of  the 
handicapped  and  disabled.  There  are 
approximately  500  million  disabled 
people  throughout  the  world  who  con- 
tribute to  the  economic,  political,  and 
social  weU-being  of  their  countries. 
Unfortunately,  societal  attitudes 
toward  these  people  have  not  pro- 
gressed with  the  times.  We  simply  do 
not  do  enough  to  promote  internation- 
al awareness  of  the  needs  of  the  dis- 
abled. Nor  are  we  providing  ample  op- 
portunities for  these  people  to  expand 
their  horizons  in  a  broad  range  of 
areas  Including  educational  advance- 
ment, employment,  and  housing. 


In  view  of  all  these  circumstances,  it 
is  apparent  why  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  ordered  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  39  reported  favorably  to 
the  House  by  a  unanimous  voice  vote. 
I  believe  it  merits  the  same  degree  of 
strong  support  by  Members  of  this 
body.. 

I  want  to  commend  the  sponsors  of 
the  resolution.  Congressman  Wnm 
and  Congressman  Coelho.  Both  gen- 
tlemen deserve  all  of  our  appreciation 
for  the  outstanding  leadership  they 
have  shown  In  focusing  our  concern  on 
ways  to  assist  the  disabled. 

I  strongly  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
resolution  and  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

•  Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 39,  expressing  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress with  respect  to  implementing  the 
aims  of  the  U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled 
Persons  and  the  committee  amend- 
ment thereto. 

The  resolution  introduced  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas,  (Mr.  Winn) 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign affairs  In  January  1983.  The  Sub- 
committee on  Human  Rights  and 
International  Organizations  held  a 
hearing  on  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 39  and  favorably  reported  it  with 
an  amendment.  The  committee  consid- 
ered the  resolution  in  open  markup 
and  favorably  reported  it  as  amended 
by  a  unanimous  voice  vote  on  June  9, 
1983. 

The    1982    General    Assembly    pro- 
claimed the  period  1983-92  as  the  U.N. 
Decade  for  Disabled  Persons.  This  des- 
ignation   will    contribute    to    raising 
international  awareness  of  the  need  to 
improve  the  lives  of  millions  of  people 
everywhere,      including      35      million 
Americans  who  are  handicapped  with 
physical  or  mental  disabilities.  By  sup- 
porting this  U.N.   General   Assembly 
measure  the  Foreign  Affairs  Commit- 
tee    has     recognized     the     need     to 
strengthen  public  understanding  and 
awareness  of  the  needs  and  aspirations 
of  disabled  persons  and  to  this  end  im- 
prove their  educational,  housing,  and 
employment        opportunities.        The 
amendment  adopted  by  the  committee 
would  require  the  President  to  report 
annually     to     Congress     during     the 
Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  on  plans 
developed  by  the  executive  branch  to 
Implement    the    goals    of    the    U.N. 
Decade    of    the    Disabled    and    steps 
taken  to  fulfill  those  goals. 

Neither  the  resolution  nor  the 
amendment  require  expenditure  of  ad- 
ditional moneys.  My  understanding  is 
that  the  requirements  of  the  resolu- 
tion can  be  met  from  existing  moneys. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolution  now  has 
138  cosponsors,  a  fact  which  testifies 
to  the  widespread  support  which  it 
enjoys  in  this  Chamber.  I  would  urge 
its  immediate  adoption.* 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  (Mr.  McKnnrrr). 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  the  minority's  time  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kansas  (Mr.  Winm). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Winn)  is 
recognized  for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  WINN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  speak 
on  behalf  of  the  passage  of  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  39.  which  I  in- 
troduced on  January  27  and  which  re- 
quests that  the  President  take  all 
steps  In  his  present  authority  to  imple- 
ment within  the  United  States  the  ob- 
jectives of  the  U.N.  E>ecade  of  Disabled 
Persons.  The  concurrent  resolution 
serves  well  to  express  congressional 
sentiment  in  support  of  the  35  million 
disabled  Americans,  and  to  encourage 
private  and  public  sector  action  on 
their  behalf. 

Amid  growing  international  concern 
for  the  world's  disabled,  the  U.N.  Gen- 
eral Assembly  last  December  unani- 
mously approved  a  resolution  adopting 
a  World  Program  of  Action  for  Dis- 
abled Persons  and  a  companion  resolu- 
tion on  the  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons. The  purpose  of  the  U.N.  decade 
Is  to  improve  public  awareness  around 
the  world  of  the  unique  situation  of 
the  disabled  and  of  the  opportunities 
available  to  them.  In  addition,  the 
U.N.  decade  seeks  to  promote  over  Its 
10-year  term  the  full  participation  in 
society  of  the  half  billion  persons— 10 
percent  of  the  world's  total  popula- 
tion—who are  physically  or  mentally 
disabled. 

During  the  decade.  U.N.-sponsored 
activities  wlU  address  primary  health 
care,  disability  prevention,  rehabilita- 
tion and  training,  counseling,  and  spe- 
cial technical  aid  development  to  help 
disabled  persons  participate  more  fully 
in  society.  Business,  labor,  and  other 
groups  will  be  actively  involved,  work- 
ing with  the  United  Nations  and  its 
member  nations  to  develop  and  imple- 
ment programs. 

The  United  States  has  been  the 
world  leader  in  broadening  opportu- 
nities for  the  35  million  disabled 
Americans.  Many  of  the  U.N.  pro- 
grams ard  strategies  will  be  modeled 
after  successful  U.S.  programs.  But 
this  country  can  still  do  a  great  deal  to 
aid  disabled  persons.  That  is  why  con- 
gressional approval  of  the  U.N.  Decade 
of  Disabled  Persons  is  so  important. 
This  body's  active  involvement  in  pro- 
claiming 1981  the  International  Year 
of  Disabled  Persons  and  1983  the  Na- 
tional Tear  of  Disabled  Persons  were 
Important  actions  that  spurred  many 
local,  regional,  and  national  activities. 
I  was  proud  to  sponsor  both  these  pre- 
vious resolutions  and  see  them  become 
law.  Now,  congressional  affirmation  of 
the  UJ*.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  is 
needed  to  Insure  the  continuance  of 


the  important  initiatives  and  to  assure 
further  progress  on  behalf  of  disabled 
Americans. 

FACTSHEET  on  HOnSS  CONCTmRENT 

RESOLnrioN  39— Decade  or  Disabled  Bill 
Levi>lo-tiv€  history 

January  27.— LW  Introduced  with  Coelho 
as  original  cosponsor.  Referred  to  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee.  Human  Rights  and  Int'l 
Organizations  Subcommittee. 

April  5.— Subcommittee  hearings  held. 
Strong  support  for  the  measure  by  Members 
of  Congress,  the  Administration,  communi- 
ties, and  the  private  sector. 

April  13.— Subcommittee  mark-up,  amend- 
ing the  bUl  to  request  the  President  submit 
an  annual  report  to  Congress  on  U.S. 
progress  toward  implementing  the  objec- 
tives of  the  U.N.  Decade.  Approved  in  sub- 
committee by  voice  vote  without  objection. 

June  9.— Committee  consideration  and  ap- 
proval, again  by  voice  vote.  Favorable  execu- 
tive comment  received  from  State  Dep't 
April  4.  The  Senate  approved  similar  resolu- 
tion June  23  by  voice  vote.  At  present  the 
House  bUl  has  143  cosponsors. 

Highlights  of  the  tnU 

1.  Notes  that  the  U.N.  has  declared  1983- 
1992  the  U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons. 

2.  Notes  that  the  U.S.  has  made  great 
progress  in  Improving  the  lives  of  35  million 
disabled  Americans  6ut  that  further 
progress  can  be  made.  The  bUl  specifies 
eleven  tu'eas  of  need,  including  education, 
access  to  buildings,  research  on  disabling 
diseases,  and  employment  opportunities. 

3.  Elxpresses  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
the  President  should  take  all  steps  in  his 
present  authority  to  Implement  the  objec- 
tives of  the  U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons 
in  the  United  SUtes. 

4.  Requests  that  the  President  submit  to 
Congress  an  annual  report  on  U.S.  progress 
toward  meeting  the  objectives  of  the  U.N. 
Decade. 

Need  for  the  biU 

International  disabled  community.— In 
other  countries  the  needs  of  the  disabled 
are  not  met  as  they  are  in  the  U.S.  Seeing 
this  the  U.N.  last  December  proclaimed 
1983-1992  the  U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons to  focus  international  attention  on  the 
plight  of  the  disabled.  A  ten  year  plan  of 
action  based  largely  on  U.S.  initiatives  was 
adopted  at  the  U.N.  It  is  important  and 
proper  that  the  U.S.  Congress  acluiowledge 
and  support  what  the  U.N.  has  done. 

U.S.  disabled  community.— Recognizing 
the  U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  will 
underline  the  continuing  need  of  the  dis- 
abled In  the  U.S..  and  spur  greater  involve- 
ment by  local  community  groups  and  the 
private  sector  in  implementing  the  objec- 
tives of  the  Decade. 

Coat  of  the  biU 

The  bill  does  not  appropriate  any  funds 
from  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

Related  actions 

At  LWs  request,  U.S.  Aid  made  a  one-time 
contribution  of  $100,000  out  of  FY  83  appro- 
priations to  the  U.N.  Trust  Fund  of  Dis- 
abled Persons.  The  U.S.  had  not  previously 
contributed  to  this  trust  fund,  and  this  im- 
portant show  of  support  should  do  much  to 
encourage  additional  contributions  to  the 
fund. 

•  Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  ex- 
press my  strong  support  for  House 
Concurrent^Resolution  39,  a  resolution 


calling  on  the  President  to  take  all 
steps  within  his  authority  to  Imple- 
ment the  objectives  of  the  U.N. 
Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  in  the 
United  States,  and  to  commend  my 
colleague  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Winn),  for 
introducing  this  resolution.  I  also  want 
to  thank  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee.  Mr.  Zablocki,  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Human  Rights  and  International  Or- 
ganizations, Mr.  Yatron,  for  bringing 
this  measure  to  the  House  floor  today. 

The  problems  of  disability  affect 
most  of  us  or  our  families  In  one  way 
or  another.  It  is  estimated  that  35  mil- 
lion Americans  suffer  from  some  form 
of  physical  or  mental  disability.  In- 
cluding some  42  percent  of  those  over 
age  65.  About  a  fifth  of  those  35  mil- 
lion Americans  are  children.  The  cost 
to  all  levels  of  government  in  the 
United  States,  as  a  result  of  the  dis- 
abilities which  afflict  our  citizens,  is 
estimated  at  $80  billion  a  year  and  in- 
cludes the  cost  of  medical  care,  disabil- 
ity payments,  workmen's  compensa- 
tion, and  rehabilitation. 

Neither  is  this  problem  unique  to 
the  United  States.  Again,  it  is  estimat- 
ed that  perhaps  500  million  people 
worldwide  are  disabled,  many  of  them 
in  poor,  developing  countries. 

'The  resolution  before  us  today  rep- 
resents an  opportunity  to  affirm  our 
national  commitment  to  the  objectives 
of  this  decade  and  to  express  a  greater 
desire  and  willingness  to  cooperate 
with  other  nations  in  an  effort  to 
reduce  the  Incidence  and  effects  of  dis- 
ability—whether because  of  war,  dis- 
ease, or  accident-related  injury— and 
to  maximize  efforts  to  more  fully  inte- 
grate those  who  are  disabled  into  the 
mainstream  of  our  national  and  inter- 
national life. 

On  April  5.  1983.  the  Subconunlttee 
on  Human  Rights  and  International 
Organizations  held  a  hearing  on 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  39,  at 
which  time  testimony  was  heard  from 
the  chief  sponsor  of  the  resolution  and 
from  several  administration  witnesses 
including  the  State  Department,  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  and  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  to  my  col- 
leagues that  the  adrninistration  has 
expressed  strong  support  for  this  initia- 
tive, and  would  like  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  commend  U.S.  Ambassa- 
dor John  W.  McDonald  for  his  active 
leadership  role  in  the  passage  In  De- 
cember 1982  of  two  United  Nations 
resolutions  proclaiming  1983-92  the 
U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  and 
adopting  a  program  of  action  which 
addresses  the  issues  of  rehabilitation, 
prevention  of  disability  through  im- 
proved health,  equal  opportunity  for 
the  disabled,  expanded  application  of 
technology  to  ameliorate  the  effects  of 


disabilty,  and  protection  of  the  right 
of  the  disabled. 

Dr.  Jean  Elder,  Commissioner  on  De- 
velopmental DisabUities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services, 
also     expressed    strong    support    on 
behalf  of  her  department  for  the  U.N. 
Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  and  de- 
scribed the  activities  in  which  HHS  is 
engaged,    including    health    research 
and    deinstitutionalizing    the    handi- 
capped. Mr.  George  A.  Conn,  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  for  the  Office  of 
Special  Education  and  Rehabilitative 
Services,  testified  on  the  emphasis  his 
department  has  placed  on  initiatives  in 
such  areas  as  special  education,  voca- 
tional education,  rehabilitation,  inde- 
pendent   living    centers,     and    joint 
projects  with  private  industry. 

Private  witnesses  included  Alan 
Reich,  president  of  the  National  Orga- 
nization on  Disability,  who  has  been  a 
national  leader  in  this  field,  and  Dr. 
Robert  Broshar,  president  of  the 
American  Institute  of  Architects,  from 
Waterloo,  Iowa,  who  served  on  the 
Iowa  Governor's  Committee  on  Em- 
ployment of  the  Handicapped. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  close 
with  a  quote  from  our  colleague,  Mr. 
Winn,  who  has  long  been  a  congres- 
sional leader  in  promoting  the  rights 
of  the  disabled  and  who  has  previously 
authorized  legislation  regarding  the 
International  Year  of  the  Disabled 
and  the  National  Year  of  the  Disabled. 
He  reminded  us  during  his  testimony 
before  the  subcommittee  that: 

As  a  nation  committed  to  human  rights,  to 
the  dignity  of  all  persons,  to  equality  of  op- 
portunity, especially  in  the  areas  over  which 
our  citizens  have  no  control,  we,  as  a  nation, 
should  not  faU  to  set  the  example  that  we 
have  traditionaUy  set  and  to  take  the  lead 
as  we  always  have,  symbolized  In  this  case 
by  our  full  participation  In  and  observance 
of  the  U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  the  mil- 
lions of  Americans  who  suffer  from 
some  form  of  dlsabUity  as  well  as  the 
hundreds  of  millions  worldwide  who 
are  simUarly  afflicted,  I  urge  the 
unanimous  adoption  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  39.  Thank  you.» 
•  Mr.  ROE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  great 
pride  today  in  rising  to  offer  my 
strong  support  for  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  39,  declaring  the  United 
States  as  an  active  participant  in  the 
U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons. 

Because  of  a  growing  concern  among 
the  international  community  for  the 
world's  estimated  450  million  handi- 
capped, the  United  Nations  declared 
1981  as  the  International  Year  of  Dis- 
abled Persons. 

The  International  Labor  Organiza- 
tion has  reported  that  about  10  per- 
cent of  the  world's  population  is  seri- 
ously handicapped  by  blindness,  deaf- 
ness, polio,  leprosy,  and  other  diseases. 
The  purpose  of  establishing  an 
International  Year  of  the  Disabled 
was  to  call  worldwide  attention  to  this 
suffering  and  to  promote  opportuni- 


ties for  the  handicapped.  The  program 
was  so  successful  that  the  United  Na- 
tions decided  to  devote  the  entire 
decade  to  this  effort. 

The  United  States  has  always  been  a 
world  leader  in  offering  help  to  its  es- 
timated 35  million  citizens  suffering 
from  both  physical  and  mental  disabil- 
ities. Our  participation  in  the  Interna- 
tional Year  of  the  Disabled  will  pro- 
vide the  impetus  for  other  nations  of 
the  world  to  more  fully  provide  equaU- 
ty  for  their  disabled  citizens.  As  this 
resolution  so  eloquently  states, 
"handicapped  persons  should  be  able 
to  participate  fully  in  the  mainstream 
of  society,  through  education,  employ- 
ment, and  community  living  opportu- 
nities." 

Passage  of  this  most  important  reso- 
lution will  also  spur  increased  aware- 
ness and  rededication  on  the  part  of 
the  American  Government  to  provide 
expanded  opportunities  for  our  handi- 
capped in  the  areas  of  education,  im- 
proved access  to  housing,  buildings, 
and  transportation  and  increased  em- 
phasis on  technological  research  to 
minimize  the  effects  of  those  disabil- 
ities. ^.       ... 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  participation  m  the 
Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  will  enable 
the  varied  American  charitable  and 
civic  organizations  the  opportunity  to 
join  with  the  counterparts  the  world 
over  in  sharing  informatiion  and 
common  long-term  goals  in  seeking  so- 
lutions to  problems  afflicting  handi- 
capped persons  of  all  nations. 

I  am  proud  to  be  a  sponsor  of  this 
most  worthwhUe  legislation  and  I 
strongly  urge  its  passage.* 
•  Mr.  WALGREN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  39,  des- 
ignating the  next  10  years  as  the 
Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  in  con- 
junction with  a  similar  worldwide  initi- 
ative by  the  United  Nations,  is  before 
the  House  today. 

Encouraging  disabled  persons  to  par- 
ticipate in  national  and  community 
life  can  do  much  to  open  doors  to  full 
participation  in  American  life  by  those 
who  are  disabled.  The  abUity  of  dis- 
abled people  to  find  the  same  opportu- 
nity that  others  have  requires  both 
the  disabled  person's  initiative  and  the 
society's  response.  The  resolution,  in 
proclaiming  the  years  1983  to  1992  as 
the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Disabled 
Persons,  encourages  both  expanding 
educational,  empolyment,  recreation- 
al, and  housing  opportunities  for  the 
disabled  and  helps  strengthen  public 
awareness  of  disabled  persons'  needs 
and  aspirations. 

In  connection  with  the  Decade  of 
Disabled  Persons.  I  want  to  urge  sup- 
port for  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
142.  which  would  establish  a  uniform 
identification  symbol  for  handicapped 
citizens'  vehicle  license  plates  to  be 
used  in  aU  50  States  and  to  provide 
handicapped  people  access  to  special 
parking  facilities.  If  enacted,  this  bill 


would  provide  a  nationwide  symbol  for 
the  handicapped  that  would  lead  to 
broader  recognition  and  awareness  of 
this  area.  I  hope  the  Congress  will  give 
this  bill  full  support. 

It  is  also  important  that  the  House 
give  special  attention  to  H.R.  1250.  the 
Equal  Access  to  Voting  Rights  Act, 
which   would   make   registration   and 
voting  more  accessible  to  the  handi- 
capped  and   elderly.   WhUe   we   have 
overcome  many  prejudices  and  physi- 
cal   barriers    that    the    elderly    and 
handicapped  face,  there  are  still  im- 
pediments   and    lapses    in    sensitivity 
when  it  comes  to  providing  full  oppor- 
tunity  to    register    and   vote    to   the 
handicapped.  Some  polling  places  are 
not    accessible    to    people    in    wheel- 
chairs;  voting   may   be   held   on   the 
upper    floors    of    buildings    without 
ramps  or  elevators  because  "that's  the 
room  we've  always  used."  Voting  ma- 
chines may  be  difficult  or  even  impos- 
sible for  some  disabled  people  to  oper- 
ate. Often,   individuals  do  not  learn 
that    these    barriers    interfere    with 
voting  until  they  arrive  at  the  polling 
place  on  election  day.  Then,  they  have 
little  recourse. 

Those  of  us  who  happen  to  be  pres- 
ently able-bodied  should  try  to  think 
about  what  those  facing  some  handi- 
cap see.  Voting  is  essential  to  our  view 
of  ourselves  as  citizens.  Any  message 
that  we  are  not  welcome  In  that  proc- 
ess diminishes  our  view  of  ourselves— 
and  may  be  one  stop  in  a  process  of 
isolation  that  is  so  damaging  to  many 
people. 

The  framers  of  our  Constitution 
never  intended  for  voting  to  be  a  privi- 
lege only  of  the  able-bodied.  They  also 
never  meant  to  deny  participation  to 
the  blind  and  deaf.  We  should  do  all 
we  can  to  encourage— not  discourage— 
people  to  vote  and  be  involved  in  our 
country.  Just  as  we  removed  the  disin- 
centive of  the  poll  tax  in  voting,  we 
must  remove  all  other  arbitrary  bar- 
riers to  exercising  this  most  basic 
right. 

The  United  States  has  a  commit- 
ment  to   equality    for   all   men   and 
women.  By  declaring  the  next  10  years 
the  Decade  of  the  Disabled,  by  estab- 
lishing a  uniform  symbol  for  handi- 
capped citizens'  vehicle  license  plates, 
and    by    providing    the    elderly    and 
handicapped  with  better  access  to  reg- 
istration and  poUlng  places,  we  will  en- 
courage equal   treatment  of  all  per- 
sons. I  hope  the  Congress  will  give  full 
attention  to  these  important  bills.* 
•  Mr.  CORRADA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  full  support  of  House  Concurrent 
Resolution   39,    which   expresses    the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  Presi- 
dent  should   Implement,   wltiiln   the 
United  States,  the  objectives  of  the 
United  Nations  Decade  for  Disabled 
Persons  (1983-92). 

The     American    way     of     equauty 
among  all  individuals  is  the  hallmark 
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of  our  democratic  society.  The  United 
States  prides  Itself  on  the  leadership 
role  it  has  always  played  In  insuring 
equal  rights  and  opportunity  to  all  of 
its  citizens.  Including  those  with  physi- 
cal and  mental  disabilities. 

Throughout  the  years,  we  have 
taken  steps  to  improve  the  quality  of 
life  for  the  disabled,  to  help  in  their 
education,  to  train  them  in  job  skills, 
to  alleviate  their  debilitating  condi- 
tions. Federal  laws  prohibit  discrimi- 
nation on  the  basis  of  handicaps,  and 
our  judicial  system  vigorously  enforces 
these  laws. 

Currently,  the  more  than  35  million 
disabled  American  citizens  in  our 
country  have  been  given  full  participa- 
tion In  all  aspects  of  life,  attainment 
of  which  the  United  States  can  be  jus- 
tifiably proud. 

However,  the  problems  of  our  dis- 
abled brothers  and  sisters  have  not 
been  solved.  While  conditions  are  de- 
cidedly improved  from  those  of  50 
years.  20  years,  or  even  1.  year  ago, 
there  is  still  much  progress  to  be 
made.  The  objectives  of  the  United 
Nations  Decade  for  Disabled  Persons 
present  a  challenge  for  all  govern- 
ments, for  all  peoples,  in  further  inte- 
grating the  disabled  into  our  society. 

I  join  my  colleagues  in  urging  the 
President  to  work  to  the  best  of  his 
ability  to  continue  our  leadership  in 
this  field  and  to  strive  to  improve  the 
quality  of  life  of  all  Americans.* 
•  Mr.  PEIGHAN.  Mr  Speaker,  today 
the  House  is  considering  House  Con- 
current Resolution  39,  to  implement 
the  objectives  of  the  U.N.  Decade  for 
Disabled  Persons.  I  am  proud  to  be  a 
cosponsor  of  this  legislation  which  will 
bring  increased  awareness  of  the  need 
to  expand  opportunities  for  America's 
35  million  disabled  persons. 

The  efforts  of  America's  handi- 
capped have  often  been  hampered  by 
society's  perceptions  of  their  abilities. 
While  great  strides  have  been  made  in 
the  past  10  years  to  heighten  public 
awareness  of  the  varied  capabilities  of 
the  handicapped  and  to  improve  op- 
portunities for  disabled  Americans, 
there  remains  much  to  be  done.  Im- 
provement is  still  necessary  In  the 
areas  of  education,  employment,  and 
community  living  for  the  disabled. 
The  1981  International  Year,  and  the 
1982  National  Year  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons established  a  framework  for  na- 
tional action  to  advance  programs  in 
these  areas. 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  39 
presents  a  good  opportunity  for  Con- 
gress to  merge  the  long-term  goals  es- 
tablished in  1981  and  1982  with  an  im- 
mediate international  effort  to  recog- 
nize the  special  problems,  needs,  and 
accomplishments  of  the  disabled.  The 
passage  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 39  will  assure  continued  success 
and  visibility  for  programs  already  es- 
tablished, while  providing  a  forum  to 
develop  new  ways  to  aid  the  handi- 


capped. House  Concurrent  Resolution 
39  will  promote  the  effort  to  afford 
the  disabled  new  opportunities  to  par- 
ticipate more  equally  and  fully  in  our 
society. 

I  urge  my  (Colleagues  to  support  this 
resolution  today  in  recognition  of  dis- 
abled Americans.* 

Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Yatron)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  agree  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution (H.  Con.  Res.  39)  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  con- 
current resolution,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
concurrent  resolution  just  approved. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEATH  BENEFITS  FOR  LAW  EN- 
FORCEMENT OFFICERS  AND 
FIREFIGHTERS 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  622)  to  amend  title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  death 
benefits  to  survivors  of  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  firefighters, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  622 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (aMl) 
subchapter  I  of  chapter  81  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  8147  the  following  new  section: 
"§8148.  Death  bcnenti  for  law  enforcement  ofTi- 

cer«  and  rirefighter* 

"(a)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section— 

"(1)  'law  enforcement  officer'  means  an 
employee— 

"(A)  the  duties  of  whose  position  Include 
performing  work  directly  connected  with— 

"(i)  the  control  of  crime  or  Juvenile  delin- 
quency; 

"(U)  the  enforcement  of  the  criminal  laws; 
or 

"(111)  the  protection  of  Federal  officials, 
public  buildings  or  property,  or  foreign  dip- 
lomatic missions;  and 

"(B)  who,  at  the  time  the  personal  injury 
referred  to  In  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
Is  sustained,  is— 

"(I)  enga(;<>d  In  the  detection  of  crime; 

"(U)  engaged  In  the  apprehension  of  an  al- 
leged criminal  offender; 

"(lil)  engaged  In  the  lieeplng  in  physical 
custody  of  an  alleged  or  convicted  criminal 
offender,  or 


"(Iv)  assaulted  or  subjected  to  the  conduct 
of  criminal  activity  In  the  line  of  duty; 

"(2)  'firefighter'  means  an  employee  the 
duties  of  whose  position  include  performing 
work  directly  connected  with  the  control 
and  extinguishment  of  fires  and  who,  at  the 
time  the  personal  Injury  referred  to  In  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section  Is  sustained.  Is  en- 
gaged In  such  work  in  the  control  or  extin- 
guishment of  a  fire  or  other  emergency  op- 
eration: 

"(3)  'child'  means  any  natural,  illegit- 
imate, adopted,  or  posthumous  child  or 
stepchild  of  a  deceased  law  enforcement  of- 
ficer or  firefighter  (as  defined  in  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2))  who,  at  the  time  of  such  law  en- 
forcement officer  of  firefighter's  death,  is— 

"(A)  18  years  of  age  or  under; 

"(B)  over  18  years  of  age  and  a  student;  or 

"(C)  over  18  years  of  age  and  incapable  of 
self-support  because  of  physical  or  mental 
dlsabUlty; 

"(4)  dependent'  means  substantially  reli- 
ant for  support  upon  the  Income  of  the  de- 
ceased law  enforcement  officer  or  firefight- 
er; 

"(5)  'intoxication'  means  a  disturbance  of 
mental  or  physical  faculties  resulting  from 
the  Introduction  of  alcohol,  drugs,  or  other 
substances  Into  the  body;  and 

"(6)  'detection  of  crime'  means  the  physi- 
cal pursuit.  Investigation,  or  Interviewing  of 
any  individual  at  a  crime  scene,  but  shall 
not  Include  laboratory  Investigation,  studies, 
or  other  similar  acts  of  a  nondangerous 
nature. 

"(b)(1)  In  any  case  In  which  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  determines,  under  regulations  pre- 
scribed pursuant  to  this  section,  that  a  law 
enforcement  officer  or  firefighter  has  died 
as  the  direct  and  proximate  result  of  a  per- 
sonnal  injury  Inflicted  by  an  outside  force 
and  In  the  line  of  duty,  the  Secretary  shall 
pay  a  benefit  of  $50,000  as  follows: 

"(A)  If  there  Is  no  surviving  child  of  such 
law  enforcement  officer  or  firefighter,  to 
the  surviving  spouse  of  such  law  enforce- 
ment officer  or  firefighter; 

"(B)  If  there  are  one  or  more  surviving 
children  and  a  surviving  spouse,  one-half  to 
the  surviving  children  in  equal  shares  and 
one-half  to  the  surviving  spouse; 

"(C)  if  there  is  no  surviving  spouse,  to  the 
surviving  children  of  such  law  enforcement 
officer  or  firefighter  in  equal  shares;  or 

"(D)  If  none  of  the  above,  to  the  depend- 
ent parent  or  parents  of  such  law  enforce- 
ment officer  or  firefighter  In  equal  shares. 

"(2)  In  any  case  In  which  the  Secretary 
determines,  upon  a  showing  c'  need  and 
prior  to  taking  final  action,  that  the  death 
of  a  law  enforcement  officer  or  firefighter  is 
one  with  respect  to  which  a  benefit  will 
probably  be  paid,  the  Secretary  may  make 
an  Interim  benefit  payment  not  exceeding 
$3,000  to  the  Individual  entitled  »o  receive  a 
benefit  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsec- 
tion. 

"(3)  The  amount  of  an  Interim  payment  to 
any  individual  under  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  of  any  final  benefit  paid  to  such  in- 
dividual. 

"(4)  In  any  case  In  which  there  is  no  final 
benefit  paid,  the  recipient  of  any  Interim 
payment  under  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  liable  for  repajmient  of  such 
amount.  The  Secretary  may  waive  all  or 
part  of  such  repayment,  considering  for  this 
purpose  the  hardship  which  would  result 
from  such  repayment. 

"(5)  The  benefit  payable  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  In  addition  to  any  compensa- 
tion or  other  benefit  that  may  be  due  under 


this  subchapter  or  from  any  other  source, 
but  shall  be  reduced  by  payments  author- 
ized by  section  12(k)  of  the  Act  of  Septem- 
ber 1,  1916,  as  amended  (D.C.  Code.  sec.  4- 
531(1)). 

"(6)  No  benefit  paid  under  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  execution  or  attachment. 
"(7)  No  benefit  shall  be  paid  under  this 
section— 

"(A)  If  the  law  enforcement  officer  or  fire- 
fighter's death  was  caused  by  the  Intention- 
al misconduct  of  the  law  enforcement  offi- 
cer or  firefighter  or  by  such  law  enforce- 
ment officer  or  firefighter's  Intention  to 
bring  about  such  death; 

"(B)  if  voluntary  intoxication  of  the  law 
enforcement  office'  or  firefighter  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  death;  or 

"(C)  to  any  Individual  who  would  other- 
wise be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this  sec- 
tion If  such  individual's  actions  were  a  sub- 
stantial contributing  factor  to  the  law  en- 
forcement officer  or  flrefijrhter's  death. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  rules, 
regulations,  and  procedures  to  carry  out  the 
purpose  of  this  section.  Such  rules,  regula- 
tions, and  procedures  will  be  determinative 
of  conflict  of  laws  and  Issues  arising  under 
this  section.  Rules,  regulations,  and  proce- 
dures prescribed  under  this  section  may  in- 
clude regulations  governing  the  recognition 
of  agents  or  other  persons  representing 
claimants  luider  this  section  before  the  Sec- 
retary. The  Secretary  may  prescribe  the 
maximum  fees  which  may  be  charged  for 
services  performed  In  connection  with  any 
claim  under  this  section  before  the  Secre- 
tary, and  any  agreement  In  violation  of  such 
rules  and  regulations  shaU  be  void.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  81  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  by 
Inserting  after  the  Item  relating  to  section 
8147  the  following  new  Item: 
"8148.  Death  benefits  for  law  enforcement 
officers  and  firefighters.". 
(b)(1)  Section  8101(9)  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  definition  of 
"child."  Is  amended  by  Inserting  after 
"means"  the  following:  ".  except  as  provided 
In  section  8148(a)(3)  of  this  title. ". 

(2)  Section  8101(12)  of  such  title,  relating 
to  definition  of  "compensation  ",  is  amended 
by  striking  out  Fund,  but  this  does  not  in 
any  way  reduce  the  amount  of  the  monthly 
compensation  payable  for  disability  or 
death;"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "Fund,  except  that— 

"(A)  this  paragraph  does  not  In  any  way 
reduce  the  amount  of  the  monthly  compen- 
sation payable  for  disability  or  death;  and 

"(B)  such  term  does  not  include  benefits 
paid  under  section  8148  of  this  title;". 

Sec.  2.  The  authority  to  make  payments 
under  section  8148  of  title  5.  United  SUtes 
Code  (as  added  by  the  first  section  of  this 
Act).  shaU  be  effective  only  to  the  extent 
provided  for  In  advance  by  appropriation 
Acts. 

Sec.  3.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  take  effect  October  1,  1983.  and  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  Injuries  sustained  on 
or  after  such  date. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  nile,  a  second  is  not  re- 
quired on  this  motion. 

The  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
KiLDEE)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Erlknbork)  will  be  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

The  Chair  re»  ognlzes  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Kiloee). 
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Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  622  would  provide 
a  $50,000  death  benefit  to  the  survi- 
vors of  Federal  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers and  firefighters  killed  in  the  line 
of  duty. 

Now,  we,  the  Federal  Government 
should  at  least  do  for  our  own  what  we 
have  already  done  for  State  and  local 
firefighters  since  1976.  Congress  in 
that  year  found  that  these  occupa- 
tions were  especially  hazardous  and  es- 
tablished this  special  benefit. 

They  did  that  because  when  we 
demand  that  someone  face  special 
danger,  we  should  provide  for  some 
compensating  factor  for  that  danger. 
This  compensating  factor  helps  us  to 
attract  and  retain  people  in  these  haz- 
ardous occupations.  They  have  at  least 
the  assurance  that  if  they  are  killed  in 
the  performance  of  their  duties,  there 
will  be  some  additional  help  for  their 
families.  Crime  and  fire  by  their  very 
nature  are  uncontrolled  actions  and 
highly  uncontrollable.  In  other  profes- 
sions and  occupations,  other  work- 
places, safety  rules,  iiispections,  safety 
equipment  are  highly  effective,  but 
not  so  in  police  and  firefighting. 
Indeed,  in  these  professions,  these 
men  and  women  are  expected  and  are 
required  to  act  immediately  and  with- 
out consultation  in  the  most  danger- 
ous situations. 

This  is,  to  my  mind  and  the  mind  of 
the  conunittee  that  reported  this  bill 
out,  a  question  of  equity.  We  should  at 
least  treat  our  own  police  and  fire- 
fighters as  well  as  we  rightly  treat  the 
local  and  State  police  and  firefighters. 
The  Congressional  Budget  Office  in 
a  letter  dated  July  19,  1983,  says  that 
based  upon  historical  information, 
that  is,  about  five  Federal  police  and 
firefighters  would  be  killed  in  a  given 
year,  that  the  total  cost  of  this  bill 
would  be  $250,000  per  year. 

Now,  we  all  recognize  that  in  our 
enormous  Federal  budget  that  is  not  a 
large  amoimt,  but  it  is  a  very  signifi- 
cant amount,  that  $50,000,  for  those 
who  have  lost  a  husband  or  a  father  in 
the  pursuit  of  their  duties. 

This  bill  passed  this  House  under 
suspension  during  both  the  last  two 
Congresses.  In  the  96th  Congress  it 
passed  by  313  votes  to  56.  In  the  last 
Congress,  it  was  passed  by  327  to  82. 

I  think  the  House  should  pass  this 
biU  early  so  the  Senate  will  have  time 
to  act  upon  it  this  year;  so  I  urge  sup- 
port for  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  KILDEE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman  yielding. 


I  rise  to  commend  the  gentleman  for 
all  of  the  hard  work  that  he  has  done 
on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  H.R.  622,  a  bill  to  amend  the  United 
States  Code  to  provide  a  lump  sum 
death  benefit  of  $50,000  for  Federal 
law  enforcement  officers  and  firefight- 
ers who  are  kiUed  in  the  line  of  duty, 
and  I  commend  both  Congressman 
George  Miller,  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Labor  Standards,  and 
Congressman  Carl  D.  Perkins,  chair- 
man of  the  House  Education  and 
Labor  Committee,  on  their  diligent  ef- 
forts in  bringing  this  legislation  to  the 
House  floor. 

The  Congress  already  has  provided 
identical  Federal  benefits  for  State 
and  local  law  enforcement  officers  and 
firefighters  through  the  Public  Safety 
Officei-s  Benefits  Act  of  1976,  and  the 
bill  now  before  the  Congress  simply 
puts  their  Federal  counterparts  under 
this  same  coverage.  My  support  for 
providing  such  benefits  to  individuals 
employed  by  the  Federal  Government 
goes  back  to  the  late  1960's,  and  al- 
though variations  of  this  legislation 
have  been  passed  by  both  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Senate  in  pre- 
vious sessions  of  Congress,  it  has  not 
yet  become  law. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  9eth  Con- 
gress, I  introduced  a  bill  to  provide 
this  death  benefit  to  cover  all  Federal 
law  enforcement  officers  and  firefight- 
ers, including  those  who  died  after 
September  29,  1976,  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  Public  Safety  Officers 
Benefits  Act  of  1976,  and  the  date  of 
which  State  and  local  individuals  first 
became  eligible  for  this  payment.  In 
the  spirit  of  fairness  and  equity,  I 
urged  the  Subconunittee  on  Labor 
Standards  to  provide  these  benefits 
retroactively,  but  imder  the  present 
bill,  as  approved  by  the  House  Educa- 
tion and  Labor  Committee,  only 
deaths  which  occur  after  October  1, 
1983,  will  be  covered.  Although  I 
would  have  preferred  to  see  all  Feder- 
al individuals  covered  who  died  in  the 
line  of  duty  after  September  29,  1976, 
I  strongly  support  the  legislation  as 
reported  by  the  full  committee,  since 
it  finally  brings  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment officers  and  firefighters  under 
this  Federal  coverage. 

I  can  think  of  no  group  more  deserv- 
ing of  this  survivor  protection  than 
our  Federal  law  enforcement  officers 
and  firefighters.  These  dedicated  men 
and  women  risk  their  lives  daily  to 
protect  the  property,  the  physical 
well-being,  and  the  lives  of  their  fellow 
Americans.  When  these  public  serv- 
ants report  to  their  duty  assignments 
each  day,  they  have  no  idea  what  dan- 
gers they  will  face  or  whether  they 
will  live  to  see  their  families.  The  least 
we  can  do  is  to  provide  them  with  the 
peace  of  mind  of  knowing  that  if  they 
do  not  survive,  our  Nation  will  not 
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turn  its  back  on  them,  and  their  de- 
pendents will  have  some  financial  as- 
sistance to  carry  on  alone. 

Although  these  Federal  employees 
originally  were  excluded  from  the  1976 
act  because  they  were  eligible  for 
other  benefits,  these  payments  have 
been  eroded  by  inflation,  and  have 
become  woefully  inadequate  for  offi- 
cers with  large  families  to  protect.  To 
correct  this  Inequity,  the  passage  of 
the  bill  before  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives today,  is  a  small  price  to 
pay  to  the  survivors  of  those  who  sac- 
rifice their  lives  so  that  the  property 
and  lives  of  others  might  be  preserved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  to  provide 
more  security  and  peace  of  mind  for 
the  families  of  all  Federal  public 
safety  officers  and  firemen  who  must 
take  risks  in  the  pursuit  of  a  safer  so- 
ciety. We  must  not  and  cannot,  in 
good  conscience,  turn  our  backs  on  the 
anguish  and  poverty  suffered  by  the 
families  of  law  officers  slain  while  pro- 
tecting our  rights  and  liberties,  and  of 
firemen  who  die  while  protecting  our 
lives  and  our  property.  I  strongly  urge 
my  colleagues  to  approve  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
simie. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Is  the  third  time 
since  1980  that  the  House  is  asked  to 
approve  legislation  amending  the  Fed- 
eral Employees"  Compensation  Act 
(FECA)  to  give  the  survivors  of  the 
Federal  law  enforcement  officers  and 
firefighters  a  lump-sum  $50,000  death 
benefit  In  addition  to  monthly  FECA 
death  benefits. 

In  1980  and  again  in  1982  the  House 
passed  similar,  if  not  Identical  bills.  In 
1980  President  Carter  pocket  vetoed 
the  bill,  saying  that  the  "special  bene- 
fits it  would  provide  are  preferential 
and  unwarranted,  and  •  •  •  would 
become  a  precedent  for  extension  of 
similar  benefits  to  other  Federal  em- 
ployees." 

In  1982  the  provisions  of  the  House- 
passed  bill  essentially  were  considered 
by  the  Senate  as  an  amendment,  not 
to  FECA.  but  to  the  Public  Safety  Of- 
ficers' Benefits  Act.  and  included  in 
the  continuing  appropriations  resolu- 
tion late  last  year,  but  deleted  In  con- 
ference. 

Like  a  bad  penny,  the  bill  has  now 
come  back  again;  and  my  opposition  to 
it  remains  as  firm  as  ever.  This  bill  is 
blatant,  special  Interest  legislation. 

By  providing  special  benefits  to  a 
select  group  of  Federal  employees 
based  upon  the  nature  and  potential 
hazards  of  their  occupation,  the  bill 
violates  a  major  principle  of  workers' 
compensation,  discriminates  against 
all  other  Federal  employees,  and  cre- 
ates new  inequities  between  Federal 
and  State  safety  officers. 

It  is  alleged  that  it  is  unfair  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  pay  a  $50,000 
benefit  to  survivors  of  State  and  local 


law  enforcement  officers  and  firefight- 
ers under  the  Public  Safety  Officers' 
Benefits  Act  of  1976  and  to  deny  this 
benefit  to  their  Federal  counterparts. 
As  with  most  claims  of  equity,  this  has 
superficial  appeal:  but  let  us  look  at 
the  record. 

The  1976  act  was  predicated  on  find- 
ings that  the  physical  risks  to  public 
safety  officers  are  great,  the  financial 
and  fringe  benefits  are  not  usually 
generous,  the  officers  are  generally 
yoxmg  with  growing  families  and 
heavy  financial  commitments,  and 
providing  greater  financial  security 
through  Federal  death  benefits  would 
attract  more  people  to  law  enforce- 
ment careers.  Behind  these  findings 
was  a  recognition  that  State  workers' 
compensation  benefits  were  generally 
inadequate  and  the  nature  of  their 
employment  prevented  purchase  of 
sufficient  life  Insurance. 

It  was  my  position  then,  as  It  Is  now, 
that  it  is  not  the  FederaJ  Govern- 
ment's responsibility  to  provide  these 
benefits,  by  having  done  so  Is  no 
reason  to  compound  the  error  by  ex- 
tending the  benefit  to  Federal  employ- 
ees. Indeed  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  the  Judiciary  made 
sp>eclfic  findings  during  consideration 
In  1976  of  the  PSOB  legislation 
against  inclusion  of  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  firefighters. 
Workers'  compensation  benefits  under 
the  Federal  Employees'  Compensation 
Act  were  deemed  adequate,  as  were 
life  Insurance  opportunities  under  the 
Federal  Employees'  Group  Life  Insur- 
ance Act  which  pays  a  double  Indemni- 
ty on  accidental  death.  Nor  was  there 
testimony  in  the  hearing  record  in 
support  of  Including  the  Federal  coun- 
terparts—not even  from  police  and 
firefighter  unions. 

That  was  1976.  What  Is  the  situation 
today?  First,  although  the  specifics 
vary  among  States,  overall.  State 
workers'  compensation  laws  have  im- 
proved markedly  since  the  1972  report 
of  the  National  Commission  on  State 
Workmen's  Compensation  Laws.  Cer- 
tainly, the  same  case  for  a  $50,000 
State  and  local  benefit  could  nut  be 
made  today.  Second.  TE,CA  benefits 
remain  among  the  most  generous  in 
the  Nation. 

FECA  pays  a  monthly  death  benefit 
of  75  percent  of  a  decedent's  gross 
salary  tax  free  for  a  widow's  life  or 
until  remarriage  and  until  children 
reach  age  18  or  23.  If  students.  More- 
over, these  benefits,  unlike  the  rule 
among  State  workers'  compensation 
laws,  are  Indexed  annually  to  Increases 
In  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  No  State 
even  approaches  FECA's  generosity, 
except  Alaska  which  exceeds  it.  For 
the  typical  Federal  law  enforcement 
officer  or  firefighter  (GS-5.  step  4) 
currently  paid  at  $14,707  per  year, 
FECA  would  pay  a  maximimi  weekly 
death  benefit  of  almost  $212  or 
$11,030  per  year— tax  free. 


Federal  law  enforcement  officers 
and  firefighters,  as  all  Federal  employ- 
ees, are  eligible  for  generous  life  insur- 
ance benefits  at  low  costs.  The  Group 
Life  Insurance  Act  was  liberalized  in 
1980  so  that  our  typical  Federal  police- 
man or  firefighter  under  age  36  could 
qualify  for  over  $161,000  in  coverage. 

The  bill  win  spawn  new  Inequities 
between  State  and  local  officers  and 
their  Federal  counterparts.  Under 
some  circumstances.  State  and  local 
police  are  eligible  for  FECA  benefits. 
In  such  cases  the  $50,000  benefit  Is 
offset  against  monthly  FECA  benefits. 
H.R.  622,  however,  would  pay  this 
$50,000  benefit  In  addition  to  monthly 
FECA  benefits. 

These  circumstances  inevitably  will 
lead  to  a  game  of  leap  frogglng. 
Indeed,  there  Is  legislation  already 
proposed  to  Increase  the  State  and 
local  benefit  from  $50,000  to 
$100,000— perhaps  In  anticipation  of 
H.R.  622's  enactment.  What  will  be 
the  House's  position  on  this  bill?  After 
all.  It  will  be  argued.  It  Is  fair,  given 
the  generosity  of  Federal  benefits— on 
top  of  a  spanking  new  $50,000  bene- 
fit—to treat  State  and  local  officers 
with  less  dignity  by  providing  them 
the  same  $50,000  benefit?  The  ante  Is 
upped  again,  and  we  are  faced  with 
the  escalation  of  Federal  entitlement 
programs. 

The  bill  will  also  spawn  Inequities  In 
FECA.  Here  Is  legislation  which  pol- 
lutes FECA.  FECA  is  a  workers'  com- 
pensation law.  Benefits  are  based  on 
lost  wages  irrespective  of  the  nature  of 
the  specific  employment.  H.R.  622,  by 
amending  FECA,  says  essentially  that 
the  hazardous  nature  of  employment 
will  govern  the  level  of  benefits.  If  this 
is  so,  are  we  willing  to  deny  this  same 
benefit  to  Federal  mine  Inspectors,  nu- 
clear powerplant  Inspectors,  or  any 
other  Federal  employee  group  with 
enough  political  clout  to  push  its 
cause? 

Speaking  of  equity  and  political 
clout,  to  bolster  their  cause,  some  pro- 
ponents of  this  bill  have  seized  upon 
the  benefits  available  to  Federal  and 
non-Federal  officers  Involved  in  the 
assassination  attempt  on  President 
Reagan. 

OK.  let's  see  how  their  bill  would 
produce  equity.  Had  deaths  resulted, 
under  current  law,  the  D.C.  police  offi- 
cer's survivors  would  have  been  eligi- 
ble for  FECA  death  benefits  because 
the  officer  was  Involved  In  prevention 
of  a  Federal  crime.  The  Secret  Service 
agent's  survivors  also  would  have  re- 
ceived FECA  death  benefits.  Under 
the  bill,  as  under  current  law,  the  D.C. 
officer's  survivors  would  have  received 
a  $50,000  benefit  but  have  It  effective- 
ly eliminated  through  the  offset.  The 
Secret  Service  agent's  survivors  under 
the  bill  would  receive  both  benefits  in 
full.  Equity? 


And  what  about  Jim  Brady  or  the 
President  himself?  Can  their  jobs  be 
considered  any  less  dangerous?  Yet 
their  survivors  would  have  received 
only  FECA  death  benefits.  Why?  We 
assume  White  House  press  secretaries 
and  Presidents  do  not  have  the  politi- 
cal clout  of  the  special  Interests  push- 
ing this  bin. 

There  is  still  more.  For  example. 
FECA's  definition  of  Injury  encom- 
passes occupational  diseases,  so  It  Is 
sufficiently  broad  to  Include  most 
heart  attacks  stemming  from  coronary 
disease.  The  1976  act  excludes  occupa- 
tional diseases.  For  the  Department  of 
Justice  to  compensate  a  heart  attack  It 
must  find  that  the  job  Incident  was  a 
substantial  causal  factor.  Under 
FECA.  a  significantly  lighter  burden 
need  be  carried,  where  It  could  be 
argued  that  the  job  incident  was  a 
contributing  cause  of  the  death. 

So,  although  both  State  and  local  of- 
ficers and  firefighters  and  their  Feder- 
al counterparts  would  be  receiving  the 
same  $50,000,  entitlement  in  cases  of 
occupational  disease  would  be  signifi- 
cantly easier  for  the  Federals.  Perhaps 
recognizing  this,  some  Members  have 
already  Introduced  bills  broadening 
entitlement  under  the  PSOB  Act  to 
compensate  for  coronary  and  lung  dis- 
eases. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  proclaims 
equity  but  Is  it  antithesis.  It  misrepre- 
sents the  benefits  already  available  to 
Federal  law  enforcement  officers  and 
firefighters.  Is  unfair  to  State  and 
local  officers,  and  unfair  to  other  Fed- 
eral employees  without  the  political 
clout  to  win  similar  concessions  from 
this  Congress. 

All  in  all,  there  Is  no  good  reason  to 
vote  for  this  bUl.  and  I  urge  you  to 
vote  "no." 

•  Mr.  BONER  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
Federal  Law  Enforcement  Officers 
and  Firefighters'  Death  Benefits  Act. 
As  an  early  cosponsor  of  this  bill,  I 
want  to  commend  the  bill's  sponsor. 
Representative  Dale  Kildee,  and  the 
members  of  the  Education  and  Labor 
Committee  for  bringing  this  Important 
measure  to  the  floor  of  the  House  so 
quickly. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  addresses  a 
major  Imbalance  In  the  Public  Safety 
Officers  Benefits  Act.  Under  current 
law.  Federal  law  enforcement  officers 
and  firefighters,  or  more  specifically 
their  surviving  spouses  and  dependent 
children,  su-e  not  eligible  to  receive  the 
death  benefits  now  afforded  the  sur- 
viving spouses  and  dependent  children 
of  State  and  local  law  enforcement  of- 
ficers smd  firefighters  killed  in  the  line 
of  duty.  This  biU  corrects  this  Inequity 
by  redefining  "law  enforcement  offi- 
cer" and  "firefighter"  to  include  Fed- 
eral personnel  and  their  surviving 
family  members. 

The  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Offi- 
cers and  Firefighters'  Death  Benefits 


Act  restores  equal  treatment  and  rec- 
ognizes the  great  hazards  associated 
with  law  enforcement  and  fireflghLmg 
activities  at  all  levels  of  government, 
not  just  the  State  and  local  level.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  in  support 
of  this  bill.* 

•  Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  blU 
before  us  today  would  provide  death 
benefits  to  survivors  of  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  firefighters.  It 
has  my  support  and  commendation. 

I  am  sure  I  do  not  need  to  remind 
this  body  that  because  of  the  police  of- 
ficers of  this  country,  America  is  "the 
land  of  the  free."  We  are  free  from  the 
type  of  crime  and  terrorism  that  is  at 
this  moment  threatening  many  other 
societies  in  the  world— societies  where 
citizens  who  do  not  have  capable  and 
dedicated  law  enforcement  cannot 
leave  their  homes  without  fear  of 
harm. 

Because  of  the  police  officers  In  this 
country,  America  Is  "the  home  of  the 
brave."  In  this  city  a  police  officer  and 
a  Secret  Service  agent  were  wounded 
while  protecting  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  It  Is  because  of  acts  of 
bravery  like  this,  that  America  contin- 
ues to  be  the  land  of  the  free. 

I  also  would  ask  my  colleagues  to 
recall  the  valiant  firefighters  of  this 
country  who  protect  lives  and  proper- 
ty and  risk  their  own  lives  dally  for 
those  In  extreme  danger.  They  deserve 
the  full  support  of  Congress. 

Currently,  local  firefighters  and  law 
enforcement  officers  receive  survivors 
death  benefits  under  Public  Law  94- 
430.  Should  we  not  provide  the  same 
benefits  to  hard-working  Federal 
safety  officers? 

Over  5,000  Federal  law  enforcement 
officers  and  almost  as  many  firefight- 
ers enlist  our  support  for  this  legisla- 
tion. I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  worthwhile  endeavor.* 
•  Mr.  CORRADA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
In  support  of  H.R.  622.  a  bill  to  amend 
title  V  of  the  United  States  Code  to 
provide  death  benefits  to  survivors  of 
Federal  law  enforcement  officers  and 
firefighters  and  for  other  purposes. 

This  bin  which  provides  $50,000 
lump  sum  death  benefit  to  survivors 
spouses,  minor  or  dependent  children 
or  dependent  parents  of  Federal  law 
enforcement  officers  and  firefighters 
who  died  as  a  result  of  an  Injury  In- 
flicted In  the  time  of  duty,  reduces  an 
Imbalance  between  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  firefighters 
and  those  employed  by  State  and  local 
governments  who  received  Federal 
death  benefits  under  Public  Safety  Of- 
ficers Benefits  Act  of  1976. 

H.R.  622,  does  justice  to  the  families 
and  dependents  of  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  firefighters 
who  live  In  Puerto  Rico  and  in  the 
States,  and  recognizes  the  great  haz- 
ards associated  with  law  enforcement 
and  firefighting  activities.  Also  It  wiU 
assist  Federal  agencies  In  recruiting 


and  retaining  qualified  law  enforce- 
ment officers  and  firefighters. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R. 
622.* 

•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  622, 
a  bill  to  provide  death  benefits  to  sur- 
vivors of  Federal  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers and  firefighters.  If  ever  there  was 
a   legislative    proposal   that   required 
minimal  debate  and  swift  approval,  it 
is  this  bill.  A  similar  bill  was  passed  by 
the  House  in  the  96th  Congress,  and 
last  year— In  the  97th  Congress— the 
House  passed  a  bill  identical  to  H.R. 
622.  On  both  occasions  the  measures 
were  passed  by  overwhelming  margins. 
No  Intervening  event  has  altered  the 
circiunstances  which  require  this  cor- 
rective legislation.  Only  time  has  ac- 
celerated the  need  for  Its  enactment. 
It  has  been  6  years  since  the  Congress 
enacted  legislation  to  provide  a  lump 
sum    death    benefit    to    survivors    of 
State  and  local  public  safety  officers. 
Our  Federal  public  safety  officers  de- 
serve no  less.  They  should  not  have  to 
wait  any  longer  for  this  remedlsJ  legis- 
lation. 

H.R.  622  would  provide  a  $50,000 
lump  sum  death  benefit  to  surviving 
dependents  of  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment officers  and  firefighters  who  are 
killed  in  the  line  of  duty.  This  Is  the 
same  benefit  to  which  survivors  of 
State  and  local  officers  are  now  enti- 
tled under  the  Public  Safety  Officers' 
Benefits  Act  of  1976.  Federal  public 
safety  officers,  like  their  counterparts 
on  the  State  and  local  level,  are  en- 
gaged In  the  same  hazardous  occupa- 
tions. Federal  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers must  apprehend  suspects  or  con- 
victed criminals  and  face  confronta- 
tions involving  deadly  weapons. 

These  situations  are  no  less  life 
threatening  because  the  officers  in- 
volved are  Federal  employees.  Similar- 
ly. Federal  firefighters  are  no  less 
threatened  than  their  State  and  local 
counterparts  because  the  fires  they 
are  called  upon  to  extinguish  happen 
to  be  in  Federal  buildings  or  on  Feder- 
al property.  To  paraphrase  the  state- 
ment of  a  witness  at  our  recent  hear- 
ings, when  a  Federal  officer  and  a 
local  officer  are  killed,  the  deaths  are 
no  less  grievous  for  one  officer's 
family  than  the  other. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  frequently  our 
Federal  safety  officers  work  side  by 
side  with  State  and  local  officers.  If 
those  officers  are  killed  performing 
their  assigned  duties,  each  family  of 
the  State  and  local  officer  would  re- 
ceive $50,000  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. The  families  of  the  Federal 
officers  would  receive  nothing.  We 
should  not  expect  our  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  firefighters  to 
continue  facing  the  ever-present  perils 
of  death  in  the  line  of  duty  and  then 
disregard  the  need  to  protect  their 
families  from  financial  disaster. 
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Since  additional  death  benefits  have 
been  provided  to  State  and  local  public 
safety  officers  working  in  dangerous 
occupations,  it  is  only  fair  that  similar 
l)enefits  are  extended  to  Federal 
public  safety  officers  who  perform 
equally  dangerous  jobs.  This  legisla- 
tion will  remove  the  existing  disparity 
in  benefits  and  insure  the  financial  se- 
curity of  the  surviving  dependents  of 
Federal  public  safety  officers  who  risk 
their  lives  daily  to  protect  the  proper- 
ty and  lives  of  our  citizens.* 
•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
join  with  my  colleagues  in  expressing 
my  support  for  this  vital  legislation 
which  will  give  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment officers  a  $50,000  death  benefit 
in  order  to  bring  their  compensatory 
programs  up  to  the  same  levels  as 
their  colleagues  on  the  State  and 
locals. 

H.R.  622  provides  a  $50,000  lump 
sum  payment  to  officers  killed  in  the 
line  of  duty— anticipated  to  be  ap- 
proximately five  to  seven  officers  per 
year.  As  a  23-year  veteran  of  the  New 
York  City  Police  Department.  I  know 
firsthand  the  threat  to  life  and  limb 
that  our  law  enforcement  officials  face 
on  a  daily  basis.  I  have  attended  scores 
of  funerals  of  police  and  firefighters 
killed  in  the  line  of  duty.  The  loss 
their  families  face— their  wives,  hus- 
bands, and  children— are  tremendous. 
H.R.  622  is  a  small  but  important  step 
toward  compensating  these  families.  I 
would  hope  that  this  would  be  a  first 
step  toward  improving  benefits  to  law 
enforcement  officials  who  daily  must 
place  their  own  lives  on  the  line  in 
order  to  make  our  own  lives  safer. 

I  have  authored  legislation  which 
would  provide  scholarships  to  children 
of  law  enforcement  officials  who  are 
also  killed  in  the  line  of  duty.  This  bill. 
H.R.  3035.  has  been  referred  to  the 
Education  and  Labor  Committee.  I 
would  hope  that  we  could  build  upon 
the  fine  record  of  our  committee  in 
protecting  working  men  and  women— 
and  their  families— by  holding  hear- 
ings on  H.R.  3035  in  the  near  future. 

Prompt  action  is  necessary  on  H.R. 
622.  Dviring  the  97th  Congress,  the 
House — with  my  strong  support- 
passed  identical  legislation.  H.R.  756. 
on  August  4.  1982.  by  a  vote  of  327  to 
82.  It  was  adopted  by  the  Senate  in 
the  continuing  resolution  on  Decem- 
ber 18.  1982.  This  bill  came  t)efore  our 
committee  this  year  on  July  14  and 
was  adopted  without  dissent. 

I  urge  prompt  action  on  this  bill 
today.  I  also  commend  my  colleagues 
on  the  House  Education  and  Labor 
Committee.  Mr.  Kildee  who  intro- 
duced the  bill,  and  my  chairman.  Carl 
Perkins,  who  facilitated  its  timely 
passage.  It  is  time  to  give  proper  recog- 
nition for  the  m&ny  sacrifices  our 
iwlice  and  firefighters  make  for  us  on 
a  daily  basis.  H.R.  622  Is  appropriate 
recognition  and  should  be  passed.* 


•  Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  622.  a  long-needed 
measure  that  would  extend  death  ben- 
efits to  survivors  of  Federal  law  en- 
forcement and  fireflghting  personnel 
killed  in  the  line  of  duty.  We  must 
share  a  common  commitment  to  ease 
the  suffering  of  the  families  of  dedi- 
cated men  and  women  who  die  while 
protecting  the  lives  of  others. 

In  extending  a  $50,000  death  benefit 
to  the  spouses  and  children  of  these 
dedicated  people,  we  must  remember 
that  their  counterparts  in  State  jmd 
local  government  jobs  already  receive 
such  a  benefit.  Therefore,  we  would 
simply  be  erasing  an  Injustice  at  a 
minimal  cost  to  the  Nation. 

Existing  benefits  to  these  employees 
are  simply  Inadequate  to  support  their 
families  in  the  event  of  a  tragedy.  This 
is  especially  true  of  our  Nation's 
younger,  lower  paid  officers:  their  sur- 
vivors must  often  meet,  at  the  same 
time,  the  Increased  costs  of  child  rear- 
ing, mortgage  payments,  and  other 
living  costs. 

We  must  never  forget  the  anguish  of 
families  In  the  loss  of  a  loved  one:  we 
cannot  erase  their  physical  and  mental 
suffering.  However,  by  adopting  this 
measure,  we  can  lessen  their  financial 
burdens  and  somehow  reaffirm  the 
values  that  might  otherwise  have  been 
shattered  by  the  Inunenseness  of  their 
personal  tragedy. 

These  firefighters  and  law  enforce- 
ment officers  engage  In  dangerous  oc- 
cupations that  often  require  them  to 
risk  their  lives.  Accordingly.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  adopt  this  measure:  the 
constant  risks  these  brave  men  and 
women  face  should  not  leave  their 
families  open  to  the  risks  of  financial 
stress.* 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  Is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Kildee)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  622. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEIAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of 
rule  I.  and  the  Chair's  prior  announce- 
ment, further  proceedings  on  this 
motion  will  be  postponed. 


CONGRESSIONAL  ADVISORY 
COMMISSION  ON  BOXING 

Mr.  PLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  !  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  2498).  to  establish  a  Congres- 
sional Advisory  Board  on  Boxing,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


H.R.  2498 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Houte  of 
RepTesenlatives    of   the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Congressional  Advisory  Board  on  Boxing 
Act". 

ESTABLISHMKNT 

Sec.  2.  There  is  established  an  advisory 
board  to  be  known  as  the  Congressional  Ad- 
visory Board  on  Boxing  (hereinafter  In  this 
Act  referred  to  as  the  "Advisory  Board"). 

pdrpose  of  commission 
Sec.  3.  The  purpose  of  the  Advisory  Board 
is  to  make  legislative  recommendations  to 
the  Congress,  consistent  with  this  Act. 
based  un  its  studies  undertaken  with  respect 
to  all  aspects  of  professional  boxing  events 
held  in  the  United  States  or  broadcast  or 
otherwise  transmitted  in  interstate  com- 
merce 

membership 
Sec.   4.   (a)   Number   and   Appointment.— 
The  Advisory  Board  shall  be  composed  of 
ten  members  as  follows: 

(1)  One  physician  with  special  knowledge 
or  expertise  with  respect  to  the  health  and 
medical  dangers  associated  with  profession- 
al boxing,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

(2)  One  physician  with  special  knowledge 
or  expertise  with  respect  to  the  health  and 
medical  dangers  associated  with  profession- 
al boxing,  to  be  appointed  by  the  majority 
leader  of  the  Senate. 

(3)  One  member  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
from  among  individuals  involved  In  the 
presentation  or  regulation  of  professional 
boxing  events,  including  boxers,  promoters, 
and  State  athletic  commissioners. 

(4)  Two  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
majority  leader  of  the  Senate  from  among 
individuals  involved  In  the  presentation  or 
regulation  of  professional  boxing  events,  in- 
cluding boxers,  promoters,  and  State  athlet- 
ic commissioners. 

(5)  Three  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
from  among  individuals  not  Involved  in  the 
presentation  or  regulation  of  professional 
boxing  events. 

(6)  Two  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
majority  leader  of  the  Senate  from  among 
individuals  not  involved  in  the  presentation 
or  regulation  of  professional  boxing  events. 

(b)  Basic  Pay.— Members  of  the  Advisory 
Board  shall  each  be  paid  at  a  rate  not  to 
exceed  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual 
rate  of  basic  pay  for  GS-18  of  the  General 
Schedule  for  each  day  (Including  travel- 
time)  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the 
actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Advisory  Board. 

(c)  Chairman.— The  Chairman  of  the  Ad- 
visory Board  shall  be  designated  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
The  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Advisory  Board 
shall  be  designated  by  the  majority  leader 
of  the  Senate. 

(d)  Organizational  Meeting.— Not  later 
than  thirty  days  after  all  members  have 
been  appointed  to  the  Advisory  Board,  the 
Advisory  Board  shall  hold  an  organizational 
meeting  to  establish  the  rules  and  proce- 
dures under  which  it  will  carry  out  its  re- 
sponsibilities. Such  rules  and  procedures 
shall  provide  that  all  Advisory  Board  meet- 
ings shall  be  open  to  the  public,  that  half  of 
the  total  Advisory  Board  membership  shall 


constitute  a  quorum,  and  that  a  majority  of 
those  voting  shall  be  required  to  authorize 
any  recommendation  or  other  official  action 
of  the  Advisory  Board. 

STAFT  or  advisory  boars:  experts  AMD 
CONStTLTANTS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Staff.— Subject  to  such  rules  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  Advisory  Board, 
the  Chairman  may  appoint  and  fix  the  pay 
of  such  personnel  as  the  Chairman  consid- 
ers appropriate. 

(b)  Applicability  of  Certain  Civil  Serv- 
ice Laws.— The  staff  of  the  Advisory  Board 
shaU  be  appointed  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  governing  ap- 
pointments in  the  competiUve  service,  and 
shall  be  paid  In  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  chapter  51  and  subchapter  HI  of 
chapter  53  of  such  title  relating  to  classifi- 
cation and  General  Schedule  pay  rates. 

(c)  Experts  and  Consultants.— Subject  to 
such  rules  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Advi- 
sory Board,  the  Chairman  may  procure  tem- 
porary and  intermittent  services  under  sec- 
tion 309(b)  of  title  5  of  the  United  SUtes 
Code. 

(d)  Staff  of  Federal  Agencies.— Upon  re- 
quest of  the  Chairman,  the  head  of  any 
Federal  agency  shall  detail  any  of  the  per- 
sonnel of  such  agency  to  the  Advisory 
Board  to  assist  the  Advisory  Board  In  carry- 
ing out  its  duties  under  this  Act. 

POWERS  OF  ADVISORY  BOAKD 


Sec.  6.  (a)  Hearings  and  Sessions.— The 
Advisory  Board  may,  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying out  this  Act.  hold  such  hearings,  sit 
and  act  at  such  times  and  places,  take  such 
testimony,  and  receive  such  evidence,  as  the 
Advisory  Board  considers  appropriate. 

(b)  Obtaining  Official  Data.— The  Advi- 
sory Board  may  secure  directly  from  any  de- 
partment or  agency  of  the  United  States  in- 
formation necessary  to  enable  It  to  carry 
out  this  Act.  Upon  request  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  Advisory  Board,  the  head  of  such  de- 
partment or  agency  shall  furnish  such  in- 
formation to  the  Advisory  Board. 

(c)  Mails.- The  Advisory  Board  may  use 
the  United  SUtes  malls  In  the  same  manner 
and  under  the  same  conditions  as  other  de- 
partments and  agencies  of  the  United 
States. 

(d)  Administrative  StJPPORT  Services.— 
The  head  of  any  department  or  agency  of 
the  United  SUtes  shall  provide  to  the  Advi- 
sory Board  such  administrative  support 
services  as  the  Chairman  may  request. 

(e)  Office  Space.— The  Advisory  Board 
shall  be  provided  with  appropriate  office 
space  to  enable  It  to  carry  out  Ite  responsl- 
bUlties  under  this  Act.  at  no  expense  to  the 
Advisory  Board. 

(f)  SuBPENA  Power.— (1)  The  Advisory 
Board  may  issue  subpenas  requiring  the  at- 
tendance and  testimony  of  witnesses  and 
the  production  of  any  evidence  that  relates 
to  any  matter  under  investigation  by  the 
Advisory  Board.  Such  attendance  of  wit- 
nesses and  the  production  of  such  evidence 
may  be  required  from  any  place  within  a  ju- 
dicial district  at  any  designated  place  of 
hearing  within  such  judicial  district. 

(2)  If  a  person  Issued  a  subpena  under 
paragrapli  ( 1  >  refuses  to  obey  such  subpena 
or  Is  guilty  of  contumacy,  any  court  of  the 
United  SUtes  within  the  judicial  district 
within  which  the  hearing  Is  conducted  or 
within  the  judicial  district  within  which 
such  person  is  found  or  resides  or  transacts 
business  may  (upon  application  by  the  Advi- 
sory Board)  order  such  person  to  appear 
before  the  Advisory  Board  to  produce  evi- 
dence or  to  give  testimony  relating  to  the 


matter  under  Investigation.  Any  failure  to 
obey  such  order  of  the  court  may  be  pun- 
ished by  such  court  as  a  contempt  thereof. 

(3)  The  subpenas  of  the  Advisory  Board 
shall  be  served  In  the  manner  provided  for 
subpenas  Issued  by  a  United  SUtes  district 
court  under  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure for  the  United  SUtes  district  courts. 

(4)  All  process  of  any  court  to  which  appli- 
cation may  be  made  under  this  section  may 
be  served  in  the  judicial  district  in  which 
the  person  required  to  be  served  resides  or 
may  be  found. 

REPORT 

Sec.  7.  The  Advisory  Board  shall  transmit 
to  the  Congress  not  later  than  nine  months 
after  the  organizational  meeting  of  the  Ad- 
visory Board  is  held  under  section  4(d)  of 
this  Act  a  report  which  shall  conUin  a  de- 
tailed sUtement  of  the  findings  and  conclu- 
sions of  the  Advisory  Board,  together  with 
its  recommendations  for  such  Federal  legis- 
lation as  it  considers  appropriate,  including 
whether  or  not  to  esUbllsh  a  Federal 
agency  for  the  purpose  of  overseeing  profes- 
sional boxing  and  the  appropriate  role  of 
such  agency,  and  Including  minimum  na- 
tional standards  with  respect  to— 

(1)  licensing  requirements,  including  profi- 
ciency and  training  standards,  for  boxers, 
promoters,  referees,  judges,  ringside  physi- 
cians, timekeepers,  and  all  other  ring  offl- 
ci&ls* 

(2)  health  and  medical  requirements  ap- 
plicable to  professional  boxers,  including 
periodic  physical  examinations  which  shall 
be  administered  to  boxers  and  referees,  and 
Including  minimum  standards  for  pre-  and 
post-fight  physical  examinations  of  boxers 
by  physicians  specializing  in  pertinent  medi- 
cal disciplines.  Including,  but  not  limited  to, 
ophthalmology  and  neurology; 

(3)  safety  requirements  and  performance 
standards  for  equipment  and  facilities  used 
In  professional  boxing  events; 

(4)  bonding  requirements  for  promoters  of 
professional  boxing  events; 

(5)  accounUbUlty  in  all  aspects  of  profes- 
sional boxing; 

(6)  health,  life,  and  accident  insurance  re- 
quirement for  professional  boxers; 

(7)  the  reporting  to  a  national  authority 
of  information  on  the  health,  medical  condi- 
tion, physical  characteristics  (including  size 
and  weight),  background,  and  ring  record  of 
professional  boxers,  as  well  as  background 
Information  on  promoters,  and  the  report- 
ing of  Information  on  aU  professional 
boxing  matches  to  be  held  In  the  United 
SUtes;  for  use  in  esUbUshing  and  maintain- 
ing an  accurate  and  current  account  of  a 
classification  and  ranking  of  professional 
boxers,  and  for  the  purpose  of  faclliUtlng 
the  protection  of  the  safety  and  well-being 
of  such  boxers;  and 

(8)  fines  and  penalties,  including  the 
denial  or  revocation  of  licenses,  for  viola- 
tions of  the  national  standards  so  esUb- 
llshed  under  Federal  law. 


TERMINATION 

Sec.  8.  The  Advisory  Board  shaU  cease  to 
exist  sixty  days  after  submitting  Its  report 
pursuant  to  section  7. 


AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  9.  There  Is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated $880,000  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  a  second. 


The  SPEAICER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Plorio)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes. And  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  ERLENBORN)  wlll  be  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Plorio). 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  recent  boxing  tragedies 
have  caused  many  to  call  for  strong 
regulation  of  the  boxing  Industry,  and 
In  some  cases,  for  its  prohibition.  Con- 
gress has  looked  at  boxing  at  different 
times  in  the  past,  although  legislation 
has  never  been  enacted  Into  law.  This  is 
the  first  time.  In  fact,  that  a  committee 
of  either  the  House  or  the  other  body 
has  reported  boxing  legislation  in  al- 
most 20  years. 

The  regulation  of  boxing  is  best  de- 
scribed as  a  "nonsystem."  Each  State 
determines  the  extent  to  which  it  will 
or  will  not  regulate  boxing.  Many 
States  do  not  have  a  statewide  govern- 
ing body  at  all.  And  most  importantly, 
there  is  no  central  data  source  to 
which  the  States  can  turn  in  order  to 
obtain  comprehensive  fight  and  injury 
records  on  boxers. 

Currently,  43  States  have  athletic 
commissions  which  regulate  both  ama- 
teur and  professional  boxing.  Two 
States,  Florida  and  Ohio,  regulate 
boxing  through  county  commissions. 
Five  States,  Georgia,  Oklahoma, 
South  Carolina,  Wyoming,  and  Colora- 
do do  not  have  any  form  of  boxing  reg- 
ulations. 

The  quality  of  regulation  varies 
widely  from  State  to  State  on  such  key 
issues  as:  "Physical  examinations; 
ringside  medical  attendance:  licensing 
of  facilities  and  promoters,  as  well  as 
fighters;  ring  and  equipment  stand- 
ards; division  of  revenues,  including 
revenues  from  television  coverage; 
bonding;  staff  resources,  powers  and 
duties  of  the  State  regulatory  author- 
ity- 
For  example  in  a  report  prepared  for 

my  subcommittee,  the  Congressional 
Research  Service  of  the  Library  of 
Congress  determined  that: 

Because  of  the  disparity  in  SUte  medical 
requirements,  as  well  as  the  absence  of  a  na- 
tional medical  recordkeeping  system,  an  un- 
scrupulous manager  could  conceivably 
transport  an  unhealthy  or  injured  boxer 
from  a  highly  regulated  SUte  (such  as  New 
York)  to  compete  In  a  boxing  match  In  an 
unregulated  SUte  (such  as  Georgia)  in 
order  to  avoid  a  mandatory  suspension  due 
to  injury.  Thus,  it  can  be  argued  that  under 
current  regulations  the  medical  safety  of 
participants  is  not  fully  protected  or  as- 
sured. 


The  Congressional  Research  Service 
also  foimd  that  the  "power  vested  in 
the  State  boxing  commission  or  the 
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state  commissioner  may  be  either  lim- 
ited or  extremely  broad."  They  also 
found  that  State  boxing  commission- 
ers have  the  authority  to  suspend 
State  boxing  standards.  According  to 
the  Library's  reports,  "such  broad  dis- 
cretion to  suspend  explicit  regulations 
can  lead  to  arbitrary  relaxation  of 
rules  in  the  Interest  of  accommodating 
political  and  public  Influence." 

The  report  concluded  that: 

What  Is  clear  from  even  a  cursory  exami- 
nation •  •  •  Is  that  boxing  regulation  varies 
considerably  among  the  States.  Without 
minimum  national  standards  In  the  areas  of 
medical  treatment,  training,  equipment,  and 
enforcement.  State  regulation  is  arguably  a 
limited  method  for  "protecting  (society) 
against  the  evils  that  once  led  society  to  ban 
the  sport." 

During  the  hearings  my  subcommit- 
tee held,  with  the  great  leadership  of 
Congressman  Richardson,  as  well  as 
Congressman  Ritter,  in  a  bipartisan 
way.  we  heard  from  boxers.  State  ath- 
letic commissioners,  the  media,  refer- 
ees and  the  medical  community.  Over- 
whelmingly, these  individuals,  like  the 
Library,  spoke  of  the  need  to  establish 
minimum  uniform  standards  in  profes- 
sional boxing. 

The  legislation  which  we  are  dealing 
with  today,  which  had  bipartisan  sup- 
port unanimously  offered  at  the  sub- 
committee and  at  the  full  conunittee 
level  we  are  considering  today  would 
accomplish  this  goal  through  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  Congressional  Ad- 
visory Board  on  Boxing.  Under  the 
legislation,  this  Commission  would 
report  back  to  Congress  within  9 
months  concerning  the  establishment 
of  minimum,  uniform  national  stand- 
ards in  boxing.  For  example,  the  bill 
requires  the  Board  to  report  back  con- 
cerning the  need  for  a  national  au- 
thority to  maintain  up-to-date  infor- 
mation on  the  health  and  ring  records 
and  background  of  boxers.  The  Board 
would  also  look  at  the  question  of 
whether  a  national  authority  should 
be  established  to  develop  and  maintain 
classifications  and  rankings  of  profes- 
sional boxers. 

I  believe  it  is  important  to  point  out 
that  the  establishment  of  uniform 
minimum  standards  under  Federal  law 
does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the 
States'  regulatory  function  would  be 
preempted.  Irvstead.  the  Federal  role 
could  be  limited  to  the  establishment 
of  minimum  standards  which  the 
States  then  could  enforce  and  add  to. 

At  the  same  time,  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  understand  that  the  absence  of 
uniform  minimum  standards  and  a 
central  source  of  data  on  medical  and 
ring  records  poses  a  continuing  threat 
to  the  health  and  safety  of  boxers.  For 
example,  the  State  of  Ohio  has  no 
statewide  authority  to  regulate 
boxing;  instead,  boxing  in  that  State  is 
regxilated  by  eight  local  commissions. 
As  a  result.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to 
tract  the  careers  of  boxers  from  Ohio. 


A  constituent  of  mine.  Ralph  Citro. 
has  spent  the  last  several  years  devel- 
oping a  national  data  base  of  informa- 
tion on  boxers.  Information  from  Mr. 
Citro's  records  demonstrates  that  the 
absence  of  up-to-date  information  en- 
ables many  fighters  to  go  on  fighting 
in  violation  of  commission  regulations. 
For  example,  a  "junior  welter-  weight" 
boxer  from  Columbus.  Ohio,  named 
Chico  Rodriguez  was  knocked  out  in 
seven  different  fights  in  1982. 

On  January  22,  1982.  he  was 
knocked  out  in  Toronto.  Canada,  and 
just  4  days  later  he  was  knocked  out 
again  in  a  fight  in  Monroeville,  Pa.  He 
fought  again  on  February  12,  March  7, 
April  18,  November  9,  and  November 
27.  In  each  fight  he  was  knocked  out, 
and,  therefore,  required  by  regulations 
of  various  States  not  to  fight  for  at 
least  30  days. 

The  legislation  we  are  considering 
would  help  prevent  this  type  of  thing 
from  occurring  by  developing  propos- 
als for  the  type  of  national  authority 
which  is  needed  to  insure  that  the 
States  have  the  information  they  need 
to  enforce  their  own  regulations. 

Under  this  legislation,  the  Board 
would  have  10  members.  The  Board 
would  have  the  authority  to  utilize 
staff  and  administrative  resources  of 
government  agencies  so  as  to  avoid  du- 
plication of  effort  and  unnecessary 
Federal  expenditures.  In  addition,  the 
Board  would  have  a  budget  of  $800,000 
to  fund  its  activities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  this  is  an  im- 
portant piece  of  legislation,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  it. 
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Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
simie. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  those  who 
are  never  shy  about  having  the  Feder- 
al Government  assert  itself.  There  are 
those  who  feel  there  is  no  problem  ex- 
istent that  is  not  subject  to  some  Fed- 
eral solution.  I  think  it  is  only  those 
who  have  that  sort  of  philosophy  who 
would  want  to  support  the  bill  before 
us  to  create  the  Boxing  Commission  or 
Board. 

This,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  clearly  intend- 
ed to  lead  to  a  recommendation  for 
Federal  legislation  regulating  boxing. 

I  would  just  point  out  that  no  other 
sport  has  such  a  Federal  regulatory 
scheme.  In  other  words,  when  prob- 
lems have  arisen  in  other  sports, 
whether  football,  basketball,  collegiate 
sports,  baseball,  wherever  there  have 
been  problems  with  a  professional 
sport  or  a  collegiate  sport  the  people 
engaged  in  that  activity  have  found  a 
method  of  policing  themselves  rather 
than  turning  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
sponsors  of  this  legislation  envision  a 
recommendation  within  the  9  months, 
I  believe  it  is.  that  the  study  is  to  be 


carried  on,  that  would  lead  to  the  in- 
troduction and  in  their  mind  the  hope- 
ful passage  of  a  Federal  regulatory 
scheme  of  some  nature. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  this  is  a  mis- 
take. I  know  that  boxing  is  in  very 
poor  repute.  I  think  that  the  public 
will  respond  by  not  attending  matches, 
by  not  watching  the  television,  and  if 
there  are  those  in  the  sport  who  would 
like  to  save  it  they  will  Join  together 
to  save  the  sport  through  self -regula- 
tion. 

I  would  like  to  comment  apart  from 
the  substance  of  this  bill  on  the  proce- 
dure. In  our  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  we  had  a  record  vote  on  SLn 
amendment  that  would  include, 
among  the  matters  to  be  studied  under 
this  legislation,  the  question  of  abol- 
ishing boxing  altogether. 

Now  before  us  in  an  amendment 
agreed  to  by  the  sponsors  in  each  of 
our  two  committees  which  eliminates 
that  as  one  of  the  charges  to  the  com- 
mission. 

In  addition,  in  our  conunittee  we.  by 
agreement,  reduced  the  amount  of  au- 
thorized appropriation  from  I  believe 
it  was  $950,000  to  $350,000.  I  under- 
stand that  the  amendment  that  has 
been  offered  by  the  agreement  of  the 
managers  will  Increase  that  back  to 
$880,000. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sorry  to  see  these 
changes  made.  They  do  not  reflect  the 
wishes  of  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  as  expressed  in  the  meeting 
where  we  considered  this  legislation. 

One  other  thing,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  call  my  colleagues'  atten- 
tion, particularly  my  colleague  from 
the  Education  and  Labor  Committee, 
to  the  agreement  that  we  had  in  the 
House  Education  and  Labor  Commit- 
tee version  that  the  power  given  to  the 
commission  to  gather  information  in 
the  possession  of  other  Federal  agen- 
cies was  not  meant  to  be  construed  as 
superseding  or  otherwise  affecting  any 
law,  regulation  or  executive  order 
which  governs  the  confidentiality  of 
such  Information. 

We  had  in  the  House  report  specific 
language  on  page  12  in  the  first  full 
paragraph  to  that  effect. 

I  would  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Williams)  and  would 
yield  to  him  for  that  purpose,  whether 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  managers  of 
this  legislation  that  the  same  interpre- 
tation be  put  on  the  compromise  ver- 
sion, even  though  the  House  report 
does  not  directly  affect  it? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Montana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Montana.  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding  and  will  tell 
him  that  that  is  the  understanding  of 
the  sponsors  of  this  legislation.  We 
wsuit  to  assure  that  this  bill  protects 
the  confidentiality  of  information,  and 


I   join   my   colleague   in   that   under- 
standing. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  thank  my  col- 
league. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  7 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Richardson). 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
every  Member  of  Congress  was  sad- 
dened last  year  by  the  unfortunate 
death  of  the  Korean  figher  Kim.  who 
died  during  a  match  with  Ray  Man- 
clni.  All  of  us  watched  in  horror  as  the 
networks  replayed  video  accounts  of 
the  young  fighter's  tragic  demise. 
Many  of  us  in  the  Congress  felt  the 
profession  needs  a  critical  examination 
with  an  eye  toward  structural  changes 
designed  to  protect  the  health  and 
safety  of  boxers  and  to  insure  the  pro- 
fession continues  to  have  the  respect 
and  confidence  of  the  public. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Commerce.  Transportation  and  Tour- 
ism (Mr.  Florio),  convened  hearings 
on  professional  boxing.  At  these  hear- 
ings, I  and  other  members  of  the  sub- 
committee heard  testimony  from  a 
broad  range  of  witnesses  involved  in 
professional  boxing.  We  heard  from 
boxers,  from  referees,  from  media, 
from  State  athletic  commissioners, 
and  from  national  and  international 
organizations  involved  in  sanctioning 
professional  boxing  events. 

On  April  12.  after  the  conclusion  of 
these  hearings,  I  Introduced  H.R.  2498. 
a  bill  to  establish  a  Federal  Advisory 
Board  on  Boxing.  This  Board,  which 
would  be  composed  of  10  members,  5 
appointed  by  the  Speaker  and  5  ap- 
pointed by  the  majority  leader  of  the 
Senate,  would  spend  9  months  closely 
examining  issues  identified  at  our 
hearings  as  being  important  to  the 
future  of  professional  boxing.  These 
issues  include:  Licensing  requirements, 
including  proficiency  and  training 
standards  for  boxers,  promoters,  refer- 
ees, judges,  ringside  physicians,  and 
other  ring  officials;  health  and  medi- 
cal requirements,  including  prefight 
and  postfight  testing  and  examination 
by  physicians  specializing  in  cardiolog- 
ical, neurological,  and  ophthalmologl- 
cal  treatment  for  professional  boxers; 
and  the  reporting  to  a  national  au- 
thority of  information  on  the  health 
and  medical  condition  and  background 
of  boxers  for  use  in  establishing  and 
maintaining  an  accurate  and  current 
account  of  a  classification  and  ranking 
of  professional  boxers. 

At  the  end  of  the  9-month  period, 
the  board  would  be  required  to  report 
to  the  Congress  with  specific  recom- 
mendations of  each  of  these  Issues,  In- 
cluding any  proposed  legislation. 

The  iKjard  is  not  designed  to  become 
another  faceless  bureaucracy  that 
could  burrow  away  in  a  government 
office  building  and  perpetuate  itself 


each  year  in  the  appropriations  proc- 
ess. Rather,  this  is  a  temporary  body 
which  would  exist  only  for  less  than  1 
year.  Sixty  days  after  the  report  to 
the  Congress  is  filed,  the  board  would 
cease  to  exist. 

During  our  consideration  of  the  bill 
before  the  full  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee,  several  cost-savings  meas- 
ures were  adopted,  including  requiring 
the  General  Services  Administration 
to  provide  surplus  office  space  and  al- 
lowing existing  civil  service  employees 
to  be  detailed  to  the  board  on  a  tempo- 
rary basis.  As  a  result  the  authoriza- 
tion for  the  board  has  been  cut  from 
$2  million  to  $880,000. 

Mr.  Speaker,  boxing  is  the  third  or 
fourth  most  popular  sport  in  our  coun- 
try. Millions  of  Americans  watch 
fights  every  year.  In  my  own  State  of 
New  Mexico,  boxing  is  an  immensely 
popular  amateur  sport,  particularly 
among  Hispanic  youth.  Competition  is 
very  intense  at  the  local  level  and  New 
Mexico  has  produced  its  fair  share  of 
amateur  champions  and  professional 
fighters  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  ur- 
gently needed.  We  must  establish  a 
board  and  allow  the  best  minds  in  the 
profession  to  sit  down  together  with 
adequate  resources  and  hammer  out  a 
series  of  recommendations  for  the 
Congress  to  consider  and,  hopefully, 
adopt  into  law.  We  cannot  continue 
under  the  fragmented  and  dangerous- 
ly ineffective  State  regulation  scheme 
under  which  the  boxing  profession 
currently  operates. 

I  commend  the  floor  manager  of  the 
bill,  the  chairman  of  the  Commerce. 
Transportation  and  Tourism  Subcom- 
mittee for  his  strong  support.  I  also 
appreciate  the  input  of  my  friend 
from  Montana  (Mr.  Williams). 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  H.R. 
2498.  We  must  not  wait  until  another 
tragedy  occurs  before  we  are  moved  to 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  my  colleague  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Nielson). 

Mr.  NIELSON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  rise  In  opposition  to  this  bill.  I  serve 
on  both  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  and  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  which  had  this 
bill  and  I  think  the  compromise  before 
us  adopts  the  worst  features  added  by 
both  committees. 

The  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce set  up  a  commission  to  look  at. 
among  other  things,  licensing,  health, 
medical,  and  safety  requirements  for 
professional  boxers.  They  made  no 
mention  of  establishing  a  Federal  reg- 
ulatory agency  to  regulate  boxing  but. 
rather,  a  set  of  uniform  national 
standards  to  be  adopted  and  enforced 
by  the  States. 

However,  the  Education  and  Labor 
Committee  agreed  as  part  of  the  com- 
promise to  Include  language  specifical- 


ly directing  the  commission  to  look  at 
the  establishment  of  a  Federal  regula- 
tory body  for  the  purpose  of  regulat- 
ing all  aspects  of  professional  boxing. 

This  typifies  the  mentality  which 
has  brought  us  so  much  Federal  regu- 
lation—if there  is  a  problem,  there 
must  be  a  Federal  solution.  In  other 
words,  they  took  the  worst  provision 
of  the  Education  and  Labor  bill  and 
put  that  In  the  bill  Instead  of  the  more 
sensible  Energy  and  Commerce  ap- 
proach. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Erlenborn)  has 
mentioned,  they  left  out  the  possibili- 
ty of  looking  at  boxing  as  being  dan- 
gerous and  cruel  and  perhaps  a  sport 
that  ought  to  be  abolished.  This  very 
desirable  provision  of  the  Education 
and  Labor  Committee  was  deleted  in 
the  compromise. 

The  compromise  bill  also  raises  the 
money  to  the  excessive  amount  of 
$880,000,  very  near  the  extravagant 
Energy  and  Commerce  figure  of 
$950,000,  and  much  above  the  reasona- 
ble $350,000  reconamended  by  the  Edu- 
cation and  Labor  Conunittee. 

In  my  view,  they  have  Incorporated 
in  this  bill  all  of  the  undesirable 
things  that  were  done  In  both  the 
Committees  on  Education  and  Labor 
and  Energy  and  Commerce. 

If  they  had  taken  the  best  parts  of 
the  actions  of  these  two  committees,  I 
think  we  would  have  a  much  better 
bill  and  one  which  I  could  support. 
Unfortvmately  I  must  oppose  it  as  It 
now  stands. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  7 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mon- 
tana (Mr.  Wiu.iams). 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Montana.  I  thank 
my  colleague  and  rise  In  support  of 
H.R.  2498. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Florio),  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Rich- 
ardson) and  both  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee  and  the  Educa- 
tion and  Labor  Committee  for  their 
work  on  this  Important  piece  of  legis- 
lation. 

I  sdso  want  to  particularly  note  the 
support  by  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Miller)  of  the  Labor 
Standards  Subcommittee. 

H.R.  2498  has  been  the  product  of 
hard  work  and  much  compromise.  I 
must  say,  frankly,  sometimes  I  have 
believed  that  the  compromise  was  too 
much. 

On  March  2,  I  Introduced  H.R.  1751 
entitled  the  Federal  Boxer  Protection 
Act.  This  legislation  called  for  the 
Labor  Department  to  establish  a  Fed- 
eral Boxing  Commission  that  would, 
through  regulation,  set  minimum 
health  and  safety  standards  for  boxers 
In  their  workplace,  the  ring. 
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Shortly  after  introduction  of  that 
bill.  Congressman  Plorio  Introduced  a 
boxer  study  panel  which  serves  as  the 
basis  of  today's  legislation. 

My  bill  had  significant  support 
within  the  Education  and  Labor  Com- 
mittees and  from  many  Members  of 
Congress.  My  legislation  calling  for  a 
Federal  Boxing  Commission,  however, 
was  not  heard  in  the  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee.  They  did  report  out 
H.R.  2498  calling  for  this  study.  I  am 
still  convinced  that  the  only  way  to 
stop  the  loss  of  life  and  Licreasing 
injury  in  this  sport  is  to  have  the 
Labor  Department  set  minimum 
standards  and  enforce  them.  It  is  my 
belief  that  the  study  commission  will 
come  to  the  same  conclusion  and  I  am 
hopeful  that  we  can  get  on  with  pro- 
tecting a  group  of  workers  who  labor 
without  benefit  of  basic  labor  protec- 
tion. 

I  am  a  boxing  fan  and  as  a  fan  1  am 
extremely  concerned  about  the  sport. 
When  Congress  first  looked  into 
boxing  22  years  ago.  it  found  a  desper- 
ately unhealthy  sport.  In  1979  I  par- 
ticipated in  hearings  conducted  by 
former  Congressman  Ed  Beard  and  we 
found  that  same  sick  sport. 

In  the  intervening  years  between 
Kefauver  and  Beard's  hearings,  190 
men  died  in  the  ring.  There  is  no  way 
to  estimate  the  cost  to  boxers  who  suf- 
fered injury  or  death  because  of  fight- 
ing. 

In  the  22  years  since  Senator  Ke- 
fauver's  efforts  boxing  has  not  im- 
proved; in  fact,  it  has  gotten  worse. 

Anyone  only  has  to  witness  the 
recent  events  in  boxing  to  see  how  out 
of  control  this  sport  is.  This  legislation 
before  us  now  which  enjoyed  good 
support  from  both  the  majority  and 
minority  within  the  Education  and 
Labor  Committee  is  the  bare  minimum 
response  to  these  problems.  It  estab- 
lishes a  panel  to  look  into  what  should 
be  done.  The  study  panel  will  hopeful- 
ly be  able  to  report  back  before  the 
end  of  the  second  session  of  this  Con- 
gress. 

Along  with  basic  recommendations 
on  minimum  standards,  the  study 
panel  is  instructed  to  decide  if  Federal 
Intervention  is  necessary  and  if  it  is 
what  type  of  regulatory  body  should 
be  enacted  in  the  negotiations  that  ul- 
timately arrived  at  this  biU.  The  study 
panel's  purpose  was  focused  and  its 
goals  clearly  defined.  I  believe  this  is 
an  important  compromise  because  in 
dealing  with  boxing  it  is  far  too  easy 
to  attempt  more  than  can  be  achieved. 

We  must  focus  on  the  protection  of 
fighters  and  ultimately  the  other 
problems  in  boxing  will,  in  my  judg- 
ment, also  be  solved. 

In  my  mind,  to  do  less  than  H.R. 
2498  or  perhaps  as  some  have  said  to 
do  nothing  will  mean  that  sooner  or 
later  as  a  major  American  sport, 
boxing  will  die. 


H.R.  2498  takes  this  country  on  an 
important  move  toward  the  protection 
of  boxers  in  their  workplace,  the  ring. 
I  uge  my  colleagues  to  pass  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  yields  back  2  minutes. 

GENKRAL  LKAVK 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  3  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  bill  under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 
•  Mr.  LENT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  2498.  a  bill  to  estab- 
lish a  Congressional  Advisory  Board 
on  Boxing.  But  my  support  today  is 
not  without  some  hesitation  because 
of  events  which  have  transpired  since 
the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee 
reported  its  bill  on  April  26. 

As  reported  by  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee. H.R.  2498  set  up  a  commission 
to  make  legislative  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  for  the  establishment 
of  minimum  Federal  standards  for 
professional  boxing  events.  The  Com- 
mission was  to  examine  numerous 
areas  related  to  professional  boxing  in- 
cluding health  and  medical  require- 
ments, safety  and  proficiency  require- 
ments for  boxing  equipment  and  facili- 
ties, and  licensing  and  training  stand- 
ards for  all  ring  officials.  I  was  par- 
ticularly pleased  with  the  Commerce 
Committee's  bill  because  there  was  no 
reference  to  the  establishment  of  a 
Federal  regulatory  body  to  regulate 
professional  boxing.  In  fact  the  Com- 
merce Committee's  report  on  H.R. 
2498  said.  "The  committee  directs  the 
Commission  to  include  in  its  report  to 
Congress  an  assessment  of  the  State's 
ability  to  implememt  and  enforce  uni- 
form standards." 

While  I  believe  there  are  special  cir- 
cumstances involved  in  the  issue  of 
boxing  which  dictate  review  by  the 
Congress,  in  my  view  the  far  prefera- 
ble way  to  handle  any  regulation 
which  may  be  imposed  is  through  uni- 
form standards  Implemented  by  the 
States.  Permanent  Federal  regulation 
of  this  sport  is,  in  my  view,  an  undesir- 
able result. 

That  is  why  I  was  distressed  to  learn 
that,  as  part  of  compromise  to  bring 
this  bill  to  the  floor,  it  was  decided  to 
include  language  specifically  referenc- 
ing the  establishment  of  a  Federal  reg- 
ulatory body  for  the  purpose  of  regu- 
lating all  aspects  of  professional 
boxing.  I  believe  this  type  of  language 
sends  the  wrong  message  to  the 
Boxing  Commission  as  to  the  direction 
of  its  mandate. 

So,  while  I  am  not  withdrawing  my 
support  for  this  measure,  I  want  to 
make  it  very  clear  that  I  am  not 
pleased  with  the  addition  of  this  new 


language.  When  this  bill  was  drafted 
by  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Com- 
mittee every  effort  was  made  to  avoid 
including  a  direct  reference  to  perma- 
nent Federal  regulation  of  boxing.  Ad- 
dition of  such  a  reference,  in  my  view, 
sends  the  Commission  down  a  danger- 
ous and  undesirable  path.* 
•  Mr.  ECKART.  Mr.  Speaker, 
throughout  the  course  of  our  hearings 
I  was  impressed  by  the  unanimous 
opinion  among  our  witnesses.  Every 
witness,  from  Howard  Cosell,  Floyd 
Patterson.  State  boxing  commission- 
ers, referees,  to  the  American  Medical 
Association,  agreed  that  our  custom  of 
relying  on  each  State  to  regulate  the 
sport  has  not  worked.  Inconsistent  and 
weak  State  rules  have  not  protected 
fighters  and  may  have  even  led  to 
cases  of  fraud. 

Virtually  every  witness  agreed  that  a 
few  commonsense  precautions  could 
prevent  serious  Injuries  and  deaths. 
The  most  common  serious  injuries- 
brain  and  eye— could  be  alleviated  by 
such  measures  as  requiring  regular 
physical  examinations,  the  presence  of 
qualified  ringside  physicians,  and 
maintaining  complete  health  records 
of  active  boxers. 

The  tragic  death  of  Korean  fighter 
Duk  Koo  Kim  and  his  mother's  subse- 
quent suicide  have  focused  national  at- 
tention on  the  need  to  provide  basic 
safety  protections  for  boxers.  While 
his  death  may  not  have  been  avoid- 
able, we  can  take  steps  to  Insure  that 
fewer  fighters  are  Injured  needlessly. 

So  many  serious  questions  were 
raised  by  both  the  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee's  hearings  and  the 
Education  and  Labor  Committee,  that 
the  establishment  of  a  Commission  to 
make  legislative  recommendations 
should  be  noncontroversial. 

The  Commission  would  make  recom- 
mendations to  Congress,  all  Interests 
In  boxing  would  be  represented,  and 
the  Conunisslon  would  look  at  all  as- 
pects of  boxing  Including  everything 
from  medical  standards  to  standards 
governing  the  classification  and  rtink- 
Ing  of  professional  boxers. 

Many  Members  of  Congress.  Includ- 
ing myself,  love  the  sport  of  boxing; 
we  want  to  make  sure  that  the  sport, 
called  sick  by  many  of  our  witnesses,  is 
brought  back  to  health  soon.* 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes  to  conclude  the 
debate. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  we  have 
the  record  straight,  the  representation 
was  made  that  this  Is  a  regulatory 
piece  of  legislation  and  that  is  not  the 
case.  This  Is  a  piece  of  legislation  that 
will  authorize  this  advisory  council  to 
report  back  to  this  Congress  with  Its 
recommendations.  Should  their  recom- 
mendations be  in  the  nature  of  regula- 
tions or  the  need  to  establish  legisla- 
tion, we  of  course  at  that  time  would 


be  able  to  address  the  problems  that 
would  be  pointed  out  to  us. 

I  think  It  almost  comes  down  to  a 
position  where  one  has  to  say  that  you 
are  pleased  with  the  status  quo  and  If 
you  are  pleased  with  the  status  quo 
with  regard  to  this  multlmlllion  dollar 
Industry  that  has  no  public  account- 
ability at  all  then  one  can  oppose  this. 
On  the  other  hand.  If  you  feel  there 
Is  a  need  to  address  some  of  the  prob- 
lems that  the  hearing  record  of  both 
committees  Is  full  of  examples  of  seri- 
ous mismanagement  and  practices 
that  are  questionable  at  best,  then  you 
cannot  In  good  conscience  oppose  this 
legislation  because  we  want  to  get  to 
the  heart  of  what  those  problems  are 
and  see  what,  If  anything,  should  be 
done  to  address  them. 

So.  I  would  ask  this  body  to  consider 
and  to  support  this  Initiative  to  learn 
what  the  problems  are  in  depth  and 
have  the  opportunity  to  consider  them 
for  potential  legislative  enactment, 
should  It  be  determined  that  Is  needed. 
Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLORIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
wonder  If  the  gentleman  agrees  with 
his  colleague.  Our  colleague  has  de- 
scribed this  as  sort  of  an  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Act  for  the  boxing 
profession.  He  said  it  was  necessary  to 
regulate  the  conditions  in  the  work- 
place for  these  boxers  for  the  protec- 
tion of  their  safety  and  health. 

And  if  you  do  agree  with  that.  I 
wonder  how  we  would  then  avoid  the 
conclusion  that  safety  standards  are 
necessary  for  football  players  and  bas- 
ketball players  and  others  whose 
workplace  happens  to  be  the  sports 
field? 

Mr.  FLORIO.  As  the  gentleman  well 
knows,  the  other  Industries  other  than 
boxing  have  self-regulation  because 
there  is  a  finite  universe  of  partici- 
pants. What  we  have  now  are  50  dif- 
ferent systems,  some  of  which  are  non- 
existent. If  the  gentleman  wants  to 
offer  amendment  to  have  antitrust  im- 
munity given  to  the  boxing  profession, 
that  Is  his  right. 

I  do  not  think  It  makes  terribly  too 
much  sense.  But  that  Is  what  these 
other  Industries,  other  sports  have. 
There  Is  something  unique  about 
boxing.  It  is  so  decentralized. 

This  Is  something  concerned  about 
the  health  and  well  being  of  boxers. 
The  more  we  looked  into  tWs  industry, 
the  m.ore  we  found  that  if  you  are 
going  to  deal  with  the  problems  of 
safety  and  health  of  boxers  in  the 
ring,  that  there  were  practices  outside 
the  ring  that  had  to  be  addressed. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  bsilance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 


the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Florio)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  blU.  H.R.  2498,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of 
rule  I  and  the  Chair's  prior  announce- 
ment, further  proceedings  on  this 
motion  will  be  postponed. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remtirks  on  the 
bin,  H.R.  622,  which  was  considered 
earlier  today. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan? 
There  was  no  objection. 


HEALTH  RESEARCH  EXTENSION 
ACT  OF  1983 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  208  and  rule 
XXIII,  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill,  H.R.  2350. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
Itself  Into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  2350),  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  revise  and 
extend  the  authorities  under  that  act 
relating  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  and  the  National  Research  In- 
stitutes, and  for  other  purposes  with 
Mr.  Breaux  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  first  reading  of  the  bill  is  dis- 
pensed with. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Waxman)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes,  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Madigan)  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Waxman). 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  present  H.R.  2350,  the 
Health  Research  Extension  Act  of 
1983.  The  provisions  are  similar  to  leg- 
islation overwhelmingly  approved  by 
the  House  during  the  97th  Congress. 

I  am  especially  pleased  to  speak  In 
support  of  this  bin  because  It  repre- 
sents a  forceful  statement  of  support 
for  our  Natlons's  excellent  biomedical 
research  programs.  It  is  the  product  of 
extensive  subcommittee  and  commit- 
tee consideration  over  the  past  2  years. 
The  committee  has  held  over  20  days 
of  hearings  and  markup  sessions  on 
this  issue.  The  hearing  transcript  nuis 


over  1,600  pages.  Members  and  sub- 
committee staff  have  spent  hundreds 
of  hours  with  representatives  of  medi- 
cal, scientific,  and  public  health  asso- 
ciations in  preparation  of  this  propos- 
al. 

The  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce and  its  Subconunlttee  on 
Health  and  the  Environment  are  com- 
mitted to  an  effective  national  effort 
to  prevent  and  cure  cancer,  heart  dis- 
ease, arthritis,  diabetes,  and  many 
other  fearsome  diseases. 

The  National  Institutes  of  Health 
are  at  the  vanguard  of  our  commit- 
ment to  these  goals.  The  NIH  Is  the 
finest  biomedical  research  Institution 
of  its  kind  in  the  world.  At  a  time 
when  so  many  of  our  Federal  pro- 
grams are  under  attack,  NIH  Is  unique 
In  Its  excellence.  It  Is  well  deserving  of 
the  congressional  support  and  recogni- 
tion embodied  In  this  legislation. 

H.R.  2350  extends  for  3  fiscal  years 
the  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  expiring  research  authorities. 
These  authorities  include:  First,  the 
National  Cancer  institute;  second  the 
National  Heart,  Lung  and  Blood  Insti- 
tute; third,  the  National  Library  of 
Medicine;  fourth,  national  research 
service  awards;  and  fifth,  various  dia- 
betes, arthritis,  digestive,  and  kidney 
diseases  activities.  The  administration 
has  reconunended  significantly  lower 
funding  levels  for  these  activities  but 
the  committee  turned  back  these  pro- 
posals. 

The  legislation  also  makes  a  number 
of  important  changes  to  promote  the 
more  effective  and  efficient  manage- 
ment of  the  NIH.  These  changes  In- 
clude procedures  for  peer  review  of  in- 
tramural research  and  contracts,  as 
well  as  establishment  of  a  system  for 
reviewing  reports  of  scientific  miscon- 
duct. Within  the  NIH  and  each  nation- 
al research  Institute,  Increased  empha- 
sis was  placed  upon  sponsorship  of 
prevention-related  research.  The  com- 
mittee recognizes  that  research  on  the 
prevention  of  disease  has  been  under- 
emphasized  by  NIH  In  the  past  yet 
holds  the  greatest  promise  of  one  day 
reducing  the  incidence  of  a  wide  range 
of  Illnesses. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  most  Im- 
portant provisions  of  H.R.  2350  is  the 
establishment  of  a  new  Institute,  the 
National  Institute  of  Arthritis  and 
Musculoskeletal  Diseases.  Creation  of 
an  arthritis  Institute  has  been  a  spe- 
cial Interest  of  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Rules  Committee,  Mr. 
Pepper.  Congressman  Pepper  has  over 
many  years  of  public  service  carefully 
studied  the  progress  of  arthritis  re- 
search In  this  country.  At  his  urging 
the  legislation  expands  the  Federal 
commitment  to  arthritis  research 
through  establishment  of  a  separate 
arthritis  research  Institute. 

In  addition,  the  Health  Research 
Extension  Act  of  1983  contains  a  non- 
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substantive,  technical  redraft  of  title 
rV  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act. 
This  redraft,  the  first  since  1944.  is 
long  overdue  and  necessary  to  ade- 
quately define  the  responsibilities  of 
the  NIH  and  to  streamline  redundant 
or  inconsistent  authorities.  The  re- 
draft includes  a  consolidation  of 
annual  congressional  reporting  re- 
quirements Into  a  single  biennial 
report  and  provides  statutory  author- 
ity for  those  NIH  research  institutes 
and  agencies  which  have  been  created 
administratively. 

Mr.  Chairman,  support  of  the  com- 
mittee reported  bill  is  important  to 
the  conquest  of  cancer,  arthritis,  dia- 
betes, and  other  serious  diseases  facing 
the  American  people.  An  effective  bio- 
medical research  program  will  lead  to 
a  healthier,  more  productive  popula- 
tion. H.R.  2350  provides  the  founda- 
tion necessary  to  maintain  a  strong, 
accountable  health  research  program. 

I  urge  each  Member's  support  for 
this  important  legislation. 

D  1340 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill).  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  leg- 
islation is  needed  this  year  to  reau- 
thorize the  National  Cancer  Institute 
and  also  the  National  Heart.  Lung, 
and  Blood  Institute.  As  well  as  the 
other  expiring  authorities  of  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health. 

H.R.  2350  reauthorizes  these  au- 
thorities, but  unfortunately  it  goes  too 
far  by  making  extensive  and  unjusti- 
fied changes  in  the  organizational 
structure  of  NIH  and  the  research  ac- 
tivities conducted  there  at  that  most 
important  and  valuable  institute. 

These  changes,  in  my  judgment,  will 
severely  disrupt  NIH  research  endeav- 
ors and  therefore.  I  do  take  strong  ex- 
ception to  the  bill  as  written  and  re- 
ported by  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce. 

Later  this  week,  as  we  continue 
debate  on  this  biU,  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute and  would  ask  the  consideration 
of  Members  of  the  House  for  this  sub- 
stitute. 

First,  I  believe  it  is  only  fair  that  I 
should  state  what  my  concerns  are 
about  the  bill  as  written.  I  strongly 
oppose  what  I  believe  are  some  of  the 
underlying  principles  of  H.R.  2350. 
The  record  does  not  support  the  dras- 
tic changes  called  for  in  H.R.  2350  in 
the  manner  in  which  NIH  manages  its 
programs  and  allocates  its  research 
dollars. 

Second,  the  record  does  not  support 
the  drastic  changes  that  are  called  for 
in  this  bill  in  the  organizational  struc- 
ture of  NIH. 


The  Waxman  bill  includes  a  wide  va- 
riety of  line  item  authorizations,  ear- 
marking funds  for  several  new  disease 
centers,  grants  for  specific  research, 
and  also  there  are  two  new  national 
commissions  that  are  authorized  In 
this  legislation. 

I  do  not  argue  with  the  gentleman 
from  California  in  his  statement  that 
Congress  should  be  responsive  to  con- 
stituencies in  supporting  research  in 
specific  disease  areas,  but  I  am  con- 
cerned that  this  authorizing  legisla- 
tion has  become  the  vehicle  for  a  vari- 
ety of  special  interests  at  the  expense 
of  stable  and  consistent  support  of  re- 
search in  all  fields. 

For  example,  there  are  17  absolutely 
new  authorizations  In  this  bill  that 
total  over  $600  million  for  fiscal  years 
1984  through  1986.  What  these  au- 
thorizations represent  are  a  realloca- 
tion of  research  dollars  mandated  by 
the  Congress  rather  than  by  the  proc- 
ess that  is  presently  in  place  at  NIH. 
the  process  of  scientific  peer  review. 

It  would  only  seem  reasonable  that 
dollars  to  fund  these  activities  are 
going  to  have  to  be  taken  from  exist- 
ing programs,  that  is  moneys  that  are 
already  committed  to  research  In  vari- 
ous areas. 

So  It  would  follow  that  this  legisla- 
tion will  significantly  disrupt  the  NIH 
process  of  awarding  research  dollars 
based  upon  scientific  excellence  and 
merit. 

In  addition,  I  am  concerned  about 
this  legislation  because  of  the  many 
management  directives  and  adminis- 
trative practices  that  H.R.  2350  would 
seek  to  lock  Into  Federal  statute. 
Many  of  these  directives  represent 
current  practices  and  activities  at  NIH. 
These  have  been  Initiated  not  by  Con- 
gress but  they  have  been  initiated  by 
the  Director  of  NIH,  by  the  Institute 
Directors  and  by  the  staff  at  the  NIH. 

I  am  concerned  that  Congress  by 
putting  these  practices  and  activities 
in  the  law  may  tend  to  tie  the  hands 
of  an  agency  that  has  been  and  contin- 
ues to  be  one  of  the  most  effective  or- 
ganizations in  the  public  health  serv- 
ice. 

Much  of  what  the  Waxman  bill  calls 
for  is  currently  being  done  at  NIH 
without  specific  legislative  mandate 
and  It  Is  this  inflexible  detail,  exces- 
sive specificity,  If  you  would,  in  the 
language  of  the  bill  which  would  in- 
hibit NIH  from  responding  to  scientif- 
ic changes  or  new  opportunities  in  the 
future  and  could  likely  lead  to  future 
administrative  problems  at  NIH. 

H.R.  2350  would  significantly  change 
the  organizational  structure  of  NIH  by 
wastefuUy  transferring  the  National 
Centers  for  Health  Services  Research 
and  Health  Statistics  and  also  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  to  NIH. 

These  agencies  have  significantly 
different  missions  from  NIH  and  they 
are  more   appropriately   located   and 


managed  where  they  presently  exist. 
The  transfer  of  these  centers  would,  In 
addition,  significantly  drain  resources 
from  the  existing  NIH  research  pro- 
gram to  reallocate  fvmds  and  resources 
to  administer  these  new  programs. 

So  for  these  reasons  that  I  have  out- 
lined very  briefly  today,  I  cannot  sup- 
port this  legislation  as  written. 

D  1350 

Therefore,  I  feel  the  responsibility 
to  offer  a  substitute,  and  I  am  being 
joined  by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Madigan),  In  this 
effort.  We  will  offer  a  substitute  to 
H.R.  2350  during  later  floor  consider- 
ation. Our  substitute  reauthorizes  ex- 
piring authorities  at  NIH  for  3  fiscal 
years  at  the  same  funding  levels  that 
are  contained  in  the  Waxman  bill. 

Reauthorization  for  NIH  expiring 
authorities  axe  as  follows  under  the 
BroyhlU-Madigan  substitute: 
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In  addition,  our  amendment  creates 
a  new  National  Institute  of  Arthritis 
and  Musculoskeletal  Diseases.  Our 
substitute  has  the  support  of  a 
number  of  professional  organizations. 
I  believe  that  the  Congress  must 
insure  that  the  NIH  and  the  Institutes 
there  are  able  to  continue  their  pace- 
setting  course  in  research  exellence. 
For  that  reason,  our  substitute  con- 
tains funding  levels  which  permit  con- 
tinued growth  and  support  for  high- 
quality  biomedical  research,  but  at  the 
same  time  maintains  the  flexibility 
that  NIH  needs  and  requires  to  re- 
spond to  an  ever-changing  scientific 
environment. 

I  want  to  thank  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Mu)- 
iGAN).  for  joining  me  In  offering  this 
preferred  alternative.  In  this  substi- 
tute we  provide  NIH  with  the  neces- 
sary funds  to  carry  out  its  mission  of 
Improving  the  health  of  the  Nation 
through  the  conduct  of  supportive  re- 
search, but  we  take  out  the  language 
that  would  provide  for  the  Inflexible, 
detailed,  excessive  specificity  that  is 
contained  In  the  Waxman  legislation. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 


Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
Interested  In  the  provisions  of  the  sub- 
stitute which  the  gentleman  plans  to 
offer.  The  gentleman  stated  that  his 
substitute  will  include  the  same  au- 
thorization levels  as  those  provided  by 
the  blU  reported  by  the  Commerce 
Committee.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  The  funding  levels 
in  the  substitute  are  the  same  funding 
levels  in  H.R.  2350,  as  I  interpret  it. 
The  National  Cancer  Institute  would 
be  authorized  at  $1,322,000,000  In 
1984,  $1,400,000,000  In  1985, 
$1,500,000,000  In  1986,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  The  gentleman  indi- 
cated that  he  plans  to  include  in  his 
substitute  a  provision  for  the  creation 
of  a  new  Arthritis  Institute.  Is  that  ac- 
curate? 
Mr.  BROYHILL.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  WAXMAN.  Does  the  substitute 
include  any  of  the  other  provisions 
that  were  adopted  In  the  committee 
bill? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Yes.  The  substitute 
includes  reauthorization  for  the  Na- 
tional Heart,  Lung  and  Blood  Insti- 
tute, the  National  Library  of  Medicine, 
National  Research  Service  Award,  and 
the  other  programs  needing  reauthor- 
ization In  the  National  Institute  of  Ar- 
thritis. Diabetes.  Digestive  and  Kidney 
Disease.  Those  include  diabetes  re- 
search centers,  diabetes  and  digestive 
disease  advisory  board,  diabetes  data 
system,  arthritis  data  system,  multi- 
purpose arthritis  centers,  arthritis  ad- 
visory board.  In  addition,  the  substi- 
tute creates  the  new  National  Insti- 
tute of  Arthritis  and  Musculoskeletal 
Diseases,  which  includes  arthritis  dem- 
onstration products  for  fiscal  years 
1984-86  at  funding  levels  of  $2  million 
each  year. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Would  the  gentle- 
man agree  to  place  the  text  of  his  sub- 
stitute In  the  Record  at  this  point  so 
that  all  Members  may  have  a  chance 
to  review  it? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  will  be  glad  to  do 
so.  It  has  already  been  in  the  Record. 
If  it  has  not.  then  It  will  be  placed  In 
the  Record  today. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  within  his  substitute  a  line  au- 
thorization for  cancer  centers? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  The  National  Insti- 
tute of  Cancer  would  be  funded  at  the 
levels  that  I  enumerated  a  few  mo- 
ments ago. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  My  question  Is  as  to 
cancer  centers.  Is  there  a  specific  au- 
thorization for  centers? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  There  is  no  line 
item  authorization  for  the  centers 
that  the  gentleman  Is  talking  about, 
but  the  dollar  levels,  of  course,  are  In- 
cluded, so  that  there  will  be  flexibility 
at  NIH  to  make  the  grants,  dependent 
upon  scientific  peer  review  that  pres- 
ently goes  on  every  day  at  NIH  . 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  wonder  If  the  gen- 
tleman is  aware  that,  notwithstanding 


scientific  peer  review,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration Is  proposing  to  terminate 
support  for  many  of  the  Nation's  best 
comprehensive  research  centers.  If 
these  centers  are  not  authorized  by  a 
specific  line  item,  their  support  will  be 
in  jeopardy. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  that  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Waxman)  may  be  speaking 
about  what  the  Reagan  administration 
proposes  to  do;  but  we  are  speaking 
here  about  the  Broyhill-Madigan  sub- 
stitute for  the  Commerce  Committee 
reported  bill,  which  is  certainly  not 
the  same  as  the  administration  posi- 
tion, even  with  regard  to  the  total 
amounts  of  moneys  that  would  be  con- 
sidered. 
Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 

gentleman  will  yield  to  me  further 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  several  speakers  on  this  side.  We 
have  only  30  minutes,  and  the  gentle- 
man is  using  all  of  our  time. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
will  be  glad  to  yield  additional  time  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  If  the  gentleman 
would  seek  his  own  time  and  then  ask 
these  questions,  we  would  be  delighted 
to  respond  to  them. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  just  sum  up  by  saying  that  the  dol- 
lars have  been  included.  We  are  not 
arguing  over  that  with  the  gentleman. 
We  are  not  going  to  debate  the  dollars. 
All  we  are  saying  is  that  those  who 
have  responsibilities  for  administering 
NIH  are  far  better  qualified  than 
those  of  us  on  the  House  floor,  operat- 
ing in  a  political  environment  like  this, 
to  make  the  determination  as  to  where 
those  dollars  go. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume, so  that  I  may  pursue  some  ques- 
tions with  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  specifically  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
BROYHILL)  or  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  MADIGAN). 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  know 
from  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Broyhill)  whether  he  has  a 
specific  line  Item  authorization  for 
cancer  centers  in  his  substitute? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield.  I  will  repeat  what  I  said  just 
prior  to  this,  and  that  is  that  the 
dollar  levels  are  included  but  not  a 
specific  authorization  for  and  mandate 
that  they  be  spent  In  a  specific  way. 
We  leave  this  to  the  discretion  of  the 
health  professionals  at  NIH. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Well.  I  might  com- 
ment, then,  that  the  decision  Is  not 
just  that  of  the  health  professionals  at 
NIH.  The  Reagan  administration  Is 
proposing  to  terminate  support  for  a 
majority  of  the  Nation's  finest  com- 


prehensive cancer  research  centers.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  many  of  the  Nation's 
major  cancer  research  centers — Sloan- 
Ketterlng  In  New  York  City,  M.  D.  An- 
derson at  Houston,  and  Fred  Hutchin- 
son In  Seattle— believe  that  a  line  au- 
thorization Is  necessary  to  protect 
them  from  attacks  such  as  the  one 
this  year  by  a  shortsighted  OMB. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  If  the  gentleman 
win  yield,  is  the  gentleman  saying  that 
the  Director  of  NIH  has  made  this  de- 
cision? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  I  am  not  suggesting 
that  at  all,  but  I  would  submit  that 
the  Reagan  administration  position  is 
to  disregard  the  support  that  Congress 
has  given  In  the  past  to  these  cancer 
centers.  Without  spelling  out  in  the 
gentleman's  substitute  a  line  item  au- 
thorization for  cancer  centers,  they 
are  vulnerable  to  an  OMB  intent  upon 
reducing  funding  to  this  program. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  If  the  gentlemen 
will  yield,  the  gentleman  knows  that  if 
these  levels  of  authorization  are  ap- 
proved by  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee, then  there  is  no  way  that  those 
appropriations  can  be  impounded  by 
the  Reagan  administration. 

The  gentleman  well  knows  that  we 
have  a  law  on  the  books  which  Is 
called  the  Budget  Control  and  Im- 
poundment Act.  and  there  is  no  way 
that  the  Reagan  administration  can 
impound  funds  without  coming  back 
to  Congress. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  The  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  is  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee.  We  are  the  au- 
thorizing committee  for  the  NIH.  If 
we  are  going  to  stand  on  the  sidelines 
and  merely  hope  the  Appropriations 
Committee  will  protect  those  biomedi- 
cal research  priorities  we  think  are  im- 
portant. I  submit  we  are  abdicating 
our  responsibility. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
what  the  gentleman  is  saying  is  true, 
then  could  the  gentleman  explain  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  why  It  Is 
that  the  Association  of  American  Med- 
ical Colleges,  the  Federation  of  Ameri- 
can Societies  for  Experimental  Biol- 
ogy, the  National  Society  for  Medical 
Research,  the  American  Physiological 
Society,  the  Association  for  Academic 
Health  Centers,  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health,  and  the  American 
Medical  Association  all  oppose  the 
gentleman's  bill? 

If  the  gentleman  is  such  a  protector 
of  these  things,  why  are  all  of  these 
people  in  the  universities.  In  the  pro- 
fessional organizations,  in  the  re- 
search centers,  all  opposed  to  the  bill 
being  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California? 
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Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chainnan.  I 
would  submit  to  my  colleague  that  the 
organizations  that  support  the  com- 
mittee bill  are  equally  impressive,  if 
not  more  impressive:  The  American 
Cancer  Society;  the  American  Lung 
Association;  the  American  Academy  of 
Orthopaedic  Surgeons;  the  Association 
of  American  Cancer  Institutes;  the  Co- 
alition of  Digestive  Disease  Organiza- 
tions which  includes  the  American 
Celiac  Society,  American  College  of 
Gastroenterology,  the  American  Gas- 
troenterological Association,  the 
American  Liver  Foundation,  American 
Society  for  Gastrointestinal  Endosco- 
py, American  Society  for  Parenteral 
and  Enteral  Nutrition.  Center  for 
Ulcer  Research  and  Education  Foun- 
dation. Children's  Liver  Foundation, 
Gluten  Intolerance  Group.  Interna- 
tional Association  for  Enterostomal 
Therapy,  National  Foundation  for  Ilei- 
tis and  Colitis.  North  American  Socie- 
ty for  Pediatric  Gastroenterology.  Pe- 
diatric Liver  Research  Foundation,  the 
Society  for  Surgery  of  the  Alimentary 
Tract,  and  United  Ostomy  Association; 
the  American  Diabetes  Association; 
the  Arthritis  Foundation;  the  Juvenile 
Diabetes  Foundation  International; 
and  the  Association  of  Schools  of 
Public  Health. 

D  1400 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  wUl 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  I  would  be  pleased 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  list  that  the  gen- 
tleman has  read.  I  believe  with  two  ex- 
ceptions, and  the  gentleman  was  read- 
ing very  quickly,  but  I  believe  the  list 
the  gentleman  has  read  is  a  list  made 
up  almost  entirely,  except  for  the  two 
exceptions,  of  organizations  that  one 
would  regard  as  special  interest  orga- 
nizations interested  in  dollars  as  op- 
posed to  the  list  that  I  read,  which  are 
organizations  entirely  of  health  pro- 
fessionals actually  engaged  In  doing 
the  research  that  we  are  talking  about 
when  we  talk  about  authorizing  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if.  I 
might  reclaim  my  time.  Its  surprising 
to  think  that  people  who  are  orga- 
nized to  fight  diseases  are  viewed  as  a 
special  interest  group  while  the  medi- 
cal schools  are  not.  when  the  medical 
schools  are  the  ones  who  receive 
grants  from  the  Federal  Government. 
To  answer  your  questions  more  specifi- 
cally, why  the  medical  schools  would 
oppose  the  committee  proposal  and 
support  your  substitute,  they  do  not 
want  Congress  to  review  how  this 
money  Is  spent.  They  would  rather  the 
money  go  right  to  them  and  that  they 
made  the  decisions. 

But  when  we  have  a  $4  billion  pro- 
gram. It  seems  to  me  Congress  has  a 
responsibility   to  determine   whether 


this  money  is  being  spent  for  the  pur- 
poses that  our  constituents  want  ad- 
dressed. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  I  will  have  to  ask 
the  gentleman,  as  he  asked  me.  to  seek 
some  time  on  his  own  rather  than  to 
take  up  time  from  our  side. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  might  Indicate  that 
the  Broyhill-Madlgan  substitute  de- 
letes the  sections  of  H.R.  2350  that 
relate  to  fraud  and  abuse,  and  I  would 
like  to  go  into  that  when  we  debate 
the  substitute.  Further,  the  committee 
bill  establishes  a  National  Commission 
on  Orphan  Diseases  to  review  NIH's 
treatment  of  research  regarding  rare 
diseases.  This  is  deleted  as  well  in  the 
substitute. 

The  provisions  on  spinal  cord  regen- 
eration, which  will  have  an  Impact  on 
helping  those  people  who  are  para- 
lyzed, many  of  whom  are  veterans  who 
served  this  Nation,  would  be  deleted 
from  this  legislation. 

The  attention  that  is  paid  to  Alzhei- 
mer's disease  in  the  committee  bill 
would  also  be  stricken,  and  the  preven- 
tion centers  program  would  be  deleted 
by  the  Broyhill-Madigan  substitute. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  at  that  point  for  a 
correction  In  the  Record? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  I  certainly  would  be 
pleased  to  the  gentleman  to  make  a 
correction. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Is  the  gentleman 
Indicating  that  we  have  cut  dollars 
from  this?  All  we  are  saying  is  that  if 
the  professional  scientific  profession- 
als want  to  allocate  more  than  the 
gentleman  had  In  his  bill,  they  could 
do  so  If  they  felt  that  It  was  justified. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
might  reclaim  my  time,  the  gentle- 
man. I  know,  has  had  other  commit- 
ments, but  over  the  many  hours  that 
we  sat  In  hearings  in  our  subcommit- 
tee, we  were  told  that  not  enough  was 
being  done  for  spinal  cord  regenera- 
tion projects,  that  the  cancer  centers 
were  vulnerable  to  an  OMB  attack, 
that  Alzheimer's  disease  was  not  get- 
ting the  attention  It  should,  and  that 
the  prevention  centers  were  something 
that  the  people  at  NIH  would  rather 
not  deal  with  because  they  are  used  to 
dealing  in  the  way  they  have  always 
dealt;  that  Is.  to  make  the  decisions  by 
themselves  and  not  to  consider  these 
other  Important  priorities. 

We  who  are  responsible  for  spending 
the  taxpayers'  money  in  the  sum  of  $4 
billion  a  year,  ought  to  spell  out  some 
sense  of  priorities  rather  than  just 
saying.  "Here  is  a  pot  of  $4  biUion; 
s[>end  it  as  you  see  fit." 

That,  of  course,  in  no  way  interferes 
with  peer  review  or  the  very  proper 
decisions  that  scientists  ought  to  make 
for  themselves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  yield  5 
minutes  to  our  colleague  from  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walcren). 


who  played  a  very  important  role  in 
this  legislation,  to  speak  on  the  gener- 
al debate  on  this  Issue. 

Mr.  WALGREN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  say  how 
much  I  think  of  the  work  product  of 
this  committee,  the  bill  that  was  devel- 
oped by  the  Subcommittee  on  Health 
and  the  Environment  to  extend  for  3 
years  the  authorizations  for  the  11  Na- 
tional Health  Research  Institutes. 

Cerrtainly  the  fear  of  death  and  dis- 
ease is  a  fear  every  human  being  lives 
with  dally.  By  providing  and  guiding 
the  funding  for  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health,  we  do  what  we  can  and 
should  to  give  people  hope  that  some 
day  we  may  alleviate  the  afflictions 
that  they  or  people  they  are  close  to 
may  suffer. 

There  is  hardly  a  more  Important 
task  for  a  country  as  wealthy  as  ours 
than  finding  cures  for  diseases  like 
cancer,  arthritis,  diabetes,  and  other 
"scourges"  of  mankind. 

This  bill  has  several  Important  ini- 
tiatives. Overall,  it  provides  an  In- 
crease In  the  Federal  effort  In  health 
research.  Instead  of  the  1.8-percent  In- 
crease requested  by  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration which  really  represents  a 
reduced  effort  since  costs  are  rising, 
this  bill  provides  a  15-percent  Increase. 
This  Increase  reflects  the  values  and 
responsiveness  that  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  develop  In 
their  relationships  with  their  constitu- 
ents. 

Inasmuch  as  the  substitute  does  not 
move  to  recude  the  dollar  amount  au- 
thorized In  this  legislation,  clearly 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  are  unified  in 
our  assessment  of  the  value  of  this  re- 
search, the  contribution  It  can  make, 
and  the  priority  that  it  deserves  com- 
pared to  other  programs  funded  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  bill  Includes  new  emphasis  on 
preventive  health,  recognizing  that 
the  prevention  of  health  problems  Is 
more  prudent  and  cost  effective  than 
correcting  problems  after  the  fact. 
The  bill  creates  a  new  National  Com- 
mission on  Orphan  Diseases,  to  bring 
greater  focus  on  research  into  rare  dis- 
eases and  disorders.  Because  these  dis- 
eases affect  such  a  small  number  of 
people,  it  is  difficult  to  say  they  are  re- 
ceiving appropriate  attention  from  the 
research  community  and  the  Federal 
research  agencies.  This  Commission 
can  certainly  bring  a  more  sensitive 
and  proper  focus  to  the  many  compel- 
ling needs  that  Federal  research  must 
address,  such  as  neurofibromatosis 
and  tourette  syndrome. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the 
committee  Is  directing  the  NIH  to  pre- 
pare a  study  on  the  adequacy  and 
availability  of  health  professionals  to 
care  for  the  growing  aging  population. 
Congressional  testimony  Is  overwhelm- 
ing that  few  doctors  receive  adequate 


training  in  caring  for  the  elderly,  and 
that  medical  schools  are  not  reaUy  in- 
clined In  that  direction.  In  the  f  jw;e  of 
an  up-welling  of  numbers  of  elderly 
people  In  our  population  by  the  year 
2020,  It  Is  critical  that  we  come  to 
grips  with  this  area  so  that  we  will 
have  proper  numbers  of  health  care 
professionals  with  proper  training  to 
serve  such  a  compelling  need. 

The  committee  has  also  expressed 
its  concern  about  the  adequacy  of  Fed- 
eral research  into  Alzheimer's  disease, 
a  little  understood,  irreversible  afflic- 
tion that  is  widespread  in  our  society. 
It  is  estimated  that  Alzheimer's  dis- 
ease affects  nearly  750.000  to  1  million 
Americans  at  a  cost  of  $20  billion  a 
year  In  nursing  home  care.  Unfortu- 
nately, there  Is  little  known  about  It. 
All  that  we  do  know  Is  that  we  ought 
to  be  focusing  our  Federal  research  es- 
tablishment on  that  in  a  much  better 
way,  and  this  bill  would  do  that. 

The    committee    adopted    language 
similar  to  my  bill,  H.R.  1552,  which 
would  create  a  specific  authorization 
for  research  on  spinal  cord  injury  re- 
generation and  establish  an  interagen- 
cy task  force  on  spinal  cord  Injury.  We 
Included  these  provisions  because  we 
believe  that  the  Federal  Government 
Is  the  only  entity  capable  of  bringing 
together   aU   the   Nation's   efforts   to 
find  a  cure  for  Injury  to  the  spinal 
cord  and  the  resulting  paralysis.  The 
tragedy  of  paralysis  is  a  very  real  trag- 
edy and  can  happen  to  any  of  us  at 
any  time— from  a  fall  in  the  bathtub 
to  an  automobile  accident.  There  are 
300.000  to  500,000  paraplegics  and  qua- 
driplegics in  the  country  today;  7,000 
soldiers  came  home  from  Vietnam  in 
wheelchairs.  Spinal  cord  Injuries  cost 
the  Nation  $3  to  $6  billion  a  year.  One 
neurological  procedure  for  a  paraple- 
gic  or   quadriplegic   can   cost   $2,500. 
One  month  in  a  rehab  hospital  costs 
$15,000;    an    aide    for    1    year    costs 
$10,000.   The   tragedy  of  spinal   cord 
injury,  however,  is  not  one  of  num- 
bers.   The    suffering    and    emotional 
trauma   are   very   real.   We   must   do 
more  to  find  a  cure  and  help  those  vic- 
timized cope  and  lead  a  productive  life. 
The  committee  also  adopted  provi- 
sions I  offered  relating  to  the  care  and 
treatment  of  animals  used  in  health 
research.  Because  there  was  a  great 
deal  of  misunderstanding  about  these 
provisions.   I  wjmt  to  clarify  several 
points. 

The  committee  bill  includes  basically 
three  provisions: 

First,  a  modest  authorization  of 
funds  for  research  In  the  development 
of  nonanlmal  methods  of  research; 
second,  statutory  recognition  and  au- 
thority for  customary  NIH  guidelines 
on  the  care  and  treatment  of  animals 
In  research;  and  third,  a  requirement 
that  institutions  receiving  NIH  funds 
have  animal  care  committees. 

These  provisions  evolved  from  over  2 
years  of  discussion  in  two  committees 


and  from  extensive  negotiations  with 
scientists,  researchers,  college  and  uni- 
versity officials.  Government  officials, 
and  animal  care  organizations. 

To  meet  the  concenis  expressed,  par- 
ticularly by  the  university  community, 
the  original  proposals  were  significant- 
ly changed.  No  provision  for  accredita- 
tion of  laboratory  facilities  has  been 
included  in  this  legislation.  We  re- 
duced the  animal  care  committees'  re- 
porting requirements.  We  removed  aU 
language  that  might  suggest  that  the 
committee  make  judgments  about  the 
appropriateness  of  research  methods. 
We  stipulated  that  standards  of 
animal  care  and  treatment  be  In  the 
form  of  guidelines,  not  regulations,  to 
avoid  any  duplicative  or  conflicting 
standards  under  other  laws  and  to  en- 
courage NIH  to  build  on  guidelines 
currently  In  use.  We  require  that  com- 
mittee members  be  appointed  by  the 
research  institution  Itself. 

Our  hearings  revealed  that  two  out 
of  three  research  institutions  now 
have  animal  care  committees.  Testimo- 
ny also  revealed  that  the  cost  of  com- 
plying with  the  animal  care  committee 
requirement  would  be  minimal  since 
serving  on  the  committees  currently  In 
existence  Is  frequently  voluntary. 
Most  major  universities  now  have  a 
"lay"  or  outside  person  on  their 
animal  care  committees.  The  require- 
ments of  this  bin,  therefore,  are  not  a 
dramatic  departure  for  responsible  in- 
stitutions since  the  requirements  are 
not  really  "new."  What  we  have  done 
is  to  give  a  uniform,  consistent,  legal 
underpinning  for  what  Is  largely  rec- 
ognized as  proper  current  practice. 

It  is  important  to  understand  that 
these  provisions  can  in  no  way  Inter- 
fere with  or  impede  health  research. 
The  animal  care  committees'  concern 
would  be  restricted  to  care  and  treat- 
ment; they  would  have  no  authority  to 
second  guess  the  appropriateness  of 
research.  Nor  would  the  animal  care 
committee  be  able  to  veto  any  re- 
search. Their  only  role  would  be  to 
cause  discussion  about  broker  care  and 
treatment  of  animals  used  in  specific 
research  and  to  raise  a  warning  flag  if 
agreed  to  guidelines  in  this  area  are 
broken. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walgren)  has  expired. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Peimsylvania  (Mr.  Wal- 

GKES). 

Mr.  WALGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
important  to  understand  that  these 
provisions  would  in  no  way  interfere 
with  or  impede  health  research.  I  in- 
clude with  my  remarks  at  this  point  a 
number  of  comments  from  deans  of 
medical  schools  from  Pennsylvania  in 
support  of  these  provisions  as  follows: 


"I  fiilly  agree  with  and  endorse  amend- 
ment of  the  animal  care  legislation  present- 
ly before  the  House  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce.  Your  amendment  addresses 
the  primary  issues  raised  by  those  con- 
cerned with  humane  animal  care  and  are 
consistent  with  our  own  institutional  poli- 
cies on  this  matter.  We  appreciate  your  ef- 
forts on  this  Important  legislation  and  re- 
sponse to  our  concerns  in  the  original  bill  on 
animal  welfare."— Harry  Prystowslcy.  Penn 
State  University  College  of  Medicine. 

"I  strongly  support  your  amending  provi- 
sion to  the  animal  care  legislation  (H.R. 
1555)  that  is  now  before  the  House  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

"The  changes  contained  in  your  amend- 
ment are  not  cumbersome,  and  are  general- 
ly consonant  with  current  policy  and  prac- 
tice in  our  animal  care  programs. 

"I  fully  appreciate  your  diligent  efforts  in 
resolving  our  original  concerns  over  prior 
language  on  this  subject."— Donald  F.  Leon. 
M.D.,  Dean,  School  of  Medicine,  University 
of  Pittsburgh. 

"I  am  writing  to  express  our  appreciation 
for  the  efforts  that  you  have  made  in  resolv- 
ing initial  concerns  regarding  wording  of 
amendments  to  the  animal  care  legislation 
now  before  the  House  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce.  I  wish  to  Indicate  our  en- 
dorsement of  and  support  for  your  current 
proposed  amendments  to  this  legislation. 
The  proposed  new  provisions  create  require- 
ments that  are  very  close  to  our  current 
practices  in  the  way  we  administer  our 
animal  care  programs.  We  do  not  see  this 
proposal  as  being  unduly  cumbersome  or 
difficult.  Again,  I  wish  to  tell  you  of  our  ap- 
preciation for  your  taking  into  consider- 
ation our  inputs  in  this  matter."— Leo  M. 
Menlkoff.  M.D.,  Dean  and  Vice  President 
for  Medical  Affairs.  Temple  University 
School  of  Medicine. 

"This  is  to  confirm  my  general  agreement 
with  your  proposal  on  animal  care  prac- 
tices.'—Robert  W.  England.  D.O..  Dean, 
Philadelphia  College  of  Osteopathic  Medi- 
cine. 

"I  endorse  your  amendment  to  the  animal 
care  legislation  presently  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce.  The 
amendment  is  generally  in  agreement  with 
our  present  animal  care  policies.  I  appreci- 
ate your  resolving  our  concerns  about  earli- 
er language  on  this  matter."— Leah  M. 
Lowenstein,  M.D..  Dean  and  Vice  President. 
Jefferson  Medical  CoUege. 

"On  behalf  of  the  faculty  and  students  of 
Hahnemann  University  School  of  Medicine. 
I  would  like  to  express  our  support  for  your 
amendment  to  the  animal  care  legislation 
which  is  currently  before  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

"The  provisions  generally  agree  with  our 
current  practices  in  our  animal  care  pro- 
gram. 

"The  medical  scientists  and  the  adminis- 
tration of  our  institution  appreciate  the  ef- 
forts you  have  made  in  resolving  the  many 
concerns  were  had  regarding  the  language 
of  the  previously  proposed  legislation."— E. 
T.  Angelakos.  M.D..  Ph.  D..  Interim  Dean. 
Hahnemann  University  School  of  Medicine. 


Similarly,  on  May  25,  1983,  Dr.  Mi- 
chael DeBakey  wrote  Me:  "Certainly, 
the  modifications  you  have  made,  as 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  are  acceptable." 

Mr.  Chairman,  In  closing,  I  have 
some  difficulty  understanding  the  po- 
sition taken  by  those  offering  the  sub- 
stitute for  the  committee  bill.  I  think 
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we  all  understand  that  this  is  an  area 
that  has  had  little  attention  by  the  au- 
thorizing committees  of  the  Congress 
because  all  that  was  required  for  fund- 
ing has  been  action  by  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee. 

We  Itnow  that  the  distribution  of  re- 
sponsibility in  this  body  should  re- 
quire us  to  go  beyond  the  approval  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  or  a 
subcommittee  thereof.  We  all  know 
that  the  research  community  would 
like  to  decide  exactly  where  all  these 
dollars  are  to  go. 

There  are  two  aspects  of  the  re- 
search community  that  we  must  ac- 
count for  in  spending  public  money. 
One  is  their  professionalism  and  ex- 
pertise about  scientific  research.  The 
other  is  the  fact  that  the  research 
community  includes  special  relation- 
ships and  special  backgrounds  that 
limit  or  determine  their  view  of  what 
efforts  deserve  support. 

I  am  concerned  that  the  profession- 
als at  NIH  never  saw  the  potential  of 
present  research  breakthroughs  in 
spinal  cord  injury.  They  were  not  sen- 
sitive to  new  approaches  and  not  fo- 
cused on  the  public  need  in  this  area. 
Certainly  it  Is  our  responsibility  to  be 
sure  that  the  discussion  of  the  wide 
range  of  research  opportunities  in  the 
health  area  is  fully  developed  in  the 
Congress.  That  can  only  happen 
through  the  authorizing  process.  I  do 
not  believe  it  is  proper  to  leave  the  dis- 
posal of  this  number  of  dollars  to  the 
decisiormiaking  of  the  research  com- 
munity alone,  with  no  guidance  from 
the  general  public,  through  the  Con- 
gress, about  what  directions  would 
serve  the  Nation  best. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  bill  as  reported 
by  the  committee. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  O'Brien). 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  committee  bill 
(H.R.  2350). 

I  serve  on  the  funding  counterpart 
In  this  particular  disciission  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  and  on  the 
subcommittee  which  has  among  its  re- 
sponsibilities the  funding  of  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health.  It  does 
seem  to  me  that  if  there  is  something 
that  this  Government  has  done  cor- 
rectly, that,  perhaps,  the  Congress, 
along  with  the  executive  branch,  has 
done  correctly,  it  is  the  establishment 
of  the  NIH  and  the  constitution  of 
those  institutes  In  a  relatively  inde- 
pendent atmosphere.  In  short,  it 
seems  to  me  that  congressional  and 
political  influence  have  been  kept 
rather  antiseptically  clear  from  the 
National  Institutes. 

In  our  situation  on  the  subcommit- 
tee of  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
when  the  NIH  budget  comes  before  us, 
not  infrequently  will  we  increase  an 
Institute  because  we  would  like  to  en- 


hance what  it  seems  to  be  doing  well, 
but  I  caimot  recall  in  the  years  I  have 
served  on  the  committee  that  we  have 
ever  attempted  to  reduce  one  or  insert 
our  judgment  in  place  of  the  judgment 
of  the  men  in  the  National  Institutes 
who  are  professionals.  I  really  do  not 
think  it  is  our  particular  prerogative 
nor  are  we  qualified  to  say.  for  exam- 
ple, that  Spinal  Cord  Regeneration 
should  get  $21  million  and  Alzheimer's 
disease  should  get  $17  million.  I  think 
other  people  are  better  qualified  than 
we  to  make  that  decision. 

I  also  believe  that  there  is  an  addi- 
tion of  conunissions.  task  forces,  stud- 
ies, and  reports  required  that  probably 
are  not  necessary.  I  likewise  think  that 
there  is  an  additional  bureaucracy 
that  will  be  established,  and  I  am  not 
satisfied  that  the  Institutes  are  going 
to  profit  from  that. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  believe 
that  the  elimination  of  section  301  of 
the  act  is  dangerous  elimination.  That 
is  not  to  say  that  this  is  an  authoriza- 
tion bill  that  may  well  go  through  this 
House,  but  in  the  event  that  we  end  up 
without  an  authorization,  there 
should  be  some  emergency  escape 
hatch  authority  so  that  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  could  take  care  of 
the  needs  such  as  that  represented 
last  year  by  the  National  Cancer  Insti- 
tute and  the  National  Heart.  Lung  and 
Blood  Institute. 

As  a  consequence,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
urge  ray  colleagues  in  this  instance  to 
oppose  H.R.  2350. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  so  I  may  make  a 
comment  on  that  point? 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
seems  to  be  a  misunderstanding  that 
the  bill  in  some  way  eliminates  section 
301.  I  want  to  point  out  that  our  bill 
does  not— in  anyway— limit  the  cur- 
rent broad  authority  of  section  301. 
The  bill  does  not  do  this  because  we 
want  to  insure  there  is  no  disruption 
of  NIH.  The  eliminator  of  section  301 
has  not  been  proposed  in  our  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon  (Mr. 
Wyden),  a  distinguished  member  of 
our  subcommittee. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2350. 

If  I  could  have  the  attention  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Broyhill).  I  would  just  like  to  engage 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
in  a  colloquy  and  just  ask  a  few  brief 
questions. 

I  think  the  gentleman  knows  that  I 
am  very  fond  of  him  and  appreciate  all 
the  help  he  has  given  me  as  a  young 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce,  but  I  was  very  con- 
cerned  about   the   "Dear   Colleague" 


letter  he  sent  on  July  21.  1983.  in 
which  he  called  H.R.  2350  a  "poUtlcal 
pork  barrel  which  guarantees  NIH's 
downfall." 

I  think  the  gentleman  Is  aware  that 
the  spinal  cord  regeneration  proposal 
was  proposed  by  the  Paralyzed  Veter- 
ans of  America.  Now.  does  the  gentle- 
man really  feel  that  this  proposal  is  a 
political  pork  barrel  for  the  paralyzed 
veterans? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  under  the 
past  practices,  the  Congress  has  au- 
thorized and  appropriated  substantial 
moneys  for  research  to  the  various  In- 
stitutes at  the  NIH.  Now,  we  are  not 
talking  about  anything  specific  here, 
but  when  we  are  looking  at  the  bill  as 
a  whole,  it  means  that  the  Congress  is 
now  going  to  be  making  a  determina- 
tion of  where  these  research  moneys 
go  and  not  the  scientific  professionals 
at  NIH. 

The  gentleman  could  read  into  it 
whatever  he  wants,  but  when  the  Con- 
gress starts  making  decisions  of  where 
various  moneys  are  going  to  be  spent, 
which  may  be  different  from  those  of 
the  scientific  professionals,  then  I  say 
that  politics  will  always  tend  to  rear 
its  ugly  head. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  do  not  think  a  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Orphan  Dis- 
eases made  up  of  scientists  and  lay  ex- 
perts is  political  pork  barrel.  I  do  not 
think  the  bill's  provisions  dealing  with 
scientific  miscondurt  are  political  pork 
barrel,  nor  the  effort  to  continue  sup- 
port for  the  world's  best  cancer  re- 
search centers. 

The  one  part  of  the  substitute  I  like 
is  that  part  dealing  with  the  National 
Institute  on  Arthritis.  Because  I  icnow 
the  gentleman  supports  that  so 
strongly,  I  hope  he  will  stay  with  us 
and,  after  the  substitute  fails,  support 
H.R.  2350  so  we  can  have  a  good 
strong  bill  and  a  separate  Institute  on 
Arthritis. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Nielson). 

Mr.  NIELSON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  first  like  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  for 
holding  a  series  of  hearings  which 
were  very  helpful.  We  talked  with 
many  people  at  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  and  the  various  groups 
within  that  area,  and  I  believe  It  was 
very  instructive. 

Let  me  indicate  some  of  my  concerns 
about  the  bill.  First  of  all.  let  me  say 
that  I  have  some  concerns  about  the 
substitute  as  weU.  I  still  believe  there 
is  too  much  money  involved.  I  refer  to 
the  Shelby  motion  to  raise  the  cancer 
amount  to  several  times  the  Increase 
which  was  proposed  by  the  subcom- 


mittee chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Waxman).  I  was  op- 
posed to  that,  although  I  admit  it  can 
be  used. 

I  think  there  are  too  many  line 
items,  and  It  is  too  restrictive.  I  think 
It  will  restrict  the  NIH.  They  testified 
they  did  not  want  that  much  prolifera- 
tion. The  arthritis  fund  is  probably 
justified  in  view  of  the  special  nature 
of  that  Item,  but  all  the  others  that 
were  mentioned,  the  National  Centers 
of  Health,  the  NIOSH.  and  the  other 
things,  were  not  justified  as  being  in- 
cluded In  the  bill. 
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I  think  there  are  two  sections  about 
the  use  of  animals  in  research  which 
are  In  the  bill;  while  they  are  some- 
what conflicting,  one  Is  a  study  and 
the  other  Is  a  rather  restrictive  set  of 
rules  which  is  opposed  by  the  veteri- 
narian groups  in  the  country.  I  believe 
that  needs  to  be  straightened  out. 

I  do  not  like  the  fact  that  it  bypasses 
the  H&HS  budget  process.  It  locks  in 
some  rather  dubious  management 
practices  in  the  NIH.  Those  have  been 
referred  to  before. 

I  would  like  to  see  this  bill  amended 
even  further  than  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill)  and 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Mad- 
iGAN)  like  in  reducing  some  of  the 
money  so  that  it  is  more  in  line  with 
the  budget  resolution  and  more  in  line 
with  what  we  can  afford;  but  I  will 
support  the  bill  If  it  is  amended  prop- 
erly In  the  substitute. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Bedell). 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  take  a  moment  during  this  general 
debate  on  H.R.  2350.  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health  authorization  bill, 
to  Uiform  my  colleagues  of  my  Inten- 
tion to  offer,  along  with  our  colleague, 
Al  Gore,  an  amendment  that  would 
preserve  the  small  business  innovation 
research  program  at  NIH. 

Last  year,  the  House  passed  the 
Small  Business  Innovation  Develop- 
ment Act  (Public  Law  97-219)  by  a 
vote  of  353  to  57.  The  act  passed  the 
Senate  by  a  vote  of  90  to  0.  This  legis- 
lation established  highly  competitive 
research  and  development  programs 
for  small,  high-tech  companies  at  11 
Federal  agencies.  Each  agency  Is  re- 
quired to  expend  a  small  portion  of 
their  R&D  budgets— six-tenths  of  1 
percent  In  fiscal  year  1984— to  support 
the  program. 

Last  year  the  House  voted  by  large 
margins,  not  once,  but  twice,  to  in- 
clude NIH  as  one  of  the  agencies  to 
participate  In  the  program.  But  even 
though  Congress  has  demonstrated  its 
strong  support  for  this  widely  ac- 
claimed, high  quality  research  pro- 
gram, a  backdoor  effort  Is  underway  to 
dismantle  the  program  at  NIH.  I  want 
to  make  one  thing  clear  to  my  col- 


leagues: This  effort  Is  not  coming  from 
NIH.  where  the  program  has  been  en- 
thusiastically embraced  by  people 
from  Secretary  Heckler  on  down. 
Without  hearing  any  testimony  on  the 
SBIR  program,  the  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee  added  language  to 
H.R.  2350  that  will  undermine  the  pro- 
gram at  NIH. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  once  again.  Mem- 
bers win  be  asked  to  show  their  sup- 
port for  small  business  and  the  small 
business  uinovatlon  research  pro- 
gram—and I  might  add  support  for  the 
taxpayers  and  improved  health  re- 
search as  well. 

Our  amendment  Is  strongly  support- 
ed by  all  of  the  small  business  associa- 
tions, Including  the  National  Small 
Business  Association,  Small  Business 
United,  the  National  Federation  of  In- 
dependent Business,  the  United  States 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  National 
Institute  of  Entrepreneurial  Technolo- 
gy, the  Smaller  Business  Association 
of  New  England,  the  American  Asso- 
ciation of  Small  Research  Companies, 
the  American  Council  of  Independent 
Laboratories,  the  National  Council  for 
Industrial  Innovation,  and  the  Chief 
Counsel  for  Advocacy  at  the  SBA. 

We  have  also  received  letters  of  sup- 
port for  the  SBIR  program  at  NIH 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services;  Gov. 
James  Hunt  of  North  Carolina,  who  is 
the  chairman  of  the  National  Gover- 
nors' Association  Task  Force  on  Tech- 
nological Innovation;  and  Milt  Stew- 
art, who  Is  the  president  of  the  Small 
Business  High  Technology  Institute. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEDELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  say  from  our  side  of  the  aisle 
that  we  are  partlculsu-ly  supportive.  I 
want  to  point  out  the  amendment  that 
the  gentleman  In  the  well  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore) 
will  offer  Ls  not  only  supported  by  the 
groups  the  gentleman  has  mentioned, 
but  Indeed  the  Small  Business  Com- 
mittee and  our  chairman,  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland  (Mr.  Mitchell) 
has  a  letter  which  ought  to  be  circu- 
lated with  unanimous  support  for  the 
provision  that  the  gentleman  Is  talk- 
ing about. 

If  we  read  the  section  489  from 
pages  122  and  123  of  the  bill,  we  get  a 
good  Idea  of  what  the  gentleman  Is 
trying  to  accomplish  by  his  amend- 
ment. 

I  would  like  to  say  finally  that  if  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  does  not 
accept  deletion  of  this  section  489. 
then  It  would  be  In  order  for  all  Mem- 
bers to  consider  voting  for  the  substi- 
tute which  does  not  contain  this  provi- 
sion as  their  only  assurance  that  their 
vote  will  be  cast  for  small  business  and 
for  the  great  efforts  that  we  under- 
took to  accomplish  last  year. 


I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  ef- 
forts. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
and  I  particularly  thank  him  for  his 
effon  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Coughlin). 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  take  a  moment  to  discuss 
the  proposed  authorization  In  H.R. 
2350  for  cancer  research  and  demon- 
stration centers. 

Recently  I  received  a  letter  from  Dr. 
Timothy  R.  Talbot,  who  for  many 
years  was  the  president  of  Fox  Chase 
Cancer  Center  In  Philadelphia,  and 
who  Is  now  president  emeritus  there, 
and  who  also  serves  as  the  chairman 
of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Asso- 
ciation of  American  Cancer  Institutes. 
Dr.  Talbot  has  been  active  In  biomedi- 
cal research  efforts  since  the  early 
1940's  and  has  distinguished  himself 
as  an  outstanding  administrator  of  the 
Fox  Chase  Cancer  Center  where  many 
of  my  constituents  have  received  treat- 
ment. 

Dr.  Talbot  has  written  to  me  ex- 
pressing support  for  the  specific  au- 
thorization of  cancer  centers  and  rais- 
ing his  concerns  about  the  proposed 
substitute  bill  In  this  regard. 

Dr.  Talbot  makes  the  following 
points:  First,  that  the  proposed  substi- 
tute to  H.R.  2350  does  not  include  a 
specific  authorization  for  cancer  cen- 
ters; second,  that  such  an  authoriza- 
tion would  provide  greater  stability  for 
cancer  research;  third,  that  the  sidmin- 
istration's  proposed  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1984  would  result  In  the  defund- 
Ing  of  16  of  the  20  cancer  centers  up 
for  renewal  in  that  fiscal  year  regard- 
less of  their  excellence  and  peer 
review  scores;  and  fourth,  that  the 
impact  of  this  budget  proposal  has 
been  to  create  considerable  instability 
in  the  research  work  carried  out  at 
cancer  centers. 

If  I  may.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Wajcmam) 
two  questions.  First,  is  It  correct  that 
the  committee  bill.  H.R.  2350.  Includes 
an  authorization  for  cancer  centers, 
and  Is  It  also  correct  that  the  proposed 
substitute  does  not  have  such  a  provi- 
sion? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
Is  a  correct  statement.  Our  bill  does 
have  a  specific  line  Item  authorization 
for  cancer  centers.  The  substitute  does 
not. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Second,  is  It  cor- 
rect that  under  the  administration's 
proposed  fiscal  year  1984  budget  16  of 
20  cancer  centers  would  be  defunded, 
regardless  of  the  excellence  of  their 
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work  or  the  peer  reviews  they  have  re- 
ceived? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct  In  his  statement.  That  is  why 
we  have  specifically  authorized  these 
cancer  centers  so  that  the  officials 
who  make  these  political  decisions  will 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  terminate 
these  important  scientific  research 
centers. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  In  the  gentleman's 
view,  would  the  proposed  authoriza- 
tion. If  written  into  law  and  enacted, 
help  to  prevent  such  reduction  propos- 
als In  the  future? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Yes,  it  would. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mrs.  Schneider). 

Mrs.  SCHNEIDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  commend  my  colleague, 
the  chairman,  for  his  leadership  in 
promoting  a  I»residential  Commission 
on  Orphan  Diseases.  As  I  see  it,  the 
Commission  will  play  an  integral  role 
in  carrying  out  the  mandate  of  the 
Congress  which  passed  orphan  drug 
legislation,  recently  signed  into  law  by 
President  Reagan,  and  I  have  a  dis- 
tinct honor  of  serving  on  the  Science 
and  Technology  Committee  which  has 
had  numerous  hearings  on  orphan 
drugs. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that 
while  I  am  supportive  of  many  of  the 
efforts  to  combat  all  the  various 
orphan  diseases,  I  would  like  to  com- 
ment, if  I  may,  on  a  genetic  disorder  of 
particular  concern  which  is  neurofi- 
bromatosis, or  NF.  NP  is  a  genetic  dis- 
order of  the  nervous  system  which 
today  afflicts  some  80,000  to  100,000 
Americans,  or  1  out  of  every  3,000  chil- 
dren. 

Despite  its  commonness,  there  is  a 
real  void  of  knowledge  that  exists  as  to 
the  cause  or  the  treatment  of  this  dis- 
ease. Misdiagnosis  by  many  physicians 
has  caused  a  great  deal  of  heartbreak 
and  agony  for  the  families  of  those  af- 
flicted 

So  while  I  understand  that  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Neurological  and 
Communicative  Disorders  and  Stroke 
of  NIH  has  begim  to  evaluate  the  state 
of  knowledge  of  orphan  diseases  such 
as  NF,  I  believe  a  commission  on 
orphan  disease  is  necessary  to  insure 
NIH  procedures  which  promote 
orphan  drug  research.  Knowing  of  the 
chairman's  past  support  for  NF  re- 
search, I  am  curious  to  know  whether 
or  not  my  colleague  has  any  intent  to 
focus  particular  attention  on  NP 
through  the  creation  of  this  Commis- 
sion? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  wiU 
the  gentlewoman  yield  to  me? 

Mrs.  SCHNEIDER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Neurofibromatosis 
would  be  one  of  the  disease  areas 
about  which  the  National  Commission 


on  Orphan  Diseases  would  be  con- 
cerned. In  fact,  concern  over  the  ade- 
quacy of  research  in  this  area  was  a 
major  impetus  for  creating  this  Na- 
tional Commission. 

I  might  point  out  that  the  substitute 
to  be  offered  by  our  colleagues  would 
delete  the  mandate  for  this  National 
Conunission  in  its  entirety. 

Mrs.  SCHNEIDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

At  the  outset,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may,  I  would  like  to  respond  to  the 
concerns  just  expressed  by  my  two  dis- 
tinguished colleagues,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Cooghlin), 
and  the  gentlewoman  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mrs.  Schneider)  who  just 
spoke.  f     X,^__^^ 

With  regard  to  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  we  should  continue  to 
have  20  cancer  research  centers,  that 
ought  to  be  an  administrative  decision. 
It  ought  to  be  made  by  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health.  Perhaps  20  is  the 
right  number.  Perhaps  there  should 
be  21  or  22.  Maybe  19  is  the  right 
number  or  18. 

Maybe  some  of  the  research  being 
done  at  one  of  those  centers  is  redun- 
dant and  19  of  the  20  centers  would  be 
an  adequate  number;  but  when  we 
begin  to  line  item  everything,  specifi- 
cally within  the  NIH  authorization 
bill,  those  kinds  of  administrative  deci- 
sions are  not  going  to  be  able  to  be 
made  anymore. 

The  gentlewoman  was  concerned 
about  a  particular  disease.  Let  me 
point  out  that  under  the  present 
system,  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  on  their  own  hook  were  able  in 
1  year  to  increase  the  funding  for  re- 
search into  acquired  immunity  defi- 
ciency syndrome  from  $3  million  to  $8 
million,  because  they  have  the  flexibil- 
ity to  do  that.  Under  the  committee 
bill,  or  the  Waxman  bill.  H.R.  2350, 
that  flexibility  is  taken  away. 

Everything  is  line  itemed  by  the 
Congress  for  a  3-year  period  of  time. 
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So  what  you  may  be  interested  in 
may  be  locked  in  at  a  particular 
moment.  But  if  NIH  a  year  from  now 
wants  to  increase  the  amount  of  effort 
being  spent  in  that  area  they  cannot 
do  it  unless  they  come  back  to  Con- 
gress and  get  specific  authorization 
from  Congress  to  do  it.  where  under 
the  present  system,  as  I  said  in  the  ex- 
ample with  AIDS,  they  were  able  to 
more  than  double  the  research  from  1 
year  to  the  next  without  having  to 
check  with  anybody  because  they  have 
the  administrative  freedom  to  do  that 
sort  of  thing. 

For  those  reasons,  and  for  other  rea- 
sons which  I  am  going  to  enumerate.  I 
rise  to  oppose  H.R.  2350  and  to  sup- 
port the  substitute  that  will  be  offered 
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by    my    colleague    and    friend 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill). 

Before  outlining  my  arguments 
against  the  Waxman  bill  and  explain- 
ing why  I  believe  the  BroyhUl  substi- 
tute is  the  preferred  alternative  I 
think  it  is  important  to  include  some 
historical  perspective  in  this  debate. 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
been  trying  to  move  an  NIH  reauthor- 
ization bill  through  Congress  since 
1980.  In  fact,  an  NIH  reauthorization 
bill  has  not  been  signed  into  law  since 
December  1980  when  the  House  and 
the  other  body  reached  a  stalemate  in 
conference  and  threw  out  both  bills, 
replacing  them  with  a  simple  reau- 
thorization. 

This  is  a  curious  phenomena.  Two 
questions  come  to  mind. 

Why  should  legislation  reauthoriz- 
ing the  Federal  Biomedical  Research 
Authority  be  so  controversial  and  how 
can  we  expect  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  to  maintain  a  level  of  re- 
search excellence  when  we  in  Congress 
cannot  pass  authorizing  legislation 
which  would  allow  for  the  funding 
NIH  needs  for  proper  growth  and 
expansion? 

I  believe  the  major  reason  for  the 
failure  of  these  bills  is  not  because 
they  have  provided  for  a  generous 
level  of  funding  for  the  expiring  au- 
thorities in  NIH.  but  because  their 
focus  has  been  to  control  NIH's  re- 
search activity  by  setting  up  an  in- 
flexible administrative  framework 
through  this  detailed  legislative  man- 
date again  contained  in  H.R.  2350 
which  is  a  prime  example  of  the  wrong 
approach. 

Much  of  the  specificity  of  the  bill  is 
contained  within  section  2,  a  total  re- 
write of  title  IV  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act. 

I  am  also  bothered  by  the  repeal  of 
section  478  and  the  deletion  of  all  ref- 
erences to  section  301  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  which  represents 
the  general  research  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  HHS. 

With  these  changes  it  is  unclear  to 
me  if  new  research  programs,  without 
a  specific  authority  in  title  IV,  could 
be  funded  and  if  Congress  does  not 
pass  reauthorizing  legislation  whether 
certain  NIH  programs  would  lapse. 

I  am  also  deeply  troubled  by  such 
new  line  item  authorizations  for  dis- 
ease centers  and  I  will  not  argue  with 
the  gentleman  from  California  about 
the  merits  of  Federal  research  in  these 
disease  areas.  But  I  question  whether 
it  is  the  role  of  Congress  to  determine 
so  specifically  what  type  of  research 
deserves  funding. 

More  appropriately,  our  role 
through  our  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee, and  our  authorizing  committee,  is 
to  provide  oversight  and  to  allow  NIH 
and  its  scientific  peer  review  process  to 
award  research  dollars  based  on  scien- 
tific merit  and  scientific  excellence. 


Many  of  the  administrative  direc- 
tives in  H.R.  2350  represent  current 
practices  at  NIH.  Examples  include 
the  system  to  handle  scientific  fraud 
and  misconduct  which  the  gentleman 
from  Califmia  says  we  are  trying  to 
strike  out  of  the  bill.  And  in  fact  what 
he  is  doing  is  trying  to  put  into  the  bill 
that  which  they  are  already  doing  out 
there,  so  there  is  no  question  about 
fraud  or  abuse  in  these  two  legislative 
proposals. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
and  I  will  offer  a  substitute  which  will 
reauthorize  the  National  Cancer  Insti- 
tute, the  National  Heart,  Lung,  and 
Blood  Institute,  the  National  Reseach 
Service  Awards,  the  Medical  Library 
Assistance  Act,  and  several  smaller 
programs  whose  authorities  expire 
this  year. 

We  will  authorize  those  for  3  years 
at  the  very  same  levels  contained  in 
the  Waxman  bill.  That  is  a  35-percent 
increase  for  cancer  research,  a  15-per- 
cent increase  for  the  other  authorities, 
all  over  the  1983  continuing  resolution 
levels. 

Our  substitute  also  creates  the  Insti- 
tutes for  Arthritis.  As  I  said  earlier, 
the  American  Medical  Association,  the 
Association  of  American  Medical  Col- 
leges, the  Federation  of  American  So- 
cieties for  Experimental  Biology,  as 
well  as  several  other  research  and 
medical  organizations  have  endorsed 
the  Broyhill  substitute. 

The  Broyhill  substitute  recognizes 
the  unparalleled  excellence  of  NIH  ac- 
tivities and  it  seeks  to  reward  that 
with  significant  financial  support  and 
no  congressional  interference  like  that 
contained  in  H.R.  2350. 

In  short,  we  do  not  create  a  pork 
barrel  for  biomedical  research. 

The  gentleman  from  California  said 
the  record  of  NIH  had  been  fine.  In 
his  opening  remiu-ks  he  said  the  record 
of  NIH  was  excellent. 

All  we  are  suggesting  is  that  if  it  is 
all  that  good,  and  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill),  and  I 
believe  that  it  is,  we  should  allow 
them  to  continue  to  have  the  adminis- 
trative judgment  they  have  had  in  the 
past.  We  should  allow  them  the  neces- 
sary discretion  to  be  able  to  make  ad- 
ministrative decisions,  and  the  substi- 
tute for  H.R.  2350  does  that  and  does 
that  at  the  same  funding  levels  con- 
tained in  the  Waxman  bill. 
I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigcui  (Mr.  Dingell). 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
proposal  that  the  committee  has  come 
forward  with  is  a  good  one.  It  is  one 
which  meets  the  needs  and  carries  out 
the  necessary  and  proper  legislative 
oversight  that  this  committee  and  this 
Congress  must  deal  with. 


More  importantly,  it  deals  with  a 
number  of  the  problems  that  the  com- 
mittee has  found  over  the  years. 

It  does  something  which  I  believe  is 
extremely  important.  It  says  that  in 
the  setting  up  of  new  Institutes,  that 
the  new  Institute  should  not  divert 
moneys  from  the  conduct  of  substan- 
tive programs  to  administration. 

Beyond  that,  it  corrects  another 
defect  that  the  committee  has  found 
over  the  past  year.  The  charge  has 
been  made  that  the  proposal  would  do 
away  with  the  small  business  set-aside. 
That  statement  is  untrue  and  let  me 
tell  what  the  proposal  does. 

First,  it  says  that  no  grant  set-aside 
may  be  funded  if  it  has  less  scientific 
merit  than  grants  submitted  under  the 
standing  process.  What  it  requires  is 
that  small  business  set-asides  should 
meet  the  same  tests  in  terms  of  scien- 
tific merit  that  any  other  program 
meets. 

Remember,  we  are  talking  about  the 
Nation's  health  and  we  are  talking 
about  a  program  where  Nobel  Prize 
laureates  are  not  able  to  get  their  pro- 
grams funded. 

In  addition  to  this,  it  requires  that 
the  standing  peer  review  group  for 
each  discipline  will  be  required  to 
evaluate  set-aside  applications.  In 
other  words,  the  same  team,  the  same 
skills  which  evaluate  the  applications 
for  general  NIH  grants  must  perform 
the  same  evaluation  for  this  particular 
set-aside  program. 

Beyond  this,  it  does  something  else 
which  I  think  is  important.  It  says 
that  funds  for  set-aside  programs  shall 
be  made  available  only  from  the 
budget  of  the  institute  with  authority 
over  the  subject  of  the  grant  applica- 
tion. There  will  not  be  moneys  shifted 
from  the  budget  of  one  institute  to  an- 
other, something  which  the  Congress 
has  the  clearest  responsibility  and  con- 
cern over. 

Beyond  this,  it  says  that  if  there  are 
not  applications  of  sufficient  merit  or 
not  a  sufficient  number  of  applications 
so  that  funds  would  lapse,  that  the 
funds  then  are  returned  to  the  Nation- 
al Institutes  of  Health.  Thus,  funds 
which  are  In  desp)erately  short  supply 
for  urgent  programs  like  cancer,  ar- 
thritis, heart,  stroke,  diabetes,  AIDS, 
and  all  of  the  other  scores  of  undefeat- 
ed health  scourges  will  not  be  lapsing 
into  the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury 
and  so  become  unavailable  for  NIH  re- 
search programs  where,  today,  we  are 

unable  to  fund  most  of  the  current  ap- 
plications for  grants. 

D  1440 
I  would  urge  my  colleagues,  when 
this  issue  is  before  us.  to  understand 
that  the  SBIR  program  remains 
Intact.  It  is  simply  perfected  by  seeing 
to  it  that  it  is  conducted  in  a  fashion 
which  is  in  accord  with  the  basic  pur- 
poses  of   the   National   Institutes  of 
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Health,  and  that  is  the  protection  of 
the  health  of  the  American  people. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  Is 
recognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  NIH 
is  a  gem;  it  is  a  remarkable  institution, 
one  we  can  be  justifiably  proud  in  and 
rejoice  in  its  accomplishments. 

But  the  NIH  is  also  a  $4  billion  Fed- 
eral agency.  As  a  $4  billion  agency, 
NIH  is  in  need  of  periodic  oversight 
and,  when  necessary,  direction  from 
the  authorizing  committees  of  the 
Congress. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Madigan)  has  characterized  some  of 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  as  political 
pork  barrel.  It  seems  to  me  that  to  say 
we  want  the  cancer  centers  protected 
is  not  political  pork  barrel;  to  say  we 
want  more  attention  to  Alzehimers 
disease  is  not  political  pork  barrel. 
Spinal  cord  regeneration  is  an  urgent 
need  and  we  ought  to  spell  out  we 
want  that  accomplished  in  this  area  by 
the  NIH.  And  we  should  tell  NIH  that 
we  want  more  consideration  given  to 
those  myriad  conditions  known  as 
orphan  diseases  which  have  been  ig- 
nored for  so  long. 

It  is  not  unreasonable  for  the  Con- 
gress to  require  NIH  to  adopt  proce- 
dures for  the  investigation  of  scientific 
fraud  in  light  of  the  growing  number 
of  misconduct  cases  in  recent  years. 
Do  not  academic  institutions,  which 
receive  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
each  year  from  NIH  in  overhead  costs 
have  a  resoonsibility  to  properly  su- 
pervise their  researchers  and  investi- 
gate misconduct  episodes  when  they 
arise? 

We  will  oppose  the  substitute  when 
it  Is  offered  and  urge  Members  to  sup- 
port the  committee  bill  because  it 
leads  to  accountability  for  the  expend- 
itures of  these  Federal  research  dol- 
lars. It,  in  no  way,  is  in  denigration  of 
the  efforts  of  NIH.  It  is  an  ethusiastic 
endorsement  of  NIH  programs  and  is 
necessary  to  keep  them  on  the  right 
track,  under  the  supervision  of  those 
who  were  elected  to  spend  the  Federal 
taxpayers'  dollars,  those  Members  of 
Congress  who  have  committee  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  NIH  and  the  Members  of 
Congress  who  will  vote  on  the  commit- 
tee recommendations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

I  just  say  very  quickly  in  rebuttal  to 
my  distinguished  friend  from  Califor- 
nia, who  again  has  referred  to  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  as  being  a 
gem.  If  it  is  a  gem,  then  why  do  we  not 
leave  it  alone?  Why  do  we  not  give 
them  the  money  to  pursue  the  mission 
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to  which  they  are  so  dedicated  and  not 
try  by  line  item  to  say  polnt-by-point 
everything  that  they  will  do  and  ev- 
erything that  they  will  not  do  for  the 
next  5  years. 

This  question  of  pork  barrel  Is  not  a 
term  thought  up  by  Mr.  Broyhill  or 
by  myself.  It  Is  a  term  being  used  to 
describe  the  committee  bill  by  the 
health  researchers  all  across  the 
United  States  who  point  out  that  if,  by 
line  item,  we  say  $500  million  is  to  be 
spent  on  this  kind  of  research  and  if 
there  is  only  one  institution  in  the 
United  SUtes  doing  that  kind  of  re- 
search, then  what  we  have  just  done  is 
directed  to  that  State  and  that  con- 
gressional district  $500  million  of  their 
health  research  money,  and  if  that  is 
not  political  pork  barreling,  nothing 
ever  will  be. 

NIH  is  an  excellent  institution  with 
an  excellent  reputation;  it  deserves  the 
support  of  Congress.  We  are  here  to 
support  it  at  the  funding  levels  pre- 
scribed by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia, but  we  do  not  believe  in  interfer- 
ing with  their  mission:  we  do  not  think 
we  have  the  expertise  to  do  that. 

With  all  due  respect  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague,  we  submit  he  does 
not,  either. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

•  Mr.  LUJAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  animal 
provisions  in  H.R.  2350.  It  is  vital  to  the 
interests  of  human  health  that  labora- 
tory animals  receive  the  very  best  care 
we  can  provide. 

These  provisions  put  some  teeth  into 
what  NIH  already  stresses  in  its  own 
Guide.  Functioning  animal  care  com- 
mittees would  be  required  of  each  fa- 
cility receiving  Federal  funding.  Al- 
ready, two-thirds  of  the  facilities,  in- 
cluding all  major  medical  schools, 
have  some  sort  of  animal  care  commit- 
tee. These  provisions  would  bring  into 
line  the  remaining  30  percent  who 
have  no  committee.  The  commitee 
would  not  consider  research  decisions, 
goals,  or  methods. 

Committee  membership  would  in- 
clude a  veterinarian  and  an  outside 
member  whose  responsibility  is  animal 
welfare:  the  research  facility  would 
select  the  outside  member. 

Much  misinformation  has  been  cir- 
culated about  the  costs  of  such  a  com- 
mittee. First  of  all,  a  facility  must 
have  one  in  order  to  be  in  compliance 
with  the  NIH  Guide.  It  is  not  unrea- 
sonable to  require  a  functioning  com- 
mittee charged  with  assurances  of 
proper  care  of  lab  animals  when  that 
research  facility  receives  thousands  of 
Federal  dollars.  That  is  simply  ac- 
countability. 

In  testimony  before  the  Health  Sub- 
committee in  December  1982,  a  repre- 
sentative from  Colorado  State  Univer- 
sity's animal  care  committee  stated 
that  the  annual  cost  to  the  university 


was  approximately  .45  percent  of  the 
research  budget.  Service  on  commit- 
tees is  universally  accepted  as  part  of  a 
faculty  member's  responsibilities, 
making  Implementational  costs  mini- 
mal. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
these  important  and  unobtrusive  pro- 
visions. We  should  take  this  opportu- 
nity to  improve  the  lot  of  tmimals  in 
research  and  protect  the  interests  of 
human  health,  too.« 
•  Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  both  of  the 
Walgren  laboratory  animal  provisions 
contained  in  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  reauthorization  bill  (H.R. 
2350). 

I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  one 
of  these  provisions  which  would  make 
it  possible  for  NIH  to  begin,  for  the 
first  time,  the  systematic  development 
of  alternatives  to  the  use  of  animals  in 
research  and  testing. 

Some  alternatives,  such  as  the  use  of 
microorganisms  and  bacterial  cultures, 
have  already  been  developed  and 
widely  used  by  private  industry  be- 
cause they  are  cheaper  than  using  ani- 
mals. 

In  addition,  alternatives  to  the  use 
of  animals  in  research  and  testing 
have  passed  reliability  tests  necessary 
for  assuring  good  scientific  data.  The 
National  Acawlemy  of  Sciences,  in  a 
spring  1983  report,  determined  that  al- 
ternative tests— tests  not  using  ani- 
mals—are sufficiently  reliable  for  most 
regulatory  and  manufacturing  deci- 
sions on  toxicological  and  environmen- 
tal health  hazards.  The  NAS  report 
concluded  that  it  is  Important  to  have 
available  several  rapid,  sensitive,  inex- 
pensive nonanimal  tests. 

Thus.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  clear 
evidence  that  it  is  not  only  more 
humane  and  scientifically  reliable  to 
develop  alternatives  to  the  use  of  ani- 
mals in  laboratory  research,  but  that 
the  development  of  these  alternatives 
would  be  cost  effective. 

This  provision  would  not  prohibit 
the  use  of  animals  in  scientific  re- 
search. The  Walgren  provision  merely 
directs  the  NIH  to  develop  alternatives 
to  lab  animal  use,  at  an  authorization 
level  of  $20  million  for  a  3-year  period. 
C\irrently,  the  NIH  budget  exceeds  $2 
billion  annually  for  lab  animal-related 
research  and  testing.  This  $20  million 
authorization  is  a  relatively  small  in- 
vestment for  what  may  be  significant 
savings  in  the  future. 

Again,  I  urge  support  for  these 
humane  and  cost-effective  provisions.* 
•  Mr.  CORRADA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2350,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Public  Health  Service  Act 
to  revise  and  extend  the  authorities 
under  that  act  to  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  and  the  National  Re- 
search Institutes,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  NIH  Is  the  cornerstone  of  our 
Nation's  biomedical  research  program. 


Through  its  11  institutions,  NIH  is  re- 
sponsible for  important  advances 
against  cancer,  arthritis,  coronary  dis- 
eases, diabetes,  high  blood  pressure, 
respiratory  distress,  and  many  other 
serious  health  conditions. 

Even  if  we  agree  with  the  statement 
that  we  Americans  are  healthier  today 
than  we  ever  have  been,  we  are  none- 
theless in  the  dark  when  it  comes  to 
the  cause,  treatment,  and  cure  of 
many  life  threatening  diseases.  This 
bill,  in  my  opinion,  is  one  of  the  most 
important  bills  that  we  will  consider 
during  the  98th  Congress.  It  targets 
many  health  problems  of  the  Nation 
and  recognizes  the  need  for  the  Feder- 
al Government  to  provide  substantial 
financial  support  to  make  the  health 
of  our  people  better.  Good  health  is  a 
matter  of  the  highest  priority. 

In  Puerto  Rico,  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  plays  an  important 
role  in  providing  research  grants  for 
numerous  programs  at  the  medical  sci- 
ence campus  of  the  University  of 
Puerto  Rico.  This  school  has  provided 
fertile  ground  for  various  research 
programs  funded  by  NIH  such  as  the 
Caribbean  Primate  Research  Center, 
the  Puerto  Rico  Cancer  Center,  and 
the  Neurobiology  Laboratory,  to  name 
only  a  few. 

The  Caribbean  Primate  Research 
Center  has  been  jointly  funded  by  the 
NIH  and  the  University  of  Puerto  Rico 
since  its  full  ranging  rhesus  colony 
was  established  in  1940.  It  is  a  unique 
program  where  the  genealogy  of  the 
primates  is  traced  and  a  study  is  made 
of  the  different  social  groups  they 
have  formed.  Records  have  been  kept 
on  sex-rates,  feeding  habits,  behavior- 
al and  social  Interaction,  and  so  forth. 
There  is  also  a  imique  skeletal  collec- 
tion to  be  studied  to  obtain  Important 
Information  about  the  genetic  inherit- 
ance of  anatomic  characteristics  In 
these  primates. 

The  Puerto  Rico  Cancer  Society, 
sponsored  by  the  National  Cancer  In- 
stitute, coordinates  an  island-wide  net- 
work for  cancer  services  and  informa- 
tion. It  provides  investigation  and 
treatment  facilities  including  the 
physiological  effect  of  the  disease,  en- 
vironmental diagnosis,  and  therapeu- 
tic and  basic  cancer  research  program. 
There  are  three  funded  study  groups 
participating  in  clinical  research  with 
groups  on  the  mainland:  the  Radiation 
Therapy  Oncology  Group,  the  South- 
eastern Cancer  Study  Group,  and  the 
Obstetrics/Gynecology  Oncology 

Group. 

The  Neurobiology  Laboratory,  joint- 
ly supported  by  the  NIH  and  the  Uni- 
versity of  Puerto  Rico,  is  a  highly  re- 
spected laboratory  in  neurological  sci- 
ences having  collaborative  research 
with  scientists  and  students  from  the 
University  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  U.S. 
mainland,  and  international  institu- 
tions. During  the  past  year,  16  scien- 


tists and  10  students  have  been  in- 
volved in  these  research  activities.  Ac- 
tually the  laboratory  is  coordinating 
the  Ciguatera  project,  a  study  of  the 
scientific,  clinical,  and  epidemiological 
aspects  of  this  disease. 

Another  important  program  for 
Puerto  Rico  sponsored  by  the  NIH  is 
the  minority  biomedical  research  sup- 
port program.  Students  are  encour- 
aged through  this  program  to  develop 
careers  In  biomedical  research  and  at 
the  same  time  assist  faculty  in  Innova- 
tive and  worthwhile  research  projects. 
Actually  the  main  campuses  of  the 
University  of  Puerto  Rico  at  Rio  Pie- 
dras  and  Mayaguez  and  the  medical 
sciences  are  benefiting  from  this  pro- 
gram as  well  as  the  Catholic  Universi- 
ty of  Puerto  Rico,  Interamerican  Uni- 
versity, and  Cayey  Medical  School. 

Another  important  achievement  of 
this  bill  is  the  creation  of  a  National 
Institute  of  Arthritis  and  Musculoske- 
letal Diseases.  It  is  estimated  that  over 
37  million  Americans  are  affected  with 
some  form  of  arthritis  or  musculoske- 
letal disease,  and  that  some  250,000 
children  are  afflicted  with  juvenile  ar- 
thritis and  congenital  malformation  of 
the  musculoskeletal  system.  H.R.  2350 
recognizes  the  need  for  meaningful  re- 
search on  these  pervasive  chronic  dis- 
eases and  raises  the  level  of  funding  In 
proportion  to  the  national  health 
impact  of  these  diseases.  I  am  confi- 
dent that  the  creation  of  a  National 
Institute  of  Arthritis  and  Musculoske- 
letal Diseases  will  launch  a  focused,  di- 
rected, and  vigorous  attack  against  ar- 
thritic and  rheumatic  diseases  and 
other  musculoskeletal  disorders. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  and  my  col- 
leagues can  appreciate,  the  programs 
presently  under  the  sponsorship  of  the 
NIH  in  Puerto  Rico  provide  the  means 
for  serious,  scientific,  and  useful  bio- 
medical research  not  only  for  us,  but 
for  the  whole  Nation  as  well.  We 
should  not  overlook  the  importsuice  of 
these  programs. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Accordingly  the  Committee  rose: 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Kazen)  having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr. 
Brkaux,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit- 
tee, havirig  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  2350)  to  amend  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  to  revise 
and  extend  the  authorities  under  that 
act  relating  to  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  suid  the  National  Research 
Institutes,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  to 
add  extraneous  material  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  debate  just  completed  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  2350). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection 


INTERNATIONAL  RECOVERY 
AND  FINANCIAL  STABILITY  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  I*ursu- 
ant  to  House  Resolution  249  and  rule 
XXIII,  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill,  H.R.  2957. 

The  Chair  designates  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Pease)  as  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  and  re- 
quests the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Waxman)  to  assume  the  chair 
temporarily. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  2957)  to  extend  the  authority  of 
the  Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  encourage  balanced  worldwide 
economic  growth,  provide  for  contin- 
ued participation  in  the  International 
Monetary  Fund,  strengthen  the  super- 
vision of  international  lending  by  U.S. 
banks,  and  provide  for  continued  U.S. 
participation  in  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  with  Mr.  Waxman  (Chair- 
man pro  tempore)  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pur- 
suant to  the  rule,  the  first  reading  of 
the  biU  is  dispensed  with. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  will  be 
recognized  for  1  hour,  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie)  will  be 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  biU  before  us— 
the  International  Recovery  and  Finan- 
cial Stability  Act  (H.R.  2957)— is  criti- 
cally important  to  the  economic  well- 
being  of  the  United  States  and  the 
rest  of  the  world.  Drawing  on  knowl- 
edge gained  from  over  10  years  of 
hearings  and  investigations  into  inter- 
national banking  operations,  it  is  clear 
to  me  that  passage  of  this  biU  is  criti- 
cal to  restoring  global  financial  stabili- 
ty. 

Our  present  international  financial 
condition  is  serious  and  complex.  Leg- 
islation addressing  every  level  of  the 
problem  is  needed  if  It  is  to  be  re- 
solved. H.R.  2957  does  precisely  this. 


Title    I   wlU   augment   U.S.   recovery 
prospects  and  thereby  increase  world 
trade  by  extending  the  authority  of 
the  Export-Import  Bank  to  assist  T3S. 
exports.  Title  II  will  enhance  the  pros- 
pects for  sustained  and  nonlnflation- 
ary  growth  worldwide  by  encouraging 
the   industrialized  nations  to  coordi- 
nate their  fiscal,  monetary,  and  bank 
regvQatory     policies.     Title     III     wU] 
strengthen  the  IMF  by  increasing  the 
IMF  commitment  to  this  vital  interna- 
tional  agency   and   providing   needed 
guidsmce  to  the  U.S.  representative  on 
critically    important    policy    matters 
such  as  the  U.S.  position  on  lending  to 
nations     which     practice     apartheid. 
Title  IV  will  bring  about  much  needed 
reforms  in  how  the  foreign  lending  ac- 
tivities of  U.S.  banks  are  monitored 
and      regulated,      particularly      with 
regard  to  disclosing  the  true  nature 
and  extent  of  U.S.  bank  foreign  lend- 
ing,  assuring  the   adequacy   of  bank 
capitalization,      and      providing      for 
proper  fee  and  loan  reserve  account- 
ing. Title  V  will  improve  the  long-term 
economic  strength  of  the  developing 
nations  by  authorizing  continued  U.S. 
participation    In    the    Inter-American 
Development  Bank,  the  Asian  Devel- 
opment Bank,  and  the  African  Devel- 
opment Fund. 

As  we  all  know,  H.R.  2957  is  contro- 
versial. We  are  being  asked  to  vote  bil- 
lions of  dollars  for  institutions  which 
are  not  fully  within  our  control,  insti- 
tutions governed  by  treaties  and  agree- 
ments with  nations  with  different 
goals  and  which  compete  with  us  eco- 
nomically. While  very  few  of  us  dis- 
agree with  the  basic,  long-term  objec- 
tives of  this  legislation,  we  differ  as  to 
tactics  and  timing  and  all  have  misgiv- 
ings about  approving  allocations  of 
U.S.  funds  for  what  on  the  surface  ap- 
pears to  be  for  the  benefit  of  distant 
nations.  Increasing  the  U.S.  commit- 
ment to  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  by  $8.4  billion,  in  particular,  is  a 
source  of  concern  to  many  of  our  col- 
leagues. They  feel  the  IMF  funding  in- 
crease In  title  III  will  benefit  no  one 
but  the  big  banks.  Ironically,  the 
banking  industry  deeply  believes  that 
the  foreign  loan  reforms  and  write- 
down provisions  in  title  IV  are  too 
harsh.  Make  no  mistake  about  it,  the 
foreign  lending  reform  provisions  in 
H.R.  2957  will  prevent  private  bank 
lenders  from  engaging  in  the  kind  of 
unsound  loan  practices  that  flourished 
In  recent  years.  However,  the  bill  wiU 
enable  soundly  based  credit  to  contin- 
ue to  flow  and  support  the  develop- 
ment and  growth  absolutely  essential 
to  peace  and  prosperity  around  the 
world. 

Before  asking  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues, Steve  Neal,  chairman  of  the 
International  Trade  Subcommittee, 
and  Jerry  Patterson,  chairman  of  the 
International  Development  Subcom- 
mittee, to  provide  further  comment 
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and  elaboration  on  H.R.  2957.  I  would 
like  to  comment  on  several  aspects  of 
the  bill  about  which  I  have  very 
strong  personal  views.  I  want  to  ex- 
plain why  I  personally  feel  the  U.S. 
commitment  to  the  IMP  should  be  in- 
creased, and  why  the  strong  reform 
provisions  concerning  our  banking 
system  are  needed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  during  my 
entire  tenure  as  a  Member  of  this 
House,  supported  and  voted  for  strong 
international  financial  institutions.  In 
my  judgment,  the  nations  of  the  world 
are  today  more  economically  and  po- 
litically interdependent  than  at  any 
time  in  human  history.  The  transpor- 
tation and  communication  advances  of 
recent  years  have  made  places  like 
Singapore  and  Hong  Kong  only  a  tele- 
phone call  away  and  their  financial 
market  actions  immediately  critical  to 
us  here  at  home.  The  advances  which 
have  caused  the  nations  of  the  world 
to  become  so  interdependent  cannot 
be  reversed.  They  cannot  be  halted. 
They  will  continue,  day  by  day  and 
year  by  year,  to  make  the  world  seem 
smaller  and  smaller.  And  just  as  every 
advanced  nation  found  it  necessary  to 
establish  and  maintain  effective  cen- 
tral banking  and  regulatory  institu- 
tions to  assure  sustained  domestic  de- 
velopment, strong  international  bank- 
ing and  regulatory  entities  are  needed 
to  assure  the  steady  and  sustained 
growth  of  world  trade  and  develop- 
ment. 

I  want  to  see  world  trade  expanded. 
I  want  to  see  more  world  trade  and 
economic  growth  for  the  good  of  the 
world  and  the  United  States,  and  par- 
ticularly for  the  good  of  the  people  in 
my  home  State.  Rhode  Island.  There 
are  372,000  civilian  workers  in  Rhode 
Island:  25,000  of  these  people  earn 
their  Income  from  work  related  to 
international  trade,  and  the  numl)er  of 
Rhode  Islanders  Involved  in  world 
trade  increases  every  year.  My  home 
State  is  not  unique  in  the  benefit  it  de- 
rives from  exports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  Insert 
in  the  Record  a  tabulation  of  the  ex- 
ports and  jot>s  related  to  exports  in 
each  State. 

EXPORTS  AM)  THE  US  ECONOtlY.  JOBS  RELATED  TO 
KWNUFACTURED  EXFWTS  AND  VALUE  Of  AGRICULTURAL 
EXPORTS.  1981 


EXPORTS  AND  THE  US  ECOfWMY,  WBS  REIATED  TO 
MANUFACTURED  EXPORTS  AND  VALUE  Of  AGRICULTURAL 
EXPORTS.  1981 -Continued 
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International  trade  jobs  are  good 
jobs,  and  they  can  be  steady  jobs  if  the 
large  swings  in  international  business 
can  be  avoided.  The  only  way  I  know 
of  to  moderate  global  business  cycles  is 
to  provide  the  credit-sustaining  re- 
sources the  international  lending 
agencies  need  to  prevent  cyclical 
downturns  and  to  finance  economic 
development  and  growth.  For  these 
reasons,  I  strongly  support  Increasing 
the  U.S.  commitment  to  the  IMF. 

The  need  for  International  regula- 
tory reforms  to  respond  to  the  petro- 
dollar gluts  became  clear  to  me  during 
hearings  by  the  Financial  Institutions 
Subcommittee  in  1977.  At  that  time  as 
the  subcommittee  chairman.  I  was 
concerned  about  the  alarming  rate  of 
gi  «wth  in  loans  to  less-developed  na- 
tions—the so  called  LDCs.  The  re- 
sponse from  regulators  and  bankers 
alike  to  the  questions  I  and  other  sub- 
committee members  raised  was  the 
same:  "Don't  worry.  Trust  us.  We  are 
setting  up  systems  to  monitor  country 
lending  risks.  There  is  nothing  to 
worry  about." 

When  the  agencies  finished  setting 
up  their  country-risk  monitoring 
system,  a  GAO  study  of  its  effective- 
ness got  underway  also.  In  its  formal 
report  to  Congress,  the  GAO  said  the 
agencies'  foreign  loan  exposure  con- 
trol system  "had  little  impact  in  re- 
straining the  growth  of  specially  com- 
mented exposure."  Unfortunately, 
there  was  no  time  to  correct  the  situa- 


tion. About  the  time  the  implications 
of  the  GAO's  report  were  being  fully 
understood,  the  whole  developing 
nation  debt  situation  began  to  unravel. 

The  Banking  Committee's  reponse 
to  the  present  debt  situation  has  been 
quite  different  from  our  response  In 
1977.  The  banking  agencies  again  tried 
to  get  us  to  accept  their  assurances 
that  they  would  on  their  own  toughen 
their  supervision  and  regulation  of 
international  lending.  They  prepared 
an  extensive  reform  proposal  Indicat- 
ing what  they  intended  to  do  and  for- 
mally recommended  that  Congress  not 
attempt  to  legislate  foreign  lending  re- 
forms. Accepting  their  assurances 
again  was  unthinkable.  The  House 
Banking  Committee  Instead  reported 
legislation  containing  the  most  exten- 
sive foreign  lending  reforms  In  U.S. 
banking  history.  H.R.  2957  directs  the 
bank  regulatory  agencies  to  assure 
that  foreign  lending  risks  are  taken 
Into  consideration  In  evaluating  bank 
capital  adequacy.  It  requires  the  agen- 
cies to  establish  special  reserves  on 
troubled  international  loans,  amortize 
rescheduling  fees  over  the  life  of  the 
loan,  and  work  toward  consistent  su- 
pervisory practices  with  foreign  bank 
regulatory  agencies.  In  addition,  the 
bill  requires  banks  to  prepare  loan  eco- 
nomic feasibility  evaluations  of  for- 
eign! loans,  clarifies  the  GAO's  interna- 
tional regulatory  audit  authority  and 
provides  for  civil  penalties  of  up  to 
$1,000  per  day  for  violations  of  this 
title. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  every  respect,  this 
bill  is  a  fair  and  equitable  balancing  of 
all  aspects  of  the  present  problem  and 
is  supported  by  a  majority  of  the 
memt)ers  of  the  Banking  Committee. 
We  were  able  to  construct  a  balanced 
compromise  by  anticipating  Member 
concerns  and  holding  the  most  exten- 
sive set  of  hearings  In  the  committee's 
history  on  international  financial  con- 
ditions and  the  finding  of  the  interna- 
tional lending  agencies.  These  hear- 
ings extended  over  6  months.  Involved 
the  full  committee  and  three  of  its 
subcommittees.  We  heard  from  the  ad- 
ministration, the  Federal  Reserve,  and 
other  officials,  bankers,  public-  and 
private-Interest  groups,  and  experts 
from  foundations  and  academic  Insti- 
tutions. These  hearings  clearly  re- 
vealed the  enormous  size  and  complex- 
ity of  our  present  global  economic  sit- 
uation and  the  need  for  all  the  compo- 
nents of  H.R.  2957. 

No  shortcuts  have  been  taken  on  the 
House  bin,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  Is  the 
result  of  extensive  hearings,  regular 
order,  and  a  tough  amendatory  proc- 
ess. It  has  required  sacrifice  and  com- 
promise by  everyone  involved  In  its  de- 
velopment, and  will  continue  to  re- 
quire the  same  by  Members  of  the 
House,  conference  participants,  and 
ultimately  by  the  public  and  private 
entities  affected  by  it. 


To  those  who  would  have  us  delay 
consideration  untU  September  or  later, 
I  point  out  that  every  day's  delay 
means  more  International  uncertainty 
and  risk.  The  IMF  has  not  grown  as 
fast  as  the  world's  economy,  and  the 
oil  price  Increases  of  the  1970's,  recent 
recessions,  and  high  Interest  rates 
would  have  necessitated  an  IMF  fund- 
ing Increase  even  if  the  debt  crisis  had 
not  erupted  last  year.  If  any  Members 
of  the  House  doubt  that  we  are  on  the 
verge  of  a  global  financial  crisis,  they 
should  review  the  most  recent  lending 
report  of  the  Bank  for  International 
Settlements.  Around  the  world  lending 
levels  are  falling  rapidly.  Without  the 
funding  provisions  for  the  Exlmbank, 
the  multilateral  development  banks, 
and  the  IMF,  economic  disruption  and 
possibly  depression  are  very  likely  to 
result  from  the  financial  contraction 
that  would  follow  from  the  Inability  of 
public  and  private  International  lend- 
ing institutions  to  maintain  the  flow 
of  credit  needed  to  finance  world  trade 
and  growth. 

The  time  for  action  Is  now.  I  ask 
your  support  In  obtaining  House  ap- 
proval of  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  believe  it  would  be 
useful  at  this  point  to  place  in  the 
Record  the  letters  of  support  for  the 
legislation  before  the  House  today 
from  the  administration,  beginning 
and  ending  with  the  letters  from  tiie 
President  of  the  United  States.  His 
letter  of  May  5  appears  on  page  102- 
103  of  House  Report  98-175  accompa- 
nying H.R.  2957. 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  May  5,  1983. 
Hon.  Chalmers  P.  Wyue, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Chauurs;  As  the  House  Banking 
Committee  considers  the  legislation  I  have 
requested  authorizing  increased  U.S.  partici- 
pation in  the  International  Monetary  Fund, 
multilateral  development  banks,  and  reau- 
thorizing the  Export-Import  Bank,  I  want 
to  reiterate  the  importance  which  I  attach 
to  these  measures.  Taken  together,  these 
proposals  will  strengthen  international  fi- 
nancial stability,  promote  sustainable  eco- 
nomic growth  in  the  developing  countries, 
and  enhance  our  economic  recovery  here  at 
home. 

The  request  to  provide  an  Increase  in  the 
U.S.  quoU  in  the  IMF  and  in  U.S.  participa- 
tion in  the  IMF's  General  Arrangements  to 
Borrow  Is  part  of  an  IntemationaUy-agreed 
strengthening  of  the  IMF's  resources,  de- 
signed to  enable  the  Fund  to  play  its  central 
role  In  promoting  an  orderly,  cooperative 
resolution  of  current  international  debt  and 
financial  problems.  With  our  growing  Inter- 
dependence with  the  world  economy,  this 
request  represents  an  essential  part  of  our 
own  efforts  to  achieve  sustainable  economic 
recovery,  preserve  Jobs  in  this  country,  and 
maintain  a  stable  world  economic  founda- 
tion for  pursuit  of  our  international  eco- 
nomic, foreign  policy,  and  security  Interests 
abroad. 

For  this  reason,  the  proposed  increase  in 
the  IMF's  resources  is  of  major  importance 
to  every  American  citizen,  no  matter  how 


distant  international  financial  problems 
may  seem.  I  am  confident  that  this  legisla- 
tion should,  as  It  has  in  the  past,  warrant 
the  broadest  bipartisan  support  In  the  Con- 
gress. 

Similarly,  the  authorizations  for  the  mul- 
tilateral development  banks  and  Elxport- 
Import  Bank  represent  an  investment  in 
economic  growth,  at  home  and  abroad,  and 
merit  strong  support  by  Members  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  want  especitilly  to  commend  you  for 
your  efforts  to  assure  prompt  consideration 
of  this  legislation  by  the  Committee.  You 
can  be  sure  of  my  continued  strong  and 
active  support  for  these  measures  which 
form  a  crucial  part  of  my  legislative  pro- 
gram. 

Sincerely. 

Ron  AID  Reagan. 

The  letter  of  June  20,  jointly  signed 
by  the  Secretaries  of  State  and  Treas- 
ury and  for  emphasis  let  me  read  the 
final  paragraph  of  that  letter: 

The  world  economy  continues  to  confront 
major  difficulties.  We  hope  and  believe  that 
upon  careful  review  you  will  agree  that  the 
strategy  the  U.S.  has  adopted  for  resolving 
current  international  financial  problems  is 
sound  and  that  Congressional  approval  of 
the  legislation  providing  for  contained  U.S. 
participation  in  these  important  institutions 
is  vital. 

Department  of  the  Treasury. 
Washington  D.C.  July  20.  1983. 

Dear  Member:  The  House  of  Representa- 
tives will  soon  consider  legislation  providing 
for  U.S.  participation  in  an  increase  in  the 
resources  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  (IMF),  and  for  U.S.  participation  in 
replenishments  of  the  Inter-American  and 
Asian  Development  Banks  and  the  African 
Development  Fund.  The  legislation  also  re- 
authorizes the  Export-Import  Bank.  We  are 
writing  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  this 
legislation  to  our  own  economic  prospects 
and  to  international  efforts  to  resolve  cur- 
rent problems  in  the  world  economy. 

Economic  recovery  in  the  United  States  is 
now  underway  and  we  are  succeeding  in  put- 
ting Americans  back  to  work.  It  is  critical 
that  this  recovery  be  steady  and  sustained 
and  not  one  that  provides  us  only  tempo- 
rary gains.  As  the  world's  largest  trading 
nation,  the  U.S.  depends  importantly  on  a 
sound,  open  world  economy  as  a  source  of 
economic  growth  and  jobs.  Unless  we  deal 
with  current  strains  in  the  international 
trade  and  financial  system  in  an  orderly  and 
constructive  maimer,  these  strains  would 
pose  a  major  threat  to  the  strength  and  sus- 
tainabllity  of  our  recovery. 

Leaders  of  the  industrialized  nations, 
meeting  in  Williamsburg  with  President 
Reagan,  agreed  on  a  comprehensive  strategy 
to  deal  with  current  international  financial 
problems.  The  IMF  is  the  centerpiece  of 
this  strategy.  It  is  the  world's  central  mone- 
tary Institution,  designed  to  promote  a 
growing  world  economy  and  an  open  system 
of  international  trade.  The  IMF's  ability  to 
do  its  Job  depends  on  assuring  that  it  has 
adequate  resources  to  lend  temporarily  to 
countries  experiencing  balance  of  payments 
difficulties.  By  doing  so.  the  Fund  helps 
countries  help  themselves,  givring  them  nec- 
essary time  to  make  needed  adjustments  in 
their  economies.  The  Fund's  efforts  do  not 
Just  help  the  borrowing  countries;  they  help 
the  United  States  as  weU.  Nearly  20  percent 
of  total  U.S.  goods  are  exported.  The  Jobs  of 
millions  of  Americans,  the  health  of  our 
banking  system,  and  the  prospects  for  a  sus- 
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tained  U.S.  economic  recovery  all  depend  on 
the  IMF's  success  in  maintaining  the  stable 
financial  framework  essential  for  world 
trade  to  prosper. 

PaUure  of  the  United  SUtes  to  participate 
in  the  increase  in  IMF  resources  would  thus 
have  serious  consequences  for  our  own  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  the  preservation  of 
American  jobs.  Moreover,  it  would  severely 
undercut  U.S.  leadership  on  world  economic 
matters  and  cast  doubts  as  to  our  ability  ef- 
fectively to  confront  important  internation- 
al economic  problems.  It  could  also  lead  to 
the  collapse  of  efforts  to  restore  the  eco- 
nomic health  of  many  developing  countries 
of  vital  strategic  interest  to  the  United 
States.  Such  a  collapse  could  result  in  eco- 
nomic and  political  Instability  in  those  coun- 
tries that  could  have  very  serious  conse- 
quences for  U.S.  security  and  foreign  policy 
objectives.  Without  stilequate  Western  sup- 
port for  their  difficult  adjustment  efforts, 
many  countries  might  be  tempted  to  re- 
nounce their  international  obligations,  seek 
support  from  other  sources,  and  engage  in 
irresponsible  international  behavior. 

U.S.  participation  in  the  replenishments 
for  the  multilateral  development  banks  is 
also  an  important  means  of  demonstrating 
our  continued  conunltment  to  a  cooperative 
effort  to  promote  stable  economic  develop- 
ment in  the  less  developed  countries.  The 
proposed  replenishments  will  provide  vitally 
needed  development  resources  to  countries 
of  strategic  Importance  to  the  United  States 
throughout  the  developing  world,  such  as 
Kenya.  Thailand,  and  Mexico,  and  to  some 
of  the  poorest  countries  of  the  world,  such 
as  Chad.  Haiti,  and  Bangladesh.  The  pro- 
posed replenishment  levels  maintain  a 
strong  U.S.  position  and  influence  in  the  in- 
stitutions, while  reducing  the  level  of  appro- 
priations required  by  19  percent  below  the 
previous  replenishments  for  the  same  insti- 
tutions. 

Reauthorization  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  will  help  ensure  our  continued  ability 
to  compete  in  international  markets  and 
contribute  to  expanded  U.S.  exports.  As 
President  Reagan  noted  in  his  letter  to  the 
House  Banking  Committee  on  this  legisla- 
tion. "Taken  together,  these  proposals  will 
strengthen  international  financial  sUbility. 
promote  sustainable  economic  growth  in  the 
developing  countries,  and  enhance  our  eco- 
nomic recovery  here  at  home." 

The  world  economy  continues  to  confront 
major  difficulties.  We  hope  and  beUeve  that 
upon  careful  review  you  wUl  agree  that  the 
strategy  the  U.S.  has  adopted  for  resolving 
current  international  financial  problems  is 
sound  and  that  Congressional  approval  of 
the  legislation  providing  for  continued  U.S. 
participation  in  these  important  institutions 
is  vital. 
With  best  wishes. 
Sincerely. 

George  P.  Shultz, 

Secretary  of  State. 
DONAU)  T.  Regan. 
Secretary  of  the  Treasurv- 

We  are  all  Interested  in  Jobs  and 
trade.  I  feel  that  the  views  of  our  dis- 
tinguished U.S.  Trade  Representative. 
BUI  Brock,  a  former  colleague  and 
member  of  the  House  Banking  Com- 
mittee, should  be  considered  carefully 
by  us  all.  Ambassador  Brock  in  part 
said: 

As  the  chief  trade  represenUtlve  for  the 
President  and  the  Congress,  I  feel  I  must 
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tell  you  of  the  necAtive  trmde  consequences 
our  nAtlon  wUl  f»ce  If  this  legislation  Is  not 
pused.  Without  an  Increase  In  IMP  re- 
sources, billions  of  dollars  of  VS.  overseas 
sales  wUl  simply  not  occur  and  thousands  of 
\3S.  Job  opportunities  will  be  lost  because 
International  trade  finance,  both  public  and 
private,  will  decline  dramatically. 

And  concluded  his  letter  by  saying: 

In  sum.  this  country  needs  legislation  In- 
creasing the  level  of  U.S.  support  for  the 
International  Monetary  Fund.  The  future 
success  of  U.S.  exporting  efforts  and  of  the 
U.S.  economy  as  a  whole  depends  on  it. 
Therefore.  I  strongly  urge  your  support  for 
this  legislation. 

The  ftiD  text  of  his  letter  is  inserted 
in  the  Rbcord  at  this  point; 

U.S.  Trade  REPmsnrrATivK, 

Waahington,  July  12,  1983. 
Hon.  PcRif  Alts  J.  St  GntMAiit. 
U.S.  House  0/  RepTeaentatives, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dkak  Phzd:  I  am  writing  to  urge  your  sup- 
port for  legislation  before  the  House  which 
would  authorize  a  U.S.  quota  increase  for 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  (H.R. 
M57).  Similar  legislation  recently  passed  in 
the  Senate  (S.  695  >. 

As  the  chief  trade  representative  for  the 
President  and  the  Congress.  I  feel  I  must 
tell  you  of  the  negative  trade  consequences 
our  nation  will  face  If  this  legislation  is  not 
passed.  Without  an  Increase  In  IMF  re- 
sources, billions  of  dollars  of  U.S.  overseas 
sales  will  simply  not  occur  and  thousands  of 
U.S.  Job  opportunities  will  be  lost  because 
ntematlonal  trade  finance,  both  public  and 
private,  will  decline  dramatically.  As  a 
result,  many  developing  countries  will  be 
unable  to  finance  the  purchase  of  reasona- 
ble levels  of  Imports.  The  consequential 
drop  In  International  trade  will  severely 
hurt  U.S.  exporters,  since  we  sell  40  percent 
of  our  manufactured  exports — Indeed, 
nearly  30  percent  of  our  total  exports— to 
developing  countries.  In  other  words,  IMF 
financing  that  helps  countries  adjust  to  bal- 
ance of  payments  difficulties  Is  essential  for 
the  maintenance  and  expansion  of  current 
levels  of  International  trade.  This  In  turn  re- 
sults In  greater  markets  for  U.S.  exports  and 
more  Jobs  for  Americans. 

Tou  should  also  be  aware  that  If  the  more 
restrictive  provisions  of  the  bUl  are  not 
modified  (e.g.,  reserve  requirements),  there 
will  still  be  a  substantial  reduction  In  the 
level  of  International  trade  finance  that  the 
U.S.  private  banking  sector  will  be  able  to 
make  available.  This  will  certainly  have  a 
negative  effect  on  future  U.S.  export  levels. 
For  this  reason,  I  heartily  endorse  the  Ad- 
ministration's position  previously  communi- 
cated to  the  House  urging  modification  of 
specific  provisions  of  the  bUl. 

Legislation  apptDving  an  increase  In  the 
U.S.  quota  to  the  IMF  Is  part  of  an  integrat- 
ed U.S.  strategy  which  will  enable  the 
United  States  and  the  world  to  respond  suc- 
cessfully to  the  current  international  liquid- 
ity crisis  and  to  sustain  the  economic  recov- 
ery now  underway.  It  Is  not  designed  to 
extend  foreign  aid  or  to  rescue  U.S.  banks. 
The  future  health  of  both  the  U.S.  and  the 
world  economies  depends  heavily  on  the 
successful  Implementation  of  this  strategy. 

On  June  29.  the  Presidents  Advisory 
Committee  for  Trade  Negotiations  (ACTN). 
a  prestigious  45-person  committee  of  high- 
level  respresentatlves  from  the  U.S.  private 
sector  chaired  by  Edmund  T.  Pratt.  Chief 
Executive  Officer  of  Pfizer,  approved  a  reso- 
lution expressing  its  general  support  restric- 


tive measures.  While  the  ACTN  does  not. 
and  cannot  under  Its  charter,  lobby  for  the 
particular  legislation  now  before  the  Con- 
gress, I  felt  that  you  should  know  about  the 
concerns  of  the  ACTN  regarding  the  need 
for  adequate  IMF  facilities  to  meet  the 
needs  of  our  International  trading  system.  I 
have  attached  a  copy  of  this  resolution  for 
your  Information. 

In  siun.  this  country  needs  legislation  in- 
creasing the  level  of  U.S.  support  for  the 
International  Monetary  Fund.  The  future 
success  of  U.S.  exporting  efforts  and  of  the 
U.S.  economy  as  a  whole  depends  on  it. 
Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  your  support  for 
this  legislation. 

Very  truly  yours, 

William  E.  Brock. 

Omcx  OF  THE  U.S.  Trads  Repre- 
skktativx.  Executive  OmcE  of 
THE  President, 

Washington. 
To:  The  President;  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives;  the  President 
of  the  Senate;  the  U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative. 
Subject:  Resolution  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mittee for  Trade  Negotiations. 

The  Advisory  Committee  for  Trade  Nego- 
tiations (ACTN)  has  the  honoi  to  submit  to 
you  the  attached  resolution  expressing  the 
ACTN's  sentiment  with  regard  to  adequate 
financing  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund. 

Issue:  The  recent  developments  In  the 
world  economy  have  led  to  strains  in  the 
world  trade  and  financial  environment. 

Within  this  context  it  has  been  proposed 
that  the  resource  base  of  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  be  increased  to  accommo- 
date the  adjustment  necessary  to  restore 
stabQlty  to  the  world  trade  and  financial 
community. 

The  ACTN  Believes: 

The  strains  In  the  International  trade  and 
financial  systems  have  had  an  adverse  effect 
on  U.S.  export-related  interests  which  has 
resulted  In  an  Increase  in  unemployment. 

The  IMF  serves  a  crucial  and  unique  role 
In  the  International  trade  and  financial  sys- 
tems. It  Is  the  only  organization  which  pro- 
vides short  term  balance  of  payments  assist- 
ance while  requiring  that  borrowing  coun- 
tries Implement  economic  stabilization 
measures  to  solve  their  current  external  ac- 
count disequilibrium.  The  coi'ntries  borrow- 
ing from  the  IMF  constitute  an  Important 
fast  growing  market  for  U.S.  exports  (40% 
of  manufactured  exports;  total  grew  30%  in 
the  past  10  years.)  IMF  funding  will  help  to 
alleviate  LX>C  debt  pressures,  and  thus  help 
then  pay  for  Imports. 

The  IMF  ciurently  has  a  funding  prob- 
lem. A  replenishment  of  resources  would 
help  to  alleviate  the  problem  in  the  short 
run. 

The  IMF  is  a  buttress  to  an  open  trading 
system  and  without  IMF  adjustment  pro- 
grams many  countries  are  likely  to  impose 
protectionist  measures. 

IMF  funding  Is  a  vital  part  of  the  current 
global  debt  management  process.  Without 
IMF  participation  commercial  banks  are  un- 
likely to  pledge  new  funds  to  troubled  coun- 
tries. 

Without  quota  Increases  the  IMF  would 
have  to  either  reduce  members'  access  to 
quotas  or  borrow  In  private  credit  markets 
in  its  own  name.     

Therefore,  the  ACTN  finds  that: 
International  trade  and  finance  are  inex- 
tricably linked  and  a  reduction  in  interna- 
tional bank  lending  would  result  in  a  reduc- 


tion in  export  finance.  U.S.  exports  and  the 
labor  force  could  be  adversely  affected  If  an 
alternative  source  of  finance  was  not  avail- 
able. 

An  IMF  replenishment  is  needed  and  that 
if  overly  restrictive  measures  are  imposed  in 
tandem  with  this  replenishment,  the  posi- 
tive economic  benefits  would  be  negated. 

We  (ACTN)  conclude  that: 

The  IMF  resource  base  should  be  replen- 
ished with  minimum  restrictive  measures. 

Positive  resolution  of  this  issue  Is  in  the 
best  economic  Interest  of  the  country. 

A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture makes  it  very  clear  that  a 
viable  IMP  is  absolutely  essential  to 
the  agricultural  economy  of  this 
Nation  and  the  letter  follows: 
Department  or  Agriculture, 

OmcE  or  THE  Secretary. 
Washington,  D.C.  July  14,  1983. 
Hon.  Pernand  J.  St  Germain, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  St  Germain:  In  view 
of  pending  legislative  actions  on  the  in- 
crease in  the  United  States'  quota  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  I  want 
to  call  your  attention  to  the  Importance  of 
this  institution  to  the  U.S.  farm  economy. 
In  the  environment  we  all  work  in,  we  may 
often  overlook  relationships  between  our 
domestic  economy  and  international  institu- 
tions. 

The  U.S.  farmer  over  the  last  decade  has 
become  Increasingly  dependent  on  foreign 
markets  for  a  substantial  portion  of  his 
income.  Today,  exports  provide  one-fourth 
of  farm  marketing  receipts.  In  the  final 
analysis  our  agricultural  exports  require  a 
stable,  healthy  world  economy. 

The  IMF  is  a  major  linchpin  to  achieve 
this.  In  today's  world  of  complex  economic 
interdependence,  a  central  monetary  insti- 
tution is  necessary.  If  the  IMF  did  not  exist, 
we  would  have  to  create  it.  All  member  na- 
tions, including  the  United  States,  at  times 
need  assistance  in  managing  balance  of  pay- 
ments problems.  Debt  problems  face  many 
countries  including  some  which  are  major 
markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  commodities. 
The  IMF  is  essential  to  manage  this  current 
difficult  situation. 

In   view   of   the   role  of   the   IMP  in   a 
healthy   economy   and  the   importance  to 
U.S.  agriculture  of  such  an  economy,  I  urge 
your  support  of  the  IMF  quota  increase. 
Sincerely, 

John  R.  Block, 

Secretary. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Home 
Loan  Bainli  Board  raises  the  specter  of 
the  increased  impact  on  interest  rates, 
which,  in  turn,  would  further  devas- 
tate the  thrift  industry  which  we  have 
spent  so  much  time  seeking  to  assist. 
The  full  text  of  this  letter  follows: 
Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board, 

Washington,  D.C,  July  20,  1983. 

Dear  Member:  This  Is  to  urge  your  sup- 
port for  pending  legislation  to  authorize  and 
appropriate  the  U.S.  contribution  to  an  In- 
crease in  the  resources  of  the  International 
Monetary  Fund. 

I  make  this  request  because  I  believe  that 
if  the  legislation  falls  there  will  be  strong 
upward  pressures  on  Interest  rates.  This 
would  be  devastating  for  much  of  the  sav- 
ings and  loan  Industry  which,  because  of  the 
recent  rise  In  rates,  has  slipped  back  into 
the  red.  This  Is  a  critical  period  for  the  sav- 


ings and  loan  business  which  remains  In  a 
very  fragile  sUte.  The  kind  of  Increase  In 
rates  which  I  fear  could  occur— If  the  legis- 
lation does  not  pass— would  represent  a  very 
significant  setback  for  savings  and  loan  in- 
stitutions in  their  quest  for  recovery.  Clear- 
ly, the  recovery  of  the  entire  homebulldlng 
and  real  estate  Industry  In  this  country  may 
be  at  stake  as  a  direct  consequence  of  in- 
creases In  interest  rates. 

Again,  I  strongly  urge  your  support  for 
the   legislation   which    is   scheduled   to   be 
voted  on  tomorrow,  Thursday.  July  21. 
Sincerely, 

Edwin  J.  Gray. 

Chairman. 

Continuing  on  the  subject  of  interest 
rates.  Chairman  Volcker  in  his  appear- 
ance before  the  House  Banking  Com- 
mittee on  July  20,  reiterated  his  belief 
that  the  failure  to  pass  an  IMF  bill 
would  have  a  significant  impact  on  in- 
terest rates,  both  domestically  and 
abroad,  further  exacerbating  the  al- 
ready critical  situation.  Chairman 
Volcker's  letter  in  the  strongest  possi- 
ble terms  supports  the  assistance  pro- 
vided by  this  bill  for  the  IMF  conclud- 
ed his  letter  as  follows: 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  that  fail- 
ure of  the  U.S.  to  participate  in  providing 
the  IMF  with  adequate  resources  to  do  its 
job,  as  an  essential  part  of  an  international 
effort  Joined  by  virtually  every  country  of 
the  Western  World,  would  deal  a  devastat- 
ing blow  to  the  effort  to  manage  the  Inter- 
national financial  situation,  with  clearly  ad- 
verse consequences  for  U.S.  credit  markets 
and  our  own  economic  growth. 

I  insert  the  entire  letter  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

Board  op  Governors  of  the  Feder- 
al Reserve  System, 

Washington,  B.C.,  July  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Pernand  J.  St  Germain. 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs.  House  of  Representa- 
tives, Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Chairman  St  Germain:  As  the 
House  of  Representatives  prepares  to  take 
up  the  International  Recovery  and  Finan- 
cial StabUlty  Act,  H.R.  2957,  I  would  like  to 
underline  the  Importance  of  prompt  and  fa- 
vorable action  by  the  Congress  on  the  pro- 
posed Increase  In  the  U.S.  quota  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF)  and  in 
the  U.S.  commitment  to  the  IMF's  General 
Arrangements  to  Borrow.  I  believe  U.S.  sup- 
port for  this  Increase  In  IMF  resources  Is  es- 
sential to  maintain  stability  and  confidence 
In  the  International  financial  system  at  this 
critical  time. 

As  you  know,  an  extraordinary  coopera- 
tive .jffort  is  underway  to  deal  with  the 
strains  arising  out  of  the  heavy  Indebted- 
ness of  many  developing  countries.  That 
effort  involves  continuing  action  by  debtors 
and  creditors,  and  by  the  governments  and 
central  banks  of  leading  countries.  But  the 
IMF  Is  the  linchpin  for  the  entire  effort, 
providing,  as  part  of  Its  leadership  role,  a 
critically  needed  margin  of  financing. 

Current  and  prospective  demands  on  the 
F*und  growing  out  of  this  process  could  well 
exhaust  its  usable  present  resources.  To 
strengthen  its  ability  to  deal  with  this  situa- 
tion and  to  maintain  a  stable  International 
financial  system,  these  resources  must  be  In- 
creased. 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  that  fail- 
ure of  the  U.S.  to  participate  In  providing 
the  IMF  with  adequate  resources  to  do  its 


job,  as  an  essential  part  of  an  international 
effort  joined  by  virtually  every  country  of 
the  Western  World,  would  deal  a  devastat- 
ing blow  to  the  effort  to  manage  the  Inter- 
national financial  situation,  with  clearly  ad- 
verse consequences  for  U.S.  credit  markets 
and  our  own  economic  growth. 
Sincerely, 

Paul  A.  Volcker. 

And  finally,  the  President's  letter  of 
July  13  which  was  sent  to  all  Members 
of  the  House  is  as  follows: 

The  White  House. 
Washington,  July  13. 1983. 
Hon.  Pernand  J.  St  Germain. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Fred:  The  House  of  Representatives 
will  soon  consider  my  request  for  Increased 
United  States  participation  in  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF).  In  my  letter 
transmitting  this  request,  I  expalined  that 
the  IMF  plays  the  central  role  In  a  compre- 
hensive strategy  to  resolve  current  world 
debt  and  financial  problems.  Since  then,  I 
have  met  with  leaders  of  the  other  Industri- 
alized nations  at  Williamsburg  where  we  af- 
firmed the  correctness  of  this  strategy  and 
pledged  to  secure  early  ratification  of  the 
increase  in  IMF  resources.  I  would  now  like 
to  emphasize  the  major  importance  I  attacn 
to  this  request. 

The  world  economy  is  currently  facing  a 
number  of  serious  strains.  Including  a  heavy 
International  debt  burden  which  threatens 
to  stifle  growth  In  the  developing  countries 
and.  If  not  handled  properly,  thwart  eco- 
nomic recovery  In  the  United  States  and 
other  Industrialized  nations.  To  assure  or- 
derly resolution  of  current  global  economic 
problems,  there  must  be  better  coordination 
of  policies  In  developed  countries  to  pro- 
mote sustainable,  nonlnflatlonary  growth; 
appropriate  policies  In  LDCs  to  set  their 
economies  on  a  path  to  sustainable  growth; 
continued  official  and  private  financing  at 
adequate  levels  to  maintain  a  viable  interna- 
tional trading  system;  and  reduction  of  pro- 
tectionist barriers  to  trade. 

The  IMP  is  the  centerpiece  of  these  ef- 
forts, and  It  must  have  adequate  resources 
to  do  Its  Job.  Those  resources  are  now 
nearly  exhausted.  If  they  are  not  augment- 
ed in  the  very  near  future,  as  agreed  to  by 
all  member  countries,  the  IMF  will  be 
unable  to  provide  financial  support  and 
policy  advice  to  countries  facing  balance  of 
pajrments  problems.  Without  this,  commer- 
cial lending  will  dry  up,  and  economic  condi- 
tions In  developing  countries  will  deterio- 
rate, forcing  severe  contractions  In  Imports 
and  possible  defaults. 

The  U.S.  economy  could  not  escape  the 
after-effects  of  such  events.  The  legislation 
I  have  requested  to  fulfill  our  share  of  the 
increase  In  IMF  resources  Is  necessary  to 
protect  our  own  Interests  In  a  stable  finan- 
cial system,  a  growing  world  economy,  and 
sustained  economic  recovery  and  higher  em- 
ployment levels.  It  is  tdso  necessary  to  help 
protect  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  security  in- 
terests overseas. 

Because  of  the  Importance  of  early  ratifi- 
cation of  the  proposed  increase  of  help  sta- 
bilize the  international  financial  system.  I 
have  pledged  to  other  world  leaders  my  full 
efforts  to  ensxire  prompt  enactment  of  the 
legislation  to  authorize  and  appropriate  the 
proposed  U.S.  share.  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion is  in  our  Nation's  best  interests  and 
warrants,  as  It  has  in  the  past,  the  broadest 
bipartisan  support  In  the  Congress.  I  there- 


fore urge  its  prompt  approval  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 
Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan. 

D  1500 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
to  my  time. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
very  difficult  to  address  a  piece  of  leg- 
islation such  as  this  one.  It  is  almost 
as  if  one  is  confronted  with  a  box  of 
eggs  containes  six  beautiful  large 
fresh  eggs  but  also  contains  six  rotten 
one.  What  does  one  do? 

First,  let  me  address  the  Export- 
Import  Bank.  There  are  15,000  banks 
in  this  country  of  which  Eximbank 
does  business  with  primarily  only  300. 
Only  1  percent  of  American  manufac- 
turers export  over  80  percent  of  our 
exports,  and  Eximbank  makes  loans 
mainly  to  these  exporters  only.  Exim- 
bank Chairman  William  Draper  has 
acknowledged  that  the  Bank  only  had 
an  exposure  of  less  than  3  percent 
with  small  business  in  1982. 

I  find  a  certain  irony  in  this,  for  the 
greatest  potential  for  export  expan- 
sion, for  new  job  creation  and  new  in- 
dustries, lies  with  small  business.  For 
the  last  several  jears,  I  have  traveled 
this  country.  I  have  held  field  hear- 
ings and  hearings  here  in  Washington. 
I  have  canvassed  the  opinions  of  busi- 
ness leaders.  The  conclusion  that  they, 
and  I,  have  come  to  is  that  this  coun- 
try has  yet  to  begin  to  realize  its  po- 
tential for  small  business  exports.  The 
Department  of  Commerce  acknowl- 
edges that  there  are  at  least  20,000 
businesses  in  this  country  that  could 
export  but  do  not.  This  year,  we  will 
approach  a  $70  billion  trade  deficit. 
The  time  to  act  is  now. 

As  the  result  of  a  bill  I  introduced, 
several  amendments  were  added  to 
this  bill  to  aid  small  business.  Specifi- 
cally, they  are: 

A  mandate  that  the  Export-Import 
Bank  support  exports  on  terms  and 
conditions  which  are  fully  competitive 
with  exports  of  other  countries; 

A  requirement  that  6  percent  of  the 
Export-Import  Bank's  loans,  guaran- 
tees, and  insurance  be  set  aside  for 
small  business  in  year  one,  10  percent 
in  year  two.  A  report  by  January  1  of 
each  year  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
which  will  contain  a  list  of  all  loans 
made,  to  whom  the  loans  were  made, 
how  much  money  was  Involved,  and 
which  loans  were  to  small  business; 
and 

Encouragement  for  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  to  reach  out  to  regional 
and  local  banks  not  now  dealing  with 
them. 

These  reforms  are  needed  and  they 
are  needed  as  we  speak.  I  lu-ge  all 
Members  to  oppKwe  any  attempt  to 
weaken  these  small  business  initiatives 
including  the  use  of  a  9-month  trigger 
on  unspent  fvmds.  I  should  tell  the 
House  that  the  Chamber  of  Commerce 
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of  the  United  States,  the  National 
Federation  of  Independent  Business, 
the  National  Small  Business  Associa- 
tion, Small  Business  United,  and  the 
Small  Business  Council  of  the  Demo- 
cratic National  Committee  all  support 
what  we  have  done  and  all  firmly 
oppose  any  floor  amendments  to 
weaken  our  efforts. 

As  for  the  IMP  section  of  the  bill, 
there  is  no  way  that  I  or  the  Nation's 
small  business  community  can  allow 
section  410(d)  to  stand.  This  section 
would  provide  an  exemption  for  the 
banking  agencies  from  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act  and  the  Paperwork  Re- 
duction Act— two  of  the  cornerstones 
of  the  smaU  business  triangle  of  hope. 
I  see  no  need  for  such  exemptions  and 
plan  to  support  an  amendment  to 
delete  said  section.  I  understand  the 
committee  will  accept  the  amendment 
after  a  colloquy  on  the  problem.  I 
intend  to  take  an  active  part  in  that 
discussion. 

In  conclusion  the  Eximbank  is  a  very 
important  part  of  our  trade  policy. 
The  Nation  cannot  afford  to  wait  for  a 
bureaucratic  organization  to  waive  a 
magic  wsaid— we  need  positive  action 
now.  New  efforts  to  expand  the  export 
marketplace  at  Eximbank  would  be  a 
major  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  President  Reagan,  in 
his  radio  talk  on  Saturday,  put  the 
prestige  of  his  office  on  the  line  in 
support  of  the  IMF  quota  increase.  He 
feels  it  is  that  important  and  said:  "It 
means  jobs  for  our  Nation."  I  am  con- 
vinced beyond  doubt  that  we  have  no 
other  recourse  than  to  pass  this  bill. 
H.R.  2957  has  more  to  do  with  jobs 
than  most  so-called  jobs  bUls  we  have 
enacted.  In  my  own  State  of  Ohio, 
almost  300,000  Jobs  have  been  identi- 
fied as  being  directly  related  to  the 
export  trade  business.  Quick  passage 
of  this  legislation  will  go  a  long  way 
toward  maintaining  Ohio's  exporting 
community.  The  same  can  be  said  of 
almost  any  other  State.  The  President 
said  that  IMF  is  not  a  foreign  give- 
away but  a  critical  cog  in  sustaining  a 
worldwide  economic  recovery  that  will 
"keep  Americans  at  work." 

Ten  former  Secretaries  of  Treasury 
have  signed  a  letter  in  support  of  this 
legislation. 

I  became  convinced  a  long  time  ago 
that  it  was  in  our  best  Interest  and  the 
best  interest  of  nations  who  would  be 
our  friends  to  have  a  strong  IMP. 

Many  nations  came  out  of  World 
War  n  without  the  capacity  to  rebuild 
on  their  own  and  the  United  States 
could  not  finance  the  recovery  of 
every  nation  or  impose  its  will  on 
other  nations— so  the  IMF  was  formed 
to  help  enable  nations  to  help  them- 
selves. 

Each  nation  loaned  the  Fund  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  money  and  received  in 
return  a  comparable  right  to  draw  out 


that  much  in  case  of  an  emergency. 
This  is  called  a  reserve  position  with 
the  Fund. 

That  money  Is  then  loaned  to  gov- 
ernments. There  are  no  gifts  or  for- 
eign griveaways. 

And  in  each  case  the  amount  which 
we  are  asked  to  loan  is  returned  with 
interest. 

The  IMP  helped  put  our  returning 
soldiers  back  to  work  after  World  War 
II  by  helping  to  expand  our  export 
markets. 

In  1980.  U.S.  exports  accounted  for 
19  percent  of  the  total  U.S.  production 
of  goods. 

From  1978  to  1980.  three-fourths  of 
the  growth  in  U.S.  gross  national  prod- 
uct was  directly  attributable  to  the 
rapid  growth  In  our  international 
trade  sector;  In  1981  and  1982.  most  of 
the  decline  in  U.S.  Gross  National 
Product  can  be  attributed  to  the 
worldwide  decline  in  trade;  contracting 
markets  abroad  have  had  a  greater 
impact  on  the  domestic  recession  than 
the  decline  In  the  U.S.  housing  or 
automobile  Industries;  It  has  been  esti- 
mated that  80  percent  of  the  new  jobs 
created  in  the  United  States  between 
1977  and  1980  derive  their  existence 
from  the  increase  in  U.S.  exports; 
more  than  a  million  jobs  have  been 
lost  in  the  last  2  years  due  to  the  de- 
cline In  U.S.  exports;  one  out  of  three 
acres  of  farmland  produces  crops  for 
exports;  one  out  of  seven  jobs  in  man- 
ufacturing is  related  to  U.S.  exports. 

Obviously,  the  United  States  has  a 
strong  Interest  in  insuring  that  the 
international  economy  remains  strong. 

It  was  said  last  week  in  the  debate 
on  the  rule  for  this  bill  that  we  should 
encourage  IMF  borrowing  independ- 
ently In  the  capital  markets  rather 
than  have  the  U.S.  Treasury  borrow 
the  funds  and  then  make  them  avail- 
able to  the  IMF.  Let  rae  say  there  is 
no  difference  because  they  both  access 
the  same  pool  of  funds  when  they 
borrow.  If  anything.  If  there  Is  a  dif- 
ference. IMF  would  cost  more,  because 
we  would  be  borrowing  perhaps  up  to 
$8.4  billion  over  a  period  of  5  years. 
IMF  would  have  to  borrow  $32  billion. 
And,  besides,  it  is  unrealistic  because  it 
would  take  an  85-percent  vote  of  the 
membership  to  effect  this  kind  of  bor- 
rowing mechanism. 

It  was  also  said  last  week  that  the 
IMF  should  use  the  IMF  gold  to  colla- 
teralize the  debt  of  troubled  countries 
of  the  world.  That  would  put  the 
IMPS  gold,  and  thereby  our  gold 
tranche  In  the  IMF  at  greatly  In- 
creased risk.  It  Is  a  highly  unwise  sug- 
gestion which  I  feel  the  honorable 
Member  will  withdraw  when  he  sees 
that  the  fuU  Implications  of  his  sug- 
gestion weakens  the  whole  IMF  struc- 
ture. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  IMF 
borrow  In  the  open  marketplace  for 
the  money  It  needs  for  the  short-term. 
I  am  here  as  a  fiscal  conservative  to 


tell  you  that  it  is  better  for  the  United 
States  to  do  the  borrowing  in  the  open 
market  after  full  and  free  debate  by 
the  Congress.  We  should  have  this 
kind  of  debate  and  put  this  bill 
through  the  amendment  process.  We 
should  not  abdicate  our  responsibility 
over  our  money  markets  by  saying  to 
the  IMF.  in  effect,  go  ahead  and  use 
our  dollars  and  our  gold  we  have  given 
you  in  the  past  to  collatersdize  an  SDR 
borrowing.  Put  them  up  as  collateral 
to  enter  the  New  York  market  and 
borrow  what  you  can  or  what  you 
want.  That  is  abdication  of  our  duty. 
It  Is  walking  away  from  our  responsi- 
bility. It  is  saying  to  one  and  all.  the 
Congress  will  not  vote  for  these  funds 
to  be  raised  by  the  U.S.  Treasury  in 
our  capital  markets.  Instead,  the  Con- 
gress wants  the  IMF  to  go  ahead  and 
take  the  money  from  U.S.  capital  mar- 
kets on  its  own  without  Congress 
having  to  be  involved. 

Those  who  want  the  IMF  to  proceed 
on  its  own  would  set  a  precedent  for  a 
run-away  IMF.  They  want  to  wash 
their  hands  of  the  need  to  decide  the 
great  issue  of  our  time,  namely,  how 
best  to  guarantee  the  continued  ex- 
pansion of  our  export  markets.  They 
want  supply-side  economics  to  work, 
but  they  are  not  willing  to  vote  for  ag- 
gregate demamd.  American  agriculture 
and  industry  have  excess  capacity  in 
abundance,  but  exports  are  faltering 
because  foreign  demand  Is  weakening. 
Foreign  economies  are  in  turmoil. 
They  need  the  expert  advice  provided 
by  the  IMF,  and  they  need  the  pres- 
sure supplied  by  the  IMF  to  take  the 
measures  necessary  to  restore  domes- 
tic stability  to  their  economies. 

A  wisdom  bom  after  the  event  is  the 
cheapest  wisdom  of  all.  Anybody  could 
have  discovered  America  after  1492. 

We  have  an  agreement  with  other 
nations  in  the  IMF  subject,  of  course, 
to  ratification  by  the  U.S.  Congress 
and  although  other  nations  know  the 
Congress  must  approve,  I  think  we 
would  look  bad  if  we  did  not  support 
our  President.  We  have  In  the  past 
supported  Republican  and  Democratic 
Presidents  in  expanding  the  resources 
of  the  IMF.  The  IMF  was  a  stroke  of 
genius  that  has  worked  and  should  be 
encouraged  to  strengthen  Its  perform- 
ance. 

The  President  In  his  broadcast  on 

Saturday  said  further: 

In  addition,  It  creates  Jobs  because  It 
keeps  the  wheels  of  world  commerce  turn- 
ing. Exports  account  for  one  out  of  five 
manufacturing  Jobs  In  the  United  States. 

That  is  the  principal  argument. 

EJven  more  so  than  after  World  War 
II  we  are  dependent  on  other  coun- 
tries to  avoid  an  international  finan- 
cial breakdown  which  could  imperil 
our  economic  recovery. 

Mexico,  our  third  largest  trading 
partner  behind  Japan  and  Canada, 
was  in  serious  trouble.  Through  bridge 


financing  and  the  Imposition  of  some 
austerity  measures,  Mexico  is  coming 
out  of  a  very  serious  financial  crisis 
and  promises  to  remain  a  strong  trad- 
ing partner. 

Last  week  the  IMF  saved  Brazil  from 
default.  This  would  not  have  been  pos- 
sible without  an  IMF  and  its  re- 
sources. 

The  IMF  acts  as  a  catalyst  in  help- 
ing to  devise  sound  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  and  mobilizes  capital 
from  private  banks  to  provide  bridge 
financing. 

One  of  the  big  bugaboos— is  this  is  a 
bailout  for  big  banks.  It  is  not.  The 
IMF  loans  go  to  countries  at  market 
Interest  rates. 

But  what  if  a  big  or  little  U.S.  bank 
is  saved.  It  is  our  bank— and  is  not  that 
better  than  letting  a  bank  fail  with 
American  stockholders  and  depositors 
losing  money— I  think  so. 

I  believe  as  the  President,  that  this 
legislation  is  in  our  best  interest  and 
deserves  bipartisan  support  as  ir.  the 
past. 

I  join  the  Chairman  in  urging  ap- 
proval by  this  body. 

D  1510 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Neal),  the  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  two  of  the  major 
titles  of  H.R.  2957  contain  legislation 
reported  by  the  Banking  Committee's 
Subcommittee  on  International  Trade, 
which  I  chair.  Title  I  incorporates  the 
committee's  bill  to  reauthorize  the 
Export-Import  Bank,  and  title  III  au- 
thorizes the  United  States  to  consent 
to  an  increase  in  our  quota  in  the 
International  Monetary  F^ind. 

Our  subcommittee  and  the  full  com- 
mittee engaged  in  extensive  hearings— 
on  the  world's  financial  conditions.  In 
marking  up  these  bills  we  considered  a 
number  of  very  substantive  amend- 
ments, and  adopted  several  of  them. 
The  total  package  Is  undoubtedly  one 
of  the  most  comprehensive  and  far- 
reaching  initiatives  In  international 
economic  policy  to  come  out  of  the 
Banking  Committee  in  some  time. 
Permit  me  to  review,  briefly,  the  high- 
lights of  these  two  titles. 

Title  I  reauthorizes  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  for  2  years,  from  Sep- 
tember 30,  1983,  Its  present  expiration 
date,  to  September  30.  1985.  While 
there  is  nothing  sacrosanct  about  the 
2-year  limit,  the  committee  agreed 
that  a  6-year  extension,  as  adopted  by 
the  Senate  Banking  Committee,  would 
be  too  long  for  effective  congressional 
oversight  of,  and  Influence  on,  Exim 
policies. 

The  committee  adopted  new  lan- 
guage to  clarify  Exim's  mandate, 
making  It  clear  that  the  Congress  di- 
rects the  Bank  to  be  competitive  In  all 


Its  programs,  as  its  first  priority,  but 
also  to  give  some  weight  to  its  own 
cost  of  funds  In  setting  Interest  rates 
on  Its  loans.  In  the  past  few  years 
Exlm  has  been  roundly  criticized  for 
setting  rates  thought  to  be  uncompeti- 
tive. The  clarification  we  have  adopted 
should  preclude  future  uncompetitive- 
ness. 

The  Eximbank  title  also  contains 
several  other  policy  initiatives,  all 
spelled  out  in  the  committee  report.  I 
would  like  to  mention  two  in  particu- 
lar. It  establishes  a  special  program 
for  the  granting  of  so-called  tied  aid 
credits,  also  known  as  mixed  credits. 
This  type  of  credit,  which  Exlm  does 
not  now  extend.  Is,  in  effect,  a  blend- 
ing of  conventional  export  credit  with 
outright  grants,  to  produce  a  total 
package  for  the  financing  of  exports 
on  extremely  generous,  highly  subsi- 
dized terms.  At  present,  our  foreign 
competitors  use  this  technique  only 
modestly,  but  they  could  easily  esca- 
late their  use  of  it  In  the  future.  The 
use  of  mixed  credits  Is  not  yet  ade- 
quately constrained  by  the  interna- 
tional agreements  that  govern  official 
export  credit.  If  our  competitors  try  to 
exploit  and  abuse  this  loophole  to 
steal  our  markets,  we  should  have  in 
place  a  mechanism  to  protect  U.S.  ex- 
porters. The  competitive  tied  aid  fund 
established  by  this  bill  would  defend 
our  exporters  from  such  abuses.  The 
Senate  bill  aL  )  has  a  kind  of  mixed 
credits  prograi..,  but  it  Is,  I  fear,  too 
open  ended  anJ  ill-defined,  and  would 
push  us  into  excessive  use  of  this 
costly  practice.  Our  version  is  more 
carefully  defined  and  controlled,  is  de- 
fensive in  nature,  and  Is  designed  to 
discourage  the  practice  worldwide. 

I  would  also  note  the  provision  In 
the  Exlm  title  on  small  business.  It  re- 
quries  a  set-aside  for  Eximbank  loans, 
and  guarantees,  to  small  business,  of  6 
percent  in  fiscal  year  1984  and  10  per- 
cent in  fiscal  year  1985.  These  set- 
asides  have  real  teeth:  They  reserve 
those  percentages  of  Exim's  budget,  of 
Its  loan  budget  of  Its  guarantee/insur- 
ance budget,  exclusively  for  the  sup- 
port of  exports  by  small  business.  An- 
other way  of  expressing  the  impact  of 
these  set-asides  would  be  to  say  that 
no  more  than  94  percent  of  Exim's 
budget  in  fiscal  year  1984,  and  no 
more  than  90  percent  of  Exim's  budget 
in  fiscal  year  1985,  can  be  used  for 
"non-small  business." 

Some  of  us  argued  in  principle 
against  rigid  set-asldes,  and  contended 
that,  in  practice,  Exim  may  not  be 
able  to  meet  these  percentages.  If  the 
Bank  does  fall  short  of  these  percent- 
ages, the  set-asides  could  turn  out  to 
be  nothing  more  than  indirect  budget 
cuts,  since  budget  authority  reserved 
for  small  business,  but  not  utilized, 
could  not  be  shifted  to  meet  the  de- 
mands of  other  exporters.  Nonethe- 
less, the  committee  stuck  with  these 
rigid  set-asides.  If  they  are  finally  en- 


acted Into  law,  they  will  likely  prove  to 
be  either  a  great  boon  to  small  busi- 
ness, or  a  serious  Impediment  to  U,S. 
exports. 

Title  III  of  H.R.  2957  grants  the  ad- 
ministration its  request  for  an  Increase 
In  U.S.  participation  in  the  IMF.  The 
total  Increase  would  amount  to  about 
$8.4  billion,  divided  between  a  quota 
Increase  of  about  $5.8  billion,  and  an 
increase  in  our  commitment  to  the 
"general  arrangements  to  borrow"  of 
about  $2.6  billion. 

Misperception  of  the  IMF  is  wide- 
spread. I  want  to  give  you  a  few  simple 
reasons  for  supporting  this  increase  in 
our  support  for  the  IMF.  and  to 
answer,  briefly,  the  major  argimients 
against  It. 

By  helping  to  sustain  foreign  mar- 
kets for  American  exports,  this  IMF 
bill  win  do  as  much  or  more  to  protect 
American  jobs  than  any  other  legisla- 
tion before  Congress.  Our  economic  re- 
covery depends.  In  part,  on  reviving 
world  demand  for  our  goods  and  serv- 
ices. But  to  sell  more  abroad,  we  must 
ensure  that  developing  countries  can 
get  temporary  IMF  assistance. 

Developing  countries  are  among  our 
best  ciistomers,  buying  more  than  a 
third  of  our  exports.  They  need  our 
high  technology  and  our  farm  prod- 
ucts. When  they  stop  buying,  we 
suffer.  About  a  third  of  the  decline  In 
U.S.  production  last  year  was  attrib- 
uted to  lost  export  sales. 

Because  of  recession  and  abnormally 
high  Interest  rates,  some  developing 
nations  are  unable  to  repay  their  debts 
on  schedule.  If  forced  to  default,  they 
could  no  longer  borrow  or  trade  on 
normal  terms.  Widespread  defaults 
could  threaten  the  stability  of  our  own 
financial  markets.  U.S.  banks  might  be 
forced  to  reduce  lending  at  home,  as 
well  as  abroad,  and  thereby  jeopardize 
our  recovery.  Remember  that  the 
ripple  effects  from  the  collapse  of  a 
major  international  bank  in  Austria 
was  one  of  the  inaugural  events  of  the 
Great  Depression. 

It  is,  thus,  clearly  In  our  Interest 
that  the  IMF  be  able  to  help  debtor 
countries  recover  their  financial 
strength.  The  Fund  extends  medium 
term  loans  to  help  them  maintain  a 
modest  level  of  Imports  while  working 
to  correct  their  underlying  balance-of- 
payments  problems.  In  return,  the 
borrowers  must  design  and  adopt  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  approved 
by  the  Fund.  Those  programs  are 
often  tough  and  demanding,  designed 
to  redress  the  debtor's  balance  of  pay- 
ments and  restore  its  international 
credit  standing. 

The  IMF  is  the  only  mechanism  we 
have  for  linking  temporary  financial 
relief  with  effective  financial  disci- 
pline and  reform.  A  debtor  in  distress 
may  understand  quite  well  the  reforms 
it  should  adopt,  but  its  government 
may  lack  the  political  will  or  support 
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to  make  those  tough  choices.  Think 
how  hard  It  appears  to  be  for  us  to  bal- 
ance our  own  budget.  In  those  cases 
the  Fund  can  be  an  external  catalyst 
for  effective  reform  by  appearing  to 
"impose"  discipline  on  the  debtor,  and 
taking  the  blame  for  "requiring"  the 
government  to  do  the  right  things. 

Without  an  effective  IMF.  many 
countries  might  default  and  then  erect 
ever  higher  trade  barriers  to  shut  out 
the  imports  they  could  no  longer 
afford.  Financial  defaults,  escalating 
protectionism,  and  the  collapse  of 
world  trade  were  the  falling  dominoes 
of  the  Great  Depression— precisely  the 
kind  of  calamity  the  IMF  was  founded 
to  combat. 

International  financial  stresses  are 
now  most  acute  among  a  few  develop- 
ing countries.  But  we  should  not 
forget  that  some  of  the  IMF's  largest 
programs  have  helped  revive  Industri- 
al countries  in  distress,  including  some 
of  our  most  Important  allies.  IMF  as- 
sistance to  Great  Britain  In  the  mld- 
1970"s  was  indispensable  to  the  resto- 
ration of  British  financial  sUbility. 
More  recently,  an  IMF  program  in 
Turkey  played  an  important  role  in 
rescuing  that  key  NATO  ally  from  eco- 
nomic calamity.  Even  the  United 
States  has  drawn  heavily  on  the  IMF 
as  a  convenient  source  of  foreign  ex- 
change when  we  needed  to  support  a 
weak  dollar.  In  fact,  we  have  been  the 
second  largest  user  of  IMF  resources. 
Our  cumulative  drawings  of  foreign 
currencies  from  the  IMF  total  about 
$6.2  billion,  second  only  to  Britain's 
drawings  of  about  $13.4  billion. 

Mexico  provides  a  good  example  of 
how  the  IMF  works.  A  year  ago. 
Mexico  was  near  bankruptcy,  with 
more  than  $80  billion  In  foreign  debt 
and  its  income  diminished  by  sagging 
oil  exports.  The  IMF  agreed  to  lend 
Mexico  $3.8  billion,  spread  over  3 
years.  Mexico  agreed  to  devaJue  the 
peso,  cut  government  spending  and 
take  other  belt-tightening  measures. 
With  an  IMF  program  In  place,  pri- 
vate banks  agreed  to  reschedule  old 
loans  and  lend  Mexico  another  $5  bU- 
Uon.  Now.  Mexico's  IMF  program  ap- 
pears to  be  working  even  better  than 
expected.  The  Mexican  Government 
has  just  announced  it  will  not  need  all 
those  loans  because  its  recovery  is 
ahead  of  schedule. 

What  does  this  mean  of  us?  When 
Mexico,  our  third  largest  customer,  re- 
duced purchases  from  us  by  $6  billion 
in  1982.  about  145.000  American  jobs 
were  lost.  Moreover,  consider  the  polit- 
ical nightmare  of  a  Mexico  bankrupt, 
destitute  and  hopeless  on  our  southern 
border,  overshadowing  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Misconceptions  about  the  IMF  bill 
are  legion.  Without  getting  into  tech- 
nicalities. I  would  like  to  set  straight  a 
few  of  the  more  egregious  ones: 

First,  it  is  not  a  "bank  bailout."  IMF 
loans  are  a  small  percentage  of  a  bor- 


rowing country's  debt;  in  Mexico's 
case,  about  5  percent.  The  IMF's  total 
resources,  in  fact,  are  but  a  fraction  of 
developing  country  debt.  The  IMF 
could  not  bail  out  the  banks  if  it 
wanted  to.  Banks  benefit  mainly  from 
the  IMF-approved  economic  reform 
programs  that  improve  debtor  nations' 
financial  stability  and  thus  help  to 
insure  loan  repayment.  Often,  banks 
cease  lending  to  countries  that  do  not 
have  stabilization  programs  with  the 
IMF  seal  of  approval. 

In  the  past.  U.S.  banks  lent  exces- 
sively to  some  countries.  To  curb  ex- 
cessive, high  risk  lending  In  the 
future,  the  bill  Includes  tough  new 
reg\ilatlons  to  foster  greater  prudence. 
Second,  our  participation  In  the  IMF 
Is  not  foreign  aid.  of  any  kind.  Our 
"quota"  in  the  IMF  is  a  deposit  In  an 
international  credit  union.  It  must  be 
repaid  In  full,  with  Interest.  All  mem- 
bers deposit  money  in  the  IMF  and,  if 
qualified  and  in  need,  may  borrow 
from  the  IMF.  These  deposits  are  per- 
fectly safe:  no  country  has  ever  de- 
faulted or  rescheduled  an  IMF  loan. 
Moreover,  an  Increase  in  our  lending 
to  the  IMF  would  not  add  to  the  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit.  For  every  loan  we 
make  we  receive  an  offsetting  asset  In 
our  IMF  account,  so  there  Is  no  budget 
Impact.  Our  only  cost  Is  the  difference 
between  the  Interest  rate  the  IMF 
pays  us  and  our  Government's  borrow- 
ing costs  on  the  funds  we  Invest;  In 
most  years,  that  cost  is  slight. 

Third,  the  IMF  does  not  "Impose 
austerity"  or  stifle  growth.  Any  coun- 
try borrowing  conditional  funds  from 
the  IMF— the  international  "lender  of 
last  resort"— has  already  reached  the 
end  of  its  rope.  An  absolute  prerequi- 
site for  the  revival  of  growth  is  a  resto- 
ration of  that  country's  International 
creditworthiness,  which  can  only  be 
accomplished  through  some  signifi- 
cant Improvement  In  Its  balance  of 
payments.  The  debtor  could  not  avoid 
"austerity"  by  eschewing  IMF  policies; 
austerity  Is  Inevitable  In  these  desper- 
ate situations.  The  choice  Is  between 
austerity  in  isolation,  an  austerity  of 
financial  collapse  and  trade  protec- 
tionism, or  a  more  moderate  austerity 
mitigated  by  the  new  credit  flowing 
from  banks  confident  that  the  IMP' 
program  will  eventually  work. 

What  the  IMF  typically  recom- 
mends—reducing Inflation  and  budget 
deficits,  controlling  domestic  credit 
and  monetary  expansion,  reducing 
subsidies  and  making  markets  more  re- 
sponsive to  price  Incentives— are  tried 
and  proven  policies,  not  painless,  not 
Infallible  In  every  detail,  but  essential 
for  sustainable  growth.  There  are  no 
shortcuts. 

From  Franklin  Roosevelt  through 
Ronald  Reagan,  the  United  States  has 
given  strong  bipartisan  support  to  the 
IMF.  The  IMF  has  been  a  remarkable 
success.  It  cannot  solve  all  the  world's 
problems,  but  we  may  be  sure  that  the 


problems  would  be  a  lot  worse  without 
the  IMF.  I  urge  you  to  consider  seri- 
ously the  great  risk  we  would  run  If  we 
endangered  our  fragile  and  uncertain 
recovery  by  turning  our  backs  on  the 
IMF  precisely  at  the  moment  It  is 
most  needed.  I  urge  you  to  avoid  that 
danger  by  supporting  this  bill. 

a  1520 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  Connecticut  (Mr.  McKin- 
NEY),  who  has  been  most  helpful  on 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
say  that  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act  is  a  matter 
of  controversy  would  be  to  put  it  very 
lightly. 

I  think  it  would  be  irresponsible  for 
me  to  start  my  comments  without  con- 
gratulating my  good  friend,  the  chair- 
man of  the  full  conunittee.  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Ger- 
main), the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  full  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wyl:e).  and  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  members  of  both 
subcommittees  involved  with  this 
matter.  They  have  shown  something 
that  has  been  sadly  lacking  in  this 
debate,  and  that  is  statesmanship  and 
a  realization  of  the  real  world  we  live 
in. 

I  have  received.  I  think  it  is  safe  to 
say,  hundreds  of  postcards  from  my 
constituents  asking  me  to  vote  against 
the  funding  of  the  International  Mon- 
etary Fund.  If  I  were  to  walk  down  the 
streets  of  Bridgeport.  Conn.,  a  grind- 
ing Industrial  city  that  I  represent,  the 
biggest  city  in  the  State  of  Connecti- 
cut, I  have  no  question  that  a  majority 
of  the  people  I  might  stop  and  ask 
would  say,  "Please  vote  against  fund- 
ing     the      International      Monetary 
Fund."  However,  if  I  in  fact  had  the 
ability  and  the  time  to  speak  to  all  of 
them  as  I  have  to  some.  I  think  they 
would  realize  that  I  should  vote  for  it. 
One   of   the   reasons   I   would   con- 
gratulate the  committee  chairman,  the 
subcommittee  chairmen,  and  the  rank- 
ing members  is  that  they  have  realized 
the  situation  and  risen  up  to  the  very 
heart  of  what  being  a  Burkean  repre- 
sentative is.  Edmund  Burke,  probably 
one  of  the  greatest  parliamentarians 
in  the  history  of  the  Western  World, 
stated  very  clearly  that  a  representa- 
tive must  represent,   but   he  in   fact 
does  the  least  representation  possible 
if  he  does  not  lead. 

It  would  be  very  easy  to  listen  to 
what  is.  I  am  sure,  the  well-inten- 
tioned walling  of  those  who  send  out 
multi-issue  postcards,  who  come  at  us 
and  tell  us  that  this  is  a  bailout  of  the 
big  banks  and  foreign  aid  to  Commu- 
nist governments,  but  I  would  suggest 
that  If  every  Member  of  this  body 
really  looked  at  the  situation  In  the 
world  we  live  In  today,  they  would 


know   that  It  In  fact  becomes  their 
duty  to  vote  for  this  legislation. 

How  can  any  Member  who  repre- 
sents a  farming  district,  where  across 
the  Nation  one  out  of  every  three 
acres  In  production  Is  devoted  to 
export,  vote  against  increasing  the 
International  Monetary  Fund?  I  do 
not  know. 

How  any  Member  who  represents  a 
manufacturing  district  can  vote 
against  this,  when  In  fact  from  1980  to 
1982  80  percent  of  the  Increase  In  our 
GNP  growth  and  the  greatest  Increase 
In  our  manufacturing  jobs,  three  quar- 
ters of  the  increase  In  our  manufactur- 
ing jobs,  has  come  from  exports,  I  do 
not  know. 

But  let  us  look  at  some  of  the  argu- 
ments that  are  put  forth.  They  say 
that  this  is  a  big  bank  bailout  bill. 
That  Is  one  argimient.  It  Is  false.  This 
is  in  fact  probably  the  only  entity  that 
can  keep  the  big  banks  Involved  and 
keep  them  In  for  greater  participation. 

I  have  never  noticed  a  proclivity  on 
the  part  of  the  Bank  of  EIngland  or 
the  German  banks  or  the  French 
banks  or  the  Bank  of  Italy  to  finance 
American  exports.  Yet  in  Connocticut, 
if  exports  were  to  cease,  within  6 
months  150.000  jobs  In  that  small 
State  would  be  gone. 

We  are  told  that  this  Is  an  outlay 
fro-n  our  budget,  that  It  Is  cash  out  of 
our  pockets.  It  Is  not.  It  Is  In  fact  the 
United  States  saying  that  there  will  be 
I  number  of  dollars  laid  aside  upon 
which  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  may  draw  should  they  fall  short 
and  upon  which  we  will  be  paid  inter- 
est. There  Is  no  deficit  Impact. 

A  third  point  that  is  often  brought 
up  to  try  to  confuse  the  American 
people  is  the  argioment  that  this  is 
just  a  bank  loan  to  those  ne'er-do- 
wells  out  there,  those  LDC's,  those 
"Commies."  To  that  I  say.  "Wait  a 
minute,  ladles  and  gijntlemen."  The 
second  biggest  borrower  from  the  IMF 
Is  the  United  States  of  America.  The 
United  States  Is  the  second  biggest 
borrower.  I  believe,  to  the  tune  of  well 
over  $5.8  billion. 

a  1530 

Think  about  it.  What  Communist 
countries  have  the  IMF  actually 
loaned  to  or  reorganized? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  record  is  very 
clear:  Romajiia,  $184  million;  Hungary, 
$153  million;  Yugoslavia.  $1.2  billion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  WYUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
each  one  of  the  so-called  Communist 
bloc  nations  that  have  In  fact  opened 
up  their  trade  to  the  United  States  of 
America  and  to  the  Western  World. 

I  have  never  recently  seen  an  issue 
that  is  going  to  require  the  depth  of 


leadership  from  this  body  that  this 
Issue  requires. 

This  Is  one  very  small  world.  It  was 
so  easy  in  the  United  States  to  say, 
"Go  West,  young  man,  go  West,"  and 
we  would  always  have  a  wonderful  do- 
mestic market.  We  have  run  out  of 
market  space  in  which  to  grow.  Our 
capacity  In  automobile  construction 
ability  is  so  much  higher  than  the 
demand,  but  we  have  run  out  of  do- 
mestic market  growth.  The  market  for 
this  country  has  got  to  be  the  world. 
The  Japanese  realize  It.  The  British 
realize  it.  The  Germans  realize  it.  The 
Italians  realize  it.  What  is  wrong  with 
us? 

Our  fellow  Western  trading  friends 
beat  us  on  interest  rates,  beat  us  on 
protected  markets,  beat  us  on  value- 
added  taxes  and  do  everything  possi- 
ble to  finance  the  sale  of  their  goods 
In  this  country  and  jobs  for  their 
people. 

We  have  the  technology.  We  have 
the  strengths.  We  have  the  ability, 
and  yet  I  ask:  Is  this  House  seriously 
going  to  sit  here  and  say,  "We  won't  fi- 
nance It?" 

The  only  thing  that  will  keep  order 
in  this  Western  World,  that  wiU  keep 
jobs  In  this  country,  that  will  do  what 
we  want  to  have  happen  In  Bridgeport, 
In  California,  or  anywhere  else,  is  to 
do  our  duty. 

Let  me  tell  you,  if  getting  reelected 
is  more  Important  than  that,  I  would 
just  as  soon  not  come  back.  We  have 
got  to  once  and  for  all  stand  up  for 
what  is  statesmanship,  what  is  right, 
what  is  the  future  of  the  working  men 
and  women  of  this  country.  When  I 
see  a  trade  association  that  says,  "Oh, 
we  are  not  going  to  support  this  be- 
cause we  haven't  done  this  for  housing 
or  we  haven't  done  this  for  steel  or  we 
haven't  done  this  for  food  stamps," 
what  in  God's  name  do  they  think  is 
going  to  happen  to  interest  rates  and 
to  their  business? 

Paul  Volcker  told  it  straight  and  told 
it  plain  to  the  Banking  Committee  last 
week.  If  the  U.S.  Congress  falls  in  this 
task,  unemployment  will  rise,  interest 
rates  will  rise,  aiid  the  banks  with- 
drawing from  the  capital  markets  will 
take  out  the  very  capital  we  need  for 
this  country  to  move  ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  popular,  it  is 
not  pleasant.  It  is  nothing  to  run  down 
the  street  waving  a  banner  for,  but  It 
Is  vitally  necessary.  Please  do  the  right 
thing  for  your  country  and  the  Ameri- 
can people. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  LtnroiNE)  a  distin- 
guished member  of  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  wUl 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
consider  H.R.  2957,  the  International 


Financial  Stability  Act,  I  rise  In  strong 
support  of  the  language  that  seeks  to 
Improve  small  business  access  to 
export  financing  from  the  Export- 
Import  Bank.  H.R.  2957  requires  that 
the  Eximbank  earmark  6  percent  of  its 
authority  for  small  business  in  fiscal 
year  1984  and  10  percent  In  fiscal  year 
1985.  Furthermore.  H.R.  2957  man- 
dates that  the  Eximbank  be  competi- 
tive in  its  financing. 

Without  a  doubt,  our  Nation  has 
failed  to  realize  its  full  export  poten- 
tial. Our  failure  to  exploit  our  com- 
petitive advantage  in  certain  indus- 
tries costs  us  much-needed  jobs  and 
business  opportunities. 

It  Is  apparent  that  our  Nation  has  a 
lot  to  learn  about  International  mar- 
keting. It  may  be  good  politics  to 
preach  laissez-faire  economics  on  the 
campaign  trail,  but  it  is  all  too  clear 
that  other  governments  do  not  play  by 
the  same  rules  that  we  have  imposed 
on  our  industry,  especially  on  small 
businesses.  The  simple  fact  is  that  our 
Government  does  precious  little  to 
help  U.S.  small  businesses  develop 
markets  overseas,  even  when  they 
must  compete  with  firms  who  are  ac- 
tively supported  by  their  governments. 
In  the  last  Congress,  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  Small  Business  Energy 
Subcommittee,  I  chaired  hearings  to 
explore  what  oiu-  country  was  doing  to 
encourage  renewable  energy  products 
exports.  Our  Nation  Is  recognized  as 
being  the  world's  leader  in  the  devel- 
opment of  renewable  energy  technol- 
ogies, including  photovoltalcs.  Yet,  the 
Germans,  French,  Japanese,  and  Ital- 
ians are  beglrmlng  to  run  us  out  of  the 
International  market,  using  our  own 
technologies. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues a  quote  from  the  testimony  of 
one  of  our  witnesses  at  that  hearing. 
The  gentleman  In  charge  of  our  Inter- 
national trade  efforts  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  told  my  subcom- 
mittee: 

Despite  our  technological  edge,  U.S.  firms 
face  stiff  competition  in  International 
market  development  in  photovoltalcs.  Our 
competitors,  primarily  Japan.  France.  Italy, 
and  West  Germany,  have  utilized  their  ex- 
tensive marketing  network  In  place  In  the 
developing  world  to  promote  their  photovol- 
taic systems.  Japanese  and  French  Govern- 
ment agencies  In  particular  appear  to  rely 
on  noncompetitive  means,  that  Is  donation 
of  equipment  or  grants  of  financial  and/or 
financial  assistance  to  promote  the  export 
of  their  respective  photovoltaic  technologies 
and  systems. 

Instead  of  crying  that  our  competi- 
tors do  not  play  fair,  it  is  time  that  we 
began  to  respond  In  kind.  The  ear- 
marking of  a  portion  of  the  Exim- 
bank's  authority  for  small  business  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction. 

Ninety-seven  percent  of  the  Exim- 
bank's  authority  went  to  big  business 
in  the  past  year.  This  provision  re- 
duces this  big  business  set-aside  to  94 
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percent  in  fiscal  year  1984  and  90  per- 
cent in  fiscal  year  1985. 

I  also  want  my  colleagues  to  realize 
that  this  provision  will  not  end  the 
problems  that  small  companies  have 
with  U.S.  export  agencies.  Small  busi- 
nesses still  have  problems  with  every- 
thing from  commodity  credits  that 
help  convert  soft  currencies  to  dollars 
to  export  insurance  that  helps  stabi- 
lize their  investments.  But  this  provi- 
sion is  a  very  big  step  in  the  right  di- 
rection. 

As  an  original  sponsor  of  title  I  of 
the  Solar  Energy  National  Security 
and  Employment  Act  (SENSE— H.R. 
1595).  I  wish  to  point  out  that  this 
small  business  reserve  at  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  conforms  with  a  similar 
provision  in  the  SENSE  Act.  That  pro- 
vision reads: 

SKC.   IM.  AMENDMENT  TO  EXPOKT-IMPORT  BANK 
ACT  OP  IMS. 

Section  7(a)  of  the  Export- Import  Banlt 
Act  of  1945  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

"(3)  Not  less  than  12  percent  of  the  loan 
authority  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  in  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available  only  to 
businesses  with  $25,000,000  or  less  In  previ- 
ous-year sales  and  shall  Include  an  amount 
of  loan  authority  for  transactions  involving 
renewable  energy  that  is  appropriate  to  the 
demand  for  such  loans." 

Finally.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
recognize  the  fine  work  on  this  issue 
by  our  colleagues  Mr.  Irxland  from 
Florida,  and  Mr.  Roemer  from  Louisi- 
ana. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  pro-small-business  language. 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H  R.  2957.  the  Interna- 
tional Recovery  and  Financial  Stabili- 
ty Act.  This  comprehensive  legislation, 
which  includes  the  reauthorization 
and  amendment  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  charter  and  an  increase  in  the 
U.S.  quota  for  the  IMF.  will  advance 
U.S.  trade  and  financial  interests  as 
well  as  increase  the  stability  of  the 
international  economic  system. 

In  today's  economy,  trade  is  an  in- 
creasingly important  determinant  of  a 
nation's  economic  vitality.  In  the 
United  States,  40  percent  of  our  agri- 
cultural production  is  exported,  and  20 
percent  of  our  manufactured  goods  are 
exported.  Of  the  manufacturing  jobs 
created  in  the  United  States  in  the 
late  seventies,  80  percent  were  linked 
to  exports.  Clearly,  exports  are  critical 
to  growth  and  employment  in  our 
economy. 

The  United  States,  however,  has 
been  negligent  in  its  support  of  its 
export  sector,  particularly  in  compari- 
son with  the  aggressive  financing  poli- 
cies of  our  major  foreign  competitors. 
Foreign  countries  subsidize  their  ex- 
ports to  a  much  greater  extent  than 
the  United  States.  According  to  a  1980 
study,  the  United  Kingdom  and  Japan 
supported  35  percent  of  their  exports 
with  export  incentives.  Prance  gave 
support  to  29  percent  of  its  exports, 
and  Germany  supported  12  percent  of 
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its  exports.  In  contrast,  the  Eximbank 
supported  just  6  percent  of  U.S.  ex- 
ports. 

This  high  level  of  foreign  export 
subsidization  has  affected  the  strength 
of  the  U.S.  export  sector.  In  1982  the 
U.S.  merchandise  trade  deficit  was  a 
sizable  $42.7  billion.  In  part,  this  large 
deficit  was  a  result  of  the  lack  of  ade- 
quate competitive  financing  provided 
by  the  United  States. 

Given  this  trade  situation,  it  is  clear 
that  a  healthy  international  economy 
is  essential  to  support  U.S.  trade, 
which  is  Imperative  for  a  sustained 
U.S.  economic  recovery.  An  effective 
Eximbank  is  also  needed  to  strengthen 
and  support  our  export  sector.  While 
an  Exim  strategy  based  on  market 
forces  would  be  preferable,  we  caruiot 
ignore  the  reality  of  foreign  export 
subsidization.  In  addition,  a  strong  Ex- 
imbank would  be  an  effective  means  to 
pressure  foreign  governments  to  mod- 
erate their  financing  practices. 

EXIMBAITK  PROVISIONS 

Title  I  of  H.R.  2957  would  strength- 
en the  Eximbank  in  several  ways.  I 
would  like  to  comment  on  several  of 
these  provisions  which  I  think  are  par- 
ticularly noteworthy.  The  legislation 
would  clarify  the  Bank's  mandate  by 
emphasizing  that  the  Bank's  primary 
objective  is  to  provide  financing  which 
is  fully  competitive  with  foreign  fi- 
nancing. While  the  Exim  should  not 
ignore  its  own  costs,  an  effective  Bank 
must  place  its  need  to  be  competitive 
as  its  foremost  consideration. 

In  an  effort  to  counter  the  abuse  of 
mixed  credit  by  other  nations,  this  bill 
creates  a  competitive  tied  aid  fund. 
Mixed  credit  refers  to  a  combination 
of  export  credits  and  foreign  aid  funds 
given  at  highly  concessional  terms.  As 
authorized  by  this  bill,  the  competitive 
tied  aid  fund  would  enable  the  Exim- 
bank to  use  mixed  credits  as  a  defen- 
sive device,  in  order  to  covmter  the  for- 
eign use  of  this  financing  method.  The 
Bank  would  not  be  able  to  use  mixed 
credits  to  subsidize  exports  which 
would  not  otherwise  be  competitive. 
The  effect  of  this  provision  would  be 
to  make  the  Eximbank  more  competi- 
tive with  foreign  financing. 

The  Exim  also  helps  U.S.  firms  com- 
pete against  foreign  subsidized  sales 
within  the  United  States.  Current  law 
allows  the  Exim  to  offer  domestic  fi- 
nancing to  U.S.  firms  competing 
against  predatory  financing  if  the 
Treasury  determines  that  foreign 
predatory  financing  is  a  determining 
factor  in  a  domestic  sale.  H.R.  2957 
would  facilitate  the  ability  of  the 
Exim  to  engage  in  domestic  financing 
by  strengthening  the  criteria  govern- 
ing a  positive  Treasury  determination 
and  placing  a  60-day  time  limit  on  this 
determination.  Protections  would  still 
exist  to  insure  that  the  Exim's  re- 
sources are  not  diverted  from  its  pri- 
mary purpose  of  financing  exports. 


This  bill  provides  for  the  Exim  to 
give  greater  consideration  to  the  pro- 
motion of  small  business  exports.  For 
the  first  time,  budget  set-asides  for 
small  businesses  would  be  required 
within  the  Bank.  By  1985.  10  percent 
of  the  Bank's  loan  and  loan  guaranty 
authority  would  be  reserved  for  small 
business  exports.  The  bill  sets  even 
higher  goals  for  small  business  partici- 
pation, hoping  to  issue  20  percent  of 
Its  loans  and  guarantees  to  small  busi- 
nesses in  1985. 

Overall,  these  proposed  changes  in 
the  Exim  charter  constitute  a  realistic 
response  to  the  pressing  problems  of 
world  trade  and  will  contribute  to 
strengthening  the  competitive  position 
of  the  United  States.  An  equally  im- 
portant and  necessary  response  is  the 
proposed  increase  in  the  U.S.  contribu- 
tion to  the  IMF,  as  authorized  by  title 
III  of  H.R.  2957. 

IMr  QUOTA  INCREASE 

The  world  economic  recession  has 
contributed  to  the  serious  economic 
problems  currently  facing  a  large 
number  of  important  developing  na- 
tions, including  close  U.S.  trading 
partners  like  Mexico.  Brazil,  and  Ar- 
gentina. The  volume  of  Third  World 
debt  has  grown  to  alarming  propor- 
tions, amounting  to  more  than  $600 
billion  at  the  end  of  1982.  with  much 
of  this  debt  owed  to  U.S.  banks.  A 
number  of  developing  nations  are  now 
so  deeply  in  debt  that  it  is  question- 
able whether  they  can  pay  even  their 
annual  interest  payments  due  this 
year.  Should  one  or  more  of  these 
countries  give  up  attempting  to  honor 
its  debts  and  declare  default,  it  could 
severely  damage  world  trade  and  fi- 
nance. In  such  an  international  crisis, 
the  damage  would  not  be  confined  to 
our  largest  international  banks,  but 
would  reach  down  to  small  institutions 
and  depositors  as  well. 

A  default  by  any  combination  of 
these  countries  would  also  have  tragic 
consequences  for  our  domestic  econo- 
my, affecting  U.S.  trade  and  employ- 
ment. Developing  nations  provide  the 
most  important  growth  market  for 
U.S.  goods.  The  closing  of  major  for- 
eign markets  such  as  Brazil  or  Mexico 
would  force  further  declines  in  domes- 
tic production  Eind  employment.  Fur- 
thermore, in  writing  off  their  massive 
foreign  debts.  U.S.  banks  would  be 
forced  to  curtail  new  domestic  lending 
that  is  essential  to  a  domestic  econom- 
ic recovery. 

The  IMF  proposal  to  increase  the 
quota  for  the  United  States  and  all 
IMF  nations  is  designed  to  help  avert 
these  problems  by  providing  the  inter- 
national agency  with  additional  fimds 
to  provide  interim  financial  and  eco- 
nomic assistance  to  debt-burdened  de- 
veloping nations,  as  well  as  Increase  its 
trade- related  services  to  member  na- 
tions. The  proposal  would  help  indebt- 
ed nations  continue  their  Interest  pay- 


ments on  their  commercial  loans, 
which  in  turn  will  permit  them  to  con- 
tinue purchasing  imports  which  they 
otherwise  would  have  to  curtail. 

This  added  contribution  would  not 
come  at  great  cost  to  the  U.S.  taxpay- 
er. The  increase  in  the  U.S.  IMF  quota 
is  actually  an  increase  in  the  U.S. 
credit  line  to  the  IMF.  The  IMF  can 
borrow  up  to  the  amount  provided  by 
the  credit  line  of  a  particular  nation, 
and  pays  Interest  to  the  nation  on  the 
funds  which  It  borrows.  So,  the  cost  of 
the  U.S.  credit  line  Is  the  difference 
between  the  rate  of  Interest  which  the 
IMF  pays  the  United  States  and  the 
rate  of  Interst  paid  by  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury to  borrow  the  funds  which  It  con- 
tributes to  the  IMF.  Since  the  U.S. 
credit  line  Is  funded  through  Treasury 
borrowing.  It  does  not  add  anything  to 
the  Federal  budget  deficit. 

Opponents  of  this  quota  increase 
have  termed  it  a  "bailout"  for  the 
large  international  banks.  Large 
United  States  and  foreign  banks  did 
Indeed  extend  many  questionable 
loans  to  Third  World  nations  during 
the  seventies.  As  the  world  sunk  into 
recession  and  the  borrower  nations 
found  themselves  In  economic  trouble, 
so  did  the  banks.  While  It  is  true  that 
the  international  bankers  were  Impru- 
dent and  even  arrogant  In  their  ac- 
tions, animosity  toward  these  Institu- 
tions should  not  obscure  the  fact  that 
a  quota  Increase  is  now  warranted  and 
essential. 

It  L?  Important  to  point  out  that  a 
strong  case  could  have  been  made  for 
an  increase  in  the  U.S.  contribution  to 
the  IMF  even  if  a  debt  crisis  had  not 
occurred.  Since  the  fifties,  the  growth 
of  world  trade  has  far  outpaced  in- 
creases In  IMF  resources.  World  trade 
win  have  Increased  50  percent  faster 
than  the  IMF  quota,  even  If  the  pro- 
posed quota  Increase  In  Included.  New 
borrowing  to  finance  trade  would  have 
strained  the  resources  of  the  IMF  this 
year  even  In  the  absence  of  a  debt 
crisis. 

For  these  reasons,  I  support  Increas- 
ing the  U.S.  contribution  to  the  IMF 
and  voted  with  the  majority  of  the 
Banking  Committee  in  reporting  the 
legislation  for  consideration  by  the 
House.  I  should  add.  however,  that  my 
support  is  qualified  on  the  condition 
that  the  quota  Increase  Is  accompa- 
nied by  new  restrictions  on  bank  lend- 
ing and  requirements  that  banks  and 
their  stockholders  assume  reasonable 
share  of  my  losses  that  may  be  in- 
curred. 

Banks  must  be  forced  to  correct 
their  loose  lending  practices  and  pre- 
vented from  imposing  excessive  fees 
for  new  loans  to  borrowers  they  had 
once  enticed  with  easy  money.  The 
legislation  before  the  House  would 
achieve  these  objectives  by  requiring 
new  bank  reserves  on  highly  question- 
able loans,  by  removing  incentives  for 
banks  to  charge  excessive  fees,  by  en- 


couraging debt  restructuring,  and  by 
imposing  more  strict  Federal  supervi- 
sion of  bank  lending. 

I  am  concerned,  however,  about  the 
possible  effect  of  the  reserve  require- 
ment contained  in  section  304(a)  of 
this  bill.  This  section  requires  banks  to 
maintain  special  reserves  whenever  it 
is  likely  that  a  loan  will  not  be  repaid 
additional  borrowing  or  major  restruc- 
turing. This  requirement  would  dis- 
courage banks  from  participation  In 
debt  restructuring  or  from  extending 
new  loans  to  nations  with  restructured 
debts.  These  reserves  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  credit  available  to  finance 
International  trade,  as  well  as  make 
such  credit  more  expensive  for  debtor 
nations.  Domestically,  banks  continu- 
ing to  participate  in  restructured  loans 
will  find  their  capital  and  earnings  re- 
duced. This  would  lead  to  a  reduced 
ability  of  banks  to  lend  to  all  borrow- 
ers, both  domestic  and  International, 
which  would  harm  U.S.  trade  and  em- 
ployment. 

MtTLTILATERAL  DEVELOPMENT  BANKS 

Last,  H.R.  2957  provides  for  In- 
creases In  U.S.  participation  in  three 
multilateral  development  banks,  the 
African  Development  Bank,  the  Inter- 
American  Bank,  and  the  Asian  Devel- 
opment Bank.  These  additions  to  the 
Banks'  resources  are  an  efficient 
means  to  aid  in  Third  World  develop- 
ment efforts.  Economic  growth  in  the 
Third  World  will  also  aid  U.S  econom- 
ic growth,  given  the  importance  of  the 
Third  World  as  a  market  for  U.S. 
goods. 

I  have  only  addressed  some  of  the 
important  provisions  contained  in 
H.R.  2957.  The  bill  includes  many  ad- 
ditional provisions  which  will 
strengthen  both  the  United  States  and 
the  international  trade  and  financial 
conditions.  I  believe  that  this  legisla- 
tion makes  an  Important  contribution 
toward  solving  the  serious  long-term 
problems  which  we  face  In  world  trade 
and  finance.  I  support  the  Internation- 
al Recovery  and  Financial  Stability 
Act  and  urge  Its  adoption. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Paul),  a  member  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  this 
bill.  Since  I  have  been  In  Congress  I 
have  cast  my  votes  on  very  strong 
principles,  based  on  my  understanding 
of  what  the  free  market  ought  to  be 
doing  and  the  way  I  interpret  the  Con- 
stitution. 

Frequently  and  xmfortunately  this 
has  allowed  me  many  times  to  vote 
with  a  small  minority.  Today  I  feel 
very  comfortable  and  very  happy  to  be 
taking  the  position  I  am  taking  on  the 
IMF  and  the  other  foreign  aid  bailouts 
in  this  bill,  because  it  happens  to  be  a 
very  popular  position.  I  do  not  have  to 


worry  about  any  political  risk  in 
voting  'no"  on  H.R.  2957. 

Today  the  proponents  of  this  bill 
will  have  to  sustain  all  the  political 
risks  and  all  the  heat,  because  it  Is  the 
most  v\ilnerable  vote  that  I  think  we 
will  cast  this  year.  It  is  the  biggest  for- 
eign aid  bank  bailout  type  of  bill  that 
we  have  ever  worked  on. 

By  putting  these  several  bills  togeth- 
er and  appropriating  and  authorizing 
nearly  $30  billion,  this  Is  one  of  the 
most  outrageous  pieces  of  legislation 
and  one  of  the  most  politically  danger- 
ous bills  that  we  have  ever  worked  on. 

D  1540 

This  bin  we  are  told  Is  not  a  bailout. 
But  there  Is  no  doubt  about  it.  Not 
only  is  it  a  bailout  of  our  banks,  it  lit- 
erally bails  out  the  banks  other  other 
nations  as  well  because  the  IMF  is  an 
international  body. 

When  you  understand  how  the  inter- 
national system  works,  one  finds  out 
that  banks  have  no  national  boundary 
lines;  so  it  Is  a  bailout  of  the  system. 

It  Is  true,  it  assists  some  foreign  na- 
tions. It  assists  some  Socialist  nations. 
But  it  does  not  create  jobsrit  happens 
to  go  to  the  nations  who  have  the 
least  amount  of  jobs.  Countries  we 
have  been  trying  to  help  for  dozens  of 
years  and  yet  we  have  never  helped 
any  of  them. 

The  argument  that  giving  foreign 
aid  win  produce  jobs  does  not  hold  up. 
This  is  based  on  a  fallacy.  It  is  based 
on  a  fallacy  that  if  you  take  money 
out  of  one  pocket  and  you  put  it  into 
another  pocket  you  are  richer.  The 
whole  idea  that  you  can  take  money 
out  of  your  pocket  and  put  it  in  the 
pocket  of  a  foreigner  we  become 
wealthier  has  no  validity  whatsoever. 
There  Is  no  way  you  can  defend  that 
position. 

The  plain  truth  Is,  on  the  short 
term,  and  on  some  occasion  by  funding 
some  company  or  some  cotmtry,  yes, 
you  win  create  a  sale.  But  It  Is  always 
with  an  expense.  That  is  what  is  never 
asked.  It  always  costs  something. 

If  you  take  $1  biUlon  out  of  our 
economy  and  you  give  It  to  a  Third 
World  nation,  and  that  Third  World 
nation  purchases  an  airplane,  sure 
enough,  the  airplane  company  bene- 
fits and  some  workers  benefit.  But  it  is 
always  at  the  expense  of  somebody 
else. 

And  it  Is  a  disruptive  system.  It  Is 
not  market  oriented  and  It  eventuaUy 
conapses  because  it  is  buUt  on  a  falla- 
cy and  it  is  built  on  debt  and  It  is  buUt 
on  inflation. 

So  it  Is  for  this  reason  the  jol)s  argu- 
ment does  not  hold.  This  is  especiaUy 
true  with  the  IMF. 

Some  of  the  grants,  given  through 
the  development  banks  and  the  Exim, 
I  can  see  that  argiunent  in  the  short 
nm,  but  in  the  long  nm  it  does  not 
hold  up. 
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The  IMP  Is  absolutely  nothing  more 
than  the  taking  of  a  few  dollars  and 
casting  them  out  and  giving  them  to 
somebody  that  is  going  to  pass  it  on  to 
the  bank,  supposedly  to  sustain  the 
system  for  a  while  longer,  to  put  a 
Band-Aid  on  a  cancerous  growth  in 
this  Nation— the  first  paper  monetary 
system. 

It  has  been  said  that  this  is  off 
budget  and  that  there  is  a  transfer  of 
assets,  and  it  is  not  going  to  cost  the 
American  taxpayers  anything.  I  think 
this  Is  one  of  the  most  astounding  ar- 
guments I  have  ever  heard. 

Besides  not  only  is  it  on  budget,  it  Is 
going  to  cost  the  American  taxpayers 
plenty  of  money  or  we  would  not  be 
here.  The  funding  is  in  the  supplemen- 
tal appropriation. 

If  you  look  at  H.R.  3069  it  has  an  ap- 
propriation where  it  is  appropriating 
to  the  Treasury  Department,  to  the 
Exchange  Stabilization  Fund  $8.4  bil- 
lion. That  is  where  the  IMP  gets  the 
money. 

What  happens?  They  give  us  a  piece 
of  paper  that  comes  across  with  a  com- 
puter and  they  tell  us  we  are  going  to 
earn  a  little  Interest.  Well,  if  this  was 
not  costing  us  anything,  we  would  not 
have  to  go  through  this  charade. 

It  costs  us  a  lot  and  it  is  very,  very 
expensive  to  the  American  taxpayers. 

Another  thing  I  find  rather  interest- 
ing is  if  you  read  the  bill  you  find  out 
they  are  striking  the  term  "dollars." 
and  inserting  SDR's. 

Do  you  know  what  that  means? 
That  means  that  we  in  the  Congress.  I 
believe,  are  doing  something  absolute- 
ly unconstitutional.  We  are  commit- 
ting to  the  future  an  appropriation, 
that  you  cannot  tell  me  what  it  is 
going  to  be.  There  is  no  way  in  the 
world  you  can  know  what  this  bill  is 
going  to  cost.  I  believe  that  is  abso- 
lutely unconstitutional  and  wrong. 

H.R.  2957  says  we  are  going  to 
commit  so  many  SDR's. 

Por  instance,  the  dollar  is  strong 
today.  There  is  strong  pressure  by  our 
industrialists  right  now.  today,  to 
weaken  the  dollar.  The  dollar  is  about 
to  peak  out  in  terms  of  other  curren- 
cies and  if  the  dollar  would  drop  10 
percent  in  the  next  6  months  this  ap- 
propriation and  the  cost  to  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayers  will  go  up  $800  million 
because  the  appropriation  is  in  terms 
of  the  SDR's. 

This  is  not  a  fixed  appropriation  and 
It  is  an  authorization  and  an  appro- 
priation which  is  totally  illegal  and 
unconstitutional  In  my  understanding. 
I  will  later  on  Introduce  four  amend- 
ments when  we  get  into  the  amend- 
ment process.  We  are  going  to  talk  a 
lot  more  about  gold. 

If  this  is  such  an  emergency  the 
IMP  can  seU  their  gold  or  collateralize 
their  gold.  There  is  no  reason,  abso- 
lutely no  reason  today  to  beg  and 
plead  and  put  the  burden  on  the  backs 


of  the  American  taxpayers.  The  IMP 
already  has  adequate  assets. 

Sure  enough,  there  is  going  to  be  a 
cost  but  the  costs  should  be  borne  by 
the  people  who  are  making  the  profits, 
the  people  who  are  holding  the  stocks 
in  the  big  banks.  Let  them  write  this 
off  over  a  longer  period  of  time.  If  the 
cost  Is  going  to  be  borne  It  should  not 
be  by  the  American  taxpayers.  The 
penalty  should  be  laid  on  the  bankers 
who  have  been  raking  in  very  high 
profits  have  in  the  last  several  years. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  ANmrNzio),  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  a  major  retail  department 
store  that  throughout  the  sales  day 
holds  shoppers  blue  light  specials.  To 
call  attention  to  a  particularly  attrac- 
tive Item  on  sale,  the  store  flashes  blue 
lights  to  attract  shoppers'  attention. 
The  IMF  bill  is  a  legislative  blue  light 
special,  and  it  should  attract  the  at- 
tention of  every  Member  of  this 
House. 

This  Is  going  to  be  a  critical  vote, 
and  I  honestly  feel  It  will  be  one  of  the 
more  significant  votes  of  the  98th 
Congress.  In  fact,  a  Member's  political 
future  may  well  ride  on  how  he  or  she 
votes  on  the  IMF  bill. 

I  make  that  statement  because  I 
have  heard  Members  say  that  their 
constituents  are  not  concerned  about 
the  IMP  situation.  I  think  that  If 
there  Is  a  lack  of  concern  on  the  part 
of  constituents  In  some  districts,  it  is 
only  because  the  full  facts  surround- 
ing the  IMF  bill  have  not  been  ex- 
plored. But  I  predict  that  by  Novem- 
ber 1984.  that  your  constituents  will 
be  concerned  about  IMF,  and  It  will  be 
a  ballot  box  Issue. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  arm- 
twisting  in  cormectlon  with  this  legis- 
lation. But  I  suggest  that  the  real 
twisting  will  occur  in  November  1984 
when  voters  twist  the  levers  of  the 
voting  machines,  and  If  you  vote 
wrong  on  the  IMF  bill,  you  may  well 
be  twisted  right  out  of  the  House. 

I  do  not  support  the  IMF  increase.  It 
is  the  wrong  bill  at  the  wrong  time  and 
for  the  wrong  reasons. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  legislation  were 
being  considered  to  grant  a  United 
States  multimillion-dollar  loan  to  Viet- 
nam. I  do  not  think  there  would  be  a 
Member  of  this  House  who  would  be  a 
supporter.  Why  then  are  there  Mem- 
bers who  are  willing  to  take  hard- 
earned  American  dollars  and  give 
them  to  an  International  lending 
agency  which  is  heavily  Involved  in  fi- 
nancing Communist  operations  In 
Vietnam? 

Are  our  memories  so  short  that  we 
cannot  recall  that  nearly  58.000  Amer- 
ican men  and  women  lost  their  lives  in 
the  Vietnam  conflict?  How  can  we  tell 
the  families  of  those  Americans  who 
died  in  Vietnam  that  we  condone  the 


financing  of  the  Government  that  was 
responsible  for  killing  their  loved 
ones? 

I  know  there  are  some  who  feel  that 
I  am  Injecting  Improper  political  con- 
siderations Into  this  debate,  but  let  me 
make  my  feelings  clear.  I  will  not  vote 
for  any  legislation  that  In  any  way.  no 
matter  how  indirectly,  supports  the 
Conununlst  regime  in  Vietnam.  I  feel 
that  as  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  I  have  the  obligation 
not  to  turn  my  back  on  those  Ameri- 
cans who  gave  their  lives  In  Vietnam. 

I  am  not  asking  anyone  to  shau-e  my 
vote,  but  I  am  suggesting  that  the 
IMP  Issue  will  not  disappear  if  the 
quota  increase  is  passed  today.  And 
those  constituents  who  do  not  have  an 
Interest  In  the  IMP  blU  are  sudderUy 
going  to  become  very  Interested  In 
how  their  Congressmen  voted. 

In  recent  weeks  I  have  seen  a 
number  of  Dear  Colleague  letters  and 
factsheets  concerning  the  Internation- 
al Monetary  Fund.  One  such  letter  en- 
titled 'Is  the  IMF  a  Giveaway  for 
Communist  Countries?"  stated  that 
while  Vietnam  was  a  member  of  the 
IMF,  It  was  not  currently  an  IMF  bor- 
rower. I  have  checked  with  the  offi- 
cials at  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  and  they  have  told  me  that  con- 
trary to  that  Dear  Colleague  fact- 
sheet,  Vietnam  is  very  much  an  IMP 
borrower. 

Let  us  look  at  the  real  facts.  In  1977 
Vietnam  received  $28.5  million  In  trust 
fund  loan  disbursements,  smd  In  1981 
Vietnam  received  another  $37.7  mil- 
lion from  that  source.  These  two  loans 
total  $66.2  million,  and  Vietnam  has 
not  begun  to  repay  the  loans.  In  1977 
Vietnam  received  $34.4  million  in  com- 
modity financing  facility  loans.  At  the 
end  of  1982  that  loan  had  a  balance  of 
$27.1  million.  In  total.  Vietnam  has  re- 
ceived $100.6  million  In  IMF  loans.  It 
Is  true  that  Vietnam  does  not  have 
loans  in  all  IMF  categories,  but  let  me 
use  an  analogy. 

A  commercial  bank  offers  consimiers 
many  different  types  of  loans.  If  a 
consumer  borrows  money  from  a  bank 
for  an  automobile  loan,  is  the  bank 
correct  In  saying  that  the  consumer 
does  not  have  any  loans  with  the  bank 
solely  because  the  consumer  had  not 
made  a  loan  to  buy  a  washing  ma- 
chine? 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  has  supplied 
funds  for  the  operation  of  the  Com- 
munist government  In  Vietnam,  and  If 
you  want  to  support  that  kind  of  lend- 
ing, then  that  Is  a  decision  that  each 
Member  will  have  to  make. 

A  few  days  ago,  Chairman  Paul 
Volcker  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
testified  before  the  House  Committee 
on  Banking.  F*lnance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. He  spoke  in  passioned  tones 
about  the  need  for  an  IMP  quota  bill. 
He  sUted  that  if  the  IMP  quota  bill  is 


not  passed  that  Interest  rates  In  this 
coimtry  will  rise.  He  made  that  state- 
ment as  a  flat  declaration  without  any 
qualification.  However,  when  I  asked 
Chairman  Volcker  if  we  passed  an 
IMF  quota  bill  will  Interest  rates  go 
down.  He  acted  like  a  prisoner  of  war 
giving  no  more  than  his  name,  rank 
and  serial  number.  But  his  perform- 
ance got  even  better.  In  response  to  a 
question  as  to  whether  there  was  any 
money  In  the  IMP  bill  to  ball  out 
American  banks.  Chairman  Volcker  re- 
sponded with  a  resounding  "No". 

Of  course,  fact  and  logic  clearly  dic- 
tate that  most  of  the  IMF  $8.4  billion 
increase  wlU  go  directly  Into  the  pock- 
ets of  the  major  banks  of  this  country. 
True  the  IMF  Increase  will  not  go  di- 
rectly to  the  banks,  but  the  money  will 
go  to  a  host  of  foreign  nations  which 
will  then  use  the  money  to  pay  off 
their  bamk  creditors.  And  I  might  add. 
if  the  money  Is  not  going  to  the  Amer- 
ican banks  then  why  do  we  have  to 
worry  about  interest  rates  going  up? 

What  Mr.  Volcker  was  not  saying  be- 
cause It  would  have  blown  his  cover 
was  that  if  the  banks  do  not  get  the 
money  from  the  IMP  quota  increase, 
they  are  going  to  have  to  write-off 
many  foreign  loans.  And  in  order  to 
make  up  for  their  losses,  they  will 
raise  Interest  rates. 

You  can  believe  the  Paul  Volckers  of 
the  world,  you  can  believe  the  Donald 
Regans  of  the  world,  and  you  can  be- 
lieve all  of  the  administration  officials 
and  economists  of  the  world,  and  I 
only  hope  that  enough  of  these  people 
live  In  your  congressional  districts  to 
reelect  you.  But  If  you  believe  in  the 
American  people,  then  I  suggest  you 
vote  "No"  on  IMF,  because  If  you  do 
not  the  American  people  may  well 
vote  no  on  you  In  November  1984. 

We  have  talked  about  the  IMF's  role 
In  funding  Vietnam.  Let  us  look  at  the 
track  record  in  some  of  the  other  IMF 
lending  activities.  Zaire  has  received  at 
least  $912  million  from  the  IMP.  And 
though  everyone  talks  about  the  con- 
ditlonality  of  IMF  loans,  the  fact  is 
that  Zaire  has  spent  $1  btUlon  on  a 
power  line  that  It  did  not  need  and  has 
since  been  shut  down.  In  addition. 
Zaire  has  a  $5.1  billion  foreign  debt, 
and  in  1982  it  only  paid  an  estimated 
$250  million  of  the  $946  million  debt 
service  it  owned.  This  surely  shows 
that  whatever  else  Zaire  may  be,  It  Is 
not  a  good  credit  risk;  nor  is  It  a  coun- 
try that  seems  to  be  benefiting  from 
all  the  money  that  It  has  been  lent. 

Or  consider  the  Central  African  Re- 
public. Earlier  this  year,  the  IMF  an- 
nounced that  it  had  received  a  loan  ar- 
rangement of  $18  million.  This  Is  the 
same  country  that  got  Into  financial 
hot  water  when  It  spent  $50  million, 
roughly  half  the  country's  annual 
budget,  on  coronation  ceremonies  for 
since  deposed  Emperor  Bokassa. 

And  we  have  all  heard  about  South 
Africa.  That  last  year  the  IMP  ap- 


proved two  loans  totaling  $1.1  billion 
to  this  country's  apartheid  govern- 
ment. Well,  we  all  know  that  people 
around  the  world  hold  demonstrations 
every  time  South  Africa's  soccer  team 
plays  abroad.  I  wonder  how  these  citi- 
zens would  feel  If  they  knew  that  the 
IMF  has  loaned  this  country  more 
than  $1  billion.  They  might  very  well 
move  the  picket  lines  from  the  playing 
fields  to  IMF  headquarters. 

I  could  go  on  with  the  horror  stories. 
Por  example,  consider  Togo,  a  country 
which  spent  millions  on  an  oil  refinery 
even  though  it  had  no  crude  oil.  Today 
the  refinery  stands  unused.  But  let  us 
move  on.  These  few  examples  clearly 
show  that  all  IMF  money  does  not 
always  go  the  worthiest  of  causes. 

Though  there  are  those  who  say 
that  this  is  not  a  bank  bail-out  blU.  I 
believe  that  It  is  reasonable  to  argue 
that  some  of  this  money  will  go  to  this 
Nation's  largest  banks.  After  all,  many 
of  the  financially  troubled  coimtries 
that  may  come  knocking  at  the  IMF's 
door  owe  billions— about  $145  billion 
at  last  count— to  American  banks. 
$43.7  billion  of  that  is  owed  to  Ameri- 
ca's 10  largest  banks.  In  fact,  these 
countries  owe  so  much  money  to  these 
banks  that  the  banks  will  not  lend 
them  any  more- at  least  not  until  the 
banks  are  assured  that  the  countries 
can  service  the  debts.  The  only  way 
the  countries  can  do  that  Is  to  borrow 
more  money.  And  where  else  will  that 
money  come  from  than  the  lender  of 
last  resort,  the  IMF? 

Now  I  do  not  know  about  you,  but  I 
have  had  a  lot  of  trouble  trying  to 
think  of  a  reasonable  way  to  justify 
spending  $8.4  billion  to  ball  out  some 
large  American  banks  and  the  ques- 
tionable economic  practices  of  some 
foreign  countries.  After  all,  $8.4  billion 
Is  a  lot  of  money,  and  the  American 
people— our  constituents— deserve  to 
hear  a  good  reason  for  giving  it  away. 
Frankly,  I  have  no  problem  under- 
standing why  many  think  that  giving 
$8.4  billion  to  the  IMF  is  just  a  case  of 
throwing  good  money  after  bad. 

Those  who  support  this  legislation 
argue  that  it  is  the  American  people 
who  wiU  reaUy  benefit  from  the  $8.4 
bllUon.  They  say  that  the  IMP  bill  Is 
really  a  jobs  bill.  That's  because  giving 
this  money  to  the  IMF  to  give  to  debt- 
ridden  developing  countries  will  sup- 
posedly help  these  countries  pay  for 
their  U.S.  imports. 

OK,  let  us  suppose  that  this  $8.4  bil- 
lion was  going  to  help  American  work- 
ers. Don't  you  think  that  this  Is  an  aw- 
fully roundabout  way  of  helping  our 
own  people?  Would  not  it  be  far  more 
beneficial  to  American  workers  if  the 
money  did  not  have  to  wind  its  way 
through  the  IMP  and  the  developing 
countries  to  get  back  to  the  United 
States? 

Of  course  it  would.  The  only  Ameri- 
can workers  that  are  going  to  benefit 
from  this  legislation  are  the  executives 


of  Chase  Manhattan.  Citibank,  and 
the  other  huge  financial  institutions 
that  made  billions  of  dollars  worth  of 
shaky  loans  to  these  troubled  nations. 
The  IMF  bill  is  a  jobs  bill  if  you  con- 
sider those  individuals  to  be  American 
workers.  Are  those  the  American 
workers  who  need  the  assistance  of 
this  Congress?  No,  I  think  not.  This 
argument  about  the  IMP  bill  being  a 
jobs  bill  for  all  Americans  is  nothing 
more  than  a  smokescreen— a  vain  at- 
tempt by  its  supporters  to  rationalize 
an  otherwise  meritless  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

D  1550 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereuter). 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman  I 
join  the  distinguished  subcommittee 
chairman  in  strong  support  of  the  title 
V  of  the  bill  before  you. 

The  rest  of  the  world  is  watching 
closely  to  see  whether  this  administra- 
tion will  be  able  to  deliver  what  It 
promised  In  international  negotiations. 
The  replenishment  to  the  three  re- 
gional development  banks  Incorporat- 
ed In  this  bill  were  all  negotiated  by 
this  administration.  In  wiruiing  conces- 
sions from  other  donor  coimtries.  the 
administration  pledged  that  they 
would  be  able  to  deliver  a  solid  majori- 
ty of  the  Congress  in  favor  of  this  leg- 
islation. Other  donor  countries  remain 
skeptical.  I  suspect,  having  seen  what 
this  Congress  did  to  the  last  IDA  re- 
plenishment. But  the  numbers  for  the 
U.S.  share  of  the  replenishment  re- 
flect an  understanding  of  Congress 
budget  priorities. 

We  should  remember  that  there  are 
important  foreign  policy  Implications 
attached  to  these  programs.  The  re- 
gional development  banks,  in  most 
cases,  represent  the  only  source  of 
U.S.  foreign  assistance  for  most  of  the 
borrowing  countries.  In  many  poorer 
countries,  MDB  assistance  is  the  only 
source  of  outside  capital  for  invest- 
ment purposes. 

The  bin  before  you  actually  repre- 
sents a  very  lean  request.  These  new 
replenishments  reflect  the  same  budg- 
etary toughness  that  we  have  seen  this 
administration  display  on  domestic 
programs.  In  almost  every  instance, 
the  U.S.  share  of  the  contributions  is 
lower  and  the  total  size  of  the  package 
Is  smaller  than  in  years  past.  This  was 
not  an  easy  position  for  the  adminis- 
tration to  take  within  these  Interna- 
tional negotiations,  given  the  world- 
wide recession  and  the  critical  need  for 
development  assistance  in  the  Third 
World.  The  administration  Is  to  be 
commended  on  Its  tough,  but  realistic 

The  bill  contains  funds  for  the  three 
regional  development  banks.  Por  the 
African  Development  Fund,  we  au- 
thorize $150  million  over  3  years.  For 
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the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank,  our  paid-in  share  of  the  hard 
loan  replenishment  is  $232  million 
which  will  cover  a  4-year  period.  The 
fund  for  special  operations  (which  is 
the  soft  loan  window  of  the  mB)  will 
receive  $380  million,  again  over  4 
years.  Finally,  the  Asian  Development 
Bank  replenishment  calls  for  $66  mil- 
lion to  be  paid  in  over  a  5-year  period, 
and  a  soft  loan  contribution  of  $250 
million. 

It  is  easy  to  be  misled  by  the  figures 
in  this  bill.  Because  so  much  of  the 
money  we  pledge  is  in  the  form  of  call- 
able capital  (in  effect  a  loan  guaran- 
tee, which  enables  the  MDB's  to 
borrow  on  commercial  markets),  the 
annual  expenditures  resulting  from 
this  bill  will  amount  to  only  about 
$230  million,  even  though  the  total 
dollar  figure  of  the  U.S.  commitment 
is  $7.5  billion. 

The  bill  also  contains  an  amendment 
of  which  I  am  the  author.  The  amend- 
ment is  designed  to  increase  the 
amount  of  resources  from  the  private 
sector  that  could  be  available  for  de- 
velopment purposes.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  MDB's  can  plan  a  valuable 
role  in  helping  to  channel  foreign 
direct  Investment  resources  into  Third 
World  projects.  My  amendment  in- 
structs the  Treasury  and  the  MDB's  to 
study  whether  there  is  the  potential  to 
use  the  auspices  of  the  MDB's  to  help 
increase  flows  to  the  Third  World 
without  any  further  assistance  from 
taxpayers  in  donor  countries. 

There  are  many  compelling  reasons 
for  moving  expeditiously  on  this  legis- 
lation, but  I  will  close  by  emphasizing 
only  one— the  need  for  replenishment 
action  for  the  African  Development 
Fund.  That  fund  is  virtually  out  of 
money,  through  no  fault  of  their  own. 
The  United  States  is  about  1  year 
behind  schedule  in  its  pledge  to  the 
African  Fund,  and  this  has  delayed 
the  activation  of  contiibutions  from 
other  donor  countries  as  well.  The  Af- 
rican Development  Fund  has.  there- 
fore, actually  had  to  suspend  lending 
operations  for  the  time  being  and  has 
been  approving  new  projects  only  sub- 
ject to  future  contributions.  Our  in- 
ability to  keep  our  contributions  on 
schedule  has  injured  our  credibility  in 
a  part  of  the  world  which  has  very  im- 
portant foreign  policy  implications  for 
the  United  States.  In  addition,  most  of 
the  borrowers  from  the  African  Devel- 
opment Fund  do  not  have  access  to 
commercial  credit,  which  makes  them 
even  more  dependent  on  African  Fund 
resources.  In  a  continent  where  a  large 
number  of  inhabitants  are  experienc- 
ing starvation  conditions,  and  their 
government  extreme  economic  condi- 
tions, this  action  cannot  be  further  de- 
layed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  good  agree- 
ments, negotiated  in  such  a  way  as  to 
minimize  the  cost  and  maximize  the 
benefits  to  the  American  taxpayers. 


Many  Members  may  be  surprised  to 
learn  that  these  replenishments  wlU 
be  supported  on  the  House  floor  by 
some  of  the  most  vocal,  traditional  op- 
ponents of  MDB  legislation,  because 
of  their  understanding  of  the  impor- 
tant work  of  these  institutions  and  the 
benefits  to  the  United  States  from  our 
participation  in  them. 

I  urge  strong  support  for  title  V  of 
H  R  2957 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  our  ranking 
member,  the  very  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  the  State  of  Texas  (Mr. 
Gonzalez). 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  impelled  to  rise  on  this  occasion 
because  I  voted  no  in  the  committee 
against  this  combined  legislation. 

Whether  it  is  wise  or  not  to  bring  it 
up,  I  leave  up  to  the  leaders  who  de- 
termined that  this  was  the  best  way  to 
do  it. 

However,  just  the  IMF  component 
alone  in  my  opinion  is  so  uiu-esponsive 
to  what  I  consider  to  be  a  great  re- 
sponsibility resting  on  the  Congress  at 
this  point,  and  that  is  the  recognition 
of  the  transformation  of  the  world  in 
less  than  5  years  and  also  the  nature 
and  the  activities  of  the  IMF. 

The  IMF  today  is  looked  upon  by 
the  banks  involved— and  let  me  say 
here  that  I  have  heard  all  these  argu- 
ments about  this  not  being  a  bailout 
for  the  banks,  but  the  truth  is  that  it 
is,  it  is  nothing  else  but  a  bailout  of 
the  banks.  And  I  think  as  much  as  we 
try  to  obscure  that,  it  Is  to  be  deplored 
because  the  main  facts  are  that  now 
more  than  ever  it  is.  The  banks  are 
looking  upon  IMF  to  serve  a  purpose 
that  it  was  not  founded  for.  and  that 
is  as  sort  of  a  superglobal  FDIC,  as  if 
it  is  an  insurer  of  last  resort. 

And  this  is  bad  because  it  cannot 
serve  that  purpose.  The  IMF  has 
never  been  funded  at  the  level  that, 
realistically,  carrying  6ut  its  basic  mis- 
sion would  have  required. 

Second,  the  contest  from  the  very 
inception  it  was  between  IMF  and  BIS. 
the  Bank  for  International  Settle- 
ments. Banks  for  International  Settle- 
ments is  clearly  the  champion  now. 
This  is  where  the  Congress  and  the 
American  managers  of  its  economy  are 
turning  over  the  decisiormiaking  proc- 
ess. 

Actually,  let  me  say  that  I  deplore 
very  much  that  we  did  not  rise  to  the 
occasion  at  the  time  and  offer  the  type 
of  legislation  that  would  recognize  the 
need  for  conditions  other  than  the 
minimal  conditions  that  the  distin- 
guished chairman  had  the  foresight  to 
place,  by  providing  for  minimal  collat- 
eral or  whatever  you  want  to  call  it. 
which  is  actually  minimal  and  is  being 
fought  all  the  way  from  Mr.  Volcker 
to  the  main  bankers  and  probably  will 
be  stripped  in  the  conference  commit- 
tee. 


When  we  get  it  back.  I  doubt  serious- 
ly that  proviso  will  be  In  It. 

D  1600 

But  I  think  that  the  Members 
should  know  that  in  voting  for  this  re- 
plenishment all  they  are  doing  is  feed- 
ing intravenously  a  corpse. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Parris).  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
we  have  before  us  today  is  a  manunoth 
package  that  does  obligate  the  Federal 
Government  to  billions  of  dollars  in 
commitments  over  the  next  several 
years. 

The  International  Monetary  Fund 
authorization  amounts  to  $8.4  billion 
in  1983. 

The  Multilateral  Development 
Banks'  authorization  totals  over  $7  bil- 
lion for  capital  subscriptions  and  con- 
tributions for  an  unlimited  number  of 
years. 

And  finally,  the  Export-Import  Bank 
authorizes  direct  loans  and  loaui  guar- 
antees of  nearly  $15  billion  in  each  of 
the  next  2  years. 

But  in  the  interests  of  an  honest 
debate  it  should  be  remembered  that 
this  legislation  represents  only  some- 
thing in  the  order  of  $2  billion  in  out- 
lays. 

As  House  Members  know  well,  there 
has  been  keen  interest  among  con- 
stituents in  this  bill.  Many  of  the 
people  in  my  district  have  told  me, 
"Let's  get  our  own  house  in  order 
before  we  send  money  overseas  to  take 
care  of  others."  I  am  sure  I  am  not  the 
only  Member  who  has  heard  that  sug- 
gestion. 

Debate  on  this  bill  will  clearly, 
therefore,  center  on  whether  it  is  in 
our  best  Interest  to  renew  our  commit- 
ments in  these  three  areas.  Because 
this  is  a  trade  bill,  supporters  of  this 
measure  must  establish  that  our  con- 
tributions to  the  IMF,  the  Multilateral 
Development  Banks,  and  the  Exim- 
bank  will  be  returned  through  greater 
U.S.  exports  which  ultimately  gener- 
ate new  jobs,  economic  growth,  and 
tax  revenues  in  our  domestic  economy. 

In  any  event,  there  will  certainly  be 
extended  discussion  about  the  per- 
ceived cost  of  this  legislation. 

Well,  whatever  that  cost  is,  let  me 
give  you  a  suggestion  of  how  to  reduce 
it  by  $1  billion. 

When  we  reach  the  amendment 
process  later  this  week,  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  delete  the  new  $1  bil- 
lion program  which  I  believe  should 
more  properly  be  considered  in  foreign 
aid  legislation,  not  in  a  trade  bill. 
Under  title  I,  the  Export-Import  Bank 
would  be  authorized  to  spend  up  to  $1 
billion  to  match  foreign  aid  offered  by 
countries  as  a  means  for  subsidizing 
their  exports.  This  $1  billion  would  be 
available  through  a  so-called  competl- 
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tive  Tied  Aid  Pimd  at  Eximbank's  dis- 
posal. Very  simply,  mixed  credits  pro- 
vide highly  concessioned  credit  terms 
that  essentially  give  away  a  large  part 
of  the  benefit  from  exporting  while 
benefiting  the  borrowers. 

Ironically,  both  the  Eximbank  itself 
and  the  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
many  of  whose  members  are  largely 
dependent  on  foreign  trade,  oppose 
the  establishment  of  this  fund.  Their 
opposition  makes  good  sense: 

First,  foreign  mixed  credit  financing 
is  not  a  serious  problem  today,  largely 
because  of  successful  negotiations  con- 
ducted by  the  administration  to  deter 
its  use. 

Second,  turning  the  Eximbank  into  a 
foreign  aid  agency  is  not  likely  to  dis- 
courage offers  of  tied  aid  by  countries 
abroad.  On  the  contrary,  the  fund 
may  well  expand  the  use  of  tied  aid 
and  invite  retaliation  by  our  trade 
competitors. 

Finally,  my  amendment  would  delete 
the  new  fund,  while  leaving  intact  the 
Eximbank's  present  authority  to  offer 
tied  aid  financing  when  it  deems  nec- 
essary and  which  it  can  do  under  pres- 
ently existing  authority.  I  encourage 
Members  who  have  heard  complaints 
from  their  constituents  about  sending 
American  tax  dollars  overseas  to  sup- 
port this  amendment  when  it  is  of- 
f erred. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
the    prairies   of   North   Dakota   (Mr. 

DORGAN). 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  an  old  saying,  'Owe  me  $100  and 
you  don't  sleep.  Owe  me  $1  million 
and  I  don't  sleep." 

These  days  the  bankers  in  this  coun- 
try, particularly  the  big  ones,  are  not 
sleeping  very  well  because  they  are 
owed 'a  great  deal  of  money  by  some 
foreign  governments  that  they  made 
some  imprudent  loans  to  in  the  past  6 
to  8  years. 

Some  of  the  largest  banks  in  this 
country  and  elsewhere  have  made 
some  very  large  loans  at  high-interest 
rates  and  of  short  duration  to  coun- 
tries who  now  cannot  repay. 

The  question  is.  What  do  we  do 
about  that?  Now  some  in  this  Cham- 
ber say  what  we  should  do  is  provide 
some  money  to  the  International  Mon- 
etary Fund,  the  IMF.  Others  say  if  we 
do  that  that  is  simply  bailing  out  the 
big  banks. 

The  response  to  that  by  some  is, 
"Well,  that  is  not  a  bailout  to  the  big 
banks,  that  is  just  part  of  the  interna- 
tional order  of  things."  And  if  you  do 
not  support  fimding  the  IMF,  you  are 
not  a  statesman. 

Anyone  in  this  Chamber  who  sug- 
gests that  taking  taxpayers'  money 
and  sending  it  to  the  IMF  is  not  bail- 
ing out  the  big  banks  had  better  sug- 
gest it  without  a  grin  because  clearly 
to  anybody  who  is  looking  at  the  facts. 


this  is  a  bailout  of  the  largest  banks  in 
the  country. 

Money  is  fungible,  we  know  that. 
But  I  guarantee  you  that  if  we  could 
dye  those  dollar  bills  purple,  within  a 
month  after  the  IMF  got  the  money, 
the  bankers  on  Wall  Street  would 
have  deep  purple  pockets.  That  money 
is  going  to  circulate  from  the  IMF  to 
the  big  bankers  through  the  hands  of 
the  developing  coimtries.  Why  on 
Earth  would  it  make  any  sense  to  give 
the  money  to  the  IMF  if  it  is  not  going 
to  get  back  to  the  bankers  who  hold 
that  debt? 

Before  we  fund  the  IMF  we  should 
ask  the  banks  to  write  down  the  terms 
of  these  bad  loans.  Correct  the  terms, 
lower  the  interest  rates,  extend  the 
length.  That  is  what  hsis  to  be  done, 
otherwise  the  banks  will  continue  to, 
as  they  do  today,  profit  from  these 
shaky  loans.  And  that  does  not  make 
any  sense. 

They  are  saying  the  U.S.  taxpayer 
should  underwrite  this  debt  mess.  I  am 
saying  the  banks  ought  to  own  up  to 
their  responsibility.  It  is  not  going  to 
bring  the  international  banking 
system  down  to  a  collapse.  The  bank- 
ers are  simply  yelling  "fire"  in  the  the- 
ater, but  no  fire  exists.  The  fact  is  the 
bankers  have  to  be  responsible  for  the 
risks  they  assumed,  and  write  down 
the  terms  of  these  loans. 

Now  some  say,  well,  those  who  do 
not  support  the  IMF  are  isolationists. 
That  is  nonsense.  Those  who  do  not 
support  the  funding  of  the  IMF  are 
those  who  can  see  through  the  fog. 

John  Maynard  Keynes  once  said 
something  very  instructive  about 
bankers.  To  paraphrase  him,  he  said. 
"It  is  so  much  the  bankers'  stock-in- 
trade  that  their  position  not  be  ques- 
tioned, that  they  do  not  even  question 
it  themselves  until  it  is  too  late." 

It  is  our  responsibility  to  raise  the 
questions  that  the  bankers  want  to  ob- 
scure, the  questions  they  shroud  in 
"bankspeak."  And  the  answer  to  some 
of  those  questions  will  be  tighter  su- 
pervision in  international  lending,  ask 
the  banks  to  correct  the  debt  instru- 
ments that  are  out  there,  and  ask  for 
special  loss  reserves  for  the  next  10 
years,  and  deal  with  the  problem  that 
way. 

What  is  the  message  we  are  sending 
to  the  banks  in  this  country  if  we 
adopt  this  bill?  The  message  is,  invest 
in  Main  Street  and  you  are  on  your 
own;  invest  around  the  world  in  for- 
eign governments,  and  the  Federal 
Government  will  back  you  up.  That  is 
not  a  message  I  support. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  yield  myself  30  seconds. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ob- 
serve that  when  I  look  at  the  jobs  re- 
lated to  manufacturing  exports  in 
value  of  agricultural  exports,  I  just  ob- 
served that  agricultural  exports  from 
North  Dakota  are  $1,143,000,000. 


Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  on  the  export 
question? 

Mr.    ST   GERMAIN.    That   is   Just 
reading  one  number  and  that  is  all. 
I  yield  2  seconds. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  yield  back  my  2  sec- 
onds. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Wortley),  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  WORTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
Congress  has  spent  a  great  deal  of 
time  discussing  jobs  bills. 

Today,  we  are  debating  a  very  impor- 
tant jobs  bill.  Yes,  a  jobs  bill.  Not  a 
public  service  employment  program, 
not  an  expensive  public  works  pro- 
gram, but  a  real  jobs  preservation  and 
creation  vehicle— the  International 
Monetary  Fund.  It  is  been  said  that 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  has 
no  constituency.  However,  the  5  mil- 
lion Americans  whose  jobs  depend  on 
exports  might  take  issue  with  that 
statement. 

The  United  States  exports  20  per- 
cent of  its  manufactured  goods  and  40 
percent  of  its  agricultural  products. 
The  Commerce  Department  and 
others  who  keep  tabs  on  these  things 
estimate  that  every  billion  dollars  of 
exports  translates  into  24,000  jobs.  If 
you  extrapolate  from  those  figures, 
Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  clear  that  main- 
taining free  and  open  markets  for  our 
manufactured  goods  and  agricultural 
products  is  a  key  component  in  global 
economic  recovery. 

However,  should  the  quota  increase 
for  the  IMF  be  denied,  the  markets  for 
our  products  will  contract  severely, 
jeopardizing  the  jobs  of  the  millions  of 
American  working  men  and  women 
and  stifling  the  recovery  now  under- 
way. Lesser  developed  countries  that 
need  the  IMF's  help  with  balance-of- 
payments  problems  are  good  custom- 
ers of  the  United  States.  In  fact,  they 
buy  about  40  percent  of  exports.  Clos- 
ing off  these  markets  is  both  short- 
sighted and  dangerous. 

Recessions  are  contagious  and  so  are 
recoveries.  The  economic  downturn  of 
the  late  1970's  and  the  first  2  years  of 
this  decade  were  felt  throughout  the 
world.  We  do  not  live  in  an  isolated 
world.  Mexico's  serious  economic  diffi- 
culties in  1982  resulted  in  a  reduction 
of  U.S.  imports  by  $8  billion.  At  stake 
in  just  this  one  instance  were  over 
200,000  American  jobs.  To  deny  that 
there  is  no  relationship  between  what 
happens  to  our  trading  partners  and 
our  own  economic  well-being  is  non- 
sense. 

Jobs  and  interest  rates  are  inextrica- 
bly linked.  When  rates  are  high,  jobs 
decrease.  Yet  some  would  have  us  play 
Russian  roulette  under  the  misguided 
assumption  that  we  can  somehow  sep- 
arate the  two.  If  the  bill  we  debate 
today    fails,    we    can    coimt   on    two 
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things.  Interest  rates  will  skyrocket  re- 
sulting In  higher  borrowing  costs  at 
home  and  abroad.  Imports  of  Ameri- 
can goods  and  products  by  the  LDC's 
will  plummet  and  so  will  our  GNP. 

The  choice  is  clear.  We  can  vote  for 
the  quota  increase  and  continue  down 
the  road  of  global  economic  recovery 
or  we  can  bury  our  heads  in  the  sand 
and  await  the  Inevitable  crash. 

I  urge  each  and  every  Member  of 
this  body  to  listen  carefully  to  the 
debate  on  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  2957  deserves 
our  support. 

D  1610 

Mr.  St  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Garcia). 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  2957,  the  Interna- 
tional Recovery  and  Financial  Stabili- 
ty Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  vote  on  this  issue 
is  a  very  Interesting  one,  because  I 
guess  politically  the  easy  vote  is  a  no 
vote:  let  us  forget  about  IMF.  let  us 
pack  it  up  and  let  us  let  those  people 
in  Brazil  and  Mexico  and  all  those 
Third  World  nations  know  that  we  are 
not  fooling  around  anymore. 

I  think  the  hard  vote  at  this  time  is 
a  yes  vote,  because  I  think  it  is  very 
difficult  sometimes  to  go  back  to  our 
constituency  and  to  explain  the  neces- 
sity that  we  as  the  world  leader  In 
today's  society  must  help  and  benefit 
those  countries,  especially  the  Third 
World  nations. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  this  de- 
cision that  I  came  to  was  not  one  that 
I  took  very  easily  or  lightly  because 
the  fact  is  that  in  a  district  like  mine, 
where  the  people  ju-e  predominantly 
poor,  it  is  hard  to  explain  that  the 
international  situation  is  one  that  af- 
fects us  even  at  the  local  level. 

During  the  course  of  the  debate  in 
full  committee,  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
there  was  one  section  that  was  worked 
on  as  a  committee  quite  strenuously, 
and  that  was  the  question  of  South 
Africa.  And  I  think  we  should  all  go  on 
record  as  opposing  IMF  loans  to  South 
Africa  l)ecause  there  is  no  question  in 
my  mind  that  apartheid  is  a  grotesque 
rendering  of  a  so-called  democratic 
system.  And  to  perpetuate  that  system 
directly  or  indirectly  through  IMF 
loans  is  not  in  keeping  with  our  demo- 
cratic principles. 

Both  the  House  Banking  and  For- 
eign Affairs  Committees  have  been 
supporters  of  a  mandatory  application 
of  the  Sullivan  principle  as  part  of  the 
markup  of  this  legislation.  And  I 
would  like  to  say  to  some  of  my  col- 
leagues who  are  here  today  that 
during  the  debate,  during  that  portion 
of  the  debate  on  this  where  amend- 
ments will  be  offered,  if  they  really 
want  to  make  certain  that  they  are 
covered  and  protected,  politically  then 


they  should  support  the  Schumer 
amendment.  What  the  Schumer 
amendment  is  going  to  do.  very  simply, 
it  is  going  to,  over  a  longer  period  of 
time,  give  the  banks  an  opportunity 
and  these  nations  which  are  in  debt 
time  to  repay  that  so  that  these 
moneys  do  not  come  right  off  the  top. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Schumer 
amendment  passes. 

I  would  go  on,  beyond  that,  if  I  may. 
in  closing,  and  say  that  the  United 
States  should  increase  its  share  for 
the  developing  nations  because  it  is 
the  only  hope  that  many  of  these 
countries  have.  And  in  order  to 
achieve  some  equilibrium  in  the  eco- 
nomic chaos  which  is  choking  the  de- 
veloping world,  the  United  States 
must  do  what  it  can  to  aid  these  na- 
tions. The  IMF  offers  one  substantive 
way  to  express  that  support.  Let  us 
not  kid  ourselves,  we  are  living  it  right 
now  in  Central  America,  in  the  many 
nations  in  the  Caribl)ean.  We  live  in 
an  interdependent  world.  Our  econo- 
my and  the  Jobs  of  many  Americans 
are  dependent  upon  what  happens  in 
the  world  economy. 

I  do  not  believe  H.R.  2957  is  the  per- 
fect bill.  But  in  view  of  all  that  is  hap- 
pening across  this  world  today,  there 
is  no  question  that  we  are  better  off 
supporting  it  than  taking  the  politi- 
cially  easy  way  out  and  saying  we  are 
against  the  bill  t>ecause  it  is  a  bailout 
of  banks.  It  is  a  hard  decision  for 
many  of  my  colleagues.  I  know;  but  in 
the  long  run— I  say  this  without  hesi- 
tation—we are  better  off  supporting 
this  legislation  now. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  2957.  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act.  Given  the 
current  state  of  the  world  economy, 
the  Increase  in  the  IMP  quota  and  the 
other  provision  of  this  bill  are  neces- 
sary to  restore  confidence  and  legiti- 
macy to  the  struggling  world  economic 
order. 

THIRD  WORU)  DEVELOPIIZNT 

Much  of  our  discussion  has  focused 
on  the  size  of  the  debt  confronting 
many  of  the  Third  World  nations. 
Indeed.  In  some  Instances,  it  is  quite 
large.  Brazil  and  Mexico  each  face 
debts  totaling  more  than  $80  billion. 

However,  we  cannot  lose  sight  of 
just  what  these  funds  are  used  for. 
There  has  been  a  tremendous  amount 
of  development  both  economical  and 
social  within  these  nations. 

I  have  to  ask  my  colleagues,  how  else 
was  the  economic  cycle  to  begin  with- 
out the  infusion  of  massive  amounts  of 
private  funds  secured,  in  part  by  the 
IMP'S  participation?  Surely,  not  for- 
eign aid  from  the  United  States. 

As  we  debate  the  economic  status  of 
these  nations,  let  us  not  lose  sight  of 
the  major  reason  for  the  IMF's  exist- 
ence—the encouragement  of  the  pri- 
vate Investment  that  no  one  lesser  de- 
veloped nation  can  sustain  on  its  own 


and  which  no  one  major  nation  could 
provide  through  foreign  assistance. 

The  IMP,  while  a  financial  lever- 
ager.  Is  also  a  policy  lever.  In  essence, 
it  pulls  the  development  picture  to- 
gether. Without  It,  Third  World  fi- 
nancing would  break  down. 

Indeed,  the  IMF's  funds  are  relative- 
ly small  when  compared  to  the 
amounts  of  money  committed  in  pri- 
vate lending.  Nations  such  as  Brazil 
and  Argentina  have  drawn  down  IMF 
funds  totaling  $2.2  billion  and  $2.6  bil- 
lion respectively.  Mexico  has  only 
drawn  $1.4  billion.  These  numbers  are 
totals:  they  do  not  reflect  reimburse- 
ments and  contributions  from  these 
nations  over  the  years. 

Nigeria  has  borrowed  a  total  of  $328 
million  In  IMF  funds  since  the  Fund's 
beginning.  Zaire.  $689  million  and 
Zambia.  $1  billion. 

As  can  be  seen,  the  IMF  funds  are  In 
essence,  the  backstop— In  part,  lever- 
aging private  moneys  to  undertake  the 
massive  jobs  of  developing  economies 
from  scratch  throughout  the  Third 
World  whether  it  be  in  Latin  America 
or  in  Africa,  and  Instilling  confidence 
to  private  lenders.  Afterall,  a  nation 
such  as  Brazil  Is  economically  prosper- 
ous though  currently  suffering  a  bal- 
ance-of-payment  problem  because  of 
the  world  recession.  The  IMF  is  main- 
taining confidence  in  Brazil.  In  a  few 
years.  Brazil  will  be  attracting  capital 
on  Its  own  once  again. 

The  new  IMF  quota  Increase  Is  Im- 
portant to  maintain  economic  growth 
In  these  nations.  With  the  IMF  we 
send  a  signal  that  we  are  committed  to 
the  development  of  these  nations.  Re- 
fusal to  Increase  U.S.  participation 
sends  just  the  opposite  signal. 

While  the  recession  has  had  an  obvi- 
ous impact  on  the  developed  nations. 
It  is  having  an  even  more  dramatic 
Impact  on  the  lesser  developed  coun- 
tries. The  LDC's  are  dependent  on 
IMF  funds  to  maintain  a  positive  bal- 
ance of  trade. 

To  deny  the  quota  Increase  Is  In 
effect  saying  to  the  poorer  nations  of 
the  world  that  we  want  to  enjoy  the 
success  of  our  economic  recovery  at 
their  expense.  Such  an  attitude  does 
not  recognize  the  Impact  of  the  world 
economy  on  the  United  States. 

The  U.S.  balance  of  trade  Is  very 
much  at  Issue  here.  Those  nations  de- 
pendent on  IMF  funds  are  Importers 
of  U.S.  products.  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  jobs  In  the  United  States.  In 
New  York  State  alone.  It  Is  estimated 
that  1  million  jobs  are  directly  or  Indi- 
rectly related  to  expert  activity.  The 
impact  would  be  even  more  pro- 
nounced on  a  national  scale.  We  risk 
affecting  our  own  economy  by  denying 
additional  funding  to  the  IMF. 

SOUTH  ATRICA 

Despite  my  support  for  H.R.  2957,  I 
want  to  go  on  record  as  opposing  IMP 
loans  to  South  Africa.  Apartheid  is  a 


grotesque  rendering  of  a  so-called 
democratic  system.  To  perpetuate  that 
system,  directly  of  indirectly,  through 
IMP  loans,  is  not  in  keeping  with 
American  democratic  principles. 

Both  the  House  Banking  and  For- 
eign Affairs  Committees  have  been 
supportive  of  a  mandatory  application 
of  the  Sullivan  principles,  as  part  of 
their  markup  and  review  of  the  Export 
Administration  Act,  outlined  by  Rever- 
end Leon  Sullivan.  These  principles 
basically  establish  a  set  of  legally  en- 
forceable labor  standards  for  U.S. 
firms  in  South  Africa;  a  ban  on  bank 
loans  to  South  Africa  except  for  loans 
made  for  education,  housing,  or  health 
facilities;  and  a  ban  on  Importation  of 
gold  coins  minted  or  offered  for  sale 
by  the  South  African  Government. 
These  are  the  kinds  of  principles  we 
have  to  maintain  in  our  relationship 
with  South  Africa. 

More  Importantly,  In  this  legislation, 
the  Banking  Committee  adopted  an 
amendment  that  would  prohibit  the 
United  States  from  supporting  loans 
to  any  country  which  practices  apart- 
held.  This  again  Is  the  type  of  princi- 
ple we  must  follow  with  regards  to 
South  Africa.  I  am  fully  supportive  of 
this  amendment  as  adopted  by  the 
House  Banking  Committee. 

Racial  Injustice  is  a  disease,  and  it 
must  be  treated  as  such.  Support  for 
loans  to  South  Africa  only  serves  to 
help  feed  this  disease.  We  must 
remain  firm  in  our  commitment  to 
stamp  out  apartheid  by  any  and  adl 
means  available  to  us. 

INCREASED  SUPERVISION  OF  LENDING 

Critics  have  complained  about  the 
prospect  of  increasing  the  U.S.  quota. 
I  disagree.  In  fact,  the  bulk  of  the  In- 
crease will  be  divided  among  the  145 
other  nations  of  the  IMF.  The  actual 
percentage  that  the  United  States  is 
responsible  for  will  be  less  because  of 
increased  participation  by  the  other 
nations. 

An  increase  in  the  U.S.  quota  would 
result  in  an  increase  In  the  reserve 
fund  upon  which  the  United  States 
could  draw.  Budget  outlays  for  this  in- 
crease are  relatively  small,  but  more 
importantly,  they  are  necessary  to 
help  restore  confidence  and  stability 
to  the  international  monetary  system. 

Some  critics  of  the  measure  com- 
plain that  the  bill  constitutes  a  bailout 
of  banks  who  have  unwisely  made 
loans  to  nations  which  were  unable  to 
meet  interest  obligations.  This  bill  ad- 
dresses that  problem.  Section  403  of 
the  blU  stipulates  that  appropriate 
bank  regulatory  agencies  must  evalu- 
ate banking  institutions  to  assure  that 
factors  such  as  previous  credit  history 
be  taken  Into  account  in  evaluating 
the  appropriateness  of  the  lending.  If 
a  loan  of  this  sort  Is  to  be  made,  the 
bill  requires  that  a  special  reserve  be 
established  by  the  loaning  bank  to 
avert  any  possibility  of  a  crisis. 


Also,  the  banks  making  loans  to  for- 
eign nations  must  submit  quarterly  re- 
ports on  these  loans.  Special  disclo- 
sures must  be  filed  for  exceptionally 
large  loans,  and  this  measure  is  but  a 
partial  indication  of  the  attempts 
made  in  this  bill  to  insure  the  stability 
of  the  world  banking  system  by  estab- 
lishing long  needed  controls  and  re- 
porting devices. 

CLOSING 

The  United  States  should  increase 
its  share  of  funding  for  the  IMF.  The 
developing  world  Is  at  the  end  of  Its 
rope.  In  order  to  achieve  some  equilib- 
rium in  the  economic  chaos  which  is 
choking  the  developing  world,  the 
United  States  must  do  what  it  can  to 
aid  these  nations.  IMP  offers  one  sub- 
stantive way  to  express  that  support. 

We  live  in  an  interdependent  world: 
our  economy  and  the  jobs  of  many 
Americans  are  dependent  on  what 
happens  In  the  world  economy;  H.R. 
2957  recognizes  this,  and  I  therefore 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  Its 
adoption. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Lewis). 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ex- 
press my  appreciation  to  the  chairman 
for  bringing  this  most  difficult  meas- 
ure to  the  floor.  Particularly  I  would 
like  to  express  my  appreciation  and 
my  empathy  for  the  position  you  are 
in  at  this  moment.  A  couple  of  weeks 
ago  I  was  In  your  position,  carrying  a 
bUl  having  to  do  with  funding  the  leg- 
islative branch,  one  of  the  more  un- 
popular responsibilities  around  here.  I 
can  totally  appreciate  the  discomfort 
that  you  may  have  in  dealing  with  a 
very  tough  problem  and  in  having  to 
represent  the  administration  in  an 
issue  that,  to  say  the  least,  is  compli- 
cated and  controversial. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  empathy,  and  it  sounded  like 
sympathy,  but  I  do  not  feel  discomfort 
in  advancing  the  administration's  posi- 
tion on  this  legislation,  may  I  say. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  have  no- 
ticed your  enthusiasm.  Mr.  Wylie. 

Having  said  that,  I  would  like  to 
remark  further  on  the  process  that  we 
have  been  through. 

It  seems  to  me  that  It  is  most  unfor- 
tunate that  we  must  bring  this  bill  to 
this  floor  today,  a  bill  that  perhaps  in- 
cludes not  just  one  but  at  least  three 
of  the  most  important  Issues  dealing 
with  foreign  affairs  and  foreign  trade 
to  come  to  this  floor  in  a  single  year. 
It  is  further  disconcerting  to  have  that 
bill  before  us  on  a  Monday,  when  vir- 
tually all  the  Members  of  any  number 
are  on  their  way  back  from  their  dis- 
tricts, so  that  they  cannot  either  par- 


ticipate in  the  debate  or  be  in  their  of- 
fices where  they  can  watch  the  debate 
on  television.  It  is  most  unfortunate 
and  not  of  service  to  the  issues  that 
are  involved.  We  need  a  full  and 
timely  debate  on  these  Issues,  not  only 
for  the  Members  to  be  able  to  examine 
some  of  the  superficial  statements 
which  have  been  made  on  the  IMF's 
behalf,  but  also  to  have  a  debate 
which  occurs  reasonably  close  to  when 
we  will  vote  on  these  Important  issues. 
Having  said  that.  I  must  further 
state  that  it  is  the  intention  of  those 
who  are  concerned  about  this  measure 
to  fully  develop  the  debate  itself  in 
the  amendment  process.  We  will  have 
no  choice  but  to  go  into  great  detail 
regarding  the  pros  and  cons  of  all  of 
the  elements  of  this  very  complex  bill, 
which  go  far  beyond  just  the  IMF 
question. 

I  had  not  intended  to  mention  the 
trade  area,  for  It  Is  an  important  issue, 
but  I  must  say  that,  because  of  the  re- 
marks regarding  the  district  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  (Mr. 
DoRGAN).  I  would  have  to  say  that  Mr. 
DoRGAN's  export  problems  will  not  be 
helped  by  this  IMF  measure.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  conditlonality  that 
is  Imposed  on  countries  to  be  helped 
by  the  IMP  restrict,  put  pressure  on 
reducing  imports.  Indeed,  they  will 
have  a  negative  impact  if  this  bill  is 
passed  insofar  as  export  concerns  Mr. 
Dorgan's  district. 

What  is  the  relationship  between 
the  IMP  and  American  jobs  and  ex- 
ports? Some  of  the  rhetoric  regarding 
the  upcoming  IMP  vote  suggests  this 
bill  will  create  jobs  for  Americans. 
There  exists  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
some  of  which  I  would  like  to  bring  to 
your  attention: 

First,  opportunity  costs— if  this 
Nation  provides  $8.4  billion  to  the 
IMP,  that  means  that  $8.4  billion  will 
be  added  to  the  U.S.  Treasury's  bor- 
rowing needs,  there  will  be  $8.4  billion 
further  upward  pressure  on  Interest 
rates  and  there  will  be  $8.4  billion  less 
for  U.S.  citizens  to  spend,  save,  or 
Invest  domestically.  There  are  no  free 
lunches,  wealth  transferred  from  our 
economy  to  the  Third  World  entails  a 
loss  of  real  economic  opportunities  for 
us. 

Second,  unfair  subsidized  foreign 
competition— present  lending  practices 
of  the  IMF  underwrite  and  often  en- 
courage foreign  subsidized  and  uneco- 
nomic production  of  copper,  steel,  and 
other  commodities,  while  our  own  in- 
dustries are  struggling  for  survival  and 
struggling  to  save  jobs.  For  example, 
some  40  percent  of  the  world's  copper 
is  produced  by  nationalized  mines  in 
less  developed  countries,  which  in 
many  cases  operate  without  regard  to 
profit,  economic  conditions,  or  the 
laws  of  supply  and  demand.  When 
losses  occur,  these  copper  producers 
are  able  to  secure  credit  from  the  IMP, 
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supported  in  large  part  by  U.S.  contri- 
butions, and  continue  or  even  increase 
their  copper  production,  resulting  in  a 
depressed  price  for  copper  worldwide. 
The  U.S.  copper  industry  bears  the 
burden  of  depressed  copper  prices  with 
closures,  curtailments,  and  widespread 
unemployment. 

Third,  excessively  costly  exports.— 
Are  we  really  creating  sustainable  em- 
ployment in  this  country  by  lending 
funds  to  foreign  nations  to  purchase 
U.S.  goods  they  cannot  afford  with 
debt  obligations  which  cannot  be 
repaid?  The  end  result  is  that  U.S.  citi- 
zens ultimately  pick  up  the  tab  in  the 
form  of  higher  taxes,  higher  deficits, 
and/or  higher  Treasury  borrowings. 
This  creates  a  fiscal  drag  on  economic 
activity  here,  yet  the  benefits— in 
terms  of  who  receives  the  taxpayer 
purchased  goods— are  distributed 
abroad.  Moreover,  encouraging  exces- 
sive current  consumption  and  debt  in 
the  Third  World  will  make  those  mar- 
kets less  promising  for  future  exports 
and  future  jobs;  and 

Fourth.  IMF  conditionality.— There 
is  a  line  of  argument  which  suggests 
that  conditions  attached  to  IMF  loans 
actually  reduce  U.S.  exports.  At  a  Hill 
briefing  arranged  by  a  New  York 
banker,  the  banker  was  asked.  "How 
can  IMF  conditionality  work  in  the  ag- 
gregate, if  all  Third  World  countries 
which  trade  with  each  other  are  simul- 
taneously asked  to  decrease  imports 
and  increase  exports?"  The  banker  re- 
sponded that  the  IMF  advice  was  not 
for  Third-World  nations  to  trade  less 
with  each  other,  but  to  export  more 
and  Import  less  from  the  United 
States.  To  put  it  in  a  simpler  form, 
U.S.  citizens  are  being  asked  to  provide 
more  resources  to  the  IMF  which  will 
then  use  this  money  to  persuade 
Third- World  nations  to  sell  more  and 
buy  less  from  the  United  States. 

Although  not  exhaustive,  these 
points  suggest  that  the  IMF  is  not  the 
Job-  and  export-producing  institution 
some  would  like  us  to  believe. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
the  gentleman  is  saying,  I  submit,  is 
Just  not  so.  When  the  IMP  steps  in, 
borrowing  countries  have  already  dras- 
tically cut  back  on  their  imports. 
When  the  IMF  puts  its  seal  of  approv- 
al on  the  practices  of  a  country, 
almost  without  exception  those  coun- 
tries are  able  to  buy  through  credit, 
which  is  extended  through  the  IMP. 
Studies  have  shown  that  in  19  out  of 
26  countries  where  they  recently  com- 
pleted the  IMF  negotiations,  they  ex- 
perienced growth  In  their  imports 
within  the  first  year  after  an  IMF 
agreement. 


D  1620 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  I  may  reclaim  my  time.  I  am 
afraid  I  must  say  that  the  ranking 
Member's  statement  is  not  correct, 
does  not  reflect  the  facts,  and  indeed 
the  future  will  clearly  indicate  that. 

The  conditions  of  the  IMF  will  re- 
strict trade  in  those  countries  for  some 
considerable  time  and  will  negatively 
impact  the  economies  of  those  states 
involved. 

What  is  the  real  truth  between  the 
IMF  and  the  effects  of  its  conditional- 
ity program?  Some  would  have  us  be- 
lieve that  the  IMF  is  responsible  for 
the  vast  majority  of  all  U.S.  exports  or 
all  recent  increases  in  exports.  Others 
would  have  us  believe  that  whenever  a 
LDC  comes  out  of  a  recession  and  in- 
creases its  imports,  it  is  the  IMF 
which  is  responsible.  The  answers  are 
not  that  simple  as  these  are  complex 
economic  questions.  Economic  markets 
can  work  without  the  IMF  and  eco- 
nomic recoveries  can  occur  without 
the  IMF.  Just  let  me  point  out  that  by 
the  time  the  IMF  becomes  involved 
with  a  LDC's  recession,  that  recession 
has  likely  hit  bottom  and  thus  the 
normal  process  of  the  business  cycle 
will  result  in  higher  employment, 
income,  and  imports. 

Having  said  that,  there  has  not  been 
much  light  shed  today  upon  how  we 
got  into  this  dicey  international  finan- 
cial situation  and.  indeed,  what  the  al- 
ternative solutions  to  this  problem  are. 

First  let  me  suggest  this:  The  prob- 
lem is  directly  a  result  of  two  lines  of 
activity.  The  first  is  the  worldwide  re- 
cession of  the  last  3  years  in  which 
even  prudent  banks  and  prudent  bor- 
rowing nations  have  suffered  financial 
problems  and  liquidity  problems. 

In  addition,  over  the  last  decade 
there  has  been  an  explosion  of  inter- 
national lending— much  of  it  impru- 
dent in  the  sense  that  the  borrowed 
funds  were  not  used  for  projects  which 
could  generate  returns  which  could 
repay  the  loans— insolvency  problems. 

The  first  problem  is  a  legitimate 
area  for  government  action,  the 
second  is  not.  The  proposed  quota  in- 
crease for  the  IMF  does  not  distin- 
guish between  the  two. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Lewis)  has  expired. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  major  argument  for  in- 
creased IMF  funding  is  based  upon  in- 
timidation and  fear.  If  we  do  not  pro- 
vide these  funds,  we  are  told,  the 
world  financial  system  may  well  col- 
lapse causing  catastrophic  effects  for 
our  constituents.  While  I  do  believe  we 
have  serious  long-term  problems  with 
international  debts,  there  is  no  imme- 
diate crisis  to  which  the  solution  is  a 
permanent  increase  in  IMF  funding. 


I  suggest  further.  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  there  exist  other  available  solu- 
tions to  the  debt  problem,  many  of 
which  have  already  been  employed. 
Let  me  outline  some  of  them: 

First,  economic  recovery  and  lower 
interest  rates  worldwide  are  signifi- 
cantly easing  debt  service  burdens. 
The  recently  released  World  Economic 
Outlook  by  the  IMF  predicts  strong 
output  growth  in  both  developed  and 
Third  World  nations. 

Second,  banks  and  debtor  nations 
are  rescheduling  loans  to  avoid  de- 
faults and  to  ease  debt  service  bur- 
dens. Banks  have  voluntarily  found 
this  to  be  in  their  own  best  interests  as 
it  avoids  immediate  bad  debt  losses. 

Third,  bank  earnings  can  be  used  to 
absorb  losses  and  create  reserves  for 
bad  debts.  For  those  banks  which  have 
significant  amounts  of  bad  loans  this 
will  mean  lower  dividends  for  their 
stockholders,  but  this  also  interjects 
desirable  market  discipline  into  the 
process  which  will  make  it  less  likely 
that  future  uneconomic  loans  will  be 
made. 

Fourth,  the  IMF  can  borrow  funds 
n  open  credit  markets  using  its  gold 
and  developed  nation  backing  as  col- 
lateral. 

Fifth,  bilateral  aid  can  be  used  to 
help  selective  countries  strategic  to 
U.S.  interests.  Mexico  and  Brazil  have 
already  received  U.S.  bilateral  assist- 
ance, while  European  countries  and 
Japan  have  their  own  bilateral  aid 
programs. 

Sixth,  the  Federal  Reserve  System 
has  also  used  its  influence  and  re- 
sources to  ameliorate  the  situation. 
The  Fed  has  participated  in  foreign 
exchange  swap  arrangements  with 
troubled  nations  and  stands  ready  as  a 
lender  of  last  resort  to  infuse  liquidity 
into  our  banking  system. 

Seventh,  the  World  Bank  has  sought 
and  is  playing  a  new  role  in  helping 
managing  world  debt.  With  its  struc- 
tural adjustment  lending,  the  Bank  is 
seeking  to  become  a  major  player  in 
putting  together  rescue  packages. 
There  are  also  the  regional  develop- 
ment banks  which  supply  liquidity  to 
the  Third  World.  The  Congressional 
Research  Service  has  calculated  that 
the  resources  made  available  to  the 
IMF,  World  Bank  and  three  regional 
development  banks  have  increased 
nearly  400  percent  from  1970  to  1982— 
from  $64  billion  in  1970  to  $231  billion 
in  1982. 

Eighth,  the  IMF  can  and  has  sought 
ad  hoc  borrowings  from  the  major  in- 
dustrialized countries  to  meet  emer- 
gency situations.  Indeed,  the  IMP 
sought  such  funds  this  month  in  Paris, 
but  was  turned  down  because  no  such 
emergency  existed.  If  necessary,  ad 
hoc  borrowings  can  be  arranged. 

Ninth,  the  Bank  of  International 
Settlements  in  Switzerland  is  the  cen- 
tral bank  of  central  banks.  It  is  often- 


times the  first  institution  to  devise  a 
rescue  package  for  nations  with  debt 
problems.  It  is  already  using  its  consid- 
erable resources  in  the  current  situa- 
tion. 

In  the  unlikely  event  that  all  the 
above  alternatives  are  insufficient, 
then  I  would  favor  increased  IMP 
funding  but  in  a  different  form  than 
sought  by  the  administration. 

Tenth,  as  the  immediate  debt  prob- 
lems are  largely  temporary  due  to  the 
severe  worldwide  recession,  I  believe 
the  solution  should  involve  temporary 
but  not  permanent  increases  in  IMF 
funding.  Therefore.  I  could  only  sup- 
port temporary  and  self-liquidating  in- 
creases in  IMP  resources  until  the  eco- 
nomic recovery  is  in  full  enough  force 
to  ease  current  debt  problems. 

I  ask  your  support  to  help  defeat  the 
administration's  ill-conceived  ap- 
proach to  the  international  debt  prob- 
lem, and  then  join  with  me  in  recom- 
mending a  viable  and  responsible  con- 
gressional resolution  to  the  problem. 
The  bottom  line  is  that  if  the  House 
rejects  the  proposal  before  us,  the  In- 
terim Committee  of  the  IMF  will  be 
forced  to  renegotiate  their  proposed 
solutions,  forced  to  consider  alterna- 
tives such  as  those  listed  above  and 
force:?  to  consider  more  positive  condi- 
tion-s  to  bring  about  economic  growth 
in  t'  e  economies  of  those  countries 
overburdened  by  debt. 

It  is  very  clear  that  the  problem  we 
face  is  serious  but  that  is  no  excuse  for 
our  just  automatically  increasing  the 
quota  permanently  for  the  IMP.  Re- 
member that  we  increased  their  quota 
by  50  percent  less  than  3  years  ago. 
and  it  was  just  1  year  ago  that  they 
approved  $5.6  billion  of  long-term 
loans  to  India— a  country  with  no  seri- 
ous balance  of  payments  problems  but 
one  which  has  been  buying  military 
arms  all  over  the  world. 

So  it  would  appear  that  the  IMP  is 
using  this  as  an  excuse  as  much  as 
anything  for  a  higher  base  for  their 
own  bureaucratic  activity. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Schttmer). 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  begin.  I.  too, 
would  like  to  add  my  accolades  to  the 
chairman  of  our  committee,  and  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and  the 
ranking  minority  of  the  committee. 

This  debate  has  been  extensive  and, 
most  important,  it  has  been  done  com- 
pletely in  the  open.  While  there  are 
many  differing  views  on  the  subcom- 
mittee and  on  the  committee,  not  once 
have  we  been  precluded  from  bringing 
our  views  before  the  committee,  before 
this  body,  and  before  the  people.  I 
greatly  appreciate  that  opportunity 
today. 

I  would  like  to  say,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men, that  basically  we  have  before  us 
2  alternatives,  neither  of  which  I  find 


very  palatable.  On  the  one  hand,  some 
people  are  saying,  that  we  ought  to 
vote  down  the  money  for  the  IMF. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  that  we  are  an  intercon- 
nected world.  We  cannot  abandon  our 
responsibilities.  Ladies  and  gentleman, 
unemployment  in  Detroit  and  Pitts- 
burgh is  related  to  prosperity  in  Brazil 
and  Nigeria.  That  is  something  we 
cannot  turn  back  from.  Therefore,  it 
seems  to  me  sadly  mistaken  to  simply 
say  we  should  have  no  part  of  the 
IMP. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  proponents 
of  the  present  bill  are  also  making,  in 
my  opinion,  a  mistake.  We  have  heard 
much  talk  today  about  jobs  and  about 
exports,  whether  they  be  agricultural 
or  manufacturing.  We  all  want  to  in- 
crease jobs  and  exports.  Ladies  and 
gentlemen,  the  unfortunate  situation 
is  that  the  present  bill  before  us  will 
not  increase  jobs  and  exports,  al- 
though it  is  an  internationalist  bill 
and  I  am  an  internationalist.  Instead, 
it  will  actually  decrease  jobs  and  ex- 
ports more  than  they  have  to  be  de- 
creased. 

Why?  Two  reasons:  A  paradox  and  a 
pyramid.  Let  me  explain  these  terms. 

The  pyramid  is  what  is  called  the 
pyramiding  of  debt.  We  are  asking 
Third  World  coxmtries  to  get  out  of 
their  debt  problem  by  giving  them 
more  loans  at  higher  interest  rates 
and  at  fees  that  even  some  bankers 
have  described  as  obscene,  simply  so 
that  they  can  repay  their  old  loans. 
That  is  not  giving  them  any  opportu- 
nity to  grow  and  to  buy  exports. 

The  second  is  the  paradox  of  austeri- 
ty. What  is  the  IMP  asking  Mexico 
and  Brazil  and  Argentina  to  do?  Ladies 
and  gentlemen,  the  IMP  is  asking 
those  countries  to  reduce  their  im- 
ports; in  other  words,  purchase  fewer 
to  our  exports. 

So  this  bill  does  not  increase  our  ex- 
ports as  it  stands  because  Third  World 
coimtries,  in  order  to  pay  the  fees  and 
pay  the  interest,  are  being  asked  to  de- 
crease their  purchases  of  U.S.  goods  so 
they  can  use  their  foreign  exchange  to 
repay  all  their  loans. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  would  be  delight- 
ed to  yield  briefly  to  the  chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Let  us  examine 
this  argument  that  the  gentleman  is 
making,  and  that  has  been  made  by 
others. 
What  is  the  alternative,  kind  sir? 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  what  I  was 
getting  to,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  What  is  the  al- 
ternative? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Schu- 
BCER)  has  expired. 


Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  2  addi- 
tional minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York. 

Now.  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman, 
if  Mexico  or  Brazil  or  any  of  the  other 
countries  involved  do  not  have  assist- 
ance, do  not  gain  assistance  from  the 
IMP,  if  there  is  not  a  restructuring  of 
the  loans  with  or  without  the  gentle- 
man's amendment,  let  us  forget  his 
amendment  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  find  that  difficult 
to  do.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  know  the  gen- 
tleman has  difficulty  doing  it,  but  he 
is  a  brilliant  gentleman  and  he  can  put 
himself  in  that  position. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  exports 
from  this  country  or  imports  to  those 
countries  just  become  nil.  They  are  ob- 
literated. They  no  longer  exist.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  correct.  If 
they  were  to  be  default  and  we  were 
not  to  step  in,  there  would  oe  no  ex- 
ports. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  And  who  knows 
when  in  the  future  these  countries 
could  resume  importing?  No  one 
knows.  No  one  knows.  But  we  do  know 
that  despite  the  difficult  conditions— 
and  I  do  not  say  I  agree  with  what  Mr. 
de  Larosiere  and  the  IMF  does  in  im- 
posing conditions  all  the  time;  just  be- 
cause his  name  is  French  does  not 
mean  he  has  all  knowledge— the  fact 
remains  that  some  conditions  have  to 
be  imposed  upon  these  nations.  That 
having  been  done,  there  is  a  reasona- 
ble expectation  that  they  will  resume 
importing  in  the  future  and  exporting 
in  the  near  term  so  that  they  can 
resume  importing  in  the  future.  That 
is  what  we,  in  our  self-interest,  look  at 
in  this  legislation  to  accomplish.  Is 
that  not  the  case? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  the  case  in 
a  way,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  say  with  or 
without  the  gentleman's  amendment. 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  That  is  the  phi- 
losophy we  espouse,  because  I  feel 
that  the  gentleman  in  the  long  nm  is 
going  to  support  this  legislation.  J 
think  he  is  working  hard  on  his 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Schu- 
MER)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  2  addi- 
tional minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York. 

Beyond  that.  I  think  the  important 
thing  is  that  the  gentleman  is  a  very 
responsible  individual.  I  have  gotten  to 
know  him  very  well  over  the  years 
that  he  has  been  here  and  I  know  he 
wants  to  support  this  legislation  be- 
cause he  believes  in  his  heart  that  we 
have  to  do  something.  Is  that  not  cor- 
rect? 
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Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  be- 
lieve we  do  have  to  do  something. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Now.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  will  allow  the  gentleman  to 
complete  his  statement,  and  I  thank 
him  for  allowing  me  to  interrupt. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  very  much, 
and  I  will  go  on  with  what  I  was 
saying.  First,  let  me  say  that  I  agree 
with  the  committee  chairman's  view- 
point that  to  just  turn  our  backs  on 
this  situation  would  be  the  worst  of  all 
possible  worlds,  there  is  no  doubt 
about  that. 

However,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
IMP  has  leaned  too  far  in  favor  of 
short  term,  high  interest  solutions  and 
they  have  not  paid  enough  attention 
to  the  needs  of  the  world  economy,  of 
U.S.  jobs,  and  of  Third  World  coun- 
tries. We  do  not  need  so  much  austeri- 
ty that  there  are  riots  in  Sao  Paulo 
while  bankers  get  extra  fees  or  an 
extra  percentage  point  that  they  do 
not  need  now  the  IMP  has  leaned  too 
far  in  terms  of  preventing  exports 
from  this  country  so  that  the  little 
banks  will  be  content  with  the  sweet- 
ness of  the  new  loans.  And  on  that 
points.  I  ask  the  Members  to  look  in 
today's  newspaper  at  the  profit  state- 
ments of  the  banks. 

What  we  need  is  something  in  the 
middle.  We  need  an  amendment.  We 
need  something  that  says.  yes.  we 
must  stay  in  the  international  game, 
but  we  must  stretch  out  those  loans  at 
a  lower  interest  rate.  As  the  committee 
chairman  said— and  as  he  knows.  I 
have  enormous  respect  for  him— we 
need  some  austerity,  but  not  the  kind 
of  short-term,  quick-hit.  overly  tough 
austerity  that  will  defeat  the  whole 
plan  the  next  time  around. 

So  I  would  say  to  the  Members  on 
this  floor  that  the  choice  is  not  just  a 
vote  of  "no." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Schu- 
MER)  has  expired. 

The  Chair  will  advise  the  Members 
of  the  House  that  there  are  10  min- 
utes remaining  on  the  majority  side 
and  21  minutes  remaining  on  the  mi- 
nority side.  In  an  effort  to  even  that 
out.  the  Chair  recognizes  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie). 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
min  ites  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
Jersey,  Mrs.  Roukema. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  my  committee 
and  the  ranking  minority  member  for 
their  statements.  I  was  particularly  in- 
terested in  the  statement  of  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  regarding  the 
need  to  manage  this  situation. 
I   simply   submit   to   you    that   the 

burden    of    proof    is    on    those    who 

oppose   this   legislation   yet  offer  no 

viable  or  rational  alternative. 


There  will  be  those  that  propose  we 
sell  off  IMP  gold  in  lieu  of  a  quoU  in- 
crease. Proponents  of  this  approach 
ignore  the  fact  that  this  is  not  a  deci- 
sion for  the  United  States  to  make 
alone— 85  percent  of  the  IMP  members 
would  have  to  agree  to  such  a  sale.  In 
light  of  the  current  world  debt  crisis, 
now  may  be  the  time  to  consider  tm 
international  conference  to  engage  in 
a  fundamental  reappraisal  of  the 
international  economic  system  as  a 
whole  and  to  consider  options  relating 
to  gold  standards  and  fixed  exchange 
rates.  But  we  presently  face  a  situa- 
tion that  requires  immediate  atten- 
tion. The  Washington  Post  editorial  in 
today's  paper  best  states  the  problem: 

Without  a  vigorous  and  continuous  effort 
to  stengthen  the  worlds  monetary  system, 
the  chance  of  defaults  approaches  100  per- 
cent. A  default  by  any  of  the  larger  Latin 
American  debtor  nations  would  have  two 
immediate  effects  in  this  country.  It  would 
shut  off  an  important  market  for  U.S.  ex- 
ports and.  by  shaking  American  banks,  it 
would  mean  hlgher-than-ever  interest  rates. 
If  frightened  banks  then  began  refusing  any 
more  foreign  loans,  as  some  of  the  smaller 
ones  have  already,  trade  would  begin  splral- 
ing  rapidly  downward.  The  last  time  that 
happened  was  In  1929-33,  when  Americas 
unemployment  rate  rose  to  25  percent. 

The  article  goes  on  to  say: 

The  world's  structure  of  trade  and  finance 
is  immensely  productive,  but  it  is  not  stable. 
It  does  not  balance  itself.  It  has  to  b€  man- 
aged. An  essential  part  of  that  job  of  man- 
agement now  falls  to  the  IMP,  which  needs 
larger  resources  to  ensure  that  it  can  meet 
its  responsibilities  in  the  tricky  passage 
ahead.  No  country  has  a  greater  Interest  In 
its  success  than  the  United  States,  the 
world's  leading  trader. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  point  out  to 
the  Members  that  both  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  others  have 
spoken  today  about  the  need  to 
manage  this  debt,  and  I  think  indeed 
that  this  bill  does  it. 

I  cannot  deny  that  I  had  my  doubts 
about  the  necessity  of  this  legislation 
in  the  beginning,  but  as  a  member  who 
sits  on  the  Banking  Committee  and 
has  participated  in  the  hearing  after 
hearing  on  this  subject.  I  say  without 
question  that  the  legislation  before  us 
today  is  as  much  an  investment  in 
American  jobs  and  the  health  of  the 
American  economy  as  almost  any 
other  legislation  we  are  likely  to  con- 
sider this  year. 

Many  have  charged  that  the  quota 
increase  is  no  longer  necessary.  The 
debt  crisis  has  lessened,  and  economic 
recovery  is  underway  both  here  and 
abroad.  While  this  is  certainly  encour- 
aging news,  many  variables  remain  in 
doubt.  The  two  most  decisive  varia- 
bles, a  renewed  increase  in  interest 
rates  or  another  break  in  oil  prices 
could  precipitate  a  new  round  of  debt 
crisis  for  several  key  countries.  Past 
experiences  have  taught  us  that  crises 
can  rarely  be  predicted  and  that  pre- 
vention is  less  expensive  than  a  cure. 
Consequently,  I  strongly  believe  that 


it  would  be  foolish  indeed  to  be  with- 
out the  contingency  arrangements 
agreed  upon  by  the  members  of  the 
IMF. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  consider  what 
is  at  stake  for  the  United  States.  Last 
year.  70  percent  of  our  decline  in  GNP 
was  caused  by  setbacks  in  our  foreign 
trade  balance.  E>eveloping  coimtries. 
which  have  much  of  today's  outstand- 
ing debt,  account  for  roughly  $4  of 
every  $10  of  U.S.  manufactured  ex- 
ports and  $3  of  every  $10  of  total  ex- 
ports. In  1982.  5  million  U.S.  jobs  de- 
pended directly  on  exports.  Clearly 
the  health  of  the  U.S.  recovery  de- 
pends directly  and  heavily  on  avoiding 
future  debt  and  trade  crises.  The  pro 
visions  in  H.R.  2957  will  be  a  major  de- 
fense—a margin  of  safety. 

Critics  of  the  IMG  have  labeled  this 
bill  a  "big  bank  bailout."  But  interna- 
tional debt  is  not  just  a  concern  to  the 
banking  industry,  but  to  American  la- 
borers, farmers,  manufacturers,  and 
investors  as  well. 

It  is  true  that  banks  have  In  some  in- 
stances, overextended  themselves  and 
that  commercial  banks  will  benefit 
from  IMP  loans  to  developing  coun- 
tries to  whom  they  have  loaned.  Coun- 
tries such  as  Mexico  and  Brazil  will 
use  IMP  money  in  part  to  pay  interest 
on  their  commercial  debt,  but  they 
will  also  use  it  to  pay  for  imports— 
which  will  benefit  U.S.  export  indus- 
tries, workers,  and  farmers. 

In  an  effort  to  address  the  charges 
that  banks  have  made  Imprudent 
loans,  the  Banking  Committee  has  in- 
cluded provisions  in  H.R.  2957  that  not 
only  tighten  the  controls  on  the 
banks'  international  lending  practices, 
but  will  also  require  that  they  absorb 
the  cost  of  a  significant  portion  of 
their  bad  foreign  loans. 

The  bill  requires  banks  to  establish 
special  loan  loss  reserves  to  offset 
their  bad  loans.  This  provision,  would 
essentially  put  the  burden  of  bad  for- 
eign loans  on  the  banks.  Second,  the 
bill  would  require  that  fees  charged  by 
banks  for  rescheduling  problems  loans 
be  amortized  over  the  life  of  the  loans 
rather  than  allowing  banks  to  nega- 
tively realize  fee  profits  in  the  first 
year.  Both  these  provisions  indirectly 
impact  bank  profits. 

The  regulations  proposed  in  this  leg- 
islation put  conditions  on  both  the 
borrowing  countries  and  the  banks 
while  continuing  to  shore  up  a  strong 
international  trading  economy  that,  in 
turn,  provides  billions  of  dollars  annu- 
ally to  our  gross  national  product,  and 
creates  millions  of  American  jobs. 

Each  one  of  us  must  justify  this  vote 
to  our  own  State  constituency  as  well 
as  to  the  country  as  a  whole.  I  ask 
each  and  every  one  of  you  to  examine 
what  exports  mean  to  your  State.  In 
New  Jersey  alone.  103.900  jobs  are  di- 
rectly related  to  exports;  813.100  are 
directly  related  to  manufacturing;  12.7 


percent  of  total  employment  in  New 
Jersey  is  attributable  to  exports  as 
compared  to  13.7  percent  of  total  jobs 
in  the  United  States  being  attributed 
to  exports. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  act  quickly 
and  give  their  prompt  approval  to  this 
important  legislation. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  might  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Shum- 

WAY). 

Mr.  SHUMWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  In  strong  opposition  to  the  pro- 
posed IMF  quota  Increase.  I  do  so  with 
some  hesitation  because  I,  too,  am  con- 
cerned with  the  health  of  the  Interna- 
tional financial  system,  and  am  aware 
of  the  extremely  difficult  and  complex 
economic  problems  faced  by  the  large- 
ly Third  World  nations  confronted 
with  massive  foreign  debts.  I  under- 
stand that  the  existence  of  healthy 
economies  In  these  nations  Is  of  great 
Importance  to  the  economic  well-being 
of  the  United  States.  In  a  more  narrow 
sense.  I  recognize  that  this  legislation 
Is  generally  supported  by  the  business. 
finsinclal,  and  academic  communities 
In  this  country,  by  the  administration, 
and  many  of  my  good  friends  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  by  aU  other  mem- 
bers of  the  IMF  itself. 

Nevertheless.  I  Intend  to  vote  "no." 
My  reasons  for  doing  so  are  relatively 
straightforward.  I  quite  simply  do  not 
believe  that  the  possible  transfer  of 
some  $8.4  or  $8.5  billion  In  U.S.  assets 
to  debtor  nations  through  the  IMF, 
particularly  at  a  time  when  Federal 
budget  deficits  and  the  prospect  of 
continued  high  Interest  rates  threaten 
our  own  economic  recovery,  is  the 
answer  to  the  debt  problem.  To  quote 
Howard  Banks: 

However  you  cut  the  situation  the  quota 
Increase  Is  another  taxpayer  bailout  of 
other  people's  mistakes. 

The  commercial  banks  who  lent  bU- 
llons  of  dollars  overseas  did  so  with 
the  expectation  of  making  substantial 
profits.  In  most  cases,  they  were  suc- 
cessful; the  bulk  of  the  earnings  real- 
ized by  the  largest  U.S.  banks  In 
recent  years  has  accrued  from  their 
foreign  operations.  These  same  banks 
are  now  supporting  the  IMF  quota  in- 
crease on  the  groimds  that,  without 
the  additional  IMF  financial  assist- 
ance that  could  thus  be  made  avail- 
able, the  debtor  coimtries  wiU  be 
unable  to  meet  even  their  current  In- 
terest payments.  Further,  without  the 
economic  discipline  Imposed  by  the 
IMF  as  a  condition  of  Its  help,  propo- 
nents airgue,  even  the  banks  them- 
selves may  be  hesitant  to  lend  further. 
This  gets  to  the  fxmdamental  ques- 
tion: the  fact  that  continued  IMF  and 
bank  lending,  even  if  intended  only  to 
deal  with  what  proponents  claim  Is  a 
temporary  liquidity  problem,  distorts 
the  implicit  risk-reward  calculation 
which  should  govern  aU  lending, 
whether    domestic    or    foreign,    and 


glosses  over  the  likelihood  that  much 
of  the  debt  now  outstanding  may 
never  be  repaid.  To  put  It  another 
way,  why  should  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and,  by  extension,  the  American 
taxpayer  subsidize  foreign  nations  In  a 
way  which  may  be  said  to  encourage 
U.S.  banks  to  throw  good  money  after 
bad? 

To  Informed  observers.  It  is  tn  fact 
increasingly  clear  that  the  bulk  of  the 
loans  outstanding  will  never  be  paid 
back;  IMP  assistance  Is  expected  to  do 
little  more  than  help  with  current  In- 
terest payments.  As  former  Treasury 
Secretary  Bill  Simon  has  written: 

•  •  •  piling  debt  upon  debt  cannot  ulti- 
mately succeed.  It  not  only  delays  the  day 
of  reckoning  but  exacts  a  high  price:  By  ex- 
tending credit  to  countries  beyond  their 
ability  to  repay,  the  final  bankruptcy  is 
worse;  and  by  trying  to  bail  out  the  irre- 
deemable, we  risk  turning  Important  Institu- 
tions like  the  IMP  Into  welfare  agencies. 

I  share  the  view  that  It  makes  little 
sense  to  attempt  to  prop  up  old  loans 
by  making  new  ones;  this  can  only 
compound  the  problem  In  a  way  that 
allows  lending  institutions  smd  recipi- 
ent nations  alike  to  Ignore  the  self -cor- 
recting process  of  the  free  market. 
This  is  especially  true  given  the  alter- 
native available;  alternatives  which 
may  not  have  been  adequately  consid- 
ered. These  Include,  with  regard  to  the 
banks,  a  partial  write  down  of  existing 
loans  to  a  more  rational  and  realistic 
value  and  the  renegotiation  of  specific 
loan  agreements.  These  are  common 
procedures  In  the  commercial  loan 
area  and,  although  bank  profits  would 
suffer,  the  global  financial  system 
would  afforded  a  greater  chance  of  re- 
covery, as  the  debt  burden  Is  eased. 

If  the  IMF  continues  to  assert  that 
It  Is  absolutely  essential  that  It  re- 
serves be  increased,  alternatives  to  a 
quota  increase  do  exist.  These  include 
IMF  borrowing  in  world  credit  mar- 
kets, the  packaging  and  sale  of  IMF 
assets— outstanding  loans— and  the 
sale  of  IMF  gold  reserves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  not  only  do  I  oppose 
the  quota  Increase,  I  have  very  real 
concerns  with  certain  of  the  provisions 
contained  In  the  legislation,  as  report- 
ed by  the  Banking  Committee.  I  feel 
strongly  that  It  Is  largely  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  banks  responsible  for  the 
country  loans  In  question  to  attempt 
to  work  out  the  debt  problem,  even  If 
the  process  results  in  losses  for  the 
banks  and  their  shareholders.  This, 
after  all.  Is  the  way  the  marketplace 
should  function;  loans  are  made  with 
the  expectation  of  profit;  the  greater 
the  risk,  the  greater  the  potential 
reward.  With  risk,  however,  comes  the 
possibility  of  financial  loss  as  well— it 
is  this  side  of  the  equation  that  sup- 
porters of  this  legislation  seem  to 
overlook. 

If  we  expect  the  commercial  banks 
to  adjust  to  market  forces,  we  should 
not  attempt  to  regtilate  the  param- 


eters of  such  adjustment.  Through  the 
Imposition  of  special  reserves  and 
other  requirements,  the  legislation 
before  us  would  place  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  role  of  telling  the 
banks  how  they  must  deal  with  their 
problems.  While  the  establishment  of 
extraordinary  loan  loss  reserves  Is  cer- 
tainly a  valid  option  of  commercial 
banks  as  they  attempt  to  ease  the  cur- 
rent situation.  It  Is  not  the  only  one,  or 
necessarily  the  best  one. 

What  I  am  saying,  in  other  words,  is 
that  while  the  taxpayers  should  not  be 
called  upon  to  assist  the  banks, 
through  the  IMF,  neither  should  the 
Federal  Government  impose  addition- 
al regulations,  of  the  sort  contemplat- 
ed in  this  legislation,  on  the  banking 
Industry.  U.S.  commercial  banks  dem- 
onstrated much  creativity  and  aggres- 
siveness In  making  billions  of  dollars 
of  country  loans;  this  same  creativity, 
unhampered  by  Government  interfer- 
ence, will  serve  the  banks  well  as  they 
work  to  resolve  the  debt  problem. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  say  a  word  about  the  manner  In 
which  this  legislation  has  been  pre- 
sented to  the  House.  While  I  under- 
stand the  reasons  for  packaging  Exim- 
bank  and  Multilateral  Development 
Bank  legislation  with  the  IMP  quota 
increase,  it  puts  many  of  us  In  a  diffi- 
cult position.  I,  for  one,  support  the 
Exlmbank  reauthorization,  and  was 
prepared  to  vote  for  It.  I  will  now,  of 
course,  be  unable  to  do  so. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Corcoran). 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  for 
yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  opposi- 
tion to  H.R.  2957,  the  International 
Recovery  and  Financial  Stability  Act. 
In  its  present  form,  title  III  of  the  bill 
would  authorize  an  $8.4  billion  In- 
crease In  the  U.S.  contribution  to  the 
International  Mountary  Fund.  I  will 
confine  my  objections  to  that  Increase. 
During  the  past  couple  of  weeks,  we 
have  seen  the  emergence  of  a  grass- 
roots effort  spearheaded  by  citizen's 
groups  and  Members  of  this  body  to 
fight  the  proposed  funding  Increase. 
After  talking  with  many  of  my  col- 
leagues, I  am  convinced  that  this 
effort  has  been  extremely  effective. 

I  think  we  must  focus  on  the  impli- 
cations of  this  bank  bailout.  Lending 
practices  by  the  big  banks  are  at  the 
root  of  the  IMF's  current  difficulties. 
If  one  subscribes  to  a  policy  of  sound 
lending,  basic  to  that  policy  should  be 
a  determination  of  the  ability  to  repay 
the  loan.  I  submit  that  lenders  do  not 
take  that  responsibility  seriously.  An 
Increase  In  funding  will  do  little  to 
assist  needy  nations  unless  the  banks 
alter  their  lending  practices. 

We  are  being  told  by  the  Treasury, 
the  administration,  and  the  IMF  that 
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this  fxinding  request  is  for  emergency 
Mse.  They  contend  that  anything  short 
of  $8.4  billion  will  spell  disaster  for 
several  countries,  and  the  internation- 
al economic  system  as  a  whole.  In  ac- 
tuality, the  funding  request  breaks 
down  Into  two  parts.  The  largest  por- 
tion of  the  request,  $5.8  billion,  would 
not  go  toward  backing  up  nations  near 
default,  but  would  be  designated  as  an 
additional  U.S.  quota  contribution. 
The  amount  designated  for  emergency 
use  would  total  $2.6  billion.  If  the  need 
is  as  great  as  we  have  been  told,  why 
are  we  being  asked  to  contribute  more 
than  twice  as  much  to  our  quota  than 
to  emergency  funding— general  ar- 
rangements to  borrow?  What  new 
loans  will  t>e  made,  and  what  new  bor- 
rowers will  be  added  as  a  result  of  the 
quota  increase?  For  purposes  of  this 
debate,  I  suggest  that  a  distinction  be 
made  between  the  general  arrange- 
ments to  borrow— used  strictly  for 
emergency  use— and  the  increase  in 
the  U.S.  quota.  They  clearly  demand 
separate  consideration. 

The  administration  has  stated  that 
it  will  attempt  to  obtain  a  reduction  in 
access  to  quotas.  If  access  is  reduced, 
and  member  nations'  loan  requests  re- 
stricted to  below  current  amounts, 
which  can  reach  450  percent  of  a  coun- 
try's quota.  I  must  again  question  the 
rationale  behind  a  quota  increase.  I 
commend  the  administration  for  sug- 
gesting a  reduction  in  access  to  IMF 
funds,  but  reduced  access  means  an 
additional  reserve  from  current  funds 
in  lieu  of  a  quota  increase. 

I  request  the  1984  IMF  administra- 
tive budget  from  the  Treasury.  They 
have  not  only  failed  to  provide  this 
document,  which  is  the  only  source 
material  on  IMP  expenditures,  but  my 
staff  aide  was  told  that  they  did  not 
have  such  a  document  and  that  that 
Information  would  have  to  come  from 
the  IMF  itself.  As  you  might  guess, 
the  IMF  had  referred  me  to  the  Treas- 
ury Department.  I  would  suggest  to 
the  administration  that  it  is  difficult 
to  determme  whether  the  IMP  is  re- 
sponsibly managing  its  current  funds 
without  an  examination  of  actual 
budget  outlays.  I  have  no  intention  of 
supporting  increases  to  such  an  un- 
known quantity. 

What  does  such  an  increase  imply 
about  the  future  stability  of  Third 
World  nations?  It  is  my  understanding 
that  most  Third  World  nations 
(LDC's)  cannot  even  meet  the  interest 
payments  on  their  debts.  It  follows 
that  the  money  requested  in  H.R.  2957 
will  be  used  for  those  Interest  pay- 
ments, and  rescheduling  fees  charged 
by  the  banks.  Old  loans  are  rolled 
open  and  the  banks  reap  the  profits  of 
rescheduling  fees.  In  the  meantime, 
little  If  any  money  is  available  for  sub- 
stantive and  badly  needed  Third 
World  development.  I  fail  to  see  how 
such  a  policy  could  be  termed  "produc- 
tive investment." 


Internal  IMF  practices  warrant  ex- 
amination also.  The  Fund  offers  5-per- 
cent home  loans  up  to  the  full  amount 
of  an  employee's  salary,  and  first-class 
air  travel.  I  would  venture  to  say  that 
if  the  IMP  would  practice  a  litle  belt 
tightening  itself,  this  body  would  look 
more  favorably  upon  funding  requests. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  intend  to  offer  sev- 
eral amendments  to  address  the  many 
shortcomings  in  this  legislation.  There 
is  no  explanation  I  could  give  my  con- 
stituents that  would  explain  a  vote  in 
favor  of  an  IMF  funding  increase. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  listen  to  and 
participate  in  the  debate  today  and  to- 
morrow. We  must  block  this  $8.4  bil- 
lion IMF  request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that,  as 
the  Members  know.  I  do  not  have  the 
privilege  of  serving  on  the  Committee 
on  Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs, but  I  do,  in  evaluating  H.R.  2957, 
have  a  number  of  questions  which  I 
think  need  to  be  answered  and  which  I 
do  not  believe  have  been  resolved  to 
the  satisfaction  of  all  the  Members  of 
the  House. 

First  of  all,  I  look  at  this  pending 
legislation  from  the  standpoint  of  a 
member  of  a  board  of  directors.  I  am 
not  an  expert,  as  is  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island,  or  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  on  this  particular  legislation. 
I  would  visualize  myself,  in  evaluating 
this  proposal,  as  someone  who  might 
serve  on  the  board  of  directors  of  a 
local  commercial  bank,  a  country  bank 
in  my  district,  and  in  that  respect  I 
would  have  a  number  of  questions 
about  this  proposal.  I  would  wonder, 
for  instance,  whether  or  not  this  Is  the 
first  proposal  that  has  come  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  from 
the  International  Monetary  Fund.  I 
would  wonder,  for  example,  whether 
or  not  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  has  been  consulted  about  the 
particular  terms  of  the  legislation 
before  us. 

I  know,  from  having  done  some  read- 
ing in  this  area,  that  the  representa- 
tives from  the  United  States  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  have 
had  some  questions  and  they  have 
raised  some  Issues  with  their  member 
partners,  but  I  do  not  think  that  the 
Congress  has  been  involved,  so  inas- 
much as  we  have  a  fiduciary  responsi- 
bility to  our  constituents,  to  the  tax- 
payers that  we  represent,  I  really  be- 
lieve that  before  we  complete  action 
on  this  legislation,  those  questions 
need  to  be  resolved. 

Second,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  told 
that  this  is  an  emergency  crisis.  We 
are  told  that  unless  we  can  provide  the 
assistance  that  is  contained  In  H.R. 
2957,  a  number  of  problems  are  going 
to  occur,  a  number  of  loans  are  going 
to  go  into  default,  and  a  number  of 
banks  in  the  United  States  may  even 
have  to  shut  their  doors. 


But.  Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  look  at 
title  III  of  the  pending  legislation,  we 
find  that  there  is  a  lot  more  involved. 
In  fact,  the  bulk  of  the  money  Is  not 
going  to  help  In  some  emergency  crisis 
that  an  individual  bank  may  have.  In 
fact,  only  $2.6  billion  of  the  money  In- 
volved goes  to  the  so-called  general  ar- 
rangements to  borrow  fund. 

So  when  we  get  into  that  portion  of 
the  debate  where  amendments  will  be 
permitted.  I  intend  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  separate  and  draw  a  distinc- 
tion between  emergency  assistance 
and  the  U.S.  quota  increase.  In  con- 
trast, H.R.  2957  is  a  poorly  disguised 
attempt  to  bring  in  new  borrowers  and 
new  governments  into  the  IMF  at  a 
time  when  we  have  a  few  emergencies 
with  existing  borrowers.  Let  us  deal 
with  that  crisis.  If  that  is  the  problem, 
let  us  find  out  whether  or  not  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  legislation  want  to  deal 
directly  with  that  problem  or  whether, 
under  the  guise  of  an  emergency,  they 
want  to  come  forward  and  expand  the 
quota  and  expand  the  resources  of  the 
United  States  at  a  time  when  we  have 
a  budget  deficit  which  is,  unfortunate- 
ly, growing  every  day. 
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So,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me 
that  there  are  a  number  of  things  that 
need  to  be  revised  In  this  legislation,  a 
number  of  questions  which  need  to  be 
answered. 

I  would  hope  that  as  we  complete 
consideration,  probably  this  week, 
maybe  next  week,  maybe  the  week 
after  that,  who  knows— It  has  had 
quite  an  Interesting  history  In  that  re- 
spect—that we  get  all  these  questions 
Answered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  friend  and  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio,  for  yielding  me 
an  additional  minute. 

I  simply  want  to  close  by  saying  that 
one  of  the  other  issues  that  has  been 
raised  here  is  whether  or  not  if  we 
turn  our  backs,  and  I  do  not  think  we 
should  completely  turn  our  backs  In 
this  regard,  I  am  talking  about  revis- 
ing substantially  and  restructuring 
this  legislation;  but  the  point  is  made 
that  if  we  do  vote  down  this  legislation 
that  will  be  a  worldwide  catastrophe, 
that  there  will  be  a  domino  effect  on 
the  International  banking  system  as 
we  saw  In  the  case  of  the  Great  De- 
pression. 

Well,  Mr.  Chalrmar.,  the  reason  we 
have  staff  and  it  Is  growing  every  day 
is  because  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  should  pay  attention  to  the 
staff.  We  have  as  an  authority  on  this 
subject  a  senior  economist  for  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee,  Dr. 
Robert  Welntraub.  who  has  written  an 


analysis  on  what  would  happen  If,  In 
fact,  there  would  be  a  default.  He 
points  out  that  the  Federal  Reserve 
System  can  expand  the  reserves  to  the 
banks  that  have  difficulty,  can 
through  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency, the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation,  the  Federal  Reserve 
itself,  extend  the  time  so  that  the 
banks  who  are  having  difficulties  with 
a  particular  default,  which  by  the  way 
would  not  go  to  zero  immediately,  can 
handle  and  manage  the  crisis  quite 
well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  a  recent  study  en- 
titled. "International  Debt:  Crisis  and 
Challenge."  dated  April  1983.  Dr. 
Welntraub  says: 

However,  under  analysis,  tlie  threat  of 
widespread  bank  failures,  of  the  collapse  of 
our  banking  system,  is  found  to  be  imagi- 
nary. Although  some  banks  might  fall, 
there  Is  no  reason  why  banlcs  should  'fall 
like  ninepins,"  provided  that  the  Federal 
Reserve  "fumishCes)  an  elastic  currency,"as 
it  is  charged  under  law  to  do,  and  that  bank 
regulators  use  common  sense  In  dealing 
with  the  loss  of  bank  capital  from  LDC  de- 
faults. These  are  the  only  safety  nets  re- 
quired to  keep  our  banking  system  function- 
ing. 

Heroic  actions  by  policymakers  are  not 
needed  to  Install  the  safety  nets.  The  chair- 
man and  members  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  the  chairman  and  directors  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  and 
the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency  need  only 
give  banks  that  hold  defaulted  loans  on 
their  books  time  to  write  them  off  and  the 
Federal  Reserve,  acting  in  its  capacity  as 
the  nation's  monetary  authority,  need  only 
perform  its  long  assigned  "lender  of  last 
resort"  role  in  a  timely  fashion.  In  essence, 
the  Federal  Reserve  must  keep  the  nation's 
money  supply  from  contracting  in  the  event 
of  a  run  on  banks. 

Because  the  banking  system  collapsed  in 
the  early  1930s,  some  believe  that  it  could 
happen  again.  As  WUliam  R.  Cllne  wrote  in 
a  1982  essay  for  the  Joint  Economic  Com- 
mittee, 'Most  analysts  consider  such  a  sce- 
nario to  be  remote,  although  there  is  a  his- 
torical precedent  from  the  1930s.""  However, 
what  happened  In  the  1930s  could  have 
been  prevented  if  the  Federal  Reserve  had 
kept  the  money  supply  from  contracting,  as 
It  could  have  done. 

In  the  early  1930s,  fear  of  bank  failures 
drove  depositors  to  demand  payment  in  cur- 
rency in  massive  measure.  Banks  liquidated 
other  assets  to  replenish  the  currency  they 
paid  out.  They  called  in  demand  loans,  did 
not  renew  maturing  term  loans,  and  did  not 
make  new  loans.  As  a  result,  the  money 
stock.  Ml,  fell  by  27  percent,  from  $26.1  bU- 
lion  to  $19.2  billion,  between  June  1929  and 
June  1933.  The  contraction  of  the  money 
supply  greatly  exacerbated  the  economic 
contraction  of  1929  to  1933. 

The  Federal  Reserve  could  have  supplied 
banks  with  reserves  by  making  open  market 
purchases  or  reducing  the  discount  rate  to 
encourage  discounting  on  whatever  scales 
were  req\ilred  to  prevent  a  fall  in  Ml.  There 
was  no  statutory  or  logical  reason  for  it  not 
to  have  done  so.  If  it  had,  the  fall  in  Ml 
would  have  been  prevented  and  the  decline 
in  economic  activity  would  have  been  small. 
Discussing  why  the  Federal  Reserve  failed 
to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  in  the  early 
19308  would  take  us  too  far  afield.  The  cru- 
cial point  U  that  the  Federal  Reserve  still 


has  the  power  to  prevent  monetary  contrac- 
tions in  the  event  of  runs  of  banks. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  look  forward  to  fur- 
ther debate  on  this  legislation  and 
hope  that  we  either  restructure  H.R. 
2957  in  order  to  send  It  back  to  the 
IMF  drawing  board  or  soundly  reject 
It  altogether. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  point  here.  A 
few  months  back  there  were  some 
country  bankers  that  came  into  my 
office.  They  came  In  to  make  two 
points.  One  was  to  eliminate,  repeal, 
the  requirement  for  withholding  of 
the  taxes  on  interest.  We  all  recall  the 
campaign  of  misinformation  that  was 
waged  by  the  financial  institutions  of 
this  country  on  that  one.  They  scared 
our  senior  citizens  to  death,  making 
them  think  we  were  Imposing  a  new 
tax  upon  them;  so  as  a  result  of  that, 
we— perhaps  before  we  go  home  for 
the  August  recess— will  finalize  action 
in  repealing  that  requirement  that 
people  pay  their  legitimate  taxes  by 
requiring  withholding  taxes  on  Inter- 
est and  dividends. 

The  same  bankers  In  the  same 
breath  said,  "And  whatever  you  do,  do 
not  bail  out  the  big  banks." 

I  looked  them  straight  in  the  eye 
and  I  said,  "How  hypocritical  can  you 
be?  If  it  is  coming  out  of  your  pocket, 
if  there  is  a  subsidy  to  go,  why  are  you 
opposed?" 

Because  it  was  going  to  eat  into  their 
profits,  they  thought,  for  them  to 
withhold  taxes  on  interest  In  their  In- 
stitutions. 

Well,  by  cracky,  they  were  against 
and  are  still  against  increased  partici- 
pation in  the  IMF,  because  they  think 
that  Is  a  bailout. 

In  other  words,  they  want  it  all  their 
way,  but  never  any  other  way  or 
anyone  else's  way.  They  have  all 
knowledge. 

Talking  about  all  knowledge,  yes,  we 
should  listen  to  staff;  but  you  see,  the 
Banking  Conmiittee  has  a  fantastic 
staff,  a  bipartisan,  excellent  staff.  It  is 
much  better  now  than  it  was  before, 
because  certain  Individuals  are  no 
longer  on  that  committee  as  staffers. 
They  have  gone  to  other  places,  thank 
God.  We  do  not  listen  to  them  there 
any  more  than  we  did  when  they  were 
with  us. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  our  very  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader,  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Michel). 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  know 
there  are  those  on  my  side  who  sin- 
cerely and  vigorously  opp>ose  this  biU. 
It  is  a  traditional  Republican  con- 
servative view  to  be  skeptical  about 
this  sort  of  thing.  It  Is  not  a  foreign- 
aid  bill.  But  it  looks  something  like  a 
foreign  aid  bill.  So  conservatives  are 
suspicious. 

As  you  know,  I  usually  share  such  a 
view.  But  I  can  vote  for  this  bill  be- 


cause I  sincerely  believe  It  will  help 
my  district  and  the  Nation. 

The  Department  of  the  Treasury  es- 
timates that  inadequate  funding  of 
IMF  could  result  In  export  losses  to 
the  United  States  of  $12  billion. 

There  is  another  estimate  of  a  possi- 
ble loss  of  up  to  300,000  American  jobs 
if  IMF  cannot  meet  Its  commitments. 

One  in  six  manufacturing  jobs  in 
this  country  depend  on  exports.  One 
in  three  acres  produce  agricultural 
goods  for  export. 

And  In  my  district  those  percentages 
are  higher. 

Caterpillar  Tractor  Co.,  for  example, 
the  largest  employer  in  my  district, 
has  $1.5  billion  in  sales  to  less  devel- 
oped countries  alone. 

This  represents  15.000  jobs  world- 
wide and  roughly  7,000  in  my  own  dis- 
trict. 

So  you  can  see  that  a  bill  that  has  at 
least  the  possibility  of  helping  our  ex- 
ports will  be  viewed  favorably  by  folks 
in  my  district. 

We  are  told  this  bill  is  a  ""bank  bail- 
out" The  big  banks  made  bad  loans. 
Now  the  people  must  pay  for  them.  So 
the  story  goes. 

Is  it  true  big  banks  made  some  bad 
loans  to  underdeveloped  countries  in 
recent  years? 

You  bet  your  life  it  is  true.  Govern- 
ment has  not  yet  cornered  the  market 
on  economic  folly.  The  private  sector 
has  its  fair  share. 

There  is  nothing  easier  for  a  politi- 
cian than  to  publicly  give  big  banks  a 
good  swift  kick  in  the  assets. 

It  is  good,  clean  fun.  It  does  not  cost 
anything  and  it  makes  you  look  like 
David  going  up  against  Goliath. 

But  I  am  going  to  resist  this  tempta- 
tion. I  am  supporting  the  President  be- 
cause working  people  In  my  district 
have  been  victims  of  a  worldwide  de- 
pression. Exports  have  dwindled. 

Go  to  Peoria  and  Decatur  and  tell 
the  folks  that  a  program  designed  to 
increase  exports  is  bad  for  them,  just 
because  it  might  be  good  for  the 
banks. 

Let  me  address  one  aspect  of  this 
question,  concerning  IMF's  Impact  on 
the  nations  involved. 

The  IMF  imposes  stringent  condi- 
tions on  countries  receiving  these 
loans. 

It  Is  argued  that  such  economic  dis- 
cipline actually  reduces  imports  from 
the  United  States.  In  a  short-term 
sense,  this  Is  true.  But  the  case  Is  more 
complicated  than  that. 

It  Is  the  experience  of  knowledgea- 
ble people  In  exporting  Industries  that 
this  Initial  restriction  on  Imports  does 
not  last. 

Yes,  the  period  In  which  these  na- 
tions restructure  their  domestic  econo- 
mies has  limited  short-term  effects  on 
their  ability  to  Import. 

But  they  are  not  exactly  booming 
export  markets  right  now. 


JMI 


20656 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  25,  1983 


July  25,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20657 


They  must  get  IMP  funds  If  they  are 
to  become  dependable  permanent 
long-term  markets  of  American  ex- 
ports. 

In  the  case  of  some  of  these  nations, 
you  will  not  find  any  less  ability  to 
import  goods.  These  nations  are  in 
desperate  shape. 

If  we  do  not  help  IMF  to  help  other 
nations,  our  export  markets  will  disap- 
pear. I  am  not  going  back  home  and 
tell  folks  I  voted  against  this  chance 
for  increased  exports  just  because 
some  bank  may  get  some  of  the  money 
owed  to  it. 

Our  exporting  capacity  is  at  present 
the  "sick  man"  of  the  American  econo- 
my. Things  will  get  much  worse  unless 
these  nations  get  a  chance  to  help 
themselves— and  to  help  us  in  return. 

I  would  rather  support  IMF  with  all 
the  problems  involved,  than  just  sit 
and  do  nothing.  That  would  mean  the 
certainty  of  an  international  disaster 
in  the  export  market. 

An  IMF  loan  can  provide  breathing 
space  for  nations  that  have  been  our 
best  customers  for  American  products 
goods  in  the  past  and  who  can  once 
again  become  so. 

Does  it  cost  the  American  taxpay- 
ers? Yes;  but  a  lot  less  than  they  are 
led  to  believe. 

Our  commitment  to  IMF  is  not  a 
direct  cash  gift  to  the  fund.  It  is  a 
loan,  backed  by  an  interest-bearing 
asset  which  we  can  retrieve  at  any 
time.  Some  years  we  have  actually 
made  a  profit  from  IMF  transactions. 

As  I  have  said,  I  am  going  to  vote  for 
this  because  I  am  convinced  it  can 
help  the  people  of  my  district.  But  it 
also  can  help  America.  I  beleive  that 
and  so  does  our  President. 

I  hope  there  will  be  significant  sup- 
port for  the  President's  position  on 
our  side  of  the  aisle  to  assure  its  pas- 
sage. 

D  1650 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  a  truly 
excellent  statement.  The  gentleman 
certainly  has  honed  in  on  the  problem 
and  I  appreciate  the  way  he  has  hit  on 
the  issues  that  are  in  this  bill  before 
us  today.  To  me  I  think  he  has  been 
very  persuasive. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Damnemxyxr). 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  not  privileged  to  be  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Banking,  F'lnance 
and  Urban  Affairs,  but  I  have  studied 
the  testimony  of  some  of  the  experts 
who  have  testified  before  it.  One  of 
the  portions  of  the  testimony  that  in- 
terests me  a  little  is  just  the  statement 
by,  what  do  you  know,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  Mr. 
Volcker. 

When  he  was  asked: 


Mr.  Volcker.  if  the  IMF  Is  In  need  of  addi- 
tional capital  why  doesn't  it  use  its  $44  bil- 
lion In  gold  which  it  now  holds  as  a  means 
of  raising  this  capital  it  so  badly  needs? 

Do  you  know  what  his  response  was? 
He  said: 

We  will  use  that  gold  in  time  of  need.  We 
wUf  use  that  gold  in  time  of  need. 

That  is  just  another  way  of  saying, 
friends  in  Congress,  if  we  can  con  you 
as  Representative  of  the  people  into 
voting  $8.3  billion  out  of  the  taxpay- 
ers' hide  we  will  not  be  in  a  time  of 
need. 

When  your  constituents  ask  you, 
"Mr.  Congressman,  is  it  true  what  I 
hear  about  the  lending  rate  of  the 
IMF  to  Mexico  and  Brazil,  that  it  is 
the  London  Interbank  rate?"— that  is, 
between  10 Vi  and  10 V4. 

"Mr.  Congressman,  how  come  when 
I  go  to  my  bank  to  borrow  money  to 
buy  a  house,  if  I  can  find  a  loan,  I 
have  to  pay  12V4  percent  on  a  fixed 
rate  mortgage  and  you  are  voting  my 
taxpayer's  dollars  so  those  bankers 
can  lend  it  out  to  Mexico  and  Brazil 
for  less  money  than  I  have  to  pay  to 
my  bank?  Mr.  Congressman,  are  you 
truly  being  reflective  of  the  sense  of 
stewardship  that  I  think  you  should 
have?" 

I  think  each  of  us  should  be  able  to 
answer  that  question  in  November  of 
1984. 

I  think  Mr.  Anthony  Solomon,  cur- 
rently serving  as  president  of  the  New 
York  Reserve  Bank,  and  former  Under 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  has  said  it 
very  well  for  all  of  us.  He  said: 

The  U.S.  budgetary  deficit  is  the  biggest 
single  international  Issue  in  the  world 
today. 

The  $200  biUion  deficit  which  this 
Congress  is  responsible  for  is  the 
reason  we  are  standing  here  talking 
about  proposals  to  bail  out  the  IMF  to 
the  tune  of  $8.3  million  today. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  This  does  not  increase 
the  deficit.  The  gentleman  is  aware  of 
that? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  am  aware  in 
the  first  concurrent  budget  resolution 
passed  in  March  there  is  an  item  for 
appropriating  dollars  to  purchase 
SDR's.  You  can  say  that  it  is  in  the 
budget.  But  that  budget  contains  a 
deficit  of  $200  billion,  and  I  would  sug- 
gest to  my  colleague  that  you  can 
strike  a  blow  here  to  reduce  the  deficit 
by  $8.3  billion.  You  can  reduce  the 
deficit  by  $8.3  billion  by  not  voting  for 
this  unmeritorious  piece  of  legislation. 

When  this  bill  comes  up  under  the  5- 
minute  rule  this  Member  from  Califor- 
nia has  sent  out  a  "Dear  Colleague" 
and  I  intend,  if  recognized,  to  offer  an 
amendment  that  will  tie  this  assist- 
ance to  the  U.S.  Government  estab- 
lishing a  formal  link  between  the 
dollar  and  gold  18  months  after  the 


adoption  of  the  bill,  because  sooner  or 
later,  friends,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
get  down  to  the  basics  of  where  the 
problem  is  today. 

This  world  of  ours  is  in  a  fiscal  and 
in  a  monetary  mess  and  we  are  not 
going  to  begin  to  straighten  it  out 
until  this  Nation  once  again  ties  the 
dollar  to  gold  and  dramatic  things 
happen  to  economic  growth,  to  the 
ability  of  the  U.S.  Government  to 
borrow  money,  to  service  its  debt,  and 
the  ability  of  this  country  to  service 
its  debt  that  is  outstanding  today. 

I  look  forward  to  the  opportunity  of 
discussing  all  of  those  things  when 
time  permits,  and  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Levin)  a  distinguished 
member  again  of  our  committee,  a 
very  distinguished  committee  replete 
with  distinguished  members. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee. I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  leg- 
islation. 

Let  me  first  say  a  word  about  condi- 
tionality.  Several  years  ago  it  was 
argued  that  the  IMF  was  much  too 
stringent  in  conditionality  with  some 
of  the  smaller  LDC's  such  as  Jamaica 
and  Peru  and  now  it  is  argued  that  the 
IMF  is  much  too  rigorous  in  its  condi- 
tionality as  to  the  larger,  middle- 
income  countries  such  as  Brazil  and 
Mexico. 

I  would  suggest  that  if  we  look  at 
the  record,  while  the  performance  of 
the  IMF  is  not  perfect,  it  is  shown  to 
be  more  on  the  mark  than  off  the 
mark. 

For  example,  as  to  Mexico,  I  believe 
we  have  noticed  that  abiding  by  the 
conditions  it  is  beginning  to  bounce 
back. 

As  to  the  lesser  developed  countries. 
I  was  reviewing  over  the  weekend  doc- 
uments that  came  from  AID.  For  ex- 
ample, one  is  to  the  Sudan  and  the 
document  points  out  that  in  1978  the 
Government  of  Sudan  turned  to  the 
IMF  for  assistance  and  with  the  advice 
of  the  Fund  and  the  World  Bank  de- 
veloped a  set  of  policies  aimed  at  re- 
storing economic  stability  during  the 
1980's.  The  program  consists  of  de- 
valuation, elimination  of  subsidies, 
fiscal  restraint,  concentration  on  in- 
creasing the  productivity,  of  increas- 
ing projects,  restructuring  incentives 
In  the  trade  and  agricultural  sectors  to 
encourage  greater  production  of 
export  crops,  and  reducing  the  role  of 
the  public  sector  in  economic  decision- 
making. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen.  I  would  sug- 
gest that  this  kind  of  conditionality  is 
healthy  for  the  developing  countries 
in  most  cases.  When  a  developing 
country  is  in  shambles  it  will  not  be  a 
good  customer  for  the  United  States 


or,  most  Importantly,  for  its  own  citi- 
zens. 

This  bill  involves  Issues  which  reach 
out  for  bipartisanship. 

Let  me  add  that  there  are  other 
issues  which  call  for  the  same  measure 
of  bipartisanship  and  we  will  soon  be 
facing  them.  I  want  to  express  the 
hope  that  the  administration  will  indi- 
cate its  willingness  to  be  bipartisan  on 
those  other  matters  such  as  health  in- 
surance for  the  unemployed,  as  many 
of  us  are  so  indicating  on  this  bill. 

These  measures  are  equally  vital  for 
the  livelihood  and  quality  of  life,  the 
livelihood  and  quality  for  life  for 
working  families  throughout  this 
country. 

I  hope  we  will  keep  this  In  mind  as 
we  support,  and  I  hope  strongly  sup- 
port H.R. 2957. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Barnard).  Georgia,  be- 
lieve me.  exports  more  than  just 
peaches  and  It  grows  more  than  just 
peaches.  It  grows  airplanes  and  carpet- 
ing and  chickens  and  It  grows  Bar- 
nards. 

D  1700 


Mr.  BARNARD.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
House,  today  we  have  heard  very  ex- 
cellent debate  from  both  sides,  both 
for  and  against  this  important  legisla- 
tion. 

In  the  conunittee  that  handled  this 
legislation  and  I  at  this  point  want  to 
also  compliment  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the 
senior  member  and  the  subcommittee 
chairman,  this  same  debate  ensued. 

We  had  good  debate.  This  was  not 
an  Issue  that  has  been  brought  to  the 
floor  of  this  House  very  lightly;  but  all 
aspects  were  considered  as  they  have 
been  discussed  today. 

But  I  must  say  that  nearly  40  years 
ago  our  country  engaged  In  an  agree- 
ment known  as  the  Bretton  Woods 
agreement.  It  has  served  the  world 
well  for  nearly  40  years.  There  has 
been  no  criticism  up  to  this  point  of 
the  success  of  this  agreement  up  until 
recent  years. 

The  problem  that  we  have  today  is  a 
problem  with  less  developed  countries 
which  we.  our  own  country,  has  al- 
ready had.  America  is  an  example  to 
the  world  today  because  we  have  been 
able  to  pull  ourselves  out  of  the  reces- 
sion. 

It  is  just  unfortunate  that  some  of 
the  less  developed  countries  do  not 
have  the  potential  that  we  have. 

This  legislation  is  going  to  help 
those  countries  help  themselves. 

My  friends,  this  Is  not  foreign  aid. 
This  is  an  opportunity  to  help  the  bal- 
ance of  payments.  Not  one  time  has 
that  been  brought  before  this  body 
today.  The  only  purpose  of  the  IMF  is 


to  finance  balance  of  payments.  It  is 
not  to  finance  debt  that  banks  have  al- 
ready made  to  these  less  developed 
countries;  Its  purpose  Is  In  order  to  let 
these  countries  buy  more  goods. 

But  you  say.  you  are  going  to  put 
such  austerity  in  the  countries  that 
they  carmot  Import;  there  will  be 
things  that  they  will  have  to  have. 
They  will  have  to  have  food,  they  will 
have  to  have  many  other  necessities, 
they  may  even  have  to  have  manufac- 
tured goods  to  help  them  In  their  de- 
velopment processes. 

How  are  they  going  to  get  the  credit 
to  do  that  If  It  does  not  come  through 
the  IMF? 

I  have  heard  a  lot  of  criticism  about 
the  IMF,  its  policies;  but  there  has  not 
been  uttered  one  time,  either  today  or 
last  week  when  we  discussed  the  rule, 
an  alternative  to  the  IMF  financing. 

Until  I  hear  of  a  better  plan,  as  a 
conservative  I  am  compelled  to  sup- 
port this  legislation  and  all  aspects  of 
it.  because  it  is  not  only  good  for  the 
world,  it  is  good  for  our  country. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman      from      California      (Mr. 

ZSCHAUl. 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  commitment  to  the 
IMF. 

As  we  debate  the  theory  of  the  world 
economy,  international  lending,  and 
the  role  of  the  IMF  in  both.  It  Is  im- 
portant to  recognize  the  practical  im- 
plications of  this  issue:  This  is  not  just 
a  question  of  whether  or  not  the 
United  States  should  Increase  its  in- 
vestment in  the  IMF.  The  question  we 
are  facing  is  whether  or  not  there 
should  be  an  IMF  at  all. 

There  are  many  people,  including 
me,  while  believing  that  the  IMF  must 
be  improved,  who  feel  that  It  serves  a 
useful  purpose  and  must  be  retained. 
It  Is  needed  to  increase  International 
financial  stability  and  economic 
growth  In  developing  countries. 

But  make  no  mistake:  If  we  fail  to 
continue  our  support  of  the  IMF.  we 
will  jeopardize  Its  continued  existence. 
It  win  be  dlfficiult  for  the  other  IMF 
countries  to  justify  their  continued 
support  when  the  United  States  is  un- 
willing to  do  so. 

With  the  current  strain  In  the  Inter- 
national financial  situation  and  such  a 
fragile  recovery  underway  in  the 
United  States,  this  Is  no  time  to  pull 
the  plug  on  the  IMF.  Rather,  we 
should  continue  our  support  but,  in 
addition.  Initiate  actions  to  Improve 
the  procedures  and  criteria  of  the  IMF 
so  that  it  will  fimctlon  more  effective- 
ly and  lead  to  a  stronger  and  more 
stable  world  economy. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Increase  in  our  commitment  to  the 
IMF  and.  with  a  sense  of  urgency,  de- 
velop plans  for  Improving  the  IMF  ob- 
jectives and  procedures,  so  we  are  not 


faced  with  this  dilemma  again  In  the 
future. 

•  Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
today,  we  are  debating  the  Interna- 
tional Recovery  and  Stability  Act  of 
1983.  and  as  chairman  of  the  Interna- 
tional Development  Institutions  and 
Finance  Subcommittee.  I  want  to  com- 
ment on  the  Importance  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

I  want  to  thank,  first,  the  chairman, 
of  the  Banking  Committee  Mr.  St 
Germain,  for  the  outstanding  job  he 
has  done  In  shepherding  this  bill 
through  the  Banking  Committee  and 
making  the  legislation  palatable  to  a 
wider  range  of  Members  than  one 
would  have  thought  humanly  possible. 
Notwithstanding  his  efforts  and  those 
of  President  Reagan,  however,  this  bill 
is  by  no  means  assured  of  passage. 
Votes  on  the  IMF  and  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks  have  never  been  po- 
litically popular  and  given  the  current 
budget  situation,  they  have  never  been 
tougher.  However,  it  is  also  true  that 
the  international  financial  system  has 
rarely  faced  the  extent  of  strain  that 
we  have  been  witness  to  over  the  past 
months. 

My  subcommittee  dealt  with  one 
aspect  of  this  legislation:  The  authori- 
zations requested  by  the  President  for 
continued  U.S.  participation  in  the  re- 
gional multilateral  development 
banks.  The  subcommittee  held  three 
hearings  on  this  legislation  and  heard 
testimony  from  witnesses,  including 
Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  R. 
Tim  McNamar.  and  six  private  wit- 
nesses from  financial  institutions, 
business  organizations,  and  founda- 
tions. These  witnesses  from  Treasury 
and  private  financial  community  all 
testified  as  to  the  important  role  these 
institutions  play  in  fostering  economic 
development  in  the  developing  coun- 
tries. 

These  institutions  are  a  sound  In- 
vestment In  areas  of  the  world  with 
significant  development  needs.  U.S. 
participation  in  the  regional  develop- 
ment banks  Is  an  Important  signal  of 
our  commitment  to  peaceful  change  in 
the  world's  poorest  countries. 

As  President  Reagan  noted  in  a 
letter  to  me  last  week  requesting  sup- 
port for  this  legislation.  "U.S.  partici- 
pation In  the  multilateral  development 
banks  is  an  important  means  of  pro- 
moting economic  growth  and  develop- 
ment in  the  less  developed  countries, 
and  complements  our  bilateral  assist- 
ance programs."  The  President  went 
on  to  say,  "It  is  essential  that  the 
United  States  demonstrate  Its  contin- 
ued commitment  to  the  cooperative 
effort  undertaken  through  these  insti- 
tutions by  completing  promptly  the 
necessary  legislative  steps  to  contrib- 
ute to  these  replenishments." 

The  proposed  replenishments  will 
provide  critical  development  resources 
for  countries  of  strategic  Importance 
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to  the  United  States  In  Latin  America, 
Africa,  and  Asia.  The  development  as- 
sistance which  the  MDB's  provide  and 
the  financial  policy  advice  furnished 
by  the  International  Monetary  Fund 
enhance  stability  in  many  of  the  coun- 
tries which  are  important  to  the  na- 
tional security  interests  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  only  when  people  have 
hope  for  the  future  and  a  stake  in  the 
present  that  peaceful  change  can 
occur.  When  the  government  of  a  de- 
veloping country  is  one  with  a  genuine 
concern  for  the  economic  welfare  and 
human  rights  of  its  people,  the  MDB's 
and  IMF  can  help  foster  that  hope  for 
the  future. 

It  is  also  true  that  the  efforts  of  the 
IMF  to  help  developing  countries  meet 
their  obligations  cannot  be  successful 
indefinitely  if  the  proposed  quota  in- 
crease is  not  enacted.  Simply  put,  the 
IMP  is  running  out  of  money.  The  al- 
ternative, if  we  do  not  approve  the 
President's  request,  may  not  be  a  de- 
pression on  a  worldwide  scale  but  it 
makes  such  a  possibility  much  more 
liKely.  I  would  submit  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about  more  than  an  international 
commitment.  Support  for  the  IMF  is 
in  our  self-interest. 

Both  the  IMF  and  the  multilateral 
development  banks  help  strengthen 
the  economies  of  the  developing  coun- 
tries making  them  less  vulnerable  to 
disruption  and  more  valuable  as  im- 
portant markets  for  U.S.  exports. 
These  institutions  are  important  to 
trade,  and  without  trade,  the  U.S. 
economy  would  be  in  very  serious  trou- 
ble. For  every  dollar  that  the  United 
States  contributes  to  the  MDB's.  $1.57 
worth  of  American  goods  and  services 
are  purchased.  Presently,  one  of  every 
five  manufacturing  jobs  and  1  of  every 
3  acres  of  American  farmland  produce 
for  export.  Forty  percent  of  all  U.S. 
exports  are  sold  to  the  developing 
countries. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  envision  the 
harsh  economic  consequences  for  the 
United  States  if  there  was  a  serious 
contraction  in  world  trade.  I  know,  for 
example,  that  in  my  home  State  of 
California,  five  of  the  six  largest  inr- 
porters  of  California  products  were  de- 
veloping countries,  some  of  who  are 
currently  receiving  IMF  assistance  and 
policy  advice.  Those  five  countries,  in- 
cluding Mexico,  accounted  for  $8.4  bil- 
lion in  purchases  from  California— 
almost  30  percent  of  the  $28.6  billion 
in  exports  from  California  in  1982.  It 
Is  estimated  that  720,000  jobs  result 
from  these  exports  in  California. 

In  closing.  Mr.  Chairman,  these  in- 
stitutions will  contribute  to  economic 
recovery  in  the  United  States  and  the 
world.  President  Reagan  termed  the 
Issue  as  being  of  "the  utmost  impor- 
tance to  the  world  economy,  to  the 
strength  of  the  recovery  and  to  the 
U.S.  position  of  leadership  In  world  af- 
fairs." I  believe  the  President  is  cor- 


rect and  would  urge  favorable  consid- 
eration of  this  legislation.* 

Mr.  WYUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  the  time  on  this 
side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  2V4  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  WYUE.  The  gentleman  from 
Georgia  suggested  that  no  one  has 
come  up  with  an  alternative  and  the 
gentleman  from  California  thought 
that  he  had  come  up  with  an  alterna- 
tive when  he  suggested  that  we  tell 
the  IMF  that  they  sell  their  gold. 

Now  that  has  an  appealing  ring,  if  I 
may  say  so,  but  the  solution  just  will 
not  work.  IMF  will  have  to  sell  off  all 
its  gold  at  current  prices  if  it  is  to 
meet  the  quota  increase  recommended 
by  the  Board  of  Governors. 

At  the  current  rate  of  sale,  this 
would  cause  prices  to  collapse  almost 
immediately  and,  therefore,  the  price 
of  gold  would  be  depressed. 

So,  we  are  not  exactly  certain  how 
much  they  would  get  from  their  103 
million  ounces. 

It  would  also  depress  the  price  of  our 
own  gold  which  we  hold  in  reserve  and 
make  it  less  valuable.  Besides,  the  pro- 
posal needs  an  85-percent  vote  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Internation- 
al Monetary  F\md  before  it  could  go 
into  effect  and  there  is  no  way  we 
could  get  that  kind  of  approval. 

It  would  be  foolhardy  to  vote  for 
such  a  proposal. 

Now.  I  just  received  a  copy  of  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  handwritten  statement 
which  he  made  on  Friday.  I  have  just 
received  a  letter  from  Treasury  Secre- 
tary Regan,  a  letter  from  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  Chairman  Volcker.  and  a 
letter  from  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank 
Board  Chairman  Gray.  They  all  be- 
lieve that  the  failure  to  pass  this  bill 
would  result  in  higher  interest  rates, 
higher  unemployment  in  the  United 
States,  and  injure  our  prospects  for 
economic  recovery  at  home. 

Now,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  I  do  not 
want  to  take  a  chance  when  people 
like  that  suggest  that  if  we  do  not  pass 
this,  we  will  have  higher  interest  auid 
higher  unemployment  rates.  A  vote 
"yes"  is  for  recovery  and  low  interest 
rates;  a  "no"  vote  risks  higher  interest 
rates  and  jeopardizes  our  own  econom- 
ic recovery.  I  am  persuaded  that  we 
must  vote  aye  on  final  passage  on  this 
bUl. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  my  remaining  time. 

InitisJly,  I  would  like  to  say  that  if 
the  IMF  sold  its  gold  at  this  point  in 
time,  it  certainly  would  have  a  very 
diamatic  adverse  impact  on  our  own 
markets.  That  will  be  discussed  in  fur- 
ther detail  when  admendments  are  of- 
fered to  the  legislation. 

I  would  like  to  thank  everyone  who 
participated  in  this  debate  today, 
whether  they  be  for  or  against  the  leg- 
islation. 


It  was  a  debate  in  which  people,  in 
all  sincerity,  expressed  very  deep-felt 
views.  But  I  would  say  the  debate  on 
the  floor  today  is  also  a  reflection  and 
a  repeat  of  the  very  extensive  debate 
and  hearings  held  in  the  Committee 
on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs, because  certainly  In  that  com- 
mittee, we  have  a  diverse  membership. 
We  have  liberals,  we  have  conserv- 
atives, we  have  goldbugs,  we  have  just 
about  every  ilk  possible  In  the  econom- 
ic strata  and  in  the  political  strata. 
And  they  were  all  afforded  ample  op- 
portunity to  discuss  this  legislation,  to 
question  the  witnesses,  to  listen  to  the 
testimony,  to  ask  that  witnessess  be 
heard. 

And  when  it  was  all  over,  after  a 
very  thorough  amendatory  process,  a 
very  tough  one.  the  legislation  was  re- 
ported from  that  committee  with  a 
very  substantial  vote.  And  that  is  be- 
cause after  giving  it  very  serious 
thought,  the  members  of  that  commit- 
tee determined  that,  yes,  indeed  it  was 
in  the  best  interest  of  this  country. 

Mr.  Barnard  gave  us  a  very,  very  ex- 
cellent talk  a  few  minutes  ago.  Yes. 
indeed,  over  40  years  we  have  been 
well  served  in  the  world  by  the  IMF. 
And  to  those  who  might  come  up  at 
the  last  minute  now  and  say  that  some 
staff  member  here  or  there  or  some- 
where has  come  up  with  a  solution 
that  far  excels  and  perfects  the 
system,  even  though  no  hearings  have 
been  held  on  it,  even  though  there  has 
been  no  opportunity  to  investigate  the 
facts  on  which  it  is  based.  I  think  that 
is  not  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

All  time  has  expired  for  general 
debate. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore,  Mr. 
Barnard,  having  assumed  the  Chair. 
Mr.  Pease,  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com- 
mittee, having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  2957)  to  extend  the 
authority  of  the  Export-Import  Bank 
of  the  United  States,  encourage  bal- 
anced worldwide  economic  growth, 
provide  for  continued  participation  in 
the  International  Monetary  Fund, 
strengthen  the  supervision  of  interna- 
tional lending  by  U.S.  banks,  and  pro- 
vide for  continued  U.S.  participation 
in  multilateral  development  banks, 
had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


on  the  legislation  before  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union.  At  the  time  I  gave  my 
statement.  I  stated  I  would  put  the 
facts  as  to  the  employment  situation, 
as  to  agricultural  exports,  and  a  table. 

In  addition  to  that,  I  have  a  number 
of  communications,  six  in  number,  let- 
ters of  support  for  the  legislation  that 
we  have  just  been  debating  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  insert  those  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  open- 
ing statement. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barnard).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

D  1710 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  to  include  extraneous  ma- 
terial, on  the  legislation  just  consid- 
ered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ciency   of  meat   production  and  enhanced 
end-product  desirability:  and 

Whereas  foods  from  animal  origin  supply 
70  per  centum  of  the  protein.  35  per  centum 
of  the  energy,  80  per  centum  of  the  calciiim, 
60  per  centum  of  the  phosphorous,  and  im- 
portant quantities  of  the  "B"  vitamins  and 
trace  minerals  to  the  average  Americans 
diet:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  Stales  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  President 
of  the  United  States  is  hereby  authorized 
and  requested  to  issue  a  proclamation  desig- 
nating the  week  of  July  24  to  July  31,  1983. 
as  "National  Animal  Agriculture  Week"  to 
honor  the  tremendous  progress  made  in  the 
past  seventy-five  years  by  applying  scientif- 
ic principles  to  animtU  agriculture  produc- 
tion and  the  role  of  animal  products  in  our 
daUy  life. 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  was  or- 
dered to  be  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a 
motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


Whereas  June  26,  1984,  is  the  fiftieth  an- 
niversary of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act:  Now,  there- 
fore, be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  week  be- 
ginning June  24.  1984.  hereby  ts  designated 
"Federal  Credit  Union  Week",  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  is  authorized 
and  requested  to  issue  a  proclamation  call- 
ing upon  the  people  of  the  United  States  to 
observe  such  week  with  appropriate  ceremo- 
nies and  activities. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  and  read  a  third  time, 
was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be  al- 
lowed to  Insert  in  the  Record,  in  one 
instance,  a  statement  that  would 
appear  within  my  opening  statement 


NATIONAL  ANIMAL 
AGRICULTURE  WEEK 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
luianlmous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  be 
discharged  from  further  consideration 
of  the  Senate  joint  resolution  (S.J. 
Res.  77)  designating  "National  Animal 
Agriculture  Week",  and  ask  for  Its  Im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the 
Senate  joint  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object.  I  do  not 
Intend  to  object,  but  I  take  this  oppor- 
tunity of  advising  the  Chair  that  the 
minority  has  no  objection  to  the 
House  considering  this  Senate  joint 
resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  joint  res- 
olution, as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  77 
Whereas  the  American  Society  of  Animal 
Science  is  celebrating  its  seventy-fifth  anni- 
versary in  July  1983;  and 

Whereas  its  seven  thousand  five  hundred 
members  comprise  the  largest  scientific  soci- 
ety which  provides  Information  through  re- 
search, extension  and  teaching  to  all  seg- 
ments of  animal  agriculture  in  the  United 
States  and  much  of  the  world;  and 

Whereas  the  application  of  scientific  in- 
formation has  markedly  improved  the  effi- 


FEDERAL  CREDIT  UNION  WEEK 
Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  be 
discharged  from  further  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  139) 
to  designate  the  week  beginning  June 
24.  1984,  as  "Federal  Credit  Union 
Week."  and  ask  for  its  Immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object  and  I  do 
not  Intend  to  object,  I  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  advise  the  Chair  that  the  mi- 
nority has  no  objection  to  the  House 
taking  up  the  joint  resolution  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to.*  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  joint  resolution, 
as  follows; 

H.J.  Res.  139 
Whereas    on    June    26.    1934.    President 
Franklin  Roosevelt  signed  into  law  the  Fed- 
eral Credit  Union  Act; 

Whereas  the  enactment  of  the  Federal 
Credit  Union  Act  enabled  credit  unions  to 
be  organized  throughout  the  United  States 
under  charters  approved  by  the  Federal 
Government; 

Whereas  Federal  credit  unions  are  cooper- 
ative associations  organized  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Union  Act  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
thrift  among  their  members  and  creating  a 
source  of  credit  for  provident  or  productive 
purposes; 

Whereas  Federal  credit  unions  have  con- 
sistently reflected  the  cooperative  spirit  of 
people  helping  people  and  the  philosophical 
tradition  that  gave  birth  to  the  Federal 
Credit  Union  Act;  and 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  In  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
joint  resolutions  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  ALTERNATIVE  BUDGET 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Danne- 
MEYER)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
for  several  weeks  now  we  have  been 
hearing  and  reading  about  the  various 
signs  pointing  to  economic  recovery; 
housing  stalls,  automobile  sales.  In- 
creased productivity,  declining  unem- 
ployment, consumer  spending  and  so 
on. 

Despite  these  Indications  that  things 
are  really  getting  better,  exceedingly 
few  Americans  are  jumping  for  joy. 
"Proceed  with  caution"  seems  to  be 
the  order  fo  the  day. 

An  ABC /Washington  Post  survey 
taken  this  past  May  iUustrates  this  re- 
sidual doubt.  Although  more  people 
feel  that  the  economy  Is  getting  better 
rather  than  worse,  by  a  43-  to  17-per- 
cent margin,  they  also  maintain  that 
the  recession  is  not  yet  over,  by  67  to 
18  percent. 

Technically,  according  to  (jovem- 
ment  economists  who  measure  the  sta- 
tistical input,  the  recession  is  supposed 
to  have  officially  ended  last  Novem- 
ber; recovery  began  In  December.  But 
the  perception  of  recovery  Is  only  be- 
ginning to  permeate  the  public  con- 
sciousness. 

Astoundlngly,  despite  the  generally 
acknowledged  fact  that  Inflation  has 
been  reduced  to  the  lowest  level  In  11 
years,  32  percent  of  Americans  feel  it 
Is  getting  worse;  50  percent  agree  that 
the  situation  Is  better,  while  16  per- 
cent notice  no  change. 

There  would  appear  to  be  some  con- 
tradictory   opinions    here.    Certainly 
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there  is  always  a  lag  time  of  varying 
duration  between  causes  and  events, 
between  economic  changes  and  public 
recognition  of  those  changes.  But 
there  is  also  a  nagging  awareness  that 
there  remains  something  seriously 
wrong  with  our  economic  system, 
something  which  Increased  auto  sales 
and  stabilizing  prices  will  not  correct. 

The  American  people  have  histori- 
cally been  averse  to  budget  deficits; 
national  debt  has  always  been  relegat- 
ed to  dirty  word  status.  So  regardless 
of  how  rosy  the  economic  outlook  may 
appear  on  paper,  persistent  and  pro- 
jected Federal  deficits  have  signifi- 
cantly clouded  the  picture. 

Moreover,  there  is  increasing  frus- 
tration that  the  Federal  Government 
is  either  unable  or  unwilling  to  come 
to  grips  with  reality.  A  Yankelovich 
poll  illustrates  the  rising  sentiment  of 
helplessness  and  despair:  those  hold- 
ing the  Government  responsible  for 
our  country's  economic  problems  com- 
prised 39  percent  in  1978,  47  percent  in 
1981,  and  48  percent  in  1982. 

D  1720 

Big  brother  is  not  solving  the  prob- 
lem. It  is  the  problem. 

A  major  and  critical  step  can  and 
needs  to  be  taken  to  counteract  the 
psychological  malaise  of  the  American 
people.  They  will  believe  that  genuine 
economic  recovery  can  occur  if  and 
when  Congress  decides  to  combat 
these  deficits  which  threaten  to  stran- 
gle the  young  and  fragile  recovery  cur- 
rently underway. 

Just  a  few  moments  ago,  the  House 
considered  a  bill  which  would  increase 
the  U.S.  contribution  to  the  IMP  by 
some  $8.3  billion  in  1984.  The  reason 
that  that  bill  is  being  brought  up  and 
debated  in  the  House  right  now  is  re- 
lated to  the  subject  that  I  take  this 
special  order  to  discuss  this  evening. 

The  deficit  of  the  United  States, 
close  to  $200  billion  in  the  next  fiscal 
year,  illustrates  that  spending  by  this 
Government  is  out  of  control,  and  the 
inevitable  result  of  the  deficit  of  that 
magnitude  is  that  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment is  in  the  credit  markets  and  over- 
powering every  other  creditor  who 
may  want  to  borrow  there.  This  means 
that  when  people  of  this  country  want 
to  buy  a  home,  they  have  to  pay  a 
12V«-percent  rate  on  a  fixed  rate  mort- 
gage rather  than  7  or  8  percent  as  we 
did  15  years  ago  as  short  a  time  as  5 
years  ago,  and  if  you  want  to  buy  a 
car,  up  until  most  recently  your 
banker  told  you  that  the  rate  was  15 
percent  or  16  percent  or  17  percent, 
and  we  know  that  if  we  want  the  auto- 
mobile industry  to  recover,  those  rates 
have  to  get  down  to  8  or  9  percent. 

The  reason  that  we  Americans  are 
required  to  pay  those  huge  Interest 
rates  for  home  loans  and  auto  loans  is 
because  our  friendly  U.S.  Government 
Is  in  the  credit  markets  and  overpow- 
ering those  markets  to  such  an  extent 


that  in  1983  it  is  estimated  by  the 
Manufacturers  Hanover  Bank  in  New 
York  that  the  U.S.  Government  will 
borrow  in  excess  of  the  net  savings 
produced  by  the  American  people. 
That  is  not  all  of  the  credit.  That  is 
just  the  net  savings  produced  by  busi- 
ness and  individuals  in  this  country. 

Now,  5  years  ago  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment was  borrowing  about  45  to  48 
percent  of  the  net  savings,  but  in  this 
current  year  the  borrowing  require- 
ment of  the  U.S.  Government  is  of  the 
magnitude  I  have  just  described,  and 
the  result  is  that  the  interest  rates 
that  the  Government  has  to  pay  are 
extraordinarily  high.  Those  high  in- 
terest rates,  because  of  Federal  Gov- 
ernment spending  out  of  control  and 
the  borrowing  requirements  that  it  en- 
tails, are  the  primary  reason  that  the 
IMF  is  now  reflecting  the  uncomfort- 
able position  that  it  claims  to  be  in. 
Countries  like  Mexico  and  Brazil  are 
having  difficulty  borrowing  money  be- 
cause interest  rates  are  high  not  only 
in  the  United  States  but  all  over  the 
world.  Why?  Because  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment is  borrowing  far  in  excess  of 
what  it  should  be. 

In  March  of  this  year  this  Member 
from  California  presented  an  alterna- 
tive budget  for  consideration  by  the 
Members  of  the  House.  I  relate  to  my 
colleagues,  with  sadness,  that  I  must 
take  the  well  and  point  this  out:  The 
first  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget,  adopted  in  March  of  this  year 
for  the  fiscal  year  1984,  beginning  on 
October  1,  provided  for  spending  of 
$863  billion.  Now,  the  alternative 
budget  resolution  that  this  Member 
from  California  presented  provided  for 
spending  of  $760.51  billion,  a  reduction 
of  $103  billion. 

You  would  think  anybody  who 
would  hear  this  would  be  able  to  say, 
"Well,  how  did  the  Members  vote  on 
that  proposal?" 

Well,  the  answer  is  that  the  Mem- 
bers never  got  a  chance  to  vote  on  the 
proposal. 

"Well,  how  can  that  be?  Are  you  not 
elected  to  the  Congress  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  by  a  voting  record 
whether  you  favor  deficits  of  this  mag- 
nitude or  something  to  reduce  them?" 

The  answer  that  is  the  only  one  that 
is  the  truth  as  to  why  we  were  not  able 
to  vote  on  that  is  because  the  leader- 
ship of  this  House  did  not  want  the 
Members  of  the  House  to  vote  on 
whether  or  not  we  wanted  to  cut 
spending. 

You  will  say,  "'How  can  that  be? 
Why  would  they  want  to  do  that?" 

Very  simple.  The  leadership  of  this 
House,  led  by  Tip  O'Neill,  our  Speak- 
er, does  not  want  the  Members  of  this 
House,  particularly  the  members  of 
the  Democratic  Party  who  control  it 
by  62  to  38  percent,  to  have  to  answer 
in  November  of  1984  why  they  voted 
against  reducing  spending  of  this  mag- 
nitude, because  they  are  afraid  of  the 


political  consequences  which  that  vote 
would  bring  to  the  Members  who 
would  vote  that  way. 

How  do  they  do  that?  The  E>emo- 
crats  control  the  Rules  Committee  by 
a  majority  of  2  to  1,  and  as  a  result  of 
that  control,  they  refused  to  make  this 
alternative  budget  which  this  Member 
from  California  prepared  so  that 
Members  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
could  vote  on  whether  or  not  they 
wanted  to  cut  spending  of  that  magni- 
tude or  any  amount. 

I  would  hope  than  when  we  take  up 
the  second  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget  in  September  of  this  year, 
which  the  law  requires  that  we  do,  the 
Rules  Committee  will  see  fit  to  present 
an  opportunity  for  this  alternative 
budget  to  made  in  order,  or  for  some 
other,  prepared  by  some  other 
Member  of  the  House,  that  will  give 
the  Members  of  the  House  a  chance  to 
vote  on  whether  or  not  they  want  to 
cut  spending  by  an  amount  approxi- 
mately $100  billion,  or  something  close 
to  that. 

When  I  have  talked  to  my  colleagues 
about  this  proposal,  they  say,  "Well, 
how  are  you  going  to  cut  spending  in 
that  amount?  It  really  cannot  be 
done." 

I  would  suggest  that,  yes.  it  can  be 
done.  There  are  21  categories  provided 
for  in  the  Budget  Act  where  we  enu- 
merate spending,  and  I  propose  in  this 
brief  time  this  evening  to  talk  about 
the  proposed  spending  cuts  in  category 
550,  dealing  with  health,  and  category 
600,  income  security. 

In  category  550.  the  items  which  I 
will  enumerate,  provide  for  reductions 
in  spending  for  the  next  fiscal  year  of 
some  $2.7  billion  and  the  reductions  in 
category  600,  income  security,  provide 
for  reductions  of  $12.5  billion. 

I  admit  that  these  reductions  are 
tough  for  Members  to  approve.  But  I 
know  of  no  other  way  that  we  in  this 
House  can  bring  runaway  spending 
under  control  other  than  to  impose  on 
ourselves  a  measure  of  discipline  by 
voting  to  cut  spending  in  some  ration- 
al, reasonable,  logical  way. 

In  Category  550,  Health,  Health 
Care  Services,  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  Health  Care  Fi- 
nancing Administration,  Federal  sup- 
plementary medical  insurance  trust 
fund.  Federal  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund:  Cap  funding  to  level  commen- 
sure  with  annual  increase  in  defense 
spending,  10.4  percent  average  annual 
increase  in  defense,  through  1988.  im- 
plement cost  reduction  policies  de- 
signed to  Inhibit  vendors  from  exces- 
sive and  unnecessary  charges. 

Grants  to  States  for  medicaid:  Cap 
funding  to  allow  for  inflation  and  ex- 
pected number  of  beneficiaries,  adopt 
cost  reduction  policies  designed  to  in- 
hibit vendors  from  excessive  and  un- 
necessary charges. 


Health  Resources  and  Services  Ad- 
ministration, health  resources  and 
services:  Reduce  funding  to  level  pro- 
posed by  the  President. 

Indian  Health  Faculties:  Delete 
funding  in  accordance  with  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal. 

Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Health,  retirement  pay  and  medical 
benefits  for  commissioned  officers: 
Reduce  1984  funding  to  level  proposed 
by  the  President,  cap  outyears  to  allow 
for  inflation. 

Other  Independent  Agencies,  Office 
of  Personnel  Management,  Govern- 
ment payment  for  annuitants,  employ- 
ees health  benefits,  employees  health 
benefits  fund:  Incorporate  President's 
proposal  to  base  Government  contri- 
butions on  the  average  contribution 
indexed  to  the  GNP  deflator. 

552.  Health  research.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services.  National 
Institutes  of  Health,  health  research: 
Reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President,  cap  outyears  to  an  ag- 
gregate of  $3,905  billion. 

553.  Education  and  training  of 
health  care  work  force.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services.  Health 
Resources  and  Services  Administra- 
tion, health  resources  and  services: 
Reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President,  cap  outyears  at  $180 
million. 

554.  Consumer  and  occupational 
health  and  safety.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services.  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  program  ex- 
penses: Cap  outyear  funding  at  $370 
million. 

Department  of  Labor.  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Administration,  sal- 
aries and  expenses:  Reduce  funding  to 
level  proposed  by  the  President,  cap 
outyears  at  $210  million. 

Mine  Safety  and  Health  Administra- 
tion, salaries  and  expenses:  Reduce 
funding  to  level  proposed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, cap  outyears  at  $150  million. 

Other  independent  agencies.  Con- 
sumer Product  Safety  Commission: 
Reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President,  cap  outyears  at  $32  mil- 
lion. 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Review  Commission:  Terminate  fund- 
ing, transfer  activities  to  OSHA. 

Federal  Mine  Safety  and  Health 
Review  Commission:  Terminate  fund- 
ing, transfer  activities  to  OSHA. 
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Category  600.  income  security.  Mem- 
bers will  recall  that  the  deductions  in 
this  category  total  for  fiscal  year  1984 
some  $12.5  billion.  The  resolution 
adopted  by  the  House  was  for  $284.4 
billion.  The  alternative  budget  this 
Member  from  California  is  suggesting 
would  entail  spending  in  this  category 
$271.8  billion,  a  saving  of  $12.5  billion. 

General  retirement  and  disability  in- 
surance. Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  Social  Security  Ad- 


ministration. Federal  old-age  and  siu"- 
vivors'  insurance  trust  fund.  Federal 
disability  insurance  trust  fund,  cap 
funding  to  include  one-half  CPI-based 
COLA  in  1984  and  60  percent  of  CPI 
COLA  in  outyears,  allowing  for  in- 
crease in  recipient  level. 

Special  benefits  for  disabled  coal 
miners,  reduce  fimding  for  1984  to 
level  proposed  by  the  President.  Cap 
outyears  to  aUow  for  60  percent  of  CPI 
COLA.  Recipient  level  expected  to  de- 

Cr6&S6. 

Department  of  Labor,  Employment 
Standards  Administration,  black  lung 
disability  trust  fund,  reduce  funding  to 
level  proposed  by  the  President. 

Pension  Benefit  Guaranty  Corp.. 
reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President.  Increase  receipts  due  to 
termination  of  single-employer  plans 
and  added  premiums  are  expected. 

Employment  and  Training  Adminis- 
tration, reduce  funding  to  level  pro- 
posed by  the  President. 

Other  Independent  Agencies.  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board,  eliminate 
windfall  subsidy. 

602  Federal  employee  retirement 
and  disability.  Department  of  Labor, 
Employment  Standards  Administra- 
tion, special  benefits,  reduce  funding 
to  level  proposed  by  the  President.  No 
COLA  In  1984. 

Other  independent  agencies.  Office 
of  Personnel  Management,  civil  service 
retirement  and  disability  fund,  cap 
funding  to  Include  one-half  CPI-based 
COLA  In  1984  and  60  percent  of  CPI 
COLA  in  outyears. 

603,  Unemployment  compensation. 
Department  of  Labor.  Employment 
and  Training  Administration.  Federal 
unemployment  benefits  and  allow- 
ances, reduce  funding  to  level  pro- 
posed by  the  President. 

Department  of  Transportation,  Fed- 
eral Railroad  Administration.  Conrail 
labor  assistance,  eliminate  the  subsidy. 

604,  Housing  assistance.  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Farmers  Home  Admin- 
istration, rural  housing  for  domestic 
farm  labor,  mutual  and  self-help  hous- 
ing, very  low-income  housing  repair 
grants,  terminate  these  programs. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  housing  programs,  sub- 
sidized housing  programs,  terminate 
public  housing  projects,  retain  section 
8  housing,  cap  outyears  to  CPI.  Con- 
gregate services  program,  terminate 
this  activity. 

605,  Food  and  nutrition  assistance. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service,  special  milk  pro- 
gram, delete  funding;  90  percent  of  re- 
cipient households  earn  In  excess  of 
$16,000  annual  Income.  Use  siutjIus 
milk  to  support  program  where 
needed. 

Food  donations  program.  Reduce 
funding  to  level  proposed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. Elderly  feeding  to  be  consolidat- 
ed with  HHS.  Cap  outyears  at  $50  mil- 
Uon. 


Food  stamp  program.  Waste  is  en- 
demic  in   this   program   and   savings 
ought  to  be  achieved  without  adverse- 
ly affecting  the  tnily  needy;  32.5  per- 
cent of  recipients  were  above  the  pov- 
erty level  in  1981.  $404  million  in  over- 
payments were  Issued  In  1982.  accord- 
ing to  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
and  fraud  is  estimated  to  consume  10 
percent  of  the  entire  program.  Target 
States  to  reduce  erroneous  payments, 
goal    is    7    percent    or    $700    million, 
change  ellgibllty  of  125  percent  of  the 
poverty  level,  disallowing  those  above 
that  line,  require  job  search  for  heads 
of  households  unless  a  single  mother 
with    young   children,   and   reinstate 
purchase  requirements,  which  should 
recover  9  percent  of  costs. 

Special  supplementad  food  programs. 
Reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President.  Cap  outyears  at  $1.1  bil- 
lion. 

Commodity'  supplemental  food  pro- 
gram. Consolidate  activity  with  WIC 
program  in  accordance  with  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal.  Delete  separate  fund- 
ing. 

Child  nutrition  programs.  Consider- 
able waste  can  be  reduced  without  ad- 
versely affecting  the  truly  needy;  50.5 
percent  of  recipient  households  were 
above  the  poverty  level  in  1981. 
Reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President  and  cap  outyears  at  $3 
billion.  Use  surplus  dairy  stock  to  sup- 
port program  where  needed.  Have  eli- 
gibility determined  by  food  stamp  of- 
fices. 

Agricvatural  Marketing  Service. 
Funds  for  strengthening  markets, 
income  and  supply.  Farm  commodity 
prices  ought  not  to  be  determined  by 
the  Federal  Government.  Terminate 
program.  Surpluses  can  be  targeted 
for  chUd  nutrition  and  mUk  programs. 
609.  other  income  security.  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services, 
Social  Security  Administration,  sup- 
plemental security  income.  Institute 
assets  test  to  determine  eligibility. 
Strengthen  administrative  procedures 
to  curtail  overpayments. 

Assistance  payments  program. 
Reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President.  Target  assets  test,  re- 
quirement workfare.  eliminate  WIN 
program,  and  reduce  the  number  of  er- 
roneous payments  estimated  by  GAO 
to  be  $140  million  In  1982. 

Low-Income  home  energy  assistance. 
Adopt  President's  proposal  to  target 
those  States  with  severe  winters  and 
large  low-income  populations. 

To  reiterate  and  conclude  with  this 
special  order,  let  me  make  this  state- 
ment: I  would  hope  that  when  we  take 
up  the  second  concurrent  budget  reso- 
lution schedule  for  September  of  this 
year  that  some  Member  of  the  House 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  offer  an 
alternative  budget  whereby  the  Mem- 
bers can  establish  by  their  votes 
whether  or  not  they  want  to  continue 
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spending  by  the  Federal  Government 
at  a  lower  level,  in  this  instance  some 
$103  billion  lower,  or  at  the  level 
which  was  adopted  in  the  first  concur- 
rent budget  resolution  of  $863,055  mil- 
Uon. 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  O'NEILL 
PROJECT  IN  NEBRASKA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Berxxj- 
TKH),  is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  22,  1983,  this  Member  prepared  a 
statement  on  the  subject  of  proposed 
studies  of  alternatives  to  the  O'Neill 
project,  an  authorized  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation project  in  north  central  Ne- 
braska, in  preparation  for  a  meeting 
on  that  subject  convened  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Nebraska  on  that  same 
date.  While  this  statement  was  not  re- 
leased at  that  time  as  this  Member 
was  not,  to  my  knowledge,  contacted 
by  the  news  media  representatives  or 
others  for  comment  on  that  meeting, 
it  is  important  that  this  Member's  res- 
ervations and  concerns  be  registered  at 
this  time.  Accordingly  I  repeat  that 
statement  for  the  Congrbssional 
Record  at  this  point: 

Statkkent  by  Congrxssman  Douc 
BKProrni.  July  22.  1983 

Washikctoh.— My  position  on  the  O'Neill 
Project  Is  clear,  as  Is  that  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

For  Congress  to  approve  of  and  provide 
ftinds  for  a  water  project  which  serves  the 
needs  of  north  central  Nebraska,  there  must 
be  a  less  expensive  alternative  that  does  not 
buUd  the  Norden  Dam  or  another  major 
dam  on  the  Niobrara  River.  With  each  pass- 
ing year,  more  and  more  of  our  state's  citi- 
zens have  come  to  that  realization.  Clearly, 
a  majority  of  my  constituents  now  oppose 
the  O'NeUl  Project  as  currently  conceived. 

With  this  in  mind,  it  Is  imperative  that 
this  latest  effort  to  examine  alternatives 
goes  forward  in  an  unbiased,  objective 
manner.  One  of  the  unfortunate  lessons  we 
have  learned  from  our  past  study  of  alterna- 
tives is  the  reluctance— indeed,  outright  re- 
fusal— of  supporters  and  appointed  Federal 
and  State  officials  conducting  the  study  to 
abandon  their  past  biases  in  favor  of  the 
Norden  Dam  in  order  to  examine,  without 
prejudice,  alternative  proposals.  Misleading 
public  statements  that  seek  to  imply  what 
Congress  can  and  cannot  do  within  the  ex- 
isting or  amended  authorization  also  do  not 
serve  the  need  to  arrive  at  a  consensus  on 
an  alternative. 

While  I  have  in  the  past  supported  efforts 
to  secure  a  fair  and  objective  examination 
of  any  and  all  such  cost-effective  alterna- 
tives to  the  authorized  O'Neill  tJnlt.  I  con- 
tinue to  have  grave  reservations  as  to  the 
ability  and  willingness  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  conduct  such  an  unbiased 
and  objective  study  of  the  Nature  Conser- 
vancy alternative,  the  Cams  Pump  Diver- 
sion alternative,  or  any  other  alternatives- 
even  with  State  officials  involved.  Are  they 
reaUy  able  or  willing  to  present  serious  rec- 
ommendations for  a  responsible  and  realis- 
tic future  course  of  action?  Accordingly.  I 
shall  not  consider  myself  or  my  constituents 
bound  in  any  way  by  the  recommendations 


of  the  Joint  State-Federal  study  authorized 
in  the  FY  1983  Supplemental  Appropria- 
tions bill. 

In  short.  I  continue  to  have  reservations 
as  to  whether  an  objective  study,  with  con- 
crete results,  will  emerge  from  this  latest 
effort.  I  hope  that  all  participants  in  this 
newest  study  effort  will  proceed  with  the  re- 
alization that  the  Norden  Dam  is  no  longer 
a  viable  option  for  funding  by  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress. If  that  is  the  case,  we  may  finally  be 
on  the  road  to  finding  a  more  cost-effective, 
publicly  acceptable  alternative.  If  not,  we 
have  simply  taken  another  turn  in  a  path 
that  leads  nowhere. 

This  completes  the  statement  of  this 
Member  on  July  22,  1983,  but  I  must 
also  report  that  this  Member's  con- 
cerns are  only  deepened  by  an  article 
in  the  July  23,  1983,  edition  of  the 
Omaha  World  Herald  which  included 
a  report  on  the  statements  of  the  di- 
rector of  the  Nebraska  Department  of 
Water  Resources,  Mr.  Michael  Jess.  In 
referring  to  a  study  to  be  financed 
through  specific  reference  in  the  sup- 
plemental appropriation  legislation 
now  being  considered  by  this  Con- 
gress, the  article  indicates  as  follows: 

What  the  state  will  study,  he  (Jess)  said,  is 
how  to  serve  the  original  77.000  acres 
through  a  combination  of  groundwater  re- 
charge and  direct  diversion  of  surface  water 
to  areas  where  recharge  wouldn't  work. 

If  the  study  of  alternatives  therein 
contemplated  carries  with  it  the  limi- 
tation that  any  alternative  must  irri- 
gate 77.000  acres  or  even  the  same 
77.000  acres  proposed  for  irrigation  by 
the  authorized  O'Neill  project,  as  Mr. 
Jess  reportedly  seems  to  infer— then 
the  results  are  unfortunately  almost 
certainly  preordained  and  the  study  is 
not  worth  the  effort  or  money  in- 
volved. 


D  1740 

LIMITED  ANTITRUST  LIABILITY 
FOR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOP- 
MENT JOINT  VENTURES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Pish)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FISH.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Decem- 
ber, Control  Data,  Honeywell,  RCA, 
and  a  number  of  other  companies  cre- 
ated a  research  joint  venture  to  devel- 
op fundamental  technologies  in  micro- 
electronics and  computer  science.  In 
due  course,  the  various  participants  in 
this  enterprise  expect  to  make  use  of 
this  new  technology  to  develop  prod- 
ucts and  services  of  their  individual 
conception  and  design,  with  which 
they  will  compete  against  each  other 
as  well  as  others  in  the  industry. 

Where  13  companies  of  the  high 
frontier  of  American  business  enter- 
prise are  willing  to  venture  forth,  how- 
ever, others  fear  to  tread,  and  perhaps 
rightfully  so.  They  perceive  antitrust 
obstacles  in  their  path,  and  are  there- 
by discouraged  from  entering  into 
their  own  research  and  development 


joint  ventures.  Critics  will  maintain 
that  these  impediments  are  far  more  a 
matter  of  perception  than  of  reality. 
But  there  appears  to  be  little  doubt 
that  to  at  least  some  degree  antitrust 
anxiety  inhibits  business  conduct 
which  we  wish  to  encourage  as  a 
matter  of  national  policy.  We  must, 
therefore,  make  an  appropriate  legis- 
lative response,  and  I  believe  that  the 
bill  which  I  am  introducing  today  does 
just  that. 

I  have  sought  to  combine  the  advan- 
tages of  brevity,  clarity,  and  certainty 
in  drafting  this  proposal.  My  bill  re- 
duces treble  damages  to  actusil  (single) 
damages  for  injury  resulting  from  a 
research  joint  venture,  plus  interest 
and  costs.  It  will  award  attorney's  fees 
to  defendants  when  plaintiffs  fail  to 
prove  their  case.  And  it  draws  a  bright 
line  between  research  and  develop- 
ment programs,  which  are  protected, 
and  the  marketing  or  commercial  use 
of  the  discovery,  which  is  properly 
subject  to  the  full  application  of  the 
antitrust  laws.  This  is  what  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  be  done,  in  my 
judgment,  and  this  is  all  which  needs 
to  be  done  to  relieve  the  concerns  of 
would-be  participants  in  joint  R&D 
ventures. 

My  bill  eschews  questions  of  notifi- 
cation, open  membership,  outside  di- 
rectors, specific  limitations  on  size, 
access  to  the  fruits  of  research  and 
similar  requirements  found  elsewhere. 
But  it  is  fully  sufficient,  in  my  opin- 
ion, to  protect  members  of  joint  re- 
search ventures  against  the  threat  of 
private  treble  damage  actions,  particu- 
larly nuisance  suits  brought  to  compel 
a  quick  settlement  from  "deep  pocket " 
defendants  by  alleging  a  collective  re- 
fusal to  deal  or  denial  of  access  to  the 
venture  or  the  technology  developed 
by  it. 

Section  1  of  this  bill  limits  a  person's 
Federal  and  State  antitrust  law  liabil- 
ity to  actual  damages,  the  cost  of  suit, 
including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee, 
and  any  interest  awarded,  when  it  re- 
sults from  attempting  to  make, 
making  or  performing  a  contract  to 
carry  out  a  research  and  development 
program  jointly  with  another  person. 
The  term  "results '  was  deliberately 
chosen  to  require  a  proximate  cause 
relationship  between  the  reseach  pro- 
gram and  the  protected  conduct. 
Price-fixing  or  market  allocation  is 
never  integral  to  research  and  develop- 
ment. It  would  not  have  the  necessary 
causal  relationship,  therefore,  and  i'. 
would  be  subject  to  treble  damages. 
Under  several  other  bills  which  have 
been  introducted  the  argument  could 
be  made  that  such  conduct  might  be 
shielded  as  arising  from  or  otherwise 
tangentially  related  to  the  joint  ven- 
ture. This  would  be  wrong,  in  my  view, 
and  It  may  not  have  been  the  Inten- 
tion of  the  sponsors.  It  Is  also  impor- 
tant to  note  that  section  1  limits  pros- 


ecutions under  State  antitrust  laws  to 
single  damages. 

Pursuant  to  section  2,  if  the  plaintiff 
fails  to  prevail  on  a  claim  resulting 
from  a  joint  R&D  program,  then  the 
court  shall  award  a  reasonable  attor- 
ney's fee  to  the  defendant.  I  believe 
that  placing  this  risk  on  the  plaintiff 
wiU  go  far  to  discourage  the  filing  of 
strike  suits  which  are  without  real 
merit.  Section  3  authorizes  the  award 
of  Interest  on  actual  damages  from  the 
date  of  service  of  the  complaint  to  the 
date  of  judgement.  The  interest  now 
provided  under  sections  4,  4A,  and  4C 
of  the  Clayton  Act  for  dilatory  tactics 
is  eliminated  for  a.  joint  R&D  claim; 
the  interest  specified  on  actual  dam- 
ages should  be  a  sufficient  disincentive 
for  such  conduct. 

Section  4  generally  adopts  the  Clay- 
ton Act  definitions  of  "antitrust  laws," 
"persons,"  and  "State."  The  term  "re- 
search and  development  program"  is 
defined  as  theoretical  analysis,  explo- 
ration, or  experimentation,  or  the  ex- 
tension of  investigative  findings  and 
theories  of  a  scientific  and  technical 
nature  into  practical  application  for 
experimental  and  demonstration  pur- 
poses, including  the  experimental  pro- 
duction and  testing  of  models,  devices, 
equipment,  materials  and  processes. 
This  may  include  the  establishment  of 
research  facilities,  the  collection  and 
exchange  of  research  information  and 
the  conduct  of  R&D  on  a  protected 
and  proprietary  basis.  A  line  is  drawn, 
therefore,  between  scientific  and  tech- 
nical investigation  and  the  translation 
of  findings  into  a  plan  or  design  for  a 
new  or  improved  product  or  process, 
on  the  one  hand,  and  the  commercial 
use  or  marketing  of  the  product.  The 
former  is  protected  conduct  which  if 
proven  to  be  wrongful  can  only  result 
in  actual  damages;  the  latter  is  quite 
properly  fully  subject  to  treble  dam- 
ages under  the  antitrust  laws. 

Reducing  treble  damages  to  actual 
damages  for  injuries  which  result  from 
research  joint  venture  activity  leaves 
untouched  the  substantive  antitriist 
law  standards,  and  this  is  as  it  should 
be.  Sections  15  and  16  of  the  Clayton 
Act,  for  instance,  will  be  available  to 
the  Government  and  private  parties  to 
enjoin  the  formation  of  a  research  and 
development  program  whose  member- 
ship is  so  extensive  as  to  threaten  loss 
or  damage  to  another  person  by  sub- 
stantially lessening  competition. 

Every  Member  is  aware  that  limiting 
antitrust  liabUity  for  research  joint 
ventures  has  been  a  popular  subject 
for  legislation  in  this  Congress.  The  al- 
ternative approaches  which  have  al- 
ready been  introduced  in  this  House 
and  in  the  other  body  have  great 
merit.  But  it  is  possible  that  they  at- 
tempt to  do  more  than  is  necessary. 
Many  of  them,  for  instance,  employ  a 
system  of  certification  or  self -certifica- 
tion. The  Justice  Department  has  said 
repeatedly,  however,  that  It  does  not 


wish  to  be  a  regulatory  body  with  re- 
sponsibility for  cutting  off  private 
rights  under  the  antitrust  laws,  which 
would  necessitate  Its  Involvement  In 
elaborate  hearing  and  appeal  proce- 
dures. It  is  also  clear  that  there  are 
many  complexities  In  the  conditions 
attached  to  the  certification  and  self- 
certlflcatlon  process  which  can  provide 
fertile  ground  for  litigation.  In  some 
proposals,  for  Instance,  memt)ershlp  In 
a  joint  venture  Is  tied  to  the  would-be 
participants'  market  share  of  goods  or 
services,  but  that  market  may  not  yet 
exist  and  It  inevitably  will  be  subject 
to  being  defined— and  argued— in  a 
great  many  different  ways  depending 
upon  one's  particular  Interest. 

The  Assistant  Attorney  General  for 
Antitrust  has  also  suggested  In  recent 
testimony  that  the  open  membership 
and  mandatory  licensing  requirements 
In  several  proposals  could  Impair 
rather  than  promote  competition,  the 
former  by  Increasing  the  number  of 
market  competitors  participating  In  a 
venture  and  the  latter  by  diminishing 
existing  Incentives  for  mnovatlon. 
Some  may  question  this  assertion  ana 
others  may  not,  but  the  point  I  wish 
to  make  Is  that  setting  conditions  for 
research  joint  ventures  is  a  highly  un- 
certain art  with  considerable  potential 
for  litigious  fallout. 

Mere  notification  to  the  Department 
of  Justice  that  a  joint  venture  Is  being 
formed,  as  some  proposals  would  re- 
quire, may  also  be  of  little  value  when 
it  Is  not  associated  with  a  clearance  or 
certification  process.  Notice  to  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  and.  In  fact,  to  the 
world  would  be  Important  if  It  had  the 
effect  of  cutting  off  compensatory 
rights,  but  that  is  not  the  purpose  or 
effect  of  my  bill,  for  under  my  propos- 
al anyone  actually  injured  may  be 
fully  compensated. 

All  of  us  who  have  sponsored  R&D 
joint  venture  bills  In  this  Congress  are 
seeking  to  encourage  the  formation  of 
enterprises  which  we  believe  are  essen- 
tial If  this  Nation  Is  to  maintain  its 
technological  leadership  and  competi- 
tive advantages  In  International  trade. 
I  am  Introducing  this  bill  because  I  be- 
lieve that  It  provides  a  swift,  simple 
and  effective  means  to  achieve  that 
goal.  Those  who  share  my  view  will  be 
welcomed  as  cosponsors. 
The  bill  follows: 

H.R.  3641 
A  bill  to  reduce  the  extent  of  liability  for 
violations  of  Federal  and  State  antitrust 
laws  which  arise  from  carrying  out  re- 
search and  development  programs  jointly 
with  other  persons,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses 


attorney's  fee),  and  any  interest  awarded 
with  respect  to  such  damages  If  such  liabil- 
ity results  from  attempting  to  make, 
making,  or  performing  a  contract  to  carry 
out  a  research  and  development  program 
jointly  with  another  person. 

Sec.  2.  In  any  action  which  is  brought 
under  the  antitrust  laws  and  which  includes 
a  claim  that  results  from  attempting  to 
make,  making,  or  performing  a  contract  to 
caury  out  a  research  and  development  pro- 
gram Jointly  with  another  person,  the  court 
shall  award  to  the  defendant  against  whom 
such  claim  is  made  a  reasonable  attorney's 
fee  attributable  to  such  claim  if  the  claim- 
ant fails  to  prevail  on  such  claim. 

Sec.  3.  Notwithstanding  sections  4.  4A, 
and  4C  of  the  Clayton  Act  (15  U.S.C.  15. 
15a.  15c)  and  in  lieu  of  any  Interest  author- 
ized to  be  awarded  under  any  such  section 
to  a  claimant  with  respect  to  liability  under 
such  section  resulting  from  attempting  to 
make,  making,  or  performing  a  contract  to 
carry  out  a  research  and  development  pro- 
gram Jointly  with  another  person,  the  court 
shall  award,  with  respect  to  all  such  liabU- 
ity, simple  interest  on  actual  damages  for 
the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  service 
of  the  pleading  setting  forth  the  claim  and 
ending  on  the  date  of  Judgment. 

Sec.  4.  For  purposes  of  this  Act— 

(1)  the  term  "antitrust  laws'  has  the 
meaning  given  it  in  subsection  (a)  of  the 
first  section  of  the  Clayton  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
12(a)).  except  that  such  term  includes  sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act 
(15  U.S.C.  45)  to  the  extent  that  such  sec- 
tion 5  relates  to  unfair  methods  of  competi- 
tion, 

(2)  the  term  "person "  has  the  meaning 
given  it  in  subsection  (a)  of  the  first  section 
of  the  Clayton  Act  (15  U.S.C.  12(a)), 

(3)  the  term  "research  and  development 
program"  mesms- 

tA)  theoretical  analysis,  exploration,  or 
experimentation,  or 

(B)  the  extension  of  investigative  findings 
and  theories  of  a  scientific  or  technical 
nature  into  practical  application  for  experi- 
mental and  demonstration  purposes.  Includ- 
ing the  experimental  production  and  testing 
of  models,  devices,  equipment,  materials, 
and  processes. 

and  may  include  the  establishment  of  facili- 
ties for  the  conduct  of  research,  the  collec- 
tion and  exchange  of  essential  research  In- 
formation, and  the  conduct  of  such  research 
and  development  on  a  protected  and  propri- 
etary basis,  and 

(4)  the  term  "State"  has  the  meaning 
given  it  in  section  4G(2)  of  the  Clayton  Act 
(15  U.S.C.  15g(2)).« 


BUSINESS  FAILURES 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annunzio)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
has  been  so  much  talk  about  the  eco- 
nomic recovery  in  the  last  few  months 


that  you  would  think  that  sdl  of  our 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of    problems  are  over.  Unfortunately,  this 

is  simply  not  true.  In  fact,  according  to 
data  recently  released  by  Dun  &  Brad- 
street,  commercial  and  industrial 
bankruptcies  are  still  dangerously 
high. 

According  to  the  new  figiires  for  the 
week  which  ended  June  30,  commer- 


Repreaentatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  no 
person  shall  be  liable  under  the  antitrust 
laws,  or  under  any  State  law  similar  to  the 
antitrust  laws,  for  an  amount  In  excess  of 
the  actual  damages  sustained  by  the  claim- 
ant by  reason  of  the  violation  of  any  such 
law,  the  cost  of  suit  (including  a  reasonable 
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cial  and  industrial  bankruptcies  rose 
to  550  from  47  in  the  previous  week. 
This  number  is  particularly  alarming 
since  there  were  522  reported  during 
the  same  time  period  just  1  year  ago. 

And  that  is  not  all  of  the  bad  news. 
In  the  first  6  months  of  1983.  15,137 
businesses  failed.  During  the  same 
period  in  1982.  in  the  worst  period  of 
the  recession,  11.948  businesses  failed. 
The  1983  figure  represents  a  27-per- 
cent increase  in  business  failures  over 
1982. 

The  number  of  business  failures 
with  liabUities  of  $100,000  or  more  also 
climbed.  There  were  288  reported  for 
the  week  which  ended  June  30.  up 
from  208  the  week  before. 

And  finally,  the  number  of  smaller 
business  failures— those  with  liabilities 
of  less  than  $100.000— was  262  for  the 
week  which  ended  June  23.  This  figure 
is  also  substantially  higher  than  the 
219  reported  for  the  same  period  1 
year  ago.  The  1983  figure  represents  a 
20-percent  increase  over  1982. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  mention  this  data  be- 
cause I  believe  that  it  should  serve  as 
a  warning  to  those  who  continue  to 
talk  about  the  robust  recovery.  These 
figures  illustrate  that  there  are  some 
who  will  never  recover.  More  impor- 
tant, perhaps,  is  for  us  to  keep  in  mind 
that  there  are  many  who  have  not  yet 
recovered;  they  are  on  the  border,  still 
alive  but  hardly  thriving. 

Yet  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  and 
others  keep  talking  about  restricting 
the  availability  of  credit.  All  that  will 
do  is  lead  to  higher  interest  rates.  And 
higher  interest  rates  are  hardly  the 
prescription  that  will  help  keep  our 
businesses  alive.  In  fact,  I  can  think  of 
nothing  that  will  choke  off  this  feeble 
recovery  quicker  titan  an  increase  in 
interest  rates.  I  certainly  hope  that 
the  recently  released  figures  on  busi- 
ness failures  do  not  indicate  that  that 
has  already  started  to  happen.* 


EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK 
FINANCING  NOTIFICATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Nkal)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  sub- 
mitting to  the  House  today  a  notifica- 
tion from  the  U.S.  Export-Import 
Bank  on  proposed  financing  to  enable 
the  Republic  of  Indonesia  to  obtain 
American  project  management  serv- 
ices for  a  nuclear  science  and  engineer- 
ing center  at  Serpong,  near  Jakarta. 

The  Eximbank  is  prepared  to  extend 
a  direct  credit  of  $4,104,750  and  a  fi- 
nancial guarantee  of  $547,300  to  Indo- 
nesia's nuclear  energy  agency.  Badan 
Tenaga  Atom  Nasional  (BAT  AN) 
which  wants  to  contract  with  Bechtel 
Petroleum.  Inc.,  of  San  Francisco  for 
management  of  the  project. 

The  nuclear  center  is  part  of  a  $422 
million  project,  for  which  contracts  so 


far  have  been  awarded  to  French.  Ital- 
ian. German,  and  United  States  suppli- 
ers. By  winning  the  management  con- 
tract. Bechtel  Petroleum  will  be  able 
to  provide  23  man-years  of  work  for  its 
employees.  Bechtel's  nuclear  special- 
ists also  will  be  enabled  to  maintain 
their  skills  and  jobs  at  a  time  when 
nuclear-related  construction  projects 
are  rare  in  the  United  States. 

This  Eximbank  notification  was  re- 
ferred to  me  as  chairman  of  the  Bank- 
ing Conunittee's  Subcommittee  on 
International  Trade.  Investment  and 
Monetary  Policy.  Section  2(b)(3)(ili)  of 
the  Export  Import  Bank  Act  of  1945, 
as  amended,  requires  that  the  Bank 
notify  Congress  of  proposed  loans  or 
financial  guarantees  involving  the  pur- 
chase of  nuclear  equipment  or  serv- 
ices. Unless  the  Congress  determines 
otherwise,  the  Eximbank  may  give 
final  approval  to  the  transaction  after 
25  days  of  continuous  session  of  the 
Congre.<w  following  notification. 

I  am  submitting  for  the  Record  ma- 
terial from  the  Eximbank  spelling  out 
the  details  of  the  proposed  Indonesian 
transaction.  I  would  welcome  any  com- 
ments or  questions  my  colleagues 
might  have  about  this  financing  pro- 
posal. 

The  Eximbank  notification  follows: 

ExpoRT-I»a*ORT  Bank 

OP  THT  UNITID  STATTS, 

Washington,  D.C..  July  14.  1983. 
Hon.  Stephew  L.  Nial. 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  International 
Trade.  Investment  and  Monetary  Policy. 
House  Banking  Committee. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairmah:  Eximbank  has  sub- 
mitted a  statement  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  President 
of  the  Senate  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  Section  2(b)<(3)<ill)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945.  I  am  taking  the 
liberty  of  providing  you  with  a  copy  of  this 
statement. 

Sincerely. 

Nahcy  S.  Pigmah. 
Congressional  Relations  Officer. 

ExroRT-lMPORT  Bank 
or  THE  United  States. 
Washington,  D.C..  July  14.  1983. 
The  Speaker. 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  the  Speakers 
Rooms.  U.S.  CapitoL  Washington.  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  Section 
2(bH3)(ill)  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  Act 
of  1945.  as  amended.  Eximbank  hereby  sub- 
mite  a  sUtement  to  the  United  SUtes  House 
of  RepresenUtives  with  respect  to  the  fol- 
lowing transaction  Involving  U.S.  exporte  to 
the  Republic  of  Indonesia  (  •ROI"). 

A.  DESCRIPTION  OF  TRANSACTION 

1.  Purpose 
Eximbank  Is  prepared  to  extend  a  direct 
credit  In  the  amount  of  $4,104,750  and  a  fi- 
nancial guarantee  In  the  amount  of  $547,300 
to  the  ROI  to  facillUte  the  purchase  from 
the  United  SUtes  of  project  management 
services  for  a  nuclear  science  and  engineer- 
ing center  at  Serpong.  near  Jakarta.  Indone- 
sia. The  nuclear  center  will  be  operated  by 
Badau  Tenaga  Atom  Nasional  < "BATAN"). 
the  national  atomic  energy  agency  of  the 
ROI.  Bechtel  Petroleum.  Inc.  wlU  be  the 


U.S.  supplier  of  management  services  for 
this  project. 

The  nuclear  science  and  engineering 
project  conslste  of  eight  facilities  with  a 
total  cost  estimated  to  be  $422  million,  a 
portion  of  which  Is  the  subject  of  the  Exim- 
bank financing.  Contracte  have  been  award- 
ed to  FYench.  Italian.  German  and  U.S.  sup- 
pliers for  five  of  the  facilities  to  be  con- 
structed through  1987.  Eximbank  has  previ- 
ously notified  Congress  of  Ite  Intent  to  pro- 
vide financing  for  the  associated  laboratory 
facility  to  be  supplied  by  General  Atomic 
which  will  be  used  to  produce  radlo-pharma- 
ceutlcals  and  radlo-lsotopes  for  Industrial 
application. 

BATAN  Is  seeking  management  assistance 
In  view  of  the  complexity  of  the  project  and 
the  various  nationalities  of  partlclpante. 
The  project  msmagement  services  will  be 
provided  by  P.T.  Puma  Blna  Indonesia,  a 
Joint  venture  between  Perusahaan  Pertam- 
bangan  Mlnyak  dan  Gas  Buml  Negara 
cPertamlna")  and  Bechtel  Petroleum,  Inc. 
The  total  U.S.  export  value  of  this  sale  Is 
$5,473,000.  This  proposed  credit  and  guaran- 
tee are  based  upon  a  preliminary  commit- 
ment Issued  previously  to  the  U.S.  supplier 
of  services  for  the  project. 

2.  Identity  of  the  parties 
The  ROI  will  be  the  borrower  and  will 
issue  an  unconditional  full  faith  and  credit 
obligation  to  repay  the  Eximbank  Credit 
and  the  Eximbank  Guarantee.  BATAN.  the 
national  energy  agency  of  the  ROI.  will  be 
the  user  of  the  services. 

3.  Executive  branch  approval 
Eximbank  requested  through  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  the  views  of  the  Executive 
Branch  on  the  proposed  transaction.  The 
State  Department  has  advised  Eximbank 
that  the  Executive  Branch  has  no  objection 
to  Eximbank  proceeding  with  this  transac- 
tion. 

4.  Nature  and  use  of  the  services 
The  services  to  be  exported  from  the 
United  States  will  relate  to  a  nuclear  science 
and  engineering  center  at  Serpong  to  devel- 
op technical  Infrastructure  required  for  In- 
donesia's nuclear  power  program.  The  scope 
of  supply  for  this  work  will  Include  project 
management,  construction  management, 
procurement  management,  qua  Ity  assur- 
ance services,  project  control,  training  and 
transfer  of  technology.  In  addition  to  the 
placing  of  U.S.  nationals  at  BATANs  offices 
and  at  the  site,  some  of  Bechtels  manage- 
ment services  will  be  undertaken  at  the 
company's  offices  in  San  Francisco. 

B.  EXPLANATION  OF  FINANCING 

1.  Reasons 

In  December.  1982.  Eximbank  issued  a 
preliminary  commitment  offering  to  provide 
financing  for  project  management  services 
required  for  a  nuclear  science  and  engineer- 
ing center.  The  preliminary  commitment 
was  Issued  on  terms  considered  necessary  to 
meet  officially  supported  foreign  competi- 
tion. 

The  performance  of  the  engineering  and 
management  services  will  provide  more  than 
23  man-years  of  employment.  Financing  for 
the  export  of  the  services  will  provide  em- 
ployment In  the  nuclear  engineering  sector 
at  a  time  when  employment  opportunities 
in  the  United  SUtes  are  limited.  Also,  the  fi- 
nancing permlte  the  U.S.  supplier  to  keep  Ite 
employees  Involved  In  a  very  Important 
technological  area  so  that  they  may  main- 
tain their  skills  and  expertise. 


2.  The  financing  plan 
The  total  cost  of  the  U.S.  management 
and  engineering  services  to  be  exported 
from  the  United  SUtes  for  the  project  Is  es- 
timated to  be  $5,473,000  which  will  be  fi- 
nanced as  follows: 

tacntap 
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The  Supplier  Credit  to  be  provided  by 
Bechtel  will  be  guaranteed  by  Eximbank 
and  will  bear  Interest  at  the  rate  of  10  per- 
cent per  aiuium. 

(a)  Eximbank  Charges:  The  Eximbank 
Credit  will  bear  Interest  at  the  rate  of  10 
percent  per  annum,  payable  semiannually. 
There  will  be  a  commitment  fee  of  0.5  per- 
cent per  annum  charged  on  the  undisbursed 
portion  of  the  Eximbank  Credit  and  a  guar- 
antee commitment  fee  of  0.125  percent  per 
annum  charged  on  the  undisbursed  portion 
of  the  Supplier  Credit.  In  addition,  there 
will  be  a  guarantee  fee  of  0.5  percent  per 
annum  charged  on  the  disbursed  and  out- 
standing amount  of  the  Supplier  Credit  and 
a  credit  application  fee  of  2  percent  of  the 
amount  of  the  Eximbank  Credit. 

<b)  Repayment  Terms:  Indebtedness  In- 
curred by  the  ROI  under  the  Eximbank 
Credit  and  the  Supplier  Credit  will  be 
repaid  in  twenty  equal  semiannual  install- 
mente  of  principal  beginning  June  30,  1988. 
This  date  is  six  months  after  the  estimated 
completion  date  of  the  project  management 
services.  The  supplier  will  be  repaid  from 
the  earlier  installmente  and  Eximbank  will 
be  repaid  from  the  later  installmente. 

Attached  is  additional  information  of  Ex- 
imbank activity  In  and  economic  data  on  the 
Republic  of  Indonesia. 
Sincerely. 

William  H.  Draper  III. 

Eximbank  exposure  in  the  Republic  of 

Indonesia  as  of  May  31,  1983 

[In  thousands  of  doUarsl 

Direct  loans 757.655 

Financial  guarantees 35.000 

Bank  guartmtees  and  other 3.924 

Insurance 10,195 

Medium-term ( 1,826) 

Short-term (8,369) 

Total  exposure 806,774 

REPAYMENT  EXPERIENCE 

Payment  of  principal.  Interest  and  fees 
due  on  Eximbank  loans  to  Indonesian  bor- 
rowers have  usually  been  prompt. 
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1981-82     1982-83     1983-84 
actuH         xtuH        lMdp« 

Gowtnneiit  budget  (m  millons  of  dot 

Routine  ejqwidrtures 11.076  10,600  10,467 

Devekipmenl  expenlrtuw. - 11,015  11.151  13,366 

Domestic  revenues 19,385  18,815  19.890 

Deveiopment  receipis  (extoni  taMS 

and  giants) 2.712  2.939  3,945 

Actual        Actual      Estimite 

OfTidal  balance  of  payments  (in  millions 
of  doHats)  > 

Otefali  balance  (diante  in  offidal 

reserves)    - -988  -3,300  -1.000 

CuTOil  account -2.270  -6.797  -6.000 

Ltports.  merduodist 23.606  19.150  18,200 

Oil  and  LNG  (jTOSS) -  19,438  15,246  13,800 

Nonoil              4,170  3,904  4.400 

Imports,  mercfiandse 19,833  20,264  19.000 

OilandLMG 5,497  5.532  5,000 

Noooil 14,366  14.732  14.000 

1981  1982         1983  ■ 

United  States-Indonesian  trade  (in  millions 
of  doHais):' 

Indonesian  eiports  to  tlie  U.S 6.022         4,224         4.400 

US    sfiare  of  Indonesian  exports 

(pereent) 18.3  20,6  20 

Indonesian  invorts  from  ttie  US 1.297        2.017         1.800 

US.  sliare  of   Indonesian  imports 
(percent) 13.5  14.2  14.0 

'Estimate 

'ApnI. 

'  Govemmenl  debt,  including  debt  of  state  cxirpocations  sued  as  Pertamina 

<  Indonesian  fiscal  year  April  1  to  Marcli  31  (Source  Fiscal  year  1982-83 

budget  and  fiscal  year  1983-84  budget)  Fiscal  year  1983-84  budget  is  based 

on  ftps  695  =  $1  wfiidi  was  the  rate  when  budget  was  prepare)  in  January, 

1983 
>  Fiscal  year  1983-84  budget.  Fiscal  year  1983-84  all  emiiassy  estimates 
"Trade  flows  based  on  US.  Department  ol  (>jmmerce  statistics,  while 

marliet  share  is  calculated  using  Indonesian  official  statistic 
Source  Ban*  Indonesia,  Central  Bureau  of  Statistics.  Mmistry  o(  Finance. 

Investment   Coordinating   Board.   US.   Department  of  Commerce.   Emiiassy 

estimates.9 


Mr.  BEREtrTER,  for  15  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Pish,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Garcia)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Annttnzio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  BoNioR  of  Michigan,  for  60  min- 
utes, on  July  26. 
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LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Anthoky  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Wright),  for  July  25  and  26.  on  ac- 
count of  illness  in  the  family. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ZscHAU)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California,  for  60  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California,  for  60  min- 
utes, on  July  26. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California,  for  60  min- 
utes, on  July  27. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California,  for  60  min- 
utes, on  July  28. 

Mr.  Danneiceyer.  for  30  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Dawwemeyer,  for  30  minutes,  on 
July  26. 

Mr.  Dannebieyer,  for  30  minutes,  on 
July  27. 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  remarks  was 
granted  to: 

Mr.  Ireland,  immediately  following 
Mr.  St  Germain  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ZscHAU),  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Bliley  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Williams  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Gingrich. 

Mrs.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Shumway. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Garcia)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Anderson  of  California  in  10  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Gonzalez  in  10  instances. 

Mr.  Annunzio  in  six  instances. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California  in  10  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee  in  10  in- 
stances. 

'Mr.  Boner  of  Tennessee  in  five  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Markey  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Dingell.  * 

Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 

Mr.  RoOTNO. 

Mr.  Richardson. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California. 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Plorida. 

Mr.  Skelton. 

Mr.  BoNioR  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Zablocki. 

Mr.  Barnes  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Mazzoli. 

Mr.  Dymally. 

Mr.  Won  Pat. 

Ms.  Kaptdr. 

Mr.  Rose. 

Mr.  PoRD  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Ottinger  in  four  instances. 

Mr.  Oberstar. 

Mr.  Boland. 

Mr.  Sam  B.  Hall,  Jr. 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 
A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title   was   taken   from   the   Speaker's 
table  and.  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  1469.  An  act  to  amend  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code  relating  to  the  sexual 
exploitation  of  children;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 


JMI 


20666 

ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 
Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  had  examined 
and  found  tnily  enrolled  a  bill  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title,  which  was 
thereupon  signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.R.  2637.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Oovemment  and  Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act  to  Increase  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  as 
the  annual  Federal  payment  to  the  District 
of  Columbia. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  5  o'clock  and  43  minutes 
p.m.).  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Tuesday.  July  26.  1983.  at  12 
o'clock  noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1593.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  transmitting  the  annual  report  on 
the  operations  of  the  exchange  stabilization 
fund  for  fiscal  year  1982.  pursuant  to  31 
U.S.C.  5302(c)(2):  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 

1594.  A  letter  from  the  President  and 
Chairman.  Export-Import  Bank  of  the 
United  States,  transmitting  a  report  on 
loan,  guarantee  and  insurance  transactions 
supported  by  Eximbank  during  June  1983  to 
Communist  countries;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 

1595.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting 
D.C.  Act  5-52.  "Foster  Care  Goals  Act  of 
1983."  ptirsuant  to  section  602(c)  of  Public 
Law  93-198;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia. 

1596.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  trajismitting 
D.C.  Act  5-53  "Lower  Income  Homeowner- 
ship  Tax  Abatement  and  Incentives  Act  of 
1983."  pursuant  to  section  602(c)  of  Public 
Law  93-198;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia. 

1597.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting 
D.C.  Act  5-54,  "D.C.  Income  and  Franchise 
Tax  Conformity  Act  of  1983. "  pursuant  to 
section  602(c)  of  Public  Law  93-198;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

1598.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting 
D.C.  Act  5-55.  "Weights.  Measures,  and 
Markets  Act  Amendment  Act  of  1983. '  pur- 
suant to  section  602(c)  of  PubUc  Law  93-198; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. 

1599.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  CouncU 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting 
D.C.  Act  5-56,  "Real  Property  Tax  Rates  for 
Tax  Year  of  1983."  pursuant  to  section 
802(c)  of  PubUc  Law  93-198;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

1600.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  CouncU 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting 
D.C.  Act  5-57,  "Lead-Based  Paint  Poisoning 
Prevention  Act  of  1983,"  pursuant  to  section 


602(c)  of  Public  Law  93-198;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

1601.  A  letter  from  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Auditor,  transmitting  a  report  entitled 
"Revenue  Report  for  May  1983."  pursuant 
to  section  455(d)  of  Public  Law  93-198;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

1602.  A  letter  from  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Auditor,  transmitting  a  report  entitled 
•Review  of  the  D.C.  Office  of  Personnels 
Policies  and  Procedures  for  Recruitment 
and  Hiring."  pursuant  to  section  455(d)  of 
Public  Law  93-198;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

1603.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, transmitting  the  annual  report  on 
horse  protection  enforcement  for  1982.  pur- 
suant to  section  11  of  Public  Law  91-540.  as 
amended;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce. 

1604.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  transmitting  a 
report  on  State  compliance  with  the  medic- 
aid utilization  control  requirements,  for  the 
quarter  ending  March  31.  1983.  pursuant  to 
section  1903(g)(6)  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
as  amenoed;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce. 

1605.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  U.S. 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission, 
transmitting  the  annual  report  of  the  Com- 
mission for  fiscal  year  1982.  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 27(j)  of  Public  Law  92-573.  as  amended; 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce. 

1606.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary for  Legislative  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs.  Department  of  State,  transmitting 
copies  of  the  agreement  on  the  tonnage  of 
ships  engaged  on  international  voyages,  be- 
tween the  American  Institute  on  Taiwan 
and  the  Coordination  Council  for  North 
American  Affairs,  pursuant  to  section  12(a) 
of  Public  Law  96-8;  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs. 

1607.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting  a 
report  covering  the  quarter  ending  June  30. 
1983  listing  the  price  of  availability  esti- 
mates provided  to  the  countries  and  the  re- 
quests for  issuance  of  letters  of  offers  re- 
ceived, pursuant  to  section  28  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act.  as  amended;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

1608.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary for  Legislative  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs.  Department  of  State,  transmitting 
notice  of  the  proposed  issuance  of  a  license 
for  the  export  of  certain  defense  equipment 
sold  commercially  to  the  Government  of 
Kuwait  (Transmittal  No.  MC-15-83).  pursu- 
ant to  section  36(c)  of  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af- 
fairs. 

1609.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Legal  Ad- 
viser for  Treaty  Affairs.  Department  of 
State,  transmitting  copies  of  international 
agreements,  other  than  treaties,  entered 
into  by  the  United  SUtes.  pursuant  to  1 
U.S.C.  112(a);  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs. 

1610.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  list 
of  all  reports  issued  or  released  in  Jime 
1983.  pursuant  to  section  719(h)  of  Public 
Law  97-510;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Oi)eratlons. 

1611.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  for  Administration.  Department  of 
Justice,  transmitting  notice  of  proposed  new 
Privacy  Act  records  system,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  S52a(o);  to  the  Committee  on  CJov- 
emment  Operations. 

1612.  A  letter  from  the  American  CouncU 
of    Learned    Societites,    transmitting    the 


CouncU's  annual  report  for  1981-82.  pursu- 
ant to  36  U.S.C.  1103;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

1613.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  transmitting  a  final  regula- 
tion to  increase  disadvantaged  business  par- 
ticipation in  the  highway  and  mass  transit 
financial  assistance  program;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Public  Works  and  Transportation. 


REPORTS  OP  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

[Submitted  July  22.  1983] 
Mr.  PRICE:  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. H.R.  3231.  A  biU  to  amend  the  authori- 
ties contained  in  the  Export  Administration 
Act  of  1979.  and  for  other  purposes;  with  an 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  98-257.  Pt.  II).  Or- 
dered to  be  printed. 

[Submitted  July  25,  1983} 
Mr.  DELLUMS:  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  Supplemental  report  fUed 
on  H.R.  3369  (Rept.  No.  98-303.  Pt.  II).  Or- 
dered to  be  printed. 

Mr.  PERKINS;  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor.  H.R.  622.  A  biU  to  amend  title  5 
of  the  United  States  Code  to  provide  death 
benefits  to  survivors  of  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment officers  and  firefighters,  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  No.  98-309).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
SUte  of  the  Union. 


SUBSEQUENT  ACTION  ON  A  RE- 
PORTED BILL  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X.  the  follow- 
ing action  was  taken  by  the  Speaker: 
[Submitted  July  22,  1983J 
The  Committees  on  Banking,  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs  and  the  Judiciary  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the  bUl 
H.R.  3231. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  ANNUNZIO: 

H.R.  3639.  A  bill  to  amend  section  9006  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  pro- 
vide for  funding  of  the  Federal  Election 
Commission  from  amounts  designated  for 
the  Presidential  election  campaign  fund 
under  section  6096  of  such  Code;  to  the 
Committee  on  House  Administration. 
By  Mr.  BATES: 

H.R.  3640.  A  biU  to  impose  a  moratorium 
on  offshore  oU  and  gas  leasing,  certain  li- 
censing and  permitting,  and  approval  of  cer- 
tain plans,  with  respect  to  geographical 
areas  located  In  the  Pacific  Ocean  off  the 
coastline  of  the  State  of  California,  and  to 
provide  for  studies  of  the  effects  of  seismic 
activity  on  Outer  Continental  Shelf  devel- 
opment; to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  FISH  (for  himself.  Mr.  Ckock- 
ETT,  Mr.  Edwards  of  California,  Mr. 


Frank.  Mr.  Hyde,  Mr.  LtJWGREU,  Mr. 

Mazzou,   Mr.    MooRHXAD,    and   Mr. 

Sawyer): 
H.R.  3641.  A  bill  to  reduce  the  extent  of  U- 
abUlty  for  violations  of  Federal  and  State 
antitrust  laws  which  arise  from  carrying  out 
research  and  development  programs  jointly 
with  other  persons,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HFTTEL  of  Hawaii  (for  him- 
self. Mr.  Akaka.  Mr.  Won  Pat,  Mr. 

CoRRAOA.    Mr.    Vento.    Mr.    Kildee. 

Mr.  DE  Lugo.  Mr.  Kostmayer.  Mrs. 

Burton  of  California,  Mr.  Weaver. 

Mr.    SuNiA.    Mr.    Moody,    and    Mr. 

COELHO): 

H.R.  3642.  A  bill  to  establish  the  Kameha- 
meha  the  Great  National  Monument  In  the 
State  of  Hawaii;  jointly,  to  the  Committees 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and  Armed 
Services. 

By  Mr.  OLIN: 
H.R.  3643.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  second  50- 
cent  assessment  on  milk  marketed  commer- 
cially; to  the  Committee  on  Agricultiire. 

Mr.  WAXMAN  (for  himself,  Ms.  Mi- 
KULSKi.   Mr.   Wyden,   Mr.   Walgren. 
Mr.  Leland.  and  Mr.  Rangel): 
H.R.  3644.  A  bUl  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for  medi- 
care coverage  of  administration  of  hepatitis 
B  vaccine:   jointly,   to  the  Committees  on 
Ways  and   Means  and   Energy  and  Com- 
merce. 

By    Mr.    PEPPER    (for    himself,    Mr. 
Waxman.     Mr.     RoYBAL.     and     Mr. 
Rangel): 
H.   Res.    281.    Resolution   expressing   the 
sense  of  the  House  of  Representatives  in 
support  of  affordable  health  care  for  the  el- 
derly  and   aU   Americans;   jointly,   to   the 
Committees    on    Ways    and    Means    and 
Energy  and  Commerce. 
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AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R. 1646 


MEMORIALS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII. 
230.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial 

of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

relative  to  an  equal  rights  amendment;  to 

the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 
Mr.  FORSYTHE  Introduced  a  bUl  (H.R. 
3645)  for  the  relief  of  Alejandro  Ravancho 
and  Zenaida  Ravancho;  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  493:  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr.  Leath  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Bennett.  Mr.  Spence.  Mr.  Kazen.  Mr. 
Vandergriw.     Mr.     McCJtjRDY.     and     Mr. 

McE>ONALD. 

H.R.  507:  Mr.  Anthony  and  Mr.  Gejden- 

SON. 

H.R.  714:  Mr.  Sttthp. 

HJl.  1016:  Mr.  Conyers  and  Mr.  Reid. 

HJl.  1092:  Mr.  Gonzalez  and  Mr.  Corco- 
ran. 

H.R.  1176:  Mr.  Basham.  Mr.  McGrath.  Mr. 
BoNioR  of  Michigan,  and  Mr.  McDonau). 

H.R.  1249:  Mr.  db  Lugo. 

H.R.  1285:  Mr.  Harrison.  Mr.  Vander 
Jaot.  Mr.  Prank,  Mr.  Htndine.  Mr.  Barnes. 
Mr.  Gephardt.  Mr.  Ackzrman,  Mr.  Swift. 


Mr.  Bates.  Mr.  Green.  Mrs.  Schneider.  Mr. 
Fish.  Ms.  BCaptur.  Mr.  McEwen.  Mr.  Chan- 
dler. Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Hughes,  and  Mr. 
LintEN. 

H.R.  1596:  Mr.  Patterson. 

H.R.  1797:  Mrs.  Schroeder  and  Mr.  Gep- 
hardt. 

H.R.  1598:  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  Peichan. 
Mr.  Tauke.  Mr.  Levine  of  California. 
Mr.  Scheuer.  Mr.  Foglietta.  Mr.  Plorio. 
Mr.  Panetta.  Mr.  Swift.  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr. 
SoLARZ.    Ms.   Snowe,   Mr.    Fazio,    and   Mr. 

McKlNNEY. 

H.R.  1693:  Mr.  Stark. 

H.R.  2382:  Ms.  Fiedler.  Mr.  Leach  of 
Iowa.  Mr.  Ortiz.  Mr.  McCandless.  Mr. 
Bateman.  Mr.  Rahall,  Mr.  Recula.  and  Mr. 
Badham. 

H.R.  2432:  Mrs.  Boxer. 

H.R.  2714:  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Shelby.  Mr. 
Conyers.  Mr.  Kostmayer.  and  Mr.  Frenzel. 

H.R.  2715:  Mr.  Edwards  of  California  and 
Mr.  HuTTO. 

H.R.  2911:  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Patterson.  Mr. 
Heftel  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Olin.  and  Mr.  Rob- 
erts. 

H.R.  2956:  Mr.  Wirth. 

H.R.  2987:  Mr.  Schumer.  Mr.  Mollohan. 
Mr.  Sikorski.  Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Rahall,  Mr. 
Bonior  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Boland.  Mr. 
Barnes.  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Prank,  and  Mr. 
Plippo. 

H.R.  3072:  Mr.  Skelton  and  Mr.  Levine  of 
California. 

H.R.  3106:  Mr.  Wirth. 

H.R.  3137:  Mr.  Weaver,  Mr.  Mrazek,  Mr. 
Morrison  of  Connecticut,  and  Mr.  Gejden- 

SON. 

H.R.  3305:  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Mrazek.  and 
Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut. 

H.R.  3338:  Mr.  Wilson  and  Mr.  Kindness. 

H.R.  3348:  Mr.  Stenholm,  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr. 
Edwards  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Long  of  Louisi- 
ana. Mr.  Durbin.  Mr.  de  la  Garza.  Ms. 
Snowe.  Mr.  Nichols.  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 
Mr.  Moody,  and  Mr.  Gregg. 

H.J.  Res.  176:  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  Lagomab- 
siNO.  Mr.  Erdreich.  Mr.  Sawyer.  Mr. 
F^QUA.  Mr.  MoAKLEY.  Mr.  Montgomery.  Mr. 
Natcher.  Mr.  McEwen.  Mr.  Morrison  of 
Washington,  and  Mr.  Britt. 

H.J.  Res.  283:  Mr.  Annitnzio.  Mr.  Brown 
of  Colorado.  Mr.  de  la  Garza.  Mr.  de  Lugo. 
Mr.  Frenzel.  Mr.  Gonzalez.  Mrs.  Holt.  Mr. 
Hughes.  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Jenkins.  Mr. 
Kasich.  Mr.  Kogovsek,  Mr.  Martin  of  New 
York.  Mr.  McEwen,  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr. 
Rahall.  Mr.  Towtns.  Mr.  Whittaker.  Mr. 
WoLPE.  and  Mr.  Young  of  Florida. 

H.  Con.  Res.  13:  Mr.  Russo. 

H.  Con.  Res.  25:  Mr.  Morrison  of  Con- 
necticut. Mr.  Markey.  Mr.  Gejdenson.  and 
Mr.  Lantos. 

H.  Con.  Res.  26:  Mr.  Lantos. 

H.  Con.  Res.  39:  Mr.  McDade.  Mr.  Sikor- 
ski. and  Mr.  Williams  of  Montana. 

H.  Res.  190:  Mr.  Levine  of  California,  Mr. 
Bethune,  Mr.  Gingrich,  Mr.  Harkin,  Mr. 
Gore,  Mrs.  Roukema,  Mr.  Coleman  of  Mis- 
souri, Mr.  Olin,  Mr.  D' Amours,  and  Mr. 
Michel. 


PETITIONS.  ETC. 
Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 
173.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  petition 
of  the  City  CouncU,  Madison  Heights, 
Mich.,  relative  to  the  Cable  Telecommunica- 
tions Act;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce. 


By  Mr.  BROYHILL: 
(Amendment  to  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3619).) 
—Strike  out  line  25  page  56  and  aU  that  fol- 
lows through  line  19  on  page  58  and  Insert 
In  Ueu  thereof  the  foUowlng: 

"(2)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  the  end 
of  each  fiscal  year  that  begins  after  Septem- 
ber 30.  1983.  the  Board  shall  determine  the 
balance  In  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account 
at  the  end  of  that  fiscal  year  (which  shaU 
Include  amoimts  avaUable  to  that  Account 
under  section  7(c)(4)  this  Act).  If  such  bal- 
ance Is  below  30  percent  of  the  benefits  paid 
out  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Accoimt 
during  such  fiscal  year  other  than  benefits 
taken    Into    account    In    determining    the 
amount  of  transfers   made   under  section 
7(c)(2)  of  this  Act  and  benefits  consisting  of 
supplemental  annuities,  the  Board  shall  cer- 
tify to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  the 
amount  by  which  such  balance   Is  below 
such  percent.  Such  Secretary,  upon  receipt 
of  such  certification.   shaU   transfer  such 
amount  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account. 
The  total  transferred  under  this  subdivision 
shall  never  exceed  the  amount,  which,  as  of 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983.  would,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, place  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account 
in  the  same  position  as  such  Account  would 
have    been    on    that    date    If    no    annuity 
amounts  had  been  paid  during  the  period 
beginning  January  1.  1975.  and  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1981.  under  sections  3(h).  4(e). 
and  4(h)  of  this  Act  and  under  sections 
204(a)(3).    204(a)(4).    206(3).   and   207(3)   of 
PubUc  Law  93-445.  and  no  sums  had  been 
appropriated  as  authorized  In  section  lS(d) 
of  this  Act.". 

By  Mr.  FLORIO: 
(Amendment  to  the  Pickle  amendment.) 
—Add  at  the  end  of  the  Pickle  amendment 
the  foUowlng: 

Page  2.  strike  out  line  17  and  aU  that  fol- 
lows through  line  13  on  page  3  Insert  In  Ueu 
thereof  the  foUowlng: 

"(I)  for  each  month  prior  to  the  first 
month  throughout  which  the  Indlvlduual  is 
age  62.  the  amount  (after  any  reduction  on 
account  of  age  but  before  any  deductions  on 
account  of  work)  of  the  old-age  Insurance 
benefit  to  which  such  Individual  would  have 
been  entitled  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
as  of  the  date  on  which  such  Individual's  an- 
nuity begins  to  accrue  If  such  individual  had 
attained  age  62  on  the  first  day  of  the 
month  In  which  his  or  her  annuity  begins  to 
accrue  and  if  aU  of  such  Individual's  service 
as  &n  employee  after  December  31.  1936, 
had  been  Included  In  the  term  employment' 
as  defined  In  that  Act,  using  for  purposes  of 
this  computation  the  number  of  benefit 
computation  years  appUcable  to  a  person 
bom  In  the  year  in  which  such  individual 
was  bom;  and". 

Page  6.  strike  out  line  3  and  aU  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  and  Insert  In  Ueu  the 
foUowlng: 

(c)  The  amendment*  made  by  this  section 
ShaU  become  effective  on  July  1.  1984.  and 
ShaU  apply  only  with  respect  to  awards  In 
cases  where  the  Individuals  annuity  under 
section  2(aKl)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1974  began  to  accrue  on  or  after  that 
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July  25,  1983 


July  25,  1983 


date  and  the  Individual  had  not  completed 
thirty  years  of  service  and  attained  a«e  60 
prior  to  that  date.  In  the  case  of  an  Individ- 
ual who  has  completed  thirty  years  of  serv- 
ice and  has  attained  age  60  before  January 
1,  1»M,  the  amount  of  the  reduction  on  ac- 
count of  ace  In  the  annuity  amount  provid- 
ed to  such  individual  under  section  3(a)<3) 
of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  and 
the  amount  of  the  reduction  on  account  of 
age  In  the  annuity  amount  provided  to  the 
spouse  of  such  individual  under  subdivision 
(3)  of  section  4(a)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  shall  be  only  one-half  of 
the  amount  by  which  such  annuity  would  be 
reduced  on  account  of  age  except  for  the 
provisions  of  this  sentence. 

Page  57.  line  2.  strike  out  "July  1.  1984" 
and  Insert  "January  1.  1984"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  57.  line  9.  strike  out  "July  1.  1984" 
and  Insert  "January  1.  1984"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  57.  line  15.  strike  out  "July  1.  1984" 
and  insert  "January  1.  1984"  In  lieu  thereof. 

Page  57.  line  17.  strike  out  "July  1.  1984" 
and  insert  "January  1.  1984"  in  lieu  thereof. 

(Amendment  to  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3619).) 
—Page  86.  line  7.  strike  out  the  close  quota- 
tion mark  and  the  perl<xl  which  follows. 

Page  68.  immediately  after  line  7  insert 

(oUowlnr- 

"(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  Board  shall  not.  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Solvency  Act  of  1983.  enter  into  any  con- 
tract with  any  carrier  or  carriers  (as  defined 
for  the  purposes  of  section  1842(g)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act)  to  perform  the  func- 
tions set  out  in  section  1842  of  the  Social  Se- 
ciirlty  Act  with  respect  to  individuals  enti- 
tled to  benefits  as  qualified  railroad  retire- 
ment beneficiaries  described  in  such  section 
1842(g)  and  shall  not.  after  September  30. 
1984,  continue  any  contractual  relationship 
under  any  such  contract.". 

(Amendment  to  the  amendment  In  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3619).) 
—Page  68.  after  line  21.  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sxc.  419.  (a)  Section  14  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "Notwithstanding"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(a)  Except  as  pro- 
vided In  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  and 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  not- 
withstanding"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  ':  Provided,  hoioever. 
That  the  provisions  of  this"  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(bKl)  This  ":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)  This  section  shall  not  operate  to  pro- 
hibit the  characterization  or  treatment  of 
that  portion  of  an  annuity  under  this  Act 
which  is  not  computed  under  section  3(a). 
4(a).  or  4(f)  of  this  Act.  or  any  portion  of  a 
supplemental  annuity  under  this  Act,  as 
community  property  for  the  purposes  of.  or 
property  subject  to,  distribution  in  accord- 


ance with  a  court  decree  of  divorce,  annul- 
ment, or  legal  separation  or  the  terms  of 
any  court-approved  property  settlement  in- 
cident to  any  such  court  decree.  The  Board 
shall  make  payments  of  such  portions  In  ac- 
cordance with  any  such  characterization  or 
treatment  or  any  such  decree  or  settle- 
ment.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  annuity  amounts 
payable  for  months  beginning  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
By  Mr.  LENT: 

(Amendment   to   the  amendment   in   the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3619).) 
—Page  15.  strike  out  line  14  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  3  on  page  17. 

Redesignate  succeeding  sections  accord- 
ingly. 

(Amendment   to   the   amendment   in   the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3619).) 
—Page  65.  strike  out  line  17  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  7  on  page  66. 

Redesignate  succeeding  sections  accord- 
ingly. 

By  Mr.  PICKLE: 

(Amendment   to   the   amendment  in   the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3619).) 
-Page  22.  line  10.  strike  out  "JULY  1.  1984" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "JANUARY   1. 
1984". 

Page  23.  line  7,  strike  out  "June  30.  1984" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "December  31, 
1983" 

Page  28.  line  17.  strike  out  "June  30.  1984" 
and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  •Deceml)er  31, 
1983" 

Page  38,  line  18,  strike  out  "January  1, 
1986"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "January  1. 
1984". 

Page  39,  line  24,  strike  out  "January  1, 
1986"  and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  "January  1. 
1984". 

By  Mr.  RIDGE: 

(Amendment  to  the  amendment   in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3619).) 
—Page  63.  after  line  25,  insert  the  following: 

See.  412.  (a)  Section  l(k)  of  the  Railroad 
Unemployment  Insurance  Act  is  amended  in 
the  sentence  beginning  "For  the  purpose  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  subsidiary  remu- 
neration' "— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(1)":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  ",  and  (ii)  Is"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "occupation". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  remuneration  for 
work  occurlng  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Redesignate  succeeding  sections  accord- 
ingly. 

H.R.  2350 
By  Mr.  DANNEMEYER: 
—Page  13,  strike  out  line  21  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  2  on  page  15  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(g)  The  Director  of  NIH  and  the  director 
of  any  national  research  Institute  may  not 


conduct  or  support  research  or  experimen- 
tation, in  the  United  SUtes  or  abroad,  on  a 
living  human  fetus  or  infant,  before  an 
abortion  which  the  researcher  involved 
knows  or  has  reason  to  know  is  intended  or 
after  an  abortion,  unless  the  research  or  ex- 
perimentation Is  for  the  purpose  of  improv- 
ing the  probability  of  the  survival  of,  or 
ameliorating  developmental  or  congenital 
defects  in.  such  infant.". 
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H.R. 2969 
By  Mr.  COURTER: 
—At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

ENDORSEMENT  OF  REPORT  ON  IMPROVED 
STRATEGIC  COMMUNICATIONS 

Sec.  nil.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that  the 
report  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  entitled  "Direct  Communications 
Links  ar.d  Other  Measures  to  Enhance  Sta- 
bility", dated  April  11.  1983.  and  submitted 
to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  1123  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  Authorization 
Act.  1983  (Public  Law  97-252;  96  Stat.  756). 
contains  several  significant  proposals  that  if 
implemented  would,  taken  together,  make 
singificant  progress  toward  eliminating  the 
danger  of  accident  or  misinterpretation 
leading  to  nuclear  war.  Among  the  propos- 
als In  that  report  that  Congress  specifically 
finds  constructive  are  proposals— 

(1)  to  enhance  the  speed  and  quality  of 
communications  between  the  Governments 
of  the  United  Slates  and  the  Soviet  Union; 

(2)  to  establish  a  communications  link  be- 
tween the  senior  military  commands  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union;  and 

(3)  to  develop  a  system  of  prior  notifica- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  Soviet 
Union  of  missile  launches  and  military  exer- 
cises by  either  nation  that  could  be  misin- 
terpreted by  the  other  and  therefore  be  de- 
stabilizing. 

(b)  The  Congress— 

( 1 )  endorses  the  findings  in  the  report  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  and  urges  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
implement  as  rapidly  as  possible  the  propos- 
als made  in  that  report; 

(2)  suggests  that,  when  practicable  and 
not  harmful  to  the  national  security  of  the 
United  States,  the  United  States  should  uni- 
laterally unplement  confidence-building 
measures  (such  as  prior  notification  of  mis- 
sile launches  and  military  exercises)  on  a 
temporary,  voluntary  basis  and  should 
invite  the  Soviet  Union  to  join  In  imple- 
menting those  measures:  and 

(3)  endorses  proposals  that  the  United 
States,  through  its  arms  control  negotiators, 
should  seek  a  separate,  limited  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union  on  confidence-build- 
ing measures,  such  as  those  recommended 
in  the  report  described  In  subsection  (a),  de- 
signed to  reduce  the  danger  of  accident  or 
misinterpretation  leading  to  nuclear  war. 


HON.  ANTONIO  BORJA  WON  PAT 

OF  GUAM 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  WON  PAT.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  no 
secret  that  I  am  deeply  proud  of  my 
island,  Guam,  and  our  people  and 
their  accomplishments.  This  pride 
comes  naturally  and  extends  to  all 
things  associated  with  our  territory, 
including  the  actions  of  the  U.S.S. 
Guam  (LPH-9),  a  helicopter  landing 
ship  which  recently  saw  extensive 
service  off  the  coast  of  Lebanon. 

I  was  very  pleased  to  read  in  the 
summer  1983,  issue  of  Wings  of  Gold 
magazine,  a  lengthy  and  well-written 
article  about  the  exploits  of  the  U.S.S. 
Guam  last  year  in  a  very  troubled  part 
of  the  world. 

The  article  was  written  by  Maj.  Mel 
W.  DeMars  (USMCR),  who  flew  heli- 
copters from  the  ship.  No  relation  to 
Adm.  Bruce  De  Mars,  who  until  last 
month  was  Commander  of  the  Naval 
Forces  in  Guam,  Major  DeMars  is.  ob- 
viously, a  man  who  loves  the  military 
very  much  and  is  a  credit  to  this 
Nation,  his  service,  and  to  the  U.S.S. 
Guam. 

Before  I  place  the  major's  article  in 
the  Congressional  Record,  I  want  to 
note  my  great  pleasure  in  reading  his 
comments.  We  on  Guam  are  always 
watching  the  latest  developments  of 
the  U.S.S.  Guam  with  considerable  in- 
terest. Any  vessel  which  bears  the 
name  of  our  territory  is  expected  by 
my  people  to  carry  on  our  tradition  of 
unquestioned  service  to  this  Nation 
and  the  U.S.S.  Guam  carries  out  this 
goal  with  honor  and  dignity. 

For  those  Members  who  have  not 
been  fortunate  to  read  "Wings  of 
Gold",  I  heartily  recommend  this  ex- 
cellent publication.  The  magazine  is 
published  by  Vice  Adm.  M.  W.  Cagle 
(USN  Ret.)  for  the  Association  of 
Naval  Aviation,  Inc.,  located  in  Falls 
Church,  Va.  As  opposed  to  some  other 
military-minded  counterparts,  "Wings 
of  Gold"  brings  to  its  readers  thrilling 
accounts  of  bravery  and  devotion  to 
duty  In  a  manner  which  is  easy  to  read 
and  informative.  I  have  long  enjoyed 
the  publication  and  am  confident  that 
others  will  share  my  enthusiasm  once 
they  have  begun  reading  it. 

Following  the  article  is  a  short  biog- 
raphy of  Major  DeMars.  I  certainly 
thank  him  for  sharing  his  experiences 
with  us.  He  is,  obviously,  a  man  of 
high  professional  standards  as  well  as 
an  excellent  writer. 


At  this  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  request 
that  the  article  'With  the  Bulls  in 
Beirut,"  be  inserted  in  the  Record. 
Thank  you. 

[Prom  the  Wings  of  Gold  Magazine, 
Summer  1983] 
With  the  Bulls  in  Beirut 
(By  Maj.  Mel  W.  DeMars,  USMCR) 
We    sailed    aboard    USS    Guam   (LPH-9) 
from   Morehead   City.   North   Carolina   on 
May  25.  1982.  looking  forward  to  some  rigor- 
ous amphibious  training  exercises  in  Portu- 
gal, Italy,  Turkey  and  Somalia.  Also  on  our 
schedue  were  port  visits  at  Lisbon,  Palma, 
Naples,  Mombasa  and  Cannes.  Everyone  an- 
ticipated a  rewarding   cruise   with  lots  of 
good  flight  time  experience  in  an  unfamiliar 
but  interesting  environment. 

The  Bulls  of  Marine  Medium  Helicopter 
Squadron  261  with  twelve  CH-46E's  com- 
manded by  Lieutenant  Colonel  Grady  Geske 
were  designated  the  base  squadron  for  the 
32nd  Marine  Amphibious  Unit  under  then 
Colonel,  now  Brigadier  General  James 
Mead.  Joining  the  Bulls  were  detachments 
of  four  AH- IT  Cobras  from  HMA-269.  two 
Hueys  from  HML-167  and  four  CH-53Ds 
from  HMH-362.  The  composite  squadron 
was  formed  just  ninety  days  prior  to  our 
sailing  date. 

Colonel  Mead,  an  aviator  himself,  was  a 
firm  believer  in  the  effectiveness  of  night 
amphibious  assualt  operations  and  was  de- 
termined that  the  helicopter  crews  assigned 
to  him  would  be  proficient  in  landing  the 
ground  combat  element  (2nd  Battalion. 
Eighth  Marines)  on  any  shore  designated. 
To  this  end.  training  was  planned  with 
heavy  emphasis  on  night  operations. 

We  arrived  at  Rota.  Spain  on  the  6th  of 
June  and  were  greeted  with  the  news  of  the 
Israeli  invasion  of  southern  Lebanon.  In  less 
than  24  hours,  the  ships  of  Amphibious 
Squadron  Four  had  sortied  from  Rota  and 
were  headed  toward  a  location  off  the  coast 
of  Lebanon.  Speculation  ran  high  that  our 
mission  would  involve  the  evacuation  of 
Americans  from  Beirut. 

The  task  force  steamed  at  20  knots  on  the 
most  direct  route  to  Lebanon.  Along  the 
way,  the  CH-53's  were  dispatched  to  Sigon- 
ella,  Sicily  and  to  Souda  Bay,  Crete  on  logis- 
tic flights.  Since  all  helo  assets  would  be 
needed  for  evacuation  flights  if  the  necessi- 
ty arose,  there  was  some  concern  over  send- 
ing the  big  cargo-capable  53's  off  on  long 
hauls  where  mechanical  difficulties  could 
develop  which  would  keep  them  on  the 
ground  for  repairs  or  parts  and  force  them 
to  play  catch-up  with  the  task  force.  But 
shortfalls  in  supplies,  including  ammuni- 
tion, decided  the  question.  It  was  a  matter 
of  risk  versus  immediate  need. 

There  was  an  air  of  excitement  as  cargo 
was  onloaded  at  the  pick-up  points.  Termi- 
nal officials  and  cargo  handlers  knew  that 
something  was  up  and  flight  personnel  were 
bombarded  with  questions.  But  the  crews 
had  no  answers.  They  knew  only  that  they 
were  headed  east  and  were  In  a  hurry  to  get 
wherever  they  were  going. 

Meanwhile,  those  remaining  aboard 
Guam  prepared  themselves  for  any  contin- 
gency. Flight  operations  were  highlighted 
by  night  exercises  as  well  as  ordnance  and 
aerial  gunner  training. 


The  task  force  arrived  on-statlon  off  the 
coast  of  Lebanon  on  June  12.  This  was 
known  as  MODLOC  for  "modified  location" 
and  it  will  long  be  remembered  by  the  men 
of  the  32nd  Marine  Amphibious  Unit  and 
Amphibious  Squadron  POUR.  As  the  Israe- 
lis tightened  their  stranglehold  on  the  PLO, 
preparations  continued  for  the  anticipated 
evax;uation  of  American  citizens  from 
Beirut.  The  planners  planned,  the  maintaln- 
ers  maintained,  the  sailors  kept  the  ships  in 
fighting  trim  and  the  ground  forces  readied 
their  minds  and  bodies  for  any  eventuality. 
It  was  a  waiting  game  but  there  was  no  let- 
up in  readiness. 

In  late  June,  the  evacuation  finally  took 
place,  not  from  Beirut  where  the  fighting 
was  still  raging,  but  from  the  port  of  Jun- 
iyal,  six  miles  to  the  north. 

The  squadron  had  already  transferred  by 
helo  on  June  16  to  the  two  line  companies 
embarked  on  Guam  to  Nashville  and  Her- 
mitage. Eight  days  later  these  ships  sailed 
to  within  two  miles  of  Juniyal  to  conduct  a 
waterbome  evacuation  of  Americans.  Two 
landing  craft  transported  581  U.S.  and  for- 
eign nationals  from  Juniyal  to  Hermitage 
and  Nashville.  The  Marines  of  the  amphibi- 
ous unit,  meanwhile,  were  poised  to  deal 
with  any  trouble  which  might  present  itself 
and  the  squadron  was  similarly  disposed, 
ready  for  an  airborne  response.  The  oper- 
ation came  off  without  a  hitch  and  the  evac- 
uees were  delivered  to  Lamaca.  Cyprus  the 
next  day. 

The  evacuation  completed,  most  assumed 
we  would  resume  our  schedule  of  exercises 
and  port  visits.  Curiously,  we  remained  in 
MODLOC.  The  American  Embassy  sUff 
and  countless  other  Americans  were  still  In 
Beirut.  Evacuation  plans  were  once  again 
begun  in  earnest  with  the  focus  on  the  U.S. 
Embassy  in  the  north  end  of  Beirut.  Intelli- 
gence flowed  in  on  various  factions  and  par- 
ties of  Palestinians  who  controlled  West 
Beirut.  During  this  period,  two  civilians  ar- 
rived aboard  the  Guam  to  brief  us  on  Beirut 
in  general  and  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  particu- 
lar. 

Though  their  official  capacity  was  a  bit 
hazy,  their  information  was  detailed  and  of 
inestimable  value.  The  tangled  web  of  Pales- 
tinian organizations  all  vying  for  control 
were  explained  in  detail  by  the  two  men. 

One  of  the  briefers  could  have  easily  been 
cast  in  a  spy  movie.  He  was  guarded  about 
his  past,  possessed  a  vast  knowledge  of  for- 
eign arms,  and  had  an  incredible  recall  of 
detail.  He  had  spent  time  with  many  of  the 
Palestinian  groups  and  provided  us  with 
useful  information  on  their  activities  and 
modes  of  operation. 

Then  one  day.  as  mysteriously  as  they  had 
appeared,  the  two  men  were  gone. 

In  addition  to  the  evacuation  alert,  the 
squadron  picked  up  another  standby  mis- 
sion on  June  22.  There  was  a  requirement  to 
transport  the  principals  of  shuttle  diploma- 
cy between  Cyprus,  Tel  Aviv  and  Beirut. 
Nine  days  of  alert  passed  before  the  first  of 
these  missions  was  flown.  Two  Hueys,  our 
only  VHP  equipped  aircraft,  and  two  CH- 
46's  composed  the  special  transport  pack- 
age. Time  and  time  again.  fllghU  were  laid 
on  (invariably  at  0100),  briefed,  and  aircraft 
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manned  only  to  be  cancelled  or  left  on  five 
minute  standby. 

All  these  frustrations  were  forgotten, 
however.  wi*h  our  first  mission  which  took 
place  on  the  first  of  July.  We  were  to 
launch  from  40  miles  off  the  shore,  navigate 
to  Juniyal.  make  a  passenger  pick-up.  return 
to  Guam  for  fuel,  and  go  on  to  Tel.  Aviv. 

Sidearms  were  the  only  weapons  author- 
ized. Navigation  was  a  sticky  point  as  radio 
aids  wer"  nonexistent  and  any  error  to  the 
south  or  north  would  cause  the  aircraft  to 
break  the  shoreline  over  hostile  Beirut  or 
over  Syrian  held  territory  to  the  north.  A 
key  navigational  and  communications  assist 
was  arranged  with  E-2C  aircraft  based  on 
the  USS  ForrestaL  which  was  also  operating 
In  MODLOC. 

I  watched  the  two  Hueys  disappear  in  the 
haze,  then  made  my  way  from  Primary  to 
the  Helo  Direction  Center  to  monitor  their 
progress  on  radar.  They  made  their  way 
toward  the  l)each  on  vectors  initially  from 
Guam  and  then  from  the  W-2  aircraft  of 
VAW-124. 

The  helos  caught  sight  of  the  coastline 
and  after  a  few  anxious  moments  over  Jun- 
iyal Harbor,  spotted  the  landing  zone.  Radio 
contact  was  finally  made  with  the  Embassy 
staff  at  the  landing  site  and  the  aircraft 
landed  to  pick  up  their  passengers. 

Returning  to  Guam,  the  aircraft  were  re- 
fueled for  their  flight  to  Tel  Aviv.  The 
flight  path,  altitudes,  and  IFF  procedures 
had  been  dictated  by  the  Israelis.  It  was  to 
be  followed  precisely.  An  enrout  navigation- 
al aid  in  the  form  of  a  Navy  destroyer  with 
Tacan  was  provided  to  form  the  southern 
point  of  the  "Gater  airway."  This  ship  was 
located  about  65  miles  south  of  our 
MODLOC  and  l>ecame  a  sort  of  stepping 
stone  to  the  Tel  Aviv  FIR.  The  flight  to  Tel 
Aviv,  was  carefully  plotted  and  flown  to 
keep  the  helos  out  of  SAM  range  from  the 
LetMtnese  coast. 

While  our  Hueys  were  south  in  Tel  Aviv, 
another  mission  was  called  away  and  an- 
other pickup  was  made  in  Juniyal.  This  time 
the  destination  was  Lamaca.  Cyprus  to  the 
north.  The  two  CH-46's  employed  communi- 
cated with  Lamaca  through  the  E-2C  which 
relayed  traffic.  This  aircraft  followed  the 
helos'  progress  on  radar,  made  all  the  neces- 
sary calls  to  the  tower,  and  even  "watched" 
the  taxi  evolutions  on  radar  from  a  distance 
of  100  miles.  What  capabilities  those  air- 
craft and  their  crews  have!  This  evolution 
began  a  cooperative  association  with  VAW- 
125  and  VAW-122  that  lasted  throughout 
the  Beirut  operations.  Time  and  again  air- 
borne E-2C's  served  as  our  eyes  and  voices 
in  the  eastern  Med  on  flights  t>etween  Leba- 
non. Israel,  and  Cyprus. 

We  remained  in  MODLOC  continuing  our 
training,  standing  by.  and  flying  special  dip- 
lomatic missions.  Ordnance  training  was 
conducted  for  Cobra  crews  and  for  the 
transport  door  gunners. 

Meanwhile,  negotiations  were  being  con- 
ducted by  the  Special  Envoy  to  the  Middle 
East.  Ambassador  Philip  Habib  and  his  as- 
sistant Mr.  Morris  Draper.  Both  were  car- 
ried into  and  out  of  Lebanon  by  HMM-261. 
who  acquired  the  nickname  the  "Cammie 
Cab  Company." 

In  late  July,  after  having  been  at  sea  for 
66  days.  Guam  was  released  to  a  72-hour 
recall  and  allowed  a  Naples  port  visit.  In 
order  to  continue  necessary  support  for  the 
shuttle  diplomacy  mission,  two  Hueys  were 
crossdecked  to  the  on-station  CV.  Independ- 
ence. 

Our  small  detachment  land  on  the  Indy 
on  July  26  expecting  to  stay  a  week  and 
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then  ride  the  ship  to  Naples.  We  were  to 
perform  our  shuttle  missions  from  Inde- 
pendence and  then  brief  the  SH-3  crews  on 
Forrestal  who  were  scheduled  to  relieve  us 
on  July  31.  Little  did  we  know  that  we 
would  remain  on  station  tmuncing  back  and 
forth  betwen  Indy  anil  Forrestal  before 
Guam  returned  on  August  20. 

We  soon  got  used  to  our  new  surroundings 
in  the  CV  Navy,  although  I  suspect  the  car- 
rier people  never  got  completely  accustomed 
to  seeing  our  two  green  Hueys  disrupting 
the  orderly  chaas  of  the  CV  flight  deck.  We 
must  have  been  a  curious  sight  strapping  on 
our  .38's.  and  launching  off  into  the  haze  to 
return  a  few  hours  later  from  somewhere  in 
the  east. 

Our  most  interesting  mission  came  on 
August  7  as  we  were  returning  to  Forrestal 
from  Juniyal  carrying  the  U.S.  military  liai- 
son team  following  its  first  meeting  with 
Mr.  Habib  in  Beirut.  There  was  no  E-2C  air- 
lx)me  this  time  so  Rear  Admiral  Chatham 
ordered  USS  Wainwrigtit  to  a  point  30  miles 
off  Juniyal  to  provide  the  necessary  radar 
coverage. 

An  SH-3H  from  HS-3  accompanied  us  to 
provide  radio  relay  while  we  were  in  the 
landing  zone.  The  H-3  accompanied  us  to 
the  mouth  of  Juniyal  Harbor  and  remained 
airborne  as  we  landed  to  make  our  pickup. 
As  we  took  off  and  headed  seaward,  he 
warned  us  of  two  F-16's  overtaking  us.  We 
had  seen  Israeli  aircraft  and  gunboats  on 
previous  missions  and  weren't  too  concerned 
about  their  presence  in  the  area.  But  as  the 
bright  blue  Star  of  David,  pamouf lage  paint, 
and  mounted  Sidewinders  on  the  wings  of 
the  F-16's  flashed  directly  in  front  of  our 
windscreen  at  about  100  feet,  we  had  some 
second  thoughts.  For  the  next  15  minutes, 
the  two  fighters  took  turns  splitting  our  for- 
mation, passing  in  front,  over,  and  below  us. 
and  buffeting  our  aircraft  as  we  proceeded 
back  to  Forrestal  at  100  knots  and  300  feet. 
This  harassment  continued  for  approxi- 
mately 30  miles  whereupon  the  planes  broke 
off.  climl)ed,  and  headed  south  toward 
Israel. 

When  we  returned  the  team  to  Juniyal 
the  next  morning.  Israeli  soldiers  met  them 
in  the  landing  zone.  The  Israelis  demanded 
identification,  the  nature  of  their  business, 
and  detained  them  for  45  minutes  before  al- 
lowing them  to  be  on  their  way. 

After  crossdecking  back  to  Independence. 
we  rejoined  Guam  on  August  20  as  she  came 
back  on  station.  Enroute  from  Naples,  the 
squadron  had  picked  up  103  passengers. 
15.000  pounds  of  mail  and  40.000  pounds  of 
cargo  that  had  l)een  waiting  in  Sigonella 
and  Souda  Bay  for  transport  to  the  contin- 
gency forces. 

By  this  time  the  decision  had  been  made 
to  insert  a  Multinational  Force  into  Beirut 
to  effect  the  evacuation  of  the  PLO.  Having 
made  a  helo  recon  of  the  port  facility  the 
day  prior.  Colonel  Mead  led  the  32nd  MAU 
ashore  in  the  Port  of  Beirut  on  August  25. 
While  the  tmttalion  and  service  support 
group  were  ashore  effecting  the  PLO  with- 
drawal, the  squadron  remained  at>oard 
Guam  three  miles  offshore. 

We  supported  the  operation  by  flying 
daily  logistical  flights  between  ships  and 
shore.  Numerous  flights  were  also  made  to 
Cyprus  for  high  priority  cargo  and  person- 
nel. Several  VIPs  appeared  on  the  manifest 
during  this  period  including  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  on  September  1st,  when  he  came 
to  have  a  look  at  the  evacuation  operation. 
Throughout  this  period,  an  alert  force  was 
maintained  consisting  of  six  CH-46's.  two 
CH-53S.  one  Huey.  and  three  Cobras  .  .  . 
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ready  for  immediate  missions.  The  oper- 
ation proved  particularly  frustrating  to 
Cobra  crews  who.  due  to  political  sensitivity 
and  the  aggressive  nature  of  their  mission, 
were  not  utilized  in  Beirut.  Their  ordeal  was 
perhaps  the  hardest— standing  alert  con- 
stantly for  a  period  of  17  days  without  being 
called  upon  to  take  an  active  part. 

One  of  the  more  important  operations 
consisted  of  the  airlift  of  communications 
equipment  for  the  Lebanese  Armed  Forces 
who  were  endeavoring  to  establish  their  au- 
thority in  the  area.  This  equipment  was  air- 
lifted into  Lamaca  by  Air  Force  transports 
then  ferried  by  squadron  aircraft  to  the 
waiting  arms  of  the  Lebanese  in  the  Port  of 
Beirut.  With  Beirut  International  Airport 
unavailable  for  use.  the  only  rapid  means  of 
moving  this  gear  was  via  the  helicopter  link 
between  Cyprus  and  the  Beirut  landing 
zone.  Over  100.000  pounds  of  gear  was  trans- 
ported during  the  operation. 

With  the  PLO  evacuation  completed,  the 
Marines  were  airlifted  back  to  the  ships  on 
September  10  and  the  force  retired  toward 
Naples.  The  operation  had  been  eminently 
successful  and  we  all  figured  we  would  not 
see  Beirut  again  this  cruise.  It  seems  we 
guessed  wrong!  While  we  were  in  Naples, 
the  massacres  at  the  Sabra  and  Shatilla  ref- 
ugee camps  took  place. 

And  so.  on  Septeml)er  21.  the  force  sortied 
from  Naples  Harbor  en  route  to  Lebanon 
once  again.  We  crossdecked  our  Cobras  to 
the  Nashville  on  the  23rd  where  they  would 
remain  throughout  the  Beirut  II  operation. 
This  strategy  provided  for  more  rapid  re- 
sponse and  freed  up  spots  on  the  Guam 
flight  deck  for  transports. 

The  heliborne  insertion  of  two  companies 
was  planned  at  the  Beirut  International  Air- 
port with  another  company  to  go  ashore  at 
the  Port.  All  elements  would  link  up  and 
occupy  a  line  around  the  airport  while  the 
Italians  and  French  occupied  positions  to 
the  north.  Political  considerations  delayed 
the  landing  until  29  September.  At  1400  on 
that  date.  Lt.  Col.  Geske  led  eight  CH-46's. 
three  CH-53's.  and  two  Hueys  into  the  air 
port. 

Two  reinforced  rifle  companies,  nine 
jeeps,  four  M274  Mules  and  126.000  pounds 
of  cargo  were  landed  by  air  in  three  hours. 
For  the  next  month,  logistics  flights  were 
flown  daily  from  Guam.  Special  diplomatic 
missions  and  log  flights  to  Cyprus  were  also 
routinely  conducted.  A  medevac  detachment 
was  established  ashore  to  respond  to  emer- 
gencies. This  support  was  tested  on  Septem- 
ber 30  when  ordnance  clearing  operations 
resulted  in  injuries  to  four  Marines.  A  CH- 
46.  flown  by  our  Executive  Officer.  Major 
Gary  Rainey.  responded  to  an  urgent  re- 
quest and  quickly  carried  the  injured  Ma- 
rines to  Guam  for  treatment. 

Our  relief  came  over  the  horizon  on  Octo- 
ber 29  as  HMM-263  embarked  on  Inchon  ar- 
rived on  station.  Turnover  was  conducted 
expeditiously  and  Guam  departed  Lebanese 
waters  on  November  1. 

Operations  over  the  previous  five  months 
had  been  intense,  exciting  and  meaningful. 
Despite  the  hours  of  frustration  that  go 
hand-in-hand  with  an  operation  of  this  sort, 
it  was  a  rewarding  experience.  The  Bulls 
were  going  home  with  a  new  sense  of  confi- 
dence and  accomplishment.* 


July  25,  1983 

FORGET  THE  MAINE 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  doc- 
trines have  been  a  staple  of  American 
diplomacy  for  several  decades.  I  am 
sure  my  colleagues  learned  of  the 
Monroe  Doctrine  while  still  in  grade 
school.  We  were  taught  that  the 
Monroe  Doctrine  is  a  fundamental  ele- 
ment of  American  foreign  policy.  As 
an  editorial  in  yesterdays  New  York 
Times  points  out,  however,  perhaps  we 
should  reconsider  the  role  of  doctrines 
since  they  can  take  us  to  a  place  where 
I,  this  Congress,  and  the  American 
people  do  not  want  to  go.  I  recommend 
the  column  to  my  colleagues: 
[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  July  24.  1983] 

Forget  the  Maine 
(If  you  want  war.  nourish  a  doctrine.  Doc- 
trines are  the  most  frightful  tyrants  to 
which  men  ever  are  subject,  because  doc- 
trines get  inside  of  a  man's  own  reason  and 
betray  him  against  himself.  .  .  .  Doctrines 
are  always  vague:  it  would  ruin  a  doctrine  to 
define  it.  because  then  it  could  be  analyzed, 
tested,  criticized,  and  verified.  .  .  .  Some- 
body asks  you  with  astonishment  and 
horror  whether  you  do  not  believe  in  the 
Monroe  Doctrine.  .  .  You  do  not  know 
what  it  is:  but  you  do  not  dare  to  say  that 
you  do  not.  because  you  understand  that  it 
is  one  of  the  things  which  every  good  Amer- 
ican is  bound  to  believe  in.  Now  when  any 
doctrine  arrives  at  that  degree  of  authority, 
the  name  of  it  is  a  club  which  any  dema- 
gogue may  swing  over  you  at  anytime  and 
apropos  of  anything.)— From  "War,"  by  Wil- 
liam Graham  Sumner,  1903. 

The  ideologues  and  idealists  who  inspired 
that  warning,  from  a  noted  conservative,  are 
swinging  their  club  again.  They  have  stam- 
peded the  country  into  Caribbean  military 
ventures  in  virtually  every  decade  of  this 
century.  Their  alarms— anti-Spanish  or  anti- 
British  or  anti-Soviet— have  rarely  proved 
justified,  and  their  interventions  have  done 
vastly  more  harm  than  good.  But  here  they 
go  again. 

You  don't  believe  in  the  Monroe  Doctrine? 
You  accept  the  Brezhnev  Doctrine  of  Irre- 
versible Revolution?  You  want  Another 
Cuba?  Never  heard  of  the  Domino  Theory? 
For  such  slogans,  the  Treasury  is  opened, 
the  Navy  sets  sail,  C.I. A.  armies  cross  bor- 
ders and  American  commitments  are  drawn 
in  quicksand.  When  the  people  balk,  the 
flags  are  raised  still  higher  and  the  Presi- 
dent merges  all  slogans  into  one  unreasoned 
cry: 

"There  can  be  no  question:  The  national 
security  of  all  the  Americas  is  at  stake  in 
Central  America.  If  we  cannot  defend  our- 
selves there,  we  cannot  expect  to  prevail 
elsewhere.  Our  credibility  would  collapse, 
our  alliances  would  crumble,  and  the  safety 
of  our  homeland  would  be  put  at  jeopardy." 
The  problem,  its  easy  to  forget,  is  not  a 
Soviet  attack  or  missile  base  but  El  Salva- 
dor, a  small,  long-misgoverned  country 
whose  feeble  rulers  are  unable  to  put  down 
either  a  Marxist-led  revolt  or  the  counter- 
terror  of  the  right.  Though  his  Ambassador 
said  this  civil  war  will  take  a  decade  to  re- 
solve. Mr.  Reagan  has  made  it  America's 
war. 
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Why?  Probably  because  of  Nicaragua, 
whose  welcome  revolution  produced  an  un- 
welcome Cuban-style  regime.  The  Sandi- 
nista  rebels  now  running  Nicaragua  have 
been  rooting  for  an  helping  the  rebels  in  El 
Salvador  and.  anticipating  Yankee  hostility, 
taking  arms  from  Cuba  and  other  Soviet 
friends. 

Mr.  Reagan  says  he'll  go  to  any  lengths  to 
stop  Nicaragua's  interference.  But  the  evi- 
dence grows  that  this  a  pretext  for  efforts 
to  overthrow  the  Sandinista  regime.  Hondu- 
ras has  been  made  a  base  for  American-led 
campaigns  in  both  El  Salvador  and  Nicara- 
gua, and  people  in  Washington  now 
expect— intend?— that  provocations  will 
permit  the  Honduran  Army,  supported  by 
American  forces,  to  crush  the  leftists  in 
both  countries. 

The  Administration  insists  it  will  thus 
provide  for  the  "safety  of  our  homeland" 
with  a  few  billion  dollars  and  without  many 
American  troops.  Its  private  documents, 
however,  already  stress  the  value  of  at  least 
threatening  direct  American  action. 

With  the  public  unmoved,  and  Congress 
torn  between  doubt  and  loyalty.  Mr.  Reagan 
has  now  summoned  Henry  Kissinger  and  a 
chorus  to  justify  his  course  or  suggest  a 
better  one.  But  what  kind  of  approach  is 
that  to  a  problem  the  President  puts  at  the 
top  of  his  list?  This  commission  is  a  chorus 
of  amateurs  and  won't  even  report  for  five 
months.  And  Choirmaster  Kissinger, 
though  a  most  agile  diplomat,  brings  no 
open  mind.  He  long  ago  raised  his  own  voice 
in  the  Administration's  sloganeering: 

"If  we  cannot  manage  Central  America,  it 
will  be  impossible  to  convince  threatened 
nations  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  in  other 
places  that  we  know  how  to  manage  the 
global  equilibrium.  We  will  face  a  series  of 
upheavals  ...  it  escapes  me  why  we  have 
to  apply  the  Brezhnev  Doctrine  in  Central 
America  and  assert  that  any  Communist 
government  that  has  established  itself  can 
never  be  changed." 

There  they  are:  Monroe  Doctrine.  Global 
Equilibrium.  Domino  Theory.  Brezhnev 
Doctrine,  Irreversible  Revolution.  He  might 
as  well  yell  "Remember  the  Maine"— as  Mr. 
Reagan  did  last  month  in  refusing  to  rule 
out  combat  troops. 

The  mystery  sinking  of  the  U.S.S.  Maine 
in  Havana  harbor  became  the  bloody  shirt 
of  the  jingos  who  pushed  for  war  with  Spain 
in  1898  to  stretch  America's  empire  to 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Philippines.  They  at 
least  had  a  naval  imparative.  as  did  the 
Presidents  who  for  the  next  50  years  colo- 
nized the  Caribbean  for  its  sea  lanes  and 
Panama  Canal.  If  Mr.  Reagan  would  but  re- 
member the  Canal  treaties,  which  he 
meanly  opposed,  he  might  update  his 
knowledge  of  Latin  reality  and  diplomatic 
possibility. 

Presidents  Eisenhower  and  Kennedy 
"lost"  Cuba  on  their  watch,  but  the  United 
States  survived.  So  well,  in  fact,  that  for  the 
next  20  years,  it  mostly  ignored  Latin  Amer- 
ica. Mr.  Reagan  may  "win  "  back  Nicaragua, 
as  Guatemala  was  won  back  in  1954.  but 
that  would  only  prolong  the  misery  and  re- 
sentment on  which  radicals  prey  and  build 
anti-Yankee  plots.  We  may  have  forgotten 
who  saddled  Nicaragua  with  the  Somoza 
dictatorship:  Nicaraguans  have  not. 

Forget  the  Monroe  Doctrine.  It  was  a 
young  America's  prayer  for  isolation  from 
Europe's  conflicts  and  later  a  pretext  for  ag- 
grandizement. It  is  resented  by  Latins  and. 
like  the  Maine,  irrelevant  to  the  nuclear 
age.  Keeping  Soviet  bases  out  of  the  Ameri- 
cas is  a  matter  for  the  superpowers  to  re- 
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solve,  as  they  did  in  Cuba  after  a  confronta- 
tion that  neither  should  want  to  repeat. 

Forget  the  Global  Equilibrium.  That  is 
nothing  more  than  a  pitch  for  spheres  of  in- 
fluence, and  those  have  to  be  earned,  as  In 
Europe.  Nicaj^gua  is  no  more  surely  "ours" 
than  Pakistan,  or  Afghanistan,  is  the  Rus- 
sians'. Mr.  Kissinger  is  right  to  say  that  mis- 
managing power  anywhere  can  dissipate 
power  everywhere,  but  wisdom  does  not 
flow  only  from  the  barrel  of  a  gun.  Nicara- 
gua's deplorable  passage  from  a  right-  to 
left-wing  dictatorship  is  an  object  lesson, 
not  a  threat  to  world  peace. 

Beware  the  dominoes,  by  all  means.  Nica- 
ragua, like  Cuba,  should  Ije  prevented  from 
exporting  weapons,  by  joint  action  of  hemi- 
sphere nations.  But  blockades  won't  keep 
radical  ideas  from  reaching  frail  societies. 

Does  that  mean  acquiescing  in  the  tri- 
umph of  communism  in  one  Cuba  after  an- 
other, in  the  doctrine  of  the  Irreversible 
Revolution?  Of  course  not.  Even  Cuba  will 
not  forever  be  a  Soviet  ally.  Much  dep>ends 
on  what  the  United  States  has  to  offer 
Latin  Americans,  including  its  revolutionar- 
ies. Fidel  Castro's  renown  owes  as  much  to 
our  hysterical  opposition  as  it  does  to  his 
own  accomplishments. 

Revolutions  are  unsettling,  but  not  inevi- 
tably Communist.  If  Communist,  they  are 
not  Inevitably  pro-Soviet.  If  pro-Soviet,  they 
are  not  irreversible.  Only  the  Red  Army 
keeps  Eastern  Europe  Communist:  Chinese 
and  Yugoslav  Communists  have  become 
America's  friends.  The  idea  that  the  whole 
world  is  tilting  from  right  to  left  and  threat- 
ening to  bury  the  Americas  in  a  Marxist  av- 
alanche is  a  dangerous  delusion— just  one 
more  doctrine. 

There  are  many  things  the  United  States 
should  be  doing  for  hemisphere  stability, 
democracy  and  propserlty,  to  defend  its  gen- 
uine interests,  diminish  Soviet  influence  and 
dispel  the  impression  that  it  is  threatened 
by  social  justice  in  Latin  America.  What  it 
should  not  be  doing  is  overthrowing  con- 
tainable leftist  regimes  or  fighting  for  lost 
reactionary  causes,  launching  invasions  and 
war  games  in  the  service  of  blind  doctrine. 

The  President  who  remembers  the  Maine 
in  the  Caribbean  forgets  the  Maddox  and 
Turner  Joy  in  Tonkin  Gulf.  He  is  inviting, 
perhaps  provoking,  incidents,  practicing  nei- 
ther vigilance  nor  diplomacy  but  adventur- 
ism. He  is  drifting  into  war  turning  minor 
problems  into  colossal  defeats.* 


KISSINGER  COMMISSION 


HON.  MERVYN  M.  DYMALLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 
•  Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
light  of  the  President's  recent  appoint- 
ment of  Dr.  Henry  Kissinger  to  a  com- 
mission dealing  with  the  practices  of 
Central  America,  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  the  House  an  edito- 
rial published  in  the  July  22.  1983.  edi- 
tion of  the  Sacramento  Bee  by  C.  K. 
McClatchy.  I  ask  that  it  be  reprinted 
in  the  Congressional  Record. 
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tProm  the  Sacramento  (Calif.)  Bee,  July  22. 

1983] 

The  Kissinger  Smoke  Screen 

(By  C.  K.  McClatchy) 

The  Reagan  administration  has  embarked 
on  a  dangerously  aggressive,  confronta- 
tional policy  in  Latin  America  that  should 
be  sending  shock  waves  of  anger  and  fear 
through  the  American  public.  Thus  far. 
however,  the  opposition  has  been  muted  by 
a  combination  of  the  administration's  anti- 
Communist  rhetoric  and  public  relations 
molasses. 

The  politically  blind  have  silenced  the  po- 
litically fearful. 

The  latest  dose  of  molasses  has  been  to 
call  Henry  Kissinger  back  to  center  stage  to 
head  a  presidential  commission  that  will 
recommend  long-term  economic  and  securi- 
ty measures  for  the  region.  Kissinger,  the 
manipulative  directing  force  of  past  contro- 
versial government  actions  in  Chile.  Cambo- 
dia and  Vietnam,  seems  a  strange  choice  if 
one  is  seeking  consensus,  but  the  name,  if 
nothing  else,  has  grabbed  public  attention. 

Presidential  commissions  can  serve  a 
useful  purpose  if  they  are  created  to  study  a 
problem  and  present  a  solution,  but  a  mean- 
ingful analysis  requires  consideration  of  op- 
posing views.  This  is  not  likely  to  happen 
because  Kissinger  and  most  of  his  fellow 
commissioners  fully  accept  Reagan's  essen- 
tial thesis  that  the  basic  problems  we  now 
see  in  Latin  America  are  primarily  the 
result  of  Russian  machinations  through  its 
agents  in  Cuba  and  Nicaragua.  That 
premise,  so  firmly  held  by  the  president  and 
his  chief  advisers,  predetermines  that  the 
commission  will  be  a  cheerleader  for  those 
policies  the  administration  already  has  de- 
cided it  must  implement  to  fight  what 
Reagan  describes  as  "Communist  aggression 
on  the  American  mainland  .  .  .  fueled  by 
the  Soviets  and  the  Cubans." 

Although  the  commission  has  not  been  set 
up  to  find  a  solution  or  reach  a  compro- 
mise—it is  really  a  smoke  screen  designed  to 
defuse  criticism— it  must  not  be  used  as  a 
shelter  for  political  leaders  to  hide  behind. 
Congress  has  primary  responsibility  for 
monitoring  the  foreign  policy  activities  of 
the  administration,  including  ongoing  covert 
operations  that  are  escalating  an  already 
dangerous  conflict. 

What  action  should  Congress  take?  Admit- 
tedly, it  is  in  a  political  box.  The  hawks  who 
dominate  this  administration  are  making  it 
clear  that  those  who  fail  to  back  the  presi- 
dent should  be  prepared  to  assume  responsi- 
bility for  "losing"  El  Salvador.  Congression- 
al leaders  must  cut  through  the  threat  of 
the  administration's  posturing  and  become 
the  source  of  accurate  information  for  the 
American  public. 

First  of  all.  it  should  be  made  clear  that 
no  American  is  going  to  "win"  or  "lose"  El 
Salvador.  It  isn't  ours  to  lose.  In  the  long 
run.  the  fate  of  that  nation  will  be  deter- 
mined by  the  people  who  live  there.  Our 
support,  economic  and  military,  can  help 
the  government  just  as  aid  from  Cuba  and 
Nicaragua  can  help  the  rebels.  But  no 
amount  of  arms  and  stdvice  will  keep  the 
government  of  El  Salvador  in  power  if  the 
population  of  that  country  Joins  the  opposi- 
tion. 

It  is  the  Reagan  administration's  k>elief 
that  revolutionary  ferment  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica has  been  created  by  the  Russians  and 
Cubans.  As  a  result,  it  comes  to  the  danger- 
ously false  conclusion  that  it  can  be  con- 
^  tained  by  primarily  military  means.  This 
has  led  to  the  creation  of  American  bases  in 
Honduras,  making  it  almost  inevitable  that 
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country  will  t>e  drawn  into  wars  in  El  Salva- 
dor and  Nicaragua.  What  happens  if  Nicara- 
gua attacks  the  camps  in  Honduras  which 
serve  as  bases  for  attacks  on  Nicaragua? 

There  is  more  than  a  little  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  there  are  elements  in  the  adminis- 
tration who  would  welcome  that  as  an  op- 
portunity to  send  American  troops  in  and 
"clean  up  the  mess  once  and  for  all."  Only 
Congress  can  prevent  this  from  happening 
by  setting  clear  and  firm  limits  on  overt  and 
covert  military  action. 

If.  indeed,  it  is  true  that  the  solution  the 
United  States  desires  cannot  be  achieved  by 
military  action,  then  what  are  the  other  op- 
tions? Unfortunately,  they  run  from  poor  to 
bad.  But  stating  this  candidly  is  also  a  nec- 
essary function  of  leadership. 

We  should  cease  our  economic  and  covert 
military  actions  against  Nicaragua.  The 
Reagan  administration  has  missed  whatever 
chance  may  have  existed  to  co-opt  the  San- 
dinistas. We  will  never  know  whether  it  was 
inevitable  that  they  would  become  depend- 
ent on  the  Russians  and  Cubans,  but  we  are 
not  going  to  make  the  Sandinistas  go  away 
by  associating  ourselves  with  the  despised 
forces  of  Somoza. 

In  El  Salvador,  we  should  continue  to  sup- 
port the  government  but  only  if  it  starts  to 
serve  the  needs  of  the  people  as  well  as  it 
serves  the  needs  of  the  oligarchy.  If  the  gov- 
ernment ends  the  killing  of  innocent  people 
and  re-establishes  a  program  of  reform  that 
can  win  support  from  the  population,  it 
makes  sense  to  continue  the  support.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  right-wing,  neo-fascist 
elements  gain  full  control,  it  would  be  in  our 
best  interest  to  cut  off  all  support.  We  will 
gain  little  and  lose  much  every  day  we  are 
associated  with  a  regime  that  is  hated  by 
the  people  and  continues  in  power  only  be- 
cause of  our  support. 

This  means  that  we  should  be  prepared  to 
live  with  governments  in  Latin  America  that 
are  Marxist  and  anti-American.  If  that  hap- 
pens, it  will  not  be  the  most  desirable  cir- 
cumstance, but  it  would  be  more  promising 
than  our  trying  by  force  of  arms  to  impose 
on  Latin  American  countries  governments 
of  our  choosing.  Short  of  occupying  the 
area  with  American  soldiers,  we  would  not 
be  successful,  a  lesson  well-learned  in  Viet- 
nam. 

In  the  long  run,  Marxist  governments  in 
Latin  America,  whether  they  are  in  Nicara- 
gua. Cuba,  or  even  El  Salvador,  have  more 
to  gain  from  peaceful  coexistence  with  the 
United  States  than  confrontation.  We  are 
their  natural  trading  partners,  regardless  of 
[Mlitical  incompatibility.  Given  time  and  op- 
portunity, a  Latin  American  Marxist  regime 
should  be  happy  to  trade  dependence  on  the 
Soviet  Union  for  a  live-and-let-live  relation- 
ship with  the  United  States. 

Cuba  made  overtures  to  the  United  States 
during  the  Carter  administration,  but  a 
combination  of  Carter's  political  weakness 
and  lack  of  courage  killed  that  effort.  Iron- 
ically. Reagan  has  been  in  the  strongest  pos- 
sible position  to  pursue  relations  with  Cuba 
and  end  that  nation's  dependence  on 
Russia.  Like  Nixon  going  to  China.  Reagan 
would  be  acclaimed  for  the  move.  Reagan, 
however,  unlike  Nixon,  is  not  solving  prob- 
lems; he  Is  compounding  them.  Instead  of 
moving  to  neutralize  Cuba  by  normalizing 
relations,  he  Is  throwing  gasoline  on  the 
flames  of  conflict  in  Latin  America.  Unless 
Congress  alters  his  course,  the  fruits  of  his 
machismo  will  t>e  a  bevy  of  new  Cubas.* 
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FORGET  THE  MAINE 


HON.  MICHAEL  D.  BARNES 

OF  MARYI,AND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  some- 
one in  the  administration  would  pause 
long  enough  in  his  or  her  headlong 
rush  to  war  in  Central  America  to 
ponder  yesterdays  New  York  Times 
editorial  on  the  subject,  we  might  save 
ourselves  and  our  neighbors  a  lot  of 
sadness  and  suffering. 

The  Times  devoted  its  entire  editori- 
al space  to  this  one  issue  yesterday.  It 
laid  out  at  length  how  the  sloganeer- 
ing that  masquerades  as  policy  in  this 
administration  is  leading  us  inexorably 
to  war  in  Central  America.  The  Presi- 
dent, says  the  Times,  "is  inviting,  per- 
haps provoking,  incidents,  practicing 
neither  vigilance  nor  diplomacy  but 
adventurism.  He  is  drifting  into  war 
and  turning  minor  problems  into  co- 
lossal defeats.  " 

I  fully  share  the  alarm  that  is  sug- 
gested by  this  unusual  editorial.  So  do 
the  people  of  this  country.  So,  I  know, 
do  many  of  my  colleagues.  It  is  our  re- 
sponsibility as  Members  of  this  body 
not  to  let  ourselves  be  driven  by  slo- 
gans into  another  Caribbean  adven- 
ture that  does  not  serve  our  interests 
and  does  not  respond  to  the  real  situa- 
tion there.  We  must  raise  the  level  of 
debate  in  this  body  above  the  level  at 
which  the  administration,  for  its  own 
purposes,  seeks  to  keep  it.  We  must 
know  our  interests,  and  we  must 
pursue  them  intelligently.  At  the 
moment  we  are  doing  neither. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  editorial 
at  this  point: 
[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  July  24.  1983] 

PORCET  THE  MAINE 

//  you  want  war.  nourish  a  doctrine.  Doc- 
trines are  the  most  frightful  tyrants  to 
which  men  ever  are  subject,  because  doc- 
trines get  inside  of  a  man's  own  reason  and 
betray  him  against  himself.  .  .  .  Doctrines 
are  always  vague;  it  would  tt/iji  a  doctrine 
to  define  it.  because  then  it  could  fte  ana- 
lysed, tested,  criticised,  and  verified.  .  .  . 
Somebody  asks  you  with  astonishment  and 
horror  whether  you  do  not  believe  in  the 
Monroe  Doctrine.  .  .  .  You  do  not  know 
what  it  is:  but  you  do  not  dare  to  say  that 
you  do  not.  because  you  understand  that  it 
is  one  of  the  things  which  every  good  Ameri- 
can is  bound  to  believe  in.  Now  when  any 
doctrine  arrives  at  that  degree  of  authority, 
the  name  of  it  is  a  club  which  any  dema- 
gogue may  swing  over  you  at  any  time  and 
apropos  of  anything.— From  "War,"  by  Wil- 
liam Graham  Sumner,  1903. 

The  ideologues  and  idealists  who  inspired 
that  warning,  from  a  noted  conservative,  are 
swinging  their  club  again.  They  have  stam- 
peded the  country  into  Caribbean  military 
ventures  in  virtually  every  decade  of  this 
century.  Their  alanns— anti-Spanish  or  anti- 
British  or  anti-Soviet— have  rarely  proved 
Justified,  and  their  Interventions  have  done 
vastly  more  harm  than  good.  But  here  they 
go  again. 


You  don't  believe  in  the  Monroe  Doctrine? 
You  accept  the  Brezhnev  Doctrine  of  Irre- 
versible Revolution?  You  want  Another 
Cuba?  Never  heard  of  the  Domino  Theory? 
Por  such  slogans,  the  Treasury  opened, 
the  Navy  sets  sail.  C.I.A.  armies  cross  bor- 
ders and  American  commitments  are  drawn 
in  quicksand.  When  the  people  balk,  the 
flags  are  raised  still  higher  and  the  Presi- 
dent merges  all  slogans  into  one  unreasoned 
cry: 

There  can  be  no  question:  The  national  se- 
curity of  all  the  Americas  is  at  stake  in  Cen- 
tral America.  If  we  cannot  defend  ourselves 
there,  we  cannot  expect  to  prevail  elsewhere. 
Our  credibility  would  collapse,  our  alliances 
would  crumble,  and  the  safety  of  our  home- 
land would  be  put  at  jeopardy. 

The  problem,  it's  easy  to  forget,  is  not  a 
Soviet  attack  or  missile  base  but  El  Salva- 
dor, a  small,  long-misgoverned  country 
whose  feeble  rulers  are  unable  to  put  down 
either  a  Marxist-led  revolt  or  the  counter- 
terror  of  the  right.  Though  his  Ambassador 
said  this  civil  war  will  take  a  decade  to  re- 
solve. Mr.  Reagan  has  made  it  Americas 
war. 

Why?  Probably  because  of  Nicaragua, 
whose  welcome  revolution  produced  an  un- 
welcome Cuban-style  regime.  The  Sandi- 
nista  rebels  now  running  Nicaragua  have 
been  rooting  for  and  helping  the  rebels  in  El 
Salvador  and.  anticipating  Yankee  hostility, 
taking  arms  from  Cuba  and  other  Soviet 
friends. 

Mr.  Reagan  says  he'll  go  to  any  lengths  to 
stop  Nicaragua's  interference  But  the  evi- 
dence grows  that  this  is  a  pretext  for  efforts 
-  to  overthrow  the  Sandinista  regime.  Hondu- 
ras has  been  made  a  base  for  American-led 
campaigns  into  both  El  Salvador  and  Nica- 
ragua, and  people  in  Washington  now 
expect— intend?— that  provocations  will 
permit  the  Honduran  Army,  supported  by 
American  forces,  to  crush  the  leftists  in 
both  countries. 

The  Administration  insists  it  will  thus 
provide  for  the  "safety  of  our  homeland" 
with  a  few  billion  dollars  and  without  many 
American  troops.  Its  private  documents, 
however,  already  stress  the  value  of  at  least 
threatening  direct  American  action. 

With  the  public  unmoved,  and  Congress 
torn  between  doubt  and  loyalty.  Mr.  Reagan 
has  now  summoned  Henry  Kissinger  and  a 
chorus  to  justify  his  course  or  suggest  a 
better  one.  But  what  kind  of  approach  is 
that  to  a  problem  the  President  puts  at  the 
top  of  his  list?  This  commission  is  a  chorus 
of  amateurs  and  won't  even  report  for  five 
months.  And  Choirmaster  Kissinger, 
though  a  most  agile  diplomat,  brings  no 
open  mind.  He  long  ago  raised  his  own  voice 
in  the  Administration's  sloganeering: 

If  we  cannot  manage  Central  America,  it 
will  be  impossible  to  convince  threatened 
nations  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  in  other 
places  that  we  know  how  to  manage  the 
global  equilibrium.  We  will  face  a  series  of 
upheavals  ...  It  escapes  me  why  we  have  to 
apply  the  Brezhnev  Doctine  in  Central 
America  and  assert  that  any  Communist 
government  that  has  established  itself  can 
never  be  changed. 

There  they  are:  Monroe  Doctrine.  Global 
Equilibrium.  Domino  Theory,  Brezhnez 
Doctrine,  Irreversible  Revolution.  He  might 
as  well  yell  "Remember  the  Maine  "—as  Mr. 
Reagan  did  last  month  in  refusing  to  rule 
out  combat  troops. 

The  mystery  sinking  of  the  U.S.S.  Maine 
in  Havana  harbor  became  the  bloody  shirt 
of  the  jingos  who  pushed  for  war  with  Spain 
in    1898    to    stretch    America's    empire    to 
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Puerto  Rico  and  the  Philippines.  They  at 
least  had  a  naval  imperative,  as  did  the 
Presidents  who  for  the  next  50  years  colo- 
nized the  Caribbean  for  its  sea  lanes  and 
Panama  Canal.  If  Mr.  Reagan  would  but  re- 
member the  Canal  treaties,  which  he 
meanly  opposed,  he  might  update  his 
knowledge  of  Latin  reality  and  diplomatic 
possibility. 

Presidents  Eisenhower  and  Kennedy 
"Lost "  Cuba  on  their  watch,  but  the  United 
States  sur\'ived.  So  well,  in  fact,  that  for  the 
next  20  years,  it  mostly  ignored  Latin  Amer- 
ica. Mr.  Reagan  may  "win"  back  Nicaragua, 
as  Guatemala  was  won  back  in  1954.  but 
that  would  only  prolong  the  misery  and  re- 
sentment on  which  radicals  prey  and  build 
anti-Yankee  plots.  We  may  have  forgotten 
who  saddled  Nicaragua  with  the  Somoza 
dictatorship;  Nicaraguans  have  not. 

Forget  the  Monroe  Doctrine.  It  was  a 
young  America's  prayer  for  isolation  from 
Europe's  conflicts  and  later  a  pretext  for  ag- 
grandizement. It  is  resented  by  Latins  and. 
like  the  Maine,  irrelevant  to  the  nuclear 
age.  Keeping  Soviet  bases  out  of  the  Ameri- 
cas is  a  matter  for  the  superpowers  to  re- 
solve, as  they  did  in  Cuba  after  a  confronta- 
tion that  neither  should  want  to  repeat. 

Forget  the  Global  Equilibrium.  That  is 
nothing  more  than  a  pitch  for  spheres  of  in- 
fluence, and  those  have  to  be  earned,  as  in 
Europe.  Nicaragua  is  no  more  surely  "ours" 
than  Pakistan,  or  Afghanistan,  is  the  Rus- 
sians'. Mr.  Kissinger  is  right  to  say  that  mis- 
managing power  anywhere  can  dissipate 
power  everywhere,  but  wisdom  does  not 
flow  only  from  the  barrel  of  a  gun.  Nicara- 
gua's deplorable  passage  from  a  right-  to 
left-wing  dictatorship  is  an  object  lesson, 
not  a  threat  to  world  peace. 

Beware  the  dominoes,  by  all  means.  Nica- 
ragua. Uke  Cuba,  should  be  prevented  from 
exporting  weapons,  by  joint  action  of  hemi- 
sphere nations.  But  blockades  wont  keep 
radical  ideas  from  reaching  frail  societies. 

Does  that  mean  acquiescing  in  the  tri- 
umph of  communism  in  one  Cuba  after  an- 
other, in  the  doctrine  of  the  Irreversible 
Revolution?  Of  course  not.  Even  Cuba  will 
not  forever  be  a  Soviet  ally.  Much  depends 
on  what  the  United  States  has  to  offer 
Latin  Americans,  including  its  revolutionar- 
ies. Fidel  Castro's  renown  owes  as  much  to 
our  hysterical  opposition  as  it  does  to  his 
own  accomplishments. 

Revolutions  are  unsettling,  but  not  inevi- 
tably Communist.  If  Communist,  they  are 
not  inevitably  pro-Soviet.  If  pro-Soviet,  they 
are  not  irreversible.  Only  the  Red  Army 
keeps  Eastern  Europe  Communist;  Chinese 
and  Yugoslav  Communists  have  become 
America's  friends.  The  idea  that  the  whole 
world  is  tilting  from  right  to  left  and  threat- 
ening to  bury  the  Americas  in  a  Marxist  av- 
alanche is  a  dangerous  delusion— just  one 
more  doctrine. 

There  are  many  things  the  United  States 
should  be  doing  for  hemisphere  stability, 
democracy  and  prosperity,  to  defend  its  gen- 
uine interests,  diminish  Soviet  influence  and 
dispel  the  impression  that  it  is  threatended 
by  social  justice  in  Latin  America.  What  it 
should  not  be  doing  is  overthrowing  con- 
tainable leftist  regimes  or  fighting  for  lost 
reactionary  causes,  launching  invasions  and 
war  games  in  the  service  of  blind  doctrine. 

The  President  who  remembers  the  Maine 
in  the  Caribbean  forgets  the  Maddox  and 
Turner  Joy  in  Tonkin  Gulf.  He  is  inviting, 
perhaps  provoking,  incidents,  practicing  nei- 
ther vigilance  nor  diplomacy  but  adventur- 
ism. He  is  drifting  into  war  and  turning 
minor  problems  into  colossal  defeats.* 
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WHY  KOWTOW  TO  INDIA? 


HON.  MARCY  KAPTUR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 
•  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  be- 
lieve that  the  United  States  should 
take  a  tough  stand  on  the  export  of  re- 
actor components  for  India's  nuclear 
plant  at  Tarapur.  The  manner  In 
which  we  respond  to  the  Indian  re- 
quest will  reveal  the  strength  of  our 
commitment  to  halting  nuclear  prolif- 
eration. 

It  appears  that  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration may  violate  U.S.  nonprolifera- 
tion  law  if  it  grants  India's  request. 
The  Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Act 
bans  exports  of  nuclear  material  to  na- 
tions, such  as  India,  "engaged  in  activi- 
ties having  direct  significance  for  the 
manufacture  or  acquistion  of  nuclear 
explosive  devices." 

Another  provision  of  the  act  bans 
nuclear  exports  to  countries,  such  as 
India,  that  do  not  accept  IAEA  safe- 
guards on  all  their  facilities.  In  1980, 
former  President  Carter  exercised  his 
authority  to  waive  this  ban,  and  al- 
though the  House  voted  to  overturn 
this  waiver,  the  Senate  failed  to  do  so. 
Prime  Minister  Gandhi  has  refused  to 
rule  out  the  possibility  of  a  second  nu- 

The  United  States  must  withhold 
parts  from  India  until  they  assure  us 
that  they  are  not  planning  another 
nuclear  test  and  until  they  accept  full- 
scope  IAEA  safeguards.  As  Senator 
BoscHwiTZ  stated: 

If  we  who  are  already  in  the  nuclear  busi- 
ness, either  for  civilian  or  military  purposes, 
are  really  serious  about  wanting  to  stop  pro- 
liferation, this  is  the  kind  of  bold,  forceful 
step  that  we  have  no  choice  but  to  take. 

Mr  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  an  editorial  along 
these  lines,   from  the  Toledo  Blade. 
July  10,  1983.  The  editorial  follows: 
Why  Kowtow  To  India? 

Despite  a  U.S.  law  explicitly  forbidding 
the  sale  of  nuclear  fuel  to  any  nation  that 
does  not  sign  the  international  Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation  Treaty,  the  Government 
repeatedly  has  ignored  it  by  sending  or  ar- 
ranging to  send  fuel  to  India. 

Now.  in  the  wake  of  Secretary  of  State 
Shultzs  recent  visit  to  new  Delhi,  it  appears 
that  the  same  kind  of  blinders  are  being 
donned  in  order  to  supply  spare  parts  to 
India's  Tarapur  nuclear-power  reactor. 

There  really  is  no  excuse  for  this.  Ohio 
Senator  Glenn  has  characterized  these  sales 
as  "undermining  our  nonproliferation  ef- 
forts around  the  world. "  and  he  is  right. 
Prime  Minister  Indira  Gandhi  never  has 
made  any  secret  of  her  dislike  for  just  about 
everything  American  and  her  preference  for 
Soviet  military  equipment  for  her  country's 
armed  forces.  One  government  spokesman, 
in  fact,  has  gone  on  record  as  stating  that 
when  the  U.S.Indian  agreement  on  the  Tar- 
apur reactor  expires  in  1993,  India  will 
regard  it  as  having  lapsed  and  would  not  be 
bound  by  any  further  obligations. 
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Not  that  India  has  observed  its  obhgations 
since  the  agreement  was  signed  in  1963.  It 
set  off  an  atomic  explosion  in  1974  and 
could  very  well  do  so  again.  And  it  repeated- 
ly has  refused  to  accept  safeguards  against 
the  production  of  weapons-grade  Plutonium 
for  nuclear  devices  from  the  spent  fuel  at 
Tarapur. 

To  make  matters  worse,  the  United  States 
caved  in  and  shipped  an  order  of  uranium  to 
Tarapur  in  1980  and  actually  arranged  for 
France  to  send  India  more  fuel  last  year. 
Now  it  appears  that  the  Administration  is 
planning  to  either  send  spare  parts  to  the 
plant  from  this  country  or  else  arrange  for 
them  to  be  supplied  by  a  third  country,  as 
yet  unnamed:  just  as  it  did  in  the  case  of 
fuel  from  Prance. 

Obviously  neither  the  1963  Tarapur  pact 
nor  the  U.S.  law  prohibiting  sales  of  urani- 
um fuel  to  nations  in  violation  of  the  non- 
proliferation  treaty  has  any  meaning.  And 
in  view  of  India's  behavior  over  the  years, 
this  is  baffling  to  say  the  least.  Not  only 
does  it  put  the  U.S.  Government  in  a  bad 
light  but  it  also  sets  unnecessary  and  unwise 
precedents  in  terms  of  relations  with  other 
nations  carrying  on  nuclear  experiments. 

Congress  has  been  just  as  lax  as  have  suc- 
cessive administrations  in  skirting  the  clear 
mandates  of  these  obligations.  If  other 
countries  want  to  get  into  this  kind  of  mess 
with  India,  that  is  their  business.  But  it  is 
time  Washington  woke  up  and  treated  India 
the  way  it  deserves  to  be  treated  when  it 
comes  to  nuclear  supplies— cut  them  of f.« 
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HON.  ROMANO  L  MAZZOLI 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  MAZZOLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are  many  important  and  difficult 
issues  before  this  body  at  the  present 
time.  In  my  mind,  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant is  the  need  to  reform  our  Na- 
tion's inunigration  laws. 

The  Immigration  Refonn  and  Con- 
trol Act  of  1983,  H.R.  1510,  is  now 
ready  for  floor  consideration.  It  passed 
the  Judiciary  Committee  on  May  5  by 
a  vote  of  20  to  10.  Because  of  its  broad 
scope,  it  was  referred  to  four  other 
committees.  These  committees  com- 
pleted their  deliberations  on  H.R.  1510 
on  June  28. 

More  than  180  Members  of  the 
House  have  examined  the  bill  in  detail 
through  the  various  committee  delib- 
erations. This  bill  has  received  the 
type  of  intensive  scrutiny  a  major 
piece  of  legislation— making  thorough- 
going changes  in  the  Nations  immi- 
gration laws  for  the  first  time  In  30 
years— must  receive. 

Now  it  is  time  to  move  H.R.  1510  to 
the  floor  and  to  a  vote. 

I  believe  most  of  our  colleagues  are 
familiar  with  current  conditions  which 
have  generated  the  need  for  this  bi- 
partisan legislation— the  continued 
large-scale  flow  of  undocumented 
aliens  into  our  country,  some  of  whom 
take  jobs  from  U.S.  citizens;  the  un- 
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derground  society  in  which  these  un- 
documented aliens  must  live,  often  ex- 
ploited by  unscrupulous  employers; 
and  the  backlog  of  150,000  cases  filed 
by  those  who  are  asylum  seekers. 
These  problems  are  worse  today  than 
they  have  ever  been  and  will  continue 
to  worsen  unless  this  House  acts. 

Members  of  this  body  are  also  aware 
of  the  extensive  background  on  the 
legislation  which  has  brought  us  this 
far.  Twice  in  the  early  1970's,  under 
the  leadership  of  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Judiciary  Committee, 
Peter  W.  Rodino,  Jr..  this  House  over- 
whelmingly adopted  immigration 
reform  legislation  only  to  see  it  die  be- 
cause of  inaction  by  the  other  body. 

Four  successive  Presidents— Demo- 
crat and  Republican  alike— have  en- 
dorsed the  central  concepts  of  this  bill. 
The  major  study  commission  headed 
by  Father  Theodore  Hesburgh,  presi- 
dent of  my  alma  mater.  Notre  Dame 
University,  after  conducting  the  most 
massive  examination  of  immigration 
and  refugee  policy  in  over  70  years,  de- 
veloped and  refined  the  concepts  in 
this  bill,  recommending  it  to  the  Con- 
gress in  March  1981. 

This  year,  my  Subcommittee  on  Im- 
migration. Refugees,  and  Internation- 
al Law  held  7  days  of  hearings  on  H.R. 
1510,  requiring  more  than  26  hours  of 
testimony  from  74  witnesses.  During 
the  97th  Congress,  we  held  more  than 
100  hours  of  hearings  with  over  300 
witnesses  in  an  earlier  version  of  H.R. 
1510. 

Three  other  committees  involved  in 
the  sequential  referral— the  Commit- 
tees on  Agriculture,  Energy  and  Com- 
merce, and  Education  and  Labor- also 
held  hearings  this  year  and  last  year 
on  the  bill. 

In  short,  the  bill  and  the  issues  it  ad- 
dresses have  been  studied  as  much  as 
they  can.  Again  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  time  for  a  vote. 

The  other  body  has  at  long  last 
acted  on  immigration  reform,  with  the 
strong  push  of  my  distinguished 
Senate  colleague.  Senator  Alan  Simp- 
son of  Wyoming.  Last  year  and  this, 
by  overwhelming  votes,  the  other  body 
passed  its  own  version  of  the  Immigra- 
tion Reform  and  Control  Act. 

The  version  of  this  bill— H.R.  1510— 
as  adopted  by  your  House  Judiciary 
Committee  is  better  than  the  Senate 
version,  I  believe,  but  both  bills  con- 
tain elements  essential  to  meaningful 
immigration  reform— sanctions  against 
employers  who  knowingly  hire  undoc- 
umented aliens,  a  strengthened  Immi- 
grantion  and  Naturalization  Service, 
reform  of  the  asylum  process,  a  gener- 
ous, but  careful,  case-by-case  legaliza- 
tion program,  and  a  carefully  con- 
trolled temporary  worked  program  to 
take  jobs  Americans  will  not  take, 
even  at  reasonable  wages. 

One  of  the  States  most  affected  by 
our  present  immigration  chaos  is 
Texas.    Its    newly    elected    Governor, 
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Mark  White,  realizing  the  importance 
of  immigration  reform  for  the  people 
of  the  Lone  Star  State,  appointed  a 
blue  ribbon  panel  to  study  the  issues 
entailed  in  revamping  the  Nation's  im- 
migration laws.  Its  members  included 
those  whose  views  and  backgrounds 
ranged  across  the  board— agricultural 
employees,  labor  union  representa- 
tives, INS  officials,  Hispanic  Ameri- 
cans, religious  leaders,  and  individuals 
from  every  walk  of  life. 

After  conducting  its  own  hearings 
across  Texas,  Governor  White's  panel 
has  now  issued  its  interim  report 
which,  I  am  plepsed  to  report,  sup- 
ports the  elements  of  H.R.  1510.  This 
is  a  courageous  step  by  the  panel  and 
by  the  people  whom  they  represent 
throughout  Texas.  They  deserve  our 
thanks.  At  the  end  of  my  remarks.  I 
am  including  an  editorial  from  the 
Dallas  Times  Herald  commending 
Governor  Whites  task  force. 

I  am  also  enclosing  an  editorial  from 
the  Washington  Post  of  July  19  calling 
upon  this  body  to  act  on  H.R.  1510  as 
soon  as  possible.  As  the  Post  notes, 
this  is  critical  time  for  the  bill. 

This  body  cannot  allow  this  opportu- 
nity—to reform  our  Nation's  immigra- 
tion laws  in  a  fair  and  balanced  way— 
to  pass  it  by.  I  am  confident  this  body 
will  not. 

[From  the  Dallas  Times  Herald,  June  30, 

1983] 

Report  on  Aliens  Balanced 

A  task  force  made  up  of  Texans  with  di- 
verse interests  and  backgrounds  has  deliv- 
ered a  balanced  report  on  the  difficult  and 
emotional  issue  of  illegal  immigration,  and 
we  hope  it  will  influence  the  state's  27  con- 
gressmen to  support  the  reforms  contained 
in  the  comprehensive  Simpson-Mazzoli  im- 
migration legislation  now  pending  before 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

After  holding  seven  public  hearings 
around  the  state,  the  task  force,  appointed 
by  Gov.  Mark  White,  gave  its  approval  to 
the  imposition  of  federal  penalties  against 
businessmen  who  knowingly  hire  illegal 
aliens.  Such  sanctions  are  at  the  heart  of 
the  Simpson  Mazzoli  bill,  we  believe. 

Conceding  that  its  position  was  reached  as 
the  result  of  a  compromise  and  the  realiza- 
tion that  employer  sanctions  were  inevita- 
ble," the  group  suggested  it  would  be  best  if 
the  penalties  initially  were  put  in  force  for  a 
three-year  trial  period,  to  be  renewed  only 
with  congressional  approval.  That  strikes  us 
as  rather  unnecessary,  given  the  obvious 
enormity  of  the  problem.  But  the  fact  that 
such  a  diverse  group,  which  included  minor- 
ity, labor,  business  and  agricultural  repre- 
sentatives, could  arrive  at  the  conclusion 
that  employer  sanctions  were  a  necessary 
part  of  any  immigration-reform  package- 
even  for  a  trial  period— is  a  positive  sign. 
Texas,  after  all.  is  one  of  the  three  or  four 
states  most  affected  by  illegal  immigration. 

We  support  employer  sanctions  unequivo- 
cally. Most  persons  who  enter  this  country 
illegally  come  here  looking  for  work,  and 
many  of  them  end  up  at  Jobs  that  pay  above 
the  minimum  wage  and  could  be  held  by 
citizens  or  legal  aliens.  At  the  same  time, 
there  has  been  a  good  deal  of  exploitation 
of  undocumented  workers  by  unscrupulous 
employers. 
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The  task  force  agreed  with  the  Simpson 
Mazzoli  bill  that  some  sort  of  an  amnesty 
program  was  needed.  It  called  for  a  one-time 
amnesty  and  the  granting  of  permanent 
status  to  undocumented  persons  who  had 
lived  in  the  U.S.  as  of  an  unspecified  date 
and  had  established  'substantial  roots'— as 
opposed  to  the  two-tiered  amnesty  plan  in 
the  Simpson-Mazzoli  measure,  under  which 
long-time  undocumented  residents  would  be 
granted  permanent  resident  status  while 
those  who  had  been  here  shorter  lengths  of 
time  would  be  granted  temporary  resident 
status.  The  task  force  idea  is  worth  consid- 
ering, since  the  two-tiered  plan  might  cause 
confusion  and  misunderstanding  for  fami- 
lies whose  members  arrived  at  different 
times. 

The  group  made  one  other  good  sugges- 
tion. It  said  the  federal  government  should 
increase  aid  to  local  governments  and  to 
border  school  districts  that  would  be  hit 
hard  by  changes  in  the  immigration  laws. 
That  strikes  us  as  only  fair,  since  the  feder- 
al government  in  effect  has  opened  the  door 
to  the  illegal  entry  of  millions  of  persons  by 
waiting  so  long  to  update  and  enforce  the 
laws. 

The  task  force,  it  should  be  noted,  might 
have  been  tempted  to  issue  a  one-sided 
report  that  played  strictly  to  parochial  in- 
terests. But,  instead,  it  produced  a  balanced 
report  containing  reasonable  suggestions 
that  can  be  utilized  by  the  state's  congres- 
sional delegation  as  a  blueprint  of  Texas' 
desires  and  concerns.  For  that,  it  is  to  be 
commended. 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  July  19,  19831 
Ready  for  an  Immigration  Vote 

The  Simpson-Mazzoli  immigration  reform 
bill,  which  has  been  passed  twice  by  the 
Senate,  is  at  a  critical  stage  in  the  House. 
Five  separate  committees  have  considered 
the  bill,  four  have  issued  reports  and,  pre- 
dictably, the  interests  represented  on  those 
committees  vary  greatly.  Agriculture,  for  ex- 
ample, wants  to  ensure  the  availability  of 
foreign  workers  to  harvest  crops;  Education 
and  Labor  has  a  primary  concern  for  pre- 
serving the  jobs  of  Americans.  Now  it's  up 
to  the  Rules  Committee  to  devise  an  orderly 
method  for  dealing  with  these  diverse  inter- 
ests, organizing  a  plan  for  floor  votes  on  all 
important  issues,  while  at  the  same  time 
foreclosing  the  kind  of  hundred-amendment 
nit-picking  that  killed  the  bill  In  the  House 
last  year. 

There  are  fewer  than  half  a  dozen  major 
areas  of  disagreement  on  this  bill,  with  two 
or  three  alternatives  proposed  in  each  case. 
The  most  important  is  employer  sanctions, 
for  unless  these  are  preserved  and  made  ef- 
fective the  main  purpose  of  the  bill  will  be 
destroyed.  Disputes  over  record-keeping, 
penalties  and  potential  discrimination  can 
be  settled  with  a  few  votes.  Similarly,  the 
date  of  the  proposed  amnesty  for  illegal 
aliens  already  in  this  country  is  easily  deter- 
mined. The  question  of  foreign  agricultural 
workers  is  a  hot  one.  but  the  choices  are 
clear-cut.  the  interest  groups  backing  each 
alternative  easily  identified.  Finally,  in  the 
category  of  major  disagreements  is  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  an  overall  ceiling  on  legal 
immigration  should  be  imposed,  as  the 
Senate-passed  bill  requires.  A  single  roll  call 
can  settle  that  straightforward  and  uncom- 
plicated matter. 

It  would  not  be  difficult  for  the  Rules 
Committee  to  send  the  bill  to  the  floor  with 
either  a  time  limit  or  a  plan  limiting  amend- 
ments to  these  major  areas.  Immigration 
reform  is  badly  needed  and  has  been  ex- 
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haustively  studied  in  the  executive  and  leg- 
islative branches  and  by  a  blue-ribbon  select 
commission.  Good  momentum  was  achieved 
earlier  this  year  when  the  Senate  passed  a 
bill,  76-18.  All  relevant  House  committees 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  bill 
and  to  propose  amendments.  If  it  is  delayed 
through  the  summer,  that  momentum 
begins  to  erode.  As  election  year  approach- 
es, action  on  this  politically  sensitive  ques- 
tion becomes  less  likely.  It's  time  for  the 
House  Democratic  leadership  to  get  the  bill 
to  the  floor,  and  it's  possible  to  do  so  under 
conditions  that  will  allow  debate  and  order- 
ly decision  without  either  chaos  or  stale- 
mate.* 


HOW  FREE  SOCIETY  CAN 
SURVIVE 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  Walter 
Lippman  was  a  great  observer  of  the 
American  political  scene  for  many  dec- 
ades. His  thoughts  on  freedom  and  the 
obligations  of  a  free  society  should 
continue  to  serve  as  guideposts  for  our 
democratic  society.  The  Boston  Globe 
recently  reprinted  a  column  Mr.  Lipp- 
man wrote  in  1961  about  the  Bay  of 
Pigs  invasion.  His  comments  ring  true 
today  for  Central  America  as  they 
were  painfully  accurate  in  1961. 

I  call  this  column  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  who  take  to  heart  the 
words  of  Samuel  Taylor  Coleridge: 

If  men  could  learn  from  history,  what  les- 
sons  it  might  teach  us!   But  passion   and 
party  blind  our  eyes,  and  the  light  which  ex- 
perience gives   is  a  lantern  on   the  stern, 
which  shines  only  on  the  waves  behind  us! 
[From  the  Boston  Globe,  Apr.  29.  1983] 
How  Free  Society  Can  Survive 
(By  Walter  Lippmann) 
[This   article   by   Walter   Lippmann.   the 
late  columnist,  first  appeared  in  the  Globe 
May  9.  1961.  shortly  after  the  unsuccessful 
Bay  of  Pigs  invasion  of  Cuba.] 

We  have  been  forced  to  ask  ourselves  re- 
cently how  a  free  and  open  society  can  com- 
pete with  a  totalitarian  state.  This  is  a  cru- 
cial question.  Can  our  Western  Society  sur- 
vive and  flourish  if  it  remains  true  to  its 
own  faith  and  principles?  Or  must  it  aban- 
don them  in  order  to  fight  fire  with  fire? 

There  are  those  who  believe  that  in  Cuba 
the  attempt  to  fight  fire  with  fire  would 
have  succeeded  if  only  the  President  had 
been  more  ruthless  and  had  had  no  scruples 
about  using  American  forces. 

I  think  they  are  wrong.  I  think  that  suc- 
cess for  the  Cuban  adventure  was  impossi- 
ble. 

In  a  free  society  like  ours  a  policy  is  bound 
to  fail  which  deliberately,  violates  our 
pledges  and  our  principles,  our  treaties  and 
our  laws.  It  is  not  possible  for  a  free  and 
open  society  to  organize  successfully  a  spec- 
tacular conspiracy. 

The  United  States,  like  every  other  gov- 
ernment, must  employ  secret  agents.  But 
the  United  States  cannot  successfully  con- 
duct large  secret  conspiraces.  It  is  impossi- 
ble to  keep  them  secret.  It  is  impossible  for 
everybody  concerned,   beginning  with   the 


20675 

President  himself,  to  be  sufficiently  ruthless 
and  unscrupulous. 

The  American  conscience  is  a  reality.  It 
will  make  hesistant  and  ineffectual,  even  If 
it  does  not  prevent,  an  un-American  policy. 
The  ultimate  reason  why  the  Cuban  affair 
was  incompetent  is  that  it  was  out  of  char- 
acter, like  a  cow  that  tried  to  fly  or  a  fish 
that  tried  to  walk. 

It  follows  that  in  the  great  struggle  with 
communism,  we  must  find  out  strength  by 
developing  and  applying  our  own  principles, 
not  in  abandoning  them. 

Before  anyone  tells  me  that  this  is  sissy.  I 
should  like  to  say  why  I  believe  it  especially 
after  listening  carefully  and  at  some  length 
to  Mr.  Khrushchev.  I  am  very  certain  that 
we  shall  have  the  answer  to  Khrushchev  if, 
but  only  if,  we  stop  being  fascinated  by  the 
cloak  and  dagger  business  and  being  true  to 
ourselves,  take  our  own  principles  seriously. 
Mr.  K.  is  a  true  believer  that  Communism 
is  destined  to  supplant  capitalism  as  capital- 
ism supplanted  feudalism.  For  aim  this  is  an 
absolute  dogma,  and  he  will  tell  you  that 
while  he  intends  to  do  what  he  can  to  assist 
the  inevitable  knowing  that  we  will  do  what 
we  can  to  oppose  the  inevitable,  what  he 
does  and  what  we  do  will  not  be  decisive. 
Destiny  will  be  realized  no  matter  what  men 
do. 

The  dogma  of  inevitabilty  not  only  gives 
him  the  self-assurance  of  a  man  who  has  no 
doubts  but  is  a  most  powerful  ingredient  of 
the  Communist  propaganda. 

What  do  we  say  to  him,  we  who  believe  In 
a  certain  freedom  of  the  human  will  and  in 
the  capacity  of  men  to  affect  the  course  of 
history  by  their  discoveries,  their  wisdom, 
and  their  courage? 

We  can  say  that  in  Mr.  Ks  dogma  there  is 
an  unexamined  permise.  It  is  that  the  capi- 
talist society  is  static,  that  it  is  and  always 
will  be  what  it  was  when  Marx  described  it  a 
hundred  years  ago.  that— to  use  Mr.  Ks  own 
lingo— there  is  no  difference  t»etween  Gov. 
Rockefeller  and  his  grandfather.  Because  a 
capitalist  society  cannot  change,  in  its  deal- 
ings with  the  underdeveloped  countries  it 
can  only  dominate  and  exploit.  It  cannot 
emancipate  and  help.  If  it  could  emancipate 
and  help,  the  inevitability  of  communism 
would  evaporate. 

I  venture  to  argue  from  the  analysis  that 
the  reason  we  are  on  the  defensive  in  so 
many  places  is  that  for  some  10  years  we 
have  been  doing  exactly  what  Mr.  K.  ex- 
pects us  to  do. 

We  have  used  money  and  arms  in  a  long 
losing  attempt  to  stabilize  native  govern- 
ments which,  in  the  name  of  anticommun- 
ism.  are  opposed  to  all  imporUnt  social 
changes. 

This  has  been  exactly  what  Mr.  K's 
dogma  calls  for— that  communism  should  be 
the  only  alternative  to  the  status  quo  with 
its  immemorial  poverty  and  privilege. 

We  cannot  compete  with  communism  in 
Asia.  Africa,  or  Latin  America  if  we  go  on 
doing  what  we  have  done  so  often  and  so 
widely— which  is  to  place  the  weak  countries 
in  a  dilemma  where  they  must  stand  still 
with  us  and  our  client  rulers,  or  start 
moving  with  the  Communists. 

This  dilemma  cannot  be  dissolved  unless  it 
is  our  central  and  persistent  and  unswerving 
polilcy  to  offer  these  unhappy  countries  a 
third  option,  which  Is  economic  develop- 
ment and  social  improvement  without  the 
totalitarian  discipline  of  communism. 

For  the  only  real  alternative  to  commu- 
nism is  a  liberal  and  progressive  society.* 
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REV.  S.  L.  ROBERSON 


HON.  WILUAM  D.  FORD 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  am  pleased  to  take  this  opportu- 
nity to  call  your  attention  to  an  article 
that  appeared  in  the  Ypsilanti  Press 
on  July  16  concerning  the  Reverend 
S.  L.  Roberson  and  the  Metropolitan 
Memorial  Baptist  Church. 

Reverend  Roberson  and  his  wife, 
Hollie.  have  been  outstanding  mem- 
bers of  the  Ypsilanti  community  for 
their  entire  lives,  and  it  is  an  honor  to 
share  this  information  with  you.  Al- 
though I  was  unable  to  attend  the 
scheduled  events.  I  heard  that  each 
and  every  one  was  very  successful. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  proud  at  this  time 
to  call  to  my  colleagues'  attention  the 
work  of  Rev.  S.  L.  Roberson  and  his 
wife. 

MmtopoLiTAN  Plock  To  Pete  Robehsons 

The  congregation  at  Metropolitan  Memo- 
rial Baptist  Church.  431  Hawkins,  has  set 
aside  the  week  beginning  Monday  to  honor 
the  Rev.  S.L.  Roberson  and  his  wife.  Hollie. 

Rev.  Roberson  has  been  pastor  of  the 
church  for  29  years.  He  is  a  retiree  of  the 
Industrial  Relations  Department  of  the 
Ford  Motor  Co..  is  a  past  member  of  the 
Human  Relations  Board.  Community  Chest 
Board  of  Directors  and  the  Housing  Com- 
mission. He  was  the  recipient  of  community 
service  awards  from  Ford  in  1955  and  1964. 

In  1975.  he  was  given  the  Liberty  Bell 
award  from  the  Washington  County  Bar  As- 
sociation. He  also  has  received  awards,  spe- 
cial recognition  and  citations  from  commu- 
nity organizations  including  the  Palsy 
Chandler  Club,  the  Optimist  Club  and  the 
Ypsilanti  Police  Department. 

In  1977,  he  was  selected  to  receive  the 
"Citizen  of  the  Year  Award"  from  the 
Michigan  Police  Hall  of  Fame.  In  1979.  he 
was  the  recipient  of  the  "Big  10"  award  of 
the  Washtenaw  County  United  Way. 

He  presently  is  chaplain  of  the  Ypsilanti 
Police  Department  and  the  Washtenaw 
County  Sheriff's  Department.  He  also  is  a 
meml>er  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
American  Red  Cross  and  is  director  of  the 
Ex-offender  Contract  Center  of  Washtenaw 
County  Inc. 

Guest  speakers  slated  to  address  the  con- 
gregation of  Metropolitan  Memorial  Baptist 
during  the  week  include: 

Monday:  The  Rev.  Garther  Roberson  of 
Mt.  Oliver  Baptist  Church  in  Ypsilanti.  7 
p.m. 

Tuesday:  The  Rev.  Thomas  Evans  of  the 
Church  of  Our  Father  in  Detroit.  7  p.m. 

Wednesday:  The  Rev.  Wallace  Mills  of 
New  St.  John  Baptist  Church  of  Detroit,  7 
p.m. 

Thursday:  The  Rev.  Charlie  Knighten  of 
Pilgrim  Travelers  Baptist  Church  of  De- 
troit, 7  p.m. 

Friday:  Elder  Herb  Dudley  of  Detroit 
Church  of  God  in  Flint.  7  p.m. 

Sunday:  The  Rev.  Eugene  Rhodes  of 
Leland  Baptist  Church  of  Detroit.  3:30  p.m. 

At  6:30  p.m.  Saturday,  the  church  commu- 
nity will  present  a  "special  tribute"  featur- 
ing the  Graceway  Singers.* 
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RAPE  AND  INCEST  EXCEPTION 
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EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  BULEY,  JR. 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will 
be  asked  this  week  to  decide  a  question 
once  again  that  this  House  has  already 
set  policy  on  several  times:  the  addi- 
tion of  unnecessary  rape  and  incest  ex- 
ception to  limits  on  Federal  funding 
for  abortions.  I  would  point  out  to  my 
colleagues  that  a  rape  and  incest  ex- 
ception is  unnecessary  because  of  the 
extremely  low  rate  of  pregnancy  re- 
sulting from  such  incidents.  It  would 
cause  substantial  law  enforcement 
problems  by  encouraging  reporting  of 
nonexistent  rapes.  In  addition,  the  ex- 
ception to  be  offered  would  gut  the 
amendment  by  allowing  abortions  to 
be  funded  in  any  case  whatsoever  as 
long  as  rape  or  incest  was  alleged, 
without  any  time  limit  or  reporting  re- 
quirements. 

Following  are  materials  relating  to 
these  points  which  were  developed 
when  the  House  last  debated  this 
question  in  1979.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  review  these  arguments  and  reject 
the  Waxman  amendment. 

Rape  and  Incest  Exception  Not  Needed  and 
Unwarranted 
"Some  people  disclaim  their  natural  habi- 
tat. I  always  name  my  origin.  It  didn't  hold 
me  back  and  neither  has  my  color.  I  was 
born  in  poverty.  My  father  raped  my 
mother  when  she  was  12.  Now  they've 
named  a  park  for  me  in  Chester.  Pennsylva- 
nia." (Ethel  Waters) 

BRIEF  SUMMARY  STATEMENT 

The  argument  in  favor  of  abortion  that 
elicits  the  most  sympathetic  response  is  the 
pregnancy  resulting  from  rape  or  incest. 
The  woman/girl,  someone's  wife  or  daugh- 
ter, was  assaulted,  unwillingly  became  preg- 
nant and  is  faced  with  the  humiliation  of 
nine  months  of  pregnancy  and  childbirth. 
Few  would  be  so  heartless  and  cruel  as  to 
prevent  her  from  obtaining  an  abortion. 

But  what  are  the  facts  associated  with 
this  very  sensitive  subject?  Such  an  excep- 
tion is: 

UNNECESSARY 

Pregnancy  from  forcible  rape  rarely 
occurs,  even  in  the  absence  of  prompt  medi- 
cal treatment,  due  to  a  number  of  physical 
and  emotional  factors. 

Every  state  permits  medical  treatment 
which  prevents  pregnancy  100%  of  the  time. 

UNFAIR 

If  the  very  rare  case  of  pregnancy  result- 
ing from  rape  did  occur,  then: 

Whatever  the  circumstances  of  his/her 
conception,  the  unl>om  child  possesses  an 
inalienable  right  to  life.  The  mother's  lack 
of  responsibility  for  the  conception  does  not 
remove  the  child's  right  to  life. 

The  unborn  child  is  not  the  attacker  but 
is,  in  fact,  a  second  innocent  victim  who 
should  not  receive  capital  punishment  for 
his/her  father's  crime.  Even  the  rapist  is 
spared  the  death  penalty. 


Good  adoptive  homes  are  available  In 
cases  where  a  woman  is  unable  to  raise  a 
child  conceived  by  rape  or  incest. 

HARMFUL  to  THE  WOMAN/GIRL 

Undergoing  an  abortion  may  only  com- 
pound the  psychological  wounds  already  en- 
dured, by  adding  the  memory  that  she  de- 
stroyed the  developing  baby.  Numerous 
studies  document  how  psychologically  dam- 
aging abortions  can  be  and  a  recent  study 
concluded.  'Whatever  may  be  the  case  at 
the  conscious  level,  at  a  much  deeper  level, 
abortion  is  regarded  by  many  women  as  in- 
fanticide." 

Also,  undergoing  the  abortion  poses  a 
major  physical  health  risk  to  the  woman— 
both  in  terms  of  immediate  and  long  term 
complications,  and  including  the  subsequent 
ability  of  a  woman  to  bear  children  and  to 
have  healthy  children. 

BAD  LAW 

The  old  adage  "hard  cases  make  bad  laws" 
has  special  application  here.  Law  enforce- 
ment agencies  are  wary  of  any  law  which 
makes  it  financially  profitable  to  allege  that 
a  crime  has  occurred.  Such  a  law  invites 
fraud  and  is  therefore  detrimental  to  law- 
enforcement.  Such  fraud  overburdens  police 
departmi  iits.  provides  actual  rapists  with  a 
defense  maneuver,  creates  police-communi- 
ty relations  problems,  and  creates  cynicism 
among  the  police  and  general  public  toward 
these  crimes. 

Incest  is  rape  on  a  relative  in  many  cases, 
consequently,  the  aforementioned  points 
would  apply.  The  pregnancy  rate  from  in- 
cestuous relationships  is  very  low.  When 
pregnancy  does  occur  and  becomes  appar- 
ent, obtaining  an  abortion  for  the  girl  and 
returning  her  to  the  same  environment 
would  not  solve  the  underlying  problems  as- 
sociated with  incest. 

background  INFORMATION 

A.  A  Rape/Incest  Exception  is  Unnecessary 

1.  Pregnancy  resulting  from  rape  is  ex- 
tremely rare,  even  in  the  absence  of  treat- 
ment, for  a  variety  of  physical  and  psycho- 
logical reasons.  Furthermore,  prompt  medi- 
cal treatment,  excluding  abortion,  following 
rape  always  prevents  pregnancy. 

a.  Studies  and  experience  in  several  major 
cities  indicate  that  pregnancy  resulting 
from  rape  is  practically  non-existent. 

Chicago  (1967  study)  ...  no  pregnancy 
from  confirmed  rape  in  over  9  years.' 

Washington.  DC.  (1968  study/report)  .  .  . 
one  pregnancy  in  over  300  rape  victims.'  V. 
Edward  Tale,  Captain  of  the  Sex  Squad  of 
the  DC.  Metropolitan  Police  recalled  only 
three  pregnancies  from  forcible  rape  in  15 
years.' 

Buffalo.  New  York  (1969  study)  ...  no 
pregnancy  from  confirmed  rape  in  over  30 
years.* 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  (1972  study)  ...  no 
pregnancy  from  confirmed  rape  in  over  10 
years.* 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  (1977  report) 
.  .  .  during  a  period  of  19'^  years  in  Phila- 
delphia. 1958-1977,  Trial  Judge  Armand 
Delia  Porta  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
and  formerly  an  Assistant  District  Attorney, 
did  not  encounter  a  single  instance  of  con- 
ception in  a  real  rape  case.' 

Washington,  DC.  (1977  report)  .  .  .  Ser- 
geant Roy  Perry  of  the  Sex  Squad  of  the 
DC.  Metropolitan  Police,  "Rape  shows  little 
conception." ' 


b.  Allegations  that  10.000  pregnancies 
result  from  rape  annually  in  America  are  to- 
tally false. 

During   the    Labor/HEW   Appropriations 
Bill  Conference  Committee  Meeting,  9/15/ 
76,    Senator   Brooke   quoted    the   Uniform 
Crime  Report  indicating  over  50,000  forcible 
rapes  annually  in  America  and  said  the  FBI 
adds  that  this  is  probably  only  10  percent  of 
the  actual  number.  He  then  said  that  in 
every  100  such  cases,  two  pregnancies  oc- 
curred resulting  in  10,000  pregnancies  an- 
ually  from  rape.  This,  frankly,  is  fabrica- 
tion. 1*  is  based  on  the  estimated  rate  of 
pregnancy    from    unprotected    (consented) 
intercourse  between   fertile  individuals.   It 
cannot  be  used  when  dealing  with  rape  cases 
for  a  variety  of  reasons. 
Respecting  rapists: 
Impotence.  16  percent." 
Premature  or  retarded  ejaculation.  18  per- 
cent.* 
Non-surgically  sterile.  1.3  percent." 
Sterile.  ?  percent. 

Vasectomies  (see  note).  11.1  percent.*^ 
Clinical   evidence   of   sperm   injected.   46 
percent.' 
Respecting  victims: 

No.  within  fertility  range  of  12  to  50  years. 
?  percent. 
Non-surgically  sterile.  1.3  percent.^ 
Tubal  ligation  (see  note)  17.9  percent.'" 
Contraceptive   pills   user  (see   note)   26.3 
percent.'" 
lUD  users  (see  note)  6.4  percent.'" 
Severe  emotional  trauma  prevents  ovula- 
tion (or  implantation),  ?  percent. 

To  repeat,  this  10.000  figure  is  a  fabrica- 
tion. It  does  not  represent  actual  people,  but 
rather  is  simply  the  produce  of  false  as- 
sumptions (JIJO).  Dr.  Willard  Cates.  Chief, 
Abortion  Surveillance  Branch,  Center  for 
Disease  Control,  HEW.  wrote  on  October  7, 
1976,  "I  know  of  no  good  studies  document- 
ing this  (10.000  figure).  ...  We  don't  want 
this  type  of  misinformation  attributed  to 
CDC." 

2.  Prompt  Medical  Treatment  of  the 
Victim  (Not  Abortion)  Following  Rape  Preg- 
nancy. Such  Medical  Treatment  is  Permit- 
ted in  Every  State. 

"As  an  emergency  room  physician  and  a 
member  of  the  American  College  of  Emer- 
gency Physicians.  I  would  like  to  share  with 
you  my  knowledge  regarding  abortion  for 
rape  and  incest.  Rape  is  a  routine  occur- 
rence treated  in  the  emergency  room  of  hos- 
pitals. No  competent  doctor  would  expose  a 
woman  to  the  hazards  of  an  abortion,  when 
a  simple  medical  curettage  is  available  to 
prevent  a  pregnancy  in  true  rape.  The  pa- 
tient is  given  Estrogen  for  five  days,  which 
makes  it  impossible  for  the  woman  to  con- 
ceive. As  a  physician,  we  are  more  concerned 
about  venereal  disease  and  tetanus  in  the 
rape  victim. "  (Ada  B.  Ryan.  M.D..  Septem- 
ber 13.  1977.  Letter  to  Congressman  Flood) 
"Nor  do  they  need  it  (rape  exception) 
since  with  within  48  hours  of  the  rape,  hos- 
pitals can  perform  any  needed  procedure 
before  the  total  process  of  conception  and 
implantation  would  be  completed,  without 
any  legal  .  .  .  difficulties."  (Armand  Delia 
Porta.  Judge.  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
Philadelphia.  Letter  to  Senator  Schweiker. 
July  12.  1977) 

■  A  study  of  1.000  rape  victims  who  were 
treated  medically  right  after  the  rape  also 
had  no  pregnancies."  (L.  Kuchera.  "Postcoi- 
tal Contraception  with  Diethylstilbesterol ". 
JAMA.  10/25/71) 

According  to  Dr.  Philip  A.  Corfman.  Di- 
rector. Center  for  Population  Research.  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Child  Health  and  Devel- 


opment. "".  .  .  with  a  very  high  degree  of  cer- 
tainty, if  treatment  (with  Estrogen)  is  insti- 
tuted at  an  appropriate  time,  then  pregnan- 
cy can  be  effectively  prevented  .  .  .  Accord- 
ing to  data  from  Ann  Arbor,  when  DES  is 
taken  according  to  directions  there  are  es- 
sentially no  failures."  Respecting  the  possi- 
ble cancer  effect  of  DES  on  female  children 
Dr.  Corfman  said  the  cancer  problem  did 
not  relate  because  .  .  .  ""in  order  to  induce 
vaginal  cancer  in  offspring,  women  have  to 
take  large  dosages  for  a  long  time,  quite  late 
in  pregnancy,  much  later  than  at  the  time 
of  conception  .  .  .  DES  must  be  taken  be- 
tween 70  and  80  days  of  pregnancy  in  order 
to  induce  this  effect  on  the  vagina  of  a 
female  fetus."  (May  9.  1975  testimony 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Subcommittee 
on  Constitutional  Amendments.  Found  in 
Senate  hearings  on  Proposed  Constitutional 
Amendments  on  Abortion,  GPO,  pp.  626- 
628) 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  those  com- 
plaining of  the  alleged  consequences  of 
taking  DES  on  the  female  offspring  fail  to 
mention  that  the  DES  makes  it  "impossible 
for  the  woman  to  conceive". 

B.  A  Rape/Incest  Exception  is  Unfair 

Assuming  the  extreme  exception  (preg- 
nancy from  an  untreated  rape)  does  occur, 
consider  the  following: 

1.  Whatever  the  circumstances  of  his/her 
conception,  the  unborn  child  is  a  separate 
human  being  possessing  an  unalienable 
right  to  life.  The  child  is  innocent  of  any 
crime  and  punishment  by  death  would  be 
more  severe  than  the  rapist's  punishment. 
Although  the  woman  may  experience  severe 
mental  anguish  following  the  attack,  a  civil- 
ized society  must  never  subordinate  this 
most  fundamental  human  right  (i.e..  life) 
for  the  mother's  right  to  be  free  of  a  burden 
she  d»d  not  invite. 

2.  Lack  of  fault  for  being  pregnant  does 
not  justify  denying  another  innocent 
human  being  his/her  life.  Where  preserva- 
tion of  basic  rights  is  at  stake,  society  has 
the  right  to  require  of  its  members  personal 
sacrifice.  An  individual  would  not  personally 
be  responsible  for  his  country  being  at- 
tacked by  an  unjust  aggressor,  but  he  is  still 
bound  to  oppose  that  aggression  at  great 
personal  sacrifice  and  risk.  (Frank  Bartos) 

3.  No  woman  is  forced  to  raise  a  child. 
While  a  woman  may  not  willingly  become 
pregnant,  the  child  should  be  permitted  to 
experience  the  love  of  one  of  the  thousands 
of  American  couples  who  have  been  waiting 
years  for  a  child  to  adopt.  The  unborn  baby 
Is  indeed  '"wanted"  and  should  not  be  denied 
his/her  right  to  live  and  be  loved. 
C.  Rape/Incest  Exception  Encourages  Abor- 
tions and  Is.    Therefore.   Harmful  to  the 
Woman 
1.  The  victim's  psychological  wounds  may 

only  be  compounded  when  coupled  with  the 
memory  that  she  destroyed  the  developing 
baby.  While  there  is  little  evidence,  if  any, 
that  abortion  is  psychologically  therapeutic 
for  rape  victims,  there  is  substantial  evi- 
dence that  abortions  are  often  psychologi- 
cally damaging  to  the  women  who  undergo 
them.  According  to  a  study  done  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  British  Columbia's  Department  of 
Psychiatry  and  reported  in  the  March  3. 
1978  issue  of  Psychiatric  News  (an  American 
Psychiatric  Association  publication):  ""What- 
ever may  be  the  case  at  the  conscious  level, 
at  a  much  deeper  level,  abortoin  is  regarded 
by  many  women  as  infanticide." 

Commenting  on  women  who  have  under- 
gone psychotherapy  following  an  abortion. 
Dr.   Ian   Kent,   the   author  of   the  study. 
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states:  "Their  feelings  were  invariably  of  In- 
tense pain  involving  bereavement  and  a 
sense  of  indentification  with  the  fetus. " 

2.  When  abortion  is  viewed  as  the  solution 
to  pregnancy  from  rape,  the  longterm  needs 
of  a  rape  victim  who  has  obtained  an  abor- 
tion may  go  unmet:  on  the  surface,  the  vlc- 
timss  problems  has  been  "solved"".  Dr.  E.  F. 
Diamond.  M.D..  Professor  of  Pediatrics  at 
Loyola  University.  Stritcji  School  of  Medi- 
cine, maintains  that: 

"...  pregnancy  due  to  alleged  rape  is  ca- 
pable of  the  same  sort  of  therapeutic  sup- 
port as  another  crisis  pregnancy.  The  con- 
tinuation of  the  pregnancy  increases  the 
possibility  that  the  alleged  rape  victim  will 
receive  continuing  psychological  support  in 
the  crucial  post-rape  interval.'"" 

3.  Furthermore,  the  abortion  procedure 
itself  poses  a  major  health  risk  to  the 
woman— both  in  terms  of  immediate  and 
long-term  complications.  In  addition,  the 
future  ability  of  a  woman  to  bear  children, 
and  to  produce  healthy  children,  is  greatly 
impaired  by  having  had  an  abortion. 

D.    Rape/Incest   Exceptions  are  Bad  Law. 


They  Invite  Fraud  and  Are  Detrimental  to 

Law  Enforcement  by: 

1.  Overburdening  Police  Departments 

"We  do  however  wish  to  comment  on  the 
.  .  .  provision  that  would  allow  federal 
funds  to  be  paid  for  abortions  performed  for 
the  treatment  of  rape  or  incest  victims  only 
.  .  .  the  wording  would  lead  a  person  desir- 
ous of  an  abortion  to  make  false  reports  to 
law  enforcement  agencies  which  would  have 
to  be  checked  and  investigated  at  some 
length.  These  crimes  are  not  easy  ones  to 
prove  or  disprove  and  resultantly  require 
many  manhours  of  investigation.  American 
law  enforcement  agencies  are  presently 
overburdened  and  do  not  have  this  vast 
amount  of  time  available."  (Ferris  B.  Lucas, 
Executive  Director.  National  Sheriffs'  Asso- 
ciation. July  18.  1977) 

In  Pennsylvania,  in  1972.  a  District  Attor- 
ney and  State  Policeman  opposed  a  rape 
provision  for  this  reason  in  a  proposed  re- 
strictive abortion  bill;  it  was  subsequently 
eliminated. 

"Furthermore,  if  it  were  found  that  the 
complaint  was  false,  then  further  police 
time  could  be  invested  in  charging  the  indi- 
vidual with  making  a  false  report."  (Glen 
Murphy,  Director,  Bureau  of  Governmental 
Relations  and  Legal  Counsel.  International 
Association  of  Chiefs  of  Police.  Inc.,  July  18, 
1977— see  attached  letter) 

2.  "Providing  actual  rapists  with  a  defense 
maneuver  whereby  they  contend  that  the 
victim  is  charging  rape  only  in  order  to  pro- 
vide a  basis  for  a  funded  abortion. "  (Michael 
Donohoe.  Major,  Pennsylvania  SUte  Police) 

3.  Creating  Police-Community  Relations 
Problems 

"When  police  investigations  reveal  the 
falsehood,  they  will  incur  the  enmity  of  the 
female  reporting  it  and  that  of  her  support- 
ers. In  short,  it  will  create  police-community 
relations  problems."'  (Michael  Donohue. 
Major.  Pennsylvania  State  Police) 

4.  Creating  Cynicism  Among  the  Police 
and  General  Public  Toward  This  Crime 

The  present  law  allows  a  woman  to  obtain 
a  free  abortion  if  she  reports  the  crime  of 
rape  or  incest  to  a  Public  Health  Agency. 
Under  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974.  the  police 
and  other  crime  investigating  agencies  are 
prohibited  from  learning  any  details  at  all 
about  the  crime,  including  the  victim's 
name.  The  result  is  that  a  number  of  vicious 
crimes  are  reported  and  statistically  record- 
ed which  the  police  are  prohibited  from  in- 


Pootnotes  at  end  of  articles. 
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vestigating  and  solving.  These  higher  crime 
figures  in  turn  reflect  on  their  law  enforce- 
ment capability,  thereby  lowering  police 
morale.  Such  occurrences  may  generate  cyn- 
icism toward  the  women  who  bypass  the 
police  which  could  carry  over  to  women  who 
report  these  crimes  directly  to  the  police. 

As  the  reported  incidents  of  rape  and 
Incest  increase,  the  public  may  initially  hold 
the  police  responsible.  However,  as  the 
public  learns  that  these  reports  do  not  actu- 
ally represent  true  crimes,  public  sensitivity 
to  the  crime  of  rape  may  become  jaded. 
Those  who  are  actually  raped  may  be  con- 
fused with  those  who  are  only  crying  wolf  to 
receive  a  publicly  funded  abortion.  Thus, 
the  true  victims  of  forced  rape  may  be  treat- 
ed with  less  compassion  and  the  progress 
that  has  been  made  to  date  in  this  area  may 
be  reversed. 

E.  Incest  Presents  a  Very  Complicated 
Situation 

1.  Often  incest  is  rape  on  a  relative;  conse- 
quently in  those  cases  all  of  the  aforemen- 
tioned points  apply. 

2.  The  pregnancy  rate  from  incestuous  re- 
lationships is  very  low.  according  to:  (a) 
Rot>ert  Carroll  of  the  famous  Santa  Clara 
County  Child  Sexual  Abuse  Treatment  Pro- 
gram. San  Jose.  California'^  and  (b).  Dr. 
George  E.  Maloaf.  Psychiatrist  at  the  Com- 
munity Mental  Health  Center  in  Daly  City. 
California."  However,  if  the  incestuous  re- 
lationship is  not  ended  and  the  individual 
provided  adequate  treatment,  many  victims 
end  up  t>eing  very  promiscuous,  resulting  in 
higher  ratios  of  pregnancy. 

3.  P^gnancy  from  incest  frequently  does 
not  become  apparent  until  the  second  tri- 
mester, at  which  point  the  abortion  proce- 
dure is  extremely  dangerous  and  can  t>e 
more  traumatic  to  the  girl  than  continuing 
the  pregnancy  with  competent,  supportive, 
and  loving  care. 

4.  Incest  represents  a  family  situation 
where  help  is  needed.  Obtaining  an  abortion 
for  the  girl  and  returning  her  to  the  same 
environment  will  not  solve  the  primary 
problem. 

5.  There  are  no  nationwide  statistics  on 
the  incidence  of  incest  and  few.  if  any.  local 
statistics  maintained  by  law  enforcement 
agencies. 

6.  According  to  Dr.  Carl  Henry  Olstrom,  a 
Swedish  psychiatrist  and  authority  on 
Incest:  "There  is  no  evidence  to  support  the 
assumption  that  children  resulting  from  in- 
cestuous relationships  run  a  greater  risk  of 
being  malformed  than  other  children." 
(Medical  World  News.  2/4/67) 
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THE  CELEBRATION  OF  THE 
DISCOVERY 


.-    HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr,  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  June  21  of  this  year,  my  colleagues 
gave  their  support  to  H.R.  1492.  the 
Christopher  Columbus  Quincentenary 
Jubilee  Act.  A  similar  piece  of  legisla- 
tion is  now  awaiting  action  in  the 
Senate. 

The  Christopher  Columbus  Quin- 
centenary Jubilee  Act  would  allow  all 
Americans  to  begin  a  new  voyage  of 
discovery  of  the  cultural  ties  between 
Spain.  Italy,  and  the  United  States 
and  to  reflect  within  themselves  on 
the  spirit  and  determination  that  led 
explorer  Christopher  Columbus  to  his 
discovery  of  America. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  draw  my 
colleagues'  attention  to  the  English 
version  of  an  article  which  appeared, 
in  Spanish,  in  the  column  "Vistas  Hi- 
spanas"  in  the  New  Mexican,  a  daily 
newspaper  in  my  District,  on  June  8, 
1983.  under  the  byline  of  A,  Samuel 
Adelo.  In  the  article  Mr,  Adelo  points 
out  the  special  relationship  that  is 
shared  by  Santa  Pe  Granada.  Spain 
and  Santa  Fe.  N,  Mex.  Santa  Fe.  N. 
Mex..  is  the  largest  city  in  my  Third 
Congressional  District  and  the  State 
capital  of  New  Mexico,  I  hope  that  my 
colleagues  will  take  the  time  to  read 
this  thoughtful  piece: 

THE  CELEBRATION  OF  THE  DISCOVERY 

On  April  17th  of  this  year  the  sister  city 
relationship  t>etween  Santa  Pe.  New  Mexico 
and  its  sister  city  Santa  Pe  de  Granada  was 
established.  On  that  same  date  in  that  city 
of  the  province  of  Granada  the  491st  anni- 
versary of  the  signing  of  the  pact  between 
Columbus  and  the  Catholic  kings  Isabel  and 
Ferdinand  was  celebrated.  Thanks  to  this 
agreement  signed  in  Santa  Pe,  Granada  on 
17  April  1492.  the  discovery  of  the  New 
World  was  set  in  motion. 

This  act  of  the  491st  anniversary  celebra- 
tion initiated  the  series  of  events  which  will 
be  held  during  the  next  decade  dedicated  to 
the  fifth  centenary  of  the  discovery  which 
will  culminate  in  the  year  1992.  Those 
events  have  l>een  scheduled  not  only  in 
Spain  and  in  Santa  Fe,  Granada  but  they 
will  be  held  also  in  many  other  countries 
during  the  next  ten  years. 

The  honorable  Mayor  of  Santa  Pe  Grana- 
da. Don  Antonio  Callejas  Arenas,  with  his 


emotional  and  simple  words  during  the  acts 
of  the  sister  city  relationship  stated  that 
the  acts  of  the  decade  were  being  initiated 
and  right  there  will  terminate  with  the  fifth 
centenary  of  the  discovery  of  the  New 
World. 

Don  Antonio,  on  that  occasion,  stated  that 
the  bonds  between  the  two  Santa  Fes  have 
been  alive  for  five  centuries  through  the 
faith,  the  culture,  the  language,  the  manner 
of  t>eing  and  of  thinking.  The  mayor  added. 
"We  have  been  the  depositaries  of  a  historic 
legacy  which  we  must  defend  and  activate." 
All  of  this  under  the  name  of  Hispanicity 
(Hispanidad)  which  today  counts  with  300 
million  people  throughout  the  great  exten- 
sions of  the  mother  country.  Spain,  and  the 
New  World.  All  these  300  million  persons, 
with  their  different  nuances,  have  their 
common  background,  a  common  origin  in 
their  philosophy,  their  Hispanic  attitudes, 
their  language  and  their  customs. 

Mayor  Callejas  told  us,  in  the  presence  of 
the  people  who  had  gathered  on  the  17th  of 
April,  in  the  Plaza  de  Espana.  that  in  1992 
we  will  meet  again  to  celebrate  the  fifth 
centenary  of  the  discovery  of  the  New 
World. 

The  previous  day,  in  the  address  made  by 
U.S,  Ambassador  the  Honorable  Mr.  Ter- 
ence Todman,  he  reminded  all  of  us  present 
that  the  Spaniards  who  came  to  the  territo- 
ries north  of  the  Rio  Grande  inhabited 
those  lands  and  founded  various  cities. 
Among  them  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico,  stands 
out;  founded  in  1610  by  the  distinguished 
Don  Pedro  de  Peralta.  In  that  same  address 
the  ambassador  emphasized  that  the  spirit 
of  Santa  Fe.  New  Mexico  has  been  to  pro- 
mole  the  culture,  the  civilization  and  the 
well-being  of  its  people. 

It  was  affirmed  there  also  that  the  two 
Santa  Fes,  the  one  from  Spain  and  the 
other  from  New  Mexico,  have  always  been 
bound  together  by  the  bonds  of  blood, 
brotherhood  and  culture;  those  bonds  were 
there  sealed  with  the  official  establishment 
of  the  sister  city  relationship  which  was 
being  celebrated  by  both  cities. 

Worthy  of  mentioning  also  is  the  sister 
city  relationship  'that  took  place  between 
Santa  Fe,  Granada  and  another  Spanish 
city,  Palos  de  la  Frontera,  the  place  from 
which  the  caravels  left,  under  the  command 
of  Christopher  Columbus,  when  they  came 
to  discover  the  New  World.  With  all  this 
background  as  a  basis,  we  exhort  all  the  au- 
thorities, our  representatives  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  and  the  officials 
of  the  state  government  in  New  Mexico,  as 
well  as  the  local  authorities,  to  exercise 
their  best  efforts  so  that  Santa  Fe.  New 
Mexico  be  designated  officially  the  city  in 
the  United  States  of  America  that  will  carry 
this  standard  in  the  preparations  for  the 
fifth  centenary  which  will  celebrate  the  dis- 
covery of  America  in  1992. 

La  Celebracion  del  Descubrimiento 
(Por  A.  Samuel  Adelo) 

El  17  de  abril  del  presente  ano  quedO  es- 
tablecido  el  hermanamiento  de  Santa  Fe  de 
Nuevo  Mejico  con  su  homOnima  Santa  Fe  de 
Granada.  En  esa  misma  fecha  se  celebraba 
en  esa  ciudad  de  la  provincia  de  Granada  el 
491  aniversario  de  las  Capitulaciones  que 
formaron  Colon  y  los  Reyes  Catblicos.  Isa- 
bela  y  Fernando.  Merced  a  este  pacto  que  se 
firmO  en  Santa  Fe  de  Granada  el  17  de  abril 
1492,  se  consiguiO  el  descubrimiento  del 
Nuevo  Mundo  ese  mismo  ano  del  1492. 

Ese  acto  de  la  celebraciOn  del  491  aniver- 
sario dio  comiwnzo  a  la  serie  de  actos  que  se 
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celebraran  durante  la  prOxima  d^cada  dedi- 
cados  al  quinto  centenario  del  descubri- 
miento que  culminara  en  el  ano  1992.  Esos 
actos  se  han  programado.  no  solo  en  Espana 
y  en  Santa  Pe  de  Granada,  sino  tambien  en 
muchos  otros  paises  se  iran  perfilando  dur- 
ante los  prOximos  diez  anos. 

El  honorable  Alacalde  de  Santa  Fe  de 
Granada,  Don  Antonio  Callejas  Arenas  con 
sus  emotivas  y  sencillas  palabras  indicO,  dur- 
ante los  actos  del  hermanamiento  dijo  que 
allfi  se  iniciaban  los  actos  de  la  decada  que 
terminara  en  el  quinto  centerario  del  Descu- 
brimiento del  Nuevo  Mundo, 

Don  Antonio,  en  esa  ocasidn.  expresb  que 
los  lazos  entre  las  dos  Santa  Fes  est4n  vivos 
desde  hace  cinco  siglos  por  medio  de  la  fe.  la 
cultura,  el  idioma.  la  forma  de  ser  y  de 
pensar.  El  Sr.  Alcalde  agregO  "hemos  sido 
depostarios  de  un  legado  histOrico  que  nos 
corresponde  defender  y  potenidar."  Todo 
esto  bajo  el  nombre  de  la  Hispanidad  que 
hoy  dia  cuenta  con  300  milliones  de  per- 
sonas  a  trav^-s  de  grandes  extensiones  de  la 
Madre  Espana  y  del  Nuevo  Mundo.  Todas 
estas  300  millones  de  perbonas,  con  sus  dis- 
tintos  matices.  tienen  sus  antecedentes  co- 
munes;  un  fondo  comiin  en  su  filosofia.  sus 
actitudes  hispanicas.  su  lenguaje,  y  sus  cos- 
tumbres. 

Nos  expresO  el  Alcalde  Callejas  ante  aqu- 
el  publico  que  se  habia  reunido  ese  17  de 
abril  en  la  Plaza  de  Espaha  que  el  ano  1992 
sea  la  fecha  en  que  reunidos  podamos  cele- 
brar  el  Quinto  Centenario  del  Descubri- 
miento del  Nuevo  Mundo. 

El  dia  anterior,  en  el  preg6n  que  estuvo  a 
cargo  del  E^bajador  norteamericano.  el 
Honorable  Senor  Terence  Todman  nos  re- 
cordO  a  todos  los  alii  presentes  que  los 
espaftoles  que  Uegaron  a  los  territorios  al 
norte  del  Rio  Grande  recorrieron  estas  tier- 
ras  y  fundaron  varias  ciudades.  Entre  elles 
se  destaca  Santa  Pe  de  Nuevo  Mejico  fun- 
dada  en  el  1610  por  el  insigne  Don  Pedro  de 
Peralta.  En  ese  mismo  pregon  el  Senor  em- 
bajador  hizo  hincapie  en  que  el  espiritu  de 
Santa  Pe  de  Nuevo  Mejico  ha  sido  siempre 
el  de  promover  la  cultura,  la  civilizaciOn  y  el 
bienestar. 

Se  afirmO  alii  tambien  que  si  las  dos. 
Santa  Fe  de  Espana  y  la  de  Nuevo  Mejico 
siempre  han  estado  ligadas  por  los  lazos  de 
la  sangre,  de  la  hermandad  y  de  la  cultura; 
esos  lazos  quedaron  sellados  con  el  herman- 
amiento oficial  que  entoncese  celebraban 
ambas  ciudades. 

Muy  digno  de  mencionarse  tambien,  es  el 
hermanamiento  que  luvo  lugar  entre  Santa 
Fe  de  Granda  y  otra  cuidad  espanola,  Palos 
de  la  Frontera,  lugar  de  donde  partieron  las 
naves  que,  dirigidas  por  Cristobal  Colon  vin- 
ieron  a  descubrir  el  Nuevo  Mundo. 

Con  todos  estos  antecedentes  que  sirvan 
de  fondo,  exhortamos  a  todas  las  autori- 
dades.  a  nuestra  Representacion  en  el  Con- 
greso  de  los  Estados  Unidos.  a  todos  los  fun- 
cionarios  del  Gobierno  estatal  de  Nuevo 
Mejico  tan  to  como  a  las  autoridades  locales 
que  ejerzan  sus  mejores  esfuerzos  para  que 
Santa  Fe  de  Nuevo  Mejico  sea  designada  ofi- 
cialmcnte  de  Ciudad.  en  los  Estados  Unidos 
de  Norteamerica.  que  Ueve  el  estandarte  en 
los  preparativos  del  V  Centanario  que  cele- 
brara  el  Descubrimiento  de  America  en  el 
1992,* 
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A  PECULIAR  DIVISION 


HON.  IKE  SKELTON 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  SKELTON,  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
cently, in  a  magazine.  Leaders,  I  read 
an  article  by  Sanford  N,  McDonnell, 
chairman  of  the  board  of  directors  of 
McDonnell  Douglas  dealing  with  the 
need  for  a  better  understanding  of 
modern  advanced  technology.  I  com- 
mend this  article  to  the  Members: 
A  Peculiar  Division 

My  media  relations  people  keep  a  very  in- 
teresting scrapbook.  It's  divided  into  two 
sections  and  both  are  filled  with  copies  of 
published  articles  on  the  question  of  wheth- 
er the  United  States  is  wasting  defense  dol- 
lars on  weapons  systems  that  are  too  com- 
plicated, too  expensive  and  impossible  to 
keep  in  good  working  order. 

On  one  side  are  articles  taken  from  publi- 
cations specializing  in  technology,  aerospace 
and  defense.  These  articles  are,  as  a  rule,  ex- 
tensively researched  and  based  on  a  firm 
grasp  of  detail.  They're  aimed  at  small,  well- 
informed  audiences.  They're  not  the  sort  of 
thing  you're  likely  to  find  on  a  drugstore 
magazine  rack. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  divider  are  stories 
from  more  general,  more  widely  circulated 
print  media— the  dailies  and  weeklies  that 
make  up  the  popular  press.  These  stories 
are.  not  surprisingly,  less  impressive  in 
depth  of  detail  and  command  of  subject 
matter.  But  they're  aimed  at,  and  reach,  im- 
pressive numbers  of  readers.  The  really  re- 
markable thing  we  discovered  after  separat- 
ing the  articles  according  to  type  of  publica- 
tion is  that  we  had  also  divided  them  ac- 
cording to  editorial  point  of  view. 

Virtually  without  exception,  the  special- 
ized publications  and  their  technically  so- 
phisticated writers  all  came  to  the  same  con- 
clusion. No.  they  decided,  it  can't  be  said  in 
any  generally  valid  way  that  the  U.S.  is 
weakening  its  defenses  by  misguided  reli- 
ance on  impractical  Buck  Rogers  weaponry. 

The  articles  from  the  more  popular  publi- 
cations were  equally  unanimous  in  adopting 
the  opposite  point  of  view.  Yes,  they  agreed, 
the  Defense  Department  is  following  an 
alarmingly  wrong  path.  It's  squandering 
shameful  amounts  of  money  on  weapons 
that  are  too  exotic  and  too  fragile  to  serve  a 
useful  function  in  the  real  world. 

One  could  spend  a  good  deal  of  time,  and 
even  have  a  good  deal  of  fun,  guessing  at 
the  reasons  for  this  peculiar  division  of 
opinion.  Observers  with  divergent  points  of 
view  might  ask  widely  divergent  questions: 

Has  the  technical  press  somehow  fallen 
under  the  thumb  of  a  Military-Industrial 
Complex  eager  to  spend  more  and  more 
money  for  less  and  less  and  less  firepower? 

Are  the  popular  media  the  slaves  of  their 
own  hunger  for  controversy?  Are  the  in- 
capable of  arriving  at  non-controversial  po- 
sitions because  controversy  attracts  atten- 
tion? 

The  first  question  is  a  laughable  one  to 
anyone  who  has  ever  been  stung  by  the 
rugged  independence  of  publications  that 
cover  the  rugged  independence  of  publica- 
tions that  cover  the  military  services  and 
military  contractors  in  depth.  Those  publi- 
cations, and  their  writers,  are  obviously 
under  no  thumb.  And  the  questions  about 
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the  mass  media  are.  at  best,  idle  amuse- 
ments. 

First  and  plainest  among  the  facts  is  the 
sheer  volume  of  articles  published  over  the 
past  fe"'  years  on  the  question  of  technolog- 
ical complexity— a  question  that  we  at  our 
company  have  nicknamed  the  quantity- 
quality  issue.  Our  scrapbook  is  a  substantial 
one  and  it  grows  steadily  thicker.  People  in 
large  numbers  are  being  encouraged— one 
might  almost  say  they  are  being  taught— to 
worry  about  current  defense  procurement 
policy  where  it  relates  to  technology. 
Anyone  who  fails  to  recognize  the  quantity- 
quality  issue's  prominence  in  the  public 
arena  is  making  a  serious  mistake. 

Second,  if  our  scrapbook  is  a  representa- 
tive sample  of  media  attention  to  the  quan- 
tity-quality issue  (and  we've  been  thorough 
in  trying  to  make  it  so),  the  most  widely 
read  publications  in  the  country  are  reflect- 
ing only  one  side  of  a  complicated  and  im- 
t>ortant  question. 

It's  not  impossible,  of  course,  that  the 
mass  media  are  correct  in  the  position 
they've  taken.  Certainly  the  fact  that  most 
such  media  seem  to  have  come  to  the  same 
conclusion  doesn't  make  that  conclusion 
wrong.  But  the  fact  that  limited-circulation 
publications  of  proven  competence  and  inde- 
pendence are  coming  to  a  radically  different 
conclusion  should,  at  least,  be  cause  for  dis- 
quiet. It  is  not  comforting  to  realize  that 
voters  who  get  their  information  about  de- 
fense from  the  popular  media— and  that 
means  a  decisive  majority  of  voters,  surely— 
are  hearing  a  story  that  contradicts  the  one 
being  told  by  those  writers  best  qualified  to 
judge.  Nor  is  it  comforting  to  realize  that 
the  best  qualified  writers  are.  almost  invari- 
ably, reaching  narrowly  limited  audiences. 

The  consequences  could  be  profound  if 
voters  in  large  numbers  decide  that  the  na- 
tion's defensive  procurement  policies  are 
fundamentally  misguided.  If  the  voters 
arrive  at  such  a  decision  on  the  basis  of  bad 
information,  the  consequences  could  be  pro- 
foundly unfortunate.  Voter  sentiment 
shapes  politics  and  politics  affects  policy.  It 
is  not  inconceivable  that  we  could  see  a 
groundswell  of  support  for  a  defense  system 
built  on  high  quantities  of  low-capability 
weapons  Such  a  development  might  not  be 
worse  than  its  opposite-reliance  on  very  low 
numbers  of  high-capability  weapons— but  it 
is  far  more  plausible.  Therefore  it  is  far 
more  worthy  of  our  concern. 

As  a  nation  we  have  learned,  sometimes 
the  hard  way,  that  defense  policy,  like  for- 
eign policy,  cannot  be  effective  over  the 
long  term  unless  it  is  based  on  consensus. 
And  what  is  true  for  defense  policy  general- 
ly is  equally  true  for  defense  procurement 
policy  in  particular.  The  assent  of  the 
people  is  indispensible.  High  among  the  re- 
sponsibilites  of  leadership  is  the  job  of 
building  consensus  through  communica- 
tions. This  is  not,  and  it  never  should 
become,  a  question  of  hucksterism.  It's  a 
matter  of  creating  policy  in  the  clear  light 
of  reality  and  then  sharing  the  facts  with 
the  people.  The  bedrock  strength  of  our 
system  of  government  is  the  ability  of  the 
people  to  embrace  the  truth  when  it  is  made 
available  to  them. 

Citizens  of  the  U.S.  are  perfectly  capable 
of  understanding  that  in  the  development 
of  today's  weaponry  emphasis  is  placed  not 
on  using  the  most  advanced  technology  pos- 
sible, but  on  the  best,  most  effective  use  of 
technology  so  as  to  reach  specific,  necessary 
goals.  And  it  is  entirely  possible  to  make 
this  understood— because  the  facts  support 
it.  Preference  is  consistently  given  to  the 


11-059  0-87-27(Pt  15) 


20680 

simplest,  most  dependable  technology  capa- 
ble of  performing  the  mission  at  hand  and 
meeting  potential  threats.  Less-costly  tech- 
nology gets  preference  also— as  long  as  it 
can  do  the  job. 

E\'eryone  involved  with  military  hardware 
and  its  development  knows  that  this  is  true. 
The  problem  is  not  with  the  facts,  but  with 
misunderstanding  or  misrepresentation  of 
the  facts.  Such  misunderstanding  or  misrep- 
resentation—they aren't  always  easily  dis- 
tinguished—sometimes reaches  extremes 
that  would  be  hilarious  if  they  weren't  so 
damagiiig  in  their  possible  results.  A  good 
example  was  an  editorial  published  by  one 
of  my  home  city's  daily  papers  in  February 
of  this  year.  That  editorial  observed,  in 
words  conveying  both  scorn  and  dismay, 
that  the  F-lOO  Sabrejets  of  thirty  years  ago 
cost  much,  much  less  than  the  air  superiori- 
ty fighters  used  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  today. 
The  implication,  clearly,  was  that  increasing 
costs  were  the  result  of  an  entrenched  ob- 
session with  fancy  gadgetry. 

This  editorial  failed,  rather  predictably,  to 
make  note  of  certain  significant  details.  It 
neglected  to  observe,  for  example,  that  F- 
100s  were  single-engine  jets  armed  with 
20mm  cannons,  while  today's  air  superiority 
fighter  has  two  engines  and  an  awesome  as- 
sortment of  air-to-air  and  air-to-ground 
weapons.  Today's  air  superiority  fighter  has 
four  times  the  thrust  of  the  P-100.  It  flies 
twice  as  fast  and  twice  as  far  and  is  so  supe- 
rior in  radar  and  flight  control  systems  as  to 
make  comparison  seem  absurd. 

None  of  this  was  considered  in  the  editori- 
al. If  any  of  it  had  been,  it  very  likely  would 
have  been  viewed  as  another  example  of 
wasteful  spending  for  airborne  hot  rods.  But 
U.S.  citizens  are  capable  of  understanding 
that  the  improvements  in  fighter  capability 
achieved  since  the  early  1950s  didn't  result 
from  someone's  whim.  Those  improvements 
were  achieved  because  they  were  needed. 
The  offensive  forces  of  our  potential  en- 
emies are  always  improving.  We  develop  and 
build  better  fighters  because  without  them 
we'd  be  left  undefended.  Voters  can  under- 
stand such  things.  But  they  need  and  de- 
serve the  facts. 

Without  facts,  people  will  be  Ill-equipped 
to  deal  constructively  with  another  thing 
they  often  hear  today— that  modem  tech- 
nology makes  weapons  undependable  be- 
cause of  its  terrible,  uncontrollable  com- 
plexity. This  is  demonstrably  untrue,  and 
again  a  detailed  comparison  of  the  F-lOO 
with  today's  air  superiority  fighter  is  both 
typical  and  illuminating.  P-lOOs.  though  far 
more  rudimentary  in  virtually  every  kind  of 
technology,  had  a  record  of  34.4  crashes 
with  damage  beyond  repair  per  100.000 
flight  hours;  this  record  was  accumulated 
over  a  total  of  500.000  flight  hours  for  the 
P-100  fleet.  Today's  air  superiority  fighter 
fleet,  having  now  accumulated  well  over 
600.000  total  flight  hours,  has  a  loss  rate  of 
4.7  aircraft  per  100.000  hours.  Thus  the  F- 
lOO's  loss  rate  was  more  than  seven  times 
higher— smd  newer,  better  technology  ac- 
counts fcr  the  difference.  Improvements  in 
technology  also  explain  why  F-lOOs  aver- 
aged about  2200  flight  hours  per  aircraft, 
while  today's  F-15  is  designed  for  8000 
hours  of  useful  service. 

Examples  of  this  kind  could  be  listed 
almost  to  infinity.  And  there  are  still  other 
perspectives  from  which  the  question  can  be 
viewed:  all  are  valid  and  all  demonstrate 
that  an  alarmist  response  to  the  quality- 
quantity  issue  is  not  only  unnecessary  but 
unjustified. 

The  attractions  of  thinking  that  we  might 
somehow  defend  the  free  world  and  save 
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money  by  choosing  a  low-technology,  low- 
capability  option  are  all  too  obvious.  In  a 
way  it  really  is  too  bad  that  no  number  of 
flighters  capable  of  attacking  an  enemy  at 
60.000  feel  can  stop  in  invader  capable  of 
flying  at.  and  shooting  down  from.  70.000 
feet.  Too  bad.  perhaps,  but  true. 

Many  such  things  need  to  be  said.  People 
need  to  understand  that  the  days  are  long 
gone  when  numbers  alone  were  the  decisive 
element  in  warfare.  They  need  to  under- 
stand that  option  for  less  advanced  technol- 
ogy doesn't  necessarily  mean  saving  money. 
All  these  things  need  to  be  said,  and  they 
need  to  t>e  heard.* 


CENTRAL  AMERICA:  A  SOUND 
POLICY  PROCESS-NOT  ADVEN- 
TURISM 


HON.  CHARLES  ROSE 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  tomorrow 
the  House  will  begin  open  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  2760.  This  important 
measure  would  end  funding  for  the 
covert  paramilitary  action  in  Nicara- 
gua while  authorizing  overt  security 
assistance  funds  for  friendly  countries 
in  the  region. 

Having  had  the  privilege  of  serving 
on  the  Intelligence  Committee  from 
1977  to  1983.  I  feel  compelled  to 
inform  my  colleagues  of  the  conclu- 
sions I  have  reached  regarding  the  war 
in  Central  America. 

In  his  appearance  before  a  joint  ses- 
sion of  Congress  in  April.  President 
Reagan  eloquently  argued  that  the 
United  States  has  a  stake  in  Central 
America.  I  strongly  agree  that  "the  re- 
gion's freedom  and  our  security"  are 
at  stake.  As  chairman  of  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Oversight  and  Evaluation  of 
the  House  Permanent  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence  for  5  years.  I  care- 
fully watched  events  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, including  the  growth  of  guerrilla 
strength  in  El  Salvador  and  the  pro- 
gressive loss  of  pluralism  in  Nicaragua. 
With  the  President,  I  oppose  "pacifity, 
resignation  and  defeatism"  in  the  face 
of  these  and  other  developments.  To 
his  rhetorical  questions  I  respond, 
"No,  a  democracy  does  not  have  to  be 
passive;  no,  we  must  not  stand  by 
while  independent  nations  are  inte- 
grated into  the  most  aggressive  empire 
the  world  has  ever  seen."  " 

But,  while  the  President  speaks  of 
the  threat  posed  by  an  aggressive 
empire,  and  the  need  for  nations— as 
Harry  Truman  urged— to  choose  be- 
tween two  ways  of  life,  I  believe  the 
issue  is  not  whether  we  stand  up  to 
the  challenge,  but  how.  Indeed.  I  see  a 
sad  irony.  Despite  all  its  zeal  to  defend 
our  security  interests,  this  administra- 
tion has— through  some  short-sighted 
policies— helped  diminish  our  Nation's 
security. 

By  arming  and  directing  paramili- 
tary forces  which  include  exiled  mem- 
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bers  of  Somoza's  National  Guard,  the 
United  States  has  more  fully  identi- 
fied itself  with  the  late  Nicaraguan 
dictator  than  seemed  possible  in  1979. 
when  we  finally  distanced  ourselves 
from  that  despotic  regime.  The  pre- 
dictable effect  inside  Nicaragua  has 
been  to  consolidate  support  for  the 
Sandinistas  and  to  discredit  the  inter- 
nal opposition. 

The  image  of  hemispheric  meddling 
is  straining  the  bonds  of  confidence 
and  shared  interest  which  form  the 
basis  of  U.S.  relations  with  Latin 
America  and  other  allies. 

Concerned  about  these  strains,  a  dis- 
tinguished panel  of  Latin  American 
and  U.S.  leaders  led  by  Sol  Linowitz 
and  Galo  Plaza  cautioned: 

Sharp  external  confrontation  with  revolu- 
tionary regimes  is  more  likely  eventually  to 
breed  intensified  nationalist  and  revolution- 
ary sentiment.  *  *  *  Policies  that  magnify  a 
danger  out  of  proportion  can  themselves 
become  part  of  the  problem. 

If  reciprocal  and  mutual  security  is  to  be 
fashioned  in  a  region  that  has  often  experi- 
enced overt  and  covert  U.S.  intervention,  it 
would  be  useful  to  provide  unmistakable  as- 
surances that  the  United  States  will  refrain 
from  reverting  to  these  practices. 

FAULTY  POLICY  PROCESS 

Recent  policies  directed  at  resisting 
Soviet  and  Cuban  encroachment  and 
defending  democracy  in  Central  Amer- 
ica have  failed.  Part  of  the  explana- 
tion lies  in  a  policy  process  that  has 
systematically  neglected  the  two  prin- 
cipal ingredients  of  sustainable  foreign 
policy:  Precise  definition  of  our  na- 
tional security  interests  and  funda- 
mental respect  for  the  American 
democratic  system. 

The  dilemma  posed  for  the  Congress 
is  complex.  The  United  States 
launches  a  secret  war  which  immedi- 
ately becomes  public;  it  backs  groups 
whose  aim  is  and  has  always  been  to 
overthrow  the  Sandinistas,  but  claims 
it  supports  no  such  objective;  it  argues 
that  vital  hemispheric  security  inter- 
ests are  in  peril,  but  cannot  devise  an 
effective  and  consistent  policy  toward 
the  region  and  marshal  the  national 
consensus  necessary  to  support  it. 

Developing  sound  relations  with  a 
revolutionary  Nicaragua  posed  ample 
challenges  to  policymakers  both  under 
the  previous  and  the  current  adminis- 
tration. This  administration,  with  its 
contrasting  approach  in  foreign  policy, 
has  failed  to  define  clearly  U.S.  inter- 
est, communicate  them  effectively, 
and  address  them  through  a  full  range 
of  diplomatic,  economic,  and  security 
policies.  Instead,  there  has  been  inflat- 
ed rhetoric  and  inconsistent  policies 
which,  for  example,  offer  "negotia- 
tions" simultaneously  with  an  unde- 
clared war.  Asked  what  our  policy  is 
toward  Nicaragua,  the  administration 
explains  that  we  seek  to  influence  Ni- 
caragua's internal  policies  in  the  direc- 
tion of  greater  democracy.  It  is  un- 
clear how  paramilitary  raids  are  con- 
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sistent  with  that  objective,  or  even 
whether  those  actions  have  been  seri- 
ously examined  against  that  goal. 

Instead,  we  have  seen  reliance  on  a 
covert  war  that  shortcuts  a  sound 
policy  process.  We  have  seen  greater 
efforts  to  establish  positions  and  play 
the  aggrieved  party  than  to  define 
U.S.  interests  and  work  creatively  to 
achieve  them. 

Intelligence— the  critical  eyes  and 
ears  of  the  Government  in  foreign  af- 
fairs—has also  been  jeopardized  by 
this  polarization  and  by  subtle  pres- 
sures to  tell  policymakers  what  they 
want  to  hear.  Last  fall  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
issued  a  staff  report  that  cited  intelli- 
gence weaknesses,  including  "occasion- 
al oversimplification  and  the  sugges- 
tion of  greater  certainty  than  warrant- 
ed by  the  evidence."  I  emphasized  at 
the  time  that,  although  I  was  not  ac- 
cusing intelligence  officials  of  having 
given  in  to  policy  pressures,  these 
weaknesses,  if  not  corrected,  "could 
lead  to  the  intelligence  community 
being  manipulated  by  administration 
policy  rather  than  policy  being  guided 
by  properly  evaluated  intelligence." 
Beyond  the  accuracy  and  integrity  of 
intelligence,  there  is  the  potential  for 
an  even  greater  casualty— the  reputa- 
tion of  the  intelligence  community. 

PARAMILITARY  ACTION  IS  NOT  THE  ANSWER 

•■.  .  .  perhaps  the  most  important  question 
the  United  States  must  ask.  is  the  risk 
worth  the  potential  pain?  Has  there  been  a 
true  evaluation  of  the  chance  of  success  or 
failure  by  an  objective  group  not  directly  or 
emotionally  involved  with  its  implementa- 
tion? Do  the  policymakers  have  a  realistic 
understanding  of  the  operation?  "—Kirkpat- 
rick.  Lyman  J.  Jr..  "Paramilitary  Case 
Study:  Bay  of  Pigs. " 

PAST  HISTORY 

■    In  my  tenure  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Oversight  and  Eval- 
uation. I  saw  firsthand  and  beginning 
steps  in  a  process  that  has  cost  the 
United    States    so    much    in    Central 
America.    A    first   step   was   the   rea- 
wakening within  the  CIA  of  an  enthu- 
siasm    for    paramilitary     activity.     I 
became  aware  of  this  early  in  1980, 
and  took  the  occasion  of  a  committee 
briefing  with  a  senior  CIA  official  to 
ask,  "When  was  the  last  time  that  we 
had    a    paramilitary    operation    you 
would     characterize     as    successful?" 
Unable  to  answer  the  question  at  the 
time,  he  agreed  to  provide  a  written 
response.  When  it  came,  the  response 
was  unsettling,  for  it  cited  a  very  small 
number    of    successes— chief    among 
which  was  the  CIA's  paramilitary  in- 
volvement   in    the    Angolan   war.    As 
former   CIA   Director   William   Colby 
wrote  in  "Honorable  Men,"  the  effect 
of    U.S.     assistance     to    NFLA    and 
UNITA   during   the   summer   of    1975 
was  to  drive  the  MPLA   "in  their  des- 
peration" to  call  "for  open  help  from 
their  Soviet  and  Cuban  allies,  who  re- 
sponded   with    a    massive    airlift    of 
tanks,  artillery,  and  rockets,  and  the 
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dispatch    of    some    12,000    to    15.000 
Cuban  military  personnel  •  •  *." 

CIA's  list  of  successes  showed  that 
nothing  had  been  learned  from  histo- 
ry. The  only  study  to  have  systemati- 
cally examined  the  classified  records 
for  a  wide  range  of  covert  and  military 
programs— the  final  report  of  the  com- 
mittee chaired  by  Senator  Frank 
Church— in  1975-76  found  paramili- 
tary operations  to  be  'an  anomaly,  if 
not  an  aberration,  of  covert  action."  It 
argued  that,  in  terms  of  achieving  the 
policy  goal  and  maintaining  deniabi- 
lity,  "the  evidence  points  toward  the 
failure  of  paramilitary  activity  as  a 
technique  of  covert  action."  I  never 
found  any  indication  that  this  admin- 
istration seriously  evaluated  previous 
U.S.  experience  with  paramilitary  ac- 
tivity before  committing  the  country 
to  it  in  Central  America. 

THE  OVERT-COVERT  WAR 

The  presence  of  a  U.S.-backed  forces  .  .  . 
was  already  well  known  throughout  Latin 
America.  .  .  .  Inevitably  the  operation 
became  as  secret  as  Christmas  Day.  Wyden. 
Peter.  "Bay  of  Pigs:  The  Untold  Story." 

...  It  began  as  a  relatively  small  and  low 
level  operation.  However,  as  planning  devel- 
oped, it  began  to  grow  larger  and  larger  and 
U.S.  government  participation  in  this  activi- 
ty began  to  become  more  and  more  appar- 
ent. Wyden.  Peter.  "Bay  of  Pigs:  The  Untold 
Story." 

In  December  1981.  when  first  ap- 
prised of  a  paramilitary  program 
against  Nicaragua,  I  was  struck  by  the 
arrogance  and  even  the  cynicism  of 
those  who  briefed  us.  Questioning  the 
complexity  of  the  program,  I  asked, 
"How  likely  is  it  that  U.S.  involvement 
can  be  kept  secret?"  The  response  was, 
"If  it  is  not  leaked  in  Washington, 
there  is  probably  a  good  chance  that  it 
will  be  kept  secret."  As  I  considered 
that  response,  I  doubted  that  the  pur- 
pose was  a  truly  secret  effort  limited 
strictly  to  interdicting  arms— there 
was  in  my  view  an  unacknowledged  ob- 
jective—to reveal  U.S.  muscle. 

I  found  the  parallels  so  similar  to 
the  disaster  that  befell  the  United 
States  in  the  Bay  of  Pigs  that  I  circu- 
lated to  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee excerpts  from  Peter  Wydens  book. 
"Bay  of  Pigs:  The  Untold  Story."  One 
only  has  to  substitute  Nicaragua  for 
Cuba  and  Honduras  for  the  U.S.  train- 
ing base  in  Guatemala  to  bring 
Wydens  book  up  to  date. 

It  became  clear  in  March  1982  that 
there  was  an  unacknowledged  objec- 
tive—the flexing  of  U.S.  muscle— when 
NSC  documents  related  to  the  oper- 
ation became  public.  Since  those  docu- 
ments were  not  provided  to  the  two 
congressional  intelligence  committees, 
it  was  evident  that  the  executive 
branch  was  behind  the  revelation  and 
the  White  House  did  little  to  deny  it. 
While  a  covert  paramilitary  activity 
was  inconsistent  with  a  sound  policy 
process,  its  overt  acknowledgment 
made  it  more  so.  It  precluded  develop- 
ing   necessary    congressional    backing 


20681 

for  the  policy  or,  conversely,  gaging 
the  degree  of  congressional  oppposi- 
tion  to  it.  Equally  important,  an  un- 
stated objective  such  as  muscle  flexing 
is  an  untested  objective.  Costs  and 
benefits  are  not  weighed,  and  possible 
consequences  are  not  considered. 

While  the  press  was  beginning  to 
know  as  much  about  the  operation  as 
the  oversight  committees.  I  was  read- 
ing reporting  dating  back  to  the  fall  of 
1981  that  Nicaraguan  exiles  were  wait- 
ing for  the  United  States  to  give  them 
the  green  light.  It  was  clear  that  if  the 
Nicaraguan  exile  community  was  wait- 
ing for  the  green  light  from  the 
United  States,  it  would  be  no  secret  to 
the  Cubans  or  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua.  As  the  operation 
grew  in  strength  the  people  who  were 
being  supported  became  more  vocal, 
not  in  their  desire  to  interdict  arms 
but  in  their  intention  to  overthrow  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua. 

Although  from  the  start  the  oper- 
ation risked  sparking  a  war  between 
Nicaragua  and  Honduras.  I  was  con- 
vinced that  insufficient  attention  had 
been  given  either  to  estimating  this 
possibility  or  to  considering  what  U.S. 
response  might  be  required.  The  great 
danger  of  such  activities  is  that  they 
can  lead  to  miscalculation  on  one  side 
or  the  other.  It  might  lead  to  an  ex- 
panded Cuban  presence  in  Nicaragua. 
It  might  lead  to  the  presence  of 
combat  aircraft.  It  might  lead  to  an 
extended  border  clash  with  Honduras 
which  could  result  in  a  general  confla- 
gration which  would  involve  not  only 
Honduras  and  Nicaragua  but  all  of  the 
countries  in  Central  America,  and 
could  include  the  United  States  and 
Cuba  and,  yes,  possibly  the  Soviet 
Union.  Wars  have  started  over  less- 
much  less.  And  the  provocation  be- 
tween Honduras  and  Nicaragua  is  cer- 
tainly there. 

With  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  in  mind.  I 
was  equally  concerned  that  such  a 
paramilitary  operation  could  be  used 
as  a  pretext  by  the  United  States  for 
committing  U.S.  forces  to  the  defense 
of  Honduras  under  the  Rio  Treaty.  In 
fact,  there  are  some  who  believe  this 
was  the  objective  but  the  Sandinistas 
did  not  bite. 

With  this  overt-covert  was  being  fea- 
tured nightly  on  network  news,  with 
journalists  being  invited  to  travel  with 
the  anti-Sandinista  FDN  forces  in 
Nicaragua,  no  doubt  with  the  adminis- 
tration's blessing,  it  is  little  wonder 
that  the  American  people  and  the 
Congress  find  themselves  in  conflict 
with  such  a  policy. 

Admiral  Stansfield  Turner,  with 
whom  I  had  my  share  of  differences 
when  he  was  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence, correctly  emphasized  recently 
the  need  to  ensure  that  covert  actions 
are  undertaken  only  when  they  are 
likely  to  be  supported  by  a  national 
consensus,  and  that  careful  judgments 
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are  needed  to  establish  the  nature  of 
our  national  interests  and  the  way  in 
which  these  can  best  be  served.  Since 
it  is  impossible  to  calculate  the  degree 
of  public  consensus  supporting  a 
covert  action,  a  sound  policy  process 
requires  that  any  covert  action  be 
"consistent  with,  and  in  support  of. 
the  publicly  avowed  foreign  policy  of 
the  United  States."  That  is.  in  fact, 
one  of  the  requirements  provided  for 
in  the  Intelligence  Activities  Oversight 
Improvement  Act.  recently  introduced 
by  the  current  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Oversight  and  Evalua- 
tion. Congressman  Wyche  Fowler. 

Whether  or  not  covert  techniques 
are  ever  employed,  a  sustainable,  prob- 
lem-solving approach  to  foreign  policy 
requires  that  national  interests  be  sys- 
tematically defined.  Without  such  def- 
inition, realistic  strategies  cannot  be 
developed,  and  policy  becomes  little 
more  than  static  position-taking.  This 
administration— any  administration- 
must  recognize  and  accept  the  need 
for  public  and  congressional  support 
for  the  principal  goals  and  means  of 
foreign  policy.  Ad  hoc  exhortation  by 
the  President— even  a  greater  commu- 
nicator—is no  substitute  for  sound 
process  in  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  foreign  policy:  and  gue- 
rilla warfare  is  no  substitute  for  sound 
policy. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  passage  of  H.R.  2760.« 


MIAMI  CENTRAL  SENIOR  HIGH 
SCHOOL  BAND  GOES  TO  BERUN 


HON.  WILLIAM  LEHMAN 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Speaker,  during  the  school  year  of 
1981-82.  John  Frege  was  an  exchange 
teacher  from  West  Berlin  at  Miami 
Central  Senior  High.  He  had  a  dream 
as  well  as  a  challenge  that  seemed 
truly  impossible:  he  wanted  to  take  his 
iimer  city  high  school  band  and 
marching  team  to  Germany. 

The  cost  was  in  the  thousands  and 
these  were  students  from  mostly  lower 
middle  and  even  lower  income  fami 
lies.  How  the  money  was  raised  is  as 
much  a  story  as  the  story  of  their  ad- 
ventures in  Berlin.  First.  Air  Florida 
donated  free  round  trip  airfare  from 
Miami  to  London  and  arranged  a  low- 
cost  charter  to  West  Berlin.  Then 
there  were  several  donations  from  var- 
ious individuals  and  groups.  But  a  lot 
of  money  was  still  needed.  The  band 
held  a  spring  concert,  car  washes,  and 
tent  sales;  sold  Miami  Dolphin  T- 
shirts  and  Martin  Luther  King  T- 
shirts;  and  rented  themselves  out  indi- 
vidually for  a  day  to  do  odd  jobs. 
When  the  fundraising  dust  had 
cleared,  the  band  had  raised  nearly 
$30,000. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

The  overriding  theme  of  this  story  is 
that  of  young  American  determination 
to  overcome  impossible  odds  to  realize 
a  vision,  an  American  impossible 
dream  that  came  true  in  West  Berlin. 
Certainly  we  have  a  right  to  be  proud 
of  these  young  people  of  Florida's 
17th  Congressional  District  who  over- 
came so  much  adversity  to  travel  so 
far. 

Following  are  two  Miami  Herald  ar- 
ticles about  this  trip. 

They  are  the  Stars  in  Berlin 
(By  Ann  Macari) 

Berlin.— Bernhard  Behrendt  rode  his  bike 
into  his  hometown  Wednesday  to  do  some 
shopping  when  he  heard  strains  of  Wagner 
and  glimpsed  the  green  and  white  flags 
waving  above  a  crowd. 

He  raced  back  home,  grabbed  his  camera 
and  sped  back  to  the  park  in  front  of  the 
Zehlendorf  town  hall  in  a  West  Berlin 
suburb. 

"They  all  look  very  good  together."  he 
said,  watching  the  high  school  band  mem- 
bers standing  erect  and  tall  in  their  green 
and  gold  uniforms  and  the  drill  team  swirl- 
ing their  flags.  "They  don't  look  so  young. " 

He  placed  his  camera  Inches  from  the 
cheek  of  a  clarinetist.  He  clicked  the  shut- 
ter. Lots  of  other  cameras  in  the  crowd 
clicked,  too. 

This  was  the  third  day  of  the  debut  of  the 
predominantly  black  Miami  Central  Senior 
High  band  in  West  Berlin.  And  it  felt  good. 

"They  accepted  us."  trombonist  Kelvin 
Massie.  17.  said  with  a  grin.  "They  appreci- 
ated the  music  and  the  color  we  are.  They 
seem  glad  we're  here." 

"There  should  be  more  of  this."  said 
Detlef  Mohaupt.  a  21-year-old  German.  He 
tapped  his  fingers  on  his  bike  seat  to  the 
music's  beat.  "We  should  have  better  con- 
tact between  people  of  l)oth  nations 
through  this  kind  of  music  and  perform- 
ance. It  doesn't  make  a  difference  at  all  if 
they're  black  or  white." 

Which  doesn't  mean  a  predominantly 
black  band  still  isn't  something  of  a  curiosi- 
ty item.  Pew  blacks  live  in  this  city  of  2  mil- 
lion people,  where  about  233.000  of  them 
are  foreigners.  Most  residents  come  from 
Turkey.  Greece.  Yugoslavia  and  Italy.  West 
German  consulate  press  officers  in  Miami 
and  Atlanta  say  only  "a  minute  percentage" 
are  blacks  from  Africa  and  the  United 
States. 

Since  arriving  Monday,  resplendent  in  silk 
dresses  and  pin-striped  suits,  the  70  march- 
ing Rockets  have  been  a  focal  point  as  they 
strolled  down  the  Kurfustendamm.  the 
city's  main  shopping  street,  and  rode  the 
buses  and  subways. 

"Everywhere  we  go.  we're  always  being 
stared  at  or  whispered  at."  said  drill  team 
member  Regina  Howard. 

But  even  so,  all  the  students  readily 
agreed  on  one  thing: 

"This  is  not  a  prejudiced  town." 

It's  been  a  trip  of  firsts  for  many  of  the 
students:  the  first  plane  ride,  the  first 
subway  ride,  the  first  time  to  hear  a  church 
bell  ringing  the  noon  hour.  Some  expecta- 
tions fall  a  bit  short— except  for  the  wildly 
dressed  punk  rockers  with  wild  clothes  and 
psychedelic  hair,  students  found  p)eopIe 
dress  pretty  much  the  same. 

So  the  teenagers  have  been  trading  dance 
steps  with  German  kids  at  a  disco,  buying 
out  a  secondhand  store  of  its  mohair  suits, 
hitting  the  tourist  spots  and  winning  smiles 
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and  applause  from  the  crowds  that  gather 
to  hear  them  play. 

There's  been  just  one  snag.  Call  it  disorga- 
nization. 

Until  a  few  hours  before  the  band  mem- 
ber's first  performance  at  the  Zehlendorf 
town  hall,  city  officials  did  not  know  they 
were  coming.  There  were  no  musical  stands 
available. 

When  the  band  showed  up  Thursday  to 
march  in  the  parking  lot  of  Berlin's  town 
hall,  the  cars  were  still  there  and  couldn't 
be  moved.  Police  at  the  town  hall  said  there 
was  no  way  they  could  rope  off  the  lot  for 
the  30  minutes  the  band  needed. 

And  though  the  band  will  play  for  an 
hour  and  give  a  marching  show  Monday  at 
American  Lil>erty  Day  celebrations,  it  wil 
not  march  in  the  parade  as  the  program 
stated. 

The  band  never  could  have,  said  Lt.  Col. 
Robert  Ahrens  of  the  American  Armed 
Forces.  The  parade  is  strictly  military. 
Always  has  been,  always  will  be. 

"It's  been  disappointment  after  disap- 
pointment after  disappointment,"  said  band 
director  Kenneth  Tolbert.  But  the  kids  are 
survivors  .  .  .  and  they  will  always  remem- 
ber this  trip  as  a  positive  influence." 

"It's  really  a  big  scandal.  "  said  a  German 
journalist  from  one  of  the  local  papers,  re- 
ferring to  the  mismanagement. 

Reporters  here— tipped  by  John  Frege. 
the  German  exchange  teacher  who  taught 
at  Central  last  year  and  who  instigated  the 
trip— picked  up  on  the  story  at  Thursday's 
performance  in  front  of  the  Schoneberg 
City  Hall.  West  Berlins  political  center 
where  John  F.  Kennedy  won  the  hearts  of 
Berliners  when  he  declared.  "I  am  a  Berlin- 
er" in  German. 

Wolfgang  Oergel.  deputy  director  of  the 
Berlin  tourist  office,  said  he  does  not  know 
why  the  confusion  occurred.  He  said  the 
Berlin  Tattoo— the  contest  the  band  was  to 
compete  in  originally  until  Tolbert  was  told 
last  week  it  had  been  canceled  because  of 
lack  of  participation— actually  was  called  off 
in  March.  And  he  said  he  knew  in  February 
the  band  could  not  march  in  the  Fourth  of 
July  parade.  Oergel  said  the  travel  agency 
organizing  the  American  end  of  the  pro- 
gram was  told  about  the  changes  in  May. 

But  spokesmen  for  the  Educational  Travel 
Agency  in  Allentown,  Pa.,  said  Thursday 
they  didn't  know  atKiut  any  of  it  until  last 
week. 

Oergel  said,  however,  events  should  go  as 
planned  from  now  on. 

We  are  trying  to  get  something  in  order 
so  they  are  not  disappointed,"  he  said.  "But 
thmgs  do  go  wrong." 

But  the  band  has  forged  ahead  despite  the 
setbacks. 

Friday  night,  the  band  gave  a  symphonic 
performance  at  an  open-air  theater  that 
holds  up  to  20,000  people.  The  concert  was 
the  opening  act  to  a  ballet  the  band 
watched  afterward. 

Today,  the  band  will  march  down  the  Her- 
manstrasse.  Oergel  said  police  and  tourist 
officials  are  expecting  several  thousand 
spectators.  The  band  will  march  Sunday  in 
front  of  the  Reichstag,  Germany's  former 
Parliament  building. 

And  Monday's  festivities  are  expected  to 
draw  up  to  100.000  people,  according  to 
police,  media  and  military  estimates.  It  is 
the  first  time  Independence  Day  will  be 
celebrated  with  Berliners.  to  commemorate 
the  300th  anniversary  of  the  first  German 
emigration  to  America  and  part  of  the  city's 
German-American  summer  festivities. 


"They  [the  band  members!  are  the  stars 
in  Berlin,"  Oergel  said. 

The  "stars"  are  enjoying  every  bit  of  their 
week-long  stay.  Except  for  the  food. 

Most  strongly  dislike  the  stroganoff  and 
veal  in  sauces.  They  said  they're  used  to 
fast-food  hamburgers  and  fried  chicken.  So 
they  buy  fruit  and  eat  at  Burger  King. 

And  nobody  can  get  over  the  taxis— 
almost  all  are  Mercedes-Benzes. 

"That's  unbelievable,"  said  clarinetist 
Patrisa  Coleman.  "I  had  to  take  a  picture  of 
that  because  they  wouldn't  believe  me  back 
home." 

Coleman  also  couldn't  believe  the  Victory 
Column,  either.  A  gold-plated  angel  tops  the 
towering  monument. 

"I've  got  to  get  a  picture  of  that,"  she 
said.  "In  Miami,  they'd  climb  up  there,  chip 
it  off,  take  a  piece  of  it  and  leave." 

On  their  second  day,  the  students  toured 
in  a  double-decker  bus,  practically  climbing 
over  each  other  to  snap  pictures. 

The  bus  rode  by  the  Allied  Control  Coun- 
cil  building.   It   rode  by   the  Brandenburg 
Gate,  the  triumphant  arch  that  stands  just 
inside  East  Berlin.  By  the  Charlottenburg 
Palace,  once  home  to  kings  and  queens.  By 
the  Soviet  memorial,  where  Soviet  guards 
stand  immobile. 
"Are  they  real  men?" 
"They  can't  even  move?  God!" 
"I'm  out  of  film! " 
"Move  your  head!" 

They  visited  the  Olympic  Stadium  where 
black  American  track  and  field  athlete  Jesse 
Owens  won  his  four  gold  medals  during  the 
1936  Olympics.  Students  gazed  toward  green 
grass  on  the  center  of  the  field  where  they 
would  have  played  in  the  canceled  Tattoo. 

"Just  let  me  touch  it, "  said  Marcus  Jer- 
kins, a  ninth-grader  who  plays  the  trumpet. 
"Just  let  me  stand  on  it.  Imagine  how  these 
green  uniforms  would  have  looked.  We 
would  have  echoed." 

And  finally  they  got  to  the  Berlin  Wall 
and  Checkpoint  Charlie. 

Students  stood  on  the  platform  and  gazed 
into  the  East  Berlin  compound  laced  with 
mines,  iron  blockades  and  guards  who  shoot 
on  sight. 

"It  looks  so  quiet  and  gloomy."  said  clari- 
netist Adrian  Alexander.  17. 

"A  lot  of  people's  attitudes  changed  after 
that. "  Regina  Howard  said  later.  "It  makes 
you  take  life  more  seriously." 

But  the  teenagers  said  what  they  really 
can't  get  over  is  that  college  is  free  and 
people  respect  the  law. 

They  are  astonished  shops  put  racks  of 
books  and  shoes  outside  for  people  to  look 
at  or  try  on.  That  bicycles  are  left  on  side- 
walks without  chains.  That  people  don't 
cross  streets  until  the  green  light  comes  on. 
That  people  don't  throw  rubbish  on  the 
ground. 

"I  don't  see  how  police  earn  their  money." 
said  tuba  player  Troy  Henderson.  "They 
don't  give  you  tickets.  There's  no  need  for 
the  police.  Everybody  respects  each  other's 
privacy.  I  like  it  over  here." 
And  they  like  the  way  people  treat  them. 
"If  someone  was  in  the  elevator— say  it 
was  a  lady— and  a  group  was  to  come  up  to 
you,  she  would  put  her  purse  in  her  arms 
and  take  her  jewelry  off  and  hold  it,"  Hen- 
derson said.  "Here,  they  smile  and  say,  'How 
are  you?'  " 

Miami  Band's  Finale  Stirs  Pulses  in 

Berlin 

(By  Ann  Macari) 

Berlin.— The     distant     drumbeat     grew 

louder  as  the  green-and-gold  line  snaked  its 
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way  closer  to  the  bandstand.  Then,  like  the 
parting  of  the  Red  Sea.  the  multitude  made 
way  for  Miami's  marching  Rockets  as  they 
took  their  places  and  stared  to  play  Under 
the  Linden  Trees. 

It  was  the  grand  finale  Monday  to  a  week- 
long  adventure:  young  American  musicians 
stirring  pulses  and  winning  raves. 

Thousands  of  miles  away  from  home,  the 
Miami  Central  High  School  Band  that  had 
beaten  the  odds  to  get  to  West  Berlin  made 
music  for  more  than  20,000  Germans  and 
Americans  in  the  city's  largest-ever  Fourth 
of  July  celebraton. 

"It  was  the  greatest  performance  we  ever 
had, "  said  band  member  Rodney  Little,  18,  a 
French  horn  lying-across  his  lap. 

"Its  different  and  special,"  said  trumpet 
player  Eric  Chisolm.  "It's  something  we  can 
look  back  on  and  brag  about— and  say  we 
played  4,000  miles  away  from  home  and  we 
did  a  good  job." 

The  band  members  left  Miami  June  26  for 
West  Berlin  to  take  part  in  the  Berlin 
German-American  Summer  festivities  com- 
memmorating  the  300th  anniversary  of  the 
first  German  emigration  to  the  United 
States. 

They  had  to  pay  their  own  way.  It  wasn't 
easy,  but  in  six  months  the  students  from 
the  predominately  black,  low-income  area 
that  surrounds  the  school  at  1781  NW  95th 
St.,  accumulated  nearly  $30,000  through 
fund-raisers  and  donations.  In  addition, 
they  got  a  major  boost  from  Air  Florida, 
wiiich  provided  free  round-trip  airfare  be- 
tween Miami  and  London  and  helped  the  70- 
member  aggregation  arrange  a  low-cost 
charter  between  London  and  West  Berlin. 

The  crowd  that  blanketed  the  lawn  and 
grassy  hillside  Monday  near  the  Wannsee, 
West  Berlin's  largest  lake,  welcomed  the 
RockeU  warmly.  The  spectators  clapped 
and  cheered  and  whistled  as  the  band 
played  selections  ranging  from  a  symphonic 
suite  through  a  medley  of  Broadway  show 
tunes  to  the  Star  Spangled  Banner. 

"The  music  is  beautiful,"  said  German 
nurse  Eli  Dietze. 

Officials  estimated  that  by  night's  end  the 
crowd  would  exceed  50,000.  said  Wolfgang 
Oergel,  deputy  director  of  the  Berlin  tourist 
office. 

It  was  the  first  time  that  an  American 
high  school  band  had  helped  their  country- 
men in  West  Berlin  celebrate  the  Fourth  of 
July.  For  the  12,000  Americans  there,  the 
Central  students  brought  a  piece  of  the 
motherland  to  Germany's  largest  city. 

"I  think  it's  great, "  said  1st  Lt.  Mark  Ja- 
worski,  sitting  on  a  blanket  with  his  wife 
and  four-month-old  daughter.  "Its  a  little 
bit  of  home." 

To  the  Berliners.  the  high  school  band 
was  something  new. 

"Its  pretty  good,"  said  17-year-old 
Thomas  Sommarfald.  "It's  something  dif- 
ferent from  what  we're  used  to." 

High  schools  in  West  Germany  have  no 
marching  bands. 

The  students  had  worked  their  magic  ear- 
lier in  the  trip,  as  scheduled  performances— 
at  first  plagued  by  disorganization— started 
to  run  smoothly.  On  Sunday,  the  band 
marched  for  several  hundred  people  in  front 
of  the  Reichstag,  or  parliament  building. 

But  it  was  on  Saturday  that  the  band,  di- 
rected by  Kenneth  Tolbert,  achieved  star- 
dom. The  marching  Rockets  l)ewitched  the 
residents  of  Neukolin,  West  Berlins  largest 
district.  The  students  marched  through  the 
heart  of  the  working-class  neighborhood,  a 
one-band  parade  that  drew  thousands  of 
men,  woman  and  children  to  hear  music  and 
see  the  green-and-gold  uniforms. 
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All  stopped  to  watch.  Some  leaned  from 
balconies.  Many  chose  to  follow  the  band  as 
it  marched  up  the  Hermannstrasse  and  back 
down  to  a  plaza  where  the  students  gave  a 
short  concert. 

"This  is  great,  super,  really  wonderful," 
said  Felix  Schmidt,  58,  a  brewery  worker, 
"It  should  happen  more  often— something 
like  this.  Its  evidence  that  there  is  a  tie 
with  the  United  States." 

Besides  getting  a  plaque  and  commemora- 
tive pins  from  the  mayor  of  Neukolin.  the 
band  got  a  gift  of  350  marks— about  $150— 
from  a  local  merchants  association.  Aktion 
Hermannstrasse.  which  wanted  to  help 
defray  the  cost  of  the  trip  from  Miami. 

After  the  performance,  spectators  crowd- 
ed around  the  students  asking  for  auto- 
graphs, getting  their  pictures  taken  with 
band  members,  then  finally  waving  goodby. 
'We  never  had  a  band  like  this,"  said  Neu- 
kolin Mayor  Arnulf  Kriedner.  "You  see.  the 
people  are  very  happy. " 

The  residents  of  Neukolin  weren't  the 
only  blissful  ones.  Central's  band  reveled  in 
the  moment's  glory. 

Said  Rosa  Eberhart.  17,  one  of  the  flag 
twirlers:  "They  made  us  feel  like  movie 
stars."* 


REMEMBER  THE    "MAINE" 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  has  been  no  more  tell- 
ing indictment  of  Reagan  administra- 
tion policy  than  the  President's  own 
admonition  to  'Remember  the  Maine" 
when  stating  that  he  would  not  for- 
swear the  use  of  U.S.  troops  in  Central 
America.  As  columnist  Philip  Geyelin 
underscored  in  his  recent  articles  in 
the  Washington  Post,  we  would  indeed 
do  well  to  remember  the  lessons  and 
legacy  of  the  U.S.  battleship  Maine. 

We  would  do  well  to  remember  that, 
when  the  Maine  blew  up  in  Havana 
harbor  in  1898,  no  one  knew  who  did 
it.  but  the  explosion  was  used  as  a  ral- 
lying cry  to  justify  U.S.  entrance  into 
the  Spanish-American  War  and  to 
launch  an  era  of  U.S.  imperialism  in 
the  region. 

And  we  would  do  well  to  remember 
the  conclusions  of  Adm.  Hyman  Rick- 
over  in  his  definitive  study  of  the  inci- 
dent: 

With  the  vastness  of  our  government  and 
the  difficulty  of  controlling  it,  we  must 
make  sure  that  those  in  "high  places"  do 
not,  without  most  careful  consideration  of 
the  consequences,  exert  our  prestige  and 
might.  Such  uses  of  our  power  may  result  in 
serious  international  actions  at  great  cost  in 
lives  and  money— injurious  to  the  interest 
and  standing  of  the  United  States. 

Yet.  as  I  read  the  front  page  of 
recent  newspapers.  I  fear  that  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  remarks  should  be 
heeded  not  as  history  but  as  prophesy. 
Next  year,  the  President  plans  to  re- 
quest a  40-percent  increase  in  military 
aid  for  the  region.  Next  month,  the 
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United  States  will  begin  extended  mili- 
tary exercise  near  the  Honduran-Nica- 
raguan  border.  These  are  expected  to 
last  at  least  4  or  5  months,  involve 
over  5,000  U.S.  military  personnel  and 
keep  one  or  two  carrier  battle  groups 
off  the  coast  for  the  duration. 

Can  there  be  a  situation  more  clear- 
ly designed  to  remind  us  of  the  fate  of 
the  Maine?  Or  has  the  President  al- 
ready taken  us  irrevocably  beyond 
that  turning  point?  It  is  time  we  real- 
ize that,  in  spite  of  the  lessons  of  the 
past,  current  public  opposition,  and 
explicit  constraints  on  the  President's 
war  powers,  we  are  already  mired  in  a 
widening  regional  war  in  Central 
America. 

The  President  seems  to  be  groping, 
not  for  a  peaceful  solution,  but  rather 
for  a  jingoistic  slogan,  a  symbol  of  con- 
sensus, some  justification  for  the  "cost 
in  lives  and  money"  and  the  injury  to 
our  national  interest  and  standing " 
that  is  already  being  incurred  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

I  commend  to  my  colleagues  the  two 
articles  by  Philip  Geyelin  and  yester- 
day's   editorial    from    the    New    York 
Times,  which  warn  of  the  dangers  of 
failing  to  come  to  terms  with  our  own 
history. 
[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  7.  19831 
Remembering  the  Maine 
(By  Philip  Geyelin) 

"You  know,  they  blew  up  the  Maine."  the 
president  said  in  his  familiar,  offhand 
manner,  by  way  of  illustrating  why  presi- 
dents should  never  say  never  when  it  comes 
to  the  question  of  committing  American 
forces  to  foreign  wars.  The  press  conference 
turned  to  the  question  of  whether  he  is  a 
rich  man's  president  and  a  15th  futile  effort 
to  find  out  what  he  knew  about  Jimmy 
Carter's  briefing  book  and  when  did  he 
know  it.  Time  ran  out  before  anyone  asked 
him  precisely  why  he  wanted  us  to  remem- 
ber the  Maine. 

Yet  the  president  could  hardly  have  em- 
ployed a  more  arresting,  not  to  say  explo- 
sive, analogue.  And  he  could  hardly  have 
picked  a  less  propitious  time  to  incite  debate 
and  heighten  anxiety  over  how,  and  by 
whose  hand,  American  forces  are  committed 
to  combat  in  a  foreign  land.  Even  as  the 
president  was  speaking,  congressional  critics 
of  his  Central  American  policy  were  already 
struggling  to  constrain  the  creeping  "Ameri- 
canization" of  the  counterinsurgency  efforts 
of  the  army  and  government  of  El  Salvador. 

Meantime,  the  foreign  policy  powers-that- 
be  on  Capitol  Hill  were  assessing  the 
damage  done  to  the  War  Powers  Act  by  the 
recent  Supreme  Court  ruling  that  the  con- 
gressional veto  is  unconstitutional.  Hardly 
the  time,  one  would  have  thought,  to  t>e 
hauled  all  the  way  back  to  Havana  harbor 
In  1898  and  the  explosion  that  sank  the  U.S. 
battleship  Maine. 

For  if  the  public  frenzies  and  abuses  of 
power  in  that  egregious  episode  are  to  be 
our  guide,  the  president  was  opening  up  a 
loophole  large  enough  for  the  82nd  Air- 
borne and  several  battalions  of  U.S.  Marines 
even  as  he  was  "seeing  no  need"  for  Ameri- 
can comtMtt  forces  in  Central  America.  It's 
true,  there  is  one  crucial  connection:  high- 
profile  American  military  presence  in  the  vi- 
cinity of  an   armed  conflict.  The  Cubans 
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were  in  revolt  against  Spanish  rule.  And, 
true,  the  Maine  blew  up. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  who  "they"  were 
who  did  it.  But  some  250  American  sailors 
died,  and  that  was  grounds  enough  for 
Teddy  Roosevelt,  as  assistant  secretary  of 
the  Navy,  to  blame  Spain  and  exploit  a  will- 
ing press  to  fan  the  flsunes  of  war.  Carried 
along  by  public  hysteria,  an  overheated 
Congress  announced  Cuba's  independence, 
authorized  intervention  by  American  forces 
and  ultimately  declared  war.  Thus  began 
the  first  (and  final)  American  fling  with  im- 
perialism. 

All  this,  and  more,  is  set  down  in  Merlo 
Pusey's  primer  on  "The  Way  We  Go  to 
War":  heavy-handedly,  and  more  often  than 
not  unconstitutionally.  Pusey  concluded. 
With  remarkable  prescience  he  argued  that 
"under  the  impact  of  ideological  upheavals 
and  sudden  acquisition  of  superpower  re- 
sponsibilities, we  have  drifted  a  long  way 
from  the  restraints  that  the  founding  fa- 
thers put  upon  war  making"— by  which  he 
meant  the  authority  vested  in  Congress  to 
■  declare"  war. 

The  prescience  was  in  the  timing:  Pusey's 
book  came  out  in  1969:  just  one  year  later 
Richard  Nixdn  arrogantly  expanded  the 
Vietnam  War  (itself  undeclared)— with  no 
prior  notice  to  Congress— by  ordering  a  sur- 
prise American  attack  across  the  borders  of 
neighboring  Cambodia.  The  targets  were 
"enemy  "  concentrations  of  North  Vietnam- 
ese forces  in  privileged  Cambodian  sanctu- 
ary. 

But  the  consequences  to  Cambodian  polit- 
ical stability  were  catastrophic,  and  the  po- 
litical impact  in  the  United  States  was  to  be 
profound.  For  it  was  the  Camt>odian  "incur- 
sion." according  to  a  House  report  of  the 
legislative  history,  that  provided  the  "initial 
impetus  for  a  number  of  bills  and  resolu- 
tions on  the  war  powers"  that  culminated  in 
the  passage  of  the  War  Powers  Act  in  1973. 
Its  provisions  would  permit  the  president  to 
commit  troops  to  hostile  situations,  even 
without  necessarily  consulting  Congress  in 
advance,  though  that  is  the  law's  clear  pref- 
erence. It  also  provides  that  if  the  troops 
are  not  withdrawn  within  60  days.  Congress 
must  authorize  their  continuing  presence  by 
legislation. 

Finally,  if  Congress  disapproves  of  the 
mission,  it  assumes  the  right  to  veto  it, 
which  would  require  the  president  to  with- 
draw the  forces. 

Most  legal  experts  seem  to  agree  that  this 
last  feature  of  the  act  has  been  wiped  out 
by  the  Supreme  Court's  ruling  on  legislative 
veto  power. 

So  now  the  lawmakers,  already  wrestling 
with  the  Central  American  case  in  hand, 
must  address  themselves  to  the  larger  ques- 
tion of  how  to  strike  a  reasonable  and  effec- 
tive balance  l)etween  the  war-making 
powers,  rights  and  responsibilities  of  Con- 
gress and  the  executive.  They  will  find  scant 
inspiration  in  the  past,  whether  recent,  as  in 
Vietnam  and  the  murky  matter  of  the 
Tonkin  Gulf  Incident,  or  remote,  as  in  the 
equally  dubious  origins  of  the  Spanish- 
American  War.  But  they  will  find  useful  les- 
sons. 

Merlo  Pusey  did.  "If  Congress  will  not  au- 
thorize a  war,  limited  or  full-fledged,  after 
reasonably  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  and 
sober  deliberations,  the  American  people 
should  not  t)e  in  it,"  he  wrote.  "Our  first 
and  largest  constitutional  obligation  ...  is 
to  move  toward  restoration  of  that  princi- 
ple." 
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tProm  the  Washington  Post,  July  21,  1983] 

Admiral  Rickover,  Too,  Remembers  the 
Maine 

(By  Philip  Geyelin) 
In  the  United  States  Navy,  congressional 
hearing  rooms  and  the  Oval  Office  of  at 
least  half-dozen  presidents,  Adm.  Hyman 
Rickover  was  a  gale  force.  A  man  of  terrible 
temper  and  single-minded,  disciplined  dedi- 
cation, he  was  the  creator  of  the  nuclear 
Navy  and  an  inspiration  to  Jimmy  Carter  in 
Carter's  formative  Navy  days. 

In  their  first  encounter,  Rickover  asked 
Junior  officer  Carter  how  he'd  done  at  the 
Naval  Academy.  Pridefully,  Carter  said  he 
finished  29th.  Did  you  do  your  best?  "  Rick- 
over demanded.  "Not  always."  Carter  re- 
plied, to  which  Rickover  snapped  back: 
"Why  not?  "  Thus  the  title  (subtly  adjusted 
to  the  purpose  at  hand)  of  Carter's  cam- 
paign autobiography.  Why  Not  the  Best?" 
His  reputation  having  thus  preceded  him. 
I  was  braced  when  Rickover  called  the  other 
day  to  deliver  a  brisk  critique  on  a  recent 
reference  in  my  column  to  the  blowing  up  of 
the  U.S.  battleship  Maine.  Ronald  Reagan 
had  cited  the  incident  as  reason  enough  for 
presidents  never  to  foreclose  the  possibility 
of  sending  U.S.  combat  troops  to  war.  and  it 
had  struck  me  as  a  godawful  analogy. 

Rickover  has  missed  my  point,  but  he  did 
add  considerably  to  my  knowledge  of  the 
story  of  the  Maine.  He  powerfully  rein- 
forced, as  well,  the  case  that  Ronald  Rea- 
gan's grasp  of  history's  great  moments  is 
Reader's  Digest-thin.  He  also  gave  evidence 
that,  at  age  83.  the  gale  has  lost  none  of  its 
force. 

Had  I  not.  he  asked,  read  his  definitive 
study,  published  in  1976  by  the  naval  histo- 
ry division  of  the  Navy  Department,  entitled 
"How  the  Battleship  Maine  was  De- 
stroyed"? I  had  not.  Was  I  not  aware  that 
he  had  proved  conclusively  that  it  could  not 
have  been  an  external  explosion  (suggesting 
the  work  of  Spanish  saboteurs)  as  had  been 
concluded  by  a  court  of  inquiry  at  the  time; 
it  had  to  have  been  "internal"  (suggesting 
an  accident).  I  didn't  know  that. 

And  so  it  went:  "What  did  they  teach  you 
in  high  school?"  I  was  developing  a  deep 
sympathy  for  Jimmy  Carter.  "You're  the 
guy  that  [bleeped)  it  up. "  Rickover  almost 
shouted,  "and  it's  up  to  you  to  un-lbleepl 
it." 

Minutes  later  he  was  back  on  the  phone, 
reading  from  the  final  passage  of  his  1976 
report:  "With  the  vastness  of  our  govern- 
ment and  the  difficulty  of  controlling  it.  we 
must  make  sure  that  those  in  high  places" 
do  not.  without  most  careful  consideration 
of  the  consequences,  exert  our  prestige  and 
might.  Such  uses  of  our  power  may  result  in 
serious  international  actions  at  great  cost  in 
lives  and  money— injurious  to  the  interests 
and  standing  of  the  United  States." 

Precisely  my  point— and  precisely  the 
theme  of  Rickover's  report.  When  Ronald 
Reagan  says  casually  "You  know,  they  blew 
up  the  Maine"  in  justification  of  the  use  of 
American  military  force,  he  is  overlooking 
the  fact  that  even  as  Teddy  Roosevelt  was 
exploiting  the  Maine  to  whip  the  nation 
into  war  with  Spain,  there  was  no  evidence 
of  just  how  the  Maine  was  blown  up. 

Rickover  to  the  contrary,  there  is  still  no 
evidence.  Appendix  A  of  his  own  report  con- 
vincingly makes  the  case  against  an  "exter- 
nal"" source  exploding  inward,  as  with  a 
mine.  As  for  "possible  internal  sources.'"  the 
report  leans  toward  the  theory  of  a  coal 
bunker  fire,  but  does  noi  exclude  "crew  sab- 
otage, a  small  arms  accident,  a  bomb  plant- 


ed by  a  visitor  "—which  is  therefore  not  to 
exclude  a  Spanish  visitor. 

But  no  matter.  Leave  aside  the  relevance 
of  a  study  conducted  in  1976  on  policy- 
making in  1898.  The  admiral's  report  is  no 
less  relevant  in  1983,  on  that  account, 
whether  we  are  talking  about  the  Maine,  or 
the  "battle"  in  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  that  trig- 
gered the  first  bombing  of  North  Vietnam, 
or  the  extreme  vulnerability  of  an  expand- 
ing American  presence  in  Central  America 
to  terrortisls'  reprisals  of  uncertain  origin. 
As  between  Reagan's  reading  of  the  lesson 
of  the  Maine  and  Rickover's,  I  recommend 
the  penultimate  paragraph  of  his  seven- 
year-old  report. 

"In  the  modern  technological  age."  he 
wrote,  "the  battle  cry.  Remember  the 
Maine,  should  have  a  special  meaning  for 
us.  With  almost  instantaneous  communica- 
tions that  can  command  weapons  of  unprec- 
edented power,  we  can  no  longer  approach 
technical  problems  with  the  casualness  and 
confidence  held  by  Americans  in  1898.  The 
Maine  should  impress  us  that  technical 
problems  must  be  examined  by  competent 
and  qualified  people:  and  that  the  results  of 
their  investigation  must  be  fully  and  fairly 
presented  to  their  fellow  citizens." 

I  hope  that  un-[bleep]s  it. 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  July  24,  1983] 

Forget  the  Maine 
(If  you  want  war,  nourish  a  doctrine.  Doc- 
trines are  the  most  frightful  tyrants  to 
which  men  ever  are  subject,  because  doc- 
trines get  inside  of  a  man's  own  reason  and 
betray  him  against  himself.  .  .  .  Doctrines 
are  always  vague:  it  would  ruin  a  doctrine  to 
define  it,  because  then  it  could  be  analyzed, 
tested,  criticized,  and  verified.  .  .  .  Somebody 
asks  you  with  astonishment  and  horror 
whether  you  do  not  believe  in  the  Monroe 
Doctrine.  .  .  .  You  do  not  know  what  it  is: 
but  you  do  not  dare  to  say  that  you  do  not, 
because  you  understand  that  it  is  one  of  the 
things  which  every  good  American  is  bound 
to  believe  in.  Now  when  any  doctrine  arrives 
at  that  degree  of  authority,  the  name  of  it  is 
a  club  which  any  demagogue  may  swing 
over  you  at  any  time  and  apropos  of  any- 
thing—Prom "War, "  by  William  Graham 
Sumner,  1903.) 

The  ideologues  and  idealists  who  inspired 
that  warning,  from  a  noted,  conservative, 
are  swinging  their  club  again.  They  have 
stampeded  the  country  into  Caribbean  mili- 
tary ventures  in  virtually  every  decade  of 
this  century.  Their  alarms— anti-Spanish  or 
anti-British  or  anti-Soviet— have  rarely 
proved  justified,  and  their  interventions 
have  done  vastly  more  harm  than  good.  But 
here  they  go  again. 

You  don't  believe  in  the  Monroe  Doctrine? 
You  accept  the  Brezhnev  Doctrine  of  Irre- 
versible Revolution?  You  want  Another 
Cuba?  Never  heard  of  the  Domino  Theory? 
For  such  slogans,  the  Treasury  is  opened, 
the  Navy  sets  sail.  C.I.A.  armies  cross  bor- 
ders and  American  commitments  are  drawn 
in  quicksand.  When  the  people  balk,  the 
flags  are  raised  still  higher  and  the  Presi- 
dent merges  all  slogans  into  one  unreasoned 
cry: 

"There  can  be  no  question:  The  national 
security  of  all  the  Americas  is  at  stake  in 
Central  America.  If  we  cannot  defend  our- 
selves there,  we  cannot  expect  to  prevail 
elsewhere.  Our  credibility  would  collapse, 
our  alliances  would  crumble,  and  the  safety 
of  our  homeland  would  be  put  at  jeopardy."" 
The  problem,  it's  easy  to  forget,  is  not  a 
Soviet  attack  or  missile  base  but  El  Salva- 
dor,   a    small,    long-misgoverned    country 
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whose  feeble  rulers  are  unable  to  put  down 
either  a  Marxist-led  revolt  or  the  counter- 
terror  of  the  right.  Though  his  Ambassador 
said  this  civil  war  will  take  a  decade  to  re- 
solve, Mr.  Reagan  has  made  it  America's 
war. 

Why?  Probably  because  of  Nicaragua, 
whose  welcome  revolution  produced  an  un- 
welcome Cuban-style  regime.  The  Sandi- 
nista  rebels  now  running  Nicaragua  have 
been  rooting  for  and  helping  the  rebels  in  El 
Salvador  and,  anticipating  Yankee  hostility, 
taking  arms  from  Cuba  and  other  Soviet 
friends. 

Mr.  Reagan  says  he'll  go  to  any  lengths  to 
stop  Nicaragua's  interference.  But  the  evi- 
dence grows  that  this  is  a  pretext  for  efforts 
to  overthrow  the  Sandinista  regime.  Hondu- 
ras has  been  made  a  base  for  American-led 
campaigns  into  both  El  Salvador  and  Nica- 
ragua, and  people  in  Washington  now 
expect— intend?— that  provocations  will 
permit  the  Honduran  Army,  supported  by 
American  forces,  to  crush  the  leftists  in 
both  countries. 

The  Administration  insists  it  will  thus 
provide  for  the  "safety  of  our  homeland" 
with  a  few  billion  dollars  and  without  many 
American  troops.  Its  private  documents, 
however,  already  stress  the  value  of  at  least 
threatening  direct  American  action. 

With  the  public  unmoved,  and  Congress 
torn  between  doubt  and  loyalty,  Mr.  Reagan 
has  now  summoned  Henry  Kissinger  and  a 
chorus  to  justify  his  course  or  suggest  a 
better  one.  But  what  kind  of  approach  is 
that  to  a  problem  the  President  puts  at  the 
top  of  his  list?  This  commission  is  a  chorus 
of  amateurs  and  won't  even  report  for  five 
months.  And  Chairmaster  Kissinger, 
though  a  most  agile  diplomat,  brings  no 
open  mind.  He  long  ago  raised  his  own  voice 
in  the  Administration's  sloganeering: 

"If  we  cannot  manage  Central  America,  it 
will  be  impossible  to  convince  threatened 
nations  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  in  other 
places  that  we  know  how  to  manage  the 
global  equilibrium.  We  will  face  a  series  of 
upheavals  ...  It  escapes  me  why  we  have  to 
apply  the  Brezhnev  Doctrine  'n  Central 
America  and  assert  that  any  Communist 
government  that  has  established  itself  can 
never  be  changed." 

There  they  are:  Monroe  Doctrine.  Global 
Equilibrium.  Domino  Theory,  Brezhnev 
Doctrine.  Irreversible  Revolution.  He  might 
as  well  yell  "Remember  the  Maine  "—as  Mr. 
Reagan  did  last  month  in  refusing  to  rule 
out  combat  troops. 

The  mystery  sinking  of  the  U.S.S.  Maine 
in  Havana  harbor  became  the  bloody  shirt 
of  the  jingos  who  pushed  for  war  with  Spain 
in  1898  to  stretch  Americas  empire  to 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Philippines.  They  at 
least  had  a  naval  imperative,  as  did  the 
Presidents  who  for  the  next  50  years  colo- 
nized the  Caribbean  for  its  sea  lanes  and 
Panama  Canal.  If  Mr.  Reagan  would  but  re- 
member the  Canal  treaties,  which  he 
meanly  opposed,  he  might  update  his 
knowledge  of  Latin  reality  and  diplomatic 
possibility. 

Presidents  Eisenhower  and  Kennedy 
"lost "  Cuba  on  their  watch,  but  the  United 
States  survived.  So  well,  in  fact,  that  for  the 
next  20  years,  it  mostly  ignored  Latin  Amer- 
ica. Mr.  Reagan  may  "win  "  back  Nicaragua, 
as  Guatemala  was  won  back  in  1954,  but 
that  would  only  prolong  the  misery  and  re- 
sentment on  which  radicals  prey  and  build 
anti-Yankee  plots.  We  may  have  forgotten 
who  saddled  Nicaragua  with  the  Somoza 
dictatorship:  Nicaraguans  have  not. 

Forget  the  Monroe  Doctrine.  It  was  a 
young  America's  prayer  for  isolation  from 
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Europe's  conflicts  and  later  a  pretext  for  ag- 
grandizement. It  is  resented  by  Latins  and, 
like  the  Maine,  irrelevant  to  the  nuclear 
age.  Keeping  Soviet  bases  out  of  the  Ameri- 
cas is  a  matter  for  the  superpowers  to  re- 
solve, as  they  did  in  Cuba  after  a  confronta- 
tion that  neither  should  want  to  repeat. 

Forget  the  Global  Equilibrium.  That  is 
nothing  more  than  a  pitch  for  spheres  of  in- 
fluence, and  those  have  to  be  earned,  as  in 
Europe.  Nicaragua  is  no  more  surely  "ours" 
than  Pakistan,  or  Afghanistan,  is  the  Rus- 
sians'. Mr.  Kissinger  is  right  to  say  that  mis- 
managing power  anywhere  can  dissipate 
power  everywhere,  but  wisdom  does  not 
flow  only  from  the  barrel  of  a  gun.  Nicara- 
gua's deplorable  passage  from  a  right-  to 
left-wing  dictatorship  is  an  object  lesson, 
not  a  threat  to  world  peace. 

Beware  the  dominoes,  by  all  means.  Nica- 
ragua, like  Cuba,  should  be  prevented  from 
exporting  weapons,  by  joint  action  of  hemi- 
sphere nations.  But  blockades  won't  keep 
radical  ideas  from  reaching  frail  societies. 

Does  that  mean  acquiescing  in  the  tri- 
umph of  communism  in  one  Cuba  after  an- 
other, in  the  doctrine  of  the  Irreversible 
Revolution?  Of  course  not.  Even  Cuba  will 
not  forever  be  a  Soviet  ally.  Much  depends 
on  what  the  United  Stated  has  to  offer 
Latin  Americans,  including  its  revolutionar- 
ies. Fidel  Castro's  renown  owes  as  much  to 
our  hysterical  opposition  as  it  does  to  his 
own  accomplishments. 

Revolutions  are  unsettling,  but  not  inevi- 
tably Communist.  If  Communist,  they  are 
not  inevitably  pro-Soviet.  If  pro-Soviet,  they 
are  not  irreversible.  Only  the  Red  Army 
keeps  Eastern  Europe  Communist:  Chinese 
and  Yugoslav  Communists  have  become 
America's  friends.  The  idea  that  the  whole 
world  is  tilting  from  right  to  left  and  threat- 
ening to  bury  the  Americas  in  a  Marxist  av- 
alanche is  a  dangerous  delusion— just  one 
more  doctrine. 

There  are  many  things  the  United  Stated 
should  be  doing  for  hemisphere  stability, 
democracy  and  prosperity,  to  defend  its  gen- 
uine interests,  diminish  Soviet  influence  and 
dispel  the  impression  that  it  is  threatened 
by  social  justice  in  Latin  America.  What  it 
should  not  be  doing  is  overthowing  conUin- 
able  leftist  regimes  or  fighting  for  lost  reac- 
tionary causes,  launching  invasions  and  war 
games  in  the  service  of  blind  doctrine. 

The  President  who  remembers  the  Maine 
in  the  Caribbean  forgets  the  Maddox  ami 
Turner  Joy  in  Tonkin  Gulf.  He  is  inviting, 
perhaps  provoking,  incidents,  practicing  nei- 
ther vigilance  nor  diplomacy  but  adventur- 
ism. He  is  drifting  into  war  and  turning 
minor  problems  into  colossal  defeats.* 


THE  WAXMAN  AMENDMENT  TO 
H.R.  3021 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  BLILEY,  JR. 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  among 
the  more  disturbing  aspects  of  the 
Waxman  amendment  to  H.R.  3021  al- 
lowing Federal  funding  for  abortions 
in  cases  of  alleged  rape  or  incest  is  the 
effect  it  could  have  on  the  enforce- 
ment and  investigation  of  actual  rape 
cases.  Police  officials  inform  me  that 
the  reporting  of  nonexistent  rapes  in 
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order  to  receive  free  abortion  funding 
divert  a  substantial  amount  of  investi- 
gative time  from  actual  crimes.  In  ad- 
dition, such  an  exception  might  actu- 
ally provide  a  new  defense  for  a  rapist 
who  could  claim  that  the  victim  al- 
leged rape  only  to  get  the  free  abor- 
tion. 

I  insert  three  letters  from  law  en- 
forcement officials  expressing  these 
and  related  concerns  in  the  Record. 

I  would  also  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues that  pregnancies  resulting 
from  rapes  are  extremely  rare,  and 
that  even  when  pregnancy  results, 
adding  another  victim  by  killing  the 
child  is  hardly  a  proper  response.  I  am 
including  with  my  statement  an  article 
by  noted  authority  on  gynecology.  Dr. 
Carolyn  Gerster  on  this  subject. 

The  subsequent  material  was  sub- 
mitted for  the  Record. 

DlLLSBURC.  Pa..  July  14.  1977. 
Hon.  Daniel  J.  Flood, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Representative  Flood:  I  make  the 
following  observations  and  requests  on  the 
basis  of  nearly  thirty-one  years  of  experi- 
ence with  the  Pennsylvania  State  Police  in 
which  I  currently  hold  the  rank  of  Major. 
However,  the  views  expressed  herein  are  my 
personal  views  and  do  not  represent  those  of 
the  Pennsylvania  State  Police. 

My  purpose  in  writing  to  you  is  to  urge 
that  you  oppose  the  language  of  the  H.E.W. 
Appropriations  Bill  currently  t)efore  your 
Committee.  As  I  understand  it.  the  language 
of  the  Bill  would  permit  funding  of  atwr- 
tions  when  the  pregnancy  resulted  from 
rape. 

I  oppose  funding  of  rape  related  abortions 
on  the  following  grounds: 

1.  It  seems  logical  to  assume  that,  in  order 
to  acquire  funding  for  abortion,  some  fe- 
males will  attribute  an  unwanted  pregnancy 
to  rape  when,  in  fact,  no  rape  occurred. 

2.  In  order  to  lend  authenticity  to  spuri- 
ous rape  claims,  many  females  may  resort  to 
filing  false  rape  complaints  with  police 
agencies. 

3.  Rape  investigations,  whether  or  not 
they  are  based  upon  fact,  are  very  time  con- 
suming. 

4.  Most  police  agencies  here  in  Pennsylva- 
nia, including  the  State  Police,  are  suffering 
critical  manpower  shortages  which  are 
likely  to  get  a  great  deal  worse  before  they 
improve. 

5.  False  reports  of  raf>e  would  exacerbate 
these  manpower  problems. 

6.  When  police  investigations  reveal  the 
falsehood,  they  will  incur  the  enmity  of  the 
female  reporting  it  and  that  of  her  support- 
ers. In  short,  it  will  create  police-community 
relations  problems. 

7.  Making  rape  related  pregnancy  an  ex- 
ception to  the  prohibition  against  funding 
of  abortions  may  provide  actual  rapists  with 
a  deferjse  maneuver  whereby  they  contend 
that  the  victim  is  charging  rape  only  in 
order  to  provide  a  basis  for  a  funded  abor- 
tion. 

8.  While  it  is  true  that  rape  may.  in  a  very 
few  cases,  result  in  pregnancy,  publicly 
funded  at>ortion  is  not  the  answer.  Rather, 
society  or  government  should  institute  a 
program  to  educate  females  regarding  the 
vital  importance  of  notifying  the  police  and 
seeking  medical  attention  immediately  after 
having  been  raped.  Prompt  medical  atten- 
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tion  at  that  point  would  nearly  preclude  the 
possibility  of  pregnancy. 

For  these  very  pragmatic  reasons,  I  urge 
that  you  delete  rape  related  pregnancies  as 
an  exception  to  the  prohibition  against 
alx>rtiop  funding  as  expressed  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  H.E.W.  Appropriations  Bill. 

I  sincerely  thank  you  for  any  consider- 
ation you  may  accord  this  request. 
Respectfully, 

Michale  Donahoe. 

International  Association  or 

Chiefs  or  Police,  Inc., 
Gaithersburg.  M(L.  July  18.  1977 
Hon.  Henry  J.  Hyde. 
House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Hyde:  Thank  you  for 
your  inquiry  of  July  13,  1977.  We  under- 
stand that  within  the  next  two  weeks,  a 
Senate-House  Conference  Committee  will  be 
meeting  to  resolve  the  differences  l)etween 
both  chambers'  versions  of  the  1978  Labor/ 
HEW  Appropriations  Bill.  Section  209  of 
the  bill  deals  with  the  matter  of  federal 
funding  of  abortions.  The  House  version 
completely  prohibits  such  funding,  while 
the  Senate  version  allows  funding  under 
certain  circumstances.  We  believe  of  defi- 
nite relevance  from  a  law  enforcement  per- 
spective, is  the  proposed  Senate  provision 
that  would  allow  federal  funds  to  be  paid 
for  at>ortions  performed  for  the  treatment 
of  rape  or  incest  victims. 

If  this  Senate  provision  ultimately  be- 
comes law.  the  federal  government  would 
have  created  a  situation  whereby  a  woman 
wishing  to  obtain  a  free  abortion  (at  govern- 
ment expense)  would  be  required  to  report 
that  a  crime  of  rape  or  incest  had  occurred. 
Obviously  if  the  reporting  of  a  crime  be- 
comes financially  profitable,  we  can  expect 
innumerable  false  reports.  E^ch  such  report 
would  have  to  be  investigated  requiring  con- 
siderable man-hours  of  already  overbur- 
dened police  departments. 

Furthermore,  if  it  were  found  that  the 
complaint  was  false,  then  further  police 
time  could  be  invested  in  charging  the  indi- 
vidual with  making  a  false  report. 

While  the  International  Association  of 
Chiefs  of  Police  takes  no  position  on  the 
issue  of  federal  funding  of  abortions,  the  As- 
sociation opposes  the  inclusion  of  the  lan- 
guage regarding  rape  and  incest  in  the 
Senate  version  of  H.R.  7555  for  the  afore- 
mentioned reasons. 
Sincerely, 

Glen  R.  Murphy. 
Director.  Bureau  of  Governmental  Rela- 
tions and  Legal  Counsel. 

National  Sheriffs'  Association, 

Washtngton,  D.C.  July  18,  1977. 
Hon.  Henry  J.  Hyde, 
Long-worth  House  Office  Building, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Hyde:  The  National  Sheriffs' 
Association  does  not  want  to  place  itself  on 
record  as  commenting  on  federal  funding 
for  abortions  per  se.  We  do  not  feel  this 
issue  is  germain  to  our  association. 

We  do  however,  wish  to  comment  on  the 
proposed  Senate  provision  that  would  allow 
federal  funds  to  be  paid  for  abortions  per- 
formed for  the  treatment  of  rape  or  incest 
victims  only. 

We  feel  this  provision  undesirable  from 
several  viewpoints.  Firstly,  the  wording 
would  lead  a  person  desirous  of  an  abortion 
to  make  false  reports  to  law  enforcement 
agencies  which  would  have  to  be  checked 
and    investigated    at    some    length.    These 
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crimes  are  not  easy  ones  to  prove  or  dis- 
prove and  resultantly  require  many  man- 
hours  of  investigation.  American  law  en- 
forcement agencies  are  presently  overbur- 
dened and  do  not  have  this  vast  amount  of 
time  available. 

If  the  complaint  is,  In  the  end,  proved  to 
be  false,  much  additional  time  must  be  con- 
sumed in  filing  charges  against  the  com- 
plaining individuals  which  can  also  further 
cause  backlogs  In  our  already  overburdened 
courts. 

Thirdly,  we  do  not  feel  that  legislation 
which  induces  a  citizen  make  a  false  state- 
ment merely  to  obtain  benefits  can  be  con- 
sidered a  just  law.  If  we  are  truly  to  seek 
justice  for  all.  I  feel  this  type  of  wording 
should  be  avoided. 
Cordially, 

Ferris  B.  Lucas, 
Executive  Director. 

[From  the  National  Right  to  Life  News, 
Novemljer  1975] 

Why  Not  Keep  Legalized  Abortion  for 
Rape  and  Incest? 

(By  Carolyn  P.  Gerster,  M.D.) 

pregnancy  from  rape 

Eliminating  the  cases  of  freely  consented 
intercourse  with  a  minor  (statutory  rape), 
what  is  the  reality  of  pregnancy  from  forci- 
ble rape?  Like  all  acts  of  violence,  rape  is  in- 
creasing. There  has  been  a  112  per  cent  rise 
in  reported  cases  in  the  past  twelve  years.' 
Interestingly  enough,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
battered  child,  the  most  rapid  rise  has  oc- 
curred after  the  passage  of  permissible  abor- 
tion laws.  The  problems  created  by  rape  are 
not  solved  by  abortion. 

There  are.  oddly,  no  national  statistics  on 
the  number  of  pregnancies  from  unconsent- 
ed intercourse.  We  may.  however,  take  a 
representative  year,  1967.  There  were  27,100 
assaults  with  rape  or  intent  to  rape  reported 
by  the  FBI  Crime  Report. «  Of  these,  18.000 
were  recorded  as  forcible  rape  (labial  pene- 
tration with  or  without  emission  whether 
interrupted  or  not). 

The  ovum  can  be  fertilized  for  only  24 
hours  after  ovulation.  The  sperm  remain 
viable  for  only  48  hours.  In  reality,  the  pos- 
sibility of  fertilization,  as  stated  by  Dr. 
Guttmacher '  (under  the  most  optimum 
conditions)  exists  from  two  days  prior  to 
ovulation  to  one  half  day  after  (2V2  days 
during  the  28  day  cycle).  Statistically,  the 
chance  of  rape  during  fertility  would  be  10 
percent.  The  rate  of  pregnancy  from  unpro- 
tected (consented)  intercourse  between  fer- 
tile individuals  has  been  estimated  as  3  per- 
cent.' 

percentage  use  invalid 
This  figure  of  3  percent  (540  pregnancies) 
for  18,000  rape  cases  cannot  be  used  for  a 
variety  of  reasons:  (1)  Even  with  penetra- 
tion, ejaculation  may  not  have  occurred  or 
may  have  been  interrupted:  (2)  Rape  victims 
are  in  an  age  range  from  infancy  to  100 
years.  Only  an  unknown  per  cent  fall  into 
the  fertility  range  of  12  to  50  years  of  age: 
(3)  Some  victims  are  sterile  or  have  had  a 
tubal  ligation:  (4)  An  unknown  number  of 
fertile  women  are  on  contraceptive  pills  or 
have  an  lUD.  and  are  thus  not  ■unprotect- 
ed': (5)  The  age  of  the  rapist  has  been  re- 
corded as  12  to  80  years.  He  may  be  sterile 
or  have  no  emission:  (6)  An  increasing 
number  of  rapists  have  had  vasectomies 
(Couples,  John  Updike)  and  (7)  The  most 
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important  factor  in  the  rarity  of  pregnancy 
from  forcible  rape  is  that  there  is  very  firm 
evidence  that  the  severe  emotional  trauma 
prevents  ovulation  (or  implantation). 

In  a  macabre  experiment  during  the  Third 
Reich,  scientists  sent  women  about  to  ovu- 
late to  a  mock  execution  in  a  gas  chamber. 
An  extremely  high  percentage  of  the 
women  failed  to  ovulate  during  that  cycle." 

The  second  documentation  for  the  sup- 
pression of  ovulation  was  the  rarity  of  preg- 
nancy among  the  young  Catholic  nuns  and 
female  Protestant  missionaries  raped  by  ma- 
rauding soldiers  in  the  Congo.  Those  about 
to  ovulate,  did  not.» 

For  the  above  reasons,  pregnancy  even 
from  untreated  rape  is  rare.  The  captain  of 
the  Sex  Squad  of  the  Washington,  D.C.  met- 
ropolitan police,  V.  Edward  Tate,  was  able 
to  report  only  three  pregnancies  from  forci- 
ble rape  in  fifteen  years.'" 

correct  medical  treatment 

Pregnancy  after  correct  medical  treat- 
ment of  rape  is  zero. 

This  is  substantiated  by  the  documenta- 
tion of  3.500  cases  of  treated  rape  in  Minne- 
apolis and  St.  Paul  over  a  ten-year  period, ' ' 
and  1,000  rapes  victims  treated  with  diethyl- 
stilbestrol  and  reported  in  the  J. A.M. A.  Oc- 
tober, 1971. '2  There  were  no  pregnancies 
from  the  total  of  these  4,500  cases. 

The  most  common  mode  of  action  of 
diethyilstilbestrol.  now  the  usual  treatment 
for  rape  cases  that  are  promptly  reported,  is 
to  suppress  ovulation,  rendering  fertiliza- 
tion impossible  during  that  menstrual  cycle. 
And,  in  view  of  the  recent  publicity  given  to 
the  findings  that  DES  has  caused  cancer  of 
the  vulva  in  daughters  of  women  who  were 
treated  for  threatened  spontaneous  abor- 
tion (miscarriage),  it  should  be  noted  that 
danger  exists  only  for  the  pregnancy  during 
which  the  DES  was  given.  The  large  dosage 
given  in  rape  cases  prevents  100  percent  of 
pregnancies  from  rape.  Since  it  is  only  the 
child  in  utero  at  the  time  the  DES  is  given 
which  could  be  affected,  patients  need  not 
fear  a  threat  of  cancer  to  subsequent  chil- 
dren. 

Despite  the  availability  of  treatment,  only 
an  estimated  30  percent  of  rape  cases  are  re- 
ported. Much  of  this  failure  is  due  to  lack  of 
public  education  and  the  improper  handling 
of  the  rape  victim. 

BRITISH  test  case 

Does  pregnancy,  however  rare,  still  occur 
among  these  unreported  cases?  Of  course  it 
does.  The  most  celebrated  case  was  the  1938 
trial  of  Dr.  Aleck  Bourne,  an  eminent  Eng- 
lish gynecologist,  who  performed  an  abor- 
tion on  a  14-year-old  girl  who  had  been  gang 
raped  by  a  number  of  horseguardsmen. '  = 
Dr.  Bourne  made  this  a  test  case  because  he 
honestly  believed  that  the  law  should 
permit  those  abortions  in  which  the  doctor, 
acting  in  good  faith,  believed  that  the  preg- 
nancy would  result  in  severe  mental  or 
physical  damage.  This  plea  was  made  37 
years  ago,  before  the  medical  and  contracep- 
tive advances  of  today.  However,  the  so- 
called  'Bourne  Principle '  was  the  basis  for 
the  1967  legalization  of  abortion  in  England 
for  a  myriad  of  social  and  economic  reasons 
amounting  to  de  facto  abortion  on  demand. 
Aleck  Bourne  was  so  appalled  by  the  result 
of  what  he  had  envisioned  as  a  provision  for 
a  very  limited  number  of  abortions  for 
"hard  cases"  that  he  became  a  founding 
member  of  the  Society  for  the  Protection  of 
the  Unborn  Child  in  1967. 

The  emphasizes  the  wisdom  of  the  legal 
adage,  "hard  cases  make  bad  laws." 

As  Dr.  Jack  Willke  has  pointed  out  .  .  . 
"laws   must   speak   to   the   general    norm. 
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Judges  have  always  allowed  certain  excep- 
tions to  laws  or  to  punishment  out  of  mercy 
for  a  hard  or  tragic  case.  To  our  knowledge 
no  physician  has  been  prosecuted  in  recent 
times  in  the  United  States  or  Canada  for 
doing  an  abortion  in  such  a  case  though  the 
law  forbade  it."  '* 

From  the  so-called  "humanitarian"  excep- 
tion clauses  of  the  American  Law  Institute 
we  have  progressed  to  the  annual  killing  of 
an  estimated  one  million  unborn  children  in 
eight  short  years. 

irrefutable  ARGUMENTS 

In  the  final  analysis,  there  are  two  irrefu- 
table arguments  against  the  legalization  of 
abortion  for  rape:  (1)  Pregnancy  from  re- 
ported, medically  treated  rape  is  zero— ren- 
dering the  exception  clause  unnecessary.  (2) 
Unreported  rape— after  all  evidence  of  pene- 
tration has  disappeared  and  without  cor- 
roborating witnesses— cannot  be  proved  ren- 
dering the  law  unenforceable. 

If  the  court  were  to  accept  the  statement 
of  the  mother  weeks  or  months  after  the  al- 
leged assault,  we  would  be  faced  with  the  all 
too  frequent  late  abortion  done  now  after  28 
weeks  for  rape.  A  recent  example  is  the 
death  of  a  31-32-week-old  infant  girl  on 
March  19,  1974.  in  Pittsburgh,  Pa."'  A  27- 
year-old  married  woman,  whose  husband 
had  had  a  vasectomy,  requested  an  abortion, 
claiming  to  have  been  raped  in  September, 
1973.  The  request  was  refused  by  four  phy- 
sicians at  Magee  Woman's  Hospital  after 
the  gestation  age  of  the  fetus  by  sono- 
graphy was  estimated  up  to  31  weeks.  A  vag- 
inal hysterectomy  was  done  by  Dr.  Leonard 
Laufe,  a  well  known  abortion  proponent,  on 
March  19,  1974. 

There  is  very  substantial  evidence,  includ- 
ing a  three-minute  film  sequence,  that  the 
baby  girl  was  bom  alive  and.  as  in  the 
Edelin  case,  not  resuscitated.  Whether  the 
baby  was  born  alive  or  not  is  a  moot  point  in 
the  light  of  medical  ethics.  The  baby  was 
only  8  or  9  weeks  premature  and  clearly 
alive  a  few  minutes  before  the  abortion.  She 
would  have  had  an  excellent  chance  of  sur- 
vival in  any  neo-natal  intensive  care  unit. 
This  was  clearly  infanticide.  Dr.  Laufe  was 
acquitted  by  a  coroner's  jury  and  has  never 
been  brought  to  trial  elsewhere. 
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HON.  PETER  W.  RODINO,  JR. 

of  new  jersey 
in  the  house  of  representatives 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  RODINO,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
honor  of  the  2 1st  anniversary  of  Ja- 
maica's independence,  a  social  event 
will  take  place  on  July  30  for  hundreds 
of  people  from  the  Caribbean  region 
living  in  New  Jersey  alonR  with  their 
American  friends  and  relatives.  The 
Association  of  Caribbean  Americans  of 
New  Jersey  is  sponsoring  the  event,  to 
be  held  in  Newark. 

The  organization  was  established  in 
1979  to  assist  in  the  identification  of 
problems  of  concern  to  Caribbean 
Americans  and  to  work  toward  their 
eventual  solution.  Among  the  many 
programs  of  the  association  are  immi- 
gration and  citizens  assistance,  voter 
registration,  housing,  business,  and 
economic  development,  and  education. 
The  organization  is  committed  to  en- 
hancing the  quality  of  life  of  Caribbe- 
an Americans  living  in  New  Jersey,  as 
well  as  the  greater  goal  of  community 
development. 

I  am  very  proud  to  represent  a  dis- 
trict which  includes  a  large  population 
of  Caribbean  Americans,  who  have 
come  to  our  country  from  Jamaica, 
Trinidad,  Tobago.  Guyana,  Barbados, 
and  Grenada  among  other  islands. 

The  proceeds  for  the  event  will  be 
used  for  scholarships  for  young 
people,  and  I  am  certain  that  it  will  be 
a  success.  I  would  like  to  recognize 
Phyllis  M.  Biggs,  president  of  the  As- 
sociation of  Caribbean  Americans  of 
New  Jersey,  along  with  the  associa- 
tion's chairman,  Dudley  Christie:  vice 
president,  Cedric  Thompson;  treasur- 
er, Donald  G.  E.  Reynolds;  secretary. 
Mary  Comerie,  and  members  of  the 
executive  committee,  Roy  Phillips, 
Harry  Wilson,  and  Carl  O.  Earl.  All  of 
them  have  worked  hard  to  insure  the 
success  of  Saturday's  event.« 


ORGANIC  AND  CONVENTIONAL 
AGRICULTURE:  NEW  COMMON 
GROUND 


HON.  GEORGE  E.  BROWN,  JR. 

of  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  recently  I  described  for  my 
colleagues  a  new  consensus  on  prior- 
ities for  agricultural  research  and  de- 
velopment which  is  beginning  to 
emerge.  Today.  I  want  to  report  fur- 
ther on  the  Agriculture  Committee, 
Department  Operations,  Research, 
and  Foreign  Agriculture  Sulxjommit- 
tee's    recent    hearings,    and    describe 


JMI 


20688 

some   very    interesting   testimony   on 
the  subject  of  organic  agriculture. 

American  farmers  are  having  a 
tough  time  lately.  Caught  between  low 
prices  and  high  costs,  they  are  strug- 
gling financially,  and  Federal  pro- 
grams to  control  surpluses  and  main- 
tain farm  income  are  imposing  unprec- 
edented costs  on  the  taxpayer.  Accord- 
ing to  witnesses  at  our  recent  hearings 
on  research,  farmers  presently  lack 
the  kind  of  flexible  management  op- 
tions that  would  enable  them  to  con- 
trol the  variable  costs  of  production  in 
order  to  obtain  maximum  profit.  In- 
stead, they  almost  universally  go  for 
maximum  yields,  and  we  end  up  with 
huge  surpluses,  increased  erosion,  and 
other  problems. 

Getting  information  to  the  farmer  is 
part  of  the  solution.  The  minicomput- 
er, coupled  with  advances  in  economic 
research,  may  soon  give  individual 
farmers  the  ability  to  develop  manage- 
ment strategies  that  give  higher  prof- 
its and  spare  our  resources  of  soil, 
energy,  and  water.  But  some  physical 
limitations  remain.  There  are  prob- 
lems in  shifting  from  heavy  use  of  fer- 
tilizer, water,  and  pesticides,  to  low 
input  approaches,  and  this  discourages 
many  farmers  from  trying.  Even 
though  we  now  have  a  number  of  stud- 
ies which  show  that  organic  farmers, 
who  use  few,  or  no,  synthetic  fertiliz- 
ers and  pesticides,  are  generally  about 
as  profitable  as  conventional  farmers, 
we  lack  scientific  information  on  the 
problems  of  .making  a  transition  to 
such  methods. 

We  also  do  not  understand  the  long- 
term  possibilities  for  flexible  strate- 
gies that  would  combine  the  low  input, 
resource  conserving  practices  of  organ- 
ic farmers  with  the  intensive  methods 
developed  over  the  years  by  our  State 
and  Federal  agricultural  research  pro- 
grams. We  learned  at  our  hearings, 
however,  that  there  is  an  increasing 
sense  among  agricultural  scientists 
that  we  need  to  investigate  these 
issues.  We  need  to  increase  research 
on  agro-ecosystems,  to  look  closely  at 
how  farming  practices  influence  long- 
term  soil  fertility  and  nutrient  rela- 
tions. We  need  to  study  the  dynamics 
of  populations  of  weeds,  fungi,  bacte- 
ria, insects,  and  other  animals.  And 
most  important,  we  need  to  study  this 
as  a  total  system,  under  different 
types  of  management.  For  instance, 
much  needs  to  be  done  to  comprehend 
the  long-term  implications  of  reduced 
tillage  and  no-till  farming  systems, 
which  are  becoming  much  more 
common. 

One  of  our  witnesses  was  Mr.  Robert 
Rodale.  president  of  the  Regenerative 
Agriculture  Association,  publisher  of 
Organic  Gardening  magazine,  and  the 
leader  of  a  large  private  research  pro- 
gram in  organic  farming.  He  reported 
on  his  recent  participation  in  a  meet- 
ing of  the  American  Phytopathologi- 
cal  Society,  in  Ames,  Iowa.  At  a  plena- 
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ry  session  on  the  sustamability  of  agri- 
cultural systems,  specialists  in  the 
study  of  plant  disease  discussed  the 
need  for  new  paradigms  for  agricul- 
ture, both  to  find  better  ways  to  con- 
trol plant  diseases,  and  to  improve  the 
economics  of  farming. 

It  appeared  to  some  at  that  meeting 
of  scientific  experts  that  the  present, 
intensive,  chemically  based  approach 
is  not  working  very  well.  Organic 
farming  is  beginning  to  be  seen  as  a  se- 
rious alternative,  indeed  as  the  only  al- 
ternative presently  available.  Mr. 
Rodale  reported  that  one  representa- 
tive of  a  large  agriculture  company 
told  him  privately,  "Look,  we  have  to 
meet  you  halfway." 

I  believe  these  statements,  which 
would  have  been  considered  utterly 
heretical  by  mainstream  agricultural 
scientists  not  long  ago,  reflect  a  grow- 
ing consensus  on  the  need  for  new  ap- 
proaches. We  cannot  continue  to  con- 
sume our  resources  to  produce  huge 
food  surpluses  that  deplete  our  treas- 
ury. Despite  the  attractive  appeal  to 
produce  all  we  can,  because  the  world 
is  hungry,  we  must  reconsider  our  ap- 
proach. Mr.  Rodale  also  told  us  of  his 
work  with  Tanzania,  funded  by  AID. 
They  succeeded  in  developing  sustain- 
able agriculture  systems,  based  on  re- 
generative principles,  rather  than 
large  amounts  of  synthetic  inputs,  in  a 
nation  which  has  very  severe  food 
problems. 

We  are  getting  beyond  the  time 
when  a  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could 
say  that  organic  farming  was  OK  as 
long  as  somebody  decides  which  50 
million  people  are  going  to  starve.  We 
are  ready  to  begin  learning  from  suc- 
cessful organic  farmers  and  to  study 
management  strategies  that  sustain 
production  without  destroying  irre- 
placeable resources  or  contaminating 
our  environment. 

The  scientists,  at  least,  seem  to  be 
moving  to  meet  halfway  on  this,  but  I 
aun  not  sure  that  our  agricultural  lead- 
ers in  Washington  have  the  message. 
ARS  has  not  included  funds  for  organ- 
ic farming  research  in  its  6-year  plan, 
and  it  is  not  clear  if  USDA  policymak- 
ers really  understand  the  issue  at  all. 
We  are  not  seeing  efforts  to  develop 
these  alternative,  reduced  input  man- 
agement approaches  being  supported 
at  the  Federal  level. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Department  Oper- 
ations, Research,  and  Foreign  Agricul- 
ture Subcommittee  will  hold  a  hearing 
August  3  on  the  Agricultural  Produc- 
tivity Act  of  1983.  introduced  by  my 
colleague  Mr.  Weaver  and  numerous 
cosponsors.  This  bill  will  create  a  pro- 
gram of  research,  using  demonstration 
farms  located  throughout  the  country. 
The  research  will  focus  on  ways  to 
enable  producers  to  switch  to  low 
input  management  techniques  and  re- 
generative methods  without  loss  of 
profitability.  I  intend  to  give  this  pro- 
posal a  thorough  examination  and  to 


July  25,  1983 

support  an  enhanced  program  of  re- 
search in  this  area. 

It  is  time  we  put  aside  the  differ- 
ences that  have  divided  proponents  of 
differing  approaches  to  food  produc- 
tion, and  begin  to  use  our  scientific 
and  farming  knowledge  and  skills  to 
help  solve  our  production  and  resource 
conservation  problems.  I  believe  some 
very  promising  new  ways  are  begin- 
ning to  open  up,  and  I  hope  we  in  Con- 
gress will  do  all  we  can  to  encourage 
these  exciting  developments.* 


TIME  TO  PUT  A  CLAMP  ON 
PENTAGON  SPENDING 


HON.  RICHARD  L.  OHINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  cost 
overruns  on  Pentagon  contracts  have 
become  so  commonplace  that  many 
exorbitantly  high  bills  get  paid  with- 
out a  second  glance.  But  recent  infor- 
mation regarding  the  absurd  prices 
the  Pentagon  has  been  paying  for  the 
most  mundane  equipment  must  bring 
us  back  to  reason.  The  Pentagon  begs 
for  billions  of  dollars  with  which  to 
build  new  weapons  systems,  and  does 
nothing  to  control  the  simplest  of 
costs.  More  is  needed  than  official 
dismay.  If  the  Pentagon  cannot  police 
its  costs  with  greater  care,  it  is  up  to 
Congress  to  enforce  frugality.  We  have 
spared  the  rod  and  spoiled  the  child 
for  much  too  long. 

I  call  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues an  editorial  from  last  Thurs- 
day's New  York  Times: 

Cap  the  Complacent 

The  Navy  has  confessed  to  Congress  that 
it's  been  paying  $110  for  diodes  that  should 
have  cost  4  cents.  That's  not  20  times  the 
right  price,  or  even  200  times,  but  2.750 
times.  Defense  Secretary  Weinberger  told 
Navy  Secretary  Lehman  that  he  was  "ex- 
tremely displeased."  Displeased?  What  fiscal 
enormity  would  make  him  mad? 

Paying  the  Sperry  Corporation  $80,000  for 
spare  parts  that  cost  $3,000  was  evidently 
insufficient  to  evoke  the  Defense  Secre- 
tary's choler.  Letting  McDonnell  Douglas 
charge  $3.2  million  for  parts  that  cost  less 
than  $700,000  also  falls  below  Mr.  Wein- 
berger's indignation  threshold. 

Since  Congress  is  at  present  pondering  the 
Pentagon's  plans  for  new  hardware  pur- 
chases, for  which  it  is  requesting  $99  billion, 
these  findings  by  the  Pentagon's  Inspector 
General  have  come  at  an  awkward  moment. 
So  too  has  his  verdict  that  in  many  cases 
"little  effort  was  being  made  to  limit  exorbi- 
tant cost  growth."'  Compelled  to  do  some- 
thing. Mr.  Weinberger  has  responded  by  re- 
assigning one  officer  and  reprimanding  an- 
other. 

Even  as  gestures,  these  wrist  slaps  lack 
conviction.  They  are  irrelevant  to  the  un- 
derlying problem,  a  relationship  between 
the  Pentagon  and  its  contractors  in  which 
most  forms  of  competition  have  been  fenced 
out. 
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When  he  was  Budget  Director,  Caspar 
Weinberger  earned  the  sobriquet  Cap  the 
Knife.  Now  he  can  summon  little  more  than 
a  yawn  at  the  grossest  spending  habits.  Evi- 
dently in  30  months  of  running  the  Defense 
Department  the  Secretary  has  witnessed  so 
many  horrors  that  he's  simply  jaded. 

What  he  needs  to  manage  the  Pentagon  is 
to  regain  his  capacity  for  outrage.  A  little 
outrage  would  go  a  long  way  toward  reform- 
ing the  design,  testing  and  procurement  of 
weapons.  ""Extreme  displeasure"  will  cow  no 
one  and  change  nothing.* 
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A  BILL  TO  AUTHORIZE  THE 
MEDICARE  PROGRAM  TO  PAY 
FOR  VACCINATION  FOR  HEPA- 
TITIS B 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  ELOUISE 
WESTBROOK 


HON.  SAU  BURTON 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 

•  Mrs.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  July  16.  1983,  Elouise 
Westbrook  was  honored  at  the  Bay- 
view-Hunter's  Point  facility  in  San 
Francisco  for  her  years  of  dedicated 
service  to  the  community  of  San  Fran- 
cisco. 

Mrs.  Westbrook  has  lived  in  San 
Francisco  for  more  than  30  years  and 
has  been  a  personal  friend  of  mine  and 
Phillip's.  During  these  years  she  has 
been  extraordinarily  active  in  the  civic 
life  of  the  city. 

Mrs.  Westbrook  is  currently  presi- 
dent of  the  Housing  Authority  of  San 
Francisco.  She  is  also  director  of  the 
patient  advocate  multicultural  pro- 
gram at  San  Francisco  General  Hospi- 
tal where  she  is  actively  involved  in 
building  better  ambulatory  health 
care  services.  In  the  past  she  has 
served  on  the  mayor's  advisory  com- 
mittee on  community  development 
and  the  Golden  Gate  transportatipn 
advisory  committee  among  others. 

Two  of  her  many  awards  for  contri- 
butions to  the  betterment  of  our  com- 
munity are  the  Living  Legend  Award 
from  the  Bay  Area  Community  Black 
Women  Organized  for  Action,  which 
she  received  in  1974,  and  the  John  Gil- 
bert Award  from  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Community  Health  Centers, 
Inc.,  which  she  received  in  1977. 

In  addition  to  her  many  activities, 
Mrs.  Westbrook  is  also  the  mother  of 
two  daughters,  the  grandmother  of  14, 
and  the  great-grandmother  of  17. 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  share  with  my 
colleagues  this  acknowledgment  of 
Elouise  Westbrook's  contributions  to 
the  city  of  San  Francisco.  I  join  with 
the  entire  community  of  San  Francis- 
co in  commending  her  on  this  special 
day.* 


HON.  HENRY  A.  WAXMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  am  introducing  a  bill  authorizing  the 
medicare  program  to  pay  for  vaccina- 
tions for  hepatitis  B. 

This  bill  will  not  only  improve  the 
health  status  and  quality  of  life  of 
thousands  of  medicare  beneficiaries,  it 
will  also  save  the  medicare  program 
over  $7  million  over  the  next  5  years. 
Hepatitis  B  is  a  viral  infection  of  the 
liver,  with  severe  acute  and  chronic  ef- 
fects. According  to  a  June  25.  1982. 
report  by  the  Public  Health  Service's 
Centers  for  Disease  Control,  about 
200.000  people  are  infected  with  the 
hepatitis  B  virus  each  year,  resulting 
in  over  10,000  hospitalizations  and  250 
deaths  of  acute  disease.  Moreover, 
many  of  those  infected  become  carri- 
ers of  the  disease  and  develop  chronic 
active  hepatitis.  The  CDC  report  indi- 
cates that  about  4,000  people  die  each 
year  from  hepatitis  B  related  cirrhosis 
and  more  than  800  die  from  hepatitis 
B  related  liver  cancer. 

This  disease  is  transmitted  primarily 
by  contact  with  infected  blood  and 
blood  products.  Consequently,  the 
populations  most  at  risk  include 
health  care  workers  who  routinely 
handle  blood,  patients  who  receive 
blood  or  blood  products,  and  members 
of  these  patients'  families. 

A  particularly  high-risk  population 
identified  by  CDC  consists  of  patients 
undergoing  maintenance  dialysis  for 
end-stage  renal  disease,  over  90  per- 
cent of  whom  are  eligible  for  medicare 
under  special  eligibility  rules  enacted 
in  1972.  This  year,  there  are  over 
60,000  dialysis  patients  in  the  medi- 
care ESRD  program,  and  in  the  future 
will  rise  an  average  of  5  percent  annu- 
ally. 

Because  of  their  high  risk  of  expo- 
sure to  hepatitis  B  virus,  these  pa- 
tients must  undergo  regular  periodic 
blood  tests,  typically  on  a  monthly 
basis,  to  screen  for  hepatitis.  These 
tests  cost  about  $15  each  time  they  are 
administered. 

There  is  now  a  safe,  effective,  and 
cost-saving  alternative  to  this  testing. 
In  late  1981  the  FDA  approved  a  new 
vaccine  for  hepatitis  B  and  it  is  now 
available  on  the  market.  The  vaccine 
is  administered  in  three  doses  over  a 
period  of  6  months  and  has  been 
shown  to  be  effective  in  producing  im- 
munity in  about  90  percent  of  those 
tested  to  date.  The  effectiveness  rate 
for  ESRD  patients  may  be  lower,  and 
may  vary  inversely  with  age,  but  will 
probably  still  be  in  the  range  of  75  to 
80  percent.  No  risks  have  been  identi- 
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fied  in  connection  with  the  vaccine's 
use,  other  than  mild  irritation  at  the 
injection  site.  It  retains  its  effective- 
ness for  at  least  3  years. 

The  vaccine  would  cost  about  $215 
to  administer  to  each  patient.  There- 
fore, the  cost  during  the  first  year  of 
vaccinating  the  existing  population  of 
dialysis  patients  would  exceed  the 
cost-savings  derived  from  foregoing 
frequent  blood  tests.  The  Congression- 
al Budget  Office  estimates  a  first  year 
net  cost  of  $2.2  million.  However,  the 
cost  of  vaccinating  some  20,000  new 
ESRD  patients  each  year  would  be 
greatly  outweighed  by  the  savings 
gained  for  these,  and  previously  vacci- 
nated, patients.  CBO  estimates  savings 
in  the  second  year  after  approval  of 
$1.5  million  and  net  savings  over  5 
years  of  $7.2  million. 

These  estimates,  in  my  view,  are  con- 
servative. They  do  not  take  account  of 
earnings  due  to  reduced  hospitaliza- 
tions associated  with  hepatitis  B  infec- 
tions. Nor  do  they  take  account  of 
costly  precautions  which  dialysis  fa- 
cilities must  undertake  now  to  mini- 
mize the  risk  of  exposure. 

Nor  do  cost  savings  tell  the  whole 
story  of  the  benefits  of  this  vaccine. 
Dialysis  patients,  who  typically  need 
three  dialysis  treatments  per  week,  are 
currently  hampered  greatly  in  their 
mobility,  since  facilities  other  than 
their  own  are  reluctant  to  treat  them 
due  to  the  high  risk  of  infection.  Con- 
cern about  the  risk  of  infection  may 
also  inhibit  the  use  of  home  dialysis. 
The  vaccine,  then,  is  clearly  of  great 
advantage  to  the  ESRD  population. 

The  Veterans'  Administration  has 
authorized  the  use  of  the  vaccine  for 
ESRD  patients  and  staff  providers 
since  June.  1982  and  the  State  of 
Maryland  also  reimburses  for  it.  Most 
facilities  will  now  provide,  or  even  re- 
quire, the  vaccine  for  the  professional 
staff  working  in  dialysis  facilities  and 
the  medicare  program  has  agreed  that 
this  is  an  allowable  expense  as  part  of 
the  staff's  employment  benefits.  How- 
ever it  is  not  being  furnished  to  pa- 
tients because  the  medicare  statute 
specifically  excludes  payment  for  im- 
munizations and  other  preventive 
measures— my  colleagues  will  recall 
that  2  years  ago,  we  amended  the  stat- 
ute specifically  to  authorize  medicare 
payments  for  pneumoccocal  vaccine. 

Our  bill  would  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  medicare  pay- 
r.  lent  for  this  safe,  effective,  and  clear- 
ly valuable  vaccine.  The  bill  would  also 
waive  the  deductible  and  coinsurance 
requirements  on  beneficiaries,  as  we 
did  for  the  pneumoccocal  vaccine.  It  Is 
our  intention  that  the  vaccine  be  fur- 
nished as  a  specific  service  and  not  be 
incorporated  into  the  new  composite 
rate  which  will  be  used  to  pay  for  dial- 
ysis treatments  beginning  on  August  1 
of  this  year. 
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Although  we  have  not  limited  cover- 
age under  the  bill  to  the  ESRD  popu- 
lation, that  is  the  group  most  in  need 
of  the  vaccine.  It  is  our  intention  that 
the  vaccine  be  furnished  under  this 
bill  only  for  persons  at  high  risk  of  ex- 
posure, such  as  medicare  beneficiaries 
who  are  receiving  certain  blood  prod- 
ucts, assisting  ESRD  patients  with  di- 
alysis or  members  of  the  ESRD  pa- 
tient's family,  and  others  mentioned  in 
the  CDC  report.  Therefore,  it  is  our 
expectation  that  there  will  not  be  a 
large  number  of  beneficiaries,  other 
than  ESRD  patients,  for  whom  the 
vaccine  is  prescribed.  We  expect  the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administra- 
tion, after  consultation  with  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Health,  to  issue 
guidance  regarding  the  proper  indica- 
tions for  use  by  beneficiaries  other 
than  ESRD  patients.  However,  we  do 
not  want  coverage  delayed  until  such 
guidance  is  available. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  in  the  House 
will  support  this  sound,  and  much 
needed  amendment. • 


THE  CRISIS  IN  HEALTH  CARE 

HON.  CUUDE  PEPPER 

OP  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the 
enactment  of  medicare  and  medicaid 
in  1965,  Congress  confirmed  a  basic 
human  right  and  established  a  sacred 
trust— access  to  quality  health  care 
shall  not  be  limited  by  age  or  income. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  medicare 
and  medicaid  have  greatly  benefited 
the  poor  and  elderly.  But  recently  the 
cost  of  these  programs  in  a  time  of 
growing  fiscal  constraint  has  lead 
some  to  suggest  we  must  break  our 
covenant  with  the  poor  and  elderly 
and  shift  the  burden  of  caring.  In 
1982,  when  the  inflation  rate  was  3.9 
percent,  hospital  costs  increased  by 
12.6  percent.  Similar  increases  are  pro- 
jected for  the  forseeable  future  lead- 
ing the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
to  estimate  that  medicare's  health  in- 
surance trust  fund  could  l>e  bankrupt 
within  4  years. 

Most  of  the  solutions  so  far  suggest- 
ed to  the  emerging  medicare  crisis  are 
based  on  reimbursement  reductions 
and  increased  cost  sharing: 

In  1981  medicare  benefits  were  cut 
by  $3  billion  over  3  years.  Eighty  per- 
cent of  these  cuts  were  borne  by  medi- 
care beneficiaries. 

In  1982  the  administration's  propos- 
als would  have  reduced  benefits  by  $2 
billion  in  1983.  Fortunately  for  sen- 
iors. Congress  rejected  most  of  these 
proposals.  Still,  direct  beneficiary 
costs  were  increased  by  more  than 
$100  million. 

The  administration's  1984  budget  in- 
cludes $2  billion  in  medicare  cuts.  Sev- 
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enty-five  percent  of  this  reduction 
would  be  passed  on  to  the  benefici- 
aries. If  adopted,  the  President's  pro- 
posals would  shift  $10.4  billion  costs  to 
the  .elderly  over  the  next  4  years. 

These  proposed  solutions  are  short 
term  and  short  sighted.  They  do  not 
address  the  fundamental  problems 
leading  to  the  escalation  of  costs  and 
inappropriately  restrict  services.  More- 
over, as  a  practical  matter,  there  is  a 
limit  to  how  much  cost  shifting  can  be 
done.  Seniors  already  spend  20  percent 
of  their  income  on  medical  care— as 
much  as  they  did  in  1965  when  medi- 
care was  enacted. 

The  resolution  I  introduce  today 
with  my  distinguished  colleagues,  Con- 
gressman Waxman,  Congressman 
RoYBAL  and  Congressman  Rangel,  re- 
jects this  piecemeal,  patchwork  ap- 
proach and  calls  for  a  more  compre- 
hensive solution  to  our  health  care 
crisis.  It  calls  for  the  expansion  of  pro- 
spective reimbursement  to  all  payors: 
it  calls  for  legislation  providing  incen- 
tives for  States  to  develop  and  main- 
tain their  own  cost-control  programs: 
and  it  recognizes  that  the  medicare 
problem  cannot  be  resolved  until  the 
entire  health  care  system  is  made 
more  efficient. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  issue  is  as  impor- 
tant as  any  matter  likely  to  come 
before  Congress  over  the  next  few 
years.  It  is  a  difficult  problem,  but  one 
we  can  remedy.  We  can  solve  our  im- 
mediate problems  and  find  ways  to 
make  these  vital  programs  better.  I 
hope  this  resolution,  a  reflection  of 
that  promise,  will  be  speedily  adopted. 
Proposed  Resolution 

Resolution  concerning  "The  Crisis  in 
Health  Care"  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

The  sponsors  of  the  resolution  are:  Con- 
gressman Claude  Pepper.  Congressman 
Henry  A.  Waxman.  Congressman  Edward 
R.  RoYBAL,  and  Congressman  Charles  B. 
Rangel.* 
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He  was  a  great  humanitarian  who  de- 
voted much  of  his  lifetime  to  the  wel- 
fare of  the  Youngstown  community 
and  to  the  support  and  security  of  the 
State  of  Israel. 

All  those  assembled  at  the  confer- 
ence will  know  that  to  list  Dr. 
Berkowitz's  many  accomplishments 
would  be  a  very  lengthy  undertaking. 

Quite  simply,  what  speaks  most  for 
the  worthy  lifetime  of  Dr.  Sidney 
Berkowitz  is  this  gathering  of  friends 
and  colleagues,  and  more  importantly, 
the  resolve  of  this  group  to  strengthen 
and  support  the  causes  that  were  so 
close  to  his  heart.  This  is  the  single 
greatest  honor  a  man  could  hope  for. 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  offer  my 
wholehearted  support  for  the  activi- 
ties of  this  group  which  will  keep  Dr. 
Berkowitz's  spirit  alive  in  the  commu- 
nity for  many,  many  years  to  come.* 


July  25,  1983 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  SIDNEY 
BERKOWITZ 


HON.  LYLE  WILLIAMS 

or  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  Tri-State  Region  Conference  of 
the  Zionist  Organization  of  America 
will  be  held  in  my  congressional  dis- 
trict this  weekend,  and  I  am  very 
proud  to  have  been  asked  to  partici- 
pate. I  am  even  more  proud  of  the  fact 
that  this  conference  is  being  dedicated 
to  the  memory  of  a  close,  personal 
friend  of  mine,  and  a  truly  great 
Youngstowner,  Dr.  Sidney  Berkowitz. 

Dr.  Berkowitz,  a  Zionist  leader, 
served  as  president  of  the  Youngstown 
Zionist  District  and  as  a  member  of 
the  National  Executive  Committee  of 
the  Zionist  Organization  of  America. 


THE  25TH  ANNIVERSARY 
CELEBRATION  OF  ACA 

HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
28,  1983,  the  Americans  for  Constitu- 
tional Action  held  their  25th  anniver- 
sary celebration  at  the  Mayflower 
Hotel  in  Washington,  D.C. 

The  Americans  for  Constitutional 
Action  have  been  at  the  forefront  of 
the  conservative  movement  in  our 
great  Nation.  They  have  grown  from  a 
small  band  of  Americans  dedicated  to 
conservative  principles  to  one  of  the 
most  important  voices  of  the  American 
political  process.  Their  efforts  on 
behalf  of  conservative  causes  and  can- 
didates has  contributed  greatly  to  a 
better  understanding  of  those  values 
and  principles  which  have  long  made 
our  country  great.  I  know  many  will 
join  me  in  applauding  what  they  have 
achieved  during  the  past  25  years  and 
hope  this  will  continue  long  into  the 
future. 

At  this  point  I  wish  to  insert  into  the 
Record,  the  welcoming  remarks  of 
Mrs.  Charlene  Baker  Craycraft,  the  es- 
teemed chairman  of  the  board  of 
trustees  of  Americans  for  Constitu- 
tional Action. 

Remarks  of  Mrs.  Charlene  Baker 
Craycraft 

Welcome  to  the  25th  Anniversary  Celebra- 
tion of  the  Americans  for  Constitutional 
Action.  Tonight  is  indeed  a  milestone  .  .  . 
not  just  for  ACA.  but  for  the  entire 
Conservative  movement  in  America. 

With  the  tremendous  growth  of  public  in- 
terest groups  supporting  a  variety  of  causes 
today,  I  think  it's  difficult  for  many  of  us  to 
recall  the  days  twenty-five  years  ago  when 
groups  such  as  ours  were  not  in  existence. 
In  fact.  ACA  was  established  because  a 
small  group  of  very  dedicated.  Conservative 
Americans  believed  that  there  was  a  need 
for     balance     in     the    American     political 


system.  The  Americans  for  Democratic 
Action  had  been  established  and  there  was 
no  credible  Conservative  voice  to  represent 
a  positive  alternative  to  ADA. 

So,  ACA  was  established  to  provide  that 
kind  of  positive  Conservative  voice  that 
America  needed.  You  may  recall  that  among 
the  founders  of  our  group  was  Admiral  Ben 
Moreell.  an  outstanding  American  and  the 
man  who  built  the  Navy's  Seabees.  For 
many  years.  Admiral  Moreell  led  ACA  and 
no  one  man  better  exemplified  the  guiding 
principles  of  our  group  than  he.  Governor 
Charles  Edison  was  ACAs  first  Treasurer 
and  held  that  position  until  his  death.  Gov- 
ernor Edison  was  the  son  of  Thomas  Edison 
and  a  man  whose  name  is  even  today  still 
synonymous  with  philanthropy  and  patriot- 
ism. 

ACA,  as  most  of  you  know,  has  been  a 
quiet  organization  for  most  of  its  years.  We 
have  never  sought  the  limelight;  we've 
never  looked  for  headlines:  rather  we've  just 
simply  tried  to  do  our  best  to  elect  solid 
Conservatives  to  the  House  and  to  the 
Senate.  Beyond  that  we  have,  of  course, 
published  what  I  believe  is  the  finest  Con- 
servative vote  rating  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress for  the  past  twenty-five  years.  Though 
we've  been  a  quiet  group.  I  hope  you'll  allow 
me  to  boast  for  just  a  minute.  During  the 
past  twenty-five  years.  ACA  has  assisted 
countless  candidates  for  public  office  in 
every  state  of  the  union.  During  the  early 
years  we  were  often  the  only  Conservative 
voice  to  be  heard. 

For  the  last  thirteen  years  we  have  been 
helping  to  raise  funds  for  our  Conservative 
friends.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  ACA  handled 
approximately  4  million  dollars  in  the  1981 
and  1982  campaign  years  alone.  The  checks 
went  directly  to  the  incumbents  and  candi- 
dates, something  no  other  group  does.  This 
was  accomplished  on  an  annual  budget  of 
$100,000  for  ACA.  Imagine  what  we  could 
accomplish  on  twice  that  amount. 

We  have  finally  reached  the  point  in 
America  today  where  we  have  a  winning 
Conservative  coalition.  Now  it  is  our  charge 
to  keep  that  coalition  going,  to  keep  it 
strong,  to  keep  it  fresh,  to  keep  it  responsive 
to  the  needs  of  the  American  people.  We 
still  have  major  obstacles  in  our  way.  We 
still  need  more  Conservatives  in  the  Con- 
gress. We  need  to  improve  the  Conservative 
ranks  at  the  state  and  local  level,  too.  Work- 
ing together,  I  know  that  we  can  achieve 
our  goals.  We've  come  so  far  already,  we 
must  not  stop  now. 

I  know  most  of  you  here  this  evening  gave 
personal  donations  to  ACA  because  you  be- 
lieve in  our  work  as  strongly  as  I  do.  With  a 
rent  increase  of  150%  beginning  in  August, 
we  will  not  be  able  to  continue  this  impor- 
tant work  without  your  support  and  I  know 
we  can  count  on  you. 

In  less  than  a  week  we  will  celebrate  the 
207th  Birthday  of  the  United  States  of 
America.  As  we  approach  that  important 
birthday  I  invite  each  of  you  to  reflect  upon 
the  values  that  have  made  this  Nation 
great— our  commitment  to  the  free  enter- 
prise system,  to  a  strong  national  defense, 
to  the  freedoms  we  so  cherish,  to  local  self- 
determination  and  to  individual  rights  and 
the  responsibilities  that  come  with  them.  In 
short,  to  have  the  opportunities  to  enjoy 
the  liberties  that  our  system  of  government 
insures  to  each  of  its  citizens.  This  is  what 
our  Nation  is  all  about.  This  is  what  ACA  is 
all  about. 

Thank  you  for  being  with  us  tonight  to 
celebrate  25  good  years.  I  hope  that  you  will 
be  with  us  in  the  years  to  come.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 

HON.  BARBER  B.  CONABLE,  JR. 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  18,  1983 

•  Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
the  25th  observance  of  Captive  Na- 
tions Week,  a  sober  anniversary  of  the 
oppression  and  subjugation  of  nations 
by  the  Soviet  Union. 

This  year  the  courage  and  determi- 
nation of  the  Polish  people  and  their 
leader.  Lech  Walesa,  have  continued 
to  fuel  a  spark  of  hope  for  the  people 
of  other  nations  dominated  by  the 
Soviet  Union.  To  most  of  these  people 
resistance  may  often  seem  futile,  but 
supporters  of  Solidarity  have  demon- 
strated the  penetrating  power  of 
united  public  action  and  civil  disobedi- 
ence. Yet  the  initiatives  of  the  Poles 
will  falter  and  lose  momentum  unless 
they  are  complemented  by  external 
pressure  on  the  Polish  Government. 

It  is  difficult  for  most  of  us  to  envi- 
sion the  restrictive  societies  that  exist 
in  captive  nations,  and  so  we  must 
remind  ourselves  constantly  that  the 
liberties  we  cherish  as  inalienable  are 
accompanied  by  an  obligation  to  per- 
petuate liberty.  The  struggles  of  the 
people  of  Poland  afford  us  the  oppor- 
tunity to  meet  this  obligation. 

If  the  cause  of  liberty  advances  in 
Poland,  the  spark  her  people  have  ig- 
nited will  spread  to  those  in  other  cap- 
tive nations.  Thus,  we  remind  our- 
selves this  week  of  the  solemn  obliga- 
tion we  all  share  to  condemn  human 
rights  violations  around  the  world  and 
to  endeavor  to  advance  the  cause  of 
freedom  at  every  opportunity.* 


DELAY  THE  PERSHING  AND 
CRUISE 


HON.  RICHARD  L  OHINGER 


OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  call  to  my  colleagues'  at- 
tention an  article  written  by  Mr.  Jack 
Schiff,  a  constituent  of  mine  from 
New  Rochelle,  N.Y.  Mr.  Schiff  argues 
a  point  that  I  wholeheartedly  endorse: 
do  not  deploy  the  Pershing  and  Cruise 
missiles. 

Our  colleague,  Mr.  Dellums.  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  authorization  that 
would  delay  such  deployment.  A  delay 
would  provide  us  more  time  for  rea- 
sonable arms  negotiations  without 
alarming  our  friends  in  Western 
Europe.  Such  a  delay  deserves  the  sup- 
port of  the  House. 

Modern  Paul  Reveres  Needed 
(By  Jack  Schiff) 

I  have  just  finished  reading  an  anguished 
appeal  by  11  former  NATO  generals  from 
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eight  European  nations.  It  strikes  a  warning 
bell  to  the  people  of  the  United  States  that 
should  resound  throughout  the  land. 

They  say:  "Americans,  we  l>eseech  you;  Do 
not  deploy  Pershing  II  and  cruise  missiles  in 
Europe! 
For  the  sake  of  humankind— Don't  do  it!" 
The  appeal  was  signed  by  Marshal  Fran- 
cisco da  Costa  Gomes,  former  president  of 
Portugal:  and  these  retired  generals:  Mi- 
chael N.  Harbottle.  U.K.:  Michael  Hermann 
van  Meyenfeldt,  Netherlands:  Nino  Pasti, 
now  a  senator,  Italy:  Gunter  VoUmer,  Fed- 
eral Republic  of  Germany:  Miltiades  Pa- 
pathanasiou,  Georgios  Koumanakos  and  Mi- 
chalis  Tombpoulos,  Greece:  Gert  Bastian, 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany:  Johann 
Christie,  Norway:  and  Adm.  (ret.)  Antoine 
Sanguinetti,  Prance. 

All  of  these  military  leaders  were  inti- 
mately involved  in  NATO  affairs  when  the 
Soviet  Union  began  modernizing  its  20-year- 
old  SS-4  and  SS-5  nuclear  missiles  :n  1977 
by  replacing  them  with  SS-20s.  Since  the 
latter  had  three  warheads  instead  of  the 
single  one  on  the  older  missiles,  it  withdrew 
three  of  the  old  ones  for  every  new  one.  The 
total  throw-weight,  however,  was  less. 

Although  the  SS-20  was  more  accurate 
and  of  longer  range,  none  of  these  generals, 
nor  NATO  officially,  including  the  U.S.. 
thought  this  was  a  new  threat.  It  was  re- 
garded as  a  normal  modernization  along  the 
lines  that  the  U.S.  had  taken  a  number  of 
times  in  up-dating  its  nuclear  arsenal. 

No  protest  was  made.  NATO  and  top  U.S. 
authorities,  including  the  secretary  of  de- 
fense, felt  confident  that  there  was  approxi- 
mate nuclear  parity  between  NATO  and  the 
Warsaw  Pact  nations.  NATO  had  640  war- 
heads on  four  U.S.  submarines  attached  to 
NATO  (that  had  replaced  the  landbased 
missiles  the  U.S.  considered  vulnerable), 
plus  aircraft  carriers  and  bombers  in  the 
area,  all  equipped  with  nuclear  weapons.  In 
addition,  the  British  and  French  had  sepa- 
rate nuclear  missiles  that  actually  gave  us 
superiority. 

These  generals  know  that  the  Introduc- 
tion of  the  Pershing  II  and  cruise  missiles  in 
Europe  would  give  the  U.S.  a  strategic  first- 
strike  capabilitiy  that  can  reach  the  USSR 
in  only  six  minutes.  The  SovieU  have  noth- 
ing comparable  against  the  U.S.  directly, 
and  the  fear  is  that  the  situation  would 
become  destabilized  with  "launch  on  warn- 
ing" replacing  the  checking  precautions 
presently  in  effect. 

These  generals  are  trying  to  warn  the 
American  people  that  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration is  bent  on  destructive  path.  It  has 
refused  to  pledge  a  no-first  use  of  nuclear 
weapons,  as  the  Russians  have  done,  unilat- 
erally. It  has  rejected  the  more  than  equita- 
ble proposal  by  the  Soviets  to  reduce  its  SS- 
20  missiles  to  the  same  number  just  as  the 
French  and  British  arsenals,  not  even  count- 
ing the  present  official  NATO  weapons.  It 
has  voted  against  the  U.N. 

General  Assembly's  resolution  for  a  nucle- 
ar freeze,  which  the  Soviet  Union  accepted. 
It  continues  to  make  unacceptable,  lop-sided 
proposals  which  would  result  in  the  com- 
plete elimination  of  all  SS-20s  in  return  for 
the  non-deployment  of  our  new  missiles.  Or, 
as  a  concession  to  the  world-wide  disarma- 
ment movement,  a  reduction  of  both  the 
Soviet  missiles  and  the  number  of  Pershing 
II  and  cruise  missiiles  to  be  deployed,  ignor- 
ing the  French  and  British  weapons  alto- 
gether. 

These  generals  do  not  want  any  of  these 
new  missiles  in  Europe,  because  they  know 
that  a  freeze  would  become  almost  impossi- 
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ble  to  negotiate  thereafter,  and  the  arms 
race  would  escalate  to  the  point  of  no 
return.  A  nuclear  holocaust,  in  their  opin- 
ion, would  be  inevitable. 

That  is  why  they  are  appealing  to  the 
American  people  to  become,  in  effect, 
modem  Paul  Reveres,  and  sound  the  alarm 
in  every  town  and  city,  to  mount  a  campaign 
that  will  force  the  Reagan  administration  to 
renounce  the  Euromissiles.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 


TESTIMONIAL  TO  JUDGE 
MANUEL  ROSE 


HON.  GEORCF.  MILLER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  July  30.  members  of  the 
legal  community  will  join  numerous 
other  citizens  of  Contra  Costa  County 
to  pay  tribute  to  Hon.  Manuel  Rose, 
who  is  retiring  after  a  judicial  career 
sparining  30  years.  I  am  pleased  to 
have  l)een  invited  to  participate  in  this 
event  honoring  Judge  Rose  and  want 
to  take  this  time  to  share  the  high- 
lights of  his  career  with  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  American  lawyer  plays  many 
roles— counselor,  advocate,  public  serv- 
ant, public  leader.  Yet,  perhaps  the 
most  central  figure  in  our  judicial 
process  is  that  of  judge.  As  officer  of 
the  court,  the  judge  assumes  the  re- 
sponsibility to  insure  the  swift  deliv- 
ery of  justice  for  all  citizens.  Judge 
Rose  has  devoted  his  legal  career  to 
the  achievement  of  this  principle. 

Manuel  Roses  career  has  been 
marked  by  accomplishment  since  his 
initial  appointment  to  the  bench  in 
1953.  Shortly  after  his  graduation 
from  Boalt  Hall  School  of  Law  at 
Berkeley.  Judge  Rose  was  appointed 
to  serve  on  the  Antioch  Justice  Court. 
Following  a  merger  cf  the  Antioch  and 
Pittsburg  Courts.  Judge  Rose  contin- 
ued to  serve  as  the  single  judge  of  the 
River  Municipal  Court.  A  second 
merger  with  the  Delta  Justice  Court 
formed  a  new  court,  the  Delta  Munici- 
pal Court  where  Judge  Rose  has 
served  since  1973.  During  his  many 
years  of  public  service.  Manuel  Rose 
has  developed  a  solid  reputation  for 
fairness  and  honesty. 

Beyond  his  responsibilities  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice.  Judge  Rose  has 
assumed  obligations  of  leadership  in 
community  affairs.  He  and  his  wife  of 
35  years.  Willie,  have  raised  five  chil- 
dren. 

The  high  standards  required  for  ef- 
fective judicial  performance  and 
public  trust  have  been  consistently 
maintained  by  Judge  Rose.  The  resi- 
dents of  Contra  Costa  County  are 
proud  of  his  accomplishments  and 
grateful  for  his  service.  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues in  the  House  to  join  me  in  con- 
gratulating him  on  his  career  and 
wishing  him  and  his  wife  the  t>est  for 
the  future.* 


HON.  UWRENCE  COUGHLIN 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  18.  1983 

•  Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
week  we  commemorate  the  25th 
annual  observance  of  Captive  Nations 
Week.  1  speak  today  to  remember  the 
brave  people  of  Latvia.  Estonia,  and 
Lithuania  who  hunger  for  freedom 
from  Soviet  repression. 

One  must  go  back  almost  for  44 
years  when  Nazi  Germany  and  the 
Soviet  Union  signed  a  nonaggression 
pact  whereby  the  countries  of  Estonia, 
Latvia,  Lithuania,  Finland,  and  Poland 
were  divided  between  these  two  super- 
powers. In  the  years  that  followed  this 
agreement,  the  Soviet  invaded  Finland 
and  participated  in  the  breaking  up  of 
Poland  which  had  been  under  the  re- 
pression of  Nazi  Get  many  during 
World  War  II.  In  1940,  the  Red  Army 
invaded  the  Baltic  States  of  Lithuania, 
Latvia,  and  Elstonia,  annexing  them  as 
part  of  the  Soviet  Union  after  giving 
these  nations  24  hours  to  hold  "elec- 
tions" as  to  the  government  the  people 
desired.  After  these  so-called  elections, 
the  Soviet  Union  installed  puppet 
rulers  to  carry  out  "the  will  of  the 
people." 

Since  1940,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
fought  against  the  desire  of  the  Baltic 
people  to  have  independence  restored 
to  their  homeland.  Dissidents  are 
forced  into  mental  hospitals  for  psy- 
chiatric evaluations  or  sentenced  to 
years  of  hard  labor  in  work  camps. 
Over  4  millon  people  have  been  forced 
into  slave  labor  and  over  10,000  have 
been  imprisoned  for  political  and  reli- 
gious "extremism." 

Despite  Soviet  oppression,  the 
people  of  the  Captive  Nations  contin- 
ue to  hope  for  freedom  in  their  home- 
land. As  a  nation  which  was  first  set- 
tled by  a  small  group  of  people  seeking 
religious  freedom,  we  should  feel  par- 
ticularly akin  to  the  plight  of  the 
Baltic  countries. 

We  recently  celebrated  the  207th  an- 
niversary of  our  independence.  As  a 
nation,  we  often  take  for  granted  the 
freedom  of  expression  for  which  the 
founders  of  this  Nation  fought  so  dili- 
gently. However,  this  liberty  serves  as 
a  symbol  of  hope  to  all  those  who  do 
not  have  this  freedom.  Just  as  the  first 
Puritans  who  settled  in  the  colony  of 
Massachusetts  sought  to  set  their  city 
of  Boston  upon  a  hill  as  a  beacon  of 
truth  for  all  civilization  to  see.  so 
should  we  serve  as  a  beacon  of  hope 
for  those  currently  hungering  for  the 
ability  to  express  their  individual  po- 
litical, religious,  and  cultural  heritge. 

Although  Soviet  oppression  contin- 
ues in  the  Baltic  States,  we  must  seek 
to  asssure  these  people  of  our  commit- 
ment to  their  fight  (or  freedom.  May 
we  serve  as  an  inspiration  to  those 
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brave  and  courageous  people  who 
fight  daily  in  the  war  for  their  release 
from  the  grasp  of  the  iron  hand. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  each  one  of 
us  closely  examine  the  example  set  by 
the  Baltic  peoples  and  continue  to  rec- 
ognize their  strong  spirit  and  firm  de- 
termination in  the  fight  for  national 
integrity,  human  rights,  and  self-de- 
termination.* 
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Committee   have   joined   with   me 
sponsoring  this  legislation.* 
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ON  LOCAL  TELEPHONE  RATES 


KAMEHAMEHA  THE  GREAT 
NATIONAL  MONUMENT 


HON.  CECIL  (CEC)  HEFTEL 

OF  HAWAII 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  HEFTEL  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  am  introducing  legislation  today 
to  designate  Fort  DeRussy.  the  only 
significant  remaining  open  area  on 
Waikiki  Beach.  Hawaii,  as  "Kameha- 
meha  the  Great  National  Monument." 

In  1795.  Kamehameha  the  Great 
landed  with  his  troops  in  the  vicinity 
of  what  is  now  known  as  Fort  De- 
Russy. It  was  from  this  spot  that  Ka- 
mehameha led  his  army  across  the 
Makiki  plain  to  fight  the  Battle  of 
Nuuanu.  This  decisive  battle,  where 
Kamehameha  forced  his  enemies  back 
up  into  the  Nuuanu  Valley  and  over 
the  Pali,  resulted  in  the  unification  of 
the  Hawaiian  Islands  and  the  end  of 
bloody  and  destructive  civil  wars  that 
had  blighted  the  land  and  decimated 
the  population  for  so  long.  Kameha- 
meha then  established  cultural,  social, 
and  economic  institutions  in  the  is- 
lands and  began  trade  with  other  na- 
tions. 

The  land  comprising  Fort  DeRussy 
thus  qualifies  as  a  nationally  signifi- 
cant lanumark  and  should  be  pre- 
served as  such.  Further.  Kamehameha 
the  Great  deserves  to  be  recognized  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  as  a 
statesman  and  defender  of  a  unique 
culture. 

Designation  as  a  national  monument 
assures  that  the  land  will  never  be  de- 
veloped commercially.  Since  the  land 
is  already  under  Federal  control,  this 
bill  simply  transfers  jurisdiction  of  the 
property  from  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  the  Department  of  the  Interi- 
or. The  Hale  Koa  Hotel  and  the 
Kalani  Center  would  continue  to  be 
administered  by  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

I  conducted  two  polls  of  Fort  De- 
Russy in  my  congressional  district  in 
which  most  respondents  favored  keep- 
ing the  property  as  open  space.  I  am 
now  responding  to  this  sentiment  with 
legislation  which  will  benefit  the  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  tourists  from 
the  50  States  and  from  nations  around 
the  world  each  year  who  visit  Waikiki 
I  am  pleased  that  my  colleague  from 
Hawaii,  Dan  Akaka.  and  a  number  of 
my  colleagues  on  the  House  Interior 


HON.  JOHN  D.  DINGELL 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
week,  I  introduced  the  Universal  Tele- 
phone Service  Preservation  Act  of 
1983  (H.R.  3621)  to  preserve  afford- 
able telephone  service  for  all  Ameri- 
cans. Today,  I  would  like  to  draw  to  all 
of  my  colleagues'  attention  the  prob- 
lem of  skyrocketing  telephone  rates 
and  the  dangers  this  poses  to  the  na- 
tional goal  of  universal  telephone  serv- 
ice. 

This  survey  of  local  telephone  rate 
increases  in  all  50  States  and  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  was  compiled  by  the 
staff  of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  in  July  1983.  The  staff  con- 
tacted public  utility  commissioners 
and  asked  them  to  provide  an  overview 
of  recently  granted,  pending,  and  an- 
ticipated requests  made  by  telephone 
companies  in  their  jurisdictions  for  in- 
creases in  basic  monthly  subscriber 
rates.  The  State  commissions  were 
asked  to  identify  the  amount  of  such 
requests,  their  contributing  factors, 
and  their  impacts  on  local  customers. 

Complete  information  in  each  State 
is  not  available  due  to  the  nature  of 
filing  practices  which  vary  from  juris- 
diction to  jurisdiction.  For  instance, 
certain  States  require  historical  test 
years  while  others  permit  projected 
test  years.  Thus,  where  a  historical 
test  year  is  used,  the  impacts  of  the 
FCC  access  charge  and  depreciation 
decisions,  the  divestiture,  and  other 
recent  developments  by  law  cannot  be 
factored  into  rate  designs  until  they 
have  been  in  effect  for  at  least  1  year. 
Nevertheless,  the  survey  demon- 
strates a  pattern  of  local  rate  increases 
awarded  and  requested  significantly  in 
excess  of  the  historical  norm.  There 
are  26  pending  rate  increase  requests 
totaling  approximately  $7  billion.  All 
but  tw6  of  the  increases  relate  in  part 
to  FCC  decisions  and  the  divestiture. 
The  full  consequences  of  these  rate  in- 
creases and  requests  cannot  be  precise- 
ly ascertained  at  this  time,  but  in  a 
number  of  States  they  would  result  in 
at  least  a  doubling  of  basic  monthly 
customer  charges. 

In  Alabama,  South  Central  Bell  was 
granted  a  $117  million  rate  increase 
which  took  effect  January  11,  1983. 
This  increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
depreciation  decision  and  to  normal  in- 
creases in  operating  costs.  The  full  in- 
crease would  affect  residential  and 
business  customers  equally.  The  PSC 
expects  South  Central  to  file  another 
rate  increase  request  after  January  1, 
1984.  That  increase  is  expected  to  in- 
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corporate  the  effects  of  the  FCC 
access  charge  decision,  the  divestiture, 
the  deregulation  of  CPE,  and  the  loss 
of  intrastate  toll  revenues. 

In  Alaska.  Alascom  has  no  rate  in- 
crease requests  on  file  at  the  present 
time. 

In  Arizona.  Mountain  States  Bell 
has  a  $79  million  rate  increase  pend- 
ing. The  case  was  filed  on  February  21, 
1983.  This  increase  is  attributed  to  a 
loss  of  revenues  due  to  long-distance 
competition  and  normal  increases  in 
operating  costs.  The  full  increase 
would  raise  basic  service  rates  by  over 
100  percent,  with  average  residential 
rates  going  up  by  67  percent.  These 
rate  requests  incorporate  an  8-percent 
drop  in  intrastate  toll  rates.  The  PUC 
could  not  predict  what  Mountain 
States  will  ultimately  be  granted. 

In  Arkansas,  Southwestern  Bell  has 
a  $138  million  rate  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  on  March  23,  1983. 
The  increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  decision,  the  FCC  depre- 
ciation decision,  $69  million  of  the  in- 
crease, the  deregulation  of  CPE,  and 
new  State  access  charges.  The  full  in- 
crease would  affect  residential  and 
business  access  line  charges  equally. 
The  PSC  historically  awards  between 
two-thirds  and  three-fourths  of  South- 
western's  rate  requests. 

In  California,  Pacific  Telephone  has 
an  $838  million  rate  increase  pending, 
the  case  was  filed  in  January  1983. 
The  increase  can  be  attributed  to 
normal  increases  in  operating  costs. 
On  July  5,  1983,  Pacific  amended  its 
filing  by  requesting  an  additional  $500 
million  to  incorporate  the  effects  of 
the  FCC  depreciation  decision  and  the 
divestiture.  An  additional  $745  million 
has  also  been  requested  to  incorporate 
the  FCC  access  charge  decision.  The 
full  increase  would  raise  average  resi- 
dential flat  rate  service  from  $7  per 
month  to  $18.35  per  month,  a  162-per- 
cenl  increase.  Business  rates  would 
rise  from  $14.55  to  $27.25  per  month,  a 
87-percent  increase.  To  date,  the  PUC 
has  recommended  that  Pacific  receive 
$297  million  of  its  $838  million  re- 
quest. Residential  customers  are  ex- 
pected to  be  hurt  the  most  by  the  rate 
increase. 

In  Colorado,  Mountain  States  Bell 
was  granted  a  $38  million  rate  increase 
in  May  1983.  It  had  requested  $105 
million.  This  increase  is  attributed  to 
the  FCC  depreciation  decision  and  to 
Computer  II.  The  full  increase  would 
affect  residential  and  business  custom- 
ers equally.  The  PUC  expects  Moun- 
tain States  to  file  another  rate  in- 
crease request  around  January  1,  1984. 
That  increase  is  expected  to  incorpo- 
rate the  effects  of  the  divestiture. 

In  Connecticut,  Southern  New  Eng- 
land Telephone  was  granted  an 
$89,024,000  increase  which  took  effect 
November  24,  1982.  It  had  requested 
$127.9  million.  This  increase  is  attrib- 
uted to  normal  increases  in  operating 
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costs.  The  PUCA  expects  Southern 
New  England  to  file  another  rate  in- 
crease request  after  January  1,  1984. 
That  increase  is  expected  to  incorpo- 
rate the  effects  of  the  divestiture. 

In  Delaware.  Diamond  State  Bell 
Telephone  has  a  $25.9  million  rate  in- 
crease pending.  The  case  was  filed  on 
June  1,  1983.  The  increase  is  attrib- 
uted to  the  FCC  access  charge  and  de- 
preciation decisions,  and  to  the  divesti- 
ture. The  access  charge  decision  alone 
would  mean  a  $2  and  $4  increase  in  per 
line  residential  and  business  rates  re- 
spectively. 

In  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Chesapeake  &  Potomac  Telephone  Co. 
has  an  $82  million  rate  increase  pend- 
ing. The  case  was  filed  on  March  15, 
1983.  The  increase  is  attributed  to  the 
FCC  depreciation  decision,  the  deregu- 
lation of  CPE,  and  the  loss  of  PBX's. 
C&P  has  proposed  raising  residential 
rates  by  $39  million,  business  rates  by 
$33  million,  and  goverrunent  rates  by 
$8.6  million.  C&P  has  requested  that 
$26  million  of  the  request  be  granted 
immediately  to  preserve  its  AAA  bond 
rating. 

In  Florida.  Southern  Bell  was  grant- 
ed a  $113  million  rate  increase  which 
took  effect  on  June  22,  1983.  It  had  re- 
quested $404  million.  The  increase  is 
attributed  to  normal  increases  in  oper- 
ating costs.  The  PSC  could  not  predict 
whether  Southern  Bell  would  refile 
after  January  1.  1984. 

In  Georgia,  Southern  Bell  has  a 
$158,463,000  rate  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  on  March  2,  1983. 
This  increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
depreciation  decision,  the  deregulation 
of  CPE,  and  normal  increases  in  oper- 
ating costs.  The  full  increase  would 
raise  residential  rates  from  an  average 
of  $7.35  per  month  to  $11.55  per 
month,  a  57-percent  increase.  Business 
rates  would  increase  from  $15.50  per 
month  to  $21.80  per  month,  a  41 -per- 
cent increase. 

In  Hawaii,  the  Hawaiian  Telephone 
Co.  has  an  $82,368,000  rate  increase 
pending.  The  case  was  filed  on  Decem- 
ber 30,  1983.  The  increase  is  attributed 
to  the  FCC  depreciation  decision  and 
the  deregulation  of  CPE.  On  the 
island  of  Oahu,  the  full  increase  would 
raise  residential  rates  from  $10.90  to 
$19,  a  74-percent  increase  and  business 
rates  from  $29.85  to  $45.50.  a  52-per- 
cent increase.  A  ruling  is  expected  in 
early  1984. 

In  Idaho,  Mountain  States  Bell  has  a 
$34  million  increase  pending.  The  case 
was  filed  on  December  20,  1982.  This 
increase  is  attributed  to  normal  in- 
creases in  operating  costs.  The  full  in- 
crease would  raise  basic  exchange  serv- 
ice rates  by  80  to  120  percent  and  busi- 
ness rates  by  50  to  75  percent.  Intra- 
state toll  rates  would  decrease  by  10  to 
12  percent.  The  PUC  has  recommend- 
ed an  intrastate  toll  increase  and  a  10- 
percent  rise  in  basic  exchange  service 
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rates.  The  PUC  expects  Mountain 
States  to  file  another  rate  increase  re- 
quest at  the  conclusion  of  the  current 
case.  That  increase  is  expected  to  in- 
corporate the  effects  of  the  FCC  de- 
preciation decision. 

In  Illinois.  Illinois  Bell  was  granted  a 
$21  million  rate  increase  in  February 
1983.  The  increase  is  attributed  to 
normal  increases  in  operating  costs. 

In  Indiana.  Indiana  Bell  Telephone 
has  a  $96  million  rate  increase  pend- 
ing. The  case  was  filed  in  May  1983.- 
The  increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  decision,  the  deregula- 
tion of  CPE,  and  to  the  divestiture. 
The  PSC  believes  that  residential  cus- 
tomers will  feel  the  greatest  impact  of 
the  increase. 

In  Iowa,  Northwestern  Bell  has  a 
$49.7  million  rate  increase  and  a  $19.1 
million  rate  increase  pending.  The 
first  case  is  attributed  to  normal  in- 
crease in  operating  costs  and  the 
second  case  is  attributed  to  the  de- 
regulation of  CPE  and  inside  wiring  in 
Iowa.  The  full  increase  would  raise 
residential  and  business  telephone 
rates  equally  in  the  first  case.  The 
ISCC  has  commented  that  it  would 
not  be  receptive  to  a  postdivestiture 
rate  increase. 

In  Kansas,  Southwestern  Bell  has  a 
$213  million  rate  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  on  May  5.  1983.  The 
increase  is  attributed  to  normal  in- 
creases in  operating  costs  and  to  a 
Kansas  access  charge  decision.  The 
full  increase  would  raise  local  ex- 
change rates  $110.5  million  and  intra- 
state toll  rates  $11.4  million.  The 
KSCC  should  rule  on  this  request  by 
the  end  of  the  year. 

In  Kentucky.  South  Central  Bell 
filed  an  intent  to  increase  telephone 
rates.  South  Central  is  expected  to  file 
its  request  by  July  29.  1983. 

In  Louisiana,  South  Central  Bell  was 
denied  a  $238  million  rate  increase  re- 
quest on  May  19,  1983.  South  Central 
appealed  the  decision  to  U.S.  district 
court,  which  ordered  the  PSC  to  grant 
South  Central  an  increase  commensu- 
rate with  the  higher  costs  the  compa- 
ny will  face  due  to  the  FCC  access 
charge  and  depreciation  decisions. 
After  the  PSC  awards  that  amount. 
South  Central  is  expected  to  appeal  to 
the  Louisiana  Judicial  Court  to  get  the 
remainder  of  the  $238  million. 

In  Maine.  New  England  Telephone 
&  Telegraph  was  granted  a  $11.4  mil- 
lion rate  increase.  It  had  requested 
$49.8  million.  The  PUC  expects  New 
England  to  file  another  rate  increase 
request  in  the  fall  of  1983.  That  in- 
crease is  expected  to  incorporate  the 
effects  of  the  divestiture. 

In  Maryland,  Chesapeake  &  Poto- 
mac has  a  $218  million  rate  increase 
pending.  The  case  was  filed  on  June  3, 
1983.  The  increase  is  attributed  to  the 
FCC  access  charge  decision,  the  de- 
regulation of  CPE,  the  divestiture,  and 
increased  competition  in  the  long-dis- 
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tance  market.  The  full  increase  would 
raise  residential  rates  by  $156  million 
or  36.9  percent.  Business  rates  would 
rise  by  10.3  percent.  Intrastate  long- 
distance rates  would  decrease  by  3.3 
percent.  The  PSC  will  rule  on  the  re- 
quest by  December  1983. 

In  Massachusetts,  New  England 
Telephone  is  expected  to  propose  a 
rate  increase  which  would  incorporate 
the  FCC  access  charge  decision  some- 
time in  the  future. 

In  Minnesota,  Northwestern  Bell 
Telephone  is  expected  to  propose  a 
rate  increase  in  excess  of  $100  million 
around  September  1,  1983.  Northwest- 
ern was  granted  a  $56  million  increase 
in  April  1983  which  raised  residential 
and  business  rates  by  24  percent. 

In  Michigan.  Michigan  Bell  has  a 
$450  million  rate  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  in  November  1982. 
The  increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
depreciation  decision  and  the  deregu- 
lation of  CPE.  The  PSC  expects  to 
grant  $182  million  of  Michigan's  Bells 
request.  This  amount  would  increase 
residential  rates  by  $3  per  month  and 
business  rates  by  $5  per  month.  Michi- 
gan Bell  has  also  requested  an  addi- 
tional $100  million  due  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  decision. 

In  Mississippi.  South  Central  Bell 
was  denied  a  $98  million  rate  increase. 
South  Central  has  appealed  this 
ruling.  The  PSC  expects  South  Cen- 
tral to  file  another  rate  increase  re- 
quest in  September  1983.  This  filing  is 
expected  to  incorporate  the  effects  of 
the  FCC  access  charge  and  deprecia- 
tion decisions. 

In  Missouri.  Southwestern  Bell  Tele- 
phone has  a  $254  million  rate  increase 
pending.  The  case  was  filed  on  Febru- 
ary 1,  1983.  The  increase  is  attributed 
to  the  FCC  access  charge  and  depre- 
ciation decisions,  the  deregulation  of 
CPE,  and  to  the  divestiture.  The  full 
increase  would  raise  average  residen- 
tial rates  from  $7.65  to  $17.10  per 
month,  a  124-percent  increase.  Aver- 
age business  rates  would  rise  from 
$20.13  to  $42.66,  a  112-percent  in- 
crease. 

In  Montana,  Mountain  States  Bell 
has  a  $20,710,000  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  in  March  1983.  The 
increase  can  be  attributed  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  decision,  the  deregula- 
tion of  CPE,  and  normal  increases  in 
operating  costs.  The  full  increase 
would  raise  average  residential  rates 
from  $6.78  per  month  to  $7.64  per 
month,  a  13-percent  increase  and  raise 
average  business  rates  from  $17.64  to 
$19.88,  also  a  13-percent  increase. 

In  Nebraska.  Northwestern  Bell  was 
granted  an  $8,033,000  increase  Janu- 
ary 11,  1983.  It  had  requested 
$42,700,000.  The  increase  is  attributed 
to  the  FCC  depreciation  decision.  The 
PSC  expects  Northwestern  Bell  to  file 
another  rate  increase  request  shortly. 
That  increase  is  expected  to  incorpo- 
rate  the   effects  of  the   FCC   access 
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charge  decision,  the  deregulation  of 
CPE.  and  the  divestiture. 

In  Nevada.  Nevada  Bell  was  granted 
a  $5,857,000  increase  on  June  27,  1983. 
It  had  requested  $17.4  million.  The  in- 
crease is  attributed  to  normal  in- 
creases in  operating  costs.  A  prior  in- 
crease incorporated  the  effects  of  the 
deregulation  of  CPE.  The  PSC  expects 
Nevada  to  file  another  rate  increase 
request  around  January  1,  1984.  That 
increase  is  expected  to  incorporate  the 
effects  of  the  FCC  access  charge  deci- 
sion and  the  divestiture. 

In  New  Hampshire,  New  England 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  was  granted 
an  $8,380,000  rate  increase  which  took 
effect  on  July  17.  1982.  The  increase  is 
attributed  to  normal  increases  in  oper- 
ating costs.  Local  exchange  service 
rates  rose  by  7 '/a  percent  overall.  The 
PUC  expects  New  England  Telephone 
to  file  another  rate  increase  request 
after  January  1.  1984.  That  increase  is 
expected  to  incorporate  the  effects  of 
the  FCC  access  charge  decision  and 
the  divestiture. 

In  New  Jersey.  New  Jersey  Bell  has 
a  $245  million  increase  pending.  The 
case  was  filed  on  November  18,  1982. 
In  May  1983.  $29  million  of  that  filing 
had  been  acted  upon.  The  increase  is 
attributed  to  the  FCC  depreciation  de- 
cision and  to  normal  increases  in  oper- 
ating costs.  New  Jersey  Bell  has  pro- 
posed that  $157  million  of  the  increase 
be  paid  by  basic  exchange  customers. 
The  BPU  expects  New  Jersey  Bell  to 
file  another  rate  increase.  That  in- 
crease is  expected  to  incorporate  the 
effects  of  the  divestiture. 

In  New  Mexico,  Mountain  States 
Bell  has  a  $86.1  million  rate  increase 
pending.  The  case  was  filed  on  June 
17.  1983.  The  increase  is  attributed  to 
the  FCC  access  charge  and  deprecia- 
tion decisions,  the  deregulation  of 
CPE,  the  divestiture,  and  Computer  II. 
The  full  increase  would  raise  residen- 
tial flat-rate  service  from  an  average 
of  $9.91  to  $27.92,  a  182-percent  in- 
crease and  raise  business  service  from 
an  average  of  $28.91  to  $55.83,  a  93- 
percent  increase. 

In  New  York,  New  York  Telephone 
is  expected  to  file  a  rate  increase  re- 
quest in  excess  of  $1  billion  by  the  end 
of  the  year.  The  PSC  believes  the  in- 
crease will  be  attributed  to  the  deregu- 
lation of  CPE  and  the  divestiture.  The 
PSC  also  believes  the  full  increase 
would  double  residential  telephone 
rates  and  more  than  double  business 
rates. 

In  North  Carolina,  Southern  Bell 
has  a  $143,974,447  rate  increase  pend- 
ing. The  case  was  filed  on  February  8. 
1983.  The  increase  is  attributed  to  the 
FCC  depreciation  decision  and  the  di- 
vestiture. The  full  increase  would  raise 
average  residential  rates  from  $11.15 
to  $17.50.  a  57-percent  increase  and 
raise  average  business  rates  from 
$29.61  to  $40.99,  a  38-percent  increase. 


July  25,  1983 

In  North  Dakota.  Northwestern  Bell 
is  expected  to  file  a  rate  increase  re- 
quest on  July  22,  1983.  The  PSC  be- 
lieves the  increase  will  be  attributed  to 
the  FCC  access  charge  decisions  and 
the  divestiture. 

In  Ohio,  Ohio  Bell  has  a 
$179,838,000  rate  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  on  April  1,  1983. 
The  increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  decision  and  the  divesti- 
ture. The  full  increase  would  raise  res- 
idential rates  from  an  average  of  $9  to 
$13.10,  a  45  percent  increase  and  raise 
business  rates  from  an  average  of 
$22.58  to  $28.18,  a  25  percent  increase. 
In  Oklahoma,  Southwestern  Bell  has 
a  $301  million  rate  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  on  June  24.  1983. 
The  increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  and  depreciation  deci- 
sions, the  deregulation  of  CPE,  and 
the  divestitute.  The  OCC  will  rule  on 
the  request  by  mid-October. 

In  Oregon,  Pacific  Northwest  Bell 
was  granted  a  $36.4  million  increase  on 
a  noriannual  basis  on  March  30,  1983. 
It  had  requested  $73.9  million.  The  in- 
crease is  attributed  to  the  FCC  depre- 
ciation decision,  the  deregulation  of 
CPE,  the  divestiture,  and  Computer  II. 
The  full  increase  is  expected  to  raise 
both  residential  and  business  rates  by 
about  $3  monthly. 

In  Pennsylvania,  Bell  of  Pennsylva- 
nia has  a  $378  million  increase  pend- 
ing. The  case  was  filed  on  March  29, 
1983.  The  increase  is  attributed  to 
FCC  decisions,  the  deregulation  of 
CPE,  the  divestiture,  and  normal  in- 
creases in  operating  costs.  The  full  in- 
crease is  expected  to  raise  residential 
rates  by  62  percent  and  raise  business 
rates  by  38  percent. 

In  Rhode  Island.  New  England  Tele- 
phone &  Telegraph  has  a  $21,139,000 
increase  pending. 

In  South  Carolina,  Southern  Bell 
has  filed  a  letter  of  intent  to  file  for  a 
rate  increase.  The  PSC  believes  the  in- 
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crease  will  be  attributed  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  and  depreciation  deci- 
sions, the  deregulation  of  CPE.  and 
the  divestiture.  The  full  increase  is  ex- 
pected to  raise  local  rates  by  95  per- 
cent. Intrastate  long  distance  rates  are 
expected  to  drop  by  30  percent.  The 
PSC  expects  the  increase  to  affect  res- 
idential customers  more  than  business 
customers. 

In  Tennessee,  South  Central  Bell 
has  a  $280  million  increase  pending. 
The  case  was  filed  in  July  1983.  The 
increase  is  attributed  to  the  FCC 
access  charge  and  depreciation  deci- 
sions, the  deregulation  of  CPE,  and 
the  divestiture.  The  full  increase 
would  raise  residential  rates  from  an 
average  of  $12.35  to  $31.00,  a  151  per- 
cent increase  and  would  raise  business 
rates  from  an  average  of  $38.55  to 
$74.50,  a  93  percent  increase.  The  PSC 
predicts  that  the  full  increase  would 
cause  15  to  35  percent  of  the  popula- 
tion to  discontinue  telephone  service. 

In  Texas,  Southwestern  Bell  has  a 
$1  billion  increase  pending.  The  case 
was  filed  in  June  1983.  The  increase  is 
attributed  to  the  FCC  access  charge 
decision,  the  depreciation  decision, 
$450  million  of  the  increase,  the  dives- 
titure, and  the  loss  of  the  long-dis- 
tance subsidy.  The  full  increase  would 
raise  average  urban  monthly  residen- 
tial rates  from  $10.75  to  $30.75,  a  186 
percent  increase  and  would  raise  aver- 
age monthly  business  rates  from 
$27.50  to  $37.75,  a  37  percent  increase. 
The  Texas  PUC  is  expected  to  decide 
the  case  by  February  1984. 

In  Utah,  Mountain  States  Bell  has  a 
$43,961,000  rate  request  pending.  The 
case  was  filed  in  May  1983.  The  in- 
crease is  attributed  to  the  FCC  depre- 
ciation decision  and  the  deregulation 
of  CPE. 

In  Vermont,  New  England  Tele- 
phone &  Telegraph  as  a  $16  million  in- 
crease pending.  The  case  was  filed  on 
December  1,  1983.  The  increase  is  at- 
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tributed  to  normal  increases  in  operat- 
ing costs.  Residential  and  business 
rates  are  expected  to  increase  at  equal 
rates.  The  PSB  expects  New  England 
Telephone  to  refile  around  January  1, 
1984. 

In  Virginia,  Chesapeake  &  Potomac 
Telephone  of  Virginia  was  granted  a  ^ 
$63,826,000  increase  on  April  5,  1983: 
It  had  requested  $133,497,105.  The  in- 
crease is  attributed  to  normal  in- 
creases in  operating  costs.  The  in- 
crease is  expected  to  affect  residential 
and  business  customers  equally.  The 
sec  expects  C&P  to  file  another  rate 
increase  request  by  mid-August  1983. 
The  sec  believes  this  increase  will  be 
attributed  to  the  divestiture. 

In  Washington.  Pacific  Northwest 
Bell  Telephone  was  granted  a  $71  mil- 
lion increase  in  April  1983.  The  in- 
crease is  attributed  to  the  FCC  depre- 
ciation decision.  The  increase  is  ex- 
pected to  affect  residential  and  busi- 
ness customers  equally.  The  UTC  ex- 
pects Pacific  Northwest  to  file  another 
rate  increase  request  around  January 
1,  1984.  The  UTC  believes  the  increase 
will  be  attributed  to  the  FCC  access 
charge  decision,  the  deregulation  of 
CPE,  and  the  divestiture. 

In  West  Virginia,  Chesapeake  &  Po- 
tomac Telephone  of  West  Virginia  is 
expected  to  file  a  rate  increase  request 
in  August  1983.  The  PSC  expects  the 
increase  to  have  a  greater  impact  on 
residential  customers  than  on  business 
customers. 

In  Wisconsin.  Wisconsin  Telephone 
Co.  was  granted  a  $55,113,000  increase 
on  May  24.  1983. 

In  Wyoming,  Mountain  States  Bell 
was  granted  a  $2.6  million  rate  in- 
crease. The  increase  is  attributed  to 
the  FCC  access  charge  and  deprecia- 
tion decision,  the  divestiture,  and 
normal  increases  in  operating  costs. 

The  accompanying  chart  depicts  the 
status  of  filings  in  each  State  by  major 
component: 
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RISKING  WAR  FOR  WHAT? 


HON.  RICHARD  L  OHINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
issue  of  U.S.  involvement  in  Central 
America  has  become  the  premier 
international  issue  in  the  press  and  in 
the  minds  of  our  citizens.  National 
unity  on  this  issue  is  growing  against 
intervention,  against  Mr.  Reagan's 
desire  to  demonstrate  our  might  to 
Nicaragua,  and  against  what  is  now 
the  constant  haranguing  for  more 
military  aid  and  advisers  to  El  Salva- 
dor and  Honduras.  Mr.  Reagan's  blue- 
ribbon  Kissinger  Commission  is  hardly 
the  way  to  gain  national  unity. 

Instead  of  trying  to  gain  a  national 
consensus  by  saying  the  same  things 
more  loudly.  Mr.  Reagan  would  do 
well  to  listen  to  the  consensus  that  has 
already  formed:  it  is  time  to  stop  our 
warmongering  in  Central  America.  It 
is  time  to  recognize  the  potential  of 
helping  these  nations  develop,  safely 
and  peacefully.  We  must  let  the  politi- 
cal and  civil  strife  work  itself  out.  We 
must  listen  to  the  opinions  of  the  Con- 
tadora  group  and  recognize  the  value 
of  what  they  say.  and  what  can  be  ac- 
complished through  peaceful,  rational 
debate.  We  must  live  up  to  our  prom- 
ise to  support  human  rights,  reward 
land  reform  and  encourage  economic 
development. 

This  is  the  theme  of  three  very  fine 
articles  from  the  New  York  Times.  I 
call  my  colleagues'  attention  to  the 
Times  editorial,  and  the  articles  by 
Mr.  John  B.  Oakes  and  Mr.  Tom 
Wicker: 


A  Peace  Scare  From  Managua 

What  is  a  reasonable  bargain  that  could 
promote  stability  and  perhaps  even  peace  in 
Central  America?  Here  is  one  idea:  Call  off 
the  dogs  of  war.  insist  on  absolutely  no  mili- 
tary intervention  across  any  border,  ban  the 
shipment  of  offensive  weapons  to  all  gov- 
ernments in  the  region,  buy  one-way  tickets 
home  for  all  foreign  military  advisers, 
reward  respect  for  human  rights  and  demo- 
cratic elections  and  encourage  true  reconcil- 
iation all  around. 

You  may  be  forgiven  for  not  realizing  that 
this  is  precisely  the  plan  the  Reagan  Admin- 
istration says  it  favors.  It  is  the  program 
proposed  by  Central  America's  democratic 
states  at  a  meeting  in  Costa  Rica  last  Octo- 
ber. And  in  crucial  respects,  it  overlaps  pro- 
posals just  offered  by  Nicaragua  and  by  the 
Contadora  group  of  mediators  comprising 
Mexico,  Venezuela,  Columbia  and  Panama. 

This  week,  just  as  the  White  House  was 
cranking  up  Caribbean  war  games.  Nicara- 
gua was  obviously  hoping  to  take  the  wind 
out  of  American  sails.  Its  leftist  rulers 
dropped  their  insistence  on  direct  talks  only 
with  the  United  States  and  Honduras.  They 
came  around  instead  to  the  American  view 
that  meaningful  talks  to  stabilize  Central 
America  have  to  be  regionwide. 

Yes.  said  the  State  Department,  that's  a 
•positive  step."  But  where  are  Nicaragua's 
clearly  articulated  ideas  for  verification? 
Why  was  nothing  said  about  letting  demo- 
cratic elections  resolve  internal  problems. 
And  how  can  the  Sandinistas  put  the  insur- 
gents in  El  Salvador  on  the  same  level  as  an 
elected  government? 

That  is  a  weak  and  suspect  response.  The 
plan  the  Administration  says  it  favors  also 
treats  both  Salvadoran  sides  the  same  way: 
it  would  compel  the  recall  of  all  foreign  ad- 
visers. And  the  talk  of  elections  cuts  both 
ways:  Who  elected  Guatemala's  right-wing 
dictator?  Verification?  Sure,  that's  a  subject 
for  negotiations,  not  a  precondition  for 
them. 

The  greatest  awkwardness  concerns  mili- 
tary intervention.  Mr.  Reagan  has  had  trou- 


ble proving  any  significant  Nicaraguan  role 
in  El  Salvador.  Yet  America's  support  of 
rebels  in  Nicaragua  is  now  blatant. 

The  President  justifies  supporting  the 
"contras"  by  comparing  the  Sandinistas  to 
the  European  Communist  regimes  kept  In 
power  by  Soviet  tanks.  If  that  were  the  case, 
he  should  welcome  Nicaragua's  offer  to  send 
away  its  Cuban  helpers  along  with  all  for- 
eign advisers  in  the  region. 

The  hostilities  of  years  are  not  going  to  be 
dispelled  by  the  semantic  maneuvers  of  a 
few  days.  Plainly,  it  would  take  a  lot  of 
strings  to  make  any  such  diplomatic  pack- 
age hold.  But  some  promising  ideas  are  now 
on  the  table,  put  there  by  allies  as  well  as 
adversaries.  They  call  for  something  more 
considered  than  Mr.  Reagan's  remark  that 
dealing  with  the  Sandinistas  is  difficult  be- 
cause "they're  being  subverted  or  directed 
by  outside  forces." 

Generously  testing  the  sincerity  of  Nicara- 
gua's overture  would  cost  little.  Perhaps  the 
Nicaraguans  want  to  be  more  reasonable 
only  because  they  are  scared  of  the  new 
Yankee  belligerence.  But  isn't  that  what 
Mr.  Reagan  hoped  for? 


Risking  War  for  What? 
(By  Tom  Wicker) 

Mexico  City,  July  21.— Where  Is  the 
Reagan  Administration's  hardline  policy 
against  the  Sandinista  Government  of  Nica- 
ragua taking  us?  Public  opinion  in  the 
United  States  seems  not  much  concerned, 
but  the  Mexican  Government  fears  that  the 
militaristic  Reagan  approach  may  lead  to 
war  between  Nicaragua  and  Honduras  at 
almost  any  time. 

This  is  not  just  an  abstract  worry.  Com- 
menting on  Mr.  Reagan's  new  commission 
on  Central  America,  to  tie  headed  by  Henry 
Kissinger,  a  high  Mexican  official  said  the 
situation  was  "too  urgent"  to  wait  for  the 
commission's  scheduled  Decemtier  report. 
War  could  come  liefore  then,  he  said,  if  the 
C.I.A.-sponsored    "contras"   continue    their 


incursions  into  Nicaragua  from  their  sanctu- 
aries in  Honduras. 

War  is  clearly  on  the  mind  of  Daniel 
Ortega  Saavedra,  too;  as  the  coordinator  of 
the  Sandinista  junta,  he  warned  the  Nicara- 
guan people  to  prepare  for  more  fighting,  in 
a  speech  marking  the  fourth  anniversary  of 
the  revolution  that  brought  the  junta  to 
power.  Nicaraguan  officials  have  been 
openly  predicting  a  U.S.-supported  invasion 
from  Honduras. 

But  that's  not  the  only  way  war  could 
start.  The  border  clashes  could  get  out  of 
control  on  either  side.  Or  the  Nicaraguans 
might  strike  into  Honduras,  although  they 
are  not  believed  eager  to  bring  on  an  open 
clash  with  the  U.S. 

However  it  begins,  in  the  Mexican  view, 
such  a  Central  American  war  would  be  a  dis- 
aster, and  far  more  of  a  threat  to  U.S.  inter- 
ests and  those  of  other  nations  in  the  region 
than  the  Sandinista  regime— in  a  small,  im- 
poverished country— could  ever  be. 

The  United  States  certainly  could  not 
remain  unengaged  in  a  Nicaraguan  war. 
Having  armed  and  equipped  the  "contras," 
including  many  elements  of  the  old  oppres- 
sive Somoza  Government  overthrown  in 
1979  by  the  Sandinistas,  and  having  led 
Honduras  from  a  week  but  democratic  form 
of  government  toward  right-wing  military 
leadership,  Washington  could  scarcely  aban- 
don its  ally  if  war  broke  out.  And  it's  by  no 
means  clear  that  such  a  war  could  be  long 
pursued,  much  less  won,  without  United 
States  troops  coming  to  t.'ie  aid  of  Hondu- 
ran  forces  generally  considered  ineffective. 

Depending  on  the  extent  of  Washington's 
participation  and  the  threat  to  Nicaragua, 
Cuba  would  almost  surely  be  drawn  in,  to 
some  degree.  Having  helped  the  Sandinistas 
to  power,  as  well  as  to  sustain  them  for  four 
years,  Fidel  Castro  would  be  forced  to  come 
to  their  assistance,  although  some  analysts 
think  that  the  last  thing  he,  too,  wants  is  an 
open  clash  with  the  U.S. 

Cuba's  participation  in  a  Central  Ameri- 
can war,  of  course,  would  raise  the  question 
of  the  Soviet  Union's  response.  Even  if  it 
were  only  to  .send  arms  and  supplies,  that 
would  lead  to  a  direct  Soviet-American  con- 
frontation that  no  one  wants. 

Even  if  the  most  dangerous  side  effects 
could  be  averted,  the  Mexican  view  is  that  a 
Nicaraguan-Honduran  war  would  be  worse 
than  anything  that  could  be  achieved  by  it. 
Even  if  the  Nicaraguan  regime  could  be 
overthrown— which  surely  could  not  be  done 
without  Cuban  and  perhaps  Soviet  interven- 
tion having  first  been  overcome— the  Sandi- 
nistas have  made  it  clear  that  they  would 
resume  guerrilla  warfare  and  perhaps 
foment  it  throughout  the  region. 

"I  don't  see  a  military  intervention  that 
will  end  the  conflict  in  Central  America. " 
the  Mexican  offical  said.  He  thought  it 
would  bring,  instead,  "a  period  of  turmoil 
for  many  years."  in  which  the  U.S.  inevita- 
bly would  be  entangled.  That's  why  the 
Reagan  policy  of  initiating  and  supporting 
the  contras'  military  attacks  on  Nicaragua- 
Mr.  Ortega  said  they'd  already  caused  600 
deaths  this  year  and  $70  million  in  dam- 
ages—is seen  in  Mexico  City  as  "extremely 
dangerous." 

Its  hardly  likely,  of  course,  that  Mr. 
Reagan  actually  wants  a  Nicaraguan-Hon- 
duran war.  so  clearly  would  the  U.S.  have  to 
be  heavily  involved  and  so  great  are  the 
dangers.  That  would  not  be  the  best  cam- 
paign plan  for  a  President  who  is  almost 
certainly  seeking  re-election. 

But  since  the  military  pressure  on  Nicara- 
gua clearly  risks  such  a  war.  it's  fair  to  ask 
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what  that  policy  can  achieve  that's  worth 
the  risk. 

Stopping  the  arms  flow  into  El  Salvador? 
Even  if  Washington  had  been  able  to 
produce  a  shred  of  evidence  that  this  flow  is 
of  substantial  importance  to  the  Salvadoran 
guerrillas,  there  should  be  better  ways  to 
stop  it  than  military  attacks  on  Nicaragua 
that  could  bring  on  general  war. 

Forcing  the  Sandinistas  toward  a  more 
democratic  or  pro-U.S.  policy?  Military  at- 
tacks don't  seem  likely  to  accomplish  that. 

Overthrowing  the  regime?  As  the  Mexi- 
cans see  it.  that  would  not  be  the  end  but 
the  beginning  of  real  trouble. 

So  what  is  Mr.  Reagan's  goal?  Where  does 
his  Nicaraguan  policy  lead?  If  he  knows, 
now's  the  time  to  let  the  people  decide  if 
they  want  to  follow. 

Ripe  for  Revolution 
(By  John  B.  Oakes) 
President    Reagan's    bully-boy    policy    in 
Central  America  has  baffled  every  one  of 
our  major  Latin  American  friends,  and  vir- 
tually every  one  of  our  European  allies. 

It  has  not  only  baffled  them;  it  has  also 
frightened  them,  which  explains  the  frantic 
attempts  by  the  Presidents  of  Colombia. 
Venezuela,  Mexico  and  Panama  (the  "Con- 
tadora group")  to  reach  a  negotiating  for- 
mula to  satisfy  both  the  United  States  and 
Nicaragua. 

Nicaraguan  junta's  acceptance  this  week 
of  one  of  the  key  American  demands— multi- 
lateral as  distinct  from  bilateral  peace 
talks— reflects  at  least  partial  success  for 
the  Contadora  group's  efforts.  It  also  makes 
it  increasingly  difficult  for  Mr.  Reagan  to 
maintain,  with  even  the  pretense  of  legiti- 
macy, his  undeclared  wars  against  both  the 
Nicaraguan  regime  and  the  Salvadoran 
guerrillas.  It  makes  it  harder  than  ever  to 
justify  to  Congress  the  steady  escalation  of 
United  States  arms  in  Central  America,  with 
the  obvious  goal  of  overthrowing  the  Nica- 
raguan regime. 

The  Reagan  policy  has  in  fact  reduced  the 
United  States  to  defending  democracy  in 
the  Western  world  by  mirroring  the  Soviet 
Union,  by  competing  with  it  as  arms  suppli- 
ers, as  agents  provocateurs  and  interven- 
tionists, and  even— as  is  the  case  in  Nicara- 
gua—as armed  subversives. 

The  way  to  undercut  what  influence  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  satellites  have  is  not  to 
ape  them,  nor  to  send  arms  to  every  tin-pot 
dictator  who  calls  himself  an  anti-Commu- 
nist. It  is  to  accept  the  inevitability  of  social 
revolution  in  countries  such  as  El  Salvador 
and  Nicaragua  that  are  ripe  for  it— and  to 
try  to  guide  it  along  democratic  lines,  not 
fight  it  along  undemocratic  ones. 

With  its  bloody  history  of  military  dicta- 
torship, oligarchical  control  and  peasant 
uprisings,  there  has  never  been  a  country  on 
the  American  continent  more  in  need  of 
fundamental  change  than  El  Salvador. 

Smallest  of  the  Central  American  repub- 
lics, almost  exactly  the  size  of  Massachu- 
setts. El  Salvador  is  the  most  densely  popu- 
lated. It  has  one  of  the  highest  birth  rates 
in  the  Americas  and.  significantly,  one  of 
the  lowest  per  capita  incomes.  El  Salvador 
would  have  been  ripe  for  revolution  even  if 
Marx  or  Lenin  or  Castro  had  never  existed, 
as  a  study  prepared  for  an  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government  makes  clear.  It 
states: 

"The  majority  of  Salvadorans  are  hungry, 
illiterate,  infested  with  parasites,  malnour- 
ished, poorly  housed,  underemployed  and 
have  little  opportunity  for  self-improve- 
ment. There  is  also  a  chronic  housing  short- 


20697 

age  and  a  higher  percentage  of  labor  under- 
utilization  than  anywhere  else  in  the  West- 
em  Hemisphere.  Coupled  with  this  dismal 
social  and  economic  situation  are  environ- 
mental problems  of  enormous  magnitude, 
including  almost  complete  deforestation, 
massive  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  soil  fertility, 
extinction  of  flora  and  fauna,  deteriorating 
water  quality  and  widespread  environmental 
pollution. 

"The  majority  of  the  most  fertile  land  is 
owned  by  a  privileged  minority.  This  sector 
has  emphasized  cash  crops  for  exports.  By 
contrast,  subsistence  food  crops,  grown  pri- 
marily by  the  land-poor  or  landless,  have 
been  inadequate  to  feed  El  Salvador's  bur- 
geoning population." 

That  population,  now  estimated  at  five 
million,  has  more  than  doubled  in  the  last 
30  years  and  is  expected  to  double  again  in 
the  next  20.  In  that  statistic  lies  the  kernel 
of  the  real  danger  to  El  Salvador,  to  the 
United  States  and  to  world  security. 

American  revolutions— past  or  present— 
aren't  caused  by  the  Communists,  don't 
need  the  Communists  and  won't  be  settled 
by  the  Communists.  However,  partly  lie- 
cause  of  President  Reagan's  ineptitude,  the' 
Communists  will  probably  play  a  larger  part 
in  the  ultimate  settlement  of  the  El  Salva- 
dor revolution  than  they  would  have  if  we 
had  concentrated  on  economic  and  social  aid 
with  half  the  fervor  and  money  that  we  are 
now  devoting  to  the  military. 

If  Congress  seriously  wants  "to  keep  the 
light  of  liberty  alive  in  Central  America"— 
in  President  Reagan's  phrase— it  will  put  a 
stop  to  the  Reagan  policy  that  is  extinguish- 
ing it. 

El  Salvador's  revolution  was  no  more  the 
result  of  "Communist  aggression  "  than  were 
the  Cuban  revolution  or  the  Nicaraguan 
revolution  or  the  Mexican  revolution  early 
in  this  century  or  the  FYench  and  American 
revolutions  two  centuries  ago.  Nearly  all  of 
these  revolutions,  including  our  own,  were 
helped  by  outsiders  but  they  were  not 
caused  by  them  and  they  were  not  settled 
by  them  either. 

The  belief  that  we  can  maintain  our  domi- 
nance, enhance  our  prestige  and  keep  the 
Communists  out  by  building  up  a  military 
presence  directly  or  through  surrogates 
might  have  worked  in  the  days  of  Teddy 
Roosevelt  nearly  a  century  ago,  but  it  won't 
and  it  can't  work  now.« 


BAHA'I  EXECUTIONS  IN  IRAN 


HON.  FRANK  R.  WOLF 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr,  WOLF,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  very 
concerned  about  the  recent  executions 
of  Baha'is  in   Iran  because  of  their 
choice  of  religion. 

I  am  alarmed  at  reports  of  persecu- 
tion of  these  people  solely  for  their  re- 
ligious beliefs.  The  Baha'i  faith  is  an 
independent  religion  that  promotes 
the  unity  of  humanity,  world  peace, 
and  the  equality  of  men  and  women. 
Iran's  clerical  rulers  regard  it  as  a 
heresy,  and  since  the  1979  revolution 
have  waged  an  Intensive  campaign  of 
persecution  against  the  minority  reli- 
gion. I  believe  that  such  atrocities 
must  stop. 


JMI 
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President  Reagan  had  appealed  to 
AyatoUah  Khomeini  to  spare  the  lives 
of  those  Baha'is  recently  executed. 
Khomeini  is  reported  to  have  said  th.-t 
President  Reagan's  appeal  was  "proof" 
of  their  guilt. 

I  am  appalled  and  dismayed  that 
such  inhumanitarian  and  uncivil  acts 
are  occuring  in  the  world  today.* 
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to   him   by   the   Federal   Republic  of 
Germany.* 


July  25,  1983 


ARTHUR  M.  WIRTZ 


THE  FEDERAL  REPUBLIC  OF 
GERMANY  HONORS  DR.  JOHN 
R.  SILBER 


HON.  EDWARD  P.  BOLAND 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  Dr. 
John  R.  Silber,  the  president  of 
Boston  University,  has  long  been  rec- 
ognized as  one  of  our  country's  most 
able  and  innovative  educators.  On  July 
13.  1983.  his  reputation  acquired  inter- 
national dimensions  when  he  was 
awarded  the  Knight  Commanders 
Cross  with  Star  of  the  Order  of  Merit 
of  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany. 

In  the  certificate  of  investiture 
which  accompanied  the  award,  the 
Federal  President.  Karl  Carstens,  cited 
Dr.  Silber  for  his  'extraordinarily 
meritorious  service"  to  the  Federal 
Republic.  John  Silber's  interest  in.  and 
study  of.  his  German  roots  has 
prompted  him  to  promote  several  ac- 
tivities which  have  encouraged  better 
relations  between  Germany  and  the 
United  States.  Through  his  efforts, 
the  Boston  German  Language  School 
has  been  made  a  part  of  Boston  Uni- 
versity, and  the  university's  overseas 
program  has  expanded  its  course  of- 
ferings and  its  enrollment.  The  over- 
seas program  provides  American  mili- 
tary and  civilian  employees  stationed 
in  Europe  with  the  opportunity  to 
pursue  graduate  degrees.  Since  it  was 
established  in  1964.  4.400  students 
have  obtained  graduate  degrees,  and 
thousands  more  have  had  their  educa- 
tional horizons  broadened,  through 
their  exposure  to  the  overseas  pro- 
gram. The  value  of  this  program  to 
our  Department  of  Defense  personnel, 
both  civilian  and  military,  is  incalcula- 
ble, and  its  ability  to  stimulate  a 
better  understanding  in  thousands  of 
Americans  of  the  European  countries 
in  which  they  serve  can  not  be  under- 
estimated. 

Mr.  Speaker,  no  one  who  has  met 
Dr.  Silber  could  help  but  be  impressed 
by  his  intelligence,  his  wit,  and  his 
forthright  manner.  His  recent  selec- 
tion as  a  member  of  the  Kissinger 
Commission  on  Latin  America  is  fur- 
ther evidence  of  the  kinds  of  judg- 
ments made  about  his  abilities.  I  want 
to  add  my  congratulations  to  those  of 
his  many  friends  and  admirers  on  his 
many  achievements,  and  in  particular 
on  the  high  honor  recently  accorded 


HON.  FRANK  ANNUNZIO 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
Thursday  Chicago  lost  one  of  its 
giants,  Arthur  M.  Wirtz,  my  friend  for 
over  40  years,  and  a  philanthropist, 
humanitarian,  sportsman,  and  busi- 
ness leader  in  our  community. 

Arthur  Wirtz  was  beloved,  admired, 
and  respected  by  all  who  knew  him. 
He  was  a  brilliant  man.  who  despite 
his  vast  real  estate  and  business  hold- 
ings, never  lost  his  warmth  and  com- 
passion. 

Born  in  Chicago  in  1901.  he  graduat- 
ed from  the  University  of  Michigan  in 
1922.  During  the  twenties,  he  went 
into  the  real  estate  business,  and 
during  the  Depression,  he  became 
adept  at  reorganizing  failing  building 
corporations  to  save  them  from  receiv- 
ers. During  that  time,  he  formed  a 
partnership  with  James  Norris,  a  grain 
speculator,  and  began  branching  into 
sports  franchises.  Arthur  ran  the  busi- 
ness end  of  the  partnership,  while  Mr. 
Norris  and  his  son,  Jim,  took  charge  of 
the  sports  aspects. 

In  1933.  they  bought  the  Olympia 
Stadium  in  Detroit,  along  with  the 
city's  professional  hockey  franchise. 
During  the  1930's  Mr.  Wirtz  signed 
Sonja  Henie.  the  Olympic  figure-skat- 
ing champion,  for  the  Chicago  Stadi- 
um, and  the  successful  Hollywood  Ice 
Revue  was  launched.  In  1935,  they 
added  the  Chicago  Stadium  to  their 
holdings,  and  later,  acquired  stock  in 
Madison  Square  Garden  in  New  York 
City,  leases  on  stadiums  in  Omaha  and 
Indianapolis,  and  they  purchased  the 
St.  Louis  Arena  in  1949.  When  Jim 
Norris  died  in  1966,  the  Norris-Wirtz 
interests  were  separated,  and  Arthur 
Wirtz  and  his  sons  were  left  with  the 
Chicago  Stadium,  the  Chicago  Black 
Hawks  hockey  team,  and  Consolidated 
Enterprise,  Inc. 

Between  the  years  1949  and  1955, 
Arthur  Wirtz  and  Jim  Norris,  through 
their  International  Boxing  Club,  pro- 
moted 47  of  the  51  championship 
fights  in  the  Nation.  In  1977,  in  recog- 
nition of  his  many  fine  contributions 
to  the  sports  world,  the  Chicago  Boys 
Clubs  designated  Arthur  Wirtz  "Chica- 
goan  of  the  Year." 

Arthur  Wirtz  was  a  truly  outstand- 
ing individual  who  will  be  sorely 
missed,  for  our  city  of  Chicago  greatly 
benefited  from  his  leadership  over  the 
years.  Mrs.  Annunzio  and  I  extend  our 
deepest  sympathy  to  his  sons,  William 
and  Michael,  and  to  his  daughters, 
Cynthia  MacArthur  and  Elizabeth, 
and  to  their  families. 


An  excerpt  from  Kup's  Column, 
which  appeared  in  the  July  22.  1983, 
Chicago  Sun-Times,  about  the  life  of 
Arthur  Wirtz  follows: 

Kop's  Column 
(By  Irv  Kupcinet) 

The  one  word  that  best  describes  Arthur 
Wirtz  is  "giant  "—he  was  a  giant  of  a 
man,  6-4  and  300  pounds  in  his  prime.  He 
was  a  giant  intellectually.  And  he  was  a 
giant  financially,  with  vast  holdings  in  real 
estate,  banks,  liquor  distributorships,  sports 
and  show  business.  An  indication  of  what 
the  future  held  for  him  came  at  the  U.  of 
Michigan,  where  a  professor  labeled  him 
"The  Brain."  His  acumen  in  the  many  fields 
In  which  he  operated  later  in  life  substanti- 
ated that  designation.  His  death  was  the 
third  tragedy  to  strike  the  family  in  recent 
months.  His  wife.  Virginia,  died  last  Decem- 
ber, and  his  daughter-in-law.  Mrs.  William 
"Jo  "  Wirtz.  a  month  ago.  The  death  of  his 
wife— after  56  years  of  marriage— caused  a 
stroke  from  which  he  never  recovered. 

Of  all  his  accomplishments,  Wirtz.  most 
enjoyed  transforming  the  Chicago  Stadium, 
a  white  elephant  when  he  took  it  over,  into 
a  highly  successful  venture  and  once  the 
chief  rival  to  New  York's  fabled  Madison 
Square  Garden  for  boxing  supremacy.  In 
partnership  with  Jim  Norris.  he  staged  some 
70  major  bouts  there,  including  many  world 
championships.  He  was  proud,  too.  of  origi- 
nating the  lavish  ice  revues,  starring  Sonja 
Henie.  which  added  to  the  glamor  of  the 
Stadium.  Sonja  had  been  an  Olympic  ice 
skating  champion  when  Wirtz  conceived  the 
idea  of  signing  her  to  star  in  the  first  ice  ex- 
travaganza. The  success  of  the  revues  added 
a  new  dimension  to  show  biz.  and  Wirtz  and 
Henie  reaped  millions  of  dollars  as  a  result. 

Wirtz  also  was  a  pioneer  in  professional 
basketball.  Long  before  the  Bulls,  of  which 
he  was  a  part  owner.  Wirtz  brought  the  Chi- 
cago Stags  to  the  Stadium  in  cooperation 
with  two  of  his  closest  associates,  now  de- 
parted. Judge  John  Sbarbaro  and  attorney 
Arthur  Morse.  The  latter,  again  supported 
by  Wirtz,  was  the  "father  of  double-header 
college  basketball,"  which  also  once  flour- 
ished in  the  Stadium.  Wirtz  was  long  a  vital 
figure  in  the  National  Hockey  League,  in 
which  his  Black  Hawks  played  a  major  role 
in  the  Bobby  Hull  era.  .  .  .  The  mantle  of 
the  Wirtz  empire  now  passes,  de  jure,  to  his 
son.  Bill,  as  it  had.  de  facto,  after  his  illness. 
Those  are  large  shoes  to  fill.* 


FREE  MARKET  COPYRIGHT 
ROYALTY  ACT  OP  1983,  H.R.  3419 


HON.  SAM  B.  HALL,  JR. 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  SAM  B.  HALL,  JR.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  have  recently  introduced  H.R. 
3419,  the  Free  Market  Copyright  Roy- 
alty Act  of  1983,  that  could  have  a  pro- 
found impact  on  the  television  pro- 
graming viewed  in  millions  of  Ameri- 
can homes.  Cable  television  has  ex- 
ploded on  the  scene  of  American  life 
in  recent  years  and  has  provided  mil- 
lions of  citizens  access  to  new  sources 
of  news,  sports,  entertainment,  and 
other  programing.  It  has  proved  espe- 
cially beneficial  to  the  rural  areas  of 


July  25,  1983 

our  Nation  providing  access  to  televi- 
sion programing  never  before  enjoyed. 
In  addition,  it  has  provided  copyright 
owners  with  additional  sources  of  reve- 
nue as  well  as  spurring  new  businesses 
across  the  Nation.  In  short,  cable  tele- 
vision has  proven  itself  to  be  a  valua- 
ble asset  and  has  enriched  the  lives  of 
many  Americans. 

My  bill  is  designed  to  preserve  and 
promote  one  specific  area  in  the  cable 
television  field  where  market  forces, 
which  are  working  quite  well,  are 
threatened  by  Government  controls. 
In  addition,  H.R.  3419  would  stream- 
line and  otherwise  improve  decision- 
making at  the  Copyright  Royalty  Tri- 
bunal (CRT). 

The  need  for  this  legislation  arose 
because  of  the  CRT  decision  of  No- 
vember 19,  1982,  that  increased  by  400 
to  1,600  percent  the  copyright  royalty 
fees  that  cable  television  systems  must 
pay  to  carry  the  signals  of  distant 
broadcast  signals  above  a  minimum 
number.  While  the  CRT  decision  was 
intended  to  compensate  program 
owners  for  the  additional  use  of  their 
property  on  cable  systems,  the  CRT 
failed  to  distinguish  different  catego- 
ries of  broadcast  signals  on  cable.  Spe- 
cifically, the  CRT  failed  to  recognize 
the  ability  of  some  distant  broadcast 
stations— the  so-called  superstations 
whose  signals  are  retransmitted  na- 
tionally by  satellite— to  aggregate  a 
national  audience  and,  through  direct 
negotiations  with  copyright  owners,  to 
compensate  those  owners  fully  for  the 
use  of  their  programing  on  such  sta- 
tions. 

Where  market  forces  are  adequate 
to  insure  fair  reimbursement  to  copy- 
right owners  who  willingly  license 
their  programing  to  such  networks, 
there  is  no  need  for  Government  inter- 
vention and  regulation.  Accordingly, 
and  upon  a  finding  by  the  CRT  that  a 
broadcast  station  is  functioning  as  a 
"national  cable  broadcast  network." 
the  bill  would  exempt  cable  systems 
carrying  such  signals  from  the  CRT's 
rate  increase  of  November  19,  1982. 

Basically,  the  CRT  decision  ignored 
the  successful  workings  of  the  free 
market  and  imposed  unnecessary,  arti- 
ficial, and  potentially  devastating  in- 
creased fees  cable  operators  must  pay 
for  carriage  of  a  national  cable  broad- 
cast network.  The  immediate  impact 
of  this  decision  was  a  reduction  in  tele- 
vision service  to  the  public,  particular- 
ly in  rural  areas  of  America,  because 
many  cable  operators  discontinued 
carriage  of  distant  signals  to  reduce 
their  copyright  fees.  The  long-range 
effect  of  the  decision  is  even  worse. 
The  prohibitive  new  fees  have  fore- 
closed new  markets  to  national  cable 
broadcast  networks,  restricting  the  di- 
versity of  media  available  to  the  public 
that  is  one  of  our  basic  public  objec- 
tives. 
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The  Free  Market  Copyright  Royalty 
Act  would  insure  the  continued  suc- 
cess of  the  free  market  forces  by: 

First,  allowing  cable  systems  to  carry 
the  signals  of  national  cable  broadcast 
networks  without  being  subject  to  the 
prohibitive  new  royalty  rates  estab- 
lished by  the  CRT; 

Second,  reducing  the  membership  of 
the  CRT  from  five  commissioners  to 
three  commissioners,  effective  when 
the  terms  of  two  current  commission- 
ers expire;  and 

Third,  directing  the  CRT  to  use  the 
personnel  funds  freed  by  the  elimina- 
tion of  two  commissioner  positions  to 
build  a  professional  staff  capacity  it 
does  not  now  have,  by  appointing  a 
General  Counsel  and  a  Chief  Econo- 
mist. 

In  the  1976  Copyright  Act,  we  recog- 
nized that  there  is  a  fine  line  between 
communications  policy  and  copyright 
liability.  The  CRT  has  failed  to  re- 
spect this  line.  We  should  act  now  to 
promote  the  availability  of  creative 
television  works  to  the  public,  to  pro- 
tect the  diversity  in  the  national  dis- 
tribution of  electronic  media,  and  to 
assist  the  Tribunal  in  doing  its  job 
more  effectively  in  the  future.* 


PLIGHT  OF  KAMPUCHEAN 
REFUGEES  WORSENS 


HON.  JAMES  L.  OBERSTAR 

OF  MINNESOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
8  years  of  social  and  political  turmoil 
in  Southeast  Asia  over  70,000  refugees 
remain    in    camps    along    the    Thai 
border  without  adequate  food,  shelter, 
or  health  care.  In  addition,  there  are 
almost     200,000     refugees     living     in 
wretched  squalor  outside  the  camps.  I 
recently     met     with     representatives 
from  the  Cambodian  Crisis  Committee 
who    traveled    to    Southeast    Asia    to 
assess    the    increasing    problems    of 
Kampuchean  refugees  living  in  camps 
along   the  Thai   border.   Members  of 
the  committee  described  the  plight  of 
these  refugees  and  the  administrative 
bottlenecks     which     have     prevented 
their  expeditious  and  orderly  process- 
ing  and   relocation   to   less   troubled 
countries  of  the  world,  including  the 
United  States.  While  the  recent  Na- 
tional   Security    Directive    from    the 
President    (No.    93)    is    encouraging, 
there    is    growing    concern    that    the 
guidelines  it  included  will  not  be  en- 
forced on  the  field  level  and  that  ad- 
ministrative problems  will  continue  to 
mount.  The  directive:  One,  instructed 
the  U.S.  Immigration  and  Naturalisja- 
tion    Service     to     follow     established 
guidelines   when   considering   refugee 
applications  for  relocation;  two,  called 
for  central  guidance  in  refugee  proc- 
essing; and,  three,  established  a  Senior 
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Interagency      Group      for      Refugee 
Policy,  designed  to  "insure  that  impor- 
tant refugee  policy  issues  receive  full, 
prompt  and  systematic  consideration," 
I  include  the  full  report  of  the  Cam- 
bodian    Crisis     Corrunittee     in     the 
Record  today  sind  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  in  efforts  to  ameliorate  the 
plight  of  these  Kampuchean  refugees, 
including  the  letter  I  shall  send  to 
President  Reagan  next  week. 
A     Report     From     Representatives     of 
Churches    in    America    Concerned   with 
Refugee   Processing   and   Resettixmewt, 
Visiting  Thailand  June  18  to  July  1 

prologue 

After  almost  four  years,  some  70,000  vic- 
tims of  the  war  in  Cambodia  remain  living 
in  fear,  pain  and  uncertainty  in  camps  In 
Thailand.  In  this  part  of  the  world,  we 
Americans  are  often  perceived  as  having  for- 
gotten the  plight  of  these  hurting  people. 
We,  the  Cambodian  Crisis  Committee  II, 
appeal  to  the  government  of  the  United 
States  and  all  citizens  to  alleviate,  rather 
than  ignore,  their  suffering. 

The  Cambodian  Crisis  Committee  II  has 
sent  three  delegations  to  these  camps  since 
January  1983. 

The  concerns  and  recommendations  below 
emerged  from  the  delegation  that  visited 
the  camps  between  June  18  and  July  1.  1983. 

Although  the  conditions  we  found  remain 
extremely  serious  and  the  policy  and  admin- 
istrative problems  are  far  from  solved,  we 
wish  to  affirm  the  efforU  of  all  those  In- 
volved—U.S.  government  personnel,  UN 
staff  and  agencies,  voluntary  agencies  and 
others.  There  seems  to  be  a  new  spirit  In  the 
air  as  all  here  in  the  field  await  new  guide- 
lines, based  on  National  Security  Decision 
Directive  No.  93. 

Our  concerns  and  recommendations  are  as 
follows: 

1.  We  are  concerned  that  while  70.000 
Khmer  remain  in  the  camps.  NSDD  No.  93, 
signed  by  President  Reagan,  has  not  been 
implemented.  The  document  calls  for  guid- 
ance to  be  Issued  to  INS  officers  "NO 
LATER  THAN  JUNE  10"  (emphasU  added). 
Yet.  the  guidelines  are  not  expected  until 
mid-July  or.  possibly,  even  later. 

We  recommend  that  the  guidelines  be 
issued  forthwith  and  that  they  acknowledge 
that  persons  who  fled  the  Pol  Pot  regime 
and/or  the  Vietnamese  occupation  are  polit- 
ical refugees  who  should  be  admitted  to  the 
United  States  and  other  countries  In  an  or- 
derly, efficient  and  humane  fashion. 

2.  We  are  concerned  that  orphans  and 
other  children  who  have  been  separated 
from  their  parents  (unaccompanied  minors), 
have  been  in  the  camps  for  up  to  four  years. 
As  a  result,  many  have  lost  their  "unaccom- 
panied minor "  status  simply  by  growing 
older  while  they  waited.  Through  no  fault 
of  their  own.  this  has  subjected  them  to  still 
further  delays. 

We  recommend  that  these  unaccompanied 
minor  children  be  Immediately  offered  third 
country  resettlement  and  foster  care  and 
that  they  be  resettled  by  the  end  of  the 
summer  of  1983.  In  addition,  we  recommend 
that  those  who  were  unaccompanied  minors 
on  the  date  of  their  arrival  in  Thailand  be 
given  special  consideration  by  the  United 
States  to  the  extent  possible.  The  Cambodi- 
an Crisis  Committee  II  has  a  team  now  in 
Thailand  willing  to  assist,  where  appropri- 
ate. In  this  effort. 
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3.  We  are  concerned  that  the  utterly  dev- 
astatins  effect  of  the  Pol  Pot  regime's  bru- 
tality and  the  further  disruption  following 
the  Vietnamese  invasion  and  occupation  has 
Instilled  wide-spread  trauma  and  deep  fear 
among  the  persons  being  interviewed  by  the 
UN  and  U.S.  agencies.  This  has  led  to  under- 
standable errors  and  misrepresentations 
which  now  threaten  to  deny  permanent 
refuge  to  these  victims. 

We  recommend  a  procedure  be  developed 
for  those  who  may  have  misrepresented 
facts  or  made  errors  during  any  interview- 
ing process  which  lakes  our  concern  into  ac- 
count and  that  the  following  considerations, 
taken  from  President  Reagan's  National  Se- 
curity Decision  Directive  »93  l)e  the  prime 
considerations: 

Flight  from  Cambodia  because  of  occur- 
rences during  the  Pol  Pot  regime. 

Former  membership  in  the  military. 

Close  family  relationships  in  the  United 
SUtes. 

Refusal  to  work  with  the  new  regime  in 
Cambodia. 

4.  We  are  concerned  that  thousands  of  the 
Khmer  now  living  in  Thai  camps  have  t>een 
rejected  by  the  United  States. 

We  recommend  that  an  informal  review 
process,  reflecting  the  spirit  of  National  Se- 
curity Decision  Directive  «93  by  implement- 
ed to  deal  with  these  cases.  The  Camlxxlian 
Crisis  Committee  team  will  offer  assistance 
if  appropriate. 

5.  We  are  concerned  that  a  huge  backlog 
of  unprocessed  cases  exists  and,  because  the 
rate  of  resettlement  is  diminishing,  the  Thai 
government  is  concerned  that  our  commit- 
ment to  resettle  the  refugees  may  be  weak- 
ening. The  Thai  concern  was  expressed  per- 
sonally to  representatives  of  the  Cambodian 
Crisis  Committee  II  by  General  Rien  of  the 
Thai  Supreme  Command  and  also  was  given 
front  page  press  coverage  in  Bangkok 
during  our  visit. 

We  recommend  that  the  U.S.  government 
formally  reassure  the  Thai  government  and 
that  it  demonstrate  its  good  faith  by  in- 
creasing its  efforts,  especially  for  the  refu- 
gees at  Khao  I  Dang.  We  further  recom- 
mend that  present  allocations  t>e  filled. 

CONCLUSION 

Certainly  the  Presidential  Decision  Memo- 
randum, the  new  staff  from  INS  and  the 
State  Department,  the  developing  new 
guidelines  and  revised  In-Country  Papers, 
have  brought  an  enormously  positive  cumu- 
lative effect  to  the  processing  system  for 
Khmer  in  Thailand.  It  is  hoped  that  noth- 
ing would  hinder  this  progress  and  every 
hope  continues  for  the  final  guidelines 
which  should  arrive  in  mid-July.  At  the 
same  time  parallel  issues  which  affect  'Viet- 
namese and  Laotian  refugees  and  processing 
must  be  considered  in  the  near  future  as 
well. 

Respectfully  submitted:  Virginia  Soberg- 
Rhyne.  Refugee  Resettlement  Coordinator. 
Lutheran  Family  Services.  301  S.  Elm 
Street— Room  507.  Greensboro.  NC  27401; 
Joan  Marie  Hill.  Lutheran  Social  Services  of 
Minnesota.  2414  Park  Ave..  Minneapolis. 
MN  55404:  Nona  Stewart.  Syracuse  Area 
Inter-religious  Council.  Refugee  Resettle- 
ment Coordinator,  910  Madison.  Syracuse, 
NY  13210:  David  Slade.  Attorney.  278  Main 
Street,  Greenfield.  MA:  James  H.  Walsh. 
Inter-Govemmental  Consultant.  21  High 
Street.  Nahant.  MA  01908:  Father  Daniel 
Trainor.  791  Potters  Ave..  Providence.  RI 
02907:  Ann  Sandgren.  Director  of  Follow-on 
Services.  Lutheran  Social  Services  of  North 
DakoU.  Box  389.  Fargo.  ND  58107:  Pat 
Scott.  Rt.   «1.  Maddock.  ND  58348:  Judge 
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Ted  Weisenberger.  Court  House.  Grafton. 
ND  58237:  Maha  Ghossananda.  Khmer  New 
England  Buddhist  Center,  Providence.  RI 
02902:  Barb  Korpi.  ESL  Coordinator  for 
North  Dakota.  P  O.  Box  1057.  Dickinson. 
ND  58601:  Jeaninne  McAllister.  1307  South 
6th  Street.  Fargo.  ND  58103:  Barry  Nelson. 
Director  of  Unaccompanied  Refugee  Minor 
Program.  Lutheran  Social  Services  of  North 
Dakota.  Box  389.  Fargo.  ND  58107:  Rev. 
Duane  Neugebauer  (Lutheran).  Box  219. 
Maddock.  ND  58348:  Renee  Pan.  1506  18th 
Street  South.  Grand  Porks.  ND  58201:  and 
Rev.  Peter  Pond.  Lutheran  Service  Associa- 
tion, 160  Speen  Street.  Framingham.  MA 
01701.* 
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HIDING  BEHIND  HENRY 


PROGRESS  IN  SCHOOLS 


HON.  NEWT  GINGRICH 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
the  debate  over  education  continues,  I 
think  we  should  note  the  progress 
made  in  certain  school  districts  across 
the  country.  One  such  district  is  that 
in  Douglas  County  in  my  congression- 
al district  in  Georgia. 

Administrators  in  that  district  stud- 
ied the  success  of  their  system  and 
found  that  the  proposals  in  the  report 
of  the  National  Commission  on  Educa- 
tion were  on  target  for  the  needs  of 
their  community  schools. 

A  letter  from  Virginia  S.  Slate,  prin- 
cipal of  the  Chapel  Hill  Elementary 
School  in  Douglas  County  to  the 
Douglas  Neighbor  newspaper  shows 
the  care  that  her  district  has  taken  in 
studying  the  education  needs  of  stu- 
dents in  Douglas  County. 

Douglas  Reader  Comment 

Editor:  Douglas  County  schools  are  top- 
notch  now  and  promise  to  be  even  Ijetter 
next  year  as  a  result  of  the  year- long  em- 
phasis on  school  effectiveness.  This  empha- 
sis culminated  in  an  administrative  work- 
shop for  all  school  system  leaders  June  14 
and  15  at  the  Fulton  Industrial  Holiday  Inn. 

In  the  wake  of  the  recent  Report  of  the 
National  Commission  on  Education  which 
deplored  the  widespread  mediocrity  in  U.S. 
education,  workshop  participants  reflected 
on  the  progress  made  in  Douglas  County 
during  the  last  decade  to  improve  school 
programs.  Building  on  foundations  laid  by 
former  superintendents  Frank  Cloer. 
Robert  Alexander  and  Eugene  Sheets,  cur- 
rent administrators  have  committed  them- 
selves to  continue  to  emphasize  excellence 
in  education. 

Taking  the  Report  of  the  National  Com- 
mission on  Education  as  a  guide.  Douglas 
County  school  leaders  are  comparing  their 
own  recommendations  for  improving  educa- 
tion with  the  commission's  recommenda- 
tions. The  similarities  are  phenomenal. 

Douglas  County  citizens  may  take  pride  in 
their  educational  system  and  the  foresight 
of  its  leaders. 

Virginia  S.  Slate. 

Principal,  Chapel  Hill  Elementary  SchooLm 


HON.  RICHARD  L.  OHINGER 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  July  25.  1983 

•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Reagan  administration  is  falling  into  a 
pattern  of  policy  by  commission,  an  at- 
tempt to  claim  broad  bipartisan  sup- 
port for  insupportable  positions  by 
hiding  behind  the  recommendations  of 
a  supposed  objective  group  of  experts. 

Unfortunately,  objectivity  has  not 
been  the  hallmark  of  Mr.  Reagan's 
two  most  recent  commissions.  The 
Scowcroft  Commission  was  established 
to  find  arguments  in  favor  of  the  MX. 
Now  Mr.  Reagan  has  appointed  Henry 
Kissinger  to  justify  his  military  abuse 
of  Central  America.  Mr.  Kissinger, 
with  no  experience  in  Latin  America, 
and  who  has  already  expressed  sup- 
port for  our  military  policy  in  Central 
America,  will  now  be  able  to  lend  the 
same  skills  to  Central  America  as  he 
applied  so  viciously  in  Chile  and  Indo- 
china. 

I  would  remind  my  colleagues  that 
the  man  now  responsible  for  advising 
the  President  on  our  continued  in- 
volvement in  Central  America  is  the 
same  man  who  publicly  disdained  the 
whole  region  in  1969.  At  a  meeting  of 
Latin  American  ambassadors  at  the 
White  House.  Mr.  Kissinger  addressed 
Chile's  Gabriel  Valdez: 

Mr.  Valdez.  you  come  here  speaking  of 
Latin  America,  but  this  is  not  important. 
Nothing  important  can  come  from  the 
South.  History  has  never  been  produced  in 
the  South.  The  axis  of  history  starts  in 
Moscow,  goes  to  Bonn,  crosses  over  to 
Washington,  and  then  goes  to  Tokyo.  What 
happens  in  the  South  is  of  no  importance. 
■Voure  wasting  your  time. 

To  "lay  the  foundation  for  a  long- 
term,  unified  national  approach "  to 
the  problems  of  Central  America, "  as 
Mr.  Reagan  put  it,  we  do  not  need  an- 
other parroting  Presidential  commis- 
sion; we  need  a  new  approach.  Mr.  Kis- 
singer is  not  the  man  to  bring  clarity 
or  national  unity  to  this  situation.  In- 
stead, we  can  look  forward  to  a  rubber- 
stamped  approval  of  the  escalating 
military  involvement  already  causing  a 
national  schism  in  this  country,  and 
perhaps  doing  permanent  damage  to 
our  future  relations  with  our  neigh- 
bors to  the  South. 

I  call  to  my  colleagues'  attention  the 
article  in  last  Thursday's  New  York 
Times  by  Mr.  Tom  Wicker: 

[Prom  the  New  "York  Times.  July  19,  19831 

Hiding  behind  Henry 

(By  Tom  Wicker) 

President  Reagan's  decision  to  set  up  a 
"bipartisan""  national  commission  to  under- 
pin his  unpopular  Central  American  policy 
is  bad  news  for  more  reasons  than  the  re- 
birth of  Henry  Kissinger. 

It"s  tricky  politics,  too,  calculated  to  gen- 
erate for  Mr.  Reagan  the  Congressional  and 


public  support  he  hasn't  otherwise  achieved, 
and  to  give  cold-footed  opponents  an  easy 
way  out  of  standing  up  to  the  President  ais 
an  election  year  approaches. 

Worse,  the  plan  extends  the  already 
worrisome  practice  of  turning  over  hard- 
fought  political  issues  to  supposedly  blue- 
ribbon,  nongovernmental  commissions. 
When  such  a  panel  delivers  what  appears  to 
be  an  arbitrator"s  Solomonic  decision  in  sub- 
stitute for  the  political  judgments  of  Con- 
gress and  the  President,  the  result  is  dan- 
gerous to  oppose  and  even  difficult  to 
modify. 

Both  the  Greenspan  commission  on  Social 
Security  and  the  Scowcroft  commission  on 
the  MX.  the  predecessors  of  the  Kissinger 
commission,  insisted  that  their  conclusions 
were  ""package""  decisions,  to  be  accepted  in 
full.  The  current  difficulty  of  MX  oppo- 
nents in  trying  to  defeat  the  100  missiles 
recommended  as  part  of  the  Scowcroft 
report  suggests  the  effectiveness  of  the 
""package"'  tactic. 

How  long  will  it  be  before  President  and 
Congress  give  the  Federal  budget  to.  say,  a 
Milton  Friedman  commission,  or  the  school 
prayer  issue  to  a  Jerry  Palwell  commission? 
Maybe  the  Democrats,  next  time  in  office, 
could  handle  world  trade  policy  with  a  Lane 
Kirkland  commission. 

None  of  these  would  be  more  incongruous 
than  the  proposed  Kissinger  commission,  to 
be  headed  by  the  Great  destabilizer  of 
Chile;  a  less  appropriate  person  to  act  as  ar- 
biter of  policy  anywhere  in  Latin  America 
could  not  be  found  this  side  of  General  Pin- 
ochet. Dr.  Kissingers  well-known  world 
view,  moreover,  does  not  allow  the  possibili- 
ty that  an  insurgency  in  El  Salvador  might 
not  have  been  conceived  in  Moscow  and 
planned  in  Havana:  and  even  if  it  did.  his 
oft-proclaimed  geopolitical  concepts  won't 
tolerate  even  an  elected  Marxist  govern- 
ment in  this  hemisphere,  let  alone  one 
achieved  by  revolution. 

Besides,  the  commission  gambit  is  misdi- 
rected at  such  a  relatively  narrow  foreign 
policy  issue  as  the  Central  American  prob- 
lem—one certainly  no  more  complex  and 
not  generally  considered  as  serious  as  the 
Middle  East. 

The  Greenspan  commission,  partly  ap- 
pointed by  Speaker  Tip  O'Neill,  dealt  with  a 
genuine  party  and  Presidential-Congression- 
al deadlock  on  a  serious  domestic  institu- 
tional question.  Social  Security  outlays  were 
forcing  some  kind  of  decision.  Enormous 
public  interest  attended  the  question:  politi- 
cal posturing  on  both  sides  obscured  it.  Dif- 
ficult technical,  financial  and  actuarial 
questions  were  involved.  And  the  final 
'"package"'  pretty  well  split  the  differences 
between  contending  approaches. 

The  Scowcroft  commission  was  more 
nearly  a  mere  instrument  of  the  President. 
The  White  House  made  no  secret  of  the  fact 
that  the  commission  was  appointed  to  legiti- 
mize some  form  of  MX  deployment  over 
Congressional  objection,  and  a  fair  reading 
of  the  membership  left  little  doubt  that  the 
commission  would  do  so.  While  it  also  per- 
formed useful  service  (dismissing  the 
•"window  of  vulnerability"  and  recommend- 
ing a  shift  to  single-warhead  missiles),  the 
commission's  labored  MX  recommendation 
did  not  settle  the  question  nor  suggest  a  to- 
tally disinterested  inquiry. 

The  Kissinger  commission  is  even  more 
suspect  and  less  necessary.  Mr.  Reagan's 
slated  aim  is  to  build  a  "national  consensus  " 
on  Central  American  policy,  which  means 
behind  his  policy;  after  all,  he  could  change 
it  without  a  commission.  With  such  sponsor- 
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ship  and  under  such  a  leader,  the  panel  is 
unlikely  to  recommend  a  new  direction;  it's 
doubtful  there  will  even  be  enough  dissent- 
ers of  sufficient  weight  to  shake  the  predict- 
able ""package"'  recommendation. 

Why  isn't  the  usual  play  of  Presidential 
and  Congressional  power  as  proper  here  as 
in  the  case  of,  say,  the  Awacs  sale  to  Saudi 
Arabia?  What's  at  issue  other  than  whether 
Congress  puts  up  the  money  for  the  Reagan 
policy?  Mr.  Reagan  apparently  fears  it 
won't  unless  he  provides  opponents  a  shield 
to  hide  behind;  and  the  Scowcroft  precedent 
suggesU  that  the  tactic  works. 

But  whatever  weight  the  new  commission 
may  achieve  here,  a  group  headed  by  a 
born-again  Henry  Kissinger  and  organized 
to  develop  a  consensus  around  a  military 
attack  on  Nicaragua  and  a  military  ap- 
proach to  El  Salvador— both  of  which  re- 
quire the  Reorganization  of  Honduras— will 
not  be  welcome  south  of  the  border. 

The  Contadora  group  (Mexico,  Venezuela, 
Colombia  and  Panama),  for  instance,  has 
just  called  on  states  interested  in  Central 
America  to  "contribute  their  political  influ- 
ence in  strengthening  the  cause  of  under- 
standing and  commit  themselves  without 
reservation  in  favor  of  the  diplomatic  option 
for  peace." 

That's  hardly  what  Mr.  Reagan  expects  to 
hear  from  the  Kissinger  commission;  else  he 
wouldn't  establish  it.« 


CANCER  CENTERS 

HON.  LAWRENCE  COUGHUN 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 
•  Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
cently received  a  letter  from  Dr.  Timo- 
thy R.  Talbot,  president  emeritus  of 
the  Fox  Chase  Cancer  Center  in  Phila- 
delphia, who  also  serves  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Association  of  American  Cancer  Insti- 
tutes. Dr.  Talbot  has  been  active  in 
biomedical  research  efforts  since  the 
early    1940's    and    has    distinguished 
himself  as  an  outstanding  administra- 
tor of  the  Fox  Chase  Cancer  Center 
where  many  of  my  constituents  have 
received  treatment.  Because  Dr.  Tal- 
bot's  letter   bears  directly   upon   the 
Health  Research  Extension  Act  (H.R. 
2350)  now  under  consideration  by  the 
House,  I  ask  that  it  be  inserted  in  its 
entirety  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 
Association  of  American  Cancer 
Institutes. 
July  21.  1983. 
Subject:  Cancer  Centers  and  House  Debate 
on  H.R.  2350,  the  Health  Research  Ex- 
tension Act  of  1983. 


Hon.  Lawrence  Coughlin, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington. 
D.C. 

Dear  Representative  Coughlin:  Thank 
you  for  requesting  my  written  views  on  H.R. 
2350,  The  Health  Research  Extention  Act  of 
1983.  particularly  as  they  relate  to  the  up- 
coming House  of  Representatives  debate  on 
the  line-item  authorization  of  Cancer  Cen- 
ters. 

As  I  indicated  by  phone,  my  concerns  are 
quite  specific:  In  the  bill  H.R.  2350,  soon  to 
be  debated,  there  is  a  line  item  authoriza- 
tion for  cancer  centers,  whereas  it  is  my  un- 
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derstanding  that  there  wlU  be  proposed  a 
substitute  bill  without  such  a  line  item  au- 
thorization for  cancer  centers.  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  following  information  will  assist 
you  in  your  judgment  of  whether  to  vote  for 
the  committee-reported  bill  with  the  item, 
and  not  vote  for  the  substitute  without  the 
item. 

I  write  to  you  both  as  Chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Association  of 
American  Cancer  Institutes,  and  as  its  Im- 
mediate past  President,  and  as  the  President 
Emeritus  of  Fox  Chase  Cancer  Center,  In 
Philadelphia,  where  I  have  served,  in  effect, 
since  1957  (then  I  was  Director  of  the  Insti- 
tute for  Cancer  Research,  now  allied  to  the 
Fox  Chase  Cancer  Center). 

My  experience  in  biomedical  research 
dates  back  to  1942,  so  that  the  views  I  ex- 
press on  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
and  the  National  Cancer  Institute  may  have 
at  least  some  long-range  understandings  of 
the  matters  under  discussion. 

There  are  several  reasons  why  I  urge  you 
to  support  H.R.  2350  and  its  authorization 
for  cancer  centers: 

1.  That  bill  contains  the  authorization, 
whereas  its  proposed  substitute  (according 
to  the  information  we  have— the  bill  is  not 
yet  printed  in  final  form)  does  not; 

2.  Such  an  authorization  will  put  the 
stamp  of  official  approval  by  the  Congress 
of  the  cancer  center  program  in  a  form 
which  will  lend  considerable  stability  to  the 
program  (even  though,  as  I  note  below,  bill 
report  language  in  each  of  five  separate  au- 
thorization and  appropriations  bills  in  the 
last  two  years  have  spoken  highly  of  cancer 
centers); 

3.  The  authorization  would  also,  in  large 
measure,  cause  the  Administration  to  recog- 
nize that  they  should  no  longer  attempt  to 
defund  existing  centers  through  the  appro- 
priations process,  as  they  have  done  this 
year  (this  is  expanded  upon  later  in  this 
letter); 

4.  And  the  authorization  of  cancer  centers 
by  law  would  lend  stability  to  this  portion  of 
the  national  cancer  research  effort  at  a  time 
when  we  are  having  very  serious  difficulties 
attracting  and  keeping  bright  young  investi- 
gators, who  sense  not  only  that  they  would 
have  an  insufficient  career  in  research,  but 
that  even  cancer  centers  might  have  so 
much  instability  that  they  could  not  work 
well  there. 

As  to  the  first  point:  Last  September, 
when  the  predecessor  to  this  legislation  was 
debated  (the  Congress  ended  before  a  bio- 
medical research  bill  could  be  passed  by 
both  Houses),  the  issue  was  essentially  the 
same.  The  committee  bill,  then  H.R.  6457, 
the  Health  Research  Extension  Act  of  1982, 
was  debated  and  passed  by  the  House,  with 
the  authorization  for  the  cancer  centers  in- 
cluded and  the  substitute  which  did  not  con- 
tain the  authorization  was  defeated  (I  am 
pleased  to  remind  you  that  you  voted  for 
H.R.  6457  at  that  time,  and  thank  you  again 
for  that). 

In  the  bill  report  accompanying  H.R.  6457, 
there  was  considerable  comment  about  the 
cancer  centers  authorization,  part  of  which 
I  quote  here: 

•  •  •  the  Committee  proposal  provides  a 
separate  authorization  of  appropriations  for 
support  of  national  cancer  research  and 
demonstration  centers,  authorized  in  Sec- 
tion 415.  The  Committee  believes  that 
cancer  center  core  grants  are  essential  to 
the  national  cancer  program,  and  should, 
during  periods  of  fiscal  restraint,  not  incur 
program  reductions  disproportionate  to 
other  institute  activities. 
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"Cancer  center  core  grants  enable  cancer 
centers  to  pay  for  research  resources  which 
can  be  shared  by  investigators  whose  indi- 
vidual research  grants  would  not  otherwise 
cover  the  costs  of  their  work.  Cancer  center 
core  grants  provide  central  support  services 
and  highly  specialized  laboratory  services 
that  are  uniquely  suited  to  the  common  in- 
terests of  several  investigators  working  in 
close  proximity  within  a  cancer  center. 

"The  specific  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions for  cancer  center  research  and  demon- 
stration activities  is  intended  to  represent 
the  Committee's  strong  support  for  the 
cancer  center  core  grant  program.  *  •  • 

This  excellent  bill  report  language  of  last 
year's  bill  is  very  much  like  the  supporting 
language  in  this  year's  bill  (I  quoted  from 
the  earlier  version  simply  because  it  more 
fully  explains  the  core  grant  program). 

As  I  see  it.  this  authorization  is  simply 
formalization  of  a  program  which  is  already 
two  decades  old,  and  which  has  consistently 
won  the  support  of  the  NIH.  the  National 
Cancer  Institute,  and  the  Congress,  especial- 
ly in  appropriations  bills.  Historically,  and 
cancer  centers  were  begun  in  the  1960's.  in 
response  to  the  need  for  a  multidisciplinary 
cancer  research  program,  which  included  a 
program  to  promote  basic  and  clinical  re- 
search, improve  diagnosis  and  treatment  of 
patients,  train  an  effective  cancer  research 
cadre  for  the  future,  and  influence  the  up- 
grading of  cancer  care  in  surrounding  com- 
munities. 

The  program  expanded  throughout  the 
1960's,  was  strongly  endorsed  in  the  Nation- 
al Cancer  Act  of  1971.  and  has  continued  to 
grow  stronger  and  more  valuable  to  the 
cancer  research  program  throughout  the 
years. 

A  two-decade  old  program,  with  continu- 
ing high  marks  for  effectiveness,  participat- 
ing in  a  rigorous  peer  review  system,  now 
needs  considerable  further  support,  in  terms 
of  the  proposed  authorization,  as  I  will  ex- 
plain in  my  next  two  points. 

The  second  point  is  that  while  the  Con- 
gress continually  lends  bill  report  language 
support  is  appropriations  and  authoriza- 
tions bills,  actions  by  the  Administration 
continually  undermine  the  stability  of  the 
centers.  In  the  bill  reports  accompany  the 
last  two  biomedical  authorization  bills  in 
the  House,  as  I  have  said,  there  was  excel- 
lent support  language.  In  the  Senate  bill  re- 
ports on  the  same  legislation,  for  the  last 
two  years  we  have  seen  similar  strong  sup- 
port. In  both  the  Senate  and  House  appro- 
priations bills  for  fiscal  year  1983.  excellent 
supportive  bill  report  language  was  given. 
There  can  l>e  no  question,  then,  or  strong 
and  continuous  congressional  support.  In 
spite  of  that,  and  esr>ecially  in  the  last  sev- 
eral months,  there  has  been  developing  a  se- 
rious destabilizing  process  because  of  the 
Administration's  proposed  appropriations 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1984. 

That  is  my  third  point:  The  Administra- 
tion's proposed  fiscal  year  1984  appropria- 
tions bill  would  effectively  dismantle  the 
cancer  center  program.  I  attach  for  your  in- 
formation an  official  document  made  avail- 
able to  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  ap- 
propriations committees,  which  indicates 
that  under  the  Administration's  proposed 
budget.  16  of  20  centers  would  be  defunded, 
regardless  of  the  excellence  of  their  pro- 
grams. (There  Is  little  doubt  that  if  the  Con- 
gress would  accede  to  this  proposal  this 
year,  in  the  next  two  years  nearly  all  cancer 
centers  would  be  defunded.  as  nearly  all  are 
on  a  three  year  funding  cycle,  approximate- 
ly one-third  up  for  renewal  each  year.) 
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I  do  not  believe  that  there  could  have 
been  a  more  serious  blow  to  the  cancer  cen- 
ters than  this.  It  has  created  an  uncertainty 
not  only  among  those  who  must  administer 
the  centers,  but  also  among  all  the  research- 
ers working  in  those  centers.  There  is  little 
question  in  my  mind  that  the  Congress  will 
restore  funding  for  those  centers  which  are 
proposed  to  be  defunded.  but  you  know  as 
well  as  I  how  difficult  it  is  for  researchers 
and  administrators  who  know  little  about 
congressional  processes  to  fully  understand 
such  a  budget  proposal  and  the  likely  out- 
come. I  will  not  go  into  the  machinations 
that  went  into  this  proposal,  nor  into  the  re- 
quirement of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  that  NIH  officials  hew  to  the  line 
and  support  the  proposal  whether  or  not 
they  wanted  to.  but  suffice  it  to  say  that  it 
is  sufficiently  political  and  convoluted  that 
personnel  in  centers  who  singlemindedly 
pursue  research  could  not,  and  would  not 
care  to,  attempt  to  understand  it. 

I  believe  that  if  the  Congress  were  to 
accept  a  specific  authorization  for  cancer 
centers  in  this  bill,  future  Administrations, 
regardless  of  political  party,  would  not  seek 
to  defund  the  centers  in  this  manner.  And 
that  leads  me  to  my  fourth  point:  Stability 
of  the  centers,  and  of  the  work  of  the  re- 
searchers in  them,  would  be  provided  by  the 
adoption  of  this  authorization.  And  let  me 
reassure  you:  stability  does  not  mean  any 
relaxation  of  the  need  for  excellent  work. 
This  authorization  would  in  no  way  change 
the  rigorous  peer  review  process  through 
which  every  center  grant  must  go.  nor 
would  it  in  any  way  distort  any  of  the  NIH 
mechanisms  which  have  led  to  excellent  re- 
search efforts  across  our  Nation.  I  have  sup- 
ported, and  I  know  that  my  colleagues  in  all 
the  centers  support,  the  continuation  of  the 
most  rigorous  possible  processes  at  the  NIH 
to  assure  quality  research,  and  we  all  believe 
that  the  authorization  would  in  no  way 
change  that. 

Those  are  my  arguments.  Mr.  Coughlin. 
They  are  long.  I  know,  but  I  believe  that  the 
case  has  not  yet  been  adequately  debated  on 
the  floor  of  the  House,  in  regard  to  this 
issue,  and  wanted  you  to  have  as  much  in- 
formation as  you  need  to  arrive  at  a  deci- 
sion. 

I  hope  you  understand  that  this  letter  in 
no  way  is  intended  to  disparage  the  efforts 
of  those  in  Congress  who  will  support  the 
substitute  which  does  not  contain  the  cen- 
ters authorization.  I  have  the  most  pro- 
found respect  for  the  Congress'  efforts  over 
the  years  to  support  the  NIH  and  biomedi- 
cal research— I  believe  it  is  correct  to  say 
that  always  authorization  legislation  in  sup- 
port of  the  NIH  has  been  bipartisan  in  the 
Congress,  and  also  that  every  appropria- 
tions bill  by  the  Congress  since  the  early 
1950's  has  increased  funding  for  the  NIH 
above  the  level  proposed  by  the  Administra- 
tion, regardless  of  the  politics  of  the  Admin- 
istration and  the  Congress.  As  I  see  it.  all 
those  debating  the  matter  of  the  NIH  au- 
thorization bill  seek  the  best  biomedical  re- 
search program  possible:  the  disagreements 
are  only  about  how,  not  whether,  this 
should  occur. 

Thank  you  for  the  consideration  of  these 
views. 

Sincerely,  and  with  personal  regards. 
Timothy  R.  Talbot,  Jr.,  M.D., 
Chairman,  Board  of  Directors, 

Attachment:  Official  NIH  list  of  cancer 
centers  to  be  defunded  under  proposed 
fiscal  year  1983  Administration  budget. 
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National  Institutes  of  Health,  Research 
Centers   Scheduled  for   Competing   Re- 
newals IN  Fiscal  Year  1984  for  Which 
Funding  Would  be  Eliminated 
NCI:  Cancer  Research  Centers. 
Note.— Based  on  priority  scores,  16  of  the 
following   would   not   be   funded:   Bowman 
Gray  Hospital.  University  of  Southern  Cali- 
fornia. Salk   Institute,   Howard   University, 
Northwestern  University,  University  of  Cali- 
fornia, Los  Angeles,  Roswell  Park  Medical 
Center.  University  of  North  Carolina.  New 
York  University  Medical  College.  Yale  Uni- 
versity. M.  D.  Anderson  Hospital.  University 
of  Texas.  Galveston.  St.  Jude  Hospital.  Uni- 
versity of  Vermont.  Michigan  Cancer  Foun- 
dation.  University   of  Arizona.   Dartmouth 
University,  Purdue  University,  University  of 
Iowa,   La  Jolla  Cancer   Research   Founda- 
tion.* 
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HON.  NORMAN  D.  SHUMWAY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  July  25,  1983 

•  Mr.  SHUMWAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
the  debate  over  industrial  policy  grows 
increasingly  intense,  it  is  important  to 
recognize  that  the  United  States  now 
has,  and  has  always  had,  an  industrial 
policy.  Wherever  Government  inter- 
venes in  the  marketplace  in  order  to 
achieve  economic  or  noneconomic 
goals,  with  the  result  that  market  de- 
cisions are  distorted,  industrial  policy 
can  be  said  to  exist.  This  has  been  the 
case  since  the  tariff  acts  of  the  early 
Republic  and.  in  view  of  our  wide- 
ranging  tax.  trade,  antitrust,  environ- 
mental, and  labor  statutes,  rules,  and 
regulations  (among  others),  it  is  cer- 
tainly the  case  now. 

The  problem,  then,  is  not  that  we 
lack  an  industrial  policy,  but  that  ex- 
isting policy  tends  to  be  inconsistent, 
incoherent,  and  quite  often  counter- 
productive. For  some,  the  solution  is  a 
greater  Government  role  in  economic 
decisionmaking.  Through  mechanisms 
such  as  economic  planning  boards  and 
national  investment  banks,  it  is  be- 
lieved, resources  can  be  more  efficient- 
ly allocated  and  market  distortions 
eased.  Of  course,  here  the  question  of 
just  how  a  board  or  commission  com- 
posed of  illustrious  citizens,  supported 
by  the  Federal  bureaucracy  and  the 
Federal  Treasury,  can  impose  on  the 
marketplace  a  more  rational  allocation 
of  resources  remains  unanswered.  In 
my  view,  to  assume  the  success  of  a 
more  interventionist  industrial  policy 
reflects  a  lack  of  understanding  of 
both  politics  and  economics. 

In  a  recent  editorial  in  Reason  maga- 
zine, Robert  Poole  argues  that  'what 
we  need,  instead,  is  a  thorough  over- 
haul of  the  Government's  existing 
anti-industrial,  antientrepreneurial 
policy. "  In  other  words,  rather  than 
attempting  to  involve  the  Government 
in  the  economy  further,  we  would  be 
better  off  taking  a  close  look  at  Feder- 
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al  policies  and  programs  which  thwart 
competition  and  impede  dynamic  eco- 
nomic   performance.    It    is    not    new 
policy  that  is  needed;  it  is  reform  of 
existing  policy. 
The  entire  editorial  follows: 
[From  Reason  magazine,  August  1983] 
Healing  American  Industry 
(By  Robert  Poole,  Jr.) 
With  each  passing  week,  the  call  for  an 
■industrial    policy"    grows    louder.    Every 
Democratic  presidential  hopeful  has  some 
version  of  this  idea,  and  Walter  Mondale 
was  reportedly  ecstatic  at  the  recent  publi- 
cation   of    Harvard    professor    Robert    B. 
Reich's  The  Next  American  Frontier,  which 
argues  for  such  a  policy.  Business  Week  and 
Wall  Street  potentate  Felix  Rohatyn  have 
been   beating   the  drum   for  an   industrial 
policy  for  several  years. 

Most  conservatives  and  libertarians  reflex- 
ively  denounce  such  proposals  for  further 
government  intervention,  asserting  that  all 
we  need  is  the  free  market.  But  this  re- 
sponse, while  technically  correct,  is  simply 
not  adequate. 

In  fact,  we  have  an  industrial  policy  today, 
though  it  is  more  implicit  than  explicit.  The 
net  effect  of  the  U.S.  tax  system,  regulatory 
system,  and  even  the  public  school  system 
amounts  to  a  policy  toward  business  and  in- 
dustry. And.  unfortunately,  as  free-marke- 
teers have  been  pointing  out  for  years,  that 
policy  is  very  damaging  to  economic  growth. 
The  damage  has  been  growing  more  obvi- 
ous for  years,  but  the  recent  recession  man- 
aged to  bring  it  into  sharp  focus.  What  were 
once  "basic"  U.S.  industries— autos.  steel, 
machine  tools— have  failed  to  adjust  to  a 
changing  world  economy  and  are  now  being 
undersold  by  lower-cost,  higher-tech  firms 
overseas.  This  has  led  to  wrenching  unem- 
ployment and  severely  depressed  regions. 
The  only  way  such  firms  can  survive  is  by 
drastic  restructuring— yet  in  most  cases, 
their  remaining  work  forces  refuse  to  accept 
competitive  (lower)  wage  scales  or  to  give  up 
obsolete  work  rules.  Moreover,  interest  rates 
remain  so  high  that  the  billions  needed  for 
modernization  are  simply  not  being  invest- 
ed. 

So  it's  quite  clear  that  there  is  a  problem, 
one  of  massive  proportions.  What  should  be 
done  about  it?  Unfortunately,  what  is  being 
offered  as  an  industrial  policy  fails  to  ad- 
dress the  causes  of  the  problem  and  would 
only  make  matters  worse.  Whether  it's  the 
United  Auto  Workers,  congressional  Demo- 
crats, or  the  Business  Week/Wall  Street 
crowd,  their  basic  proposal  includes  some 
sort  of  business-labor-government  planning 
body  and  a  development  bank  to  provide 
grants,  loans,  and  loan  guarantees  at  tax- 
payer expense. 

It  should  be  crystal-clear  by  now  why  such 
a  scheme  will  not  work.  First,  there  is  no 
reason  whatever  to  expect  the  individuals 
running  either  body  to  be  able  to  obtain 
better  information  or  make  better  decisions 
than  the  current  participants  in  the  capital 
markets— who,  after  all.  have  their  own 
money  at  risk.  Moreover,  it  is  naive  to 
expect  such  bodies  to  operate  from  some 
sort  of  godlike  perspective  outside  the 
normal  political  process.  As  Sen.  William 
Proxmire  (D-Wisc.)  recently  put  it: 

"Money  will  go  where  the  political  power 
is.  .  .  .  It  will  go  where  the  union  power  is 
mobilized.  It  will  go  where  the  campaign 
contributors  want  it  to  go.  It  will  go  where 
the  mayors  and  governors  as  well  as  con- 
gressmen and  senators  have  the  power  to 
push   it.   Anyone  who  thinks  government 
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funds  will  be  allocated  to  firms  according  to 
merit  has  not  lived  or  served  in  Washington 
very  long." 

The  most  likely  result  of  this  sort  of  in- 
dustrial policy  is  the  preservation  of  obso- 
lete firms,  technologies,  and  processes 
("lemon  s(x;ialism  ")  plus  the  funding  of  a 
few  politically  sexy  high-tech  boondoggles 
like  the  Concorde  supersonic  jet  and  the 
Synthetic  Fuels  Corporation. 

What  we  need,  instead,  is  a  thorough  over- 
haul of  the  government's  existing  anti-in- 
dustrial, anti-entrepreneurial  policy.  Such  a 
policy  should  be  based  on  Joseph  Schum- 
peters  insight  that  true  capitalism  is  a  proc- 
ess—not an  end  state— a  process  he  called 
""creative  destruction,"  whereby  inefficient, 
outdated  firms  and  technologies  are  contin- 
ually displaced  by  new  and  more  productive 
ones. 

What  might  such  a  policy  consist  of?  Its 
first  element  would  be  a  tax  policy  that  re- 
wards enterprise  rather  than  discouraging 
it.  For  starters,  as  both  conservative  Ronald 
Reagan  and  neoliberal  Lester  Thurow  have 
urged,  abolish  the  corporate  income  tax  and 
the  entire  patchwork  of  inefficient  credits, 
loopholes,  deductions,  exemptions,  and  pa- 
perwork that  go  with  it.  Corporations  don't 
really  pay  the  tax,  anyway— consumers  do. 
Second,  abolish  all  taxation  of  savings  and 
investment,  including  both  the  capital  gains 
tax  and  taxation  of  dividends  and  interest. 
The  final  element  in  ensuring  a  strong  flow 
of  new  business  investment  would  be  to 
abolish  antitrust  restraints— especially 
those  on  joint  R&D  efforts— as  urged  by 
both  Thurow  and  many  free-market  econo- 
mists. Together,  these  changes  would  put 
US  entrepreneurs  on  at  least  an  equal  foot- 
ing with  the  Japanese. 

But  to  restore  competitive  flexibility— the 
ability  of  both  companies  and  their  work 
forces  to  adapt  to  change— a  heavy  burden 
of  regulation  must  be  lifted,  too.  Labor  laws 
that  put  the  government's  hand  on  the 
union's  side  of  the  scale  must  be  abolished. 
Without  their  more-than-equal  bargaining 
position,  it  is  doubtful  that  US  auto  and 
steel  workers  would  have  been  able  to  force 
their  wages  up  to  more  than  twice  that  of 
their  Japanese  competitors  or  to  resist  the 
kind  of  flexible  work  rules  that  enable  Japa- 
nese cars  to  be  produced  with  half  the 
number  of  labor  hours  of  US  cars.  Likewise, 
all  restrictions  on  imports  must  be  removed. 
The  constant  spur  of  world  competition  is 
essential  to  the  process  of  "creative  destruc- 
tion" that  will  bring  us  all  the  benefits  of 
innovation  and  growth. 

Finally,  if  we  are  to  move  into  the  high- 
tech,  flexible,  decentralized  economy  in 
which  our  future  competitive  advantage 
lies,  it's  essential  that  we  have  a  work  force 
of  competent,  literate,  adaptable  people.  To 
get  them,  we  need  to  break  the  monopoly  of 
the  bumbling  public  school  system,  intro- 
ducing real  competition  into  the  educational 
marketplace.  Only  then  will  schools  be  held 
truly  accountable  for  results  by  those  who 
pay  the  bills. 

Advocates  of  liberty  must  do  more  than 
simply  arm-wave  about  free  markets. 
Today's  anti-industrial  policy  is  the  cause  of 
our  stagnation.  A  big-government  industrial 
policy  would  only  make  matters  worse.  But 
a  policy  that  fosters  entrepreneurship  and 
competition— that  sort  of  "industrial  policy  " 
is  worth  fighting  for.« 
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Title    IV    of    Senate    Resolution    4. 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February 
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4.  1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a 
system  for  a  computerized  schedule  of 
all  meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate 
committees,  subcommittees,  joint  com- 
mittees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate 
Daily  Digest— designated  by  the  Rules 
Committee— of  the  time,  place,  and 
purpose  of  the  meetings,  when  sched- 
uled, and  any  cancellations  or  changes 
in  the  meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information 
for  printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Re- 
marks section  of  the  Congressional 
Record  on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of 
each  week. 

Any  changes  in  committee  schedul- 
ing will  be  indicated  by  placement  of 
an  asterisk  to  the  left  of  the  name  of 
the  unit  conducting  such  meetings. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday. 
July  26,  1983,  may  be  found  in  the 
Daily  Digest  of  today's  Record. 

Meetings  Scheduled 
JULY  27 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee 
To  continue  oversight  hearings  on  the 
implementation  of  the  Staggers  Rail 
Act  (Public  Law  96-448). 

SR-253 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Toxic     Substances     and     Environmental 
Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency's  imple- 
mentation of  laws  regulating  the  man- 
ufacture, distribution  and  use  of  toxic 
chemicals. 

SD-406 

Governmental  Affairs 
Oversight    of    Government    Management 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  man- 
agement of  the  U.S.  Synthetic  Fuels 
Corporation. 

SD-342 

Judiciary 

Juvenile  Justice  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  Federal  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  agencies. 

SD-226 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  S.  1133.  to 
authorize  funds  for  fiscal  years  1984. 
1985.  and  1986  for  the  Legal  Services 
Corporation,  the  nomination  of  James 
B.  Hyland,  of  Virginia,  to  be  Inspector 
General.  Department  of  Labor,  and 
other  pending  committee  business. 

SD-430 

10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To     continue     hearings     on     proposed 
budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  certain  defense  programs,  focusing 
on  intelligence  programs. 

SD-116 
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Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
Judiciary 

Administrative  Practice  and  Procedure 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1520.  to  author- 
ize redress  payments  to  certain  resi- 
dents of  the  United  States  of  Japa- 
nese-American. Aleut,  or  other  ances- 
try who  were  interned,  detained,  or 
forcibly  relocated  by  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment during  World  War  II. 

SD-562 
2:00  p.m. 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
International     Finance     and     Monetary 

Policy  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1568.  proposed  Po- 
litical Risli  Insurance  Act. 

Y  SD-538 

Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  pending  nomina- 
tions. 

SD-226 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  873.  establishing 
a  fund  within  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  to  provide  assistance  for  re- 
search and  training  in  Soviet  and  East- 
em  European  studies  to  certain  orga- 
nizations. 

SD'430 

JULY  28 
9:00  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Conunittee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
on   S.    1660   and   H.R.    3621,    bills   to 
assure  nationwide  telephone  service  at 
affordable  rates,  assure  that  costs  for 
maintaining  such  service  is  allocated 
equitably  among  all  users,  and  assure 
that  States  have  sufficient  regulatory 
authority     to     maintain     universally 
available    and    affordable    telephone 
service. 

SR-325 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Public  Lands  and  Reserved  Water  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  5,  to  designate 
certain  public  lands  in  the  State  of 
California  as  wilderness,  and  H.R.  1437 
and  S.  1515.  bills  entitled  the  "Califor- 
nia Wilderness  Act  of  1983." 

SD-366 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Agricultural   Production.   Marlceting,  and 
Stabilization  of  Prices  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.   596.  to  allow 
farmers  who  have  suffered  a  loss  as  a 
result  of  a  grain  warehouse  insolvency 
to  receive  payment-in-liind  <PIK)  com- 
modities as  compensation  subject  to 
certain  restrictions. 

SR-328A 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
Economic  Policy  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  a  proposed  resolu- 
tion expressing  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress with  respect  to  monetary  policy, 
as  required  by  section  6  of  House  Con- 
current Resolution  91,  first  budget  res- 
olution for  1984. 

SD-538 
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Environment  and  Public  Works 
Toxic  Substances  and  Environmental 
Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  continue  oversight  hearings  on  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
implementation  of  laws  regulating  the 
manufacture,  distribution  and  use  of 
toxic  chemicals. 

SD-406 
Special  on  Aging 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  fire  safety 
issues  regarding  the  elderly. 

SD-628 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To     continue     hearings     on     proposed 
budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  certain  defense  programs,  focusing 
on  Navy  and  Air  Force  aircraft  pro- 
curement programs. 

SD-192 
•Armed  Services 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  organization, 
structure,  and  decisionmaking  proce- 
dures of  the  Department  of  Defense: 
and  to  consider  routine  military  nomi- 
nations. 

SD-138 
Judiciary 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 
Select  on  Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  Indian 
health  issues. 

SR-485 
2:00  p.m. 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Income  Maintenance 
Programs  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  960,   to  assist 
women  in  making  career  choices  in  the 
home  or  the  labor  force. 

SD-215 
Foreign  Relations. 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  effect  on 
the  Arms  Control  Act  (Public  Law  90- 
629)  of  the  recent  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion deeming  the  legislative  veto  as 
being  unconstitutional. 

SD-419 
Select  on  Ethics 
Closed    business    meeting,    on    pending 
committee  business. 

EF-100,  Capitol 

JULY  29 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  continue  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
on  S.  1660  and  H.R.  3621,  bills  to 
assure  nationwide  telephone  service  at 
affordable  rates,  assure  that  costs  for 
maintaining  such  service  is  allocated 
equitably  among  all  users,  and  assure 
that  States  have  sufficient  regulatory 
authority  to  maintain  universally 
available  and  affordable  telephone 
service. 

2123  Rayburn  Building 

Environment  and  Public  Works 
Toxic  Sul)stances  and  Environmental 
Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  continue  oversight  hearings  on  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
implementation  of  laws  regulating  the 
manufacture,  distribution  and  use  of 
toxic  chemicals. 

SD-406 
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July  25,  1983 


Finance 

International  Trade  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  President's  au- 
thority to  waive  the  freedom  of  immi- 
gration provisions  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  (Public  Law  93-618). 

SD-215 
Governmental  Affairs 
Oversight    of    Government    Management 
Subcommittee 
To   resume   oversight   hearings  on   the 
management    of    the    U.S.    Synthetic 
Fuels  Corporation. 

SD-628 
10:00  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
William  P.  Collins  of  Virginia,  to  be 
Under  Secretary  of  Energy. 

SD-366 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  905,  to  establish 
the  National  Archives  and  Records  Ad- 
ministration as  an  independent  execu- 
tive agency. 

SD-342 
Governmental  Affairs 
Energy,   Nuclear  Proliferation   and  Gov- 
ernment Processes  Subcommittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  govern- 
ment   management    of    natural    gas 
import  issues. 

SD-562 
Judiciary 

Constitution  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Senate  Joint  Reso- 
lution 1,  proposing  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
with  respect  to  fixing  the  compensa- 
tion of  Members  of  Congress. 

SD-226 
Judiciary 

Courts  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Depart- 
ment   of   Justices   identification   sys- 
tems. 

SR-385 

AUGUST  1 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  miscellaneous  tax 
bills,  including  S.  1600,  S.  1579,  S.  108, 
S.  1464,  and  S.  1549. 

SD-215 
10:00  a.m. 
Joint  Economic 

Economic   Goals   and    Intergovernmental 
Policy  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  economic  situa- 
tion along  the  United  States-Mexico 
border. 

SD-562 
2:00  p.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Alvin  L.  Aim,  of  Massachusetts,  to  be 
Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental      Protection       Agency.       and 
Howard  M.  Messner,  of  Maryland,  to 
be  an  Assistant  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

SD-406 
Finance 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  continue  hearings  on  miscellaneous 
tax  bills,  including  S.  1600,  S.  1579,  S. 
108,  S.  1464,  and  S.  1549:  to  be  fol- 
lowed by  the  Subcommittee  on  Sav- 
ings, Pensions  and  Investment  Policy 


holding  oversight  hearings  on  the  ex- 
tended unemployment  benefits  pro- 
grams, and  S.  1113,  to  provide  that 
tax-exempt  interest  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  the 
amount  of  social  security  benefits  to 
be  taxed. 

SD-215 

AUGUST  2 

8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
9:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
A.  Wayne  Roberts,  of  Massachusetts, 
to    be    Deputy    Under    Secretary    for 
Intergovernmental     and     Interagency 
Affairs,  Department  of  Education. 

SD-430 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Business  meeting,  on  pending  calendar 
business. 

SR-253 
Judiciary 

Constitution  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Civil  Rights 
Commission. 

SD-226 
Judiciary 

Patents,  Copyrights  and  Trademarks  Sub- 
committee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1306,  to  en- 
courage American  innovation  by  re- 
storing the  patent  system  as  it  affects 
certain  products  subject  ot  premarket 
testing  by  the  Federal  Government. 

SD-628 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the  De- 
partment of  Labor's  law  enforcement 
activities,  focusing  on  the  organized 
crime  and  racketeering  section  of  the 
Department  of  Labor's  Office  of  In- 
spector General's  investigation  of  alle- 
gations involving  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers. 

SD-430 
10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Water  Resources  Subcommittee 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-406 
Finance 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposals  to  guar- 
antee secure  financing  of  the  railroad 
retirement  system,  including  S.  1074, 
S.  1076,  and  the  substance  of  H.R. 
1646. 

SD-215 

AUGUST  3 

8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Surface  Transportation  Sul)committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  economic 
state  of  the  inland  waterway  industry. 

SR-253 
Finance 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  H.R.  2163,  to  au- 
thorize   funds    for    fiscal    years    1984 
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through  1988  to  assist  States  in  admin- 
istering and  enforcing  recreational 
boating  safety  programs,  S.  927,  to 
extend  the  time  for  payment  of  the 
manufacturer's  excise  tax  on  sport 
fishing  equipment,  and  S.  1183,  to 
exempt  from  the  tax  on  unrelated 
business  income  certain  debt-financed 
income  of  educational  institutions. 

SD-215 
10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-406 

AUGUST  4 

8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

International  Trade  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  administra- 
tion's proposed  renewal  of  the  Gener- 
alized System  of  Preferences  which 
permits  duty-free  entry  of  articles 
from  developing  countries,  subject  to 
certain  conditions  and  limitations. 

SD-215 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 

SEPTEMBER  8 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  SulKommit- 
tee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the 
breakdown  of  the  traditional   family 
unit,   focusing  on  the  historical   per- 
spective and  societal  implications. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  15 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To   resume   oversight   hearings   on  the 
breakdown   of  the   traditional   family 
unit,  focusing  on  causes  and  remedies. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  20 

10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  certain 
arms  reduction  proposals.  Including 
Senate  Resolution  57,  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  2,  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
29.  Senate  Resolution  159.  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  74.  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  46,  Senate  Resolution 
107,  and  Senate  Resolution  83. 

SD-419 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report   on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 

11:00  a.m. 
■Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  receive  legislative 
recommendations  for  fiscal  year  1984 
from  the  American  Legion. 

SR-325 
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SEPTEMBER  21 


10:00  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  121,  to 
establish  a  U.S.  Department  of  Trade 
as   an   executive    department   of   the 
Federal  Government. 

+SD-342 

SEPTEMBER  22 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
conunission   report   on   excellence   in 
education. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  23 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth,  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  future  of  U.S. 
basic  industries. 

SD-215 

SEPTEMBER  27 

9:30  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Labor  Sut)committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  19  and  S.  918, 
bills  to  revise  current  Federal  pension 
law  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  ben- 
efits   of     working     and     nonworking 
women,  and  the  substance  of  S.  372.  to 
promote  interstate  commerce  by  pro- 
hibiting discrimination  in  the  writing 
and  selling  of  insurance  contracts. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  29 

10:00  a.m. 
Lat>or  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission   report   on   excellence   in 
education. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER  3 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth.  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  the  future  of 
U.S.  basic  industries. 

SD-215 

OCTOBER  18 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional   education    programs    adminis- 
tered by  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER  25 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional educational  programs  adminis- 
tered by  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 
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CANCELLATIONS 


JULY  26 
2:00  pm. 
EInergy  and  Natural  Resources 
Public  Lands  and  Reserved  Water  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  acqui- 
sition of  land,  and  acquisition  and  ter- 
mination of  grazing  permits  or  licenses 
issued  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

ment  at  the  White  Sands  missile  range 
in  New  Mexico. 

SD-366 

JXn.y  27 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

District  of  Columbia  Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  court  system,  focus- 


July  25,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


ing  on  the  prosecution  of  repeat  of- 
fenders. 

SD-138 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

S-407.  Capitol 
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(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  July  25,  1983) 


The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m.,  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Our 
prayer  this  morning  will  be  offered  by 
the  Reverend  L.  Stephen  Smith,  Jr., 
associate  pastor.  Falls  Church  Presby- 
terian Church,  Falls  Church,  Va.  Rev- 
erend Smith  is  sponsored  by  John  W. 
Warner,  of  Virginia. 

PRAYER 

The  Reverend  L.  Stephen  Smith,  Jr., 
offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  turn  our  hearts  and  our 
minds  to  God  in  prayer. 

Compassionate  God  of  the  world 
who  witnesses  the  rising  and  setting  of 
the  Sun  on  people  in  London,  Moscow, 
Peking,  and  Mexico  City  and  on  per- 
sons in  such  lesser  known  communities 
as  Rochester,  Mich.,  Falls  Church, 
Va.,  and  McKeesport,  and  Jamestown 
Pa.,  we  pray  for  Your  presence  with 
this  grouping  of  Senators  and  their 
staffs  as  a  new  day  has  dawned  in 
Washington,  D.C. 

By  Your  spirit  guide  this  unique  col- 
lection of  Senators  as  they  interact 
with  one  another.  Give  each  one  a 
keen  mind  and  a  sensitive  heart  for 
the  work  that  lies  ahead.  Help  this 
body  to  realize  its  full  potential  as  it 
draws  on  its  collective  talents  and 
abilities  and  proceeds  to  make  deci- 
sions. 

Lastly,  we  pray  that  this  day's  busi- 
ness will  ultimately  be  more  than 
senseless  busyness.  We  pray  that  the 
work  that  is  accomplished  today  will 
promote  the  well-being  of  people  in 
this  Nation  and  all  nations.  As  You 
once  more  witness  the  setting  of  the 
Sun  on  Washington,  D.C,  tonight,  we 
pray  that  the  world  will  be  a  better 
place  for  what  has  been  said  and  done 
in  this  particular  place  today. 

This  prayer  we  humbly  offer  in 
Your  name.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


HISTORIC  BEALE  STREET, 
MEMPHIS,  TENN. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
pleased  to  read  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  yesterday  a  letter  written  by 
Greer  Simonton,  president  of  Commit- 
ment Memphis,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  re- 


sponding to  a  Wall  Street  Journal  arti- 
cle which  dealt  with  the  economic 
strife  that  has  beset  Memphis,  Tenn. 

Mr.  Simonton  correctly  points  out  in 
his  letter  the  invigorated  forces  at 
work  in  Memphis,  forces  that  are  fuel- 
ing the  economy  and  creating  more 
and  more  jobs.  I  congratulate  Mr.  Si- 
monton for  setting  the  record  straight 
as  to  exactly  what  is  happening  in 
Memphis,  and  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  read  his  letter.  I  think 
this  letter  is  important,  not  only  in 
terms  of  the  special  effort  that  has 
gone  forward  in  that  city,  but  also  be- 
cause of  the  example  it  can  set  for 
other  cities: 

Beale  Street  News 

Your  July  12  page-one  story  ■Memphis 
Blues"  failed  to  mention  that  Historic  Beale 
Street  will  open  this  fall  as  a  thriving,  ren- 
ovated shopping,  dining,  entertainment  and 
business  district.  The  Beale  Street  Develop- 
ment Corp.,  City  of  Memphis,  State  of  Ten- 
nessee and  private  investors  continue  to 
invest  millions  of  dollars  in  restoring  the 
four-block  stretch  to  an  economic  asset  for 
the  area. 

Starting  in  two  months,  1.900  permanent 
jobs  will  be  the  result  of  these  combined  ef- 
forts. Many  of  these  jobs  will  be  the  un- 
skilled ones  that  can  put  the  residents  of 
Fourth  and  Vance  and  other  inner-city 
neighborhoods  back  to  work. 

Unfortunately,  nearly  every  major  city 
has  its  hard  core  of  inner-city  unemployed. 
But  jobs  created  by  projects  like  the  Beale 
Street  renovation  can  help  make  our  cities 
enjoyable  places  for  all  to  work  and  live.  No 
city  is  trying  harder  or  progressing  faster 
than  Memphis. 

Greer  Simonton, 
President,  Commitment  Memphis. 

Memphis,  Tenn. 

Mr.  F>resident,  I  read  this  letter 
today  because  I  want  to  underscore 
my  own  observations  as  to  what  is 
happening  in  Memphis.  I  personally 
recall  with  great  clarity  the  assassina- 
tion of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  in 
Memphis.  I  especially  recall  it  because 
I  was  supposed  to,  and  did  indeed, 
appear  in  Memphis  to  speak  to  a  civic 
club  the  following  day.  Just  as  there 
was  great  turmoil  here  in  Washington, 
there  were  even  greater  signs  of  tur- 
moil in  Memphis.  The  Tennessee  Na- 
tional Guard  was  mobilized,  and  the 
city  was  virtually  under  martial  law. 

My  staff,  friends,  and  city  officials  in 
Memphis  urged  me  not  to  go  to  Mem- 
phis the  next  day.  But  I  gave  it  a  great 
deal  of  thought  and  decided  that  fail- 
ing to  attend  the  meeting  I  was  sched- 
uled to  attend,  one  which  had  been 
publicly  announced,  could  contribute 
to  the  sense  of  unrest  and  emergency 
there.  So,  I  went  and  I  made  my 
speech,  without  incident. 


But  that  night,  as  I  sat  in  my  room 
in  the  Peabody  Hotel  and  saw  tanks 
and  armored  personnel  carriers,  uni- 
formed troops,  and  machineguns,  trav- 
eling through  the  streets  of  that  city, 
I  really  was  concerned  about  what  the 
future  might  hold  for  Memphis.  With 
that  in  mind,  I  want  to  say  that  it  has 
been  a  continuing  source  of  excite- 
ment and  pleasure  to  me  to  witness 
civic  leaders,  community  leaders, 
ethnic  and  religious  leaders  gather  to- 
gether to  heal  wounds  and  make  Mem- 
phis the  premier  city  in  the  mid- 
South.  And  nothing  personifies  this  so 
clearly  as  the  Beale  Street  develop- 
ment project. 

Anybody  who  travels  to  Memphis 
and  sees  the  renovated  Peabody  Hotel, 
the  renovated  shops,  stores,  hotels, 
and  apartments  along  the  banks  of  the 
Mississippi,  and  sees  the  newly  recon- 
structed establishments  along  Beale 
Street,  that  famous  street  immortal- 
ized in  so  many  Memphis  jazz  songs, 
cannot  fail  to  be  exhilarated. 

Memphis  still  has  many  problems,  as 
do  most  other  major  cities.  But  I  do 
not  know  any  city,  Mr.  President,  that 
has  done  more  than  Memphis  to  lean 
against  adversity  and  gather  together 
to  solve  difficult  problems.  Memphis 
has  produced  a  resounding  success  in 
the  renovation  of  the  downtown  area 
and  Beale  Street. 

I  congratulate  Memphis,  I  congratu- 
late Mr.  Simonton,  and  I  congratulate 
all  who  had  some  part  to  play,  on 
their  success.  I  am  privileged,  Mr. 
President,  to  offer  these  congratula- 
tions for  the  Record  today. 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  today 
the  order  provides  that  the  Senate  will 
conclude  its  debate  on  the  Department 
of  Defense  authorization  bill.  I  expect 
that  we  may  be  able  to  complete  that 
before  the  hour  of  9  p.m.  as  provided 
for  in  the  order.  I  hope  so  in  any 
event. 

As  I  announced  on  last  evening,  if  we 
do  finish  this  bill  today,  I  intend  to 
ask  the  Senate  to  go  to  the  agricultur- 
al target  price  bill. 

But  after  we  have  done  that,  it 
would  be  my  hope  that  we  could  lay  it 
aside  immediately  and  take  up  at  least 
two,  perhaps  three,  appropriations 
bills  that  are  available  and  on  which 
we  may  be  able  to  get  time  agree- 
ments. We  are  committed  as  a  group 
and  obligated  I  think  to  do  appropria- 
tions bills  as  they  become  available 
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and  when  they  are  available.  It  is  my 
intention,  however,  to  continue  on  the 
agriculture  target  price  bill  as  long  as 
necessary.  And  while  I  hope  we  do  not 
have  a  filibuster  on  that  measure,  if 
we  do.  I  am  prepared  to  file  a  cloture 
motion  to  limit  debate  on  that  meas- 
ure. 

In  addition  to  that  bill.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  also  have  Radio  Marti  to  deal 
with.  That  also  is  a  highly  controver- 
sial issue.  It  may  be  that  the  better 
part  of  discretion  of  the  Senate  would 
be  to  double  track  those  two  measures 
if  necessary  and  spend  a  half  day  on 
each  debating  them  in  order  to  accom- 
modate the  work  schedule  we  have  be- 
tween now  and  August  5.  I  will  discuss 
that  and  other  arrangements  with  the 
minority  leader  as  the  day  progresses, 
if  he  is  agreeable  to  doing  so. 

Mr.  President,  we  also  have  confer- 
ence reports  that  we  may  have  to  deal 
with,  certainly  a  supplemental  appro- 
priations conference  report,  and 
maybe  others:  transportation,  for  in- 
stance, if  that  is  completed  today,  and 
I  think  it  may  be. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  matters 
that  we  ought  to  do  if  we  can.  includ- 
ing Export  Administration.  Outer  Con- 
tinental Shelf,  revenue  sharing  reau- 
thorization, and  others.  I  will  not  try 
to  complete  the  list.  But  the  ones  that 
absolutely  must  be  done  are  the  ap- 
propriation bills,  agriculture  target 
pricing.  Radio  Marti,  and  conference 
reports. 

I  hope  we  can  finish  today  well 
before  9  o'clock.  We  will  be  in  session, 
of  course,  tomorrow.  I  expect  a  full 
day  tomorrow  and  on  Thursday.  Sena- 
tors should  assume  that  we  may  be  in 
late. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  be  in  on 
Friday.  I  know  Senators  would  like  to 
have  Friday  off.  but  I  have  already 
had  to  defer  so  many  items  on  the 
must  list  that  I  dare  not  lose  the  days 
that  are  available  to  us  between  now 
and  August  5. 

So  Senators  should  expect  the 
Senate  to  be  in  session  all  of  this  week 
including  Friday  and  all  of  next  week 
if  we  are  to  make  our  August  5  ad- 
journment date.  It  is  my  intention  to 
ask  the  Senate  to  adjourn  on  August 
5.  Plans  have  been  made.  and.  barring 
an  extreme  emergency,  we  are  going  to 
go  out  on  the  5th  day  of  August. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  is  all  I 
have  to  say  this  morning. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  would  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  indicate 
again,  as  he  did  on  yesterday,  I  be- 
lieve, the  date  on  which  he  expectd 
the  Senate  to  reconvene  following  the 
August  break? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes;  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  know  why  a  quirk  of  my  per- 
sonality makes  me  outline  all  the  bad 
news  and  leave  off  the  good  news.  But 
I  did  announce  last  evening  and  indi- 
cated earlier  to  a  number  of  Senators, 
perhaps  on  the  floor,  but  I  did  official- 


ly announce  last  night  that  we  are 
going  to  extend  the  August  recess  to 
reconvene  on  September  12.  The 
reason  for  that,  as  I  also  explained  last 
evening,  is  that  to  come  back  on  Sep- 
tember 7  as  originally  announced 
would  bring  us  back  in  the  middle  of 
the  week,  which  is  never  really  pro- 
ductive, during  a  period  of  religious 
holidays  and  observances,  and  that  the 
lietter  part  of  discretion  suggested 
that  we  come  back  on  the  12th  of  Sep- 
tember instead.  So  that  would  be  my 
intention. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Does  the  majority  leader  feel  that 
we  need  to  get  an  order  for  more  time 
on  this  bill  or  would  he  rather  wait 
and  confer  with  the  two  managers? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
wait.  I  will  be  glad  to  take  that  up 
with  the  minority  leader.  I  am  afraid 
at  this  moment,  at  least,  there  would 
be  some  difficulty  with  tinkering  with 
the  unanimous-consent  order  at  all.  As 
the  minority  leader  knows,  we  had  to 
cover  an  awful  lot  of  bases  to  get  the 
order  we  got.  When  I  made  a  tentative 
inquiry  last  week  about  some  kinks  in 
it.  I  drew  back  a  bloody  nub,  as  the 
saying  goes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  think  we  had  2  hours 
to  be  divided  between  the  leaders,  so  it 
may  be  something  that  the  majority 
elader  would  want  to  explore. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  will  explore  that. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Symms).  The  minority  leader  is  recog- 
nized. 


ACID  RAIN  AND  THE  CONGRES- 
SIONAL RESEARCH  SERVICE 
REPORT 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  as  many 
of  my  colleagues  know.  I  have  been 
very  concerned  about  economic  im- 
pacts of  the  acid  rain  control  proposal 
reported  by  the  Environment  Commit- 
tee last  year. 

My  concern  has  been  justified  by  a 
recent  report  by  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service,  entitled.  "Mitigating 
Acid  Rain:  Implications  for  High 
Sulfur  Regions."  The  CRS  report  ana- 
lyzes the  impacts  of  the  Environment 
Committee's  proposal  for  an  8-million- 
ton  SO2  reduction. 

The  report  analyzes  the  impacts  of 
strategies  for  achieving  such  a  reduc- 
tion on  the  coal-producing  regions  of 
six  Midwestern  and  Northern  Appa- 
lachian States:  Illinois,  Indiana,  west- 
ern Kentucky,  eastern  Ohio,  western 
Pennsylvania,  and  northern  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

CRS  focused  on  eight  northern  West 
Virginia  counties— Barbour,  Harrison, 
Marion,  Marshall.  Monongalia.  Pres- 
ton, Randolph,  and  Upshur— which  ac- 


count for  about  80  percent  of  northern 
West  Virginia's  coal  production.  These 
counties  have  also  been  experiencing 
high  unemployment  rates  as  a  result 
of  the  recession.  Coal  mining  in  most 
of  these  counties,  is  the  single  most 
important  source  of  income  and  pro- 
vided over  14,000  jobs  in  1980.  Unfor- 
tunately, much  of  the  coal  produced  in 
the  region  would  be  rendered  unmar- 
ketable by  the  Environment  Commit- 
tee's bill. 

According  to  CRS,  an  8-million-ton 
SOj  emission  reduction  would  result  in 
a  reduction  of  2.5  to  17.9  million  tons 
of  coal  production  in  northern  West 
Virginia.  The  wide  disparity  between 
the  two  numbers  is  due  to  the  uncer- 
tainty in  predicting  the  actions  of  indi- 
vidual utilities  in  their  efforts  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  such  a 
program.  For  example,  if  low-cost  dry 
scrubbers  are  available  for  use  by  utili- 
ties, and  the  cost  of  purchasing,  in- 
stalling, and  operating  the  technology 
is  competitive  with  switching  to  low- 
sulfur  coal,  then  the  impact  on  high 
sulfur  coals  producing  regions  will  be 
minimized.  If.  on  the  other  hand,  such 
technology  is  not  available,  or  is  not 
cost  competitive  with  fuel  switching, 
then  the  impact  on  high  sulfur  coal  re- 
gions, such  as  northern  West  Virginia, 
will  be  greater. 

A  reduction  of  coal  production  in 
these  eight  West  Virginia  counties  of 
2.5  to  17.9  million  tons  represents  be- 
tween 7  and  47  percent  of  the  37.4  mil- 
lion tons  produced  by  those  counties 
in  1980.  CRS  calculates  that  such  pro- 
duction losses  translate  into  a  loss  of 
between  1,050  and  7,550  in  jobs,  and  a 
loss  of  between  $30  and  $200  million  in 
personal  income,  minus  any  benefits 
or  unemployment  compensation  from 
the  State.  The  loss  of  jobs  represents 
from  7  to  51  percent  of  the  total 
mining  employment  for  the  eight 
counties  in  1980. 

These  figures  relate  to  the  losses  of 
jobs  and  income  directly  tied  to  the 
coal  industry.  However,  those  losses 
would  also  be  felt  in  related  areas  as 
well.  CRS  estimates  that  additional 
job  losses  would  be  between  2.350  and 
17.000.  Direct  and  indirect  job  losses 
combined  would  be  between  3.400  and 
24.550  for  the  eight  West  Virginia 
counties. 

The  CRS  analysis  confirms  that  the 
Environment  Committee's  acid  rain 
proposal  will  have  a  substantial  nega- 
tive impact  on  West  Virginia.  Simply 
stated,  it  will  cost  the  jobs  of  thou- 
sands of  West  Virginians.  I  urge  those 
who  advocate  costly  acid  rain  control 
programs  to  consider  the  employment 
implications  of  their  proposals.  So  far, 
too  little  consideration  has  been  given 
to  this  issue.  The  report  contains  simi- 
lar findings  for  the  other  States  exam- 
ined, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read 
it. 


Mr.  President.  I  do  not  see  any  Sena- 
tor asking  for  time.  I  yield  back  my 
time. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield  back  my  time. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  to  extend  not  past 
the  hour  of  10  a.m.  in  which  Senators 
may  speak  for  not  more  than  3  min- 
utcs  63.ch 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NUCLEAR  PROLIFERATION-THE 
FORGOTTEN  THREAT 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  past  2  weeks  this  body  has  been 
concentrating  on  a  useful  and  con- 
structive debate  on  this  country's  nu- 
clear arms  policy  vis-a-vis  the  Soviet 
Union.  It  would  be  hard  to  conceive  of 
a  more  important  issue.  Certainly,  the 
policy  we  adopt  will  have  a  heavy 
bearing  on  the  very  survival  of  this 
Nation,  indeed  on  the  survival  of  civili- 
zation itself.  Both  sides  in  this  debate 
sincerely  believe  that  the  adoption  of 
the  policy  they  advocate  will  help  ad- 
vance the  cause  of  peace  by  reducing 
the  likelihood  of  nuclear  war. 

Meanwhile  another  threat  to  peace 
gallops  ahead— the  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons  to  other  countries,  the  proc- 
ess known  as  nuclear  proliferation 
continues.  In  the  judgment  of  many 
experts  this  almost  forgotten  danger 
constitutes  an  even  more  serious 
threat  of  nuclear  war  than  the  less 
likely  possibility  of  a  nuclear  exchange 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union.  Any  kind  of  a  nuclear 
war  anywhere  on  Earth  would  be  a 
terrible  catastrophe  no  matter  how 
quickly  it  were  terminated  nor  how 
strictly  it  were  limited.  Unfortunately 
we  have  no  way  of  limiting  a  nuclear 
war  once  it  breaks  out,  and  the  grim 
prospect  that  both  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  could  be  drawn 
into  such  a  war  would  be  severe. 

In  its  June  issue  that  mass  media 
blockbuster,  the  Reader's  Digest,  ex- 
amines this  situation  in  an  article  enti- 
tled "The  Peaceful  Atom  Bares  its 
Teeth."  Mr.  President,  there  is  noth- 
ing quite  like  the  Reader's  Digest.  Last 
year  it  carried  an  article  I  wrote  on  an- 
other subject,  and  no  matter  where  I 
traveled  in  Wisconsin— in  parades,  at 
baseball  games,  in  supermarkets,  my 
constitutents  would  bring  up  that  arti- 
cle they  had  read  in  the  Reader's 
Digest  over  and  over  again.  So  it  is 
good  news  that  the  Reader's  Digest 
has  told  its  tens  of  millions  of  readers 
about  the  danger  we  face  from  nuclear 
proliferation. 

James  Nathan  Miller,  the  author  of 
the  article,  points  to  the  reliance  that 
this  Nation  and  other  countries  have 


placed  on  the  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency  and  its  inspections  to 
insure  that  signatories  to  the  Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation  Treaty— 118  na- 
tions—are not  diverting  peaceful 
atoms  from  reactors  to  enrichment  or 
reprocessing  plants  where  they  could 
be  transformed  into  potential  triggers 
for  nuclear  war. 

Mr.  Miller  explains  how  easy  that 
transportation  has  become.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  section  of 
the  Miller  article  entitled  "Only  a 
Trigger  Away  "  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sec- 
tion was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Only  a  Trigger  Away 
Natural  uranium  is  99.3  percent  the  kind 
of  uranium  atom  that  doesn't  chain  react. 
The  atom  that  does  chain  react  (called  U- 
235)  comprises  only  0.7  percent  of  natural 
uraniums  mass.  To  improve  natural  uran- 
ium's capability  of  producing  a  chain  reac- 
tion, its  U-235  content  must  be  built  up  to 
1.5  to  3  percent  at  an  enrichment  plant. 
This  Low  Enriched  tJranium  is  the  main 
•peaceful  atom"  fueling  most  nuclear-power 
reactors.  It  can  produce  a  chain  reaction 
that  will  generate  enough  heat  to  run  a  tur- 
bine, but  it  can't  produce  a  fast,  explosive 
chain  reaction.  To  make  a  bomb  out  of  this 
fuel,  its  tJ-235  content  must  be  converted  to 
Highly  Enriched  Uranium— enriched  to  over 
90  percent. 

Besides  Highly  Enriched  Uranium,  the 
other  main  bomb  material  is  plutonium.  a 
man-made  element.  Plutonium  is  produced 
spontaneously  in  all  nuclear  reactors  as  nat- 
ural uranium  is  exposed  to  neutron  absorp- 
tion, a  standard-sized  reactor  produces 
about  500  pounds  of  plutonium  a  year, 
enough  for  about  50  medium-sized  nuclear 
weapons. 

But  when  plutonium  is  first  produced,  its 
not  yet  ready  to  be  made  into  a  bomb.  It's  a 
weak  mixture  that  must  be  sent  to  a  reproc- 
essing plant,  where  it  is  dissolved  in  an  acid 
bath  so  that  the  pure  plutonium  can  be  re- 
covered. Then  it's  only  a  trigger  away  from 
being  a  bomb. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  Mr. 
Miller  also  explains  that  the  Interna- 
tional Atomic  Energy  Inspectors  are: 
First.  Forbidden  to  look  for  clandes- 
tine facilities,  such  as  hidden  stocks  of 
materials;  second,  not  allowed  to  sur- 
prise anyone  with  unannounced  in- 
spections; third,  has  only  200  inspec- 
tors and  therefore  can  do  only  half 
the  inspections  required;  fourth,  and 
does  not  have  the  proper  equipment  to 
watch  the  plant  in  long  intervals  be- 
tween inspections. 

Miller  quotes  an  inspector  who  was 
asked  how  he  felt  about  the  job  he 
was  doing  as  replying:  "You  try  to 
forget  that  you  have  just  been  a  party 
to  a  very  misleading  process." 

Mr.  President,  the  Reader's  Digest 
has  sounded  an  alarm  for  all  who  care 
about  the  future  of  this  country  and 
indeed  the  civilized  world,  and  for 
sounding  that  alarm,  the  Digest  and 
Mr.  Miller  deserve  our  thanks.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  rest  of 
this  article  in  the  June  issue  of  the 


Digest  entitled  'The  Peaceful  Atom 
Bares  Its  Teeth,"  by  James  Nathan 
Miller,  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Peaceful  Atom  Bares  Its  Teeth 
(By  James  Nathan  Miller) 
On  June  7.  1981.  Israeli  bombers  wiped 
out  an  Iraqi  nuclear  reactor  near  Baghdad. 
The  Israelis  claimed  the  reactor  was  actual- 
ly a  nuclear-bomb  factory.  But  the  U.S. 
State  Department  condemned  the  raid, 
pointing  out  that  the  U.N.  agency  responsi- 
ble for  monitoring  international  atomic 
trade  had  certified  the  Iraqi  plant  as  peace- 
ful. 

Who  was  right?  The  controversy  triggered 
a  Congressional  investigation  by  the  for- 
eign-affairs committees  of  both  Houses. 
What  came  out  in  the  hearings  threw  a 
chilling  light  on  the  international  trade  in 
■Atoms  for  Peace '—atoms  for  such  benign 
uses  as  nuclear-power  plants,  research  reac- 
tors and  medical  isotopes. 

In  the  current  state  of  nuclear  technolo- 
gy, any  country  that  buys  a  peaceful  reactor 
needs  just  one  more  critical  facility  in  order 
to  become  a  bomb  maker:  either  an  enrich- 
ment plant,  which  can  make  uranium  fuel 
rich  enough  for  a  bomb,  or  a  reprocessing 
plant  to  make  bomb-grade  plutonium. 

Under  the  1968  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation 
Treaty,  the  United  States,  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  United  Kingdom  have  agreed  that 
they  won't  export  peaceful  atoms  to  coun- 
tries without  nuclear  bombs  unless  those 
countries  allow  periodic  inspections  by  the 
U.N.'s  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
(IAEA).  The  inspections  supposedly  ensure 
that  signatories  to  the  treaty  (118  countries 
so  far)  are  not  diverting  "peaceful  atoms" 
from  reactors  to  enrichment  or  reprocessing 
plants  where  they  could  be  transformed 
into  potential  triggers  for  nuclear  war. 

Until  1981  no  government  agency  had  ever 
publicly  asked  how  well  the  IAEA  was  doing 
its  job.  Each  year,  the  IAEA  had  reported  to 
its  members  that  there  had  been  no  cases  of 
fuel  diversion,  and  these  reports  had  been 
accepted  at  face  value  by  the  atom-export- 
ing countries.  Then  came  the  Israel  attack 
on  the  Baghdad  reactor. 

Israeli  fears  were  well  founded— not  only 
on  suspicious  design  features  of  the  plant 
but  also  on  statements  by  Iraqi  leaders.  For 
example.  Nairn  Haddad.  senior  member  of 
Iraq's  ruling  revolutionary  command  coun- 
cil, stated  at  a  meeting  of  the  Arab  League 
in  1977.  "The  Arabs  must  get  an  atom  bomb. 
The  Arab  countries  should  possess  whatever 
is  necessary  to  defend  themselves. "  That 
didn't  influence  IAEA  reports,  though.  "We 
do  not  comment  on  intentions."  says  an 
IAEA  spokesman.  "We  report  only  on 
facts. "  And.  according  to  the  IAEA,  it  found 
no  evidence  of  diversion. 

Flawed  Process.  The  Congressional  inves- 
tigation that  followed  pointed  up  the  fact 
that  the  IAEA  of  itself  wields  no  power;  it  is 
a  watchdog  agency  run  by  the  people  it 
watches.  Under  the  U.N.'s  one-nation,  one- 
vote  system,  the  inspected  nations  on  the 
agency's  board  of  governors  outnumber  the 
United  States.  Russia  and  England  31  to  3. 
Many  of  these  countries  accepted  the  whole 
inspection  process  only  because  they 
thought  it  would  help  them  in  getting 
atomic  technology.  They  resent  being 
forced  to  allow  foreigners  to  snoop  around 
their  plants,  and  they  resist  efforte  to  im- 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


20710 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  26,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20711 


plement  an  effective  monitoring  system. 
The  results: 

Inspectors  are  forbidden  to  look  for  clan- 
destine facilities— hidden  stocks  of  bomb- 
making  material,  secret  enrichment  or  re- 
processing plants,  etc.  The  rules  say  they 
can  inspect  only  material  that  a  nation  has 
"declared"  to  the  IAEA. 

IAEA  inspectors  are  not  allowed  to  sur- 
prise anyone  (least  of  all  a  country  like  Iraq, 
a  former  member  of  IAEA's  governing 
board).  They  must  announce  their  arrival 
weeks  in  advance.  In  Japan,  when  an  inspec- 
tor failed  to  do  this,  the  Japanese  com- 
plained and  he  was  immediately  pulled  off 
the  job.  (Every  country  has  the  unqualified 
right  to  blackball  any  inspector  it  doesn't 
like,  with  no  explanation  required.  Iraq,  for 
instance,  barred  all  U.S.  inspectors  from  its 
reactor.)  One  inspector  lestified  that  the  ad- 
vance notice  required  at  the  Iraqi  plant  gave 
its  operators  ample  time  to  get  rid  of  all 
signs  of  bomb-making  before  each  inspec- 
tion. 

Since  the  governing  board  sees  the  IAEA's 
real  function  as  promoting  the  atomic  trade, 
not  policing  it.  only  $33.6  million  of  its 
$129.5-million  budget  for  1983  will  be  spent 
on  inspections.  Its  200  inspectors  simply 
aren't  enough,  and  even  the  IAEA  admits  it 
can  do  only  half  the  inspections  needed. 

The  IAEA  doesn't  have  the  proper  equip- 
ment to  watch  the  plants  in  the  long  inter- 
vals (up  to  a  year)  between  visits.  The  main 
IAEA  surveillance  device  is  an  off-the-shelf 
home-movie  camera  that  suffers  what  one 
former  IAEA  official's  report  called  "an 
alarming  rate  "  of  breakdowns.  The  report 
said  a  simple  way  of  fooling  the  device  is  to 
dim  a  plant's  lights,  since  even  under 
normal  illumination  the  pictures  IAEA  cam- 
eras take  are  ■typically  not  clear  enough  to 
be  meaningful."  It's  also  easy  to  circumvent 
the  seals  the  agency  clamps  on  the  cameras 
to  prevent  tampering.  One  inspector  deliber- 
ately broke  a  seal,  put  it  back  together 
again  to  make  it  appear  untouched,  and 
then  turned  it  in  to  the  IAEA  laboratory  for 
examination.  Technicians  detected  no  sign 
that  it  had  b«en  broken. 

A  Case  in  Point.  How  do  the  inspectors 
themselves  feel  about  the  job  they  are 
doing?  "You  try  to  forget  that  you  have  just 
been  a  party  to  a  very  misleading  process," 
says  Roger  Richter.  a  former  inspector  who 
testified  at  the  congressional  hearings. 

The  hearings  showed  that  U.S.  nuclear  of- 
ficials knew  all  these  problems  before  but 
had  done  their  best  to  conceal  them.  Why? 
The  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (NRC) 
and.  even  more  so.  the  State  Department 
are  strong  supporters  of  the  peaceful-atom 
trade,  and  they  don't  want  to  do  anything 
to  hurt  the  agency  that  serves  as  the  trade's 
main  legitimizer.  Time  and  again,  when 
Congress  asked  them  for  information  on  the 
IAEA,  they  classified  it  secret  and  refused 
to  turn  it  over.  One  of  these  secret  reports 
concluded  that  the  agency  was  performing 
only  ten  percent  of  the  inspections  neces- 
sary to  ensure  technical  standards. 

Even  the  IAEA  has  since  backed  away 
from  its  former  assurances.  In  April  1982. 
IAEA  director-general  Hans  Blix  told  Read- 
er's Digest.  "The  United  States  is  misin- 
formed if  it  believes  our  safeguards  are  a 
guarantee  against  proliferation.  That  as- 
crit>es  to  us  too  big  a  role." 

What  then  is  IAEA's  role?  It's  just  a  warn- 
ing device,  says  Blix.  Others  must  act  on  its 
warnings.  But  when  asked  to  rate  its  ade- 
quacy as  an  alarm  sounder,  he  declined.  The 
resison  becomes  obvious  when  you  look  at 
the  agency's  record  to  date.  Take,  for  in- 


stance. F*akistan.  a  country  widely  known  in 
intelligence  circles  to  be  in  hot  pursuit  of  an 
atomic  bomb. 

In  the  early  1970s  Pakistan  embarked  on  a 
multibillion-doUar  bomb-building  project.  A 
key  element  in  it  was  a  Canadian-built. 
IAEA-inspected  power  reactor  whose  used 
fuel  could  be  converted  to  plutonium  in  a 
reprocessing  plant  that  was  to  be  built  by 
Prance.  In  1976  Canada  became  so  suspi- 
cious that  it  cut  off  all  atomic  supplies  to 
Pakistan,  and  in  1979  the  United  States,  for 
similar  reasons,  cut  off  all  economic  aid  to 
the  country.  In  both  these  years  the  IAEA 
continued  to  tell  the  world  that  it  was  confi- 
dent no  diversion  was  going  on  anywhere. 

In  1980  things  became  even  more  suspi- 
cious at  the  Pakistani  plant  as  a  rash  of  un- 
explained failures  broke  out  in  the  surveil- 
lance cameras  guarding  its  fuel.  When  the 
IAEA  requested  permission  to  install  addi- 
tional monitoring  equipment.  Pakistan  re- 
fused. Even  this  did  not  cause  the  IAEA  to 
sound  an  official  alarm. 

Only  in  November  1981,  six  months  after 
the  start  of  the  Congressional  hearings,  did 
the  IAEA  make  its  first  public  admission 
that  all  might  not  be  well  in  the  atoms-for- 
peace  business.  It  could  no  longer  give  "the 
requisite  assurances."  it  told  the  U.N..  about 
what  was  going  on  in  Pakistan.  By  then, 
most  experts  were  convinced  that  Pakistan 
already  had  what  it  needed  from  the  Cana- 
dian reactor  to  start  building  a  bomb. 

Back  in  Business.  In  1974.  Pakistan's  tra- 
ditional enemy.  India,  had  become  the  first 
nation  to  successfully  convert  peaceful 
atoms  into  an  explosive.  (Since  then.  Israel 
and  South  Africa  are  believed  to  have  joined 
India  in  the  bomb-capability  ranks. ) 

The  Indian  explosion  was  accomplished 
with  American  and  Canadian  atoms-for- 
peace  material.  This  caused  the  United 
States  to  suspend  export  of  atomic  material 
to  India  and  to  slap  tough  new  restrictions 
on  shipments  to  all  nations.  When  Jimmy 
Carter  became  President,  he  tried  to  make 
the  controls  even  tighter.  Unfortunately, 
they  proved  tougher  on  the  U.S.  nuclear  in- 
dustry than  on  would-be  bomb  builders- 
Brazil,  for  instance. 

During  the  1970s  Westinghouse  had  what 
appeared  to  be  a  lock  on  one  of  the  juiciest 
nuclear  deals  of  the  century:  a  contract  to 
build  as  many  as  nine  huge  power  plants  in 
Brazil,  at  a  cost  of  up  to  $14  billion.  But 
there  was  a  catch  for  the  American  compa- 
ny. The  Brazilians  wanted  enrichment  and 
processing  plants  too.  and  these  were  on  the 
U.S.  list  of  forbidden  exports. 

Result:  a  West  German  company,  whose 
government  had  no  such  list,  got  the  con- 
tract. Jimmy  Carter  tried  to  pressure  West 
Germany  into  canceling  the  deal,  but  all 
that  accomplished  was  a  worsening  of  rela- 
tions with  both  West  Germany  and  Brazil. 
(Today  Brazil  is  on  the  road  to  having  what 
it  needs  to  build  its  own  bombs,  and  Argenti- 
na is  even  further  along,  mainly  through 
deals  the  two  countries  have  made  with 
West  Germany.) 

There  were  similar  incidents  with  other 
countries,  and  by  the  time  Ronald  Reagan 
took  office,  both  our  allies  abroad  and  the 
nuclear  industry  at  home  were  fuming  over 
our  attempt  to  control  the  peaceful-atomic 
trade.  President  Reagan  is  out  to  put  Amer- 
ica back  into  the  atom-export  business. 

As  a  result  of  the  Congressional  hearings, 
some  lawmakers  have  a  renewed  interest  in 
granting  the  NRC  the  authority  to  examine 
the  adequacy  of  the  lAElA's  safeguards  and 
inspections.  The  Administration  is  against 
this.  It  wants  to  give  the  IAEA  more  credi- 


bility. How,  it  asks,  can  we  convince  custom- 
ers that  we'll  be  a  reliable  supplier  if  we— 
alone  among  the  exporting  nations— reserve 
the  right  to  second-guess  the  official  watch- 
dog of  the  trade?  Instead  of  opening  up  the 
IAEA  to  further  criticism,  says  the  State 
Department,  we  should  be  working  to  make 
the  agency  "even  better." 

Many  observers  strongly  disagree.  Says 
Peter  Bradford,  who  retired  recently  as  an 
NRC  commissioner,  "If  we  must  have  nucle- 
ar development  on  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion's terms— or  none  at  all— we  should 
choose  not  to  have  it  at  all.  A  conclusion,  in- 
cidentally, which  I  persist  in  describing  as 
pronuclear." 

Then  what  should  we  do  about  the  IAEA? 

Supporters  of  the  IAEA,  pointing  out  it's 
the  only  safeguard  we  have,  say  all  this  crit- 
icism is  dangerous  because  the  organization 
could  fall  apart  if  we  put  too  much  pressure 
on  it.  Warren  Donnelly  of  the  Congressional 
Research  Service,  a  top  adviser  to  Congress 
on  peaceful-atom  matters,  replies.  "How  can 
you  strengthen  an  agency  if  it  is  so  fragile 
you  can't  criticize  it?" 

Meanwhile,  the  destroyed  Baghdad  facili- 
ty is  still  rated  as  above  suspicion  by  the 
IAEA,  and  this  has  enabled  Prance  to  an- 
nounce that  it  will  rebuild  the  reactor.  Says 
Paul  Leventhal,  head  of  the  Nuclear  Con- 
trol Institute,  a  Washington  citizens  group 
seeking  to  prevent  the  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons,  '"rhe  IAEA  doesn't  merely  lack 
the  capability  to  detect  diversions.  It  facili- 
tates them,  by  putting  its  stamp  of  approval 
on  exports  of  sensitive  nuclear  equipment  to 
nations  suspected  of  wanting  the  bomb." 

Still,  the  very  fact  that  debate  is  taking 
place  about  the  IAEA's  role  represents 
progress.  Until  recently,  attention  has  been 
focused  almost  exclusively  on  the  vertical 
escalation  of  the  weapons  in  U.S.  and  Soviet 
arsenals.  This  new  shift  in  focus  to  the  hori- 
zontal, country-by-country  spread  of  bombs 
is  critically  important.  If  we  ever  do  manage 
to  control  the  U.S. -Russian  nuclear-arms 
race,  it  will  be  cold  comfort  if  dozens  of 
other  countries  are  capable  of  starting  a  nu- 
clear war. 


A  QUEST  FOR  ACTION 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  34 
years  ago  the  United  States  authored 
the  Genocide  Convention  and  pushed 
it  through  the  United  Nations.  Yet, 
today  the  United  States  is  the  only  de- 
veloped nation  in  the  world  which  has 
not  ratified  the  treaty. 

Unfortunately,  acts  of  genocide  have 
taken  place  throughout  history.  One 
such  case  was  the  forced  famine  which 
occurred  in  the  Soviet  Ukraine  in  1933. 

I  recently  read  a  piece  in  The  Wall 
Street  Journal  entitled.  Forced 
Famine  in  the  Ukraine;  A  Holocaust 
the  West  Forgot, "  which  dealt  with 
this  tragedy.  The  author  of  this  arti- 
cle, Adrian  Karatnycky,  remembers 
the  enormity  of  the  cataclysm.  Aca- 
demic estimates  place  the  number  of 
Ukrainian  victims  of  starvation  at  4.5 
to  7  million.  The  artificial  famine  was 
part  of  Stalin's  effort  to  collectivize 
Soviet  agriculture  and  crush  the  na- 
tionalistic Ukrainian  peasantry. 

Karatnycky  writes  of  the  silence  of 
the  Western  press  regarding  the  geno- 
cide in  the  Ukraine.  According  to  Kar- 


atnycky, one  of  the  few  accounts  of 
the  events  there  came  from  Malcolm 
Muggeridge.  writing  in  the  London 
Morning  Post  in  1933.  Muggeridge 
wrote: 

If  you  go  now  to  the  Ukraine  or  the  North 
Caucasus,  exceedingly  beautiful  countries 
and  formerly  amongst  the  most  fertile  in 
the  world,  you  will  find  them  like  a  desert; 
fields  choked  with  weeds  and  neglected;  no 
livestock  or  horses;  villages  deserted;  peas- 
ants famished,  often  their  bodies  swollen, 
unutterably  wretched. 

You  will  discover  if  you  question  them 
that  they  have  had  no  bread  at  all  for  three 
months  past:  only  potatoes  and  some  millet, 
and  they  are  now  counting  potatoes  one  by 
one.  .  .  .  They  will  tell  you  that  many  have 
already  died  of  famine  and  that  many  are 
dying  every  day;  that  thousands  have  been 
shot  by  the  government  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  exiled. 

Clearly,  Stalin  and  the  Soviet  Union 
used  the  artificial  famine  as  part  of  a 
political  strategy  aimed  at  crushing  all 
vestiges  of  Ukrainian  national  senti- 
ment. The  famine  was  accompanied  by 
an  extensive  purge  of  the  Ukrainian 
cultural  and  political  elite  in  the  cities. 

Why  is  it  important  to  remember 
these  barbarous  acts?  Because,  as  Kar- 
atnycky says: 

Our  moral  obligation  (is)  to  honor  the 
memory  of  the  nameless  victims  by  depict- 
ing the  truth.  Moreover,  it  is  important  to 
understand  the  forced  famine  as  a  pivotal 
event  in  Soviet  history,  whose  consequences 
remain  to  this  day. 

But,  for  50  years  the  full  story 
behind  these  heinous  events  has  re- 
mained untold.  Not  one  serious  book 
on  this  tragedy  is  available  in  English, 
according  to  Karatnycky. 

Just  as  the  Western  press  has  ig- 
nored the  forced  famine  in  the 
Ukraine,  the  U.S.  Senate  has  neglected 
to  take  action  on  the  Genocide  Con- 
vention. Ratification  of  this  treaty  is 
an  important  step.  It  places  us  on 
record  in  the  condemnation  of  mass 
murder. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  act  without  further  delay. 


DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION  BILL, 
1984 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  its  chair- 
man, members,  and  staff,  should  be 
commended  by  the  Senate  for  han- 
dling a  most  difficult  task  this  year- 
attempting  to  balance  our  defense 
needs  against  difficult  and  arbitrary 
budget  constraints.  As  it  is  presented, 
the  Defense  authorization  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1984  keeps  within  the  con- 
gressional budget  authority  target  of 
$268.7  billion.  Based  on  preliminary  es- 
timates of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  outlays  are  reasonably  close  to 
the  $240  to  $241.3  billion  goal  we  dis- 
cussed in  the  Senate  when  we  took  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  budget 
resolution.  This  is  calculating  in  the 
military  pay  costs  that  will  be  present- 
ed in  a  separate  bill. 


At  a  time  when  we  are  finally  get- 
ting to  the  task  of  rebuilding  our  mili- 
tary resources,  when  we  are  moderniz- 
ing our  defense  systems  and  improving 
the  readiness  of  our  Armed  Forces— 
both  urgent  tasks,  in  my  judgment— it 
is  difficult  indeed  to  cut  up  a  defense 
budget  that  has  been  drafted  to  reach 
those  goals.  We  will  disagree  over  indi- 
vidual programs  or  weapons  systems, 
but  I  doubt  that  very  many  in  the 
Senate  would  disagree  with  what  I 
have  just  said. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  like  what  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  has  had  to 
do  in  this  bill  to  meet  the  defense 
budget  targets.  I  know  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  is  not  happy  with 
what  it  had  to  do.  I  believe  the  chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
will  agree  with  me  when  I  say  that 
most  of  the  reductions  taken  in  the  de- 
fense bill  are  unwise  in  the  long  run. 
They  provide  short  term  savings,  but 
they  will  drive  up  costs  in  the  out- 
years,  particularly  in  the  procurement 
account. 

I  think  it  is  ironic  that  we  find  our- 
selves systematically  undoing  the  initi- 
ative launched  by  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration just  3  years  ago  that  was  de- 
signed to  get  the  Nation  more  for  its 
defense  dollar.  All  these  reductions  in 
aircraft  and  missile  production  have  us 
stepping  back  from  the  goal  of  achiev- 
ing the  most  economical  and  efficient 
production  rate.  We  are  also  turning 
away  from  the  concept  of  putting  the 
bucks  up  front  and  maximizing  pro- 
duction efficiency  through  multiyear 
contracting  and  other  approaches. 

All  this  means  is  that  we  are  going 
to  have  to  pay  more  for  less  in  the 
long  haul  to  strengthen  our  defenses. 

But  we  still  have  our  600-ship  goal 
for  the  Navy.  We  are  still  pointing 
toward  expanding  our  tactical  air 
power.  We  are  still  bound  to  modern- 
ize our  strategic  forces.  And  we  are 
still  expanding  our  global  military 
commitments,  including  Europe  and 
the  Middle  East.  Just  how  we  carry 
out  this  expansive  program  with  little 
or  no  increase  in  active  military  man- 
power and  only  a  minimal  increase  in 
the  Guard  and  Reserve  Forces  is 
beyond  me. 

The  Senate  authorization  approves 
less  than  half  the  37,300  budgeted  in- 
crease in  active  military  manpower. 
The  House  authorization  provides  no 
increase  in  this  area.  There  is  a  badly 
needed  46,000-man  increase  in  the 
Guard  and  Reserves,  but  will  this  fill 
the  breach?  How  do  we  man  our  600- 
ship  Navy?  How  do  we  continue  the 
growth  in  military  manpower  sta- 
tioned in  Europe  without  creating 
shortages  here  at  home  or  in  other 
theaters?  How  do  we  man  all  these 
modern  new  weapons  systems  we  are 
building? 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  we  in 
Congress  are  not  really  willing  to  pay 
for  all  the  commitments  we  want  to 


make.  I  submit  further  that  if  we  are 
going  to  continue  shortchanging  our 
long  overdue  modernization  program, 
then  we  should  also  lower  our  sights 
when  it  comes  to  global  commitments 
and  force  expansion.  Otherwise  we 
will  again  be  fielding  a  hollow  army, 
floating  an  empty  fleet,  and  flying  an 
underpowered  air  force. 

I  make  all  these  charges  without 
criticism  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee which  has  done  the  best  job  it 
can  within  the  constraints  Congress 
has  imposed.  It  will  be  the  job  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  to  carry 
out  the  guidelines  established  by  the 
authorization  bill,  and  I  am  sure  we 
will  take  our  own  turn  at  criticism 
when  we  bring  the  1984  defense  appro- 
priation bill  to  the  floor.  My  purpose 
in  speaking  now  is  simply  to  warn  that 
Congress  cannot  long  put  off  facing 
the  facts  about  defense.  We  cannot 
continue  to  talk  about  rearming  Amer- 
ica if  we  are  not  willing  to  pay  the 
cost. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  we  should  not 
also  try  to  reduce  these  costs  through 
better  management  and  more  realistic 
procurement  and  manpower  policies. 
We  hear  a  lot  of  criticism  about  the 
rising  costs  of  defense  weapons  sys- 
tems, but  there  are  also  the  burgeon- 
ing costs  of  manpower.  We  have 
brought  military  pay  up  to  equitable 
levels,  but  the  costs  of  benefits  contin- 
ue to  rise.  Manpower  costs  take  up  60 
percent  of  the  defense  budget  now,  ac- 
cording to  estimates  from  the  Depart- 
ment. I  see  no  sign  now  that  Congress 
is  willing  to  face  up  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  do  what  we 
have  to  do  to  meet  congressional 
budget  targets  for  the  1984  fiscal  year. 
But  I  hope  Senators  will  keep  in  mind 
the  much  bigger  problems  that  await 
us  if  we  do  not  take  a  more  responsible 
course  and  gear  our  military  commit- 
ments and  our  spending  and  manpow- 
er policies  more  closely  to  what  we  are 
willing  to  pay  to  maintain  a  fully  ade- 
quate defense. 


CIVILIAN  RESERVE  AIR  FLEET 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
noted  with  some  concern  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  funding  the  Civilian  Re- 
serve Air  Fleet  program,  commonly 
called  CRAF.  On  page  103  of  the  com- 
mittee report,  the  recommendation 
not  only  deletes  the  $144.3  million 
budgeted  for  CRAF  enhancement  in 
fiscal  year  1984  but  presumes  the 
transfer  of  $47.7  million  in  unobligat- 
ed appropriations  from  prior  years. 
The  reasoning  behind  these  reduc- 
tions, apparently,  is  a  recent  leak  to 
the  press  that  CRAF  funding  is  not 
now  contemplated  in  preliminary  Air 
Force  budget  planning  for  fiscal  year 
1985. 
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This  recommendation,  in  my  judg- 
ment, undermines  a  program  that 
Congress  has  supported  and  that  the 
Air  Force  is  finally  getting  underway. 
For  those  who  are  not  familiar  with 
the  program,  it  is  designed  to  make 
commercial  transport  aircraft  avail- 
able for  military  airlift  requirements 
in  times  of  emergency  at  only  a  frac- 
tion of  the  cost  of  procuring  and  main- 
taining such  aircraft  as  part  of  the 
regular  transport  fleet.  In  recent  years 
the  Air  Force  has  not  been  too  active 
in  pursuing  the  program,  but  Congress 
has  recently  instituted  improvements 
that  have  made  it  much  more  attrac- 
tive to  the  airline  industry.  The  Air 
Force  issued  a  request  for  proposals  to 
the  airlines  just  last  June  8.  and  re- 
sponses due  by  July  7  are  most  encour- 
aging. At  least  three  air  carriers  have 
made  proposals  involving  24  aircraft 
and  there  is  every  reason  to  believe 
that  the  Air  Force  will  be  able  to  obli- 
gate available  funds  by  the  end  of  the 
current  fiscal  year.  This  would  permit 
modifying  these  commercial  aircraft 
39  that  they  are  suitable  for  military 
missions  when  and  if  they  are  needed. 
The  estimated  5-year  cost  of  the  pro- 
gram is  $1.2  billion  which,  as  I  say.  is 
only  a  fraction  of  the  alternative  cost 
of  buying  and  maintaining  a  similar 
number  of  aircraft  in  the  Air  Force 
over  a  similar  period. 

Details  of  the  initial  proposals  are 
not  yet  available  because  of  their  pro- 
prietary nature,  but  Air  Force  pro- 
gram officials  indicate  there  is  every 
reason  to  believe  they  are  attractive 
proposals  that  can  culminate  in  con- 
tracts this  fiscal  year. 

As  far  as  the  budget  outlook  for 
fiscal  year  1985,  there  is  every  reason 
to  believe  the  Air  Force  will  alter  its 
preliminary  position  and  give  the 
CRAF  program  a  higher  priority. 

At  any  rate.  Mr.  President.  1  believe 
it  is  unwise  at  this  time  to  undermine 
a  program  that  is  finally  beginning  to 
pay  off.  There  is  nothing  in  the  au- 
thorization bill  itself  to  amend  since 
the  committee  recommendation  is  re- 
stricted to  report  language.  I  simply 
want  to  serve  notice  that,  in  view  of 
the  high  priority  assigned  to  military 
airlift.  I  do  not  agree  with  the  propos- 
al to  divert  available  funds  for  CRAF 
to  other  programs.  Nor  do  I  agree  that 
no  funding  should  be  available  to  con- 
tinue the  program  in  fiscal  year  1984. 
The  House  Armed  Services  Committee 
supported  the  CRAF  budget.  I  under- 
stand, and  I  would  hope  that  the 
Senate  conferees  will  be  sympathetic 
to  that  position  so  that  we  can  contin- 
ue this  program  in  the  final  appropria- 
tions bill  without  any  differences  over 
the  authorization-appropriation  proc- 
esses. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  a  news 
story  concerning  recent  developments 
in  the  CRAF  enhancement  program  in 
Aviation  Week  and  Space  Technology. 
I   ask   unanimous   consent   that   this 


item  in  the  July  4  issue  of  the  maga- 
zine be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(From  Aviation  Week  and  Space 

Technology.  July  4,  1983) 

Three  Carriers  Accept  CRAF  Program 

Washington. -The  Civil  Reserve  Air  Fleet 

(CRAF)  enhancement  program  of  the  Air 

Force  is  being  accepted  by  at  least  three 

U.S.  commercial  airlines,  with  the  service 

planning  to  obligate  $84.8  million   by  the 

end  of  Fiscal  1983  and  approximately  $1.2 

billion  over  the  next  five  years  for  aircraft 

modifications. 

USAF  issued  a  request  (or  proposal  to  the 
airlines  June  8.  and  responses  are  due  back 
by  July  7.  The  service  plans  to  accelerate 
contract  awards  before  the  end  of  the 
present  fiscal  year  with  options  to  obligate 
the  remainder  of  the  $1.2  billion  when  Con- 
gress completes  work  on  the  Fiscal  1984 
budget  request. 

Anticipated  funding  for  the  CRAP  pro- 
gram would  permit  retrofit  of  22  Boeing  747 
wide-body  aircraft  or  35-40  McDonnell 
Douglas  DC- 10s.  A  mixture  of  the  747s  and 
DC- 10s  is  likely  to  emerge  from  the  pro- 
gram. 

Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  Gen.  Charles  A. 
Gabriel  recently  emphasized  the  importance 
of  the  CRAF  program.  He  said  the  Air 
Force  retains  a  6:1  favorable  ratio  in  terms 
of  the  capability  it  obtains  for  the  money 
spent  on  modifying  commercial  wide-body 
transports  to  provide  a  cargo  airlift  capabil- 
ity. This  is  based  on  the  cost  to  procure,  op- 
erate and  maintain  a  commercial  aircraft  as 
opposed  to  CRAF  enhancements. 

One  reason  why  at  least  three  commercial 
airlines  are  expressing  a  desire  to  partici- 
pate in  the  CRAF  enhancement  program, 
the  general  said,  are  changes  Instituted  in 
the  program. 

Congress  has  added  some  attractive  fea- 
tures for  the  airlines.  These  help  reduce  air- 
line risks  for  taking  part  in  the  enhance- 
ment program.  If  a  wide-body  aircraft  is 
converted  for  cargo  use  in  an  emergency, 
and  the  airline  later  sells  the  aircraft  and 
suffers  a  loss  as  a  result  of  added  weight  for 
the  modifications  to  make  the  aircraft  cargo 
capable— strengthened  floors  and  adding 
cargo  doors— the  government  will  make  up 
the  loss  resulting  from  modifications. 

The  program  also  includes  funding  to  the 
airlines  to  pay  for  conversion  and  to  operate 
a  heavier  aircraft.  It  pays  (or  16  years  of  op- 
erations with  the  converted  aircraft  at  a  life 
cycle  cost  of  $43  million  in  Fiscal  1983  dol- 
lars. "This  is  approximately  a  sixth  of  what 
it  would  cost  to  buy  a  747  and  operate  it 
over  the  same  period."  Gabriel  said. 

The  Military  Airlift  Command  held  a 
June  15  preproposal  conference  for  airlines 
planning  to  respond  to  the  request,  and  rep- 
resentatives of  United.  Pan  American  and 
Airlift  International  took  part  along  with 
Boeing  and  McDonnell  Douglas  company 
representatives. 

Gabriel  also  stressed  the  importance  of 
the  multiyear  procurement  program  for  44 
McDonnell  Douglas  KC-10  tanker/cargo 
aircraft,  bringing  the  inventory  total  to  60. 
and  procurement  of  50  new  Lockheed  C- 
5Bs. 

Gabriel  is  considering  assignment  of  Lock- 
heed C-141S  to  Air  Force  Guard  and  Re- 
serve units.  The  crew  ratio  on  these  cargo 
aircraft  already  is  50%  Guard  and  Reserve. 
"This  would  require  less  flying  with  the  C- 
141s  and  extend  the  aircraft  service  life  ap- 


proximately 16  years."  he  said.  "It  would 
maintain  the  full  airlift  capability  and  save 
money  at  the  same  time." 


EUROPEAN  TROOP  STRENGTH 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  Senators  have  noted  section  193 
of  the  defense  authorization  bill  deal- 
ing with  a  limitation  on  U.S.  military 
personnel  stationed  in  Europe.  At  first 
glance,  this  provision  appears  to  carry 
on  the  limitation  adopted  by  Congress 
in  the  fiscal  year  1983  Defense  Appro- 
priation Act.  as  contained  in  the  con- 
tinuing resolution  for  that  year.  But  a 
close  reading  reveals  the  limitation  is 
really  no  limitation  at  all.  Upon  a 
simple  certification  to  Congress  by  the 
President.  7.000  or  more  troops  can  be 
added  to  those  already  stationed  in 
Europe  in  fiscal  year  1984. 

Instead  of  a  limitation.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  fear  this  provision  will  quickly 
be  interpreted  by  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment as  endorsing  a  continuing  build- 
up of  U.S.  forces  in  Europe— despite 
the  fact  that  Congress  made  it  clear  in 
its  action  last  year  that  there  was  a 
need  to  control  these  annual  increases. 
Let  me  point  out.  Mr.  President,  that 
the  limitation  itself  does  not  apply  to 
all  our  forces  in  Europe.  It  is  limited 
to  forces  stationed  ashore  and  in  no 
way  constrains  the  deployment  of 
naval  forces  afloat.  We  have  not  cut 
back  on  forces  already  stationed  in 
Europe  although  I  personally  think  a 
case  could  be  made  for  bringing  back 
on  a  gradual  basis  some  of  the  more 
than  360.000  already  in  Europe  in  sup- 
port of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Or- 
ganization. All  we  have  tried  to  do  is 
put  a  halt  to  the  continuous  growth  of 
these  forces  in  absence  of  any  clear 
and  urgent  need  to  put  more  of  our 
servicemen  on  the  continent. 

The  Defense  Department  should  jus- 
tify in  detail  to  Congress  why  it  is  nec- 
essary to  continue  expanding  our 
troops  in  Europe,  particularly  at  a 
time  when  the  pending  defense  au- 
thorization bill  is  cutting  back  sharply 
on  requested  total  military  end 
strength. 

With  restraints  being  made  on  the 
growth  of  our  overall  active  duty  end 
strength,  we  must  ask  where  these  ad- 
ditional troops  for  Europe  will  come 
from.  Undoubtedly,  they  will  have  to 
be  taken  from  the  continental  United 
States  if  not  from  other  theaters  of 
operation  in  the  Pacific  or  elsewhere. 
Is  this  necessary?  Is  this  what  Con- 
gress wants?  These  are  questions  that 
should  be  answered  before  we  endorse 
any  additional  buildup  of  troops  in 
Europe. 

It  is  not  my  Intent  now  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  provisions  offered 
by  the  Armed  Services  Committee  but 
I  do  want  to  serve  notice  on  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  that  we  are  not 
through  with  this  issue.  As  chairman 
of  the  Defense  Appropriation  Subcom- 
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mittee.  I  intend  to  resume  hearings  on 
our  global  military  commitments,  with 
an  emphasis  on  NATO.  It  will  be  the 
goal  of  these  hearings  to  determine 
whether  the  United  States,  in  the  cur- 
rent climate  of  budget  constraints,  has 
the  capability  to  fulfill  all  the  commit- 
ments it  is  undertaking.  We  will  also 
examine  whether  our  allies  are  shoul- 
dering a  fair  share  of  this  military 
buildup.  And  we  will  insist  on  examin- 
ing all  the  costs  to  the  American  tax- 
payer of  these  overseas  commitments. 

On  that  last  point,  I  might  add  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  has  failed 
to  supply  to  the  committee,  despite  re- 
peated requests,  any  detailed  account- 
ing of  the  total  cost  of  our  NATO  com- 
mitment. Last  year  the  Department 
represented  to  Congress  that  these 
costs  amounted  to  $133.3  billion,  or 
more  than  half  the  total  defense 
budget.  In  our  hearings  in  the  spring 
of  that  year,  the  Department  ap- 
peared to  be  disavowing  those  figures 
but  assured  the  committee  it  would 
supply  updated  estimates  for  fiscal 
year  1983  very  soon.  Those  updated  es- 
timates have  never  been  delivered,  nor 
has  the  Department  given  us  any  in- 
formation at  all  on  the  cost  of  our 
NATO  commitment  within  the  pend- 
ing fiscal  year  1984  budget. 

But  while  the  costs  of  our  NATO 
commitment  remain  unclear,  other 
events  have  been  occurring.  We  have 
been  moving  ahead  with  our  plans  to 
deploy  Pershing  II  and  ground- 
launched  cruise  missiles  with  an  at- 
tendant increase  in  military  manpower 
in  Europe.  The  President  just  last 
month  sent  a  message  to  Congress 
waiving  the  onshore  troop  ceiling  be- 
cause of  an  overriding  national  securi- 
ty requirement,  as  permitted  by  the 

1983  restriction.  The  reason  for  this 
waiver  was  to  add  1.380  military  per- 
sonnel associated  with  the  ground- 
launched  cruise  missile  deployment. 
The  message  did  not  explain  why, 
within  a  military  personnel  deploy- 
ment of  more  than  360.000,  this  small 
increase  could  not  be  readily  absorbed. 
What  is  clear,  however,  is  that  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  has  not  hesitated 
to  go  beyond  the  congressional  limita- 
tion, and  I  am  sure  we  can  expect  a 
similar  performance  in  fiscal  year  1984 
if  the  language  of  the  defense  authori- 
zation bill  limitation  is  adopted. 

To  date,  Mr.  President,  the  only  in- 
formation available  to  Congress  that  I 
am  aware  of  concerning  the  fiscal  year 

1984  troop  increase  is  a  three-para- 
graph letter  on  June  23  from  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  Lawrence  J. 
Korb.  who  stated  a  "stringent,  de- 
tailed review  of  our  European  man- 
ning plans"  developed  an  estimate  of  a 
"minimum"  of  322,500  military  person- 
nel permanently  assigned  ashore  in 
Europe  NATO  nations  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1984.  This.  I  assume,  is  the 
basis  of  the  increase  that  would  be  au- 
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thorized  by  the  language 
fense  authorization  bill. 

Before  I  finish.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
add  that,  even  without  a  Presidential 
waiver,  the  Pentagon  was  busy  with 
plans  to  circumvent  the  congressional 
ceiling  on  military  personnel.  Docu- 
mentation reveals  active  efforts  to 
shift  military  functions  to  civilian  per- 
sonnel, either  to  Federal  civilian  em- 
ployees or  to  contractors.  Thus,  a  limi- 
tation on  military  personnel  appears 
to  be  triggering  and  increase  in  civilian 
personnel.  And  the  expansion  goes  on. 

To  reiterate,  Mr.  President,  the 
question  of  our  ever-increasing  NATO 
troops  will  continue  to  be  raised,  re- 
gardless of  whether  the  modified  ceil- 
ing in  the  defense  authorization  bill  is 
adopted.  The  Defense  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  will  hold  hearings  and 
collect  all  the  useful  information  it 
can.  On  the  basis  of  those  hearings,  I 
will  be  prepared  of  offer  a  revised 
NATO  troop  ceiling.  I  will  also  at- 
tempt to  propose  a  restriction  that  will 
not  be  so  easy  to  circumvent  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  President,  to  round  out  my 
statement,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  two  recent  news  stories  dealing 
with  the  defense  spending  patterns  of 
our  allies,  the  message  from  the  Presi- 
dent, and  a  copy  of  the  letter  I  re- 
ferred to  earlier  from  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Korb  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(From  the  Washington  Post,  June  29,  1983] 

Pentagon  Report  to  Congress  Hits  NATO 

Allies'  Defense  Spending 

Defense  spending  by  NATO  nations  other 
than  the  United  States  probably  will  in- 
crease by  only  about  1  precent  this  year,  the 
Pentagon  said  yesterday  in  a  report  reflect- 
ing U.S.  displeasure. 

In  a  report  to  Congress  on  "allied  contri- 
butions to  the  common  defense,"  the  Penta- 
gon said  that  1982  and  1983  figures  indicat- 
ed that  "the  allies  will  fail  to  meet  the 
NATO  aim  for  3  perent  annual  increase"  in 
defense  spending  after  allowing  for  infla- 
tion. 

The  Pentagon  called  this  a  matter  of  "par- 
ticular concern"  as  the  United  States  has 
boosted  its  defense  spending  in  real  terms 
by  7.5  percent  in  1982  and  projects  an  8.7 
percent  increase  this  year. 

"These  trends  .  .  .  threaten  to  undermine 
the  progress  achieved  in  prior  years  toward 
a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  allied 
defense  burden."  the  report  said. 

The  Pentagon  also  told  Congress  that  no 
one  nation  should  be  expected  to  carry  "a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  common  de- 
fense burden." 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  13.  19831 
Japan  To  Limit  1984  Increase  in  Military 
Budget  to  6.9  Percent 
(By  Tracy  Dahlby) 
Tokyo.  July  12.— Amid  renewed  efforts  to 
prune   Japan's    huge   government   deficits. 
Prime  Minister  Yasuhiro  Nakasone's  Cabi- 
net announced  plans  today  to  hold  increases 
in  the  1984  military  budget  to  a  maximum 
of  6.9  percent,  a  figure  that  is  likely  to  mean 
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further    delays    in 
buildup  programs. 

The  spending  target,  which  sets  an  upper 
limit  on  defense  appropriations  next  year  of 
$12.3  billion,  is  important  because  it  comes 
at  a  time  when  Japan  is  under  pressure 
from  the  United  States  to  shoulder  a  great- 
er military  burden  more  in  keeping  with  its 
economic  clout. 

If  previous  years  are  any  guide,  analysts 
said,  today's  preliminary  figure  is  almost 
certain  to  be  whittled  down  substantially  by 
the  time  the  government  makes  its  final 
budget  decision  in  late  December.  Last  year, 
for  example,  the  initial  estimate  of  a  7.3 
percent  increase  for  defense  ultimately  was 
rolled  back  to  6.5  percent  in  1983  outlays  of 
$11.5  billion. 

Today's  defense  decision,  still  subject  to 
internal  government  debate  here,  reflects  a 
tricky  political  dilemma  Nakasone  faw;es  in 
trying  to  honor  his  pledge  to  strengthen 
military  ties  with  the  United  States  while, 
at  the  same  time,  keeping  a  promise  to  Jap- 
anese voters  to  trim  a  massive  cumulative 
budgetary  deficit  of  $416  billion. 

In  setting  spending  ceilings  for  all  govern- 
ment departments  today,  senior  officials 
stressed  that  defense  was  given  a  clear  pri- 
ority over  other  appropriations,  which,  with 
a  few  key  exceptions,  are  scheduled  to  be 
slashed  by  as  much  as  10  percent  over  1983 
levels.  A  more  disproportionate  boost  for  de- 
fense, they  said,  would  risk  reigniting  criti- 
cism of  Nakasone's  hawkish  stand  on  securi- 
ty issues,  which,  earlier  this  year,  brought 
about  a  sharp  decline  in  his  support  among 
the  Japanese  public. 

The  apparent  lowering  of  Japan's  defense 
sights,  however,  "will  certainly  bring  dissat- 
isfaction from  the  United  Slates."  said  a 
prominent  defense  analyst.  The  more  aus- 
tere spending  target,  one  of  the  lowest  in 
two  decades,  will  make  it  "virtually  impossi- 
ble" for  Japan  to  meet  weapons  procure- 
ment plans  outlined  under  its  current  five- 
year  military  buildup  program,  he  said. 

At  stake  are  the  purchases  of  more  of  the 
antisubmarine  patrol  planes,  jet  fighters, 
warships  and  other  sophisticated  military 
hardware  that  Pentagon  officials  say  is  nec- 
essary for  Japan  to  meet  its  pledge  to 
defend  the  country's  airspace  and  sea  lanes 
out  to  a  distance  of  1.000  miles  by  the  end 
of  the  decade. 

A  perception  that  Japan  is  shirking  its  de- 
fense responsibilities  has  renewed  calls  on 
Capitol  Hill  in  recent  weeks  for  the  Japa- 
nese to  increase  sharply  their  military 
spending.  This  comes  at  a  time  when  Japan 
is  piling  up  a  record  surplus  on  trade  with 
the  United  States  that  is  expected  to  hit  $22 
billion  this  year.  American  officials  in 
Tokyo  said  they  expect  U.S.  pressure  on 
Japan  to  escalate  in  advance  of  an  official 
visit  to  Japan  by  President  Reagan,  who  is 
now  scheduled  to  arrive  here  in  early  No- 
vember. 

The  1983-87  military  plan  calls  for 
strengthening  Japan's  air  and  sea  defenses 
with  the  purchase  of  50  P3Cs  beyond  the 
currently  ordered  level  of  25  aircraft.  It  also 
provides  for  the  purchase  of  75  F15s  to  add 
to  80  planes  already  ordered,  plus  an  addi- 
tional 14  destroyers  and  frigates.  6  subma- 
rines and  13  mine  sweepers. 

The  1983  budget,  however,  allowed  for  the 
purchase  of  only  13  F15s  instead  of  20  origi- 
nally planned,  seven  instead  of  10  P3Cs.  and 
two  instead  of  three  destroyers.  To  meet 
force  levels  envisioned  on  paper  by  1987.  an- 
alysts estimate  that  Japan  would  have  to 
expand  its  yearly  budgets  by  between  8  and 
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10  percent,  something  they  regard  as  highly 
unlikely  given  Tokyo's  fiscal  austerity  drive. 

The  White  House, 
Washington.  June  23.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  ONeill.  Jr.. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  provi 
sions  of  Section  799A  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Appropriation  Act.  1983.  I  am  waiv- 
ing the  fiscal  year  1983  ceiling  on  troops 
permanently  stationed  ashore  in  European 
NATO  countries  by  the  numl)er  of  person- 
nel (1.380)  associated  with  the  planned  de- 
ployment of  Ground-Launched  Cruise  Mis- 
siles to  Europe. 

I  am  taking  this  action  because,  barring  a 
successful  agreement  in  Geneva,  the 
Ground-Launched  Cruise  Missile  program 
will  be  a  critical  U.S.  defense-related  objec- 
tive in  NATO  for  1983.  It  is  an  essential 
aspect  of  NATO's  dual-track  approach  in- 
volving intermediate-range  nuclear  force 
modernization  and  arms  reductions.  The 
overriding  national  security  requirement  ne- 
cessitates a  waiver  of  the  provisions  of  Sec- 
tion 799A. 

Sincerely. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

Assistant  Secretary  or  Defense. 

Washington.  D.C..  June  23.  1983. 
Hon.  George  Bush. 
President  of  the  Senate. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  When  I  forwarded 
the  Defense  Manpower  Requirements 
Report  for  FY  1984  on  March  1.  1983.  I 
noted  that  the  report  was  incomplete  be- 
cause the  Department  had  not  decided  what 
actions  to  take  to  meet  the  European  troop 
strength  ceiling  imposed  by  the  FY  1983  Ap- 
propriations Act. 

We  have  just  completed  a  stringent,  de- 
tailed review  of  our  European  manning 
plans,  which  resulted  in  a  significant  reduc- 
tion from  our  previously  planned  end-FY 
1984  strengths.  We  now  estimate  that  we 
must  have  a  minimum  of  322.5  thousand 
military  personnel  permanently  assigned 
ashore  in  European  NATO  nations  at  end- 
FY  1984  (including  2.600  to  support  our  INF 
modernization  plans)  in  order  to  meet  our 
essential  national  security  objectives  in 
NATO  Europe. 

I  will  be  forwarding  the  standard  by-coun- 
try breakout  of  our  new  planned  FY  1984 
military  end-strengths  within  the  next  few 
weeks. 

Sincerely. 

Lawrence  J.  Korb, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense. 


NATIONAL  STUDENT/PARENT 
MOCK  ELECTION 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  on 
October  28  of  last  year,  over  a  quarter 
of  a  million  parents  and  students  in  all 
50  States  participated  in  a  national 
student/parent  mock  election.  By 
bringing  parents  and  students  togeth- 
er to  discuss  the  1982  elections  and  to 
predict  the  results,  this  project  at- 
tempted to  motivate  students  and 
their  parents  to  become  more  active 
and  involved  in  the  democratic  proc- 
ess. This  event,  begun  in  1980  as  a 
pilot  program  and  organized  by  the 
Teachers  Guides  to  Television  Family 
Institute,  can  be  an  important  compo- 


nent in  an  effort  to  reverse  the  recent 
and  dangerous  decline  in  voting  in 
American  elections. 

The  statistics  regarding  voting  pat- 
terns in  America  are  shocking.  During 
America's  Bicentenial.  half  of  the  eli- 
gible voters  under  the  age  of  30  did 
not  even  bother  to  vote.  Four  years 
later,  only  an  incredible  15  percent  of 
the  citizens  between  18  and  24  who 
were  eligible  to  vote  did  so.  Moreover, 
students  who  will  soon  become  voters 
are  remarkable  in  their  lack  of  knowl- 
edge about  their  Government.  Accord- 
ing to  the  National  Assessment  of 
Educational  Progress,  half  of  the  stu- 
dents tested  did  not  know  that  their 
State  had  two  Senators.  They  also  be- 
lieved that  Members  of  Congress  were 
appointed  by  the  President  and  not 
elected  by  the  public.  I  believe  that  it 
is  imperative  that  we  work  to  elimi- 
nate this  widespread  ignorance  among 
our  next  generation  and  I  believe  that 
mock  election  effort  is  an  excellent 
way  to  do  so. 

In  1984,  the  mock  election  antici- 
pates the  participation  of  millions  of 
parents  and  teachers  in  a  nationwide 
vote  for  the  President,  Governors,  and 
legislators.  In  addition,  the  mock  elec- 
tion will  include  a  referendum  on  a  va- 
riety of  major  national  issues.  This 
well-proven  program  to  encourage  par- 
ticipation in  our  democracy  and  to  re- 
verse the  path  leading  toward  civic  il- 
literacy deserves  our  highest  commen- 
dation and  greatest  support. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  article  appearing  in  the 
spring  1983  issue  of  the  Teachers 
Guides  to  Television  describing  the  na- 
tional student/parent  mock  election 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Getting  Ready  for  '84— National  Student/ 
Parent  Mock  Election 

(By  Renee  Silverman.  Project  Coordinator) 
Somewhere  in  the  50  United  States,  there 
must  be  a  young  girl  who  wonders  whether 
she  might  not  be  the  first  woman  President. 
(Boys  always  wonder,  too.)  More  than  one. 
of  course,  and  if  so,  they  probably  partici- 
pated in  the  1982  National  Student /Parent 
Mock  Election.  A  quarter  of  a  million  stu- 
dents and  parents  were  all  part  of  the  his- 
toric event  organized  by  The  Teachers 
Guides  to  Television  Family  Institute.  All  50 
states  participated,  as  well  as  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Dependents  Schools.  It  was 
a  resounding  success,  far  beyond  expecta- 
tions, and  we  will  share  some  highlights  of 
this  "dry  run  "  for  '84  with  you. 

Americans  of  all  ages  are  fascinated  by 
elections  and.  while  most  of  the  'voters" 
were  close  to  voting  age.  or  already  able  to 
vote,  some  were  as  young  as  fifth  or  sixth 
graders,  and  even  younger.  Students  from 
every  state  in  the  nation  generated  enough 
excitement  to  l>e  courted  by  press  and  politi- 
cians, observed  with  curiosity  by  profession- 
al poUtakers.  and  commended  by  candidates 
and  teachers  for  some  of  the  toughest  ques- 
tions and  in-depth  sessions  of  the  campaign 
trail. 


The  Baltimore  Convention  Center  served 
as  Election  Headquarters— complete  with  a 
computerized  map  that  changed  colors  as 
the  votes  came  in.  Two  networks,  the  Cable 
News  Network,  local  news  broadcasts  in  25 
major  cities,  2  PBS  documentaries,  3  cable 
stations,  2  wire  services,  and  innumerable 
newspapers  and  radio  stations  covered  the 
results.  The  event  had  grown  from  an  initial 
pilot  in  1980  cosponsored  by  Aloha  High 
School,  in  which  30  states  and  Japan 
(DODDS)  participated  and  Portland. 
Oregon,  served  as  national  "Election  Head- 
quarters." 

The  only  requirements  for  participation  in 
1982  were  that  parents  and  students  meet  to 
discuss  the  elections  and  cast  prediction 
votes  on  which  party  would  win  control  of 
the  House  and  the  Senate  and  phone  the  re- 
sults to  election  headquarters. 

Although  the  results  were  accurate  in 
foretelling  the  Democratic  gains  in  the 
House  and  the  Governors'  races,  and  the 
Republican  gains  in  the  Senate,  scientific 
polling  was  not  the  purpose.  The  project 
was  designed  to  motivate  students  and  their 
parents  to  become  active  participants  in  the 
democratic  process  and  to  experience  its  ex- 
citement. 

With  half  the  nations  17-year-olds  igno- 
rant of  the  most  basic  processes  of  govern- 
ment '  and  only  one-quarter  of  the  elector- 
ate voting  into  office  the  last  two  Presi- 
dents, the  need  to  educate  America's  young 
people  and  their  parents  to  think  about  the 
elections  is  apparent.  The  Carnegie  Founda- 
tion warns  that  unless  current  'civic  illiter- 
acy" is  reversed,  "we  run  the  risk  of  drifting 
unwittingly  into  a  new  dark  age— a  time 
when  small  cadres  of  specialists  will  control 
knowledge  and  thus  control  the  decision- 
making process." 

The  Mock  Election  provided  the  structure 
for  schools  and  school  districts  to  tie  into  a 
national  network,  while  still  being  flexible 
enough  to  accommodate  the  community's 
needs.  Groups  gathered  in  family  living 
rooms,  school  cafeterias.  Presidential  librar- 
ies. TV  stations,  even  in  remote  villages  in 
Alaska. 

Activities  ranged  from  Camp  Fire  girls 
meeting  in  the  leader's  home  with  their  par- 
ents for  a  pot-luck  dinner,  to  70.000  voting 
in  Georgia's  school  districts  and  phoning  in 
their  results  to  Georgia's  election  headquar- 
ters at  the  Atlanta  PBS  station,  and  80.000 
reporting  to  the  State  Library  in  Michigan. 
About  one-third  of  the  states  had  a  state 
•Election  Headquarters"  that  reported  to 
the  national  headquarters.  The  following 
synopses  are  a  small  sampling  of  the  events 
that  took  place  around  the  country.  Signifi- 
cantly, every  school,  school  district,  and 
State  Department  of  Education  reporting 
back  plans  a  vastly  expanded  National  Stu- 
dent/Parent Mock  Election  for  '84! 

Maryland.    Baltimore— National    Election 
Headquarters.  Mai  Dulterer.  Faculty  Advi- 
sor for  the  Baltimore  Student  Congress. 
We  are  eager  to  host  the  Mock  Election  in 
1984  " ' 


<  The  National  Assessment  of  Educational 
Progress  found  1  of  every  2  of  these  soon-to-l>e 
voters  did  not  linow  each  stale  has  two  Senators, 
and  believed  the  President  could  appoint  members 
of  Congress.  46  percent  of  13-year-olds  believed 
newspapers  could  not  publish  criticism  of  public  of- 
ficials. 

"  Baltimore  will  have  lots  of  competition.  Many 
others  have  expressed  the  same  desire! 


Students  and  parents  from  metropolitan 
Baltimore  gathered  at  the  Convent  jn 
Center  to  watch  1982's  election  returns  as 
they  were  flashed  on  the  computer  map. 
(The  computer  was  loaned  by  Apple).  Adult 
volunteers  from  Baltimore  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  and  students  manned  the  phone 
banks.  Ted  Venetoulis,  a  veteran  political 
reporter,  hosted  the  evening,  offering  a  po- 
litical commentary  on  the  predictioris  as 
they  were  tallied.  Members  of  the  Baltimore 
Student  Congress  and  their  parents  partici- 
pated in  a  workshop  on  the  election  held  by 
Venetoulis.  City  Comptroller  Hyman  Press- 
man, and  CBS  Station  Manager  Mai  Potter, 
then  cast  their  own  prediction  vote. 

In  Maryland,  approximately  10.000  mem- 
bers of  the  Maryland  Association  of  Student 
Councils  cast  their  prediction  votes.  Activi- 
ties ranged  from  informal  election  polling  of 
schools  to  formal  election  procedures  com- 
plete with  registration,  voting  machines, 
and  mock  campaigners  who  gave  impromptu 
speeches  in  their  schools. 

Georgia— Dr.  Lucille  Jordan.  Associate 
State  Superintendent.  Dept.  of  Education 
.  .  .  "Extremely  beneficial.  "  Over  70.000  stu- 
dents voted  in  the  Georgia  Mock  Election 
with  results  tallied  on-the-air  at  the  Atlanta 
PBS  station.  During  the  program,  hosted  by 
veteran  reporter  Ray  Moore,  students  de- 
bated controversial  aspects  of  the  American 
political  system,  such  as  the  function  of  po- 
litical polls,  voting  rights  for  the  feeble,  and 
the  place  of  the  political  parly  in  the  U.S. 
system  of  government.  The  young  anchors 
also  discussed  the  results  of  the  statewide 
mock  election  as  they  were  posted.  The  pro- 
gram Included  prerecorded  segments  of 
school  election  activities. 

Prior  to  the  election,  young  people  were 
involved  actively  with  campaigns,  working 
at  campaign  headquarters,  or  canvassing 
the  community.  The  Georgia  Mock  Election 
was  reported  on  the  national  CBS  Morning 
News. 

North  Carolina— Dr.  Jessie  Vunccannon, 
Social  Studies  Consultant,  Dept.  of  Public 
Instruction  .  .  .  "Excellent  results."  Raleigh 
served  as  state  headquarters  where  students 
were  also  involved  in  Mock  Election  prepa- 
ration. They  staged  a  news  program  on 
which  some  played  the  role  of  candidates, 
others  of  reporters.  In  East  Mecklenberg. 
students  researched  the  issues  for  video- 
taped interviews  with  candidates.  According 
to  the  Charlotte  Observer.  Democratic  can- 
didate Preston  Cornelius  called  the  East 
Mecklenberg  group  "the  best  group  I've  ap- 
peared before.  The  questions  were  tough 
and  relevant— very  penetrating  on  all  the 
issues.  In  fact,  I've  told  people  that  was  the 
best  candidate  forum  I've  been  exposed  to." 
The  tapes  of  all  candidates  were  presented 
on  Mock  Election  night.  The  student  body 
accompanied  by  their  parents  came  to  see 
the  interviews  conducted  by  their  fellow 
students  and  make  their  own  decisions. 
Prior  to  the  interviews,  the  student  inter- 
viewers canvassed  10th.  llth,  and  12th  grad- 
ers to  find  out  which  issues  were  most  perti- 
nent to  them.  In  both  North  Carolina  and 
Virginia,  at  least  one  school  in  each  Con- 
gressional District  was  involved  in  the  Mock 
Election. 

Virginia— Dr.  Thomas  Elliot,  Associate  Di- 
rector for  Social  Studies.  Dept.  of  Public  In- 
struction. Richmond  was  the  site  of  the  Vir- 
ginia Mock  Election  Headquarters  where,  in 
addition  to  a  state  tally  of  votes,  students 
presented  their  evaluations  of  their  repre- 
sentatives to  a  crowd  of  700  students  and 
500  parents.  Among  their  discoveries:  one 
member  of  the  House  had  Introduced  46 
bills  and  only  two  had  passed. 


In  Rocky  Mount,  students  borrowed  a 
tape  of  the  senatorial  candidates  Davis- 
Trible  debate  from  a  TV  station  and  partici- 
pated in  their  own  debate  representing 
Davis  and  Trible.  The  students'  debate  was 
taped  and  shown.  Students  also  polled  local 
citizens  and  announced  the  results  on  Mock 
Election  Night.  The  county  chairmen  from 
the  Democratic  and  Republican  parties  pre- 
sented the  candidates'  positions  on  the 
issues  at  a  pot-luck  supper  for  parents  and 
students. 

In  Virginia  Beach,  students  were  given  the 
opportunity  to  align  themselves  with  their 
preferred  candidate  and  actively  campaign. 
Some  students  and  parents  attended  social 
functions  for  the  candidate:  others  inter- 
viewed members  of  the  staff.  Each  side 
filmed  a  videotape  that  was  shown  to  par- 
ents and  students  on  Mock  Election  Night. 
At  the  Mock  Election  reception,  guest 
speakers  came  for  local  and  state  politicians. 
Parents  and  students  "amazed"  educators 
by  rushing  into  line  to  vote  and  staying  well 
past  10  p.m.  to  find  out  the  results.  Virginia 
Ledger-Star  reporter  Lisa  Hogberg  wrote  a 
three-part  series  on  the  mock  election  head- 
lined, "Expanded  Student  Mock  Election 
Sought." 

Alaska— Dawn  Middleton,  Coordinator  for 
Informational  Services  and  the  Learn/ 
Alaska  Network  Dept.  of  Education  .  .  . 
"Fantastic  learning  experience."  The  De- 
partment of  Education  in  Alaska  used  its 
Learn/Alaska  audio  conferencing  equip- 
ment and  ordinary  telephones  as  the  means 
of  connecting  students  scattered  at  vast  dis- 
tances. Even  remote  villages  with  four  stu- 
dents and  one  telephone  were  able  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  audio  conference  interview 
with  Congressman  Don  Young.  Pupils  from 
the  11  schools  were  asked  to  prepare  ten 
questions  per  school  for  the  Congressman. 
Issues  ranged  from  subsistence,  the  capitol 
move  resolution,  capitol  construction 
projects,  to  the  nuclear  freeze  movement. 
Reaganomics.  and  the  draft.  Both  Middle- 
ton  and  Young  commented  on  the  breadth 
of  the  questions  from  students  who  live  in 
widely  separated  and  often  isolated  commu- 
nities. 

Students  who  did  not  have  access  to  a 
phone  received  tapes  of  the  audio  confer- 
ence as  well  as  the  candidates'  promotional 
materials  and  curriculum  materials.  They, 
in  turn,  cast  prediction  votes  by  mail.  Com- 
puters in  Juneau  completed  the  tally. 

Texas,  Austin— Joan  Burnham,  Resource 
Planning  Specialist.  The  Austin  Independ- 
ent School  District  reports,  "The  atmos- 
phere was  charged  with  excitement.  The  au- 
ditorium was  full.  Television  camera  crews 
stood  by.  Everyone  was  eagerly  awaiting  the 
results  of  the  1983  Senate,  district,  and  gu- 
bernatorial races. 

"The  gathering  had  all  the  makings  of  a 
reaJ  election,  except  for  one  thing.  The  au- 
dience was  made  up  of  parents  and  children 
in  the  5th  and  6th  grades.  And  the  election 
results  were  actually  predictions  garnered 
from  a  statewide  poll  conducted  the  week 
before  the  election.  .  .  ." 

The  gathering  at  the  Lyndon  Baines 
Johnson  Presidential  Library  was  the 
climax  to  a  month-long  unit  relating  to  the 
upcoming  election.  The  three  participating 
schools.  Doss,  Read,  and  Pleasant  Hill  Ele- 
mentary Schools,  each  chose  to  concentrate 
on  a  particular  race.  Students  visited  cam- 
paign headquarters  and  made  videotaped 
interviews  of  the  candidates  or  their  repre- 
sentatives which  were  shown  at  the  Presi- 
dential Library  on  Mock  Election  Night. 
(Representative  J.  J.  Pickle  comments.    "It 


was  my  pleasure  to  be  interviewed— or 
grilled— by  two  inquisitive  and  well-in- 
formed sixth  graders.") 

Students  also  wrote  computer  programs 
that  were  used  ip  conjunction  with  the  tele- 
phone poll  that  made  the  local  TV  news 
broadcasts  for  all  three  stations. 

To  end  their  unit,  pupils  compiled  scrap- 
books  about  the  candidates  and  the  election 
for  the  gala  affair  at  the  LBJ  Library. 

Dallas— Dr.  Larry  A.scough.  Associate  Su- 
perintendent. Dallas  Independent  School 
District.  Five  thousand  students  voted  in 
the  Dallas  Mock  Election,  where  results 
were  broadcast  Mock  Election  Night  by 
Warner  Amex  Communications,  channels 
35/51.  The  weekly  news  program  "Page 
One."  featured  a  special  edition  with  Dr.  As- 
cough.  high  school  junior  Don  Gonzales, 
and  local  political  analysts. 

District-wide  voting  was  coordinated  by 
students  and  staff  at  the  Magnet  Center  for 
Public  Services.  Government  and  Law  stu- 
dents compiled  study  materials  which  were 
distributed  to  participating  schools,  and 
many  volunteered  to  work  on  campaigns. 

A  follow-up  program  was  broadcast  one 
week  after  the  Mock  Election  to  discuss  the 
outcome  of  the  mock  versus  the  real  elec- 
tion. 

Houston— Dr.  Leo  Gallegos.  Social  Studies 
Coordinator,  Houston  Independent  School 
District.  Houston's  Education  Mall  was 
"convention  headquarters"  for  students  in 
the  Houston  school  district.  Student  delega- 
tions reported  on  their  government  class 
findings.  F^ior  to  the  convention,  individual 
classes  selected  a  particular  campaign,  spe- 
cific issues,  of  media  techniques  to  examine, 
aided  by  the  Mock  Election  curriculum  ma- 
terials prepared  by  their  school  district.  Stu- 
dents first  cast  votes  for  their  schools  and 
then  tabulated  them.  Gallegos  plans  to  re- 
quest that  the  mock  election  participation 
not  be  left  on  a  selected  class  basis  as  in  '82 
but  become  part  of  the  school  curriculum. 

Florida.  Orlando— Edna  Stanford.  Pro- 
gram Coordinator.  Social  Studies.  Orange 
County  Public  Schools.  .  .  "Approximately 
20  percent  more  people  actually  voted  in  the 
election  in  Orange  County  this  year  and  I 
know  that  the  Mock  Election  had  some- 
thing to  do  with  this." 

Ten  thousand  cast  mock  election  predic- 
tions in  the  Orange  County  School  District. 
Junior  high  students  phoned  in  their  results 
to  senior  highs.  Students  there  called  in  the 
collective  results  to  central  offices  that  were 
hooked  into  the  county  offices.  Phone 
banks  at  the  county  offices  were  operated 
by  teachers  who  had  volunteered. 

The  school  staff  was  so  motivated  that  it 
decided  to  conduct  its  own  prediction  poll. 
The  day  following  the  election,  a  larger 
group  gathered  at  lunchtime  to  check  the 
accuracy  of  the  predictions. 

Stanford,  encouraged  by  the  increase  of 
voters  at  the  polls  this  year,  plans  a  compe- 
tition for  1984  to  see  which  county  will  have 
the  greatest  percentage  of  people  casting 
real  votes  as  part  of  the  Mock  Election  ac- 
tivities. 

Washington.  D.C— Caroline  Preston.  Prin- 
cipal. Bunker  Hill  Elementary  School  .  .  . 
•Fantastic."  Elementary  students  from  six 
schools  were  joined  by  their  parents  to  par- 
ticipate in  "political  circles."  The  nine  cir- 
cles consisted  of  local  candidates  who  field- 
ed questions  as  the  students  and  parents 
moved  from  circle  to  circle.  Students  had 
prepared  and  researched  issues  they  wanted 
to  raise  with  the  candidates— school  prayer, 
federal  subsidy  for  private  schools,  state- 
hood   for    the    District   of   Columbia,    etc. 
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E^very  seven  minutes  the  groups  changed  so 
the  candidates  had  to  be  concise  and  direct 
with  their  responses.  StudenU  were  regis- 
tered to  vote"  by  the  League  of  Women 
Voters  and  cast  their  predictions  at  the  end 
of  the  evening. 

Washington.  D.C.s  Mock  Election  made 
ABCs  Good  Morning  America  news. 

Massaschusetts— Dr.  Brunetta  Wolfman, 
Executive  Planner.  Massachusetts  Depart- 
ment of  Education  .  .  .  "An  excellant  pro- 
gram." The  Kennedy  Presidential  Library  in 
Boston  served  as  the  focus  for  Mock  Elec- 
tion Day  events.  An  afternoon  conference 
was  held  for  students  and  parents.  College 
students  led  a  discussion  on  the  issues  and 
related  what  it  was  like  to  work  on  the  cam- 
paign. Dr.  Beard,  of  the  University  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, gave  a  lively  review  of  the  tech- 
niques and  reliability  of  forecasting  election 
results.  Officials  at  the  Republican  and 
Democratic  National  Committee  Headquar- 
ters in  Washington  were  inteniewed  by 
telephone  on  the  national  issues  of  1982. 
Boston  Globe  political  reporter  David 
Nyham  surveyed  the  stale  situation. 

Utah-Dr.  Gail  Mladejovksy  .  .  Ex- 
tremely favorable."  Rather  than  involving 
all  school  districts.  Utah  piloted  the  Mock 
Election  with  three  schools  as  representa- 
tive of  the  state,  with  plans  to  expand  for 
the  1984  election.  The  model  schools  were 
selected  at  the  junior  high  and  senior  high 
levels.  Students  disseminated  information 
and  handmade  pamphlets  to  parents  and 
neighbors  and  offered  free  child  care  for  the 
real  election  day.  Utah  is  working  with 
Sperry  Univac  on  plans  for  computer  tallies 
in  1984.  and  plans  to  expand  to  all  95  school 
districts. 

Michigan— Rachael  Moreno.  Office  of  the 
Superintendent.  Dept.  of  Education;  Gary 
Cass.  Education  Consultant;  John  Chap- 
man. Social  Studies  Specialist.  Michigan 
sporisored  the  largest  mock  election  partici- 
pation—80.000— involving  22  senior  high 
schools  auid  66  junior  high  schools.  Stu- 
dents, in  preparation  for  casting  predictions, 
researched  the  history  of  voting  patterns 
such  as  the  women's  vote,  the  black  vote, 
etc.  On  Mock  Election  Day,  students  chosen 
from  the  State  Superintendents  Student 
Outreach  Program  acted  as  mock  election 
officials.  These  students  tallied  votes  as 
they  were  called  into  the  state  headquarters 
at  the  Lansing  State  Library.  A  computer 
printout  assisted  the  students  in  keeping 
track  of  who  was  the  leading  candidate. 

Prior  to  the  mock  election.  Michigan  s  De- 
partment of  Education  designed  a  full  Na- 
tional Student /Parent  Mock  Election  cur- 
riculum that  was  available  through  The 
Teachers  Guides  to  Television  Family  Insti- 
tute to  other  school  districts  across  the 
nation.  The  Genesee  Intermediate  School 
District,  in  which  20,000  students  participat- 
ed, is  now  working  to  incorporate  mock  elec- 
tion materials  into  the  regular  curriculum. 

Oregon— Bob  Pratt,  Social  Studies  Spe- 
cialist, Multnomah  County;  Al  Redsun.  As- 
sociate Professor.  Education,  Western 
Oregon  State  College.  Oregon's  mock  elec- 
tion effort  which  was  organized  by  the 
Multnomah  County  (Portland)  schools  and 
Western  Oregon  State  College  involved 
10,000.  Students  not  only  cast  their  predic- 
tions but  voted  on  issues  ranging  from  edu- 
cational loans,  funds  for  public  and  private 
schools,  to  land  use  and  the  nuclear  freeze. 
Pratt  plans  to  set  up  an  interactive  TV  with 
state  convention  headquarters  in  Portland 
and  local  participating  schools  for  '84. 

Ohio;  Akron,  Canton.  Youngstown— Char- 
lotta   Orana,    Media   Specialist,    Talmadge 


City  Schools.  State  Coordinator  .  .  .  "Excel- 
lent project. "  The  Ohio  Department  of  Edu- 
cation used  Channel  45/49,  the  instruction- 
al TV  station,  as  its  election  headquarters 
for  the  Akron.  Canton,  and  Youngstown 
areas.  Local  student  hosted  the  show  Stu- 
dents Choice  on  which  they  fielded  ques- 
tions from  the  audience,  tallied  votes,  and 
manned  phone  banks.  Pretaped  segments  of 
school  activities  were  also  broadcast.  Stu- 
dents earned  praise  from  the  Akron  Beacon 
Journal.  They  [the  students]  held  such  a 
smooth  election  that  real  election  officials 
would  be  envious.  .  .  .  They  televised  the  re- 
sults with  a  John  Chancellor-like  polish." 

Shaker  Heights— Terry  Pollak.  Teacher 
.  .  .  Most  positive."  Mock  election  prepara- 
tion at  Shaker  High  started  with  an  inten- 
sive in-class  speaker  network  with  politi- 
cians coming  into  individual  classrooms  to 
discuss  issues.  "The  election  allowed  for 
total  social  sUidies  participation  ...  it  al- 
lowed for  both  the  community  and  the 
school  to  integrate  together  for  a  common 
purpose  ...  it  allowed  for  an  educational 
program  to  continue  beyond  the  structure 
of  a  Shaker  eight-hour  day. "  Pollak  says. 
Ohio's  Secretary  of  State.  Anthony  Cele- 
brezze.  sponsored  that  stale's  project. 

Illinois.  Chicago— Dr.  Joyce  Clark,  Direc- 
tor of  Pupil  Personnel  Services.  The  Board 
of  Education  chamliers  turned  into  a  con- 
vention center  as  students  donned  straw 
hats  and  carried  signs  for  an  afternoon 
Mock  Election  activity.  The  representatives 
from  12  high  schools  present  reports  rang 
ing  from  polls  of  entire  neighborhoods,  with 
detailed  questionnaires,  to  Mock  Election 
issues  of  a  school  newspaper.  Superintend- 
ent of  Chicago  Schools  Dr.  Ruth  Love  ad- 
dressed the  students  commending  their 
degree  of  involvement  in  the  upcoming  elec- 
tion. 

Carbondale— Charles  Lemings,  Social 
Studies  Teacher,  Carbondale  Community 
High  School.  Students  videotaped  candi- 
dates as  they  addressed  an  assembly  of  stu- 
dents and  parents  as  part  of  the  Mock  Elec- 
tion. 

Kentucky-Michael  Haines.  YMCA  Exec- 
utive Director.  The  Lexington  Holiday  Inn 
served  as  Election  Headquarters  for  Ken- 
tucky as  74  schools  from  across  the  state 
phoned  in  results.  The  mock  election  was 
the  high  point  of  a  Y  convention.  Over  600 
junior  high  students  and  parents  participat- 
ed. Two  Congressional  candidates  from  dif- 
ferent districts  generated  much  excitement 
in  their  debate  on  the  issues. 

Michael  Haines  reports,  "At  least  40  stu- 
dents lined  up  to  ask  questions  of  a  techni- 
cal nature  such  as  defense  spending  versus 
education  spending  when  the  debate  was 
over.  The  questions  posed  by  the  students 
were  quite  tough,  and  the  candidates  only 
had  a  minute  in  which  to  answer.  Both  con- 
fided in  me  later  that  they  really  were  sur- 
prised at  how  knowledgeable  the  students 
were  and  how  much  they  had  to  keep  on 
their  toes.  .  .  .  The  kids  were  really  eager  to 
cast  their  votes  in  the  mock  election  ...!"" 

Delaware— Jim  Gervan,  State  Supervisor, 
Art  and  Music  Education,  Dept.  of  Public 
Education.  The  Student  Council  in  Dela- 
ware provided  impetus  for  the  Delaware 
participation  in  the  Mock  Election.  Stu- 
dents researched  candidates  by  examining 
voting  records,  attendance,  visibility,  and 
other  related  factors.  Political  groups  such 
as  the  League  of  Women  Voters,  the  PTA, 
and  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  were 
contacted  for  discussion  of  the  issues.  Stu- 
dents met  with  parents  prior  to  the  Mock 
Election  to  agree  on  an  initial  prediction. 


The  statewide  meeting  sponsored  by  the 
Student  Council  gave  parents,  student  coun- 
cil representatives  from  the  individual  high 
schools,  and  the  teachers  a  chance  to  dis- 
cuss the  schoors  findings.  The  school  repre- 
sentatives went  into  a  caucus  session  to 
decide  whether  they  should  change  their 
predictions  based  on  the  information  pre- 
sented, and  then  cast  their  prediction  as  a 
school. 

Pennsylvania— Dr.  Bruce  Martin,  Vice 
President,  Academic  Affairs,  Dr.  Kenneth 
Burrett,  Professor  of  Education,  Duquesne 
University.  Mock  election  activities  are  still 
in  progress  in  Pittsburgh  which  piloted  the 
involvement  of  Duquesne  college  faculty 
and  students  in  the  training  of  high  school 
students  in  Pittsburghs  public  and  parochi- 
al schools.  The  college  students,  who  volun- 
teered because  of  their  interest  in  the  com- 
munity, mediated  the  debates  between  high 
school  students  on  the  substance  and  proc- 
ess of  politics.  Students  were  also  requested 
to  answer  questions  devised  by  the  political 
science  department  to  analyze  voting  pat- 
terns. 

Duquesne's  School  of  Education  is  plan- 
ning a  paper  on  the  experiment  that  will 
serve  as  a  guide  to  other  colleges  seeking  to 
upgrade  voter  education  projects  in  local 
high  schools. 

The  schools  have  been  following  the  re- 
sults of  the  actual  election  to  find  out  what 
can  be  learned  by  the  way  peopl-:;  vote.  Col- 
lege students  have  been  invited  back  to  the 
high  school  classrooms  and  plan  on  partici- 
pating in  a  post-election  session  with  Gover- 
nor Thornburgh. 

Alabama.  Birmingham— Clemme  Collins. 
Parent  Education.  Birmingham  Public 
Schools.  A  political  "Family  Feud""  was  the 
Mock  Election  event  for  students  in  12  high 
schools  in  Alabama.  Busloads  of  students 
came  to  cheer  on  their  schooVs  team.  The 
questions  tested  a  general  knowledge  of 
American  government.  Missed  questions 
were  turned  over  to  the  audience.  There  was 
a  cash  prize  and  a  TV  interview  for  the  win- 
ning family.  Collins  reports.  '"Tve  never  seen 
spirits  and  enthusiasm  so  high."" 

Mr.  LAXALT.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  privilege  today  of  speaking  in  sup- 
port of  the  national  student/parent 
mock  election.  I  say  that  it  is  a  privi- 
lege because  I  feel  that  the  mock  elec- 
tions fulfill  an  extremely  vital  func- 
tion in  our  democratic  system  of  gov- 
ernment. I  am  speaking  of  participa- 
tion. 

With  each  passing  year,  our  society 
becomes  more  and  more  complex,  lead- 
ing to  confusion  at  first  and  eventually 
to  apathy  and  withdrawal.  The  com- 
plexity of  our  society  is  especially  con- 
fusing for  our  young  people  who,  in 
the  midst  of  their  adolescence,  are  in- 
undated and  confronted  with  news  and 
information  which  is  oftentimes  con- 
tradictory. It  is  no  small  wonder  why 
many  of  our  children  find  it  difficult 
to  develop  their  own  ideas  about  the 
world  and  society  in  which  they  live. 

This  leads  to  two  problems  in  this 
country  which  are  of  particular  con- 
cern to  me  and,  I  think,  a  number  of 
Americans.  Our  Nation  cannot  survive 
if  our  children  do  not  come  to  under- 
stand and  participate  in  our  system  of 
government;  and.  more  importantly, 
our     most     sacred     institution— the 


family— cannot  survive  unless  there  is 
a  similar  understanding  and  participa- 
tion in  our  homes. 

I  have  learned  that  many  times  the 
best  solutions  to  our  problems  are  the 
simplest  and  least  expensive.  Simple, 
inexpensive,  and  effective  surely  apply 
to  the  national  student/parent  mock 
elections. 

By  bringing  together  parents  and 
students  to  cast  a  prediction  vote  on 
the  national  elections,  the  mock  elec- 
tion addresses  both  the  threat  to  the 
American  family  and  the  erosion  of 
the  participating  citizenry  in  our  coun- 
try. In  1984,  more  than  2  million  par- 
ents and  students  in  the  50  States  are 
expected  to  participate  in  the  mock 
elections.  Together,  they  will  learn 
about  our  system  of  government,  grow 
to  understand  one  another,  and  prove 
that  an  informed  and  caring  public 
can  make  all  the  difference. 

I  highly  support  the  efforts  of  the 
Teacher's  Guide  to  Television  Family 
Institute  for  organizing  the  mock  elec- 
tions. Their  work  is  strengthening  the 
foundations  upon  which  this  country 
was  built.  Indeed,  there  is  nothing  so 
patriotic  as  participation. 


BROOKS  CALBERT  ROBINSON, 
JR. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  this 
Sunday,  Brooks  Calbert  Robinson, 
known  to  all  modern-day  baseball  fans 
as  Mister  Third  Base,  will  take  his 
rightful  place  in  Baseball's  Hall  of 
Fame  in  Cooperstown.  N.Y. 

Mr.  President,  Brooks  is  best  known 
for  his  ability  in  the  field  and  at  the 
plate,  remarkable  abilities  that  have 
contributed  mightily  to  making  the 
Baltimore  Orioles  the  winningest  team 
in  the  major  leagues  for  the  last  26 
years,  since  1957.  I  also  want  to  thank 
Brooks  for  his  leadership  in  our  com- 
munity, his  qualities  of  ability  and 
character,  the  almost  unlimited  intan- 
gibles that  have  made  him  both  the 
most  important  and  most  beloved 
Oriole  of  all  time. 

Earl  Weaver  once  said  that  "Brooks 
leads  the  league  every  year  in  every- 
thing that's  right."  He  was  elected  in 
January  in  a  landslide— 92  percent  of 
the  374  votes  cast,  the  ninth  highest 
percentage  in  the  46  years  of  all  of 
fame  elections,  and  only  the  14th  ever 
elected  in  his  first  year  of  eligibility. 

Mr.  President,  much,  much  more  can 
be  said  about  this  remarkable  Ameri- 
can, this  outstanding  athlete,  this 
champion.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  several  articles  chronicling 
Brooks'  Hall  of  Fame  career,  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Brooks  Robinson  ...  A  Hall  of  Famer  in 
Every  Sense  of  the  Word 

Brooks  Robinson  is  one  of  only  184  men  to 
have  been  elected  to  the  National  Hall  of 


Fame  .  .  .  from  among  the  many  thousands 
who  have  played  a  role  in  major  league 
baseball  during  its  107  year  history. 

His  outstanding  playing  credentials  can  be 
well  documented.  But.  they  represent  only 
the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  What  also  distin- 
guishes Brooks  from  the  rest  of  the  field  are 
the  unlimited  intangibles  that  he  brought 
to  his  game  and  to  his  team.  Qualities  that 
made  him  both  the  most  important  and 
most  beloved  Oriole  of  all  time. 

It  is  this  combination  of  ability  and  char- 
acter that  truly  qualifies  him  for  member- 
ship in  the  most  prestigious  institution  in 
all  of  sport.  The  National  Baseball  Hall  of 
Fame. 

As  Earl  Weaver  once  #aid  about  him, 
"Brooks  leads  the  league  every  year  in  ev- 
erything that's  right." 

Here  are  some  facts  and  figures  about 
Brooks'  election  and  the  Hall  of  Fame: 

92  percent  of  the  VOTE 

Brooks  was  officially  elected  on  January 
12th  in  a  landslide.  He  received  344  of  374 
votes  cast  or  92  percent,  the  9th  highest 
percentage  in  the  46  years  of  Hall  of  Fame 
elections  (now  conducted  by  The  Baseball- 
Writers  Association  of  America.  BBWAA). 

The  only  players  to  have  received  a  higher 
percentage  were  Ty  Cobb.  Hank  Aaron. 
Honus  Wagner.  Babe  Ruth,  Willie  Mays, 
Bob  Feller,  Ted  Williams  and  Stan  Musial. 

14TH  ELECTED  ON  FIRST  BALLOT 

He  became  only  the  14th  player  to  have 
been  elected  to  the  Hall  in  his  first  year  of 
eligibility  (Frank  Robinson  is  also  a  member 
of  that  distinguished  group),  excluding  the 
five  original  members  who  were  chosen  in 
1936:  Babe  Ruth.  Ty  Cobb.  Honus  Wagner, 
Christy  Mathewson  and  Walter  Johnson. 

MARICHAL,  KELL  AND  ALSTON  ALSO  CHOSEN 

Juan  Marichal,  the  stylish  former  Giant 
righthander  (243-142)  joined  Brooks  after 
gaining  83.6%  of  the  vote  and  thus  became 
the  first  Latin  American  to  have  been 
tapped  in  the  general  elections  (Roberto 
Clemente  and  Martin  DiHigo  were  both 
chosen  in  special  elections).  Marichal  is  also 
the  first  from  the  Dominican  Republic  to 
have  been  elected  to  the  Hall  of  Fame. 

In  March,  George  Kell,  Brooks'  predeces- 
sor at  third  base  for  the  Orioles  in  '56  and 
'57,  was  added  to  the  roll  by  the  Veterans" 
Committee  and  also  granted  well-deserved 
admission  was  the  Dodgers  manager  of  23 
years,  Walter  Alston. 

Kell  who  finished  his  playing  career  in 
Baltimore  has  since  worked  for  many  years 
as  a  play-by-play  broadcaster  for  the  Tigers 
along  with  other  Hall  of  Famers,  Al  Kaline 
and  Ernie  Harwell.  Kell  had  a  .306  career 
average  in  14  American  League  seasons. 
Lancaster,  Pa.  fans  will  remember  George  as 
the  man  who  batted  .396  for  the  Lancaster 
Red  Roses  in  the  old  Inter-State  League  in 
1943. 

Alston  managed  the  Dodgers  from  1954 
thru  1976  and  led  them  into  seven  World 
Series.  His  lifetime  won-lost  record  was  an 
impressive  2040-1613  (.558). 

APARICIO  AND  KILLEBREW 

Harmon  Killebrew  who  produced  573 
home  runs  in  the  big  leagues  was  12  votes 
shy  of  the  281  needed  (75  percent)  for  elec- 
tion in  his  second  year  of  consideration,  but 
should  make  it  next  year.  Luis  Aparicio,  the 
0"s  shortstop  in  their  first  world  champion- 
ship season  (1966)  was  the  biggest  gainer. 
Louie,  in  his  fourth  year  of  eligibility,  polled 
252  votes.  78  more  than  he  received  the  year 
before.  Another  ex-Oriole.  Hoyl  Wilhelm, 
ranked  5th  in  the  voting  with  243. 


BROOKS  AND  KELL  3RD  AND  4TH  EX-MODDIM 
ORIOLES  IN  HALL 

The  modern  Orioles  will  be  doubling  their 
membership  in  the  Hall  of  Fame  this  year. 
The  first  two  chosen  were  Robin  Roberts  in 
'76  and  Frank  Robinson  last  year.  Rol)erts, 
of  course,  was  far  better  known  for  his 
achievements  with  the  Phillies,  but  the  286- 
game  winner  did  pitch  for  the  Orioles  from 
1962  to  1965. 

Frank  was  elected  last  year,  along  with 
Hank  Aaron,  after  polling  89  percent  of  the 
vote  (370  of  415).  In  his  six  Baltimore  sea- 
sons ('66  thru  '71),  the  Orioles  won  four 
pennants. 

BROOKS  1 3TH  MAJOR  LEAGUE  ORIOLE  CHOSEN 

The  following  nine  "old""  Orioles  from  the 
National  Association.  National  League  and 
American  League  teams  that  represented 
Baltimore  in  the  late  1800"s  and  early  1900's 
are  also  Hall  of  Fame  members: 

Roger  Bresnahan.  Dan  Brouthers.  Candy 
Cummings.  Hughie  Jennings,  Willie  Keeler, 
Joe  Kelley,  Joe  McGinnity,  John  McGraw 
and  Wilbert  Robinson. 

26  IN  HALL  HAVE  MARYLAND  CONNECTION 

Twenty  six  of  the  184  Hall  of  Fame  mem- 
bers (14  percent)  have  a  Maryland  connec- 
tion. In  addition  to  the  13  major  league  Ori- 
oles listed  above,  the  following  13  are  also 
enshrined;  Luke  Appling  (O's  coach  in  '63) 
.  .  .  Frank  Home  Run"  Baker  (07  Eastern 
League  Os  and  Trappe,  MD  native)  .  . 
Chief  Bender  (pitcher  for  Maryland  Terra- 
pins in  outlaw  Federal  League  in  '14). 

Burleigh  Grimes  (Os  scout  from  "60  to 
71)  ...  Lefty  Grove  (won  109  games  for 
International  League  Orioles  and  .300  in  the 
majors  and  was  born  in  Lonaconing.  MD). 
Rogers  Hornsby  (coach  and  pinch  hitter  for 
'38  I.L.  Os  and  manager  in  '39)  .  .  .  Judy 
Johnson  (Snow  Hill  native)  .  .  .  Al  Kaline 
(Baltimore  native)  .  .  .  Bob  Lemon  (Interna- 
tional League  Oriole  3rd  baseman  in  "42) 
.  .  .  Rube  Marquard  (pitcher  for  '27  I.L.  O's 
and  lived  in  Baltimore  over  a  span  of  six 
decades  .  .  .  Babe  Ruth  (I.L.  Oreolein  00 
and  a  Baltimore  native)  .  .  .  and  George 
Weiss  (Orioles  G.M.  from  '29  thru  31). 

BROOKS"  INDUCTION  JULY  3  1ST 

Brooks"  induction  will  be  held  on  Sunday 
afternoon.  July  31st  at  the  Hall  of  Fame  in 
CooperstowTi,  N.Y.  Special  plans  are  being 
made  now  by  a  special  committee  appointed 
by  Mayor  Schaefer  to  honor  him  just  before 
he  leaves  for  Cooperstown,  and  the  Orioles 
have  a  Brooks  Robinson  Hall  of  Fame 
night— planned  for  the  week  after  the  in- 
duction (Friday  night,  August  5). 

On  Monday.  August  1st  the  Orioles  will 
play  the  World  Champion  St.  Louis  Cardi- 
nals in  the  annual  Hall  of  Fame  game  at 
Doubleday  Field  in  Cooperstown. 

Brooks  Calbert  Robinson.  Jr. 

(Born:  May  18.  "37;  6  1;  190;  Batted,  R; 
Threw,  R;  Position,  3B) 

Birthplace/Residence:  Born  in  Little 
Rock,  Arkansas,  but  has  been  a  permanent 
resident  of  the  Baltimore  area  since  1960. 
Now  lives  in  Lutherville.  in  Baltimore 
County. 

Tenure:  20  years,  72  days. 

Originally  Signed  By:  Baltimore. 

Brooks  Robinson  is  one  of  only  182  men  to 
have  been  elected  to  the  National  Baseball 
Hall  of  Fame  (not  including  those  who  may 
be  chosen  by  the  special  committees  in 
March).  His  playing  credentials  are  well  doc- 
umented below. 
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But,  they  represent  only  the  tip  of  the  ice- 
berg. What  really  distinguishes  Brooks  from 
the  field  are  the  unlimited  intangibles  that 
he  brought  to  his  game  and  to  his  team. 
Qualities  that  made  him  both  the  most  im- 
portant and  most  beloved  Oriole  of  all  time. 

They  are  what  truly  qualify  him  for  mem- 
l>ership  in  the  most  prestigious  institution 
in  all  of  sport.  The  National  Baseball  Hall 
of  Fame. 

As  Earl  Weaver  once  said  about  him. 
"Brooks  leads  the  league  every  year  in  ev- 
erything thafs  right." 

HALL  or  FAME 

92  percent:  On  January  12.  Brooks  was  of- 
ficially elected  to  the  Baseball  Hall  of  Fame 
in  a  landside.  He  received  92  percent  of  the 
votes  cast  (344  of  374)  which  was  the  9th 
highest  percentage  in  the  history  of  the 
BBWAA  Hall  of  Fame  elections  (surpassed 
only  by  Cobb.  Aaron.  Wagner.  Ruth.  Mays. 
Feller.  Williams,  and  Musial). 

14th  on  1st  Ballot:  He  became  only  the 
14th  player  elected  to  the  Hall  in  his  first 
year  of  eligibility  (excluding  the  5  who  were 
picked  in  the  Halls  first  election). 

Marichal  Also  Earns  Honor:  Juan  Mari- 
chal.  the  stylish  former  Giant  righthander 
(243-142).  joined  Brooks,  gaining  83.6  per- 
cent of  the  vote  (313  of  374)  on  this  his  3rd 
year  of  eligibility.  He  became  the  first  Latin 
American  elected  to  the  Hall  in  a  general 
election  (Rolierto  Clemente  and  Martin 
DiHigo  were  both  chosen  in  a  special  elec- 
tion) and  the  first  from  his  country  (Domin- 
ican Republic)  to  take  his  rightful  place  in 
Cooperstown. 

Luis  &  The  Killer:  Harmon  Killebrew. 
who  produced  573  home  runs  in  his  big 
league  career,  was  12  voles  shy  of  the  281 
needed  for  election  (75  percent  in  his  2nd 
year  of  consideration.  Luis  Aparicio  (in  4th 
year  of  eligibility),  the  great  shortstop  who 
played  for  the  O's  on  their  1st  world  cham- 
pionship team  ('66).  was  the  biggest  gainer 
with  252  votes,  an  increase  of  78  from  the 
year  l)efore  (174).  .  .  Another  ex-Oriole. 
Hoyt  Wilhelm.  ranked  5th  with  243  votes. 

Brooks  3rd  Modern  Oriole:  Brooks,  at  the 
formal  induction  on  July  31  will  become  the 
third  Oriole  to  make  it  along  with  Frank 
Robinson  (89  percent.  370  of  415)  who  was 
chosen  on  the  Isi  ballot  a  year  ago  along 
with  Hank  Aaron  and  Robin  Roberts,  the 
286-gajne-winner  who  spent  most  of  his 
career  with  the  Phillies  but  pitched  for  the 
Os  from  62  thru  '65.  Roberts  entered  the 
Hall  in  1976  (87  percent.  337  of  388). 

12th  Major  League  Oriole  of  Ail-Time: 
Roger  Bresnahan.  Dan  Brouthers.  Candy 
Cummings.  Hughie  Jennings.  Willie  Keeler. 
Joe  Kelley,  Joe  McGinnity.  John  McGraw. 
Robin  Roberts.  Frank  Robinson,  and  Wil- 
bert  Robinson.  Chief  Bender,  the  former 
Philadeplhia  A's  standout,  never  played 
with  the  Os  but  did  pitch  for  the  Baltimore 
Terrapins  in  the  1914  outlaw  Federal 
League. 

25th  With  Maryland  Ties:  In  addition  to 
the  12  former  major  league  Orioles  plus 
Chief  Bender  of  the  Terrapins  (Federal 
League),  there  are  12  others  in  the  Hall  who 
have  had  a  Maryland  connection  (year  of  in- 
duction follows  name):  Luke  Appling-'64 
<0"s  coach  in  '63);  Frank  (Home  Run) 
Baker-'55  ('07  Eastern  League  O's  &  Trappe. 
Md.  native):  Jimmie  Foxx'51  (Sudlersville. 
Md.  native);  Burleigh  Grimes-°64  (O's  scout 
from  '60  to  '71);  Lefty  Grove-'47  (won  109 
games  for  LL.  O's  St  300  in  A.L..  native  of 
Lonaconing.  Md.);  Rogers  Homsby-'42 
(coach  &  pinch-hitler  for  '38  O's  <k  manager 
In  '39);  Judy  Johnson-'75  (Snow  Hill  native); 
Al     Kaline-'80     (Baltimore     native);     Bob 


Lemon'76  (International  League  Oriole); 
Rube  Marquard-'71  ('27  O's  &  lived  in  Balti- 
more over  a  span  of  6  decades):  Babe  Ruth- 
'36  (former  International  League  Oriole  and 
Baltimore  native);  George  Weiss-'71  (O's 
G.M,  '29  '31). 

Induction:  The  induction  will  be  held  in 
Cooperstown  on  Sunday.  July  31.  On 
Monday.  August  1,  the  annual  Hall  of  Fame 
Game  will  he  played  at  Doubleday  Field  be- 
tween the  Orioles  (not  a  coincidence)  and 
the  World  Champion  St.  Louis  Cardinals. 

PERSONAL 

Brooks  is  doing  color  commentary  on  the 
Orioles'  television  network  with  Chuck 
Thompson  for  the  6th  straight  year  (and 
5th  on  WMAR.  Channel  2.  the  Orioles'  flag- 
ship station). 

He  is  also  active  as  a  vice-president  of  Per- 
sonal Management  Associates  (PMA)'  and 
as  a  special  assistant  with  the  Crown  Cen- 
tral Petroleum  Company. 

Brooks  and  his  wife.  Connie,  a  former 
United  Air  Lines  flight  attendant  whom 
Brooks  met  on  an  Orioles'  charter  flight 
(K.C.  to  Boston)  in  1959.  have  been  married 
for  22  years.  They  live  in  Lutherville.  Md. 
(north  of  Baltimore)  with  their  four  chil- 
dren; Brooks  David  (7/24/61),  Chris  (2/22/ 
63).  Michael  (3/11/64).  and  Dianna  (2/22/ 
68). 

Brooks'  uniform  «5  was  officially  retired 
on  opening  day.  1978.  the  year  after  he  re- 
tired. Frank  Robinson's  «20  and  Earl  Wea- 
ver's »4  are  the  only  other  numbers  that 
have  been  retired  by  the  Orioles. 

BIG  LEAGtJE  CAREER 

Brooks  officially  spent  20  years  and  72 
days  as  a  player  in  the  American  League, 
spanning  23  seasons. 

He  played  in  2.896  major  league  games,  all 
of  them  with  the  Orioles.  7th  on  the  all- 
time  list  (Hank  Aaron  leads  at  3.298). 

Only  Carl  Yastrzemski  (3.189)  and  Ty 
Cobb  (3.033)  have  played  more  American 
League  games,  and  only  3  others  in  history 
have  played  more  with  one  franchise.  Yas- 
trzemski  (3.189).  Aaron  (3.076).  and  Stan 
Musial  (3.026). 

Durability:  Played  in  97  percent  of  all  Ori- 
oles' games  from  July  9.  '59  (when  he  re- 
turned from  minors  for  the  last  time)  thru 
May  16.  '76.  a  period  of  more  than  16Vj 
years  .  .  .  Played  at  least  153  games  in  14  of 
15  years  from  '60  thru  '75  .  .  .  The  only  ex- 
ception was  1965  when  he  missed  18  games 
as  a  result  of  a  broken  thumb  (hit  by  a 
Hank  Aguirre  pitch)  and  a  shoulder  injury. 

His  durability  was  even  more  astounding 
when  it  is  considered  that  he  was  "beaned" 
seven  times:  Earl  Wilson  ('55).  Ned  Garver 
(•.■;7).  .i.jhn  Buzhardt  (63).  Phil  Niekro  ('67). 
Steve  Blass  ('68).  Mike  Nagy  ('70).  and 
Woodie  Fryman  ('72). 

In  Orioles'  29-year  history,  only  one  other 
third  baseman  has  played  as  many  as  200 
games  at  third  base  (Doug  DeCinces— 792). 

Opening  Days:  Started  20  consecutive 
opening  day  games  for  the  Orioles  from  '57 
thru  '76.  and  batted  .316  (25-for-79)  with  six 
home  runs  17  rbi. 

Home  Runs/RBI:  Led  AL.  in  rbi  (118)  in 
'64  and  al.so  achieved  career  high  of  28 
homers  that  year  .  .  .  Hit  17  or  more 
homers  nine  times.  11  or  more  11  times  .  .  . 
His  last  year  in  "double  figures"  was  71 
when  he  hit  20  .  .  .  holds  record  for  most 
lifetime  homers  in  Memorial  Stadium  (139). 


'  PMA  IS  a  company  which  provides  athletes  com- 
prehensive counseling  and  support  in  their  profes- 
sional, financial,  and  personal  Uvea. 


Had  six  career  grand  slams,  four  of  them 
in  Baltimore:  July  31,  '60  vs.  Cle.  (H)  off 
Gary  Bell  .  .  .  May  6,  '62  vs.  Cal.  (at  Dodger 
Stadium)  off  ken  McBride  .  .  .  May  9.  '62  vs. 
K.C. As  (H)  off  Ed  Rakow  .  .  .  July  7,  "70  vs. 
NY.  (H)  off  Lindy  McDaniel  .  .  .  July  8,  '71 
vs.  Oak.  (A)  off  Blue  Moon  Odom.  and  Aug. 
14,  '76  vs.  Chi.  (H)  off  Terry  Forster  .  .  .  His 
two  grand  slams  in  '62  were  in  consecutive 
games. 

Hitting;  Had  lifetime  averages  of  .293 
(267-for-911)  vs.  Texas  Rangers  (nee  Wash- 
ington Senators)  and  .287  (90-for-324)  vs. 
K.C.  Royals  .  .  .  Hit  most  home  runs  (37) 
and  drove  in  most  runs  (167)  against  the 
Red  Sox  .  .  .  Twice  put  together  strings  of 
eight  straight  hits;  July  10  thru  15,  '60.  and 
Aug..  21  thru  23,  '63. 

Ranks  31st  on  the  all-time  major  league 
hit  list  .  .  .  Holds  A.L.  record  for  most  sacri- 
fice flies,  career  (114). 

Holds  club  career  records  for  games,  at 
bats.  runs,  hits  doubles,  triples,  total  bases, 
rbi  and  extra  base  hits  .  .  .  Has  one-season 
marks  for  games  (163.  '61  &  '64).  at  bats 
(668,  '61).  and  doubles  (38.  '61). 

Fielding:  Committed  only  263  errors  in 
9.165  chances  at  third  base  for  a  lifetime 
percentage  of  .971  .  .  .  Appeared  in  a  total 
of  29  games  at  second  base  (24)  and  short- 
stop (5)  and  committed  only  one  boot  in  31 
tries  .  .  .  Did  not  play  anywhere  defensively 
but  at  third  base  after  '63. 

Major  League  Lifetime  Records.  38:  High- 
est fielding  percentage,  100  or  more  games 
(.971)  .  .  .  Most  seasons  (23)  .  .  .  Most  games 
(2.871)  .  .  .  Most  chances  accepted,  exclud- 
ing errors  (8.902)  .  .  .  Most  putouts  (2,697) 
.  .  .  Most  assists  (6,205)  .  .  .  Most  double 
plays  (618)  .  .  .  Most  seasons  leading  league 
in  games  (8)  ...  Most  seasons  leading 
league  in  assists  (8). 

American  League  Lifetime  Records.  38; 
Most  seasons  leading  league  in  fielding  (11). 
.  .  .  Most  seasons  leading  league  in  chances 
accepted,  excluding  errors  (8  tie)  .  .  .  Most 
games  season  (163.  '61  and  64)  ...  Most 
home  runs  (266)  2nd  to  Graig  Nettles  (300). 

Triple  Plays:  Has  started  three  of  the 
eight  triple  plays  executed  by  the  orioles  in 
their  29year  history  ...  All  three  were  of 
"around  the  horn"  ground  ball  variety  .  .  . 
Was  the  batter  in  four  of  the  13  triple  plays 
hit  into  by  the  Orioles.  Only  one  of  these 
was  "around  the  horn." 

Gold  Gloves:  Won  16  straight  gold 
gloves"  (Rawlings  Sporting  Goods/The 
Sporting  News)  from  "60  thru  '75  as  the  top 
defensive  third  baseman  in  the  A.L.  .  .  .  The 
string  was  snapped  by  Detroit's  Aurelio  Ro- 
driguez in  '76  .  .  .  Rodriquez.  former  Red 
Sox  third  baseman  Frank  Malzone  ('57-59) 
and  the  Yankees'  Graig  Nettles  (77)  were 
the  only  others  in  the  A.L.  to  have  won  a 
"gold  glove"  at  that  position  while  Brooks 
was  active. 

Believe-it-or-Not:  Committed  three  errors 
in  one  inning  against  the  A's  in  Baltimore 
on  July  28.  '71  (6th  inning)  .  .  .  Os  won  the 
garqe.  however,  when  Frank  Robinson  hit  a 
three-run  homer  in  the  9th  inning  to  erase  a 
0-2  deficit. 

All-Star  Play:  Played  in  18  consecutive  all- 
star  games  from  '60  thru  '74  (including  two 
per  year  in  60.  '61.  62)  .  .  .  Had  lifetime  av- 
erage of  .289  ( 13-for-45). 

Selected  mvp"  in  1966  at  St.  Louis  when 
he  had  three  hits,  including  a  home  run. 
while  handling  eight  chances  in  the  field 
.  .  .  Also  homered  in  '67  game  at  Anaheim 
.  .  .  Was  also  a  serious  contender  for  the 
award  in  '64  (at  Shea  Stadium)  and  '70  (at 
Cincinnati),  when  he  went  2-for-3.  hit  a 
triple,  scored  a  run,  and  drove  in  two  others. 


Hit  three  triples  in  all-star  play  and  didn't 
make  an  error  in  43  fielding  chances. 

Was  elected  to  starting  lineup  in  Gillette- 
sponsored  fan  vote  four  times  ("71.  '72.  '73. 
■74)  after  selection  was  returned  to  fans  in 
•70  ...  Led  A.L.  players  in  votes  in  '71 
(1.110.469)  .  .  .  Started  a  total  of  11  games 
.  .  .  Had  last  hit  in  '71  game  at  Detroit. 

World  Series/A.L.  Championship  Series: 
Played  in  1st  39  post-season  games  in  which 
the  Orioles  have  been  involved  and  batted  a 
composite  .303  (44-for-145)-.348  in  18  ALCS 
games  and  .263  in  21  WS  games. 

WS:  Homered  in  first  WS  at  bat  in  first 
inning  against  Dodgers  (at  Dodger  Stadium) 
in  '66  immediately  following  Frank  Robin- 
son's two-run  homer  (both  were  off  Don 
Drysdale). 

Was  landslide  "mvp"  in  '70  vs.  Reds  .  .  . 
Hit  .429  (9-for-21).  and  was  brilliant  on  de- 
fense .  .  .  His  nine  hits  tied  record  for  most 
hits  in  five-game  series  ...  He  also  contrib- 
uted six  rbi,  two  doubles,  and  two  homers 
.  .  .  Erred  on  first  fielding  chance  then  han- 
dled 23  more  flawlessly,  many  of  them  bril- 
liantly .  .  .  Stole  at  least  two  hits  each  from 
Johnny  Bench  and  Lee  May  ...  It  was 
during  the  series  that  Lee  gave  him  the 
nickname  "Hoover"  (as  in  vacuum  cleaners). 

Was  among  leading  hitters  in  '71  series  vs. 
Pirates— .318  (7-for-22)  with  five  rbi  ... 
Made  three  errors  in  '76  world  series 
chances. 

CS:  Had  .486  average  (18-for-37)  after  first 
three  championship  series  (Os  swept  them 
all  in  three  straight  games)  .  .  .  His  lone  hit 
in  last  CS  in  '74  was  a  first  game  homer  off 
Oakland's  "Catfish  "  Hunter. 

MAJOR  AWARDS/HONORS 

Most  Valuable  Player.  American  League— 
1964  .  .  .  Finished  2nd  in  "mvp"  voting  by 
BBWAA  in  '66  and  3rd  in  both  "60  and  '65. 

Most  Valuable  Player.  All-Star  Game— 
1966. 

Most  Valuable  Player,  World  Series— 1970. 

Most  Valuable  Oriole— 4  times  .  .  .  1960, 
1962,  1964,  1971  (shared  with  Frank  Robin- 
son). 

Gold  Gloves— 16  straight  from  1960  thru 
1974. 

Commissioner's  Trophy  (now  known  as 
Roberto  Clemente  Memorial  Award)- 1972 
as  player  best  exemplifying  the  game  of 
baseball. 

Orioles"  Hall  of  Fame— 1977  ...  He  and 
Frank  were  the  first  to  be  named  to  the  new 
Orioles'  Hall  of  Fame  originated  in  '77  by 
the  Oriole  Advocates,  Inc.  to  honor  out- 
standing players,  managers  and  coaches 
from  the  Birds'  modern  era.  '54  to  present. 

Joe  Cronin  Award  (presented  armually  by 
the  American  League  to  an  A.L.  player  for 
significant  achievement)— 1977. 

American  League  All-Star  (Game) 
Squad— 15  straight  years  from  '60  thru  '74 
.  .  .  Started  11  of  the  18  games  in  which  he 
played  (including  two  each  in  60,  '61,  62). 

The  Sporting  News'  American  League  All- 
Star  Team— nine  times— 1961.  '62.  '64.  65. 
•66.  '67.  '68,  '71,  72. 

Hickok  Belt,  January,  1971  ..  .  "Man  of 
the  Decade  "  Award  by  Baltimore  Advertis- 
ing Club,  January,  1972  .  .  .  "Most  Memora- 
ble Personality"  in  Orioles'  history  by  vote 
of  the  fans  In  1975. 

Winding  Down,  76;  Brooks  started  the  ^76 
season  as  the  Orioles^  regular  3rd  baseman. 
He  started  27  of  the  first  28  games  Ijefore 
being  replaced  by  Doug  DeCinces.  From 
then  on,  he  drew  only  29  more  starts  in  the 
Os  final  103  games. 

Nothing  Is  Forever,  77:  His  268th  and  last 
home  run  provided  one  of  the  most  emo- 
tional experiences  in  Orioles^  history.  It  was 
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April  19  at  Memorial  Stadium,  the  O^s 
trailed  the  Indians.  5-2.  in  the  10th.  With 
one  out  and  runners  on  1st  and'  2nd.  Lee 
May  singled  in  a  run.  The  O's  now  trailed  by 
2  as  Brooks  came  to  the  plate  as  a  pinch- 
hitter  for  Larry  Harlow.  He  ran  the  count  to 
"3  &  2. "  fouled  off  a  number  of  pitche.s, 
then  hit  a  home  run  into  the  left  field 
stands  off  southpaw  Dave  LaRoche  to  win 
the  game  6-5. 

There  were  only  4,826  fans  at  the  ballpark 
that  night,  but  none  of  them  will  ever 
forget  the  moment. 

Brooks  made  his  final  actual  appearance 
as  a  pinch-hitter  at  California  on  Friday, 
Aug.  5,  and  his  last  base  hit  was  a  June  3, 
7th-inning  single  off  lefthander  Steve  Min- 
gori  at  K.C.  the  night  the  Os  turned  the 
game-winning  triple  play  in  the  9th. 

His  last  game  appearance  at  Memorial 
Stadium  was  on  July  25  as  a  pinch-hitter 
against  the  Brewers,  and  his  final  start  was 
at  Seattle  on  July  30. 

Signed  for  1977  as  player-coach,  but 
became  a  coach  exclusively  on  Sunday.  Aug. 
21,  when  he  went  on  the  voluntarily  retired 
list  (in  Minnesota)  to  make  room  on  the 
roster  for  catcher  Rick  Dempsey  who  was 
returning  to  duty  after  six  weeks  on  the  dis- 
abled list. 

An  Orioles^  record  regular  season  crowd  of 
51,798  attended  "Thanks,  Brooks'"  Day  on 
Sunday,  Sept.  18.  against  the  Red  Sox  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  most  important  amd  be- 
loved Oriole  of  modern  times. 

SIGNIFICANT  "FIRSTS"  AND  MILESTONES 

First  Hit  and  Game  .  .  .  September  17. 
1955.  off  lefthander  Chuck  Stobbs  of  Wash- 
ington Senators  in  second  big  league  at  bat. 
at  Memorial  Stadium.  Brooks  started  at 
third  base  as  a  last  minute  replacement  for 
another  rookie.  Kal  Segrist.  who  was 
scratched  because  of  illness  .  .  .  After  his  2- 
for-4  debut  that  day.  Brooks  went  O-for-18 
the  rest  of  the  year. 

First  Home  Run  .  .  .  September  29.  1956. 
off  Evilio  Hernandez  of  Washington  Sena- 
tors at  Griffith  Stadium. 

First  Memorial  Stadium  Home  Run  .  .  . 
April  17,  1958,  off  Russ  Kemmerer  of  Wash- 
ington Senators  (it  was  his  4th  career 
homer)  .  .  .  Brooks  iiit  his  first  five  home 
runs  off  Washington  pitching,  four  of  them 
at  Griffith  Stadium. 

First  Grand  Slam  Homer  .  .  .  July  31. 
1960.  off  Gary  Bell  of  Cleveland  Indians  at 
Memorial  Stadium. 

First  All-star  Game  Hit  .  .  .  July  31.  1961, 
off  Sandy  Koufax  of  Los  Angeles  Dodgers 
at  Fenway  Park,  Boston  (2nd.  "61  game). 

1.000th  Hit;  June  6.  1964.  off  Dick  Stig- 
man  of  Minnesota  Twins  at  Metropolitan 
Stadium  in  Minnesota. 

100th  Home  Run  .  .  .  July  25.  1965  off 
Dick  Stigman  of  Minnesota  Twins  at  Memo- 
rial Stadium. 

First  World  Series  Hit;  October  5.  1966. 
off  Don  Drysdale  of  Dodgers,  a  home  run  in 
first  world  series  at  bat,  at  Dodger  Stadium. 

First  ALCS  Hit  .  .  .  October  4.  1969,  off 
Jim  Perry  of  Minnesota  Twins,  a  single  in 
his  first  ALCS  at  bat,  at  Memorial  Stadium 
(first  ALCS  game  ever  played). 

200th  Home  Run  .  .  .  May  7.  1970,  off 
Tommy  John  of  White  Sox  at  Comiskey 
Park. 

2,000th  Hit'.  .  .  June  20.  1970.  off  Joe 
Coleman,  Jr.  of  Washington  Senators,  a 
three-run  homer  at  Memorial  Stadium. 

2.500th  Hit  .  .  .  August  20,  1973,  off  Bill 
Hands  of  Minnesota  at  Memorial  Stadium. 


(By  BobMaisel) 
New  York— Maybe  other  organizations 
have  more  players  in  the  Hall  of  Fame  than 
the  Orioles,  but  how  many  have  ever  had 
two  elected  in  back-to-back  years,  both 
named  Robinson,  first  Frank  smd  now 
Brooks? 

The  good  people  at  Cooperstown  can  con- 
sider themselves  warned  that  if  they 
thought  Baltimore  dominated  the  installa- 
tion audience  last  year,  they  haven't  seen 
anything.  When  Brooks  is  honored  this  time 
along  with  Juan  Marichal.  it  is  guaranteed 
that  Oriole  fans  will  take  over  the  town. 

Actually,  this  piece  wasn't  planned  as  a 
love  story  when  I  hopped  a  train  in  Balti- 
more early  yesterday  morning  for  the  trip 
here  on  the  chance  that  Robinson  would 
make  it  into  the  Hall  of  Fame  on  the  first 
ballot.  But.  when  you  have  been  in  the  busi- 
ness of  writing  sports  long  enough,  you 
learn  to  expect  anything. 

More  about  that  later,  after  a  few  words 
concerning  the  baseball  side.  Everybody 
knows  Brooks  Robinson  belongs  in  the  Hall 
of  Fame.  It  is  just  gratifying  to  see  the  vote 
uphold  that  opinion  so  overwhelmingly.  It 
was  Frank  Cashen.  once  the  Oriole  execu- 
tive vice  president  and  now  general  manager 
of  the  Mets.  who  probably  summed  up  Rob- 
inson the  baseball  player  as  well  as  anybody 
yesterday. 

Standing  in  the  back  of  the  room  just 
before  the  ceremonies  began.  Cashen  said. 
"There  are  players  you  win  with,  players 
you  lose  with,  and  often  it  doesnt  have  a  lot 
to  do  with  offensive  statistics  and  earned 
run  average.  Brooks  was  that  kind  of  guy 
you  won  with.  He  was  one  of  the  best  defen- 
sive players  who  ever  lived,  and  a  much 
better  hitter  than  most  people  realized,  es- 
pecially in  late  innings  with  the  game  on 
the  line. 

"Heck,  he  hit  fourth  on  some  of  our  best 
teams,  behind  Frank.  One  of  my  best  recol- 
lections is  of  Frank  hitting  a  home  run  off 
Don  Drysdale  in  the  first  of  the  opening 
game  of  the  1966  World  Series. 

"You  hear  about  a  team  like  the  Dodgers 
for  so  long,  then  you  play  them  in  your  first 
World  Series,  and  wonder  if  you  can  beat 
them.  When  Frank  hit  his  homer,  we  start- 
ed feeling  better  about  things,  and  you  fig- 
ured Drysdale  might  brush  Brooks  back.  In- 
stead. Brooks  hit  another  homer,  even  far- 
ther than  Frank"s.  That  set  the  tone  of  the 
whole  Series.  Now  the  same  two  guys  have 
gone  into  the  Hall  of  Fame  back-to-back. 
Fantastic!'^ 

Overhearing  Cashen's  remarks,  a  New 
York  reporter,  who  is  supposed  to  be  a 
tough  guy.  said.  "The  best  thing  about  it.  in 
this  day  when  so  many  athletes  are  pains  in 
the  neck,  is  to  see  this  happen  to  one  of  the 
truly  nice  guys  who  ever  played  the  game." 
That  line  was  probably  repeated  100  times 
before  the  day  was  over. 

The  love  story?  Well.  I  thought  one  of  the 
stars  of  this  show  was  a  beautiful  woman  by 
the  name  of  Connie  Robinson  .  Mrs. 
Brooks  Robinson  for  the  past  22  years.  In 
the  background  as  usual  after  Brooks  had 
been  whisked  away  to  face  batteries  of  TV 
cameras,  she  sat  there  by  herself,  taking  in 
the  scene,  wearing  an  expression  seen  only 
on  a  person  very  much  in  love. 

After  spotting  a  friend  from  Baltimore 
and  making  it  sound  as  though  he  should  at 
least  be  elected  president  for  making  the 
train  ride  to  be  in  on  the  announcement, 
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she  just  had  to  tell  somebody  how  she  felt. 
The  words  wouldn't  stay  inside  any  longer. 

■I'm  so  happy  for  him."  she  said  as  she 
watched  Brooks  being  interviewed.  'He  is  so 
deserving,  a  great  player  and  such  a  nice 
guy.  He  is  a  marvelous,  marvelous  husband, 
a  marvelous  father,  and  ...  my  t)est  friend. 
He  is  such  an  easy-going  person.  I  tell  him 
he'd  probably  be  happy  married  to  anybody. 
You  never  hear  a  cross  word  out  of  him." 

What  made  Connie,  the  t>eautiful  young 
stewardess  making  her  first  trip  on  an 
Oriole  charter  from  Kansas  City  to  Boston 
In  1959.  decide  on  Brooks  as  her  dinner  com- 
panion in  Boston  that  night  when  she  must 
have  had  her  choice  of  at  least  25  others? 

Silly  question.  ■Oh.  he  was  soooo  cute." 
she  said,  eyes  dancing  at  the  flashback.  'He 
was  about  21.  blue  eyes,  obviously  a  nice 
guy.  and  ...  I  think  what  impressed  me 
most  was  that  he  was  just  a  very  clean-cut 
person.  We  had  dinner  and  had  a  great 
time,  did  nothing  but  laugh  that  night. 

"That  started  our  association.  Now.  here 
it  is  four  children  and  22  years  of  married 
life  later,  and  do  you  know  something? 
Brooks  is  still  the  same  guy.  I  think  he  is 
probably  even  more  thoughtful  and  consid- 
erate of  me  now  than  he  was  then,  if  thafs 
possible.  He  is  just  so  deserving." 

I  was  going  to  finish  this  off  by  saying  all 
sports  love  affairs  should  have  this  kind  of 
ending,  but  then,  that  would  be  entirely 
wrong.  This  one  sounds  as  though  it  is  just 
beginning.  Nice  of  you  to  share  him  with  an 
entire  town.  Connie. 

tProm  the  Baltimore  Sun.  Jan.  13.  19831 
They     All     Agree    on     Brooks:     Family, 

Friends  Admire  Him  Both  On  and  Oft 

Field 

(By  Susan  Reimer  and  Lou  Hatter) 

If  there  were  a  spot  in  a  baseball  box 
score  for  admirers.  Brooks  Robinson  would 
prot>ably  lead  the  league  in  that  category, 
too. 

Those  who  played  beside  him.  coached 
him.  wrote  about  him  and— in  the  case  of 
his  mother— raised  him.  had  only  good 
wishes  and  good  memories  on  the  occasion 
of  Robinsons  election  to  the  baseball  Hall 
of  Fame. 

Most  of  those  whose  thoughts  follow  said 
they  were  not  surprised  Robinson  made  it 
into  Cooperstown  on  the  first  ballot,  and 
they  said  they  believed  his  gentlemanly 
nature  off  the  field  was  a  factor  in  his  elec- 
tion as  his  skill  on  it. 

Here's  what  they  had  to  say: 

Paul  Richards— As  the  1955-61  Oriole  gen 
eral  manager-manager  Richards  was  respon- 
sible for  signing  Robinson  as  an  IS-year-old 
Little  Rock  (Ark.)  high  school  prospect. 
Richards,  still  living  in  Waxahachie.  Texas, 
now  is  a  Texas  Ranger  front  office  consult- 
ant. 

"There  was  never  any  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  Robinson  would  make  it  to  the  Hall  of 
Fame.  And  that  91.9  percent  of  the  vote  is 
sensational.  I'm  proud  for  Brooks. 

"I  do  recall  sending  a  couple  of  scouts  to 
watch  him  in  high  school.  One  of  them  said 
he  couldn't  run.  throw  or  hit  and  couldn't 
play.  The  other  scout  said  he  could  play.  We 
took  a  chance  on  the  scout  who  said  Robin- 
son could  play— fortunately. 

"Robbie  didn't  hit  400  right  away  but.  my. 
how  he  could  field.  We  needed  hitting,  and  I 
threatened  to  take  him  out  of  the  lineup. 
But  our  pitchers  wouldn't  stand  for  it.  They 
wanted  Brooks  in  there  for  his  glove  and 
didn't  care  If  he  ever  got  a  hit.  After  that, 
he  began  to  hit. 


Tve  always  said  that  Brooks  never  had  a 
great  arm.  but  he  never  failed  to  throw  a 
runner  out.  One  of  his  greatest  assets  was 
throwing  on  the  double  play,  quickly  and  in 
position  where  the  second  baseman  could 
handle  it.  get  out  of  the  way  (of  the  runner] 
and  make  the  double  play." 

Hank  Peters— Oriole  general  manager  for 
seven  years.  Peters  earlier  served  in  execu- 
tive capacities  for  Kansas  City  and  Cleve- 
land, starting  in  1953.  and  observed  Robin- 
son's star  rise  from  the  l)eginning. 

■I  was  associated  with  Brooks  here  only 
for  a  short  time,  but  saw  him  perform  all 
during  his  career  and-  like  everyone  else- 
marveled  at  the  way  he  played  the  game. 
Brooks  always  will  t>e  the  yardstick  by 
which  third  basemen  are  gauged,  and  that's 
the  mark  of  a  true  champion.  " 

Hank  Bauer— While  Robinson  was  blos- 
soming into  peak  consistency.  Bauer— now  a 
Yankee  major  league  scout  in  Kansas  City- 
managed  the  Orioles  from  1964  through  "68. 

"He  caught  everything  hit  down  his  way. 
But  Robinson  had  other  things  going  for 
him.  too— pretty  good  power  at  times,  and 
he  came  through  so  often  when  a  base-hit 
meant  something. 

And  he  was  a  hell  of  an  easy  guy  to 
manage.  Just  put  his  name  down  and  let 
him  play.  If  they  were  all  that  easy.  I  might 
still  be  working  (as  a  manager].  I  can  still 
see  him  hitting  a  home  run  off  Don  Drys- 
dale— back-to-back  with  Prank  Robinson.  I 
think— in  the  first  inning  of  the  first  game 
of  the  1966  World  Series.  Ill  never  forget 
that. " 

Jerold  C.  Hoffberger— As  a  major  stock- 
holder in  the  Baltimore  franchise,  begin- 
ning in  1954.  and  Oriole  owner  from  1965  to 
1979.  Hoffberger— now  on  a  business  vaca- 
tion in  Key  Biscayne.  Fla.  — has  been  close 
to  Robinson  throughout  his  career. 

"I'm  looking  forward  to  another  good  time 
in  Cooperstown  this  summer.  This  couldn't 
happen  to  a  t>etter  guy  or  a  tjetter  town.  I 
know  Baltimore  must  t>e  jumping.  Brooks's 
years  were  the  l)est  our  town  ever  had. 

"And  he's  the  kind  of  guy  who'll  l>e  cheer- 
ing for  somebody  to  do  better  than  he  did. 
because  he  just  wants  to  see  Baltimore  have 
the  l>est."" 

Jack  Dunn— In  a  variety  of  front-office  ca- 
pacities, dating  t>ack  to  the  International 
League  Orioles.  Dunn  has  observed  Robin- 
sons  progress  almost  daily  from  an  18-year- 
old  Baltimore  rookie  to  Cooperstown. 

■'If  anybody  ever  typified  a  Hall-of-Famer, 
it  has  to  l)e  Brooks.  Tm  happy  to  have  been 
there  the  first  day  he  walked  into  Memorial 
Stadium  and  the  day  he  played  his  last 
game  here. 

■  I  was  also  on  the  bench  in  June.  1955. 
when  Paul  Richards  worked  Brooks  out  at 
second  base. 

"Paul  had  never  seen  him  at  third  base, 
but  after  Robbie  worked  out  at  second  for  a 
while.  Richards  said.  There  may  be  the  best 
third  baseman  of  all  time."  A  little  later 
during  the  workout.  Brooks  was  moved  over 
to  third  base.  It  was  Richards's  judgment  of 
Robinson's  hands  and  reflexes.  I  guess." 

Joe  Altobelli— With  long  experience  as  an 
Oriole  farm  system  manager.  Baltimore's 
new  dugout  chief  is  acquainted,  too.  with 
Robinson's  career  and  enthusiastic  over  his 
Hall  of  Fame  election. 

"I  never  managed  Brooks,  but  helped  out 
in  spring  training  six  times  while  managing 
Rochester.  That  was  close  enough  to  know  a 
wonderful  guy  and  a  fine  ball  player.  He 
was  always  iunong  the  first  to  talk  to  the 
young  guys  and  welcome  them  to  the  Oriole 
camp." 


Cal  Ripken.  Sr.— Twenty-five  years  in  pro 
baseball,  all  with  the  Baltimore  organiza- 
tion as  player,  scout,  coach  and  farm  man- 
ager, qualifies  the  Oriole  third-base  coach 
as  a  Robinson  expert. 

"Any  manager  or  coach  can  give  help  to 
players  on  certain  little  things  along  the 
way  but.  basically,  the  good  ball  player 
helps  himself.  I  know  Brooks  has  done  that 
in  so  many  areas  to  become  outstanding.  He 
worked  at  the  job  and  made  himself  a  great 
player.  Thafs  the  secret  in  any  job.'" 

Ethel  Robinson— Mrs.  Robinson  h^s 
known  Brooks  since  the  day  he  was  bom. 
She's  his  mother,  and  she  still  lives  in  his 
hometown  of  Little  Rock.  Ark. 

"I  knew  all  the  time  he'd  get  it  some  day. 
I  was  just  hoping  it  would  be  the  first  time. 
His  father  always  thought  he'd  make  it 
sooner  or  later,  as  well  as  he  played  the 
game  and  as  much  as  he  loved  it. 

"We  lost  his  dad  four  years  ago.  I  just 
wish  he  were  here  to  see  this." 

(Note:  Efforts  to  reach  retired  former 
Oriole  manager  Earl  Weaver  were  unsuc- 
cessful.) 

Brooks  Something  Special 

Bob  Maisel— Now  sports  columnist  of  The 
Sun.  Maisel  has  been  writing  about  Robin- 
son since  the  day  Brooks  reported  to  the 
Orioles. 

It  is  one  of  the  rare  privileges  in  the  busi- 
ness of  writing  sports  to  have  been  around 
the  day  Brooks  reported  to  the  Orioles  as  an 
18-year-old  kid  and  then  to  cover  his  career 
through  all  the  stages,  right  into  the  Hall  of 
Fame."  Maisel  said. 

"Brooks  is  not  only  one  of  the  greatest 
players  I've  ever  seen,  but  probably  the 
nicest  guy.  And  one  of  the  most  unusual 
things  atMut  him  is  that  he  still  hasn't 
found  out  he  is  a  celebrity." 

Lou  Hatter— Now  in  his  42d  year  with  The 
Sun.  Hatter  has  covered  the  Orioles  for  30 
seasons— the  first  27  full-time— and  wrote 
the  first  feature  in  this  city  on  Robinson. 

"It  was  evident  from  the  beginning  that 
Brooks  was  something  special,  as  a  player 
and  a  person. "  Hatter  said.  That  hasn't 
changed.  Nobody  could  be  happier  for  him 
and  his  family. 

'He  was  tenacious,  too.  I  remember  an 
Oriole  charter  flight  from  Kansas  City  to 
Boston,  on  which  a  pretty  stewardess  named 
Connie  caught  his  eye. 

■'Brooks  told  her.  Don't  pay  any  attention 
to  the  rest  of  these  guys.  They're  all  mar- 
ried—except me.'  And  guess  what?  Brooksie 
wound  up  marrying  that  lovely  lady." 

[From  the  Baltimore  Sun,  Jan.  13.  1983) 

Brooks.  Marichal  Ramp  Into  ""Hall"— 

Oriole  Ace  Receives  92  Percent  of  Votes 

(By  Kent  Baker) 

New  York.— Brooks  Calvert  Robinson,  Jr.. 
passed  third  base  yesterday  and  reached  his 
rightful  home,  baseball's  Hall  of  Fame. 

The  most  popular  Oriole  in  the  history  of 
the  franchise  swept  to  the  game's  highest 
individual  honor  as  only  the  14th  player 
elected  in  his  first  year  of  eligibility  (exclu- 
sive of  the  five  named  in  the  first  election). 
He  was  named  on  a  surprisingly  solid  92  per- 
cent of  the  ballots  (344  of  374). 

Robinson  and  former  San  Francisco 
Giants  pitcher  Juan  Marichal  will  be  induct- 
ed into  the  shrine  at  Cooperstown.  N.Y.. 
July  31.  The  third  time  was  the  charm  for 
Marichal.  who  amassed  313  votes  (281  were 
needed)  after  he  had  missed  election  during 
his  first  two  years  of  candidacy— by  a 
skimpy  7  votes  last  year. 


The  percentage  received  by  Robinson 
from  the  Baseball  Writers  Association  of 
America  was  the  ninth  best  ever,  surpassed 
only  by  the  select  company  of  Ty  Cobb. 
Hank  Aaron.  Honus  Wagner.  Babe  Ruth, 
Willie  Mays.  Bob  Feller.  Ted  Williams  and 
one  of  Robinson's  boyhood  idols.  Stan 
Musial. 

Named  in  that  first  election  in  1936.  cover- 
ing all  players  going  back  to  the  start  of 
major  league  baseball  in  1875  and  restricted 
to  the  five  receiving  the  most  votes,  were 
Cobb.  Wagner.  Ruth.  Christy  Mathewson 
and  Walter  Jackson. 

In  his  typical  self-effacing  manner.  Robin- 
son said;  "This  is  something  I  never  thought 
would  happen.  It  seemed  like  something  un- 
obtainable. I  never  dreamed  about  the  Hall 
of  Fame,  only  that  I  was  going  to  be  a  big 
leaguer.  Never  in  my  wildest  imagination 
did  I  think  that  one  day  I  would  be  the  lead- 
ing candidate  for  the  Hall,  because  so  few 
guys  get  the  call. 

Robinson,  who  has  retained  the  zest  of 
the  18  year  old  signed  by  the  Orioles  out  of 
Little  Rock  (Ark.)  Central  High  School  in 
1955.  seemed  happier  for  Marichal  than  for 
himself,  and  more  concerned  for  those  who 
did  not  make  it. 

"I  was  hoping  he  (Marichal)  would  be  the 
guy  I  would  get  to  go  in  with. "  continued 
the  third  modern  Oriole  to  be  chosen  for 
the  Hall  of  Fame.  "I  had  a  little  reason  to 
be  apprehensive  because  there  doesn't  seem 
to  be  any  set  criteria.  (Harmon]  Killebrew. 
with  his  573  homers,  had  a  great  impact, 
and  Luis  Aparicio  was  the  greatest  all- 
around  shortstop  I've  ever  seen." 

Killebrew  missed  by  12  votes,  and  former 
Oriole  Aparicio  by  29. 

The  needless  doubt  was  based  primarily 
on  Robinson's  national  reputation  as  a  peer- 
less defensive  player  and  the  voters'  history 
of  preference  for  candidates  with  overall  of- 
fensive statistics. 

But  the  glove,  his  ability  to  be  at  his  hit- 
ting best  in  the  most  important  games  (.303 
post-season  batting  average)  and  his  univer- 
sal appeal  as  a  human  being  combined  to 
work  in  his  favor. 

In  essence.  Brooks  Robinson's  election  is 
the  first  that  belongs  exclusively  to  the  Ori- 
oles. Whereas  Prank  Robinson  was  a  bird  of 
passage,  coming  to  the  Birds  after  10  years 
in  Cincinnati  and  leaving  an  indelible  mark 
of  his  leadership  and  awesome  skills  in  Bal- 
timore before  he  was  traded  to  Los  Angeles, 
and  Robin  RoberU  (1962-65  with  the  Ori- 
oles) spent  the  majority  of  his  career  in 
Philadelphia,  the  third  honoree  is  the  most 
beloved  Oriole  of  all  time. 

Brooks  and  the  franchise  grow  together, 
they  were  a  perfect  union.  The  idea  that  No. 
5  would  play  anywhere  else  was  unthink- 
able. 

"When  the  Orioles  had  made  up  their 
mind  to  go  with  (Doug)  DeCinces.  I  could 
have  made  a  deal  with  Seattle  or  Toronto. " 
Robinson  recalled,  "or  stay  here  as  a  player- 
coach  in  1977.  I  though  I  could  still  play, 
but  in  the  long  run  I  thought  it  would  be 
much  better  to  stay.  I  valued  being  in  Balti- 
more. It's  a  good  thing  I  did,  because  the 
last  five  years  have  been  just  as  exciting." 

While  Frank,  chosen  to  the  Hall'  in  his 
first  attempt  last  year,  won  games  and  re- 
spect. Brooks  won  games  and  hearts  for  23 
very  special  seasons.  He  simply  did  his  job 
with  enthusiasm  and  durability  while  man- 
aging to  avoid  all  personality  conflicts,  and 
he  was  a  friend  to  everyone. 

One  unidentified  teammate  compared  him 
to  the  Empire  State  Building:  "Neither  has 
much  to  say,  and  neither  gets  headlines 


every  day,  but  both  are  one  of  a  kind."  he 
said  of  Brooks. 

The  cigars  he  smoked,  occasional  cocktail 
he  consumed,  and  the  slight  profanity  he 
uttered  in  rare  cases  disqualified  him  from 
sainthood,  and  proved  what  Baltimoreans 
have  always  known— the  man  is  a  human 
treasure,  forever  a  Hall  of  Pamer  in  their 
minds. 

The  biggest  thrill  of  his  playing  career, 
Robinson  readily  answers,  was  his  appear- 
ance in  the  1966  World  Series,  swept  by  the 
Orioles  from  the  Dodgers.  The  response  is 
predictable:  The  accomplishment  was  the 
team's,  not  his  own. 

"Frank  and  1  hit  back-to-back  home  runs 
right  away  off  (Don)  Drysdale, "  he  remem- 
bered at  yesterday's  press  conference.  "And 
that  set  the  tone  for  the  whole  Series." 

But  despite  a  1964  season,  during  which 
he  was  the  American  League's  most  valua- 
ble player,  and  that  team  breakthrough  two 
years  later,  there  is  no  doubt  when  Brooks 
Robinson  was  fully  implanted  in  the  minds 
of  the  nation. 

A  storybook  week  in  October  of  1970  con- 
vinced baseball  watchers  everywhere  what 
Oriole  fans  already  took  for  granted- that 
nobody  had  ever  played  third  base  better. 

He  stole  hit  after  hit  from  the  Cincinnati 
Reds  with  the  glove  that  would  precede  him 
to  Cooperstown.  and  his  niche  in  baseball  in 
a  five-game  series,  tied  five  other  offensive 
records,  and  won  the  most  valuable  player 
award. 
To  Oriole  fans,  it  was  strictly  old  hat. 
Robinson,  now  45  years  old.  won  16 
straight  Gold  Glove  awards,  the  first  in 
1960  when  he  blossomed  and  finished  third 
in  the  M'VP  voting  to  the  New  York  Yan- 
kees' Roger  Maris  and  Mickey  Mantle.  He 
played  in  18  con.secutive  AU-Star  games,  and 
was  the  most  valuable  AU-Star  in  1966  at  St. 
Louis. 

He  still  holds  nine  major  league  and  four 
American  League  defensive  records,  includ- 
ing a  .971  fielding  percentage.  By  compari- 
son. Pie  Traynor,  generally  considered  the 
other  defensive  wizard  at  third  base,  fielded 
.945. 

Prom  July  9,  1956,  when  he  returned  from 
the  minor  league  system  to  stay,  until  May 
16.  1976.  Robinson  played  in  97  percent  of 
all  Oriole  games.  While  others  relished  an 
occasional  rest.  Brooks  wanted  none  of  it. 

Among  his  lesser-known  records  are  114 
lifetime  sacrific  flies,  the  mark  for  hitting 
into  the  most  double  plays,  and  the  dubious 
distinction  of  hitting  into  four  triple  plays. 
The  association  with  the  Orioles  began 
May  28.  1955.  when  scout  Art  Ehlers  signed 
Robinson  to  a  major  league  contract  for 
$4,000.  the  maximum  allowable  without  the 
player  being  declared  a  bonus  baby.  The 
figure  meant  Robinson  could  be  farmed  to  a 
level  no  lower  than  Class  B.  in  the  days 
when  Class  D  was  at  the  bottom. 

He  was  scouted  by  13  teams,  but  signed 
with  the  Orioles  because  he  reasoned  that 
they  provided  a  quicker  route  to  the  major 
leagues.  "If  he  can  hit  .270  in  the  majors, 
hell  be  a  heck  of  a  ballplayer, "  said  Balti- 
more manager  Paul  Richards  at  the  time. 

"I  thought  he  hung  the  moon, "  Robinson 
said  of  Richards.  "He  was  ahead  of  his  time 
knowing  baseball  strategy.  He  was  a  real 
teacher,  right  at  the  top." 

In  his  first  big  league  game.  Brooks,  then 
a  second  baseman,  rapped  two  hits.  He  mis- 
takenly thought  it  was  all  that  easy.  He 
went  hitless  the  rest  of  that  September. 

Three  more  trips  to  the  minors  and  a  knee 
operation  followed  for  the  kid  who,  by  his 
own  admission,  "was  not  fast  aind  had  an  av- 


erage arm.  I  didn't  think  of  myself  as  a  su- 
perstar." 

During  this  period  of  apprenticeship,  he 
was  t)eaned  for  the  first  of  seven  times  by 
Ned  Garver.  twice  played  in  the  winter 
leagues  and  received  excellent  counsel  from 
people  like  Al  Vincent.  George  Staller,  Joe 
Schultz  and  the  incumbent  Oriole  third 
baseman,  George  Kell. 

"Al  Vincent  is  the  greatest  fungo  hitter  in 
the  world."  deadpanned  Richards.  '"Ifo 
matter  where  Brooks  puts  his  glove,  he 
(Vincent]  hits  it  right  in  it." 

The  most  depressing  portion  of  Robin- 
son's career  came  in  1959  when  he  was  sent 
to  Vancouver  in  Triple-A  after  spending  the 
previous  winter  in  the  military  and  report- 
ing to  spring  training  just  before  camp 
broke. 

At  the  time,  it  was  most  disappointing," 
Brooks  said,  "because  I  had  spent  all  the 
previous  year  in  the  majors.  But  it  turned 
into  the  best  thing  that  happened  to  me.  I 
played  well  at  Vancouver  and  came  back 
with  a  lot  more  confidence  than  I  ever  had. 
Richards  knew  what  he  was  doing." 

There  was  no  stopping  the  first  product  of 
the  farm  system  from  staying  on  the  Oriole 
roster.  The  nicknames  started  flo'wing: 
"Mister  Impossible."  "The  Man  With  The 
Golden  Glove."  Umpire  Ed  Hurley  said:  "He 
plays  third  base  like  he  came  down  from  a 
higher  league." 

By  1976.  Robinson  was  making  $125,000 
annually,  had  avoided  crippling  injury,  and 
has  spread  more  goodwill  than  entire  teams. 
He  ran  into  a  fence  which  ripped  his  arm, 
lost  portions  of  teeth  when  a  bat  caromed 
off  the  batting  cage  into  his  face,  and  en- 
dured the  beanings.  Nothing,  seemingly, 
could  keep  him  sitting. 

The  marvelous  reflexes  stayed  with  him 
in  the  field,  but  in  1975  his  bat  began  to 
droop.  He  did  not  make  the  All-Star  team, 
and  in  July  was  removed  for  a  pinch  hitter. 
•Defensively.  I  feel  I  could  play  until  I'm 
70. "  said  Brooks.  But  the  inevitable  was 
near.  He  vowed  to  retire  if  he  couldn't  play 
regularly,  and  in  July  of  1976.  DeCindes  per- 
manently took  over  al  third. 

Brooks  had  one  last  flicker  of  glory  after 
agreeing  to  return  one  more  season  as 
player-coach.  His  3-run.  game-winning 
homer  against  Cleveland  in  April  of  1977 
provided  one  of  the  most  emotional  mo- 
ments in  Oriole  history. 

Later  that  year,  he  voluntarily  retired  to 
make  room  on  the  roster  for  Rick  Dempsey. 
He  did  not  want  to  go  onto  the  field  in  Min- 
nesota that  August  day.  but  was  forced  to 
leave  the  dugout  twice  to  respond  to  the 
ovation  of  enemy  fans. 

The  man  who  has  given  Gold  Gloves  to 
relatives  and  friends,  telephoned  families  of 
Baltimore  area  servicemen  after  returning 
from  a  Vietnam  tour,  and  given  countless 
hours  of  his  own  time,  often  without  reim- 
bursement, is  now  where  he  belongs.  And, 
with  characteristic  unselfishness,  he  said: 
"Maybe  this  is  a  blow  for  the  defensive 
player  more  than  anything  else. " 

Marichal  also  savored  the  moment,  diplo- 
matically avoiding  the  judgment  as  to 
whether  the  bat-wielding  incident  involving 
Dodger  catcher  John  Roseboro  in  1965  had 
worked  against  him  in  previous  voting.  The 
Dominican  Republic  native,  who  won  243 
games  with  a  2.89  lifetime  earned  run  aver- 
age, said.  "I  don't  think  any  person  on  earth 
right  now  is  as  happy  as  I  am. " 

He  added.  "I  wish  I  could  learn  [to  pitch] 
the  knuckleball.  I  could  still  be  pitching 
today." 
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Milestones 

May  28.  1955— Signed  first  major  league 
contract  for  S4.000. 

Sept.  17.  1955— Got  first  major  league  hit. 
a  single  vs.  Chuck  Stobbs  of  Washington. 

1950_Named  to  play  in  his  first  of  18  con- 
secutive All-Star  games;  named  most  valua- 
ble Oriole  and  won  first  of  16  Gold  Glove 
awards. 

June  6.  1964— Collected  1.000th  career  hit. 
a  single  vs.  Dick  Stigman  of  Minnesota: 
named  most  valuable  player  in  the  Ameri- 
can League  after  leading  league  with  118 
runs  batted  in  and  achieving  a  career  high 
28  homers. 

1966— Named  most  valuable  player  of  the 
All-Star  game  in  St.  Louis. 

June  20.  1970— Got  2.000th  career  hit.  a  3- 
run  game-clinching  homer  vs.  Joe  Coleman 
of  Washington;  named  most  valuable  player 
of  the  World  Series  after  dismantling  Cin- 
cinnati with  his  defense  and  batting  .429  in 
the  series;  presented  the  Hickok  Belt  as  the 
professional  athlete  of  the  year  for  1970. 

1972— Presented  the  Commissioner's 
Trophy  (now  the  Roberto  Clemente  Memo- 
rial Award)  as  the  player  l)est  exemplifying 
the  game  of  baseball. 

1975— Won  his  final  Gold  Glove  and  was 
named  the  ■most  memorable  personality"  in 
Oriole  history  by  a  vote  of  the  fans. 

May  17.  1976— Unofficially,  the  date  he 
was  replaced  as  Oriole  third  baseman  by 
Doug  DeCinces.  who  became  the  full-timer 
less  than  two  months  later. 

April  19.  1977— Stroked  last  major  league 
homer,  a  3-run.  game-winning  hit  vs.  Dave 
LaRoche  of  Cleveland  while  pinch  hitting 
for  Larry  Harlow  in  the  ninth  inning. 

June  3.  1977— Got  last  hit.  a  single  vs. 
Steve  Mingori  of  Kansas  City. 

July  30.  1977— Last  play  afield.  Started  a 
double  play  against  Seattle. 

Aug.  21.  1977— Went  on  voluntarily  retired 
list  to  make  room  for  return  of  Rick  Demp- 
sey  from  the  disabled  list. 

Sept.  18.  1977 -Saluted  before  51.798  spec- 
tators on  'Thanks  Brooks"  day;  presented 
the  Joe  Cronin  Award  for  significant 
achievement,  and.  with  Frank  Robinson 
l)ecame  a  charter  inductee  into  the  Orioles' 
Hall  of  Fame. 

April.  1978— His  uniform  No.  5  was  offi- 
cially retired. 


FORMER  CABINET  MEMBERS 
OPPOSE  COVERT  ACTION  IN 
NICARAGUA 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  five 
distinguished  former  Cabinet  mem- 
bers—including three  who  served  as 
Secretary  of  State— today  released  a 
joint  statement  opposing  covert  activi- 
ty directed  against  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua.  Their  position  is  in  accord 
with  the  sense  of  Senate  Resolution 
181,  which  I  submitted  yesterday  on 
behalf  of  myself.  Senator  Inouye.  and 
16  of  our  colleagues.  I  commend  their 
statement  to  my  colleagrues  and  I  re- 
quest unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement 

As  former  senior  government  officials  inti- 
mately involved  with  the  making  of  national 
security  policy  at  the  Presidential  level,  we 
are  opposed  to  the  current  American  covert 


operation  directed  at  the  government  of 
Nicaragua.  We  recognize  that  the  govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  has  a  right  to  request 
and  receive  international  support  in  seeking 
to  end  any  secret  and  illegal  intervention  in 
its  internal  affairs  by  Nicaragua,  but  any 
action  in  support  of  this  right  of  self-de- 
fense should  be  overt  and  not  covert.  We 
urge  the  Congress  to  enact  legislation  which 
will  bring  an  end  to  the  covert  operation 
and  which  will  insure  that  American  activi- 
ties in  Central  America  conform  to  domestic 
and  international  law.  are  conducted  openly, 
and  are  aimed  at  negotiating  a  political  set- 
tlement. 

McGeorge  Bundy. 
Special  Assistant   to   the   President  for 
National  Security  Affairs.  1961-66. 

Robert  McNamara, 
Secretary  of  Defense.  1961-68. 

Edmund  Muskie. 

Secretary  of  State.  1980-81. 

Dean  Rusk. 

Secretary  of  State,  1961-69. 

Cyrus  Vance. 

Secretary  of  State.  1977-80. 


SENATOR   BUMPERS   SPEAKS   ON 
ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL 

ISSUES  AT  BONN  CONFERENCE 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  an 
important  conference  was  held  in 
Bonn.  West  Germany,  over  Memorial 
Day  weekend  in  which  a  number  of 
prominent  American  and  German 
leaders  met  to  discuss  problems  which 
Germans  and  Americans  face  in  our 
domestic  economic  and  social  agendas 
and  alternative  approaches  to  United 
States-European  economic  coopera- 
tion. This  body  was  represented  ex- 
tremely ably  by  my  good  friend  and 
colleague.  Senator  Dale  Bumpers. 

The  conference  was  sponsored  by 
the  Center  for  National  Policy,  a  re- 
search institute  formed  2'/2  years  ago 
by  prominent  Americans  concerned 
about  public  policy,  and  by  the  Fried- 
rich  Ebert  Foundation,  an  institute  or- 
ganized by  the  German  Social  Demo- 
cratic Party. 

I  have  encouraged  and  supported 
the  Center  for  National  Policy  since 
its  founding  because  I  believe  that  it 
plays  the  valuable  role  of  encouraging 
the  rethinking  of  approaches  to  public 
policy  and  governance.  Its  publications 
and  conferences  have  been  outstand- 
ing. The  center  is  also  sponsoring  two 
major  study  groups.  One.  which  fo- 
cuses on  industrial  revitalization,  is  co- 
chaired  by  Lane  Kirkland,  president  of 
the  AFL-CIO,  Felix  Rohatyn,  of 
Lazard  Freres,  and  Irving  Shapiro,  re- 
tired chairman  of  Du  Pont  and  the 
Business  Roundtable.  I  am  serving  as  a 
member  of  that  study  group.  Its 
report,  later  this  year,  will  be  of  great 
value  to  all  of  us  in  the  Congress  who 
are  developing  approaches  to  the  ques- 
tions of  industrial  revitalization  and 
the  restoration  of  America's  competi- 
tive position  in  the  world  economy. 

A  second  study  group  is  examining 
all  aspects  of  U.S.  foreign  and  domes- 
tic food  and  agriculture  policy  with 
the  goal  of  developing  a  comprehen- 


sive new  approach  to  this  complex  and 
difficult  problem. 

In  his  impressive,  wide-ranging^  ad- 
dress in  Bonn.  Senator  Bumpers  pre- 
sented a  number  of  thoughtful  new 
ideas  for  economic  strategy,  industrial 
policy,  interest  rates,  agriculture,  im- 
migration, health,  crime,  envirormien- 
tal  protection,  and  education.  Among 
the  most  cogent  points  made  by  Sena- 
tor Bumpers  is  his  emphasis  on  the 
need  for  an  active  role  by  Govern- 
ment, in  particular  with  business, 
labor,  and  other  sectors  of  the  econo- 
my to  revive  our  basic  industries  and 
revitalize  our  free  enterprise  system. 
As  he  told  the  conference: 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the  United 
States  is  the  only  industrial  nation  on  Earth 
that  has  no  industrial  strategy. 

Mr.  President,  I  commend  to  my  col- 
leagues a  summary  of  the  Bonn  meet- 
ing contained  in  the  Center  for  Na- 
tional Policy's  June  newsletter,  as  well 
as  the  full  text  of  Senator  Bumpers' 
excellent  keynote  speech,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  these  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Center  For  National  Policy. 
Washington.  DC.  June  1983] 

U.S..  German  Leaders  In  Bonn  Meeting 

A  number  of  Americans  involved  in  public 
policy  and  their  German  counterparts  were 
brought  together  May  29-31.  in  Bonn.  West 
Germany,  in  a  seminar  co-sponsored  by  the 
Center  and  the  Priedrich  Ebert  Foundation. 

The  meeting  dealt  with  common  U.S.  and 
European  domestic  problems  and  alterna- 
tive approaches  to  U.S.-European  economic 
cooperation. 

In  his  keynote  speech  at  the  conference. 
Senator  Dale  Bumpers  (Arkansas)  called  for 
the  forging  of  a  U.S.  consensus  around  an 
economic  strategy  which  might  provide 
"sustained  growth  with  full  employment." 
To  this  end.  he  proposed  "a  new  partner- 
ship in  which  the  government  develops  a 
planning  system  jointly  with  representa- 
tives of  business,  labor,  agriculture,  and  aca- 
demia." 

Senator  Bumpers'  remarks  included  policy 
recommendations  in  the  areas  of  defense, 
trade,  agriculture,  immigration,  health  care, 
crime  prevention,  environmental  protection, 
and  education. 

Papers  were  prepared  as  discussion  docu- 
ments by  four  American  panelists. 

Peter  Edelman.  Georgetown  University 
Law  Professor,  discussing  the  search  for  a 
coherent  governing  ideology,  declared  that 
"with  no  clear  new  or  reformulated  ideologi- 
cal direction  in  sight  (as  an  alternative  to 
President  Reagan's  ideology),  this  will  have 
to  be  a  time  of  experimentation.  Any  new  or 
reformulated  ideology,  especially  in  domes- 
tic matters,  will  only  emerge  from  synthesis 
of  those  creative  efforts  as  they  occur  in 
their  disparate  ways.  •  *  *  Perhaps  there  is 
some  comfort  in  the  idea  that,  if  the  Right 
reemerged  after  having  been  in  pronounced 
disarray  not  too  long  ago.  the  season  for 
progressives  may  not  be  so  far  off." 

William  Nordhaus,  Yale  University  eco- 
nomics professor  and  co-chair  of  the  Cen- 
ter's economic  policy  study  group,  declared 
that  "our  countries  are  sick,  but  not  termi- 


nal ..  .  the  remedies  cannot  return  us  to 
the  peak  of  good  health  we  enjoyed  in  the 
1960's.  yet  we  can  certainly  enjoy  better  per- 
formance than  over  the  last  decade.  But  to 
enjoy  a  more  prosperous  world,  we  shall 
need  major  steps  to  stimulate  demand  for 
global  output— preferably  by  a  movement  to 
a  markedly  more  stimulative  monetary 
policy.  Structural  steps  that  attempt  to  im- 
prove the  supply  side  by  increasing  produc- 
tivity or  reducing  structural  imbalances  can 
help  pave  the  road  to  more  rapid  growth; 
those  that  impede  adjustment  or  second- 
guess  the  market  ...  are  likely  to  shift  jobs 
to  Peter  at  the  expense  of  Paul  " 

Richard  P.  Nathan.  Princeton  University 
social  scientist,  said  that  "in  the  current 
grim  period  for  social  policy,  more  attention 
needs  to  be  given  to  sustained  work  by  social 
scientisU  to  help  build  a  foundation  for 
policy  initiatives  that  will  win  public  sup- 
port in  the  future."  He  called  for  large,  col- 
laborative demonstration  projects  and  an 
interdisciplinary  approach  in  applied  social 
science  studies:  research  to  serve  the  broad, 
pragmatic  needs  of  politicians;  objectivity; 
and  generally  conservative  social  science 
methodologies. 

Former  Wisconsin  Rep.  Henry  S.  Reuss 
analyzed  the  questions  scheduled  to  be 
posed  at  the  Williamsburg  Summit  the  same 
weekend:  "Stagnation  is  at  the  root  of 
almost  every  world  economic  problem."  he 
said.  "In  a  nutshell,  the  U.S.  should  be  pro- 
pelled by  monetary  stimulus.  Britain  by 
fiscal  stimulus.  Japan  by  a  lot  of  both  and 
Germany  by  a  little  of  both,  and  France  and 
Italy  must  sit  out  the  dance.  .  .  .  The  over- 
valued dollar  can  be  rectified  by  whatever 
rectifies  U.S.  high  interest  rates- mainly  get 
out-year  deficits  under  control,  and  rid  mon- 
etary policy  of  the  vestiges  of  monetarism." 
Other  Americans  participating  included 
economists  Lester  Thurow.  M.I.T..  and 
Francis  Bator.  Harvard;  Washington  attor- 
neys and  former  government  officials  Adam 
Yarmolinsky,  Jane  Frank  Harmon  and 
Frank  Weil:  union  leaders  John  Joyce  and 
William  Lindner:  former  California  Gover- 
nor Jerry  Brown;  Minneapolis  Mayor  Don 
Praser;  former  Deputy  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce Sidney  Harman:  Peter  Rosenblatt, 
President.  Coalition  for  a  Democratic  Ma- 
jority: and  Center  advisory  board  members 
Smith  Bagley,  Anne  Martindell.  Ruth  Mor- 
genthau.  and  Juan  Garcia-Passalacqua. 

German  leaders  participating  included  Dr. 
G.  Grunwald.  General  Secretary  of  the 
Ebert  Foundation.  Dr.  Peter  Glotz,  General 
Secretary  of  the  SPD  (Social  Democratic 
Party),  and  Peter  von  Oertzen.  SPD  execu- 
tive board  member:  Members  of  Parliament 
Dr.  H.  J.  Vogel.  SPD  parliamentary  whip, 
Horst  Ehmke.  SPD  deputy  whip,  and 
Manfred  Lahnstein.  Hans  Matthoefer.  Wolf- 
gang Roth.  Anke  Fuchess:  professors  H.  J. 
Krupp.  German  Institute  for  Economics: 
Karl  W.  Deutsch.  Harvard  and  Berlin,  and 
Peter  Loesche.  University  of  Goettingen. 

The  Friedrich  Ebert  Foundation  is  a 
German  policy  research  foundation  man- 
aged by  the  Social  Democratic  Party  and  fi- 
nanced with  government  funds.  Papers  from 
the  conference  are  available  through  the 
Center. 

Remarks  by  Senator  Dale  Bumpers,  Bonn. 
West    Germany,    Center    for    National 
Policy-Ebert  Conference.  May  30.  1983 
1  am  honored  to  have  been  asked  to  be  the 
keynote  speaker  at  this  conference  spon- 
sored by  the  Friedrich  Ebert  Shiftung  and 
the  Center  for  National  Policy.  It  is  but  one 
small  effort  In  what  must  become  a  growing 


exchange  of  ideas  and  knowledge  among  na- 
tions, especially  the  industrial  ones  on 
whom  the  world  economy  depends.  But  the 
international  problems  are  not  solely  eco- 
nomic. There  are  other  problems,  but  eco- 
nomic or  not  we  can  discuss  the  problems 
and  benefit  from  the  experience  each  has 
had  in  dealing  with  them.  By  discussing  a 
range  of  problems,  we  also  get  a  better  un- 
derstanding of  why  and  how  cerUin  eco- 
nomic decisions  are  made— for  good  or  bad. 
While  our  discussions  will  hopefully  not 
be  limited,  I  have  chosen  a  few  at  random 
which  should  give  the  German  participants 
a  somewhat  better  understanding  of  what 
the  United  States  faces,  and  how  it  might 
affect  both  bilateral  relations  as  well  as 
U.S..  OECD  and  NATO  relations. 


toward  a  democratic  economic  strategy 

I  hope  that  the  Democratic  Party,  in  dis- 
array since  the  election  of  President  Reagan 
in  1980.  can  begin  to  forge  a  consensus  for  a 
viable  alternative  economic  strategy.  The 
President's  formula  of  cutting  taxes  for  the 
rich  and  social  programs  for  the  poor  has 
been  tested  and  found  wanting.  It  has  pro- 
duced unprecedented  deficits,  over  11  mil- 
lion unemployed  and  unprecedented  busi- 
ness bankruptcies.  Although  it  has  slowed 
inflation,  interest  rates  remain  high,  chok- 
ing any  hopes  of  a  quick  recovery. 

The  Democratic  Party  does  not  seek  to 
return  to  government  intervention  and  re- 
sponse to  every  problem,  but  as  Senator 
Moynihan  said  of  our  party  heritage.  "The 
Democratic  Party  has  prevailed  because  at 
heart  we  have  embodied  a  great  idea,  which 
is  that  an  elected  government  can  be  the  in- 
strument of  the  common  purpose  of  a  free 
people:  that  government  can  embrace  great 
causes  and  do  great  things. " 

It  is  not  a  return  to  the  New  Deal  ap- 
proach that  we  offer.  This  is  a  different  era 
requiring  differing  answers.  Indeed,  as  in 
West  Germany,  entitlement  programs  have 
encountered  major  difficulties.  There 
simply  is  not  enough  money  available  to 
offer  everybody  a  rich,  full  life  from  womb 
to  tomb.  Nevertheless,  the  Democratic 
Party,  which  has  always  been  the  party  of 
compassion,  is  in  a  better  position  to  revamp 
these  programs.  Beyond  this  task,  we  Demo- 
crats are  coming  to  grips  with  the  outlines 
of  an  industrial  strategy  that  holds  out 
hope  for  sustained  growth  with  full  employ- 
ment. To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the 
United  States  is  the  only  industrial  nation 
on  earth  that  has  no  industrial  strategy. 

STRATEGY  FOR  INDUSTRIAL  RENEWAL 

Like  West  Germany  and  other  advanced 
industrial  countries,  the  U.S.  faces  difficul- 
ties that  the  market  place  alone  is  incapable 
of  solving.  High  on  the  list  is  the  need  to  re- 
build our  industrial  heartland.  We  need  new 
answers  to  the  human  problem  of  managing 
the  transition  of  workers  and  communities 
where  their  entire  existence  has  been  linked 
to  the  declining  mass  production  industries. 
Wassily  Leontief  underscored  the  severity 
of  this  problem  when  he  said  that  for  the 
first  time  in  the  modern  history  of  techno- 
logical innovation,  the  new  technology  will 
disemploy  more  workers  than  it  will  employ. 

What  ails  smokestack  America  is  readily 
quantifiable.  Productivity  growth  in  the 
U.S.  averaged  about  3.2  percent  yearly  be- 
tween 1948-65.  but  it  leveled  off  during  the 
next  decade.  From  1978  to  1981  American 
productivity  actually  began  to  decline— at  a 
rate  of  0.1  percent  per  year. 

The  relative  decline  of  the  U.S.  economy 
is  rooted  in  changes  in  the  world  market. 
Until  the  mid-1960s  foreign  trade  did  not 


figure  significantly  in  the  U.S.  economy.  By 
1980,  however,  more  than  70  percent  of  all 
goods  produced  in  the  U.S.  were  forced  to 
compete  with  foreign-made  goods. 

The  U.S.  has  not  fared  well  in  this  new 
competition.  Such  industries  as  automobiles 
and  industrial  machinery— once  the  core  of 
our  industrial  strength— are  losing  their  pre- 
vious share  of  the  market.  Last  year  the 
U.S.  ran  a  record  trade  deficit  of  $42  billion 
and  the  deficit  is  predicted  to  be  almost 
twice  that  this  year.  Consequently,  the  U.S. 
is  losing  hundreds  of  thousands  of  jobs  to 
imports  each  year. 

To  Western  Europeans  the  challenge  of 
competing  in  world  markets  is  nothing  new. 
Like  you.  we  have  now  learned  that  to  sur- 
vive we  must  accelerate  the  shift  away  from 
high-volume  standardized  production, 
where  the  LDCs  have  developed  an  advan- 
tage, toward  technically-advanced,  skill-in- 
tensive industries.  In  making  this  adjust- 
ment, however,  we  can  no  longer  pretend 
that  a  completely  unregulated  market  exists 
for  our  products.  It  is  clear  that  an  un- 
planned domestic  economy  is  no  longer  a 
competitive  advantage.  Rather,  the  competi- 
tive advaintage  has  been  going  to  those  na- 
tions that  have  done  the  best  job  of  plan- 
ning. 

While  we  Democrats  agree  on  the  need  for 
a  new  mechanism  for  economic  decision- 
making, we  are  also  mindful  of  the  Ameri- 
can people's  instinctive  distrust  for  an  over- 
weening government  role.  For  government 
alone  to  shape  the  contours  of  the  economic 
revival  at  home  would  be  alien  to  our  politi- 
cal culture.  What  is  required  instead  is  a 
new  partnership  in  which  the  government 
develops  a  planning  system  jointly  with  rep- 
resentatives of  business,  labor,  agriculture, 
and  academia.  This  would  enable  us  to  de- 
termine national  and  international  trends, 
assess  our  long-term  needs,  and  then  begin 
to  act  accordingly.  Such  planning  will,  of 
necessity  require  cooperation  and  collabora- 
tion among  our  Western  Allies  along  the 
lines  suggested,  for  example,  by  former 
Chancellor  Schmidt  in  an  interview  in  The 
Economist  earlier  this  year. 


INTEREST  RATES 

Although  it  appears  that  the  United 
States  is  finally  emerging  from  its  severest 
recession  in  recent  memory,  it  is  too  soon  to 
tell  whether  the  recovery  will  be  sustained. 
It  could  very  well  fizzle  because  of  high  in- 
terest rates.  The  only  good  thing  about  the 
recession  is  that  the  inflation  rate  has  de- 
clined dramatically.  Of  course,  if  we  simply 
put  a  few  more  million  people  out  of  work, 
we  could  get  It  down  to  zero. 

It  is  true  that  market  rates  of  Interest 
have  declined  dramatically  from  their  1981 
record  levels.  In  January  1981.  the  short- 
term  prime  lending  rate  was  21.5  percent.  It 
is  10.5  percent  today.  In  August  1981.  the 
AAA  long-term  corporate  bond  rate  was 
15.85  percent,  and  it  is  down  to  11.5  percent 
today.  But  with  the  inflation  rate  expected 
to  average  from  three  to  five  percent  this 
year,  "real"  interest  rates— the  difference 
between  market  rates  and  inflation— are 
still  high. 

I  don't  see  the  interest  rates  declining  sub- 
stantially in  the  near  future,  primarily  be- 
cause of  the  staggering  budget  deficits  the 
U.S.  is  facing.  The  deficit  will  top  $200  bil- 
lion this  year,  and  probably  won't  be  much 
less  next  year.  Government  demand  will  put 
upward  pressure  on  rates  and  will  keep  in- 
flationary expectations  high. 

There  are  three  primary  causes  of  our 
deficits.  First,  as  a  general  rule,  each  per- 
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centage  increase  in  unemployment  costs  the 
federal  treasury  $25  to  $30  billion  in  re- 
duced tax  receipts  and  in  increased  expendi- 
tures for  food  stamps,  unemployment  com- 
pensation, and  other  programs  targeted  for 
the  unemployed.  If  the  unemployment  rate 
in  the  U.S.  were  8.2  percent  rather  than  its 
current  10.2  percent,  the  projected  deficit 
would  be  roughly  $60  billion  less.  Second,  in 
1981.  at  the  President's  request.  Congress 
passed  the  largest  lax  cut  in  American  his- 
tory, which  may  end  up  costing  the  federal 
treasury  as  much  as  $750  billion  for  a  five- 
year  period.  The  President  argued  that  the 
tax  cut  would  stimulate  the  economy  so 
that  the  tax  cut  would  actually  decrease 
deficits.  I  am  proud  to  say  that  I  was  one  of 
U  members  of  the  Senate  who  voted 
against  this  foolishness.  Many  of  us  believe 
that  one  of  the  key  ways  to  reduce  the  defi- 
cits is  to  eliminate  portions  of  the  tax  cut 
passed  in  1981.  but  I  think  most  economists 
would  agree  that  raising  taxes  while  coming 
out  of  a  recession  is  risky  business. 

The  President  has  now  moved  180'  on  the 
original  rationale  for  the  tax  cut.  The  origi- 
nal argument  was  that  people  would  save 
their  tax  cut.  thereby  creating  a  huge  pool 
of  new  capital  that  would  be  available  to 
borrowers  at  a  low  rate  of  interest.  Now  that 
that  theory  has  been  proved  false,  the  ra- 
tionale for  continuing  with  the  tax  cuts  is 
that  the  additional  spending  power  given 
consumers  will  aid  the  recovery. 

Finally,  if  President  Reagan  has  his  way. 
the  defense  budget  will  increase  from  $176 
billion  in  FY  81  to  $425  billion  in  FY  88.  a 
devastating  increase.  The  President  is 
asking  for  a  10  percent  real  increase  in  de- 
fense spending  this  year.  I  think  there  is  bi- 
partisan agreement  that  increases  must  be 
scaled  back  to  a  more  reasonable  level,  per- 
haps in  the  5-percent  range. 

AGRICULTURE 

Agriculture  employs  either  directly  or  in- 
directly 24  percent  of  the  American  work- 
force and  accounts  for  22  percent  of  our 
gross  national  product.  Our  multi-billion 
dollar  agriculture  market  is  the  major  U.S. 
counterbalance  to  our  staggering  oil  import 
cost.  On  the  average,  each  American  farmer 
feeds  78  people,  up  from  50  just  10  years 
ago.  But  American  agriculture  has  fallen  on 
hard  times,  with  1982  net  farm  income  at 
$19  billion  the  lowest  since  the  Great  De- 
pression. Massive  production,  declining  ex- 
ports, and  high  interest  rates  have  com- 
bined to  put  farmers  out  of  business.  In  an 
attempt  to  pull  them  out  of  the  "bust" 
cycle,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
implemented  the  so-called  Payment-in-Kind 
program  which  idles  82  million  acres  out  of 
a  total  of  413  million  crop-production  acres. 
The  U.S.  has  taken  the  lead  in  combating 
the  worldwide  glut  of  agricultural  commod- 
ities in  the  gamble  to  improve  U.S.  farm  in- 
comes. 

U.S.  agricultural  exports,  which  account 
for  39  percent  of  all  U.S.  agricultural  pro- 
duction, fell  in  1982  for  the  first  time  in  13 
years  from  $44  billion  in  1981  to  $39  billion 
in  1982.  Percentages  of  U.S.  exports  for  indi- 
vidual commodities  have  suffered:  course 
grain  exports  in  1980  accounted  for  72  per- 
cent of  the  world  market,  but  are  projected 
to  decline  to  58  percent  in  1983;  wheat  in 
1980  was  43  percent,  in  1983  it  will  be  37  per- 
cent; rice  in  1980—23  percent,  in  1983—15 
percent;  soyl)eans/oil  in  1980—38  percent,  in 
1983—26  percent;  cotton  in  1980—41  per 
cent,  in  1983—28  percent;  poultry  in  1980— 
17  percent,  in  1983—3  percent  (poultry  ex- 
ports dropped  71  percent,  shell  eggs 
dropped    30    percent,    and    egg    products 


dropped  45  percent).  These  declines  have  se- 
riously affected  my  home  state  of  Arkansas, 
which  is  number  one  in  rice  production, 
number  one  in  broiler  production,  fourth  in 
eggs,  fourth  in  turkeys,  and  seventh  in  soy- 
beans. 

The  reasons  for  these  declines  are  the 
world  recession,  high  interest  rates  coupled 
with  a  strong  dollar,  overproduction,  and 
subsidized  competition,  primarily  from  the 
European  Community.  Subsidies  have 
raised  the  European  Community's  share  of 
the  world  agriculture  export  market  from  8 
percent  in  1976  to  17  percent  in  1982.  The 
European  Community  promotes  its  agricul- 
tural policy  through  its  Common  Agricul- 
tural Policy  (CAP).  The  CAP  is  budgeted 
over  $13  billion,  of  which  $5.6  billion,  or  44 
percent,  is  used  to  subsidize  grain  exports, 
$107  million  to  subsidize  poultry  and  egg  ex- 
ports. Euopeans  have  argued  that  our  price 
and  income  support  programs  are  no  differ- 
ent from  theirs  as  to  subsidization.  Howev- 
er. U.S.  policy  is  to  pay  farmers  a  guaran- 
teed price  and  then  to  store  the  commod- 
ities until  the  market  improves  and  they  can 
be  sold.  On  the  other  hand.  Europeans  pay 
farmers  a  guaranteed  price  and  then  sell  the 
commodities  on  the  world  market  at  a  subsi- 
dized price.  The  policy  of  the  EC  is  more 
economically  beneficial  for  its  farmers,  al- 
though consumers  pay  a  high  cost  along 
with  the  taxpayers. 

The  EC  also  props  up  its  agriculture 
prices  through  a  system  of  levies  and  tariffs 
on  imports.  Another  major  difference  is 
that  the  EC  places  no  production  controls 
on  its  farmers.  Any  surplus  is  dumped  over- 
seas. When  the  U.S.  announced  the  Pay- 
ment-in-Kind program,  many  European  na- 
tions rushed  to  plant  more  acreage  in  re- 
sponse. West  Germany  increased  corn  plant- 
ing to  historically  high  levels  for  1983. 

This  year  so  far  12  bills  have  been  intro- 
duced in  the  Senate  to  promote  exports  by 
combatting  subsidies,  primarily  those  in  the 
EC.  I  think  Europeans  have  underestimated 
the  resolve  of  the  American  farm  groups  to 
push  for  a  trade  war.  if  necessary,  and  the 
resolve  of  Congress  to  respond  to  the  plight 
of  our  farmers.  American  agriculture  is  de- 
termined to  recapture  its  predominant  posi- 
tion in  the  agricultural  export  market,  and 
some  members  of  Congress  believe  that 
export  counter-subsidies  are  the  only 
answer  if  the  EC  is  unwilling  to  negotiate  a 
compromise. 

I  don't  think  a  trade  war  is  the  answer, 
but  American  farmers  cannot  compete  with 
those  in  the  European  Community  without 
similar  subsidies. 

IMMIGRATION 

Immigration  has  become  a  growing  prob- 
lem for  the  U.S.  Net  immigration— legal  plus 
illegal— probably  exceeds  750.000  per  year. 
These  two  categories  now  appear  to  account 
for  30  to  50  percent  of  the  U.S.  annual  pop- 
ulation growth  of  about  two  million.  The 
immigration  flow  has  had  particularly 
marked  effects  in  some  regions.  For  exam- 
ple, under  present  settlement  patterns  the 
population  of  California  would  double  by 
2080  and  over  one-half  of  the  State's  popu- 
lation would  consist  of  post- 1980  immigrants 
and  their  descendants. 

The  social  implications  of  the  migration 
flow  are  causing  increasing  concern.  The 
growing  numl)er  of  immigrants  generally 
has  had  adverse  job  impacts,  especially  on 
low-income,  low-skilled  Americans.  A  recent 
study  showed  that  only  5  percent  of  the  im- 
migrants of  Mexican  origin  who  remain  in 
the  U.S.  at  the  end  of  seven  years  have 
become  naturalized.  This  raises  the  problem 


that  if  a  substantial  (Mrtion  of  these  new 
persons  and  their  descendants  do  not  as- 
similate into  the  society,  they  have  the  po- 
tential to  create  a  measure  of  the  same 
social,  political,  and  economic  problems 
which  exist  in  the  countries  from  which 
they  chose  to  depart. 

The  Senate  has  passed  and  the  House  is 
now  considering  legislation  that  would  make 
a  major  effort  at  beginning  to  control  the 
immigration  flow.  The  bill  aims  at  setting 
responsible  limits  on  immigrants,  and  for 
the  first  time  provides  sanctions  against  em- 
ployers who  hire  illegal  aliens.  As  we  strive 
to  establish  control  over  our  borders,  we 
need  to  remember  that  pluralism  within  a 
united  American  nation  has  been  an  endur- 
ing strength  of  our  country.  We  are  anxious 
not  to  discriminate  against  Hispanics  and 
abuse  human  rights  of  migrants,  but  we  are 
determined  to  stop  the  massive  influx  of 
aliens, 

HEALTH 

The  primary  problems  with  health  care  in 
the  United  States  are  cost  and  availability. 
For  the  well-insured  who  can  pay  for  it.  the 
finest  medical  care  in  the  world  in  available. 
Highly  sophisticated  medical  treatment  is 
available  and  continues  to  advance  with 
technological  progress.  But  30  million  Amer- 
icans lack  basic  health  care.  The  United 
States  ranks  18th  in  the  world  in  infant 
mortality,  and  this  is  a  decline  from  6th  in 
1952.  Infants  born  to  minority  mothers  are 
twice  as  likely  to  die  during  the  first  year  of 
life  as  infants  of  non-minority  mothers,  and 
minority  mothers  are  three  times  as  likely 
to  die  during  childbirth. 

Health  care  costs  in  the  United  States  are 
becoming  exorbitant.  Inflation  in  the  health 
care  industry  is  three  times  greater  than  the 
overall  inflation  rate,  and  health  care  costs 
now  represent  11  percent  of  the  gross  na- 
tional product  as  opposed  to  6  percent  in 
the  mid-1960s.  Access  to  health  care  could 
decline  still  further  unless  these  costs  are 
brought  under  control. 

Proposals  for  national  health  insurance 
have  not  fared  well  in  recent  years  primari- 
ly because  of  the  cost  of  providing  such  cov- 
erage. I  believe  we  shoulcj  focus  more  of  our 
resources  on  preventive  health  care.  The 
Maternal  and  Child  Health  Block  Grant 
Program,  which  provides  money  to  states 
for  infants  and  pregnant  women,  is  a  highly 
cost-effective  example.  Estimates  are  that 
for  each  dollar  invested  in  the  program  the 
federal  government  may  save  as  much  as 
$10  in  the  long  run.  The  statistics  on  the 
cost-effectiveness  of  childhood  immuniza- 
tion are  similar. 

I  agree  with  the  conclusion  reached  by  the 
President's  Commission  for  the  Study  of 
Ethical  Problems  in  Medicine  and  Biomedi- 
cal and  Behavioral  Research  that  society 
has  an  ethical  obligation  to  ensure  equitable 
access  to  health  care  for  all. 

CRIME 

I  am  sure  that  the  people  of  Europe  are 
well  aware  of  America's  tragic  problems 
with  violent  crime.  The  murder  rate  in  the 
U.S.  is  about  six  times  that  in  West  Germa- 
ny. The  theft  rate  is  almost  one  and  one 
half  times  greater  in  the  U.S. 

What  are  the  causes? 

One  of  the  reasons  we  have  experienced  a 
rising  crime  rate  over  the  past  two  decades 
is  the  so-called  "baby  boom"  generation— 
the  products  of  a  large  increase  in  the  birth 
rate  immediately  following  World  War  II. 
We  know  that  in  the  United  States  a  dispro- 
portionate numt)er  of  crimes  are  committed 
by  males  in  their  teens  and  early  20s.  Fortu- 


nately, from  a  crime-prevention  point  of 
view,  that  generation  is  now  passing  into 
maturity,  and  sure  enough,  we  have  seen  a 
decrease  in  the  overall  crime  rate  over  the 
past  two  years.  But  the  problem  is  still 
.severe. 

Our  criminal  justice  system  has  begun  to 
come  unhinged  under  the  sheer  numbers  of 
accused  felons  passing  through  the  system. 
This,  combined  with  a  history  of  Supreme 
Court  rulings  that  are  protective  of  the 
rights  of  accused  criminals,  has  led  to  dis- 
missals, delays,  plea  bargains,  judge-shop- 
ping, and  lenient  sentencing.  Add  to  this  the 
problems  caused  by  overcrowding  in  our 
jails  and  prisons,  an  almost  total  lack  of  real 
job  training,  and  early  parole  just  to  make 
room  for  more  prisoners  and  one  can  see 
that  the  system  is  in  serious  trouble.  We  do 
know  how  to  solve  many  of  the  problems, 
but  unfortunately  the  solutions  require  a 
lot  of  money  and  there  has  never  been 
much  of  a  consistency  to  fund  progressive 
penal  procedures  in  the  U.S. 

We  would  not  have  the  problems  caused 
by  an  overused  criminal  system  if  there 
weren't  some  fundamental  problems  with 
American  society,  and  here  we  must  become 
more  subjective.  It  is  difficult  to  quantify 
the  problem,  but  surely  young  people  would 
not  be  turning  to  a  life  of  crime  in  such 
high  numbers  if  our  educational  system  and 
the  traditional  family  structure  were  fairing 
better.  Several  recent  national  studies  have 
focused  American  awareness  on  the  medioc- 
rity of  our  educational  system,  and  statistics 
show  that  the  traditional  family  is  begin- 
ning to  make  a  comeback,  so  let  us  hope 
these  developments  will  turn  things  around 
before  our  society  becomes  even  more 
frayed  at  the  seams. 

In  the  United  States  there  may  be  as 
many  as  175  million  firearms— no  one  knows 
for  sure.  This  goes  back  to  our  early  history, 
when  keeping  a  firearm  was  a  patriotic  duty 
in  order  to  resist  what  we  perceived  to  be 
the  odious  presence  of  our  English  masters. 
But  the  situation  has  gotten  out  of  hand.  In 
1978  in  West  Germany  there  were  only  120 
homicides  involving  the  use  of  a  firearm.  In 
that  same  year  in  the  United  States  there 
were  well  over  12,000  homicides  involving 
firearms. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

During  the  1970s.  Congress  responded  to 
the  increased  public  awareness  of  environ- 
mental degradation  and  passed  major  legis- 
lative programs  to  clean  up  pollution.  Amer- 
icans overwhelmingly  support  full  enforce- 
ment of  the  environmental  laws  passed 
since  1970— in  one  recent  poll,  more  than  60 
percent  of  those  surveyed  favored  making 
existing  water  pollution  controls  even  strict- 
er, and  only  3  percent  favored  relaxing 
those  controls.  The  regulatory  approaches 
developed  in  the  seventies  have  generally 
worked  well.  Most  urban  areas  now  meet 
the  primary  health  standards  for  air  quality 
outlined  in  the  Clean  Air  Act.  While  water 
quality  nationwide  has  not  significantly  im- 
proved, it  has  held  its  own  despite  a  40  per- 
cent increase  in  real  GNP  in  the  ten  years 
since  passage  of  the  1972  Clean  Water  Act, 
and  most  of  the  serious  local  pollution  prob- 
lems have  abated.  Some  administrative  fine- 
tuning  of  environmental  protection  pro- 
grams is  likely  in  this  Congress,  but  the 
basic  regulatory  schemes  will  be  maintained. 
For  water  and  air  resources,  that  generally 
means  enforcement  of  technology-based 
emissions  standards  and  ambient  air  ajid 
water  quality  standards  designed  to  protect 
public  health. 


Problems  that  are  receiving  new  attention 
are  acid  precipitation  and  control  of  hazard- 
ous wastes  and  toxic  pollutants.  Last  year, 
the    Senate    Environment    Committee    en- 
dorsed a  strong  acid  rain  control  proposal, 
but  the  measure  never  reached  the  Senate 
floor.  A  similar  proposal  will  probably  be 
considered  this  year.  However,  because  of 
the  implications  of  a  sulphur  emissions  con- 
trol program  for  the  coal  industry  and  for 
consumer  utility  rates,  any  such  program 
will  be  controversial.  Some  meml)ers  of  Con- 
gress and  the  Administration  have  insisted 
on  conducting  more  research  before  a  con- 
trol program  for  sulphur  emissions  is  initiat- 
ed. Other  members,  as  well  as  researchers, 
have  advocated  an  aggressive  program  to 
control  emissions.  The  National  Academy  of 
Scientists  concluded  that  the  "evidence  is 
overwhelming"  that  acid  precipitation  is  re- 
lated to  sulphur  emissions  and  that  the  situ- 
ation is  serious  enough  to  merit  restrictions 
on  sulphur  dioxides.  In  the  end,  scientific 
data  may  be  less  important  than  pressure 
from  other  governments  in  forcing  the  U.S. 
to  adopt  some   regulatory   program.   More 
than    140    acidified    lakes    in    Canada    are 
devoid  of  fish  populations,  and  thousands 
more  are  threatened.  Canada  and  the  U.S. 
have  signed  an  agreement  to  negotiate  a  co- 
operative strategy  for  pollutants  that  cross 
their  borders,  but  the  Canadians  are  under- 
standably concerned  that  negotiations  have 
slowed  considerably  since  1981. 

Control  technologies  for  conventional  air 
and  water  pollutants  are  well  established. 
But  toxic  pollutants  such  as  organic  chemi- 
cals are  less  well  understood  and  potentially 
much  more  serious.  The  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  has  developed  standards  for 
only  four  of  these  chemicals.  Another  43 
have  been  identified  for  priority  consider- 
ation, and  studies  have  been  initiated  to  de- 
termine their  toxicity.  Most  of  the  debate 
about  regulation  of  these  substances  con- 
cerns the  degree  of  health  and  environmen- 
tal risk  that  is  acceptable  and  the  degree  to 
which  the  costs  of  regulation  should  be  con- 
sidered in  setting  standards.  Unfortunately, 
recent  reductions  in  federal  research  have 
exacerbated  the  problem  of  making  regula- 
tory decisions  based  on  inadequate  data. 

Probably  the  most  pressing  problem,  and 
certainly  the  one  receiving  the  most  media 
attention,  is  the  health  hazard  presented  by 
abandoned  hazardous  waste  dumps.  The 
Love  Canal  site  focused  attention  on  the 
issue,  the  EPA  now  estimates  that  more 
than  2.000  other  inactive  waste  sites  pose 
significant  risks.  In  1980.  a  comprehensive 
federal  program  was  established  for  clean- 
ing up  these  sites.  A  $1.6  billion  "Super- 
fund  "  financed  by  a  tax  on  manufacturers 
of  certain  chemicals  and  petroleum  feed- 
stocks is  available  to  pay  for  clean  up  of  the 
most  dangerous  sites.  Many  members  of 
Congress  now  believe  that  the  fund  may  be 
inadequate  to  take  care  of  the  number  of 
potentially  hazardous  sites  that  have  been 
identified,  and  proposals  have  been  intro- 
duced which  would  greatly  expand  the  "su- 
perfund  "  authority  by  extending  the  clean 
up  tax  on  other  sectors  of  industry.  More 
than  57  million  metric  tons  of  industrial 
hazardous  waste— or  more  than  550  pounds 
per  person— are  generated  in  the  U.S.  each 
year,  and  this  figure  does  not  include  nucle- 
ar wastes.  Finding  suitable  disposal  sites  for 
this  material  has  generally  been  left  to  the 
private  sector  in  the  U.S..  but  state  govern- 
ments are  beginning  to  take  a  more  active 
role  in  planning  and  authorizing  hazardous 
waste  sites  in  order  to  prevent  future  Love 
Canals  and  eliminate  the  need  for  costly 
clean  ups. 


It  should  also  be  noted  that  construction 
of  nuclear  power  plants  is  at  a  standstill  in 
the  United  States  for  three  cogent  reasons. 
(1)  The  costs  have  soared  to  the  point  that 
such  plants  are  no  longer  economical.  (2) 
Compliance  with  new  safety  requirements  is 
difficult.  (3)  No  suitable  method  of  dispos- 
ing of  spent  fuel  has  been  developed  or 
found. 


EDUCATION 

In  April,  the  National  Commission  on  Ex- 
cellence in  Education,  appointed  by  Secre- 
tary of  Education  Terrel  Bell,  reported  on 
the  state  of  education  in  the  United  States. 
The  title  of  the  report  is  frightening— "A 
Nation  at  Risk:  The  Imperative  for  Educa- 
tional   Reform."    Comparisons   of   student 
achievement    in    the    United    States    with 
other  nations  reveal  that  on  19  academic 
tests  American  students  were  never  first  or 
second,  and,  in  comparison  with  other  in- 
dustrialized nations,  were  last  seven  times. 
Twenty-three  million  American  adults  are 
functionally  illiterate.  Average  achievement 
of  high  school  students  on  most  standard- 
ized tests  is  now  lower  than  26  years  ago 
when  Sputnik   was  launched.  The  college 
boards    Scholastic    Aptitude    Test    (SAT) 
demonstrated  a  virtually  unbroken  decline 
from  1963  to  1980.  Nearly  40  percent  of  17- 
year-olds  cannot  draw  inferences  from  writ- 
ten  material;   only   one-third   can   solve   a 
mathematics     problem     requiring     several 
steps;  and  only  one-fourth  can  write  a  per- 
suasive   essay.    The    science    achievement 
scores  of  U.S.  17-year-olds  declined  steadily 
in  1969,  1973,  and  1977. 

The  Department  of  the  Navy  reported  to 
the  Commission  that  one-quarter  of  its 
recent  recruits  cannot  read  at  the  ninth 
grade  level,  the  minimum  needed  simply  to 
understand  written  safety  instructions. 
Business  and  military  leaders  complain  that 
they  are  required  to  spend  millions  of  dol- 
lars on  costly  remedial  education  and  train- 
ing programs  in  basic  skills  such  as  reading, 
writing,  spelling,  and  computation.  In  sum, 
the  Commission  spoke  of  "a  rising  tide  of 
mediocrity"  that  threatens  "our  very  future 
as  a  nation  and  as  a  people." 

On  May  6.  a  Twentieth  Century  Fund 
task  force  composed  of  prominent  educators 
issued  a  scathing  indictment  of  federal  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  education  policy: 
"The  nation's  public  schools  are  in  trouble. 
By  almost  every  measure— the  commitment 
and  competency  of  teachers,  student  test 
scores,  truancy  and  dropout  rates,  crimes  of 
violence— the  performance  of  our  schools 
falls  far  short  of  expectations. " 

Education  is  one  of  the  fundamental  un- 
derpinnings of  any  civilized  society,  and  it  is 
clearly  a  valid  measure  by  which  society 
should  be  judged.  We  now  live  in  a  global 
society,  and  our  competitors  are  passing  us 
by  in  many  respects.  Our  nation  is  no  longer 
preeminent  in  science,  industry,  and  techno- 
logical innovation.  There  are  many  reasons 
for  this,  but  one  of  them  is  no  doubt  the  de- 
cline of  education  in  the  United  States.  And 
there  is  another  dimension  to  the  problem 
as  well.  Being  educated  means  more  than 
proficiency  in  science  and  math.  It  means 
having  some  fundamental  understanding  of 
languages,  philosophy,  and  having  a  sense 
of  history.  The  technology  man  has  created 
is  awesome.  We  can  now  destroy  the  world 
many  times  over,  and  I  wonder  whether 
mankind  has  the  moral  fibre  to  resist  the 
temptation  of  doing  so.  Through  technolo- 
gy, we  can  now  keep  dying  people  alive 
much  longer  than  they  want  to  be  kept  alive 
in  many  instances,  and  so  men  and  women 
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are  forced  to  make  life  and  death  decisions 
that  only  God  should  make.  Education  also 
has  a  role  in  developing  human  values, 
ethics,  and  moral  integrity  necessary  to 
make  such  awesome  decisions. 

Clearly,  we  must  renew  our  commitment 
to  educational  excellence.  We  must  lift  our 
educational  standards.  We  must  attract  the 
best  and  the  brightest  to  teaching,  and  we 
must  pay  them  well.  All  of  this  will  require 
a  sustained  financial  commitment  at  the 
federal,  state,  and  local  level,  but  even  more 
than  this  it  will  require  parents  and  pupils 
alike  to  demand  a  basic  level  of  competence. 
I  am  convinced  that  the  American  people, 
once  they  are  made  aware  of  the  problem, 
have  the  national  will  to  improve  substan- 
tially the  quality  of  education  in  the  United 
States. 


ROBBING  PETER  TO  PAY  PAUL- 
INCONSISTENCIES  BETWEEN 
PROTECTIONIST  TEXTILE  NE- 
GOTIATIONS AND  AGRICUL- 
TURAL COMMODITY  PROMO- 
TION GOALS  COSTLY  TO 
FARMERS 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  Senate  meets  to  consider  the 
Reagan  administrations  proposal  to 
freeze  target  prices  on  wheat,  feed 
grains,  cotton,  and  rice,  thereby  reduc- 
ing farm  income  by  $485  million  in 
fiscal  year  1984  and  $1,562  million  in 
fiscal  year  1985,  negotiators  from  the 
White  House  Office  of  the  Special 
Trade  Representative  are  meeting  in 
Geneva  with  representatives  of  the 
Chinese  Government  to  develop  a  pro- 
tectionist textile  agreement  which  has 
already  cost  U.S.  wheat  farmers  $550 
million  in  lost  trade. 

The  inconsistency  of  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration's agricultural  policy  is  as- 
tounding. On  one  hand,  farmers  are 
being  told  that  the  only  way  to  in- 
crease export  sales  is  to  become  more 
competitive  in  the  world  market,  and 
that  the  way  to  achieve  this  competi- 
tiveness is  to  lower  income  protection 
by  freezing  target  prices  and  make 
cheap  grain  even  cheaper  by  reducing 
price  supports.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
administration  is  pursuing  a  trade 
policy  with  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  and  other  nations  which  is 
wrecking  our  farmers'  opportunity  to 
maintain  and  expand  export  sales  of 
wheat  and  other  commodities.  This 
policy  course  defies  economic  logic. 
And  it  can  only  be  motivated  by  politi- 
cal objectives. 

The  White  House  will  have  the  dubi- 
ous honor  of  celebrating  the  first  anni- 
versary of  its  PRC  textile  negotiations 
next  month.  These  talks  have  droned 
on  into  their  seventh  round,  and  the 
prospects  for  reestablishing  regular 
grain  trade  with  the  Chinese  appear  to 
be  no  closer  than  they  were  nearly  8 
months  ago  when  China  aiuioiuiced 
that  it  would  stop  approving  contracts 
for  purchases  of  cotton,  synthetic 
fibers,  and  soybeans  from  the  United 
States,  and    "reduce  its  planned   im- 


ports of  other  U.S.  agricultural  com- 
modities." 

Can  the  Reagan  administration  not 
understand  that  the  only  way  that  the 
Chinese  are  going  to  buy  American 
farm  products  and  the  technology  of- 
fered by  U.S.  industries  is  to  earn  ex- 
change by  selling  products  on  the 
world  market?  By  far.  the  most  signifi- 
cant U.S.  export  to  China  has  been 
grain.  The  4-year  United  States-China 
grains  agreement,  which  began  in 
1981,  calls  for  a  minimum  purchase 
level  of  6  million  tons  of  U.S.  wheat 
and  corn  with  80  to  85  percent  of  this 
amount  to  be  wheat.  Chinese  commit- 
ments for  1983  now  stand  at  just  1.2 
million  tons,  and  there  have  been  no 
wheat  purchases  since  United  States- 
People's  Republic  of  China  textile  ne- 
gotiations broke  down  in  January  of 
this  year. 

Meanwhile.  Argentine  wheat  sales  to 
China  stand  at  3  million  tons,  com- 
pared to  only  94,000  tons  in  all  of  1982. 
Sales  by  the  European  Community 
could  exceed  1.5  million  tons,  com- 
pared to  just  666,000  tons  last  year, 
and  Canadian  sales  will  be  higher 
under  a  new  long-term  purchase  agree- 
ment with  an  increased  maximum  of 
4.2  million  tons. 

The  value  of  U.S.  farm  exports  to 
China  in  1983  is  estimated  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  at  about 
$800  million,  down  57  percent  from  a 
year  earlier  and  64  percent  less  than 
the  record  1981  level  of  $2.2  billion. 
Despite  near-record  Chinese  wheat  im- 
ports. U.S.  sales  are  expected  to  be  5 
million  tons  less  than  last  year. 

The  evidence  is  clear.  Millions  of  dol- 
lars of  U.S.  grain  sales  which  could 
bolster  depressed  farm  income,  create 
jobs,  and  improve  this  Nation's  bal- 
ance-of -trade  position  are  being  sacri- 
ficed to  carry  out  political  commit- 
ments to  the  domestic  textile  industry. 
This  directly  contradicts  the  espoused 
agricultural  trade  policy  of  the 
Reagan  administration,  and  it  is  also 
in  direct  conflict  with  the  President's 
firm  commitment  to  aggressive  expan- 
sion of  exports. 

I  submit  that  it  is  not  the  farm  pro- 
grams themselves  which  are  the  cause 
of  federal  farm  spending,  but  the 
trade  policies  of  the  administration 
which  have  triggered  needed  assist- 
ance to  farmers  through  our  agricul- 
tural programs.  If  it  is  the  public  in- 
terest to  restrict  textile  imports  into 
this  country  and  devastate  our  export 
grain  trade,  then  it  is  imperative  that 
farmers  have  continued  income  pro- 
tection through  the  target  price  pro- 
gram. 

I  am  also  becoming  increasingly  con- 
cerned about  the  ramifications  of  our 
international  textile  policy  on  the 
business  community. 

We  hear  now  that  the  textile  indus- 
try has  l)een  pressing  the  White  House 
to  postpone  or  stall  negotiations  until 
a  White  House  working  group  can  de- 


velop an  even  stricter  import  regime.  I 
should  point  out  that  this  working 
group  is  composed  of  senior  officials 
from  a  number  of  departments— but 
excludes  any  representation  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Given  the 
loss  of  U.S.  farm  exports  resulting 
from  the  present  textile  policy,  it  ap- 
pears essential  that  this  oversight  be 
corrected  and  a  representative  of  the 
Agriculture  Department  be  included  in 
these  deliberations. 

Since  the  beginning  of  this  year,  the 
United  States  has  taken  86  new  import 
restraint  measures  on  textile  and  ap- 
parel products.  Thirty  of  these  came 
in  January  against  the  Peoples'  Re- 
public of  China.  Actions  on  single  cat- 
egories were  taken  in  February  against 
Romania,  in  March  against  Mexico, 
and  in  April  against  Malaysia.  Four 
were  taken  in  April  against  Taiwan. 
What  followed  was  a  shocking  and  un^ 
precedented  number  of  protectionist 
actions:  45  quota  actions  were  taken  in 
the  period  of  May  6  to  July  8:  17 
against  Korea,  18  against  Taiwan,  and 
10  against  Hong  Kong.  The  new  re- 
straints cover  trade  valued  at  over 
$280  million,  based  on  1982  levels. 
Moreover,  these  recent  restraints  have 
been  taken  against  many  of  the 
emerging  countries  in  the  Far  East 
which  represent  our  largest  potential 
market  for  agricultural  exports. 

These  restraints,  an  inflexible  atti- 
tude toward  negotiations  with  China 
and  other  countries,  and  the  increjis- 
ingly  protectionist  regime  on  textiles 
and  apparel,  have  disrupted  the  entire 
import  and  retail  trade  and  jeopardize 
the  strong  recovery  of  retailing  in  the 
first  half  of  this  year.  A  chaotic  situa- 
tion for  importers  and  retailers  has  re- 
sulted. They  will  be  unable  to  rely 
upon  imports  planned  and  ordered 
well  in  advance  of  the  selling  season, 
and  will  be  forced  to  take  extraordi- 
nary and  expensive  measures  to  cope 
with  the  situation. 

These  actions  are  completely  incon- 
sistent with  U.S.  trade  policy  and  con- 
tradict the  serious  commitment  to 
freer  international  trade  made  at  the 
Williamsburg  Summit,  a  commitment 
urged  and  supported  by  President 
Reagan: 

We  commit  ourselves  to  halt  protection- 
ism, and  as  recovery  proceeds  to  reverse  it 
by  dismantling  trade  barriers. 

What  we  have  seen  in  the  weeks  im- 
mediately before  and  after  this  un- 
equivocal pledge  at  Williamsburg  is  an 
astonishing  intensification  of  protec- 
tionism in  the  face  of  signs  of  a  strong 
recovery  In  the  textile  and  apparel 
sector. 

Protectionist  policies  can  only  hurt 
American  exports  of  agricultural  and 
manufactured  products,  impede  the 
development  of  an  internationally 
competitive  U.S.  economy,  and  penal- 
ize consumers. 
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With  this  in  mind,  we  should  seri- 
ously start  to  rethink  our  present  tex- 
tile policy  in  the  broadest  context  of 
how  it  affects  the  Nation's  economic 
welfare. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER, 
there    further    morning    business? 
not.  morning  business  is  closed. 


Is 
If 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will 
resume  consideration  of  the  unfin- 
ished business,  which  the  clerk  will 
state. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration 
of  the  bill. 

Mr,  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  con- 
sumed by  the  quorum  call  be  charged 
to  neither  side  on  the  bill  or  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Trible).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
benefit  of  interested  Senators,  the 
delay  is  caused  by  an  attempt  to  work 
out  a  modification  of  the  time  agree- 
ment for  the  convenience  of  various 
Senators.  I  hope  we  will  have  that 
worked  out  shortly  and  we  will  then 
resume  debate. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Mattingly).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  a  very 
thoughtfully  written  editorial  ap- 
peared in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of 
Thursday,  July  21,  1983,  by  Morton  M. 
Kondracke.  Mr.  Kondracke  is  the  ex- 
ecutive editor  of  the  New  Republic. 

The  title  of  this  article  is  "Let  the 
President  Conduct  Foreign  Policy." 

Mr.  Kondracke  points  out  the  dan- 
gers of  trying  to  second-guess  the 
President  when  he  is  trying  to  negoti- 
ate. He  notes  among  other  things: 

No  one  actually  knows  which  side  of  the 
argument  is  correct,  but  it  should  give  oppo- 
nents of  the  President  pause  to  know  that 
the  father  of  the  Soviet  hydrogen  bomb. 
Andrei  Sakharov.  supports  him— at  least  on 
the  issue  of  heavy  missiles. 

"While  the  U.S.S.R.  is  in  the  lead  in  this 
field,'  Mr.  Sakharov  wrote  in  a  recent 
letter,  "there  is  very  little  chance  of  its 
easily  relinquishing  that  lead.  If  it  is  neces- 
sary to  spend  a  few  billion  dollars  on  MX 
missiles  to  alter  this  situation,  then  perhaps 
this  is  what  the  West  must  do." 

Mr.  Kondracke  concludes  his  editori- 
al by  saying: 

Those  who  favor  U.S.-Soviet  nuclear 
freeze  .  .  .  say  that  it  will  be  mutual,  verifi- 
able and  negotiated.  An  MX  cut-off  by  Con- 
gress constitutes  unilateral  disarmament  of 
the  President. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  article  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Let  the  President  Conduct  Foreign  Policy 
(By  Morton  M.  Kondracke) 
The  MX  missile  is  a  dangerous  weapon 
and  nerve  gas  is  terrible  stuff,  but  liberals 
and  Democrats  are  getting  themselves  into 
an  untenable  position  by  trying  to  kill  these 
two  programs  right  now  in  Congress. 

In  1980,  the  people  of  the  U.S..  bless 
them,  did  elect  Ronald  Reagan  as  president. 
According  to  tradition  and  the  Constitution, 
and  by  reason  of  practical  necessity,  the 
president  is  responsible  for  conducting  U.S. 
foreign  policy,  and  Mr.  Reagan  should  be  al- 
lowed to  conduct  it. 

This  obviously  doesn't  mean  that  Con- 
gress hasn't  any  power  to  affect  foreign 
policy  and  must  let  a  president  do  entirely 
as  he  pleases.  Especially  when  a  president's 
policy  seems  to  be  leading  inevitably  to  war 
or  disaster,  the  Congress  should  intervene. 

But  that  isn't  the  situation  prevailing 
with  the  MX  and  binary  nerve  gas,  which 
have  been  voted  down  or  narrowly  sustained 
in  congressional  action  recently  and  remain 
in  precarious  condition. 

In  both  cases,  the  argument  concerns  how 
l)est  to  negotiate  with  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
president  and  his  opposition  have  very  dif- 
ferent ideas,  which  were  illustrated  July  13 
during  the  Senate  debate  on  the  authoriza- 
tion of  nerve-gas  production. 

Both  sides  agreed  that  negotiations  in 
Geneva  for  an  international  agreement  ban- 
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ning  chemical-warfare  agents  have  been  sty- 
mied, largely  by  lack  of  Soviet  cooperation. 
The  question  was  how  best  to  get  the  talks 
moving. 

Nerve-gas  opponents,  led  by  Democrat 
David  Pryor  of  Arkansas,  argued  that  the 
U.S.  should  maintain  the  moral  "high 
ground"  by  forgoing  production  and  should 
keep  international  opinion  focused  on 
Soviet  intransigence. 

If  the  U.S.  goes  ahead  with  production, 
the  opposition  argued,  we  can  nq  longer  ef- 
fectively make  an  issue  of  the  actual  use  of 
chemical  warfare  by  the  Soviet  Union  in  Af- 
ghanistan and  by  their  satellites  in  South- 
east Asia.  Also,  we  would  "escalate  the  arms 
race"  to  new  levels  and  cause  the  negotiat- 
ing atmosphere  in  Geneva  to  deteriorate. 

For  the  president's  side.  Sen.  John  Tower 
responded  by  reminding  the  Senate  that 
Germany  in  World  War  II  was  deterred 
from  using  chemical  warfare  by  knowledge 
that  the  Allies  could  do  the  same.  He  said 
that  the  Soviets  haven't  any  incentive  to  ne- 
gotiate a  chemical  ban  because  they  are  far 
ahead  in  chemical-warfare  preparation. 

Sen.  Tower  recalled  "a  chilling  thing  said 
to  me  at  Geneva  one  time  when  I  was  en- 
gaged in  conversation  with  Alexandr  Shchu- 
kin,  the  scientific  adviser  to  the  Soviet  nego- 
tiator on  SALT  II.  I  said  to  him.  We  have 
unilaterally  given  up  the  B-1  bomber.  What 
will  you  do  in  response?'  He  said  to  me. 
Senator.  I  am  neither  a  pacifist  nor  a  phi- 
lanthropist.' " 

On  both  nerve  gas  and  the  MX.  the 
Reagan  theory  of  negotiating  is  to  build  up 
to  build  down— to  create  threats  to  the  Sovi- 
ets' position  .so  as  to  induce  them  to  negoti- 
ate arms  reductions. 

No  one  actually  know.s  which  side  of  the 
argument  is  correct,  but  it  should  give  oppo- 
nents of  the  president  pause  to  know  that 
the  father  of  the  Soviet  hydrogen  bomb, 
Andrei  Sakharov,  supports  him— at  least  on 
the  issue  of  heavy  missiles. 

"While  the  U.S.S.R.  is  in  the  lead  in  this 
field,"  Mr.  Sakharov  wrote  in  a  recent 
letter,  "there  is  very  little  chance  of  its 
easily  reliquishing  that  lead.  If  it  is  neces- 
sary to  spend  a  few  billion  dollars  on  MX 
missiles  to  alter  this  situation,  then  perhaps 
this  is  what  the  West  must  do." 

The  president's  negotiating  strategy  de- 
serves a  try.  He  was  elected  president,  and 
the  Soviets  aren't  philanthropists.  This  isn't 
the  same  as  voting  to  get  the  U.S.  into  a 
war.  These  are  reversible  decisions.  If  the 
president  can't  produce  agreements  through 
tough-guy  bargaining,  or  if  he  seems  to  be 
bargaining  in  bad  faith,  the  programs  au- 
thorized in  1983  can  be  de-authorized  in 
1985.  No  MXs  are  scheduled  for  deploy- 
ment, anyway,  until  1986. 

Congressional  pressure  on  President 
Reagan  has  produced  some  good  results.  It 
led  to  appointment  of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, out  of  which  came  a  compromise 
whereby  the  president  would  get  the  MX, 
but  his  arms-control  critics  would  get  ad- 
justments in  his  START  negotiating  strate- 
gy and  a  commitment  to  deploy  a  single- 
warhead  missile  system. 

But,  out  of  anti-nuclear  passion  or  hope  of 
partisan  advantage  in  1984,  many  Demo- 
crats seem  intent  on  wrecking  the  compro- 
mise by  cutting  off  funding  for  the  MX. 

On  grounds  of  arms  control,  practical  poll- 
tics  and  their  own  credibility,  though. 
Democrats  should  let  the  president  have  his 
MX  this  year. 

There  are  some  indications  that  the  Sovi- 
ets just  now  have  decided  to  agree  to  major 
cuts  in  their  strategic  arsenal.  If  the  Reagan 
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strategy  is  working,  then  the  Democrats 
would  l>e  working  against  arms  control  to 
deny  him  his  lever. 

Some  Democrats  think  they  would  hand 
away  a  potent  "peace  issue"  in  1984  by  fund- 
ing the  MX.  but  that  isn't  so  at  all.  Every 
single  Democratic  presidential  candidate  is 
against  the  MX.  so  the  voters  know  that  it 
won't  t)e  deployed  if  one  of  them  is  elected. 
Let  the  MX  and  the  rival  nuclear  bargain- 
ing strategies  be  a  major  campaign  issue  and 
see  what  the  electorate  thinks. 

Finally.  Democratic  credibility  is  at  stake. 
Those  who  favor  a  U.S.-Soviet  nuclear 
freeze— including  five  out  of  the  six  Demo- 
cratic presidential  candidates  say  that  it  will 
be  mutual,  verifiable  and  negotiated.  An 
MX  cutoff  by  Congress  constitutes  unilater- 
al disarmament  of  the  president. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  suggested  that  Senators  must  in 
acting  on  this  amendment  consider 
only  the  MX  basing  component  there- 
of in  isolation  and  without  reference 
to  other  key  elements  of  the  package. 

The  findings  and  recommendations 
of  the  Presidents  Commission  on 
Strategic  Forces  are  well  known  to  all 
Members  of  the  Senate.  I  would  like  at 
this  time  to  highlight  several  of  the 
points  made  by  the  Scowcroft  panel 
which  are  especially  noteworthy  and 
which,  as  a  result  of  their  subsequent 
endorsement  by  President  Reagan, 
now  constitute  the  official  views  and 
policies  of  his  administration. 

Let  me  begin  by  noting  that  General 
Scowcroft  and  his  colleagues  have  in- 
dicated—in my  view  correctly— that 
we.  as  a  nation,  stand  at  a  most  impor- 
tant crossroad.  At  long  last,  we  are 
making  the  critical  decision  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  Nation  will  mod- 
ernize its  aging  intercontinental  ballis- 
tic missile  force— elements  of  which 
have  been  in  the  inventory  since  the 
early  1960s— with  modem  systems  of 
vastly  greater  reliability  and  capabil- 
ity. In  its  report,  and  in  congressional 
testimony,  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
has  elucidated  carefully  the  implica- 
tions this  decision  holds  for  us.  for  our 
allies  and  for  our  adversaries.  I  would 
like  to  dwell  for  a  moment  on  these 
potential  implications— both  adverse 
and  positive. 

There  can  l)e  little  doubt  that  our 
failure  to  proceed  with  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile  at  this  time  in  the 
manner  recommended  by  the  blue- 
ribbon  Scowcroft  Commission  and  the 
President,  will  have  severe  and  unto- 
ward consequences.  One  can  only  spec- 
ulate what  such  consequences  might 
be.  It  does  not  seem  unreasonable  to 


me,  however,  that  they  might  include 
some  or  all  of  the  following: 

The  emergence  of  complete  Soviet 
intransigence  at  the  negotiating  table 
in  Geneva,  effectively  foreclosing  real- 
istic possibilities  for  substantive 
progress  in  talks  on  strategic  arms  re- 
ductions and  intermediate-range  nu- 
clear forces: 

The  Soviets  may  interpret  our  in- 
ability to  muster  the  necessary  politi- 
cal resolve  to  modernize  that  compo- 
nent of  strategic  power— the  ICBM 
force— which  they  consider  to  be  the 
most  important,  as  a  sign  of  paralysis. 
The  fact  that  we  might  forgo  such 
modernization— even  when  confronted 
by  the  enormous  investment  of  re- 
sources in  such  weapons  by  the  Soviets 
themselves— could  lead  to  a  reevalua- 
tion  by  the  Soviet  leadership  of  the  so- 
called  correlation  of  forces,  a  develop- 
ment which  might  encourage  in- 
creased assertiveness  and  aggression 
on  the  part  of  the  U.S.S.R. 

A  refusal  on  the  part  of  our  Western 
European  allies  to  proceed  with  de- 
ployment of  Pershing  II  and  ground- 
launched  cruise  missiles  on  their  soil: 

Dissipation  of  public  support  in  the 
United  Kingdom  and  France  for  the 
planned  modernization  of  their  inde- 
pendent nuclear  deterrent  forces. 

In  short,  the  weight  of  expert  testi- 
mony before  the  committee  has  indi- 
cated that  significant  risks  attend  a 
decision  not  to  go  forward  with  pro- 
duction and  deployment  of  the  MX 
missile  as  recommended  by  the  bipar- 
tisan Scowcroft  Commission  and  by 
the  President. 

What  is  more,  testimony  taken  by 
our  committee  from  supporters  and 
critics  of  the  Scowcroft  report  has  in- 
dicated, on  balance,  that  the  decision 
to  proceed  at  this  time  with  the  pack- 
age of  initiatives  recommended  by 
General  Scowcroft  and  his  copanelists 
holds  significant  promise  for  a  strate- 
gic balance  characterized  by  greater 
stability,  smaller  numbers  of  nuclear 
weapons,  and  a  reduction  in  the  risk  of 
nuclear  war. 

Specifically,  many  of  our  expert  wit- 
nesses, including  the  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion, the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  and  the  Comander  in  Chief  of 
the  Strategic  Air  Command,  stated 
their  common  belief  that  a  production 
go-ahead  on  MX  was  indispensable  to 
the  success  of  our  arms  control  negoti- 
ating efforts.  Where  we  have  tried  pre- 
viously to  afford  both  the  carrot  and 
the  stick  as  incentives  to  Soviet  nego- 
tiators we  have  achieved  notable  suc- 
cesses. The  ABM  accord  is  an  oft-cited 
case  in  point  and  the  recent  Andropov 
proposal  regarding  intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces  suggests  that  this  prin- 
ciple still  applies. 

Absent  credible  bargaining  leverage, 
however,  we  have  seen  negotiations 
aimed  at  achieving  such  objectives  as 


mutual,  balanced  force  reductions, 
bans  on  chemical  and  auitisatellite 
warfare,  and  verifiable  agreements  on. 
among  other  things,  nuclear  testing, 
drag  on  and  on  inconclusively.  The  So- 
viets are  unrivaled  masters  of  diplo- 
matic intransigence  when  they  per- 
ceive such  behavior  to  be  in  their  in- 
terest. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining  on  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eleven 
minutes  and  forty-nine  seconds. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  on  July 
22,  the  Senate  adopted  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  relating  to  the  sepa- 
rate enactment  of  S.  1107  with  the 
text  of  title  III  of  S.  675  once  S.  675 
has  passed  the  Senate.  It  has  come  to 
my  attention  that  the  title  of  S.  1107 
should  also  be  amended  to  conform 
with  the  content  of  title  III  of  S.  675. 
Accordingly.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  title  of  S.  1107  be  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

Ant  act  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Energy  for  national  se- 
curity programs  for  fiscal  year  1983  and 
fiscal  year  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  purely  a  tech- 
nical request  that  conforms  and  is  con- 
sistent with  the  consent  agreement  we 
obtained  relative  to  the  matter  of 
splitting  of  the  military  construction 
title  and  the  Department  of  Energy 
title  in  the  bill.  It  has  been  cleared 
with  the  distinguished  minority  man- 
ager of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  it  was  the  last  sen- 
tence that  I  want  to  clarify  on  behalf 
of  the  minority  leader.  Has  the  pro- 
posal of  the  Senator  from  Texas  been 
cleared? 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  has.  This  is  a  part  of 
the  consent  agreement  that  permitted 
us  to  split  up  the  two  titles  relative  to 
military  construction  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy.  It  is  purely  technical. 
It  is  merely  a  change  in  the  title. 

Mr.  HART.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  con- 
sumed be  charged  to  neither  side 
under  the  bill  or  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 
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Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
there  is  a  unanimous-consent  request 
that  has  been  agreed  to  by  the  respec- 
tive managers  of  the  bill  and  the 
amendment,  meaning  Senators  Tower 
and  Jackson,  and  Senator  Hart.  I 
have  not  yet  had  an  opportunity  to 
show  a  copy  of  it  to  the  minority 
leader.  I  am  going  to  do  that,  then  I 
hope  I  will  be  in  a  position  to  put  the 
request  before  the  recess  hour  at  12 
noon. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  PROPOSED 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
have  a  unanimous-consent  request 
which  I  will  propose  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  minority  leader,  the  man- 
agers of  the  bill,  the  authors  of  the 
principal  remaining  amendments,  and 
other  Members. 

First,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  vote  on  the 
Hatfield-Hart  amendment  now  pend- 
ing dealing  with  the  deletion  of  the 
funds  for  the  MX  occur  at  7:30  p.m. 
this  evening. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  following  the  disposition  of  the 
Hart-Hatfield  amendment,  and  with- 
out intervening  debate,  motion, 
appeal,  point  of  order,  or  further 
amendment,  that  a  vote  occur  on  the 
Moynihan  amendment  dealing  with 
the  transfer  of  funds. 

I  then  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
following  the  vote  on  the  Moynihan 
amendment,  the  Senate  proceed  to 
vote,  without  intervening  amendment, 
debate,  motion,  appeal,  or  point  of 
order,  on  the  Levin  amendment,  which 
will  be  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion dekling  with  destabilizing  weap- 
ons. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  following  the  Levine  vote,  with- 
out intervening  amendment,  debate, 
motion,  appeal,  or  point  of  order,  the 
Senate  proceed  to  vote  on  the  commit- 
tee substitute,  as  amended. 

I  then  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
President,  that  following  the  vote  on 
the  committee  substitute,  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  vote,  without  inter- 
vening   amendment,    debate,    motion. 


point  of  order,  or  appeal,  on  final  pas- 
sage of  S.  675,  as  amended,  and  that 
paragraph  4  of  rule  XII  be  waived. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  only  the  amendments  just 
identified  be  in  order,  that  no  second- 
degree  amendments  to  the  amend- 
ments be  in  order,  that  the  time  re- 
maining between  2  p.m.  today  and  7:30 
p.m.  today  be  divided  equally,  and  that 
the  control  of  the  time  be  in  the  usual 
form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  and  I  do 
not  intend  to  object,  is  it  my  under- 
standing that  a  quorum  call  would  be 
in  order  in  connection  with  a  vote, 
prior  to  voting  on  any  unanimous-con- 
sent request? 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  always  under- 
stood. There  would  be  no  waiving  of 
that  right. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  There  would 
be  no  waiving? 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  majority  leader  did 
not  say  that. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  am  not  sure  we  could 
waive  that  right  since  it  is  a  constitu- 
tional prerogative. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  President,  the 
answer  is  yes,  a  quorum  call  would  be 
in  order. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  advised  that  I 
have  to  go  to  my  cloakroom.  If  some- 
one wants  me  to  yield 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  this  does  not  foreclose 
us  from  proceeding  as  in  the  colloquy 
of  last  Friday  night,  which  would 
permit  us  to  split  out  the  titles  in  the 
bill  such  as  dealing  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  authorization. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
one  other  point  to  cover,  and  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  Texas  should  listen 
to  this,  as  well  as  the  minority  leader 
and  the  Senator  from  Colorado.  I 
assume  this  waives  the  right  to  table 
these  amendments.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It 
would. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  this  unanimous- 
consent  request  is  not  inconsistent 
with  any  portion  of  the  agreement  en- 
tered into  last  Friday,  except  in  the 
specific  instances  enumerated. 

Mr.  BAKER.  My  point  is  the  way 
this  was  put,  a  vote  would  occur  on  the 
amendment  and  not  on  the  tabling 
motion. 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  my  under- 
standing. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
unanimous-consent  request  is  pending. 
is  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes.  it 
is. 

Mr.  BAKER.  And  there  is  an  order 
for  the  Senate  to  stand  in  recess  at 
this  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BAKER.  When  the  Senate  re- 
sumes its  session  at  2  p.m.,  is  it  not  so 
that  the  unanimous-consent  request 
would  still  be  pending? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 


RECESS  UNTIL  2  P.M. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  for  the  Chair  to  put  the 
Senate  in  recess. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  now 
stands  in  recess  until  2  p.m. 

Thereupon,  at  12:20  p.m.,  the  Senate 
recessed  until  2  p.m.;  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr. 

LUGAR). 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS.  1984 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  S.  657. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  soon  we  will  be  able  to  complete 
the  unanimous-consent  request  which 
is  now  pending.  I  believe  that  the  prin- 
cipals on  the  other  side  are  not  pres- 
ently available.  Therefore,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  time  not  be 
charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield 
the  floor  so  that  the  Chair  may  permit 
a  messenger  and  then  I  might  be 
rerecognized  to  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The 
Senate  will  receive  a  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


20730 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  26,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20731 


(A  message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  was  received  at  2:02 
p.m.) 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
same  terms  and  conditions.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement  now 
pending  that  I  put  before  the  noon 
recess  for  the  two  caucuses.  I  regret  to 
report  to  the  Senate  that  there  is  an 
objection  to  that  unanimous-consent 
request.  Good  faith  efforts  have  been 
made  on  both  sides  to  negotiate  the 
differences  away,  and  they  have  not 
yet  succeeded.  Perhaps  we  can  still 
work  out  elements  of  that  agreement 
and  different  parts,  but  I  am  afraid  we 
will  waste  the  whole  day  if  we  do  not 
get  started.  In  a  moment  I  am  going  to 
withdraw  that  request,  but  may  I  urge 
the  managers  to  go  forward  with  the 
bill  and  perhaps  substitute  another 
amendment— I  understand  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  is  prepared  to  go 
forward  with  his  amendment  at  this 
time— and  I  will  continue  to  explore 
the  possibility  of  a  further  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  to  deal  with  the  re- 
mainder of  this  day. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
yield  first  to  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do. 

Mr.  HART.  The  majority  leader  has 
been  extremely  cooperative  in  trying 
to  work  out  the  arrangements  for  this 
afternoon  and  this  evening.  Would  he 
agree  that  under  the  time  agreement 
we  are  operating  with  it  complicates 
the  resolution  of  the  MX  issue  and 
that  there  does  in  fact  need  to  be  some 
agreement  on  the  disposition  of  the 
time  remaining? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
clear  to  me  that  we  ought  to  try  to 
work  out  the  disposition  of  time  but 
that  interdepends  on  how  other  mat- 
ters fall  into  place.  I  will  continue  to 
work  with  the  Senator  from  Colorado, 
with  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
and  with  the  ranking  minority 
meml)er  to  see  if  we  cannot  work  these 
things  out.  I  think  I  know  what  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  speaking  of. 
and  I  am  sympathetic  and  I  will  try  to 
help. 

Mr.  President,  I  withdraw  my  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  It  appears  through  inad- 
vertence of  staff  that  the  earlier  ver- 
sion of  my  amendment  was  submitted 
to  Senator  Tower  and  Senator  Jack- 


son, indeed  to  Senator  Hart.  A  later 
version  of  the  amendment  which  was 
listed  in  the  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment which  was  reached  was  the  cor- 
rect one,  and  I  will  be  submitting  that 
in  the  interim  period  so  that  we  can 
add  the  final  version  which  was  in- 
tended by  me  to  be  listed  as  the  one 
which  is  in  fact  likely  to  be  offered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  be 
temporarily  laid  aside  and  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  be  recognized 
to  offer  his  amendment;  that  on  the 
expiration  of  the  time  allotted  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  the  Senate  return  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  Hart  amendment,  with 
no  intervening  vote  on  the  Moynihan 
amendment,  and  that  the  Moynihan 
amendment  be  voted  upon  following 
the  disposition  of  the  Hart  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  why  does 
the  Senator  from  Texas  object  to 
voting  on  the  Moynihan  amemdment 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  time  on  that 
amendment? 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  from 
Texas  is  trying  to  accommodate  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York.  If  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  wants  to  object,  he  can 
take  it  up  with  those  Senators.  It  does 
not  matter  to  me. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  will  not  object,  if 
that  is  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York  and  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado. 

Mr.  TOWER.  This  is  on  their  behalf. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3089 

(Purpose:  To  limit  the  use  of  funds  for  the 

production,  procurement,  or  deployment 

of  MX  missiles) 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
first.  I  express  my  appreciation  for  the 
graciousness  and  courtesy  of  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services,  who  has  made  it 
possible  for  us  now  to  get  to  the  busi- 
ness of  the  day.  which  is  very  much 
the  business  of  this  country  and  the 
world. 

I  send  to  the  desk  an  amendment 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Moyni- 
han) proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
2089: 

Strike  out  Sections  109  and  275.  and  re- 
number the  remaining  sections  accordingly. 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

"Sec.  .  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act.  no  funds  authorized  to 


be  appropriated  under  this  Act  shall  t>e  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  deployment  of  an 
MX  missile. 

■■(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
efforts  to  modernize  the  land-based  strate- 
gic force  should  t>e  focused  on  a  small, 
single-warhead  inter-continental  ballistic 
missile  that  is  either  mobile  or  able  to  be  de- 
ployed in  deceptive  fashion. 

■■(c)  The  President  shall  submit  a  written 
report  to  Congress  by  March  1,  1984  detail- 
ing the  prospects  for  operational  deploy- 
ment of  a  small,  single-warhead  inter-conti- 
nental ballistic  missile  in  sufficient  strength 
by  December  1.  1986.  ". 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  our  most  able  clerk  for  having 
read  the  statement.  As  Members  will 
have  noticed,  it  is  succinct  and  direct, 
and  it  makes  two  points. 

First  of  all.  it  says  that  we  will  not 
deploy  the  MX  missile.  I  wish  to  say, 
and  be  explicit  about  it,  that  my 
amendment  offers  to  those  Members 
of  this  body  who  desire  that  we  should 
produce  that  missile  in  order  to  have  it 
available  as  a  true  bargaining  chip,  so 
to  speak,  in  arms  negotiations,  the  op- 
portunity to  vote  for  that  option. 

It  has  been  arranged  that  we  should 
first  vote  on  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Colorado  and  our 
colleague  from  Oregon.  I  see  the  Sena- 
tor on  the  floor,  and  I  ask  if  I  am  cor- 
rect. That  will  be  an  amendment  that 
simply  says  there  will  be  no  produc- 
tion, nor  procurement,  nor  deploy- 
ment of  the  MX  missile. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  is  correct- 
no  production,  procurement,  or  de- 
ployment. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  No  production, 
procurement,  or  deployment. 

I  will  vote  for  that  measure.  Perhaps 
not  everyone  will.  We  are  aware  of 
that.  It  is  to  those  Senators  who  will 
vote  against  Senator  Hart's  amend- 
ment that  I  would  direct  my  next  few 
remarks. 

There  may  yet  be  those  who  think 
there  might  be  an  intermediate  posi- 
tion in  which  an  MX  should  be  pro- 
duced but  not  deployed  and,  most  par- 
ticularly, not  deployed  in  existing  Min- 
uteman  silos,  which  is  now  to  be  the 
case. 

Mr.  President,  the  thought  that  ani- 
mates my  proposal  of  this  second 
option  is  drawn  from  a  most  signifi- 
cant letter,  written  by  Andrei  Sak- 
harov  to  be  American  physicist  Sidney 
Drell.  which  appears  in  the  current 
issue  of  "Foreign  Affairs"  and  which 
has  been  referred  to  time  and  again  in 
this  debate,  a  debate  of  2  weeks'  dura- 
tion. 

In  that  article.  Dr.  Sakharov  makes 
several  statements  which  I  dare  to 
think  may  have  surprised  many  per- 
sons who  know  of  him  only  as  an  in- 
formed and  persuasive  advocate  of  nu- 
clear disarmament.  He  reaffirms  his 
commitment  to  disarmament,  but  says 
it  may  not  be  a  realistic  option  just 
now.  It  may  take  years  to  finally  wit- 
ness the  dismantling  of  these  weapons. 


and  we  must  be  prepared  for  those 
years. 

He  writes  early  in  his  letter  that  the 
100  MX  missiles,  the  number  proposed 
by  the  Reagan  administration  for  the 
first  round  of  deployment,  would  carry 
1.000,  600-kiloton  warheads.  I  think 
that  may  not  actually  be  the  case.  I 
think  they  may  be  350-kiloton  war- 
heads, though— at  350  kilotons— you 
already  have  20  times  the  Hiroshima 
power. 
He  goes  on  to  state: 
A  specific  danger  associated  with  silo- 
based  missiles  is  that  they  can  be  destroyed 
relatively  easily  as  a  result  of  enemy  attack. 
...  At  the  same  time,  they  can  be  used  to 
destroy  enemy  launch  sites  in  an  amount 
four  to  five  limes  larger  than  the  number  of 
missiles  used  for  the  attack.  A,  country  with 
large  numbers  of  silo-based  missiles  (at  the 
present  time  this  is  primarily  the  U.S.S.R. 
but  if  the  United  States  carries  out  a  major 
MX  program,  then  it  too)  could  be  'tempt- 
ed "  to  use  such  missiles  first  before  the 
enemy  destroys  them.  In  such  circum- 
stances, the  presence  of  silo-based  missiles 
constitutes  a  destabilizing  factor. 

In  view  of  the  above,  it  seems  very  impor- 
tant to  me  to  strive  for  the  abolition  of  pow- 
erful silo-based  missiles  at  the  talks  on  nu- 
clear disarmament. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  this  proposi- 
tion—this 'destabilizing  factor"  cited 
so  warily  by  Dr.  Sakharov?  A  phrase 
was  used  for  it  in  a  brilliant  article  by 
the  young  writer  Mr.  Leon  Weiseltier 
in:  The  New  Republic  magazine.  He  re- 
ferred to  it  as  the  Sovietization  of 
American  strategic  policy— that  we. 
too.  should  deploy  and  come  to  depend 
upon  a  large  number  of  silo-based  mis- 
siles subject  to  destructive  attack  on  a 
first-strike  basis,  tempting  to  use. 
tempting  and  dangerous  altogether  in 
that  respect. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Is  the  Senator  from 
New  York  describing  to  this  body 
today  what  could  be  a  basic  departure 
in  the  future  from  the  nuclear  policy 
that  has  been  pursued  by  this  country 
over  the  last  three  decades;  that  policy 
being  that  we  relied  primarily  on  our 
nuclear  deterrent? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Precisely. 
Mr.  SASSER.  If  we  move  in  the  di- 
rection of  relying  on  large  land-based 
intercontinental  ballistic  missiles,  then 
we  are  indeed  moving  in  the  direction 
of  a  launch-on-warning  concept.  Is 
that  what  the  Senator  from  New  York 
is  advising  the  Senate  today? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  He  has  said  it  over 
auid  again,  aind  he  is  happy  to  repeat  it 
for  his  friend  from  Tennessee. 

Deployment  of  the  MX  in  Minute- 
man  silos  will  represent  the  largest  de- 
liberate change  in  American  strategic 
policy  since  the  dawn  of  the  age  of 
such  policy  under  President  Eisenhow- 
er. It  was  at  that  time  there  was  con- 
ceived  the   triad  of   land-based,   sea- 


based,  and  air-based  missiles,  each  of 
which  was  to  be  used  in  the  after- 
math—and only  in  the  aftermath— of 
an  unmistakable  first  strike  by  the 
enemy.  Peace  was  secured  by  our  de- 
terrent reaction  being  so  assured  and 
so  overwhelming  as  to  deter  any  first 
strike. 

I  was  a  member  of  the  Cabinet  when 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  a  distin- 
guished former  Member  of  Congress, 
Melvin  Laird,  first  came  and  reported 
to  the  Cabinet  that  the  Soviets  had 
produced  the  SS-9,  a  huge  and  accu- 
rate silo  busting  missile.  This  meant 
that  in  due  course  our  Minuteman 
silos  would  be  subject  to  a  first  strike. 
Therefore,  they  would  not  be  a  deter- 
rent weapon,  a  retaliatory  weapon. 

Consequently,  it  was  soon  realized, 
the  United  States  would  have  to  re- 
spond. In  very  short  order  the  MX, 
the  missile  experimental,  was  agreed 
to.  We  began  in  1972  and  spent  11 
years  looking  for  a  place  that  it  could 
be  deployed  in  a  deterrent  mode. 
Then,  with  a  proposal  that  makes  all 
thinking  persons  wonder  how  sane  so- 
ciety remains,  the  present  administra- 
tion has  recommended  we  go  right 
back  into  the  very  silos  that  because 
they  became  vulnerable  11  years  ago 
we  decided  we  had  to  leave. 

What  does  this  mean?  One  has  only 
to  ask  the  most  senior  military  officer 
in  the  United  States. 

The  chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  Gen.  John  W.  Vessey.  Jr.,  testi- 
fied on  May  5  before  the  Senate  Ap- 
propriations Committee.  He  was  asked 
whether  these  Minuteman  silos  could 
not  be  hardened,  or  strengthened, 
against  a  nuclear  attack. 
Oh,  yes,  he  said  they  could  be. 
What  then  would  be  the  likelihood 
of  their  surviving  an  attack? 

Oh,  he  said,  25  percent  would  sur- 
vive, 20  to  25,  if  you  hardened  those 
silos  as  best  we  know  how. 

If  you  did  not,  and  we  are  not  plan- 
ning to,  I  say  to  the  Senate,  the  prob- 
ably ratio  is  that  85  to  95  would  be  de- 
stroyed. Seventy-five  will  be  destroyed 
if  you  go  to  great  expense;  85  if  you  do 
nothing. 

But,  General  Vessey,  according  to 
the  New  York  Times  the  following 
day,  said  the  Soviets  have  no  assur- 
ances that  we  will  ride  out  the  attack. 
The  Senator  has  just  used  the  words 
"launch  under  attack,"  "launch  on 
warning."  The  idea  that  there  is  a  dif- 
ference between  launch  on  warning 
and  launch  under  attack  is  altogether 
specious  and  wrong.  The  deterrent 
doctrine  has  always  held  that  the  first 
time  a  nuclear  warhead  lands  on  your 
territory  or  your  military  a  war  has 
begun.  You  know  it.  You  carmot  mis- 
take it.  It  has  unmistakably  occurred, 
and  you  retaliate. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question  right  there? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Yes. 


Mr.  SASSER.  The  Senator  is  de- 
scribing a  scenario  in  years  past  where 
we  have  followed  a  plan  of  launching 
after  actual  detonation. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  An  unmistakable 
boom. 

Mr.  SASSER.  We  are  now  moving  in 
the  direction,  as  the  Senator  describes 
it.  of  an  effort  to  safeguard  these  very 
large  MX  missiles,  put  into  vulnerable 
Minuteman  solos.  We  are  moving  in 
the  direction  or  in  order  to  save  them 
we  will  have  to  launch  under  attack  or 
launch  on  warning.  I  would  say  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  reading  from 
the  Scowcroft  Commission's  own 
report,  a  mere  definition  of  launch 
under  attack,  and  I  quote:  "Sometimes 
used  interchangeably  with  launch  on 
warning." 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Exactly.  And  that 
means,  sir,  is  as  follows:  It  meajis  that 
your  computers  pick  up  evidence,  first, 
of  a  flight  of  missiles  having  taken  off. 
You  know  your  computers  could  never 
be  trusted.  The  Canadian  geese  prob- 
lem is  real.  One  set  of  computers  will 
not  give  it  to  you.  At  launch  plus  10 
comes  your  first  warning.  At  launch 
plus  20  a  second  set  of  computers  gives 
you  a  second  warning.  The  probability 
of  veracity  is  very  high.  Then  you 
have  9  minutes  to  decide  whether  or 
not  the  third  world  war  has  already 
begun  or  if  you  will  begin  it,  either 
way. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  from 
New  York  will  yield  for  just  a  moment, 
he  is  describing  a  scenario  in  which 
there  -is  approximately  30  minutes 
running  time  between  the  launching 
of  ICBM's  and  their  detonation  in  the 
continental  United  States. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  correct.  As 
to  the  decisionmaking  time  available 
for    the    response,    the    distinguished 
Senator  from  Texas,  who  is  on  the 
floor,  responded  to  this  question  yes- 
terday.  I   would   take   the   liberty  of 
reading  from  the  Record  what  he  said. 
Mr.   SASSER.   If   the   Senator   will 
yield  one  moment,  I  want  to  make  sure 
that  I  understand  this.  We  have  30 
minutes  running  time  between  launch 
and  detonation  in  the  United  States? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  right. 
Mr.     SASSER.     Launch     from    the 
Soviet  Union  to  detonation  here? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  right. 
Mr.  SASSER.  It  will  take  our  com- 
puter at  least  one-third,  or  10  minutes, 
of  that  running  time  to  make  the  dis- 
tinction between  whether  this  is  actu- 
ally a  launch? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  To  make  the  first, 

to  make  the  first 

Mr.  SASSER.  To  make  the  first  deci- 


sion  

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Judgment  that 
tViis  is  r^&l 

Mr.  SASSER.  That  this  is  real? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  SASSER.  We  have  20  minutes 
left? 
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Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SASSER.  At  that  juncture? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Then  it  will  take  an 
additional  10  minutes  to  verify  that 
the  initial  warning  was  correct? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  To  raise  the  assur- 
ance that  the  report  is  correct  from  95 
to  98  percent. 

Mr.  SASSER.  So  what  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  telling  us.  as  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  understands 
it,  is  that  we  would  have  approximate- 
ly 9  to  10  minutes  to  find  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  make  a  de- 
termination that  there  should  be  a 
launch,  and  then  launch  our  ICBM's 
or  we  lose  them. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That,  sir,  is  the 
truth,  the  case,  the  fact. 

Yesterday  on  this  floor,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee 
said  to  me  "We  are  talking  about  min- 
utes •  •  •." 

Mr.  SASSER.  The  question  I  would 
propound  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York  is,  then  does  this  not  make  the 
probability  of  error  much  larger  and 
does  this  not  make  it  much  more  prob- 
able in  the  final  analysis  that  we  could 
have  a  nuclear  war  or  a  launch  by  acci- 
dent? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  It  makes  it  far 
more  probable.  It  would  take  a  politi- 
cal crisis  which  could  be  one  of  many 
that  we  have  encountered  over  25 
years.  It  would  take  a  crisis  that  is 
real,  is  dangerous.  Until  now  every- 
body has  had  time.  Suddenly  it  would 
become  a  political  crisis  in  which  you 
have  30  minutes.  Every  second  an- 
other 30-minute  starts,  and  you  do  not 
know. 

But  it  does  not  matter  what  we  say 
in  this  Chamber  about  why  we  are  de- 
ploying these  MX  in  targeted  silos. 

The  question  is  what  is  their  percep- 
tion? Launch  under  attack  is  launch 
on  warning.  It  is  in  effect,  letting  a 
machine  decide.  It  has  the  makings, 
sir,  of  ruin. 

If  the  American  people  knew  we 
were  doing  this  they  would  not  stand 
still  for  it. 

May  I  say  something  now  without 
going  beyond  the  confines  of  this 
Chamber's  general  openness  in  these 
matters?  It  is  my  understanding  we 
have  tested  launch  on  warning.  I  do 
not  exaggerate  if  I  say  it  took  almost  a 
week.  We  have  tested  it  with  our  best 
people,  our  actual  facilities  in  place.  I 
may  exaggerate,  sir,  when  I  said  it 
took  almost  a  week.  Let  me  say  it  has 
been  reported  that  it  required  a  con- 
siderable time  after  the  simulated 
warning  of  attack,  and  the  simulated 
confirmation,  to  come  to  a  judgment 
to  retaliate.  The  time  was  altogether 
beyond  the  bounds  of  any  effective  re- 
sponse, once  we  set  the  limit  at  30 
minutes. 

Does  any  Member  of  the  Senate 
need  to  l)e  told  ours  is  not  a  society 
that  responds  on  9  minute's  notice? 


Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  wonder 
if  my  two  friends,  my  friend  from  New 
York  and  my  friend  from  Tennessee, 
will  yield  for  a  moment  to  make  sure  I 
fully  understand  what  is  being  said 
here.  If  we  were  to  go  ahead  and 
deploy  the  MX  in  vulnerable  silos,  this 
would  make  it  a  first-strike  weapon. 
Everyone,  proponents  and  opponents 
of  MX.  will  agree  that  silo  basing  will 
be  vulnerable,  and  vulnerability  will 
make  it  a  counterforce  weapon. 

Let  us  assume  that  we  go  ahead  with 
full  deployment  of  MX  and  that  the 
Soviets  go  ahead  with  full  deployment 
of  whatever  their  form  of  MX  would 
be— because  if  we  can  develop  such  a 
missile,  obviously,  they  can.  Assuming 
also  that  we  are  unrestrained  by  any 
arms  limitation  treaties— and  we  have 
none  now  that  have  been  ratified; 
SALT  II  was  never  ratified— if  we  do 
that,  then  we  would  put  both  sides  on 
the  same  level  of  hair-trigger  readi- 
ness. 

The  Senator  talked  about  a  situation 
where  our  computers  may  have  made 
a  mistake.  I  think  my  friend  from  New 
York  describes  the  Canadian  geese  sit- 
uation which  resulted  in  a  computer 
mistake.  But  we  have  to  make  deci- 
sions about  whether  we  are  being  at- 
tacked and  whether  to  launch  our  mis- 
siles in  a  matter  of  minutes.  Of  course, 
there  is  no  way  of  knowing  whether 
there  may  have  been  a  mistake  or  not. 
Thus  the  beginning  of  world  war  III 
could  be  caused  by  a  faulty  computer. 

You  could  also  flip  it  the  other  way. 
We  might  also  end  up— without  arms 
agreements,  without  some  changes  in 
this  pellmell  rush  to  arm— in  a  situa- 
tion where  world  war  III  could  start 
because  of  a  foul  up  in  Soviet  comput- 
ers. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor that  is  far  the  greater  probability. 
Because  the  Soviets,  up  until  now. 
have  known  that  our  doctrine,  our  de- 
ployment, our  deepest  conviction  is 
never  to  strike  first.  So.  whatever  their 
computers  would  say.  they  know 
enough  about  their  computers,  and 
own  methods,  that  they  are  probably 
inclined  to  discount  the  first  report 
that  an  attack  has  been  launched. 
They  would  say.  "Well,  that  is  not 
what  the  Americans  do.  That  is  not 
their  tactics.  That  is  not  their  strate- 
gy." Now.  however,  they  would  say. 
"Oh.  no.  these  are  new  Americans. 
These  are  Americans  who.  unaccount- 
ably to  us,  under  a  new  administration 
that  talked  al)out  war  fighting,  that 
talked  about  third  strikes,  put  these 
most  powerful  weapons  in  exactly  the 
place  where  they  could  only  use  them 
to  launch  a  first-strike." 

May  I  make  this  further  point:  The 
great  irony  is  that,  at  just  the  moment 
the  Soviets  seem  to  be  beginning  to 
see  the  wisdom  of  what  Sakharov 
said— that  the  most  undestabilizing 
thing  on  Earth  is  that  big  silo-based 
missile— we  would  go  to  this  same  de- 


ployment. The  Soviets  have  begun 
testing  of  a  small,  mobile  missile.  We 
call  it  the  PL-5.  for  Plesetsk.  We  sense 
it  is  what  the  Midgetman  is. 

The  greatest  irony  and  the  one  that 
could  make  you  weep  is  that  there  is 
emerging  in  the  world  the  notion  that 
perhaps  first  of  all  we  will  count  war- 
heads in  arms  negotiations.  That  is 
what  we  are  going  to  count— warheads. 
That  is  what  explodes.  Silos  can  hurt 
you  if  you  fall  into  one;  but  if  you  do, 
it  is  your  own  fault.  But  it  is  warheads 
that  explode. 

We  are  just  beginning  to  get  an 
idea— it  is  coming  out  of  the  time  that 
8.000  warheads  on  either  side  is 
enough;  it  is  about  what  either  side 
has— that  if  we  could  count  the  inter- 
mediate range  Pershings  and  SS-20's. 
go  up  another  1.500.  and  you  are  at 
9.500.  That  is  enough.  Well,  is  it  the 
end  of  arms?  No.  Is  it  the  end  of  the 
arms  race?  Yes.  just  possibly. 

At  just  that  moment  when  they  see 
mobility  as  a  force  of  stability,  when 
they  see  their  silos  in  the  same  way  we 
have  always  seen  them,  the  way  Dr. 
Sakharov  describes  them— just  when 
they  are  beginning  to  talk  about  level- 
ing off  we  seem  to  have  changed  the 
way  we  view  stategic  policies. 

I  mean  8.000  is  enough.  We  have  not 
got  more.  There  are  not  that  many 
targets.  You  know,  this  is  one  of  the 
limiting  factors  of  the  use  of  war- 
heads: How  many  real  targets  do  you 
have? 

Mr.  SASSER.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  doing  the  country  a 
great  service  today  in  exploring  this 
fundamental  change  \n  the  nuclear 
doctrine  that  this  country  is.  I  believe, 
on  the  verge  of  pursuing  if  we  build 
and  deploy  the  MX  missile.  The  fun- 
damental change  is  it  moves  us  in  the 
direction  of  a  launch  on  warning  con- 
cept. 

The  able  Senator  from  Vermont  pro- 
pounded a  question,  just  a  moment 
ago.  as  to  what  the  ultimate  impact  of 
this  would  be.  Would  it  not,  indeed, 
put  us  more  on  a  hair  trigger  alert 
than  we  have  heretofore  been? 

Well,  this  is  the  statement  made  by 
a  distinguished  Air  Force  general. 
Gen.  Kelly  Burke,  the  Air  Force 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  a  statement 
made  before  the  military  construc- 
tion  

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Is  General  Burke 
not  in  charge  of  the  MX  development? 
I  believe  he  is. 

Mr.  SASSER.  He  was  testifying 
before  the  Military  Construction  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee.  I  say  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York,  and  I 
assume  he  has  something  to  do  with  at 
least  the  construction  of  the  missile. 


He  was  asked  about  the  issue  of 
launch  under  attack  or  launch  on 
warning.  They  are  used  synonomously. 
together,  now.  those  two  terms.  And 
he  said  this: 

It  is  a  destabilizing  situation  of  stating 
with  certainty  that  if  we  have  our  finger  on 
the  trigger  and  if  you  blink  we  are  going  to 
let  go.  which  will  in  turn  encourage  the  So- 
viets to  get  in  the  same  posture.  And  if  we 
have  MX  in  a  silo,  an  announced  policy  that 
our  finger  is  on  the  trigger,  then  1  think 
that  has  to  force  the  Soviets  to  get  a  little 
closer  to  their  trigger. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  An  announced 
policy  that  our  finger  is  on  the  trigger. 
Mr.  SASSER.  And  our  finger  is  x>n 
the  trigger.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  and  this  will  force  them  to 
get  closer  to  their  trigger,  to  use  his 
words. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  You  quote  one  of 
this  country's  most  highly  regarded 
Air  Force  generals  describing  a  reality, 
thinking  like  a  professional  and 
saying,  "What  will  my  counterparts  in 
the  Soviet  Union  have  to  conclude?" 

Not:  what  do  we  say  here?  Rather: 
what  do  they  think  there?  And  this, 
that  we  are  preparing  to  launch  on 
warning,  will  be  their  conclusion.  And 
they  will  have  justification. 

I  do  not  mean  in  any  sense  to  be  dep- 
recatory of  the  administration,  but 
surely  no  one  here  will  dispute  that  we 
have  heard  an  awful  lot  of  talk  these 
past  2V2  years  about  demonstration 
nuclear  detonations,  and  war  fighting 
ability,  and.  in  the  higher  reaches,  the 
more  arcane  discussion  groups,  they 
talk  about  the  third  strike.  That  is  the 
one  that  really  matters.  First  strike, 
you  knock  out  so  much  but  you  have 
so  much  in  reserve.  The  object  of  your 
aggression  knows  that,  even  though 
they  launch  a  second  strike,  a  third 
strike  is  still  coming  and.  therefore, 
they  do  not  launch  a  second  strike.  In- 
capacity, therefore,  effectively  to 
launch— even  to  contemplate— a 
second  strike.  Deterrence  is  undone, 
and  only  the  first  strike  will  count 

Is  it  wrong  to  observe  that  they 
would  associate  this  change  in  practice 
with  a  change  in  ideas  and  state- 
ments? The  Senator  from  Vermont 
has  been  eloquent  on  this  score,  as  has 
the  Senator  from  Colorado.  The  Sovi- 
ets hear  us  saying  different  things. 
They  see  us  doing  different  things. 
They  see  an  Air  Force  general  describe 
an  administration  proposal  as  putting 
our  finger  on  the  trigger.  What  are 
they  to  conclude? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  could  not  help  but 
recall,  if  my  friend  from  New  York  will 
yield  just  a  moment,  that  on  May  5.  in 
the  Appropriations  Committee— and 
my  good  friend  from  Tennessee  is  on 
that  committee  and  well  remembers— 
that  several  of  us  asked  questions  of 
Secretary  Weinberger  and  General 
Vessey  about  MX  and  launch  under 
attack.  In  answer  to  a  question  I  asked 
and  to  follow-up  questions.  General 
Vessey  stated  the  administration  did 


not  rule  out  launch  on  warning  for 
MX.  Secretary  Weinberger  stated  the 
same  thing.  And  reference  was  made 
to  their  answers  in  articles  in  the  New 
York  Times  the  next  day,  on  May  6. 

I  am  struck,  not  only  in  rereading 
those  articles  and  the  testimony,  but 
also  in  listening  to  the  debate  here. 
What  we  are  saying  is  that  time  is  run- 
ning out.  We  have  had  opportunities 
in  the  past.  We  had  opportunities  with 
the  MIRV  missiles. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  But  we  did  not 
take  advantage  of  them. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  But  we  did  not  take  ad- 
vantage of  them.  Now  it  is  recognized 
by  those  who  advocated  the  MIRV's, 
that  it  was  a  shame  we  did  not  take 
the  opportunity  then.  It  is  an  opportu- 
nity that  perhaps  will  never  come 
back.  In  all  of  these  nuclear  matters 
we  get  an  opportunity  to  stop  them 
but  we  miss  it.  and  it  never  comes 
back. 

Yet.  it  is  not  a  minor  question.  We 
are  talking  about  life  and  death  mat- 
ters, not  only  for  our  Nation  but  for 
the  nations  of  the  world. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  on  that  particular  point.  I  quite 
agree  with  the  statement  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  that  we  made  a 
fundamental  mistake  in  the  early 
1960's  when  we  went  to  the  MIRV'ing 
of  our  missiles.  One  writer  has  said 
that  this  was  a  reaction  on  the  part  of 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  an  edict  laid 
down  by  the  then  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. Robert  McNamara.  that  we 
were  going  to  stop  the  production  of 
Minuteman  missiles  at  1,000  missiles. 
So  in  an  effort  to  get  around  this  limi- 
tation, they  came  up  with  the  concept 
of  putting  more  than  one  warhead  on 
missiles  at  that  time. 

That  is  how  at  least  one  writer 
states  we  got  into  the  business  of 
MIRV'ing  our  Minuteman  missiles. 
Never  mind  that  by  MIRV'ing  them 
and  putting  more  warheads  in  place  of 
a  single  warhead  they  become  more  in- 
accurate; we  had  more  warheads. 

To  the  ever-lasting  credit  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York,  today  I  think  he 
is  moving  us  away  from  making  a  first 
effort,  to  move  us  away  from  the 
danger  of  MIRV'd  missiles,  and 
MIRV'd  missiles  favor  the  attacker. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  the  point. 
Mr.  SASSER.  Precisely.  But  the 
Senator  from  New  York  today  I  think 
is  quite  right  in  saying  that  we  should 
move  away  from  MIRV'd  missiles  and 
move  back  to  the  single  warhead  mis- 
sile. It  is  for  that  reason,  and  others, 
that  I  am  supporting  the  amendment 
he  is  offering. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  very  much  ap- 
preciate what  the  Senator  has  had  to 
say.  If  what  we  are  discussing  here  is 
as  important  as  we  think  it  is,  would 
you  not  suppose  there  would  be  more 
than  one  person  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  present?  We  have  been  2 
weeks  at  this.  I  have  been  moved  to 


suggest  that  If  it  keeps  up  that  way 
you  could  deploy  the  MX  in  a  race- 
track mode  on  the  east  half  of  the 
Senate  Chamber.  There  is  never  any- 
body there,  excepting  the  valiajit  and 
gallant  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

I  do  not  know  what  it  is  that  people 
fear  to  come  and  discuss.  Does  the 
subject  frighten?  It  intimidates, 
surely.  But  we,  each  of  us,  came  to  the 
Senate  to  deal  with  difficult  matters. 
We  presented  ourselves  to  the  people 
of  our  respective  States  as  persons  ca- 
pable of— yes,  thinking  about  the  un- 
thinkable, in  the  memorable  phrase  of 
the  late  Herman  Kahn. 

Truly,  we  have  an  opportunity  to  do 
something  immediate,  and  something 
that  Andre  Sakharov  himself  suggests. 
He  says  the  world  is  a  better  one  in 
which  there  are  no  ICBM  silos. 

It  would  be  wiser  to  agree  now  to 
reduce  nuclear  and  conventional  weap- 
ons and  to  eliminate  nuclear  weapons 
entirely."  But,  he  says.  "Perhaps  talks 
about  the  limitation  and  reduction  of 
these  most  destructive  missiles  could 
become  easier  if  the  United  States 
were  to  have  MX  missiles,  albeit  only 
potentially". 

I  am  saying  this  comes  from  a  seri- 
ous well  informed  and  persuasive 
source.  The  amendment  I  offer  would 
make  it  possible. 

Mr.     TOWER.     Will     the     Senator 
yield? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to. 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  think  the  Sakharov 
statement  can  be  misquoted  by  both 
sides  of   the   debate   because   it  says 
many  things  to  many  people.  I  think  it 
has  to  be  taken  in  context. 
Here  is  what  Sakharov  said: 
In  view  of  the  above,  it  seems  very  impor- 
tant to  me  to  strive  for  the  abolition  of  pow- 
erful silo-based  missiles  at  the  talks  on  nu- 
clear disarmament. 
That  we  agree  on. 

While  the  U.S.S.R.  U  the  leader  in  this 
field  there  is  very  little  chance  of  its  easily 
relinquishing  that  need.  If  it  is  necessary  to 
spend  a  few  billion  dollars  on  MX  missiles 
to  alter  this  situation,  then  perhaps  this  is 
what  West  must  do. 
He  goes  on  further. 
But  at  the  same  time,  if  the  Soviete.  in 
deed  and  not  just  word,  take  significant  ver- 
ifiable measures  for  reducing  the  number  of 
land-based  missiles  (more  precisely,  for  de- 
stroying them)  then  the  West  should  not 
only  abolish  MX  missiles  (or  not  build 
them)  but  carry  out  other  significant  disar- 
mament programs  as  well. 

That  is  what  he  says.  He  does  make 
the  point  of  our  taking  steps  toward 
disarmament.  But  he  makes  that  con- 
tingent on  the  Soviets,  in  deed  and  in 
word,  taking  significant  verifiable 
measures  in  reducing  the  numbers. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  both  agree  with 
Sakharov  and  I  take  it  that  I  am 
agreeing  with  the  Senator  from  Texas. 
I  am  saying  that  because  of  the  desta- 
bilizing  nature   of   the   weapons   and 
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that  hair  trigger  that  has  been  spoken 
of.  I  would  never  like  to  see  a  single 
MX  ever,  under  any  circunistance.  put 
into  a  Minuteman  silo. 

I  ask  you  to  consider  an  intermedi- 
ate position  which  could  be  thought  of 
as  producing  them  but  not  deploying 
them. 

I  see  my  friend  from  Colorado,  who 
has  been  our  leader  in  this  debate  and 
who  has  listened  patiently  to  us. 
standing.  I  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  HART.  What  was  the  date  of 
the  Sakharov  letter? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  It  is  undated.  But 
judging  from  some  of  his  passages,  one 
believes  it  to  be  January  of  this  year 

Mr.  HART.  Would  Mr.  Sakharov 
therefore,  have  been  addressing  him 
self  to  the  Reagan-Scowcrof  t  proposal 
which  was  not  only  to  build  MX  mis 
siles  but  to  put  them  into  fixed,  vul 
nerable.  destabilizing  silos? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  wish  we  had  him 
here  to  speak.  Oh,  how  I  wish  Sak- 
harov could  speak  to  us  here.  I  cannot 
imagine  that  he  would  have  any  view 
other  than  that  of  General  Burke, 
that  the  deployment  of  MX  in  Minute- 
man  meant  putting  your  hand  on  the 
trigger. 

Mr.  HART.  So  the  issue  is  not 
whether  Dr.  Sakharov  is  for  or  against 
the  MX  missile.  The  reason  that  Dr. 
Sakharov  is  involved  in  this  debate  at 
all  is  whether  speculatively  he  would 
favor  building  the  MX  missile  and  put- 
ting it  in  the  most  vulnerable  place  we 
could  put  it  and.  therefore,  lowering 
the  nuclear  threshold. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  cannot  imagine, 
reading  this  letter  or  his  other  works, 
that  one  could  come  to  any  conclusion 
different  than  what  the  Senator  just 
stated.  Sakharov  is  unequivocal  in  his 
judgment  that  the  land-based  missile, 
the  ICBM,  is  a  fundamentally  destabi- 
lizing weapon  and  that  the  sooner  we 
get  rid  of  all  of  them  the  better.  It 
may  be  that  the  species  will  not  find 
time. 

He  uses  precisely  the  language  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  suggests. 
He  says: 

A  country  with  large  numbers  of  sUo- 
based  missiles  (at  the  present  time  this  is 
primarily  the  U.S.S.R..  but  if  the  United 
States  carries  out  a  major  MX  program, 
then  it  too)  could  be  "tempted"  to  use  such 
missiles  first  before  the  enemy  destroys 
them.  In  such  circumstances,  the  presence 
of  silo-t>ased  missiles  constitutes  a  destabi- 
lizing factor. 

I  think  it  is  the  case,  Mr.  President, 
that  Mr.  McGeorge  Bundy,  former  Na- 
tional Security  Adviser  to  President 
Kennedy  and  then  President  Johnson, 
and  later  chairman  of  the  General  Ad- 
visory Committee  at  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency,  from  1979 
to  1981.  has  written  on  this  point. 

He  says: 

The  most  Important  thing  we  can  do  is 
not  imitate  the  Russians. 

He  said: 


The  very  worst  way  to  deal  with  the 
Soviet  ICBM  force  would  be  to  duplicate  it. 
Let  us  simply  consider  how  unstable  the  bal- 
ance of  terror  would  be  today  if  our  present 
strategic  forces  were  the  same  as  those  of 
the  Soviet  Union.  The  existence  of  two  large 
vulnerable  MIRVed  ICBM  forces,  each  on  a 
hair  trigger,  would  be  much  more  dangerous 
than  the  relatively  stable  balance  we  have 
today. 

I  conclude  that  MX-in-Minuteman  has  no 
large-scale  value  for  the  encouragement  of 
arms  control;  yet  its  value  is  not  zero,  and 
there  is  no  need  to  cancel  the  program  en- 
tirely without  seeking  a  trade  of  some  sort. 

Do  not  deploy  it— do  not  do  it.  in  the 
face  of  25  years  not  just  of  doctrine 
but  of  successful  management  of  a 
world  which  we  started,  we  created, 
yet  which  we  cannot  seek  eventually 
or  always  to  control.  If  we  eliminate 
every  nuclear  weapon  on  Earth,  the 
knowledge  of  how  to  make  them  will 
never  disappear.  Yet  we  have  succeed- 
ed in  keeping  the  nuclear  peace  for  a 
generation  and  we  could  reasonably 
hope  to  do  so. 

I  would  like  the  Senate  just  to  con- 
sider that  perhaps  when  least  expect- 
ed, the  idea  has  emerged  about  how 
much  is  enough  in  nuclear  weaponry. 
People  start  talking  about  8.000  war- 
heads, is  that  not  about  all  you  can 
possibly  use?  Yes.  Well,  what  about 
counting  intermediates;  would  that 
not  be  a  limit,  too?  Yes. 

Then,  suddenly,  this  notion  of  the 
curve  flattening  out  begins  to  make 
sense,  begins  to  be  talked  about  on 
both  sides.  At  just  that  moment,  we 
risk  this  disastrous  mistake. 

I  ask  this  Chamber,  think  about  the 
next  global  political  crisis,  real  crisis, 
the  two  nations  with  their  missiles 
pointed  at  each  other  on  30  minutes 
notice  from  time  of  launch  to  time  of 
landing.  Think  of  the  intensity  of  that 
crisis.  Think  of  the  pressure  on  people; 
think  about  it. 

Go  back  to  the  Cuban  missile  crisis 
in  October  1963.  I  see  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Massachusetts 
is  on  the  floor.  We  remember  the  bril- 
liant, unforgettable  intelligence  of  the 
then  Attorney  General,  his  brother 
and  our  late  colleague  in  this  body. 

The  United  States  having  received 
two  messages  from  Mr.  Khrushchev, 
he  said.  "Let  us  take  the  more  amiable 
one.  Let  us  respond  to  the  one  that 
seems  least  hostile.  Let  us  take  the 
chance  that  if  we  give  a  soft  answer  to 
a  softer  letter,  we  will  get  a  soft 
answer  In  return."  It  worked. 

Would  he  have  done  that  knowing 
the  Soviets  would  have  had  an  ICBM 
advantage  on  us  if  they  launched 
first?  They  did  not  have  it  then. 

I  do  not  think  it  would  have  been— 
was  it  10  days?  You  do  not  have  10-day 
political  crises  in  a  nuclear  world  of 
first  strike  forces,  where  you  use  them 
or  lose  them. 

We  tend  to  speak  in  somewhat  ex- 
travagant terms  about  this,  but  is 
there  anything  more  extravagant,  is 


there  anything  more  real  in  the  world 
than  our  capacity  to  destroy  it  in  30 
minutes  with  our  accumulation  of 
weapons,  and  now  this  difficult  situa- 
tion that  verges  on  the  less  than  ra- 
tional? 

I  do  not  want  to  use  terms  that  are 
irretrievable  in  respect  to  persons  I 
admire  and  respect  and  serve  with.  I 
quoted  last  week  the  observation  of 
George  Santayana,  in  volume  1  of  The 
Life  of  Reason,  that  "fanaticism  con- 
sists in  redoubling  your  efforts  when 
you  have  forgotten  your  aim." 

Our  aim  was  to  revitalize  the  land- 
based  leg  of  the  strategic  triad,  de- 
ployed in  a  deterrent  mode.  We  set  out 
11  years  ago  to  find  a  place  to  hide  the 
MX  so  it  would  be  a  deterrent.  We 
looked  many  places— 34  different 
basing  modes.  None  of  them  worked. 
The  last  was  called  duncepack.  Having 
seemingly  forgotten  what  it  is  that 
ever  sent  us  out  on  this  mission,  we 
went  right  back  to  those  silos  for 
which,  because  we  had  to  get  out  of 
them  fast,  we  had  set  out  to  build  the 
MX. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  something  ir- 
rational about  that,  something  irra- 
tional about  men  who.  having  commit- 
ted so  much  of  their  careers  to  the 
start  of  the  MX  program,  gave  us  a 
report  which  said,  what  you  really 
need  is  a  small  mobile  missile  which 
you  can  use  in  a  deterrent  mode— but. 
since  we  have  already  designed  the 
MX  which  I  have  testified  about  so 
often,  you  will  use  100  of  them,  will 
you  not?  One  hundred  meaning  mis- 
siles, and  1,000  warheads. 

Dr.  Sakharov,  in  his  article,  refers  to 
each  warhead  as  having  600  kilotons.  I 
think  our  own  estimate  would  be 
lower.  It  is  an  inconceivable  volume  of 
charge,  as  the  Russians  say  for  war- 
head. Already,  they  overestimate  by  a 
factor  of  two  the  power  of  the  individ- 
ual warheads.  Think  what  else  they 
overestimate  about  our  forces— see 
that  one  reference  as  evidence. 

Andrei  Sakharov.  who  was  the  prin- 
cipal developer  of  the  hydrogen 
weapon,  a  careful  man.  a  physicist,  a 
man  who  can  make  one  of  these 
things— he  has  overestimated  by  a 
factor  of  two  the  power  of  the  war- 
heads. What  will  the  generals  do? 
What  will  the  commissars  do?  How 
will  they  interpret  this? 

Nothing  could  be  more  important 
than  the  understanding  that  the 
single  most  important  event  that  falls 
from  our  decision  is  how  it  is  inter- 
preted in  the  Soviet  Union.  And  if  it  Is 
interpreted  in  the  Soviet  Union  no  dif- 
ferently from  the  way  McGeorge 
Bundy  has  done,  the  way  Gen.  Kelly 
Burke  has  done,  we  have  put  the 
world  on  30  minutes'  notice.  We  have 
created  an  atmosphere  in  which  unan- 
ticipated political  crises  can  over- 
whelm us.  paralyze  us  and.  indeed,  de- 
stroy us. 


I  suppose  it  was  inevitable  that 
there  would  be  those  who  would  not 
want  to  come  and  take  part  in  this 
debate.  I  wish  to  thajk  my  friends 
from  Vermont  and  Tennessee  and  Col- 
orado for  listening,  my  good  friend 
from  Hawaii  for  being  present,  my 
friend  from  Massachusetts  for  being 
present.  For  the  Congressional 
Record,  I  note  there  are  none  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  or  the  argu- 
ment, save  the  gallant  Senator  from 
Texas. 

I  see  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts on  his  feet. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  arguments  we  have  heard 
during  the  consideration  of  the  MX  is 
that  we  need  this  weapon  system  in 
order  to  move  the  process  of  arms  con- 
trol in  a  more  constructive  direction. 

I  am  mindful  that  the  President 
himself  has  made  a  number  of  com- 
ments about  the  value  of  the  MX  mis- 
sile in  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  In  many  instances— and  I  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  elaborate  on 
this  point  later  in  the  discussion— we 
find  some  basic  conflicting  statements. 
On  occasion,  the  President  indicates 
that  there  may  be  some  opportunity 
for  significant  reductions  In  the  MX 
force  level;  at  other  times,  he  indicates 
that  under  no  circumstance  will  the 
MX  be  used  as  a  bargaining  chip. 

It  does  seem  to  me.  having  followed 
this  issue  over  the  period  of  the  past 
years,  that  the  President  willingness 
to  consider  using  the  MX  as  a  bargain- 
ing chip  depends  almost  on  the  mood, 
the  atmosphere  in  the  Congress.  It 
would  almost  appear  that  when  the 
Congress  gets  close  to  voting  on  the 
MX,  there  appears  to  be  a  greater 
degree  of  flexibility  or  willingness  by 
the  President,  his  administration,  and 
his  negotiators  to  talk  about  using  the 
MX  as  a  bargaining  chip.  Then  if  it 
appears  that  they  are  in  a  stronger  po- 
sition vis-a-vis  the  vote  in  the  Con- 
gress, it  appears  that  they  are  less 
willing  to  consider  the  MX  as  a  bar- 
gaining chip.  Their  attitude  on  this 
issue  depends  on  the  temperature  of 
the  Congress,  so  to  speak. 

1  am  just  wondering  what  the  view 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  is  on 
this  issue,  because  I  do  think  that 
there  are  a  number  of  Members  of  this 
body  who  are  committed  to  a  strong 
arms  control  policy  and  who  genuinely 
believe  that  by  somehow  voting  in 
favor  of  the  MX  we  will  in  effect  get  a 
more  satisfactory  arms  control  result. 
I  think  many  of  us  have  been  troubled 
by  the  action  of  some  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  who  have 
had  a  very  long  and  distinguished 
career  and  interest  in  the  whole  field 
of  arms  control,  and  who  have  been 
enormously  positive  and  constructive 
in  leading  that  dialog  and  debate,  but 
now  have  abased  their  stature  on  such 
issues. 


I  am  just  wondering  whether  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  who  has  fol- 
lowed the  negotiations  that  have 
taken  place  in  Geneva  through  a 
number  of  administrations  and  a  varie- 
ty of  arms  control  issues  has  found 
any  consistency  in  statements  of  the 
President  or  his  chief  arms  negotiators 
on  the  bargaining  chip  argument. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  do  not  believe 
this  will  ever  be  used  as  a  bargaining 
chip.  It  will  not  be  seen  as  a  bargain- 
ing chip.  It  is  not  labeled  a  bargaining 
chip. 

We  have  coming  on  line  some  of  the 
most  powerful  weapons  systems  in  the 
history  of  the  world. 

Did  I  say  some?  I  correct  myself— 
the  most  powerful  weapons  systems  in 
the  history  of  the  world:  the  D-5  mis- 
sile in  the  Trident  submarine  is  the 
most  powerful,  secure,  destructive 
weapon  known  to  mankind.  The  ships 
are  at  sea.  The  missiles  are  under  de- 
velopment. You  can  reach  out  and 
touch  the  day  they  will  be  deployed. 
That  is  a  bargaining  chip. 
The  cruise  missile  on  the  B-1 
bomber  is  going  to  be  available  in  3  to 
4  years'  time  when  the  new  B-1  comes 
along,  a  supersonic  plane,  wings  swept 
back,  armed  to  the  bellyful  and  wing- 
laden  with  the  most  accurate  nuclear 
weapon  ever  conceived.  You  could 
send  one  out  the  east  door  of  the 
Senate  and  it  would  come  in  the  west 
door  and  have  traveled  halfway  to 
California  and  back  in  the  meantime. 
Those  planes  will  be  aloft  one  day 
soon,  with  their  cruise  missiles  aboard. 
Those  are  bargaining  chips. 

You  can  go  down  the  list  of  weapon 
development  systems  being  purchased 
by  largest  military  budget  in  American 
history.  There  are  some  to  be  traded 
for  something.  They  are  concrete 
things  that  can  be  traded  for  concrete 
returns.  The  MX,  however,  is  a  desta- 
bilizing first-strike  weapon  which  can 
only  say  one  thing  to  the  Soviets,  that 
we  have  pointed  our  missiles  at  you 
and  put  our  finger  on  the  trigger. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  On  this  issue  again 
about  the  MX  as  a  bargaining  chip, 
when  questioned,  I  understand  the  ad- 
ministration made  a  clarification  of  its 
position  when  the  new  Director  of 
ACDA  made  the  statement  that  the 
administration's  idea  of  a  fair  trade 
for  abandoning  the  MX  was  for  the 
Soviets  to  dismantle  all  of  their  SS- 
18's  and  all  of  their  SS-19's. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Which  they  will 
not  do. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  would  certainly 
agree  that  such  a  proposal  is  complete- 
ly unrealistic. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  If  you  want  to 
prove  the  Soviets  are  disinclined  to 
agree  with  us,  put  an  unreasonable 
proposal  to  them.  I  am  not  saying  they 
are  nice,  but  I  am  saying  you  can  nego- 
tiate with  them.  There  have  been 
times  we  have  reached  agreement  with 
them. 


Mr.  KENNEDY.  But  such  proposal 
as  was  made  clearly  would  indicate  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York  that  on 
this  issue  of  the  MX  for  bargaining 
purposes,  if  we  look  at  both  the  state- 
ments that  the  F»resident  and  those 
that  have  responsibility  for  these  ne- 
gotiations have  made,  really  there  is 
no  basis  whatsoever  for  giving  the  ben- 
efit, so  to  speak,  of  the  doubt  to  the 
administration  based  upon  its  position. 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  New  York 
because  I  do  think  that  that  is  one  of 
the  arguments  that  clearly  had  a  very 
profound  impact  on  the  debate  in  the 
House    of    Representatives    over    the 

period  of  the  past 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  But  which  impact, 
I  say,  appears  to  be  diminishing. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  New  York.  I  think  more 
and  more  the  Members  of  this  body,  as 
the  debate  has  continued,  and  certain- 
ly more  and  more  in  the  Hou^  of  Rep- 
resentatives believe  that  argument  has 
not  had  weight.  I  think  that  it  is  rap- 
idly falling  by  the  wayside  for  the  rea- 
sons that  have  been  outlined  during 
this  dialog  and  during  the  earlier 
debate.  I  appreciate  the  comments  of 
Senator  Moynihan. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to. 
Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  from  New 
York,  I  believe,  regards  the  MX  as  a 
destabilizing  first  strike  weapon  but 
does  not  regard  the  Trident  II  or  D-5 
as  a  destabilizing  first  strike  weapon. 
Am  I  correct  in  that? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  regard  the  D-5 
as  a  weapon  that  can  come  on  line 
with  accuracy  that  would  be  the  equiv- 
alent of  a  first  strike,  yes.  So  would 
the  MX.  had  we  found  a  deployment 
mode  that  allowed  it  to  be  used  in  a 
deterrent  fashion.  The  MX  has  always 
been  a  counterforce  weapon,  but  we 
were  seeking  a  way  in  which  it  would 
be  useful,  and  demonstrably  so.  as  a 
second-strike  weapon,  which  is  mani- 
fested the  condition  of  the  D-5  in  the 
Trident.  It  is  survivable. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  supports 
going  ahead  with  engineering  and  de- 
velopment of  the  D-5. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  do.  I  also  sup- 
port the  Midgetman  missile.  I  voted 
for  the  B-1  bomber.  I  do  not  know 
what  I  have  not  voted  for  in  this 
Chamber.  But  I  will  not  vote  for  put- 
ting the  MX  in  the  Minuteman  silo. 

Mr.  TOWER.  So  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  not  agree  with  his 
colleague  from  New  York,  Representa- 
tive Tom  Downey,  that  the  D-5  is  a 
more  destabilizing  weapon  than  the 
MX? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  With  great  re- 
spect. I  would  not.  because  of  the 
nature  of  the  deployment  mode.  The 
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MX  today  is  the  MX  it  was  5  years 
ago,  when  Jimmy  Carter  wanted  to 
put  in  on  a  race  track.  If  we  could 
have  got  the  agreement  of  the  people 
of  Nevada  and  Utah,  which  as  I  said  at 
the  time  was  always  an  ulikely  pros- 
pect, we  at  least  would  be  telling  the 
Soviets  we  are  not  deploying  this  on  a 
hair  trigger.  It  is  there  in  the  deter- 
rent mode  consistent  with  our  previ- 
ous deployment  of  nuclear  weapons.  It 
can  be  used  in  a  second  strike  to 
counter  an  attack.  That.  I  think,  is  the 
difference. 

I  note  the  Presiding  Officer  is  look- 
ing at  me  with  an  apparently  delilwr- 
ate  air  ot  patience  that  suggests  his 
patience  may  be  running  thin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  30  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  see. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  close  my  argu- 
ment. At  issue  in  the  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile  is  whether  we  are  to 
abandon  a  generation  of  strategic  nu- 
clear doctrine  based  upon  deterrence 
and  move,  instead,  to  a  first  strike 
mode  which  would  put  the  world  on  a 
permanent,  30-minute  notice  to  anni- 
hilation. 

I  thank  the  Chair  for  his  courtesy. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  appre- 
ciate the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York  referring  to  my  gallantry  on 
more  than  one  occasion  during  the 
course  of  his  address.  I  think  that  is 
not  the  case.  Probably,  the  fact  is  that 
I  am  the  only  one  actively  interested 
in  this  issue  who  does  not  have  a  com- 
mittee meeting  this  afternoon. 

At  this  point.  I  am  going  to  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  because 
there  are  some  Members  who  want  to 
speak  on  this  side  of  the  issue.  There- 
fore, Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  on  whose 
time  will  it  be. 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  will  be  on  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  on  the  Moynihan  amendment 
to  the  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
McClurx). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Idaho  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  listening 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the 
debate  that  has  been  going  on  in  this 
Chamber  for  now  over  2  weeks  but  the 
latter  part  of  it  in  particular  dealing 
with  the  deployment  of  the  MX. 

NINE  ARGUMENTS  l>OR  DEPLOYING  MX 

There  are  nine  main  reasons  for  de- 
ploying the  MX  intercontinental  bal- 


listic missile  in  existing  Minuteman 
ICBM  silos.  In  summary  such  deploy- 
ment of  MX  is  the  absolute  minimum 
U.S.  response  to  the  relentless  Soviet 
strategic  buildup  of  the  1970's.  The 
Soviets  are  already  a  generation  of 
ICBM's  ahead  of  the  United  States— 
13  years— and  they  are  forcing  the 
United  States  to  solve  a  problem  in 
the  1980s  which  they  created  for  the 
United  States  in  the  1970s.  Mean- 
while, in  the  1990's  the  Soviets  will  be 
free  to  increase  their  already  over- 
whelming strategic  offensive  superiori- 
ty while  augmenting  their  defensive 
countermeasures  to  our  belated  MX 
deployment. 

I  call  attention  to  the  chart  which 
President  Reagan  used  on  a  television 
broadcast  in  November  1982.  This 
chart  shows  the  numbers  of  launching 
vehicles  before  a  first  strike  by  either 
side.  This  chart  shows  clear  Soviet 
strategic  superiority  in  launchers.  The 
Soviets  have  over  2.700  missiles  and 
bombers,  compared  to  only  1.800  for 
the  United  States. 

The  first  reason  to  deploy  the  MX  is 
the  fact  that  the  Soviets  have  already 
deployed  820  new  ICBM's  equivalent 
to  our  MX.  Moreover,  last  year,  the 
Soviets  deployed  more  MX-sized  war- 
heads—over 1.000— than  the  United 
States  plans  to  deploy  between  1987 
and  1989  on  the  entire  MX  program. 
Indeed,  the  Soviets  have  been  deploy- 
ing MX-size  warheads  at  the  rate  of 
1,000  per  year  since  as  long  ago  as 
1975. 

The  second  reason  to  deploy  MX  is 
the  fact  that  the  Soviets  are  13  years 
ahead  of  the  United  States  in  deploy- 
ing ICBM's  equivalent  to  the  MX.  and 
also  13  years  ahead  of  the  United 
States  in  deploying  a  new  small  mobile 
ICBM.  I  refer  Senators  to  the  chart 
showing  Soviet  ICBM  warhead  deploy- 
ment. This  chart  shows  that  the  Sovi- 
ets already  have  6,000  ICBM  war- 
heads, compared  to  only  2,000  for  the 
United  States.  MX  deployment  in  ex- 
isting Minuteman  silos  will  only  add 
700  additional  warheads,  because  300 
Minuteman  III  warheads  will  be  re- 
tired. Thus  with  MX  deployment,  the 
United  States  will  go  up  to  only  2,700 
ICBM  warheads,  compared  to  over 
6,000  Soviet  ICBM  warheads.  More- 
over, these  Soviet  warheads  are  on  the 
average  three  times  as  powerful  and 
more  accurate  than  the  U.S.  warheads. 

Third,  the  Soviets  are  already  fol- 
lowing both  of  the  main  Scowcroft 
Commission  recommendations.  Before 
the  United  States  has  even  finished 
flight  testing  the  MX,  the  Soviets  are 
almost  ready  to  deploy  both  their  new 
PL-4  and  their  new  PL-5  ICBM.  More- 
over, the  PL-4  is  probably  more  capa- 
ble than  the  MX.  Thus  with  the  PL-4. 
the  Soviets  are  already  about  to  re- 
place the  MX-equivalent  ICBM's  they 
deployed  in  the  mid  to  late  1970s  with 
the  new.  more  capable  PL-4  ICBM. 
The  PL-5.  already  well  along  in  flight 


testing,  is  better  than  the  U.S.  Midget- 
man  small  mobile  missile,  which  will 
not  be  flight  tested  until  about  1990. 

The  fourth  reason  to  deploy  the  MX 
is  the  fact  that  deployment  of  100  MX 
CBM's  is  only  one-eighth  of  the  coun- 
terforce  capability  the  United  States 
would  need  to  have  counterforce 
parity  with  the  Soviets.  This  is  be- 
cause the  Soviets  have  well  over  twice 
as  many  hard  targets  as  the  United 
States,  which  are  themselves  on  the 
average  over  three  times  as  hard  as 
U.S.  hard  targets.  And  the  Soviets 
have  over  three  times  the  U.S.  hard 
target  counterforce  capability  as  the 
comparison  on  the  chart  shows.  Again, 
I  invite  my  colleagues  attention  to  the 
chart  showing  Soviet  ICBM  war  head 
superiority. 

The  fifth  reason  to  deploy  the  MX  is 
the  fact  that  the  MX  will  add,  albeit 
marginaly.  to  the  survivability  of  U.S. 
strategic  forces  and  ICBM's.  This  is 
because  the  deployment  of  MX  will 
allow  a  few  more  war  heads  to  survive 
if  the  United  States  must  ride  out  a 
Soviet  first  strike  on  our  ICBM's. 
Moreover,  if  the  United  States  were  to 
launch  our  ICBM's  from  under  a 
Soviet  attack,  the  MX  would  provide 
somewhat  more  counterforce  capabil- 
ity. 

Sixth,  many  experts  believe  that  the 
Soviets  are  "breaking  out"  of  the 
SALT  I  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Treaty. 
The  Soviets  have  developed  and  are 
deploying  a  prohibited  nationwide 
ABM  defense.  The  Deployment  of  the 
MX  will  increase  somewhat  U.S.  abili- 
ty to  penetrate  Soviet  AVBM  defenses. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  discussion  of  the  Soviet 
ABM  treaty  violations,  which  ampli- 
fies this  point  further,  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

[See  exhibit  1.1 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Seventh,  massive 
U.S.  unilateral  restraint  seen  in  strate- 
gic force  cutbacks  over  the  last  15 
years  makes  MX  deployment  all  the 
more  necessary.  Since  the  late  1960's, 
the  United  States  has  deactivated  over 
8,000  nuclear  warheads.  Since  1972. 
the  United  States  has  cut  over  710 
strategic  delivery  vehicles  either  exist- 
ing or  planned  for  deployment,  carry- 
ing over  6.000  strategic  nuclear  war- 
heads. The  Reagan  administration 
itself  has  deactivated  292  strategic  de- 
livery vehicles  carrying  over  500  war- 
heads, about  one-third  of  our  existing 
strategic  megatonnage.  In  the  face  of 
these  massive  U.S.  unilateral  strategic 
deactivations,  the  United  States  needs 
to  modernize  its  ICBM  force  by  de- 
ploying MX. 

Eighth,  in  addition  to  MX  deploy- 
ment in  Minuteman  silos,  the  United 
States  should  also  deploy  100  stock- 
piled Minuteman  III  MIRVd  ICBM's 


at  the  same  time  we  deploy  MX  exist- 
ing silos.  If  the  MX  is  suitable  for  de- 
ployment in  existing  Minuteman  silos, 
then  so  are  100  stockpiled  Minuteman 
III  ICBM's  also  suitable  for  deploy- 
ment in  existing  Minuteman  silos.  If 
the  United  States  were  to  make  these 
stockpiled  Minuteman  Ill's  MX's  addi- 
tive to  our  MIRVd  ICBM  force,  by  re- 
deploying Minuteman  ICBM's  re- 
placed by  100  MX  ICBM's  and  the 
stockpiled  Minuteman,  the  United 
States  could  have  750  MIRVd  ICBM's 
in  our  existing  silos.  While  this  option 
would  violate  the  unratified  SALT  II 
Treaty  and  negate  the  "build-down" 
concept,  it  would  strongly  bolster  U.S. 
strategic  deterrence  capability. 

Ninth  and  finally,  over  three-quar- 
ters of  all  Soviet  strategic  warheads 
are  carried  on  delivery  vehicles  less 
than  5  years  old.  I  refer  to  the  chart 
showing  the  comparative  age  of  the 
United  States  and  Soviet  arsenals.  In 
contrast,  over  three-quarters  of  all 
U.S.  strategic  warheads  are  carried  on 
delivery  vehicles  15  years  or  more  old. 
Mr.  President,  for  all  of  these  rea- 
sons and  more,  I  think  it  is  important 
that  we  deploy  the  MX  ICBM  in  exist- 
ing Minuteman  ICBM  silos. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  con- 
clude by  quoting  from  the  late  British 
statesman  and  leader.  Sir  Winston 
Churchill.  Churchill  had  this  to  say 
about  the  1920s  and  1930's.  the  period 
between  World  War  I  and  World  War 
II: 

We  must  regard  as  deeply  blameworthy 
before  history  the  conduct  ...  of  tall  par- 
ties], both  in  and  out  of  office,  during  this 
fatal  period.  Delight  in  smooth -sounding 
platitudes,  refusal  to  face  unpleasant  facts, 
desire  for  popularity  and  electoral  success 
irrespective  of  the  vital  interests  of  the 
state,  genuine  love  of  peace  and  pathetic 
belief  that  love  can  be  its  sole  foundation, 
obvious  lack  of  intellectual  vigour  ...  all  of 
these  constituted  a  picture  of  British  fatuity 
and  fecklessness  which,  though  devoid  of 
guile,  was  not  devoid  of  guilt,  and.  though 
free  from  wickedness  or  evil  design,  played  a 
definite  part  in  the  unleashing  upon  the 
world  of  horrors  and  miseries,  which,  even 
so  far  as  they  have  unfolded,  are  even 
beyond  comparison  in  human  experience. 

President  Reagan's  efforts  to  rearm 
and  bolster  our  strategic  deterrent 
with  MX  can  be  supported  by  such 
Churchillian  eloquence. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  MX 
deployment,  as  we  did  on  May  25, 
1983. 


Exhibit  1. 
Soviet  ABM  Treaty  Violations 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  the  ABM 
Treaty  is  a  legacy  of  "detente"  politics.  It 
was  based  on  the  theory  that  it  is  possible 
to  deal  with  the  Soviet  Union  the  same  way 
one  can  deal  with  gentlemen— that  they  will 
respect  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  the 
agreement.  A  decade  of  experience  with  the 
Soviet  Union  in  arms  control  has  proved 
that  to  be  wrong. 

The  ABM  Treaty  attempts  to  put  serious 
limitations  on  the  components  of  an  ABM 
System.  It  bans  such  a  system  or  laying  the 
basis  of  such   a  system,  on   a  nationwide 


scale.  It  places  substantial  limitations  on 
the  construction  of  ABM  radars  and  inter- 
ceptor missiles— yet  it  defines  neither  one  of 
these  in  any  meaningful  sense.  It  does  not 
even  define  what  type  of  testing  of  radars 
and  interceptor  missiles  constitute  testing  in 
the  ABM  mode— in  a  manner  in  which  the 
components  can  actually  intercept  and  de- 
stroy attacking  missile  warheads. 

All  of  this  was  rationalized  during  the  de- 
tente era  on  the  theory  that  the  Soviet 
Union  would  comply  with  whatever  agree- 
ment it  signed  and  even  avoid  actions  that 
would  raise  compliance  concerns.  This  belief 
was  clearly  mistaken.  The  evidence  we  have 
today  should  be  interpreted  to  indicate  that 
the  Soviet  Union  is  at  this  very  moment  de- 
ploying components  of  a  nationwide  ABM 
system— the  long  lead  time  components. 

There  is  now  increasing  recognition  that 
there  is.  at  the  very  least,  a  major  threat  of 
Soviet  abrogation,  violation,  circumvention 
or  breakout  of  the  ABM  Treaty.  There  are 
four  references  to  this  problem  in  the 
recent  report  by  the  President's  Scowcroft 
Commission  on  Strategic  Forces. 

First,  the  Scowcroft  Commission  reported 
that:  "The  possibility  of  either  a  sudden 
breakthrough  in  ABM  technology,  a  rapid 
Soviet  breakout  from  the  ABM  Treaty  by  a 
quick  further  deployment  of  their  current 
ABM  systems,  or  the  deployment  of  air  de- 
fense systems  having  some  capability 
against  strategic  ballistic  missiles  all  point 
to  the  need  for  us  to  be  able  to  penetrate 
some  level  of  ABM  defense." 

Second,  the  Scowcroft  Commission  also 
concluded  that:  "It  is  important  to  be  able 
to  match  any  possible  Soviet  breakout  from 
that  [ABM]  treaty  with  strategic  forces 
that  have  the  throw  weight  to  carry  suffi- 
cient numbers  of  decoys  and  other  penetra- 
tion aids:  these  may  be  necessary  in  order  to 
penetrate  the  Soviet  defenses  which  such  a 
breakout  could  provide  before  other  com- 
pensating steps  could  be  taken." 

Third,  the  Scowcroft  Commission  noted 
the  threat  posed  by:  "Their  vigorous  re- 
search and  development  programs  on  ballis- 
tic missile  defense  provide  a  potential  .  .  . 
for  a  rapid  expansion  of  Soviet  ABM  de- 
fense, should  the  Soviets  choose  to  with- 
draw from  or  violate  the  Treaty.  Soviet  po- 
tential is  enhanced  by  continued  deploy- 
ment of  modern  and  capable  Soviet  air  de- 
fense missile  systems.  At  least  one  new 
Soviet  defensive  system  is  designed  to  have 
capability  against  short-range  ballistic  mis- 
siles: it  could  perhaps  be  upgraded  for  use 
against  the  re-entry  vehicles  of  some  subma- 
rine-launched missiles  and  even  ICBMs." 

Fourth,  the  Scowcroft  Commission  con- 
cluded that:  "Improvements  in  Soviet  air  de- 
fense systems— to  give  them  some  capability 
against  some  submarine-launched  ballistic 
missile  warheads,  and  even  against  some 
warheads  fired  by  ICBMs-are  likely  to  con- 
tinue as  such  air  defenses  are  made  capable 
of  dealing  with  modern  aircraft,  cruise  mis- 
siles, and  shorter  range  ballistic  missiles." 

As  far  back  as  1976  the  U.S.  Government 
reported  that  the  Soviet  Union  had  devel- 
oped "a  prototype  of  a  rapidly  deployable 
ABM  system."  Secretary  of  Defense  Caspar 
Weinberger  recently  reported  in  the  1983 
edition  of  "Soviet  Military  Power,  "  that 
"...  the  Soviets  have  continued  to  pursue 
extensive  ABM  research  and  development 
programs,  including  a  rapidly  deployable 
ABM  system  and  improvements  for  the 
Moscow  defenses." 

Of  greatest  concern  is  the  radar  base  that 
is  now  being  constructed  by  the  U.S.S.R.  All 
the  other  developments  that  we  see  in  the 


Soviet  Union— the  development  of  rapidly 
deployable  ABM  systems,  possible  testing  of 
bomber  defenses  in  the  ABM  mode  and  the 
development  of  a  tactical  ABM  system,  are 
substantially  enhanced  in  their  threatening 
nature  by  the  Soviet  construction  of  a  base 
for  a  nationwide  ABM  system  through  the 
construction  of  very  large  and  capable 
radars  that  could  be  ABM  battle  manage- 
ment radars. 

During  the  last  days  of  the  Carter  Admin- 
istration the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  reported 
that:  "Soviet  phased  array  radars,  which 
may  be  designed  to  improve  impact  predic- 
tion and  Urget  handling  capabilities  for 
ABM  battle  management,  are  under  con- 
struction at  various  locations  throughout 
the  USSR.  These  radars  could  perform 
some  battle  management  functions  as  well 
as  provide  redundant  bEJlistic  missile  early 
warning  coverage.  The  first  of  these  radars 
is  expected  to  become  operational  in  the 
early  1980's." 

Secretary  of  Defense  Weinberger,  in 
"Soviet  Military  Power."  reported  "addition- 
al construction  of  large  phased-array  radars 
around  the  periphery  of  the  U.S.S.R."  He 
also  reported  'new  ABM  deployment 
around  Moscow  to  include  a  new,  large 
phased-array  radar  and  deployment  of  new 
ABM  intercepters." 

These  developments  are  particularly 
threatening  in  relation  to  the  ABM  system 
the  Soviet  Union  has  previously  built.  The 
Soviet  have  "Dog  House  "  and  "Cat  House" 
ABM  battle  management  radars  at  Moscow 
and  they  have  constructed  a  series  of  "Hen 
House"  long  range  acquisition  and  tracking 
radars  around  the  periphery  of  the  U.S.S.R. 
All  of  these  new  radars  are  being  built  in  ad- 
dition to  the  substantial  ABM  potential  the 
Soviets  already  had. 

Over  ten  years  ago  Dr.  John  Foster,  then 
Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing, described  the  Hen  House  as  the  size  of 
"three  football  fields  lined  up  end  to  end 
and  standing  on  their  sides. "  and  noted 
that,  "They  in  the  near  term  provide  the 
same  radar  coverage  we  will  have  some 
eight  years  from  now  if  all  the  Safeguard 
system  is  completed." 

But  the  ABM  Treaty  brought  the  U.S. 
Safeguard  ABM  system  to  a  halt.  All  of  our 
ABM  sites  have  been  dismantled.  Yet  the 
Soviet  Union  goes  on  building  advanced 
radars  that  clearly  have  ABM  potential  and 
developing  rapidly  deployable  ABM  compo- 
nents. 

The  radars  we  are  seeing  the  Soviet  Union 
construct  are  not  cheap  items.  They  cost  bil- 
lions of  dollars  each,  and  as  the  JCS  noted, 
they  are  redundant  to  existing  radars  if  the 
Soviets  are  building  them  for  early  warning 
purposes.  The  only  reasonable  explanation 
of  these  radars  is  that  they  are  being  built 
to  serve  as  the  base  of  a  future  nationwide 
ABM  system. 

The  radar  associated  with  the  Soviet  rap- 
idly deployable  ABM  system,  the  ABM-X-3. 
is  itself  an  ABM  Treaty  compliance  issue.  It 
is  rapidly  deployable  and  at  least  semi- 
mobile  in  that  it  can  be  moved  and  set  up 
anyuhere  in  the  Soviet  Union  within  a 
short  period  of  time.  The  deployment  of 
this  radar  to  Kamchatka,  an  area  which  we 
did  not  regard  as  an  ABM  test  range  when 
the  Treaty  was  signed  in  1972,  is  in  itself  an 
important  compliance  issue. 

A  variety  of  Soviet  actions,  which  the 
Presidents  Commission  must  have  had  in 
mind  when  it  dealt  with  the  Soviet  ABM,  in- 
volve breakout  potential.  One  of  the  most 
important  of  these  is  the  possible  testing  of 
Soviet  bomber  defense  missile  radars  (SAM 
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systems)  In  the  ABM  mode.  Even  the  Carter 
Administration  reported  that  Soviet  tests  in 
1973-75  (some  40-50  instances  have  been  re- 
ported in  the  press)  "could  have  been  part 
of  an  effort  to  upgrade  the  SA-5  system  for 
an  ABM  role  or  to  collect  data  for  use  in  de- 
veloping ABM  systems  or  a  new  dual  SAM/ 
ABM  system."  then  Secretary  of  State 
Cynis  Vance  reported  in  1978.  Henry  Kissin- 
ger referred  to  this  as  a  "violation"  of  the 
ABM  Treaty  in  1982. 

In  1979  and  1980  there  were  many  press 
reports  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  again 
testing  SA-5  radars  and  the  new  SA-10  mis- 
sile radar  in  the  ABM  mode.  There  were 
also  reports  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  de- 
veloping a  so-called  tactical  ABM  system, 
the  SA-12.  The  President's  Commission 
report  clearly  confirms  these  press  reports. 

In  addition.  Air  Force  magazine  of  July 
1983  reports  the  following.  ...  The  Sovi- 
ets have  practiced  a  two-hour  reload  of  the 
SHO-8  endoatmospheric  ballistic  missile  in- 
terceptor that  is  part  of  the  ABM  system 
around  Moscow.  The  SALT  I  ABM  Treaty 
prohibit  rapid  reload  of  ABMs"" 

The  question  becomes:  What  do  we  do  in 
response  to  all  of  this?  The  I»resident"s 
Scowcroft  Commission  suggests  that  we  de- 
velop penetration  aids  and  devices  for  our 
missiles  and  deploy  the  MX  missile  to 
assure  that  we  can  penetrate  Soviet  de- 
fenses. These  actions  are  necessary,  but 
alone  they  will  not  be  enough.  We  are 
paying  a  major  price  to  maintain  the  illu- 
sion of  security  we  are  obtaining  from  the 
ABM  Treaty.  The  recent  evidence  of  Soviet 
violation  of  other  arms  control  treaties  in- 
creases the  likelihood  that  the  compliance 
issues  we  face  with  the  ABM  Treaty  consti- 
tute actual  Soviet  violations.  We  simply 
cannot  take  the  chance  that  they  are  not. 

Without  a  U.S.  ABM  capability,  it  will 
prove  Impossible  to  deploy  the  MX  missile 
in  a  survivable  mode,  and  we  are  doomed  to 
maintain  population  vulnerability. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  on 
whose  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  is  automatically  charged  to  the 
side  of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roU. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
parliamentary  inquiry.  How  much 
time  remains  to  the  Senator  from 
Texas? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  presently  39  minutes  remaining  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield  me  1 
minute? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  could  I 
inquire  how  much  time  remains  on  the 
biU? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  has  22  minutes  and  the  mi- 
nority has  3  minutes. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
clear  that  time  remaining  will  not  ac- 
commodate all  of  the  speakers  on  both 
sides.  I  have  discussed  this  with  the 
minority  leader,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there 
be  2  additional  hours  of  debate  on  the 
bill  to  be  equally  divided,  and  control 
to  be  in  the  usual  form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object.  Mr.  President,  do  I  under- 
stand that  this  would  extend  the  time 
for  debate  or  would  we  still  get  to  the 
final  passage  at  the  same  hour  of  not 
later  than  9  o'clock  this  evening? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
put  the  question  to  the  Chair,  but  it  is 
my  interpretation  that  the  request 
just  made  would  not  change  the  not 
later  than  9  o'clock  p.m.  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
leader  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Would  that  extend 
the  time  before  we  get  to  the  first  vote 
by  an  additional  2  hours? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  could 
have  that  effect. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  on  the  Moynihan 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER. 
Thirty-seven  minutes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
back  my  time  on  the  Moynihan 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  recurs  on  the  Hart  amend- 
ment. The  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
60  minutes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2087 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  20 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr.  President,  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. Under  whose  control  is  the  time 
on  the  bill? 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart)  is  the  designee  for  time  on  the 
bill.  The  minority  leader  is  not  here, 
so  I  do  not  want  to  speak  for  him.  but 
that  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  HART.  Parliamentary  inquiry, 
Mr.  President.  Who  controls  the  time 
on  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  As  pre- 
viously announced,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  control  of  the  minority's 
time. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  20 
minutes  of  the  time  on  the  bill  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Kennedy). 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Colorado.  I 
also  thank  the  majority  leader  for  the 
additional  time. 

I  make  note  that  there  are  still  a 
number  of  us  who  would  like  to  ad- 
dress this  issue  as  the  Senate  Is  about 
to  make  a  judgment  on  the  MX.  I 
think  we  can  see  that,  as  a  result  of 
these  past  few  days  of  discussions, 
even  though  there  is  going  to  be  a  vote 
this  evening  on  this  issue,  clearly  this 
debate  is  not  terminating.  It  will  con- 
tinue in  the  House  of  Representatives 
when  the  House  debates  this  issue  on 
the  defense  appropriations  bill  later  in 
the  fall  and  certainly  we  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  debate  it  even  further 
when  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee addresses  this  issue. 

It  does  seem  to  me  that,  as  a  result 
of  the  efforts  that  have  been  made  to 
present  some  alternate  views  to  those 
that  support  the  MX  and  the  Scow- 
croft Commission's  recommendations, 
the  longer  this  matter  has  been  before 
the  Senate,  an  increasing  number  of 
questions  are  being  addressed  by  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  and  I  believe 
that  those  that  are  opposing  the  MX 
have  an  increasingly  strong  case. 

I  rise  now,  Mr.  President,  in  the  final 
hours  of  this  debate  and  discussion,  to 
at  least  make  some  additional  points 
to  the  statement  and  speech  that  I 
made  previously  on  this  issue  and  to 
underline  my  principal  reasons  for 
supporting  the  Hart-Hatfield  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  at  the  outset 
like  to  commend  Senators  Hart, 
Bumpers,  Hollings,  and  Sasser,  and 
many  others  who  have  participated  in 
this  debate  over  the  MX. 

What  we  have  tried  to  do  in  the 
Senate  over  the  past  several  days  is 
really  what  our  Founding  Fathers  in- 
tended this  institution  to  do.  That  was 
to  conduct  a  full  and  free  debate  on 
issues  that  are  vital  to  the  welfare  of 
this  Nation  and,  in  so  doing,  to  edu- 
cate the  American  people  on  these 
issues. 

The  number  of  different  weapons 
systems  which  are  included  in  this  de- 
fense authorization,  the  complexity  of 
these  weapons  systems,  and  the  cost  of 
these  weapons  systems,  Mr.  President, 
justify  the  kind  of  debate  we  have  had 
over  the  period  of  the  past  days,  spe- 
cifically on  the  weapons  system  we  are 
addressing  this  afternoon,  the  MX 
missile. 

The  more  the  American  people  learn 
about  this  weapons  system,  the  less 
they  approve  it.  The  longer  the  debate 
goes  on,  the  more  apparent  is  the  con- 
tradiction between  what  we  ought  to 
be  doing  about  the  arms  race  and  what 
we  propose  to  do  with  this  dangerous 
and  destabilizing  new  weapons  system. 


One  paradox  is  particularly  striking. 
The  more  we  discuss  the  MX,  the 
more  apparent  is  the  contrast  between 
the  theory  of  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion and  the  practical  recommenda- 
tion that  it  makes. 

The  theory  says  that  both  sides 
should  move  to  single  warhead  ICBM's 
in  a  mobile  basing  mode,  in  the  inter- 
est of  arms  control  and  crisis  stability. 
But  the  recommendation  advocates 
building  the  multiwarhead  missiles 
and  basing  them  in  the  Minuteman 
silos,  a  disastrous  blunder  that  will 
work  against  any  realistic  conception 
of  arms  control  and  crisis  stability. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  later  in 
this  debate  and  discussion  will  be  ad- 
dressing that  particular  issue  of 
multiwarhead  versus  single-warhead 
missile  systems.  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  listen  to  that  dialog  and 
debate  because  I  think  his  presenta- 
tion on  this  issue  will  be  an  extremely 
persuasive  one.  I  will  not  delay  the 
Senate  further  on  that  aspect  of  the 
debate. 

The  fundamental  rule  of  medicine  is 
that  the  cure  must  not  be  worse  than 
the  disease.  Similarly,  the  first  rule  for 
multibillion  dollar  strategic  weapons 
system  should  be  that  they  make  us 
more  secure,  not  more  vulnerable.  Yet 
today,  years  before  the  proposed  de- 
ployment of  MX.  that  system  is  al- 
ready vulnerable,  destabilizing,  and 
obsolete.  We  are  about  to  decide  on  a 
$20  billion  weapons  system  that,  if  de- 
ployed, will  move  both  sides  closer  to 
the  nuclear  precipice  of  a  launch-on- 
warning  posture  and  to  a  strategic  re- 
lationship that  will  invite  first  strike. 

I  believe,  Mr.  President,  that  that 
point  has  been  very  well  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  who  is  on  the 
floor  at  the  present  time. 

In  reviewing  the  record  of  those  who 
support  the  MX  missile,  we  really  do 
not  hear  very  much  debate  or  atten- 
tion given  to  the  concern  many  of  us 
have  that  we  are  changing  in  a  funda- 
mental way  the  nuclear  posture  of  the 
United  States. 

Many  of  us  have  pointed  out  the 
issue  that  putting  these  MX  missiles 
in  the  fixed  silos  is  going  to  make 
them  extraordinarily  vulnerable.  In 
my  previous  statement.  I  reviewed  the 
Air  Force  projections  that  unless  we 
went  to  a  launch  on  warning  strategy, 
that  in  the  latter  part  of  the  1980's,  by 
the  Air  Force's  own  estimate,  if  the 
Soviet  Union  should  have  a  first 
strike,  there  would  only  be  one  MX 
missile  remaining. 

That  being  the  case,  Mr.  President, 
we  are  wasting  $20  billion,  particularly 
when  we  know  that  you  can  expend 
$20  billion  in  the  national  security  in- 
terest in  other  more  cost-effective 
ways  and  get  a  much  bigger  bang  for 
the  buck.  This  decision  has  to  raise 
the  kind  of  serious  questions  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  raised 
during  this  debate,  specifically  wheth- 


er or  not  there  is  going  to  be  a  major 
alteration  in  strategic  policy. 

I  am  just  wondering  whether  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  been  able 
to  receive  an  adequate  response  to 
what  I  think  has  been  one  of  the  most 
important  contributions  to  this  dialog, 
one  of  the  most  important  interven- 
tions in  this  debate;  that  is.  the  point 
that  emerges  about  the  first  strike. 
Does  he  not  agree  with  me  that  that 
issue  certainly  should  be  addressed 
and  certainly  should  be  debated  be- 
cause it  will  be  a  major  departure  for 
this  country,  a  major  departure  from 
our  nuclear  policy  in  the  last  25  or  30 
years. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  will  yield  on  that  point, 
I  have  received  no  satisfactory  answer 
from  the  proponents  of  the  MX  mis- 
sile system.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  con- 
tinue   to    encounter    alarming    state- 
ments from  proponents  of  this  system 
in  the  administration,  within  the  Mili- 
tary  Establishment   of   this   country, 
which  would  lead  me  to  believe  that  if 
this  missile  system  is  adopted,  that  is, 
placing    MX    missiles    in    Minuteman 
silos  that  have  been  targeted  by  the 
Soviet  Union,  many  of  them  for  over  a 
decade,  this  pushes  us  irresistibly  in 
the  direction  of  a  launch-on-warning 
concept.   These   MX   missiles  will   be 
vulnerable,  obviously,  to  a  first  strike 
by  the  Soviet  Union,  and  the  only  way 
to  save  them  is  to  launch  them  on 
warning,    the    so-called    use-them-or- 
lose-them  doctrine. 

The  shocking  thing  about  this,  as 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  well 
knows,  is  that  it  means  we  are  depart- 
ing from  a  well-established  doctrine 
that  has  served  us  well  for  over  three 
decades  in  this  country.  That  is  that 
we  rely  on  our  nuclear  weapons  as  a 
source  of  deterrence,  and  that  these 
nuclear  weapons  were  placed  in  places 
where  they  would  not  be  vulnerable— 
on  submarines,  on  aircraft  which 
could  be  launched  and  recalled,  I 
might  say.  But  we  are  departing  from 
this  doctrine  in  this  controversy  be- 
cause we  are  putting  an  MX  missile  in 
a  silo  where  it  is  vulnerable  to  attack. 
The  only  way  to  safeguard  it  is  to 
launch  it  on  warning.  This  very  seri- 
ously telescopes  the  time  within  which 
we  can  act. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  think  the  Senator 
has  stated  what  I  believe  to  be  an  obvi- 
ous fact.  That  is  a  point  which  has 
been  made,  I  think,  by  most  Senators 
here.  It  really  has  not  been  controvert- 
ed, that  I  have  heard,  in  any  satisfac- 
tory way  by  those  who  support  the 
system.  That  is  the  vulnerability  of 
the  sites.  Therefore,  it  is  going  to  re- 
quire a  change  in  strategy. 

I  am  just  wondering,  since  this  is 
such  an  important  departure,  whether 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
should  not  have  spoken  on  this  ques- 
tion at  issue,  or  whether  those  who 
have  a  responsibility,  whether  it  is  the 


Secretary  of  Defense  or  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  should  have  addressed 
this  issue.  I  am  just  wondering  wheth- 
er the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  who 
has  followed  the  general  debate  and 
contributed  to  it.  but  has  focused  a 
great  deal  of  attention  on  this  aspect 
of  it.  has  received  any  statements  or 
comments  by  any  of  those  in  responsi- 
ble positions  which  would  relieve  the 
Senator  from  his  very  legitimate  con- 
cerns about  the  altering  of  strategic 
doctrine. 

The  second  point  I  would  like  to 
debate  is  if  the  administration  believes 
that  we  are  not  going  to  move  to  a 
launch  on  warning,  would  the  Senator 
not  agree  with  me  that  maybe  they 
are  planning  an  abrogation  of  the 
ABM  treaty,  and  build  an  ABM  system 
to  protect  these  sites.  That  would  be 
the  only  potential  way  of  perhaps  pro- 
tecting some  of  those  sites,  and  it  has 
significant  implications  in  terms  of  the 
arms  race.  I  think  the  testimony 
before  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
and  in  the  House  would  show  that  bal- 
listic missile  defense  on  silo  hardening 
would  not  be  effective,  and  would  in 
fact  be  a  good  deal  more  costly  than 
the  system  itself. 

I  am  wondering  whether  the  Senator 
has  received  any  assurances  by  those 
in  the  administration,  or  whether  the 
Senator  is  concerned  about  the  real 
possibilities  that  there  may  be  some 
other  departures  from  previously 
signed  treaties  which  may  have  pro- 
found implications  in  the  escalation  of 
the  nuclear-arms  race. 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Massachusetts  that  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  has  received  no  assur- 

(Mrs.  KASSEBAUM  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  SASSER.  No;  I  think  the  Ameri- 
can people  have  received  no  assur- 
ances from  the  President  or  from  any 
duly  authorized  member  of  his  admin- 
istration. Quite  to  the  contrary,  what 
we  are  hearing  from  at  least  one 
highly  placed  officer  in  the  military 
services  is  that  we  are  not  offering  the 
Soviets  any  assurance  that  these 
weapons  would  not  be  launched  on 
warning,  that  we  are  not  going  to  give 
the  Soviet  Union  any  assurance  that 
these  missiles  would  remain  in  their 
silos  if  we  perceive  or  believe  that  an 
attack  might  be  underway,  even 
though  that  perception  might  be  false. 
As  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
well  knows,  the  time  for  reacting  to  a 
perceived  attack  by  Soviet  ICBM's  is 
perhaps  no  more  than  10  or  15  min- 
utes after  the  danger  of  it  is  first 
sensed  or  perceived. 

Our  experience  has  been  that  there 
have  been  false  alarms,  there  have 
been  false  warnings.  What  some  of  our 
military  officers  are  saying  is  that  we 
are  going  to  act.  based  on  warning,  to 
save  these  missiles,  which  would  mean 
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that  if  we  get  a  false  warning,  if  there 
is  a  malfunction,  perhaps,  of  equip- 
ment, that  100  MX  missiles  contain- 
ing, as  I  recall  it,  10  warheads  apiece, 
could  be  launched  against  the  Soviet 
Union  by  accident.  If  the  Soviet  Union 
then  perceives  that  these  missiles  are 
on  the  way.  then  they  would  have  no 
alternative  except  to  launch  their 
ICBM"s  in  order  to  use  them  and  not 
lose  them.  Then  we  have  the  ultimate 
nuclear  holocaust. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  may 
be  aware  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr.  Hatfield). 
has  pointed  out  in  his  presentation 
that  over  the  period  of  the  last  20 
months,  there  have  been  140  malfunc- 
tions of  our  early  warning  systems.  A 
number  of  those  went  to  what  they 
call  the  red  alerts  and  even  with  the 
sophistication,  the  capabilities  that 
the  United  States  has  in  terms  of  com- 
puters and  its  protection  system, 
which  I  think  most  of  the  intelligence 
community  would  feel  is  significantly 
superior,  certainly,  to  the  Soviet 
Union's,  we  find  that  moving  or  chang- 
ing this  doctrine,  given  the  record  of 
malfunctions  in  recent  times,  really 
does  bring  us  immeasurably  closer  to 
the  very  real  danger  of  a  nuclear  holo- 
caust. 

Those  are  items.  Madam  President— 
the  number  of  malfunctions  in  our 
early  warning  system,  our  capability  of 
being  able  to  determine  actions  in 
some  instances  of  our  adversaries— 
which  pose  very  well  the  kind  of  real 
dangers  that  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee has  spoken  about  so  well. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  would 
yield  on  just  that  one  point.  I  remind 
my  colleagues  that,  in  1982.  on  June  3 
and  June  6.  back-to-back  alerts  oc- 
curred in  the  NORAD  system,  caused 
by  a  malfunctioning  computer  accesso- 
ry, a  46-cent  electronic  chip  no  bigger 
than  a  nickel,  which  caused  two  back- 
to-back  alerts  in  the  NORAD  system. 
There  was  an  earlier  alert  in  Novem- 
ber 1981.  A  war-games  tape  simulating 
nuclear  attack  on  the  United  States 
began  coming  in  over  a  live  feed  at 
NORAD.  and  the  North  American  Air 
Defense  Command  in  Colorado  was 
picking  it  up  and  the  alert  lasted  for  6 
harrowing  minutes,  half  the  time  it 
would  take  a  missile  launched  from  a 
Soviet  submarine  about  1,500  miles 
away  to  reach  the  United  States. 

That  is  the  danger  that  we  are  play- 
ing with  here,  as  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  has  so  ably  laid  out 
here  today. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr  KENNEDY.  The  final  point  I 
make  is  at  what  cost?  I  think  that 
point  has  been  made  clear:  Anywhere 
from  $14  to  $20  billion  and  how  much 


additional  security  are  we  purchasing 
with  it? 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
and  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
I  think  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts, in  this  exchange  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee,  has  pointed  out 
enormously 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts has  expired. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts 5  more  minutes  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
the  connection  between  the  survivabil- 
ity of  the  MX  and  the  potential  shift 
in  strategic  doctrine  is  enormously  im- 
portant. The  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  conceded  yes- 
terday, and  I  am  now  quoting  him 
when  he  said  that: 

We  are  deploying  MX  in  a  mode  that  we 
all  concede  is  vulnerable,  very  vulnerable 
indeed. 

Those  are  not  my  words;  those  are 
the  words  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services.  He 
then  went  on  to  say: 

Almost  anything  in  the  military  inventory 
has  some  degree  of  vulnerability,  even  the 
submarine. 

The  important  point  is  that  in  the 
past,  when  we  have  moved  with  these 
strategic  systems,  they  have  not  been 
vulnerable  at  the  very  outset  in  terms 
of  positioning.  It  is  true  that  today, 
the  Minuteman,  positioned  at  an  earli- 
er time,  has  vulnerabilities.  It  did  not 
have  those  vulnerabilities  at  the  time 
we  positioned  it. 

At  that  time,  it  was  perceived  to  be  a 
survivable  weapons  system;  therefore. 
it  was  consistent  with  a  doctrine  that 
has  marked  our  strategic  weapons  sys- 
tems for  30  years.  That  is  that  we  have 
made  survivable  second-strike  strength 
our  central  strategic  standard.  Now. 
here  we  are  moving  to  emphasize  a 
system  conceded  to  be  very  vulnerable 
indeed,  to  use  the  words  of  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  at  the  very 
outset. 

If  that  is  the  case.  Madam  President, 
obviously,  it  is  reasonable  to  draw  the 
conclusion  that  there  is  a  shift  in  doc- 
trine taking  place.  That  is  what  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  been  un- 
derscoring that  we  are  moving  to  a 
launch-on-warning  or  a  launch-on- 
attack  concept.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  took  the  floor  the  other 
evening  to  go  one  step  further  and  say 
it  may  well  be  the  beginning  of  a  first- 
strike  concept  with  respect  to  the  use 
of  our  nuclear  weapons. 

Any  of  those— launch  on  warning, 
launch  on  attack,  obviously  first 
strike— is  to  increase  the  instability 
with  respect  to  the  use  of  nuclear 
weapons.  That  is  why  the  whole  ques- 


tion of  the  survivability  of  this  weap- 
ons system  is  so  important. 

In  fact.  Madam  President,  this  weap- 
ons system  originally  was  going  to  be 
developed  to  address  the  very  question 
of  the  perceived  vulnerability  of  the 
existing  land-based  missile.  It  was  to 
be  mobile  for  that  reason.  Now  we 
have  come  full  circle  and  we  are  plac- 
ing it  in  these  fixed  silos,  conceded  to 
be  vulnerable  at  the  very  outset. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  to  under- 
score what  a  reasonable  observer  could 
conclude  from  all  of  this,  and  we  are 
concerned  with  that  because  how  the 
other  side  perceives  what  we  are  doing 
is  very  important,  just  as  how  we  per- 
ceive what  they  are  doing  is  very  im- 
portant. A  reasonable  observer  could 
conclude  that  this  represents  a  basic 
shift  in  strategic  doctrine. 

Therefore,  the  implications  of  this 
decision  are  very  significant  for  the 
future  prospects  of  stability  with  re- 
spect to  the  nuclear  strategic  weapons 
systems. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  from 
Maryland  would  agree  with  me  that 
that  is  one  of  the  very  unique  aspects 
of  this  particular  weapons  system  and 
one  of  the  reasons  why  it  should  be 
debated  and  that  the  American  people 
ought  to  get  the  kind  of  assurances 
which  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  spoken  about— what  the  view  of 
this  administration,  this  President, 
this  Secretary  of  Defense  would  be  on 
the  whole  strategic  doctrine. 

We  have  not  received  this.  That 
issue  really  has  not  been  debated  or 
discussed  at  any  length  other  than  by 
those  who  have  opposed  the  MX 
having  raised  it.  It  has  not  been  re- 
sponded to  with  any  degree  of  certain- 
ty or  assurance. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  on  just  that  one  point,  on  May  5 
of  this  year,  in  testimony  before  a  con- 
gressional committee,  the  chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Gen.  John 
W.  Vessey,  Jr..  stated  that  MX  missiles 
deployed  in  existing  silos  would  be  vul- 
nerable to  loss  in  a  first  strike,  but  he 
went  ahead  to  say  they  would  be  vul- 
nerable only  "if  we  ride  out  the 
attack." 

Then  General  Vessey  was  joined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Mr.  Wein- 
berger, who  went  on  to  emphasize, 
"The  Soviets  have  no  assurance  that 
we  would  ride  out  the  attack,"  clearly 
stating,  I  think,  that  this  country  is 
moving  in  the  direction  of  launch  on 
warning.  This  is  a  dramatic  and,  I 
think,  very  dangerous  departure  from 
the  doctrine  of  nuclear  deterrence 
that  we  have  followed  for  the  past  30 
years. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Sometimes  our  ar- 
guments about  nuclear  strategy 
become  so  convoluted  that  we  lose 
sight  of  commonsense.  Sometimes  we 
wander  around  in  the  strategic  waste- 
land so  long  that  when  we  return  to  a 


familiar  spot  it  looks  like  new  ground. 
That  is  what  we  have  done  with  the 
proposal  to  put  MX  missiles  in  Min- 
uteman silos. 

Let  us  remind  ourselves  that  the  MX 
concept  really  took  hold  and  took  off 
in  the  mid-1970s,  as  we  became  in- 
creasingly concerned  about  the  theo- 
retical vulnerability  of  our  Minuteman 
silos.  We  considered  a  number  of 
schemes  for  mobile  basing;  while  each 
basing  mode  had  its  problems,  virtual- 
ly the  entire  community  of  defense 
strategists  and  arms  controllers  agreed 
on  one  point.  If  we  needed  a  new  mis- 
sile, it  had  to  be  invulnerable.  Every 
time  the  preposterous  idea  of  putting 
new  MX  missiles  into  old  Minuteman 
silos  was  offered,  we  heard  a  chorus  of 
protests  from  the  right  and  left. 

In  November  1981,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee said: 

By  stuffing  the  MXs  into  fixed  silos,  we 
are  creating  just  so  many  more  sitting  ducks 
for  the  Russians  to  shoot  at.  .  .  .  True,  the 
MX  missile  istelf  will  be  more  powerful, 
more  accurate— and  we  need  that  kind  of 
weapon.  But  it  is  of  little  use  to  us  unless 
the  Soviets  are  convinced  that  it  can  survive 
an  attack.  Without  that,  the  Russians  will 
have  no  incentive  to  start  serious  arms-con- 
trol talks. 

Gen.  Richard  Ellis,  at  that  time 
Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command,  said: 

We  must  correct  our  vulnerability  by  de- 
ploying the  MX  in  a  mobile  basing  configu- 
ration. ...  If  we  had  the  mobility  in  the 
Minuteman  force  that  we  are  building  into 
the  MX  force  we  would  not  need  an  MX 
force. 

In  January  1981,  Defense  Secretary 
Caspar  Weinberger  said: 

I  would  feel  that  simply  putting  it  (the 
MX)  into  existing  silos  would  not  answer 
two  or  three  of  the  concerns  that  I  have: 
Namely,  that  (the  location  of  these)  are  well 
known  and  are  not  hardened  sufficiently, 
nor  could  they  be.  to  be  of  sufficient  strate- 
gic value  to  count  as  a  strategic  improve- 
ment of  our  forces. 

When  we  look  solely  at  the  technical 
merits,  there  is  still  overwhelming  op- 
position to  the  deployment  of  MX  in 
Minuteman  silos.  It  is  a  spectacularly 
bad  idea,  a  tragic  waste  of  money  on  a 
system  that  will  make  nuclear  war 
more  likely,  not  more  remote. 

Why  then  is  the  administration  pro- 
posing to  build  the  MX?  Not  because 
it  makes  any  strategic  sense,  and  not 
because  it  is  a  serious  expression  of 
American  will.  There  is  only  one  argu- 
ment in  support  of  MX  deployment 
even  worth  debating,  and  that  is  the 
argument  that  we  need  it  as  a  bargain- 
ing chip  or  lever  to  force  the  Soviets  to 
negotiate  seriously  on  strategic  arms 
control. 

Let  us  be  clear  about  one  fact  cen- 
tral to  this  debate.  There  are  perhaps 
20  to  25  Senators  who  strongly  oppose 
MX,  but  who  may  vote  for  the  missile 
because  they  hope  it  will  enhance 
prospects  for  arms  control.  This  group 


holds  the  balance  in  the  Senate  be- 
tween victory  and  defeat  for  the  MX, 
and  it  is  to  this  group,  and  their  con- 
cern over  the  lack  of  arms  control 
progress— a  concern  that  I  share— that 
I  would  now  like  to  turn. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  about  the  MX 
being  used  as  a  potential  bargaining 
chip  with  the  Soviet  Union  to  achieve 
arms  reduction.  But  frankly,  I  have 
wondered  for  some  time  whether  the 
President  has  really  been  using  talk  of 
arms  negotiation  as  a  bargaining  chip 
with  the  Congress  to  achieve  the  con- 
struction of  the  MX.  Since  last  fall, 
the  President's  view  of  the  MX  as  a 
bargaining  chip  has  changed  with  the 
seasons,  while  only  his  failure  to 
submit  a  negotiable  START  proposal 
has  remained  constant. 

Toward  the  end  of  last  year,  there 
seemed  to  be  little  doubt  in  the  Presi- 
dent's mind  that  he  would  never  trade 
away  his  minimum  deployment  of  100 
MX  missiles.  President  Reagan's 
START  proposal  carefully  allowed  for 
the  deployment  of  100  MX  missiles 
with  their  1,000  warheads.  The  admin- 
istration in  the  fall  of  1982  explained 
that  the  MX  as  a  bargaining  chip 
would  only  come  into  play  when  a 
second  batch  of  up  to  100  more  MX 
missiles  was  to  be  considered  for  de- 
ployment. In  December,  the  President 
made  clear  in  a  news  conference  that: 
Even  if  we  get  a  reduction  of  arms  .  .  . 
(the  MX)  would  not  be  the  missile  that 
would  be  taken  out  of  circulation. 

And  in  January,  the  President  stated 
in  a  letter  to  Congressman  Jack  Kemp 
that  the  U.S.  bargaining  position  in 
START  "is  based  on  the  assumption 
that  our  force  structure  will  include 
MX." 

However,  when  the  MX  ran  into 
trouble  in  Congress  this  spring,  sud- 
denly we  began  to  hear  new,  ambigu- 
ous rhetoric  from  the  White  House 
about  the  MX  and  arms  control.  The 
President  declared  in  May  that  the 
overall  level  of  MX  deployment  would 
be  "influenced  by  Soviet  strategic  pro- 
grams and  arms  reduction  agree- 
ments"—thus  seemingly  repeating  his 
earlier  view  that  he  would  build  more 
than  100  MX  missiles  if  the  arms  talks 
failed,  while  hinting  that  perhaps  the 
MX  program  would  be  trimmed  if 
progress  at  START  were  achieved. 

Last  month,  the  administration 
clarified  its  bargaining  chip  position 
when  the  new  Director  of  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
made  the  unbelieveable  statement 
that  the  administration's  idea  of  a  fair 
trade  for  abandoning  the  MX  was  for 
the  Soviets  to  dismantle  all  of  their 
SS-18's  and  SS-19's.  Such  proposals 
are  not  the  product  of  an  administra- 
tion which  is  sincerely  committed  to 
serious  arms  control. 

With  the  MX  continuing  to  face  dif- 
ficulties in  the  Congress,  the  President 
recently  decided  to  revamp  his  view  of 
the  MX  as  a  bargaining  chip  yet  again. 


On  July  16,  the  President  for  the  first 
time  clearly  acknowledged  that  he  was 
now  ready  to  use  the  MX  as  a  bargain- 
ing chip;  as  he  stated: 

The  level  (of  MX  missiles)  ultimately  de- 
ployed will  clearly  be  influenced  by  the  out- 
come (of  talks)  in  Geneva.  If  an  agreement 
is  reached  which  calls  for  deep  reductions 
•  •  •  the  number  of  missiles  could  certainly 
be  adjusted  downward. 

Every  time  the  MX  finds  itself  in 
trouble  in  Congress,  the  President  has 
jumped  to  soften  his  stance  on  the 
bargaining  chip  status  of  the  MX,  and 
has  jumped  to  make  new  promises  of 
new  flexibility  in  U.S.  arms  talk  pro- 
posals. But  even  at  this  late  date,  the 
Reagan  administration  has  not  pro- 
duced any  negotiable  START  propos- 
als. In  his  Saturday  radio  address  last 
week,  the  President  said  he  may 
reduce  levels  of  MX  deployment,  but 
his  offer  is  meaningless  until  he  de- 
fines the  circumstances  under  which 
he  would  be  willing  to  do  so. 

In  short,  the  President  has  persist- 
ently asked  us  for  prompt  approval  of 
the  MX  while  paying  the  least  possible 
lip  service  to  arms  control  in  return.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  not  to  be  taken  in 
by  these  cynical  administration  tactics 
as  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Vermont  (Mr.  Leahy),  so  rightly  point- 
ed out  after  Mr.  Reagan's  Saturday 
speech,  the  President's  offer  to  reduce 
the  number  of  MX  missiles  as  part  of 
an  arms  agreement  is  "Like  offering  to 
swap  a  moo  for  a  cow." 

I  commend  and  admire  the  efforts  of 
my  fellow  Senators  to  secure  a  com- 
mitment from  Mr.  Reagan;  but  with 
all  due  respect  for  my  colleagues,  I 
find  the  President's  responses  utterly 
unconvincing.  His  string  of  vague  arms 
control  proposals  has  been  used  pri- 
marily to  lull  Congress  into  providing 
sufficient  votes  for  the  MX.  The 
Reagan  administration's  record  on 
arms  control  over  the  past  2  years  is 
dismal.  Since  the  President  obtained 
initial  approval  of  the  MX  last  spring, 
there  has  still  been  no  agreement,  no 
evidence  of  flexibility,  no  evidence  of 
progress.  Despite  the  administration's 
stepped-up  public  relations  program 
with  Congress,  what  we  hear  from  the 
actual  negotiators.  Paul  Nitze  and 
Edward  Rowny.  is  that  there  are  no 
new  signs  of  progress. 

What  we  are  getting  from  President 
Reagan  is  a  Scarlett  O'Hara  perform- 
ance—he will  think  about  arms  control 
tomorrow,  while  he  builds  MX  today.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  not  to  be  bamboo- 
zled by  this  false  bargain.  The  MX 
does  not  help  arms  control.  It  is  a  radi- 
cal and  indefensible  escalation  of  the 
nuclear  arms  race.  MX  is  an  Rx  for 
nuclear  war.  and  that  is  a  prescription 
which  Congress  should  never  swallow. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield,  the  time  has  ex- 
pired. 
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Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  (Mr.  Leahy). 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  article  I  wrote  for  the 
Washington  Post  regarding  the  MX 
decision.  I  do  this  in  reference  to  the 
comments  of  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Idaho  (Mr.  McClure) 
speaking  of  the  United  States  and 
Soviet  military  balance. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  MX  Decision 
(By  Patrick  J.  Leahy) 

Speaking  to  the  nation  on  Nov.  22.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  painted  a  frightening  and  mis- 
leading—picture of  overwhelming  Soviet 
military  might  contrasted  with  a  stagnant 
and  aging  American  nuclear  deterrent. 
After  hearing  the  president,  you  have  to 
wonder  what  has  been  holding  the  Soviets 
back.  But.  fortunately,  the  president  was 
doing  a  commercial  for  basing  the  MX  in 
Dense  Pack  and  not  describing  reality. 

Let's  look  at  the  facts  rather  than  the 
caricature  put  forward  by  President 
Reagan.  First  and  most  important,  his 
glossy  television  graphics  omitted  the  prin- 
cipal measure  of  destructive  capability,  nu- 
clear warheads.  It  is  warheads,  not  missiles, 
that  explode  and  kill.  Had  he  shown  this 
comparison,  the  country  would  have  seen 
that  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
each  has  roughly  7.500  missile  warheads. 
When  bombs  and  short-range  missiles  on 
strategic  lumbers  are  added,  the  United 
States  has  a  substantial  lead,  some  9.S00  to 
perhaps  8.000  for  the  Soviets. 

It  IS  true,  as  the  president  said,  that  the 
Soviets  have  more  missiles.  But.  again,  let's 
look  at  the  facts.  By  the  mid-1970s,  the 
United  States  completed  placing  multiple. 
Independently  targetable  warheads  on  its 
missile  force.  The  Soviets  are  still  doing 
that.  The  Soviets  have  indeed  introduced 
new  types  of  land-based  missiles  since  the 
United  States  began  fielding  the  Minute- 
man,  but  Minuteman  III  is  still  more  accu- 
rate then  Soviet  missiles,  and  a  new,  more 
powerful  warhead  and  advanced  guidance 
system  is  being  deployed  on  it.  To  think  of 
the  modernized  Minuteman  of  the  1980s  as 
equivalent  by  the  1960°s  vintage  Minuteman 
I  is  absurd. 

The  situation  with  regard  to  missiles  at 
sea  is  overwhelmingly  favorable  to  the 
United  States.  The  Soviets  do  have  more 
sea-launched  missiles,  but  only  recently 
began  introducing  multipU  warheads  on 
them.  Many  of  their  sea-based  missiles  are 
short-range  and  aging;  their  submarines 
cannot  compare  with  ours  technically  or  in 
capability.  In  our  forces  all  the  old  Polaris 
SLBMs  have  been  replaced  by  longer-range 
Poseidons.  and  the  Trident  I  is  now  entering 
the  force,  both  in  Poseidon  submarines  and 
in  the  brand  new  Trident  boats.  Carried  on 
virtually  invulnerable  submarines,  the  U.S. 
SLBM  force  has  over  5.000  warheads,  while 
the  Soviets  have  only  about  1.500.  Although 
the  president  did  not  say  so  we  are  fortu- 
nate that  U.S.  defense  planners  had  the 
foresight  to  put  over  50  percent  of  the 
American  deterrent  at  sea.  By  contrast,  the 
Soviets,  with  better  than  65  percent  of  their 
warheads  on  land-based  missiles,  will  face  a 
grave  vulnerability  of  the  bulk  of  their  de- 
terrent by  the  end  of  this  decade  when  the 
super  accurate  Trident  II  is  introduced. 


Another  comparison  the  president  ne- 
glected to  mention  is  the  enormous  bomber 
advantage  possessed  by  the  United  States, 
both  in  numbers  and  capability.  The  United 
States  has  now  begun  deployment  of  air- 
launched  cruise  missiles  on  B52s.  which  will 
enable  these  planes  to  launch  an  attack 
hundreds  of  miles  away  from  Soviet  air  de- 
fenses. The  Soviets  do  not  have  a  compara- 
ble capability.  The  United  States  plans  to 
deploy  more  than  3.000  air-launched  cruise 
missiles  (and  hundreds  more  on  surface 
ships  and  submarines). 

The  president  also  made  it  appear  that 
NATO  is  almost  naked  in  the  face  of  the 
Soviet  SS20  intermediate-range  missile.  He 
ignored  the  hundreds  of  nuclear  bomtjers 
the  United  States.  Britain  tmd  FYance  main- 
tain in  Western  Europe  and  on  aircraft  car- 
riers in  adjacent  waters.  Nor  did  he  allude 
to  the  fact  that  our  British  and  French 
allies  have  about  1980  sea-  and  land-based 
missiles  aimed  at  the  Soviet  Union,  or  that 
they  have  ambitious  modernization  pro- 
grams to  upgrade  these  forces. 

Finally,  the  president  dredged  up  the  old 
comparison  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  defense 
spending,  with  the  graphics  showing  the  So- 
viets spending  vastly  more  than  we.  The  sad 
fact  is  that  no  one  (outside  the  Kremlin) 
really  knows  how  much  the  SovieLs  spend 
on  their  military.  The  United  States  esti- 
mates Soviet  military  spending  by  calculat- 
ing how  much  it  would  cost  us  to  buy  and 
maintain  equivalent  forces.  That  means 
that  every  time  the  U.S.  military  gets  a  pay 
raise,  estimates  of  Soviet  defense  spending 
go  up.  Every  time  there  is  a  cost  overrun  on 
a  big  American  defense  program.  Soviet 
weapons  cost  more. 

By  distorting  reality  to  make  a  case  of 
basing  the  MX  in  Dense  Pack,  the  president 
is  doing  a  serious  c'lsservice  to  the  American 
public.  He  is  making  us  appear  weak  when 
we  are  immensely  strong.  He  is  making  the 
Soviets  look  superior,  when  in  fact,  there  is 
overall  nuclear  balance.  Concern  for  Ameri- 
ca's security  did  not  begin  with  Ronald  Rea- 
gan's election.  Congress  and  every  adminis- 
tration. Republican  and  Democratic,  have 
worked  hard  to  maintain  adequate  de- 
fenses—and although  one  can  quarrel  about 
whether  priorities  between  nuclear  and  con- 
ventional forces  were  right,  I  believe  that  in 
terms  of  quality  and  capability.  U.S.  forces 
are  second  to  none.  To  imply  otherwise  is 
not  the  way  for  the  president  to  make  his 
argument  for  Dense  Pack. 

Perhaps  the  most  objectionable  aspect  of 
the  president's  speech  was  his  attempt  to 
portray  the  MX  Dense  Pack  decision  as  de- 
signed to  advance  the  cause  of  arms  control. 
His  message  to  Congress  was  either  support 
Der\se  Pack  or  undermine  the  hope  for  seri- 
ous reductions.  This  is  the  old  bargaining- 
chip  theory  all  over  again— support  some- 
thing whether  it  makes  sense  or  not  just  so 
we  can  trade  it  in  arms  control  negotiations. 

I  don't  buy  it. 

The  way  to  halt  the  nuclear  arms  race  is 
to  freeze  it  immediately  before  there  is  an- 
other dramatic  escalation.  There  is  a  nucle- 
ar balance  now.  and  it  is  time  to  stop. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Madam  President.  I 
would  tell  my  good  friend  from  Massa- 
chusetts an(l  friends  from  Colorado. 
Maryland,  and  Tennessee,  when  they 
refer  to  the  comments  of  General 
Vessey  and  Secretary  Weinberger,  I 
recall  them  well  because  they  came  in 
answer  to  questions  I  had  asked  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  It  was  very 
clear   that  they  were  not  absolutely 


sure  what  their  doctrine  might  be. 
They  engaged  in  the  same  kind  of 
groping  we  are  having  on  MX  itself,  as 
we  have  gone  through  30  or  more 
basing  modes  which  have  been  consid- 
ered and  rejected.  But  it  was  also  very 
clear  from  the  discussion  with  them 
that  launch  under  attack  or  launch  on 
warning  was  not  ruled  out. 

In  listening  to  them,  I  got  the  dis- 
tinct feeling  that  this  weapon  pushes 
doctrine,  and  we  are  lurching  from  one 
strategic  policy  based  on  survivability 
to  another  where  MX's,  costing  bil- 
lions of  dollars,  are  put  into  silos  that 
the  same  people  said  just  a  few 
months  ago  would  be  vulnerable;  we 
are  asked  to  adopt  a  plan  now  backed 
by  both  the  President  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  a  plan  that  both  of 
them  had  rejected  previously  as  un- 
workable. 

In  listening  to  the  debate  today,  of 
the  hair-trigger  readiness  on  our  side, 
the  hair-trigger  readiness  on  the 
Soviet  side,  the  possibility  of  a  mistake 
precipitating  world  war  III,  I  thought 
I  would  be  frightened  by  what  I  heard. 
But  I  think  a  better  description  of  my 
feeling  is  that  I  am  saddened,  because 
I  have  to  hearken  back  to  earlier  de- 
bates, whether  on  MIRV  or  any  other 
major  strategic  issue,  where  nothing 
was  accomplished.  The  thought  occurs 
to  me  as  to  how  many  more  opportuni- 
ties we  can  miss  until  we  reach  such  a 
point  where  we  cannot  look  at  the  his- 
tory of  what  we  have  missed  because 
there  is  no  history;  we  may  reach  a 
point  finally  when,  because  of  some 
cataclysmic,  tragic  miscalculation  by 
the  Soviets  or  by  us.  we  face  extinc- 
tion. At  that  point,  of  course,  there  is 
no  future,  no  past,  and  no  present:  we 
will  have  been  obliterated. 

Madam  President,  last  Wednesday 
Senator  Moynihan,  Senator  Hart,  and 
I  engaged  in  a  discussion  of  an  aspect 
of  the  MX  missile  system  that  is 
deeply  troubling  to  us.  That  is,  wheth- 
er the  vulnerability  of  the  Minuteman 
silos  into  which  these  10-warhead 
giants  are  to  be  placed  leads  directly 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  will  be  viewed 
by  Soviet  leaders— and  perhaps  even 
by  American  leaders— as  a  first  strike 
rather  than  a  retaliatory  weapon. 

As  I  noted,  when  Secretary  Wein- 
berger and  General  Vessey  testified 
before  the  Appropriations  Committee 
on  the  MX  in  early  May,  they  left  me 
with  the  clear  impression  the  adminis- 
tration could  be  considering  adopting 
the  so-called  launch-on-warning  or 
launch-under-attack  strategy  for  the 
MX.  I  would  like  to  go  into  this  point 
in  more  depth.  Last  night  I  went  back 
and  looked  over  their  testimony.  I 
must  admit  that  I  found  no  categorical 
statement  that  we  had  adopted  a 
launch-on-warning  posture.  Instead,  as 
the  New  York  Times  reported  the  next 
day  on  May  6,  Secretary  Weinberger 
and  General  Vessey  hinted  that  our 
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strategic  doctrine  was  changing.  When 
asked  about  MX  survivability,  they 
conceded  that  it  would  be  low.  but  re- 
peatedly added  the  qualifier,  as  my 
friend  from  Tennessee  has  accurately 
stated,  "If  we  ride  out  an  attack." 

Now,  if  their  hint  is  true,  this  Nation 
is  in  dire  danger.  The  risks  of  leaving 
our  fate  not  only  to  American  but 
Russian  computers  should  be  enough 
to  scare  any  sane  person.  I  am  not  sure 
I  want  to  know  the  actual  number  of 
Soviet  computer  failures,  but  as  Sena- 
tor Moynihan  and  I  have  discussed, 
we  have  certainly  heard  of  our  own. 
None  of  us  should  sleep  any  easier 
knowing  that  a  foulup  in  a  computer 
terminal  in  Moscow  could  mark  the 
beginning  of  the  holocaust  we  must 
avoid. 

Let  us.  for  a  moment,  not  use  this 
worst  case  scenario.  After  all.  Secre- 
tary Weinberger  only  "hinted"  that 
we  will  have  a  shift  in  strategy.  Per- 
haps I  and  the  New  York  Times  and  so 
many  others  have  misinterpreted  the 
remarks  that  were  made.  Instead,  let 
us  do  some  cold  analysis  of  the  MX"s 
second  strike  potential. 

Madam  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  New  York  Times  arti- 
cle be  printed  in  the  Recopd  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  LEAHY.  In  our  discussion  on 
Wednesday,  my  friend  from  New  York 
referred  to  a  Congressional  Budget 
Office  study  of  MX  survivability  in 
the  late,  unlamented  Dense  Pack 
basing  scheme.  That  study  indicated 
that  the  contribution  of  MX  to  Ameri- 
can retaliatory  capability  after  riding 
out  a  Soviet  attack  would  be  marginal, 
measured  in  only  a  few  percentage 
points  of  our  total  remaining  war- 
heads. 

The  CBO  recently  completed  a  new 
study  of  this  question  reflecting  the 
Presidents  new  silo  basing  plan.  My 
colleague  from  New  York,  who  follows 
these  matters  so  closely,  will  not  be 
surprised  to  learn  that  the  results  are 
the  same. 

The  new  CBO  study  indicates  that 
even  with  some  warning,  and  a  con- 
scious American  decision  to  ride  out 
the  attack— despite  what  Secretary 
Weinberger  and  General  Vessey  signal 
to  the  contrary— the  MX  would  pro- 
vide only  3  percent  of  our  surviving 
hard  target  capable  warheads  by  1990. 

Before  MX  supporters  leap  to  their 
feet  to  say  that  MX  would  contribute 
nearly  all  of  surviving  prompt  hard 
target  capability  in  those  circum- 
stances, let  me  concede  the  point.  It  is 
true  that  in  1990,  most  of  our  hard 
target  warheads  would  be  on  cruise 
missiles,  which  do  not  fly  at  ballistic 
speeds.  I  would  merely  wonder  what 
purpose  200  or  300  surviving  MX  war- 
heads—assuming Secretary  Weinberg- 
er's surprisingly  optimistic  25  percent 


survivability  rate  is  accurate— would 
accomplish  with  their  "prompt"  hard 
target  capability  once  2,000-plus  Soviet 
warheads  had  detonated  on  American 
soil. 

Returning  to  the  CBO  figures,  by 
1996,  when  the  Trident  II  is  deployed, 
the  percentage  contribution  of  MX 
will  shrink  to  1  percent.  One  percent. 
Madam  President. 

We  are  about  to  commit  roughly  $20 
billion— and  who  believes  that  number 
will  not  grow— to  a  system  that  will 
provide  us  with  only  a  minuscule  addi- 
tion to  the  number  of  surviving  war- 
heads available  for  retaliation. 

Madam  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  summary  of  the  May 
1983  CBO  stiidy  be  inserted  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  2.) 

What  can  we  conclude  from  this 
analysis?  Put  in  a  mathematical  equa- 
tion. MX  accuracy  and  hard  target  kill 
capability  plus  vulnerability  equals 
either  launch  under  attack  or  first 
strike.  If  that  is  true,  we  are  reaching 
a  situation  of  phenomenal  magnitude, 
marking  a  major  change  in  American 
strategic  policy.  We  should  not  only  be 
having  the  debate  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  It  is  something  that  should  be 
the  subject  of  national  debate,  some- 
thing that  the  people  of  this  country 
should  not  only  hear,  but  participate 
in. 

Madam  President,  how  much  time 
do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  One 
minute  and  thirteen  seconds. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Other  than  launch 
under  attack  or  first  strike,  the  MX 
missile  system  has  next  to  no  military 
value.  I  will  say  as  strongly  as  I  can 
that  it  is  reckless  and  irresponsible  to 
move  to  a  launch-on-warning  posture. 
A  strategic  first  strike  is  utterly  con- 
trary to  this  country's  traditions,  mo- 
rality, and  supreme  interests.  I  con- 
demn such  a  strategy  for  the  United 
States.  Yet,  to  allege  that  the  MX  will 
enhance  our  second  strike  potential  in 
any  meaningful  degree  is  simply  incor- 
rect. 

Of  course,  we  do  have  an  out.  Stop- 
ping the  procurement  of  this  destabi- 
lizing and  costly  weapon  system  ap- 
pears the  only  logical  answer.  Some  of 
the  money  thus  saved  could  be  used 
not  only  to  strengthen  the  two  surviv- 
able  legs  of  the  triad,  but  could  also  go 
into  a  top  priority  program  for  a 
single-warhead,  mobile  survivable, 
second-strike,  land-based  missile,  as 
called  for  by  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion. 

I  will  not  belabor  this  point,  for  my 
views  are  well  known  to  all.  If  we  all 
are  really  as  concerned  with  upgrading 
our  defenses  as  we  claim,  we  would 
find  ways  that  really  made  us  safer, 
rather  than  squandering  billions  of 
dollars  of  the  taxpayers'  money,  while 


gambling  with  a  peace  that  none  of  us 
can  afford  to  lose. 

Madam  President,  I  say  just  one 
thing  in  conclusion:  I  think  the  Senate 
owes  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Colorado  for  initiating  the 
MX  debate,  and  guaranteeing  that  it 
has  gone  forward. 

I  have  heard  a  lot  of  misinformation 
regarding  the  procedure  that  the  Sert- 
ator  from  Colorado  has  followed  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  have  seen  it 
in  the  newspapers  in  Vermont,  and  I 
have  seen  it  in  the  national  press. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
abided  scrupulously  by  the  Rules  of 
the  Senate.  He  has  done  it  for  nearly  2 
weeks,  biding  his  time  on  the  MX 
while  we  debated  every  issue  from  the 
National  Guard  to  nerve  gas— many  of 
these  were  very  important.  But  for  2 
weeks  we  voted  on  item  after  item, 
none  relating  to  MX.  Every  day.  some- 
body would  troop  up  to  the  press  gal- 
lery or  talk  in  backgrounders  to  the 
national  press  and  say,  "Is  it  not  terri- 
ble that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  is 
holding  up  the  Department  of  Defense 
authorization  bill?" 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  did  not 
delay  at  all  during  those  2  weeks.  That 
is  something  that  every  one  of  us,  all 
100  Senators,  knew;  but  I  think  we  are 
probably  the  only  100  people  in  the 
country  who  knew  it,  because  the 
press  would  print  over  and  over  again. 
"Is  it  not  terrible  that  he  is  holding  up 
this  debate?" 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  did  not 
delay.  He  waited  until  everybody  else 
had  brought  up  all  their  items,  items 
that  took  2  weeks.  Then,  in  a  very  lim- 
ited period  of  time  for  buch  a  major 
item,  he  brought  it  up  to  debate.  He 
has  moved  this  debate,  and  I  believe  a 
majority  of  the  American  people  sup- 
port his  position.  I  commend  and  ap- 
plaud the  Senator  from  Colorado  for 
what  he  has  done. 

Exhibit  1 

Shift  of  Strategy  on  Missile  Attack 
Hinted  by  Weinberger  and  Vessey 

with  MX  vulnerable  in  silos,  they  say, 

qUICK  REPLY  may  BE  NEEDED 

(By  Richard  Halloran) 
Washington.  May  5— The  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  acknowledging  that  MX 
missiles  in  existing  silos  would  be  vulnera- 
ble, raised  the  possibility  today  of  edging 
United  States  policy  toward  a  strategy 
known  as  launching  under  attack. 

Under  this  strategy,  the  President  could 
order  United  States  nuclear  forces  to  fire  at 
the  Soviet  Union  immediately  after  the  ini- 
tial warhead  of  a  Soviet  attack  had  been 
detonated,  but  before  the  nation  had  ab- 
sorbed the  full  brunt  of  the  Soviet  missiles. 
Secretary  of  Defense  Caspar  W.  Wein- 
berger and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs,  Gen.  John  W.  Vessey.  Jr.,  repeatedly 
told  a  Senate  committee  that  MX  missiles 
deployed  in  existing  silos  would  be  vulnera- 
ble only  "if  we  ride  out  the  attack"  without 
retaliating. 
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Soviets  have  no  assurance 
At  one  point.  General  Vessey  said.  "The 
Soviets  have  no  assurance  that  we  will  ride 
out  the  attack." 

Official  United  States  policy  for  more 
than  20  years  has  been  to  aljsorb  a  full  nu- 
clear strike  before  firing  back,  to  minimize 
the  chances  of  accidental  war.  but  declara- 
tions of  the  policy  have  left  open  the  option 
of  launching  under  attack.  Today  s  testimo- 
ny gave  new  emphasis  to  that  option  and 
was  the  most  visible  exposition  of  the  possi- 
bility since  the  Reagan  Administration  took 
office. 

In  recent  years,  leaders  of  both  American 
political  parlies  have  asserted  that  United 
States  missiles  have  become  vulnerable  to 
Soviet  attack.  That  has  led  to  more  discus- 
sion of  launching  under  attack  to  permit 
missiles  to  be  fired  and  thus  escape  destruc- 
tion. 

Mr.  Weinberger  and  General  Vessey  en 
countered  much  skepticism  in  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee,  where  members 
wanted  to  know  why  they  should  vote  to 
spend  $16.6  billion  for  the  Administrations 
MX  plan  when  only  a  few  missiles  might 
survive  a  Soviet  strike. 

The  Administration  plans  to  build  223  MX 
missiles,  of  which  100  would  be  deployed  in 
silos  now  housing  Minutemen  missiles  in 
Wyoming  and  Nebraska.  Mr.  Weinl)erger 
said  the  rest  would  be  used  for  training, 
testing  and  spares. 

He  says  25  percent  would  reviain 
Several  senators  noted  that  Administra- 
tion officials  had  repeatedly  testified  these 
silos  were  vulnerable  to  Soviet  attack,  as- 
serting that  MX  missiles  would  be  equally 
vulnerable.  Mr.  Weinberger  agreed,  saying, 
"They  are  vulnerable.  Everything  is  vulner- 
able because  of  Soviet  accuracy." 

When  Senator  Alfonse  M.  DAmato.  Re- 
publican of  New  York,  asked  how  many 
would  remain  after  a  Soviet  strike.  General 
Vessey  said  that  25  percent  to  30  percent  of 
the  missiles  would  survive  in  reinforced  silos 
"if  we  ride  out  the  attack. 

Mr.  Weinberger  chimed  in.  "If  we  ride  out 
the  attack,  that  would  be  sufficient  for  de- 
terrence." General  Vessey  then  observed, 
pointedly.  The  Soviets  have  no  assurance 
that  we  will  ride  out  the  attack." 

Other  senators  suggested  the  Administra- 
tion was  moving  toward  a  strategy  of 
launching  under  attack,  but  Mr.  Weinberger 
said  he  would  not  discuss  in  public  policies 
on  the  release  of  nuclear  weapons. 

Another  policy  sometimes  discussed  has 
been  that  of  launching  United  States  mis- 
siles once  sensors  have  indicated  that  Soviet 
missiles  are  on  their  way  but  before  they 
hit.  or  launching  upon  warning  of  an  attack. 
Over  the  years,  advocates  of  a  strategy  of 
launching  under  attack  have  contended  that 
it  would  add  to  deterrence  l)ecause  Soviet 
planners  would  know  they  faced  certain  re- 
taliation; that  it  would  be  economical  be- 
cause it  would  not  be  necessary  to  have 
costly  reinforced  silos,  missile  defenses  or 
mobility  and  deception;  and  that  technology 
has  advanced  enough  to  make  the  system 
reliable. 

Opponents  have  argued  that  launching 
under  attack  would  increase  the  possibility 
of  war  by  accident  since  the  President  could 
not  be  certain  that  an  attack  had  actually 
taken  place  rather  than  an  accidental 
enemy  launching;  that  it  would  be  destabi- 
lizing because  the  Soviet  Union  would 
assume  that  the  United  States  might  mount 
a  first  strike,  and  that  no  technology  would 
ever  be  absolutely  reliable. 


The  official  policy  has  been  to  deny  reli- 
ance on  the  strategy  but  to  leave  open  the 
option  on  the  ground  that  the  uncertainty 
left  in  the  minds  of  Soviet  leaders  would 
add  to  deterrence. 

Nevertheless,  as  American  political  and 
military  leaders  have  come  to  accept  the 
contention  that  no  large,  static,  undefended 
missile  can  be  secure  on  the  earths  surface, 
there  has  been  a  gradual  movement  toward 
serious  consideration  of  the  strategy. 

That  tendency  appears  to  have  been  accel- 
erated with  the  increase  of  missiles 
launched  from  submarine  and  the  deploy- 
ment of  Soviet  medium-range  missiles  aimed 
at  Europe  and  the  planned  deployment  later 
this  year  of  United  Slates  Pershing  2  mis- 
siles in  West  Germany  aimed  at  the  Soviet 
Union.  All  have  relatively  short  flight  times, 
8  to  15  minutes,  against  the  30  minutes  of 
an  intercontinental  missile. 

In  the  late  1960  s.  Secretary  of  Defease 
Melvin  R.  Laird  refused  to  entertain  public 
discussion  of  the  issue  as  it  might  generate 
fear  that  the  policy  could  be  adopted. 

Bui  Secretary  of  Defense  James  R. 
Schlesinger.  in  a  1975  report  to  Congress, 
said  that  whether  the  President  would 
launch  Minuteman  missiles  before  they 
were  struck,  "no  one,  including  the  Soviet 
planners,  can  foretell  in  advance  of  the 
actual  decision." 

Secretary  of  Defense  Donald  H.  Rumsfeld, 
in  a  similar  report  in  1978.  said:  "The  Presi- 
dent can  obviously  commit  any  or  all  of 
these  three  forces  to  their  missions  with  or 
without  warning  of  an  attack."  The  three 
forces  were  the  intercontinental  missiles, 
bombers  and  missiles  launched  from  subma- 
rines. 

Exhibit  2 
Modernizing     U.S.     Strategic     Offensive 
Forces:   The   Administrations   Program 
AND  Alternatives 

PREFACE 

(Alice  M.  Rivlin.  Director.  CBO.  May  1983) 
Over  the  next  several  months,  the  Con 
gress  will  be  debating  the  Administrations 
plan  for  upgrading  U.S.  strategic  forces,  par- 
ticularly land-based  missiles.  At  the  request 
of  the  House  Budget  Committee,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  (CBO)  is  preparing 
a  study  of  the  Administrations  strategic 
plan  and  alternatives  to  it.  This  document 
summarizes  the  resuiu  of  the  full  study.  It 
is  being  made  available  separately  in  order 
to  be  useful  at  the  beginning  of  the  debate; 
the  full  study  will  be  available  in  a  few- 
weeks.  In  accordance  with  CBO's  mandate 
to  provide  objective  and  impartial  analysis, 
this  summary  contains  no  recommenda- 
tions. 

By  many  commonly  used  measures,  the 
Administrations  strategic  plan  will  result  in 
a  substantial  buildup  of  U.S.  strategic 
forces.  It  also  represents  a  decision  to  main- 
tain a  triad  of  forces  each  able  to  survive  a 
Soviet  first  strike,  thereby  retaining  the  in- 
surance inherent  in  such  a  combination  of 
forces. 

The  scope  and  cost  of  the  Administra- 
tions strategic  buildup  have  prompted 
debate  over  alternative  approaches.  This 
summary  outlines  three  alternatives.  One 
would  forgo  deployment  of  the  100  MX  mis- 
siles in  existing  silos.  Another  would  forgo 
deployment  of  the  MX  and  the  development 
of  a  follow-on  land-based  missile;  instead,  it 
would  expand  the  number  of  Trident  sub- 
marines to  replace  the  warheads  lost  by  not 
deploying  more  land-based  missiles.  The 
study    also    discusses    an    alternative    that 


would  rely  on  upgrades  of  existing  B-52 
Iwmbers  and  more  air-launched  cruise  mis- 
siles instead  of  continued  procurement  of 
the  B-1  Bomber. 

Lawrence  J.  Cavaiola  and  Bonita  J. 
Dombey  of  CBO's  National  Security  and 
International  Affairs  Division  prepared  this 
summary  under  the  general  supervision  of 
Robert  F.  Hale  and  John  J.  Hamre.  Bill 
Myers  of  CBO's  Budget  Analysis  Division 
provided  detailed  cost  analysis.  Rich  Davi- 
son, formerly  of  CBO,  participated  in  earlier 
stages  of  the  analysis.  Valuable  assistance 
was  also  provided  by  Julie  Carr,  Roberta 
Drews,  T.  Keith  Glennan  III.  and  Greg 
Schulte.  Thomas  A.  Brown  of  the  Rand  Cor- 
poration provided  helpful  comments.  (The 
assistance  of  external  reviewers  implies  no 
responsibility  for  the  final  product,  which 
rests  solely  with  CBO.)  Robert  L.  Faherty 
and  Francis  Pierce  edited  this  summary. 

SUMMARY 

In  October  1981.  the  Administration  an- 
nounced its  plan  to  modernize  all  parts  of 
the  U.S.  strategic  deterrent.  Representing 
the  most  comprehensive  and  far-reaching 
such  effort  in  the  past  20  years,  the  plan 
would  expand  and  upgrade  the  triad  of  stra- 
tegic offensive  "  forces:  land-based  and  sea- 
based  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  plus 
long-range  bombers.  It  would  also  improve 
the  triad's  communications  and  control  sys- 
tems, and  strengthen  U.S.  defenses  against 
attack  by  Soviet  bomt)ers. 

U.S.  strategic  forces  are  primarily  intend- 
ed to  deter  the  Soviet  Union  from  initialing 
a  nuclear  war.  To  do  so.  they  must  be  able 
to  survive  a  Soviet  nuclear  strike  and  retali- 
ate in  an  appropriate  and  timely  manner.  In 
recent  years,  the  Soviets  have  expanded  and 
improved  their  strategic  forces.  The  Admin- 
istration apparently  believes  that  in  re- 
sponse the  United  States  must  increase  not 
only  the  numbers  of  its  forces  and  their 
chance  of  surviving  a  Soviet  strike,  but  also 
their  destructive  capability,  endurance,  and 
responsiveness.  The  broad  scope  of  the 
buildup— and  the  relative  share  of  the  na- 
tion's resources  to  be  devoted  to  defense  in 
general— has  sparked  debate,  as  has  the 
high  cost  of  individual  weapons  systems. 
Most  recently,  debate  has  centered  on  the 
Administration's  proposal  to  deploy  the  MX 
missile. 

This  study  assesses  the  scope  and  costs  of 
the  Administrations  planned  moderniza- 
tion, taking  into  consideration  the  effects 
that  arms  cnntrol  agreements  could  have  on 
it.  The  study  alsn  considers  proposals  to 
modify  the  Administration's  program  by  (I) 
dropping  the  MX  missile,  (2)  focusing  mod- 
ernization efforts  on  submarine-based  mis- 
siles rather  than  land-based  missiles,  or  (3) 
terminating  the  BIB  bomber  program  in 
favor  of  improving  existing  bomber  capabil- 
ity. 

THE  administration's  modernization  plan 


Scope  of  the  effort 

The  Administrations  plan  would  involve 
all  three  of  the  triad  forces.  While  not  all  of 
the  details  are  available  on  an  unclassified 
basis,  this  study  assumes  that  moderniza- 
tion would  include  the  following  programs: 

Deployment  by  1988  of  100  MX  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missiles  (ICBMs)  in  silos  for- 
merly housing  Minuteman  missiles; 

Deployment  in  the  early  1990s  of  a  new, 
single- warhead,  small  ICBM  (SICBM)  in 
one  or  more  basing  modes; 

Deployment  by  the  late  1980s  of  100  B-IB 
bombers  and  in  the  early  1990s  of  132  Ad- 
vanced Technology— or  "stealth"— bombers; 


Deployment  by  the  early  1990s  of  about 
3,200  air-launched  cruise  missiles,  initially 
on  refitted  B-52  bombers  and  eventually  on 
both  B-52  and  B-IB  bombers; 

Continued  procurement  through  1993  of 
Trident  submarines  at  the  current  rate  of 
one  per  year  to  a  total  of  20,  and  deploy- 
ment on  most  Trident  submarines  by  1996 
of  the  new,  larger  Trident  II  (or  D-5)  mis- 
sile currently  being  developed; 

Deployment  by  1988  of  about  400  nuclear- 
armed,  sea-launched  cruise  missiles  on  some 
attack  submarines  and  surface  ships. 
Costs  of  the  plan 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO) 
estimates  that  it  would  cost  approximately 
$50  billion  a  year  in  budget  authority— or  a 
total  of  about  $250  billion  over  fiscal  years 
1984-1988-10  build,  modify,  and  operate  all 
of  the  strategic  forces  and  their  associated 
elements.  The  estimates  include  both  direct 
costs  and  indirect  costs,  such  as  personnel 
support.  (These  approximations  are  based 
on  estimates  made  last  year,  since  details  of 
direct  and  indirect  costs  beyond  1984  are  not 
available  for  the  Administration's  latest 
five-year  defen.se  plan.  The  costs  should, 
however,  provide  a  rough  guide  to  likely 
totals  under  the  latest  program. ) 

Within  this  total,  investment  costs  of  stra- 
tegic offensive  forces  would  reflect  the 
timing  and  production  of  key  systems:  the 
MX  missile  and  BIB  bomber  in  the  mid- 
1980s;  the  Advanced  Technology  bomber. 
Trident  II  missile,  and  SICBM  in  later 
years.  Operating  costs  would  increase 
during  the  late  1980s  and  early  1990s  as  new 
forces  were  added  and  only  a  few  older  sys- 
tems were  retired.  Later,  when  many  cur- 
rently deployed  systems  are  retired,  operat- 
ing costs  would  decrease. 

A  major  expansion 

The  Administration's  modernization  plan 
would  represent  a  quantitative  and  qualita- 
tive buildup  of  U.S.  strategic  forces.  It 
would  mean  not  only  an  increase  in  the 
numbers  of  nuclear  warheads  that  could  be 
delivered  in  the  event  of  a  Soviet  attack,  but 
also  a  response  to  changes  in  Soviet  strate- 
gic forces  and  doctrines  and  a  decision  to 
maintain  the  U.S.  strategic  nuclear  triad. 

The  buildup  in  quantitative  terms.- The 
quantitative  effects  of  the  Administration's 
proposed  buildup  on  capabilities  can  be  as- 
sessed using  two  measures  common  to  stra- 
tegic analysis: 

Total  number  of  warheads,  a  measure 
that  serves  as  a  rough  guide  to  the  number 
of  targets  that  can  be  attacked;  and 

Number  of  "hard-target"  warheads  that 
can  destroy  targets  hardened  against  nucle- 
ar effects,  such  as  missile  silos  and  com- 
mand bunkers. 

The  Administration's  plan  would  result  in 
a  substantial  increase  in  U.S.  strategic  capa- 
bilities, relative  to  current  levels.  The  size  of 
the  increase  depends  on  the  scenario  as- 
sumed for  a  nuclear  war.  In  one  plausible 
scenario,  the  Soviets  mount  a  major  nuclear 
attack  on  U.S.  weapons,  but  the  attack 
comes  after  a  period  of  warning  long 
enough  so  that  almost  all  U.S.  forces  are 
poised  to  retaliate.  In  these  circumstances, 
the  Administration's  plan  would  increase 
the  numbers  of  surviving  U.S.  warheads 
available  for  retaliation  by  65  percent,  from 
6,000  in  1983  to  9,900  in  1990  (see  Summary 
Figure  1).  By  1996.  the  number  of  available 
surviving  warheads  would  fall  back  to  9,300 
as  some  older  submarines  and  bombers  were 
retired.    (These    results    assume    that    the 

follow-on   SICBM    land-based   missile   sup- 
plied 600  surviving  warheads— approximate- 


ly the  midpoint  of  survivability  estimates  at- 
tributed last  fall  to  the  Air  Force  for  MX 
missiles  deployed  in  the  closely  spaced 
basing  mode.) 

The  increase  in  capabilities  would  be  more 
dramatic  if  measured  by  the  numbers  of 
available  surviving  warheads  that  could  de- 
stroy hardened  targets.  That  number  would 
rise  from  1.400  in  1983  to  3.900  by  1990  (an 
increase  of  more  than  175  percent)  and  to 
6,700  by  1996  (an  increase  of  more  than  375 
percent ). 

The  subset  of  these  surviving  hard-target 
warheads  that  are  considered  "prompt" 
would  grow  even  more  substantially. 
Prompt  warheads  are  those  that  can  be 
launched  and  delivered  to  a  target  in  a  rela- 
tively short  period  of  time,  possibly  destroy- 
ing Soviet  military  forces  before  they 
launch  another  strike. 

If  the  Soviets  were  to  attack  with  no 
warning  at  all,  the  Administration's  plan 
would  still  result  in  a  buildup  over  today's 
levels.  The  measures  of  effectiveness  would, 
however,  be  roughly  60  percent  of  those  in 
an  attack  with  warning,  because  fewer 
forces  would  be  poised  to  escape  the  Soviet 
attack.  Although  such  a  scenario  must  be 
considered  in  planning,  many  believe  that'  a 
"bolt-out-of-the-blue  "  attack  is  less  plausi- 
ble than  one  occurring  after  a  period  of  ten- 
sion, nonnuclear  war,  or  other  warning. 

Finally,  the  Administration's  plan  would 
increase  the  total  counts  of  warheads  avail- 
able before  any  attack  from  8,800  today  to 
about  14,000  in  1990  and  1996.  These  simple 
counts  of  pre-attack  warheads  are  not  the 
best  measure  of  strategic  capability,  though 
they  are  useful  for  comparative  purposes. 

The  buildup  in  perspective.— The  scopie  of 
the  Administration  buildup  must  be  judged 
in  the  perspective  of  changing  Soviet  forces 
and  in  terms  of  what  might  be  needed  to 
deter  the  Soviets  from  initiating  a  nuclear 
war.  Since  the  early  1960s,  the  Soviets  have 
been  engaged  in  a  consistent  expansion  of 
their  strategic  offensive  and  defensive 
forces.  Land-based  ICBMs  have  been  the 
centerpiece  of  this  modernization,  but  the 
Soviets  have  also  deployed  a  substantial  sea- 
based  force  and  are  modernizing  their  stra- 
tegic bomber  force.  Within  the  past  ten 
years  or  so.  they  have  more  than  quadru- 
pled the  number  of  nuclear  warheads  in 
their  strategic  offensive  forces,  to  a  present 
level  of  about  9.000  strategic  warheads.  By 
the  mid-1990s,  in  the  absence  of  arms  con- 
trol limits,  regular  replacements  and  addi- 
tional force  expansion  could  result  in  an- 
other doubling  of  this  inventory. 

Over  the  same  period,  U.S.  defense  plan- 
ners have  modified  their  view  of  the  forces 
and  strategies  needed  to  deter  the  Soviets. 
In  the  early  1950s,  plans  called  for  striking 
urban  areas.  Under  the  mutual  assured  de- 
struction (MAD)  philosophy  of  the  1960s 
and  1970s,  deterrence  rested  on  the  threat 
of  inflicting  "unacceptable  damage"  on  the 
Soviet  Union  if  it  attacked.  Current  strate- 
gic doctrine  holds  that  deterrence  requires 
that  the  United  States  not  only  have  the  ca- 
pability to  wage  an  all-out  attack,  but  also 
the  means  to  engage  in  a  nuclear  war  that 
could  involve  a  series  of  limited  attacks.  Not 
everyone  agrees  with  this  view,  however. 
Some,  for  example,  would  prefer  simpler, 
more  direct  approaches  such  as  retaining  an 
assured  capability  to  destroy  a  large  number 
of  Soviet  cities  and  industrial  facilities.  By 
this  last  metric,  both  superpowers  have 
many  times  the  needed  numbers  of  nuclear 
warheads. 

This  study  does  not  attempt  to  measure 
the  deterrent  capability  of  the  Administra- 


tion's program  or  alternatives  to  it.  Instead, 
it  concentrates  on  quantifying  the  changes 
in  U.S.  strategic  weapons  inventories  that 
would  be  brought  about  by  these  approach- 
es and  on  explaining  their  qualitative  ef- 
fects. 

Important  qualitative  aspects  of  the  Ad- 
ministration's plan.— The  Administration's 
plan  has  some  aspects  that  cannot  l>e  read- 
ily quantified.  Most  important,  it  seeks  to 
maintain  a  triad  of  strategic  nuclear  forces, 
each  able  to  survive  a  Soviet  first  strike.  A 
survivable  triad  serves  as  a  hedge  against  a 
technological  breakthrough  that  might  neu- 
tralize any  one  element;  it  also  complicates 
Soviet  planning  for  both  attack  and  defense; 
and  it  requires  the  Soviets  to  spread  their 
research  and  development  efforts  against 
three  different  types  of  systems.  Moreover, 
in  a  nuclear  war  the  triad  of  forces  would 
act  in  concert;  for  example,  an  attack  on 
U.S.  land-based  missiles  could  provide  sever- 
al minutes  of  warning  that  would  enable  the 
bomber  force  to  respond.  The  Administra- 
tion also  argues  that  maintenance  of  the 
traditional  force  configuration  is  essential 
to  the  U.S.  bargaining  position  in  arms  con- 
trol negotiations. 

The  modernization  of  all  three  triad  ele- 
ments over  a  number  of  years  would  also 
provide  open  production  lines  for  the  manu- 
facture of  additional  systems  should  the 
threat  increase.  Finally,  modernization 
would  decrease  the  average  age  of  U.S. 
forces  and  equipment,  presumably  improv- 
ing their  reliability  and  maintainability.  In 
1990,  for  example,  60  percent  of  bomber 
weapons  would  be  carried  by  aircraft  less 
than  15  years  old,  compared  with  only  10 
percent  today. 

HOW  the  administration's  flan  would  be 

AFFECTED  BY  ARMS  CONTROL 

Arms  control  agreements  could  be  expect- 
ed to  modify  the  Administration's  modern- 
ization program,  but  not  to  a  great  extent. 
The  Administration's  proposals  in  the  Stra- 
tegic Arms  Reduction  Talks  (START)  would 
limit  both  the  United  Slates  and  the  Soviet 
Union  to  5,000  ballistic  missile  warheads- 
half  of  which  at  most  could  be  on  land- 
based  missiles— and  850  ballistic  missiles. 

It  might  be  necessary  to  change  the  ballis- 
tic missile  limit  to  accommodate  the  follow- 
on  land-based  missile  (SICBM).  especially  if 
it  has  only  one  warhead.  This  could  be  done 
by  raising  the  limit  to  more  than  850  mis- 
siles, changing  to  a  new  type  of  limit,  or  re- 
lying solely  on  the  warhead  limits.  i 

With  this  exception,  the  Administration's 
modernization  program  could  be  completed 
under  START,  so  long  as  enough  older  sys- 
tems were  retired  first.  Because  of  the  high 
priority  accorded  strategic  modernization, 
the  Administration  might  choose  to  imple- 
ment a  START  agreement  by  retiring  older 
systems,  though  it  has  not  publicly  said  so. 
This  might  mean  15  to  20  percent  fewer  sur- 
viving warheads,  but  would  not  greatly 
affect  the  numbers  of  surviving  hard-target 
warheads  because  these  are  primarily  on 
new  systems.  Investment  costs  would  not  be 
much  reduced.  Operating  costs  would  de- 
crease as  older  systems  were  retired,  but 
there  would  probably  be  added  costs  to  dis- 
mantle these  systems.  On  balance,  costs 
would  be  lower  by  about  $16  billion  through 
the  year  2000— a  few  percent  of  total  strate- 
gic costs  in  this  period. 

Continued  adherence  to  the  numerical 
limits  of  the  Strategic  Arms  Limitation 
Talks  (SALT)  would  have  less  effect  on  the 
modernization  program  than  would  START. 
For  example,   relative  to  the  Administra- 
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tion's  program  unconstrained  by  SALT, 
counts  of  surviving  warheads  after  a  Soviet 
first  strike  would  be  6  percent  less  under 
the  SALT  limits  in  1990.  and  there  would  be 
almost  no  difference  by  1996. 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  ADMINISTRATIONS  PLAN 

The  scope  and  high  cost  of  the  moderniza 
tion  program  has  led  to  some  alternative 
proposals.  The  Congress  could  terminate 
the  MX  missile.  It  could  make  an  even  more 
far-reaching  decision  and  discontinue  fund- 
ing for  new  land-based  missiles,  emphasizing 
submarine-based  missiles  instead.  Or  it 
could  terminate  the  BIB  bomber  program, 
in  favor  of  upgrading  existing  B-52  bombers 
and  expanding  the  air-launched  cruise  mis- 
sile program. 

Alternative  1:  Adopt  the  administration's 
plan  without  the  MX  missile  system 

As  part  of  its  modernization  of  the  land- 
based  missile  force,  the  Administration  pro- 
poses to  substitute  100  MX  missiles  for  cur- 
rently deployed  Minuteman  missiles  in  silos 
near  Cheyenne.  Wyoming.  The  system 
would  probably  be  fully  deployed  by  1988. 
An  alternative  would  be  to  cancel  produc- 
tion and  deployment  of  the  MX  missile,  but 
provide  for  research  and  development— and 
possible  production  and  deployment— of  the 
small  ICBM  recommended  by  the  Presi- 
dent's Commission  on  Strategic  Forces. 

Arguments  favoring  the  MX— Although 
the  discussion  below  suggests  that  few  of 
the  100  MX  missiles  would  be  likely  to  sur- 
vive a  Soviet  first  strike  should  the  United 
States  choose  to  ride  out  the  attack,  deploy- 
ing the  MX  would  nonetheless  provide  some 
advantages.  The  calculations  of  Soviet  abili- 
ty to  attack  and  destroy  Minuteman  silos 
are  theoretical.  In  an  actual  attack,  the  So- 
viets could  not  be  certain  of  destroying  all 
or  even  most  of  the  MX  missiles,  and  this 
might  contribute  to  deterrence.  They  might 
be  further  deterred  by  the  consideration 
that  the  United  States  could  conceivably 
launch  all  of  the  MX  missiles  after  receiving 
warning  of  a  Soviet  attack  but  before  Soviet 
missiles  reached  their  ICBM  targets.  This 
could  occur  if  the  United  States  launched 
its  ICBMs  on  warning— which  is  neither  as- 
sumed nor  precluded  by  current  U.S. 
policy— or  if  it  launched  them  after  other 
strategic  forces  had  been  attacked. 

Deployment  of  the  MX  missile,  the  first 
new  U.S.  land-based  missile  in  13  years, 
might  also  facilitate  reaching  an  arms  re- 
duction agreement  with  the  Soviets.  This, 
according  to  the  President's  Commission  on 
Strategic  Forces,  would  hold  down  the  costs 
of  deploying  a  survivable  land-based  missile 
force  using  the  SICBM.  Deploying  the  MX 
would  facilitate  arms  reduction  by  showing 
determination  to  keep  pace  with  Soviet  de- 
ployment in  recent  years  of  a  whole  new 
generation  of  land-based  missiles,  plus  con- 
tinuing Soviet  modernization  of  its  ICBM 
force.  The  MX  would  also  give  the  United 
States  the  capability  to  destroy  those  Soviet 
targets  most  hardened  against  nuclear  blast, 
just  as  the  Soviets  can  destroy  such  targets 
in  the  United  States  with  their  modern, 
land-based  missiles. 

In  addition,  deploying  the  MX  would  open 
a  production  line  for  land-based  missiles, 
which  would  facilitate  expansion  of  the 
land-based  missile  force  if  required  by 
Soviet  actions  or  by  problems  with  other 
U.S.  forces.  Finally,  proponents  of  the  MX 
point  to  the  positive  attributes  of  a  land- 
based  missile  force  such  as  sureness  of  com- 
mand and  control,  accuracy  of  warheads. 

high  peacetime  alert  rates,  and  targeting 

flexibility. 


Small  quantitative  contribution  of  the 
MX— Despite  these  advantages,  the  MX  in 
Minuteman  silos  would  be  no  more  surviv- 
able in  the  face  of  Soviet  attack  than  the 
missiles  they  replaced.  CBO  estimates  that 
a  major  Soviet  strike  that  the  United  Slates 
rides  out  could  destroy  all  but  10  percent  of 
them  in  1990.  and  all  but  5  percent  by  1996 
as  accuracy  continues  to  improve. 

This  limited  survivability,  coupled  with 
the  major  buildup  in  other  U.S.  strategic 
forces,  means  that  deploying  the  MX  would 
contribute  relatively  little  to  U.S.  retaliato- 
ry capabilities.  Specifically.  100  MX  in  Min 
uteman  silos  would  contribute: 

3  percent  in  1990.  and  less  than  1  percent 
in  1996.  of  all  U.S.  hard-target  warheads 
that  would  be  expected  to  survive  and  be 
available  for  retaliation  in  the  nuclear  sce- 
nario considered  most  likely— a  Soviet  first 
strike  occurring  after  some  warning. 

5  percent  in  1990.  and  1  percent  in  1996.  of 
all  hard-target  warheads  that  would  be  ex- 
pected to  survive  a  Soviet  attack  occurring 
without  warning. 

By  other  measures,  the  contribution  of 
the  MX  would  be  larger,  though  in  most 
cases  still  modest.  In  1990,  for  example.  MX 
would  contribute  U  to  52  percent  of  all 
prompt,  hard-target  capability  that  would 
survive  a  Soviet  first  strike  that  occurred 
after  warning  of  the  attack;  the  total  war- 
heads of  this  type  contributed  by  MX.  how- 
ever, would  be  fewer  than  100.  By  1996.  as 
many  new  submarines  and  land-based  mis- 
siles entered  the  force,  the  contribution  of 
MX  would  fall  to  between  1  percent  and  7 
percent  of  the  prompt,  hard-target  capabil- 
ity remaining  after  a  Soviet  first  strike.  The 
ranges  depend  on  whether  or  not  Trident 
submarines  equipped  with  the  new  Trident 
II  missile  are  counted,  and  assume  that  600 
surviving  warheads  are  provided  by  SICBM. 
Prompt,  hard-target  weapons  could  be  most 
important  in  deterring,  or.  should  deter- 
rence fail,  in  fighting  a  limited  nuclear  war 
involving  a  series  of  exchanges  with  the  So- 
viets. 

The  MX  would  contribute  more  substan- 
tially if  the  United  States  chose  not  to  ride 
out  a  Soviet  first  strike.  If  the  United  States 
launched  all  land-based  missiles,  including 
the  MX.  before  they  came  under  actual 
attack,  then  the  contribution  of  the  MX 
would  increase  significantly.  It  would  con- 
tribute between  17  and  35  percent  of  avail- 
able surviving  prompt,  hard-target  weapons 
in  1996  under  this  assumption.  The  range 
depends  again  on  whether  or  not  Trident  II 
missiles  contribute  to  this  measure.  U.S. 
policy  neither  assumes  nor  precludes  such  a 
launch-on-warning  strategy. 

Qualitative  arguments  against  the  MX.— 
Some  fear  that  the  MX  missile,  if  deployed 
in  a  nonsurvivable  basing  mode,  would  be 
destabilizing  in  a  crisis.  According  to  this 
view,  the  Soviets  might  be  tempted  to 
launch  first  to  preclude  a  U.S.  first  strike. 
Moreover,  even  without  the  MX.  the  United 
States  would  retain  some  of  the  advantages 
of  land-based  missiles  with  the  1.000  re- 
maining Minuteman  missiles.  In  reply  to  the 
argument  that  the  MX  is  needed  to  keep 
the  Soviets  interested  in  arms  control,  oppo- 
nents contend  that  the  rest  of  the  U.S.  stra- 
tegic buildup  may  be  enough  to  ensure  seri- 
ous negotiations. 

Savings  from  terminating  the  MX.— Ter- 
minating the  MX  would  mean  spending  no 
more  money  on  missiles  or  basing  in  1984 
and  beyond.  According  to  the  Air  Force,  this 
would  yield  total  savings  in  1984-1988  of 
$17.9  billion  in  budget  authority  (see  Sum- 
mary Table  I).  This  would  represent  about  7 


percent  of  total  strategic  costs  in  this 
period.  Total  savings  in  1984  and  beyond 
would  be  $18.4  billion.  There  would  be  no 
significant  change  in  operating  costs,  be- 
cause the  United  States  would  continue  to 
operate  the  Minuteman  missiles  scheduled 
to  be  replaced  by  the  MX. 

For  consistency  with  recent  Administra- 
tion announcements,  this  study  shows  sav- 
ings relative  to  the  current  MX  plan.  Sav- 
ings relative  to  the  President's  January  1983 
Budget  would  be  higher  because  that 
budget  assumed  an  earlier,  more  expensive 
version  of  MX.  In  1984  and  beyond,  savings 
relative  to  the  budget  would  total  $28.6  bil- 
lion of  budget  authority. 

An  alternative  approach.— The  Congress 
could  decide  to  spend  some  of  these  savings 
on  improving  existing  Minuteman  missiles. 
At  least  the  same  increase  in  prompt  hard- 
target  capability  generated  by  the  MX  could 
be  obtained  at  lower  cost  by  upgrading  the 
present  force  of  Minuteman  III  missiles. 
Specifically,  by  installing  the  MX  guidance 
system  on  550  Minuteman  Ills,  and  higher- 
yield  warheads  on  250  missiles  not  currently 
having  them,  a  force  of  hard-target  Minute- 
man  Ills  could,  according  to  the  Air  Force, 
be  in  place  by  around  fiscal  year  1993  at  a 
cost  of  about  $14  billion.  This  would  save 
about  $4.4  billion  over  the  Administration's 
current  MX  plan. 

Nevertheless,  the  upgrading  might  not 
produce  a  force  with  as  much  operational 
flexibility  as  the  MX  system.  Neither  would 
it  be  deployed  as  soon  or  offer  all  of  the 
qualitative  benefits  that  might  come  from 
deploying  the  MX  missile,  such  as  a  demon- 
stration of  steadfastness  of  purpose  that 
would  strengthen  the  hand  of  U.S.  arms 
control  negotiators. 

Alternative  2:  Substitute  missiles  on 
submarines  for  land-based  missiles 

For  more  than  a  decade,  the  United  States 
has  sought  a  basing  mode  for  a  land-based 
missile  that  could  guarantee  survivability 
against  a  Soviet  first  strike  and  also  respond 
to  environmental  and  political  concerns  in 
this  country.  Cost  considerations,  plus  con- 
tinued difficulties  in  meeting  the  other  con- 
cerns, might  prompt  the  Congress  to  aban- 
don the  quest  for  a  survivable  land-based 
missile  force  in  favor  of  increasing  the  capa- 
bility of  the  submarine-based  forces.  The 
following  discussion  examines  the  conse- 
quences of  terminating  all  efforts  toward 
new  land-based  missiles— including  the  MX 
and  the  small  ICBM— in  favor  of  building 
more  Trident  submarines  equipped  with  the 
new  Trident  II  (D-5)  missile. 

Quantitative  contributions  of  submarine- 
based  missiles— Deploying  additional  sub- 
marines would  roughly  compensate  for  the 
loss  of  the  land-based  missiles.  CBO  esti- 
mates that  five  to  nine  additional  Trident 
submarines,  equipped  with  the  new  Trident 
II  missile,  would  about  equal  the  surviving 
capability  of  the  100  new  MX  missiles  plus 
the  600  surviving  warheads,  assumed  to  be 
contributed  by  the  follow-on  SICBM  land- 
based  missile  planned  for  the  1990s.  Five  ad- 
ditional submarines  would  be  needed  to 
match  the  number  of  hard-target  warheads, 
while  nine  additional  submarines  would  be 
needed,  given  current  operating  procedures, 
to  match  the  number  of  prompt,  hard- 
target  warheads. 

Assuming  production  of  Trident  subma- 
rines was  increased  to  three  every  two  years 
starting  in  1985.  these  added  submarines 
could  be  produced  with  existing  shipyard  ca- 
pability and  would  all  enter  the  fleet  around 
the  turn  of  the  century.  This  would  be  just 


a  few  years  later  than  the  full  deployment 
of  the  follow-on  SICBM  land-based  missile, 
to  occur  in  the  middle  to  late  1990s. 

Savings  from  submarines.— Five  additional 
Trident  submarines  and  their  missiles  would 
cost  about  $12.8  billion  to  buy  and  $0.3  bil- 
lion a  year  to  operate,  for  20-year  costs  of 
$18.8  billion.  Nine  additional  submarines 
would  cost  roughly  twice  as  much. 

The  cost  of  land-based  missiles  would  be 
substantially  more  than  even  the  nine  addi- 
tional Tridents.  The  cost  for  the  Adminis- 
tration's current  MX  plan  alone  would  be 
$18.4  billion  in  1984  and  beyond.  Should  a 
road-mobile,  small  ICBM  eventually  be  de- 
ployed as  part  of  the  Administration's  plan, 
its  cost  would  be  substantial.  According  to 
the  Department  of  Defense,  fielding  1,000 
such  missiles  would  cost  $46.2  billion  to  buy. 
plus  about  $3  billion  in  annual  operating 
costs,  for  a  20-year  life-cycle  cost  of  $107  bil- 
lion. Taken  together,  the  life-cycle  costs  of 
the  MX  and  small  ICBM  would  exceed 
those  of  nine  additional  Tridents  by  a  factor 
of  more  than  three. 

Aside  from  its  potential  long-term  savings, 
this  approach  would  clearly  cut  costs  over 
the  next  five  years.  Despite  the  added  costs 
of  beginning  even  a  nine-submarine  addi- 
tion, net  savings  would  amount  to  a  total  of 
$19.9  billion  in  budget  authority  (see  Sum- 
mary Table  1).  Most  of  the  savings  would 
come  from  terminating  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile. 

Forgoing  the  key  advantages  of  a  surviv- 
able triad.— Giving  up  attempts  to  develop  a 
survivable.  land-based  missile  would  mean 
forgoing  many  of  the  important  advantages 
of  a  triad  of  U.S.  forces,  each  able  to  survive 
a  Soviet  first  strike.  A  triad  hedges  against  a 
loss  of  capability  in  any  single  element,  and 
makes  it  more  difficult  for  an  opponent  to 
develop  a  successful  attack.  Striving  for  sur- 
vivability in  each  triad  leg  also  minimizes 
the  risk  of  a  future  Soviet  technological 
breakthrough.  Moreover,  land-based  mis- 
siles have  an  advantage  over  the  other  legs 
of  the  triad  in  greater  responsiveness  and 
more  assured  command  and  control. 


Under  this  alternative,  the  United  States 
would  be  concentrating  more  of  its  strategic 
deterrent  in  the  submarine  force.  Even 
though  submarine-based  missiles  are 
thought  by  many  to  be  invulnerable 
through  the  1990s,  there  can  be  no  absolute 
certainty  of  it.  Again,  some  maintain  that 
failure  to  deploy  a  new  land-based  missile 
would  show  a  lack  of  resolve  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States. 

This  alternative  would  not.  however, 
mean  forgoing  all  of  the  advantages  of  land- 
based  missiles.  The  United  States  would  still 
have  1.000  Minuteman  missiles,  with  their 
2.100  warheads,  at  least  through  the  end  of 
this  century. 

Alternative  3 

The  Administration  proposes  to  buy  and 
deploy  100  BIB  bombers  by  1988.  to  be  fol- 
lowed in  the  early  1990s  by  deployment  of 
132  Advanced  Technology— or  ■stealth"— 
bombers  (ATBs).  Given  the  promise  of  a  ca- 
pable ATB  and  the  ability  to  upgrade  the  B- 
52  and  air-launched  cruise  missile  (ALCM) 
forces  to  provide  some  of  the  near-term  ca- 
pabilities of  the  B-IB.  the  Congress  might 
elect  to  cancel  the  B-IB  program. 

Upgrading  the  B-52  and  ALCM  forces.— 
The  United  States  could  upgrade  its  exist- 
ing bomber  force  by  further  improvements 
to  B-52s  so  that  more  could  be  retained 
through  the  1990s,  and  by  converting  them 
to  carry  more  air-launched  cruise  missiles. 
In  addition,  the  total  number  of  cruise  mis- 
siles could  be  expanded  and  the  rate  of  buy 
maintained  at  current  levels  in  the  near 
term. 

These  actions,  along  with  termination  of 
the  B-IB,  would  leave  U.S.  forces  with 
about  the  same  number  of  weapons  before  a 
Soviet  first  strike.  After  a  Soviet  attack 
without  warning,  this  alternative  would  con- 
tribute 4  percent  fewer  warheads  to  U.S.  re- 
taliatory capability  than  the  Administra- 
tion's program  in  1990.  and  3  percent  fewer 
in  1996.  These  differences  would  be  smaller 
if  the  attack  came  after  some  warning.  The 
difference  occurs  primarily  because  the  B- 


IB  would  be  better  able  to  escape  a  Soviet 
attack  on  its  bases  than  would  the  B-52,  and 
because  the  newer  force  would  presumably 
be  able  to  sustain  a  somewhat  higher  peace- 
time alert  rate. 

Savings  from  terminating  B- IB. —Stop- 
ping further  production  of  the  B-IB  would 
cut  costs.  Even  when  offset  by  the  added 
costs  of  improving  the  B-52  force  and 
buying  more  cruise  missiles,  this  alternative 
would  save  a  total  of  about  $12.8  billion  in 
budget  authority  in  1984-1988  and  $15.5  bil- 
lion through  the  end  of  the  century  (see 
Summary  Table  1).  Critics  of  the  B-IB 
argue  that  these  savings  may  be  needed,  in 
a  period  of  constrained  defense  budgets,  to 
ensure  that  sufficient  funds  are  available  to 
develop  and  deploy  the  ATB.  which  they  see 
as  offering  the  greatest  long-run  promise. 

Key  advantages  of  the  B-IB.—  These  cost 
and  effectiveness  differences  do  not  neces- 
sarily capture  the  whole  issue.  For  example, 
if  the  B-IB  were  canceled  in  favor  of  up- 
grading the  current  force  of  B-52  bombers 
and  ALCMs.  there  would  be  only  a  modest 
reduction  in  warheads  able  to  survive  a 
Soviet  first  strike  and  retaliate.  But  this 
does  not  take  into  account  the  B-lB's  great- 
er ability  to  penetrate  Soviet  air  defenses 
and  deliver  its  warheads.  Unclassified  esti- 
mates of  the  B-lB's  greater  potential  are 
not  available,  but  it  may  be  substantial. 

The  B-IB  would  also,  as  a  new  bomber, 
offer  a  hedge  against  the  risk  that  the  tech- 
nically sophisticated  ATB  might  not  be  de- 
veloped on  time  or  at  a  reasonable  cost. 
Moreover,  the  B-IB  would  hold  down  the 
average  age  of  the  U.S.  bomber  fleet,  lead- 
ing to  improved  reliability  and  maintainabil- 
ity. By  1996.  even  with  the  ATB.  the  fleet 
would  average  23  years  without  the  B-IB. 
but  only  14  years  with  it. 

Finally,  the  B-IB  could  make  a  substan- 
tial contribution  to  U.S.  nonnuclear  forces. 
It  would,  for  example,  provide  a  highly  ca- 
pable aircraft  for  the  long-range  missions 
envisioned  in  support  of  the  Rapid  Deploy- 
ment Forces. 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1. -SAVINGS  FROM  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  STRATEGIC  PROGRAM 

[By  fiscal  year,  in  tullions  o(  1984  budget  aulhonty  dollars] 


1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

Total 

1984  to 

1988 

Total 

1984  10 

2000 

/Utemalivel— CancElMX' 

Kwestmenl — - - 

4.6 

50 

28 

18 

17  9 

184 

OpBaUng - 

total - - 

..„ 4.6 

5.0 

28 

18 

179 

184 

Altefnalwt  II— Substilule  xHasH  twees  In  land-based  tints:' 

Invtstmetit - __™«.. — 

4.9 

41 

24 

46 

199 

tl.4 

196 

Operalmg _„ ~ 

Total                                       - - - 

.._.._ 4  9 

41 

24 

4.6 

19.9 

61.0 

AttHnatrve  lll-{:aiioel  B-IB  banlia: 

.  39 

70 

-16 
04 

-20 
06 

117 
11 

10.1 

48 

Total 

3  9 

70 

44 

-12 

-13 

12  8 

155 

I  Savings  KOuW  be  highet  relative  to  the  President's  January  1983  budget,  wliicli  assumes  an  earlier,  more  expenswe  l«X  plan 

'  less  tlian  JlOO  miUnn 

Source  Congressional  Budget  Office 

Notes  Numbers  nuy  not  add  lo  totals  because  of  rounding  Costs  do  not  include  tlwse  lunded  by  the  Department  of  Energy 


Mr.  HART.  Madam  President.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Vermont  for 
his  kind  remarks. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington. 


Mr.  JACKSON.  Madam  President, 
we  have  spent  many  days  now  in 
debate  on  the  fiscal  year  1984  defense 
authorization  bill.  As  our  deliberations 
on  the  bill  draw  to  an  end,  I  should 
like  to  place  what  we  have  done  in  a 
positive    context.    Reasonable    people 


may  differ  about  the  specifics  of  a  bill 
such  as  this,  but  we  are  all  in  agree- 
ment that  America  must  be  a  strong, 
confident,  and  resolute  leader  among 
the  nations  of  the  world. 

A  powerful  America  can  be  a  mighty 
beacon  and  example,  providing  encour- 
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agement  to  forces  of  liberty  and  de- 
mocracy throughout  the  Earth.  If 
America  maintains  a  strong  deter- 
rent—and only  if  it  does— this  Nation 
will  continue  to  be  a  leader  in  the  cru- 
cial quest  for  enduring  peace  among 
nations. 

Madam  President,  negotiations  on 
arms  reductions  are  a  vital  component 
of  the  quest  for  peace.  The  United 
States  is  now  engaged  in  two  very  sig- 
nificant sets  of  negotiations  in 
Geneva.  We  are  negotiating  with  the 
Soviet  Union  to  attain  mutual  reduc- 
tions in  our  strategic  nuclear  arsenals 
and  to  achieve  a  balance  of  thermonu- 
clear weapons  in  Europe.  By  voting  to 
authorize  funds  for  the  MX  missile 
and  other  programs,  we  are  sending  a 
clear  message  to  the  world  that  we 
intend  to  negotiate  seriously.  We 
thereby  signal  that  the  United  States 
has  the  will  to  restore  strategic  parity 
in  nuclear  weapons.  Our  actions  here 
may  give  pause  to  our  adversary  and 
will  improve  the  chances  for  conclud- 
ing successful  arms-control  treaties. 

One  of  the  most  courageous  and  vi- 
sionary men  of  our  era  is  Andrei  Sak- 
harov.  the  Soviet  physicist,  who  devel- 
oped a  thermonuclear  device,  and  a 
great  human  rights  advocate.  There  is 
no  one  who  understands  better  than 
Andrei  Sakharov  the  tragic  conse- 
quences of  nuclear  war  and  the  neces- 
sity of  effective  arms  control.  Sak- 
harov has  recently  highlighted  the 
close  link  between  strategic  parity  and 
the  prospects  for  arms  control.  Sak- 
harov considers  that  the  MX,  for  ex- 
ample, may  be  a  necessary  part  of  the 
negotiating  process— an  important  ele- 
ment in  our  bargaining  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  He  notes  that  while  the 
Soviet  Union  is  the  leader  in  the  field 
of  powerful  silo-based  missiles,  there  is 
very  little  chance  of  it  easily  relin- 
quishing that  lead: 

If  it  is  necessary  to  spend  a  few  billion  dol- 
lars on  MX  missiles  to  alter  this  situation, 
then  perhaps  this  is  what  the  West  must  do. 
But,  at  the  same  time,  if  the  Soviets,  in  deed 
and  not  just  in  word,  take  significant,  verifi- 
able measures  for  reducing  the  number  of 
land-based  missiles  (more  precisely,  for  de- 
stroying them),  then  the  West  should  not 
only  abolish  MX  missiles  <or  not  build 
them!)  but  carry  out  other  significant  disar- 
mament programs  as  well. 

Madam  President,  the  United  States 
needs  a  strong  deterrent  both  to 
defend  our  national  security  and  to 
enable  our  leaders  to  conduct  a  vigor- 
ous diplomacy  in  the  interests  of 
global  stability,  human  rights,  and 
arms  control.  I  urge  my  distinguished 
colleagues  to  maintain  the  MX  pro- 
gram in  the  defense  authorization  bill. 
Madam  President.  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  allocated  time  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Madam  President,  a 
great  deal  has  been  said  about  the 
launch  on  warning.  I  do  not  believe 
that  anyone  seriously  entertains  the 


notion  or  has  the  perception  that  we 
would  launch  on  warning.  That  would 
be  a  very  dangerous  thing  indeed. 

Some  discussion  has  come  forth  on 
the  issue  of  launch  under  attack. 

Let  me  read  a  statement  made  by 
Dr.  Harold  Brown  in  June  1980.  He 
said: 

The  launch-under-attack  situation  •  •  •  is 
that  the  Soviets  probably  will  not  be  able  to 
be  sure  that  we  don't  have  the  capability  of 
launching  under  attack.  I  think  under  any 
circumstances  we  would  want  to  keep  them 
somewhat  worried  about  that.  To  some 
extent,  that  does  provide  a  deterrent  effect. 
Those  are  the  words  of  Harold 
Brown,  not  of  some  hawkish  Republi- 
can. They  are  the  words  of  Harold 
Brown,  who  I  think  is  a  very  thought- 
ful man  on  such  matters. 

This  was  made,  of  course,  during  the 
time  of  debate  on  the  SALT  II  Treaty. 
There  was  no  reclaimer  to  what  he 
said  by  the  Soviets.  They  continued  to 
support  ratification  of  the  SALT  II 
agreement.  Therefore,  they  apparent- 
ly did  not  find  anything  so  threaten- 
ing in  that  statement  by  Harold 
Brown. 

Madam  President.  I  reserve  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President, 
will  the  chairman  yield  on  that  point? 
Mr.  TOWER.  Yes.  I  yield. 
Mr.  SARBANES.  I  think  there  is  a 
vast  difference  between  having  a 
weapon  system  which  is  survivable  so 
that  its  only  rationale  is  not  a  launch 
on  attack  and  then  reserving  as  it  were 
the  possibility  of  its  use  in  those  cir- 
cumstances. But  when  it  can  also  be 
clearly  perceived  that  it  has  the  use  as 
a  deterrent  because  it  has  a  survivable 
mode,  there  is  a  vast  difference  be- 
tween that  and  in  placing  a  weapons 
system  which  at  the  very  outset  is  con- 
ceded as  very,  very  vulnerable  and. 
therefore,  leads  to  the  reasonable  and 
logical  question  that  the  only  way  it 
can  be  used  is  to  be  used  under  the 
doctrine  of  launch  on  attack.  There  is 
a  vast  difference  between  those  two 
concepts. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  do  not  concede  that 
is  the  only  way  it  could  be  used.  We 
presume  there  would  be  other  uses. 

Comment  was  made  about  the  Min- 
uteman  which  was  then  in  the  silos 
when  we  contemplated  deploying  the 
MX.  Let  us  go  a  little  further  on  this 
issue  and  see  what  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission had  to  say: 

In  such  a  case  (Soviet  preemptive  SLBM 
attack)  the  Soviets  should  have  no  confi- 
dence that  we  would  refrain  from  launching 
our  ICBMs  during  the  interval  after  we 
have  been  hit.  It  is  important  to  appreciate 
that  this  would  not  be  a  ■launch-onwarn- 
ing."  or  even  a  'launch  under  attack."  but 
rather  a  launch  after  attack-after  massive 
nuclear  detonations  had  already  occurred 
on  U.S.  soil. 

I  might  say  that  this  statement  was 
made  to  illustrate  the  synergism  of 
our  strategic  triad,  and  the  difficulty 


associated  with  attacking  and  defeat- 
ing all  three  legs  simultaneously. 

Madam  President.  I  reserve  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  how 
much  time  remains  on  the  bill  under 
the  control  of  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  25  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President.  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Melcher). 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Madam  President, 
there  is  very  little  that  we  know  about 
the  effects  of  use  of  nuclear  weapons, 
and  on  this  lack  of  knowledge  I  wish 
to  address  my  comments  on  the 
matter  before  us. 

The  first  of  mankinds  knowledge  of 
the  devastation  caused  by  nuclear 
weapons  came  from  Hiroshima  and 
Nagasaki  in  our  use  of  the  first  nucle- 
ar bombs  to  bring  to  a  rapid  conclu- 
sion the  war  with  Japan  in  1945.  The 
devastation  of  those  two  cities  proved 
to  be  more  than  the  Los  Alamos  scien- 
tists had  thought  possible.  The  loss  of 
life  from  those  two  explosions,  the  fire 
storms,  and  the  effects  of  radiation 
was  grossly  underestimated  and  out- 
stripped the  calculations  of  the  scien- 
tists who  had  developed  those  first 
two  bombs. 

Those  bombs  were  only  15  kilotons 
each,  or  the  equivalent  of  15,000  tons 
of  TNT. 

Since  that  time,  nuclear  physicists, 
in  constructing  larger  warheads  in 
both  this  country  and  the  Soviet 
Union,  have  far  advanced  the  devasta- 
tion caused  by  nuclear  warheads.  For 
example,  each  of  the  10  warheads  that 
will  be  carried  in  an  MX  missile  is  20 
times  larger  than  those  first  atomic 
bombs  dropped  on  Japan.  The  result- 
ing increase  in  the  amount  of  destruc- 
tion from  these  larger  nuclear  war- 
heads has  never  been  calculated  exact- 
ly. We  do  not  know  for  sure  what  will 
be  the  amount  of  loss  of  life  from 
todays  modern  nuclear  weapons  or 
the  loss  of  life  from  resulting  fire 
storm  and  the  effects  of  radiation, 
both  directly  from  the  blast  and  radi- 
ation following  the  blast,  which  will  be 
carried  on  wind  currents  and  dissemi- 
nated through  the  air.  carried  by  the 
winds  or  water. 

Mankind  cannot  comprehend  nor 
even  currently  calculate  the  devasta- 
tion to  life  that  the  genius  of  man  has 
grasped  from  the  unknown  in  discover- 
ing the  know-how  to  explode  the 
atoms  of  uranium  and  hydrogen. 

How  much  do  we  know?  All  too 
little.  We  have  moved  much  faster  in 
developing  and  mastering  the  ability 
to  explode  atoms  than  we  have  in 
learning  to  gage,  calculate,  and  assess 
the  effects  of  these  atomic  explosions. 
Here  are  some  of  the  scant  calcula- 


tions that  the  Defense  Department 
and  scientists  in  the  United  States 
have  made: 

First.  In  1979.  the  Office  of  Technol- 
ogy Assessment,  in  a  report  to  Con- 
gress estimated  that  the  explosion  of  a 
single  1 -megaton  warhead  over  New 
York  City  on  a  clear  day  during  work- 
ing hours  would  cause  a  fire  storm  of 
250  square  miles  and  2  million  people 
would  be  killed  immediately  with  an- 
other 3.4  million  seriously  injured, 
most  of  which  would  die  shortly  there- 
after. 

Second.  In  1975,  the  Department  of 
Defense  told  the  Senate  that  some- 
where between  3  and  16  million  Ameri- 
cans might  be  killed  in  a  limited  nucle- 
ar  attack   on   strategic   U.S.   military 

Third.  Again  in  1979.  the  U.S.  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment  estimated 
that  a  full-scale  attack  on  U.S.  strate- 
gic bases  would  kill  between  24  and  45 
million  people. 

Fourth.  OTA.  at  the  same  time,  also 
said  that  a  full-scale  attack  on  all  U.S. 
military  and  economic  targets  could 
cause  up  to  160  million  deaths  in  the 
United  States. 

Fifth.  The  effects  of  a  full-scale  nu- 
clear exchange  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  actually 
extends  beyond  the  bounds  of  human 
comprehension.  According  to  military 
analysts  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, there  are  today  more  than 
40.000  nuclear  weapons  of  various  sizes 
in  the  world.  Of  just  the  large  size,  the 
Soviet  Union  has  6  1 -megaton  war- 
heads, 400  5-megaton  warheads.  100  to 
200  25-megaton  size.  Those  25-mega- 
ton  weapons  are  the  equivalent  of  25- 
million-ton  bombs  that  could  be  used 
in  an  attack  on  the  United  States.  One 
25-megaton  warhead  would  level  all 
buildings  and  kill  all  people  within  a 
12-mile  radius;  that  is.  a  single  such 
weapon  could  completely  destroy  New 
York  City. 

Aside  from  the  hundreds  of  millions 
of  people  who  would  be  immediately 
killed  in  a  full  nuclear  exchange  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union,  as  many  more  would  be 
so  seriously  injured  that  they  would 
not  survive  according  to  testimony  by 
Dr.  H.  Jack  Geiger.  one  of  the  found- 
ing members  of  the  Physicians  for 
Social  Responsibility,  in  testimony 
before  the  House  Science  and  Tech- 
nology Committee  last  September. 
Among  the  wounded,  there  will  be 
skull  fractures,  paralyzing  lesions  of 
the  spinal  cord,  crushing  lesions  of  the 
chest  and  limbs,  penetrating  wounds, 
hemorrhage,  shock,  and  as  many  as 
one-quarter  of  the  wounded  would 
have  third-degree  burns  over  25  per- 
cent of  their  bodies. 

Even  those  who  survive  in  fallout 
shelters  in  the  initial  blast  could  still 
be  struck  down.  A  large  proportion  of 
those,  perhaps  as  many  as  one-third, 
according   to   Dr.   Geiger,   could   suc- 


cumb to  long-term  radiation  sickness: 
respiratory  disease,  infectious  diseases 
such  as  plague,  cholera,  yellow  fever, 
or  could  starve  to  death. 

The  Physicians  for  Social  Responsi- 
bility also  remind  us  that  many  doc- 
tors and  other  medical  personnel 
would  be  killed  in  the  initial  devasta- 
tion, vastly  reducing  medical  care  for 
the  injured  and  other  survivors.  Ac- 
cording to  a  study  by  this  group,  in 
any  large  city  that  suffered  nuclear 
attack,  as  many  as  73  percent  of  the 
doctors  could  be  killed  and  probably 
only  some  9  percent  would  remain  un- 
injured. This  would  result  in  approxi- 
mately 1,700  acutely  injured  persons 
to  each  functioning  physician.  Prob- 
lems of  this  nature  were  seen  in  Na.ga- 
saki,  where  fewer  than  30  of  the  city's 
150  doctors  were  available  to  attend  to 
thousands  of  victims  and  only  7  per- 
cent of  the  city's  approximately  1,800 
nurses  were  available  to  assist  the  in- 
jured. It  is  also  estimated  by  this 
group  that  the  entire  United  States 
has  adequate  intensive  care  facilities 
for  treating  severe  burns  for  fewer 
than  2,000  people. 

Beyond  the  immediate  deaths  and 
injuries,  we  know  there  will  be  long- 
term  health  effects.  However,  it  is  not 
known  what  chronic  exposure  over 
months  to  the  kind  of  doses  of  radi- 
ation that  will  exist— 1,000  to  2,000 
times  those  now  considered  permissi- 
ble for  the  general  public— would 
mean  in  terms  of  individual  illness  and 
death.  Much  more  study  is  needed. 
Doctors  such  as  Dr.  Geiger  are  sure 
that  the  incidence  of  virulence  of  in- 
fectious diseases  could  be  expected  to 
increase  enormously  in  the  months 
and  years  after  the  nuclear  attack.  En- 
vironmental conditions  will  contribute 
to  the  abundant  spread  of  disea,ses— 
for  example,  overcrowding  of  the  pop- 
ulation, both  in  the  shelters  and 
afterward;  inadequate  ventilation;  de- 
struction of  sanitary  systems  with  ac- 
cumulation of  sewage  and  waste;  the 
presence  of  millions  of  corpses;  and 
the  spread  of  insects.  Further,  they 
feel  that  the  incidence  of  malignan- 
cies, congenital  malformations,  and  ge- 
netic mutations  would  increase  signifi- 
cantly and  would  alter  the  longevity 
and  quality  of  life. 

The  effects  of  nuclear  war  are  not 
limited  to  human  casualties.  The  Pen- 
tagon tells  us  that  a  1 -megaton-bomb 
ground  burst  would  yield  radiation  of 
500  to  1,000  rads  over  1,000  square 
miles.  Jonathan  Schell,  in  his  book 
"Fate  of  the  Earth,"  states  that  the 
lethal  dose  of  gamma  radiation  is  180 
rads  for  cattle.  240  rads  for  sheep,  350 
rads  for  horses.  550  rads  for  swine,  and 
800  rads  for  poultry.  And  that  kills 
every  one  of  them  in  an  area  where 
there  is  1,000  rads  of  exposure.  Thus, 
most  mammals  and  birds  would  be  de- 
stroyed in  a  full  nuclear  exchange. 
Fish  are  killed  at  a  dose  of  between 
1.000  and  5.600  rads.  It  is  not  clear 


whether  the  water  would  shield  the 
fish.  Dr.  Schell  says  that  insects  are 
impervious  to  gamma  radiation  up  to 
doses  of  2.000  and  10.000.  Plants  have 
a  higher  tolerance  of  radioactivity 
than  do  any  animals.  The  trees  would 
be  destroyed  first,  and  the  grasses  last. 
Lethal  doses  for  grasses  range  between 
6.000  and  33.000  rads.  so  some  of  the 
grasses  may  survive.  In  comparison, 
most  crops  are  killed  by  doses  below 
5.000. 

These  numbers  seem  to  tell  us  a  lot 
about  what  would  happen  in  a  nuclear 
exchange  between  the  United  States 
and  Russia.  But  in  the  end.  it  is  almost 
all  theory  and  it  does  not  really  de- 
scribe the  devastation  that  would 
result  in  a  nuclear  war.  What  we  have 
really  learned  is  that  if  any  nuclear 
weapons  are  ever  used,  it  is  likely  that 
most  or  all  of  them  will  be  used.  The 
results  are  too  horrible  to  compre- 
hend. In  all  we  know  on  the  effects,  we 
only  know  so  little  as  to  only  ascertain 
we  cannot  foretell  the  extent  of  the 
devastation. 

In  his  book  'Cosmos, "  Dr.  Carl 
Sagen  tried  to  capture  the  effect  of  a 
full  nuclear  exchange  between  the 
United  States  and  Russia  by  pointing 
out  if  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  expended  their  nuclear  weap- 
ons on  each  other,  it  would  amount  to 
the  total  destructive  power  of  all  the 
bombs  dropped  in  World  War  II,  once 
every  second  for  6  hours:  60  times  60 
times  6. 

We  are  bearing  witness  to  the  build- 
up of  more  and  more  capability  to  ob- 
literate life  of  all  types  on  Earth. 

If  people  knew  the  completeness  of 
destruction  of  life— holocaust  for  all 
'  on  Earth— Earth  itself. 

If   people   understood,   would   man- 
kind continue  to  risk  additional  build- 
up? 
Probably  not. 
Hopefully  not. 

We  need  time  to  further  assess  the 
effects:  By  thorough  research;  by 
measurement  of  effect  on  domestic 
animals  and  domestic  fowl,  and  wild- 
life and  wild  fowl;  by  transportation  of 
radioactive  material  in  water  and  by 
the  air  measurement  of  dissemination 
of  radioactive  materials;  and  by  know- 
ing and  understanding  the  radiation  of 
plantlife  and  crops  and  the  soil— the 
effect  on  the  trees,  the  Earth  itself. 

We  need  comprehensive  study,  as- 
sessment by  select  group  of  physicists, 
pathologists  in  human,  plant,  and 
animal  fields— by  scientists,  physi- 
cians, veterinarians,  hydrologists.  bi- 
ologists, meteorologists,  and  all  nucle- 
ar experts. 

Are  we  hesitant  to  measure  the  hor- 
rible effects  of  the  holocaust  of  the 
nuclear  devices?  Are  we  afraid  to 
assess  what  man  has  wrought? 

We  should  proceed  immediately  to 
simulate  the  effects  of  nuclear  expio- 
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sion  on  man  and  all  other  living  crea- 
tures. 

Test  the  effects:  learn  the  fate  of 
those  that  survive  for  1  day— 1  week— 
1  month— 1  year— 1  decade— 1  genera- 
tion; test  the  threats  of  life  on  man 
and  all  creatures  great  and  small,  the 
attack  blast,  the  fire  storm  area,  the 
radiation  area. 

When  we  do  the  best  we  can  to 
measure  the  holocaust,  perhaps  man- 
kind will  draw  back,  limit,  and  then 
verify  the  elimination  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons from  planet  Earth.  But  until  we 
do— let  us  measure. 

I  shall  introduce  a  resolution  to  for- 
mulate joint  research  and  assessment 
of  nuclear  attack.  From  this  day  for- 
ward. I  shall  attempt  to  warn  all  that 
we  know  too  little.  I  shall  attempt  to 
warn  so  as  to  teach  and  practice  re- 
straint of  nuclear  proliferation,  and  in 
so  doing  let  alt  comprehend  the  conse- 
quences. 

Better  to  know  what  we  have  not 
measured  or  assessed  in  the  devasta- 
tion of  the  blast,  the  fire  storm,  and 
the  radiation  that  kills  animals  and 
plant  life  than  to  assume  that  such 
knowledge  will  never  be  needed. 

If  we  were  certain  of  never  needing 
to  reap  the  seeds  of  nuclear  destruc- 
tion, withstand  the  inferno  of  nuclear 
fire  storm,  never  to  withstand  a  viru- 
lent radiation  rot  of  nuclear  explosion, 
then  we  would  never  build  another  nu- 
clear weapon,  never  deploy  any. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  from  Montana  yield?  His 
time  hjis  expired. 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  2  additional  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  And  we  would  joy- 
fully dismantle  those  now  in  existence. 

Better  to  know  the  degree  of  the 
holocaust  and  devastation  than  to 
blindly  continue  our  buildup  of  nucle- 
ar destruction  without  knowledge  of 
its  effect  of  explosive  power  on  the 
Earth,  the  inhabitants  of  this  planet 
and  its  other  living  things,  its  vegeta- 
tion, its  atmosphere  and  its  future  as  a 
place  of  mans  habitation. 

In  our  knowledge  of  science:  We 
have  outdistanced  our  yearning  for 
living  by  our  ability  to  destroy  man- 
kind collectively.  Collectively,  that  is— 
all.  Now  we  must  learn  what  and  how- 
to  survive. 

People  ask  me,  memt)ers  of  my 
family  ask  me,  "What  can  be  done  to 
halt  the  march  toward  destruction? 
What  can  be  done  to  halt  the  arms 
race  toward  nuclear  destruction?"  Par- 
ticularly, these  questions  are  asked 
after  thoughtful,  studious  concern.  Se- 
rious and  compassionate  members  of 
society  ponder  these  points.  The 
answer  is  we  do  not  know.  We  have 
not  found  a  way. 

I  further  believe  and  I  further  re- 
spond, until  more  of  the  public  knows 
of  the  little  we  do  know  about  the  ef- 
fects of  nuclear  devastation,  there  will 


be  no  halt  nor  slowdown  in  developing 
more  and  more  nuclear  weapons. 

We  will  not  slow  down  until  the 
public  is  not  too  busy  with  everyday 
problems  of  earning  a  living  or  giving 
their  attention,  at  least  part  of  their 
attention,  in  holding  down  their  jobs 
and  business  or  their  farm  together, 
and  developing  their  family. 

Until   public   knowledge   develops   a 


...  Of  the  powerful  silo-based  missiles.  At 
present  the  U.S.S.R.  has  a  great  advantage 
.  .  .  Perhaps  talks  about  the  limitation  and 
reduction  of  these  most  destructive  missiles 
could  become  easier  if  the  United  States 
were  to  have  the  MX  (Peacekeeper)  missiles 
.  .  .  While  the  US.S.R.  is  the  leader  in  this 
field  there  is  very  little  chance  of  its  easily 
relinquishing  that  lead.  If  it  is  necessary  to 
spend  a  few  billion  dollars  on  MX  missiles 
to  alter  this  situation,  then  perhaps  this  is 


public  comprehension  and  concern  of     what  the  West  must  do. 


this  threat  to  all  mankind  and  all  life, 
the  grassroots  will  not  demand  a  halt. 

Witness  our  debate  here.  People  are 
prone  to  leave  this  huge  question  to 
others,  to  Government,  to  officials,  or 
to  chance,  or  to  faith,  or  to  God. 

Who  is  in  charge  of  the  future? 

We  are. 
•  Mr.  EAST.  Mr.  President,  the  ex- 
perts have  come  down  fully  on  the  side 
of  the  MX  Peacekeeper  missile.  The 
last  three  Secretaries  of  State,  the  last 
three  Presidents,  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, and  from  his  unique  perspec- 
tive of  living  in  internal  exile  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  Nobel  prizewinning 
physicist.  Andrei  Sakharov,  have  all 
supported  the  building  of  the  Peace- 
keeper. The  advice  and  warnings  of 
these  eminent  and  knowledgeable  ex- 
perts should  be  heeded. 

The  name  "Peacekeeper"  is  an  ap- 
propriate one.  for  that  is  just  what  the 
purpose  of  this  missile  program  is.  The 
vast  majority  of  the  American  people 
can  support  this  program  if  the  com- 
ments of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
and  Mr.  Sakharov  are  explained  to 
them  in  as  much  detail  as  the  argu- 
ments of  the  opponents  of  this  pro- 
gram have  been.  Peace,  freedom,  and 
stability  are  the  aims  of  our  foreign 
policy,  and  any  honest  and  thorough 
examination  of  the  Peacekeeper  pro- 
gram will  show  that  this  is  not  an  at- 
tempt to  provoke  war  as  some  oppo- 
nents have  intimated. 

If  we  are  really  serious  about  arms 
control  and  disarmament,  we  must 
have  the  Peacekeeper  missile.  The 
record  is  clear  as  to  the  good  inten- 
tions of  the  United  States,  and  the 
record  is  equally  clear  that  the  Soviet 
Union  never  gives  away  something  for 
nothing.  If  we  are  to  negotiate  success- 
fully a  lasting  and  effective  arms  con- 
trol agreement  with  the  U.S.S.R.,  we 
must  have  something  with  which  to 
negotiate.  The  continual  and  dramatic 
arms  buildup  of  the  Red  armed  forces 
has  seriously  eroded  the  stability  of 
the  world.  A  decade  ago  the  Soviet  in- 
vasion of  Afghanistan  would  have 
been  unthinkable.  Clearly  peace 
through  strength  is  a  concept  the  So- 
viets understand.  Weakness  invites 
armed  aggression. 

Earlier  I  spoke  of  the  unique  per- 
spective of  Andrei  Sakharov.  The  com- 
mitment of  this  gentleman  to  peace 
and  freedom  cannot  be  doubted  by  any 
honest  observer.  I  urge  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  to  listen  to  his  words 
now: 


This  is  precisely  what  we  must  do  to 
maintain  peace,  freedom,  and  stability 
in  a  world  already  suffering  from 
Soviet  invasions,  incursions,  and  or- 
chestrated "revolutions."  The  experts 
have  spoken;  let  us  heed  their  coun- 
sel.* 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  am  supporting  deletion  of  funding 
for  the  MX  missile. 

After  reviewing  the  available  date 
yet  once  again.  I  can  still  find  little 
reason  to  support  the  MX.  MX  mis- 
siles placed  in  Minuteman  silos  offer 
practically  no  additional  strategic  se- 
curity for  our  Nation— but  cost  a  lot. 

As  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
noted  in  a  May  1983  study: 

Assuming  that  the  United  States  rode 
out"  a  Soviet  first  strike  of  its  ICBMs.  CBO 
estimates  that  about  10  percent  of  the  MX 
missiles  would  survive  such  an  attack  in 
1990.  and  about  5  percent  would  survive  in 
1996  as  the  accuracy  of  Soviet  missile  sys- 
tems improved.  These  estimates  assume 
that  the  MX  missiles  would  be  placed  in  ex- 
isting Minuteman  silos,  where  they  would 
be  about  as  blast-resistant  as  Minuteman 
missiles  are  today. 

Recently.  Administration  spokesmen  have 
indicated  that  it  might  be  possible  to  "su- 
perharden  '  existing  Minuteman  silos  con- 
taining the  MX  to  levels  nearly  13  times 
their  current  hardness.  Indeed,  the  Admin- 
istrations  modernization  plan  includes 
funds  for  further  research  on  silo  hardening 
over  the  next  five  years,  although  not  for 
actual  hardening. 

Superhardening  would  be  very  effective 
against  today's  Soviet  threat,  but  CBO  esti- 
mates that  the  combination  of  improving 
accuracy  and  potentially  higher  warhead 
yields  will  eventually  render  even  superhar- 
dened  silos  vulnerable.  This  would  be  espe- 
cially true  if  the  number  of  such  targets  was 
limited— say.  to  100  MX  missiles— because 
the  Soviets  could  concentrate  on  them  more 
easily. 

Yet  this  is  a  system  which  will  cost 
us  perhaps  $18  billion  over  the  next 
few  years. 

There  are  simply  other,  better  ways 
of  meeting  our  strategic  requirements. 
The  potential  of  the  so-called  Midget- 
man  is  one.  The  Trident  II  is  another. 
In  a  different  way.  the  B-1  for  which  I 
voted  recently  is  yet  a  third. 

The  President's  own  appointed  Com- 
mission, the  so-called  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, has  told  us,  for  the  moment, 
to  look  at  the  asymmetries  of  the  nu- 
clear equation  and.  for  the  longer 
term,  to  seek  a  policy  based  on  more 
stabilizing  systems. 

I  agree  with  such  an  approach,  but  I 
disagree  with  the  Commission's  sug- 


gestion that  the  MX  is  necessary  to 
the  approach.  Even  the  Commission 
was  reduced  to  arguing  that  the  prin- 
cipal justification  for  the  MX  was  the 
need  for  a  demonstration  of  national 
will,  not  for  the  strategic  means  to 
maintain  the  existing  asymmetries  or 
to  move  to  more  stable  systems. 

But.  such  a  demonstration  of  will 
would  place  10  warheads  in  a  single 
vulnerable  silo,  creating  an  especially 
inviting  target.  Furthermore,  such  de- 
ployment could  initiate  a  process  lead- 
ing the  United  States  away  from  our 
present  retaliatory  nuclear  strategy 
toward  a  war-fighting  one.  Both  devel- 
opments would  be  destabilizing.  Both 
could  lead  toward,  not  away  from,  nu- 
clear war. 

Our  strategic  weapons  and  the  arms 
control  policies  which  our  Nation  de- 
velops to  go  hand  in  hand  with  them 
should  have  but  one  objective:  The  de- 
terrence of  nuclear  disaster,  either  by 
accident  or  design.  Deployment  of  the 
MX  in  Minuteman  silos  enhances  de- 
terrence of  neither  type. 

An  MX  in  a  Minuteman  .silo  remains 
a  missile  in  search  of  a  justifiable  mis- 
sion. It  is  time  to  pack  it  away  and 
concentrate  on  systems  which  contrib- 
ute to  nuclear  stability  and  security. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
make  my  comments  brief  on  this  sub- 
ject, since  I  have  addressed  it  many 
times  before. 

I  believe  my  feelings  on  the  MX  mis- 
sile are  well-established:  I  have  sup- 
ported it  as  a  logical  and  defensible 
step  in  our  national  security  effort, 
but  have  maintained  the  conviction 
that  the  basing  mode  for  the  missile 
must  be  mobile  or  deceptive. 

On  May  24  I  offered  an  amendment 
to  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  26 
that  would  have  delayed  procurement 
of  the  missile  until  the  President 
brought  us  a  plan  for  a  mobile  or  de- 
ceptive basing  mode.  It  was  defeated. 

On  May  25  I  voted  against  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  26  because  it 
called  for  a  significant  expenditure  of 
funds  for  the  MX.  while  deploying  it 
in  the  worst  of  all  possible  choices— 
the  totally  vulnerable,  precisely  tar- 
geted, unhardened  Minuteman  silos. 

I  characterized  the  May  25  vote  on 
MX  as  a  "take  it  or  leave  it"  proposi- 
tion, and  the  basing  mode  proposed 
compelled  me  to  "leave  it." 

The  missile  itself  and  its  deployment 
in  Minuteman  silos  are  now  perma- 
nently attached  to  each  other,  it 
seems.  For  that  reason,  and  although  I 
could  support  this  missile  were  it  de- 
ployed deceptively.  I  must  cast  my 
vote  against  it  by  supporting  the  Hart 
amendment. 

MX  AND  THE  SOVIET  START  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  current 
debate  on  the  defense  authorization 
bill  has  centered  largely,  as  have  previ- 
ous related  debates,  on  the  merits  of 
the  MX  program.  There  are  proposals 
to  delete  funding  for  the  MX  entirely. 


Some  say  that  going  ahead  with  the 
missile  will  lead  to  a  new  spiral  of 
arms  with  the  Soviet  Union.  Others 
point  to  the  alleged  shortcomings  of 
the  missile  and  its  basing  mode.  How 
should  Senators  concerned  both  with 
national  security  and  with  arms  con- 
trol view  the  issue? 

We  begin  with  the  views  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  that  recom- 
mended a  limited  deployment  of  the 
missile.  Some  are  beginning  to  decry 
"Goverment  by  commission."  but  I 
think  we  have  to  take  very  seriously 
the  measured  views  of  national  securi- 
ty experts,  with  long  service  to  this 
country,  whose  judgments  are  reflect- 
ed in  the  Commission  report. 

Through  three  administrations  the 
MX  program  advanced  from  a  design 
concept  to  today's  Peacekeeper  mis- 
sile. The  missile  program  was  devel- 
oped to  redress  a  growing,  massive 
strategic  arms  buildup  by  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  increased  aging  of 
American  ICBM  forces.  The  MX  pro- 
gram was  designed  to  meet  this  grow- 
ing threat.  In  the  meantime,  the  accu- 
racy, range,  throw-weight,  and  hard- 
target  capability  of  Soviet  ICBMs 
have  contributed  to  their  attaining  a 
first-strike  capability  with  substantial 
forces  in  reserve.  Bearing  this  firmly 
in  mind,  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
recommended  deployment  of  the  mis- 
sile that  is  central  to  our  current 
Senate  debate. 

Now  let  us  look  at  the  MX  deploy- 
ment from  the  standpoint  of  arms  con- 
trol. The  Scowcroft  Commission 
report  has  rightly  stressed  the  central 
importance  of  arms  control.  We  must 
continue  with  our  attempts  at  Geneva 
to  limit  these  weapons  by  mutual 
agreement.  But  I  do  not  see  how  a  fail- 
ure to  respond  to  the  Soviet  challenge 
in  nuclear  ICBM's  is  going  to  make 
them  any  more  amenable  to  reason  at 
the  bargaining  table  at  Geneva.  All  of 
our  experience  is  to  the  contrary.  So 
the  MX  is  not  a  bargaining  chip.  It  is  a 
necessary  updating  of  our  nuclear  de- 
fenses which  will  increase  the  likeli- 
hood that  an  agreement  will  be 
reached  at  Geneva. 

We  now  have  received  word  of  a  new 
Soviet  proposal  at  the  START  negoti- 
ations at  Geneva.  Although  the  full 
details  are  not  public,  it  seems  appar- 
ent that  what  they  have  basically 
done  is  to  offer  some  lowering  of  the 
SALT  II  systems  limitations. 

Now,  that  is  progress  of  sorts.  But 
surely.  Mr.  President,  we  ought  to 
expect  something  more  if  the  Soviets 
want  to  negotiate  serious  controls  on 
nuclear  weapons.  And  certainly  we 
must  bear  in  mind  the  present  config- 
uration of  their  nuclear  weapons,  with 
their  heavy  preponderance  on  destabi- 
lizing, land-based  ICBM's.  and  how 
that  would  be  treated  under  their 
latest  proposal.  For  after  all,  our  delib- 
erations do  not  take  place  in  a 
vacuum.   They   are   held   against   the 


background  of  sustained  ICBM  devel- 
opment by  the  Soviet  Union. 

According  to  press  accounts,  the  So- 
viets have  proposed  a  ceiling  of  1,800 
delivery  vehicles,  of  which  1,200  would 
be  MIRV  systems.  The  comparable 
SALT  II  totals  were  2.250  and  1.320. 
The  Soviets  further  propose  that 
there  be  1,080  MIRV  SLBM's  and 
ICBMs.  with  an  ICBM  subtotal  of 
680.  versus  SALT  II  limitations  of 
1,200  and  820,  respectively. 

Now   all   of   this  sounds   like   some 
progress,  Mr.  President,  and  perhaps 
in  a  way  it  is.  But  the  Senator  from 
Kansas    is   discouraged   to   note    that 
there  is  no  mention  of  throw-weight  in 
this    proposal— so    that    the    Soviets 
could  keep  their  massive  lead  in  that 
category   without   further   regulation. 
There    is    no    disincentive    on    MIRV 
weapons   at   all— and   in   view   of   the 
Scowcroft  Commission  report,  and  the 
views  of  many  that  the  development 
of  MIRV  weaponry  made  arms  control 
far  more  difficult,  that  omission  is  to 
be    regretted.   The   dangerous   Soviet 
predominance  in  land-based  ICBM's  is 
consolidated    and    it    would   even    get 
worse.  For  now  the  Soviet  SS-18,  the 
massive    land-based    ICBM    that    our 
MX  is  designed  to  help  offset,  carries 
10     warheads.     The     Senator     from 
Kansas  has  been  told,  however,  that 
with  further  fractionization,  each  of 
those  warheads  could  carry  a  total  of 
32    warheads    each.    And    finally    the 
Soviet  proposal  does  not  use  warheads 
as  a  unit  of  account,  unlike  the  Ameri- 
can start  proposal,  so  that  the  total 
warheads    could    continue    to    spiral 
upward. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  will  remem- 
ber my  previous  expressions  of  inter- 
est in  arms  control,  both  in  this  Cham- 
ber and  before  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  Together  with  seven  con- 
cerned colleagues,  I  have  introduced 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  46,  that 
addresses  this  subject.  In  addition,  I 
have  provided  Senators  with  an  exam- 
ple of  how  our  proposal  could  be 
fleshed  out.  On  the  strategic  level,  the 
implementation  would  reduce  total 
warheads  to  6.500  for  each  side.  It 
would  compensate  for  any  Soviet  re- 
configuring of  their  present  heavy  de- 
pendence on  land-based  ICBM's 
through  inclusion  of  our  heavy 
manned  bombers,  with  air-launched 
cruise  missiles.  And  it  would  address 
the  critical  issue  of  intermediate-range 
nuclear  weaponry  as  well,  while  the 
nuclear  triad  itself  was  preserved  in  a 
balanced  and  deterring  way. 

Mr.  President,  my  staff  has  put  to- 
gether a  rough  force  study  that  shows 
where  the  Soviet  Union  could  be  by 
1990  if  their  proposal  became  accept- 
ed. And  these  totals  illustrate  not  only 
the  wisdom  of  our  funding  for  the  MX 
missile,  but  also  the  imperative  need 
for  serious  and  sustained  bilateral 
arms  control  negotiations.  I  ask  that 
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this  brief  compilation  be  printed  for  However.    I    do    not    believe    we    are  Navy,  and  $19  billion  more  than  the 

the  purposes  stated  in  the  Record.  It  spending  that  $199  billion  wisely.  I  am  Army. 

will    show    that    far    from    advancing  particularly   concerned   with   the   B-1  I   believe  that  we  must  renew  our 

arms  control  seriously,  the  Soviet  pro-  program,  which  authorizes  the  produc-  commitment      to     our     conventional 

posal   would   permit   a   total   of   over  tion  of  100  soon-to-be  ot)solete  bomb-  forces  by  taking  four  steps: 

10  000   strategic    nuclear    weapons   of  ers  at  $410  million  a  piece.  I  am  also  First,  we  should  give  military  per- 

the    most    modem    and    destabilizing  concerned   with   the   MX   which   will  sonnel  higher  priority; 

sort.  f^ost  over  $20  billion,  while  complicat-  Second,  we  must  spend  more  money 

Mr.   President.   I  am   for  real  arms  ing  our  arms  control  efforts.  That  MX  to  improve  the  readiness  of  our  forces; 

control  I  am  also  concerned  about  our  and  B-1  money  could  have  been  used  Third,  we  should  develop  an  ability 

national  security.  And  those  are  the  far  more  effectively  m  other  areas  of  ^o  respond  more  rapidly  to  diverse  tac- 

reasons  why  my  vote  will  be  for  the  our  defense  budget.  ^j^al  situations,  rather  than  overem- 

defense  authorization  bill,  and  against  our  overall  defense  strategy  phasize  complicated  and  risky  strate- 

attempts  to  delete  funding  for  the  MX  Today  we  have  a  vast  nuclear  arse-  gic  nuclear  force  response; 

program.  nal.  Our  strategic  forces  are  formida-  Fourth,  we  must  arm  personnel  with 

The  compilation  follows:  ble.  effective   weapons   tailored   to   actual 

Soviet  arms  proposal  at  START  permils  We  have  1.000  Minuteman  II's  and  combat   needs  which   will   provide   us 

iCBMs  "I'^-  ^"*^  ''^  '^''^*"  ^^'^-  '^^^  Mmute-  ^,^^^  ^^e  flexibility  we  will  need  on  the 

308SS-l8timeslOMIRVs 3.080  man   Ills  can   carry   three   warheads  battlefield  of  tomorrow. 

330SS-19  timese  MIRVs 1.980  each.    We    currently    have    300    long- 

42SS-17  times4  MIRVs 176  range      bombers— modernized      B-52"s  the  mx 

280  SS-n  (Single  missile) 280  ^nd  FB-llls— in  the  Air  Force's  stra-  Mr.  President,  it  is  within  this  con- 

tegic  bomber  squadrons.  These  bomb-  text  of  the  need  for  additional  spend- 

T^,Y  frRM'f  (of'which"'  680  ers  are  capable  of  launching  our  most  ing  on  our  conventional  forces,  that 

MIRVs)                                           960  modern  cruise  missiles.  At  the  end  of  we  must  examine  the  MX. 

==  1983.  we  will  have  deployed  about  500  All  of  us  are  aware  that  the  MX  mis- 

SLBMs:  air-launched  cruise  missiles  (ALCMs).  sile  has  had  a  long  and  shaky  history. 

20  Delta  III  SSBNs  times   16  Eventual    plans   call    for   the   deploy-  It  is  one  of  the  most  controversial,  and 

(MIRV7)       ^....^ ^^    2.240  ^ent  of  2.880  ALCMs.  misunderstood  weapons  ever  created. 

^(MiRv'gr                  '"""             720  Our  sea-based  strategic  force  is  also  An  insightful  political  journalist,  a  few 

18  Delta  I  times  12  SSBN  8s  strong.  Presently,  the  U.S.  submarine  weeks   ago.   stated    it   succinctly:    "At 

(single) 216  force  consists  of  31   Poseidons.  each  some  future  time,  historians  may  look 

4    Delta    li    times    64    SSBNs  carrying    16   missiles,   and   2   Trident  back  and  wonder  how  it  was  that  poli- 

(single  warhead) 64  submarines,  each  carrying  24  missiles,  ticans  and  policymakers  made  the  de- 

rr~~  Current    authorizations   call    for   the  cision   to   proceed   with   the   develop- 

Warhead  totals  ........„....„„....^^^    3.240  completion  of  at  least  12  Trident  sub-  ment  of  a  weapon  that  they  knew  had 

MIRV-s)                                           680  marines.  In  addition.  Los  ylngeZes  class  lost  its  original  rationale,  might  esca- 

Manned  bombers: attack   submarines   and   selected   sur-  late  the  arms  race,  and  could  put  their 

l20Blackjack  times  12  weapons...     1.440  face  ships  will  be  fitted  with  nuclear  own  country's  military  force  at  greater 

Total  warheads/bomber  weapons   10,196  armed  sea  launched  ballistic  missiles  risk." 

Toul  delivery  vehicles 1.760  (SLBM's)  beginning  in  1984.  xhe  MX  has  been  debated  in  many 

Total  MIRV  delivery  vehicles 1.200  The    objective    of    these    strategic  forums   and  many  times  here  on  the 

Total  single  warhead  delivery  ve-  forces  is  to  prevent  war.  They  deter  an  genate    floor.    Arguments    have    been 

enemy's  attack  because  they  could  sur-  ^^^de  as  to  its  effectiveness,  as  well  as 

defense  policy  and  the  MX  Vive  a  first-strike.  Their  capability  to  ^^  effect  on  current  world  arms  con- 
Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  this  inflict  massive  destruction  discourages  ^^qj  efforts, 
year  President  Reagan  requested  $280  aggression.  jp  ^^is  latest  round,  the  overwhelm- 
billion  in  budget  authority  for  nation-  Make  no  mistake  about  it.  our  stra-  ^^^  justification  for  MX  is  its  role  as  a 
al  defense.  Of  this  total  request.  $213  tegic  forces  are  impressive.  And  the  ca-  -bargaining  chip."  Many  Members  of 
billion  was  requested  for  progran\s  au-  pability  of  our  Navy  and  our  bombers  Congress  painstakingly  trying  to  pick 
thorized  in  the  Armed  Services  Com-  to  deliver  some  of  these  strategic  ^^eir  way  through  the  complicated 
mittee  defense  authorization.  These  weapons  is  a  critical  element  in  our  j^^^^  surrounding  nuclear  politics, 
programs  included  procurement,  re-  strategic  triad.  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  substantive  doubts  as 
search  and  development,  operation  But  while  we  have  spent  tremendous  ^^^^  ^^^  viability  of  the  MX 
and  maintenance,  civil  defense,  mill-  amounts  of  money  in  recent  years  to  ^jgsiies  by  convincing  themselves  that 
tary  construction,  and  Department  of  iZ^}°fJ^^'Z^^TlnlxZT^;..  Z  the  missile  has  a  significant  role  in  our 
Energy  weapons  programs.  have  fallen  behind  in  other  areas  of  n_„„,:„,io„s  ^..v.  ,be  Russians 

subsequently,     the    Senate    Armed  our  national  defense.  "'IraXy    I  do  no '  Sflv^^^^^^^ 

Services  Committee  took  a  close  look  conventional  forces  MX  is  a  weapon  which  we  can  use  as  a 

at   the   Presidents   proposal,   and   re-  It   is   our   conventional    forces   that  bargaining  chip  in  our  arms  control 

duced  It  by  $13.4  billion.  have  declined  and  which  must  be  in-  fjjscussions 

The  legislation  before  us  is  a  1984  creased. 

EKDD    authorization    bill    costing    ap-  In   recent   years,   strategic   weapons  the  administrations  commitment  to  arms 

proximately  $199  billion.  Now.  it  is  up  such  as  MX.  MIRVs,  cruise  missiles.  control 

to  the  full  Senate  to  decide  whether  or  and  Stealth  have  been  the  buzzwords  Many  of  us  fear  that  proponents  of 

not  the  programs  funded  within  this  of  the  entire  defense  debate.  the  MX  have  defined  it  as  a  bargain- 

$199  billion  bill  present  the  proper  bal-  Too   often,   we   have   ignored   land-  ing  chip  in  the  arms  control  negotia- 

ance   l)etween   strategic   and   conven-  based  and  conventional  forces.  tions  to  take  advantage  of  the  public's 

tional  weapons,  and  whether  we  have  In  this  year's  defense  authorization,  fervent  desire  to  control  nuclear  weap- 

adequately  funded  current  and  future  the   procurement   funds   allocated   to  ons    through    arms    control    negotia- 

procurement  needs.  the  Army.  Navy,  and  Air  Force  tell  the  tions. 

Is    $199    billion    enough    to    defend  story.  The  committee  recommendation  However,  there  is  reason  to  believe 

America?  I  believe  that  it  is.  If  sound  for  Air  Force  procurement,  which  in-  that   there   is  less  than   100   percent 

national  defense  cost  more.  I  would  eludes  most  new  strategic  weaponry,  is  commitment  to  the  START  talks  by 

vote  to  authorize  higher  expenditures.  $37  billion— $5  billion  more  than  the  this  administration. 
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It  has  been  reported  both  publicly 
and  privately  that  serious  problems 
have  developed  in  the  strategic  arms 
reduction  talks  in  Geneva. 

I  would  like  to  include  in  the  Record 
excerpts  of  an  article  by  James 
McCartney,  from  the  Knight-Ridder 
newspaper  chain,  which  outlines  some 
of  the  issues  that  concern  me. 

This  article,  and  other  reports,  leads 
one  to  the  conclusion  that  linkage  be- 
tween MX  and  arms  control  is  a  devi- 
ous political  ploy,  based  on  faulty 
logic,  which  will  inevitably  produce 
the  wrong  decision. 

Excerpts  of  the  text  follow: 
start  sessions  are  called  acrimonious  and 
contentious 
Serious  problems  have  developed  in  the 
seven  man  U.S.  delegation  to  the  Strategic 
Arms  Reduction  Talks  (START)  in  Geneva, 
according  to  the  Administration  officials  di- 
rectly Involved  and  others  who  have  closely 
monitored  the  negotiations. 

The  problems  range  from  internal  dissen- 
sion in  the  delegation  to  extreme  tension  be- 
tween the  head  of  the  delegation,  retired  Lt. 
Gen.  Edward  L.  Rowny.  and  other  key  fig- 
ures in  the  Administrations  arms  control 
apparatus,  officials  said. 

Officials  who  agreed  to  discuss  the  situa- 
tion on  condition  they  not  be  quoted  by 
name,  have  characterized  the  sessions  as  the 
"most  acrimonious"  and  contentious  since 
arms  control  talks  with  the  Soviets  began  in 
1969. 

In  addition  to  serious  problems  among  the 
Americans,  according  to  sources,  the  talks 
have  degenerated  into  "shouting  matches" 
with  the  Soviets  on  several  occasions.  At 
least  three  times,  officials  said  Rowny  has 
squared  off  for  more  than  4  hours  of  loud 
and  angry  arguments  with  his  Soviet  coun- 
terpart, Viktor  Karpov.  Some  members  of 
the  delegation  have  called  Rowny's  conduct 
unprofessional. 

One  source,  with  first  hand  information, 
said  Rowny  and  Karpov  once  argued  bitter- 
ly for  more  than  5  hours  over  the  relative 
military  strengths  of  the  two  countries.  Ac- 
cording to  this  source,  there  also  have  been 
bitter  personal  exchanges  between  Karpov 
and  Rowny  across  the  negotiating  table. 

A  former  top  negotiator  said,  "nothing 
like  this  has  happened  previously  in  these 
negotiations.  In  the  past,  they  have  almost 
always  been  conducted  in  keeping  with  rigid 
diplomatic  formalities." 

Rowny,  who  has  a  reputation  as  a  rigid 
conservative,  appears  to  be  at  the  heart  of 
virtually  all  of  the  reported  problems. 

Even  top  White  House  officials  have  con- 
ceded that  the  delegation  has  been  torn 
with  dissension.  Asked  about  reports  of  un- 
happiness  in  the  delegation,  one  official 
said.  "Yes.  I  have  heard  that  from  several 
sources." 

This  picture  of  a  delegation  in  disarray, 
with  Rowny  appearing  to  show  little  serious 
interest  in  an  arms  control  agreement,  dif- 
fers markedly  from  the  ones  suggested  by 
public  statements  from  the  White  House. 
The  Administration  has  generally  depicted 
a  smooth-running  U.S.  delegation,  operating 
under  newly  "flexible  "  Presidential  instruc- 
tions and  ready  and  eager  to  make  a  deal 
with  the  Soviets. 

Some  members  of  Congress  have  told  top 
Administrative  officials  privately  that  they 
do  not  believe  Rowny  is  "helpful  to  the 
arms  control  process."  as  one  official  put  it. 
White   House  sources  said,   however,   that 


President  Reagan  continues  to  stand  behind 
Rowny. 

Rowny,  according  to  several  sources,  has 
an  extremely  negative  relationship  with 
Paul  H.  Nitze,  top  U.S.  negotiator  in  Inter- 
me,diate  Nuclear  Force  (INF)  talks  in 
Geneva. 

The  two  sets  of  negotiations  are  so  inter- 
related that  most  arms  control  experts  say 
it  will  be  impossible  to  achieve  an  agree- 
ment in  one  unless  it  is  tied  to  agreement  in 
the  other. 

Yet.  one  high  level  source  said  the  two  top 
negotiators  do  not  communicate  directly 
with  each  other  and  instead  maintain  neces- 
sary contact  through  aides. 

Officials  uniformly  describe  Rowny  as  a 
■difficult"  personality.  Several  said  that  he 
also  has  had  a  tense  personal  relationship 
with  Eugene  V.  Rostow.  Adelman's  prede- 
cessor. Rostow  was  fired  by  Reagan  in  Jan- 
urary  for  reasons  as  yet  unclear. 

Rowny  originally  became  involved  in  stra- 
tegic arms  negotiations  as  a  member  of  the 
SALT  II  delegation  in  1973.  He  later  re- 
signed from  the  delegation  and  devoted 
himself  to  fighting  the  unratified  treaty, 
saying  that  it  would  benefit  the  Soviets. 
Some  officials  who  have  worked  closely  with 
Rowny  said  they  seriously  doubt  whether 
he  would  favor  any  agreement  with  the  So- 
viets. 

"His  view,"  one  official  said,  "seems  to  be 
that  if  the  Soviets  were  for  it  it  must  be 
bad." 

Mr.  President,  it  is  reports  such  as 
these  which  make  those  of  us  who  are 
committed  to  real  and  constructive 
arms  control  negotiations  nervous  and 
suspicious  as  to  the  value  of  the  MX 
as  a  tool  in  the  administration's  nego- 
tiations. 

If  these  reports  are  true,  they  belie 
the  administration's  stated  commit- 
ment: and  if  the  commitment  to  true 
and  constructive  arms  control  negotia- 
tions is  not  there,  then  the  whole  MX 
justification  as  a  bargaining  chip  is 
simply  a  house  of  mirrors. 

Mr.  President,  we  owe  America  a 
better  examination  of  the  justification 
behind  recent  MX  decisions  than  we 
have  already  given  them,  particularly 
since  our  history  of  justifying  new 
weapons  systems  as  bargaining  chips  is 
long  and  unsuccessful. 

THE  legitimacy  OF  THE  "BARGAINING  CHIP" 

argument 

We  have  already  had  plenty  of  expe- 
rience with  weapons  that  were  justi- 
fied and  brought  into  existence  pri- 
marily because  of  their  value  as  a  ne- 
gotiating tool— as  a  bargaining  chip. 
Again,  a  noted  analyst  points  out  that: 

The  decision  to  develop  MIRV  (for  Multi- 
ple Independently  Targeted  Re-entry  Vehi- 
cles) was  made  during  the  Johnson  adminis- 
tration, and  the  decision  to  deploy  them  was 
made  early  in  the  Nixon  administration. 
The  deployment  was  opposed  by  a  large 
number  of  Senators  and  Representatives 
who  urged  a  moratorium  until  an  arms  con- 
trol agreement  banning  MIRVs  might  be 
reached. 

The  Nixon  administration's  response  was 
that  MIRVs  were  needed  to  offset  potential 
Soviet  advantages,  and  that  only  by  plan- 
ning to  deploy  MIRVs  might  the  United 
States  get  the  Soviet  Union  to  agree  to 
withhold  development  of  a  similar  weapon. 


The  rationale  was  that  the  MIRV  would  be 
a  "bargaining  chip." 

The  result  was  that  both  sides  deployed 
MIRVs. 

This  is  now  seen  as  one  of  the  most  desta- 
bilizing steps  in  the  arms  race.  It  lead  Henry 
Kissinger,  who  approved  their  deployment, 
to  state  "I  wish  I  had  thought  through  the 
implications  of  a  MIRV'd  world"  Now  Kis- 
singer is  among  those  who  are  trying  to 
wrestle  the  MIRV  out  of  existence. 

Both  the  MIRVs  and  cruise  missiles 
were  justified  on  political  as  much  as 
military  grounds.  Proponents  said  that 
they  would  demonstrate  our  commit- 
ment to  the  Soviet  Union  to  go  for- 
ward with  the  weapons.  These  new 
weapons  would  supposedly  cause  the 
Soviet  Union  to  give  something  up  at 
the  bargaining  table.  The  MX  has 
been  justified  on  the  same  grounds. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  not  make  the 
same  mistake  again. 

OTHER  ARGUMENTS  AGAINST  MX 

Not  only  must  we  avoid  repeating 
history's  mistakes,  there  are  other 
substantive  reasons  that  dictate 
against  deployment  of  the  MX. 

The  proposed  MX  deployment  in 
fixed  silos  makes  the  MX  just  as  vul- 
nerable as  existing  3-warhead  Minute- 
man  missiles.  And  the  increased 
number  of  warheads  carried  by  MX— 
10— makes  it  an  even  more  attractive 
target  than  Minuteman. 

The  implications  of  basing  MX  in 
such  a  vulnerable  mode  increases  its 
appearance  and  utility  as  a  launch-on- 
warnirig  weapon. 

How  can  we  expect  Soviet  planners 
not  to  feel  threatened  by  such  a 
weapon?  If  Soviet  officials  conclude 
that  we  could  only  protect  MX  by 
launching  it  on  warning  that  a  Soviet 
attack  was  imminent,  they  will  almost 
certainly  look  for  new  ways  to  escalate 
and  strengthen  their  attack  capabili- 
ties. Virtually  all  arms  specialists 
agree  that  a  launch-on-warning  policy 
is  dangerous  and  highly  destabilizing. 

There  is  another  problem  with  the 
MX:  A  growing  consensus  believe  that 
to  improve  stability  and  enhance 
chances  for  arms  control,  we  should 
move  to  single  warhead  missiles  with  a 
survivable  basing  mode. 

The  MX  is  the  exact  opposite  of 
that  kind  of  missile. 

Mr.  President,  the  MX  will  weaken, 
not  strengthen  deterrence.  The  MX 
will  put  more  of  a  hair  trigger  on  our 
nuclear  retaliation  forces,  and  it  will 
complicate  and  set  back  constructive 
arms  control  negotiations. 

CONCLUSION 

Let  us  not  be  swayed  by  Uth-hour 
arguments  of  desperation.  These  argu- 
ments have  not  served  us  well  in  the 
past,  and  they  do  not  serve  us  well 
now  when  the  American  public  is  so 
clearly  committed  to  reducing  the  nu- 
clear arms  race. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  strongly  about 
the  spending  priorities  of  the  defense 
budget,  and  especially  about  the  MX 
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program.  Like  many  of  my  colleagues. 
I  have  devoted  a  tremendous  amount 
of  time  examining  the  program,  and  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  its 
net  effect  will  be  to  drain  this  defense 
budget  of  needed  capital,  and  add 
little  or  nothing  to  our  overall  defense 
capabilities  in  coming  years. 

Mr.  President,  the  MX  votes  were 
critical  votes.  There  is  a  need  to 
strengthen  our  military  power,  but 
this  should  not  be  done  in  ways  that 
undermine  arms  control  efforts. 

In  this  time  of  record  budget  deficits 
and  tightly  disciplined  Federal  budg- 
ets. I  will  continue  to  search  for  realis- 
tic ways  to  make  our  military  stronger 
and  I  will  continue  to  find  the  most  ef- 
ficient way  to  spend  our  defense  dol- 
lars when  we  are  examining  major  and 
costly  programs  such  as  the  MX. 

THREE  QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  MX 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  listening  to  the  debate  on 
the  MX  here  on  the  floor,  and  on  the 
office  monitor  and  have  been  reading 
the  arguments,  pro  and  con,  in  the 
Record,  for  the  past  2  weeks.  Earlier 
in  May  I  voiced  my  own  opinion  on  the 
issue  at  some  length  and  introduced 
into  the  Record  as  article  from  the 
New  York  Times  written  by  McGeorge 
Bundy,  who  pointed  out  the  contradic- 
tions of  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report.  I  now  rise  in  support  of  the 
Hart  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  heard  it  said 
that  this  debate  is  not  being  heard  by 
the  American  people  or  reported  to 
any  great  degree  by  the  media,  whose 
focus  is  elsewhere.  Hence  it  is  suggest- 
ed that  our  deliberations  are  futile  be- 
cause the  votes  are  at  hand  to  pass  the 
defense  authorization  measure,  includ- 
ing the  MX.  But  surely  it  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  great  cogency  has  been 
imparted  by  distinguished  Members  of 
this  body  discussing  this  questionable 
weapon  from  a  number  of  perspec- 
tives, both  utilitarian  and  moral.  In 
this  regard.  I  wish  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  Colorado,  Mr.  Hart,  for 
his  inspirational  leadership  in  forcing 
a  meaningful  debate  to  focus  the  at- 
tention of  the  Nation  on  this  vital 
issue. 

Hope  springs  eternal.  Mr.  President, 
and  it  is  my  hope  that  the  cumulative 
effect  of  this  debate  would  be  one  of 
giving  the  majority  Members  pause  in 
casting  their  votes.  I  urge  that  they 
weigh  the  arguments  on  both  sides 
with  special  care  in  this  instance— not 
only  from  the  standpoint  of  national 
politics  at  this  time,  or  of  this  session, 
or  even  in  light  of  the  year  that  is  to 
come.  Rather,  I  would  ask  that  their 
vote  be  weighed  from  the  vantage 
point  of  an  even  longer  historical 
reach.  We  owe  this  to  our  constitu- 
ents—to our  country— on  an  issue  of 
this  importance.  Mr.  President,  the 
MX  must  be  distinguished  from  Tho- 
reau's  "pop  gun."  It  could  easily  be 
that  destabilizing  contribution  to  the 


MAD  balance  of  mutually  assured  de- 
struction, "a  crack  of  doom." 

Mr.  President,  I  propose  that  we 
here  support  the  committee  position, 
only  if  we  are  convinced  of  positive  re- 
sponses to  at  least  three  basic  ques- 
tions: First,  will  the  construction  and 
placement  of  the  MX  add  to  the  secu- 
rity of  the  Nation?  Second,  will  the 
MX  serve  to  promote  peace?  And 
third,  will  the  MX  tend  to  deter  the 
Soviets,  or  any  other  aggressor,  from 
employing  the  first  nuclear  strike 
against  us? 

It  is  possible,  I  must  admit,  for  men 
and  women  of  ability,  integrity,  and 
goodwill  to  answer  these  questions  dif- 
ferently, even  in  the  aggregate,  and  I 
do  not  imply  an  order  of  priority  or 
importance  in  listing  them.  They  are 
entwined  but  they  are,  I  submit,  of 
some  use  in  anaylsis. 

For  my  part.  I  have  concluded  that 
the  answer  to  the  first  question  re- 
garding the  MXs  contribution  to  na- 
tional security  is  in  the  negative.  At 
one  time  the  "shell  game"  basing 
mode  had  my  dubious  support,  but  the 
more  I  studied  the  matter  the  more 
dubious  I  became.  Can  it  really  be  said 
that  placing  the  MX  in  deteriorating 
Minuteman  silos  addresses  the  surviv- 
ability problem  that  other  Congresses 
have  found  to  be  insurmountable? 
About  all  that  can  be  said  for  this  par- 
ticular catapult  scheme,  among  all  the 
others  that  have  been  offered  over  the 
years,  is  that  it  may  have  some  appeal 
in  terms  of  economy  if  we  can  be  as- 
sured they  are  never  required  to  come 
into  play.  But  if  they  are.  these  par- 
ticular holes  in  the  ground  may  not 
amount  to  more  than  any  hole  in  the 
ground. 

The  MX  represents  a  multibillion- 
dollar  expenditure  to  acquire  an  un- 
wieldy weapon,  one  that  is  immobile 
and  inflexible  and  which,  while  sup- 
posedly for  defense,  is  extremely  vul- 
nerable to  first-strike  attack  and 
whose  technological  shelf-life  is  ex- 
pected to  be,  at  best,  only  a  few  years. 
Its  cost-benefit  price  tag  is  an  unfavor- 
able one  by  any  reasonable  analysis, 
unless  it  is  viewed  as  an  offensive 
weapon,  not  a  defensive  one.  I  find  the 
case  for  low  utility  weighed  against 
high  cost  to  be  a  compelling  one. 

But  is  there  a  case  to  be  made  for 
the  MX  in  terms  of  the  second  ques- 
tion, the  promotion  of  peace?  Here  the 
logic  of  the  President,  asking  for  a 
"big  stick"  bargaining  chip,  escapes 
me.  Are  not  the  Soviets  far  more  apt 
to  react  to  the  deployment  of  a  first- 
strike  weapon  such  as  the  MX  by  ac- 
celerating their  own  missile  programs? 
What  would  be  the  inducement  to 
come  to  the  bargaining  table  instead 
when  they  know  full  well  that,  based 
in  Minuteman  silos,  the  MX  is  not  sur- 
vivable.  I  find  the  case  for  the  MX  as  a 
negotiating  tool  for  achieving  arms 
control  hardly  persuasive. 


On  the  other  hand,  while  a  faulty 
defensive  weapon  without  a  plausible 
basing  mode,  the  MX  can  be  a  persua- 
sive weapon  in  destabilizing  the  nucle- 
ar balance  and  in  giving  free  rein  to 
the  arms  race. 

This  brings  us  to  the  third  question 
of  deterrence.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
MX  is  not  survivable  in  its  basing 
mode,  it  cannot  function  as  a  deter- 
rent; it  is  far  more  likely  to  function  as 
a  spur. 

As  an  investment  in  defensive  hard- 
ware, I  submit  the  MX  does  not  meet 
the  most  rudimentary  tests  for  judg- 
ing its  efficacy. 

As  an  offensive  weapon,  it  raises 
those  awesome  moral  questions  sur- 
rounding "the  central  issue  of  our 
time."  about  which  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Moynihan),  so 
wisely  counseled  us  last  week  in  dis- 
cussing the  document  of  the  American 
Catholic  Bishops. 

My  fear  is  that  the  MX  could  alter 
our  policy  on  national  security  from 
one  of  deterrence  to  one  of  "use  it  or 
lose  it."  And  the  contribution  of  the 
Senate  toward  that  fateful  shift  in 
policy  will  be  traced  to  the  vote  we 
cast  today. 

Mr.  President,  ours  is  the  greatest 
deliberative  body  in  the  world,  but  we 
have  our  limitations.  I  believe  it  was 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Vermont  (Mr.  Leahy),  who  told  us  last 
Tuesday  that  if  a  weapons  system 
could  improve  with  age  and  repeated 
debate,  the  MX  should  be  flawless  by 
now.  Such  is  not  the  case.  As  a  defen- 
sive weapon,  it  is  overpriced  and  of  du- 
bious utility.  As  an  offensive  weapon, 
it  raises  a  specter  that  the  people  of 
this  country  have  firmly  rejected,  as 
evidenced  by  the  polls,  and  rightly  so. 
We  as  their  elected  representatives 
should  do  no  less.  I  urge  an  affirma- 
tive vote  on  the  pending  Hart  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  on 
July  16.  1983,  I  cast  a  vote  in  favor  of 
the  MX  missile  and  set  forth  my  rea- 
sons. In  supporting  the  MX  today,  I 
again  think  it  important  to  set  forth 
my  reasons.  I  do  so  with  serious  reser- 
vations. But  I  do  so  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  the  time  is  not  yet  before  us 
for  the  Senators  in  this  Chamber  to 
fairly  judge  whether  the  administra- 
tion has  indeed  made  significant 
progress  in  its  arms  reduction  efforts 
that  can  be  traced  to  our  support  this 
spring  of  continued  funding  of  the  MX 
program.  The  time  for  that  judgmtMit 
will  be  when  we  consider  the  defiMvso 
appropriation  bill  later  in  the  yoar. 

There  are  troubling  and  far-r«'achin»: 
questions  which  we  will  have  lo  con- 
front before  the  final  doci.sion  oan  bo 
made  on  whether  to  fund  Ihr  MX  ini.s- 
sile  system  in  the  fi.sral  1!»H-J  il«'lcu.<o 
budget.  We  must  addn\s.s  ilu-  inililary 
implications  of  placing  .such  ;i  powrr 
ful    nuclear    mi.s.sil(-    in    a    viiliuMabU' 


basing  mode.  If  a  nuclear  weapon  is  to 
deter  a  nuclear  attack  against  us,  it 
must  be  able  to  survive  such  an  attack. 
We  must  be  convinced  of  its  survivabil- 
ity and  the  Soviets  must  be  convinced 
as  well.  It  was  my  concern  about  this 
issue  which  caused  me  to  vote  against 
the  MX  missile  last  December  when 
the  administration  was  proposing  that 
it  be  placed  in  the  so-called  dense  pack 
basing  mode. 

We  must  also  remember,  however, 
that  the  real  issue  before  us  is  how  we 
can  best  encourage  the  Soviet  Union 
to  negotiate  serious  and  substantial  re- 
ductions in  our  nuclear  arsenals.  This 
Congress  has  emphasized  to  the  Presi- 
dent the  importance  we  attach  to  this 
goal.  As  a  result,  we  received  impor- 
tant assurances  this  past  May  from 
the  President  that  arms  control  nego- 
tiations would  reflect  the  fullest 
American  commitment  to  reaching 
agreement  with  the  Soviets  if  that 
could  be  realistically  believed  consist- 
ent with  our  national  interests.  Be- 
cause of  the  success  of  our  efforts  to 
extract  significant  assurances  from 
the  President  on  arms  control,  I  voted 
on  May  25  to  support  the  spending  of 
MX  research  and  development  moneys 
during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

However,  the  next  day,  I  joined  with 
18  of  my  Senate  colleagues  who  also 
voted  for  this  funding,  to  remind  the 
President  that  we  would  be  continuing 
to  look  long  and  hard  at  the  progress 
made  in  coming  months  by  the  admin- 
istration in  furtherance  of  its  commit- 
ments made  to  us  at  that  time. 

So,  todays  votes  on  MX  are  prelimi- 
nary to  our  final  review  of  progress 
made  in  nuclear  arms  reduction  ef- 
forts. There  has  been  insufficient  time 
since  the  May  25.  1983  vote  to  give  the 
President  a  fair  opportunity  to  fulfill 
his  commitments.  The  timely  occasion 
for  that  appraisal  will  be  on  appropria- 
tions for  the  MX  in  the  defense  appro- 
priations later  this  year. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  the  fiscal 
year  1984  defense  authorization  bill 
contains  over  $4.5  billion  in  procure- 
ment and  research  and  development 
funds  for  the  MX  missile.  In  addition, 
the  committee  has  included  $604  mil- 
lion for  research  and  development  as- 
sociated with  the  small  intercontinen- 
tal ballistic  missile,  the  Midgetman. 

I  intend  to  support  this  authoriza- 
tion request. 

However,  let  me  make  it  clear  that 
my  support  for  the  MX  in  the  future, 
specifically  when  the  Senate  considers 
the  fiscal  year  1984  defense  appropria- 
tions bill  will  be  based  on  the  efforts 
of  the  administration  to  implement 
the  recommendations  of  the  Scowcroft 
Commission. 

It  will  further  be  based  on  the  ad- 
ministration's ability  to  incorporate 
the  concept  of  a  mutual  guaranteed 
builddown  into  our  negotiations  with 
the  Soviet  Union  at  the  strategic  arms 
reduction  talks. 


Mr.  President,  immediately  follow- 
ing the  Senate's  decision  to  release 
funds  for  the  flight  testing  of  the  MX 
missile,  I,  along  with  18  of  my  col- 
leagues wrote  the  following  to  Presi- 
dent Reagan: 

We  wish  to  emphasize  that  our  support 
for  releasing  fiscal  year  1983  funds  does  not 
represent  a  consensus  on  the  need  to  deploy 
100  MX  missiles  in  Minuteman  silo  launch- 
ers. Rather  we  effected  our  part  of  an  agree- 
ment with  your  Administration  to  proceed 
with  a  militarily  controversial  program  in 
exchange  for  a  strong  commitment  to  pro- 
ceed seriously  and  immediately  with  a  refor- 
mulation of  the  start  proposal,  a  meaningful 
guaranteed  build  down  proposal,  develop- 
ment of  a  more  survivable,  small,  single  war- 
head ICBM,  and  creation  of  a  bipartisan, 
durable  arms  control  panel. 

I  am  encouraged  by  the  fact  that  the 
administration  has  already  shown  its 
good  faith  in  implementing  some  of 
our  recommendations.  The  life  of  the 
Scowcroft  Commission  has  been  ex- 
tended by  the  President.  The  START 
proposal  has  been  reformulated  to  ac- 
commodate a  larger  number  of  launch- 
ers, thereby  making  the  reduction  of 
warheads  the  principal  objective  of 
the  arms  reduction  talks. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  much  more 
work  needs  to  be  done  in  the  reformu- 
lation of  the  U.S.  START  position. 
The  difference  in  the  Soviet  and 
American  force  structures  will  require 
a  flexible  and  realistic  American  ap- 
proach to  the  negotiations.  The  ad- 
ministrations  ability  to  make  a  good 
faith  effort  to  conclude  a  mutual  and 
verifiable  arms  control  agreement, 
based  on  a  realistic  and  sincere  negoti- 
ating position  will  certainly  be  one 
very  important  factor  this  Senator 
considers  when  voting  to  approve  pro- 
curement dollars  for  the  MX  missiles. 
The  real  litmus  test  for  the  adminis- 
tration, however,  will  be  its  ability  to 
adopt  an  arms  control  formula  which 
recognizes  the  necessity  of  limiting 
and  ultimately  eliminating  weapons 
with  a  first-strike  capability  from  the 
arsenals  of  both  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States. 

Our  negotiating  posture  must  clearly 
seek  to  create  a  m6re  stable  strategic 
environment  by  moving  toward  reli- 
ance on  weapons  systems  with  a  high 
deterrent  value,  or,  in  other  words, 
weapons  which  neither  can  effectively 
initiate  nor  will  invite  a  first  strike. 

The  mutual  guaranteed  builddown 
introduced  by  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues Senators  Cohen  and  Nunn  rec- 
ognizes that  we  must  act  now  to  alter 
a  strategic  environment  which  is  heav- 
ily reliant  on  destabilizing  MIRV'd 
land  based  warheads.  It  further  recog- 
nizes that  in  order  to  achieve  a  more 
stable  strategic  environment  some  lim- 
ited, carefully  designed  strategic  mod- 
ernization must  occur. 

In  effect  the  rule  established  by  the 
mutual  guaranteed  builddown  is  that 
there  can  be  no  strategic  moderniza- 
tion without  sacrifice.  For  each  new 


warhead  deployed  two  older  warheads 
must  be  retired.  The  principle  would 
enforce  a  much-needed  discipline  upon 
Soviet  and  American  leaders  and  halt 
strategic  modernization  simply  for  its 
own  sake. 

The  builddown  concept,  if  properly 
implemented  by  the  administration 
will  be  tied  to  arms  control  objectives 
which  emphasize  a  reduction  in  de- 
stablizing  MIRV'd  warheads  and  the 
ultimate  elimination  of  weapons  pos- 
sessing first  strike  capabilities. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  administra- 
tion will  soon  act  to  incorporate  this 
innovative  concept  into  the  START 
talks. 

The  administration  must  understand 
that  it  is  not  out  of  the  woods  with 
regard  to  MX  procurement.  The 
burden  of  proof  clearly  now  clearly 
rests  with  the  administration. 
•  Mr.  KASTEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  express  my  continued  support  for 
the  production  and  deployment  of  the 
MX.  I  support  this  system,  not  as  an 
end  in  itself,  but  as  a  means  of  achiev- 
ing two  goals:  First,  a  survivable  deter- 
rent; and  second,  meaningful  negotia- 
tions with  the  Soviet  Union  leading  to 
a  reduction  in  the  nuclear  arsenals  of 
both  countries. 

In  strategic  deterrence  we  want  to 
reach  a  point  where  our  systems  pro- 
vide less  of  a  target  to  the  enemy  and 
are  therefore  more  survivable  and  less 
destabilizing.  Our  goal  here  is  the 
small,  mobile,  single-warhead  ICBM 
recommended  by  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission. We  want  to  encourage  the  So- 
viets to  move  in  the  same  direction. 

In  arms  control,  we  want  to  move 
toward  an  approach  that  counts  war- 
heads and  not  missiles  or  silos.  After 
the  lessons  of  SALT  I  and  SALT  II  we 
desire  an  arms-control  agreement  that 
leads  to  a  reduction  in  weapons  rather 
than  an  agreement  for  agreement's 
sake. 

If  I  thought  we  could  reach  these 
goals  without  the  transition  provided 
by  the  MX  I  would  not  hesitate  to 
vote  against  it.  But  I  do  not  believe 
this  is  the  case.  The  goals  we  seek 
cannot  be  reached  overnight.  The  So- 
viets have  no  incentive  to  negotiate 
toward  these  goals  as  things  presently 
stand.  The  Scowcroft  report  was  very 
clear  on  this.  The  MX.  paradoxical  as 
it  may  seem,  is  necessary  to  move  us 
from  where  we  are  now  in  strategic 
weaponry  and  arms  control  to  where 
we  want  to  be.  The  Soviets,  after  all, 
already  possess  a  large  number  of  MX- 
type  MIRV'd  weapons  and  are  now 
working  on  a  fifth  generation  ICBM 
that  is  even  more  accurate  and  de- 
structive. It  is  likely  that  they  will 
deploy  these  missiles  regardless  of  our 
action  on  MX.  I  believe  that  the  MX  is 
necessary  in  order  to  give  us  some  le- 
verage in  arms-control  negotiations. 

Mr.  President,  defense  issues  are  too 
often  treated  within  the  context  of  a 
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conservative  versus  liberal  debate. 
This  is  certainly  the  case  with  the 
MX.  with  liberals  supposedly  against 
the  system  and  conservatives  for  it. 
But  the  views  I  have  expressed  are 
supported  by  two  individuals  whose 
liberal  credentials  are  impeccable.  The 
first  is  Morton  Kondracke,  executive 
editor  of  the  New  Republic,  whose  ex- 
cellent analysis  of  the  MX  debate  ap- 
pears in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of 
July  21.  Mr.  Kondracke  sees  the  MX 
exactly  as  I  do.  as  a  lever  in  our  nego- 
tiations with  the  Soviets.  He  writes: 

There  are  some  indications  that  the  Sovi- 
ets just  now  have  decided  to  agree  to  major 
cuts  in  their  strategic  arsenal.  If  the  Reagan 
strategy  is  working,  then  the  Democrats 
would  l)e  working  against  arms  control  to 
deny  him  his  lever. 

My  second  witness  is  Andrei  Sak- 
harov,  the  Soviet  dissident,  and  father 
of  the  Soviet  hydrogen  bomb.  In  his 
open  letter  to  Dr.  Sydney  Drell.  pub- 
lished in  the  most  recent  issue  of  For- 
eign Affairs,  he  states: 

•  •  •  It  seems  very  important  to  me  to 
strive  for  the  atx>lition  of  powerful  silo- 
based  missiles  at  the  talks  on  nuclear  disar- 
mament. While  the  USSR  is  the  leader  in 
this  field  there  is  very  little  chance  of  its 
easily  relinquishing  that  lead.  If  it  is  neces- 
sary to  spend  a  few  billion  dollars  on  MX  to 
alter  this  situation,  then  perhaps  this  is 
what  the  West  must  do  *  *  *  if  the  Soviets 
in  deed,  and  not  just  in  word,  take  signifi- 
cant verifiable  measures  for  reducing  the 
numl)er  of  land-based  missiles  (more  pre- 
cisely for  destroying  them),  then  the  West 
should  not  only  abolish  MX  or  (not  build 
them!  I  but  carry  out  other  significant  disar- 
mament programs  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  what  I  want, 
and  I  am  sure  it  is  what  every  other 
Member  of  this  Chamber  wants  as 
well.  But  I  suggest  that  there  will  be 
no  agreement  with  the  Soviets  until 
they  recognize  our  intention  to  process 
with  strategic  modernization.  I  think 
Dr.  Sakharov  and  Mr.  Kondracke  con- 
firm my  view  that  at  least  the  inten- 
tion to  move  ahead  with  the  MX  is 
necessary  before  the  Soviets  will  begin 
to  negotiate  seriously. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  Dr.  Sakhar- 
ov's  letter,  and  the  article  by  Mr.  Kon- 
dracke, he  entered  into  the  Record. 

The  material  follows: 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  Thursday. 
July  21.  19831 

Let  the  President  Conduct  Foreign  Policy 

The  MX  missile  is  a  dangerous  weapon 
and  nerve  gas  is  terrible  stuff,  but  liberals 
and  Democrats  are  getting  themselves  into 
an  untenable  position  by  trying  to  kill  these 
two  programs  right  now  in  Congress. 

In  1980.  the  people  of  the  U.S..  bless 
them,  did  elect  Ronald  Reagan  as  president. 
According  to  tradition  and  the  Constitution, 
and  by  reason  of  practical  necessity,  the 
president  is  responsible  for  conducting  U.S. 
foreign  policy,  and  Mr.  Reagan  should  be  al- 
lowed to  conduct  it. 

This  obviously  doesn't  mean  that  Con- 
gress hasn't  any  power  to  affect  foreign 
policy  and  must  let  a  president  do  entirely 
as  he  pleases.  Especially  when  a  president's 


policy  seems  to  be  leading  inevitably  to  war 
or  disaster,  the  Congress  should  intervene. 

But  that  isn't  the  situation  prevailing 
with  the  MX  and  binary  nerve  gas.  which 
have  been  voted  down  or  narrowly  sustained 
in  congressional  action  recently  and  remain 
in  precarious  condition. 

In  both  cases,  the  argument  concerns  how 
best  to  negotiate  with  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
president  and  his  opposition  have  very  dif- 
ferent ideats.  which  were  illustrated  July  13 
during  the  Senate  debate  on  the  authoriza- 
tion of  nerve-gas  production. 

Both  sides  agreed  that  negotiations  in 
Geneva  for  an  international  agreement  ban- 
ning chemical-warfare  agents  have  been  sty- 
mied, largely  by  lack  of  Soviet  cooperation. 
The  question  was  how  best  to  get  the  talks 
moving. 

Nerve-gas  opponents,  led  by  Democrat 
David  Pryor  of  Arkansas,  argued  that  the 
U.S.  should  maintain  the  moral  "high 
ground"  by  foregoing  production  and  should 
keep  international  opinion  focused  on 
Soviet  intransigence. 

If  the  U.S.  goes  ahead  with  production, 
the  opposition  argued,  we  can  no  longer  ef- 
fectively make  an  issue  of  the  actual  u.se  of 
chemical  warfare  by  the  Soviet  Union  in  Af- 
ghanistan and  by  their  satellites  in  South- 
east Asia.  Also,  we  would  "escalate  the  arms 
race"  to  new  levels  and  cause  the  negotiat- 
ing atmosphere  in  Geneva  to  deteriorate. 

For  the  president's  side.  Sen.  John  Tower 
responded  by  reminding  the  Senate  that 
Germany  in  World  War  II  was  deterred 
from  using  chemical  warfare  by  knowledge 
that  the  Allies  could  do  the  same.  He  said 
that  the  Soviets  haven't  any  Incentive  to  ne- 
gotiate a  chemical  ban  because  they  are  far 
ahead  in  chemical-warfare  preparation. 

Sen.  Tower  recalled  "a  chilling  thing  said 
to  me  at  Geneva  one  time  when  I  was  en- 
gaged in  conversation  with  Alexandr  Shchu- 
kin.  the  scientific  adviser  to  the  Soviet  nego- 
tiator on  SALT  II.  I  said  to  him.  We  have 
unilaterally  given  up  the  B-1  bomber.  What 
will  you  do  in  response?"  He  said  to  me.  Sen- 
ator. I  am  neither  a  pacifist  nor  a  philan- 
thropist'." 

On  both  nerve  gas  and  the  MX.  the 
Reagan  theory  of  negotiating  is  to  build  up 
to  build  down— to  create  threats  to  the  Sovi- 
ets' position  so  as  to  induce  them  to  negoti- 
ate arms  reductions. 

No  one  actually  knows  which  side  of  the 
argument  is  correct,  but  it  should  give  oppo- 
nents of  the  president  pause  to  know  that 
the  father  of  the  Soviet  hydrogen  bomb. 
Andrei  Sakharov.  supports  him— at  least  on 
the  issue  of  heavy  missiles. 

•While  the  U.S.S.R.  is  in  the  lead  in  this 
field,"  Mr.  Sakhorov  wrote  in  a  recent 
letter,  "there  is  very  little  chance  of  its 
easily  relinquishing  that  lead.  If  it  is  neces- 
sary to  spend  a  few  billion  dollars  on  MX 
missiles  to  alter  this  situation,  then  perhaps 
this  is  what  the  West  must  do. 

The  president's  negotiating  strategy  de- 
serves a  try.  He  was  elected  president,  and 
the  Soviets  aren't  philanthropists.  This  isn't 
the  same  as  voting  to  get  the  U.S.  into  a 
war.  These  are  reversible  decisions.  If  the 
president  can't  produce  agreements  through 
tough-guy  bargaining,  or  if  he  seems  to  t>e 
bargaining  in  bad  faith,  the  programs  au- 
thorized in  1983  can  be  de-authorized  in 
1985.  No  MXs  are  scheduled  for  deploy- 
ment, anyway,  until  1986. 

Congressional  pressure  on  President 
Reagan  has  produced  some  good  results.  It 
led  to  appointment  of  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission, out  of  which  came  a  compromise 
whereby  the  president  would  get  the  MX, 


but  his  arms-control  critics  would  get  ad- 
justments in  his  START  negotiating  strate- 
gy and  a  commitment  to  deploy  a  single- 
warhead  missile  system. 

But,  out  of  anti-nuclear  passion  or  hope  of 
partisan  advantage  in  1984.  many  Demo- 
crats seem  intent  on  wrecking  the  compro- 
mise by  cutting  off  funding  for  the  MX. 

On  grounds  of  arms  control  practical  poli- 
tics and  their  own  credibility,  though. 
Democrats  should  let  the  president  have  his 
MX  this  year. 

There  are  some  indications  that  the  Sovi- 
ets just  now  have  decided  to  agree  to  major 
cuts  in  their  strategic  arsenal.  If  the  Reagan 
strategy  is  working,  then  the  Democrats 
would  be  working  against  arms  control  to 
deny  him  his  lever. 

Some  Democrats  think  they  would  hand 
away  a  potent  "peace  issue"  in  1984  by  fund- 
ing the  MX.  but  that  isn't  so  at  all.  Every 
single  Democratic  presidential  candidate  is 
against  the  MX.  so  the  voters  know  that  it 
won't  be  deployed  if  one  of  them  is  elected. 
Let  the  MX  and  the  rival  nuclear  bargain- 
ing strategies  be  a  major  campaign  issue  and 
see  what  the  electorate  thinks. 

Finally.  Democratic  credibility  is  at  stake. 
Those  who  favor  a  U.S.-Soviet  nuclear 
freeze— including  five  out  of  the  six  Demo- 
cratic presidential  candidates— say  that  it 
will  be  mutual,  verifiable  and  negotiated.  An 
MX  cutoff  by  Congress  constitutes  unilater- 
al disarmament  of  the  president. 

[From  Foreign  Affairs.  July  3.  19831 

Thermonuclear  War 

an  open  letter  to  dr.  sidney  drell 

(By  Andrei  Sakharov) 

(Andrei  Sakharov  is  the  distinguished 
Soviet  physicist,  winner  of  the  1975  Nobel 
Peace  Prize,  currently  in  internal  exile  in 
Gorki.  Among  his  works  available  in  English 
are  Alarm  and  Hope  and  Collected  Scientific 
Works.  This  article  was  written  for  publica- 
tion in  response  to  the  materials  noted, 
which  had  been  .sent  to  him  by  Professor 
Drell  of  Stanford.  The  translation  from  the 
Russian  was  done  by  Richard  Lourie  and 
Efrem  Yankelevich.  Copyright  Andrei  Sak- 
harov. 

Dr.  Drell's  speech  at  Grace  Cathedral  (in 
San  Francisco)  is  unpublished  but  available 
from  him  on  request.  His  opening  statement 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Investigations 
and  Oversight  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Science  and  Technology  is  contained  in  the 
Committee's  record  of  those  hearings.  The 
Consequences  of  Nuclear  War  on  the  Global 
Environment,  September  15.  1982.  p.  6.  A 
more  comprehensive  statement  of  Dr. 
Drell's  views  will  be  found  in  his  Danz  Lec- 
tures, to  be  published  by  the  University  of 
Washington  Press  in  June  1983  under  the 
title  Facing  the  Threat  of  Nuclear  Weapons. 

The  Editor  is  grateful  to  Professor  Drell 
and  to  Strobe  Talbott  for  their  help  in  re- 
fining the  translation  of  technical  terms, 
and  in  preparing  the  explanatory  Editor's 
Notes,  for  which  of  course  the  Editor  takes 
responsibility.) 

Dear  Friend:  I  have  read  your  two  splen- 
did lectures— the  speech  on  nuclear  weapons 
at  Grace  Cathedral.  October  23.  1982.  and 
the  opening  statement  to  Hearings  on  the 
Consequences  of  Nuclear  War  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Investigations  and  Over- 
sight. What  you  say  and  write  about  the  ap- 
palling dangers  of  nuclear  war  is  very  close 
to  my  heart  and  has  disturbed  me  profound- 
ly for  many  years  now.  I  decided  to  address 
an  open  letter  to  you.  feeling  it  necessary  to 


take  part  in  the  discussion  of  this  problem, 
one  of  the  most  important  facing  mankind. 
In  full  agreement  with  your  general 
theses.  I  will  express  certain  considerations 
of  a  more  specific  nature  which.  I  think, 
need  to  be  taken  into  account  when  making 
decisions.  These  considerations  in  part  con- 
tradict some  of  your  statements  and  in  part 
supplement  and,  possibly,  amplify  them.  It 
seems  to  me  that  my  opinion  communicated 
here  in  open  discussion  can  prove  of  interest 
in  view  of  my  scientific,  technological,  and 
psychological  experience,  acquired  in  the 
period  when  I  took  part  in  work  on  thermo- 
nuclear weapons,  and  also  because  I  am  one 
of  the  few  independent  participants  in  this 
discussion  in  the  U.S.S.R. 

I  fully  agree  with  your  assessment  of  the 
danger  of  nuclear  war.  In  view  of  the  critical 
importance  of  this  thesis,  I  will  dwell  on  it 
in  some  detail,  perhaps  repeating  what  is  al- 
ready well  known. 

Here,  and  later  on,  I  use  the  terms  "nucle- 
ar war"  and  "thermonuclear  war"  nearly 
interchangeably.  Nuclear  weapons  mean 
atomic  and  thermonuclear  weapons;  conven- 
tional weapons  mean  any  weapons  with  the 
exception  of  three  types  with  the  capability 
of  mass  destruction— nuclear,  chemical,  and 
bacteriological  weapons. 

A  large  nuclear  war  would  be  a  calamity  of 
indescribable  proportions  and  absolutely  un- 
predictable consequences,  with  the  uncer- 
tainties tending  toward  the  worse. 

According  to  data  from  United  Nations  ex- 
perts, by  the  end  of  1980  the  world's  overall 
supply  of  nuclear  weapons  consisted  of 
50,000  nuclear  charges.'  The  total  power  of 
these  charges  (most  of  which  are  in  the 
0.04-  to  20-megaton  range)  amounts  to 
13,000  megatons  according  to  the  experts' 
estimates.  The  figures  you  have  presented 
are  not  in  conflict  with  those  estimates.  In 
this  regard  you  mention  that  the  total 
power  of  all  the  explosives  used  in  the 
Second  World  War  did  not  exceed  six  mega- 
tons (three  megatons,  according  to  the  esti- 
mates with  which  I  am  familiar).  However, 
when  making  this  comparison  one  must 
take  into  account  the  greater  relative  effica- 
cy of  smaller  charges  with  the  same  total 
power,  but  that  does  not  alter  the  qualita- 
tive conclusions  about  the  colossal  destruc- 
tive power  of  the  nuclear  weapons  that  have 
been  amassed. 

You  also  cite  data  according  to  which  the 
U.S.S.R.  at  the  present  time  (1982)  has  8,000 
thermonuclear  charges  deployed  and  the 
United  States  9,000.^  Many  of  these  charges 
are  warheads  on  ballistic  missiles,  and  many 
of  these  are  multiple  independently-target- 
able  reentry  vehicles  (MIRVs).  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  basis  of  the  U.S.S.R.'s  arse- 
nal (70  percent,  according  to  statements  by 
TASS)  consists  of  gigantic  land-based  mis- 
siles (in  silos)  and  somewhat  smaller  inter- 
mediate-range missiles,  on  mobile  launchers. 
Eighty  percent  of  the  U.S.  arsenal  consists 
of  submarine-based  nuclear  missiles,  much 
smaller  but  less  vulnerable  than  silo-based 
missiles,  and  also  of  strategic  bombers  carry- 
ing nuclear  bombs,  some  of  which  are  ap- 
parently very  powerful.  It  is  doubtful 
whether  masses  of  aircraft  could  penetrate 


Soviet  territory  deeply— but  a  more  precise 
assessment  of  their  capabilities  must  take 
the  possibilities  of  cruise  missiles  into  ac- 
count: these  would  probably  be  able  to  pene- 
trate the  enemy's  air  defense  systems. 

Currently,  the  most  powerful  American 
ICBMs  (I  am  not  speaking  of  the  planned 
MX)  possess  several  times  less  throw- weight 
than  the  principal  land-based  Soviet  mis- 
siles.^ The  American  ones  carry  fewer 
MIRVs,  and  the  yield  of  their  warheads  is 
less.  (It  is  assumed  that  when  dividing  the 
throw-weight  of  a  missile  among  several 
warheads— let's  say  ten— the  aggregate  yield 
of  the  multiple  warheads  is  less  than  the 
yield  of  a  large  single  warhead  on  the  same 
missile.  But  MIRVs  greatly  increase  the 
ability  of  one  side  to  attack  compact  targets 
on  the  other.  MIRVs  are  also  highly  de- 
structive against  targets  spread  out  over  a 
wide  area  such  as  large  cities.  The  aggregate 
yield  may  be  less  than  that  of  a  large  single 
warhead,  but  the  destructiveness  will 
remain  high  because  of  the  multiple  blasts 
spread  out  over  the  area.  I  have  dwelt  on 
these  details  since  they  may  prove  of  sub- 
stance in  further  discussion.) 

You  cite  the  estimates  of  the  Internation- 
al journal  of  the  Royal  Swedish  Academy, 
according  to  which  an  attack  on  the  princi- 
pal cities  of  the  Northern  Hemisphere  by 
5,000  warheads  with  a  total  power  of  2,000 
megatons  will  kill  750  million  people  as  a 
result  of  the  shock  wave  alone.' 

I  would  like  to  add  the  following  to  that 
estimate: 

1.  The  overall  number  of  long-range  nucle- 
ar weapons  possessed  by  the  five  nuclear 
powers  is  three  or  four  times  greater  than 
the  figure  used  in  the  Swedish  estimate  and 
their  overall  power  is  six  to  seven  times 
greater.  The  accepted  average  number  of 
casualties  per  missile— 250,000  people— 
cannot  be  considered  an  overestimate  if  one 
compares  the  accepted  average  power  of  a 
thermonuclear  charge  of  400  kilotons  with 
the  power  of  the  17-kiloton  explosion  at 
Hiroshima  and  the  number  of  victims  from 
its  shock  waves,  no  fewer  than  40,000. 

2.  An  extremely  important  factor  in  the 
destructive  capability  of  nuclear  weapons  is 
thermal  radiation.  The  fires  at  Hiroshima 
were  the  cause  of  a  significant  portion  (up 
to  50  percent)  of  the  fatalities.  With  the  in- 
crease of  the  charges'  power,  the  relative 
role  of  thermal  radiation  increases.  There- 
fore, this  factor  significantly  increases  the 
number  of  direct  casualties. 

3.  During  an  attack  on  especially  dense, 
compact  enemy  targets  (like  silo-based  mis- 
sile launchers,  command  points,  communica- 
tion centers,  government  institutions,  shel- 
ters, and  other  of  the  more  important  tar- 
gets) it  must  be  assumed  that  a  significant 
portion  of  the  explosion  will  be  ground-level 
or  low.  In  such  cases  there  inevitably  will  be 
"traces, "  bands  of  dust  fallout  raised  by  the 
explosion  from  the  surface  and  "impregnat- 
ed" by  the  products  of  uranium  fission. 
Therefore,  although  the  direct  radioactive 
effect  of  a  nuclear  change  takes  place  in  a 


•  Editor's  Note:  "Charge"  is  a  standard  Soviet 
term— used  frequently  in  arms  control  negotia- 
tions—embracing warheads  on  ballistic  missiles  and 
also  armaments  aboard  Iwmbers.  which  may  be  in 
tramb  or  missile  form.  There  is  a  separate  Russian 
word  for  warheads. 

•  Editors  note:  These  totals  refer  to  the  numl)er 
of  charges  deployed  on  intercontinental  ballistic 
missiles,  submarine-launched  missiles,  and  Intercon- 
tlnenlal-range  bombers. 


'Editors  Note:  The  term  "throwweight  "  is  nor- 
mally defined  as  the  weight  of  effective  payload 
that  can  be  delivered  to  an  intended  distance,  effec- 
tive payload  may  include  penetration  aids  and  navi- 
gational equipment  as  well  as  the  nuclear  charge 
itself.  The  term  "yield""  refers  to  destructive  power, 
and  the  term  "compact  targets.""  as  used  in  this 
paragraph,  clearly  refers  to  military  targets  in  gen- 
eral and  to  specially  hardened  ICBM  sites  in  par- 
ticular. 

'Editor's  Note;  This  estimate  is  contained  in  the 
publication  of  the  Royal  Swedish  Academy.  Ambio, 
Vol.  XI,  Nos.  2-3.  1982. 


zone  where  everything  alive  is.  in  any  case, 
annihilated  by  the  shock  wave  and  by  fire, 
its  indirect  effect— through  fallout— proves 
very  substantial.  The  area  contaminated  by 
fallout  so  that  the  total  dose  of  radiation 
exceeds  the  safety  limit  of  300  roentgens  is. 
for  a  typical  one-megatron  nuclear  charge, 
thousands  of  square  kilometers! 

During  the  ground-level  test  of  the  Soviet 
thermonuclear  charge  in  August  1953.  tens 
of  thousands  of  people  were  evacuated  be- 
forehand from  the  zone  where  fallout  was 
possible.  People  were  only  able  to  return  to 
the  settlement  of  Kara-aul  in  the  spring  of 
1954!  In  war  conditions  an  orderly  evacu- 
ation is  impossible.  Hundreds  of  millions 
will  flee  in  panic,  often  from  one  contami- 
nated zone  into  another.  Hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  people  will  inevitably  become  the 
victims  of  radioactive  irradiation,  the  mass 
migrations  of  people  will  make  the  chaos, 
the  deterioration  of  sanitary  conditions  and 
the  hunger  all  the  greater.  The  genetic  con- 
sequences of  irradiation  will  threaten  man 
as  a  biological  species  and  ail  animal  and 
plant  life  on  the  Earth. 

I  entirely  agree  with  your  basic  idea  that 
mankind  has  never  encountered  anything 
even  remotely  resembling  a  large  nuclear 
war  in  scale  and  horror. 

No  matter  how  appalling  the  direct  conse- 
quences of  nuclear  explosions,  we  cannot  ex- 
clude that  the  indirect  effects  will  be  even 
more  substantial.  The  indirect  effects  could 
be  fatal  for  modern  society,  which  is  ex- 
traordinarily complex  and  thus  highly  vul- 
nerable. 

The  general  ecological  consequences  are 
just  as  dangerous,  although  by  virtue  of  the 
complex  nature  of  ecological  interdependen- 
cies,  forecast  and  estimates  are  extremely 
difficult  here.  I  will  mention  some  of  the 
problems  discussed  in  the  literature  (in  your 
talks,  in  particular)  without  assessing  their 
seriousness,  although  I  am  certain  that 
many  of  the  dangers  indicated  are  entirely 
real: 

1.  Continuous  forest  fires  could  destroy 
the  greater  part  of  the  planet's  forests.  The 
smoke  involved  would  destroy  the  transpar- 
ency of  the  atmosphere.  A  night  lasting 
many  weeks  would  ensue  on  Earth  followed 
by  a  lack  of  oxygen  in  the  atmosphere.  As  a 
result,  this  factor  alone,  if  real,  could  de- 
stroy life  on  the  planet.  In  less  pronounced 
form,  this  factor  could  have  important  eco- 
logical, economic,  and  psychological  conse- 
quences. 

2.  High-altitude  wartime  nuclear  explo- 
sions in  space  (particularly  the  thermonu- 
clear explosion  of  ABM  missiles  and  the  ex- 
plosion of  attacking  missiles  whose  purpose 
is  to  disrupt  enemy  radar)  could  possibly  de- 
stroy or  seriously  damage  the  ozone  layer 
protecting  Earth  from  the  sun's  ultraviolet 
radiation.  Estimates  of  this  danger  are  very 
imprecise— if  the  maximal  estimates  are 
true  then  this  factor  is  sufficient  to  destroy 
life. 

3.  Disruption  of  transportation  and  com- 
munication could  prove  critical  in  the  com- 
plex modern  world. 

4.  No  doubt  there  will  l)e  a  (complete  or 
partial)  disruption  in  the  production  and 
distribution  of  food,  in  water  supply  and 
sewage,  in  fuel  and  electric  service,  and  in 
medicine  and  clothing— all  on  a  continent- 
wide  scale.  The  public  health-care  system 
will  be  disrupted,  sanitary  conditions  will 
revert  to  a  medieval  level  and  may  become 
even  worse  than  that.  It  will  be  impossible 
in  practice  to  provide  medical  assistance  to 
the  hundreds  of  millions  who  have  been 
wounded,  burned,  or  exposed  to  radiation. 
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5.  Hunger  and  epidemics  in  a  context  of 
chaos  and  devastation  could  take  more  lives 
than  the  nuclear  explosions  would  take  di- 
rectly. It  is  also  not  out  of  the  question 
that,  along  with  the  ordinary'  diseases 
which  will  inevitably  spread  far  and  wide- 
influenza,  cholera,  dysentery,  typhus,  an- 
thrax, plague,  and  others— entirely  new  dis- 
eases could  arise  as  the  result  of  the  radi- 
ation-caused mutation  of  viruses  as  well  as 
especially  dangerous  forms  of  the  old  dis- 
eases against  which  people  and  animals 
would  have  no  immunity. 

6.  It  is  especially  difficult  to  foresee  man- 
kind's maintaining  any  social  stability  in 
conditions  of  universal  chaos.  Great  gangs 
will  kill  and  terrorize  people  and  struggle 
among  themselves  in  keeping  with  the  laws 
of  the  criminal  world:  "You  die  today,  I'll 
die  tomorrow.  " 

Of  course,  our  experience  of  social  up- 
heaval and  war  demonstrates  that  mankind 
possesses  unexpected  reserves:  people's  vi- 
tality in  extreme  situations  surpasses  what 
could  have  t)een  imagined  a  priori.  But  even 
if  mankind  were  able  to  preserve  itself  as  a 
social  iKKly.  which  seems  highly  unlikely, 
the  most  important  social  institutions— the 
foundation  of  civilization— would  be  de- 
stroyed. 

In  sum.  it  should  be  said  that  all-out  nu- 
clear war  would  mean  the  destruction  of 
contemporary  civilization,  hurl  man  back 
centuries,  cause  the  deaths  of  hundreds  of 
millions  or  billions  of  people,  and.  with  a 
certain  degree  of  probability,  would  cause 
man  to  be  destroyed  as  a  biological  species 
and  could  even  cause  the  annihilation  of  life 
on  earth. 

Clearly  it  is  meaningless  to  speak  of  victo- 
ry in  a  large  nuclear  war  which  is  collective 
suicide. 

I  think  that  basically  my  point  of  view  co- 
incides with  yours  as  well  as  with  the  opin- 
ion of  a  great  many  people  on  earth. 

I  am  also  in  complete  agreement  with 
your  other  conclusions.  I  agree  that  if  the 
"nuclear  threshold"  is  crossed,  i.e..  if  any 
country  uses  a  nuclear  weapon  even  on  a 
limited  scale,  the  further  course  of  events 
would  be  difficult  to  control  and  the  most 
probable  result  would  be  swift  escalation 
leading  from  a  nuclear  war  initially  limited 
in  scale  or  by  region  to  an  all-out  nuclear 
war.  i.e..  to  general  suicide. 

It  is  relatively  unimportant  how  the  "nu- 
clear threshold"  is  crossed— as  a  result  of  a 
preventive  nuclear  strike  or  in  the  course  of 
a  war  fought  with  conventional  weapons, 
when  a  country  is  threatened  with  defeat, 
or  simply  as  a  result  of  an  accident  (techni- 
cal or  organizational). 

In  view  of  the  alwve.  I  am  convinced  that 
the  following  basic  tenet  of  yours  is  true: 
Nuclear  weapons  only  make  sense  as  a 
means  of  deterring  nuclear  aggression  by  a 
potential  enemy,  i.e..  a  nuclear  war  cannot 
be  planned  with  the  aim  of  winning  it.  Nu- 
clear weapons  cannot  be  viewed  as  a  means 
of  restraining  aggression  carried  out  by 
means  of  conventional  weapons. 

Of  course  you  realize  that  this  last  state- 
ment is  in  contradiction  to  the  West's  actual 
strategy  in  the  last  few  decades.  For  a  long 
tim^  t>eginning  as  far  back  as  the  end  of  the 
19404,  the  West  has  not  been  relying  on  its 
"conventional"  armed  forces  as  a  means  suf- 
ficient for  repelling  a  potential  aggressor 
and  for  restraining  expansion.  There  are 
many  reasons  for  this— the  West's  lack  of 
political,  military,  and  economic  unity,  the 
striving  to  avoid  a  peacetime  militarization 
of  the  economy,  society,  technology,  and  sci- 
ence; the  low  numerical  levels  of  the  West- 


em  nations'  armies.  All  that  at  a  time  when 
the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  other  countries  of  the 
socialist  camp  have  armies  with  great  nu- 
merical strength  and  are  rearming  them  in- 
tensively, sparing  no  resources.  It  is  possible 
that  for  a  limited  period  of  time  the  mutual 
nuclear  terror  had  a  certain  restraining 
effect  on  the  course  of  world  events.  But.  at 
the  present  time,  the  balance  of  nuclear 
terror  is  a  dangerous  remnant  of  the  past! 
In  order  to  avoid  aggression  with  conven- 
tional weapons  one  cannot  threaten  to  use 
nuclear  weapons  if  their  use  is  inadmissible. 
One  of  the  conclusions  that  follows  here— 
and  a  conclusion  you  draw— is  that  it  is  nec- 
essary to  restore  strategic  parity  in  the  field 
of  conventional  weapons.  This  you  ex- 
pressed somewhat  differently,  and  without 
stressing  the  point. 

Meanwhile  this  is  a  very  important  and 
non-trivial  statement  which  must  l>e  dwelt 
on  in  some  detail. 

The  restoration  of  strategic  parity  is  only 
possible  by  investing  large  resources  and  by 
an  essential  change  in  the  psychological  at- 
mosphere in  the  West.  There  must  be  a 
readiness  to  make  certain  limited  economic 
sacrifices  and,  most  important,  an  under- 
standing of  the  seriousness  of  the  situation 
and  of  the  necessity  for  some  restructuring. 
In  the  final  analysis,  this  is  necessary  to 
prevent  nuclear  war.  and  war  in  general. 
Will  the  West's  politicians  be  able  to  carry 
out  such  a  restructuring?  Will  the  press,  the 
public,  and  our  fellow  scientists  help  them 
(and  not  hinder  them  as  is  frequently  now 
the  case)?  Can  they  succeed  in  convincing 
those  who  doubt  the  necessity  of  such  re- 
structuring? A  great  deal  depends  on  it— the 
opportunity  for  the  West  to  conduct  a  nu- 
clear arms  policy  that  will  be  conducive  to 
the  lessening  of  the  danger  of  nuclear  disas- 
ter. 

In  any  case.  I  am  very  glad  that  you  (and 
earlier,  in  another  context.  Profes-sor  Pan- 
ofsky)  have  spoken  out  in  f.avor  of  strategic 
parity  in  the  area  of  conventional  weapons.'' 

In  conclusion.  I  should  stress  especially 
that  a  restructuring  of  strategy  could  of 
course  only  be  carried  out  gradually  and 
very  carefully  in  order  to  prevent  a  loss  of 
parity  in  some  of  the  intermediate  phases. 

As  I  have  understood  them,  your  further 
thoughts  on  nuclear  weapons  per  se  amount 
to  the  following: 

It  is  necessary  to  conduct  a  balanced  re- 
duction of  the  nuclear  arsenal,  and  a  first 
stage  in  this  process  of  nuclear  disarmament 
might  t>e  a  mutual  freeze  on  the  currently 
existing  nuclear  arsenals.  I  will  quote  you: 
"Decisions  in  the  area  of  nuclear  weapons 
should  be  based  simply  on  the  criterion  of 
achieving  a  reliable  deterrent  and  not  on 
other  additional  demands  relating  to  nucle- 
ar war  since,  generally  speaking,  such  de- 
mands are  not  limited  by  anything  and  are 
not  realistic."  This  is  one  of  your  central 
theses. 

For  talks  on  nuclear  disarmament  you 
propose  that  one  quite  simply— and.  within 
the  limits  of  the  possible,  fair— criterion  for 
assessing  nuclear  strength  be  worked  out. 
As  that  criterion  you  propose  taking  the 
sum  total  of  the  number  of  delivery  vehicles 
and  the  total  number  of  nuclear  charges 
which  can  \ae  delivered  (probably  one  should 
assume  the  maximal  number  of  certain 
standard  or  conventional  charges  which  can 


l>e  delivered  by  a  given  type  of  missile  with 
a  corresponding  division  of  the  usable 
weight). 

I  will  begin  by  discussing  that  latter  pro- 
posal of  yours  (made  jointly  with  your  stu- 
dent, Kent  Wisner  )."  This  proposal  seems 
practical  to  me.  Your  criterion  takes  into  ac- 
count delivery  vehicles  of  various  throw- 
weights  by  assigning  them  various  weight 
factors.  This  is  very  imporant— the  assign- 
ing of  an  equal  weight  factor  to  both  the 
small  American  missiles  and  the  large 
Soviet  missiles  was  one  of  the  points  for 
which  I,  at  one  time,  criticized  the  Salt  I 
Treaty  (while  in  general  viewing  the  very 
fact  of  the  talks  and  the  concluding  of  the 
Treaty  in  a  positive  light).  Here,  in  distinc- 
tion to  criteria  using  the  power  of  the 
charge,  as  a  rule  not  published  officially, 
the  number  of  deliverable  charges  is  easy  to 
determine.  Your  criterion  also  takes  into  ac- 
count the  fact  that,  for  example,  five  mis- 
siles each  carrying  one  warhead  have  a  sig- 
nificant tactical  advantage  over  one  large 
missile  carrying  five  warheads.  Of  course, 
the  criterion  you  propose  does  not  encom- 
pass all  the  parameters  like  distance,  accu- 
racy, or  degree  of  vulnerability— they  will 
have  to  be  allowed  for  supplementarily  or. 
in  some  cases,  not  taken  into  account  so  as 
to  facilitate  agreements. 

I  hope  that  your  (or  some  analogous)  cri- 
terion will  be  accepted  as  the  basis  for  nego- 
tiations both  on  intercontinental  missiles 
and  (independently)  on  medium-range  mis- 
siles. In  both  cases  it  will  be  much  more  dif- 
ficult than  it  now  is  to  insist  on  unfair  con- 
ditions in  the  agreements  and  possible  to 
move  from  word  to  deed  more  swiftly.  Most 
likely,  the  very  acceptance  of  your  (or  an 
analogous)  criterion  will  require  a  diplomat- 
ic and  propaganda  struggle- but  it's  worth 
it. 

Prom  this  relatively  specific  question  I 
will  move  to  one  more  general,  more  com- 
plex and  controversial.  Is  it  actually  possible 
when  making  decisions  in  the  area  of  nucle- 
ar weapons  to  ignore  all  the  considerations 
and  requirements  relevant  to  the  possible 
scenarios  for  a  nuclear  war  and  simply  limit 
oneself  to  the  criterion  of  achieving  a  reli- 
able deterrent— when  that  criterion  is  un- 
derstood to  mean  an  arsenal  sufficient  to 
deal  a  devastating  blow  in  response?  Your 
answer  to  this  question  while  perhaps  for- 
mulating it  somewhat  differently— is  posi- 
tive and  you  draw  far-reaching  conclusions. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  at  present  the 
United  States  already  possesses  a  large 
number  of  submarine-based  missiles  and 
charges  carried  by  strategic  bombers  which 
are  not  vulnerable  to  the  U.S.S.R  and.  in  ad- 
dition, has  silo-based  missiles  though  they 
are  smaller  than  the  U.S.S.R.s— all  these  in 
such  amounts  that,  were  those  charges  used 
against  the  U.S.S.R..  nothing,  roughly 
speaking,  would  be  left  of  it.  You  maintain 
that  this  has  already  created  a  reliable  de- 
terrent—independently of  what  the  U.S.S.R. 
and  the  United  States  have  and  what  they 
lack!  Therefore,  you  specifically  consider 
the  building  of  the  MX  missile  unnecessary 
and  similarly  consider  irrelevant  the  argu- 
ments which  are  advanced  in  support  of  de- 
veloping it— the  U.S.S.R. 's  substantial  arse- 
nal of  intercontinental  missiles  with  large 


throw-weight  which  the  United  States  does 
not  have;  and  the  fact  that  Soviet  missiles 
and  MX  missiles  have  multiple  warheads  so 
that  one  missile  can  destroy  several  enemy 
silos  during  a  missile  duel.  Therefore  you 
consider  it  acceptable  (with  certain  reserva- 
tions) for  the  United  States  to  freeze  the 
nuclear  arsenals  of  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  at  their  current  numerical 
levels.' 

Your  line  of  reasoning  seenis  to  me  very 
strong  and  convincing.  But  I  think  that  the 
concept  presented  fails  to  take  into  account 
all  the  complex  realities  of  the  opposition 
that  involves  two  world  systems  and  that 
there  is  the  necessity  (despite  your  stance) 
for  a  more  specific  and  comprehensive  unbi- 
ased consideration  than  a  simple  orientation 
toward  a  'reliable  deterrent"  (in  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  as  formulated  above,  i.e., 
the  possibility  of  dealing  a  devastating  retal- 
iatory strike).  I  will  endeavor  to  explain  this 
statement. 

Precisely  because  an  all-out  nuclear  war 
means  collective  suicide,  we  can  imagine 
that  a  potential  aggressor  might  count  on  a 
lack  of  resolve  on  the  part  of  the  country 
under  attack  to  take  the  step  leading  to  that 
suicide,  i.e.,  it  could  count  on  its  victim  capi- 
tulating for  the  sake  of  saving  what  could 
be  saved.  Given  that,  if  the  aggressor  has  a 
military  advantage  in  some  of  the  variants 
of  conventional  warfare  or— which  is  also 
possible  in  principle— in  some  of  the  var- 
iants of  partial  (limited)  nuclear  war.  he 
would  attempt  to  use  the  fear  of  further  es- 
calation to  force  the  enemy  to  fight  the  war 
on  his  (the  aggressor's)  own  terms.  There 
would  be  little  cause  for  joy  if.  ultimately, 
the  aggressor's  hopes  proved  false  and  the 
aggressor  country  perished  along  with  the 
rest  of  mankind. 

You  consider  it  necessary  to  achieve  a  res- 
toration of  strategic  parity  in  the  field  of 
conventional  arms.  Now  lake  the  next  logi- 
cal step— while  nuclear  weapons  exist  it  is 
also  necessary  to  have  strategic  parity  in  re- 
lation to  those  variants  of  limited  or  region- 
al nuclear  warfare  which  a  potential  enemy 
could  impose,  i.e.,  it  is  really  necessary  to 
examine  in  detail  the  various  scenarios  for 
both  conventional  and  nuclear  war  and  to 
analyze  the  various  contingencies.  It  is  of 
course  not  possible  to  analyze  fully  all  these 
possibilities  or  to  ensure  security  entirely. 
But  I  am  attempting  to  warn  of  the  opposite 
extreme— "closing  one's  eyes"  and  relying 
on  one's  potential  enemy  to  be  perfectly 
sensible.  As  always  in  life's  complex  prob- 
lems, some  sort  of  compromise  is  needed. 

Of  course  I  realize  that  in  attempting  not 
to  lag  behind  a  potential  enemy  in  any  way, 
we  condemn  ourselves  to  an  arms  race  that 
is  tragic  in  a  world  with  so  many  critical 
problems  admitting  of  no  delay.  But  the 
main  danger  is  slipping  into  an  all-out  nu- 
clear war.  If  the  probability  of  such  an  out- 
come could  be  reduced  at  the  cost  of  an- 
other ten  or  fifteen  years  of  the  arms  race, 
then  perhaps  that  price  must  be  paid  while, 
at  the  same  time,  diplomatic,  economic,  ide- 


"  Editor's  Note:  The  reference  here  is  to  Wolfgang 
K.  H.  Panofsky.  Professor  of  Physics  at  Stanford 
and  Director  of  the  Stanford  Linear  Accelerator 
Center.  Professor  Panofsky  notes  thai  the  state- 
ment accurately  reflects  his  views. 


•  Editor's  Note:  The  proposal  was  originally  set 
forth  in  Sidney  D.  Drell  and  Kent  F.  Wisner.  "A 
New  Formula  for  Nuclear  Arms  Control."  Interna- 
tional Security.  Winter  1980/81.  pp.  186-194.  and  is 
refined  in  Dr.  Drell's  X  -^  RV:  A  Formula  for  Arms 
Control."  The  Bulletin  o/  the  Atomic  Scientists, 
April  1982.  pp.  28-34. 


'Editor's  Note;  Professor  Drell  notes  that  main- 
taining the  U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear  arsenals  at 
their  present  numerical  levels  is  not  the  same  as 
the  kind  of  'freeze"  usually  discussed  today— in 
that  it  would  not  preclude  changes  in  the  types  of 
weapons  within  the  numerical  level.  As  to  a  strict 
■freeze"  as  usually  discussed.  Professor  Drell's  posi- 
tion. sUted  in  his  Grace  Cathedral  speech,  is  that 
"the  freeze  movement  has  l)een  very  helpful  in  cre- 
ating ...  a  constituency  for  arms  control.  Though  I 
recognize  some  deficiencies  of  the  freeze  as  literal 
policy.  I  support  it  and  will  vote  for  it  as  a  mandate 
for  arms  control.  .  . 


ological.  political,  cultural,  and  social  efforts 
are  made  to  prevent  a  war. 

Of  course  it  would  be  wiser  to  agree  now 
to  reduce  nuclear  and  conventional  weapons 
and  to  eliminate  nuclear  weapons  entirely. 
But  is  that  now  possible  in  a  world  poisoned 
with  fear  and  mistrust,  a  world  where  the 
West  fears  aggression  from  the  U.S.S.R., 
the  U.S.S.R.  fears  aggression  from  the  West 
and  from  China,  and  where  China  fears  it 
from  the  U.S.S.R..  and  no  verbal  assurances 
and  treaties  can  eliminate  those  dangers  en- 
tirely? 

I  know  that  pacifist  sentiments  are  very 
strong  in  the  West.  I  deeply  sympathize 
with  people's  yearning  for  peace,  for  a  solu- 
tion to  world  problems  by  peaceful  means;  I 
share  those  aspirations  fully.  But.  at  the 
same  time.  I  am  certain  that  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  be  mindful  of  the  specific  polit- 
ical, military,  and  strategic  realities  of  the 
present  day  and  to  do  so  objectively  without 
making  any  sort  of  allowances  for  either 
side;  this  also  means  that  one  should  not 
proceed  from  an  a  priori  assumption  of  any 
special  peace-loving  nature  in  the  socialist 
countries  due  to  their  supposed  progressive- 
ness  or  the  horrors  and  losses  they  have  ex- 
perienced in  war.  Objective  reality  is  much 
more  complicated  and  far  from  anything  so 
simple.  People  both  in  the  socialist  and  the 
Western  countries  have  a  passionate  inward 
aspiration  for  peace.  This  is  an  extremely 
important  factor,  but.  I  repeat,  itself  alone 
does  not  exclude  the  possibility  of  a  tragic 
outcome. 

What  is  necessary  now.  I  believe,  is  the 
enormous  practical  task  of  education  so  that 
specific,  exact,  and  historically  and  political- 
ly meaningful  objective  information  can  be 
made  available  to  all  people,  information 
that  will  enjoy  their  trust  and  not  be  veiled 
with  dogma  and  propaganda.  Here  one  must 
take  into  account  that,  in  the  countries  of 
the  West,  pro-Soviet  propaganda  has  been 
conducted  for  quite  a  long  time  and  is  very 
goal-oriented  and  clever,  and  that  pro- 
Soviet  elements  have  penetrated  many  key 
positions,  particularly  in  the  mass  media. 

The  history  of  the  pacifist  campaigns 
against  the  deployment  of  missiles  in 
Europe  is  telling  in  many  respects.  After  all. 
many  of  those  participating  in  those  cam- 
paigns entirely  ignore  the  initial  cause  of 
NATO's  "dual  decision"— the  change  in  stra- 
tegic parity  in  the  1970s  in  favor  of  the 
U.S.S.R.— and,  when  protesting  NATO's 
plans,  they  have  not  advanced  any  demands 
on  the  U.S.S.R.  Another  example:  President 
Carter's  attempt  to  take  a  minimal  step 
toward  achieving  balance  in  the  area  of  con- 
ventional arms,  i.e.,  to  introduce  draft  regis- 
tration, met  with  stiff  resistance.  Mean- 
while, balance  in  the  area  of  conventional 
arms  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  for  reducing 
nuclear  arsenals.  For  public  opinion  in  the 
West  to  assess  global  problems  correctly,  in 
particular  the  problems  of  strategic  parity 
both  in  conventional  and  in  nuclear  weap- 
ons, a  more  objective  approach,  one  which 
lakes  the  real  world  strategic  situation  into 
account,  is  vitally  needed. 

A  second  group  of  problems  in  the  field  of 
nuclear  weapons  about  which  I  should  make 
a  few  supplementary  remarks  here  concerns 
the  talks  on  nuclear  disarmament.  For  these 
talks  to  be  successful  the  West  should  have 
something  that  it  can  give  up!  The  case  of 
the  "Euromissiles"  once  again  demonstrates 
how  difficult  it  is  to  negotiate  from  a  posi- 
tion of  weakness.  Only  very  recently  has  the 
U.S.S.R.  apparently  ceased  to  insist  on  its 
unsubstantiated  thesis  that  a  rough  nuclear 


parity  now  exists  and  therefore  everything 
should  be  left  as  it  is. 

Now.  the  next  welcome  step  would  be  the 
reduction  of  the  number  of  missiles— which 
must  include  a  fair  assessment  of  the  qual- 
ity of  missiles  and  other  means  of  delivery 
(i.e..  the  number  of  charges  deliverable  by 
each  carrier,  its  range  and  accuracy,  and  its 
degree  of  vulnerability— the  last  being 
greater  for  aircraft  and  less  for  missiles;' 
most  likely,  it  would  be  expedient  to  use 
your  criterion,  or  analogous  ones).  And 
what  is  absolutely  at  issue  here  is  not 
moving  the  missiles  beyond  the  Urals  but 
destroying  them.  After  all,  rebasing  is  too 
"reversible."  Of  course,  one  also  must  not 
consider  powerful  Soviet  missiles,  with 
mobile  launchers  and  several  warheads,  as 
being  equal  to  the  now-existing  Pershing  I, 
the  British  and  French  missiles,  or  the 
bombs  on  short-range  bomt>ers— as  the 
Soviet  side  sometimes  attempts  to  do  for 
purposes  of  propaganda. 

No  less  important  a  problem  is  that  of  the 
pow^erful  silo-based  missiles.  At  present  the 
U.S.S.R.  has  a  great  advantage  in  this  area. 
Perhaps  talks  about  the  limitation  and  re- 
duction of  these  most  destructive  missiles 
could  become  easier  if  the  United  States 
were  to  have  MX  missiles,  albeit  only  poten- 
tially (indeed,  that  would  be  best  of  all). 

A  few  words  about  the  military  capabili- 
ties of  powerful  missiles:  they  can  be  used  to 
deliver  the  largest  thermonuclear  charges 
for  destroying  cities  and  other  major  enemy 
targets— while  for  exhausting  the  enemy's 
ABM  systems  there  will  most  likely  be  a  si- 
multaneous use  of  a  "rain"  of  smaller  mis- 
siles, false  targets  and  so  on.  (Much  is  writ- 
ten about  the  possibility  of  developing  ABM 
systems  using  super-powerful  lasers,  acceler- 
ated particle  beams,  and  so  forth.  But  the 
creation  of  an  effective  defense  against  mis- 
siles along  these  lines  seems  highly  doubtful 
to  me.)  We  present  the  following  estimates 
to  give  an  idea  of  what  a  powerful  missile 
attack  on  a  city  would  be  like.  Assuming 
that  the  maximal  power  of  an  individual 
charge  carried  by  a  large  rocket  would  be  of 
a  magnitude  of  15-25  megatons,  we  find 
that  the  area  of  complete  destruction  of 
dwellings  would  be  250-400  square  kilome- 
ters, the  area  affected  by  thermal  radiation 
would  be  300-500  square  kilometers,  the 
zone  of  radioactive  traces  (in  case  of  a 
ground-level  explosion)  would  be  500-1000 
kilometers  long  and  50-100  kilometers  wide! 
Of  equal  importance  is  the  fact  that  pow- 
erful MIRVed  missiles  could  be  used  to  de- 
stroy compact  enemy  targets,  in  particular, 
similar  silo-based  enemy  missiles.  Here  is  a 
rough  estimate  of  an  attack  of  that  type  on 
launch  sites.  One  hundred  MX  missiles  (the 
number  proposed  by  the  Reagan  Adminis- 
tration for  the  first  round  of  deployment) 
could  carry  one  thousand  600-kiloton  war- 
heads. 

Considering  the  ellipse  of  concentration  » 
and  the  hardness  assumed  for  the  Soviet 


•  Editors  Note;  The  reference  to  greater  relative 
vulnerability  of  aircraft  visa-vis  missiles  apparently 
refers  to  vulnerability  to  defensive  measures  in  the 
execution  of  a  mission. 

•  Editors  Note:  This  phrase  is  a  literal  translation 
from  the  Russian.  It  apparently  refers  to  the  shape 
and  size  of  the  area  in  which  a  given  missile  is 
likely  to  land  in  accordaince  with  its  accuracy  char- 
acteristics. The  comparable  American  term  is  "cir- 
cular error  probable. "  or  "CEP. "  defined  as  the 
area  within  which  a  given  missile  has  a  50-percent 
chance  of  landing.  Such  an  area  is  in  fact  usually 
elliptical  in  shape  rather  than  circular. 
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launch  sites,  each  of  the  warheads  has.  ac- 
cording to  the  data  published  in  the  Ameri- 
can press,  a  60-percenl  probability  of  de- 
stroying one  launch  site.  During  an  attack 
on  500  Soviet  launch  sites,  with  two  war- 
heads targeted  for  each  site.  16  percent  will 
remain  undamaged,  i.e..  "only"  80  missiles. 

A  specific  danger  associated  with  silo- 
based  missiles  is  that  they  can  be  destroyed 
relatively  easily  as  a  result  of  enemy  attack, 
as  I  have  just  demonstrated.  At  the  same 
time,  they  can  be  used  to  destroy  enemy 
launch  sites  in  an  amount  four  to  five  times 
larger  than  the  number  of  missiles  used  for 
the  attack.  A  country  with  large  numbers  of 
silo-based  missiles  (at  the  present  time  this 
Is  primarily  the  U.S.S.R..  but  if  the  United 
States  carries  out  a  major  MX  program, 
then  it  too)  could  be  templed"  to  use  such 
missiles  first  before  the  enemy  destroys 
them.  In  such  circumstances  the  presence  of 
silo-based  missiles  constitutes  a  destabilizing 
factor. 

In  view  of  the  above,  it  seems  very  impor- 
tant to  me  to  strive  for  the  abolition  of  pow- 
erful silo-based  missiles  at  the  talks  on  nu- 
clear disarmament.  While  the  U.S.S.R.  is 
the  leader  in  this  field  there  is  very  little 
chance  of  its  easily  relinquishing  that  lead. 
If  it  is  necessary  to  spend  a  few  billion  dol- 
lars on  MX  missiles  to  alter  this  situation, 
then  perhaps  this  is  what  the  West  must  do. 
But.  at  the  same  time,  if  the  Soviets,  in  deed 
and  not  just  in  word,  take  significant  verifi- 
able measures  for  reducing  the  number  of 
land-based  missiles  (more  precisely,  for  de- 
stroying them),  then  the  West  should  not 
only  abolish  MX  missiles  (or  not  build 
them)  but  carry  out  other  significant  disar- 
mament programs  as  well. 

On  the  whole  I  am  convinced  that  nuclear 
disarmament  talks  are  of  enormous  impor- 
tance and  of  the  highest  priority.  They 
must  be  conducted  continuously— in  the 
brighter  periods  of  international  relations 
but  also  in  the  periods  when  relations  are 
strained— and  conducted  with  persistence, 
foresight,  firmness  and,  at  the  same  time, 
with  flexibility  and  initiative.  In  so  doing, 
political  figures  should  not  think  of  exploit- 
ing those  talks,  and  the  nuclear  problem  in 
general,  for  their  own  immediate  political 
gains  but  only  for  the  long-term  interests  of 
their  country  and  the  world.  And  the  plan- 
ning of  the  talks  should  be  included  in  one's 
general  nuclear  strategy  as  its  most  impor- 
tant part— on  this  point  as  well  I  am  in 
agreement  with  you. 

The  third  group  of  problems  which  should 
be  discussed  here  is  political  and  social  in 
nature.  A  nuclear  war  could  result  from  a 
conventional  war.  while  a  conventional  war 
is.  as  is  well  known,  a  result  of  politics.  We 
all  know  that  the  world  is  not  at  peace. 
There  are  a  variety  of  reasons  for  this— na- 
tional, economic  and  social  reasons,  as  well 
as  the  tyranny  of  dictators. 

Many  of  the  tragic  events  now  occurring 
have  their  roots  in  the  distant  past.  It  would 
absolutely  be  wrong  to  see  only  Moscow's 
hand  everywhere.  Still,  when  examining  the 
general  trend  of  events  since  1945  there  has 
been  a  relentless  expansion  of  the  Soviet 
sphere  of  influence— objectively  this  is 
nothing  but  Soviet  expansion  on  a  world 
scale.  This  process  has  spread  as  the 
U.S.S.R.  has  grown  stronger  economically 
(though  that  strength  is  one-sided),  and  in 
scientific,  technological  and  military  terms, 
and  has  today  assumed  proportions  danger- 
ously harmful  to  international  equilibrium. 
The  West  has  grounds  to  worry  that  the 
world's  sea  routes.  Arab  oil.  and  the  urani- 
um, diamonds,  and  other  resources  of  South 
Africa  are  now  threatened. 


One  of  the  basic  problems  of  this  age  is 
the  fate  of  the  developing  countries,  the 
greater  part  of  mankind.  But.  in  fact,  for 
the  U.S.S.R..  and  to  some  degree  for  the 
West  as  well,  this  problem  has  become  ex- 
ploitable and  expendable  in  the  struggle  for 
dominance  and  strategic  interests.  Millions 
of  people  are  dying  of  hunger  every  year, 
hundreds  of  millions  suffer  from  malnutri- 
tion and  hopeless  poverty.  The  West  pro- 
vides the  developing  countries  with  econom- 
ic and  technological  aid.  but  this  remains 
entirely  insufficient  due  largely  to  the  rising 
price  of  crude  oil.  Aid  from  the  U.S.S.R.  and 
the  socialist  countries  is  smaller  in  scale 
and.  to  a  greater  degree  than  the  West's  aid. 
military  in  nature  and  bloc-oriented.  And. 
very  importantly  that  aid  is  in  no  way  co- 
ordinated with  world  efforts. 

The  hot  spots  of  local  conflicts  are  not 
dying  but  are  rather  threatening  to  grow 
into  global  wars.  All  this  is  greatly  alarming. 

The  most  acutely  negative  manifestation 
of  Soviet  policies  was  the  invasion  of  Af- 
ghanistan which  began  in  December  1979 
with  the  murder  of  the  head  of  state.  Three 
years  of  appallingly  cruel  anti-guerrilla  war 
have  brought  incalculable  suffering  to  the 
Afghan  people,  as  attested  by  the  more 
than  four  million  refugees  in  Pakistan  and 
Iran. 

It  was  precisely  the  general  upsetting  of 
world  equilibrium  caused  by  the  invasion  of 
Afghanistan  and  by  other  concurrent  events 
which  was  the  fundamental  reason  that  the 
SALT  II  agreement  was  not  ratified.  I  am 
with  you  in  regretting  this  but  I  cannot  dis- 
regard the  reasons  I  have  just  described. 

Yet  another  subject  closely  connected  to 
the  problem  of  peace  is  the  openness  of  soci- 
ety and  human  rights.  I  use  the  term  the 
"openness  of  society"  to  mean  precisely 
what  the  great  Niels  Bohr  meant  by  it  when 
introducing  it  more  than  30  years  ago. 

In  1948.  the  U.N.'s  member  states  adopted 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights 
and  stressed  its  significance  for  maintaining 
peace.  In  1975.  the  relationship  of  human 
rights  and  international  security  was  pro- 
claimed by  the  Helsinki  Pinal  Act,  which 
was  signed  by  35  countries  including  the 
U.S.S.R.  and  the  United  States.  Among 
those  rights  are:  the  right  to  freedom  of 
conscience;  the  right  to  receive  and  impart 
information  within  a  country  and  across 
frontiers;  the  right  to  a  free  choice  of  one's 
country  of  residence  and  domicile  within  a 
country;  freedom  of  religion;  and  freedom 
from  psychiatric  persecution. 

Finally,  citizens  have  the  right  to  control 
their  national  leaders'  decision-making  in 
matters  on  which  the  fate  of  the  world  de- 
pends. But  we  don't  even  know  how.  or  by 
whom,  the  decision  to  invade  Afghanistan 
was  made!  People  in  our  country  do  not 
have  even  a  fraction  of  the  information 
at>out  events  in  the  world  and  in  their  own 
country  which  the  citizens  of  the  West  have 
at  their  disposal.  The  opportunity  to  criti- 
cize the  policy  of  one's  national  leaders  in 
matters  of  war  and  peace  as  you  do  freely  is. 
in  our  country,  entirely  absent.  Not  only 
critical  statements  but  those  merely  factual 
in  nature,  made  on  even  much  less  impor- 
tant questions,  often  entail  arrest  aind  a 
long  sentence  of  confinement  or  jjsychiatric 
prison. 

In  keeping  with  the  general  nature  of  this 
letter,  I  refrain  here  from  citing  many  spe- 
cific examples,  but  must  mention  the  fate  of 
Anatoly  Shcharansky.  who  is  wasting  away 
in  Chistopol  Prison  for  the  right  to  be  vis- 


ited by  his  mother  and  to  write  to  her,'°  and 
Yuri  Orlov  who,  now  for  a  third  time,  has 
been  put  for  six  months  in  the  punishment 
block  of  a  Perm  labor  camp,  after  having 
been  beaten  unmercifully  in  the  presence  of 
a  warden. 

In  December  1982  there  was  an  amnesty 
to  honor  the  U.S.S.R. 's  sixtieth  anniversary 
but.  just  as  in  1977  and  in  the  preceding  am- 
nesties, there  was  a  point  made  of  excluding 
prisoners  of  conscience.  So  distant  is  the 
U.S.S.R.  from  the  principles  it  proclaims,  a 
country  which  bears  such  great  responsibil- 
ity for  the  fate  of  the  world! 

In  conclusion  I  again  stress  how  important 
it  is  that  the  world  realize  the  absolute  inad- 
missibility of  nuclear  war.  the  collective  sui- 
cide of  mankind.  It  is  impossible  to  win  a 
nuclear  war.  What  is  necessary  is  to  strive, 
systematically  though  carefully,  for  com- 
plete nuclear  disarmament  based  on  strate- 
gic parity  in  conventional  weapons.  As  long 
as  there  are  nuclear  weapons  in  the  world, 
there  must  be  a  strategic  parity  of  nuclear 
forces  so  that  neither  side  will  venture  to 
embark  on  a  limited  or  regional  nuclear  war. 
Genuine  security  is  possible  only  when 
based  on  a  stabilization  of  international  re- 
lations, a  repudiation  of  expansionist  poli- 
cies, the  strengthening  of  international 
trust,  openness  and  pluralization  in  the  so- 
cialist societies,  the  observance  of  human 
rights  throughout  the  world,  the  rapproche- 
ment—convergence—of the  socialist  and 
capitalist  systems,  and  worldwide  coordinat- 
ed efforts  to  solve  global  problems.* 
•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  opposed  all  moves  to  delete  fund- 
ing for  the  MX  missile  program  or  to 
delay  the  progress  of  the  program.  I 
have  listened  closely  to  all  of  the  argu- 
ments raised  against  the  MX  and  I 
have  not  found  them  persuasive. 

The  underlying  reasons  for  proceed- 
ing with  the  MX  program  as  planned 
are  the  dynamics  of  the  balance  of 
power  between  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  impact  of  time  on 
shifts  in  this  balance.  The  U.S.S.R. 
has  been  embarked  upon  an  unprece- 
dented military  buildup,  particularly 
in  the  area  of  strategic  nuclear  forces. 
The  main  thrust  of  their  effort  in  stra- 
tegic nuclear  forces  has  been  the  suc- 
cessful creation  of  a  superior  ICBM 
force.  We  must  respond  to  this  effort 
in  a  timely  manner,  or  face  a  loss  of 
even  rough  strategic  parity  with  them. 

The  ICBM  is  todays  dominant 
weapon.  The  ICBM  possesses  a  unique 
combination  of  great  destructive 
power,  accuracy,  and  speed  of  re- 
sponse. An  imbalance  in  ICBM's  can 
be  counterbalanced  only  to  a  certain 
extent  by  other  strategic  forces  be- 
cause they  each  lack  one  or  more  of 
the  characteristics  which  make  the 
ICBM  the  weapon  of  choice.  No  one  in 
this  Chamber  will  dispute  the  state- 
ment that  the  Soviet  Union  has  suc- 
ceeded in  constructing  the  largest  and 
most  powerful  ICBM  force  on  Earth. 
We    have   so    far   maintained    only   a 


'"  Editor's  Note:  At  the  time  this  Open  Letter  was 
written.  Shcharansky  was  on  a  hunger  strike,  be- 
cause  he  was  denied  all  contact  with  his  family.  He 
has  since  twen  permitted  an  exchange  of  letters 
with  his  mother,  and  has  ended  his  fast. 


rough  strategic  parity  through  im- 
provements in  the  SLBM  leg  of  the 
triad.  Further  improvements  in  this 
leg  and  improvements  in  the  air 
breathing  leg  will  not  be  enough  to 
assure  our  ability  to  deter  nuclear  war 
unless  we  promptly  redress  the  ICBM 
imbalance. 

Time  is  a  decisive  factor.  Many  have 
spoken  in  favor  of  moving  ahead  with 
the  so-called  Midgetman  missile.  They 
have  not,  however,  convincingly  ad- 
dressed the  adverse  consequences  to 
our  national  interests  flowing  from 
the  continued  shift  in  the  world  bal- 
ance of  power  in  favor  of  the  Soviet 
Union  which  is  certain  to  occur  while 
we  wait  another  10  years  for  develop- 
ment of  Midgetman  to  be  completed. 
As  others  have  so  ably  pointed  out.  we 
have  planned  to  modernize  our  ICBM 
force  every  5  years  for  the  last  15 
years.  We  have  yet  to  actually  mod- 
ernize our  forces,  because  of  political 
problems,  not  technical  problems.  The 
time  has  come  to  approve  the  MX  pro- 
gram and  modernize  our  ICBM  forces. 
There  is  no  time  left  to  just  talk  about 
how  we  might  proceed  after  yet  an- 
other decade's  development  work. 

The  Soviet  Union  recognizes  the 
military  utility  of  the  ICBM.  They  are 
proceeding  with  the  development  of 
still  another  generation  of  new 
ICBM's.  They  have  already  tested  the 
SS-24  and  the  PL-5  and  are  reportedly 
preparing  to  test  two  more  new 
ICBM's  in  the  near  future.  They  prize 
the  ICBM  because  of  the  military  ef- 
fectiveness it  obtains  from  its  unique 
combination  of  characteristics.  They 
now  have  enough  ICBM  warheads  to 
achieve  multiple  warhead  coverage  of 
the  strategic  targets  in  the  United 
States  they  consider  critical. 

This  force  structure  was  developed 
for  a  specific  reason.  It  is  part  of  their 
strategy  combining  the  destruction  of 
our  offensive  forces  and  the  destruc- 
tion of  our  overall  military  capability 
in  the  event  of  a  nuclear  war.  They 
appear  to  have  structured  their  offen- 
sive forces  to  accomplish  the  twin 
goals  of  defeating  any  opponent  and 
limiting  damage  to  themselves  from 
any  opponent's  offensive  forces.  The 
great  power,  accuracy,  and  speed  of  re- 
sponse of  an  ICBM  force  suits  these 
goals  perfectly. 

From  our  perspective,  the  need  to 
move  ahead  with  the  modernization  of 
our  ICBM  force  is  threefold.  First,  the 
MX  is  an  essential  ingredient  of  our 
arms  control  negotiations  posture. 
Second,  its  military  effectiveness  is 
necessary  to  hold  at  risk  enough  of 
the  Soviet  silos  and  command  and  con- 
trol assets  to  encourage  them  to  move 
away  from  large,  MIRV'd  ICBM's  and 
toward  small,  mobile  single  warhead 
ICBM's  like  our  Midgetman  concept. 
Finally,  producing  and  deploying  the 
MX  provides  us  with  the  technical 
base  and  the  open  ICBM  production 
line  we  require  as  a  hedge  against  a 


Soviet  arms  control  agreement  break- 
out. 

I  coupled  my  support  for  the  MX 
program  to  the  guaranteed  verifiable 
mutual  nuclear  build  down  concept.  I 
was  gratified  that  President  Reagan 
indicated  his  acceptance  of  this  con- 
cept and  his  willingness  to  incorporate 
it  in  his  negotiating  strategy.  There 
are  already  indications  of  some  posi- 
tive movement  in  our  arms  control  ne- 
gotiations with  the  Soviet  Union.  I  be- 
lieve we  will  have  a  good,  equitable, 
verifiable  agreement  sooner  than  most 
people  would  expect.  I  am  certain  our 
steadfast  determination  to  proceed 
with  our  strategic  modernization  pro- 
gram has  played  a  major  role  in  pro- 
ducing these  indications.  So  long  as  we 
continue  to  pursue  a  consistent  nation- 
al security  policy,  the  Soviet  Union 
can  know  what  to  expect  from  us  and 
can  plan  and  negotiate  accordingly. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission's  report 
dealt  with  the  issues  of  launch  on 
warning  and  strategic  stability.  Noth- 
ing which  has  been  said  here  has  re- 
butted the  arguments  made  by  this 
panel  of  distinguished  defense  experts 
from  both  parties.  It  also  addressed 
the  issue  of  the  vulnerability  of  the 
MX  when  based  in  Minuteman  silos.  A 
point  which  has  not  received  enough 
public  emphasis  is  the  fact  that  sever- 
al courses  of  action  were  intended  to 
be  explored  to  minimize  this  vulner- 
ability problem  as  the  MX  nears  de- 
ployment. The  several  options  dis- 
cussed involved  superhardening  of 
silos,  ballistic  missile  defense,  and 
other  potential  courses  of  action. 

I  believe  it  is  critical  that  we  move 
ahead  promptly  with  the  MX  pro- 
gram. We  must  not  delay  our  modern- 
ization program  yet  again.  The  Soviet 
ICBM  program  is  moving  relentlessly 
ahead  and  has  produced  a  perceptible 
shift  in  the  world  balance  of  power  in 
favor  of  the  Soviet  Union.  If  left  unan- 
swered, we  will  see  a  still  larger  shift 
in  the  balance  of  power.  The  negative 
results  of  this  shift  on  our  allies 
around  the  world  will  cause  the 
danger  of  war  to  rise,  not  decrease,  as 
our  opponents  are  emboldened  by 
their  successes.  The  MX  is  the  key  to 
our  ability  to  deter  nuclear  war.  It  is 
further  the  key  to  the  confidence  of 
our  allies  in  our  will  to  defend  our- 
selves. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  contin- 
ue to  support  this  vital  program  as  we 
move  ahead  with  our  efforts  to  pre- 
serve peace  and  protect  freedom.* 

Mr.  HART.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  may  remain 
on  the  bill. 

Madam  President,  I  notice  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Bradley)  is 
here  on  the  floor  and  has  expressed 
considerable  concern  himself  about 
the  recommendations  to  go  forward 
with  the  MX  missile,  particularly  as 
proposed  by  the  President's  Scowcroft 
Commission.  I  know  he  has  raised 
questions   himself   about   this   notion 


and  has  sought  to  express  concern 
about  whether  this  is  in  the  best  inter- 
est of  this  country.  I  yield  any  time 
that  he  may  require  to  make  his  own 
views  known  or  to  respond  to  any  com- 
ments or  questions  he  may  have. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  for  several  questions,  I  found 
that,  as  I  said  on  the  floor  last  week 
when  we  were  discussing  this  issue, 
while  strategic  deterrence  is  impor- 
tant, I  think  we  have  to  look  at  the 
whole  defense,  which  means  the  bal- 
ance between  strategic  and  conven- 
tional forces.  And  I  hope  to  return  to 
that  shortly. 

Over  the  weekend.  I  was  interested 
to  read  an  article  by  McGeorge  Bundy, 
in  which  he  said  the  following  sen- 
tence, which  I  thought  was  particular- 
ly relevent  to  this  discussion.  He  was 
referring  to  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report  and  to  recommendations  of  the 
Commission,  which  seemed,  possibly 
to  one  who  has  not  followed  the  issue 
nearly  as  closely  as  the  Senator  from 
Colorado,  to  be  somewhat  contradicto- 
ry in  that  the  Commission  says  that 
there  is  no  window  of  vulnerability, 
but  that  we  should  go  ahead  and  build 
100  MXs.  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
rather  contradictory. 

Mr.  Bundy  says  that  good  compro- 
mises like  the  social  security  package 
come  out  of  reciprocal  concessions 
which  permit  real  progress  to  agreed 
goals,  not  out  of  a  sudden  decision  to 
call  a  bad  scheme  a  good  one.  It  seems 
to  this  Senator  that  throughout  most 
of  the  deliberations  of  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  they  were  confirming  the 
contention  that  many  of  us  on  this 
floor  have  stated  over  the  past  several 
days  that  the  MX  is  a  bad  scheme. 

Would  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
not  agree  that  their  ultimate  recom- 
mendation of  100  MXs  is  indeed  con- 
tradictory? 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  is  exactly  correct.  Unfortunate- 
ly, in  this  discussion  there  has  been 
too  much  blurring  of  the  distinction 
between  the  issue  of  whether  to  build 
the  MX  or  not,  and  whether  that  rep- 
resents a  signal  of  strength  and  deter- 
mination to  the  Soviet  Union,  as  com- 
pared with  the  issue  of  whether  to 
build  the  MX  and  put  it  in  the  most 
vulnerable  targeted  site  anyone  could 
conceive  of. 

In  the  course  of  the  discussion  yes- 
terday, the  Senator  from  Colorado  in- 
troduced into  the  Record  two  news 
stories,  one  from  the  New  York  Times, 
I  believe,  on  April  19,  the  day  follow- 
ing the  Scowcroft  Commission  report, 
and  another  on  April  18,  as  I  recall 
from  the  Washington  Post,  in  which 
the  chairman  of  that  committee.  Gen- 
eral Scowcroft,  was  frank  to  say  in  tes- 
timony before  congressional  corrmiit- 
tees  that  the  principal  determinate  in 
deciding  to  recommend  basing  the  MX 
in  vulnerable  silos  was  a  political  deci- 
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sion.  He  followed  that  up  by  admitting 
under  questioning.  I  believe  from  the 
Senator  from  Maine  (Mr.  Cohen),  that 
given  those  political  considerations 
being  removed,  they  would  have  come 
up  with  another  basing  scheme. 

This  is  a  very  important  point  and  it 
goes,  I  believe,  directly  to  the  question 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  is 
asking.  That  is  the  wisdom  of  this  de- 
cision and  the  degree  to  which  the  de- 
cision or  recommendation  adopted  by 
the  President  put  forward  in  this  com- 
mittee report  and  bill  is  internally  con- 
tradictory. The  fact  is  that  it  is.  Not 
because  of  military  considerations, 
arms  control  considerations,  or  nation- 
al security  considerations,  but  political 
considerations. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  further,  by  political  consider- 
ations does  the  Senator  mean  political 
considerations  within  the  Congress  or 
does  the  Senator  mean  the  fabled  bar- 
gaining chip  consideration. 

Mr.  HART.  No.  political  consider- 
ations in  the  strictest  sense  of  the 
word.  I  may  or  may  not  be  able  to  find 
right  off  the  bat  in  the  Record,  the 
two  stories  to  which  I  have  referred, 
but  it  is  very  clear  from  the  direct 
statements  that  General  Scowcroft 
made  on  behalf  of  the  Commission 
that  the  Commission  was  precluded  by 
those  political  considerations  from,  for 
example,  recommending  a  mobile 
basing  system  in  Nevada.  Utah,  or  any- 
where else. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  So  the  Senator 
would  say  that  if  you  were  going  to 
deploy  the  MX.  it  would  make  more 
internal  logic  in  the  overall  proposal 
to  deploy  it  in  a  basing  mode  that 
would  indeed  be  survivable.  Is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  HART.  Indeed.  The  Scowcroft 
Commission  itself  made  a  passive  ges- 
ture at  that  12-year  commitment 
which  t>egan  at  the  very  outset  of  the 
consideration  as  to  whether  or  not  to 
have  an  MX  missile.  I  cited  yesterday 
the  reference  on  page  108  of  the  com- 
mittee report  where  it  says.  It  was  de- 
termined that  this  new  missile"  this  is 
the  history  of  the  MX  going  back  to 
1972  "this  new  missile  should  have 
these  qualities."  and  it  lists  two 
others,  "and  be  based  in  a  survivable 
manner." 

The  committee  concludes  on  page 
114  the  MX  deployment  approach  con- 
tained in  the  Scowcroft  Commission 
report  and  endorsed  by  the  President 
does  not  meet  the  standard  for  surviv- 
ability for  an  MX  basing  system. 

So  there  it  is. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  The  Senator  has 
been  on  this  floor  leading  this  debate 
for  many  days.  I  am  curious,  does 
anyone  make  the  argument  persua- 
sively that  putting  the  MX  missiles  in 
fixed  silos  is  a  survivable  basing  mode? 

Mr.  HART.  None  whatsoever. 
Indeed,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee   and   the   manager  of 


this  bill  himself  stated  yesterday— I 
cannot  quote  him  directly  but  I  can 
paraphrase— that  this  is  not  a  surviv- 
able basing  mode,  and,  in  fact,  it  is  a 
very  unstable,  nonsurvivable  basing 
mode. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  also  agree  that  if  you 
put  the  MX  missile  in  silos  that  are 
not  survivable,  you  are  inexorably  led 
into  the  direction  of  trying  to  protect 
those  nonsurvivable  silos  that  leads 
you  almost  directly  to  an  ABM 
system? 

Mr.  HART.  Exactly.  That  issue  has 
not  been  addressed  here  on  the  floor 
because  the  United  States,  if  we  buy 
this  missile  and  put  it  into  silos,  will 
have  only  two  choices,  if  it  intends  to 
retain  its  sanity  at  all.  One  of  those 
may  preclude  retaining  sanity.  That  is, 
on  the  indication  that  the  silos  are 
under  attack,  to  launch  the  missiles  so 
they  are  not  destroyed,  or  to  build  a 
very  expensive  system  and  a  very  tech- 
nologically problematic  system  to 
defend  them  by  trying  to  knock  down 
incoming  missiles  with  missiles  of  our 
own.  namely,  ballistic  missile  defense. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  If  we  can  turn  to 
the  whole  issue  of  the  MX  missile, 
since  it  is  based  in  a  nonsurvivable 
basing  mode,  maybe  we  should  look  at 
the  issue  of  are  we  actually  going  to 
build  them?  It  does  not  make  a  lot  of 
sense  to  build  a  missile  that  puts  you 
no  better  off  than  you  were  prior  to 
building  it  because  you  stuffed  it  into 
a  silo.  The  Soviets  had  these  silos  tar- 
geted, just  as  today  they  have  them 
targeted,  and  last  year,  and  they  will 
have  them  targeted  2  years  from  now 
when  we  stuff  MX  missiles  into  them 
instead  of  Minuteman  missiles.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  HART.  They  will  have  more  tar- 
geted 2  years  from  today.  The  accura- 
cy will  be  increased.  They  will  fulfill 
the  prophesy  the  Senator  from  Texas 
made.  I  think,  on  November  2,  1981, 
that  they  will,  in  fact,  be  shooting  at 
them  like  sitting  ducks. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  If  we  deploy  this 
missile  in  a  basing  mode  that  is  clearly 
nonsurvivable,  and  they  are  sitting 
ducks,  then  that  raises  the  question  of 
whether  we  will  be  able  to  avoid  de- 
ploying the  missile,  which  means  is  it 
a  bargaining  chip? 

I  have  heard  no  confirmation  that 
this  President  is  prepared  to  bargain 
the  MX  missile  away. 

Mr.  HART.  If  I  may  respond,  the 
President  is  on  record  in  December  12, 
1982,  I  think,  or  14th,  at  a  press  con- 
ference, reiterated  in  the  form  of  a 
letter  to  the  Members  of  Congress 
published  in  January  1983,  that  he  has 
no  intention  whatsoever  of  bargaining 
the  MX  away.  That  was  to  get  strong 
support  from  his  own  side  of  the  aisle 
and  those  opponents  of  the  MX  who 
were  afraid  that  that  was  in  fact  the 
President's  intention.  The  President's 
intention  was  further  confirmed  as  re- 


cently as  the  last  4  to  5  weeks  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  who  said  there  is 
no  intention  to  bargain  MX  away. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Can  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  think  of  in  a  negotia- 
tion with  the  Soviet  Union  why  they 
might  want  to  prevent  the  United 
States  from  deploying  the  MX  missile, 
keeping  in  mind  that  they  signed  a 
treaty,  the  SALT  II  agreement,  which 
allowed  deployment  of  the  MX  mis- 
sile? 

Mr.  HART.  If  I  understand  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
correctly 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gorton).  The  Chair  will  inform  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  that  all  of  his 
debate  time  on  the  bill  has  now  ex- 
pired. The  Senator  from  Colorado 
does,  however,  have  1  hour  remaining 
on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HART.  May  I  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Texas  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Levin)  wishes  to  call  up 
his  amendment  and  begin  debate  on 
that.  He  is  on  his  way  to  the  floor. 

I  will  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
quorum  call  which  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  will  ask  for  while  the  Sena- 
tor from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin)  is 
coming  to  the  floor  not  be  charged 
against  either  side. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
have  to  object  to  that  request. 

Mr.  HART.  I  wish  the  Senator  from 
Texas  would  not  do  that,  since  it  is 
just  a  moment  or  two.  It  is  in  the  in- 
terest of  getting  a  good  flow  of  the 
amendments  completed. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  after 
the  amendments  of  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  and  the  Senator  from  New- 
York  are  disposed  of,  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  could  bring  up  his 
amendment  at  that  time.  He  will  not 
he  foreclosed. 

Mr.  HART.  But  the  effort,  as  the 
Senator  from  Texas  knows,  is  to  get 
debate  completed  on  all  amendments, 
then  have  votes  in  sequence  on  all  of 
those.  That  will  be  the  request  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  will  make. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  shall  object  to  the  re- 
quest. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
objection  is  heard. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  does 
have  the  floor  and  does  have  1  hour 
on  his  amendment. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
•Jprsc  V 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
debate  and  exchange  that  I  was 
having  with  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do really  leads  to  a  further  point, 
which  is,  Is  there  any  better  way  that 
we  could  spend  this  $20  billion  to 
insure  our  national  security?  The  key 
here.  I  think,  is  that  we  need  to  see 
our  defense  as  we  see  our  individual 
health.  We  need  to  be  interested  in 
the  whole  defense,  just  as  we  are  inter- 


ested in  the  health  and  strength  of 
the  whole  body.  With  all  this  overem- 
phasis on  the  MX  and  on  strategic  sys- 
tems generally  at  the  expense  of  intel- 
ligence gathering  and  analysis  capabil- 
ity, command  and  control  systems,  and 
skilled  and  equipped  manpower,  we 
become  similar  to  the  weightlifter  who 
lifts  arm  weights  to  build  his  biceps 
only  to  die  of  a  heart  attack  because 
he  neglected  the  rest  of  his  body. 

Mr.  President,  defense,  like  health, 
requires  emphasis  on  the  whole  range 
of  actions— conventional  as  well  as 
strategic— to  give  maximum  assurance 
of  strength  and  survivability. 

The  Defense  authorization  bill  that 
we  are  now  debating  contains  major 
cuts  in  conventional  weapons.  The  bill 
includes  $2.4  billion  for  the  MX.  That 
$2.4  billion  could  have  funded  the  very 
conventional  systems  that  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  say  are  essential  to  the 
Army's  new  strategy  of  air-land  battle. 
In  the  critical  area  of  intelligence 
gathering,  we  should  recognize  that  in- 
formation on  enemy  movement  and 
targets  is  not  free.  It  costs  money  to 
acquire  this  information.  In  the  area 
of  early  target  acquisition,  the  com- 
mittee cut  $49  million  from  the  joint 
tactical  fusion  program,  a  system  that 
will  provide  early  detection,  identifica- 
tion, and  location  of  enemy  forces. 

In  the  area  of  the  deep  strike  into 
enemy  rear  areas,  the  committee  cut: 
$20  million  for  the  joint  tactical  mis- 
sile system;  $8  million  for  development 
of  the  Air  Force's  standoff  attack 
weapon;  $31  million  for  development 
of  wide  area  antiarmor  munitions;  and 
$20  million  for  the  remotely  piloted 
vehicle. 

In  addition,  mobility  and  conven- 
tional firepower  are  essential  elements 
to  the  conventional  defense  capability 
of  NATO.  Again,  the  committee  cut 
deeply  into  these  programs:  $105  mil- 
lion for  16  AH-64  Apache  attack  heli- 
copters; $226.6  million  for  60  M-1 
Abrams  main  battle  tanks;  $233  mil- 
lion for  the  Patriot  air  defense  system; 
$206.2  million  for  12  F-15  Eagle  fight- 
er aircraft;  and  $13  million  for  devel- 
opment of  the  C-17  transport  aircraft. 
In  addition,  the  committee  cut  other 
programs  crucial  to  our  conventional 
defense.  It  cut:  $78.9  million  for  the 
Navy  computer  acquisition  program; 
$30  million  to  develop  a  new  search 
and  rescue  helicopter;  $16  million  for 
standard  missile  improvements. 

All  of  these  programs.  Mr.  President, 
could  be  fully  funded  if  not  for  the 
$2.4  billion  going  to  the  MX  missile.  Is 
it  not  clear  that  the  MX  funding  has 
already  led  to  underfunding  of  conven- 
tional capabilities? 

Mr.  President.  I  might  also  say  that 
the  irony  of  the  events  of  the  last  few 
days  has  not  been  lost  on  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey.  Here  we  are  practic- 
ing war  games  in  Central  America  and 
arguing  that  the  strategic  interests  of 
the  United  States  are  affected.  The 


basis  of  that  is  that  50  percent  of  our 
oil  travels  through  the  Caribbean.  Yet 
we  are  shortly,  in  a  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill,  going  to  be  cutting 
funds  for  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve. So  we  are  ready  to  send  troops 
into  Central  America  to  protect  sea- 
lanes  that  will  prevent  a  disruption  in 
our  oil  supply,  but  we  are  not  willing 
to  stockpile  oil.  Again,  it  proceeds,  in 
my  view,  from  a  lack  of  an  overall 
strategy  in  this  area  just  as  we  are 
willing,  it  appears,  to  spend  $2.4  billion 
for  an  MX  missile  while  we  are  not 
prepared  to  spend  adequately  to  keep 
our  conventional  defense  strong. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  submit  for 
the  Record  an  article  written  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Moyni- 
han)  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
it  be  printed  in  the  Record  in  full. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  Newsday.  July  26.  1983] 

Reagan  MX  Plan  Commits  U.S.  to  Pirst- 
Strike  Policy 

(By  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan) 
The  proposal  before  the  Senate  to  put 
MXs  in  unimproved.  Minuteman  silos  is  a 
perilous  departure  from  the  policy  of  deter- 
rence. 

It  is  now  all  but  certain  the  Senate  will 
vote  tonight  to  proceed  with  construction  of 
the  first  of  100  MX  missiles,  for  deployment 
in  unimproved  Minuteman  silos,  as  Presi- 
dent Reagan  has  proposed.  After  a  genera- 
tion and  more  of  nuclear  peace  based  on  the 
doctrine  of  "deterrence. "  the  United  States 
will  have  changed  its  strategic  policy  to  one 
of  •launch-on-warning."  The  result  will  be  a 
world  set  on  a  hair  trigger,  ready  to  be  cata- 
pulted into  holocaust  one  day  on  about  nine 
minutes  notice— like  as  not  by  accident,  be- 
cause a  Russian  computer  will  have  momen- 
tarily gone  down. 

From  the  time  Americans  learned  that  the 
Soviet  had  developed  the  capacity  to  deliver 
a  nuclear  bomb  to  the  United  States,  deter- 
rence has  guided  both  our  thinking  about 
how  to  build  nuclear  weapons  and  our  plan- 
ning about  how  to  avoid  nuclear  war. 

Deterrence  is  a  simple  idea,  and  it  is  de- 
fensive in  character.  It  calls  for  the  nuclear 
power  to  deploy  its  forces  so  they  are  able 
to  survive  a  pre-emptive  attack  by  the  other 
side  in  sufficient  strength  to  inflict  unac- 
ceptable retaliatory  damage  on  the  aggres- 
sor. War  is  deterred  by  making  it  clear  war 
cannot  succeed. 

Though  it  clearly  would  work  best  if  both 
sides  accepted  the  premise,  and  acted  ac- 
cordingly, we  have  never  been  given  any 
reason  to  think  the  Soviets  had  adopted  de- 
terrence as  a  working  proposition.  To  the 
contrary.  Soviet  military  leaders  speak  fre- 
quently about  launching  preemptive  strikes, 
about  fighting  nuclear  wars  and  expecting 
to  "win  "  something.  They  conduct  training 
exercises  along  these  lines.  And.  until  quite 
recently,  they  have  relied  almost  exclusively 
on  a  nuclear  force  that  is  not  very  surviv- 
able. consisting  almost  entirely  of  large, 
powerful,  ever  more  accurate— and  station- 
ary—land-based missiles.  Sitting  ducks,  you 
might  call  them,  the  Soviet  force  has 
seemed  designed  for  the  purpose  of  launch- 
ing a  first  strike,  not  at  all  capable  of 
launching  a  second  strike. 


Somehow  it  has  always  seemed  to  be  in 
the  nature  of  things  that  this  asymetry 
should  exist.  After  all,  as  long  as  loe  were 
able  to  threaten  a  credible  second  strike, 
there  was  not  going  to  be  a  first  strike. 
We're  us.  and  they're  them.  We  knew  this; 
they  knew;  we  knew  that  they  knew. 

Crucial  to  this  "second  strike  "  concept  at 
the  heart  of  deterrence  is  the  requirement 
that  our  nuclear  forces  be  deployed  in  ways 
enabling  them  to  survive  attack.  American 
policy  therefore  evolved  toward  a  strategic 
triad,  in  which  our  nuclear  weapons  are  de- 
ployed in  airplanes,  at  sea  and  in  land-based 
silos.  Each  has  strengths  and  weaknesses; 
the  diversity,  moreover,  makes  it  still  more 
difficult  for  the  Soviets  to  be  certain  they 
could  destroy  them  all  simultaneously. 

Almost  15  years  ago.  our  intelligence  agen- 
cies began  to  sense  that  the  Soviets  were  de- 
veloping a  new  class  of  missile  large  and  ac- 
curate enough  to  destroy  our  Minuteman 
sites  in  a  first  strike.  These,  in  the  main, 
constituted  the  land-based  leg  of  our  triad. 
(The  missiles,  known  as  the  SS-l?.  -18,  and 
-19  began  to  deployed  in  1974.) 

America  had  to  respond  if  deterrence  were 
to  survive  as  a  working  doctrine.  In  1972, 
the  U.S.  set  out  to  develop  a  new  interconti- 
nenUl  ballistic  missile.  All  parties  concurred 
in  the  Air  Force  judgment  that  it  would 
have  to  be  based  in  a  survivable  manner. 
When  reports  surfaced  that  the  Air  Force 
might  be  straying  from  this  course,  Con- 
gress asserted  (in  the  defense  authorization 
bill  for  fiscal  years  in  1976  and  1977)  that 
"studies  will  not  be  conducted  for  a  fixed 
base  ICBM  because  of  its  questionable  sur- 
vivability." 

Yet.  in  April  of  this  year,  after  reviewing 
35  basing  modes  and  examining  the  state  of 
the  American  deterrent  force,  the  Presi- 
dents highly  regarded  Commission  on  Stra- 
tegic Forces  recommended  that  we  deploy 
the  new  MX  missile  in  the  very  Minuteman 
silos  whose  vulnerability  had  caused  us  to 
look  for  a  new  basing  mode  in  the  first 
place.  Reagan  passed  this  extraordinary  rec- 
ommendation to  the  Congress  with  his  en- 
dorsement, and  this  week  the  Senate  will 
complete  its  consideration  of  the  legislation 
that  will  authorize  that  the  scheme  be  put 
in  place. 

For  the  first  time,  the  U.S.  will  have  de- 
ployed a  nuclear  weapon  in  a  fashion  we 
know—&n6  they  know— cannot  survive  a 
first  strike.  (Already  there  are  at  least  two 
Soviet  warheads  dedicated,  as  they  say.  to 
each  Minuteman  silo.)  And  this  is  not  just 
any  nuclear  weapon  we  will  be  placing  in 
these  silos:  the  MX.  at  195,000  pounds,  with 
10  warheads  on  each  of  the  100  missiles  and 
the  best  in  inertial  guidance  systems,  will  be 
the  most  powerful  weapon  we  have  ever  pro- 
duced—for effectiveness,  range  and  accura- 
cy- .     , 

The  MX  is  so  powerful  and  so  accurate,  in 
fact,  that  it  possesses  •counterforce"  capa- 
bility—that is.  the  ability  to  destroy  a  heavi- 
ly fortified,  or  hardened,  Soviet  missile  silo. 
A  counterforce  weapon,  deployed  in  suffi- 
cient numbers,  can  undermine  deterrence 
regardless  of  how  it  is  based.  It  can.  If 
known  to  be  powerful  and  accurate  enough, 
raise  the  possibility  that  it  will  be  used  to 
conduct  an  effective  first  strike,  knocking 
out  all  Soviet  missiles  in  one  blow  and  elimi- 
nating the  ability  to  retaliate. 

Thus  the  MX.  a  weapon  that  had  the  ca- 
pacity to  be  used  to  great  advantage  In  a 
first  strike,  is  going  to  be  deployed  in  a  fash- 
ion in  which  it  can  only  be  used  as  a  first 
strike  weapon. 
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•Por  wh*t  purpose  have  the  Americans 
done  this."  Soviets  will  ask  themselves. 
"After  10  years  of  development  and  billions 
of  investment?" 

They  will  have  no  choice  but  to  conclude 
that  the  U.S.  has  at>andoned  deterrence, 
and  resorted  to  the  long-standing  Soviet 
posture,  based  on  heavy,  vulnerable  missiles 
suited  to  a  first  strike.  Under  the  most  out- 
spokenly anti-Communist  President  yet 
elected,  ironically,  the  world  has  witnessed 
the  Sovietization  of  American  strategic 
policy! 

But  the  irony  is  richer  still,  the  gaping 
sense  of  opportunities  lost  far  greater.  Por 
in  the  same  period  in  which  the  U.S.  has 
moved  for  the  first  time  to  deploy  a  first- 
strike  weapon  system  in  the  Soviet  style, 
the  Soviets  have  provided  evidence  they 
may  finally  be  willing  to  come  to  terms  with 
deterrence. 

In  the  past  year,  the  Soviets  have  l)egun 
testing  two  new  missiles,  the  SS-X-24  and 
the  PL-5.  The  distinguishing  characteristic 
of  the  two  is  that  both  are  solid  fuel  mis- 
siles. Solid  fuel  is  a  condition  for  mobile 
missiles. 

Small,  mobile  missiles  are  the  way  of  the 
future  in  intercontinential  ballistic  missiles, 
and  also  the  way  to  stability  in  the  nuclear 
balance.  For  they  are  infinitely  l)etter  suited 
to  deterrence  than  are  the  behemoths  of 
which  the  Soviets  have  hitherto  seemed  so 
fond.  Small  mobile  missiles  are  also  l)etter 
suited  to  deterrence  than  the  MX. 

Indeed,  the  Presidents  Commission  on 
Strategic  Forces,  which  recommended  in 
passing  that  the  U.S.  deploy  MX  in  Minute- 
man  silos,  devoted  more  lengthy  and  more 
persuasive  analysis  to  a  proposal  that  we  ac- 
celerate efforts  to  develop  and  deploy  such 
a  small  mobile  missile.  Being  mobile,  it 
could  be  hidden  much  more  easily  and  so 
would  not  t>e  as  vulnerable  to  attack.  Being 
small,  with  fewer  warheads,  it  would  make  a 
less  attractive  target. 

I  will  offer  today  an  amendment  that. 
while  halting  the  MX  deployment,  would 
double  the  money  spent  on  research  and  de- 
velopment of  a  small,  single-warhead  ICBM. 
It  won't  pass.  The  Congress  will  go  forward 
with  the  President's  proposal  to  deploy  the 
MX  as  a  first-strike  weapon. 

This  means  that  on  that  day  in  the  not- 
far-off  future  when  the  Soviet  leader  is  told 
that  their  computer  indicates  a  missile 
attack  has  been  launched  at  Moscow,  he  will 
know  two  things:  that  the  computer  issued 
false  reports  before,  and  that  the  U.S.  re- 
cently deployed  an  MX  good  for  nothing 
but  a  first  strike.  He  will  have  only  nine  or 
10  or  12  minutes  to  give  the  order  to  launch 
a  retaliatory  attack.  In  that  kind  of  pres- 
sure—especially if  the  moment  should  arrive 
in  the  midst  of  a  global  political  crisis— what 
will  that  Russian  leader  think  about  Ameri- 
can decision  to  deploy  the  MX?  What  can 
he  possibly  think?  And  what  order  will  he 
give? 

What  order  will  our  strategic  command  be 
inclined  to  give  when  our  computer  indi- 
cates we  are  under  attack?  With  a  weapon 
as  capable  and  as  defenseless  as  the  MX  in 
our  arsenal  (the  American  queen  of  the  nu- 
clear chessboard?),  will  there  be  added  pres- 
sure to  unleash  it  early,  before  it  is  de- 
stroyed on  the  ground?  This  is  precisely  the 
scenario  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff.  General  John  W.  Vessey  Jr..  set 
forth  for  a  Senate  committee  on  May  5.  Yes. 
he  said,  the  MX  in  Minuteman  silos  could 
not  be  defended  from  a  first  strike  by  the 
Soviets.  But;  he  said.  "The  Soviets  have  no 
assurance  that  we  will  ride  out  the  attack?" 


Translation?  That  we  too  will  Launch  on 
Warning.  A  warning  we  may  not  have  time 
to  double-check,  triple-check.  Machines,  not 
men.  will  decide. 

Though  this  is  reason  for  the  gravest  con- 
cern, it  is  not  quite  time  to  despair.  Happily, 
it  is  the  nature  of  the  American  political 
system  that  decision  are  rarely  made  irrevo- 
cably—more money  will  have  to  be  appropri- 
ated: elections  intervene:  popular  sentiment, 
which  government  tends  in  the  end  to  re- 
flect pretty  well,  shifts  or  becomes  ener- 
gized. Our  hope  is  that,  at  some  point  t)efore 
the  first  MX  missiles  are  lowered  into  their 
silos  at  Warren  Air  Force  Base  in  Wyoming 
in  the  middle  of  1986.  this  dreadful  course 
can  t)e  reversed,  and  deterrence  re-estab- 
lished. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
has  expired. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  see  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  on  the  floor. 
I  am  prepared  again  to  make  the 
unanimous-consent  request  in  the  in- 
terest of  his  junendment.  or  he  may  do 
so  himself. 

If  I  may  have  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  it  be  in  order  to  set 
aside  the  pending  amendment  so  that 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  may  call 
up  his  amendment  and  present  some 
debate  on  that,  with  the  understand- 
ing that,  upon  the  completion  of  that 
debate,  attention  will  be  returned  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  and  the  vote  be  the  first  vote 
to  occur  thereon. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  some  objections  on  this  side,  so  I 
shall  have  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
Senators  be  added  as  cosponsors  to  the 
pending  amendment;  Senator  Baucus. 
Senator  Biden,  Senator  Bumpers,  Sen- 
ator DoDD,  Senator  Kennedy.  Senator 
Lautenberc  Senator  Levin,  Senator 
Melcher,  Senator  Moynihan,  Senator 
Proxmire.  Senator  Glenn.  Senator 
BiNCAMAN.  Senator  Bradley.  Senator 
TsoNGAS,  Senator  Sasser,  and  Senator 

C!  A  D  Cl  A  NFQ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
not  want  anyone  to  think  the  objec- 
tion I  have  lodged  reflects  my  position 
on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  and  he  will  be  fully 
protected  and  will  have  an  opportuni- 
ty to  bring  up  that  amendment  and 
get  some  debate  on  it  in  due  course. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi (Mr.  Stennis). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yielding  time  on 
the  bill? 


Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  from 
Texas  is  yielding  on  the  bill.  It  is  my 
understanding  I  have  no  time  on  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct:  10  minutes  is  yield- 
ed to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  on 
the  bill  by  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Texas.  It  is 
always  a  privilege  to  take  some  time  of 
the  Senate,  especially  on  a  subject  like 
this.  I  am  not  an  expert  on  weaponry. 
I  have  never  made  a  minute,  inex- 
haustible study  of  weapons  as  such, 
but  I  have  had  these  problems  on  my 
mind  for  a  good  while. 

In  my  mind,  the  missile  policy  and 
the  missile  program  and  the  missile 
comparison  go  back  to  the  days  when 
we  had  Wernher  Von  Braun  before 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee 
as  a  witness.  Most  will  recall  that  he 
was  the  man  in  charge  of  the  missiles 
thrown  on  London  just  before  the  end 
of  World  War  II.  He  told  the  story 
about  how  he  tried  to  be  captured 
later  by  us  rather  than  by  some  of  our 
allies.  I  remember  how  animated  he 
was  and  how  dedicated  he  was  to  these 
weapons. 

I  know  the  history  of  when  we  made 
decisions  under  guidance  from  both 
military  and  academic  witnesses,  ex- 
perts in  the  field  of  weaponry  of  all 
kinds.  I  remember  so  well  the  policy 
that  we  had.  From  the  beginning  I 
have  looked  upon  the  value  of  these 
weapons  as  a  deterrence  to  keep  down 
any  possible  adversary,  make  it  less 
likely  that  they  would  plan  or  risk  an 
attack  upon  us.  You  cannot  tell  exact- 
ly how  responsible  or  reliable  a 
weapon  is  or  what  it  can  do.  but  we  all 
know  those  senses  we  have  of  safety 
and  preservation. 

Long  before  our  supply  of  interconti- 
nental weaponry  and  others  was  made 
known  and  was  public  knowledge,  I  ad- 
vocated strongly,  'Yes,  let  us  tell  our 
adversaries  what  we  have  and  then 
prove  to  them  that  we  do  have  it.  That 
makes  it  less  likely  that  they  will  take 
a  chance  of  making  an  attack  upon 
us." 

I  felt  that  way  about  it,  but  I  did  not 
violate  the  rule  that  required  it  to  be 
kept  classified. 

Now  we  have  reached  the  point 
where  we  have  gone  all  the  way  in  the 
other  direction  and  have  debate  on 
these  matters  and  explain  everything 
in  detail,  in  every  particular,  and 
where  every  explanation  is  demanded 
and  required. 

That  is  not  bad,  but  I  am  as  firmly 
convinced  as  ever  that  in  the  world  in 
which  we  are  living,  like  it  or  not,  we 
cannot  afford  to  not  take  a  chance, 
much  less  an  unnecessary  chance,  to 
have  the  wherewithal,  the  power,  and 
the  will  even  to  make  these  things 
come  out  for  our  side  and  thus  protect 
our  people. 


I  remember  10  years  ago  we  first 
started  on  the  MX,  a  new  missile,  a 
new  big  missile.  There  has  been  a  lot 
of  bad  luck  on  it,  in  a  way.  The  right 
choices  have  been  made  but  were  im- 
possible to  carry  out.  We  could  enact  it 
on  paper,  but  we  could  not  carry  it  out 
and  make  it  usable,  build  it  with  all  of 
the  underground  work.  It  would  not 
fit.  So  we  have  had  to  go  from  one 
step  to  another. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  it,  even 
though  it  might  not  be  perfect,  it 
might  not  be  modern,  with  the  recom- 
mendation from  this  very  valuable 
Scowcroft  Commission,  this  is  a  plan 
of  tremendous  value,  admittedly  tem- 
porary, but  in  this  particular  field  it  is 
all  we  have  to  maintain  the  triad. 

That  is  the  No.  2  point  with  me,  and 
it  has  been  for  years.  I  have  never 
gotten  away  from  it.  I  am  proud  of  the 
fact  I  did  what  little  I  could  to  see 
that  all  three  elements  of  that  triad 
were  carried  out.  We  were  just  not 
going  to  take  the  chance  of  letting  any 
one  of  those  three  legs  be  separated  or 
out  of  order. 

We  have  this  tremendous  submarine, 
a  product  of  the  famed  and  fine  offi- 
cer-scientist. Admiral  Rickover,  and 
others.  Many  contributed  to  it,  and  it 
is  there  today.  You  do  not  see  it.  They 
do  not  write  articles  about  it,  but  it  is 
there.  It  is  incomparable  to  anything 
else  in  the  world  that  has  ever  been 
built  or  even  successfully  planned,  on 
the  move  every  day,  with  all  the  ad- 
vantages that  our  ingenuity  has  built 
into  it,  under  the  surface  of  the  sea. 

And  do  not  think  we  are  slouches 
with  our  bombers.  In  fact,  I  think  we 
are  going  too  fast  maybe  with  too 
many.  Even  though  they  are  subject 
to  age,  we  have  the  B-52s  that  carry 
great  potential  for  destruction,  and 
others  that  I  will  not  enumerate.  They 
are  known.  The  bomber  wing  of  our 
triad  is  still  in  business  in  a  big  way. 
and  there  are  replacements  coming. 
They  will  arrive;  they  will  be  here.  We 
have  to  carry  the  load.  I  still  have 
enough  Scotch  in  me  to  dislike  spend- 
ing these  billions  of  dollars.  I  would 
like  to  see  them  put  in  more  construc- 
tive, more  serviceable  purposes,  but  we 
are  living  in  a  world  where  we  have  to 
tough  it  out.  I  am  thankful  that  our 
economy  is  strong  enough  that  we  can 
do  it.  We  have  more  and  better  bomb- 
ers coming.  We  must  keep  these  mis- 
siles the  same  way.  We  have  better 
ones  coming. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  willingly 
and  voluntarily  take  the  chance  that 
goes  with  the  neglect  of  any  part  of 
these  weapons.  I  know  something 
about  the  difficulties  of  arms  control, 
arms  treaties.  I  have  had  to  deal  with 
them  to  some  degree  in  helping  to  pass 
them  through  our  committee  and  the 
Senate. 

It  has  been  long  years,  too.  going 
back  to  the  ABM  and  that  tie  vote  we 
had.  It  scared  me  out  of  my  senses 


almost.  I  happened  to  be  the  floor 
manager  of  that  bill.  There  was  a  tie 
vote.  That  was  something  new.  I  recall 
that  Senator  Margaret  Chase  Smith 
was  here  then  and  how  courageous  she 
was. 

We  must,  if  at  all  possible,  bring 
about  a  collective  arms  limitation. 
Otherwise,  we  can  destroy  our  econo- 
my, having  to  carry  larger  and  more 
complicated  and  more  expensive 
worldwide  armaments. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington,  if  I  have  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  10 
minutes  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  have  expired. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
additional  minutes  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr  President.  I  want 
to  salute  the  distinguished  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi  for  his  lucid  and 
sensible  analysis  of  the  challenge 
facing  the  Senate. 

As  he  ably  points  out.  it  is  this  ever- 
lasting question  of  deterrence.  God 
forbid  that  any  of  these  weapons  sys- 
tems, the  triad  that  he  discussed,  ever 
be  fired  in  anger.  The  whole  purpose 
of  it  is  to  prevent  such  an  event  from 
occurring. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  of  serving 
during  a  substantial  period  of  the  serv- 
ice of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Mississippi  on  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  and  have  been 
through  a  number  of  the  battles  to 
which  he  has  referred. 

I  must  say.  Mr.  President,  that  the 
Senate— all  of  us— is  in  his  debt  for  his 
wisdom  and  for  his  judgment  and  for 
his  stability  in  dealing  with  these  diffi- 
cult problems. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  very  much.  I  appre- 
ciate his  words.  He  was  holding  my 
hand  during  very  much  of  what  I  went 
through,  as  did  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  You  have  been  the 
steady  hand  in  an  often  unsteady 
world. 
Mr.  TOWER.  I  certainly  agree. 
Mr.  President,  I  join  the  Senator 
from  Washington  in  his  accolades  to 
my  good  and  dear  friend,  John  Sten- 
nis. from  whom  I  have  learned  a  great 
deal  from  the  first  day  I  came  to  the 
Senate  as  a  freshman  Member.  I  have 
served  with  him  in  many  endeavors 
since  that  time. 

I  served  under  his  able  chairmanship 
on  the  Armed  Services  Committee.  I 
remember  how  helpful  he  was  to  me  in 
the  transition  of  control  of  the  com- 
mittee when  the  Republicans  took 
over  and  I  became  the  chairman. 
Nobody  could  have  been  more  gra- 
cious, helpful,  and  cooperative,  and  he 
continues  that.  I  continue  to  learn 
from  him,  and  I  thank  him  very  much. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  both  Senators,  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  mutuality  to  what  you  have 
said,  with  respect  to  what  you  have 
meant  to  me.  I  am  most  grateful. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
Senate,  unfortunately,  debates  become 
personalized,  and  the  perception  of 
the  American  people  too  often  is  that 
it  is  a  struggle  between  individuals, 
often  one  or  two  individuals.  That  may 
be  the  case  on  some  occasions.  But  an 
issue  as  important  and  as  historic  as 
this  is  by  no  means  a  contest  between 
personalities  or  individual  Senators.  It 
is  a  struggle— a  struggle,  at  the  very 
least,  between  points  of  view  and,  per- 
haps at  the  very  most,  over  the  future 
direction  of  this  country. 

Many  have  been  involved  in  this 
struggle  for  the  past  2^h.  weeks— 
indeed,  for  the  past  number  of  months 
and  years.  Many  Senators  have  spoken 
up  since  the  President  endorsed  the 
recommendation  that  the  MX  missile 
be  built  and  placed  in  vulnerable  silos, 
and  many  of  those  Senators  have 
spoken  up  throughout  the  previous 
months  and  years,  throughout  their 
public  careers,  against  a  mindless, 
often  irrational,  nuclear  arms  race. 
Among  those  are  the  supporters  of  the 
pending  amendment. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr.  Hat- 
field) has  given  much  of  his  public 
life  and  his  private  life  to  the  cause  of 
diminishing  conflict. 

I  wish  to  acknowledge,  also,  the  con- 
tribution in  this  specific  debate  and  to 
that  cause— particularly  the  persist- 
ence and  determination— of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Maryland  (Mr.  Sarbanes); 
the  thoughtfulness  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Sasser);  the  bril- 
liance and  articulation  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Moynihan);  the 
compassion  and  commonsense  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Bump- 
ers); the  strength  of  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kennedy);  the  ex- 
perience of  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  F»roxmire);  the  commitment 
to  this  cause  and  related  causes  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Baucus), 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr. 
Biden),  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  Dodd),  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Lautenberc),  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Montana  (Mr.  Melcher),  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Binga- 
MAN),  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Bradley),  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr.  TsoNGAS),  and  many 
other  Senators  who  have  spoken  and 
who  have  voted  against  a  notion  which 
a  number  of  Senators  serving  their 
Nation  today  believe  represents  folly. 

Without  their  willingness  to  step 
forward,  without  their  commitment  to 
rationality  in  a  period  of  what  often 
seems  to  be  irrational  behavior,  the 
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Senate  would  be  a  lesser  institution  in 
the  cause  of  enlightenment  and  educa- 
tion, and  our  collective  constitutents 
would  have  suffered  enormously. 

Mr.  President,  clearly,  the  adminis- 
tration and  its  supporters  in  this 
matter  would  have  preferred  that  this 
issue  go  away.  They  would  have  pre- 
ferred that  a  vote  be  taken  on  perfunc- 
tory debate,  occupying  no  more  than  a 
few  minutes  or  a  few  hours.  2  weeks 
ago,  and  to  have  had  this  matter 
behind  us.  Happily,  the  best  traditions 
of  the  Senate  prevailed.  Senators  re- 
jected an  effort  to  close  off  debate.  A 
requisite  number  of  Senators,  under 
our  rules,  insisted  throughout  that 
this  issue  was  too  important  to  be  dis- 
missed. 

I  think  that  the  contribution  of  the 
Senators  who  voted  against  closing  off 
debate  and  who  have  insisted  on  a 
free.  open,  and  fair  debate  has  served 
the  interests  of  this  Nation  and  has 
served  the  best  positions  of  the  Senate 
as  an  institution,  to  let  the  American 
people  know  not  only  how  their  tax 
dollars  are  being  spent  but  also  how 
their  lives  may  or  may  not  be  jeopard- 
ized. 

This  issue  will  not  go  away  regard- 
less of  its  sponsors  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  the  floor  managers,  indeed  of 
the  President.  The  question  of  build- 
ing this  missile  and  changing  the  nu- 
clear strategy  of  our  Nation  is  too 
great  an  issue  even  to  be  disposed  of  in 
a  matter  of  days. 

Under  the  laws  of  this  country  and 
the  process  of  Congress,  this  issue  will 
be  back  before  the  Senate  in  a  matter 
of  weeks.  I  hope  and  I  pray  in  the 
period  that  intervenes  the  American 
I>eople  of  whatever  political  ideology 
of  persuasion  who  care  about  their 
own  safety,  about  the  safety  of  all 
people  on  this  planet,  perhaps  particu- 
larly about  the  safety  of  future  gen- 
erations, will  exercise  the  highest  de- 
grees of  citizenship  and  inform  them- 
selves of  the  implications  of  the  deci- 
sion that  is  being  made  in  Congress 
and  the  halls  of  Government  during 
this  sunmier  period  because,  once  that 
decision  has  been  made  and  imple- 
mented, there  may  be  no  turning  back. 

This  is  not  a  casual  decision.  This  is 
not  a  decision  which  can  be  lightly 
taken  and  then  lightly  reversed.  Once 
production  lines  are  started,  once  em- 
ployees are  hired,  once  the  die  is  cast, 
once  the  MX  is  under  full  production 
and  finally  under  deployment,  it  will 
take  its  place  with  every  other  major 
weapon  system  in  the  history  of  this 
country  for  all  practical  purposes,  and 
it  will  not  be  reversed.  There  may  be 
those  who  think  that  the  decision 
today  is  perhaps  over  21  MX  missiles. 
That  is  not  the  case.  All  thoughtful 
Senators  know  it  is  not  the  case.  The 
decision  today  is  over  whether  to 
produce  and  deploy  100  MX  missiles  as 
recommended  by  the  Scowcroft  Com- 


mission and  supported  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  Members  of  Congress. 

It  may  be  very  difficult  to  turn  back. 
Mr.  President.  It  may  be  like  other 
weapons  systems,  the  B-1  bomber  and 
others  that  have  achieved  a  life  of 
their  own.  that  once  the  full  momen- 
tum of  production,  of  employment,  of 
economics,  of  strength  or  perceived 
strength,  of  national  will  or  perceived 
national  will,  of  national  commitment 
or  perceived  national  commitment, 
once  all  that  is  loaded  into  this  deci- 
sion, there  may  be  no  turning  back. 

So  we  should  not  deceive  ourselves 
into  believing  that  this  is  some  sort  of 
interim  decision.  It  may  well  be.  and  I 
hope  it  is  if  in  fact  that  decision  is  to 
build  this  missile  because  that  is  a  bad 
decision.  It  is  a  bad  decision  from  the 
standpoint  of  national  security.  It  is  a 
bad  decision  from  the  standpoint  of 
national  economics.  It  is  a  terrible  de- 
cision from  the  standpoint  of  national 
morality. 

So  we  should  not  take  it  lightly,  and 
we  should  not  diminish  it.  we  should 
not  shade  it  or  hedge  it.  and  we  should 
not  treat  it  as  if  it  is  just  another 
weapons  system  because  it  is  not.  It  is 
not  even  just  another  nuclear  weapons 
system. 

This  decision  represents  a  historic 
turning  point  for  this  Nation,  a  turn- 
ing point  that  goes  beyond  the  tradi- 
tional arguments  that  we  hear  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  about  national 
strength.  I  think  the  American  people, 
many  of  them,  are  probably  at  the 
point  where  they  are  getting  tired  of 
hearing  every  new  weapons  system 
justified  on  the  grounds  that  we  need 
to  be  strong.  They  are  smarter  than 
that.  Mr.  President.  They  know,  for 
example,  that  there  is  such  a  thing  as 
spending  yourselves  weak. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  says 
that  we  are  a  great  and  a  prosperous 
Nation  and  that  we  can  afford  things 
like  this  and  to  a  degree  he  is  correct. 
But  I  wonder  whether  we  can  afford 
things  like  this  when  10  million  or  12 
million  Americans  are  out  of  work  and 
we  are  cutting  programs  to  train  them 
for  jobs.  I  wonder  if  we  can  afford  it 
when  2  to  3  million  schoolchildren 
have  been  cut  off  the  school  lunch 
program.  I  wonder  if  we  can  afford  it 
when  elderly  people  have  been  cut 
back  in  terms  of  energy  assistance  and 
nutuition  programs,  when  virtually 
every  segment  of  this  society  has  been 
asked  to  sacrifice  to  get  this  economy 
back  on  its  feet  but  one,  the  most 
wasteful,  most  bureaucratic  depart- 
ment in  the  U.S.  Government,  and 
that  is  called  the  Pentagon. 

And  any  Senator  who  wishes  to 
stand  up  and  deny  today  that  the  Pen- 
tagon doeo  not  waste  money  I  would 
like  to  hear  from  him.  Any  Senator 
who  believes  we  are  going  to  get  100 
MX  missiles  for  $16  billion  I  would 
like  to  hear  that  Senator  stand  up  and 


make  that  commitment.  It  caiinot  be 
made. 

There  is  not  a  Senator  in  the  United 
States  who  believes  we  are  going  to 
buy  the  MX  missile  for  $16  billion. 

So  we  may  be  able  to  afford  it.  I  sus- 
pect we  can  afford  it  for  $20  billion  or 
$30  billion.  And  I  strongly  suspect  if 
we  do  make  this  commitment  we  are 
going  to  have  to  spend  another  $30  bil- 
lion or  $40  billion  on  a  ballistic  missile 
defense  system  to  defend  it,  and  if  the 
option  is  what  I  think  it  is  to  launch 
the  MX  under  a  warning  of  attack, 
then  I  will  probably  be  forced  to  vote 
for  a  ballistic  missile  defense  because  I 
think  it  is  outrageous  for  the  United 
States  of  America,  at  this  stage  in  our 
history,  to  talk  about  spending  30  bil- 
lion hard-earned  taxpayers'  dollars  on 
a  missile  that  is  going  to  bring  this 
Nation  and  the  world  to  the  hair-trig- 
ger brink  of  nuclear  disaster.  So  we 
will  probably  be  required  to  spend  an- 
other $30  billion  or  $40  billion  on  a 
makeshift  system  of  firing  missiles  to 
knock  down  incoming  missiles  so  that 
the  MX  does  not  become  that  kind  of 
hair  trigger. 

Senators  would  probably  like  to  get 
this  decision  behind  them  and  get  on 
to  other  things.  I  know  there  are  a  lot 
of  them  who  would:  2' a  weeks  is  a  long 
time.  I  think  the  managers  of  the  bill 
would  like  to  have  disposed  of  this  in 
about  2' J  hours  or  2 '2  minutes. 

Looking  at  the  quotations  from 
many  Members  of  this  body  and  many 
so-called  defense  experts,  who  are  now 
queasily  defending  the  Scowcroft 
Commission  report.  I  can  understand 
why  they  would  like  to  get  it  behind 
them.  There  is  not  just  one  or  two 
crows  to  be  eaten.  That  represents  a 
whole  flock. 

And  for  those  who  saw  a  decision  to 
put  a  new  195.000-pound  land-based 
ICBM  in  silos  as  a  ridiculous  decision  1 
year  or  I'a  years  ago.  I  say  to  them 
nothing  has  changed  but  one  thing, 
and  that  is  the  accuracy  of  the  Soviet 
guidance  systems. 

The  Russians  have  been  laughing  up 
their  sleeve.  If  the  President  believed 
2  years  ago  that  the  silos  that  con- 
tained the  Minuteman  missiles  were 
vulnerable,  what  has  changed  in  2y2 
years?  One  thing.  They  are  more  vul- 
nerable today  than  they  were  2Vi 
years  ago.  Does  anyone  seriously  be- 
lieve that  the  accuracy  of  Soviet  mis- 
siles has  diminished  in  the  last  2'/2 
years  or  the  last  year  and  a  half  when 
serious  Senators,  arms  experts,  and 
chairmen  of  committees  were  making 
statements  that  if  we  put  these  mis- 
siles in  fixed  silos  they  were  going  to 
be  sitting  ducks?  What  are  they  today? 

The  Soviets  can  target  those  100 
Minuteman  silos  today.  If  they  can 
target  those  silos  today,  they  can 
knock  out  300  warheads.  What  hap- 
pens when  in  those  100  silos  we  put 
100  MX's?  With  the  same  ammunition. 


they  will  be  able  to  knock  out  1.000 
American  warheads.  Is  that  not  a 
sweet  deal?  The  Russians  will  buy  that 
one  every  day. 

They  do  not  have  to  spend  a  dime. 
They  do  not  have  to  spend  a  dime  for 
the  $30  billion  the  MX  is  going  to  cost. 

They  have  the  capability  today? 
Does  anyone  doubt  it?  Is  any  Senator 
willing  to  stand  up  and  deny  that  the 
Soviets  have  the  capability  to  knock 
those  silos  out  today? 

What  are  we  going  to  do— put  $30 
billion  of  American  taxpayers'  money 
into  those  silos?  We  are  making  it  easy 
for  the  Soviet  generals.  It  is  a  piece  of 

This  Nation  has  had  a  policy  for  30 
years  to  develop  weapon  systems  that 
were  harder  and  harder  for  the  Sovi- 
ets to  knock  out.  That  is  called  surviv- 
ability. This  debate  has  used  a  lot  of 
language  that  maybe  the  men  and 
women  on  the  street  do  not  use  every 
day.  We  throw  it  around  here— surviv- 
ability, stability,  launch  doctrine,  ac- 
curacy, and  a  lot  of  things  like  that. 

Well,  survivability  only  means  one 
thing  in  common  ordinary  language.  It 
means  the  ability  of  a  nuclear  weapons 
system  to  withstand  an  attack  by  the 
other  side. 

For  30  years  this  Nation  has  invest- 
ed hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  in 
making  our  nuclear  weapons  system 
survivable.  Now.  for  the  first  time,  for 
the  first  time,  we  are  going  to  spend 
tens  of  billions  of  dollars  in  producing 
and  deploying  a  weapons  system 
which  everyone  admits  cannot  survive 
a  Soviet  first-strike  attack. 

Now  does  anyone  want  to  seriously 
stand  up  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  say  that  that  adds  to 
American  strength?  I  challenge  any 
Senator  to  make  that  argument.  It 
contributes  to  American  weakness. 

I  do  not  have  the  time  to  talk  about 
how  this  $30  billion  could  be  used.  I 
wish  I  did.  Even  if  we  wanted  to  give 
every  dime  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense—and I  do  not  believe  the  Ameri- 
can people  would  stand  for  that— 
there  are  $30  billion  worth  of  conven- 
tional force  modernization  and  person- 
nel requirements  that  would  incred- 
ibly strengthen  this  country  compared 
to  the  MX  missile. 

But.  no.  this  President  proposed  de- 
nying our  military  personnel  a  pay  in- 
crease this  year  so  he  could  finance 
the  MX  missile  and  the  B-1  bomber. 
That  is  sound  defense  thinking:  really 
smart. 

I  would  not  even  begin  to  try  to  doc- 
ument the  human  needs  in  this  Nation 
for  job  training,  the  education  of  our 
young  people,  the  nutrition  of  our 
children,  the  health  of  our  entire  pop- 
ulation, cleaning  up  this  Nation's  envi- 
ronment, and  rebuilding  our  roads  and 
transportation  systems.  It  is  an  out- 
rage in  the  1980's  that  the  strongest 
democracy  on  Earth,  with  10  million 
to  12  million  people  out  of  work,  loses 


American  lives  because  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  is  collapsing.  Can 
anyone  tell  me  that  this  Nation  has  its 
priorities  straight?  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  President,  the  MX  missile  is  a 
historic  departure  for  this  Nation.  It  is 
the  first  time  in  this  Nation's  history 
that  we  have  consciously  and  purpose- 
ly designed  and  shaped  a  nuclear 
weapon  to  Soviet  specificatioris.  The 
size  of  this  missile,  the  number  of  war- 
heads on  this  missile,  and  the  configu- 
ration of  this  missile  are  all  in  re- 
sponse to  Soviet  weapons  design— first 
time. 

For  the  first  time,  this  country  has 
consciously  and  purposely  abandoned 
the  goal  of  survivability.  That  is  im- 
portant. For  the  first  time,  consciously 
and  purposely  abandoned  the  goal  of 
survivability.  That  is  an  awesome  deci- 
sion. 

For  the  first  time,  this  country  con- 
sciously and  purposely  contemplates  a 
drastic  change  in  the  launch  policy  of 
this  Nation. 

With  this  decision,  for  the  first  time, 
this  Nation  is  taking  a  conscious  and 
purposeful  step  to  invite  a  Soviet  first 
strike. 

For  the  first  time  in  the  history  of 
nuclear  weaponry,  this  Nation  is  pre- 
pared to  take  a  step  that  will  threaten 
a  first  strike  from  this  Nation  to  the 
Soviet  Union. 

And  for  the  first  time  in  the  history 
of  nuclear  weaponry,  this  Nation  is 
consciously  and  purposely  moving 
from  a  doctrine  and  policy  of  deter- 
rence to  a  policy  of  war  fighting. 

Mr.  President.  Senators  wish  they 
could  get  this  issue  behind  them.  It  is 
not  going  to  go  away.  Sooner  or  later 
this  administration  is  going  to  be  re- 
quired by  the  Congress— if  not  by  the 
Congress,  the  American  people— to  re- 
spond, to  perform,  to  perform  in 
Geneva,  in  beginning  to  negotiate  seri- 
ously reductions  in  nuclear  weapons. 
And  it  is  going  to  have  to  respond  to 
the  increasing  demand  of  thoughtful 
people  in  the  Congress  and  outside 
these  Halls  that  we  move  away  from 
the  dangerous  policy  of  continued 
arms  race  and  MIRV'ing  our  weapons 
systems  and  in  making  them  less  and 
less  stable. 

The  proponents  of  this  missile  2 
weeks  ago  wanted  this  issue  to  go 
away.  They  had  a  strong  desire  to  min- 
imize this  question,  and  no  wonder. 

What  have  been  the  feeble  argu- 
ments offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. to  defend  this  proposition?  It 
has  been  called  a  negotiating  lever. 
That  is  a  clever  phrase  to  get  out  of 
the  box  of  whether  or  not  it  is  a  bar- 
gaining chip,  because  half  the  people 
who  have  voted  for  this  weapons 
system,  holding  their  nose  all  the  way. 
go  home  and  tell  their  constituents 
that  they  did  so  because  the  President 
is  going  to  bargain  it  away.  Well,  he  is 
not  going  to  bargain  it  away.  He  has 
already  said  so. 


You  can  call  it  whatever  you  want 
to— a  negotiating  lever  or  anything 
else— but  it  is  not  going  to  contribute 
to  this  Nation's  efforts  to  reduce  nu- 
clear arms. 

I  defy  any  Senator  to  cite  one  weap- 
ons system  we  have  built  which  has 
brought  the  Soviets  closer  to  the  bar- 
gaining table.  There  are  not  any. 

Senators,  Members  of  Congress, 
have  supported  this  system,  holding 
their  nose  and  justifying  it,  because 
they  believe  it  means  a  way  to  get  the 
President  of  the  United  States  serious 
about  arms  control. 

We  had  an  argument  on  the  other 
side  of  this  issue  a  day  or  two  ago  by  a 
Senator  who  said,  'We  have  momen- 
tum. We  cannot  vote  against  the  MX 
because  we  have  momentum." 

I  said,  "What  momentum?"  And  he 
said,  "We  are  making  progress  in  get- 
ting the  administration  and  the  Con- 
gress together  on  the  question  of  stra- 
tegic policy." 

Well,  is  that  not  interesting?  For  the 
first  time  in  American  history  in  the 
nuclear  arms  race,  we  have  negotia- 
tions under  way  between  the  Congress 
and  the  President. 

Members  of  Congress  have  support- 
ed this  weapons  system,  holding  their 
noses,  as  a  means  to  get  a  single  war- 
head survivable  mobile  system.  Well, 
what  kind  of  a  tradeoff  is  that?  Why 
in  the  world  should  we  have  to  vote 
for  something  and  waste  money  on 
something  and  jeopardize  the  security 
of  this  Nation  on  something  to  get 
what  everyone  now  agrees  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  this  country? 

Mr.  President,  all  we  will  do.  if  we 
vote  for  the  MX,  is  to  provide  a  more 
inviting  target  for  the  Soviet  Union. 
That  is  not  arms  control  and  that  is 
not  a  negotiating  lever. 

You  tell  me  what  there  is  in  the  MX 
missile,  outside  of  pure  fear  and  in- 
timidation, that  is  going  to  cause  the 
Soviet  Union  to  want  to  negotiate  with 
us  when  we  are  wasting  our  dollars  on 
a  system  that  they  could  already  de- 
stroy and  we  merely  invite  that  de- 
struction. That  is  not  an  invitation  to- 
wards arms  control:  it  is  an  invitation 
to  nuclear  war. 

The  arms  control  implications  of 
this  decision.  Mr.  President,  are  awe- 
some. In  fact,  under  the  SALT  II 
treaty  that  this  President  claims  to  be 
abiding  by.  if  we  go  forward  with  this 
decision  today  and  reconfirm  it  later 
this  year,  we  will  have  precluded  our- 
selves from  developing  the  weapons 
system  that  everyone  now  says  we 
must  have— the  single  warhead  surviv- 
able mobile  system.  The  SALT  II 
treaty  will  not  permit  it.  So  if  you  vote 
for  this  today,  you  are  voting  for  can- 
cellation of  any  chance  of  ratification 
of  the  SALT  II  treaty. 

Instead  of  controlling  the  MIRV 
arms  race,  the  increased  numbers  of 
warheads   on   missile  systems,   which 
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everyone  now  agrees  was  a  mistake,  we 
are  voting  to  accelerate  that  race  and 
we  are  going  in  exactly  the  wrong  di- 
rection. 

We  had  almost  universally  agreed 
that  ballistic  missile  defenses  and  anti- 
ballistic  missile  weapons  systems  are 
wasteful  and  destabilizing.  And  yet.  if 
we  vote  for  this  weapons  system, 
unless  we  intend  to  empty  those  silos 
before  any  warheads  have  come  into 
this  country,  we  are  going  to  be  forced 
to  go  back  to  a  ballistic  missile  defense 
system  which  very  thoughtful  people 
think  is  a  waste  of  money  and  a  waste 
of  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  additional  ar- 
guments to  be  made  in  the  remaining 
time  that  we  have.  Other  Senators 
wish  to  be  heard.  I  wish  to  reserve 
some  time  for  myself  so  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Armstrong).  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
no  more  time  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry.  How  much 
time  does  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  to  the  Senator  from  Arkan- 
sas? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  21  minutes 
and  50  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  explain  to  my  colleagues  and 
my  constituents  that  since  I  have  been 
in  the  Senate  I  have  only  voted 
against  one  defense  authorization  or 
appropriation  bill.  In  1981  I  voted 
against  the  first  defense  bill  I  have 
ever  voted  against  since  I  have  been 
here.  Tonight  I  anticipate  casting  my 
second  vote  against  the  total  bill.  It  is 
not  because  I  favor  a  weak  America; 
rather  it  is  because  I  think  this  bill 
weakens  America. 

Two  weapons  systems  are  included 
in  this  bill  for  production  and  deploy- 
ment that  will  start  us  down  the  road 
that  ultimately  cost  American  taxpay- 
ers between  $44  and  $64  billion.  They 
are  the  MX  and  the  B-IB.  As  I  say, 
these  two  programs  will  actually 
weaken  America.  I  often  wonder  why 
we  cannot  just  stand  up  to  the  Penta- 
gon in  the  U.S.  Senate.  I  do  not  think 
I  have  ever  seen  it  happen  since  I  have 
been  here.  I  do  not  think  I  have  seen 
the  Pentagon  defeated  on  any  weap- 
ons system  it  wanted.  I  wonder  why 
that  is.  Maybe  it  is  just  the  male  per- 
sonality. But,  apparently,  we  cannot 
stand  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  collectively  say.   "This  does  not 


make  any  sense,  it  is  wrong,  and  we 
cannot  support  it." 

Sometimes  I  wonder  what  the  propo- 
nents of  this  missile  ask  themselves 
before  they  go  to  sleep  at  night. 
Surely  they  ask.  "What  are  we  getting 
for  the  MX?"  Do  they  get  arms  con- 
trol? Some  say.  "Well,  I  am  voting  for 
it  because  the  President  has  promised 
that  if  I  give  him  the  MX  missile,  he 
will  truly  give  me  a  reduction  of  the 
nuclear  weapons  on  the  face  of  the 
Earth." 

Does  anyone  think  the  President's 
religion  will  change  on  this  subject 
simply  because  we  give  him  the  MX? 
There  is  no  indication  of  it.  This  has 
been  a  popular  idea  around  here  for 
some  time. 

Is  it  because  we  can  make  the  Sovi- 
ets spend  a  lot  of  money  maybe  $100 
or  $200  billion,  on  a  new  air  defense 
system?  Hardly. 

As  the  Senator  from  Colorado  and  I 
have  pointed  out  for  2  weeks,  the  Sovi- 
ets do  not  even  have  to  reprogram 
their  computers  to  defeat  MX.  They 
have  our  Minuteman  silos  targeted.  If 
we  take  the  Minuteman  out  and  put  a 
much  more  expensive  weapon  in,  the 
Soviets  do  not  have  to  do  anything.  So 
they  are  not  out  any  money. 

I  would  assume  that  while  the  Sovi- 
ets, in  the  grand  scheme  of  things, 
would  rather  we  not  build  the  MX,  if 
you  gave  them  a  choice  between  that 
and  almost  any  other  strategic  weapon 
they  certainly  would  pick  the  MX  as 
their  favorite,  especially  if  we  are 
going  to  deploy  it  in  silos  they  already 
have  targeted. 

As  the  Scowcroft  Commission  sug- 
gested, will  it  give  the  Soviets  an  in- 
centive to  be  more  serious  about  arms 
negotiations?  The  President  says  the 
Soviets  are  not  serious. 

Well,  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  believe 
they  are  going  to  get  serious  about 
arms  control  and  negotiate  a  treaty 
because  we  decide  to  build  the  worst  of 
all  possible  strategic  weapons  from  our 
standpoint  and  the  best  from  their 
standpoint. 

And  when  it  comes  to  deterrence  and 
trying  to  force  the  Soviets  out  of  these 
holes,  if  the  whole  thrust  of  this  MX 
scheme  is  to  cause  the  Soviets  to  quit 
building  big  missiles  and  putting  them 
in  those  big  holes,  what  does  MX  do? 
Nothing. 

Consider  the  fact  that  we  have  the 
Trident  submarine  coming  along,  with 
the  Trident  II  missile  on  board,  which 
we  hope  will  be  very  accurate,  have 
hard  target  kill  capability,  and  every 
other  single  feature  that  the  MX  has. 
The  only  difference  is  it  will  be  on 
submarines  which  are  invulnerable. 

If  I  were  a  strategic  planner  in  the 
Soviet  Union  I  would  be  paying  a  lot 
more  attention  to  the  Trident  subma- 
rine and  the  missiles  we  were  going  to 
put  on  it  than  I  would  this  MX.  be- 
cause the  star  of  all  the  Soviet  forces- 
will  the  Senator  yield  1  more  minute? 


Mr.  HART.  I  yield  1  more  minute. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  The  star  of  the 
Soviet  forces  is  their  SS-19.  the  big 
missile  that  has  10  warheads  on  it, 
constrained  only  by  SALT  II,  that 
could  carry  30  warheads.  They  have 
308  of  them.  And  one  Trident  subma- 
rine with  24  missiles  with  10  warheads 
on  top  of  each  missile  ha.s  the  ability 
to  destroy  a  substantial  proportion  of 
their  entire  inventory. 

Now.  there  is  something  that  might 
cause  the  Soviets  to  think  twice  about 
building  more  of  those  big  missiles. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  close  by 
saying  that  we  in  the  United  States 
are  a  very  powerful  Nation.  We  have 
the  ability  to  destroy  Earth.  But  we 
also  have  the  ability  to  save  it.  I  some- 
times wonder,  does  our  strength  lie  in 
our  confidence,  our  feelings  about 
each  other,  our  system,  our  freedoms? 
Is  not  our  inner  strength  as  important 
as  our  military  strength? 

We  need  both.  They  ought  to  be  bal- 
anced. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  15  minutes 
and  23  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
for  his  very  effective  leadership  in  this 
debate  and  consideration  of  this  issue. 
I  want  to  underscore  a  point  he  made 
a  few  minutes  ago.  That  is  that  this 
decision  is  so  important  because  it  in- 
volves with  it  a  fundamental  change  in 
nuclear  strategy. 

We  have  debated  other  issues  in  the 
context  of  this  bill,  the  B-1  bomber 
and  whether  we  ought  to  do  that 
rather  than  the  Stealth,  whether  that 
was  a  good  use  of  money  or  whether 
we  should  skip  a  technological  genera- 
tion and  try  to  go  to  the  Stealth  di- 
rectly. People  differed  on  that  issue, 
they  came  down  on  different  sides,  but 
that  was  not  an  issue  that  involved  the 
same  dimension  that  this  one  involves, 
which  is  to  position  this  major  new 
weapons  system  in  a  vulnerable  mode 
for  the  first  time  in  our  history  of  nu- 
clear strategy.  It  is  a  movement  away 
from  maintaining  a  second-strike  capa- 
bility, maintaining  a  deterrent  strate- 
gy. 

That  is  the  reason  why  this  decision 
is  so  important  and  that  is  the  reason 
why  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  that  it  is  not  an  issue  which 
is  simply  going  to  go  away,  because 
the  logic  of  the  issue  itself  does  not 
make  sense.  The  proponents  of  this 
missile  system  have  not  addressed  that 
issue  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  in  the 
course  of  this  debate. 
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One  thing  which  is  clear  is  they 
have  not  been  prepared  to  rise  and 
take  the  floor,  to  have  a  genuine  clos- 
ing on  the  issues  involved  with  respect 
to  this  missile  system. 

We  have  heard  arguments  made 
that  it  is  going  to  contribute  to  arms 
control.  There  is  a  very  strong  case 
that  it  will  do  just  the  contrary,  just 
the  contrary. 

I  do  not  understand  for  the  life  of 
me  why  you  would  move  on  a  strategic 
weapons  system  which  in  itself  did  not 
make  sense  in  order  to  try  to  get  a 
contribution  toward  arms  control.  It 
does  not  prove  our  will.  It  proves  our 
lack  of  commonsense  and  our  lack  of 
intelligence. 

There  is  not  a  question  involved 
here  of  national  will.  There  are  many 
manifestations  of  our  national  will  in 
this  bill  and  in  other  measures.  This 
runs  counter  to  good  sense  and,  there- 
fore, counter  to  a  real  demonstration 
of  national  will. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President.  I  shall  be  brief  be- 
cause I  have  to  be  and  because  I  said 
much  of  what  I  want  to  say  again  last 
week. 

THE  STILL-VULNERABLE  MX 

Mr.  President,  the  MX  missile  is  a 
costly  and  unnecessary  weapor\ 
system.  It  is  a  fatally  flawed  concept 
which  will  weaken  rather  than  im- 
prove our  national  security. 

RENAME  MX  THE  ACHILLES  MISSILE 

In  the  decade  this  program  has  been 
alive,  it  has  been  called  the  MX.  for 
Missile  experimental.  Recently  the 
administration  suggested  a  more  per- 
manent name.  Peacekeeper.  I  believe 
that  rather  than  naming  this  deadly 
and  powerful  system  after  a  western 
six-shooter,  we  should  follow  instead 
the  time-honored  tradition  of  taking  a 
name  from  classical  mythology. 

Many  of  our  strategic  and  tactical 
missiles  already  have  such  names:  Tri- 
dent. Poseidon.  Phoenix.  Aegis,  Nike- 
Zeus,  Nike-Hercules,  Atlas,  and  Titan. 
These  names  evoke  ancient  stories  and 
symbolize  modern  power. 

If  we  are  to  build  and  deploy  the 
MX,  we  should  give  it  a  name  com- 
mensurate with  its  military  capabili- 
ties. 

I  prepared  an  amendment  to  give 
the  MX  such  a  name— the  name  of  the 
greatest  Greek  warrior;  the  hero  of 
Homer's  epic  poem  "The  Iliad;"  the 
fighter  who  stayed  in  his  tent  for 
much  of  the  battle,  only  to  charge 
forth  to  avenge  the  death  of  his  clos- 
est comrade;  and  the  slayer  of  the 
Trojan  warrior  Hector. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  would 
rename  the  MX  missile  after  the 
Greek  hero  Achilles.  That  name  is  es- 
pecially appropriate,  not  only  because 
of  the  deadly  power  and  war-fighting 


skill  of  each,  but  also  because  each 
contains  a  fatal  vulnerability. 

In  the  legend  of  Achilles,  he  was  vul- 
nerable in  the  heel  because  his  mother 
Thetis  held  him  there  when  she 
dipped  him  in  the  River  Styx,  whose 
waters  made  him  invulnerable  every- 
where else  on  his  body.  When  the 
Trojan  warrior.  Paris,  shot  his  arrow 
into  Achilles'  heel,  he  was  mortally 
wounded. 

As  I  shall  demonstrate  in  greater 
detail,  the  MX  based  in  Minuteman 
missile  silos  will  be  similarly  vulnera- 
ble to  Soviet  attack.  Indeed,  only  one 
to  seven  missiles  might  actually  sur- 
vive a  first  strike  in  1989.  according  to 
Air  Force  estimates. 

Changing  the  name  of  the  MX  to 
Achilles  would  thus  be  a  constant  re- 
minder of  both  the  MX's  power  and  its 
vulnerability. 

SURVIVABILITY  THE  "ONLY  PURPOSE" 

Mr.  President,  in  1972,  the  Air  Force 
developed  a  requirement  for  a  new 
ICBM  that  would  not  only  be  capable 
of  destroying  targets  hardened  against 
nuclear  blasts  but  would  itself  be  able 
to  survive  a  similar  attack.  Thus,  from 
the  start,  the  MX  missile  was  intended 
and  designed  to  be  survivable— a  retali- 
atory system,  not  a  first-strike 
weapon. 

Time  and  again  in  subsequent  years, 
as  we  have  approved  more  than  $6  bil- 
lion for  this  program,  the  Congress  in- 
sisted that  the  MX  meet  the  basic  cri- 
terion of  survivability.  In  1976,  when 
the  Air  Force  was  toying  with  the 
notion  of  putting  the  MX  into  existing 
and  potentially  vulnerable  fixed  silos, 
the  conferees  on  the  defense  authori- 
zation bill  reported  their  firm  view 
'that  providing  a  survivable  system 
should  be  the  only  purpose  of  this 
effort  *  *  *."  The  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  repeated  that  direc- 
tive. Just  before  President  Carter's  de- 
cision in  favor  of  the  Multiple  Protec- 
tive Shelter  (MPS)  basing  plan,  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee  reit- 
erated the  same  point  on  May  15. 
1979: 

Whatever  the  decision,  the  committee  will 
not  consider,  under  any  conditions,  an  ap- 
proach that  leaves  the  MX  missile  with  no 
basing  mode  other  than  the  current  fixed 
Minuteman  silo.  This  fixed-silo  basing  mode 
is  the  principal  cause  of  the  Minuteman  vul- 
nerability, and  a  system  using  an  advanced 
ICBM  with  fixed  silos  would  only  be  worse— 
in  fact  highly  destabilizing. 

Although  most  military  experts  be- 
lieved that  the  MX  would  have  been 
sufficiently  survivable  in  the  MPS 
basing  mode— if  the  SALT  II  Treaty's 
limits  on  Soviet  launchers  and  war- 
heads were  in  effect— there  was  con- 
siderable public  opposition  to  the  con- 
struction costs  and  the  disruptive  con- 
sequences of  deploying  those  missiles 
in  large  areas  of  Utah  and  Nevada. 
The  1980  Republican  platform  pledged 
"the  earliest  possible  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile  in  a  prudent,  surviv- 


able configuration"  but  Governor 
Reagan  made  known  his  opposition  to 
the  MPS  basing  plan.  President 
Reagan  then  canceled  that  plan  and 
began  a  search  for  a  different  one. 

In  October  1981,  the  administration 
proposed  superhardening  of  a  few 
dozen  Minuteman  silos  for  the  MX, 
while  continuing  a  search  for  a  better 
long-term  solution.  The  President  said 
at  the  time:  "We  have  concluded  that 
these  basing  schemes  would  be  just  as 
vulnerable  as  the  existing  Minuteman 
silos."  And  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
told  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee: "What  we  think  we  cannot  do 
is  put  a  vast  amount  of  our  resources 
in  that  plan  that  we  know  is  not  sur- 
vivable even  now." 

Congress  rejected  superhardening 
and  directed  the  President  to  find  a 
better,  survivable  system.  In  Novem- 
ber 1982  the  President  announced  his 
support  for  closely  spaced  basing, 
more  commonly  known  as  dense  pack. 
Once  again,  military  experts  pointed 
out  the  flaws  in  that  system,  and  Con- 
gress denied  funds  for  the  MX  pend- 
ing approval  of  a  new  basing  plan. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  reviewed 
the  more  than  30  basing  schemes  pre- 
viously studied  by  the  Air  Force  and 
concluded  that  long-term  survivability 
of  our  ICBM  force  could  be  achieved 
only  by  developing  a  new,  small, 
mobile  single-warhead  missile,  often 
dubbed  "Midgetman."  The  Commis- 
sion also  endorsed  silo  basing  of  100 
MX  missiles  as  an  interim  measure, 
notwithstanding  their  theoretical  vul- 
nerability to  attack,  primarily  as  a 
demonstration  of  U.S.  determination 
to  modernize  its  ICBM's  in  the  hope 
that  such  visible  evidence  would  im- 
prove the  chances  for  arms  control 
agreements  with  the  Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  President,  although  I  do  not 
agree  with  the  Commission's  judgment 
with  regard  to  the  MX,  I  commend 
that  group  for  its  cogent  analysis  of 
the  strategic  balance,  especially  its  de- 
emphasis  of  the  so-called  window  of 
vulnerability,  and  for  its  strong  sup- 
port of  arms  control  measures  to  im- 
prove our  security,  I  believe  that  the 
United  States  already  has  sufficient 
modernization  programs,  underway, 
without  the  MX.  to  pressure  the 
Soviet  Union,  in  its  own  military  inter- 
est, to  agree  to  mutual  and  verifiable 
limitations  on  strategic  weaponry. 


MX  VULNERABILITY 

Now  we  face  the  decision  of  whether 
to  approve  another  $5.2  billion  in  this 
bill  to  begin  procurement  of  MX  mis- 
siles and  to  continue  work  on  the 
basing  of  those  missiles  in  Minuteman 
silos.  Before  doubling  our  previous  in- 
vestment in  this  program— an  invest- 
ment premised  on  the  achievement  of 
a  survivable  ICBM— we  should  take 
stock  of  whether  this  program  will 
achieve  its  purpose  and  should  be  con- 
tinued. 
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Regrettably,  the  MX  missile  is  not 
survivable.  and  thus  it  provides  only 
the  illusions  of  deterrence.  It  is  not  a 
symbol  of  American  determination  to 
remain  strong,  but  only  a  symbol  of 
waste  and  folly. 

Perhaps,  the  Soviet  Union  could  not 
achieve  the  requisite  missile  accuracies 
and  command  and  control  to  launch  a 
first  strike  that  would  disarm  our 
ICBM  force.  There  are  many  reasons 
for  doubting  that  they  could  success- 
fully conduct  such  an  operation.  But 
prudent  planners  cannot  ignore  the 
hypothetical  capability  which  renders 
our  fixed-based  ICBMs  theoretically 
vulnerable.  If  the  threat  to  our  land- 
based  missiles  is  as  serious  as  MX  sup- 
porters have  always  argued,  then 
those  new  ICBMs  will  also  be  vulnera- 
ble. And  if  by  chance  that  threat  has 
been  exaggerated,  then  we  can  remain 
confident  of  the  deterrent  power  of 
our  Minuteman  force. 

Last  September,  in  a  report  on  MX 
basing  since  substantially  declassified, 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  declared  Minute- 
man  basing  of  MX  to  be  inadequate. 
The  Air  Force  concluded: 

The  Soviet's  strategic  arsenal  is  sufficient 
to  destroy  the  majority  of  the  present  Min- 
teman  force,  while  expending  a  relatively 
small  proportion  of  their  force  in  the  proc- 
ess. If  MX  is  based  in  Minuteman  silos,  the 
Incentive  for  a  Soviet  first  strike  and  the 
survivability  from  a  first  strike  remain  the 
same.  The  Soviets  could  attack  MX  in  Min- 
ueman  silos  in  the  same  manner  as  they  can 
our  present  Minuteman  force  and.  conse- 
quently, the  MX  missile  would  be  at  risk. 

In  the  same  report,  the  Air  Force 
said: 

The  use  of  current  Minuteman  silos  has 
obvious  advantages  in  environmental  and 
programmatic  areas  since  existing  land  and 
facilities  would  be  used.  This  option  would 
be  least  costly  and  provide  the  least  sched- 
ule risk.  However,  it  does  not  provide  the  re- 
quired prelaunch  survivability  to  withstand 
a  Soviet  first  strike  and  promote  strategic 
stability.  It  is  also  not  resilient  to  future 
threats. 

More  recently,  the  Air  Force  has  es- 
timated that  a  surprise  Soviet  attack 
in  1989  could  destroy  between  93  and 
99  percent  of  our  silo-based  MX  force. 
Since  only  100  missiles  are  planned  to 
be  deployed,  that  would  leave  us  with 
at  most  seven  surviving  MX  missiles 
and  perhaps  as  few  as  one.  Those  few 
weapons  would  be  able  to  retaliate 
with  between  10  and  70  warheads— a 
tiny  fraction  of  surviving  U.S.  military 
capability.  I  cannot  understand  how 
such  a  small  marginal  addition  to  our 
huge  second-strike  arsenal  would  deter 
the  Russians  from  launching  what 
would  in  any  event  be  a  suicidal 
attack. 

Compared  with  our  other  strategic 
modernization  programs.the  MX  does 
not  provide  military  benefits  commen- 
surate with  its  enormous  cost.  If  those 
Air  Force  estimates  are  correct,  each 
surviving  MX  warhead  will  have  cost 
U.S.  taxpayers  at  least  $300  million 


and  as  much  as  $2  billion.  That  is  a  ri- 
diculously high  price  to  pay  when 
there  are  numerous  less  costly  alterna- 
tives to  provide  a  strong  retaliatory  ca- 
pability. The  Congressional  Budget 
Office  has  concluded,  in  a  May  1983 
study,  that  100  MX  missiles  in  Minute- 
man  silos  would  contribute: 

Three  percent  in  1990.  and  less  than  1  per- 
cent in  1996.  of  all  U.S.  hard-target  war- 
heads that  would  be  expected  to  survive  and 
be  available  for  retaliation  in  the  nuclear 
scenario  considered  most  likely— a  Soviet 
first  strike  occurring  after  some  warning. 

Five  percent  in  1990.  and  1  percent  in 
1996.  of  all  hard-target  warheads  that  would 
be  expected  to  survive  a  Soviet  attack  occur- 
ring without  warning. 

These  capabilities  do  not  warrant 
spending  and  additional  $20  billion  on 
the  MX  program— or  even  more  if  the 
current  cost  estimates  turn  out  to  be 
too  low. 

SUBSTANCE  OF  STRENGTH 

Mr.  President,  we  do  not  need  a  sym- 
bolic MX  when  we  already  have  the 
substance  of  strength.  As  a  member  of 
the  Intelligence  and  Foreign  Relations 
Committees,  I  know  how  strong  the 
Russians  are— and  how  strong  U.S.  de- 
fenses are.  I  know  that  we  lead  the 
Soviet  Union  in  numbers  of  strategic 
nuclear  weapons  and  that  our  forces 
are  more  diverse,  balanced,  and  surviv- 
able. I  believe  that  the  Russians  know 
that  they  would  be  utterly  devastated 
by  U.S.  retaliation  in  the  event  of  nu- 
clear war— today,  tomorrow,  and  for 
the  foreseeable  future,  even  without 
the  MX. 

According  to  the  CBO,  the  United 
States  in  1990  even  without  MX  will 
have  about  6,000  surviving  strategic 
nuclear  warheads  after  a  surprise 
Soviet  attack— more  than  we  have 
today.  Those  figures  should  be  suffi- 
cient to  deter  any  rational  decision  for 
war. 

We  need  a  strong  national  defense, 
including  both  nuclear  and  conven- 
tional weapons.  I  have  supported 
steady,  reasonable  increases  in  our  de- 
fense budgets  in  order  to  modernize 
our  forces  and  to  provide  decent  com- 
pensation for  our  men  and  women  in 
uniform.  I  believe  we  will  have  to  con- 
tinue to  make  large  investments  in  de- 
fense, particularly  for  our  nonnuclear 
forces,  in  order  to  maintain  our 
strength  and  security.  But  instead  of 
adding  to  our  nuclear  arsenal,  we 
should  t)e  strengthening  our  conven- 
tional capabilities  with  modern  weap- 
ons and  decent  pay.  That  is  where  we 
are  most  deficient  today— in  readiness, 
not  in  retaliatory  capability,  on  the 
open  oceans,  not  in  land-based 
ICBM's.  The  $20  billion  more  for  the 
MX  will  siphon  funds  away  from  these 
more  urgent  tasks,  and  we  will  ulti- 
mately be  weaker  as  a  result. 

THE  DESTABILIZING  MX 

Instead  of  improving  our  security, 
the  MX  program  threatens  to  make 
the   nuclear   balance   less  stable   and 


thus  increases  the  danger  of  nuclear 
war.  Since  it  is  not  considered  surviv- 
able in  its  fixed  silos,  the  MX  can  be 
militarily  '  effective  only  in  a  first- 
strike— which  we  have  renounced  as 
national  policy— or  in  a  launch  on 
warning  of  impending  attack.  If  the 
Russians  base  their  defenses  on  our 
capabilities  rather  than  our  inten- 
tions, they  are  likely  to  respond  to  the 
MX  by  putting  some  of  their  own 
ICBM's  on  a  hair  trigger.  Similarly, 
U.S.  planners  may  seek  to  solve  the 
"launch  or  lose"  dilemma  by  putting 
our  own  missiles  on  a  hair  trigger. 

These  actions,  each  logical  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, demonstrates  the  danger- 
ous illogic  of  the  nuclear  arms  race.  As 
each  side  takes  minimal  protective 
steps,  both  sides  become  less  secure.  A 
hair  trigger  on  nuclear  weapons  would 
be  recklessly  destabilizing.  Thus  far  in 
the  nuclear  era  we  have  been  lucky, 
despite  occasional  false  warnings  of 
attack.  We  have  built  into  our  nuclear 
forces  time  for  reflection,  for  reconsid- 
eration, for  double-checking,  before 
the  President  has  to  make  the  fateful 
decision.  We  built  a  triad  of  strategic 
forces  to  avoid  the  consequences  of 
the  catastrophic  failure  or  vulnerabil- 
ity of  any  one  component.  We  remain 
secure  but  uneasy  today  because  we 
know  that  any  attack  on  one  leg  of 
that  triad  would  give  warning  and 
escape  time  to  the  other  legs. 

But  if  both  sides  move  toward  a  hair 
trigger,  we  sharply  compress  the  time 
for  decision  and  leave  ourselves  sub- 
ject to  the  vagaries  of  machines. 
Radar  malfunctions  or  computer 
glitches  on  either  side  could  plunge 
both  nations  into  accidental  holocaust. 

Future  technology  is  frightening 
enough,  since  it  threatens  to  reduce 
warning  and  reaction  time  to  seconds 
or  just  a  few  minutes.  Under  those  cir- 
cumstances, human  beings  would  lose 
control  of  war  fighting  and  hence  of 
their  own  destinies.  Let  us  not  hasten 
that  day  by  deploying  MX  missiles 
which  put  the  bulk  of  the  Soviet 
ICBM  force  at  risk,  and  which  we 
cannot  rely  on  for  retaliation  without 
our  own  hair  trigger. 

THE  ARMS  CONTROL  ALTERNATIVE 

Mr.  President,  we  should  be  backing 
away  from  the  brink,  not  plunging 
ahead  with  unnecessary  weapons.  In- 
stead of  brandishing  our  technological 
prowess,  we  should  be  mustering  the 
wisdom  and  ingenuity  and  dedication 
to  seek  and  achieve  agreements  which 
would  lessen  our  dependence  on  these 
terrifying  weapons  and  reduce  the 
risks  of  nuclear  war. 

I  believe  that  we  could  be  more 
secure  if  we  limited  the  nuclear  arms 
race  with  tough,  cheatproof  agree- 
ments with  the  Soviet  Union  designed 
to  freeze  the  development  of  danger- 
ous new  weapons  and  to  reduce  both 
nations'  huge  arsenals. 


As  a  first  step,  therefore,  we  should 
cancel  the  MX  program  and  then  pro- 
ceed swiftly  with  the  diplomatic  and 
technical  alternatives  which  can  en- 
hance our  security.  These  include: 
Ratification  of  the  SALT  II  and 
threshold  test  ban  treaties  to  sharply 
limit  new  weapons  developments  by 
the  Soviet  Union;  acceleration  of  re- 
search and  development  on  a  surviv- 
able. single  warhead  ICBM.  on  the 
Stealth  bomber,  and  on  the  Trident  II 
missile;  vigorous  pursuit  of  other 
mutual  and  verifiable  arms  control 
agreements,  such  as  on  antisatellite 
weapons  and  a  comprehensive  ban  on 
nuclear  weapons  testing. 

These  are  practical  steps  toward 
achievable  goals.  They  are  far  prefera- 
ble to  spending  an  additional  $20  bil- 
lion on  a  dangerous  but  vulnerable 
MX  missile. 

Mr.  President,  history  will  judge  us 
not  on  what  we  spent,  but  what  we 
achieved;  not  on  what  we  could  de- 
stroy, but  on  what  we  saved;  not  on 
how  strong  we  were,  but  on  how  we 
used  that  strength— and  whether  we 
tempered  that  strength  with  wisdom 
and  compassion.  But  there  will  be  no 
history,  no  civilization,  unless  we  learn 
to  harness,  if  not  eliminate,  the  terri- 
fying weapons  we  have  already  de- 
vised. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  add  two 
things.  I  do  not  think  this  is  all  about 
survivability.  I  do  not  think  this  is 
about  whether  or  not  it  is  a  bargaining 
chip;  I  do  not  think  this  is  about  any 
of  the  things  that  the  proponents 
speak  of.  even  though  I  think  they  are 
well-intentioned  and  mean  it. 

I  think  this  is  about  a  calculated  de- 
cision on  the  part  of  some  in  this  ad- 
ministration to  seek  a  first-strike  capa- 
bility because  they  believe  that  is  the 
only  way  we  will  have  security.  I  be- 
lieve there  are  well-meaning  men  and 
women  in  the  Pentagon  who  believe 
very  strongly  that  what  we  have  to  be 
is  nuclear  superior  to  the  Soviet 
Union.  That  is  what  this  is  all  about. 

The  reason  why  the  opponents  do 
not  spend  time  defending  this,  in  my 
opinion,  is  that  they  cannot  defend 
the  survivability  question.  They  have 
trouble  defending  the  bargaining  chip 
notion,  and  they  have  great  difficulty 
defending  it  on  any  other  ground. 

What  this  program  does  is  put  us  on 
a  treadmill.  The  treadmill  inevitably 
will  lead  us  to  the  following  point- 
mark  my  word,  if  we  approve  this  mis- 
sile in  this  part  of  the  bill,  we  will  next 
be  debating  abrogation  of  the  ABM 
Treaty.  That  will  be  the  next  step 
before  us,  because  we  will  be  told  the 
Soviets  took  certain  action,  which 
they  will  take  because  they  are  not 
people  who  are  stupid.  We  will  be  told 
they  took  certain  action  based  upon 
our  building  the  D-5  and  the  MX  and 
a  number  of  other  weapons.  They  will 
take  certain  action  on  the  belief  that 
this  missile  gives  us  first-strike  capa- 


bility. Then  we  will  be  told  because 
they  took  certain  actions  we  will,  in 
turn,  take  certain  actions.  One  of 
those  actions  will  be  to  abrogate  the 
ABM  Treaty. 

Then  we  will  be  told  the  next  step  is 
we  must  investigate  the  possibility  of 
nuclear  weapons  in  outer  space  be- 
cause we  have  that  advantage  and 
should  not  give  up  that  advantage. 
Mark  my  words,  that  is  what  is  going 
to  happen  if  this  goes  through. 

I  am  not  suggesting  all  MX  support- 
ers are  seeking  first-strike  capability.  I 
am  suggesting  they  are  blinded  by  the 
reasoning  of  the  administration  which 
is.  in  fact,  seeking  a  totally  different 
nuclear  force  structure  and  capability 
in  relation  to  what  we  have  now. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  question? 
Mr.  BIDEN.  Yes,  Mr.  President. 
Mr.  SARBANES.  Does  the  Senator 
not  indicate  that  one  path  down  which 
we  shall  be  pushed  is  to  more  than  100 
MX  missiles? 
Mr.  BIDEN.  I  will;  yes. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator's  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
having  just  come  back  from  my  con- 
stituency, I  am  sure  most  of  my  col- 
leagues have  had  similar  experiences 
to  what  I  have  had.  That  is  that 
people  stand  at  public  meetings  and 
ask  us  why  certain  programs  have  t^ 
be  cut  or  reduced  because  we  are  so 
conscious  of  budget  balancing  and  all 
of  the  conservative  lingo  we  hear 
about  making  Government  fiscally  re- 
sponsible. Then  we  stand  there  and 
give  them  all  kinds  of  answers  about 
how  we  have  to  cut  back  Federal 
spending— except  we  escalate  military 
spending.  Let  me  just  give  some  trade 
offs. 

When  some  little,  old  lady  comes  up 
and  asks  you.  do  not  wring  your  hands 
and  woe.  woe,  woe  with  her  in  some 
kind  of  false  piety,  giving  her  a  lot  of 
sweet  talk  about  this  business  of 
having  to  balance  the  budget  and  cut 
back  Federal  spending  when  we  have 
only  a  1-percent  increase  in  all  non- 
military  programs  in  the  last  3  years, 
while  we  have  an  18-percent  increase 
in  military  spending.  So  we  are  being 
very  selective  in  our  fiscal  morality. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  tell  you  what 
$2.5  billion  would  buy  in  lieu  of  this 
monstrous  weapon  that  we  are  now  so 
determined  to  have.  It  would  provide  a 
year  of  remedial  education  programs 
in  primary  and  secondary  schools  for  4 
million  underprivileged  children  in 
this  country  at  a  time  when  we  have  a 
commission  report  about  the  diminu- 
tion of  the  quality  of  education.  We 
get  so  concerned  about  that  and  issue 
all  sorts  of  pious  rhetoric  on  that 
problem.  Yet,  when  you  vote  for  this. 


go  back  and  tell  the  people  how  you 
could  find  $2.5  billion  to  spend  on  this 
questionable  weapon  but  you  cannot 
find  enough  money  to  educate  the 
children  of  this  country.  We  are  going 
to  solve  all  that  problem  by  merit  pay 
for  teachers. 

Second,  it  would  provide  for  a  year's 
medicaid  coverage  for  $6.9  million  low- 
income  people.  Tell  the  elderly  people 
that  they  have  to  bundle  up  in  order 
for  us  to  go  ahead  with  this  insatiable 
appetite  we  have  for  exotic  weapons. 

It  would  allow  1  million  children 
who  would  otherwise  not  receive  a  kin- 
dergarten education  to  go  through  the 
Head  Start  program.  That  is  what  this 
amount  of  money  would  do. 

It  would  provide  for  24  years  of 
AFDC  programs. 

The  same  $2.5  million,  if  it  were  used 
on  the  international  front  to  stabilize 
the  world  in  which  we  are  living, 
rather  than  further  destabilize  it  with 
this  escalation  of  the  arms  race,  could, 
in  any  one  of  the  following  programs, 
provide  for  the  construction  of  12  mil- 
lion shallow  wells,  providing  irrigation 
in  underdeveloped  countries,  a  lack  of 
which  is  a  major  cause  of  death  and 
disease  in  the  less-developed  world. 

It  could  provide  for  24  billion  oral  re- 
hydration tablets  which  save  children 
from  dehydration,  the  No.  1  killer  of 
children  in  the  world's  underdeveloped 
countries. 

This  same  amount  of  money  could 
provide  for  22.000  refrigeration  sys- 
tems which  could  enable  an  underde- 
veloped country  to  mount  a  campaign 
against  polio.  Even  today,  75,000  cases 
of  polio  are  reported  annually  in  Third 
and  Fourth  World  countries. 

There,  Mr.  President,  we  could  do 
far  more  to  stabilize  the  world  against 
hunger,  poverty,  and  disease,  the  basic 
causes  of  war.  Those  are  the  things  we 
are  neglecting  as  we  move  on  with 
ever-accelerating  speed  with  chemical 
weapons  and  now  the  MX. 

Bear  in  mind.  Mr.  President,  you  will 
never  satisfy  the  military  mentality 
for  weapons.  Give  them  one.  they  will 
want  three  new  ones.  Give  them  three, 
they  will  want  five  new  ones.  They 
have  a  list  as  long  as  my  arm.  So  do 
not  think  we  are  going  buy  them  off 
by  giving  them  an  MX  missile.  They 
will  be  back  up  here  crying  for  more. 

Also,  do  not  fail  to  go  home  and  tell 
your  constituents  where  you  put  your 
priorities  when  you  vote  for  this  MX 
missile.  It  is  people  who  have  need  and 
programs  which  we  can  develop  to  sus- 
tain life  or  the  alternative,  to  develop 
greater  efficiency  to  destroy  life.  To 
destroy  life,  Mr.  President,  God's  cre- 
ated life. 

I  think  it  is  the  height  of  blasphe- 
my, and  I  think  it  is  the  ultimate  ob- 
scenity. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 
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Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  California. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  yield  time  from  the  bill? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  time  from  the 
bill.  I  have  no  time  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  is  recognized 
for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  against  the  amendment  on  the 
floor. 

As  the  manager  of  the  bill,  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Texas,  has 
so  eloquently  observed,  the  time  has 
simply  come  for  us  to  modernize  the 
land-based  portion  of  our  strategic  nu- 
clear deterrent. 

I  shall  not  pretend  to  argue,  Mr. 
President,  that  MX  missiles  in  Minute- 
man  silos  are  any  more  survivable 
than  their  predecessors.  However,  Mr. 
President,  enhanced  survivability  is 
only  one  feature  of  urgently  needed 
improvements  in  our  land-based  deter- 
rent—improvements that,  I  might  add, 
the  MX  provides. 

Our  land-based  strategic  forces,  Mr. 
President,  are  desperately  in  need  of 
improvements  in  accuracy,  speed  of  re- 
targeting, reliability,  and  payload 
flexibility  in  order  to  pace  changes  in 
the  Soviet  threat  and  thereby  to  con- 
tinue their  deterrent  mission.  In  all  of 
these  categories,  Mr.  President,  the 
MX  represents  a  vast  improvement 
over  our  aging  Minuteman  force. 

Over  the  last  15  years,  the  Soviet 
Union  has  relentlessly  pursued  the  de- 
velopment and  deployment  of  an  inte- 
grated nuclear  warfighting  capability. 
These  improvements  to  Soviet  capa- 
bilities have  made  them  growingly 
confident  that  they  could  engage  in  a 
major  nuclear  exchange  with  the 
United  States  and  emerge  from  it  with 
their  leadership  intact,  with  vital  com- 
mand, control,  and  communications 
links  intact,  with  dispersed  and  hard- 
ened conventional  military  forces 
intact,  and  with  vital  elements  of  in- 
dustrial capability  intact. 

As  their  confidence  in  these  capabili- 
ties has  grown,  so  has  grown  their 
boldness. 

Mr.  President,  simply  put,  the  de- 
ployment of  the  MX  missile  will 
retard  and  reverse  that  growing  confi- 
dence and  will  create  doubts  in  the 
minds  of  the  Soviets  about  ever  creat- 
ing an  exploitable  strategic  advantage 
over  the  United  States.  Only  when  the 
futility  of  attempting  to  establish  such 
an  advantage  is  made  clear  to  the  So- 
viets, will  they  engage  in  serious  nego- 
tiations to  eradicate  the  mutual  nucle- 
ar threat.  It  is  this  ultimate  goal,  Mr. 
President,  that  all  members  of  this 
body  so  fervently  pursue. 

Let  me  add  in  closing,  Mr.  President, 
that  we  might  well  remember,  as  many 
of  our  colleagues  urge  us  to  forgo  this 
program  In  favor  of  an  even  newer 


generation  of  land-based  strategic  mis- 
siles, that  the  lengthy  delays  in  mod- 
ernizing these  forces  is  less  the  prod- 
uct of  delays  in  technology  than  the 
unfortunate  corisequence  of  the  other- 
wise natural,  appropriate,  and  desira- 
ble deliberations  and  debates  of  this 
body  and  the  public  at  large.  Recogniz- 
ing this  fact  should  make  us  all  the 
more  resolved  in  the  need  to  proceed 
with  this  vital  modernization  even  as 
we  pursue  other  needed  moderniza- 
tions, like  the  mobile  Midgetman  mis- 
sile also  recommended  by  the  Scow- 
croft  Commission. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  all  Senators  to 
vote  nay  on  this  amendment  and  yea 
on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HART  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  it  is  the 
strong  hope,  indeed  prayer,  of  the  op- 
ponents of  this  missile,  whether  they 
oppose  the  missile  for  its  own  sake  or 
whether  they  oppose  the  proposed  de- 
ployment mode,  that  we  succeed  in 
this  vote  that  is  about  to  take  place. 

As  I  indicated  earlier.  Mr.  President, 
this  issue  will  not  go  away  even  if  we 
do  not  prevail  today.  It  will  most  cer- 
tainly be  back  before  the  Senate  this 
fall  in  the  appropriation  round.  Those 
of  us  committed  to  seek  assurance 
from  the  administration  not  only  that 
it  intends  to  achieve  arms  control  and 
arms  reduction  but  that  it  in  fact  is 
working  as  hard  as  it  can  to  achieve 
that  result,  for  those  of  us  who  believe 
this  is  a  poor  strategic  decision  and  a 
misallocation  of  national  resources,  we 
intend  to  bring  this  issue  back  up  if  we 
do  not  prevail  today. 

Mr.  President,  in  that  regard,  to 
assure  that  no  one  is  mistaken  about 
that  intent,  I  send  an  amendment  to 
the  desk  and  I  will  read  that  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  is  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Appropriations  Act 
for  fiscal  year  1984.  And  it  reads  as  fol- 
lows  

Mr.  TOWER.  Would  the  Senator 
yield  on  my  time? 

Mr.  HART.  As  soon  as 

Mr.  TOWER.  Is  this  amendment 
being  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Col- 
orado? I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado sent  it  to  the  desk.  The  amend- 
ment reads  as  follows. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Would  the  Senator 
yield  further?  I  am  sorry.  There  was 
some  confusion  over  here  and  I  could 
not  hear.  Is  the  Senator  sending  this 
amendment  to  the  desk  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  called  up  now? 

Mr.  HART.  The  Senator  is  merely 
sending  it  to  the  desk.  The  Senator 
will  read  the  amendment,  and  then  I 
will  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Texas 
on  his  time. 


The  amendment  is  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Appropriations  Act 
for  fiscal  year  1984  and  it  reads  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  this  Act  should  be  expended  for  pro- 
duction, procurement  or  deployment  of  the 
MX  missile. 

Mr.  President,  that  amendment 
which  will  be  offered  by  a  number  of 
Senators,  if  we  do  not  prevail  today, 
on  the  appropriations  bill  will  permit 
the  American  people  in  the  weeks 
ahead  to  make  their  views  known 
about  the  wisdom  of  this  decision, 
whether  in  fact  it  is  going  to  strength- 
en this  Nation  or  whether  in  fact  it  is 
going  to  weaken  it.  This  institution, 
which  all  of  us  cherish,  is  designed  as 
much  as  anything  else  as  a  means  of 
educating  the  American  people  about 
their  own  welfare  and  their  own  secu- 
rity. 

I  believe  this  debate  has  gone  a  long 
way  in  that  direction  and  this  debate 
is  not  over.  I  believe  the  American 
people,  as  Thomas  Jefferson  believed, 
possess  commonsense  and  good  judg- 
ment. If  they  are  permitted  to  have 
the  facts  on  this  issue,  there  is  no 
question  in  my  mind  how  they  would 
vote  on  the  question  of  production  and 
deployment  of  the  MX  missile  in  vul- 
nerable silos.  It  is  our  fervent  hope, 
those  of  us  who  believe  that  this  is 
such  an  unwise  decision,  that  the 
views  of  the  American  people  will  be 
heard,  not  today,  in  the  days  ahead, 
because  when  those  views  are  heard 
there  is  little  doubt  as  to  what  the 
American  people  intend  for  us  as  their 
stewards  to  do  with  their  resources, 
and  that  is  to  use  those  resources  in 
such  a  way  that  this  Nation  is  in  fact 
made  more  secure,  is  in  fact  made 
stronger,  is  in  fact  brought  back  from 
the  nuclear  abyss  and  is  in  fact  set  on 
a  course  which  will  secure  peace  and 
secure  the  happiness  of  not  only  the 
present  generation  but  generations  yet 
to  come. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  How  much 
time  is  left  of  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
remains  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
1  minute  and  9  seconds. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor yield? 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  the  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  rise  to  indi- 
cate my  support  for  the  magnificient 
job  that  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
has  done  in  connection  with  this  very 
weighty  issue.  I  think  he  has  alerted 
the  American  people  to  the  crisis  that 


this  country  faces;  that  the  MX  mis- 
sile issue  is  more  than  just  another 
issue  before  the  U.S.  Senate,  it  is  one 
that  has  to  do  with  the  future  peace  of 
the  this  world.  He  has  stood  on  this 
floor  for  about  2  weeks  attempting  to 
make    the    issue,    and   doing    it   very 
wisely  and  courageously  with  the  ef- 
fective help  of  a  number  of  his  col- 
leagues in  this  body.  I  think  it  is  evi- 
dent at  this  point,  regardless  of  the 
outcome  of  the  vote  this  evening,  that 
the  American  people,  if  called  upon  to 
respond   as   to   whether   they   would 
want  the  MX  missile  to  indeed  go  for- 
ward   as    a    program    of    the    United 
States,  would  vote  in  the  negative.  We 
may  not  vote  in  the  affirmative  this 
evening,  but  before  too  long  I  predict 
that  by  reason  of  the  leadership  and 
the  effort  of  the  Senator  from  Colora 
do,  this  body  will  indicate  its  disap- 
proval of  the  MX  missile. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  TOWER  addressed  the  Chair. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  myself  3  min- 
utes on  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  argument  has 
been  made,  or  I  have  heard  the  term 
used  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
the  argument  we  advance  in  support 
of  the  Scowcroft  Commission  report 
and  what  is  embodied  in  it  is  feeble- 
minded, lacking  in  commonsense.  I 
submit  the  Scowcroft  Commission  was 
made  up  of  some  of  the  most  prestigi- 
ous names  and  minds  in  the  United 
States  of  both  parties,  men  who  have 
served  in  several  administrations 
under  both  Democratic  and  Republi- 
can Presidents.  Harold  Brown  was  as- 
sociated with  the  Scowcroft  Commis- 
sion. He  recognized  the  folly  of  put- 
ting things  off.  of  refusing  to  accept  in 
hand  state  of  the  art  technology  in 
the  hope  that  something  better  would 
come  along.  Here  is  what  he  said 
before  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  April  18  of  this  year: 

We  said  in  the  early  1970's  that  we  would 
modernize  with  the  new  missile  in  the  late 
1970's.  In  the  midseventies  we  said  we  would 
do  it  in  the  early  1980s.  In  the  late  seven- 
ties we  said  we  would  do  it  in  the  mid-1980's. 
So  far  we  have  not  done  any  of  those 
things,  even  though  during  that  same 
period  the  Soviets  were  deploying  600  new 
ICBM's.  each  with  a  payload  equal  to  or 
greater  than  that  of  the  MX  and  with  accu- 
racies that  now  match  those  of  the  most  ac- 
curate ICBM's  in  the  U.S.  forces.  And  so  to 
say  that  the  U.S.  will  modernize  in  the  early 
1990's  with  a  strong  single-warhead  missile, 
if  you  do  not  do  the  MX  deployment  at  all 
in  the  meantime,  it  is  just  not  going  to  be 
believable.  I  will  not  believe  it  and  I  doubt 
that  anyone  else  v/ill,  either. 


I  am  sure  he  was  referring  to  the  So- 
viets in  that  connection. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  conclude  by 
reading  what  our  negotiator  says,  a 
man  who  has  negotiated  with  the  Rus- 
sians before.  He  has  intimate  knowl- 
edge of  how  they  negotiate  and  what 
their  mentality  is,  and  he  speaks  their 
language  fluently.  Ambassador 
Edward  Rowny  said  on  May  30  of  this 
year: 

Like  you.  I  do  not  believe  in  funding  stra- 
tegic forces  just  to  be  used  as  bargaining 
chips.  I  do  believe,  however,  that  investment 
in  research,  development,  testing,  and  even 
deployment,  (of  MX)  will  persuade  the  Sovi- 
ets of  our  resolve  to  take  care  of  our  securi- 
ty needs.  It  will  also  add  to  my  negotiating 
leverage  in  Geneva.  I  would  remind  you 
that  we  were  able  to  persuade  the  Russians 
to  agree  to  a  treaty  on  Anti-Ballistic  Missile 
defense  systems  only  after  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress had  committed  the  United  States  to 
fielding  an  ABM  system.  The  accomplish- 
ments embodied  in  that  Treaty  were  possi- 
ble only  after  the  Soviets  were  convinced, 
by  firm  evidence,  of  American  resolve  to 
take  care  of  our  own  security.  Rest  assured 
that  if  we  do  not  take  care  of  our  own  secu- 
rity, the  Soviets  are  unlikely  to  do  it  for  us. 
Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 

the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
MENici)  is  absent  due  to  illness. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  41, 
nays  58,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  218  Leg.l 
YEAS— 41 


NOT  VOTING— 1 

Domenici 


So  Mr.  Hart's  amendment  (No.  2087) 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  2089 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve the  question  now  recurs  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Moynihan).  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

I  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is  absent 
due  to  illness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hecht).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  42. 
nays  57,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  219  Leg.] 
YEAS-42 


-Andrews 

Baucus 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boren 

Bradley 

Bumpers 

Burdick 

Cranston 

Dixon 

Dodd 

Durenberger 

Eagleton 

Exon 


Abdnor 

Armstrong 

Baker 

Bentsen 

Boschwitz 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Chiles 

Cochran 

Cohen 

D'Amato 

Danforth 

DeConcini 

Denton 

Dole 

East 

Gam 

Goldwater 

Gorton 

Grassley 


Ford 

Glenn 

Hart 

Hatfield 

HoUings 

Huddleston 

Humphrey 

Inouye 

Kennedy 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Matsunaga 

Melcher 

NAYS-58 

Hatch 

Hawkins 

Hecht 

Heflin 

Heinz 

Helms 

Jackson 

Jepsen 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kasten 

Laxall 

Long 

Lugar 

Mathias 

Maltingly 

McClure 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 


Metzenbaum 

Mitchell 

Moynihan 

Packwood 

Pell 

Proxmire 

Pryor 

Riegle 

Sarbanes 

Sasser 

Stafford 

Tsongas 

Weicker 


Percy 

Pressler 

Quayle 

Randolph 

Roth 

Rudman 

Simpson 

Specter 

Stennis 

Stevens 

Symms 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Trible 

Wallop 

Warner 

Wilson 

Zorinsky 


Andrews 

Baucus 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boren 

Bradley 

Bumpers 

Burdick 

Chiles 

Cranston 

Dixon 

Dodd 

Durenberger 

Eagleton 


Abdnor 

Armstrong 

Baker 

Bentsen 

Boschwitz 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Cochran 

Cohen 

DAmato 

Danforth 

DeConcini 

Denton 

Dole 

East 

Gam 

Goldwater 

Gorton 

Grassley 


Exon 

Ford 

Glenn 

Hart 

Hatfield 

HoUings 

Huddleston 

Humphrey 

Inou.ve 

Kennedy 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Matsunaga 

NAYS-57 

Hatch 

Hawkins 

Hecht 

Heflin 

Heinz 

Helms 

Jackson 

Jepsen 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kasten 

Laxalt 

Long 

Lugar 

Mathias 

Mattingly 

McClure 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

NOT  VOTING- 
Domenici 


Melcher 

Metzenbaum 

Mitchell 

Moynihan 

Packwood 

Pell 

Proxmire 

Pryor 

Riegle 

Sarbanes 

Sasser 

Stafford 

Tsongas 

Weicker 


Nunn 

Percy 

Pressler 

Quayle 

Randolph 

Roth 

Rudman 

Simpson 

Specter 

Stennis 

Stevens 

Symms 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Trible 

Wallop 

Warner 

Wilson 

Zorinsky 


So  Mr.  Moynihan's  amendment  (No. 
2089)  was  rejected. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 
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The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  2  minutes  on  the  bill. 

nNANIMOOS-CONSENT  AGREKMENT— AMENDMENT 
NO.   MT4 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  July 
13  the  Senate  agreed  to  amendment 
No.  1474  to  the  committee  substitute 
for  S.  675.  That  amendment  affected 
the  funding  of  programs  in  both  titles 
I  and  III  of  the  committee  substitute. 
As  long  as  that  substitute  remained 
intact,  as  it  is  currently  before  the 
Senate,  inclusion  of  this  amendment 
in  either  title  I  or  title  III  would  pre- 
serve the  effect  of  the  amendment  in  a 
conference  with  the  House.  However, 
the  unanimous-consent  request  agreed 
to  by  the  Senate  on  July  22  would  pro- 
vide for  the  passage  of  title  III  as  an 
amendment  to  S.  1107.  a  bill  dealing 
with  Department  of  Energy  nuclear 
weapons  programs. 

I  understand  that  the  House  may  re- 
quire a  separate  conference  on  title 
III,  which  means  that  S.  1107.  as 
amended,  would  be  the  conference  ve- 
hicle. In  light  of  this,  it  is  necessary  to 
insert  the  language  of  amendment  No. 
1474  in  both  titles  I  and  III  of  the 
committee  substitute  in  order  to 
insure  that  the  Senate's  position,  as 
reflected  in  the  amendment,  is  taken 
to  conference  on  what  now  may  be  two 
separate  bills.  Therefore.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  make  the  following  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  amendment  No. 
1474.  as  offered  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia  and  as  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate  on  July  13.  1983.  be  considered 
to  have  been  offered  as  an  amendment 
to  both  titles  I  and  III  of  the  commit- 
tee substitute  to  S.  675  and  to  have 
been  agreed  to  by  the  Senate  as  so  of- 
fered and  that  the  text  of  such  amend- 
ment be  engrossed  in  the  general  pro- 
visions of  both  titles  I  and  III  of  the 
committee  to  S.  675. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  this  uani- 
mous-consent  request  has  been  cleared 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  It  is  simply 
taking  the  full  amendment  which  was 
adopted  by  the  Senate  by  a  substantial 
margin  and  putting  it  into  two  titles. 

Mr.  TOWER.  It  is,  in  effect,  a  house- 
keeping amendment;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  NUNN.  The  Senator  is  absolute- 
ly correct. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  request  has  been 
cleared  on  this  side.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDENT  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Levin)  has  an  amendment  that 
he  is  going  to  offer.  He  is  not  on  the 
floor  now.  As  far  as  I  know,  it  is  the 
only  other  amendment  to  be  offered 


tonight.  Of  course,  another  amend- 
ment could  qualify. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  am  told  that  my  col- 
league from  Michigan  is  on  his  way  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  see 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  has  now 
arrived  in  the  Chamber. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2091 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  regarding  single  warhead  missiles) 
Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 

read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Michigan  <Mr.  Levin) 

for    himself.    Mr.    Warner.    Mr.    Hart,    Mr. 

NuNN,   Mr.  Quayle.  Mr.   Kasten,  and  Mr. 

Heinz,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 

2091. 

Amendment  No.  2091 

At  the  end  of  pari  L  of  title  I  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SENSE  OF  the  senate  WITH  REGARD  TO  SINGLE 

warhead  missiles 
Sec.    .  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that, 
since  the  Scowcroft  Commission  concluded 
that- 

(1)  "stability  should  be  the  primary  objec- 
tive both  of  the  modernization  of  our  strate- 
gic forces  and  of  our  arms  control  propos- 
als"; 

(2)  "our  ICBM  programs  should  support 
pursuit  of  a  stable  regime  of  arms  control 
agreements";  and 

(3)  "a  more  stable  structure  of  ICBM  de- 
ployments would  exist  if  both  sides  move 
toward  more  survivable  methods  of  basing 
than  is  possible  when  there  is  primary  de- 
pendence on  large  launchers  and  missiles"; 
therefore,  be  it  declared  that  from  the  point 
of  view  of  enhancing  strategic  nuclear  sta- 
bility, the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Repub- 
lics and  the  United  States  of  America 
should  seek  to  move  toward  an  ICBM  force 
structure  in  which  missiles  contain  only  one 
warhead. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Would  the  Senator 
agree  to  a  truncated  time  agreement? 
Under  the  previous  unanimous-con- 
sent agreement,  the  Senator  would 
have  2  hours  equally  divided. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Would  the  Senator 
repeat  that? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Would  the  Senator 
agree  to  reducing  the  amount  of  time 
on  the  amendment?  It  is  currently  2 
hours  equally  divided. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Absolutely.  I  would  be 
happy  to  have  15  to  20  minutes  to  a 
side. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Twenty  minutes  to  a 
side. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  time  on  the  amendment 
be  limited  to  40  minutes  to  be  equally 
divided    between    the    Senator    from 


Michigan  (Mr.  Levin)  and  the  manag- 
er of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
the  understanding  of  the  Chair  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Michigan  was  not  contem- 
plated in  this  unanimous-consent 
agreement  as  an  additional  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  in  con- 
structing the  agreement,  it  was  intend- 
ed to  be.  That  is  revealed,  I  think,  in 
the  legislative  history  by  virtue  of  the 
fact  that  Senator  Hart  and  I  agreed  to 
certain  amendments  that  would  be  eli- 
gible. In  the  descriptions  of  the 
amendments,  however,  the  amend- 
ment of  Senator  Levin  was  left  out. 

I  think  it  is  clearly  the  intent  of 
those  who  compounded  the  agreement 
that  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  should  be  in  order. 
Therefore.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that,  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  the  unanimous  con- 
sent request  agreed  to  on  Friday,  July 
22.  1983.  it  be  in  order  to  consider  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  which  has  been  sent  to  the 
desk,  so  long  as  such  amendment  shall 
be  considered  as  one  of  the  four 
amendments  permitted  to  be  offered 
under  that  request  and  shall  be  con- 
sidered under  the  same  conditions  as 
specified  for  other  amendments  in 
that  request. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  paragraph  4  of  Rule  XII  be 
waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  also  including  the  reduction 
of  time?  The  other  amendment  had  a 
2-hour  debate  provision. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  add  to 
that  request  that  the  time  allocated  to 
the  amendment  be  no  more  than  40 
minutes,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
the  Senator  from  Texas  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Michigan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Who  yields  time? 

The  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes.  First,  let  me  thank 
the  Senator  from  Texas  for  propound- 
ing that  unanimous-consent  request 
which  did.  indeed,  I  believe,  carry  out 
the  intention  of  the  Senate.  I  appreci- 
ate it. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate,  as  a 
whole,  is  obviously  deeply  divided  over 
MX.  I  believe  most  of  the  Senate,  how- 
ever, regardless  of  our  position  on  the 
first  27  MX  missiles,  is  deeply  con- 
cerned about  the  destabilizing  effect 
of  putting  10  warheads  in  a  fixed  non- 
survivable  silo.  This  amendment  gives 
us  a  chance  to  say  that  we  are  worried 
about  the  destabilizing  effect  of  the 
multiple-warheaded  missiles  in  non- 
survivable  silos.  It  gives  us  a  chance  to 
say  to  the  President,  to  the  Defense 


Department,  to  the  world:  "Look,  we 
may  differ  regarding  the  first  27  MX, 
but  we  want  to  move  away  from  these 
fixed  MIRV'd  ICBM;  for  God's  sake, 
let  us  move  away  from  them." 

When  you  put  MIRV's  in  nonsur- 
vivable  silos,  you  create  one  of  the 
greatest  and  gravest  dangers  to  man- 
kind's own  survival.  The  Scowcroft 
Commission  itself  said  in  part  the  fol- 
lowing: 

Finally,  and  of  great  importance,  our 
ICBM  programs  should  support  pursuit  of  a 
stable  regime  of  arms  control  agreements. 

The  Scowcroft  Commission  itself 
said: 

A  more  stable  structure  of  ICBM  deploy- 
ments would  exist  if  both  sides  moved 
toward  more  survivable  methods  of  basing 
than  is  possible  when  there  is  primary  de- 
pendence on  large  launchers  and  missiles. 

Dr.  Perry,  former  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense,  put  it  this  way.  He  said 
that  putting  the  MX  in  the  old  silos  is 
"the  worst  of  all  possible  solutions." 

He  said  that  he  is  opposed  to  putting 
a  weapon  as  lethal  as  the  MX  in  an 
unsurvivable  mode. 

We  all  know  about  the  destabilizing 
nature  of  putting  the  MIRV'd,  the 
multiple-warheaded  missile,  into  fixed 
silos.  These  MIRV'd  ICBM's  consti- 
tute a  threat  and  I  think  most  of  us 
believe  that,  whether  or  not  we  voted 
for  MX  or  against  MX. 

The  concern  which  this  amendment 
expresses  is  not  a  new  one.  Back  in 
1970,  Senators  Brooke  and  Case  and 
Fulbright  and  Muskie  and  Percy  and 
Javits  and  Phil  Hart  and  others  saw 
that  the  deployment  of  fixed  MIRV'd 
ICBMs  would  increase  the  risk  of  a 
nuclear  holocaust.  Senator  Brooke  in- 
troduced a  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  there  was 
grave  concern  about  these  MIRV'd 
ICBM's  and  he  told  the  Senate  on 
April  9.  1970.  that  we  must  decide 
"what  to  do  about  land-based  ICBM's. 
which  are  becoming  vulnerable  as  mis- 
sile accuracy  on  both  sides  improves, 
and  which  invite  attack  on  our  own 
territory." 

During  that  debate.  Senator  Ful- 
bright, among  others,  joined  in  and  he 
referred  to  a  statement  of  Marshall 
Shulman,  director  of  the  Russian  In- 
stitute at  Columbia  University,  which 
said  in  part  that  the: 

Third  rationale  has  been  the  need  for 
MIRV's  as  hard-target  killers.  And  here  it  is 
most  evident  that  the  development  of 
MIRV's  capable  of  destroying  adversary 
missiles  would  be  destabilizing  and,  there- 
fore, undesirable  since  it  would  create  un- 
derstandable apprehensions  on  the  Soviet 
side  about  our  intentions. 

Director  Shulman  went  on  to  say 
that  the: 

Argument  that  we  should  proceed  with 
MIRV  ...  in  order  to  have  a  bargaining 
counter  in  our  hand  is  shortsighted.  To 
enter  upon  these  programs  in  order  to  have 
something  to  bargain  with  or  in  order  to 
apply  pressure  upon  the  Russians  is  likely 
to  have  an  effect  opposite  to  what  is  intend- 


ed. The  logical  Soviet  reaction  to  such  ac- 
tions would  be  to  question  our  real  inten- 
tions and  to  redouble  their  own  military  ef- 
forts. If  SALT  proceeds  over  a  long  period, 
as  it  may  do.  and  if  both  sides  argue  the 
need  for  continuing  their  buildup  to  im- 
prove their  bargaining  advantage,  the  effect 
of  the  SALT  negotiations  will  be  to  leave  us 
both  worse  off  than  if  they  had  never  been 
begun.  Negotiating  about  strategic  weapons 
is  not  entirely  like  a  poker  game— both  sides 
can  lose. 

Mr.  F»resident.  Henry  Kissinger,  who 
was  in  office  when  we  began  this 
MIRV  process,  is  quoted  as  follows: 

I  wish  I  had  thought  through  the  implica- 
tions of  a  MIRVed  world  more  thoughtfully 
in  1969  and  1970  than  I  did. 

And  in  Time  magazine  in  March 
1983.  just  a  few  months  ago.  he  wrote: 

There  is  no  effective  or  intellectually  ade- 
quate solution  to  this  problem  except  to 
seek  to  eliminate  multiple-warheads  within 
a  fixed  time. 

Mr.  President,  this  concern  indeed  is 
not  a  new  one.  and  the  unease  about 
placing  the  multiple  warheaded, 
MIRV'd  missile  in  fixed  silos  is  clearly 
expressed  in  the  division  in  the  House 
and  in  the  Senate  most  recently  in  our 
vote  a  few  minutes  ago. 

This  amendment  will  give  us  an  op- 
portunity to  express  this  concern. 
There  will  be  additional  ways  of  ex- 
pressing our  concern  in  the  Senate  in 
the  weeks  and  months  ahead.  There 
will  be  additional  battles  over  the  MX. 
There  will  be  efforts  calling  for 
mutual  pauses  in  the  flight  testing  of 
MIRV'd  ICBM's.  There  will  be  resolu- 
tions on  freezes,  and  so  forth.  But  for 
tonight,  the  amendment  which  is 
pending  simply  says  let  us  move  away 
from  fixed  MIRV'd  ICBM's.  It  says  let 
us  move  toward  an  ICBM  force  struc- 
ture in  which  missiles  contain  only 
one  warhead. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  differences 
among  us,  indeed  among  the  cospon- 
sors  of  this  amendment,  as  to  how  to 
move  toward  an  ICBM  force  structure 
in  which  missiles  contain  only  one 
warhead.  Some  of  us  think  that  some- 
how or  other  a  MIRV'd  MX  will  lead 
us  in  the  opposite  direction,  will  lead 
us  away  from  MIRV'd  MX's  and  mis- 
siles like  it.  Others  hope,  as  I  do,  that 
the  way  to  move  toward  a  structure  in 
which  missiles  contain  only  one  war- 
head would  be  not  to  build  the  MX  at 
all.  Others  will  support  Midgetman  as 
a  way  of  moving  toward  that  ICBM 
force  structure  in  which  missiles  con- 
tain only  one  warhead,  as  this  resolu- 
tion calls  for.  And  indeed  others  will 
say  let  us  maintain  our  Minuteman  II 
as  the  single  warhead  referred  to. 

There  is  not  going  to  be  agreement 
on  how  to  get  there  from  here,  how  to 
get  to  the  force  structure  which  I  be- 
lieve most  of  us  believe  would  be  the 
only  stabilizing  one  and  how  to  move 
away  from  a  force  structure  which  is 
becoming  more  and  more  destabilizing. 
Some  might  build  our  way  there; 
others  would  negotiate  our  way  there. 


but  I  hope  that  what  we  will  do  in  this 
amendment,  if  we  adopt  it,  is  to  say  to 
the  President  and  to  the  world  that  it 
is  the  solemn  goal  of  the  Senate  that 
we  move  away  from  MIRV'd  fixed 
ICBM's.  That  is  the  goal  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  this  Senate,  regard- 
less of  that  vote,  I  think  is  worried 
about  the  road  that  we  are  heading 
down.  Many  Senators  who  voted  for 
the  MX  tonight  are  indeed  worried 
about  the  road  that  we  are  heading 
down,  and  clearly  all  of  us,  or  most  of 
us  who  voted  against  the  MX  have  a 
very,  very  deep  concern  about  it.  We 
want  to  change  the  direction,  we  want 
to  move  away  from  these  MIRV'd 
fixed  ICBM's  because  they  could  bring 
down  the  curtain  on  life  on  this 
planet. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  Senators  Warner,  Hart, 
NuNN.  Quayle,  Kennedy,  Cohen,  and 
Chafee  be  added  as  cosponsors  of  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  en- 
dorses the  recommendation  of  the  bi- 
partisan Scowcroft  Commission  to 
move  in  a  deliberate  way  as  progress  in 
arms  control  talks  permit  toward  the 
deployment  of  small  ICBM's.  As  to  the 
Levin  amendment  as  modified  from  its 
original  draft,  may  I  make  this  point.  I 
advised  Senators  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  in  our  party  conference  today  to 
vote  against  the  Levin  amendment  as 
it  was  originally  drawn,  but  as  present- 
ly drawn  I  support  it  because  I  believe 
it  makes  a  helpful  contribution  to  the 
Senate's  consideration  of  the  optimal 
long-term  approach  to  our  ICBM  mod- 
ernization program.  Within  the  con- 
text of  the  Scowcroft  Commission's 
package  of  recommendations,  recog- 
nizing a  need  for  arms  control  agree- 
ments, which  makes  small,  single-war- 
head missiles  sensible  and  survivable, 
the  Levin  amendment  establishes  a 
useful  goal  to  which  both  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  should 
aspire.  I  am  certainly  prepared  to  sup- 
port the  amendment. 

Have  the  yeas  and  nays  been  ordered 
on  the  amendment,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No: 
they  have  not. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
such  time  as  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington needs. 
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Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President.  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
for  bringing  us  all  together  on  *.he 
basic  thrust  and  approach  of  ihe 
Scowcroft  Commission,  addressing  the 
issue  of  strategic  stability.  I  am  very 
pleased  to  join  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  I  hope  it  will  be  a 
unanimous  vote. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  friends  from  Texas  and  Washing- 
ton for  their  support.  As  I  indicated  in 
introducing  this  amendment,  some  of 
us  who  support  this  amendment  feel 
that  we  should  best  move  away  from 
the  MIRV'd  ICBMs  by  negotiation. 

Others  think  we  should  move  away 
from  these  MIRVd  ICBMs  and 
toward  the  ICBM  force  structure  in 
which  missiles  contain  only  one  war- 
head, by  building  Midgetman.  There 
are  varying  points  of  view  as  to  how  to 
get  the  regime  where  we  have  force 
structure  in  which  missiles  contain 
only  one  warhead.  I  think  we  are  in 
agreement. 

But  what  my  friends  from  Texas  and 
Washington  have  now  expressed  is 
that  we  want  to  get  there.  There  may 
be  a  difference  over  how,  but  we  want 
to  get  there. 

This  represents  the  solemn  state- 
ment of  the  U.S.  Senate,  in  this 
amendment,  if  it  is  agreed  to.  that  we 
want  to  get  away  from  the  fixed 
MIRVd  ICBMs  which  are  destabiliz- 
ing and  which  threaten  the  very 
future  of  life  on  this  planet. 

Again,  I  thank  my  friends. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on  the 
amendment,  and  I  yield  2  minutes  on 
the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  have  lis- 
tened with  interest,  and  I  support  the 
amendment.  It  seems  that  everyone 
agrees  on  this.  Is  it  necessary  to  take 
the  time  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  this 
amendment?  If  so.  may  I  ask  why? 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  think  a  number  of 
Senators  would  like  to  express,  with  a 
record  vote,  their  dedication  to  the 
peace  process  and  to  the  reduction  of 
inventories  of  destabilizing  arms,  re- 
gardless of  how  they  have  voted. 
Therefore,  a  number  of  Senators  have 
suggested  that  we  have  a  record  vote 
on  this,  and  I  think  there  should  be. 

Mr.  EXON.  There  is  no  way  I  can 
stop  it.  It  is  one  of  those  votes  on 
which  people  want  an  excuse,  and  I 
am  against  it.  but  let  us  go  ahead  and 
vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
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have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
MENici)  is  absent  due  to  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  (Mr.  Packwood)  is  neces- 
sarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  92. 
nays  6.  as  follows: 

(Rollcall  Vote  No.  220  Leg.] 
YEAS-92 


Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley- 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
D«nton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 

Durenberger 
Eaglelon 
Exon 
Ford 
Cam 


East 
Goldwater 


Domenici 


Glenn 

Gorton 

Grassley 

Han 

Hatch 

Hawkins 

Hecht 

Heflin 

Heinz 

Hollings 

Huddleston 

Humphrey 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Jepsen 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kasten 

Kennedy 

Lautent>erg 

Laxalt 

Leahy 

Levin 

Long 

Lugar 

Mathias 

Matsunaga 

Mattingly 

Melcher 

Metzenbaum 

Mitchell 

NAYS-6 

Hatfield 
Helms 


Moynihan 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Pell 

Percy 

Pressler 

Proxmire 

Pryor 

Quayle 

Randolph 

Riegle 

Roth 

Rudman 

Sarbanes 

Sasser 

Simpson 

Specter 

Stafford 

Slennis 

Stevens 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Trible 

Tsongas 

Wallop 

Warner 

Weicker 

Wilson 

Zorinsky 


McClurc 
Symms 


NOT  VOTING-2 
Packwood 


So  Mr.  Levin's  amendment  (No. 
2091)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  coming  decades,  we  have  a  solemn 
obligation  to  insure  that  the  way  of 
life  we  have  can  continue.  The  ability 
to  maintain  a  military  presence  that  is 
capable  of  protecting  us  is  of  course 
essential.  Further,  there  are  two  com- 
ponents to  maintaining  a  strong  mili- 
tary force  that  need  to  be  continually 
addressed.  The  technologist  and  mili- 
tary analyst  address  only  one  of  these, 
how  to  make  more  and  more  capable 
weapon  systems  using  the  newest  and 
often  increasingly  complicated  tech- 
nology. The  second  aspect  may  be 
even  more  critical  to  our  future  exist- 
ence than  the  first;  namely,  how  to 
provide   trained    manpower   that    are 


dedicated,  motivated,  and  skilled  at  op- 
erating and  maintaining  our  weapon 
systems.  These  highly  trained  young 
people  must  reside  in  both  the  active 
as  well  as  the  Reserve  Forces.  The 
fundamental  problem  this  country  will 
be  facing  during  the  next  two  decades 
will  be  developing  enough  skilled 
people  to  make  use  of  the  military 
equipment  we  are  now  capable  of  pro- 
viding. Our  effectiveness  as  a  country 
is  clearly  a  function  of  the  effective- 
ness of  our  equipment  as  realized 
through  the  ability  of  people  to  oper- 
ate and  maintain  it. 

The  SASC  had  dramatically  reduced 
the  military  budget  for  training  and 
personnel  research  and  development 
by  a  factor  of  5  over  any  other  reduc- 
tion. The  success  of  the  all-volunteer 
force  during  times  of  economic  distress 
and  high  unemployment  is  certainly  a 
no  good  predictor  of  the  military's  per- 
sonnel future.  Everyone  wants  and  ex- 
pects the  unemployment  picture  to  im- 
prove. A  healthy  economy,  coupled 
with  a  steadily  decreasing  number  of 
18-year-old  youth  will  change,  if  not 
the  number,  at  least  the  quality  mix  of 
young  people  coming  into  the  services. 
If  this  were  not  true,  last  year's  Con- 
gress would  not  have  required  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  to  begin  long- 
term  research  and  development  pro- 
grams aimed  at:  First,  computer-based 
training  and  testing  technologies, 
second,  field  demonstrations  of  our 
training  technology  capabilities,  and 
third,  measuring  job  performance  and 
relating  it  to  recruit  capabilities  prior 
to  their  selection  of  an  occupation  and 
entrance  into  technical  training. 

Moreover,  the  impact  of  these  SASC 
cuts  extend  well  beyond  the  military 
and  its  readiness.  These  cuts  will  have 
serious,  long-term  consequences  on  the 
well-being  of  our  Nation's  communi- 
ties. Just  as  the  military  services  are 
increasing  the  complexity  of  their 
equipment,  so  are  our  factories  and 
repair  shops.  In  addition,  virtually 
every  occupation  is  being  impacted  by 
computer  technology  and  related  mi- 
crodesigned  parts.  Across  this  country, 
there  is  escalating  awareness  that  our 
educational  systems  are  facing  inordi- 
nate difficulties  in  trying  to  meet  the 
needs  of  our  fast-changing  and  in- 
creasingly technological  society.  It  ap- 
pears that  we  are  and  have  been,  rais- 
ing a  generation  that  lacks  the  under- 
standing and  basic  skills  necessary  to 
participate  fully  in  a  technological 
work  environment.  This  has  certainly 
been  born  out  by  low  SAT  scores  and 
the  reading  level  of  our  young  people. 
The  military  took  it  upon  them- 
selves to  establish  a  strong  and  respon- 
sive research,  development,  and  appli- 
cation program  to  train  our  youth. 
Today,  we  have  a  strong  foundation 
for  education  and  training  technology 
in  the  military  that  is  capable  of  help- 
ing us  broaden  the  pool  of  students 


who  could  be  well  prepared  and  highly 
motivated  for  civilian  careers.  Why 
not  encourage  the  military  to  press  on 
and  transfer  as  much  of  this  knowl- 
edge to  the  Nation  as  possible.  For  ex- 
ample, computer  assisted  instruction 
teaches  very  effective  electronic  trou- 
bleshooting and  at  a  rate  governed  by 
the  student's  ability  to  learn.  Other 
"simulations"  train  powerplant  opera- 
tors, drivers,  computer  programers, 
second  languages,  engine  repair,  and 
so  forth.  The  future  opportunities  are 
unlimited.  To  cite  another  example,  if 
current  military  research  and  develop- 
ment continues  on  portable  training 
and  performance  aids,  not  only  will 
the  military  save  millions  through  im- 
proved on-the-job  training  capabilities 
but  you  and  I  can  benefit  from  im- 
proved quality  control,  lower  worker 
training  costs,  and  reduced  production 
costs  in  industry. 

In  short,  we  have  in  the  military  the 
most  extensive  and  intensive  vocation- 
al educational  institutions  in  the  coun- 
try. Regardless  of  the  initial  quality  of 
the  student,  it  must  produce  a  worker 
who  can  perform  on  the  job  in  a  safe 
and  effective  way.  During  good  times, 
these  workers  leave  the  service  and 
take  a  job  "back  home."  Often  they 
stay  in  the  Reserves  through  a  sense 
of  loyalty  and  a  desire  for  continuing 
education. 

However,  the  military  training 
system  is  far  from  perfect.  That  is  why 
there  is  so  much  need  for  increased 
R&D  funding.  In  fact,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense's  own  Defense  Science 
Board  recommended  at  least  a  15-per- 
cent increase  in  the  funding  of  these 
technologies.  That  is  why  the  budget 
request  was  as  you  saw  it. 

The  military  personnel  and  training 
system  can  be  improved  in  a  fraction 
of  the  time  it  will  take  to  make  a 
change  in  our  domestic  educational 
system.  By  directing  and  monitoring 
our  military  training  R&D.  we  can 
provide  our  local  school  districts  with 
effectiveness  data  on  improved  train- 
ing methods  and  techniques  that 
would  never  be  available  to  them  on 
their  own.  We  in  Congress  have  a 
strong  obligation  to  meet  the  increas- 
ing and  parallel  requirements  of  a 
well-trained  military  and  a  civilian  in- 
dustrial sector  that  is  competitive  in 
world  markets. 

I  urge  the  SASC  members  to  fully 
reinstate  the  personnel  and  training 
research  and  development  budget  as 
submitted   by    the   Secretary   of   De- 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
1984  defense  authorization  bill  is  a 
flawed  bill  because  of  the  administra- 
tion's plans  to  produce  and  deploy  the 
MX  and  B-1  programs. 

Those  two  programs  contain  ap- 
proximately $12  billion  in  funds  for 
1984  and  about  $60  billion  over  the 
next  5  years.  Our  economy  carmot 
afford  this  extravagance.  Our  Armed 


Forces    cannot    afford    this    extrava- 
gance. 

The  defense  authorization  bill 
should  be  the  mechanism  by  which 
our  national  defense  capabilities  are 
strengthened.  The  bill  before  us  does 
not  accomplish  that  aim.  Rather,  our 
national  security  will  be  weakened  in 
future  years  because  the  MX  and  B-1 
programs  will  deprive  very  critical 
needs  of  the  DOD  from  being  funded 
at  adequate  levels— if  indeed  they  are 
ever  funded. 

Why  are  we  going  ahead  with  the 
MX  and  B-1?  For  years,  the  justifica- 
tion for  a  new  ICBM.  the  MX.  has 
been  predicated  on  the  need  for  sur- 
vivability. The  MX  proponents  of 
today— all  of  whom  continually  be- 
moaned the  survivability  issue— now 
are  championing  the  cause  of  a  truly 
vulnerable  ICBM  system.  What  makes 
our  strongest  defense  proponents  no 
longer  care  about  the  survivability  of 
the  ICBM  leg  of  the  triad?  Perhaps, 
the  MX  in  the  vulnerable  Minuteman 
silos  is  their  way  of  leading  us  to  a 
DIAD  where  we  move  from  three  to 
two  basing  modes  for  our  strategic 
forces. 

I  will  not  prolong  the  debate  on  the 
missile  issue.  We  should  forgo  MX  and 
move  expeditiously  to  a  small,  single- 
warhead  missile,  and  an  upgraded 
Minuteman  III  force.  We  must— and 
this  should  be  our  No.  1  priority— in- 
crease the  numbers  of  proposed  Tri- 
dent submarines.  If  we  can  accomplish 
these  aims  in  a  timely  manner— we  will 
improve  our  strategic  missile  forces 
and  save  money. 

Regarding  the  B-1,  I  have  led  the 
fight  against  this  system  for  over  2 
years.  It  is  a  $40  billion  waste,  we 
should  stop  this  program  and  move 
straight  to  the  Stealth  bomber.  The 
issue  is  clear  cut.  The  B-1  will  not  per- 
form its  mission  as  advertised.  Stop 
wasting  the  money. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  economic 
problems— $200  billion  deficits.  10-per- 
cent unemployment,  and  interest  rates 
on  the  rise.  We  have  crucial  education 
and  medical  problems  that  must  be 
solved. 

We  have  strategic  needs— the  Tri- 
dent, cruise  missiles.  Stealth  bomber, 
and  a  new  ICBM  requirement  We  have 
critical  conventional  needs— tactical 
air  power,  land  forces,  the  Guard  and 
Reserves,  the  Rapid  Deployment 
Force,  readiness.  We  have  manpower 
needs  such  as  the  GI  bill  and  the 
draft. 

The  list  is  endless,  Mr.  President.  It 
is  up  to  us  to  make  choices  on  prior- 
ities. This  authorization  bill  with  the 
MX  and  B-1  is  clearly  the  wrong  way 
to  improve  on  defenses. 

We  must  stop  the  waste  now.  Voting 
against  the  MX  and  B-1  is  the  first 
step. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  express  my  concern  over 
certain  cuts  that  have  been  made  in 


the  research,  development,  testing, 
and  evaluation  accounts  in  this  de- 
fense budget.  I  speak  now  as  one  who 
supports  a  higher  level  of  defense 
spending  than  is  contained  in  this  bill 
because  I  believe  it  is  essential  to  our 
national  security.  According  to  the 
committee's  own  report  language, 
many  of  the  drastic  program  reduc- 
tions that  concern  me  might  have 
been  spared,  had  higher  levels  of  de- 
fense spending  been  permitted  under 
the  budget  resolution.  But  we  all 
know,  all  too  well,  that  when  budget 
cuts  have  to  be  made,  the  area  of  re- 
search and  development  is  one  of  the 
easiest  targets.  Few  programs  in  re- 
search and  development  have  gained 
wide  political  support.  Many  of  the 
programs  are  not  part  of  the  so-called 
big  ticket  items  that  inspire  so  much 
emotion  on  both  sides  of  the  defense 
priorities  controversy.  So  we  make 
these  cuts  and,  in  essence,  mortgage 
the  future  in  order  to  try  and  sustain 
the  present. 

Most  of  the  program  cuts  that  con- 
cern me  are  from  small  programs,  but 
programs  with  significant  potential  for 
furture  cost  savings.  In  fact,  these  pro- 
grams are  designed  to  solve  the  educa- 
tion, training,  and  manpower  problems 
that  plague  the  military.  And,  as  with 
so  many  research  and  development 
programs,  their  repercussions  can 
make  a  positive  impact  on  the  civilian 
sector,  as  well. 

The  Department  of  Deferise  devotes 
an  immense  portion  of  its  budget  to 
education  and  training:  $13.4  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1984.  Rightly  so,  because 
people  power  is  what  the  military  is  all 
about.  Without  highly  trained,  proper- 
ly educated,  motivated,  and  creative 
people,  our  military  would  be  in  sad 
shape.  And.  considering  the  very  real 
threat  of  the  Soviet  Union  today,  our 
country's  very  existence  depends  upon 
soldiers  with  highly  specialized  and 
up-to-the-minute  training.  At  any 
given  time,  one  out  of  every  10  active- 
duty  personnel  are  in  a  defense  educa- 
tion or  training  program,  with  better 
than  half  receiving  specialized  skill 
training.  And  this  does  not  take  into 
account  the  continued  formal  training 
given  to  our  guardsmen  and  reservists. 
The  importance  of  training  and  educa- 
tion in  the  military  is  likely  to  increase 
in  the  future,  not  decrease.  As  our 
military  hardware  continues  to  grow 
more  sophisticated  and  complex  and. 
as  the  number  of  18-year-olds  eligible 
for  the  Armed  Forces  shrinks,  it  is 
critical  that  we  be  able  to  train  and  re- 
train our  officers  and  enlisted  men  ef- 
ficiently and  well.  We  can  build  more 
powerful  and  more  complicated  hard- 
ware for  the  military,  but  unless  our 
people  have  the  necessary  skills  to  op- 
erate and  maintain  this  new  equip- 
ment, it  is  likely  to  be  left  rusting  in 
the  fields.  We  make  a  terrible  mistake 
if  we  place  machines  or  systems  over 
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people.  In  the  military,  people  are  im- 
portant; they  are  essential:  without 
them  the  weapons  are  useless. 

I  recognize  that  budget  constraints 
imposed  by  the  budget  resolution  re- 
quire the  Armed  Services  Committee 
to  scrutinize  all  possible  savings  in  this 
budget.  The  committee  subsequently 
cut  8.6  percent  from  requested  levels 
for  the  RDT&E  budget.  But  when  you 
look  at  the  nonhardware  education, 
training,  manpower,  and  personnel 
costs  within  the  RDT&E  budget,  you 
find  that  it  was  slashed  by  34  percent. 
The  cuts  in  these  kinds  of  programs 
were  almost  four  times  greater  than 
those  made  in  the  RDT&E  budget  as  a 
whole.  Obviously,  these  education 
R&D  programs  carried  a  dispropor- 
tionate share  of  the  R&D  cuts,  and  I 
am  concerned  that  this  indicates  a 
lack  of  concern  for  manpower,  educa- 
tion, and  training  problems. 

These  cuts  will  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  civilian  sector,  as  well. 
The  future  and  vitality  of  our  Nation's 
economy  depends  on  an  ever-increas- 
ing technology  base.  These  new  tech- 
nologies open  up  new  job  opportuni- 
ties. To  curb  education  and  training  is 
to  threaten  these  opportunities.  Some 
may  fear,  however,  that  these  new 
technologies  will  threaten  their  cur- 
rent occupations.  But  whether  you  are 
joining  a  new  industry  or  making  a 
transition  to  a  new  occupation  educa- 
tion and  training  remains  a  vital  part 
of  sustained  economic  growth.  In  fact, 
it  can  significantly  help  people  gain 
the  necessary  skills  to  move  into  new 
jol)s.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  anyway 
that  we  can  soften  the  harsh  reality  of 
joblessness  or  ease  the  transition  from 
one  occupation  to  auiother  is  well 
worth  pursuing. 

A  recent  report  on  training  conduct- 
ed by  the  Defense  Science  Board 
showed  that  through  the  use  of  ad- 
vanced computer  techniques,  up  to  30 
percent  of  instructional  time  can  be 
saved,  with  no  loss  in  training  value. 
This  kind  of  research  is  only  one  ex- 
ample of  the  kind  of  important  contri- 
butions from  a  modest  R&D  budget 
for  manpower  and  training.  It  is  this 
kind  of  information  that  can  be  of 
value  to  both  the  military  and  civilian 
sectors. 

I  believe  that  it  is  important  for  us 
to  continue  and  promote  the  kind  of 
research  funded  by  an  employment 
and  training  budget.  No  one  knows 
better  than  the  Defense  Department 
the  importance  and  difficulty  in  train- 
ing and  retraining  people  for  skilled 
positions.  It  is  essential  to  the  readi- 
ness and  effectiveness  of  our  military, 
and  it  is  important  to  the  vitality  of 
our  civilian  economy.  I  hope  that  the 
committee  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
reconsider  in  conference  its  recom- 
mended cuts  for  education  and  train- 
ing cuts.  I  hope  that  it  will  restore 
these  sorely  needed  funds. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  table  listing  nonhardware 
education,  training,  and  manpower 
cuts  be  included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

NONHARDWARE  TRAINING  AND  PERSONNEL  SYSTEMS 
MARKS  RDT&E 
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Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senate  completes  its  consideration 
of  the  fiscal  1984  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  as  reported  out  by  our  Armed 
Services  Committee,  I  want  to  explain 
briefly  why  I  am  voting  against  its 
final  passage  in  the  Senate. 

As  reported  out  by  the  committee, 
this  legislation  was  deficient,  especial- 
ly in  its  overemphasis  on  development 
and  procurement  of  strategic  nuclear 
weapons  systems  at  the  expense  of 
much  more  needed,  and  higher  priori- 
ty, improvements  to  our  conventional 
forces,  especially  the  Army. 

This  deficiency  remains,  unfortu- 
nately, despite  the  attempt  by  myself 
and  others  to  add  $2.7  billion  for 
combat  readiness  and  conventional 
force  improvement  programs,  and  to 
cancel  the  nonsurvivable  MX  missile 
and  superfluous  and  the  militarily  de- 
ficient BIB  bomber. 

Any  defense  authorization  must  allo- 
cate the  limited  resources  available 
among  the  services  in  a  balanced 
manner  which  addresses  the  most 
urgent  needs  of  each  component,  and 
which  apportions  more  of  these  re- 
sources to  those  components  with  the 
greatest  needs,  relative  to  the  other 
services  and  to  the  Soviet  threat. 

Unfortunately,  the  Senate's  version 
of  the  fiscal  1984  Defense  Authoriza- 


tion Act,  S.  675.  fails  both  these  criti- 
cal tests  of  balance. 

This  bill  significantly  distorts  what 
should  be  a  better  balance  between 
strategic  and  conventional  forces  in- 
vestments and  among  the  resources 
being  allocated  to  the  Army.  Navy, 
and  Air  Force. 

In  the  strategic  arena,  two  programs 
which  do  not  adequately  help  us  to 
maintain  and  improve  our  deterrent  to 
nuclear  war  and  diplomatic  black- 
mail—the MX  missile  system  and  the 
B-IB  bomber— were  approved.  The 
huge  investments  these  programs  re- 
quire—6  percent  of  this  year's  entire 
authorization  act  and  substantially 
more  in  the  next  5  years— could  be 
much  better  spent  on  improving  our 
conventional  forces,  or  even  on  some 
other  strategic  programs. 

The  MX  mi.ssile.  to  be  deployed  in  a 
nonsurvivable  basing  mode,  is  a  par- 
ticularly egregious  and  dangerous 
waste  of  our  defense  dollars. 

The  BIB  bomber,  which  will  be  de- 
ployed fully  just  a  few  short  years 
before  the  far  more  effective  and  sur- 
vivable  advanced  technology  bomber— 
Stealth- will  be  ready,  is  the  other  ex- 
ample of  an  unnecessary  and  unwise 
expenditure  of  our  scarce  defense  re- 
sources. 

Deployment  of  MX  means  we  are 
asking  the  American  taxpayer  to  pay 
$22  billion— inflated  dollars— for  10  to 
70  surviving  warheads.  That  is  an 
absurd  cost  per  warhead  for  such  a 
minimal  gain  in  retaliatory  and  deter- 
rent capability. 

The  BIB  bomber  could  cost  about 
$40  billion  for  100  bombers  whose  sur- 
vivability is  questionable  shortly  after 
full  deployment. 

These  huge  sums  could  be  much 
better  spent  to  improve  our  conven- 
tional forces  in  those  areas  needed, 
such  as  Rapid  Deployment  Force  capa- 
bilities—airlift, sealift,  desert  equip- 
ment, et  cetera— or  could  be  more  pro- 
ductive not  being  spent  at  all  during 
the  next  5  years,  when  crushing  defi- 
cits threaten  economic  recovery.  We 
would  be  stronger  militarily,  the  nu- 
clear threshold  would  be  higher,  and 
we  would  be  stronger  economically, 
without  the  MX  and  the  B-IB. 

The  committee's  conventional  forces 
allocations  remain  seriously  flawed, 
even  after  floor  action  on  this  bill. 

Now  that  the  Army  is  finally  in  a  po- 
sition to  introduce  several  new  and 
needed  systems,  the  committee  is  pro- 
posing to  undercut  this  program  by 
again  robbing  the  Army  budget  to  pay 
for  additions  to  the  other  services 
which  compared  to  the  Army,  have 
been  modernized  much  more  in  the 
recent  past.  We  again  are  robbing  the 
poorer  to  pay  the  richer.  There  is 
ample  evidence  this  occurred  in  the 
past  few  years,  despite  the  rhetoric  of 
the  administration's  campaign  plat- 
form  that   the   Army's   "critical   and 


long-delayed  modernization  programs 
must  be  restored  to  economical  pro- 
duction rates  'r-nd  must  be  speeded 
into  the  field." 

This  bill  does  more  of  the  same  in 
fiscal  1984. 

This  bill  reduces  the  Army's  pro- 
grams in  the  Tactical  Warfare  Sub- 
committee—the major  subcommittee 
dealing  with  that  service— much  more 
than  it  reduced  programs  for  both  the 
Air  Force  and  the  Navy. 

The  most  serious  example  of  these 
misplaced  priorities  are  in  the  reduc- 
tions to  the  M-1  tank  program  from 
the  request  for  720  in  fiscal  year  1984 
to  600:  the  cut  in  the  Patriot  missile 
system:  and  the  reduction  in  the  AH- 
64  advanced  attack  helicopter.  Basic 
Army  essentials  in  the  "Other  Pro- 
curement"  accounts  also  were  slashed 
by  half  a  billion  dollars. 

Finally,  the  bill  also  fails  to  provide 
sufficient  funds  in  the  area  of  combat 
readiness  programs.  For  instance, 
depot  maintenance  backlogs  continue 
at  unacceptable  levels  for  all  the  serv- 
ices, the  Army's  maintenance  support 
accounts  are  underfunded,  and  the 
Navy's  flying  hours  per  combat  air- 
crew still  fail  to  meet  the  requirement. 

This  represents  a  repetition  of  the 
"sins  of  the  past"  which  Congress 
committed  by  underfunding  our  readi- 
ness and  pay  accounts  during  the  late 
1970's.  Unless  we  reverse  these  trends, 
we  again  will  discover  that,  despite  the 
many  dollars  we  have  devoted  to  pro- 
curement of  "big-ticket"  items,  espe- 
cially those  militarily  unjustified  and 
sometimes  dangerous  strategic  nuclear 
programs,  we  will  have  the  Armed 
Forces  less  capable,  rather  than  more, 
to  defend  us  in  the  future. 

Senate  floor  action  has  improved 
this  legislation  in  several  areas,  includ- 
ing: An  amendment  to  prevent  the 
reallocation  of  funds  away  from  the 
advanced  technology  bomber— 
Stealth— bomber  program  to  pay  for 
other,  more  dubious  programs,  such  as 
the  B-IB  bomber:  an  amendment  di- 
verting funding  away  from  production 
facilities  for  the  155-millimeter  neu- 
tron warhead  artillery  shell  to  acceler- 
ate development  of  conventional,  pre- 
cision guided  munitions  and  thereby 
reduce  our  dependence  on  nuclear 
weapons  for  defense  of  Western 
Europe;  an  amendment,  of  which  I 
was  privileged  to  be  an  original  co- 
sponsor,  establishing  an  independent 
Office  of  Test  and  Evaluation  in  the 
Pentagon  to  test  more  rigorously  the 
weapons  we  are  developing  to  insure 
they  can  meet  combat  requirements 
before  they  are  fielded.  Establishing 
this  office  could  significantly  improve 
our  national  security  by  increasing  the 
prospects  that  the  billions  spent  annu- 
ally for  new  weapons  actually  results 
in  the  deployment  of  systems  which 


taxpayers;  an  amendment  which 
strengthens  the  provisions  governing 
leasing  of  ships  and  aircraft  by  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  and  which  could 
result  in  a  savings  of  more  than  $4  bil- 
lion to  the  Federal  taxpayers,  accord- 
ing to  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee:  an 
amendment  I  authored  to  take  the 
first  step  to  halt  the  spare  parts  pro- 
curement abuses  which  waste  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars,  by  making 
Defense  Department  contracting  offi- 
cers personally  responsible  for  exam- 
ining proposed  price  increases  to  pre- 
vent the  Government  from  routinely 
paying  exorbitant  fees  for  spare  parts. 

These  last  three  amendments,  Mr. 
President,  while  they  are  in  the  rela- 
tively dry.  less  eyecatching  areas  of  de- 
fense management  and  procurement 
procedures,  could  well  have  far-reach- 
ing, beneficial  institutional  impacts  on 
our  military  establishment  and  may 
well  have  the  potential  to  save  the 
most  taxpayer  dollars. 

My  amendment  declaring  that,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  enhancing  strate- 
gic nuclear  stability,  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  United  States  should  seek  to 
move  toward  intercontinental  ballistic 
missile  force  structures  in  which  mis- 
siles each  contain  only  one  warhead. 
This  is  an  important  endorsement  of 
the  conclusion  that  continued  deploy- 
ment of  large  ICBM's  with  multiple 
warheads  increases  nuclear  instability 
and  creates  a  more  dangerous  world 
for  ourselves  and  our  children. 

This  bill,  as  approved,  also  repre- 
sents full  Senate  endorsement  of  two 
other  actions  I  strongly  support: 

Language  I  authored  strongly  criti- 
cizing our  allies,  especially  Japan,  for 
failing  to  contribute  their  fair  shares 
to  the  burdens  of  our  common  de- 
fense. Japan's  grossly  inadequate  de- 
fense efforts  are  singled  out  for 
Senate  criticism  in  the  form  of  our 
body's  declaration  that  we  are  "ex- 
tremely disappointed"  by  such  meager 
contributions.  This  declaration  is  par- 
ticularly appropriate  and  needed  at 
this  time,  since,  despite  past  state- 
ments and  commitments  to  increase 
defense  spending,  Japan's  Govern- 
ment has  just  announced  it  will  in- 
crease its  1984  defense  budget  by  no 
more  than  6.8  percent  compared  to 
1983.  Some  powerful  factions  of  the 
Japanese  Government  want  that  in- 
crease to  be  3.7  percent.  Japanese  de- 
fense officials  have  admitted  that  an 
annual  8.9  percent  increase  is  needed 
to  meet  the  procurement  and  self-de- 
fense improvement  goals  of  the  now 
well-outdated  1976  defense  plan.  Thus, 
these  projected  increases  even  further 
retard  Japan's  efforts,  to  say  nothing 
of  casting  further  doubt  on  when  she 
will  be  able  to  keep  her  commitment 


work  as  intended.  This  office  better  to  develop  the  forces  needed  to  defend 
safeguards  the  lives  of  our  military  the  air  and  sea  lines  of  communication 
personnel  and  the  pocketbooks  of  our    out  to  1,000  miles. 


This  bill  also  sends  a  blunt  message 
to  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  Mr.  President, 
that  its  procedures  are  sadly  deficient 
for  making  and  announcing  changes  to 
its  force  structure  which  affect  both 
the  military  security  of  the  Nation, 
and  the  economic  security  of  its  indi- 
vidual States  and  regions. 

By  endorsing  with  only  a  technical 
change  language  I  authored  requiring 
detailed  cost-  and  military-effective- 
ness analyses  and  justifications  of  re- 
cently proposed  changes,  as  well  as 
mandating  appropriate,  prior  consulta- 
tion with  Congress,  the  Senate  has 
told  the  Air  Force  it  should  change  its 
ways  of  doing  business  in  this  area. 
Since  my  own  State  of  Michigan  was 
to  be  affected  adversely  by  one  of 
these  proposed  changes.  I  am  particu- 
larly gratified  that  the  full  senate  has 
agreed  with  my  language,  which  was 
drafted  not  only  to  prevent  this  recent 
action,  but  to  warn  against  future  rep- 
etitions of  such  precipitous  and  inap- 
propriate proposals. 

However,  Mr.  President,  when  all  is 
said  and  done,  the  deficiences  of  this 
bill  unfortunately  outweigh  its  posi- 
tive notes. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee.  I  have  stated  repeatedly 
that  I  would  support  in  fiscal  1984  an 
increase  of  3  percent,  after  inflation, 
over  those  funds  authorized  and  ap- 
propriated for  defense  in  fiscal  1983. 
Such  an  increase  would  mean  many 
additional  billions  of  dollars  would  be 
allocated  for  one  national  security, 
after  inflation,  in  fiscal  1984.  It  also 
would  represent  our  keeping  our  com- 
mitment to  our  NATO  allies,  when 
many  of  them  are  failing  to  do  like- 
wise. 

The  bill  before  us  does  have  needed 
growth.  But  it  inordinately  funds  the 
unjustified  and  unneeded  strategic 
programs  for  the  MX  missile  and  the 
B-IB  bomber.  I,  therefore,  reluctantly 
must  cast  my  vote  against  its  final  pas- 
sage. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have  de- 
cided to  vote  against  the  1984  Defense 
Authorization  bill.  I  do  so  with  some 
reluctance,  because  any  vote  against  a 
defense  authorization  bill  is  a  difficult 
one  to  cast.  This  legislation,  however, 
with  its  tremendous  imbalance  be- 
tween strategic  and  conventional 
forces,  leaves  me  little  choice.  S.  675 
commits  the  United  States  to  a  mas- 
sive and  long-term  buildup  of  new 
strategic  weapons  systems.  These 
weapons  will  not  enhance  our  national 
security:  they  will  only  serve  to  esca- 
late the  arms  race  and  increase  the 
danger  of  nuclear  war.  Moveover,  by 
irrevocably  committing  ourselves  to 
the  B-1.  the  MX,  and  other  programs, 
we  have  started  down  a  path  that  will 
produce  continued  unrestrained 
budget  deficits  and  severely  hinder  ef- 
forts to  bring  about  a  sustained  na- 
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tional  economic  recovery.  For  these 
reasons,  I  intend  to  vote  against  S.  675. 
I  oppose  this  bill  because  of  its  over- 
whelming emphasis  on  funding  for  the 
production  of  the  B-1,  the  MX.  chemi- 
cal munitions  and  other  weapon  sys- 
tems that  are  wasteful  or  destabilizing. 
The  commitment  of  funding  for  the 
MX  is.  in  my  view,  a  serious  mistake. 
The  Congress  has  in  the  past  wisely 
rejected  administration  proposals  to 
put  the  MX  in  fixed  silos,  and  there  is 
absolutely  no  evidence  today  that  silo 
basing  is  any  more  survivable  than  it 
was  a  year  ago.  Surely  its  implications 
for  destabilization  are  no  less  frighten- 
ing today  than  they  were  a  year  ago. 

The  American  people,  perhaps  even 
more  than  their  elected  representa- 
tives in  Washington,  have  signified 
their  fear  that  nuclear  war  is  becom- 
ing more,  rather  than  less  likely.  Mil- 
lions of  our  constituents  favor  a  nucle- 
ar freeze  because  they  want  the  arms 
race  halted.  Deployment  of  the  MX 
will  not  stop  the  arms  race  or  enhance 
our  national  security.  By  embracing 
the  MX  proposal  contained  in  this  bill. 
we  fail  to  solve  the  vulnerability  prob- 
lem, and  we  take  another  needless  step 
"down  the  road  of  escalation  and  desta- 
bilization. As  I  have  previously  indicat- 
ed during  the  debate  on  the  MX.  there 
is  hardly  any  basis  to  believe  that  the 
MX  is  a  credible  bargaining  chip  in 
arms  control  negotiations  with  the  So- 
viets. 

This  bills  misplaced  emphasis  on 
strategic  programs  will  ultimately 
result  in  a  weaker  and  less  flexible  de- 
fense program.  I  am  particularly  dis- 
turbed that,  in  order  to  accommodate 
full  funding  for  strategic  programs, 
the  committee  was  forced  to  make  a 
number  of  cuts  in  conventional  pro- 
grams. There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  as  the  economic  consequences  of 
the  multiyear,  multibillion-dollar  stra- 
tegic programs  become  evident,  there 
will  have  to  be  further  reductions  in 
readiness  and  conventional  programs 
or  neglect  of  our  manpower  needs.  As 
the  bill  comes  due  for  the  MX.  the  B- 
1,  and  other  strategic  programs,  other 
essential  areas  of  our  defense  program 
will  inevitably  suffer.  Thus  the  final 
legacy  of  this  administration's  defense 
program  may  well  be  that  more  and 
more  spending  will  have  bought  a  less 
effective  defense. 

In  announcing  my  intention  to  vote 
against  S.  675,  I  want  to  emphasize 
that  there  are  many  positive  elements 
in  the  bill  which  I  strongly  support.  I 
commend  the  committee  for  its  contin- 
ued strong  support  of  our  submarine 
building  program.  This  bill's  authori- 
zation of  $1.7  billion  in  funding  for 
three  new  attack  submarines  as  well  as 
the  authorization  for  the  eleventh  Tri- 
dent will  enable  these  vital  deterrent 
programs  to  move  forward.  The  Tri- 
dent and  attack  submarine  programs 
contribute  strongly  and  effectively  to 
our  national  defense,  and  I  fully  sup- 


port this  provision  of  the  bill.  I  also 
commend  the  committee  for  wisely 
overriding  the  administration's  elimi- 
nation of  the  military  pay  raise.  The 
military  pay  increase  contained  in  S. 
675  will  hopefully  avoid  the  personnel 
retention  crisis  that  would  have  oc- 
cured  if  the  administration's  proposal 
had  been  adopted.  S.  675  has  also  been 
strengthened  by  the  adoption  during 
debate  on  the  bill  of  an  amendment  I 
cosponsored  creating  an  independent 
agency  of  weapons  testing  and  evalua- 
tion within  the  Pentagon.  This  amend- 
ment, first  proposed  by  Senators 
Pryor.  Roth,  and  Kassebaum.  will 
help  to  reduce  a  great  deal  of  the 
waste  in  procurement  of  new  weapons. 
Finally.  S.  675  provides  strong  support 
for  our  Guard  and  Reserve  programs, 
and  provides  for  the  creation  of  the 
position  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense for  Reserve  Affairs. 

Mr.  President.  I  support  a  strong  na- 
tional defense,  and  remain  convinced 
that  we  can  achieve  that  objective  at  a 
reasonable  cost.  Before  we  can  move  in 
that  direction,  however,  we  must  reex- 
amine the  priorities  contained  in  S. 
675  and  reconsider  what  is  militarily 
necessary  and  effective  for  a  strong 
national  defense.  Needed  growth  in  de- 
fense programs  must  not  come  at  the 
expense  of  other  important  programs 
or  add  to  the  already  staggering 
burden  of  massive  Federal  deficits.  S. 
675  commits  our  Nation  to  more  stra- 
tegic weapons  programs  than  we  need 
or  can  reasonably  afford,  and  for  that 
reason  I  intend  to  vote  against  the  bill. 


BRIEFING  ON  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
conferred  with  the  minority  leader  on 
the  matter  of  a  briefing  for  Senators 
on  the  situation  in  Central  America. 
As  a  result  of  his  initiative  and  mine.  I 
am  pleased  to  announce  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  State.  Mr.  Shultz,  and  the 
President's  National  Security  Adviser. 
Judge  Clark,  will  be  in  S-407— which  is 
the  secure  briefing  room  of  the  Cap- 
itol—at 9:30  in  the  morning.  The  brief- 
ing will  be  for  Senators  and  Senators 
only.  No  staff  will  be  permitted. 

The  briefing  will  necessarily  be 
short,  because  there  is  a  similar  brief- 
ing on  the  House  side  from  9  until  9:30 
and  here  from  approximately  9:30 
until  a  little  after  10.  But  because  of 
the  visit  of  our  Israeli  friends  and 
other  matters,  both  Judge  Clark  and 
Secretary  Shultz  will  have  to  leave 
shortly  after  10  o'clock.  Rather  than 
postpone  the  briefing  until  the  later 
time,  after  conferring  with  the  minori- 
ty leader,  I  have  suggested  that  we  go 
ahead  at  that  point.  There  will  be  time 
for  questions  and  answers. 

Once  again,  the  briefing  will  begin  at 
9:30  a.m.  or  a  few  minutes  after  that— 
as  long  after  that  as  it  takes  the  Secre- 
tary and  the  adviser  to  come  from  the 


House  to  the  Senate.  That  is  tomor- 
row morning. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  majority  leader 
yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  What  the  majority 
leader  is  saying  is  we  have  a  half  hour. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  we  do. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  includes  time  for 
questions  and  answers,  also. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President,  it 
does.  I  regret  it  is  a  brief  time.  The 
House  was  scheduled  for  an  hour  and 
the  only  way  we  could  work  this  thing 
was  to  cut  down  their  time  and  add  it 
to  our  time  or,  in  the  alternative,  to 
wait  until  perhaps  tomorrow. 

Rather  than  wait  that  long,  knowing 
the  intensity  of  the  interest  in  that 
situation,  I  urged  the  Secretary  and 
the  National  Security  Adviser  to  go 
ahead  with  that  briefing.  I  anticipate 
that  their  statements  will  be  brief  and 
that  there  will  be  time  for  questions 
and  answers. 

Mr.  BYRD.  If  the  majority  leader 
will  yield  for  one  further  observation 
on  my  part,  this  means  that  we  have 
to  be  punctual  in  arriving  in  order  to 
get  the  full  30  minutes. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Exactly  so.  I  expect 
they  will  be  punctual,  and  I  expect  if 
we  are  going  to  get  any  good  out  of  it, 
we  ought  to  all  be  there  at  9:30  in  the 
morning. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Will  the  majority 
leader  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  appreciate  the  ma- 
jority leader  yielding. 

As  we  all  try  to  make  sense  out  of 
the  events  in  Central  America  and  the 
military  announcements  and  actions, 
and  so  forth,  it  is  very  difficult  to  sort 
it  all  out.  I  thank  the  Senators  for 
their  efforts  to  get  the  representatives 
of  the  administration  in  tomorrow 
morning,  but  the  word  that  I  have  re- 
ceived so  far  is  that  consultation  in 
the  normal  sense  has  not  been  going 
on  between  either  the  leadership  on 
the  minority  side  or  the  majority  side. 

I  would  like  to  establish  whether 
that  is  true,  because  I  am  very  much 
concerned  that  in  the  long  tradition 
and  history  of  the  Senate,  if  we  are 
going  to  be  involved  in  any  kind  of 
military  activities.  I  would  hope  that 
the  administration  would  be  counsel- 
ing in  an  active  way  before  the  fact 
with  the  leaders  on  both  sides.  But  I 
am  told  that  that  has  not  been  the 
case. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
what  I  better  do  in  this  case  is  simply 
limit  myself  to  saying  that  the  minori- 
ty leader  and  I  together  arranged  this 
briefing  tomorrow.  We  are  grateful  for 
the  briefing.  We  regret  that  it  is  a 
brief  time,  only  30  minutes.  But 
beyond  that,  I  really  do  not  think  I 
should  comment  on  the  question  put 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 


Mr.  RIEGLE.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  further,  I  will  make  a  comment 
in  brief  of  my  own,  and  that  is  that  I 
would  hope  that  we  can  reestablish 
thorough  consultation  before  the  fact 
if  we  are  going  to  be  involved  in  any 
kind  of  a  military  exercise  abroad,  as 
has  been  the  tradition  in  the  Senate 
over  many  long  years. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  majority  leader 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  want  to  thank  the  ma- 
jority leader  for  arranging  this  meet- 
ing with  the  administration.  In  answer 
to  the  Senator  from  Michigan,  I  must 
say  I  have  not  been  briefed.  At  least 
this  is  a  step  in  that  direction,  and  the 
majority  leader  is  to  be  complimented. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


OMNIBUS  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  S.  675. 

VOTE  ON  THE  COMMITTEE  SUBSTITUTE 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  manager  of  the  bill  to 
suggest  that  we  voice  vote  the  commit- 
tee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute and  have  a  rollcall  vote  on  final 
passage  of  the  bill,  which  should  occur 
very,  very  shortly. 

Mr.  President,  on  what  does  the 
question  recur? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  committee  substi- 
tute. The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  committee  substitute. 

The  committee  substitute  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendments,  the 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
yield  to  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  is  it  the 
intention  of  the  manager  to  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  final  passage? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
announce  that  this  will  be  the  last 
record  vote  tonight. 

SENATE  SCHEDULE  FOR  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senate  will  con- 
vene tomorrow  at  10  a.m.,  and  Mem- 
bers should  know  there  will  be  eight 
rollcall  votes  before  noon,  one  vote  to 
count  for  seven  on  treaties,  and  one  on 
the  nomination  of  Paul  Volcker  to  be 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 


Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
majority  leader  yield? 
Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senator  said  the 
Senate  will  come  in  at  10  a.m.  and  our 
briefing  will  last  from  9:30  a.m.  to  10 
a.m? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President. 
What  that  means  is  that  you  and  I  will 
perhaps  have  to  have  someone  to  open 
the  Senate. 

But  to  reiterate  what  I  said  before, 
there  will  be  a  briefing  in  S-407  for 
Members  only,  a  classified  briefing  to 
be  given  by  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
the  President's  National  Security  Ad- 
viser on  Central  America  from  9:30 
until  10  a.m. 

Mr.  President,  there  will  also  be 
votes  tomorrow  afternoon.  It  is  the 
hope  of  the  leadership  that  we  can  go 
to  the  Milcon  appropriations  bill  and 
the  D.C.  appropriations  bill,  both  of 
which  should  be  fairly  brief,  and  then 
go  to  the  agriculture  target  price  bill 
in  the  course  of  the  day. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  yielded  back? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
back  my  time  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass?  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr.  Pack  wood) 
is  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici)  is 
absent  due  to  illness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  83, 
nays  15,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  221  Leg.] 
YEAS-83 


ask 

Is 

is  a 


Abdnor 

Garn 

Murkowski 

Andrews 

Glenn 

Nickles 

Armstrong 

Goldwater 

Nunn 

Baker 

Gorton 

Percy 

Baucus 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Bentsen 

Hatch 

Pryor 

Biden 

Hawkins 

Quayle 

Bingaman 

Hecht 

Randolph 

Boren 

Heflin 

Riegle 

Boschwitz 

Heinz 

Roth 

Bradley 

Helms 

Rudman 

Burdick 

Huddleston 

Sarbanes 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Sasser 

Chafee 

Inouye 

Simpson 

Chiles 

Jackson 

Specter 

Cochran 

Jepsen 

Stafford 

Cohen 

Johnston 

Stennis 

D'Amato 

Kassebaum 

Stevens 

Danforth 

Kasten 

Symms 

DeConcini 

Lautenberg 

Thurmond 

Denton 

Laxalt 

Tower 

Dixon 

Long 

Trible 

Dodd 

Lugar 

Wallop 

Dole 

Mathias 

Warner 

Eagleton 

Matsunaga 

Weicker 

fcast 

Matlingly 

Wilson 

Ex  on 

McClure 

Zorinsky 

Ford 

Mitchell 
NAYS-15 

Bumpers 

Hollings 

Metzenbaum 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Moynihan 

Durenberger 

Leahy 

Pell 

Hart 

Levin 

Proxmire 

Hatfield 

Melcher 

Tsongas 

NOT  VOTING-2 

Domenici  Packwood 

So  the  bill  (S.  675),  as  amended,  was 
passed  as  follows: 

S.  675 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLES 

Section  1.  (a)  This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  'Omnibus  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
1984 '. 

(b)  Title  I  may  be  cited  as  the  "Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Authorization  Act,  1984". 

(c)  Title  II  may  be  cited  as  the  "Military 
Construction  Authorization  Act.  1984". 

(d)  Title  III  may  be  cited  as  the  "Depart- 
ment of  Energy  National  Security  and  Mili- 
tary Applications  of  Nuclear  Energy  Au- 
thorization Act.  1984". 

TITLE   I-PROCUREMENT.   COMPENSA- 
TION. AND  PERSONNEL  MATTERS 
Part  A— Procurement 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.  ARMY 

Sec.  101.  (a)  F\inds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles,  weapons 
and  tracked  combat  vehicles,  and  ammuni- 
tion, and  for  other  procurement  for  the 
Army,  as  follows: 

For  aircraft,  $3,230,900,000. 

For  missiles.  $2,806,900,000. 

For  weapons  and  tracked  combat  vehicles, 
$4,531,016,000. 

For  ammunition.  $2,144,589,000. 

For  other  procurement.  $4,758,170,000. 

For  Army  National  Guard  equipment, 
$100,000,000. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  con- 
tinue to  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  establish- 
ing a  second  production  source  for  the  M-1 
tank  engine  and  submit  the  results  of  his 
evaluation  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Congress  at  least  30  days  before  any 
funds  are  obligated  under  a  second  source 
contract  for  such  engine. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.  NAVY  AND 
MARINE  CORPS 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
procurement  of  aircraft,  weapons  (including 
missiles  and  torpedoes),  shipbuilding  and 
conversion,  and  for  other  procurement  for 
the  Navy,  as  follows: 

For  aircraft.  $10,457,400,000. 

For  weapons  (including  missiles  and  torpe- 
does), $3,769,400,000. 

For  shipbuilding  and  conversion. 
$11,391,600,000. 

For  other  procurement,  $4,375,338,000. 

(b)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  fiscal  year  1984  for  procure- 
ment for  the  Marine  Corps  (including  mis- 
siles, tracked  combat  vehicles,  and  other 
weapons)  in  the  amount  of  $1,808,149,000. 

(c)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  an  authorization  of  appropriations  in 
this  or  any  prior  Act  may  be  used  to  equip 
any  Naval  Air  Reserve  unit  with  F/A-18  air- 
craft. 

(d)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  any  authorization  of  appropriations 
contained  in  this  or  any  other  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  for  the  purchase  of 
the  5-inch  semiactive  laser  guided  projectile 
until  the  Navy  has  caused  to  be  published, 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
a  notice  of  the  proposed  procurement  of 
such  projectile,  as  provided  in  section  8(e)  of 
the  Small  Business  Act  (15  U.S.C.  637(e)). 
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reflecting  up-to-date  information  on  such 
projectile.  Such  notice  shall  give  reasonable 
opportunity,  but  in  no  event  less  than  90 
days,  for  response  before  the  award  of  any 
contract  is  made  for  procurement  of  such 
projectile. 

AHTHOKIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.  AIR  FORCE 

Sec.  103.  (a)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
procurement  of  aircraft  and  missiles,  and 
for  other  procurement  for  the  Air  Force,  as 
follows: 

For  aircraft.  $21,286,690,000. 

For  missiles,  $8,095,334,000. 

For  other  procurement.  $7,150,902,000. 

For  Air  National  Guard  equipment. 
$25,000,000. 

(b)  Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  this  section  for  aircraft  for  the 
Air  Force,  the  sum  of  $112,100,000  is  avail- 
able only  for  contribution  by  the  United 
States  as  iu  share  of  the  cost  for  fiscal  year 
1984  of  acquisition  by  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  of  the  Airborne  Warn- 
ing and  Control  System  (AWACS). 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.  DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

Sec.  104.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  pro- 
curement by  the  Defense  agencies  in  the 
amount  of  $969,091,000. 

CERTAIN  AUTHORITY  PROVIDED  THE  SECRETARY 
OF  DEFENSE  IN  CONNECTION  WITH  THE  NATO 
AIRBORNE  WARNING  AND  CONTROL  SYSTEM 
>  AWACS  >   PROGRAM 

Sec  105.  Effective  on  October  1.  1983.  sec- 
tion 103(a)  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act.  1982  (Public  Law  97-86: 
95  Stat.  1100)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
■fiscal  year  1983"  both  places  it  appears  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •fiscal  year  1984". 

SECURE  COMMUNICATIONS  EQUIPMENT  AND  A 
SPECIAL  CLASSIFIED  PROGRAM 

Sec.  106.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  au- 
thorized to  procure  secure  telephone  com- 
munication systems,  including  equipment 
and  related  items,  during  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  and  other 
Government  agencies  and  entities  to  sup- 
port a  national  program  to  provide  secure 
telephone  service.  Of  the  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  title, 
not  more  than  $60,000,000  may  be  used  to 
provide  secure  telephone  equipment  and  re- 
lated items  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  other  Government  agencies  and  entities 
in  support  of  such  a  national  program. 
Equipment  provided  to  Government  agen- 
cies and  entities  outside  the  Department  of 
Defense  under  the  authority  of  this  section, 
and  such  related  services  as  may  be  neces- 
sary, may  be  furnished  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  with  or  without  reimbursement.  In 
addition,  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated pursuant  to  this  title,  not  more 
than  $220,000,000  is  authorized  for  a  special 
classified  program. 

AITTHORIZATION  OF  MULTIYEAR  CONTRACTS  FOR 
THE  B-IB  aircraft;  PROHIBITION  ON  MUL- 
TIYEAR CONTRACTS  FOR  CERTAIN  EQUIPMENT 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  procurement  of  the  B-IB 
aircraft  program  may  be  carried  out  under  a 
multiyear  procurement  contract  in  accord- 
ance with  section  2306(h)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code. 

(b)  The  Department  of  Defense  is  denied 
the  authority  to  execute  multiyear  procure- 
ment contracts,  as  proposed  in  the  Depart- 
ment's fiscal  year  1984  budget  request,  for 
procurement  of  any  of  the  following: 

(1)  AH-64  helicopter  engines. 


(2)  F-18  aircraft  engines. 

(3)  LSD-41  class  amphibious  ships. 

(4)  F-15  aircraft. 

(5)  KC-135  reengining  (airframes). 

(6)  Mark  30  targets. 

(7)  AN/SSQ-62  DICASS  sonobouys. 

(8)  TB-16  towed  arrays. 

LIMITATIONS  AND  REQUIREMENTS  WITH  RE- 
SPECT TO  THE  PROCUREMENT  AND  DEPLOY- 
MENT OF  THE  MX  MISSILE 

Sec  108.  (a)(l>  Funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
in  section  103  may  be  used  to  procure  not 
more  than  twenty-one  operational  MX  mis- 
siles for  deployment. 

(2)  MX  missiles  procured  with  funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  section  103 
shall  be  deployed  in  existing  Minuteman 
missile  silos  that  are  part  of  the  319th  and 
400th  Strategic  Missile  Squadrons  and  sup- 
ported by  Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base. 
Wyoming.  The  first  ten  MX  missiles  pro- 
cured for  deployment  by  the  Air  Force  shall 
be  placed  on  alert  status,  with  appropriate 
security  and  logistics  facilities  in  operation, 
not  later  than  December  31.  1986. 

(b)(  1 )  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  shall 
prepare  a  full  draft  and  final  environmental 
impact  statement  in  accordance  with  all 
terms,  conditions,  and  requirements  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
(42  U.S.C.  4321  et  .seq.)  on  the  proposed  de- 
ployment and  peacetime  operations  of  MX 
missiles  in  the  Minuteman  silos  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a).  The  final  environmental 
impact  statement  on  the  proposed  deploy- 
ment of  such  missiles  shall  be  published  not 
later  than  January  31,  1984. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (A) 
may  immediately  commence  planning,  facil- 
ity and  equipment  designing,  surveying,  and 
other  predeployment  activities  with  respect 
to  the  MX  missile,  and  (B)  shall  proceed 
promptly  following  the  publication  of  the 
final  environmental  impact  statement  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)  with  deployment 
of  MX  missiles  in  the  missile  silos  referred 
to  in  sut)section  (a). 

(c)  The  President  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives, 
coincident  with  the  submission  to  the  Con- 
gress of  any  request  made  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  for  funds  for  the 
procurement  of  operational  MX  missiles  in- 
tended for  deployment,  a  written  assess- 
ment relating  to  the  requirement  for  and 
the  anticipated  impact  of  the  procurement 
of  such  missiles.  This  assessment  shall  in- 
clude the  President's  judgment  with  respect 
to— 

(A)  the  degree  to  which  current  and  pro- 
jected international  conditions  require  the 
procurement  of  such  missiles  for  operation- 
al purposes: 

(B)  the  expected  impact  the  procurement 
of  such  missiles  will  have  on  the  stability  of 
the  strategic  balance  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union:  and 

(C)  the  effect  the  procurement  of  such 
missiles,  if  approved  by  the  Congress,  will 
likely  have  on  achieving  negotiated  reduc- 
tions in  the  nuclear  forces  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  through  sound, 
equitable,  and  verifiable  arms  control  agree- 
ments. 

Part  B— Research.  Development.  Test,  and 

Evaluation 

authorization  op  appropriations 

Sec  111.  (a)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized 

to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 

the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  for  research. 


July  26,  1983 

and     evaluation.     In 
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development,     test, 
amounts  as  follow: 

For  the  Army,  $4,193,364,000. 

For  the  Navy  (including  the  Marine 
Corps),  $7,652,642,000. 

For  the  Air  Force,  $12,936,116,000. 

For  the  Defense  agencies,  $2,468,537,000, 
of  which  $55,800,000  is  authorized  for  the 
activities  of  the  Director  of  Test  and  Eval- 
uation, Defense. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  in  subsection  (a),  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  such  additional  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  increases  in  salary,  pay,  retirement, 
and  other  employee  benefits  authorized  by 
law  for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  whose  compensation  is  pro- 
vided for  by  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated In  subsection  (a). 

(c)  Of  the  amount  authorized  for  Air 
Force  Research  and  Development  not  less 
than  $22,477,000  shall  be  available  for  re- 
search and  development  of  Training  and 
Simulation  Technology. 

(d)  Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  this  section.  $20,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  research  and  develop- 
ment by  the  Department  of  the  Army  for 
the  Military  Computer  Family.  The  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  shall  make  offsetting  reduc- 
tions in  lower  priority  computer  application 
projects  authorized  in  this  Act. 

restriction  on  use  OF  FUNDS  FOR  THE  C- 1  7 

aircraft  program 
Sec  112.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions in  section  111  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  the  C-17  aircraft  program  until 
(Da  Selected  Acquisition  Report  on  the  C- 
17  aircraft  program  has  been  submitted  to 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  (2) 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  submitted  to 
such  committees  a  report  validating  the  re- 
quirement, concepts,  and  design  of  the  C-17 
aircraft,  and  (3)  a  period  of  30  days  has 
elapsed  after  the  date  on  which  such  com- 
mittees receive  such  submissions. 

RESTRICTION  ON  THE  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  THE 
JOINT  TACTICAL  MISSILE  PROGRAM  AND  THE 
JOINT  SURVEILLANCE  AND  TARGET  ATTACK 
SYSTEM 

Sec  113.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  the  authorization  con- 
tained in  section  111  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  the  Joint  Tactical  Missile  Pro- 
gram or  the  Joint  Surveillance  and  Target 
Attack  System  until  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff  have  jointly  submitted  a  report  to 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
containing  a  comprehensive  and  coordinat- 
ed plan  for  the  development  and  procure- 
ment of  such  program  and  system  and  sub- 
munitions  associated  with  such  program 
and  system.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
shall  clearly  define  the  integration  of  such 
program  and  system  within  the  Air-Land 
Battle  concept  developed  in  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  the  expected  contribution  of 
such  program  and  system  to  the  disruption 
and  destruction  of  follow-on  enemy  forces. 

(b)  The  President  shall  submit  a  written 
report  to  the  Congress,  within  30  days  after 
the  receipt  by  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  report  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a),  containing  his  views  and  rec- 
ommendations on  the  subjects  discussed  in 
that  report. 


ANTIBALLISTIC  MISSILE  DEFENSE  SYSTEM 
RESEARCH 

Sec  114.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
use  not  more  than  $50,400,000  of  any  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  an  authorization 
of  funds  contained  in  this  part,  and  which 
are  not  obligated  for  any  other  purpose,  to 
carry  out  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  on  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
systems  technology  program  of  the  Army. 
The  authority  under  the  preceding  sentence 
is  in  addition  to  any  amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  part  to  carry  out  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evaluation  on 
the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  sy-stems  tech- 
nology program  of  the  Army.  In  no  circum- 
stances will  this  additional  discretionary  au- 
thority be  an  addition  to  the  total  authori- 
zation of  this  Act. 

Part  C— Operation  and  Maintenance 
authorization  of  appropriations 

Sec  116.  (a)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  other  ac- 
tivities and  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  expenses,  not  otherwise  provid- 
ed for,  for  operation  and  maintenance,  in 
amounts  as  follow: 

For  the  Army.  $17,460,900,000  of  which 
$4,600,000  shall  be  available  only  for  physi- 
cal fitness  center  purposes. 

For  the  Navy,  $22,538,100,000. 

For  the  Marine  Corps,  $1,552,100,000. 

For  the  Air  Force,  $18,017,000,000. 

For  the  Defense  agencies,  $6,726,600,000, 
of  which  $10,000,000  shall  be  used  only  to 
increase  the  number  of  full-time  auditors  in 
the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  by  at  least  400 
above  the  number  of  full-time  auditors  re- 
quested for  such  agency  in  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1984  budget  request. 

For  the  Army  Reserve,  $654,000,000. 

For  the  Naval  Reserve.  $675,300,000. 

For  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve. 
$52,429,000. 

For  the  Air  Force  Reserve.  $785,700,000. 

For  the  Army  National  Guard, 
$1,126,400,000. 

For  the  Air  National  Guard, 
$1,808,900,000. 

For  the  National  Board  for  the  Promotion 
of  Rifle  Practice,  $899,000. 

For  Defense  Claims,  $172,900,000. 

For  the  Court  of  Military  Appeals, 
$3,372,000. 

(b>  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1984,  in  addition  to  the 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in 
subsection  (a),  such  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
sary— 

(1)  for  increases  in  salary,  pay,  retirement, 
and  other  employee  benefits  authorized  by 
law  for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  whose  compensation  is  pro- 
vided for  by  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  subsection  (a); 

(2)  for  unbudgeted  increases  in  fuel  cost; 
and 

(3)  for  increases  as  the  result  of  inflation 
in  the  costs  of  activities  authorized  by  sub- 
section (a). 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  AS- 
SISTANCE FOR  1984  GAMES  OF  THE  XXIII 
OLYMPIAD 

Sec  117.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is 
authorized- 
CD  to  provide  logistical  support  and  per- 
sonnel services  to  the  1984  Games  of  the 
XXIII  Olympiad; 


(2)  to  lend  and  provide  equipment  in  sup- 
port of  the  1984  Games  of  the  XXIII  Olym- 
piad; and 

(3)  to  provide  such  other  services  in  sup- 
port of  the  1984  Games  of  the  XXIII  Olym- 
piad as  the  Secretary  may  consider  advisa- 
ble. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal 
year  1984  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$25,000,000  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
subsection  (a).  Except  for  funds  used  for 
pay  and  nontravel-related  allowances  for 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  other  than 
members  of  the  Reserve  components  there- 
of called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  to  provide 
support  for  the  XXIII  Olympiad,  no  funds 
may  be  obligated  for  such  purpose  unless 
specifically  appropriated  for  such  purpose. 
The  costs  for  pay  and  nontravel-related  al- 
lowances of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces, 
other  than  members  of  the  Reserve  compo- 
nents thereof  called  or  ordered  to  active 
duty  to  provide  support  for  the  XXIII 
Olympiad,  may  not  be  charged  to  appropria- 
tions made  pursuant  to  this  authorization. 

(c)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorization  contained  in  this 
section  may  be  obligated  until  the  President 
approves  the  justification  for  the  assistance 
described  in  subsection  (a)  submitted  by  the 
Olympic  Law  Enforcement  Coordination 
Council.  The  justification  shall  include  an 
explanation  of  the  necessity  for  the  request- 
ed support  for  security,  medical  services, 
and  for  related  equipment  or  other  support. 
The  justification  shall  also  include  the  oper- 
ational responsibilities  and  financial  limita- 
tions of  each  governmental  agency  repre- 
sented on  the  Council.  Such  justification 
shall  be  presented  in  such  detail  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  considers  necessary. 

(d)  Upon  approval  of  the  justification  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (c)  by  the  President, 
a  copy  of  such  justification  shall  be  for- 
warded to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices and  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

FORCE  STRUCTURE  CHANGES,  AIR  FORCE 

Sec  118.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  an  authorization  contained  in 
this  or  any  other  Act  for  'Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Air  Force"  or  "Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard"  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  to  carry  out  alter- 
ations in  the  planned  changes  with  respect 
to  F-106,  F-4,  and  F-15  aircraft  types  an- 
nounced by  the  Air  Force  on  January  31, 
1983,  in  its  plan  for  'Tactical  and  Air  De- 
fense Force  Structure  Changes  ",  until— 

( 1 )  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  has  con- 
ducted a  study  of  the  cost-benefit,  cost  ef- 
fectiveness, and  military-effectiveness  of  the 
proposed  alterations  to  such  plan  and  has 
submitted  a  written  report  to  the  Congress, 
in  conjunction  with  the  submission  of  the 
Department  of  Defense's  budget  request  for 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1985,  or  in  conjunction 
with  any  other  formal  budget  request  for 
the  Department  of  Defense,  or  after  Sep- 
tember 30,  1983,  in  conjunction  with  any 
other  formal  budget  correspondence  for  the 
Department  of  Defense,  containing  the  re- 
sults of  such  study,  including  an  analysis  of 
(A)  the  impacts  on  the  regional  economies 
of  the  areas  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  alterations  to  such  plan  and  of  the 
nonmilitary  costs  to  the  United  States,  in- 
cluding increases  in  Federal  outlays  for  un- 
employment compensation,  for  other  bene- 
fits and  services  to  individuals  and  commu- 
nities, and  for  economic  adjustment  activi- 
ties, and  (B)  the  environmental,  strategic. 


and  operational  consequences  of  the  pro- 
posed alterations  to  such  plan;  and 

(2)  a  period  of  60  days  htis  expired  after 
the  date  on  which  such  report  is  received  by 
the  Congress  and  the  appropriate  commit- 
tees have  had  ample  opportunity  to  consider 
fully  the  fiscal,  economic,  environmental, 
and  military  ramifications  of  these  proposed 
alterations  to  the  plan  announced  January 
31,  1983. 

LIMITATION  ON  AMOUNT  THAT  MAY  BE  MADE 
AVAILABLE  FROM  THE  REVOLVING  AND  MANAGE- 
MENT FUNDS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR   1984 

Sec  119.  Not  more  than  $2,519,166,600 
may  be  made  available  out  of  the  Revolving 
and  Management  Funds  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1984. 

Part  D^Active  Forces 
authorization  of  end  strength 
Sec   121.  The  Armed  Forces  are  author- 
ized strengths  for  active  duty  personnel  as 
of  September  30.  1984.  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Army.  780.459. 

(2)  The  Navy.  565.782 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps,  196,872. 

(4)  The  Air  Force,  599,561. 

QUALITY  CONTROL  ON  ENLISTMENTS  INTO  THE 
ARMY 

Sec  122.  Effective  on  October  1.  1983,  sec- 
tion 302(a)  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act,  1981  (Public  Law  96-342: 
10  U.S.C.  520  note),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  'October  1.  1982  "  and  September  30. 
1983  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "October 
1,  1983"  and  "September  30.  1984  ".  respec- 
tively. 

EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORITY  FOR  THE  TEMPORARY 
PROMOTIONS  OF  CERTAIN  NAVY  LIEUTENANTS 

Sec  123.  Section  5721(f)  of  title  10.  United 
Slates  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
•September  30.  1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'September  30.  1984". 

Part  E— Reserve  Forces 

authorization  of  average  strengths  for 
selected  reserve 

Sec  131.  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984.  the  Se- 
lected Reserve  of  the  Reserve  components 
of  the  Armed  Forces  shall  be  programed  to 
attain  average  strengths  of  not  less  than  the 
following: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  424,400. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve,  273,700. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve,  112,600. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  40,300. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  103.400. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  68.600. 

(7)  The  Coast  Guard  Reserve.  12.000. 

(b)  The  average  strength  prescribed  by 
subsection  (a)  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
any  Reserve  component  shall  be  proportion- 
ately reduced  by  (1)  the  total  authorized 
strength  of  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component 
which  are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training)  at  any  time  during  the  fiscal  year, 
and  (2)  the  total  number  of  individual  mem- 
bers not  in  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component 
who  are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training  or  for  unsatisfactory  participation 
in  training)  without  their  consent  at  any 
time  during  the  fiscal  year.  Whenever  such 
units  or  such  individual  members  are  re- 
lea-sed  from  active  duty  during  any  fiscal 
year,  the  average  strength  prescribed  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
such  Reserve  component  shall  be  propor- 
tionately increased  by  the  total  authorized 
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strength   of   such   units   and   by   the   total 
number  of  such  individual  memljers. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTHS  POR  RE- 
SERVES ON  ACTIVE  Dtmr  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE 
RESERVES 

Sec.  132.  (a)  Within  the  average  strengths 
prescribed  in  section  131.  the  Reserve  com- 
ponents of  the  Armed  Forces  are  author- 
ized, as  of  September  30.  1984.  45.098  Re- 
serves to  be  serving  on  full-time  active  duty 
for  the  purpose  of  organizing,  administer- 
ing, recruiting,  instructing,  or  training  the 
Reserve  components. 

(bHl)  The  end  strengths  for  Reserves  pre- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  Army  National  Guard  of 
the  United  States,  the  Army  Reserve,  the 
Naval  Reserve,  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve, 
the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Air  Force  Reserve  in  such 
numbers  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
prescribe.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  within  60  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the 
manner  in  which  the  initial  allocation  of 
such  Reserve  personnel  is  made  and  shall 
include  the  rationale  for  each  allocation. 

(2)  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  that  such  action  is  in  the  nation- 
al interest,  the  end  strength  prescribed  in 
subsection  (a)  may  l>e  increased  by  a  total  of 
not  more  than  the  number  equal  to  2  per 
cent  of  the  total  end  strengths  prescribed. 

INCREASE  IN  NUMBER  OF  CERTAIN  PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZED  TO  BE  ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  IN  SUP- 
PORT OF  THE  RESERVE  COMPONENTS 

Sec.  133.  (a)  The  table  in  section  517(b)  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
appear  as  follows: 
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(b)  The  table   in  section   524(a)  of  such 
title  Is  amended  to  appear  as  follows: 
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to  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1. 
1983. 

BONUSES  FOR  ENLISTMENTS.  REENLISTMENTS, 
AND  VOLUNTARY  EXTENSIONS  OF  SERVICE  IN 
ELEMENTS  OF  THE  READY  RESERVE  OTHER 
THAN  THE  SELECTED  RESERVE 

Sec.  134.  (a)  Chapter  5  of  title  37.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  308f  the  following  new  sections: 
"$  308g.  Special  pay:  bonus  for  enlistment  in 

elements  of  the  Ready  Reserve  other  than 

the  Selected  Reserve 

•■(a)  An  eligible  person  who  enlists  in  a 
combat  or  combat  support  skill  of  an  ele- 
ment (other  than  the  Selected  Reserve)  of 
the  Ready  Reserve  of  an  armed  force  for  a 
term  of  enlistment  of  not  less  than  six 
years,  and  who  has  not  previously  served  in 
an  armed  force,  may  be  paid  a  bonus  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

"(b)  Eligibility  for  and  the  amount  and 
method  of  payment  of  a  t>onus  under  this 
section  shall  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescril)ed  under  subsec- 


tion (g)  of  this  section,  except  that  the 
amount  of  such  a  bonus  may  not  exceed 
$1,000. 

■■(c)  A  bonus  may  not  be  paid  under  this 
section  for  a  term  of  enlistment  to  any 
person  who  fails  to  complete  satisfactorily 
initial  active  duty  for  training  or  who.  upon 
completion  of  initial  active  duty  for  train- 
ing, elects  to  serve  the  remainder  of  the 
term  of  enlistment  in  the  Selected  Reserve 
or  in  an  active  component  of  an  armed 
force. 

■■(d), A  person  who  receives  a  bonus  pay- 
ment under  this  section  and  who  fails 
during  the  period  for  which  the  bonus  was 
paid  to  serve  satisfactorily  in  the  element  of 
the  Ready  Reserve  with  respect  to  which 
the  bonus  was  paid  shall  refund  to  the 
United  States  an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  the  amount  of  the  bonus  paid 
to  such  person  as  the  period  which  such 
person  failed  to  serve  satisfactorily  t>ears  to 
the  total  period  for  which  the  bonus  was 
paid. 

■•(e)  An  obligation  to  reimburse  the  United 
States  imposed  under  subsection  (d)  of  this 
section  is.  for  all  purposes,  a  debt  owed  to 
the  United  States. 

■(f)  A  discharge  in  bankruptcy  under  title 
11  that  is  entered  less  than  five  years  after 
the  termination  of  an  enlistment  for  which 
a  bonus  was  paid  under  this  section  does  not 
discharge  the  person  receiving  such  l)onus 
payment  from  the  debt  arising  under  sub- 
section (d)  of  this  section.  This  subsection 
applies  to  any  case  commenced  under  title 
11  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
1984. 

■■(g)  This  section  shall  be  administered 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  for  the  armed  forces  under 
his  jurisdiction  and  by  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  for  the  Coast  Guard  when  it 
is  not  operating  as  a  service  in  the  Navy. 

■■(h)  A  bonus  may  not  be  paid  under  this 

section    to   any    person    for    an   enlistment 

after  September  30,  1985. 

■J  308h.    Special    pay:    bonus    for    reenlist- 

ment.  enlistment,  or  voluntary  extension 

of  enlistment   in  elements  of  the  Ready 

Reserve  other  than  the  Selected  Reserve 

(a)(1)  An  eligible  person  who  is  or  has 

been  a  meml)er  of  an  armed  force  and  who 

reenlisls.  enlists,  or  voluntarily  extends  an 

enlistment  in  a  combat  or  combat  support 

skill  of  an  element  i  other  than  the  Selected 

Reserve)  of  the  Ready  Reserve  of  an  armed 

force   for  a  period  of   not   less   than   three 

years  t)eyond  any  other  period  the  person  is 

obligated  to  .serve  may  be  paid  a  bonus  as 

provided  in  sul)section  (bi  of  this  section. 

•t2)  A  bonus  may  not  be  paid  under  this 
section  to  a  person  who  has  failed  to  com- 
plete satisfactorily  any  original  term  of  en- 
listment in  the  armed  forces. 

"(b)  Eligibility  for  and  the  amount  and 
method  of  payment  of  a  bonus  under  this 
section  shall  be  determined  under  regula- 
tions to  be  prescribed  under  subsection  (f) 
of  this  section,  except  that  the  amount  of 
such  a  bonus  may  not  exceed  $900. 

■■(c)  A  person  who  receives  a  bonus  pay- 
ment under  this  section  and  who  fails 
during  the  period  for  which  the  bonus  was 
paid  to  serve  satisfactorily  in  the  Ready  Re- 
serve shall  refund  to  the  United  States  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
amount  of  the  t)onus  paid  to  such  person  as 
the  period  which  such  person  failed  to  serve 
satisfactorily  tiears  to  the  total  period  for 
which  the  bonus  was  paid. 

■■(d)  An  obligation  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  imposed  under  subsection  (c) 


of  this  section  is,  for  all  purposes,  a  debt 
owed  to  the  United  Slates. 

••(e,  A  discharge  in  bankruptcy  under  title 
U  that  is  entered  less  than  five  years  after 
the  termination  of  a  reenlistment,  enlist- 
ment, or  extension  for  which  a  bonus  was 
paid  under  this  section  does  not  discharge 
the  person  receiving  such  iKjnus  payment 
from  the  debt  arising  under  subsection  (c) 
of  this  section.  This  suljsection  applies  to 
any  case  commenced  under  title  11  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Authorization  Act.  1984. 

■■(f)  This  section  shall  be  administered 
under  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  the  armed  forces 
under  his  jurisdiction  and  by  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  for  the  Coast  Guard 
when  it  is  not  operating  as  a  service  in  the 
Navy. 

■•(g)  A  bonus  may  not  be  paid  under  this 
section  to  any  person  for  a  reenlistment,  en- 
listment, or  voluntary  extension  of  an  en- 
listment after  September  30,  1985.". 

(b)(1)  Section  308d  of  such  title  is  re- 
pealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
item  308d;  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  the  item  relating  to 
section  308f  the  following  new  items: 
■■308g.  Special  pay:  bonus  for  enlistment  in 

elements  of  the  Ready  Reserve 
other  than  the  Selected  Re- 
serve. 

•■308h.  Special  pay:  bonus  for  reenlistment, 
enlistment,  or  voluntary  exten- 
sion of  enlistment  in  elements 
of  the  Ready  Reserve  other 
than  the  Selected  Reserve.", 
(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 

(a)  and  (b)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1, 

1983. 

MODIFICATION  OF  VARIABLE  HOUSING  ALLOW- 
ANCE FOR  MEMBERS  OF  RESERVE  COMPONENTS 
SERVING  SHORT  TOURS  OP  ACTIVE  DUTY 

Sec.  135.  (a)  Section  403(a)(2)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  ■A  member"  in  the  first 
sentence  of  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
psu-agraph  (D)  of  this  paragraph,  a 
member";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

■■(D)  Under  regulations  prescril)ed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  a  member  of  a  reserve 
component  is  not  entitled  to  a  variable 
housing  allowance  while  on  active  duty  for 
annual  training  or  for  any  other  purpose 
under  a  call  or  order  specifying  a  period  of 
duty  of  less  than  140  days.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  sulwection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983,  and 
shall  apply  to  entitlements  to  a  variable 
housing  allowance  for  active  duty  per- 
formed on  or  after  that  date  by  members  of 
the  Reserve  components  of  the  Armed 
Forces. 

EXTENDING  MEDICAL  AND  DENTAL  CARE  FOR 
RESERVISTS  IN  CERTAIN  CIRCUMSTANCES 

Sec.  136.  (aMl)  Chapter  55  of  title  10, 
United  Slates  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  1074  the  following  new  section: 
"9  1074a.  Mrdiral  and  dental  rare  for  members  of 

Ihe  uniformed  service*  for  injuries  incurred  or 

amcravaled  while  traveling  to  and  from  inactive 

duty  traininf 

■•(a)  Under  joint  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services,  a  member  of 


the  uniformed  services  is  entitled  to  the 
medical  benefits  described  in  subsection  (b) 
for  an  injury  incurred  or  aggravated  while 
the  member  is  traveling  directly  to  or  from 
the  place  at  which  he  is  to  perform,  or  has 
performed,  inactive  duly  training. 

■■(b)  A  person  descrilied  in  subsection  (a)  is 
entitled  to— 

■■(1)  the  hospitalization,  rehospilalizalion, 
medical  care  (including  outpatient  medical 
care),  and  dental  care  appropriate  for  the 
treatment  of  his  injury  until  the  resulting 
disability  cannot  be  materially  improved  by 
further  hospitalization  or  treatment:  and 

■■(2)  subsistence  during  hospitalization  or 
rehospilalizalion.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  1074  the 
following  new  item: 

*■  1074a.  Medical  and  dental  care  for  mem- 
bers of  the  uniformed  services 
for  injuries  incurred  or  aggra- 
vated while  traveling  to  and 
from  inactive  duly  training. •'. 

(b)  Section  204  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

••(j)  A  member  of  the  uniformed  services 
who  is  entitled  to  hospitalization,  medical, 
or  dental  care  under  section  1074a  is  enti- 
tled to  travel  and  transportation  allowances, 
or  a  monetary  allowance  in  place  thereof, 
for  necessary  travel  incident  to  his  hospital- 
ization and  medical  care,  and  return  to  his 
home  upon  discharge  from  treatment. ". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  shall  apply  only  in  cases  of  inju- 
ries incurred  or  aggravated  on  or  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

INCREASE  IN  THE  PERIOD  FOR  WHICH  MEMBERS 
OF  THE  SELECTED  RESERVE  MAY  BE  ORDERED 
TO  ACTIVE  DUTY 

Sec  137.  Section  673b(a)  of  title  10, 
United  Stales  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out   ^90  days"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

180  days'. 

AUTHORITY  OF  PRESIDENT  TO  SUSPEND  CERTAIN 
LAWS  RELATING  TO  PROMOTION.  RETIREMENT. 
AND  SEPARATION 

Sec  138.  (a)  Chapter  39  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  after  sec- 
tion 673b  the  following  new  section: 
••§  673c.  Authority* of  President  to  suspend  certain 
laws  relating  to  promotion,  retirement,  and  sep- 
aration 

■■(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  during  any  period  members  of  a  Re- 
serve component  of  the  armed  forces  are 
serving  on  active  duty  pursuant  to  an  order 
to  active  duty  under  authority  of  section 
672.  673.  or  673b  of  this  title,  the  President 
may  suspend  any  provision  of  law  relating 
to  promotion,  retirement,  or  separation  ap- 
plicable to  any  member  of  the  armed  forces 
who  the  President  determines  is  essential  to 
the  national  security  of  the  United  States. 

"(b)  A  suspension  made  under  the  author- 
ity of  subsection  (a)  shall  terminate  (1) 
upon  release  from  active  duty  of  members 
of  the  Reserve  component  ordered  to  active 
duty  under  the  authority  of  section  672,  673, 
or  673b,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  (2)  at  such 
time  as  the  President  determines  the  cir- 
cumstances which  required  the  action  of  or- 
dering meml)ers  of  the  Reserve  component 
to  active  duty  no  longer  exist,  whichever  Is 
earlier.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  39  of  such  title  is  amended  by  in- 
serting immediately  below  the  item  relating 
to  section  673b  the  following  new  item: 


•673c.  Authority  of  President  to  suspend 
certain  laws  relating  to  promo- 
tion, retirement,  and  separa- 
tion,". 

AUTHORITY  TO  INCREASE  TOTAL  TERM  OF 
SERVICE  IN  THE  ARMED  FORCES 

Sec  139.  (a)(1)  Section  511  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  out  ■six 
years"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •■not  less 
than  six  years  nor  more  than  eight  years": 
and 

(B)  in  subsection  (d),  by  striking  out  ■six 
years"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■■not  less 
than  six  years  nor  more  than  eight  years". 

(2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  persons 
who  enlist  under  the  authority  of  subsec- 
tion (b)  or  (d)  of  section  511  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  sixty  or  more  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)(l>  Subsection  (a)  of  section  651  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

■■(a)  Each  person  who  becomes  a  member 
of  an  armed  force,  other  than  a  person  de- 
ferred under  the  next  to  the  last  sentence  of 
section  6(d)(1)  of  the  Military  Selective 
Service  Act  (50  U.S.C.  App.  456(d)(1))  shall 
serve  in  the  armed  forces  for  a  total  period 
of  not  less  than  six  years  nor  more  than 
eight  years,  as  provided  in  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  the 
armed  forces  under  his  jurisdiction  and  by 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  the 
Coast  Guard  when  it  is  not  operating  as  a 
service  in  the  Navy,  unless  such  person  is 
sooner  discharged  under  such  regulations 
because  of  personal  hardship.  Any  part  of 
such  service  that  is  not  active  duty  or  that  is 
active  duty  for  training  shall  be  performed 
in  a  reserve  component.". 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  persons 
who  enter  the  Armed  Forces  sixty  or  more 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

AUTHORITY  TO  RETAIN  IN  AN  ACTIVE  STATUS 
CERTAIN  RESERVE  OFFICERS  WHO  ARE  SUBJECT 
TO  ELIMINATION  FROM  ACTIVE  STATUS  BE- 
CAUSE OF  FAILURE  OF  PROMOTION 

Sec  140.  (a)  Section  3846  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  'Except  as  provided  in" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■(a)  Except  as 
provided  in  subsection  (b)  and":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

••(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
retain  in  an  active  status  an  officer  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  who  is  in  the  re- 
serve grade  of  first  lieutenant  or  captain  for 
such  period  as  the  Secretary  prescribes  or 
until  such  officer's  removal  from  an  active 
status  is  required  by  another  provision  of 
law.". 

(b)  Section  8846  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b),  by  striking 
out  "Except  as  provided  in"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Except  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tion (c)  and";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
retain  in  an  active  status  an  officer  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  who  is  in  the 
reserve  grade  of  first  lieutenant  or  captain 
for  such  period  as  the  Secretary  prescribes 
or  until  such  officer's  removal  from  an 
active  status  is  required  by  another  provi- 
sion of  law.". 


PROMOTION  OF  CERTAIN  RESERVE  COMMIS- 
SIONED OFFICERS  SERVING  ON  ACTIVE  DUTY 

Sec.  140A.  (a)(1)  Section  3380  of  title  10. 
United  Slates  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■*§  3380.  Commissioned  officers:  promotion  of  re- 
serve commissioned  ofTicers  on  active  duty  and 
not  on  the  active  duty  list 
■•(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  a  reserve  commissioned  officer  on 
active  duty  for  duty  described  in  clause 
(1KB),  (1)(C),  or  (7)  of  section  523(b)  of  this 
title  who  is  recommended  by  a  selection 
board  for  promotion  to.  or  found  qualified 
for  Federal  recognition  in.  a  higher  reserve 
grade  may,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
subject  to  the  limitations  of  section  524  of 
this  title,  be  promoted  to  or  extended  Feder- 
al recognition  in  such  higher  reserve  grade 
and  may  continue  to  serve  on  active  duty,  or 
be  ordered  to  serve  on  active  duty,  in  such 
higher  reserve  grade. 

"(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  service  in  grade  for  promotion 
purposes  only  of  any  reserve  commissioned 
officer  who  is  promoted  to  or  extended  Fed- 
eral recognition  in  a  higher  reserve  grade 
but  whose  promotion  to  or  recognition  in 
such  higher  reserve  grade  was  delayed 
solely  because  of  limitations  imposed  in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  under  subsection  (a) 
or  contained  in  section  524  of  this  title,  is 
the  date  such  officer  would  have  been  pro- 
moted to  or  recognized  in  such  higher  re- 
serve grade  if  the  limitations  did  not  exist. 
In  computing  service  in  grade  for  the  pur- 
poses of  determining  the  date  for  discharge 
or  transfer  to  the  Retired  Reserve  under 
chapter  363  of  this  title,  the  date  the  officer 
would  have  been  promoted  to  or  recognized 
in  such  higher  grade  had  the  limitations  not 
existed  shall  be  considered  the  date  of  pro- 
motion to  or  recognition  in  such  higher 
grade. ■■. 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  section  3380  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  337  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

■  3380.  Commissioned  officers:  promotion  of 
reserve   commissioned    officers 
on  active  duty  and  not  on  the 
active  duty  list.". 
(b)(1)    Section    8380    of   title    10,    United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 
■"§  8.380.  Commissioned  officers:  promotion  of  re- 
serve commissioned  officers  on  active  duty  and 
not  on  the  active  duty  list 
■■(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  a  reserve  commissioned  officer  on 
active   duty    for   duty   described    in   clause 
(IXB),  (1)(C),  or  (7)  of  section  523(b)  of  this 
title   who   is   recommended   by   a  selection 
board  for  promotion  to.  or  found  qualified 
for  Federal  recognition  in.  a  higher  reserve 
grade  may,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
subject  to  the  limitations  of  section  524  of 
this  title,  be  promoted  to  or  extended  Feder- 
al recognition  in  such  higher  reserve  grade 
and  may  continue  to  serve  on  active  duty,  or 
be  ordered  to  serve  on  active  duty,  in  such 
higher  reserve  grade. 

■■(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  service  in  grade  for  promotion 
purposes  only  of  any  reserve  commissioned 
officer  who  is  promoted  to  or  extended  Fed- 
eral recognition  in  a  higher  reserve  grade 
but  whose  promotion  to  or  recognition  in 
such  higher  reserve  grade  was  delayed 
solely  because  of  limitations  imposed  in  ac- 
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cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  under  subsection  (a) 
or  contained  in  section  524  of  this  title,  is 
the  date  such  officer  would  have  been  pro- 
moted to  or  recognized  in  such  higher  re- 
serve grade  if  the  limitations  did  not  exist. 
In  computing  service  in  grade  for  the  pur- 
poses of  determining  the  date  for  discharge 
or  transfer  to  the  Retired  Reserve  under 
chapter  863  of  this  title,  the  date  the  officer 
would  have  been  promoted  to  or  recognized 
in  such  higher  grade  had  the  limitations  not 
existed  shall  be  considered  the  date  of  pro- 
motion to  or  recognition  in  such  higher 
grade.". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  section  8380  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  837  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"8380.  Commissioned  officers:  promotion  of 
reserve  commissioned  officers 
on  active  duty  and  not  on  the 
active  duty  list.". 

AtJTHORITY  TO  ORDER  RETIRED  MEMBERS  OF 
RESERVE  COMPONENTS  TO  ACTIVE  DUTY 

Sec.  140B.  <a)  Section  675  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
•or  688"  after    672<a)". 

(b>  Section  688  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  or"  before  Regular 
Marine  Corps ':  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  a  retired  member  of  a 
reserve  component  who  has  completed  at 
least  twenty  years  of  active  service,  or  a 
meml>er  of  the  Fleet  Reserve  or  Fleet 
Marine  Corps  Reserve"  after  Marine 
Corps";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  "A  re- 
tired member  of  the  Regular  Army.  Regular 
Navy.  Regular  Air  Force,  or  Regular  Marine 
Corps"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "A 
meml>er  ordered  to  active  duty  under  this 
section". 

(c)  The  section  heading  of  section  688  of 
such  title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"9  fM^.  .Authority  to  ord»r  r«(ir«<i  mcmbf  n  to 
active  duly". 

(d)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  39  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section  688 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"688.  Authority  to  order  retired  members  to 

active  duty.". 

DETERMINING  YEARS  OF  SERVICE  FOR  TRANSFER 
TO  THE  RETIRED  RESERVE 

Sec.  140C  (a)  Section  3853(1)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause 
(A): 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  comma  and  "and" 
at  the  end  of  clause  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  semicolon  and  "and"; 

(3)  by  striking  out  clause  (C);  and 

(4)  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence. 

(b)  Sections  3360(b).  3360(c).  and  3853  of 
such  title  are  each  amended  by  striking  out 
the  last  sentence. 

<c)  Section  8853  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause 
(1); 

(2)  by  striking  the  semicolon  and  "and"  at 
the  end  of  clause  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period:  and 

(3>  by  striking  out  clause  (3). 

GRADE  DETERMINATION  FOR  PERSONS  RECEIVING 
ORIGINAL  APPOINTMENTS  AS  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS IN  MEDICAL  CORPS  OF  THE  ARMY  OR  AIR 
FORCE 

Sec.  140D.  (a)  Section  3359  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 


(1)  by  striking  out  "Based"  at  the  begin- 
ning of  such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(a)  Except  in  the  case  of  a  person 
originally  appointed  as  a  reser\e  officer  in 
the  Medical  Corps  of  the  Army,  based";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following  new  sulisection: 

■■(b)  Based  upon  the  service  credited  under 
section  3353  of  this  title,  the  commissioned 
grade  in  which  a  person  credited  with  serv- 
ice under  that  section  Is  originally  appoint- 
ed as  a  reserve  officer  in  the  Medical  Corps 
of  the  Army  is: 

'(1)  For  persons  with  at  least  4.  but  less 
than  14.  years  of  service— captain. 

"(2)  For  persons  with  at  least  14,  but  less 
than  21.  years  of  service— major. 

■•(3)  For  persons  with  at  least  21  years  of 
service— lieutenant  colonel. 

•■(4)  For  persons  with  at  least  23  years  of 
service— lieutenant  colonel  or  colonel,  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  determines.". 

tb)  Section  8359  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "Based"  at  the  l)egin- 
ning  of  such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ■(a)  Except  in  the  case  of  a  person 
originally  appointed  as  a  reserve  officer  in 
the  Medical  Corps  of  the  Air  Force,  based"; 
and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following  new  subsection: 

■■(b)  Based  upon  the  service  credited  under 
section  8353  of  this  title,  the  commissioned 
grade  In  which  a  person  credited  with  serv- 
ice under  that  section  is  originally  appoint- 
ed as  a  reserve  officer  In  the  Medical  Corps 
of  the  Air  Force  is: 

"(1)  For  persons  with  at  least  four,  but 
less  than  14,  years  of  .service— captain. 

■(2)  For  persons  with  at  least  14.  but  less 
than  21.  years  of  service— major. 

■■(3)  For  persons  with  at  least  21  years  of 
service— lieutenant  colonel. 

(4)  For  persons  with  at  least  23  years  of 
service— lieutenant  colonel  or  colonel,  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  determines.". 

(c)  Reser%e  officers  in  the  Medical  Corps 
of  the  Army  and  Air  Force  who  have  at 
least  four  years  of  commissioned  service 
shall  be  eligible  for  Immediate  promotion  to 
the  grade  of  captain  If  otherwise  qualified. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PERMIT  RETIRED  ENLISTED  MEM- 
BERS OF  REGULAR  COMPONENTS  TO  VOLUNTAR- 
ILY BE  PLACED  IN  THE  READY  RESERVE 

Sec.  140E.  Section  269(d)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■■(d)  Under  such  regulations  as  the  Secre- 
tary concerned  may  prescril)e.  any  qualified 
member  of  a  Reserve  component  or  any 
qualified  retired  enlisted  member  of  a  regu- 
lar component  may.  upon  his  request,  be 
placed  in  the  Ready  Reserve.  However,  a 
member  of  the  Retired  Reserve  entitled  to 
retired  pay  or  a  retired  enlisted  member  of  a 
regular  component  may  not  be  placed  in  the 
Ready  Reserve  unless  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned makes  a  special  finding  that  the 
member's  services  in  the  Ready  Reserve  are 
indispensable.  The  Secretary  concerned  may 
not  delegate  his  authority  under  the  preced- 
ing sentence.". 

VALIDATION  OF  CERTAIN  ARMY  APPOlimiENTS 
MADE  IN  GRADES  ABOVE  THE  GRADE  OF  SECOND 
LIEUTENANT 

Sec  140F.  <a)  The  appointment  of  a 
person  as  a  reserve  commissioned  officer  of 
the  Army  in  a  grade  above  second  lieuten- 
ant that  was  made  during  the  period  l>egin- 
ning  on  September  15.  1981  (the  effective 
date  of  the  Defense  Officer  Personnel  Man- 
agement Act  (Public  Law  96-513;  94  Stat. 


2835)),  and  ending  on  August  24,  1982  (the 
date  of  a  Department  of  the  Army  directive 
which  terminated  the  appointments  of  re- 
serve commissioned  officers  above  the  grade 
of  second  lieutenant  under  appointment  cri- 
teria III  effect  Ijefore  the  effective  date  of 
the  Defense  Officer  Personnel  Management 
Act)  shall  t>e  held  and  considered  to  be  a 
valid  appointment  in  the  grade  in  which  the 
appointment  was  made,  subject  to  the  con- 
sent of  the  officer  concerned. 

(bXl)  A  reserve  commissioned  officer 
whose  appointment  In  a  grade  atxjve  second 
lieutenant  Is  validated  by  subsection  (a)  is 
entitled  to  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and  ben- 
efits of  the  grade  to  which  appointed  as  of 
the  original  date  of  that  appointment, 
except  that  such  officer  Is  not  entitled  to 
any  Increase  in  pay  or  allowances  for  any 
period  prior  to  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section  by  virtue  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section. 

(2)  Appointments  validated  by  subsection 
(a)  supersede  subsequent  appointments  or 
enlistments. 

Part  F— Civilian  Personnel 
authorization  of  end  strength 
Sec  141.  (a)(1)  The  Department  of  De- 
fense Is  authorized  a  strength  in  civilian 
personnel,  as  of  September  30.  1984.  of 
1.054.555.  of  which  400  shall  be  used  only  to 
increase  the  number  of  full-time  auditors  in 
the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  by  at  least  400 
above  the  number  of  full-time  auditors  re- 
quested for  such  agency  in  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1984  budget  request. 

(2)  In  computing  the  authorized  strength 
for  civilian  personnel  prescribed  in  para- 
graph (1).  any  increase  during  fiscal  year 
1984  in  civilian  personnel  employed  in  De- 
partment of  Defense  industrially  funded  ac- 
tivities In  excess  of  the  numl)er  of  civilian 
personnel  employed  In  such  activities  on 
Septeml)er  30.  1982.  shall  not  be  counted. 

(3)  In  computing  the  authorized  strength 
for  civilian  personnel  prescrilied  In  section 
601(a)  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act.  1983  (Public  Law  97-252;  96 
Stat.  727).  any  increase  during  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Department  of  Defense  industrially 
funded  activities  in  excess  of  the  number  of 
civilian  personnel  employed  in  such  activi- 
ties on  September  30.  1982.  shall  not  be 
counted. 

(b)  The  strength  for  civilian  personnel 
prescribed  In  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
the  Department  of  the  Navy,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Air  Force,  and  the  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (other  than  the 
military  departments)  in  such  numbers  as 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  to 
the  Congress  within  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the 
manner  in  which  the  initial  allocation  of  ci- 
vilian personnel  is  made  among  the  military 
departments  and  the  agencies  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  (other  than  the  mili- 
tary departments)  and  shall  include  the  ra- 
tionale for  each  allocation. 

(c)(1)  In  computing  the  strength  for  civil- 
Ian  personnel,  there  shall  be  Included  all 
direct-hire  and  indirect-hire  civilian  person- 
nel employed  to  perform  military  functions 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
(other  than  those  performed  by  the  Nation- 
al Security  Agency)  whether  employed  on  a 
full-time,  part-time,  or  intermittent  basis, 
but  excluding  special  employment  catego- 
ries for  students  and  disadvantaged  youth 
such   as   the  stay-in-school   campaign,   the 


temporary  summer  aid  program,  the  Feder- 
al junior  fellowship  program,  and  personnel 
participating  in  the  worker-trainee  opportu- 
nity program. 

(2)  Personnel  employed  under  a  part-time 
career  employment  program  established  by 
section  3402  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  counted  as  prescribed  in  section 
3404  of  that  title.  Personnel  employed  in  an 
overseas  area  on  a  part-time  basis  under  a 
nonpermanent  local-hire  appointment  who 
are  dependents  accompanying  a  Federal  ci- 
vilian employee  or  a  member  of  a  uniformed 
service  on  official  assignment  or  tour  of 
duty  shall  also  be  counted  as  prescribed  by 
section  3404  of  that  title. 

(3)  Whenever  a  function,  power  or  duty, 
or  activity  is  transferred  or  assigned  to  a  de- 
partment or  agency  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  from  a  department  or  agency  out- 
side of  the  Department  of  Defense,  or  from 
another  department  or  agency  within  the 
Department  of  Defense,  the  civilian  person- 
nel end-strength  authorized  for  such  depart- 
ments or  agencies  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense affected  shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect 
any  increases  or  decreases  in  civilian  person- 
nel required  as  a  result  of  such  transfer  or 
assignment. 

(d)  When  the  Secretary  of  Defense  deter- 
mines that  such  action  is  necessary  in  the 
national  interest,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  authorize  the  employment  of  civilian 
personnel  in  excess  of  the  number  author- 
ized by  subsection  (a),  but  such  additional 
number  may  not  exceed  2  percent  of  the 
total  number  of  civilian  personnel  author- 
ized for  the  Department  of  Defense  by  sub- 
section (a).  The  Secretary  shall  promptly 
notify  the  Congress  of  any  authorization  to 
increase  civilian  personnel  strength  under 
this  subsection. 
Part  G-Military  Training  Student  Loads 

authorization  of  training  student  loads 

Sec  151.  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984.  the  com- 
ponents of  the  Armed  Forces  are  authorized 
average  military  training  student  loads,  as 
follows: 

(l)The  Army,  71.817. 

(2)  The  Navy,  66,911. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps,  21,105. 

(4)  The  Air  Force,  49,007. 

(5)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  21.105. 

(6)  The  Army  Reserve.  12.724. 

(7)  The  Naval  Reserve,  2,886. 

(8)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  3,223. 

(9)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  2.845. 

( 10)  The  Air  Force  Reserve,  1,705. 

(b)  The  average  military  student  loads  for 
the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Marine  Corps,  and 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Reserve  components 
authorized  in  subsection  (a)  for  fiscal  year 
1984  shall  be  adjusted  consistent  with  the 
manpower  strengths  authorized  in  parts  D, 
E,  and  P  of  this  title.  Such  adjustment  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  Army,  the  Navy, 
the  Marine  Corps,  and  the  Air  Force  and 
the  Reserve  components  in  such  manner  as 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 

SELECTION  OF  PERSONS  FROM  FOREIGN  COUN- 
TRIES TO  RECEIVE  INSTRUCTION  AT  THE  SERV- 
ICE ACADEMIES 

Sec.  152.  (a)(1)  Section  4344  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

••§  4344.  Selection  of  persons  from  foreign  coun- 
tries 

"(aMl)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
permit  not  more  than  40  persons  at  any  one 
time  from  foreign  countries  to  receive  in- 
struction  at   the   Academy.   Such   persons 


shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authorized 
strength  of  the  Corps  of  the  Cadets  of  the 
Academy  under  section  4342  of  this  title. 

■■(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  upon  ap- 
proval by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  shall  de- 
termine the  countries  from  which  persons 
may  be  selected  for  appointment  under  this 
section  and  the  number  of  persons  that  may 
be  selected  from  each  country.  The  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  may  establish  entrance 
qualifications  and  methoiJs  of  competition 
for  selection  among  individual  applicants 
under  this  section  and  shall  select  those  per- 
sons who  will  be  permitted  to  receive  in- 
struction at  the  Academy  under  this  section. 
■•(b)(1)  A  person  receiving  instruction 
under  this  section  is  entitled  to  the  pay,  al- 
lowances, and  emoluments  of  a  cadet  ap- 
pointed from  the  United  States,  and  from 
the  same  appropriations. 

■■(2)  Each  foreign  country  from  which  a 
cadet  is  permitted  to  receive  instruction  at 
the  Academy  under  this  section  shall  reim- 
burse the  United  States  for  the  cost  of  pro- 
viding such  instruction,  including  the  cost 
of  pay,  allowances,  and  emoluments  provid- 
ed under  paragraph  (1)  unless  a  written 
waiver  of  reimbursement  is  granted  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  prescribe  the  rates  for  reim- 
bursement under  this  paragraph. 

•■(c)(1)  Except  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  determines,  a  person  receiving  in- 
struction under  this  section  is  subject  to  the 
same  regulations  governing  admission,  at- 
tendance, discipline,  resignation,  discharge, 
dismissal,  and  graduation  as  a  cadet  at  the 
Academy  appointed  from  the  United  Stales. 
The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
with  respect  to  access  to  classified  informa- 
tion by  a  person  receiving  instruction  under 
this  section  that  differ  from  the  regulations 
that  apply  to  a  cadet  at  the  Academy  ap- 
pointed from  the  United  States. 

■■(2)  A  person  receiving  instruction  under 
this  section  is  not  entitled  to  an  appoint- 
ment in  an  armed  force  of  the  United  States 
by  reason  of  graduation  from  the  Academy. 
••(d)  A  person  receiving  instruction  under 
this  section  is  not  subject  to  section  4346(d) 
of  this  title.". 

(2)  Section  4345  of  such  title  is  repealed. 

(3)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  403  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  items  relating  to  sections 
4344  and  4345  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

•4344.   Selection   of   persons   from   foreign 
countries.". 
(b)(1)   Section    6957    of   title    10.    United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"S  6957.  Selection  of  persons  from  foreign  coun- 
tries 

•(a)(1)  The  SecreUry  of  the  Navy  may 
permit  not  more  than  40  persons  at  any  one 
time  from  foreign  countries  to  receive  in- 
struction at  the  Academy.  Such  persons 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authorized 
strength  of  the  midshipmen  under  section 
6954  of  this  title. 

•(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  upon  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  shall  de- 
termine the  countries  from  which  persons 
may  be  selected  for  appointment  under  this 
section  and  the  number  of  persons  that  may 
be  selected  from  each  country.  The  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  may  establish  entrance 
qualifications  and  methods  of  competition 
for  selection  among  individual  applicants 
under  this  section  and  shall  select  those  per- 
sons who  will  be  permitted  to  receive  in- 
struction at  the  Academy  under  this  section. 
'•(b)(1)  A  person  receiving  instruction 
under  this  section  is  entitled  to  the  pay.  al- 


lowances, and  emoluments  of  a  midshipman 
appointed  from  the  United  States,  and  from 
the  same  appropriations. 

••(2)  Each  foreign  country  from  which  a 
midshipman  is  permitted  to  receive  instruc- 
tion at  the  Academy  under  this  section  shall 
reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  cost  of 
pay,  allowances,  and  emoluments  provided 
under  paragraph  ( 1 )  unless  a  written  waiver 
of  reimbursement  is  granted  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
shall  prescribe  the  rates  for  reimbursement 
under  this  paragraph. 

••(c)(1)  Except  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  determines,  a  person  receiving  instruc- 
tion under  this  section  is  subject  to  the 
same  regulations  governing  admission,  at- 
tendance, discipline,  resignation,  discharge, 
dismissal,  and  graduation  as  a  midshipman 
at  the  Academy  appointed  from  the  United 
States.  The  Secretary  may  prescril)e  regula- 
tions with  respect  to  access  to  classified  in- 
formation by  a  person  receiving  instruction 
under  this  section  that  differ  from  the  regu- 
lations that  apply  to  a  midshipman  at  the 
Academy  appointed  from  the  United  States. 
•■(2)  A  person  receiving  instruction  under 
this  section  is  not  entitled  to  an  appoint- 
ment in  an  armed  force  of  the  United  States 
by  reason  of  graduation  from  the  Acade- 
my.". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  section  6957  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  603  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

■6957.   Selection   of  persons   from   foreign 
countries.". 
(c)(1)   Section    9344    of   title    10.    United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
••§9344.  Selection  of  persons  from  foreign  coun- 
tries 

■■(a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
permit  not  more  than  40  persons  at  any  one 
time  from  foreign  countries  to  receive  in- 
struction at  the  Academy.  Such  persons 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authorized 
strength  of  the  Air  Force  CadeU  of  the 
Academy  under  section  9342  of  this  title. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  upon  ap- 
proval by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  shall  de- 
termine the  countries  from  which  persons 
may  be  selected  for  appointment  under  this 
section  and  the  number  of  persons  that  may 
be  selected  from  each  country.  The  Secre- 
tary of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  en- 
trance qualifications  and  methods  of  compe- 
tition for  selection  among  individual  appli- 
cants under  this  section  and  shall  select 
those  persons  who  will  be  permitted  to  re- 
ceive instruction  at  the  Academy  under  this 
section. 

■•(b)(1)  A  person  receiving  instruction 
under  this  section  is  entitled  to  the  pay.  al- 
lowances, and  emoluments  of  a  cadet  ap- 
pointed from  the  United  States,  and  from 
the  same  appropriations. 

••(2)  Each  foreign  country  from  which  a 
cadet  is  permitted  to  receive  instruction  at 
the  Academy  under  this  section  shall  reim- 
burse the  United  States  for  the  cost  of  pro- 
viding such  instruction,  including  the  cost 
of  pay.  allowances,  and  emoluments  provid- 
ed under  paragraph  (1)  unless  a  written 
waiver  of  reimbursement  is  granted  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  shall  prescribe  the  rates  for  reim- 
bursement under  this  paragraph. 

■•(c)(1)  Except  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  determines,  a  person  receiving  in- 
struction under  this  section  is  subject  to  the 
same  regulations  governing  admission,  at- 
tendance, discipline,  resignation,  discharge, 
dismissal,  and  graduation  as  a  cadet  at  the 
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Academy  appointed  from  the  United  States. 
The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
with  respect  to  access  to  classified  informa- 
tion by  a  person  receiving  instruction  under 
this  section  that  differ  from  the  regulations 
that  apply  to  a  cadet  at  the  Academy  ap- 
pointed from  the  United  States. 

"(2)  A  person  receiving  instruction  under 
this  section  is  not  entitled  to  an  appoint- 
ment in  an  armed  force  of  the  United  States 
by  reason  of  graduation  from  the  Academy. 

"(d)  A  person  receiving  instruction  under 
this  section  is  not  subject  to  section  9346(d) 
of  this  title.". 

(2)  Section  9345  of  such  title  is  repealed. 

(3)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  903  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  items  relating  to  sections 
9344  and  9345  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"9344.   Selection   of   persons   from   foreign 
countries.". 

(d)  Sections  4344(b)(2).  6957(b)(2).  and 
9344(b)(2)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  as 
added  by  this  Act.  do  not  apply  to  the  cost 
of  providing  instruction  to  a  person  who. 
before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  entered 
the  United  States  Military  Academy,  the 
United  States  Naval  Academy,  or  the  United 
States  Air  Force  Academy  under  section 
4344.  4345.  6957.  9344.  or  9345  of  such  title, 
as  in  effect  on  the  day  Ijefore  such  date. 
Any  such  person  shall  be  counted  against 
the  maximum  of  40  persons  who  may  attend 
the  Academy  concerned  at  any  time  under 
any  of  those  sections. 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  take  effect  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enaictment  of  this  Act  and  shall  apply  to 
each  person  entering  the  United  States  Mili- 
tary Academy,  the  United  States  Naval 
Academy,  or  the  United  States  Air  Force 
Academy  after  that  effective  date. 

Part  H— Civil  Defense 
authorization  of  appropriations 
Sec,  161.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2251-2297) 
the  sum  of  $161,497,000. 

AMOUNT  AUTHORIZED  FOR  CONTRIBUTION  FOR 
STATE  PERSONNEL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EX- 
PENSES 

Sec.  162.  Notwithstanding  the  second  pro- 
viso of  section  408  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  use.  App.  2260). 
$54,000,000  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  section  161  is  available  for 
appropriations  for  contributions  to  the 
States  under  section  205  of  such  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  App.  2286)  for  personnel  and  admin- 
istrative expenses. 

Part  I— Pay.  Travel  and  Transportation. 
AND  Retired  Pay  Matters 

PAY  INCREASE  OF  FOUR  PERCENT  FOR  MEMBERS 
OF  THE  UNIFORMED  SERVICES  EFFECTIVE  ON 
APRIL  1.   1984 

Sec.  171.  (a)  The  adjustment  required  by 
section  1009  of  title  37,  United  States  Code, 
in  certain  elements  of  the  compensation  of 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  to 
become  effective  on  Octot>er  1.  1983.  shall 
not  be  made. 

(b)(1)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3),  each  element  of  compen- 
sation specified  in  section  1009(a)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  shall  be  increased  for 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  by  4  per- 
cent effective  on  April  1,  1984. 

(2)(A)  The  increase  provided  for  in  para- 
graph (1)  shall  not  apply  to  enlisted  mem- 


bers  in   pay   grade   El    with   less   than   4 
months  active  duty. 

(B)  The  basic  pay  of  enlisted  members  in 
grade  E-5  shall  be  increased  by  6  percent  ef- 
fective on  April  1.  1984. 

(C)  The  basic  pay  of  enlisted  members  in 
grade  E-6  shall  be  increased  by  5  percent  ef- 
fective on  April  1.  1984. 

(3)  The  President  may  allocate  the  per- 
centage increase  specified  under  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  the  President  is  authorized 
under  sulwections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  1009 
of  title  37,  United  States  Code,  to  allocate 
any  percentage  increase  described  in  subsec- 
tion (b)(3)  of  section  1009  of  such  title. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  effective  date  of 
April  1.  1984.  prescril)ed  in  subsection  (b) 
for  the  increase  in  compensation  of  mem- 
bers of  the  uniformed  services,  if  an  adjust- 
ment is  made  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  in  the  General  Schedule  of 
compensation  for  Federal  classified  employ- 
ees and  such  adjustment  is  to  become  effec- 
tive l)efore  April  1.  1984.  the  increase  in  the 
compensation  of  members  of  the  uniformed 
services  provided  for  in  subsection  (b)  shall 
become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first 
pay  period  for  members  of  the  uniformed 
services  which  begins  on  or  after  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  adjustment  made  in  the 
compensation  of  Federal  classified  employ- 
ees. 

MODIFICATION  OF  PROVISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE 
ANNUAL  ADJUSTMENT  OF  PAY  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  UNIFORMED  SERVICES 

Sec  172.  (a)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 1009  of  title  37.  United  States  Code,  are 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•(a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
prepare  and  submit  to  the  President  on  or 
before  Julv  1  of  each  year  a  written  report 
in  which  the  Secretary— 

■■(A)  compares  the  level  of  the  elements  of 
military  compensation  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  of  this  subsection  with  the  wage 
and  salary  levels  in  the  civilian  sector  in 
March  of  that  year  as  reflected  in  the  Em- 
ployment Cost  Index  For  Wages  and  Sala- 
ries Only  for  Civilian  Workers  (including 
private  industry  and  State  and  local  govern- 
ment workers,  but  excluding  farm,  house- 
hold, and  Federal  Government  workers) 
published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
of  the  Department  of  Labor;  and 

"(B)  recommends  an  overall  percentage 
adjustment,  based  upon  the  comparison  re- 
ferred to  in  clause  (A)  of  this  paragraph,  in 
the  elements  of  military  compensation  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  When  the  President  receives  the 
report  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  he  shall 
immediately  transmit  a  copy  of  the  report 
to  the  Congress  and.  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary,  make  an 
adjustment  in— 

"(A)  the  monthly  basic  pay  authorized 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  by  sec- 
tion 203(a)  of  this  title: 

"(B)  the  basic  allowance  for  subsistence 
authorized  enlisted  members  and  officers  by 
section  402  of  this  title:  and 

"(C)  the  basic  allowance  for  quarters  au- 
thorized members  of  the  uniformed  services 
by  section  403(a)  of  this  title. 

"(b)  An  adjustment  under  this  section 
shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  law  and 
shall- 

"(1)  become  effective  on  October  1  follow- 
ing the  date  on  which  the  report  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  is  submitted  to  the  Presi- 
dent: 

"(2)  be  based  on  the  rates  of  the  various 
elements  of  compensation  as  defined  in,  or 


made  under,  section  402  or  403  of  this  title 
or  this  section:  and 

"(3)  subject  to  sutjsections  (c)  and  (d)  of 
this  section,  provide  all  eligible  members 
with  an  adjustment  in  each  element  of  com- 
pensation set  forth  in  subsection  (a)(2)  of 
this  section  of  the  same  overall  percentage 
recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
under  subsection  (a)(1)(B)  of  this  section.". 

(b)(1)  Subsection  (c)(1)  of  section  1009  of 
title  37,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "average":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "(2)"  after  "subsection 
(a)". 

(2)  Subsection  (c)(2)  of  such  section  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(2)"  after  "subsection 
(a)":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "of  this  title"  after  "sec- 
tion 403  (b)  or  (c)"  the  first  time  it  appears. 

(3)  Paragraph  (2)(B)  of  subsection  (d)  of 
such  section  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(2)"  after  "subsection 
(a)":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "in  the  General  Sched- 
ule rates  of  basic  pay  for  civilian  employees" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "that  becomes 
effective  for  members  of  the  uniformed 
services". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  adjust- 
ments in  military  pay  to  become  effective 
on  and  after  October  1.  1984. 

EXTENSION  OF  SPECIAL  PAY  FOR  AVIATION 
CAREER  OFFICERS 

Sec  173.  (a)  Section  301b(e)  of  title  37. 
United  Stales  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"(2)  During  the  period  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber 14,  1981.  and  ending  on  September  30, 
1984.  only  agreements  executed  by  officers 
of  the  Navy  or  Marine  Corps  may  be  accept- 
ed under  this  section. 

"(3)  During  the  period  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber  1,   1983.  and  ending  on  September  30, 
1984,  only  an  agreement— 
"(A)  that  is  executed  by  an  officer  who- 
'd) has  at  least  six  but  less  than  eleven 
years  of  active  duty: 

"(ii)  has  completed  the  minimum  service 
required  for  aviation  training:  and 

■•(iii)  has  not  previously  been  paid  special 
pay  authorized  by  this  section:  and 

"(B)  that  requires  the  officer  to  remain  on 
active  duty  in  aviation  service  for  either 
three  or  four  years: 

may  be  accepted  under  this  section.  An  offi- 
cer from  whom  an  agreement  is  accepted 
during  such  period  may  be  paid  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $4,000  for  each  year  covered 
by  that  agreement  if  that  officer  agrees  to 
remain  on  active  duty  for  three  years  or  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  each  year 
covered  by  that  agreement  if  that  officer 
agrees  to  remain  on  active  duty  for  four 
years.  An  agreement  that  requires  an  officer 
to  remain  on  active  duty  in  aviation  service 
for  six  years  may  also  be  accepted  during 
such  period  if  the  officer  meets  the  require- 
ments of  clause  (A)  of  this  paragraph  and 
the  officer  has  completed  less  than  seven 
years  of  active  duty.  An  officer  from  whom 
such  an  agreement  is  accepted  may  be  paid 
an  amount  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  each 
year  covered  by  the  agreement. 

"(4)  An  officer  may  not  receive  incentive 
pay  under  section  301  of  this  title  for  the 
performance  of  hazardous  duty  for  any 
period  of  service  which  the  officer  is  obligat- 
ed to  serve  pursuant  to  an  agreement  en- 
tered into  under  this  section.". 
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(b)  Section  301b(f)  of  title  37.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"September  30,  1982"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "September  30,  1984". 

(c)(1)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
eligibility  for  special  pay  for  aviation  career 
officers  under  section  301b  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  should  be  made  avail- 
able only  to  officers  who  will  likely  be  in- 
duced to  remain  on  active  duty  in  aviation 
service  by  receipt  of  the  special  pay. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall 
submit  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  July 
1,  1984,  a  written  report,  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  on  the  payment  of 
special  pay  for  aviation  career  officers 
under  section  301b  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  since  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  Such  report  shall  include— 

(A)  a  list  of  the  specific  aviation  special- 
ties by  aircraft  type  determined  to  be  criti- 
cal for  purposes  of  the  payment  of  special 
pay  under  such  section  since  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act: 

(B)  the  number  of  officers  within  each 
critical  aviation  specialty  who  received  the 
special  pay  under  such  section  since  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  by  grade, 
years  of  prior  active  service,  and  amounts  of 
special  pay  received  under  such  section: 

(C)  an  explanation  and  justification  for 
the  Secretary's  designation  of  an  aviation 
specialty  as  "critical"  and  for  the  payment 
of  special  pay  under  section  301b  of  such 
title  to  officers  who  have  more  than  eight 
years  of  prior  active  service  and  who  are 
sen'ing  in  pay  grade  0-4  or  above,  if  pay- 
ment of  such  pay  was  made  to  such  officers: 
and 

(D)  an  evaluation  of  the  progress  made 
since  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
toward  eliminating  shortages  of  aviators  in 
the  aviation  specialties  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  critical. 

FREEZE  ON  THE  RATES  AT  WHICH  VARIABLE 
HOUSING  ALLOWANCES  MAY  BE  PAID  DURING 
FISCAL  YEAR  1984 

Sec  174.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (a)(2)(B)  of  section  403  of  title 
37.  United  States  Code,  the  monthly 
amount  of  a  variable  housing  allowance  pay- 
able to  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service 
during  fiscal  year  1984  shall  be  at  a  rate  not 
to  exceed  the  rate  to  which  members  serv- 
ing in  the  same  pay  grade  and  assigned  to 
duty  in  the  same  high  housing  cost  area 
were  entitled  on  September  30.  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  ALLOWANCE  FOR 
TRANSPORTATION  OF  MOTOR  VEHICLE 

Sec  175.  Section  406(b)(1)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(A)""  before  ""Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2)":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  third  and  fourth 
sentences;  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(B)  Subject  to  uniform  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretaries  concerned,  in  the 
case  of  a  permanent  change  of  station  in 
which  the  Secretary  concerned  has  author- 
ized transportation  of  a  motor  vehicle  under 
section  2634  of  title  10  (except  when  such 
transportation  is  authorized  from  the  old 
duty  station  to  the  new  duty  station),  the 
member  is  entitled  to  a  monetary  allowance 
for  transportation  of  that  motor  vehicle— 
"(i)  from  the  old  duty  station  to— 
"(I)  the  customary  port  of  embarkation 
which  is  nearest  the  old  duty  station  if  de- 
livery of  the  motor  vehicle  to  the  port  of 
embarkation  is  not  made  in  conjunction 
with  the  members  travel  to  the  member's 
port  of  embarkation:  or 


"(II)  the  customary  port  of  embarkation 
which  is  nearest  to  the  members  port  of 
embarkation  if  delivery  of  the  motor  vehicle 
to  the  port  of  embarkation  is  made  in  con- 
junction with  the  member's  travel  to  the 
member's  port  of  embarkation: 
whichever  is  most  cost-effective  for  the 
Government  considering  all  operational, 
travel,  and  transportation  requirements  in- 
cident to  such  change  of  station;  and 

"(ii)  from  the  customary  port  of  debarka- 
tion which  has  been  designated  by  the  Gov- 
ernment as  most  cost-effective  for  the  Gov- 
ernment considering  all  operational,  travel, 
and  transportation  requirements  incident  to 
such  change  of  station  to  the  new  duty  sta- 
tion. 

Such  monetary  allowance  shall  be  estab- 
lished at  a  rate  per  mile  that  does  not 
exceed  the  rate  established  under  section 
404(d)(1)  of  this  title.". 

LIMITATION  ON  APPLICABILITY  OF  ONE  IfEAR 
LOOK-BACK  PROVISION 

Sec  176.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (e)  of  section 
1401a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  re- 
pealed. 

(2)(A)  Notwithstanding  the  repeal  of  such 
subsection,  the  provisions  of  such  subsec- 
tion shall  apply  in  the  case  of  any  member 
or  former  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  eli- 
gible to  retire  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  for  a  period  of  three  years  after 
such  date  in  the  same  manner  such  provi- 
sions would  have  applied  had  they  not  been 
repealed. 

(B)  The  amount  of  retired  or  retainer  pay 
of  any  memt)er  or  former  member  of  the 
Armed  Forces  who  was  eligible  to  retire  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and 
who  becomes  entitled  to  such  pay  at  any 
time  after  the  end  of  the  three-year  period 
beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  may  not  be  less  than  it  would  have 
been  had  he  become  entitled  to  retired  or 
retainer  pay  on  the  day  before  the  end  of 
such  three-year  period. 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ",  subject  to  sub- 
section (e)  of  this  section,"  in  the  second 
sentence. 

ROUNDING   OF   RETIRED  PAY   AND   SURVIVOR   AN- 
NUITIES    TO     NEXT     LOWER     WHOLE     DOLLAR 

AMOUNT 

Sec  177.  (a)(1)  Section  1401(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  second  sentence  the  following  new 
sentence:  "The  amount  computed,  if  not  a 
multiple  of  $1,  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next 
lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(2)  Section  1401a  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"•(g)  Retired  or  retainer  pay  of  a  member 
or  former  member  of  an  armed  force  as  ad- 
justed under  this  section,  if  not  a  multiple 
of  $1,  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next  lower 
multiple  of  $1.". 

(3)  Section  1402(a)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "as  follows:"  in  the  first 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ac- 
cording to  the  following  Uble.  The  amount 
recomputed,  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1.  shall  be 
rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(4)  Section  1402(d)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "as  follows:"'  in  the  first 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ac- 
cording to  the  following  table.  The  amount 
computed,  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  shall  be 
rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $1". 

(5)  Section  1402a(a)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "as  follows:  "  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "according  to  the  follow- 
ing table.  The  amount  recomputed,  if  not  a 


multiple  of  $1,  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next 
lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(6)  Section  1402a(d)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "as  follows:  "  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ""according  to  the  follow- 
ing table.  The  amount  computed,  if  not  a 
multiple  of  $1,  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next 
lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(7)  Section  3991  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  second  sentence  the 
following  new  sentence:  ""The  amount  com- 
puted, if  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  shall  be 
rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(8)  Section  3992  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ""as  follows:"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "according  to  the  following 
table.  The  amount  recomputed,  if  not  a  mul- 
tiple of  $1,  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next 
lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(9)  Section  6151  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

""(e)  Retired  pay  computed  under  subsec- 
tion (b)  or  (c),  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  shall 
be  rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of 
$1.". 

( 10)( A)  Chapter  571  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 
••§  6333.  Treatment  of  fractions  of  dollar  amounU 

in  computing  retired  and  retainer  pa.v 

"■Retired  or  retainer  pay  computed  under 
this  chapter,  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  shall  l>e 
rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(B)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 

of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"6333.    Treatment    of    fractions    of    dollar 

amounts  in  computing  retired 

and  retainer  pay.". 

(11)  Section  6383  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(k)  Retired  pay  computed  under  subsec- 
tion (c).  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  shall  be 
rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $1. ". 

(12)  Section  8991  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  second  sentence  the 
following  new  sentence:  ""The  amount  com- 
puted, if  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  shall  be 
rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $1. ". 

(13)  Section  8992  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "as  follows: "  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "according  to  the  following 
table.  The  amount  recomputed,  if  not  a  mul- 
tiple of  $1.  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next 
lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(14)(A)  Section  1437(a)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  "The  monthly 
amount  of  an  annuity  payable  under  this 
subchapter,  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  shall  be 
rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(B)  Section  1451  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(e)  The  monthly  amount  of  an  annuity 
payable  under  this  subchapter,  if  not  a  mul- 
tiple of  $1,  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next 
lower  multiple  of  $1.". 

(b)  Section  423(a)  of  title  14.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
"Retired  pay.  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1.  shall 
be  rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of 

$1.". 

(c)  Section  16(a)  of  the  Coast  and  Geodet- 
ic Survey  Commissioned  Officers'  Act  of 
1948  (33  U.S.C.  853o)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: ■Retired  pay,  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1, 
shall  be  rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple 
of  $1.". 
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(d)  Section  211(a)  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  212(a>)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(7)  Retired  pay  computed  under  section 
210(g)(3)  or  under  paragraph  (4)  or  (5)  of 
this  subsection,  if  not  a  multiple  of  $1.  shall 
be  rounded  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of 

$1.". 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

REIMBURSEMENTS  FOR  ACCOMMODATIONS  IN 
PLACE  OF  QUARTERS 

Sec.  178.  (a)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section 
7572(b)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•(3)  The  total  amount  of  reimbursement 
under  this  subsection  may  not  exceed 
$9,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1981.  $6,300,000  for 
fiscal  year  1982.  $1,700,000  for  fiscal  year 
1983.  and  $1,300,000  for  fiscal  year  1984.'. 

(b)  Section  3  of  Public  Law  96-357  (94 
Stat.  1182:  10  U.S.C.  7572  note)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  'September  30.  1982"  and  in- 
serting in  heu  thereof  'September  30.  1984  ". 

ADVANCE  PAYMENT  OF  TRAVEL  AND  TRANSPORTA- 
TION ALLOWANCES  FOR  ESCORTS  AND  ATTEND- 
ANTS OF  DEPENDENTS 

Sec  179.  (a)  Section  1036  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: "The  allowances  authorized  to  be 
paid  under  this  section  may  be  paid  in  ad- 
vance.". 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  1040(a)  of 
such  title  is  amended  by  i^erting  "and  may 
be  paid  in  advance."  after  "attendants". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  shall  apply  to  travel  performed 
by  escorts  or  attendants  of  dependents  on 
and  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  OF  REMAINS  OF  PERSONS  EN- 
TITLED TO  RETIRED  OR  RETAINER  PAY  WHO 
DIE  IN  MILITARY  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

Sec    180.   (a)(1)  Chapter  75   of   title    10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 
"§  U90.  Transportation  of  remains  of  members 

entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay  who  die  in 

military  medical  facilities 

"(a)  Subject  to  subsection  (b).  when  a 
member  entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay 
or  equivalent  pay  dies  while  properly  admit- 
ted under  chapter  55  of  this  title  to  a  medi- 
cal facility  of  the  armed  forces  located  in 
the  United  States,  the  Secretary  concerned 
may  transport  the  remains,  or  pay  the  cost 
of  transporting  the  remains,  of  the  decedent 
to  the  place  of  burial  of  the  decedent. 

"(b)(1)  Transportation  provided  under 
this  section  may  not  be  to  a  place  outside 
the  United  States  or  to  a  place  farther  from 
the  place  of  death  than  the  decedent's  last 
place  of  permanent  residence,  and  any 
amount  paid  under  this  section  may  not 
exceed  the  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
place  of  death  to  the  decedent's  last  place  of 
permanent  residence. 

"(2)  Transportation  of  the  remains  of  a 
decedent  may  not  be  provided  under  this 
section  if  such  transportation  is  authorized 
by  sections  1481  and  1482  of  this  title  or  by 
chapter  23  of  title  38. 

"(c)  In  this  section,  'United  States'  in- 
cludes the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 


"1490.  Transportation  of  remains  of  mem- 
bers entitled  to  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  who  die  in  military 
medical  facilities.", 
(b)  Section  1490  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  the  transportation  of  the  re- 
mains of  persons  dying  on  or  after  the  first 
day  of  the  month  beginning  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  FOR  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN  AT- 
TENDING SCHOOL  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 
WHEN  THE  MEMBER-PARENT  IS  STATIONED 
OVERSEAS 

Sec  180A.  (a)  Chapter  7  of  title  37.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  429  the  following  new  section: 
"S  130.  Travel  and  transportation:  dependent  chil- 
dren of  members  stationed  overseas 
"(a)  Under  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a 
member  of  a  uniformed  service  who- 
'd) is  assigned  a  permanent  duty  station 
outside  the  United  States, 

"(2)  is  accompanied  by  his  dependents  at 
or  near  his  oversea  duty  station  (unless  his 
only  dependents  are  in  the  category  of  de- 
pendent described  in  clause  (3)  of  this  sub- 
section), and 

"(3)  has  a  dependent  child  who  is  under  23 
years  of  age  attending  a  school  in  the 
United  States  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
secondary  or  undergraduate  college  educa- 
tion: 

may  be  paid  the  allowance  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section  if  he  otherwise 
qualifies  for  such  allowance. 

"(b)  A  member  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  may  be  paid  a  transportation 
allowance  for  each  unmarried  dependent 
child,  who  is  under  23  years  of  age  and  is  at- 
tending a  school  in  the  United  States  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  secondary  or  un- 
dergraduate college  education,  of  one 
annual  trip  between  the  school  being  at- 
tended and  the  member's  duty  station  in 
the  oversea  area  and  return.  The  allowance 
authorized  by  this  section  may  be  transpor- 
tation in  kind  or  reimbursement  therefor,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretaries  concerned. 
However,  the  transportation  authorized  by 
this  section  may  not  be  paid  a  member  for  a 
child  attending  a  school  in  the  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  sec- 
ondary education  if  the  child  is  eligible  to 
attend  a  secondary  school  for  dependents 
that  is  located  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
duty  station  of  the  memljer  and  is  operated 
under  the  Defense  Dependents'  Education 
Act  of  1978. 

"(c)  Whenever  possible,  the  Military  Air- 
lift Command  or  Military  Sealiit  Command 
shall  l)e  used,  on  a  space-required  basis,  for 
the  travel  authorized  by  this  section.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  l)eginning 
of  chapter  7  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
item: 

"430.  Travel  and  transportation:  dependent 
children  of  members  stationed 
overseas.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  l)ecome  effective  October  1,  1983. 

DELAY  OF  THE  PAYMENT  OF  TEMPORARY 
LODGING  EXPENSES  BEFORE  OCTOBER  I.  1984 

Sec  180B.  No  meml)er  of  the  uniformed 
services  may  be  paid  or  reimbursed  under 
section  404a  of  title  37.  United  States  Code, 
for  any  subsistence  expenses  incurred 
tiefore  Octolier  1.  1984.  by  the  member  or 
the  member's  dependents  while  occupying 


temporary  quarters  incident  to  a  change  of 
permanent  station. 

Part  J— Miscellaneous  Personnel 
Provisions 

temporary  increase  in  the  number  of 
general  and  flag  officers  on  active  duty 
Sec  181.  (a)  Notwithstanding  section 
811(a)(1)  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Ap- 
propriation Authorization  Act.  1978  (10 
U.S.C.  131  note),  effective  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  and  ending  on  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984,  the  total  number  of  com- 
missioned officers  on  active  duty  in  the 
Army.  Air  Force,  and  Marine  Corps  above 
the  grade  of  colonel,  and  in  the  Navy  above 
the  grade  of  captain,  may  be  a  number  In 
excess  of  1.073.  but  not  in  excess  of  1.100. 

(b)  Of  the  additional  number  of  commis- 
sioned officers  authorized  by  subsection  (a) 
to  be  on  active  duty  during  the  period  speci- 
fied in  such  subsection,  in  the  grades  speci- 
fied in  such  subsection,  the  Navy  shall  be 
entitled  to  not  less  than  seven  and  the 
Marine  Corps  shall  be  entitled  to  not  less 
than  two. 

(c)  Effective  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  and  ending  on  September  30. 
1984,  the  number  of  officers  of  the  Navy  au- 
thorized under  section  525(b)(2)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  to  be  on  active  duty  in 
grades  above  rear  admiral  is  increased  by 
three.  None  of  the  additional  officers  in 
grades  above  rear  admiral  authorized  by 
this  section  may  be  in  the  grade  of  admiral. 

AUTHORITY  FOR  VARIABLE  ENLISTMENT  PERIODS 

Sec  182.  Subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section 
505  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  are 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  The  Secretary  concerned  may  accept 
original  enlistments  of  person.s  for  the  dura- 
tion of  their  minority  or  for  periods  of  at 
least  two  but  not  more  than  six  years  that 
are  determined  appropriate  by  the  Secre- 
tary, in  the  Regular  Army.  Regular  Navy, 
Regular  Air  Force,  Regular  Marine  Corps, 
or  Regular  Coast  Guard,  as  the  case  may  be. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  concerned  may  accept 
reenlistments  in  the  Regular  Army.  Regular 
Navy.  Regular  Air  Force.  Regular  Marine 
Corps,  or  Regular  Coast  Guard,  as  the  case 
may  be.  for  periods  of  at  least  two  but  not 
more  than  six  years  that  are  determined  ap- 
propriate by  the  Secretary.  No  enlisted 
member  is  entitled  to  be  reenlisted  for  a 
period  that  would  expire  before  the  end  of 
his  current  enlistment.". 

AUTHORITY  FOR  INCREASED  USAGE  OF  CONTRACT 
HEALTH  CARE  PROVIDERS 

Sec  183.  (a)(1)  Chapter  55  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"S  1091.  Contracts  for  direct  health  care  providers 
"(a)  The  Secretary  concerned  may  con- 
tract with  persons  for  personal  and  nonper- 
sonal  services  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
direct  health  care  services  determined  by 
the  Secretary  concerned  to  be  required  by 
the  armed  force  under  his  jurisdiction. 

"(b)  A  person  who  contracts  under  this 
section  to  provide  direct  health  care  services 
to  members,  former  meml)ers,  or  depend- 
ents may  be  compensated  at  a  rate  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  concerned,  but  at  a 
rate  not  greater  than  the  rate  of  basic  pay 
and  allowances  authorized  by  chapters  3 
and  7  of  title  37  for  a  commissioned  officer 
in  pay  grade  0-6  with  twenty-six  or  more 
years  of  service  computed  under  section  205 
of  such  title.". 


(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  l>eginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
•1091.  Contracts  for  direct  health  care  pro- 
viders.". 

(b)(1)  Section  4022  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  373  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
4022. 

(c)(1)  Section  9022  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  873  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
9022. 

(d)  Section  201  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

( 1)  by  striking  out  subsection  (b); 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (c) 
through  (f)  as  subsections  (b)  through  (e), 
respectively;  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  "subsections  (d)  and 
(e)"  in  subsection  (e),  as  redesignated  by 
clause  (2),  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subsections  (c)  and  (d)". 

(e)  Chapter  7  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  section  421;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  in  the  table  of  sections 
at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  the  item 
relating  to  section  421. 

(f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983.  Any 
contract  of  employment  entered  into  under 
the  authority  of  section  4022  or  9022  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  and  which  is  in  effect  on 
such  date  shall  remain  in  effect  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  such  contract. 

TRANSFER  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE  OFFICERS 
TO  OTHER  UNIFORMED  SERVICES 

Sec  184.  (a)(1)  Section  716  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

••§716.  Commissioned  officers:  transfers  among 
the  armed  forces,  the  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  and  the  Public 
Health  Service 

"(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  President,  within  authorized 
strengths  and  with  the  consent  of  the  offi- 
cer involved,  may  transfer  any  commis- 
sioned officer  of  a  uniformed  service  from 
his  uniformed  service  to.  and  appoint  him 
in,  another  uniformed  service.  The  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation, the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
shall  jointly  establish,  by  regulations  ap- 
proved by  the  President,  policies  and  proce- 
dures for  such  transfers  and  appointments. 
"(b)  An  officer  transferred  under  this  sec- 
tion may  not  be  assigned  precedence  or  rela- 
tive rank  higher  than  that  which  he  held  on 
the  day  before  the  transfer. 

"(c)  In  this  section,  'uniformed  service' 
means  any  of  the  armed  forces,  the  Com- 
missioned Corps  of  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Commissioned  Corps  of  the  Public  Health 
Service.". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  41  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

■'716.  Commissioned  officers:  transfers 
among  the  armed  forces,  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  and  the 
Public  Health  Service. ". 


(b)(1)  Chapter  53  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 
"§  1043.   Service  credit:  service  in   the  National 

Oceanic   and    Atmospheric    Administration    or 

the  Public  Health  Service 

"Active  commissioned  service  in  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion or  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  be 
credited  as  active  commissioned  service  in 
the  armed  forces  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing the  eligibility  for  separation  pay  under 
section  1174,  determining  the  retirement  eli- 
gibility of  a  member  of  the  armed  forces, 
and  computing  the  retired  or  retainer  pay  of 
a  member  of  the  armed  forces.'". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"1043.  Service  credit:  service  in  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration    or     the     Public 
Health  Service.". 

(c)(1)  Section  533(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  inserting  ",  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or 
the  Public  Health  Service"  after  "in  any 
armed  force". 

(2)  Section  3353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "chapters  337  and  363" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "this  chapter 
and  chapter  363  ";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  '",  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Service "  after  "in  any  armed 
force". 

(3)  Section  5600(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  inserting  ',  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or 
the  Public  Health  Service"  after  "in  any 
armed  force". 

(4)  Section  8353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "chapters  837  and  863" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "this  chapter 
and  chapter  863";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Service"  after  "in  any  armed 
force". 

(d)  An  individual  who  is  a  former  commis- 
sioned officer  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
who  resigned  from  the  Public  Health  Serv- 
ice after  March  9,  1981.  and  who  after  such 
date  and  before  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  was  given  an  original  appoint- 
ment as  a  commissioned  officer  in  one  of 
the  Armed  Forces— 

(1)  may  be  reappointed  by  the  President 
in  that  Armed  Force;  and 

(2)  may  be  credited  with  any  period  of 
active  commissioned  service  that  such  offi- 
cer performed  as  a  commissioned  officer  in 
the  Public  Health  Service. 

(e)  Clause  (13)  of  section  3(a)  of  the  Act  of 
August  10.  1956  (33  U.S.C.  857a(a)).  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(13)  Section  716,  Commissioned  officers: 
transfers  among  the  armed  forces,  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion, and  the  Public  Health  Service. ". 

EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  DURING  WHICH  CERTAIN 
ACCUMULATED  LEAVE  MAY  BE  USED 

Sec  185.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  section 
701(f)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "third"  after  "end  of 
the". 

(b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall  apply  to 
leave  accumulated  under  section  701(f)  of 
such  title  after  September  30,  1980. 


(2)  A  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  who 
was  authorized  under  section  701(f)  of  such 
title  to  accumulate  ninety  days'  leave  during 
fiscal  year  1980,  1981.  or  1982  and  lost  any 
leave  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1981,  1982,  or 

1983,  resijectively.  because  of  the  provisions 
of  the  last  sentence  of  such  section,  as  in 
effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  shall  be  credited  with 
such  lost  leave  and  may  retain  leave  in 
excess  of  sixty  days  until  (A)  Septemt>er  30, 

1984,  or  (B)  the  end  of  the  third  fiscal  year 
after  the  year  in  which  such  leave  was  accu- 
mulated, whichever  is  later,  but  in  no  case 
may  such  a  member  accumulate  leave  in 
excess  of  ninety  days. 

(3)  Section  404  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Authorization  Act.  1983  (Public  Law 
97-252:  96  Stat.  725).  is  repealed. 

AUTHORITY  TO  WAIVE  ACE  REQUIREMENT  FOR 
ORIGINAL  APPOINTMENT  AS  A  COMMISSIONED 
OFFICER  IN  CERTAIN  CASES 

Sec  186.  Section  532  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

'  (e)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned may  waive  the  requirement  of  sub- 
section (a)(2)  in  the  case  of  any  person  if 
the  Secretary  concerned  determines  that 
the  waiver  should  be  made  because  of  ex- 
ceptional or  unusual  circumstances  and  be- 
cause the  person  with  respect  to  whom  the 
waiver  is  "oeing  made  has  a  particular  skill 
needed  by  the  armed  force  concerned.". 

PERFORMANCE  OF  CIVIL  FUNCTIONS  BY 
MILITARY  OFFICERS 

Sec  187.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  973 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  subsection  (b)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"(b)(1)  This  subsection  applies— 
"(A)  to  a  regular  officer  of  an  armed  force 
on  the  active-duty  list  (and  a  regular  officer 
of  the  Coast  Guard  on  the  active  duty  pro- 
motion list); 

"(B)  to  a  retired  regular  officer  of  an 
armed  force  serving  on  active  duty  under  a 
call  or  order  to  active  duty  for  a  period  in 
excess  of  180  days;  and 

"(C)  to  a  reserve  officer  of  an  armed  force 
serving  on  active  duty  under  a  call  or  order 
to  active  duty  for  a  period  in  excess  of  180 
days. 

"(2)(A)  Except  as  otherwise  authorized  by 
law.  an  officer  to  whom  this  subsection  ap- 
plies may  not  hold,  or  exercise  the  functions 
of.  a  civil  office  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States— 

"(i)  that  is  an  elective  office: 
"(ii)  that  requires  an  appointment  by  the 
President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate:  or 

"(iii)  that  is  a  position  in  the  Executive 
Schedule  under  sections  5312  through  5317 
of  title  5. 

"(B)  An  officer  to  whom  this  subsection 
applies  may  hold  or  exercise  the  functions 
of  a  civil  office  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  that  is  not  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  when  assigned  or  detailed  to 
that  office  or  to  perform  those  functions. 

"(3)  Except  as  otherwise  authorized  by 
law,  an  officer  to  whom  this  suljsection  ap- 
plies may  not  hold  or  exercise,  by  election 
or  appointment,  the  functions  of  a  civil 
office  in  the  government  of  a  State,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  or  a  territory,  possession, 
or  commonwealth  of  the  United  States  (or 
of  any  political  subdivision  of  any  such  gov- 
ernment). 

"(4)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  invalidate  any  action  undertak- 
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en  by  an  officer  in  furtherance  of  assigned 
official  duties. 

■■(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  with  respect  to 
the  Coast  Guard  when  it  is  not  operating  as 
a  service  in  the  Navy,  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  implement  this  section.". 

(b)  Nothing  in  section  973(b)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  as  in  effect  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  shall  t)e 
construed— 

(1)  to  invalidate  any  action  undertaken  by 
an  officer  of  an  Armed  Force  in  furtherance 
of  assigned  official  duties:  or 

(2)  to  have  terminated  the  military  ap- 
pointment of  an  officer  of  an  Armed  Force 
by  reason  of  the  acceptance  of  a  civil  office. 
or  the  exercise  of  its  functions,  by  that  offi- 
cer in  furtherance  of  assigned  official 
duties. 

(c)  Nothing  in  section  973(b)(3)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  this  sec- 
tion, shall  preclude  a  Reserve  officer  to 
whom  such  section  973(b)(3)  applies  from 
holding  or  exercising  the  functions  of  an 
office  described  in  such  section  973(b)(3)  for 
the  term  to  which  the  Reserve  officer  was 
elected  or  appointed  if.  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act.  the  Reserve  officer  accept 
ed  an  appointment  or  election  to  the  office 
in  accordance  with  the  laws  and  regulations 
in  effect  at  the  time  of  such  an  appointment 
or  election. 

KEDUCTION  IN  MILITARY  AND  CIVILIAN  PERSON- 
NEL ASSIGNED  TO  DUTY  OR  EMPLOYED  IN  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  TO  PERFORM  CER- 
TAIN MANAGEMENT  ACTIVITIES 

Sec  188.  (a)(1)  Not  later  than  September 
30.  1984.  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
reduce  the  total  number  of  military  person- 
nel and  the  total  number  of  civilian  person- 
nel assigned  to  duty  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  perform  manage- 
ment headquarters  activities  or  manage- 
ment headquarters  support  activities.  The 
Secretary  shall  reduce  the  total  numt)er  in 
each  such  category  of  personnel  to  a 
number  which  is  at  least  10  percent  less 
than  the  total  end  strength  in  each  such 
category  of  personnel  requested  by  the 
President  for  fiscal  year  1984  to  perform 
such  activities. 

(2)  Not  later  than  September  30.  1984.  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  reduce  the  total 
numt>er  of  military  personnel  and  the  total 
number  of  civilian  personnel  assigned  to 
duty  in  the  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  perform  management  headquar- 
ters activities  or  management  headquarters 
support  activities.  The  Secretary  shall 
reduce  the  total  number  in  each  such  cate- 
gory of  personnel  to  a  number  which  is  at 
least  5  percent  less  than  the  total  end 
strength  in  each  such  category  of  personnel 
requested  by  the  President  for  fiscal  year 
1984  to  perform  such  activities. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  each  military  depart- 
ment shall  reduce,  by  not  later  than  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984.  the  total  number  of  mili- 
tary personnel  and  the  total  number  of  ci- 
vilian personnel  assigned  to  duty  in  each 
such  department  to  perform  management 
headquarters  activities  or  management 
headquarters  support  activities.  Each  Secre- 
tary concerned  shall  reduce  the  total 
number  in  each  such  category  of  personnel 
to  a  number  which  is  at  least  5  percent  less 
than  the  total  end  strength  in  each  such 
category  of  personnel  requested  by  the 
President  for  fiscal  year  1984  to  perform 
such  activities. 

(c)  Any  reduction  in  military  or  civilian 
personnel  assigned  to  perform  management 
headquarters     activities     or     management 


headquarters  support  activities  in  the  Na- 
tional Security  Agency/Central  Security 
Service,  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency, 
the  Organization  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  or  the  Naval  Intelligence  Command 
may  not  be  included  for  the  purposes  of 
complying  with  the  requirements  of  sut>sec- 
tion  (a)  or  (b). 

(d)  In  this  section,  the  terms  "manage- 
ment headquarters  activities"  and  "manage- 
ment headquarters  support  activities"  have 
the  same  meanings  as  prescribed  for  such 
terms  in  Department  of  Defense  Directive 
4100.73  entitled  •Department  of  Defense 
Management  Headquarters  and  Headquar- 
ters Support",  dated  March  12.  1981. 

ADJUSTMENT  OF  CONSTRUCTIVE  SERVICE  CREDIT 
IN  THE  CASE  OF  CERTAIN  NAVAL  MEDICAL  AND 
DENTAL  OFFICERS 

Sec  189.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
shall  convene  boards  of  officers  to  review 
the  records  of  each  officer  of  the  Medical 
Corps  or  the  Dental  Corps  of  the  Navy  who 
was  appointed  in  either  such  corps  before 
September  11.  1979.  and  adjust  the  service 
credited  to  any  such  officer  to  reflect  any 
active  commissioned  service  performed  by 
such  officer  before  such  appointment  or  to 
reflect  any  professional  civilian  medical  or 
dental  experience  gained  by  such  officer  in 
the  United  States  before  such  appointment 
if  that  service  or  experience  has  not  been 
credited  to  such  officer.  The  credit  granted 
for  such  prior  service  or  experience  shall  l)e 
equal  to  that  granted  to  similarly  situated 
officers  in  the  Army  and  Air  Force. 

(b)  If  an  officer  is  credited  under  the  au- 
thority of  subsection  (a)  with  additional 
service  or  experience,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  shall  adjust  the  date  of  rank  of  such 
officer  accordingly,  and  such  officer  shall  be 
given  precedence  for  promotion  or  advanced 
to  a  position  on  the  active-duty  list  (or  to  a 
position  on  a  corresponding  list  in  the  case 
of  a  Reserve  officer  not  on  the  active-duty 
list)  in  accordance  with  such  adjusted  date 
of  rank. 

(c)  If.  as  a  result  of  an  adjustment  of  his 
service  credit  under  subsection  (a),  an  offi- 
cer in  the  Medical  Corps  or  Dental  Corps  of 
the  Navy  attains  precedence  for  promotion 
purposes  over  any  other  officer  on  the 
active-duty  list  or  attains  a  position  on  the 
active-duty  list  equivalent  to  another  officer 
who— 

( 1 )  is  a  member  of  the  same  corps  as  the 
officer  whose  service  is  adjusted  under  sub- 
section (a): 

(2)  is  serving  in  a  grade  (not  al)ove  cap- 
tain) higher  than  the  grade  of  the  officer 
whose  service  is  adjusted  under  subsection 
(a);  and 

(3)  has  not  been  .selected  for  early  promo- 
tion to  such  higher  grade  or  is  on  a  promo- 
tion list  to  the  next  grade  higher  than  his 
current  grade  and  has  not  been  selected  for 
early  promotion  to  such  higher  grade, 
then  the  officer  whose  service  is  adjusted 
under  sut>section  (a)  may  be  promoted  to 
the  higher  grade  appropriate  to  his  adjusted 
credit  if  he  is  recommended  for  promotion 
to  such  grade  by  a  board  of  officers  con- 
vened under  subsection  (a),  and.  upon  pro- 
motion to  such  higher  grade,  may  t)e  as- 
signed a  position  on  the  active-duty  list  (or 
to  a  position  on  a  corresponding  list  in  the 
case  of  a  Reserve  officer  not  on  the  active- 
duty  list)  commensurate  with  his  adjusted 
service  credit. 

(d)  An  officer  whose  date  of  rank  has  been 
changed  by  virtue  of  service  credited  to  him 
under  this  section  shall  not  be  entitled  to 
any  increase  in  pay  or  allowances  or  other 
compensation  for  any  period  before  the  date 


of  that  change,  and  an  officer  who  is  cred- 
ited with  additional  service  under  this  sec- 
tion and  is  promoted  to  a  higher  grade  pur- 
suant to  the  recommendation  of  a  board 
convened  under  this  section  shall  not  be  en- 
titled to  any  increase  in  pay  or  allowances 
or  other  compensation  for  the  grade  to 
which  promoted  for  any  period  before  the 
date  of  the  promotion. 

(e)  Failure  of  an  officer  for  selection  for 
promotion  under  the  procedures  provided 
for  in  this  section  shall  not  count  as  a  fail- 
ure of  selection  for  promotion  for  any  other 
purpose. 

(f)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term 
•active-duty  list"  means  the  active-duty  list 
for  the  Navy  provided  for  in  section  620  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code. 

STUDIES  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS  ON 
HEALTHCARE  DELIVERY  SYSTEMS 

Sec    190.   (a)(1)   Chapter  55   of  title    10. 
United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  section 
183.  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  section: 
"§  109*2.   Studies   and   demonstration    projects   on 

health-rare  delivery  itystems 

••(a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  shall  conduct  studies  and 
demonstration  projects  on  the  health-care 
delivery  system  of  the  uniformed  services 
with  a  view  to  improving  the  quality,  effi- 
ciency, convenience,  and  cost  effectiveness 
of  providing  health  care  services  (including 
dental  care  services)  under  this  title  to 
memt)ers  and  former  members  and  their  de- 
pendents. Such  studies  and  demonstration 
projects  may  include  the  following: 

•(A)  Alternative  methods  of  payment  for 
health  and  medical  care  services. 

••(B)  Cost -sharing  by  eligible  beneficiaries. 

••(C)  Methods  of  encouraging  efficient  and 
economical  delivery  of  health  and  medical 
care  services. 

••(D)  Innovative  approaches  to  delivery 
and  financing  of  health  and  medical  care 
services. 

••(E)  Alternative  approaches  to  reimburse- 
ment for  the  administrative  charges  of 
health-care  plans. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  in- 
clude in  the  studies  conducted  under  para- 
graph (1)  alternative  programs  for  the  pro- 
vision of  dental  care  to  the  spouses  and  de- 
pendents of  members  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices who  are  on  active  duty,  including  a  pro- 
gram under  which  dental  care  would  be  pro- 
vided the  spouses  and  dependents  of  such 
members  under  insurance  or  dental  plan 
contracts. 

••(3)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  Congress  from  time  to  time  writ- 
ten reports  on  the  results  of  the  studies  and 
demonstration  projects  conducted  under 
this  subsection  and  shall  include  in  such  re- 
ports such  recommendations  for  improving 
the  health-care  delivery  systems  of  the  uni- 
formed ser%ices  as  the  Secretary  considers 
appropriate.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  the 
first  such  report  not  later  than  March  1, 
1984. 

•(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  enter 
into  contracts  with  public  or  private  agen- 
cies, institutions,  and  organizations  to  con- 
duct studies  and  demonstration  projects 
under  subsection  (a). 

•(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  obtain 
the  advice  and  recommendations  of  such  ad- 
visory committees  as  the  Secretary  consid- 
ers appropriate.  Each  such  committee  con- 
sulted by  the  Secretary  under  this  subsec- 
tion shall  evaluate  the  proposed  study  or 
demonstration  project  as  to  the  soundness 


of  the  objectives  of  such  study  or  demon- 
stration project,  the  likelihood  of  obtaining 
productive  results  based  on  such  study  or 
demonstration  project,  the  resources  which 
were  required  to  conduct  such  study  or  dem- 
onstration project,  and  the  relationship  of 
such  study  or  demonstration  project  to 
other  ongoing  or  completed  studies  and 
demonstration  projects. 

••(d)  A  demonstration  project  may  not  be 
conducted  under  this  section  that  provides 
for  the  furnishing  of  dental  care  under  an 
insurance  or  dental  plan  contract.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

•1092.  Studies  and  demonstration  projects 
on  health-care  delivery  sys- 
tems.". 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1. 
1983.  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  whichever  is  later. 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consul- 
tation with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  shall  conduct  demonstra- 
tion projects  for  the  purpose  of  comparing 
and  evaluating  the  cost-effectiveness,  acces- 
sibility, patient  acceptance,  and  the  quality 
of  medical  care  contracted  for  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  under  sections  1079  and 
1086  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  with 
the  medical  care  provided  in  those  facilities 
deemed  to  be  facilities  of  the  uniformed 
services  by  virtue  of  section  911  of  the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Authorization  Act.  1982 
(42  U.S.C.  248c).  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  begin  conducting  such  projects  within 
one  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section  and  continue  conducting  such 
projects  for  not  less  than  three  years. 

(2)  The  projects  carried  out  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  under  this  subsection  shall 
utilize  various  alternative  mechanisms  for 
the  payment  of  medical  services  provided  el- 
igible persons,  including  capitation,  prospec- 
tive payment,  all-inclusive  fee-for-service 
charges,  and  other  concepts  and  programs 
consistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  subsec- 
tion. 

(3)  If  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services  de- 
termine such  action  is  necessary  in  order  to 
permit  a  meaningful  evaluation  of  alterna- 
tive methods  of  providing  medical  care  to 
persons  eligible  for  such  care  under  sections 
1079  and  1086  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  they  may  jointly  designate  additional 
civilian  medical  facilities  to  be  facilities  of 
the  uniformed  services  for  the  purposes  of 
section  1079  of  such  title.  The  Secretary 
may  designate  a  facility  under  the  authority 
of  this  paragraph  for  such  purposes  only  if 
such  action  is  agreed  to  by  the  governing 
body  of  the  facility. 

(4)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  shall  submit  annually  to 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  and  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  a  written  report 
on  the  results  of  the  studies  and  projects 
carried  out  under  this  subsection.  The  first 
such  report  shall  be  submitted  not  later 
than  one  year  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  subsection.  The  last  such 
report  shall  be  submitted  not  later  than  one 
year  after  the  completion  of  all  such  studies 
and  projects. 

(5)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Sec- 
reUry  of  Health  and  Human  Services  may 
terminate,  for  purjjoses  of  chapter  55  of 
title  10,  United  SUtes  Code,  the  sUtus  of 
any  facility  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  to 


furnish  medical  or  dental  care  to  members 
and  former  members  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices or  their  dependents  at  any  time  after 
the  expiration  of  one  year  following  submis- 
sion to  the  Congress  of  the  final  annual 
report  required  under  paragraph  (4).  The 
termination  of  such  status  in  the  case  of 
any  such  facility  may  be  effected  only  by  an 
order  jointly  issued  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense   and    the   Secretary    of    Health    and 
Human  Services  which  identifies  the  facility 
whose  status  is  being  terminated  and  speci- 
fies the  date  on  which  such  status  is  being 
terminated.  A  copy  of  each  such  order  shall 
be  furnished  to  the  affected  facility  and  the 
Committees    on     Appropriations     and     on 
Armed    Services    of    the    Senate    and    the 
House  of  Representatives  and  shall  become 
effective  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  notice,  but  not  earlier  than  six  months 
following  the  date  on  which  a  copy  of  the 
notice  has  been  furnished  to  the  facility  and 
the  committees.  Any   facility  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  or  facility  designated  under 
paragraph  (3)  may  terminate  its  status  de- 
scribed in  clause  ( 1 )  or  its  designation  made 
under  clause  (3),  as  the  case  may  be,  at  any 
time  after  the  expiration  of  six  months  fol- 
lowing the  date  on  which  a  copy  of  the 
order  terminating  the  status  or  designation 
has  been  furnished  the  facility. 

(6)  Section  911(b)  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Authorization  Act,  1982  (42  U.S.C. 
248c(b)),  is  amended  by  striking  out  •at  any 
time  after  •  and  all  that  follows  through  the 
end  of  the  second  sentence  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof:  'as  provided  for  in  section 
190(b)(5)  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act,  1984. ■•. 

LIVER  TRANSPLANTS  COVERED  UNDER  CHAMPUS 

Sec  190A.  (a)  section  1079(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon  and  •and";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing; 

••(6)(A)  liver  transplant  operations  for  de- 
pendents under  age  18  may  be  provided  at 
hospitals  which  have  been  approved  for 
such  purposes  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  deemed  appropriate  based  upon  demon- 
strated rates  of  survival  and  demonstrated 
abilities  to  perform  the  operation  after  con- 
sulting with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  and  such  other  parties  as 
the  Secretary  deems  appropriate;  and  (B) 
such  costs  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  after 
consulting  with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  considers  appropriate  for 
the  acquisition  and  transportation  of  any 
liver  donated  for  any  liver  transplant  oper- 
ation provided  under  any  such  contract  may 
be  paid  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
under  such  contract.". 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  des- 
ignee shall  take  such  action  as  is  necessary 
in  the  case  of  contracts  entered  into  before 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  including 
modifying  such  contracts  and  making  ad- 
vance payments  under  such  contracts,  to 
provide  under  such  contracts  for  liver  trans- 
plant operations  and  payments  authorized 
by  section  1079(a)(6)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code  (as  added  by  subsection  (a)). 

AWARD  OF  CAMPAIGN  AND  SERVICE  MEDALS  TO 
CERTAIN  PERSONS 

Sec  190B.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  401 
of  the  GI  Bill  Improvements  Act  of  1977 
(Public  Law  95-202:  91  Stat.  1449:  38  U.S.C. 
106  note)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 


"(3)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  any  person  who  is 
issued  a  discharge  under  honorable  condi- 
tions pursuant  to  the  implementation  of 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may  be  award- 
ed any  campaign  or  service  medal  warranted 
by  such  person's  service.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  all  persons 
issued  discharges  under  honorable  condi- 
tions pursuant  to  section  401  of  the  GI  Bill 
Improvements  Act  of  1977.  whether  such 
discharges  are  awarded  before,  on.  or  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SERVICEMEN'S  GROUP  LIFE  INSURANCE  AND 
VETERANS'  GROUP  LIFE  INSURANCE 

Sec  190C.  (a)  Section  767  of  title  38. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  the  service- 
men's Group  Life  Insurance  program,  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
by  inserting  '$100,000.  $95,000.  $90,000. 
$85,000,  $80,000.  $75,000.  $70,000.  $65,000. 
$60,000.  $55,000.  $50,000.  $45,000.  $40,000.  ' 
after   '(B)  to  be  insured  in  the  amount  of": 

(2)  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(O- 

(A)  by  striking  out  'the  amount  of 
$30,000.  $25,000,  $20,000.  $15,000.  $10,000.  or 
$5,000  ":  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "an 
amount  other  than  $35,000  ";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  'in  the  amount  of 
$35,000.  $30,000.  $25,000.  $20,000.  $15,000.  or 
$10,000  ".  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in 
another  amount  authorized  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  ":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

••(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  section,  any  member  who.  on  the  ef- 
fective date  of  this  subsection,  is  assigned 
to.  or  who  upon  application  would  be  eligi- 
ble for  assignment  to.  the  Retired  Reserve 
of  a  uniformed  service,  may  obtain  in- 
creased insurance  coverage  under  this  sub- 
chapter up  to  a  maximum  of  $100,000  in  in- 
crements of  $5,000.  if  the  member  (1)  is  in- 
sured under  this  subchapter  on  such  effec- 
tive date  or.  within  one  year  after  such  ef- 
fective date,  reinstates  insurance  which 
lapsed  before  such  date  for  nonpayment  of 
premiums,  and  (2)  submits,  within  one  year 
after  such  effective  date,  a  written  applica- 
tion for  increased  coverage  to  the  office  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  section  766(b)  of  this 
title.'". 

(b)  Section  777(a)  of  such  title,  relating  to 
Veterans"  Group  Life  Insurance,  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  by  striking  out  or  $35,000  only"  in  the 
first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

•$35,000.  $40,000.  $45,000.  $50,000.  $55,000, 
$60  000.  $65,000.  $70,000.  $75,000.  $80,000. 
$85,000.  $90,000.  $95,000.  or  $100,000  only"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  ••$35,000^  in  the  second 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
••$100.000 ';  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  •$35.000 "  each  place  it 
appears  in  the  fourth  sentence  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  '$100,000  ". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day 
of  the  first  month  which  begins  at  least 
sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

EXTENSION  or  PROHIBITION  ON  CONTRACTS  FOR 
THE  PERFORMANCE  OF  FIREFIGHTING  AND  SE- 
CURITY FUNCTIONS 

Sec  190D.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  an  authorization  contained 
in  this  or  any  other  Act  may  be  obligated  or 
expended  prior  to  October  1.  1985.  for  the 
purposes  of  entering  into  any  contract  for 
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the  performance  of  firefighting  or  security- 
guard  functions  at  any  military  installation 
or  facility,  except  when  such  funds  are  for 
the  express  purpose  of  providing  for  the  re- 
newal of  contracts  in  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  or  when  such 
funds  are  for  new  contracts  for  functions 
under  contract  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  (1)  to  overseas  locations  excluding 
Hawaii  and  Alaska  at  which  military  person- 
nel would  have  to  be  used  for  the  purposes 
described  in  subsection  (a)  at  the  expense  of 
unit  readiness,  or  <2)  to  government-owned 
but  privately  operated  installations. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit 
to  the  Congress  not  later  than  March  1. 
1984.  a  written  report,  compiled  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  United  States  File  Administra- 
tor, containing  an  assessment  of  the  special 
needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense  with 
respect  to  firefighting  and  base  security  and 
an  assessment  of  how  those  needs  are  met 
by  both  Federal  employees  and  contract 
personnel. 

Part  K— NATO  and  Related  Matters 

NORTH  ATLANTIC  DEFENSE  COOPERATIVE 
PROGRAMS 

Sec.  191.  In  order  to  fulfill  the  interna- 
tional obligations  incurred  by  the  United 
States  under  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Or- 
ganization's Long-Term  Defense  Program 
for  the  rapid  reinforcement  of  Europe,  and 
recognizing  that  such  action  is  in  the  na- 
tional interest  of  the  United  States,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  is  directed  to  carry  out 
commitments  of  the  United  States  under 
the  United  States-German  Wartime  Host 
Nation  Support  Agreement  of  April  15. 
1982.  and  under  the  Prepositioned  Materiel 
Configured  in  Unit  Sets  (POMCUS)  pro- 
gram not  later  than  December  31.  1988.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  include  in  his 
annual  report  to  the  Congress  a  statement 
describing  the  status  of  implementation  of 
such  agreement  and  program,  including  his 
assessment  of  whether  our  allies  are  bearing 
their  equitable  share  under  such  agreement 
and  program  and  whether  the  implementa- 
tion of  such  agreement  and  program  ad- 
versely affects  the  readiness  of  the  reserve 
components  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States. 

REPORT  ON  ALLIED  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  THE 
COMMON  DEFENSE 

Sec.  192.  (a)  In  recognition  of  the  increas- 
ing military  threat  faced  by  the  Western 
World  and  in  view  of  the  growth,  relative  to 
the  United  States,  in  the  economic  strength 
of  Japan.  Canada,  and  a  number  of  Western 
European  countries  which  has  occurred 
since  the  signing  of  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  on  April  4.  1949.  and  the  Mutual  Co- 
operation and  Security  treaty  between 
Japan  and  the  United  States  on  January  19. 
1960,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  burdens  of  mutual  defense  now  as- 
sumed by  some  of  the  countries  allied  with 
the  United  States  under  those  agreements 
are  not  commensurate  with  their  economic 
resources; 

(2)  since  May  1978,  when  each  NATO 
member  nation  agreed  to  increase  real  de- 
fense spending  annually  in  the  range  of  3 
percent,  most  NATO  members  except  for 
the  United  States  have  failed  to  meet  the  3 
percent  real  growth  commitment  consistent- 
ly and  performance  toward  this  goal  in  1983 
is  estimated  to  be  the  most  deficient,  on  av- 
erage, since  the  goal  was  established;  and 
since  May  1981.  when  the  Government  of 
Japan  established  its  policy  to  defend  the 


air  and  sea  lines  of  communication  out  to 
1.000  nautical  miles  from  the  coast  of 
Japan,  progress  to  develop  the  necessary 
self-defense  capabilities  to  fulfill  that  1.000 
nautical  mile  defense  pledge  has  been  ex- 
tremely disappointing; 

(3)  Japan,  as  the  ally  of  the  United  States 
with  the  greatest  potential  to  improve  its 
self-defense  capabilities,  should  accelerate 
current  efforts  to  increase  its  contributions 
to  the  common  defense,  and,  as  a  tangible 
sign  of  commitment  to  this,  as  well  as  other 
aims.  Japan  should  immediately  increase  its 
annual  defense  spending  to  the  levels  re- 
quired for  its  forces  to  deploy  fully  by  1990 
an  effective  conventional  self-defense  capa- 
bility, including  the  capability  to  carry  out 
its  1.000-mile  defense  policy:  and 

(4)  the  continued  unwillingness  of  such 
countries  to  increase  their  contributions  to 
the  common  defense  to  more  appropriate 
levels  will  endanger  the  vitality,  effective- 
ness, and  cohesiveness  of  the  alliances  be- 
tween those  countries  and  the  United 
States. 

(b)  It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  President  should  seek  from  each 
signatory  country  (other  than  the  United 
States)  of  the  two  treaties  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  acceptance  of  international 
security  responsibilities  and  an  agreement 
to  make  contributions  to  the  common  de- 
fense which  are  commensurate  with  the  eco- 
nomic resources  of  such  country,  including, 
when  appropriate,  an  increase  in  host 
nation  support. 

<c)(l)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
March  1.  1984.  a  classified  report  contain- 
ing— 

(A)  a  comparison  of  the  fair  and  equitable 
shares  of  the  mutual  defense  burdens  of 
these  alliances  that  should  be  borne  by  the 
United  States,  by  other  member  nations  of 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO),  and  by  Japan,  based  upon  econom- 
ic strength  and  other  relevant  factors,  and 
the  actual  defense  efforts  of  each  nation  to- 
gether with  an  explanation  of  disparities 
that  currently  exist  and  their  impact  on 
mutual  defense  efforts; 

(B)  a  description  of  efforts  by  the  United 
States  and  of  other  efforts  to  eliminate  ex- 
isting disparities; 

(C)  estimates  of  the  real  growth  in  de- 
fense spending  in  fiscal  year  1983  projected 
for  each  NATO  memt)er  nation  compared 
with  the  annual  real  growth  goal  in  the 
range  of  3  percent  set  in  May  1978; 

(D)  a  description  of  the  defense-related 
initiatives  undertaken  by  each  NATO 
member  nation  within  the  real  growth  in 
defense  spending  of  such  nation  in  fiscal 
year  1984; 

(E)  an  explanation  of  those  instances  in 
which  the  commitments  to  real  growth  in 
defense  spending  and  to  the  long-term  de- 
fense program  have  not  been  realized  and  a 
description  of  efforts  being  made  by  the 
United  States  to  ensure  fulfillment  of  these 
important  NATO  commitments; 

(P)  a  description  of  the  activities  of  each 
NATO  member  and  Japan  to  enhance  the 
security  and  stability  of  the  Southwest  Asia 
region  and  to  assume  additional  missions  for 
their  own  defense  as  the  United  Slates  allo- 
cates additional  resources  to  the  mission  of 
protecting  Western  interests  in  world  areas 
not  covered  by  the  system  of  Western  Alli- 
ances; 

(G)  a  description  of  what  additional  ac- 
tions the  executive  branch  plans  to  take 
should  the  efforts  by  the  United  States  re- 
ferred to  in  clauses  (B)  and  (E)  fail,  and,  in 


those  instances  where  such  additional  ac- 
tions do  not  include  consideration  of  the 
repositioning  of  American  troops,  a  detailed 
explanation  as  to  why  such  repositioning  is 
not  being  so  considered; 

(H)  a  description  of  the  annual  financial 
resources,  and  the  military  procurement 
and  programs  those  resources  would  ac- 
quire, required  for  Japan  to  deploy  fully  by 
1990  an  effective  self-defense  capability,  in- 
cluding the  capability  to  carry  out  its  1.000 
mile  defense  policy,  and  a  description  of  any 
disparities  between  these  requirements  and 
the  financial  resources  and  military  pro- 
grams contained  in  the  Japanese  defense 
budget  for  1984  and  each  succeeding  annual 
budget  in  its  current,  multiyear  defense 
plan,  and  the  year  by  which  Japan  would 
develop  the  required  capabilities,  if  not 
1990;  and 

(1)  a  description  of  those  United  States 
forces  stationed  in  Japan  whose  forward  de- 
ployment in  Japan  is  only  for  the  purposes 
of  defending  that  nation,  as  opposed  to 
those  United  States  forces  stationed  in 
Japan  whose  primary  mission  is  to  contrib- 
ute to  the  defense  of  other  nations  in  the 
Pacific  Ocean  and  Indian  Ocean  regions 
whose  security  is  of  importance  to  the 
United  States. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  also 
submit  to  the  Congress  not  more  than  30 
days  after  the  submission  of  the  report  re- 
quired under  paragraph  (1)  an  unclassified 
report  containing  the  matters  set  forth  in 
clauses  (A)  through  <I>  of  such  paragraph. 

LIMITATION  ON  NUMBER  OF  MILITARY 
PERSONNEL  STATIONED  IN  EUROPE 

Sec  193.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tions (b)  and  (c).  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  or  any  other 
Act  may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  support- 
ing an  end  strength  level,  as  of  September 
30.  1984.  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  assigned  to  permanent 
duty  ashore  in  European  member  nations  of 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO)  at  any  level  in  excess  of  315.600. 

(b)  A  number  of  United  States  military 
personnel  in  excess  of  315,600,  but  not  in 
excess  of  320.000,  may  be  permanently  as- 
signed to  duty  ashore  in  such  European  na- 
tions as  of  September  30,  1984,  if— 

(1)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
and  certifies  to  the  Congress  in  writing  that 
on  September  30,  1984.  the  total  number  of 
military  personnel  of  NATO  member  na- 
tions, other  than  the  United  States,  sta- 
tioned in  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany 
will  not  be  less  than  the  total  number  of 
military  personnel  of  such  member  nations 
stationed  in  that  country  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act; 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  certifies  to 
the  Congress  in  writing  on  or  after  June  1. 
1984,  that  the  budget  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  fiscal  year  1985  and  the  Five- 
Year  Defense  Plan  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  fiscal  years  1985  through  1989 
give  significant  priority  to  programs  directly 
intended  to  improve  NATO's  conventional 
capabilities,  particularly  its  capability  for 
deep  interdiction; 

(3)  the  Department  of  Defense  has  con- 
ducted a  thorough  and  detailed  analysis  of 
NATO's  defense  posture  which  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  submits  to  Congress  on  or 
after  June  1.  1984.  with  his  certification  in 
writing  that  a  number  of  United  States  mili- 
tary personnel  in  excess  of  315,600  is  re- 
quired to  meet  the  United  States  commit- 
ment to  NATO;  and 


(4)  the  studies  required  by  sections  194 
through  197  have  been  conducted  and  the 
reports  and  recommendations  resulting 
from  such  studies  have  been  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

(c)  A  number  of  United  States  military 
personnel  in  excess  of  315,600  or  in  excess  of 
320,000  may  be  assigned  to  permanent  duty 
ashore  in  European  member  nations  of 
NATO  as  of  September  30.  1984.  without 
the  conditions  specified  in  subsection  (b) 
having  been  met  if  the  President  (1)  deter- 
mines and  certifies  to  the  Congress  in  writ- 
ing that  overriding  national  security  inter- 
ests require  a  number  of  such  personnel  to 
be  assigned  to  permanent  duty  ashore  in 
such  nations  in  excess  of  315,600  or  320,000. 
as  the  case  may  be.  and  (2)  includes  in  the 
certification  the  total  number  of  such  per- 
sonnel required  and  an  explanation  of  the 
overriding  national  security  interests  that 
require  such  number  of  personnel. 

(d)  In  computing  the  limitation  specified 
in  subsections  (a)  and  (b),  there  may  be  ex- 
cluded not  more  than  2,600  military  person- 
nel assigned  to  the  Ground  Launched 
Cruise  Missile  program  and  the  Pershing  II 
Missile  program. 

REPORT  ON  IMPROVEMENT  OF  CONVENTIONAL 
FORCES  OF  NATO 

SEC.  194.  At  the  same  time  the  President 
submits  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1985  pur- 
suant to  section  1105  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  but  not  later  than  March  1. 
1984,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit 
to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a  com- 
prehensive report  and  plan  for  improving 
conventional  defense  capabilities  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO).  The  Secretary  shall  include  in 
such  report- 

(1)  his  recommendations  on  how  NATO's 
strategy  and  military  program  could  and 
should  be  changed  to  improve  substantially 
the  chances  of  a  successful  conventional  de- 
fense of  Europe; 

(2)  a  statement  and  explanation  of  what 
the  aggregate  NATO  conventional  defense 
requirements  are; 

(3)  a  current  assessment  and  statement  of 
the  status  of  the  Air-Land  Battle  concept 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
NATO: 

(4)  an  explanation  of  how  and  to  what 
extent  the  various  doctrines  of  NATO  mili- 
tary forces  are  coordinated,  and  how  vari- 
ations in  doctrine  can  be  rectified  or  exploit- 
ed to  NATO's  advantage; 

(5)  his  judgment  on  the  most  effective 
means  by  which  NATO  military  forces  can 
be  operationally  integrated  to  implement 
the  Air-Land  Battle  concept; 

(6)  the  United  States  programs  which  are 
necessary  to  support  improved  NATO  con- 
ventional capabilities,  the  changes  which 
are  needed,  and  what  the  fiscal  year  1985 
budget  and  Five-Year  Defense  Plan  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  years  1985 
through  1989  provide  for  with  respect  to 
NATO  conventional  capabilities; 

(7)  the  United  States  conventional  pro- 
grams and  weapons  that  are  provided  for  in 
the  fiscal  year  1985  budget  and  Pive-Year 
Defense  Plan  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  fiscal  years  1985  through  1989  to  en- 
hance the  disruption  and  destruction  of 
Soviet  follow-on  echelons; 

(8)  the  new  weapons  or  systems  which  are 
available  for  such  purpose  that  are  not  in 
the  current  budget  or  Pive-Year  Defense 
Plan  of  the  Department  of  Defense; 


(9)  a  determination  of  what  are  the 
achievable  NATO-wide  improvements  in 
conventional  defense  capability;  and 

(10)  a  separate  addendum  and  assessment 
by  the  Commander-in-Chief,  Allied  Forces 
Europe,  on  measures  necessary  to  improve 
NATO  conventional  defense  capabilities,  in- 
cluding a  recommended  plan  for  such  meas- 
ures. 

(b)  The  President  shall  submit  to  the  Con- 
gress not  later  than  April  1.  1984,  his  recom- 
mendations and  plan  for  improving  NATO 
conventional  defense  capabilities. 

REPORT  ON  THE  NUCLEAR  POSTURE  OF  NATO 

Sec  195.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  conduct  a  study  on  the  tactical  nuclear 
posture  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization (NATO)  and  submit  a  report  on  the 
results  of  such  study  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  not  later  than 
March  1.  1984.  Such  study  shall  include— 

(Da  detailed  assessment  of  the  current 
tactical  nuclear  balance  in  Europe  and  that 
projected  for  1990; 

(2)  an  assessment  of  the  current,  respec- 
tive operational  doctrines  for  the  use  of  tac- 
tical nuclear  weapons  in  Europe  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact  and  NATO; 

(3)  an  explanation  of  how  the  threat  of 
the  use  of  such  weapons  relates  to  deter- 
rence and  to  conventional  defense; 

(4)  an  identification  of  the  number  and 
types  of  nuclear  warheads,  if  any,  consid- 
ered to  be  inessential  to  the  defense  struc- 
ture of  Western  Europe,  the  quantity  and 
type  of  such  weapons  that  could  be  elimi- 
nated from  Europe  under  appropriate  cir- 
cumstances without  jeopardizing  the  securi- 
ty of  NATO  nations  and  an  assessment  of 
what  such  circumstances  might  be; 

(5)  an  explanation  of  the  steps  that  can  be 
taken  to  develop  a  rational  and  coordinated 
nuclear  posture  by  NATO  in  a  manner  that 
is  consistent  with  proper  emphasis  on  con- 
ventional defense  forces  and  the  doctrine  of 
Air-Land  Battle;  and 

(6)  an  identification  of  any  notable,  rele- 
vant developments  that  have  occurred  since 
the  submission  to  the  Congress  in  April  1975 
of  the  report  entitled  "The  Theater  Nuclear 
Force  Posture  in  Europe",  prepared  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  pursuant  to  section 
302  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Appro- 
priations Authorization  Act.  1975  (Public 
Law  93-365),  which  might  cause  the  findings 
and  conclusions  of  that  report  to  require  re- 
vision and  such  revisions  in  such  report  as 
the  Secretary  considers  appropriate. 

(b)  The  President  shall  submit  a  written 
report  to  the  Congress  on  or  before  April  1, 
1984,  containing  his  views  on  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  study  and  report  required 
under  subsection  (a)  together  with  such  rec- 
ommendations with  respect  to  such  study 
and  report  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

REPORT  ON  COMBAT-TO-SUPPORT  RATIO  OF 
UNITED  STATES  FORCES  IN  EUROPE  IN  SUP- 
PORT OF  NATO 

Sec  196.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  not  later  than  March  1. 
1984.  on  the  combat,  combat  support, 
combat  service  support,  and  noncombat 
components  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  assigned  to  permanent  duty 
ashore  in  Europe  in  support  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO).  The 
Secretary  shall  include  in  such  report— 

(1)  an  analysis  of  the  current  combat, 
combat  support,  combat  service  support, 
and  noncombat  components  of  the  Armed 


Forces  of  the  United  SUtes  assigned  to  per- 
manent duty  ashore  in  Europe  in  support  of 
NATO  and  their  relationship  to  each  other 

(2)  a  review  of  the  requirements  for  such 
combat,  combat  support,  combat  service 
support,  and  noncombat  components; 

(3)  an  analysis  and  comparison  of  such 
components  and  the  history  of  their  ratios 
to  each  other  since  1974  as  well  as  the  pro- 
jected ratios  to  each  other  during  fiscal  year 
1985  and  during  each  year  of  the  Five-Year 
Defense  Plan  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  fiscal  years  1985  through  1989;  and 

(4)  his  recommendations  for  improving 
the  combat  portion  of  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  SUtes  deployments  in  Europe 
or,  if  in  his  judgment,  no  improvements  are 
practicable,  the  reasons  they  are  not. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  the  report  re- 
quired by  subsection  (a)— 

( 1 )  the  combat  component  of  the  Army  in- 
cludes only  the  infantry,  cavalry,  artillery, 
armored,  combat  engineers,  special  forces, 
attack  assault  helicopter  units,  air  defense, 
and  missile  combat  units  of  battalion  or 
smaller  size; 

(2)  the  combat  component  of  the  Navy  in- 
cludes only  the  combatant  ships  (aircraft 
carrier,  battleship,  cruiser,  destroyer,  frig- 
ate, submarine,  and  amphibious  assault 
ships)  and  combat  aircraft  wings  (fighter, 
attack,  reconnaissance,  and  patrol);  and 

(3)  the  combat  component  of  the  Air 
Force  includes  only  the  tactical  fighter,  re- 
connaissance, tactical  airlift,  fighter  inter- 
ceptor, and  bomber  units  of  wing  or  smaller 


REPORT  ON  UNITED  STATES  EXPENDITURES  IN 
SUPPORT  OF  NATO 

Sec  197.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  review  and  analyze  the  fiscal  year  1983 
expenditures  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
in  fulfilling  the  United  Stales  commitment 
to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO)  and  the  expenditures  projected  for 
such  purpose  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  through  1989. 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  a  detailed  written  report  to  the  Con- 
gress not  later  than  June  1.  1984.  on  the 
review  and  analysis  required  under  subsec- 
tion (a).  The  Secretary  shall  set  out  in  such 
report,  in  current  and  constant  fiscal  year 
1983  dollar  figures,  the  expenditures  made 
in  fiscal  year  1983  and  expenditures  project- 
ed to  be  made  in  fiscal  years  1984  through 
1989  by  the  United  States  in  fulfilling  its 
commitment  to  NATO  in  each  of  the  follow- 
ing categories: 

(A)  Procurement, 

(B)  Operations  and  maintenance. 

(C)  Military  construction. 

(D)  Military  personnel. 

(E)  Research,  development,  test,  and  eval- 
uation. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  also  in- 
clude in  such  report  a  separate  breakout  of 
the  fiscal  year  1983  Department  of  Defense 
expenditures  in  each  of  the  categories  speci- 
fied in  paragraph  (1)  for  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States  assigned  to  permanent 
duty  ashore  in  the  European  member  na- 
tions of  NATO  and  the  expenditures  pro- 
jected to  be  incurred  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  each  of  those  categories  in  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1984  through  1989  for 
personnel  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  planned  to  be  assigned  to  per- 
manent duty  ashore  in  such  nations  during 
each  of  those  fiscal  years.  The  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  also  include  in  such  report 
similar  separate  breakouts  for  all  classes  of 
United  States  forces  reflected  in  ^he  data 
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submitted  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices of  the  Senate  and  printed  in  part  1. 
pages  61-68,  of  that  Committees  hearings 
on  Department  of  Defense  Authorization 
For  Appropriations  For  Fiscal  Year  1982. 

(3)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  also  in- 
clude in  such  report  the  estimated  percent- 
age growth  in  each  of  the  five  categories 
specified  in  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (b). 
after  allowing  for  inflation,  from  one  year 
to  the  next  for  the  fiscal  years  1983  through 
1989.  In  the  case  of  each  category  of  ex- 
penditures for  which  the  annual  projected 
rate  of  expenditure  growth  after  fiscal  year 
1983  exceeds  3  percent,  after  allowing  for  in- 
flation, over  the  previous  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  include  his  assessment  of 
the  impact  on  NATO  of  limiting  the  growth 
of  expenditures  in  that  category  to  3  per- 
cent real  growth. 

Part  L— Gehfsial  Provisions 

lonc-term  lease  and  charter  of  aircraft 
and  naval  vessels 

Sec.  1001.  (aXl)  Section  138(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  or"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (8): 

(B)  by  inserting  or"  at  the  end  of  clause 
(9):  and 

(C)  by  adding  after  clause  (9)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause: 

"<10)  the  long-term  lease  or  charter  of  any 
aircraft  or  naval  vessel  or  the  lease  or  char- 
ter of  any  aircraft  or  naval  vessel  the  terms 
of  which  provide  for  a  substantial  termina- 
tion liability  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States;". 

(2)  Section  138(f)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as 
paragraph  (3);  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the 
following  new  paragraph  (2): 

"(2)  In  subsection  (a)(10): 

"(A)  The  term  long-term  lease  or  charter' 
means— 

"(i)  a  lease,  charter,  service  contract,  or 
conditional  sale  agreement  the  term  of 
which  is  for  a  period  of  five  years  or  longer, 
or  the  initial  term  of  which  is  for  a  period  of 
less  than  five  years,  but  contains  an  option 
to  renew  or  extend  the  agreement  for  a 
period  which,  when  added  to  the  initial 
term  (or  any  previous  renewal  or  extension), 
is  five  years  or  longer.  Such  term  includes 
the  extension  or  renewal  of  a  lease  or  char- 
ter agreement  if  the  term  of  the  extension 
or  renewal  thereof  is  for  a  period  of  five 
years  or  longer  or  if  the  term  of  the  lease  or 
charter  agreement  being  extended  or  re- 
newed was  for  a  period  of  five  years  or 
longer;  or 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  any  agreement  under 
which  the  lessor  first  places  the  property  in 
service  under  the  agreement  or  the  property 
has  been  in  service  for  less  than  one  year, 
and  there  is  allowable  to  the  lessor  or  char- 
terer an  investment  tax  credit  or  deprecia- 
tion for  the  property  leased,  chartered  or 
otherwise  provided  under  the  agreement 
under  section  168  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954.  sis  amended,  (unless  the  lessor 
or  charterer  has  elected  depreciation  on  a 
straightllne  method  for  such  property),  a 
lease,  charter,  service  contract,  or  condition- 
al sale  agreement  the  term  of  which  is  for  a 
period  of  three  years  or  longer,  or  the  initial 
term  of  which  is  for  a  period  of  less  than 
three  years,  but  contains  an  option  to  renew 
or  extend  the  agreement  for  a  period  which, 
when  added  to  the  Initial  term  (or  any  pre- 
vious renewal  or  extension),  is  three  years 
or  longer.  Such  term  includes  the  extension 
or  renewal  of  a  leaae  or  charter  agreement  if 


the  term  of  the  extension  or  renewal  there- 
of is  for  a  period  of  three  years  or  longer  or 
if  the  term  of  the  lease  or  charter  agree- 
ment being  extended  or  renewed  was  for  a 
period  of  three  years  or  longer. 

"(B)  Sulistantial  termination  liability' 
means  an  agreement  by  the  United  States  to 
pay  an  amount  that  is  equal  to  more  than 
15  percent  of  the  value  of  the  aircraft  or 
vessel  under  lease  or  charter  as  calculated 
on  the  basis  of  the  present  value  of  the  ter- 
mination liability  of  the  United  States 
under  such  charter  or  lease,  as  determined 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense.". 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any 
lease  or  charter  agreement  entered  into  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)(1)  Any  request  made  to  the  Congress 
for  the  authorization  of  funds  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  the  long-term  lease 
or  charter  of  aircraft  or  naval  vessels  or  any 
request  for  the  authorization  of  funds  for 
such  department  for  a  lease  or  charter  of 
aircraft  or  naval  vessels  which  provides  for 
a  substantial  termination  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  shall  be  accompa- 
nied by  an  analysis,  submitted  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  of  the  cost  to  the  United 
States,  including  lost  tax  revenues,  of  any 
such  lease  or  charter  arrangement  com- 
pared with  the  cost  of  direct  procurement  of 
the  aircraft  or  naval  vessels  by  the  United 
States. 

(2)  Any  such  analysis  shall  be  reviewed 
and  evaluated  by  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  within  30  days  after 
the  date  on  which  the  request  and  analysis 
are  submitted  to  the  Congress.  The  Director 
and  Secretary  shall  conduct  such  review  and 
evaluation  on  the  basis  of  the  guidelines 
issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  and  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  in  writing  on  the  re- 
sults of  their  review  and  evaluation  at  the 
earliest  practicable  date,  but  in  no  event 
more  than  45  days  after  the  date  on  which 
the  request  and  analysis  are  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

(3)  When  a  request  is  made  to  the  Con- 
gress for  the  authorization  of  funds  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  the  long-term 
lease  or  charter  of  aircraft  or  naval  vessels, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  indicate  in 
the  request  what  portion  of  the  requested 
funds  is  attributable  to  capital-hire  and 
shall  reflect  such  portion  in  the  appropriate 
procurement  account  in  the  request. 

(4)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  terms 
"long-term  lease  or  charter"  and  "substan- 
tial termination  liability"  shall  have  the 
same  meanings  given  such  terms,  respective- 
ly, in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  section 
138(f)(2)  of  title  10.  United  states  Code,  as 
amended  by  subsection  (a)(2)  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  issue  jointly  guidelines  for 
determining  under  what  circumstances  the 
Department  of  Defense  may  utilize  lease  or 
charter  arrangements  for  aircraft  and  naval 
vessels  rather  than  directly  procuring  such 
aircraft  and  vessels.  Such  guidelines  shall  be 
issued  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(d)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  an  authorization  contained  in  this 
Act  may  be  used  to  indemnify  any  person 
under  the  terms  of  any  contract  entered 
into  with  the  United  States  on  or  after  June 
14.  1983.  for  any  amount  paid  or  due  by  any 
person  to  the  United  States  for  any  liability 


arising  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954.  as  amended,  or  to  pay  any  attorney 
fees  in  connection  with  such  contract  unless 
such  contract  was  awarded  before  June  14, 
1983. 

(e)(1)  At  the  same  time  that  the  President 
submits  the  budget  request  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  the  Congress  for  fiscal 
year  1985.  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  a  written  report  to  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  and  on  Appropriations  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
concerning  leases  or  charters  described  in 
paragraph  (2). 

<2)  Such  report  shall  include  a  list  of  all 
leases,  charters,  service  contracts,  or  condi- 
tional sales,  the  term  of  which  is  for  a 
period  of  one  year  or  longer,  for  major  items 
of  defense  equipment,  including  aircraft  and 
naval  ve.ssels.  which  are  to  be  funded  either 
directly  or  indirectly  by  any  portion  of  the 
funds  contained  in  such  budget  request. 
Such  report  shall  also  include  an  estimate 
of  the  funding  level  and  the  source  of  fund- 
ing for  each  such  lease,  charter,  service  con- 
tract, or  conditional  sale. 

(f)  No  funds  available  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  may  be  used  to  enter  into  any 
contract  the  term  of  which  is  for  three 
years  or  more,  inclusive  of  any  option  for 
contract  extension  or  renewal,  for  any  ves- 
sels, aircraft,  or  vehicles,  through  a  lease, 
charter,  or  similar  agreement,  that  imposes 
an  estimated  termination  liability  (exclud- 
ing the  estimated  value  of  the  leased  item  at 
the  time  of  termination)  on  the  Govern- 
ment exceeding  50  percent  of  the  original 
purchase  value  of  the  vessel,  aircraft,  or  ve- 
hicle involved  for  which  the  Congress  has 
not  specifically  provided  budget  authority 
for  the  obligation  of  10  percent  of  such  ter- 
mination liability. 

(g)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  impede  or 
affect  the  ability  of  the  Navy  to  proceed  to 
acquire  the  use  of  thirteen  T-AKX  class 
Maritime  Prepositioning  Ships  and  the  use 
of  five  new  T-5  class  tankers  in  accordance 
with  the  long-term  charter  arrangements 
negotiated  by  the  Navy  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSFER  OF  CERTAIN  AIRCRAFT  FROM  EXPORT- 
IMPORT  BANK  TO  THE  AIR  FORCE 

Sec.  1002.  (a)  The  President  of  the 
Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United  States  is 
authorized  to  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force,  within  30  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  (1)  the  five 
DC-10-30  aircraft  and  associated  spare  parts 
in  the  ownership  of  such  Bank  as  the  result 
of  a  default  on  a  loan  made  by  such  Bank, 
or  (2)  other  suitable  widebody  aircraft  of 
equivalent  value  in  the  possession  .of  such 
Bank.  Upon  the  transfer  of  such  aircraft  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Secre- 
tary is  authorized  to  transfer  not  to  exceed 
$125,000,000  to  the  appropriate  account  of 
the  Export-Import  Bank,  subject  to  the  en- 
actment of  appropriations  for  this  purpose. 

(b)  None  of  the  aircraft  transferred  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  under  the  au- 
thority of  subsection  (a)  may  be  used  &s  a 
replacement  for  Air  Force  1  or  Air  Force  2, 
the  President's  aircraft. 

REPEAL  OF  PROHIBITION  AGAINST  CONSOLIDAT- 
ING FUNCrriONS  of  the  military  TRANSPOR- 
TATION COMMANDS 

Sec  1003.  Section  1110  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  Authorization  Act,  1983  (Public 
Law  97-252;  96  SUt.  747),  is  repealed. 


AUTHORIZATION  TO  PROVIDE  RECIPROCAL  COM- 
MUNICATIONS SUPPORT  OR  RELATED  SUPPLIES 
AND  SERVICES 

Sec.    1004.   (a)   Chapter   147   of   title    10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  2482,  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 
"§  2483.   Reciprocal  communications  support   or 

related  supplies  and  services 

••(a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may,  sub- 
ject to  the  concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  enter  into  agreements  with  the  Gov- 
ernment of  any  allied  country  or  North  At- 
lantic Treaty  Organization  subsidiary  body 
under  which  the  United  States  agrees  to 
provide  communications  support  or  related 
supplies  and  ser\ices  to  such  country  or  sub- 
sidiary body  in  return  for  the  reciprocal  pro- 
vision of  an  equivalent  value  of  communica- 
tions support  or  related  supplies  and  serv- 
ices by  such  country  or  subsidiary  body. 

■(b)  In  this  section; 

••(1)  Allied  country'  means  any  of  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(A)  A  country  that  is  a  member  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization. 

"(B)  Australia  or  New  Zealand. 

"(C)  Any  other  country  designated  as  an 
allied  country  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

"(2)  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
subsidiary  body'  means  any  organization  or 
international  military  headquarters  de- 
scribed in  section  2331(2)  of  this  title.  ". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  2482  the 
following  new  item; 

"2483.  Reciprocal  communications  support 
and  related  supplies  and  serv- 
ices,". 

INDEPENDENT  COST  ESTIMATES  OF  MAJOR 
DEFENSE  AC(JUISITION  PROGRAMS 

Sec    1005.   (aXl)  Chapter  4   of   title   10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  139b  the  following  new  section; 
"§  139c.  Independent  cost  estimates  of  major  de- 
fense acquisition  programs 

"(a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  not 
approve  the  full-scale  engineering  develop- 
ment or  production  and  deployment  of  a 
major  defense  acquisition  program  unless 
an  independent  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the 
program  first  has  been  prepared  and  sub- 
mitted to  (and  considered  by)  the  Secretary 
of  Defense. 

"(b)  In  this  section; 

"(1)  'Major  defense  acquisition  program' 
has  the  same  meaning  as  provided  in  section 
139a(a)(l)  of  this  title. 

"(2)  Independent  estimate'  means,  with 
respect  to  a  major  defense  acquisition  pro- 
gram, an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  such  pro- 
gram prepared  by  an  office  or  other  entity 
that  is  not  under  the  supervision,  direction, 
or  control  of  the  military  department,  de- 
fense agency,  or  other  component  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  that  is  directly  respon- 
sible for  carrying  out  the  development  or 
acquisition  of  the  program. 

'(3)  Cost  of  the  major  defense  acquisition 
program'  means,  with  respect  to  a  major  de- 
fense acquisition  program,  all  elements  of 
the  life-cycle  costs  of  the  program,  includ- 
ing— 

"(A)  the  cost  of  all  research  and  develop- 
ment efforts,  without  regard  to  the  funding 
source  or  management  control; 

"(B)  the  cost  of  the  prime  hardware  and 
its  major  subcomponents;  support  costs  in- 
cluding training,  peculiar  support,  and  data; 


initial  spares;  military  construction  costs; 
and  the  cost  of  all  related  procurements  (in- 
cluding modifications  to  existing  aircraft  or 
ship  platforms,  where  applicable),  without 
regard  to  the  funding  source  or  manage- 
ment control  of  the  program;  and 

"(C)  all  elements  of  operating  and  support 
cost.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  4  of  such  title  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  item  relating  to  section 
139b  the  following  new  item; 

■■139c.  Independent  cost  estimates  of  major 
defense  acquisition  programs.". 

(b)  The  provisions  of  section  139c  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsec- 
tion (a),  shall  become  effective  on  October 
1,  1983. 

(c)  On  the  same  date  as  the  President  sub- 
mits the  Department  of  Defense  budget  re- 
quest for  fiscal  year  1985  to  the  Congress, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  a 
written  report  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  use  of  independent 
cost  estimates  in  the  planning,  programing, 
budgeting,  and  selection  process  for  major 
defense  acquisition  programs  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense.  Such  report  shall  include 
an  overall  assessment  of  the  extent  to  which 
such  estimates  were  adopted  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  making  decisions  on  the  fiscal  year 
1985  budget  and  a  general  explanation  of 
why  such  estimates  might  have  been  modi- 
fied or  rejected.  In  addition,  the  Secretary 
shall  report  on  current  and  future  initia- 
tives to  make  greater  or  more  productive 
use  of  independent  cost  estimates  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

(d)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  should  ensure  that 
adequate  personnel  and  financial  resources 
are  allocated  at  all  levels  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  those  organizations  or  offices 
charged  with  developing  or  assessing  inde- 
pendent estimates  of  the  costs  of  major  de- 
fense acquisition  programs. 

EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  TRANSFER  OF  DE- 
FENSE DEPENDENTS'  EDUCATION  SYSTEM  TO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Sec.  1006.  Section  302(a)  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  Organization  Act  (20 
U.S.C.  3442(a))  is  amended  by— 

(1)  striking  out  'not  later  than  May  4, 
1984"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  ear- 
lier than  May  4.  1986  ";  and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing; 'The  transfers  contemplated  by  this 
section  shall  occur  only  if  the  President  or 
Congress  determines  that  such  transfers 
will  not  be  detrimental  to  the  quality  of 
education  available  to  dependent  children  of 
military  personnel  stationed  overseas,  to  the 
protection  and  benefits  available  to  teachers 
under  various  status  of  forces  agreements, 
and  to  the  morale  and  welfare  of  military 
personnel  stationed  overseas  whose  depend- 
ent children  attend  overseas  schools  operat- 
ed by  the  Department  of  Defense.". 


USE  OF  POLYGRAPHS  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
DEFENSE 

Sec  1007.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  not,  before  April  15,  1984,  use,  enforce, 
issue,  implement,  or  otherwise  rely  on  any 
rule,  regulation,  directive,  policy,  decision, 
or  order  that  would  permit  the  use  of  poly- 
graph examinations  in  the  case  of  civilian 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense  or 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  in  any 
manner  or  to  any  extent  greater  than  was 
permitted  under  rules,  regulations,  direc- 
tives, policies,  decisions,  or  orders  of  the  De- 


partment of  Defense  in  effect  on  August  5. 
1982. 

(b)  The  restrictions  prescribed  In  subsec- 
tion (a)  with  respect  to  the  use  of  polygraph 
examinations  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  not  apply  to  the  National  Security 
Agency  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(c)  Prior  to  April  15,  1984,  the  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  and  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  shall  hold 
hearings  on  the  use  of  polygraphs  in  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

ONE-YEAR  EXTENSION  OF  TEST  PROGRAM  TO  AU- 
THORIZE PRICE  DIFFERENTIAL  TO  RELIEVE  ECO- 
NOMIC DISLOCATIONS 

Sec  1008.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
1 109  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Authori- 
zation Act,  1983  (10  U.S.C.  2392  note),  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ■fiscal  year  1983  " 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  'fiscal  years  1983  and  1984". 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1109  of  such 
Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "and  April  15.  1984."  after 
■1983"  in  the  first  sentence;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following; 

"The  reports  shall  include  an  assessment  of 
the  costs  and  benefits  of  the  test  program 
and  shall  also  contain— 

■■(A)  statistics  and  other  information  on 
all  contracts  that  were  awarded  in  each 
State  during  the  previous  fiscal  year  on 
which  a  price  differential  was  paid  to  a  firm 
located  in  a  Labor  Surplus  Area  and  that 
were  awarded  during  the  previous  fiscal 
year  on  the  basis  of  competitive  bidding  to 
firms  in  Labor  Surplus  Areas  (including  the 
amount  of  any  price  differential  paid  and 
the  estimated  employment  impact); 

■•(B)  information,  to  the  extent  available 
on  amounts  saved  or  additional  amounts  ex- 
pended in  the  previous  fiscal  year  under  the 
unemployment  compensation  programs,  the 
medicaid  program  (under  title  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act),  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram (under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977). 
and  other  Federal  assistance  programs 
based  on  need,  as  a  result  of  the  operation 
of  the  program  provided  for  in  this  section; 
•■(C)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  number  of  firms,  from  both  in  and  out- 
side Labor  Surplus  Areas,  bidding  on  De- 
fense Logistics  Agency  contracU  in  any 
fiscal  year  increased  or  decreased  over  the 
previous  fiscal  year; 

•■(D)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  program  provided  for  in  this  section  has 
increased  or  decreased  the  competitiveness 
in  Defense  Logistics  Agency  procurement 
operations,  including  information  on  any 
dollar  savings  resulting  from  any  increased 
competitiveness  or  any  additional  dollar  ex- 
penditures as  a  result  of  decreased  competi- 
tiveness; and 

•■(E)  information  on  the  extent  to  which 
the  Department  of  Defense  is  promoting 
the  program  provided  for  in  this  section 
through  mailings,  seminars,  outreach  ef- 
forts, or  media  advertising. ". 


PROTECTION  OF  REPORTS  OF  MILITARY  AIRCRAFT 
ACCIDENT  SAFETY  INVESTIGATIONS 

Sec  1009.  (a)(1)  Part  I  of  subtitle  A  of 

title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

chapter: 

■  CHAPTER  19- AIRCRAFT  ACCIDENTS 

"Sec. 

■391.  Definition. 

■392.    Investigation   reports:    limitation   on 
use. 
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"9  391.  D«rinition 

•In  this  chapter,  safety  Investigation' 
means  an  investigation  conducted  solely  to 
determine  the  cause  of  an  aircraft  accident 
and  to  obtain  information  which  may  pre- 
vent the  occurrence  of  similar  accidents. 

"9  392.  Investigation  reports:  limitation  on  use 

■■(a)  The  Secretary  concerned  may  con- 
duct a  safety  investigation  of  any  accident 
involving  an  aircraft  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Secretary. 

••(b)  No  part  of  any  record  or  report  of  a 
safety  investigation  described  in  subsection 
<c)  may— 

••(1)  be  released  outside  of  the  armed  force 
concerned,  unless  expressly  authorized  by 
the  Secretary  concerned  to  he  released  for 
safety  purposes: 

••(2)  be  subject  to  discovery  in  any  judicial 
or  administrative  proceeding:  or 

••(3)  t)e  used  as  evidence,  or  to  obtain  evi- 
dence, in  any  disciplinary  action  or  suit  or 
other  judicial  or  administrative  proceeding. 

•■(c)  Sul)section  (b)  applies  to  any  part  of  a 
record  or  report  of  a  safety  investigation  re- 
lating to— 

■•(1)  the  deliberative  portions  of  an  investi- 
gation, including  any  discussion,  analysis, 
opinion,  conclusion,  finding,  or  recommen- 
dation: 

"(2)  statements  or  information  obtained 
under  an  express  or  implied  promise  of  con- 
fidentiality from  a  witness  or  manufacturer: 
or 

"(3)  life  science  reports. 

'•(d)  This  section  does  not  limit  or  alter 
the  authority  of  the  National  Transporta- 
tion Safety  Board  under  section  702(a)  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  (49  U.S.C. 
1442(a)).  section  304(a)(1)(A)  of  the  Inde- 
pendent Safety  Board  Act  of  1974  (49  U.S.C. 
1903(a)(1)(A)).  and  section  6(d)  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C. 
1655(d)). 

■•(e)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  pre- 
scribe regulations  to  carry  out  this  section.". 

(2)  The  table  of  chapters  at  the  beginning 
of  subtitle  A.  and  the  table  of  chapters  at 
the  beginning  of  part  I  of  subtitle  A.  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  are  each  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  item  after  the 
item  relating  to  chapter  18: 

"19.  Aircraft  Accidents 391  ". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  sukwection 
(a)  shall  apply  to  safety  investigations  of 
aircraft  accidents  that  occurred  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  to  air- 
craft accidents  that  occur  after  such  date. 

AtTTHORIZATION  OF  FUNDS  FOR  UPCRADINC  THE 
mTEHNATIONAL  COORDINATING  COMMITTEE 
iCOCOMi   LOCISTICAL  StJPPORT 

Sec.  1010.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
use.  out  of  any  funds  available  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1984. 
not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  for  the  purpose  of 
upgrading  and  improving  the  logistical  sup- 
port of  the  International  Coordinating 
Committee  (COCOM)  in  order  to  strength- 
en control  over  the  export  of  technology 
and  equipment  to  certain  countries  by  the 
United  States  and  certain  of  its  allies. 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES 

Sec.  1011.  (a)(1)  Section  136(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  ••seven"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"eleven". 
(2)  Section  136  of  such  title  is  amended— 
(A)  by  striking  out  "Manpower  and  Re- 
serve Affairs"  in  the  fourth  sentence  of  sub- 
section (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Active  and  Civilian  Manpower": 


(B)  by  striking  out  ■manijower  and  re- 
serve component"  in  the  fifth  sentence  of 
sutwection  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"active  duty  and  civilian  manpower": 

(C)  by  inserting  after  the  fifth  sentence  of 
subsection  (b)  the  following:  "One  of  the 
Assistant  Secretaries  shall  be  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Reserve  Affairs. 
He  shall  have  as  his  principal  duty  the  over- 
all supervision  of  all  matters  relating  to  re- 
serve component  affairs  of  the  Department 
of  Defense.  One  of  the  Assistant  Secretaries 
shall  be  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Command,  Control,  Communications, 
and  Intelligence.  He  shall  have  as  his  princi- 
pal duty  the  overall  supervision  of  com- 
mand, control,  communications,  and  intelli- 
gence affairs  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense.": and 

(D)  by  striking  out  subsection  (f). 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  3013  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ■four"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ■five". 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  section  5034(a)  of 
such  title  is  amended  by  striking  out 
■three"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■four". 

(d)  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  ■(7)"  after  'Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Defense"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ■(11)': 

(2)  by  striking  out  "(4)"  after  'Assistant 
Secretaries  of  the  Army"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  '■(5)":  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  ■(3)"  after  ■Assistant 
Secretaries  of  the  Navy"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ■(4)". 

COMPENSATION  FOR  INJURIES  INCURRED  IN  THE 
PERFORMANCE  OF  DUTY  BY  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
CIVIL  AIR  PATROL 

Sec.  1012.  (a)  Section  8141  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  'under 
18  years  of  age"  after  Civil  Air  Patrol 
Cadet":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1),  by  striking  out 
"$300"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'the 
rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  step  1  of  grade 
GS-9  in  the  General  Schedule  under  section 
5332  of  this  title  ". 

(b)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  sutjsec- 
tion  (a)  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)(1)  shall  apply  only  to  deaths  or  injuries 
occurring  on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(3)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)(2)  shall  apply  only  to  the  computation 
of  compensation  payable  for  periods  com- 
mencing on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

DELAY  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  THE  PRODUCTION 
OF  BINARY  CHEMICAL  MUNITIONS 

Sec  1013.  (a)(1)  Funds  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  the  Army  in  section  101  of  this  Act  may 
he  used  for  the  establishment  of  a  produc- 
tion base  for  binary  chemical  munitions  and 
for  the  procurement  of  components  for  155- 
millimeter  binary  chemical  artillery  projec- 
tiles, but  such  funds  may  not  be  used  for 
the  actual  production  of  binary  chemical 
munitions  before  October  1.  1985. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  ( 1  >,  before  the  production  of 
binary  chemical  munitions  may  begin  after 
September  30.  1985.  the  President  must  cer- 
tify to  Congress  in  writing  that,  in  light  of 
circumstances  prevailing  at  the  time  the 
certification  is  made,  the  production  of  such 
munitions  is  essential  to  the  national  inter- 


est. The  absence  of  constructive  movement 
toward  a  negotiated,  comprehensive,  and 
verifiable  ban  on  chemical  weaponry  would 
contribute  to  circumstances  which  justify 
the  initiation  of  such  production. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  "produc- 
tion of  binary  chemical  munitions"  means 
the  final  assembly  of  weapon  components 
and  the  filling  or  loading  of  components 
with  binary  chemicals. 

EMPLOYMENT  PROTECTION  FOR  CERTAIN  NONAP- 
PROPRIATED FUND  INSTRUMENTALITY  EM- 
PLOYEES 

Sec.  1014.  (a)(1)  Chapter  81  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"^  t.587.  Employees  of  nonappropriated  fund  in- 
strumentalities 

"(a)  In  this  .section: 

"(1)  Nonappropriated  fund  instrumentali- 
ty employee'  means  a  civilian  employee  who 
is  paid  from  nonappropriated  funds  of  Army 
and  Air  Force  Exchange  Service.  Navy 
Resale  and  Services  Support  Office.  Marine 
Corps  exchanges,  or  any  other  instrumen- 
tality of  the  United  States  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  armed  forces  which  is  con- 
ducted for  the  comfort,  pleasure,  content- 
ment, or  physical  or  mental  improvement  of 
members  of  the  armed  forces. 

•■(2)  Civilian  employee'  has  the  meaning 
given  the  term  employee'  by  section  2105(a) 
of  title  5. 

■■(3)  Personnel  action',  with  respect  to  a 
nonappropriated  fund  instrumentality  em- 
ployee (or  an  applicant  for  a  position  as 
such  an  employee),  means— 

■■(A)  an  appointment: 

■■(B)  a  promotion: 

■■(C)  any  disciplinary  or  corrective  action: 

■■(D)  a  detail,  transfer,  or  reassignment: 

■■(E)  a  reinstatement,  restoration,  or  reem- 
ployment: 

■■(P)  a  decision  concerning  pay.  benefits, 
or  awards,  or  concerning  education  or  train- 
ing if  the  education  or  training  may  reason- 
ably be  expected  to  lead  to  an  appointment, 
promotion,  or  other  action  described  in  this 
paragraph:  and 

■■(G)  any  other  significant  change  in 
duties  or  responsibilities  that  is  inconsistent 
with  the  employee's  salary  or  grade  level. 

■■(b)  Any  civilian  employee,  nonappro- 
priated fund  instrumentality  employee,  or 
member  of  the  armed  forces  who  has  au- 
thority to  take,  direct  others  to  take,  recom- 
mend, or  approve  any  personnel  action  shall 
not,  with  respect  to  such  authority,  take  or 
fail  to  take  a  personnel  action  with  respect 
to  any  nonappropriated  fund  instrumentali- 
ty employee  (or  any  applicant  for  a  position 
as  such  an  employee)  as  a  reprisal  for— 

■■(1)  a  disclosure  of  information  by  such 
an  employee  or  applicant  which  the  employ- 
ee or  applicant  reasonably  believes  evi- 
dences— 

■■(A)  a  violation  of  any  law,  rule,  or  regula- 
tion: or 

■■(B)  mismanagement,  a  gross  waste  of 
funds,  an  abu.se  of  authority,  or  a  substan- 
tial and  specific  danger  to  public  health  or 
safety: 

if  such  disclosure  is  not  specifically  prohib- 
ited by  law  and  if  the  information  is  not 
specifically  required  by  or  pursuant  to  exec- 
utive order  to  l>e  kept  secret  in  the  interest 
of  national  defense  or  the  conduct  of  for- 
eign affairs:  or 

■■(2)  a  disclosure  by  such  an  employee  or 
applicant  to  any  civilian  employee,  nonap- 
propriated fund  instrumentality  employee, 
or  memt>er  of  the  armed  forces  designated 


by  law  or  by  the  Secretary  concerned  to  re- 
ceive disclosures  described  in  clause  (1),  of 
information  which  the  employee  or  appli- 
cant believes  evidences— 

••(A)  a  violation  of  any  law,  rule,  or  regula- 
tion: or 

•(B)  mismanagement,  a  gross  waste  of 
funds,  an  abuse  of  authority,  or  a  substan- 
tial and  specific  danger  to  public  health  or 
safety. 

••(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  an  em- 
ployee in  a  position  excluded  from  the  cov- 
erage of  this  section  by  the  President  based 
upon  a  determination  by  the  President  that 
the  exclusion  is  necessary  and  warranted  by 
conditions  of  good  administration. 

••(d)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  prevention  of  actions  pro- 
hibited by  subsection  (b)  and  for  the  correc- 
tion of  any  such  actions  that  are  taken.  The 
authority  of  the  Secretary  to  correct  such 
actions  may  not  be  delegated  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  a  military  department  or  to  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Defense  for  Manpower. 
Reserve  Affairs,  and  Logistics. 

•(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  after  con- 
sultation with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  and  the  Special 
Counsel  of  the  Merit  Systems  Protection 
Board,  shall  prescribe  regulations  to  carry 
out  this  section.  Such  regulations  shall  in- 
clude provisions  to  protect  the  confidential- 
ity of  employees  and  applicants  making  dis- 
closures described  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of 
subsection  (b).". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
•'1587.  Employees  of  nonappropriated  fund 
instrumentalities.", 
(b)  Section  1587  of  such  title,  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  shall  apply  with  respect  to 
any  conduct  prohibited  by  subsection  (b)  of 
such  section  which  occurs  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

AMENDMENT  TO  MAKE  COMMANDANT  OF  THE 
MARINE  CORPS  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  ARMED 
FORCES  POLICY  COUNCIL 

Sec.  1015.  Section  171(a)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (9): 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (10)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon  and  "and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  after  clause  (10)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause: 

"(11)  the  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps."". 

RETIREMENT  DEDUCTIONS  FROM  THE  PAY  OF 
JUDGES  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURT  OF 
MILITARY  APPEALS 

Sec  1016.  (a)  Section  8334  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(a)(1)  by  inserting  "and  a  judge  of  the 
United  States  Court  of  Military  Appeals" 
before  the  period:  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  table  con- 
tained in  subsection  (c)  the  following: 
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(b)  Section  8336  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (k)  as  sub- 
section (1):  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (j)  the 
following  new  subsection  (k): 

"(k)  A  judge  of  the  United  States  Court  of 
Military  Appeals  who  is  separated  from  the 
service  after  becoming  62  years  of  age  and 
completing  5  years  of  civilian  service  or 
after  completing  the  term  of  service  for 
which  he  was  appointed  as  a  judge  of  such 
court  is  entitled  to  an  annuity.  If  an  annuity 
is  elected  before  the  judge  becomes  60  years 
of  age,  it  shall  be  a  reduced  annuity.'". 

(c)  Section  8337(a)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  the  following  after  the  third 
sentence:  "A  judge  of  the  United  States 
Court  of  Military  Appeals  who  completes  5 
years  of  civilian  service  and  who  is  found  by 
the  Office  to  be  disabled  for  useful  and  effi- 
cient service  as  a  judge  of  such  court  or  who 
is  removed  for  mental  or  physical  disability 
under  section  867(a)(2)  of  title  10  shall  be 
retired  on  the  judge"s  own  application  or 
upon  such  removal."". 

(d)  Section  8338  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (d);  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection  (c): 

"(c)  A  judge  of  the  United  States  Court  of 
Military  Appeals  who  is  separated  from  the 
service  after  completing  5  years  of  civilian 
service  is  entitled  to  an  annuity  beginning 
at  the  age  of  62  years.  A  judge  of  such  court 
who  is  separated  from  the  service  after  com- 
pleting the  term  of  service  for  which  he  was 
appointed  is  entitled  to  an  annuity.  If  an  an- 
nuity is  elected  before  the  judge  becomes  60 
years  of  age.  it  shall  be  a  reduced  annuity."". 

(e)  Section  8339  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d).  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

■■(6)  The  annuity  of  an  employee  who  is  a 
judge  of  the  United  States  Court  of  Military 
Appeals,  or  a  former  judge  of  such  court,  re- 
tiring under  this  subchapter  is  computed 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  except, 
with  respect  to  his  service  as  a  judge  of  such 
court,  his  service  as  a  Member,  his  congres- 
sional employee  service,  and  his  military 
service  (not  exceeding  five  years)  creditable 
under  section  8332  of  this  title,  his  annuity 
is  computed  by  multiplying  2V2  percent  of 
his  average  annual  pay  by  the  years  of  that 
service."". 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (h) 
the  following  new  sentence:  "The  annuity 
computed  under  subsection  (d)(6)  for  a 
judge  of  the  United  States  Court  of  Military 
Appeals  retiring  under  section  8336(k)  or 
8338(c)  of  this  title  is  reduced  by  ',2  of  1 
percent  for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of 
60  months,  and  Vt,  of  1  percent  for  each  full 
month  in  excess  of  60  months,  the  judge  is 
under  60  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  separa- 
tion."". 

(f)  The  increase  in  deductions  from  the 
pay  of  a  judge  of  the  United  States  Court  of 
Military  Appeals  required  by  section  8334(c) 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  as  amended 
by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  be  ef- 
fective with  respect  to  the  first  pay  period 


that  begins  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  SURVIVOR  BENEFITS 
COVERAGE  FOR  FORMER  SPOUSES 

Sec  1017.  (a)(1)  The  second  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)(5)  of  section  1448  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"except  in  accordance  with  suljsection 
(b)(3)"  after  "may  not  be  revoked". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)(1)  A  person  who  is  not  married  and 
does  not  have  a  dependent  child  when  he 
becomes  eligible  to  pEU-ticipate  in  the  Plan 
may  elect  to  provide  an  annuity  to  a  natural 
person  with  an  insurable  interest  in  that 
person.  In  the  case  of  a  person  providing  an 
annuity  under  this  paragraph  by  virtue  of 
eligibility  under  subsection  (a)(1)(B).  such 
an  election  shall  include  a  designation 
under  subsection  (e). 

"(2)  A  person  who  has  a  former  spouse 
when  he  becomes  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  Plan  may  elect  to  provide  an  annuity  to 
that  former  spouse.  In  the  case  of  a  person 
with  a  spouse  or  a  dependent  child,  such  an 
election  prevents  payment  of  an  annuity  to 
that  spouse  or  child,  including  payment 
under  subsection  (d).  If  there  is  more  than 
one  former  spouse,  the  person  shall  desig- 
nate which  former  spouse  is  to  be  provided 
the  annuity.  In  the  case  of  a  person  provid- 
ing an  annuity  under  this  paragraph  by 
virtue  of  eligibility  under  subsection 
(a)(1)(B).  such  an  election  shall  include  a 
designation  under  subsection  (e). 
■•(3)(A)  A  person— 

•■(i)  who  is  a  participant  in  the  Plan  and  is 
providing  coverage  for  a  spouse  or  a  spouse 
and  child  (even  though  there  is  no  benefici- 
ary currently  eligible  for  such  coverage), 
and 

■•(ii)  who  has  a  former  spouse  who  was  not 
that  persons  former  spouse  when  he 
became  eligible  to  participate  in  the  Plan, 
may  (subject  to  subparagraph  (B))  elect  to 
provide  an  annuity  to  that  former  spouse. 
Any  such  election  terminates  any  previous 
coverage  under  the  Plan  and  must  be  writ- 
ten, signed  by  the  person,  and  received  by 
the  Secretary  concerned  within  one  year 
after  the  date  of  the  decree  of  divorce,  dis- 
solution, or  annulment. 

"(B)  A  person  may  not  make  an  election 
under  subparagraph  (A)  to  provide  an  annu- 
ity to  a  former  spouse  who  that  person  mar- 
ried after  becoming  eligible  for  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  unless— 

■■(i)  the  person  was  married  to  that  former 
spouse  for  at  least  one  year,  or 

••(ii)  that  former  spouse  is  the  parent  of 
issue  by  that  marriage. 

••(C)  An  election  under  this  paragraph 
may  not  be  revoked  except  in  accordance 
with  section  1450(f)  of  this  title  and  is  effec- 
tive as  of  the  first  day  of  the  first  calendar 
month  following  the  month  in  which  it  is 
received  by  the  Secretary  concerned.  This 
paragraph  does  not  provide  the  authority  to 
change  a  designation  previously  made  under 
subsection  (e). 

••(D)  If  a  person  who  is  married  makes  an 
election  to  provide  an  annuity  to  a  former 
spouse  under  this  paragraph,  that  person's 
spouse  shall  be  notified  of  that  election. 

■•(4)  A  person  who  elects  to  provide  an  an- 
nuity to  a  former  spouse  under  paragraph 
(2)  or  (3)  shall,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
election,  provide  the  Secretary  concerned 
with  a  written  statement  (in  a  form  to  be 
prescribed  by  that  Secretary  and  signed  by 
such  person  and  the  former  spouse)  setting 
forth  whether  the  election  is  being  made 
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pursuant  to  a  written  agreement  previously 
entered  into  voluntarily  by  such  person  as  a 
part  of  or  incident  to  a  proceeding  of  di- 
vorce, dissolution,  or  annulment  and  'if  soi 
whether  such  voluntary  written  agreement 
has  been  incorporated  in.  or  ratified  or  ap- 
proved by.  a  court  order.". 

(3)  Section  1450  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "at  the  time  the  person 
to  whom  section  1448  applies  t>ecame  enti- 
tled to  retired  or  retainer  pay"  in  subsection 
(aM4):  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ■(without  regard  to  the 
eligibility  of  the  person  making  the  change 
of  election  to  make  an  election  under  such 
section)"  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  of  subsection  ( f  M 1 ). 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  person  who  on  the 
dale  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  is  a  person 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  sul)section 
<b)<3)  of  section  1448  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(ax 2)).  such  sut>section  shall  apply  to  that 
person  as  if  the  one-year  period  provided  for 
in  subparagraph  (A)  of  such  subsection 
t>egan  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(cxl)  Section  1447(8)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "an- 
nulment, or  legal  separation."  both  places  it 
appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  an- 
nulment". 

(2)  Section  1448(aM3)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "for  a  former  spouse" 
after  "an  annuity"  the  second  place  it  ap- 
pears in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B):  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  of  this  section"  both 
places  it  appears. 

(3)  Section  1450(f)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  striking  out  "of  this  subsection"  in 
paragraph  ( 1 ):  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "annulment,  or  legal 
separation."  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "or  annulment.". 

(4)  Section  1006(e)(3)  of  the  Uniformed 
Services  Former  Spouses'  Protection  Act 
(title  X  of  Public  Law  97-252:  96  Stat.  738)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "section"  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■section    1072    of    title    10.    United    States 

Code.". 

CLAKIFICATION  OP  CONTINUING  RESPONSIBILITY 

roR  rtntoiNC  op  certain  survivors'  benefits 

Sec.  1018.  Section  156(g)(1)  of  Public  Law 
97-377  (96  Stat.  1922)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  1983"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof   'each  fiscal  year"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "from  the  'Retired  Pay. 
Defense'  account  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense"; and 

(3)  by  inserting  between  the  first  and 
second  sentences  the  following:  "During 
fiscal  year  1983.  transfers  under  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  made  from  the  'Retired  Pay. 
Defense'  account  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. During  subsequent  fiscal  years,  such 
transfers  shall  be  made  from  such  account 
or  from  funds  otherwise  available  to  the 
Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  the  payment  of 
such  benefits  and  expenses.". 
authority    for    regular    member    of    the 

armed  forces  to  serve  as  the  federal  com- 
missioner on  the  red  river  comfa(rr  com- 
MISSION 

Sec.  1019.  The  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to 
grant  the  consent  of  the  United  States  to 
the  Red  River  Compact  among  the  States  of 
Arkansas.  Louisiana.  Oklahoma.  and 
Texas",  approved  December  22.  1980  (94 
Stat.  3305).  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 


■Sec.  5.  la)  The  President  may  appoint  a 
regular  officer  of  the  Army.  Navy.  Air 
Force,  or  Marine  Corps  who  is  serving  on 
active  duty  as  the  Federal  Commissioner  of 
the  Commission. 

■■(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  973(b)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  acceptance  by  a  regular  officer  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  or  Marine  Corps  of 
an  appointment  as  the  Federal  Commission- 
er of  the  Commission,  or  the  exercise  of  the 
functions  of  Federal  Commissioner  and 
chairman  of  the  Commission,  by  such  offi- 
cer shall  not  terminate  or  otherwise  affect 
such  officer's  appointment  as  a  military  of- 
ficer.". 

TEST  PROGRAM  ON  LIMITED  USE  OF  COMMISSARY 
STORES  BY  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SELECTED  RESERVE 

Sec.  1020.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  IDefense 
shall  carry  out  in  one  or  more  areas  of  the 
United  States  a  test  program  under  which 
members  of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  the 
Ready  Resers'e  of  a  Reserve  component  of 
the  Armed  Forces  will  be  permitted  to  use 
commissary  stores  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense a  number  of  days  each  year  equal  to 
the  number  of  days  the  member  performs 
active  duty  for  training  as  a  member  of  the 
Selected  Reserve.  Under  any  such  test  pro- 
gram, a  member  of  the  Selected  Reserve 
shall  l)e  permitted  a  period  of  one  year, 
from  the  date  on  which  the  meml)er  per- 
forms active  duty  for  training,  to  use  a  day 
of  eligibility  for  using  commissary  stores. 

(b>  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report 
the  results  of  the  test  program  to  the  Con- 
gress no  later  than  June  1.  1984.  together 
with  such  comments  and  recommendations 
as  he  determines  appropriate. 

report  on  proposed  LEGISLATION  FOR 
CODIFICATION  OF  CERTAIN  PROVISIONS  OF  LAW 

Sec  1021.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives not  later  than  January  1.  1984. 
proposed  legislation  for  codification  into  ap- 
propriate titles  of  the  United  States  Code, 
or  for  incorporation  into  other  existing 
laws,  those  provisions  of  law  that  have  been 
enacted  during  the  past  five  years  as  a  part 
of  the  annual  Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  or  the  annual  Department 
of  Defense  Appropriation  Act  under  the 
heading  "General  Provisions"  and  that  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  should  be  so 
codified  or  incorporated. 

REQUIREMENT  FOR  PROPOSALS  OF  SUBSTANTIVE 
LEGISLATION  PERTAINING  TO  THE  DEPART- 
MENT OP  DEFENSE  BE  SUBMITTED  TO  THE  COM- 
MITTEES ON  ARMED  SERVICES 

Sec  1022  On  and  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  require  that  all  proposals  or  re- 
quests by  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
legislation  which  would  confer  new  or  ex- 
panded authority  on  the  Department  of  De- 
fense or  which  would  amend,  supersede,  or 
otherwise  charge  any  existing  law  pertain- 
ing to  any  program  administered  by  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  shall  be  submitted  or 
directed  only  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  preceding  sentence 
does  not  apply  to  proposals  or  requests  for 
legislation  that  would  prohibit  or  limit  the 
expenditure  of  funds  or  to  proposals  or  re- 
quests for  legislation  that  is  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives. 


committees  on  ARMED  SERVICES  TO  BE  FUR- 
NISHED COPIES  OF  ALL  DEPARTMENT  OF  DE- 
FENSE REGULATIONS 

Sec  1023.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  furnish  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Repre.sentatives  copies  of  all  regulations 
promulgated  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  of  all  regulations  proposed  to  be  pro- 
mulgated by  that  department,  on  and  after 
the  dale  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The 
Secretary  shall  furnish  such  copies  to  the 
Committees  within  five  days  after  the  dale 
on  which  such  regulations  are  first  promul- 
gated or  first  proposed  to  be  promulgated, 
as  the  case  may  be. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall,  within 
30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  furnish  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  a  complete  set  of 
all  regulations  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense that  are  in  effect  on  the  dale  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

AUTHORITY  TO  WITHHOLD  FROM  PUBLIC 
DISCLOSURE  CERTAIN  TECHNICAL  DATA 

Sec  1024.  (a)  Chapter  4  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

"SHOT.  .Authority  of  Secretary  of  I>ef»nw  to 
withhold  from  public  disclosure  certain  techni- 
cal data 

'■(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  with- 
hold from  public  disclosure  any  technical 
data  with  military  or  space  application  in 
the  possession  of  or  under  the  control  of  the 
Department  of  Defense,  if  such  data  may 
not  be  exported  lawfully  outside  the  United 
States  without  an  approval,  authorization, 
or  license  under  the  Export  Administration 
Act  (50  use.  App.  2401-2420)  or  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U  S.C.  2751  el  seq). 
except  that  technical  data  may  not  be  with- 
held under  this  section  if  regulations  pro- 
mulgated under  either  such  Act  authorize 
the  export  of  such  data  pursuant  to  a  gener- 
al, unrestricted  license  or  exemption  in  such 
regulations 

•■(b)(1)  Within  90  days  after  enactment  of 
this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
propose  regulations  to  implement  this  sec- 
lion,  which  shall  be  published  in  the  Feder- 
al Register  for  a  period  of  not  less  than 
thirty  days  for  public  comment  prior  to  pro- 
mulgation. Such  regulations  shall  address, 
where  appropriate,  releases  of  technical 
data  to  allies  of  the  United  States  and  to 
qualified  United  States  contractors  for  use 
in  performing  United  Slates  Government 
contracts. 

"(2)  In  this  section,  'technical  data  with 
military  or  space  application'  means  any 
blueprints,  drawings,  plans,  instructions, 
computer  software  and  documentation,  or 
other  technical  information  that  can  be 
used,  or  l>e  adapted  for  use.  to  design,  engi- 
neer, produce,  manufacture,  operate,  repair, 
overhaul,  or  reproduce  any  military  or  space 
equipment  or  technology  concerning  such 
equipment.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  4  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
item: 

"140c.  Authority  of  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
withhold  from  public  disclo- 
sure certain  technical  data.". 


REDUCTION  IN  AUTHORIZATION  OF  FUNDS  FOR 
CERTAIN  INTELLIGENCE  ACTIVITIES 

Sec  1025.  The  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions contained  in  thU  Act  are  reduced  by 
$100,000,000  in  accordance  with  the  classi- 
fied appendix  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  to  the  classified  schedule  of 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1984  prepared 
by  the  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  Senate. 

PROHIBITION  AGAINST  USING  FUNDS  APPROPRI- 
ATED FOR  THE  ADVANCE  TECHNOLOGY  BOMBER 
PROGRAM  FOR  ANY  OTHER  PURPOSE 

Sec.  1026.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  an  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions in  this  Act  to  carry  out  the  Advanced 
Technology  Bomber  program  may  be  used 
for  any  other  purpose. 

LIMITATION  ON  PRODUCTION  OF  CERTAIN 
WEAPON  SYSTEMS 

Sec  1027.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  an  authorization  contained 
in  this  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  to 
commence  or  carry  out  the  full-scale  pro- 
duction of  any  weapon  system  which  has 
not  successfully  completed  operational  test- 
ing, until  the  dale  on  which  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  has  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
a  notice  as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 

(b)  Each  notice  transmitted  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  include 
a  statement  that  the  Secretary  intends  to 
commence  and  carry  out  the  full-scale  pro- 
duction of  such  weapon  system,  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  problems  with  the  weapon 
system  revealed  by  the  operational  testing, 
and  a  discussion  of  the  risks  and  the  bene- 
fits associated  with  commencing  and  carry- 
ing out  full-scale  production  of  the  weapon 
system  before  operational  testing  of  the 
weapon  system  is  successfully  completed. 

REPORT  ON  COST  OVERRUNS  AND  SHORTAGES  OF 
SPARE  PARTS 

Sec  1028.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  at 
the  same  time  the  President  submits  the 
proposed  budget  to  the  Congress  for  fiscal 
year  1985,  a  detailed  written  report  on  the 
management  ability  of  each  military  depart- 
ment to  monitor,  control,  and  correct  the 
problems  associated  with  all  categories  of 
spare  parts  for  military  equipment.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  include  in  such  report— 

(1)  an  analysis  by  the  Secretary  of  cost 
overruns  on  spare  parts  and  shortages  of 
spare  parts;  and 

(2)  the  actions,  if  any.  each  military  de- 
partment is  taking  to  solve  the  cost  over- 
runs and  shortage  problems  associated  with 
spare  parts. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  an  interim 
report  on  the  subject  of  the  report  required 
under  subsection  (a)  to  the  committees  re- 
ferred to  in  such  subsection  not  later  than 
September  15.  1983. 

(c)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  for- 
mulate and  put  into  effect  at  the  earliest 
practicable  dale  policies  and  procedures  for 
the  long  term  solution  of  problems  related 
to  cost  overruns  on  and  shortages  of  spare 
parts  for  military  equipment.  The  Secretary 
shall  submit  a  written  report  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Armed  Services  and  on  Appro- 
priations of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  not  later  than  March  31. 
1984.  describing  the  policies  and  procedures 
developed  and  being  carried  out  to  solve 
such  problems. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  implement  imme- 
diately such  interim  controls  as  may  be 
practicable  to  minimize  the  effect  on  mili- 


tary preparedness  of  cost  overruns  and 
shortages  related  to  spare  parts  and  include 
a  description  of  such  actions  in  the  report 
required  under  paragraph  ( 1 ). 

MILITARY  service  CREDIT  FOR  CIVIL  SERVICE 
RETIREMENT 

Sec  1029.  Section  8334(j)(2)(A)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "1982'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■■1983". 


Air  Force  for  the  lease  of  any  CT-39  re- 
placement aircraft  unless  competitive  bid- 
ding pr(Kedures  are  followed  in  the  award- 
ing of  the  lease  for  such  aircraft  and  the 
bidding  on  the  lease  is  open  to  all  qualified 
domestic  firms.  Such  bidding  procedures 
shall  include  consideration  of  the  total  costs 
to  the  Government  of  leasing  such  aircraft, 
including  maintenance,  logistics  and  train- 
ing costs. 


STUDY  TO  RE-ESTIMATE  THE  COST  OF  THE  B-IB 
BOMBER  PROGRAM 

Sec  1030.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
Shall  conduct  a  detailed  financial  analysis 
on  the  projected  cost  of  procuring  one  hun- 
dred BIB  bomber  aircraft  and.  on  the  basis 
of  such  analysis,  shall  as  necessary  make 
any  revisions  to  the  estimate  of  the  total 
projected  cost  for  the  procurement  of  such 
aircraft  certified  to  by  President  Reagan  on 
January  18.  1982. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  a  written 
report  to  the  Congress  not  more  than  sixty 
days  after  the  enactment  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Appropriations  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1984,  but  in  no  event  later  than 
January  31,  1984.  setting  forth  the  results  of 
such  analysis.  The  Secretary  shall  include 
in  such  report  the  new  estimate  of  the  pro- 
jected total  cost  for  the  procurement  of  100 
B-IB  aircraft. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  also  transmit  a 
copy  of  the  report  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)  to  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  for  his  review  and  shall  make 
available  to  the  Comptroller  General  such 
additional  data  and  information  as  the 
Comptroller  General  requires  for  the  pur- 
poses of  his  review  consistent  with  the 
Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921.  and 
such  additional  authority  as  was  conferred 
by  Public  Law  96-226.  Such  data  and  infor- 
mation as  the  Comptroller  General  receives 
under  this  section  shall  not  be  disclosed  to 
anyone  other  than  those  persons  specially 
designed  by  the  Comptroller  General  to 
have  access  thereto.  Any  report  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  concerning  data  and 
information  provided  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
lion  may.  consistent  with  the  classification 
of  such  report,  be  provided  to  the  Congress 
and  shall  be  prepared  with  due  regard  to 
the  sensitivity  of  the  information  received 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  avoid  disclosure  of 
data  which  could  adversely  affect  ongoing 
contract  negotiations  or  the  national  securi- 
ty. 

ESTABLISHING  CRITERIA  GOVERNING  THE  TEST 
OF  ANTISATELLITE  WARHEADS 

Sec  1030A.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act  or  any  other  Act,  none 
of  the  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  an 
authorization  contained  in  this  Act  or  any 
other  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  to 
test  any  explosive  or  inert  anlisalellile  war- 
heads against  objects  in  space  unless  the 
President  determines  and  certifies  to  the 
Congress  (a)  that  the  United  Slates  is  en- 
deavoring, in  good  faith,  to  negotiate  with 
the  Soviet  Union  a  mutual  and  verifiable 
ban  on  anlisalellile  weapons:  and  (b)  that, 
pending  agreement  on  such  a  ban,  testing  of 
explosive  or  inert  anlisalellile  warheads 
against  objects  in  space  by  the  United 
States  is  necessary  to  avert  clear  and  irrevo- 
cable harm  to  the  national  security. 

REQUIREMENT  FOR  THE  USE  OF  COMPETITIVE 
BIDDING  PROCEDURES  FOR  THE  LEASE  OF  CT-39 
REPLACEMENT  AIRCRAFT 

Sec  1030B.  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  an  authorization  of  funds 
contained  in  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the 


IMPACT  AID  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec  1030C.  (a)(1)  Section  505(a)(1)  of  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "section  2"  the 
second  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "section  7". 

(2)  Section  505(a)(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1981  U  further  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "1983.  and  1984  "  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  1983.  and 
$625,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  ""$10,000,000"  in 
clause  (A)  the  following:  '"for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1982  and  1983  and  $25,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985  ". 

OKA)  Section  505(a)(3)  of  the  Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or  1984"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "1984.  or  1985". 

(B)  Section  505(b)  of  the  Omnibus  Recon- 
ciliation Act  of  1981  is  amended  by  striking 
out  or  1984'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"1984.  or  1985". 

(b)  Section  3(d)(2)(E)  of  the  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1950  (Public  i.aw  874.  81st  Con- 
gress) is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  1984"  after  "fiscal 
year  1983"  in  clause  (ii):  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "1984"  in  clause  (lii) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ""1985". 

EXTENSION  OF  THE  GRACE  PERIOD  FOR  THE  EN- 
FORCEMENT FOR  THE  PROVISIONS  RELATING 
TO  THE  FAILURE  TO  REGISTER  AND  "THE  DENIAL 
OF  FEDERAL  EDUCATIONAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec  1030D.  The  provision  of  the  notice  re- 
garding the  implementation  of  regulations 
entitled  "  Student  Assistance  General  Provi- 
sions; Registration  With  Selective  Service' 
(48  Federal  Register  No.  130.  July  6.  1983), 
relating  to  the  schedule  under  which  an  in- 
stitution of  higher  education  may  certify 
first  and  then  inform  the  student  of  the  re- 
quirement thai  the  student  file  a  Statement 
of  Registration  Compliance  for  the  period 
prior  to  July  31.  1983.  is  extended  from  July 
31.  1983.  through  September  30.  1983. 

REGULATIONS  RELATING  TO  INCREASES  IN 
PRICES  FOR  SPARE  PARTS  AND  REPLACEMENT 
EQUIPMENT 

Sec  1030E.  (a)  Not  later  than  120  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  issue  regula- 
tions which— 

(1)  prohibit  the  purchase  of  any  spare 
part  or  replacement  equipment,  except  as 
provided  in  clause  (2),  when  the  price  of 
such  part  or  equipment,  since  a  lime  in  the 
past  specified  by  the  Secretary  (in  terms  of 
days  or  months)  or  since  the  most  recent 
purchase  of  such  part  or  equipment  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  has  increased  in 
price  by  a  percentage  in  excess  of  a  percent- 
age threshold  specified  by  the  Secretary  in 
such  regulations,  and 

(2)  permit  the  purchase  of  such  spare  part 
or  equipment  notwithstanding  the  prohibi- 
tion contained  in  clause  (1)  if  the  contract- 
ing office  for  such  part  or  equipment  certi- 
fies in  writing  to  the  head  of  the  procuring 
agency  before  the  purchase  is  made  that  (A) 
such  officer  has  evaluated  the  price  of  such 
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part  or  equipment  and  concluded  that  the 
increase  in  the  price  of  such  part  or  equip- 
ment is  fair  and  reasonable,  or  (B)  the  na- 
tional security  interests  of  the  United  States 
requires  that  such  part  of  equipment  be 
purchased  despite  the  increase  in  price 
thereof. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  publish  the  regu- 
lations issued  under  this  section  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  for  the  purpose  of  eliciting 
public  comment  for  30  days  prior  to  their 
implementation. 

(c)  Thirty  days  prior  to  the  publication  re- 
quirements in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  on  Armed  Services  the 
text  of  the  proposed  regulations. 

AnTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  ROUTINE  PORT  SERV- 
ICES TO  NAVAL  VESSELS  OF  ALLIED  COUNTRIES 
AT  NO  COST 

Sec.  1030F.  Section  7227  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (d):  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection  (c): 

"(c)  (I)  The  Navy  may  furnish  routine 
port  services  to  naval  vessels  of  any  allied 
country  at  no  cost  to  such  country  if.  by 
agreement,  such  services  are  provided  to  vis- 
iting naval  vessels  of  the  United  States  by 
such  allied  country  at  no  cost  to  the  United 
States. 

"(2)  Payment  for  such  services  furnished 
by  the  United  States  shall  be  paid  for  out  of 
working-capital  funds  established  under  sec- 
tion 2208  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 
Working-capital  funds  established  under 
such  section  shall  be  reimbursed  out  of  any 
operating  funds  available  to  the  Navy  for 
any  payments  made  therefrom  under  this 
sul)section. 

"(3)  In  this  subsection: 

"(A)  'Allied  country'  means  any  of  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(i)  A  country  that  is  a  member  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Org.^nization. 

"(11)  Australia  or  New  Zealand. 

"(ill)  Any  other  country  designated  as  an 
allied  country  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  DIRECTOR  OF 
OPERATIONAL  TESTING  AND  EVALUATION 

Sec  1030G.  (a)(1)(A)  Chapter  4  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  136     .e  following  new  section: 

"S  136a.  Director  of  Operational  Testinft  and 
Evaluation:  appointment:  powers  and  duties 

"(a)  There  is  a  Director  of  Operational 
Testing  and  Evaluation  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  appointed  from  civilian  life  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate. 

"(b)  The  Director  performs  all  duties  re- 
lating to  operational  testing  and  evaluation 
in  the  Department  of  Defense  including— 

"(1)  being  the  principal  adviser  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  on  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  in  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(2)  prescribing  the  administrative  organi- 
zation in  each  of  the  military  departments 
for  planning  and  conducting  operational 
testing  and  evaluation: 

"(3)  prescribing  policies  and  procedures 
for  the  conduct  of  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  in  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(4)  monitoring,  reviewing,  and  providing 
guidance  for  all  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  in  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(5)  determining  in  advance  the  adequacy 
of  the  plans  and  the  available  funds  for 
operational   testing   and   evaluation   to   be 


conducted  in  connection  with  each  major 
development  program  and  each  potential 
major  development  program  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense: 

"(6)  coordinating  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  conducted  jointly  by  more  than 
one  military  department; 

"(7)  analyzing  the  results  of  the  oper- 
ational testing  and  evaluation  conducted  for 
each  major  development  program  and  each 
potential  major  development  program  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  and  reporting  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  (A)  whether 
the  testing  and  evaluation  performed  was 
adequate,  and  (B)  whether  the  testing  and 
evaluation  results  confirm  that  the  items  or 
components  actually  tested  were  effective 
and  suitable  for  combat:  and 

"(8)  reviewing  and  making  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  all 
budgetary  and  financial  matters  relating  to 
operational  testing  facilities  and  equipment, 
in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

"(c)  The  Director  shall  report  directly, 
without  intervening  review  or  approval,  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Director  and 
his  staff  are  independent  of  all  research  and 
development  offices  or  organizations  in  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

"(d)  The  Director  shall  have  access  to  all 
records  and  data  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, including  the  records  and  data  of 
each  military  department,  that  the  Director 
considers  necessary  to  review  in  order  to 
carry  out  his  duties  under  this  section. 

"(e)  The  Director  may  require  that  such 
observers  as  he  designates  be  present  during 
the  preparation  for  and  the  conduct  of  the 
testing  part  of  any  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  conducted  in  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

"(f)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment shall  report  to  the  Director  all  results 
of  all  operational  testing  and  evaluation 
conducted  by  the  military  department  and 
of  all  studies  conducted  by  the  military  de- 
partment in  connection  with  operational 
testing  and  evaluation  in  the  military  de- 
partment. 

"(g)  The  Director  shall  respond  to  re- 
quests from  the  Congress  for  information 
relating  to  operational  testing  and  evalua- 
tion in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

"(h)  No  funds  may  be  obligated  or  expend- 
ed by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment to  conduct  any  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  if  such  operational  testing  and 
evaluation  is  not  approved  in  advance  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consultation 
with  the  Director,  or  is  not  conducted 
within  the  scope,  or  in  accordance  with  the 
conditions,  specified  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense in  approving  the  operational  testing 
and  evaluation. 

"(i)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  'oper- 
ational testing  and  evaluation'  means  the 
field  testing,  under  reali.stic  combat  condi- 
tions, or  any  item  or.  or  key  component  of, 
weapons,  equipment,  or  munitions  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  effectiveness 
and  suitability  of  the  weapons,  equipment, 
or  munitions  for  use  in  combat  by  typical 
military  users  and  the  evaluation  of  the  re- 
sults of  such  testing.". 

(B)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  136  the 
following  new  item: 

"136a.  Director  of  Operational  Testing  and 
Evaluation:  appointment; 

powers  and  duties.". 

(2)  The  President  shall  include  in  the 
budget  transmitted  to  the  Congress  pursu- 
ant to  section  1105  of  title  31.  United  States 


Code,  a  separate  request  for  new  budget  au- 
thority for.  and  an  estimate  of  the  outlays 
by.  the  Director  of  Operational  Testing  and 
Evaluation  of  the  Department  of  Defense  in 
carrying  out  the  duties  and  responsibility 
set  forth  in  section  136a  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code  (as  added  by  paragraph  (1)). 

(3)  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"Director  of  Operational  Testing  and  Eval- 
uation,    Department     of     De- 
fense.". 
(b)(1)   The   Comptroller   General   of   the 
United    States    shall    have    access    to    all 
records  and  data  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense,  including   the   records   and   data  of 
each  military  department,  relating  to  oper- 
ational testing  and  evaluation  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  cooper- 
ate with  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  in  carrying  out  paragraph  (1). 

(3)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  "operational  testing  and  evaluation  " 
has  the  .same  meaning  as  provided  in  section 
136a(i)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code  (as 
added  by  subsection  (a)(1)(A)  of  this  sec- 
tion). 

(c)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
effective  November  1.  1983. 

SMALL.  MOBILE.  SINGLE  WARHEAD  ICBM'S 

Sec.  1030H.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  design,  development,  and  testing  of 
small,  mobile,  single  warhead  ICBM's  be 
pursued  as  a  matter  of  the  highest  national 
priority.  To  achieve  this  objective,  the  ad- 
ministration should  proceed  without  delay 
to  engineering  design  of  a  small,  single  war- 
head ICBM  capable  of  mobile  deployment. 
Key  elements  of  such  a  program  which 
should  be  pursued  immediately  include  mis- 
sile design,  guidance  accuracy,  hardened 
mobile  transporter  design,  mobile  basing 
and  survivable  Communication.  Command 
and  Control  (C3).  Program  emphasis  should 
be  consistent  with  past  top  national  prior- 
ities such  as  Polaris.  Minuteman.  and 
Apollo,  and  program  management  structure 
should  also  reflect  such  priority.  The  De- 
partment of  Defense  should  set  forth  fund- 
ing and  production  schedules  consistent 
with  the  earliest  possible  Initial  Operational 
Capability  (IOC),  at  or  prior  to  1992.  in  its 
submission  to  Congress  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1985. 

RESTRICTION  ON  FUNDS  TO  COUNTRIES  NOT 
TAKING  ADEQUATE  MEASURES  TO  CONTROL  IL- 
LEGAL DRUG  TRAFFICKING 

Sec.  10301.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  an  authorization  contained 
in  this  Act  may  be  available  for  any  country 
if  the  President  determines  that  the  govern- 
ment of  such  country  is  failing  to  take  ade- 
quate measures  to  prevent  narcotic  drugs  or 
other  controlled  substances  cultivated  or 
produced  or  processed  illicitly,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  in  such  country,  or  transported 
through  such  country,  from  being  sold  ille- 
gally within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  country 
to  United  States  Government  personnel  or 
their  dependents,  or  from  being  smuggled 
into  the  United  States.  Such  prohibition 
shall  continue  in  force  until  the  President 
determines  and  reports  to  the  Congress  in 
writing  that— 

(1)  the  government  of  such  country  has 
prepared  and  committed  itself  to  a  plan  pre- 
sented to  the  Secretary  of  State  that  would 
eliminate  the  cause  or  basis  for  the  applica- 
tion to  such  country  of  the  prohibition  con- 
tained in  the  first  sentence;  and 


(2)  the  government  of  such  country  has 
taken  appropriate  law  enforcement  meas- 
ures to  implement  the  plan  presented  to  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  in  the  case  of  any  country  with 
respect  to  which  the  President  determines 
that  the  application  of  the  provisions  of 
such  subsection  would  be  inconsistent  with 
the  national  security  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

DENIAL  OF  THE  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  PROJECT 
82-D-109 

Sec.  1030J.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act  or  any  other  Act.  all 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
Project  82-D- 109  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  are  hereby  repealed.  No  other  funds 
authorized  or  appropriated  by  this  or  any 
other  Act  may  be  used  for  this  project. 
There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated $50,000,000  for  procurement,  research 
and  development  of  improved  conventional 
munitions  and  submunitions. 

SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  WITH  REGARD  TO  SINGLE 
WARHEAD  MISSILES 

Sec.  1030K.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that,  since  the  Scowcroft  Commission  con- 
cluded that— 

(1)  "stability  should  be  the  primary  objec- 
tive both  of  the  modernization  of  our  strate- 
gic forces  and  of  our  arms  control  propos- 
als", 

(2)  "our  ICBM  programs  should  support 
pursuit  of  a  stable  regime  of  arms  control 
agreements",  and 

(3)  "a  more  stable  structure  of  ICBM  de- 
loyments  would  exist  if  both  sides  moved 
toward  more  survivable  methods  of  baling 
than  is  possible  when  there  is  primary  de- 
pendence on  large  launchers  and  missiles"; 
therefore,  be  it  declared  that  from  the  point 
of  view  of  enhancing  strategic  nuclear  sta- 
bility, the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Repub- 
lics and  the  United  States  of  America 
should  seek  to  move  toward  an  ICBM  force 
structure  in  which  missiles  contain  only  one 
warhead. 

Part  M— Technical  Amendments 

TECHNICAL  amendments  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE 

Sec.  1031.  Title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  139b(g)(2)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "procurment"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "procurement". 

(2)  Section  140  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"of  this  section"  in  subsections  (a)  and  (c). 

(3)  Section  520(a)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "For  the  fiscal  year  be- 
ginning on  October  1,  1980"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  "1982,  the"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "The"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the 
first  place  it  appears  in  the  last  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any  fiscal 
year";  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "number  of  such'  and 
all  that  follows  through  "into"  in  the  last 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "total 
number  of  persons  originally  enlisted  or  in- 
ducted to  serve  on  active  duty  (other  than 
active  duty  for  training)  in '. 

(4)  Section  1079  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "thirty"  in  subsections 
(a)  and  (d)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■"30":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "of  this  section"  in 
subsection  (g). 

(5)(A)  The  heading  of  section  1081  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  and 
the  last  word. 


(B)  The  item  relating  to  that  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  55  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
semicolon  and  the  last  word. 

(6)  Section  1085  is  amended  by  inserting  a 
comma  after  '"or  his  dependent"  the  first 
place  it  appears. 

(7)  Section  1090  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "'(a)". 

(8)  Section  1126(a)(1)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "Who  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
""who". 

(9)  Section  1489(a)(2)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Octo- 
ber 14,  1980  ". 

(10)  Section  2005  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "of  this  section"  each 
place  it  appears  in  subsections  (c)  and  (d); 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "section—"  in  subsec- 
tion (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "sec- 
tion:". 

(11)  Section  2101  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "chapter— "  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "chapter:  ": 

(B)  by  striking  out  "  program'  "  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "    Program'  ": 

(C)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period; 

(D)  by  striking  out  "  member'  "  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "  "Member'  ": 

(E)  by  striking  out '":  and  "  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  a  period;  and 

(F)  by  striking  out  "  advanced'  "  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "  "Advanced'  ". 

(12)(A)  Section  2116  is  repealed. 

(B)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  104  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  item  relating  to  section  2116. 

(13)  Section  2120  is  amended  by  strikihg 
out  "chapter—"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"chapter:". 

(14)  Section  2134  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  second  sentence  of  such  section. 

(15)  The  table  of  chapters  at  the  begin- 
ning of  subtitle  A  and  the  table  of  chapters 
at  the  beginning  of  part  II  of  such  subtitle 
are  amended  by  striking  out  "and"  in  the 
item  relating  to  chapter  60  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "or". 

TITLE  II-MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 
MATTERS 


Part  A— Army 

AUTHORIZED  army  CONSTRUCTION  AND  LAND 
ACQUISITION  PROJECTS 

Sec  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
acquire  real  property  and  may  carry  out 
military  construction  projects  in  the 
amounts  shown  for  each  of  the  following  in- 
stallations and  locations: 

INSIDE  the  United  States 

UNITED  states  ARMY  FORCES  COMMAND 

Fort  Bragg.  North  Carolina.  $31,100,000. 
Port  Campbell.  Kentucky,  $15,300,000. 
Fort  Carson,  Colorado,  $17,760,000. 
Port  Devens,  Massachusetts.  $3,000,000. 
Fort  Douglas.  Utah.  $910,000. 
Fort  Drum.  New  York,  $1,500,000. 
Fort  Hood,  Texas,  $76,050,000. 
Port  Irwin.  California.  $27,150,000. 
Fort  Lewis,  Washington.  $35,310,000. 
Fort  Meade.  Maryland.  $5,150,000. 
Fort  Ord.  California.  $6,150,000. 
Fort  Polk.  Louisiana.  $16,180,000. 
Fort  Richardson,  Alaska,  $940,000. 
Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  $68,700,000. 
Fort  Stewart.  Georgia.  $29,720,000. 
Presidio       of       Monterey,       California, 
$1,300,000. 


united  states  ARMY  WESTERN  COMMAND 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  $31,900,000. 

united  STATES  ARMY  TRAINING  AND  DOCTRINE 
COMMAND 

Fort       Benjamin       Harrison.       Indiana, 
$5,900,000. 
Fort  Benning.  Georgia.  $21,750,000. 
Fort  Bliss.  Texas,  $40,580,000. 
Fort  Jackson,  South  Carolina,  $39,190,000. 
Fort  Knox.  Kentucky.  $4,200,000. 
Fort  Leavenworth.  Kansas.  $13,550,000. 
Fort  Lee.  Virginia.  $5,930,000. 
Fort  Leonard  Wood.  Missouri.  $12,600,000. 
Fort  McClellan.  Alabama,  $4,220,000. 
Fort  Rucker.  Alabama.  $9,650,000. 
Fort  Sill.  Oklahoma.  $25,150,000. 
Fort  Story.  Virginia.  $9,000,000. 

MILITARY  DISTRICT  OF  WASHINGTON 

Fort  Myer.  Virginia.  $2,750,000. 

UNITED  STATES  ARMY  MATERIEL  DEVELOPMENT 
AND  READINESS  COMMAND 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland. 
$26,400,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.  $270,000. 

Harry  Diamond  Laboratories.  Maryland, 
$400,000. 

Kansas  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Kansas, 
$1,150,000. 

Louisiana  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  Lou- 
isiana, $4,250,000. 

Milan  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Tennes- 
see. $550,000. 

Picatinny  Arsenal,  New  Jersey,  $460,000. 

Red  River  Army  Depot.  Texas,  $1,250,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal.  Alabama.  $25,400,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal.  Illinois.  $26,500,000. 

Sierra  Army  Depot.  California.  $3,950,000. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range.  New  Mexico, 
$310,000. 

AMMUNITION  FACILITIES 

Iowa  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  Iowa, 
$2,000,000. 

Lake  City  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  Mis- 
souri. $600,000. 

Lone  Star  Army  Ammunition  Plant, 
Texas.  $1,300,000. 

Longhorn  Army  Ammunition  Plant, 
Texas.  $270,000. 

Milan  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  Tennes- 
see. $340,000. 

Radford  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  Virgin- 
ia. $4,620,000. 

Scranton  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  Penn- 
sylvania. $1,000,000. 

UNITED  STATES  ARMY  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMAND 

Fort  Huachuca.  Arizona,  $2,750,000. 

UNITED  STATES  MILITARY  ACADEMY 

United  States  Military  Academy.  New 
York.  $12,840,000. 

UNITED  STATES  ARMY  HEALTH  SERVICES 
COMMAND 

Port  Detrick.  Maryland.  $1,650,000. 
Walter  Reed  Army  Medical  Center.  Wash- 
ington. District  of  Columbia.  $4,200,000. 

CLASSIFIED  PROJECT 

Various  Locations.  $1,300,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

UNITED  states  ARMY.  JAPAN 

Okinawa.  $1,400,000. 

EIGHTH  UNITED  STATES  ARMY 

Korea.  $59,580,000. 

BALLISTIC  MISSILE  DEFENSE  SYSTEMS  COMMAND 

Kwajalein.  $5,620,000. 

UNITED  STATES  ARMY  FORCES  COMMAND 
OVERSEAS 

Fort  Buchanan.  Puerto  Rico,  $1,550,000. 
Panama,  $1,460,000. 
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UlflTSD  STATES  ARMY,  EUROPE 

Europe.  $19,000,000. 
Germany.  J286.920.000. 
Italy.  $2,710,000. 
Turkey.  $5,250,000. 

UHITED  STATES  ARMY  INTELLIGENCE  AND 
SECURITY  COMMAND  OVERSEAS 

Korea.  $260,000. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
construct  or  acquire  family  housing  units 
(including  land  acquisition),  and  acquire 
manufactured  home  facilities  at  the  follow- 
ing installations,  in  the  number  of  units 
shown,  and  in  the  amount  shown,  for  each 
installation: 

Various  Locations.  Alaska,  six  units. 
$1,158,000. 

Aliamanu.  Hawaii,  community  center. 
$9,900,000. 

Various  Locations.  Europe  NATO,  five 
hundred  uniu.  $40,000,000. 

Port  Greely,  Alaska,  thirty-eight  units. 
$5,203,000. 

Fort  Polk.  Louisiana,  two  hundred  units. 
$15,342,000. 

Port  Stewart.  Georgia,  two  hundred  and 
forty-four  units.  $14,626,000. 

Wildflecken.  Federal  Republic  of  Germa- 
ny, one  hundred  and  fifty-three  units. 
$12,157,000. 

Bayreuth.  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
thirteen  units.  $1,132,000. 

Kitzingen.  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
one  hundred  and  three  units.  $11,140,000. 

Vicenza.  Italy,  two  units.  $354,000. 

CONTRACTING  FOR  CERTAIN  PROJECTS 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  following  projects  au- 
thorized in  sections  201  and  202  may  be  car- 
ried out  only  as  provided  in  subsection  (b): 

Operations  Building  in  the  amount  of 
$2,000,000  at  Fort  Carson.  Colorado. 

Child  Care  Center  in  the  amount  of 
$3,000,000  at  Fort  Devens.  Massachusetts. 

Bulk  Fuel  Storage  Facility  in  the  amount 
of  $4,200,000  at  Fort  Hood.  Texas. 

Multipurpose  Training  Range  in  the 
amount  of  $3,350,000  at  Fort  Hood.  Texas. 

Hamgar  Addition  in  the  amount  of 
$2,800,000  at  Port  Lewis.  Washington. 

Instrument  Landing  System  in  the 
amount  of  $870,000  at  Port  Lewis,  Washing- 
ton. 

Barracks  in  the  amount  of  $5,900,000  at 
Port  Benjamin  Harrison.  Indiana. 

Infantry  Remote  Target  Systems  Ranges 
in  the  amount  of  $3,000,000  at  Port  Bliss. 
Texas. 

Physical  Fitness  Training  Center  in  the 
amount  of  $2,850,000  at  Fort  Bliss.  Texas. 

Chapel/Child  Care  Center  in  the  amount 
of  $6,400,000  at  Fort  Jackson.  South  Caroli- 
na. 

Education  Center  in  the  amount  of 
$5,200,000  at  Port  Jackson.  South  Carolina. 

Trainee  Barracks  in  the  amount  of 
$26,800,000  at  Port  Jackson.  South  Carolina. 

Trainee  Barracks  with  Dining  Facility  in 
the  amount  of  $23,000,000  at  Port  Sill.  Okla- 
homa. 

Brigade  Headquarters  in  the  amount  of 
$1,500,000  at  Port  Huachuca.  Arizona. 

Bridge  Repair  in  the  amount  of  $4,500,000 
at  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois. 

Construction  of  Family  Housing  in  the 
amount  of  $40,000,000  at  various  North  At- 
lantic Treaty  Organization  locations  in 
Europe. 

(b)  A  contract  for  a  project  listed  in  sub- 
section (a)  may  be  entered  into  only  if  the 
funds  to  be  obligated  for  the  contract  are 


derived  from  the  total  amount  of  funds  (if 
any)  available  from  (1)  the  net  savings  from 
the  execution  of  the  projects  authorized  by 
section  201  other  than  those  listed  in  sub- 
section (a),  (2)  total  savings  from  cancella- 
tions of  such  projects,  and  (3)  other  sources, 
including  savings  from  projects  authorized 
for  the  Army  in  previous  military  construc- 
t'o.i  authorization  Acts. 

(c)  Before  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
advertise  for  bids,  or  may  negotiate,  for  a 
contract  described  in  subsection  (b),  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  a  written  report  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  cer- 
tifying that  funds  for  the  contract  are  avail- 
able in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  and 
identifying  the  source  of  the  funds.  Such  a 
report  may  not  be  submitted  before  January 
1.  1984. 

IMPROVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSING 
UNITS 

Sec  204.  Subject  to  section  2825  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  may  make  expenditures  to  improve 
existing  military  family  housing  units  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $102,893,000,  of  which 
$26,623,000  is  available  only  for  energy  con- 
ser\'ation  projects. 

ARCHITECTURAL  AND  ENGINEERING  SERVICES 
AND  CONSTRUCTION  DESIGN 

Sec  205.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
carry  out  architectural  and  engineering 
services  and  construction  design  in  connec- 
tion with  military  family  housing  construc- 
tion (including  improvements),  in  the 
amount  of  $6,750,000. 

PROJECrrS  USING  UNOBLIGATED  PRIOR  YEAR 
AUTHORITY 

Sec  206.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  carry  out  the  following  projects  (for 
which  funds  are  not  authorized  under  sec- 
tion 251)  as  provided  in  subsection  (b): 

Unspecified  Minor  Construction  projects 
in  the  amount  of  $4,600,000  at  various  loca- 
tions. 

Construction  projects  of  $1,000,000  or  less 
in  the  amount  of  $6,800,000  at  various  loca- 
tions. 

(b)  A  contract  for  a  project  listed  in  sub- 
section (a)  may  be  entered  into  using  au- 
thorization amounts  available  from  ap- 
proved projects  authorized  under  title  I  of 
any  previous  Military  Construction  Authori- 
zation Act. 

Part  B— Navy 

authorized  navy  construction  and  land 
acquisition  projects 

Sec  211.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
acquire  real  property  and  may  carry  out 
military  construction  projects  in  the 
amounts  shown  for  each  of  the  following  in- 
stallations and  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

UNITED  states  MARINE  CORPS 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Beaufort, 
South  Carolina.  $3,530,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base.  Camp  Lejeune.  North 
Carolina.  $31,760,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base.  Camp  Pendleton.  Cali- 
fornia. $39,070,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station.  Cherry  Point. 
North  Carolina.  $1,805,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station.  El  Toro.  Cali- 
fornia, $14,030,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station.  Kaneohe  Bay, 
Hawaii.  $7,900,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  New  River, 
North  Carolina,  $2,730,000. 

Marine  Corps  Camp  Detachment,  Camp 
Elmore,  Norfolk,  Virginia,  $1,160,000. 

Camp  H.  M.  Smith,  Oahu,  Hawaii, 
$2,700,000. 


Marine  Corps  Development  and  Education 
Command.  Quantico,  Virginia,  $2,570,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego, 
California,  $10,690,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Tustin,  Califor- 
nia. $465,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air-Ground  Combat  Center. 
Twentynine  Palms.  California,  $25,120,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona, 
$8,920,000. 

CHIEF  OF  NAVAL  OPERATIONS 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland, 
$6,650,000. 

Naval  Station.  Annapolis,  Maryland, 
$405,000. 

Naval  Space  Surveillance  Field  Station, 
Hollandale,  Mississippi,  $495,000. 

COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF.  UNITED  STATES  ATLANTIC 
FLEET 

Naval  Air  Station.  Brunswick.  Maine, 
$7,800,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Cecil  Field,  Florida, 
$17,670,000. 

Naval  Station,  Charleston,  South  Caroli- 
na, $43,150,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Key  West,  Florida. 
$27,435,000. 

Naval  Amphibious  Base,  Little  Creek,  Vir- 
ginia, $9,170,000. 

Naval  Station,  Mayport,  Florida. 
$25,520,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Con- 
necticut, $8,200,000. 

Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
$2,560,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Oceana,  Virginia, 
$415,000. 

Tactical  Training  Group,  Atlantic,  Virgin- 
ia Beach,  Virginia,  $3,750,000. 

COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF.  UNITED  STATES  PACIFIC 
FLEET 

Naval  Station.  Adak.  Alaska.  $2,970,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Bangor,  Washing- 
ton, $8,040,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Barbers  Point.  Hawaii, 
$890,0Q0. 

Naval  Amphibious  Base.  Coronado.  Cali- 
fornia. $21,222,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Fallon,  Nevada, 
$11,900,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California, 
$20,920,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Miramar.  California. 
$2,020,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Moffett  Field,  Califor- 
nia, $1,870,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  North  Island.  Califor- 
nia, $20,650,000. 

Fleet  Intelligence  Center,  Pacific,  Pearl 
Harbor,  Hawaii.  $990,000. 

Naval  Station.  Pearl  Harbor,  Hawaii, 
$3,350,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor, 
Hawaii,  $2,590,000. 

Tactical  Training  Group,  Pacific,  San 
Diego.  California.  $3,260,000. 

Naval  Station.  San  Diego,  California. 
$980,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  San  Diego,  Cali- 
fornia. $6,660,000. 

Naval  Station.  Mare  Island,  Vallejo,  Cali- 
fornia, $210,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Whidbey  Island.  Wash- 
ington. $3,160,000. 

NAVAL  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Naval  Air  Station.  Chase  Field.  Texas, 
$2,625,000. 

Naval  Air  Station.  Corpus  Christi,  Texas, 
$495,000. 

Fleet  Combat  Training  Center,  Atlantic, 
Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  $12,190,000. 


Naval  Guided  Missiles  School,  Dam  Neck, 
Virginia,  $1,860,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Kingsville,  Texas, 
$4,830,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis.  Tennessee, 
$11,800,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi, 
$610,000. 

Naval  Education  and  Training  Center, 
Newport,  Rhode  Island.  $1,110,000. 

Fleet  Anti-Submarine  Warfare  Training 
Center,  Atlantic,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
$4,130,000. 

Fleet  Training  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
$1,120,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Orlando,  Florida, 
$19,690,000. 

Naval  Technical  Training  Center,  Pensa- 
cola,  Florida,  $210,000. 

Fleet  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  Califor- 
nia, $10,000,000. 

Fleet  Anti-Submarine  Warfare  Training 
Center,  Pacific,  San  Diego,  California, 
$14,200,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
$3,270,000. 

BUREAU  OF  MEDICINE  AND  SURGERY 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda, 
Maryland,  $37,170,000. 

Naval  Regional  Medical  Center,  Long 
Beach,  California.  $8,370,000. 

Naval  Regional  Medical  Clinic,  Pearl 
Harbor,  Hawaii.  $8,490,000. 

NAVAL  MATERIAL  COMMAND 

Naval  Air  Rework  Facility.  Alameda,  Cali- 
fornia, $21,560,000. 

David  W.  Taylor  Naval  Ship  Research  and 
Development  Center.  Bethesda,  Maryland, 
$5,030,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Puget  Sound,  Brem- 
erton, Washington,  $200,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Unit,  Cape  Canaver- 
al, Florida,  $57,000,000. 

Charleston  Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston. 
South  Carolina.  $15,000,000. 

Naval  Weapons  Station.  Charleston. 
South  Carolina.  $1,570,000. 

Naval  Air  Rework  Facility.  Cherry  Point. 
North  Carolina,  $20,040,000. 

Naval  Weapons  Center.  China  Lake,  Cali- 
fornia, $31,100,000. 

Naval  Weapons  Station,  Concord,  Califor- 
nia, $2,720,000. 

Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center,  Dahlgren, 
Virginia,  $5,355,000. 

Fleet  Combat  Direction  Systems  Support 
Activity,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  $4,000,000. 

Naval  Weapons  Station,  Earle,  New 
Jersey,  $465,000. 

Naval  Construction  Battalion  Center, 
Gulfport,  Mississippi,  $2,960,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Station,  Indian  Head, 
Maryland,  $1,950,000. 

Naval  Air  Rework  Facility,  Jacksonville, 
Florida,  $2,875,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Kings  Bay,  Geor- 
gia, $118,129,000,  of  which  $6,019,000  may 
be  used  to  provide  community  impact  and 
planning  assistance  to  the  communities  near 
the  submarine  base. 

Naval  Air  Engineering  Center,  Lakehurst, 
New  Jersey,  $4,195,000. 

Naval  Air  Rework  Facility,  Norfolk,  Vir- 
ginia, $3,020,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
$6,400,000. 

Naval  CoasUl  Systems  Center.  Panama 
City.  Florida.  $670,000. 

Naval  Air  Test  Center,  Patuxent  River, 
Maryland,  $10,150,000. 

Pearl  Harbor  Naval  Shipyard,  Pearl 
Harbor,  Hawaii,  $1,440,000. 

Navy  Public  Works  Center,  Pearl  Harbor. 
Hawaii,  $13,100,000. 


Pacific  Missile  Test  Center.  Point  Mugu. 
California.  $840,000. 

Portsmouth  Naval  Shipyard.  Kittery. 
Maine.  $7,600,000. 

Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard,  Portsmouth,  Vir- 
ginia, $8,850,000. 

Puget  Sound  Naval  Shipyard,  Bremerton, 
Washington,  $7,300,000. 

Naval  Transmitter  Facility,  Republic, 
Michigan,  $13,000,000. 

Naval  Ocean  Systems  Center,  San  Diego, 
California,  $8,000,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center.  San  Diego.  Califor- 
nia, $1,110,000. 

Navy  Public  Works  Center.  San  Francisco, 
California.  $220,000. 

NAVAL  OCEANOGRAPHY  COMMAND 

Naval  Oceanographic  Office.  Bay  St. 
Louis.  Mississippi.  $6,320,000. 

Fleet  Numerical  Oceanography  Center. 
Monterey.  California.  $6,980,000. 


NAVAL  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  COMMAND 

Naval  Communication  Area  Master  Sta- 
tion, Atlantic,  Norfolk,  Virginia,  $1,690,000. 

NAVAL  SECURITY  GROUP  COMMAND 

Naval  Security  Group  Detachment,  Sugar 
Grove.  West  Virginia,  $7,400,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

UNITED  states  MARINE  CORPS 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station.  Iwakuni.  Japan, 
$750,000. 

COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF,  ATLANTIC  FLEET 

Naval  Air  Station,  Bermuda,  $810,000. 

Naval  Facility.  Bermuda.  $1,110,000. 

Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay.  Cuba. 
$730,000. 

Naval  Station.  Keflavik.  Iceland. 
$6,850,000. 

Naval  Station.  Roosevelt  Roads.  Puerto 
Rico.  $1,300,000. 

Atlantic  Fleet  Weapons  Training  Facility, 
Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico,  $1,945,000. 

COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF,  PACIFIC  FLEET 

Commander,  U.S.  Naval  Forces  Korea  De- 
tachment. Chinhae.  Korea,  $460,000. 

Navy  Support  Facility,  Diego  Garcia, 
$32,500,000. 

Naval  Station,  Subic  Bay,  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  $7,860,000. 

COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF,  NAVAL  FORCES,  EUROPE 

Navy  Personnel  Support  Activity,  Naples, 
Italy,  $640,000. 

Naval  Support  Activity.  Naples.  Italy. 
$4,700,000. 

Naval  Station,  Rota,  Spain,  $9,250,000. 

Naval  Air  SUtion,  Sigonella,  Italy, 
$19,610,000. 

NAVAL  OCEANOGRAPHY  COMMAND 

Naval  Oceanography  Command  Center, 
Rota,  Spain,  $980,000. 

NAVAL  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  COMMAND 

Naval  Communication  Station,  Harold  E. 
Holt.  Exmouth,  Australia.  $3,020,000. 

Naval  Communication  Area  Master  Sta- 
tion Western  Pacific,  Guam,  Mariana  Is- 
lands, $980,000. 

Classified  Location,  $1,280,000. 


NAVAL  SECURITY  GROUP  COMMAND 

Naval  Security  Group  Detachment.  Guan- 
tanamo Bay.  Cuba.  $1,700,000. 

HOST  NATION  INFRASTRUCTURE  SUPPORT 

Various  Locations.  $2,970,000. 

CONTRACTING  FOR  CERTAIN  PROJECTS 

Sec  212.  (a)  The  following  project  author- 
ized in  section  211  may  be  carried  out  only 
as  provided  in  subsection  (b): 


TRIDENT  Training  Facility  in  the 
amount  of  $81,700,000  at  the  Naval  Subma- 
rine Base.  Kings  Bay.  Georgia. 

(b)  A  contract  for  the  project  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  may  be  entered  into  only  if  the 
funds  to  be  obligated  for  the  contract  are 
derived  from  the  total  amount  of  funds  (if 
any)  available  from  (1)  the  net  savings  from 
the  execution  of  the  projects  authorized  by 
section  211.  (2)  total  savings  from  cancella- 
tions of  such  projects,  and  (3)  other  sources, 
including  savings  from  projects  authorized 
for  the  Navy  in  previous  military  construc- 
tion authorization  Acts. 

(c)  Before  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
advertise  for  bids,  or  may  negotiate,  for  a 
contract  described  in  subsection  (b).  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  a  written  report  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  cer- 
tifying that  funds  for  the  contract  are  avail- 
able in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  and 
identifying  the  source  of  the  funds.  Such  a 
I  eport  may  not  be  submitted  before  January 
1,  1984. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

Sec  213.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
construct  or  acquire  family  housing  units 
(including  land  acquisition),  and  acquire 
manufactured  home  facilities  at  the  follow- 
ing installations,  in  the  number  of  units 
shown,  and  in  the  amount  shown,  for  each 
installation: 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  Cali- 
fornia, one  hundred  and  thirty  units, 
$11,666,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base.  Camp  Pendleton.  Cali- 
fornia, three  hundred  units.  $23,160,000. 

Navy  Public  Works  Center.  Subic  Bay.  Re- 
public of  the  Philippines,  three  hundred 
units.  $29,300,000. 

IMPROVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSING 
UNITS 

Sec  214.  Subject  to  section  2825  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  may  make  expenditures  to  improve  ex- 
isting military  family  housing  units  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $13,240,000.  of  which 
$3,953,000  is  available  only  for  energy  con- 
servation projects. 

ARCHITECTURAL  AND  ENGINEERING  SERVICES 
AND  CONSTRUCTION  DESIGN 

Sec  215.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
carry  out  architectural  and  engineering 
services  and  construction  design  in  connec- 
tion with  military  family  housing  construc- 
tion (including  improvements),  in  the 
amount  of  $7,395,000. 

MODIFICATION  OF  LEASING  LIMITATION  FOR 
NAVAL  AIR  STATION.  LEMOORE,  CALIFORNIA 

Sec  216.  Section  2  of  Public  Law  92-378 
(86  Stat.  530)  relating  to  leases  of  lands  for 
agricultural  and  grazing  purposes  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore.  California,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "160  irrigable 
acres"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "960  irri- 
gable acres". 

MODIFICATION  OF  AUTHORITY  FOR  PROCURE- 
MENT OF  STEAM  SUPPLY  FOR  THE  CHARLESTON 
NAVAL  STATION 

Sec  217.  Clause  (1)  of  section  205(a)  of 
the  Military  Construction  Authorization 
Act.  1982  (Public  Law  97-99:  95  Stat.  1366), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(1)  construct  steam  lines  and  any  other 
needed  facilities,  or  pay  a  connection  fee.  to 
make  use  of  energy  generated  by  a  waste 
heat  recovery  facility  or  a  process  related 
coal-fired  cogeneration  facility  to  be  built 
by  the  Macalloy  Corporation  or  a  successor 
to  its  interest;  and". 
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LAND   ACQUISITION    FOR    rUTDRK   PAMILY    HOUS- 
ING REQUIREMENTS.  SAN  DIEGO.  CALIFORNIA 

Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
acquire  up  to  125  acres  of  real  property  in 
San  Diego.  California  (or  the  surrounding 
area),  that  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
suitable  as  a  site  or  sites  for  future  construc- 
tion of  military  family  housing  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Navy.  Such  property  may 
be  acquired  by  exchange  or  by  purchase 
using  funds  derived  from  savings  in  carrying 
out  previously  authorized  projects.  The  Sec- 
retary may  acquire  options  on  such  proper- 
ty as  provided  in  section  2677(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  and  (notwithstanding 
section  2677(b)  of  such  title)  may  pay.  from 
funds  available  for  projects  under  section 
2805  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  for  such  options. 
Part  C— Air  Force 

attthorized  air  force  construction  and 
land  acquisition  projects 

Sec.  221.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  acquire  real  property  and  may  carry 
out  military  construction  projects  in  the 
amounts  shown  for  each  of  the  following  in- 
stallations and  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  FORCE  logistics  COMMAND 

Hill  Air  Force  Base.  Utah.  $16,155,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base.  Texas.  $22,590,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California. 
$10,200,000. 

Newark  Air  Force  Station.  Ohio.  $800,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base.  Georgia. 
$18,780,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base.  Oklahoma. 
$12,560,000. 

Wright-F*atterson  Air  Force  Base.  Ohio. 
$5,923,000. 

air  FORCE  SYSTEMS  COMMAND 

Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center. 
Tennessee.  $12,552,000. 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base.  Texas.  $10,110,000. 

Cape  Canaveral  Air  Force  Station.  Flori- 
da. $9,400,000. 

Eastern  Launch  Site.  Florida.  $6,000,000. 

Edwards  Air  Porce  Base.  California. 
$12,400,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  Florida.  $9,840,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Air  Force  Base. 
Massachusetts.  $3,670,000. 

Johnson  Space  Center,  Texas.  $700,000. 

Los  Angeles  Air  Force  Station.  California. 
$2,670,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base.  Florida. 
$2,392,000. 

air  national  GUARD 

Buckley  Air  National  Guard  Base.  Colora 
do.  $2,000,000 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Chanute  Air  Porce  Base.  Illinois. 
$89,210,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi. 
$2,180,000. 

Goodfellow  Air  Porce  Base.  Texas. 
$10,140,000. 

Gunter  Air  Porce  Station.  Alabama. 
$6,750,000. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base.  Mississippi. 
$24,620,000. 

Lackland  Air  Porce  Base.  Texas. 
$10,700,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base.  Colorado. 
$6,100,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base.  California. 
$4,460,000. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base.  Texas.  $1,550,000. 

San  Antonio  Area.  Texas.  $12,000,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base.  Texas. 
$16,080,000. 


Force 


Base.      Oklahoma. 
Porce      Base,      Arizona, 


Vance      Air 
$1,250,000. 

Williams      Air 
$4,700,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base,  Alaska. 
$58,390,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Porce  Base.  Alaska. 
$12,070,000. 

Galena  Airport.  Alaska.  $13,350,000. 

Shemya  Air  Porce  Base.  Alaska. 
$45,600,000. 

MILITARY  AIRLIFT  COMMAND 

Altus  Air  Porce  Base.  Oklahoma. 
$18,200,000. 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base.  Maryland. 
$1,786,000. 

Charleston  Air  Force  Base,  South  Caroli- 
na. $3,200,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware, 
$1,300,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base.  New  Mexico. 
$2,240,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Arkansas. 
$3,120,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base.  Washington. 
$12,410,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey. 
$620,000. 

Pope  Air  Force  Base.  North  Carolina. 
$6,500,000. 

Scott  Air  Porce  Base.  Illinois.  $790,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base.  California. 
$1,200,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Porce  Base.  Hawaii. 
$3,150,000. 

PEACEKEEPER  CONSTRUCTION 

Various  Locations.  $46,700,000. 

SPACE  COMMAND 

NORAD  Cheyenne  Mountain  Complex. 
Colorado.  $5,660,000. 

Peterson  Air  Force  Base.  Colorado. 
$78,700,000. 

SPECIAL  PROJECT 

Various  Locations.  $24,000,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base.  Louisiana. 
$34,970,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base.  California. 
$5,550,000. 

Blylheville  Air  Porce  Base,  Arkansas, 
$6,950,000. 

Carswell  Air  Porce  Base,  Texas, 
$4,110,000. 

Castle  Air  Porce  Base.  California. 
$6,500,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base.  Texas.  $14,300,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Porce  Base.  South  Dakota. 
$6,700,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Porce  Base.  Washington. 
$24,050,000. 

Forsyth  Air  Porce  Station.  Montana. 
$4,225,000. 

Grand  Porks  Air  Force  Base.  North 
Dakota.  $8,525,000. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base.  New  York. 
$3,450,000. 

Grissom  Air  Porce  Base.  Indiana. 
$10,330,000. 

Havre  Air  Porce  Station.  Montana. 
$4,936,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Porce  Base.  Michigan. 
$40,460,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base.  Maine.  $36,400,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base.  Montana. 
$630,000. 

March  Air  Porce  Base,  California. 
$3,550,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base.  Kansas, 
$2,840,000. 


Minot  Air  Porce  Base.  North  Dakota, 
$13,800,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska. 
$39,020,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire, 
$7,200,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Porce  Base.  New  York, 
$1,765,000. 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base.  California. 
$46,002,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Porce  Base.  Missouri. 
$16,600,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Porce  Base,  Michigan. 
$5,000,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Bangor  International  Airport,  Maine. 
$10,100,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Porce  Base.  Texas. 
$20,310,000. 

Cannon  Air  Porce  Base.  New  Mexico, 
$6,800,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Porce  Base,  Arizona. 
$5,850,000. 

England  Air  Force  Base.  Louisiana, 
$3,857,000. 

George  Air  Force  Base,  California, 
$220,000. 

Holloman  Air  Porce  Base,  New  Mexico, 
$20,500,000. 

Homestead  Air  Porce  Base.  Florida. 
$4,060,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia. 
$8,300,000 

Luke  Air  Porce  Base.  Arizona.  $9,663,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base.  Florida. 
$6,360,000. 

Moody  Air  Porce  Base.  Georgia, 
$1,300,000 

Mountain  Home  Air  Porce  Base.  Idaho. 
$6,590,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Porce  Base.  South  Caro- 
lina. $1,550,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base.  Nevada.  $4,490,000. 

Seymour-Johnson  Air  Porce  Base,  North 
Carolina,  $5,240,000. 

Shaw  Air  Porce  Base,  South  Carolina. 
$9,990,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base.  Florida. 
$29,040,000 

Unspecified  Location.  $500,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  PORCE  ACADEMY 

United  States  Air  Porce  Academy.  Colora- 
do. $10,085,000. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 
AIR  FORCE  SYSTEMS  COMMAND 

Ascension  Island.  South  Atlantic  Ocean, 
$4,010,000. 

MILITARY  AIRLIFT  COMMAND 

Lajes  Field.  Portugal.  $1,400,000. 
Rhein-Main        Air        Base.        Germany. 
$1,870,000, 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Clark  Air  Base.  Republic  of  the  Philip- 
pines. $8,850,000. 

Diego  Garcia  Air  Base.  Indian  Ocean, 
$58,200,000. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Japan,  $11,260,000, 

Korea.  Various  Locations.  $5,900,000. 

Kunsan  Air  Base,  Korea,  $31,013,000. 

Kwang-Ju  Air  Base,  Korea.  $210,000. 

Misawa  Air  Base.  Japan.  $1,700,000. 

Osan  Air  Base.  Korea.  $42,150,000. 

Saechon  Air  Base.  Korea.  $210,000. 

Suwon  Air  Base.  Korea.  $400,000. 

Taegu  Air  Base.  Korea.  $2,750,000. 

Yokota  Air  Base.  Japan.  $1,250,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen      Air      Force      Base. 
$24,710,000. 
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TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Porce  Base.  Canal  Zone. 
$613,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Camp  New  Amsterdam,  The  Netherlands, 
$2,050,000. 

Germany,  Various  Locations,  $52,954,000. 

Italy.  Various  Locations.  $30,430,000, 

Morocco,  Various  Locations.  $28,000,000. 

Oman.  Various  Locations.  $28,600,000. 

Spain.  Various  Locations.  $6,832,000. 

Turkey.  Various  Locations.  $73,220,000. 

United  Kingdom.  Various  Locations. 
$46,580,000. 

Various  Locations.  $70,180,000. 

CONTRACTING  FOR  CERTAIN  PROJECTS 

Sec.  222.  (a)  The  following  projects  au- 
thorized in  section  221  may  be  carried  out 
only  as  provided  in  subsection  (c): 

Non-Destruct  Inspection  Facility  in  the 
amount  of  $5,900,000  and  Depot  Production 
Support  Facility  in  the  amount  of 
$3,500,000  at  McClellan  Air  Force  Base. 
California. 

Alter  Unaccompanied  Enlisted  Personnel 
Housing  in  the  amount  of  $1,450,000  at 
Robins  Air  Force  Base.  Georgia. 

Alter  F-107  Engine  Facility  in  the  amount 
of  $420,000:  Combat  Communications  Head- 
quarters in  the  amount  of  $2,150,000:  and 
Communications  Electronic  Installation  Fa- 
cility in  the  amount  of  $960,000  at  Tinker 
Air  Force  Base.  Oklahoma. 

Fire  Protection-Bulk  Fuel  Farm  in  the 
amount  of  $382,000  at  Arnold  Engineering 
Development  Center.  Tennessee. 

RAPCON/CCF  Facility  in  the  amount  of 
$490,000  at  Edwards  Air  Porce  Base.  Califor- 
nia. 

Central  Heat  Plant  in  the  amount  of 
$79,000,000  at  Chanute  Air  Porce  Base.  Illi- 
nois. 

PMEL  Laboratory  in  the  amount  of 
$530,000  at  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Mis- 
sissippi. 

Alter  Electrical  Distribution  System  in 
the  amount  of  $1,600,000  and  Voice  Process- 
ing Training  Facility  in  the  amount  of 
$7,800,000  at  Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base, 
Texas. 

Unaccompanied  Enlisted  Personnel  Hous- 
ing/Senior NCO  Academy  in  the  amount  of 
$5,000,000  at  Gunter  Air  Force  Station.  Ala- 
bama. 

Computer  Training  Facility  in  the  amount 
of  $11,900,000  and  Unaccompanied  Enlisted 
Personnel  Housing  with  Dining  Hall  in  the 
amount  of  $6,400,000  at  Keesler  Air  Force 
Base.  Mississippi. 

Chapel  in  the  amount  of  $2,900,000  at 
Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  Texas. 

Academic  Classroom  (Weapons)  in  the 
amount  of  $6,100,000  at  Lowry  Air  Force 
Base,  Colorado. 

Gymnasium  in  the  amount  of  $3,180,000 
at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base.  Texas. 

Addition  to  EMCS  in  the  amount  of 
$2,000,000  at  Williams  Air  Force  Base.  Ari- 
zona. 

Composite  Operations  in  the  amount  of 
$3,700,000  and  Composite  Support  Facility 
in  the  amount  of  $5,700,000  at  Galena  Air- 
port. Alaska. 

Composite  Wing  Facility  in  the  amount  of 
$3,200,000  at  Charleston  Air  Force  Base, 
South  Carolina. 

Base  Transportation  Complex  in  the 
amount  of  $3,700,000  at  Pope  Air  Force 
Base,  North  Carolina. 

Upgrade  Power  Plants  ADWS  in  the 
amount  of  $710,000  at  Carswell  Air  Porce 
Base,  Texas. 


Unaccompanied  Enlisted  Personnel  Hous- 
ing in  the  amount  of  $8,500,000:  Dining  Hall 
in  the  amount  of  $3,730,000:  Alter  Consoli- 
dated Base  Personnel  Office  in  the  amount 
of  $1,100,000:  and  Alter  Unaccompanied  En- 
listed Personnel  Housing  in  the  amount  of 
$5,000,000  at  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base. 
Washington. 

Add  to  and  alter  Vehicle  Maintenance 
Shop  in  the  amount  of  $1,030,000;  Dining 
Hall  in  the  amount  of  $3,200,000:  and  Mili- 
tary Personnel  Support  Center  in  the 
amount  of  $5,600,000  at  Grissom  Air  Force 
Base,  Indiana. 

Heating  Plant  Addition  in  the  amount  of 
$35,000,000  at  K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Porce  Base, 
Michigan. 

Unaccompanied  Officer  Personnel  Hous- 
ing in  the  amount  of  $4,000,000  at  Offutt 
Air  Porce  Base,  Nebraska. 

Base  Civil  Engineer  Maintenance  Com- 
plex in  the  amount  of  $7,200,000  at  Pease 
Air  Porce  Base,  New  Hampshire. 

Alter  Heat  Plant  in  the  amount  of 
$1,800,000;  Unaccompanied  Enlisted  Person- 
nel Housing  in  the  amount  of  $8,600,000; 
Dining  Hall  in  the  amount  of  $3,300,000; 
and  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shop  in  the 
amount  of  $2,900,000  at  Whiteman  Air 
Force  Base.  Missouri. 

Base  Support  Center  in  the  amount  of 
$6,500,000;  Composite  Wing  Facility  in  the 
amount  of  $1,280,000:  Education  Center  in 
the  amount  of  $2,750,000:  and  Alter  Base 
Entrance/Land  Acquisition  in  the  amount 
of  $3,000,000  at  Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base. 
Texas. 

Consolidated  Support  Center  in  the 
amount  of  $6,800,000  at  Cannon  Air  Force 
Base.  New  Mexico. 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Hangar  in  the 
amount  of  $7,700,000:  Munitions  Storage  in 
the  amount  of  $3,700,000;  add  to  Aircraft 
Maintenance  Unit  in  the  amount  of 
$600,000;  add  to  Engine  Inspection  and 
Repair  in  the  amount  of  $1,000,000;  Aircraft 
Corrosion  Control  in  the  amount  of 
$1,400,000;  alter  Unaccompanied  Enlisted 
Personnel  Housing  in  the  amount  of 
$3,100,000;  and  Airmen  Dining  Hall  in  the 
amount  of  $3,000,000  at  Holloman  Air  Force 
Base.  New  Mexico. 

Unaccompanied  Officer  Personnel  Hous- 
ing in  the  amount  of  $4,600,000;  Unaccom- 
panied Enlisted  Personnel  Housing  in  the 
amount  of  $4,500,000:  Civil  Engineer  Science 
Lab  in  the  amount  of  $4,650,000;  Education 
Center  in  the  amount  of  $2,000,000;  and 
Base  Support  Center  in  the  amount  of 
$6,500,000  at  Tyndall  Air  Force  Base.  Flori- 
da. 

(b)  The  following  advance  payment  to  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  for  construc- 
tion of  defense  access  roads  under  section 
210  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  may  be 
carried  out  only  as  provided  in  subsection 
(c). 

Access  Roads/Widen  Tippacanoe  Avenue 
Bridge  in  the  amount  of  $6,400,000  at 
Norton  Air  Force  Base.  California. 

(c)  A  contract  for  a  project  listed  in  sub- 
section (a)  may  be  entered  into  and  the  ad- 
vance payment  listed  in  sut)section  (b)  may 
be  made  only  if  the  funds  to  be  obligated 
for  the  contract  or  advance  payment  are  de- 
rived from  the  total  amount  of  funds  (if 
any)  available  from  (1)  the  net  savings  from 
the  execution  of  the  projects  authorized  by 
section  221  other  than  those  listed  in  sub- 
section (a),  (2)  total  savings  from  cancella- 
tions of  such  projects,  and  (3)  other  sources, 
including  savings  from  projects  authorized 
for  the  Air  Force  in  previous  military  con- 
struction authorization  Acts. 


(d)  Before  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  advertise  for  bids,  or  may  negotiate,  for 
a  contract  described  in  subsection  (a)  or 
make  the  advance  payment  under  subsec- 
tion (b),  the  Secretary  shall  submit  a  writ- 
ten report  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
Congress  certifying  that  funds  for  the  con- 
tract or  advance  payment  are  available  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (c)  and  identify- 
ing the  source  of  the  funds.  Such  a  report 
may  not  be  submitted  before  January  1, 
1984. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

Sec.  223.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  construct  or  acquire  family  housing 
units  (including  land  acquisition),  and  ac- 
quire manufactured  home  facilities  at  the 
following  installations,  in  the  number  of 
units  shown,  and  in  the  amount  shown,  for 
each  installation: 

Lajes  Field.  Portugal,  one  hundred  and 
fifty  uniU.  $12,262,000. 

Havre  Air  Force  Station.  Montana,  five 
units.  $496,000. 

Forsyth  Air  Force  Station,  Montana,  fifty 
units,  $4,000,000. 

Camp  New  Amsterdam,  The  Netherlands, 
fifty  units,  $5,218,000. 

RAF  Upper  Heyford.  United  Kingdom, 
three  hundred  units.  $33,982,000. 

RAF  Greenham  Common.  United  King- 
dom, two  hundred  and  fifty  units, 
$24,246,000. 

IMPROVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSING 
UNITS 

Sec  224.  (a)  Subject  to  section  2825  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  may  make  expenditures  to 
Improve  existing  military  family  housing 
units  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$63,161,000,  of  which  $10,877,000  is  available 
only  for  energy  conservation  projects. 

(b)  Within  the  amount  specified  in  subsec- 
tion (a),  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may, 
notwithstanding  the  maximum  amount  per 
unit  prescribed  in  section  2825(b)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  carry  out  projects  to 
improve  existing  military  family  housing 
units  at  the  following  installations,  in  the 
number  of  units  shown,  and  in  the  amount 
shown,  for  each  installation: 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  two  hun- 
dred and  three  units.  $7,477,500. 

Kadena  Air  Base.  Japan,  three  hundred 
and  forty-two  units.  $20,586,200. 

ARCHITECTURAL  AND  ENGINEERING  SERVICES 
AND  CONSTRUCTION  DESIGN 

Sec.  225.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  carry  out  architectural  and  engineering 
ser\'ices  and  construction  design  in  conjec- 
tion  with  military  family  housing  construc- 
tion (including  improvements),  in  the 
amount  of  $5,000,000. 

Part  D— Defense  Agencies 

authorized  construction  projects  and  land 

acquisition  for  the  defense  agencies 

Sec.  231.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
acquire  real  property  and  may  carry  out 
military  construction  projects  in  the 
amounts  shown  for  each  of  the  following  in- 
stallations and  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

DEFENSE  logistics  AGENCY 

Defense  Fuel  Support  Point,  Adak, 
Alaska,  $14,200,000. 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office,  An- 
chorage, Alaska,  $2,500,000. 

Defense  Fuel  Support  Point.  Ozol,  Califor- 
nia, $1,100,000. 

Defense  Fuel  Support  Point.  Long  Beach, 
California.  $42,100,000. 
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Depot.       Tracy.       California. 


Defense 
S480.000. 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office.  Van- 
denberg.  California.  $880,000. 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office.  Colora- 
do Springs.  Colorado.  $810,000. 

Defense  Fuel  Support  Point,  Escanaba. 
Michigan.  $1,000,000. 

Defense  Depot.  Memphis.  Tennessee. 
$750,000. 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office.  San  An- 
tonio. Texas.  $500,000. 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office.  Tooele. 
Utah.  $420,000. 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office.  Nor- 
folk. Virginia.  $940,000. 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office.  Port 
Lewis.  Washington.  $650,000. 

DEFENSE  MAPPING  ACENCf 

Hydrographic/Topographic  Center. 

Brookmont.  Maryland.  $1,830,000. 

NATIONAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

Fort  Meade.  Maryland.  $31,000,000. 

OFFICE  or  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

Classified  Activity.  Port  Belvoir.  Virginia. 
$3,000,000. 

Defense  Systems  Management  College. 
Fort  Belvoir.  Virginia.  $4,700,000. 

Presidio  of  Monterey.  California. 
$29,100,000. 

DEFENSE  INVESTIGATIVE  SERVICE 

Fort  Holabird.  Maryland.  $210,000. 

DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  AGENCY 

Armed  Forces  Radiobiology  Institute.  Be- 
thesda.  Maryland.  $10,900,000. 

DEFENSE  COMMUNICATIONS  AGENCY 

Pentagon  Building.  Virginia.  $1,000,000. 
Outside  the  United  States 

DEFENSE  logistics  AGENCY 

Defense  Property  Disposal  Office.  Hanau. 
Germany.  $1,300,000. 

DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  AGENCY 

Johnston  Island,  $600,000. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

Classified  Location.  $10,000,000. 

NATIONAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

Classified  Location.  521.550,000. 
Classified  Location.  $25,200,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  DEPENDENTS  SCHOOLS 

Ansbach.  Germany.  $4,800,000. 

Baumholder.  Germany,  $1,200,000. 

Darmstadt,  Germany,  $6,000,000. 

Giessen.  Germany.  $6,040,000. 

Spangdahlem  Air  Base.  Germany. 
$6,350,000. 

Wildflecken,  Germany,  $5,200,000. 

Comiso.  Italy.  $12,990,000. 

Vicenza.  Italy.  $2,310,000. 

Lajes  Field,  Portugal,  $4,590,000. 

Zaragoza  Air  Force  Base.  Spain.  $680,000. 

Incirlik  Air  Base,  Turkey.  $5,800,000. 

RAF  Greenham  Common,  United  King- 
dom, $12,770,000. 

RAF  Lakenheath.  United  Kingdom. 
$1,120,000. 

RAF  Wethersfield.  United  Kingdom, 
$2,832,000. 

Classified  Location.  $9,690,000. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

Sec.  232.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
construct  or  acquire  family  housing  units 
(including  land  acquisition),  and  acquire 
manufactured  home  facilities  at  the  follow- 
ing installations,  in  the  number  of  units 
shown,  and  in  the  amount  shown,  for  each 
installation: 

Classified  Locations.  eleven  units. 
$1,210,000. 


IMPROVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSING 
UNITS 

Sec.  233.  Subject  to  section  2825  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  make  expenditures  to  improve 
existing  military  family  housing  units  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $35,000. 

Part  E— North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  Infrastructure 

authority  of  the  secretary  of  defense  to 

MAKE  contributions 

Sec.  241.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
make  contributions  for  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  Infrastructure  pro- 
gram as  provided  in  section  2806  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  section  255. 

AUTHORITY  TO  USE  UNOBLIGATED  PRIOR  YEAR 
AUTHORITY  FOR  CONTINGENCY  CONSTRUCTION 

Sec.  242.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  carry  out  contingency  construction 
projects  in  fiscal  year  1984  under  section 
2804  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $16,000,000. 

(b)  A  contract  for  a  project  entered  into 
under  the  authority  of  subsection  (a)  may 
be  entered  into  using  authorization  amounts 
available  from  Defense  Agency  contingency 
construction  funds  authorized  under  any 
previous  Military  Construction  Authoriza- 
tion Act. 

Part  F— Authorization  of  Appropriations 
AND  Recurring  Administrative  Provisions 

authorization  of  appropriations,  army 
Sec.  251.  (a)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  beginning 
after  September  30,  1983,  for  military  con- 
struction, land  acquisition,  and  military 
family  housing  functions  of  the  Department 
of  the  Army  in  the  total  amount  of 
$2,426,173,000  as  follows: 

<1)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  201 
that  are  to  be  carried  out  inside  the  United 
States,  $564,980,000. 

(2)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  201 
that  are  to  be  carried  out  outside  the  United 
States.  $362,950,000. 

(3)  For  unspecified  minor  construction 
projects  under  section  2805  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code.  $27,400,000. 

(4)  For  architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices and  construction  design  under  section 
2807  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 
$188,000,000. 

(5)  For  military  family  housing  func- 
tions— 

(A)  for  construction  and  acquisition  of 
military  family  housing  and  facilities,  in- 
cluding minor  construction,  improvements 
to  existing  military  family  housing  units 
and  facilities,  relocation  of  military  family 
housing  units  under  section  2827  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  architectural  and 
engineering  services  and  construction 
design,  as  authorized  by  part  A. 
$165,655,000: 

(B)  for  support  of  military  family  housing 
(including  operating  expenses.  leasing  ex- 
penses, maintenance  of  real  property  ex- 
penses, payments  of  principal  and  interest 
on  mortgage  debts  incurred,  payments  of 
mortgage  insurance  premiums  authorized 
under  section  222  of  the  National  Housing 
Act  (12  U.S.C.  1715m>).  $1,117,188,000.  not 
more  than  $86,258,000  of  which  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  leasing  of  mili- 
tary family  housing  units  in  foreign  coun- 
tries. 


authorization  of  appropriations,  navy 
Sec.  252.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  beginning 
after  September  30,  1983,  for  military  con- 
struction, land  acquisition,  and  military 
family  housing  functions  of  the  Department 
of  the  Navy  in  the  total  amount  of 
$1,741,483,000  as  follows: 

(1)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  211 
that  are  to  he  carried  out  inside  the  United 
States.  $851,751,000. 

(2)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  211 
that  are  to  be  carried  out  outside  the  United 
States.  $96,705,000. 

(3)  For  unspecified  minor  construction 
projects  under  section  2805  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  $22,000,000. 

(4)  For  architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices and  construction  design  under  section 
2807  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 
$115,600,000. 

(5)  For  advances  to  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  for  construction  of  defense 
access  roads  under  section  210  of  title  23, 
United  Stales  Code.  $900,000. 

(6)  For  military  family  housing  func- 
tions— 

(A)  for  construction  and  acquisition  of 
military  family  housing  and  facilities,  in- 
cluding minor  construction,  improvements 
to  existing  military  family  housing  units 
and  facilities,  relocation  of  military  family 
housing  units  under  section  2827  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  architectural  and 
engineering  services  and  construction 
design,  as  authorized  by  part  B,  $74,961,000: 
and 

(B)  for  support  of  military  family  housing 
(including  operating  expenses,  leasing  ex- 
penses, maintenance  of  real  property  ex- 
penses, payments  of  principal  and  interest 
on  mortgage  debts  incurred,  payments  of 
mortgage  insurance  premiums  authorized 
under  section  222  of  the  National  Housing 
Act  (12  U.S.C.  1715m)).  $579,566,000.  of 
which  not  more  than  $149,000  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  leasing  of  mili- 
tary family  housing  units  in  the  United 
States,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico, 
and  Guam,  and  not  more  than  $18,063,000 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  leas- 
ing of  military  family  housing  units  in  for- 
eign countries. 

AUTHORIZATION  O.''  APPROPRIATIONS.  AIR  FORCE 

Sec.  253.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fi.scal  years  beginning 
after  September  30.  1983.  for  military  con- 
struction, land  acquisition,  and  military 
family  housing  functions  of  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  in  the  total  amount  of 
$2,428,908,000  as  follows: 

(1)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  221 
that  are  to  be  carried  out  inside  the  United 
States,  $841,234,000: 

(2)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  221 
that  are  to  be  carried  out  outside  the  United 
States,  $511,586,000: 

(3)  For  unspecified  minor  construction 
projects  under  section  2805  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  $19,000,000: 

(4)  For  architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices and  construction  design  under  section 
2807  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
$147,000,000: 

(5)  For  advances  to  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  for  construction  of  defense 
access  roads  under  section  210  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  $3,250,000: 

(6)  For  military  family  housing  func- 
tions— 

(A)  for  construction  and  acquisition  of 
military  family  housing  and  facilities,  in- 
cluding  minor  construction,   improvements 
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to  existing  military  family  housing  units 
and  facilities,  relocation  of  military  family 
housing  units  under  section  2827  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  architectural  and 
engineering  services  and  construction 
design,  as  authorized  by  part  C, 
$136,111,000;  and 

(B)  for  support  of  military  family  housing 
(including  operating  expenses,  leasing  ex- 
penses, maintenance  of  real  property  ex- 
penses, payments  of  principal  and  interest 
on  mortgage  debts  incurred,  payments  of 
mortgage  insurance  premiums  authorized 
under  section  222  of  the  National  Housing 
Act  (12  U.S.C.  1715m)).  $770,727,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $492,000  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  leasing  of  mili- 
tary family  housing  units  in  the  United 
States,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico, 
and  Guam,  and  not  more  than  $56,438,000 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  leas- 
ing of  military  family  housing  units  in  for- 
eign countries. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS,  DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

Sec.  254.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  beginning 
after  September  30,  1983,  for  military  con- 
struction, land  acquisition,  and  military 
family  housing  functions  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  (other  than  the  military  depart- 
ments), in  the  total  amount  of  $341,836,000 
as  follows: 

(1)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  231 
that  are  to  be  carried  out  inside  the  United 
States,  $143,070,000. 

(2)  For  projects  authorized  by  section  231 
that  are  to  be  carried  out  outside  the  United 
States,  $126,022,000. 

(3)  For  unspecified  minor  construction 
projecU  under  section  2805  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  $4,000,000. 

(4)  For  construction  projects  under  the 
contingency  construction  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  under  section  2804  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  $16,000,000. 

(5)  For  architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices and  construction  design  under  section 
2807  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
$33,000,000. 

(6)  For  military  family  housing  func- 
tions— 

(A)  for  construction  and  acquisition  of 
military  family  housing  and  facilities,  in- 
cluding minor  construction,  improvements 
to  existing  military  family  housing  units 
and  facilities,  relocation  of  military  family 
housing  units  under  section  2827  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  architectural  and 
engineering  services  and  construction 
design,  as  authorized  by  part  D,  $1,245,000: 
and 

(B)  for  support  of  military  family  housing 
(including  operating  expenses,  leasing  ex- 
penses, maintenance  of  real  property  ex- 
penses, payments  of  principal  and  interest 
on  mortgage  debts  incurred,  payments  of 
mortgage  insurance  premiums  authorized 
under  section  222  of  the  National  Housing 
Act  (12  U.S.C.  1715m)).  $18,499,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $15,231,000  may  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  for  the  leasing  of  mili- 
tary family  housing  units  in  foreign  coun- 
tries. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.  NATO 

Sec.  255.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  beginning 
after  September  30.  1983,  for  contributions 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  section 
2806  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  the 
share  of  the  United  States  of  the  cost  of 
construction  projects  for  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  Infrastructure  pro- 
gram as  authorized  by  part  E.  $150,000,000. 


PART  TOTAL  LIMITATION  ON  COST  VARIATIONS 

Sec.  256.  Notwithstanding  the  cost  vari- 
ations authorized  by  section  2853  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  and  any  other  cost  vari- 
ation authorized  by  law,  the  total  cost  of  all 
projects,  excluding  projects  contained  in 
sections  203.  212,  and  222,  carried  out  under 
each  of  parts  A.  B,  C.  and  D  may  not  exceed 
the  total  amount  authorized  under  sections 
251.  252,  253,  and  254,  respectively,  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  the  military  department  con- 
cerned or  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  as  the 
case  may  be. 

EXPIRATION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS:  EXTENSION 
OF  CERTAIN  PREVIOUS  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  257.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2),  all  authorizations  contained  in 
parts  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E  for  military  con- 
struction projects,  land  acquisition,  family 
housing  projects,  and  contributions  to 
NATO  Infrastructure,  and  all  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  therefor  contained 
in  sections  251  through  255,  expire  on  Octo- 
ber 1,  1985,  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Military  Construction  Authorization 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1986,  whichever  is  later. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  do  not 
apply  to  authorizations  for  military  con- 
struction projects,  land  acquisition,  family 
housing  projects,  and  contributions  to 
NATO  Infrastructure,  land  acquisition,  and 
authorizations  of  appropriations  for  such 
projects,  for  which  appropriated  funds  have 
been  obligated  before  October  1.  1985,  or 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Military 
Construction  Authorization  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1986,  whichever  is  later,  for  construc- 
tion contracts  or  land  acquisition. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 606  of  the  Military  Construction  Au- 
thorization Act.  1983  (Public  Law  97-321.  96 
Stat.  1549).  authorizations  for  the  following 
item  authorized  in  section  101  of  the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Authorization  Act.  1982 
(Public  Law  97-99,  95  Stat.  1359),  shall 
remain  in  effect  until  October  1,  1984,  or 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year 
1985,  whichever  is  later: 

Solid  Waste  Incinerator  construction  in 
the  amount  of  $4,100,000  at  Fort  Dix,  New- 
Jersey. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 606  of  the  Military  Construction  Au- 
thorization Act.  1983  (Public  Law  97-321.  96 
Stat.  1549).  authorization  for  the  following 
items  authorized  in  section  201  of  the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Authorization  Act.  1982 
(Public  Law  97-99.  95  Stat.  1359).  shall 
remain  in  effect  until  October  1,  1984,  or 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year 
1985,  whichever  is  later: 

(1)  Crane  and  Equipment  Maintenance 
Shop  in  the  amount  of  $13,600,000  at  the 
Charleston  Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston, 
South  Carolina. 

(2)  Steam  Plant  in  the  amount  of 
$150,000,000  at  the  Puget  Sound  Naval 
Shipyard.  Bremerton.  Washington. 

(3)  Aircraft  Parking  Apron  in  the  amount 
of  $3,200,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station. 
Oceana,  Virginia. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 606  of  the  Military  Construction  Au- 
thorization Act,  1983  (Public  Law  97-321,  96 
Stat.  1549).  authorization  for  the  following 
item  authorized  in  section  201  of  the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Authorization  Act.  1981 
(Public  Law  96-418.  94  Stat.  1749).  and  ex- 
tended in  section  606(d)  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Authorization  Act.  1983  (Public 
Law  97-321.  96  Stat.  1549),  shall  remain  in 
effect  until  October  1,  1984,  or  the  date  of 


enactment  of  the  Military  Construction  Au- 
thorization Act  for  fiscal  year  1985,  which- 
ever is  later: 

Nautilus  Memorial  in  the  amount  of 
$1,930,000  at  the  Naval  Submarine  Base, 
New  London,  Connecticut. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 606  of  the  Military  Construction  Au- 
thorization Act,  1983  (Public  Law  97-321,  96 
Stat.  1549),  authorization  for  the  following 
items  authorized  in  section  201  of  the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Authorization  Act.  1980 
(Public  Law  96-125.  93  Stat.  928).  and  ex- 
tended in  section  705(d)  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Authorization  Act  1982  (Public 
Law  97-99.  95  Stet.  1359),  shall  remain  in 
effect  until  October  1,  1984,  or  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Military  Construction  Au- 
thorization Act  for  fiscal  year  1985,  which- 
ever is  later: 

( 1 )  Industrial  Waste  Collection  and  Treat- 
ment construction  in  the  amount  of 
$6,500,000  at  the  Long  Beach  Naval  Ship- 
yard, Long  Beach.  California. 

(2)  Aircraft  Maintenance  Hangar  Addition 
in  the  amount  of  $1,500,000  at  the  Naval  Air 
Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  CERTAIN  AMOUNTS 
REQUIRED  TO  BE  SPECIFIED  BY  LAW 

Sec.  258.  For  projects  or  contracts  initiat- 
ed during  the  period  beginning  on  Octol>er 
1.  1983,  and  ending  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Military  Construction  Authori- 
zation Act  for  fiscal  year  1985  or  October  1, 
1984,  whichever  is  later,  the  following 
amounts  apply: 

( 1 )  The  maximum  amount  for  an  unspeci- 
fied minor  military  construction  project 
under  section  2805  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  $1,000,000. 

(2)  The  amount  of  a  contract  for  architec- 
tural and  engineering  services  or  construc- 
tion design  that  makes  such  a  contract  sub- 
ject to  the  reporting  requirement  under  sec- 
tion 2807  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
$300,000. 

(3)  The  maximum  amount  per  unit  for  an 
improvement  project  for  family  housing 
units  under  section  2825  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  $30,000. 

(4)  The  maximum  annual  rental  for  a 
family  housing  unit  leased  in  the  United 
States.  Puerto  Rico,  or  Guam  under  section 
2828(b)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
$6,000. 

(5)(A)  The  maximum  annual  rental  for  a 
family  housing  unit  leased  in  a  foreign 
country  under  section  2828(c)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  $16,800. 

(B)  The  maximum  number  of  family  hous- 
ing units  that  may  be  leased  at  any  one  time 
in  foreign  countries  under  section  2828(c)  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  29.000. 

(6)  The  maximum  rental  per  year  for 
family  housing  facilities,  or  for  real  proper- 
ty related  to  family  housing  facilities,  leased 
in  a  foreign  country  under  section  2828(f)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  $250,000. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE  FOR  PROJECT  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  259.  Parts  A.  B.  C.  D.  and  E  of  this 
title  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 
Part  G— Guard  and  Reserve  Forces 
Facilities 

authorization  for  facilities 
Sec.  261.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  fiscal  years  beginning  after 
September  30.  1983.  for  the  costs  of  acquisi- 
tion, architectural  and  engineering  services, 
and  construction  of  facilities  for  the  Guard 
and  Reserve  Forces,  and  for  contributions 
therefor,  under  chapter  133  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code  (including  the  cost  of 
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acquisition  of  land  for  those  facilities)  the 
following  amounts: 

(1)  For  the  Department  of  the  Army— 

(A)  for  the  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States.  $59,300,000:  and 

(B)  for  the  Army  Reserve.  $54,700,000. 

(2)  For  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  for 
the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves. 
$26,810,000. 

(3)  For  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force— 

(A)  for  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States.  $78,900,000;  and 

(B)  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve.  $41,200,000. 

Part  H— General  Phovisions 
architectural  and  engineering  services 

and  construction  design 
Sbc.  271.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  2807  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code  is  amended— 

(1)  by  deleting  "such  purposes"  the  first 
time  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"military  construction  and  military  family 
housing":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  ".  family  housing  projects, 
and  projects  undertaken  in  connection  with 
the  authority  provided  under  section  2854 
of  this  title,"  in  the  first  sentence  after 
"projects". 

SMALL  BUSINESS  SET-ASIDE  FOR  ARCHITECTURAL 
AND  ENGINEERING  SERVICES  AND  CONSTRUC- 
TION DESIGN 

Sec.  272.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  conduct  a  comprehensive  review  of 
current  policies  and  practices  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  with  regard  to  the  award 
of  contracts  for  architectural  and  engineer- 
ing services  and  construction  design  for  mili- 
tary construction  projects.  The  Secretary 
shall  conduct  such  review  with  a  view  to  de- 
termining whether  current  policies  and 
practices  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
result  in  a  reasonable  distribution  of  con- 
tracts to  firms  of  all  sizes  throughout  the 
architect-engineer  community. 

(b)  Upon  the  completion  of  such  review, 
the  Secretary  shall  modify  current  policies 
and  practices,  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
insure- 

(1)  that  small  business  concerns  (as  de- 
fined in  section  3  of  the  Small  Business  Act ) 
are  assured  of  a  reasonable  share  of  such 
design  contracts,  and 

<2>  that  large  architect-engineer  firms  are 
not  precluded  from  competing  for  such 
design  contracts  when  the  estimated 
amount  of  such  contracts  is  greater  than  a 
reasonable  threshhold  amount  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  a  written 
report  on  the  results  of  the  review  required 
by  subsection  (a)  and  on  the  changes  made 
to  current  policies  and  practices  required  by 
subsection  (b)  to  the  appropriate  commit- 
tees of  the  Congress  not  later  than  March  1. 
1984. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section: 

<1)  The  term  "reasonable  share"  means 
an  appropriate  percentage  share  of  all  con- 
tracts referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  after 
consultation  with  the  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration and  representatives  of  the  ar- 
chitect-engineer community. 

(2)  The  term  "reasonable  threshold" 
means  an  appropriate  estimated  contract 
dollar  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  after  consultation  with  the 
Small  Business  Administration  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  architect-engineer  commu- 
nity. 

REQUIREMENT  WITH  RESPECT  TO  FAMILY 
HOUSING  CONSTRUCTED  IN  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

Sec  273.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  require  the  use  of  manufactured  or 


factory  built  housing  for  all  military  family 
housing  constructed  in  any  foreign  country 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
(b)  Sut)section  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  the 
two  housing  units  authorized  by  this  Act  to 
be  constructed  by  the  Army  at  Vicenza, 
Italy. 

FEDERAL  CONTRIBUTION  FOR  MOVING  LANDFILL 
NEAR  LANGLEY  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

Sec  274.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  may  contribute,  as  the  fair  share  of 
the  United  States,  a  sum  equal  to  not  more 
than  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  moving  the 
existing  landfill  adjacent  to  Langley  Air 
Force  Base.  Langley,  Virginia,  to  a  new  loca- 
tion, but  may  not  contribute  more  than 
$3,750,000.  The  Secretary  may  not  make 
any  contribution  under  thi.s  section  unless 
the  new  location  of  the  landfill  meets  the 
minimum  standards  for  the  location  of  land- 
fills on  or  near  airport  facilities  prescribed 
by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  in 
Order  Number  5200.5  (Guidance  Concerning 
Sanitary  Landfills  on  or  Near  Airports). 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  obtain  such  assur- 
ances as  he  determines  necessary  (including 
the  execution  of  covenants  and  easements) 
to  ensure  that  the  present  landfill  location, 
adjacent  to  Langley  Air  Force  Base,  will  be 
used  in  the  future  only  in  a  manner  compat- 
ible with  the  Air  Installation  Compatible 
Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  for  Langley  Air  Force 
Base. 

IMPACT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  AREAS  AFFECTED  BY 
THE  DEPLOYMENT  OF  THE  MX  MISSILE 

Sec.  275.  Section  802  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Authorization  Act.  1981  (10  U.S.C. 
139  note),  is  amended— 

( 1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  inserting  "MX  Missile  System  sites, 
communities  located  near"  before  "the  East 
Coast  Trident  Base"  the  first  time  it  ap- 
pears: and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "East  Coast  Trident 
Base"  the  second  time  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "MX  Missile  System  or 
the  East  Coast  Trident  Base,  as  the  case 
may  be.": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "East  Coast  Trident 
Base"  in  paragraph  (IMC)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "MX  Missile  System  site  or  the 
East  Coast  Trident  Base,  as  the  case  may 
be":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "East  Coast  Trident 
Base"  in  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "MX  Missile  System  sites  or  the 
East  Coast  Trident  Base,  as  the  case  may 
be":  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (d).  by  inserting  "MX 
Missile  System  deployment  program  and 
the"  before  "East  Coast  Trident  Base". 

LAND  CONVEYANCE,  VENTURA  COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 

Sec  276.  (a)  Subject  to  subsection  (b).  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  "Secretary")  shall 
convey  to  the  Oxnard  Harbor  District,  a 
special  district  of  the  State  of  California,  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  a  tract  of  land,  together  with  the 
improvements  on  such  land,  located  in  the 
City  of  Port  Hueneme  in  the  County  of  Ven- 
tura. California,  consisting  of  the  United 
States  Navy  Wharf  Number  2  and  approxi- 
mately 18.546  acres  and  more  particularly 
described  in  the  Official  Records  on  file  in 
the  Office  of  the  County  Recorder  of  the 
County  of  Ventura.  California,  in  Book  665, 
page  349. 

(b)  In  consideration  for  the  conveyance 
under  subsection  (a),  the  Oxnard  Harbor 
District  shall  pay  to  the  United  States  an 


amount  equal  to  the  appraised  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  to  be  conveyed  (as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary). 

(c)  The  exact  acreage  and  legal  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  to  be  conveyed  under 
this  section  shall  be  determined  by  surveys 
that  are  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary.  The 
cost  of  any  such  survey  shall  be  borne  by 
the  Oxnard  Harbor  District. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  such  addi- 
tional terms  and  conditions  with  respect  to 
the  conveyance  under  this  section  as  the 
Secretary  considers  appropriate  to  protect 
the  interests  of  the  United  States. 

(e)  In  the  event  of  a  war  or  a  national 
emergency  declared  by  the  Congress  or  a 
national  emergency  declared  by  the  Presi- 
dent after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  and  upon  a  determination  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  that  the  properly  conveyed 
under  subsection  (a)  is  necessary  or  would 
be  useful  for  military  or  other  national  de- 
fense purposes,  the  United  States  shall  have 
the  right,  upon  payment  to  the  Oxnard 
Harbor  District  of  just  compensation,  to  re- 
enter upon  the  property  and  use  the  proper- 
ty or  any  part  of  it,  including  any  and  all 
improvements  made  thereon,  for  the  dura- 
tion of  the  war  or  emergency  plus  six 
months. 

SALE  AND  REPLACEMENT  OF  REAL  PROPERTY 

Sec    277.    (a)    Chapter    169    of    title    10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  of  Subchapter  I  the  following 
new  section: 
"§  2H09.  Sale  and  replacement  of  real  property 

"(a)  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to 
permit  the  sale  of  real  property  under  the 
control  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
to  provide  for  the  effective  and  efficient  re- 
placement of  Defense  functions  displaced 
thereby.  To  facilitate  this  purpose,  there  is 
hereby  established  on  the  books  of  the  De- 
partment of  the  Treasury  the  Department 
of  Defense  Facilities  Replacement  Manage- 
ment Account  (hereinafter  in  this  section 
referred  to  as  the  management  account'), 
which  shall  be  administered  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Defense  as  a  single  account. 

"(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  subject 
to  subsections  (c)  through  (g).  may  propose 
to  the  Congress  transactions  consisting  of 
(A)  the  sale  of  any  real  property  under  the 
control  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  ex- 
cluding public  domain  lands,  property  which 
can  be  considered  excess  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis- 
trative Services  Act  of  1949.  and  property 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
in  accordance  with  section  203(k)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv- 
ices Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  484(k)(2))  to  be 
suitable  for  use  as  a  public  park  or  recrea- 
tion area,  and  (B)  such  land  acquisition, 
construction  of  replacement  facilities,  and 
relocations  as  may  be  required  to  insure  ef- 
ficient and  effective  continuity  of  defense 
functions. 

"(2)  All  transactions  proposed  under  this 
authority  shall  be  authorized  under  a  sepa- 
rate title  of  the  annual  military  construc- 
tion Act. 

"(3)  The  authority  to  sell  real  property 
conferred  by  this  section  shall  be  in  addition 
to  any  authority  conferred  by  any  other 
law.  including  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad- 
ministrative Services  Act  of  1949. 

"(c)  All  transactions  proposed  pursuant  to 
subsection  (B)— 

"(1)  shall  consist  of  a  description  of  the 
property  to  be  sold,  its  specific  location,  and 
estimate  of  its  fair  market  value,  an  expla- 
nation  of   the   need   for  any   replacement 


property  or  facilities,  an  estimate  of  replace- 
ment or  relocation  costs,  a  schedule  of  ex- 
pected payments,  and  a  schedule  of  the  an- 
ticipated proceeds  to  l)€  realized  from  the 
sale: 

"(2)  shall  be  accomplished  using  competi- 
tive bid  procedures  or  qualified  contract 
realty  brokers  to  the  extent  feasible: 

"(3)  shall  not  be  entered  into  unless  the 
property  to  be  conveyed  will  be  sold  for  at 
least  the  equivalent  of  its  fair  market  value: 
"(4)  shall  not  be  entered  into  unless  the 
estimated  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  such 
property  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  costs 
set  forth  in  subsection  (e): 

"(5)  shall  not  be  entered  into  unless  the 
activities  intended  to  be  performed  in  the 
replacement  facilities  are  substantially  simi- 
lar in  character  or  nature  to  those  per- 
formed in  the  property  to  be  sold:  and 

"(6)  shall  not  be  proposed  to  the  Congress 
until  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  first  no- 
tified the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  writ- 
ing of  the  proposed  sale  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  has  determined  whether  the 
property  proposed  to  be  sold  is  suitable  for 
use  as  a  public  park  or  recreation  area.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  notify  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  in  writing  of  his  deter- 
mination not  later  than  60  days  after  his  re- 
ceipt of  the  notification  made  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  .Oefense. 

•(d)  The  sale  of  any  real  property  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  shall  be  conducted  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services.  The  Ad- 
ministrator may  sell  such  property  upon 
such  credit  terms  and  financial  conditions 
as  he  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
agree  upon.  The  Administrator  shall  exe- 
cute such  documents  for  the  transfer  of  title 
and  take  such  other  acvions  as  he  deems 
necessary  and  proper  to  dispose  of  such 
property  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion. The  Administrator  shall  receive  reim- 
bursement for  expenses  incurred  in  making 
such  sales  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(e)(1). 

"(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may.  to  the 
extent  provided  for  in  appropriations  Acts, 
obligate  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  from  any 
sale  made  under  the  authority  of  subsection 
(b)  (including  bonded  proceeds  contracted 
for  in  any  sales  agreement )  to  pay— 
"(1)  all  expenses  incident  to  such  sale: 
"(2)  the  reasonable  and  necessary  costs  of 
land  acquisition  and  the  construction  of  re- 
placement facilities  incident  to  such  sale; 
and 

"(3)  the  reasonable  relocation  expenses 
made  necessary  by  the  sale. 

"(f)(1)  Ninety-five  percent  of  the  proceeds 
remaining  from  any  sale  made  under  the  au- 
thority of  subsection  (b),  after  subtracting 
the  applicable  costs  described  in  subsection 
(e),  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury. 

"(2)  Five  percent  of  the  proceeds  remain- 
ing from  any  sale  made  under  the  authority 
of  subsection  (b).  after  subtracting  applica- 
ble costs  described  in  subsection  (e),  shall  be 
credited  to  the  management  account,  which 
may  be  used  for— 

"(A)  advances,  where  necessary  to  meet 
expenses  of  authorized  transactions  prior  to 
the  receipt  of  proceeds,  and 

"(B)  advanced  planning,  design,  and  other 
expenses  related  to  future  proposed  transac- 
tions. 

"(3)  Any  unobligated  moneys  in  the  man- 
agement account  at  the  end  of  a  fiscal  year 
in  excess  of  $50,000,000  or  in  excess  of  any 
lesser  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose 
of  this  section,  shall  be  covered  into  the 
Treasury. 


"(g)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  General  Services  are  author- 
ized to  issue  regulations  as  appropriate  to 
implement  this  section.". 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  Defense  Facilities  Management 
Account,  for  purposes  of  initial  capitaliza- 
tion, such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  not 
to  exceed  $50,000,000. 

(c)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  subchapter  I  of  chapter  169  of  such  title 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  item: 

"2809.  Sale  and  replacement  of  real  proper- 
ty.". 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  this 
or  any  other  Act.  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  not  take  any  action  to  initiate  the  sale, 
lease,  rental,  excessing  or  disposal  of  any 
portion  of  land  identified  on  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act  as  Fort  DeRussy  in  the 
State  of  Hawaii. 

AUTHORITY  FOR  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY 
TO  ACQUIRE  LAND  FROM  THE  CITY  OF  LOS  AN- 
GELES. CAIIFORNIA 

SEC  278.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
acquire  approximately  55  acres  of  land  from 
the  City  of  Los  Angeles  at  a  cost  not  to 
exceed  $750,000. 

PROHIBITION  ON  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  ADDI- 
TIONAL LANDS  AT  BRUNSWICK  NAVAL  AIR  STA- 
TION 

Sec  279.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
not  initiate  any  action  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  or  complete  any 
action  commenced  before  such  date,  to  ac- 
quire any  land  adjacent  to  or  in  the  vicinity 
of  Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station.  Brunswick. 
Maine,  in  connection  with  the  Air  Installa- 
tion Compatible  Use  zone  program  for  such 
air  station  without  the  consent  of  the 
owners  of  the  property  to  be  acquired. 

LAND  CONVEYANCE.  ALABAMA  SPACE  SCIENCE 
EXHIBIT  COMMISSION 

Sec  280.  (a)  Subject  to  subsection  (b).  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  "Secretary")  is  au- 
thorized to  convey,  without  monetary  con- 
sideration, to  the  Alabama  Space  Science 
Exhibit  Commission  (hereinafter  in  this  sec- 
tion referred  to  as  the  "Commission"),  an 
agency  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
and  to  two  tracts  of  land,  consisting  of  61 
acres  (more  or  less),  located  on  the  north- 
western boundary  of  Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala- 
bama. 

(b)(1)  The  conveyance  authorized  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  subject  to  the  condi- 
tion that  the  real  property  conveyed  shall 
be  used  by  the  Commission  (A)  to  display 
suitable  public  exhibits  of  United  States 
weaponry  and  allied  subjects,  public  exhib- 
its of  the  activities  of  the  National  Aeronau- 
tics and  Space  Administration,  and  space- 
oriented  public  exhibits  of  other  depart- 
ments, agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of 
the  United  States  Government,  (B)  to  carry 
out  educational  and  recreational  activities 
related  to  the  purposes  described  in  clause 
(A),  or  (C)  for  purposes  described  in  both 
clauses  (A)  and  (B).  The  use  of  a  portion  of 
such  real  property  for  construction  of  a  pro- 
posed interstate  highway,  and  such  access 
roads  as  necessary,  and  any  use  of  such  real 
property  in  accordance  with  existing  ease- 
ments and  rights-of-way  shall  not  be  consid- 
ered a  use  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
purposes  described  in  clause  (A)  or  (B). 

(2)  If  the  property  conveyed  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  is  not  used  for  one  or  more  of 


the  purposes  described  in  paragraph  (1),  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  such  prop- 
erty shall  revert  to  the  United  SUtes  which 
shall  have  the  right  of  immediate  entry 
thereon. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  reserve  to  the 
United  States  a  drainage  and  utility  ease- 
ment for  use  in  connection  with  Redstone 
Arsenal. 

(c)  The  exact  acreage  and  legal  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  to  be  conveyed  under 
subsection  (a)  and  of  the  easement  to  be  re- 
served under  subsection  (b)(3)  shall  t)e  de- 
termined by  surveys  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army.  The  cost  of  any  such 
survey  shall  be  borne  by  the  Commission. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  such  addi- 
tional terms  and  conditions  in  connection 
with  the  conveyance  authorized  by  this  sec- 
tion as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States. 

LAND  EXCHANGE.  FORT  LAUDERDALE,  FLORIDA 

Sec  281.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
(hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  "Secretary")  is  authorized  to  convey  to 
Broward  County.  Florida  (hereinafter  in 
this  section  referred  to  as  the  "County"),  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  approximately  6.3  acres  of  unim- 
proved land  comprising  portions  of  the 
Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  Detach- 
ment. Port  Lauderdale.  Florida. 

(b)  In  consideration  for  the  conveyance 
authorized  by  subsection  (a),  the  County 
shall  convey  to  the  United  States  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  and  to  approximately 
4.805  acres  of  unimproved  land  adjacent  to 
the  Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  Detach- 
ment. 

(c)  The  County  shall  pay  to  the  United 
States  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount,  if 
any.  by  which  the  fair  market  value  (as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary)  of  the  lands  to 
be  conveyed  by  the  United  States  to  the 
County  under  subsection  (a)  exceeds  the 
fair  market  value  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary) of  the  lands  to  be  conveyed  by  the 
County  under  subsection  (b). 

(dnl)  The  exact  acreages  and  legal  de- 
scriptions of  all  lands  to  be  acquired  or  con- 
veyed under  this  section  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  surveys  that  are  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary.  The  cost  of  any  such  surveys 
shall  be  borne  by  the  County. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  require  such  addi- 
tional terms  and  conditions  with  respect  to 
the  acquisition  and  conveyance  authorized 
by  this  section  as  the  Secretary  considers 
appropriate  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
United  States. 

TITLE  III-DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
MATTERS 


Part  A— National  Security-  Programs. 

Fiscal  Year  1983 

operating  expenses 

Sec.  301.  Funds  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Department  of  Energy  for 
fiscal  year  1983  for  operating  expenses  in- 
curred in  carrying  out  national  security  pro- 
grams (including  scientific  research  and  de- 
velopment in  support  of  the  Armed  Forces, 
strategic  and  critical  materials  necessary  for 
the  common  defense,  and  military  applica- 
tions of  nuclear  energy  and  related  manage- 
ment and  support  activities)  as  follows: 

(1)  For  naval  reactors  development  pro- 
gram. $331,760,000  including  $9,660,000  for 
program  management. 

(2)  For  weapons  activities.  $2,765,491,000 
to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  research  and  development, 
$644,600,000. 
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(B)  For  weapons  testing.  $420,400,000. 

(C)  For  the  defense  inertial  confinement 
fusion  program.  $140,000,000.  of  which— 

(i)  $75,100,000  shall  be  used  for  glass  laser 
experiments; 

(ii)  $41,800,000  shall  be  used  for  gas  laser 
experiments; 

(iii)  $20,000,000  shall  be  used  for  pulsed 
power  experiments;  and 

(iv)  $3,100,000  shall  be  used  for  supporting 
research  and  experiments,  except  that  none 
of  such  funds  may  be  used  for  the  research, 
development,  or  demonstration  of  the  use  of 
heavy  ion  devices  as  drivers  for  defense  iner- 
tial confinement  fusion  experiments  and  de- 
fense inertial  confinement  fusion  systems. 

(D)  For  production  and  surveillance. 
$1,507,200,000. 

(E)  For  weapons  program  management. 
$53,291,000. 

(3)  For  verification  and  control  technolo- 
gy. $52,400,000  including  $1,800,000  for  pro- 
gram management. 

(4)  For  defense  nuclear- materials  produc- 
tion. $969,100,000.  to  bt  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  uranium  enriching.  $109,000,000. 

(B)  For  production  reactor  operations. 
$345,460,000. 

(C)  For  processing  of  defense  nuclear  ma- 
terials. $210,600,000. 

(D)  For  special  isotope  separation  re- 
search. $63,000,000. 

(E)  For  supporting  services.  $227,040,000. 

(F)  For  program  management. 
$14,000,000. 

(5)  For  defense  nuclear  waste. 
$288,929,000.  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  interim  waste  management 
$190,313,000. 

(B)  For  long  term  waste  management 
technology.  $53,861,000. 

(C)  For  terminal  waste  storage, 
$14,000,000. 

(D)  For  byproducts  beneficial  uses. 
$10,000,000. 

<E)  For  decontamination  and  decommis- 
sioning. $12,655,000. 

(F)  For  transportation  research  and  devel- 
opment, $6,100,000. 

(G)  For  program  management,  $2,000,000. 

(6)  For  nuclear  materials  security  and 
safeguards  development  program  (defense 
programs),  $43,160,000.  including  $5,850,000 
for  program  management. 

(7)  For  security  investigations. 
$28,500,000. 

PLANT  AND  CAPITAL  EQUIPMENT 

Sec.  302.  Funds  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Department  of  Energy  for 
fiscal  year  1983  for  plant  and  capital  equip- 
ment (including  planning,  construction,  ac- 
quisition, and  modification  of  facilities,  land 
acquisition  related  thereto,  and  acquisition 
and  fabrication  of  capital  equipment  not  re- 
lated to  construction)  necessary  for  national 
security  programs  as  follows— 

( 1 )  For  naval  reactors  development: 
Project  83-N-lOl.  general  plant  projects. 

various  locations,  $1,500,000. 

Project  83-N-102.  additions  to  the  radioac- 
tive materials  laboratory.  Knolls  Atomic 
Power  Laboratory.  Schenectady.  New  York, 
$1,500,000. 

Project  82-N-lll.  Materials  Facility,  Sa- 
vannah River.  South  Carolina.  $40,000,000, 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$55,000,000. 

(2)  For  weapons  activities: 

Project  83-D-lOl.  general  plant  projects, 
various  locations.  $15,800,000. 

Project  83-D-122.  Los  Alamos  Airport  im- 
provement. Los  Alamos  National  Laborato- 
ry. New  Mexico.  $3,100,000. 


Project  83-D-123,  general  plant  projects, 
various  locations,  $16,300,000. 

Project  83-D- 124.  standard  missile-2  (SM- 
2)  warhead  production  facilities,  various  lo- 
cations, $2,000,000. 

Project  83-D-200.  plant  capacity  expan- 
sion. Pinellas  Plant.  St.  Petersburg.  Florida. 
$18,300,000. 

Project  82-D- 106,  weapons  assembly  facili- 
ties. Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo.  Texas. 
$16,500,000  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $40,000,000. 

Project  82-D-107,  utilities  and  equipment 
restoration,  replacement,  and  upgrade. 
Phase  III,  various  locations.  $132,900,000, 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$220,400,000. 

Project  82-D-108.  nuclear  weapons  stCMik- 
pile  improvement.  various  locations, 
$27,800,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $42,800,000. 

Project  82-D- 109.  155-millimeter  artillery- 
fired  atomic  projectile  (AFAP)  production 
facilities,  various  locations.  $30,000,000,  for 
a  total  project  authorization  of  $65,000,000. 

Project  82-D- 110,  exhaust  plenum  modifi- 
cations. Rocky  Plats  Plant,  Colorado. 
$500,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$12,500,000. 

Project  82-D- HI.  interactive  graphics 
system,  various  locations.  $6,000,000.  for  a 
total  project  authorization  of  $15,000,000. 

Project  82-D-144.  simulation  technology 
laboratory.  Sandia  National  Laboratories, 
New  Mexico,  $3,000,000,  for  a  total  project 
authorization  of  $4,200,000. 

Project  82-D-146.  weapons  production  and 
production  support  facilities,  various  loca- 
tions. $40,000,000.  for  a  total  project  author- 
ization of  $48,000,000. 

Project  82-D- 150.  weapons  material  re- 
search and  development  facility.  Lawrence 
Livermore  National  Laboratory,  California, 
$5,000,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $7,500,000. 

Project  82-D- 152.  new  detonator  facility. 
Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory.  New 
Mexico,  $9,100,000,  for  a  total  project  au- 
thorization of  $17,100,000. 

Project  82-D-153,  tritium  facility,  Los 
Alamos  National  Laboratory,  New  Mexico, 
$2,600,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $7,600,000. 

Project  81-D-115.  MX  warhead  produc- 
tion facilities,  various  locations,  $34,100,000, 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$74,100,000. 

Project  81-D-133.  earthquake  damage  res- 
toration, Lawrence  Livermore  National  Lab- 
oratory, Livermore,  California.  $1,500,000. 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$5,500,000. 

Project  81-D-134.  earthquake  damage  res- 
toration. Sandia  National  Laboratories, 
Uvermore,  California,  $1,700,000.  for  a  total 
project  authorization  of  $3,700,000. 

Project  79-7-c,  proton  storage  ring,  Los 
Alamos  National  Laboratory,  Los  Alamos, 
New  Mexico,  $2,800,000,  for  a  total  project 
authorization  of  $21,800,000. 

Project  78-17-d,  steam  plant  improve- 
menU,  Y-12  Plant,  Oak  Ridge.  Tennessee. 
$1,500,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $27,000,000. 

(3)  For  materials  production: 

Project  83-D-135.  general  plant  projects, 
various  locations.  $26,000,000. 

Project  83-D- 136,  plant  engineering  and 
design,  various  locations,  $2,000,000. 

Project  83-D- 138.  PUREX  canyon  and  dis- 
solver  filter  systems  improvements.  Rich- 
land. Washington.  $4,250,000. 

Project  83-D- 142.  fuel  dissolver  off-gas 
transfer  and  treatment  system.  Idaho  Fuels 


Processing  Facility.  Idaho  National  Engi- 
neering Laboratory.  Idaho.  $3,500,000. 

Project  83-D- 146,  water  pollution  control. 
Feed  Materials  Production  Facility.  Fer- 
nald.  Ohio.  $1,400,000. 

Project  83-D-147.  pollution  discharge 
elimination.  Savannah  River.  South  Caroli- 
na. $1,000,000. 

Project  83-D- 148.  nonradioactive  hazard- 
ous waste  management.  Savannah  River. 
South  Carolina.  $1,000,000. 

I*roject  83-D-180,  facility  storage  modifi- 
cations, various  locations,  $9,300,000. 

Project  82-D-124,  restoration  of  produc- 
tion capabilities.  Phases  II  and  III.  various 
locations,  $8,700,000,  for  a  total  project  au- 
thorization of  $134,700,000. 

Project  82-D- 126.  reactor  safety  and  reli- 
ability, various  locations,  $2,000,000.  for  a 
total  project  authorization  of  $44,900,000. 

Project  82-D- 136,  fuel  processing  facilities 
upgrade,  Idaho  Fuels  Processing  Facility, 
Idaho  National  Engineering  Laboratory. 
Idaho.  $6,000,000.  for  a  total  project  author- 
ization of  $46,000,000. 

Project  82-D- 201.  special  plutonium  recov- 
ery facilities.  P-chemical  separations  area, 
Savannah  River,  South  Carolina,  $9,000,000, 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$11,000,000. 

Project  81-D-142,  steam  transfer  header. 
Savannah  River,  South  Carolina.  $3,000,000, 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$11,000,000. 

Project  81-D-143.  L-reactor  upgrade.  Sa- 
vannah River.  South  Carolina.  $19,000,000. 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$134,000,000. 

(4)  For  defense  nuclear  waste: 

Project  83-D- 156.  general  plant  projects, 
interim  waste  operations,  various  locations. 
$19,145,000. 

Project  83-D-157.  additional  radioactive 
waste  storage  facilities.  Richland.  Washing- 
ton. $19,000,000. 

Project  83-D- 159.  general  plant  projects, 
long-term  waste  management  technology. 
Savannah  River.  South  Carolina.  $500,000. 

Project  82-BU-l.  byproducts  beneficial 
uses  demonstration  plants,  various  loca- 
tions. $10,000,000. 

Project  81-T-104.  radioactive  waste  facili- 
ties improvements,  Oak  Ridge  National  Lab- 
oratory. Tennessee.  $1,000,000.  for  a  total 
project  authorization  of  $21,000,000. 

Project  81-T-105,  defense  waste  process- 
ing facility.  Savannah  River.  South  Caroli- 
na. $40,000,000.  for  a  total  project  authori- 
zation of  $70,000,000. 

Project  77-13-f,  waste  isolation  pilot 
plant,  Delaware  Basin,  Southeast,  New 
Mexico.  $76,200,000.  for  a  total  project  au- 
thorization of  $233,800,000. 

(5)  For  nuclear  materials  security  and 
safeguards  development: 

Project  83-D- 175.  general  plant  project. 
New  Brunswick  Laboratory.  $500,000. 

(6)  For  capital  equipment  not  related  to 
construction— 

(A)  for  naval  reactors  development. 
$11,000,000; 

(B)  for  weapons  activities.  $196,000,000; 

(C)  for  verification  and  control  technolo- 
gy. $1,500,000; 

(D)  for  materials  production.  $107,700,000; 

(E)  for  defense  nuclear  waste,  $31,646,000; 
and 

(F)  for  nuclear  materials  security  and 
safeguards  development,  $3,700,000. 

AtTTHORITY  TO  USE  FUNDS  POR  PROJECT 
82-D-109 

Sec.  303.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  the  Secretary  of  Energy  may  ob- 


ligate and  expend  funds  to  carry  out  Project 
82-D- 109  if  the  President  approves  the  use 
of  funds  for  such  project  and  certifies  to  the 
Congress  in  writing  that  such  project  is  es- 
sential to  the  national  security. 

Part  B— National  Security  Programs. 
Fiscal  Year  1984 

operating  expenses 
Sec  311.  Funds  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Department  of  Energy  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  operating  expenses  in- 
curred in  carrying  out  national  security  pro- 
grams (including  scientific  research  and  de- 
velopment in  support  of  the  Armed  Forces, 
strategic  and  critical  materials  necessary  for 
the  common  defense,  and  military  applica- 
tions of  nuclear  energy  and  related  manage- 
ment and  support  activities)  as  follows: 

(1)  For     naval     reactors     development. 
$370,000,000. 

(2)  For  weapons  activities.  $3,133,125,000. 

(3)  For  verification  and  control  technolo- 
gy. $65,300,000. 

(4)  For  materials  production. 
$1,182,200,000. 

(5)  For    defense   waste    and    byproducts 
management.  $318,900,000. 

(6)  For  nuclear  safeguards  and  security, 
$48,000,000. 

(7)  For         security         investigations. 
$29,500,000. 

plant  and  capital  equipment 
Sec.  312.  Funds  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Department  of  Energy  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  plant  and  capital  equip- 
ment (including  planning,  construction,  ac- 
quisition, and  modification  of  facilities,  land 
acquisition  related  thereto,  and  acquisition 
and  fabrication  of  capital  equipment  not  re- 
lated to  construction)  necessary  for  national 
security  programs  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  naval  reactors  development: 
Project  84-N-lOl,  general  plant  projects, 

various  locations,  $2,500,000. 

Project  83-N-102,  addition  to  the  radioac- 
tive materials  laboratory.  Knolls  Atomic 
Power  Laboratory,  Schenectady,  New  York. 
$6,500,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $8,000,000. 

Project  82-N-lll.  materials  facility.  Sa- 
vannah River,  South  Carolina,  $70,000,000. 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$125,000,000. 

Project  81-T-112.  modifications  and  addi- 
tions to  prototype  facilities,  various  loca- 
tions. $1,000,000,  for  a  total  authorization  of 
$104,000,000. 

(2)  For  weapons  activities: 
Project  84-D-lOl,  general  plant  projects, 

various  locations,  $27,100,000. 

Project  84-D-lll,  general  plant  projects, 
various  locations.  $25,000,000. 

Project  84-D-103,  hardened  central  guard 
force  facility,  Los  Alamos  National  Labora- 
tory, Los  Alamos,  New  Mexico,  $600,000. 

Project  84-D-104,  nuclear  materials  stor- 
age facility,  Los  Alamos  National  Laborato- 
ry. Los  Alamos.  New  Mexico.  $700,000. 

Project  84-D-107,  nuclear  testing  facilities 
revitalization,  various  locations,  $38,500,000. 

Project  84-D-112,  TRIDENT  II  warhead 
production  facilities,  various  locations. 
$19,300,000. 

Project  84-D-114,  consolidated  manufac- 
turing facility.  Rocky  Flats  Plant.  Golden, 
Colorado.  $24,100,000. 

Project  84-D-115,  electrical  system  expan- 
sion. Pantex  Plant,  Amarillo.  Texas. 
$1.500.000.. 

Project  84-D-117.  inert  assembly  and  test 
facility.  Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo.  Texas. 
$1,500,000. 


Project  84-D-118.  high-explosive  subas- 
sembly facility.  Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo. 
Texas.  $7,000,000. 

Project  84-D-119.  railroad  track  replace- 
ment and  upgrade.  Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo. 
Texas.  $800,000. 

Project  84-D-120.  explosive  component 
test  facility.  Mound  Facility.  Miamisburg. 
Ohio.  $3,100,000. 

Project  84-D-121.  safeguards  and  site  se- 
curity upgrading,  Rocky  Flats  Plant, 
Golden.  Colorado.  $10,000,000. 

Project  82-D-107.  utilities  and  equipment 
restoration,  replacement,  and  upgrade. 
Phase  III.  various  locations.  $209,200,000. 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$429,600,000. 

Project  82-D-108,  nuclear  weapons  stock- 
pile improvement,  various  locations, 
$4,000,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $46,800,000. 

Project  82-D-lll.  interactive  graphics  sys- 
tems, various  locations,  $10,600,000.  for  a 
total  project  authorization  of  $19,600,000. 

Project  82-D-144.  simulation  technology 
laboratory.  Sandia  National  Laboratories, 
Albuquerque.  New  Mexico.  $8,000,000,  for  a 
total  project  authorization  of  $12,200,000. 

Project  82-D-146.  weapons  production  and 
production  support  facilities,  various  loca- 
tions, $14,200,000,  for  a  total  project  author- 
ization of  $62,200,000. 

Project  82-D- 150.  weapons  materials  re- 
search and  development  facility.  Lawrence 
Livermore  National  Laboratory.  Livermore. 
California,  $2,900,000.  for  a  total  project  au- 
thorization of  $10,400,000. 

Project  81-D-lOl.  particle  beam  fusion  ac- 
celeralor-II.  Sandia  National  Laboratories, 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico,  $5,400,000.  for  a 
total  project  authorization  of  $42,150,000. 

ProjccL  81-D-115.  Missile  X  warhead  pro- 
ductior.  facilities.  various  locations, 
$30,000,000,  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $104,100,000. 
(3)  For  materials  production: 
Project  84-D-125,  general  plant  projecU, 
various  locations.  $28,000,000. 

Project  84-D-126.  plant  engineering  and 
design,  various  locations.  $2,000,000. 

Project  84-D-130,  modification  processing 
facility  substations.  Savannah  River,  South 
Carolina,  $5,600,000. 

Project  83-D-138.  PUREX  filter  systems 
improvements,  Richland,  Washington. 
$8,500,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization 
of  $12,750,000. 

Project  83-D- 142.  fuel  dissolver  off -gas 
transfer  and  treatment  system,  Idaho  Fuels 
Processing  Facility,  Idaho  National  Engi- 
neering Laboratory,  Idaho,  $4,100,000.  for  a 
total  project  authorization  of  $7,600,000. 

Project  83-D-146,  water  pollution  control. 
Feed  Materials  Production  Center,  Fernald, 
Ohio,  $4,000,000,  for  a  total  project  authori- 
zation of  $5,400,000. 

I>roject  83-D-147.  pollution  discharge 
elimination.  Savannah  River,  South  Caroli- 
na, $2,000,000,  for  a  total  project  authoriza- 
tion of  $3,000,000. 

Project  83  D- 148.  nonradioactive  hazard- 
ous waste  management.  Savannah  River. 
South  Carolina.  $3,000,000.  for  a  total 
project  authorization  of  $4,000,000. 

Project  82-D- 11 8,  N  plant  security  and 
surveillance,  Richland.  Washington. 
$400,000.  for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$4,400,000. 

Project  82-D- 124.  restoration  of  produc- 
tion capabilities.  Phases  II.  Ill,  and  IV,  vari- 
ous locations.  $103,600,000,  for  a  total 
project  authorization  of  $238,300,000. 

Project  82-D- 136,  fuel  processing  facilities 
upgrade,    Idaho   Fuels   Processing   Facility. 


Idaho  National  Engineering  Laboratory, 
Idaho,  $6,000,000,  for  a  total  project  author- 
ization of  $46,000,000. 

Project  82-D-201.  special  plutonium  recov- 
ery facilities.  JB-Line,  Savannah  River, 
South  Carolina.  $26,000,000.  for  a  total 
project  authorization  of  $37,000,000. 

Project  81-D-142,  steam  transfer  header. 
Savannah  River.  South  Carolina.  $7,400,000, 
for  a  total  project  authorization  of 
$18,400,000. 

(4)  For  defense  waste  and  byproducts 
management: 

Project  84-D-150.  general  plant  projects, 
interim  waste  operations  and  long-term 
waste  management  technology,  various  loca- 
tions. $25,830,000. 

Project  83-D- 157.  additional  radioactive 
waste  storage  facilities.  Richland.  Washing- 
ton. $31,000,000.  for  a  total  project  authori- 
zation of  $50,000,000. 

Project  81-T-104,  radioactive  waste  facili- 
ties improvements.  Oak  Ridge  National  Lab- 
oratory. Tennessee.  $1,000,000  for  a  total 
project  authorization  of  $21,000,000. 

Project  81-T-105,  defense  waste  process- 
ing facility.  Savannah  River.  South  Caroli- 
na. $142,000,000.  for  a  total  project  authori- 
zation of  $212,000,000. 

Project  77-13-f.  waste  isolation  pilot 
plant.  Delaware  Basin.  Southeast.  New 
Mexico.  $109,700,000.  for  a  total  project  au- 
thorization of  $343,500,000. 

(5)  For  capital  equipment  not  related  to 
construction— 

(A)  for  naval  reactors  development, 
$19,000,000; 

(B)  for  weapons  activities,  $222,600,000; 

(C)  for  verification  and  control  technolo- 
gy. $1,750,000; 

(D)  for  materials  production.  $97,500,000; 

(E)  for  defense  waste  and  byproducts 
management.  $31,900,000;  and 

(F)  for  nuclear  safeguards  and  security. 
$4,000,000. 


Part  C— General  Provisions 
reprograming 
Sec  321.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided 
in  this  title— 

(1)  no  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  title  may  be  used  for  any  program  in 
excess  of  105  percent  of  the  amount  author- 
ized for  that  program  by  this  title  or 
$10,000,000  more  than  the  amount  author- 
ized for  that  program  by  this  title,  whichev- 
er is  the  lesser,  and 

(2)  no  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  title  may  be  used  for  any  program 
which  has  not  been  presented  to.  or  request- 
ed of.  the  Congress. 

unless  a  period  of  thirty  calendar  days  (not 
including  any  day  on  which  either  House  of 
Congress  is  not  in  session  because  of  ad- 
journment of  more  than  three  calendar 
days  to  a  day  certain)  has  passed  after  re- 
ceipt by  the  appropriate  committees  of  Con- 
gress of  notice  from  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
(hereinafter  in  this  part  referred  to  as  the 
•Secretary")  containing  a  full  and  complete 
statement  of  the  action  proposed  to  be 
taken  and  the  facts  and  circumstances 
relied  upon  in  support  of  such  proposed 
action,  or  unless  each  such  committee 
before  the  expiration  of  such  period  has 
transmitted  to  the  Secretary  written  notice 
to  the  effect  that  such  committee  has  no  ob- 
jection to  the  proposed  action. 

(b)  In  no  event  may  the  toUl  amount  of 
funds  obligated  pursuant  to  this  title  exceed 
the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated by  this  title. 
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LIMITS  OW  GENERAL  PLAMT  PROJECTS 

Sec.  322.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  carry  out 
any  construction  project  under  the  general 
plant  projects  provisions  authorized  by  this 
title  if  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  con- 
struction project  does  not  exceed  $1,000,000. 

(b)  If  at  any  time  during  the  construction 
of  any  general  plant  project  authorized  by 
this  title,  the  estimated  cost  of  the  project  is 
revised  because  of  unforeseen  cost  vari- 
ations and  the  revised  cost  of  the  project  ex- 
ceeds $1,000,000.  the  Secretary  shall  imme- 
diately furnish  a  complete  report  to  the  ap- 
propriate committees  of  Congress  explain- 
ing the  reasons  for  the  cost  variation. 

(c)  In  no  event  may  the  total  amount  of 
funds  obligated  to  carry  out  all  general 
plant  projects  authorized  by  this  title 
exceed  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  such  projects  by  this  title. 

LIMITS  ON  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS 

Sec.  323.  (a)  Whenever  the  current  esti- 
mated cost  of  a  construction  project  which 
is  authorized  by  section  302  or  section  312  of 
this  title,  or  which  is  in  support  of  national 
security  programs  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  and  was  authorized  by  any  previous 
Act.  exceeds  by  more  than  25  percent  the 
higher  of  <1)  the  amount  authorized  for  the 
project,  or  (2)  the  amount  of  the  total  esti- 
mated cost  for  the  project  as  shown  in  the 
most  recent  budget  Justification  data  sub- 
mitted to  the  Congress,  construction  may 
not  be  started  or  additional  obligations  in- 
curred in  connection  with  the  project  above 
the  total  estimated  cost,  as  the  case  may  t>e. 
unless  a  period  of  thirty  calendar  days  (not 
including  any  day  in  which  either  House  of 
Congress  is  not  in  session  because  of  ad- 
journment of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day 
certain)  has  passed  after  receipt  by  the  ap- 
propriate committees  of  the  Congress  of 
written  notice  from  the  Secretary  contain- 
ing a  full  and  complete  statement  of  the 
action  proposed  to  be  taken  and  the  facts 
and  circumstances  relied  upon  in  support  of 
the  action,  or  unless  each  committee  t>efore 
the  expiration  of  such  period  has  notified 
the  Secretary  it  has  no  objection  to  the  pro- 
posed action. 

(b)  Sut>section  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  any 
construction  project  which  has  a  current  es- 
timated cost  of  less  than  $5,000,000. 

FUND  TRANSFER  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  324.  To  the  extent  specified  in  appro- 
priation Acts,  funds  appropriated  pursuant 
to  this  title  may  be  transferred  to  other 
agencies  of  the  Government  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  work  for  which  the  funds 
were  appropriated,  and  funds  so  transferred 
may  be  merged  with  the  appropriations  of 
the  agency  to  which  the  funds  are  trans- 
ferred. 

AUTHORITY  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  DESIGN 

Sec.  325.  (axl)  Within  the  amounts  au- 
thorized by  this  title  for  plant  engineering 
and  design,  the  Secretary  may  carry  out  ad- 
vance planning  and  construction  designs  (in- 
cluding architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices) in  connection  with  any  proposed  con- 
struction project  if  the  total  estimated  cost 
for  such  planning  and  design  does  not 
exceed  $2,000,000. 

(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  total  estimat- 
ed cost  for  such  planning  and  design  ex- 
ceeds $300,000.  the  Secretary  shall  notify 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  in 
writing  of  the  details  of  such  project  at  least 
thirty  days  t>efore  any  funds  are  obligated 
for  design  services  for  such  project. 

(b)  In  any  case  in  which  the  total  estimat- 
ed cost  for  advance  planning  and  construc- 
tion design  in  connection  with  any  construc- 


tion project  exceeds  $2,000,000.  funds  for 
such  design  must  be  specifically  authorized 
by  law. 

AUTHORITY  FOR  EMERGENCY  CONSTRUCTION 
DESIGN 

Sec.  326.  In  addition  to  the  advance  plan- 
ning and  construction  design  authorized  by 
section  302  or  312.  the  Secretary  may  per- 
form planning  and  design  utilizing  available 
funds  for  any  Department  of  Energy  de- 
fense activity  construction  project  whenever 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  design 
must  proceed  expeditiously  in  order  to  meet 
the  needs  of  national  defense  or  to  protect 
property  or  human  life. 

FUNDS  AVAILABLE  FOR  ALL  NATIONAL  SECURITY 
PROGRAMS  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Sec.  327.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  ap- 
propriation Acts,  amounts  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  this  title  for  management  and  sup- 
port activities  and  for  general  plant  projects 
are  available  for  use,  when  necessary,  in 
connection  with  all  national  security  pro- 
grams of  the  Department  of  Energy. 

ADJUSTMENTS  FOR  PAY  INCREASES 

Sec  328.  Appropriations  authorized  by 
this  title  for  salary,  pay,  retirement,  or 
other  benefits  for  Federal  employees  may 
be  increased  by  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  for  increases  in  such  l>enefits  au- 
thorized by  law. 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS 

Sec.  329.  When  so  specified  in  an  appro- 
priation Act,  amounts  appropriated  for  'Op- 
erating Expenses"  or  for  'Plant  and  Capital 
Equipment"  may  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

NAVAL  NUCLEAR  PROPULSION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  330.  The  provisions  of  Executive 
Order  No.  12344.  dated  February  1,  1982, 
pertaining  to  the  Naval  Nuclear  Propulsion 
Program,  as  in  effect  on  May  1,  1982,  shall 
remain  in  effect  until  such  time  as  the  Con- 
gress provides  otherwise  by  law. 

TERMINATION  OF  USE  OF  CERTAIN  SEEPAGE 
basing;  REQUIREMENT  FOR  PLAN 

Sec.  331.  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall 
terminate  the  use  of  seepage  basins  associat- 
ed with  the  fuel  fabrication  area  within  24 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(b)  Not  later  than  January  I,  1984,  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  shall  submit  a  plan  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  for 
the  protection  of  groundwater  at  the  Savan- 
nah River  Plant.  The  Secretary  shall  in- 
clude in  such  plan— 

( 1 )  various  methods  for  discontinuing  the 
use  of  seepage  basins  associated  with  the 
materials  processing  areas: 

(2)  provide  for  the  implementation  of 
other  actions  appropriate  to  mitigate  any 
significant  adverse  effects  of  on-site  or  off- 
site  groundwater  and  of  chemical  contami- 
nates in  seepage  basins  and  adjacent  areas, 
including  the  removal  of  such  contaminates 
where  necessary:  and 

(3)  include  provisions  for  continuing  the 
expanded  monitoring  program  of  groi'nd- 
water  impacts  involving  the  appropr  ate 
South  Carolina  agencies  in  accordance  with 
the  statutory  responsibilities  of  such  agen- 
cies. 

CONTRACTOR  LIABILITY  FOR  INJURY  OR  LOSS  OF 
PROPERTY  ARISING  OUT  OF  ATOMIC  WEAPONS 
TESTING  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  332.  (a)  The  remedy  against  the 
United  States  provided  by  sections  1346(b) 
and  2672  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  for 
injury  or  loss  of  property  or  personal  injury 
or  death  shall  apply  to  any  civil  action  for 


injury  or  loss  of  property  or  personal  injury 
or  death  due  to  exposure  to  radiation  based 
on  acts  or  omissions  by  a  contractor  in  car- 
rying out  a  contract  in  the  conduct  of  the 
United  States  atomic  weapons  testing  pro- 
gram. This  remedy  shall  l)e  exclusive  of  any 
other  civil  action  or  proceeding  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  civil  liability  arising 
from  any  act  or  omission  of  the  contractor 
without  regard  to  when  the  act  or  omission 
occurred.  The  employees  of  such  a  contrac- 
tor shall  be  considered  to  be  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government,  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 2671  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  for 
the  purposes  of  any  such  civil  action  or  pro- 
ceeding and  the  civil  action  or  proceeding 
shall  prcKeed  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
action  against  the  United  States  filed  pursu- 
ant to  section  1346(b)  of  such  title  and  shall 
l)e  subject  to  the  limitations  and  exceptions 
applicable  to  those  actions. 

(b)  A  contractor  against  whom  a  civil 
action  or  proceeding  described  in  sut>section 
(a)  is  brought  shall  promptly  deliver  all 
processes  served  upon  that  contractor  to  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  States. 
Upon  certification  by  the  Attorney  General 
that  the  suit  against  the  contractor  is 
within  the  provisions  of  sut>section  (a),  a 
civil  action  or  proceeding  commenced  in  a 
State  court  shall  be  removed  without  bond 
at  any  time  before  trial  by  the  Attorney 
General  to  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  and  division  embrac- 
ing the  place  wherein  it  is  pending  and  the 
proceedings  shall  be  deemed  a  tort  action 
brought  against  the  United  States  under 
the  provisions  of  section  1346(b),  2401(b),  or 
2402,  or  sections  2671  through  2680  of  title 
28.  United  States  Code.  For  purposes  of  re- 
moval, the  certification  by  the  Attorney 
General  under  this  subsection  establishes 
contractor  status  conclusively. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
apply  to  any  action  now  pending  or  hereaf- 
ter commenced  which  is  an  action  within 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion. Notwithstanding  section  2401(b)  of 
title  28.  United  States  Code,  if  a  civil  action 
or  proceeding  pending  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  section  is  dismissed  because  the 
plaintiff  in  such  action  or  proceeding  did 
not  file  an  administrative  claim  as  required 
by  section  2672  of  that  title,  the  plaintiff  in 
that  action  or  proceeding  shall  have  30  days 
from  the  date  of  the  dismissal  or  2  years 
from  the  date  upon  which  the  claim  ac- 
crued, whichever  is  later,  to  file  an  adminis- 
trative claim  and  any  claim  or  subsequent 
civil  action  or  proceeding  shall  thereafter  be 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  2401(b) 
of  title  28. 

(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  "contrac- 
tor" includes  a  contractor  or  cost  reimburse- 
ment subcontractor  of  any  tier  participating 
in  the  conduct  of  the  United  States  atomic 
weapons  testing  program  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  (or  its  predecessor  agencies, 
including  the  Manhattan  Engineer  District, 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  and  the 
Energy  Research  and  Development  Admin- 
istration). "Contractor"  also  includes  facili- 
ties which  conduct  or  have  conducted  re- 
search concerning  health  effects  of  ionizing 
radiation  in  connection  with  the  testing 
under  contract  with  the  Department  of 
Energy  (or  its  predecessor  agencies). 

DENIAL  OF  THE  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  PROJECT 
83-D-109 

Sec.  333.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  this  Act  or  any  other  Act.  all  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  Project 
82-D-109  of  the  Department  of  Energy  are 


hereby  repealed.  No  other  funds  authorized 
or  appropriated  by  this  or  any  other  Act 
may  be  used  for  this  project.  There  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$50,000,000  for  procurement,  research  and 
development  of  improved  conventional  mu- 
nitions and  submunitions. 

L-REACTOR  AND  WATER  QUALITY 

Sec.  334.  (a)  Prior  to  the  restart  of  the  L- 
Reactor  at  the  Savannah  River  Plant. 
Aiken.  South  Carolina,  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  shall  implement  such  miligating 
measures  as  are  determined  to  be  necessary 
to  reduce  the  thermal  impacts  of  heated 
water  discharged  from  such  reactor  to  levels 
not  exceeding  those  permitted  under  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33 
U.S.C.  1251  et  seq.). 

(b)  If  the  President  determines  that  im- 
plementation of  the  mitigrating  measures 
described  in  subsection  (a)  prior  to  the  re- 
start of  the  L-Reactor  at  the  Savannah 
River  Plant  would  jeopardize  the  national 
security  interests  of  the  United  States  by 
unreasonably  delaying  the  restart  of  such 
reactor,  then,  as  provided  in  the  Memoran- 
dum of  Understanding  between  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  the  State  of  South 
Carolina,  dated  April  27.  1983,  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  may  seek  and  the  State  of  South 
Carolina  may  issue  for  such  reactor  a  Na- 
tional Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  permit  accompanied  by  a  schedule 
which  requires  compliance  with  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  at  the  earliest 
practical  date,  but  not  later  than  December 
31,  1987. 

(c)  At  least  5  legislative  days  before  the 
President  issues  any  determination  permit- 
ted by  subsection  (b),  he  shall  confer  in 
writing  with  the  appropriate  committees  of 
Congress  and  the  Congressional  delegation 
and  the  Governors  from  the  States  of  South 
Carolina  and  Georgia  his  intention  to  make 
such  determination  and  he  shall  provide  to 
such  committees,  delegations  and  Governors 
the  Justification  for  making  such  determina- 
tion. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  submit 
to  the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress, 
to  include  the  Senate  Committee  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works  and  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Public  Works,  not  later  than  Oc- 
tober 1.  1983,  his  plan  for  implementing  the 
requirements  of  this  section. 

(e)  The  Department  of  Energy  shall  be 
subject  to  a'.l  Federal  and  State  environ- 
mental statutes  and  regulations  in  regard  to 
all  activities  conducted  at  the  Savannah 
River  Plant,  except  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tion (b). 

TITLE  IV-MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

UNITED  STATES-SOVIET  UNION  RELATIONS 

Sec  401.  Since  relations  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Union  of  Soviet  So- 
cialist Republics  are  currently  characterized 
by  considerable  tension. 

Since  ongoing  nuclear  arms  negotiations 
on  strategic  and  theater  force  reductions 
being  conducted  by  the  duly  appointed  rep- 
resentatives to  the  respective  parleys  have 
not  achieved  satisfactory  results  to  date. 

Since  a  carefully  prepared  summit  could 
facilitate  the  accomplishment  of  the  objec- 
tives of  these  negotiations  and  lead  to  a  re- 
duction in  the  risk  of  nuclear  war. 

Since  a  carefully  prepared  summit  could 
also  lead  to  progress  in  resolving  other 
major  issues  troubling  relations  between  the 
two  superpowers. 

Since  both  President  Reagan  and  Presi- 
dent Andropov  have  indicated  their  willing- 


ness in  principle  to  participate  in  such  a 
carefully  prepared  summit. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  the 
President  of  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  should  meet  at  the  earliest  practi- 
cal time  to  discuss  major  issues  in  United 
States-Soviet  relations  and  to  work  for  the 
realization  of  mutual,  equitable  and  verifia- 
ble reductions  in  nuclear  arms. 

COMMEMORATION  OF  THE  MUTUAL  DEFENSE 
TREATY  BETWEEN  THE  UNITED  STATES  AND 
THE  REPUBLIC  OF  KOREA 

Sec  402.  (a)(1)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(A)  this  year  is  the  thirtieth  anniversary 
of  the  signing  of  the  Mutual  Defense  Treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic 
of  Korea: 

(B)  for  a  period  of  30  years  the  Korean 
people  have  faithfully  fulfilled  their  com- 
mitments to  the  defense  of  Korea  as  provid- 
ed in  the  Mutual  Defense  Treaty:  and 

(C)  the  Mutual  Defense  Treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  Korea  has  signifi- 
cantly contributed  to  the  maintenance  of 
peace  and  stability  on  the  Korean  peninsula 
and  in  East  Asia. 

(2)  The  Congress  recognizes  that  the 
Mutual  Defense  Treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Korea  obligates 
both  nations  to  participate  in  a  system  of 
collective  security  "pending  the  develop- 
ment of  a  more  comprehensive  and  effective 
system  of  regional  security  in  the  Pacific 
Area". 

.  (b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  thirtieth  anniversary  of  the  sign- 
ing of  the  Mutual  Defense  Treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of 
Korea  should  be  commemorated  and  ob- 
served with  appropriate  programs  and  ac- 
tivities which  celebrate  and  reaffirm  the 
long-standing  commitments  of  the  people  of 
both  nations  to  mutual  security  and  the 
preservation  of  peace  on  the  Korean  penin- 
sula and  in  East  Asia;  and 

(2)  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  both  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Korea  to 
take  such  action,  in  an  appropriate  forum 
and  with  private  and  official  participation, 
as  is  necessary  and  appropriate  to  discuss, 
promote,  and  expand  cooperation  between 
both  nations  and  to  perpetuate  the  mutual 
security  and  the  preservation  of  peace  on 
the  Korean  peninsula  and  in  East  Asia. 

COMMEMOr.ATIVE  MEDAL  FOR  FAMILIES  OF  AMER- 
ICAN PERSONNEL  MISSING  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 

Sec  403.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  and  de- 
clares that— 

(1)  2.494  Americans,  military  and  civilian, 
are  listed  as  missing  or  otherwise  unac- 
counted for  in  Southeast  Asia; 

(2)  those  missing  or  otherwise  unaccount- 
ed for  Americans  have  suffered  untold  hard- 
ship at  the  hands  of  a  cruel  enemy  while  in 
the  service  of  their  country: 

(3)  the  families  of  these  Americans  retain 
the  hope  that  they  will  return  home,  and 
the  loyalty,  hope,  love,  and  courage  of  these 
families  inspire  all  Americans: 

(4)  the  Congress  and  the  people  of  the 
United  States  are  committed  to  a  full  ac- 
counting for.  and  release  of,  all  Americans 
missing  or  othenvise  unaccounted  for  in 
Southeast  Asia;  and 

(5)  the  service  of  those  missing  and  other- 
wise unaccounted  for  Americans  is  deserving 
of  special  recognition  by  the  Congress  and 
all  Americans. 

(b)(1)(A)  The  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  President  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Senate  are  authorized  jointly  to 
present,  on  behalf  of  the  Congress,  to  those 


American  personnel  listed  as  missing  or  oth- 
erwise unaccounted  for  in  Southeast  Asia, 
to  be  accepted  by  next  of  kin,  bronze  medals 
designed  by  an  artist  who  is  an  in-theater 
Vietnam  veteran,  in  recognition  of  the  dis- 
tinguished service,  heroism,  and  sacrifice  of 
these  personnel,  and  the  commitment  of  the 
American  people  to  their  return.  For  such 
purpose,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  cause  to  be 
stricken  bronze  medals. 

(B)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $20,000  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  subparagraph  (A). 

<2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may 
cause  miniature  duplicates  in  bronze  to  t)e 
coined  and  sold,  under  such  regulations  as 
he  may  prescribe,  at  a  price  sufficient  to 
cover  the  cost  thereof  (including  labor,  ma- 
terials, dies,  use  of  machinery,  and  overhead 
expenses),  and  the  appropriation  used  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  such  sale. 

(3)  The  medals  provided  for  in  this  subsec- 
tion are  national  medals  for  the  purpose  of 
section  5111  of  title  31.  United  States  Code. 
The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"A   bill   to   authorize   appropriations   for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for 
procurement,    for    research,    development, 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,       to       prescribe       personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil  de- 
fense, to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
military  installations  for  fiscal  year,  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Energy   for  national  security  programs 
for  such   fiscal   year,   and   for   other   pur- 
poses.". 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  S.  675.  S. 
1107.  and  H.R.  2972  be  printed  as 
passed  bv  the  Senate 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Pursuant  to  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  of  July  22.  1983.  the  Chair 
hereby  appoints  the  following  Sena- 
tors conferees  on  H.R.  2972:  Mr.  Thur- 
mond. Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  Humphrey. 
Mr.  QuAYLE.  Mr.  East.  Mr.  Hart,  Mr. 
Jackson,  Mr.  Stennis,  and  Mr.  Exon. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
take  only  a  moment  to  express  my  ad- 
miration, appreciation,  and  gratitude 
for  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  and  the 
ranking  minority  member  for  their  ex- 
cellent handling  of  this  bill  over  a  long 
period  of  time.  Tempers  occasionally 
flared.  The  issues  were  complex  and 
difficult.  Emotions  ran  high,  on  occa- 
sion. But  the  Senate  once  more  per- 
formed what  the  Constitution  and  the 
people  of  this  country  expect  of  it.  It 
resolved  those  issued  and  finally  pro- 
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duced  a  result,  the  passage  of  this 
measure  by  a  resounding  vote. 

Fundamentally  important  decisions 
in  matters  of  national  policy  were 
made  in  this  bill  and  the  Senate  was 
aware  of  it.  I  wish  to  congratulate  es- 
pecially the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Tower),  whose  patience  and  dedica- 
tion have  made  it  possible  for  the 
Senate  to  act  in  the  way  that  it  did. 
His  determination  has  produced  an 
earlier  consideration  of  this  measure 
to  its  final  conclusion.  I  wish  to  ex- 
press to  him  my  personal  gratitude. 

Senator  Jackson  exhibited  those 
qualities  that  have  made  him  so  long 
an  outstanding  and  historic  Member 
of  the  U.S.  Senate.  The  two  of  them 
did  a  great  job  of  managing  this  bill. 

To  those  who  offered  amendments, 
particularly  Senators  Hart  and  others 
who  were  deeply  involved  in  the  con- 
troversy, I  offer  them  my  compliments 
as  well.  They  conducted  themselves  in 
the  best  tradition  of  the  Senate. 

The  Journal  Clerk  has  indicated 
that  as  of  8:19  p.m.  this  evening  the 
Senate  deliberated  on  this  bill  for  9' 2 
hours.  There  were  40  record  votes  over 
a  period  of  13  days. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  unduly 
long  for  a  bill  of  this  complexity  and 
controversy,  but  it  is  a  long  time  for 
the  Senate  to  devote  to  this  piece  of 
legislation.  Notwithstanding  the 
length  of  time  it  took,  I  think  the 
Senate  performed  its  job  exceptionally 
well. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  majority  leader 
yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  I  yield  to  the  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  join  the  majority 
leader  in  complimenting  the  fine  work 
that  has  been  done  by  the  managers  of 
the  bill  (Mr.  Tower)  and  the  ranking 
minority  member  (Mr.  Jackson),  also 
complimenting  those  who  offered 
amendments,  and  for  the  high  level  of 
debate  that  was  carried  on  with  re- 
spect to  items  about  which  such  Sena- 
tors felt  strongly.  They  are  to  be  com- 
plimented. 

I  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
be  remiss  if  I  did  not  also  congratulate 
the  staff  on  both  sides  for  their  dili- 
gent effort.  I  think  both  staffs  have 
shown  themselves  to  be  fully  profes- 
sional and.  in  the  tradition  of  great 
staffs,  have  rendered  great  service  to 
the  Senate. 

Let  me  also  say  that  I  am  as  always 
grateful  to  the  minority  leader  for  his 
cooperation.  Without  his  cooperation, 
understanding  and  guidance  it  would 
be  impossible,  virtually,  for  the  Senate 
to  act  in  the  way  it  does,  in  the  rela- 
tively brief  time  that  it  does  act. 

Mr.  BYRD.  While  we  are  talking, 
may  I  take  1  more  minute? 

There  is  a  problem  which  I  have 
become  aware  of  during  consideration 
of    this    bill.    I    never    said    anything 


about  it  during  the  debate  because  I 
did  not  want  to  complicate  matters. 

Amendments  are  being  drafted  by 
legislative  counsel  to  the  bill.  I  think 
there  should  be  a  clear  distinction  be- 
tween those  amendments  which  are 
indeed  to  the  bill  and  those  amend- 
ments which  are  meant  to  be  offered 
to  the  substitute,  because  amendments 
to  the  bill  do  have  precedence  over 
amendments  to  the  substitute.  Yet, 
that  distinction  was  not  made  in  the 
case  of  several  amendments  to  the  bill 
just  passed. 

Senators  who  offered  the  amend- 
ments probably  do  not  pay  that  much 
attention  to  the  parliamentary  form 
of  the  amendments. 

I  think  that  the  Chair  is  acting  ap- 
propriately in  assuming  that  such 
amendments  are  intended  to  the  sub- 
stitute. The  majority  leader  and  I 
have  not  had  a  chance  to  discuss  this 
at  length.  I  believe  we  should  write  a 
letter  to  the  legislative  counsel  urging 
the  counsel  to  find  out  from  Senators, 
which  is  which— whether  they  want, 
indeed,  to  offer  their  amendments  to 
the  "substitute"  or  to  the  "bill"  be- 
cause, if  there  were  to  arise  a  situation 
in  which  a  Senator  wanted  to  get  a 
vote  on  an  amendment  ahead  of  an 
amendment  to  the  substitute,  he 
might  be  discouraged  from  even  offer- 
ing an  amendment  to  the  bill  because 
a  pending  amendment  to  the  "substi- 
tute" inaccurately  specifies  that  it  is 
to  the  "bill."  Amendments  to  a  bill 
have  precedence  over  amendments  to 
a  committee  substitute. 

Once  in  a  while,  we  do  get  into  that 
situation  in  which  there  is  a  vying  as 
to  whose  amendment  will  have  prefer- 
ence over  other  amendments.  I  suggest 
that  we  could  avoid  a  problem  down 
the  road  if  we  very  carefully  watch 
ourselves  and  instruct  the  legislative 
counsel  to  be  very  mindful  of  the  dis- 
tinction and  Senators  and  staffs 
should  likewise  be  careful  to  make  the 
distinction. 

Mr.  BAKER.  It  could  indeed,  Mr. 
President.  I  say  to  the  minority  leader 
that  I  agree  with  him  absolutely  and  I 
shall  be  happy  to  join  in  such  a  letter 
to  the  legislative  counsel. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Will  the  majority 
leader  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  Mr.  President,  I 
yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  First.  I  want  to  thank 
him  for  his  very  kind  remarks.  1  also 
thank  the  minority  leader  for  his  kind 
remarks. 

I  want  to  associate  myself  particular- 
ly with  the  remarks  that  have  been 
made  about  my  distinguished  col- 
league (Mr.  Jackson).  Senator  Jack- 
son and  I  have  fought  shoulder  to 
shoulder  on  defense  issues  for  as  long 
as  I  have  been  in  the  Senate.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  work  with  him.  He  has  a 
peculiar  ability  always  to  subordinate 
any  partisan  considerations  to  getting 
on  with  the  business  of  providing  for 


the  national  security  of  this  country.  I 
commend  him  for  it  and  would  like  to 
say  that  it  is  a  great  pleasure  to  work 
with  him. 

I  also  want  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  made  about  the  staff  on 
both  sides  of  the  cisle.  They  have  per- 
formed splendidly  and  have  headed 
off  many  difficulties  before  they  de- 
veloped and  have  done  very  profes- 
sional and  statesmanlike  work  on  the 
bill.  I  commend  them  all. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  leaders. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  completes  our  action  on  this 
measure.  There  are  certain  other  de- 
tails to  be  attended  to,  but  I  now  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a 
brief  period  for  the  transaction  of  rou- 
tine morning  business  to  go  not  past 
8:45    p.m.,    in    which    Senators    may 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SIMON  BOLIVAR 

Mr.  GLENN.  This  year  is  the  bicen- 
tennial that  will  be  celebrated  by  most 
of  America,  for  on  July  24,  1783. 
Simon  Bolivar  was  born.  Inspired  by 
the  American  Revolution,  he  was  des- 
tined to  lead  the  great  revolutionary 
upheaval  that  gave  birth  to  the  na- 
tions of  Venezuela,  Colombia,  Ecua- 
dor, Peru,  and  Bolivia.  His  example 
opened  the  way  for  other  leaders  in 
the  hemisphere  so  that  by  the  end  of 
the  19th  century,  all  of  Spain's  former 
colonies  were  independent.  For  his 
central  role  in  this  struggle  he  is 
known  throughout  the  Americas  as 
the  "Great  Liberator." 

As  we  revere  George  Washington, 
the  "Father  of  Our  Country,"  so  do 
Latin  Americans  revere  Simon  Bolivar. 
His  talents  were  not  limited  to  the  bat- 
tlefield and  his  vision  called  for  deep 
changes  in  society.  He  espoused  the 
abolition  of  slavery  and  advocated  uni- 
versal sufferage.  His  call  for  unity 
among  the  States  of  the  Americas  at 
the  first  Pan  American  Conference  in 
Panama  in  1826  went  unheeded,  but 
few  doubt  the  wisdom  of  that  call. 

Today,  once  again,  the  nations  of 
the  hemisphere  face  turmoil,  revolu- 
tionary change,  and  economic  difficul- 
ty. We  must  be  true  to  our  own  herit- 
age, also  born  in  revolution,  and  seek 
the  new  Bolivars  who  will  lead  their 
people  in  these  difficult  times.  That  is 
the  way  to  honor  this  great  man.  Too 
often  in  the  years  since  Bolivar's 
death  we  have  been  viewed  by  our 
neighbors  as  the  replacement  of  the 
colonial  Spain,  sending  in  military 
forces  when  change  was  in  the  wind. 
We  must  correct  that  image. 

As  the  rest  of  the  Americas  celebrate 
this  200th  anniversary,  let  us  dedicate 


ourselves  to  seeing  that  Bolivar's 
dream  of  an  independent,  prosperous, 
free  and  increasingly  united  hemi- 
sphere becomes  a  reality.  We  join  with 
our  fellow  American  Republics  in 
paying  tribute  to  the  memory  of  one 
of  the  world's  finest  statesmen— Simbn 
Bolivar. 


ORGANIZED  CRIME  AND  DRUG 
TRAFFICKING 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President, 
during  this  past  Saturday,  Senator 
Thad  Cochran  and  I  held  an  investiga- 
tive hearing  into  Gulf  Coast  Drug 
Interdiction.  This  joint  hearing  of  the 
Senate  Drug  Enforcement  Caucus  and 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Subcom- 
mittee on  Defense  revealed  shocking 
facts  related  to  the  role  of  organized 
crime  in  drug  trafficking. 

Mississippi  Bureau  of  Narcotics  Di- 
rector Tom  Dial  presented  the  Biloxi, 
Miss.,  hearing  with  a  partial  list  of  an 
illegal  drug  operation's  standing 
orders  his  office  confiscated  during 
one  of  their  investigations.  It  directed: 
Very  little  drinking,  and  no  drugs  al- 
lowed during  the  course  of  a  job. 

Two  workers  per  room.  Rooms  are 
preregistered  by  a  female  advance 
worker. 

No  telephone  calls  allowed  from  the 
motel  room.  Calls  must  be  made  on  a 
pay  telephone  at  least  5  miles  from 
both  the  motel  and  the  jobsite.  Con- 
tact  with   family   will   be   through   a 
message  service. 
Eat  all  meals  away  from  the  motel. 
Top  off  the  gas  tank  at  every  stop  en 
route. 
Carry  $500  petty  cash. 
He   indicated   that   drug   .smugglers 
have  Mississippi  law  enforcement  out- 
funded,  outequipped  and  outstaffed. 

"The  entire  budget  of  the  Gulfport 
Police  Department  is  $2.1  million," 
said  its  acting  chief,  Hayward  Har- 
grove. "But  one  drug  operation  can 
net  $40  million." 

In  recent  years  this  Nation  has  been 
plagued  by  an  outbreak  of  crime  un- 
paralleled in  our  history  and  un- 
equaled  in  any  other  free  society. 

The  perniciousness  of  crime  in 
America  has  been  fostered  of  late  by 
two  interrelated  developments.  Crime 
has  become  increasingly  organized  and 
sophisticated.  And  organized  crime  has 
become  especially  lucrative  because  of 
the  enormous  market  for  illicit  drugs. 
Drugs  and  organized  crime  have  com- 
bined to  wreak  havoc  on  our  communi- 
ties and  our  lives.  The  combination  of 
drug  trafficking  and  organized  crime 
represents  the  most  serious  crime 
problem  facing  this  country  today.  Di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  it  threatens  each 
person  and  institution  in  this  country. 
It  threatens  the  fabric  of  society— and 
the  gown  of  public  integrity. 

In  1983,  illicit  retail  drug  sales  are 
estimated  to  total  more  than  $100  bil- 
lion, an  increase  of  about  100  percent 


from  1977.  To  give  you  a  little  perspec- 
tive, in  1980  illicit  drug  sales  were 
about  equal  to  the  combined  profits  of 
America's  500  largest  industrial  corpo- 
rations. It  is,  however,  organized  crime 
that  reaps  the  overwhelming  bulk  of 
these  profits  and  more,  because  drugs 
are  just  one  of  the  businesses  of  orga- 
nized crime.  And  no  taxes  were  paid  on 
these  enormous  sums. 

On  a  human  level,  the  drug  problem 
caused    by    organized    crime    is    even 
more  staggering.  Drugs  victimize  not 
only  addicts,  but  also  those  whom  ad- 
dicts assault,   rob.   and  burglarize   to 
obtain  the  large  sums  of  money  need 
to  feed  their  drug  habit.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  drug  trafficking  spawns  an 
unbelieveable      amount      of      related 
crime.  One  recent  study  demonstrated 
that  over  an  11 -year  period  some  243 
addicts  committed  about  one  half  mil- 
lion crimes— an  average  of  2,000  crimes 
each  or  a  crime  every  other  day— just 
to  support  their  habits.  In  fact,  half  of 
all  jail  and  prison  inmates  regularly 
used  drugs  before  committing  their  of- 
fenses.   According    to    a    very    recent 
Rand  study,  addicted  offenders  in  my 
home  State,  for  example,  committed 
nearly  nine  times  as  many  property 
crimes  each  year  than  did  nonaddicted 
offenders. 

The  drug  trafficking  that  creates 
these  other  crimes  is  itself  organized 
crime.  Large-scale  drug  dealers  must 
organize  their  operations.  They  obtain 
the  illicit  substances,  or  the  rights  to 
the  substances,  overseas.  In  many 
cases,  they  make  payoffs  to  foreign  of- 
ficials so  that  their  foreign  operations 
divisions  run  smoothly.  They  arrange 
for  the  processing  of  the  drugs  over- 
seas—the making  of  poppy  into 
heroin,  the  making  of  coca  into  co- 
caine—and they  develop  operations  to 
smuggle  the  product  into  this  country. 
Within  our  borders,  the  drug  dealers 
have  set  up  elaborate  enterprises  for 
cutting  the  pure  imported  drugs  and 
distributing  them  over  wide  geographi- 
cal areas. 

And  the  organization  does  not  stop 
there.  Drug  money  is  laundered 
through  legitimate  businesses  set  up 
as  fronts  for  drug  dealers.  The  profits 
are  then  plowed  back  into  the  drug 
business,  just  as  in  a  legitimate  major 
enterprise.  Increasingly,  some  of  the 
profits  are  actually  invested  in  legiti- 
mate businesses,  including  real  estate 
in  Florida,  restaurants  in  California, 
and  other  businesses  across  the 
Nation. 

The  popular  notion  that  the  syndi- 
cate—or traditional  organized  crime- 
stays  out  of  drugs  is  simply  not  true. 
Many  of  the  syndicate's  families  have 
developed  elaborate  drug  trafficking 
networks.  Virtually  every  one  of  them 
is  involved  in  drug  trafficking  in  one 
way  or  another. 

By  achieving  the  amendment  of  the 
Posse  Comitatus  law,  we  have  been 
able     to     utilize    the    military's     re- 


sources—and its  tracking  and  intelli- 
gence capabilities— in  the  fight  against 
drug  traffickers.  Through  amend- 
ments to  the  Tax  Reform  Act,  more 
crucial  information  is  more  readily 
available  to  law  enforcement— and 
more  tax  cases  are  possible  against 
drug  dealers  and  organized  crime. 

The  Senate  must  more  aggressively 
promote  legislative  and  administrative 
initiatives  to  address  America's  drug 
crisis.  I  hope  that  the  Senate  Drug  En- 
forcement Caucus  will  serve  as  a 
lightning  rod  for  action. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Saunders,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session,  the  Acting 
President  pro  tempore  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  a  nomi- 
nation which  was  referred  to  the  Corn- 
mittee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

(The  nomination  received  today  is 
printed  in  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At  10  a.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Gregory,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  has  passed 
the  following  joint  resolution,  without 
amendment: 

S.J.  Res.  77.  Joint  resolution  designating 
■National  Animal  Agriculture  Week". 

ENROLLED  BILL  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION  SIGNED 

At  12:05  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  Speaker  has 
signed  the  following  enrolled  bill  and 
joint  resolution: 

H.R.  1935.  An  act  to  ratify  and  exchange 
agieement  concerning  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  lands  located  on  Matagorda 
Island  in  Texas;  and 

S.J.  Res.  77.  Joint  resolution  designating 
•National  Animal  Agriculture  Week". 

The  enrolled  bill  and  joint  resolution 
were  subsequently  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent pro  tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

At  2:21  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  has  passed 
the  following  measures,  in  which  it  re- 
quests the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H  R.  3369.  An  act  to  give  to  the  Board  of 
Parole  for  the  District  of  Columbia  exclu- 
sive power  and  authority  to  release  on 
parole,  to  terminate  the  parole  of,  and  to 
modify   the   terms   and  conditions   of   the 
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parole  of,  prisoners  convicted  of  violating 
any  law  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  any 
law  of  the  United  States  applicable  exclu- 
sively to  the  District; 

H.R.  3425.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Stadium  Act  of  1957  to  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  to  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  to  the  Robert  F. 
Kennedy  Memorial  Stadium  vested  in  the 
United  States: 

H.R.  3497.  An  act  to  defer  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil 
Procedure  and  the  Federal  Rules  of  Crimi- 
nal Procedure: 

H.R.  3547.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Govemment  and  Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act  to  extend  the 
authority  of  the  Mayor  to  accep*-  certain  in- 
terim loans  from  the  United  States  and  to 
extend  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  make  such  loans:  and 

H.R.  Res.  139.  Joint  resolution  to  desig- 
nate the  week  beginning  June  24.  1984.  as 
"Federal  Credit  Union  Week". 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  House  has  agreed  to  the  following 
concurrent  resolution,  in  which  it  re- 
quests the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  39.  A  concurrent  resolution 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress  with 
respect  to  implementing  the  objectives  of 
the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons (1983-1992). 


HOUSE  MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  measures  were  read 
the  first  and  second  times  by  unani- 
mous consent,  and  referred  as  indicat- 
ed: 

H.R.  3369.  An  act  to  give  to  the  Board  of 
Parole  for  the  district  of  Columbia  exclusive 
power  and  authority  to  release  on  parole,  to 
terminate  the  parole  of.  and  to  modify  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  papole  of.  pris- 
oners convicted  of  violating  any  law  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  or  any  law  of  the 
United  States  applicable  exclusively  to  the 
District:  to  the  committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

H.R.  3425.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Stadium  Act  of  1957  to  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  to  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  to  the  Robert  F. 
Kennedy  Memorial  Stadium  vested  in  the 
United  States:  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

H.R.  3547.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Government  and  Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act  to  extend  the 
authority  of  the  Mayor  to  accept  certain  in- 
terim loans  from  the  United  States  and  to 
extend  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  make  such  loans:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 


HOUSE  MEASURE  HELD  AT 
DESK 

The  following  bill  was  ordered  held 
at  the  desk  until  the  close  of  business 
on  Monday  July  29.  1983.  by  unani- 
mous consent: 

H.R.  3497.  An  act  to  defer  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil 
Procedure  and  the  Federal  Rules  of  Crimi- 
nal Procedure; 


HOUSE  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
HELD  AT  THE  DESK 

The  following  joint  resolution  was 
ordered  held  at  the  desk  pending  fur- 
ther disposition  by  unanimous  con- 
sent: 

H.J.  Res.  139.  A  joint  resolution  to  desig- 
nate the  week  l>eginning  June  24.  1984,  as 
"Federal  Credit  Union  Week": 


HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION PLACED  ON  THE  CALEN- 
DAR 

The  following  concurrent  resolution 
was  read  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.  Con.  Res.  39.  A  concurrent  resolution 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress  with 
respect  to  implementing  the  objectives  of 
the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons (1983-1992) 


ENROLLED  rfOINT  RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  reported  that  on 
today.  July  26.  1983.  he  had  presented 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
the  following  enrolled  joint  resolution: 

S.J.  Res.  77.  Joint  resolution  designating 
"National  Animal  Agriculture  Week". 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources: 

Report  to  accompany  the  bill  (S.  1087)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  National 
Science  Foundation  for  fiscal  year  1984.  and 
for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  98-195). 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  TRIBLE  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Garn.  Mr.  Proxmire.  Mr.  Gorton. 
Mr.  DoMENici,  Mr.  Armstrong.  Mr. 
Mattingly.  and  Mr.  Hecht): 

S.  1679.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Fi- 
nancing Bank  Act  of  1973  to  require  that 
programs  financed  through  the  Federal  Fi- 
nancing Bank  be  included  in  the  Federal 
budget,  to  require  that  certain  types  of  obli- 
gations be  offered  for  sale  to  the  Bank,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 

S.  1680.  A  bill  to  clarify  the  circumstances 
under  which  territorial  provisions  in  li- 
censes to  distribute  and  sell  trademarked 
malt  beverage  products  are  lawful  under  the 
antitrust  laws:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  HELMS  (by  request): 

S.  1681.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Meat 
Inspection  Act.  the  Poultry  Products  In- 
spection Act.  and  the  Egg  Products  Inspec- 
tion Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  determine  the  degree  of  inspec- 
tion to  t)e  conducted  in  meat,  poultry,  and 
egg  processing  plants,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 


By  Mr.  GARN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Proxmire)  (by  request): 
S.  1682.  A  bill  to  redefine  "bank"  for  pur- 
poses of  application  of  the  Bank  Holding 
Company  Act  of  1956,  to  equate  unitary  sav- 
ings and  loan  holding  company  and  multiple 
savings  and  loan  holding  company  activities, 
and  to  apply  the  provisions  of  the  Glass- 
Steagall  Act  equally  to  insured  depository 
institutions;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

By    Mr.    TOWER    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Humphrey.    Mr.    Symms.    and    Mr. 

NiCKLES): 

S.  1683.  A  bill  to  facilitate  the  efficient  use 
of  barter  in  managing  agricultural  commod- 
ities and  the  stocks  of  the  National  Defense 
Stockpile;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

By   Mr.   HUDDLESTON  (for  himself. 

Mr.  Helms.  Mr.  Boren.  Mr.  Bosch- 

wiTZ,  Mr.  Cochran.  Mr.  Dixon.  Mrs. 

Hawkins,   Mr.   Heflin,  Mr.  Jepsen. 

Mr.  LucAR,  Mr.   Pryor.  Mr.  Zorin- 

SKY.  Mr.  Bentsen.  Mr.  Bumpers.  Mr. 

Chiles.  Mr.  Cohen.   Mr.  Domenici. 

Mr.    Durenberger.    Mr.    East.    Mr. 

HoLLiNGs.  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mrs.  Kasse- 

baum.  Mr.  Matsunaca.  Mr.  McClure. 

Mr.  NuNN.  Mr.  Sasser.  Mr.  Stennis. 

Mr     Symms.    Mr.    Thurmond.    Mr. 

Tower,  and  Mr.  Tsongas): 
S.J.  Res.  134.  A  joint  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  designation  of  the  week  of  Novem- 
ber 27  through  December  3,  1983.  as  Na- 
tional Entomology  Week":  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 
AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  CHAFEE: 

S.  Res.  183.  A  resolution  dealing  with  the 
prevention  of  arson;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By    Mr.    TRIBLE    (for    himself. 

Mr.  Garn.  Mr.  Proxmire.  Mr. 

Gorton.    Mr.    Domenici.    Mr. 

Armstrong.     Mr.     Mattingly, 

and  Mr.  Hecht): 
S.  1679.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Financing  Bank  Act  of  1973  to  require 
that  programs  financed  through  the 
Federal  Financing  Bank  be  included  in 
the  Federal  budget,  to  require  that 
certain  types  of  obligations  be  offered 
for  sale  to  the  Bank,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

honest  budgeting  act  of  1983 

Mr.  TRIBLE.  Mr.  President,  the  off- 
budget  "underground  Federal  econo- 
my" has  expanded  enormously  in 
recent  years,  and  off-budget  spending 
financed  by  the  Treasury's  Federal  Fi- 
nancing Bank  has  been  an  exception- 
ally large  part  of  the  problem. 

Federal  agencies  using  the  Federal 
Financing  Bank,  or  FFB.  have  exploit- 
ed creative  accounting  with  a  venge- 
ance: In  less  than  10  years,  the  FFB 
has  financed  $96.5  billion  in  off-budget 


Federal  spending;  in  the  next  5  years. 
FFB  will  finance  $85  billion  in  new 
spending,  and  most  of  that  also  will  be 
off-budget. 

Creative  accounting  and  off-budget 
spending  on  such  a  massive  scale  are 
intolerable,  and  create  many  serious 
problems.  Every  year,  actual  Federal 
spending  and  Federal  deficits  are 
grossly  underreported  in  the  unified 
budget— by  $21  billion  in  1981,  and  by 
$14  billion  both  in  1982  and  1983— so 
that  Congress  and  the  public  are  seri- 
ously misled  about  what  is  actually 
going  on.  Federal  agencies  spend  bil- 
lion of  dollars,  yet  are  not  charged  for 
the  outlays.  Programs  with  equal 
budget  numbers  are  grossly  unequal- 
hindering  the  rational  setting  of 
budget  priorities  and  the  allocation  of 
Federal  resources.  Programs  author- 
ized as  loan  guarantees  end  up  as  un- 
authorized, off-budget  direct  loans 
from  the  FFB.  Congressionally  im- 
posed limits  on  individual  credit  pro- 
grams are  thwarted. 

All  these  problems  result  from 
budget  accounting  loopholes  which 
Congress  created;  only  Congress  can 
correct  these  practices.  Today.  I  am  in- 
troducing legislation  with  Senators 
Garn,  Proxmire.  Gorton.  Domenici, 
Armstrong.  Mattingly,  and  Hecht  to 
do  just  that. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation,  the 
Honest  Budgeting  Act,  would  close  sig- 
nificant budget  accounting  loopholes. 

It  would  make  the  unified  Federal 
budget  a  much  more  accurate  reflec- 
tion of  the  fiscal  operations  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

It  would  eliminate  the  present  un- 
derstatement of  Federal  spending, 
lending,  and  borrowing  now  associated 
with  programs  financed  by  the  Feder- 
al Financing  Bank. 

It  would  provide  for  a  more  precise 
measure  of  the  impact  of  Federal  bor- 
rowing on  the  Nations  credit  markets. 
It  would  charge  Federal  agencies  for 
the  outlays  for  which  they  are  respon- 
sible. This  would  improve  the  informa- 
tional content  of  the  Federal  budget, 
and  would  allow  the  Congress  to  estab- 
lish priorities  among  competing  Federr 
al  programs  in  a  more  informed  and 
rational  way. 

It  would  insure  that  loan  programs 
which  involved  equal  Federal  outlays 
and  repayments  would  appear  as 
equals  in  budget  documents.  This 
would  eliminate  an  important  source 
of  confusion  and  misinformation  from 
budget  considerations. 

It  would  strengthen  congressional 
control  of  direct  Federal  loans.  Under 
the  bill,  a  Federal  agency  could  no 
longer  exceed  congressional  direct 
lending  limits  by  selling  loan  assets  or 
certificates  of  beneficial  ownership  to 
the  FFB,  or  by  getting  FFB  to  provide 
direct  loans  to  persons  who  are  only 
authorized  to  receive  loan  guarantees. 
The  Honest  Budgeting  Act  would 
reform  accounting  procedures  to  pre- 


vent the  conversion  of  programs  ap- 
proved by  Congress  as  loan  guarantee 
programs  into  off-budget  direct  loans 
financed  by  the  FFB.  If  Congress 
wanted  to  provide  a  borrower  with  a 
direct  loan  from  FFB,  it  would  follow 
the  usual  procedures:  provide  budget 
authority  for  that  purpose  and  charge 
the  loan  outlays  to  the  responsible 
Federal  agency.  In  this  way.  a  direct 
loan  financed  by  FFB  and  an  identical 
loan  provided  by  a  Federal  agency 
would  receive  equal  budget  treat- 
ment—an entirely  appropriate  out- 
come. 

This  bill  would  in  no  way  hinder 
Congress  from  creating  pure  loan 
guarantee  programs  in  the  future.  Nor 
would  it  prevent  Congress  from  pro- 
viding FFB  direct  loans,  if  it  so  de- 
sired. But  it  would  insure  that  if  Con- 
gress intends  to  make  a  loan  guaran- 
tee, a  loan  guarantee  results;  and  if 
Congress  intends  to  make  a  direct 
loan,  a  direct  loan  results.  Loans  and 
loan  guarantees  would  be  clearly  sepa- 
rated for  budget  accounting  purposes. 
And  just  as  important,  no  program 
or  activity  now  financed  outside  the 
Bank  would  be  forced  into  the  Bank 
and  on-budget.  Loan  guarantee  pro- 
grams now  financed  in  the  market 
would  remain  there,  unaffected  by  the 
legislation. 

For  all  these  reasons,  Mr.  President, 
I  strongly  urge  my  fellow  Senators  to 
support  the  Honest  Budgeting  Act.  A 
more  detailed  analysis  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  bill  follows. 
provisions  of  the  honest  budgeting  act 

explanation 
The  Honest  Budgeting  Act  has  two  parts: 
accounting    provisions   and   a   "no   escape" 
clause  to  make  them  effective. 

1.  Accounting  Provisions.  A  number  of 
federal  activities  which  are  financed  by  the 
Federal  Financing  Bank  are  chronically  un- 
derreported in  the  unified  federal  budget. 
The  accounting  provisions  of  the  bill  elimi- 
nate the  "creative  accounting"  which  makes 
underreporting  possible. 

The  Honest  Budgeting  Act  addresses  a  sig- 
nificant and  growing  budgetary  problem: 
the  conversion  of  Congressionally  author- 
ized loan  guarantee  programs  into  unau- 
thorized, off-budget  direct  loans  financed  by 
the  Federal  Financing  Bank. 

At  present,  FFB  is  empowered  to  purchase 
loan  obligations  guaranteed  by  a  federal 
agency.  In  so  doing,  the  FFB  makes  a  direct 
federal  loan.  However,  since  FFB  is  off- 
budget,  its  outlays  for  this  loan  do  not 
appear  in  the  unified  federal  budget. 

This  procedure  allows  a  federal  agency  to 
guarantee  a  private  borrowers  note,  then 
send  that  borrower  to  the  FFB  for  an  off- 
budget  direct  loan.  By  fiscal  alchemy,  the 
government's  guarantee  is  transformed  into 
an  unauthorized,  off-budget  loan  outlay. 

This  practice  is  objectionable  for  several 
reasons. 

First,  it  leads  to  significant  underreport- 
ing of  agency  outlays,  federal  outlays,  and 
the  federal  deficit  in  the  unified  budget. 

Second,  as  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  has  noted,  it  "permits  federal  agen- 
cies to  increase  their  direct  lending  without 
requesting  additional  budget  authority." 
thereby  weakening  Congressional  control  of 


federal  lending  and  spending.  This  is  a  sig- 
nificant problem,  and  one  which  is  likely  to 
grow.  During  fiscal  year  1982.  for  example, 
one  federal  agency,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, was  able  to  increase  its  direct  loans 
from  $.4  billion  authorized  to  $3.5  billion  ex- 
tended, using  loan  guarantees  for  the  For- 
eign Military  Sales  program.  Another 
agency,  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis- 
tration, stretched  its  $1.1  billion  authoriza- 
tion into  $5.8  billion  in  direct  loans  through 
the  same  device.  Those  added  oulays  did  not 
appear  in  the  responsible  agencies"  budgets. 
Third,  converting  loan  guarantees  into 
direct  loans  converts  a  contingent  federal  li- 
ability, the  loan  guarantee,  into  a  direct 
spending  program  which  requires  immediate 
federal  outlays  and  federal  borrowing.  This 
undermines  Congressional  control  of  out- 
lays and  of  contingent  liabilities. 

Fourth,  the  guaranlees-into-loans  process 
provides  a  double  subsidy  to  borrowers 
which  Congress  may  not  have  intended. 
With  a  federal  guarantee,  a  borrower  can 
borrow  more  cheaply  than  he  could  without 
federal  assistance;  but  with  a  direct  loan 
from  FFB,  that  borrower  gets  an  added  ben- 
efit of  further  interest  reduction,  since  FFB 
lends  at  one-eighth  of  a  percent  above 
Treasurys  own  cost  of  funds.  Congress,  not 
a  federal  agency,  should  decide  whether  it 
wants  to  provide  this  added  subsidy. 

Mr.  TRIBLE.  Mr.  President,  for  all 
these  reasons,  it  is  important  to 
reform  budgetary  treatment  in  this 
area.  My  bill  does  that.  If  adopted,  the 
Honest  Budgeting  Act  would  require 
Federal  agencies  sending  guaranteed 
borrowers  to  FFB  for  direct  loans  to 
secure  budget  authority  for  that  pur- 
pose; further,  the  guaranteeing  agency 
would  be  charged  with  the  loan  out- 
lays. 

The  Honest  Budgeting  Act  also  ad- 
dresses a  second  class  of  transactions 
with  the  Federal  Financing  Bank 
which  cause  serious  budget  accounting 
problems:  agency  sales  of  "loan  assets" 
to  the  FFB. 

In  a  loan  asset  sale,  a  Federal  agency 
will  sell  a  loan  note,  or  a  security 
"backed"  by  loans,  to  the  FFB.  and 
subtract  the  sales  proceeds  from  its 
own  outlays— by  special  accounting 
rules,  available  only  to  certain  Federal 
agencies,  loan  asset  sales  to  FFB  gen- 
erate negative  outlays,  or  "offsetting 
receipts"  for  the  agency.  Using  loan 
asset  sales,  an  agency  with  a  lending 
ceiling  of  $1  billion  could  make  $1  bil- 
lion in  direct  loans,  sell  $1  billion 
worth  of  loan  notes  to  FFB  and  record 
zero  outlays  on  its  budget.  That 
agency  could  then  resume  lending, 
above  the  $1  billion  ceiling. 

As  the  example  suggests,  loan  asset 
sales  to  FFB  allow  agencies  to  exceed 
congressional  lending  limits.  They  also 
mean  that  the  actual  spending  by 
agencies  exceeds  the  amounts  of 
spending  charged  to  them  in  the 
budget. 

Loan  asset  sales  result  in  misleading 
information  about  the  amount  spent 
on  various  programs.  During  fiscal 
year  1982.  for  example,  loan  asset 
sales  reduced  recorded  onbudget  out- 
lays for  rural  housing  70  percent,  for 
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rural  development  73  percent,  and  for 
agricultural  credit  42  percent.  One 
Federal  entity,  the  rural  electric  tele- 
phone revolving  fund,  was  able  to  use 
loan  asset  sales  to  reduce  its  recorded 
outlays  100  percent  in  1982— to  pre- 
tend it  had  spent  nothing  when  in  fact 
it  had  disbursed  nearly  half  a  billion 
dollars  in  direct  loans. 

Because  they  understate  recorded 
agency  spending,  loan  asset  sales  also 
understate  recorded  Federal  spending. 
Federal  deficits,  and  the  annual  in- 
crease in  the  national  debt.  This 
means  that  Federal  deficits  and  Feder- 
al impacts  on  credit  markets  are  really 
much  larger  than  the  reported  deficit 
figures  suggest. 

Through  the  device  of  loan  asset 
sales,  and  the  related  device  of  con- 
verting loan  guarantees  into  of fbudget 
direct  loans.  Federal  spending  and 
Federal  deficits  recorded  in  the  uni- 
fied budget  were  understated  $21  bil- 
lion in  1981.  and  $14  billion  in  1982: 
the  1983  understatement  will  be  close 
to  $14  billion  as  well.  In  fact,  the  ac- 
counting trickery  in  loan  asset  sales 
and  FFB  direct  loans  to  guaranteed 
borrowers  has  hidden  at  least  $97  bil- 
lion in  off-budget  Federal  spending 
since  1974.  An  abuse  of  this  magnitude 
must  not  be  allowed  to  continue. 

The  accounting  provisions  of  the 
Honest  Budgeting  Act  would  correct 
all  the  problems  associated  with  loan 
asset  sales  to  the  FFB.  The  provisions 
would  prevent  Federal  agencies  from 
subtracting  the  proceeds  of  loan  asset 
sales  to  FFB  from  the  agencies'  own 
spending.  Sales  may  continue,  but 
they  will  no  longer  produce  improper 
"offsetting  receipts."  Instead,  when  an 
agency  sells  loan  assets  to  FFB,  the 
proceeds  will  be  treated  merely  as  a 
"means  of  financing"  that  agency. 
There  will  be  no  subtraction  from  the 
agency's  own  spending  total,  so  that 
agency's  outlays  will  be  recorded  in 
full. 

These  new  accounting  provisions 
would  take  effect  in  fiscal  year  1985. 
The  delayed  effective  date  will  allow 
budget  planners  in  the  administration 
and  Congress  to  accommodate  the  in- 
crease in  budget  authority  and  outlays 
which  necessarily  attends  bringing  off- 
budget  activities  back  into  the  budget. 

"NO  ESCAPE"  CLAUSE 

To  make  the  accounting  provisions 
binding  on  activities  financed  through 
the  Federal  Financing  Bank,  and  to 
preserve  the  savings  possible  when 
Federal  programs  use  the  bank,  the 
Honest  Budgeting  Act  also  contains  a 
"no  escape  "  clause.  Activities  financed 
through  the  bank  prior  to  the  effec- 
tive date  would  remain  in  the  bank 
thereafter.  Thus,  when  the  new  ac- 
counting provisions  "kick  in."  these  ac- 
tivities will  be  fully  and  correctly  re- 
corded in  budget  documents. 

By  itself,  bringing  off-budget  FFB-fi- 
nanced  activities  into  the  unified 
budget  would  create  an  incentive  for 


Federal  agencies  to  leave  the  bank  and 
to  sell  securities  in  the  open  market. 
By  doing  that.  Federal  agencies  could 
escape  the  budget  control  which  the 
bill  provides  through  its  accounting 
provisions.  To  prevent  this  outcome, 
the  bill  requires  that  securities  of  a 
type  issued,  sold,  or  guaranteed  by  a 
Federal  agency  prior  to  the  effective 
date  would  continue  to  be  offered  for 
sale  to  the  bank  thereafter. 

A  second  reason  for  the  "no  escape" 
clause  is  to  preserve  the  FFB  as  a  tool 
for  efficient  debt  management,  and  to 
prevent  an  unnecessary  increase  in  the 
cost  of  financing  Government  oper- 
ations. If  agencies  could  depart  from 
the  bank  and  return  to  financing  in 
the  market,  they  would  recreate  the 
chaotic  and  uncoordinated  financing 
which  preceded  the  bank's  creation. 
By  preventing  departure  from  the 
bank,  the  bill  preserves  existing  fi- 
nancing efficiencies  available  only 
from  the  bank. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Honest  Budgeting  Act  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1679 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Honest  Budgeting  Act  of  1983". 

REPEAL  OF  BUDGET  EXEMPTION 

Sec  2.  Section  11  (c)  of  the  Federal  Fi- 
nancing Bank  Act  of  1973  (12  U.S.C.  2290 
(o)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(cj  All  transactions  of  the  bank  shall  be 
reflected  in  the  unified  budget  of  the 
United  States  Government.  Amounts  of 
loans  which  are  guaranteed  by  a  Federal 
agency  and  which  are  financed  by  the  Bank 
shall  be  recorded  as  outlays  of  that  agency 
and  shall  not  exceed  amounts  of  budget  au- 
thority provided  to  that  agency  for  such 
purpose.  Amounts  which  are  disbursed  by 
the  Bank  for  the  purchase  of  loans  guaran- 
teed, loan  assets  sold,  and  debt  obligation.s 
issued,  by  a  Federal  agency  shall  be  treated 
as  a  means  of  financing  that  agency.  The 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  shall  issue  regulations  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  suljsection.". 

LIMITATIONS  ON  AGENCY  FINANCING 

Sec  3.  Section  7  of  the  Federal  Financing 
Bank  Act  of  1973  (12  U.S.C.  2286)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

■(d)  A  federal  agency  may  not  issue,  seli. 
or  guarantee  an  oligation  of  a  type  which 
was  during  the  period  beginning  October  1. 
1981.  and  ending  September  30,  1984.  issued, 
sold,  or  guaranteed,  and  financed  through 
the  Bank  unless  that  obligation  is  first  of- 
fered for  sale  to  the  Bank.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  issue  regulations  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection.". 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1984. 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  not  t>e  deemed  to  be  superseded,  modi- 
fied, or  repealed  except  by  a  provision  of 


law  which  is  enacted  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  and  which  amends  the 
Federal  Financing  Bank  Act  of  1973. 


By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 
S.  1680.  A  bill  to  clarify  the  circum- 
stances under  which  territorial  provi- 
sions in  licenses  to  distribute  and  sell 
trademarked  malt  beverage  products 
are  lawful  under  the  antitrust  laws;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

MALT  BEVERAGE  INTERBRAND  COMPETITION  ACTT 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  today  introducing  the  Malt  Bever- 
age Interbrand  Competition  Act. 

This  legislation  is  necessary  to  help 
preserve  State  authority  over  the  ex- 
isting and  highly  competitive  distribu- 
tion system  for  beer  in  the  United 
States.  This  is  the  distribution  system 
under  which  the  price  of  beer,  includ- 
ing State  and  local  excise  taxes,  has 
increased  far  less  than  the  increase  in 
the  cost  of  the  great  majority  of  goods 
on  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  It  is 
also  a  system  which  decades  of  experi- 
ence has  proved  to  be  most  effective 
for  the  States  in  controlling  the  distri- 
bution and  sale  of  alcoholic  beverages 
and  the  equitable  and  efficient  collec- 
tion of  State  excise  taxes  on  beer 
sales. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  the  Congress  to  take  this 
nece.s.sary  step  to  preserve  this  system. 

The  Malt  Beverage  Interbrand  Com- 
petition Act  would  simply  preserve  the 
legality  under  the  Federal  antitrust 
laws  of  traditional  exclusive  territorial 
agreements  between  breweries  of  beer 
and  the  wholesale  distributors  for 
those  breweries'  particular  brands  of 
beer.  It  would  do  so  by  stating  that 
these  traditional  brewery-wholesaler 
agreements  are  not  per  se  violations  of 
the  antitrust  laws. 

This  would  codify  for  the  beer  indus- 
try the  prevailing  Supreme  Court  case 
law  on  this  question.  In  Continental 
TV  against  GTE  Sylvania  in  1977,  the 
Court  held,  speaking  generally  for  all 
products,  that  a  territorial  agreement 
between  a  manufacturer  and  wholesal- 
er is  not  a  per  se  antitrust  violation. 
The  court  said  a  determination  should 
be  made  in  each  case,  using  a  "rule  of 
reason. " 

The  same  decision  held  that  compe- 
tition is  best  served  by  promoting  vig- 
orous interbrand  competition  among 
differing  brands  of  the  same  product. 
The  Court  also  found  that  territorial 
agreements  may  be  necessary  for  a 
wholesaler  to  risk  a  substantial  capital 
investment,  to  hire  the  required 
number  of  employees,  to  advertise  and 
promote  the  product,  to  guarantee 
quality  control  and  to  meet  the  com- 
mitment to  serve  all  potential  retailers 
of  the  product.  All  of  those  conditions 
are  particularly  applicable  to  the  beer 
industry. 

Codification  of  this  principle  into 
law  for  the  beer  industry  is  necessary. 
Mr.    President,   to   avoid   unnecessary 


litigation  challenging  the  beer  distri- 
bution system.  Congress  embodied  this 
same  principle  for  the  soft  drink  bot- 
tling and  distribution  industry  in  the 
Soft  Drink  Interbrand  Competition 
Act  of  1980. 

The  Malt  Beverage  Interbrand  Com- 
petition Act  would  not  exempt  whole- 
sale beer  distributors  from  any  provi- 
sions of  the  antitrust  laws.  It  would 
not  eliminate  any  wholesale  or  retail 
outlets  for  beer  not  available  in  any 
State. 

Twenty-two  States  now  mandate  by 
State  law  the  assignment  by  breweries 
of  exclusive  territories  to  wholesale 
distributors  of  beer  within  those 
States.  All  other  States  permit  the  ter- 
ritorial agreements,  except  Indiana, 
which  prohibits  them  by  administra- 
tive ruling.  My  bill  would  not  super- 
sede or  change  any  laws  or  regulations 
of  any  State,  including  Indiana. 

The  alternative  to  territorial  agree- 
ments for  the  wholesale  distribution 
of  beer  is  transshipping,  which  is  a 
polite  term  for  a  legalized  form  of  beer 
bootlegging. 

Mr.  President,  beer  is  an  alcoholic 
beverage.  As  such,  it  must  be  distribut- 
ed with  more  controls  than  such  prod- 
ucts as  bread,  soap,  widgets,  or  auto- 
mobiles. 

Ever  since  enactment  of  the  21st 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which 
repealed  prohibition,  the  States  have 
required  a  three-tier  distribution 
system  for  beer.  The  three  tiers  are: 
brewery,  wholesale  distributor,  and 
retail  outlet. 

The  existing  wholesale  distribution 
system  comprises  4,500  beer  wholesal- 
ers—independent small  businesses 
serving  all  licensed  retail  sellers  of 
beer:  large,  mediun:.  and  small.  The 
average  local  wholesaler  carries  one  or 
two  major  brands  of  beer  in  addition 
to  a  few  lesser  selling  brands.  Thus, 
there  is  stiff  competition  among  local 
wholesalers  and  their  brands.  This  in- 
terbrand competition  insures  competi- 
tive prices  to  the  consumers. 

Under  the  present  system,  the  local 
wholesaler  is  required  by  his  contract 
with  the  brewery  to  service  all  ac- 
counts, whether  they  but  1  case  or 
1,000. 

The  local  wholesaler's  responsibil- 
ities do  not  stop  at  delivery.  The 
wholesaler's  driver-salespersons  must 
check  for  any  stale  beer  or  damaged 
product  on  the  retailer's  shelves  and 
replace  it  at  the  wholesaler's  cost.  The 
wholesaler  is  also  responsible  for  the 
maintenance  and  cleanliness  of  beer 
taps  and  coils. 

In  contrast,  wherever  transshipping 
of  beer  flourishes,  freshness  of  prod- 
uct and  quality  of  service  suffer. 

Finally.  Mr.  President.  I  would  point 
out  that  the  territorial  system  for  the 
wholesale  distribution  of  beer  best  en- 
ables the  States  to  exercise  the  neces- 
sary control  in  this  period  of  increased 
concern  over  the  abuse  of  alcholic  bev- 


erages, specifically  as  it  is  reflected  in 
the  carnage  upon  our  highways. 

In  fact,  the  National  Conference  of 
State  Liquor  Administrators  recently 
adopted  a  resolution  urging  passage  of 
the  Malt  Beverage  Interbrand  Compe- 
tition Act  precisely  for  the  purpose  of 
greatly  strengthening  "the  ability  of 
State  liquor  administrators  to  effec- 
tively discharge  their  responsibilities 
for  controlling  malt  beverages  *  *  '." 

Mr.  President,  the  consumer  is  best 
served  by  a  proven  system  of  State 
regulated,  wholesale  distribution  of 
beer  which  makes  a  wide  variety  of 
the  freshest  product  readily  available 
through  all  types  of  retail  outlets  at 
highly  competitive  prices.  The  public 
in  general  is  best  served  by  a  system 
which  allows  State  regulators  to  easily 
monitor,  record,  and  control  the  distri- 
bution and  sale  of  beer  within  State 
boundaries.  That  is  the  traditional 
wholesale  beer  distribution  system  in 
the  United  States.  That  is  the  system 
which  the  Malt  Beverage  Interbrand 
Competition  Act  seeks  to  preserve. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows 


S.  1680 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Malt  Beverage  In- 
terbrand Competition  Act". 

Sec  2.  Nothing  contained  in  any  antitrust 
law  shall  render  unlawful  the  inclusion  and 
enforcement  in  any  written  contract  in 
effect  on  or  entered  into  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act  by  any  brewer,  importer, 
trademark  owner,  or  trademark  licensee  of  a 
trademarked  malt  beverage  with  any  whole- 
sale distributor  of  provisions  granting  the 
wholesale  distributor  the  sole  and  exclusive 
right  to  distribute  and  to  sell  such  product 
in  any  defined  geographic  area  within  any 
State  and  limiting  such  exclusive  distributor 
to  the  distribution  and  sale,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, of  such  product  only  for  ultimate 
resale  to  consumers  within  that  defined  geo- 
graphic area  when  such  product  is  in  sub- 
stantial and  effective  competition  with 
other  malt  beverage  products  within  that 
defined  geographic  area. 

Sec.  3.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  legalize  the  enforcement  of  provi- 
sions described  in  section  2  of  this  Act  in 
any  written  contract  described  in  that  sec- 
tion by  means  of  price-fixing  agreements, 
horizontal  restraints  of  trade,  or  group  boy- 
cotts, if  such  agreement,  restraints,  or  boy- 
cotts would  otherwise  be  unlawful. 

Sec  4.  As  used  in  this  Act.  the  term  "anti- 
trust law"  means  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  un- 
lawful restraints  and  monopolies"  (Sherman 
Act),  approved  July  2.  1890,  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act,  approved  September 
26,  1914,  and  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to 
supplement  existing  laws  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,  and  for  other 
purposes "  (Clayton  Act),  approved  October 
15,  1914,  and  all  amendments  to  such  Acts. 

Sec  5.  As  used  in  this  Act,  "malt  bever- 
age "  shall  mean  and  include  beer  of  all 
types  and  varieties  as  defined  in  any  Federal 


or  Stale  statute,  ale,  porter,  stout,  and  all 
other  similarly  designated  fermented  bever- 
ages containing  one-half  of  1  per  centum  or 
more  alcohol  by  volume. 

Sec  6.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term 
"State "  includes  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  any  territory  or  possession  of  the 
United  States. 

Sec.  7.  This  Act  shall  not  invalidate  or 
affect  any  provision  of  the  laws  of  any 
State. 

By  Mr.  HELMS  (by  request): 
S.  1681.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Meat  Inspection  Act,  the  Poultry 
Products  Inspection  Act,  and  the  Egg 
Products  Inspection  Act  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  deter- 
mine the  degree  of  inspection  to  be 
conducted  in  meat,  poultry,  and  egg 
processing  plants,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

MEAT,  POULTRY,  AND  EGG  PRODUCTS  INSPECTION 

•  Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
request  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
John  R.  Block,  I  introduce  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agricultures  proposed  bill  to 
amend  the  Federal  Meat  Inspection 
Act,  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection 
Act,  and  the  Egg  Products  Inspection 
Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  determine  the  degree  of  in- 
spection to  be  conducted  in  meat, 
poultry,  and  egg  processing  plants,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  bill  would  give  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  more  discretion  in  deter- 
mining appropriate  methods  of  food 
processing  inspection  on  a  plant-by- 
plant  basis  and  would  reduce  the  re- 
quired number  of  shell  egg  surveil- 
lance visits  from  four  to  one  per  year. 
The  Secretary  feels  that  making  these 
proposed  changes  in  the  law  would 
continue  to  assure  that  all  meat,  poul- 
try, and  egg  products  are  wholesome 
and  would  contribute  toward  control- 
ling costs  of  Federal  meat,  poultry, 
and  egg  product  inspection  programs 
as  well  as  effect  substantial  cost  sav- 
ings in  the  future. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  and  Sec- 
retary Block's  transmittal  letter  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1681 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Meat.  Poultry,  and 
Egg  Products  Inspection  Amendments  of 
1983". 

TITLE  I— FEDERAL  MEAT  INSPECTION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Sec  101.  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Meat  In- 
spection Act  (21  U.S.C.  606)  is  amended  by 
deleting  everything  before  the  proviso  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof: 

"That  for  the  purposes  hereinbefore  set 
forth,  the  Secretary  shall  cause  to  be  made, 
by  inspectors  appointed  for  that  purpose,  an 
examination  and  inspection  of  meat   food 
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products  prepared  for  commerce  in  any 
slaughtering,  meat-canning,  salting,  pack- 
ing, rendering,  or  similar  establishment. 
Such  examination  AnA  inspection  shall  be 
conducted  in  such  manner  and  with  such 
frequency  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary 
and  in  accordance  with  regulations  promul- 
gated under  this  Act.  based  on  consideration 
of  factors  which  shall  include:  (1)  the 
nature  and  frequency  of  the  establishment's 
processing  operations:  (2)  the  adequacy  and 
reliability  of  the  establishment's  product 
monitoring  system:  (3)  the  establishment's 
history  of  compliance  with  inspection  re- 
quirements: and  <4)  such  other  factors  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate.  All 
such  products  found  to  be  not  adulterated 
shall  be  marked,  stamped,  tagged,  or  labeled 
as  'Inspected  and  passed':  all  such  products 
found  to  be  adulterated  shall  be  marked, 
stamped,  tagged,  or  labeled  as  Inspected 
and  condemned'  and  all  such  condemned 
products  shall  be  destroyed  for  human  food 
purposes,  as  hereinbefore  provided.  The 
Secretary  may  remove  inspectors  from  any 
establishment  which  fails  to  so  destroy  such 
condemned  meat  food  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  any  examination  and  inspec- 
tion, said  inspectors  shall  have  access  at  all 
times,  by  day  or  night,  whether  the  estab- 
lishment he  operated  or  not.  to  every  part  of 
the  establishment:". 

Sec  102.  Section  21  of  the  Federal  Meat 
Inspection  Act  (21  U.S.C.  621)  is  amended 
by  deleting  ".  or  meat  food  product  there- 
from.'. 

TITLE  II— POULTRY  PRODUCTS  INSPECTION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Sec  201.  Section  6  of  the  Poultry  Prod- 
ucts Inspection  Act  i21  U.S.C.  455)  is 
amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as 
subsection  (d)  and  inserting  a  new  subsec- 
tion (c)  as  follows: 

"(c)  That  for  the  purposes  hereinbefore 
set  forth,  the  Secretary  shall  cause  to  be 
made,  by  inspectors  appointed  for  that  pur- 
pose, an  examination  and  inspection  of 
processed  poultry  products  prepared  for 
commerce  in  each  official  establishment 
processing  such  poultry  products.  Such  ex- 
amination an(j  inspection  shall  be  conducted 
in  such  manner  and  with  such  frequency  as 
the  Secretary  deems  necessary  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  promulgated 
under  this  Act.  based  on  consideration  of 
factors  which  shall  include:  'D  the  nature 
and  frequency  of  the  establishment's  proc- 
essing operations;  (2i  the  adequacy  and  reli- 
ability of  the  establishment's  product  moni- 
toring system:  (3)  the  establishment's  histo- 
ry of  compliance  with  inspection  require- 
ments: and  (4)  such  other  factors  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  deem  appropriate.  ". 

TITLE  III— egg  PRODUCTS  INSPECTION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Sec.  301.  Section  5(a)  of  the  Egg  Products 
Inspection  Act  (21  U.S.C.  1034(a))  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  For  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
entry  into  or  flow  or  movement  in  com- 
merce of.  or  the  burdening  of  commerce  by. 
any  egg  product  which  is  capable  of  use  as 
human  food  and  is  misbranded  or  adulterat- 
ed, the  Secretary,  whenever  processing  oper- 
ations are  being  conducted,  shall  cause  to  t>e 
made,  by  inspectors  appointed  for  that  pur- 
pose, an  inspection  of  the  processing  of  egg 
products,  in  each  plant  processing  egg  prod- 
ucts for  commerce,  unless  exempted  under 
section  15  of  this  Act.  With  the  exception  of 
egg  breaking  operations  which  shall  be  con- 
tinuously inspected,  such  inspection  shall  be 
conducted  in  such  manner  and  with  such 


frequency  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary 
and  in  accordance  with  regulations  promul- 
gated under  this  Act,  based  on  consideration 
of  factors  which  shall  include:  (1)  the 
nature  and  frequency  of  the  official  plant's 
processing  operations;  (2)  the  adequacy  and 
reliability  of  the  official  plant's  product 
monitoring  system;  (3)  the  official  plant's 
history  of  compliance  with  inspection  re- 
quirements: and  (4)  such  other  factors  the 
Secretary  may  deem  appropriate.  Without 
restricting  the  application  of  the  above  to 
other  kinds  of  establishments  within  its  pro- 
visions, any  food  manufacturing  establish- 
ment, institution,  or  restaurant  which  uses 
any  eggs  that  do  not  meet  the  requirements 
of  section  15(a)(1)  of  this  Act  in  the  prepa- 
ration of  any  articles  for  human  food  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  a  plant  processing  egg 
products,  with  respect  to  such  operations." 

Sec.  302.  Section  5(d)  of  the  Egg  Products 
Inspection  Act  (21  US  C.  1034(d))  is  amend- 
ed by  deleting  the  words  "at  least  once  each 
calendar  quarter"  and  inserting  .n  lieu 
thereof  "at  least  once  each  year". 

Sec  303.  Section  17(a)  of  the  Egg  Prod- 
ucts Inspection  Act  (21  U.S.C.  1046(a))  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  words  "an  ap- 
proved continuous  inspection  system"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "an  approved  in- 
spection system,  including  the  continuous 
inspection  of  egg  breaking.". 

TITLE  IV  — INSPECTION  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec  401.  Nothing  in  the  amendments  set 
forth  in  sections  101,  201.  or  301  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  to  require  any  establish- 
ment to  participate  in  a  total  plant  quality 
control  program  as  a  prerequisite  to  inspec- 
tion being  provided  under  the  Federal  Meat 
Inspection  Act,  the  Poultry  Products  In- 
spection Act,  or  the  Egg  Products  Inspcr 
tion  Act. 

TITLE  V— EFFECTIVE  DATt 

Sec  501.  The  provi.sion.s  of  this  Act  shall 
Ijecome  effective  on  enactment. 

Department  of  Agriculture. 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington.  D.C..  February  2.  lUS.r 
Hon.  George  Bush, 

President  of  the  Senate.  U.S.  Senate.  Wash- 
ington. D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  We  enclose  for  the 
consideration  of  Congress  a  draft  bill  "to 
amend  the  Federal  Meat  Inspection  Act,  the 
Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  and  the 
Egg  Products  Inspection  Act  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine 
the  degree  of  inspection  to  be  conducted  in 
meat,  poultry  and  egg  processing  plants. 
and  for  other  purposes.  " 

Under  these  laws.  USDA  administers  in- 
plant  inspection  programs  which  are  de- 
signed to  assure  that  consumers  receive 
wholesome,  unadulterated  meat,  poulty  and 
egg  products  and  these  p>oducts  are  proper- 
ly marked,  packaged  and  labeled.  The  De- 
partment also  administers  periodic  inspec- 
tion under  the  shell  egg  surveillance  portion 
of  the  Egg  Products  Inspection  Act.  This 
Act  requires  that  all  shell  egg  handlers 
packing  eggs  for  the  ultimate  consumer  be 
visited  at  least  once  each  calendar  quarter 
to  assure  that  eggs  which  are  not  fit  for 
human  consumption  are  being  destroyed  or 
diverted  to  nonhuman  food  use. 

Federal  involvement  in  meat  inspection 
began  with  the  Meat  Inspection  Act  of  1390 
as  the  result  of  concern  over  the  whole- 
someness  of  livestock  and  the  sanitary  con- 
ditions under  which  meat  products  were 
prepared  in  this  country.  Subsequent  refine- 


ments of  this  law  came  with  the  enactment 
of  the  Federal  Meat  Inspection  Act  of  1906 
and  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  of  1967.  Com- 
bined with  the  passage  of  the  Poultry  Prod- 
ucts Inspection  Act  of  1957,  the  Wholesome 
Poultry  Products  Act  of  1968,  and  the  Egg 
Products  Inspection  Act  of  1970,  these  Acts, 
taken  as  a  whole,  represents  a  Federal  com- 
mitment designed  to  assure  the  safety  of 
meat,  poultry  and  egg  products  distributed 
to  consumers. 

In  view  of  the  conditions  which  existed  in 
the  meat,  poultry  and  egg  industries  at  the 
time  the  major  inspection  laws  were  passed, 
it  was  determined  that  an  intensive  system 
of  inspection  was  needed.  This  intensive  in- 
spection system  involving  the  daily,  on-site 
presence  of  inspectors  has  come  to  be 
known  as  "continuous"  inspection.  A  less  in- 
tensive, periodic  review  of  other  foods  is 
conducted  by  the  Pood  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Food.  Drug  and  Cosmetic  Act. 

During  the  years  in  which  USDA  has  con- 
ducted its  inspection  program,  processing 
methods  have  evolved  from  relatively 
simple  procedures  such  as  cutting  and 
boning  meat  and  hand-breaking  eggs  into 
highly  sophisticated,  technologically  ad- 
vanced operations.  Food  technology,  as  well 
as  processing  and  information-gathering 
techniques,  has  "hanged  greatly.  There  are 
now  thousands  of  processed  food  products 
containing  a  wide  range  of  ingredients.  Mass 
production  equipment  has  been  introduced, 
and  there  is  a  greater  variety  of  processes. 
Improved  methods  of  monitoring  processing 
operations  also  have  been  developed.  With 
these  innovations,  continuous  inspection  is 
no  longer  necessary  or  practical  in  every  in- 
stance. 

USDA  needs  the  flexibility  to  allocate  its 
inspection  resources  in  a  way  that  will  deal 
more  efficiently  and  econornically  with  the 
many  different  kinds  of  in.spection  situation 
faced  today.  Accordingly,  the  Department  is 
recommending  that  the  statutes  authorizing 
meat,  poultry  and  egg  product  inspection  ac- 
tivities be  changed  to  give  the  Secretary 
more  discretion  in  detf-rmining  appropriate 
methods  of  food  proce.ssing  inspection  on  a 
pl.an-by-planl  basis  and  to  reduce  the  re- 
quired number  of  shell  egg  surveillance 
visits  from  four  to  one  per  year. 

Factors  to  be  considered  by  the  Secretary 
in  determining  what  inspection  shall  be  nec- 
essary include:  ( 1 )  the  nature  and  frequency 
of  the  establishment's  processing  oper- 
ations. (2)  the  adequacy  and  reliability  of  an 
establishment's  product  monitoring  system. 
(3)  the  establishment's  history  of  compli- 
ance with  inspection  requirements,  and  such 
other  factors  as  the  Secretary  deems  appro- 
priate. 

Making  such  changes  in  the  law  would 
continue  to  assure  that  all  meat,  poultry 
and  egg  products  are  safe  and  wholesome 
and  would  contribute  toward  controlling  the 
cost  of  Federal  meat,  poultry  and  egg  prod- 
uct inspection  programs.  Enactment  of  this 
legislation  is  expected  to  effect  a  cumulative 
$62.9  million  saving  in  inspection  activities 
over  the  next  five  years.  As  contained  in  the 
President's  fiscal  year  1984  budget  this 
measure  would  reduce  outlays  by  some  $3.5 
million. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
advises  that  enactment  of  this  legislation 
would  be  in  accord  with  the  Administra- 
tion's program. 


An  identical  letter  has  been  sent  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Sincerely, 

John  R.  Block. 

Secretary.m 


By  Mr.  GARN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Proxmire)  (by  request): 
S.  1682.  A  bill  to  redefine  "bank"  for 
purposes  of  application  of  the  Bank 
Holding  Company  Act  of  1956.  to 
equate  unitary  savings  and  loan  hold- 
ing company  and  multiple  savings  and 
loan  holding  company  activities,  and 
to  apply  the  provisions  of  the  Glass- 
Steagall  Act  equally  to  insured  deposi- 
tory institutions;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

DEPOSITORY  INSTITUTION  EQUITY  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  Senator 
Proxmire  and  I  are  introducing,  by  re- 
quest of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur- 
ance Corporation,  the  Depository  In- 
stitution Equity  Act,  a  bill  to  impose  a 
prohibition  on  acquisitions  of  banks 
and  thrift  institutions  by  nondeposi- 
tory  organizations. 

This  proposal  is  comparable  in  cer- 
tain respects  to  the  Federal  Reserve 
proposal,  S.  1502,  and  to  the  adminis- 
tration's legislation,  S.  1609,  in  that 
they  all  would  stop  or  limit  the  recent 
proliferation  of  affiliations  between 
nondepository  organizations  (such  as 
securities  firms,  insurance  corpora- 
tions, and  retailers)  and  depository  in- 
stitutions. However,  the  FDICs  pro- 
posal is  unique  in  at  least  two  ways:  It 
would  require  divestiture  of  depository 
institutions  by  nondepository  organi- 
zations, no  matter  when  such  affili- 
ations commenced;  and  the  FDIC 
would  really  prefer  that  it  not  be  en- 
acted. 

In  developing  and  submitting  this 
proposal,  the  FDICs  clear  intent  is  to 
have  it  considered  only  if  Congress 
does  not  act  on  substantive  financial 
institutions  and  regulatory  reform 
issues  by  next  year.  As  indicated  in 
Chairman  Isaac's  transmittal  letter, 
the  FDIC  supports  and  urges  congres- 
sional consideration  of  statutory  revi- 
sions broadening  banking  powers  such 
as  matters  covered  in  the  administra- 
tions  bill  (S.  1609),  but  also  believes 
attention  must  be  focused  on  the  de- 
posit insurance  system  and  on  the  con- 
fusing and  overlapping  regulatory 
structure  which  has  been  established 
over  the  past  50  years.  Chairman 
Isaac's  letter  contains  some  excellent 
reasons  why  Congress  should  consider 
legislation  which  not  only  deals  with 
which  institution  does  what,  but  also 
with  which  agency  does  what. 

A  week  ago  yesterday  the  committee 
opened  its  hearings  on  the  administra- 
tion's bill  and  moratorium  bill  with 
Treasury  Secretary  Regan  as  the  wit- 
ness. In  an  ongoing  effort  to  inform 
affected  organizations  about  the  bill 
and  to  receive  comments  from  such  or- 
ganizations regarding  their  views  on 
the  legislation.  Treasury  Deputy  Sec- 
retary McNamar  is  holding  discussions 


with  several  groups  and  is  asking  for 
their  comments  on  the  bill.  This  proc- 
ess is  ongoing  and  will  result  in  final 
views  being  sent  to  Treasury  within 
the  next  few  weeks. 

While  I  had  intended  that  the  com- 
mittee conduct  additional  hearings 
before  the  August  recess,  the  commit- 
tee is  busy  with  nominations,  mone- 
tary policy,  and  other  issues.  It  is  clear 
that  the  Federal  regulatory  agencies 
are  still  developing  and  finalizing  their 
views  on  appropriate  financial  institu- 
tions legislation,  many  affected  groups 
are  still  formulating  their  positions  on 
the  pending  bills  and,  as  mentioned 
above,  the  Treasury  Department  is 
still  meeting  with  representatives  of 
the  affected  groups  to  discuss  the  ad- 
ministration's proposal.  In  order  that 
the  hearings  be  a  forum  for  full  and 
complete  review  of  the  pending  legisla- 
tion, I  intend  to  continue  them  when 
we  return  from  the  Labor  Day  recess. 
The  hearings  will  reconvene  during 
the  week  of  September  12  with  the 
heads  of  the  Federal  supervisory  agen- 
cies as  witnesses.  A  more  complete 
schedule  will  be  released  in  the  near 
future. 

It  remains  my  intention  to  expedite 
committee  consideration  of  pending  fi- 
nancial institutions  legislation.  'With 
the  FDICs  recommendations  on  regu- 
latory restructuring  and  on  the  Depos- 
itory Institution  Equity  Act,  the  ad- 
ministration's proposal,  and  the  Feder- 
al Reserve's  moratorium  bill,  the  com- 
mittee has  before  it  a  smorgasbord  of 
ideas  and  legislative  approaches.  Now 
it  is  up  to  the  committee  to  test  the 
food  and  set  the  menu. 

I  request  unanimous  consent  that 
the  bill  and  the  transmittal  letter 
from  the  FDIC  be  printed  in  full  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1682 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "De- 
pository Institution  Equity  Act  of  1983". 
TITLE  I— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  BANK 
HOLDING  COMPANY  ACT 

DEFINITION  OF  BANK 

Sec.  101.  Section  2(c)  of  the  Bank  Holding 
Company  Act  of  1956  (12  U.S.C.  1841(c))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Bank'  means  (1)  an  insured  bank'  as 
that  term  is  defined  in  section  3(h)  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act.  as  amended; 

(2)  any  institution  that  is  eligible  to  become 
an  insured  bank  under  section  5  of  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Act.  as  amended;  or 

(3)  any  institution  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  any  State  of  the 
United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  any 
territory  of  the  United  States,  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam,  American  Samoa  or  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, that  accepts  deposits  that  the  deposi- 
tor may  withdraw  by  check  or  similar  means 
for  payment  to  third  parties  and  is  engaged 
in  the  business  of  making  commercial  loans. 


The  term  'bank'  does  not  Include  (A)  any 
foreign  bank  having  an  Insured  branch;  (B) 
an  'insured  institution'  as  that  term  is  de- 
fined in  section  408(a)(1)  of  the  National 
Housing  Act.  as  amended;  (C)  any  organiza- 
tion operating  under  Section  25  or  Section 
25(a)  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act;  or  (D)  any 
organization  that  does  not  do  business  in 
the  United  States  except  as  an  incident  to 
its  activities  outside  the  United  States.". 

BANK  HOLDING  COMPANY  ACTIVITIES  OTHER 
THAN  BANKING 

Sec  102.  Section  4(a)(2)  of  the  Bank  Hold- 
ing Company  Act  of  1956  (12  U.S.C. 
1843(a)(2))  is  amended  by  inserting  after  ", 
after  December  31.  1980. ",  the  first  place  it 
appears,  the  following:  "or.  in  the  case  of 
any  company  which  becomes,  as  a  result  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Depository  Institution 
Equity  Act  of  1983.  a  bank  holding  company 
on  the  date  of  such  enactment,  two  years 
after  the  date  of  such  enactment.". 

TITLE  II- AMENDMENTS  TO  THE 
FEDERAL  DEPOSIT  INSURANCE  ACT 

AFFILIATION  OF  INSURED  NONMEMBER  BANKS 
WITH  ORGANIZATIONS  DEALING  IN  SECURITIES 

Sec  201.  Section  18(j)  of  the  Federal  De- 
posit Insurance  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1828(J))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3)  and 
(4)  as  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5).  respectively, 
and  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph 
(3); 

"(3)  The  provisions  of  section  20  of  the 
Banking  Act  of  1933.  as  amended,  relating 
to  affiliations  between  member  banks  and 
organizations  engaged  principally  in  the 
issue,  flotation,  underwriting,  public  sale,  or 
distribution  at  wholesale  or  retail  or 
through  syndicate  participation  of  stocks, 
bonds,  debentures,  notes  or  other  securities, 
shall  be  applicable  to  every  nonmember  in- 
sured bank  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  such  nonmember  insured 
bank  were  a  member  bank:  Provided,  a  non- 
member  insured  bank  which  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Depository  Institu- 
tion Equity  Act  of  1983  was  affiliated  with 
such  an  organization  Is  not  prohibited  from 
continuing  that  affiliation  for  a  period  of 
two  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
such  Act.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  apply  to  any  foreign  bank  having 
an  insured  branch  with  respect  to  any  affili- 
ation between  such  bank  and  any  company 
organized  under  the  laws  of  a  foreign  coun- 
try that  is  not  engaged  in  business  in  the 
United  Stales  except  as  an  Incident  to  its  ac- 
tivities outside  the  United  States."":  and 

(2)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph 
(4)(A).  as  so  redesignated  under  paragraph 
(1).  by  Inserting  after  "or  any  lawful  legula- 
tlons  Issued  pursuant  thereto."  the  follow- 
ing: "or  any  provision  of  section  20  of  the 
Banking  Act  of  1933,  as  amended.". 

PERSONS  EXCLUDED  FROM  SERVING  AS  OFFICERS, 
DIRECTORS.  OR  EMPLOYEES  OF  STATE  NON- 
MEMBER  BANKS 

Sec  202.  Section  18  of  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1828)  Is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■•(m)(l)  No  officer,  director,  or  employee 
of  any  corporation  or  unincorporated  asso- 
ciation, no  partner  or  employee  of  any  par- 
tershlp,  and  no  Individual,  primarily  en- 
gaged in  the  Issue,  flotation,  underwriting, 
public  sale,  or  distribution,  at  wholesale  or 
retail,  or  through  syndicate  participation,  of 
stocks,  bonds,  or  similar  securities,  shall 
serve  at  the  same  time  as  an  officer,  direc- 
tor, or  employee  of  any  nonmember  insured 
bank  except  in  limited  classes  of  cases  in 
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which  the  Board  of  Directors  may  allow 
such  ser\ice  by  general  regulations  when  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Board  it  would  not 
unduly  influence  the  investment  policies  of 
such  bank  or  the  advice  it  gives  iu  custom- 
ers regarding  investments.  The  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to  any  offi- 
cer, director,  or  employee  of  any  foreign 
bank,  as  defined  in  section  1(b)(7)  of  the 
International  Banking  Act  of  1978.  having 
an  insured  branch  in  the  United  States,  but 
shall  apply  to  officers  and  employees  of  the 
insured  branch. 

•  (2)  A  person  who  at  the  time  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Depository  Institutior^s 
Equity  Act  of  1983  was  serving  in  a  position 
as  an  officer,  director,  or  employee  of  any 
nonmember  insured  bank  and  in  a  position 
otherwise  prohibited  by  this  subsection  is 
not  prohibited  from  continuing  to  serve  in 
such  positions  for  a  period  of  two  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  such  Act.". 

TITLE  III-AMENDMENTS  TO  THE 
NATIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 

UNITARY  SAVINGS  AND  LOAN  HOUSING  COMPANY 
ACTIVITIES 

Sec.  301.  Section  408  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1730a)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■••0)  A  saving  and  loan  holding  company. 
or  any  subsidiary  thereof  which  is  not  an  in- 
sured institution,  shall  not  commence,  after 
the  enactment  of  the  Depository  Institution 
Equity  Act  of  1983.  or  continue  for  more 
than  one  hundred  and  eighty  days  after  be- 
coming a  savings  and  loan  holding  company 
or  subsidiary  thereof,  any  business  activity 
other  than  those  specified  for  multiple  sav- 
ings and  loan  holding  companies  and  their 
subsidiaries  under  subsection  (c)(2)  of  this 
section:  Provided,  however.  That  a  company 
existing  as  a  savings  and  loan  holding  com- 
pany on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  De- 
pository Institution  Equity  Act  of  1983, 
whose  business  activities  or  the  activities  of 
any  subsidiary  become  subject  to  the  re- 
strictions of  subsection  (c)(2)  as  a  result  of 
such  enactment,  may  continue  such  activi- 
ties for  not  more  than  five  years  after  such 
enactment.". 

AFFILIATION  WITH  ORGANIZATION  DEALING  IN 
SECURITIES 

Sec  302.  Section  408  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1730a)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•  (p)(l)  The  provisions  of  section  20  of  the 
Banking  Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  relating 
to  affiliations  between  banks  that  are  mem- 
bers of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  and  or- 
ganizations engaged  principally  in  the  issue, 
flotation,  underwriting,  public  sale,  or  distri- 
bution at  wholesale  or  retail  or  through  syn- 
dicate participation  of  stocks,  bonds,  deben- 
tures, notes,  or  other  securities,  shall  be  ap- 
plicable to  every  insured  institution  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if 
such  insured  institution  were  a  bank  that 
was  a  meml>er  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System:  Provided,  That,  notwithstanding 
section  408(o)  of  this  Act,  and  insured  insti- 
tution which  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  the  Depository  Institution  Equity  Act  of 
1983  was  affiliated  with  such  an  organiza- 
tion is  not  prohibited  from  continuing  that 
affiliation  for  a  period  of  two  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  such  Act. 

"(2)  For  every  violation  of  this  subsection 
the  insured  institution  involved  shall  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  $1,000 
per  day  each  day  during  which  such  viola- 
tion continues.  Such  penalty  may  t)e  as- 
sessed by  the  Corporation,  in  its  discretion. 


and,  when  so  assessed,  may  be  collected  by 
suit  or  otherwise." 

PERSONS  EXCLUDED  FROM  SERVING  AS  OFFICERS, 
DIRECTORS  OR  EMPLOYEES  OF  INSURED  INSTI- 
TUTIONS 

Sec  303.  Section  408  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1730a)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•(q)(l)  No  officer,  director,  or  employee  of 
any  corporation  or  unincorporated  as.socia- 
tion.  no  partner  or  employee  of  any  partner- 
ship, and  no  individual,  primarily  engaged 
in  the  issue,  flotation,  underwriting,  public 
sale,  or  distribution,  at  wholesale  or  retail, 
or  through  syndicate  participation,  of 
stocks,  bonds,  or  similar  securities,  shall 
serve  at  the  same  time  as  an  officer,  direc- 
tor, or  employee  of  any  insured  institution 
except  in  limited  classes  of  cases  in  which 
the  Corporation  may  allow  such  service  by 
general  regulations  when  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Corporation  it  would  not  unduly  in- 
fluence the  investment  policies  of  such  in- 
sured institution  or  the  advice  it  gives  its 
customers  regarding  investments. 

■■(2)  A  person  who  at  the  time  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Depository  Institutions 
Equity  Act  of  1983  was  serving  in  a  position 
as  an  officer,  director,  or  employee  of  any 
insured  institution  and  in  a  position  other- 
wise prohibited  by  this  subsection  is  not 
prohibited  from  continuing  to  serve  in  such 
positions  for  a  period  of  two  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  such  Act.". 

INSURED  INSTITUTIONS  ENCAGING  IN 
SECURITIES  BUSINESS 

Sec  304.  Section  408  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1730a)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(r)  The  civil  and  criminal  provisions  of 
section  21  of  the  Banking  Act  of  1933.  as 
amended,  relating  to  dealers  in  securities 
engaging  in  banking  business,  .shall  be  appli- 
cable to  insured  institutions'  activities  and 
uninsured  institutions"  activities  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  in- 
stitutions were  banks  that  engaged  in  the 
business  of  receiving  deposits.". 

TITLE  IV-EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec  401.  This  Act  shall  take  effect  upon 
enactment. 

Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Corporation, 
Washington.  D.C..  July  25.  1983. 
Hon.  Jake  Garn. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Banking,  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  you  know,  the 
FDIC  has  for  years  been  an  advocate  of  ex- 
panded authorities  for  financial-services 
firms.  We  are  convinced  that  a  number  of 
restrictions  on  competition  and  the  regula- 
tory and  insurance  systems  put  in  place  over 
50  years  ago  have  been  renclered  obsolete  or 
ineffective  by  advances  in  technology  and 
marketplace  initiatives. 

Inequities  abound  in  the  current  statutory 
framework.  For  example,  securities  firms, 
such  as  Shearson/ American  Express,  are 
permitted  to  acquire  insured  banks  while 
member  banks  are  precluded  from  under- 
writing securities.  Nonmember  banks  can  af- 
filiate with  securities  underwriters  while 
member  banks  cannot.  A  major  insurance 
company.  Prudential,  has  acquired  both  an 
investment  banking  firm  and  an  FDIC-in- 
sured  bank.  Retailers,  such  as  McMahan 
Furniture,  have  acquired  FDIC-insured 
banks  and  others,  such  as  Sears,  own  in- 
sured savings  and  loan  associations  with 
their  recently  broadened  banking  powers. 


At  the  same  time,  the  deposit  insurance 
system  is  In  need  of  significant  reforms.  The 
FDIC  and  FSLIC  recently  submitted  reports 
to  the  Congress  calling  for  modifications  in 
the  Insurance  system  to  instill  a  greater 
degree  of  marketplace  discipline.  We  simply 
cannot  maintain  order  and  stability  in  the 
financial  system  in  a  deregulated  environ- 
ment if  we  continue  to  provide  a  de  facto 
federal  guarantee  of  all  deposits  at  banks 
and  savings  and  loan  associations. 

The  regulatory  system  is  in  a  state  of  dis- 
array. Five  different  regulatory  agencies 
plus  the  SEC  and  the  Antitrust  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  are  responsible 
for  regulating  the  affairs  of  insured  deposi- 
tory institutions  at  the  federal  level  alone. 
To  cite  but  two  examples.  Citicorp  is  cur- 
rently regulated  by  the  Federal  Reserve,  its 
lead  bank  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency, and  its  California  savings  and  loan  by 
the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board.  It  pro- 
poses to  acquire  a  bank  in  South  Dakota 
(presumably  to  engage  in  the  insurance 
business,  among  other  things),  which  appar- 
ently will  be  regulated  by  the  FDIC.  In  ad- 
dition, numerous  state  agencies,  the  Justice 
Department  and  the  SEC  play  various  roles. 
The  Butcher  organization  also  illustrates 
the  problems  Inherent  in  th§  current  regu- 
latory scheme.  In  that  case,  some  40  affili- 
ated banks,  savings  and  loan  associations 
and  an  Industrial  bank  were  regulated  by 
seven  different  state  and  federal  agencies, 
making  accurate  identification  and  assess- 
ment of  the  problems  extraordinarily  diffi- 
cult. 

The  Treasury  has  recently  submitted  a 
bill  which  attempts  to  rationalize  the  per- 
missible-activities issue  for  financial-services 
firms.  While  we  have  substantial  concerns 
about  the  particulars  of  that  proposal,  it 
represents  an  attempt  to  move  in  the  right 
direction. 

The  FDIC  will  soon  submit  to  the  Con- 
gress statutory  language  to  implement  some 
of  the  deposit  insurance  reforms  recom- 
mended in  our  study.  The  Bush  Task  Group 
will  shortly  offer  its  recommendations  for 
reforms  to  the  regulatory  system. 

We  feel  strongly  that  all  three  of  these 
initiatives  should  be  considered  by  the  Con- 
gress this  fall  as  a  package.  In  our  judg- 
ment. It  would  not  be  responsible  to  proceed 
further  with  bank  and  thrift  deregulation 
without  making  concomitant  reforms  in  the 
deposit  Insurance  and  regulatory  systems. 

We  recognize  that  these  issues  are  diffi- 
cult and  that  it  may  not  be  possible  to  forge 
a  consensus  behind  comprehensive  legisla- 
tion until  1984.  If  necessary,  we  can  live 
with  this  timeframe  for  final  action  on  the 
package:  however,  if  it  appears  that  compre- 
hensive reform  cannot  be  accomplished  by 
the  summer  of  1984.  we  would  recommend 
that  the  enclosed  bill  be  enacted  at  that 
time. 

Briefly,  the  bill  redefines  the  term  "bank" 
as  used  in  the  Bank  Holding  Company  Act 
to  close  down  the  "nonbank  bank"  excep- 
tion, includes  nonmember  banks  and  savings 
and  loan  associations  in  the  Glass-Steagall 
Act  prohibitions  and  subjects  unitary  sav- 
ings and  loan  holding  companies  to  the  af- 
filiation rules  applicable  to  multiple  savings 
and  loan  holding  companies.  The  bill  does 
not  permit  grandfathering  and  requires  di- 
vestiture of  nonconforming  activities  within 
two  years  under  the  provisions  of  the  Glass- 
Steagall  and  Bank  Holding  Company  Acts 
and  five  years  under  the  Savings  and  Loan 
Holding  Company  Act. 

Although  the  bill  does  not  address  the 
issue,  we  would  have  no  objection  if  lan- 


guage were  inserted  granting  an  exception 
to  the  affiliation  rules  (but  not  from  any  of 
the  Glass-Steagall  prohibitions)  for  unitary 
savings  and  loan  holding  companies  where 
the  association  is  and  continues  to  be  almost 
exclusively  engaged  in  the  provision  of  resi- 
dential mortgage  lending  services.  More- 
over, we  would  not  object  to  a  provision  bar- 
ring any  state  from  authorizing  Its  banks  to 
engage  in  activities  outside  the  borders  of 
its  state  that  are  prohibited  to  banks  inside 
the  state. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  reiter- 
ate our  strong  opposition  to  a  moratorium. 
In  our  judgment,  a  moratorium  would  only 
serve  to  perpetuate  the  current  inequities, 
reward  those  who  have  exploited  the  weak- 
nesses of  the  existing  statutory  framework 
and  further  delay  attempts  to  come  to  grips 
with  urgently  needed  reforms.  The  enclosed 
bill  would,  in  our  judgment,  be  far  superior 
to  a  moratorium  should  our  efforts  to  enact 
comprehensive  legislation  fail. 

In  the  past  you  have  shown  great  courage 
in  resisting  piecemeal,  quickfix  financial  leg- 
islation. As  a  result,  the  Garn-St  Germain 
Act  is  now  law.  We  believe  similar  strength 
and  vision  is  needed  now  more  than  ever. 
Sincerely, 

William  M.  Isaac. 

Chairman.m 


himself, 
Symms, 


By    Mr.    TOWER    (for 
Mr.    Humphrey.    Mr. 
and  Mr.  Nickles) 
S.  1683.  A  bill  to  facilitate  the  effi- 
cient use  of  barter  in  managing  agri- 
cultural commodities  and  the  stocks  of 
the  national  defense  stockpile;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

barter  promotion  act  of  1983 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce,  with  my  distin- 
guished colleagues  Senators  Steve 
Symms.  Gordon  Humphrey,  and  Don 
Nickles,  the  Bartet-  Promotion  Act  of 
1983.  Our  bill  will  reduce  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  surplus  in- 
ventories, especially  dairy  products, 
and  will  help  rebuild  our  national  de- 
fense stockpile  of  strategic  and  critical 
materials.  Our  comprehensive  ap- 
proach will  overcome  existing  legisla- 
tive and  institutional  impediments  to 
efficient  and  effective  barter. 

I  am  sure  my  colleagues  are  all 
aware  of  the  staggering  proportions  of 
our  store  of  surplus  dairy  products.  As 
of  June  24,  1983,  the  dairy  surplus  in- 
cluded 470  million  pounds  of  butter, 
851  million  pounds  of  cheese,  and  1,3 
billion  pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk. 
These  and  other  commodities  are  ac- 
quired and  stored  at  an  enormous  ex- 
pense to  the  U.S.  taxpayer.  Net  CCC 
expenditures  for  the  dairy  price  sup- 
port program  alone  were  approximate- 
ly $2.2  billion  in  fiscal  year  1983. 

We  know,  too,  how  important  it  is  to 
the  dairy  farmers  of  this  Nation  that 
we  reduce  this  surplus  hanging  over 
the  market  and  keeping  dairy  prices 
artificially  low.  Responsible  disposal  of 
the  CCC  surplus  dairy  product  inven- 
tory is  essential  to  the  recovery  of  our 
agricultural  sector  while  reducing  Fed- 
eral expenditures. 


It  is  clear  that  we  have  made 
progress  in  reducing  much  of  this  sur- 
plus. Through  the  national  school 
lunch  program,  the  bonus  dairy  com- 
modities program,  special  distributions 
of  cheese  and  butter  to  the  needy,  and 
foreign  sales  and  donations,  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  has  been  able  to 
dispose  of  a  great  deal  of  the  CCC  sur- 
plus. Utilization— total  commitments 
to  use— of  surplus  cheese  increased 
from  175  million  pounds  in  fiscal  year 

1981,  to  367  million  pounds  in  fiscal 
year  1982;  utilization  of  surplus  nonfat 
dried  milk  rose  slightly  from  508  mil- 
lion pounds  in  1981,  to  529  million 
pounds  in  1982.  Utilization  of  butter 
fell  from  410  million  poun(ds  in  fiscal 
year   1982.   to   208  million   pounds  in 

1982,  due  to  lower  noncommercial 
export  sales. 

However,  in  the  words  of  one  CCC 
official,  'We  can't  give  the  stuff  away 
fast  enough."  Uncommitted  invento- 
ries, as  of  September  30,  1982,  substan- 
tially increased  from  the  level  of  the 
same  date  a  year  earlier.  Uncommitted 
inventories  of  surplus  cheese,  for  ex- 
ample, rose  from  554  million  pounds  in 
1981,  to  825  million  pounds  in  1982,  an 
increase  of  50  percent;  uncommitted 
inventories  of  surplus  nonfat  dried 
milk  climbed  from  811  million  pounds 
in  1981,  to  1.18  billion  pounds  in  1982. 
a  ris-^  of  45  percent.  Clearly,  we  need 
to  identify  and  promote  new  ways  of 
responsibly  disposing  of  our  dairy  sur- 
plus. As  we  shall  see,  barter  is  such  an 
option  deserving  closer  attention. 

Classically  defined,  barter  is  the  ex- 
change of  goods  or  services  without 
the  use  of  money.  As  used  today,  the 
word  describes  any  transaction  in 
which  goods  or  services  substitute,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  for  hard  currency  or 
credits.  Barter  has  many  variations,  all 
of  which  share  a  point  in  common: 
each  participant  must  have  something 
to  trade,  and  something  to  trade  for. 

Given  the  ever-growing  inventories 
of  Government-owned  agricultural 
products,  the  United  States  certainly 
has  something  to  trade.  A  quick  check 
of  the  current  state  of  the  national  de- 
fense stockpile  of  strategic  and  critical 
materials  shows  that,  indeed,  the 
United  States  has  something  for 
which  to  trade. 

To  prevent  a  dangerous  and  mostly 
dependence  on  foreign  supply  sources 
during  national  emergencies,  the 
United  States  maintains  a  national  de- 
fense stockpile  of  61  materials.  The 
stockpile  goal  for  each  material  repre- 
sents the  estimated  requirements  for 
the  first  3  years  of  a  national  emer- 
gency, above  those  expected  to  be 
available  from  domestic  production 
and  reliable  imports.  Revised  goals 
were  last  announced  on  May  2,  1980. 

To  fill  the  1980  goals  would  require 
the  purchase  of  additional  materials 
valued  at  approximately  $10  billion. 
Yet,  projected  appropriations  for 
stockpile  acquisitions  for  fiscal  years 


1983-87  total  only  $660  million.  Since 
stockpile  purchases  are  funded  out  of 
the  National  Defense  Stockpile  Trtms- 
action  Fund,  our  ability  to  fund  even 
this  amount  of  stockpile  acquisition  is 
contingent  upon  the  sale  of  a  like 
amount  of  stockpile  materials  current- 
ly in  excess  of  goals.  We  cannot  take 
100  or  more  years  to  rebuild  our  na- 
tional defense  stockpile.  Congress 
must  seek  to  acquire  strategic  minerals 
in  ways  which  do  not  increase  the  Fed- 
eral deficit.  Again,  barter  is  a  viable 
option. 

Experience  shows  us  that  barter  can 
be  an  effective  means  of  reducing  CCC 
inventories  and  building  our  strategic 
stockpile.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture (USDA)  conducted  a  success- 
ful barter  program  from  1950  to  1973. 
The  first  barter  contract  was  signed  in 
March  1950,  and  provided  for  the  ex- 
change of  CCC  cotton  for  chrome  ore 
from  Turkey.  From  1950  to  1969.  when 
USDA  cesised  exporting  CCC-owned 
commodities  in  exchange  for  strategic 
materials,  the  United  States  acquired 
strategic  minerals  and  materials  worth 
nearly  $1.7  billion  through  barter. 

This  USDA  barter  program  owed  its 
success  to  several  conditions:  low 
world  prices  for  many  agricultural 
commodities  and  many  strategic  mate- 
rials; continuing  Presidential  and  con- 
gressional interest,  spurred  by  sub- 
stantial surpluses  of  U.S.  Government- 
owned  commodities  and  significant 
deficits  in  some  categories  of  strategic 
and  critical  minerals;  and  balance-of- 
payment  and  currency  conditions 
which  made  especially  attractive 
transactions  that  did  not  require  hard 
currency.  Barter  agreements  were  bi- 
lateral and  multilateral,  and  involved 
private  trading  firms.  The  United 
States  ceased  exchanging  agricultural 
commodities  for  strategic  materials  be- 
cause stockpile  needs  changed.  CCC 
inventories  were  depleted,  and  the  leg- 
islative authority  was  amended  to 
allow  only  bilateral  barter  agreements. 
Barter  has  recently  experienced  a  re- 
vival of  significant  proportions.  Many 
private  American  companies  partici- 
pate in  international  barter  agree- 
ments. Pepsico  has  a  widely  known  ar- 
rangement with  the  Soviet  Union; 
Pepsi  sends  syrup  and  technical  assist- 
ance to  the  U.S.S.R.;  the  Soviets  pay. 
in  part,  with  Stolichnaya  vodka;  and 
Monsieur  Henry,  a  Pepsico  subsidiary, 
acts  as  the  sole  international  distribu- 
tor of  the  Russian  products.  Closer  to 
home,  Chrysler  is  bartering  trucks  for 
Jamaican  bauxite.  In  the  Export  Trad- 
ing Company  Act  of  1982.  Public  Law 
97-290.  Congress  provided  for  certain 
exceptions  to  domestic  antitrust  and 
banking  laws,  in  order  to  encourage 
the  formation  of  private  export  trad- 
ing companies  that  will  pursue  a  varie- 
ty of  exporting  activities,  including 
barter  and  countertrade.  American 
firms  do  not  shy  away  from  barter. 
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Some  companies,  in  fact,  openly 
pursue  barter  agreements  and  main- 
tain that  bartered  business  is  better 
than  no  business  at  all. 

Even  the  Federal  Government  has 
shown  a  renewed  interest  in  barter.  In 
November  1981.  President  Reagan 
took  a  bold  step  by  announcing  an 
agreement  with  Jamaica.  Through  a 
combination  of  cash  sale,  exchange  of 
surplus  stockpile  commodities,  and 
barter  of  CCC  dairy  products,  the 
United  Stales  acquired  from  Jamaica 
1.6  million  tons  of  bauxite  valued  at 
$55  million.  Bauxite,  a  top  priority  of 
U.S.  stockpile  planners,  is  the  basic 
raw  material  used  in  producing  alumi- 
num, a  vital  component  in  U.S.  aero- 
space and  military  weapons  systems. 

What  does  our  experience  with 
barter  teach  us? 

First,  barter  can  be  a  successful 
method  of  reducing  surpluses  of  cer- 
tain agricultural  commodities  without 
unduly  disrupting  world  prices  or  U.S. 
commercial  sales. 

Second,  barter  can  overcome  certain 
adverse  hard  currency  and  balance-of- 
trade  conditions,  thus  permitting 
entry  of  U.S.  agricultural  products 
into  new  markets  and,  over  time,  re- 
sulting in  increased  commercial  sales. 

Third,  barter  can  complement  and 
promote  U.S.  foreign  policy  goals. 
President  Reagan  announced  the  Ja- 
maican agreement  by  noting:  'The 
stability  and  strength  of  Jamaica  are 
important  to  our  national  security  in- 
terests in  the  Caribbean." 

Several  nations  could  be  our  part- 
ners in  a  revival  of  the  USDA  barter 
program  so  successful  years  ago. 
Brazil,  Peru,  Thailand,  the  Peoples 
Republic  of  China,  the  Philippines, 
Venezuela,  Turkey,  and  Indonesia 
have  current  agreements  to  barter  var- 
ious materials  and  supplies  for  food,  or 
have  entered  into  such  agreements  in 
the  recent  past.  These  countries 
supply  a  variety  of  strategic  and  criti- 
cal materials,  including  bauxite, 
copper,  lead,  manganese,  platinum, 
and  zinc.  But  if  barter  agreements 
with  these  and  other  nations  are  to  be 
entered  into,  the  United  States  will 
have  to  overcome  certain  major  obsta- 
cles. 

First,  current  law  authorizes  only  bi- 
lateral bartering,  forcing  us  to  rely 
upon  an  unlikely  double  coincidence  of 
wants.  The  USDA  barter  program  of 
the  1950's  and  1960s  showed  opportu- 
nities for  strictly  bilateral  barter  to  be 
severely  limited. 

Second,  govemment-to-government 
barter  may  be  prohibitively  ineffi- 
cient. Our  earlier  barter  program 
relied  upon  private  U.S.  trading  com- 
panies to  initiate  and  propose  barter 
transactions  which  were  then  reviewed 
by  Federal  contract  specialists.  Private 
firms  often  have  the  best  available 
knowledge  of  international  commodity 
market  conditions.  Furthermore,  pri- 
vate parties  are  driven  by  the  profit 


motive,  an  incentive  lacking  in  govern- 
ment bureaucrats  throughout  the 
world. 

Third,  barter  seems  to  require  insti- 
tutional impetus  and  coordination  in 
order  to  operate  successfully  over  a 
given  period  of  time.  U.S.  officials  par- 
ticipating in  the  recent  Jamaican 
barter  agree  that  President  Reagan's 
enthusiasm  provided  overall  guidance 
and  motivation  for  the  project. 

Fourth,  intragovernmental  account- 
ing conventions  may  preclude  any 
effort  to  pursue  barter.  Under  existing 
law.  CCC  must  be  reimbursed  from 
the  National  Defense  Stockpile  Trans- 
action Fund  for  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  commodities  bartered  to  acquire 
strategic  materials.  This,  in  effect, 
place.s  barter  in  a  catch-22.  Barter  is 
useful  as  a  means  of  complementing 
open  market  operations.  But  this  reim- 
bursement requirement  causes  barter 
to  displace  cash  sales  of  stockpile  ma- 
terials, since  funds  used  for  reimburse- 
ment are  therefore  unavailable  for 
cash  purchases.  Barter  is  the  only  pro- 
gram under  which  CCC  is  required  to 
be  reimbursed.  In  point  of  fact,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Char- 
ter Act,  50  U.S.C.  98c(b),  authorizes 
the  CCC  to  transfer  agricultural  com- 
modities to  the  national  defense  stock- 
pile without  reimbursement  from 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials 
Stockpiling  Act." 

In  sum,  barter  is  an  attractive  policy 
option  that  is  presently  limited  by  cer- 
tain legislative  and  institutional  con- 
straints. After  several  months  of  study 
and  consultation  with  administration 
officials  and  leaders  of  the  private 
sector,  we  are  pleased  to  introduce  the 
Barter  Promotion  Act  of  1983.  Our  bill 
provides  the  framework  for  a  compre- 
hensive revision  of  existing  barter  leg- 
islation so  that  Congress  and  the 
American  people  will  have  the  full 
benefit  of  this  latest  trend  in  interna- 
tional trade.  Briefly,  our  bill  includes 
provisions  to: 

First,  require  barter  policy  to  be  co- 
ordinated within  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  President; 

Second,  allow  multilateral  barter, 
provided  such  agreements  do  not  dis- 
place cash  sales  of  U.S.  agricultural 
products  or  disrupt  world  market 
prices: 

Third,  require  utilization  of  private 
U.S.  trading  companies  to  initiate  and 
propose  barter  transactions: 

Fourth,  eliminate  present  require- 
ment that  CCC  must  be  reimbursed 
for  materials  bartered  to  acquire  stra- 
tegic and  critical  materials:  and 

Fifth,  require  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  report  to  Congress  on  the 
activities  of  the  administration's  ad 
hoc  interagency  barter  discussion 
group. 

I  thank  my  colleagues.  Senators 
Symms.  Humphrey,  and  Nickles,  for 
working  with  me  on  this  effort  over 


the  past  few  months.  I  welcome  addi- 
tional cosponsors,  and  look  forward  to 
hearings  in  the  Agriculture  and  Armed 
Services  Committees  to  perfect  this 
legislation.  I  am  confident  we  are 
taking  a  responsible  step  forward  by 
promoting  effective  and  efficient 
barter  on  CC  commodities  for  strategic 
and  critical  materials. 
•  Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  lend  my  support  to  the  in- 
troduction today  of  the  Barter  Promo- 
tion Act  of  1983.  The  legislation  would 
facilitate  the  use  of  barter  to  supply 
needed  strategic  and  critical  materials 
for  the  National  Defense  Stockpile, 
provide  an  increased  market  for  the 
Nation's  farmers,  and  reduce  the  cost 
of  storing  surplus  commodities. 

America's  farmers  are  the  best  in 
world.  Our  burgeoning  commodities 
storage  facilities  are  a  testimony  to 
their  efficiency.  Yet,  the  cost  of  stor- 
ing surplus  commodities  continues  to 
grow  burdensome  on  the  taxpayer,  to- 
taling $1  billion  in  fiscal  year  1982. 
This  surplus  is  also  no  help  to  our 
farmers  who,  for  the  most  part, 
remain  in  a  state  of  economic  depres- 
sion. This  legislation  would  tap  into 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC) 
inventories  of  surplus  commodities 
and  use  them  as  barter  to  obtain  stra- 
tegic minerals  rather  than  adding  to 
our  enormous  national  debt  to  finance 
their  purchase. 

The  PIK  program  conducted  this 
year  moved  about  550  million  of  the 
1.8  billion  bushels  of  wheat  in  .storage, 
and  an  estimated  30  million  acres  went 
unplanted  in  conjunction  with  the 
farm  program.  But.  another  bumper 
crop,  coupled  with  a  drop  in  export 
and  domestic  demand  is  forcing  the 
Federal  Government  to  continue  sub- 
sidizing the  storage  of  1.5  billion  bush- 
els of  wheat  alone.  As  a  national  farm 
policy  initiative.  I  believe  the  Barter 
Promotion  Act  of  1983  is  a  positive 
step  toward  getting  the  American 
farmer  back  on  his  feet.  And  as  a  de- 
fense policy  initiative,  the  legislation 
provides  vital  materials  that  otherwise 
would  only  be  obtained  by  increasing 
overall  Federal  spending. 

As  a  practical  matter,  barter  has  al- 
ready demonstrated  its  effectiveness 
in  U.S.  trade  policy.  The  Reagan  ad- 
ministration conducted  a  successful 
agreement  with  Jamaica  last  year.  The 
United  States  traded  9,143  metric  tons 
of  milk  products  for  400.000  tons  of 
bauxite.  Bauxite  is  the  basic  raw  mate- 
rial used  to  produce  aluminum.  Out  of 
the  negotiations  arose  the  shortcom- 
ings of  existing  law;  problems  ad- 
dressed by  the  Barter  Promotion  Act 
of  1983. 

This  legislation  would  remedy  diffi- 
culties under  present  law  by  providing 
for  better  coordination  of  policy 
through  the  White  House;  permitting 
multilateral  bartering;  and  utilizing 
private  U.S.  trading  companies. 


Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  fellow  col- 
leagues to  quickly  enact  this  legisla- 
tion to  encourage  the  use  of  barter.# 
•  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
many  times  in  the  past  on  this  floor 
and  in  committee  hearings,  I  have  ex- 
pressed my  concerns  over  the  inad- 
equacies on  the  national  defense 
stockpile.  I  have  also  tried  through 
subcommittee  hearings  and  legislative 
initiatives  to  both  highlight  and  cor- 
rect the  problems  associated  with  the 
strategic  stockpile. 

Stockpile  problems  exist  in  manage- 
ment, budget  handling,  political  re- 
strictions, and  inadequate  stocks  of 
materials.  The  United  States  has  an 
insufficient  natural  resource  inventory 
to  support  a  national  emergency  and/ 
or  an  industrial  mobilization.  A  large 
amount  of  the  necessary  raw  materials 
can  only  be  obtained  from  unstable 
foreign  sources.  The  purpose  of  the 
stockpile  is  to  provide  the  necessary 
supply  of  critical  raw  materials  at  a 
time  of  national  emergency  and  indus- 
trial mobilization.  We  need  a  way  to 
tie  together  the  need  for  the  materials 
and  the  sources  with  a  common  means 
of  exchange  which  will  bypass  the  ex- 
isting restrictions  and  will  require  a 
minimum  amount  of  funding. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  surplus 
commodities  that  could  be  used  in  ex- 
change for  the  raw  materials  for  the 
stockpile.  The  United  States  either 
trades  foodstuffs  and  agricultural 
commodities  or  makes  loans,  frequent- 
ly not  repaid,  to  a  number  of  countries 
on  which  we  depend  for  our  critical 
raw  materials  for  the  stockpile. 

In  the  past  the  stockpile  material 
purchases  have  been  made  with 
moneys  from  the  transaction  fund. 
However,  political  and  budget  restric- 
tions, and  low  authorization  and  ap- 
propriation funding  to  the  transaction 
fund  have  choked  off  any  chance  the 
fund  has  to  procure  the  needed  mate- 
rials. This  has  created  a  requirement 
to  find  creative  ways  to  finance  the 
procurement  of  the  necessary  stock- 
pile materials. 

The  total  stockpile  material  and 
funding  requirements  would  require  a 
significant  national  effort  coupled 
with  the  removal  of  the  stockpile  re- 
strictions. 

This  barter  legislation  that  we  are 
introducing  today  will  not  solve  the 
total  material  requirements.  I  will  con- 
tinue to  address  these  needs  with  fur- 
ther legislation.  This  legislation  will 
have  multiple  national  benefits  be- 
cause it  will  provide  another  innova- 
tive financing  method  to  address  a 
portion  of  the  stockpile  problems;  it 
will  relieve  our  overstocks  of  agricul- 
tural commodities;  and  the  legislation 
as  proposed  will  require  no  additional 
funding. 

I  join  with  Senator  Tower  and  Sena- 
tor Symms  in  the  introduction  of  this 
legislation  in  the  hope  it  will  provide 
relief  to  both  the  strategic  stockpile 


and  the  agricultural  commodity  prob- 
lems.* 


By  Mr.  HUDDLESTON  (for  him- 
self. Mr.  Helms.  Mr.  Boren, 
Mr.  BoscHwiTZ,  Mr.  Cochran, 
Mr.  DxxoN,  Mrs.  Hawkins,  Mr. 
Heflin,  Mr.  Jepsen,  Mr.  Lugar, 
Mr.  Pryor,  Mr.  Zorinsky,  Mr. 
Bentsen,  Mr.  Bumpers,  Mr. 
Chiles,  Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Do- 
MENici,  Mr.  Durenberger,  Mr. 
East,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr. 
Inouye.  Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr. 
Matsunaga,  Mr.  McClure,  Mr. 
Nunn,  Mr.  Sasser,  Mr.  Sten- 
nis,  Mr.  Symms,  Mr.  Thur- 
mond,   Mr.    Tower,    and    Mr. 

TSONGAS): 

S.J.  Res.  134.  Joint  resolution  to  pro- 
vide for  the  designation  of  the  week  of 
November  27  through  December  3, 
1983.  as  "National  Entomology  Week"; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 

NATIONAL  ENTOMOLOGY  WEEK 

•  Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  am  pleased  to  introduce  a  joint  reso- 
lution to  designate  the  week  of  No- 
vember 27  through  December  3  as 
National  Entomology  Week".  The 
purpose  of  the  resolution  is  to  give  rec- 
ognition to  the  science  of  entomology 
and  help  make  the  public  aware  of  the 
important  work  done  by  entomolo- 
gists. 

Through  research  and  extension,  en- 
tomologists—those scientists  who 
study  insects  and  their  life  cycles- 
help  U.S.  farmers  take  advantage  of 
beneficial  insect  species  and  protect 
their  crops  from  harmful  insects. 

Entomologists  breed  and  rear  insects 
for  research  and  biological  control, 
study  methods  of  storing  food  and 
other  products,  work  to  keep  farm 
products  safe  from  insect  damage,  and 
serve  as  consultants  to  farmers  to  in- 
crease crop  production.  Without  ento- 
mologists, U.S.  agriculture  would  not 
be  as  productive  as  it  is  today. 

Further,  the  management  of  insects 
is  crucial  to  protecting  homes,  main- 
taining human  health,  and  preserving 
a  balanced  ecology.  Entomologists 
play  an  important  role  in  controlling 
insect  species  and  eliminating  insect 
pests. 

The  Entomological  Society  of  Amer- 
ica plans  to  hold  its  annual  meeting 
this  year  from  November  28  through 
December  3.  Thousands  of  entomolo- 
gists from  around  the  world,  including 
scientists  from  our  own  Government 
and  commercial  laboratories,  colleges, 
universities,  and  experiment  stations, 
will  attend  the  conference  to  discuss 
international  developments,  new  tech- 
niques, and  increased  productivity  in 
the  world.  In  addition,  the  society  will 
be  celebrating  its  30th  anniversary  of 
service  to  the  profession  of  entomolo- 
gy. 

I  believe  it  appropriate  that  special 
tribute  be  paid  to  this  important  sci- 
ence in  conjunction  with  the  annual 


meeting;  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  supporting  this  joint  resolu- 
tion.• 

•  Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  in  introducing  this 
joint  resolution  to  establish  "National 
Entomology  Week"  in  recognition  of 
the  important  contributions  that  ento- 
mologists make  to  the  health  and  well- 
being  of  every  American.  Entomolo- 
gists and  their  research  work  have  en- 
abled us  to  become  the  best-fed  Nation 
in  the  world  by  enabling  us  to  control 
insect  pests  that  would  otherwise 
ravage  crops  and  stored  food  products. 
They  have  also  enabled  us  to  control 
many  deadly  insect-borne  diseases, 
such  as  malaria. 

At  a  time  when  there  is  growing  con- 
cern over  problems  of  environmental 
pollution,  entomologists  have  taken 
the  lead  in  developing  new  systems  of 
pest  management  which  are  more  re- 
sponsive to  both  the  economic  and  en- 
vironmental needs  of  the  1980's.  One 
such  major  contribution,  and  one  in 
which  Texas  has  been  among  the  Na- 
tion's leader^,  is  Integrated  Pest  Man- 
agement. 

Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) 
is  a  system  of  crop  protection  where 
all  available  cultural,  chemical,  and  bi- 
ological techniques  of  pest  suppression 
are  used  in  an  environmentally  sound 
manner  to  protect  crop  yields.  In  IPM, 
the  farmer  tries  to  manage  the  crop  in 
a  manner  which  reduces  the  severity 
of  pest  infestations.  This  may  involve 
the  growing  of  insect-  and  disease-re- 
sistant varieties,  crop  rotation,  stalk 
destruction,  preservation  of  insect 
parasites  and  predators,  and  the  judi- 
cious use  of  chemical  pesticides. 

IPM  does  not  attempt  to  eradicate 
insect  pests  with  massive  chemical  at- 
tacks. Instead,  IPM  tries  to  limit  their 
damage,  using  chemical  insecticides 
only  when  damaging  insects  reach  eco- 
nomically harmful  levels  and  when 
other  control  measures,  such  as  bene- 
ficial insects  or  cultural  practices, 
cannot  fully  do  the  job.  By  dramatical- 
ly reducing  the  use  of  expensive  pesti- 
cides, IPM  has  been  successful  in  in- 
creasing farmer  profits  while  preserv- 
ing environmental  quality. 

The  Texas  Integrated  Pest  Manage- 
ment Association  was  formed  in  1978 
and  currently  has  some  2.000  mem- 
bers. The  growth  and  success  of  IPM 
in  Texas  has  been  due  in  large  part  to 
the  pioneering  work  of  entomologists. 
A  Texas  A&M  University  entomolo- 
gist. Dr.  Perry  Adkisson,  was  named 
Man  of  the  Year  in  Texas  Agriculture 
in  1978  for  his  role  in  developing  and 
encouraging  the  use  of  IPM  systems. 
Dr.  Adkisson.  who  is  now  Deputy 
Chancellor  of  the  Texas  A&M  Univer- 
sity System,  has  helped  to  develop  a 
research  consortium  of  17  universities 
which  is  doing  IPM  research  work  and 
also  played  a  major  role  in  the  estab- 
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lishment  of  the  Texas  Pest  Manage- 
ment Association. 

The  Federal  Government  has  sup- 
ported research  and  extension  pro- 
grams in  IPM.  The  cost  to  Govern- 
ment for  these  programs  has  amount- 
ed to  only  a  few  cents  per  acre  for  the 
involved  crops,  but  the  returns  to 
farmers  have  ranged  from  $14  to  $33 
per  acre. 

In  Texas.  IPM  programs  developed 
for  cotton,  sorghum,  citrus,  rice,  and 
peanuts  have  been  highly  successful  in 
increasing  yields,  reducing  production 
costs,  and  increasing  profits  to  grow- 
ers. For  example,  cotton  growers  in 
the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  have  in- 
creased their  profits  by  as  much  as 
$100  per  acre. 

They  accomplished  this  by  growing 
new  short-season  pest-resistant  varie- 
ties that  require  less  irrigation  and 
fewer  insecticide  treatments.  Similar 
results  have  been  obtained  in  the 
other  cotton  producing  regions  of 
Texas  and  with  the  other  crops  men- 
tioned above. 

The  TPM  concept  has  been  widely 
accepted  b;/  farmers  who  now  are  anx- 
ious to  adopt  additional  and  improved 
pest  control  technologies  which  may 
be  made  available  to  them.  The  Slate 
agricultural  experiment  stations,  with 
Federal  support,  are  doing  the  R&D 
work  necessary  to  improve  current 
IPM  systems  and  to  develop  new  ones. 
Continued  Federal  support  is  neces- 
sary and  is  a  good  investment  for 
public  funds.  The  returns  to  farmers 
and  the  general  public  produced  by 
IPM  have  far  exceeded  their  develop- 
ment costs. 

Mr.  President,  as  a  strong  supporter 
of  Integrated  Pest  Management.  I  am 
pleased  to  recognize  the  vital  work  of 
our  Nations  entomologists  in  this  and 
many  other  important  areas  through 
the  recognition  of  'National  Entomol- 
ogy Week.  "• 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  49 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stfvens.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
(Mr.  Wallop)  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Helms)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  49.  a  bill  to 
reopen  hunting  and  trapping  lands  in 
Alaska. 

S.  1  13 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abdnor.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  113.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  repeal 
the  highway  use  tax  on  heavy  trucks 
and  to  increase  the  tax  on  diesel  fuel 
used  in  heavy  trucks. 

S.  337 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Packwood,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
(Mr.  Simpson)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  337.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  make  per- 


manent the  deduction  for  charitable 
contributions  by  nonitemizers. 

S.  SSI 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roth,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  BoscHWiTZ)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  551.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Tax  Reform  Act  of  1976  to  extend,  for 
an  additional  4  years,  the  exclusion 
from  gross  income  of  the  cancellation 
of  certain  student  loans. 

S.  764 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  BoscHWiTZ),  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  (Mr.  Leahy),  and  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Riegle)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  764.  a  bill  to 
assure  the  continued  protection  of  the 
traveling  public  in  the  marketing  of 
air  transportation,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.   1  108 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Danforth,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia (Mr.  Randolph)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1108.  a  bill  to  amend 
various  provisions  of  law  to  provide  for 
more  effective  highway  and  motor  ve- 
hicle safety  regulations  and  enforce- 
ment, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1132 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McClure,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
(Mr.  Ford)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1132.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Power  Act  to  specify  the  annual 
charges  for  projects  with  licenses 
issued  by  the  Federal  Energy  Regula- 
tory Commission  for  the  use  of  Feder- 
al dams  and  other  structures. 

S.    1271 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Randolph,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  Pell)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1271.  a  bill  to  encourage 
citizen  participation  in  wildlife  conser- 
vation programs  and  to  establish  the 
National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Founda- 
tion. 

S.    1324 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Goldwater. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa (Mr.  NicKLES)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1324,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
National  Security  Act  of  1947  to  regu- 
late public  disclosure  of  information 
held  by  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency. 

S.  1566 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roth,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Stennis)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1566.  a  bill  to  amend  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  civil 
penalties  for  false  claims  and  state- 
ments made  to  the  United  States,  to 
certain  recipients  of  property,  services, 
or  money  from  the  United  States,  or 
to  parties  to  contracts  with  the  United 
States,  and  for  other  purposes. 


8.  169S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Trible,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Thurmond)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1596.  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
exempt  farm  trucks  from  the  heavy 
truck  use  tax  where  use  on  public 
highways  does  not  exceed  10.000  miles. 

S.   1613 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Trible,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
(Mr.  Warner)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1613,  a  bill  to  amend  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
the  provision  of  medical  benefits  and 
post  and  base  exchange  and  commis- 
sary store  privileges  to  certain  former 
spouses  of  certain  members  or  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

S.    1661 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pryor,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1661.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1954  to  make  technical 
corrections  with  respect  to  the  appli- 
cation after  1983  of  the  percentage  de- 
pletion allowance  to  oil  and  natural 
gas  resulting  from  secondary  or  terti- 
ary processes. 

SENATE  joint  RESOLUTION  84 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Garn,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut (Mr.  Dodd).  the  Senator  from  Illi- 
lois  (Mr.  Dixon),  the  Senator  from 
new  Jersey  (Mr.  Lautenberg).  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  'Mr.  Heinz). 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr. 
Byrd).  the  Senator  from  Illinoi.s  (Mr. 
Percy),  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.J.  Res.  84.  a  joint 
resolution  to  designate  the  week  be- 
ginning June  24.  1984,  as  -Federal 
Credit  Union  Week." 

senate  RESOLUTION   122 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Heflin)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  Res.  122.  a  resolution  expressing 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Presi- 
dent should  reduce  imports  of  apparel 
so  that  imported  apparel  comprises  no 
more  than  25  percent  of  the  American 
apparel  market. 

SENATE  resolution  127 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Andrews,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  DAmato)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  Res.  127.  a  resolution  to  make 
the  Select  Committee  on  Indian  Af- 
fairs a  permanent  committee  of  the 
Senate. 

senate  resolution  130 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Jepsen)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
Res.  130,  a  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  President 
should  award  the  Presidential  Medal 
of  Freedom  to  Barney  Clark,  to  be  pre- 
sented to  his  family  in  his  memory. 


senate  resolution  1  8  1 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bingaman,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Sarbanes).  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hollings). 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
RiEGLE)  were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S. 
Res.  181.  a  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment should  support  the  peace  ini- 
tiatives of  the  four-nation  Contadora 
group,  should  indicate  its  willingness 
to  cease  the  flow  of  arms  into  Central 
America  in  conjunction  with  other  na- 
tions, and  should  terminate  all  pro- 
grams of  assistance  to  guerrilla  forces 
in  Nicaragua. 

amendment  NO.  1528 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abdnor.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
(Mr.  Inouye).  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Heinz),  and  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Matsunaga)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Amendment 
No.  1528  proposed  to  S.  675.  a  bill  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for 
procurement,  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance,  to  prescribe 
personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and  for  ci- 
vilian employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  for  other  purposes. 

amendment  no.  2087 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hart,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
(Mr.  Baucus).  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware (Mr.  BiDEN).  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Bumpers),  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Dodd).  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kenne- 
dy), the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Lautenberg),  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan (Mr.  Levin),  the  Senator  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Melcher).  the  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Moynihan),  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Prox- 
MiRE),  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn),  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  Bingaman),  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Bradley),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Tson- 
gas),  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Sasser),  and  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land (Mr.  Sarbanes)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Amendment  No.  2087  pro- 
posed to  S.  675,  a  bill  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  183-RE- 
LATING  TO  THE  PREVENTION 
OF  ARSON 

Mr.  CHAFEE  submitted  the  follow- 
ing resolution;  which  was  referred  to 


the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation: 

S.  Res.  183 
Whereas  arson  for  profit  is  a  devastating 
crime   which   claims   over    1.000   lives   and 
10,000  injuries  in  the  tJnited  States  each 
year,  and 

Whereas  ov«r  177.000  fires  are  deliberate- 
ly set  in  buildings  each  year,  accounting  for 
property  losses  of  more  than  $2  billion,  and 
Whereas  arson  disrupts  lives,  displaces 
families  and  demoralizes  communities, 
straining  city  budgets  and  services  and 
threatening  the  safely  of  firefighters,  and 

Whereas  arson  erodes  the  character  and 
identity  of  neighborhoods,  and 

Whereas  the  fight  against  arson  involves 
local  fire  and  police  departments,  state  law 
enforcement  agencies,  and  several  Federal 
agencies  including  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation,  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco, 
and  Firearms,  and  the  U.S.  Fire  Administra- 
tion, and 

Whereas  these  effective  forces  have  been 
joined  in  recent  years  by  community-based 
arson  prevention  organizations  comprised  of 
citizens  who  are  concerned  about  the  causes, 
costs,  and  consequences  of  arson,  and 

Whereas  these  community  organizations 
have  formed  partnerships  with  local  govern- 
ments to  increase  public  awareness  about 
arson  and  to  develop  prevention  strategies, 
and 

Whereas  these  strategies  have  included 
identification  of  high-rislc  arson  structures, 
surveillance  activities  to  deter  arson,  public 
education  and  training  about  arson  preven- 
tion, and  enactment  of  ordinances  to  dis- 
courage arson,  and 

Whereas  community  arson  prevention 
groups  have  been  effective  in  helping  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  arson  in  many  cities 
where  such  groups  are  active,  and 

Whereas  the  U.S.  Fire  Administration  has 
done  a  commendable  job  in  coordinating 
firefighting.  prevention  and  control  pro- 
grams in  conjunction  with  community  orga- 
nizations, and 

Whereas  the  Fire  Administration  is  work- 
ing to  develop  a  national  fire  prevention 
policy.  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  of  America.  That  gratitude  and  com- 
mendation be  extended  to  community  arson 
prevention  organizations  throughout  the 
United  States  for  the  important  role  which 
they  are  playing  in  the  development  of  an- 
tiarson  strategies  and  greater  citizen  aware- 
ness and  activism  in  combating  arson,  and 
further,  that  the  U.S.  Fire  Administration 
be  encouraged  to  continue  to  work  with 
community  organizations  in  carrying  out  its 
goals  of  reducing  this  grave  and  destructive 
crime,  and  to  make  such  organizations  an 
integral  part  of  its  development  of  a  nation- 
al fire  prevention  policy. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  arson 
for  profit  is  one  of  the  most  devastat- 
ing problems  confronting  our  society 
today.  It  is  a  grave  and  growing  crime 
which  claims  over  1,000  lives  and 
10,000  injuries  across  the  United 
States  each  year,  according  to  the  U.S. 
Fire  Administration.  Over  177,000  fires 
are  deliberately  set  in  buildings  each 
year  in  this  country,  accounting  for 
property  losses  of  more  than  $2  bil- 
lion. 

The  toll  extends  far  beyond  this 
tragic  loss  of  life  and  destruction  of 
property.  Arson  disrupts  lives,  dis- 
places families  and  demoralizes  com- 


munities. It  imposes  tremendous  bur- 
dens on  our  cities  to  provide  housing 
and  services  to  citizens  whose  homes 
are  damaged  or  destroyed.  Arson 
strains  city  budgeU.  It  drives  tax  bases 
down  and  consumer  insurance  costs 
up.  It  threatens  the  safety  of  dedicat- 
ed firefighters.  It  erases  historic  and 
cultural  imprints  which  cannot  be  re- 
traced and  erodes  the  character  and 
identity  of  neighborhoods. 

The  partnership  working  to  combat 
arson  has  included  municipal  fire  and 
police  units.  State  law  enforcement 
agencies,  and  such  Federal  agencies  as 
the  FBI,  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  To- 
bacco, and  Firearms,  and  the  U.S.  Fire 
Administration  which,  with  a  modest 
budget,  has  coordinated  effective  fire- 
fighting,  prevention,  and  control  pro- 
grams. 

It  is  important  for  Congress  to  rec- 
ognize that  another  extremely  effec- 
tive force  has  emerged  in  the  fight 
against  arson.  Community-based  arson 
prevention  groups  have  become  orga- 
nized in  many  cities  during  the  last 
several  years.  They  are  comprised  of 
people  who  have  the  most  to  lose  in 
neighborhoods  threatened  by  arson, 
and  the  most  to  gain  by  assuring  its 
prevention— people  who  live  with  the 
fear  or  arson  on  a  daily  basis  and  who 
know  its  causes,  costs,  and  conse- 
quences. 

One  of  the  most  successful  commu- 
nity arson  prevention  programs  has 
been  organized  in  Providence.  R.I.,  by 
the  citizens  group  "Stop  Wasting 
Abandoned  Property."  SWAP  was 
formed  in  1976  as  a  nonprofit  home- 
steading  organization  whose  goal  was 
to  reduce  the  city's  housing  abandon- 
ment rate.  SWAP  has  helped  revitalize 
the  community  by  acquiring  and  ar- 
ranging for  the  sale  and  renovation  of 
some  250  vacant  houses.  However,  the 
persistent  problem  of  arson  threat- 
ened to  eliminate  many  structures 
before  SWAP  could  save  them. 

Through  the  efforts  of  Ms.  Marty 
Gruer  and  other  members  of  SWAP,  a 
city-wide  coalition  was  formed  in  1981 
to  reduce  arson  through  preventive  ef- 
forts. City  agencies,  historic  preserva- 
tionists, social  service  units,  housing 
organizations  and  others  joined  with 
SWAP  to  mount  a  campaign  of  public 
awareness  and  to  develop  arson  pre- 
vention strategies. 

One  of  the  organization's  most  nota- 
ble successes  has  been  to  secure  the 
enactment  of  legislation  requiring 
those  who  own  buildings  to  file  infor- 
mation pertaining  to  their  insurance 
coverage  with  the  city  clerk.  The 
group  has  worked  to  develop  an  early 
warning  system  which  begins  with  re- 
search into  a  building's  cycle  of  dete- 
rioration and  leads  to  the  pinpointing 
of  high-risk  structures.  Working  with 
the  arson  prevention  unit  of  the  Provi- 
dence Public  Safety  Department,  citi- 
zen volunteers  conduct  surveillance  of 
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these  buildings  in  order  to  deter  those 
who  contemplate  arson. 

The  result  of  the  coalition's  efforts 
has  been  striking.  Since  arson  preven- 
tion activities  began.  Providence's  rate 
of  arson  in  buildings  has  decreased  by 
31  percent,  according  to  Chief  Michael 
Moise  of  the  Providence  Fire  Depart- 
ment. Other  cities  have  witnessed 
similar  improvements  as  the  result  of 
arson  prevention  programs  in  which 
community  organizations  have  played 
a  prominent  role. 

These  groups  include  People's  Pire- 
house  in  New  York  City.  Urban  Educa- 
tion Systems  in  Boston,  the  Cleveland 
Anti-Arson  Coalition,  as  well  as  orga- 
nizations in  Seattle.  Wash.:  Spring- 
field. Mass.:  New  Haven.  Conn.:  and 
other  cities. 

Arson-for-profit  is  often  motivated 
to  offset  financial  loss,  collect  inflated 
insurance  claims  or  to  empty  buildings 
for  demolition  or  rehabilitation.  An 
alarming  incidence  of  suspicious  fires 
has  occurred  in  buildings  for  which 
government  rehabilitation  loan 
moneys  have  been  approved.  Arson 
prevention  programs  include  efforts  to 
identify  potential  arson  crimes  by 
tracking  a  building's  history  of  fires, 
fire  code  violations,  title  transfers,  tax 
arrears,  and  vacancies.  This  leads  to 
priority  code  enforcement,  watchdog 
activities,  building  management  assist- 
ance, seal  up  and  rental  of  vacant 
buildings,  foreclosures  and  ownership 
transfers.  Community  groups  have 
also  assisted  in  providing  education 
and  training  programs  for  residents  to 
alert  citizens  about  the  causes  of  arson 
and  involve  them  actively  in  preven- 
tive efforts. 

The  U.S.  Fire  Administration  is 
planning  to  establish  a  national  arson 
prevention  program  in  which  commu- 
nity-based organizations  will  play  a 
role.  Clearly,  arson  prevention  activ- 
ities which  originate  from  within 
neighborhoods  can  do  a  great  deal  to 
supplement  the  work  of  city.  State, 
and  Federal  governments  in  this  criti- 
cal endeavor. 

Congress  owes  a  tremendous  debt  of 
gratitude  to  these  community  activ- 
ists. They  should  be  encouraged  to 
press  forward  with  their  efforts 
through  increased  recognition  and 
support.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  U.S. 
Fire  Administration  and  other  agen- 
ices  will  continue  to  involve  communi- 
ty organizations  in  arson  prevention 
programs.  Congress  should  follow 
these  activities  carefully  and  work  to 
encourage  an  approach  which  enables 
community  arson  prevention  organiza- 
tions to  pay  a  prominent  role  in  com- 
bating this  devastating  crime. 

I  am.  therefore,  today  submitting  a 
resolution  to  acknowledge  the  out- 
standing contribution  which  is  being 
made  by  community  arson  prevention 
organizations  and  convey  to  them  our 
gratitude  and  commendation.  In  addi- 
tion,   my    resolution    encourages    the 


U.S.  Fire  Administration  to  continue 
to  utilize  the  support  and  resources  of 
these  community  groups  in  imple- 
menting its  future  arson  prevention 
programs  and  activities.  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues will  join  with  me  in  adopting 
this  resolution. 
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MOYNIHAN  AMENDMENT  NO. 
2089 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  (S.  675)  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for  pro- 
curement, for  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operation 
and  maintenance,  to  prescribe  person- 
nel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for 
the  Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  em- 
ployees of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  for  other  purposes:  as  follows: 

strike  out  Sections  109  and  275.  and  re- 
number the  remaining  sections  accordingly. 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

■Sec  .  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act.  no  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  this  Act  shall  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  deployment  of  an 
MX  missile. 

•(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
efforts  to  modernize  the  land-based  strate- 
gic force  should  be  focused  on  a  small, 
single-warhead  inter-continental  ballistic 
missile  that  is  either  mobile  or  able  to  be  de- 
ployed in  deceptive  fashion. 

(c)  The  President  shall  submit  a  written 
report  to  Congress  by  March  1.  1984  detail- 
ing the  prospects  for  operational  deploy- 
ment of  a  small,  single-warhead  inter-conti- 
nental ballistic  missile  m  sufficient  strength 
by  December  1.  1986. ". 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATION 


HART  AMENDMENT  NO.  2090 

(Ordered  to  be  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations.) 

Mr.  HART  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  Appropria- 
tions Act  of  1984:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated under  this  Act  shall  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  the  production,  procurement,  or 
deployment  of  the  MX  missile.". 


Mr. 
Mr. 


LEVIN  AND  OTHERS 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2091 

Mr.  LEVIN  (for  himself. 
Warner.  Mr.  Hart.  Mr.  Nunn. 
QuAYLE,  Mr.  Kasten.  and  Mr.  Heinz) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill  (S. 
675).  supra,  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  part  L  of  title  L  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  WITH  REGARD  TO  SINGLE 
WARHEAD  MISSILES 

Sec.  .  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that, 
since  the  Scowcroft  Commission  concluded 
that— 

<1)  stability  should  be  the  primary  objec- 
tive both  of  the  modernization  of  our  strate- 
gic forces  and  of  our  arms  control  proposals: 

(2)  our  ICBM  programs  should  support 
pursuit  of  a  stable  regime  of  arms  control 
agreements;  and 

(3)  a  more  stable  structure  of  ICBM  de- 
ployments would  exist  if  both  sides  moved 
toward  more  survivable  methods  of  ba:ing 
than  is  possible  when  there  is  primary  de- 
pendence on  large  launchers  and  missiles; 
therefore,  be  it  declared  that  from  the  point 
of  view  of  enhancing  strategic  nuclear  sta- 
bility, the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Repub- 
lics and  the  United  States  of  America 
should  seek  to  move  toward  an  ICBM  force 
structure  in  which  missiles  contain  only  one 
warhead. 


EXTENSION  OF  DISABILITY 
BENEFITS 


WEICKER  AMENDMENT  NO.  2092 

Mr.  BAKER  (for  Mr.  Weicker)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  (S. 
1340)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Reha- 
bilitation Act  of  1973  and  to  extend 
the  Developmental  Disability  Assist- 
ance and  Bill  of  Rights  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes:  as  follows: 

On  page  4.  line  2.  strike  out  in  each  such 
year". 

On  page  4,  between  lines  4  and  5.  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AMENDMENTS 

Sec.  104.  (a)(1)  Section  15(b)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Department  of 
Health.  Education,  and  Welfare"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "Department  of  Educa- 
tion". 

(2)  Section  101(a)(ll)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services". 

(3)  Section  102(d)(2)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare '  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Department  of  Education". 

(4)  Section  202<i)(2)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "Bureau  of  Education  for 
the  Handicapped"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  Office  of  Special  Education  and 
Rehabilitative  Services ". 

(5)  Section  204(b)(7)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Office  of  Education"  and 
inserting   in   lieu   thereof   "Department 
Education". 


of 


(b)(1)  Section  202(g)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Commissioner  of  Educa- 
tion "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secre- 
tary of  Education". 

(2)  Section  203(a)(1)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Commissioner  of  Educa- 
tion" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secre- 
tary of  Education". 

(3)(A)  The  first  sentence  of  section  501(a) 
of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  " 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  Chairman 
of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management" 
and  by  striking  out  "Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  "  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "Edu- 
cation and  Health  and  Human  Services". 

(B)  The  second  sentence  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  " 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of 
Education  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management". 

(C)  Section  501  of  the  Act  Is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Civil  Service  Commission " 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Office  of  Personnel  Management". 

(D)  Section  501  of  the  Act  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  "Commission"  each 
place  it  appears  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"Office". 

(E)  Section  501(d)  of  the  Act  Is  amended 
by  striking  out  'Civil  Service  Commission's 
activities"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement"'. 

(F)  Section  501(f)(1)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare"  and  Inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  Education  ". 

(4)  Section  507  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare"  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary  of  Education,  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health  and  Human  Services, "  and  by 
striking  out  "Chairman  of  the  United  States 
Civil  Service  Commission"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  'Chairman  of  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management". 

(5)  Section  614  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare "  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services". 

(c)(1)  Section  401(a)  of  the  Rehabilitation, 
Comprehensive  Services,  and  Developmen- 
tal Disabilities  Amendments  of  1978  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare"  and  Insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  Education"". 

(2)  Section  402  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Commissioner  of  Education"" 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Education  for  the  Office  of  Special 
Education  and  Rehabilitation  Services"". 

On  page  6.  line  23.  before  the  period  Insert 
"'under  this  Act"". 

On  page  13.  line  17,  Insert  "the  second 
time  it  appears""  before  the  semicolon. 

On  page  15.  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert 
the  following: 

(e)(1)  Section  304  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "(d)"  the  second  time  it  appears  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "(e)". 

On  page  15,  line  4,  strike  out  "(e)"  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "(2)". 

On  page  15,  line  4,  strike  out  "304(d)  of 
the  Act""  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "304(e) 
of  the  Act  (as  redesignated  by  paragraph 
(1))". 

On  page  22,  line  12,  Insert  "of"  after  the 
quotation  marks. 

On  page  23,  line  19,  insert  "(1)"  after 
"(a)". 


On  page  23,  between  lines  20  and  21, 
Insert  the  following; 

(2)  The  table  of  contents  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Sec.  731"  after 
part  E  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec. 
741". 

On  page  24,  between  lines  11  and  12, 
insert  the  following; 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AMENDMENT 

Sec.  201.  Section  102(11)  of  the  Develop- 
mental Disability  Assistance  and  Bill  of 
Rights  Act  (hereafter  in  this  title  referred 
to  as  the  "Act ")  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare '"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secre- 
tary of  Health  and  Human  Services". 

On  page  24,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec  201." 
and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec  202.". 

On  page  24,  beginning  with  "the"'  on  line 
13.  strike  out  through  the  end  parenthesis 
on  line  15  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "the 
Act". 

On  page  24,  line  20,  strike  out  "Sec  202." 
and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  "Sec  203."'. 

On  page  24,  line  24,  strike  out  "make  allot- 
ments to"". 

On  page  25,  line  2,  strike  out  "Sec  203." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec  204.". 

On  page  25,  line  9,  strike  out  "Sec  204."" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec  205. ". 


markup  of  criminal  law  reform  legisla- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  SulKom- 
mittee  on  Surface  Transportation  of 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday,  July  26.  to  hold  a  hearing 
on  the  oversight  of  the  Staggers  Rail 
Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works 
be  authorized  to  meet  on  Tuesday. 
July  26,  until  12:15  p.m.,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  marking  up  S.  757,  solid  waste 
amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


HATCH  AMENDMENT  NO.  2093 

Mr.  BAKER  (for  Mr.  Hatch)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  S. 
1340,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  2.  line  22.  before  "and"  insert 
"types  of  facilities  or  agencies  which  fur- 
nished services  and  whether  each  such  facil- 
ity or  agency  is  public  or  private."". 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION.  ARTS.  AND 
HUMANITIES 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Education,  Arts,  and  Hu- 
manities, of  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources,  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Tuesday.  July  26,  at  2  p.m., 
to  hold  a  hearing  entitled,  "Quality  in 
Education— Recommendations  of  the 
Report  of  the  National  Commission  on 
Excellence  in  Education." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE,  NUTRITION,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  July 
26.  to  hold  a  hearing  to  consider  the 
nominations  of  Paul  Enns  and  Joseph 
Kyser,  to  be  members  of  the  Federal 
Farm  Credit  Board. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday,  July  26.  1983.  to  continue 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


POOR  SCHOOLS  ARE  FALLING 
BEHIND  IN  COMPUTER  PRO- 
GRAMS 
•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
last  month  I  made  my  first  speech  on 
the  floor  of  this  body.  I  spoke  then 
about  my  concern  that  as  this  country 
moves  forward  into  the  so-called  infor- 
mation age,  we  must  be  mindful  that 
all  of  our  citizens  share  in  its  benefits. 
One  aspect  of  these  developments  lies 
in  disparities  between  school  districts 
with  respect  to  access  by  their  stu- 
dents to  computers  and  programs  of 
computer  learning.  Schools  which  are 
equipped  with  computers  and  teachers 
who  are  trained  to  use  them  are  enor- 
mously advantaged  in  their  ability  to 
prepare  students  for  the  future.  As 
the  less  well-off  school  districts  find 
that  they  cannot  afford  the  same  am- 
bitious, up-to-date  programs  as  the 
richer  districts,  they  are  becoming  un- 
derstandably concerned.  A  Newark 
school  official  recently  stated  his  con- 
cern this  way:  "We  look  at  this  as  an- 
other form  of  segregation,  as  discrimi- 
nation against  the  underprivileged 
child." 

A  recent  article  in  the  New  York 
Times  provides  a  graphic  illustration 
of  the  contrasts  in  computer  education 
between  a  school  in  an  affluent  area  in 
my  State  of  New  Jersey  and  an  inner 
city  school.  As  we  move  toward  consid- 
ering legislation  to  improve  the  qual- 
ity of  American  education,  I  ask  that 
this  article  be  printed  in  the  Record 
for  the  information  of  my  colleagues. 
The  article  follows: 


JMI 


20832 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  26,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


20833 


Rich  Schools  Getting  Richer  in 
Computers 

(By  Michael  WInerip) 

NrwARK.  June  23— Luis  Pereira  once  read 
a  guidance  brochure  at  East  Side  High  here 
that  said  computers  were  the  way  to  get 
ahead  in  America,  and  since  ahead  is  pre- 
cisely where  18-year-old  Luis  wants  to  be.  he 
signed  up  for  the  school's  computer  pro- 
gramming course. 

Because  there  were  so  few  terminals  at 
East  Side,  he  often  went  to  school  a  half 
hour  early  and  skipped  lunch  to  tie  with  the 
computers.  "I  went  to  learn  the  machine 
language. "  he  told  friends  who  asked  what 
he  was  up  to. 

At  first  the  friends  thought  his  interest 
odd— only  55  of  East  Sides  2.200  students 
are  taking  computer  programming  this  year, 
and  many  Newark  high  schools  have  no 
computers  at  all.  But  as  they  approach 
graduation,  said  Luis,  a  junior  who  wants  to 
be  an  engineer,  "they  see  how  it  helps  me 
get  ahead." 

Yet  if  Luis  Pereira  is  far  ahead  by  Newark 
standards,  he  has  already  fallen  as  much  as 
two  years  behind  his  peers  at  nearby  subur- 
ban schools,  such  as  Westfield  High  School. 

THREE  YEARS  IN  WESTFIELD 

At  Westfield  High,  a  student  can  take  up 
to  three  years  of  programming:  in  Newark, 
if  he  is  lucky  enough  to  be  at  a  school  with 
computers,  he  can  take  one  year. 

At  Westfield  High  next  year  more  than  40 
percent  of  the  students  will  take  a  five-day- 
a-week  course  in  computer  programming:  at 
East  Side  High  School  in  Newark  fewer 
than  5  percent  will  be  able  to.  At  Westfield 
High  they  work  on  terminals  that  connect 
with  a  large,  central  computer  memory:  in 
Newark  the  computers  are  simple,  self-con- 
tained units  that  cannot  handle  the  more 
sophisticate  programming  done  in  West- 
field. 

This  widening  gap  in  computer  literacy 
between  richer  and  poorer  school  districts, 
suburban  and  urban,  is  causing  concern 
among  education,  business,  political  and 
civil  rights  leaders  and  was  the  topic  of 
Prank  R.  Lautent)erg's  maiden  speech  in  the 
Senate  earlier  this  month. 

•Federal  cutbacks  in  education  aid  are 
helping  to  widen  the  gap."  the  New  Jersey 
Democrat  said  this  week  in  a  follow-up 
interview  to  his  Senate  speech.  The 
wealthier  districts  find  a  way  to  go  ahead 
with  computer  purchases,  while  the  poorer 
districts  cannot." 

NOT  GETTING  THEIR  SHARE 

As  a  founder  of  Automatic  Data  F»rocess- 
Ing.  the  largest  company  of  its  kind  in  the 
nation.  Mr.  Lautenberg  said  he  and  his  part- 
ners were  aware  that  children  in  large,  poor 
urban  districts  such  as  Newark  were  falling 
behind  in  computer  training,  and  so  were 
not  getting  their  share  of  jobs  in  the  indus- 
try. 

"We  look  at  this  as  another  form  of  segre- 
gation, as  discrimination  against  the  under- 
privileged child."  said  Joseph  Harris,  execu- 
tive director  of  management  information 
for  the  Newark  Schools.  "Our  child  doesn't 
have  the  same  opportunity— we  have  a 
dismal  numl)er  of  computers  compared  to 
our  population." 

Companies  that  use  computers  as  a  daily 
tool  in  the  work  place  have  noticed,  too. 
"Given  a  choice  between  two  equal  candi- 
dates, one  who  knows  computers,  and  one 
who  does  not.  we  hire  the  person  with  com- 
puter training."  said  Nancy  Thomas,  a  per- 
sonnel  manager   for   Prudential   Insurance 


Company  of  America,  one  of  Newark's  larg- 
est employers. 

It  is  not  that  Newark  educators  are  un- 
aware of  the  importance  of  computers. 

At  a  staff  meeting  last  September,  the 
Newark  Superintendent.  Columbus  Salley, 
emphasized  that  computer  literacy  for  all 
children  is  a  top  priority.  He  has  for  the 
first  time  created  a  centrally  administered 
districtwide  computer  department,  which 
has  applied  for  several  grants  to  buy  equip- 
ment. 

Principals  are  being  encouraged  to  put 
any  extra  money  they  have  into  computers, 
even  if  it  means  denying  funds  for  more  tra- 
ditional programs.  At  Ann  Street  elementa- 
ry school  on  Newark's  east  side,  children 
sold  Hershey  bars,  and  parents  acted  in  "Joe 
White  and  the  Seven  Dwarf-ettes",  raising 
$20,000  so  the  school  will  have  computers  in 
the  fall. 

SUMMER  COMPUTER  CAMP 

The  number  of  students  at  East  Side  High 
who  can  take  computer  programming  in  the 
next  academic  year  will  nearly  double,  to  96, 
and  beginning  in  1984  the  school  will  offer  a 
second  year  of  computer  science.  A  district 
computer  camp  this  summer  will  give  an  ad- 
ditional 150  students,  teachers  and  parents 
a  crash  course  in  programming. 

Yet  for  Newark,  the  largest  school  system 
in  the  state  with  57,000  students,  computer 
literacy  is  a  long,  long  way  off.  Five  of  New 
arks  17  high  schools  have  no  computer 
courses  at  all.  There  is  enough  money  for 
only  three  of  the  systems  50  elementary 
schools  to  install  computers,  according  to 
Angela  Caruso,  who  is  in  charge  of  the  dis- 
trict"s  computer  curriculum.  She  estimates 
she  needs  1,000  terminals  to  make  computer 
literacy  possible  in  the  first  eight  grades— 
and  has  just  25. 

Federal  and  state  grants  are  likely  to  be 
limited,  if  available  at  all.  And  Newark 
school  officials  say  they  have  had  little  luck 
when  they  approached  major  computer 
companies  such  as  Apple,  Radio  Shack  an'd 
IBM.  for  help.  All  volunteered  lecturers, 
but  not  the  costly  equipment  that  Newark 
schools  need  so  badly. 

LOOKING  FOR  CONTRIBUTIONS 

The  only  thing  that  will  save  us."  Mr. 
Harris  said,  "is  if  some  computer  company 
looks  at  us  as  needy  and  donates  equip- 
ment—otherwise we'll  never  get  anything 
going.  " 

Ironically,  the  Newark  school  system  was 
an  early  experimenter  with  computer  educa- 
tion, beginning  15  years  ago,  through  Feder- 
al pilot  programs  tiegun  after  the  city's 
riots. 

But  just  as  computers  began  to  win  wide- 
spread acceptance  from  educators  national- 
ly, the  Federal  dollars  dried  up,  and  nearby 
suburban  school  systems  such  as  Westfield 
caught  up  with  Newark  and  then  far  sur- 
passed it. 

Westfield,  which  is  about  15  miles  south- 
est  of  Newark,  and  hardly  had  a  program  at 
all  until  six  years  ago,  is  a  particularly  dra- 
matic example. 

An  upper  middle  class  community  filled 
with  white-collar  workers  and  professionals 
who  commute  to  Manhattan,  Westfield  has 
a  reputation  for  being  fiscally  conservative. 
Twice  in  recent  years  the  community  has 
turned  down  school  budgets  as  exorbitant. 

DEMANDED  MORE  COMPUTERS 

Yet  at  the  same  time,  residents  have  de- 
manded that  the  system's  computer  offer- 
ings be  expanded.  Between  1982  and  1984. 
Westfield  will  spend  $250,000  of  local  money 
on  computer  equipment— the  same  amount 


it  spent  for  all  of  the  previous  10  years. 
Newark,  which  has  10  times  as  many  stu- 
dents as  Westfield,  has  no  local  money  to 
budget  for  computers. 

The  Westfield  parents— lawyers  and  bro- 
kers and  engineers— often  work  with  com- 
puters in  their  offices,  have  them  at  home 
and  are  usually  the  ones  who  urge  their 
children  to  take  courses  at  the  high  school. 
My  father  works  at  Merrill  Lynch— his 
whole  place  is  just  computers,"  said  Jill 
Zeikel.  17,  a  senior  in  computer  science  who 
is  going  to  Sarah  Lawrence  next  fall. 

About  five  years  ago,  Adam  Buchsbaums 
father,  a  vice  president  for  customer  sys- 
tems at  Bell  Labs,  brought  a  terminal  home 
that  hooks  up  to  the  Bell  Lab  system.  Adam 
was  12  and  unknown  then,  but  today  he  is 
considered  the  computer  whiz  of  Westfield 
High. 

MORE  SOPHISTICATED  SYSTEM 

Last  fall,  the  17-year-old  junior  finished 
his  third  semester  of  computer  science  on 
the  .schools  Hewlett-Packard  system— a 
system  more  sophi.slicated  than  anything 
they  have  in  Newark.  In  the  fall  he  will 
begin  the  school's  advanced  placement  com- 
puter course  on  the  PRIME  550-11  system. 
He  is  looking  forward  to  working  with  the 
PRIME'S  larger.  3-megabyle  memory.  "I 
think  the  Hewlett  Packard  was  a  little 
tame,"  he  said. 

Next  May,  Adam  and  several  of  his  West- 
field  classmates  will  be  taking  the  College 
Board's  advanced  placement  test  in  comput- 
er science  for  high  school  seniors.  It  is  the 
first  time  the  College  Board  is  offering  the 
test,  and  indication  of  the  growing  impor- 
tance computers  are  playing  in  .secondary 
schools.  If  the  students  do  well  enough, 
they  will  qualify  for  advanced  computer 
studies  in  college. 

Newark  will  not  have  an  advanced  place- 
ment computer  preparatory  course  next 
year:  it  may  have  one  at  a  few  high  schools 
two  years  from  now. 

In  Newark,  more  often  than  not,  it  is  the 
children  who  tell  the  parents— many  of 
whom  are  longshoremen  and  laborers,  jani- 
tors and  mechanics— al)out  the  greatness  of 
computers. 

PARENTS  WERE  IMPRESSED 

My  parents  didn't  know  the  first  thing 
about  computers,"  said  Daene  Aureliano, 
who  is  completing  East  Side  High's  yearlong 
computer  science  program.  "They  under- 
stand now.  because  I  explained  to  them— I 
brought  them  home  some  of  the  programs 
we  did.  They  were  impressed.  There  are  a 
lot  of  things  they  didn't  think  a  computer 
can  do." 

When  Luis  Pereira  could  not  get  enough 
time  on  the  classroom  computer,  he  saved 
$250  from  his  afterschool  job  as  a  janitor, 
and  talked  his  father  into  giving  him  the 
other  $250  for  a  small  home  computer. 
Luis's  father,  a  truck  driver  at  a  chemical 
plant,  was  unsure  it  was  a  wise  idea  at  first, 
having  heard  that  children  used  computers 
for  games,  but  in  the  end,  he  trusted  his 
bright  son,  and  was  impressed  with  what 
computers  could  do  for  a  person. 

Now,  Luis  said,  "when  I  do  a  program,  I 
feel  good,  that  I  accomplished  something. " 
He  is  sorry  only  that  next  year,  as  a  senior, 
there  is  no  second-year  course  at  East  Side 
High  for  him.  He  has  heard  teachers  say 
that  other  schools,  away  from  Newark,  are 
filled  with  computers.* 


THE  YORK  COUNTY 
COMMUNITY  ACTION  CORP. 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
a  pleasure  to  take  the  opportunity 
here  today  to  call  some  well-deserved 
attention  to  the  accomplishments  of  a 
community  service  organization  in  my 
State  of  Maine,  the  York  County  Com- 
munity Action  Corp.  I  have  long 
watched  and  admired  the  work  of  this 
group,  which  provides  a  wide  range  of 
valuable  and  needed  services  to  almost 
200.000  people  in  29  communities 
along  Maine's  southern  coast. 

Locally  the  group  is  known  widely  as 
CAP,  It  was  incorporated  in  1965 
under  the  original  Economic  Opportu- 
nity Act,  and  has  18  board  members. 
Among  its  activities  are  programs  such 
as  fuel  assistance.  Head  Start,  housing 
and  community  development,  out- 
reach services,  transportation,  and 
weatherization, 

A  glance  at  just  a  few  of  the  grateful 
notes  and  letters  which  have  come  to 
CAP  from  the  people  it  helps  gives 
some  idea  of  how  effective  it  is.  "If  it 
hadn't  been  for  CAP,  I  would  probably 
be  stuck  out  in  the  cold  right  now." 
wrote  a  mother  of  two  who  recently 
moved  to  York  County  from  another 
State.  "They  helped  in  locating  an 
apartment,  helped  me  travel  to  and 
from  apartments  and  agencies  and 
shopping  and  medical  care,  and  even 
helped  me  locate  furniture  and  house- 
hold items.  ,  ,  ," 

A  woman  of  86  who  lives  alone, 
wrote  that  "CAP  has  helped  me  get  a 
hearing  aid,  and  with  fuel  and  many 
other  problems.  I  hope  you  can  do  as 
much  for  other  old  people  as  you  have 
done  for  me. "  Another  writer  said. 
"We  are  eternally  grateful  for  your 
deep  concern  and  help  in  our  time  of 
desperation.  You  made  us  realize  there 
are  people  who  still  care.  .  .  ." 

"I  am  sending  this  card  to  say  thank 
you,"  wrote  still  another  recipient  of 
help.  "I  don't  know  what  I  would  have 
done  if  your  agency  and  its  people  had 
not  helped  me— I  would  have  had  to 
sell  my  home,  I'm  still  home  and  hope 
to  stay  here  for  a  long  time  yet. "  And, 
finally:  "I'm  such  a  lucky  old  girl.  I 
have  so  much  to  be  grateful  for.  I  do 
love  the  people  at  York  County  Com- 
munity Action  for  all  they  do  for  ev- 
erybody." 

Mr.  President,  CAP  had  its  annual 
meeting  on  the  21st  of  this  month  of 
July.  I  think  it  is  the  right  occasion  to 
commend  and  congratulate  them,  and 
to  wish  them  continued  long  years  of 
successful  effort.  They  have  clearly 
earned  the  kinds  of  tributes  I  have 
cited  here,  and  they  can  be  exception- 
ally proud  of  their  achievements.* 


A  NEW  IDENTIFICATION  OF  THE 
NATIONAL    INTEREST    IN    EDU- 
CATION 
•  Mr.     ANDREWS.     Mr.     President, 
local  school  board  members  are  the 


Nation's  elected  officials  closest  to  the 
grassroots  of  communities.  They  are 
responsible  for  raising  a  large  propor- 
tion of  the  local  taxes  and  using  them 
prudently  to  operate  our  largest  local 
unit  of  government,  our  public  school 
system.  In  North  Dakota,  for  example, 
they  operate  the  largest  transporta- 
tion system,  the  largest  feeding  pro- 
gram, maintain  the  most  square  foot- 
age of  space,  in  addition  to  hiring  the 
largest  number  of  public  employees  in 
the  State.  Consequently,  their  views 
on  appropriate  forms  of  Federal  inter- 
vention established  by  Congress  are 
important  to  me. 

Thomas  A.  Shannon,  executive  di- 
rector of  the  National  School  Boards 
Association,  which  is  the  national  or- 
ganization representing  local  school 
board  members,  acknowledges  the  im- 
portance of  a  Federal  role  in  public 
education.  In  recent  years,  there  has 
been  much  discussion  of  the  intrusion 
of  Federal  Government  into  local  mat- 
ters. Mr.  Shannon  outlines  a  Federal 
role  in  education  that  enhances  local 
community  control  of  schools  rather 
than  undermines  it.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  read  it. 

The  article  follows: 

A  New  Identification  of  the  National 

INTEREST  IN  EDUCATION 

(By  Thomas  A.  Shannon) 
"A  Nation  at  Risk:  The  Imperative  for 
Educational  Reform"  is  the  title  of  the 
newly  issued  report  of  the  National  Com- 
mission on  Educational  Excellence.  It  says 
all  there  is  to  say  about  the  issue  of  a  feder- 
al role  in  elementary  and  secondary  educa- 
tion. 

In  brutal  candor,  the  reports  title  de- 
clares that  the  United  States  will  succeed  or 
fail  as  a  nation— and  not  as  a  collection  of 
states  or  communities— in  the  increasingly 
stiff  competition  in  an  increasingly  complex 
technological  world.  Success  is  predicated 
upon  an  educated  citizenry  able  to  cope 
with  modern  technology  and  to  lead  the 
way  into  the  21st  Century.  Ninety  percent 
of  that  citizenry  is  educated  in  the  public 
schools.  Thus,  the  existence  of  an  urgent 
national  interest  in  public  elementary  and 
secondary  education  is  manifest.  And  when- 
ever there  is  a  vital  national  interest  there 
also  is  a  federal  role  to  be  played  by  our  na- 
tion's government. 

Is  the  National  Commission  on  Education- 
al Excellence  the  only  group  to  comprehend 
the  relationship  between  education  and  eco- 
nomic productivity,  reindustrialization,  and 
national  defense?  The  answer  is  a  resound- 
ing "No."  Another  agency  of  the  federal 
government,  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion (NSF),  is  studying  the  issue  through  its 
Commission  on  Precollege  Education  in 
Mathematics,  Science  and  Technology.  Its 
preliminary  report  (entitled  "Today's  Prob- 
lems, Tomorrow's  Crises")  concludes  that 
"The  current  and  increasing  shortage  of 
citizens  adequately  prepared  by  their  educa- 
tion to  take  on  the  tasks  needed  for  develop- 
ment of  our  economy,  our  culture  and  secu- 
rity is  rightly  called  a  crisis  by  leaders  in 
academe,  business  and  government." 

In  this  'phase  1"  report,  the  NSF  Com- 
mission endeavored  to  identify  the  problem. 
It  found  a  shortage  of  superior  teachers  in 
mathematics  and  science  with  few  opportu- 
nities to  upgrade  their  skills;  too  many  inad- 


equately equipped  science  classrooms;  too 
little  instructional  time;  too  many  problems 
of  student  discipline;  a  need  to  revise  curric- 
ula in  science  and  mathematics:  and  too 
little  use  of  computers  In  the  classroom. 

The  NSF  Commission's  report  on  "phase 
2"  will  contain  recommendations  to  provide 
the  United  States  with  a  broader  pool  of 
students  who  leave  high  school  prepared 
and  motivated  for  advance  courses  in  sci- 
ence and  technology,  with  an  expanded 
range  of  high-quality  educational  offerings 
at  all  grade  levels,  and  with  citizens 
equipped  with  mathematics  and  science 
skills  sufficient  to  fit  them  for  "full  partici- 
pation in  the  society  of  the  future."  The 
"phase  2"  report  should  l)e  issued  before  the 
year  is  out. 

Another  report  that  buttresses  the  federal 
role  in  education  soon  will  be  made  public 
by  the  Education  Commission  of  the  States 
(ECS).  ECS  (a  compact  among  the  states  de- 
signed to  bring  leaders  of  state  governments 
and  education  together  to  deal  with  educa- 
tional issues)  last  year  established  a  Task 
Force  on  Education  for  Economic  Growth. 
That  Task  Force,  under  the  leadership  of 
Governors  James  Hunt  of  North  Carolina 
and  Pierre  DuPont  of  Delaware,  published 
its  report  this  summer.  The  foreword  of  the 
report's  preliminary  draft  carries  on  the 
crisis  theme  mirrored  in  the  reports  of  the 
National  Commission  on  Educational  Excel- 
lence and  the  NSF's  Commission  on  Precol- 
lege Education  in  Mathematics,  Science  and 
Technology.  Its  title:  "A  Conviction  That  a 
Real  Emergency  is  Upon  Us."  The  draft 
foreword  also  states  unequivocally  that  the 
Task  Force  members  "acknowledge  the  im- 
portance of  a  strong  Federal  commitment  to 
education— a  commitment  which  is  backed 
by  sufficient  resources."  . 

What  these  three  prestigious  groups  are 
groping  for  is  not  a  redefinition  of  the  fed- 
eral role  in  education  calling  for  a  repudi- 
ation of  the  public  schools  and  a  virtual 
bail-out  by  the  federal  government  (as  the 
Administration  apparently  misinterpreted 
the  report  of  its  National  Commission  on 
Education  Excellence  when  the  President 
used  the  occasion  of  the  report's  release  to 
renew  his  call  for  tuition  tax  credits  and 
vouchers  for  private  schools  and  the  aboli- 
tion of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education). 
Rather,  the  reports  of  all  three  groups  so 
far  point  to  a  steadfast  confirmation  of  the 
thinking  about  the  appropriate  federal  role 
in  education  that  has  evolved  gradually  over 
the  past  six  decades.  That  role  has  four  di- 
mensions: 

I.  To  finance  high-cost  programs  of  over- 
riding national  significance.  (Isn't  this  the 
natural  category  in  which  to  place  new  ef- 
forts by  the  federal  government  to  replicate 
the  National  Defense  Education  Act  first  in- 
troduced because  of  Sputnik.  Wouldn't 
action  in  this  role  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment go  a  long  way  toward  addressing  the 
national  emergencies  perceived  by  the  sever- 
al national  commissions?  Couldn't  the  feder- 
al government  provide  financing  to  raise 
America's  newly  emerging  commitment  to 
instructional  excellence  to  the  level  we  now 
enjoy  in  equal  educational  opportunity  or 
access?  The  answers  to  all  of  these  questions 
led  ineluctably  to  an  expanded  federal  role 
to  respond  to  a  burgeoning  national  interest 
as  identified  by  the  three  studies— not  in 
federal  regulations,  paperwork,  and  pro- 
gram guidelines  that  stifle  local  Imagina- 
tion, but  in  dollars  to  enable  local  school 
boards  to  approach  the  problems  in  a  con- 
structive way  best  suited  to  the  realities  of 
the  local  cor  imunity.) 
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2.  To  finance  needs  of  special  categories  of 
students  whom  the  Congress  believes  are 
not  receiving  the  attention  they  deserve  at 
state  and  local  levels.  (Wont  our  nation 
benefit  by  extending  to  the  youngsters  of 
poor  and  disadvantaged  families  a  chance  to 
raise  their  educational  competency  levels  so 
that  they  can  be  full  participants  economi- 
cally producing  and  politically  active  in  the 
complex  world  of  tomorrow?  Are  states  and 
cities  really  doing  as  much  as  they  should 
for  impoverished  children  in  America's  big 
cities  smd  rural  areas  to  make  them  truly 
contributing  members  of  our  society?  Any 
answer  to  these  questions  must  imply  that 
much  is  yet  to  be  done  to  respond  adequate- 
ly to  the  national  emergencies  articulated 
by  the  several  national  commissions.) 

3.  To  advance  the  cause  of  civil  rights 
throughout  the  United  States,  (and). 

4.  To  serve  as  a  liaison  and  clearinghouse 
for  educational  research.  (Surely  there  is 
nothing  in  the  conclusions  of  the  three 
studies  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  third 
and  fourth  dimensions  of  the  federal  role  in 
education.  Indeed  if  the  first  two  dimen- 
sions are  addressed  effectively,  the  last  two 
dimensions  will  lienefit  from  a  positive  "fall 
out.") 

School  board  members  are  the  natural 
leaders  of  public  dialogue  about  education 
in  the  local  community.  Indeed,  the  final 
recommendation  of  the  National  Commis- 
sion on  Educational  Excellence  admonishes 
citizens  to  hold  "educators  and  elected  offi- 
cials responsible  for  providing  leadership  to 
achieve"  reform  education.  It  is  up  to  local 
school  boards  to  convince  their  citizen  con- 
stituencies, in  the  words  of  the  National 
Commission  on  Educational  Excellence,  to 
••provide  the  fiscal  support  and  stability  re- 
quired to  'bring  about  the  reforms'^  pro- 
posed. Reform  is  never  a  short-run  project- 
it  is  for  the  long-term,  and  goals  to  institute 
reform  should  reflect  this  fact. 

While,  unquestionably,  the  old  story  that 
"the  buck  stops  at  the  local  school  board" 
remains  true— it  also  is  true  that  the  new 
conditions  of  today  place  that  buck  before 
the  federal  and  state  governments  as  well. 
But.  unless  the  demand  that  education 
attain  a  new  and  higher  federal  and  state 
priority  emanates  clearly  from  the  local 
community,  the  federal  government,  espe- 
cially, will  wait  for  somebody  else  to  do  the 
job  so  integrally  linked  with  our  long-term 
national  survival.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  CAPT    BILL 
CONNOR 

•  Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  past  3  years  I  have  had  the  privi- 
lege of  working  with  Capt.  Bill 
Connor,  until  recently  the  officer  in 
charge  of  construction  at  the  Trident 
submarine  base  at  Kings  Bay.  Ga. 
Captain  Connor  is  an  outstanding 
naval  officer  who  recently  retired 
from  the  Navy. 

Captain  Connor's  military  career  has 
been  exemplary  from  the  time  he  first 
joined  the  Navy.  He  is  a  highly  quali- 
fied professional  engineer  who  holds  a 
bachelor  of  science  degree  in  electrical 
engineering  from  Duke  University  and 
a  master  of  science  degree  in  engineer- 
ing electronics  from  the  naval  post 
graduate  school  in  Monterey.  Calif. 
His  engineering  expertise  and  thor- 
ough work  is  widely  acknowledged, 
and  the  Navy  has  depended  on  Bill 


Connor's  skill  during  his  assignment 
to  a  number  of  demanding  posts  over 
the  years  including  tours  on  the  staff 
of  the  officer  in  charge  of  construc- 
tion. Republic  of  Vietnam:  the  Office 
of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations:  and 
the  staff  of  the  officer  in  charee  of 
construction  at  the  west  coast  Trident 
submarine  base  in  Bangor.  Wash. 

I  first  met  Bill  in  the  mid-1970s 
when  he  was  on  the  west  coast  helping 
build  the  Bangor  Trident  base.  I  was 
immediately  impressed  with  the 
Navy's  actions  there— under  his  lead- 
ership—to forge  a  strong  link  between 
the  base  and  the  local  community.  In 
fact.  I  asked  Navy  leaders  for  assur- 
ance that  they  would  provide  the  same 
expertise  on  the  Kings  Bay  project 
and  make  sure  that  individuals  like 
Captain  Connor  would  be  associated 
with  the  base  throughout  the  entire 
construction  period. 

I  was  delighted  to  learn  of  Bill's  as- 
signment in  1980  to  the  Kings  Bay 
project,  and  I  believe  that  his  work  as 
the  officer  in  charge  of  construction  at 
this  naval  submarine  base  was  one  of 
his  most  challenging  assignments 
during  his  Navy  career.  When  Bill 
Connor  came  to  Georgia,  the  Kings 
Bay  area  was  rapidly  changing  from  a 
quiet  coastal  community  to  the  site  of 
the  largest  peacetime  construction 
project  the  Navy  has  ever  undertaken. 
The  Kings  Bay  Trident-related  con- 
struction will  cost  approximately  $1.5 
billion,  and  the  base  is  expected  to 
create  about  11.540  new  jobs  and  in- 
crease the  population  of  the  surround- 
ing Georgia  counties  by  approximately 
14.000  people  by  1998.  The  local  com- 
munity and  the  Navy  faced  the  diffi- 
cult challenge  of  channeling  this  mas- 
sive impact  and  of  making  the  area's 
transition  as  smooth  as  possible. 

Today  the  partnership  between  the 
Navy  and  the  Kings  Bay  community  is 
strong  and  growing.  The  King.s  Bay 
experience  is  a  model  for  communities 
which  support  developing  bases,  and 
this  is  an  achievement  which  is  due  in 
great  part  to  Bill  Conner.  Bill's  careful 
administration  of  the  early  construc- 
tion on  the  base  and  his  equally  care- 
ful attention  to  the  requirements  of 
the  growing  community  surrounding 
the  installation  has  earned  him  the  re- 
spect and  admiration  of  the  many 
people  he  has  worked  with  during  his 
tenure  at  Kings  Bay.  I  believe  the 
bond  between  the  towns  and  the  base 
which  has  been  formed  in  the  early 
years  is  strong  and  enduring,  and  I 
know  that  it  will  stand  as  a  tribute  to 
Bill  Connors  extraordinary  dedica- 
tion. 

The  State  of  Georgia  is  deeply  in 
Captain  Connor's  debt  for  his  commit- 
ment to  the  smooth  development  of  a 
large  and  vital  submarine  base,  and  I 
personally,  am  grateful  that  our 
Nation  had  an  officer  of  his  high  cali- 
ber in  the  armed  services.  Bill  has  now 
started  a  new  career  with  Raymond 


Kaiser  architectural  and  engineering 
firm  in  Tallahassee.  Fla..  and  I  hope 
that  he  and  his  lovely  wife.  Gayle,  will 
now  have  the  opportunity  to  enjoy 
some  well-deserved  vacations.  I  want 
to  express  my  thanks  to  Bill  for  his 
service  to  his  country  and  extend  con- 
gratulations and  best  wishes  as  he 
begins  a  new  career.* 


GUSTAVO  ARCOS  BERGNES 
•  Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  on  July 
26.  1953.  Fidel  Castro  led  an  early 
morning  attack  against  the  Cuban 
Army  barracks  in  Moncada.  Oriente 
Province,  Cuba.  Among  the  134  men 
attempting  the  takeover  of  the  bar- 
racks was  Gustavo  Arcos  Bergnes.  a 
trusted  and  loyal  friend  of  Fidel 
Castro.  On  this  30th  anniversary  of 
the  beginning  of  the  Cuban  revolu- 
tion, it  is  the  plight  of  Gustavo  Arcos 
to  which  I  call  your  attention. 

Gustavo  Arcos  was  with  Fidel  Castro 
from  the  very  beginning  of  what  many 
participants  hoped  would  be  a  demo- 
cratic movement  to  overthrow  the  cor- 
rupt government  of  Fulgencio  Batista. 
He  was  wounded  while  fighting  in  the 
Moncada  Barracks  attack.  The  attack 
on  the  barracks  was  quite  bloody  and 
unsuccessful,  but  it  had  lasting  signifi- 
cance for  the  Cuban  revolution  move- 
ment. After  the  failed  attempt,  the  es- 
tablished leader  of  the  revolutionary 
movement  against  Batista  was  without 
question  Fidel  Caistro.  Taking  its  name 
from  the  date  of  this  unsuccessful 
effort,  the  ••26th  of  July  "  now  had  the 
momentum  to  continue  in  its  cam- 
paign against  the  Batista  government. 

The  campaign  continued  in  Mexico 
when  Castro  and  Arcos  planned  the 
second  stage  of  the  anti-Batista  revo- 
lution. The  outcome  this  time  was  suc- 
cessful, and  the  Batista  government 
was  toppled  in  1959. 

For  his  efforts.  Gustavo  Arcos  was 
named  Ambassador  to  Belgium  and 
the  Netherlands.  But  his  service  in 
this  position  was  short  lived.  In  1965, 
he  was  called  back  and  pressured  to 
join  the  Communist  Party.  Arcos  re- 
fused to  do  this  and  as  a  result  was 
sentenced  to  7  years  in  jail.  It  was  at 
this  time  that  Ambassador  Arcos 
found  out  how  Castro  repays  the  serv- 
ice of  his  friends. 

After  7  years  in  prison.  Arcos  was  re- 
leased but  kept  under  virtual  house 
arrest.  His  appeals  to  leave  the  island 
were  denied.  In  a  desperate  effort  he 
was  caught  trying  to  escape  and  sen- 
tenced to  an  additional  14  year  prison 
sentence  for  his  'crime.  " 

Mr.  Arcos'  only  crime  is  that  he 
dared  to  stand  up  for  the  principles  he 
believed  in  and  defied  the  pressure  by 
Castro  to  join  the  Communist  Party. 
His  attempted  escape  was  an  effort  to 
rejoin  his  family  now  residing  in  the 
United  States.  It  is  crucial  that  he  be 
allowed  to  rejoin  his  family.  On  hu- 


manitarian grounds.  I  appeal  to  the 
government  of  Fidel  Castro  for  the  re- 
lease of  Gustavo  Arcos. 

Mrs.  Arcos  is  suffering  from  cancer 
and  Gustavo  Jr.  is  lying  paralyzed  and 
semicomatose  in  a  hospital  bed  as  a 
result  of  a  traffic  accident.  Doctors  say 
that  the  sight  of  his  father  could  bring 
young  Arcos  out  of  this  state.  It  was 
after  hearing  this  news  that  Arcos 
made  his  attempt  to  escape  Cuba. 

Mr.  President.  I  and  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  South  Dakota. 
Senator  Pressler.  have  written  Pre- 
mier Castro  requesting  on  humanitari- 
an grounds  the  release  of  Gustavo 
Arcos.  We  have  been  joined  by  20  of 
our  colleagues  who  also  express  the 
desire  that  Mr.  Arcos  be  allowed  to 
leave  Cuba  and  rejoin  his  family.  On 
the  House  side.  Representatives  Gus 
Yatron.  Michael  Barnes,  and  James 
Leach  have  circulated  this  petition 
and  have  been  joined  by  56  cospon- 
sors. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  a  copy  of 
the  letter  to  Fidel  Castro  be  included 
in  the  Record. 
The  letter  follows: 

U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  D.C..  July  26.  1983. 
Presidente  Fidel  Castro  Ruz. 
Presidente  del  Consejo  de  Eslado,  y  del  Con- 
sejo  de  Ministros,  La  Habana,  Repbulica 
de  Cuba. 
Dear  Mr.  President:  We  are  writing  to 
you  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  case  of 
Gustavo   Arcos   Bergnes   who   is   presently 
serving  a  seven  year  prison  sentence  for  at- 
tempting to  leave  the  country.  Mr.  Arcos 
was  trying  to  join  his  family  in  the  United 
Stateb. 

His  family  now  resides  in  the  United 
States  for  medical  reasons.  His  wife  is  suf- 
fering from  a  crippling  cancer  which  has 
left  her  unable  to  work,  and  his  twenty-one 
year  old  son  lies  paralyzed  and  semi-coma- 
tose following  a  traffic  accident.  Doctors  say 
that  his  only  hope  for  recovery  is  the  sight 
of  his  father. 

We  understand  that  Mr.  Arcos  was  among 
those  wounded  with  you  during  the  July  26, 
1953  attack  on  Batista's  Moncada  army  bar- 
racks. Therefore,  on  this  thirtieth  anniver- 
sary of  the  Moncada  attack  we  ask  for  your 
personal  attention  to  this  matter,  and  we 
appeal  to  you  on  humanitarian  grounds  to 
arrange  Gustavo  Arcos'   release  and  allow 
him  to  rejoin  his  family  abroad. 
Sincerely. 
Larry     Pressler.     Jesse     Helms.     Rudy 
Boschwitz.   Robert   Dole.   Carl   Levin. 
Lawton    Chiles.    Walter    Huddleston. 
Richard  Lugar.  Charles  E.   Grassley, 
Don    Nickles.    Quentin    N.    Burdick, 
Dave    Durenberger.    Jeff    Bingaman. 
Jennings  Randolph.  John  Heinz.  Dale 
Bumpers.  Dan  Quayle.  Ernest  F.  Hol- 
lings.    Alan    Cranston.    John    Glenn. 
Floyd  Bentsen,  William  S.  Cohen.* 


TREATING  SOVIET  PSYCHIATRIC 
ABUSE 

•  Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President, 
Mr.  David  Satter.  one  of  the  few  West- 
erners who  knows  the  Soviet  Union 
well,  had  an  article  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal    of    Friday.    July    8,    which. 


through  the  eyes  of  one  of  its  victims, 
provides  considerable  insight  into  the 
nature  of  that  very  strange  society.  I 
urge  all  my  colleagues  to  ponder  it 
well. 
The  article  follows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  Friday.  July 
8.  19831 

Treating  Soviet  Psychiatric  Abuse 
(By  David  Satter) 
The  fate  of  Alexei  Nikitin.  a  miner  who 
tried  to  defend  workers'  rights  in  the 
Ukrainian  coal  fields,  is  being  decided 
behind  the  walls  of  a  Talgar  psychiatric 
hospital  in  Soviet  Kazakhstan— far  from  the 
scene  of  next  week's  congress  of  the  World 
Psychiatric  Association  in  Vienna. 

Yet  Mr.  Nikitins  odyssey  through  Soviet 
prisons  and  psychiatric  hospitals  and  the 
experiences  of  Anatoly  Koryagin,  the  Soviet 
psychiatrist  who  defended  him,  are  of  im- 
mense relevance  to  the  West. 

If.  as  Mr.  Nikitins  story  helps  to  show, 
the  Soviet  regime  abrogates  to  itself  the 
right  to  decide  what  is  true  and  false  and  in 
this  way  redefines  .sanity,  how  is  it  possible 
to  count  on  any  "dialogue"  between  the  U.S. 
and  the  Soviet  Union  that  presumes  shared 
values  and  an  agreed  set  of  facts? 

Soviet  psychiatrists  resigned  from  the 
WPA  in  February  in  order  to  avoid  being  ex- 
pelled. The  WPA  must  now  decide  on  fur- 
ther steps  to  induce  the  Soviet  Union  to  end 
the  abuse  of  psychiatry.  In  doing  so,  the 
group  should  consider— as  national  psychi- 
atric associations  have  increasingly  in 
recent  years— the  history  of  the  Nikitin 
case.  The  harrowing  consequences  for  Mr. 
Nikitin  of  trying  to  discover  objective  truth 
in  the  monolithic  Soviet  system  shows  the 
fundamental— and  unbridgeable— psycholog- 
ical divide  between  East  and  West. 

Mr.  Nikitins  difficulties  began  in  1969 
when  he.  as  a  naive  young  Communist,  led  a 
group  of  workers  to  see  Viktor  Savitch,  the 
director  of  the  Butovka-Donetsk  mine,  to 
complain  that  no  bonus  was  being  paid  for 
extra  coal  mined  on  Sundays.  Mr.  Savitch 
dismissed  the  protest  contemptuously  and 
had  Mr.  Nikitin  fired.  Most  of  the  other 
miners  were  forced  to  renounce  the  protest. 
Those  wno  did  were  able  to  find  work.  But 
Mr.  Nik -tin  found  it  impossible  to  get  an- 
other job  in  the  famous  coal  mines  of  the 
region. 

Had  Mr.  Nikitin  accepted  his  'mistake" 
and  lived  quietly,  surviving  on  odd  jobs, 
nothing  further  would  have  happened  to 
him.  But.  convinced  that  he  had  done  noth- 
ing wrong  and  unwilling  to  accept  his  help- 
lessness, he  took  the  step  that  sealed  his 
fate.  He  went  to  Moscow  to  appeal  against 
his  dismissal  to  the  central  authorities. 

The  majority  of  the  sane  people  in  Soviet 
mental  hospitals  started  out  in  the  same 
way.  These  people  are  known  as  'truth 
seekers"  in  Russia  and  they  end  up  in 
mental  hospitals  because  they  indeed  learn 
more  of  the  truth  than  the  Soviet  leaders 
wish  them  to  know. 

propaganda  apparatus 
Deep  anger  over  the  abuses  of  authority 
by  local  party  bosses  exists  almost  every- 
where in  the  Soviet  Union.  But  the  discon- 
tent is  limited  by  the  fact  that  most  citizens 
believe  the  abuses  aren't  a  product  of  the 
system  but  rath'^r  an  exception  against 
which  the  central  authorities  are  constantly 
fighting.  The  entire  Soviet  Propaganda  ap- 
paratus is  organized  to  reinforce  this  im- 
pression. 


The  truth  seekers,  out  of  faith  in  the 
Soviet  leaders,  put  this  essential  fiction  to 
the  test. 

Like  any  truth  seeker.  Mr.  Nikitin.  when 
he  went  to  Moscow,  began  to  visit  the  recep- 
tion halls,  going  from  the  foyer  of  the  Cen- 
tral Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  to 
that  of  the  Soviet  procurator  to  that  of  the 
Supreme  Soviet. 

He  fully  expected  that  the  authorities 
would  correct  the  injustice  against  him.  But 
as  the  months  passed,  he  was  confronted 
with  con.stant,  arbitrary  delays  and  shuttled 
from  place  to  place,  obliged  at  every  step  to 
fill  out  new  and  ever  more  voluminous 
forms.  He  was  confronted  by  bureaucrats, 
who.  it  seemed  to  him,  behaved  somehow 
like  actors.  Sometimes  they  abused  him, 
sometimes  they  sympathized  and  promised 
action,  sometimes  they  shouted  over  the 
phone  to  subordinates,  but  they  always 
ended  up  referring  him  to  someone  else 
until,  after  two  years  of  exhausting  effort, 
he  was  referred  back  to  the  local  authorities 
in  Donetsk  who  had  fired  him  in  the  first 
place. 

Only  a  few  of  the  truth  seekers  have  the 
determination  to  see  this  process  through  to 
the  bitter  end  but  those  who  do  slowly  begin 
to  understand  something  about  the  essence 
of  Soviet  society. 

They  see  that  their  complaints  will  never 
be  answered  and  that  the  abuse  of  power 
they  experienced  wasn't  an  isolated  excep- 
tion but  the  logical  expression  of  the 
system.  It  is  at  this  moment  of  realization 
that  the  truth  seekers  are  likely  to  be  seized 
in  the  reception  halls  and  put  in  mental 
hospitals. 

Once  a  truth  seeker  has  been  seized,  ev- 
erything is  done  to  convince  him  that  he  is 
deluded  and  it  only  seems  to  him  that  the 
Soviet  Union  is  based  on  lies  because  he  is 
mentally  ill. 

Mr.  Nikitins  arrest  came  in  Donetsk  Jan. 
13.  1972.  He  was  taken  to  Donetsk  prison 
and  then  transported  in  June  to  what,  at 
first,  appeared  to  be  a  prison  in  the  Ukraini- 
an industrial  city  of  Dnepropetrovsk. 

After  he  had  changed  clothes  in  a  base- 
ment corridor,  the  orderlies  brought  him  to 
a  small  room  that  held  about  30  persons 
who.  it  was  indicated,  shared  his  mental  out- 
look. As  he  looked  around,  Mr.  Nikitin  real- 
ized to  his  horror  where  he  was. 

In  the  dimly  lit  chamber,  inmates  with  de- 
ranged expressions  on  their  yellow  faces 
and  with  wildly  contorted  limbs  were  lying 
on  narrow  beds.  Some  sat  with  their  tongues 
hanging  out,  looking  blankly  at  the  new  ar- 
rivals, while  others  were  unable  to  look  at 
anything  continuously  because  their  faces 
were  disfigured  by  horrible  tics.  The  air  was 
poisoned  by  the  smell  of  unwashed  bodies 
and  the  breath  of  men  who  had  been  treat- 
ed with  powerful  drugs.  It  was  all  Mr.  Niki- 
tin could  do  to  keep  from  vomiting. 

In  the  months  that  followed,  he  met, 
among  the  hundreds  of  patienU  who  were 
genuinely  mentally  ill,  other  sane  persons 
like  himself.  They  included  a  Soviet  soldier 
who  while  serving  in  Egypt  had  tried  to 
cross  the  border  into  Israel,  a  student  who 
had  displayed  a  Ukrainian  flag.  Baptists 
who  had  circulated  religious  leaflets,  and  a 
Soviet  emigre  who  had  returned  from  Aus- 
tralia and  then  wanted  to  leave  again. 

The  doctors  tried  to  induce  Mr.  Nikitin  to 
acknowledge  that  he  was  'sick, "  as  the  first 
step  toward  his  "recovery."  He,  like  other 
patients,  was  treated  with  sulfazine,  which 
raises  body  temperatures  to  barely  endura- 
ble levels  and  was  "like  a  drill  boring  into  a 
man's  body  that  got  worse  and  worse  until  it 
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was  more  than  a  person  could  stand."  The 
treatments  often  continued  for  months 
until  the  patients  showed  signs  of  complete 
physical  and  moral  submission. 

Mr.  Nikitin  was  freed  in  March  of  1976 
after  four  years  at  the  special  psychiatric 
hospital  but  he  had  not  t>een  cured."  His 
experiences  only  deepened  his  determina- 
tion to  live  in  a  world  organized  on  truthful 
principles. 

ST«PS  TO  CONVEHT  OR  SILENCE 

On  Feb.  22.  1977.  he  entered  the  Norwe- 
gian Embassy  and  requested  political 
asylum.  The  Norwegians  denied  his  request 
and  he  was  seized  on  the  street  and  sent 
back  to  Dnepropetrovsk,  where  he  was  sub- 
jected to  renewed  drug  treatment. 

I  met  Mr.  Nikiiin  in  Moscow  in  the 
autumn  of  1980,  after  he  had  been  released 
again  and  had  been  examined  by  Dr.  Korya- 
gin,  the  psychiatric  consultant  to  a  now-sup- 
pressed dissident  group  that  investigated 
the  Soviet  abuse  of  psychiatry  Dr.  Korya- 
gin  pronounced  him  completely  sane.  In- 
trigued by  the  story,  which  Mr.  Nikitin 
hoped  would  be  recorded  somewhere  in  the 
West,  a  colleague  and  I  traveled  to  Donetsk 
to  speak  again  to  Mr.  Nikitin  about  his  ex- 
periences aind  to  talk  to  other  miners  about 
conditions  there. 

On  Dec.  12.  three  days  after  we  left  Don- 
etsk. Mr.  Nikitin  was  arrested  and  taken 
back  to  Dnepropetrovsk  where  he  began 
again  to  be  treated  with  drugs,  apparently 
sulfazine.  A  month  later.  Dr.  Koryagin.  re- 
acting to  Mr.  Nikitins  arrest,  stated  publicly 
in  Kharkov  that  Mr.  Nikitin  was  sane.  On 
Feb.  13.  1981.  Dr.  Koryagin  was  arrested.  He 
was  later  sentenced  to  seven  years  in  a  labor 
camp  and  five  years  of  internal  exile  for 
anti-Soviet  agitation. 

As  preparations  for  next  week's  quadren- 
nial WPA  congress  progressed  and  senti- 
ment in  favor  of  expelling  the  Soviet  Union 
gained  strength,  the  Soviet  authorities  took 
steps  to  "convert"  Mr.  Nikitin  and  Dr.  Kor- 
yagin or  to  silence  them. 

Dr.  Koryagin  was  transferred  in  July  1982 
from  a  labor  camp  in  the  Perm  region  to  the 
Chistopol  prison,  where  conditions  are  even 
worse;  he  was  reportedly  moved  because  of 
his  total  refusal  to  renounce  his  objections 
to  political  psychiatry  prior  to  the  WPA 
meeting. 

In  early  1982.  Mr.  Nikitin  was  transferred 
from  the  mental  hospital  in  the  Ukraine  to 
the  special  psychiatric  hospital  in  Talgar 
outside  of  Alma  Ata  near  the  Chinese 
border,  where  he  is  reported  to  be  undergo- 
ing further  treatment"  and  is  in  deteriorat- 
ing condition.  The  transfer  was  apparently 
an  attempt  to  keep  news  of  his  condition 
from  reaching  the  West. 

At  the  Vienna  meeting.  Western  psychia- 
trists will  have  the  opportunity  to  pass  a  de- 
finitive verdict  on  Soviet  psychiatry  They 
will  decide  in  light  of  these  and  similar 
events  whether  to  vote  specifically  on  a 
French  resolution  to  ban  the  Soviet  Union 
from  the  WPA  until  all  abuse  of  psychiatry 
has  been  ended.  Such  a  vote  would  cut  off 
"dialogue"  with  the  Soviets  but  it  would 
also  be  a  clear  sign  that  the  West  is  every 
bit  as  ready  to  defend  its  sense  of  reality  as 
the  Soviets  are  prepared  to  try  to  impose 
theirs.* 


INDEXING  CAPITAL  GAINS: 
TRUE  TAX  REFORM 

•  Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President, 
not  often  do  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  the  full  House  of 


Representatives.  Treasury  Secretary 
Don  Regan  and  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers  Martin  Peldstein  agree  on 
how  to  cut  taxes  and  enact  real  tax 
reform.  When  they  do.  its  worth  a  na- 
tional celebration,  replete  with  fire- 
works, hot  dogs,  and  apple  pie. 

Exactly  this  sort  of  celebration 
should  occur  since  these  diverse  inter- 
ests have  supported  what  ought  to  be 
the  top  tax  priority  of  Congress— en- 
actment of  capital  gains  indexing. 

Capital  gains  indexing,  when  en- 
acted, will  solve  one  of  this  Nation's 
most  serious  tax  inequities.  Under  cur- 
rent law.  taxes  are  imposed  on  phony 
profits  and  gains  with  the  result  that 
taxes  are  paid  on  capital  gains  that 
never  actually  occurred. 

Legislation  I  am  introducing  today 
corrects  this  problem  by  eliminating 
this  tax  on  phantom  capital  gains.  The 
legislation  is  simple:  It  permits  auto- 
matic inflation  increases  in  the  basis 
computation  of  the  capital  gains  tax. 
The  need  for  this  legislation  is  clear 
when  current  capital  gains  tax  law  is 
understood. 

Under  current  law  the  capital  gains 
tax  is  applied  on  the  increased  portion 
of  the  value  of  an  asset  prior  to  its 
sale.  While  assets  held  for  several 
years  usually  increase  in  value,  in 
many  instances  the  increase  is  a  fic- 
tional, a  paper,  gain.  It  is  an  inflation 
gain  rather  than  a  real  gain  in  pur- 
chasing power  or  value.  In  other 
words,  in  its  present  form  the  capital 
gains  tax  now  imposes  not  a  tax  on 
profit  or  gain  or  income  but  merely  a 
tax  on  inflation,  and  it  amounts  to  an 
unfair  levy  on  capital. 

The  legislation  I  am  proposing  re- 
moves the  inflation  tax  by  permitting 
taxpayers  to  adjust  the  basis  of  cer- 
tain assets  for  inflation  using  the  GNP 
deflator.  The  inflation  adjustment  is 
the  percen*  of  increase  in  inflation  as 
measured  by  the  GNP  deflator  from 
the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  asset 
or  the  effective  date  of  legislation 
until  the  time  the  asset  is  sold.  As  a 
result,  the  capital  gains  tax  will  apply 
only  to  real  gains  and  not  to  the  infla- 
tion gain. 

Because  of  the  obvious  tax  equity 
this  bill  provides,  it  is  no  wonder  then 
that  this  legislation  has  been: 

Endorsed  by  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  in  1978. 

Passed  the  full  House  of  Representa- 
tives that  same  year  by  an  overwhelm- 
ing vote. 

Passed  by  the  Senate  in  1982.  and 
this  legislation  would  now  be  law  had 
the  Senate  action  coincided  with 
House  approval. 

Supported  by  Treasury  Secretary 
Don  Regan  when  he  was  chairman  of 
the  board  of  Merrill  Lynch,  Pierce, 
Fenner  &  Smith. 

Supported  by  the  chairman  of  the 
President's  Council  of  Economic  Advis- 
ers. Martin  Peldstein. 


July  26,  1983 
the  U.S.  Chamber  of 
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by    the    U.S.    Industrial 


Endorsed  by 
Commerce. 

Endorsed 
Council. 

There  are  two  critical  reasons  why 
this  legislation  has  attracted  such  bi- 
partisan support:  First,  it  corrects  a  se- 
rious impairment  in  the  capital  forma- 
tion process.  Second,  it  corrects  a 
severe  tax  inequity.  A  recent  report  of 
the  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Re- 
search highlights  these  two  issues. 

NBER  reported  that  for  1  year, 
there  occurred  $4  billion  in  capital 
gains  transactions  which  were  subject 
to  capital  gains  taxes  of  $1.1  billion. 
However,  this  was  inflation-gain  tax, 
and  if  there  had  been  an  inflation  ad- 
justment as  proposed  by  my  amend- 
ment in  fact  the  capital  losses  would 
have  exceeded  $1  billion.  In  other 
words,  the  current  capital  gains  tax 
prevents  the  sale  and  exchange  of 
property  and  the  subsequent  freeing 
up  of  capital  for  other  investment. 

We  have  put  a  provision  in  the  Tax 
Code  which  inadvertently  freezes 
people  into  marginal  or  unproductive 
investments.  So  the  first  reason  to  be 
in  favor  of  this  is  because  it  will  im- 
prove the  marginal  efficiency  of  the 
entire  economy. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  more 
direct  and  more  personal  reason  why 
every  taxpayer  has  stake  in  the  pas- 
sage of  this  amendment,  and  \*  's 
simply  one  of  equity. 

As  a  matter  of  basic  fairness  it  is 
wrong  to  tax  somebody  on  a  gain 
which  has  not  occurred.  Let  me  give 
you  a  very  specific  example.  Let  us 
suppose  someone  bought  an  automo- 
bile repair  business  for,  say,  $20,000  10 
years  ago.  Let  us  suppose  also  during 
the  last  10  years  the  value  of  that 
business  increased  106  percent  in 
nominal  dollars,  and  then  you  sold  the 
business. 

Under  the  present  law  you  would 
have  a  large  capital  gain.  In  fact,  you 
would  have  the  capital  gain  on  about 
$21,000  to  pay.  In  fact,  there  has  been 
no  real  increase  in  value,  no  increase 
in  purchasing  power.  All  that  has  oc- 
curred is  a  depreciation  in  the  value  of 
money  because  in  the  last  decade  the 
GNP  deflator  has  increased  106  per- 
cent. 

What  this  legislation  seeks  to  do  is 
to  avoid  in  the  future  taxing  people  on 
paper  gain,  an  unreal  gain,  an  infla- 
tion gain. 

The  question  this  legislation  puts  is 
this:  Is  it  fair  to  put  a  heavy  tax, 
indeed  a  tax  virtually  on  the  entire 
value  of  these  properties,  at  the  time 
they  are  sold  when  the  increase  in 
value  results  entirely  from  inflation?  I 
think  the  answer  to  that  very  clearly 
is  that  it  is  not  fair  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  I  could  go  back 
and  index  things  back  to  1900  or  1940 
or  1960  to  take  care  of  all  of  the 
people   who   are   already   frozen   into 


these  investments.  It  would  be  impos- 
sible to  do  so,  however,  so  this  legisla- 
tion takes  effect  January  1,  1984.  after 
which  time  we  will  not  further  tax  in- 
flation gains. 

To  underscore  the  significance  of 
tax  indexing,  let  me  quote  from  three 
tax  authorities. 

First,  I  quote  from  the  1978  report 
of  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee, the  report  which  accompanied 
legislation  which  went  to  the  House  at 
the  time  an  amendment  virtually  iden- 
tical to  the  legislation  I  am  introduc- 
ing today. 

The  substantial  inflation  which  our  coun- 
try has  experienced  over  the  past  decade 
and  is  likely  to  face  in  the  near  future  has 
produced  serious  problems  with  the  present 
law  taxation  of  gains  from  the  sale  of  assets 
held  for  long  periods  of  time.  Because  a  tax- 
payer's basis  for  tax  purposes  is  determined 
by  historical  cost,  a  taxpayer  can  have  sub- 
stantial gains  for  tax  purposes  even  though 
the  real  value  of  the  assets  (i.e..  adjusted  for 
inflation)  has  not  increased.  Even  though 
the  tax  treatment  of  capital  gains  is  modi- 
fied significantly  by  other  provisions  of  this 
bill,  gains  which  reflect  only  inflationary  in- 
creases in  value  would  nonetheless  remain 
subject  to  tax  in  many  cases.  Moreover,  in 
many  instances  individuals  with  the  same 
marginal  tax  rate  may  have  an  equal 
amount  of  real  gain  taxed  at  a  different  rate 
due  to  the  combination  of  inflationary  pres- 
sures and  the  length  of  their  holding  period 
for  the  asset.  For  these  reasons,  bill  includes 
a  provision  for  inflation  adjustments  to  a 
taxpayer's  basis  in  certain  assets  for  pur- 
poses of  determining  any  gain  on  the  sale  or 
exchange  of  that  type  of  asset. 

I  also  wish  to  call  attention  to  an  ex- 
planation of  the  reason  and  the  justice 
and  the  fairness  of  this  amendment 
which  was  contained  in  an  article  pub- 
lished in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  on 
July  27.  1978.  by  the  distinguished 
economist  Martin  Feldstein.  which 
makes  the  same  point.  I  ask  to  have  it 
printed  in  the  Record. 
The  material  follows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  July  27. 
1978] 

Inflation  and  Capital  Formation 

(By  Martin  Feldstein) 

During  the  past  decade,  effective  tax  rates 
have  increased  dramatically  on  capital 
gains,  on  interest  income  and  on  the  direct 
returns  to  investment  in  plant  and  equip- 
ment. Investors  in  stocks  and  bonds  now  pay 
tax  rates  of  nearly  100  percent— and  in 
many  cases  more  than  100  percent— on  their 
real  returns. 

This  change  has  taken  place  without 
public  debate  and  without  legislative  action, 
though  Tuesday's  vote  by  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  to  "index"  capital 
gains  may  finally  have  placed  the  matter  on 
the  political  agenda.  Our  tax  system  was  de- 
signed for  an  economy  with  little  or  no  in- 
flation. But  if  current  rates  of  inflation  per- 
sist, the  existing  tax  laws  will  continue  to 
impose  effective  tax  rates  of  more  than  100 
percent  on  investment  incomes.  To  make 
matters  even  worse,  the  current  tax  laws 
imply  that  future  tax  rates  will  depend  hap- 
hazardly on  future  rates  of  inflation  and 
therefore  cannot  be  predicted  at  the  time 
that  investment  decisions  are  being  made. 


These  extremely  high  tax  rates  and  the 
uncertainty  about  future  tax  rates  are  a 
cloud  that  hangs  over  both  the  stock 
market  and  business  investment  decisions. 
Several  recent  studies  at  the  National 
Bureau  of  Economic  Research  that  quantify 
the  effect  of  inflation  on  the  taxation  of  in- 
vestment income  and  therefore  on  the  in- 
centive to  investment  show  these  dramatic 
effects. 

A  SUBSTANTIAL  INCREASE 

Inflation  is  particularly  harsh  on  the  tax- 
ation of  capital  gains.  Under  current  law. 
when  corporate  stock  or  any  other  asset  is 
sold,  a  capital  gains  tax  must  be  paid  on  the 
entire  difference  between  the  selling  price 
and  the  original  cost  even  though  much  of 
the  nominal  gain  only  offsets  a  general  rise 
in  the  prices  of  consumer  goods  and  serv- 
ices. Taxing  nominal  gains  in  this  way  very 
substantially  increases  the  effective  tax  rate 
on  real  price-adjusted  gains.  Indeed,  many 
individuals  pay  a  substantial  capital  gains 
tax  even  though,  when  adjustment  is  made 
for  the  change  in  the  price  level,  they  actu- 
ally receive  less  from  their  sale  than  they 
had  originally  paid. 

In  a  recent  study  at  the  National  Bureau 
of  Economic  Research.  Joel  Slemrod  and  I 
measured  the  total  excess  taxation  of  corpo- 
rate stock  capital  gains  caused  by  inflation 
and  the  extent  to  which  this  distortion  dif- 
fers capriciously  among  individuals.  We 
found  that  in  1973  individuals  paid  capital 
gains  tax  on  $4.6  billion  of  nominal  capital 
gains  on  corporate  stock.  When  the  costs  of 
these  shares  are  adjusted  for  the  increase  in 
the  consumer  price  level  since  they  were 
purchased,  this  gain  becomes  a  loss  of 
nearly  $1  billion. 

The  $4.6  billion  of  nominal  capital  gains 
resulted  in  a  tax  liability  of  $1.1  billion.  The 
tax  liability  on  the  real  capital  gains  would 
have  been  only  $661  million.  Inflation  thus 
raised  tax  liabilities  by  nearly  $500  million, 
approximately  doubling  the  overall  effective 
tax  rate  on  corporate  stock  capital  gains. 

Although  adjusting  for  the  price  change 
reduces  the  gain  at  every  income  level,  the 
effect  of  the  price  level  correction  is  far 
from  uniform.  In  particular.  the 
mismeasurement  of  capital  gains  is  most 
severe  for  taxpayers  with  incomes  under 
$100,000. 

In  the  highest  income  class,  there  is  little 
difference  between  nominal  and  real  capital 
gains;  in  contrast,  taxpayers  with  incomes 
below  $100,000  suffered  real  capital  losses 
even  though  they  were  taxed  on  positive 
nominal  gains.  In  each  income  riass  up  to 
$50,000.  recognizing  real  capital  gains  makes 
the  tax  liability  negative.  At  higher  income 
levels,  tax  liabilities  are  reduced  but  remain 
positive  on  average;  the  extent  of  the  cur- 
rent excess  tax  decreases  with  income. 

Inflation  not  only  raises  the  effective  tax 
rate,  but  also  makes  the  taxation  of  capital 
gains  arbitrary  and  capricious.  Individuals 
who  face  the  same  statutory  rates  have 
their  real  capital  gains  taxed  at  very  differ- 
ent rates  because  of  differences  in  holding 
periods.  For  example,  among  taxpayers  with 
adjusted  gross  incomes  of  $20,000  to  $50,000. 
we  found  that  only  half  of  the  tax  liability 
on  capital  gains  was  incurred  by  taxpayers 
whose  liabilities  on  real  gains  would  have 
been  between  80  percent  and  100  percent  of 
their  actual  liabilities.  The  remaining  half 
of  tax  liabilities  were  incurred  by  individ- 
uals whose  liabilities  on  real  gains  would 
have  been  less  than  80  percent  of  their 
actual  statutory  liabilities. 

In  short,  our  study  showed  that  inflation 
has  substantially    increased— roughly   dou- 


bled—the overall  effective  tax  rate  on  corpo- 
rate stock  capital  gains.  Although  this  esti- 
mate relates  to  1973  (because  that  is  the 
only  year  for  which  data  of  this  type  are 
available),  the  continuing  high  rate  of  infla- 
tion means  that  the  tax  distortion  for  more 
recent  years  is  likely  to  be  even  greater. 

The  second  major  problem  that  inflation 
causes  in  our  tax  system  is  in  the  treatment 
of  depreciation.  Under  current  law.  the 
amount  of  depreciation  that  is  allowed  on 
any  asset  depends  on  its  original  cost.  When 
inflation  raises  the  price  level,  the  real 
value  of  these  depreciation  allowances  is  re- 
duced. This  reduction  in  the  real  value  of 
depreciation  that  is  caused  by  the  historic 
cost  method  of  depreciation  is  equivalent  to 
a  substantial  increase  in  the  rate  of  tax  on 
corporate  and  other  investment  income. 

In  1977,  the  historic  cost  method  of  tax 
depreciation  caused  corporate  depreciation 
to  be  understated  by  more  than  $30  billion. 
This  understatement  increased  corporate 
tax  liabilities  by  $15  billion,  a  25  percent  in- 
crease in  corporate  taxes.  This  extra  infla- 
tion tax  reduced  net  profits  by  28  percent  of 
the  total  1977  net  profits  of  $53  billion.  This 
is  the  single  most  important  adverse  effect 
of  inflation  on  capital  formation. 

This  brings  me  to  the  final  tax  problem 
caused  by  inflation,  the  failure  to  distin- 
guish between  nominal  interest  and  real  in- 
terest. This  problem  is  fundamentally  dif- 
ferent from  the  problems  involved  in  capital 
gains  taxation  and  in  depreciation.  The 
nature  of  this  difference  is  still  not  widely 
appreciated.  The  difference  is  extremely  im- 
portant, however,  because  it  implies  that 
changing  the  tax  treatment  of  interest  Is 
less  urgent  than  the  other  changes.  Let  me 
explain  why. 

It  is  clear  that  taxing  nominal  interest 
income  imposes  an  unfair  burden  on  bond 
owners  and  other  lenders.  But  allowing  a  de- 
duction for  nominal  interest  expenses  also 
provides  an  unfair  benefit  to  corporations 
and  other  borrowers.  When  markets  have 
had  a  chance  to  respond  fully  to  the  higher 
rate  of  inflation,  interest  rates  will  adjust  to 
reduce  the  unfair  burden  on  lenders  and  to 
reduce  the  unfair  advantage  of  borrowers. 

If  all  borrowers  and  lenders  had  the  same 
marginal  tax  rate,  the  market  adjustment  of 
interest  rates  could  eliminate  all  inequities, 
leaving  borrowers  and  lenders  with  the 
same  real  after-tax  rates  of  interest  that 
they  would  face  in  the  absence  of  inflation. 
Let  me  emphasize,  however,  that  this 
rough,  long-run  justice  would  only  be 
achieved  if  the  current  method  of  deprecia- 
tion is  replaced  by  price-indexed  or  current 
cost  depreciation.  If  we  stay  with  our  cur- 
rent system  of  depreciation,  interest  rates 
will  fail  to  adjust  fully  and  bondholders  will 
suffer  a  substantial  permanent  fall  in  their 
real  after-tax  returns. 

In  a  recent  NBER  study  Lawrence  Sum- 
mers and  I  showed  that,  roughly  speaking, 
with  our  current  system  of  depreciation  and 
taxation,  each  1  percent  rise  in  the  expected 
rate  of  inflation  will  induce  a  1  percent  rise 
in  the  market  rate  of  interest.  The  real  rate 
of  interest  will  remain  unchanged,  but  the 
real  after-tax  rate  of  interest  will  fall  sharp- 
ly. This  is.  in  effect,  the  mechanism  by 
which  firms  transfer  some  of  the  adverse 
effect  of  historic  cost  depreciation  to  bond- 
holders. 

The  magnitude  of  this  effect  is  large 
enough  to  imply  effective  tax  rates  of  more 
than  100  percent  on  interest  income.  Con- 
sider what  has  happened  since  the  early 
1960s.  The  inflation  rate  was  then  only  1 
percent,  and  the  5  percent  nominal  yield  of 
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Baa  bonds  provided  a  real  yield  of  4  percent. 
An  investor  with  a  40  pen  .nt  marginal  rate 
obtained  an  after-tax  yield  of  3  percent,  and 
a  real  after-tax  yield  of  2  percent.  By  com- 
parison, during  the  past  three  years  a  Baa 
bond  yielded  10  percent,  but  consumer 
prices  rose  6  percent.  An  investor  with  a  40 
percent  marginal  rate  obtained  a  6  percent 
after-tax  yield  but  a  real  after-tax  yield  of 
zero.  In  short  the  effect  rate  of  tax  on  real 
income  was  100  percent. 

IMPERreCT  BUT  .  .  . 

The  meaning  of  this  calculation  is  clear.  If 
historic  cost  depreciation  is  continued,  tax- 
paying  bondholders  will  receive  little  or  no 
after-tax  income.  This  can  be  remedied  by 
allowing  bondholders  and  other  lenders  to 
include  only  real  interest  receipts  in  their 
taxable  income.  But  this  should  be  seen  as 
only  an  imperfect  way  of  dealing  with  the 
more  basic  problem  of  depreciation.  More- 
over, it  is  important  to  limit  this  change  in 
the  treatment  of  interest  to  bondholders:  re- 
ducing the  deduction  taken  by  corporations 
to  their  real  interest  payments  without  ad- 
justing depreciation  rules  would  only  trans- 
fer the  full  burden  of  mis-measuring  depre- 
ciation to  equity  investors. 

Replacing  the  current  method  of  deprecia- 
tion is.  therefore,  the  key  problem.  If  this  is 
done,  adjusting  the  taxation  of  interest 
income  is  of  secondary  importance.  The  spe- 
cific method  of  depreciation  that  is  adopt- 
ed—replacement cost  depreciation,  general 
price  indexing  or  immediate  expensing  of  in- 
vestment—is a  much  less  important  issue 
than  the  general  principle  that  the  value  of 
depreciation  must  be  insulated  from  the  ef- 
fects of  inflation. 

Mr.  President.  I  also  invite  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  to  the  observations  of 
Donald  T.  Regan,  who.  at  the  time  this  arti- 
cle appeared  in  the  May  21.  1978.  issue  of 
the  New  York  Times,  was  the  chairman  and 
chief  executive  officer  of  Merrill.  Lynch. 
Inc.  He  points  out: 

A  recent  study  by  two  Harvard  Universi- 
ty researchers  for  the  National  Bureau  of 
Economic  Research  concludes  that  our  the- 
oretical taxpayer  is  far  from  alone  in  losing 
money  in  real  terms— partly  because  of  in- 
flation and  partly  because  of  the  capital 
gains  tax  on  the  phantom  profits  he  records 
when  selling  his  investment.  The  study  con- 
cludes that  the  $4.5  billion  of  nominal  cap- 
ital gains  by  individuals  on  corporate  stock 
sold  in  1973  becomes  a  real  capital  loss  of 
nearly  $1  billion  when  inflation  is  talien 
into  account.  And  to  add  insult  to  injury. 
the  study  says  the  individuals  paid  nearly 
$500  million  of  capital  gains  taxes  because 
of  the  distorting  effect  of  inflation." 

So.  Mr.  President,  the  only  real  issue 
here  is  the  extent  to  which  we  should 
tax  phantom  gains,  appreciations  in 
nominal  values  which  do  not  reflect 
the  real  value  increase,  the  extent  to 
which  we  are  willing  to  tax  only  prof- 
its. 

This  legislation  is  not  drastic.  It  does 
not  change  the  capital  gains  tax  rates. 
It  merely  says  that  when  a  taxpayer 
computes  his  tax,  he  may  first  escalate 
his  basis,  the  cost  of  acquisition  of  an 
asset,  but  the  amount  of  change  in  the 
gross  national  product  deflator  from 
January  1.  1984,  to  the  date  of  the 
sale. 

I  point  out  the  1984  date  for  two  rea- 
sons: First,  to  make  clear  that  there  is 
no  substantial  effect  during  this  criti- 


cal 3-year  period  of  projected  large 
budget  deficits.  Second,  to  make  abso- 
lutely clear  that  this  does  not  apply  to 
any  assets  which  may  have  been  held 
for  long  periods  of  time.  It  does  not 
relate  to  any  assets  that  are  now  in 
the  hands  of  any  person.  It  is  purely 
prospective,  both  in  its  computation 
and  in  its  effective  date. 
I  urge  enactment  of  this  legislation. 


MORGAN  CITY  COMMENDS  U.S. 
ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

•  Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
recent  flooding  in  the  lower  Mississip- 
pi River  Valley  was  the  third  largest 
flood  in  the  history  of  that  area. 
Untold  property  losses  and  possible 
loss  of  human  life  were  averted  due  to 
the  professional  manner  which  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  lower  Mis- 
sissippi Valley  division  directed  their 
efforts  to  combat  this  flooding.  I  have 
received  a  resolution  from  the  Morgan 
City.  La.,  harbor  and  terminal  district 
commending  Maj.  Gen.  William  E. 
Read  and  Col.  Robert  C.  Lee  and  their 
civilian  and  military  staffs  for  their 
dedication  and  expertise  in  this  effort 
which  I  would  like  to  insert  into  the 
Record  at  this  point.  In  addition.  I 
would  like  to  add  my  personal  com- 
mendation to  those  expressed  in  the 
resolution  for  the  magnificent  per- 
formance by  these  individuals  and  to 
express  equal  appreciation  to  Col. 
Dennis  J.  York  and  his  military  and  ci- 
vilian staff  for  their  efforts  during 
this  same  flood.  We  can  all  take  justi- 
fiable pride  in  the  accomplishments  of 
these  individuals  in  preventing  what 
could  have  been  a  disaster  of  major 
proportions. 
The  resolution  follows: 
Resolution 
Whereas,  the  Morgan  City  Harbor  and 
Terminal  District  has  been  informed  that 
the  Spring  Flood  of  1983  was  the  third  larg- 
est flood  in  the  history  of  the  area  as  far  as 
water  levels  in  the  Mississippi  River  are  con- 
cerned; and. 

Whereas,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers utilized  its  expertise  in  the  manipula- 
tion of  those  flood  waters  in  such  fashion  as 
to  protect  the  people  of  the  lower  Atchafa- 
laya  Basin  and  of  the  Morgan  City  Harbor 
and  Terminal  District  from  potentially  dis- 
astrous loss  of  life  and  property:  and. 

Whereas,  the  Morgan  City  Harbor  and 
Terminal  District,  in  gratitude  for  such  ac- 
tions by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  desires  to 
commend  Maj.  General  William  E.  Read. 
Division  Engineer  and  his  civil  and  military 
staff:  and  Col.  Robert  C.  Lee.  District  Engi- 
neer and  his  civil  and  military  staff: 

Now.  therefore,  be  it  resolved  by  the 
Morgan  City  Harbor  and  Terminal  District, 
acting  through  its  Board  of  Commissioners, 
the  governing  authority  thereof  that: 

1.  Maj.  General  William  E.  Read.  Division 
Engineer  and  his  civil  and  military  staff: 
and  Col.  Rol)ert  C.  Lee.  District  Engineer 
and  his  civil  and  military  staff  be  and  they 
are  hereby  gratefully  commended  by  the 
Morgan  City  Harbor  and  Terminal  District 
for  their  successful  containing  of  the  flood 
waters  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  its  tribu- 


taries in  such  fashion  as  to  protect  the 
people  of  the  lower  Atchafalaya  Basin  and 
the  District  from  great  loss  of  life  and  prop- 
erty. 

2.  Because  of  the  dedication  and  expertise 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  exercise  through 
its  above-named  officials  and  staffs,  the  way 
of  life  of  the  people  of  the  area  has  been 
preserved,  and  great  losses  have  been  pre- 
vented. 

The  Resolution,  having  been  put  to  a  vote, 
the  vote  thereon  was  as  follows: 

Yeas;  David  B.  Graf.  Lloyd  J.  Guillory. 
Mervin  Leonard.  Roland  Verret.  and  Shirley 
Bailey. 

Nays:  None.* 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO 
WILLIAM  A.  KEHLER 

•  Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  yester- 
day Col.  William  A.  Kehler  assumed 
command  of  the  314th  Tactical  Airlift 
Wing  at  Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base, 
Ark.  Colonel  Kehler  is  certainly  no 
stranger  to  the  wing,  having  capably 
served  as  its  vice  commander  since 
August  1981. 

Colonel  Kehler  is  a  native  of  Cincin- 
nati. Ohio,  and  received  his  bachelor's 
and  masters  degrees  from  Ohio  State 
University.  He  has  had  a  distinguished 
military  career  including  service  in 
Vietnam. 

He  has  earned  the  Distinguished 
Flying  Cross.  Meritorious  Service 
Medal  with  two  oak  leaf  clusters,  Air 
Medal  with  11  oak  leaf  clusters. 
Combat  Readiness  Medal 
Forces  Expeditionary  Medal, 
Defense  Medal,  Vietnam 
Medal  with  five  stars,  and 
Cross  of  Gallantry,  among  others. 

Colonel  Kehler  is  married  to  the 
former  Barbara  Griffin  of  Lackland, 
Ohio,  and  is  the  father  of  two  sons, 
Tom  and  Kris. 

We  are  indeed  fortunate  to  have  in- 
dividuals like  Bill  Kehler  serving  our 
country.  I  congratulate  him  on  assum- 
ing command  of  the  314th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing.» 
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SMALL  BUSINESS 
PARTICIPATING  DEBENTURES 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  applaud 
the  efforts  presently  underway  to  ad- 
vance legislative  consideration  of  the 
small  business  participating  debenture 
(SBPD).  I  am  pleased  to  have  joined  in 
cosponsoring  S.  842,  Senator 
Weicker's  bill  to  provide  tax  incen- 
tives for  the  issuance  of  such  deben- 
tures. 

During  the  past  year,  the  SBPD  se- 
curity, an  instrument  especially  de- 
signed for  small  firms,  has  been 
ranked  at  the  top  of  the  priority  list 
by  many  business  organizations,  in- 
cluding: The  Smaller  Business  Associa- 
tion of  New  England;  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Regional  Small  Business 
Groups,  Small  Business  United;  the 
advisory  committees  to  the  Senate 
Small    Business   Committee   and   the 


Small  Business  Administration;  and 
the  Small  Business  Committee  of  the 
American  Institute  of  Certified  Public 
Accountants. 

In  addition,  the  SBPD  was  one  of 
the  15  highest  ranking  recommenda- 
tions of  the  White  House  Conference 
on  Small  Business  in  January  1980. 
The  conference  delegates  were  elected 
by  25,000  small-business  owners  who 
attended  regional  and  local  confer- 
ences throughout  the  Nation. 

The  proposal  was  first  made  in  a 
May  1978  Senate  Small  Business  Com- 
mittee public  hearing  at  the  American 
Stock  Exchange  conducted  by  the 
present  chairman  of  that  committee, 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut,  (Mr. 
Weicker),  and  the  former  Senator 
from  Maine  (Mr.  Hathaway).  As  part 
of  a  panel  assembled  oy  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  American 
Stock  Exchange,  Arthur  Levitt,  the  ac- 
counting firm  of  Authur  Andersen  & 
Co.,  put  forward  the  SBPD  as  a  means 
to  attract  new  captial  investment  to 
smaller  business  enterprises. 

To  describe  this  proposal  simply,  the 
security  would  combine  two  streams  of 
return  to  the  investor: 
First.  Conventional  interest,  and 
Second.  A  negotiated  share  of  profits 
for  a  limited  period  of  time. 

The  major  advantage  is  a  lower  in- 
terest rate,  because  the  lender/inves- 
tor can  look  forward  to  an  additional 
avenue  of  compensation. 

As  persons  familiar  with  the  busi- 
ness world  know  very  well,  a  high 
fixed  rate  of  interest  is  dangerous  to 
the  health  of  a  smaller  business,  be- 
cause payments  must  be  made  in  bad 
times  as  well  as  good. 

It  is  likely  that  such  high  fixed  costs 
are  a  significant  factor  in  the  record 
number  of  bankruptcies  occurring  over 
the  past  2 '/a  years,  because  some  excel- 
lently managed  firms  just  could  not 
meet  their  monthly  payments. 

A  tradeoff  for  this  low  interest  is 
that  the  business  must  relinquish  part 
of  its  future  profits.  However,  the 
profit-share  paid  to  the  lender/inves- 
tor would  be  for  only  a  limited  period 
of  time,  and  not  forever.  Thus,  the 
owners  of  the  enterprise— and  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  16  mil- 
lion ventures  in  the  United  States  are 
closely  held— would  not  be  required  to 
part  with  any  of  their  precious  owner- 
ship equity. 

The  key  to  this  proposal,  in  a  techni- 
cal sense,  would  be  a  change  in  the  tax 
treatment  of  the  lender/investor's 
share  of  the  profits.  Under  existing 
law,  this  would  be  classified  as  a  "divi- 
dend" and  would  be  taxable  at  a  maxi- 
mum ordinary  income  rate  of  50  per- 
cent. The  proposal  would  reclassify 
these  payments  as  capital  gain,  which 
would  reduce  the  tax  to  a  maximum  of 
20  percent. 

The  challenge  is  to  develop  a  bill 
that  is  technically  adequate  with  ap- 
propriate safeguards  to  suppliers  and 


recipients  of  capital,  the  Treasury,  and 
the  public,  and  in  a  manner  that  is  not 
too  costly  of  revenue. 

These  features  make  the  SBPD 
uniquely  suited  to  small,  closely  held 
firms.  The  SBPD  is  thus  an  ingenious 
proposal,  and  accordingly  has  received 
ever  increasing  support  by  the  small 
business  community. 

The  question  of  revenue  loss  result- 
ing from  any  such  tax  incentive  pro- 
posal is  of  paramount  importance,  of 
course.  In  these  times  of  high  deficits, 
excessive  defense  expenditures,  and  in- 
sufficient offsetting  revenues,  many 
worthwhile  concepts  that  utilize  fiscal 
devices  to  achieve  desirable  goals  must 
be  carefully  scrutinized  for  their  ulti- 
mate impact.  In  this  case,  the  goal— 
namely  facilitating  capital  accumula- 
tion for  small  business— is  not  only  de- 
sirable but  will  ultimately  lead  to  com- 
pensating expansion  of  the  revenue 
base.  It  is  my  understanding  that  this 
aspect  of  S.  842  is  now  being  thorough- 
ly reviewed,  and  the  legislation  may  be 
further  modified  and  fine  tuned  to 
take  the  results  into  account.  I  ap- 
plaud these  efforts  and  urge  that  they 
continue  so  that  we  can  enact  a  small 
business  participating  debenture  bill 
that  will  have  minimum  adverse 
impact  on  the  Federal  budget.* 


CLINCH  RIVER  BREEDER 
REACTOR 

•  Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I  was 
greatly  encouraged  last  week  in  hear- 
ing of  President  Reagan's  §trong  com- 
mitment to  the  supplemental  financ- 
ing proposal  for  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  reactor.  I  have  received  re- 
ports that  the  President  personally 
committed  the  full  support  of  the 
White  House  and  his  administration  to 
work  with  senior  representatives  of 
labor,  the  nuclear  industry,  the  electri- 
cal utility  industry,  and  the  scientific 
and  Wall  Street  financial  communities 
to  persuade  Congress  of  the  complete 
merit  of  the  supplementary  financing 
package.  The  plan  was  carefully  drawn 
up  by  this  unique  task  force,  repre- 
senting the  strongest  elements  of  our 
society,  to  assure  the  continued  con- 
struction of  the  Clinch  River  project. 

In  a  meeting  with  these  groups  last 
Thursday,  President  Reagan  said  that 
he  is  determined  to  see  that  the 
Clinch  River  breeder  reactor  is  com- 
pleted. Further  reports  have  indicated 
that  the  administration  has  decided  to 
make  formal  transmission  of  the  nec- 
essary legislative  language  and  report 
to  the  Senate  and  the  House  in  a 
timely  fashion  to  allow  for  prompt 
congressional  action  on  the  package 
prior  to  October  1  of  this  year,  the  be- 
ginning of  fiscal  year  1984.  This  will 
insure  predictable  and  continued  fund- 
ing for  the  project  with  no  interrup- 
tion in  current  construction  activities. 
The  industry  task  force  has  devel- 
oped this  plan  for  raising  $1  billion  of 


private  capital  for  the  CRBR,  which 
represents  40  percent  of  the  estimated 
remaining  cost  to  complete  the 
project.  Two-thirds  of  the  private 
funds  available  for  Clinch  River  will 
be  raised  through  borrowings  support- 
ed by  revenues  from  future  power 
sales;  one-third  will  be  raised  through 
new  equity  participations  plus  funds 
already  committed  by  the  utility  in- 
dustry and  others.  Four  leading  invest- 
ment banking  firms  have  endorsed  the 
plan,  providing  a  statement  that,  with 
adequate  Federal  assurances,  signifi- 
cant private  funding  can  be  obtained 
for  the  project.  The  industry  ta.sk 
force  has  received  letters  from  vendors 
and  contractors  expressing  interest  in 
investing  in  CRBR. 

Income  attributable  to  private  in- 
vestment in  the  project  will  be  subject 
to  Federal  income  tax.  Conventional 
construction-related  tax  incentives  will 
be  available,  but  only  to  the  extent 
available  to  in  other  comparable 
projects.  No  such  incentives  will  be 
available  with  respect  to  any  expendi- 
tures which  are  covered  by  Federal  ap- 
propriations. Construction  will  result 
in  a  significant  potential  gain  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury. 

The  task  force  is  implementing  their 
financing  plan  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible  in  advance  of  specific  legisla- 
tion by  incorporating  the  American 
Energy  Development  Corp..  a  financ- 
ing vehicle,  preparing  organizational 
and  financing  documents,  and  recruit- 
ing executive  personnel.  Having  taken 
preliminary  steps  toward  putting  the 
task  force  plan  in  effect,  prompt  en- 
actment of  appropriate  legislation  is 
now  needed  to  enable  the  group  to 
raise  the  $1  billion.  Since  the  financ- 
ing plan  will  significantly  reduce  total 
Federal  budgetary  outlays  at  a  time 
when  budget  requirements  are  of  criti- 
cal importance,  and  holds  the  prospect 
of  net  future  gain  to  the  Treasury,  it  is 
clearly  responsive  to  the  1982  congres- 
sional mandate. 

With  this  commitment  of  the  Presi- 
dent, Mr.  Meese,  Secretary  Hodel,  Mr. 
Stockman,  and  other  senior  officials  of 
the  administration,  coupled  with  the 
support  demonstrated  at  last  Thurs- 
day's meeting  by  the  American  labor 
movement,  the  electrical  utility,  the 
nuclear  industry,  the  .scientific  com- 
munity, and  Wall  Street.  I  am  abso- 
lutely convinced  that  Congress  will 
complete  timely  and  successful  action 
to  enact  the  supplemental  funding 
package  for  the  Clinch  River  project. 

As  the  groups  identified  in  the  ad- 
vertisement on  page  6  of  the  July  21 
Washington  Post  so  accurately  ex- 
press, the  supporters  of  the  Clinch 
River  breeder  reactor  have  "met  the 
challenge"  and  it  is  abundantly  clear 
that  the  President  and  his  administra- 
tion are  prepared  to  pick  up  that  chal- 
lenge, and,  working  with  Congress, 
insure  that  the  United  States  has  the 
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capability  to  provide  for  domestic  and 
international  energy  security  for  the 
industrialized  free  world  as  we  ap- 
proach and  enter  into  the  21st  centu- 
ry. 

As  responsible  legislators  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  American  people,  we 
now  can  do  no  less  to  assure  the  eco- 
nomic and  national  security  well-being 
of  this  generation,  our  children,  and 
grandchildren.  I  am  anxious  to  work 
with  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  in 
the  weeks  and  months  ahead  to  per- 
suade an  overwhelming  majority  of 
both  Houses  to  enact  this  critically  im- 
portant finance  package.  The  Clinch 
River  project  can  and  will  be  complet- 
ed with  financial  support  which  pro- 
vides maximum  benefit  for  the  Ameri- 
can people  and  health  for  our  econo- 
my. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  a  letter  to 
President  Reagan  from  Robert  A. 
Georgine,  president.  Building  and 
Construction  Trades  Department  of 
the  AFL-CIO.  and  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Jobs.  Environment,  and 
Technology,  be  included  in  the  Record 
along  with  a  response  from  Danny  J. 
Boggs.  Assistant  Director  of  the  White 
House  Office  of  Policy  Development. 

The  letters  follow: 

Committee  on  Jobs. 
Environment,  and  Technolocy. 
Washington,  D.C..  June  15.1983. 
President  Ronald  Reagan. 
The  White  House, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Over  the  last  several 
years,  citizen  concern  about  energy  has 
dwindled  dangerously.  Ooce  an  area  of  key 
concern.  America's  energy  future  is  a  matter 
rarely  discussed  and  even  more  rarely  un- 
derstood. 

Yet  the  fact  remains  that  America  faces  a 
serious  dilemma.  Even  if  one  assumes 
modest  growth  rates,  the  nation  will  need  to 
double  its  electric  energy  supply  by  early  in 
the  next  century.  Nonetheless,  no  one  really 
knows  what  energy  sources  we  will  be  able 
to  count  on  and  at  what  cost. 

That  is  why  we  formed  the  Committee  on 
Jobs.  Environment  and  Technology.  As  you 
can  see.  our  membership  is  extremely  broad, 
and  includes  business  and  labor,  minorities 
and  women,  scientific  and  professional  asso- 
ciations. While  we  disagree  on  many  sub- 
jects, on  this  one  we  fully  agree.  We  all  rec- 
ognize the  pivotal  role  energy  plays  and  we 
are  all  committed  to  seeing  our  nation 
achieve  the  prosperity,  strength  and  vitality 
that  has  been  so  much  a  part  of  our  history. 
Without  adequate  and  affordable  energy 
supplies,  as  you  well  know,  none  of  that  can 
be  possible. 

Along  those  lines,  our  first  area  of  focus, 
because  it  represents  a  technology  with  vir- 
tually unlimited  potential,  is  the  Clinch 
River  Breeder  Reactor.  Long  the  subject  of 
debate,  the  fact  remains  that  Clinch  River 
is  today  our  nation's  only  technological 
demonstration  of  an  almost  unlimited 
energy  resource.  Its  design  is  90%  complete. 
75%  of  the  equipment  is  on  site  or  on  order 
and  site  preparation  is  underway— ahead  of 
schedule  and  under  budget. 

More  importantly,  the  Department  of 
Eiiergy  and  the  electric  utility  industry 
have,  at  the  direction  of  the  Congress,  de- 
veloped a  new  financing  plan  for  the  project 


that  will  help  substantially  to  reduce  Clinch 
River's  strain  on  the  federal  budget.  This 
plan,  which  will  allow  for  40  percent  reduc- 
tion in  actual  budget  expenditures  and  a 
corresponding  investment  of  nearly  $1  bil- 
lion from  the  private  sector,  is  an  excellent 
example  of  the  kind  of  private  involvement 
you  have  spoken  about  so  often.  In  fact,  the 
remaining  on-budget  funding  required  by 
the  plan  is  only  slightly  more  than  the 
nation  spends  every  week  for  imported  oil. 

Clinch  River  will  be  responsible  for  more 
than  8,000  jobs.  It  will  also  help  the  United 
States  retain  a  position  as  a  world  techno- 
logical leader.  But  more  importantly,  it  will 
provide  the  operating  experience  we  need  in 
order  to  tap  the  vast  potential  of  breeder  re- 
actor technology— a  potential  that  exceeds, 
three  times  over,  all  of  OPECs  oil.  In  short, 
the  Clinch  River  project  represents  the  best 
traditions  of  American  commitment  to  uti- 
lizing and  developing  new  technologies  to 
meet  our  needs  and  the  needs  of  generations 
to  come. 

The  cost-sharing  plan  described  will  need 
your  full  and  active  support  if  we  are  to  be 
successful  in  completing  this  important 
project. 

America's  energy  future  is  truly  a  matter 
of  national  and  international  importance. 
On  this  issue  especially,  the  weight  and  in- 
fluence of  your  good  offices  will  be  crucial. 

I  look  forward  to  your  support. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  A.  Georgine, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Jobs,  Environ- 
ment, and  Technology,  and  President. 
Building  and  Construction  Trade  De- 
vartment,  AFL-CIO. 

The  White  House, 
Washington.  July  11.  1983. 
Mr.  Robert  Georgine, 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Jobs.  Environ- 
ment, and  Technology,  Washington.  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Georgine:  President  Reagan 
has  asked  me  to  respond  to  your  letter  of 
June  15  concerning  new  plans  for  the  fund- 
ing of  the  Clinch  River  Breeder  Reactor. 
The  Administration  remains  strongly  in 
support  of  the  Clinch  River  Reactor.  Secre- 
tary of  Energy  Hodel  has  met  several  times 
with  an  advisory  group  proposing  additional 
private  funding,  in  an  effort  to  work  our  de- 
tails that  will  be  acceptable  to  Congress. 
The  Administration  strongly  supports  those 
efforts,  and  greatly  appreciates  the  efforts, 
of  you  and  your  group  in  behalf  of  this  im- 
portant step  for  America's  energy  security. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Danny  J.  Boccs, 
Assistant  Director. 
Office  of  Policy  Development. 

Mr,  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  materials  distributed  at  a  press 
conference  immediately  following  last 
Thursday's  meeting  with  the  Presi- 
dent also  be  printed  in  full.  These  in- 
clude a  press  release  and  statements  of 
Mr.  Georgine,  James  J.  O'Connor, 
chairman  and  chief  executive  officer. 
Commonwealth  Edison  Co,,  and  Miner 
H.  Warner,  vice  president  and  manag- 
er of  Salomon  Brothers,  Inc. 

The  material  follows: 
Energy  Executives  Meet  With  President 
(Press  Statement  by  Bob  Georgine) 

Washington,  July  21.— A  coalition  of  in- 
dustry and  labor  organizations  interested  in 
the  importance  of  electric  power  to  econom- 
ic recovery  and  growth  met  with  President 
Reagan,    Energy   Secretary    Donald    Hodel 


and  Presidential  Counselor  Ed  Meese  today 
to  express  their  opinions  on  a  broad  range 
of  issues  related  to  nuclear  power. 

The  group  formally  presented  to  the 
President  an  11 -page  document  entitled 
"Nuclear  Power  Assembly:  Agenda  for  the 
'80's".  and  voiced  particular  interest  in  three 
national  policy  issues.  The  coalition  ex- 
pressed: 

1.  The  hope  that  the  President  and  senior 
Administration  officials  will  voice  their  sup- 
port of  nuclear  power  to  assist  the  industry 
in  building  l)etter  public  understanding  of 
the  benefits  of  this  vital  fuel  source. 

2.  Concern  that  action  is  needed  to  insure 
implementation  of  the  Nuclear  Waste 
Policy  Act  of  1982. 

3.  Endorsement  of  Administration  bills 
pending  in  Congress  to  reform  nuclear  elec- 
tric plant  licensing  and  regulatory  proce- 
dures. 

4.  Their  hope  that  the  President  will  sup- 
port the  private  financing  plan  developed  to 
assure  completion  of  the  Clinch  River 
Breeder  Reactor. 

Those  in  attendance  at  the  Whilte  House 
meeting  included: 

Wallace  B.  Behnke.  Vice  Chairman.  Com- 
monwealth Edison.  Chicago.  IL;  Chairman. 
Atomic  Industrial  Forum. 

John  T.  Conway.  Executive  Vice  Presi- 
dent. Consolidated  Edison  Co.  of  New  York: 
Chairman.  American  Nuclear  Energy  Coun- 
cil. 

Joyce  P.  Davis.  Chief  Licensing  Engineer 
for  Engineering  and  Research  Division. 
General  Physics  Co.  and  Member.  American 
Nuclear  Society,  Columbia.  MD. 

Charles  J.  Dougherty.  Chairman  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer.  Union  Electric  Co., 
St.  Louis,  MO;  Chairman.  Edison  Electric 
Institute. 

Harold  B.  Finger.  President,  U.S.  Commit- 
tee for  Energy  Awareness,  Washington,  DC. 

Robert  A.  Georgine.  President.  Building  & 
Construction  Trades  Department.  AFL-CIO. 
Washington.  DC. 

Thomas  R.  Kuhn.  President.  American 
Nuclear  Energy  Council. 

Floyd  W.  Lewis.  Chairman.  President  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer.  Middle  South  Utili- 
ties. Inc..  New  Orleans,  LA. 

William  McCollam.  President.  Edison 
Electric  Institute.  Washington.  DC. 

Manning  Muntzing.  Past  President.  Amer- 
ican Nuclear  Society;  Partner,  Doub  & 
Muntzing,  Chartered,  Washington,  DC. 

James  J.  O'Connor,  Chairman,  President 
and  Chief  Executive  Officer,  Common- 
wealth Edison  Company,  Chicago,  IL. 

Robert  D.  Patridge.  Executive  Vice  Presi- 
dent and  General  Manager,  National  Rural 
Electric  Cooperative  Association,  Washing- 
ton, DC. 

Alex  Radin,  Executive  Director,  American 
Public  Power  Association,  Washington,  DC. 

Robert  W.  Scherer,  Chairman  and  Chief 
Executive  Officer,  Georgia  Power  Co.,  At- 
lanta, GA;  Chairman,  U.S.  Committee  of 
Energy  Awareness. 

Lelan  F.  Sillin,  Jr..  Chairman,  Institute 
for  Nuclear  Power  Operations,  Atlanta,  GA: 
Chairman  of  Executive  Committee,  North- 
east Utilities  Hartford,  CT. 

Sherwood  H.  Smith,  Jr.,  Chairman  and 
President,  Carolina  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Ra- 
leigh. NC;  Chairman.  Nuclear  Power  Assem- 
bly. 

Carl  Walske.  President.  Atomic  Industrial 
Forum,  Washington,  DC. 

Miner  H.  Warner,  Vice  President  and 
Manager  of  Government  Finance  Group, 
Salomon  Brothers  Inc.,  New  York,  NY. 


I  am  pleased  today  to  have  joined  with 
this  broad  group  in  urging  Administration 
support  for  the  completion  of  the  CRBRP.  I 
continue  to  believe,  as  I  have  for  many 
years,  that  nuclear  energy  and  breeder  tech- 
nology in  particular  hold  an  important  key 
to  the  economic  well-being  of  all  our  citi- 
zens. 

As  an  energy  source  that  could  potentially 
equal  all  of  the  U.S.  coal  reserves  or  three 
times  the  OPEC  oil,  it  is  important  that 
Congress  keep  its  commitment  to  demon- 
strate this  new  technology. 

Not  only  are  many  immediate  jobs  at 
stake  in  this  endeavor,  but  we  must  remain 
farsighted  enough  to  see  that  as  an  energy 
source,  breeders  could  provide  new  employ- 
ment opportunities  in  ways  we  can  only 
dream  about.  In  order  to  work  our  way  out 
of  this  recession  and  regain  the  economic 
stability  and  vitality  we  all  want  we  must  be 
assured  of  constant  available  and  affordable 
supplies  of  energy.  Only  breeder  technology 
is  far  enough  developed  for  demonstration, 
and  we  must  proceed  with  this  next  phase 
in  order  to  see  the  fruits  of  30  years  of  re- 
search and  development.  To  turn  back  now 
would  he  senseless— economically,  socially 
and  technologically. 

As  Chairman  of  CJET  I  have  seen  many 
individuals  from  the  private  sector  join  to- 
gether to  urge  completion  of  this  project. 
And  this  new  finance  plan  that  has  been 
drawn  up  represents  a  real  commitment  to 
see  that  the  project  is  completed  with  the 
least  budgetary  stress.  We  will  continue  to 
talk  with  our  CJET  members  around  the 
country  to  explain  this  plan  and  urge  that 
they  too  join  in  efforts  to  see  the  project 
completed. 

Statement  of  James  J.  O'Connor 
We  believe  the  Clinch  River  Breeder  Re- 
actor Project  is  an  essential  step  in  the  Fed- 
eral/private sector  research  and  develop- 
ment effort  to  advance  breeder  technology 
to  the  point  where  commercialization  deci- 
sions can  be  made.  It  provides  a  focus  and 
continuity  for  the  breeder  reactor  program, 
which  is  the  most  viable  means  currently 
available  for  assuring  the  long-term  electri- 
cal energy  security  of  the  nation. 

In  response  to  Congressional  direction  to 
DOE.  a  task  force  of  utility  industry  and  in- 
vestment banking  representatives,  in  consul- 
tation with  DOE  representatives,  has  devel- 
oped and  presented  to  DOE  a  specific  plan 
for  raising  one  billion  dollars  of  private  cap- 
ital for  the  CRBR  Project. 

Pour  leading  investment  banking  firms 
(all  represented  on  the  task  force)  have  en- 
dorsed the  plan,  providing  a  statement  that, 
with  adequate  Federal  assurances,  signifi- 
cant private  funding  can  be  obtained  for  the 
Project. 

After  the  Project  has  been  completed  and 
operated  successfully  for  several  years,  It 
may  be  feasible,  with  the  Government's  per- 
mission, for  the  corporation  established  as  a 
financing  vehicle  under  the  plan,  the  Ameri- 
can Energy  Development  Corporation,  to 
sell  common  shares  and  use  the  proceeds  to 
purchase  the  CRBR  Project  facilities  from 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  financing  plan  will  significantly 
reduce  total  Federal  budgetary  outlays  at  a 
time  when  budget  requirements  are  of  criti- 
cal Importance,  and  the  plan  holds  the  pros- 
pect of  net  future  gain  to  the  Treasury.  The 
incentives  built  Into  the  plan,  together  with 
a  multi-year  appropriation,  will  assure  an 
expeditious  construction  schedule  and  mini- 
mum Federal  outlays. 


Statement  of  Miner  H.  Warner 
I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  with  this 
distinguished  group  to  add  my  firm's  voice 
to  those  who  support  and  endorse  this  fi- 
nance plan  which  has  been  drawn  up  to 
raise  $1  billion  In  private  capital  to  complete 
the  CRBRP. 

We  believe  the  plan  Is  sound— that  It  does 
Indeed  represent  a  major  private  commit- 
ment to  a  project  of  this  sort— and  that  it  is 
achievable. 

As  presented,  the  plan  allows  for  a  40  per- 
cent on-budget  reduction  In  funds  for  the 
plant's  completion.  Of  the  $1  billion  to  be 
raised,  two-thirds  Is  projected  to  come  from 
future  power  sales,  and  one-third  will  be 
raised  through  new  equity  participation  in 
addition  to  funds  already  committed  by  the 
utility  Industry  and  others. 

We  believe  that  potential  lenders  might 
include  banks,  Insurance  companies,  pension 
funds  and  other  financial  Institutions.  In 
advance  of  specific  legislation,  the  American 
Energy  Development  Corporation  will  be  In- 
corporated as  a  financing  vehicle  to  prepare 
organizational  and  financing  documents. 
Thus,  having  taken  these  preliminary  steps 
toward  putting  our  plan  In  effect,  prompt 
enactment  of  appropriate  legislation  will 
allow  us  to  begin  raising  the  one  billion  dol- 
lars.* 


FROM  THE  HILLS  OF  ARKANSAS 
TO  THE  HALLS  OF  COOPERS- 
TOWN 


•  Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  the 
State  of  Arkansas  has  always  been 
particularly  proud  of  its  native  sons  in 
athletics,  and  this  week  I  would  say 
that  we  are  specially  privileged  in  our 
State,  On  Sunday,  the  Baseball  Hall  of 
Fame  in  Cooperstown.  N,Y„  will 
induct  two  of  our  homegrown  heroes- 
George  Kell  and  Brooks  Robinson— 
and  I  want  to  take  a  minute  to  com- 
mend these  fine  athletes  for  their  con- 
tribution to  America's  favorite  sport. 

George  Kell  is  a  native  of  Swiften. 
Ark.,  up  in  the  northeast  comer  of 
Jackson  County.  His  family  came  from 
nearby  Imboden,  and  George  got  his 
start  playing  in  Newport,  Ark.,  as  a 
member  of  the  Class  D  Northeast  Ar- 
kansas League. 

In  1943,  George  led  organized  base- 
ball by  batting  396  for  Lancaster,  Pa., 
in  the  International  League.  Then,  fol- 
lowing 2  years  in  Philadelphia,  he 
went  to  Detroit  in  the  1946  season. 
And  for  the  next  8  years.  George 
never  had  a  batting  average  below  304, 
Look  at  the  figures:  In  1949,  a  343  av- 
erage, and  in  1950,  a  mark  of  340, 
while  at  the  same  time  leading  the 
league  with  218  hits  and  56  doubles. 

George  left  baseball  in  the  late  fif- 
ties and  became  the  familiar  radio  an- 
nouncer for  the  Tigers,  a  position  he 
has  held  since  that  time.  In  every  re- 
spect. George  Kell  is  a  hero— to  me, 
and  to  the  thousands  of  Ameri(:an 
young  people  who  grew  up  admiring 
his  ability  as  an  athlete  and  his  com- 
mitment to  good  sportsmanship. 

No  less  deserving,  Mr.  President,  is 
Brooks  Robinson,  or  "Brooksie"  as  his 
friends    know    him    in    Little    Rock, 


Brooks  played  a  total  of  23  years  for 
the  Baltimore  Orioles,  retiring  in  1977 
with  a  record  of  16  Gold  Gloves  and  a 
model  career  for  all  third  basemen  to 
follow. 

Brooks  Robinson's  fielding  records 
include  a  special  one— the  highest 
fielding  percentage  of  any  third  base- 
man in  baseball  history.  This  goes  a 
long  way  toward  explaining  how  he 
became  only  the  14th  player  to  be 
voted  into  the  Hall  of  Fame  in  his  first 
year  of  eligibility. 

Brooks  was  the  American  League's 
Most  Valuable  Player  in  1964,  when  he 
batted  317  with  28  home  runs  and  118 
runs  batted  in.  His  lifetime  record  is 
267,  with  2,848  hits.  268  home  runs, 
and  1,357  runs  batted  in.  His  truly 
spectacular  fielding  had  the  entire 
country  talking  about  Brooks  during 
the  1970  World  Series. 

Brooks  Robinson  graduated  from 
Little  Rock's  Central  High  School  in 
1954.  a  hero  then  and  a  hero  ever 
since.  I  join  is  friends  and  family  in 
recognizing  him  on  this  special  occa- 
sion, and  I  hope  the  American  people 
are  as  proud  of  his  record  as  we  are  in 
his  native  State. 

One  final  word  about  George  Kell 
and  Brooks  Robir^son:  We  have  always 
recognized  them  as  belonging  in  spe- 
cial categories  of  their  own.  It  is  good 
to  see  the  World  of  Baseball  extending 
its  official  recognition  as  well.* 


THE  WANDERING  COMPANY 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President. 
1983  is  a  year  of  particular  celebration 
of  the  Indian  film  producer  Ismail 
Merchant  and  the  American  director 
James  Ivory. 

The  Museum  of  Modem  Art  in  New 
York  and  the  British  Film  Institute  of 
London  have  collaborated  on  a  superb 
study  "The  Wandering  Company. 
Twenty-One  Years  of  Merchant  Ivory 
Films."  Now  the  American  Film  Insti- 
tute at  the  John  F.  Kermedy  Center 
has  announced  that  the  first  of  its 
film  club  series  this  year  will  be  the 
Merchant  Ivory  production  "Heat  and 
Dust."  This  epic  film  has  already 
opened  to  unequaled  reviews  in 
Europe. 

The  script  for  "Heat  and  Dust,"  as 
with  so  many  of  Merchant  Ivory's 
most  distinguished  films,  is  the  work 
of  Ruth  Prawer  Jhabvala. 

One  notes  that  "Merchant  Ivory" 
has  become  a  term  of  its  own,  just  as 
this  longest  running  collaboration  of 
genius  and  ingenuity  has  had  a  life  of 
its  own  without  equal  in  the  modem 
film. 

I  trust  the  Senate  will  indulge  me  in 
a  special  sense  of  relationship  to 
James  Ivory  whose  father  came  from 
Ireland  in  the  1870's  smd  settled  in 
Norwich,  a  beautiful  small  city  in 
Chenango  County,  upstate  New  York. 


JMI 
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not  far  from  our  home  in  Delaware 
County. 

Ismail  Merchant  is.  of  course,  a  citi- 
zen of  India.  Ruth  Jhabvala.  bom  in 
Poland,  after  long  residence  in  India, 
has  now  moved  to  New  York  City. 

"This  then  is  the  praise  of  Shake- 
speare." wrote  Dr.  Johnson,  'that  his 
work  is  the  mirror  of  life."  And  so  also 
Merchant  Ivory  and.  if  imaginable,  on 
a  vastly  wider  stage.  For  they  have 
taken  to  depicting  much  of  the 
modern  world— and  its  primitive 
throwbacks  and  remnants— through 
much  of  the  modern  age,  and  over 
three  continents:  Asia,  Europe,  and 
America.  They  are  known  and  cele- 
brated the  world  over  for  their  singu- 
lar sensitivity  to  the  merger  and  clash 
of  cultures  in  all  these  settings: 
"Shakespeare  Wallah."  "The  Guru." 
"Adventures  of  a  Brown  Man  in 
Search  of  Civilisation."  "Roseland," 
"The  Europeans,"  "Jane  Austen  in 
Manhattan,"  "Quartet,"  and  now 
"Heat  and  Dust,"  to  mention  but  a  few 
of  their  many  films. 

It  has  become  a  mark  of  prestige 
among  the  finest  actors  of  our  age  to 
have  appeared  in  their  films,  which  in- 
variably attain  to  heights  of  technical 
virtuosity.  Let  others  claim  them  for 
their  continent.  Americans  are  fully 
entitled  to  claim  them  for  ours,  and  to 
take  genuine  pride  in  their  vast 
achievement.* 


S.  1661 


•  Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  add  my  name  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1661.  a  bill  which  makes  certain 
technical  corrections  in  section  613 A 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  dealing 
with  percentage  depletion  for  second- 
ary and  tertiary  recovery  of  oil  and 
natural  gas.  The  bill  corrects  a  draft- 
ing error  made  in  the  Tax  Reduction 
Act  of  1975. 

Mr.  President,  in  1975  Congress  de- 
cided to  repeal  percentage  depletion 
for  oil  and  gas  production.  Certain  ex- 
ceptions, however,  were  put  into  the 
Tax  Code  which  continued  percentage 
depletion  for  small,  independent  pro- 
ducers and  royalty  owners.  The  per- 
centage rate  was  reduced  over  several 
years  from  22  to  15  percent  starting  in 
1984.  The  15-percent  rate  applies  for 
1984  and  later  years.  Also,  the  deplet- 
able  quantity  was  reduced  from  2.000 
barrels  per  day  to  1.000  barrels  per  day 
in  1984  and  later  years. 

However.  Mr.  President,  for  second- 
ary and  tertiary  production,  the  per- 
centage rate  was  supposed  to  be  22 
percent  until  1984.  at  which  time  it 
was  to  drop  to  15  percent  on  a  perma- 
nent basis.  Section  613A(c)(6)<C)  was 
drafted  so  that  the  percentage  deple- 
tion was  terminated  for  secondary  and 
tertiary  production  on  December  31, 
1983.  This  was  not  the  intent  of  the 
1975  act.  and  this  bill  simply  makes 
the  percentage  depletion  rate  15  per- 


cent for  secondary  and  tertiary  pro- 
duction after  December  31.  1983.  It 
would  be  very  inconsistent.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, for  the  Tax  Code  to  allow  per- 
centage depletion  on  production  of  oil 
and  natural  gas,  but  disallow  it  for  sec- 
ondary and  tertiary  production,  which 
is  much  more  costly.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  measure  and  I 
hope  it  can  be  approved  by  the  full 
Senate  before  the  end  of  this  year.# 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  tomor- 
row is  going  to  be  a  busy  day.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  leadership  to  try  to 
dispose  of  the  military  construction 
appropriations  bill,  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia appropriations  bill,  and  get  on 
the  agricultural  target  price  bill  to- 
morrow. We  do  not  yet  have  time 
agreements  on  any  of  those  bills.  I  do 
not  know  whether  we  can  get  time 
agreements  or  not.  I  am  advised  by  the 
managers  that  on  the  two  appropria- 
tions bills.  District  of  Columbia  and 
military  construction,  we  ought  to  be 
able  to  go  in  fairly  short  order.  So 
sometime  early  tomorrow,  it  is  the  in- 
tention of  the  leadership  to  ask  the 
Senate  to  go  to  those  two  measures, 
then  to  follow  with  the  agricultural 
target  price  bill. 

Before  any  of  that,  however.  Mr. 
President,  it  is  the  hope  of  the  leader- 
ship that  we  can  dispose  of  two  nomi- 
nations and  seven  treaties  that  are  on 
the  Executive  Calendar.  I  am  prepared 
now  to  make  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest to  effectuate  that  purpose. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL  10:15 
A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  10 
a.m.  tomorrow. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  and  the  majority  leader,  I 
think,  has  already  considered  this 
matter.  I  am  sure  for  justifiable  rea- 
sons, he  has  put  the  request  to  begin 
at  10  o'clock.  I  wonder  if  the  majority 
leader  would  make  that  meeting  time 
10:15  in  view  of  the  briefing. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  Mr.  President.  I 
wonder  if  I  can  make  a  counterre- 
quest. 

Another  request  I  aun  about  to  make 
is  that  at  10:25  tomorrow,  we  go  into 
executive  session  to  take  up  the  two 
nominations  and  seven  treaties.  The 
only  way  we  can  make  that  fit  is  to  do 
that  at  10:25.  I  wonder  if  the  minority 
leader  would  agree  that  on  tomorrow 
only,  we  could  reduce  the  time  of  the 
two  leaders  under  the  standing  order 
to  1  minute  each. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  would  be  quite  all 
right  with  me. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
state  a  request  in  more  than  one  part. 

First,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
when  the  Senate  completes  its  busi- 
ness today,  it  stand  in  recess  until 
10:15  a.m.  tomorrow. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  on  tomorrow  and  tomorrow 
only  the  time  allocated  to  the  two 
leaders  under  the  standing  order  be  re- 
duced to  1  minute  each. 

Mr.  President,  I  further  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  any  time  remaining 
after  the  recognition  of  the  two  lead- 
ers under  the  standing  order  and  prior 
to  10:25  a.m.  be  devoted  to  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business  in 
which  Senators  may  speak  for  not 
more  than  1  minute  each. 

Mr.  President,  as  in  executive  ses- 
sion, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at 
10:25  a.m.  on  Wednesday,  July  27,  to- 
morrow, the  Senate  go  into  executive 
session  to  consider  the  nomination  of 
D.  Lowell  Jensen  to  be  Associate  At- 
torney General  and  that  it  be  consid- 
ered under  the  following  time  agree- 
ment: 20  minutes  on  the  nomination 
to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
chairman  of  the  Judiciary  Committee 
and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms)  or  their  designees,  and  that 
following  the  conclusion  or  yielding 
back  of  the  time  on  the  nomination, 
the  Senate  proceed  to  a  voice  vote  on 
the  confirmation  of  Mr.  Jensen. 

Mr.  President,  I  further  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  following  the  con- 
firmation vote  on  the  Jensen  nomina- 
tion the  Senate  turn  to  the  nomina- 
tion of  Paul  A.  Volcker  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  and  that  it  be 
considered  under  the  following  time 
agreement:  1  hour  on  the  nomination 
to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
chairman  of  the  Banking  Committee 
and  the  ranking  minority  member 
thereof  or  their  designees,  and  that  at 
11:45  a.m.  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote 
on  the  confirmation  of  Mr.  Volcker. 

Mr.  President.  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  following  the  confirma- 
tion vote  on  the  Volcker  nomination 
the  Senate  turn  to  the  consideration 
of  treaties  on  the  Executive  Calendar, 
Executive  Calendar  items  9  through 
15.  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  treaties  be  advanced  through  their 
various  parliamentary  stages  up  to  and 
including  the  presentation  of  the  reso- 
lutions of  ratification.  I  then  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  vote 
occur  immediately  on  the  resolutions 
of  ratification  en  bloc  and  that  one 
vote  then  count  for  seven. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  it  may  be  in  order  to  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  treaties  and 
the  Volcker  nomination  at  this  time. 

Finally,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  following  the  one  for  seven  vote 


the  Senate  return  to  legislative  ses- 
sion. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object.  I  only  have  one 
problem  with  the  majority  leader's  re- 
quest, and  that  is  that  he  has  included 
in  the  request  a  provision  that  the 
vote  on  D.  Lowell  Jensen  be  by  voice.  I 
know  of  no  one  who  wants  a  rollcall 
vote  on  that  but  not  all  Senators  are 
on  the  floor  tonight.  Would  he  leave 
that  part  out  of  the  request? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President.  I 
will  do  that.  I  amend  it  to  remove  the 
language  "by  voice  vote"  in  reference 
to  the  Jensen  nomination.  I  also  do 
not  know  of  any  demand  for  a  rollcall. 
I  really  doubt  that  it  would  be  consti- 
tutional for  us  to  prohibit  a  demand 
for  the  yeas  and  nays,  and  I  think  the 
suggestion  is  well  taken.  Therefore,  I 
modify  the  request  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader  and  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONVENTION  ON  FUTURE  MUL- 
TILATERAL COOPERATION  IN 
THE  NORTHWEST  ATLANTIC 
FISHERIES 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  next  treaty  will  be 
considered  as  having  passed  through 
its  various  parliamentary  stages  up  to 
and  including  the  presentation  of  the 
resolution  of  ratification,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Convention  on  Future  Multilat- 
eral Cooperation  in  the  Northwest  Atlantic 
Fisheries  (the  NAFO  Convention),  signed  in 
Ottawa  on  October  24,  1978.  by  nine  parties, 
not  including  the  United  States,  and  subse- 
quently entered  into  force  on  January  1. 
1979. 


THE  REVISED  NICE  AGREEMENT 
CONCERNING  THE  INTERNA- 
TIONAL CLASSIFICATION  OF 
GOODS  AND  SERVICES  FOR 
THE  PURPOSES  OF  THE  REGIS- 
TRATION OF  MARKS.  DONE  AT 
GENEVA  ON  MAY  13.  1977 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  first  treaty  will  be 
considered  as  having  passed  through 
its  various  parliamentary  stages  up  to 
and  including  the  presentation  of  the 
resolution  of  ratification,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Resolved.  Itwothirds  of  the  Senator 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Revised  Nice  Agreement  Con- 
cerning the  International  Classification  of 
Goods  and  Services  for  the  Purposes  of  the 
Registration  of  Marks,  done  at  Geneva  on 
May  13,  1977. 


resolution  of  ratification,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Convention  between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  New  Zealand  for  the 
Avoidance  of  Double  Taxation  and  the  Pre- 
vention of  Fiscal  Evasion  with  Respect  to 
Taxes  on  Income  (the  Convention).  Togeth- 
er with  a  Related  Protocol,  signed  at  Wel- 
lington on  July  23,  1982. 


EASTERN  PACIFIC  OCEAN  TUNA 
FISHING  AGREEMENT 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  next  treaty  will  be 
considered  as  having  passed  through 
its  various  parliamentary  stages  up  to 
and  including  the  presentation  of  the 
resolution  of  ratification,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Resolved,     (two-thirds     of    the    Senators 
present     concurring     therein).     That     the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion  of   the   Eastern   Pacific   Ocean   Tuna 
Pishing  Agreement,  signed  by  the  United 
States  on  March  15,  1983. 


INTERNATIONAL  COFFEE 
AGREEMENT,  1983 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  next  treaty  will  be 
considered  as  having  passed  through 
its  various  parliamentary  stages  up  to 
and  including  the  presentation  of  the 
resolution  of  ratification,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  International  Coffee  Agreement, 
1983,  signed  by  the  United  States  on  March 
23,  1983. 


TAX  CONVENTION  WITH 
AUSTRALIA 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  next  treaty  will  be 
considered  as  having  passed  through 
its  various  parliamentary  stages  up  to 
and  including  the  presentation  of  the 
resolution  of  ratification,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Convention  between  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Government  of  Australia  for  the  Avoid- 
ance of  Double  Taxation  and  the  Preven- 
tion of  Fiscal  Evasion  with  respect  to  Taxes 
on  Income,  signed  at  Sydney  on  August  6. 
1982. 


AGREEMENT     WITH     THE     PEO- 
PLE'S     REPUBLIC      OF      CHINA 
WITH     RESPECT     TO     MUTUAL 
EXEMPTION    FROM    TAXATION 
OF  TRANSPORTATION   INCOME 
OF  SHIPPING  AND  AIR  TRANS- 
PORT ENTERPRISES 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  next  treaty  will  be 
considered  as  having  passed  through 
its  various  parliamentary  stages  up  to 
and  including  the  presentation  of  the 
resolution  of  ratification,  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Resolved,     (two-thirds    of    the    Senators 
present     concurring     therein).     That     the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Agreement  between  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Government  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  with  Respect  to  Mutual  Exemption 
from  Taxation  of  Transportation  Income  of 
Shipping    and    Air   Transport    Enterprises, 
signed  at  Beijing  on  March  5,  1982. 


TAX  CONVENTION  WITH  NEW 
ZEALAND  AND  RELATED  PRO- 
TOCOL 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  next  treaty  will  be 
considered  as  having  passed  through 
its  various  parliamentary  stages  up  to 
and  including  the  presentation  of  the 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  tomor- 
row the  Senate  will  convene  at  10:15 
a.m.  After  the  recognition  of  the  two 
leaders  under  the  standing  order  for  a 
period  of  1  minute  each,  there  will  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  to  extend  until  10:25 
a.m.  in  which  Senators  may  speak  for 
not  more  than  1  minute  each.  At  10:25 
a.m.  the  Senate  will  go  into  executive 
session  for  the  purpose  of  considering 
the  nomination  of  D.  Lowell  Jensen  to 
be  an  Associate  Attorney  General  to 
be  considered  under  a  time  agreement. 
Following  the  disposition  of  the 
Jensen  nomination,  the  Senate  will 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  the  nomi- 
nation of  Paul  A.  Volcker  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  on  which 
there  will  be  a  time  limitation  of  1 
hour  and  the  vote  to  occur  at  11:45 
a.m.  A  rollcall  vote  is  expected  on  the 
Volcker  nomination. 

After  the  Volcker  nomination  is  dis- 
posed of,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to 
vote  with  one  vote  to  count  for  seven 
in  considering  the  resolutions  of  ratifi- 
cation of  seven  treaties,  calendar  items 
9  through  15  on  the  Executive  Calen- 
dar. Following  that,  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  will  return  to  legislative  ses- 
sion. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  leadership 
then  will  ask  the  Senate  to  turn  to  the 
consideration  of  the  military  construc- 
tion appropriations  bill,  to  be  followed 
by  the  D.C.  appropriations  bill,  to  be 
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followed  by  the  agriculture  target 
price  bill. 

Mr.  President,  pursuant  to  the  unan- 
imous-consent request  just  entered,  I 
now  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
yeas  and  nays,  with  one  showing  of 
hands,  on  the  Volcker  nomination  and 
the  resolutions  of  ratification  of  the 
seven  treaties.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
three  items  on  today's  calendar  of 
nominations  that  are  cleared  for 
action  by  unanimous  consent.  While 
we  have  the  opportunity,  is  the  major- 
ity leader  in  a  position  to  approve  for 
consideration,  by  unanimous  consent, 
items  numbered  233.  234,  and  237? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Number  233  has  been 
cleared.  Number  237  has  been  cleared. 
What  was  the  other  one? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Number  234. 

Mr.  BYRD.  No:  that  has  not  been 
cleared. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  minority  leader  object  if  we  went 
into  executive  session  to  consider  the 
two  nominations  that  have  ijeen 
cleared  on  both  sides? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  go 
into  executive  session  for  the  purpose 
of  considering  two  nominations— Cal- 
endar No.  233.  under  United  Nations, 
Jose  S.  Sorzano.  of  Virginia,  to  be 
Deputy  Representative  of  the  United 
States  to  the  United  Nations,  with  the 
rank  and  status  of  Ambassador;  Calen- 
dar No.  237,  under  the  Judiciary, 
Hector  M.  Laffitte,  of  Puerto  Rico,  to 
be  U.S.  District  Judge  for  the  District 
of  Puerto  Rico. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  the  consideration  of  ex- 
ecutive business. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  nomina- 
tions be  considered  and  confirmed  en 
bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  nominations  are 
considered  and  confirmed  en  bloc. 

The  nominations  considered  and 
confirmed  en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

OWITED  NATIONS 

Jose  S.  Sorzano,  of  Virginia,  to  be 
the  Deputy  Representative  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the 
United  Nations,  with  the  rank  and 
status  of  Ambassador  Extraordinary 
and  Plenipotentiary. 

THE  JOBICIARY 

Hector  M.  Laffitte.  of  Puerto  Rico, 
to  be  United  States  District  Judge  for 
the  District  of  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  votes  by  which  the 
nominations  were  confirmed. 


Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  President 
be  immediately  notified  that  the 
Senate  has  given  its  consent  to  these 
nominations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
return  to  the  consideration  of  legisla- 
tive business. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  legisla- 
tive business. 


THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have  a 
few  items  in  my  folder  of  routine  busi- 
ness. I  invite  the  consideration  of  the 
minority  leader  to  three  calendar 
items.  They  are  Calendar  Nos.  312  and 
313,  to  be  considered  for  passsage,  and 
No.  314  would  be  indefinitely  post- 
poned. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  no  objection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


YOUTH  OF  AMERICA  WEEK 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  116.  Calendar  No. 
312. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  116)  to  desig- 
nate the  week  of  September  4,  1983. 
through  September  10.  1983.  as  "Youth  of 
America  Week." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  present  consid- 
eration of  the  joint  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  KASTEN.  Mr.  President,  as 
sponsor  of  this  resolution.  I  urge  the 
Senate  to  act  quickly  in  designating 
September  4-11  as  "Youth  of  America 
Week." 

Youth  are  the  key  to  our  future,  yet 
they  often  find  themselves  in  a  world 
that  largely  ignores  them.  There  are 
over  60  million  children  in  this  coun- 
try and  many  are  already  making  sig- 
nificant contributions  to  society.  Still 
others,  whose  potential  has  been  left 
untapped,  have  great  things  to  offer, 
given  the  proper  direction  and  a  sense 
of  purpose. 

It  is  my  hope  that  this  week  of  rec- 
ognition will  give  youth  an  added 
sense  of  value,  and  adults  a  greater 


awareness  of  the  Importance  children 
hold. 

The  National  Football  League 
Alumni  have  been  involved  with  chil- 
dren in  their  communities  for  years 
and  this  year  they  plan  to  involve  even 
more  individuals  in  activities  with  chil- 
dren during  Youth  of  America  Week. 
By  calling  attention  to  these  activities, 
we  will  encourage  other  civic  and  com- 
munity leaders  as  well  as  other  indi- 
viduals throughout  the  country  to 
reach  out  to  children  in  need.  Like  the 
NFL  Alumni,  people  across  the  Nation 
can  put  a  little  of  themselves  back 
where  it  counts  most,  with  the  kids. 

Senate  Joint  Resolution  116  now  has 
34  cosponsors  and  strong  support  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  Similar  legisla- 
tion enjoys  overwhelming  support  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  in  support  of 
this  resolution  and  give  the  youth  of 
America  the  long  overdue  recognition 
they  deserve. 

The  joint  resolution  was  considered, 
ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a  third 
reading,  read  a  third  time,  and  passed. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  joint  resolution,  with  its  pream- 
ble, reads  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  116 

Whereas,  the  children  of  our  Nation  are 
the  most  valuable  natural  resource  for  the 
future  of  the  country: 

Whereas,  the  sharing  of  knowledge,  expe- 
riences, and  wisdom  by  adults  with  children 
will  help  to  nurture  the  development  in  our 
youth  of  democratic  principles  and  strong 
moral  and  spiritual  values,  so  important  to 
the  survival  and  future  betterment  of  our 
Nation:  and 

Whereas  all  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  can  be  involved  in  the  development 
of  such  important  principles  and  values  in 
the  youth  America:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  oj  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  Slates  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  week  of 
September  4.  1983.  through  September  10. 
1983.  is  designated  as  "Youth  of  America 
Week",  and  the  President  is  authorized  and 
requested  to  issue  a  proclamation  calling 
upon  the  people  of  the  United  States  to  ob- 
serve the  week  with  appropriate  programs, 
ceremonies,  and  activities. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
joint  resolution  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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NATIONAL  CYSTIC  FIBROSIS 
WEEK 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate, 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  131. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  131)  designat- 
ing "National  Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  joint  resolution  will 
be  considered  as  having  been  read  the 
second  time  at  length,  and  the  Senate 
will  proceed  to  its  consideration. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  131) 
was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  joint  resolution,  with  its  pream- 
ble, is  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  131 
Whereas  cystic  fibrosis  is  the  number  one 
genetic  killer  of  children  in  America,  and 
about  thirty  thousand  children  and  young 
adults  in  this  country  have  cystic  fibrosis: 
and 

Whereas  public  knowledge  about  cystic  fi- 
brosis contributes  to  early  detection  and 
treatment  of  the  disease  and  to  improved 
understanding  about  the  symptoms  of  cystic 
fibrosis:  and 

Whereas  increased  national  awareness  of 
cystic  fibrosis  and  of  the  young  people 
whose  lives  are  affected  by  the  disease  stim- 
ulates public  concern  and  increased  atten- 
tion to  research  seeking  control  and  cure: 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  week  of 
September  18  through  24  1983.  is  designated 
as  "National  Cystic  Fibrosis  Week ',  and  the 
President  is  authorized  and  requested  to 
issue  a  proclamation  calling  upon  the  people 
of  the  United  States  to  observe  that  week 
with  appropriate  ceremonies  and  activities. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
joint  resolution  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


LEASING  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS  BY 
THE        TWENTY-NINE        PALMS 
BAND  OF  INDIANS 
Mr.  BAKER.  Next,  Mr.  President,  is 
a  message  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  S.  143. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  Chair 
lay  before  the  Senate  a  message  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  S. 
143. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives: 

Resolved,  That  the  bill  from  the  Senate 
(S.  143)  entitled  An  Act  to  authorize  the 
Twenty-nine  Palms  Band  of  Luiseno  Mis- 
sion Indians  to  lease  for  ninety-nine  years 
certain  lands  held  in  trust  for  such  band", 
do  pass  with  the  following  amendments: 

Line  6,  strike  out  [Indians."  immediately], 
and  insert:  Indians,  and  the  lands  held  in 
trust  for  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Koo- 
tenai Tribes  of  the  Flathead  Reservation, 
Montana". 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  "An 
Act  to  authorize  the  Twenty-nine 
Palms  Band  of  Luiseno  Mission  Indi- 
ans and  the  Confederated  Salish  and 
Kootenai  Tribes  of  the  Flathead  Res- 
ervation to  lease  for  ninety-nine  years 
certain  lands  held  in  trust.". 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  House 
amendments. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


ORDER  POSTPONING 
INDEFINITELY  S.  RES.  172 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Calendar 
Order  No.  314,  Senate  Resolution  172, 
be  indefinitely  postponed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  THAT  H.R.  3497,  A  BILL 
TO  DEFER  PROPOSED  AMEND- 
MENTS TO  THE  FEDERAL 
RULES  OF  CIVIL  AND  CRIMI- 
NAL PROCEDURE,  BE  HELD  AT 
THE  DESK 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  next 
unanimous-consent  request  is  in  re- 
spect to  H.R.  3497  which  I  will  state 
for  the  consideration  of  the  minority 
leader  and  other  Members. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  measure,  which  is  a  bill 
to  defer  proposed  amendment  to  Fed- 
eral Rules  of  Civil  and  Criminal  Proce- 
dure, be  held  at  the  desk  until  the 
close  of  business  on  Friday.  July  29. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
two  other  matters. 

First.  I  propose  to  call  up  S.  1340, 
Calendar  Order  No.  218,  for  consider- 
ation of  the  Senate  at  this  time  if  the 
minority  leader  is  similarly  prepared. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  objection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


REHABILITATION  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1983 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate 
Calendar  Order  No.  218,  S.  1340. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1340)  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973  and  to  extend 
the  Developmental  Disability  Assistance 
and  Bill  of  Rights  Act,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  very  pleased  to  recommend  to  my 


colleagues  passage  of  S.  1340,  the  Re- 
habilitation Amendments  of  1983. 

This  legislation  is  the  result  of  2 
days  of  hearings  held  earlier  this  year 
by  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Handi- 
capped, as  well  as  the  review  of  writ- 
ten testimony  submitted  to  the  sub- 
committee. The  information  received 
has  established  an  extensive  record  on 
which  the  provisions  of  this  bill  are 
based.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  S. 
1340  was  reported  unanimously  by 
both  the  subcommittee  and  the  full 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

The  focus  of  the  Rehabilitation 
Amendments  of  1983  is  on  continuing 
and  improving  services  to  the  individ- 
ual handicapped  client.  The  basic 
State  grant  program  allowing  voca- 
tional rehabilitation  services  to  be  pro- 
vided to  almost  1  million  disabled 
Americans  annually  continues  to  be  a 
necessary  Federal  responsibility.  S. 
1340  provides  for  a  3-year  extension  of 
this  program  at  authorized  funding 
levels  to  account  for  inflation.  The  bill 
also  provides  for  a  new  and  independ- 
ent role  for  client  assistance  programs 
in  this  country,  mandating  a  client  as- 
sistance program  that  is  independent 
of  service  providers  in  every  State. 

Additionally,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's own  established  voice  for 
handicapped  persons,  the  National 
Council  on  the  Handicapped,  has  been 
given  an  expanded  role  and  greater  in- 
dependence in  reviewing  and  evaluat- 
ing all  policies,  programs,  and  activi- 
ties within  the  executive  branch  and 
in  the  Congress  that  concern  disabled 
citizens.  Other  client-centered  provi- 
sions include  training  rehabilitation 
counselors  in  the  provisions  of  section 
504  as  they  apply  to  the  vocational  re- 
habilitation client  and  new  demonstra- 
tion programs  to  assist  mentally  re- 
tarded persons  and  handicapped  youth 
to  be  better  prepared  to  enter  the 
work  force. 

I  would  also  like  to  make  a  specific 
comment  regarding  research  training. 
The  committee  believes  that  research 
training  is  an  important  element  in 
the  research  program  of  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research. 
By  reauthorizing  the  general  provi- 
sions of  title  II  of  the  Rehabilitation 
Act  regarding  research  and  related  ac- 
tivities, specifically  section  204.  and 
the  fellowship  program  of  section  202, 
we  provide  the  necessary  authority  to 
NIHR  to  support  education  and  train- 
ing activities  in  research.  Such  a  re- 
search training  program  would  involve 
support  to  individuals  to  enable  them 
to  undertake  a  program  of  training  at 
a  qualified  research  institution  arid 
under  a  recognized  scientist.  It  will 
enable  young  people  interested  in  re- 
search in  the  rehabilitation  field  to 
become  qualified  researchers.  Such 
awards  should  be  treated  as  scholar- 
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ship  support  and,  therefore,  be  non- 
taxable. 

Also  contained  within  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research's 
reauthorization  is  the  mandate  that 
research  and  training  centers  focusing 
on  pediatric  rehabilitation  and  the 
unique  rehabilitation  needs  of  the  Pa- 
cific basin  be  established.  Both  these 
R&T  centers  are  needed  and  increased 
authorization  has  been  provided  to 
NIHR  for  these  centers  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  President,  overall  the  basic 
framework  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act 
of  1973  remains  intact  under  the  provi- 
sions of  S.  1340.  The  changes  that  are 
made  in  this  bill  are  to  strengthen, 
stabilize,  and  insure  continuation  of 
the  successful  vocational  rehabilita- 
tion services  offered  under  the  act. 
The  successes  of  the  Vocational  Reha- 
bilitation Act  are  a  tribute  to  the  Fed- 
eral-State partnership  that  exists  to 
serve  the  disabled  citizens  of  this 
country. 

I  urge  passage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
Member  of  Congress  who  is  very  inter- 
ested in  improving  the  quality  of  life 
for  our  handicapped  citizens,  I  recom- 
mend to  my  colleagues  passage  of  S. 
1340,  a  bill  to  extend  and  revise  the 
Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973. 

The  Rehabilitation  Act  has  been  a 
Federal  categorical  program  since 
1920.  During  fiscal  year  1982,  this  act 
provided  services  to  approximately 
224,900  handicapped  individuals  under 
the  basic  State  grant  program,  includ- 
ing 2,582  individuals  in  my  own  home 
State  of  Utah.  This  program  has  bene- 
fitted disabled  people  by  increasing 
their  lifetime  earnings  and  has  al- 
lowed them  the  opportunity  to  become 
taxpaying  citizens  thus  decreasing 
their  need  for  other  forms  of  public 
assistance  and  institutional  care. 

As  with  any  other  endeavor,  a  suc- 
cessful program  needs  to  be  constantly 
reevaluated  and  updated  to  improve 
its  effectiveness.  The  vocational  reha- 
bilitation program  is  no  exception.  For 
several  years  now  the  Subcommittee 
on  the  Handicapped,  plus  major  advo- 
cacy and  other  provider  groups  have 
reviewed  the  current  legislation.  Their 
recommendations  are  now  reflected  in 
S.  1340.  This  bill  was  so  important  to 
me  that  I  even  held  a  full  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  field  hearing  in 
Utah  to  review  this  legislation. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend Senator  Weicker  for  his  efforts 
in  initiating  this  legislation.  His  fine 
leadership  deserves  our  recognition. 
This  bill  has  recognizable  bipartisan 
support  as  evident  by  the  fact  that  it 
was  unanimously  approved  by  both 
the  Subcommittee  on  the  Handi- 
capped and  my  full  committee.  In  ad- 
dition, may  I  remind  my  colleagues 
that  a  vote  in  the  affirmative  for  S. 
1340  is  vote  to  provide  services  for  our 
36  million  disabled  citizens. 


Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  this 
legislation  is  highly  important.  I  sup- 
port Senate  bill  1340,  a  measure  to 
extend  and  revise  the  Rehabilitation 
Act  of  1973  and  to  extend  the  Develop- 
mental Disability  Assistance  and  Bill 
of  Rights  Act.  The  measure  extends 
the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  3  years  and 
establishes  new  program  initiatives  to 
benefit  handicapped  Americans.  The 
Developmental  Disabilities  Act  is  ex- 
tended for  1  year,  and  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, the  Honorable  Lowell 
Weicker,  intends  to  review  this  pro- 
gram carefully  before  reauthorizing  it 
for  a  longer  period  of  time. 

I  commend  Senator  Weicker,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  (Mr. 
Hatch)  and  the  other  members  for 
their  diligent  efforts  to  improve  and 
expand  rehabilitation  services  to 
handicapped  citizens.  Handicapped 
Americans  want  to  be  contributing 
members  of  their  local.  State,  and  na- 
tional communities,  and  the  rehabili- 
tation services,  programs,  and  other 
activities  authorized  by  the  Rehabili- 
tation Act  of  1973  assist  handicapped 
and  severely  handicapped  Americans 
to  prepare  for  and  obtain  employment 
as  well  as  assisting  severely  handi- 
capped Americans  to  live  as  independ- 
ently as  possible. 

The  rehabilitation  program  has  a 
long  and  proud  history:  it  was  estab- 
lished in  1920  and  for  63  years  has 
been  of  great  benefit  to  handicapped 
citizens.  The  Federal  Government  and 
the  States  have  forged  a  highly  effec- 
tive partnership  that  in  1982  was  re- 
sponsible for  the  rehabilitation  of 
226,924  handicapped  individuals.  It  is  a 
very  cost-effective  program:  for  each 
dollar  spent  on  rehabilitation,  it  is  es- 
timated that  $10  are  returned  through 
the  payment  of  taxes  and  savings  in 
subsistence  payments. 

This  measure  make  a  number  of 
changes  to  the  existing  Rehabilitation 
Act.  The  reporting  requirements  are 
strengthened,  standards  for  evaluation 
of  programs  are  mandated,  and  evalua- 
tions of  the  projects  with  industry  pro- 
grams and  independent  living  pro- 
grams are  mandated.  There  are  new 
initiatives  established  in  the  research 
program,  the  training  program,  and 
the  special  projects  program.  The 
measure  strengthens  the  role  of  the 
National  Council  on  the  Handicapped 
by  establishing  it  as  an  independent 
agency  within  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

The  discretionary  client  assistance 
program  authority  is  amended  to  re- 
quire that  all  States  have  a  client  as- 
sistance program  in  effect  by  Septem- 
ber 30.  1985.  This  program  informs 
and  advises  all  rehabilitation  clients 
and  client  applicants  of  services  and 
programs  available  under  the  act.  Al- 
though the  program  has  the  authority 
to  pursue  legal,  administrative,  and 
other  remedies  to  protect  the  rights  of 


handicapped  individuals  who  are  re- 
ceiving services  and  treatment  or  reha- 
bilitation under  the  act,  it  is  expected 
that  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
that  every  effort  will  be  made  to  re- 
solve client  or  client  applicant  con- 
cerns through  mediation  procedures 
first. 

The  research  authority  is  amended 
to  clarify  that  the  research  and  train- 
ing centers  shall  include  both  compre- 
hensive centers  dealing  with  multiple 
disabilities  and  centers  focused  on  spe- 
cific disabilities.  Recent  actions  taken 
by  the  administration  have  resulted  in 
research  and  training  centers  being 
able  to  focus  only  on  a  single  area  of 
disability  and  a  single  research  area. 
Historically,  many  centers  have  ad- 
dressed rehabilitation  techniques  of 
many  types  applied  to  a  number  of  dis- 
abilities. The  language  in  this  measure 
will  provide  the  flexibility  to  encour- 
age multidisability  comprehensive  cen- 
ters as  well  as  centers  that  focus  on  a 
single  disability  or  a  single  research 
area.  In  addition,  this  measure  clari- 
fies that  grants  to  centers  need  not 
automatically  terminate  at  the  end  of 
a  project  period  as  has  been  required 
by  the  Education  Department's  gener- 
al administrative  regulations 
(EDGAR).  Instead,  the  grant  may  be 
renewed  on  the  basis  of  a  thorough 
evaluation  and  peer  review,  including 
site  visits.  The  amendments  allow  the 
Director  of  the  National  Institute  of 
Handicapped  Research  the  flexibility 
to  continue  the  centers,  but  do  not  re- 
quire the  Director  to  take  this  course. 
'The  committee  bill  also  includes  a  pro- 
vision to  provide  the  Director  of  the 
National  Institute  of  Handicapped  Re- 
search with  the  flexibility  to  respond 
expeditiously  to  special  needs  and  ini- 
tiatives. 

The  projects  with  an  industry  pro- 
gram have  been  very  effective.  Howev- 
er, there  is  not  a  project  in  every 
State.  26  States.  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  have  projects, 
and  some  States  have  more  than  one 
project.  This  measure  amends  the 
projects  with  industry  authority  to  en- 
courage equitable  distribution  of  fund- 
ing and  the  development  of  projects  in 
all  States. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  belief  that 
this  is  a  very  important  and  effective 
program— not  only  to  handicapped 
Americans  but  to  all  Americans.  Ev- 
eryone benefits  when  all  of  our  citi- 
zens have  an  opportunity  to  develop 
their  talents  and  abilities  to  the  full- 
est. This  measure  will  continue  the 
proud  service  tradition  of  the  63-year- 
old  program. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2092 

(Purpose:  To  make  administrative  and 

technical  corrections) 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 

technical  amendment  to  the  desk  on 

behalf  of   the   distinguished   Senator 


from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Weicker)  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated  by  the  clerk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker). 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Weicker.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  2092. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  4.  line  2.  strike  out  'in  each  such 
year". 

On  page  4,  between  lines  4  and  5.  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

administrative  amendments 

Sec.  104.  (a)(1)  Section  15(b)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ■Department  of  Educa- 
tion". 

(2)  Section  lOKaKll)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Department  of  Health. 
Education,  and  Welfare"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services". 

(3)  Section  102(d)(2)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Department  of  Health. 
Education,  and  Welfare"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Department  of  Education". 

(4)  Section  202(i)(2)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "Bureau  of  Education  for 
the  Handicapped"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Office  of  Special  Education  and 
Rehabilitative  Services". 

(5)  Section  204(b)(7)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Office  of  Education"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Department  of 
Education". 

(b)(1)  Section  202(g)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Commissioner  of  Educa- 
tion "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secre- 
tary of  Education  ". 

(2)  Section  203(a)(1)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Commissioner  of  Educa- 
tion" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secre- 
tary of  Education". 

(3)(A)  The  first  sentence  of  section  501(a) 
of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  Chairman 
of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management " 
and  by  striking  out  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Edu- 
cation and  Health  and  Human  Services". 

(B)  The  second  sentence  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of 
Education  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management". 

(C)  Section  501  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Civil  Service  Commission" 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Office  of  Personnel  Management". 

(D)  Section  501  of  the  Act  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  "Commission"  each 
place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Office". 

(E)  Section  501(d)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  'Civil  Service  Commission's 
activities"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement". 

(F)  Section  501(f)(1)  of  the  Act  Is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "Secretary  of  Health. 


Education,  and  Welfare"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  Education". 

(4)  Section  507  of  the  Act  Is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare"'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary  of  Education,  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health  and  Human  Services,"  and  by 
striking  out  'Chairman  of  the  United  States 
Civil  Service  Commission"  and  Inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "Chairman  of  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management'". 

(5)  Section  614  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Secretary  of  Health.  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare""  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services'". 

(c)(1)  Section  401(a)  of  the  Rehabilitation, 
Comprehensive  Services,  and  Developmen- 
tal Disabilities  Amendments  of  1978  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Secretary  of 
Health.  Education,  and  Welfare""  and  Insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  Education"". 
(2)  Section  402  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Commissioner  of  Education"" 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Education  for  the  Office  of  Special 
Education  and  Rehabilitation  Services". 

On  page  6.  line  23,  before  the  period  Insert 
"under  this  Act"". 

On  page  13,  line  17,  Insert  "the  second 
time  It  appears '"  before  the  semicolon. 

On  page  15,  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert 
the  following: 

(e)(1)  Section  304  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "(d)""  the  second  time  It  appears  and  In- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "(e)"". 

On  page  15,  line  4,  strike  out  "(e)""  and 
Insert  In  lieu  thereof  "(2) ". 

On  page  15,  line  4,  strike  out  "304(d)  of 
the  Act "  and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  '"304(e) 
of  the  Act  (as  redesignated  by  paragraph 
(1))". 

On  page  22,  line  12,  insert  "of"  after  the 
quotation  marlts. 

On  page  23,  line  19,  Insert  "(1)"'  after 
"(a)"". 

On  page  23.  between  lines  20  and  21, 
Insert  the  following: 

(2)  The  table  of  contents  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Sec.  731""  after 
part  E  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec. 
741". 

On  page  24,  between  lines  11  and  12, 
insert  the  following: 


AMENDMENT  NO.  2093 


administrative  amendment 

Sec.  201.  Section  102(11)  of  the  Develop- 
mental Disability  Assistance  and  Bill  of 
Rights  Act  (hereafter  in  this  title  referred 
to  as  the  "Act"")  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare"" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secre- 
tary of  Health  and  Human  Services". 

On  page  24,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec.  201." 
and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  202."". 

On  page  24,  beginning  with  "the"  on  line 
13,  strike  out  through  the  end  parenthesis 
on  line  15  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "the 
Act'". 

On  page  24.  line  20.  strike  out  "sec.  202." 
and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  203.". 

On  page  24,  line  24,  strike  out  "make  allot- 
ments to"". 

On  page  25.  line  2.  strike  out  "Sec.  203. " 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  204."". 

On  page  25.  line  9.  strike  out  "Sec.  204." 
and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  205."". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

The  amendment  (No.  2092)  was 
agreed  to. 


(Purpose:  To  make  a  technical  correction) 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Hatch)  and  ask  that  it  be 
stated  by  the  clerk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker). 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Hatch,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  2093. 

On  page  2.  line  22,  before  "and"  Insert 
"types  of  facilities  or  agencies  which  fur- 
nished services  and  whether  each  such  facil- 
ity or  agency  is  public  or  private."". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

The  amendment  (No.  2093)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  to  be  read  a 
third  time,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 
S.  1340 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Rehabilitation 
Amendments  of  1983"". 

TITLE  1-REHABILITATION  PROGRAM 
definitions 
Sec  101.  (a)  Section  7(7)  of  the  Rehabili- 
tation Act  of  1973  (hereafter  in  this  title  re- 
ferred to  as  "the  Act")  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(C)  The  term  individual"  with  respect  to 
a  handicapped  individual  means,  for  the 
purposes  of  title  I,  any  individual  who  has 
attained  sixteen  years  of  age."". 

(b)  Section  7(12)  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare" and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Educa- 
tion". 

reports 
Sec  102.  (a)  Section  13  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  after  the  first  sentence 
the  following:  "The  Commissioner  shall  an- 
nually collect  information  on  each  client 
whose  case  is  closed  out  in  the  preceding 
fiscal  year  and  include  the  information  in 
the  report  required  by  this  section.  The  In- 
formation shall  set  forth  a  complete  count 
of  such  cases  in  a  manner  permitting  the 
greatest  possible  cross-classification  of  data. 
The  data  elemenU  shall  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to,  age.  sex.  race,  ethnicity,  educa- 
tion, type  of  disability,  severity  of  disability, 
key  rehabilitation  process  dates,  earnings  at 
time  of  entry  into  program  and  at  closure, 
work  status,  occupation,  cost  of  case  serv- 
ices, types  of  services  provided,  and  reasons 
for  closure.  The  Commissioner  shall  take 
whatever  action  Is  necessary  to  assure  that 
the  Identity  of  each  client  for  which  Infor- 
mation is  supplied  under  this  subsection  is 
confidential."". 

(b)  The   last  sentence   of   section   13   is 
amended  by  inserting  "also"  after  ••shall". 
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EVALOATION 


Sec.  103.  (a)  Section  14(a)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  after  the  first  sentence 
the  following  new  sentence;  "The  Secretary 
shall  establish  and  use  standards  for  the 
evaluation  required  by  this  suljsection.  The 
standards  shall,  to  the  extent  feasible,  for 
all  appropriate  progranis  include  standards 
relating  to  the  increases  in  employment  and 
earnings  taking  into  account  economic  fac- 
tors in  the  area  to  be  served  by  the  program 
and  the  characteristics  of  the  handicapped 
individuals  to  be  served.". 

(b)  Section  14  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  re- 
designating subsection  (f)  as  subsection  (g) 
and  by  insertmg  after  subsection  (e)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

■(f)  Not  later  than  September  30.  1984. 
the  Secretary  shall  evaluate,  in  accordance 
with  the  standards  required  under  section 
621(a)(3)  and  section  711(e)  of  this  Act— 

"(1)  the  effectiveness  of  the  projects  with 
industry  program  authorized  under  section 
621  of  this  Act:  and 

"(2)  the  effectiveness  of,  and  alternative 
means  of  financing  for.  Independent  Living 
Services  and  Centers  authorized  by  section 
711  of  this  Act. 

The  Secretary  shall  prepare  and  submit  to 
the  Congress  interim  r^orls  every  ninety 
days  in  each  such  year  and  a  final  report  of 
the  evaluations  required  by  this  subsection 
not  later  than  December  31.  1984.". 

Part  A— Vocational  Rehabilitation 

Services 

authorization  of  appropriations 

Sec.  hi.  (a)  Section  100(b)(1)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)(l>  For  the  purpose  of  making  grants 
to  States  under  part  B  of  this  title  to  assist 
them  in  meeting  the  costs  of  vocational  re- 
habilitation ser\'ices  provided  in  accordance 
with  State  plans  under  section  101.  there  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  $993,900,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1984.  $1,047,600,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1985.  and  $1,103,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1986". 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  100(b)(2) 
of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  For  the  purpose  of  allotments  under 
section  120(a)(1),  there  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984.  1985,  and 
1986". 

(c)  Section  100(b)(3)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1979.  and  for  each  of  the  three 
fiscal  years  thereafter"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984.  1985, 
and  1986". 

ADDITIONAL  PAYMENTS  REPEALED 

Sec  112.  (a)(1)  Section  110(b)  of  the  Act  is 
repealed. 

(2)  Section  110  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sut>section 
(b). 

(b)  Section  111(a)  of  the  Act  is  amended— 
<1)  by  striking  out  "(including  any  addi- 
tional payment  to  it  under  section  110(b))"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "(and  its  additional 
payment  under  subsection  (b),  if  any)";  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  ".  and  except  that  the 
amount  otherwise  payable  to  such  State  for 
such  year  under  this  section  shall  l>e  re- 
duced by  the  amount  (if  any)  by  which  ex- 
penditures from  non-Federal  sources  during 
such  year  under  this  title  are  less  than  ex- 
penditures under  the  State  plan  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30.  1972,  under  the 
Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act". 

(c)  The  repeals  and  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  take  effect  October  1. 
1986. 


CLIENT  ASSISTANCE 

Sec  113.  (a)  Section  112  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"CLIENT  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

■"Sec  112.  (a)  Prom  funds  appropriated 
under  subsection  (g).  the  Secretary  shall,  in 
accordance  with  this  section,  make  grants  to 
States  to  establish  and  carry  out  client  as- 
sistance programs  to  provide  assistance  in 
informing  and  advising  all  clients  and  client 
applicants  of  all  available  benefits  under 
this  Act.  and.  upon  request  of  such  clients 
or  client  applicants,  to  assist  such  clients  or 
applicants  in  their  relationships  with 
projects,  programs,  and  facilities  providing 
services  to  them  under  this  Act,  including 
assistance  in  pursuing  legal,  administrative, 
or  other  appropriate  remedies  to  ensure  the 
protection  of  the  rights  of  such  individuals 
under  this  Act. 

"(b)  No  State  may  receive  payments  from 
its  allotment  under  this  Act  in  any  fiscal 
year  unless  the  State  has  in  effect  not  later 
than  September  30,  1985,  a  client  assistance 
program,  which— 

"(1)  has  the  authority  to  pursue  legal,  ad- 
ministrative, and  other  appropriate  reme- 
dies to  ensure  the  protection  of  rights  of 
handicapped  individuals  who  are  receiving 
treatments,  services,  or  rehabilitation  under 
this  Act  within  the  State; 

"(2)  is  not  administered  by  the  State  Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation  Agency;  and 

"(3)  is  independent  of  any  agency  which 
provides  treatment,  services,  or  rehabilita- 
tion to  handicapped  individuals. 

"(c)  The  Governor  shall  designate  a  public 
or  private  agency  to  conduct  the  client  as- 
sistance program  required  by  this  section 
and  be  accountable  for  the  proper  use  of 
funds  appropriated  for  its  use. 

"(d)(1)(A)  The  Secretary  shall  allot  the 
sums  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year 
under  this  section  among  the  States  on  the 
basis  of  relative  population  of  each  State, 
except  that  no  State  shall  receive  less  than 
$50,000. 

"(B)  The  Secretary  shall  allot  $30,000 
each  to  American  Samoa,  Guam,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 

"(C)  For  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph, 
the  term  'State'  does  not  include  American 
Samoa,  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and  the  Trust 
Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 

"(2)  The  amount  of  an  allotment  to  a 
State  for  a  fiscal  year  which  the  Secretary 
determines  will  not  be  required  by  the  State 
during  the  period  for  which  it  is  available 
for  the  purpose  for  which  allotted  shall  be 
available  for  reallotment  by  the  Secretary 
from  time  to  time  on  such  dates  he  may  fix 
to  other  States  with  respect  to  which  such  a 
determination  has  not  been  made,  in  pro- 
portion to  the  original  allotments  of  such 
States  for  such  fiscal  year,  but  with  such 
proportionate  amount  for  any  of  such  other 
States  being  reduced  to  the  extent  it  ex- 
ceeds the  sum  the  Secretary  estimates  such 
State  needs  and  will  be  able  to  use  during 
such  period;  and  the  total  of  such  reduction 
shall  be  similarly  reallotted  among  the 
States  whose  proportionate  amounts  were 
not  so  reduced.  Any  such  amount  so  reallot- 
ted to  a  State  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  t>e 
deemed  to  be  a  part  of  its  allotment  for 
such  fiscal  year. 

••(3  MA)  The  SecreUry  shall  pay  to  the 
Governor  from  the  allotment  of  the  State 
the  amount  specified  in  the  application  ap- 
proved under  subsection  (e). 


"(B)  For  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph 
and  subsection  (o,  the  term  Governor' 
means  the  chief  executive  of  the  State. 

"(e)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this  sec- 
tion unless  the  State  submits  an  application 
to  the  Secretary  at  such  time,  in  such 
manner,  and  containing  or  accompanied  by 
such  information  as  the  Secretary  deems 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 

"(f)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions applicable  to  the  client  assistance  pro- 
gram which  shall  include  the  following  re- 
quirements: 

"( 1 )  No  employees  of  such  programs  shall, 
while  so  employed,  serve  as  staff  or  consult- 
ants of,  or  receive  benefits  of  any  kind  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  from,  any  rehabilitation 
project,  program,  or  facility  receiving  assist- 
ance under  this  Act  in  the  State. 

"(2)  Each  program  shall  be  afforded  rea- 
sonable access  to  policymaking  and  adminis- 
trative personnel  in  the  State  and  local  re- 
habilitation programs,  projects,  or  facilities. 

"(3)  Each  program  shall  contain  provi- 
sions designed  to  assure  that  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  possible  mediation  procedures 
are  used  prior  to  resorting  to  administrative 
or  legal  remedies. 

"(4)  The  program  shall  submit  an  annual 
report  to  the  Secretary  on  the  operation  of 
the  program  during  the  previous  year,  in- 
cluding a  .summary  of  the  work  done  and 
the  uniform  statistical  tabulation  of  all 
cases  handled  by  such  program.  A  copy  of 
each  such  report  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  by 
the  Secretary,  together  with  a  summary  of 
such  reports  and  his  evaluation  of  the  pro- 
gram, including  appropriate  recommenda- 
tions. 

"(g)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1984, 
$6,300,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1985.  and 
$6,700,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1986". 

(b)  The  table  of  contents  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
"Sec.  112"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"Sec.  112.  Client  assistance  program.". 

INNOVATION  AND  EXPANSION 

Sec  114.  The  first  sentence  of  section 
121(a)  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
all  that  follows  "rehabilitation  services." 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"including— 

"(1)  programs  to  initiate  or  expand  such 
services  to  individuals  with  the  most  severe 
handicaps: 

"(2)  special  programs  under  such  State 
plan  to  initiate  or  expand  services  to  classes 
of  handicapped  individuals  who  have  unusu- 
al or  difficult  problems  in  connection  with 
their  rehabilitation;  and 

"(3)  programs  to  maximize  the  use  of 
technological  innovations  in  meeting  the 
employment  training  needs  of  handicapped 
youth  and  adults.". 

Part  B— Research 
authorization  of  appropriations 
Sec  121.  Section  201(a)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  "There  are  au- 
thorized to  t>e  appropriated  $36,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1984.  $38,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1985.  and  $40,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1986  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  title.". 

national  institttte  of  handicapped 
research 
Sec.  122.  (a)  Section  202(a)  of  the  Act  ia 
amended  by  striking  out  "health,  education. 
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and  welfare"  both  times  it  appears  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "education"  each 
such  time. 

(b)  Section  202(c)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  after  the  first  sentence  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentence:  "The  Director  shall  be 
an  individual  with  substantial  experience  in 
rehabilitation  and  in  research  administra- 
tion.". 

(c)  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"•(j)(l)  The  Director  shall  make  a  grant  to 
an  institution  of  higher  education  for  the 
establishment  of  a  program  of  pediatric  re- 
habilitation research  at  an  institution  of 
higher  education. 

■•(2)  The  Director  shall  establish,  either 
directly  or  by  way  of  grant  or  contract,  a 
Research  and  Training  Center  in  the  Pacific 
Basin.". 

RESEARCH 

Sec  123.  (a)  Section  204(b)(1)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  "Rehabilitation  Research  and 
Training  Centers  shall  include  both  compre- 
hensive centers  dealing  with  multiple  dis- 
abilities and  centers  focused  on  particular 
disabilities.  Grants  to  Centers  need  not  be 
automatically  terminated  at  the  end  of  a 
project  period  and  may  be  renewed  on  the 
basis  of  a  thorough  evaluation  and  peer 
review  including  site  visits.  Training  of  stu- 
dents preparing  to  be  rehabilitation  person- 
nel through  centers  shall  be  an  important 
priority.  Grants  may  include  faculty  sup- 
port for  teaching  of  rehabilitation-related 
courses  of  study  for  credit  and  other  courses 
offered  by  the  institutions  of  higher  educa- 
tion affiliated  with  the  Center."'. 

(b)  Section  204(b)(3)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "pursuant  to  section 
303(b)"'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pursu- 
ant to  sections  310  and  311(b)". 

(c)  Section  204(b)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  paragraph  (12)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(13)  Conduct  of  a  rehabilitation  research 
program  under  which  financial  assistance  is 
provided  in  order  to  (A)  test  new  concepts 
and  innovative  ideas,  (B)  demonstrate  re- 
search results  of  high  potential  benefits,  (C) 
purchase  prototype  aids  and  devices  for 
evaluation.  (D)  develop  unique  rehabilita- 
tion training  curricula,  and  (E)  be  respon- 
sive to  special  initiatives  of  the  Director.  No 
single  payment  under  this  paragraph  may 
exceed  $50,000  in  any  fiscal  year  and  all 
payments  made  under  this  paragraph  in  any 
fiscal  year  may  not  exceed  five  per  centum 
of  the  amount  available  under  section  204  to 
the  National  Institute  of  Handicapped  Re- 
search in  any  fiscal  year.  Regulatioris  and 
administrative  procedures  with  respect  to  fi- 
nancial assistance  under  this  paragraph 
shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  be 
expedited.". 

Part  C— Supplementary  Services  and 
Facilities 

grants  for  CONSTRUCrriON 

Sec  131.  Section  301(a)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "October  1.  1982" 
in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "October  1.  1986"; 
and  by  striking  out  "October  1.  1983"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "October  1,  1987". 

VOCATIONAL  TRAINING 

Sec  132.  (a)  Section  302(a)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "October  1.  1982" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "October  1, 
1986". 


(b)  Section  302(b)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(4)  No  grant  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  continued  for  more  than  two  years  unless 
the  project  meets  sUndards  relating  to  em- 
ployment and  earnings  prescribed  by  the 
Commissioner  or  unless  the  Commissioner 
determines  that  acceptable  remedial  meas- 
ures have  been  taken  by  the  grantee.". 

TRAINING 

Sec  133.  (a)(1)  Section  304(a)  of  the  Act  Is 
amended — 

(A)  by  Inserting  "(A)"  after  "Including"; 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "placement  serv- 
ices"'  a  comma  and  the  following:  "(B)  per- 
sonnel specifically  trained  to  deliver  services 
to  individuals  who  may  benefit  from  receiv- 
ing comprehensive  services  for  independent 
living,  personnel  specifically  trained  to  de- 
liver services  In  client  assistance  programs, "; 
and 

(C)  by  Inserting  ""(C)"  after  "and"  the  last 
time  It  appears  In  such  section. 

(2)  Section  304(a)  of  the  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  "In  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection,  the  Commis- 
sioner shall.  In  addition  to  furnishing  train- 
ing in  the  services  provided  under  this  Act 
to  rehabilitation  counselors,  furnish  train- 
ing to  such  counselors  in  the  applicability  of 
the  provisions  of  section  504. 

(b)  Section  304(a)  of  the  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  "qualified"'  before 
•personnel"  each  time  it  appears  in  such 
section. 

(c)  Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "will  be  utilized  to  provide  a 
balanced  program  of  assistance  to  meet  the 
medical,  vocational,  and  other  personnel 
training  needs  of  both  public  and  private  re- 
habilitation programs  and  institutions,  to 
include"'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "shall 
be  targeted  to  areas  of  personnel  shortage 
which  may  include". 

(d)  Section  304(c)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentences:  "The  Commissioner  shall 
prepare  and  submit  to  the  Congress,  simul- 
taneously with  the  budget  submission  for 
the  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  the  Rehabili- 
tation Services  Administration,  a  report  set- 
ting forth  and  justifying  in  detail  how  the 
training  funds  for  the  fiscal  year  prior  to 
such  submission  are  allocated  by  profession- 
al discipline  and  other  program  areas.  The 
report  shall  also  contain  findings  on  person- 
nel shortages,  how  funds  proposed  for  the 
succeeding  fiscal  year  will  be  allocated 
under  the  President"s  budget  proposal,  and 
how  the  findings  of  personnel  shortages  jus- 
tify the  allocations.". 

(e)  The  first  sentence  of  section  304(d)  of 
the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section.  $22,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1984,  $26,800,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1985,  and  $28,300,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1986.". 


authorization  of  appropriations  for 
comprehensive  rehabilitation  centers 
Sec  134.  Section  305(g)  of  the  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30.  1979.  and  for  the 
three  succeeding  fiscal  years",  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984,  1985.  and  1986". 


AirrHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 

special  projects 
Sec.    135.   Section   310(a)   of   the    Act    is 
amended— 


(1)  by  inserting  after  "SIS"  the  following: 
"and  section  316";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  each  fiscal  year  ending  prior 
to  October  1.  1982"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "$12,900,000  for  fiscal  year  1984. 
$13,600,000  for  fiscal  year  1985.  and 
$14,300,000  for  fiscal  year  1986."". 

special  demonstration  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  136.  (a)(1)  Section  311(a)(1)  of  the 
Act  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "individutds 
with  spinal  cord  injuries  and". 

(2)  Section  311(a)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  "The  Director  of  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research  may 
make  grants  to  States  and  to  public  or  non- 
profit agencies  and  organizations  to  pay 
part  or  all  of  the  costs  of  special  projects 
and  demonstrations  for  spinal  cord  Inju- 
ries.". 

(b)  Section  311(b)  of  the  Act  Is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  "The  Director  of  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research  shall  co- 
ordinate each  grant  made  under  this  subsec- 
tion with  the  Commissioner.'". 

(c)  Section  311  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(c)(1)  The  Commissioner  may  make 
grants  to  public  and  nonprofit  agencies  and 
organizations  to  pay  part  or  all  of  the  cosU 
of  special  projects  and  demonstrations  in- 
cluding research  and  evaluation  for  apply- 
ing new  types  or  patterns  of  services  for  in- 
dividuals with  mental  retardation  to  enter 
into  the  labor  force. 

"(2)  Services  under  this  subsection  may  in- 
clude— 

"(A)  jobs-search  assistance: 
"(B)  on-the-job  training; 
"(C)  job  development  including  worksite 
modification    and   use   of   advance-learning 
te(;hnology  for  skills  training; 

■(D)  dissemination  of  information  on  pro- 
gram activities  to  business  and  industry;  and 
■•(E)     followup    services    for    individuals 
placed  in  employment. 

•(d)(1)  The  Commissioner  may  make 
grants  to  public  and  nonprofit  agencies  and 
organizations  to  pay  part  or  all  of  the  costs 
of  special  projects  and  demonstrations  in- 
cluding research  and  evaluation  for  handi- 
capped youths  to  provide  job  training  and 
prepare  them  for  entry  into  the  labor  force. 
Such  projects  shall  be  designed  to  demon- 
strate cooperative  efforts  between  local  edu- 
cational agencies,  business  and  industry,  vo- 
cational rehabilitation  programs,  and  orga- 
nizations representing  labor  and  organiza- 
tions responsible  for  promoting  or  assisting 
in  local  economic  development. 

■■(2)  Services  under  this  subsection  may  in- 
clude- 
"(A)  jobs  search  assistance; 
■■(B)  on-the-job  training; 
■■(C)  job  development  including  worksite 
modification  and   use   of  advance-learning 
technology  for  skills  training; 

■■(D)  dissemination  of  information  on  pro- 
gram activities  to  business  and  industry;  and 
■•(E)    followup    services    for    individuals 
placed  in  employment. 

■■(3)  The  Commissioner  shall  assure  that 
projects  shall  be  coordinated  with  other 
projects  assisted  under  section  626  of  the 
Education  of  the  Handicapped  Act.'". 

HELEN  KELLER  NATIONAL  CENTER 
authorization  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  137.  (a)  Section  313(e)  of  the  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  each  fiscal  year  before  Oc- 
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tober  1.  1982"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
••$3,700,000  for  fiscal  year  1984.  $3,900,000 
for  fiscal  year  1985.  and  $4,100,000  for  fiscal 
year  1986  " 

SPECIAL  RECREATIONAl.  PROGRAMS 
AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  138.  Section  316  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "(a)"  after  the  section  desig- 
nation and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

••(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  this  section  $2,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1984.  $2,100,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1985.  and  $2,200,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1986.'. 

Part  D— National  Council 
administrative  amendment 

Sec  141.  Section  400  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  •with  the  Department  of 
Health.  Education,  and  Welfare"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  •within  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government". 

DUTIES 

Sec.  142.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  by  striking  out  •Commissioner,  the  ap- 
propriate Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare^'  in 
clause    (3)    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof 

"President  and  the  Congress": 

(2)  by  striking  out  "the  Secretary,  the 
Commissioner"  in  clause  (5)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  'President  and  the  Congress": 

(3)  by  striking  out  ••smd"  at  the  end  of 
clause  ( 5 ); 

(4)  by  striking  out  •'the  Secretary,"  in 
clause  (6): 

(5)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon  and  the  word  'and ':  and 

(6)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

••(7)  provide  to  the  Congress  on  a  continu- 
ing basis  advice,  recommendations,  and  any 
additional  Information  which  the  Council  or 
the  Congress  deems  appropriate.". 

STAPF 

Sec  143.  (a)  Section  403(a)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  •up  to  seven  tech- 
nical and  professional  employees"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  'an  Executive  Direc- 
tor". 

(b)  Section  403(a)  of  the  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  •The  Executive  Di- 
rector shall  be  appointed  from  among  indi- 
viduals who  are  experienced  in  the  planning 
or  operation  of  programs  for  handicapped 
individuals.". 

(c)  Section  403(a)  of  the  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  •(1) "  after  the  section 
designation  and  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subsection: 

'•(2)  The  Executive  Director  is  authorized 
to  hire  not  to  exceed  seven  technical  and 
professional  employees  to  assist  the  Nation- 
al Council  to  carry  out  its  duties.". 
Part  E— Architectural  and  Transporta- 
tion Barriers  Compliance  Board 

authorization  op  appropriations 
Sec.    151.    Section    502(i)    of    the    Act    is 
amended  by  striking  out   'October  1.  1982" 
and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof    •October   1, 
1984- 

Part  F— Employment  Opportunities 
authorization  op  appropriations  por  com- 
MUNITY    SERVICE     employment     PILOT     PRO- 
CRAMS 

Sec.  161.  Section  617  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 


"AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

•Sec  617.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  part  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984.  1985.  and 
1986.". 

PROJECTS  WITH  INDUSTRY 

Sec  162.  (a)  The  matter  preceding  clause 
(A)  of  section  621(a)(l>  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  •employers"  a  comma 
and  the  following:  •designated  State  units". 

(b)  Section  621(a)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

••(3)  The  Commissioner  shall  develop  and 
publish  standards  to  assure  satisfactory  per- 
formance under  agreements  entered  into 
under  this  subsection  not  later  than  July  1. 
1984.  No  standards  may  be  established 
under  this  paragraph  unless  the  standards 
are  approved  by  the  National  Council  on 
the  Handicapped. 

••(4)(A)  The  Commissioner  shall  continue 
to  provide  financial  assistance  under  each 
agreement  of  this  section  if— 

••(i)  the  parties  to  that  agreement  include 
provisions  for  agreement  which  are  at  least 
as  stringent  as  the  standards  established 
under  paragraph  (3):  and 

••(ii)  the  Commissioner  determines  that 
the  parties  to  that  agreement  have  substan- 
tially met  the  performance  standards  set 
forth  in  the  agreement. 

•■(B)  The  parties  to  each  agreement  receiv- 
ing assistance  under  this  section  in  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  this  paragraph  is  en- 
acted shall  continue  to  receive  assistance 
until  October  1,  1984.  unless  the  Commis- 
sioner determines  that  there  is  a  substantial 
failure  to  comply  with  the  agreement.". 

EQUITABLE  DISTRIBUTION 

Sec  163.  Section  621  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsec- 
tion (d)  and  inserting  after  subsection  (b) 
the  following  new  subsection: 

■•(c)  The  Commissioner  shall  to  the  extent 
practicable  assure  an  equitable  distribution 
of  payments  made  under  this  section  among 
the  States". 

AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  164.  Section  623  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  'this  part  for  each  fiscal 
year  beginning  before  October  1.  1982"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ""for  section  621 
$13,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1984.  $14,400,000 
for  fiscal  year  1985.  and  $15,200,000  for 
fiscal  year  1986:  and  for  section  622.  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1984.  1985.  and  1986  ". 

Part  G— Services  for  Independent  Living 
evaluation 

Sec  171.  Section  711  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraphs: 

•"(e)<l)  The  Commissioner  shall,  not  later 
than  July  1.  1984,  develop  and  publish 
standards  to  review  and  evaluate  the  oper- 
ation of  independent  living  centers  receiving 
assistance  under  this  title  and  make  recom- 
mendations for  the  improvement  and  con- 
tinuation of  each  such  center  and  for  the 
support  of  new  independent  living  centers. 
No  standards  may  t>e  established  under  this 
paragraph  unless  the  standards  are  ap- 
proved by  the  National  Council  on  the 
Handicapped. 

'•(2)  In  the  development  of  the  standards 
required  by  this  subsection  the  Commission- 
er shall  obtain  the  recommendations  of  in- 
dependent living  centers  and  professionals 
and  associations  serving  handicapped  indi- 


viduals, particularly  associations  engaged  in 
rehabilitation  research. 

■•(f)  Each  independent  living  center  receiv- 
ing assistance  under  this  title  in  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  this  subsection  is  enacted 
shall  continue  to  receive  assistance  until 
such  time  as  the  final  evaluation  report  re- 
quired by  section  14  has  been  submitted  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  Senate,  unless  the 
Commissioner  determines  that  there  is  a 
substantial  failure  to  comply  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  approved  application.". 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  172.  (a)  Section  731  of  the  Act  the 
second  time  it  appears  is  redesignated  as 
section  741. 

(b)(1)  Section  741(a)  of  the  Act  (as  so  re- 
designated) is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"•(a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  part  A  of  this  title  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1984.  1985.  and  1986.". 

(2)  Section  741(b)  of  the  Act  (as  so  redes- 
ignated) is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■•(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  part  B  of  this  title 
$21,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984, 
1985.  and  1986". 

(3)  Section  741(c)(1)  of  the  Act  (as  so  re- 
designated) is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■•(c)(1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  part  C  of  this  title  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1984.  1985.  and  1986.  ■. 

TITLE  II-DEVELOPMENTAL 
DISABILITIES 

PROTECTION  AND  ADVOCACY  OF  INDIVIDUAL 
RIGHTS 

Sec  201.  The  first  sentence  of  section 
113(b)(2>  of  the  Development  Disabilities 
Assistance  and  Bill  of  Rights  Act  (hereafter 
in  this  title  referred  to  as  ■the  Act"')  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  ""There  is  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  allotments 
under  paragraph  (1)  $8,400,000  for  fiscal 
year  1984."'. 

UNIVERSITY  AFFILIATED  FACILITIES 

Sec  202  (a)  Section  123  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

"Sec  123.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  make  allotments  to  carry  out  this 
part  $7,800,000  for  fiscal  year  1984". 

GRANTS  FOR  PLANNING  AND  THE  PROVISION  OF 
SERVICES 

Sec  203.  Section  131  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"'AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

"Sec  131.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
part  $45,400,000  for  fiscal  year  1984.". 

special  projects 

Sec  204.  Section  145(f)  of  the  Act  U 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(f)  For  the  purpose  of  making  grants 
under  subsection  (a),  there  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $2,600,000  for  fiscal  year 
1984. •". 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


H.J.  RES.  139  HELD  AT  THE  DESK 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
final  item  I  have  is  a  request  to  hold 
at  the  desk  House  Joint  Resolution 
139.  and  if  I  could  inquire  from  the  mi- 
nority leader  if  there  is  any  objection, 
I  will  not  proceed  with  it.  If  not.  I  will 
make  the  request, 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  House  Joint 
Resolution  139,  a  joint  resolution  to 
designate  the  week  of  June  24  as  "Fed- 
eral Credit  Union  Week,"  be  held  at 
desk  pending  further  disposition. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  that 
completes  my  folder  of  business  this 
evening.  It  has  been  a  long  day. 


EXTENSION  OF  ROUTINE 
MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  be  extended  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  until  9  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield  the  floor,  Mr. 
President. 


BRIEFING  ON  CENTRAL 
AMERICA  TOMORROW 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  majority  leader,  in  view  of  his 
statement  about  the  conference  set,  if 
I  understand  it.  for  tomorrow  in  room 
S-407.  the  discussion  to  be  led  by  Sec- 
retary Shultz  and  Judge  Clark,  there 
are  meetings  of  committees  tomorrow 
at  the  same  hour,  and  I  am  wondering 
whether  there  has  been  any  contact  as 
to  those  meetings,  and  I  am  thinking 
particularly  of  the  Labor  and  Human 
Resources  Committee,  an  important 
session  tomorrow  morning. 

Personally— and  I  have  not  talked 
with  the  chairman  of  our  committee. 
Senator  Hatch— it  would  seem  to  me 
that  I  would  want  to  be  at  the  briefing 
that  you  have  called  our  attention  to 
at  9:30  tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  makes  a  pain- 
fully good  point,  which  is  that  there 
are  committee  meetings  tomorrow  and 
there  are  appointments  and  commit- 


ments tomorrow  that  are  in  direct  con- 
flict with  the  period  of  the  briefing  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Nation- 
al Security  Adviser  to  the  President. 

I  accept  full  responsibility  for  set- 
ting that  time.  I  must  say  by  way  of 
explanation  that  I  did  so  without  con- 
sulting anyone  else  except  the  minori- 
ty leader  simply  because  that  was  the 
only  time  we  could  get  those  two  gen- 
tlemen without  waiting  what  I 
thought  of  as  an  unduly  lorjg  time.  So 
I  took  what  I  could  get. 

They  will  be  in  the  House  in  the 
morning  at  9  o'clock  and  then  meet 
with  us  shortly  after  9:30,  a  few  min- 
utes after  9:30,  and  that  was  the  best  I 
could  do.  So  I  am  sympathetic  to  the 
Senator's  plight  and  that  of  all  Sena- 
tors who  have  conflicts. 

But  I  do  urge  that  they  attend  the 
briefing  in  the  morning.  I  think  it  will 
be  an  important  one  and,  perhaps,  put 
to  rest  concerns  some  Senators  have, 
even  some  concerns  which  have  not 
been  realized.  But  in  any  event  it  is 
going  to  be  an  important  briefing  on 
an  important  subject,  and  I  think  it 
justifies  the  inconvenience  I  am  afraid 
I  have  caused. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President.  I 
appreciate  the  very  candid  comments 
of  the  leader.  It  will  be  a  matter  of 
concern  for  me  because  of  matters 
that  will  be  brought  up.  at  least  they 
were  scheduled  to  be  brought  up. 
before  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources.  But  I  do  under- 
stand the  arrangement  necessarily 
having  been  made  at  a  time  you  and 
the  minority  leader  and.  perhaps, 
others  believed  it  should  be  with  such 
a  conference  with  Secretary  Shultz 
thus  far. 

I  hope  I  can  be  there  and  I  hope, 
perhaps.  I  can  talk  to  the  chairman  of 
our  committee.  Senator  Hatch,  with 
reference  to  having  a  little  later  meet- 
ing, later  than  9:30,  as  has  been  an- 
nounced. 

I  thank  the  majority  leader  very 
much. 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  have  nothing  further.  May  I  in- 
quire if  the  minority  leader  has  a  fur- 
ther matter  he  wishes  to  address  to 
me? 

Mr.  BYRD.  No;  just  to  say  that  I 
thank  the  majority  leader  for  arrang- 
ing for  the  briefing.  He  should  not 
have  to  make  excuses  for  this  arrange- 


ment. This  is  a  duty  that  is  incumbent 
upon  the  administration.  But  I  find  no 
one  around  here  on  each  side  of  the 
aisle— and  this  is  not  meant  to  be  a 
criticism  of  the  majority  leader,  it  is 
meant  to  be  complimentary— and  I 
think  the  Senate  is  in  his  debt  for 
making  this  request. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  President,  the  minority  leader 
and  I  consulted  at  length  repeatedly 
on  this  subject  today  and  I  believe  the 
best  interests  of  the  Senate  will  be 
served  as  we  have  made  these  arrange- 
ments. I  am  grateful  for  his  remarks. 


RECESS  UNTIL  10:15  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
nothing  further.  I  see  no  other  Sena- 
tor seeking  recognition. 

I  move,  in  accordance  with  the  order 
previously  entered,  that  the  Senate 
now  stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of 
10:15  a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  at 
8:55  p.m.,  the  Senate  recessed  until 
Wednesday,  July  27,  1983,  at  10:15  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive   nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  July  26,  1983: 

Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
Frederick  M.  Bemthal.  of  Tennessee,  to 
be  a  member  of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  for  the  term  of  5  years  expiring 
June  30,  1988.  vice  John  Francis  Ahearne, 
term  expired. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  July  26,  1983: 
United  Nations 

Jose  S.  Sorzano,  of  Virginia,  to  be  the 
Deputy  Representative  of  the  United  States 
of  America  to  the  United  Nations,  with  the 
rank  and  status  of  Ambassador  Extraordi- 
nary and  Plenipotentiary. 

The  above  nomination  was  approved  sub- 
ject to  the  nominee's  commitment  to  re- 
spond to  requests  to  appear  and  testify 
before  any  duly  constituted  committee  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Judiciary 

Hector  M.  Laffitte,  of  Puerto  Rico,  to  be 
U.S.  district  judge  for  the  district  of  Puerto 
Rico. 
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The  House  met  at  12  o'clock  noon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Today  we  have  the 
honor  of  having  a  distinguished  visit- 
ing chaplain.  We  all  recall  reading  in 
the  newspapers  some  time  ago  about 
the  clergyman  who  adopted  a  son  out 
in  Chicago.  He  is  our  chaplain  today, 
the  Reverend  George  H.  Clements, 
Holy  Angels  Church,  Chicago,  111. 


PRAYER 


Father  George  H.  Clements,  Holy 
Angels  Church,  Chicago,  111.,  offered 
the  following  prayer: 

On  this  26th  day  of  July  1983,  I  be- 
lieve that  the  cry  heard  all  over  the 
world  is  for  peace,  peace  in  the  world 
and  peace  in  ourselves. 

St.  Francis  of  Assisi  is  the  patron 
saint  of  peace  and  I  am  going  to  pray 
today  his  prayer  for  peace  as  it  applies 
to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

O  Lord  make  the  men  and  women 
who  hold  the  reins  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment instniments  of  your  love. 

Where  there  is  hatred  may  Presi- 
dent Ronald  Reagan  sow  love. 

Where  there  is  injury  may  Vice 
President  George  Bush  bring  pardon. 

Where  there  is  doubt  may  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  98th  session  of  the  U.S. 
Congress  bring  faith. 

Where  there  is  despair  may  the  21 
women  in  the  House  bring  hope. 

Where  there  is  darkness  may  the  21 
Members  of  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus  bring  light. 

Where  there  is  sadness  may  the  11 
Hispanics  in  the  House  bring  joy. 

O  Divine  Master,  grant  that  Speaker 
of  the  House,  Thomas  "Tip"  ONeill, 
may  not  so  much  seek  to  be  consoled 
as  to  console. 

May  majority  leader,  James  Wright, 
seek  not  so  much  to  be  understood  as 
to  understand. 

May  minority  leader,  Robert 
Michel,  seek  not  so  much  to  be  loved 
as  to  love. 

For  it  is  in  giving  that  majority 
whip,  Thomas  Foley,  will  receive. 

It  is  in  pardoning  that  minority 
whip,  Trent  Lott,  will  be  pardoned. 

And  it  is  in  dying  that  all  of  us, 
black  and  white,  Protestant  and 
Catholic,  Jew  and  gentile.  Democrat 
and  Republican,  are  bom  to  eternal 
life.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 


proceedings    and    announces    to    the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant   to   clause    1,   rule   I,   the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


FATHER  GEORGE  H.  CLEMENTS 

(Mrs.  COLLINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks. ) 

Mrs.  COLLINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  deeply  proud  and  honored  that 
Father  George  H.  Clements  has 
agreed  to  be  our  guest  chaplain  and 
deliver  such  a  fine  spiritual  benedic- 
tion. Father  Clements,  the  priest  and 
pastor  of  Holy  Angels  Church  in  Chi- 
cago, is  long  noted  for  his  devout  com- 
mitment to  the  spiritual,  emotional, 
and  political  well-being  of  his  parish- 
ioners. 

It  is  particularly  significant  that 
Father  Clements  could  be  here  today 
to  bestow  his  blessings  upon  us  on 
this,  the  very  same  day  on  which  is 
being  held  the  special  primary  election 
to  fill  the  seat  of  the  First  Congres- 
sional District  of  Illinois  which  was  va- 
cated by  Mayor  Harold  Washington. 
This  significance  is  highlighted  by  the 
fact  that  Father  Clements  has  for 
years  been  in  the  forefront  as  an  orga- 
nizer of  massive  voter  registration 
drives  in  Chicago  and  was  a  moving 
force  in  Mayor  Washingcons  victory. 
As  the  pastor  of  Holy  Angels  Church, 
located  in  the  First  District,  Father 
Clements  played  a  pivotal  role  in  en- 
couraging community  residents  to 
seize  the  moment  by  the  use  of  the 
ballot. 

Many  may  remember  3  years  ago, 
that  it  was  Father  Clements  who  made 
national  headlines  as  the  first  priest  in 
the  United  States  to  adopt  a  young- 
ster—action he  took  to  call  attention 
to  the  pitiful  plight  of  black  orphans. 

Father  Clements  was  bom  in  Chica- 
go and  ordained  in  1957.  He  has  served 
as  pastor  of  Holy  Angels  Church  since 
1969.  He  is  founder/former  executive 
director  of  the  Black  Catholic  Clergy 
Caucus.  He  also  serves  on  the  board  of 
numerous  organizations,  including  the 
Better  Boys  Foundation,  the  NAACP. 
the  Paul  Hall  Boys  Club,  and  the 
Black  United  Fund. 

On  behalf  of  the  people  of  Chicago, 
let  me  say  that  we  are  all  proud  of 
Father  Clements'  accomplishments 
and  unselfish  acts  of  humanitarian- 
ism. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  FURTHER  EX- 
PENSES OF  INVESTIGATIONS 
AND  STUDIES  BY  COMMITTEE 
ON  STANDARDS  OF  OFFICIAL 
CONDUCT  IN  1ST  SESSION  OF 
98TH  CONGRESS 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  submit- 
ted a  privileged  report  (Rept  No.  98- 
310)  on  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  276) 
providing  amounts  from  the  contin- 
gent fund  of  the  House  for  further  ex- 
penses of  investigations  and  studies  by 
the  Committee  on  Standards  of  Offi- 
cial Conduct  in  the  1st  session  of  the 
98th  Congress,  which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  PRO- 
POSES MAIMING  HELPLESS 
ANIMALS  IN  THE  NAME  OF  SCI- 
ENCE 

(Mr.  ROSE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  col- 
leagues and  I  were  appalled  this  morn- 
ing to  learn  that  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment is  pursuing  plans  to  establish  a 
wound  laboratory  here  in  the  Wash- 
ington area  where  live  dogs  and  other 
animals  will  be  shot  at  close  range  by 
high-powered  weapons  so  that  medical 
students  can  study  the  effect  that 
bullet  holes  have  on  such  animals  for 
purposes  of  helping  them  in  their 
studies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  preposterously 
bad  and  inhumane  idea.  I  realize  that 
the  Nation's  hospitals  probably  do  not 
present  to  medical  students  the  kinds 
of  bullet  wounds  that  they  require  for 
their  studies  to  be  good  doctors,  but 
for  God's  sake,  let  us  send  these  young 
men  and  women  to  Lebanon  and  El 
Salvador  and  let  them  see  bullet 
wounds  firsthand,  rather  than  maim- 
ing and  crippling  helpless  animals  in 
the  so-called  name  of  science. 


LEGISLATION  TO  DIRECT  USGS 
TO  STUDY  EFFECTS  OF  SEIS- 
MIC ACTIVITY  ON  OUTER  CON- 
TINENTAL SHELF 

(Mr.  BATES  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  in 
San  Diego,  the  Governor  of  California 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  are 


holding  hearings  on  the  southern  Cali- 
fornia offshore  lease  offering  sched- 
uled for  February  1984.  This  area  of 
the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  which 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  would 
like  to  see  developed  is  laced  with  a 
number  of  active  and  inactive  earth- 
quake faults.  In  fact,  just  last  month 
the  San  Diego  area  experienced  a  4.6 
magnitude  earthquake— the  largest 
ever  in  the  San  Diego  area.  This  earth- 
quake was  centered  10  miles  off  the 
coast  of  San  Diego  in  the  very  area 
that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is 
offering.  Had  there  been  oil  platforms 
at  the  quakes  epicenter,  the  shock 
could  have  triggered  a  major  disaster 
causing  the  platform  to  topple  into 
the  sea. 

While  I  agree  thai  this  is  an  extreme 
example.  I  nevertheless  am  concerned 
that  we  do  not  know  enough  about 
earthquakes  and  their  effect  on  Outer 
Continental  Shelf  development.  For 
this  reason,  yesterday  I  introduced  the 
Seismic  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Pro- 
tection Act.  At  the  same  time  as  this 
bill  would  impose  an  oil  and  gas  leas- 
ing moratorium  until  the  year  2000  on 
tracts  20  miles  off  the  California 
coastline  in  southern  California,  this 
bill  also  would  direct  the  U.S.  Geologic 
Survey  to  study  the  effects  of  seismic 
activity  on  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
development. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  supporting  this  legislation. 


The  time  has  come  for  cooperation 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle— let  us  do 
what  we  can  to  remove  this  aura  of 
confrontation  on  the  budget.  The  Con- 
gress, administration,  and  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  need  to  work  together 
to  devise  an  economic  strategy  that  is 
acceptable  to  all.  In  the  meantime,  the 
administration  needs  to  stop  pointing 
fingers,  and  spend  more  time  working 
on  recommendations  to  lower  the  defi- 
cit. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  desires 
to  announce  that  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  section  201(a)(2)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  and  Impoundment 
Control  Act  of  1974,  Public  Law  93- 
344,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  President  Pro 
Tempore  of  the  Senate  did,  on 
Wednesday,  July  20,  1983,  appoint  Mr. 
Rudolph  G.  Permer  as  Director  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office,  effective 
September  1,  1983,  for  the  term  of 
office  beginning  January  3,  1983. 


D  This  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
This  "bullet"  symbol  identifles  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


HIGHER  INTEREST  RATES 

(Mr.  SKELTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  we  have  started  to  hear  much 
talk  and  rhetoric  over  the  possibility 
of  higher  interest  rates.  Some  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  and  the  administra- 
tion seem  ready  to  place  full  blame  on 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  with  the 
growing  likelihood  of  the  Board  re- 
verting back  to  a  tighter  fiscal  policy. 

However,  this  is  not  the  full  story. 
There  is  no  single,  simple  cause  for 
high  interest  rates:  the  rates  are  deter- 
mined by  a  number  of  factors  includ- 
ing the  money  supply  and,  more  im- 
portantly, the  size  of  the  Federal  defi- 
cit. Over  the  past  2'/2  years  this  admin- 
istration has  been  responsible  for  the 
largest  deficits  in  history.  While  these 
massive  Federal  deficits— which 
appear  likely  to  continue  to  grow— do 
indeed  provide  a  certain  amount  of 
economic  stimulus,  they  do  so  at  the 
expense  of  higher  interest  rates.  The 
cure  for  one  economic  problem  is 
sometimes  the  cause  of  another. 

We  need  to  do  all  we  can  to  keep  in- 
terest rates  down,  especially  since  it  is 
farmers,  small  business  proprietors, 
and  working  men  and  women  who 
suffer  most  from  these  high  rates  of 
interest. 


PERMISSION    TO    FILE    CONFER- 
ENCE    REPORT     ON     H.R.     3329, 
DEPARTMENT     OF    TRANSPOR- 
TATION   AND    RELATED    AGEN- 
CIES APPROPRIATIONS 
Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
managers  may  have  until  midnight  to- 
night to  file  a  conference  report  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  3329)  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation  and   related   agencies   for   the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1984, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore    (Mr. 
KiLDEE).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Florida? 
There  was  no  objection. 


Government,  and  the  United  States 
has  provided  an  additional  $182,000 
for  local  procurement  of  19,000  wool 
blankets.  Obviously,  this  is  not 
enough.  Why  has  the  United  States 
been  slow  to  respond  to  this  crisis?  Be- 
cause the  State  Department  Agency 
for  International  Development's  ac- 
tivities in  Brazil  were  terminated  in 
the  1970's  and  only  a  minimal  program 
remains  for  Brazil.  Our  Nation  can 
overcome  any  technicality  such  as 
this,  and  it  can  be  overcome  in  the 
case  of  a  disaster.  Although  the  strick- 
en country  must  formally  request  the 
aid.  They  are  our  hemispheric  neigh- 
bors and  we  as  a  Nation  must  find  a 
vehicle  for  immediate  assistance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  appealing  to  you, 
all  our  colleagues  in  this  body,  and  to 
the  President  and  his  administration 
to  find  some  way  to  help  the  Brazil- 
ians  in   their  time   of  need.   Mother 
Nature  does  not  obey  the  strictures  of 
politics:  she  strikes  randomly  in  spite 
of  political  technicalities.  These  are 
people  suffering,  and  we  have  the  abil- 
ity  to   help  them   but  we  must   rise 
above  our  political  limitations.  Can  we 
not  do  something?  There  is  no  better 
way  to  show  our  neighbor  nations  that 
we  care  about  them  (despite  other  dif- 
ferences) than  to  lend  a  helping  hand 
during  an  emergency— a  disaster  they 
did  not  ask  for.  If  we  do  not  help  now, 
in  some  way,  it  would  be  the  same  as  if 
a  man— looking  out  the  window  of  his 
home— saw  his  neighbor's  house  afire 
and    simply    drew    his    curtains.    We 
cannot— should    not— turn    our   backs 
and  many  years  later  name  a  commis- 
sion to  study  what  went  wrong— and 
perhaps  recommend  a  long-term  policy 
for  the  future.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  my 
colleagues,  the  future  is  now  for  our 
neighbors  in  Brazil. 


FLOODING  IN  BRAZIL 

(Mr.  DE  la  GARZA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  an 
international  disaster  has  taken  place 
in  our  hemispheric  neighborhood. 
Hundreds  of  thousands  of  the  already 
poor  and  destitute  have  been  ravaged 
in  Brazil  by  unprev.  "dented  flooding. 
The  flooding  has  devastated  at  least 
three  states:  Parana,  Santa  Catarina, 
and  Rio  Grande  do  Sul.  Small  towns 
of  3,000  to  5,000  have  been  totally 
wiped  out.  In  Santa  Catarina,  there 
are  at  least  200,000  homeless.  Crops 
have  been  drowned  out  of  existence, 
livestock  losses  continue  to  mount,  and 
worst  of  all,  gastrointestinal  problems 
in  the  homeless  population  have 
begun  to  occur. 

The  U.S.  Embassy  has  generously 
donated  $25,000  to  help  the  Brazilian 


NATIONAL  ARTS  STABILIZATION 
FUND 

(Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  commend  three  of  this 
country's  most  respected  foundations 
for  recognizing  the  important  contri- 
butions of  the  arts  to  American  society 
by  jointly  establishing  a  multimillion- 
dollar  fund  to  assist  cultural  institu- 
tions in  this  period  of  growing  finan- 
cial uncertainty. 

Organized  by  the  Ford,  Rockefeller, 
and  Andrew  W.  Mellon  Foundations, 
the  new  National  Arts  Stabilization 
Fund  will  provide  grants  to  dance,  the- 
ater, symphonic  and  opera  organiza- 
tions, art  museums  and  arts-training 
institutions.  This  funding  will  assist 
these  groups  in  achieving  financial 
stability  by  improving  their  budgeting 
and   marketing   practices.    Built   Into 
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this  unique  program  is  careful  moni- 
toring of  the  grants  to  assure  compe- 
tent fiscal  management— a  condition 
necessary  for  each  institution's  cre- 
ative talent  to  have  the  time  and  re- 
sources to  devote  to  their  art. 

This  new  fund  is  based  on  a  model  of 
"stabilization  grants  "  initiated  by  the 
Ford  foundation  during  the  1970's.  It 
anticipates  securing  $33  million  by 
1987  in  order  to  award  approximately 
100  grants  during  the  first  5  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  joint  project,  es- 
tablished by  three  foundations  which 
have  previously  been  strong  support- 
ers of  cultural  institutions,  is  an  ex- 
tremely laudable  effort  and  deserves 
our  highest  commendation. 


REAGAN  ADMINISTRATIONS 
POLICIES  IN  CENTRAL  AMERICA 

(Mr.  LEVINE  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  LEVINE  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  today  out  of  apprehen- 
sion and  deep  concern  that  the 
Reagan  administration's  gunboat  di- 
plomacy in  Central  America  may  be 
setting  the  stage  for  another  Gulf  of 
Tonkin  incident. 

At  least  one  aircraft  carrier  is  on  its 
way  to  Central  America,  probably  ac- 
companied by  significant  additional 
warships. 

The  White  House  has  directed  the 
Pentagon  to  station  several  thousand 
marines  in  Honduras  for  at  least  the 
next  6  months.  To  accommodate  U.S. 
military  aircraft  personnel  and  weap- 
ons, the  Reagan  administration  plans 
to  lengthen  airstrips  in  Honduras. 

These  actions  come  at  a  time  when 
the  Nicaraguan  Government  and  Sal- 
vadoran  guerrilla  leaders  have  shown 
a  willingness  to  come  to  the  negotiat- 
ing table  to  seek  an  end  to  hostilities 
in  the  area. 

To  placate  critics  of  our  policies,  the 
President  has  appointed  a  commission 
composed  primarily  of  supporters  of 
administration  policy.  Its  Chairman, 
Henry  Kissinger,  is  best  known  in 
Latin  America  as  the  architect  of 
covert  U.S.  intervention  in  Chile. 

The  administration's  actions  run  a 
grave  risk  of  involving  this  country  in 
a  land,  sea,  and  air  war  for  the  first 
time  since  Vietnam. 

The  President's  policies  promise  to 
widen  the  war,  not  end  it.  The  Con- 
gress has  an  obligation  to  reject  this 
administration's  dangerous  policies  of 
military  confrontation. 


D  1215 

ANOTHER  VIETNAM  UNFOLDING 
IN  CENTRAL  AMERICA 
(Mr.  MARKEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Vietnam  we  all  thought  could  never 
happen  is  again  unfolding  before  us  in 
Central  America. 

We  all  thought: 

No  way  would  an  administration  in- 
volve this  country  in  another  Vietnam, 
what  with  Americans  overwhelmingly 
opposed  to  our  fighting  in  Central 
America.  But  now  the  administration 
plans  to  send  4,000  troops  to  Hondu- 
ras. 

No  way  would  Americans  be  sent  to 
die  in  the  jungles  of  El  Salvador.  But 
now  the  administration  is  thinking 
about  doubling  the  number  of  military 
advisers  in  El  Salvador. 

No  way  would  Congress  allow  Amer- 
ica to  slip  into  another  Vietnam.  But 
now  a  fleet  of  U.S.  ships  is  steaming  to 
Nicaragua  for  what  could  be  another 
Cuban-style  blockade. 

No  way  could  we  get  into  another 
Vietnam,  you  say? 

I  say  it  is  happening  before  our  very 
eyes. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it. 

We  are  at  the  same  point  today  in 
Central  America  that  we  were  almost 
20  years  ago  with  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin 
resolution. 

Do  we  slip  into  another  Vietnam  like 
we  did  with  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolu- 
tion 20  years  ago? 

Or  do  we  begin  to  stop  another  Viet- 
nam from  occurring  and  vote  for  the 
Boland-Zablocki  bill? 


cies,  and  many  of  us  will  be  speaking 
for  them  on  the  floor  of  this  House, 


urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in 
this  effort  to  eliminate  tollgating  from 
the  American  political  scene. 


AMERICAN  PEOPLE  REJECT 
WARLIKE  POLICIES 

(Mrs.  BOXER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks. ) 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thought  this  was  a  country  that,  after 
the  lessons  of  Vietnam,  would  not  only 
think  twice  before  sending  troops  into 
an  area,  I  assumed  we  would  carefully 
weigh  the  results  of  such  a  decision 
not  just  within  the  White  House  but 
within  the  committees  of  this  Con- 
gress and  on  the  floor  of  this  House. 

What  has  this  administration 
learned  from  Vietnam? 

Well,  according  to  its  newfound 
spokesperson.  Henry  Kissinger,  a 
lesson  has  been  learned.  He  said  today 
in  the  Washington  Post:  'I  think  it  is 
imperative  that  we  avoid  the  bitter 
debate  that  characterized  the  Vietnam 
period." 

Mr.  Kissinger  wants  to  avoid  the 
debate.  Well.  I  guess  you  can  avoid  the 
debate  if  you  wage  a  secret  covert  war; 
I  guess  you  can  avoid  the  debate  if  you 
try  to  discredit  Members  of  Congress 
who  seek  peaceful  solutions  to  this 
problem. 

Well.  I  think  the  American  people 
are  way  ahead  of  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration. The  American  people  over- 
whelmingly reject  these  warlike  poli- 


LEGISLATION  TO  ELIMINATE 
TOLLGATING  FROM  AMERICAN 
POLITICAL  SCENE 

(Mr.  ANNUNZIO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  am  introducing  legislation  to  elim- 
inate the  possible  use  of  Federal  ap- 
propriations for  political  purposes  by 
Government  contractors. 

"Tollgating"  is  the  term  used  inter- 
nationally to  describe  the  collection 
and  distribution  of  contributions  in 
return  for  Government  favors.  The 
very  fact  that  there  is  an  internation- 
ally accepted  term  for  such  behavior  is 
testament  to  the  fact  that  there  is 
nothing  new  under  the  Sun  about  po- 
litical corruption,  and  that  the  fight 
against  it  is  universal  and  never 
ending.  However,  even  the  appearance 
of  corruption  is  corrupting.  It  demor- 
alizes the  citizen  who  can  not  believe 
there  is  no  fire  when  he  sees  smoke.  It 
is  the  purpose  of  my  bill  to  eliminate 
tollgating  from  the  Federal  political 
scene. 

The  Judiciary  Committee  of  this 
House,  in  1939,  determined  that  the 
soliciting,  collection,  and  distribution 
of  political  contributions  by  Govern- 
ment contractors  was  a  pernicious  po- 
litical activity.  They  outlawed  it  in  the 
Antipernicious  Political  Activity  Act 
which  became  the  law  of  the  land  in 
1940. 

Direct  political  contributions  by 
Government  contractors  was  and  is 
prohibited  by  the  Antipernicious  Polit- 
ical Activity  Act.  Well  and  good.  In 
1974,  however,  in  the  name  of  political 
reform,  the  prohibition  was  compro- 
mised by  allowing  Government  con- 
tractors to  do  indirectly  what  they 
cannot  do  directly. 

Subsection  (a)  of  2  U.S.C.  441c  pro- 
hibits direct  contributions  by  Govern- 
ment contractors.  Subsections  (b)  and 
(c)  allow  Government  contractors  to 
solicit,  collect,  and  make  political  con- 
tributions, which  are  otherwise  pro- 
hibited by  subsection  (a),  providing 
they  do  so  indirectly  through  separate 
segregated  funds. 

In  most  instance,  the  allowable  sepa- 
rate segregated  funds  carry  fictitious 
names.  They  thereby  become  fronts  or 
laundries  for  the  financing  of  political 
activity  by  Government  contractors 
with  legally  clean  money  that  under 
the  Antipernicious  Political  Activity 
Act  is  politically  dirty  money  and  pro- 
hibited. The  money  is  available  be- 
cause the  donor  has  access  by  contract 
to  the  taxpayer's  till. 

In  this  case,  the  critical  citizen  is 
right.  Where  there  is  smoke  in  the 
law,  there  is  fire.  My  bill  puts  it  out.  I 


WPPSS  PROJECTS  IN  DEFAULT 

(Mr.  WEAVER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day the  Washington  Public  Power 
Supply  System  projects  4  and  5  were 
officially  declared  in  default,  the  larg- 
est municipal  bond  default  in  our  his- 
tory, $2.25  billion  worth  of  bonds. 

Before  we  weep  too  much  for  the 
bondholders,  let  me  say  that  they 
were  clearly  warned.  On  the  floor  of 
this  House  for  many  years  I  have  fore- 
told the  bankruptcy  of  the  WPPSS 
projects,  and  2  years  ago  I  met  with  80 
of  the  major  brokerage  houses  in  New 
York  City  and  I  told  them  then  that 
the  Northwest  would  not  be  played  for 
suckers,  that  the  contracts  were  in- 
valid and  that  the  projects  would 
likely  go  into  bankruptcy,  that  they 
should  not  sell  any  more  bonds,  that 
they  do  so  at  their  own  risk.  They  con- 
tinued to  sell  billions  of  dollars'  worth 
of  bonds  because  of  the  lucrative  fees. 

But  I  make  this  point:  The  bond- 
holders were  warned  and  the  broker- 
age houses  were  warned. 


ISRAELI  REDEPLOYMENT  IN 
LEBANON 

(Mr.  WEISS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  the 
Memorial  Day  recess  at  the  end  of 
May  and  beginning  of  June,  I.  togeth- 
er with  a  number  of  other  Members  of 
this  House,  participated  in  a  study 
mission  to  the  Middle  East.  During  the 
week  that  we  were  there,  five  Israeli 
soldiers  stationed  in  Lebanon  were 
killed.  The  week  we  came  back,  five 
more  Israeli  soldiers  were  killed.  Since 
the  ceasefire  in  August  of  last  year, 
somewhere  between  160  and  175  Israe- 
li soldiers  have  been  killed  in  Lebanon. 

In  order  to  stop  their  people  from 
being  picked  off  as  sitting  ducks,  the 
Israeli  public  has  insisted  that  the  Is- 
raeli defense  forces  be  removed  to 
more  defensible  lines,  and  that  is  what 
the  Israeli  Cabinet  have  voted  to  do.  It 
would  be  the  height  of  arrogance  for 
our  Government  to  insist  that  Israeli 
defense  forces,  who  are  still  in  Leba- 
non only  because  the  Syrians  refuse  to 
remove  themselves  from  that  country, 
continue  to  remain  in  a  vulnerable  de- 
ployment. We  ought  to  be  supportive 
rather  than  condemnatory  of  the  Is- 
raelis who  long  ago  entered  into  an 
agreement  to  leave  Lebanon.  If  we 
want  to  exert  pressure  on  anyone,  we 
ought  to  be  pressuring  Syria. 


THE  IMF  BILL 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er and  my  colleagues,  unfortunately  a 
number  of  you  were  on  airplanes  re- 
turning from  your  districts  yesterday 
when  we  had  a  most  interesting  debate 
in  the  House,  a  debate  which  centered 
around  one  of  the  major  bills  of  this 
session  (H.R.  2957),  the  International 
Recovery  and  Financial  Stability  Act. 
It  actually  was  not  a  debate;  it  rather 
was  a  love-in,  you  see,  because  the 
time  was  controlled  on  the  majority 
side  and  the  minority  side  by  those 
who  support  the  programs  that  are  in- 
volved in  funding  the  International 
Monetary  Fund.  Proponents  had  the 
luxury  of  not  having  to  respond  to  se- 
rious questioning  of  their  argument. 

Today  we  are  going  to  have  a  chance 
to  make  up  for  the  debate  we  missed 
yesterday.  I  am  rising  today  to  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  participate  in  the 
full  committee  amendment  process  of 
the  IMF  bill.  During  that  time  we  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  discuss  such 
questions  as  to  how  American  bankers 
moved  to  the  position  of  having  $500 
billion  in  loans  in  lesser  developed 
countries.  We  are  going  to  learn  such 
things  as  how  we  can  add  to  solving 
the  problems  of  the  lesser  developed 
countries  by  addressing  their  debt 
burden  by  adding  more  debt  upon 
them. 

And  as  if  Disneyland  did  not  provide 
enough,  we  are  going  to  even  discuss  a 
number  of  questions  like:  How  we  are 
going  to  improve  American  trade  for 
agriculture  when  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  solves  problems  by  re- 
ducing imports  in  the  countries  in- 
volved? Are  we  not  creating  a  system 
whereby  the  gains  from  private  bank- 
ing are  privitized  while  losses  are  so- 
cialized? 

How  serious  can  be  the  IMF's  short- 
age of  funds  when  it  has  granted  India 
a  $5.6  billion  loan,  when  India  was 
having  no  credit  problems?  As  the 
debt  crisis  is  largely  temporary  due  to 
the  worldwide  recession,  should  not 
the  solution  be  a  temporary  infusion 
of  liquidity  into  the  IMF?  Why  are 
U.S.  banks  now  backing  off  their  sup- 
port for  H.R.  2957  when  it  includes  a 
little  regulation?  Do  U.S.  citizens 
really  want  to  provide  money,  via  the 
IMF,  to  OPEC  countries  such  as  Ven- 
ezuela and  Nigeria  or  to  such  un- 
friendly nations  such  as  Vietnam, 
Nicaragua,  Grenada,  and  Syria?  If  the 
United  States  really  wanted  to  help 
other  nations  increase  their  economic 
activity,  why  are  we  increasing  restric- 
tions on  their  exports?  Are  we  really 
creating  sustainable  employment  in 
this  country  by  lending  funds  to  for- 
eign nations  to  purchase  U.S.  goods 
they  cannot  afford  with  debt  obliga- 
tions which  cannot  be  repaid? 


MEDICAL  RESEARCH  OF 
DUBIOUS  NECESSITY 


(Mr.  FOGLIETTA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today's  newsstories  are  detailing  the 
plans  of  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
cause  inhumane  suffering  and  pain  to 
dogs  and  other  animals  in  the  pursuit 
of  medical  research  of  dubious  necessi- 
ty. I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  of 
the  House's  time  to  further  explain 
this  issue  to  my  colleagues. 

The  Department  has  constructed  a 
wound  laboratory  at  the  Uniformed 
Services  University  of  the  Health  Sci- 
ences, and  it  is  there  that  they  plan  to 
shoot  as  many  as  80  dogs  a  year  with 
high-powered  weapons  so  that  military 
medical  students  can  study  combat- 
type  wounds.  As  I  understand  it,  the 
dogs  will  be  purchased  from  dealers 
who  buy  them  from  animal  shelters 
and  then  sell  them  to  the  Department 
of  Defense. 

I  appreciate  the  unfortunate  but 
sometimes  necessary  needs  of  the  med- 
ical and  scientific  community  to  per- 
form research  on  live  animals.  But  in 
this  instance,  significant  research  has 
already  been  done  on  combat  wounds, 
and  the  suffering  these  animals  under- 
go, as  well  as  the  cost  to  taxpayers, 
cannot  be  justified  for  this  duplicative 
research. 


TO  SILVIO  AND  HIS  "MUDVILLE 
NINE" 

(Mr.  CHAPPELL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  CHAPPELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this   1   minute  to  discuss  briefly  the 
ballgame  tomorrow  night. 
Silvio  ...    my  Silvio  ...    I  rise,  to  salute 
Your     Congressional     Team     (of     dubious 

repute), 
T'will  cause  me  great  anguish,  great  pain 
To  know  that  your  ballteam  will  journey,  in 

vain. 
To  Four  Mile  Run  Field— where  they  hadn't 

oughta. 
The  site  of  our  game,  the  scene  of  your 

slaughter! 
Silvio,  my  friend,  in  just  two  short  days. 
We'll  take  the  field,  our  spiriU  ablaze! 
Your  Nine  will  not  fall  to  some  devious  trick 

But  rather  will  feel  the  sting  of  our  "kick" 

And  as.  from  that  field,  they  carry  your 
men. 

We'll  loan  'em  ace  bandages  and  linament, 
then. 

You  must  know,  Oh  Silvio,  respect  you  I  do. 

( And  extoll  your  prowess  as  a  Congressman, 
too!) 

But  when  "playing  ball"  is  the  pathway  to 
fame. 

Great  Scott,  Silvio!  We,  the  Democrats,  In- 
vented the  game! 
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So  send  on  your  Chandler,  Lungren,  Kasich 
and  Paul. 

Oxley,  Pursell  and  Fields— send  'em  all! 

For  Williams.  Schaefer.  McKernan  and 
Crane. 

Will  all  fall  back  ...  in  definite  pain!! 

You  see.  my  dear  Colleague,  the  trouble 
you're  in. 

Is  that  Democrats  are  taught,  from  child- 
hood, to  win! 

But  one  fond  hope.  Silvio  .  .  .  when  that 
contest  ends: 

Promise  me  .  .  .  Paisan  .  .  .  that  well  still 
be  friends! 


THE  INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY  FUND 

(Mr.  BONKER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter. ) 

Mr.  BONKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  House  is  scheduled  to  take  up  H.R. 
2957.  legislation  to  stabilize  the  inter- 
national financial  system  and  increase 
U.S.  funds  to  the  IMF  by  $8.4  billion. 

During  the  debate,  we  will  undoubt- 
edly hear  a  great  deal  about  IMF  prac- 
tices or  bailing  out  the  big  banks.  Al- 
ready there  are  numerous  amend- 
ments pending  that  strike  the  entire 
increase  and  propose  to  alter  the 
structure  and  policies  of  the  IMF. 

Well.  IMF  is  not  perfect,  the  big 
banks  are  not  blameless,  debtor  coun- 
tries are  overextended,  but  the  real 
issue  is  preserving  the  international 
economic  system. 

Defeating  the  IMF  quota  increase  or 
tampering  too  much  with  IMF  policies 
will  only  exacerbate  efforts  to  stabilize 
the  international  financial  system. 

Such  stability  is  needed  if  we  are  to 
benefit  in  international  trade. 

Fully  40  percent  of  U.S.  exports  is 
now  destined  for  Third  World  coun- 
tries. But  because  of  LDC  debt  prob- 
lems, our  trade  deficit  this  year  will  be 
$10  to  $20  billion  larger.  Mexico  alone 


overwhelmingly  rejected  by  the  Con- 
gress. It  was  not  even  offered  in  the 
House,  it  was  defeated  unanimously  in 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  and  it 
was  not  offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  It  is  the  budget  equivalent  of 
keeping  landing  lights  on  for  Amelia 
Earhart. 

This  is  the  kind  of  economic  mumbo 
jumbo  that,  unfortunately,  has  char- 
acterized projections  over  the  last  2 
years.  The  administration's  figures 
assume  the  following: 

First,  that  Congress  will  accept  the 
Presidents  recommendation  to  cut 
over  $8  billion  from  domestic  pro- 
grams, including  cuts  of  $2.3  billion  in 
medicare.  $200  million  in  medicaid. 
$300  million  in  child  nutrition.  $100 
million  in  guaranteed  student  loans, 
and  $300  million  in  education  pro- 
grams. All  of  these  proposed  reduc- 
tions have  been  rejected  by  the  Con- 
gress. They  have  not  happened  and 
they  will  not  happen. 

Second,  that  the  administration  can 
continue  to  assume  income  from  the 
interest  withholding  provisions  when, 
in  fact,  the  Congress  is  prepared  to 
repeal  those  provisions  and  the  $2.4 
billion  in  revenue  that  will  flow  from 
them;  and 

Third,  that  the  Congress  will  adopt 
the  administration's  request  for  $57 
billion  in  additional  taxes  when,  at  the 
same  time,  the  administration  is  op- 
posing any  effort  by  the  Congress  to 
provide  any  kind  of  additional  reve- 
nues. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  when  the  re- 
alities of  the  budget  situation  are  con- 
sidered, the  real  deficit  of  the  adminis- 
tration is  back  to  the  vicinity  of  $200 
billion  for  fiscal  year  1984  and.  more 
importantly,  for  fiscal  years  1985  and 
1986. 

We  have  learned  that  budget  voodoo 
does  not  change  the  path  of  deficits. 
Tough  decisions  do.  No  administration 


civil  rights,  and  he  joined  Dr.  King  in 
the  historic  marches  in  Selma  and 
Montgomery,  Ala.,  and  also  in  the 
march  on  Washington.  D.C..  some  20 
years  ago  next  month. 

In  1981.  by  adopting  a  child,  he 
called  attention  to  the  special  plight 
of  black  orphans. 

Father  Clements,  you  see.  does  not 
merely  preach  concern  for  the  poor 
and  less  fortunate  from  his  pulpit;  he 
comes  down  from  the  pulpit  and  puts 
his  faith  and  convictions  into  practice. 

So  I  am  pleased  that  my  long-time 
friend  gave  the  opening  prayer  today, 
and  may  we  take  from  his  example 
and  may  we  renew  our  resolve  to  be 
activists  in  the  name  of  peace,  justice, 
and  equality. 


END       REVOLUTIONARY       PRAC- 
TICES     OF      SANDINISTAS      IN 
CENTRAL  AMERICA 
(Mr.  BURTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BURTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  many  of 
my  more  liberal  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  indicated 
our  President  is  making  a  terrible  mis- 
take by  taking  positive  action  to  show 
our  strength  in  Central  America. 

I  would  like  to  remind  them  that 
two-thirds  to  three-fourths  of  all  of 
our  commerce  goes  through  the  Carib- 
bean area  and  that  the  Central  Ameri- 
can situation  directly  affects  com- 
merce in  this  country. 

I  would  like  to  inform  them  that 
66.000  tons  of  war  materials  were  sent 
by  the  Soviet  Union  to  Cuba  the  year 
before  last,  much  of  it  going  on  to 
Nicaragua,  and  last  year  68.000  tons 
went  to  Cuba  from  the  U.S.S.R.  and 


much  of  it   went  to  Nicaragua;  that 

cut  its  [rnportsTrom  the  UnitedStates  can  "replace  the  realities  of  deficits  they  are  unloading  more  war  materials 
last  year  by  $6  billion,  a  move  that    with  the  rhetoric  of  deficits.  It  is  a    every  day  at  the  Nicaraguan  docks  and 

lesson  that,  unfortunately,  must  still 

be  learned. 


cost  over  150.000  U.S.  jobs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  our  budding  recover 
is  to  have  any  chance  of  surviving  and 
if  Americans  are  to  be  put  back  to 
work,  the  IMF  quota  increase  must  be 
adopted. 


VOODOO  DEFICITS 

(Mr.  PANETTA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  today's 
news  reports  indicate  that  the  admin- 
istration, by  using  new  economic  as- 
sumptions, is  now  claiming  a  lower 
deficit  for  fiscal  year  1984  of  $180  bil- 
lion instead  of  $190  billion. 

What  the  administration  is  not 
saying,  however,  is  that  these  assump- 
tior\s  are  based  on  the  enactment  of 
the  President's  original  budget  for 
fiscal   year   1984— a  budget   that  was 


FATHER  GEORGE  CLEMENTS- 
AGITATOR  AND  INNOVATOR 

(Mr.  SAVAGE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
mintue  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SAVAGE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
honored  to  join  Congresswoman  Car- 
Diss  Collins,  my  distinguished  Illinois 
colleague  and  friend,  to  say  a  few 
words  about  Father  George  Clements. 
I  share  a  special  love  for  Father  Cle- 
ments, of  the  Holy  Angels  Church  in 
Chicago,  because  he  wears  the  label  of 
agitator  and  inventor.  Indeed,  the 
Scriptures  teach  us  that  so  did  Jesus 


borders;  that  three  Libyan  planes  were 
intercepted  in  Brazil  taking  war  mate- 
rials, to  Nicaragua  when  they  said 
they  were  taking  medical  supplies; 
that  400-plus  PLO  terrorists  are  in 
Nicaragua,  whose  sole  purpose  is  to 
expand  the  revolution  throughout 
Central  America. 

If  they  equate  Nicaragua  and  Cen- 
tral America  with  Vietnam,  then  they 
should  look  at  the  whole  picture.  One 
of  the  problems  we  had  in  Vietnam 
was  that  we  allowed  sanctuary  to  the 
enemy.  If  we  do  not  do  something  to 
interdict  the  supply  lines  and  stop  the 
sanctuary  we  have  been  allowing  the 
terrorists  in  Nicaragua,  then  surely 
the  war  will  expand. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  we  should  give 
the  President  of  the  United  States  the 


Christ. 

In  the  1960's,  when  it  was  not  the  support  he  needs  to  make  sure  that  we 

popular  thing.  Father  Clements  was  end  the  revolutionary  practices  of  the 

an  activist  leader  in  the  struggle  for  Marxist  in  Central  America. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  AU- 
THORIZING PRINTING  OF 
TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEED- 
INGS OF  COMMITTEE  ON  SCI- 
ENCE AND  TECHNOLOGY 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  submitted  a 
privileged  report  (Rept.  No.  98-311)  on 
the  resolution  (H.  Res.  270)  authoriz- 
ing printing  of  the  transcript  of  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Committee  on  Science 
and  Technology  incident  to  presenta- 
tion of  a  portrait  of  the  Honorable 
Don  Fuqua,  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  AU- 
THORIZING PRINTING  OF 
TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEED- 
INGS OF  COMMITTEE  ON 
WAYS  AND  MEANS 

Mr.  GAYDOS,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  submitted  a 
privileged  report  (Rept.  No.  98-312)  on 
the  resolution  (H.  Res.  277)  authoriz- 
ing printing  of  the  transcript  of  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  incident  to  presentation  of 
a  portrait  of  the  Honorable  Dan  Ros- 
TENKOwsKi,  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


DEFERRING  PROPOSED  AMEND- 
MENTS TO  FEDERAL  RULES  OF 
CIVIL  PROCEDURE  AND  FED- 
ERAL RULES  OF  CRIMINAL 
PROCEDURE 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3497)  to  defer  proposed  amend- 
ments to  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil 
Procedure  and  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Criminal  Procedure,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3497 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  not- 
withstanding section  2072  of  title  28  and 
sections  3771  and  3772  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  the  amendments  to  the  Feder- 
al Rules  of  Civil  Procedure  and  the  Federal 
Rules  of  Criminal  Procedure  as  proposed  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Stales  and 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Chief 
Justice  on  April  28.  1983.  shall  not  take 
effect  until  December  1.  1983. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
KiLDEE).  Is  a  second  demanded? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
RoDiNO)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr.  Gekas)  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 


The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Rodino). 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  28,  1983,  the 
Supreme  Court  transmitted  to  Con- 
gress, pursuant  to  the  Rules  Enabling 
Acts,  proposals  to  amend  the  Federal 
Rules  of  Civil  Procedure  and  the  Fed- 
eral Rules  of  Criminal  Procedure. 
These  rules  govern  the  operation  of 
cases  in  Federal  courts. 

The  Enabling  Acts  authorize  the 
Court  to  promulgate  amendments  to 
the  rules  of  "practice  and  procedure." 
The  amendments  must  be  submitted 
to  Congress  after  the  start  of  a  regular 
session  but  before  May  1,  and  they 
take  effect  90  days  after  transmittal, 
unless  legislation  to  the  contrary  is  en- 
acted. 

The  recent  proposals  have  stimulat- 
ed much  controversy.  The  committee 
has  received  numerous  complaints— 
from  Federal  judges,  various  bar  orga- 
nizations, individual  and  Government 
practitioners,  and  law  professors— that 
Congress  will  have  insufficient  time  to 
properly  consider  the  changes 
wrought  by  amendments  that  drasti- 
cally affect  the  conduct  of  cases  in  the 
Federal  courts.  Indeed,  some  have 
questioned  the  Court's  powers  under 
the  Enabling  Acts  to  promulgate  what 
arguably  are  substantive  changes,  as 
well  as  the  wisdom  of  the  proposed 
changes.  The  proposals  have  generat- 
ed a  number  of  law  review  articles  rais- 
ing serious  questions  both  about  spe- 
cific proposals  and  about  the  rulemak- 
ing process  generally.  The  letters  and 
articles  call  for  Congress  to  delay  or 
disapprove  the  amendments  in  order 
to  obtain  the  time  necessary  to  re- 
review  the  proposals  thoroughly. 

Let  me  discuss  just  a  few  of  the  pro- 
posals. The  changes  in  rules  7,  11.  16, 
and  26  of  the  Civil  Rules  are  designed 
to  curtail  discovery  abuse  and  to  expe- 
dite litigation  by  expanding  the  role  of 
the  judge.  Accordingly,  under  pro- 
posed rule  16,  a  judge  must  issue  a 
scheduling  order  within  120  days  of 
the  filing  of  the  complaint.  That  order 
will  bind  the  parties  to  the  types  of 
permissible  discovery  and  the  date  for 
completion  of  discovery.  The  judge  is 
given  new  power  to  eliminate  evidence 
and  claims  and  to  impose  sanctions,  in- 
cluding attorneys  fees,  for  failure  to 
abide  by  the  order.  Under  rules  7  and 
11,  as  amended,  attorneys  must  certify 
that  all  discovery  devices  used  are  rea- 
sonable, 'given  the  needs  of  the 
case  •  •  •  and  the  importance  of  the 
issues  at  stake  in  the  litigation." 
Under  rule  26,  as  amended,  the  judge 
must  impose  sanctions  for  failure  to 
comply  with  the  certification  require- 
ment. And  such  sanctions  may  be  im- 
posed without  willful  or  "bad  faith  " 
conduct,  even  though  Congress  reject- 
ed a  similar  proposal  when  it  amended 
28  U.S.C.  1927  in  1980.  for  fear  that 
such  legislation  would  dampen  the  le- 


gitimate zeal  of  attorneys.  In  addition, 
the  judge,  for  the  first  time,  would  be 
authorized  to  limit  discovery  based  on 
the  judge's  assessment  of  the  needs  of 
the  case. 

Clearly,  these  changes  will  alter  the 
character  of  the  relationship  between 
the  litigants  and  court.  Under  the  cur- 
rent rules,  the  judge  is  an  arbiter  be- 
tween the  parties. 

The  letters  we  have  received  raise 
significant  questions  about  the  propos- 
als: 

Is  there  as  much  discovery  abuse  as 
these  proposals  assume? 

If  so,  is  the  abuse  so  pervasive  that  it 
warrants  such  strenuous  judicial  man- 
agement in  every  case? 

Should  litigants  fear,  as  some  do, 
that  this  new  judicial  power  is  not  suf- 
ficiently circumscribed? 

Is  it  fair  to  the  litigants  to  force 
them  to  display  their  case  pretrial  so 
as  to  convince  a  judge  that  the  litiga- 
tion warrants  the  discovery  requested? 
Will  these  changes  actually  result  in 
more  work  for  the  courts  because  the 
courts  will  be  called  upon  to  cope  with 
satellite  litigation  about  the  "reason- 
ableness "  of  some  discovery  divice? 

These  are  merely  some  of  the  ques- 
tions raised. 

The  proposals  to  change  the  Crimi- 
nal Rules  are  similarly  far  reaching. 
For  example,  the  proposal  to  change 
rule  23(b)  would  sustain  a  verdict  ren- 
dered by  an  11-person  jury  when  a 
juror  has  been  excused  after  the  jury's 
deliberations  have  begun.  Rule  11. 
which  governs  pleas,  sets  forth  in 
some  detail  the  procedures  that  must 
be  followed  and  the  advice  that  must 
be  given  w  hen  the  court  accepts  a  plea 
of  guilty  or  nolo  contendre.  The  pro- 
posed amendment  permits  the  court  to 
disregard  those  procedures  unless  a 
substantial  right  is  affected. 

These  and  other  questions  should  be 
answered  before  these  rules  take 
effect.  My  bill  merely  defers  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  proposals  so  as  to  pro- 
vide Congress  with  the  time  it  needs  to 
examine  these  proposals.  The  90-day 
period  provided  under  the  Rules  Ena- 
bling Acts  is  simply  irrsufficient  time 
for  us  to  examine  such  substantial 
changes. 

The  bill,  as  introduced,  deferred  in- 
definitely the  date  of  the  proposals.  As 
a  result  of  conversations  and  negotia- 
tions between  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice, the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  committee,  and  myself,  the  bill 
has  been  changed.  It  now  provides  a 
deadline.  If  no  legislation  is  enacted  by 
December  1.  1983.  then  the  proposals 
will  take  effect. 

This  is  a  reasonable  accommodation 
between  Congress  need  to  examine 
closely  such  far-reaching  proposals 
and  the  judiciary's  interest  in  seeing 
its  work  come  to  fruition.  Congress 
has  a  tremendous  task  before  it:  exam- 
ining proposals  that  affect  virtually 
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every  aspect  of  litigation  in  the  Feder- 
al courts.  I  am  confident  that  Con- 
gress will  rise  to  that  task. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  has  quite 
accurately  portrayed  the  chronology 
and  the  background  of  the  legislation 
which  is  before  us.  and  he  is  quite  cor- 
rect in  asserting  that  this  Congress 
has  not  had  the  opportunity,  for  a  va- 
riety of  reasons,  to  review  the  sub- 
stance and  the  impact  of  the  promul- 
gated rules  as  they  are  before  us. 

He  has  also  accurately  stated  that 
the  only  thing  that  this  bill  does  is 
delay  the  process  so  that  perhaps  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  in  its  own 
right  and  representing  the  Congress, 
will  have  an  opportunity  before  De- 
cember 1  to  review  those  matters  in 
controversy  to  which  he  has  alluded, 
including  some  others. 

But  I  do  want  to  make  it  clear  that 
had  this  compromise  not  been 
achieved,  as  the  chairman  stated  and 
as  it  was  propounded  among  the  Jus- 
tice Department  and  Mr.  Fish  on  one 
side  and  others  who  wanted  to  effect  a 
workable  compromise,  I  would  have 
had  to  at  least  have  interposed  one 
voice  in  opposition  to  the  indefinite 
delay  that  was  characterized  by  the 
language  of  the  original  bill. 

As  it  stands  now.  we  do  have  this  op- 
portunity to  review,  and  I  concur  with 
that  and  hope  that  by  December  1 
that  the  voices  of  the  individual  mem- 
bers of  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary may  be  heard  on  these  matters. 
But  as  I  say  this.  I  do  want  to  make  it 
abundantly  clear  that  I,  for  one.  have 
a  clear  faith  in  the  Supreme  Courts 
procedure  under  the  Rules  Enabling 
Acts  for  propounding  these  particular 
types  of  rules.  After  all.  it  is  the  Su- 
preme Court  which  guides  the  process 
of  the  Judiciary  throughout  the  land, 
and  if  indeed  a  rules-making  process 
which  is  inherent  within  the  Supreme 
Court  itself  is  what  brings  about  the 
final  act  of  Congress  in  approving 
those,  then  at  least  we  have  the  exper- 
tise and  the  background  and  the  con- 
stitutionality presumed  of  those  rules 
already  intact. 

Therefore,  even  though  I  approve 
myself  of  the  process  in  which  the 
Congress  has  to  again  engage  in  a  kind 
of  legislative  veto  if  it  finds  it  neces- 
sary, I  want  to  hasten  to  say  that  the 
rules-making  process  is  an  excellent 
one  in  which  the  l)ench  and  the  bar 
have  full  opportunity  to  examine 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Certainly  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
the  gentleman  has  mentioned  that 
this  could  be.  in  effect,  a  legislative 
veto,  I  would  like  to  reassure  the  gen- 
tleman that  this  is  not  a  legislative 
veto  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Con- 


gress must  take  action  and  the  Presi- 
dent must  act. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  pointing  that  out.  I  did  not  mean 
to  imply  that  this  was  the  type  of  leg- 
islative veto  that  was  recently  found 
to  be  unconstitutional.  I  meant  that 
the  process  calls  for.  in  what  turns  out 
to  be  a  legislative  veto,  the  gentleman 
would  have  to  agree,  even  though  it 
would  have  to  follow  the  bill's  struc- 
ture all  the  way  to  the  President's 
desk. 
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But  the  Congress  does  have  a  right 
to  reject.  That  is  why  we  are  here. 
That  is  what  I  meant  to  imply. 

At  any  rate,  the  only  other  point  re- 
maining to  be  made  is  that  although  I 
trust  fully  the  rules-making  process  of 
the  Supreme  Court  and  feel  that  it 
does  give  rise  to  a  full  examination 
and  cross-examination  of  all  the  issues 
obtained  in  promulgating  new  rules.  I 
do  reendorse  the  process  by  which  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  and  the 
Congress  have  a  secondary  right  to 
review  the  rules.  So  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  anticipated  a  bit  of 
what  I  was  going  to  say.  In  that 
regard.  1  join  with  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  others  in  urging  ap- 
proval of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  now  yield  such  time 
as  he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Fish). 

Mr.  FISH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  for 
yielding  this  time  to  me.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3497.  as 
amended. 

On  April  28,  1983.  the  Supreme 
Court  promulgated  amendments  to 
the  Federal  Rules  of  Criminal  and 
Civil  Procedure  to  take  effect  on 
August  1.  From  the  beginning,  the 
process  that  produced  these  amend- 
ments has  progressed  deliberately  and 
openly,  first  with  drafting  and  circula- 
tion by  the  respective  advisory  Com- 
mittees on  Criminal  and  Civil  Rules  in 
1981.  then  to  the  Standing  Committee 
on  Rules,  after  that  to  the  Judicial 
Conference  itself  for  approval  and  ul- 
timately to  the  Supreme  Court  for 
formal  promulgation. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Criminal  Jus- 
tice of  the  Judiciary  Committee  has 
received  comment  on  these  amend- 
ments since  their  promulgation,  the 
merit  of  which  is  difficult  to  assess 
without  an  opportunity  for  public 
hearings. 

As  introduced.  H.R.  3497  called  for 
an  indefinite  delay  of  the  amend- 
ments, an  approach  which  the  admin- 
istration opposed  and  which  I  felt 
strongly  was  unwarranted.  However, 
as  amended,  with  a  December  1.  1983. 
effective  date,  H.R.  3497  strikes  a 
proper  balance  between  the  role  of  the 
Congress  and  the  purpose  of  the  Rules 
Enabling  Acts. 


Congress  has  a  responsibility  in  the 
drafting  process  for  the  Federal  Rules 
of  Civil  and  Criminal  P*rocedure,  a  re- 
sponsibility which  H.R.  3497  facilitates 
while  at  the  same  time  recognizing 
that  the  role  of  the  Congress  is  pri- 
marily supervisory  and  should  be  han- 
dled with  dispatch. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice has  no  objection  to  this  legisla- 
tion, as  amended.  In  a  letter  dated 
July  25,  1983.  addressed  to  the  minori- 
ty leader  of  this  body.  Assistant  Attor- 
ney General  Robert  A.  McConnell, 
writes  as  follows: 

We  have  discussed  the  issue  ol  delaying 
implementation  of  the  amendments  to  the 
Rules  of  Criminal  Procedure  with  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary.  It  has  been  suggest- 
ed that  in  order  for  the  Congress  to  review 
more  fully  the  proposed  amendments  the 
implementation  date  be  delayed  until  De- 
cember 1,  1983.  We  believe  this  is  a  reasona- 
ble resolution  to  the  matter.  Accordingly, 
we  have  no  objection  to  enactment  of  H.R. 
3497  if  it  is  amended  to  delay  the  proposed 
amendments  until  December  1.  1983. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  adoption  of  H.R. 
3497,  as  amended. 

•  Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  share  my  chairman's  concern  over 
the  rules  process,  and  I  support  the 
intent  behind  H.R.  3497  to  delay  the 
implementation  of  controversial  rules 
changes  until  the  Congress  has  been 
able  to  adequately  scrutinize  them. 
The  time  period  for  congressional 
review  of  proposed  rules  changes  is 
simply  too  short  to  subject  them  to 
meaningful  hearings.  My  subcommit- 
tee is  currently  engaged  in  a  reevalua- 
tion  of  the  rules  process.  To  this  end 
we  held  a  hearing  in  April,  and  have 
been  working  with  the  Judicial  Con- 
ference to  draft  consensus  legislation 
that  would  open  up  the  rule-drafting 
process  and  extend  the  legislative 
review  period. 

While  I  thus  support  H.R.  3497,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  there  are 
some  rules  changes  in  the  affected 
package  that  have  been  the  subject  of 
hearings  in  the  past  and  have  been 
previously  approved  by  the  Judiciary 
Committee.  Specifically,  I  have  in 
mind  some  of  the  proposed  changes  in 
rule  32  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Crimi- 
nal Procedure.  Among  other  things, 
rule  32  governs  the  disclosure  of  pre- 
sentence investigation  reports  to  de- 
fendants prior  to  sentencing.  Modifica- 
tions to  improve  the  disclosure  process 
were  explored  and  in  fact  were  passed 
by  the  Judiciary  Committee  as  part  of 
the  Criminal  Code  Revision  Act  of 
1980  (H.R.  6915,  96th  Congress).  These 
changes  are  now  part  of  the  rules 
amendments  before  us,  in  a  somewhat 
milder  form  than  the  changes  we  ap- 
proved in  1980  (see  96-1396,  pp.  440- 
44). 

I  note  especially  the  proposed 
change  to  section  (c)(3)(D)  of  rule  32. 
which  would  require  the  sentencing 
judge  to  make  a  factual  finding  on  any 


contested  matter  in  the  presentence 
investigation  report  that  is  to  be  taken 
into  account  in  sentencing.  This 
change  stops  short  of  the  reform 
adopted  by  the  committee  in  1980, 
which  would  have  required  the  judge 
to  make  findings  on  all  disputed  mat- 
ters (H.R.  6915,  section  3104(b)(2): 
Rept.  No.  96-1396,  p.  444).  I  hope  that 
we  can  take  advantage  of  the  extra 
time  for  review  afforded  by  Chairman 
RoDiNo's  bill  to  strengthen  this  and 
possibly  other  provisions  of  the  rule 
changes. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that 
among  the  rules  subject  to  the  delay 
are  rules  affecting  magistrates— rules 
72  to  76  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil 
Procedure.  These  rules  essentially 
codify  the  magistrate  reform  legisla- 
tion which  Congress  passed  in  1976 
and  1979.  As  these  changes  are  both 
important  to  the  magistrate  system 
and  noncontroversial,  it  is  my  hope 
that  their  enactment  will  not  be  de- 
layed unnecessarily. 

Nonetheless,  while  there  may  be  spe- 
cific rules  changes  that  individual 
members  feel  ought  not  be  delayed,  I 
recognize  the  need  to  address  the  rules 
as  a  whole.  I  thus  defer  to  my  distin- 
guished chairman's  desire  to  delay  all 
of  the  pending  rules  amendments  in  a 
blanket  fashion.  Again,  I  reiterate  my 
desire  to  see  structural  changes  in  the 
rules  process  to  obviate  these  sorts  of 
problems  in  the  future.* 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  having  no 
further  requests  for  time,  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
RoDiNO)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3497,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspened  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


question  on  each  motion  on  which  fur- 
ther proceedings  were  postponed  on 
Monday,  July  25,  1983,  in  the  order  in 
which  that  motion  was  entertained. 

Votes  will  be  taken  in  the  following 
order:  H.R.  622.  by  the  yeas  and  nays; 
and  H.R.  2498.  by  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  such  vote  in  this  series. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
H.R.  3497,  the  bill  just  considered  and 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEATH  BENEFITS  FOR  LAW  EN- 
FORCEMENT OFFICERS  AND 
FIREFIGHTERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
unfinished  business  is  the  question  of 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  the 
bill,  H.R.  622. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
KiLDEE)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  622,  on 
which  the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeais  390,  nays 
33,  not  voting  10,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  266] 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEIAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of 
rule  I.  the  Chair  will  now  put  the 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Aspln 

AuCoin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Bennett 

Berman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Billrakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 
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Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conte 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courter 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crockett 

D'Amours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Ek:kart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdrelch 

Evans (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Pascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fish 

Flippo 

Plorio 

Foglietta 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford(TN) 

Forsythe 


Fowler 

Prank 

Franklin 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Caydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gi3odling 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 


Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

KenneUy 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Le  vitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loefner 

Long  (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 


Archer 

Badham 

Beilenson 

Bereuter 

Brown  (CO) 

Carney 

Cheney 

Coats 

Conable 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 


MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olln 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetu 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

NAYS-33 

Dannemeyer 

Dreler 

Erlenlwm 

Fields 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Jeffords 

Kindness 

McDonald 
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Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

Siljander 

Simon 

Sislsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith,  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

St  CJermaln 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergrlff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whltehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wlnn 

Wirth 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

WorUey 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


MiUer  (OH) 

Nielson 

Paul 

Petri 

RitUr 

Rudd 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Stump 

Tauke 

Weber 


NOT  VOTING-10 


Alexander 
Boland 
Conyers 
Foley 


Frenzel 
Heftel 
Schulze 
Traxler 


Wilson 
Wlae 


JMI 
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Messrs.  CHENEY,  ARCHER. 
WEBER.  GUNDERSON,  and  BROWN 
of  Colorado  changed  their  votes  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA  changed  her  vote 
from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of 
rule  I.  the  Chair  announces  again  that 
he  will  reduce  to  a  minimum  of  5  min- 
utes the  period  of  time  within  which  a 
vote  by  electronic  device  will  be  taken 
on  the  additional  motion  to  suspend 
the  rules  on  which  the  Chair  has  post- 
poned further  proceedings. 


McUmde 

McGrmth 

McHugh 

McKem&n 

McNulty 

Mlkulski 

MUler  (CA) 

MlneU 

Mlnlsh 

MoaUey 

Moody 

Morrison  <CT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Ortiz 

Ottlnger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patterson 

Pepper 


CONGRESSIONAL  ADVISORY 
COMMISSION  ON  BOXING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
unfinished  business  is  the  question  of 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  the 
bill.  H.R.  2498,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Florio)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  2498,  as 
amended,  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  167.  nays 
254.  not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  267] 


YEAS- 167 

Ackerman 

de  la  Garza 

Hall  (IN) 

Addabbo 

DeUuins 

Harkin 

Anderson 

Dlngell 

Hawkins 

Annunzio 

Donnelly 

Hertel 

Applegate 

Dorgan 

HUlis 

Aspin 

Dowdy 

Horton 

AuCoin 

Downey 

Howard 

Bates 

Duncan 

Hoyer 

Bedell 

Dwyer 

Huckaby 

Beilenson 

Dymally 

Hughes 

Bennett 

Dyson 

Hunter 

Berman 

Early 

Jeffords 

BlaKgi 

Eckart 

Kasteruneler 

Boehlert 

Rdgar 

Keruielly 

Boggs 

Edwards  (CA J 

Kildee 

Boland 

Evans  (lA) 

Kogovsek 

Boner 

Evaiu(lL) 

LaFalce 

Bonlor 

Fazio 

Lantos 

Bonker 

Pelghan 

Leach 

Borskl 

Perraro 

Lent 

Boucher 

Fiedler 

Levin 

Boxer 

Florio 

Levlne 

Breaux 

Foglletta 

Lewis  (CA) 

Brown  (CA) 

Ford  (MI) 

Uplnski 

Bryant 

Ford(TN) 

Long  (LA) 

Burton  (CA) 

Frank 

Lowry(WA) 

CoaU 

Oarcia 

Lundlne 

Collins 

Gaydoe 

Madlgan 

Conte 

Gejdenson 

Markey 

Coulter 

Oilman 

Marlenee 

Coyne 

Gray 

Martinez 

Dawhle 

Green 

MaUui 

Davis 

Guarlni 

Mavroules 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Anthony 

Archer 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bcreuter 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Bllirakls 

Bllley 

Bosco 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

Clinger 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlln 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Crockett 

D' Amours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

Derrick 

DeWlnc 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Dreier 

Durbin 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Fascell 

Fields 

Pish 

Fllppo 

Porsythe 

Fowler 

Franklin 


Price 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Richardson 

Rinaldo 

RItter 

Rodlno 

Roe 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schumer 

Seiberllng 

Sikorski 

Smith  (FL) 

Solarz 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Studds 

NAYS- 254 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Coodling 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hanunerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Hubbard 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  ( NC  i 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Roller 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio  and  Mr. 
TAUKE  changed  their  votes  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

So  (two-thirds  not  having  voted  in 
favor  thereof)  th^;  motion  was  reject- 
ed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 


COMMUNICATION       FROM       THE 

CHIEF  OF  POLICE  OF  THE  U.S. 

CAPITOL  POLICE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid 
before  the  House  the  following  com- 
munication from  the  Chief  of  Police  of 
tne  U.S.  Capitol  Police: 

U.S.  Capitol  Police. 
Washington,  D.C..  July  25.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill,  Jr.. 
Speaker.  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker;  This  is  to  inform  you. 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  House  Rule  L 
(50).  that  James  M.  Powell.  Chief  of  Police 
has  received  a  subpoena  from  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  In  the 
matter  of  United  States  vs.  Monty  Nolan. 
Docket  No.  M-6572-83. 

After  consulting  with  counsel.  I  have  de- 
termined that  compliance  with  the  subpoe- 
na  is   consistent   with   the   privileges   and 
rights  of  the  House. 
Sincerely. 

James  M.  Powell, 

Chief  of  Police. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  take  this  moment  to  explain  to 
the  House  that  because  of  a  serious 
family  emergency  I  will  not  be  able  to 
participate  in  the  debate  that  will  take 
place  today. 


INTERNATIONAL  RECOVERY 
AND  FINANCIAL  STABILITY  ACT 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  249  and  rule 
XXIII,  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R. 
2957. 


IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2957)  to  extend  the  au- 
thority of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  encourage  balanced 
worldwide  economic  growth,  provide 
for  continued  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund, 
strengthen  the  supervision  of  interna- 
tional lending  by  U.S.  banks,  and  pro- 
vide for  continued  U.S.  participation 
in  multilateral  development  banks, 
with  Mr.  Pease  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Monday, 
July  25,  1983.  all  time  for  general 
debate  had  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill  is  con- 
sidered by  titles  and  each  title  is  con- 
sidered as  having  been  read. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  section  1. 

The  text  of  section  1  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"International  Recovery  and  Financial  Sta- 
bility Act". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  section  1? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
I. 

The  text  of  title  I  is  as  follows: 

TITI^  I-EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1983 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Export-Import  Bank  Act  Amendments  of 
1983". 

EXTENSION  OF  THE  EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK  ACT 

Sec  102.  Section  8  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635f)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "September  30.  1983"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "September  30. 
1985'. 

COMPETITIVE  TIED  AID  FUNDI  FINDINGS  AND 
purpose;  ESTABLISHMENT 

Sec.  103.  (a)(1)  Tied  aid  credit  is  defined 
by  the  Arrangement  on  Guidelines  for  Offi- 
cially Supported  Export  Credits  established 
through  the  Organization  for  Economic  Co- 
operation and  Development  (hereinafter  in 
this  section  referred  to  as  the  'Arrange- 
ment") as  credit  which  is  provided  for  devel- 
opment aid  purposes  and  which  is  financed 
either  exclusively  from  public  funds,  or,  as  a 
mixed  credit,  partly  from  public  and  partly 
from  private  funds.  Tied  aid  credit  is  tied  to 
the  purchase  of  exports  from  the  country 
granting  the  credit. 

(2)  Tied  aid  credit  can  easily  be  abused.  In 
general,  such  abuse  occurs  when— 

(A)  tied  aid  credit  is  utilized  primarily  to 
promote  extorts,  in  the  name  of  foreign  aid; 

(B)  the  country  to  which  the  credit  is 
granted  is  in  a  sufficiently  strong  financial 
position  to  be  a  creditworthy  borrower  on 
commercial  or  Arrangement  terms: 

(C)  tied  aid  credit  is  used  to  finance  ex- 
ports for  projects  whose  potential  contribu- 
tions to  the  economic  development  of  low 
Income  countries  is  relatively  modest,  com- 
pared to  alternative  development  projects  to 
which  foreign  aid  funds  could  be  devoted;  or 


(D)  tied  aid  credit  is  utilized  to  finance  ex- 
ports on  terms  which  do  not  carry  a  large 
grant  element,  but  are  nonetheless  some- 
what more  concessionary  than  the  terms 
permitted  on  official  direct  credit  under  the 
Arrangement. 

(3)  The  abuse  of  tied  aid  credit  by  other 
governments  is  likely  to  be  especially  injuri- 
ous to  American  exporters,  since  it  may 
deny  them  opportunities  for  which  they 
could  offer  highly  competitive  goods  or  serv- 
ices, but  for  which  they  cannot  obtain  fi- 
nancing equivalent  to  the  highly  subsidized 
tied  aid  credit  offered  by  foreign  govern- 
ments. 

(b)(1)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
to  insist  that  participants  in  the  Arrange- 
ment honor  their  pledge  not  to  offer  tied 
aid  credit  containing  a  grant  element  less 
than  the  minimum  specified  In  the  Arrange- 
ment. 

(2)  The  United  States  Government  shall 
make  every  effort  to  negotiate  an  Increase 
In  such  minimum,  since  the  incentive  to 
abuse  tied  aid  credit  will  diminish  as  its 
grant  element  is  increased. 

(3)  It  is  the  purpose  of  the  Competitive 
Tied  Aid  Fund  to  counter  the  abuse  of  tied 
aid  credit  by  other  governments,  and  to 
Induce  them  not  to  abuse  tied  aid  credit,  by 
offering  substantially  equivalent  financing 
to  American  exporters,  subject  to  the  condi- 
tions of  the  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(c). 

(c)  Section  2  of  the  Export-Import  Bank 
Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(d)(1)(A)  There  Is  hereby  established  a 
fund  to  be  known  as  the  Competitive  Tied 
Aid  Fund'  (hereinafter  In  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  Fund).  The  Fund  shall  be 
administered  by  the  Board  of  Directors. 

"(B)  Amounts  appropriated  for  use  by  the 
F\ind  shall  be  used  to  cover  a  portion  of  the 
subsidy  contained  in  any  credit  granted  by 
the  Bank  to  counter  the  abuse  of  tied  aid 
credit  by  foreign  governments  or  by  their 
export  finance  agencies. 

"(C)(i)  When  the  Bank  makes  Its  first  dis- 
bursement of  the  credit  granted  under  sub- 
paragraph (B).  it  will  calculate  the  portion 
of  the  subsidy  to  be  covered  by  funds  from 
the  Fund,  will  draw  funds  from  the  Fund  in 
that  amount,  and  those  funds  will  be  added 
to  the  capital  stock  of  the  Bank. 

"(11)  For  the  calculation  of  this  portion, 
the  Bank  will  use.  as  a  discount  rate,  the 
standard  interest  rate  It  charges  on  loans  of 
similar  maturity  to  the  country  of  the  bor- 
rower, or.  If  the  Bank  has  no  such  rate.  It 
will  use  the  Interest  rate  on  current  borrow- 
ings from  the  Federal  Financing  Bank. 

"(2)  Credit  granted  under  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  extended  by  the  Bank  only  if  the 
Board  of  Directors  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  determine  that— 

"(A)  the  credit  will  assist  United  States 
exports  competing  with  exports  assisted  by 
foreign  official  financing  In  the  form  of  tied 
aid  credit; 

"(B)  the  foreign  official  financing  is  found 
to  be  an  abuse  of  tied  aid  credit;  and 

'(C)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  deter- 
mines that  the  Bank  has  properly  calculat- 
ed the  portion  of  the  subsidy  to  be  covered 
by  funds  drawn  from  the  FHind. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (2),  an 
abuse  of  tied  aid  credit  is  defined  by  the  fol- 
lowing criteria: 

"(A)  A  tied  aid  credit  offer  which  contains 
a  grant  element  less  than  the  percentage 
below  which  participants  in  the  Arrange- 
ment have  pledged  not  to  offer  tied  aid 
credit  is  an  abuse  of  tied  aid  credit. 


"(B)(i)  A  tied  aid  credit  offer  which  con- 
tains a  grant  element  equal  to  or  above  a 
percentage  stipulated  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  will  not  constitute  an  abuse  of 
tied  aid  credit. 

"(ii)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  will 
determine  such  percentage  once  each  calen- 
dar year,  but  may  change  it  one  or  more 
times  during  any  calendar  year  to  refect 
changes  In  the  method  adopted  by  the  De- 
velopment Assistance  Committee  of  the  Or- 
ganization for  Economic  Cooperation  and 
Development  for  calculating  the  grant  ele- 
ment. 

"(Ill)  A  tied  aid  credit  offer  whose  grant 
element  falls  between  the  percentages  es- 
tablished by  subparagraph  (A)  and  this  sub- 
paragraph shall  not  constitute  an  abuse  of 
tied  aid  credit  if  offered  to  countries  eligible 
tt)  borrow  from  the  International  Develop- 
ment Association,  or  to  countries  of  catego- 
ry III  of  the  Arrangement,  but  will  consti- 
tute an  abuse  If  offered  to  other  countries, 
unless  the  Board  of  Directors  or  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  finds  that  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  foreign  aid  extended  primarily  for 
purposes  of  economic  development. 

"(4)  The  Board  of  Directors  may  not  ap- 
prove tied  aid  credit  unless  a  portion  of  its 
subsidy  Is  covered  by  funds  drawn  from  the 
Fund. 

"(5)  Not  later  than  thirty  days  after  the 
Board  of  Directors  approves  a  credit,  a  por- 
tion of  whose  subsidy  Is  covered  by  funds 
drawn  from  the  Fund,  the  Board  of  Direc- 
tors shall  prepare  and  transmit  a  report  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  regarding  such  credit.  Each 
such  report  shall— 

""(A)  state  the  purpose  for  granting  the 
credit,  Including  the  reasons  why  the  for- 
eign financing  offer  was  deemed  to  be  an 
abuse  of  tied  aid  credit; 

"(B)  state  the  type  of  United  States 
export  and  the  parties  involved: 

"(C)  state  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
credit,  Including  the  portion  of  its  subsidy 
to  be  covered  by  funds  from  the  Fund,  and 
state  the  discount  rate  used  to  calculate  this 
portion;  and 

"(D)  contain  such  other  Information  as 
the  Board  of  Directors  considers  advisable. 

"(6)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated not  to  exceed  $1,000,000,000  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection.  Such 
funds  shall  be  available  without  fiscal  year 
limitation. 

"(7)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
grant  element  of  any  tied  aid  credit  is  its 
concessional  portion  calculated  in  accord- 
ance with  the  method  adopted  by  the  Devel- 
opment Assistance  Committee  of  the  Orga- 
nization for  Economic  Cooperation  and  De- 
velopment.". 

CAPITAL  level  OF  THE  BANK 

Sec.  104.  The  Export-Import  Bank  Act  of 
1945  (12  U.S.C.  635  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec  13.  If.  at  the  end  of  any  quarter  of 
any  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year  1983,  the 
value  of  the  total  capital  stock  and  retained 
earnings  of  the  Bank  falls  below  50  per 
centum  of  the  value  of  the  total  capital 
stock  and  retained  earnings  of  the  Bank  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1983,  the  Board  of  Di- 
rectors shall  notify  the  Congress  of  the  de- 
crease In  the  level  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Bank  not  later  than  thirty  days  after  the 
end  of  the  quarter  of  such  fiscal  year  and 
the  Congress  shall  take  appropriate 
action.". 
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PRIMARY  PURPOSE  OF  THE  BANK 


Sec.  105.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 2(b)<l)<A)  of  the  Export-Import  Act  of 
1945  (12  U.S.C.  653(b)(l)<A))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "which  are  competitive  with" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "which  are 
competitive,  in  all  its  programs,  with". 

<b)  Section  2(b)<l)(B)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635(b)(1)(B)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "(B)  It  is  further 
the  policy  of  the  United  States"  and  all  that 
follows  through  "with  exports  of  other 
countries:"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  "(B)  It  is  further  the  policy  of 
the  United  States  that  loans  made  by  the 
Bank  shall  bear  interest  at  rates  determined 
by  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Bank, 
taking  into  consideration,  foremost,  the 
Bank's  mandate  to  support  United  States 
exports,  in  all  of  the  Bank's  programs,  at 
rates  and  on  terms  and  conditions  which  are 
competitive  with  exports  of  other  countries 
and.  second,  the  average  cost  of  money  to 
the  Bank: ". 

ASSISTANCE  TO  SMALL  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Section  2(a)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635(a)) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

"(2)  In  furtherance  of  the  Bank's  policy  of 
actively  assisting  in  the  development  of 
small  business  exports— 

"(A)(i)  not  less  than  6  per  centum  of  the 
principal  amount  of  new  direct  loans  the 
Bank  may  approve,  as  provided  in  appro- 
priation Acts,  for  fiscal  year  1984,  shall  be 
reserved  for  the  financing  of  exports  by 
small  business  concerns  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 3  of  the  Small  Business  Act): 

"(il)  not  less  than  6  per  cent  of  the  princi- 
pal amount  of  loans  the  Bank  may  guaran- 
tee, as  provided  in  appropriations  Acts,  for 
fiscal  year  1984,  shall  be  reserved  for  guar- 
anteeing loans  to  such  small  business  con- 
cerns; 

"(iii)  not  less  than  10  per  cent  of  the  prin- 
cipal amount  of  new  direct  loans  the  Bank 
may  approve,  as  provided  in  appropriation 
Acts,  for  fiscal  year  1985.  shall  be  reserved 
for  the  financing  of  exports  by  such  small 
business  concerns:  and 

"(iv)  not  less  than  10  per  centum  of  the 
principal  amount  of  loans  the  Bank  may 
guarantee,  as  provided  in  appropriation 
Acts,  for  fiscal  year  1985.  shall  be  reserved 
for  guaranteeing  loans  to  such  small  busi- 
ness concerns:  and. 

"(B)  it  shall  be  a  goal  of  the  Bank  to  pro- 
vide not  less  than  10  per  centum  of  the 
dollar  amount  of  the  Bank's  loans  and  guar- 
antees during  fiscal  year  1984  and  not  less 
than  20  per  centum  of  the  dollar  amount  of 
such  loans  and  guarantees  during  fiscal  year 
1985  to  such  small  business  concerns.". 

(b)  Section  9(a)  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635g(a))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  9.  (a)  The  Export-Import  Bank  of 
the  United  States  shall  transmit  to  the  Con- 
gress on  January  1  of  each  year  a  complete 
and  detailed  report  of  its  operations  for  the 
preceding  fiscal  year." 

(c)  Section  9(b)  of  such  Act  (12  U.S.C. 
635g(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "comprehensive  and  de- 
tailed" after  "contain  a":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence 
the  following:  "'The  report  shall  also  contain 
a  comprehensive  and  detailed  description  of 
plans  which  the  Bank  will  implement 
during  the  next  fiscal  year  In  order  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  section  2(a)(2)  of  this 
Act  regarding  loans  and  guarantees  to  small 
business  concerns.  With  respect  to  each  loan 


or  loan  guarantee  made  during  the  previous 
fiscal  year,  each  such  report  shall  specify 
the  amount  of  such  loan  or  loan  guarantee, 
the  company  which  received  such  loan  or 
loan  guarantee,  and  whether  or  not  such 
company  is  a  small  business  concern.". 

(d)  Section  2(b)(lKA)  of  such  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  635(b)(1)(A))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  fourth  sentence,  by  inserting  ". 
including  the  Small  Business  Committees," 
after  "Committees  of  Congress": 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  fourth  sentence 
the  following:  "This  report  shall  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  Congress  not  later  than  three 
months  after  the  end  of  the  reporting 
period.":  and 

(3)  in  the  sixth  sentence,  as  in  effect 
before  the  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(2)— 

(A)  by  inserting  ".  including  small  busi- 
ness exporters,"  after  "a  representative 
number  of  United  States  exporters":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  including  regional  and 
local  banks,"  after  "commercial  lending  in- 
stitutions". 

BOARD  OP  directors 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Section  3(c)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635a(c)) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  second 
sentence  thereof  the  following:  "Of  the  five 
members  of  the  Board  appointed  by  the 
President,  not  less  than  one  such  member 
shall  be  selected  from  among  the  small  busi- 
ness community  and  shall  represent  the  in- 
terests of  small  business.". 

(b)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a),  the  first  member 
appointed  by  the  President  to  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  the 
United  States  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section  shall  be  selected  from 
among  the  small  business  community  and 
shall  represent  the  interests  of  small  busi- 
ness. 

competitive  insurance 
Sec  108.  Section  2  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(d)(1)  In  carrying  our  its  responsibilities 
under  this  Act.  the  Bank  shall  work  to 
ensure  that  United  States  companies  are  af- 
forded an  equal  and  nondiscriminatory  op- 
portunity to  bid  for  insurance  in  cormection 
with  transactions  assisted  by  the  Bank. 

"(2)  In  furtherance  of  that  effort,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Bank  shall  review  Bank 
policies  and  programs  in  regard  to  this 
issue,  and  in  coordination  with  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative  and  the  appro- 
priate agencies  of  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Department  of  the  Treasury,  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  undertake  ac- 
tions designed  to  promote  equal  and  nondis- 
criminatory opportunities  to  bid  for  insur- 
ance in  connection  with  all  aspects  of  inter- 
national trade  activities. 

"(3)  The  Bank  shall  report  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  not  later  than  May  15, 
1984,  regarding— 

"(A)  the  existing  obstacles  to  equal  and 
non-discriminatory  bidding  for  insurance  re- 
lated to  transactions  assisted  by  the  Bank; 

"(B)  the  efforts  that  the  Bank  has  taken 
in  addressing  such  problems:  and 

"(C)  any  recommendations  for  additional 
action  by  the  appropriate  agencies  of  the 
executive  branch  or  the  Congress.". 


ADVISORY  COMMITTEEE 

Sec.  109.  Section  3(d)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635a(d) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)(1)  There  is  hereby  established  an  Ad- 
visory committee  to  consist  of  twelve  mem- 
bers who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Board  of 
Directors  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
President  of  the  Bank,  and  who  shall  be 
broadly  representative  of  production,  com- 
merce, finance,  agriculture,  labor,  services, 
and  State  government,  except  that  not  less 
than  three  members  appwinted  to  the  Advi- 
sory Committee  shall  be  representative  of 
the  small  business  community. 

"(2)  The  Advisory  Committee  shall  meet 
at  least  once  each  quarter. 

■"(3)  The  Advisory  Committee  shall  advise 
the  Bank  on  its  programs,  and  shall  submit, 
with  the  report  specified  under  section 
2(b)(1)(A)  of  this  Act.  its  own  comments  to 
the  Congress  on  the  extent  to  which  the 
Bank  is  meeting  its  mandate  to  provide  com- 
petitive financing  to  expand  United  States 
exports,  and  any  suggestions  for  improve- 
ments in  this  regard."'. 

REPORT 

Sec.  110.  Section  1911  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  Amendments  of  1978  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  "After  October  1.  1983,  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section.". 

NONCOMPETITIVE  FINANCING  DETERMINATION 

Sec  111.  Section  1912  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  Amendments  of  1978  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1),  by  ading  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  "The  inquiry, 
and,  where  appropriate,  the  determination 
and  authorization  to  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  the  United  States  referred  to  in 
this  section  shall  be  completed  and  made 
within  sixty  days  of  the  receipt  of  such  in- 
formation.": and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1).  by  striking  out 
"determining  factor '"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "'significant  factor". 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PARRIS 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Parris:  On 
page  4.  after  line  10.  strike  all  that  follows 
through  page  8.  line  7. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  title  I, 
which  reauthorizes  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  includes  language  creating  a 
new  program  called  the  competitive 
tied  aid  fund.  As  we  have  heard,  the 
new  program  is  designed  to  counter 
the  abuses  by  foreign  countries  that 
offer  foreign  aid  to  countries  that  buy 
their  exported  products.  In  these 
cases,  subsidizing  exports  with  foreign 
aid  affords  the  exporting  country  with 
an  unfair  trade  advantage  over  coun- 
tries that  do  not  provide  similar  subsi- 
dies. 

Under  the  new  competitive  tied  aid 
fund.  Congress  would  appropriate  up 
to  $1  billion  which  the  Eximbank 
could  use  to  offer  foreign  aid  of  its 
own  to  counter  these  abuses. 

Now,  no  one  disagrees  that  export 
subsidies  of  this  kind  are  harmful  to 
international  trade,  nor  that  the  Ex- 


imbank should  do  whatever  is  neces- 
sary to  curb  the  abuse  of  these  mixed 
credits.  Nevertheless,  I  have  offered 
an  amendment  to  delete  this  proposed 
fund  because  I  feel  that  it  would 
create  two  precedents  that  could 
damage  the  effectiveness  of  the  Exim- 
bank. 

First,  establishment  of  a  so-called 
competitive  tied  aid  fund  would  re- 
quire that  the  Eximbank  come  before 
the  Congress  for  periodic  appropria- 
tions. Unlike  the  present  arrangement 
wherein  Eximbank  borrows— with  in- 
terest—from the  Federal  Financing 
Bank  to  pay  for  its  export  credit  ac- 
tivities, the  new  tied  aid  fund  would 
give  the  Eximbank  the  status  of  other 
spending  programs,  adding  to  the  Fed- 
eral deficit. 

Second,  under  this  proposal,  Exim 
will  become  something  akin  to  a  for- 
eign aid  agency.  While  the  Eximbank 
is  currently  empowered  to  offer  mixed 
credits  in  the  course  of  fulfilling  its 
mandate,  this  new  program  expands 
Exim's  scope— explicitly  earmarking  a 
large  appropriation  for  foreign  aid. 

Finally,  the  simple  fact  is.  this  new 
$1  billion  program  is  not  needed  at 
this  time. 

The  only  real  answer  to  the  problem 
of  mixed  credits  is  negotiating  strin- 
gent restrictions  on  their  use.  And 
since  last  October,  the  administration 
has  done  just  that.  It  was  then  that  an 
agreement  was  reached  concerning  re- 
strictions on  mixed  credits  under  the 
arrangement  on  export  credits,  the 
basic  international  agreement  con- 
cerning the  terms  of  Government 
export  financing.  Under  the  new 
guidelines,  the  grant  element  of  an 
export  loan  cannot  exceed  20  percent. 
Tied  aid  has  therefore  become  more 
expensive  for  foreign  countries  to 
offer.  This  fall,  the  administration  will 
begin  new  negotiations  to  raise  the 
minimum  grant  element  level  to  25 
percent  or  higher. 

The  progress  of  the  administration's 
negotiations  is  encouraging  because  it 
has  helped  us  to  avoid  an  all-out  con- 
frontation with  our  foreign  competi- 
tors over  who  can  offer  the  most  for- 
eign aid  to  win  exports.  Mixed  credits 
are  wasteful  and  expensive  and  there- 
fore harm  both  the  country  initiating 
their  use  as  well  as  those  which  re- 
spond to  them.  The  use  of  these  cred- 
its negates  the  commerical  benefit  to 
the  exporter  while  principally  benefit- 
ing the  borrowers. 

My  amendment  therefore  strikes  the 
language  creating  a  competitive  tied 
aid  fund  and  the  $1  billion  authoriza- 
tion. It  does,  however,  leave  intact  the 
policy  language  providing  guidelines 
on  how  the  Eximbank  should  respond 
to  foreign  offerings  of  mixed  credits, 
specifying  that  negotiations  for  their 
removal  should  be  the  first  priority.  In 
addition,  my  amendment  will  do  noth- 
ing to  restrict  the  Eximbank's  current 


authority  to  offer  internally  financed 
mixed  credits  when  necessary. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  competitive  tied 
aid  fund  (CTAF)  established  in  title  I 
of  H.R.  2957  is  readily  misunderstood. 
Let  me  clarify  a  few  of  these  misper- 
ceptions: 

First,  the  bill  authorizes  the  appro- 
priation of  $1  billion  on  which  CTAF 
can  draw  to  finance  so-called  mixed 
credits.  But  the  cost  of  CTAF  is  cer- 
tainly not  $1  billion,  despite  this  au- 
thorization. The  cost  could  be  very 
little,  perhaps  nothing  at  all.  This  par- 
adox is  best  explained  by  pointing  out 
that  Exim  lending— all  Exim  lending, 
including  these  so-called  mixed  cred- 
its—cannot exceed  the  annual  ceilings 
on  Exim  lending  set  in  appropriations 
acts.  Since  this  $1  billion  appropria- 
tion to  CTAF  does  not  raise  that 
annual  ceiling,  it  provides  Exim  with 
absolutely  no  additional  lending  au- 
thority. Exim  would  not  be  able  to 
lend  even  one  extra  dollar  because  of 
this  authorization  or  a  similar  appro- 
priation. 

Moreover,  Exim  can,  at  present,  al- 
ready lend  any  amount  of  these  so- 
called  mixed  credits  it  wants,  within 
its  annual  loan  ceilings.  What,  then, 
does  this  appropriation  accomplish?  It 
simply  enables  Exim  to  do  some  mixed 
credits— those  that  meet  the  strict  cri- 
teria laid  down  in  this  bill— without 
depleting  its  capital.  Mixed  credits  will 
entail  losses,  since  they  are  highly  sub- 
sidized loans.  If  Exim  had  to  finance 
these  loans  by  borrowing  from  the 
Treasury— as  it  finances  its  normal 
lending— it  would  suffer  these  losses 
on  its  own  books,  eroding  its  own  cap- 
ital base.  By  drawing  on  appropriated 
funds,  however,  it  can  make  these 
loans  at  no  loss  to  itself.  The  loss  is 
still  there,  but  it  will  be  recorded  in 
the  budget  as  a  normal  expenditure  of 
the  Government,  covered  by  an  appro- 
priation. If  Exim  made  the  same  loan 
without  the  appropriation,  which  it 
can  certainly  do  under  existing  au- 
thority, the  loss  would  be  exactly  the 
same,  but  would  appear  as  a  loss  at- 
tributable to  the  Export-Import  Bank, 
and  would  appear  on  the  books  as  a 
depletion  of  Exim's  capital. 

Economically,  it  makes  absolutely  no 
difference  which  of  these  bookkeeping 
devices  are  used  to  account  for  the 
loss.  The  only  difference— I  repeat,  the 
only  difference— is  one  of  political  ac- 
countability: if  the  loss  is  attributable 
to  Exim,  Exim's  Board  will,  quite  un- 
derstandably, be  somewhat  reluctant 
to  make  these  loans  even  when  they 
are  needed  to  protect  American  ex- 
porters. After  all,  they— Exim's 
Board— will  be  accused  of  losing  the 
money.  It  is  far  better,  and  more 
honest,  to  recognize  the  loss  for  what 
it  is,  and  appropriate  some  money  to 


cover  it.  That  way,  we  the  Congress 
take  full  responsibility  for  this  ex- 
penditure of  funds,  as  we  should.  Exim 
should  then  be  more  willing  to  grant 
these  loans,  when  needed. 

Second,  while  making  it  politically 
more  palatable  for  Exim  to  grant 
these  mixed  credits,  the  bill  also  sig- 
nificantly restricts  Exim's  freedom  to 
do  so.  In  fact,  it  takes  away  Exim's 
current  unrestricted  authority  to  do 
mixed  credits.  It  establishes  precise 
definitions  for  the  abuse  of  mixed 
credits  by  other  goverrunents,  and  per- 
mits Exim  to  grant  mixed  credits  only 
to  counter  abuses  by  others.  It  says,  in 
short,  we  do  not  want  Exim  developing 
a  large  and  expensive  mixed  credits 
program.  We  want  all  countries  to  stop 
the  practice,  or  to  confine  it  to  cases 
where  it  is  genuinely  used  as  foreign 
aid  for  economic  development  pur- 
poses. But  we  want  to  have  a  mecha- 
nism available  to  protect  our  exporters 
if  other  countries  try  to  abuse  it  mixed 
credits,  that  is,  try  to  use  them  pri- 
marily to  steal  our  foreign  markets. 
For  that  mechanism  to  operate  hon- 
estly and  effectively,  for  it  to  convince 
other  governments  that  we  mean  busi- 
ness. Congress  must  step  up  and  ap- 
propriate the  funds. 

Third,  the  Senate  has  an  entirely 
different  version  of  a  mixed  credits 
fund.  It  is  open  ended,  ill  defined,  po- 
tentially very  costly.  Congressional 
Budget  Office  cost  estimates  of  the 
two  versions  indicate  that  the  House 
version  will  be  considerably  less  expen- 
sive—and, I  submit,  much  more  effec- 
tive in  deterring  mixed  credit  abuses 
worldwide.  When  we  begin  to  bargain 
with  the  Senate  over  this  bill,  I  think 
we  will  need  an  effective  and  responsi- 
ble program  of  our  own  on  mixed  cred- 
its. We  should  not  go  into  conference 
empty  handed.  I  urge  defeat  of  this 
amendment. 
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Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  friend, 
and  a  valuable  member  of  the  Banking 
Committee,  Mr.  Parris  of  Virginia. 

This  amendment  simply  strikes  the 
authorization  for  a  new  competitive 
tied  aid  fund  in  section  103.  In  my 
opinion,  this  is  a  constructive  amend- 
ment and  one  that  is  strongly  support- 
ed by  the  administration. 

By  deleting  the  additional  $1  billion 
in  new  funding  we  will  be  keeping  the 
Export-Import  Bank  within  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request.  Moreover,  if  we 
approve  this  extra  $1  billion  today,  we 
will  simply  be  creating  another  new 
entitlement  program,  something  we 
can  ill  afford  to  do.  given  existing 
budget  deficits.  There  is  enough 
upward  pressure  on  rates  today  with- 
out compounding  that  problem  with 
new  entitlement  programs. 
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The  administration  has  serious  prob- 
lems with  mixed  credits;  that  is,  the 
blending  of  foreign  aid  and  export  fi- 
nancing, because  of  the  distorting  ef- 
fects on  U.S.  trade.  It  is  true  that 
other  countries  use  mixed  credits,  but 
the  increasing  use  of  mixed  credits  un- 
dermines the  discipline  of  the  export 
credit  arrangement  that  this  adminis- 
tration, as  well  as  the  previous  one, 
have  negotiated.  Moreover,  the 
Reagan  administration  has  been  work- 
ing to  curb  the  use  of  such  credits. 

Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Parris  offers  the 
House  a  reasonable  compromise.  He 
leaves  intact  the  statement  of  U.S. 
policy  regarding  the  use  of  such  mixed 
credits  and  states,  while  retaining  the 
language  of  the  bill  which  says  that 
"tied  aid  credit  can  easily  be  abused." 
In  addition  the  amendment  says: 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
insist  that  participants  in  the  arrangement 
honor  their  pledge  not  to  offer  tied  aid 
credit  offered  by  foreign  governments. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Parris'  amend- 
ment leaves  in  place  the  statement 
which  says: 

The  United  States  Government  shall 
make  every  effort  to  negotiate  a  minimum, 
since  the  incentive  to  abuse  tied  aid  credit 
will  diminish  as  its  grant  element  is  in- 
creased. 

At  the  same  time,  the  gentleman 
takes  away  the  new  $1  billion  "war 
chest"  to  fund  such  credits.  The 
Export-Import  Bank's  existing  author- 
ization should  provide  sufficient 
leeway  to  offer  such  financing  where 
it  deems  appropriate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  additional  $1  bil- 
lion for  a  new  entitlement  program  in 
times  of  record  budget  deficits  is  un- 
necessary and,  as  I  said  before,  will 
only  add  upward  pressure  in  interest 
rates.  I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  Parris  amendment  to 
strike  the  funding  for  section  103  and 
help  keep  interest  rates  down  in  the 
process. 

Mr.  NEAL,  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 
Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  Just  point  out 
to  the  gentleman  that  it  is  not  an  enti- 
tlement program.  It  was  not  designed 
as  an  entitlement  program  at  all. 
There  is  absolutely  no  right  on  the 
part  of  any  exporter  to  this  fund.  It  is 
a  tool  that  can  be  used  by  the  Exim- 
bank  at  its  discretion  to  try  to  counter 
subsidized  exports  by  other  countries. 
The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
has  said  that  this  approach  would  be 
much  less  expensive  than  the  ap- 
proach contained  in  the  Senate  bill.  I 
Just  think  we  would  be  well  advised  to 
go  to  conference  with  the  Senate  with 
something  in  our  bill  that  makes  more 
sense,  that  in  fact  makes  us  more  com- 
petitive, but  limits  the  ability  of  the 
Eximbank   to  engage   in   unrestricted 


subsidized  exports,  than  to  go  to  the 
Senate  with  nothing. 

I  would  urge  the  gentleman  to  recog- 
nize this  as  an  important  objective. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYUE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  say  to  the  chairman 
of  the  sul)commJttee.  for  whom  I  have 
enormous  respect,  basically  what  we 
are  debating  here  today  is  a  question 
of  judgment,  a  difference  in  judgment 
on  a  complex  problem.  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  suggesting  that  the 
other  body's  provision  is  worse  is  like 
saying  they  have  terminal  cancer,  so 
let  us  go  to  conference  only  with 
whooping  cough  and  that  will  be 
better. 

I  submit  to  the  gentleman  we  ought 
to  go  clean  and  healthy  by  not  having 
any  provision  for  tied  aid  credit  in  this 
legislation  other  than  the  statement 
of  principles  which  remain. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Parris  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Wylie  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes ) 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman  from  'Virginia. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ar- 
rangement on  guidelines  for  officially 
supported  export  credits,  the  so-called 
arrangement  has  one  major  gap.  it 
does  not  prohibit  mixed  credits;  where 
you  extend  foreign  aid  to  improve 
your  export  market.  That  is  what  we 
are  talking  about  here.  I  submit  to  you 
that  the  grant  elements  that  now  exist 
leave  the  opportunity  for  serious 
abuse.  That  is  the  real  judgment  ques- 
tion that  we  are  addressing  here  today 
and  I  say  to  my  friend  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Neal)  that  his  approach 
in  the  bill  is  in  fact  superior  to  that  of 
the  other  body.  But  I  respectfully 
submit  that  it  is  unnecessary  under 
the  circumstances  in  the  world  as  we 
find  it. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  May  I  say  that  I  do  re- 
spect and  imderstand  the  gentleman's 
(Mr.  Neal)  view.  It  was  well  expressed 
during  the  committee's  deliljerations.  I 
appreciate  the  contribution  he  has 
made  on  this.  It  is  not  from  that  view- 
point that  I  am  coming.  There  is  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion  may  I  say.  and  I 
think  it  is  an  honorable  one.  to  sug- 
gest that  this  might  be  a  new  entitle- 
ment program. 

Since  it  is  a  new  program  and  with 
these  differences  of  opinion  we  think 
that  it  would  be  better  to  explore  it  at 
another  time;  it  is  from  that  perspec- 
tive that  I  am  of  course  endorsing  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  today. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
further? 


Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  sort  of  weaken 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  by  even  talk- 
ing about  it  in  these  terms  at  this 
time.  We  are  trying  to  do  what  we  did 
in  the  Banking  Committee  in  the  last 
Congress  by  setting  up  an  Eximbank 
war  chest  fund— to  show  other  coun- 
tries that  we  intend  to  be  competitive, 
if  they  are  not  willing  to  agree  to 
reduce  export  subsidies. 
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This  gives  our  negotiators,  in  seeking 
such  an  agreement,  a  very  powerful 
tool.  Not  one  dime  of  that  war  chest 
was  ever  used,  but  it  had  a  very  benefi- 
cial effect  on  negotiations  that  re- 
duced the  level  of  subsidies  in  the 
world.  That  is  what  this  is  all  about. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie)  has 
expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Neal  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Wylie  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  NEAL.  That  really  is  the  main 
point  I  wanted  to  make.  What  we  are 
really  trying  to  do  here  is  stop  other 
countries  from  subsidizing  their  ex- 
ports. That  is  the  heart  of  it. 

Now.  if  this  body  makes  the  decision 
that  that  is  not  an  important  objec- 
tive, then  of  course  we  will  abide  by 
that.  I  am  surprised  to  learn,  by  the 
way.  that  the  administration  is  op- 
posed to  the  tied  aid  fund  because  As- 
sistant Secretary  McNamar.  for  in- 
stance, mentioned  all  over  Europe 
during  the  last  Congress  the  fact  that 
the  House  Banking  Committee  had  re- 
ported the  war  chest  bill.  It  was  taken 
seriously  by  the  other  trading  nations 
of  the  world.  And  he  found  it  to  be  a 
useful  tool.  I  think  this  would  be  a 
useful  tool.  also. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Well.  I  understand  the 
gentleman's  position  and  I  respect  it. 
As  I  said  in  my  statement  a  little  earli- 
er that  the  administration  does  have 
serious  problems  with  the  so-called 
mixed  credit  arrangement,  that  is,  the 
blending  of  foreign  aid  with  export  fi- 
nancing in  the  Export-Import  Act.  I 
think  the  gentleman  understands  our 
position.  They  feel  that  it  might  dis- 
tort the  effect  of  U.S.  trade  and  we  do 
know  that  other  countries  use  mixed 
credits,  but  that  is  not  necessarily  a 
reason  why  we  should  go  to  this  new 
program  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  the  record  to 
show  the  amount  of  authority,  wisdom 
and  cumulative  interest  lined  up 
behind  the  IMF  quota  increase  bill. 

I  include  letters  from  President 
Reagan:  Federal  Reserve  Board  Chair- 
man. Paul  Volcker;  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  Donald  T.  Regan;  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  John  R.  Block;  Secre- 
tary of  SUte.  George  P.  Shultz;  signed 


letters  from  10  former  Secretaries  of 
the  Treasury;  the  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
Edwin  J.  Gray;  statements  from  the 
chief  economist  of  the  AFL-CIO;  Mr. 
C.  T.  Conover,  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency; William  M.  Issac.  Chairman, 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corpora- 
tion; Robert  Solomon,  the  Brookings 
Institute;  William  H.  Kennedy,  Jr., 
president,  American  Bankers  Associa- 
tion; and  Lawrence  A.  Fox,  vice  presi- 
dent and  manager.  National  Associa- 
tion of  Manufacturers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  just  a  partial 
list  of  the  leaders  favoring  the  passage 
of  this  legislation,  but  it  is  evidence  of 
the  overwhelming  support  this  meas- 
ure has  among  knowledgeable  experi- 
enced leaders. 

The  White  House. 
Washington,  July  13,  1983. 
Hon.  Chalmers  P.  Wylie. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Chalmers:  The  House  of  Represent- 
atives will  soon  consider  my  request  for  in- 
creased United  States  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF).  In  my 
letter  transmitting  this  request,  I  explained 
that  the  IMP  plays  the  central  role  in  a 
comprehensive  strategy  to  resolve  current 
world  debt  and  financial  problems.  Since 
then.  I  have  met  with  leaders  of  the  other 
industrialized  nations  at  Williamsburg 
where  we  affirmed  the  correctness  of  this 
strategy  and  pledged  to  secure  early  ratifi- 
cation of  the  Increase  in  IMF  resources.  I 
would  now  like  to  emphasize  the  major  im- 
portance I  attach  to  this  request. 

The  world  economy  is  currently  facing  a 
number  of  serious  strains,  including  a  heavy 
international  debt  burden  which  threatens 
to  stifle  growth  In  the  developing  countries 
and.  if  not  handled  properly,  thwart  eco- 
nomic recovery  in  the  United  States  and 
other  industrialized  nations.  To  assure  or- 
derly resolution  of  current  global  economic 
problems,  there  must  be  better  coordination 
of  policies  In  developed  countries  to  pro- 
mote sustainable,  noninflationary  growth: 
appropriate  policies  in  LDCs  to  set  their 
economies  on  a  path  to  sustainable  growth; 
continued  official  and  private  financing  at 
adequate  levels  to  maintain  a  viable  interna- 
tional trading  system;  and  reduction  of  pro- 
tectionist barriers  to  trade. 

The  IMP  is  the  centerpiece  of  these  ef- 
forts, and  it  must  have  adequate  resources 
to  do  its  job.  Those  resources  are  now 
nearly  exhausted.  If  they  are  not  augment- 
ed in  the  very  near  future,  as  agreed  to  by 
all  member  countries,  the  IMP  will  be 
unable  to  provide  financial  support  and 
policy  advice  to  countries  facing  balance  of 
payments  problems.  Without  this,  commer- 
cial lending  will  dry  up,  and  economic  condi- 
tions in  developing  countries  will  deterio- 
rate, forcing  severe  contractions  in  imports 
and  possible  defaults. 

The  U.S.  economy  could  not  escape  the 
after-effects  of  such  events.  The  legislation 
I  have  requested  to  fulfill  our  share  of  the 
Increase  in  IMP  resources  is  necessary  to 
protect  our  own  Interests  In  a  stable  finan- 
cial system,  a  growing  world  economy,  and 
sustained  economic  recovery  and  higher  em- 
ployment levels.  It  Is  also  necessary  to  help 
protect  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  security  in- 
terests overseas. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  early  ratifi- 
cation of  the  proposed  Increase  to  help  sta- 


bilize the  international  financial  system,  I 
have  pledged  to  other  world  leaders  my  full 
efforts  to  ensure  prompt  enactment  of  the 
legislation  to  authorize  and  appropriate  the 
proposed  U.S.  share.  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion is  In  our  Nation's  best  Interests  and 
warrants,  as  It  has  In  the  past,  the  broadest 
bipartisan  support  in  the  Congress.  I  there- 
fore urge  Its  prompt  approval  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 
Sincerely. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  May  5,  1983. 
Hon.  Chalmers  P.  Wylie, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Chalmers:  As  the  House  Banking 
Committee  considers  the  legislation  I  have 
requested  authorizing  Increased  U.S.  partici- 
pation in  the  International  Monetary  Fund, 
multilateral  development  banks,  and  reau- 
thorizing the  Export-Import  Bank.  I  want 
to  reiterate  the  importance  which  I  attach 
to  these  measures.  Taken  together,  these 
prop>osals  will  strengthen  international  fi- 
nancial stability,  promote  sustainable  eco- 
nomic growth  in  the  developing  countries, 
and  enhance  oiu-  economic  recovery  here  at 
home. 

The  request  to  provide  an  increase  in  the 
U.S.  quota  in  the  IMP  and  in  U.S.  participa- 
tion in  the  IMF's  General  Arrangements  to 
Borrow  is  part  of  an  internationally-agreed 
strengthening  of  the  IMF's  resources,  de- 
signed to  enable  the  Fund  to  play  its  central 
role  In  promoting  an  orderly,  cooperative 
resolution  of  current  international  debt  and 
financial  problems.  With  our  growing  inter- 
dependence with  the  world  economy,  this 
request  represents  an  essential  part  of  our 
own  efforts  to  achieve  sustainable  economic 
recovery,  preserve  jobs  in  this  country,  and 
maintain  a  stable  world  economic  founda- 
tion for  pursuit  of  our  international  eco- 
nomic, foreign  policy,  and  security  interests 
abroad. 

For  this  reason,  the  proposed  increase  in 
the  IMF's  resources  is  of  major  importance 
to  every  American  citizen,  no  matter  how 
distant  international  financial  problems 
may  seem.  I  am  confident  that  this  legisla- 
tion should,  as  It  has  in  the  past,  warrant 
the  broadest  bipartisan  support  In  the  Con- 
gress. 

Similarly,  the  authorizations  for  the  mul- 
tilateral development  banks  and  Export- 
Import  Bank  represent  an  investment  in 
economic  growth,  at  home  and  abroad,  and 
merit  strong  support  by  Members  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  want  especially  to  commend  you  for 
your  efforts  to  assure  prompt  consideration 
of  this  legislation  by  the  Conunlttee.  You 
can  be  sure  of  my  continued  strong  and 
active  support  for  these  measures  which 
form  a  crucial  part  of  my  legislative  pro- 
gram. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan. 

Board  or  Governors, 
Pederal  Reserve  System, 
Washington,  D.C.  July  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Pernand  J.  St  Germain, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  A/fairs,  House  of  Representa- 
tives, Washington,  D.C. 
Dear    Chairman    St    Germain:    As    the 
House  of  Representatives  prepares  to  take 
up  the  International  Recovery  and  Finan- 
cial Stability  Act.  H.R.  2957.  I  would  like  to 
underline  the  importance  of  prompt  and  fa- 


vorable action  by  the  Congress  on  the  pro- 
posed Increase  in  the  U.S.  quota  In  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMP)  and  in 
the  U.S.  commitment  to  the  IMF's  General 
Arrangements  to  Borrow.  I  believe  U.S.  sup- 
port for  this  Increase  in  IMF  resources  Is  es- 
sential to  maintain  stability  and  confidence 
in  the  international  financial  system  at  this 
critical  time. 

As  you  know,  an  extraordinary  coopera- 
tive effort  is  underway  to  deal  with  the 
strains  arising  out  of  the  heavy  indebted- 
ness of  many  developing  countries.  That 
effort  involves  continuing  action  by  debtors 
and  creditors,  and  by  the  goverrunents  and 
central  banks  of  leading  countries.  But  the 
IMP  is  the  linchpin  for  the  entire  effort, 
providing,  as  part  of  its  leadership  role,  a 
critically  needed  margin  of  financing. 

Current  and  prospective  demands  on  the 
Fund  growing  out  of  this  process  could  well 
exhaust  its  usable  present  resources.  To 
strengthen  its  ability  to  deal  with  this  situa- 
tion, and  to  maintain  a  stable  international 
financial  system,  these  resources  must  be  in- 
creased. 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  that  fail- 
ure of  the  U.S.  to  participate  in  providing 
the  IMP  with  adequate  resources  to  do  its 
job.  as  an  essential  part  of  an  international 
effort  joined  by  virtually  every  country  of 
the  Western  World,  would  deal  a  devastat- 
ing blow  to  the  effort  to  manage  the  inter- 
national financial  situation,  with  clearly  ad- 
verse consequences  for  U.S.  credit  markets 
and  our  own  economic  growth. 
Sincerely. 

Paul  A.  Volcker. 

Department  of  the  Treasury. 
Washington,  D.C,  July  20,  1983. 

Dear  Member:  The  House  of  Representa- 
tives will  soon  consider  legislation  providing 
for  U.S.  participation  in  an  increase  in  the 
resources  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  (IMP),  and  for  U.S.  participation  in 
replenishments  of  the  Inter-American  and 
Asian  Development  Banks  and  the  African 
Development  Fund.  The  legislation  also  re- 
authorizes the  Export-Import  Bank.  We  are 
writing  to  emphasize  the  Importance  of  this 
legislation  to  our  own  economic  prospects 
and  to  international  efforts  to  resolve  cur- 
rent problems  In  the  world  economy. 

Economic  recovery  in  the  United  States  Is 
now  underway  and  we  are  succeeding  in  put- 
ting Americans  back  to  work.  It  It  critical 
that  this  recovery  be  steady  and  sustained 
and  not  one  that  provides  us  only  tempo- 
rary gains.  As  the  world's  largest  trading 
nation,  the  U.S.  depends  importantly  on  a 
sound,  open  world  economy  as  a  source  of 
economic  growth  and  jobs.  Unless  we  deal 
with  current  strains  In  the  international 
trade  and  fUiancial  system  in  an  orderly  and 
constructive  manner,  these  strains  would 
pose  a  major  threat  to  the  strength  and  sus- 
tainablllty  of  our  recovery. 

Leaders  of  the  industrialized  nations, 
meeting  In  Williamsburg  with  President 
Reagan,  agreed  on  a  comprehensive  strategy 
to  deal  with  current  International  financial 
problems.  The  IMF  is  the  centerpiece  of 
this  strategy.  It  Is  the  world's  central  mone- 
tary institution,  designed  to  promote  a 
growing  world  economy  and  an  open  system 
of  international  trade.  The  IMF's  abUity  to 
do  Its  job  depends  on  assuring  that  it  has 
adequate  resources  to  lend  temporarily  to 
countries  experiencing  balance  of  payments 
difficulties.  By  doing  so.  the  Fund  countries 
help  themselves,  giving  them  necessary  time 
to  make  needed  adjustments  in  their  econo- 
mies. The  Fund's  efforts  do  not  just  help 
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the  borrowing  countries:  they  help  the 
United  States  as  well.  Nearly  20  percent  of 
total  U.S.  goods  are  exported.  The  Jobs  of 
millions  of  Americans,  the  health  of  our 
banking  system,  and  the  prospects  for  a  sus- 
tained U.S.  economic  recovery  all  depend  on 
the  IMF's  success  in  maintaining  the  stable 
financial  framework  essential  for  world 
trade  to  prosper. 

Failure  of  the  United  States  to  participate 
in  the  increase  in  IMF  resources  would  thus 
have  serious  consequences  for  our  own  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  the  preservation  of 
American  jobs.  Moreover,  it  would  severely 
undercut  U.S.  leadership  on  world  economic 
matters  and  cast  doubts  as  to  our  ability  ef- 
fectively to  confront  important  internation- 
al economic  problems.  It  could  also  lead  to 
the  collapse  of  efforts  to  restore  the  eco- 
nomic health  of  many  developing  countries 
of  vital  strategic  interest  to  the  United 
States.  Such  a  collapse  could  result  in  eco- 
nomic and  political  instability  in  those  coun- 
tries that  could  have  very  serious  conse- 
quences for  U.S.  security  and  foreign  policy 
objectives.  Without  adequate  Western  sup- 
port for  their  difficult  adjustment  efforts, 
many  countries  might  be  tempted  to  re- 
nounce their  international  obligations,  seek 
support  from  other  sources,  and  engage  in 
irresponsible  international  behavior. 

U.S.  participation  in  the  replenishments 
for  the  multilateral  development  banks  is 
also  an  important  means  of  demonstrating 
our  continued  commitment  to  a  cooperative 
effort  to  promote  stable  economic  develop- 
ment in  the  less  developed  countries.  The 
proposed  replenishments  will  provide  vitally 
needed  development  resources  to  countries 
of  strategic  importance  to  the  United  States 
throughout  the  developing  world,  such  as 
Kenya.  Thailand,  and  Mexico,  and  to  some 
of  the  poorest  countries  of  the  world,  such 
as  Chad,  Haiti,  and  Bangladesh.  The  pro- 
posed replenishment  levels  maintain  a 
strong  U.S.  position  and  influence  in  the  in- 
stitutions, while  reducing  the  level  of  appro- 
priations required  by  19  percent  below  the 
previous  replenishments  for  the  same  insti- 
tutions. 

Reauthorization  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  will  help  insure  our  continued  ability 
to  compete  in  international  markets  and 
contribute  to  expanded  U.S.  exports.  As 
President  Reagan  noted  in  his  letter  to  the 
House  Banking  Committee  on  this  legisla- 
tion, "Taken  together,  these  proposals  will 
strengthen  international  financial  stability, 
promote  sustainable  economic  growth  in  the 
developing  countries,  and  enhance  our  eco- 
nomic recovery  here  at  home." 

The  world  economy  continues  to  confront 
major  difficulties.  We  hope  and  believe  that 
upon  careful  review  you  will  agree  that  the 
strategy  the  U.S.  has  adopted  for  resolving 
current  international  financial  problems  is 
sound  and  that  Congressional  approval  of 
the  legislation  providing  for  continued  U.S. 
participation  in  these  important  institutions 
is  vital. 

With  best  wishes. 
Sincerely, 

George  P.  Shui-tz, 

Secretary  of  Stale. 
Donald  T.  Regan, 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

The  Secretary  op  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  July  25,  1983. 
Hon.  Chalmers  P.  Wylie, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Chalmers:  As  we  have  discussed  in 
the  past,  maintenance  of  a  stable  interna- 


tional financial  system  is  essential  for  a 
sound  U.S.  economy.  In  particular,  failure 
to  deal  with  the  current  debt  problems  of 
many  developing  countries  in  an  orderly 
manner  could  lead  to  higher  U.S.  interest 
rates  which  would  at>ort  the  strong  recovery 
now  underway. 

Absent  adequate  new  financing,  some  de- 
veloping countries  could  be  forced  to  default 
on  their  outstanding  loans.  Under  U.S. 
banking  rules,  the  resulting  shrinkage  in 
bank  capital  would  force  the  banks  to  cut 
back  on  their  outstanding  loans  and  new 
lending  by  a  multiple  of  the  foreign  loan 
losses.  The  reduced  availability  of  bank  fi- 
nancing would  result  in  higher  interest 
rates  and  a  cutback  in  expenditures  by  pri- 
vate corporations  and  local  governments. 
Indeed,  concern  about  the  international  fi- 
nancial situation  is  already  affecting  confi- 
dence in  financial  markets  and  may  be  caus- 
ing higher  interest  rates  than  warranted 
given  the  reduction  in  inflation  and  the  im- 
proved economic  outlook. 

The  IMF  is  at  the  center  of  international 
efforts  to  deal  with  current  economic  prob- 
lems but  must  have  adequate  resources. 
However,  the  IMF's  loanable  resources  are 
virtually  exhausted  and  prompt  passage  of 
the  IMF  legislation  is  critical  to  ensure  that 
the  IMF  can  fulfill  its  responsibilities.  The 
jobs  of  millions  of  Americans,  the  health  of 
our  banking  system,  and  the  prospects  of 
sustained  U.S.  and  world  recovery  could 
hang  in  the  balance. 

With  best  wishes. 
Sincerely, 

Donald  T.  Regan. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington.  D.C.,  Jxdy  14,  1983. 
Hon.  Edward  J.  Markey, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Markey:  In  view  of 
pending  legislative  actions  on  the  increase 
in  the  United  States'  quota  in  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  I  want  to  call 
your  attention  to  the  importance  of  this  in- 
stitution to  the  U.S.  farm  economy.  In  the 
environment  we  all  work  in.  we  may  often 
overlook  relationships  between  our  domestic 
economy  and  international  institutions. 

The  U.S.  farmer  over  the  last  decade  has 
become  increasingly  dependent  on  foreign 
markets  for  a  substantial  portion  of  his 
income.  Today,  exports  provide  one-fourth 
of  farm  marketing  receipts.  In  the  final 
analysis  our  agricultural  exports  require  a 
stable,  healthy  world  economy. 

The  IMF  is  a  major  linchpin  to  achieve 
this.  In  today's  world  of  complex  economic 
interdependence,  a  central  monetary  insti- 
tution is  necessary.  If  the  IMF  did  not  exist, 
we  would  have  to  create  it.  All  member  na- 
tions, including  the  United  States,  at  times 
need  assistance  in  managing  balance  of  pay- 
ments problems.  Debt  problems  face  many 
countries  including  some  which  are  major 
markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  commodities. 
The  IMF  is  essential  to  manage  this  current 
difficult  situation. 

In    view   of   the   role   of   the    IMF   in   a 
healthy   economy   and   the   importance   to 
U.S.  agriculture  of  such  an  economy.  I  urge 
your  support  of  the  IMF  quota  increase. 
Sincerely. 

John  R.  Block, 

Secretary. 


Henry  H.  Fowler. 
New  York.  N.Y..  June  28.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  The  House  will  shortly 
consider  legislation  providing  for  the  U.S. 
share  In  an  increase  in  the  resources  of  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF).  A 
group  of  ten  former  Secretaries  of  the 
Treasury,  including  the  undersigned,  met 
with  President  Reagan  this  morning  to 
present  a  Joint  Statement  of  support  for 
U.S.  participation  in  this  shared  increase  in 
IMF  resources— a  share  that  is  less  than  20 
per  cent  of  the  total  increase.  I  am  writing 
to  request  that  you  circulate  this  Joint 
Statement  of  the  ten  former  Secretaries  of 
the  Treasury  to  the  Congress,  of  which  a 
copy  is  attached. 

As  former  Secretaries  and  former  U.S. 
Governors  of  the  IMF  over  a  span  of  nearly 
forty  years  since  World  War  II.  under  dif- 
ferent administrations  of  seven  Presidents, 
affiliated  with  both  the  Democratic  and  Re- 
publican parties,  we  are  acutely  aware  of 
the  centra!  role  the  IMF  plays  in  promoting 
a  sound  world  economy  and  stable  financial 
system  essential  for  United  States  economic 
prosperity,  expanding  world  trade  and  the 
protection  of  our  vital  security  interests.  At 
a  time  of  severe  strain  on  the  system, 
brought  about  by  the  international  debt 
crisis,  it  is  critical  that  the  IMF  have  ade- 
quate resources  to  deal  with  the  current 
problems  that  threaten  a  U.S.  and  Free 
World  sustained  recovery  in  both  the  indus- 
trialized democracies  and  the  Third  World 
alike  and  the  maintenance  of  a  sound  and 
effective  private  international  commercial 
banking  system. 

As  explained  in  our  statement,  the  IMF 
has  served  as  a  cornerstone  for  U.S.  foreign 
economic  policy  and  has  received  strong  bi- 
partisan support  over  the  years.  We  believe 
that  it  continues  to  merit  U.S.  backing  and 
urge  that  the  Congress  approve  the  IMF 
legislation. 

Sincerely. 

Henry  H.  Fowler. 

Joint  Statement  by  Former  Secretaries  of 

THE  Treasury:  The  Need  for  an  Increase 

in  IMF  Resources,  June  28,  1983 

As  former  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury,  we 

want  to  affirm  our  belief  that  legislation 

providing  for  increased  U.S.  participation  in 

the  International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF)  is 

vital  to  American  interests  and  voice  our 

strong  support  for  this  legislation. 

The  IMP  has  been  a  cornerstone  of  U.S. 
foreign  economic  policy  under  Republican 
and  Democratic  Administrations  for  nearly 
forty  years.  It  was  established  under  U.S. 
leadership  to  avoid  the  economic  restric- 
tions and  financial  disruption  of  the  inter- 
war  years  and  to  promote  the  sound  world 
economic  and  financial  system  essential  to 
prosperity  of  all  countries.  The  IMF  has 
been  remarkably  successful  in  fulfilling  its 
responsibilities  and  as  such  has  served  well 
the  broadest  of  U.S.  economic,  foreign 
policy,  and  security  interests. 

The  world  economy  is  currently  experi- 
encing economic  and  financial  strains  with- 
out precedent  in  the  postwar  period.  Many 
developing  countries  are  no  longer  able  to 
earn  the  foreign  exchange  to  pay  for  needed 
imports  and  to  service  their  debts,  and  could 
be  forced  to  implement  excessive  economic 
contraction  and  disruptive  trade  and  finan- 
cial measures  reminiscent  of  the  Depression. 
The    success    of    cooperative    efforts    to 


achieve  an  orderly  resolution  of  these  diffi- 
culties depends  to  a  great  extent  on  the 
IMF.  However,  the  resources  of  the  IMF  are 
being  depleted  rapidly,  and  its  ability  to  pro- 
vide financing  in  support  of  members'  bal- 
ance of  payments  adjustment  efforts  will 
soon  be  exhausted. 

After  intensive  negotiations,  international 
agreement  has  been  reached  on  measures  to 
assure  that  the  IMF  has  adequate  resources 
to  fulfill  its  important  responsibilities.  The 
Congress  is  now  being  asked  to  approve  leg- 
islation providing  for  the  U.S.  share  of  the 
increase  in  IMF  resources— a  share  that  is 
less  than  20  percent  of  the  total  increase. 
Failure  of  the  United  States  to  participate 
in  this  increase  in  resources,  for  the  institu- 
tion that  is  at  the  center  of  international  ef- 
forts to  deal  with  current  global  financial 
problems,  would  have  serious  consequences 
for  our  own  economic  recovery  and  the  pres- 
ervation of  millions  of  American  jobs.  More- 
over, it  would  have  a  devastating  impact  on 
international  confidence  in  U.S.  leadership 
and  result  in  severe  economic  and  political 
instability  in  countries  of  vital  interest  to 
the  United  States. 

The  IMF  was  created  in  response  to  the 
lessons  of  the  Great  Depression.  Unless  we 
learn  from  the  lessons  of  the  past,  we  will 
Inevitably  repeat  earlier  mistakes.  The  costs 
to  the  United  States  would  far  exceed  the 
investment  the  Congress  is  now  being  asked 
to  approve.  For  these  reasons,  we  urge 
prompt  approval  of  this  legislation. 

Robert  B.  Anderson,  Joseph  W.  Barr,  W. 
Michael  Blumenthal,  John  B.  Connal- 
ly,  C.  Douglas  Dillon,  Henry  H. 
Fowler,  David  M.  Kennedy,  G.  William 
Miller,  George  P.  Shultz,  John  W. 
Snyder. 

The  U.S.  Trade  Representative. 

Washington.  July  12.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill,  Jr., 
House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Tip:  I  am  writing  to  urge  your  sup- 
port for  legislation  before  the  House  which 
would  authorize  a  U.S.  quota  increase  for 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  (H.R. 
2957).  Similar  legislation  recently  passed  in 
the  Senate  (S.  695). 

As  the  chief  trade  representative  for  the 
President  and  the  Congress,  I  feel  I  must 
tell  you  of  the  negative  trade  consequences 
our  nation  will  face  if  this  legislation  is  not 
passed.  Without  an  increase  in  IMF  re- 
sources, billions  of  dollars  of  U.S.  overseas 
sales  will  simply  not  occur  and  thousaoids  of 
U.S.  job  opportunities  will  be  lost  because 
international  trade  finance,  both  public  and 
private,  will  decline  dramatically.  As  a 
result,  many  developing  countries  will  be 
unable  to  finance  the  purchase  of  reasona- 
ble levels  of  imports.  The  consequential 
drop  in  international  trade  will  severely 
hurt  U.S.  exporters,  since  we  sell  40  percent 
of  our  manufactured  exports— indeed, 
nearly  30  percent  of  our  total  exports— to 
developing  countries.  In  other  words.  IMF 
financing  that  helps  countries  adjust  to  bal- 
ance of  payments  difficulties  is  essential  for 
the  maintenance  and  expansion  of  current 
levels  of  international  trade.  This  in  turn  re- 
sults in  greater  markets  for  U.S.  exports  and 
more  jobs  for  Americans. 

You  should  also  be  aware  that  if  the  more 
restrictive  provisions  of  the  bill  are  not 
modified  (e.g.,  reserve  requirements),  there 
will  still  be  a  substantial  reduction  in  the 
level  of  international  trade  finance  that  the 
U.S.  private  banking  sector  will  be  able  to 
make  available.  This  will  certainly  have  a 


negative  effect  on  future  U.S.  export  levels. 
For  this  reason,  I  heartily  endorse  the  Ad- 
ministration's position  previously  communi- 
cated to  the  House  urging  modification  of 
specific  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Legislation  approving  an  increase  in  the 
U.S.  quota  to  the  IMF  is  part  of  an  integrat- 
ed U.S.  strategy  which  will  enable  the 
United  States  and  the  world  to  respond  suc- 
cessfully to  the  current  international  liquid- 
ity crisis  and  to  sustain  the  economic  recov- 
ery now  underway.  It  is  not  designed  to 
extend  foreign  aid  or  to  rescue  U.S.  banks. 
The  future  health  of  both  the  U.S.  and  the 
world  economies  depends  heavily  on  the 
successful  implementation  of  this  strategy. 

On  June  29.  the  President's  Advisory 
Committee  for  Trade  Negotiations  (ACTN), 
a  prestigious  45-person  committee  of  high- 
level  representatives  from  the  U.S.  private 
sector  chaired  by  Edmund  T.  Pratt,  Chief 
Executive  Officer  of  Pfizer,  approved  a  reso- 
lution expressing  its  general  support  for  re- 
plenishing the  IMF's  resource  base  with  a 
minimum  of  restrictive  measures.  While  the 
ACTN  does  not,  and  cannot  under  its  char- 
ter, lobby  for  the  particular  legislation  now 
before  the  Congress,  I  felt  that  you  should 
know  about  the  concerns  of  the  ACTN  re- 
garding the  need  for  adequate  IMF  facilities 
to  meet  the  needs  of  our  international  trad- 
ing system.  I  have  attached  a  copy  of  this 
resolution  for  your  information. 

In  sum,  this  country  needs  legislation  in- 
creasing the  level  of  U.S.  support  for  the 
International  Monetary  Fund.  The  future 
success  of  U.S.  exporting  efforts  and  of  the 
U.S.  economy  as  a  whole  depends  on  it. 
Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  your  support  for 
this  legislation. 

Very  truly  yours, 

William  E.  Brock. 

Office  of  the  U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative, Executive  Office  of 
the  President. 

Washington,  D.C. 

Resolution  of  the  Advisory  Committee 
FOR  Trade  Negotiations 
To:    The    President;    the    Speaker    of    the 
House  of  Representatives;  the  President 
of  the  Senate;  the  U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative. 

The  Advisory  Committee  for  Trade  Nego- 
tiations (ACTN)  has  the  honor  to  submit  to 
you  the  attached  resolution  expressing  the 
ACTN's  sentiment  with  regard  to  adequate 
financing  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund. 

Issue:  The  recent  developments  in  the 
world  economy  has  led  to  strains  in  the 
world  trade  and  financial  environment. 

Within  this  context  it  has  been  proposed 
that  the  resource  base  of  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  be  increased  to  accommo- 
date the  adjustment  necessary  to  restore 
stability  to  the  world  trade  and  financial 
community. 

The  ACTN  Believes: 

The  strains  in  the  international  trade  and 
financial  systems  have  had  an  adverse  effect 
on  U.S.  export-related  interests  which  has 
resulted  in  an  increase  in  unemployment. 

The  IMF  serves  a  crucial  and  unique  role 
in  the  international  trade  and  financial  sys- 
tems. It  is  the  only  organization  which  pro- 
vides short  term  balance  of  payments  assist- 
ance while  requiring  that  borrowing  coun- 
tries implement  economic  stabilization 
measures  to  solve  their  current  external  ac- 
count disequilibrium.  The  countries  borrow- 
ing from  the  IMF  constitute  an  important 
fast  growing  market  for  U.S.  exports  (40% 
of  manufactured  exports;  total  grew  30%  in 


the  past  10  years.)  IMF  funding  will  help  to 
alleviate  LDC  debt  pressures,  and  thus  help 
them  pay  for  imports. 

The  IMF  currently  has  a  funding  prob- 
lem. A  replenishment  of  resources  would 
help  to  alleviate  the  problem  in  the  short 
run. 

The  IMF  is  a  buttress  to  an  open  trading 
system  and  without  IMF  adjustment  pro- 
grams many  countries  are  likely  to  impose 
protectionist  measures. 

IMF  funding  is  a  vital  part  of  the  current 
global  debt  management  process.  Without 
IMF  participation  commercial  banks  are  un- 
likely to  pledge  new  funds  to  troubled  coun- 
tries. 

Without  quota  increases  the  IMF  would 
have  to  either  reduce  members'  access  to 
quotas  or  borrow  in  private  credit  markets 
in  its  own  name. 

Therefore,  the  ACTN  finds  that: 

International  trade  and  finance  are  inex- 
tricably linked  aind  a  reduction  in  interna- 
tional bank  lending  would  result  in  a  reduc- 
tion in  export  finance.  U.S.  exports  and  the 
labor  force  could  be  adversely  affected  if  an 
alternative  source  of  finance  was  not  avail- 
able. 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 
Washington^  D.C,  July  20.  1983. 

Dear  Member:  This  is  to  urge  your  sup- 
port for  pending  legislation  to  authorize  and 
appropriate  the  U.S.  contribution  to  an  in- 
crease in  the  resources  of  the  International 
Monetary  Fund. 

I  make  this  request  because  I  belive  that 
if  the  legislation  fails  there  will  be  strong 
upward  pressures  on  interest  rates.  This 
would  be  devastating  for  much  of  the  sav- 
ings and  loan  industry  which,  because  of  the 
recent  rise  in  rates,  has  slipped  back  into 
the  red.  This  is  a  critical  period  for  the  sav- 
ings and  loan  business  which  remains  in  a 
very  fragile  state.  The  kind  of  increase  in 
rates  which  I  fear  could  occur— if  the  legis- 
lation does  not  pass— would  represent  a  very 
significant  setback  for  savings  and  loan  in- 
stitutions in  their  quest  for  recovery.  Clear- 
ly, the  recovery  of  the  entire  homebuilding 
and  real  estate  industry  in  this  country  may 
be  at  stake  as  a  direct  consequence  of  in- 
creases in  interest  rates. 

Again.  I  strongly  urge  your  support  for 
the   legislation   which   is  scheduled   to   be 
voted  on  tomorrow,  Thursday.  July  21. 
Sincerely, 

Edwin  J.  Gray. 

Chairman. 

Testimonials  in  Favor  of  IMP  Quota 
Increase 

C.  T.  Conover.  Comptroller  of  the  Curren- 
cy (April  21.  1983):  "It  is  therefore  vital  that 
the  IMF  continue  to  have  funds  available 
for  countries  experiencing  financial  difficul- 
ties. Given  the  Fund's  existing  commit- 
ments and  the  likely  additional  demands 
upon  its  resources  in  the  future,  the  pro- 
posed increase  in  IMF  funding  is  essential  to 
maintaining  the  stability  of  the  worldwide 
financial  system." 

William  M.  Issac.  Chairman,  Federal  De- 
posit Insurance  Corporation  (April  21. 
1983):  "By  working  with  countries  to  devel- 
op appropriate  adjustment  programs,  the 
IMF  is  in  a  unique  position  to  impose  and 
maintain  discipline  during  the  adjustment 
process.  As  such  the  IMF's  actions  cannot 
only  have  a  positive  Impact  on  U.S.  banks 
with  international  loans  but  equally  impor- 
tant on  the  United  States  and  world  econo- 
mies." 
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Robert  Solomon.  The  Brookings  Institute 
(May  3.  1983):  "In  addition  to  the  growth  of 
trade,  financial  interdependence  among  na- 
tions has  increased  markedly  *  *  *  with  the 
growth  of  interdependence,  the  need  for  an 
Institution  like  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  is  even  greater  now  then  it  was  at  its 
reception  *  *  *  from  the  point  of  view  of  our 
(U.S.)  own  potential  financing  needs  as  well 
as  from  the  broader  perspective  of  helping 
to  sustain  a  well-functioning  world  economy 
on  which  American  prosperity  depends,  the 
case  for  providing  the  Fund  with  adequate 
resources  is  a  strong  one." 

WUliam  H.  Kennedy.  Jr..  President.  Amer- 
ican Bankers  Association  (May  6,  1983):  "An 
increase  in  the  IMF  quota  will  assure  its 
continued  ability  to  provide  balance  of  pay- 
ments aid  to  all  countries,  including  the 
United  States.  This  will  result  in  continued 
growth  in  international  trade  and  more  em- 
ployment opportunities  producing  goods  for 
exports  by  the  U.S." 

Lawrence  A.  Fox.  Vice  President  and  Man- 
ager. National  Ass<x:iation  of  Manufacturers 
(February  24.  1983):  "All  members  of  the 
international  community  have  a  responsibil- 
ity to  play  an  appropriate  role  in  assisting 
world  economic  recovery.  One  way  in  which 
the  U.S.  can  carry  out  its  role  in  overcoming 
present  difficulties  is  by  helping  to  increase 
the  IMF  quota  •  *  *  Under  the  present  cir- 
cumstances of  a  world  economy  under 
strain,  it  is  appropriate  that  international 
institutions,  such  as  the  IMF.  assume  a 
larger  role  in  easing  that  economic  strain." 

Henry  B.  Schechter.  Director.  Office  of 
Housing  and  Monetary  Policy.  AFL-CIO 
(April  26.  1983):  "In  the  absence  of  a  vigor- 
ous worldwide  economic  recovery,  there 
soon  may  be  a  need  for  expanded  IMF  fund 
infusions,  which  would  require  new  draws 
upon  U.S.  participation  quotas  •  *  *  The 
AFL-CIO  recognizes  the  serious  conse- 
quences of  potential  large  debtor  nation  de- 
faults to  the  world  economy  and  the  need 
for  IMF  action  to  help  debtor  nations  out  of 
their  precarious  positions." 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  auid  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

With  all  due  deference  and  respect 
to  the  sponsor  and  to  my  very  respect- 
ed ranking  minority  member.  I  have  to 
differ  with  them. 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  very 
pure  and  simple.  Let  us  call  a  spade  a 
spade. 

I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment because  abuse  of  tied  aid  credits 
by  foreign  countries  for  years  and 
years  and  years,  long  before  I  even 
came  to  this  Congress,  cost  us  jobs  In 
our  export  industries.  Now  this  com- 
petitive tied  aid  fund  will  allow  us  to 
counter  these  abuses  and  help  pre- 
serve Jobs  in  our  export  industries.  It 
is  necessary  and  it  is  long  overdue. 
That  is  why  I  oppose  this  amendment. 

Now,  if  the  administration  now 
finds— and  I  have  not  heard  from 
them  previously  that  they  have  some 
reservations  about  this— my  door  is 
always  open.  I  will  be  happy  to  chat 
with  them.  This  legislation  has  a  bit  of 
traveling  to  do;  we  have  a  few  high- 
ways to  negotiate.  And  between  now 
and  then  and  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
ference, I  am  sure  we  will  have  ample 
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for  U.S.  citizens,  for  Americans,  and 
then  if  it  occurs  to  us,  or  it  can  be 
demonstrated  to  us  on  this  side,  that 
some  changes  have  to  be  made  that 
are  perfecting  or  that  will  improve  the 
section,  certainly  we  will  be  sympa- 
thetic and  cooperative. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  to  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment.  I  think  this  Is  an  Im- 
provement on  the  bill  overall.  I  think 
the  entire  bill  Is  a  disaster.  I  think  the 
IMF  is  especially  bad,  but  I  cannot 
think  any  higher,  really,  of  the 
Export-Import  Bank,  even  though  I  do 
know  that  generally  speaking  there  is 
a  lot  more  support  of  Exlm  than  there 
Is  for  IMF,  but  In  many  ways  It  Is  very 
much  the  same  thing.  So  cutting  out 
$1  billion  Is  an  Improvement  and  I  will 
strongly  support  that. 

Yesterday  we  had  our  colleague  and 
friend  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annunzio) 
point  out  very  clearly  how  the  IMF 
funding  is  used  to  subsidize  Commu- 
nist nations.  He  mentioned  In  particu- 
lar Vietnam.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
today  something  that  the  Members 
will  have  to  defend  when  they  vote  for 
this  in  terms  of  the  subsidies  that  the 
Members  give  to  Communist  nations. 

And  this  is  something  that  one 
would  think  would  be  cut  back  with 
the  new  administration  who  has  been 
strongly  anti-Communist,  and  mili- 
tantly  opposed  to  Communist  aggres- 
sion and  expansion  around  the  world, 
and  yet,  something  very  dramatic  is 
happening  behind  the  scenes  in  the 
banking  world  and  the  business  world. 
Instead  of  this  type  of  funding  to 
Communist  nations  being  reduced,  it  is 
being  massively  increased. 

I  compared  27  months  prior  to  the 
time  Carter  left  office  to  the  first  27 
months  of  the  Reagan  administration. 
And  what  do  we  find?  I  know  these 
statistics  will  not  please  the  conserv- 
atives. I  know  they  will  not  please  our 
side  of  the  aisle.  But  the  plain  truth  Is 
something  terrible  is  happening.  And 
we  will  participate  in  the  further  fund- 
ing of  the  enemies  that  we  are  always 
asked  to  build  more  weapons  for  in 
order  to  defend  ourselves  against. 

During  the  last  27  months  of 
Carter's  administration,  they  allowed 
funding  to  Communist  nations 
through  the  Exlmbank  to  the  tune  of 
$493,287,000.  The  average  rate  of  In- 
terest was  8.18  percent,  way  below 
market  rates.  So  here  the  Conmiunlsts 
can  come  into  our  marketplace,  buy 
our  goods  and  services  at  8-percent  In- 
terest, where  the  average  prime  rate 
was  13  percent. 


pretty  good  deal  for  the  Communists 
at  the  expense  of  the  American  tax- 
payers. 

But  the  American  people  are  sick  of 
that,  so  they  get  a  new  administration. 
They  say.  "Let's  be  tough  on  the  Com- 
munists." So  are  we  tough?  Between 
January  1981  and  March  1983.  we  In- 
creased funding  the  Exlmbank  to 
Communist  nations  by  43  percent.  It 
went  from  $493  million  to  $606  million 
to  Communist  nations. 

Now  the  rate  of  Interest  went  up 
dramatically.  It  went  from  8  to  9  per- 
cent. But  the  average  prime  rate 
during  this  period  of  time  we  were 
giving  this  gift  to  the  Communists,  our 
prime  rate  was  16  percent,  which 
meant  our  consumer  rate  was  probably 
20  percent. 

How  anybody  can  stand  up  here  and 
vote  for  this  bill  and  look  their  con- 
stituents in  the  eye,  I  cannot  under- 
stand it.  It  is  total  insanity.  But  that  is 
what  Is  happening.  I  think  there  is  no 
economic  justification  for  this  type  of 
financing.  There  certainly  Is  no  moral 
justification  and  someone  show  me 
where  It  tells  us  we  have  the  authority 
to  do  this  in  the  Constitution.  There  is 
no  authority  for  this.  Some  day  we  are 
going  to  have  to  stop  doing  this.  The 
American  people  do  not  want  it.  How 
many  people  come  to  the  Members 
and  ask  them  to  vote  for  low  subsi- 
dized loans  to  the  Russians  so  they 
can  buy  goods  and  services  from  us  In 
order  to  perk  up  our  business.  That  is 
foolish.  It  does  not  work.  If  you  give 
the  Communist  nations  $600  million  of 
subsidized  loans,  all  you  have  done  Is 
you  have  stolen  the  credit  from  the 
American  consumer.  He  pays  more  for 
what  he  has  to  borrow  and  he  does  not 
get  something.  You  do  not  create  any- 
thing. Govertunent  has  never  created 
a  single  job.  All  they  can  do  is  steal 
the  job  from  somebody  else  and  cause 
harm  and  suffering  to  the  innocent. 

And  this  is  why  this  type  of  inter- 
ventionist legislation  Is  so  bad.  It  cre- 
ates a  victim.  Some  Innocent  victim 
who  does  not  even  know  why  he  is 
being  hurt  and  why  Interest  rates  are 
high.  So  the  Fed  says  it  is  the  Con- 
gress and  the  Congress  says  it  is  the 
Fed  and  it  is  we  passing  legislation  like 
this  that  makes  the  people  suffer. 

This  is  based  on  the  fallacy  that  if 
you  export  money,  if  you  take  money 
out  of  one  pocket  and  put  it  into  an- 
other, you  can  create  wealth.  But 
what  happens  Is  you  steal  money  from 
one,  you  give  it  to  another,  they  get 
the  product,  and  some  businessman 
gets  the  benefit. 


(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Paul 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
another  fallacy  that  is  involved  here 
that  people  accept  in  order  to  accept 
the  notion  that  Exim  money  is  good. 
That  fallacy  is  that  you  have  to  retali- 
ate. If  Japan  gives  their  car  company  a 
subsidy,  you  have  to  react  and  do  the 
same  thing  for  our  car  companies.  But 
just  carry  that  argument  to  full  exten- 
sion: Let  us  say  that  if  Japan  offers  ev- 
erybody in  this  country  a  free  car. 
Would  the  country  be  poorer  or 
richer?  Everybody  gets  a  free  car,  we 
save  that  money,  we  spend  it  on  some- 
thing else,  and  we  are  richer  and 
Japan  goes  broke. 

But  why  is  it  that  Japan  and  other 
countries  can  subsidize  their  compa- 
nies? Very  precisely  because  we  give 
the  money  to  them.  We  subsidize 
Japan  to  the  tune  of  $30  billion,  $40 
billion,  $50  billion  a  year  by  taking 
care  of  all  of  their  defense.  So  we  save 
them  money  and  they  give  their  subsi- 
dy to  the  car  company  and  they  come 
in  and  undersell  us.  And  no  wonder  we 
suffer;  we  are  paying  for  their  subsi- 
dies. 

But  there  is  nothing  wrong  with  ac- 
cepting a  gift.  If  they  want  to  discoimt 
their  products,  accept  it  gracefully, 
quickly  they  would  go  bankrupt  unless 
we  give  them  the  money.  But  we  con- 
tinue foolishly  to  give  them  this 
money. 

Our  main  problem  with  this  type  of 
legislation  is  that  it  is  based  on  a  su- 
perficial analysis.  Instead  of  looking  at 
the  basic  problem,  and  that  is  the  cur- 
rency. When  the  currency  breaks 
down,  trade  breaks  down,  so  you  have 
to  go  into  subsidies  and  trade  barriers 
and  all  sorts  of  things  to  compensate. 
So  until  we  address  the  subject  very 
basically  about  the  currency  and  why 
the  unit  is  unstable  and  how  countries 
inflate  at  different  rates  and  why  the 
international  banking  system  is  break- 
ing down.  I  can  guarantee  you  that 
this  will  go  on  for  years  and  there  will 
be  absolutely  no  benefit  to  us.  This  is 
painful,  and  the  American  taxpayer  Is 
going  to  suffer  severely  by  funding  the 
Eximbank  or  the  IMF. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  Is 
one  other  point  that  has  not  been  dis- 
cussed in  this  debate  as  yet— and  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman  yielding  to 
permit  me  to  mention  it  briefly.  The 
use  of  tied  aid  credit  is  an  onerous 
process,  everybody  agrees  with  that, 
but  we  may  be  in  a  sort  of  backhanded 
way  authorizing  the  Eximbank  of  this 
Nation  to  engage  in  this  kind  of  activi- 
ty and  authorizing  a  billion  dollars  to 
be  used  for  that  purpose.  In  the  way 
that  Federal  agencies  sometimes  work 


I  think  it  is  important  for  the  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  to  contemplate  what 
might  very  likely  be  the  result  in  5 
years  or  10  years  from  now  when  the 
Export-Import  Bank,  whose  very  pur- 
pose is  to  promote  exports,  might 
tend,  as  time  goes  by,  to  utilize  this  au- 
thority we  would  now  grant  to  say, 
"Well,  we  will  do  just  a  little  bit  of  for- 
eign aid  with  this  export  subsidy,  and 
then  as  time  goes  by  we  will  do  a  little 
more,"  and  pretty  soon,  instead  of 
being  a  $1  billion  authorization,  it  will 
be  $5  billion  or  $10  billion  or  $25  bil- 
lion, as  these  programs  inevitably 
grow,  as  we  have  seen  so  very  often. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  gentleman  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  had  not  intended  to 
speak  on  the  gentleman's  amendment, 
but  I  thought  I  would  address  the  one 
point  that  was  raised  by  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  in  that  all  we  are 
doing  here  is  creating  the  authority, 
which,  of  course,  is  subject  to  the  ap- 
propriations process. 

I  was  persuaded  by  that  argument  a 
couple  years  ago,  and,  in  fact,  in  a 
couple  of  instances  in  the  Banking 
Committee  I  spent  my  time  being  sure 
that  we  had  such  a  provision  in  the 
bill  so  that  the  authority  that  we  were 
dispensing  would  in  fact  be  subject  to 
the  appropriations  process.  My  idea  in 
those  days  was  that  if  we  would  do 
that,  that  that  would  constrain  the 
growth  of  lending.  Regrettably,  it  has 
not. 

As  most  Members  on  the  Committee 
know,  at  some  point  in  the  discourse 
on  every  bill  that  concerns  new  lend- 
ing authority  that  comes  to  this  floor, 
I  take  the  occasion  to  make  my  speech 
about  the  growing  Federal  lending 
problem  that  we  have  in  this  country. 
And  I  will  do  that  at  this  point,  be- 
cause I  think  It  is  the  appropriate 
point. 

Everyone  In  the  country  Is  familiar 
with  the  fact  that  Federal  spending  is 
out  of  control.  And  so  as  recently  as  5 
or  6  years  ago  when  we  had  the  ongo- 
ing discussions  between  the  Carter  ad- 
ministration and  the  Congress,  there 
was  a  great  effort  made  to  constrain 
the  growth  of  spending,  and  all  the 
focus  in  the  country  among  constitu- 
ents and  Members  of  the  Congress  has 
been  to  hold  down  the  growth  in 
spending. 

I  think  some  progress  has  been  made 
in  that  respect.  But  what  happened 
along  the  way  is  that  the  creative  ap- 
plicants for  Federal  assistance  are 
simply  moved  from  the  spending 
window  over  to  the  lending  window, 
and  what  we  have  noticed  in  the  last  4 
or  5  years  now  is  that,  while  we  have 
managed  to  hold  down  Federal  spend- 
ing a  little  bit.  Federal  lending  Is  out 
of  control.  In  the  last  5  years  the  Fed- 
eral lending  programs— and  this  is  the 


case  today— are  growing  faster  than 
Federal  spending  programs. 

Now.  some  people  say,  "Well,  so 
what?  They  do  not  cost  anything.  If 
there  is  a  repayment,  there  is  no  ex- 
penditure." And  in  some  instances  we 
have  cleverly  moved  it  off  the  budget 
so  that  we  do  not  even  have  to  account 
for  it  and,  therefore,  it  does  not  really 
constitute  a  deficit— all  incorrect  be- 
cause we  all  know  there  is  an  impact. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  made  an 
excellent  statement  about  what  hap- 
pens when  we  increase  the  Federal 
lending  programs.  We  simply  take 
available  credit  away  from  other 
people.  In  many  instances  the  more 
productive  businesses  suffer  because 
the  people  who  get  the  credit  assist- 
ance are  the  politically  powerful,  like 
the  big  banks  who  are  here  today  for 
their  share  at  the  trough,  or  in  past 
instances,  where  New  York  City  and 
Lockheed,  if  you  are  big,  if  you  are 
strong,  if  you  are  powerful,  and  if  you 
can  exert  pressure  on  this  Congress, 
you  will  get  some  lending  assistance, 
just  flex  your  muscles  and  go  to  work, 
and  you  will  get  whatever  it  is  that 
you  seek. 

Now,  let  me  come  back  to  the  point 
'that  I  want  to  make  here.  We  have  got 
a  situation  that  is  out  of  control.  In 
every  case  where  we  have  added  to  the 
lending  authorities.  I  have  come  to  the 
floor  and  said,  "Do  you  not  think  we 
ought  to  try  to  hold  down  this  run- 
away Federal  lending  problem  before 
we  grant  any  more?"  And  everyone 
generally  concedes,  "Yes,  we  really 
need  to  do  something  about  that  be- 
cause it  is  a  first-class  problem,  just 
like  spending  Is  a  first-class  problem." 

And  so  we  go  through  these  convo- 
luted explanations  about  the  fact  that, 
well,  we  are  going  to  make  it  subject  to 
appropriation.  Well,  I  can  assure  you 
that  does  not  work.  We  have  been 
doing  that  for  the  last  2  or  3  years. 
Federal  lending  continues  to  go  up  be- 
cause the  appropriations  process  is 
subject  to  the  same  pressure  as  we  are 
here. 

The  only  way  we  are  ever  going  to 
constrain  the  grovrth  of  Federal  lend- 
ing programs  is  to  do  it  right  here. 
When  new  authority  is  requested,  we 
have  got  to  say  no,  because  we  have  a 
problem,  and  until  we  are  able  to 
make  sense  out  of  all  of  this  credit 
that  we  are  dispensing— and  we  are 
not  In  that  position  right  now— every- 
one knows  that  we  do  not  have  a 
mechanism  for  making  sense  out  of 
the  credit  assistance  programs  that  we 
dispense.  So  until  such  time  as  we  can 
get  the  cart  before  the  horse,  I  would 
suggest  that  we  should  never  Increase 
the  authority  for  lending,  lending  as- 
sistance, credit  assistance,  entry  subsi- 
dies, until  we  know  more  about  what 
we  are  doing.  And  unless  we  have  the 
discipline  and  the  determination  to 
stop  that  In  each  Instance,  the  prob- 
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lem  is  going  to  get  worse  year  after 
year  after  year.  Now.  I  regret  that,  be- 
cause I  find  that  in  some  instances  the 
credit  assistance  programs  are  quite 
useful,  and  I  have  never  suggested 
that  we  ought  to  obliterate  them.  All  I 
am  suggesting  is  that  we  must  con- 
strain this  growth  in  Federal  lending, 
just  as  we  are  trying  to  constrain  the 
growth  in  Federal  spending,  and  make 
sense  out  of  it. 

I  think  the  gentleman  is  right  to 
bring  this  issue  to  the  floor,  and  I 
hope  that  Members  will  support  his 
amendment.  It  is  an  untested  idea.  It 
is  the  very  type  of  thing  that  we  can 
say  no  to  here  painlessly,  and  we  will 
be  then  setting  a  precedent,  I  think, 
that  will  be  important  in  the  future  as 
we  deal  with  this  very  important  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  suppose  that  our 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  could  kill  this  provision  if  they 
chose  to.  I  would  hope  that  they 
would  not  because  it  seems  to  me  that 
those  Members  who  have  been  urging 
our  colleagues  to  resist  the  tendency 
to  try  to  raise  protectionist  barriers 
around  various  commodities  and  goods 
produced  in  this  country  had  better 
have  something  affirmative  to  offer  on 
their  part  in  order  to  equip  U.S.  ex- 
porters to  secure  foreign  sales. 
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If  they  do  not  have  something  af- 
firmative to  offer  as  a  substitute  to 
protectionist  proposals,  then  they  are 
going  to  quickly  find  that  the  United 
States  is  going  to  be  absolutely  at  the 
mercy  of  foreign  competitors  who 
have  the  will  and  who  have  the  where- 
withal to  capture  growing  market 
shares  in  the  international  market- 
place. They  are  going  to  put  this  coun- 
try at  the  mercy  of  more  and  more 
products  coming  into  our  markets,  dis- 
placing our  workers,  closing  our  facto- 
ries, and  making  this  country  even 
more  pathetic  as  an  industrial  power. 

I  am  surprised  to  hear  the  opposi- 
tion from  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle  to  this  modest  provision— a  provi- 
sion that  I  have  some  technical  diffi- 
culties with  myself,  but  which  at  least 
points  in  the  direction  of  meeting  the 
determined  competition  that  our  for- 
eign countries  are  providing. 

You  can  talk  to  exporters  all  over 
this  country  and  they  will  tell  you 
that  the  competitors  they  are  up 
against  in  the  world  do  provide  mixed 
credits,  are  providing  these  kinds  of 
tools  for  their  exporters,  and  all  I 
have  to  say  to  my  coUegaues  on  the 
Republican  side  of  the  aisle  is,  if  we 
fail  to  do  the  same  for  our  American 
exporters,  we  are  going  to  find  a 
steady  deterioration  of  wealth,  of  prof- 
its, and  of  jobs  in  this  country. 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  the 
amendment  and  support  the  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  WEBER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  was  interested  in 
the  comments  of  our  colleague  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Paul)  and  I  wonder  if  he 
could  respond  to  some  questions,  be- 
cause I  claim  no  expertise  on  this  sub- 
ject and  I  was  not  quite  sure  I  under- 
stood his  point. 

If  the  gentleman  would  answer  a 
couple  questions,  did  the  gentleman 
say  that  on  the  financing  of  this  pro- 
gram, some  of  the  money  actually  does 
go  to  Communist  countries? 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WEBER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Yes.  there  is  no  doubt  about  it.  I 
quoted  a  figure,  that  in  the  first  27 
months  of  the  Reagan  administration, 
when  we  would  have  thought  that  the 
funding  to  Communist  nations  would 
have  gone  down,  it  actually  went  up  43 
percent,  to  the  tune  of  $606  million. 

I  see  this  as  a  major  problem.  So  if 
there  is  a  need  to  help  our  exporters, 
it  seems  as  if  the  first  thing  we  do  is 
cut  off  all  the  support  to  the  enemy. 
To  give  our  money  away  to  the  Com- 
munists and  let  them  buy  our  goods  is 
hardly  good  for  business.  It  is  some- 
what like  the  comparison  of  saying 
that  if  one  is  in  the  hotel  business  and 
your  census  is  down,  you  say,  "I  want 
to  do  something  for  jobs.  I  want  to  do 
something  for  my  business.  I  have  a 
gambling  casino  and  I  want  things 
jumping."  So  you  go  to  your  savings 
account  and  take  out  a  million  dollars 
and  you  go  out  on  the  street  and  you 
pass  out  the  money. 

You  come  in.  and  sure  enough,  busi- 
ness is  good.  They  come  in  and  they 
buy  food,  they  go  to  the  gambling 
casino,  business  is  good  and  you  think 
you  are  making  a  lot  of  money.  It  is 
■good"  for  jobs. 

But  you  are  consuming  wealth.  That 
is  what  we  are  doing  in  this  Nation. 
We  are  consuming  wealth  by  giving 
away  this  money  in  order  to  make  it 
look  like  business  is  good.  Superficially 
it  looks  that  way. 

Mr.  WEBER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
could  reclaim  my  time  for  just  a 
minute,  would  the  gentleman  please 
specify  for  us  some  of  the  Communist 
countries  that  have  received  aid? 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield  further,  they 
have  been  very  specific.  Over  the  years 
I  have  watched  the  inserts  into  the 
Federal  Register,  because  if  it  is  a 
Communist  nation,  under  the  law,  the 
way  I  understand  it,  the  President  has 
to  sign  a  little  document.  The  docu- 
ment, in  essence,  says  in  the  national 


interest  we  have  to  give  this  money  to 
the  Communists.  So  I  have  found  doc- 
uments to  the  effect  that  we  have 
granted  loarxs  to  Yugoslavia,  Bulgaria. 
Czechoslovakia,  and  Romania. 

We  all  know  that  the  Soviet  bloc  is  a 
bloc.  so.  therefore,  if  we  give  money  to 
the  Eastern  bloc  nations,  this  helps 
the  Soviets.  So  the  Soviets  send  their 
money  to  Cuba.  Cuba  sends  it  to  Nica- 
ragua, and  the  reaction  is.  "Send  in 
the  troops"  to  pressure  Nicaragua  or 
El  Salvador. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WEBER.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  am  trying  to 
determine  at  this  point  in  the  debate 
is  whether  or  not  the  colloquy  be- 
tween the  two  gentlemen  goes  to  the 
IMF  provisions  of  the  bill  or  if  the 
gentlemen  are  suggesting  that  their 
points  run  toward  the  Export-Import 
Bank  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Could  the  gentleman  clarify  that? 

Mr.  WEBER.  I  believe  that  the  gen- 
tleman's remarks  were  directed  toward 
the  Export-Import  Bank,  and  it  is  in 
that  area  that  I  was  trying  to  clarify 
in  my  own  mind  exactly  what  he 
meant,  but  I  would  be  glad  to  yield  to 
my  colleague  for  a  clarification  of  his 
own  remarks. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield  further,  these 
figures  I  have  quoted  are  Exim.  I  re- 
ferred to  the  talk  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annunzio)  yester- 
day that  referred  to  the  IMF.  the  way 
they  subsidize  Communists,  but  I  am 
pointing  out  something  that  was  not 
discussed  or  debated  in  general  debate: 
that  some  of  the  Exim  money  also 
goes  to  the  Soviet  bloc. 

The  important  point  is.  we  support 
the  Soviets  this  way.  Another  point:  A 
few  years  back  we  literally  used  Exim- 
bank  to  build  the  Kama  river  truck 
plant  in  Russia,  the  plant  that  built 
the  trucks  that  were  used  for  the  inva- 
sion of  Afghanistan.  So  the  Soviets  in- 
vaded Afghanistan,  and  our  reaction 
was,  "We  have  to  be  tough.  Let  us 
have  a  draft.  Let  us  have  registration." 

What  I  am  pointing  out  is.  we  make 
one  mistake  and  it  causes  two  mistakes 
later  on. 

Just  to  follow  up  with  this,  this  is 
not  going  to  stop.  This  is  continuing, 
because  at  this  very  time  there  is  legis- 
lation in  the  Senate  requesting  that 
we  change  the  definition  of  China. 
This  is  unbelievable.  They  are  going  to 
ask.  at  the  request  of  the  State  De- 
partment, that  we  no  longer  declare 
that  China  is  a  Communist  nation  so 
they  can  qualify  for  these  loans  auto- 
matically. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me  on  that  point? 


Mr.  WEBER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  quite  clear 
what  the  gentleman  said  either.  I 
thought  at  one  point  he  was  talking 
about  loans,  but  then  he  said  that 
somehow  we  give  money  to  these  Com- 
munist countries. 

Could  the  gentleman  help  clarify 
that  for  me? 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield  further,  yes.  I 
would  say  that  if  the  Russians  or  the 
Soviets  or  the  Eastern  bloc  nations 
can  borrow  $606  million  in  the  first  27 
months  of  this  administration  at  a  9- 
percent  rate  of  interest,  when  the 
prime  is  16  and  the  rate  of  interest  to 
the  consumer  is  18  or  20  and  there  is 
never  an  obligation  to  pay  back. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Are  these  loans  to  the 
Soviet  Union? 

Mr.  PAUL.  No,  these  are  to  Eastern 
bloc  nations.  I  would  say  that  is  a  gift. 
That,  to  me.  is  a  gift. 

Mr.  WEBER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
could  reclaim  my  time.  I  would  like  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Leach). 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  just  wanted  to  comment  that  I  think 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  has  a  point 
but  one  that  should  not  be  driven  too 
far. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  the  money 
all  comes  back  to  the  United  States. 
There  is  no  "gift."  We  are  selling 
American  goods  that  have  to  be  paid 
for  with  interest.  Now.  the  gentleman 
in  the  well  is  correct  that  that  interest 
is  subsidized,  and  to  that  extent,  the 
interest  subsidy  does  represent  a  subsi- 
dy to  our  trading  partners. 

One  of  the  great  questions  we,  as  a 
country,  have  to  deal  with  is:  Is  it 
better  to  trade  materials  or  trade  bul- 
lets? Many  of  us  feel  very  strongly 
that  it  is  preferable  to  trade  materials, 
if  at  all  possible,  to  create  American 
jobs. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Parris). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LUNDINE 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lundine:  Page 
15,  after  line  3,  insert  the  following: 

REPORT  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  110.  Section  9  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(cXl)  The  report  shall  Include  a  detailed 
description  of  all  actions  which  have  been 
taken  by  the  Bank  or  which  will  be  taken  by 
the  Bank— 

"(A)  to  maintain  the  competitive  position 
of  key  linkage  Industries  in  the  United 
SUtes; 

"(B)  to  support  Industries  which  are  en- 
gaged in  the  export  of  high  value  added 
products; 


"(C)  to  support  industries  which  are  en- 
gaged in  the  development  of  new  capital 
goods  technology; 

"(D)  to  preserve  and  create  high  skilled 
jobs  in  the  United  States  economy:  and 

"(E)  to  enhance  the  opportunity  for 
growth  and  expansion  of  small  businesses 
and  entrepreneurial  enterprises. 

"(2)  Such  report  shall  include  the  com- 
ments of  the  Advisory  Committee  regarding 
the  objectives  specified  in  paragraph  (1).". 
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Mr.  LUNDINE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  requires  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  to  report  to  the  Congress 
on  how  their  programs  are  affecting 
several  objectives  which  are  central  to 
U.S.  industries  remaining  internation- 
ally competitive.  These  objectives  in- 
clude preserving  the  competitive  posi- 
tion of  linkage  industries  in  our  econo- 
my and  industries  which  are  engaged 
in  the  export  of  high  value  added 
products  or  new  capital  goods  technol- 
ogy. In  addition,  these  objectives  in- 
clude efforts  to  preserve  and  create 
high-skilled  jobs  in  our  economy  and 
enhance  the  opportunity  for  growth  of 
small  businesses  and  entrepreneurial 
enterprises.  This  amendment  also 
seeks  the  comments  of  the  Advisory 
Committee  created  under  this  legisla- 
tion on  the  efforts  of  the  Bank  to  ad- 
dress these  objectives. 

The  United  States  is  facing  intense 
international  competition  in  almost  all 
aspects  of  industrial  production.  In 
many  industries,  we  are  loosing  or 
have  lost  our  competitive  edge  to  for- 
eign industries  who  benefit  from  gov- 
errunent  supported  export  financing 
that  is  coordinated  with  an  overall  for- 
ward-looking industrial  strategy  to 
make  and  keep  their  industries  inter- 
nationally competitive.  As  such,  our 
Export-Import  Bank  is  an  important 
tool  available  to  our  industries  to 
insure  that  they  remain  competitive 
with  their  international  counterparts. 

We  must  begin  to  think  about  how 
we  can  utilize  our  Export-Import  Bank 
as  a  lever  to  improve  the  competitive- 
ness of  our  industries.  By  and  large, 
the  Export-Import  Bank  in  the  past 
has  been  a  reactive  institution  which 
has  not  sought  to  develop  export  mar- 
kets abroad.  They  have  had  no  strate- 
gic dimension  to  their  activities,  in 
part  because  for  a  long  time  our  indus- 
tries held  the  competitive  edge  over 
their  foreign  counterparts.  We  can  no 
longer  afford  to  operate  as  we  have  in 
the  past,  but  rather  must  begin  to  ar- 
ticulate what  our  long  term  export 
policy    objectives    are    and    how    the 


Export-Import  Bank  can  best  function 
to  achieve  these  objectives. 

If  we  examine  the  record  of  Export- 
Import  Bank  lending  over  the  last  few 
years,  in  general,  we  find  that  their  ac- 
tivities have  been  concentrated  in  cer- 
tain industries  such  as  aircraft, 
energy,  and  mining.  While  these  ef- 
forts have  been  assisted,  other  indus- 
tries with  a  potential  for  export  have 
gone  wanting.  In  part,  this  concern  is 
what  has  led  to  an  emphasis  in  this 
bill  on  efforts  to  increase  Eximbank 
support  for  the  small  business  corrunu- 
nity.  A  General  Accounting  Office 
report  issued  earlier  this  year  conclud- 
ed that  the  small  business  conununity 
did  not  have  access  to  the  Export- 
Import  Bank.  And  yet.  we  know  that 
small  businesses,  on  average,  are  more 
irmovative  and  create  more  higher 
skilled  jobs  than  larger  firms. 

This  amendment  attempts  to  inter- 
ject some  discipline  into  the  decision- 
making process  which  goes  into  deci- 
sions at  the  Eximbank.  It  also,  hope- 
fully, will  help  the  Congress  focus  on 
what  is  a  terribly  critical  issue— how 
we  can  utilize  our  Export-Import  Bank 
more  effectively  to  acheive  objectives 
which  we  all  agree  will  insure  that  we 
improve  productivity,  stimulate  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  stay  international- 
ly competitive. 

I  am  reminded  by  a  remark  which 
was  made  by  Lee  lacocca  about  his  ex- 
perience at  Chrysler.  He  said  that  one 
of  the  most  valuable  exercises  they 
had  done  was  to  develop  a  5-year  strat- 
egy. Whether  they  followed  it  precise- 
ly was  not  important.  What  was  im- 
portant was  that  such  an  exercise  pro- 
vided them  with  the  discipline  needed 
to  force  them  to  take  a  look  around  at 
world  realities  and  to  take  a  long-term 
view  of  how  they  might  begin  to  ad- 
dress these  realities  to  improve  their 
competitive  position. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  ain  impor- 
tant step  forward  to  interject  this  type 
of  discipline  into  the  policymaking 
process  at  the  Eximbank  and  to  help 
Congress  focus  on  the  role  of  the  Ex- 
imbank can  play  in  our  overall  objec- 
tives to  improve  the  international 
competitiveness  of  our  industries. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman. 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
member  of  our  committee  that  I  have, 
along  with  other  members  of  our  com- 
mittee, looked  at  this  amendment  very 
carefully.  It  is  brilliantly  crafted,  and  I 
want  to  commend  the  gentleman  and 
say  that  we  are  most  happy  to  accept 
his  amendment.  And  I  will  bet  that  if 
the  gentleman  would  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman on  the  other  side  of  the  sosle, 
he  would  get  some  good  news. 
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Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island. 

Recalling  the  story  about  the 
Member  who  had  offered  an  amend- 
ment on  this  floor  one  day.  had  it  ac- 
cepted by  both  sides,  insisted  on  con- 
tinuing to  speak,  and  then  had  his 
amendment  defeated.  I  understand 
the  wisdom  of  the  suggestion  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
just  now  had  a  chance  to  look  at  the 
gentleman's  amendment.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve he  offered  it  before;  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
apologize  to  the  gentleman  for  the 
lateness  with  which  it  was  delivered, 
but  it  was  delivered  to  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  at  the  same  time,  and 
as  he  said,  he  has  had  an  opportunity 
to  look  into  it  in  detail. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  that  I  have  gone  over  it,  and  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  seems 
laudable.  At  first  blush  it  seems  like  it 
might  entail  a  lot  of  additional  re- 
quirements and  additional  paperwork 
by  Exim,  but  I  cannot  feel  myself  con- 
strained to  the  point  that  I  would 
oppose  the  gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  I  am  sorry,  I  did  not 
understand  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  would  not  oppose  the 
gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Ohio.  (Mr. 
Wyue). 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  LuNDiNE)  for  all  the  leadership 
he  has  shown  in  the  whole  area  of 
international  trade.  It  is  often  a  sub- 
ject that  is  vastly  misunderstood  by 
many  of  our  constituents.  I  would  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  that 
I  think  his  constituents  are  very  fortu- 
nate that  they  have  him  here  looking 
out  for  their  interests. 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Neal),  and  I  will  simply 
say  that  I  appreciate  the  bipartisan 
expression  of  support  for  this  amend- 
ment. 

These  reports  are  already  required. 
We  are  not  adding  any  new  reporting 
requirement.  This  amendment  simply 
seeks  to  focus  the  U.S.  efforts  on  in- 
dustrial competitiveness,  and  I  appre- 
ciate the  words  of  encouragement  by 
both  sides  and  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Lundine). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFTERED  BY  MR.  AUCOIN 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  AuCoin:  Page 
15.  after  line  21.  insert  the  following: 

MEDIUM-TERM  FINANCING 

Sec.  112.  Section  2(a)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635(a)) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

■■(3)  In  order  for  the  Bank  to  be  competi- 
tive in  all  of  its  financing  programs  with 
countries  whose  exports  compete  with 
United  States  exports,  the  Bank  shall— 

■■(A)  provide  medium-term  financing— 

"(i)  at  rates  of  interest  to  the  customer 
which  are  equal  to  the  rates  established  by 
the  Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation 
and  Development:  and 

"(ii)  in  amounts  up  to  85  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  exports  involved:  and 

"(B)  cooperate  fully  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  the  Administrator  of  the 
Small  Business  Administration  to  develop  a 
program  for  purposes  of  disseminating  in- 
formation, using  existing  private  institu- 
tions, to  small  business  concerns  regarding 
the  medium-term  financing  provided  under 
this  paragraph.". 

Mr.  AuCOIN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleague  from  Min- 
nesota (Mr.  Prenzel)  in  offering  an 
amendment  that  will  encourage  small 
businesses  to  use  the  Export-Import 
Bank. 

The  foundation  upon  which  this  Na- 
tion's economic  prosperity  rests  has 
been,  and  remains,  small  business. 
Small  business  has  been  the  key  to 
much  of  our  economic  growth,  its 
technological  innovation  and  job  cre- 
ation. 

H.R.  2957  makes  important  strides 
on  behalf  of  small  business,  and  the 
committee  should  be  commended  for 
its  actions.  Our  colleagues  Mr.  Lun- 
dine, Mr.  Roemer,  and  Ms.  Kaptur  de- 
serve particular  credit  for  their  efforts 
on  behalf  of  small  business.  The 
thrust  of  our  amendment  today  is  to 
complement  and  supplement  what 
they  have  already  accomplished. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  greatest  potential 
for  export  expansion,  for  new  job  cre- 
ation and  new  industries,  lies  with 
small  business.  The  Department  of 
Commerce  estimates  that  there  are  at 
least  20.000  businesses  in  this  country 
that  could  export  but  do  not.  Ninety- 
two  percent  of  all  American  firms  sell 
only  in  the  United  States  while  93  per- 
cent of  the  world's  population  is  out- 
side the  United  States.  There  ought  to 


be  improvement  when  one  considers 
that  exports  represent  some  9  percent 
of  our  GNP  and  that  for  every  $1  bil- 
lion in  exports,  at  least  25.000  new 
U.S.  jobs  are  created. 

The  greatest  problem  these  small- 
and  medium-sized  exporters  face,  ac- 
cording to  a  recent  survey  conducted 
by  the  Commerce  Department,  is  the 
availability  of  competitive  export  fi- 
nance support.  The  problem  of  ade- 
quate export  credit  support  for  small- 
er companies  is  addressed  in  the  Exim- 
bank  provisions  of  H.R.  2957,  but  the 
problem  of  assuring  the  availability  of 
competitive  programs  for  smaller  com- 
panies was  not  adequately  resolved. 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  with 
Congressman  Prenzel  would  direct 
the  Bank  to  institute  a  medium-term 
credit  program.  This  program  is  cur- 
rently available  to  all  users,  but  could 
be  of  particular  help  to  those  engaged 
in  smaller  transactions  and  those  just 
breaking  into  the  export  market. 

Our  amendment  will  establish  an 
Eximbank  medium-term  credit  pro- 
gram which  will  compete  with  compa- 
rable programs  offered  by  our  trading 
partners.  The  program  would  establish 
interest  rates  at  the  lowest  rates  per- 
mitted under  international  guidelines 
adopted  by  the  member  nations  of  the 
Organization  for  Economic  Coopera- 
tion and  Development.  The  program 
would  also  require  the  Eximbank  to 
cover  up  to  85  percent  of  the  exports 
involved  and  would  establish  a  pro- 
gram to  promote  the  medium-term 
program  among  small  businesses. 

We  are  pleased  that  the  Eximbank 
has  agreeci  with  our  conclusions  and 
announced  the  creation,  on  July  19.  of 
a  medium-term  credit  program  precise- 
ly along  the  lines  we  propose.  We  are 
encouraged  by  the  Bank's  actions.  The 
Bank's  action,  however,  does  not  obvi- 
ate the  need  for  our  amendment. 
Rather,  it  points  out  the  necessity  of 
our  amendment.  The  Bank  can  insti- 
tute this  program  today,  as  it  has  in 
the  past,  and  withdraw  it  another  day. 
It  is  imperative  that  Congress  state 
clearly  that  this  is  a  program  that  is 
too  important  to  America's  small  busi- 
nesses to  be  removed  ever  again. 

The  Bank  itself  has  estimated  that 
there  is  a  $3  to  $5  billion  demand  for 
medium-term  credit.  Constant  changes 
in  the  Bank's  medium-term  program 
have  made  it  impossible  for  U.S.  ex- 
porters, particularly  small  businesses, 
to  develop  orderly  overseas  marketing 
strategies.  Our  amendment  would  re- 
quire the  Eximbank  to  develop  and 
retain  a  predictable  program  that  U.S. 
exporters  will  use. 

Today,  the  U.S.  Eximbank  is  consid- 
ered the  least  competitive  institution 
of  its  kind  in  the  world.  Adoption  of 
our  amendment  will  improve  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Bank  and  will  encourage 
our  smaller  exporters  to  use  the  serv- 
ices   of    the    Bank.    Failure    of    our 


amendment  will  only  result  in  what 
has  become  an  all  too  familiar  story- 
questions  about  U.S.  supplier  reliabil- 
ity, lost  markets,  and  most  important, 
lost  jobs. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  us  in 
promoting  U.S.  exports,  small  business 
and  jobs. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  might  say  that  this  is  getting 
almost  to  be  a  habit,  but  again  I  must 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  AuCoiN)  for  his  excellent  assist- 
ance to  the  committee  and  to  the  Ex- 
imbank in  this  instance.  I  want  to  say 
that  we  are  most  happy  to  join  him  In 
support  of  his  amendment.  I  commend 
the  gentleman  for  offering  it. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  that  the  minority  is  prepared  to 
accept  this  amendment,  and  I  want  to 
suggest  that  this  is  a  program  which  I 
understand  has  been  recently  institut- 
ed by  Eximbank. 

The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
F^enzel)  regrets  that  he  is  not  able  to 
be  here  because  of  an  emergency  in 
the  family,  and  I  understand  that  he 
did  cosponsor  this  amendment  with 
the  gentleman.  But  he  had  to  return 
to  Minnesota  today  because  of  this 
emergency,  and  he  asked  me  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment, which  I  am  pleased  to  do. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  remarks,  and 
I  do  want  to  give  full  credit  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Mirmesota 
(Mr.  Frenzel),  who  worked  very  hard 
in  the  drafting  of  the  amendment 
before  us. 

•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
present  title  I  of  H.R.  2957,  pertaining 
to  the  reauthorization  of  the  Exim- 
bank for  2  years  is  a  reasonable  ap- 
proach which  was  the  product  of  a 
thorough  examination  of  the  Bank  by 
the  House  Banking  Committee.  The 
language  attempts  to  order  some  pri- 
orities   under    the    Bank's    mandate 
which  would  encourage  it  to  become 
more  competitive.  This  is  good,  as  far 
as  it  goes,  and  it  has  encouraged  the 
Bank  to  take  some  positive  actions  in 
the  last  few  years  which  have  in  fact 
provided    for    competitive    loans    on 
some  projects.  But,  the  Bank's  record 
has  been  spotty.  It  is  not  consistent  in 
its  efforts  to  provide  competitive  rates. 
Our  amendment  establishes  an  Ex- 
imbank  medium-term   loan   program. 
Many  small-  and  medium-sized  busi- 
nesses have  long  complained  that  they 
no  longer  even  contact  the  Bank  for 
loans   t)ecause   the   kind   of   program 
needed  to   promote  sales   of  smaller 


companies  abroad  just  is  not  available. 
These  companies  have  given  up  on  the 
Bank,  and  they  will  not  be  driven  back 
with  promises  that  certain  programs 
are  available. 

It  is  true  that  Exim,  just  last  week, 
agreed  to  establish  a  meditun-term 
program  at  precisely  the  same  terms 
we  have  requested.  The  program 
would  cover  up  to  85  percent  of  the 
export  involved,  and  interest  rates 
would  be  available  to  customers  at  the 
lowest  rate  provided  under  the  OECD 
agreement.  I  applaud  the  Bank's  deci- 
sion to  establish  this  program,  but  I 
am  nervous  about  the  Bank's  past 
record.  I  am  not  sure  whether  this 
program  will  be  a  permanent  one,  or 
if,  once  the  President  signs  this  bill, 
we  will  be  right  back  where  we  were 
before  wondering  when  the  Bank  will 
pull  the  program  in  favor  of  some  of 
its  other  programs. 

The  only  way  we  can  get  smaller  ex- 
porters to  use  the  bank,  and  in  fact  to 
even  export  at  all.  is  to  write  the 
medium-term  program  into  the  Bank's 
charter.  I  have  a  high  regard  for  the 
Bank,  but  I  would  still  feel  far  more 
comfortable  if  this  program  is  perma- 
nent. 

I  greatly  prefer  this  approach  over 
the  small  business  set  asides  that  are 
in  the  current  bill.  I  find  the  set  asides 
far  more  restrictive  and  hope  a  com- 
promise can  be  worked  out  in  confer- 
ence which  would  allow  the  set  aside 
funds  to  revert  back  to  the  general 
loan  authority  if  they  have  not  been 
used  within  a  certain  time  each  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  of  the 
AuCoin-Frenzel  amendment,  and  sup- 
port of  the  whole  bill.» 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  I? 
If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

The  text  of  title  II  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  II-INTERNATIONAL  ECONOMIC 
RECOVERY 

FINDINGS 

Sec  201.  The  Congress  hereby  finds 
that— 

(1)  efforts  by  one  nation  to  Improve  its 
economic  well-being  without  regard  to  that 
of  other  nations  are  ultlmatley  self-defeat- 
ing; 

(2)  the  weU-belng  of  all  United  States  citi- 
zens depends  on  world  economic  growth  and 
prosperity;  imd 

(3)  world  economic  recovery  Is  being  im- 
peded— 

(A)  by  high  Interest  rates,  particularly  In 
the  United  States; 

(B)  by  the  enormous  magnitude  and  short 
maturity  of  the  foreign  debt  of  some  na- 
tions; and 

(C)  by  the  risk  and  uncertainty  associated 
with  a  competitive  International  banking 
system  In  which  bank  regtilatory  programs, 
which  differ  markedly  from  nation  to 
nation— 


(1)  were  designed  to  meet  national  rather 
than  international  safety  and  soundness 
concerns; 

(li)  may  have  contributed  significantly  to 
the  international  debt  problem;  and 

(ill)  are  not  adequate  to  address  potential 
future  threats  to  International  bank  safety 
and  soundness; 

(4)  millions  of  American  jobs  have  been 
lost  through  the  worldwide  recession;  and 

(5)  a  substantial  portion  of  the  decline  In 
the  United  States  gross  national  pnjduct  In 
recent  years  was  due  to  a  sharp  drop  in  ex- 
ports; 

(6)  renewed  growth  in  the  developing 
countries  would  help  to  restore  United 
States  export  markets  and  millions  of  Amer- 
ican jobs; 

(7)  the  financial  resources  within  the  de- 
veloping countries  could  be  turned  to  re- 
newed growth;  and 

(8)  the  International  debt  crisis  would  sub- 
stantially ease  if  the  time  allowed  for  debt 
repayment  were  lengthened  for  those  na- 
tions most  severely  burdened  by  foreign 
debt. 


ECONOMIC  growth;  supervision  or 

INTERNATIONAL  LENDING 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  President  shall  encour- 
age the  Industrialized  nations— 

(1)  to  take  actions  on  a  cooperative,  multi- 
lateral basis  to  adopt  fiscal  and  monetary 
policies  which  will  result  in  sustainable, 
nonlnflationary  economic  growth  and  In- 
creased employment  on  a  worldwide  basis; 

(2)  to  develop  plans  for  reducing  the  fi- 
nancial pressures  on  nations  whose  growth 
Is  being  constrained  by  the  size  and  short 
maturity  of  their  foreign  debt  by  extending, 
where  appropriate,  the  maturity  of  such 
debt;  and 

(3)  to  begin  immediately  to  promote  the 
effectiveness  and  the  consistency  of  the  reg- 
ulation and  supervision  of  international 
banking. 

(b)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  President 
shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  Congress— 

(1)  regarding  actions  taken  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  sut)section  (a);  and 

(2)  which  includes  such  recommendations 
as  the  President  considers  advisable  for  leg- 
islative actions  needed  to  assure  sustainable 
and  nonlnflationary  economic  growth  on  a 
worldwide  basis. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  amend- 
ments to  title  II? 
If  not.  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

III. 
The  text  of  title  III  Is  as  follows: 

TITLE  III— INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY  FUND 

QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec  301.  That  the  Bretton  Woods  Agree- 
ments Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  Is  amend- 

ed- 

(1 )  In  section  17(a)— 

(A)  by  Inserting  "as  amended  In  accord- 
ance with  its  terms,"  after  •1962,";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "$2,000,000,000  "  and 
Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "4,250  million  Spe- 
cial Drawing  Rights,  limited  to  such 
amounts  as  are  provided  In  advance  in  ap- 
propriation Acts,"; 

(2)  m  section  17(b),  by  striking  out 
■$2  000,000.000"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  there- 
of "4,250  million  Special  Drawing  Rights": 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section  17  the 
following: 

"(d)  Unless  the  Congress  by  law  so  author- 
izes, neither  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
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the  Treasury,  nor  any  other  person  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  may  instruct 
the  United  States  Executive  Director  to  the 
Fund  to  consent  to  any  amendment  to  the 
Decision  of  February  24.  1983.  of  the  Execu- 
tive Directors  of  the  Fund,  if  the  adoption 
of  such  amendment  would  significantly 
alter  the  amount,  terms,  or  conditions  of 
participation  by  the  United  States  in  the 
General  Arrangements  to  Borrow.":  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■Sec.  40.  The  United  States  Governor  of 
the  Fund  is  authorized  to  consent  to  an  in- 
crease in  the  quota  of  the  United  States  in 
the  Fund  equivalent  to  5.310.8  million  Spe- 
cial Drawing  Rights,  limited  to  such 
amounts  as  are  provided  in  advance  in  ap- 
propriation Acts. 

"Sec.  41.  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that- 
'll) the  lack  of  sufficient  information  cur- 
rently available  to  allow  lenders  to  make 
sound  and  prudent  decisions  concerning 
their  international  lending  threatens  the 
stability  of  the  international  monetary 
system:  and 

"(2)  in  recognition  of  the  Fund's  duties,  as 
provided  particularly  by  Article  VIII  of  the 
Articles  of  Agreement  of  the  Fund,  to  act  as 
a  center  for  the  collection  and  exchange  of 
information  on  monetary  and  financial 
problems,  the  Fund  should  adopt  such 
measures  as  are  necessary  and  appropriate 
to  ensure  that  more  complete  and  timely  fi- 
nancial information  will  be  available. 

"(b)  To  this  end.  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  instruct  the  United  States 
Executive  Director  to  the  Fund— 

"(1)  to  initiate  relevant  discussions  with 
other  directors  of  the  F\ind  and  with  the 
Fund  management:  and 

"(2)  to  propose,  and  vote  for  the  adoption 
of.  procedures,  within  the  Fund- 

"(A)  to  collect  and  disseminate  informa- 
tion, on  a  quaj-terly  basis,  from  and  to  Fund 
members,  and  to  such  other  persons  as  the 
Fund  deems  appropriate,  concerning  the  ex- 
tension of  credit  by  banks  or  nonbanks  to 
private  and  public  entities,  where  such 
banks  or  nonbanks  are  not  principally  estab- 
lished within  the  borders  of  the  member 
country  to  which  the  credits  are  extended; 
and 

"(B)  to  publicly  disseminate  information 
which  is  developed  in  the  course  of  the 
Fund's  collection  efforts  and  which  the 
Fund  determines  would  serve  to  enhance 
the  informational  base  upon  which  interna- 
tional borrowing  and  lending  decisions  are 
made. 

"(c)  The  President  is  authorized  to  use  the 
authority  provided  under  section  8  of  this 
Act  to  require  any  person  (as  defined  in 
such  section)  who  is  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  provide  such  in- 
formation as  the  FHind  determines  to  be  nec- 
essary in  order  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

"(d)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and 
the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs of  the  House  of  Representatives,  a 
report  regarding  the  progress  made  toward 
establishing  collection,  review,  comment, 
and  reporting  procedures  within  the  Fund, 
as  provided  by  this  section. 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'credit'  Includes— 

"(1)  outstanding  loans  to  private  and 
public  entities,  including  government  enti- 


ties, instrumentalities,  and  central  banks  of 
any  memtjer:  and 

"(2)  unused   lines  of  credit  which   have 
been   made   available   to  such   private   and 
public  entities  of  any  member, 
where  such  loans  or  lines  of  credit  are  re- 
payable in  freely  convertible  currency." 

SPECIAL  DRAWING  RIGHTS 

Sec  302.  Section  6  of  the  Special  Drawing 
Rights  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286q)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  6.  Unless  Congress  by  law  authorizes 
such  action,  neither  the  President  nor  any 
person  or  agency  shall  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  vote  to  approve  any  new  allo- 
cation of  Special  Drawing  Rights." . 

INSTRUCTIONS  TO  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  RE- 
GARDING THE  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  OF  APART- 
HEID 

Sec.  303.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  42.  The  Congress  hereby  finds  that 
the  practice  of  apartheid  results  in  severe 
constraints  on  labor  mobility  and  other 
highly  inefficient  labor  supply  rigidities 
which  contribute  to  balance  of  payments 
deficits  in  direct  contradiction  of  the  goals 
of  the  International  Monetary  Fund.  There- 
fore, the  President  shall  instruct  the  United 
States  Executive  Director  of  the  Fund  to  ac- 
tively oppose  any  credit  drawings  on  the 
Fund  or  any  of  its  facilities  by  any  country 
which  practices  apartheid.". 

ELIMINATION  OF  IMPORT  RESTRICTIONS 

Sec.  304.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  43.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  instruct  the  United  States 
Executive  Director  of  the  Fund  to  present 
proposals  to  the  Executive  Board  of  the 
Fund  for  the  purpose  of  ensuring  that  each 
member  country  using  Fund  resources  takes 
steps  to  eliminate  expeditiously  all  import 
restrictions  and  unfair  export  subsidies 
which  have  been  determined  to  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariff 
and  Trade,  or  other  international  agree- 
ments, and  which  have  a  serious  adverse 
impact  on  United  States,  or  any  other  mem- 
l)er"s,  exports  or  employment. 

"(2)  If  the  Fund  does  not  adopt  such  pro- 
posals, the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consult  with  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Congress  prior  to  instructing  United 
States  Executive  Director  to  vote  to  provide 
Fund  resources  for  a  country  whose  policies 
are  inconsistent  with  the  above  instructions. 

■"(b)  As  part  of  this  effort,  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor,  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  inform  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
and  the  Congress  of  all  import  restrictions 
and  export  subsidies  by  member  countries 
which  have  been  determined  to  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  or  other  multilateral  agreements 
and  which  have  a  serious  aidverse  impact  on 
exports  from,  or  employment  in,  the  United 
States."'. 

REPORT  ON  FUND  POLICIES 

Sec.  305.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  44.  (a)  Not  later  than  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a 
report  containing  a  thorough  review  and  de- 
tailed analysis  of  the  policies  of  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  regarding— 


"(1)  the  ability  of  the  Fund  to  promote 
real  economic  growth  smd  sustained,  nonin- 
flationary  recovery,  pursuant  to  its  mandate 
in  article  I  of  the  Articles  of  Agreement,  in 
countries  which  enter  into  stabilization  pro- 
grams with  the  Fund: 

"(2)  the  feasibility  of  the  Fund  issuing  se- 
curities in  the  private  capital  markets  as  a 
means  of  increasing  its  resources,  either  in 
lieu  of,  or  in  addition  to,  future  quota  in- 
creases, together  with  an  evaluation  of  how 
such  borrowing  would  affect  the  credit  mar- 
kets of  the  United  States: 

"(3)  the  feasibility  of  returning  all  or  part 
of  the  Fund's  gold  reserves  to  Fund  mem- 
bers or  of  selling  the  Fund"s  gold  reserves  in 
the  private  markets,  together  with  an  eval- 
uation of  how  such  sales  would  affect  the 
credit  markets  of  the  United  States: 

"•(4)  the  feasibility  of  establishing  tempo- 
rary, supplemental  financing  facilities  at 
the  Fund:  and 

"•(5)  recommendations  for  sunendments  to 
the  Fund's  Articles  of  Agreement,  if  any,  to 
improve  the  role  of  the  Fund  in  the  interna- 
tional monetary  system. 

"(b)  Such  report  on  the  policies  of  the 
Fund  shall  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions of  the  Senate.". 

SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

Sec.  306.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•"SUSTAINING  economic  GROWTH 

"Sec.  45.  (a)  To  ensure  the  effectiveness  of 
economic  adjustment  programs  supported 
by  Fund  resources,  the  United  States  repre- 
sentatives to  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and 
work  for  changes  in  Fund  policies  and  deci- 
sions which  would— 

"(1)  ensure  that  such  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  take  account,  where  appro- 
priate, of  the  need  of  a  country  to  resched- 
ule its  bank  debt: 

"(2)  facilitate,  where  appropriate,  the  for- 
mulation and  negotiation  of  a  realistic  re- 
scheduling of  its  bank  debt,  on  terms  that 
relieve  the  country's  liquidity  problems, 
within  the  context  of  the  policies  the  coun- 
try will  follow  in  implementing  its  economic 
adjustment  program: 

""(3)  assure  that  the  total  amount  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  payments  required  of  the 
country  is  a  manageable  portion  of  the 
country's  projected  export  earnings  over  the 
life  of  the  proposed  economic  adjustment 
program;  smd 

■■(4)  provide  that  the  FVnd,  in  approving 
economic  adjustment  programs,  take  into 
account  their  impact  on  aggregate  world 
economic  growth,  trade,  employment  in 
other  countries,  and  the  solvency  of  banks. 

"(b)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  include  in  its  annual  report  an 
analysis  of  the  extent  to  which  Fund  poli- 
cies and  practices  reflect  the  recommenda- 
tions made  under  subsection  (a).". 

policies  on  IN"rERNATIONAL  LENDING 

Sec.  307.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  to  propose  that  the  Fund  adopt  the 
following  policies  with  respect  to  interna- 
tional lending: 

( 1)  in  its  consultations  with  a  member  gov- 
ernment on  its  economic  policies  pursuant 
to  Article  IV  of  the  Fund  Articles  of  Agree- 


ment, the  Fund  should  intensify  its  exami- 
nation of  the  trend  and  volume  of  external 
indebtedness  of  private  and  public  borrow- 
ers in  the  member  country  and  comment  as 
appropriate  in  its  report  to  the  Executive 
Board  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  contribu- 
tion of  such  borrowings  to  the  economic  sta- 
bility of  the  borrower,  and  the  Fund  should 
consider  the  extent  that  and  form  in  which 
these  comments  should  be  made  available  to 
appropriate  national  bank  regulatory  au- 
thorities, the  international  banking  commu- 
nity, and  the  public: 

(2)  as  part  of  any  Fund— approved  stabili- 
zation program,  the  Fund  should  give  con- 
sideration to  placing  limits  on  public  sector 
external  short-  and  long-term  borrowing; 
and 

(3)  as  a  part  of  its  annual  report,  and  at 
such  other  times  as  it  may  consider  desira- 
ble, the  Fund  should  publish  its  evaluation 
of  the  trend  and  volume  of  international 
lending  as  they  affect  the  economic  situa- 
tion of  lenders  and  borrowers,  and  the 
smooth  functioning  of  the  international 
monetary  system. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SCHUMER 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Schumer: 
Page  25.  strike  out  line  21  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  Page  27,  line  5,  and  insert  the 
following  in  lieu  thereof: 

"Sec.  306.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

"Sec.  45.  (a)(1)  The  President  shall  in- 
struct the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  other  appropriate 
Federal  officials,  including  the  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  to  use  all  appropriate  means 
to  encourage  countries  to  formulate  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  to  deal  with 
their  balance  of  payment  difficulties  and  ex- 
ternal debt  owed  to  private  banks. 

"(2)  Such  economic  adjustment  programs 
should  be  designed  to  safeguard,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasilbe,  international  eco- 
nomic growth,  world  trade,  employment, 
and  the  long-term  solvency  of  banks,  and  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  civil  disturbances 
in  countries  needing  economic  adjustment 
programs. 

"(b)  To  ensure  the  effectiveness  of  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  supported  by 
Fund  resources, 

"(1)  The  United  States  representatives  to 
the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  shall  work 
for  changes  in  Fund  guidelines,  policies,  and 
decisions  which  would— 

"(A)  convert  short-term  bank  debt  which 
was  made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long- 
term  debt  at  lower  rates  of  interest; 

••(B)  assure  that  in  no  case  shall  such 
lower  rates  of  interest,  including  all  points, 
restructuring  fees,  and  all  other  charges  im- 
posed on  the  borrower,  be  more  than  one- 
half  percentage  point  above  the  London 
Interbank  Offer  Rate  for  debt  with  a  matu- 
rity of  six  months; 

"(C)  assure  that  the  annual  external  debt 
service,  which  shall  Include  principal.  Inter- 
est, points,  fees,  and  all  other  charges  re- 
quired of  the  country  Involved,  is  a  manage- 
able and  prudent  percentage  of  the  project- 
ed annual  export  earnings  of  such  country; 
and 

"(D)  provide  that  In  approving  any  eco- 
nomic adjustment  program  the  Fund  shall 
*  take  into  account  the  number  of  countries 


applying  to  the  Fund  for  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  and  the  aggregate  effects 
that  such  programs  will  have  on  Interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

■"(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  In  subpara- 
graph (b)(2)(B)  below,  the  United  States  Ex- 
ecutive Director  of  the  Fund  shall  vote 
against  providing  assistance  from  the  Fund 
for  any  economic  adjustment  program  for  a 
country  in  which  the  annual  external  debt 
service  exceeds  85  percent  of  the  annual 
export  earnings  of  such  country  unless  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  first  deter- 
mines and  provides  written  documentation 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs of  the  House  of  Representatives  that— 
"(i)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
converts  short-term  bank  debt  which  was 
made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long-term 
debt  at  lower  rates  of  Interest; 

"'(ID  the  interest  rates.  Including  all 
points,  restructuring  fees,  and  all  other 
charges  imposed  on  the  borrower  are  not 
more  than  one-half  percentage  point  above 
the  London  Interbank  Offer  Rate  for  debt 
with  a  maturity  of  six  months; 

"(ill)  the  armual  external  debt  service  re- 
quired of  the  country  involved  is  a  managea- 
ble and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
annual  export  earnings  of  such  country:  and 
"(iv)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
will  not  have  an  adverse  Impact  on  Interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

"'(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing, Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Fi- 
nance, and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

"'(I)  an  emergency  exists  In  a  nation  that 
has  applied  to  the  Fund  for  assistance  that 
requires  an  Inunedlate  short  term  loam  to 
avoid  disrupting  orderly  financial  markets: 
or 

"(ID  a  sudden  decrease  In  export  earnings 
In  the  country  applying  to  the  Fund  for  as- 
sistance has  increased  the  ratio  of  annual 
external  debt  service  to  annual  export  earn- 
ings, to  greater  than  85  percent  for  a  period 
projected  to  be  no  more  than  one  year:  or 

"(iil)  other  extraordinary  circumstances 
exist  which  warrant  waiving  the  provisions 
of  such  subparagraph. 

"(c)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  Include  In  each  of  Its  annual  re- 
ports to  Congress  copies  of  the  analyses  and 
any  written  documentation  prepared  by  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  pursuant 
to  paragraphs  (2)(A)  or  (2)(B)  of  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  and  a  statement  detailing 
the  actions  and  progress  made  In  carrying 
out  the  requirements  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section. ". 

Mr.  SCHUMER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 


There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
bill  has  engendered  strong  responses 
from  all  sides.  Some  Members  have 
said  that  they  are  unalterably  opposed 
to  any  IMF  quota  increase;  others 
have  said  that  without  any  IMF  quota 
increase,  the  international  financial 
system  will  fall  into  chaos. 

I  believe  the  IMF  can  play  a  useful 
role  in  stabilizing  the  international  fi- 
nancial system,  but  I  also  believe  that 
under  its  current  operating  proce- 
dures, the  IMF  is  not  doing  all  that  it 
could  to  foster  world  growth,  trade, 
and  employment.  In  fact,  it  may  be 
acting  in  ways  that  only  perpetuate 
the  current  crisis. 

My  amendment  would  help  insure 
that  the  IMF  quota  increase  will  be 
used  in  ways  to  promote  more  rapid 
growth  both  at  home  and  abroad,  and 
it  will  also  help  to  preserve  an  open 
international  trading  system  for  U.S. 
exports. 

More  specifically,  my  amendment 
would  require  the  Executive  Director 
to  vote  against  IMF  adjustment  pro- 
grams that  do  not  incorporate  the  fol- 
lowing changes  in  fund  guidelines, 
policies,  and  operating  procedures. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  our  distin- 
guished chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  to  say  to  the  young  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer)— and 
he  is  a  young  gentleman— and  to  the 
members  of  the  committee  that  I 
know  the  gentleman  has  been  working 
very  diligently  on  this  amendment  for 
a  long  period  of  time.  We  have  had  in- 
numerable conferences  with  each 
other,  as  well  as  with  staff,  and  as  we 
know,  the  amendment  was  offered  in 
the  full  committee.  It  came  close  to 
passing,  but  it  did  not  prevail. 
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However,  since  that  time  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  additional  effort 
put  into  the  amendment.  I  think  that 
the  gentleman  has  improved  it  sub- 
sti&nti&lly* 

As  far  as  this  side  of  the  aisle  is  con- 
cerned, we  are  very  happy  to  commend 
the  gentleman  and  to  accept  his 
amendment. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  gentleman 
might  want  to  look  to  his  left  and 
yield  to  the  genial  gentleman  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
my  pleasure  to  yield  to  the  genial,  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Well,  maybe  I  will  not 
always  be  so  genial. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Well,  a  week  ago  we 
were  a  little  less  genial.  We  are  back  to 
congeniality. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
had  a  chance  to  look  at  the  gentle- 
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mim's    amendment.    He    has    worked 
very  hard  on  it. 

I  must  say  that  I  think  it  is  an  im- 
provement over  the  amendment  which 
was  in  the  bill,  which  was  knocked  out 
by  the  full  Banking  Committee  on  a 
22-to-21  vote,  if  I  recall. 

I  would  suggest,  as  I  read  through 
on  page  2  at  paragraph  (B),  I  was  won- 
dering about  the  full  import  of  the 
London  Interbank  Offer  Rate  provi- 
sions. 

I  will  want  to  discuss  that  a  little 
further  with  the  gentleman  in  the  well 
If  I  may  and  withhold  acceptance  of 
that  particular  amendment  until  we 
get  to  conference;  but  today  I  think  in 
the  interest  of  expedition  and  proceed- 
ing with  the  bill,  that  the  minority  is 
prepared  to  accept  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  with 
that  little  bit  of  reluctance  on  our  part 
that  this  provisions  and  may  be  others 
might  want  to  be  modified. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate that. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  New 
York.  Indeed,  the  subject  of  this 
amendment  was  brought  up  in  the 
hearings. 

I  think  it  points  out  the  strengths  of 
the  extensive  hearings  that  we  did 
have  in  the  Banking  Committee  which 
were  led  by  our  chairman,  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Ger- 
main), and  the  dogged  persistence  of 
the  gentleman  in  dealing  with  what 
most  of  us  see  as  a  very  important 
problem. 

The  IMF  legislation  would  be  very 
difficult  to  vote  for  for  anyone,  but 
without  this  amendment  I  think  that 
many  of  us  were  concerned  that  we 
would  be  back  here  in  I'/z  or  2  years 
with  virtually  the  same  problem  that 
we  are  facing  today. 

I  think  this  amendment  means  that 
we  are  putting  our  best  foot  forward, 
that  indeed,  we  will  have  a  possibility 
for  those  nations  that  have  amassed 
this  tremendous  debt  to  really  resolve 
that  problem.  It  is  not  going  to  be  an 
easy  task  but  I  think  this  amendment 
clearly  puts  Congress  on  a  sound  basis 
in  terms  of  this  increase  in  allocation 
for  the  IMF.  At  least  it  means  that  we 
are  putting  our  best  foot  forward. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  for  that  reason. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  Just  briefly  tell  me: 
What  is  the  difference  between  this 
amendment  and  the  one  that  was  of- 


fered in  the  Banking  Committee,  spe- 
cifically? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Well,  the  gentle- 
man asks  a  very  important  question. 
There  are  several  differences  between 
this  amendment  and  the  amendment 
that  was  offered  in  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee. 

One  difference  is  that  in  the  Bank- 
ing Committee  we  said  that  the  IMF 
Director  should  vote  no  unless  certain 
criteria  were  met;  but  we  gave  him  an 
out,  and  that  out  was  that  there  had 
to  be  unusual  and  exigent  circum- 
stances  

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  ex- 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Barnard  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Schumer  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  In  any  case,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  have  changed  that  lan- 
guage as  is  listed  on  page  3  of  the 
amendment  under  subsection  (B)  to 
delineate  with  more  specificity  under 
what  circumstances  the  U.S.  Director 
would  escape  from  voting  no. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Now.  these  are  IMF 
loans? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  These  are  not  loans 
made  by  the  banks  of  the  country? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Well,  we  do  specify 
some  things  in  terms  of  loans  of  the 
banks  of  the  country  as  well. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  In  this  amendment? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  In  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Now,  what  are 
they? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  They  are  specifical- 
ly, as  the  gentleman  from  Georgia,  my 
good  friend  knows,  I  have  always  felt 
that  it  was  quite  wrong  for  the  banks 
to  be  charging  large  fees  and  high  in- 
terest rates  at  a  time  when  they  are 
asking  the  U.S.  Government  to  come 
in  and  put  in  $8.4  billion. 

So  I  propose  in  part  (B)  on  page  2  of 
the  amendment  that  the  interest  rates 
for  these  specific  loans  where  the  IMF 
is  giving  money  can  be  no  more  than 
one-half  percentage  point  above 
LIBOR,  which  is  the  standard  and  set 
rate. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  the  interest  rate  charged  by  the 
IMF  or  the  interest  rate  charged  by 
the  banks? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Both. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  On  what  looks  like  page 
3  of  the  amendment  that  I  have  the 
gentleman  says  something  about  ex- 
empting countries  in  which  the  annual 
external  debt  service  exceeds  85  per- 
cent of  the  annual  export  earnings. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
me  which  countries  they  might  be? 


Mr.  SCHUMER.  Yes.  Once  again  I 
salute  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  whose  devotion  to  the  IMF 
and  to  internationalism  is  superceded 
by  none.  But  most  of  the  Third  World 
countries,  just  about  every  one  of  the 
Third  World  countries  that  has  run 
into  serious  problems  and  has  come  to 
the  IMF  for  debt  restructuring  and  for 
stretchouts,  has  an  annual  external 
debt  service  to  arinual  export  ratio 
that  exceeds  85  percent.  In  fact,  in 
almost  every  one  of  the  countries,  sur- 
prisingly enough,  the  ratio  exceeds  100 
percent. 

In  other  words,  even  if  all  the  pro- 
ceeds from  their  exports  were  used  to 
repay  the  loans,  they  would  not  have 
enough. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  again 
expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Neal  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Schumer  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Korea,  for  instance. 
South  Korea,  which  most  people 
regard  as  not  in  the  same  hole  as 
Brazil  or  Mexico  or  Argentina,  has  ap- 
proximately a  60-percent  ratio. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Is  the  point  then  that 
those  countries  that  have  this  high 
debt  ratio  would  be  exempted  from 
the  amendment  or  included  in  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  No;  the  other  coun- 
tries would  be  exempted. 

Mr.  NEAL.  It  is  other  countries  that 
would  be  exempted? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  correct. 

For  instance,  as  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  knows.  I  believe  he 
and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  and 
some  others  on  the  committee  said, 
"What  if  France  wanted  to  go  to  the 
IMF  for  some  kind  of  temporary  li- 
quidity loan,  when  our  earlier  amend- 
ment did  not  deal  with  that  situation." 
It  now  does. 

France  would  not  be  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  nor  would  Korea;  but 
Argentina,  Brazil,  Mexico,  Nigeria,  and 
Venezuela  would. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman. 

Mr.  NEAL.  This  means  then  that 
any  bank— any  American  bank,  be- 
cause obviously  we  cannot  do  anything 
about  foreign  banks— any  American 
bank  that  had  a  loan  to  a  high-risk 
country  would  be  required  to  lower 
the  interest  rate  on  that  loan  and 
stretch  out  the  terms;  therefore,  es- 
sentially turning  the  bank  into  some 
sort  of  welfare  agency  for  those  par- 
ticular high-risk  nations.  Is  that  not 
the  point? 


Mr.  SCHUMER.  Well,  I  might  take 
two  exceptions  to  what  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  has  said. 

In  the  first  case,  this  does  not 
impose  anything  unilaterally  on  U.S. 
banks. 

In  other  words,  someone  could  come 
on  this  floor  and  say  that  the  Federal 
Reserve  shall  not  allow  U.S.  banks  to 
do  X,  Y,  Z. 

I  rejected  that  approach,  because  if 
German  banks,  British  banks.  Japa- 
nese banks,  were  stretching  out  their 
loans  at  lower  interest,  the  whole  plan 
would  be  counterproductive  and  U.S. 
banks  would  be  put  at  a  severe  com- 
petitive disadvantage. 

You  need  world  cooperation,  as  the 
gentleman  who  has  been  a  distin- 
guished leader  in  that  respect  knows. 
Mr.  NEAL.  The  gentleman  is  correct. 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  So  what  we  have 
done  in  the  first  point  is  say  that  the 
U.S.  delegate  to  the  IMF  shall  work 
for  this  plan  and  vote  no  if  a  different 
type  of  plan  is  put  on  the  table  at  the 
IMF;  but  if  he  is  overruled  by  all  the 
other  countries,  then  of  course  the 
U.S.  banks  are  not  bound. 

Now,  one  would  hope  that  with  the 
leadership  of  the  United  States,  other 
countries  would  go  along. 

The  second  point  which  the  gentle- 
man raises,  is.  "Are  we  making  our 
banks  into  welfare  agencies?" 

Well,  I  find  that  a  sort  of  difficult 
question  to  answer  because  I  would 
wonder  if  the  gentleman  is  referring 
to  the  fact  that  we  are  putting  some 
kind  of  restriction  on  the  amount  of 
interest  they  might  charge  or  to  the 
fact  that  they  are  coming  to  the  IMF 
for  additional  help. 

I  think  both  answers  make  it  clear 
that  we  are  not  in  the  free  market.  We 
are  not  in  the  free  market  in  this  situ- 
ation. 

First,  you  have  a  consortia  of  all  the 
banks  cooperating  together.  It  is  not 
the  case  that  one  bank  will  be  able  to 
underbid  another  consortium,  so  you 
have  one  lender,  so  to  speak. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  again 
expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Neal  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Schumer  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 
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Mr.  SCHUMER.  The  second  point 
that  I  would  make,  and  we  have  dis- 
cussed this  at  some  length,  is  that  one 
has  to  make  a  choice  in  this  legisla- 
tion. 

The  first  choice  was  when  the  banks 
and  the  IMF  came  to  Congress  asking 
for  some  kind  of  governmental  help. 
We  can  debate  what  kind  of  govern- 
mental fashion,  but  it  is  clear  that  the 
Government  is  helping. 

Once  that  happens,  the  question  is: 
Does  the  Goverrunent.  does  our  Con- 


gress, have  a  responsibility  to  try  and 
craft  the  best  solution? 

I  do  not  regard  that  as  welfare  for 
the  banks.  I  do  not  regard  setting  a 
discount  rate  as  welfare  for  the  banks. 
I  do  not  regard  setting  reserve  require- 
ments as  welfare  to  the  banks. 
The  banks  are  a  regulated  industry. 
Mr.  NEAL.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  NEAL.  We  will  be  going  over 
this,  I  am  sure,  as  the  bill  progresses. 
But  I  would  say  now  that  in  no  way 
should  this  bill  be  thought  of  as  a  bail- 
out for  the  banks.  It  is  not. 

We  will  get  into  this  subject  in  great 
depth  as  we  progress  because  this  is 
one  of  the  major  myths  about  this  bill. 
But  let  me  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  what  he  would  be  doing  is  putting 
our  IMF  executive  director,  our  na- 
tional interest  in  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  in  an  untenable  posi- 
tion. Clearly  the  banks  of  the  world 
are  not  going  to  go  along  with  this. 
The  IMF  cannot  force  the  banks  of 
the  world  to  go  along  with  this,  so  our 
executive  director  to  the  Fund  will  be 
in  the  position  of  having  to  vote 
against  every  single  loan  that  comes 
along  because  other  countries  are  not 
going  to  follow  a  plan  that  does  not, 
frankly,  make  any  sense. 

As  a  result,  we  will  lose  our  leader- 
ship role  in  the  IMF.  We  will  lose  our 
influence  in  this  most  important  world 
organization,  and  we  will  not  be  able 
to  stop  any  loans. 

It  puts  us  in  a  totally  untenable  posi- 
tion in  the  IMF. 

I  know  the  gentleman's  motivation 
in  this  measure.  He  wants  to  see  that 
lesser  developed  countries  of  the  world 
have  easier  terms  on  their  loans.  That 
would  be  wonderful  if  we  could  find  a 
way  of  doing  it,  but  I  do  not  know  how 
it  could  be  done.  The  IMF  does  not 
have  the  power  to  do  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Schu- 
mer) has  again  expired. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer)  be 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  object,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  objects,  I  will  be  forced  to 
object  when  he  asks  unanimous  con- 
sent. 
Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Fine.  Fine. 
Mr.  NEAL.  Does  the  gentleman 
object? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Yes.  I  object. 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 


Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  would  like  to  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  New  York 
who  has  done  so  much  work  on  this 
amendment  and  the  bill  itself  to 
answer    a    few    questions    if    I    may, 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  the  questions  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Let  me  ask  you  if 
your  cutoff  point  of  85  percent  was 
present  in  the  amendment  the  gentle- 
man had  before  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  If  I  might  answer 
the  gentleman  from  Texas,  it  was  not. 
I  think  that  was  a  flaw  in  the  bill  as  it 
was  originally  drafted,  because  there 
are  countries  that  do  not  have  these 
severe  economic  problems  that  many 
of  the  countries  we  are  talking  about 
now  do.  Yet  they  still  have  to  go  to 
the  IMF  for  short-term  liquidity  loans. 
Our  own  country  has  done  that.  We 
would  not  want  to  mandate  a  stretch- 
out at  low  interest  rates  for  those. 

But  I  assure  the  gentleman  it  will  in- 
clude all  of  the  countries  that  have 
any  kind  of  trouble  that  we  have  been 
talking  about  so  far. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  In  your  judgment, 
how  many  countries  and  which  are 
those  countries  that  would  be  affected 
by  this  cutoff  limit? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  The  largest  coun- 
tries that  would  be  included  under  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  in  terms  of 
debt— the  largest  debtor  nations  would 
be  Brazil,  Mexico,  Argentina,  Chile, 
Venezuela,  and  Peru.  Those  would  be 
the  six  largest  debtor  nations  that 
would  be  included  under  this. 

The  seventh,  the  only  one  that 
would  not.  would  be  Korea,  and  most 
experts  think  that  South  Korea  will 
not  be  coming  to  the  IMF  for  help  be- 
cause   they    are    in    relatively    good 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Would  you  describe 
just  how  this  cutoff  will  work?  What 
will  be  the  effect  upon  the  loans  that 
will  be  extended  to  these  countries  by 
the  banks  in  the  United  States  or  by 
the  IMF? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  The  effect  would 
be.  No.  1,  loans  would  be  stretched  out 
over  a  long  period  of  time. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  What  is  that  period 
of  time? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  We  do  not  specify 
how  long  a  period  of  time  they  ought 
to  be  stretched  out  because  for  differ- 
ent countries  it  should  be  a  different 
amount.  But  I  would  guess,  since  I 
know  the  gentleman  is  trying  to  clari- 
fy the  language,  that  anywhere  be- 
tween a  7-  and  a  30-year  period  would 
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probably  be  the  amount,  and  most  of 
the  time  over  10  years. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Is  there  any  specifi- 
cation as  to  7  or  30  or  any  particular 
figure? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  No;  there  is  not. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Would  it  not  be 
within  the  construction  of  the  banks 
or  other  regulatory  authority  that  it 
would  be  24  months,  perhaps? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  No:  it  could  not  be 
24  months.  That  is  not  a  long-term 
loan. 

We  do  specify  that  they  be  long- 
term  loans,  and  the  lowest  definition  I 
have  ever  heard  is  7  years. 

If  I  might  explain  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  why  we  did  not  specify  an 
amount  of  time,  we  do  specify  an  in- 
terest rate,  as  the  gentleman  knows, 
and  that  is  what  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  and  I  were  talking 
about.  We  do  not  specify  the  length  of 
the  loan  because  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  best  decision  place  for  that  is  at 
the  IMP.  and  one  has  to  trust  that  if 
one  instructs  the  IMF  to  come  up  with 
a  long-term  loan,  they  will  not  come 
back  to  Congress  and  say  2  years  is  a 
long-term  loan  because  they  will  also 
l)e  coming  back  to  us  for  more  money 
in  the  future. 

So  I  do  not  think  they  can  flaunt 
the  will  of  Congress. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  They  will  be  coming 
back  and  that  is  one  of  my  concerns. 
In  fact.  I  am  afraid  that  this  bill  is 
just  a  foot  in  the  door  to  many,  many 
trips  to  Congress  to  ask  for  additional 
funds  for  the  IMF. 

But  let  me  ask  you  about  the  effect 
upon  the  banks  themselves.  Would  the 
definition  not  hold  for  them  as  well, 
the  long-term  extension? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  For  sure.  Banks  do 
not  want  to  give  long-term  extensions. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  But  without  some- 
thing in  the  statutes,  within  the  laws, 
or  in  the  regulations  defining  long- 
term  loans,  will  that  not  be  left  to  the 
judgment  of  the  individual  banks  that 
are  participating? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  No.  As  the  plans 
have  worked  thus  far.  it  is  the  IMP 
that  sets  the  length  of  time  of  the 
loans.  Where  we  have  had  real  diffi- 
culty. I  would  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  is  that  the  IMF  has  re- 
fused to  set  interest  rates,  and  there- 
fore when  they  come  to  the  banks 
they  come  to  a  consortium  of  banks 
and  say  we  need  $5  billion  for  Mexico, 
you  will  be  repaid  over  six  years,  and 
you  decide  the  interest  rates  and  fees. 
The  IMF  has  refused  to  get  involved 
in  interest  rates,  and  to  me  that  has 
led  to  the  high  interest  rates  and  fees 
that  have  l)een  charged  so  far. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Let  me  ask  the  gen- 
tleman. I  understand  that  the  banks 
oppose  the  gentleman's  amendment 
sut>stantially. 

Mr  SCHUMER.  They  do. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  And  vigorously  In  the 
committee. 


Do  I  now  understand  that  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment  has  been  accept- 
ed by  the  sponsors  of  this  legislation 
on  t>oth  the  Republican  and  the 
Democratic  sides? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  know  the  chair- 
man of  our  committee,  who  hardly  can 
t>e  called  a  toadie  for  any  special  inter- 
ests, has  accepted  the  amendment. 

I  l)elieve  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
has  said  that  he  will  go  along  with  the 
amendment,  although  he  objects  to 
certain  provisions  in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Do  the  banks  now 
accept  the  gentleman's  amendment? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  No.  They  are  more 
strongly  against  it  now.  in  fact. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  seek  this  time  to  ask  some  ques- 
tions of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
about  his  amendment. 

I  remember  the  comments  the  gen- 
tleman made  in  the  committee  and  I 
heard  his  comments  here  on  the  floor 
the  other  day.  I  l)elieve  one  of  the  mo- 
tivations that  the  gentleman  had  for 
offering  the  amendment  was  his  l)elief 
that  the  banks  had  charged  exorbitant 
fees  and  interest  rates  and  that  the 
gentleman  sought  to  redress  what  he 
perceived  to  be  an  unfair  or  an  unjust 
enrichment,  and  feels  that  one  of  the 
best  ways  to  do  that  is  to  try  to  get  the 
money  out  of  the  pocket  of  the  bank 
and  put  it  to  some  good  use.  That  is 
why  he  designed  this  amendment 
which  would  say  that  they  would  use 
what  they  have  already  pocketed  to 
extend  the  loans  and  reduce  the  inter- 
est rates  from  that  which  they  would 
otherwise  charge. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  a  correct  in- 
terpretation. 

I  would  only  add  to  the  good  uses  by 
reducing  what  I  consider  to  be  the  too 
severe  or  overly  severe  austerity  on 
the  countries. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  understand. 

I  am  much  less  concerned  about  the 
arguments  here  that  we  are  going  to 
make  the  banks  into  a  welfare  agency 
by  adopting  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment than  I  am  by  the  concern  that  I 
have  and  the  gentleman  has  that  if  we 
do  not  adopt  his  amendment,  or  some- 
thing like  it.  that  in  fact  the  recipient 
of  the  welfare  is  going  to  be  the  banks. 
They  will  be  receiving  what  we  have 
described  in  many  instances  around 
here  as  corporate  welfare  because  they 
will  have  pocketed  fees  and  profits 
that  are  uncalled  for  given  the  fact 
that  we  are  not  coming  along  and  ex- 
tinguishing the  risk  that  they  con- 
tended they  had.  which  justified  the 
charge  of  the  great  risk  premiums 
that  they  made  in  coruiection  with  the 
loan. 
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So.  I  have  a  similar  motivation. 

In  the  course  of  the  committee  delib- 
erations and  here  again,  I  wonder  just 
how  we  are  going  to  apply  this.  How 
are  we  going  to  determine  which 
banks  did  charge  the  exorbitant  fee  or 
which  banks  did  charge  the  excessive 
interest  rate;  therefore  which  bank 
and  which  particular  loan  should  be 
singled  out  for  this  treatment  if  in  fact 
that  is  the  motivation?  How  do  we  de- 
termine that?  I  would  like  very  much 
to  know  A.  do  we  know  which  banks 
ripped  off  other  States  or  which  banks 
have  taken  advantage  of  this  situa- 
tion? And  if  we  do.  to  what  extent 
should  we  and  can  we  and  is  this  the 
right  way  to  proceed  to  recover  some 
of  that  either  for  the  taxpayer  or  for 
the  interest  of  promoting  the  trade  we 
all  seek?  Those  are  the  questions  I 
have  on  my  mind. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  this  has  often 
been  called  a  bail-in.  the  banks  are 
going  to  l)e  putting  money  into  it;  be- 
cause many  of  them  are  holding  the 
loans  that  are  at  great  risk. 

So.  very  much  this  would  be  an  in- 
centive since  they  do  have  an  interest 
to  in  fact  place  money  in  at  different 
rates  and  under  different  terms  than 
what  has  been  the  existing  practice 
and  indeed  what  might  be  the  practice 
in  the  absence  of  the  Schumer  amend- 
ment. 

The  other  point  I  wanted  to  make  is 
that  there  have  been  some  representa- 
tions that  the  U.S.  representative  to 
the  IMF  does  not  have  adequate  influ- 
ence. The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it 
takes  an  85-percent  vote  of  the  IMF  to 
approve  the  loan  agreement.  Our  rep- 
resentative controls  about  20  to  21  per- 
cent of  that  vote.  The  point  is  that 
indeed  we  have  some  great  degree  of 
influence  over  the  direction  and  char- 
acter and  the  quality  of  the  credit  that 
is  being  extended  here.  So.  it  is  toward 
this  working  solution  that  this  amend- 
ment is  addressed.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  wiU 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  suld.  I  know 
where  the  gentleman  is  coming  from.  I 
would  just  remind  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Patman)  who  had  asked 
those  questions,  just  one  other  point 
before  I  answer,  which  is  related. 

The  fact  that  we  are  capping  the  in- 
terest rate  the  banks  could  charge 
which  we  did  not  do  in  the  committee 
amendment    makes   this   amendment 


much  tougher  and  in  fact  it  is  my 
guess  that  a  lot  of  the  leading  banking 
Institutions  want  to  get  that  provision 
out  and  would  be  happier  with  the  old 
amendment.  To  answer  the  question 
of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Bethune)  I  am  not  out  to  cast  blame 
as  I  am  sure  he  is  not.  What  I  am  out 
to  do  is  prevent  the  same  thing  that 
happened  in  the  past  from  happening 
again. 

So.  when  we  say  that  on  these  spe- 
cific loans  the  interest  rate  charged 
should  be  no  more  than  half  a  percent 
above  LIBOR,  we  are  saying  to  every 
bank,  whether  they  were  involved  in 
previous  loans  or  not,  "You  cannot 
charge  overly  rapacious  rates  of  inter- 
est at  a  time  when  the  world  economy 
is  in  jeopardy  and  also  at  a  time  when 
you  are  coming  to  the  governments  of 
the  world  for  help." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Be- 
thune was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  get  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  to  follow  up. 

One  of  the  points  that  I  made  is  how 
do  we  know  which  banks  charge  the 
fees  and  the  excessive  interest  rates? 
Is  the  gentleman  in  a  position  to  know 
that? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Well,  as  the  gentle- 
man knows,  I  believe  that  in  the 
Senate  bill  and  in  the  committee 
amendments  there  are  far  more  strict 
disclosure  provisions. 

One  of  the  great  problems  that  oc- 
curred in  the  past  is  no  one  was  dis- 
closing what  the  specific  terms  were. 
Now  we  know  the  general  rates  of  in- 
terest because  by  and  large  for  the 
major  loans  they  were  done  by  a  con- 
sortium of  banks;  500  banks  would  get 
together  and  one  bank  called  the  lead 
bank  would  negotiate  the  rate  of  inter- 
est and  fees  that  would  be  set  for  all  of 
them. 

Therefore,  we  do  have  a  general  idea 
overall  what  the  rates  of  interest  are. 
In  my  opinion,  during  these  exigent 
times  they  are  too  high. 

I  might  add  if  we  were  in  normal 
times,  if  the  world  economy  were  pros- 
pering, if  there  were  not  six  countries 
teetering  on  the  brink  but  maybe  only 
one  country,  perhaps  we  should  not  be 
involved.  But  I  think  the  situation  is 
too  serious.  And  the  fact  as  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  has  said,  we  will  be 
back  again.  That  means  it  behooves  us 
to  take  some  kind  of  corrective  action. 
That  is  what  this  amendment  does. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Does  the  gentleman 
think  banks  engaged  in  this  practice 
should  disclose  to  us  the  rates  they  are 
charging? 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  Yes,  I  do. 
Mr.  BETHUNE.  Inasmuch  as  there 
is  really  no  risk,  if  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  correct,  that  we  are  going  to 


come  along  and  bail  them  out  or  what- 
ever terminology  one  may  use. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  As  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Arkansas 
knows,  there  is  some  debate  as  to  how 
much  risk. 

I  share  his  judgment,  not  that  there 
is  no  risk  but  the  fact  that  since  the 
governments  of  the  world  are  involved, 
the  risk  is  minimized. 

One  of  the  things  all  of  us  in  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  in  the 
House  will  have  to  work  out  is  how 
much  real  risk  is  there  going  to  be  in 
the  banking  industry  as  deregulation 
occurs,  de  facto  or  de  jure? 

It  seems  to  me  at  this  point  right 
now,  given  the  needs  of  the  world 
economy,  that  interest  rates  are  too 
high  vis-a-vis  the  risk  and  vis-a-vis  the 
future  of  our  banking  system  and  of 
our  world  economy. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  things 
that  really  concerns  me  about  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment  is  that  the  last 
quarter  of  last  year  most  American 
businessmen  were  paying  15.4  percent 
for  their  money,  at  least  that  much. 
At  the  same  time  IMF  members  were 
paying  8.9  percent  interest  for  their 
money.  To  start  talking  about  reduc- 
ing interest  rates  to  those  countries 
when  we  have  American  small  busi- 
nessmen going  bankrupt  by  the  thou- 
sands seems  unbelievable. 

I  do  not  believe  that  Third  World 
and  Conununist  countries  who  are 
beneficiaries  of  the  IMF  should  get 
any  kind  of  a  break  that  small  busi- 
nessmen of  this  country  do  not  get. 

I  intend  to  follow  his  amendment 
with  a  subsequent  amendment  which 
says  exactly  that. 

I  hope  the  Members  of  the  House 
will  think  about  their  constituents 
when  they  go  back  home,  because  they 
are  going  to  have  to  justify  interest 
rates  substantially  lower  than  their 
small  businessmen  can  get. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  rise  in  further  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  time  I  would 
like  to  speak  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  my  distinguished  colleague, 
Charles  Schumer. 

As  I  said  yesterday,  no  shortcuts 
were  taken  in  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee's consideration  of  H.R.  2957.  This 
legislation  is  the  result  of  thorough 
subcommittee  and  full  committee 
hearings  and  a  tough  amendatory 
process.  In  fact,  during  committee 
markup,  an  earlier  version  of  Mr. 
Schumer's  amendment  was  defeated. 
Since  that  markup  almost  a  month 
and  a  half  ago,  the  gentleman  from 


New  York  has  sought  and  obtained 
the  advice  and  counsel  of  the  best 
minds  in  international  finance  and  ec- 
onomics, consulted  widely  with  his 
House  colleagues,  and  made  important 
revisions  in  his  amendment.  In  its 
present  form,  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment should  be  accepted  wholeheart- 
edly by  this  House.  Let  me  explain 
why. 

During  general  debate  on  this  legis- 
lation yesterday.  Mr.  Schumer  and  I 
discussed  the  nature  and  importance 
of    IMF    adjustment    programs.    Our 
conclusion    was    simple— without    an 
IMF  adjustment  program  to  enable  a 
borrowing    nation    to    rectify    its    fi- 
nances over  time,  it  would  have  to  go 
into  total  and  immediate  default.  The 
consequences  of  such  an  event  on  the 
economic,  social,  and  political  fabric  of 
a  borrower  nation  would  be  devastat- 
ing. All  trade  finance  would  halt,  un- 
employment would  soar,  indescribable 
economic      hardship      would     spread 
throughout  the  Nation   accompanied 
with  social  unrest  and  violent  political 
disruptions.  No  mention  need  be  made 
of  the  effects  of  public  and  private 
lending     institutions.     My     colleague 
from  New  York  and  I  agreed  that  as 
painful  as  IMF  adjustment  programs 
are,  they  are  better  for  borrowers  and 
lenders  alike  than  not  having  an  IMF 
at  all.  and  for  this  reason  the  IMF's 
resources  must  be  increased. 

I  also  pointed  out  yesterday  that 
this  legislation  has  required  sacrifice 
and  compromise  by  all  parties  involved 
with  it.  It  has  and  will  continue  to  re- 
quire a  statesmanlike  acceptance  of 
change  by  all  concerned  including  the 
borrowing  nations,  the  banks,  and  the 
IMF  itself. 

The  IMF's  adjustment  programs  are 
better  than  outright  default,  but  they 
are  by  no  means  perfect.  As  has  been 
pointed  out  by  Member  after  Member 
in  the  debates  on  H.R.  2957  at  every 
level  of  its  consideration.  IMF  pro- 
grams have  major  deficiencies.  In  my 
judgment  the  most  serious  deficiency, 
and  the  one  which  Mr.  Schumer's 
amendment  addresses  directly,  is  the 
tendency  of  IMF  programs  to  allow 
private  bank  lenders  to  continue  the 
short-term,  high-interest  rate,  high  re- 
scheduling fee  lending  habits  they 
have  engaged  in  for  so  long.  The  result 
is  record  bank  profits  and  borrower 
nations  being  drained  of  vitally  needed 
financial  resources. 

This  concern  on  my  part  is  not  a  new 
one.  In  my  Williamsburg  resolution, 
which  formed  the  basis  of  title  II  of 
H.R.  2957,  I  urged  the  govenunents  of 
the  industrialized  nations  to  take  co- 
ordinated actions  to  reduce  the  finan- 
cial pressures  on  the  developing  coun- 
tries so  they  would  be  able  to  regain 
their  political  stability  and  grow  eco- 
nomically. A  major  reason  for  my  in- 
sistance  on  the  strong  loan  write-down 
reserve  provision  in  section  404,  is  also 
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related  to  reducing  the  debt  burdens 
on  borrower  nations. 

In  my  judgment,  a  major  cause  of 
the  present  international  debt  prob- 
lem Is  the  tendency  of  banks  to  impose 
unrealistic  loan  repayment  schedules 
on  developing  nations.  As  a  conse- 
quence, international  credit  markets 
are  continuously  buffeted  by  the  un- 
certainties of  risky  debt  reschedulings, 
and  the  borrowing  nations  are  re- 
quired to  pay  enormous  rescheduling 
fees  on  top  of  quite  high  Interest 
rates.  While  such  fees  add  to  bank 
profits,  they  also  drain  these  nations 
of  financial  resources  desperately 
needed  to  enable  them  to  accommo- 
date the  drastic  changes  the  IMF  and 
the  present  situation  imposes  on  them. 
The  special  reserve  provision,  particu- 
larly section  404(aK2).  would  encour- 
age banks  to  make  loans  which  are  re- 
alistic and  do  not  have  to  be  resched- 
uled and  refinanced  with  new.  larger 
borrowings.  To  me  It  Is  absolutely 
clear  that  If  bank  lenders  fall  to  adopt 
a  realistic  outlook  on  the  repayment 
abilities  of  the  developing  nations,  the 
result  In  these  nations  will  be  political, 
social,  and  economic  Injury  of  historic 
proportions. 

The  Schumer  amendment  addresses 
these  concerns  by  requiring  the  U.S. 
executive  director  to  work  to  get  the 
IMF  to  adopt  policies,  which  would  en- 
courage not  just  U.S.  banks,  but  lend- 
ing Institutions  around  the  world,  to 
increase  the  maturity  of  their  loans 
and  reduce  Interest  rates  to  levels 
which  the  countries  can  afford  to  pay. 

The  Federal  Reserve  has  suggested 
that  such  an  amendment  will  stimu- 
late a  wave  of  stretchout  efforts  by 
borrowing  nations.  Unfortunately,  this 
Is  already  happening.  Countries  are 
looking  at  the  example  Argentina  set 
last  year  when  it  unilaterally 
stretched  out  billions  of  dollars  in 
loans.  These  actions  are  being  consid- 
ered, however,  without  the  overall 
controlling  leadership  of  the  IMF. 
What  Mr.  Schumer's  amendment  will 
do  Is  stabilize  this  process  In  a  most 
constructive  way. 

To  the  question  of  whether  Mr. 
Schumer's  amendment  will  make 
banks  change  their  foreign  lending 
practices;  the  answer  Is  "yes."  Will 
this  amendment  make  the  IMF 
change  Its  adjustment  program  poli- 
cies? Yes.  Are  these  changes  the  kind 
that  must  take  place  if  our  interna- 
tional financial  problems  are  to  be  re- 
solved? In  my  judgment,  the  answer  Is 
again  a  resounding  "yes."  and  I  ask 
you  to  join  me  in  making  this  amend- 
ment a  part  of  the  International  Re- 
covery and  Financial  Stability  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  just  received  a 
communique  that  I  want  to  share  with 
Members  of  the  House. 

It  is  addressed  to  me  from  the 
Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
dated  July  26: 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  On  behalf  of  Secre- 
tary Regan.  I  wanted  to  send  you  this  letter 
that  was  received  today  from  the  Public  Se- 
curities Association.  It  is  the  premier  group 
of  bond  dealers  who  make  the  primary 
market  in  government  securities. 

As  you  will  see.  it  expresses  their  concern 
as  to  the  adverse  impact  on  Interest  rates— 

And  that  would  apply  to  the  small 
businessmen  of  this  country  as  well— 

if  the  House  of  Representatives  fails  to  pass 
the  authorization  for  the  United  States'  in- 
crease in  the  International  Monetary  Fund. 
You  may  wish  to  use  it  in  the  debate  this 
afternoon. 

Best  personal  regards, 

R.  T.  McNamar. 

I  repeat  I  am  going  to  read  the  letter 
to  you,  ladles  and  gentleman,  but  I 
repeat  the  words.  It  is  "As  you  will  see 
it  expresses  their  concern  as  to  the  ad- 
verse Impact  on  Interest  rates"'  In  this 
Nation  to  each  and  every  small  busi- 
nessman, each  and  every  potential 
home  purchaser  In  this  country.  The 
letter  reads  as  follows:  "Dear  Secre- 
tary Regan:  As  Investment  bankers," 
and  believe  me  investment  bankers  are 
not  bankers.  As  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee I  have  watched  the  fracases  be- 
tween them,  they  fight  like  cats  and 
dogs  and  have  been  before  my  commit- 
tee for  years. 

Dear  Secretary  Regan:  As  investment 
bankers  charged  with  advising  the  Treasury 
Department  on  debt  management,  we  are 
heartened  at  the  signs  of  vigorous  economic 
recovery  in  the  United  States,  and  growing 
consumer  and  business  confidence.  The 
Congress  is  now  considering  legislation 
which  will  have  a  vital  impact  on  the  man- 
agement of  the  international  debt  problem. 
If  this  issue  is  not  handled  correctly,  confi- 
dence could  be  seriously  damaged  and  our 
economic  recovery  derailed. 

Unless  they  receive  adequate  flows  of  new 
financing,  some  key  developing  countries 
may  be  forced  to  default  on  their  outstand- 
ing loans.  In  writing  off  these  loans.  U.S. 
banks  would  lose  capital,  and  U.S.  banking 
regulations  would  then  force  them  to  cut 
back  on  their  loans  to  all  customers,  both 
foreign  and  domestic,  by  a  multiple  of  the 
foreign  loan  loss.  This  reduction  in  bank 
credit  would  raise  U.S.  interest  rates  and  de- 
press domestic  spending  and  investment. 

Exactly  what  Paul  Volcker  told  us 
before  our  committee  when  he  ap- 
peared before  us  last  week— 

We  believe  that  concern  about  the  poten- 
tial effects  of  the  international  debt  situa- 
tion has  already  reduced  confidence  in  fi- 
nancial markets  and  may  be  putting  signifi- 
cant upward  pressure  on  interest  rates. 

The  IMF  has  a  crucial  role  in  encouraging 
troubled  countries  to  come  to  grips  with 
their  economic  problems  in  an  orderly 
manner,  and  in  creating  the  necessary  con- 
ditions for  the  continued  flows  of  private  fi- 
nancing which  are  essential  to  managing 
the  debt  problems.  However,  the  IMF"s 
loanable  resources  are  virtually  exhausted, 
and  prompt  passage  of  the  IMF  legislation 
is  essential  if  the  IMF  is  to  continue  to  play 
its  central  part.  The  continued  health  of  the 
U.S.  economy  and  the  jobs  of  millions  of 
Americans  may  depend  on  this,  and  we 
strongly  support  the  proposed  legrislation  to 


permit  U.S.  participation  In  the  Increase  in 
IMF  resources. 
With  best  wishes. 

Sincerely.  , 

Chairman,  PSA  Committee. 

1983  Public  Securities  Association,  Gov- 
ernment AND  Federal  Agencies  Securities 
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D  1450 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be  putting 
some  other  letters  In  as  we  go  along 
and  reading  other  letters  to  my  col- 
leagues. 

Yes.  there  are  alternatives  that  will 
be  proposed.  And  It  Is  easy  to  oppose 
this  legislation.  Believe  me.  I  under- 
stand the  problems  of  many  of  the 
Members.  But.  by  the  same  token.  If 
we  are  concerned  about  our  constitu- 
ents, our  small  business  people,  the 
people  in  this  country  who  want  to 
buy  a  home,  they  are  looking  to  buy  a 
home  for  their  family,  then  God  Al- 
mighty, let  us  think  seriously  on  this 
vote.  I  will  not  question  anybody's 
vote.  We  are  going  to  have  full  debate. 
It  will  continue  on  here,  but  gosh  al- 
mighty. It  Is  not  an  easy  vote,  I  realize 
It,  but  I  think  It  Is  a  very  necessary 
vote.  Please  give  it  your  best  consider- 
ation. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  heard  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  on  several  occa- 
sions and  other  speakers  In  the  well 
state  that  if  this  bill  does  not  pass  that 
Interest  rates  will  go  up.  Now  I  heard 
that  right,  did  I  not? 


Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  The  gentleman 
heard  me  correctly.  Just  a  moment.  I 
just  read  a  letter  from  the  Investment 
Bankers  Association  of  this  country. 
They  are  not  commercial  bankers, 
they  have  no  loans  to  these  lesser  de- 
veloped countries.  They  are  In  the 
bond  business.  And  they  are  the  ones 
who  are  concerned. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St 
Germain)  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kazen  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  St  Germain 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  KAZEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  let  me  follow 
through.  If  this  bill  is  passed,  will  In- 
terest rates  come  down? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  That  question 
no  one  could  answer.  Interest  rates  are 
not  controlled  by  this  bill  and  no  one 
act  is  going  to  get  interest  rates  down. 
I  am  not  Merlin  the  Magician  nor  Is 
Paul  Volcker.  By  the  same  token,  we 
do  know  what  does  increase  interest 
rates  and  we  can  have  and  do  have 
control  over  some  areas  that  will  pre- 
vent an  Increase. 

If  the  gentleman  Is  willing  to  take  a 
chance,  so  be  It.  As  I  say,  I  respect 
everybody's  conclusion  when  they 
reach  their  conclusion. 

But  I  cannot  say,  "this  will  bring  in- 
terest rates  down."  I  would  not  stand 
here  on  this  floor  and  lie  to  the  people 
of  America.  That  would  be  a  He  be- 
cause I  do  not  have  the  sagacity  to 
make  that  statement,  nor  does  anyone 
else  on  this  whole  wide  Earth. 

But  I  do  say  that  the  odds  are  that 
interest  rates  would  go  up. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  seems  to  be  a 
great  deal  of  misinformation  sur- 
rounding President  Reagan's  request 
to  Increase  the  resources  of  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund.  I  rise  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  all  Members 
what  I  consider  to  be  a  crucial  point  to 
keep  in  mind  as  the  House  considers 
H.R.  2957.  and  that  point  Is  the  poten- 
tial negative  Impact  on  U.S.  interest 
rates  If  we  fall  to  fulfill  the  U.S.  com- 
mitment to  the  IMF. 

Throughout  this  process,  President 
Reagan  has  stated  over  and  over  the 
importance  of  the  IMF  to  the  United 
States.  In  his  most  recent  letter,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  declared: 

The  legislation  I  have  requested  to  fulfill 
our  share  of  the  increase  in  IMF  resources 
is  necessary  to  protect  our  own  interests  in  a 
stable  financial  system,  a  growing  world 
economy,  and  sustained  economic  recovery 
and  higher  employment  levels. 

In  last  Saturday's  radio  address,  the 
President  reaffirmed  that  this  legisla- 
tion is  vital  to  help  maintain  interna- 
tional financial  stability. 

Many  Members  may  be  skeptical 
about  the  Importance  of  the  IMF  leg- 


islation for  our  own  domestic  econo- 
my. Let  me  point  out  for  my  col- 
leagues what  some  of  the  financial  ex- 
perts In  this  Nation  have  to  say  about 
the  very  real  prospects  for  higher  in- 
terest rates  here  at  home  If  we  fall  to 
enact  this  bill. 

First,  Ed  Gray,  the  new  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 
(which  regulates  and  supervises  thou- 
sands of  savings  and  loan  associations 
In  this  country)  believes  that  many  of 
the  S&L's  In  the  United  States  will  be 
directly  injured  If  we  fall  to  pass  this 
legislation.  Interest  rates  probably  will 
go  up.  Here  is  what  Mr.  Gray  has  to 
say: 

...  I  believe  that  if  the  (IMF)  legislation 
fails  there  will  be  strong  upward  pressures 
on  interest  rates.  This  would  be  devastating 
for  much  of  the  savings  and  loan  industry 
which,  because  of  the  recent  rise  in  rates, 
has  slipped  back  into  the  red.  This  is  a  criti- 
cal period  for  the  savings  and  loan  business 
which  remain  in  a  fragile  state.  The  kind  of 
increase  in  rates  which  I  fear  could  occur— if 
the  legislation  does  not  pass— would  repre- 
sent a  very  significant  setback  for  savings 
and  loan  institutions  in  their  quest  for  re- 
covery. 

Second.  Paul  Volcker.  President 
Reagan's  newly  reappointed  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  told 
the  House  Banking  Committee  last 
week: 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  that  fail- 
ure of  the  U.S.  to  participate  in  providing 
the  IMF  with  adequate  resources  to  do  its 
job.  as  an  essential  part  of  an  international 
effort  joined  by  virtually  every  country  of 
the  Western  World,  would  deal  a  devastat- 
ing blow  to  the  effort  to  manage  the  inter- 
national financial  situation,  with  clearly  ad- 
verse consequences  for  U.S.  credit  markets 
and  our  own  economic  growth. 

When  asked  directly  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  House  Banking  Commit- 
tee, our  colleague.  Fernand  St  Ger- 
main, about  the  Impact  on  domestic  in- 
terest rates  of  not  enacting  the  IMF 
quota  increase,  Chairman  Volcker  sol- 
emnly replied: 

I  think  the  effect  would  be  to  increase  in- 
terest rates  in  the  U.S.  market.  .  .  .  (The 
IMF)  is  in  the  midst  now  of  dealing  with  a 
situation  that  is  more  difficult,  a  situation 
in  which  its  presence  and  strength  is  more 
necessary  than  ever  before  in  its  history, 
and  I  think  it  is  terribly  important  to  our 
own  economic  welfare,  our  own  recovery, 
and  our  own  level  of  interest  rates  that  the 
legislation  be  passed. 

And  finally.  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, Donald  T.  Regan,  himself  a  prod- 
uct of  the  financial  world,  categorical- 
ly states: 

In  particular,  failure  to  deal  with  the  cur- 
rent debt  problems  of  many  developing 
countries  in  an  orderly  manner  could  lead  to 
higher  U.S.  interest  rates  which  would  abort 
the  strong  recovery  now  underway.  .  .  .  The 
Jol)s  of  millions  of  Americans,  the  health  of 
our  banking  system,  and  the  prospects  of 
sustained  U.S.  and  world  economy  could 
hang  in  the  balance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  stand  here 
today  and  give  you  an  absolute  assur- 
ance that  failure  to  enact  this  legisla- 


tion will  raise  interest  rates  in  the 
United  States.  Nor  can  I  insure  that 
passage  of  H.R.  2957  will  lead  to  lower 
interest  rates.  I  wish  that  were  true, 
but  in  the  final  analysis,  the  only  cred- 
ible way  to  lower  Interest  rates  in  this 
country  is  to  pursue  sound  and  com- 
plementary monetary  and  fiscal  poli- 
cies, a  subject  better  left  for  another 
day. 

What  I  can  offer  the  membership, 
however,  is  the  considered  judgment 
of  responsible  men  who  are  all  in  a  po- 
sition where  they  should  know  some- 
thing about  interest  rates  and  the 
workings  of  our  Nation's  financial 
markets.  All  of  these  gentlemen  have 
encouraged  us  to  pass  this  bill  to 
reduce  upward  pressures  on  Interest 
rates.  All  of  these  experts  are  fearful 
that  failure  to  enact  this  legislation 
will  In  the  final  analysis  place  upward 
pressure  on  Interest  rates.  Whether 
their  fears  are  well  founded,  only  time 
will  tell. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  must 
ask  ourselves  If  we  can  afford  to 
gamble— and  gambling  It  Is— that  In- 
terest rates  will  not  rise  if  we  do  not 
pass  this  bill.  I,  for  one,  am  not  willing 
to  gamble  in  this  fashion,  and  I  would 
argue  that  we  can  ill  afford  to  risk  any 
further  rise  In  interest  rates  and  the 
negative  impact  that  such  a  rise  would 
have  on  our  economic  recovery. 

I  believe  that  passage  of  this  meas- 
ure in  a  timely  fashion  will  give  the 
IMF  the  resources  it  needs  to  do  its 
job  and  will  in  fact  add  stability  to  our 
financial  markets,  both  at  home  and 
abroad.  The  Members  of  this  Chamber 
must  be  the  ultimate  judges  on  the 
outcome  of  the  President's  request  to 
fund  the  IMF. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  submit 
that  a  vote  for  the  IMF  bill  Is  a  vote 
for  continuing  economic  recovery  and 
promoting  a  stable  climate  where  in- 
terest rates  can  continue  to  decline. 
Opposing  the  President's  bill  runs  the 
very  real  risk  of  raising  interest  rates 
here  at  home  and  choking  off  our 
much  needed  recovery. 

D  1500 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  In  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  I  would  like  to  get  back  to 
the  amendment  before  us  for  a 
minute. 

Now,  this  amendment  requires  that 
the  United  States  try  to  get  the  IMF 
to  force  banks  to  grant  significant 
debt  forgiveness  on  bank  loans  by 
stretching  out  short-term,  fairly  high- 
Interest  loans  to  long-term,  low-inter- 
est loans. 

Now,  If  any  of  you  here  were  a 
banker,  would  you  want  to  do  that? 
Would  you  think  that  Is  a  good  Idea? 
Could  you  do  that  and  make  a  living? 
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Well,  as  a  practical  matter,  of  course, 
it  is  unworkable.  Neither  the  IMP  nor 
any  other  governmental  agency  has 
the  power  to  do  it.  We  could  not  get 
our  own  banks  to  do  it.  We  certainly 
could  not  get  the  banks  of  the  world 
to  do  it.  It  may  or  may  not  be  desira- 
ble, but  it  is  simply  impractical. 

The  banks  have  no  intention,  let  me 
assure  you,  of  becoming  foreign-aid  in- 
stitutions, neither  our  banks  nor  the 
banks  of  the  world.  They  would  not 
cooperate.  The  possibility  of  IMF  re- 
quiring other  banks  of  the  world  to  do 
this  is  zero. 

Now,  we  might  be  able  somehow  to 
force  through  legislation  on  our  banks 
to  do  it.  And  then  what  would  happen? 
Well,  the  banks  of  the  world  would 
hold  back.  They  would  keep  an  eye  on 
us  to  see  what  kind  of  damage  we  were 
doing  to  our  own  banks  and  hope  that 
our  banks  would  grant  all  of  the  relief 
to  debtor  nations. 

Well,  the  likelihood,  let  me  empha- 
size again,  that  the  IMF  would  adopt 
such  a  proposal  is  absolutely  zero. 

Here  is  the  problem,  another  major 
problem:  If  somehow  we  were  able  to 
force  our  banks  to  do  this  against 
their  own  best  interests  and  against 
the  interests  of  our  economy  and  of 
our  people,  then  the  banks  would  say, 
"Well,  you  did  it  to  me  once,  you  will 
never  do  it  again."  So  the  banks  would 
refuse  to  lend  in  these  countries  again. 
And.  as  you  know,  the  IMF  portion  of 
funding  available  to  world  debt  is  a 
tiny  fraction  of  total  financing  avail- 
able for  world  debt.  The  total  re- 
sources of  the  IMF,  even  after  this 
quota  increase,  are  a  drop  in  the 
bucket  compared  to  world  debt.  The 
real  purpose  of  the  IMF  is  to  get  coun- 
tries moving  back  in  the  right  direc- 
tion again  so  that  they  can  increase 
earnings  and  repay  their  debt. 

Private  credit  is  what  will  handle  the 
problem.  If  we  try  to  force  some  un- 
realistic, unworkable  program  onto 
our  banks  and  somehow  think  it  is 
going  to  affect  other  banks,  which,  of 
course,  it  will  not,  all  our  banks  will  do 
is  pull  out,  and  then  we  can  virtually 
assure  massive  debt  problems  in  the 
world. 

I  really  think  it  is  a  mistake  on  the 
part  of  both  the  committee  chairman 
and  the  ranking  minority  Member  to 
accept  this  amendment,  thinking  that 
somehow  we  will  knock  it  out  in  con- 
ference. I  am  worried  that  we  might 
not  be  able  to  knock  it  out  in  confer- 
ence and,  therefore,  it  would  negate 
the  whole  purpose  of  this  IMF  quota 
increase. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  will  yield  at  this  point 
to  our  distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  The  chairman  of 
this  committee  has  no  thoughts  of 
knocking  it  out  in  conference.  I  just 
have  to  make  that  clear. 


Mr.  NEAL.  In  other  words,  the 
chairman  will  want  to  keep  this  provi- 
sion in  the  IMF  bill  in  the  conference? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  stated  that  I 
do  not  intend  to  knock  it  out  in  con- 
ference. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Well,  that  makes  me  feel 
much  more  strongly  that  we  ought  to 
defeat  this  amendment  here  on  the 
floor.  This  is  a  dangerous  amendment. 

Let  me  make  one  other  point:  You 
are  saying  to  these  banks  that  you 
want  to  grant  concessional  loans  to 
foreign  countries.  What  about  our  own 
people  in  this  country? 

Let  me  ask  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man on  this  side  and  our  distinguished 
chairman:  How  about  it?  Shall  we  not 
tell  our  banks  that  they  ought  to 
grant  concessional  loans  to  our  own 
people? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  will  yield  on  this  point. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
will  ask  the  gentleman,  did  not  our 
banks  do  the  very  same  to  Internation- 
al Harvester  and  lots  of  other  large 
companies  that  went  bankrupt  in  this 
country?  Did  they  not  stretch  out 
their  loans  and  reduce  interest  rates? 
And  why  did  they  do  it? 

Mr.  NEAL.  Let  me  answer  the  gen- 
tleman's question.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
some  $100  billion  in  international  debt 
now  is  being  restructured  between  the 
private  sector  and  the  banks.  That 
happens.  It  certainly  happens  when 
the  banks  think  it  is  the  only  way  that 
debt  can  be  repaid.  But  it  is  their  deci- 
sion. 

Do  we  really  want  to  tell  our  banks 
that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  this  coun- 
try or  in  their  interest  to  force  them 
to  write  down  loans  that  they  might 
collect  on? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Schumer  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Neal  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  NEAL.  Let  me  just  make  this 
point:  Why  should  we  grant  debt  relief 
to  foreign  countries  and  not  grant  it 
here  at  home? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield:  No.  1,  we  grant  that  debt 
relief  every  day  in  this  country,  and 
we  grant  it  not  only  to  the  Interna- 
tional Harvesters,  but  when  banks  tra- 
ditionally try  to  work  out  a  problem 
with  someone  who  cannot  pay,  what 
they  always  do  is  stretch  out  the  loans 
and  reduce  the  interest  rates.  Why? 
Because  it  is  in  their  own  self-interest 
that  they  are  more  likely  to  be  repaid. 

The  second  point  I  would  make  is: 
The  banks  have  repeatedly  said— and 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
seems  to  have  bought  their  argu- 
ment—that they  will  never  be  lending 
again  if  the  Congress  or  the  Govern- 


ment of  the  United  States  has  the  te- 
merity to  tell  them  what  to  do. 

Well,  let  me  ask  the  gentleman:  Are 
the  banks  investing  in  real  estate 
today? 

In  1975,  with  the  failure  of  the 
REIT's,  we  heard  the  same  hue  and 
cry,  "The  banks  will  never  invest 
again." 

The  answer  is  that  the  banks  will 
invest  again. 

A  third  point:  The  banks,  without 
this  stretchout,  without  reduced  inter- 
est rates,  have  already  begun  to  pull 
back.  There  is  no  doubt  about  it.  Noth- 
ing we  do,  just  as  with  the  real  estate 
investment  trusts,  will  prevent  them 
for  a  year  or  two  from  pulling  back 
from  foreign  investment. 

And  what  I  am  saying  is  that  while 
they  are  pulling  back  and  not  giving 
new  money,  at  the  very  least  what  we 
ought  to  be  doing  is  reducing  that 
burden  to  those  debtor  countries  so 
that  they  can  repay.  In  effect  we  are 
preventing  the  banks,  from  pursuing  a 
short-term  policy  from  cutting  off 
their  long-term  noses  to  spite  their 
short-term  faces  in  the  long  run. 

Mr.  NEAL.  The  gentleman's  sugges- 
tion as  to  how  the  banks  will  react  is 
pure  speculation.  We  have  no  way  of 
knowing. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  would 
remind  the  gentleman  that  I  do  not 
know  how  he  voted  on  it,  but  we  had 
legislation  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
from  our  committee  not  too  long  ago 
on  mortgage  forebearance.  Did  the 
gentleman  support  that  legislation? 

Mr.  NEAL.  Well,  I  am  trying  to 
recall  exactly  how  it  was  written. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Well,  that  is  the 
one  where  we  encouraged  the  regula- 
tors to  forebear  on  foreclosures  be- 
cause of  the  high  rate  of  unemploy- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  St  Germain  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Neal  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man recall  the  legislation  now? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  am  sorry,  I  am  having 
trouble  recalling  it. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  for  two  points:  Indeed,  the 
House  adopted  that  legislation.  It  was 
a  controversial  piece  of  legislation,  but 
I  think  most  of  the  Democrats  did 
indeed  support  it.  We  asked  our  finan- 
cial institutions  around  the  Nation  to 
forebear.  Many  of  them  were  doing  it 
anyway,  but  we  asked  additional  ones. 
In  other  words,  to  stretch  out  for  a 
period  of  time. 

Second,  the  gentleman  stated  that 
what  the  gentleman  said  about  what 
the  banks  might  do  In  the  future  is 


speculative.    Frankly,    either   side    of 
this  is  speculative,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  NEAL.  Well.  I  do  not  think  so, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Because  the  gen- 
tleman thinks  his  side  is  right  and  ev- 
erybody else's  side  is  speculative,  the 
whole  world  is  out  of  step, 

Mr.  NEAL.  No.  Let  me  just  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  here  is  where  we 
would  be:  We  would  be  in  the  IMF  op- 
posing loans,  we  alone.  We  cannot  stop 
loans,  by  the  way.  So  we  would  be 
there  opposing  the  loans.  The  loans 
would  be  made.  No  other  country  is 
going  to  go  along  with  this.  Certainly 
no  other  country  is  going  to  put  its 
banks  in  a  position  of  having  to 
weaken  their  financial  structure. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  is  the  gentleman  convinced 
of  that? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  will  not  yield  on  that 
point.  I  want  to  make  this  point:  We 
would  be  in  a  position  of  being  alone 
in  opposing  loans. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Now,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  on  that  point,  the 
amendment  states  that  if  our  sister 
nations  do  not  agree  on  this,  it  would 
not  go  into  effect. 

So  if  the  gentleman  is  convinced 
that  no  banks  of  other  nations  will 
agree,  then  he  has  won  his  point,  even 
though  the  amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  am  sorry,  I  do  not  make 
that  point. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  made  a  point  earlier  that  I 
think  needs  to  be  cleared  up.  The  gen- 
tleman pointed  out  that  nearly  $100 
billion  in  loans  is  now  being  renegoti- 
ated by  the  banks  with  their  debtor 
countries.  What  is  important  for  this 
House  to  understand  is,  yes,  there  are 
some  renegotiations  going  on,  but  the 
renegotiations  always  include  higher 
interest  rates. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Dorgan  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Neal  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  DORGAN.  These  renegotiations 
not  only  include  high  interest  rates  for 
the  debtor  country,  but  also  include 
substantial  renegotiation  fees,  up  to 
IVi  percent.  All  of  this  makes  it  less 
likely  that  these  countries  are  going  to 
be  able  to  meet  their  obligations  to 
the  banks.  So  when  the  gentleman 
says  that  these  renegotiations  are  pro- 
ceeding anyway,  it  is  important  to 
point  out  to  this  House  that  the  re- 
negotiations that  are  now  underway  at 
higher  interest  rates,  with  substantial 
fees  attached  to  them,  do  not  do  any- 
thing to  solve  the  problem  but  simply 
exacerbate  the  problem. 
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Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  North  Dakota 
how  he  can  substantiate  that  state- 
ment? Give  us  some  examples  of  how 
interest  rates  have  been  increased  and 
how  fees  have  been  increased.  The 
gentleman  has  referred  dogmatically 
to  new  loans  to  Brazil  and  Mexico. 
Well,  what  are  some  of  the  rates?  I 
would  like  to  know  what  the  rates  are. 
Mr.  DORGAN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  will  be  glad  to  get  the 
information  and  bring  it  the  gentle- 
man very  shortly. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man will  be  surprised  to  find  out  that 
the  rates  have  been  reduced;  that  the 
banks  are  cooperating  with  the  new 
extensions  of  credit  to  Brazil. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  this: 
What  are  we  trying  to  do  in  this  legis- 
lation? We  are  trying  to  help  the  less 
developed  countries.  With  the  Schu- 
mer amendment,  we  are  not  doing  a 
thing  but  driving  the  banks  away  from 
making  these  loans.  This  is  still  a  free 
market.  Banks  are  still  going  to  go  to 
places  where  they  can  make  loans  and 
make  good  loans.  OPEC  and  other  rea- 
sons have  caused  these  less  developed 
countries  today  to  be  in  the  situation 
they  are,  and  they  need  additional 
help,  but  the  American  banks  and  the 
foreign  banks  have  shown  an  attitude 
to  cooperate. 

But  what  we  are  doing  by  putting 
them  in  this  straitjacket  is  driving 
them  out  of  the  market.  Already  the 
regional  banks  of  this  country,  who 
are  so  much  in  demand  and  needed  for 
foreign  credits,  are  saying,  "Do  not 
count  on  me.  If  Congress  is  going  to 
try  to  straitjacket  me  on  how  I  am 
going  to  make  loans,  if  they  are  going 
to  sit  on  my  Board  of  Directors,  count 
me  out." 

That  is  going  to  exacerbate  the 
problem.  We  are  trying  to  help.  We 
are  not  trying  to  create  more  prob- 
lems. The  more  people  we  get  into  for- 
eign credit,  the  better  we  will  be. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Schumer  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Neal  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to 
make  2  additional  points,  and  the  gen- 
tleman can  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong. 


First,  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Barnard)  asked  what  the  rates 
were.  Some  of  the  early  rates  were  ap- 
proximately a  half  to  a  point  above 
LIBOR,  including  fees.  Those  were  in 
1978  and  1979.  On  December  20  of  last 
year,  the  renegotiation  with  the  Bra- 
zilian bank,  with  Brazil,  was  2^  points 
above  LIBOR  plus  more  than  1  point 
in  fees. 
That  is  a  significant  increase. 
Mr.  BARNARD.  What  was  the  rate 
of  LIBOR? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  LIBOR  then  was 
9%;  now  it  is  10%. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  It  is  still  not  reach- 
ing the  American  marketplace. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  In  reply  to  my 
friend  from  Georgia,  what  we  were 
talking  about  in  this  amendment  are 
the  spreads,  and  the  spreads  have  sky- 
rocketed. 

The  second  point  I  would  make  to 
both  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  and 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina: 
No  one  is  forcing  the  banks  to  do  any- 
thing in  this  amendment.  What  we  are 
saying  is,  no  safety  net  if  you  do  not 
moderate  your  fees.  If  you  want  to  go 
out  in  the  free  market  without  an 
IMF.  without  an  $8.4  billion,  and  nego- 
tiate your  own  loans,  go  right  ahead. 
But  let  us  not  pretend  that  this  is  a 
free  market.  Let  us  not  pretend  that 
the  Government  is  not  being  involved 
here.  They  are  being  involved. 

To  say  on  the  one  hand  that  we 
want  your  money,  we  want  your  moral 
support,  but  on  the  other,  you  cannot 
tell  us  how  much  our  fees  should  be  or 
our  profits  should  be,  is  unfair.  That  is 
just  taking  with  one  hand  and  not 
giving  back  with  the  other. 

So  there  is  a  free  market,  but  the 
banks  themselves  have  opted  not  to 
use  it.  They  can  go  back  to  the  free 
market  any  time  they  want. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer) 
has  a  number  of  thoughtful  points, 
but  I  would  say  that  there  is  one  fun- 
damental fallacy  not  so  much  to  his 
arguments  but  to  the  effect  of  his 
amendment,  and  that  is  the  fallacy  re- 
lating to  the  arrogance  of  this  body  in- 
tervening in  banking  to  too  intriisive 
an  extent. 

Certainly  Congress  has  the  right  to 
do  certain  things  structurally  by  law. 
but  the  moment  that  we  think  that  we 
can  make  better  banking  decisions 
than  the  private  sector  we  are  going  to 
cause  greater  problems  than  we  are 
going  to  heal. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  again  expired. 
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(On  request  of  Mr.  Bethune  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  NEAL  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes. ) 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  some  good 
points  are  being  made  by  the  chair- 
man, his  concerns  about  the  Schumer 
amendment  and  the  prospective  appli- 
cation that  it  has  there. 

The  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
Barnard)  makes  a  good  point. 

The  thing  that  I  discussed  with  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Schu- 
mer) a  while  ago  was  our  similar  moti- 
vations in  that  we  are  deeply  con- 
cerned by  the  fact  that  the  banks  have 
been  permitted,  in  the  absence  of  any 
oversight  or  any  sort  of  control,  to 
charge  exorbitant  fees  and  interest 
rates,  and  that  they  now  have  that 
money  in  their  pockets.  That  is  the 
thing  that  is  driving  people  up  the 
wall. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  right  in  trying  to 
find  a  way  to  recover  some  of  that.  I 
do  not  want  to  see  them  walk  out  of 
here  and  keep  that  money  in  their 
pockets,  and  I  think  a  lot  of  Members 
feel  the  same  way. 

But  regrettably,  some  attacks  are 
now  being  made  on  the  gentleman's 
amendment  to  the  effect  that  it  will 
not  work,  or  that  it  will  somehow  dis- 
turb the  careful  negotiations  that 
have  to  take  place. 

What  I  am  seeking,  and  what  I  have 
been  looking  for  and  what  I  am  trying 
to  work  on  is  some  way  by  which  we 
could  calculate  the  amount  that  they 
are  going  to  pocket  as  a  result  of  ex- 
cessive fees  and  profits,  and  to  simply 
seek  that  from  them  by  way  of  reim- 
bursement as  a  quid  pro  quo  if  we  are 
going  to  pass  this  legislation.  I  think 
people  would  feel  much  more  comfort- 
able with  that,  and  then  we  would  not 
have  this  terrible  problem. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  can  answer  that 
question.  All  we  have  to  do  is  what  is 
occurring  in  States  like  Arkansas:  Put 
a  usury  rate  on  international  lending, 
a  international  usury  rate,  and  drive 
the  bank  out  of  the  international 
market.  That  is  what  you  are  doing. 

In  other  words,  we  know  that  usury 
ceilings  do  not  work,  have  not  worked 
In  the  gentleman's  State,  and  this  is 
exactly  what  the  Schumer  amendment 
is  doing.  We  are  putting  artificial  rates 
on  what  banks  can  charge,  and  it  is 
not  going  to  work. 


Mr.  NEAL.  Let  me  say  this  to  the 
gentleman:  There  are  limits.  I  think 
the  points  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Leach)  is  a  very  good 
one.  There  are  limits  on  what  we  can 
do.  We  certainly  do  not  want  to  reduce 
our  influence  within  the  IMF.  It  is  im- 
portant for  us  to  maintain  it. 

These  loans  are  not  the  key  element 
of  IMF  programs.  The  key  element  is 
the  conditionality.  The  amounts 
loaned  by  the  IMF  to  countries  are  in 
every  case  a  tiny  fraction  of  the 
amount  that  that  country  needs. 
Mexico  is  a  good  example.  They  have 
$80  some  billion  in  foreign  debt  now. 
The  IMF  program  with  Mexico  is  for 
about  $3.8  billion  over  3  years.  It  is  a 
drop  in  the  bucket. 

What  really  matters  is,  for  that  little 
bit  of  money,  what  change  in  policy 
Mexico  will  pursue.  What  is  necessary 
is  this  IMF  seal  of  approval  on  an  eco- 
nomic stabilization  plan  so  that  pri- 
vate capital  will  flow  back  into  Mexico. 

That  is  the  purpose  of  the  IMF. 
Even  though  the  amount  of  IMF  as- 
sistance sounds  big,  it  is  a  tiny  fraction 
of  the  amount  of  money  that  the 
countries  need. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  think  we 
ought  to  return  to  some  sense  of  order 
where  individuals  can  speak  5  minutes 
for  or  5  minutes  against  at  some  point 
in  time,  rather  than  just  continuing 
this  ad  hoc  approach. 

Mr.  NEAL.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield.  I  agree.  I  certainly  will  not  ask 
for  additional  time  beyond  this  2  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  withdraw  my  reser- 
vation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  is  recognized  for 
2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  gentle- 
man addressed  the  concern. 

By  the  way,  does  the  gentleman 
know?  We  keep  talking  about  whether 
the  banks  have  t)een  unjustly  enriched 
by  this  process  or  not.  Was  the  gentle- 
man, in  the  course  of  the  subcommit- 
tee hearings,  which  I  do  not  serve  on. 
able  to  calculate  the  amount  of  inter- 
est and  fees  charged  in  any  instances? 


What  were  some  of  the  worst-case  sce- 
narios that  the  gentleman  ran  across? 
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Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
recall  any  instance  of  that  being  a 
major  topic  of  discussion.  The  IMF 
funds  involved  in  every  case  small  per- 
centages of  the  total  funds. 

The  IMF  acts  as  a  catalyst.  It  pro- 
vides a  sort  of  "Good  Housekeeping 
seal  of  approval"  on  an  economic  plan 
that  will  let  private  capital  flow  into  a 
country  again.  The  rates  on  private 
capital  are  simply  set  in  the  market- 
place. They  are  not  administered  in 
some  way.  as  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  implies.  They  are  set  in  the  com- 
petitive marketplace.  Often  loans  will 
be  renegotiated  at  higher  rates,  some- 
times at  lower  rates.  As  I  understand 
it,  some  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars 
of  loans  are  under  renegotiation  now 
to  these  countries  in  the  private 
sector,  with  no  Government  control 
over  rates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  make  just  one 
other  point.  I  think  it  is  an  important 
one.  What  we  would  do  in  approving 
the  Schumer  amendment  is  put  our 
Executive  Director  of  the  fund  in  an 
untenable  position.  He  would  be  in  a 
position  of  voting  against  virtually 
every  loan.  The  loans  would  go 
through  anyway.  We  would  lose  our 
influence.  Even  if  we  were  somehow  to 
manipulate  our  banks  into  doing  some- 
thing once  or  twice,  it  would  not  last. 
They  would  find  a  way  to  get  out  of 
the  foreign  loan  business,  do  some- 
thing else  with  their  capital,  and  then 
we  would  face  the  very  serious  prob- 
lem of  major  defaults  on  loans. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  has  expired. 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  this  amend- 
ment was  offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Schumer).  I  was  in  my 
office  and  I  watched  the  proceedings 
on  TV  as  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  our  committee  accepted  the  amend- 
ment on  behalf  of  this  side  and  the 
distinguished  ranking  minority 
member  accepted  it.  I  believe,  on 
behalf  of  the  Republican  side.  I  was  a 
little  bit  confused  as  this  was  going  on, 
because  I  remembered  a  rather  vehe- 
ment debate  taking  place  in  the  Bank- 
ing Committee  where  an  amendment 
that  was  very,  very  similar  to  this  was 
offered  to  the  bill  as  it  was  considered 
by  the  full  conunittee  and  was  defeat- 
ed by  a  very  close  vote. 

I  thought  that  I  would  come  over  to 
the  floor  to  see  exactly  what  this 
amendment  is,  to  see  if  it  is  markedly 
different.  It  does  differ,  but  not  that 
markedly,  and  I  was  interested  to  find 


out  that  the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee that  considered  it  and  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  subcom- 
mittee that  considered  it  are  both  op- 
posed to  the  amendment.  I  understand 
why,  and  I  think  that  is  the  reason 
that  the  Reagan  administration  is  op- 
posed to  it  and  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  is  opposed  to  it. 

So  if  anybody  was  watching  the 
floor  proceedings  from  their  offices 
before  and  got  the  impression  that 
this  is  a  minor  amendment  that  was 
going  to  be  gleefully  accepted  by  all. 
or  that  there  was  some  compromise 
that  had  been  agreed  to.  or  that  it  was 
apparently  going  to  be  agreed  to  and 
then  dropped  in  conference,  let  those 
thoughts  be  dispelled.  That  is  not 
quite  true. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  get  down  to 
this  substance  of  the  amendment.  I 
think  it  would  be  counterproductive.  It 
could  even  be  dangerous.  I  think  it 
would  be  counterproductive  in  the  fol- 
lowing way: 

First  of  all,  if  banks  are  considering 
whether  to  loan  money  to  foreign 
countries,  but  they  realize  that  if  any 
restructuring  is  required  by  any  coun- 
try that  is  a  participant  with  the  IMF, 
the  U.S.  Government  will  mandate  its 
Executive  Director  to  vote  to  increase 
short-term  debt  to  long-term  debt  in 
any  restructuring  and  to  decrease  the 
interest  rates  on  the  loan.  As  a  matter 
of  course,  I  think  they  are  going  to  be 
reluctant  to  come  in  with  money. 

So  while  we  want,  on  the  one  hand, 
to  increase  the  quota  of  the  IMF.  the 
offering  of  this  amendment  is  at  cross- 
purposes  with  that  intent. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  At  the  conclusion  of 
my  remarks,  I  would  be  glad  to  yield. 
Second.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the 
things  we  want  to  do  is  try  to  get  the 
countries  to  show  a  little  bit  greater 
economic  discipline— not  too  much,  be- 
cause that  could  injure  the  prospects 
for  economic  growth,  and  economic 
growth  is  the  way  out  of  the  difficul- 
ties. But  economic  discipline  is  also  re- 
quired for  economic  growth. 

Now,  how  much  economic  discipline 
is  there  going  to  be  when  you  know 
that  if  you  do  go  in  for  a  restructur- 
ing, you  are  going  to  get  more  favor- 
able conditions,  that  you  will  auto- 
matically be  able  to  get  your  debt  ma- 
turity increased  and  your  interest 
rates  reduced?  Might  that  not  be  an 
incentive  for  a  lack  of  discipline?  I 
think  it  might  well  be. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  make  another 
point.  How  are  we  to  act  as  Members 
of  this  House  of  Representatives?  I 
think  we  are  to  act  in  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  American  people  at  all 
times.  We  are  representatives  of  the 
American  people;  we  are  not  repre- 
sentatives of  Argentina,  of  Brazil,  or 
of  Mexico  or  of  any  of  the  almost  100 


countries  or  so  that  are  members  of 
IMF. 

Were  I  a  representative  of  a  foreign 
country  that  I  anticipated  might  be  in 
need  of  restructuring,  then  I  would 
vote  for  this  amendment.  But  I  am  a 
representative  of  the  United  States, 
and  there  is  a  decided  difference.  To 
automatically  reduce  the  interest  rates 
and  to  increase  the  maturity  of  debts 
to  foreign  countries  is  automatically 
going  to  have  some  adverse  impact 
upon  the  economic  situation  here  in 
the  United  States. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  I  am  pleased  to  yield 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  New  Jersey. 
Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  commend  my  colleague 
on  the  Banking  Committee  for  his 
statement  and,  particularly,  his  obser- 
vation—and it  is  the  same  observation 
I  made  yesterday  in  general  debate- 
that  the  stretchouts  could  literally  be 
conceived  as  another  system  of  foreign 
aid  and  giving  preferential  treatment 
to  these  countries. 

Also.  I  think  the  experience  of 
Brazil,  with  the  restructuring  and  the 
agreements  reached  between  the  IMF 
and  Brazil  just  a  week  or  so  ago.  is  a 
good  object  lesson  in  terms  of  the  dis- 
cipline that  should  be  brought  upon 
managing  the  debt  vis-a-vis  Drazil  and 
the  other  countries. 

Third.  I  would  like  to  hear  the  gen- 
tleman's comments  specifically  on  the 
relationship  of  this  restructuring  to 
increasing  interest  rates  in  this  coun- 
try. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  La- 
Falce)  has  expired. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  unan- 
imous-consent request. 

We  have  been  debating  this  amend- 
ment for  1  hour  and  5  minutes.  Many 
Members  have  now  been  up  on  their 
feet  for  a  long  period  of  time,  and  we 
have  had  quite  a  bit  of  repetition.  I 
wonder  if  we  could  agree  to  cease  all 
debate  on  this  amendment,  and  all 
amendments  thereto,  in  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  that  as  a 
unanimous-consent  request. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.    PATMAN.    Mr.    Chairman.    I 
object. 
Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 
The     CHAIRMAN.      Objection     is 
heard. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  have  been  here  1  hour  and  5  min- 
utes on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Well.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  objected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  LaFalce) 


be  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to   the   request   of   the   gentlewoman 
from  New  Jersey? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mrs.    ROUKEMA.    Mr.    Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  reason  I  bring  up  the  issue  of  the 
interest  rate  question,  although  it  may 
have  been  discussed  prior  to  the  gen- 
tleman's entrance  onto  the  floor,  is 
that  there  has  been  considerable  dis- 
cussion as  to  whether  this  will  adverse- 
ly affect  interest  rates  in  the  United 
States  or  if  it  can  be  expected  interest 
rates  to  rise  as  a  consequence  of  the 
Shumer  amendment. 

I  have  here  a  Republican  Research 
Committee  report  that  makes  a  very 
good  case  that  this  will  cause  interest 
rates  to  rise  in  this  country,  and  I 
would  like  to  hear  the  gentleman's 
comments  on  that. 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
cannot  predict  what  is  going  to 
happen  with  interest  rates,  but  I  do 
think  that  if  we  artificially  and  arbi- 
trarily establish  lower  interest  rates 
for  one  category— foreign  loans— we 
might  have  to  resort  to  higher  interest 
rates  in  another  category— domestic 
loans— which  might  not  otherwise  re- 
quire higher  interest  rates. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  sharing  his 
analysis  with  us. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think, 
with  respect  to  the  interest  rate  ques- 
tion, basically  the  IMF  bill  could 
almost  be  considered  interest  rate-neu- 
tral, but  we  do  know  that  if  we  have  a 
catastrophic  event  in  terms  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  world  economy,  obviously 
interest  rates  and  a  lot  of  other  things 
are  going  to  be  increased  and  we  are 
going  to  have  very  significant  prob- 
lems. That  is  one  of  the  looming  ques- 
tions and  concerns  that  all  of  us  have 
with  regard  to  this  IMF  bill. 

The  point  I  was  going  to  make  spe- 
cifically with  regard  to  the  Schumer 
amendment  is  that  we  hear  a  lot  of 
discussion  about  the  fact  that  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  does  not  want  this 
amendment,  certainly  the  Executive 
Director  of  the  IMF  does  not  want  it, 
and  the  administration  does  not  want 
it.  and  so  forth  and  so  on.  but  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  I  think  this  dis- 
cussion is  very  important.  I  favor  this 
amendment,  as  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  knows,  the  reason  being 
that  I  think  it  is  implicit  that  Con- 
gress actually  provide  some  param- 
eters with  respect  to  the  extension  of 
the  IMF  loan  program.  I  think  this  is 
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very  appropriate.  This  amendment 
says  that  they  could  work  toward  the 
objectives  stated  in  this  amendment. 

Mr.  LaPALCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  reclaim  my  time,  it  does  more 
than  that.  I  would  not  object  strenu- 
ously if  it  simply  stated  they  should 
work  in  that  direction,  because  then 
we  would  be  dealing  simply  with  estab- 
lished guidelines. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  La- 
Falce)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Vento,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  LaFalce  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  But.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
I  may  continue,  the  amendment  goes 
on  and  requires  that  the  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  vote  against 
providing  the  assistance  under  a  set  of 
circumstances. 
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I  understand  that  there  are  excep- 
tions to  the  proviso  calling  for  a  vote 
against  it. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  for  modifying  the  amendment 
that  he  initially  had  in  the  full  com- 
mittee bill  so  that  it  is  not  quite  as 
stringent  and  demanding:  but  it  is  still, 
nevertheless,  a  mandate. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  he 
has  a  little  time,  I  think  that  the  ex- 
ceptions are  important.  They  should 
be  noted. 

There  is  a  provision  to  opt  out;  but  I 
think  it  is  also  important  that  we  have 
a  right  to  expect  that  this  bill,  which 
is  only  about  nine  pages  long  in  terms 
of  length,  and  we  are  providing  $8.4 
billion  worth  of  credit.  I  remember  the 
Chrysler  bill.  I  remember  other  legis- 
lation, the  New  York  City  bill.  They 
were  quite  a  bit  longer  in  terms  of  the 
credit  that  we  established  and  what 
our  expectations  and  requirements 
were  in  those  examples. 

I  know  that  the  gentleman.  Mr.  La- 
Falce. worked  very  hard  on  those  and 
now  chairs  the  Economic  Stabilization 
Committee  that  deals  with  those  loan 
guarantees  and  I  hope  that  the  gentle- 
man recognizes  the  interest  of  those  of 
us  who  are  supporting  this  and  what 
the  purpose  of  that  support  is  and 
what  our  intention  is  with  the  enact- 
ment of  this  proposal. 

I  hope  we  can  accept  this  amend- 
ment. Frankly.  I  do  not  think  without 
this  sort  of  amendment  that  I  could 
vote  for  this  bill. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  a  killer  amend- 
ment, as  some  have  painted  it  on  the 
floor  today.  I  think  it  is  a  reasoned.  I 
think  it  is  a  logical  approach.  I  think 
philosophically  I  can  understand  that 
the  administration  would  like  the 
flexibility  and  the  IMP  would;  but  I 
think  based  on  where  we  have  been 
and   where  we   are   going,   that   they 


need  the  guidance  that  is  inherent  in 
the  Schumer  amendment. 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
might  comment,  if  I  have  time. 

First  of  all,  I  do  think  we  should  pro- 
vide guidelines.  However.  I  think  there 
is  a  decided  difference  between  provid- 
ing guidelines  and  mandating  a  no 
vote,  even  though  one  might  have 
some  exceptions.  I  think  that  is  going 
too  far. 

I  do  not  think  any  Member  of  this 
House  would  like  to  be  mandated  to 
vote  yes  or  no.  There  is  something  re- 
pugnant about  that  to  me. 

The  second  point,  the  gentleman 
said  that  he  would  find  it  difficult  to 
vote  for  final  passage  of  this  bill  if  this 
amendment  did  not  pass.  If  enough 
Members  felt  this  way.  then  I  would 
say  support  this  amendment;  but  I  do 
not  think  that  ought  to  be  the  case.  I 
do  not  think  that  Members  who  are  in 
basic  support  of  the  IMF  should  be  so 
narrow  in  vision  and  so  demanding 
that  passage  of  this,  or  any  amend- 
ment, would  be  a  condition  of  their 
support. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  been  listening 
to  the  debate  on  this  amendment  and 
the  initial  debate  yesterday  for  many 
hours. 

I  would  just  like  to  make  one  specific 
point.  There  are  a  lot  of  pros  and  cons 
about  this  amendment.  Let  us  not  lose 
sight  of  the  fact  that  we  would  not  be 
here  today  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact 
that  some  banks  participated  in  indis- 
criminate actions.  We  have  every  right 
to  place  restrictions  on  the  manner  in 
which  we  participate  in  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund.  No  bank  par- 
ticipates in  this  funding  unless  it  is 
profitable  to  them. 

I  think  one  of  the  questions  that 
American  taxpayers  are  asking  is. 
"How  does  this  relate  to  me?" 

We  have  to  have  a  sense  of  our  par- 
ticipation in  the  global  community. 

I  support  the  Fund  in  general,  but  I 
do  not  support  the  abuses  that  have 
existed.  For  any  Member  to  say  that  it 
is  {irrogant  for  Congress  to  question 
the  manner  in  which  the  banks  have 
participated,  well.  I  tell  you.  that  is  to 
me  supremely  ironic.  We  are  here 
today  because  there  were  some  real 
problems  in  our  participation.  That  is 
why  I  commend  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  who  has  spent  hours  and 
hours  looking  at  this  participation  and 
had  the  foresight  to  work  very,  hard 
on  this  bill. 

Now.  you  can  disagree  with  the  par- 
ticulars, one  side  or  another,  but 
please  do  not  tell  us  that  we  are  arro- 
gant for  participating  with  respect  to 
some  certain  elements  with  respect  in 
the  manner  in  which  the  banks  will 
participate. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  wUl 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 


Ms.  OAKAR.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  for 
her  comments  and  for  her  help  as  we 
developed  this  amendment. 

I  agree  with  the  gentlewoman's 
point.  I  was  sort  of  squeezed  in  my 
seat  when  the  amendment  was  called 
arrogant.  I  thought  the  arrogance  was 
the  other  way  around.  It  seems  to  me 
kind  of  arrogant,  not  to  disagree  with 
this  amendment  or  its  effects,  obvious- 
ly men  and  women  of  good  will  can 
disagree  on  these  issues  but  for  an 
agency  to  say.  Give  us  everything  that 
will  help  us  but  do  not  dare  put  limits 
upon  us.  To  not  call  that  arrogant  in- 
dicates that  1984  and  doublethink  may 
be  closer  than  we  think. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
there  are  really  relevant  arguments  on 
both  sides  with  respect  to  this  amend- 
ment. I  think  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee has  given  some  very  poign- 
ant facts  about  this  point  of  view.  I 
certainly  commend  him  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  and  our  chair- 
man and  minority  leader.  We  have  all 
really  tried  to  get  a  handle  on  what  is 
in  the  best  interests  not  only  of  our 
own  country,  but  the  global  communi- 
ty. 

I  really  believe  very  strongly  that  we 
have  a  real  responsibility  to  place  cer- 
tain degrees  of  limitations  on  the  par- 
ticipation of  the  banks.  I  think  it  is 
very  important  that  we  scrutinize  this 
issue  on  behalf  not  only  of  our  own 
constituents,  but  on  behalf  of  the 
global  community. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  not  sure  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  is  all  wrong  or  that  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  is  all  right 
on  this  issue;  but  I  am  sure  that  there 
are  points  beyond  which  Congress 
should  not  go.  Congressmen  are  not 
bankers. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Thank  God  for  that, 
on  some  issues. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  have  led  some 
very  strong  efforts  to  try  to  tighten 
these  controls  on  the  banks.  I  think 
the  banks  hate  to  come  under  tighter 
control;  but  for  this  Congress  to 
decree  that  loans  should  be  stretched 
out  or  not  stretched  out.  that  this 
Congress  should  decree  that  loans 
should  be  at  one  rate  or  another  rate, 
is  nonsense.  We  are  not  bankers.  We 
are  legislators.  We  should  put  the 
banks  under  greater  control  with 
regard  to  adequacy  of  their  capital 
base.  We  should  demand  that  the 
banks  be  much  more  prudent  in  their 
lending  practices;  but  for  this  Con- 
gress to  say  a  bank  can  only  loan  at 
one  rate  and  not  at  another  is  some- 
thing that  I  think  does  not  recognize 


what  the  prudent  role  of  a  Congress- 
man or  Congresswoman  is. 

I  would  urge  that  this  amendment 
be  defeated,  not  because  it  necessarily 
is  wrong.  I  think  a  good  part  of  the 
intent  behind  it  makes  sense.  The 
banks  will,  in  effect,  have  to  deal  with 
it  in  the  ways  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  has  described;  but  it  should 
not  be  legislated. 

Mr.  FRANK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  is  right.  Congressmen  are  not 
bankers,  but  there  is  an  important  cor- 
ollary. Bankers  are  not  Congressmen. 
The  bankers  cannot  pass  this  bill.  It 
seems  to  me  that  that  is  one  of  the  rel- 
evant factors. 

The  supporters  of  this  bill  who  are 
fighting  this  amendment  are  like 
people  who  are  drowning  but  who  do 
not  like  the  shape  of  the  life  preserver 
that  is  being  thrown  to  them.  Wheth- 
er or  not  with  this  amendment  this 
bill  can  pass  may  be  in  doubt. 

Let  me  state  one  incontrovertible 
fact  about  which  we  and  not  the  bank- 
ers are  the  experts.  Without  this 
amendment,  "You  ain't  got  a  bill." 

Now,  that  seems  to  me,  peple  ought 
to  keep  in  context;  so  the  question  is 
not  whether  we  should  extend  this  aid 
with  or  without  these  conditions.  The 
question  is,  it  is  a  matter  of  numbers, 
should  we  extend  the  aid  with  these 
conditions  or  should  we  not  extend  it 
at  all. 

Now  that  we  have  got  to  the  heart  of 
the  question,  we  can  get  to  the  merits. 
The  merits  seem  to  me  also  to  be  on 
the  side  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  says  that 
it  is  not  that  these  specifics  are  wrong. 
It  is  that  we  should  not  interfere  with 
the  bankers'  work.  If  the  bankers' 
work  did  not  need  interfering  with,  we 
would  now  to  debating  some  other  bill. 
We  are  here  because  bankers  not 
being  infallible  made  an  error.  I  do  not 
think  the  bankers  make  terrible 
errors.  I  do  not  say  they  do  terrible 
things. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  fact  is  that  it 
is  a  failure  of  business  judgment  on 
the  part  of  the  banks  that  requires 
them  to  ask  us  to  make  this  extraordi- 
nary $8.4  billion  additional  loan  to  the 
IMF. 

The  question  we  have  is  this:  Do  we 
have  a  right  when  we  send  $8.4  billion 
of  American  taxpayers'  money  to  the 
IMF  to  say  that  these  are  conditions 
under  which  we  want  the  loans  and 
not  conditions  which  are  aimed  at  the 
selfishness  of  Americans. 

I  am  a  little  skeptical  of  the  banks 
here  on  this  point.  We  have  been  told 
by  the  bankers,  "This  isn't  for  us.  This 
is  not  for  Citicorp  or  Bank  of  America. 
This  Is  for  the  poor  people  of  Brazil. 
This    is    for    the    laboring    men    and 


women  of  Argentina  and  the  peasants 
of  Mexico." 

They  are  all  for  advancing  this 
money  on  the  grounds  not  that  we  are 
helping  them,  but  that  we  are  helping 
the  international  financial  system  and 
these  poor,  hard-working  people. 

Well,  to  a  certain  extent,  they  are 
right.  There  is.  I  believe,  a  congruence 
of  influence  between  the  banks  and 
those  individuals  in  those  countries: 
but  there  are  some  points  of  diver- 
gence. What  this  amendment  says  is 
yes,  we  are  going  to  try  to  keep  the 
international  monetary  system  from 
going  askew,  but  we  are  going  to  try  to 
do  it  in  a  way  that  minimizes  the  pain 
that  innocent  people  in  the  world  have 
to  suffer  because  other  people  made 
errors.  That  is  what  this  amendment 
says:  so  that  when  the  interests  of  the 
poor  and  the  working  people  of  the 
world  and  the  bankers  diverge,  as  they 
do  when  you  get  to  the  terms  of  the 
loans,  we  are  going  to  say  that  we  go 
with  the  interests  of  those  people. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  just  would  like  to  make  another 
point  here.  For  many,  many  years,  we 
have  had  what  is  known  as  regulation 
Q.  No  banker  or  anyone  in  the  finan- 
cial industry  ever  came  to  me  as  chair- 
man of  the  Subconunittee  on  Finan- 
cial Institutions  or  subsequently  as 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  and 
said  'Please  remove  regulation  Q;  it  is 
not  right  for  you  to  tell  us  that  we 
cannot  pay  over  4  percent  or  4.5  or 
5.25  percent  to  the  depositors  of  this 
Nation."  They  never  complained  about 
that:  they  welcomed  it. 
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The  only  reason  they  came  to  us  and 
said,  eventually,  "Please,  get  us  out 
from  under."  was  that  the  money 
market  funds  came  along  and  changed 
the  whole  spectrum.  But  in  that  in- 
stance we  were  not  arrogant.  We  were 
their  beneficent  fathers,  were  we  not. 
and  mothers?  ^ 

Mr.  FRANK.  Yes.  As  the  chairman 
points  out,  the  attitudes  of  the  banks 
as  to  whether  or  not  we  should  limit 
interest  rates  depends  in  part  on 
whether  we  should  limit  what  they 
pay  or  what  they  charge. 

Apparently  it  was  well  within  the 
province  of  Members  of  Congress  and 
well  within  free  market  principals  for 
the  Government  to  limit  what  they 
could  pay  depositors.  But  when  it 
comes  to  what  they  can  charge  bor- 
rowers, somehow  those  principles 
become  radically  different. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas. 


Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  just  wanted  to 
make  a  quick  point  because  a  couple  of 
references  have  been  made  to  the  fact 
that  Congressmen  are  not  bankers  and 
this  Congress  and  this  Government  is 
not  a  bank. 

We  have  got  over  $600  billion  in 
credit  assistance  programs  out  there. 
Let  us  not  fool  ourselves  now.  We  are 
very  involved  in  the  dispensation  and 
allocation  of  credit  and  the  interest 
rates  that  are  charged.  So  let  us  not 
let  that  go  by  much  further  without 
correcting  that  point. 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  think  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
would  say  that  we  are  lenders.  We  are 
not  bankers. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Here  is  the  problem  I  see 
with  it  in  a  nutshell. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Frank)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Neal  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Frank  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  NEAL.  Will  the  gentleman  con- 
tinue to  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  NEAL.  We  might  be  able  to  say 
this  to  our  own  bankers:  We  want  you 
to  convert  your  short  term,  relatively 
high-interest  loans  into  long  term, 
low-interest  loans.  We  might  be  able 
to  force  them  to  do  that  for  a  short 
time. 

But  what  about  the  other  bankers  of 
the  world? 

Is  it  really  a  good  idea,  I  would  ask 
the  gentleman,  to  turn  our  banks  into 
welfare  agencies  in  this  regard,  but  do 
nothing,  as  a  practical  matter,  regard- 
ing the  rest  of  the  banks  in  the  world. 
Is  that  a  good  idea? 

Mr.  FRANK.  No.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
a  good  idea  to  turn  our  banks  into  wel- 
fare agencies,  which  is  why  neither  I 
nor  the  gentleman  from  North  Caroli- 
na is  for  that.  If  the  gentleman  finds  a 
bill  that  turns  the  banks  into  welfare 
agencies  I  will  be  glad  to  join  him  in 
fighting  it. 

I  think  it  is  reasonable  for  us  to  say 
to  the  American  banks,  who  have  pros- 
pered, who  have  charged  very  good  in- 
terest rates,  who  have  charged  renego- 
tiation fees  well  above  the  LIBOR 
rate,  to  say  to  them  now,  when  you  are 
coming  to  us  and  say  it  is  our  turn  to 
get  in  there  with  you,  we  do  not  want 
you  to  make  further  high  profits  off 
this;  we  want  you  to  have  lending 
terms  which  will  allow  people  to 
borrow. 

I  think  what  we  are  doing  here  is 
what  the  banks  tell  us  to  do.  They 
come  to  us  and  say  put  the  money  Into 
the  pot.  please,  because  you  do  not 
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want   these   other   countries 
being  our  customers. 

They  point  out,  with  a  great  deal  of 
accuracy,  that  we  are  talking  here 
about  keeping  buyers  of  American 
goods  in  business.  What  we  are  saying, 
what  the  gentleman  from  New  York  is 
saying  is  fine,  but  to  do  that,  by  put- 
ting up  our  money,  and  then  to  impose 
on  them  a  degree  of  austerity  which 
cuts  them  off  from  us,  means  we  do 
part  of  it  but  we  do  not  get  the  com- 
pensating advantage. 

So,  yes,  I  do  think  it  is  reasonable 
for  us  to  say  that  to  the  American 
banks.  The  gentleman's  point  is  we 
can  get  the  American  banks  to  do 
what  is  in  our  reasonable  interests  and 
not  the  foreign  banks.  I  would  say  I 
would  rather  have  some  of  the  banks 
doing  the  right  thing  than  none  of  the 
banks  doing  the  right  thing. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
again? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  You  are  right.  There 
could  be  a  way  to  force  our  banks  into 
this  sort  of  activity  for  the  short  term. 

For  the  long  term,  unless  you  want 
to  nationalize  them,  of  course,  you 
cannot  force  this  kind  of  policy. 

We  are  putting  our  banks  at  a  decid- 
ed disadvantage. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Prank)  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  request  Mr.  Frank 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  NEAL.  The  point  I  am  trying  to 
make  is,  we  would  be  putting  our 
banks  at  a  decided  disadvantage  vis-a- 
vis the  other  banks  of  the  world. 

The  other  banks  of  the  world  would 
sit  back,  look  at  us,  laugh,  and  let  our 
banks  grant  all  kinds  of  concessions, 
and  then  go  back  in  and  make  market 
rate  loans  to  these  countries. 

Mr.  FRANK.  First,  I  do  not  think 
that  is  true  with  regard  to  this  current 
situation.  If  the  gentleman  is  saying  in 
the  future  foreign  banks  would  be  able 
to  get  into  foreign  lending  situations 
and  charge  higher  interest  rates  than 
the  American  banks,  my  understand- 
ing is  we  are  not  talking  now  about 
setting  up  international  lending  policy 
forever.  We  are  talking  about  this  par- 
ticular workout  situation  in  which  we 
find  ourselves,  and  I  am  not  claiming 
that  absent  this  kind  of  extraordinary 
levy  on  the  American  Treasury  where 
we  put  the  $8.5  billion  into  the  IMF 
that  they  then  have  the  right,  in  the 
absence  of  that,  to  govern  their  inter- 
est rates. 

What  I  am  saying  is  in  this  particu- 
lar situation  conditioning  the  $8.5  bil- 
lion is  OK.  For  future  loans  not  yet 
contemplated  and  not  yet  made,  in  a 
new  situation,  no,  I  do  not  think  the 
amendment  assumes  that  we  would  do 
that. 
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Mr.  SCHUMER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  would  like  to  am- 
plify what  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts has  said.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  made  a  number  of  ar- 
guments and  1  can  see  his  point.  He 
said  maybe  we  should  not  get  involved 
in  what  the  IMF  does  and  Congress- 
men should  not  be  bankers  and  bank- 
ers should  not  be  Congressmen,  and  so 
forth. 

But  one  argument  I  believe  he  is  way 
off  base  and  that  is  he  said  this  would 
impose  something  on  our  banks  and 
then  not  do  that  to  the  rest  of  the 
world.  I  assure  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  if  I  had  wanted  to  do 
that  there  would  not  have  been  an 
IMF  involvement  here  at  all. 

What  could  have  been  done  is  simply 
asked  the  Federal  Reserve  to  place 
stringent  requirements  on  our  banks 
alone. 

The  very  reason  that  we  go  to  the 
IMF,  and  simply  urge  our  director  to 
vote  "no,  "  is  because  we  need  world 
agreement  on  this.  We  are  asking  the 
United  States  to  throw  its  weight 
around,  to  help  persuade  Germany 
and  Japan  and  Britain  to  do  these 
things.  But,  if  we  cannot  persuade 
them,  or  cannot  get  a  majority  of  the 
votes  on  the  IMP  (and  we  ourselves 
only  have  19  percent)  we  are  not  or- 
dering imposing  the  solution. 

So  with  a  great  deal  of  deference 
and  respect,  I  would  say  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  that  in  no 
way  does  this  bill  impose  anything  on 
United  States  banks  that  will  not  be 
imposed  on  other  banks  as  well. 
I  yield  back  to  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  FRANK.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
because  what  we  are  saying  is  this  is  a 
policy  that  we  want  the  IMF  to 
impose.  We  are  talking  here  about  aus- 
terity policies  and  other  policies  in 
part  imposed  by  the  IMF. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress my  words  to  my  colleagues  on 
the  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs  Committee  as  well 
as  to  those  who  are  not.  We  have  la- 
bored long  on  this  bill. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  that  it  is  not  arrogance  for 
us  to  determine  terms  for  these  loans. 
I  also  agree  that  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  out  setting  restrictions. 
Indeed,  we  have  set  restrictions  in 
other  parts  of  the  bill,  restrictions  in 
terms  of  reserve  requirements. 

I  also  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  that  some  lifeline 
is  better  than  nothing. 

But  the  question  is  whether  this  is 
going  to  be  a  lifeline  at  all  with  this 
kind  of  an  amendment.  I  would  ask 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  if  he 


would,  to  give  me  his  attention,  be- 
cause I  would  welcome  if  he  would  ask 
me  to  yield  if  he  has  any  comments  re- 
garding my  remarks.  I  very  much 
admire  not  only  his  efforts  in  this 
body  in  general  but  his  intentions  in 
this  particular  case,  and  I  agree  with 
him  that  it  is  very  important  that  we 
look  at  the  impact  of  IMP  procedures 
and  bank  procedures  in  this  country 
on  less  developed  countries. 

But  the  question  is:  Is  this  amend- 
ment workable?  The  question  is:  Will 
this  lead  to  the  result  that  we  want  to 
lead  to?  Will  this  bring  about  greater 
international  economic  stability?  Will 
these  developing  nations— most  of 
them  with  large  loans  are  really 
middle-income  countries,  Mexico,  Ar- 
gentina, and  Brazil— will  they,  with 
the  help  of  this  authorization,  be  able 
to  find  their  way  and  fight  their  way 
back  to  financial  soundness? 

D  1550 

And  here  are  the  questions  I  have. 
Where  are  most  of  the  loans  coming 
from?  As  I  understand  it,  they  are  not 
coming  from  the  United  States.  The 
majority  of  the  money  is  being  loaned 
from  banks  and  other  institutions  out- 
side of  the  United  States. 

Why  one-'nalf  percent?  Who  are  we 
here  to  say  that  this  system  will  work 
with  one-half  point  beyond  LIBOR, 
when  the  system  up  until  now  has 
been  operating  at  2.5.  3,  3.5  percent 
above  LIBOR  as  the  gentleman  said? 
What  is  the  evidence  that  we  have 
that  a  half  would  work,  as  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa  asked? 

The  next  question  I  have:  If  we 
think  we  can  stand  here  and  set  the 
nature  of  the  loan  in  terms  of  percent- 
age of  interest,  why  are  we  not  doing 
the  same  with  the  length  of  the  loan? 
That,  for  some  developing  countries,  is 
probably  more  important  an  item  than 
the  percentage  of  interest. 

Next.  I  thought  I  heard  a  statement 
that  this  would  apply  not  to  future 
loans.  I  think  that  point  was  made  by 
somebody. 

I  do  not  understand  that,  because  it 
strikes  me  that  the  way  this  is  worded, 
this  would  apply,  in  essense  to  all 
future  loans  from  banks  where  the 
IMF  was  part  of  the  system. 

Another  question  I  have  is.  and  it  re- 
lates believe  me.  not  to  anything  but 
the  workability,  not  to  the  intent  of 
this:  It  has  been  said  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer)  that  if 
the  banks  do  not  want  to  participate 
in  the  system  involving  the  IMF.  then 
they  can  go  out  into  the  marketplace 
outside  of  the  IMP  and  they  can  set 
any  rate  they  want.  But  I  think  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  bank 
loans  that  have  been  given  and  that 
have  been  renewed,  in  each  important 
case,  have  been  part  of  a  system  of 
which  the  IMF  has  been  an  essential 
cog.  an  essential  cog. 


(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Levin 
of  Michigan  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  The  IMF 
has  not  been  providing  the  bulk  of  the 
money;  it  has  been  providing  a  small 
percentage  of  the  money.  But  what  it 
has  been  is  the  center  of  expertise,  it 
has  been  the  adhesive  portion  of  this 
international  system  and  it  also  has 
been,  as  I  understand  it.  an  instrumen- 
tality driving  banks  to  renew. 

A  lot  of  the  smaller  and  regional 
banks  are  looking  for  a  way  out.  They 
would  like  some  of  the  other  banks  to 
carry  this  burden  and  they  withdraw. 
So.  what  we  have  here  is  a  delicate,  a 
kind  of.  house  of  cards.  The  question, 
and  this  relates  to  the  American  tax- 
payer and  the  American  worker,  is:  If 
this  delicate  balance  is  upset  by  a  law 
of  this  House  that  says  one-half  per- 
cent rate,  no  more,  or  otherwise  the 
key  voting  member  in  the  IMF  must 
vote  no.  whether  the  whole  house  of 
delicate  balance  will  be  brought  down? 
So.  I  ask  the  gentleman  these  ques- 
tions because  I  think,  that  while  the 
system  is  imperfect,  that  those  who 
enter  to  change  it  have  a  burden  to 
make  sure  they  do  not  bring  it  down 
on  our  heads,  on  the  heads  of  develop- 
ing countries.  Bringing  it  down  on 
their  heads  means  also  that  it  brings 
down  the  ceiling  on  the  heads  of  mil- 
lions of  people  in  this  country. 

So.  I  would  urge  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  to  answer  these  questions.  I 
personally  have  not  heard  answers 
that  allow  me  to  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment, no  matter  how  well-intentioned. 
Therefore  unless  there  is  new  informa- 
tion. I  intend  to  vote  against  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  The  gentleman  asks 
a  series  of.  I  think,  very  perceptive  and 
pointed  questions. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  SCHUMER  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  LEVIN  of 
Michigan  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  If  my  colleague  will 
yield  further  I  went  through  the  same 
cerebrations  in  thinking  of  what  the 
best  alternative— check  me  if  that  is 
not  the  right  word. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  We  went 
through  it  together  whatever  it  was. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Whatever  it  was  I 
did  a  lot  of  thinking  before  I  came  up 
with  this  proposal. 

They  are  valid  questions.  I  think 
most  of  the  questions  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  talked  about  are  questions 
not  as  to  the  intent  of  this  bill.  If  we 
were  Czar  of  the  World  we  would 
rather  impose  the  plan  contained  in 
this  bill  rather  than  live  with  the  con- 
dition that  exists  now.  But  the  work- 
ability, is  in  question,  how  do  we  get 


from  here  to  there?  These  are  valid 
questions. 

Let  me  answer  the  four  specific 
questions  and  then  speak  generally. 

In  terms  of  will  it  work  at  half  a  per- 
cent? The  only  answer  I  can  give  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  is  that 
it  did.  It  did  for  years.  In  1978.  1979. 
1980.  loans  that  were  made  to  these 
very  same  countries  were  made  at 
about  that  rate  of  interest.  Those 
loans  did  not  cause  the  banks  to  take 
losses.  But  they  certainly  did  prevent 
them  from  taking  enormous  profits. 

The  second  question  about  the 
length  of  the  loan:  We  could  have  pro- 
posed that  in  the  legislation  as  well, 
but  let  me  tell  the  gentleman  why  we 
did  not.  Basically  the  way  these  loans 
are  negotiated,  and  I  ask  him  to  hear 
me  out  because  I  think  this  is  an  im- 
portant, although  a  technical,  point. 
The  country  goes  to  the  IMF  and  says. 
"We  cannot  pay  our  previous  debt." 
The  IMF  then  comes  up  with  three 
things.  No.  1.  they  come  up  with  a 
plan,  an  austerity  plan.  No.  2,  they 
come  up  with  an  amount  of  money 
that  they  will  put  in.  which,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  correct- 
ly stated,  is  not  the  lion's  share  of  the 
money  going  into  the  country.  No.  3, 
they  come  up  with  a  length  of  time 
before  which  the  loans  should  be 
repaid. 

That  is  technically  1  year,  but  they 
often  wink  at  each  other  and  say. 
•You  do  not  really  have  to  repay  prin- 
cipal at  all.  just  repay  interest." 

They  do  not  come  up  with  the  rate 
of  interest,  because— they  do  not  come 
up  with  the  rate  of  interest,  they  then 
go  to  the  consortium  of  banks  to  set 
the  interest  rate.  And  by  the  way,  this 
consortium  of  banks  is  not  competing 
with  another  or  three  other  consortia. 
This  one  consortium  is  it.  There  is  too 
much  money  to  be  lent  to  have  compe- 
tition. So,  they  all  get  together  and  ne- 
gotiate together.  There  is  no  free 
market  setting  these  interest  rates. 

So  there  may  be  a  free  market  but 
not  once  the  IMF  becomes  involved. 

And  that  consortium  of  banks  sets 
the  interest  rate  and  the  fees.  I  will 
tell  the  gentleman  that  the  majority 
of  regulators  and  a  large  minority  of 
bankers  that  I  have  spoken  to  have 
said  privately  that  the  interest  rate 
and  fees  are  too  high.  They  have  told 
me  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Schumer  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Levin  of 
Michigan  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  That  is  why  we 
stuck  to  interest  rates.  In  terms  of 
future  loans  this  will  not  affect  all 
future  loans.  It  will  only  affect  future 


loans  from  troubled  countries.  This 
was  not  in  the  amendment  when  it  was 
before  the  committee,  but  because  of 
the  gentleman's  objections:  "What 
about  a  Prance.  Britain.  United  States, 
who  want  short-term  loans  for  purely 
liquidity  purposes?"  We  have  set  a 
floor  that  the  country's  annual  exter- 
nal debt  must  be  85  percent  of  their 
exports.  That  will  include  all  countries 
in  real  trouble  but  not  the  Britain's, 
France's  and  the  United  States'. 

So,  a  Korea,  a  Turkey,  a  Philippines, 
as  well  as  a  France  and  a  Britain  will 
not  be  included. 

The  final  question,  what  about  going 
outside  the  marketplace,  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  asks?  He  says  it  is 
so  important  to  get  all  the  small  banks 
to  come  in  and  let  them.  So.  we  must 
lure  them  with  the  high  interest  rates, 
not  with  fees  because  they  do  not  gain 
the  fees;  so  that  they  will  not  back 
out. 

Well,  there  are  two  answers  to  that. 
No.  1.  it  seems  to  me  it  is  just  as  diffi- 
cult for  small  banks  to  put  in  addition- 
al money  which  they  must  do  if  there 
is  no  stretch  out  of  the  loan,  as  it  is  to 
forgo  a  high  interest  rate. 

A  number  of  the  small  banks  that  I 
have  talked  to  said  they  prefer  my 
plan,  because  at  least  at  that  point 
they  are  in  for  a  finite  amount  of  loan, 
they  do  not  have  to  keep  putting  in 
more  and  more  money,  pyramiding  the 
debt. 

The  second  answer  is  that  if  a  few 
small  banks  pull  out,  that  does  not  col- 
lapse the  system.  What  it  means  is 
that  the  larger  banks  which  syndicat- 
ed those  loans  have  to  take  up  the 
slack.  The  larger  banks  do  not  want 
that,  admittedly,  but  it  certainly  does 
not  collapse  the  system. 

Finally,  let  me  say  to  the  gentleman:^ 
It  is  difficult  to  enact  our  mutual  goals 
in  a  workable  system.  I  think  I  have 
done  it.  I  think  I  have  done  it  because 
I  have  tried  to  walk  that  tightrope  be- 
tween stringency  and  gaping  escape 
clauses. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin) 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Levin 
of  Michigan  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  There  are  some 
escape  clauses,  but  those  escape 
clauses  are  not  wide.  You  cannot  just 
jump  right  through  them.  You  must 
really  explain  yourself  and  go  through 
a  number  of  different  procedures 
before  you  can  get  to  those  escape 
clauses. 

But  I  can  assure  the  gentleman  that 
at  least  in  my  heart  I  am  100-percent 
certain,  despite  the  doomsday  proph- 
esies, that  if  this  amendment  becomes 
law  it  will  not  collapse  the  system  or 
the  IMP  for  sure  and  there  is  a  very 
good  chance  it  will  make  things  better. 
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Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman's  comments.  And  my 
judgment  is  that  you  have  not  really 
carried  that  burden  and  two  things  are 
likely  to  happen.  No.  1.  the  system  will 
not  work.  And  No.  2,  do  not  raise  this 
specter  just  automatically,  but  I  think 
it  is  true  that  if  we  try  to  intervene 
this  far  into  the  marketplace,  you  are 
going  to  drive  up  interest  rates  for 
Americans.  I  think  that,  on  balance, 
this  amendment  is  a  bad  idea. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  all  of 
my  time,  but  it  is  hard  to  get  a  word  in 
with  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Levin)  and  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Schumer)  with  regard 
to  the  questions  that  were  raised  and  I 
think  there  were  some  very  provoca- 
tive questions. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  with 
regard  to  the  IMF  and  the  activities  of 
the  IMF.  I  think  that  it  is  not  just  the 
interest  rates  and  the  long-term  debt, 
for  instance,  that  are  being  considered, 
but  it  is  also  something  called  condi- 
tionality  that  is  required  and  imposed 
upon  debtor  nations  by  the  IMF  loan 
requirements. 

Now  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
is  well  aware  of  the  conditionality  that 
exists  because  of  his  work  in  terms  of 
the  international  community  in  past 
administrations.  And  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  you  might  stop  and  consider 
that  if  you  have  these  long-term  lower 
interest  rates  on  debts  closer  to  what 
the  market  would  dictate,  maybe  some 
of  those  conditionalities  that  we  are 
concerned  about  and  the  stability  of 
the  governments  in  those  countries 
may  not  need  to  be  as  harsh. 

It  is  not  just  a  question  of  the  IMF 
coming  on  board  because  nobody  has 
the  credit.  The  issue  of  the  IMF 
coming  on  board  with  regard  to  this  is 
because  they  can  act  as  the  police  offi- 
cer the  enforcer  in  terms  of  imposing 
certain  types  of  conditions  that  no 
creditor,  that  no  bank  in  this  country 
or  any  other  country,  dare  raise  with 
regard  to  these  debtor  nations.  I  think 
that  has  been  a  concern  of  mine  and  I 
am  sure  it  is  a  concern  of  most  of  the 
Members  of  this  body  when  we  talk 
about  the  extension  of  international 
credit  and  the  question  of  conditional- 
ity. 

The  other  aspect  is  related  to  the 
IMP  commitment.  If  we  make  an  $8.4 
billion  commitment,  what  is  the  total 
number  of  dollars  that  will  be  required 
to  be  extended  by  the  banks  in  this 
and  other  countries?  And  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  the  amount  of  U.S. 
credit  that  will  be  extended  will  be  far 
in  excess  of  that  $8.4  biUion.  It  will  be 
about  five  or  six  times  that  amount 
and  that  will  relate  proportionately  to 
the  amount  of  debt  that  is  carried  in 
this  country,  not  to  the  $8.4  billion, 
not  four  or  five  times  $8.4  billion,  but 


five  times  $15  billion,  which  is  perhaps 
the  outside  debt  that  we  hold  in  this 
country  in  terms  of  the  total  impact, 
in  terms  of  the  credit  market. 

So  this  specific  credit  that  we  are 
making  in  terms  of  a  commitment 
drives  a  good  amount  of  debt,  a  good 
amount  that  will  improve  the  circum- 
stances in  these  nations  that  vitally 
need  improved  conditions.  However,  I 
say  that  we  do  not  want  the  credit 
going  in  just  to  be  soaked  up  and  paid 
back  to  the  banks  in  this  country  and 
other  countries  as  interest  without 
really  addressing  the  root  problem.  We 
do  not  want  this  issue  back  here  in  1 
year.  We  do  not  want  to  impose  such 
conditionality  that  will  result  in  the 
demise  of  the  democracies  and  the 
other  governments  of  those  countries. 

I  think  in  the  absence  of  an  amend- 
ment like  that,  we  are  considering  that 
this  House  will  run  the  risk  of  exactly 
doing  that. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Let  me,  if  I  might,  just  say  one  word 
about  conditionality  because  it  has 
been  discussed  on  this  floor  time  and 
time  again.  The  IMF  at  certain  points 
has  been  too  stringent  and  I  think  the 
IMF  now  would  do  well  to  be  more  re- 
sponsive to  the  difficulties  in  balance- 
of-payment  problems  of  developing 
countries.  But  the  IMF  conditionality 
has  been  shown  more  often  than  not 
to  be  helpful  to  the  very  evolution 
that  the  gentleman  discusses  and  that 
is  sound  economies  and  the  develop- 
ment of  democratic  institutions  in 
those  countries.  That  is  why  we  have 
international  institutions  so  that  they 
can  discuss  with  developing  and  other 
countries  conditions  that  sovereign  na- 
tions one  to  another  have  difficulty 
raising. 

I  do  not  see  how  the  gentleman 
thinks  that,  by  making  the  terms 
easier  as  to  interest  and  to  length,  it  is 
going  to  change  the  dynamics  as  to 
sound  conditionality  that  we  ask  the 
IMF  to  set  as  a  term  of  a  loan. 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  had  not  intended  to 
take  all  my  time,  but  let  me  just  say 
that  I  do  not  think  that  we  will  jetison 
conditionality  on  the  basis  of  this  type 
of  amendment.  But  I  would  just  sug- 
gest to  the  gentleman  that  this  will  in 
fact.  I  think,  build  the  type  of  confi- 
dence and  structure  in  the  IMF  system 
that  we  are  currently  lacking.  I  think 
in  the  absence  of  this  amendment  you 
are  bound  to  have  more  stringent  con- 
ditions, they  may  indeed  l)e  necessary, 
but  I  think  there  ought  to  be  alterna- 
tives. I  think  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
mix.  I  think  that  the  Schumer  amend- 
ment will  provide  that  type  of  assur- 
ance to  permit  the  LDC  work  their 
way  out  of  the  crisis  situation  that 
now  prevails. 


Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  not  for  the  purpose  of 
saying  that  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  that  we 
need  to  encourage  the  stretch  out,  be- 
cause we  do  need  to  encourage  that. 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
that  basic  sentiment,  as  several  of  the 
last  few  speakers  have  indicated,  is  one 
of  the  things  that  should  be  expressed 
in  this  legislation. 

But  I  do  not  believe  that  the  lan- 
guage in  here  indicating  that  there 
should  be  an  international  usury  ceil- 
ing, if  you  will,  the  LIBOR  language, 
is  appropriate.  And  that  does  not 
mean  that  this  Member  has  always  or 
will  always  oppose  some  kind  of  a 
usury  limit.  I  have  even  introduced 
upon  occasion  legislation  dealing  with 
that  subject  in  our  country  where 
there  would  be  required  a  type  of  in- 
terest rate  limitation.  I  am  not  a  purist 
on  that  subject. 

But  I  cannot  imagine  that  we  would 
try  to  impose  the  kind  of  percentages 
of  interest  rate  limitations  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  does  on  the 
IMF  under  the  conditions  of  this  legis- 
lation. It  is  something  beyond  the 
judgment  call  that  this  body  has  the 
background  to  make.  It  is  something 
we  have  not  held  extensive  hearings 
about.  It  is  something  that  seems  very 
inappropriate  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

As  a  matter  of  fact.  I  might  take  the 
occasion  to  comment  on  the  fact  it 
seems  to  me  that  though  we  have  had 
hearings  directed  in  our  committee 
and  subcommittee  to  the  issue  of  the 
restrictions  that  we  would  like  to  place 
on  the  American  banking  system  and 
the  American  banks'  involvement  in 
their  overseas  loans,  that  we  have 
been  very  shallow  in  dealing  with  the 
question  of  what  type  of  restrictions, 
what  type  of  changes  in  the  participa- 
tion of  the  United  States  in  the  IMF 
we  are  going  to  have  in  the  future,  and 
what  kind  of  changes  that  we  would 
like  to  encourage  be  made  by  the  IMF 
in  its  future  dealings  with  other  coun- 
tries. 

And  I  would  submit  to  my  colleagues 
that  what  we  should  be  doing  is  to  be 
defeating  this  entire  provision  on  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  when 
the  vote  comes  at  the  appropriate 
time,  either  by  amendment  or  on  this 
bill  and  send  hack  to  committee  this 
portion  of  the  bill  dealing  with  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  so  that 
we  might,  in  reasonably  expeditious 
order,  have  those  kinds  of  hearings 
and  deliberations  and  hear  both  sides 
of  the  question  and  come  up  with  a 
resolution  of  basically  where  this 
country  is  going  to  go  with  respect  to 
the  IMP  in  the  future,  what  kind  of 


encouragement  we  want  to  give  to 
those  of  our  participants  in  this  fund 
as  to  changing  the  policies  of  the  IMF. 
We  have  had  all  too  much  involve- 
ment up  to  this  particular  period  of 
time  with  the  question  of  the  Chicken 
Little  Sky  is  Falling  question  over  the 
IMP  and  the  issue  of  the  crisis  in  the 
international  banking  system  that  is 
supposed  to  lead  us  down  the  road  to 
needing  to  replenish  the  funds  and 
add  to  our  quota  and  I  think  a  just 
amount  of  time  has  been  spent  on 
what  restrictions  that  we  want  to 
place  or  should  place  on  the  American 
banks  who  overextended  themselves 
very  clearly,  but  we  have  a  very  mini- 
mal discussion  outside  of  debate  so  far 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  about  the 
kind  of  big  overall  question  that  we 
have,  and  that  is  to  what  extent  do  we 
want  to  continue  our  participation  in 
the  IMF  and  in  what  manner  do  we 
want  to  continue  it,  and  in  what  way 
do  we  want  to  encourage  those  of  our 
IMF  participants  to  proceed  to  at- 
tempt to  reform  the  manner  in  which 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  con- 
ducts its  business. 
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So  I  reluctantly— and  I  say  that  be- 
cause I  do  favor  the  extension,  the 
idea  of  encouraging  the  extension  of 
these  loans;  I  think  that  is  a  reasona- 
ble thing  for  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  to  request— but  I  reluctantly 
oppose  the  detailed  language  and  par- 
ticularly the  usury  limits  and  the 
LIBOR  limits  on  interest  rates,  which 
are  in  this  amendment,  which  I  think 
would  unduly  hamper  what  little  func- 
tioning the  International  Monetary 
Fund  can  do  and  which  I  think  is  inap- 
propriate under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the 
requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment. 

I  think  that  we  are  hearing  much 
about  the  need  for  the  kind  of  remedy 
that  this  amendment  would  provide; 
that  is.  that  the  countries  which  are 
burdened  by  these  foreign  loans  will 
not  gain  the  benefits  of  this  $8.4  bil- 
lion extension  of  credit  if  adjustments 
are  not  made  in  the  maturity  and  In- 
terest rate  of  the  loans  that  will  be 
made  in  order  to  renegotiate  and  work 
our  way  through  this  situation. 

We  are  faced  with  a  serious  problem, 
and  that  problem  requires  this  kind  of 
adjustment. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  claims  that 
this  is  unworkable  demand  some  alter- 
native plan  that  is  going  to  get  us 
down  the  road  with  this  kind  of  ad- 
justment. Yet  I  do  not  hear  alterna- 
tive plans,  although  we  have  been 
working  on  this  matter,  we  have  lieen 
having  hearings  in  the  committee  and 
discussing  it  In  committee  and  discuss- 
ing it  on  the  floor. 


It  may  be  that  there  are  some  prob- 
lems and  some  bugs  in  the  approach  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  York.  Yet 
his  approach  is  not  ironclad.  It  has 
escape  clauses.  It  can  be  modified.  A 
report  to  this  body  and  to  this  body's 
committee  can  lead  to  flexibility.  How- 
ever, it  seems  to  me  imperative  that 
this  House  say  and  this  Congress  say 
and  this  country  say  as  strongly  as 
possible  that  we  are  not  putting  out 
$8.4  billion  as  a  bailout  to  the  banks, 
we  are  putting  out  $8.4  billion  for  a 
relief  of  an  international  banking 
crisis,  an  international  credit  crisis, 
and  we  want  a  solution.  We  want  a  so- 
lution that  is  going  to  mean  jobs  here 
in  the  United  States,  because  these 
countries  are  going  to  be  able  to  con- 
tinue to  buy  here  in  the  United  States, 
a  solution  in  terms  of  not  coming  back 
here  year  in  and  year  out  for  the  same 
kind  of  relief  because  the  credit  terms 
are  too  stringent  and  the  countries 
cannot  pay  back. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  has 
crafted  with  a  great  deal  of  work  and 
research  a  workable  provision.  It  is 
sufficiently  flexible  but  sufficiently 
strong  that  we  will  send  a  message  and 
that  we  can  get  the  job  done.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  amend- 
ment. Without  the  amendment  we  will 
not  get  this  aid  because  it  will  be  too 
easily  seen  as— and  too  likely  to  be- 
merely  a  bailout  of  the  banks  and  not 
the  kind  of  bailin.  structured  work 
that  we  need  to  solve  the  problem. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  submit  to  the  gentleman  that 
the  IMF  itself  is  a  constructive 
answer.  It  was  conceived  under  the 
Roosevelt  administration  toward  the 
end  of  World  War  II  as  an  attempt  to 
deal  with  vicious  trade  protectionism 
that  helped  to  create  and  to  deepen 
the  Great  Depression.  I  wish  the 
Members  would  look  at  the  IMF's  tre- 
mendous record  of  success.  The  IMF 
has  been  operating  effectively  for 
about  40  years.  It  saved  Great  Britain. 
It  saved  Portugal.  It  saved  Turkey.  It 
has  been  of  immense  benefit  to  our 
country. 

The  IMF.  I  would  suggest  to  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman,  is  the  alterna- 
tive that  he  seeks.  I  just  have  to  say 
that  this  amendment  is  unworkable 
because  it  puts  regulations  on  our 
banks  but  does  nothing  about  the 
other  banks  of  the  world,  which  would 
benefit  enormously  by  our  hogtying 
our  own  banks. 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut.  If  I 
could  reclaim  my  time,  I  would  merely 
make  two  points:  This  does  not  hogtle 
American  banks  and  do  nothing  with 
foreign  banks.  The  reason  this  provi- 
sion is  so  difficult  and  the  reason  it  is 
being  subjected  to  claims  of  unwork- 


ability  is  for  the  very  fact  that  it  is  at- 
tempting to  regulate  the  way  that  the 
IMF  structures  credit  arrangements. 

As  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
has  repeatedly  said,  if  we  merely 
wanted  to  regulate  U.S.  banks  we 
could  do  that  quite  simply  and  direct- 
ly. That  Is  not  the  case  here. 

As  to  the  gentleman's  Initial  point 
about  the  IMF.  certainly  the  IMF  Is  a 
constructive  institution  and  has  been  a 
constructive  Institution.  However,  it 
has  never  faced  this  level  of  crisis. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Morrison)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Morri- 
son of  Connecticut  was  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed f'^r  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
The  IMP  Is  a  constructive  Institution, 
but  it  has  never  before  faced  this  level 
of  crisis.  It  has  never  before  called  on 
this  country  to  make  this  kind  of  com- 
mitment. These  are  extraordinary  cir- 
cumstances and  I  think  extraordinary 
remedies  are  required. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 
Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  think  the  gentleman  Is  aware. 
In  terms  of  bailout,  that  we  earlier 
placed  in  the  bill  restrictions  on  banks. 
Including  those  relating  to  reserves.  I 
would  vote  against  this  bill  If  it  were  a 
bailout.  With  those  restrictions  in  it. 
already  there  without  this  amend- 
ment, I  do  not  think  you  can  call  it 
that. 

Also.  Mexico  is  now  beginning  to 
bounce  back  within  the  present  pa- 
rameters of  IMP  restrictions,  and  I 
think  the  question  everyone  has  to  ask 
is  whether  the  Schumer  amendment  Is 
necessary  to  protect  Mexico.  I  think 
what  It  does  Is  to  threaten  the  whole 
system  rather  than  protecting  Mexico. 
Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  reluctantly  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  of  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 
I  sympathize,  as  I  think  many  Mem- 
bers do.  with  regard  to  the  Intent  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  York.  He  has 
made  a  very  constructive  effort  to 
point  out  what  has  happened  with  the 
high  rates  of  interest  and  the  heavy 
burden  of  debt  Imposed  upon  our 
friends,  and  neighbors,  and  allies  In 
the  Third  World,  that  It  has  caused  a 
great  deal  of  distress,  caused  econo- 
mies to  contract,  and  led  our  friends  to 
the  point  where  they  must  accept  aus- 
terity—austerity for  nations  already  In 
grinding  poverty— In  order  to  maintain 
their  financial  lifelines. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  and 
I.  and  others,  have  been  constantly  re- 
iterating the  theme  that  the  IMP  is 
making  It  very  difficult  for  those  coun- 
tries to  establish  the  conditions  for 
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economic  growth  that  are  essential  to 
pay  off  that  debt.  So  in  that  regard  I 
think  we  are  all  indebted  to  the  gen- 
tleman, as  well  as  the  gentleman  from 
North  Dakota,  and  others. 

But  I  join  many  of  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  my  belief 
that  this  amendment  cannot  work. 
Does  anybody  really  believe  that 
banks  are  going  to  go  into  Mexico  or 
Brazil  at  one-half  point  above  the 
London  Interbank  offer  rate? 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
LaFalce)  made  the  point  a  little  bit 
earlier  that  this  could  very  well  pre- 
vent banks  from  going  in  and  helping 
to  restructure  that  debt.  I  personally 
believe  that  one  of  the  avenues  out  of 
this  crisis  is  to  restructure  that  debt 
and  to  provide  a  way  in  which  it  can 
be  repaid.  In  that  sense  I  am  very  sym- 
pathetic. But  again  going  back  to  the 
point  of  several  of  my  colleagues,  par- 
ticularly on  the  Democratic  side  of  the 
aisle,  it  will  not  work.  You  cannot  tell 
the  banks  to  go  into  Third  World 
countries  at  half  a  point  above  a  par- 
ticular rate. 

Let  us  face  it,  the  London  Interbank 
rate  is  not  much  different  in  the  inter- 
national sphere  as  the  Federal  fund's 
rate  here.  Both  are  the  cost  of  over- 
night money  lent  between  banks.  As 
the  gentleman  knows,  that  is  either 
close  to  prime  or  right  below  prime. 
Does  anyone  rationally  believe  that 
banks  are  going  to  rush  into  Mexico  or 
Brazil  or  Sudan  or  Argentina  at 
around  the  prime  rate?  I  think  that  is 
a  mistake  in  the  gentleman's  other- 
wise very  sincere  amendment,  and  it 
gives  me  a  lot  of  trouble. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  know  what  the  gentle- 
man thinks  of  this  comment.  We  have 
talked  about  banks  not  wanting  to  go 
in  and  lend  this  money  at  half  a  point 
above  prime. 

D  1620 

I  would  go  much  further  in  the  op- 
posite direction.  I  would  say  even  if 
the  banks  were  required  to  go  at  below 
LIBOR,  which  means  they  would  lose 
money,  they  would  have  no  choice  but 
to  go  in  because  the  only  other  alter- 
native Is  default.  The  reason,  the  only 
reason,  that  the  banks  have  been  able 
to  charge  the  large  rates  of  interest 
that  they  have  is  neither  the  Congress 
nor  the  IMF  nor  the  Federal  Reserve 
nor  the  other  world  regulators  have 
said  to  them:  "You  must  stop." 

The  banks  in  this  country  are  in  a 
hole. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Yes. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  They  are  in  a  hole, 
and  they  must  lend  the  money,  wheth- 
er there  is  an  IMF  or  not  an  IMF. 
They  must  lend  the  money  to  these 
countries. 


Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  to  my  friend  that  I  think  I  can  an- 
ticipate his  argument,  and  I  do  not 
necessarily  disagree.  So  from  that 
standpoint  he  may  be  right. 

But  I  think  it  is  also  obvious  that  we 
cannot  drive  those  banks  into  new 
agreements  with  debtor  countries. 
Even  though  in  some  cases  those  loans 
must  either  be  written  off  or  restruc- 
tured, we  cannot  drive  the  banks  into 
making  loans  that  are  as  unprofitable 
as  the  gentleman  seems  to  suggest  by 
the  implication  in  his  comments. 

But  I  really  took  this  time  to  address 
a  broader  question,  which  is  raised  in 
the  Schumer  amendment,  which  is: 
What  are  we  telling  those  countries? 
This  is  an  ironic  piece  of  legislation, 
because  I  think  all  of  us  are  familiar 
enough  with  the  IMF's  policies  in  the 
international  banking  arena  to  recog- 
nize that  they  are  telling  countries. 
"You  need  to  export  more  and  import 
less." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Roemer  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Kemp  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  real  dilem- 
mas into  which  we  are  being  pushed  in 
this  bill,  and  particularly  as  it  contains 
both  the  IMF  and  Export-Import 
Bank  is  that  the  IMF  is  telling  those 
countries:  "You  need  to  export  more, 
build  up  more  foreign  exchange  so  you 
can  pay  off  debt;  do  not  import." 

Now,  my  dear  friend  from  Ohio  sin- 
cerely believes  that  this  is  a  jobs  bill 
because  40  percent  of  our  gross  nation- 
al product  depends  upon  exports,  and 
1  out  of  every  8  jobs  or  1  out  of  every 
10  jobs  depends  on  American  exports, 
but  yet  the  bill  that  we  are  being 
asked  to  pass  is  to  finance  an  organiza- 
tion which  is  telling  our  trading  part- 
ners: "You  need  to  export."  In  effect 
the  IMF  is  going  around  the  world 
telling  every  country  which  gets  IMF 
conditionality:  "Do  not  buy  from  the 
United  States,  sell  to  it." 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
pointed  to  the  1930's  and  the  Smoot- 
Hawley  Tariff  Act  and  what  protec- 
tionism did  to  exacerbate  the  depres- 
sion, and  I  submit  that  the  gentleman 
is  right  on  target.  But  what  has  hap- 
pened, is  that  the  IMF— an  organiza- 
tion set  up  to  maintain  a  stable  ex- 
change rate  system— cannot  deal  with 
short-term  problems  created  by  the 
abandonment  of  Bretton  Woods. 
Every '  country  is  being  told  by  the 
IMF  to  devalue  its  currency,  boost  its 
exports,  limit  its  imports.  The  absence 
of  a  monetary  system  and  the  short- 
sighted advice  from  a  rudderless  IMF 
is  driving  the  world  into  the  very  pro- 
tectionism that  the  gentleman  is  very 


sincerely  opposed  to,  and  I  share  that 
opposition. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  Since  I  raised  the  name 
of  the  gentleman  from  North  Caroli- 
na, let  me  yield  to  him,  and  then  I  will 
be  glad  to  yield  to  my  colleague  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  point  is 
that,  very  fortunately  for  the  world 
economy,  there  are  not  that  many 
countries  that  are  in  deep  difficulty; 
that  is.  it  is  not  that  all  the  countries 
of  the  world  must  import  less.  It  is 
that  a  few  countries  must  import  less, 
and  that  for  a  relatively  short  period 
of  time,  we  hope;  that  as  a  matter  of 
fact  they  will  work  their  way  out  of 
these  difficulties  and  then  be  able  to 
import  more. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  to  my  friend,  then,  because  I  can 
anticipate  his  argument,  which  ap- 
pears well  reasoned,  except  that  the 
advice  that  is  being  given  to  countries 
in  trouble,  is  that  the  only  way  in 
which  they  can  adjust  their  balance  of 
payments  is  to  reduce  imports  and  in- 
crease exports.  IMF' economists  ignore 
crucial  elements  from  the  develop- 
ment of  the  industrialized  nations. 
They  seldom  mention,  much  less  re- 
quire, the  lifting  of  restrictions  on  for- 
eign equity  investment.  In  their  zeal  to 
deal  with  immediate  government  debt 
problems  they  lead  nations  into  crip- 
pling tax  increases  which  destroy  in- 
centives for  work,  saving,  and  invest- 
ment. The  nations  which  we  are  at- 
tempting to  help  will  not  grow  and 
prosper,  enabling  them  to  pay  their 
debts  and  buy  our  products,  by  follow- 
ing policies  which  restrict  and  limit 
their  economies. 

Yet.  as  the  IMF  is  insisting  on  these 
damaging  policies,  we  are  engaged  in 
patching  together  legislation  to  pick 
up  the  pieces. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Roemer  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kemp  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  KEMP.  On  the  one  hand  we  are 
being  asked  to  pass  an  $8>/2  billion  bill 
to  tell  the  IMF  to  give  advice  about 
importing  less  and  then  we  are  asked 
to  turn  around  and  pass  a  huge  subsi- 
dy of  $13  billion  to  subsidize  exports. 
This  is  what  we  do  to  be  more  com- 
petitive in  a  world  in  which  the  IMF  is 
telling  friends  and  neighbors:  ""Do  not 
import;  you  need  to  export  to  boost 
your  balance  of  payments." 

It  is  a  terrible  dilemma  in  which  we 
find  ourselves. 


Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  have  to  yield  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana, 
before  I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Ohio. 
Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  listening  to  the  gen- 
tleman address  the  problem  in  this 
amendment  and  describing  his  version 
of  the  zero-sum  society  worldwide  in 
terms  of  imports  and  exports,  I  feel 
that  the  gentleman's  objection  is  as 
much  to  the  bill  as  a  whole  as  it  is  to 
the  amendment  in  particular. 

Am  I  right  about  that?  Do  you  sup- 
port the  bill? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  do  not  support  the  bill 
in  its  present  form.  I  have  been 
making  that  point  in  the  debate  for 
several  months  now.  I  am  very  sympa- 
thetic, I  would  say  to  my  friend  from 
Louisiana,  about  having  an  IMF  able 
to  act  as  a  facility  in  the  international 
community  to  help  countries  on  a  tem- 
porary basis. 

But  what  is  happening,  we  are  pro- 
viding a  permanent  quota  increase  in 
the  IMF  that  will  ultimately  be  a 
transfer  of  resources  from  the  indus- 
trialized nations  to  the  less  developed 
nations,  and  I  think  it  is  a  serious  mis- 
take. Given  that  the  administration  is 
not  seeking  the  systemic  changes 
which  would  move  the  world  toward  a 
more  liberal  trade  evironment  and 
toward  more  stable  exchange  rates,  I 
cannot  support  legislation  to  perma- 
nently transfer  resources  to  the  IMF. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield  further  briefly, 
if  to  the  point  of  the  bill,  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  is  in  opposition 
currently,  could  he  use  this  time  to 
point  out  the  two  or  three  things  that 
we,  as  a  body,  might  do  to  improve  our 
standing  within  the  IMF,  world  eco- 
nomic conditions,  and/or  this  bill  in 
particular? 

Mr.  KEMP.  Well,  it  looks  like  we 
agreed  to  ask  each  other  these  ques- 
tions prior  to  the  debate,  but  I  want  to 
say  in  the  brief  time  that  I  have,  there 
are  a  couple  of  things  we  should  be 
doing. 

No.  1,  let  us  not  forget  that  the  IMF 
quota  increase  was  negotiated  at  a 
time  in  which  there  was  a  far  more  se- 
rious situation  in  the  world  than  there 
is  today.  I  am  not  saying  the  problems 
are  over,  but  the  world  recovery,  par- 
ticularly the  U.S.  recovery,  and  the  ac- 
companying lower  interest  rates  have 
changed  the  situation  which  led  to  a 
hurried  negotiation  which  was  made 
over  1  year  ago. 

Second,  the  IMF  itself  says  the  prob- 
lem is  temporary.  Why  should  we  have 
a  permanent  quota  increase?  Why 
should  we  not  use  the  GAB,  the  gener- 
al arrangements  to  borrow,  which  was 
the  facility  within  the  IMF  designed 
to  temporarily  help  countries  with 
short-term  balance  of  payments  prob- 
lems when  the  stability  of  the  finani- 


cal  system  is  judged  to  be  in  jeopardy? 
This  is  the  situation  we  are  told  exists 
and  we  should  use  those  facilities  de- 
signed specifically  to  deal  with  it. 

Third,  I  have  said  this,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Dakota  and  others 
have  said  this:  There  is  $44  billion  of 
gold  reserves  in  the  IMF. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kemp 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  my  colleagues 
for  their  patience. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  $44  billion 
of  gold  reserves  in  the  IMF  that  could 
be  used  to  help  reach  the  goal  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has,  which 
is  to  restructure  this  debt  in  a  way 
that  is  more  advantageous  to  those 
countries  growing  their  way  out  of 
this  debt.  These  reserves  can  be  used 
as  collateral— not  sold  but  used  as  an 
asset— to  provide  the  temporary  fund- 
ing which  many  believe  is  required. 

Also,  I  think  we  should  require  as  a 
Congress  that  the  IMF— an  institution 
set  up  to  support  the  time  of  the  Bret- 
ton-Woods  international  monetary 
system— be  judged  and  that  thif  bill  be 
judged  by  what  impact  they  have  on 
rebuilding  international  monetary  sta- 
bility and  more  stable  exchange  rates 
so  that  we  can  truly  have  a  liberal 
world  trade  climate  with  less  protec- 
tionism and  fewer  nations  floating 
their  currencies  one  against  the  other 
in  a  giant  zero-sum  game.  I  guess  that 
is  where  I  protest  the  most. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  yield  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  associ- 
ate myself  with  the  comments  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  made  about 
the  amendment. 

Let  me  say  another  thing.  There  has 
been  debate  here  about  the  fact  that  if 
the  IMF  does  not  pass,  we  are  going  to 
see  higher  interest  rates.  Let  me  point 
out  that  according  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  Donald  Regan,  in  his 
testimony  before  Congress,  from  1977 
to  mid-1982,  our  private  banks  loaned 
$4.30  abroad  for  every  dollar  in  IMF 
loans. 
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If  that  ratio  continues  to  hold,  our 
participation  in  the  IMF-led  bailout 
will  drain  $44.5  billion  from  our  own 
capital  markets,  and  that  creates  a  se- 
rious problem. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Let  me  finish  my  com- 
ment. 

William  Simon,  former  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  says  that  for  every 
dollar  we  borrow  from  the  the  IMF 


fund  that  we  put  in  as  an  Increase, 
that  is  a  dollar  we  drain  away  from 
our  own  financial  marketplaces. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kemp 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  we  can 
look  back  to  a  statement  made  in  1980 
by  Representative  David  Stockman, 
the  President's  own  budget  chief, 
where  he  talked  about  the  fact  that 
that  '"in  this  time  of  economic  strin- 
gency, when  Federal  deficits  are  plac- 
ing heavy  borrowing  requirements  on 
the  capital  markets  of  this  country, 
the  American  public  should  not  be 
called  upon  to  fork  over  $5.5  billion  to 
the  IMF." 

So  in  addition  to  the  difficulties  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  ex- 
pressed, do  we  have  the  idea  that 
somehow  not  passing  this  bill  the  way 
it  is  written,  with  a  permanent  in- 
crease in  the  fund,  draining  $44.5  bil- 
lion from  our  capital  markets,  is  not 
going  to  have  an  inpact  on  higher  in- 
terest rates?  This  increase  will  drain 
money  away  from  farmers  and  from 
small  businessmen  all  throughout  this 
country,  and  cause  higher  interest 
rates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry  to  take  up 
so  much  of  the  gentleman's  time. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate my  friend's  comment,  and  I  do 
not  want  to  keep  extending  my  time. 

I  think  the  argument  over  interest 
rates,  frankly,  has  been  a  little  bit  out 
of  perspective.  I  think  it  is  overblown 
on  both  sides.  I  agree  with  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  when  he  says  that  the 
failure  to  pass  IMF  is  not  going  to 
have  the  adverse  impact  upon  interest 
rates  that  has  been  suggested  by  some 
of  our  colleagues. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
make  one  last  point,  and  then  I  will  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  to  my 
friends  that  I  am  concerned  that 
something  should  be  done.  I  think  it  is 
important  that  something  be  done.  My 
serious  concern  to  amend  my  remarks 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  (Mr. 
Roemer)  is  that  in  effect  the  IMF,  in 
exchange  for  money,  is  imposing  con- 
ditions. We  debated  earlier  about  con- 
ditionality on  the  banks.  I  think  we 
should  also  consider  the  conditionality 
that  is  being  imposed  upon  those 
countries. 

Mexico,  as  I  pointed  out  in  general 
debate,  has  50  percent  unemployment, 
and  the  IMF  economists  are  saying 
that  we  need  more  austerity  from 
Mexico.  Mexico  is  being  asked  to  en- 
force a  50-percent  increase  In  Its  value- 
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added  tax.  to  double  the  tax  on  sav- 
ings and  dividends,  to  put  a  10-percent 
surtax  on  income  taxes,  and  to  devalue 
the  peso  even  more  than  it  has  already 
been  devalued.  And  we  know  what 
happens  when  they  devalue  the  cur- 
rency; it  wipes  out  the  assets  of  the 
lender,  and  it  wipes  out  the  debt  of  the 
borrower  and  it  sut)stantially  lowers 
exports  to  that  nation  by  its  trading 
partners.  It  is  the  ultimate  zero  sum 
game,  and  in  many  nations  it  is  caus- 
ing a  flight  of  capital,  further  discour- 
aging the  opportunities  for  economic 
growth. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  vote  no  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  the  request  of  Mr.  Kazem.  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Kemp  weis 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes). 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  interested  in  what  the  gentleman 
has  just  said  in  describing  the  situa- 
tion in  Mexico. 

As  the  gentleman  knows,  I  represent 
a  district  along  the  border  of  Mexico, 
my  hometown  being  Laredo,  which 
now  is  the  highest  unemployment 
center  in  the  entire  United  States, 
simply  because  of  the  peso  devaluation 
and  because  of  these  restrictions 
placed  upon  Mexico  by  IMF. 

We  have  had  more  bankruptcies 
since  the  beginning  of  the  year  than 
we  have  ever  experienced  in  the  histo- 
ry of  the  city.  Everything  has  stopped. 
There  are  no  exports  whatsoever.  For- 
warding agents,  exporting  businesses, 
everybody,  you  name  the  industry  and 
it  is  unemployed. 

Most  of  our  economy  depended  upon 
trade  with  Mexico.  Mexico  is  now  no 
longer  importing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  understand 
that  in  the  longrun  Mexico  has  to  get 
back  on  its  feet,  but  that  may  be  after 
all  of  my  business  people  have  gone 
bankrupt.  In  the  shortrun.  I  do  not 
know  how  many  are  going  to  survive. 
That  is  the  situation  that  I  am  faced 
with  in  Laredo;  that  is  the  situation  in 
Eagle  Pass,  in  Del  Rio.  and  everjrplace 
from  Brownsville  to  San  Diego,  Calif. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  what  these 
conditions  that  IMF  has  imposed  on 
Mexico  have  done  to  us  in  the  United 
States,  and  yet  I  hear  my  colleagues 
say  that  this  bill  is  going  to  create 
jobs. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield, 
but  first  let  me  comment  on  what  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  just 
said. 


In  1976,  or  1977.  when  Mexico  re- 
duced the  value  of  the  peso  by  40  per- 
cent, it  automatically  wiped  out  40 
percent  of  the  assets  of  all  the  lenders 
and  it  wiped  out  40  percent  of  the  debt 
of  all  the  borrowers,  and  it  exacerbat- 
ed the  problem. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  the  request  of  Mr.  Neal,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Kemp  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes. ) 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will 
just  finish  my  comment,  and  then  I 
will  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina. 

Now  we  are  telling  Mexico  to  de- 
value the  peso  again,  which  only  com- 
pounds the  problems  so  eloquently  tes- 
tified to  by  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Kazen).  This  devalu- 
ation has  resulted  in  a  trade  surplus 
for  Mexico  in  recent  months  but  at 
the  cost  of  massive  unemployment  on 
both  sides  of  the  border  and  the  cre- 
ation of  dangerous  instability  is  trade 
relations. 

But,  unfortunately,  the  damage  is 
not  limited  to  Mexico.  When  the  IMF 
told  the  Sudan  to  devalue,  the  price  of 
gasoline  went  from  $1.90  to  $3.10  in  48 
hours,  and  there  were  riots  in  Khar- 
toum, which  almost  brought  down  a 
government  which  is  very  friendly  to 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  object  to  the  condi- 
tions that  the  IMF  is  imposing  on  our 
friends. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the 
point  I  want  to  make.  The  IMF.  let  me 
say  to  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  does  not  impose  conditions  on 
countries. 

The  IMF  says.  "We  want  you,  the 
country,  to  act."  And  Mexico  is  a  good 
example.  Their  finance  minister— I  be- 
lieve his  name  is  Silva-Herzog— said  he 
proposed  this  exact  same  plan  on  the 
last  administration.  That  administra- 
tion would  not  go  for  it.  He  said  that 
he  proposed  this  economic  plan  this 
time  to  this  administration,  and  the 
administration  agreed  to  it  and  the 
IMF  agreed  to  it. 

The  IMF  does  not  impose  conditions. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman has  made  his  point.  Let  me 
give  the  argument  to  that. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
just  like  to  give  an  answer  to  that,  and 
then  the  gentleman  can  get  more  time. 

The  IMF  does  not  impose,  in  the 
strictest  sense  of  the  word,  de  jure,  the 
conditions.  What  happens  is  that  they 
go  into  the  country  with  their  team  of 
economists  and  they  work  with  Silva- 
Herzog  in  Mexico  or  with  the  finance 


minister,  or  the  chancellor  of  the  ex- 
chequer, and  they  end  up  saying,  "In 
exchange  for  the  help  we  are  going  to 
give  you,  you  have  got  to  impose 
budget  austerity  as  the  means  of  cor- 
recting your  current  account  imbal- 
ance." 

I  submit  that  the  budget  austerity 
being  practiced  in  the  world  today  Is 
to  raise  consumption  taxes  on  the 
poor,  to  raise  taxes  on  savings  and  in- 
vestment and  channel  these  resources 
into  the  central  government.  Credit  is 
then  allocated  through  the  national 
policy  board  or  the  development  bank 
or  whatever  government  agency  has 
been  established  to  make  political  de- 
cisions on  distribution  of  credit.  That 
is  why  we  are  losing  so  many  friends  in 
the  Third  World. 

We  have  got  to  reconsider  what  the 
IMF  was  set  up  to  do.  It  was  set  up  to 
temporarily  help  countries  with  short- 
term  foreign  exchange  problems  under 
a  system  of  fixed  exhange  rates.  Now 
that  we  have  gone  in  1971  from  fixety 
to  floating  exchange  rates  and  coun- 
tries are  using  their  currencies  one 
against  the  other,  there  is  such  a  dis- 
ruption in  the  world's  trade  traffic 
that  countries  now  are  getting  these 
conditions  imposed  upon  them  in  such 
a  malevolent  way  that  it  is  going  to 
push  them  to  pursue  no-growth  poli- 
cies for  a  number  of  years. 

I  think  that  is  a  shame.  We  should 
be  trying  to  work  with  the  administra- 
tion and  the  IMF  to  work  out  a  more 
liberal  trade  environment  with  more 
stable  exchange  rates,  and  it  is  too  bad 
that  this  IMF  bill  was  not  a  vehicle  for 
that  purpose.  That  is  my  biggest  prob- 
lem with  this  IMF  bill. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  mentioned  earlier,  almost 
casually,  because  he  did  not  have 
enough  time,  the  subject  of  what  hap- 
pens to  interest  rates  if  this  bill  passes 
or  fails  to  pass. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Roemer.  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Kemp  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes. ) 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  on  the 
question  of  interest  rates  and  this 
amendment,  the  case,  I  think,  could  be 
made  that  if  the  amendment  passes, 
interest  rates  will  go  up,  not  down. 

If  we  look  at  the  banking  structure, 
we  see  they  are  required  in  this 
amendment  to  lower  interest  rates  and 
stretch  out  loans.  Where  are  they 
going  to  get  their  money  to  blend 
their  needs  with  the  needs  of  their 
banks?  They  can  raise  interest  rates 
domestically  if  this  amendment  passes. 


Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
cite  to  my  friend  that  I  am  not  unsym- 
pathetic with  the  point  he  makes. 

Earlier  I  made  the  statement  that  I 
am  very  sympathetic  with  the  com- 
ment of  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  about  trying  to  get  in- 
terest rates  down,  but  I  think  his  ap- 
proach is  focusing  attention  on  the 
wrong  place.  The  real  source  of  the 
problem  is  that  70  percent  of  the 
world  trade  is  denominated  in  U.S.  dol- 
lars, and  the  real  source  of  the  pain 
for  our  friends  and  allies  in  trading 
with  the  United  States  is  the  high  in- 
terest rate  policy  that  has  been  prac- 
ticed and  targeted  that  way  for  the 
last  3  or  4  years.  They  are  finally 
coming  down,  but  not  fast  or  far 
enough. 

What  we  should  be  doing  is  getting 
interest  rates  down  in  the  United 
States.  Every  1  percent  drop  in  the 
U.S.  interest  rate  saves  Mexico  $700 
million  of  debt  service,  and  every  1 
percent  drop  in  U.S.  interest  rates 
saves  Brazil  $500  million. 
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I  would  suggest  that  the  IMF  bill  is 
a  sideshow  compared  to  what  happens 
with  the  Federal  fund's  rate,  the  dis- 
count rate,  and  Federal  Reserve  policy 
in  this  country. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  take  a  look 
at  this,  as  other  Members  are  begin- 
ning to  do.  That  is  where  the  action  is, 
it  seems  to  me.  That  is  what  we  can  do 
for  the  rest  of  the  world:  Get  our  own 
interest  rates  down,  get  the  world 
trade  system  repaired,  help  move 
toward  an  international  monetary 
system  with  stable  exchange  rates. 
That  would  do  more  for  our  friends 
and  allies  and  neighbors  in  world 
growth  than  this  $8V2  billion  burden 
imposed  on  U.S.  taxpayers. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  CHANDLER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  CHANDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  been 
considering  the  merits  of  the  proposed 
increase  in  our  IMF  quota  for  some 
weeks  now.  As  the  final  vote  approach- 
es, there  remains  considerable  contro- 
versy over  the  prudence  of  such  a 
move.  Many  observers  are  concerned 
that  the  increase  will  amount  to  a  bail- 
out for  American  banks  who  have 
made  loans  to  countries  now  in  danger 
of  default.  Others  are  concerned  that 
default  on  the  part  on  these  countries 
is  imminent,  and  would  result  in  the 
loss  of  our  IMF  investment.  Having 
considered  this  complex  issue  in  some 
detail,  however,  I  am  convinced  that 
neither  consideration  is  overriding. 

The  International  Monetary  Fund  is 
a  respected  institution  which  we 
helped  to  develop  and  in  which  we 
have  participated  since  1946.  The  pur- 


pose of  the  IMF,  as  you  know,  is  to 
extend  short  term  credit  to  member 
nations  suffering  temporary  balance- 
of-payments  problems.  The  United 
States  has  been  the  second  largest 
beneficiary  of  IMF  loans,  drawing  on 
the  Fund  24  times  over  the  years,  most 
recently  in  1978.  As  a  condition  of 
their  IMF  loans  debtor  nations  are 
generally  required  to  make  compre- 
hensive economic  adjustments  de- 
signed to  stabilize  their  economies  and 
end  their  payments  imbalances.  As  a 
result,  no  borrower  has  ever  defaulted 
on  an  IMF  loan. 

Our  participation  is  essential,  in  my 
view,  not  only  to  the  prosperity  of  the 
international  economy,  but  to  our  own 
domestic  economic  recovery,  as  well. 
Expanding  international  markets,  par- 
ticularly in  the  developing  nations, 
have  provided  an  increasing  demand 
for  U.S.  exports.  It  is  estimated  that 
every  $1  billion  in  export  trade  gener- 
ates roughly  25,000  American  jobs.  Yet 
recently,  due  to  balance-of-payments 
problems  among  the  developing  na- 
tions, we  have  seen  these  important 
new  markets  begin  to  contract.  This 
has  resulted,  in  turn,  in  a  deepening  of 
our  recession  and  an  increase  in  unem- 
ployment here.  With  IMF  interven- 
tion, the  developing  nations  may  be 
able  to  resolve  the  financial  crisis  they 
are  now  facing  and  these  young  mar- 
kets will  have  the  opportunity  to 
expand  again.  Without  our  support, 
however,  the  IMF  will  lack  the  finan- 
cial backing  to  make  the  needed  loans 
and  impose  the  necessary  economic  re- 
forms. Should  this  happen,  improve- 
ment in  our  economy  will  be  seriously 
impeded.  Denying  the  IMF  quota  in- 
crease could  ultimately  jeopardize  our 
ability  to  put  unemployed  Americans 
back  to  work. 

Approval  of  the  IMF  quota  is  not  an 
expenditure,  it  is  an  investment.  I  am 
hopeful  that  a  majority  of  my  col- 
leagues will  join  me  in  acknowledging 
the  importance  of  this  investment  by 
voting  in  favor  of  H.R.  2957,  the  IMF 
bill. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  much  has 
been  said  about  interest  rates.  It  was 
just  a  few  days  ago  that  Chairman 
Volcker  appeared  before  the  Banking 
Committee  and  made  the  statement 
which  has  been  quoted  here  extensive- 
ly. 

The  statement  was  essentially  this: 
That  if  we  did  not  pass  the  IMF  bill, 
interest  rates  would  go  up;  but  this 
was  in  complete  contradiction  to  a  pre- 
vious statement  which  he  has  stated 
for  many,  many  years  that  if  we,  the 
Congress,  continue  with  large  deficits, 
interest  rates  will  go  up. 

Now,  that  means  that  if  you  go  out 
and  borrow  $8.5  billion  because  of  a 
deficit,  that  we  are  going  to  do  the 
"crowding  out"  and  cause  interest 
rates  to  go  up;  but  if  you  borrow 
money  for  the  IMP,  then  the  interest 
rates  will  either  stay  the  saine  or  go 


down.  There  really  is  not  a  good  expla- 
nation for  that,  unless  he  would  like 
us  to  believe  that  he  is  able  to  do  this 
and  possibly  with  the  tools  at  the  Fed 
he  is  able  to  do  this;  but  he  cannot 
have  it  both  ways.  He  carmot  say  that 
interest  rates  will  go  up  if  we  borrow 
for  deficits  and  at  the  same  time  inter- 
est rates  will  not  go  up  if  we  borrow 
for  the  wonderful  organization  called 
the  International  Monetary  Fund. 

I  think  this  also  brings  up  the  prob- 
lem that  we  have  when  we  discuss 
where  this  money  is  coming  from.  We 
have  all  been  told  that  it  will  not  cost 
us  anything,  that  it  is  off  budget.  If  it 
is  off  budget,  you  might  ask  yourself 
why  it  is  in  the  supplemental  appro- 
priation for  the  Treasury  Department 
for  the  precise  amount  of  $8.4  billion 
for  IMF  funding. 

Now,  they  take  that  money  and  they 
put  it  into  the  exchange  stabilization 
fund.  When  the  IMF  needs  funding, 
they  get  the  fund  out  of  the  exchange 
stabilization  fund  and  we  get,  of 
course,  a  certificate  saying  that  we 
have  an  asset  that  is  going  to  earn  In- 
terest. Therefore,  since  we  have  an 
asset  on  the  books,  it  does  not  cost  us 
anything.  It  is  an  equal  exchange  of 
assets. 

That  is  sort  of  like  saying  that  the 
defense  budget  does  not  cost  us  any- 
thing because  we  give  away  money  and 
we  buy  tanks;  so  therefore,  we  have  an 
asset  on  the  books  that  did  not  cost  us 
anything. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
wonder  if  the  gentleman  is  aware  of 
an  article  that  appeared  in  the  April  6 
Wall  Street  Journal  by  William 
Simon,  former  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, where  he  says: 

An  IMP  quota  Increase  is  equivalent  to  a 
larger  Federal  deficit  because  the  Treasury 
has  to  finance  it  by  borrowing  in  the  credit 
markets.  This  borrowing  offsets  dollar  for 
dollar  any  reductions  in  Federal  borrowing 
achieved  by  gaining  control  over  our  own 
budget.  Proposals  for  authorizing  the  IMP 
to  circumvent  Congress  and  borrow  directly 
to  private  markets  would  have  the  same 
effect. 

And  Representative  David  Stockman 
in  July  of  1980  said  about  the  IMP 
quota  increase: 

This  is  bad  legislation.  Proponents  argue 
that  the  IMP  needs  this  increase  to  help 
prevent  economies  in  the  Third  World  from 
collapsing  under  the  burden  of  exceslve  ex- 
ternal debt  and  thereby  becoming  vulnera- 
ble to  Communist  takeover  subversion;  but 
the  IMP  does  not  have  a  record  of  success  in 
strengthening  unstable  economies  In  the 
Third  World.  Indeed.  It  has  been  counter- 
productive. 

Then  he  goes  on  to  say  that  If  we 
borrow  this  $5.5  billion,  it  will  put  ad- 
ditional restraints  on  our  own  credit 
markets,  and  this  was  said  in  July  of 
1980.  Yet  In  July  of  1983,  we  are  back 
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again  for  $8.5  billion  and  again.  Secre- 
tary Donald  Regan  pointed  out,  for 
every  dollar  in  IMF  money  lent,  the 
private  banks  will  lend  $4.30.  If  that  is 
not  a  drain  on  our  capital  resources 
and  if  that  does  not  cause  interest 
rates  to  go  up  ane  even  increase  our 
deficit,  I  wish  the  gentleman  would 
tell  me  what  does. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  both  gentleman 
are  wrong  on  the  point. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
have  my  time  and  then  I  will  answer 
the  gentleman  because  I  think  he 
makes  an  extremely  good  point  and 
the  source  is  good.  The  gentleman.  Mr. 
Simon,  knows  Wall  Street  and  he 
knows  the  Goverrmient.  He  knows  the 
IMP.  He  has  been  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  information  is  cor- 
rect, as  far  as  I  am  concerned;  but  I  do 
think  that  the  pressure  of  the  IMF 
borrowing  on  the  markets  is  very  sig- 
nificant. 

There  is  something  I  would  like  to 
point  out  here  to  my  colleagues,  some- 
thing that  I  have  not  heard  discussed; 
but  we  are  not  appropriating  dollars. 
Do  you  know  that  we  are  appropriat- 
ing SDR's?  Can  you  believe  that?  We 
have  an  appropriation  bill  here  where 
we  are  appropriating  SDR's 

We  are  internationalists  now.  folks. 
This  is  it.  We  have  joined  the  interna- 
tional banking  system;  no  longer  are 
we  going  to  appropriate  dollars. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Paul 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  PAUL.  Now,  what  does  that 
mean?  It  is  very  important,  because  it 
means  that  it  might  cost  you  a  lot 
more  than  you  think.  The  dollar  today 
is  very  strong  in  terms  of  other  curren- 
cies and  we  do  know  that  currencies  in 
the  system  that  we  have  today  are 
always  fluctuating.  In  1979  the  dollar 
was  very  weak.  The  dollar  is  probably 
peaking  out.  Before  we  fund  this,  the 
dollar  may  be  10  percent  weaker  in 
terms  of  other  currencies.  This  could 
mean  a  billion  dollar  more  in  cost  to 
us  than  it  is  currently  thought  mainly 
because  we  are  not  even  being  precise 
on  what  we  are  telling  the  American 
people.  I  think  that  alone  ought  to 
have  us  a  vote  against  this  legislation. 
Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
glad  the  gentleman  yielded  to  me,  be- 
cause the  gentleman  should  know  that 
over  the  last  5  years  the  IMF  quota  in- 
crease has  actually  cost  the  U.S. 
Treasury  approximately  $42  million. 
That  is  not  billion,  that  is  $42  million. 
Now,  part  of  the  reason  for  that  is 
that  we  take  more  in  deposits  abroad 
than  we  actually  lend  abroad;  so  there 
is  an  offset  in  balance  there. 


Additionally,  this  does  not  impact  on 
the  budget,  because  we  have  a  reserve 
position  for  a  comparable  amount. 

Also,  this  $8.4  billion  amount  is  over 
a  period  of  5  years  and  is  dependent 
upon  a  draw.  It  is  really  an  extension 
of  a  letter  of  credit  that  we  are  ex- 
tending the  IMF. 

Now,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Kasich)  has  been  quoting  here  from  a 
publication  called  Free  the  Eagle, 
which  has  been  put  out  by  Mr. 
Howard  Ruff.  I  would  suggest  that  we 
ought  not  to  pay  too  much  attention 
to  Mr.  Ruff,  because  Saturday's 
Barron  magazine  had  an  article  which 
contained  a  rating  of  all  the  major  in- 
vestment advisory  newsletters  and 
among  those  rated  was  the  Ruff 
Times,  and  guess  who  was  rated  very 
low  on  that  list.  Well,  it  was  Mr. 
Howard  Ruff. 

But  you  also  quoted  from  Bill 
Simon.  Now.  Secretary  Simon,  and  I 
am  not  sure  where  he  is  coming  out  on 
this,  but  I  would  like  to  have  the  real 
Simon  please  return  or  stand  up. 
When  he  was  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, he  was  one  of  those  persons  who 
advised  me  to  vote  for  the  IMF  quota 
increase.  He  told  me  how  important  it 
was  to  the  world  economy  and  that  it 
was  not  a  bailout  of  the  big  banks. 

I  just  wonder  why  the  change  in  his 
position  is  with  respect  to  the  present 
market  that  we  have  today. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  re- 
spond and  then  I  will  yield  in  1 
minute;  but  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant. The  figures,  I  think,  are  very  ac- 
curate. If  this  is  so,  that  it  does  not 
cost  us  anything,  it  is  positively  bewil- 
dering to  me  why  we  have  to  come  up 
with  $8.5  billion  and  we  know  eventu- 
ally this  will  encourage  another  $44 
billion  to  be  loaned  overseas. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  that 
the  article  I  read  from  is  an  article 
where  Mr.  Simon  guest  editorialized  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal,  certainly  not 
a  newspaper  that  could  be  seriously 
questioned  on  this  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul)  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul)  may  pro- 
ceed for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  now  been  on  this  amendment 
since  2  o'clock,  almost  3  hours. 

I  wonder  Lf  we  could  agree  to  a  time 
limitation  of  15  minutes,  and  to  recog- 


nize not  the  Members  who  have  talked 
ad  nauseam.  I  do  not  want  to  be  heard 
again,  but  if  there  are  any  other  Mem- 
bers who  would  like  to  be  heard  and 
who  have  not  been  heard,  they  may  be 
recognized.  That  is  my  unanimous 
consent  request. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Would  the  gentle- 
man restate  the  request? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will  withdraw  it.  I  am  prepared  to  stay 
until  midnight. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  Committee  that  there  is  al- 
ready pending  one  request  for  an  addi- 
tional 2  minutes  of  time  for  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul),  and  that 
request  must  be  disposed  of  first. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Well,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  ask  to  be  recognized  sub- 
sequent to  that  then. 

I  withdraw  my  request. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Kasich)  that  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul)  may  proceed 
for  an  additional  2  minutes? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  request  for  any  time  lim- 
itation. 
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Mr.  KASICH.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding. 

Let  me  say  I  was  in  a  meeting  no 
more  than  2  weeks  ago  with  former 
Secretary  Simon  who  pointed  out  that 
at  one  point  in  time  when  he  was  here 
he  felt  that  this  quota  increase  per- 
haps was  necessary.  He  now  believes 
that  governments  have  taken  money 
and  used  it  to  subsidize  their  steel  in- 
dustries, have  not  really  used  much  of 
this  money  to  improve  and  expand 
their  economies.  He  now  thinks  we  are 
piling  debt  on  debt  and  ultimately  it  is 
going  to  collapse. 

He  also  argued  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  that  to  borrow  this  money  is 
to  simply  borrow  it  and  it  depletes 
other  resources  that  would  be  avail- 
able within  this  economy. 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  would  like  to  take  one 
moment  here  and  make  one  comment 
because  I  did  rise  under  the  amend- 
ment before  us  and  I  would  like  to 
state  that  I  am  strongly  opposed  to 
this  amendment  because  I  think  it  will 
to  exactly  what  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Barnard)  said.  It  is  going 
to  act  as  a  usury  bill  and  if  you  are 
really  for  the  IMF  you  carmot  possibly 
vote  for  this  amendment  because  it 
really  will  play  havoc,  and  it  will  be 
meddlesome  and  compound  the  prob- 
lems that  we  already  face  Internation- 
ally. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  would  just  like  to 
point    out    for    the    record    that    10 


former  Secretaries,  10  out  of  11,  and 
that  is  not  bad,  have  signed  a  letter  in 
support  of  this  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  quota  increase.  The  only 
one  of  those  former  Secretaries,  who 
did  not  sign  is  Mr.  Simon. 

As  I  said,  in  1976  he  was  all  for  it.  So 
I  cannot  imagine  why  he  made  this 
change. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Let  me  answer  the  gen- 
tleman and  say  that  the  truth  has 
never  been  determined  by  numbers  or 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  just  wanted  to  say 
that  Abe  Lincoln  said  that  there  are 
two  ways  to  sell  a  proposition.  One  is 
by  logic  and  one  is  by  the  weight  of 
authority.  They  cannot  sell  this  by 
logic  and  so  they  are  weighing  in  all  of 
these  letters  and  authoritative  state- 
ments by  people  up  to  their  ears  in  the 
banking  establishment  and  who  find  it 
in  their  interest  to  make  these  recom- 
mendations. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  this  amendment  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  end  in  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  all  debate  on  this  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto  end  in  15 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  motion  is  not 
debatable. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  am  not  sure  that  I  heard  the 
motion.  Was  that  on  all  other  amend- 
ments thereto? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  motion  covers  just  this  amend- 
ment and  all  amendments  thereto.  It 
would  include  all  amendments  to  this 
one. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  aruiounced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  Is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2,  rule  XXIII.  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  Committee  appears. 


Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 

D  1700 

QDORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred 
Members  have  appeared.  A  quorum  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  is 
present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2,  rule 
XXIII,  proceedings  under  the  call 
shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  Its  busi- 
ness. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Patbian)  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Members  standing 
at  the  time  the  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest was  agreed  to  will  be  recognized 
for  50  seconds  each. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Roemer). 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  Chair- 
man. 

The  question  on  the  IMF  bill  In  total 
Is  not  does  it  ball  out  the  big  banks?  It 
does.  But  that  Is  not  the  question. 

The  question  Is  does  It  help  America 
while  it  bails  out  the  big  banks?  That 
question  has  yet  to  be  answered. 

On  this  amendment,  however,  the 
questions  are  two:  One,  does  this 
amendment  truly  help  the  LDC's,  our 
good  customers  around  the  world?  The 
evidence  grows  that  it  does  not  be- 
cause of  its  complexity  and  because  of 
Its  direct  nature,  many  of  the  banks 
might  get  out  of  international  lending 
because  of  this  amendment. 

Second  question  to  the  amendment: 
Will  it  raise  Interest  rates  in  America? 
I  could.  Because  if  a  bank  loans  do- 
mestically and  internationally  and  you 
cut  off  Its  Interest-raising  rate  capabil- 
ity internationally,  it  could  well  raise 
the  rates  domestically  to  compensate. 
In  both  cases  the  answer  to  the 
amendment  Is  a  "no"  vote. 

D  1710 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes  the   gentleman   from  Arkansas 

(Mr.  BETHUNE). 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  If 
the  IMF  bin  passes  In  the  present 
form,  some  banks  will  be  unjustly  en- 
riched. That  Is  all  there  is  to  it. 

Now  the  Schimier  amendment  is 
well  Intentloned  and  the  motivation  is 
right  In  that  If  It  were  to  pass,  he 
would  seek  to  recover  some  of  that 
unjust  eru-lchment  by  simply  saying 
that  the  loans  should  be  renegotiated, 
the  terms  extended  and  the  Interest 
rates  held  down  In  a  certain  way. 

I  think  It  Is  the  workability  of  the 
Schumer  amendment  that  troubles  me 
and  that  Is  why  I  will  vote  against  it. 

I  am  trying  to  put  together  an 
amendment  that  will  achieve  the  pur- 


pose by  recovering  by  way  of  reim- 
bursement from  the  banks  which  have 
been  unjustly  enriched  the  moneys 
that  are  now  in  their  pocket.  And  I 
think  that  we  can  have  the  objective 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Schumer)  Is  looking  for. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Paul). 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  us 
at  the  moment  Is  a  vote  on  the  Schu- 
mer amendment.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment,  although  It  was  not 
with  ease  that  I  decided  to  vote 
against  It  because  being  in  total  oppo- 
sition to  the  IMF.  I  think  this  Is  a  very 
good  thing  to  put  In  the  bill  to  make 
sure  the  IMP  does  not  function  very 
well. 

I  think  somebody  who  Is  agamst  the 
IMF  could  vote  either  way.  quite 
frankly.  I  do  think  though  that  if  you 
are  for  the  IMF  you  certainly  should 
not  vote  for  it  because  it  is  a  very  cum- 
bersome type  of  legislation,  it  will  reg- 
ulate to  the  degree  that  it  will  make  it 
very  difficult  for  the  banks  to  func- 
tion. I  think  the  banks  will  resist  it. 
And  therefore,  it  will  make  It  very  dif- 
ficult for  the  IMF  to  be  efficient. 

But  in  spite  of  all  that,  I  do  think 
that  I  win  use  my  best  judgment  and 
vote  with  the  market  and  say  that  the 
best  vote  Is  to  vote  "no"  on  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Patman). 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  suid  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  bill.  I  will  be 
stating  my  position  on  that  later. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  passage  of  this 
bill  will  result  in  our  adding  to  the  na- 
tional debt  some  $8.4  bUlion  at  a  time 
when  we  are  fighting  $200  billion  a 
year  deficits.  It  will  add  to  interest 
rates  in  this  Nation.  It  certainly  is  the 
effort  of  the  sponsors  of  this  bill  to 
come  to  the  aid  of  the  big  banks.  And 
let  me  state  that  the  nine  largest 
banks  In  America  have  loaned  to  these 
foreign  nations  In  excess  of  100  per- 
cent of  their  capital,  222  percent  of 
their  total  capital  to  the  non-oil-pro- 
ducing developing  countries. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  oppose  the 
$8.4  billion  authorization  for  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  which  is 
contained  in  title  III  of  H.R.  2957. 

Dr.  Paul  Craig  Roberts,  the  highly 
respected  former  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  In  a  speech  last 
month  at  the  Argentine-United  States 
seminar,  listed  some  of  the  factors 
which  must  be  considered  if  we  are  to 
avoid  worsening  the  International  debt 
problem.  I  believe  he  made,  rather 
forcefuUy,  the  point  that  increasing 
our  quota  In  the  IMP  is  not  the  solu- 
tion to  current  problems  In  Interna- 
tional finance. 
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Because  I  agree  with  Dr.  Roberts' 
views  on  the  proposed  increased,  and  I 
insert  the  text  of  his  speech  into  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

THI  PROBLOf  or  IlfTERMATIONAL  BORROWING 

BY  Dr.  Paul  Craig  Roberts 
The  problem  of  international  borrowing  is 
that  there  is  too  much  of  it.  Relative  to  the 
expected  export  earnings  of  the  borrowers 
at  the  current  rate  of  inflation,  the  private 
banXs  have  too  much  exposure— in  many 
cases  more  than  twice  their  capital.  This  sit- 
uation itself  tends  to  place  a  limit  on  the  ex- 
pansion of  international  l>orrowing.  The 
United  States  Treasury  and  President 
Reagan  were  initially  opposed  to  the  50  per- 
cent quota  Increase  for  the  IMF.  Doubts 
about  the  further  expansion  of  funds  for 
international  lending  organizations  will 
reassert  themselves  when  the  second  round 
of  funding  for  the  growing  debt  burden 
comes  up.  At  some  point  it  will  be  obvious 
that  the  problem  is  that  the  countries  have 
more  debt  than  they  can  service  and  the 
banks  have  more  exposure  than  they  can 
stand.  Therefore,  piling  debt  on  debt, 
which  worsens  the  debt  burdens  and  wors- 
ens the  exposure,  does  not  solve  the  prob- 
lem. 

There  are  other  factors  that  will  produce 
a  reluctance  to  continue  building  up  the  pile 
of  international  debt.  What  is  the  Impact  on 
United  State  credit  markets?  According  to 
the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  Paul  Volcker.  there  is  not  enough  do- 
mestic credit  to  go  around  to  finance  both 
the  domestic  recovery  and  the  deficits  in 
the  federal  budget.  If  that  is  true  then  for- 
eign Ijorrowlng.  which  increases  the  strain 
in  the  U.S.  financial  markets,  does  have  a 
cost  that  will  be  increasingly  perceived. 
Take  for  example  the  increased  resources 
for  the  IMP  of  $8.5  billion.  The  total  impact 
on  U.S.  credit  markets  is  not  limited  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury  borrowing  the  $8.5  billion  as 
the  IMF  draws  upon  the  quota  subscription. 
The  IMF  lending  packages  require  addition- 
al loans  by  U.S.  banks.  In  the  case  of  Brazil, 
for  example,  there  was  a  rollover  of  $4  bil- 
lion; new  loans  of  about  $4.5  billion;  new 
trade  credits  of  about  $10  billion.  That 
comes  to  about  $20  billion  in  additional 
lending  by  private  banks.  Considering  all  of 
the  countries  in  line  for  these  lending  pack- 
ages, the  effect  on  the  U.S.  is  a  multiple  of 
the  additional  resources  committed  to  the 
IMF.  According  to  testimony  that  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  gave  to  the  Congress, 
between  1977  and  mid- 1982  private  banks 
lent  $4.30  abroad  for  every  dollar  of  IMF 
loans.  That  sort  of  multiple  has  an  effect  on 
domestic  credit  markets  facing  large  deficits 
in  the  federal  budget. 

Another  factor  is  the  implication  that  the 
IMF  is  being  gradually  turned  into  a  aid- 
giving  agency.  These  loans  may  have  to  be 
permanently  underwritten,  which  is  the  im- 
plication of  piling  debt  upon  debt  when  the 
borrowing  countries  cannot  service  their  ex- 
isting debt.  If  the  loans  have  to  be  perma- 
nently underwritten  then  the  IMF  Is  turned 
into  an  ald-glving  agency,  and  I  believe 
there  will  t>e  some  resistence  to  the  trans- 
formation of  that  Institution. 

What  is  and  has  been  going  on  is  that 
International  lending  agencies  and  the  bor- 
rowing governments  have  been  trying  to 
compensate  for  the  failure  of  the  domestic 
policies  of  the  borrowing  nations  by  bring- 
ing In  debt  from  abroad.  This  cannot  ulti- 
mately succeed,  as  we  have  heard  already 
this  morning  in  comments  from  participants 
in  this  conference.  Government  investment 


programs  have  not  been  very  successful.  I 
think  that  the  willingness  of  private  banks 
to  lend  has  been  somewhat  reduced;  they 
felt  safe  lending  to  foreign  governments  in 
conjunction  with  the  IMF  and  the  World 
Bank,  but  they  see  that  this  exposure  is  now 
heavy  and  the  prospects  for  new  lending  at 
expansionary  rates  that  have  taken  place  in 
the  past  simply  are  not  there.  The  problem 
is  the  debt  burdens  need  to  be  reduced  not 
built  up.  and  the  fact  that  the  approach  to 
the  problem  has  been  to  build  them  up 
shows  that  no  one  has  yet  seriously  faced 
the  situation. 

The  problem  in  the  Latin  American  coun- 
tries is  that  property  rights  are  not  secure. 
That  would  l>e  the  reason  there  is  so  much 
investment  from  Latin  America  in  the 
United  States.  Until  property  rights  are 
secure,  the  problem  of  capital  is  likely  to 
continue.  Therefore,  the  solution  to  this 
general  problem  does  not  lie  in  loans  from 
abroad  or  in  the  hope  that  these  loans  will 
become  permanent  wealth  transfers  by 
being  permanently  underwritten  by  interna- 
tional lending  organizations.  The  industrial 
democracies  cannot  finance  their  own  do- 
mestic transfer  payments,  and  that  puts  a 
tight  constraint  on  their  ability  to  engage  in 
any  extensive  international  transfer  pay- 
ments through  international  lending  organi- 
zations. The  fate  of  the  Third  World  de- 
pends on  the  security  of  capital  in  the  devel- 
oping nations  themselves,  and  that  is  sub- 
ject to  the  politics  and  policies  of  those  na- 
tions. 

If  the  current  situation  is.  as  many  advo- 
cates' of  increased  resources  for  the  IMF 
claim,  merely  one  of  temporary  liquidity 
problems  on  the  part  of  some  of  the  borrow- 
ing countries,  then  one  alternative  to  lend- 
ing the  money  to  pay  Interest  would  be  for 
debtors  and  creditors  to  negotiate  a  tempo- 
rary moratorium.  If  the  problem  is  more  se- 
rious, an  alternative  would  be  to  leave  it  to 
the  market  and  let  the  creditors  and  debtors 
negotiate  a  long-term  funding  out.  This 
would  not  Involve  forgiveness  of  the  debt, 
but  it  could  be  renegotiated  such  that  the  li- 
quidity demands  of  the  debt  were  reduced. 
That  would  also  have  the  advantage  of  not 
piling  debt  and  exposure  upon  exposure.  It 
would  mean  that  the  loans  would  not  be  as 
profitable  as  the  banks  had  counted  on,  but 
the  Congress  could  allow  the  banks  to  carry 
larger  tax  deductible  loan  loss  reserves.  If 
the  United  States  banks  had  adequate  re- 
serves against  their  foreign  loans,  there 
would  be  less  potential  for  a  crisis. 

The  economic  recovery  in  the  U.S.  will 
itself  help  the  debtor  countries.  The  claim 
that  the  U.S.  budget  deficit  is  a  threat  to 
the  recovery  is  false.  Economic  recoveries 
always  take  place  in  the  face  of  large  budget 
deficits.  l>ecause  it  is  impossible  to  have  a  re- 
cession without  having  large  budget  deficits. 
The  threat  to  the  recovery  comes  from 
monetary  policy.  The  Federal  Reserve 
Board  has  apparently  again  let  the  money 
supply  get  out  of  control.  It  is  growing  at  a 
very  rapid  rate  as  measured  by  Ml.  and  if 
markets  expect  that  this  growth  of  money 
cannot  be  sustained  without  a  rise  In  Inter- 
est rates  or  a  rise  in  the  Inflation  rate,  then 
the  interest  rates  will  rise  In  the  market  re- 
gardless of  whether  or  not  the  Fed  tightens. 
Any  Interest  rate  pressures  will  come  from 
the  fact  that  the  monetary  policy  is  still  on 
the  roUercoaster  cycle.  U.S.  monetary  policy 
was  too  tight  In  1981-82.  thereby  contribut- 
ing to  the  International  debt  crisis  by  reduc- 
ing the  rate  of  Inflation  far  below  what  it 
was  expected  to  be.  Then  reacting  to  its  own 
previous  policy,  the  Fed  has  let  money  grow 


very  rapidly  for  the  past  year.  Today  the 
question  is  whether  the  markets  believe 
that  rate  of  money  growth  can  be  sustained. 
Long-term  domestic  deficits  in  the  United 
States  and  also  in  most  of  the  other  indus- 
trial countries  preclude  the  possibility  of 
significant  wealth  transfer  from  "North"  to 
South. '■  These  deficits  are  due  largely  to 
the  fact  that  the  domestic  transfer  pay- 
ments <in  the  U.S.  it  is  the  social  security 
system  and  the  medical  programs)  are  grow- 
ing faster  than  economies  can  handle.  As 
long  as  government  is  creating  property 
rights  for  certain  classes  of  people  in  other 
people's  income  and  expanding  these  prop- 
erty rights  faster  than  the  economy  is  grow- 
ing, there  will  be  long-term  budget  prob- 
lems. As  long  as  the  transfer  payments  and 
the  entitlements  remain  a  favored  part  of 
what  is  tjelieved  to  be  some  sort  of  morally 
necessary  move  toward  a  welfare  society, 
then  these  deficits  will  remain  as  a  threat  to 
economic  growth  in  the  developed  countries 
and  as  a  constraint  on  the  ability  of  the 
■North"  to  aid  the  "South.  " 

Speaking  as  a  former  official  in  the  Treas- 
ury Department,  it  seems  to  me  that  eco- 
nomic problems  need  to  be  insulated  from 
the  diplomats.  We  always  will  face  the  situa- 
tion where  the  U.S.  State  Department 
thinks  that  it  can  solve  a  problem  by 
making  another  loan  for  diplomatic  reasons. 
Part  of  the  problem  today  is  the  belief  that 
economic  policy  should  be  conducted  for 
diplomatic  reasons.  But  debt  does  not  solve 
economic  problems.  The  buildup  of  debt  is 
more  likely  a  sign  that  economic  policy  is  on 
the  wrong  course.  In  domestic  economies 
such  as  the  U.S.  the  buildup  of  debt  is  the 
result  of  the  tax  system.  For  tax  reasons 
debt  Is  preferable  to  equity,  and  therefore 
there  has  been  over  a  number  of  decades  a 
buildup  in  debt  relative  to  equity.  The  solu- 
tion to  the  problem  is  capital.  Countries 
need  equity,  and  to  get  it  they  need  to  take 
measures  to  make  people  feel  more  secure  in 
their  property  rights  and  to  build  up  the 
rate  of  saving  in  order  that  the  over-expan- 
sion of  debt  will  not  be  something  that  poli- 
ticians and  diplomats  will  press  their  fi- 
nance ministries  and  treasuries  to  continue 
to  rely  upon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  arguments 
against  the  proposed  $8.4  billion  au- 
thorization for  the  International  Mon- 
etary Fund,  as  contained  in  title  II  of 
H.R.  2957,  have  been  stated  quite  elo- 
quently and  succinctly  by  Dr.  Paul 
Craig  Roberts,  the  highly  respected 
former  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  economic  policy.  In  a 
question-and-answer  interview  pub- 
lished last  April  in  the  weekly  publica- 
tion Human  Events,  Professor  Rolwrts 
summed  up  the  IMF's  present  situa- 
tion this  way:  "I  would  call  it  a  prob- 
lem that  is  in  danger  of  being  turned 
into  a  crisis  by  the  solution  that  is 
being  adopted." 

I  commend  the  interview  to  all  of  my 
colleagues  who  are  considering  this 
bill,  and  I  insert  it  into  the  Record  at 
this  point: 

(Prof.  Roberts,  former  assistant  secretary 
of  the  treasury  for  economic  policy  In  the 
Reagan  Administration,  is  William  E. 
Simons  Professor  of  Political  Economy  at 
the  Center  for  Strategic  and  International 
Studies  at  Georgetown  University.) 


Q.  Mr.  Roberts.  Federal  Reserve  Chair- 
man Paul  Volcker  recently  told  the  Con- 
gress that  the  threat  of  default  by  foreign 
governments  on  their  loans  to  our  banks 
poses  "a  threat  to  the  recovery,  the  jobs, 
and  the  prosperity  of  our  own  country,  a 
threat  essentially  without  parallel  in  the 
postwar  period."  What  is  your  opinion  of 
the  situation? 

A.  I  believe  that  Mr.  Volcker's  rhetoric  is 
excessive  and  that  the  atmosphere  of  crisis 
has  prevented  prudent  and  careful  thinking 
about  the  situation.  As  a  result  the  Con- 
gress is  about  to  go  along  with  a  "solution" 
that  will:  ( 1 )  impose  substantial  costs  on  the 
U.S.  economy  that  are  being  ignored:  (2) 
worsen  the  international  debt  problem;  (3) 
enfeeble  U.S.  diplomacy;  and  (4)  transform 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  from  an 
agency  that  provides  temporary  liquidity  in 
the  event  of  balance-of-payments  problems 
into  an  aid-giving  agency. 

Q.  What  are  the  costs  to  the  U.S.  economy 
of  participating  in  the  eighth  quota  Increase 
for  the  IMF? 

A.  There  are  several  costs.  One  is  that  the 
Treasury  has  to  finance  the  $8.4  billion  that 
we  are  due  to  turn  over  to  the  IMF  by  bor- 
rowing in  the  credit  markets. 

In  other  words,  the  IMF  quota  increase  is 
the  same  as  a  larger  federal  deficit.  It  off- 
sets dollar  for  dollar  any  reduction  in  the 
budget  deficit  achieved  by  cutting  defense 
spending,  reducing  Social  Security  benefits, 
and  raising  taxes.  The  total  impact  on  our 
credit  markets  is  greater  than  the  $8.4-bil- 
lion  figure,  because  the  IMF  bailout  pack- 
ages require  additional  foreign  lending  by 
U.S.  banks,  thus  reducing  their  ability  to 
purchase  U.S.  government  and  corporate 
bonds  at  home. 

According  to  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
Donald  Regan's  testimony  before  Congress, 
from  1977  to  mid- 1982  our  private  banks 
lent  $4.30  abroad  for  every  dollar  in  IMF 
loans.  If  that  ratio  continues  to  hold,  our 
participation  in  the  IMF-led  bailout  will 
drain  $44.5  billion  from  our  capital  market 
($8.4  billion -t- 4.3  X $8.4  billion). 

In  testimony  before  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee  Mr.  Volcker  warned  that  there  is 
not  enough  credit  to  go  around  and  that 
unless  Treasury  borrowing  is  reduced, 
higher  U.S.  interest  rates  will  work  against 
the  economic  recovery  at  home. 

Clearly,  in  Mr.  Volcker's  mind,  the  cost  to 
the  U.S.  of  a  larger  IMF  quota  is  either 
higher  interest  rates  and  a  weaker  recovery 
or  higher  taxes  or  reduced  defense  and 
social  spending.  These  costs  are  being  ig- 
nored by  the  same  U.S.  policymakers  who 
are  responding  to  the  federal  deficit  by 
trying  to  force  President  Reagan  to  aban- 
don his  supply-side  tax  policy  and  to  cut  his 
defense  program. 

There  Is  a  great  deal  of  talk  about  how 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  forces 
troubled  borrowers  to  retrench  in  order  to 
straighten  out  their  economies.  However,  if 
Congress  goes  along  with  the  quota  in- 
crease, we  have  to  retrench  too.  We  have  to 
give  up  the  use  of  $8.4  billion  of  our  re- 
sources. Either  the  private  capital  markets 
or  the  Treasury  or  the  taxpayers  or  the 
military  or  Social  Security  recipients— some- 
body has  to  do  without  the  $8.4  billion  be- 
cause it  is  a  real  resource  transfer.  There  is 
no  way  to  disguise  that  fact.  It  Is  a  transfer 
of  $8.4  billion  of  our  resources  from  our  pur- 
poses to  other  countries'  purposes  on  a  per- 
manent basis,  and  as  such  is  equivalent  to  a 
higher  tax  on  American  incomes. 

Q.  Why  does  the  IMF  bailout  of  the  for- 
eign loans  worsen  the  international  debt 
problem? 


A.  The  problem  is  that  the  Third  World 
and  Eastern  European  governments  that 
are  the  troubled  foreign  borrowers  already 
have  more  debt  than  they  can  service,  and 
some  of  our  large  banks  have  more  exposure 
in  loans  to  those  countries  than  the  risk  jus- 
tifies. The  IMF  bailout  loads  up  the  debtor 
countries  with  more  debt  and  forces  more 
exposure  on  our  banks. 

In  defending  the  Administration  against 
the  charge  that  it  Is  using  taxpayer  money 
to  bail  out  big  bankers,  government  spokes- 
men like  Secretary  of  State  George  Schultz 
have  described  the  policy  as  one  of  balling 
the  banks  in  deeper. 

Consider,  for  example,  the  Brazilian  bail- 
out, the  $5.5-billion  IMP  loan  to  Brazil  is 
conditional  upon  the  private  banks  that  are 
Brazil's  creditors  rolling  over  $4  billion  in 
existing  loans,  making  $4.4  billion  in  new 
loans,  providing  $10  billion  in  new  trade  dol- 
lars on  deposit  with  Brazilian  financial  insti- 
tutions. It  is.  in  other  words,  piling  debt  on 
debt,  so  the  risk  of  ultimate  default  wors- 
ens. 

This  brings  us  back  to  the  cost  to  the  U.S. 
consumer.  The  more  our  government  and 
our  banks  get  involved  in  propping  up  old 
loans  with  new  ones,  the  greater  the  stake 
they  acquire  in  the  resurgence  of  world  in- 
flation. Rapidly  rising  oil  and  commodity 
prices  would  provide  Third  World  countries 
with  rising  revenues  to  service  a  depreciat- 
ing debt.  It  would  be  a  shame  if  the  one  ben- 
efit—lower inflation— of  the  recession  that 
the  Federal  Reserve  has  put  the  American 
people  through  was  sacrficed  to  an  infla- 
tionary bailout  of  a  mountain  of  foreign 
debt. 

Q.  But  what  about  the  present  crisis?  Do 
you  agree  that  there  is  one,  and  how  would 
you  address  It? 

A.  I  believe  that  the  approach  that  is 
being  taken  to  deal  with  the  international 
debt  problem  is  a  greater  danger  than  the 
"crisis"  itself,  if  that  is  what  it  is.  I  would 
call  it  a  problem  that  is  in  danger  of  being 
turned  into  a  crisis  by  the  solution  that  is 
being  adopted. 

I  agree  with  George  Champion,  former 
chairman  of  Chase  Manhattan  Bank,  that 
the  best  approach  to  the  current  problem  is 
not  to  pile  debt  upon  debt,  but  to  allow  the 
banks  to  build  up  larger  tax-deductible  loan 
loss  reserves  against  their  questionable  for- 
eign loans  and  require  the  banks  to  write 
down  the  value  of  the  loans  to  what  they 
can  reasonably  expect  to  collect.  My  solu- 
tion would  be  to  reduce  the  foreign  expo- 
sure of  our  banks  and  to  reduce  the  debt 
burden  on  the  debtor  countries. 

Q.  You  said  that  by  participating  in  the 
IMF  bailout  we  run  the  risk  of  enfeebling 
our  diplomacy.  Would  you  explain  what  you 
mean?  Many  people  believe  that  we  need  to 
go  along  with  an  enlarged  IMF  quota  in 
order  to  help  important  countries  like 
Mexico  and  Brazil  in  our  back  yard. 

A.  It  does  not  help  countries  to  load  them 
up  with  more  debt  when  they  can't  pay  off 
what  they  already  have.  Loans  are  different 
from  grants.  If  we  want  to  give  aid.  we 
should  do  so  bilaterally.  When  you  give  aid 
through  a  multilateral  middleman,  you  lose 
control  over  whom  the  aid  goes  to  and  end 
up  subsidizing  Socialist  and  Communist  gov- 
ernments. Also,  when  aid  passes  through  a 
middleman,  the  donor  country  cannot  ex- 
tract a  quid  pro  quo.  The  ultimate  result  Is 
to  divorce  foreign  aid  from  our  foreign 
policy  interests. 

I  aigree  with  former  Treasury  Secretary 
Bill  Simon  that  bilateral  aid  lets  us  control 
the  decision  whom  to  give  to  and  when  to 


give  more,  whereas  the  multilateral  ap- 
proach subjects  our  diplomacy  to  endless  de- 
mands by  the  bloc  of  aid-receiving  countries. 
Indeed,  in  a  multilateral  setting  like  the 
IMF.  Third  World  countries  can  put  pres- 
sure on  our  European  allies  to  pressure  us 
to  enlarge  the  IMF's  resources. 

Q.  Is  that  what  you  mean  by  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  being  turned  into  an 
aid-giving  agency? 

A.  Yes.  and  there  Is  an  even  greater  threat 
to  the  integrity  of  the  IMF.  There  is  a 
danger  that  the  pressure  for  wealth  trans- 
fers from  the  West  to  the  Third  World  will 
turn  the  IMF  and  other  international  finan- 
cial organizations  into  agencies  through 
which  the  West  makes  international  trans- 
fer payments. 

The  IMF  Is  supposed  to  make  shorterm 
loans  to  provide  liquidity  to  tide  over  coun- 
tries with  temporary  balance-of-payments 
problems,  but  as  the  international  debt 
mounts  up.  the  IMF  is  in  danger  of  having 
to  permanently  underwrite  deficits  in  the 
Third  World's  balance  of  payments.  In 
other  words,  the  IMF  could  become  a  de 
facto  international  IRS  through  which  the 
Third  World  taxes  us. 

Q.  But  what  if  the  alternative  to  turning 
the  IMF  into  an  aid-giving  agency  or  even  a 
tax  man  is  the  collapse  of  our  banking 
system  as  a  result  of  foreign  governments 
defaulting  on  their  loans?  Which  is  worse? 

A.  The  alternative  to  an  IMF-led  bailout  is 
not  default,  but  a  partial  writedown  of  the 
loans.  Bank  profits  would  be  down  tempo- 
rarily as  well  as  would  management  bo- 
nuses, and  a  few  banking  reputations  would 
be  bruised.  But  everyone  would  survive  it 
and  come  out  strengthened.  Even  in  the 
event  of  default,  it  would  not  bring  down 
our  banking  system  unless  the  Federal  Re- 
serve was  derelict.  The  Federal  Reserve 
would  provide  reserves  to  the  banking 
system  and  prevent  a  default  from  causing  a 
contraction. 
Q.  But  wouldn't  this  be  inflationary? 
A.  No.  The  Federal  Reserve  would  provide 
new  reserves  to  offset  the  contraction  of  re- 
serves caused  by  default.  It  would  be  a  wash. 
The  danger  of  inflation  comes  from  getting 
everyone's  prestige  Involved  in  the  success 
of  a  bailout  that  piles  debt  on  debt  until  it 
has  to  be  inflated  away.  We  are  heading  for 
trouble  when  we  lend  money  to  pay  interest. 
Q.  What  about  the  argument  that  by  lend- 
ing more  abroad  we  will  experience  a  rise  in 
demand  for  our  exports,  thereby  helping  to 
reduce  our  unemployment  rate? 

A.  Our  exports  would  go  up.  but  not  dollar 
for  dollar,  because  some  of  the  money  will 
be  spent  In  other  countries. 

For  example,  say  we  lend  $10  abroad  in- 
stead of  spending  it  at  home  and  that  $6 
comes  back  and  $4  is  spent  In  other  coim- 
tries.  The  result  is  less  spending  on  our 
goods  and  a  rise  in  unemployment.  Also, 
U.S.  exports  have  high  value-added  but  they 
are  relatively  low  in  labor  Intensity,  so  the 
result  of  lending  abroad  is  to  direct  demand 
toward  capital-intensive  goods.  The  IMF-led 
bailouts  cannot  t)e  described  as  a  domestic 
jobs  program. 

Q.  What  about  the  conditions  that  the 
IMF  Imposes  on  troubled  borrowers?  Does 
the  IMF  make  them  reduce  the  size  of  the 
public  sector  and  adopt  free  market  princi- 
ples? 

A.  The  International  Monetary  Fund  usu- 
ally requires  countries  to  take  actions  to 
reduce  their  Imports  and  Increase  their  ex- 
ports in  order  to  build  up  their  foreign  ex- 
change holdings.  In  other  words,  the  IMF 
requires  troubled  twrrowers  to  reduce  do- 
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mestic  consumption.  Most  often  this  means 
a  tax  increase,  so  the  result  of  IMP  condi- 
tionality  is  to  cut  back  the  private  sector. 

Rep.  Jack  Kemp  has  led  the  fight  to  con- 
vince the  IMP  that  the  higher  taxes  hurt 
Incentives  in  the  private  sector,  thereby  fur- 
ther weakening  the  economy  of  the  trou- 
bled country. 

The  IMF  conditions  were  designed  to  pull 
a  single  country  around.  But  today  there 
are  a  large  number  of  troubled  countries.  It 
is  not  possible  for  them  all  to  increase  ex- 
ports and  reduce  imports  at  the  same  time. 
If  no  one  is  importing,  who  can  export?  In 
the  current  situation  it  means  that  the 
West  Is  expected  to  import  more  and  export 
less— which  is  another  reason  the  IMP 
quota  increase  cannot  be  seen  as  a  jobs  pro- 
gram. 

Q.  How  much  control  do  we  have  over  the 
IMP? 

A.  We  have  just  under  20  per  cent  of  the 
vote— enough  to  veto  any  changes  to  the 
IMP  charter,  but  not  enough  to  run  the 
show.  Based  on  our  contribution  to  the  IMP 
we  should  have  about  40  per  cent  of  the 
vote.  However,  the  way  the  IMP  is  set  up. 
countries  can  pay  75  per  cent  of  their  quota 
in  their  own  currencies.  Since  the  currencies 
of  most  countries  are  not  convertible,  that 
is,  they  are  not  acceptable  as  means  of  pay- 
ment in  International  settlements,  many  of 
the  IMPS  members  are  not  paying  In  any- 
thing real  when  they  subscribe  to  a  quota 
increase. 

In  other  words,  they  are  allowed  to  buy 
their  share  of  the  vote  with  play  money. 
Most  of  the  IMPS  resources  come  from  the 
U.S.  and  its  allies.  That  is  why  a  majority  of 
the  IMP'S  members  favor  a  quota  increase. 
The  quota  increase  was  in  the  works  prior 
to  the  threat  of  default,  but  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury and  President  Reagan  were  resisting  a 
50  per  cent  increase  in  the  quota.  The  al- 
leged international  banking  crisis  served  as 
a  tool  to  break  down  the  resistance  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  President.  They  were 
frightened  by  the  threat  of  a  banking  crisis 
into  coughing  up  more  money,  but  as  I  have 
said,  the  alternative  to  a  bailout  is  not  de- 
fault, and  the  solution  that  is  being  adopted 
is  more  likely  to  lead  to  a  crisis  than  the 
problem  itself. 

If  there  really  is  a  crisis  requiring  a  bail- 
out, we  should  do  it  by  setting  up  a  tempo- 
rary revolving  fund.  Then  when  the  crisis  is 
over  the  donor  countries  could  withdraw 
their  funds  for  their  own  use. 

What  is  happening  is  that  in  the  name  of 
a  temporary  liquidity  crisis  we  are  being 
pushed  Into  making  a  permanent  transfer  of 
our  resources  to  the  IMP.  The  quota  in- 
crease was  having  trouble  when  its  case  was 
argued  in  Its  own  name.  Now  it  is  sailing 
through  in  the  guise  of  a  bank  bailout.  I 
think  this  Is  a  political  mistake  for  the 
banks  as  well  as  for  the  government,  be- 
cause people  will  resent  having  their  Social 
Security  benefits  reduced  in  order  that  the 
government  can  bail  out  the  banks  and  for- 
eign governments.  The  resentment  spreads 
across  the  society. 

Por  example,  the  military  hears  the  gov- 
ernment talk  about  pay  freezes  and  bank 
bailouts.  Parmers  are  losing  their  farms, 
people's  cars  are  being  repossessed,  and  the 
government  Is  bailing  out  foreigners.  I  think 
we  have  to  find  a  way  to  help  the  banks  and 
foreign  debtors  without  demoralizing  our 
own  population. 

Q.  If  you  were  stUl  In  the  Treasury,  what 
would  you  advise  the  President  to  do? 

A.  He  should  tell  the  Treasury  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  to  find  out  what  percent- 


age of  the  loans  have  to  be  written  down  In 
order  to  make  the  remainder  good.  If  it  Is  a 
reasonable  amount,  and  I  believe  It  would 
be,  it  would  let  the  crisis  be  solved  rather 
than  prolonged,  worsened  and  perhaps 
turned  into  a  lever  for  extracting  interna- 
tional transfer  payments  from  the  U.S.  and 
iU  allies  to  the  rest  of  the  world. 

It  wasn't  that  long  ago  that  the  U.S.  stood 
astride  the  world  like  a  colossus.  Our  finan- 
cial and  diplomatic  power  was  respected, 
and  countries  sought  to  be  in  our  good 
graces.  We  even  managed  to  conduct  our  di- 
plomacy through  our  own  institutions.  But 
today,  after  subordinating  our  interests  to 
international  organizations,  we  stand  l)efore 
the  world  as  Uncle  Sap  who  antes  up  for 
foreigners  while  the  Presidents  tax  cuts 
and  defense  buildup  fall  under  the  budget- 
ary knife. 

The  world  has  serious  problems  that  re- 
quire U.S.  leadership,  but  the  U.S.  cannot 
lead  as  long  as  it  acquiesces  to  demands.  We 
must  strongly  resist  the  notion  that  foreign 
debtors  have  our  banks  over  a  barrel  or  they 
will  take  advantage  of  the  situation  to  ex- 
tract ever  more  American  resources  through 
the  International  Monetary  Fund. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Dorgan). 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  express  some  disappointment  that 
after  all  of  the  members  of  the  Bank- 
ing Committee  have  had  more  than  an 
opportunity  for  generous  discussion  on 
the  bill  that  the  debate  is  cut  off  limit- 
ing other  Members  of  the  House  who 
want  to  discuss  this  issue. 

I  want  to  make  two  quick  points, 
however,  in  the  time  that  I  have  re- 
maining. 

One,  trade.  Those  who  say  that  we 
are  going  to  injure  our  opportunity  for 
trade  with  other  nations  if  we  do  not 
vote  for  the  IMF  funding  I  think  are 
steering  this  House  in  the  wrong  direc- 
tion. The  fact  is  the  IMF  almost 
always  imposes  trade  restrictions  by 
asking  countries  who  receive  IMF  aid 
to  limit  imports.  How  on  Earth  will  we 
increase  exports  if  the  countries  re- 
ceiving the  money  from  the  IMF  are 
limiting  imports? 

Second,  interest  rates.  What  kind  of 
twisted  economic  logic  would  lead  one 
to  conclude  that  if  our  Goverrunent 
borrows  $8.4  billion  more  out  on  the 
credit  market,  there  will  not  be 
upward  pressure  on  interest  rates? 
Clearly,  funding  the  IMP  for  the  $8.4 
billion  will  put  upward  pressure  on  in- 
terest rates  here  in  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  LaPalce). 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
those  who  are  interested  in  taking  a 
pound  of  flesh  from  the  banks,  I  sup- 
pose you  ought  to  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment. That  is  one  way  of  giving  addi- 
tional voice  to  that  sentiment. 

If.  on  the  other  hand,  we  are  inter- 
ested in  preserving  the  stability  of  the 
international  economic  and  financial 
system,  then  I  think  we  ought  to 
reject  this  amendment.  If  we  are  inter- 
ested in  a  productive  rather  than  a 


counterproductive  measure.  I  think  we 
ought  to  reject  this  amendment. 

If  you  adopt  this  amendment,  you 
are  going  to  create  a  disincentive  for 
the  banks  to  participate  in  the  restruc- 
turing of  foreign  countries  with  addi- 
tional moneys;  you  are  going  to  create 
a  disincentive  for  the  countries  to 
bring  about  economic  discipline  upon 
themselves,  because  if  they  fail  to 
bring  that  economic  discipline  upon 
themselves  and  are  forced  to  go  into 
restructuring,  then  the  United  States 
would  have  to  lead  the  way  toward  ex- 
tending the  maturity  and  reducing 
their  interest  rates. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  is  the 
reason  that  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  subcommittee  both,  in 
bipartisan  fashion,  are  against  this 
amendment.  That,  too,  is  why  I  am 
&K&irist  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Neal). 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  totally  unworkable.  It 
would  have  the  IMF  attempt  to  place 
limits  on  American  banks,  which  per- 
haps they  could  for  a  very  short 
period  of  time.  They  can  put  no  limita- 
tions on  the  other  banks  of  the  world, 
so  that  would  put  our  banks  at  a  clear 
disadvantage.  It  is  not  in  the  interest 
of  the  United  States  and  it  is  totally 
unworkable. 
I  urge  rejection  of  the  amendment. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Wylie). 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  had 
suggested  a  little  earlier  that  I  would 
accept  the  amendment  hoping  that  we 
could  work  something  out  on  the 
LIBOR  portion  of  that  amendment. 

I  do  plan  to  vote  for  the  amendment. 
The  debate,  however,  took  another 
thrust  and  the  reason— In  answer  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Be- 
THUNE)— why  interest  rates  will  rise  if 
we  have  a  default  by  a  country  like 
Brazil  on  loans  made  to  it  is  that  it 
will  so  scare  the  capital  markets  in  the 
United  States  that  bond  prices  will 
surely  fall  and  interest  rates  will  rise. 
I  am  willing  to  take  the  judgment  of 
President  Reagan,  Secretary  Donald 
Regan.  Paul  Volcker.  gentlemen  like 
that.  Secretary  of  Agriculture  John 
Block,  and  others,  who  have  spoken 
out  that  failure  to  pass  this  quota  in- 
crease will  surely  cause  interest  rates 
to  rise.  I  take  this  judgment  over  some 
other  quotes  that  have  been  made 
here  on  the  floor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  To  close  the 
debate  on  this  amendment,  the  Chair 
recognizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  would  like  to 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Patmaw)  that  as  a  sponsor  of  this  legis- 
lation I  am  not  up  here  representing 


the  nine  big  banks  of  this  country. 
And  that  is  what  the  gentleman  said 
in  his  remarks.  I  wish  he  would  look  at 
them  when  he  reviews  his  remarks 
later  on.  Certainly  no  one  could  say 
that  I  represent  the  big  banks. 

This  amendment  that  I  support  cer- 
tainly is  opposed  by  the  banks.  I  want 
to  make  that  clear  as  well. 

We  have  had  very  extensive  debate 
here,  most  of  it  not  on  the  amend- 
ment, but  on  IMF  and  Exim  and  ev- 
erything else.  I  am  hoping  that  when 
we  take  subsequent  amendments  we 
could  sort  of  stick  to  the  amendments 
themselves,  as  well  as  the  broad  legis- 
lation. 

But,  in  conclusion.  I  think  that  on 
balance  that  we  should  give  very  seri- 
ous consideration  to  this  amendment. 
A  lot  of  work  has  been  put  into  it.  I 
think  that  it  could  be  workable  and 
for  that  reason  I  support  and  endorse 
the  amendment. 

D  1720 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  157,  noes 
268,  not  voting  8.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  268] 


Seiberling 

Shannon 

Shaw 

Slattery 

Snowe 

Solarz 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 
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Ackerman 

Perraro 

McNuIty 

Addabbo 

Pish 

Michel 

Anderson 

Foglietta 

Mikulski 

Anthony 

Ford  (TN) 

Miller  (CA) 

Aspln 

Prank 

Miller  (OH) 

AuCoin 

Prost 

MineU 

Bateman 

Garcia 

Mlnish 

Bates 

Gejdenson 

Mitchell 

Bellenson 

Gekas 

Moakley 

Bennett 

Gephardt 

Moody 

Berman 

Gibbons 

Morrison  (CT) 

Biaggi 

Gilman 

Mrazek 

Boehlert 

Gllckman 

Murtha 

Boland 

Gray 

Oakar 

Borski 

Guarlni 

Oberstar 

Boxer 

Gunderson 

Obey 

Brown  <CA) 

HalKIN) 

Ortiz 

Bryant 

Hall  (OH) 

Ottlnger 

Burton  (CA) 

Harrison 

Owens 

Clay 

Hawkins 

Packard 

Coelho 

Hertel 

Panetta 

Collins 

Hillis 

Pashayan 

Conte 

Howard 

Pease 

Coyne 

Hughes 

Penny 

Crockett 

Jeffords 

Pepper 

D'Amours 

Jones  (NO 

Pickle 

E>avls 

Kastenmeier 

Rangel 

Dellums 

Klldee 

Ratchford 

Dicks 

Kostmayer 

Regula 

Dingell 

LatU 

Reid 

Dixon 

Lehman  (CA) 

Richardson 

Donnelly 

Lehman  (PL) 

Rodlno 

Downey 

Leland 

Rostenkowski 

Durbln 

Levlne 

Roth 

Dwyer 

UpinskI 

Rowland 

Dymally 

Lowry  <WA) 

Roybal 

Dyson 

Markey 

Russo 

Early 

Martin  (ID 

Savage 

Eckart 

Martinez 

Scheuer 

Edwards  (CA) 

Mavroules 

Schneider 

Evans  (ID 

McDade 

Schroeder 

Fetghan 

McKlnney 

Schumer 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Applegate 

Archer 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bedell 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boggs 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

dinger 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

E^merson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans  (lA) 

Pascell 

Fazio 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Flippo 

Florio 

Ford  (MI) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Franklin 


Swift 

Tallon 

Taylor 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Waxman 

Weaver 
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Frenzel 

Puqua 

Gaydos 

Gingrich 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Green 

Gregg 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkin 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 
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Messrs.  HIGHTOWER,  LENT. 
HORTON,  and  RAHALL  changed 
their  votes  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  GARCIA  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEACH  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa: 
On  page  24,  line  10  insert  the  following  new 
section  and  renumber  the  succeeding  sec- 
tions accordingly; 

Sec  305.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreement 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec  44.  (a)  Within  90  days  of  enactment 
of  this  section,  the  President  shall  report  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress 
outlining  the  role  of  the  International  Mon- 
etary F^ind  and  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment with  regard  to  maintaining  realistic, 
market-related  exchange  rates  with  other 
major  currencies  and  making  recommenda- 
tions as  to  what  can  be  done  to  avoid  ex- 
change rate  manipulation.  In  particular, 
such  report  shall  examine  the  policies  of 
major  trading  partners  which  (1)  maintain  a 
substantial  trade  surplus  with  the  United 
States,  and  (2)  encourage  export  of  capital 
to  such  an  extent  that  exchange  rates  do 
not  appear  to  reflect  adjustments  based  on 
trade  patterns  alone.  Such  report  shall  also 
Include  the  status  of  the  proposals  set  forth 
in  sulwection  (b)  of  this  section." 

"(b)  The  President  shall  Instruct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  proposals  by  the  Fund 
to  promote  conditions  contributing  to  the 
stability  of  exchange  rates  and  avoid  the 
manipulation  of  exchange  rates  between 
major  currencies.  Among  other  Initiatives, 
the  Secretary  or  his  designee  shall  propose: 
(Da  comprehensive  study  by  the  Fund  of 
exchange  rate  problems  with  recommenda- 
tions as  to  steps  that  can  be  taken  to  correct 
any  structural  imbalances  identified  and  (2) 
strengthening  the  Article  IV  consultation 
procedures  of  the  F^ind  to  attempt  to 
ensure  that  countries  which  are  artificially 
maintaining  undervalued  or  overvalued 
rates  of  exchange  agree  to  adopt  realistic, 
market-related  exchange  rates." 

"(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
take  into  account  in  determining  his  vote 
whether  a  country's  policies  are  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  Article  rv." 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 


JMI 


20902 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  26,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20903 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

D  1740 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  presenting  this  amendment  on 
t>ehalf  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mrs.  Martin)  and  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin),  who  has  a 
complementary  amendment  to  follow. 

The  amendment  does  four  things. 
First,  it  calls  on  the  President  to 
report  to  the  Congress  on  the  problem 
of  exchange  rate  disequilibrium. 

Second,  it  calls  on  the  Treasury  to 
work  with  the  IMF  to  take  steps  to 
correct  structural  imbalances  in  ex- 
change rates. 

Third,  it  strengthens  the  article  IV 
consultation  procedures  of  the  fund  to 
attempt  to  assure  that  countries 
which  artificially  over  or  undervalue 
rates  of  exchsmge  agree  to  adopt 
market-related  exchange  rates. 

Fourth,  it  requires  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  take  into  account  at 
our  country's  voting  in  the  fund 
whether  a  country  artificially  values 
its  currency. 

In  describing  the  purport  of  the 
amendment,  let  me  stress  that  the 
issue  is  anything  except  abstract.  The 
misalinement  of  exchange  rates,  par- 
ticularly between  the  dollar  and  the 
Japanese  yen.  threatens  the  recovery 
of  the  American  economy. 

In  a  nutshell,  the  problem  we  are 
dealing  with  is  whether  the  United 
States  will  develop  an  economy  dispro- 
portionately consumer  rather  than 
producer  oriented.  The  artificial  un- 
dervaluation of  the  currencies  of  our 
principal  trading  partners,  particularly 
the  JapsLnese.  jeopardizes  the  competi- 
tive position  of  American  industry,  al- 
though admittedly  in  the  short  term  it 
may  be  good  for  some  sectors  of  the 
consumer  economy. 

Failure  to  do  anything  about  the 
problem  makes  protective  counter- 
measures  inevitable.  In  addition,  it 
hurts  producers,  such  as  farmers,  even 
when  they  make  foreign  sales.  For  ex- 
ample, an  unnaturally  strong  dollar 
not  only  causes  soybeans  to  be  high- 
priced  in  Japan,  but  it  means  that  the 
return  to  the  American  farmer  on 
sales  made  remains  low  in  relation  to 
production  costs.  Fair  farm  prices 
cannot  be  obtained  with  unfair  ex- 
change rate  relationships. 

In  sum.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot 
afford  to  continue  to  duck  this  issue. 
Jobs  matter.  Heavy  industry  is  an  inte- 
gral part  of  American  culture.  It  is 
time  this  Congress  stood  up  for  those 
who  work  and  not  simply  those  who 
consume. 
In   the   strongest   possible   terms   I 

urge  adoption  of  the  amendment. 
Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman. 

will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
Chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  the  gentleman  knows,  we  have  stud- 
ied this  amendment,  worked  on  it  with 
the  gentleman,  our  staff,  and  the  gen- 
tleman's staff.  We  feel  that  it  is  an  ex- 
cellent amendment  and,  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  we  would  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  his  amendment  and 
state  that  we  are  very  happy  to  accept 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  too 
accept  the  amendment.  It  is  a  good 
amendment.  The  current  exchange 
rate  system  works  against  our  exports, 
particularly  in  the  country  of  Japan, 
because  our  goods  are  overpriced  in 
Japan. 

I  think  a  study  is  long  overdue  and 
we  need  to  have  a  study  and  have  a 
reconunendation  from  the  administra- 
tion. 

I  compliment  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  for  offering  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Yes;  I  am  de- 
lighted to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  am  sorry,  is  it  a  study 
or  what? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Well,  it  is  four 
separate  things,  two  of  which  include 
studies,  one  by  the  Treasury,  one  by 
the  IMP:  but  it  also  goes  further  than 
studies. 

It  calls  on  our  representative  at  the 
IMF  to  consider  voting  in  a  given  fash- 
ion if  the  exchange  rates  are  not 
brought  back  into  more  realistic  posi- 
tions. 

It  also  sanctions  a  strengthening  of 
the  article  IV  consultation  procedure 
within  the  IMF  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  made 
the  point  on  the  earlier  amendment 
that  the  whole  floating  rate  system  is 
causing  a  terrible  disruption  in  world 
trade  and  that  some  countries  are 
being  required  or  encouraged  to  alter 
the  value  of  their  currencies  to  boost 
exports  and  limit  imports. 

Now  the  gentleman  is  suggesting 
that  there  are  these  discrepancies  in 
the  exchange  rates.  What  would  the 
gentleman  have  the  IMF  do  vis-a-vis 
say  the  dollar  or  the  yen  or  the  dollar 
and  the  deutsche  mark?  What  role 
would  the  IMF  play  in  moving  into  a 
disparity,  say,  between  the  dollar  and 
the  yen.  since  the  gentleman  men- 
tioned that  the  dollar  is  so  strong 
against  the  yen  and  getting  stronger 
daily,  I  might  add. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  First,  let  me 
inform  the  gentleman  that  I  am  not 


personally  convinced  that  the  main 
culprit  is  necessarily  the  flexible  ex- 
change rate  system;  but  the  problem  is 
very  severe. 

I  also  am  convinced  the  problem  is 
more  in  relation  to  one  or  two  curren- 
cies than  many  others.  Here  the  1MB 
has  a  role  to  play  partly  through  the 
consultation  mechanism  which  is  cur- 
rently in  existence,  but  is  seldom  used 
in  a  very  formidable  fashion. 

It  also  has  a  role  to  play  in  the 
whole  issue  of  when  to  extend  its  lend- 
ing powers  and  when  not  to.  Beyond 
that,  the  IMF  has  a  rather  extraordi- 
nary role  as  the  most  important  inter- 
national monetary  agency  in  the 
world.  The  IMF  also  has  a  rather  ex- 
traordinary role  to  play  in  terms  of 
the  moral  suasion  that  it  can  bring  as 
the  most  prestigious  international  eco- 
nomic agency  in  the  world  in  existance 
today. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  every- 
body knows  that  we  are  floating  the 
dollar  against  the  yen  and  vice  versa. 
The  exchange  rate  is  what.  220? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  About  235. 

Mr.  KEMP.  My  question  is.  In  a 
floating  exchange  rate  system,  such  as 
we  have  today,  what  can  the  IMF  do 
vis-a-vis  the  dollar  and  the  yen  to 
adjust  the  exchange  rate  to  help  U.S. 
exports?  Would  they  ask  the  Japanese 
to  deflate  their  economy,  raise  their 
interest  rates,  and  strengthen  the  yen 
against  the  dollar?  Does  any  one  ra- 
tionally expect  the  dollar  to  be  weak- 
ened in  order  to  reach  a  more  favor- 
able exchange  rate  and  trade  position? 
The  best  thing  we  could  do  is  restore  a 
monetary  policy  in  which  the  value  of 
the  currency  were  guaranteed  and  in- 
terest rates  could  return  to  their  more 
normal  level,  which  would  be  closer  to 
6  or  7  percent  than  the  10  or  11  per- 
cent prime  we  are  facing  today. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  to 
explain  what  role  the  IMF  is  going  to 
play  in  relationship  to  the  dollar  and 
the  yen?  We  all  know  there  is  a  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  First,  let  me 
make  it  clear  that  my  amendment 
does  not  pretend  to  solve  the  exchange 
rate  problem;  but  it  is  intended  to  use 
the  IMF  in  the  modest  ways  that  it 
can  be  used. 

For  example,  twice  a  year  the  IMF 
meets  with  the  Japanese  Government 
under  the  article  IV  process.  There  are 
more  things  that  can  be  done,  but  I 
will  say  to  the  gentleman,  who  has  a 
well-known  position  in  favor  of  chang- 
ing the  system  itself.  I  think  if  the 
gentleman  will  read  the  amendment, 
there  is  probably  nothing  in  the 
amendment  that  is  necessarily  antago- 
nistic to  the  gentleman's  position.  Al- 
though I  do  not  personally  share  the 
gentleman's  position,  I  think  the 
amendment  itself  is  one  that  can  only 


be  described  as  helpful  in  raising  a  dia- 
logue on  the  problem. 

If  those  that  advocate  the  gentle- 
man's point  of  view  prevail,  it  would 
be  helpful  to  his  side.  If  they  do  not 
prevail,  they  might  come  up  with 
other  solutions  that  will  be  aiming  at 
the  same  direction. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Well.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  modest  changing  of  the 
subject  to  this  gentleman's  position. 
Really,  my  position  on  the  issue  has 
no  relationship  to  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

1  am  simply  asking,  procedurally: 
How  is  it  possible  for  the  IMF  to  lead 
to  a  position  of  the  dollar  versus  the 
yen  which  would  improve  trade  bal- 
ances when  you  have  a  floating  rate 
system  which  is  at  the  heart  of  the 
problem? 

What  are  we  going  to  do.  tell  the 
Japanese  to  deflate  and  try  to 
strengthen  the  yen.  or  are  we  going  to 
tell  our  own  monetary  policy  authori- 
ties that  we  should  devalue  the  dollar 
and  weaken  the  dollar  in  order  to  get 
the  dollar  and  the  yen  closer  together? 

I  think  it  is  telling  the  IMF  some- 
thing to  do  that  they  are  not  able  to 
do  and.  therefore,  is  disingenuous.  I 
am  not  suggesting  the  gentleman  is 
being  disingenuous,  but  the  amend- 
ment has  the  impact  of  telling  people 
that  the  IMF  can  do  something,  when 
in  effect  they  cannot,  not  in  this  par- 

t jpnlar  C2LSC 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Neal,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
recall,  the  gentleman's  amendment  en- 
courages countries  to  allow  the  market 
to  set  interest  rates.  Is  that  not  a  part 
of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  That  is  a  pre- 
sumption, that  the  current  system  will 
operate,  but  the  studies  that  are  called 
for.  both  by  the  U.S.  Treasury  as  well 
as  by  IMF.  could  make  recommenda- 
tions to  the  contrary. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  am  sorry.  Maybe  I  mis- 
understand the  amendment.  I  thought 
the  amendment  was  to  encourage 
countries  to  not  manipulate  artificially 
the  values  of  their  currency. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  The  gentleman 
is  precisely  correct. 

Mr.  NEAL.  It  would  allow  a  free 
market  to  exist  in  this  commodity  we 
call  money. 

Now,  I  do  not  understand  the  com- 
plaint of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York.  I  doubt  that  he  would  be  for 
wage  and  price  controls,  and  yet  any 
attempt  to  artificially  establish  the 
value  of  money  would  be  very  similar. 


it  seems  to  me,  to  wage  and  price  con- 
trols. 


KEMP. 
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Mr 
yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  am  delighted 
to  yield. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  appreciate  my  friend 
yielding.  I  am  sorry  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  interprets  the 
position  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  a  quan- 
tum leap  by  suggesting  that  a  more 
stable  exchange  rate  leads  to  wage  and 
price  controls.  I  do  not  favor  control- 
ling wages  or  prices  but  I  do  favor  con- 
trolling our  currency  by  establishing  a 
monetary  standard  in  which  there  is 
no  inflation  or  deflation.  I  would  point 
out  to  the  gentleman,  however,  that  in 
a  system  of  fiat  currencies  all  mone- 
tary values  are  artificially  set  by  deci- 
sions of  monetary  authorities. 

I  simply  ask  if  in  the  gentleman's 
view  the  market  is  setting  the  ex- 
change rate,  how  is  it  possible  for  IMF 
then  to  intervene  and  tell  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  under  article  4  of 
this  amendment  that  he  cannot  vote 
for  an  IMF  loan  unless  we  are  under- 
taking a  policy  designed  to  alter  the 
exchange  rate. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  If  the  gentle- 
man will  yield  back.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man raises  some  very  fair  questions 
and  they  cannot  completely  be 
ducked. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Leach)  has 
again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Leach  of 
Iowa  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  But  clearly 
when  you  have  a  misalinement  issue 
you  have  to  deal  with  it  in  an  interna- 
tional environment.  It  takes  interna- 
tional cooperation. 

The  IMF  is  the  logical  forum  in 
which  to  begin  at  a  minimum  to  swl- 
dress  the  issue.  But  specifically  there 
are  more  resolutions  to  the  yen/dollar 
dilemma  than  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  implied. 

For  example,  quite  clearly  we  have 
am  enormous  unbalance  of  trade  with 
Japan.  By  the  same  token,  the  yen  is 
continued  at  an  arbitrarily  underval- 
ued rate  because  of  the  enormous  Jap- 
anese investment  in  this  country. 

It  could  well  be  that  the  IMF  and 
our  Treasury  might  recommend  to  the 
Japanese  Government  at  some  point 
in  time  that  we  ought  to  be  allowing 
the  trade  balance  rather  than  the  flow 
of  funds  balance  to  set  the  values  of 
our  comparative  values  of  our  curren- 
cies. 

For  example,  there  might  be  moral 
suasion  brought  to  bear  suggesting 
that  the  Japanese  not  invest  quite  as 
much  in  this  country  and  to  let  the 
value  of  the  yen  change  on  the  basis 
of  trade  rather  than  capital  flows. 


There  are  other  types  of  recommen- 
dations that  also  could  be  made.  But 
my  point  is  neither  to  prejudge,  nor  to 
suggest  via  this  amendment,  but 
simply  to  note  that  there  are  all  sorts 
of  recommendations  that  internation- 
al authorities  and  the  Treasury  might 
constructively  make. 

I  personally  think  it  is  unbelievable 
that  every  trade-related  American 
public  official  does  not  talk  about  the 
trade  imbalance  in  every  single  speech. 
It  is  the  greatest  single  problem  today 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
and  I  share  that  perspective. 

All  I  would  assert  is  that  this  amend- 
ment represents  a  modest  step  toward 
making  a  little  greater  educational 
effort  in  the  international  conrmiunity. 
within  our  own  government  and  vis-a- 
vis the  Congress  on  this  issue.  It  does 
nothing  to  prejudge  any  resolution  of 
any  type  of  system  that  might  come  to 
pass. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Leach)  has 
again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kemp  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute. ) 

Mr.  KEMP.  Would  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  comments.  I  think  this 
colloquy  has  been  helpful  if  to  no  one 
else  at  least  to  this  Member. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  goal.  I 
was  really  only  being  semicritical  of 
his  comment  that  the  value  of  the  yen 
is  being  set  against  the  dollar  on  a 
nonmarket  basis. 

The  yen  is  a  strong  currency.  The 
Japanese  have  low-interest  rates  and 
low  rates  of  inflation  and  fairly  strong 
economic  growth.  Wg  ought  not  to  be 
so  critical  of  Japan  as  we  should  be  of 
our  own  policy  which  is  one  of  high-in- 
terest rates  targeted  by  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

I  do  not  think  it  would  be  right  to 
tell  the  Japanese  in  order  to  make  the 
dollar  and  the  yen  closer  together  that 
they  have  to  go  through  the  same  de- 
flation we  went  through,  which  caused 
so  much  pain  and  suffering. 

A  study  of  this  issue  would  be  good. 
I  just  question  whether  or  not  we 
ought  to  tell  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  not  vote  for  an  IMF  loan 
if  in  fact  he  made  the  decision  that 
that  nation  had  not  complied  with  the 
gentleman's  view  of  the  exchange 
rsttcs. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Leach)  has 
again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Leach  of 
Iowa  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  30  ad- 
ditional seconds.) 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  simply  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
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that  this  does  not  direct  how  our  rep- 
resentative will  vote.  It  simply  re- 
quires he  take  the  issue  into  consider- 
ation. There  is  no  binding  directive  in 
this  particular  amendment. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  entire  time 
that  I  have  served  on  the  Committee 
on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. I  have  supported  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund.  I  hope  in  the 
future  that  I  will  be  able  to  support  it 
again. 

I  carmot  in  good  conscience  support 
the  legislation  that  is  before  this 
House.  You  talk  about  a  crisis,  an 
international  monetary  crisis.  There  is 
no  crisis. 

Had  there  been  a  crisis  back  in  No- 
vember, December,  by  now  this  body 
would  have  acted.  So  those  who  argue 
that  we  ought  to  pass  this  legislation 
to  prevent  a  crisis,  they  argue  in  vain. 
The  crisis  is  behind  us. 

Has  anyone  discussed  the  use  of  the 
reserve  fund  to  help  bail  out  these 
banks?  That  is  what  it  is.  It  is  an  out- 
rageous bailout. 

All  kinds  of  nice  phrases  have  been 
used  saying  the  money  goes  to  the 
countries  and  it  does  not  go  to  the 
banks.  Are  we  so  stupid  as  to  believe 
that  those  countries  are  not  going  to 
use  that  money  to  pay  back  the  big 
banks?  Of  course  that  is  what  they  are 
going  to  do. 

There  are  some  good  features  in  this 
bill.  There  is  the  au-gument  of  sanc- 
tions against  South  Africa,  that  racist 
nation.  But  that  good  feature  is  not 
enough  to  cause  this  one  Member  to 
support  a  piece  of  legislation  that  is 
really  an  outrage  to  this  country  and 
to  this  House. 

We  have  ruthlessly  and  consistently 
slashed  domestic  spending  using  any 
excuse  to  do  that.  Now  somebody 
wants  me  to  go  back  in  my  district  and 
explain  to  the  numbers  of  people  un- 
employed in  my  district,  who  are  run- 
ning out  of  health  care  benefits  and 
all  other  kinds  of  benefits  that  we  are 
going  to  guarantee  $8.3  billion. 

It  is  an  insult.  Maybe,  maybe,  just 
mayl>e  had  the  Schumer  amendment 
passed  you  might  have  persuaded  this 
one  Member  to  go  along  with  you.  but 
that  went  down  to  defeat.  That 
amendment  made  good  sense  I  oppose 
the  bill  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  this  bill  down.  It  is  an  abomina- 
tion. It  is  an  outrage.  It  never  should 
have  hit  the  floor. 

I  reemphasize  my  opposition  to  the 
passage  of  H.R.  2957.  the  Internation- 
al Recovery  and  Financial  Stability 
Act.  Although  this  measure  contains  a 
provision  which  clearly  articulates  this 
country's  vehement  opposition  to 
apartheid.  I  cannot  support  the  multi- 
billion-dollar   increases   this   bill   pro- 


vides for  the  International  Monetary 
Fund. 

My  opposition  to  apartheid  has  been 
well  documented.  I  believe  that  apart- 
heid is  one  of  the  most  vile  and  inhu- 
mane institutions  that  has  ever  exist- 
ed. Despite  repeated  appeals  from  for- 
eign governments,  international  orga- 
nizations, and  human  rights  groups, 
the  South  African  Government  con- 
tinues to  deny  the  African  people 
their  inherent  political  and  economic 
rights. 

The  International  Recovery  and  Fi- 
nancial Stability  Act  was  amended 
during  the  committee  process  to  re- 
quire the  President  to  instruct  the  U.S 
representatives  on  the  IMF  board  to 
oppose  IMF  loans  to  countries  that 
practice  apartheid.  This  amendment 
would  prevent  U.S.  tax  dollars  from 
supporting  an  institution  which  is  the 
antithesis  of  democracy. 

While  I  wholeheartedly  support  the 
amendment  to  prevent  IMF  loans  to 
South  Africa,  I  must  oppose  the  pas- 
sage of  H.R.  2957.  this  bill  authorizes 
an  increase  of  $8.37  billion  in  the  U.S. 
line  of  credit  to  the  lending  funds  of 
the  IMF.  In  addition,  it  authorizes 
$5.16  billion  for  the  Inter- American 
Bank  and  $1  billion  for  subsidies  to 
U.S.  corporations  which  are  involved 
in  the  import-export  industry. 

Under  the  Reagan  administration, 
social  programs  designed  to  alleviate 
the  poverty  and  suffering  in  this  coun- 
try have  been  slashed  drastically.  For 
instance,  the  Omnibus  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1981  slashed  $1.4  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1982,  $1.6  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1983,  and  $1.7  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1984  from  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams. I  could  not  oppose  the  funding 
reductions  in  social  programs  in  one 
breath,  and  then  support  the  export 
of  funds  to  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  in  the  other.  If  funds  must 
be  authorized,  they  should  be  targeted 
to  emasculated  social  programs. 

In  addition,  I  believe  an  increase  in 
IMF  funding  at  this  time  is  little  more 
than  a  bailout  for  wealthy  banks 
which  have  made  the  mistake  of  lend- 
ing excessive  amounts  of  money  to  na- 
tions that  were  poor  risks.  Now  that 
those  nations  are  either  bankrupt  or 
on  the  verge  of  bankruptcy,  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  is  being  asked  to  rescue 
the  banks  from  the  consequences  of 
their  poor  judgments.  If  the  United 
States,  through  the  IMF,  prevents 
bankruptcies,  the  only  real  benefici- 
aries will  be  the  banks. 

Since  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act  will  en- 
courage economic  mismanagement,  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose 
the  passage  of  this  bill. 

Mrs.  MARTIN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 
Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  note,  and  that 

is  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Leach),  and  to  the  committee  on  the 


genesis  of  part  of  this  amendment.  It 
was  in  a  committee  meeting  chaired  in 
Chicago  by  the  Member  from  Chicago, 
Mr.  LiPiNSKi,  and  the  junior  Senator 
from  Illinois,  Mr.  Dixon,  business  and 
labor  leaders  and  educational  leaders 
talked  about  trade  and  the  differences 
it  could  make  for  our  State  and  for  the 
country. 

At  that  time  virtually  all  of  the  wit- 
nesses talked  about  the  problem  espe- 
cially with  the  two  currencies,  the  yen 
and  the  deutsche  mark,  but  most  espe- 
cially the  yen. 

This  is  one  small  route  to  take  care 
of  it,  regardless  of  whether  you  ap- 
prove of  the  bill  as  a  whole  or  not,  and 
I  just  wanted  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Lipinski)  and  Sena- 
tor Dixon  and  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Leach). 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  get  the  at- 
tention of  my  good  friend  from  Mary- 
land, let  me  say  I  was  certainly  shaken 
by  his  comment.  This  bill  has  been  dis- 
torted a  good  deal  in  the  public 
debate,  but  basically  the  bill  is  about 
employment  in  our  country.  That  is 
the  bottom  line. 

It  is  difficult,  I  know,  to  make  the 
connection  between  this  bill  and  jobs. 
But  that  is  exactly  what  the  bill  is 
about. 

The  way  it  provides  jobs,  let  me  say 
to  my  friend,  is  to  make  sure  that  we 
have  an  open  trading  system  in  the 
world.  If  we  have  an  open  trading 
system,  then  our  people  can  remain  at 
work  producing  for  that  export 
market. 

D  1800 

That  is  what  the  bill  is  about. 

I  want  to  say  sincerely  to  my  friend, 
that  as  far  as  I  am  concerned  this  is 
what  the  bill  has  come  to  mean  to  me 
after  careful  study.  I  would  be  happy 
to  discuss  it  with  him  at  any  length, 
anytime  he  wants  to,  and  I  think  he 
would  come  to  the  same  conclusion. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  certainly  do  not 
want  to  discuss  this  issue  at  length. 
You  say  it  is  an  employment  bill.  I 
doubt  it.  But  let  us  agree  that  you  are 
right,  that  it  is  an  employment  bill 
and  if  we  are  so  concerned  about  it  as 
an  employment  bill,  if  the  Internation- 
al Monetary  Fund  is  focusing  now  on 
helping  to  end  unemployment,  tell 
them  to  take  the  money  out  of  their 
gold  reserves  that  they  need  and  pay 
off  the  banks. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  figure  is  in 
gold  reserves.  I  think  it  is  in  excess  of 
$40  billion. 

Mr.  NEAL.  About  right. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  If  we  are  so  intent 
on  using  this  as  an  employment  bill, 
why  does  not  the  chairman  and  the 


gentleman  from  North  Carolina  and 
everybody  else  in  Commerce  and 
Treasury  say,  "Take  some  money  out 
of  your  gold  reserves"? 

Mr.  NEAL.  Let  me  tell  you  why,  if  I 
may.  If  the  IMF  were  to  dump  its  103 
million  ounces  of  gold  on  the  market, 
that  would  severely  depress  the  price 
of  gold,  including  the  value  of  the  gold 
the  U.S.  Government  and  individual 
Americans  own.  That  is  one  of  the  rea- 
sons. There  are  others. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  May  I  respond  to 
that?  Will  you  yield  further?  The  gen- 
tleman is  saying  that  I  am  advocating 
dumping  gold  on  the  maket.  I  did  not 
say  that. 

Mr.  NEAL.  The  gentleman  said  sell 
it. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  No;  I  did  not  say 
sell  it. 

I  said  why  did  they  not  use  it;  it  can 
be  used  in  a  hundred  different  ways, 
guarantee,  collateral,  a  hundred  differ- 
ent ways. 

Mr.  NEAL.  There  is  another  way.  It 
can  be  used  as  collateral.  Several  dis- 
tinguished Members  suggested  that. 
Again,  that  could  lead  to  the  IMF's 
raising  capital  almost  entirely  on  this 
country's  credit  markets.  As  it  is,  there 
are  146  member  nations  of  the  IMF. 
Each  member  lends,  does  not  contrib- 
ute, but  lends  money  to  the  IMF  from 
its  own  economy.  If  the  IMF  went  to 
the  credit  markets  itself,  which  it 
could  do.  by  the  way.  with  or  without 
using  its  gold  as  backing,  it  could  have 
a  much  more  negative  impact  on  our 
credit  markets  than  would  the  quota 
increase  provided  in  this  legislation. 

The  quota  increase  is  our  least  ex- 
pensive way  to  give  the  IMP  the  re- 
sources that  it  needs  to  keep  this  trad- 
ing system  open,  so  that  our  people 
can  be  employed,  producing  for  it. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Will  the  gentleman 

yield  just  one  more  time? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  have  enjoyed  an 

excellent    working    relationship    with 

the  gentleman. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  respect  my  friend,  too, 
that  is  why  I  am  hurt  when  he  takes 
that  position. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  stood  shoulder  to 
shoulder  with  him  in  the  past  when 
we  fought  the  good  fight  for  IMF. 

This  time,  no;  I  am  sorry.  This  time, 
you  are  asking  me  to  vote  for  some- 
thing that  I  am  not  at  all  convinced  is 
going  to  produce  a  multiplicity  of  jobs. 
Mr.  NEAL.  It  will. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  am  not  convinced 
of  that.  You  are  asking  me  to  do  some- 
thing that  will  guarantee,  really,  some 
return  to  the  big  banks,  who  made 
these  foolish  loans,  and  if  it  had  been 
a  little  minority  business  to  make  a 
similar  mistake  like  we  would  say  close 
them  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 


(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Neal 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  NEAL.  Let  me  say  in  response 
that  I  could  not  care  less  about  the  big 
banks  of  the  world.  There  are  no  big 
banks  in  my  district.  My  concern  is  not 
about  them.  I  do  not  want  us  to  do  a 
foolish  thing  by  putting  our  banks  in 
jeopardy.  That  is  not  in  our  national 
interest. 

I  must  emphasize  that  this  is  not  a 
bailout  for  banks.  We  will  be  pursuing 
this  question  throughout  the  debate. 
It  is  not  a  bank  bailout  at  all.  It  is  a 
bailout  for  the  United  States.  It  helps 
the  whole  country.  Banks  may  get 
some  benefit,  but  so  does  the  comer 
grocer,  and  so  does  the  manufacturer, 
or  the  farmer  that  produces  for 
export. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  am  hard  pressed 
to  see  how  this  $8.3  billion  is  going  to 
benefit  that  little  store  down  in  the 
ghetto  that  sells  Swahili  goods.  If  you 
will  yield  just  a  bit  further  I  do  not 
want  to  prolong  this. 

Mr.  NEAL.  It  is  important;  we 
should  prolong  it. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  do  not  want  to  do 
it.  Let  me  just  say  that  I  respect  the 
gentleman,  he  has  made  logical,  con- 
sistent arguments.  I  want  to  be  with 
him  in  the  future.  On  this  one,  my 
vote  is  no. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman.  I 
will  keep  trying. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 
Mr.    BETHUNE.    Mr.    Chairman.    I 
was  going  to  make  the  point  that  I 
think  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  is 
one  of  the  more  careful  members  of 
the  committee. 
Mr.  NEAL.  I  agree. 
Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  think  one  of  the 
cleverest   Members   of   the   House   of 
Representatives.    I    always    listen    to 
what  he  has  to  say.  I  was  extremely 
pleased  to  hear  him  take  this  position. 
I  think  the  best  point  he  made  which 
was  not  covered  in  the  colloquy  is  that 
circumstances    have    changed.    Since 
this  bill  was  crafted  and  the  adminis- 
tration and  the  participants  got  to- 
gether and  developed  this  piece  of  leg- 
islation the  economic  conditions  have 
changed.  He  made  that  point.  I  think 
it  is  an  excellent  point.  We  got  a  bad 
deal. 

Mr.  NEAL.  The  gentleman  is  mistak- 
en. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  ol  the 
pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  most  appropriate 
during  our  consideration  of  the  IMF 
bill  to  raise  the  problem  of  the  misa- 
linement  of  exchange  rates  between 
the  major  currencies,  particularly  the 
Japanese  yen  and  the  dollar.  This  is 


an  area  over  which  IMF  has  certain 
international  responsibilities,  and  thus 
is  a  logical  forum  in  which  to  begin  to 
address  this  issue. 

The  IMF,  however,  will  only  take  up 
this  problem  at  the  request  of  a 
member  country.  This  amendment  as  I 
understand  it  calls  on  the  U.S.  IMF 
representative  to  make  such  a  request. 
It  is  appropriate  that  the  United 
States  initiate  action  in  this  regard, 
since  American  industry  and  workers 
are  the  most  directly  affected. 

American  global  exports  fell  by  $16.5 
billion  in  1982  from  their  1981  level, 
while  imports  surged  $28.7  billion  over 
their  mid-1980  low  point.  The 
misalinement  of  exchange  rates  is  a 
substantial  cause  of  those  shifts  in 
trade  patterns. 

The  misalinement  makes  imports  ar- 
tificially cheap  in  the  U.S.  market 
while  allowing  our  trading  partners  to 
underprice  American  goods  and  serv- 
ices in  our  traditional  export  markets. 
This  is  particularly  true  with  respect 
to  Japan,  where  the  dollar/yen  imbal- 
ance has  reduced  the  price  competi- 
tiveness of  American  business  vis-a-vis 
Japanese  companies  by  at  least  50  per- 
cent over  the  past  several  years. 

In  my  district  for  example  Caterpil- 
lar tractor  can  point  to  a  half  billion 
dollars  in  lost  sales  to  Komatsu  largely 
as  a  result  of  the  dollar/yen  misaline- 
ment. That  translates  into  about  5,000 
jobs. 

The  market  share  lost  by  American 
industry  as  a  result  of  the  misaline- 
ment will  be  increasingly  difficult  to 
recapture,  as  new  trading  relation- 
ships between  third  country  buyers 
and  sellers  are  cemented.  Unless  some- 
thing is  done,  the  situation  will  only 
get  worse,  and  represents  a  distinct 
threat  to  our  overall  economic  recov- 
ery. 

There  is  an  apparent  willingness  on 
the  part  of  other  nations,  particularly 
the  Japanese,  to  address  the  issue. 

Let  me  quote  one  of  the  leading  Jap- 
anese businessman,  the  chairman  of 
Mitsui  Engineering  &  Shipbuilding 
Co.: 

Looking  back  at  the  past  year,  I  think  we 
can  say  that  without  question  one  of  our 
most  serious  problems  in  Japan  has  been 
the  misalinement  of  the  dollar  and  the  yen 
.  the  undervalued  yen  added  fuel  to  the 
flames  of  international  resentment  against 
Japan,  worsening  our  trade  relations  with 
the  tinited  States  and  increasing  protection- 
ist sentiments.  As  a  businessman.  I  know 
that  a  cheap  yen  and  high  dollar  are  bad  for 
the  Japanese  international  trading  position 
and  I  am  deeply,  deeply  concerned  about 
this  problem. 

We  need  both  unilateral  and  multi- 
lateral action  to  deal  with  the  ex- 
change rate  problem.  This  amendment 
will  help  to  produce  such  action,  and  I 
strongly  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  misalinement  of 
exchange  rates  between  the  U.S. 
dollar  and  other  major  currencies— es- 
pecially the  Japanese  yen— is  a  critical 
problem  for  American  exporters  and 
import-sensitive  industries,  and  their 
employees.  The  current  debate  on  the 
IMF  funding  bill  provides  an  excellent 
opportunity  to  focus  attention  on  this 
problem. 

The  trade  imbalance  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan  continues  to 
worsen.  A  major  cause  of  this  trade 
imbalance  is  the  sustained  misaline- 
ment in  the  exchange  rate  between 
the  dollar  and  the  yen.  The  current 
undervalued  yen  has  placed  U.S.  com- 
panies at  a  serious  disadvantage  at 
home  and  abroad.  The  misalinement 
makes  imports  artificially  cheap  in  the 
U.S.  market,  while  allowing  our  trad- 
ing partners  to  underprice  American 
goods  and  services  in  our  traditional 
export  markets.  As  a  result.  U.S.  com- 
panies are  losing  their  market  share, 
not  t)ecause  they  do  not  produce  com- 
petitive products,  but  because  ex- 
change rates,  over  which  they  have  no 
control,  are  misalined. 

The  persistence  of  this  misalinement 
causes  prolonged  deterioration  in  U.S. 
competitiveness,  costs  the  United 
States  hundreds  of  thousands  of  jobs, 
and  results  in  serious  economic  dislo- 
cation in  the  United  States.  Misalined 
exchange  rates  are  fanning  protection- 
ist pressures  at  a  time  when  trade  fric- 
tions are  already  running  dsingerously 
high. 

Prior  to  the  Williamsburg  Summit,  I 
joined  Congressman  Michel  in  send- 
ing a  letter  to  President  stressing  the 
importance  of  this  issue  and  the  need 
for  international  cooperation.  I  reiter- 
ate that  need. 

The  present  misalinement  of  ex- 
change rates  is  a  multilateral  problem 
requiring  international  cooperation 
for  its  resolution.  The  IMF  is  a  logical 
forum  in  which  to  begin  to  address 
this  issue. 

The  IMF  will,  however,  only  take  up 
the  problem  of  the  exchange  rate  mis- 
alinement at  the  request  of  a  member 
country.  The  U.S.  Government  is  the 
logical  IMF  member  to  raise  the  prob- 
lem of  exchange  rate  imbalances  since 
American  industry  and  workers  are 
the  most  directly  and  adversely  affect- 
ed parties.  Unfortunately,  the  United 
States  has  not  taken  corrective  action 
to  deal  with  the  misalinement  of  ex- 
change rates. 

Thus,  a  constructive  first  step  in  re- 
solving this  critical  problem  is  for  the 
administration  to  request  the  IMP  to 
help  seek  a  multilateral  solution  that 
will  bring  the  exchange  rates  of  the 
major  international  currencies,  par- 
ticularly the  yen.  into  appropriate  re- 
lationships. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention  a  recent  speech  by 
Lee  L.  Morgan,  the  chairman  and 
chief  executive  officer  of  Caterpillar 


Tractor  Co..  on  the  Japanese  chal- 
lenge in  the  1980"s.  Mr.  Morgan  deliv- 
ered this  speech  to  the  Chicago  Coun- 
cil on  Foreign  Relations  on  May  20. 
1983.  It  is  a  thoughtful  articulation  by 
a  U.S.  businessman  actively  engaged  in 
international  trade,  of  the  yen/dollar 
and  other  important  international  eco- 
nomic issues  confronting  the  United 
States.  The  speech  follows: 

Looking  Toward  the  Summit— Interna- 
tional Trade  Issues  at  Williamsburg 

Thank  you  for  that  gracious  Introduction. 

It's  been  a  year  since  I  last  spoke  before 
this  distinguished  Council.  Then,  my  sub- 
ject was  the  Japanese  challenge  in  the  '80s. 
Today,  we're  looking  at  an  equally  perplex- 
ing—and related— subject  .  .  .  the  Williams- 
burg economic  summit,  which  convenes  on 
May  28— the  9th  economic  summit— and  the 
first  one  in  the  Continental  United  States. 

Seven  countries  will  participate  .  .  .  the 
United  Kingdom.  France.  Italy.  West  Ger- 
many. Japan,  Canada,  and  the  United 
States. 

In  all  probability,  the  conference  will  be 
another  clash  between  the  idealists  .  .  .  and 
the  realists. 

The  idealists  will  be  defending  the  princi- 
ples of  laissez-faire  economics  .  .  .  arguing 
in  favor  of  non-intervention  ...  of  letting 
market  forces  prevail.  And  these  very  same 
idealists  .  .  .  without  batting  an 

eye  .  .  .  will  also  be  advocating  the  heavy- 
handed  use  of  trade  for  political  purposes. 

The  realists  at  the  Summit  will  go  into 
conferences  with  an  understanding  of  how 
the  currency  exchange  system  functions 
and  how  it  can  be  distorted  .  .  .  they'll 
enter  into  discussions  about  economic  sanc- 
tions, knowing  how  they  work  and  how  they 
don't  work  .  .  .  they'll  talk  about  interna- 
tional trade  in  the  context  of  how  govern- 
ments can  and  do  take  steps  to  influence 
trade  flows. 

Philosophically,  I  prefer  the  non-interven- 
tionist approach  of  the  idealists.  As  with 
most  people  in  this  room,  I'd  like  to  see  less 
government  Involvement  in  business  and 
trade.  In  an  ideal  world,  the  free  market- 
place would  produce  economic  growth  for 
the  benefit  of  all  people. 

But  the  real  world  just  won't  go 
away  .  .  .  and.  in  the  real  world,  there  are 
problems  with  the  idealist  approach. 

First,  it  assumes  that  all  paiticipants  will 
play  the  game  by  the  same  rules.  But  we 
know  that  it  doesn't  work  that  way.  In  the 
real  world,  nations  and  individuals  take  ac- 
tions that  prevent  the  free  marketplace 
from  functioning  as  it  should. 

Second,  the  idealists  .  .  .  when  they  do 
abandon  their  "non-intervention"  approach 
...  do  so  with  the  false  assumption  that 
they  can  change  political  l)ehavior. 

I'd  like  to  explore  with  you  two  of  the 
major  issues  that  surely  will  receive  atten- 
tion at  Williamsburg  .  .  .  and  review  those 
issues  from  the  idealist's  point  of  view,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  from  the  realist's  point  of 
view,  on  the  other.  I'm  talking  about  the 
two  big  issues  of— first- East-West  trade  .  .  . 
And— second— yen/dollar  relationships. 

In  East-West  trade,  the  idealists  believe 
they  can  use  trade  to  cause  the  Russians  to 
change  their  behavior. 

President  Carter  put  sanctions  on  grain 
sales  after  the  Russians  invaded  Afghani- 
stan .  .  .  and  they  bought  all  the  grain  they 
wanted  from  other  sources.  The  only  people 
who  got  hurt  were  American  farmers. 


President  Reagan  applied  economic  sanc- 
tions after  martial  law  was  declared  in 
Poland.  He  intended  to  stop  the  Soviet  pipe- 
line to  Western  Eruope.  But  the  Russians 
managed  to  buy  everything  they  needed 
from  Europe  and  Japan.  The  pipeline  is 
being  built  anyway. 

Caterpillar,  of  course,  was  greatly  affected 
by  the  pipeline  sanctions.  As  a  result  of 
trade  controls  by  both  the  Carter  and 
Reagan  Administrations,  we've  lost  hundred 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  business  to  the  Jap- 
anese. 

Our  reputation  as  a  reliable  supplier  has 
been  tarnished,  and  the  Soviets  aren't 
buying  anything  from  us.  Our  competitors 
have  filled  the  void  left  by  our  absence. 
Today,  Caterpillar  has  thousands  of  people 
on  layoff,  while  Japanese  factories  are  oper- 
ating at  high  capacity  .  .  .  and  the  pipeline 
construction  continues. 

The  idealist  says:  "We  have  to  teach  the 
Russians  a  lesson."  The  realist  says:  "But 
the  cost  is  higher  American  unemployment 
and  no  change  on  the  part  of  the  Russians." 

Even  a  new  report  from  the  Congressional 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment  says  the 
economic  sanctions  failed  to  hurt  the  Soviet 
economy  in  any  meaningful  way.  but.  in- 
stead, disrupted  the  western  alliance  and 
caused  American  exporters  to  lose  impor- 
tant markets. 

As  it's  said  in  the  classic  cliche  now  so 
popular  in  Washington:  We  continue  to 
shoot  ourselves  in  the  foot. 

Last  year— at  the  Versailles  economic 
summit— the  United  States  tried  to  get 
agreement  from  the  other  nations  to  reduce 
Western  credit  to  the  Russians.  The  vague 
communique  from  Versailles  didn't  help. 
Within  weeks,  the  Allies  were  quarreling. 

This  year,  the  U.S.  delegation  is  trying  to 
avoid  the  confusion  and  dissension  of  Ver- 
sailles. In  fact,  the  Administration  has  been 
working  hard  to  prevent  any  disagreement 
at  Williamsburg.  At  meetings  in  Paris  last 
week.  Treasury  Secretary  Regan  and  Secre- 
tary of  State  Shultz  took  the  initiative  to 
persuade  Europeans  to  agree  with  U.S.  posi- 
tions. 

There's  been  some  agreement  on  limiting 
credit  to  the  Soviets  but,  frankly  we're  not 
too  sure  how  meaningful  it  is.  There  was  ap- 
parent agreement  last  year  too  .  .  .  but  it 
didn't  last. 

It's  not  likely  our  Allies  will  change  their 
basic  attitudes  about  trade.  European  na- 
tions and  Japan  give  high  priority  to  ex- 
ports—the United  States  does  not— and 
therein  lies  a  fundamental  difference. 

America  needs  to  approach  trade  more  re- 
alistically ...  to  place  much  higher  priority 
on  trade.  An  important  sign  American  busi- 
nessmen will  be  loo/ing  for  is  not  only  what 
President  Reagan  does  at  Williamsburg,  but 
also  what  he  does  overall  to  encourage 
trade.  The  approach  the  Administration 
takes  in  the  present  debate  al)out  revision  of 
the  Export  Administration  Act  will  be  an 
important  indicator.  We  believe  it's  possible 
to  remove  inefficiencies  from  the  Act  and 
thereby  stimulate  more  exports  from  the 
United  States— without  undermining  na- 
tional security. 

But  Administration  proposals  imply  a  de- 
termination to  continue  giving  low  priority 
to  trade.  In  spite  of  U.S.  initiatives  to  sell 
grain  to  the  Soviets,  with  regard  to  manu- 
factured goods  the  Administration  has  pro- 
posed policies  that  are  clearly  anti-Soviet 
trade.  Our  European  Allies  find  some  degree 
of  hypocrisy  in  our  approach.  I  think  they 
have  a  point  .  .  ,  and  I  think  we  have  to 


take  a  consistent,  defensible  attitude  at  Wil- 
liamsburg. 

The  Administration's  fear  of  technology 
leakage  to  the  Russians  is  of  equal  concern 
to  the  business  community.  We  agree  that 
steps  must  be  taken  to  limit  Russia's  access 
to  American  high  technology.  But  we  be- 
lieve this  should  be  done  without  crippling 
trade. 

We  shouldn't  jeopardize  the  strength  of 
the  U.S.  export  community  with  economic 
gestures  that  our  Allies  won't  supprart  and 
that  the  Soviets  will  respond  to  by  turning 
elsewhere  for  comparable  goods. 

Neither  this  country's  stature  as  a  power- 
ful leader  nor  its  vitality  as  an  international 
trader  can  stand  the  unrewarded  strain. 

A  second  big  issue  at  Williamsburg  should, 
in  my  view,  be  the  problem  of  yen/dollar  re- 
lationships. 

Correction  of  the  yen/dollar  misalignment 
is  a  necessity  of  the  highest  priority. 

There's  been  discussion— especially  from 
the  French  President,  Francois  Mitterand— 
of  the  need  to  revamp  the  entire  interna- 
tional monetary  system.  That  may  well  be 
needed,  but  we  shouldn't  let  long-range  the- 
oretical discussions  interfere  with  the  emer- 
gency situation  of  the  undervalued  yen. 

There's  a  direct  connection  between  the 
undervalued  yen  and  the  new  wave  of  pro- 
tectionism that  threatens  world  trade. 
Action  is  needed- -and  fast— to  stop  this  new 
protectionism  from  crippling  the  trade 
system  that  has  so  greatly  benefited  hu- 
mankind these  past  35  years.  The  weak  yen 
gives  Japanese  exporters  an  unearned  ad- 
vantage in  international  markets  .  .  .  other 
countries  lose  sales  and  jobs  to  Japan.  .  .  . 
Japanese  exports  grow  .  .  .  and  govern- 
ments in  the  United  States  and  Europe  re- 
spond with  protectionist  measures.  The 
weak  yen  is  a  principal  cause  of  protection- 
ist legislation. 

The  ultimate  danger  is  a  repetition  of  the 
tragic  events  of  the  1930s— collapse  of  the 
trading  system  and  prolonged  worldwide 
economic  depression. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  a  properly  valued 
yen  will  solve  all  world  trade  problems  and 
sustain  the  trading  system.  But  resolution 
of  the  yen  problem  will  remove  one  of  the 
most  disruptive  factors  threatening  that 
system  today. 

Most  financial  experts  agree  that  if  the 
yen  were  free  to  perform  on  its  own— as  a 
true  international  currency,  like  the  dollar- 
it  would  trade  at  no  more  than  200  to  the 
dollar.  It's  badly  undervalued  at  235  yen  to 
the  dollar,  which  is  where  it's  trading  now— 
and  it  was  acutely  undervalued  at  278  in  the 
fall  of  1982. 

The  longer  the  undervalued  yen  disrupts 
world  trade,  the  more  dangerous  the  situa- 
tion becomes.  Many  once-fervent  supporters 
of  free  trade  are  even  questioning  their 
commitment  to  that  principle. 

Again,  we  have  conflict  between  the  ideal- 
ists and  the  realists,  and  we  find  the  United 
States  on  side  of  the  idealists.  The  idealists 
say  the  problem  will  take  care  of  itself.  And. 
in  a  perfectly  free  market  system,  the  ideal- 
ists are  right— the  yen/dollar  misalignment 
and  other  international  currency  imbal- 
ances would  adjust  themselves. 

But  when  the  dollar  is  and  the  yen  is  not 
an  international  currency  .  .  .  when  Japa- 
nese interest  rates  are  held;  by  specific  gov- 
ernment actions,  well  below  the  world 
level  .  .  .  and  when  capital  flows  to  and 
from  Japan  are  greatly  imbalanced  in  the 
out  direction,  then  a  free  market  for  yen 
does  not  exist.  And  realism  dictates  that 
some  offsetting  actions  be  taken  to  balance 


the  serious  disadvantage  faced  by  American 
exporters  who  are  comf>eting— not  very  well, 
I  should  say— against  a  significantly  under- 
valued yen. 

At  the  very  least,  the  Williamsburg 
summit  should  acknowledge  the  problem.  A 
simple  joint  declaration  that  the  seven  gov- 
ernments—and especially  the  U.S.  and 
Japan— intend  to  work  toward  an  exchange 
rate  of  an  appropriate  level  will,  in  itself, 
help  strengthen  the  yen  relative  to  the 
dollar. 

In  addition,  Japan  should  further  liberal- 
ize its  financial  and  capital  markets.  Re- 
straints on  capital  flows  have  been  a  major 
contributor  to  the  weak  yen.  Ultimately, 
there  should  be  complete  internationaliza- 
tion of  yen  financial  markets. 

The  Japanese  also  need  to  permit  others 
to  invest  in  Japan  as  freely  as  Japan  invests 
in  other  countries.  Japan's  approval  process 
is  a  forbidding  maze  of  frustrating  rules  and 
restrictions.  The  cumulative  effect  of  Japa- 
nese controls— over  a  long  period  of  time- 
has  helped  keep  the  yen  weak. 

Japan  shold  meet  one  of  its  major  obliga- 
tions to  its  partners  in  world  trade;  that  is, 
to  compete  fairly  on  the  basis  of  product 
value  and  open  investment  .  .  .  not  on  the 
basis  of  capital  controls  that  keep  Japanese 
factories  busy  while  unemployment  mounts 
elsewhere. 

Other  countries  must  send  Japan  the  loud 
and  clear  message  that  the  damage  to  their 
economies  and  to  world  trade  caused  by  the 
undervalued  yen  won't  be  tolerated  any 
longer. 

If  necessary,  the  United  States— and  per- 
haps other  countries— should  consider  put- 
ting a  temporary  surcharge  on  Japanese 
goods  ...  as  a  sort  of  "shock  effect"  to 
drive  home  the  urgency  of  the  situation.  We 
believe  this  can  be  accomplished  consistent 
with  obligations  under  the  General  Agree- 
ment of  Tariffs  and  Trade. 

Also,  intervention  in  financial  markets— 
by  both  Japan  and  the  United  States— may 
be  needed.  Our  major  European  trading 
partners  should  consider  parallel  action. 

Import  surcharges  and  currency  interven- 
tion are  not  actions  I  like  to  recommend.  On 
the  contrary,  philosophically.  I  by  far 
prefer  the  non-intervention  approach.  That 
would  be  ideal  if  the  marketplace  were  al- 
lowed to  be  free  .  .  .  but  it's  not. 

In  the  real  world,  trading  partners  need  to 
operate  fairly.  When  trade  is  distorted  by 
one  nation's  actions,  then  the  other  nations 
must  act  to  redress  that  wrong.  The  yen/ 
dollar  problem  is  one  which  must  be  ad- 
dressed in  this  context. 

Something  must  be  done  about  the  yen/ 
dollar  problem,  and  Williamsburg  is  the 
place  to  begin.  The  U.S.  Government  can— 
and  should— take  the  lead. 

The  topics  I've  been  discussing— East- 
West  trade  and  the  yen— are  only  two  of 
those  on  the  minds  of  the  world's  leaders  as 
they  approach  next  week's  Summit.  But  I've 
highlighted  these  because  they  need  to  be 
right  at  the  top  of  the  priority  list. 

I'm  an  idealist  too.  you  know  .  .  .  and  my 
idealism  tells  me  that  there  are  some  things 
the  leaders  can  agree  on  in  Williamsburg,  in 
each  of  these  areas. 

We  can  adhere  to  our  ideals  ...  we  stand 
a  better  chance  of  realizing  our  goals  ...  if 
we  don't  put  on  blinders  that  keep  out  the 
real  world. 

It's  time  for  the  democracies  assembling 
at  Williamsburg  to  act  rtalistically  on  those 
matters  that  endanger  international  trade 
and  world  peace. 

I  urge  the  seven  nations  to  reach  consen- 
sus on  East-West  trade  ...  to  act  forcefully 


on  the  undervalued  yen  .  .  .  and  to  diligent- 
ly pursue  a  course  of  stability  and  prosperi- 
ty for  all  people. 
Thank  you. 

D  1810 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  address  the 
amendment  before  us  very  briefly  and 
say  that  I  am  opposed  to  this  amend- 
ment because,  quite  frankly,  it  cannot 
work.  There  is  no  way  that  you  can  re- 
aline  currencies  artifically  when  you 
have  two  countries  printing  money  at 
different  rates  and  then  decide  that 
the  politicians  get  together  and  say 
what  the  exchange  rate  should  be  is 
just  foolishness. 

I  happen  to  believe  that  we  could 
not  go  back  to  fixed  exchange  rates 
under  today's  circumstances  because 
the  market  is  adjusting  on  a  daily 
basis  of  devaluations  that  are  occur- 
ring. But  as  disruptive  as  it  is.  it  is 
probably  the  only  thing  that  can  exist 
today.  If  you  go  back  to  fixed  ex- 
change rates  today,  you  will  just  go 
back  to  the  system  that  we  had  which 
was  very  shaky  when  the  devaluations 
occurred  precipitously  over  a  weekend 
by  the  politicians. 

Eventually  we  will  have  to  have  a 
system  where  there  are  fixed  ex- 
change rates,  but  they  will  come  out 
of  the  marketplace.  And  that  will  be 
when  the  currencies  are  defined  once 
again  by  a  precise  definition,  that  is, 
when  the  currencies  are  defined  in 
terms  of  a  weight  of  gold  or  silver. 
Then  the  fixed  exchange  rates  will 
occur  automatically  and  we  will  not 
have  this  disruption  that  concerns  us 
and  is  causing  our  trade  to  break  down 
prompting  amendments  like  this  in 
hopes  that  we  can  realine  currencies 
artifically. 

I  would  like  to,  at  this  moment,  com- 
pliment the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Mitchell)  for  his  statement  be- 
cause I  think  he  is  quite  right  to  be 
hesitant  about  the  IMF  bill. 

It  has  been  said  here  that  this  is  a 
bailout  for  banks  and  that  has  been 
answered  by  those  who  disagree  and 
say,  "How  can  this  be  a  bailout  for  the 
banks  because  we  are  really  bailing 
out  and  helping  Third  World  na- 
tions?" 

Quite  frankly,  you  can  do  both.  You 
can  help  Third  World  nations  by  help- 
ing their  dictators  stay  in  power  and 
make  some  payments  to  the  banks.  So 
this  benefits  both  Third  World  nations 
as  well  as  the  bankers. 

And  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  is  quite  right.  There  is  no 
justification  whatsoever  for  us  to  fund 
this  sort  of  activity  and  at  the  same 
time  see  programs  in  this  country  suf- 
fering. It  is  true  that  I  am  opposed  to 
all  welfare.  I  am  opposed  to  giveaways 
to  everybody.  I  happen  to  have  this 
very  old  fashioned  belief  that  people 
ought  to  be  able  to  keep  what  they 
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earn.  And  I  know  that  is  not  all  that 
popular  in  the  House  and  in  the  Con- 
gress, but  I  think  it  is  a  good  system.  I 
think  people  ought  to  have  incentive 
to  work  and  have  the  right  to  keep 
what  they  earn. 

So.  therefore.  I  oppose  giveaways  to 
bankers,  giveaways  to  Third  World  na- 
tions, give  aways  to  welfare  recipients, 
giveaways  to  everybody.  But  I  do 
think  we  ought  to  have  priorities.  And 
if  ever  I  have  a  choice  between  a  give- 
away to  a  foreigner  and  a  giveaway  to 
a  banker,  or  a  giveaway  to  a  business- 
man versus  the  giveaway  to  some  poor 
person,  and  I  have  the  choice,  I  will 
always  give  that  money  away  at  home. 
If  you  are  going  to  waste  your  money, 
waste  it  at  home.  At  least  it  does  not 
leave  the  country. 

But  this  system  that  we  are  operat- 
ing with  now,  that  insists  that  we  give 
the  money  away  to  the  Third  World 
dictators  and  think  that  we  are  help- 
ing our  country  is  positively  preposter- 
ous. It  cannot  help  and  it  will  contrib- 
ute only  to  the  increased  inflation 
that  we  have.  The  pressure  is  on  us  to 
increase  the  deficits.  And  the  high  in- 
terest rates  and  more  inflation  and  the 
more  breakdown  in  the  international 
currency  markets  is  all  that  we  can 
expect. 

So  until  we  realize  this  and  decide 
that  we  must  support  the  people  at 
home  before  we  support  the  people 
overseas,  I  think  we  are  going  to  see 
more  and  more  of  these  kinds  of  prob- 
lems. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  discussing  the  cur- 
rent amendment  and  the  bill  itself,  I 
would  like  to  give  some  of  the  figures  I 
attempted  to  give  earlier. 

The  nine  largest  banks  in  America 
have  lent  222  percent  of  their  total 
capital  to  the  non-oil-producing  devel- 
oping countries.  These  same  banks 
have  112.5  percent  of  their  capital  ex- 
posed in  just  three  countries,  Argenti- 
na. Brazil,  and  Mexico. 

I  know  the  Members  have  heard  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  that  it  is  going 
to  take  a  lot  of  courage  to  vote  for  this 
bill  and  that  it  would  be  very  easy  to 
vote  against  it.  I  will  submit  to  my  col- 
leagues that  to  vote  against  a  bill  that 
the  largest  banks  in  this  Nation  favor, 
and  favor  strongly,  is  to  show  a  great 
deal  of  courage.  It  takes  a  great  deal 
of  confidence  in  the  folks  back  home.  I 
feel  that  confidence.  I  am  very  much 
opposed  to  this  legislation. 

Bad  loans  have  been  made.  Those 
loans  have  caused  this  situation  to 
come  before  us.  Those  loans  have  also 
caused  these  banks  to  come  seeking 
relief.  Making  those  loans  helped 
maintain  interest  rates  of  historically 
high  level  levels  in  this  Nation.  The 
same  credit  extended  overseas  could 
have  been  extended  here  in  the  United 
States.  There  is  some  dispute  about 


this.  I  realize,  but  you  cannot  tell  me 
that  lendable  funds  made  more  abun- 
dant in  the  United  States  would  not 
have  reduced  our  interest  rates  right 
there  at  home. 

We  were  told  in  subcommittee  that 
there  would  be  a  very  fast  turnaround 
on  this  money.  The  IMF  supposedly  is 
going  to  have  the  big  banks  add  to 
their  loans.  But  the  money  going  down 
to  these  countries  such  as  Mexico.  Ar- 
gentina, and  Brazil  will  rapidly  come 
back  to  the  United  States  in  the  form 
of  higher  interest  rates  and  higher  re- 
negotiation fees  to  the  banks  them- 
selves. 

By  this  legislation,  and  by  the  pro- 
motion of  the  IMF  schemes,  we  are  ac- 
tually exporting  the  policies  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  to  foreign  na- 
tions. We  have  seen  what  those  poli- 
cies have  done  in  this  Nation.  We  have 
seen  that  those  same  policies  have 
brought  this  Nations  economy  to  its 
knees.  In  fact,  the  entire  free  world's 
economy  has  been  placed  in  jeopardy 
by  these  policies  of  artificially  increas- 
ing interest  rates,  supposedly  put  in 
place  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  in- 
flation. 

Countries  are  having  trouble  paying 
off  their  debts  because  of  the  exces- 
sively high  interest  rates  and  charges 
that  were  originally  placed  upon  them 
by  the  very  banks  which  loaned  them 
the  money.  Some  of  these  banks  have 
shifted  from  charging  LIBOR,  the 
London  rate,  plus  points,  to  the  prime 
rate  plus  points.  The  prime  rate,  of 
course,  often  is  a  highly  artificial  and 
inflated  rate. 

The  Members  have  heard  this  bill 
called  a  jobs  bill.  I  submit  to  my  col- 
leagues that  that  is  on  its  face  a  ridic- 
ulous statement,  a  ridiculous  name  for 
this  bill.  Proponents  could  have  as 
easily  called  it  an  education  bill,  a 
crime  control  bill,  an  economy  bill  or 
an  agricultural  relief  bill.  We  all  recog- 
nize that  if  you  pump  a  little  money 
into  these  countries  that  is  later  par- 
tially spent  in  the  United  States,  we 
will  receive  some  small  benefit  from  it, 
but  we  may  be  almost  in  the  position 
of  Sears  and  Roebuck  loaning  money 
to  people  so  that  they  can  buy  goods 
from  Montgomery  Ward.  There  is  no 
assurance  that  we  will  receive  a  return 
on  this  investment. 

The  bottom  line,  of  course,  is  the 
fact  that  this  will  result  in  an  increase 
in  our  national  debt  of  $8.4  billion. 
Some  Members  may  say  that  it  does 
not  raise  the  deficit  because  it  is  off 
budget.  The  simple  fact  is  that  this 
would  be  a  large  addition  to  the  na- 
tional debt. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa  (Mr.  Leach). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


D  1820 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BEREUTER 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bereuter:  On 
page  24.  after  line  9.  Insert  the  following 
new  section,  and  renumber  succeeding  sec- 
tions accordingly. 

"ELIMINATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  EXPORT 
SUBSIDIES 

Sec.  305.  The  Eretton  Woods  AgreemenU 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2P6  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following. 

■  Sec.  45.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  to  the  Fund  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  a  policy  requiring  that 
prior  to  receiving  any  IMF  assistance  Fund 
borrowers  must  eliminate  all  predatory  agri- 
cultural export  sut)sidiaries  which  might 
result  in  the  reduction  of  other  member 
countries'  exports.  The  Secretary  shall 
report  to  the  relevant  committees  of  Con- 
gress within  180  days  of  enactment  of  this 
provision  as  to  the  progress  achieved  in 
reaching  this  goal.'  " 

Mr.  BEREUTER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  that  I  offer  is  a  straight- 
foward  one.  It  directs  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  instruct  the  U.S.  rep- 
resentative to  the  IMF  "to  propose 
and  work  for  the  adoption  of  a  policy 
requiring  that  prior  to  receiving  any 
IMF  assistance  fund,  borrowers  must 
eliminate  all  predatory  agricultural 
export  subsidies."  It  further  imposes  a 
reporting  requirement  on  the  Secre- 
tary so  that  we  can  assess  the  progress 
of  this  effort. 

Mr.  Chairman.  America's  farmers 
are  in  trouble.  The  premier  exporters 
of  our  Nation.  Americas  farmers, 
ranchers,  and  growers  have  consistent- 
ly accounted  for  tens  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  exports.  Their  outstanding  per- 
formance has  been  a  source  of  pride 
for  our  Nation  as  well  as  an  economic 
salvation.  The  $23.7  billion  trade  sur- 
plus registered  by  the  agricultural 
community  in  fiscal  year  1982  was  in 
striking  contrast  to  the  $60  billion  def- 
icit attributed  to  the  nonagricultural 
sector. 

Buffeted  by  a  worldwide  recession, 
our  sales  effort  has  taken  a  frighten- 
ing turn  downward.  Recent  forecasts 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
predict  that  U.S.  agricultural  exports 
will  fall  this  year  to  $35.5  billion,  down 
almost  10  percent  from  last  year's 
figure.  Total  export  tonnage  will  drop 
as  well,  forecasters  say,  to  149  million 
tons,  9  million  tons  below  the  previous 
year's  achievement. 


Although  worldwide  economic  condi- 
tions account  for  part  of  this  distress- 
ing trend,  that  is  not  the  entire  prob- 
lem. Farmers  everywhere  know  that 
they  are  losing  sales  because  of  preda- 
tory export  pricing  by  foreign  nations. 
Desperate  to  unload  their  excess  ag- 
ricultural commodites.  foreign  nations 
are    increasingly    resorting    to    heavy 
subsidization  of  their  domestic  produc- 
ers,  enabling   them   to   undercut   the 
United  States  in  sales.  The  European 
Economic  Community's  export  subsi- 
dies policies  present  the  most  notori- 
ous   example    of    this    problem.    By 
granting  refunds  on  the  difference  be- 
tween the  internal  EEC  and  the  world 
market  prices,  the  EEC  gives  its  sellers 
an  unfair  advantage.  Significant  U.S. 
sales   to   important   markets  such   as 
Latin  America  and  China,  for  exam- 
ple, have  been  displaced  by  these  un- 
fairly subsidized  sales.  A  recent  report 
issued  by  the  Congressional  Research 
Service  states  that  the  EEC  share  of 
the  world  grain  market  jumped  40  per- 
cent since  1979.  Their  total  wheat  ex- 
ports climbed  from  11  percent  to  15 
percent  in  1980.  All  this  as  a  result  of 
unfair  price  competition. 

According  to  the  latest  statistics  pre- 
pared by  the  U.S.  International  Trade 
Commission,  the  EEC  spent  $1.3  bil- 
lion for  agricultural  export  subsidies 
in  1982,  $0.4  billion  for  intervention 
storage  and  $0.29  billion  for  produc- 
tion subsidies.  Their  total  agricultural 
budget  appropriated  $2.15  billion  for 
the  grains  sector  in  1983,  an  increase 
of  7  percent  over  last  year.  The  1983 
budget  will  provide  $1.39  billion  for 
export  subsidies— up  5.9  percent— $0.46 
billion  for  intervention  storage— up 
13.4  percent— and  $0.31  billion  for  pro- 
duction subsidies— up  7.4  percent. 
With  large  carryover  stocks  from  last 
year's  record  wheat  crop  and  a  near- 
record  harvest  expected  this  year,  our 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service  predicts 
that  pressure  will  build  within  the 
EEC  to  exceed  last  year's  record 
export  volume.  This  can  only  spell 
trouble  for  the  United  States. 

A  partial  listing  of  other  known  agri- 
cultural export  subsidies,  prepared  by 
the  Agriculture  Committee,  of  the 
other  body,  presents  a  sobering  pic- 
ture of  what  U.S.  agricultural  export- 
ers face.  Brazil,  for  example,  a  key  re- 
cipient of  IMF  assistance,  uses  differ- 
ential taxes  to  support  its  cotton  pro- 
ducers. It  also  employs  tax  rebates  and 
preferential  credits  to  enhance  the 
competitiveness  of  its  soybean  meal 
and  oil  exports.  Argentina  uses  similar 
devices. 

America's  farmers,  ranchers,  and 
growers  generally  produce  the  highest 
quality  produce  in  the  world.  They 
cannot  compete,  however,  if  they  are 
hamstrung  by  a  Government  which 
sits  by  idly  while  foreign  nations  pour 
billions  of  dollars  into  the  subsidiza- 
tion of  their  agricultural  exports. 


Enough  is  enough.  Talking  and  ne- 
gotiating have  achieved  little  progress. 
The  United  States  has  two  import  sub- 
sidy cases  pending  now  before  the 
Subsidies  Committee  of  the  GATT  re- 
lating to  wheat  flour  and  pasta.  Indi- 
viduals such  as  myself  can  assure  you 
that  we  have  achieved  little  progress 
despite  the  unrelenting  efforts  of  our 
outstanding  special  representative. 
Ambassador  William  Brock. 

It  is  time  for  action.  Now.  We  need 
to  use  every  bit  of  legitimate,  reasona- 
ble leverage  that  we  have  to  halt  these 
predatory  pricing  practices.  Responsi- 
ble for  one-fifth  of  the  IMF's  re- 
sources, the  United  States  has  a 
potent  weapon  at  hand.  We  are  re- 
quired by  circumstances  to  use  it. 

Farm  exports  account  for  a  fifth  of 
total  export  earnings  for  the  United 
States.  In  fiscal  year  1982,  for  exam- 
ple, the  USDA  says  that  farm  exports 
created  about  30  billion  dollars'  worth 
of  additional  business  in  the  nonfarm 
community  on  top  of  the  $39.1  billion 
in  farm  exports.  More  than  one-half 
million  nonfarm  workers  owe  their 
employment  to  agricultural  exports. 
Everyone  in  this  body,  therefore,  not 
just  the  farm  State  representatives, 
must  understand  and  appreciate  the 
importance  of  this  problem.  I  ask  that 
you  join  with  me  in  standing  up  firmly 
in  favor  of  fair  treatment  for  U.S.  agri- 
cultural exporters  and  an  open  world 
trading  system. 

This  amendment  is  a  modest  one.  It 
carries  a  far  less  potent  punch  than 
that  which  many  in  this  body  and  in 
the  agricultural  community  would  pro- 
pose or  prefer.  Nevertheless,  it  can  be 
another  tool  in  our  battle  against 
unfair  agricultural  export  subsidies.  It 
is  prudent  and  necessary.  I  urge  its 
overwhelming  adoption. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  also  request  unani- 
mous consent  to  include  in  the  Record 
a  chart  prepared  by  the  Agriculture 
Committee  staff  of  the  other  body 
which  lists  known  agricultural  export 
subsidies. 


COUNTRIES  KNOWN  TO  EMPLOY  EXPORT  SUBSIDIES— 
Continued 


Cmmlni 


Type  ol  pMfnnicnl 
issistjtice 


Port 


Tobacco 

Ormges  and  langefines. 

Gtapelnit 

WaMs  in  sMI 


EEC 


.  OC- 


ECC 

Spam 

Italy Cast!  payment 


Casli  payment 
Cash  piynHnt 
(^ah  psjNMRt. 
Cash  payitwM. 
Casii  payment 
Intenul  lai  rebates 


SI* . . 

France 

Mia 

Italy 


Cash  payment 

Tai  rebates,  prcfetential 

credit 
Cash  payment 
Cash  payment 
Cash  payment 


COUNTRIES  KNOWN  TO  ZMPLOY  EXPORT  SUBSIDIES 


Country 


Type  o(  government 
assistance 


Wlieat  and  «*eat  flour EE Crt  pufiwwl- 

Coarse  grains EEC Cis* 

Beet  and  veal EEC Cash 


Poultry  meal CEC„. 

Bnzi.. 


Lard 

Cotton . 


EEC.. 


end.. 
Turkey. 


Cash  payment 

Favorable  product  financing. 

rebate  ol  lues 
Cash  payment 
Cash  payment 
Oitterentiai  taies 
State  control,  cash  rebates 


Lemons  Cyprus Cash  payment 

Spain  Tax  rebate,  picterenlial 

aedit 

Italy      Cash  payment 

EEt Cash  payment 


Grapes,  pears,  and  apples 

(fresh) 
Almonds,  shelled 


Rce 

Soyliean  meal  and  oil .. 


Italy _ Cash  payment 

SpM Ta»  refunds,  pfeletential 

credit 

.  iipai State  trading 

Italy Cash  payment 

.  Bniil Tax  rebates,  preferential 

credit 

Tax  rebates,  preferential 

credit. 


Note— Listing  is  partial  and  pretiminary.  as  prepared  by  staH  of  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
will  ask  the  gentleman,  what  sort  of 
activities  would  constitute  predatory 
financing  or  subsidies  in  the  case  of 
the  gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  The  question  is  a 
good  one.  There  has  been  considerable 
discussion  by  the  Agriculture  Commit- 
tees in  both  bodies  on  this  subject,  and 
I  have  been  somewhat  involved  in  that 
discussion  by  being  a  witness  in  a 
hearing  in  the  other  body.  Frankly,  it 
is  very  difficult  to  come  up  with  an  en- 
tirely satisfactory  definition,  but  the 
definition  of  a  predatory  agricultural 
export  subsidy  would  at  least  include 
any  subsidy  where  a  nation  is  provid- 
ing subsidies  of  a  nation  to  the  extent 
that  the  export  sale  price  of  that  prod- 
uct is  less  than  the  sale  price  of  that 
product  in  its  ovm  country.  That  situa- 
tion would  at  least  be  covered  by  such 
a  definition. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  And  the  amendment 
would  instruct  our  representative  to 
fight  against  such  subsidies;  is  that 
the  case? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  All  we  can  really 
instruct  our  representative  to  do  is  to 
propose  and  work  for  the  adoption  of 
such  a  policy  against  predatory  agri- 
cultural export  subsidies.  That  is  all 
we  can  instruct  him  or  her  to  do  at 
this  point. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
speaking  for  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
and  for  myself,  at  least  this  much  of 
the  minority  side  accepts  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  and  thinks  it  is  a 
very  good  idea. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished gentleman. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee. 
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Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  tell 
the  gentleman  what  I  am  worried 
about  in  this  amendment.  It  certainly 
sounds  like  a  laudable  amendment. 
But  I  am  concerned  about  the  impre- 
ciseness  of  the  definition  of  "predato- 
ry." The  United  States  has  been  the 
second  biggest  user  of  the  IMF.  Might 
there  be  an  objection  to  our  use  of  the 
IMF  under  this  language,  since  we 
have  agricultural  programs  that  are 
clearly  subsidies? 

I  am  thinking  of  wheat,  corn,  dairy, 
and  cotton  programs,  and  a  whole 
range  of  other  programs  that  subsidize 
our  agricultural  products. 

Could  not  that  be  a  very  severe  prob- 
lem for  our  own  country's  IMF  partici- 
pation? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  answer  is  "no."  We 
do  not  often  use  export  subsidies. 
Indeed,  the  case  is  often  made  that 
the  United  States  uses  subsidies,  but 
our  subsidies  to  the  extent  they  exist 
are  imposed  at  the  other  end  of  the 
process.  Our  subsidies  are  aimed  at  re- 
ducing production.  What  we  have  ob- 
jected to,  particularly  with  respect  to 
the  practices  of  the  European  Eco- 
nomic Community,  but  to  others  as 
well,  is  the  kind  of  a  practice  that  is 
hurting  nations  like  Brazil,  as  well  as 
this  country.  They  employ  their  subsi- 
dy at  the  other  end— as  an  export  sub- 
sidy. So  every  time  we  cut  back  on  our 
production  of  wheat  by  a  subsidy 
method  we  are  in  effect  subsidizing 
the  French  wheat  farmer.  We  hold 
down  production  to  sustain  reasonable 
commodity  prices.  The  EEC  continue 
to  use  their  subsidy  on  the  other  end 
of  the  process. 

We  would  not  be  affected  by  discour- 
aging predatory  agricultural  export 
subsidies,  but,  frankly,  if  we  were,  I 
think  this  would  be  a  good  policy  for 
us  to  implement. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Our  subsidies  are  good 
subsidies,  but  their  subsidies  are  bad 
subsidies? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  tend  to  look  at  it 
that  way,  but  you  do  not  even  have  to 
look  at  it  in  that  respect.  All  I  am 
saying  is  that  ours  are  at  the  front  end 
of  the  process,  to  limit  production,  the 
export  subsidies  are  on  the  end  of  the 
process— the  marketing  end. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  think  my 
good  friend  is  just  totally  missing  the 
point.  We  subsidize  in  this  country  to 
cut  down  on  acreage  and  keep  the 
price  high.  Our  European  EEC  friends 
are  subsidizing  to  keep  production 
high  and  sell  it  at  the  low  cost  by 
paying  the  farmer  for  the  difference. 
The  word  "subsidy"  may  be  the  same; 
but  the  action  is  entirely  different.  We 
are  subsidizing  farmers  to  cut  back  on 
production  and  keep  the  price  of  their 
product  high.  But  they,  on  the  other 
hand,  are  subsidizing  to  let  farmers 


sell  below  the  real  price  and  they  are 
not  trying  to  cut  back  on  production. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereu- 
TER)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  McKinney  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bereuter 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Neal). 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  still 
somewhat  concerned  about  it.  What 
about,  for  instance,  our  Public  Law  480 
program?  Does  not  that  contain  some 
export  subsidy?  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
are  into  a  very  gray  area  here,  and  I 
am  not  sure  that  the  IMF  bill  is  the 
place  we  ought  to  be  taking  it  up.  I 
come  from  an  agricultural  State,  as  I 
know  the  gentleman  does,  and  I  want 
to  help  agriculture  as  much  as  I  can. 
Essentially,  in  this  legislation  we  are 
talking  about  a  monetary  institution. 
We  are  not  talking  about  an  agricul- 
tural institution.  I  just  wonder  if  there 
is  not  a  better  place  to  deal  with  this. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  would  respond  to  the  gentle- 
man and  say  that  we  have  discussed 
this  with  our  representative  at  the 
IMF,  with  the  Treasury  Department. 
Indeed  it  is  a  matter  of  special  interest 
to  certain  members  of  the  delegation 
of  the  gentleman  from  North  Caroli- 
na, a  Member  in  the  other  body.  I  am 
concerned  about  moving  as  far  in  di- 
recting our  representative  to  IMF  as 
some  of  the  steps  that  have  been  con- 
templated. I  think  it  is  appropriate, 
therefore,  that  we  have  this  kind  that 
at  least  offer  the  direction  given  in  the 
amendment.  That  is  all  that  we  can  le- 
gally instruct. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Is  the  gentleman  saying 
that  the  administration  supports  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  They  will. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Have  they  yet? 

Does  the  Chairman  support  this 
amendment? 

Who  said  St  Germain? 

The  Chairman  supports  it. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
great  regard  for  my  friend,  the  gentle- 
man from  Nebraska,  and  I  understand 
the  intent  of  his  amendment.  I  hearti- 
ly endorse  the  theory  of  the  amend- 
ment. I  think  he  is  doing  something 
that  ought  to  be  thought  through  not 
by  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska,  be- 
cause he  thinks  through  these  issues 
quite  well,  but  I  think  the  body  itself 
has  to  realize  that,  on  one  hand,  we 
are  telling  the  IMF  through  this 
amendment  not  to  engage  in  loans  to 
countries  that  practice  predatory  agri- 
cultural policies,  but  the  basic  intent 
of  the  IMF.  irrespective  of  the  argu- 
ments that  are  made  in  its  favor  by 


the  chairman  and  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  do 
not  forget  that  the  IMF's  basic  rule  in 
Third  World  countries  is  to  export 
more  and  import  less  by  devaluing  cur- 
rencies. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Be- 
reuter) has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kemp  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bereuter  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  KEMP.  So  in  effect,  on  one 
hand  you  are  telling  them  not  to  be 
predatory.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
international  bankers  and  the  IMF  are 
going  to  those  countries,  wherever 
they  may  be.  and  saying,  "Weaken 
your  currency,  or  through  devalu- 
ation, thus  you  can  import  less  and 
export  more." 

I  would  suggest  to  the  Members  that 
if  they  are  bothered  about  predatory 
practices  in  agriculture,  they  ought  to 
be  even  more  bothered  by  the  predato- 
ry idea  of  telling  Third  World  coun- 
tries to  weaken  their  currencies  to  get 
into  the  export  market  and  to  limit 
their  imports.  That  is  my  problem 
with  the  type  of  advice  that  the  IMF 
is  giving.  And  if  you  think  I  am  wrong, 
ask  Sudan,  ask  Morocco,  ask  Brazil, 
ask  Mexico.  Every  country  today  that 
is  dealing  with  the  IMF  is  following 
that  practice.  So  I  say  to  my  friend 
that  I  support  his  amendment,  I  think 
hs  is  right  on  target,  but  here  is  a  sys- 
temic problem  in  the  IMF.  and  it  is 
the  cause  of  much  of  this  pain  that  we 
are  going  to  have  to  deal  with  at  some 
point  or  another,  and  I  would  just 
bring  this  issue  to  the  forefront  in 
order  to  draw  attention  to  the  preda- 
tory practices  of  the  IMF  itself,  much 
less  the  idea  of  predatory  practices 
against  Nebraska  or  New  York. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  comments.  They  are  im- 
portant comments.  But  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  the  agricultural  export 
subsidies  are  not  often  used  by  the 
Third  World  nations  or  specifically 
the  nations  that  have  the  current  need 
for  IMF  assistance. 

The  predatory  agricultural  export 
subsidies  are  primarily  used  by  the  Eu- 
ropean Economic  Community.  One 
can  see  that  by  examining  a  list  of 
those  commodities  where  agricultural 
export  subsidies  are  used.  As  a  recent 
member  of  the  congressional  delega- 
tion to  GATT  conference  over  the 
Thanksgiving  vacation  in  1982.  it  is 
the  view,  I  would  say,  of  many  people 
who  were  there,  in  fact  the  unanimous 
view  of  the  American  congressional 
delegation  as  far  as  I  know,  that  this 
kind  of  step  to  discourage  predatory 
agricultural  export  subsidies  must  be 
taken  as  one  more  demonstration  of 
our  concern  and  resolve. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereuter). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
•  Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  amend- 
ment to  H.R.  2957  offered  by  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  McNulty).  This  amendment 
would  make  certain  that  the  United 
States,  through  the  IMF.  does  not  sub- 
sidize foreign  copper  industries  or 
other  business  ventures  abroad  to  the 
detriment  of  our  own  domestic  indus- 
tries. In  addition,  the  amendment 
would  require  careful  scrutiny  of  all 
IMF  loan  applications  by  U.S.  repre- 
sentatives to  make  certain  that  no 
loans  are  awarded  which  would  pro- 
mote the  production  of  any  product 
which  is  currently  flooding  the  inter- 
national market. 

Last  year,  the  domestic  copper  in- 
dustry suffered  a  terrible  blow  in  its 
efforts  to  remain  viable.  The  impact  of 
slackened  demand,  falling  prices,  and 
high  production  costs  has  yielded 
tragic  results.  Nationally  almost  60 
percent  of  the  work  force  has  been 
laid  off.  In  my  home  State  of  New 
Mexico,  more  than  2,300  workers  lost 
their  jobs.  Unemployment  in  towns 
such  as  Chino  and  Silver  City  stands 
at  roughly  29  percent. 

Furthermore,  the  potash  industry  in 
New  Mexico  has  suffered  greatly  as  a 
result  of  cheap,  subsidized,  imported 
Mexican  potash. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  makes  no  sense  for 
the  U.S.  Government  to  assist,  sup- 
port, and  subsidize  foreign  industries 
giving  them  an  upper  hand  in  competi- 
tion with  U.S.  businesses.  We  must 
support  industries  in  the  United 
States  that  are  threatened  by  unfair 
trading  practices.  We  should  certainly 
not  assist  foreign  nations  who  employ 
unfair  trading  tactics.  This  amend- 
ment will  simply  make  certain  that 
the  U.S.  Governm  nt  does  not  support 
foreign  businesses  which  put  Ameri- 
cans out  of  work.» 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  qualified  support  of  H.R.  2957.  the 
International  Recovery  and  Financial 
Stability  Act.  I  do  not  contend  for  a 
moment  that  this  is  not  a  most  diffi- 
cult vote  and  proposition  to  accept.  In 
the  eyes  of  many  of  my  constituents, 
the  perception  is  that  we  are  increas- 
ing the  U.S.  contribution  to  an  organi- 
zation which  helps  other  nations  while 
our  own  economy  is  just  now  coming 
out  of  a  severe  recession. 

If  the  issue  were  that  simple,  and 
one  sided.  I  would  be  compelled  to 
vote  against  this  legislation.  However, 
what  is  important  to  recognize  is  the 
important  relationship  between  our 
contribution  to  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  and  the  return  we  get 
on  that  investment  in  terms  of  job-cre- 
ation activities. 

Let  me  be  more  specific  if  not  a  bit 
parochial.  According  to  research  done 


by  the  Citibank  of  New  York,  increas- 
ing the  U.S.  share  to  the  IMF  and,  in 
turn,  the  IMF  continuing  to  loan 
money  to  developing  nations,  will  con- 
tinue to  produce  a  healthier  trade  en- 
vironment which  would  benefit  both 
New  York  City  and  State.  Nearly  1  out 
of  every  7  jobs  in  New  York,  or  1  mil- 
lion total  jobs,  is  related  directly  or  in- 
directly to  exports  and  world  trade. 

Further,  for  New  York  much  of  this 
trade  involves  the  nations  which  have 
been  heavily  involved  with  IMF  pro- 
grams. Again  according  to  Citibank, 
the  Port  of  New  York  handles  over  $90 
billion  in  exports  with  Latin  America, 
with  Brazil  serving  as  the  largest  Latin 
American  customer  at  $872  million. 
Brazil  has  been  helped  by  the  IMF, 
which  has  allowed  them  to  be  effec- 
tive, trading  partners  and  which  in 
turn  has  helped  our  Nation's  balance 
of  trade. 

When  we  evaluate  this  issue  from 
the  standpoint  of  New  York  State  we 
find  a  similar  benefit  accruing  by 
maintaining  a  strong  and  viable  IMF. 
New  York  State  is  the  third  largest 
among  the  50  States  in  export-related 
employment  with  more  than  377.000 
jobs  related  to  exports. 

The  point  I  am  making  here  is  that 
it  is  misguided  for  us  to  evaluate  this 
bill  simply  from  the  limited  standpoint 
of  increasing  our  commitment  to  the 
IMF.    While    few    in    this    Congress 
would  give  unanimous  approval  to  all 
of  the  IMF's  lending  policies  in  recent 
years,  it  is  unfair  to  blame  the  IMF  for 
issues  such  as  the  world  recession.  The 
nations  which  have  had  to  lean  more 
heavily  on  the  IMF  in  recent  months 
and     years,     including     Mexico     and 
Brazil,  have  been  especially  victimized 
by  the  world  recession.  Yet  for  our 
Nation  to  respond  by  not  increasing 
our  contribution   to   the   IMF  would 
simply  be  an  invitation  for  additional 
fiscal  crises  affecting  other  nations, 
thus  impeding  their  ability  to  be  re- 
sponsible  trading   partners,   thus   re- 
stricting the  world  market  for  U.S.  ex- 
ports, thus  causing  higher  unemploy- 
ment  in   those   particular   industries. 
Conversely,  permitting  a  more  active 
world  trade  market  works  to  the  dis- 
tinct advantage  of  the  American  econ- 
omy. 

I  believe  there  to  be  merit  in  the  ap- 
proach of  having  the  United  States 
insist  on  more  prudent  practices  by 
the  IMF  in  their  loan  decision.  While  I 
am  in  general  support  of  the  bill  as  re- 
ported, I  will  look  favorably  upon 
those  amendments  which  may  further 
protect  the  investment  of  U.S.  dollars 
from  the  perilous  financial  practices 
of  certain  nations  receiving  IMF  assist- 
ance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  obviously  this  is  not 
a  perfect  bill;  it  is  legislation  of  neces- 
sity, however.  If  we  fail  to  act  on  this 
bill  we  will  be  inviting  a  financial  dis- 
aster which  may  end  up  costing  this 
Nation  far  in  excess  of  the  funds  we 


are  authorizing  today.  Finally,  let  me 
observe  that  if  we  are  in  fact  commit- 
ted to  expanding  the  economic  recov- 
ery which  is  well  underway  at  this 
point,  we  must  do  so  with  a  partner- 
ship between  the  public  and  private 
sectors.  We  must  look  to  international 
trade  as  a  fertile  ground  for  job  cre- 
ation. We  must  not  have  policies  in 
one  area  pull  the  rug  out  of  progress 
in  another  area.  Certainly  I  would  be 
far  more  comfortable  were  our  com- 
mitment of  funds  to  the  IMF  lower 
but  the  level  suggested  in  this  bill  by 
all  accounts  is  needed. 

I  support  the  legislation  and  urge  its 
adoption  in  an  expeditious  fashion.* 
•  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  feel  that  it  is  important  during 
consideration   of   the   IMF   quota   in- 
crease, to  glance  back  at  a  particularly 
relevant  history  lesson.  In  the  wake  of 
World    War    II,    the    United    States 
adopted  a  program  for  the  reconstruc- 
tion of  the  economies  of  Europe  and 
Japan,  known  as  the  Marshall  plan. 
While  the  Marshall  plan  was  noble  in 
its  original  intent,  it  nevertheless  had 
some  unforseen  negative  consequences 
which  we  are  experiencing  even  today. 
The  results  of  that  well-meaning  plan 
are  that  while  Japan  and  the  countries 
of  Western  Europe  have  been  able,  as 
a  result  of  U.S.  loans  and  grants,  to 
expand  and  modernize  their  industrial 
base  in  the  postwar  era,  American  in- 
dustries,   lacking    a    domestic    rescue 
package  such   as  the  Marshall   plan, 
grew  old,  outdated,  and  uncompetitive 
in  the  world  economy. 

Today,  as  a  result,  we  are  faced  with 
double-digit  unemployment  and  de- 
clining smokestack  industries  such  as 
steel  and  automobiles.  Capital  spend- 
ing, despite  the  recent  improvement  in 
the  economy,  remains  extremely  low 
in  this  country.  We  are  constantly  re- 
minded that  many  of  the  jobs  that 
have  been  lost  in  the  latest  recession 
are  gone  forever  and  we  are  told  that 
America  faces  an  impending  transfor- 
mation to  a  predominantly  service-ori- 
ented economy.  I  do  not  accept  as  in- 
evitable the  further  erosion  of  this 
country's  industrial  base  and  feel  that 
such  an  occurrence  would  be  a  great 
tragedy. 

Today,  in  the  Congress,  we  are  asked 
to  approve  a  1980's  version  of  the  Mar- 
shall plan.  We  are  being  asked  to  fur- 
ther fund  development  projects  in 
Third  World  countries  so  that  Brazil- 
ian steel  or  Mexican  steel  can,  like 
German,  Japanese,  and  Korean  steel, 
compete  with  the  already  depressed 
American  steel  industry.  In  short,  we 
are  being  asked  to  further  undermine 
our  weakened  industrial  sector  by 
aiding  its  foreign  competitors.  We  are 
being  asked  to  come  to  the  rescue  of 
those  international  banks  that  have 
made  questionable  loans  to  our  foreign 
competitors.  We  are  being  asked  to 
bail  out  those  same  banks  that  have 
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seen  fit  to  foreclose  on  our  farmers 
and  small  businessmen  who  fail  to 
make  one  of  their  payments.  These 
banks,  however,  are  quite  anxious  to 
have  the  Federal  Government  contin- 
ue to  fund  foreign  countries  who  are 
late  in  their  loan  payments. 

I  cannot  support  a  bill  which,  while 
overly  generous  to  foreigners  and  mul- 
tinational bankers,  disregards  this 
country's  basic  industries  which  have 
been  hurt  so  deeply  in  the  latest  reces- 
sion. This  Congress  needs  to  cooperate 
with  those  people  that  are  the  life- 
blood  of  this  country's  economy,  its  la- 
borers, its  farmers,  and  its  small  busi- 
nessmen. This  $8.4  billion  would  be 
better  spent  in  this  country  in  a  new. 
revised  reconstruction  finance  compa- 
ny. Economists  have  said  that  an 
upturn  in  the  global  economy  is  de- 
pendent upon  an  American  recovery. 
Let  us  further  that  recovery  by  voting 
down  this  measure,  and  thus  reducing 
the  Federal  deficit  and  interest  rates, 
and  aiding  domestic  industry.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  oppose  H.R.  2957.* 
•  Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
years  Western  bankers  have  been 
unable  to  resist  the  temptation  to 
extend  ever- increasing  loans  to  the 
capital  starved  countries  of  the  Second 
and  Third  Worlds.  Unfortunately,  it 
seems  that  the  gnomes  of  Zurich, 
London,  and  New  York  have  managed 
to  create  a  situation  whereby  the  only 
solution  to  today's  international  debt 
problem  is  to  increase  the  amount  of 
debt  already  threatening  worldwide  fi- 
nancial solvency.  Piling  debt  upon 
debt,  however,  only  delays  the  inevita- 
ble, while  exacting  a  high  price  from 
lenders,  borrowers,  and  innocent  tax- 
payers. 

The  Reagan  administration  is  now 
before  Congress,  urging  us  to  vote  for 
an  $8.4  billion  infusion  of  taxpayer 
funds  to  subsidize  the  fiscal  misman- 
agement of  both  lenders  and  borrow- 
ers. The  folly  of  this  calculated  assault 
on  the  Treasury  should,  by  now.  be 
evident  to  all. 

The  governments  of  the  debtor 
countries  have  become  hard  currency 
junkies.  They  need  hard  cash  to  serv- 
ice the  debt  owed  to  Western  banks 
and  governments  simply  because  their 
own  inefficient  economies  cannot 
produce  enough  exports  to  earn  the 
currency  through  regular  means  of 
trade. 

To  be  sure,  some  of  the  problems 
confronting  the  debtor  nations  are 
beyond  their  control.  The  world  reces- 
sion and  the  resulting  drop  in  world- 
wide commodity  prices  have  played 
havoc  with  their  economies.  Economic 
growth,  however,  is  not  an  accident  of 
nature.  By  maintaining  overvalued  ex- 
change rates,  subsidizing  foodstuffs— 
which  destroys  domestic  agriculture— 
and  erecting  centrally  planned  ineffi- 
cient state  enterprises,  many  lesser  de- 
veloped countries  (LDC's)  have  only 


themselves  to  blame  for  their  current 
predicament. 

The  proposed  increase  in  American 
funding  will  further  strain  an  already 
shaky  financial  system.  Higher  Feder- 
al deficits  will  ensue  since  the  Treas- 
ury must  finance  this  increase  by  bor- 
rowing in  the  open  credit  markets. 
This  in  turn,  adds  to  the  upward  pres- 
sure on  interest  rates  because  private 
capital  has  to  compete  with  the  Treas- 
ury for  the  same  pool  of  lenders' 
funds.  It  is  not  up  to  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury to  rescue  the  bankrupt  with  an- 
other infusion  of  American  red  ink, 
while  the  American  taxpayer  is  left 
holding  the  bag. 

The  purpose  of  the  IMF  is  to  allevi- 
ate short-term  balance-of-payment  im- 
balances or  liquidity  problems.  Longer 
term  projects  or  structural  loans  are, 
under  the  1944  Bretton  Woods  Agree- 
ment, the  preserve  of  the  World  Bank. 
Thus,  by  engaging  itself  in  problems 
of  insolvency,  the  IMF  is  transforming 
itself  into  little  more  than  a  suprana- 
tional welfare  agency,  permanently 
underwriting  LDC  deficits. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  the  current 
situation  warrants  no  action.  There 
are,  however,  reasonable  alternatives 
to  the  quota  increase. 

Banks  can  write  down  nonperform- 
ing  loans,  leading  to  their  true  worth 
and  value,  while  setting  aside  larger 
reserves  against  their  foreign  loans. 
Bank  profits  and  dividends  may  suffer 
in  the  short  run.  reflecting  the  price 
of  imprudent  bank  decisions,  but  by 
disclosing  their  true  worth,  banks 
would  allow  the  marketplace  to  decide 
whether  increasing  foreign  loans  is 
sound  policy. 

The  IMF  could  borrow  in  open 
credit  markets  by  using  its  immense 
gold  reserves  as  collateral.  The  $45  bil- 
lion in  gold  that  the  IMF  now  possess- 
es could  raise  more  than  enough  hard 
currency  to  deal  with  current  difficul- 
ties. 

Bilateral,  not  multilateral  aid.  would 
better  serve  our  own  interests.  Passing 
foreign  aid  through  an  international 
bureaucracy  reduces  the  control  and 
influence  of  the  donor  countries, 
whereas  bilateral  loajis  let  us  control 
the  decision  of  where  and  to  whom  the 
money  goes.  The  United  States  has  no 
interest  in  stabilizing  Communist  re- 
gimes and  military  dictators,  only  so 
that  bankers  are  protected  from  the 
consequences  of  their  own  poor  judg- 
ments. 

In  addition,  the  stringent  conditions 
imposed  by  the  IMF  on  debtor  coun- 
tries often  have  been  counterproduc- 
tive. Increased  unemployment,  re- 
duced growth,  and  a  lower  standard  of 
living  typify  the  results  from  past  IMF 
actions.  Economic  growth,  not  subsi- 
dized welfare,  is  the  key  to  the  LDC's 
problems. 

The  proper  role  of  the  IMF  is  to  act 
as  a  monitoring  agency,  not  a  lender  of 
last  resort.  Allocation  of  credit  should 


be  left  to  the  marketplace,  not  some 
supranational  financial  supermarket. 
If  banks  were  forced  to  recognize  and 
internalize  the  risks  inherent  in  inter- 
national lending,  more  prudent  lend- 
ing would  result. 

At  at  time  when  farmers  and  small 
businessmen  are  being  squeezed  by 
panicky  local  banks,  it  is  unconscion- 
able for  us  to  ask  the  American  tax- 
payer to  subsidize  the  mistakes  of  the 
big  banks.  Once  again  Wall  Street  gets 
a  raft  while  Main  Street  gets  the 
shaft. 

The  increasing  interdependence  of 
each  nations  well-being  is  a  central 
fact  in  today's  world.  But  interdepend- 
ence does  not  mean  that  the  U.S.  tax- 
payer should  be  subsidizing  the  ineffi- 
ciencies of  corrupt  foreign  govern- 
ments and  their  big  bank  patrons.* 
•  Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  we  continue  consideration  of  H.R. 
2957.  I  would  like  to  draw  my  col- 
leagues' attention  to  a  study  released 
yesterday  by  the  Center  for  Interna- 
tional Policy.  The  report,  which  was 
quoted  in  today's  Washington  Post 
(July  26,  1983),  notes  that,  for  the  first 
time,  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  has  cited  the  practice  of  apart- 
heid as  a  threat  to  economic  stability 
in  South  Africa,  and  has  recommended 
an  extensive  restructuring  of  that  ab- 
horrent social  system,  particularly  in 
the  area  of  equal  training  and  educa- 
tion. The  practice  of  apartheid  there- 
fore appears  to  be  not  only  a  morally 
bankrupt  policy,  but  an  economically 
unsound  one  as  well.  I  strongly  recom- 
mend the  report  by  the  Center  for 
International  Policy  to  any  of  my  col- 
leagues who  may  have  missed  it. 

The  article  follows: 

IMP  Criticizes  Apartheid 

An  International  Monetary  Fund  econom- 
ic team  reported  on  May  19  that  South 
Africa  must  ease  the  impediments  and  re- 
strictions governing  the  labor  market  in 
order  to  avoid  serious  imbalances  in  the 
economy  over  the  medium  term. 

The  team  also  recommends  that  the  allo- 
cations of  government  expenditure  to  black 
education  and  manpower  training  be 
stepped  up  sharply  because  they  have  been 
inadequately  funded  up  to  now. 

The  report  by  the  team  represents  the 
IMF  management's  first  criticism  of  apart- 
heid. 

Citing  impediments  on  the  geographical 
mobility  of  black  workers  as  a  serious  prob- 
lem, the  study  produced  by  the  team  says 
that  in  general  this  regulatory  system  is 
based  on  noneconomlc  considerations.  The 
appraisal  by  the  IMP  concluded  that  there 
was  no  clear  prospect  of  improvement  in 
this  area. 

The  IMP  acknowledged  progress  in  remov- 
ing legal  Impediments  to  black  promotions 
in  industry.  But  it  said  that  progress  to  a 
more  racially  diverse  skilled  labor  force  is 
impeded  by  a  large  discrepancy  in  existing 
skills  and  in  government  expenditure  on 
education  and  training  between  race  groups. 
It  cited  a  1979/80  estimate  by  the  nongov- 
ernmental Institute  of  Race  Relations  show- 
ing a  ratio  of  almost  13:1  between  expendi- 
ture on  white  and  black  school  children. 


There  were  also  large  discrepancies  between 
race  groups  in  terms  of  access  to  technical 
and  vocational  training.  The  study  also  re- 
ported slim  prospects  of  reducing  the  gap  in 
the  foreseeable  future. 

The  report  by  the  IMP  team,  which  vis- 
ited Pretoria  last  February  and  March,  rep- 
resents the  first  criticism  of  apartheid  on 
economic  grounds  by  the  IMP.  The  study 
represents  a  response  to  requests  by  several 
executive  directors  made  at  an  IMP  meeting 
last  November  3,  during  which  the  executive 
board  approved  a  $1.1  billion  loan  to  South 

The  chief  author  of  the  study  was  Leslie 
J.  Lipschitz,  a  South  African  now  working 
for  the  IMF's  European  Department. 

POLICY  IMPLICATIONS 

The  study  was  cited  approvingly  by  nearly 
all  executive  directors  at  the  June  20,  1983 
mid-term  review  of  South  Africa's  standby 
program.  Thus  critical  monitoring  of  two 
chief  aspects  of  apartheid— pass  laws  and 
educational  discrimination— is  now  likely  to 
become  a  subjection  of  discussion  between 
the  IMF  and  South  Africa  in  future  annual 
consultations. 

Furthermore,  if  South  Africa  ever  ap- 
proaches the  IMP  again  for  a  new  standby, 
progress  in  dismantling  these  pillars  of 
apartheid  is  likely  to  be  made  a  criterion  of 
the  program.  It  is  certain  that  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  study  will  be  cited  by  executive 
directors,  and  that  progress  in  implement- 
ing them  will  be  considered  one  test  of 
South  Africa's  cooperation  with  the  Fund. 

This  conclusion  implies  that  South  Africa 
may  be  found  ineligible  for  future  standby 
arrangements  unless  it  is  prepared  to  dis- 
mantle major  elements  of  apartheid. 

The  Funds  other  major  loan  window,  the 
Compensatory  Financing  Facility,  is  not 
subject  to  the  same  program  conditions. 
However,  the  trend  in  recent  IMF  decisions 
is  to  link  access  to  the  CFF  to  the  member 
country's  general  pattern  of  cooperation 
with  the  Fund  in  an  attempt  to  find  solu- 
tions to  the  members  economic  difficulties. 
If  there  is  no  progress  in  implementing  the 
findings  of  the  IMF's  study,  that  may  also 
be  cited  against  a  South  Africa  request  for 
the  CFF. 

LEGISLATIVE  IMPLICATIONS 


Section  303  of  the  IMP  quota  increase  bill 
now  before  the  House  of  Representatives  re- 
quires that  the  United  States  oppose  future 
IMF  loans  to  South  Africa  because  of  apart- 
heid. The  amendment  reads: 

"The  Congress  hereby  finds  that  the  prac- 
tice of  apartheid  resulU  in  severe  con- 
straints on  labor  mobility  and  other  highly 
inefficient  labor  supply  rigidities  which  con- 
tribute to  balance  of  payments  deficits  in 
direct  contradiction  of  the  goals  of  the 
International  Monetary  Fund. 

•Therefore,  the  President  shall  instruct 
the  U.S.  Executive  Director  of  the  Fund  to 
actively  oppose  any  credit  drawings  on  the 
Fund  or  any  of  its  facilities  by  any  country 
which  practices  apartheid." 

The  House  Banking  Committee  approved 
the  section,  with  its  economic  preamble,  on 
May  9.  On  May  2  the  banking  committee's 
Subcommittee  on  International  Trade,  In- 
vestment, and  Monetary  Policy  heard  testi- 
mony from  a  former  Treasury  Department 
official,  Dr.  Colin  Bradford,  and  an  M.I.T. 
economics  professor,  Richard  Eckaus.  on 
the  economic  liabilities  of  apartheid.  The 
news  that  the  IMF  iteelf  has  criticized 
apartheid  on  economic  grounds  corrobo- 
rates the  position  of  the  House  Banking 
Committee  and  deflects  the  administration's 


argument  that  retention  of  the  section  will 
politicize  U.S.  involvement  in  the  IMF. 

The  Congressional  Black  Caucus  on  July 
20  circulated  a  letter  saying  that  its  nine- 
teen votes  would  be  available  for  the  IMF 
replenishment  only  if  Section  303  is  re- 
tained. At  least  an  equal  number  of  white 
liberals  are  inclined  in  the  same  direction. 

On  July   19  House  Africa  subcommittee 
chairman  Rep.  Howard  Wolpe  (Democrat  of 
Michigan)  said,  "The  IMP  bill  is  going  to  be 
difficult  enough  to  pass  as  it  is.  1  think  that 
if  this  amendment  were  to  be  pulled  off— if 
the  Dixon  amendment  does  not  prevail— I 
think  we  could  end  up  with  further  erosion 
of  support  for  the  basic  legislation,  which  is 
the  point  we  are  making  to  some  of  the  Ad- 
ministration's supporters  of  the  legislation." 
The  anti-apartheid  amendment  was  origi- 
nally offered  by  Rep.  Julian  Dixon.  Demo- 
crat of  California  and  chairman  of  the  Con- 
gressional Black  Caucus.* 
•  Mr.  NOWAK.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
consideration  of  H.R.  2957,  the  Inter- 
national   Financial    Stability    Act,    I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
express  my  support  for  the  provision 
which  is  designed  to  enhance  export 
financing  for  the  small  business  com- 
munity. This  measure  would  accom- 
plish this  goal  by  requiring  the  Exim- 
bank  to  designate  6  percent  of  its  au- 
thorized lending  funds  to  small  busi- 
ness in  fiscal  year  1984  and  10  percent 
in  fiscal  year  1985.  In  addition.  H.R. 
2957   contains   a  provision  which   iri- 
structs  the  Eximbank  to  be  competi- 
tive in  its  financing  and  sensitive  to 
small  business  export  financing  needs. 
There  is  an  increasing  awareness  in 
the  Congress  and  in  this  country  that 
the  Nation's  trade  deficits  and  unem- 
ployment   problem    are    two    critical 
problems  we  face  in  the  eighties.  How- 
ever, they  are  not  mutually  exclusive. 
Any  effort  to  increase  export  trade  by 
our   business   community   would  ulti- 
mately lead  to  the  creation  of  employ- 
ment for  many  of  our  Nation's  jobless 
work  force.  Indeed,  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  has  proclaimed  in 
widely   circulated   posters   that   "U.S. 
Exports  Means  Jobs." 

In  our  attempt  to  increase  exports 
and  create  jobs,  it  is  essential  that  we 
continue  to  recognize  the  importance 
of  small  business  in  the  job  generation 
process.  The  available  data  undeniably 
indicates  that  small  business  is  a 
major  source  of  net  new  jobs. 

Therefore.  I  support  any  measures 
which  are  designed  to  increase  the  in- 
volvement of  small  business  in  the  do- 
mestic campaign  to  revitalize  the  Na- 
tion's international  trading  position. 
In  fact,  as  chairman  of  the  House 
Small  Business  Subcommittee  on  Tax, 
Access  to  Equity  Capital  and  Business 
Opportunities,  I  recently  held  a  hear- 
ing on  tax  proposals  to  foster  small 
business  exports. 

The  provisions  contained  in  H.R. 
2957  which  relate  to  small  business 
export  financing  are  an  important 
movement  toward  placing  the  United 
States  in  an  equitable  position  in 
international  competitiveness  and  re- 
turning many  of  our  jobless  workers 


back  to  their  former  position  of  pride 
and  productivity. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  commend  my  colleagues 
Mr.  Ireland  and  Mr.  Roemer  for  their 
efforts  on  these  provisions  and  their 
foresight  in  recognizing  the  impor- 
tance that  small  business  must  play  in 
any  plan  to  stimulate  exports  and  im- 
prove our  Nation's  international  trad- 
ing capacity.* 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Accordingly    the    Committee    rose; 
and  the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
chair.   Mr.   Pease.   Chairman   of   the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consid- 
eration the  bill  (H.R.  2957)  to  extend 
the   authority   of   the   Export-Import 
Bank  of  the  United  States,  encourage 
balanced  worldwide  economic  growth, 
provide  for  continued  participation  in 
the    International    Monetary     Fund, 
strengthen  the  supervision  of  interna- 
tional lending  by  U.S.  banks,  and  pro- 
vide for  continued  U.S.  participation 
in    multilateral    development    banks, 
had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT,  1984 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  197  and  rule  XXIII,  the 
Chair  declares  the  House  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  2969. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly     the     House     resolved 
itself    into    the    Committee    of    the 
Whole   House   on   the   State   of   the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2969)  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year   1984  for 
the   Armed   Forces   for   procurement, 
for  research,   development,   test,   and 
evaluation,    and    for    operation    and 
maintenance,    to   prescribe   personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize     appropriations     for     such 
fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Rostenkow- 
sKi  in  the  chair. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Thursday. 
July   21.    1983,   title   V  was  open   for 
amendment  at  any  point,  and  pending 
was  an  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tlewoman      from       Colorado       (Mrs. 
ScHROEDER)  and  a  substitute  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Skelton) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec- 
tion, the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  I  would  like  to  do  is  try  to  ex- 
plain to  everybody  where  we  were 
when  we  rose  last  Thursday. 

Last  Thursday.  I  offered  my  troop 
withdrawal  amendment  to  the  defense 
authorization  bill.  Simply  put.  my 
amendment  would  reduce  the  number 
of  troops  we  have  stationed  abroad 
down  to  the  fiscal  year  1980  level,  or 
by  about  29.000. 

I  was  surprised  to  find  that  the  Con- 
gressman from  Missouri  (Mr.  Skel- 
TON)  had  a  substitute,  which  had  not 
been  noticed  in  the  Record.  This  sub- 
stitute, I  have  since  learned,  is  taken 
exactly  from  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  in  the  other  body.  The  Skel- 
ton  substitute  contains  five  clauses  of 
finger  wagging  at  our  allies.  Japan  is 
particularly  singled  out  for  a  good 
scolding.  The  substitute  concludes 
with  a  sense  of  the  Congress  provision 
which  tells  the  President  that  he 
should  urge  other  countries  to  accept 
their  intemationad  security  responsi- 
bilities. The  Skelton  substitute  reads 
like  a  parent  telling  his  or  her  chil- 
dren that  they  have  been  naughty.  It 
is  both  paternalistic  and  ineffective. 

Indeed,  the  bill  in  the  other  body 
from  which  this  amendment  was 
taken,  goes  on  to  require  a  report.  Yet, 
for  some  reason,  the  reporting  require- 
ment was  left  out  of  this  amendment. 

Besides  doing  nothing,  the  Skelton 
amendment  is  not  useful  because  it  is 
a  restatement  of  what  has  been  in  the 
defense  authorization  public  law  for 
the  last  3  years.  In  1980,  we  passed 
Public  Law  96-432  which  was  that 
years  defense  authorization  bill.  Sec- 
tion 1006  reads  a  lot  like  the  Skelton 
substitute.  Subsection  (a)  says  its  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  our  allies  have 
not  been  doing  enough  for  the 
common  defense.  Subsection  (b)  says 
it  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the 
President  ought  to  encourage  other 
countries  to  accept  their  international 
security  responsibilities.  And,  subsec- 
tion (c),  which  Mr.  Skelton  deleted 
from  his  substitute,  tells  DOD  to  write 
a  report  on  the  subject.  In  1981  and  in 
1982.  the  same  language  was  inserted 
in  the  defense  authorization  bills;  only 
the  dates  were  changed. 

So,  the  choice  before  us  is  between 
doing  nothing,  but  in  a  manner  sure  to 
be  offensive  to  our  allies,  and  with- 
drawing 5  percent  of  our  troops 
abroad  to  force  our  allies  to  take  care 
of  more  of  their  own  defense  needs. 
My  amendment  does  not  engage  in 
name  calling  or  paternalism.  It  is 
worded  to  protect  the  partnership  but 
to  make  it  a  fairer  partnership. 

The  language  which  has  been  in  the 
defense  public  laws  in  1980.  1981.  and 
1982  has  resulted  in  a  rather  useful 
report  from  the  Defense  Department. 


Once  you  get  beyond  the  sabre  rat- 
tling introduction,  there  are  some  fas- 
cinating comparative  figures.  For  ex- 
ample, in  1981.  the  United  States 
spent  40  percent  more  on  defense 
spending  than  all  the  rest  of  NATO 
plus  Japan  combined.  The  United 
States  spent  just  about  twice  what  all 
our  NATO  partners  plus  Japan  spent 
on  defense  as  a  proportion  of  gross  do- 
mestic product.  As  a  proportion  of 
population,  the  United  States  had 
about  50  percent  more  citizens  as  sol- 
diers or  working  for  the  Defense  De- 
partment as  did  our  NATO  allies  plus 
Japan  combined. 

In  1978  we  and  all  our  NATO  allies 
made  a  pledge  to  increase  our  defense 
spending  by  3  percent  a  year  in  real 
terms.  If  everyone  had  done  that,  the 
increase  in  defense  spending  between 
1979  and  1982  would  have  been  12.6 
percent.  We.  in  the  United  States, 
have  gone  wild  in  our  defense  buildup 
and  increased  our  military  spending 
over  that  period  by  21.4  percent.  Our 
NATO  allies  increased  their  spending 
by  a  mere  9.2  percent. 

The  Defense  Department  report 
says: 

Rather  than  reduce  its  commitment  to  the 
common  defense  (by  troop  withdrawals), 
the  United  States  must  lead  by  example. 

Well,  we  have  been  leading  by  exam- 
ple. We  have  cut  food  stamps,  medi- 
care, social  security,  and  numerous 
other  important  domestic  social  pro- 
grams to  provide  for  the  defense  of 
our  allies.  In  the  meanwhile,  they 
have  maintained  and  expanded  their 
social  programs  and  cut  defense.  I  say 
its  time  to  stop  t>eing  a  sap.  Its  time 
for  us  to  reduce  our  defense  spending 
by  encouraging  our  allies  to  defend 
their  own  territories.  Our  leading  by 
example  is  leading  us  to  bankruptcy. 
allied  conthibutions  to  the  common 
defense:  is  the  partnership  fair? 

The  United  States  spent  $162.3  bil- 
lion on  defense  in  1981  and  had  3.12 
million  men  and  women  either  in  uni- 
form or  working  as  civilians  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

To  reach  the  same  proportion  of  the 
population  working  in  the  Defense  Es- 
tablishment as  the  United  States  has— 

Germany  would  have  to  expand  its 
military  by  167,701  people  or  25  per- 
cent. 

All  other  NATO  nations  would  have 
to  expand  by  516.018  people,  or  15  per- 
cent. 

Japan  would  have  to  expand  its  mili- 
tary by  1,337,286  people,  or  505  per- 
cent. 

To  spend  the  same  proportion  of  its 
gross  domestic  product  on  defense  as 
the  United  States  does- 
Germany  would  have  to  spend  an  ad- 
ditional $15.4  billion,  or  67  percent. 

All  other  NATO  nations  would  have 
to  spend  an  additional  $402  billion,  or 
49  percent. 

Japan  would  have  to  spend  an  addi- 
tional $51.2  billion,  or  484  percent. 


To  spend  the  same  amount  on  a  per 
person  basis  on  defense  as  the  United 
States  does- 
Germany  would  have  to  spend  an  ad- 
ditional $20.5  billion,  or  89  percent. 

All  other  NATO  nations  would  have 
to  spend  an  additional  $123.2  billion, 
or  150  percent. 

Japan  would  have  to  spend  an  addi- 
tional $72.8  billion,  or  690  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  defeat  of  the 
Skelton  substitute  and  adoption  of  my 
troop  withdrawal  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  (Mrs. 
ScHROEDER)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Hyde  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mrs.  Schroeder 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  would  be  de- 
lighted to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  the  gentlewom- 
an for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  little  diffi- 
culty reconciling  this  amendment  with 
support  for  the  nuclear  freeze  and  for 
building  down  nuclear  weapons.  The 
nuclear  freeze  theory  and  the  bishops' 
letter  and  the  theoreticians  on  that 
end  of  the  discussion  seem  to  indicate 
a  recognition  of  the  need  to  build  up 
conventional  if  we  build  down  our  nu- 
clear weaponry. 

It  would  seem  to  me  your  amend- 
ment flies  in  the  face  of  this,  assuming 
that  we  do  get  a  nuclear  freeze  some 
day  and  we  do  have  successful  disar- 
mament, or  at  least  arms  control. 

Does  the  gentlewoman  not  think  we 
should  at  least  be  holding  steady  on 
conventional,  if  not  building  up? 
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Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Indeed. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  That  is  exactly 
my  point.  Actually,  I  think  my  amend- 
ment is  very  much  in  line  with  what 
the  nuclear  freeze  is  talking  about, 
and  that  is.  as  you  look  at  the  whole 
world,  you  admit  you  are  3  percent  o' 
the  planet  and  you  try  to  figure  out 
what  you  can  do  to  lower  the  level  of 
terror  and  tension. 

What  you  can  do  in  Western  Europe 
is  have  the  Western  Europeans  do 
more  of  the  defense  of  Europe.  As  I 
pointed  out  from  these  statistics,  they 
more  than  make  up  the  numbers  that 
the  Americaris  have  deployed  over 
there  if  they  would  just  increase  the 
percentage  of  people  in  uniform  to  the 
level  we  have. 

The  only  issue  is,  I  am  not  even 
asking  them  to  do  that.  I  am  only 
saying  let  us  start  a  little  trend.  We 
will  all  be  stronger  if  we  are  all  strong- 
er. We  will  not  be  stronger  if  we  keep 
saying,  "Don't  you  worry  about  con- 


ventional weapons.  We  will  protect 
you  with  our  nuclear  umbrella.  "  That 
is  what  we  have  been  saying  in 
Europe.  That  is  what  Europeans  are 
very  frightened  about. 

I  think  we  would  do  everybody  in 
the  world  a  big  favor  and  lower  the 
nuclear  threshold  if  we  encouraged 
them  to  do  much  more  of  a  conven- 
tional buildup  in  Europe  so  the  Rus- 
sians would  not  be  inclined  to  play 
around. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  further? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  delighted 
to  yield. 

Mr.  HYDE.  What  the  gentlewoman 
is  saying,  this  amendment  if  adopted 
would  send  a  message  to  the  Europe- 
ans that  we  have  now  created  a 
vacuum  in  conventional  forces;  would 
you  please  rush  in  and  fill  it? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  No;  I  think  with 
29.000  troops,  we  are  not  anywhere 
close  to  creating  a  vacuum. 
'  Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  substi- 
tute and  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado.  I  do  this  reluctantly. 

I  think  we  have  to  refresh  our 
memories  a  little  bit  and  to  give  credit 
to  the  NATO  alliance  and  those  who 
serve  in  the  NATO  alliance. 

During  the  senseless  war  in  Vietnam 
while  the  United  States  and  the  mili- 
tary are  mired  in  a  senseless  war,  the 
NATO  alliance  was  contributing  about 
5  to  7  percent  real  growth  in  terms  of 
real  growth  to  assist  the  United  States 
in  that  war  in  Vietnam. 

It  is  not  a  straight-line  situation 
where  you  say  that  we  should  do  this 
and  they  should  do  that;  but  let  us  be 
fair  with  those  who  are  our  partners 
in  the  alliance. 

Let  me  cite  some  examples  and  some 
facts.  In  Germany  today,  we  have 
400,000  foreign  troops  on  their  soil. 
Each  year  in  Germany  we  have  5,000 
military  exercises  on  their  soil.  Their 
countryside  is  being  ripped  apart, 
their  beautiful  countryside,  for  these 
exercises. 

The  Germans  have  agreed  that  in 
time  of  war  they  will  call  up  93,000  re- 
servists to  do  the  job  that  perhaps 
other  members  of  the  alliance  should 
be  doing;  but  there  is  something  even 
more  important  than  that  when  we 
talk  about  real  growth  in  military 
spending.  The  fact  is  that  for  every 
one  dollar  that  we  spend  for  goods 
manufactured  in  Germany  alone,  the 
Germans  purchase  from  the  United 
States  $9;  so  on  a  ratio  of  9  to  1  they 
spend  that  many  times  more  dollars 
for  equipment  being  purchased  here  in 
the  United  States. 

So  I  think  the  gentlewoman's 
amendment  has  an  awful  lot  of  merit. 
I  have  no  problem  with  that.  The 
problem  is  that  I  think  we  are  being 


unfair  to  other  members  of  the  alli- 
ance. 

I  happen  to  agree  that  perhaps  they 
could  be  doing  better.  I  do  not  think 
they  are  going  to  do  better  if  we  are 
going  to  withdraw  any  amount  of 
troops  from  there.  I  think  what  we 
need  to  do  is  demonstrate  resolve,  that 
we  are  members  of  an  alliance.  When 
their  economy  picks  up,  and  it  is  pick- 
ing up  as  ours  is,  then  I  think  they  will 
make  that  firm  commitment  of  at 
least  3  to  4  percent  real  growth. 

So  therefore,  reluctantly,  I  cannot 
support  the  gentlewoman's  amend- 
ment. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 

will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Of  course,  I  will. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  just  want  to 

make  several  points  that  I  think  are 

very  important. 

I  understand  about  the  Germans 
using  their  land  for  exercises.  We  all 
understand  that. 

We  also  understand  that  a  lot  of  our 
intercontinental  ballistic  missiles 
which  happen  to  be  based  all  over  this 
country  make  this  country  a  target  if 
the  flag  goes  up  in  Germany;  so  I 
think  that  is  part  of  the  partnership. 

I  must  say  that  I  think  my  amend- 
ment is  less  offensive  to  the  allies  than 
the  substitute,  because  the  substitute 
is  a  lecturing.  It  is  a  finger  waving.  I 
think  it  is  not  the  time  to  become  pa- 
ternalistic, but  real  honest-to-gosh 
partners  and  say,  "Look  the  war  is 
over.  World  War  II  is  over.  You  have 
rebuilt.  Your  economies  are  as  strong 
as  ours.  It  certainly  should  not  be  of- 
fensive that  you  are  asked  to  do  this." 
We  are  not  talking  about  anywhere 
near  all  the  500.000  troops  abroad.  We 
are  only  talking  about  29,000  people  to 
be  called  back,  but  our  allies  then 
start  to  fill  some  of  that  gap.  It  does 
not  leave  them  in  the  nude.  It  does  not 
leave  them  exposed.  It  does  not  say 
that  we  are  walking  home.  It  does  not 
make  us  isolationistic.  It  deals  with 
the  real  world.  It  is  not  1945.  It  is 
1983. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Let  me  reply  to 
that,  if  I  may.  I  just  got  back  from  the 
arms  negotiatioris  talks  in  Europe.  If 
we  are  moving  in  any  one  direction, 
this  is  the  area  we  are  moving  in  and  I 
think  very  progressively.  There  is 
progress  being  made  relative  to  reduc- 
tions of  numbers  of  troops. 

We  have  two  other  problems,  how- 
ever; but  at  least  in  this  area  we  are 
beginning  to  talk  and  movement  is 
taking  place.  We  are  having  problems 
with  arms  reductions  and  we  are 
having  problems  with  verification. 

I  think  at  this  time  maybe  the 
amendment  is  ill  timed.  I  think  the 
amendment  has  merit,  but  I  think 
during  these  negotiations,  if  the  sub- 
stitute was  not  offered,  I  would  much 
rather  vote  against  the  amendment 
clean,  because  of  the  reasons  I  have 


given. 


Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 
Mr.  MAVROULES.  Why,  of  course. 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Once  again,  as  I 
say,  we  have  heard  that  it  is  not  the 
right  time  every  year  and  I  wanted  to 
point  that  out  in  my  statement,  that 
since  1980  we  have  been  putting  this 
kind  of  language  in  and  all  we  have 
done  is  increased  our  commitment  and 
they  have  decreased  theirs.  So  all  I  am 
saying  is  that  language  alone  is  not 
getting  us  anywhere. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Let  me  respond 
to  that.  There  is  also  one  other  factor, 
let  me  say  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  ex- 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mav- 
ROULES  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an 
additional  30  seconds.) 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  point  I  want  to  make  is  that  we  do 
have  5,000  military  maneuvers  every 
year.  They  are  along  the  entire  coun- 
tryside of  Germany.  We  are  ripping  up 
their  beautiful  country  and  that  is 
part  of  it,  5,000  maneuvers  are  taking 
place  every  year.  I  think  we  have  to 
consider  that  also. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  will,  the  last 
few  seconds  that  I  have. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  must  say  that 
we  in  the  West  feel  that  we  are  doing 
a  lot.  We  are  basing  missiles,  we  are 
burying  all  the  nuclear  waste,  so  we 
are  doing  all  sorts  of  things.  We  are 
doing  our  part,  too. 
Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  am  sure  we  are. 
I  thank  the  gentlewoman. 
Mr.  FRANK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to    strike    the    requisite    number    of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  speak  in 
support  of  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado. 

I  think  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  is  totally 
irrelevant  to  the  purpose. 

What  the  gentlewoman  from  Colora- 
do is  doing  is  really  celebrating  Ameri- 
ca's strength.  She  is  proclaiming  that 
the  Marshall  Plan  worked,  that  it  is  no 
longer  1948.  that  Western  Europe  is 
no  longer  impoverished,  poor,  and 
unable  to  help  itself. 

I  think  one  of  the  great  scams  that 
goes  on  in  the  world  today  is  the  one 
by  which  we  get  persuaded  that  people 
are  doing  us  an  enormous  favor  when 
they  let  us  protect  them.  Western 
Europe  today  is  a  prosperous,  wealthy, 
strong  and  populous  area.  They  are 
not  our  little  brothers.  They  are  not 
people  in  need  of  our  protection. 

The  Japanese,  of  course,  are  great 
competitors.  Indeed,  they  have  out- 
stripped us  in  many,  many  areas. 

For  us  to  continue  to  bear  the  white 
man's  burden,  which  it  seems  to  me  we 
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have  a  hangover  on.  makes  no  econom- 
ic sense  and  makes  no  military  sense. 
The  notion  that  without  sutistantial 
American  troops,  larger  than  we  have 
had  for  years,  that  Western  Europe  is 
imperiled,  seems  to  me  to  be  in  error. 

It  also  seems  to  me  demonstrably 
futile  to  do  what  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  wants  to  do.  What  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri  wants  to  do  is  to 
continue  to  tell  the  Europeans  that 
they  should  do  more,  but  assure  them 
at  the  same  time  that  we  will  continue 
to  t)ear  their  part  of  the  load,  so  they 
need  not  take  us  seriously.  It  has  not 
worked  in  the  past.  It  will  not  work 
today  and  it  will  not  work  in  the 
future,  because  it  is  not  intended  to 
work.  It  is  not  intended  to  do  anything 
other  than  to  derail  the  very  sensible 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentlewom- 
an from  Colorado. 

There  is  simply  no  good  economic 
reason  for  us  to  continue  to  pretend 
that  Western  Europe  is  so  dependent 
on  us.  For  conventional  defense,  they 
have  got  the  population,  the  economic 
base  and  the  wealth,  which  says  that 
they  ought  to  l)€  their  own  main  line 
of  defense. 

As  to  the  Japanese,  I  do  not  myself 
foresee  an  invasion  of  the  Japanese  is- 
lands. I  am  not  sure  where  it  is  coming 
from.  If  there  is  some  concern  in 
Japan,  that  is  something  they  can  ad- 
dress. Without  our  subsidizing  them. 

But  what  we  are  doing  at  a  time 
when  we  are  in  serious  economic  diffi- 
culty, when  we  have  a  balance  of  pay- 
ments problem  seriously  out  of  whack, 
when  we  have  got  an  increasing 
budget  deficit,  is  we  are  gratuitiously 
spending  money  all  over  the  world 
militarily  far  beyond  any  rational 
need;  so  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado is  correct.  There  is  nothing  isola- 
tionist atK>ut  what  she  is  talking 
about. 
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She  continues  to  have  under  her 
amendment  more  American  troops 
overseas  than  this  country  ever  used 
to  have  under  arms  at  all. 

What  she  is  saying  is  the  Marshall 
Plan  succeeded.  Douglas  MacArthur 
made  it  big  in  Japan.  The  Japanese 
and  the  Western  Europeans  are  no 
longer  impoverished  and  in  need  of 
our  taking  all  of  the  burden.  At  a  time 
when  we  are  in  economic  straits  our- 
selves and  economically  in  competition 
with  these  nations,  sending  all  of  our 
people  all  over  the  world  militarily 
makes  no  strategic  or  economic  sense. 

I  hope  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri.  (Mr. 
Skelton).  will  be  defeated  and  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentlewom- 
an from  Colorado  (Mrs.  ScHROf3>ER) 
will  be  accepted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri  (Mr.  Skelton)  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered 


by   the   gentlewoman   from   Colorado 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  329.  noes 
82.  not  voting  22,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  2691 
YEAS-329 


Ack^rman 
Akaka 

Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews  (NO 
Andrews  <TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Aspln 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bethune 
Billrakls 
BlUey 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Breaux 
Brltt 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Broyhill 
Bryant 
Burton  (IN) 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Can- 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clinger 
Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 
Conable 
Conte 
Cooper 
Corcoran 
Courier 
Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 
Crane.  Philip 
D' Amours 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Derrick 
DeWine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 


Edwards  (AL> 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans (lA) 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Peighan 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Florlo 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Puqua 

Oaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gore 

Gradlson 

Gnunm 

Green 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hertel 

HIghtower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kindness 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 


Latta 

Leath 

Lent 

Levin 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Long  (LA) 

Long  (MDi 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA> 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandles.<, 

McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Muriha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Oxiey 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Porter 


Price 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schumer 

Sensenbretuier 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 


Addabbo 

AuCoin 

Bates 

Bedell 

Biaggi 

Boxer 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Burton  (CA) 

Clay 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

Crockett 

Dell  urns 

Dorgan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Evans (IL) 

Ferraro 

Foglietta 

Ford  (MI) 


Shuster 

Siljander 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slatlery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stratton 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

T*4zin 

Taylor 

Thomu  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

NAYS-82 

Pord(TN) 

Frank 

Garcia 

Gray 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Harkin 

Howard 

Jacobs 

Johnson 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leiand 

Levtne 

Levitas 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lundine 

Markey 

Martin  (IL) 

Martinez 

McCloskey 

McNulty 

Mitchell 


Torres 

Torricelli 

Traxler 

Ddall 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walijren 

Walker 

Waxman 

Weber 

Wheat 

Whitehurat 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT I 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  <FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


Moakley 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Patterson 

Paul 

Petri 

Rodino 

RostenkowskI 

Roybal 

Sabo 

Savage 

Schroeder 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

St  Germain 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Towns 

Vento 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Yates 


NOT  VOTING-22 


Alexander 

Bevill 

Bonior 

Coelho 

Conyers 

Dixon 

Plippo 

Foley 


Gephardt 

Guarini 

Hawkins 

Heftel 

Lewis  (CA) 

Obey 

Pritchard 

Rangel 


Schulze 
Vander  Jagt 
Watkins 
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D  1900 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Guarini  for.  with  Mr.  Rangel  against. 

Mes.srs.  NIELSON  of  Utah. 
BERMAN.  CARR.  BROOKS, 

WAXMAN.  WYDEN.  and  ROSE 
changed  their  votes  from  "no"  to 
"aye." 

Mr.  OWENS  and  Mr.  STUDDS 
changed  their  votes  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 

So  the  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
MURTHA).  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentlewom- 
an from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder),  as 
amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended  was 
agreed  to. 

D  1910 
Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to 
engage  in  a  colloquy  with  my  col- 
league from  New  York,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  procurement 
subcommittee. 

During  the  committee's  action  on 
the  bill  procurement  funds  were  re- 
duced so  as  to  not  permit  the  funding 
for  production  surge  capability  for  the 
F-16  engine,  the  TOW  II  missile,  and 
the  Phoenix  missile.  I  understand  that 
the  reason  for  this  reduction  was  not 
that  the  committee  was  opposed  to  the 
development  of  surge  production  capa- 
bility for  these  important  items.  Is  my 
understanding  correct? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

The  understanding  of  my  distin- 
guished colleague  is  absolutely  correct. 
The  subcommittee  is  very  much  con- 
cerned with  the  ability  to  rapidly  in- 
crease production,  if  the  need  should 
arise,  for  many  defense  items,  includ- 
ing the  three  items  you  named. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  If  the  Department  of 
Defense  were  to  submit  a  reprogram- 
ing  request  to  use  funds  to  develop  a 
surge  production  capability  for  the  F- 
16  engines,  the  TOW  II  missiles,  the 
Phoenix  missiles,  or  such  other  de- 
fense items  for  which  a  surge  produc- 
tion capability  would  be  desirable, 
such  a  request  could  be  considered  by 
the  committee.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Your  understand- 
ing is  absolutely  correct.  There  is  no 
reason  why  the  committee  would  not 
consider  such  a  reprograming  request. 
Mr.  DANIEL.  A  final  point.  If  the 
committee  considered  reprograming  to 
develop  the  surge  production  capabil- 
ity for  these  or  other  defense  items  to 
be  appropriate,  the  reprograming  re- 
quest could  be  approved.  Is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Again,  your  under- 
standing is  absolutely  correct.  The  re- 
duction in  funding  for  development  of 
a  surge  production  capability  for  the 
F-16  engines,  the  TOW  II  missile,  and 
the  Phoenix  missile  was  without  prej- 
udice to  reprograming  for  these  re- 
quirements. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  his  clarification  of 
this  important  point. 


Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

If  I  might  have  the  attention  of  the 
chairman  and  for  the  edification  of 
the  Members  just  so  that  we  will  all 
know  what  to  expect  this  evening,  it 
has  been  this  Member's  understanding 
that  we  were  going  to  come  up  much 
earlier  in  the  afternoon,  and  when  the 
bill  was  brought  back  to  the  floor  tha.t 
we  would  proceed  with  the  bill  until 
its  completion  this  evening. 

Based  on  that  assumption,  we  have 
been  working  with  staff  and  with  vari- 
ous Members  interested  in  offering 
amendments,  and  it  is  my  understand- 
ing from  staff  there  are  some  35 
amendments  that  have  been  printed 
and  that  we.  in  an  effort  to  conclude 
deliberation  on  the  bill,  have  agreed  to 
accept  about  20  of  them,  without 
having  to  vote  on  them. 

Is  this  the  chairman's  understand- 

i"e? 
Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 

gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  think  we  have  accept- 
ed about  21  of  those  amendments  so 

far.  ,.   .  ^ 

Our  intention,  as  of  now,  is  to  finish 

the  bill  tonight. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  would  certainly 
hope  that  we  could  do  so  and  certainly 
we  on  this  side  will  do  everything  that 
we  can  to  eliminate  unnecessary 
debate  and  to  try  to  move  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible. 

Mr.  PRICE.  With  the  cooperation  of 
the  Members  I  am  certain  that  we  can 
complete  the  bill  tonight. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  would  think  it 
would  be  of  interest  to  the  Members  to 
know  that  we  have  agreed  to  accept 
some  20-odd  amendments  that  have 
been  printed  in  an  effort  to  come  to  a 
successful  conclusion  this  evening. 
And  we  will  be  willing  to  stay  here  as 
long  as  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DELLUMS 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dellums: 
Page  26,  after  line  25.  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

PROHIBITION  ON  ASSIGNING  TROOPS  TO 
OVERTHROW  GOVERNMENT  OF  NICARAGUA 

Sec.  505.  No  personnel  authorized  by  this 
title  shall  be  assigned  to  the  mission  of  over- 
throwing the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
reserve  a  point  of  order  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  was  not  on  his  feet  in  a 
timely  fashion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  STRATTON)  that  he  is  too  late  with 
his  point  of  order. 


Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
said,  this  amendment  is  very  straight- 
forward. It  says,  "No  personnel  au- 
thorized by  this  title  shall  be  assigned 
to  the  mission  of  overthrowing  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua. " 

Nothing  can  be  plainer,  nothing  can 
be  more  simple. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  this  amendment  could  be  con- 
strued as  an  administration  amend- 
ment since  this  administration  has 
stated  on  a  number  of  occasions  that  it 
is  not  its  purpose  to  overthrow  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua. 

I  would  suggest  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  and  the  distinguished  rank- 
ing minority  member  that  they  ought 
to  accept  this  amendment.  It  would 
seem  to  me  that  it  simply  makes  very 
clear  that  the  purpose  of  this  country 
is  not  to  overthrow  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Well,  if  it  will  help  forestall  debate,  I 
am  willing  to  accept  it  on  this  side. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  appreciate  that 
from  my  distinguished  ranking  minori- 
ty member. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will 
accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  won  one  on  the 
military  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Dellums). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an  amend- 
ment at  the  desk  which  I  do  not 
choose  to  offer  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  enter 
into  a  colloquy  with  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  that 
I  have  at  the  desk  would  raise  the  end 
strength  in  the  Navy  and  Marines  by 
6,000  personnel.  The  Navy  had  re- 
quested 12,000.  We  are  in  a  building 
period  with  new  ship  construction,  20 
new  ships  are  planned  for  fiscal  year 
1983  and  1984.  It  was  the  feeling  of 
the  committee  that  we  should  utilize 
Reserve  units  for  this  mission. 

I  have  some  grave  problems  with 
that.  I  think  that  using  the  Navy  Re- 
serve units  would  reduce  the  Active 
Force  level  without  reducing  our  over- 
seas presence.  Reserve  components  do 
not  share  our  overseas  commitment. 
There  is  no  way  in  my  estimation  that 
the  Reserve  units  can  be  weekend  war- 
riors which  we  have  been  able  to  use 
so  effectively  in  the  Army  and  the  Air 

Force.  . 

The  Naval  Reserves  can  and  will 
fight  when  they  are  mobilized.  They 
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cannot  sigmificantly  offset  the  Active 
Force  requirements  right  now  on  over- 
seas assignments,  or  on  sea  duty  as- 
signments in  peacetime. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  Chairman 
what  his  feeling  is  on  the  fact  that 
Congress  has  authorized  an  expanded 
Active  Navy  and  an  expanded  Naval 
Reserve  in  response  to  the  urgent  na- 
tional need  for  worldwide  naval  capa- 
bilities. 

Does  the  gentleman  feel  that  utiliz- 
ing Reserve  Forces  for  the  active  Navy 
is  a  means  by  which  we  can  enhance 
our  readiness? 

D  1920 

Mr.  ASPIN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  Subcommittee  on  Military 
Personnel  and  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  when 
we  were  considering  this  issue,  did 
look  into  the  adequacy  of  what  we 
thought  were  the  available  forces  to 
deal  with  the  new  ships  coming  on  the 
line  and  the  requirements  of  the  de- 
fense. It  was  our  view  that  denying  the 
increase  in  force  strength  that  we 
would  be  able  to  accomplish  the  mis- 
sions that  the  Navy  set  out. 

As  the  gentlewoman  knows,  we  are 
trying  to  encourage  all  services,  not 
just  the  Navy,  but  all  services,  to  make 
better  use  of  the  Reserve  Forces,  that 
the  total  force  concept  that  the  U.S. 
Defense  Department,  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment, has  supported  for  a  long  time 
has  not  been  effectively  implemented, 
and  we  are  trying  to  encourage  all 
services  to  make  better  use  of  the  Re- 
ser\es.  That  is  our  goal.  And  we  are 
trying  to  get  them  to  make  some  stud- 
ies. The  subcommittee  is  going  to  hold 
some  hearings  on  the  issue  of  the  use 
of  the  Reserves,  and  we  are  going  to 
try  to  encourage  the  use  of  the  Re- 
serves by  the  forces. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  I  have  no  problem 
with  the  use  of  the  Reserves  in  the 
Army  and  the  Air  Force.  I  do  have  a 
problem  when  we  are  talking  about  a 
three-ocean  commitment  for  the  Navy, 
with  a  one-and-a-half-ocean  size  Navy. 
The  Navy  must  be  able  to  support  the 
national  strategies  as  crises  develop.  I 
think  we  have  seen  that  fairly  dra- 
matically in  the  last  week.  I  do  not 
think  Reserve  units  are  ones  that  can 
be  pulled  into  the  Navy  on  a  long-term 
basis. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  understand  the  gentle- 
woman's concern.  What  we  clearly  had 
in  mind  was  the  use  of  the  Reserves  in 
other  functions  so  that  the  Navy  can 
free  the  use  of  regular  seamen  and 
regular  naval  personnel  in  use  in  the 
new  ships  coming  on  the  line. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  I  then  think  we  have 
serious  problems  with  active  ships  and 
squadrons  providing  their  presence  on 
overseas  assignments  and  on  sea  as- 
signments. Then  we  run  into  a  morale 
problem  with  those  individuals  that 
we  cannot  consistently  ask  to  be  de- 
ployed either  overseas  or  at  sea. 


Mr.  ASPIN.  I  understand.  But  there 
is  also  a  number  of  naval  personnel 
who  are  not  being  deployed  overseas 
wiio  could  be  deployed  overseas,  and 
you  substitute  the  Reserve  personnel 
for  those  people. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Is  that  fair  to  those 
Navy  personnel  who  have  just  come 
back  from  an  overseas  deployment  to 
be  sent  out  again,  for  a  Reserve  unit  to 
take  their  assignment? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  No;  it  is  not  the  inten- 
tion of  the  amendment  or  of  the  sub- 
committee to  do  that. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Well.  I  feel  very 
strongly  on  the  end  strength.  They 
have  requested  the  12,000.  I  had 
planned  to  offer  an  amendment  to  in- 
crease by  6,000,  which  is  a  compromise 
by  50  percent.  Because  of  the  time 
constraint  I  will  not  offer  that  amend- 
ment now. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
woman's comments,  and  I  would  like 
to  assure  the  gentlewoman  that  we 
will  continue  to  look  at  this  and  to 
monitor  this  issue.  It  is  not  going  to  go 
away.  It  is  not  a  one-shot  proposition. 
We  are  talking  about  something  here 
that  we  are  going  to  have  to  deal  with 
next  year.  We  clearly  are  going  to 
have  to  deal  with  it  in  conference  with 
the  Senate.  We  will  deal  with  it  next 
year,  and  we  will  continue  to  monitor 
it  to  make  sure  the  gentlewoman's 
concerns  are  looked  after. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  And  I  will  be  watch- 
ing. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SHANNON 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Shannon:  At 
the  end  of  title  V  (page  26,  after  line  25) 
insert  the  following: 

LIMIT  ON  NUMBER  OF  ACTIVE  DUTY  MILITARY 
PERSONNEL  STATIONED  IN  EL  SALVADOR 

Sec.  505.  (a)  The  number  of  active  duty 
military  advisers  stationed  in  El  Salvador 
shall  not  exceed  55.  The  number  of  active 
duty  military  personnel  stationed  in  El  Sal- 
vador shall  not  exceed  the  number  so  sta- 
tioned on  July  25,  1983. 

Sec.  505.  (b)  There  shall  be  excluded  in 
applying  the  limitations  contained  in  para- 
graph (a)  any  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
stationed  in  El  Salvador  with  respect  to 
whom  the  President  has  submitted  a  report 
pursuant  to  section  4(a)(1)  of  the  war 
powers  resolution. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
weekend,  a  lot  of  people  around  the 
country  picked  up  their  Sunday 
papers  and  read  the  latest  chapter  in 
the  increasingly  disturbing  story  of 
Central  America.  We  learned  that  the 
administration  is  again  considering 
raising  the  number  of  American  mili- 
tary advisers  in  El  Salvador.  We 
learned  that  Caspar  Weinberger's  plan 
to  increase  from  55  to  125  the  number 
of  U.S.  military  advisors  had  finally 
made  its  way  onto  the  President's 
desk.  The  Defense  Department  has  ad- 
vised the  President  that  this  increase 
is  essential  to  help  improve  the  per- 


formance of  the  Salvadoran  military 
against  the  guerrillas. 

Today,  as  we  take  up  the  DOD  au- 
thorization bill,  I  think  it  is  absolutely 
essential  that  we  take  a  good  hard 
look  at  this  new  magic  number  of  125. 
Where  is  it  taking  us,  this  increase  in 
military  advisers  from  55  to  125? 

Mr.  Chairman,  whatever  money  we 
agree  to  authorize  today  for  the 
strong  reliable  defense  of  our  Nation,  I 
think  we  have  to  make  some  judg- 
ments about  what— unfortunately— is 
quickly  becoming  the  focal  point  for 
American  military  muscle  power. 

This  Congress  needs  to  make  a  very 
clear  statement  today  on  how  we  want 
our  military  budget  used  in  El  Salva- 
dor. 

And  for  that  reason,  I  am  offering 
an  amendment  which  says  "No"  to  any 
increase  in  the  number  of  military  ad- 
visors in  El  Salvador. 

There  are  several  very  sensible  rea- 
sons that  I  think  people  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  would  want  to  join  in  set- 
ting a  clear  limit— at  the  current  level 
of  55— to  the  number  of  advisers  this 
Government  will  have  in  El  Salvador. 

First,  the  current  limit  of  55  is 
purely  an  informal  one.  It  was  agreed 
to  by  the  administration  following  the 
suggestion  of  congressional  leaders  in 
1981.  But  that  limit  has  never  been 
written  into  law. 

Some  say  that  this  number  has  come 
to  be  a  symbol  of  American  restraint 
in  El  Salvador.  Whether  it  is  in  fact  a 
symbol  of  restraint  or  mere  camou- 
flage remains  to  be  seen.  What  is  im- 
portant for  the  Congress— Democrats 
and  Republicans— to  realize  is  that  as 
things  now  stand,  we  have  provided 
the  administration  a  blank  check.  The 
current  limit  is  totally  beyond  our 
ability  to  enforce  or  control.  The  ad- 
ministration can  put  in  as  many  or  as 
few  military  advisers  as  it  chooses, 
with  or  without  the  approval  of  this 
body.  And  without  the  approval  of  the 
citizens  of  this  country. 

I  want  us  to  ask  ourselves:  Do  we 
want  to  let  the  situation  stand  that 
way  and  let  the  chips  fall  where  they 
may?  Or  are  we  willing  to  say— very 
clearly— what  number  of  American  ad- 
visers we  want  there? 

There  is  a  second  point  to  consider. 
The  proposal  to  increase  the  number 
of  advisers  includes  the  suggestion 
that  our  advisers  be  allowed  to  in- 
crease their  mobility.  In  plain  English, 
the  Defense  Department  wants  our  ad- 
visers to  do  more  than  just  prepare 
the  Salvadoran  Army  for  combat.  It 
wants  them  to  lead  them  into  combat 
as  well. 

But  right  off  the  bat  there  is  a  con- 
tradiction because  this  recommenda- 
tion for  increased  mobility  is  coupled 
with  language  that  prohibits  American 
servicemen  from  being  involved  in 
combat  operations  or  working  in 
combat  zones.  That  is  a  catch-22  if  I 


ever  heard  one.  How  are  our  advisers 
to  travel  with  Salvadoran  troops  into 
the  field  and  yet  not  become  involved 
in  combat?  This  is  doubletalk  of  the 
first  order.  Did  not  Vietnam  teach  us 
anything  about  guerrilla  warfare? 
Since  when  do  guerrilla  forces  an- 
nounce the  location  of  their  next 
attack. 

It  is  an  absurd  idea— that  our  advis- 
ers can  travel  into  the  field  with  Sal- 
vardoran  troops  and  not  become  in- 
volved in  combat  themselves. 

Very  simply,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
more  military  advisers  could  mean 
more  American  casualties.  And  that- 
pure  and  simple  is  what  this  amend- 
ment is  all  about— putting  a  limit 
American  risk  in  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  going  to 
make  the  argument,  which  I  deeply 
believe,  that  the  El  Salvadoran  Gov- 
ernment does  not  deserve  out  military 
assistance.  I  am  only  going  to  make 
the  very  simple  point  that  we  can  al- 
ready train  all  the  Salvadoran  troops 
we  want,  without  sending  one  Ameri- 
can mother's  son  into  El  Salvador. 

We  have  already  trained  three  Sal- 
vadoran battalions,  each  of  which  gen- 
erally numbers  about  1,000— one  at 
Fort  Bragg  and  two  in  El  Salvador.  We 
have  trained  477  Salvadoran  officers 
candidates  at  Fort  Benning  and  have 
begun  training  there  for  another  500. 
We  have  a  training  facility  in  Puerto 
Castillo,  Honduras,  to  which  the  ad- 
ministration recently  dispatched  125 
Green  Berets,  and  where  a  fourth  Sal- 
vadoran battalion  is  currently  being 
trained.  And  so  far,  we  have  trained  di- 
rectly over  5,000  Salvadoran  infantry- 
men and  officers. 

I  think  that  whatever  our  individual 
judgments,  there  is  no  way  anyone  can 
say  that  our  Government  is  not  al- 
ready taking  a  very,  very  active  role  in 
El  Salvador. 

The  mistake  would  be  for  this  Con- 
gress not  to  put  on  a  ceiling,  not  to 
take  some  control  over  what  I  think 
all  of  us  must  acknowledge  is  a  very 
volatile  situation. 

With  this  amendment,  we  can  do 
that,  we  can  create  that  ceiling;  create 
that  control. 

We  should  ask  ourselves  what  the 
American  people  expect  from  us.  They 
want  to  know  that  the  potential  for 
our  involvement  in  El  Salvador  is  lim- 
ited. They  want  assurance  that  we  will 
never  again  go  sending  more  and  more 
and  more  American  soldiers  into  some 
kind  of  bottomless  pit. 

Let's  set  a  limit  and  let's  do  it  now. 

D  1930 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  the  time 
nor  the  place  to  be  setting  foreign 
policy  as  to  what  this  Government 
should  or  should  not  be  doing  in  El 
Salvador.  This  is  an  amendment  pre- 
sented to  us  that  had  not  been  seen  3 


minutes  before  it  was  offered  on  the 
floor. 

This  is  not  the  forum  to  debate  what 
we  should  be  doing  in  El  Salvador.  We 
have  a  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 
We  have  a  Committee  on  Intelligence. 
We  have  legislation  pending  that  will 
come  up  either  next  week  or  when  we 
come  back  from  the  Committee  on  In- 
telligence. We  have  already  heard  4 
hours  of  secret  debate  dealing  with 
the  general  subject  matter. 

Now,  at  this  late  hour,  on  a  defense 
bill,  to  bring  in  single-shot  amend- 
ments that  would  try  to  shape  and 
form  the  public  policy,  the  foreign 
policy,  of  this  country  is  just  wrong,  ill 
advised,  and  should  not  be  entertained 
at  the  present  time. 

There  are  some  8,000  Cubans  next 
door  in  Nicaragua,  if  we  want  to  start 
counting  people,  but  to  handcuff  this 
Government,  to  form  its  foreign  policy 
in  a  defense  bill,  is  ill  conceived,  ill 
timed,  and  should  be  turned  down. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts. 

It  is  very  important  that  we  talk 
about  this  because  anybody  who  has 
been  to  Central  America  begins  to  un- 
derstand how  serious  the  implications 
of  our  involvement  can  be.  Let  me  talk 
about  my  visit  there  and  my  meetings 
with  the  military  from  El  Salvador. 

I  must  say  I  was  blown  away  by  their 
candor.  I  asked  how  many  civilians 
had  been  murdered  by  military  people 
and  they  very  casually  pulled  out  a 
book  and  started  counting.  Well,  I 
thought,  at  least  they  were  honest 
enough  to  admit  thousands  had  been 
killed  by  military  people  in  El  Salva- 
dor. 

I  then  said,  'Do  you  ever  punish  of- 
ficers for  not  overseeing  their  men 
properly?  We  in  the  United  States 
would  certainly  do  that  if  so  many 
were  killed.  If  we  had  thousands  of 
people  who  had  been  killed  by  the 
military  in  this  country,  I  certainly 
hope  we  would  call  the  officers  in  and 
say,  'Wait  a  minute.  What  goes  here?" 

■They  said,  "No,  you  see,  we  cannot 
do  that  because  we  do  not  have 
enough  officers  for  the  men.  so  we 
just  cannot  hold  the  officers  accounta- 
ble for  the  men." 

Then  we  had  some  more  vistas 
about,  "Tell  me  what  it  is  really  like." 

They  said,  "You  do  not  really  under- 
stand what  it  is  like  here,  because  an- 
other reason  we  cannot  control  our 
troops  is  that  people  in  the  military 
are  allowed  to  go  home  and  work  for 
someone  else,  for  another  private 
army."  They  are  allowed  to  take  their 
weapon  home  and  moonlight  a  little  at 
night  in  private  armies. 

So  all  those  jurisdiction  lines  become 
very  blurred,  and  for  us,  who  are  in 
the  United  States,  we  assume  that 
their  military  is  run  the  same  as  ours 
is.  Let  me  tell  you.  it  is  not  the  same  as 


here.  We  do  not  allow  wealthy  private 
people  to  have  armies,  private  armies, 
of  5,000  and  6,000  people  that  they 
hire  from  the  U.S.  Marines  or  Army  or 
a  police  force,  or  whatever,  and  at 
night  they  go  home  and  take  their 
weapons  home  and  work  for  the  other 
guy. 

All  that  makes  dealing  with  their 
military  terribly,  terribly  messy.  So 
what  did  we  do?  We  began  by  saying, 
"What  we  must  do,  then,  is  train  more 
officers,  train  more  officers,  get  the  of- 
ficer-to-man ratio  down. "  So  we  get 
more  officers  in  there,  we  get  a  better 
idea  of  what  is  going  on,  stop  the 
moonlighting,  and  so  forth. 

None  of  that  has  happened.  The  of- 
ficer-to-enlisted-men ratio  has  not 
gone  down  at  all.  In  talking  to  differ- 
ent people  who  are  providing  refuge 
for  many  of  the  El  Salvadoran  immi- 
grants and  refugees  who  come  up 
here,  they  are  telling  us  that  our  El 
Salvadoran  military  training  program 
is  a  CETA  program.  Let  me  say  that 
again.  It  is  a  basic  CETA  program. 
They  are  saying  many  people  that  we 
train  to  be  officers  down  there,  the 
minute  they  get  their  training  they 
come  up  here  because  opportunities 
and  jobs  are  better,  and  if  they  have  a 
little  English  it  is  much  better.  It  is  a 
CETA  program  and  it  really  is  not 
doing  what  we  thought  it  would  be 
doing. 

So  we  are  going  in  there  really  blind- 
folded, not  understanding  what  life  is 
like  down  there,  not  understanding 
that  their  institutions  are  not  analo- 
gous to  ours.  We  are  putting  in  more 
money.  We  are  making  more  commit- 
ments. We  are  putting  more  of  our 
people's  lives  on  the  line  to  work  with 
them. 

We  are  getting  into  a  real  mess. 
There  was  a  proposal  in  the  Washing- 
ton Post  this  last  week  that  made  a  lot 
of  sense  to  me,  and  that  was  that  we 
should  not  do  one  more  thing  militari- 
ly in  El  Salvador  until  their  officers 
stop  wearing  sunglasses  so  we  could 
look  them  in  the  eye.  I  think  there  is  a 
lot  to  be  said  for  that,  because  we  do 
not  have  the  eye  contact  we  need  and 
we  do  not  know  when  we  are  getting 
the  straight  story. 

There  is  another  piece  that  I  think 
is  terribly  important.  We  also  hear 
over  and  over  and  over  again,  "We 
can't  hold  them  accountable  for  undue 
violence  because  while  the  population 
of  El  Salvador  is  about  the  size  of  Chi- 
cago, they  do  not  have  as  many  people 
as  the  Chicago  police  force."  Why? 
Well,  the  reason  they  do  not  is  that 
the  wealthy  do  not  pay  taxes.  The 
wealthy  families  do  not  want  to  pay 
taxes.  They  say  that  is  what  we  grin- 
gos do. 

We  are  getting  into  this  quagmire 
called  El  Salvador  deeper  and  deeper. 
All  I  want  to  say  in  this  week  that  is 
the  200th  anniversary  of  Simon  Boli- 
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var,  who  was  the  liberator  of  Latin 
America,  is  do  not  forget  Peru.  Peru 
has  done  what  we  begged  countries  in 
Latin  America  to  do.  It  has  a  demo- 
cratic goverrunent  that  we  recognize. 
It  has  President  Belaunde  in  charge.  It 
is  being  run  around.  It  is  in  real  trou- 
ble. We  do  not  give  them  any  aid  of 
any  substantial  amount.  We  would 
prevent  trouble  through  economic  aid 
to  Peru  now.  We  only  seem  to  pay  at- 
tention when  countries  run  to  us  and 
make  their  situation  into  a  gigantic 
East-West  confrontation.  Then  we  say 
we  will  deal  with  anybody  if  they  are 
pro-West  if  Marxists  are  around.  If 
they  are  not  around,  we  forget  them 
until  conditions  deteriorate  until 
Marxists  can  come  in. 

It  has  gotten  us  into  trouble  before; 
it  is  going  to  get  us  into  trouble  again. 
It  is  an  absolute  formula  for  disaster.  I 
just  think  it  is  terribly  important  that 
we  have  this  debate  at  this  point  and 
see  what  we  can  do  to  stop  it. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  distin- 
guished colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts. 

I  would,  secondly,  concur  in  all  the 
remarks  made  by  my  distinguished  col- 
league on  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado. 

I  would  simply  like  to  offer  one  addi- 
tional thought.  I  came  to  Congress  in 
1971  when  the  issue  of  the  Vietnam 
war  loomed  very  large  in  this  country, 
an  issue  that  split  this  Nation  asunder. 
It  split  families,  it  split  friends,  it  split 
regions  of  this  Nation.  It  was  an  ex- 
traordinary issue. 

I  thought  about  the  handful  of 
people  in  the  sixties  who  raised  the 
question  of  Americas  involvement  in 
Vietnam.  I  thought  about  the  handful 
of  people  who  had  the  foresight  and 
the  courage  to  vote  against  the  Gulf 
of  Tonkin  Resolution.  I  thought  about 
the  courage  of  people  who  said,  "We 
are  going  down  the  wrong  road  in  the 
sixties."  and  who  stood  up  and  said, 
"Let  us  not  move  forward.  Let  us  not 
end  up  down  the  road  with  a  number 
of  people  fighting  and  dying  in  the 
rice  fields  of  Southeast  Asia." 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  at  some 
point,  at  least  theoretically,  there  may 
have  been  55  American  advisers  in 
Vietnam,  but  at  some  point  it  doubled 
and  tripled  and  quadrupled,  and  sud- 
denly we  were  involved  in  a  war  that 
ended  up  with  55,000  American  casual- 
ties, and  untold  numbers  of  dead  Viet- 
namese people. 

And  for  what  reason?  That  tiny 
nation  10,000  miles  from  the  United 
States  never  posed  any  clear  and  im- 
minent danger  to  this  country.  I  would 
suggest  that  what  is  happening  in 
Central   America,   much   closer   than 
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from  Massachusetts  simply  says  main- 
tain the  status  quo.  This  gentleman 
would  like  to  see  all  55  advisers  out  of 
El  Salvador,  because  the  problems  in 
El  Salvador  do  not  lend  themselves  to 
a  military  solution.  The  problems  in 
Central  America  are  economic  and  po- 
litical and  social  and  cultural,  and 
they  have  to  be  solved  in  that  context. 
No  bullets  and  bombs  or  bayonets  are 
going  to  solve  the  problems  of  Central 
America. 

The  question  we  must  raise  among 
ourselves  is:  What  message  do  we  com- 
municate? What  message  do  we  com- 
municate to  other  nations  around  the 
world  if  we  cannot  find  it  within  our- 
selves and  our  intellect  and  our  spirit 
and  our  political  acumen  to  address 
the  realities  of  the  problems  in  Cen- 
tral America  without  going  to  war? 
What  do  we  say  to  our  brothers  and 
sisters  in  the  Middle  East  that  is  a 
tinder  box  that  may  eventually  engulf 
the  world  in  war?  What  do  we  say  to 
them?  Out  of  one  side  of  our  mouths 
we  say,  "Sit  down  and  negotiate.  Let 
us  not  take  it  to  war." 

But  when  they  look  across  the  water 
at  us,  in  our  own  hemisphere,  we  are 
prepared  to  escalate  the  violence  and 
escalate  our  military  activity  in  this 
region  of  the  world.  It  is  a  very  contra- 
dictory statement. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman 
and  members  of  the  committee,  that 
we  ought  to  come  down  on  the  side,  as 
a  superpower,  of  encouraging  peaceful 
solutions  to  the  problems  of  Central 
America. 

D  1940 

The  American  people  do  not  buy  the 
notion  that  the  problems  in  El  Salva- 
dor and  the  problems  in  Nicaragua  are 
military  problems. 

I  would  ask  my  colleagues  to  think 
about  this  rhetorical  question.  Would 
people  be  struggling  in  Central  Amer- 
ica if  there  were  no  Soviet  Union? 

I  believe  the  answer  is  "Yes,"  be- 
cause the  objective  realities  are  that 
there  is  poverty  and  human  misery 
and  human  rights  violations  that  re- 
quire the  human  spirit  to  rebel.  It 
would  seem  to  me  that  as  a  nation 
born  out  of  that  spirit  of  rebellion, 
that  we  ought  to  be  concerned  about 
dealing  with  the  objective  realities  of 
human  misery  in  Central  America,  not 
heightening  the  tension. 

So  all  this  amendment  says  is,  stop 
the  number  of  advisers  at  55.  Let  us 
not  find  ourselves  escalating  to  the 
point  that  our  sons  and  our  fathers 
and  our  brothers  and  our  uncles  find 
themselves  face  down  in  Central 
America  because  we  were  too  violent 
to  understand  the  need  to  withdraw 
from  this  militaristic  approach  to  solv- 
ing the  problems  in  Central  America. 


league. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  distinguished  colleague  for  yield- 
ing to  me. 

I  ask  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  also 
to  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
for  a  question  which  I  would  like  to 
put  to  him  on  the  amendment  he  has 
offered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  ex- 
pired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Weiss,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dellums  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
gentleman  knows,  there  is  a  legal 
action  pending  challenging  the  right 
of  the  administration  of  our  Govern- 
ment to  have  the  55  advisers  in  El  Sal- 
vador, in  what  we  suggest  is  a  violation 
of  the  war  powers  resolution. 
Mr.  DELLUMS.  Exactly. 
Mr.  WEISS.  That  action  has  been 
decided  at  the  lower  court  level.  It  is 
now  pending  on  appeal. 

If  the  gentleman  would  yield,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  whether  it  is  his  inten- 
tion or  not  to  pass  judgment  or  to  le- 
gitimize the  presence  of  the  original  55 
American  advisers  in  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  think  that  is  an 
outstanding  question.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts,  the 
author  of  the  amendment,  for  pur- 
poses of  clarification. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Certainly  in  no  way  does  my  amend- 
ment imply  that  the  War  Powers  Act 
has  already  been  complied  with. 

In  section  (b)  of  my  amendment,  it 
would  apply  only  to  any  future  at- 
tempts on  the  part  of  the  administra- 
tion to  send  any  troops  into  El  Salva- 
dor. It  does  not  deal  at  all  with  the 
question  of  the  55  who  are  already 
there  and  does  not  imply  that  the  War 
Powers  Act  has  been  complied  with  to 
this  point. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts for  his  response,  because  this 
way  it  will  be  up  to  the  Court  to  deter- 
mine whether  in  fact  the  administra- 
tion and  the  President  are  in  violation 
of  the  war  powers  resolution  for 
having  those  original  55  American  ad- 
visers in  El  Salvador. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  again 
expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Del- 
lums was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute.) 


Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  made  the  major  thrust  of  my  ar- 
gument. 

I  would  simply  conclude  by  indicat- 
ing that  four  nations,  known  as  the 
Contadora  movement  have  offered  a 
peace  plan.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we 
really  are  concerned  about  our  broth- 
ers and  sisters  in  Latin  America,  that 
we  have  to  embrace  this  effort  on  the 
part  of  our  Latin  American  allies  to 
find  a  peaceful  solution  to  the  prob- 
lems of  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  this  amendment 
does,  in  this  gentleman's  estimation,  is 
to  stop  this  militarization  of  Central 
America  from  escalating. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts serves  us  well  in  offering  this 
amendment.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
support  it. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  author  of  the  amendment  a  few 
questions,  because  I  have  some  prob- 
lems about  dealing  with  amendments 
like  this  that  are  offered  kind  of  quick, 
without  really  thinking  through 
whether  what  we  are  doing  is  the  right 
thing. 

I  have  a  lot  of  sympathy  for  what 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
wants  to  do.  I  think  the  gentleman 
and  I  agree  essentially  on  the  Central 
American  issue;  but  I  worry  about  this 
amendment. 

First  of  all,  I  think  that  the  issue 
raised  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Weiss)  is  a  valid  issue.  It 
seems  to  me  that  if  we  pass  this 
amendment  we  are  saying  in  effect 
that  you  do  not  need  the  War  Powers 
Act  to  put  in  the  55  advisers.  I  mean, 
whether  that  is  the  intention  of  the 
gentleman  or  not,  I  would  think  that 
the  Court  having  looked  at  that  would 
say  that  therefore  what  we  are  seeing 
here  is  that  the  War  Powers  Act  was 
not  violated. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  ASPIN.  Yes.  I  will  yield. 
Mr.  SHANNON.  That  is  not  what 
the  amendment  says,  nor  is  it  the  in- 
tention of  the  amendment,  nor  do  I 
see  any  implication  in  the  amendment 
that  that  is  what  we  are  trying  to  say. 

All  my  amendment  seeks  to  do 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Well,  I  understand  what 
the  gentleman  is  seeking  to  do;  but 
there  are  two  sections  to  the  amend- 
ment there.  Section  505(a)  says: 

The  number  of  active  duty  military  advis- 
ers stationed  in  EI  Salvador  shall  net  exceed 
55. 
Then  section  505(b)  says: 
There  shall  be  excluded  in  applying  the 
limitations  contained  in  paragraph  (a)  any 
members  of  the  armed  forces  stationed  in  El 
Salvador  with  respect  to  whom  the  Presi- 
dent has  submitted  a  report  pursuant  to  the 
War  Powers  resolution. 


In  other  words,  the  gentleman  is 
saying  that  in  addition  to  those  55,  the 
War  Powers  Act  would  not  apply,  that 
that  limitation  would  not  apply  if  you 
come  in  with  the  War  Powers  Act. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  All  I  am  saying, 
what  we  want  to  do  with  this  amend- 
ment is  freeze  the  status  quo  as  far  as 
military  personnel  are  concerned  in  El 
Salvador  unless  the  President  wants  to 
come  back  to  the  Congress  and  seek 
specific  authorization  to  send  more  ad- 
visers, or  unless  he  feels  some  need  to 
take  some  action  which  would  fall 
under  the  War  Powers  Act.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Except  that  there  is  not 
any  provision  whereby  the  President 
can  exceed  the  number  of  55. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Only  if  he  chooses 
to  comply  with  the  reporting  require- 
ments of  the  War  Powers  Act. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Then  how  can  the  gen- 
tleman say  that  the  War  Powers  Act 
does  not  apply  to  55,  but  starts  to 
apply  if  you  put  in  56? 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  think  I 
made  it  clear  that  I  had  made  no  judg- 
ment whether  or  not  the  War  Powers 
Act  applies. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  But  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  whether  the  gentleman 
intended  it  or  not,  does  make  a  differ- 
ence. It  shows  that  you  do  not  need 
the  War  Powers  Act  for  the  first  55, 
because  you  are  not  saying  that  the 
President  would  have  a  War  Powers 
Act;  but  it  says  if  you  want  to  go  more 
than  55,  you  have  to  have  the  War 
Powers  Act. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further  to  me,  my  amend- 
ment makes  no  implication  at  all  as  to 
the  first  55  advisers  and  the  War 
Powers  Act. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  The  gentleman  keeps 
saying  that. 

Mr.  SHAN>  ON.  That  is  a  matter 
which  is  currently  being  decided  by 
the  courts. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  It  is.  and  I  am  afraid 
that  the  gentleman's  amendment— we 
had  better  be  careful.  If  we  pass 
amendments  on  the  floor  without 
thinking  them  through,  what  we  are 
saying,  there  is  a  good  chance  of  send- 
ing the  wrong  signals  to  the  wrong 
people  in  the  wrong  way. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  gentleman 
offer  an  amendment  which  would  say 
that  we  should  not  have  more  than  55 
advisers  in  El  Salvador  and  then 
maybe  have  some  provision  whereby  if 
the  President  wanted  to  increase  it. 
Congress  could  approve,  but  we  do  not 
have  that. 

Let  me  raise  two  other  problems,  be- 
cause I  am  afraid  that  my  time  is  run- 
ning out. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  If  I  might  just  re- 
spond to  the  gentleman's  comment,  I 
would  just  like  to  say  that  I  am  sorry 


the  amendment  is  not  clear  to  the  gen- 
tleman. It  is  an  amendment  which  we 
have  gone  over  extensively  with  legis- 
lative counsel  and  others  outside  and 
with  many  Members  to  whom  it  is  per- 
fectly clear.  If  there  is  any  lack  of 
clarity  as  to  the  implications  as  to  the 
present  advisers,  I  think  that  was 
cleared  up  in  the  colloquy  between  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  and  myself. 

I  understand  that  the  gentleman  is 
unable  to  recognize  what  this  amend- 
ment tries  to  do,  but  I  think  most 
Members  understand  it. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  The  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  says  the  number  of 
active  duty  military  personnel  sta- 
tioned in  El  Salvador  shall  not  exceed 
the  number  so  stationed  on  July  25, 
1983. 

Let  me  ask  the  gentleman,  suppose 
there  was  a  rescue  operation  to  take 
out  people  from  El  Salvador.  Accord- 
ing to  military  terminology,  those 
people  would  be  stationed  in  El  Salva- 
dor. According  to  the  war  powers  reso- 
lution, they  would  not  be  required  to 
be  reported  under  the  War  Powers 
Act.  How  does  that  work? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconisn  (Mr. 
AsPiN)  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stratton.  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Aspin  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  In  that  circum- 
stance, the  reporting  requirements 
only  of  the  War  Powers  Act,  section 
4(a)  would  come  into  play.  If  the 
President  wanted  to  send  any  military 
forces  into  El  Salvador,  then  he  would 
be  bound  by  those  reporting  require- 
ments and  have  to  come  to  the  Con- 
gress with  the  specified  report. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  But  the  War  Powers  Act 
specifically  excludes  rescued  people. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  For  purposes  of  this 
legislation,  this  amendment  specifies 
that  just  the  reporting  requirements 
as  outlined  in  the  War  Powers  Act 
shall  apply  to  any  further  use  of  mili- 
tary personnel  above  today's  limit, 
July  25,  1983,  in  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  If  there  are  any  other 
people— in  other  words,  any  other 
changes  to  the  War  Powers  Act,  I 
mean,  the  War  Powers  Act  has  some 
specific  exclusions.  What  the  gentle- 
man is  saying  is  that  we  do  not  ex- 
clude anything. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  What  I  am  saying  is 
that  if  the  President  finds  any  need  to 
send  further  military  forces  to  El  Sal- 
vador, he  shall  report  to  the  Congress 
as  required  in  the  War  Powers  Act  as 
to  what  lies  there  and  how. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Even  those  troops  that 
are  excluded  by  the  War  Powers  Act? 
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The  gentleman  is  rewriting  the  War 
Powers  Act  in  the  case  of  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  No.  What  I  am 
doing  is  incorporating  one  small  sec- 
tion of  the  War  Powers  Act  on  report- 
ing in  this  Department  of  Defense  au- 
thorization. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr. 
AspiN)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconisn  (Mr.  Aspin)  may 
proceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reserving  the  right  to 
object.  I  have  stood  over  here  trying  to 
seek  recognition  for  the  last  20  min- 
utes and  there  has  been  a  nice  little 
round  robin  going  on. 

I  am  going  to  object  unless  I  get  a 
chance  to  say  something  in  this  con- 
versation, because  nobody  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle  has  been  recognized  for 
more  than  1  minute  and  that  was  the 
end  of  it. 
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Does  everybody  understand? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  am 
telling  everybody  that  I  am  going  to 
object  the  next  time  this  happens  if 
we  do  not  get  recognized. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  object? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  object. 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  perfect  ex- 
ample of  why  we  should  not  be  work- 
ing on  this  type  of  legislation  in  this 
type  of  atmosphere.  We  should  not  be 
entertaining  amendments  with  such 
far  ramifications  that  the  author 
cannot  even  explain  them. 

I  say  where  is  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  when  .you  need  them?  I 
mean.  I  do  not  see  any  members  of  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Conunittee.  I  see  one 
or  two  here,  but  I  do  not  see  the  chair- 
man. I  do  not  see  the  subcommittee 
chairmen  on  any  of  these  issues  that 
should  be  discussed. 

Now.  if  we  are  going  to  talk  about  El 
Salvador  and  Central  America  tonight, 
we  are  not  going  to  get  this  bill 
through  aind  we  can  go  on  and  on  and 
on.  and  we  can  find  lots  of  ways  to 
have  this  little  colloquy.  And  if  we 
have  the  Central  American  issue  up 
tomorrow,  fine.  That  is  when  it  should 
be  debated. 

Let  me  ask  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts a  question.  He  is  very  con- 
cerned about  the  55  advisers  in  El  Sal- 
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vador.  Is  he  concerned  about  the  1.800 
active  Marines  over  in  Lebanon,  and 
why  has  the  gentleman  selected  and 
just  listed  the  55  in  El  Salvador? 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 
Mr.  SHANNON.  Let  me  just  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  I  have  heard  this 
argument  made  from  the  other  side  on 
a  couple  of  occasions  tonight. 

There  would  be  nobody  in  this 
Chamber  happier  than  I  if  this 
amendment  were  not  germane.  The 
reason  it  is  germane  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  authorization  is  be- 
cause we  have  a  military  commitment 
in  Central  America. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Could 
the  gentleman  answer  my  question  as 
to  why  he  lists  just  the  55?  If  I  were  to 
put  in  an  amendment  would  the  gen- 
tleman support  an  amendment  to  limit 
it  to  55  in  Lebanon? 
Mr.  SHANNON.  I  would  say  to  the 

gentleman 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Let  me 
say  that  the  reason  that  the  gentle- 
man will  not  answer  the  question  is 
that  he  knows  that  what  he  is  doing  is 
trying  to  make  a  political  statement 
here  tonight.  He  has  selectively  taken 
out  a  part  of  our  Active  Armed  Forces. 
55  out  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
them,  and  is  making  a  political  state- 
ment on  a  bill  which  should  not  have  a 
political  statement  on  there. 

We  have  this  issue  up  tomorrow  and 
the  next  day  and  we  have  bills  pre- 
pared for  it.  You  should  have  had 
your  amendment  in  order  earlier  on 
and  printed  in  the  Record  on  that  par- 
ticular bill. 

But  to  come  up  here  and  waste  our 
time  on  this,  these  types  of  amend- 
ments tonight  dealing  with  Central 
America,  is  ludicrous. 

But  we  ought  to  know  what  we  are 
doing  and  if  we  want  to  have  a  full- 
scale  debate  on  this.  I  suggest  it  is  not 
germane  even  to  the  issue. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 
Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  will  be  happy  to 
get  some  additional  time  for  my  col- 
league. 

You  have  made  a  number  of  state- 
ments. Let  me  first  say  that  I  tend  to 
concur  in  the  general  thrust  of  your 
remarks. 

For  example,  the  rule  was  construed 
in  such  a  fashion  that  this  gentleman 
has  the  opportunity  under  the  rule  to 
present  an  alternative  military  budget. 
1  hour  of  general  debate,  and  theoreti- 
cally it  could  be  debated  under  the  5- 
minute  rule  and  amended. 

Now.  my  alternative  that  we  worked 
on  for  4  months  with  a  number  of 
people  helping  us  may  come  up  at 
some  time  at  12  o'clock  or  1  o'clock  in 
the  morning.  I  would  not  dignify  this 


process  by  bringing  my  alternative  up 
at  that  time  of  the  morning. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  I  understand  that 
the  schedule  is  until  midnight  or  later 
on  such  important  legislation,  and  we 
are  spinning  our  wheels  and  wasting 
our  time  on  stuff  that  should  be  on 
another  bill  entirely. 

That  is  ridiculous.  Here  we  are  open- 
ing ourselves  up  to  public  ridicule.  And 
if  they  are  not  watching  the  Presi- 
dent's press  conference  in  5  minutes, 
they  are  going  to  be  watching  us.  and 
it  is  a  circus  over  here. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  my  col- 
league for  yielding. 

I  would  simply  say  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  that  what  this  proc- 
ess is  about  is  politics,  and  what  we  are 
here  to  do  is  engage  in  the  business  of 
politics.  And  what  politics  is  about  is 
establishing  policy  and  establishing 
the  priorities.  And  if  that  is  not  what 
we  are  here  about,  what  are  we  here 
for? 

And  to  make  an  argument  against 
this  gentleman  who  raises  the  ques- 
tion of  55  advisers  in  Central  America 
as  against  how  many  troops  are  in 
Lebanon,  each  of  us  has  the  -ight  to 
address  any  specific  issue.  And  if  it 
were  not  germane  then  it  would  have 
been  stricken  and  there  would  have 
been  a  point  of  order  made  against  it. 
The  fact  that  it  is  germane  means 
that  we  have  a  right  to  debate  the 
matter,  and  any  matter  that  is  ger- 
mane we  ought  to  be  able  to  come 
here  and  debate. 

I  do  not  have  the  time.  My  colleague 
has  the  time.  But  I  am  simply  saying 
to  challenge  that  this  is  a  political 
statement,  we  are  here  to  make  a  po- 
litical statement.  I  would  not  shy  away 
from  that. 

The  political  statement  that  we 
ought  to  be  making  here  on  this 
amendment  is  that  we  do  not  want  to 
militarize  Central  America.  We  do  not 
want  to  go  forward  and  Vietnamize 
Central  America.  That  is  a  political 
statement.  We  are  politicians.  Each  of 
us  represent  a  half  a  million  people 
and  we  ought  to  be  here  to  try  to 
make  that  political  statement. 
I  thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 
Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  would  just  like 
to  make  a  comment  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  and  I  wonder  if  he 
would  come  forward  because  he  may 
want  to  respond. 

It  may  well  be  that  this  amendment 
by.  in  effect,  indicating  that  Congress 
has  not  taken  action  to  prevent  the 


continuance  of  the  55  advisers  could 
be  construed  by  the  Court  as  in  effect 
being  a  ratification  by  Congress,  even 
though  in  so  many  words  it  is  not.  But 
that  is  not  my  main  point. 

The  main  point  is  that  this  estab- 
lishes a  benchmark  and  says:  This  far 
you  may  go.  but  not  farther,  without 
coming  to  the  Congress  and  getting 
the  approvals  required  and  the  consul- 
tations required  by  the  War  Powers 
Act. 

We  have  a  President  who  is  not  only 
flaunting  the  law  with  respect  to  aid 
to  anti-Sandinista  guerrillas,  but  who 
is  conducting  huge  naval  maneuvers  in 
both  the  Caribbean  and  the  Pacific  in 
an  effort,  as  a  State  Department 
spokesman  has  admitted,  to  intimidate 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 

Has  he  consulted  the  Congress?  No. 

Has  he  complied  with  the  War 
Powers  Act?  No. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  gentleman's 
amendment  is  an  extremely  important 
one  because  it  would  send  a  message  to 
the  President  that  the  time  has  come 
to  stop  this  unilateral  action  and  to 
come  to  the  Congress,  as  the  War 
Powers  Act  requires,  and  consult  with 
the  Members  and  the  leadership 
before  taking  any  further  action. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  author  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  comments  and  just 
say  perhaps  the  gentleman  was  not  in 
the  Chamber  when  I  had  a  colloquy 
with  the  gentleman  from  New  York  in 
which  I  discussed  the  case  which  is 
pending. 

In  no  way  does  my  amendment  make 
any  judgment  on  that  case. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  understand 
that  and  I  agree  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  I  just  wanted  to 
make  that  clear  once  again. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  My  point  is  that 
even  if  the  amendment  were  to  be  held 
to  constitute  a  ratification  of  the  send- 
ing of  the  55  advisers  there,  that  is  al- 
ready an  accomplished  fact. 

The  important  thing  is  to  prevent 
the  expansion  of  the  contingent  of  the 
military  forces  of  the  United  States  in 
El  Salvador  by  unilateral  action  of  the 
President. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  have  lis- 
tened with  a  great  deal  of  patience,  as 
many  of  my  colleagues  have,  to  this 
debate  on  this  amendment.  One  thing 
that  realy  has  not  been  brought  out, 
we  have  been  pointing  out  the  defi- 
ciencies with  the  United  States  of 
America.  We  have  not  really  talked 
too  much  about  the  Communist  ex- 
pansionist policy  in  El  Salvador. 


Mr.  SEIBERLING.  If  that  is  the 
purpose  of  the  gentleman  rising,  I 
would  take  back  my  time. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  May  I  ask 
a  question,  please? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Yes. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  My  ques- 
tion of  the  author  is  how  many  for- 
eign advisers.  Communist  advisers 
from  Cuba,  Russia,  and  other  coun- 
tries are  in  Nicaragua  aiding  and  ab- 
betting  the  revolutionary  movement 
over  there,  and  how  many  foreign 
military  troops  are  there  aiding  the 
revolutionary  process? 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  would  just  like 
to  say.  if  I  may  recapture  what  is  left 
of  my  time,  I  will  stipulate  to  the  fact 
that  what  the  Communists  are  doing 
in  Central  America  is  dangerous  and 
wrong.  I  hold  no  brief  for  them  what- 
soever. 

But  there  are  other  ways  to  get 
them  out  of  there  besides  sending  the 
armed  forces  of  the  United  States 
down  there.  If  we  send  our  Armed 
Forces  there  then  we  become  the 
issue,  and  that  is  the  big  mistake  that 
the  administration  appears  to  be 
making. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  particular 
moment  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  undoubtedly  going  on  televi- 
sion to  talk  about  this  particular  issue. 
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And  I  would  just  like  to  say  that  he 
is  the  Commander  in  Chief,  and  we 
should  give  him  the  support  that  is 
necessary  to  deal  with  a  very,  very  dif- 
ficult problem  right  now.  To  try  to 
hamstring  President  Reagan  by  limit- 
ing the  number  of  advisers  at  a  very 
crucial  point  in  history  I  think  is  a 
step  in  the  wrong  direction.  He  has 
said  that  he  does  not  intend  to  send 
American  troops  down  there.  But  at 
the  same  time  he  asked  for  military 
aid  from  this  body  to  help  those 
people  fight  the  battle  themselves,  the 
duly-elected  Government  of  El  Salva- 
dor. We  have  continually  tried  to  cut 
that  amount  of  money.  You  do  not 
want  to  send  aid  down  there  so  you  ob- 
viously want  to  let  the  Communists 
continue  to  take  control  of  that  area 
of  the  world.  900  miles  from  our 
southern  border.  In  addition  you  are 
trying  to  hamstring  the  President  by 
not  allowing  him  the  latitude  he  may 
need  to  deal  with  that  problem. 

If  you  do  not  want  to  give  him  the 
financial  support,  if  you  do  not  want 
to  give  him  support  by  allowing  advis- 
ers down  there,  what  in  the  world  do 
you  want  to  give  him?  It  sounds  like  to 
me  that  many  of  you  are  closing  your 
eyes  to  the  problem.  If  we  do  not  do 
something  we  are  going  to  have  to  deal 
with  people  like  Mr.  Canatta,  who  was 
captured  recently.  He  said  in  no  uncer- 
tain terms  that  the  goal  of  the  revolu- 


tionaries in  Central  America  is  to 
cause  revolutions  in  all  of  those  coun- 
tries, to  come  north  through  Mexico 
and  force  us  into  an  untenable  posi- 
tion on  our  southern  border. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  will  not 
yield. 

I  submit  to  you  if  we  do  not  deal 
with  the  Central  American  problem 
today  we  are  going  to  have  to  deal 
with  it  at  some  time  in  the  future. 

I  have  said  this  before  on  this  floor. 
I  have  an  8-year-old  son.  There  are 
young  people  in  the  audience  tonight. 
I  do  not  want  them  to  go  to  war  in 
some  God-forsaken  place  south  of  the 
U.S.  border.  Unless  we  deal  with  this 
problem  effectively  today  and  give  the 
President  the  support  that  he  needs 
we  are  going  to  have  to  face  that. 

And  you  folks  who  say  you  do  not 
want  another  Vietnam  are  going  to  get 
us  into  one  because  of  weakness. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  to  my  colleague  from  Indi- 
ana that  this  resolution  does  not  say 
we  cannot  send  any  more  advisers  to 
El  Salvador.  It  merely  says  no  more 
can  be  sent  without  compliance  with 
the  War  Powers  Act.  It  ends  the  unila- 
tieralism  of  the  President's  policy.  I 
suggest  that  one  of  the  weaknesses  of 
the  President's  policy  is  its  very  unilat- 
eralism, not  only  with  respect  to  the 
Congress  but  with  respect  to  our  good 
neighbors  to  the  south. 

They  have  experienced  a  long  histo- 
ry of  intervention,  military  interven- 
tion by  the  United  States. 

And  when  we  intervene,  even  if  it  is 
with  the  best  of  motives,  we  then  raise 
vibrations  which  we  perhaps  are  not  as 
acutely  aware  of  as  they  are. 

When  we  do  that,  we  make  ourselves 
the  issue  and  make  it  harder  for  our 
neighbors  to  the  south  to  organize  col- 
lective actions  to  deal  with  the  inter- 
vention by  Cuba  and  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  Sandinistas,  which  ought  to 
be  the  issue.  We  ought  to  be  uniting 
with  all  of  our  good  neighbors  to  the 
south  and  working  with  them  to  pre- 
vent intervention  by  Cubans.  Sandinis- 
tas, or  anyone  else,  instead  of  impos- 
ing our  military  forces  as  part  of  a  uni- 
lateral effort  to  solve  this  problem. 
This  amendment  could  be  very  help- 
ful, as  the  advice  of  the  Congress 
might  be  very  useful  to  the  President 
on  this  question. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 
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Mr.  GARCIA.  I  would  just  like  to 
start  off  by  saying  to  my  colleague 
from  Missouri,  who  is  no  longer  here, 
he  is  absolutely  correct.  There  is  no 
question  that  this  is  a  political  debate. 
Many  of  the  people  in  the  audience 
and  many  of  the  people  who  may  be 
watching  us  throughout  the  country 
maybe  do  not  understand  our  system 
here  in  Congress  of  conferees  or  both 
the  House  and  Senate  getting  together 
to  work  out  the  differences.  If  this 
amendment  should  pass  tonight,  and 
if  it  should  be  part  of  this  Houses 
package  that  goes  to  conference  with 
the  Senate,  it  probably  will  be  elimi- 
nated when  the  conferees  get  togeth- 
er. The  fact  is  that  at  this  particular 
moment  it  is  exactly  4  minutes  after  8: 
the  President  now  is  speaking  on  three 
major  networks  across  the  country,  de- 
livering a  message  that  we  should  get 
more  deeply  Involved  in  Centrad  Amer- 
icsi 

And  there  are  those  of  us  who  are  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  who  disagree.  The 
problems  of  Central  America  did  not 
start  yesterday.  They  started  decades 
ago.  And.  yes.  we.  today,  in  this  Cham- 
ber, must  make  the  decisions  as  to 
what  type  of  help  we  want  to  give  our 
Central  American  neighbors. 

The  help  we  must  give  those  people 
is  not  of  sending  bigger  bombs  or  air- 
craft carriers;  if  we  truly  want  to  help 
our  neighbors  to  the  south,  then  I  be- 
lieve we  should  help  them  with  the 
most  powerful  tool  we  have  and  that  is 
our  economic  leverage.  The  ability  to 
send  our  technical  know-how  into  Cen- 
tral America. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Just  a  second.  I  do  not 
yield. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  The 
gentleman  said  I  was  not  here. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  just  say  that  you 
were  right  in  what  you  said  before.  I 
just  agreed  with  everything  you  said. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  You 
did? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Yes;  that  is  what  I 
said. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is 
right  now  there  are  four  nations  of 
Spanish-speaking  background  work- 
ing; it  is  called  the  Contadoras. 

They  are  trying  very  hard  to  put  a 
solution  together  for  Central  America. 
I  speak  now  as  a  Hispanic.  I  am  not 
an  expert  on  military  affairs  and  I  do 
not  claim  to  be.  I  leave  that  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee.  But  I  am 
an  expert  on  one  thing.  Hispanic  cul- 
ture, because  I  have  been  that  all  my 
life.  And  I  can  tell  you  that  what  we 
must  do  is  let  us  help  ourselves.  Who 
are  we  to  tell  people  what  they  should 
or  should  not  do.  when  the  problem 
has  existed  for  so  long  in  Central 
America. 

Mr.    COLEMAN    of    Missouri.    Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  GARCIA.  No;  I  will  not  yield. 


We  must  l)e  the  people,  in  this 
Chamber,  who  show,  not  through  sub- 
version, not  through  covert  operations 
but  through  what  this  country  is 
famous  and  great  for.  our  spirit.  And 
our  spirit  of  warmth  and  friendship, 
our  spirit  to  help  others.  We  are  not 
doing  that  in  Central  America. 

The  President  is  now  trying  to  sell 
his  bill  of  goods  across  this  country.  It 
should  be  made  very  clear  to  him  that 
we  as  Hispanics  especially,  we  under- 
stand our  own  cultural  background. 
We  ended  up  in  a  war  in  Vietnam 
where  we  were  killing  people  of  the 
yellow  race,  now  we  are  involved  in 
Central  America  dealing  with  people 
of  the  brown  race.  Whenever  we  get 
involved  it  is  always  people  who.  as  we 
term  in  our  society  today,  as  minori- 
ties. 

Let  us  Hispanics  help  ourselves.  Let 
the  Contadora  group  work,  let  those 
four  nations  help,  let  them  go  for- 
ward. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Garcia 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  believe  those  four 
nations  are  trying.  God  knows  we  have 
enough  trouble.  But  please  let  these 
four  countries  work  out  the  problems, 
let  us  not  send  the  U.S.S.  Ranger  into 
the  Caribbean,  let  us  not  send  the 
other  fleets  into  the  Pacific,  for  God 
s&kc 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  am 
sorry  but  when  you  were  making  the 
point  it  would  have  been  more  applica- 
ble; that  is.  who  invited  the  55  military 
advisers  down  there? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Let  me  just  say  this  to 
you. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  It  was 
the  very  people  you  were  talking 
about. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  The  oligarchy  in  El 
Salvador  created  this  problem. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  The 
freely  elected  people  in  El  Salvador, 
that  is  who  is  in  the  government. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Let  me  say  this  in  re- 
sponse to  my  colleague  from  Missou- 
ri's statement:  Central  America  has 
had  these  problems  for  many  years.  In 
every  one  of  these  countries.  Somoza 
was  booted  out  of  Nicaragua:  El  Salva- 
dor was  a  group  of  12  to  15  families 
who  are  presently  living  high  off  the 
hog  in  Key  Biscayne.  Fla. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  But  the 
fact  is  they  had  an  election,  a  free 
election,  supervised  by  international 
forces  and  that  government,  they  in- 
vited the  55  advisers. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Leland  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Garcia  was 


allowed   to   proceed   for   1   additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  LELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  LELAND.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

How  do  the  people  of  Latin  America, 
particularly  South  America  and  Cen- 
tral America,  feel  about  the  United 
States  after  the  Argentinian  encoun- 
ter with  the  British? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  There  are  many  of  us 
who  felt  quite  bad  that  we  intervened 
on  the  side  of  Great  Britain.  The  feel- 
ing in  South  America,  in  Spanish- 
speaking  countries,  is  that  the  United 
States  has  always  considered  Spanish- 
speaking  America  as  the  afterthought 
of  the  afterthought.  It  just  seems  to 
me  that  whenever  something  happens 
in  Europe,  we  immediately  respond. 
Whenever  something  happened  south 
of  our  border  we  would  say  "manana." 
I  believe  when  we  finally  got  involved 
in  South  America  in  the  fight  between 
the  English  and  the  Argentinians, 
they  had  hoped,  we  would  remain  neu- 
tral, they  just  wanted  us  to  stay  out. 

There  were  some  of  us  who  I  think 
in  good  conscience  would  probably  say 
we  did  the  right  thing.  I  honestly  be- 
lieve as  a  Hispanic,  it  would  have  been 
wise  to  stay  out.  Let  the  British  and 
Argentines  fight;  it  was  their  fight, 
not  ours. 

Mr.  LELAND.  Those  very  countries 
are  now  trying  to  work  out  a  solution, 
the  Contadora  group,  and  here  once 
again  the  United  States  is  intervening. 
Mr.  GARCI4.  It  is  that  macho 
image  we  constantly  try  to  project  and 
I  know  we  are  doing  the  wrong  thing 
with  our  military  involvement  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Shannon). 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced 
that  the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.    SHANNON.    Mr.    Chairman.    I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  170,  noes 
247,  not  voting  16.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  2701 
AYES-170 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Albosta 

Anderson 

Applegale 

AuCoin 

Barnes 

Bates 

Bedell 

Bellenson 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Boehlert 

Boland 

Bonior 


Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Brooks 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Carr 

Clarke 

Clay 

Coelho 

Collins 

Conte 


Crockett 

D' Amours 

Daschle 

Dellums 

Derrick 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 


Edwards  (CA) 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

¥\sh 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Ford  (MI) 

Frank 

Garcia 

Gejdenson 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

GcxKlling 

Gray 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hertel 

Horlon 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levine 

Lipinski 

Long (LA) 


Akaka 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Archer 

Aspin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bennett 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boggs 

Boner 

Breaux 

Britt 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhili 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

dinger 

Coals 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Coyne 

CrsJg 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeWlne 


Long(MD) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

Markey 

Martin  (ID 

Martinez 

Mat.sui 

Mavroules 

McCloskey 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McNuIty 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Neal 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patterson 

Paul 

Pease 

Penny 

Pritchard 

Rahall 

Ratchford 

Reid 

Richardson 

Rodino 

NOES-247 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dowdy 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dyson 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erienbom 

Evans (lA) 

Fascell 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Flippo 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Gekas 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Gllckman 

Gore 

Gradlson 

Gramm 

Green 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 


Roe 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Smith  (PL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

St  Germain 

SUrk 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Tauke 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Williams  (MT) 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wyden 

Yates 

Yatron 


Hughes 

Himter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leath 

Levin 

Levitas 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKinney 

Mica 

Michel 

Miller  (OH) 

Molinari 

Mollohan 


Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

O'Brien 

Olin 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parrls 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Ray 

Regula 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 


Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schulze 

Sensenbrenner 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Siljander 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 


Stratton 

Stump 

Sundqulst 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Watkins 

Weber 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whltten 

Winn 

Wolf 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wylie 

Young  (AK) 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


NOT  VOTING-16 


Alexander 
Biaggi 
Conyers 
Evans  (ID 
Foley 
Ford  (TN) 


Frenzel 

Gephardt 

Heftel 

Lent 

Lewis  (CA) 

Rangel 


Savage 
Udall 

Williams  (OH) 
Wilson 


D  2020 

Mr.  TORRES  and  Mr.  TAUKE 
changed  their  votes  from  "no"  to 
"aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MARKEY 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Markey:  Page 
26,  after  line  25,  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

LIMITATION  ON  DEPLOYMENT  OF  TROOPS  IN 
CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Sec.  505.  No  personnel  authorized  by  this 
title  shall  serve  in  units  of  the  Armed 
Forces  deployed  in  El  Salvador,  Nicaragua, 
Honduras,  Guatemala,  or  Costa  Rica  (for 
training  exercises  or  otherwise)  unless— 

(1)  such  deployment  is  approved  in  ad- 
vance by  Congress  by  a  joint  resolution;  or 

(2)  such  units  are  used  to  provide  for  the 
immediate  evacuation  of  American  citizens 
or  to  respond  to  a  clear  and  present  danger 
of  military  attack  upon  the  United  States. 

a  2030 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  offer  an  amendment  that  would  re- 
quire congressional  authorization 
before  military  units  could  be  de- 
ployed in  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  watched  with 
alarm  as  the  President  has  steadily  in- 
creased the  involvement  of  the  U.S. 
Armed  Forces  in  the  conflict  in  Cen- 
tral America.  I  am  alarmed  because 
this  constant  escalation  presents  a 
very  serious  danger  of  committing  the 
United  States  to  armed  intervention  in 
Central    America,    which    would    be 


counterproductive  to  the  interests  of 
the  United  States  and  our  hemispheric 
neighbors,  which  could  be  the  begin- 
ing  of  another  misdirected  sally  into  a 
quagmire  similar  to  that  of  Vietnam, 
and  which  could  result  in  the  spilling 
of  American  and  Central  American 
blood  where  it  need  not  be  shed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today,  on  the  front 
pages  of  the  newspapers  across  this 
country,  there  are  reports  that  the 
President  intends  to  deploy  4.000  U.S. 
troops  in  Honduras.  The  reports  indi- 
cate that  at  their  peak,  the  battalion 
size  maneuvers  will  include  as  many  as 
2.000  American  combat  troops,  the 
largest  contingent  ever  sent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  intent  of  my 
amendment  is  very  clear.  We  now  run 
the  grave  danger  of  having  an  Ameri- 
can President  commit  combat  troops 
to  the  most  volatile  area  of  the  world. 
We  have,  as  yet.  not  had  a  statement 
of  congressional  intent  upon  whether 
or  not  this  kind  of  deployment  ought 
to,  in  fact,  be  authorized.  What  this 
legislation  does  is,  quite  simply,  retain 
for  the  U.S.  Congress  the  right  of  ap- 
proval in  advance,  by  joint  resolution, 
of  any  commitment  of  troops  of  this 
nature  into  the  Central  American 
countries,  unless  such  units  would  pro- 
vide for  the  immediate  evacuation  of 
American  citizens  or  respond  to  a  clear 
and  present  danger  of  military  attack 
upon  the  United  States. 

But  in  the  absence  of  those  circum- 
stances, only  a  resolution  by  the  U.S. 
Congress,  approved  in  advance  of  the 
deployment  of  those  troops,  would 
allow  for  the  commitment  of  troops  at 
that  level. 

It  is  my  belief.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
we  are  now  on  the  brink  of  an  era  that 
very  much  resembles  a  period  of  time 
in  1965.  Let  us  go  on  record  now,  all  of 
us,  as  to  whether  or  not,  in  fact,  we 
want  to  retain  within  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress authority  over  the  deployment 
of  combat  troops  in  Central  America. 
Let  us  all  go  on  record  on  the  first  day 
on  which  the  President  says  that  he 
wants  to  commit  those  troops  to  Cen- 
tral America,  saying  that  it  is  merely 
an  exercise,  a  maneuver.  Six  months  is 
not  a  maneuver.  Six  months  is  a  de- 
ployment. 

Let  us  go  on  record  tonight,  this 
evening,  on  this  issue.  This  is  not 
covert  activity.  These  are  not  military 
advisers.  These  are  not  attaches. 
These  are  not  embassy  personnel. 
These  are  not  Marines  attached  to  an 
embassy.  We  are  talking  about  the  de- 
ployment of  combat  units  into  Hondu- 
ras, into  Central  America. 

Let  us  tonight  go  on  record,  one  way 
or  the  other,  as  we  begin  this  incur- 
sion into  Central  America  with  combat 
troops,  as  to  how  we  feel  in  this  issue, 
a  separate  issue  from  any  other  issue 
we  have  voted  on  or  will  vote  on  in 
this  timeframe. 
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I  ask.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  all  of  us 
understand  quite  clearly  what  is  in- 
volved here.  We  may  be  at  the  begin- 
ning of  a  direct  military  involvement 
of  U.S.  men.  boys,  into  combat  roles  in 
Central  America.  Step  1  begins  as  the 
President  sends  these  4.000  young  men 
into  this  area.  It  is  my  hope  that  this 
evening  all  can  understand  the  ramifi- 
cations of  this  action  and  that  we  vote 
as  though  a  war  could  perhaps  begin 
with  American  combat  troops  involved 
between  the  time  we  leave  here  on 
August  4  and  we  return  on  September 
12.  None  of  us  know,  in  fact,  what  is 
being  planned  for  that  area,  but  let  us 
retain  to  the  U.S.  Congress  the  right 
to  ultimately  make  the  decision  as  to 
whether  U.S.  combat  troops  are  to  be 
committed  to  this  region. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARKEY.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  would  the  gentleman 
tell  me  if  he  feels  this  is  an  amend- 
ment to  the  War  Powers  Act,  under 
which  I  understand  the  President  has 
60  days,  is  it,  to  commit  troops,  and 
then  Congress  have  a  voice? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Markey)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Hyde  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Markey  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  HYDE.  Is  this  an  amendment  to 
the  War  Powers  Act? 

Mr.  MARKEY.  At  present,  as  the 
gentleman  knows,  because  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  decision,  the  War  Powers 
Act  is  in  question.  What  this  is,  is  a 
separate  act  independent  of  the  War 
Powers  Act  so  that  Congress  can  be  on 
record  and  have  authority  independ- 
ent of  what  ruling  might  be  made  on 
the  validity  of  the  War  Powers  Act. 

Mr.  HYDE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  the  constitutionality 
of  the  War  Powers  Act  has  not  been 
determined.  Some  question  it.  I  would 
dare  say  the  gentleman  would  support 
its  constitutionality,  but  then  I  do  not 
know.  But  I  would  suggest  this  abro- 
gates the  War  Powers  Act  and  is  in 
contradiction  to  it  and  I  question  its 
constitutionality. 

I  ask  the  gentleman  for  comment  on 
that. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
say  to  the  gentleman  this:  Unfortu- 
nately, this  administration  will  be  able 
to  flourish  in  the  atmosphere  of  ambi- 
guity that  will  exist  while  trying  to  de- 
termine the  validity  of  the  War 
Powers  Act.  I  think  it  is  incumbent 
upon  the  Congress  for  us  to  pass  legis- 
lation that  retains,  reserves  for  the 
Congress,  this  ultimate  right  of 
making  the  determination  as  to 
whether  or  not  combat  troops  ought 
to  be  deployed. 


I  fear  that  in  the  absence  of  some 
specific  language  of  this  nature  and  a 
ruling  that  the  War  Powers  Act  is,  in 
fact,  constitutional,  that  we  will  face 
arbitrary  decisions  made  by  the  Exec- 
utive that  will  countermand,  perhaps, 
the  will  of  the  Congress  that  the  de- 
ployment of  these  troops  be  restricted. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
suggest  to  my  friend  that  we  cannot 
abrogate  the  Constitution  by  this 
amendment,  and  the  Constitution 
makes  the  President  the  Commander 
in  Chief. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  my  friend,  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Markey).  suffers  from  much  the  same 
problem  as  the  one  offered  earlier  by 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Shannon).  When  one  tries  to 
draft  some  amendment  at  a  late  hour 
of  the  night  to  deal  with  a  situation 
which  has  not  been  thoroughly  exam- 
ined, it  is  likely  to  be  flawed. 

For  example,  training  exercises  like 
those  now  in  progress  have  been  going 
on  in  Central  America  and  South 
America  for  a  very  long  time  annually. 
Certainly  the  House  does  not  want  to 
have  to  pass  a  joint  resolution  every 
time  we  send  a  few  people  down  into 
Panama  or  into  El  Salvador  or  Costa 
Rica.  Moreover,  the  amendment  does 
not  address  itself  at  all  to  offshore  ac- 
tivities such  as  a  possible  blockade  or 
quarantine.  And  if  current  personnel 
are  to  be  regarded  in  units  then  they 
too  are  all  going  to  have  to  be  with- 
drawn because  we  have  had  no  such 
joint  resolution  that  has  been  passed. 
Moreover,  we  have  Marines  stationed 
in  units  in  every  U.S.  Embassy  in  the 
entire  area.  Surely  we  do  not  want  to 
withdraw  them. 

In  fact  the  House  has  already  acted 
unfavorably  on  a  similar  amendment 
and  I  urge  the  amendment  be  voted 
down. 

D  2040 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  that  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  amendment  have  not 
studied  much  American  history,  or  if 
they  have,  they  seek  not  to  abide  by 
its  lessons. 

We  know  that  a  show  of  determina- 
tion in  the  past  has  kept  us  out  of  war, 
has  kept  us  out  of  conflict. 

The  U.S.  deployment  of  forces  in 
Texas  against  Napoleon  III  on  our 
borders  caused  Napoleon  III  to  pull 
his  troops  out  in  1865  and  1866. 

In  1933,  the  U.S.  naval  deployment 
off  Cuba  led  to  elections  for  a  moder- 
ate government  there. 

In  1962,  under  John  F.  Kennedy,  our 
determination  in  the  Cuban  missile 
crisis  kept  us  at  peace. 


Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  what  we  want. 
We  are  deploying  for  training  as  we 
have  in  the  past.  We  have  cooperated 
with  those  countries  as  we  have  in  the 
past.  I  think  we  should  take  lessons 
from  the  history  books  that  we  should 
continue  to  work  with  our  friends  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, what  strikes  me  about  this 
amendment  is  that  Congress  will  even- 
tually, under  this  amendment,  if 
adopted,  in  effect  be  telling  the  mili- 
tary and  the  President  where  they  can 
maneuver  and  put  battalions  of  infan- 
try. It  does  not  make  any  sense  at  all. 
Mr.  SKELTON.  That  is  just  what  I 
said.  We  cannot  cooperate  with  them 
as  we  have  in  the  past. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Congress 
cannot  get  involved  in  tactics  with  the 
military  and  that  is  what  this  amend- 
ment does. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 
Mr.  SKELTON.  I  think  it  is  the 
wrong  amendment. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  a  frivolous 
amendment.  It  is  obviously  true  that 
this  amendment  was  written  possibly 
today,  but  today,  for  most  of  us,  we 
just  found  out  that  beyond  the  covert 
activities  going  on,  there  are  hundreds 
of  combat  troops  being  sent  to  Central 
America. 

Now.  71  percent  of  the  American 
people  believe  that  the  President  is 
leading  us  into  some  form  of  military 
conflict  in  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  watching  the 
news  conference  and  I  want  to  say 
that  I  was  aghast  at  the  response  of 
the  President  to  some  of  the  ques- 
tions. He  called  the  deployment  of 
these  military  personnel  and  combat 
troops  maneuvers. 

Then  the  media  asked,  "How  long 
would  they  stay?"  He  said  that  he  was 
really  not  sure. 

We  have  heard  rumors  all  day  long 
that  the  Pentagon  does  not  even  ap- 
prove of  what  the  Commander  in 
Chief  is  doing  with  respect  to  sending 
these  combat  troops  there. 

Now,  I  am  not  going  to  abdicate  my 
responsibility  as  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress and  let  individuals  in  the  admin- 
istration, led  by  possibly  Henry  Kissin- 
ger, and  others,  determine  that  the 
American  people  are  going  to  be  in 
some  form  of  military  conflict. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  for  devising  this 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  important.  I 
wish  we  would  not  treat  it  frivolously. 
We  perhaps  are  on  the  brink  of  set- 
ting the  tone  of  some  kind  of  military 
conflict  in  Central  America.  I  urge  the 


adopting    of    this    amendment    post- 
haste. 

Let  us  not  absolve  our  responsibility 
in  this  matter.  The  lives  of  our  people, 
as  well  as  the  people  in  Central  Amer- 
ica and,  indeed,  the  global  community, 
are  too  important. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  watched  the  press  con- 
ference as  well.  I  appreciate  the  state- 
ment of  concern  of  the  gentlewoman; 
but  my  question  goes  in  this  vein.  Why 
did  the  gentlewoman  not  rise  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  on  past  occasions 
when  we  held  maneu\  ers  in  the  Carib- 
bean, and  we  had  naval  forces  in  the 
Caribbean  on  maneuvers  for  quite 
some  time? 

We  have  held  maneuvers  in  Central 
America  a  number  of  times,  as  the 
President  mentioned  on  television.  We 
have  joint  responsibilities  under  the 
Rio  Treaty  to  defend  our  hemispheric 
neighbors,  and  we  must  be  ready  to 
defend  our  own  borders.  It  would  be 
anomalous  if  we  did  not  hold  maneu- 
vers in  the  Caribbean.  Similarly,  as 
the  President  mentioned,  we  have  par- 
ticipated in  ground  exercises  and 
training  in  Central  America  in  the 
past,  but  the  gentlewoman  never 
before  chose  to  rise  on  the  floor  of  the 
House. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  If  I  can  respond  to  the 
gentleman,  I  have  risen  on  the  floor. 
The  gentleman  may  not  have  been  on 
the  floor  when  I  have  risen  about  our 
activities  in  Central  America,  but  I 
defy  anyone  to  find  anyone  in  this 
Congress  who  hats  spoken  out  more 
against  this  administration's  policies 
in  Central  America,  including  these 
maneuvers. 

I  will  tell  you  what  I  think  is  hap- 
pening. I  think  the  President  is  trying 
to  send  us  a  signal  so  that  we  do  not 
pass  the  bill  of  the  chairman  of  the  In- 
telligence Committee,  because  we 
know  the  ramifications  of  that  bill, 
and  to  send  that  kind  of  overt  military 
macho  strengths  to  those  nations  is 
the  absolute  wrong  diversionary  tactic. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  further  if  the  gentleman  wants 
to  ask  me  anything  further. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Yes:  I  would  like  to  ask 
another  question. 

The  gentlewoman  is  talking  about 
her  opposition  to  maneuvers  and  the 
gentlewoman  says  that  she  takes  a 
back  seat  to  no  one  in  opposition  to 
the  naval  maneuvers  that  have  taken 
place  in  the  Caribbean. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Central  American  ac- 
tivities. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  am  puzzled  by  the  gen- 
tlewoman's opposition,  because  frank- 
ly, I  do  not  think  there  are  many 
Members  who  share  the  belief  that 
our  longstanding  practice  of  conduct- 
ing naval  maneuvers  in  the  Caribbean, 
or  our  joint  exercises  with  our  Rio 
Treaty  partner.  Honduras,  is  all  that 


bad  a  policy.  We  should  be  working 
with  our  neighbors,  pursuant  to  our 
treaty  obligations  and  our  mutual  se- 
curity concerns.  I  think  the  last  vote 
reflected  that. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  The  gentleman  is  tell- 
ing this  Congress  and  the  American 
people  that  the  gentleman  would  ap- 
prove of  the  hundreds  and  indeed  the 
thousands  of  combat  troops  that  are 
being  sent  over  there? 

Mr.  KEMP.  There  are  several  thou- 
sands of  Cuban  combat  troops  in  Nica- 
ragua, actively  engaged  in  aggressive 
efforts  designed  to  destabilize  neigh- 
boring governments.  I  support  the 
President's  decision  to  conduct  defense 
exercises  in  Central  America.  Such  a 
U.S.  presence  is  a  visible  demonstra- 
tion of  our  commitment  to  the  defense 
of  our  hemisphere  neighbors,  and  it  is 
a  policy  welcomed  by  our  friend  in  the 
region. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  there  are  an 
awful  lot  of  things  that  need  to  be 
pointed  out  about  this  terribly  impor- 
tant amendment  and  I  hope  everybody 
will  support  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts.  I 
really  commend  him  for  bringing  this 
forward. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  lot 
of  talk  about  the  War  Powers  Act  and 
what  this  amendment  means  in  re- 
spect to  the  War  Powers  Act. 

First  of  all,  let  us  point  out  that  in 
the  War  Powers  Act  the  language 
talks  about  hostilities.  One  of  the  big 
questions  we  have  is  whether  or  not 
this  will  be  a  gigantic  loophole  to  say 
no,  these  are  not  hostilities,  we  are  re- 
defining it.  These  are  exercises. 

Now.  that  is  legalistic,  that  we  could 
spend  another  6  years  in  court.  Many 
people  could  be  dead  and  then  find  out 
that  we  were  right,  they  were  not  ex- 
ercises, they  were  really  hostilities. 
But  so  what?  It  is  over  and  it  is  done 
at  that  point. 

We  also  know  that  the  War  Powers 
Act  is  in  court  and  it  is  a  little  fuzzy 
right  now  after  the  Supreme  Court  de- 
cision. I  think  that  also  makes  it  very 
important  that  we  pass  this  so  that  we 
have  some  oversight  and  some  moni- 
toring which  the  Constitution  com- 
mends us  to  do. 

Let  me  also  talk  about  exercises  in 
the  past,  because  that  came  up.  We 
had  some  questions  this  morning  in 
the  briefings  about  that. 

Yes;  there  have  been  exercises  and 
maneuvers  in  the  past  down  there,  but 
not  nearly  this  size  and  scope.  Most  of 
them  were  with  the  Panamanian  Na- 
tional  Guard   for   protection   of   the 


Panama  Canal.  That  is  entirely  differ- 
ent than  what  we  are  talking  about 
today. 

We  are  talking  about  8,000  men  on 
ships  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  8,000  men 
give  or  take  a  few,  on  ships  in  the  Pa- 
cific Ocean,  and  maybe  4,000  more 
men  on  the  ground  in  the  middle. 
That  is  about  20,000  people  and  that  is 
a  lot  of  folks. 

I  started  this  day  by  talking  about 
dogs  and  some  of  the  problems  that 
we  were  having  with  experimentation 
on  dogs.  Let  me  tell  you,  that  is  trivial. 

This  amendment  is  absolutely  pivot- 
al. I  stand  here  as  a  mother  of  a  17- 
year-old.  I  say  to  you,  how  can  you  say 
this  amendment  is  frivolous?  How  can 
you  as  Members  of  Congress  sit  here 
and  say,  "Look,  we  are  just  going  to  let 
this  authority  go  by.  We  are  going  to 
adjourn  for  the  August  break.  We 
hope  nothing  happens,  but  we  will  be 
innocent  if  it  does." 

Our  constitutional  duty  is  to  oversee 
this.  That  is  why  this  Nation  is  differ- 
ent in  this  hemisphere.  We  have  civil- 
ian oversight  of  the  military.  We  are 
deciding  tonight  in  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  exer- 
cise that  civilian  control  of  the  mili- 
tary or  whether  we  are  going  to  duck 
and  run.  We  have  ducked  and  run 
before.  We  ducked  and  ran  in  Viet- 
nam. It  took  ages  to  turn  it  around. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  delighted 
to  yield. 

Mr.  McCain.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  point  out  one  thing  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado.  The  dif- 
ference between  maneuvers  and  hostil- 
ities. Hostilities  is  that  people  die  in 
hostilities  and  those  of  us  that  have 
been  engaged  in  it  know  it  very  clear- 
ly. I  can  assure  the  gentlewoman  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  and 
those  men  serving  in  the  Armed 
Forces  know  it  very  well  also. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  May  I  say  to  my 
friend.  I  am  afraid  I  have  learned.  I 
really  appreciate  the  gentleman's  en- 
lightening of  me.  but  I  want  to  say 
that  after  10  years  on  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee.  I  know  that  hostilities 
are  hostilities,  and  you  can  call  them 
anything  you  want.  People  can  die  any 
way  if  there  are  hostilities.  I  think  we 
are  playing  games.  We  are  engaging  in 
1984  tactics  where  we  are  doing 
double-think.  You  call  something 
something  else.  You  slip  it  through. 
We  pretend  like  we  do  not  see  it.  We 
plead  that,  gee,  if  we  had  only  known. 

We  have  got  to  know  when  we  hear 
the  magnitude  and  the  scope  of  this 
operation.  This  is  not  the  historical 
kind  of  exercises  we  have  been  having 
down  there.  We  cannot  kid  ourselves 
that  it  is;  so  if  we  want  to  say  OK, 
that  is  fine.  If  we  want  to  say  that  we 
are  going  to  let  them  do  anything  they 


JMI 


20928 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  26,  1983 


want  and  we  are  going  to  give  up  our 
authority  to  go  in,  fine;  but  that  is  the 
decision  we  are  making  tonight  and  I 
am  only  saying  that  I  think  the  young 
people  of  this  country  deserve  a  better 
break  from  us  and  they  deserve  our 
earning  our  pay  by  doing  a  little  more 
oversight  and  making  some  tough  de- 
cisions, rather  than  saying  the  mili- 
tary will  take  care  of  us. 

So  I  want  to  say  that  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  is  terribly  coura- 
geous for  bringing  this  to  the  House 
floor.  He  is  right  to  bring  this  to  the 
House  floor. 

You  may  laugh,  but  I  think  it  is 
shameful  that  you  would  take  your 
duties  so  lightly  that  you  would  prefer 
to  go  home,  rather  than  talk  about 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  watch 
this  military  maneuver  exercise  or 
hostility,  whatever  you  want  to  call  it. 
We  are  paid  to  oversee  it  and  we 
should  do  that.  Tonight  is  the  night 
that  we  can  vote  on  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  has  ex- 
pired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Weiss,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mrs.  Schroeder 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  delighted 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding. 

I  think  that  the  distressing  thing 
both  about  the  President's  press  con- 
ference which  some  of  us  just  wit- 
nessed and  the  attitude  that  we  have 
heard  reflected  here  this  evening  in 
this  Chamber  is  that  there  seems  to  be 
no  recognition  of  that  which  the 
American  people  recognize  full  well. 
The  American  people  know  that  what 
is  happening  in  Central  America  is 
bringing  us  very  close  to  open  war.  For 
this  body  to  play  along  with  the  Presi- 
dent and  close  its  eyes  to  the  fact  that 
everybody  knows  that  we  are  coming 
so  close  to  a  shooting  war  is,  indeed, 
almost  unimaginable. 

D  2050 

I  listened  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  engage  in  dialog  with  the 
gentlewoman  from  Ohio  and  I  was 
amazed  to  hear  him  as  close  as  he  usu- 
ally is  to  the  political  pulse  of  the 
Nation  not  to  be  sensitive  to  what  the 
American  people  believe  is  happening 
right  now. 

It  is  just  incredible  and  extraordi- 
nary. 

I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for  yield- 
ing. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

I  would  just  like  to  respond  a  bit  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York.  I  think 
he  is  absolutely  right.  What  we  want 


to  make  clear  is  what  this  amendment 
does. 

It  just  guarantees  that  the  Congress 
maintain  oversight.  It  is  not  a  license 
to  go  do  anything  you  want  or  call  it 
anything  you  want.  It  says  that  we 
keep  our  finger  on  what  is  going  on 
down  there. 

And  because  of  the  money  it  is  going 
to  involve,  because  of  the  human  lives, 
and  as  a  mother  I  say  to  you  that  is 
the  most  important  thing  our  Nation 
has,  is  human  lives,  and  I  hope  the  fa- 
thers would  agree  with  that,  too.  I 
hear  some  of  you  are  upset.  But  I 
would  hope  the  fathers  would  feel  as 
strongly  about  that,  too.  They  all  have 
young  people  and  we  ought  to  be  very 
concerned  about  them. 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  is  not 
mandating  we  come  down  one  way  or 
another  but  that  we  do  not  duck  our 
responsibility,  that  we  stay  involved. 

I  say  to  you  I  think  that  is  terribly 
important. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Let  me  say  very  briefly  I  hope  we 
can  get  cooperation  from  the  House. 
We  are  trying  to  proceed  with  the  au- 
thorization bill  from  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee.  We  have  a  bill  pend- 
ing in  the  House  right  now  that  is  the 
proper  forum  and  the  proper  vehicle 
to  determine  the  issues  that  we  are 
now  debating  as  a  part  of  the  armed 
services  bill,  and  I  mean  the  bill  from 
the  Intelligence  Committee. 

We  have  had  4  hours  of  secret 
debate.  I  understand  that  bill  is  sched- 
uled again  tomorrow. 

May  I  please  suggest  and  urge  the 
Members  that  that  is  the  forum  for 
this  matter  to  be  discussed  and  debat- 
ed and  for  decisions.  I  do  not  care 
which  side  you  are  on,  I  just  feel  that 
that  is  the  proper  forum.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  the  Intelligence  Committee 
bill  and  we  have  already  had  a  good 
deal  of  testimony  on  that  bill. 

So  I  would  just  urge  the  Members 
that  this  is  not  the  right  forum,  the 
right  time,  or  the  right  place  for  this 
particular  debate.  You  will  have  an  op- 
portunity tomorrow,  but  please  do  not 
foul  up  this  piece  of  legislation  with 
something  that  we  can  properly  do  to- 
morrow. 

So  I  would  just  urge  that  we  vote. 
We  have  already  had  two  votes  on  the 
same  subject.  I  would  urge  the  Mem- 
bers let  us  vote  this  down  and  go  on 
and  conclude  this  bill. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  would  really 
hate  to  disagree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  because  I  respect  him. 
But  this  amendment  is  certainly  in 
order.  It  is  germane  to  this  bill. 


This  is  the  authorization  bill.  It  is 
not  an  appropriation  bill.  It  is  not  leg- 
islation on  an  appropriation  bill. 

This  is  it.  This  is  the  train  leaving 
the  station.  If  the  hour  is  late,  I  am 
sorry  about  that.  We  did  not  want  it  to 
be  late,  either. 

But  this  is  really  where  it  is.  This  is 
where  we  raise  the  number  of  troops 
and  decide  what  we  are  going  to  buy 
for  weapons  and  decide  what  we  are 
going  to  do  and  what  we  are  going  to 
pay  for  them.  This  is  it. 

This  is  a  very  big  bill  and  I  know  we 
talk  a  lot  on  it.  But  it  is  because  it  is 
the  biggest  bill  going  out  of  this  body 
in  volume  of  money  and  in  the  broad 
scope  of  all  the  things  it  covers.  I 
think  we  would  be  derelict  in  our  duty 
to  say  that  we  are  going  to  go  to  raise 
the  troops,  we  are  going  to  decide  how 
much  we  are  going  to  pay  them,  and 
we  are  going  to  decide  how  we  are 
going  to  arm  them,  but  then  we  are 
not  going  to  talk  about  where  they  go, 
what  they  do  when  they  get  there  or 
how  we  oversee  that. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  say  that 
we  do  not  need  to  tie  the  Presidents 
hands.  We  have  the  important  War 
Powers  Act.  He  has  the  decision  to 
make  as  far  as  foreign  policy  is  con- 
cerned. 

If  you  think  that  is  wrong,  then  we 
have  the  intelligence  bill  tomorrow 
that  specifically  is  designed  to  reach 
this  subject  matter. 

I  would  hope  that  we  would  vote  this 
down  and  go  on  with  our  bill. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield  again? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Let  me  yield  to 
my  colleague  from  New  York. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Could  I  answer 
the  gentleman's  question? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  would  like  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  if  I  might. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Is  it  not  true  that 
this  amendment  could  very  well  jeop- 
ardize the  Rio  Treaty  which  commits 
us  to  come  to  the  protection  of  Hondu- 
ras and  other  countries  in  Central 
America?  If  we  have  to  go  through  all 
of  the  procedures  in  the  Markey 
amendment  we  might  not  be  able  to 
carry  out  those  commitments. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
voted  down. 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  Very  likely  so. 
Again,  I  was  trying  to  curtail  this 
debate. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  was  just  going  to  re- 
spond to  what  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  said  a  little  bit  earlier  about 
the  need  for  oversight.  I  think  all 
Members,  irrespective  of  where  they 
stand  on  this  sunendment,  I  think  that 
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all  Members  really  do  agree  with  the 
gentlewoman  that  there  should  be 
congressional  oversight.  That  is  what 
the  American  people  want  and  we  are 
fully  capable  of  having  a  debate,  even 
at  this  late  hour,  on  an  issue  of  this 
amendment  and  other  issues. 

I  think  the  previous  vote,  frankly, 
reflected  the  fact  that  the  Members  of 
the  body  did  not  agree  with  the  previ- 
ous amendment,  that  the  House  has 
decided  to  reject  that  type  of  a  restric- 
tion. 

But,  having  said  that,  let  me  say  to 
the  gentlewoman  that  while  we  pro- 
ceed to  have  oversight,  we  should  be 
mindful  of  the  constancy  of  the  stand- 
ard of  review  we  apply.  For  example, 
we  have  1.800  marines  in  Lebanon. 
That  is  on  the  brink  of  war,  I  would 
say  to  my  friend  from  New  York.  Yet 
no  one  is  decrying  our  military  pres- 
ence there.  And  we  recognize  that  the 
President  or  the  administration  or  pre- 
vious administrations  are  as  anxious, 
as  the  gentlewoman  is.  to  prevent  this 
Nation  from  ever  having  to  go  to  war. 
The  reason  that  many  of  us  are  op- 
posed to  this  amendment  is  because  it 
assumes  something  that  is  not  the 
case.  The  President  has  not  decided  to 
deploy  combat  troops  in  Central 
America.  The  55  troops  now  in  El  Sal- 
vador are  not  in  combat;  they  are 
strictly  there  as  advisers. 

I  think  it  shows  too  much  suspicion 
of  her  own  country  to  suggest  that 
this  amendment  is  the  one  way  that 
the  Congress  can  have  oversight. 

We  did  not  do  this  in  Lebanon.  We 
did  not  do  this  in  the  Gulf  of  Sidra. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Dickinson)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kemp  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  KEMP.  One  other  point.  When 
we  sent  ships  into  the  Gulf  of  Sidra  to 
help  Sudan  deal  with  the  crisis  posed 
by  Libya  and  incursions  through  Chad 
into  the  Sudan,  the  gentlewoman  and 
other  Members  of  this  body  did  not 
try  to  tie  the  hands  of  the  administra- 
tion or  the  President.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  President  was  correct  tonight 
in  his  press  conference  when  he  said 
that  there  is  literally  too  much  suspi- 
cion of  your  own  country. 

May  I  finish  my  point?  You  have  the 
word  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  that  speech,  in  that  press 
conference  tonight,  as  well  as  in  other 
statements  that  he  does  not  mean  to 
deploy  U.S.  troops  into  combat  in  Cen- 
tral America.  I  think  that  the  Presi- 
dent's position  is  quite  clear  and  capa- 
ble of  being  understood  by  the  Ameri- 
can people  and  that  he  deserves  our 
support  in  his  vital  policy  toward  Cen- 
tral America. 


D  2100 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  would  like  to 
say  that  I  am  not  suspicious  of  this 
Government.  I  am  proud  of  this  Gov- 
ernment and  I  am  proud  of  its  history 
and  I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  it  re- 
quires a  civilian  oversight  and  that  is 
what  we  are  asking  for  in  this  amend- 
ment. We  are  not  being  suspicious;  we 
are  saying  we  should  oversee  it. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems 
we  should  end  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment; we  should  come  to  a  vote  on  it. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  all  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  10  minutes. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  object,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  close  this 
debate  at  9:30. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  object, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  all  amendments, 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto,  close  in  20  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Price) 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote  and  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  count. 

One  hundred  five  Members  are 
present,  a  quorum. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.    MARKEY.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  213,  noes 
195,  not  voting  25,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  271] 
AYES-213 


Akaka 

Brown  <CO) 

Dlngell 

Albosla 

BroyhUl 

Dowdy 

Andrews  (NO 

Byron 

Dreler 

Andrews  <TX) 

Campbell 

Duncan 

Annunzlo 

Carney 

Dyson 

Anthony 

Chandler 

Emerson 

Archer 

Chappell 

English 

AuColn 

Cheney 

Erdrelch 

Badham 

Clarke 

Erlenbom 

Barnard 

dinger 

Evans  (lA) 

Bartlett 

Coleman  (MO) 

Fascell 

Bateman 

Conable 

Perraro     ■ 

Bennett 

Conte 

Fiedler 

Bevill 

Cooper 

Fields 

BUley 

Cr&lg 

Fllppo 

Boggs 

Crockett 

Florlo 

Boner 

D'Amours 

Franklin 

Bonlor 

Daniel 

Frenzel 

Bonker 

Dannemeyer 

Fuqua 

Breaux 

Daub 

Garcia 

Brltt 

Davis 

Gibbons 

Brooks 

Derrick 

Goodling 

Broomfleld 

Dickinson 

Gore 

Gradison 

MacKay 

Sawyer 

Gramm 

Madigan 

Schaefer 

Gunderson 

Marlenee 

Schneider 

Hall.  Ralph 

Marriott 

Schulze 

Hall.  Sam 

Martin  (ID 

Shaw 

Hamilton 

Martin  (NO 

Shumway 

Hance 

Martin  (NY) 

Shuster 

Hansen  (UT) 

Mazzoll 

Siljander 

Hartnett 

McColIum 

Simon 

Hatcher 

McDade 

Sisisky 

Hefner 

McEwen 

Skeen 

Hightower 

McHugh 

Skelton 

Hillis 

McNulty 

Smith'(IA) 

Holt 

Michel 

Smith  (NE) 

Horton 

Mlnlsh 

Smith  (NJ) 

Howard 

MoUohan 

Smith.  Robert 

Hubbard 

Montgomery 

Snyder 

Huckaby 

Moody 

Solomon 

Hunter 

Moorhead 

Spence 

Hutto 

Morrison  (WA) 

Spratt 

Hyde 

Murphy 

St  Germain 

Ireland 

Murtha 

Stangeland 

Jenkins 

Myers 

Stenholm 

Johnson 

Natcher 

Stratton 

Jones  (NO 

Nelson 

Stump 

Jones  (TN) 

Nichols 

Sundqulst 

Kazen 

Nielson 

Swift 

Kindness 

O'Brien 

Tallon 

Kolter 

Oxley 

Tauzln 

LaFalce 

Packard 

Taylor 

Lagomarslno 

Parrls 

Thomas  (CA) 

Latta 

Pashayan 

Thomas  (GA) 

Leath 

Perkins 

Udall 

Lehman  (FL) 

Price 

Valentine 

Lent 

Pritchard 

Vander  Jagt 

Levltas 

Pursell 

Vandergriff 

Lewis  (FL) 

Ray 

Volkmer 

Llpinskl 

Regula 

Weber 

Uoyd 

Roberts 

Whltehurst 

Loeffler 

Robinson 

Whitley 

Long (LA) 

Roe 

Whlttaker 

Long  (MD) 

Rogers 

Whitten 

Lott 

Rose 

Wortley 

Lowery  (CA) 

Rostenkowski 

Wright 

Lujan 

Rowland 

Young  (AK) 

Lundine 

Rudd 

Young  (MO) 

Lungren 

Russo 

Zablockl 

Mack 

Sabo 
NOES-195 

Zschau 

Ackerman 

Dymally 

Kogovsek 

Addabbo 

Early 

Kostmayer 

Anderson 

Eckart 

Kramer 

Aspln 

Edgar 

Lantos 

Barnes 

Edwards  (AL) 

Leach 

Bates 

Edwards  (OK) 

Lehman  (CA) 

Bedell 

Evans  (ID 

Leland 

Beilenson 

Fazio 

Levin 

Bereuter 

Feighan 

Levine 

Berman 

Fish 

Livingston 

Bethune 

Foglietta 

Lowry  (WA) 

BlUrakls 

Ford  (MI) 

Luken 

Boehlert 

Ford  (TN) 

Markey 

Boland 

Fowler 

Martinez 

Borskl 

Frank 

Matsui 

Boucher 

Frost 

Mavroules 

Boxer 

Gejdenson 

McCain 

Brown  <CA) 

Gekas 

McCandless 

Bryant 

Oilman 

McCloskey 

Burton  (CA) 

Gingrich 

McCurdy 

Burton  (IN) 

Gllckman 

McDonald 

Carper 

Gonzalez 

McGrath 

Carr 

Gray 

McKeman 

Chappie 

Green 

Mica 

Coats 

Gregg 

Mlkulski 

Coelho 

Guarini 

Miller  (CA) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Hall  (IN) 

Miller  (OH) 

Collins 

Hall  (OH) 

MlneU 

Corcoran 

Harkln 

Mitchell 

Coughlin 

Harrison 

Moakley 

Courter 

Hawkins 

MoUnarl 

Coyne 

Hertel 

Moore 

Crane.  Daniel 

Hller 

Morrison  (CT) 

Crane.  Philip 

Hopkins 

Mrazek 

Daschle 

Hoyer 

Neal 

de  la  Garza 

Hughes 

Nowak 

Dellums 

Jacobs 

Oakar 

DeWlne 

Jeffords 

Ol)erstar 

Dicks 

Jones  (OK) 

Obey 

Dixon 

Kaptur 

Olln 

Donnelly 

Kaslch 

Ortiz 

Dorgan 

Kastenmeler 

Ottlnger 

Downey 

Kemp 

Panetta 

Durbln 

Kennelly 

Patman 

Dwyer 

KUdee 

Patterson 
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PkUl 

Scheuer 

Town* 

Peaie 

Schroeder 

Traxler 

Penny 

Schumer 

Vento 

Pepper 

Sell>erUng 

Vucanovich 

Petri 

Sensenbrenner 

Walgren 

Pickle 

Shannon 

Walker 

Porter 

Sharp 

Watkins 

lUhall 

Shelby 

Wax  man 

Rangel 

Sikorski 

Weaver 

Rmtchford 

Slattery 

Weiss 

Reid 

Smith  (FL) 

Wheat 

Richardson 

Snowe 

Wirth 

Ridse 

SolaiT 

Wise 

Rinaldo 

Staggers 

Wolf 

Rltter 

Stark 

Wolpe 

Rodino 

Studds 

Wyden 

Roemer 

Synar 

Wylle 

Roth 

Tauke 

Yates 

Roukema 

Torres 

Yatron 

Roybal 

Torricelli 

Young  (Ft.) 

NOT  VOTING- 

-25 

Alexander 

Gaydos 

Savage 

Applegate 

Gephardt 

Smith.  Denny 

Biaggi 

Hammerschmidt  Stokes 

Bosco 

Hansen  (ID) 

Williams  (MT) 

Clay 

Heftel 

Williams  (OH) 

Conyers 

Lewis  (CA) 

Wilson 

Edwards  (CAi 

McKlnney 

Winn 

Foley 

Owens 

Porsylhe 

Quill^n 

D  2110 

Mr.  PHIUP  M.  CRANE  changed  his 
vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

D  2120 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  announce  that  the  time  will 
\>e  divided  equally  between  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Price)  who  will 
be  recognized  for  10  minutes,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Markey  >  who  will  be  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Markey). 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Levine). 

Mr.  LEVINE  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  introducing 
this  extremely  important  amendment. 
I  think  that  we  should  remind  our- 
selves of  the  range  of  activities  and  de- 
escalation  of  activities  that  have  taken 
place  recently  with  regard  to  this  ad- 
ministration's policy  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Most  of  us  who  are  here  this  evening 
were  sitting  on  this  floor  in  a  joint  ses- 
sion of  Congress  not  too  long  ago 
when  the  President  came  before  this 
House  and  promised  this  Nation,  as 
well  as  this  Congress,  that  there  would 
not  be  combat  troops  sent  to  Central 
America. 

Not  too  long  thereafter,  when  the 
President  was  asked  to  respond  to  a 
question  in  terms  of  whether  or  not 
combat  troops  might  be  sent  to  Cen- 
tral America,  the  President  quipped. 
"Well.  Presidents  never  say  never." 

And  now  we  leam  that  the  President 
is  sending  some  4.000  combat  troops  to 
Honduras.  What  is  going  to  happen 
next?  In  1964  this  Congress  stood  by 


almost  in  silence  when  there  was  a 
Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolution.  I  think 
that  it  is  extremely  important  that  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  is 
bringing  this  matter  to  our  attention, 
that  we  have  had  the  type  of  debate 
that  we  are  having  this  evening,  and 
that  it  is  imperative  that  those  of  us 
on  the  floor  in  this  House  say  to  the 
President  early  this  time:  "Stop.  This 
type  of  action  shall  not  be  condoned 
by  the  U.S.  Congress." 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Flori- 
da (Mr.  Bennett). 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
oppose  this  particular  amendment  for 
a  number  of  reasons.  The  first  reason 
is  because  a  very  careful  study  has  not 
been  given  to  this  language  while  the 
precise  issue  has  been  carefully  ad- 
dressed under  the  Boland  legislation 
which  will  be  before  us  tomorrow. 
That  Boland  legislation  has  had  the 
benefit  of  hearings,  conversations,  ad- 
vices, from  the  State  Department,  ad- 
vices from  the  CIA.  all  very  carefully 
handled  and  very  carefully  structured. 
That  is  the  way  this  issue  should 
come,  such  a  very  vital  issue,  before 
this  Congress.  Therefore.  I  think  this 
amendment  is  premature  and  inad- 
equately done. 

Second.  I  think  this  amendment  may 
violate  the  Rio  Pact  because  it  possi- 
bly might  violate  sections  of  that  pact 
which  say  that  we  should  come  to  the 
assistance  of  another  nation  that  is  at- 
tacked. 

And  then  it  is  disruptive  purpose  be- 
cause it  leaves  our  country  in  a  posi- 
tion of  being  indecisive  in  what  we  are 
doing.  It  could  send  a  signal  of  panic 
to  the  world,  because  we  already  have 
the  troops  there,  in  El  Salvador,  at 
least.  And  if  you  pass  this  amendment, 
you  would  then  have  to  have  another 
resolution  come  in  with  all  of  the 
debate  and  the  hearings  and  that  sort 
of  thing.  So  it  could  create  a  very  false 
impression  throughout  the  world  that 
our  country  cannot  make  up  its  mind. 

I  do  not  want  to  send  combat  troops 
in  Central  America,  and  I  pray  that  we 
will  not  have  to  send  them.  I  expect 
we  will  not  have  to  send  them  But  I 
want  to  say  one  thing:  We  do  have  a 
government  which  is  rather  properly 
structured,  and  in  the  structure  of  our 
Government  it  was  left  to  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  to  do  some 
sorts  of  intimate  handling  of  interna- 
tional problems  that  cannot  always  be 
handled  in  a  deliberative  body  which 
requires  all  of  the  checks  and  rechecks 
that  we  have  to  have.  And  it  is  a  great 
mistake,  it  seems  to  me.  to  say  to  the 
world  that  the  President  could  not 
under  any  circumstances  take  decisive 
action. 

Now,  I  myself  voted  against  the  War 
Powers  Act  because  I  thought  it  gave  a 
power  to  the  President  he  did  not  al- 
ready have.  So  I  am  not  a  person  who 
is  very  anxious  to  give  the  President 


lots  of  power.  We  really  should  not 
pass  this  particular  resolution.  We 
have  a  well-thought-out  resolution 
coming  before  us  in  the  next  24  hours. 
That  is  where  we  really  ought  to  to 
act.  This  may  violate  the  Rio  Pact.  It 
sends  a  signal  of  panic,  in  my  opinion, 
to  the  world.  I  do  not  want  combat 
troops  to  be  there  any  more  than  you 
do.  and  I  do  not  want  war  to  start,  but 
I  think  to  tie  the  hands  of  the  Presi- 
dent in  this  circumstance  so  tightly 
would  be  a  grave  mistake.  Therefore.  I 
hope  the  Members  will  vote  against 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  (Mrs.  Boxer). 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  very  interesting 
to  hear  the  gentleman  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  lecture  to  us  on  this  issue. 
Many  of  us  not  only  lived  through  the 
Vietnam  war.  but  we  got  into  politics 
because  of  the  Vietnam  war.  And  if 
there  is  anything  we  vowed  to  our- 
selves, to  our  families,  to  our  constitu- 
ents, it  is  that  we  would  never  be  in- 
volved in  repeating  that  same  mistake. 

We  hear  the  echoes  of  Vietnam  in 
this  Chamber  tonight.  And  with  the 
President's  appointment  of  Mr.  Kissin- 
ger, we  see  the  ghosts  of  Vietnam.  Mr. 
Kissinger— the  architect  of  the  Cam- 
bodia bombing. 

This  amendment  merely  says  we  will 
exercise  our  legitimate  powers,  powers 
that  the  American  people  have  vested 
in  us. 

I  would  like  to  close  by  saying:  Not 
to  support  this  amendment  tonight  is 
running  and  hiding  from  our  responsi- 
bilities. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama (Mr.  Dickinson). 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
will  inquire  if  the  time  yielded  to  me  is 
for  the  purpose  of  yielding  to  Mem- 
bers on  this  side  or  whether  it  is  time 
for  me  to  use. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama for  whatever  purpose  he  wishes 
to  use  it. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  had  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hillis). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec- 
tion, the  gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
HiLLis)  is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HILLIS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  grant  the  previous 
speakers  on  the  other  side  of  the  issue 
that  this  is  a  most  serious  topic  that 
we  are  discussing  at  this  time,  and  per- 
haps it  certainly  is  well  taken,  but  it 
appears  to  me,  as  has  been  stated 
before,  that  we  are  going  to  have  a 


forum  again  in  the  very  near  future  to 
go  into  this  when  there  will  be  no  re- 
quests for  time,  there  will  be  no  look- 
ing at  the  clock,  it  will  be  the  main 
forum  in  the  well  of  the  House  and  it 
will  get  the  consideration  that  it  ought 
to  have,  and  rather  than  being  an 
emotional  debate,  when  each  side 
points  a  finger  at  the  other  and  says, 
'You  were  the  ones  who  brought  this 
on  us." 

I  certainly  would  like  to  exercise 
caution  in  this.  I  do  not  think  that  we 
should  be  Monday  morning  quarter- 
backs after  the  game  or  Friday  morn- 
ing quarterbacks  calling  all  of  the 
game  plan  before  the  game.  We  should 
exercise  caution.  We  certainly  should 
exercise  some  restraint.  And  let  us. 
above  all  else,  be  calm  and  patient  and 
go  forward  and  debate  the  issue  when 
it  is  at  the  proper  time,  with  the  intel- 
ligence bill,  rather  than  at  a  late  hour 
in  a  hurried,  emotional,  strained  envi- 
ronment such  as  we  have  here  tonight. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Badham). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec- 
tion, the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Badham)  is  recognized  for  2  min- 
utes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  here  tonight  debating  the  defense 
authorization  bill.  We  have  ample 
time  ahead  of  us  to  debate  this  issue, 
and  I  would  suggest  to  my  friends  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  that  this  is  nei- 
ther the  time  nor  the  place  to  debate 
this  issue.  We  have  an  ample  forum  to 
do  that. 

Beyond  that,  I  would  say  to  some  of 
the  younger  Members:  Do  you  not  re- 
member World  War  II?  Do  you  not  re- 
member the  Korean  war?  Do  you  not 
remember  the  offer  of  the  last  admin- 
istration to  pull  out  troops  from 
Korea?  Do  you  not  remember  that  we 
have  exercised  troops  in  the  Mediter- 
ranean? Do  you  not  recall  that  when 
we  did  pull  troops  out  of  Korea  in  1949 
we  ended  up  being  engaged  in  a  war, 
not  because  we  had  combat  troops 
there,  but  because  we  did  not? 

You  have  us  have  troops  in  Lebanon 
that  are  combat  troops.  You  have  us 
have  troops  in  other  parts  of  the 
world,  in  Korea,  in  Germany,  that  are 
combat  troops.  And  would  you  deny 
the  protection  of  legitimate  govern- 
ments in  Central  America? 
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I  submit  that  there  is  a  better  time 
and  a  better  place  to  debate  this.  This 
amendment  is  a  specious  amendment 
introduced  to  obfuscate  the  idea  of  de- 
fense and  get  us  off  on  a  side  issue 
which  has  no  business  being  debated 
at  this  time  and  this  place. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Dickinson)  has  1 
minute  remaining. 


Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  the  1  remaining  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Young). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec- 
tion, the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Young)  is  recognized  for  1  minute. 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  just  like  to  point  out 
that  this  really  is  a  training  exercise; 
it  is  not  a  deployment.  The  major 
ships  that  are  going  to  the  area  are 
not  assigned  to  the  area  or  deployed 
there.  They  are  either  on  their  way  to 
assignment,  or  they  are  on  their  way 
back  home  from  an  assignment  and 
they  are  stopping  in  the  area  for  a  lim- 
ited time  to  take  part  in  the  training 
exercise.  They  are  not  going  to  be 
there  for  months  and  months  at  a 
time. 

I  would  suggest  to  those  who  are 
concerned  about  this  training  exercise, 
and  that  is  what  it  is,  that  if  the  U.S. 
forces  and  the  Honduran  forces  that 
are  involved  are  going  to  encounter 
any  Nicaraguan  troops,  those  Nicara- 
guans  are  going  to  have  to  come  to 
Honduras  first,  because  that  is  where 
the  ground  exercises  are  going  to  take 
place. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  those 
who  are  so  excited  about  this  issue 
today,  where  were  you,  my  friends  and 
my  colleagues,  earlier  this  year  when 
the  Cubans,  at  Castro's  direction,  were 
using  assault  ships  landing  to  practice 
amphibious  landings  in  the  Caribbe- 
an? Why  was  there  no  concern  ex- 
pressed about  that?  I  did  not  hear  any- 
body on  the  House  floor  make  a  point 
about  Castro's  naval  and  amphibious 
exercises. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
inquire,  how  much  time  do  I  have  re- 
maining. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts that  he  has  6  minutes  remaining. 
Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
(Mr.  Harkin). 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  not  taken  the 
well  lately  to  speak  about  Central 
America,  even  though  I  have  been 
very  closely  involved  over  the  last  sev- 
eral years  with  many  debates  on  this 
floor  about  what  we  were  doing  in 
Central  America.  I  have  not  taken  the 
well  lately  to  speak  because  I  have 
seen  that  for  the  last  2 '/a  years  of  the 
present  administration  so  many  of  the 
efforts  that  were  created  here  in  the 
House  and  in  the  Senate  during  both 
the  Ford  and  the  Carter  administra- 
tions to  make  some  very  moderate 
progress  in  improving  our  relations 
over  Central  America  were  destroyed 
in  the  last  2V2  years.  From  this  one 
Member's  vantage  point  of  viewing 
what  has  happened  over  that  last  2 '/a 
years,  I  have  seen  nothing  but  a  con- 
stant whirlpool  of  activity  ever  tight- 


ening around  Central  America,  and 
more  rapidly  drawing  us  closer  to  war. 
I  have  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the 
only  thing  standing  between  the  use  of 
combat  troops  in  Central  America  in 
the  very  near  future,  and  their  not 
being  used,  is  this  House  of  Represent- 
atives. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  this  is  the 
time,  and  this  is  the  place,  tonight,  on 
this  vote,  to  decide  whether  or  not  w*» 
will  commit  combat  troops  to  Central 
America.  This  is  different  from  the 
Boland-Zablocki  amendment  that  we 
will  be  facing  in  the  next  day  or  two. 
Tonight,  in  a  few  minutes,  we  will  be 
voting  today  on  our  present  "Gulf  of 
Tonkin  Resolution"  on  the  floor  of 
the  House.  Make  no  mistake  about  it. 
The  only  thing  that  will  bring  this  ad- 
ministration back  to  its  senses  and 
avoid  another  Vietnam  for  us  in  Cen- 
tral America,  is  a  clear  and  confirming 
vote  on  the  Markey  amendment. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Miller). 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  this  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  it  rather  ludi- 
crous that  Members  of  the  minority 
over  here  would  suggest  that  this  is 
not  the  time  nor  the  place  to  debate 
this  bill.  Since  we  are  talking  about 
the  deployment  of  combat  troops,  we 
are  talking  about  the  steaming  of 
battle  groups  on  both  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  coasts,  we  are  talking  about 
whether  or  not  to  build  airstrips  that 
have  been  denied  for  a  number  of 
years,  I  assume  that  will  come  out  of 
this  budget,  and  I  assume  this  is  the 
bill  that  will  authorize  it.  and  that  is 
why  this  amendment  is  in  order. 

I  will  tell  you  how  this  differs  and 
yet  is  similar  to  what  we  will  be  doing 
tomorrow  on  Boland-Zablocki.  The  ad- 
ministration came,  18  months  ago.  and 
told  us  they  had  a  very  narrow,  specif- 
ic purpose  in  Nicaragua.  That  has  now 
grown  to  an  estimated  10.000  troops, 
well  financed,  and  a  full  blown  inva- 
sion by  those  forces.  Now  we  are  sup- 
posed to  believe  that  this  is  a  narrow 
training  exercise  which  will  require 
these  troops  to  be  stationed  for  6 
months,  which  will  require  the  build- 
ing of  apparently  a  number  of  air- 
strips in  Honduras  at  the  same  time.  It 
has  not  been  denied  by  the  President; 
it  has  not  been  denied  whether  it  can 
turn  into  a  blockade. 

So  this  is  all  on  good  faith  from  the 
same  people  who  told  us  they  were 
going  to  have  one  or  two  small  groups 
go  in  to  interdict  arms.  We  are  still 
waiting  for  the  first  pistola  to  be 
shown. 

So  the  question  is  whether  or  not  we 
want  to  take  a  stand  at  this  time  or 
whether  we  want  to  come  back 
months  from  now  and  have  to  make 
up  for  what  we  failed  to  do  tonight. 
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because  this  is  our  opportunity  to 
have  us  as  players  representing  the 
overwhelming  number  of  American 
people  who  were  in  the  polls  5,  6,  and 
7  to  1  opposed  to  the  positions  that 
this  President  is  taking  with  respect  to 
Latin  America  with  the  deployment  of 
combat  troops,  with  the  deployment  of 
the  naval  battle  groups,  with  the  de- 
ployment of  the  airplanes  in  this  area 
when  we  have  already  launched  a 
covert  invasion. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  I  yield  myself  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  some  have  sought  to 
cloud  this  debate  by  saying  that  some- 
how or  other  this  amendment  is  relat- 
ed to  the  Boland-Zablocki  amendment. 
It  is  not. 

This  amendment  is  completely  sepa- 
rate from  any  question  which  Boland- 
Zablocki  raises.  In  Boland-Zablocki  we 
are  talking  about  covert  intelligence 
activity.  In  this  amendment,  we  are 
talking  about  regular  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  deployed  in  units. 

The  newspapers  of  the  United  States 
today  reported  that  the  President  is 
sending  4.000  combat  troops  to  Hondu- 
ras. This  is  not  covert  activity.  These 
are  not  intelligence  agents.  These  are 
not  advisers.  These  are  not  Marines  at- 
tached to  an  embassy.  This  is  not  our 
help  with  technical  assistance  to  this 
country. 

We  are  talking  about  4.000  U.S. 
combat  troops:  and  this  is  a  complete- 
ly, totally  separate  and  different  issue 
from  anything  addressed  in  Boland- 
Zablocki. 

If  you  believe  that  the  U.S.  Congress 
ought  to  retain  its  constitutional  right 
to  determine  where  and  when  U.S. 
combat  troops  are  committed,  then 
you  vote  for  this  amendment.  If  you 
believe  that  we  ought  not  to.  that  the 
President  ought  to  retain  that  author- 
ity and  be  completely  able  to  arbitrar- 
ily decide  when  U.S.  combat  troops  are 
engaged  in  foreign  countries,  then  you 
vote  against  it. 

That  is  the  issue.  Separate  and  dif- 
ferent from  that  of  Boland-Zablocki. 

The  issue  of  the  Rio  Treaty  is  irrele- 
vant. Under  the  treaty,  we  retain  our 
constitutional  prerogatives.  The  case 
of  Lebanon  is  not  relevant.  We  are 
talking  here  about  Central  America, 
not  about  Lebanon. 

The  only  issue  is  whether  or  not  we 
will  give  carte  blanche  to  the  Presi- 
dent to  make  a  determination  as  to 
when  and  where  combat  troops  of  the 
United  States  are  to  be  sent,  without 
the  consent  of  Congress.  I  say  that  we 
should  not.  I  say  that  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  says  that  we 
should  not.  We  should  face  our  re- 
sponsibilities: we  should  not  flee  from 
them. 
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Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  remaining  2  minutes  on  my  side  to 
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the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Stratton). 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
spite  of  what  we  have  heard,  this  is 
not  really  a  military  procurement 
issue.  This  is  clearly  a  foreign  policy 
issue  and  this  is  precisely  the  kind  of 
thing  that  the  Parliamentarian  has. 
year  after  year,  ruled  out  of  order  on 
our  annual  defense  authorization  bill. 
It  got  in  there  tonight  by  a  sneaker, 
and  so  here  we  are,  to  be  deciding  im- 
portant matters  of  foreign  policy  in- 
stead of  the  specific  items  in  order 
contained  in  this  particular  bill. 

There  is  nothing  new  about  troop  or 
ship  maneuvers  in  Central  America. 
There  is  nothing  new  about  sending 
down  fleets  into  the  Caribbean  from 
time  to  time.  They  are  in  no  sense  in 
combat.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  sent  a 
couple  carriers  out  to  the  Arabian  Sea 
some  several  years  ago  when  the 
Soviet  invaded  Afghanistan.  There 
was  nothing  said  then  about  whether 
the  War  Powers  Act  should  be  in- 
voked, or  that  no  seaman  should  go 
out  to  the  Indian  Ocean  except  by  a 
joint  resolution  of  Congress. 

Some  Members  are  trying  to  build  a 
mountain  out  of  mole  hill.  We  ought 
not  to  be  dealing  with  these  matters 
now,  as  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Badham)  has  pointed  out.  they 
should  be  dealt  with  when  matters 
about  the  Caribbean  are  discussed  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  tomorrow. 

It  is  prefectly  proper  for  the  Navy  to 
take  a  look  at  what  is  going  on  in  the 
Caribbean.  That  is  all  it  is  doing.  I 
think  the  demonstration  of  our  capa- 
bilities is  very  likely  to  convince  the 
Nicaraguans  that  they  ought  to  head 
off  just  a  little  bit. 

The  action  we  took  on  the  Shannon 
amendment  demonstrated  clearly  that 
this  House  is  behind  the  President  in 
the  Caribbean.  We  should  continue  to 
support  the  Preisdent  in  his  effort  to 
prevent  war  breaking  out  and  to  main- 
tain peace  in  the  Caribbean. 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OFTERED  BY  MR. 
DELLUMS 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Dellums  moves  that  the  committee 
do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Dellums)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his 
motion. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
took  this  extraordinary  step  because  I 
seek  to  make  a  few  comments  that  I 
think  are  terribly  important. 

First,  I  voted  against  the  effort  to 
limit  debate  because  I  think  that  we 
are  here  to  debate  these  terribly  im- 
portant, critical,  and  vital  issues.  It 
seems  to  me  as  a  matter  of  principle 
that  we  ought  to  be  about  the  business 
of  debating  these  terribly  important 


issues  that  may  ultimately  result  in 
issues  of  life  and  death. 

Second,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been 
stated  by  a  number  of  my  colleagues 
that  we  should  not  be  debating  this 
kind  of  matter  at  this  time  of  night. 
My  response  to  that  is  very  simple. 
The  leadership  has  made  a  decision 
that  the  committee  guiding  the  IMF 
bill  would  rise  at  approximately  6 
o'clock  and  that  we  would  carry  forth 
on  this  bill  until  it  was  concluded,  so 
that  is  the  reality.  So  whether  we  are 
tired  or  whatever,  we  have  to  keep 
ourselves  together. 

I  am  simply  suggesting  to  all  of  us 
that  we  not  allow  this  debate  to  dete- 
riorate. Let  us  keep  our  intellectual 
freshness  and  our  political  acumen  fo- 
cused on  the  issues  that  we  ought  to 
be  about  here.  Let  us  not  let  it  deterio- 
rate into  some  kind  of  rowdy  activity 
simply  because  it  is  late  at  night.  If 
the  leadership  has  made  that  decision, 
then  let  us  carry  forward. 

The  third  item.  One  of  my  col- 
leagues suggested  that  we  should  not 
be  suspicious  of  our  Government.  My 
resporise  to  that  is  simply  this.  What 
keeps  this  process  honest  is  when 
there  are  competing  and  countervail- 
ing analyses,  countervailing  priorities, 
because  it  is  out  of  that  competition 
that  a  consensus  can  be  arrived  at.  If 
we  do  not  mean  it  about  checks  and 
balances,  let  us  not  teach  our  children 
about  checks  and  balances. 

I  have  a  responsibility  to  have  a 
healthy  suspicion  about  any  person  in 
the  political  arena  with  whom  I  dis- 
agree. I  represent  a  constituency  that 
sent  me  here  to  advocate  a  point  of 
view.  They  do  not  agree  with  what 
this  administration  is  about  and  I  have 
a  profound  obligation  to  challenge  its 
policies. 

It  seems  to  me  that  for  anyone  to 
challenge  my  right  on  the  ground  of 
being  suspicious  is  to  not  address  the 
reality  of  what  this  Government  is  all 
about. 

The  next  point.  This  is  not  the  ap- 
propriate vehicle.  With  respect  to  the 
vehicle  tomorrow  or  the  day  after,  all 
we  are  talking  about  there  is  whether 
the  aid  is  covert  or  overt.  I  would  sug- 
gest that  the  people  in  Central  Amer- 
ica who  die  as  the  result  of  these  poli- 
cies could  care  less  about  whether  it  is 
overt  or  covert.  Death  is  death  and  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  we  are  not  talk- 
ing in  the  bill  about  policy,  but  to- 
night we  have  an  opportunity  to  dis- 
cuss policy  and  we  ought  to  do  it. 

Finally,  one  of  my  colleagues  rhe- 
torically said,  "Remember  World  War 
II."  Well,  some  of  us  may  be  a  little 
young  for  that,  but  I  will  say,  remem- 
ber Vietnam,  and  in  remembering 
Vietnam  understand  this.  Many  of  my 
colleagues  have  been  here  long  enough 
to  remember  the  early  days  of  Viet- 
nam. It  split  this  country  apart.  There 
was  great  hostility  here  in  this  Con- 


gress on  the  question  of  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  Vietnam  war  and  many  of 
my  colleagues  who  were  in  support  of 
our  involvement  in  Vietnam  in  looking 
back  on  that  period  said  that  the  grav- 
est mistake  that  we  made  was  to  stifle 
dissent  and  to  shutdown  debate. 

I  am  simply  saying  that  that  is 
where  we  are  now,  stifling  dissent  and 
shutting  down  the  debate.  This  is  a 
terribly  important  and  vital  moment. 
Whether  you  agree  with  us  or  not, 
provide  us  with  our  legitimate  oppor- 
tunity to  say  that  we  oppose  this  mad- 
ness. It  would  seem  to  me  that  if  it  is 
going  to  go  down  at  10  o'clock  at 
night,  then  so  be  it:  but  to  limit  debate 
on  a  critical  issue  that  has  20,000 
young  American  troops  down  there  in 
Central  America  under  the  guise  of  ex- 
ercises is  not  wise.  How  much  money  is 
it  going  to  cost  to  have  a  6-month  ex- 
ercise down  there  while  we  rip  off  the 
poor  in  this  country,  we  rip  off  the  un- 
employed in  this  country.  We  do  not 
talk  about  wasting  resources  down 
there  when  we  are  intimidating  Third 
World  countries,  but  we  want  to  talk 
about  it  when  the  reference  is  to  social 
programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion,  I 
would  simply  say  that  I  am  appalled 
that  we  are  not  debating  this  matter 
until  12  or  1  in  the  morning.  What 
more  important  thing  can  we  do  than 
to  determine  whether  our  Govern- 
ment is  engaging  in  militaristic  and 
warlike  activities?  That  is  why  we 
came  here. 

I  make  the  same  comment  in  conclu- 
sion that  I  made  the  other  day  when  a 
similar  matter  came  up  of  limiting 
debate.  Those  of  us  who  went  into  the 
streets  to  try  to  raise  the  issue  of  Viet- 
nam, many  of  you  said,  "Go  run  for 
political  office  and  come  to  the  floor 
of  Congress  and  debate  these  issues." 

Then  we  come  to  the  floor  of  the 
Congress  and  you  say.  "We  don't  have 
time  to  debate." 

So  when  do  we  have  time  to  do  it?  It 
must  be  here.  If  not  here,  then  where? 
Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  hour  is  late.  The 
gentleman  has  made  a  very  good 
speech,  but  I  really  feel  that  we 
should  not  rise  at  the  present  time. 
We  should  go  on  with  the  business  of 
deliberating  the  bill,  the  bill  as  report- 
ed out  by  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, not  the  Foreign  Affairs  Commit- 
tee, not  the  Intelligence  Committee 
bill  that  we  will  be  devoting  our  time 
to  tomorrow. 

Let  me  just  point  out  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California  who  just  spoke  so 
eloquently.  The  gentleman  will  have 
ample  opportunity  to  discuss  this  to- 
morrow, all  the  Members  will.  They 
will  not  be  stifled.  They  will  have 
every  opportunity  to  say  anything 
they  want  to  about  the  entire  subject 
matter:  but  I  do  hope  that  we  can  get 
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on  with 
evening. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Del- 
lums). 

The  preferential  motion  was  reject- 
ed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Markey). 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count. 

Evidently  a  quorum  is  present. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  of  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Markey)  for 
a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  165,  noes 
259.  not  voting  9.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  272] 
AYES— 165 


Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams  (MT) 


Wyden 

Yates 

Yatron 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Applegale 

AuCoin 

Barnes 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Berman 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Carr 

Clay 

Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conte 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

Crockett 

Daschle 

Dellums 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Florio 

Foglietta 


Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Prank 

Garcia 

Gejdenson 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Gray 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hertel 

Horton 

Howard 

Jacobs 

Kaptur 

Kastenraeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levin 

Levine 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

Markey 

Martin  (ID 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

McCloskey 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

MoUohan 


Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ottinger 

Panetta 

Patterson 

Paul 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Reid 

Richardson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Smith  (FL) 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

UdaU 

Vento 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Weaver 


Akaka 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annuivzio 

Anthony 

Archer 

Asp  in 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boner 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

dinger 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Conable 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

D' Amours 

Daniel 

Dannenieyer 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dowdy 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dyson 

Edwards  (AD 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans  (lA) 

Pascell 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Goodllng 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gramm 


Conyers 

Foley 

Porsythe 


Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

NOES— 259 

Green 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

LatU 

Leath 

Lent 

Levitas 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

Mica 

Michel 

Miller  (OH) 

Molinarl 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

O'Brien 

Olin 

NOT  VOTING— 9 


Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Palman 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Ray 

Regula 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rogers 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schulze 

Sensenbrenner 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Siljander 

Slsisky 

Skeen 

Skellon 

Slattery 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stratton 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Watkins 

Weber 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whitlaker 

Whitten 

Winn 

Wolf 
)     Wortley 

Wright 

Wylie 

Young  (AK) 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Heftel 
Lewis  (CA) 
Owens 


Savage 

Williams  (OH) 
WUson 


JMI 
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So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  titles  V 
through  VI  be  printed  in  the  Record 
and  open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Was  that  unanimous  consent  to 
open  up  the  entire  bill? 

The  Chairman.  No.  the  unanimous 
consent  was  to  open  up  the  bill  for 
title  V  through  title  VI. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
amend  my  request,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  titles  V  through  XI  of 
the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record  and 
open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
designate  titles  V  through  XI. 

(For  title  V,  see  proceedings  of  the 
House  of  July  21,  1983,  at  page  H5442.) 

The  text  of  titles  VI  through  XI  is 
as  follows: 

TITLE  VI-RESERVE  FORCES 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  AVERAGE  STRENGTHS  FOR 
SELECTED  RESERVE 

Sec.  601.  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984  the  Se- 
lected Reserve  of  the  reserve  components  of 
the  Armed  Forces  shall  be  programed  to 
attain  average  strengths  of  not  less  than  the 
following: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States.  425.000. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve.  270.700. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve.  112.600. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  40.300. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  103.400. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  68.600. 

(7)  The  Coast  Guard  Reserve.  12.000. 

(b)  The  average  strength  prescribed  by 
suljsection  (a)  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
any  reserve  component  shall  be  proportion- 
ately reduced  by  (1)  the  total  authorized 
strength  of  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component 
which  are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training)  at  any  time  during  the  fiscal  year, 
and  (2)  the  total  numl)er  of  individual  mem- 
l)ers  not  in  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component 
who  are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training  or  for  unsatisfactory  participation 
in  training)  without  their  consent  at  any 
time  during  the  fiscal  year.  Whenever  such 
units  or  such  individual  meml)ers  are  re- 
leased from  active  duty  during  any  fiscal 
year,  the  average  strength  prescribed  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
such  reserve  component  shall  l>e  proportion- 
ately increased  by  the  total  authorized 
strength  of  such  units  and  by  the  total 
numl)er  of  such  individual  members. 

AtTTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTHS  FOR  RE- 
SERVES ON  ACTIVE  DOTY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE 
RESERVES 

Sec.  602.  Within  the  average  strengths 
prescribed  in  section  601.  the  reserve  compo- 


nents of  the  Armed  Forces  and  the  National 
Guard  are  authorized,  as  of  September  30. 
1984.  the  following  number  of  Reserves  to 
be  serving  on  full-time  active  duty,  and 
members  of  the  National  Guard  to  be  serv- 
ing in  a  full-time  duty  status,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  organizing,  adminisicrir>s.  recruit- 
ing, instructing,  or  training  the  reserve  com- 
ponents or  the  National  Guard: 

( 1 )  The  Army  National  Guard  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States. 
19.494. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve.  IQfi^A. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve.  13,846. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  801. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  5.915. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve,  517. 

(b)  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  that  such  action  is  in  the 
national  interest,  the  end  strengths  pre- 
scribed by  subsection  (a)  may  l>e  increased 
by  a  total  of  not  more  than  the  number 
equal  to  2  per  centum  of  the  total  end 
strengths  prescribed. 

increase  in  NUMBER  OF  CERTAIN  PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZED  TO  BE  ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  IN  SUP- 
PORT OF  THE  RESERVE  COMPONENTS 

Sec.  603.  (a)  The  columns  under  the  head- 
ings 'Army"  and  "Marine  Corps"  in  the 
table  in  section  524(a)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


"fcmy 
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(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1983  GUARD  AND 
RESERVE  STATUS  FOR  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD 
AND  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD 

Sec  604.  Section  502  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Authorization.  1983  (Public  Law 
97-252:  96  Stat.  726).  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  'and  the  National  Guard" 
after  "the  Armed  Forces": 

(2)  by  inserting  ".  and  members  of  the  Na- 
tional Guard  to  be  serving  in  a  full-time 
duty  status,"  after  "active  duty": 

(3)  by  inserting  or  the  National  Guard" 
after  "reserve  components"  the  second 
place  it  appears: 

(4)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (1)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
14,419.":  and 

(5)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (5)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  and  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
5,158". 

STATUS  OF  CERTAIN  MEMBERS  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
GUARD  SERVING  IN  A  FULL-TIME  DUTY  STATUS 

Sec.  605.  Members  of  the  National  Guard 
serving  in  a  full-time  duty  status  for  the 
purpose  of  organizing,  administering,  re- 
cruiting, instructing,  or  training  the  Nation- 
al Guard  shall  be  entitled  to  all  rights,  privi- 
leges, and  benefits  of  members  called  to 
active  duty  under  section  265  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  shall  be  considered 
to  be  serving  on  active  duty  for  purposes  of 
sections  524(a)  and  976  of  such  title. 


TITLE  VII-CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTH 

Sec  701.  (a)  The  Department  of  Defense 
is  authorized  a  strength  in  civilian  person- 
nel, as  of  September  30.  1984.  of  1.067,374. 

(b>  The  strength  for  civilian  personnel 
prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
the  Department  of  the  Navy,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Air  Force,  and  the  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (other  than  the 
military  departments)  in  such  numbers  as 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  to 
the  Congress  within  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the 
manner  in  which  the  initial  allocation  of  ci- 
vilian personnel  is  made  among  the  military 
departments  and  the  agencies  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  (other  than  the  mili- 
tary departments)  and  shall  include  the  ra- 
tionale for  each  allocation. 

(c)(1)  In  computing  the  strength  for  civil- 
ian personnel,  there  shall  be  included  all 
direct-hire  and  indirect-hire  civilian  person- 
nel employed  to  perform  military  functions 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
(other  than  those  performed  by  the  Nation- 
al Security  Agency)  whether  employed  on  a 
full-time,  part-time,  or  intermittent  basis, 
but  excluding  special  employment  catego- 
ries for  students  and  disadvantaged  youth 
such  as  the  stay-in-school  campaign,  the 
temporary  summer  aid  program  and  the 
Federal  junior  fellowship  program  and  per- 
sonnel participating  in  the  worker-trainee 
opportunity  program. 

(2)  Personnel  employed  under  a  part-time 
career  employment  program  established  by 
section  3402  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  counted  as  prescribed  by  section 
3404  of  that  title.  Personnel  employed  in  an 
overseas  area  on  a  part-time  basis  under  a 
nonpermanent  local-hire  appointment  who 
are  dependents  accompanying  a  Federal  ci- 
vilian employee  or  a  member  of  a  uniformed 
service  on  official  assignment  or  tour  of 
duty  shall  also  be  counted  as  prescribed  by 
section  3404  of  that  title. 

(3)  Whenever  a  function,  power  or  duty, 
or  activity  is  transferred  or  assigned  to  a  de- 
partment or  agency  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  from  a  department  or  agency  out- 
side of  the  Department  of  Defense,  or  from 
another  department  or  agency  within  the 
Department  of  Defense,  the  civilian  person- 
nel end-strength  authorized  for  such  depart- 
ments or  agencies  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense affected  shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect 
any  increases  or  decreases  in  civilian  person- 
nel required  as  a  result  of  such  transfer  or 
assignment. 

(d)  When  the  Secretary  of  Defense  deter- 
mines that  such  action  is  necessary  in  the 
national  interest,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  authorize  the  employment  of  civilian 
personnel  in  excess  of  the  number  author- 
ized by  subsection  (a),  but  such  additional 
number  may  not  exceed  2  per  centum  of  the 
total  number  of  civilian  personnel  author- 
ized for  the  Department  of  Defense  by  sub- 
section (a).  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
promptly  notify  the  Congress  of  any  au- 
thorization to  increase  civilian  personnel 
strength  under  this  subsection. 

PROHIBITION  OF  CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL  CEILINGS 
ON  INDUSTRIALLY  FUNDED  ACTIVITIES  DURING 
FISCAL  YEAR   1983 

Sec  702.  During  fiscal  year  1983,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  may  authorize  the  em- 
ployment of  civilian  personnel  at  industrial- 
ly-funded activities  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  without  regard  to  the  number  of  ci- 


vilian employees  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense authorized  by  section  601  of  the  De- 
partment   of    Defense    Authorization    Act, 

1983  (Public  Law  97-252:  96  Stat.  728),  and 
such  activities  shall  be  operated  during  such 
year  without  regard  to  any  statutory  or  ad- 
ministrative civilian  personnel  ceiling. 

TITLE  VIII-MILITARY  TRAINING 
STUDENT  LOADS 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  TRAINING  STUDENT  LOADS 

Sec  801.  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984,  the  com- 
ponents of  the  Armed  Forces  are  authorized 
average  military  training  student  loads  as 
follows: 

(l)The  Army,  71,817. 

(2)  The  Navy.  66,911. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps,  21,105. 

(4)  The  Air  Force,  49,007. 

(5)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  21,105. 

(6)  The  Army  Reserve,  12.724. 

(7)  The  Naval  Reserve,  2,886. 

(8)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  3,223. 

(9)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  2,845. 

(10)  The  Air  Force  Reserve,  1,705. 

(b)  The  average  military  student  loads  for 
the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Marine  Corps,  and 
the  Air  Force  and  tl.e  reserve  components 
authorized  in  subsection  (a)  for  fiscal  year 

1984  shall  be  adjusted  consistent  with  the 
manpower  strengths  authorized  in  titles  V, 
VI,  and  VII  of  this  Act.  Such  adjustment 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the  Army,  the 
Navy,  the  Marine  Corps,  and  the  Air  Force 
and  the  reserve  components  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 

EXTENSION  OF  REDUCTION  IN  NUMBER  OF  STU- 
DENTS REQUIRED  TO  BE  IN  A  UNIT  OF  THE 
JUNIOR  RESERVE  OFFICERS'  TRAINING  CORPS 

Sec  802.  Section  602  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Authorization  Act,  1981  (10  U.S.C. 
2031  note),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"August  31,  1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "August  31,  1984". 

TITLE  IX-CIVIL  DEFENSE 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  901.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2251  et 
seq.)  the  sum  of  $200,000,000. 

AMOUNT  AUTHORIZED  FOR  CONTRIBUTIONS  FOR 
STATE  PERSONNEL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EX- 
PENSES 

Sec  902.  Notwithstanding  the  second  pro- 
viso of  section  408  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2260). 
$54,000,000  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  section  901  is  available  for 
appropriations  for  contributions  to  the 
States  under  section  205  of  such  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  App.  2286)  for  personnel  and  admin- 
istrative expenses. 

TITLE  X-MILITARY  PERSONNEL  AND 

COMPENSATION  MATTERS 

Part  A— Compensation  Matters 

4-PERCENT  increase  IN  BASIC  PAY  AND 
ALLOWANCES  EFFECTIVE  ON  APRIL  1,  1984 

Sec  1001.  (a)  The  adjustment  required  by 
section  1009  of  title  37,  United  States  Code, 
in  certain  elements  of  the  compensation  of 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  to 
become  effective  on  Octol)er  1,  1983,  shall 
not  be  made. 

(b)(1)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3),  the  elements  of  compen- 
sation specified  in  sections  1009(a)  of  title 
37,  United  States  Code,  shall  he  increased 
for  members  of  the  uniformed  services  by  4 
per  centum  effective  on  April  1,  1984. 


(2)  Subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  1009 
of  title  37,  United  States  Code,  shall  apply 
to  any  pay  adjustment  made  pursuant  to 
this  section  in  the  same  manner  as  such  sub- 
sections apply  to  an  increase  described  in 
subsection  (b)(3)  of  such  section. 

(3)  None  of  the  increase  provided  for  in 
paragraph  (1)  may  be  used  to  adjust  the 
basic  pay  of  members  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices in  pay  grades  E-1  and  E-2. 

adjustment  in  BASIC  PAY  OF  CERTAIN  OFFI- 
CERS WITH  PRIOR  ENLISTED  AND  WARRANT  OF- 
FICER SERVICE 

Sec  1002.  (a)  Section  203(d)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(d)  The  basic  pay  of  a  commissioned  offi- 
cer who  is  in  pay  grade  O-l,  0-2,  or  0-3  and 
who  is  credited  with  a  total  of  over  four 
years'  active  service  as  a  warrant  officer  and 
enlisted  member  shall  tie  computed  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  basic  pay  of  a  commis- 
sioned officer  in  the  same  pay  grade  who 
has  been  credited  with  over  four  years' 
active  service  as  an  enlisted  member.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

HAZARDOUS  DtTTY  PAY  FOR  CERTAIN  TOXIC  FUEL 
HANDLERS 

Sec  1003.  (a)  Section  301(a)(12)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or  the  testing  of  aircraft  or  missile  systems 
(or  components  of  such  systems)  during 
which  highly  toxic  fuels  or  propellants  are 
used"  after  "propellants". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY  FOR  SEPARATION 
PAY 

Sec  1004.  (a)  Subsection  (c)  of  section 
1174  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(cKl)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs 
(2)  and  (3),  a  member  of  an  armed  force 
other  than  a  regular  member  who  after  Sep- 
tember 14,  1981,  is  discharged  or  released 
from  active  duty  and  who  has  completed 
five  or  more,  but  fewer  than  twenty,  years 
of  active  service  immediately  before  that 
discharge  or  release  is  entitled  to  separation 
pay  computed  under  subsection  (d)(1)  or 
(d)(2),  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned, if— 

"(A)  the  member's  discharge  or  release 
from  active  duty  is  involuntary:  or 

"(B)  the  member  was  not  accepted  for  an 
additional  tour  of  active  duty  for  which  he 
volunteered. 

•'(2)  If  the  Secretary  concerned  deter- 
mines that  the  conditions  under  which  a 
member  described  in  paragraph  (1)  is  dis- 
charged or  separated  do  not  warrant  separa- 
tion pay  under  this  section,  that  member  is 
not  entitled  to  that  pay. 

"(3)  A  member  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
who  was  not  on  the  active-duty  list  when 
discharged  or  separated  and  who  had  not 
completed  at  least  five  years  of  continuous 
active  duty  immediately  before  such  dis- 
charge or  release  is  not  entitled  to  separa- 
tion pay  under  this  section.  For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  a  period  of  active  duty  is 
continuous  if  it  is  not  interrupted  by  a 
break  in  service  of  more  than  thirty  days.". 

(b)  Subsection  (g)(2)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  inserting  ",  other  than  section 
1212  of  this  title,"  after  "any  other  provi- 
sion of  law". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 


FREEZE  OF  VARIABLE  HOUSING  ALLOWANCE  AT 
FISCAL  YEAR  1983  RATES 

Sec.  1005.  During  fiscal  year  1984,  the 
rates  at  which  the  variable  housing  allow- 
ance under  section  403(a)(2)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  paid  shall  be  the 
same  as  the  rates  in  effect  on  September  30, 
1983. 

VARIABLE  HOUSING  ALLOWANCE  FOR  RESERVES 
ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  FOR  A  PERIOD  OF  140  DAYS 
OR  MORE 

Sec  1006.  (a)  Section  403(a)(2)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "A  member"  in  the  first 
sentence  of  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  'Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph (D)  of  this  paragraph,  a 
member";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  A  member  of  a  reserve  component  is 
not  entitled  to  a  variable  housing  allowance 
while  on  active  duty  under  a  call  or  order  to 
active  duty  specifying  a  period  of  less  than 
one  hundred  and  forty  days.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  mem- 
bers called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  after 
September  30,  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  RULES  FOR  PAYMENT  PER 
DIEM 

Sec  1007.  (a)  Section  402(e)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(e)'":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

'"(2)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  a  member  shall  not  be  considered  to 
be  performing  travel  under  orders  away 
from  his  designated  post  of  duty  if  such 
member— 

"•(A)  is  an  enlisted  member  serving  his 
first  tour  of  active  duty: 

"(B)  has  not  actually  reported  to  a  perma- 
nent duty  station  pursuant  to  orders  direct- 
ing such  assignment;  and 

"(C)  is  not  actually  traveling  between  sta- 
tions pursuant  to  orders  directing  a  change 
of  station.". 

(b)  Section  404(f)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  entitlement  to  per 
diem  in  place  of  subsistence  under  subsec- 
tion (d)(2)  of  this  section,  a  meml)er  shall 
not  be  considered  under  subsection  (a)(1)  of 
this  section  to  be  performing  travel  under 
orders  away  from  his  designated  post  of 
duty  if  such  member— 

"(A)  is  an  enlisted  member  serving  his 
first  tour  of  active  duty; 

""(B)  has  not  actually  reported  to  a  perma- 
nent duty  station  pursuant  to  orders  direct- 
ing such  assignment;  and 

"(C)  is  not  actually  traveling  between  sta- 
tions pursuant  to  orders  directing  a  change 
of  station.". 

TRAVEL  AND  TRANSPORTATION  ALLOWANCE  FOR 
MEMBERS  STATIONED  OVERSEAS  WITH  DEPEND- 
ENT CHILDREN  ATTENDING  SCHOOL  HI  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Sec  1008.  (a)(1)  Chapter  7  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  allowances 
for  members  of  the  uniformed  services.  Is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  429  the 
following  new  section: 
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"J  430.  Travel  and  transportaMon:  depend- 
ent children  of  members  stationed  over- 
seas 

■•(a)  Under  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  a  meml)er  of  a 
uniformed  service  who- 
'd) is  assigned  a  permanent  duty  station 
outside  the  United  States. 

••(2)  is  accompanied  by  his  dependents  at 
or  near  his  oversea  duty  station  (unless  his 
only  dependents  are  in  the  category  of  de- 
pendent described  in  clause  (3)  of  this  sub- 
section), and 

•(3)  has  a  dependent  child  who  is  under 
twenty-three  years  of  age  attending  a  school 
in  the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining a  secondary  or  undergraduate  col- 
lege education. 

may  be  paid  the  allowance  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section  if  he  otherwise 
qualifies  for  such  allowance. 

•(b)  A  meml>er  described  in  subsection  <a) 
of  this  section  may  be  paid  a  transportation 
allowance  for  each  unmarried  dependent 
child,  who  is  under  twenty-three  years  of 
age  and  is  attending  a  school  in  the  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  sec- 
ondary or  undergraduate  college  education, 
of  one  annual  trip  between  the  school  being 
attended  and  the  memt>er's  duty  station  in 
the  oversea  area  and  return.  The  allowance 
authorized  by  this  section  may  be  transpor- 
tation in  kind  or  reimbursement  therefor,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretaries  concerned. 

■•(c)  Whenever  possible,  the  Military  Air- 
lift Command  or  Military  Sealift  Command 
shall  be  used,  on  a  space- required  basis,  for 
the  travel  authorized  by  this  section  .•. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item; 
"430.  Travel  and  transportation:  dependent 
children  of  members  stationed 
overseas.". 
(b)  Section  430  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  sutisection  (a),  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  travel  begun  after  Sep- 
tember 30,  1983. 

Part  B— Retired  Pay  Matters 
permanent  six-month  deuky  in  cost-or- 

LIVING  adjustments  POR  RETIRED  PAY 

Sec.  101 1.  An  adjustment  in  any  year  in 
retired  and  retainer  pay  pursuant  to  section 
1401a  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  shall 
be  effective  on  Novemtjer  1  of  that  year. 
This  section  shall  not  lake  effect  unless  a 
provision  of  law  is  enacted  providing  for  an 
identical  effective  date  for  adjustments  in 
annuities  payable  under  subchapter  III  of 
chapter  83  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 
limitation  on  cost-op-livinc  adjustments 

in  retired  pay  por  persons  under  age  62 

during  piscal  year  1986 

Sec.  1012.  During  fiscal  year  1986.  any  ad- 
justment in  retired  or  retainer  pay  under 
section  1401a  of  title  10.  United  Slates  Code, 
shall  be  made,  with  respect  to  any  person 
entitled  to  such  adjustment  who  on  the  ef- 
fective date  of  such  adjustment  is  under  age 
sixty-two.  in  one-half  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  adjustment  would  otherwise  be 
made.  This  section  shall  not  take  effect 
unless  a  provision  of  law  is  enacted  provid- 
ing for  a  similar  limitation  with  respect  to 
annuities  payable  under  subchapter  III  of 
chapter  83  of  title  5.  United  States  Code 

termination  op  SIX-MONTH  ROUNDING  RULE 
POR  COMPUTING  RETIRED  PAY 

Sec.  1013.  (a)(1)  The  text  of  each  of  the 
footnotes  listed  in  paragraph  (2)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "Before  applying  percent- 
age factor,  credit  each  full  month  of  service 


that  is  in  addition  to  the  numt>er  of  full 
years  of  service  creditable  to  the  memt)er  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  disregard  any  re- 
maining fractional  part  of  a  month.". 

(2)  The  footnotes  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(1)  are  the  following: 

(A)  Footnote  3  of  the  table  in  section  1401 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 

(B)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  section 
1402(a)  of  such  title. 

(C)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  in  section 
1402(d)  of  such  title. 

(D)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  in  section 
1402a(a)  of  such  title. 

(E)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  in  section 
1402a(d)  of  such  title. 

(F)  Footnote  4  of  the  table  in  section  3991 
of  such  title. 

(G)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  section  3992 
of  such  title. 

iH)  Footnote  4  of  the  table  in  section  8991 
of  such  title. 

(1)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  section  8992 
of  such  title. 

(b)  Suteection  (f)  of  section  1174  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

••(f)  In  determining  a  member's  years  of 
active  service  for  the  purpose  of  computing 
separation  pay  under  this  section,  each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
numl)er  of  full  years  of  service  creditable  to 
the  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.". 

(c)(1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  6151(b)  of 
such  title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(2)  In  determining  the  numl)er  of  years 
to  be  used  as  a  multiplier  under  this  subsec- 
tion, each  full  month  of  service  that  is  in 
addition  to  the  number  of  full  years  of  serv- 
ice creditable  to  a  meml)er  is  counted  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  remaining 
fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disregarded.  ". 

(2)  The  text  of  section  6328  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■In  determining  the  total  number  of  years 
of  service  to  t>e  used  as  a  multiplier  in  com- 
puting the  retired  pay  of  officers  retiring 
under  this  chapter,  each  full  month  of  serv- 
ice that  is  in  addition  to  the  numl)er  of  full 
years  of  service  creditable  to  an  officer  is 
counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  re- 
maining fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disre- 
garded. '. 

'3)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6330(d)  of 
such  title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"For  the  purposes  of  sul)section  (c).  each 
full  month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to 
the  number  of  full  years  of  service  credita- 
ble to  a  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of 
a  year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of 
a  month  is  disregarded. ". 

(4)  The  text  of  section  6404  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

'In  determining  the  total  numl)er  of  years 
of  service  to  be  used  as  a  multiplier  in  com- 
puting retired  pay  and  separation  pay  on 
discharge  under  this  chapter,  each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
numt)er  of  full  years  of  service  creditable  to 
a  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.". 

(d)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  423  of 
title  14.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "In  computing  the  number 
of  years  of  service  by  which  the  rate  of  2''j 
percent  is  multiplied,  each  full  month  of 
service  that  is  in  addition  to  the  numl)er  of 
full  years  of  service  creditable  to  a  member 
is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any 
remaining  fractional  part  of  a  month  is  dis- 
regarded.". 


(e)  Subsection  <b)  of  section  16  of  the 
Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  Commissioned 
Officers'  Act  of  1948  (33  U.S.C.  853o)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(b)  In  computing  the  numlier  of  years  of 
service  of  an  officer  for  the  purposes  of  sub- 
section (a),  each  full  month  of  service  that 
is  in  addition  to  the  numtier  of  full  years  of 
service  creditable  to  a  member  is  counted  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  remaining 
fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disregarded.". 

(f)  Section  211(e)  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  212(e))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "a  part  of"  and  all  that  follows 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
number  of  full  years  of  service  credited  to 
an  officer  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.  ". 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  ( 1 )  the  computa- 
tion of  retired  or  retainer  pay  of  any  indi- 
vidual who  t)ecomes  entitled  to  that  pay 
after  September  30.  1983.  and  (2)  the  recom- 
putation  of  retired  pay  under  section  1402. 
1402a.  3992.  or  8992  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  of  any  individual  who  after 
September  30,  1983.  becomes  entitled  to  re 
compute  retired  pay  under  any  such  section. 

Part  C— Personnel  Management  Matters 

modipications  to  reserve  officer  training 
corps'  scholarship  program 
Sec  1021.  (a)(1)  Section  2101(3)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  period  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"(except  that,  in  the  case  of  a  student  en- 
rolled in  an  academic  program  which  has 
been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  mili- 
tary department  concerned  and  which  re- 
quires more  than  four  academic  years  for 
completion  of  baccalaureate  degree  require- 
ments, including  elective  requirements  of 
the  Senior  Reserve  Officers'  Training  Corps 
course,  such  term  includes  a  fifth  academic 
year  or  a  combination  of  a  part  of  a  fifth 
academic  year  and  summer  sessions).". 

(2)  Section  2104(a)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "at  least"  before  "two". 

(3)  Section  2107(c)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence  the 
following  new  sentence:  "In  the  case  of  a 
student  enrolled  in  an  academic  program 
which  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  military  department  concerned  and 
which  requires  more  than  four  academic 
years  for  completion  of  baccalaureate 
degree  requirements,  including  elective  re- 
quirements of  the  Senior  Reserve  Officers" 
Training  Corps  course,  financial  assistance 
under  this  section  may  also  be  provided 
during  a  fifth  academic  year  or  during  a 
combination  of  a  part  of  a  fifth  academic 
year  and  summer  sessions."'. 

(4)  Section  209(a)  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "20 "  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "30". 

(bXD  Section  2005  of  title  10,  United 
States  C<xle,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  re- 
quire, as  a  condition  to  the  Secretary  pro- 
viding financial  assistance  under  section 
2107  or  2107a  of  this  title  to  any  person, 
that  such  person  enter  into  an  agreement 
described  in  subsection  (a).  In  addition  to 
the  requirements  of  clauses  (1)  through  (4) 
of  such  sul)section.  any  agreement  required 
by  this  subsection  shall  provide— 

(1)  that  if  such  person  fails  to  complete 
the  education  requirements  specified  in  the 
agreement,  the  Secretary  will  have  the 
option  to  order  such  person  to  reimburse 


the  United  States  in  the  manner  provided 
for  in  clause  (3)  of  such  subsection  without 
the  Secretary  first  ordering  such  person  to 
active  duty  as  provided  for  under  clause  (2) 
of  such  subsection  and  section  2107(f)  and 
2107a(f)  of  this  title:  and 

"(2)  that  any  amount  owed  by  such  person 
to  the  United  States  under  such  agreement 
shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  equal  to  the 
highest  rate  being  paid  by  the  United  States 
on  the  day  on  which  the  reimbursement  is 
determined  to  be  due  for  securities  having 
maturities  of  ninety  days  or  less  and  shall 
accrue  from  the  day  on  which  the  member 
is  first  notified  of  the  amount  due  to  the 
United  States  as  a  reimbursement  under 
this  section.". 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  agreements 
entered  into  after  September  30,  1983. 

(c)(1)  Section  2107(b)(5)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "either"  in  the  matter 
preceding  subparagraph  (A); 

(B)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (A); 

(C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "":  or";  and 

<D)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
""(CKi)  accept  an  appointment,  if  offered, 
as   a   commissioned    officer    in    the    Army, 
Navy,  Air  Force,  or  Marine  Corps,  as  the 
case  may  be;  and 

""(ii)  serve  in  a  reserve  component  of  that 
armed  force  until  the  sixth  anniversary  of 
the  receipt  of  such  appointment,  unless 
such  appointment  is  otherwise  extended  by 
subsection  (d)  of  section  2108  of  this  title, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
prescritjed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  military 
department  concerned.". 

(2)  The  second  sentence  of  section  2107(b) 
of  such  title  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  (5)(C) "  after  ""(5)(B)"; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '".  except  that 
performance  of  service  under  clause  (5)(C) 
shall  include  not  less  than  two  years  of 
active  duty.". 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsec- 
tion shall  apply  with  respect  to  agreements 
entered  into  under  section  2107(b)(5)  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  after  September  30. 
1983. 

TRANSFER  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE  OFFICERS 
TO  OTHER  UNIFORMED  SERVICES 

Sec   1022.  (a)(1)  Section  716  of  title   10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
""§716.     Commissioned     officers:     transfers 

among    the    armed    forces,    the    National 

Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration, 

and  the  Public  Health  Service 

"(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  President,  within  authorized 
strengths  and  with  the  consent  of  the  offi- 
cer involved,  may  transfer  any  commis- 
sioned officer  of  a  uniformed  service  from 
his  uniformed  service  to,  and  appoint  him 
In,  another  uniformed  service.  The  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation, the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
shall  jointly  establish,  by  regulations  ap- 
proved by  the  President,  policies  and  proce- 
dures for  such  transfers  and  appointments. 

"•(b)  An  officer  transferred  under  this  sec- 
tion may  not  be  assigned  precedence  or  rela- 
tive rank  higher  than  that  which  he  held  on 
the  day  before  the  transfer. 

"(c)  In  this  section,  'uniformed  service" 
means  any  of  the  armed  forces,  the  Com- 


missioned Corps  of  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Commissioned  Corps  of  the  Public  Health 
Service.". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  41  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

""716.      Commissioned      officers:      transfers 
among  the  armed  forces,  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  and  the 
Public  Health  Service.". 
(b)(1)  Chapter  53  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section; 

"5  1043.  Service  credit:  service  in  the  Nation- 
al Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion or  the  Public  Health  Service 
"Active  commissioned  service  in  the  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration or  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  be 
credited  as  active  commissioned  service  in 
the  armed  forces  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing the  retirement  eligibility  and  computing 
the  retired  pay  of  a  member  of  the  armed 
forces.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"1043.  Service  credit;  service  in  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration    or     the     Public 
Health  Service.  ". 
(c)(1)   Section   533(a)(1)   of   such   title   is 
amended  by  inserting  "',  the  National  Oce- 
a:iic   and    Atmospheric   Administration,    or 
the  Public  Health  Service"   after    "in  any 
armed  force". 

(2)  Section  1174(i)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "'(i)";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph; 

""(2)  Active  commissioned  service  in  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration or  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  be 
credited  as  active  service  in  the  armed 
forces  for  the  purposes  of  this  section.". 

(3)  Section  3353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "chapters  337  and  363" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "this  chapter 
and  chapter  363";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Service"  after  "in  any  armed 
force". 

(4)  Section  5600(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  inserting  ".  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or 
the  Public  Health  Sefvice"  after  "in  any 
armed  force'". 

(5)  Section  8353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "chapters  837  and  863" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "this  chapter 
and  chapter  863";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "",  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Service  "  after  "in  any  armed 
force". 

(d)  Clause  (13)  of  section  3(a)  of  the  Act 
of  August  10,  1956  (33  U.S.C.  857a(a)),  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"(13)  Section  716,  Commissioned  officers; 
transfers  among  the  Armed  Forces,  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion, and  the  Public  Health  Service.". 

NOMINATIONS  TO  SERVICE  ACADEMIES 

Sec.  1023.  (a)(1)  Clause  (10)  of  section 
4342(a)  of  title  10,  United  SUtes  Code,  relat- 


ing to  the  number  of  cadets  at  the  United 
States  Military  Academy,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows; 

""(10)  One  cadet  from  American  Samoa, 
nominated  by  the  Delegate  in  Congress 
from  American  Samoa.". 

(2)  Clause  (10)  of  section  6954(a)  of  such 
title,  relating  to  the  number  of  midshipmen 
at  the  United  States  Naval  Academy,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(10)  One  from  American  Samoa,  nomi- 
nated by  the  Delegate  in  Congress  from 
American  Samoa.". 

(3)  Clause  (10)  of  section  9342(a)  of  such 
title,  relating  to  the  number  of  cadets  at  the 
United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows; 

"(10)  One  cadet  from  American  Samoa, 
nominated  by  the  Delegate  in  Congress 
from  American  Samoa.". 

(b)(1)  Clause  (8)  of  section  4342(a)  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows; 

"(8)  One  cadet  nominated  by  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission 
from  the  children  of  civilian  personnel  of 
the  United  States  Government  residing  in 
the  Republic  of  Panama  who  are  citizens  of 
the  United  States.". 

(2)  Clause  (8)  of  section  6954(a)  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(8)  One  nominated  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission  from  the 
children  of  civilian  personnel  of  the  United 
States  residing  in  the  Republic  of  Panama 
who  are  citizens  of  the  United  States.". 

(3)  Clause  (8)  of  section  9342(a)  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(8)  One  cadet  nominated  by  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission 
from  the  children  of  civilian  personnel  of 
the  United  States  Government  residing  in 
the  Republic  of  Panama  who  are  citizens  of 
the  United  States.". 

APPOINTMENT  OF  CITIZENS  OF  NORTHERN 
MARIANA  ISLANDS  AS  COMMISSIONED  OFFICERS 

Sec  1024.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  provi- 
sion of  law  respecting  citizenship  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  covenant  entitled  "A  Cov- 
enant to  establish  a  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands  in  Political  Union 
with  the  United  States  of  America"  (ap- 
proved on  March  24,  1976,  by  Public  Law  94- 
241),  a  citizen  of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands who  indicates  in  writing  to  a  commis- 
sioned officer  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  an  intent  to  Ijecome  a  citizen, 
and  not  a  national,  of  the  United  States 
upon  full  implementation  of  such  covenant, 
and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  for  miliUry 
service  under  applicable  laws  and  regula- 
tions, may  be  appointed  as  an  officer  in  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  may  be 
appointed  or  enrolled  in  the  Senior  Reserve 
Officers'  Training  Corps  program  of  any  of 
the  Armed  Forces  under  chapter  103  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  and  may  be  selected 
to  be  a  participant  in  the  Armed  Forces 
Health  Professions  Scholarship  program 
under  chapter  105  of  such  title. 

(b)  This  section  shall  expire  upon  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands. 

Part  D— Health-Care  Matters 
champus  provisions 

Sec  1031.  (a)  Section  1079  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '•; 
and";  and 
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(B)  by  inserting  after  such  clause  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

(6)  inpatient  mental  health  services  may 
not  (except  as  provided  in  subsection  (i))  be 
provided  to  a  patient  in  excess  of  sixty  days 
In  any  year";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

■■(i)  The  limitation  in  subsection  (a)(6) 
does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  inpatient 
mental  health  services— 

■•(I)  provided  under  the  program  for  the 
handicapped  under  subsection  (d): 

"(2)  provided  as  residential  treatment 
care; 

"(3)  provided  as  partial  hospital  care:  or 

■■(4)  provided  pursuant  to  a  waiver  author- 
ized by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  because  of 
extraordinary  medical  or  psychological  cir- 
cumstances that  are  confirmed  by  review  by 
a  non-Federal  health  professional  pursuant 
to  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense. 

•  (j)(l)  A  benefit  may  not  Ije  paid  under  a 
plan  covered  by  this  section  in  the  case  of  a 
person  enrolled  in  any  other  insurance, 
medical  service,  or  health  plan  to  the  extent 
that  the  benefit  is  also  a  l>enefit  under  the 
other  plan,  except  in  the  case  of  a  plan  ad- 
ministered under  title  XIX  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (42  U.S.C.  1396  et  seq.). 

■■(2)(A)  The  amount  to  be  paid  to  a  provid- 
er of  services  for  services  provided  under  a 
plan  covered  by  this  section  may  l)e  deter- 
mined under  joint  regulations  to  he  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
which  provide  that  the  amount  of  such  pay- 
ments shall  t)e  determined  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  accordance  with  the  same  re- 
imbursement rules  as  apply  to  payments  to 
providers  of  services  of  the  same  type  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395  et  seq). 

"(B)  In  subparagraph  (A),  provider  of 
services'  means  a  hospital,  skilled  nursing 
facility,  comprehensive  outpatient  rehabili- 
tation facility,  home  health  agency,  or  other 
institutional  facility  providing  services  for 
which  payment  may  be  made  under  a  plan 
covered  by  this  section.". 

(b>  Sul>section  (d)  of  section  1086  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  The  provisions  of  section  1079(j)  of 
this  title  shall  apply  to  a  plan  covered  by 
this  section.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  lake  effect  on  October  1.  1983,  except 
that  clause  (6)  of  section  1079(a)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a)(1),  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  inpa- 
tient mental  health  services  provided  to  a 
patient  admitted  before  January  1,  1983,  for 
so  long  as  that  patient  remains  continuously 
in  inpatient  status  for  medically  or  psycho- 
logically necessary  reasons. 

CONTRACT  SURGEONS 

Sec.  1032.  (a)(1)  Chapter  55  of  title   10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 
"§  1091.  Contract  surgeons 

"The  Secretary  concerned  may  employ 
contract  surgeons  for  necessary  services  (in- 
cluding personal  services)  when  he  deter- 
mines they  are  required.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"1091.  Contract  surgeons. '. 

(b)  Section  201(b)  of  title  37,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "is 
entitled  to  basic  pay  of  a  commissioned  offi- 


cer in  pay  grade  0-3  with  over  four,  but  not 
more  than  six."  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"may  be  paid  not  more  than  the  basic  pay 
of  a  commissioned  officer  in  pay  grade  0-6 
with  over  twenty-six.  but  not  more  than 
thirty.". 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  421  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(a)  A  contract  surgeon  who  is  serving  full 
time  with  a  uniformed  service  may  be  paid 
not  more  than  the  basic  allowances,  and 
other  allowances  authorized  by  this  chap- 
ter, of  a  commissioned  officer  in  pay  grade 
0-6  with  over  twenty-six,  but  not  more  than 
thirty,  years  of  service  computed  under  sec- 
tion 205  of  this  title". 

(d)(1)  Section  4022  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  373  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
4022. 

(e)(1)  Section  9022  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  873  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
9022. 

(f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

STUDIES  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 
RELATING  TO  HEALTH  AND  MEDICAL  CARE 

Sec   1033.  (a)(1)  Chapter  55  of  title   10. 

United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 

after  section  1091  (as  added  by  section  1032) 

the  following  new  section: 

5  1092.  Studies  and  demonstration  projects 

relating  to  delivery  of  health  and  medical 

care 

"(a)<l)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  shall  conduct  studies  and 
demonstration  projects  on  the  health  care 
delivery  system  of  the  uniformed  services 
with  a  view  to  improving  the  quality,  effi- 
ciency, convenience,  and  cost  effectiveness 
of  providing  health  care  services  under  this 
title  to  members,  former  members,  and 
their  dependents.  Such  studies  and  demon- 
stration projects  may  include  the  following: 

"(A)  Alternative  methods  of  payment  for 
health  and  medical  care  services. 

"(B)  Cost-sharing  by  eligible  beneficiaries. 

"(C)  Methods  of  encouraging  efficient  and 
economical  delivery  of  health  and  medical 
care  services. 

"(D)  Innovative  approaches  to  delivery 
and  financing  of  health  and  medical  care 
services. 

"(E)  Alternative  approaches  to  reimburse- 
ment for  the  administrative  charges  of 
health  care  plans. 

"(F)  Prepayment  for  medical  care  services 
provided  to  maintain  the  health  of  a  de- 
fined population. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  Congress  from  time  to  time  writ- 
ten reports  on  the  results  of  the  studies  and 
demonstration  projects  conducted  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  and  shall  include  in  such 
reports  such  recommendations  for  improv- 
ing the  health  care  delivery  system  for  the 
uniformed  services  as  he  considers  appropri- 
ate. 

"(b)  Subject  to  the  availability  of  appro- 
priations for  such  purpose,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  enter  into  contract  with  public 
or  private  agencies,  institutions,  and  organi- 
zations to  develop  and  conduct  studies  and 
demonstration  projects  under  subsection 
(a).". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 


"1092.  Studies  and  demonstration  projects 
relating  to  delivery  of  health 
and  medical  care.", 
(b)  Section  1092  of  title  10,  United  States 

Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take 

effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

MEDICAL  MALPRACTICE  PROTECTION  FOR 
HEALTH-CARE  PERSONNEL  OF  THE  SOLDIERS' 
AND  AIRMEN'S  HOME 

Sec.  1034.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
1089  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "the  United  States 
Soldiers'  and  Airmen's  Home,"  after  "the 
Department  of  Defense,". 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  his  designee 
may.  to  the  extent  that  he  or  his  designee 
deems"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "may. 
to  the  extent  that  the  head  of  the  agency 
concerned  considers". 

(c)  Subsection  (g)  of  such  section  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (2); 

(2)  by  redesignating  clause  (3)  as  clause 
(4);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  clause  (2)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause  (3): 

"(3)  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the 
United  States  Soldiers'  and  Airmen's  Home, 
in  the  case  of  an  employee  of  the  United 
States  Soldiers'  and  Airmen's  Home;  and". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  only  to  claims  accruing  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

ADJUSTMENTS  IN  STIPEND  PAID  TO  RECIPIENTS 
OF  ARMED  FORCES  HEALTH  PROFESSIONS 
SCHOLARSHIPS 

Sec  1035.  (a)  Section  2121(d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(d)  Except  when  serving  on  active  duty 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c).  a  member  of  the 
program  shall  be  entitled  to  a  stipend  at  the 
rate  of  $556  per  month.  That  rate  shall  be 
increased  annually  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense effective  on  July  1  of  each  year  (be- 
ginning in  1984)  by  an  amount  (rounded  to 
the  next  highest  multiple  of  $1)  equal  to— 

"(1)  the  amount  of  such  stipend  (as  previ- 
ously adjusted  (if  at  all)),  multiplied  by 

"(2)  the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjust- 
ment (if  such  adjustment  is  an  increase)  in 
the  rates  of  basic  pay  for  members  of  the 
uniformed  services  made  effective  for  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  school  year  ends.". 

(b)  The  rate  payable  for  stipends  under 
section  2121(d)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a),  shall  be 
increased  by  4  per  centum  effective  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  1983. 

Part  E— Survivor  Benefits 

EXPANSION  of  survivor  BENEFITS  COVERAGE 
FOR  FORMER  SPOUSES 

Sec.  1041.  (aid)  The  second  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)(5)  of  section  1448  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"except  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(b)(3) "  after  "may  not  be  revoked  ". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)(1)  A  person  who  is  not  married  and 
does  not  have  a  dependent  child  when  he 
becomes  eligible  to  participate  in  the  Plan 
may  elect  to  provide  an  aruiuity  to  a  natural 
person  with  an  insurable  interest  in  that 
person.  In  the  case  of  a  person  providing  an 
annuity  under  this  paragraph  by  virtue  of 
eligiblity  under  subsection  (a)(1)(B),  such 
an  election  shall  include  a  designation 
under  subsection  (e). 


"(2)  A  person  who  has  a  former  spouse 
when  he  becomes  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  Plan  may  elect  to  provide  an  annuity  to 
that  former  spouse.  In  the  case  of  a  person 
with  a  spouse  or  a  dependent  child,  such  an 
election  prevents  payment  of  an  annuity  to 
that  spouse  or  child.  If  there  is  more  than 
one  former  spouse,  the  person  shall  desig- 
nate which  former  spouse  is  to  be  provided 
the  annuity.  In  the  case  of  a  person  provid- 
ing an  annuity  under  this  paragraph  by 
virtue  of  eligibility  under  subsection 
(a)(1)(B).  such  an  election  shall  include  a 
designation  under  subsection  (e). 
""(3)(A)  A  person— 

"•(i)  who  is  a  participant  in  the  Plan  and  is 
providing  coverage  for  a  spouse  or  a  spouse 
and  child,  and 

"(ii)  who  has  a  former  spouse  who  was  not 
that  person's  former  spouse  when  he 
became  eligible  to  participate  in  the  Plan, 
may  (subject  to  subparagraph  (B))  elect  to 
provide  an  annuity  to  that  former  spouse. 
Any  such  election  terminates  any  previous 
coverage  under  the  Plan  and  must  be  writ- 
ten, signed  by  the  person,  and  received  by 
the  Secretary  concerned  within  one  year 
after  the  date  of  the  decree  of  divorce,  dis- 
solution, or  annulment. 

"(B)  A  person  may  not  make  an  election 
under  subparagraph  (A)  to  provide  an  annu- 
ity to  a  former  spouse  who  that  person  mar- 
ried after  becoming  eligible  for  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  unless— 

"•(i)  the  person  was  married  to  that  former 
spouse  for  at  least  one  year,  or 

"(ii)  that  former  spouse  is  the  parent  of 
issue  by  that  marriage. 

■(C)  An  election  under  this  paragraph 
may  not  be  revoked  except  in  accordance 
with  section  1450(f)  of  this  title  and  is  effec- 
tive as  of  the  first  day  of  the  first  calendar 
month  following  the  month  in  which  it  is 
received  by  the  Secretary  concerned.  This 
paragraph  does  not  provide  the  authority  to 
change  a  designation  previously  made  under 
subsection  (e). 

"(D)  If  a  person  who  is  married  makes  an 
election  to  provide  an  annuity  to  a  former 
spouse  under  this  paragraph,  that  person's 
spouse  shall  be  notified  of  that  election. 

""(4)  A  person  who  elects  to  provide  an  an- 
nuity to  a  former  spouse  under  paragraph 
(2)  or  (3)  shall,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
election,  provide  the  Secretary  concerned 
with  a  written  statement  (in  a  form  to  be 
prescribed  by  that  Secretary  and  signed  by 
such  person  and  the  former  spouse)  setting 
forth  whether  the  election  is  being  made 
pursuant  to  a  written  agreement  previously 
entered  into  voluntarily  by  such  person  as  a 
part  of  or  incident  to  a  proceeding  of  di- 
vorce, dissolution,  or  annulment  and  (if  so) 
whether  such  voluntary  written  agreement 
has  been  incorporated  in,  or  ratified  or  ap- 
proved by,  a  court  order.". 

(3)  Section  1450  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  'at  the  time  the  person 
to  whom  section  1448  applies  became  enti- 
tled to  retired  or  retainer  pay"  in  subsection 
(a)(4);  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "(without  regard  to  the 
eligibility  of  the  person  making  the  change 
of  election  to  make  an  election  under  such 
section)"  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  of  subsection  (f)(1). 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  person  who  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  is  a  person 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection 
(b)(3)  of  section  1448  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(a)(2)),  such  subsection  shall  apply  to  that 
person  as  if  the  one-year  period  provided  for 


in  subparagraph  (A)  of  such  subsection 
began  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(c)  Section  1408  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "in  the  case  of  a  division 
of  property, "  in  subsection  (a)(2)(C)  before 
"specifically  provides  for";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (did)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following:  "After  effective  service  on 
the  Secretary  concerned  of  a  court  order 
with  respect  to  payments  by  a  member  to 
the  spouse  or  former  spouse  of  the  member, 
the  Secretary  shall,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions of  this  section,  make  payments  from 
the  disposable  retired  or  retainer  pay  of  the 
member  to  the  spouse  or  former  spouse  in 
the  amount  provided  for  in  the  court 
order.". 

(d)d)  Section  1447(8)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "an- 
nulment, or  legal  separation,"  both  places  it 
appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '"or  an- 
nulment". 

(2)  Section  1448(a)(3)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  'for  a  former  spouse" 
after  "an  annuity"  the  second  place  it  ap- 
pears in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B);  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "of  this  section  "  both 
places  it  appears. 

(3)  Section  1450(f)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  striking  out  "of  this  subsection  "  in 
paragraph  ( 1 );  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  'annulment,  or  legal 
separation."  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "or  annulment,". 

(4)  Section  1006(e)(3)  of  the  Uniformed 
Services  Former  Spouses'  Protection  Act 
(title  X  of  Public  Law  97-252;  96  Stat.  738)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "section"  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"section    1072    of    title    10,    United    States 
Code. ". 

EXTENSION  OF  MINIMUM  INCOME  PROVISION 
FOR  CERTAIN  WIDOWS 

Sec.  1042.  (a)  Section  4(a)(1)  of  the  Act 
entitled  "An  Act  to  amend  chapter  73  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  to  establish  a 
Survivor  Benefit  Plan,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses", approved  September  21,  1972  (10 
U.S.C.  1448  note),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  is.  or 
within  one  calendar  year  after  that  date  be- 
comes," and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "on 
September  21,  1972,  was,  or  during  the 
period  beginning  on  September  22,  1972, 
and  ending  on  March  20,  1974,  became,". 

(b)  Any  annuity  payable  by  reason  of  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  payable  only  for  months 
after  September  1983. 

Part  F— Miscellaneous 
acceptance  of  voluntary  services  for  mili- 
TARY   museums    and    FAMILY    SUPPORT    PRO- 
GRAMS 

Sec.  1051.  (a)  Chapter  81  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"§  1587.  Authority  to  accept  certain  volun- 
tary services 

"(a)  Notwithstanding  section  1342  of  title 
31.  the  Secretary  of  a  military  department 
may  accept  from  any  person  voluntary  serv- 
ices to  be  provided  for  a  museum  or  a  family 
support  program  operated  by  that  military 
department. 

"(b)  A  person  providing  voluntary  services 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  considered  to 
be  an  employee  for  the  purposes  of  chapter 
81  of  title  5,  relating  to  compensation  for 
work-related  injuries,  and  to  be  an  employee 


of  the  Government  for  the  purposes  of 
chapter  171  of  title  28.  relating  to  tort 
claims.  Such  a  person  who  is  not  otherwise 
employed  by  the  Federal  Government  shall 
not  be  considered  to  be  a  Federal  employee 
for  any  other  purpose  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
vision of  such  services.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  1586  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 

•"1587.  Authority  to  accept  certain  voluntary 

services.". 

EXTENSION  OF  PILOT  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
EDUCATIONAL  ASSISTANCE  LOAN  REPAYMENT 
PROGRAM 

Sec  1052.  Section  902(g)  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Authorization  Act.  1981  (10 
U.S.C.  2141  note),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "October  1.  1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "October  1.  1984  ". 

ACCRUAL  FUNDING  FOR  MILITARY  RETIREMENT     , 

SYSTEM 

Sec  1053.  (a)(1)  Title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  chapter 
73  the  following  new  chapter: 

"CHAPTER  74— DEPARTMENT  OF  DE- 
FENSE MILITARY  RETIREMENT 
FUND 

"Sec. 

•  1461.  Establishment  and  purpose  of  Fund; 

definition. 
"1462.  Assets  of  Fund. 
"1463.  Payments  from  the  Fund. 
"1464.  Board  of  Actuaries. 
"1465.  Determination    of    contributions    to 

the  FHind. 
•1466.  Payments  into  the  Fund. 
"1467.  Investment  of  assets  of  Fund. 
"■§  1461.     Establishment     and     purpose    of 

Fund;  definition 

"(a)  There  is  established  on  the  books  of 
the  Treasury  a  fund  to  be  known  as  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Military  Retirement 
Fund  (hereinafter  in  this  chapter  referred 
to  as  the  "Fund"),  which  shall  be  adminis- 
tered by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  The 
Fund  shall  be  used  for  the  accumulation  of 
funds  in  order  to  finance  on  an  actuarially 
sound  basis  liabilities  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  under  military  retirement  and  sur- 
vivor benefit  programs. 

"(b)  In  this  chapter,  "military  retirement 
and  survivor  benefit  programs'  means— 

"•(1)  the  provisions  of  this  title  creating 
entitlement  to,  or  determining  the  amount 
of,  retired  or  retainer  pay;  and 

"(2)  the  programs  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  providing  an- 
nuities for  survivors  of  members  and  former 
members  of  the  armed  forces,  including 
chapter  73  of  this  title,  section  4  of  Public 
Law  92-425,  and  section  5  of  Public  Law  96- 
402. 
■"§  1462.  Assets  of  Fund 

"There  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Fund 
the  following,  which  shall  constitute  the 
assets  of  the  Fund: 

"(1)  Amounts  paid  into  the  Fund  under 
section  1466  of  this  title. 

"(2)  Any  amount  appropriated  to  the 
Fund. 

"(3)  Any  return  on  investment  of  the 
assets  of  the  Fund. 
•§  1463.  Payments  from  the  Fund 
"(a)  There  shall  be  paid  from  the  Fund- 
ed) retired  pay  payable  to  persons  on  the 
retired  lists  of  the  Army.  Navy.  Air  Force, 
and  Marine  Corps; 
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"(2)  retainer  pay  payable  to  members  of 
the  Fleet  Reserve  and  Fleet  Marine  Corps 
Reserve;  and 

"(3)  benefits  payable  under  programs 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  that  provide  annuities  for  survivors 
of  members  and  former  members  of  the 
armed  forces,  including  chapter  73  of  this 
title,  section  4  of  Public  Law  92-425.  and 
section  5  of  Public  Law  96-402. 

"(b)  The  assets  of  the  Fund  are  hereby 
made  available  for  payments  under  subsec- 
tion (a). 
"S  1464.  Board  of  Actuaries 

"(axi)  There  is  established  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  a  Department  of  Defense 
Retirement  Board  of  Actuaries  (hereinafter 
in  this  chapter  referred  to  as  the  'Board'). 
The  Board  shall  consist  of  three  members, 
who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President 
from  among  qualified  professional  actuaries 
who  are  members  of  the  Society  of  Actuar- 
ies. 

"(2)<A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B),  the  members  of  the  Board  shall 
serve  for  a  term  of  15  years,  except  that  a 
member  of  the  Board  appointed  to  fill  a  va- 
cancy occurring  before  the  end  of  the  term 
for  which  his  predecessor  was  appointed 
shall  only  serve  until  the  end  of  such  term. 
A  member  may  serve  after  the  end  of  his 
term  until  his  successor  has  taken  office.  A 
member  of  the  Board  may  be  removed  by 
the  President  for  misconduct  or  failure  to 
perform  functions  vested  in  the  Board,  and 
for  no  other  reason. 

"(B)  Of  the  members  of  the  Board  who 
are  first  appointed  under  this  subsection, 
one  each  shall  be  appointed  for  terms 
ending  five,  ten.  and  fifteen  years,  respec- 
tively, after  the  date  of  appointment,  as  des- 
ignated by  the  President  at  the  time  of  ap- 
pointment. 

'•(3)  A  member  of  the  BoiCrd  who  is  not 
otherwise  an  employee  of  the  United  States 
is  entitled  to  receive  pay  at  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  of  the 
highest  rate  of  basic  pay  then  currently 
being  paid  under  the  General  Schedule  of 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title  5.  for 
each  day  the  member  is  engaged  in  the  per- 
formance of  duties  vested  in  the  Board  and 
is  entitled  to  travel  expenses,  including  a 
per  diem  allowance,  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 5703  of  title  5. 

"(b)  The  Board  shall  report  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  E>efense  aruiually  on  the  actuarial 
status  of  the  Fund  and  shall  furnish  its 
advice  and  opinion  on  matters  referred  to  it 
by  the  Secretary. 

"(c)  The  Board  shall  review  valuations  of 
the  Fund  under  section  1466  of  this  title 
and  under  chapter  95  of  title  31  and  shall 
report  periodically,  not  less  than  once  every 
four  years,  to  the  President  and  Congress  on 
the  status  of  the  Fund.  The  Board  shall  in- 
clude in  such  reports  recommendations  for 
such  changes  as  in  the  Board's  judgment 
are  necessary  to  protect  the  public  interest 
and  maintain  the  Fund  on  a  sound  actuarial 
basis. 

"J  1465.  Determination  of  contributions  to 

the  Fund 

"(a)  Not  later  than  six  months  after  the 
Board  of  Actuaries  is  first  appointed,  the 
Board  shall  determine  the  amount  that  is 
the  present  value  (as  of  October  1.  1984)  of 
future  benefits  payable  from  the  Fund  that 
are  attributable  to  service  in  the  armed 
forces  performed  before  October  1.  1984. 
That  amount  is  the  original  unfunded  liabil- 
ity of  the  Fund.  The  Board  shall  determine 
the  period  of  time  over  which  the  original 


unfunded  liability  should  be  liquidated  and 
shall  determine  an  amortization  schedule 
for  the  liquidation  of  such  liability  over  that 
period.  Contributions  to  the  Fund  for  the 
liquidation  of  the  original  unfunded  liability 
in  accordance  with  such  schedule  shall  be 
made  as  provided  in  section  1466(b)  of  this 
title. 

"(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  de- 
termine each  year,  in  sufficient  time  for  in- 
clusion in  budget  requests  for  the  following 
fiscal  year,  the  total  amount  of  Department 
of  Defense  contributions  to  be  made  to  the 
Fund  during  that  fiscal  year  under  section 
1466(a)  of  this  title.  That  amount  shall  be 
determined  as  the  product  of— 

"(A)  the  current  estimate  of  the  value  of 
the  single  level  percentage  of  basic  pay  to  be 
determined  at  the  time  of  the  next  actuarial 
valuation  under  subsection  (c);  and 

"(B)  the  total  amount  of  basic  pay  expect- 
ed to  be  paid  during  that  fiscal  year  to  mem- 
bers of  the  armed  forces  (other  than  the 
Coast  Guard)  on  active  duty  or  in  the  Se- 
lected Reserve. 

"(2)  The  amount  determined  under  para- 
graph (1)  for  any  fiscal  year  is  the  amount 
needed  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  that  fiscal  year  for  pay- 
ments to  be  made  to  the  Fund  during  that 
year  under  section  1466(a)  of  this  title.  The 
President  shall  include  not  less  than  the  full 
amount  so  determined  in  the  budget  trans- 
mitted to  Congress  for  that  fiscal  year 
under  section  1105  of  title  31.  The  President 
may  comment  and  make  recommendations 
concerning  any  such  amount. 

"(c)(1)(A)  Not  less  often  than  every  four 
years,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  carry 
out  an  actuarial  valuation  of  Department  of 
Defense  military  retirement  and  survivor 
benefit  programs.  Each  actuarial  valuation 
of  such  programs  shall  include  a  determina- 
tion (using  the  aggregate  entry-age  normal 
cost  method)  of  a  single  level  percentage  of 
basic  pay  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  sub- 
section (b)  and  section  1466(a)  of  this  title. 

"(2)  If  at  the  time  of  any  such  valuation 
(or  any  valuation  carried  out  in  order  to 
comply  with  chapter  95  of  title  31)  there 
has  been  a  change  in  benefits  under  a  mili- 
tary retirement  or  survivor  benefit  program 
that  has  been  made  since  the  last  such  valu- 
ation and  such  change  in  benefits  increases 
or  decreases  the  present  value  of  amounts 
payable  from  the  Fund,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  determine  an  amortization 
methodology  and  schedule  for  the  amortiza- 
tion of  the  cumulative  unfunded  liability  (or 
actuarial  gain  to  the  F\ind)  created  by  such 
change  and  any  previous  such  changes  so 
that  the  present  value  of  the  sum  of  the  am- 
ortization payments  (or  reductions  in  pay- 
ments that  would  otherwise  be  made)  equals 
the  cumulative  increase  (or  decrease)  in  the 
present  value  of  such  amounts. 

"(3)  If  at  the  time  of  any  such  valuation 
(or  any  valuation  carried  out  in  order  to 
comply  with  chapter  95  of  title  31)  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  determines  that,  based 
upon  changes  in  actuarial  assumptions  since 
the  last  valuation,  there  has  been  an  actuar- 
ial gain  or  loss  to  the  Fund,  the  Secretary 
shall  determine  an  amortization  methodolo- 
gy and  schedule  for  the  amortization  of  the 
cumulative  gain  or  loss  to  the  Fund  created 
by  such  change  in  assumptions  and  any  pre- 
vious such  changes  in  assumptions  through 
an  increase  or  decrease  in  the  payments 
that  would  otherwise  be  made  to  the  Fund. 
"(4)  Contributions  to  the  Fund  in  accord- 
ance with  amortization  schedules  under 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  shall  be  made  as  pro- 
vided in  section  1466(b)  of  this  title. 


"(d)  All  determinations  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  using  methods  and  assump- 
tions approved  by  the  Board  of  Actuaries 
(including  assumptions  of  interest  rates  and 
inflation)  and  in  accordance  with  generally 
accepted  actuarial  principles  and  practices. 

"(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  keeping  of  such  records  as  are 
necessary  for  determining  the  actuarial 
status  of  the  Fund. 

'5  1466.  Payments  into  the  Fund 

"(a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pay 
into  the  Fund  at  the  end  of  each  month  as 
the  Department  of  Defense  contribution  to 
the  Fund  for  that  month  the  amount  that  is 
the  product  of— 

"(1)  the  level  percentage  of  basic  pay  de- 
termined under  the  most  recent  (as  of  the 
first  day  of  the  current  fiscal  year)  actuarial 
valuation  under  section  1465(c)  of  this  title; 
and 

"(2)  the  total  amount  of  basic  pay  paid 
that  month  to  members  of  the  armed  forces 
(other  than  the  Coast  Guard)  on  active  duty 
or  in  the  Selected  Reserve. 
Amounts  paid  into  the  Fund  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  paid  from  funds  available 
for  the  pay  of  members  of  the  armed  forces 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  a 
military  department. 

■•(b)(1)  At  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal 
year  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
promptly  pay  into  the  Fund  from  the  Gen- 
eral Fund  of  the  Treasury  the  amount  certi- 
fied to  the  Secretary  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  under  paragraph  (3).  Such  pay- 
ment shall  be  the  contribution  to  the  Fund 
for  that  fiscal  year  required  by  sections 
1465(a)  and  1465(c)  of  this  title. 

"(2)  At  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine 
the  sum  of  the  following: 

"(A)  The  amount  of  the  payment  for  that 
year  under  the  amortization  schedule  deter- 
mined by  the  Board  of  Actuaries  under  sec- 
tion 1465(a)  of  this  title  for  the  amortiza- 
tion of  the  original  unfunded  liability  of  the 
Fund. 

"(B)  The  amount  (including  any  negative 
amount)  for  that  year  under  the  most 
recent  amortization  schedule  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  section 
1465(c)(2)  of  this  title  for  the  amortization 
of  any  cumulative  unfunded  liability  (or  any 
gain)  to  the  Fund  resulting  from  changes  in 
benefits. 

"(C)  The  amount  (including  any  negative 
amount)  for  that  year  under  the  most 
recent  amortization  schedule  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  section 
1465(c)(3)  of  this  title  for  the  amortization 
of  any  cumulative  actuarial  gain  or  loss  to 
the  Fund. 

•(3)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
promptly  certify  the  amount  determined 
under  paragraph  (2)  each  year  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury. 

■■§  1467.  Investment  of  assets  of  Fund 

"The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
invest  such  portion  of  the  Fund  as  is  not  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
required  to  meet  current  withdrawals.  Such 
investments  shall  be  in  public  debt  securi- 
ties with  maturities  suitable  to  the  needs  of 
the  Fund,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  and  bearing  interest  at  rates  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
taking  into  consideration  current  mtu-ket 
yields  on  outstanding  marketable  obliga- 
tions of  the  United  States  of  comparable 
maturities.  The  income  on  such  investments 
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shall  be  credited  to  and  form  a  part  of  the 
Fund. ". 

(2)  The  tables  of  chapters  at  the  begin- 
ning of  subtitle  A.  and  at  the  beginning  of 
part  II  of  subtitle  A,  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  are  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  chapter  73  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 
•74.  Department  of  Defense  Military 

Retirement  Fund 1461". 

(b)(1)  Section  1464  (relating  to  the  Board 
of  Actuaries)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take  effect 
on  October  1,  1983. 

(2)  Sections  1463  (relating  to  payments 
from  the  Fund)  and  1466  (relating  to  pay- 
ments to  the  Fund)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1.  1984. 

(3)  There  shall  be  transferred  into  the 
Fund  on  October  1,  1984.  any  unobligated 
balances  of  appropriations  made  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  that  are  currently 
available  for  retired  pay.  and  amounts  so 
transferred  shall  be  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
Fund. 

FEE  FOR  VETERINARY  SERVICES 

Sec  1054.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
require  that  a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces 
pay  a  fee  of  $10  for  each  time  that  a  pet  of 
such  member  is  provided  veterinary  care 
service  by  a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces. 
grade  for  director  of  intelligence 
community  staff 

Sec.  1055.  The  President  is  authorized  to 
appoint,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate.  Rear  Admiral  Edward  A. 
Burkhalter  to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  to 
serve  in  such  grade  while  holding  the  posi- 
tion of  Director  of  the  Intelligence  Commu- 
nity Staff.  When  appointed  to  such  grade 
for  service  in  such  position,  such  officer 
shall  be  considered  to  be  an  additional 
number  in  grade  for  purposes  of  section 
525(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
that  appointment  and  ending  on  the  date  on 
which  the  first  vacancy  in  the  grade  of  vice 
admiral  in  the  Navy  occurs  after  the  date  of 
that  appointment. 

TRANSPORTATION  OF  REMAINS  OF  MILITARY 
RETIREES  DYING  IN  MILITARY  HOSPITALS 

Sec  1056.  (a)(1)  Chapter  75  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

•§  1490.  Transportation  of  remains  of  mem- 
bers entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay 
who  die  in  a  military  medical  facility 
••(a)  Subject  to  subsection   (b),   when  a 
member  entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay 
or  equivalent  pay  dies  while  properly  admit- 
ted under  chapter  55  of  this  title  to  a  medi- 
cal facility  of  the  armed  forces  located  in 
the  United  States,  the  Secretary  concerned 
may  transport  the  remains,  or  pay  the  cost 
of  transporting  the  remains,  of  the  decedent 
to  the  place  of  burial  of  the  decedent. 

••(b)(1)  Transportation  provided  under 
this  section  may  not  be  to  a  place  outside 
the  United  States  or  to  a  place  further  from 
the  place  of  death  than  the  decedent's  last 
place  of  permanent  residence,  and  any 
amount  paid  under  this  section  may  not 
exceed  the  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
place  of  death  to  the  decedent's  last  place  of 
permanent  residence. 

•'(2)  Transportation  of  the  remains  of  a 
decedent  may  not  be  provided  under  this 
section  if  such  transportation  is  authorized 
by  sections  1481  and  1482  of  this  title  or  by 
chapter  23  of  title  38. 


•'(c)  In  this  section.  United  Stales'  in- 
cludes the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"1490.  Transportation  of  remains  of  mem- 
bers entitled  to  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  who  die  in  a  mili- 
tary medical  facility.", 
(b)  Section  1490  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  the  transportation  of  the  re- 
mains of  persons  dying  after  September  30, 
1983. 

TITLE  XI-GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

TRANSFER  AUTHORITY 

Sec  1101.  (a)(1)  Upon  determination  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  that  such  action  is 
necessary  in  the  national  interest,  the  Sec- 
retary may  transfer  amounts  of  authoriza- 
tions made  available  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  this  Act  between  any  such  au- 
thorizations (or  any  subdivisions  thereof). 
Amounts  of  authorizations  so  transferred 
shall  be  merged  with  and  be  available  for 
the  same  purposes  as  the  authorization  to 
which  transferred. 

(2)  The  total  amount  of  authorizations 
that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  transfer 
under  the  authority  of  this  section  may  not 
exceed  $1,500,000,000. 

(b)  The  authority  provided  by  this  section 
to  transfer  authorizations— 

( 1 )  may  only  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  higher  priority  items  than  the  items 
from  which  authority  is  transferred;  and 

(2)  may  not  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  an  item  that  has  been  denied  authoriza- 
tion by  Congress. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
promptly  notify  Congress  of  transfers  made 
under  the  authority  of  this  section. 

LIMITATION  ON  AUTHORITY  TO  ENTER  INTO 
CERTAIN  CONTRACTS  FOR  VESSELS 

Sec  1102.  (a)  Chapter  141  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

'12401.  Requirement  for  authorization  by 
law  of  certain  contracts  relating  to  vessels 
"(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c). 
the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
not  make  a  contract  for  the  lease  of  a  vessel 
or  for  the  provision  of  a  service  through  use 
by  a  contractor  of  a  vessel  if— 

••(1)  the  contract  will  be  for  a  long  term; 
or 

••(2)  under  the  contract  the  United  States 
will  have  a  substantial  termination  liability. 
••(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c), 
the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
not  make  a  contract  that  is  an  agreement  to 
lease  or  an  agreement  to  provide  services 
and  that  is  (or  will  be)  accompanied  by  a 
contract  for  the  actual  lease  or  provision  of 
services  if  the  contract  for  the  actual  lease 
or  provision  of  services  is  (or  will  be)  a  con- 
tract described  in  subsection  (a). 

•■(c)(1)  The  Secretary  may  make  a  con- 
tract described  in  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  if— 

■'(A)  the  Secretary  has  been  specifically 
authorized  by  law  to  make  the  contract; 

••(B)  before  a  solicitation  for  proposals  for 
the  contract  was  issued  the  Secretary  noti- 
fied the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  and 
on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  Secretary's  inten- 
tion to  issue  such  a  solicitation  and  a  period 
of  30  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress 
expired  following  the  date  on  which  that 


notice    was    received    by    such    committees 
before  the  solicitation  was  issued;  and 

"(C)  the  Secretary  has  notified  the  Com- 
mittees on  Armed  Services  and  on  Appro- 
priations of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  proposed  contract  and  pro- 
vided a  detailed  description  of  the  terms  of 
the  proposed  contract  and  a  justification  for 
entering  into  the  proposed  contract  rather 
than  providing  for  the  lease  or  services  in- 
volved through  purchase  of  the  vessel  to  be 
used  under  the  contract,  and  a  period  of  30 
days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress  have 
expired  following  the  date  on  which  notice 
was  received  by  such  committees. 

••(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraphs  (1)(B) 
and  (1)(C),  the  continuity  of  a  session  of 
Congress  is  broken  only  by  an  adjournment 
of  the  Congress  sine  die.  and  the  days  on 
which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days 
to  a  day  certain  are  excluded  in  a  computa- 
tion of  such  30-day  period. 
'■(d)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)— 
••(1)  a  contract  shall  be  considered  to  be 
for  a  long  term  if  the  term  of  the  contract, 
including  all  options  under  the  contract,  is 
for  more  than  five  years  or  is  for  a  period 
longer  than  one-half  the  useful  life  of  the 
vessel;  and 

••(2)  the  United  States  shall  be  considered 
to  have  a  substantial  termination  liability 
under  a  contract  if.  as  determined  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  sum  of— 

"(A)  the  present  value  of  the  amount  of 
the  termination  liability  of  the  United 
States  under  the  contract  as  of  the  end  of 
the  term  of  the  contract  (exclusive  of  any 
option  to  extend  the  contract),  and 

■•(B)  the  present  value  of  the  total  of  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
under  the  contract  (excluding  any  option  to 
extend  the  contract)  attributable  to  capital- 
hire. 

is  more  than  one-half  the  price  of  the  vessel 
involved.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"2401.  Requirement  for  authorization  by 
law  of  certain  contracts  relat- 
ing to  vessels.". 


STUDY  OF  DEFENSE-RELATED  ASPECTS  OF 
MERCHANT  MARINE 

Sec  1103.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
a  commission  to  be  known  as  the  Conmiis- 
sion  on  Defense-Related  Aspects  of  the 
United  States  merchant  marine  (hereinafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  'Commis- 
sion"). 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  study  problems 
relating  to  transportation  of  cargo  for  na- 
tional defense  purposes  in  time  of  war  or  na- 
tional emergency  and  the  capability  of  the 
United  States  merchant  marine  to  meet  the 
need  for  such  transportation.  Based  on  the 
results  of  the  study,  the  Commission  shall 
make  such  specific  recommendations,  in- 
cluding recommendations  for  legislative 
action,  action  by  the  executive  branch,  and 
action  by  the  private  sector,  as  the  Commis- 
sion considers  appropriate  to  foster  and 
maintain  a  United  States  merchant  marine 
capable  of  meeting  national  security  re- 
quirements. The  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  included  in  the  report 
of  the  Commission  under  sul)section  (f). 

(c)(1)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed 
of  nine  members,  as  follows: 
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(A)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (or  his  del- 
egate), who  shall  be  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission. 

(B)  The  Administrator  of  the  Maritime 
Administration  (or  his  delegate). 

(C)  Three  members  appointed  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate,  one  of  whom  shall  repre- 
sent operators  of  United  States  merchant 
ships,  one  of  whom  shall  represent  ship- 
builders, and  one  of  whom  shall  represent 
maritime  labor  unions. 

(D)  Two  members  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  from  the 
Members  of  the  Senate. 

(E)  Two  members  appointed  by  the  Speak- 
er of  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
(including  Delegates  to  Congress  and  the 
Resident  Commissioner  of  Puerto  Rico). 

(2)  A  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  be 
filled  in  the  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made.  Appointments  may 
be  made  under  paragraph  (IMC)  without 
regard  to  section  53U<b)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code.  Meml)ers  shall  be  appointed 
for  the  life  of  the  Commission. 

(3)  Five  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
constitute  a  quorum,  but  a  lesser  number 
may  hold  hearings.  The  Commission  shall 
meet  at  the  call  of  the  Chairman. 

(d)  Members  of  the  Commission  appointed 
under  subsection  (c)(1)(C)  shall  each  be 
paid  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equivalent 
of  the  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  IV 
of  the  Executive  Schedule  for  each  day  (in- 
cluding traveltime)  during  which  they  are 
engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  the 
business  of  the  Commission.  Other  members 
of  the  Commission  shall  receive  no  addition- 
al pay.  allowances,  or  benefits  by  reason  of 
their  service  on  the  Commission. 

(eKl)  The  Commission  may  (without 
regard  to  section  5311(b)  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code)  appoint  an  executive  director, 
who  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the 
rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  IV  of  the 
Executive  Schedule. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  appoint  such  ad- 
ditional staff  as  it  considers  appropriate. 
Such  personnel  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  not  to 
exceed  the  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for 
grade  GS-18  of  the  General  Schedule  under 
section  5332  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(3)  The  executive  director  and  staff  of  the 
Commission  may  be  appointed  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the 
executive  branch  and  may  be  paid  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such  title  re- 
lating to  classification  and  General  Sched- 
ule pay  rates. 

(4)  The  Commission  may  procure  tempo- 
rary and  intermittent  services  under  section 
3109(b)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(5)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Maritime  Administration 
may  detail  personnel  under  their  jurisdic- 
tion to  the  Commission  to  assist  the  Com- 
mission in  carrying  out  its  duties  under  this 
section. 

(6)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  pro- 
vide to  the  Commission  such  administrative 
support  services  as  the  Commission  may  re- 
quire. 

(f)  The  Commission  shall  submit  a  report 
to  the  President  and  the  Congress  not  later 
than  six  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  The  report  shall  include  a 
detailed  statement  of  the  findings  and  con- 
clusions of  the  Commission  and  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Conunission  under  sub- 
section (b). 


(g)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist 
ninety  days  after  the  date  on  which  the 
report  of  the  Commission  under  subsection 
(f)  is  submitted. 

(h)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1984  the  sum  of  $700,000  to 
carry  out  this  section. 

LIMITATION  ON  PROCUREMENT  OF  BINARY 
CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

Sec  1104.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  no  funds  may  be  obligated  or 
expended  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  for  the  production  of  binary  chemi- 
cal weapons  unless  the  President  certifies  to 
the  Congress  that  for  each  one-hundred- 
and-fifty-five-millimeter  binary  artillery 
shell  or  aircraft-delivered  binary  aerial 
bomb  produced  a  serviceable  unitary  artil- 
lery shell  from  the  existing  arsenal  shall  be 
rendered  permanently  useless  for  military 
purposes. 

LIMITATION  ON  WAIVERS  OF  COST-RECOVERY  RE- 
QUIREMENTS UNDER  ARMS  EXPORT  CONTROL 
ACT 

Sec.  1105.  The  authority  of  the  President 
under  section  21(e)(2)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  may  be  exercised  without 
regard  to  the  limitation  imposed  by  section 
770  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Appro- 
priation Act.  1983  (as  contained  in  Public 
Law  97-377;  96  Stat.  1862). 

WAIVER  OF  LIMITATION  ON  FOREIGN  MILITARY 
SALES  PROGRAM 

Sec  1106.  The  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
shall  be  administered  as  if  section  747  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  Appropriation  Act. 
1983  (as  contained  in  Public  Law  97-377;  96 
Stat.  1858)  had  not  been  enacted  into  law. 

F/A-IS  AIRCRAFT  PROGRAM 

Sec.  1107.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
carry  out  the  P/A-18  aircraft  program  with- 
out regard  to  the  first  proviso  in  the  para- 
graph under  the  heading  "aircraft  pro- 
curement, NAVY"  in  title  IV  (PROCURE- 
MENT) of  the  Department  of  Defense  Ap- 
propriation Act.  1983  (as  contained  in  Public 
Law  97-377:  96  Stat.  1841 ). 
name  of  school  of  medicine  at  the  uni- 
formed services  UNIVERSITY  OF  THE 
HEALTH  SCIENCES 

Sec  1108.  The  School  of  Medicine  of  the 
Uniformed  Services  University  of  the 
Health  Sciences  shall  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  l)e  known  and  desig- 
nated as  the  "P.  Edward  Hebert  School  of 
Medicine".  Any  reference  to  such  school  of 
medicine  in  any  law.  regulation,  map.  docu- 
ment, or  other  record  of  the  United  States 
shall  after  such  date  be  deemed  to  be  a  ref- 
erence to  such  school  of  medicine  as  the  F. 
Edward  Hubert  School  of  Medicine. 

PROHIBITION  ON  PURCHASE  OF  CERTAIN 
TYPEWRITERS 

Sec  1109.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  shall  be  avail- 
able for  the  procurement  of  manual  type- 
writers which  were  manufactured  by  facili- 
ties located  within  states  which  are  signato- 
ries to  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

REDUCTION  IN  TOTAL  FUNDS 

Sec  1110.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
reduce  the  total  of  the  amounts  authorized 
to  t>e  appropriated  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  by 
$220,000,000  to  reflect  the  elimination  of  a 
special  classified  program. 

REQUIREMENT  OF  AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  WORKING-CAPITAL  FUNDS 

Sec  1110.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 2208(d)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "In  addition. 


such  amounts  may  be  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  capital  for  working- 
capital  funds  as  have  been  specifically  au- 
thorized by  law.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  years  beginning  after 
September  30.  1984. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
amendments  to  the  bill  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  cease  at  12  o'clock  other 
than  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  of  Mr.  Dellums  of  Califor- 
nia, made  in  order  by  House  Resolu- 
tion 197  and  amendments  thereto. 

Mr.  GREEN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the 
right  to  object  because  I  have  a  par- 
ticular problem  on  which  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  indulgence  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

I  have  already  discussed  it  briefly 
with  the  ranking  minority  member. 
Due  to  a  staff  inadvertence,  an  amend- 
ment which  I  have  to  title  XI  of  the 
bill  was  literally  printed  in  the  Record 
as  part  of  an  extension  of  remarks 
that  I  made  but  was  not  printed  in 
that  part  of  the  Record  which  prob- 
ably is  necessary  to  entitle  me  to  pro- 
tection under  the  rules  of  the  House. 

I  would,  therefore— basically  I  will 
explain  to  the  gentleman,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee 
what  that  amendment  is.  Basically 
that  amendment  deals  with  the  MX 
and  would  provide  that  none  of  the 
fun(ds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  this  or  any  other  act  may  be  obli- 
gated for  flight  testing  of  MX  missiles 
during  fiscal  year  1984  unless  and 
until  the  President  certifies  to  the 
Congress  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
flight  tested  in  fiscal  year  1984  a  new 
type  of  MIRVd  ICBM  as  defined 
under  the  provisions  of  the  SALT  II 
agreement. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
obviously  to  try  to  gain  a  halt  on  both 
sides  to  the  development  of  MIRV'd 
intercontinental  ballistic  missiles 
while  still  retaining  the  MX  as  a  po- 
tential bargaining  chip  for  the  negoti- 
ations that  are  now  going  on  in 
Geneva.  And  I  think  it  is  an  amend- 
ment that  is  worthy  of  consideration 
by  this  House.  I  have  sent  around  a 
"Dear  Colleague,"  together  with  my 
colleague  from  New  York.  Mr. 
Downey;  and  there  was  an  article  in 
the  Washington  Post  over  this  week- 
end by  McGeorge  Bundy  supporting 
the  proposal.  I  think  it  is  a  valid  one.  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  if  he  would, 
so  that  I  can  withdraw  my  reservation 
of  objection,  agree  to  permit  me  to 
have  the  same  rights  as  anyone  else 
whose  amendment  was  properly  print- 
ed in  the  Record  so  that  I  could  make 
that  argument  to  the  House. 

I  had  discussed  this  with  the  ranking 
minority  member  earlier. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  tried  to 
listen  as  intently  as  I  could  to  the  gen- 


tleman's request  but  it  sounds  to  me  as 
though  the  decision  would  be  in  the 
hands  of  the  Chair  rather  than  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

Mr.  GREEN.  Again  under  my  reser- 
vation, again  let  me  try  to  explain. 

I  have  an  amendment.  The  purpose 
of  that  amendment  is  to  provide  that 
the  funds  authorized  under  this  or  any 
other  act  may  not  be  obligated  for 
flight  testing  of  MX  missiles  during 
the  fiscal  year  covered  by  this  bill 
unless  the  President  certifies  to  the 
Congress  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
flight  tested  in  fiscal  year  1984  their 
new  MIRV'd  ICBM,  as  defined  under 
the  SALT  II  agreement.  And  the  pur- 
pose of  this  is  to  enable  us  to.  on  the 
one  hand,  to  keep  the  MX  as  a  bar- 
gaining chip  as  apparently  a  majority 
of  this  House  wanted  from  its  earlier 
vote,  but  also  to  try  to  halt  the  onward 
flow  of  these  MIRV'd  missiles. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  would  say  that  deci- 
sion has  to  be  made  by  the  Chair.  I  do 
not  think  I  am  in  a  position  to  make  a 
ruling  on  that. 
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I  have  no  objection  to  whatever  deci- 
sion is  made. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  has  no  objection. 

The  Chair  will  reserve  10  minutes  as 
part  of  the  reservation,  without  objec- 
tion, of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
the  manager  of  the  legislation,  10  min- 
utes for  the  gentleman's  debate,  both 
pro  and  con  and  make  it  part  of  the 
reservation  and  the  unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  modifica- 
tion? 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not 
intend  to  object  to  the  request  of  the 
distinguishe{i  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee for  a  limitation  on  debate,  but  I 
would  be  constrained  to  do  so  if  his  re- 
quest includes  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  To  what? 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thought  there  was 
a  unanimous-consent  request  on-  the 
table. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No  unanimous- 
consent  request  is  pending.  Unani- 
mous consent  has  already  been  grant- 
ed. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  COURTER.  The  inquiry.  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  the  fact  that  it  was  my 
understanding  that  the  unanimous 
consent  was  rejected  and  not  accepted. 
Could  the  Chair  clear  the  ruling? 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  was 
not  aware  that  the  original  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  was  ob- 
jected to.  The  original  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  to  limit  debate 
to  12  o'clock  was  not  objected  to. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentlewoman 
will  state  her  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  not  sure  that  is  correct.  I 
thought  that  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  was  objecting  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois.  That  was 
my  understanding.  So,  therefore,  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
was  not  granted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  stands 
corrected.  Then  the  Chair  did  not 
state  whether  or  not  objection  was 
heard. 

Would  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Price)  like  to  restate  his  request. 
Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
make  a  request  that  all  debate  on 
amendments  to  the  bill  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  cease  at  12  o'clock, 
other  than  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substituted  of  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Dellums), 
made  in  order  by  House  Resolution 
197  and  amendments  thereto. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  GREEN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  did  reserve  the  right  to  object 
because  through  a  technical  error  my 
amendment,  though  printed  in  the 
Record,  was  printed  in  the  wrong  part 
of  the  Record. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  if  this 
is  helpful.  Just  let  me  say  and  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  by  saying  that  I  do  not  be- 
lieve either  the  chairman  nor  I  can 
bind  other  Members  as  to  whether  or 
not  an  objection  would  be  made  to 
giving  unanimous  consent. 

I  personally  would  not  interpose  an 
objection.  The  chairman  has  stated 
that  he  personally  would  not  interpose 
an  objection,  but  we  cannot  bind  the 
other  Members  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  would  object  or  not  to  the  gentle- 
man's unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  GREEN.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object.  I  am  going  to  object  to 
this  unanimous-consent  request  unless 
it  includes  my  right  to  offer  my 
amendment  as  if  it  had  been  printed 
in  the  proper  place  in  the  Record.  And 
I  would  hope  that  the  Members  would 
give  me  that  courtesy.  The  amend- 
ment has  been  fully  printed  in  the 
Record  and  I  have  a  copy  here  of 
where  it  has  been.  It  unfortunately 


was  printed  in  the  wrong  place  in  the 
Record.  But  everyone  in  this  House 
has  been  aware  that  it  has  been  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

If  I  might,  under  the  gentleman's 
reservation,  extend  to  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  who  made  the  unani- 
mous-consent request  that  we  consider 
any  amendment  that  has  been  printed 
in  the  Record  for  5  minutes  for  the 
proponent  and  5  minutes  for  the  oppo- 
nent, in  addition  to  the  special  circum- 
stance for  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia with  the  substitute,  in  addition  to 
this  particular  amendment  which  was 
printed  apparently  at  the  wrong  place 
in  the  Record. 

In  other  words,  I  would  suggest 
under  his  reservation  that  every  pro- 
tected amendment,  plus  his.  plus  that 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Dellums),  be  accorded  5  minutes  on 
the  proponent  side  and  5  minutes  on 
the  opponent  side  with  the  addition  of 
what  happens  to  his. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
make  the  observation  that  all  amend- 
ments printed  in  the  correct  place  in 
the  Record  are  protected.  They  are  all 
protected. 

However,  the  gentleman  has  re- 
served the  right  to  object. 

Mr.  GREEN.  If  the  Parliamentarian 
or  the  Chair  will  rule  that  my  amend- 
ment, having  been  printed  in  the 
Record  but  not  in  the  normal  place,  is 
in  order,  I  would  of  course  withdraw 
my  reservation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
make  the  observation  that  to  protect  a 
Members  request  to  debate  an  amend- 
ment, the  amendment  has  to  have 
been  printed  in  the  proper  place  in  the 

Mr.  GREEN.  That  is  why  I  am  re- 
serving the  right  to  object  so  as  to  ask 
that  the  unanimous-consent  request 
include  a  waiver  of  that  requirement. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  amendments  to  the 
bill  and  all  amendments  thereto  cease 
at  12  o'clock,  other  than  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  of 
Mr.  Dellums  of  California  made  in 
order  by  House  Resolution  197  and 
amendments  thereto. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it 
my  understanding  that  the  Chair  said 
that  the  bill  has  not  been  read  in  full 
as  yet? 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  bill,  by  unan- 
imous consent,  has  been  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point  through  title 
XI. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  bill  is 
open  from  V  to  XI. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
withdraw  my  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Price). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Can  the  Chair  tell  us 
how  many  amendments  are  pending  at 
the  desk  that  are  in  order? 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  no 
way  of  knowing  how  many  amend- 
ments are  pending  at  the  desk  or  will 
be  offered. 

Mr.  TAUKE.  How  many  amend- 
ments have  been  printed  in  the 
Record,  can  the  Chair  tell  us  that? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  cannot 
tell  the  gentleman  that  at  this  point. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MONTGOMERY 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment,  and  it  has 
been  printed  in  the  Record 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
■  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
it  not  the  proper  procedure  to  allocate 
the  time  between  now  and  12  midnight 
to  those  Members  who  were  standing 
and  wanted  to  be  recognized? 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  the 
discretion  to  decide  the  allocation  of 
time  that  will  take  place,  and  the 
Chair  has  decided  that  the  Committee 
will  continue  under  the  5-minute  rule 
due  to  the  length  of  time  remaining. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Montgomery: 
Page  28.  line  24,  insert  and  the  Air  Nation- 
al Guard"  before  ■of  the  United  States". 

Page  30,  strike  out  lines  16  through  25  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

STATUS  OF  certain  MEMBERS  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
GUARD  SERVING  IN  A  FULLTIME  DUTY  STATUS 

Sec.  605.  (a)(1)  Chapter  3  of  title  32. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"S  335.    Status    of   certain    members    performing 
full-time  duty 

"Meml)ers  of  the  National  Guard  serving 
in  a  full-time  duty  status  for  the  purpose  of 
organizing,  administering,  recruiting,  in- 
structing, or  training  the  National  Guard 
shall  be  entitled  to  all  rights,  privileges,  and 
benefits  of  memt>ers  called  to  active  duty 
under  section  265  of  title  10  and  shall  be 


considered  to  be  serving  on  active  duty  for 
purposes  of  sections  524(a)  and  976  of  such 
title.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  t>eginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"333.  Status  of  certain  members  performing  full- 
time  duty.". 

lb)  Not  later  than  Novemt)er  15,  1983,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a 
draft  of  legislation  to  provide  on  a  perma- 
nent basis  that  members  of  the  National 
Guard  descril)ed  in  section  335  of  title  32, 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a),  are  under  State  control  except  when  ex- 
plicitly ordered  to  Federal  service  in  accord- 
ance with  law. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, my  amendment  relates  to  the 
issue  of  insuring  that  full-time  person- 
nel in  support  of  the  National  Guard 
are  maintained  under  State  control 
until  federalized  in  an  emergency 
under  existing  authority. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  has 
included  in  the  bill  language  that 
clarifies  that  these  full-time  personnel 
will  be  under  State  control.  However, 
the  language  only  applies  to  fiscal 
year  1983  and  fiscal  year  1984.  While 
this  is  good  language  and  I  strongly 
support  it,  I  believe  that  it  would  be 
better  to  change  the  law  permanently. 
My  amendment  does  several  things, 
but  the  principal  one  is  to  request  that 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  submit  draft 
legislation  to  the  Congress  to  change 
the  law  permanently. 

I  was  the  author  of  the  committees 
actions  in  this  regard  and  my  amend- 
ment today  amplifies  that  action.  I  be- 
lieve we  need  to  look  at  a  permanent 
change  to  erase  any  possibility  of 
doubt  in  the  future  regarding  this 
matter.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I  am 
offering  this  amendment. 

The  amendment  has  two  other  tech- 
nical changes  in  the  committee  provi- 
sions. One  change  is  to  correct  what 
appears  to  have  been  a  printing  error 
in  the  reference  to  the  Air  National 
Guard  by  insuring  that  the  Air  Na- 
tional Guard  of  the  United  States  is 
mentioned  as  was  the  case  in  referring 
to  the  Army  National  Guard.  A  final 
provision  would  simply  create  a  new 
section  in  title  32.  United  States  Code, 
for  the  committee's  language  on  State 
control  rather  than  have  it  as  a  free- 
standing provision  as  it  is  currently 
drafted  in  the  bill. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
subcommittee  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  members  from  the  committee 
and  I  would  yield  to  them  at  this  time. 


Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  for  his  amendment.  It  is  a 
technical  amendment,  and  the  com- 
mittee accepts  his  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Montgom- 
ery). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to, 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and 
I  would  like  to  congratulate  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  Mr.  Stratton, 
and  the  other  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  for  their  thorough 
consideration  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  authorization  proposal  which 
we  are  considering  today. 

I  noted  with  interest  the  commit- 
tee's report  in  which  it  recommends 
the  purchase  of  six  cargo-type  aircraft 
for  the  Army  and  the  procurement  of 
the  same  type  of  aircraft  to  replace 
the  Air  National  Guard's  current  fleet 
of  obsolete  C-131  aircraft. 

These  mission  support /utility  air- 
craft transport  both  cargo  and  person- 
nel for  specific  military  missions.  The 
committee  report  notes  that  FAA-cer- 
tified  turboprop.  off-the-shelf, 
medium  weight,  pressurized  cabin, 
utility  aircraft  are  used  for  this  pur- 
pose. We  are  fortunate,  in  this  in- 
stance, that  there  are  a  number  of  fine 
general  aviation  aircraft  manufactur- 
ers in  the  United  States  which 
produce  planes  of  the  type  required 
for  this  purpose.  Because  there  are  a 
number  of  manufacturers  whose  prod- 
ucts meet  these  requirements,  it  will 
be  possible  for  the  military  to  support 
its  missions  with  the  most  serviceable 
product  at  the  lowest  possible  price. 

To  its  credit,  the  committee  has 
always  promoted  competitive  bidding 
practices  in  DOD  procurement  when 
there  is  more  than  one  available 
source. 

While  I  am  quite  certain  of  this,  I 
would  like  to  be  assured  by  the  gentle- 
man that  it  is,  indeed,  the  committee's 
intent,  that,  in  this  instance,  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  will  seek  and  con- 
sider as  many  sources  for  this  aircraft 
as  are  available. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  and  can  assure  him 
that  the  committee  is  indeed  most  sup- 
portive of  the  competitive  bidding 
process  in  the  purchase  of  military  air- 
craft. 


With  reference  to  the  specific  cargo 
aircraft  for  the  Army  and  the  Air  Na- 
tional Guard  which  the  gentleman 
mentions,  the  C-12  is  a  particular  type 
of  aircraft  which  is  produced  by  a  spe- 
cific manufacturer.  It  was  selected  as  a 
result  of  a  competitive  process.  Howev- 
er, in  connection  with  the  purchase  of 
any  new  aircraft— for  example,  the 
special  mission  and  European  distribu- 
tion system  aircraft— the  committee 
would  certainly  support  a  competitive 
selection  process. 

I  would,  however,  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  that  in  the  interest  of  econ- 
omy, we  should  generally  seek  to 
maintain  and  operate  a  minimum 
number  of  different  types  of  aircraft. 

Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DANIEL 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Daniel:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 


RESTORATION  OF  BEDFORD  AIR  FORCE  STATION, 
VA. 

Sec.  1111.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  remove  from  the  site  of  the  former 
Bedford  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  the  im- 
provements made  to  that  site  by  the  Air 
Force  and  may  restore  the  premise  as  pro- 
vided in  the  license  from  the  United  States 
Forest  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture authorizing  the  use  of  that  site  by 
the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  DANIEL  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  de- 
molish abandoned  structures  and  re- 
store the  former  radar  site  at  Bedford 
Air  Force  Station,  Va.,  to  its  natural 
state. 

Bedford  Air  Force  Station  was  estab- 
lished in  1954  when  the  Air  Force  ac- 
quired approximately  41  acres  of  land 
along  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  from 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  for  a  radar  site. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  no-cost  per- 
mits for  the  establishment  and  oper- 
ation of  the  radar  station,  the  Air 
Force  agreed  to  restore  the  site  to  its 
natural  state  when  no  longer  needed. 

On  November  22,  1976,  the  Air  Force 
announced  it  was  ceasing  activities  at 
Bedford  and  declared  that  the  proper- 
ty would  be  excess  to  its  requirements. 
Since  that  time,  the  Air  Force  has  re- 
moved all  economically  salvageable 
property  from  the  site,  but  has  not 
been  able  to  complete  the  restoration 
of  the  premises  because  of  a  1979  deci- 
sion by  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  (59  Comp  Gen  93). 


In  that  decision  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral held  that  the  Air  Force  needed 
specific  authorization  to  use  appropri- 
ated funds  to  demolish  abandoned 
structures,  clear  the  site,  reseed  and 
replant  loaned  real  estate,  even 
though  use  permits  that  were  issued 
required  restoration  of  the  property  or 
payment  of  damages. 

Thus,  although  the  Air  Force  is  will- 
ing to  fund  restoration  of  Bedford  Air 
Force  Station,  the  abandoned  site  has 
become  a  shocking  and  potentially 
dangerous  eyesore  that  detracts  from 
the  scenic  beauty  of  the  Blue  Ridge 
Parkway.  Thousands  of  cars  stream  by 
every  year,  and  travelers  occasionally 
stop  to  wander  among  the  unsightly 
and  hazardous  ruins.  Should  these 
casual  trespassers  be  injured  by 
broken  glass,  falling  ceilings,  sharp 
edges  and  other  hazards,  they  could 
easily  collect  damages  in  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars— a  cost  to  the 
Government  that  far  exceeds  the 
amount  for  full  restoration  of  the  site. 
Clearly,  the  restoration  of  Bedford 
Air  Force  Station  is  imperative  for  rea- 
sons of  safety,  scenic,  and  recreational 
purposes,  and  potential  liability  to  the 
Government.  The  Air  Force.  Depart- 
ments of  Agriculture  and  Interior,  and 
the  local  residents  are  unanimous  on 
this  point.  My  amendment  provides 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  the  nec- 
essary authority  to  carry  out  this 
badly  needed  and  long  overdue  resto- 
ration project. 

I  urge  your  support  of  my  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANIEL,  I  yield  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
read  the  gentleman's  amendment,  and 
the  committee  will  accept  the  amend- 
ment, 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  let  me  say 
that  we  have  read  the  amendment  on 
this  side,  and  this  amendment  adds  no 
money  to  the  bill;  it  simply  makes  it 
permissive  for  the  Air  Force  out  of  its 
own  funds  to  clean  up  an  unused  site, 
which  helps  the  ecology.  It  is  some- 
thing the  Air  Force  wants  to  do.  If 
they  do  not  want  to  do  it,  they  do  not 
have  to  do  it.  The  amendment  is  not 
objectionable,  and  we  accept  it. 
•  Mr.  OLIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  on  his 
amendment.  As  one  who  has  visited 
the  site  of  the  abandoned  Bedford  Air 
Base,  I  can  personally  attest  to  the 
need  for  the  Air  Force  to  finish  clean- 
ing up  the  area. 

This  base  was  located  on  the  top  of 
the  highest  peak  in  Virginia  along  the 
Blue  Ridge  Parkway.  It  is  adjacent  to 
an  area  which  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
has  proposed  for  wilderness  designa- 
tion. The  area  is  beautiful.  The  base  is 
a  blight. 


When  the  Air  Force  and  the  Forest 
Service  entered  into  the  original 
agreement  to  allow  the  Air  Force  to 
establish  this  base  on  Forest  Service 
property,  the  two  agencies  entered 
into  an  understanding  on  each's  re- 
sponsibilities. The  Air  Force  would 
clean  up  the  area  once  it  no  longer 
needed  the  base.  The  crumbling  bar- 
racks, old  mess  hall,  and  remains  of  a 
bowling  alley  attest  to  the  fact  that 
this  was  not  done. 

The  problem  occurred  when  the 
Comptroller  General  informed  the  Air 
Force  that  it  did  not  have  the  author- 
ity to  clean  up  the  site,  despite  the 
fact  that  it  had  agreed  to  do  so  initial- 
ly. The  gentleman's  amendment  clari- 
fies this  jurisdictional  problem  by  stat- 
ing that  the  Air  Force  has  the  author- 
ity to  honor  its  agreement. 

I  am  happy  that  I  have  had  the  op- 
portunity to  work  with  the  author  of 
this  amendment  to  solve  this  problem. 
I  know  that  the  residents  in  his  dis- 
trict, like  the  residents  in  my  adjoin- 
ing district  will  be  happy  when  we  can 
put  this  behind  us  and  return  the  area 
to  its  proper  condition.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Daniel). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COURIER 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey  identify  which 
amendment  he  is  offering? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  an  amendment  entitled  "Endorse- 
ment of  Report  on  Improved  Strategic 
Communications. " 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Courter:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section: 

ENDORSEMENT  OF  REPORT  ON  IMPROVED 
strategic  COMMUNICATIONS 

Sec  1111.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that  the 
report  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  entitled  "Direct  Communications 
Links  and  Other  Measure*  to  Enhance  Sta- 
bility", dated  April  11,  1983.  and  submitted 
to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  1123  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  Authorization 
Act,  1983  (Public  Law  97-252:  96  Stat.  756), 
contains  several  significant  proposaU  that  if 
implemented  would,  taken  together,  make 
significant  progress  toward  eliminating  the 
danger  of  accident  or  misinterpretation 
leading  to  nuclear  war.  Among  the  propos- 
als in  that  report  that  Congress  specifically 
finds  constructive  are  proposals— 

(1)  to  enhance  the  speed  and  quality  of 
communications  between  the  Governments 
of  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union; 

(2)  to  establish  a  communications  link  be- 
tween the  senior  military  commands  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union;  and 

(3)  to  develop  a  system  of  prior  notifica- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  of  missile  launches  and  mili- 
tary exercises  by  either  nation  that  could  be 
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misinterpreted  by  the  other  and  therefore 
be  destabilizing. 
(b)The  Congress- 
CD  endorses  the  findings  in  the  report  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  and  urges  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
implement  as  rapidly  as  possible  the  propos- 
als made  in  that  report: 

(2)  suggests  that,  when  practicable  and 
not  harmful  to  the  national  security  of  the 
United  States,  the  United  States  should  uni- 
laterally implement  confidence-building 
measures  (such  as  prior  notification  of  mis- 
sile launches  and  military  exercises)  on  a 
temporary  voluntary  basis  and  should  invite 
the  Soviet  Union  to  join  in  implementing 
those  measures;  and 

(3)  endorses  proposals  that  the  United 
States,  through  its  arms  control  negotiators, 
should  seek  a  separate,  limited  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union  on  confidence-build- 
ing measures,  such  as  those  recommended 
in  the  report  described  in  subsection  (a),  de- 
signed to  reduce  the  danger  of  accident  or 
misinterpretation  leading  to  nuclear  war. 

Mr.  COURTER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do 
not  think  this  will  take  very  long.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  gave  copies  of  this  amend- 
ment to  both  the  majority  and  the  mi- 
nority last  week,  seeking  their  approv- 
al. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  report  entitled 
"Direct  Communications  Links  and 
Other  Measures  To  Enhance  Stabili- 
ty" contains  several  very  important 
suggestions  that,  if  implemented, 
would  lessen  the  chances  of  war 
through  accident,  misunderstanding, 
mistakes,  or  misinterpretation. 

This  amendment  simply  endorses 
the  recommendations  contained  in 
that  report  and  encourages  their  im- 
plementation, particularly  relative  to 
enhancing  the  speed  and  quality  of 
communications  between  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  United  States,  estab- 
lishing communication  links  between 
the  respective  military  commands  and 
developing  a  system  of  prior  notifica- 
tion of  missile  launches  and  military 
exercises. 

The  amendment  also  encourages, 
where  appropriate,  the  use  of  unilater- 
al implementation  of  prior  notification 
and  encourages  the  United  States  to 
negotiate  separate  and  limited  treaties 
on  confidence  building  measures. 

The  hour  is  late  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  pass  this  important  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  yield  to  the  chair- 
man. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  examine  the 
amendment.  There  is  no  reason  why 
the  committee  caiuiot  accept  the 
amendment. 


Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  yield  to  the  rank- 
ing minority  member. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  an  improvement  on  the  so- 
called  hotline,  to  keep  communica- 
tions open  during  tense  times  between 
us  and  the  Soviet  Union.  We  find 
nothing  wrong  with  it.  It  is  not  an  ad- 
dition of  money,  and  we  will  accept  it 
on  this  side. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
under  those  circumstances  and  assur- 
ances of  support.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Courter). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  NICHOLS 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nichols:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section; 

REPORT  ON  MANAGEMENT  OF  SPARE  PARTS 

Sec.  nil.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Ser\ices  and  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  at 
the  same  time  the  President  submits  the 
proposed  budget  to  Congress  for  fiscal  year 
1985.  a  detailed  written  report  on  the  status 
of  management  efforts  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  (including  particularly  the 
Defense  Logistics  Agency  and  the  military 
departments)  to  correct  problems  associated 
with  increased  costs  of  initial  and  replenish- 
ment spare  parts.  The  Secretary  shall  con- 
tinue to  aggregate  during  fiscal  year  1985 
the  figures  required  to  support  this  report. 
The  Secretary  shall  include  in  the  report  in- 
formation showing  the  following; 

(1)  Utilization  rates  of  mandatory  and 
nonmandatory  Federal  supply  schedules  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  by  number  of 
items  and  dollar  value,  according  to  Federal 
supply  class  for  fiscal  years  1982  and  1983. 

(2)  Utilization  rates  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Supply  System  to  procure  spare 
parts  by  number  of  items  and  dollar  value 
for  fiscal  years  1982  and  1983. 

(3)  The  number  and  dollar  value  of  spare 
parts  with  annual  dollar  buys  in  excess  of 
$10,000  acquired  during  fiscal  years  1982 
and  1983— 

(A)  by  fixed-price  contract  with  firm 
prices  on  individual  items  established  before 
the  items  are  ordered; 

(B)  by  fixed-price  contract  with  prices  ne- 
gotiated for  individual  items  after  the  parts 
are  ordered; 

(C)  by  competition:  and 

(D)  by  sole  source  contract,  including  a 
breakout  of  those  sole-source  items  pro- 
cured from  a  prime  (system)  contractor  not 
the  manufacturer  of  the  item  and  those  pro- 
cured from  the  manufacturer. 

(4)  The  status  of  efforts  to  ensure  that 
procurement  method  codes  are  accurate, 
and  a  breakout  of  the  number  and  dollar 
value  of  parts  identified  by  restrictive  pro- 
curement method  codes. 

(5)  The  status  of  efforts  to  identify  and 
obtain  or  correct  missing  or  inaccurate  tech- 
nical data  when  such  data  were  required  to 
be  delivered  under  a  previous  or  existing 
contract,  and  the  number  of,  and  organiza- 


tional  identity  of.   personnel  dedicated   to 
this  effort. 

(6)  The  status  of  efforts  to  increase  break- 
out of  high-dollar  (annual  buy  in  excess  of 
$10,000)  spare  parts,  including  a  report  on 
the  number  and  value  of  high-dollar  spare 
parts  broken  out  in  fiscal  year  1982.  the 
number  and  organizational  identity  of  per- 
sonnel allocated  to  the  breakout  program, 
and  the  status  of  regulations  affecting  the 
breakout  program. 

(7)  The  status  of  efforts  to  automate  the 
procurement  process. 

(8)  A  consolidated  executive  summary  of 
any  audits,  investigations  and  studies  con- 
ducted by  or  for  any  organization  within  the 
Department  of  Defense  from  the  date  of  the 
interim  report  required  in  subsection  (b), 
and  a  copy  of  all  regulations  or  proposed 
regulations  relating  to  the  acquisition  or 
management  of  spare  parts. 

(9)  A  delineation  of  the  duties  and  func- 
tions of  the  Competition  Advocates. 

(10)  An  analysis  of  the  feasibility  of  estab- 
lishing a  statutory  or  contractual  time  limi- 
tation on  protection  afforded  data  delivered 
with  limited  rights. 

(11)  An  analysis  of  the  feasibility  of  with- 
holding Department  of  Defense  contracts 
from  contractors  who  have  obtained  unrea- 
sonable profits  on  defense  contracts  or  have 
sold  items  to  the  Department  of  Defense  at 
unjustifiable  prices. 

(b)  Not  later  than  October  1,  1983,  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  committees 
named  in  subsection  (a)  an  interim  report 
addressing  (at  a  minimum)  the  following 
subjects: 

(1)  The  annual  cost  of  repair  and  spare 
parts  for  each  major  system  approved  for 
service  use  after  January  1.  1980.  the  por- 
tion of  the  above  (number  of  items  and  cost) 
bought  directly  from  the  prime  contractor 
and.  if  unlimited  data  rights  were  acquired 
to  which  the  Government  would  not  other- 
wise be  entitled  to,  the  cost  of  acquiring 
such  rights. 

(2)  A  consolidated  executive  summary  of 
the  audits,  investigations,  and  other  studies 
conducted  by  or  for  any  organization  within 
the  Department  of  Defense,  including  an 
identification  of  the  organization  of  and 
purpose  of  any  current  working  groups. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  formu- 
late and  put  into  effect  at  the  earliest  prac- 
ticable date  policies  and  procedures  to  effect 
a  long-term  solution  to  problems  relating  to 
cost  overruns  and  long-lead  times  in  the  ac- 
quisiton  of  spare  parts.  In  formulating  such 
policies  and  procedures  the  Secretary  shall 
consider  the  following  recommendations: 

( 1 )  Parts  should  be  acquired  competitively 
whenever  feasible  and  practicable. 

(2)  Parts  should  be  procured  through  Fed- 
eral supply  schedules  and  the  Department 
of  Defense  supply  system. 

(3)  Parts  should  be  procured  in  economic 
order  quantities  and  on  a  multiyear  basis. 

(4)  On  all  major  systems  acquisitions,  con- 
tractors should  be  required  to  identify  in 
their  proposals  for  source  selection  evalua- 
tion the  cost  to  the  Government  of  acquir- 
ing unlimited  rights  in  data  and  the  utiliza- 
tion of  standard  commercial  products,  in 
order  to  allow  the  Government  to  assess  the 
desirability  of  acquiring  those  rights,  and 
the  total  life-cycle  cost  of  the  system. 

(5)  Contractors  should  be  required  to 
identify  the  actual  manufacturer  of  a  part 
and  the  manufacturer's  part  number. 

(6)  Consideration  should  be  given  early  in 
the  acquisition  process  to  determinations  of 
whether  acquisition  of  technical  data  is  de- 
sirable, recognizing  that  the  cost  of  acquir- 


ing reprocurement  data  may  in  some  in- 
stances outweigh  the  benefits  to  be  derived 
from  such  purchase. 

(7)  When  unlimited  data  rights  are  ac- 
quired, contractors  should  also  be  required 
to  provide  automatically  to  the  Government 
data  necessary  to  incorporate  changes  in 
design  or  technology. 

(8)  Contracting  officers  should  have  avail- 
able to  them  and  use  in  acquiring  spare 
parts,  the  acquisition  history  of  such  parts. 

Mr.  PRICE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  this  amendment  which  would  re- 
quire the  Department  of  Defense  to 
report  to  the  Armed  Services  and  Ap- 
propriations Committees  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  on 
their  procurement  practices  in  the 
buying  of  spare  parts. 

As  you  know  our  investigations  Sub- 
committee has  been  engaged  in  an  ex- 
amination of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense problems  in  the  procurement  of 
spare  parts  since  April.  We  have  found 
a  very  disturbing  situation.  For  exam- 
ple, we  have  found  cost  increases  of 
300  percent  to  500  percent  and  even 
greater  in  many  items.  Now,  we  are  all 
aware  of  the  impact  of  inflation  and 
the  escalation  in  the  cost  of  exotic 
metals  which  are  used  in  many  of 
those  parts.  But  even  those  factors  do 
not  explain  cost  increases  of  the  mag- 
nitude we  have  seen. 

We  have  seen  instances  where  Navy 
procurement  people  have  authorized  a 
prime  contractor  to  procure  spare 
parts  when  they  could  be  obtained 
through  the  Federal  supply  system. 
One  result  was  paying  $100  for  an 
item  which  could  have  been  obtained 
from  the  supply  system  for  4  cents. 

We  have  also  seen  excessive  reliance 
upon  price  redeterminable  contracts; 
that  is,  the  parts  are  ordered  with  long 
delivery  times  sometimes  extending  2 
to  3  years.  During  that  time  the  con- 
tractor goes  through  several  price  re- 
determinations, thereby  increasing  the 
cost  of  the  item  to  the  Government. 

Television  and  newspaper  reports  of 
the  outrageous  prices  being  paid  for 
some  spare  parts  have  brought  about  a 
demand  for  improvement  of  the  pro- 
curement system.  I  firmly  believe  that 
improvement  is  mandatory  and  I  am 
determined  that  we  will  bring  this 
about. 

Unfortunately,  the  spare  parts  prob- 
lem is  very  complex  and  does  not  lend 
itself  to  any  simple  solution.  I  am  con- 
vinced, however,  that  expanded  com- 
petitive procurement  of  spare  parts  is 
essential.  Any  action  which  will 
expand  competition,  without  violating 
the  lawful  rights  of  manufacturers  to 
proprietary  rights  in  their  equipment, 
will   be   a   positive   step   in   restoring 


order  to  these  procurements.  At 
present,  our  subcommittee  is  consider- 
ing several  actions  which  we  believe 
would  increase  competitive  procure- 
ment of  spares. 

In  order  to  evaluate  the  implement 
some  of  those  actions,  we  must  have 
much  more  information  on  the  proce- 
dures and  practices  of  the  Department 
in  its  spare  parts  procurements.  Ac- 
cordingly, we  have  set  out  in  this 
amendment  several  categories  of  infor- 
mation which  we  believe  will  be  neces- 
sary for  our  evaluation  of  corrective 
actions. 

For  example,  the  report  will  provide 
data  on  the  Department's  sole  source 
procurement  of  spare  parts  as  com- 
pared to  its  competitive  procurements 
of  those  items.  It  will  report  on  the 
parts  for  which  a  firm  price  is  estab- 
lished before  they  are  ordered  as  com- 
pared to  those  whose  price  is  deter- 
mined in  subsequent  negotiations.  The 
Department  will  be  required  to  report 
on  its  efforts  to  remove  restrictive  pro- 
curement codes  when  those  codes  are 
not   warranted.    It   will    also   have   to 
report  on  efforts  to  identify  and  cor- 
rect technical  data  so  that  competitive 
procurements  can  be  expanded.  The 
Department  will  also  have  to  report  on 
its  success  in  breaking  out  high-dollar 
value— annual     buys     in     excess     of 
$10,000— spare  parts  to  enlarge  com- 
petitive procurement.  There  are  sever- 
al   other    categories    of    information 
which  the  report  will  require  from  the 
Department  of  Defense.  All  of  them 
are   intended   to   provide   a  basis   for 
greater    competitive    procurement    of 
spare  parts. 

I  believe  that  the  expansion  of  com- 
petition will  provide  a  greater  opportu- 
nity for  small  businesses  to  participate 
in  spare  parts  procurement.  We  have 
already  seen  that  the  competition 
from  small  business  suppliers  has  re- 
duced the  prices  of  many  parts.  If 
more  areas  are  opened  to  small  busi- 
nesses so  that  they  may  qualify  as  sup- 
pliers to  the  Department  of  Defense,  I 
believe  we  will  have  taken  a  gigantic 
stride  in  reducing  the  cost  of  spare 
parts. 

Actually,  it  is  a  very  detailed  report 
which  we  are  requiring,  but  we  believe 
that  detail  is  necessary  in  order  for 
the  Congress  to  be  fully  informed  on 
spare  parts  procurements.  The  report 
will  serve  as  a  basis  for  legislation,  as 
well  as  administrative  improvements 
which  the  Department  of  Defense 
might  initiate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  report 
required  by  this  amendment  will  prove 
extremely  valuable  both  to  our  com- 
mittee and  to  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations in  examining  future  re- 
quests for  spare  parts  funding.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  essential  that  we  obtain  the 
information  from  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  advance  of  next  year's  au- 
thorization and  appropriations  hear- 
ings. Therefore,  I  urge  all  of  you  to 


support  the  amendment  and  to  help  us 
bring  some  improvement  to  the  spare 
parts  procurement  situation. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  study  the 
amendment,  and  the  committee  ac- 
cepts the  amendment. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  chair- 


man. 

Mr.    DICKINSON.    Mr.    Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
I  understand  the  amendment,  it  is 
prompted  by  facts  developed  in  the 
gentleman's  Subcommittee  on  Investi- 
gations, growing  out  of  the  practice  of 
acquiring  spare  parts  and  the  exces- 
sive costs  that  have  surfaced,  and  it  is 
a  requirement  leveled  on  the  services 
to  develop  a  plan  and  tell  the  Congress 
what  it  is.  Is  that,  in  essence,  what  the 
gentleman's  amendment  is? 
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Mr.  NICHOLS.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  think  it  is  com- 
mendable, and  certainly  needed,  and 
we  will  certainly  accept  it  over  here. 

Mr.  SIKORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  SIKORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  gentleman 
for  offering  his  amendment  and  for  in- 
corporating some  language  that  picks 
up  the  intent  of  the  amendment  that  I 
had  prepared.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  accommodation  there. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama  (Mr.  Nichols). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

amendment  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COURTER 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment  that  was  printed 
in  the  Record  on  July  21,  1983,  and  I 
refer  to  the  second  amendment  on 
page  20282  entitled  "Department  of 
Defense  Director  of  Operational  Test 
Review  and  Evaluation." 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Courter;  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section; 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  DIRECTOR  OF 
OPERATIONAL  TEST  REVIEW  AND  EVALUATION 

Sec.    nil.   (a)(1)  Chapter  4   of  title   10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  136  the  following  new  section; 
■•§  136a.     Director     of     Operational     Test 
Review    and    Evaluation;    ap- 
pointment; powers  and  duties 
•(a)(1)  There  is  a  Director  of  Operational 
Test  Review  and  Evaluation  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  appointed  from  civilian 
life  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Director 
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shall  b«  appointed  without  regard  to  politi- 
cal affiliation  and  solely  on  the  basis  of  fit- 
ness to  perform  the  duties  of  the  office  of 
Director.  A  commissioned  officer  of  the 
Armed  Services  may  serve  in  an  Acting  ca- 
pacity as  Director  without  prejudice  to  his 
commissioned  status  as  an  officer.  The  Di- 
rector may  he  removed  from  office  by  the 
President.  The  President  shall  communicate 
the  reasons  for  any  such  removal  to  both 
Houses  of  Congress. 

■■(2)  In  this  section: 

"(A)  Operational  test  and  evaluation' 
means— 

■(i)  the  field  test,  under  realistic  combat 
conditions,  of  any  item  of  (or  key  compo- 
nent of)  weapons,  equipment,  or  munitions 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  effec- 
tiveness and  suitability  of  the  weapons, 
equipment,  or  munitions  for  use  in  combat 
by  typical  military  users:  and 

"(ii)  the  evaluation  of  the  results  of  such 
test. 

"(B)  'Major  defense  acquisition  program' 
means  a  Department  of  Defense  acquisition 
program  that  is  a  major  defense  acquisition 
program  for  purposes  of  section  139a(a)(l) 
of  this  title  or  that  is  designated  as  such  a 
program  by  the  Director  for  purposes  of 
this  section. 

"(b)  The  Director  is  the  principal  adviser 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  operational 
test  and  evaluation  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  The  Director  shall— 

"(1)  recommend  policies  and  procedures 
for  the  conduct  of  operational  test  and  eval- 
uation in  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(2)  upon  request,  provide  guidance  to  and 
consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments 
with  respect  to  operational  test  and  evalua- 
tion m  the  Department  of  Defense  in  gener- 
al and  with  respect  to  specific  operational 
test  and  evaluation  to  be  conducted  in  con- 
nection with  a  major  defense  acquisition 
program; 

■■(3)  coordinate  operational  test  conducted 
jointly  by  more  than  one  military  depart- 
ment or  defense  agency; 

"(4)  analyze  the  results  of  the  operational 
test  and  evaluation  conducted  for  each 
major  defense  acquisition  program  and 
report  concurrently  to  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense and  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
and  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  on— 

(A)  whether  the  test  and  evaluation  per- 
formed was  adequate;  and 

"(B)  whether  the  test  and  evaluation  re- 
sults confirm  that  the  items  or  components 
actually  tested  are  effective  and  suitable  for 
combat;  and 

"(5)  review  and  make  recommendations  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  all  budgetary 
and  financial  matters  relating  to  operation- 
al test  and  evaluation,  including  operational 
test  facilities  and  equipment,  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

"(c)  The  Director  reports  directly,  without 
intervening  review  or  approval,  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense.  The  Director  shall  consult 
closely  with,  but  is  independent  of.  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research 
and  Engineering  and  all  other  officers  and 
entities  of  the  Department  of  Defense  re- 
sponsible for  research  and  development. 

"(d)<l)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment shall  report  promptly  to  the  Director 
the  results  of  all  operational  test  and  eval- 
uation conducted  by  the  military  depart- 
ment and  of  all  studies  conducted  by  the 
military  department  in  connection  with 
operational  test  and  evaluation  in  the  mili- 
tary department. 


"(2)  The  Director  may  require  that  such 
observers  as  he  designates  be  present  during 
the  preparation  for  and  the  conduct  of  the 
test  part  of  any  operational  test  and  evalua- 
tion conducted  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

"(3)  The  Director  shall  have  access  to  all 
records  and  data  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense (including  the  records  and  data  of 
each  military  department)  that  the  Director 
considers  necessary  to  review  in  order  to 
carry  out  his  duties  under  this  section. 

"(e)(1)  Operational  testing  of  a  major  de- 
fense acquisition  program  may  not  be  con- 
ducted until  the  Director  has  approved  in 
writing  the  adequacy  of  the  plans  (including 
the  adequacy  of  projected  levels  of  funding) 
for  operational  test  and  evaluation  to  be 
conducted  in  connection  with  that  program. 

"(2)  A  final  decision  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  proceed  with  a  major  de- 
fense acquisition  program  beyond  low-rate 
initial  production  may  not  be  made  until 
the  Director  has  submitted  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  the 
report  with  respect  to  that  program  re- 
quired by  subsection  (b)(4). 

"(f)(1)  The  Director  shall  prepare  an 
annual  report  summarizing  the  operational 
test  and  evaluation  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defen.se  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  Each  such  report  shall  be  submitted 
concurrently  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Congress  not  later  than  January  15 
immediately  following  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  the  report  is  prepared.  The 
report  shall  include  such  comments  and  rec- 
ommendations as  the  Director  considers  ap- 
propriate, including  comments  and  recom- 
mendations on  resources  and  facilities  avail- 
able for  operational  test  and  evaluation  and 
levels  of  funding  made  available  for  oper- 
ational test  and  evaluation  activities.  The 
Secretary  may  comment  on  any  report  of 
the  Director  to  Congress  under  this  para 
graph. 

"(2)  The  Director  shall  comply  with  re- 
quests from  Congres.s  (or  any  committee  of 
either  House  of  Congress)  for  information 
relating  to  operational  test  and  evaluation 
in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

"(g)  The  President  shall  include  in  the 
Budget  transmitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to 
section  1105  of  title  31  for  each  fi.scal  year  a 
separate  statement  of  estimated  expendi- 
tures and  proposed  appropriations  for  that 
fiscal  year  for  the  activities  of  the  Director 
of  Operational  Test  Review  and  Evaluation 
in  carrying  out  the  duties  and  responsibil- 
ities of  the  Director  under  this  section.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  begmning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  136  the 
following  new  item: 

"136a.  Director  of  Operational  Test  Review 
and  Evaluation:  appointment; 
powers  and  duties  ". 

(c)  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"Director  of  Operational  Test  Review  and 
Evaluation.  Department  of  Defense.". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

Mr.  COURTER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
much  has  been  written,  much  has 
been  said,  about  establishing  a  sepa- 
rate Director  or  Office  for  Operational 
Testing  and  Evaluation  during  the  last 
6  months.  I,  as  well  as  Senators  Pryor 
and  Roth,  have  devoted  hundreds  of 
hours  on  this  issue. 

One  of  the  reasons  that  there  is  no 
strong  objection  to  this  amendment  is 
that  those  who  would  otherwise 
oppose  it  know  that  there  is  far  too 
much  support  for  the  concept  for  it  to 
fail.  It  is  truly  an  idea  whose  time  has 
come. 

The  problem  with  testing  of  weap- 
ons and  systems  today  is  the  lack  of 
realism.  Battlefield  conditions  are 
often  not  well  simulated.  Enemy  coun- 
termeasures  are  not  well  simulated 
and  test  personnel  are  often  trained 
and  coached  until  their  knowledge  far 
exceeds  that  of  the  average  soldier. 

The  Courter  amendment  is  an  at- 
tempt to  improve  on  the  important 
amendment  passed  in  the  other  body 
on  this  very  issue  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago.  My  amendment  provides  for  high- 
level  independent  advice  on  testing 
budgets,  facilities,  and  procedures. 
The  amendment  improves  testing  on 
the  front  end  by  having  the  Director 
approve  test  plans  before  testing  can 
begin.  My  amendment  requires  three 
types  of  reports;  Reports  on  test  ade- 
quacy and  results  before  the  decision 
to  enter  full-scale  procurement  is 
made.  Annual  reports  on  testing  policy 
issues  and  reports  in  response  to  spe- 
cific congressional  inquiries. 

In  addition,  the  Director  is  given  the 
necessary  statutory  independence  to 
guarantee  intellectual  honesty  and  in- 
dependence. He  is  appointed  by  the 
President  and  can  be  dismissed  only  by 
the  President.  He  is  appointed  only 
after  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senjite. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  no  longer 
allow  the  suspicion  to  continue  that 
our  weapons  are  not  properly  or  realis- 
tically tested  under  battlefield  condi- 
tions. We  must  create  this  office  of 
operational  testing  review  and  evalua- 
tion, and  do  it  now. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  yield  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  reviewed  the 
amendment  and  I  feel  that  the  amend- 
ment should  be  accepted  as  it  will  pro- 
vide for  better  visibility  and  under- 
standing on  the  status  of  major  weap- 
ons systems  prior  to  committing  to  full 
production. 

We  accept  the  amendment. 
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Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  discussed 
this  proposed  amendment  for  2  or  3 
weeks  with  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey,  when  we  met  with  Dr.  De- 
Lauer,  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Research  and  Engineering.  There  has 
been  a  lot  of  give  and  take,  and  the  ad- 
ministration. Dr.  DeLauer,  has  reluc- 
tantly agreed  to  the  present  form. 

I  think  it  has  been  a  good  exercise 
on  both  sides,  and  certainly  I  think  it 
is  commendable  and  desirable  and  I 
have  no  objection.  I  would  recommend 
acceptance  of  it. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  call  to  the  Members'  at- 
tention that  there  are  a  lot  of  differ- 
ences between  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey, 
and  the  testing  amendment  that  was 
accepted  in  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  91 
to  5.  Incidentally,  the  amendment  in- 
troduced by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  that  passed  in  the  Senate  is  ex- 
actly the  same  as  the  original  bill 
(H.R.  3106). 

The    gentleman    from    New    Jersey 
made  some  improvements  in  the  quali- 
fications  for   the   Director   of   Oper- 
ational  Testing   and   Evaluation.   For 
example,     this     amendment     requires 
that  the  Director  be  appointed  with- 
out regard  to  political  affiliation  and 
solely  on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  per- 
form the  duties  required.  Unfortunate- 
ly, the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  then  goes  on  to  say 
that    "a  commissioned  officer  of  the 
Armed  Services  may  serve  in  an  acting 
capacity  as  Director".  As  I  understand 
it,  the  problems  with  this  testing  have 
centered  around  the  military  oversee- 
ing their  own  weapons  tests.  Questions 
about  the  reliability  of  these  tests  or 
the   attention   these   test   results   get 
within  DOD  have  been  raised,  and  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman   from  New 
Jersey    how    this    provision    answers 
those  questions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  have  some 
questions  about  the  differences  be- 
tween the  duties  of  the  Director  in  the 
Senate  amendment  and  this  amend- 
ment. The  Senate  amendment  directed 
the  Director  of  Operational  Testing 
and  Evaluation  to  perform  all  duties 
relating  to  operational  testing  and 
evaluation,  while  this  amendment  has 
no  similar  provision.  This  amendment 
also  leaves  the  Director  of  Operational 
Testing  and  Evaluation  out  of  the  ad- 
ministrative oversight  for  military  de- 
partments for  planning  and  conduct- 
ing operational  testing  and  evaluation, 
and  eliminates  the  requirements  for 


the  Director  to  monitor,  review,  and 
provide  guidance  for  all  operational 
testing  and  evaluation  unless  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  the  service  sec- 
retaries request  that  guidance.  Is  it 
the  intent  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  to  leave  the  Director  out  of  the 
role  of  administrative  oversight  and 
out  of  the  monitoring  and  review  proc- 
ess for  these  tests? 

Another  question  involves  the  use  of 
the  GAO  in  reviewing  documents  re- 
lated to  operational  testing  and  eval- 
uation. The  Senate  amendment  gave 
specific  authority  to  GAO  to  review 
these  types  of  documents,  and  I  was 
curious  as  to  why  this  amendment 
leaves  out  that  provision. 

My  final  question  is.  What  are  the 
penalties  for  not  reporting  problems 
or  failures  that  show  up  from  these 
tests?  (Then.  Bigeye  developmental 
test  failures.) 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  comments,  and  I  can 
assure  the  body  that  the  changes  in 
this  amendment  relative  to  independ- 
ent operational  testing  and  review- 
were  designed  to  strengthen  the 
amendment  that  was  passed  in  the 
Senate  and  I  think  it  accomplishes 
that  goal. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
New  Jersey. 

We  all  agree  that  our  Nation  re- 
quires a  strong  national  defense.  A 
strong  and  capable  defense  is  the  best 
deterrent  to  war.  An  adequate  defense 
has  two  fundamental  components. 
The  first  is  a  powerful  public  consen- 
sus that  favors  a  sufficient  defense 
budget.  The  second  is  a  military  that 
performs  flawlessly  in  combat  situa- 
tions. 

It  is  this  second  component  that  de- 
serves careful  examination.  And  right- 
ly so.  because  within  the  huge  defense 
outlays,  there  is  a  vast  amount  of 
waste  and  inefficiency  that  hinders 
the  effectiveness  of  our  weapons  sys- 
tems and  could,  conceivably,  threaten 
our  Nation's  security. 

When  we  procure  money  for  weap- 
ons production,  it  is  not  enough 
merely  to  pour  millions  into  a  system 
that  could  fail  to  operate  properly  in 
an  emergency.  We  must  spend  our 
money  wisely,  not  wastefully,  like  we 
have  been  wont  to  do. 

Here  are  just  a  few  examples  of 
major  weapons  systems  that  right  now 
are  either  less  effective  and  more  ex- 
pensive than  the  ones  they  replace  or 
are  so  perilously  unreliable  that  we 
would  not  trust  them  in  routine  test- 
ing conditions  let  alone  actual  combat 
situations. 

The  Copperhead  laser-guided  artil- 
lery shell  has  had  disastrous  oper- 
ational tests  and  inaccurate  test  fir- 
ings since  the  start  of  the  year.  The 
concept  of  this  weapon  is  seriously 
flawed.  It  reduces  the  artillery  rate  of 


fire  and  it  exposes  individual  infantry- 
men to  enemy  attack.  Millions  of  dol- 
lars have  already  been  poured  into 
this  unreliable  and  unusable  weapon. 
That  is  not  money  wisely  spent,  it  is 
money  wasted. 

The  IIR  Maverick  is  an  infrared 
guided  version  of  the  Maverick  air-to- 
ground  missile.  This  missile  has  severe 
problems  hitting  a  target.  It  also  en- 
dangers the  launching  aircraft  by  forc- 
ing it  to  fly  a  predictable  path  within 
range  of  enemy  detection  for  a  danger- 
ous period  of  time.  This  new  missile  is 
far  inferior  to  its  predecessor  and  has 
already  cost  many  millions  of  dollars 
to  produce.  Many  millions  unwisely 
spent,  down  the  Pentagon  drain. 

The  F-15  fighter  program  costs 
twice  as  much  as  the  F-16,  but  in  air 
combat  maneuvering  the  F-15  has 
proven  to  be  inferior  to  the  F-16.  The 
only  advantage  the  F-15  has  over  the 
F-16  is  that  it  carries  the  air-to-air 
radar  guided  Sparrow  missile.  Howev- 
er, the  Sparrow  was  decidedly  ineffec- 
tive both  in  Vietnam  and  in  the 
Middle  East  where  it  was  used,  with/., 
little  success,  by  Israel.  Before  millions 
of  dollars  were  spent  on  this  program, 
questions  as  to  how  the  F-15  would  be 
an  improvement  over  the  F-16.  should 
have  been  addressed  more  carefully. 
Instead,  this  is  just  another  example 
of  unwise  military  expenditure. 

We  cannot  allow  such  gross  injudi- 
ciousness  to  continue  to  threaten  the 
readiness  and  ability  of  our  military. 
To  do  so  will  only  impair  the  state  of 
our  national  defense  and  imperil  our 
ability  to  defend  ourselves. 

A  major  step  toward  increasing  the 
efficiency  of  weapons  production  and 
establishing  their  effectiveness  before 
millions  of  dollars  are  needlessly 
drained  from  the  budget  would  be  to 
amend  title  10  of  the  United  States 
Code  to  create  an  independent  Office 
of  Operational  Testing  and  Evaluation 
in  the  Department  of  Defense  to  re- 
place the  existing  Defense  Test  and 
Evaluation  Office. 

Operational  Test  and  Evaluation 
(OT&E)  is  conducted  to  estimate  a 
systems  operational  effectiveness  and 
suitability,  identify  needed  modifica- 
tions, and  provide  information  on  tac- 
tics, doctrine,  organization,  and  per- 
sonnel requirements.  Logically,  this 
process  should  begin  before  weapons 
hardware  and  prototypes  are  pro- 
duced, or  as  early  as  possible  in  the  de- 
velopment cycle.  To  do  otherwise  risks 
pouring  millions  of  dollars  into  a 
weapons  system  that  will  not  function 
properly  when  testing  is  performed. 
To  prevent  the  inexpedient  consump- 
tion of  large  amounts  of  revenue, 
weapons  systems  should  be  evaluated 
at  their  initial  stage  of  development. 
This  way  erroneous  designs  can  be 
caught  and  corrected  before  the  devel- 
opmental process  is  continued. 
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The  current  Director  of  Defense 
Test  and  Evaluation  cannot  insure 
that  all  weapons  systems  are  properly 
evaluated  before  they  reach  the  pro- 
duction stage.  The  Directors  major 
role  is  to  oversee  the  process  of 
OT&E.  He  cannot  order  additional 
tests  or  modifications  of  weapons 
plans.  He  has  no  authority  to  issue 
testing  standards  and  guidelines  to 
which  the  armed  services  must  adhere. 
He  has  no  control  over  the  budget  and 
the  funds  that  are  allocated  to  his 
office.  And  his  comments  regarding 
the  performance  and  adequacy  of  the 
testing  of  weapons  systems  do  not 
have  direct  access  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense. 

Compounding  these  problems  is  the 
fact  that  he  and  his  staff  are  an  inte- 
gral part  of  the  Office  of  Under  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  for  Research  and  En- 
gineering, and  operate  under  the 
direct  supervision  and  control  of  the 
Under  Secretary. 

In  fact,  the  Under  Secretary  is  re- 
sponsible for  all  phases  of  the  Weap- 
ons acquisition  process.  This  responsi- 
bility leaves  him  in  an  unavoidable 
conflict  of  interest.  While  he  is  asked 
to  oversee  the  selection  and  develop- 
ment of  new  weapons  systems,  he  is 
also  asked  to  recommend  objectively 
whether  or  not  to  produce  a  given 
system.  This  unfortunate  fact  leads  to 
field  testing  standards  that  bear  little 
resemblance  to  real  combat  conditions. 
The  Maverick  missile,  for  example, 
has  been  tested  by  pilots  who  know- 
both  the  terrain  of  the  proving 
grounds  and  the  target  locations  in  ad- 
vance. It  is  difficult  for  any  person  to 
recommend  cancellation  of  a  project 
for  which  he  had  complete  control 
over  and  in  which  the  final  decisions 
were  his  own. 

We  must  control  this  structure 
which  can  conceivably  and  inevitably 
cause  the  weapons  that  we  buy.  be- 
cause they  were  inadequately  tested, 
to  fail  to  protect  our  troops  in  the 
field.  There  must  be  an  independent 
voice  in  the  DOD  to  assess  and  report 
on  test  results  of  major  weapons  sys- 
tems. 

This  amendment  would  create  a  po- 
sition in  the  DOD  which  would  be  in- 
dependent of  the  current  DOD  organi- 
zational structure.  The  Director  of 
Operational  Test  and  Evaluation 
would  be  a  civilian  appointed  by  the 
President  and  subject  to  Senate  confir- 
mation. He  would  have  direct  access  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  would 
have  the  authority  to  take  critical 
testing  issues  directly  to  the  Secretary. 
The  testing  of  weapons  systems,  be- 
cause of  its  importance  to  the  security 
of  the  Nation,  deserves  a  high  level  of 
priority  in  the  DOD.  Such  status 
would  greatly  increase  the  effective- 
ness and  efficiency  of  weapons  produc- 
tion. 

Of  course,  to  establish  an  office  of 
weapons  testing  and  evaluation  would 


not  solve  all  of  our  weapons  systems 
problems.  But  it  would  significantly 
reduce  the  organizational  confusion 
that  allows  millions  and  millions  of 
dollars  to  be  spent  unwisely  on  weap- 
ons systems  that  do  not  always  im- 
prove our  Nations  ability  to  defend 
itself;  in  fact,  some  of  these  new  weap- 
ons systems  diminish  the  strength  of 
our  military. 

Only  a  position  relieved  of  the 
chains  that  now  bind  the  Director  of 
Defense  Test  and  Evaluation  can  help 
prevent  the  inept  performance  of 
major  weapons  systems.  The  creation 
of  such  a  position,  by  naming  an  offi- 
cial who  can  detect  needless  spending 
in  the  initial  development  stage,  will 
improve  the  quality  and  efficiency  of 
our  weapons  while  reducing  wasteful 
budget  shrinkage.  The  security  of  the 
Nation  is  the  issue  at  stake.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Courter). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  NICHOLS 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nichols:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section: 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
DEFENSE 

Sec.  1111.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
136  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'seven"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  'ten"; 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended— 

(Ai  by  inserting  "(1 1"  after  "(b)"; 

(B)  by  designating  the  second  sentence  of 
such  subsection  is  paragraph  (2): 

(C)  by  designating  the  fourth  sentence  of 
such  subsection  as  paragraph  (3)  and  by 
striking  out  'Reserve  Affairs"  in  such  sen- 
tence and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Logis- 
tics": 

(D)  by  striking  out  "reserve  component' 
in  the  fifth  sentence  of  such  subsection  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "logistics": 

(E)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  of 
such  subsection  (as  designated  by  clause  (O) 
the  following  paragraphs: 

"(4)  One  the  Assistant  Secretaries  shall  be 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re- 
serve Affairs.  He  shall  have  as  his  principal 
duty  the  overall  supervision  of  reserve  com- 
ponent affairs  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

•"(5)  One  of  the  Assistant  Secretaries  shall 
be  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Command.  Control.  Communications,  and 
Intelligence.  He  shall  have  as  his  principal 
duty  the  overall  supervision  of  command, 
control,  communications,  and  intelligence 
affairs  of  the  Department  of  Defense.""; 

(P)  by  designating  the  sentence  beginning 
"In  addition""  as  paragraph  (6)  and  in  such 
sentence— 

(i)  striking  out  "In  addition,  one"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "One"; 

(ID  redesignating  clauses  (1)  through  (5) 
as  clauses  (A)  through  (E).  respectively; 

(ill)  redesignating  subclauses  (A)  through 
(D)  of  sut>clauses  (i)  through  (Iv),  respec- 
tively; and 


(iv)  striking  out  "clauses  (l)-(4)"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  '"clauses  (A)  through 
(D)". 

(3)  Sut>section  (f)  of  such  section  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Section  175(c)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "'Manpow- 
er and". 

(c)(  1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  3013  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "four"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "five"". 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  section  5034(a)  of 
such  title  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"three"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof    four". 

(d)  Section  5315  of  title  5,  United  Slates 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(7)"  after  ""Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Defense"  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof    (lO)""; 

(2)  by  striking  out  ""(4)"  after  ""Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Army"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(5)"":  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  "(3)"  after  "Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Navy"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(4i ": 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

Mr.  NICHOLS  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  al- 
though this  amendment  is  offered  by 
this  Member  as  chairman  of  the  Inves- 
tigations Subcommittee  of  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee,  I  should 
state  to  this  House  that  the  real  impe- 
tus of  this  legislation  came  about 
through  the  concern  of  many  other 
Members  of  this  House  and  particular- 
ly through  my  friend.  Bill  Chappell 
from  Florida,  who  serves  with  distinc- 
tion on  the  House  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations and  through  our  ranking 
member  of  the  Armed  Services  Comm- 
mittee  and  chairman  of  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Seapower.  Hon.  Charles 
Bennett,  also  from  the  State  of  Flori- 
da. These  two  long-time  Members  of 
this  body  have  had  an  ongoing  interest 
in  the  Reserve  affairs  of  this  Nation, 
and  I  want  to  thank  both  of  them  for 
their  longtime  interest  in  the  Re- 
serves. 

The  committee  expects  that  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re- 
serve Affairs  will  have  a  functional  or- 
ganization of  sufficient  depth  to  sup- 
port the  development  and  promulga- 
tion of  policies,  and  the  balanced  allo- 
cation of  resources,  which  will  insure  a 
level  of  readiness  and  combat  capabil- 
ity in  keeping  with  our  increased  reli- 
ance on  the  Guard  and  Reserve. 
Therefore,  the  committee  expects  that 
the  staff,  tailored  to  meet  its  unique 
responsibilities,  will  include  a  Princi- 
pal Deputy  and  five  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretaries  to  cover  the  major  func- 
tional areas  of:  Guard  and  Reserve 
policy:  guidance,  programs,  and  budg- 


ets; plans  and  analysis;  operation, 
training  and  force  structure;  and  ma- 
terial, construction  and  installations. 

Furthermore,  the  committee  expects 
that  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Re- 
serve Affairs  will  evaluate  and  assess 
all  weapons  and  support  systems  pro- 
curement actions,  and,  develop  and 
sustain  a  vigorous  research,  studies 
and  analysis  program  for  the  purpose 
of  further  improving  the  Guard  and 
Reserve. 

The  committee  strongly  reiterates 
the  conference  comments  in  1967  re- 
garding the  debate  surrounding  Public 
Law  90-168.  the  Reserve  Bill  of  Rights 
and  Viatlization  Act: 

Congress  intends  that  this  person  have 
direct  access  whenever  necessary  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  we  expect  that  he  will 
have  the  authority  necessary  to  carry  out 
his  responsibility  for  Reserve  Affairs. 

He  will  be  looked  to  as  the  responsible 
spokesman  for  Reserve  matters  at  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  level.  This  means  that 
we  expect  him  to  see  to  it  that  the  needs  are 
met  in  order  for  the  reserve  to  be  an  effec- 
tive team  of  our  National  defense  in  terms 
of  manpower,  equipment,  and  other  essen- 
tials. 

The  committee  acts  with  confidence 
that  this  legislation  to  create  an  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re- 
serve Affairs  is  the  fulfillment  of  the 
will  of  Congress  embodied  in  Public 
Law  90-168.  We  are  convinced  that 
this  legislation  shares  the  same  land- 
mark position  for  the  Guard  and  Re- 
serve as  does  the  Reserve  Bill  of 
Rights. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  to  establish  three  addi- 
tional Assistant  Secretaries  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  as  well  as  one 
additional  Assistant  Secretary  position 
in  the  Department  of  the  Army  and 
the  Department  of  the  Navy.  It  would 
provide  that  one  of  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retaries of  Defense  would  be  designat- 
ed the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Command,  Control,  Communica- 
tions and  Intelligence,  and  another 
would  be  designated  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  Reserve  Affairs. 
The  assignment  of  the  responsibilities 
of  the  third  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense would  be  left  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

As  a  result  of  the  amendment  there 
would  be  10  Assistant  Secretaries  of 
Defense,  five  Assistant  Secretaries  of 
the  Army  and  four  Assistant  Secretar- 
ies of  the  Navy.  That  would  be  one 
more  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
than  existed  in  1978. 

By  a  reorganization  order  dated 
March  7,  1978,  and  w^ith  the  consent  of 
the  Congress,  the  previous  administra- 
tion eliminated  five  of  the  22  Assistant 
Secretary  positions  authorized  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  Prior  to  that  time, 
the  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
had  remained  constant  since  1970. 
Two  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
positions  and  one  Assistant  Secretary 


in  each  of  the  Military  Departments 
were  eliminated  by  that  action  and 
their  functions  consolidated  under 
other  executive  level  officials.  Secre- 
tary Weinberger  has  concluded,  how- 
ever, that  the  dramatic  changes  which 
have  taken  place  in  the  world  situa- 
tion since  that  time  and  the  recogni- 
tion of  potential  disparities  in  the 
world  military  balance,  have  placed 
new  an  urgent  demands  upon  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  He  believes  the 
reduced  number  of  Assistant  Secretar- 
ies has  had  a  deleterious  adverse  effect 
on  defense  management.  By  restrict- 
ing the  flexibility  of  the  Department 
in  adapting  to  changing  national  secu- 
rity priorities,  policies,  and  program 
emphasis.  Let  me  read  the  Secretary's 
words. 

Stated  simply,  we  face  a  shortfall  in  the 
top-level  managerial  resources  necessary  to 
assure  the  success  of  the  many  and  diverse 
actions  which  are  being  undertaken  as  part 
of  the  President's  effort  to  revitalize  our 
Nation's  defenses.  Restoration  of  the  au- 
thorizations eliminated  in  1978  would  pro- 
vide the  additional  executive  resources  and 
managerial  emphasis  which  are  essential  if 
we  are  to  accomplish  this  goal. 

The  designation  of  one  of  the  posi- 
tions as  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Command,  Control,  Communica- 
tions and  Intelligence  (C^I)  is  a  recog- 
nition of  the  vastly  increased  impor- 
tance of  command,  control,  communi- 
cations and  intelligence  in  the  word  of 
the  1980's.  (Presently,  the  responsibil- 
ities for  those  important  functions  are 
fragmented  among  several  offices  in 
the  Department  of  Defense.)  Our  com- 
mittee believes  that  consolidation  of 
those  functions  in  one  office  is  essen- 
tial in  order  to  establish  a  focal  point 
and  spokesperson  for  strategic  com- 
mand, control,  communications  and  in- 
telligence. 

My  amendment  also  provides  that 
one  of  the  positions  should  be  assigned 
responsibility  for  reserve  affairs  in  the 
Department  of  Defense.  Heretofore 
that  responsibility  has  been  vested  in 
a  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. In  a  recent  hearing  our  investi- 
gations subcommittee  heard  from  sev- 
eral witnesses  representing  various  or- 
ganizations representing  reserve  per- 
sonnel, for  example,  the  National 
Guard  Association,  the  Reserve  Offi- 
cers Association,  the  Naval  Reserve 
Association.  Each  of  those  witnesses 
testified  that,  despite  the  vastly  in- 
creased responsibilities  assigned  re- 
serve components  in  the  mobilization 
structure,  those  forces  have  not 
always  been  accorded  adequate  repre- 
sentation in  decisionmaking  and  re- 
source allocation  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  All  of  our  witnesses  urged 
designation  of  an  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  in  order  to  insure  that  the 
reserve  forces  will  receive  the  atten- 
tion they  require  in  defense  planning. 
While  the  Department  of  Defense 
does  not  favor  this  designation,  our 
subcommittee  was  persuaded  by  the 


testimony  of  the  witnesses  we  heard. 
Accordingly,  we  recommend  the  eleva- 
tion of  this  position  to  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  level. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  amend- 
ment would  also  authorize  an  addi- 
tional Assistant  Secretary  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Army  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Navy,  thereby  restoring 
those  departments  to  the  pre-1978  or- 
ganizational structure.  Secretary 
Lehman  is  especially  concerned  about 
returning  the  Department  of  the 
Navy's  financial  management  position 
to  the  Assistant  Secretary  level.  He  re- 
luctantly downgraded  this  position  in 
order  to  establish  the  urgently  needed 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Shipbuilding 
and  Logistics,  but  the  needs  of  the 
navy  require  that  both  positions  be  at 
the  Assistant  Secretary  level.  Likewise, 
Secretary  Marsh  feels  that  the  func- 
tions of  the  Army  Secretariat  can  be 
greatly  improved  by  the  disestablish- 
ment of  the  Office  of  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  (installations,  logis- 
tics and  financial  management)  and 
the  establishment  of  an  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Installations,  Logistics  and 
Environment  and  another,  separate 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Financial  Man- 
agement. The  separation  of  these  two 
offices  would  streamline  the  organiza- 
tional structure  of  the  Army  Secretar- 
iat and  enhance  the  management  of 
these  radically  diverse  functions.  The 
amendment  would  not  change  the 
management  structure  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Air  Force  as  Secretary 
Orr  believes  that  his  secretariat  is 
functioning  well  and  feels  there  is  no 
need  for  an  additional  position  at  this 
time. 

I  believe  that  establishment  of  these 
positions  will  improve  the  manage- 
ment of  the  Department  of  Defense. 
Accordingly.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
adopt  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  can 
accept  this  amendment.  I  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  review  it. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand  the 
amendment,  what  we  are  actually 
doing  is  creating  the  same  number  of 
Assistant  Secretaries  as  were  abolished 
about  4  years  ago  and  designating  the 
area  of  responsibility  of  three  of  them. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  That  is  essentially 
correct,  I  will  respond  to  the  gentle- 
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man  from  Alabama,  with  speical  em- 
phasis on  the  fact  that  one  of  these 
Secretaries  will  l>e  in  charge  of  Re- 
serve Affairs,  which  we  feel  is  impor- 
tant. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  think  it  is  very 
important  to  have  one  designated  as 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Reserve  Af- 
fairs. The  members  of  the  committee 
know  that  historically  the  uniformed 
services  leave  things  out  of  the  bill  for 
the  Guard  and  Reserve,  saying,  •Well, 
we  know  the  House  is  going  to  put 
them  in  so  we  just  will  not  take  it  out 
of  our  budget  but  leave  it  up  to  them 
to  amend  it  on  the  floor." 

That  is  because  there  is  no  really 
good  voice  for  the  Reserve  and  Guard 
in  the  Pentagon.  I  think  it  is  a  salu- 
tary thing  and  I  would  certainly  sup- 
port it. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
niiin  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  we  ought  to 
point  out  that  this  is  probably  a  really 
lousy  idea,  but  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  can  count  the  votes  as  well 
as  anybody  else,  and  I  am  not  going  to 
object  to  the  point  raised  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  gentleman's  amendment.  I  must 
say  that  noticing  it  is  all  you  people 
that  are  on  the  committee.  I  wonder 
what  you  did  in  committee,  because  all 
your  committee  members  are  offering 
all  these  amendments.  I  am  sure  it  is 
all  good  work,  but  I  do  have  to  wonder 
what  went  on  during  all  the  commit- 
tee meetings. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield  further,  it  has  been  a  long  time 
since  this  bill  has  been  in  the  commit- 
tee, several  months,  and  a  lot  of  issues 
have  come  up  in  the  meantime,  unfor- 
tunately. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  If  we  keep  talk- 
ing, it  will  be  longer. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  realize  it  is  late,  and 
I  would  appreciate  it  if  these  fellows 
would  sit  down  a  minute.  I  want  to 
talk  to  you. 

I  realize,  as  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin does,  that  it  is  foolhardy  to 
stand  up  here  and  oppose  the  amend- 
ment that  has  been  offered,  but  I  want 
to  tell  you  that  you  are  going  to  be 
making  an  extremely  bad  mistake  in 


this  Member's  opinion   if  you  adopt 
this  amendment. 

I  am  one  who  sits  there  just  as  frus- 
trated as  the  rest  of  you  when  I  see 
the  Defense  witnesses  come  before  our 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  not 
adequately  present  a  case  that  in- 
cludes the  Reserve  and  the  Guard  in 
its  programs.  We  know  that  the  whole 
doctrine  of  our  defense  effort  is  one  of 
integration  of  the  Reserves  and  the 
Guard  into  units  and  into  the  force 
structure  in  a  way  that  would  require 
the  Gi^ard  and  the  Reserves  and  the 
Actives  to  all  be  considered  in  one 
debate  or  in  one  piece  of  testimony 
that  comes  before  our  committees. 

So  I  share  the  frustrations,  but  I  am 
telling  you  that  if  you  set  up  a  sepa- 
rate assistant  secretaryship  in  charge 
of  the  Reserves,  you  are  not  going  to 
bring  those  groups  further  together  in 
an  integrated  force;  you  are  going  to 
tend  to  separate  them  and  bring  them 
to  part.  You  are  going  to  have  those 
people  fighting  for  the  Reserves  and 
those  people  fighting  for  the  Actives, 
and  I  think  that  is  the  wrong  way  to 
go  in  the  Pentagon. 

As  I  say,  I  know  that  you  have  the 
votes  and  I  know  there  is  no  chance  of 
changing  your  mind,  but  it  is  wrong  in 
my  opinion  and  I  would  hope  that  the 
author  of  this  amendment,  who  is  my 
dear  friend  from  Alabama,  supported 
by  my  other  dear  friend  for  Alabama, 
and  all  my  good  friends  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services.  I  would 
hope  that  you  would  reconsider  what 
you  are  about  to  do. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  I  am  correct 
in  saying  that  the  vote  has  already 
been  taken  on  the  matter. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  No.  I 
l)elieve  the  gentleman  is  incorrect.  I 
hope  the  Chair  recognized  me  when  I 
was  trying  to  get  his  attention  before 
the  vote  was  taken. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Be  that  as  it  may,  let 
me  respond  to  the  gentleman  in  this 
manner: 

I  am  aware  of  the  opposition  that 
has  been  voiced  from  the  Defense  De- 
partment about  this,  but  let  me  say 
this  to  the  gentleman. 

It  is  time  that  the  Reserve  forces  of 
this  country  had  a  seat  at  the  table. 
For  too  long,  the  Guard  and  the  Re- 
serve have  been  the  stepchildren  of 
the  Defense  Department.  They  are 
just  like  the  last  child.  They  receive 
the  hand-me-downs.  I  am  very  sup- 
portive of  this.  I  think  it  is  in  order 
and  I  hope  the  House  will  support  me 
on  this. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  The 
gentleman  has  just  said  what  I  said.  I 
share  the  gentleman's  frustration.  I 
agree  that  the  Pentagon  has  not  done 


an  adequate  job  of  bringing  us  an  inte- 
grated request  that  includes  all  of 
those  troops  who  may  one  day  end  up 
in  battle,  but  that  is  not  going  to  be 
helped,  in  this  gentleman's  opinion,  by 
this  amendment  which,  in  fact,  sepa- 
rates the  Reserves  out  from  the  active 
units. 

D  2240 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  I  yield 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  compliment  both  gentlemen  from 
Alabama,  because  I  think  they  have 
hit  the  thing  right  on  the  head. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Nichols  amendment  increasing  the 
number  of  big  wigs  in  the  Department 
of  Defense.  Currently,  there  are  thirty 
DOD  officials  in  executive  level  posi- 
tions. These  positions  require  Presi- 
dential appointment  and  Senate  con- 
firmation. They  pay  salaries  higher 
than  those  enjoyed  by  career  senior 
executives  and,  with  these  jobs,  come 
all  the  perks  of  being  Under  Secretary 
or  Assistant  Secretary. 

The  Nichols  amendment  establishes 
five  new  Assistant  Secretaries  in  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
One  of  these  new  executive  level  posi- 
tions is  for  an  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Communications,  Command,  and  Con- 
trol (C=)  and  Intelligence  (I).  Indeed, 
this  position  used  to  exist  until  the 
Reagan  administration  stole  it  to  use 
it  for  congressional  relations  Assistant 
Secretary,  knowing  that  Congress 
would  be  much  more  likely  to  approve 
a  new  Assistant  Secretary  for  CM 
than  one  for  congressional  relations. 

Last  year,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense sent  David  Cooke,  the  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Administra- 
tion, to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  to  justify  these  new 
positions.  Mr.  Cooke  made  essentially 
three  arguments  in  favor  of  the  estab- 
lishment of  these  new  positions.  His 
first  argument  was  that  these  posi- 
tions used  to  exist  before  the  last  ad- 
ministration abolished  them  as  unnec- 
essary. So,  what  we  have  here  is  a  situ- 
ation where  the  big-spending  Carter 
administration  reduced  the  size  of 
Government  and  the  budget-cutting 
Reagan  administration  is  fighting  for 
a  20-percent  increase  in  the  number  of 
executive  level  positions  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  I  did  not  see 
anything  in  Mr.  Cooke's  statement  to 
suggest  that  the  elimination  of  these 
positions  by  Secretary  Brown  was  a 
mistake  or  anything  specific  on  the 
changed  circumstances  which  now  re- 
quire these  new  positions. 

Mr.  Cooke's  second  argument  was 
that  there  is  something  special  about 
an  executive  level  position  which 
makes  recruitment  easier,  provides 
greater  clout,  and  provides  a  vital  link 
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between  the  administration  and  the 
career  bureaucracy.  Surely  Presiden- 
tial appointment  and  Senate  confirma- 
tion are  quite  flattering  to  a  new  ap- 
pointee in  Government.  Nevertheless, 
in  reality,  these  symbols  of  power  are 
figleafs  to  cover  the  nakedness  of  the 
incompetent.  The  truly  competent, 
whether  they  are  executive  level, 
senior  executive  service,  uniformed,  or 
whatever,  stand  out  and  have  all  the 
clout,  respect,  and  influence  they 
need.  The  vital  link  of  which  Mr. 
Cooke  spoke  is  hard  to  see.  Indeed,  as 
he  conceded  in  his  statement,  the  ap- 
pointments to  these  positions  will  be 
political.  Historically,  I  do  not  believe 
that  large  campaign  contributors.  Her- 
itage Foundation  alumni,  and  associ- 
ates of  powerful  Senators  have  served 
as  much  of  a  bridge  to  the  career  serv- 
ice. 

Mr.  Cooke's  third  argument  was 
simple:  these  new  positions  will  not 
cost  much  money.  I  cannot  say  how 
much  they  will  cost,  but  I  can  say  that 
it  will  be  far  more  than  the  $2,400  in 
salary  difference  between  a  capped 
senior  executive  and  an  executive  level 
IV.  Senior  executives  can  and  often 
are  treated  as  just  other  bureaucrats. 
Assistant  Secretaries,  on  the  other 
hand,  think  of  themselves  and  are 
treated  as  princes  in  the  royal  court. 
They  get  big  offices  with  windows 
facing  the  river.  They  get  first  claim 
on  cars  and  drivers.  They  get  secretar- 
ies, and  military  assistants,  and  special 
assistants,  and  deputies.  In  DOD,  the 
workload  does  not  determine  the  staff- 
ing. Rather,  for  each  muckety-muck, 
whether  military  or  civilian,  there  has 
to  be  the  appropriate  complement  of 
workers.  It  is  kind  of  top-down  work 
force  planning. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
real  work  of  the  Defense  Department 
is  done  by  soldiers  guarding  against 
enemy  movements,  by  the  mechanics 
who  rebuild  ships  and  airplanes,  by 
the  scientists  who  push  back  the  fron- 
tiers of  science  looking  for  more  accu- 
rate and  more  powerful  weapons,  by 
the  lonely  sailors  sitting  aboard  ship 
in  the  Indian  Ocean,  who  keep  our 
military  machine  ready.  We  should 
concentrate  our  efforts  on  helping 
these  people  do  their  jobs,  not  in  cre- 
ating more  layers  of  bureaucracy 
which  drain  resources  from  those  who 
actually  do  the  work  and  make  their 
work  more  difficult  to  perform. 

We  do  not  need  additional  Assistant 
Secretaries  in  DOD  and  I  urge  rejec- 
tion of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  has 
raised  a  very,  very  good  point.  It  was 
the  kind  of  reservation  that  I  had 
about  the  proposal  from  the  other 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 


I  think  that  we  are  talking  about 
here,  what  the  gentleman  has  said  is 
absolutely  correct.  I  have  exactly  the 
same  fears  about  what  we  are  creating 
here. 

I  think  that  Congress  kind  of  wading 
in  and  creating  assistant  secretaries 
over  there,  it  is  going  to  be  very  hard; 
you  can  create  an  executive  secretary, 
but  you  cannot  force  anybody  to  listen 
to  that  person.  When  you  divide  the 
manpower  issue,  when  you  have  active 
forces  on  one  hand  and  reserves  on 
the  other,  you  are  not  creating  the 
total  force  concept  that  we  have  been 
talking  about.  You  are  going  to  drive 
another  wedge  in  there,  rather  than 
adding  to  them. 

In  addition,  the  problem  of  the  re- 
serves has  been  to  get  the  kind  of 
equipment  that  they  need  and  the 
kind  of  training  and  the  kind  of  atten- 
tion that  they  get  from  the  procure- 
ment and  from  the  O&M  sector. 
Adding  an  assistant  secretary  for  re- 
serves will  not  solve  that  problem. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  The 
gentleman  is  correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  has  expired. 
(By    unanimous    consent,    Mr.    Ed- 
wards of  Alabama  was  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Montgomery), 
and  then  I  shall  not  ask  for  more  time. 
Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  would  like  to  make  this  point.  For 
a  number  of  years,  including  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  well,  we  have  been  fight- 
ing awfully  hard  to  get  the  Reserves 
and  the  National  Guard  recognized  at 
the  Defense  Department.  Thanks  to 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  and  others 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee  and 
also  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, and  the  whole  Congress,  the 
Guard  and  Reserve  is  not  being  recog- 
nized. It  is  not  because  of  the  Defense 
Department.  They  have  not  supported 
the  National  Guard  and  Reserve  as 
they  should. 

I  think  this  amendment  makes  sense 
that  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Nichols)  has  offered.  It  ought  to 
be  adopted.  The  gentleman  is  right. 
The  Reserve  people  sit  on  the  back 
rows  in  the  Defense  Department. 
They  will  stay  there  until  we  hit  the 
Department  in  the  teeth  to  get  their 
attention  and  that  is  what  this  amend- 
ment does. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  would  just  say  in  conclu- 
sion that  if  we  have  got  the  thing 
going  in  the  right  direction;  if,  in  fact, 
we  have  got  the  Guard  and  the  Re- 
serve being  recognized  for  a  change, 
then  why  in  the  world  should  we  go 
back  in  the  complete  opposite  direc- 
tion at  this  time? 


Mr.  CHAPPELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Adoption  of  the  total  force  policy 
and  the  fact  that  our  national  defense 
is  vitally  dependent  on  Guard  and  Re- 
serve Forces,  means  that  the  United 
States  cannot  successfully  prosecute  a 
conventional  war  unless  the  Guard 
and  Reserve  are— in  all  respects- 
combat  ready. 

The  continuing  failure  to  allocate 
the  necessary  resources  to  equip,  train, 
and  support  the  required  levels  of 
combat  readiness  in  National  Guard 
and  Reserve  Forces,  clearly  demon- 
strates that  neither  the  requirements 
nor  the  problems  are  being  addressed 
by  the  current  organization  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  with  strong,  im- 
mediate, and  effective  actions.  Why 
this  is  true  is  painfully  clear. 

The  major  control  of  resource  allo- 
cation in  the  Department  of  Defense 
resides  in  the  Defense  Resources 
Board  (DRB).  As  presently  constitut- 
ed, the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Reserve  Affairs  is  ex- 
cluded from  membership  on  the  DRB 
and  does  not  attend  its  meetings— even 
as  an  observer. 

The  DASD(RA)  is  not  a  member  of 
the  Defense  Policy  Councils  nor  is  he 
invited  to  attend  the  regular  staff 
meetings  with  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. In  short,  the  DASD(RA)  is  iso- 
lated from  the  senior  civilian  leader- 
ship in  the  Department  who  control 
resources,  determine  policy  and  formu- 
late the  basis  for  major  decisions. 

Focusing  even  closer,  we  can  see 
some  other  dimensions  of  the  problem. 
By  recent  count,  there  are  27  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense. 
There  are  also  five  principal  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense.  This 
means  that  like  the  26  other  Deputy 
Assistants,  the  DASD(RA)  must  go 
through  at  least  two  levels  of  author- 
ity to  approach  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
lor  Manpower.  Reserve  Affairs,  and 
Logistics  (ASD(MRA«feL))  has  eight 
deputies  reporting  to  him.  The 
DASD(RA)  is  one  of  those  deputies. 

Thus,  if  the  Assistant  Secretary 
(MRA&L)  apportions  his  time  and  at- 
tention equitably,  it  is  fair  to  say  he 
devotes  about  one-eighth  of  his  effort 
to  Guard  and  Reserve  matters.  Or,  to 
express  it  in  Departmentwide  terms, 
the  DOD  allocates  one-eighth  of  the 
time  of  one-sixth  of  its  Assistant  Sec- 
retaries to  the  Reserve  components 
which  will— at  mobilization— provide 
one-half  of  the  nonstrategic  combat 
capability  and  two-thirds  of  the 
combat  and  combat  service  support  ca- 
pability of  the  United  States. 

Chairman  Bill  Nichols'  subcommit- 
tee was  graphically  reminded  of  these 
facts  during  the  hearing  on  July  18, 
1983.  The  current  situation  on  the 
staff  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is 
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simply  not  working,  nor  has  it  worked 
since  1967  when  the  Reserve  bill  of 
rights  was  passed. 

Dr.  Theodore  C.  Marrs.  a  distin- 
guished former  Deputy  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  Reserve  Affairs 
under  two  administrations,  told  the 
sul)committee  that  during  his  tenure 
between  1970  and  1974  he  was  allowed 
to  see  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on 
only  three  occasions.  Two  were  for  cer- 
emonial purposes  with  Secretary 
Laird,  and  the  third  was  his  exit  inter- 
view with  Secretary  Schlesinger  fol- 
lowing Dr.  Marrs'  resignation.  It  was 
only  on  this  third  and  final  visit  that 
the  Guard  and  Reserve  was  discussed 
at  all.  Evidently  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense was  quite  impressed  with  what 
he  learned,  since  he  tried  to  imple- 
ment some  of  Dr.  Marrs'  recommenda- 
tions. 

Essentially,  the  same  experience  was 
related  in  testimony  by  Ray  Webster, 
who  also  occupied  that  office.  And 
today.  Dr.  Ed  Philbin.  the  incumbent, 
is  similarly  denied  access. 

We  in  the  Congress  recognize  that 
more  than  half  of  the  Nation's  total 
military  strength  resides  in  the  Guard 
and  Reserve.  We  also  recognize  that 
the  strength,  vitality,  and  well-being 
of  the  Reserve  components  is  princi- 
pally the  result  of  direct  congressional 
action. 

However,  it  is  also  important  to  re- 
member that  substantial  changes  in 
the  total  force  structure  have  occurred 
over  the  past  15  years.  These  changes 
have  included  significant  reductions  in 
the  Active  components,  elimination  of 
mandatory  service  and  implementa- 
tion of  an  All-Volunteer  Force,  in- 
creased reliance  on  the  Guard  and  Re- 
serve, institution  of  a  rapid  mobiliza- 
tion process  for  Guard  and  Reserve 
units  and  personnel,  and  greatly  in- 
creased participation  of  the  Guard  and 
Reserve  in  peacetime  defense  missions 
and  tasks.  I  share  with  all  my  col- 
leagues the  deep  concern  that  the  De- 
fense Department  has  failed  to  pro- 
vide the  statutorily  responsible 
member  within  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  with  the  authority 
and  access  to  effectively  carry  out  the 
Reserve  affairs  responsibilities  man- 
dated by  law. 

We  can  no  longer  accept  the  current 
condition  wherein  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense staff  organization  fails  to  con- 
nect the  statutorily  responsible  indi- 
vidual for  the  Guard  and  Reserve  with 
the  decisionmaking  and  re.source  allo- 
cating bodies  which  determine  and 
provide  the  material  support  levels  for 
the  Guard  and  Reserve. 

The  basis  for  adequately  staffing  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Reserve  Affairs, 
recognizes  that  this  office  will  have 
cognizance  over  a  force  of  guardsmen 
and  reservists  that  include,  with  the 
exception  of  strategic  warfare.  All  of 
the  elements  contained  in  the  Active 
Forces.  Furthermore,  the  Guard  and 


Reserve  is  a  force  of  approximately 
the  same  size  as  the  Active  compo- 
nents. However,  the  Guard  and  Re- 
serve operate  under  different  laws,  di- 
rectives, regulations,  and  policies  than 
the  active  services  because  of  their 
part-time  military  status.  Thus,  we 
should  take  special  notice  of  the  fact 
that  every  aspect  of  the  training  and 
support  necessary  for  a  strong  and  re- 
sponsive Guard  and  Reserve  occurs  in 
a  different  statutory,  policy  and  proce- 
dural environment  with  entirely  dif- 
ferent methods  than  similar  training 
and  support  for  the  active  compo- 
nents. 

We  must  therefore  provide  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Reserve  Affairs 
the  staffing  necessary  to  perform 
every  function  for  the  Guard  and  Re- 
serve that  the  rest  of  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  performs  for  the 
other  half  of  the  total  force.  Only 
from  this  perspective  is  it  apparent 
that  the  Reserve  affairs  staff  positions 
must  be  carefully  tailored  to  effective- 
ly serve  the  needs  of  the  Guard  and 
Reserve. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama  (Mr.  Nichols). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HARTNETT 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hartnett. 
Page  69.  after  line  18.  add  the  following  new 
section: 

BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  OF  CERTAIN  RETIRED 
RESERVISTS 

Sec.  1043.  (a)  The  Secretary  concerned 
shall  pay  an  annuity  to  any  individual  who 
is  the  surviving  spouse  or  a  dependent  child 
of  a  member  or  former  member  of  the  uni- 
formed services  who— 

(1)  died  during  the  period  beginning  on 
September  21.  1972.  and  ending  on  Septem- 
ber 30.  1978:  and 

(2)  at  the  time  of  his  death  would  have 
been  eligible  for  retired  pay  under  chapter 
67  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  but  for 
the  fact  that  he  was  under  60  years  of  age. 

(b)  An  annuity  under  subsection  (a)  shall 
be  paid  under  the  provisions  of  subchapter 
II  of  chapter  73  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  member 
or  former  member  had  died  after  September 
30.  1980.  and  had  elected  under  section 
1448(a)(2)(B)  of  such  title  to  participate  in 
the  Survivor  Benefit  Plan  established  by 
such  subchapter  and  had  made  a  designa- 
tion under  section  1448(e)  of  such  title  to 
provide  an  annuity  to  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  after  his  death. 

(c)  If  an  individual  entitled  to  an  annuity 
under  this  section  is  also  entitled  to  an  an- 
nuity under  subchapter  II  of  chapter  73  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  based  upon  a 
subsequent  marriage,  the  individual  may 
not  receive  both  annuities  but  must  elect 
which  to  receive. 

(d)  As  used  in  this  section— 

(1)  the  term  "uniformed  services"  means 
the  Armed  Forces  and  the  commissioned 
corps  of  the  Public  Health  Service  and  of 


the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration; 

(2)  the  term  "surviving  spouse "  has  the 
meaning  given  the  terms  "widow  "  and  "wid- 
ower" in  section  1447  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code. 

(3)  the  term  "dependent  child"  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  1447  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code:  and 

(4)  the  term  "Secretary  concerned"  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  in  section 
101(8)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  and 
includes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  with 
respect  to  matters  concerning  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration, 
and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  with  respect  to  matters  concerning 
the  Public  Health  Service. 

(e)  This  section  shall  apply  to  annuity 
payments  payable  for  months  after  August 
1984.  No  benefit  shall  accrue  to  any  person 
by  virtue  of  the  enactment  of  this  section 
for  any  period  before  September  1.  1984. 

Mr.  HARTNETT  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  this  amendment  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado (Mr.  Brown). 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  think  Americans  believe  in  fair 
play.  We  recognized  that  in  the  1970  s 
when  we  passed  the  Pension  Reform 
Act.  Among  other  things,  that  Pension 
Reform  Act  said,  that  when  an  em- 
ployee pays  into  a  pension  plan,  there 
is  a  minimum  amount  of  vesting.  After 
5  years,  it  is  25  percent;  after  15  years, 
it  is  a  minimum  of  100  percent  vesting 
in  the  plan. 

The  purpose  of  that  was  to  avoid  de- 
nying hard  working  employees  the 
fruits  of  their  labors.  Yet  in  our  mili- 
tary services  there  are  a  few  reservists 
who  served  this  country  for  20  years, 
for  30  years.  We  hear  some  stories  of 
those  who  even  served  38  years.  They 
served  their  country  fully  and  faith- 
fully, they  paid  into  the  retirement 
plan,  and  yet  passed  away  just  short  of 
the  age  of  60.  They  not  only  got  noth- 
ing, but  their  widows  and  survivors  got 
absolutely  nothing  also. 

There  are  almost  5,000  widows  that 
have  survived  reservist  servicemen, 
who's  pension  didn't  vest.  Many  of  the 
reservists,  primarily  men  and  women 
who  served  during  World  War  II,  were 
called  back  to  serve  their  country 
during  the  Korean  war.  Many  were 
called  back  to  serve  again  and  put  in 
to  just  a  minimum  amount,  but  at 
least  20  and  sometimes  more  years  of 
service.  Those  people  are  without  any 
retirement  benefits. 


Now,  when  Congress  recognized  the 
injustice  of  that  in  1978,  they  passed  a 
plan  that  gave  people  the  option  of 
having  survivor  benefits. 

Let  me  read  some  of  the  description 
of  that  bill  that  they  passed  in  1978: 

Approximately  1100  reservists  and  Nation- 
al Guard  personnel  who  completed  20  years 
of  service,  but  have  not  yet  reached  age  60. 
die  each  year.  Presently  their  survivors  re- 
ceive no  benefits  based  on  the  reserve  re- 
tired pay  that  has  become  vested  to  the 
member. 

In  other  words,  these  people  have 
paid  in,  but  receive  nothing  back. 

Now  we  are  considering  appropria- 
tions in  the  billions  of  dollars.  Surely 
we  should  have  a  higher  priority  for 
those  who  paid  into  the  system,  who 
served  their  time  and  served  their 
country. 

We  have  the  story  of  many  of  these 
pensioners,  many  of  these  survivors.  I 
plead  with  the  Members  to  take  the 
time  to  listen  to  their  stories,  to  under- 
stand their  plight  and  to  deal  fairly 
with  those  who  have  served  their 
country  and  deserve  to  be  treated 
fairly. 

The  amendment  before  us  does 
nothing  more  than  provide  survivor 
benefits  that  have  already  been 
earned  by  those  servicemen  if  they 
had  lived  to  be  age  60. 

We  are  not  talking  about  giving 
them  anything  they  have  not  paid  for. 
We  are  simply  talking  about  making 
good  the  commitment  that  they  paid 
into.  We  are  talking  about  honoring 
our  commitment  to  them,  just  as  they 
honored  their  commitment  to  us. 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
could  reclaim  my  time,  I  think  it  was 
Abraham  Lincoln  who  said,  "This 
country  should  care  for  him  who  has 
borne  the  battle  and  for  his  widow  and 
for  his  orphan." 

I  think  what  the  gentleman  is  telling 
us  what  this  amendment  would  do.  for 
example,  if  a  man  or  woman  has 
served  28  or  29 '/2  years  in  active  duty 
and  in  Reserve  duty  and  then  died  and 
left  a  widow  with  a  young  child,  she 
would  not  be  entitled  to  any  of  the 
benefits  whatsoever  and  that  under 
the  gentleman's  amendment,  she 
would. 

Is  that  basically  what  the  gentleman 
is  saying? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  That  is 
right.  Now,  the  exception,  of  course,  in 
1978  the  Congress  recognized  the  in- 
justice of  this.  It  did  change  the  law 
from  1978  on;  so  the  only  period  we 
are  dealing  with  is  1972  to  1978. 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  reclaim  my  time  again.  The  gentle- 
man is  talking  about  only  an  8-year 
period,  from  1972  to  1978. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  A  6-year 
period. 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  A  6-year  period  in 
which  this  same  law  that  we  recog- 
nized the  injustice  of  in  1978  was  not 
applicable    to    those    whose    spouse 


might  have  expired  or  died,  deceased, 
before  1978;  so  what  we  are  trying  to 
do  is  bring  them  into  the  same  law 
that  we  passed  in  1978,  so  that  they 
also  would  be  covered  by  it.  Is  that  ba- 
sically what  the  gentleman  is  saying? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  That  is 
exactly  right. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup- 
port the  gentleman's  amendment. 
When  the  gentleman  first  brought 
this  to  my  attention,  I  felt  that  it  was 
only  a  fair  and  appropriate  approach 
that  we  recognize  these  widows. 

Let  me  give  an  example  of  a  widow 
that  I  am  aware  of  in  Pennsylvania. 
Her  name  is  Rita  M.  Cawley,  widow  of 
Comdr.  Edward  M.  Cawley,  U.S.  Naval 
Reserve. 

Commander  Cawley  was  commis- 
sioned into  the  Navy  on  active  duty  in 
November  1942.  He  was  an  aviation 
cadet  and  served  on  dirigibles  on 
patrol  duty  in  the  South  Atlantic 
during  World  War  II. 

During  his  military  service  to  our 
country  in  World  War  II,  he  received 
both  the  American  Theatre  Ribbon 
and  the  World  War  II  Victory  Medal. 
He  was  discharged  from  active  duty  in 
January  1946. 

In  May  1948,  Commander  Cawley 
entered  the  Naval  Reserves  and  would 
fly  at  his  own  expense  to  the  Naval 
Air  Reserve  Station  in  Lakehurst,  N.J., 
from  Pittsburgh,  Pa.  He  served  in  the 
military  for  approximately  25  years 
before  retiring  in  1967. 

Commander  Cawley  passed  away 
September  1,  1978.  only  1  month 
before  the  effective  date  of  Public  Law 
95-397  which  would  have  permitted 
his  wife,  Rita  M.  Cawley.  to  receive 
the  survivor  benefits  which  he  had 
contributed  to.  Mrs.  Cawley  has  been 
left  to  support  her  daughter  and 
grandchild  with  no  other  pension  plan. 
Although  she  and  her  husband  had 
counted  on  his  military  annuity,  she 
will  only  receive  social  security. 

Mrs.  Edward  M.  Cawley  resides  at 
100  Cerasi  Drive,  West  Mifflin,  Pa. 
15122. 

n  2250 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Hartnett)  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Hart- 
nett was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will  reclaim  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  mention  to 
my  colleagues  here  that  this  bill  will 
cost  nothing  in  fiscal  year  1984  be- 
cause there  will  be  only  1  month's 
worth  of  outlays  for  benefit.  In  1985  it 
is  estimated  it  will  cost  approximately 
$22  million.  But  after  that  the  average 
age  of  the  widows  will  be  63  years  old 


and  after  that  it  will  decline  by  a  rate 
of  over  4  percent  a  year  either 
through  marriage  or  death  or  remar- 
riage or  whatever. 

So  I  suggest  to  this  Congress,  I 
submit  to  you  the  cost  is  minimal,  that 
we  will  be  giving  to  all  widows  of  re- 
servists the  same  treatment  prior  to 
1978  that  we  are  giving  to  those  subse- 
quent to  1978. 

I  submit  to  the  House  that  it  is  fair 
and  I  urge  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  (Mr.  Brown)  for  this 
amendment  and  just  remind  people 
what  it  is  we  are  doing.  We  are  talking 
about  women  who  have  been  married 
to  men  in  the  military  for  30  years, 
some  as  long  as  38  years,  and  the  only 
thing  that  transpired  was  the  husband 
did  not  live  to  the  age  of  60  so  that  the 
pension  would  vest. 

I  think  we  have  to  keep  that  in 
mind.  That  is  what  we  are  talking 
about. 

There  are  incredible  numbers  of 
hardship  cases,  and  I  do  not  think  it 
makes  us  very  proud  to  know  that 
these  people  have  fallen  through  the 
cracks. 

I  compliment  the  gentleman  for  his 
compassionate  amendment. 

I  submit  for  the  Members  the  case 
of  Mary  A.  Barry. 

Captain  Barry  served  almost  30 
years  in  the  military.  In  1943,  he  en- 
tered the  U.S.  Navy  on  active  duty 
during  World  War  II.  He  served  on  an 
aircraft  carrier  and  was  fortunate  to 
survive  the  battle  of  Midway  in  the 
Pacific.  After  returning  to  the  United 
States  from  the  war,  he  established 
his  own  statistics  business  only  to  be 
recalled  to  fight  in  Korea.  In  his  ab- 
sence, the  business  failed  and  all  of  his 
and  his  family's  savings  were  lost.  He 
served  a  total  of  7  years  on  active  duty 
in  both  wars. 

During  World  War  II  and  the 
Korean  conflict.  Captain  Barry  re- 
ceived the  following  medals:  five  Silver 
Stars,  two  Bronze  Stars,  National  De- 
fense Service  Medal,  Asiatic  Defense 
Campaign  Medal,  American  Defense 
Sevice  Medal,  World  War  II  Victory 
Medal,  United  Nations  Medal,  Asiatic- 
Pacific  Campaign  Medal,  United  Na- 
tions Service  Medal,  and  Armed  Forces 
Reserve  Medal. 

After  the  Korean  war.  Captain 
Barry  volunteered  to  remain  in  the 
U.S.  Naval  Reserves  and  became  the 
commanding  officer  of  the  Air  Intelli- 
gence Squadron  in  Chicago,  111.  To  ful- 
fill his  responsibilities  as  conunanding 
officer,  he  would  expend  a  great  deal 
of  personal  time  and  fly  at  his  own  ex- 
pense from  Denver  to  Chicago.  These 
duties  were  accomplished  in  addition 
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to  his  full-time  career  as  a  statistician 
for  both  McDonnell  Douglas  Aircraft 
and  Martin  Marietta.  He  also  served  at 
the  Federal  Center  in  Denver  for  18 
months  prior  to  his  retirement. 

On  April  I.  1972.  Captain  Barry  was 
transferred  to  the  Retired  Reserves 
without  pay  or  allowances.  Both  he 
and  his  wife,  Mrs.  Mary  A.  Barry, 
based  their  retirement  planning  on  his 
reserve  retirement  benefits.  In  1976, 
Captain  Barry  died  at  the  age  of  56. 
Even  though  he  had  contributed  to 
the  Reserve  components  survivor  ben- 
efit plan,  Mrs.  Barry  was  not  able  to 
receive  an  annuity  because  he  died 
before  reaching  age  60.  She  was  left  to 
support  her  three  children  and  put 
them  through  college. 

Mrs.  Jeremiah  J.  Barry  resides  at 
8812  East  Amherst  Drive,  Unit  A. 
Denver,  Colo.  80231. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words  and  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment. 

I  want  to  commend  the  author  of 
the  amendment,  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  (Mr.  Brown)  who  has  talked 
to  me  about  the  amendment. 

But.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  problem  I 
have  with  the  amendment,  and  I  serve 
on  the  Subcommittee  of  Personnel,  is 
that  this  amendment  was  not  offered 
in  the  subcommittee  or  in  the  full 
committee.  We  really  have  not  had  a 
chance  to  really  take  a  look  at  the 
amendment  and  how  much  it  does 
cost. 

I  do  know  something  of  where  I  am 
coming  from  on  this  amendment  in 
that  I  was  one  of  the  original  authors 
of  the  survivor  benefits  for  the  Na- 
tional Guard  and  Reserve  which 
passed  in  this  House  in  1972  and  was 
updated  in  1978.  So  I  am  concerned 
that  the  committee  has  really  not  had 
an  opportunity  to  look  at  this  amend- 
ment. We  do  not  know  how  much  it 
costs. 

When  we  originally  passed  this  legis- 
lation for  survivor  benefits  there  was 
an  agreement  that  there  would  be  no 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  and  no  cost  to 
the  Defense  Department  and  it  would 
be  paid  by  the  survivors  who  are  re- 
ceiving the  survivor  benefits. 

In  1974,  to  protect  the  widows  that 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Brown)  is  talking  about,  we  did  pass 
Selig  insurance,  veterans  insurance 
that  would  give  $20,000  additional  in- 
surance to  those  persons  that  were  not 
covered  under  the  survivors'  benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  pass  this 
amendment  the  gentleman  from  Flori- 
da, (Mr.  BiLiRAKis)  will  have  an 
amendment  to  also  cover  other 
widows,  and  the  cost  of  this  amend- 
ment is  estimated  to  be  around  $200 
million.  We  are  not  sure  what  the 
Brown  amendment  will  cost. 

If  I  would  have  known  that  we  were 
going  to  add  these  big  cost  items  I  cer- 
tainly would  have  moved  ahead  with 


H.R.  1400,  which  is  the  GI  education 
bill  for  the  1980's,  which  we  really 
need  to  attract  young  men  and  women 
into  the  service,  and  start  the  educa- 
tional bill  back  again  that  we  had 
under  the  previous  wars  that  we  par- 
ticipated in. 

So  I  am  sorry  that  I  have  to  oppose 
the  gentleman's  amendment.  The  sub- 
committee should  have  some  time  to 
look  at  it. 

I  was  one  of  the  original  authors  of 
the  survivors'  benefits  and,  quite 
frankly,  I  think  we  ought  to  be  given 
the  opportunity  to  at  least  have  a  look 
at  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  will  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Colora- 
do. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  With 
regard  to  the  inquiry  with  regard  to 
the  cost.  I  know  this  was  one  of  the 
things  the  gentleman  looked  at  and 
one  of  the  reasons  you  did  not  go  back 
earlier  than  1978,  because  of  concern 
over  that. 

We  were  able  to  get  solid  estimates 
out  of  the  Defense  Department.  They 
estimated  a  total  of  5.500  widows 
which  fall  in  this  category.  We  are  es- 
timating that  probably  500  of  them  at 
least  have  died  or  remarried.  It  is 
probably  much  larger  than  that. 

The  average  pension,  if  the  service- 
man, the  reservist,  had  survived,  would 
have  been  $682.  But  for  this  period, 
though,  the  average  widower  s  pension 
would  have  been  $375. 

There  is  no  money  in  1983  in  the 
bill.  There  is  no  cash  outlay  in  1984. 
But  there  would  be  one  month  of  ac- 
crual and  the  estimate  is  it  would  be  in 
the  $22-million  range  for  1985.  But  my 
guess  is  that  is  quite  high. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  will  accept 
the  $22  million.  But  I  am  talking 
about  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  BiLiRAKis)  who  also  has  an 
amendment  which  will  be  offered  also 
for  widows  that  were  not  protected 
under  survivor  benefits  and  that  is  es- 
timated at  $200  million. 

So  if  we  accept  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  then  we  will  have  to 
accept  the  amendment  to  be  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida,  and 
there  is  just  not  enough  money  in 
there  to  do  it. 

I  wish  that  the  gentleman  would 
withdraw  his  amendment  and  that  we 
would  look  at  his  amendment  next 
year  and  find  out  which  way  we  could 
go  on  it. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  for  his 
statement.  I  think  what  he  said  is  ab- 
solutely correct. 

Once  you  get  into  this  whole  area  of 
changing   these   benefits   then   other 


people  get  to  argue  on  equity  grounds 
that  their  thing  should  be  changed, 
too.  And  there  are  other  amendments, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
said,  which  cost  even  more  that  are 
being  proposed  or  at  least  listed  as 
possible  amendments  that  are  going  to 
be  offered  to  this  bill. 

I  think  to  deal  with  this  thing  piece- 
meal and  to  deal  with  these  things  in 
small  bits  and  pieces  is  a  very,  very 
dangerous  precedent. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Quite  frank- 
ly, taking  back  my  time,  I  am  really  in 
effect  arguing  against  my  own  folks. 
But  I  do  not  think  this  is  the  proper 
time  to  adopt  this  amendment  and  I 
hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 
Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  and  author  of  the 
amendment,  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado (Mr.  Brown). 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

I  might  just  observe,  that  I  appreci- 
ate the  gentleman's  concern  about 
other  amendments  that  might  come 
along.  But  I  would  hope  my  colleagues 
would  not  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment for  concern  about  the  next 
amendment  that  comes  along. 

Each  of  us  has  had  a  measure  come 
before  the  floor.  Each  of  us  is  aware 
there  are  other  proposals  that  could 
come  forward. 

I  would  hope  this  amendment  would 
be  considereci  on  its  own  merits.  It  has 
been  thoroughly  researched.  Its  costs 
have  been  thoroughly  documented. 

Those  who  have  had  a  chance  to 
look  at  the  equities  on  this  question  I 
think  they  will  find  the  case  is  over- 
whelming. There  are  people  who  have 
served  38  years  or  longer  in  the  serv- 
ice, some  of  them  5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9  years 
without  pay  simply  to  accumulate  re- 
tirement benefits,  and  then  were  cut 
off  completely. 

So  I  would  hope  the  Members  would 
consider  this  amendment  on  its  own 
merits. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Let  me  ask  the  gentle- 
man who  is  the  author  of  the  amend- 
ment, at  one  point  there  were  two  dif- 
ferent amendments  kicking  around. 
One  required  some  kind  of  a  payment, 
at  least  a  partial  payment,  by  the 
widows  in  this  case  toward  the  survi- 
vor benefit  program  and  the  other  one 
did  not. 

As  I  understand  it.  the  amendment 
that  the  gentleman  from  South  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Hartnett)  offered,  that  that 


did  not  have  any  contribution.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Colorado. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  The  con- 
tributions, of  course,  have  been  made 
by  the  servicemen  over  the  years. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  understand  that.  But 
there  was  no  additional  contribution. 
Why  did  not  the  gentleman  offer  the 
amendment  that  had  at  least  some 
contribution? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  I  have  an 
amendment  at  the  desk  that  would  re- 
quire the  widow  to  pay  the  entire 
amount  that  a  serviceman  might  have 
paid  if  he  had  lived  the  full  length  of 
time,  which  is  kind  of  a  double  jeop- 
ardy. But  it  was  meant  to  garner  some 
support,  and  if  that  changes  anyone's 
vote,  if  they  are  willing  to  vote  for  the 
amendment  because  of  that,  I  would 
be  glad  to  offer  that  as  a  substitute. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league to  respond  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  think  that  improves 
the  amendment  somewhat,  but  I  still 
think  that  the  amendment  is  going  to 
be  a  cost  to  the  taxpayers  here  and  a 
precedent  setter  which  is  going  to 
cause  us  some  trouble. 

Again  I  think  that  the  way  to  deal 
with  this  issue  is  the  way  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  suggested,  which 
is  that  we  ought  to  look  at  the  whole 
issue  of  the  survivor  benefits  programs 
and  decide  if  we  are  going  to  change 
rather  than  just  change  for  this  group 
of  people,  people  who  became  widows 
from  1972  to  1978  in  the  Reserves. 

We  ought  to  look  at  the  whole  issue 
because  once  you  change  that,  then 
the  people  who  became  widows  before 
1972  want  to  make  changes,  and  then 
the  active  forces  people  want  to  make 
changes,  and  the  whole  thing  is  up  for 
grabs. 

Then  you  are  dealing  with  it  piece- 
meal and  not  with  an  overall  plan. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  If  I  might 
respond  just  briefly,  the  reason  we  do 
not  take  it  beyond  1978  is  because  that 
the  survivor  option  has  already  been 
available  after  that  date. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  understand  that  the 
law  has  changed. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  The 
reason  we  do  not  deal  with  it  before 
1972  is  because  before  that  service 
members  did  not  have  the  option  for 
the  survivors'  benefits.  They  tell  me 
this  particular  plan  has  a  surplus  in  it, 
or  has  had  $1.7  million  paid  in  over 
and  above  expenses,  so  it  is  not  in  the 
red. 

In  addition,  they  tell  me  the  original 
plan  called  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  provide  up  to  40  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  survivors'  plan  and 
none  of  that  40  percent  has  ever  been 
paid. 

The  Federal  Government  has  never 
come  up  with  any  of  that  40  percent 


because  they  have  not  needed  to  do  so. 
We  are  dealing  with  a  plan  that  is  de- 
funct. 

D  2300 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  further  to 
the  gentleman  (Mr.  Aspin). 

Mr.  ASPIN.  The  point  about  the  sur- 
plus accumulating  there  is  because  the 
program  just  started  in  1978.  It  is  an- 
ticipated it  is  going  to  accumulate 
money  because  it  has  more  people 
paying  on  it  now  than  drawing  on  it. 
But  in  the  long  run  that  thing  is  going 
to  level  out  and  the  amount  coming  in 
is  going  to  equal  the  amount  going 
out.  But  if  you  add  in  all  these  people, 
the  widows  from  1972  to  1973.  you  will 
be  adding  an  added  burden  to  that 
fund  which  was  not  calculated  in  the 
numbers  that  went  into  the  figures 
that  determined  the  contribution. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  I  appreci- 
ate the  gentleman's  point.  Let  me  add 
this  if  I  could  and  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  disagrees,  we  are  not  talk- 
ing about  people  who  are  going  to  re- 
ceive a  gift. 
Mr.  ASPIN.  I  understand. 
Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  We  are 
talking  about  families  who  paid  in  20, 
25,  30,  40  years  into  the  fund.  We  are 
not  talking  about  a  gift  to  somebody 
who  has  not  earned  it.  We  are  talking 
about  survivors  benefits  to  a  family 
who  may  have  paid  for  four  decades 
into  the  plan. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  under  the  military  retirement 
programs,  there  is  no  contribution, 
they  have  not  paid  in,  just  as  they 
have  not  paid  in  under  the  regular 
forces  retirement  program. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Let  me 
take  issue  in  that  regard. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  ex- 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Del- 
LUMS  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  briefly  to  my 
colleague. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Someone  who  has  served  in  the  Re- 
serves, is  told  the  retirement  benefit  is 
one  of  the  benefits  that  he  or  she 
earns.  I  think  in  that  sense  they  have 
contributed  to  the  plan.  Some  of  the 
cases  that  we  have  are  people  who 
served  without  pay.  4.  5,  6.  even  a  case 
of  someone  serving  9  years  without 
pay  so  they  would  earn  that  retire- 
ment benefit. 

I  emphasize  again  to  the  gentleman 
this  is  not  something  that  has  not 
been  paid  into  or  earned. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  understand  that  the  retire- 
ment benefit  was  earned,  it  was  not 
contributed  to  but  was  earned.  The 
survivors  benefit  is  another  issue. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 


(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Del- 
LUMS  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Mont- 
gomery). 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  thank  the 
subcommittee  chairman  for  yielding. 

I  wish  the  gentlemen,  Mr.  Hartnett 
and  Mr.  Brown  of  Colorado,  would 
withdraw  this  amendment.  As  we  go 
into  the  arguments  we  see  it  is  very 
complicated.  If  the  gentleman.  Mr. 
Brown  of  Colorado,  would  listen,  Mr. 
AspiN  and  a  number  of  us  here  tonight 
would  serve  on  this  subcommittee,  we 
will  give  you  our  dying  word  that  we 
will  certainly  take  this  amendment  up. 
We  have  all  of  next  year  to  take  a 
good  hard  look  at  it.  But  it  is  very 
complicated. 

I  am  not  really  quite  sure  what  the 
gentleman's  amenclment  does,  in  the 
change.  I  believe  Mr.  Hartnett  might 
be  in  agreement  for  withdrawing  the 
amendment  and  let  the  committee 
take  a  good  hard  look  at  it. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Prior  to  yielding  to 
my  colleague  from  Colorado.  I  would 
like  to  say  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Penelope  J.  Keams,  wife  of  Lt.  Col. 
Charles  O.  Kearns.  Jr..  U.S.  Army  Re- 
serve. Lieutenant  Colonel  Kearns  en- 
tered the  U.S.  Army  on  active  duty  in 
December  1942  and  ser\'ed  in  the  Phil- 
ippines and  Japan  during  World  War 
II  in  the  transportation  corps  contin- 
gent to  several  major  battles. 
Throughout  the  war.  he  served  as  a 
first  lieutenant  stevedore  officer:  sec- 
ond lieutenant  supply  status  officer; 
and  company  commander  in  New 
Guinea,  Philippines,  and  Japan. 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Keams  received 
the  following  medals  during  his  service 
to  our  country:  Philippines  Liberation 
Medal,  Army  of  Occupation  Medal. 
Asiatic-Pacific  Medal,  American  Cam- 
paign Medal,  and  World  War  II  Victo- 
ry Medal.  He  was  separated  from 
active  duty  in  the  Army  in  December 
1946. 

In  1946.  Lieutenant  Colonel  Keams 
enlisted  in  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve. 
During  his  Reserve  service,  he  partici- 
pated in  several  Reserve  officer  train- 
ing programs.  Each  training  program 
lasted  3  months.  When  he  was  first  in 
the  Reserves,  he  did  not  receive  pay 
for  many  of  his  weekly  meetings.  His 
Reserve  duties  were  performed  in  ad- 
dition to  his  job  as  a  general  manager 
of  the  Building  Trades  Association. 
When  he  retired  in  January  1976.  he 
had  over  33  years  of  active  and  reserve 
military  service.  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Keams  died  on  June  23.  1978.  little 
more  than  3  months  before  the  effec- 
tive date  of  Public  Law  95-397.  Mrs. 
Penelope  Keams  is  suffering  from  sys- 
temic lupus  and  is  unable  to  work.  Her 
only  means  of  support  is  social  securi- 
ty disability  benefits.  Mrs.  Charles  O. 


20958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  26,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20959 


Keams.  Jr..  resides  at  60008  Colle  de 
Felice.  San  Jose.  Calif.  95124. 
•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  House  is  considering 
an  amendment  which  will  redress  a  se- 
rious problem  in  our  country.  Many 
widows  of  military  reservists  are  not 
receiving  any  pensions  because  their 
husbands  died  before  age  60  and 
before  1978. 

The  Brown  amendment  permits  pay- 
ment of  an  annuity  to  surviving 
spouses  of  military  reservists  who  were 
eligible  for  retired  pay.  but  who  died 
l)etween  1972  and  1978.  before  reach- 
ing age  60.  The  following  is  an  actual 
case  history  we  will  redress  with  this 
amendment. 

Eleanor  Lilley.  widow  of  Maj.  John 
A.  Lilley,  U.S.  Air  Force  Reserve.  On 
October  16.  1941.  Maj.  John  A.  Lilley 
was  inducted  into  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
on  active  duty.  During  World  War  II. 
he  was  an  airman  assigned  to  England 
and  later  to  North  Africa  where  he 
flew  A-36S  and  P-5's.  In  May  1943.  he 
was  shot  down  over  Sicily  and  was  a 
prisoner  of  war  (POW)  in  German 
camps  for  22  months  from  July  8.  1943 
to  April  29.  1945.  He  received  the 
Purple  Heart  for  being  wounded  in 
combat. 

He  had  32  years  of  active  and  Re- 
serve service  to  our  country.  Major 
Lilley  also  received  the  following 
medals:  American  Defense  Service, 
American  Campaign  Medal.  World 
War  II  Defense  Medal,  European- 
Africa-Mediterranean  Citation.  Air 
Force  Longevity  Service  Award.  Small 
Arms  Expert  Marksmanship  Ribbon, 
and  Air  Force  Service. 

On  August  22.  1946.  he  applied  for 
the  Air  Force  Reserve  and  was  com- 
missioned as  a  second  lieutenant. 
Prom  1947  to  1956.  Major  Lilley  was 
assigned  to  the  95-50th  Air  Force  Re- 
serve unit  in  Jenkinstown.  Pa.,  and 
served  9  years  without  pay.  He  started 
to  receive  pay  at  the  rank  of  first  lieu- 
tenant when  he  became  part  of  the 
Ready  Reserves  on  August  9.  1956.  He 
received  the  promotions  of  captain  on 
July  1,  1959,  and  major  on  July  1, 
1966.  In  additional  to  spending  one 
weekend  a  month  and  2  weeks'  tour  of 
duty  a  year,  Major  Lilley  took  exten- 
sion courses  from  1954  to  1973  to  add 
points  to  his  service. 

Major  Lilley  had  a  masters  degree  in 
civil  engineering  from  the  University 
of  Pennsylvania.  He  held  the  following 
positions  while  in  the  Reserves: 
Ground  safety  officer,  safety  staff  of- 
ficer, development  engineer  specialist, 
staff  civil  engineer,  base  civil  engineer, 
construction  engineer,  maintenance 
engineer,  and  aerospace  engineer. 

Shortly  after  serving  his  monthly 
weekend  Reserve  duty.  Major  Lilley 
died  at  the  age  of  53  in  December 
1973.  Major  and  Mrs.  Lilley  had  two 
sons.  Mrs.  Lilley  has  also  had  12  foster 
children.  Mrs.  Lilley  not  received  any 
aimuity  benefits  from  her  husband's 


distinguished  service  because  he  died 
before  reaching  age  60.  He  had  been 
qualified  for  a  pension  in  all  other  re- 
spects. Mrs.  John  A.  Lilley  resides  at 
43  West  Plumosa  Lane,  Lake  Worth, 
Fla.,  33463.» 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hart- 

NETT). 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  di- 
vision, (demanded  by  Mr.  Hartnett) 
there  were— ayes  45.  noes  35. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HUTTO 

Mr.  HUTTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hutto.  At  the 
end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

TWO-YEAR  EXTENSION  OF  PROHIBITION  ON  CON- 
TRACTS FOR  THE  PERFORMANCE  OF  FIREFICHT- 
INC  AND  SECURITY  FUNCTIONS 

Sec.  1116.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b).  funds  appropriated  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  may  not  be  obligated 
or  expended  t)efore  October  1,  1985.  for  the 
purpose  of  entering  into  a  contract  for  the 
performance  of  firefighting  or  security- 
guard  functions  at  any  military  installation 
or  facility. 

<b)  The  prohibition  in  subsection  (a)  does 
not  apply— 

( 1 )  to  a  contract  to  be  carried  out  at  a  lo- 
cation outside  the  United  States  (including 
its  commonwealths,  territories,  and  posses- 
sions) at  which  military  personnel  would 
have  to  be  used  for  the  performance  of  the 
function  described  in  subsection  (a)  at  the 
expense  of  unit  readiness: 

(2)  to  a  contract  to  be  carried  out  at  gov- 
ernment-owned but  privately  operated  in- 
stallation: or 

(3)  to  a  contract  (or  the  renewal  of  a  con- 
tract) for  the  performance  of  a  function 
being  performed  by  contractor  personnel  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Not  later  than  March  1.  1984,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  submit  to  Congress  a 
written  report  containing  as  assessment  of 
the  special  needs  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense with  respect  to  firefighting  and  base 
security  and  an  assessment  of  how  those 
needs  are  met  by  both  Federal  employees 
and  contract  personnel.  The  report  shall  \x 
prepared  in  consultation  with  the  United 
States  Pire  Administrator. 

Mr.  HUTTO  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HUTTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  my  amendment  to 
the  defense  authorization  bill.  I  offer 
this  amendment  with  the  active  sup- 
port of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Fazio)  and  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Whitehurst).  The  basic 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
extend  for  2  years  the  existing  mora- 
torium  on  contracting-out   the   func- 


tions of  security  guards  suid  firefight- 
ers at  military  installations. 

Under  current  regulations  set  by  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(OMB).  these  functions  are  classified 
as  "industrial  services"  and  are,  there- 
fore, eligible  for  contracting-out.  In 
my  view,  this  classification  is  incor- 
rect, for  there  is  no  clearer  example 
than  firefighting  and  base  security 
services  of  an  "inherently  governmen- 
tal activity";  that  is.  one  that  cannot 
be  contracted  out  because  it  is  so  inti- 
mately related  to  the  public  interest  as 
to  mandate  performance  by  Federal 
employees. 

Although  I  firmly  believe  that  fire- 
fighters and  security  guards  should 
not  be  contracted  out.  I  also  under- 
stand the  position  of  the  opponents  of 
this  amendment  who  point  out  that 
there  have  been  certain  instances 
where  these  functions  have  been  suc- 
cessfully contracted  out. 

However,  there  exists  today,  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  indicates  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  is  not  properly 
prepared  to  administer  the  contract- 
ing-out program.  Adequate  and  neces- 
sary guidelines,  plans,  and  controls  to 
effectively  manage  the  contracting-out 
program  are  lacking.  And  it  should  be 
mentioned  that  this  lack  of  prepara- 
tion applies  to  the  overall  contracting- 
out  implementation— even  the  far  sim- 
pler issues— not  merely  the  more  criti- 
cal functions  of  firefighting  and  secu- 
rity guards.  If  there  are  still  problems 
with  contracting-out  in  general,  do  we 
want  to  take  what  could  amount  to 
very  serious  risks— in  terms  of  life- 
threatening  situations  or  compromise 
of  classified  information— in  contract- 
ing-out the  important  areas  of  fire- 
fighting and  security  guards?  I  think 
not. 

In  fact,  the  Senate  has  also  recog- 
nized these  problems  and.  just  2  weeks 
ago.  passed  an  amendment  that  is 
similar  to  the  one  I  am  now  offering. 
My  amendment  takes  into  account,  as 
did  the  already -passed  Senate  version, 
recent  Department  of  Defense  con- 
cerns by  excluding  overseas  locations 
and  Government-owned  contractor-op- 
erated installations  from  the  moratori- 
um. 

Moreover,  the  amendment  squarely 
addresses  the  issue  of  precisely  now 
contracting-out  of  firefighting  and  se- 
curity guards  affects  our  defense  read- 
iness. This  issue  is  still  being  hotly 
contested  by  both  sides.  As  I  stated 
previously,  I  feel  that  these  functions 
are  absolutely  essential  elements  in 
the  ability  of  the  base  commanders  to 
both  perform  and  preserve  the  overall 
mission  of  our  military  installations. 
Because  of  their  critical  impact  on  our 
installation's  readiness.  I  am  firmly 
convinced  that  these  two  functions 
should  be  under  the  direct  control  of 
the  installation  commander  and 
should  not  be  contracted  out.  My  op- 


ponents feel  differently.  In  order  to 
settle  this  ongoing  battle  once  and  for 
all.  my  amendment  requires  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  and  the  U.S.  Fire 
Administrator  to  jointly  conduct  a 
study  to  address  this  issue.  Utilizing 
both  these  organizations  brings  into 
play  not  only  the  special  needs  of  the 
Department  of  Defense,  but  also 
brings  into  play  the  special  expertise 
of  professional  firefighters  from  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency,  an  agency  independent  of  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

In  general,  I  support  the  basic  cost- 
effective  philosophy  behind  OMB  Cir- 
cular A-76,  but  as  I  stated  previously,  I 
strongly  favor  the  firefighting  and  se- 
curity guard  functions  staying  under 
the  direct  control  of  the  base  com- 
mander. In  my  opinion,  there  have 
been  too  many  horror  stories  that 
have  resulted  because  of  problems  di- 
rectly associated  with  contracting  out 
these  functions.  For  example,  I  have 
been  told  of  a  case  where  contractor 
firefighters  were  forced  to  watch  a 
highly  classified  area  burn  because 
they  did  not  have  the  proper  security 
clearance  to  enter  that  area.  I  certain- 
ly do  not  think  that  cost  should  be 
such  a  principal  determining  factor 
when  other  overriding  factors,  such  as 
operational  readiness  and  national  se- 
curity, are  involved. 

In  summary,  far  too  many  docu- 
mented inadequacies  still  exist  in  the 
contracting-out  area.  Consequently.  I 
recommend— and  the  evidence  certain- 
ly overwhelmingly  supports  me— that 
the  moratorium  on  contracting-out  of 
firefighting  and  security  guards  be 
continued  for  another  2  years.  I  think 
that  I  have  taken  a  completely  justifi- 
able approach  in  tempering  the  mora- 
torium with  reasonableness  by  exclud- 
ing foreign  installations  and  by  includ- 
ing additional  information  in  a  study 
report.  Without  this  information  nei- 
ther DOD  nor  Congress  can  adequate- 
ly consider  the  importance  of  cost  rel- 
ative to  the  safety  and  security  associ- 
ated with  the  contracting-out  of  emer- 
gency services.  These  considerations 
are  too  important  to  be  left  to  bureau- 
cratic bias  or  guesswork  as  they  in- 
volve the  safety  and  security  of  all  our 
military  installations.  I  urge  your  sup- 
port of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUTTO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  subcommittee 
has  examined  this  matter  very  careful- 
ly. We  commend  the  gentleman  and 
would  support  his  amendment.  We 
have  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  HUTTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

•  Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  under 
current  regulations  set  by  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  (OMB), 


firefighting  and  military  base  security 
services  are  classified  as  "industrial 
services"  and  therefore  eligible  for 
contracting  out.  In  my  view,  thi^  clas- 
sification is  incorrect,  for  there  is  no 
clearer  example  of  an  'inherently  gov- 
ernmental activity,"  that  is,  one  that 
cannot  be  contracted  out  because  it  is 
so  intimately  related  to  the  public  in- 
terest as  to  mandate  performance  by 
Federal  employees,  than  firefighting 
and  police  security  services. 

And  why  should  firefighting  and 
police  security  services  be  performed 
only  by  Federal  employees?  Because 
these  functions  are  critical  to  the  secu- 
rity of  a  military  installation,  and 
thereby  essential  to  military  readiness. 
Firefighting  and  police  security  serv- 
ices are  an  integral  part  of  the  ability 
of  a  base  to  function  in  a  secure 
manner  so  as  not  to  have  the  safety  of 
base  personnel,  equipment  and  struc- 
tures jeopardized.  This  of  course  goes 
hand  in  hand  with  the  ability  of  the 
base  to  perform  its  military  mission. 

Federal  firefighters  are  specially 
trained  to  handle  duties  associated 
with  emergencies  involving  weapon 
systems,  nuclear  submarines,  aircraft, 
the  rescue  of  victims  from  contami- 
nated areas,  handling  of  radioactive 
materials,  and  so  forth.  These  individ- 
uals are  not  allowed  to  strike  as  con- 
tract personnel  can.  Furthermore, 
Federal  workers  come  under  the  direct 
supervision  of  the  base  commander 
unlike  contracted  personnel.  Contract- 
ing out  thus  limits  the  command  au- 
thority to  oversee  those  services  in 
direct  support  of  base  operations.  For 
instance,  no  contract  could  possibly 
foresee  the  uncertain  expansion  and 
growth  needs  of  bases  that  are  in- 
volved in  staging  and  support  activities 
for  the  Rapid  Deployment  Force. 
With  direct  authority  over  Federal 
firefighters  and  security  personnel,  a 
base  commander  can  give  explicit 
orders  and  direct  them  in  emergency 
situations.  Under  a  contracting-out  sit- 
uation base  commanders  cannot  disci- 
pline contract  personnel  or  direct 
them  to  perform  functions  not  specifi- 
cally covered  in  their  contract. 

True,  there  are  functions  that,  when 
more  cost  effective  than  performing 
them  in-house,  should  be  contracted 
out.  But,  cost  effectiveness  should 
never  be  the  only  criteria.  We  must 
also  give  careful  consideration  to  the 
long-term  effects  of  contracting  out  a 
particular  function,  and  we  must  also 
be  cognizant  of  whether  or  not  such  a 
function  is  essential  to  national  securi- 
ty. Where  the  duties  are  so  critical, 
ailS  the  risk  of  nonperformance  or  in- 
sufficient performance  so  great,  we 
can  ill  afford  to  contract  out. 

So  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  my  col- 
league from  Florida  whose  amend- 
ment is  in  accord  with  a  similar  meas- 
ure I  introduced.* 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BADHAM  AS  A  SUB- 
STITUTE FOR  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY 
MR.  HUTTO 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment  as  a  substitute 
for  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Badham  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  HuTTo:  At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the 
following  new  section: 

REPORT  ON  CONTRACTING  OUT  OF  BASE 
SECURITY  AND  FIREFIGHTING  FUNCTIONS 

Sec.  nil.  Not  later  than  April  1.  1984.  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a  com- 
prehensive written  report  concerning  con- 
versions of  base  security  and  firefighting 
functions  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
from  performance  by  Department  of  De- 
fense personnel  to  performance  by  contrac- 
tor personnel.  The  report  shall  include— 

(1)  the  results  of  a  study  of  the  impact 
that  the  six-month  moratorium  on  cost 
comparison  studies  and  the  one-year  mora- 
torium on  contracting-out  of  base  security 
and  firefighting  functions  contained  in  sec- 
tions 305  and  1111,  respectively,  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
1983  (Public  Law  97-252),  have  had  on  the 
management  of  resources  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  and  on  the  private  sector, 
including  small  businesses: 

(2)  the  results  of  a  study  of  the  impact 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  of  past 
and  proposed  conversions  of  firefighting 
and  base  security  functions,  including  an 
analysis  of  the  impact  of  such  conversions 
upon  personnel  allocations,  economic  effi- 
ciencies, military  readiness,  and  manage- 
ment efficiencies:  and 

(3)  a  copy  of  the  guidelines  and  criteria 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  uses  in  de- 
termining which  firefighting  and  base  secu- 
rity functions  are  appropriate  for  perform- 
ance by  the  private  sector,  taking  into  con- 
sideration the  nature,  character,  and  mis- 
sion of  particular  installations. 

Mr.  BADHAM  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members,  this  is  a  substitute  which  I 
offer  to  replace  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  good  friend,  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Hutto). 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  we  in 
the  97th  Congress  enacted  legislation 
that  prohibited  the  Department  of  De- 
fense from  employing  private  firms  to 
furnish  security  and  firefighting  serv- 
ices to  defense  installations. 

We  have  now  had  almost  a  year's  ex- 
perience with  this  legislative  provision. 
I  am  fully  aware,  fully  in  accord  with 
the  overriding  considerations  of  mili- 
tary preparedness  but  we  have  found 
little  real  evidence  that  the  use  of  the 
private  sector  in  any  way  jeopardized 
our  readiness  posture.  What  we  have 
found  is  other  important  govemmen- 
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tal  goals  such  as  the  promotion  of  op- 
portunities for  small  business  and  effi- 
cient and  economic  government  to 
have  been  impaired. 

The  Department  recently  testified 
that  reliance  on  the  private  sector  is  a 
sure-fire  way  to  save  money. 

Mr.  HUTTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HUTTO.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

There  is  in  my  amendment  a  provi- 
sion for  an  assessment  whereby  the 
Defense  Department  has  to  report 
back  on  the  effects  of  contracting  out 
of  security  guards  and  firefighters.  So. 
I  ask  for  an  assessment  in  here.  It 
tracks  the  Senate  language  asking 
that  until  we  get  the  information, 
until  it  is  proven  cost  effective,  that  it 
does  not  impede  on  readiness,  that  we 
continue  and  not  contract  out  these 
positions,  which  involve  matters  of  se- 
curity. It  is  important  that  we  not  take 
away  from  the  base  commander  the 
right  to  run  his  base  and  especially  in 
very  sensitive  positions. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  Senate  has  language  in  the 
present  bill  that  would  call  for  a  fur- 
ther 2-year  moratorium  on  contracting 
out. 

Mr.  HUTTO.  That  is  correct. 

D  2310 

Mr.  BADHAM.  This  language,  there- 
fore, if  adopted  in  substitute  to  the 
gentleman's  language  would  make  as  a 
conference  item  for  the  conference  the 
determination  of  which  way  we  should 
go.  We  should  either  have  the  morato- 
rium or  we  should  study  what  we  have 
already  done  as  a  moratorium  basis. 

Mr.  HUTTO.  I  think  the  gentleman 
makes  a  good  argument  for  continuing 
without  the  contracting  provision  be- 
cause we  certainly  would  not  want  to 
contract  out  now  and  then  say  what 
effect  is  this  going  to  have.  We  want 
the  study  to  be  done  before  the  con- 
tracting is  done. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Well,  I  would  say 
again,  reclaiming  my  time,  to  the  gen- 
tleman, my  friend,  from  Florida,  that 
we  have  conununication  after  commu- 
nication based  on  the  contracting  out 
that  we  have  done,  communications 
from  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  State, 
the  General  Counsel  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  the  Chief  of  Staff  of 
the  U.S.  Army,  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  and  document 
after  document  that  say,  "Please, 
don't  further  continue  to  tie  our 
hands.  Let  us  save  $140  million." 

Mr.  HUTTO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  on  that  point,  well,  the  thing  is 
we  have  asked  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment time  and  time  again  to  show  us 
where  they  are  saving.  They  have  not 
been  able  to  substantiate  savings  and 
they  have  not  come  forth  with  the  in- 


formation that  we  have  asked.  These 
are  very  sensitive  vital  positions. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
what  this  substitute  does  to  the  gen- 
tleman's language,  which  will  be  in 
conference  anyway,  what  this  says  is 
the  House  orders  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment not  later  than  April  1,  1984,  to 
submit  to  the  committees  on  our  side 
and  the  Senate  side  a  comprehensive 
written  report  now  on  April  1,  1984. 

So  I  would  suggest  to  the  gentleman 
that  if  he  would  accede  to  my  substi- 
tute he  would  have,  in  due  respect,  the 
best  of  all  possible  worlds.  He  would 
have  a  study  by  April  1,  1984.  and  the 
chance  in  conference  to  have  both  a 
study  and  the  Senate  language. 

Mr.  HUTTO.  If  the  gentleman 
would  continue  to  yield,  but  in  the 
meantime  we  would  have  had  possibly 
contracted  out  some  of  these  so-called 
industrijilized  services. 

I  agree  that  some  positions,  under 
OMB  Circular  876  can  best  be  done  by 
the  private  sector.  But  they  are  classi- 
fying security  guards  and  firefighters 
as  industrialized  services  and  that  is 
patently  wrong.  These  are  positions 
that  we  can  best  do  in  the  House  and 
it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  readiness. 
So  I  would  suggest  that  the  gentleman 
would  do  well  to  withdraw  his  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Badham)  has  expired. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  4 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  GORE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a 
whole  lot  of  Members  who  have 
amendments.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle- 
man might  make  do  with  1  or  2  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  would  prefer  four  I 
would  say  to  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee.  I  would  make  it  less, 
but  I  would  submit  under  the  gentle- 
mans  reservation  and  his  yielding  to 
me,  that  the  gentleman  whose  amend- 
ment I  would  offer  to  substitute  my 
language  for  has  taken  up  not  only 
half,  but  indeed  more  than  half  of  my 
time  already. 

Mr.  GORE.  Reclaiming  my  time,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  nothing  against 
what  the  gentleman  is  trying  to  do.  It 
is  just  that  there  are  so  many  of  us 
who  are  waiting  to  offer  amendments 
and  there  is  so  little  time  left  under 
the  previous  reservation. 

I  will  not  object,  but  I  would  like  to 
maybe  serve  notice  that  maybe  we 
should  not  extend  time  from  now  on 
because  there  are  so  many  other 
amendments. 


Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  understand  the  gentleman's  point. 
I  also  understand  the  gentleman  who 
has  his  amendment  to  the  amendment 
now  pending. 

The  problem  is  that  we  are  trying  to 
do  many  amendments  before  mid- 
night. And  I  understand  that  all  of  us 
would  like  to  finish  by  midnight.  We 
are  talking  about  things  that  deal  with 
millions  and  billions  of  dollars  and  we 
are  now  trying  to  rush  in  and  finish  by 
12  o'clock.  At  that  point  then  we  will 
have  5  minutes  pro  and  con  on  those 
motions  that  are  already  pending  at 
the  desk  and  for  those  other  amend- 
ments that  have  been  put  on  the  desk 
there  will  be  no  discussion  whatsoever 
if  they  are  not  printed  in  the  Record. 
I  just  do  not  think,  even  though  we 
all  want  to  finish  this  bill,  we  all  want 
to  finish  as  early  as  possible,  that  this 
is  the  way  to  proceed  on  very  serious 
issues. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Badham)? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.    BEDELL.    Mr.    Chairman,    will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  his  substitute.  I 
think  this  is  a  very,  very  important 
issue  and  I  see  there  is  no  choice 
except  to  do  whatever  we  can  to  see 
that  the  gentleman's  substitute  is  ac- 
cepted. 

I  know  we  are  late,  but  we  are  going 
to  have  to  have  a  vote,  if  necessary,  to 
see  that  we  have  an  opportunity  to  try 
to  get  the  gentleman's  substitute. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  contribution.  I  would  say 
the  subject  matter  here  is  whether  or 
not  we  are  going  to  go  to  conference 
with  the  ability  to  allow  the  savings  of 
over  $140  million  per  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

•  Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  to  the 
fiscal  year  1984  Defense  Department 
authorization  bill  which  would  prohib- 
it contracting  out  the  jobs  of  Federal 
firefighters  and  security  personnel. 

I  represent  the  Fourth  Congression- 
al District  in  Virginia.  Many  of  my 
constituents  are  employees  of  the  Nor- 
folk Naval  Shipyard  in  Portsmouth. 
The  shipyard  is  a  heavy  industrial,  nu- 
clear facility. 

It  is  highly  involved  with  the  use 
and  storage  of  extremely   hazardous 


materials.  Base  security  and  fire  con- 
trol are  extremely  critical  to  the 
safety  of  shipyard  personnel  and  the 
surrounding  communities. 

The  personnel  at  the  shipyard  have 
been  trained  by  the  Government  at 
great  expense.  They  have  an  in-depth 
knowledge  of  shipyard  operations  and 
conditions  in  the  workplace.  This 
knowledge  enables  them  to  do  the  best 
job  possible. 

These  men  and  women  are  trained 
career  professionals  with  an  invalu- 
able wealth  of  experience.  They  are 
not  about  to  work  for  a  contractor  and 
face  the  prospect  of  losing  their  job 
every  3  years. 

If  the  Federal  Government  contracts 
our  fire  protection  or  base  security 
and  an  emergency  occurs,  the  contrac- 
tor—not the  Government— would  be 
responsible.  I  am  frightened  at  that 
prospect. 

I  can  give  you  examples  of  compa- 
nies which  filed  for  bankruptcy  in  the 
face  of  such  responsibility.  Indeed,  I 
think  we  might  all  agree  that  private 
industry  has  a  less  than  sparkling  rep- 
utation of  handling  hazardous  oper- 
ations, as  evidenced  at  Three  Mile 
Island,  the  Love  Canal  and  at  Times 
Beach. 

I  am  uncomfortable  at  the  prospect 
of  trading  the  proven  life  saving  capa- 
bility shown  by  our  Federal  firefight- 
ers and  security  personnel  for  the 
promise  of  a  contractor  who  has  no  ex- 
perience in  handling  problems  of  this 
magnitude. 

If  I  am  forced  to  choose  between  cer- 
tain safety  and  marginal  or  uncertain 
savings,  I  will  choose  the  safety  of  our 
Federal  workers  every  time.  And  re- 
member that  we  are  not  just  talking 
about  the  safety  of  Federal  workers  at 
an  isolated  duty  station.  The  Norfolk 
Naval  Shipyard  is  right  in  the  middle 
of  one  of  my  State's  most  heavily  pop- 
ulated areas.  We  are  talking  about  the 
safety  and  protection  of  all  of  the  sur- 
rounding communities  too. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  comes 
to  my  mind  that  if  the  administration 
places  such  a  high  priority  on  con- 
tracting out  life-protecting  services,  if 
they  really  believe  that  contracting 
out  these  services  is  effective  and  effi- 
cient, why  do  they  not  propose  con- 
tracting out  the  Secret  Service? 

I  think  we  all  know  the  answer  to 
that.  The  life  of  the  President  is  just 
too  precious  to  trust  to  that  kind  of  an 
arrangement.  Well,  I  say  that  the  lives 
of  Federal  workers  and  American  citi- 
zens who  live  in  communities  near 
Federal  installations  are  equally  pre- 
cious. I  am  not  prepared  to  trust  their 
safety  to  that  kind  of  an  arrangement. 

The  Government  must  accept  re- 
sponsibility for  the  safety  and  security 
of  Federal  installations  and  the  sur- 
rounding communities.  We  cannot 
afford  to  have  someone  on  the  job 
who  might  turn  their  back  in  an  emer- 
gency. We  cannot  afford  to  have  some- 


one on  the  job  who  does  not  know  the 
inside  of  a  ship  like  the  back  of  their 
hand.  And  we  cannot  afford  to  have 
unqualified,  uncertain  personnel  re- 
ponding  to  the  threat  of  a  hazardous 
chemical  or  nuclear  emergency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  face  the  facts. 
If  we  lose  just  one  nuclear  ship  in  one 
shipyard  fire  somewhere  around  the 
country,  this  whole  illusory  savings 
would  be  washed  away.  The  value  of 
Federal  firefighters  and  Federal  secu- 
rity personnel  would  be  apparent  to 
everyone,  but  it  might  be  to  late. 

Let  us  not  let  that  happen.  Let  us 
make  sure  that  these  highly  skilled, 
highly  trained,  highly  dedicated 
people  stay  on  the  job.  Do  not  waste 
our  investment  and  their  wealth  of  ex- 
perience. 

We  should  prohibit  contracting  out 
the  jobs  of  Federal  firefighters  and  se- 
curity personnel.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Badham)  as 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  HuTTO). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  One  hundred  three  Members 
are  present,  a  quorum. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Bedell)  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
that  I  demand  a  division. 

On  a  division  (demanded  by  Mr. 
Levitas)  there  were— ayes  29,  noes  44. 

So  the  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  reject- 
ed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Hutto). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DELLUMS 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dellums:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section: 

LIMITATION  ON  DEPLOYMENT  OF  PERSHING  II 
AND  GROUND-LAUNCHED  CRUISE  MISSILES 

Sec.  1117.  The  Pershing  II  missile  and  the 
ground-launched  cruise  missile  may  not  be 
deployed  In  Europe  before  December  31. 
1984. 

D  2320 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  as  the 
Clerk  read,  this  amendment  says  that 
the  Pershing  II  missile  and  the 
ground-launched    cruise    missile    may 


not  be  deployed  in  Europe  before  De- 
cember 31,  1984. 

The  practical  effect  of  this  amend- 
ment is  to  delay  the  deployment  of  the 
Pershing  missile  and  the  ground- 
launched  cruise  missile  in  Europe  for  1 
year.  What  I  am  simply  trying  to  do 
here  is  to  encourage  negotiation  to  go 
forward. 

To  go  back  in  history  for  a  moment, 
Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  the  so-called  two-track  de- 
cision that  was  arrived  at  in  December 
1979,  was  the  following:  NATO  agreed 
to  deploy  572  land-based  missiles  in 
Europe.  These  would  be  ground- 
launched  cruise  missiles  and  Pershing 
missiles.  They  would  be  deployed  in 
December  of  this  year  if  negotiations 
at  Geneva  did  not  produce  an  agree- 
ment that  would  limit  theater  nuclear 
weapons  in  Europe. 

This  is  the  so-called  two-track  deci- 
sion. 

My  assertion,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee,  is  that  this 
deployment  would  represent  a  danger- 
ous escalation  in  the  nuclear  arms  race 
and  would  actually  lessen  national  se- 
curity of  the  United  States  rather 
than  to  enhance  it. 

Let  me  give  you  a  few  arguments. 
First  of  all,  I  believe  that  to  deploy 
the  Pershing  and  the  cruise  missiles 
would  be  a  Cuban  missile  crisis  in  re- 
verse. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  ground-launched 
cruise  missile  and  the  Pershing  II  mis- 
siles are  to  be  forward-based  within 
striking  distance  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

Now,  since  1963,  after  the  resolution 
of  the  Cuban  missile  crisis,  neither  the 
United  States  nor  the  Soviet  Union 
have  possessed  land-based  missiles  out- 
side of  its  own  territory  which  have 
sufficient  capability  of  reaching  the 
other  side. 

Now.  both  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  have  voluntarily  main- 
tained this  moratorium,  that  we  would 
not  deploy  missiles  on  some  other  soil 
outside  the  United  States  that  could 
reach  the  Soviet  Union,  and  they 
agreed  to  do  the  very  same  thing. 

To  deploy  the  Pershing  and  the 
cruise  missiles  in  December  of  this 
year  would  be  to  move  against  that 
moratorium,  No.  1. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  this  question? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league. The  gentleman  likes  to  inter- 
rupt the  rhythm  of  the  gentleman's 
intellect  but 

Mr.  KEMP.  We  are  all  fascinated  by 
the  gentleman's  intellect. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  am  not  here  to  be 
fascinating.  I  am  here  to  stop  what  I 
think  is  a  very  dangerous  situation. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Well,  then,  OK.  I  apolo- 
gize. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  KEMP.  No  pun  intended. 
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Mr.  DELLUMS.  No  acrimony.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  agree. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  ask  the 
gentleman  about  the  moratorium  from 
this  standpoint:  First.  I  have  read  the 
Kennedy-Kuznetsou  agreements,  and 
I  have  seen  no  promised  mutual  mora- 
torium such  as  the  gentleman  is  sug- 
gesting. But  putting  that  aside.  I 
would  like  to  ask.  How  is  it  possible  to 
come  to  a  conclusion  that  any  morato- 
rium is  being  broken  by  the  United 
States  of  America  unilaterally  when  in 
fact  the  very  threat  that  this  country 
faces  with  its  allies  in  Europe  from  the 
SS-20  is  the  result  of  a  unilateral 
breaking  of  that  moratorium  by  the 
Soviet  Union?  The  gentleman  does  not 
speak  at  all  about  the  SS-20  deployed 
against  every  major  city  in  Europe. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Is  that  the  gentle- 
mans  question? 

Mr.  KEMP.  That  is  the  gentleman's 
question. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Then  the  gentleman 
did  not  hear  my  opening  remarks. 

What  I  said  was  that  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  have 
agreed  to  a  moratorium  which  states 
that  neither  country  shall  deploy 
weapons  outside  of  their  own  country 
that  have  the  capacity  to  reach  the 
other  side. 

Now.  the  SS-20  does  not  have  the  ca- 
pacity to  reach  the  United  States.  But 
the  Pershing  missile  and  the  cruise 
missile  do  indeed  have  the  capacity  to 
reach  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  the  instance  of  the  Pershing  mis- 
sile, it  is  the  most  accurate  missile  this 
country  has  developed.  It  has  the  ca- 
pacity to  travel  between  1.000  and 
1.200  nautical  miles.  It  has  the  capac- 
ity to  reach  at  least  some  of  the  Sovi- 
et's command  and  control. 

I  will  answer  the  gentleman's  ques- 
tion on  the  SS-20  a  little  later  in  my 
remarks,  unless  the  gentleman  wants 
me  to  yield  to  him  again. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Well,  this  so-called 
agreement  on  a  moratorium  interests 
me,  because  the  SS-20  has  an  inter- 
continental capability. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  hope  the  gentle- 
man will  help  me  get  some  additional 
time. 

Mr.  KEMP.  The  gentleman  has 
never  had  any  trouble  getting  addi- 
tional time  as  long  as  I  have  been 
here. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league. 

Mr.  KEMP.  The  SS-20.  if  moved  to 
northern  deployment  sites,  or  through 
the  addition  of  a  third  stage,  becomes 
a  strategic  weapon,  capable  of  reach- 
ing the  United  States.  I  would  suggest 
to  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Del- 
LUMS)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Edgar  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dellums  was 


allowed    to   proceed    for   5   additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  proceed  with  my  argument,  I 
have  indicated  that  I  think  the  deploy- 
ment of  the  Pershing  and  the  cruise 
missile  is  a  de  facto  violation  of  that 
moratorium  that  has  been  reached  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Second.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Pershing 
missile,  as  I  indicated,  is  a  highly  accu- 
rate weapon.  It  can  travel  between 
1.000  and  1.200  nautical  miles.  It  can 
indeed  reach  at  least  some  of  the  Sovi- 
et's command  and  control. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  weapon  can 
reach  the  Soviet  Union  between  6  and 
8  minutes.  It  takes  a  weapon  between 
25  and  30  minutes  to  travel  from  the 
United  States  to  the  Soviet  Union  and 
vice  versa.  On  more  occasions  than 
any  of  us  in  this  room  would  be  com- 
fortable with  our  computers  have  mal- 
functioned, stating  that  the  United 
States  was  under  imminent  nuclear 
attack  from  the  Soviet  Union. 

Now.  granted  those  computers  made 
a  mistake.  But  we  had  10  or  15  min- 
utes to  make  that  evaluation. 

Now.  what  happens  if  the  Soviet 
computers  malfunction  and  say  that 
they  are  under  imminent  attack  and 
the  weapon  has  travel  time  of  only  6 
to  8  minutes?  They  do  not  have  time 
to  evaluate  the  computer,  which 
means  they  will  have  to,  in  response  to 
that  deployment,  place  their  missiles 
in  a  launch-on-warning  situation, 
which  in  my  estimation  takes  the 
world  in  a  quantum  fashion  closer  to 
the  brink  of  nuclear  war  by  making 
the  possibility  of  nuclear  war  more  im- 
minent simply  by  mistake. 

I  would  add  one  other  point.  When 
you  look  at  who  are  the  computer 
technologists  in  the  world,  the  United 
States  and  Japan  are  superior  in  the 
area  of  computer  technology.  The 
Soviet  Union  does  not  even  rank  as 
one  of  the  top  nations  in  computer  ca- 
pability. And  here  the  world  may  hang 
on  the  brink  of  inept  computer  tech- 
nology on  the  part  of  the  Soviet  Union 
if  we  indeed  deploy  this  weapon  6  to  8 
minutes  away. 

That,  in  my  estimation,  is  incredibly 
dangerous. 

Second,  the  ground-launched  cruise 
missile,  while  it  is  slower,  can  travel 
even  further  into  the  Soviet  Union,  ca- 
pable of  attacking  military  targets. 

So  I  believe  it  is  a  Cuban  missile 
crisis  in  reverse. 

Second,  both  of  these  weapons  are 
war-fighting  weapons.  They  go  beyond 
deterrence.  Why  do  we  need  to  deploy 
an  ICBM  6  to  8  minutes  from  the 
Soviet  Union  for  deterrence?  Why  do 
we  need  to  have  a  ground-launched 
cruise  missile  deployed  that  is  small, 
that  is  capable,  that  goes  beyond  ver- 
ifiability,  that  is  pointed  at  the  Soviet 
Union?  It  cannot  l)e  for  deterrence. 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  my  third  argument  is  this: 
It  is  a  costly  bargaining  chip.  The 
Reagan  administration  claims  that  to 
deploy  the  cruise  missile  and  the  Per- 
shing missile  would  require  the  Soviet 
Union  to  come  to  the  table  for  the 
purpose  of  negotiation.  All  of  the 
Members  who  went  on  the  trip  to  the 
Soviet  Union  came  back,  and  each  one 
of  them  said  that  members  of  the 
Soviet  Union  were  more  afraid  of  the 
deployment  of  the  Pershing  missile 
than  any  other  weapon  we  have. 
Therein  lies  the  issue  that  I  am  trying 
to  address. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  deployment 
of  these  weapons  is  the  threat  to  the 
Soviet  Union.  Once  you  deploy  them, 
the  ball  game  is  over.  You  force  the 
Soviet  Union  to  respond.  I  think  it  is 
in  the  threat  of  deployment. 

What  I  am  saying  to  you,  my  col- 
leagues, is:  Let  us  defer  this  deploy- 
ment for  1  year.  Let  us  allow  the  nego- 
tiations to  take  place.  I  believe  if  we 
depoly  these  weapons  we  are  going  to 
force  the  Soviet  Union  into  a  hostile 
response,  we  are  going  to  accelerate 
the  arms  race  and  we  are  going  to 
create  a  great  many  problems. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
California,  my  colleague  and  friend, 
Mr.  Dellums,  makes  several  good 
points.  I  agree  with  him  that  it  would 
be  advisable  for  the  United  States  to 
delay  deployment  of  the  ground 
launched  cruise  and  Pershing  II  mis- 
siles for  a  year  in  order  to  give  the 
INF  talks  a  chance  to  succeed. 

The  amendment  would  not  affect 
funding  for  development  or  produc- 
tion of  either  weapon.  It  would  not 
give  the  Soviets  any  reason  to  think 
that  we  are  not  taking  seriously  their 
threatening  missiles,  such  as  the  SS- 
20.  It  would  not  give  the  Soviets  any 
reason  to  think  that  we  had  suddenly 
gone  soft.  The  threat  of  deployment 
of  the  Pershing  II  and  cruise  missiles 
would  remain,  and  it  is  that  threat 
that  is  most  productive  at  the  bargain- 
ing table.  Once  the  deployment  has 
taken  place,  the  Soviets  would  be 
forced  to  respond,  and  the  two  sides 
would  once  again  be  hardened  into 
belligerent  positions  from  which  re- 
treat will  be  impossible.  That  is  the 
history  of  the  arms  race. 

We  want  to  make  progress  at  the 
INF  talks  before  the  Pershing  II  and 
cruise  missiles  are  deployed  because, 
later,  progress  would  be  substantially 
more  difficult. 

These  missiles,  especially  the  Per- 
shing II.  are  provocative.  A  Pershing 
II  could  reach  and  destroy  Soviet  tar- 
gets, such  as  missile  stations  or  com- 


mand and  control  centers,  in  less  than 
10  minutes  from  launch.  These  mis- 
siles would  not  be  seen  by  the  Soviets 
as  retaliatory  weapons.  Rather,  these 
missiles  would  be  seen  as  useful  to  the 
United  States  for  a  first  strike  at  the 
Soviet  missiles  and  for  a  so-called  de- 
capitating strike  to  destroy  Soviet 
command  and  control  centers.  Such  a 
threat  against  command  centers  on 
Soviet  homeland  would  force  a  re- 
sponse from  the  Soviets,  I  am  sure. 
And  that  response  would  not  be  for 
the  Soviets  to  throw  in  their  cards  at 
the  negotiating  table  and  to  say  to  us, 
"You  win."  Instead,  we  can  expect  the 
Soviets  to  respond  with  their  usual 
mixture  of  anger  and  paranoid  fear. 
But  that  is  not  the  response  the  world 
needs.  We  need  sensible  negotiating, 
by  rational  negotiators,  talking  with- 
out additional  fear  and  threats.  Both 
sides  are  threatened  enough  already  to 
motivate  serious  negotiating.  The 
whole  world  is  already  threatened 
enough. 

If  these  missiles  are  deployed,  the 
Soviets  would  have  less  than  10  min- 
utes to  decide  their  response  to  a  per- 
ceived attack.  In  other  words,  they 
would  be  forced  to  a  launch-on-warn- 
ing position.  As  my  colleagues  have 
pointed  out,  with  our  intricate  defense 
warning  systems  there  is  too  much 
chance  for  human,  mechanical,  or 
computer  error.  A  computer  malfunc- 
tion or  a  human  mistake  in  Russia 
that  is  not  detected  for  10  minutes 
could  send  Soviet  missiles  flying  in  re- 
taliation for  a  Pershing  II  attack  that, 
in  fact,  never  happened. 

In  a  current  popular  film  that  deals 
with  a  fictional  story  about  missile 
computer  mistaken  there  is  a  line  that 
is  relevant  to  our  discussion  here. 
That  line  is  "The  only  winning  move  is 
not  to  play  the  game." 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  approve  the 
delay  in  Pershing  II  and  cruise  missile 
deployment.  Let  us  give  the  INF  talks 
a  chance  to  succeed  and  in  turn  give 
the  START  talks  a  chance  to  succeed 
so  that  these  missiles,  which  would 
make  the  world  situation  so  much 
more  unstable  than  it  already  is,  will 
not  have  to  be  deployed,  ever.  There  is 
no  winning  move  in  this  European  nu- 
clear arms  race. 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kansas. 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  was 
on  that  trip  to  the  Soviet  Union.  I 
think  I  have  to  take  a  slightly  differ- 
ent perspective  than  the  gentleman 
does. 

I  did  not  vote  for  the  MX  missile  last 
time.  But  I  did  see  that  the  Soviets 
were  mighty  concerned  about  the  de- 
ployment of  the  Pershing  II  and  the 
groundlaunched  cruise  missile. 

Now,   you  could  take  the  attitude, 
"Well,  let  us  defer  for  another  year," 


which  may  happen  anyway.  Our  nego- 
tiators may  decide  to  defer  deploy- 
ment for  a  while.  But  I  think  if  there 
is  any  item  that  is  going  to  get  them  to 
negotiate  seriously  at  either  the  INF 
or  START  talks,  it  will  be  this  item. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Del- 
lums) has  expired. 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  be  permitted 
to  proceed  for  an  additional  half 
minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
make  this  observation:  The  Chair  is 
going  to  be  fair  about  the  debate  that 
will  continue  in  this  Chamber.  There 
are  many  Members,  the  Chair  recog- 
nizes, who  are  seeking  recognition,  and 
the  further  extension  by  unanimous 
consent  may  be  objected  to  by  the 
Chair. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

D  2330 
Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  make  the  point  that  I  think  that 
if  we,  in  fact,  extend  deployment  at 
this  time,  it  would  probably  be  the 
worst  thing  we  could  do  for  our  nego- 
tiators. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
could  reclaim  my  time,  let  me  say  this: 
I  think  that  we  have  to  encourage  the 
Soviet  Union  to  back  down  from  the 
SS-20,  but  I  do  not  think  you  get  a  re- 
duction in  the  SS-20  by  some  rigid  ad- 
herence to  a  deployment  schedule. 
You  do  it  in  the  promotion  of  negotia- 
tion. 

All  I  am  saying  is,  once  you  deploy 
this  very  dangerous  weapon,  the  world 
is  on  the  brink  of  nuclear  war  and  I 
think  we  can  afford  to  defer  this 
weapon  for  1  year. 

•  Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  my  colleague  Mr. 
Dellum's  amendment  to  delay  the 
scheduled  European  deployment  of 
the  ground-launched  cruise  missiles 
and  the  Pershing  II  missiles  for  1  year. 
The  deployment  of  these  weapons  in 
Europe  repesents  the  beginning  of  a 
frightening  new  chapter  in  the  arms 
race,  one  from  which  it  will  be  hard  to 
retreat.  As  John  Steinbruner  has  writ- 
ten in  the  Brookings  Review- 
Prom  a  Soviet  military  perspective,  the  de- 
ployment of  U.S.  intermediate  range  mis- 
siles in  Europe  is  a  significant  new  dimen- 
sion of  strategic  threat.  The  presumed 
target  of  these  weapons  is  not  the  SS-20 
featured  in  the  NATO  rationale  but  rather 
the  central  strategic  command  system  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  concentrated  around 
Moscow  and  In  the  Western  part  of  the 
Soviet  Union. 

This  set  of  targets  put  the  Russians' 
entire  strategic  capability  in  jeopardy.  The 
flight  time  to  these  targets  of  a  Pershing  II 
ballistic  missiles  Is  so  brief  that  meaningful 
reaction  from  Soviet  commanders  after  the 
missiles  were  fired  would  be  impossible  as  a 
practical  matter  .  .  . 


As  Soviet  military  planners  have  long  rec- 
ognized and  American  planners  have  more 
recently  and  reluctantly  conceded,  the  cen- 
tral command  system  of  strategic  forces  is 
at  once  the  most  vulnerable  and  most  valua- 
ble strategic  target.  It  is  a  network  of  com- 
mand centers  and  communications  links 
whose  critical  elements  are  relatively  few  in 
number  and  Inherently  vulnerable  to  attack, 
given  the  offensive  firepower  of  modem 
weapons.  Without  the  central  command  sys- 
tem's surviving,  strategic  forces  are  militari- 
ly useless,  for  their  actions  cannot  be  co- 
ordinated: to  the  Soviet  Union,  they  are 
probably  considered  politically  dangerous  as 
well.  Though  Its  ultimate  decisiveness  is  in- 
herently uncertain,  a  pre-emptive  threat 
against  the  opponents  command  system  is 
nonetheless  the  only  conceivable  path  to 
victory  in  nuclear  war.  The  Soviet  Union  is 
not  likely  to  concede  to  the  United  States 
even  a  remotely  credible  advantage  in  con- 
ducting such  an  attack. 

Since  the  deployment  of  ove  the 
chances  of  achieving  arms  control  by 
providing  more  time  for  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  work 
out  realistic  compromises  in  the  cur- 
rent talks.  Although  we  might  wish 
things  were  different,  in  reality,  there 
is  little  chance  that  the  complex  de- 
tails of  a  European  arms  limitation 
agreement  can  be  worked  out  in  the 
next  few  months.  The  Soviets  will 
likely  break  off  the  current  talks  once 
deployment  occurs,  as  they  have  said 
they  will.  Since  these  talks  on  interme- 
diate range  weapons,  begun  in  late 
1981,  have  recently  shown  signs  of 
progress,  now  is  certainly  not  the  time 
to  precipitate  their  demise. 

Some  opponents  of  the  delay  in  de- 
ployment fear  that  the  delay  means  a 
violation  of  the  commitment  we  made 
to  NATO  in  1979  to  deploy  these 
weapons.  But  the  NATO  ministers'  de- 
cision in  1979  to  deploy  was  a  two 
track  decision.  In  order  to  avert  an 
arms  race  in  Europe,  the  NATO  minis- 
ters decided  to  deploy  the  cruise  and 
Pershing  II  missiles  while  at  the  same 
time  pursuing  negotiations  to  limit 
these  weapons.  It  was  hoped  that  the 
planned  NATO  deployments  would 
become  unnecessary  because  of  the  ne- 
gotiations or  at  least  that  many  fewer 
weapons  would  actually  be  needed.  It 
was  also  presumed  when  the  agree- 
ment was  made  in  1979  that  there 
would  be  4  years  before  deployment 
began  in  which  to  negotiate  an  agree- 
ment. Although  arms  control  was  sup- 
posedly given  equal  weight  with  the 
missile  deployment,  the  United  States 
did  not  begin  talks  until  November 
1981,  almost  2  years  after  the  NATO 
decision  was  made.  The  arms  talks 
were  delayed,  but  meanwhile  full  scale 
development  and  production  of  the 
new  missiles  went  ahead  without  inter- 
ruption. A  delay  in  deployment  now 
would  simply  give  the  arms  control 
talks  time  to  catch  up  to  the  weapons 
systems.  And  it  would  merely  meet  the 
schedule  which  the  NATO  ministers 
envisioned  when  they  reached  the  two 
track  decision  in  1979.  In  addition,  no 


JMI 


20964 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  26,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20965 


military  harm  will  befall  us  as  a  result 
of  a  1-year  delay,  since  only  a  few  mis- 
siles will  be  operational  in  Europe  in 
1984  in  any  event. 

What  would  the  Soviets  do  if  the  de- 
ployment goes  ahead  on  schedule? 
Recent  Soviet  statements  indicate  that 
they  will  respond  in  one  of  three 
ways— by  deploying  new  missiles  of 
their  own  closer  to  the  United  States 
or  on  Western  European  territory,  by 
moving  to  a  launch-on-waming 
system,  or  by  breaking  off  arms  con- 
trol talks  completely.  All  of  these  out- 
comes are  not  only  undesirable  but 
completely  counterproductive  to  arms 
control. 

The  United  States  is  the  logical 
country  to  initiate  the  delay  in  deploy- 
ment. Since  1979,  the  United  States 
has  played  a  key  role  in  pressing  for 
the  missiles  deployment  within 
NATO.  Since  the  United  States  is  the 
only  NATO  country  paying  for  these 
missiles,  and  the  only  country  negoti- 
ating with  the  Soviet  Union,  our  lead- 
ership on  this  subject  is  essential  if  we 
are  to  reach  any  kind  of  agreement. 

One  final  point  needs  emphasis.  This 
amendment  only  delays  the  deploy- 
ment now.  It  does  not  prohibit  the  de- 
velopment of  the  system  or  affect  de- 
ployment 1  year  from  now.  If  we  have 
not  reached  an  agreement  within  1 
year,  these  weapons  will  still  be  ready 
to  go.  And  there  may  indeed  be  great- 
er consensus  among  our  allies  in 
Europe  that  deployment  is  proper  and 
warranted.  But  deployment  in  Decem- 
ber is  a  mistake,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  this  amendment. • 
•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  to  delay 
the  deployment  of  the  Pershing  II  and 
ground-launched  cruise  missiles. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  United  States 
and  our  NATO  allies  are  quickly  paint- 
ing themselves  into  a  comer  with  the 
scheduled  deployment  of  the  Pershing 
II  and  the  ground-launched  cruise  mis- 
siles. 

The  deployment  is  scheduled  to 
begin  in  December  of  this  year. 

But  as  we  all  realize,  it  is  a  deploy- 
ment nobody  is  particularly  looking 
forward  to. 

Opinion  polls  show  that  a  majority 
of  Europeans  oppose  the  deployment 
or  favor  a  delay  in  the  deployment. 

The  leaders  of  Europe  are  praying 
that  some  type  of  agreement  can  be 
reached  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  on  INF  so  they 
do  not  have  to  face  this  deployment. 

We  all  reaJize  that  the  deployment— 
rather  than  uniting  NATO— will  cause 
further  divisions  in  the  alliance. 

And  we  all  realize  that  an  INF  agree- 
ment is  unlikely  l)efore  December  of 
this  year. 

Our  negotiators  in  Geneva  can  reach 
an  agreement  with  the  Soviets.  It  is 
just  apparent  that  they  are  going  to 
need  more  time. 


That  is  why  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  Dellums  amendment.  It 
offers  some  breathing  room  for  our 
negotiators  in  Geneva. 

Deployment  of  the  Pershing  II  and 
GLCM  are  part  of  a  two-track  decision 
the  United  States  agreed  to  implement 
with  our  European  allies  in  1979.  One 
track  was  negotiations  with  the  Sovi- 
ets on  an  INF  agreement  that  dealt 
with  their  deployment  of  SS-20s.  The 
other  track  was  deployment  of  the 
Pershing  II  and  ground-launched 
cruise  missiles  if  the  INF  talks  failed. 

Also  implicit  in  this  two  track-deci- 
sion was  the  European  belief  that  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
would  continue  implementing  strategic 
arms  treaties,  that  the  United  States 
would  approve  SALT  II  and  that  we 
would  be  negotiating  SALT  III. 

But  as  we  all  know,  the  two-track  de- 
cision has  ended  up  being  a  cone-track 
decision.  The  INF  talks  are  stalled. 
The  Reagan  administration  has  re- 
fused to  push  for  ratification  of  SALT 
II  even  though  it  recognizes  that  the 
treaty  is  valuable  and  has  pledged  to 
abide  by  it.  And  even  the  latest 
START  proposal  looks  like  it  is  going 
nowhere. 

So  it  looks  like  we  are  going  to  be 
stuck  with  the  deployment  and  no 
arms  control  agreement. 

The  deployment  of  the  Pershing  II 
poses  a  particularly  troublesome 
threat  to  our  national  security. 

The  Pershing  II  has  a  hard-target 
kill  capability.  Therefore,  it  can  be 
used  as  a  first-strike  weapon. 

But  even  more  disturbing,  the  Per- 
shing II  deployed  in  Europe  would  be 
capable  of  reaching  and  destroying 
Soviet  hard  targets  deep  within  the 
Soviet  Union  in  less  than  10  minutes. 

How  will  the  Soviets  react  to  this? 

Well  how  do  you  think  the  United 
States  would  react  if  the  Soviets  put 
hard-target-kill  weapons  in  Cuba  that 
could  hit  the  outskirts  of  Washington 
in  less  than  10  minutes? 

Installing  Pershing  lis  in  Europe 
will  put  a  hair  trigger  on  deterrence. 

The  Soviets  would  have  only  10  min- 
utes to  decide  whether  the  blips  on 
their  radar  are  incoming  warheads  or 
false  alarms. 

This  would  induce  them  to  adopt  a 
launch-on-warning  posture,  to  use 
their  missiles  rather  than  lose  them  in 
an  attack. 

Launch  on  warning,  as  we  all  know, 
is  a  dangerous  posture  to  take.  Com- 
puters can  fail.  A  false  alarm  could  ac- 
cidentally set  off  a  nuclear  war. 

The  arms  control  implications 
should  be  enough  to  sink  this  danger- 
ous weapon. 

But  what  I  do  not  think  has  been 
too  carefully  considered  in  the  Con- 
gress is  the  fact  that  deployment  of 
the  Pershing  II  and  the  ground- 
launched  cruise  missile  in  Europe  rep- 
resents a  waste  of  our  military  re- 
sources. 


And  that  is  not  my  opinion.  That  is 
the  opinion  of  a  high-ranking  Penta- 
gon official.  According  to  a  June  2 
report  in  the  Boston  Globe,  none 
other  than  Richard  Perle,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  International 
Security  Policy,  told  a  group  of  report- 
ers and  editors  that  the  United  States 
made  a  mistake  when  it  decided  in  De- 
cember 1979  to  deploy  the  Pershing  II 
and  the  GLCMs. 

According  to  the  Globe,  Mr.  Perle 
told  the  reporters  and  editors  that  the 
Pershing  Us  and  the  GLCMs  never 
have  had  much  military  utility  mainly 
because  they  are  vulnerable  to  attack. 
Mr.  Perle  went  on  to  say  that  the  Per- 
shing II  and  the  GLCM  have  caused 
far  more  political  damage  within  the 
NATO  alliance  than  they  are  worth. 

Now  there  is  very  little  Richard 
Perle  and  I  agree  on.  But  in  this  case. 
I  couldn't  agree  more  with  his  conclu- 
sion that  the  Pershing  II  and  the 
ground-launched  cruise  missile  have 
no  political  utility  in  Europe. 

The  only  reason  we  are  deploying 
them  is  to  stick  to  a  bad  decision  that 
was  made  3  years  ago.  according  to  Mr. 
Perle.  and  I  agree  with  him  whole- 
heartedly. 

That's  why  we  need  to  cancel  this 
project  before  we  box  ourselves  into  a 
situation  nobody  wants. 

The  deployment  of  the  Pershing  II 
and  GLCM  in  Europe  has  been  justi- 
fied to  correct  an  asymmetry  in  land- 
based,  intermediate-range  ballistic 
missiles  based  in  Europe.  The  Soviets 
have  600  SS-4s.  SS-5s  and  SS-20s. 
while  we  have  no  comparable  systems. 

But  what  has  largely  gone  unnoticed 
is  the  fact  that  the  United  States  in 
the  past  has  not  only  accepted  this 
asymmetry  but  has  intentionally  cre- 
ated it. 

For  example,  in  the  1960s,  then  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Robert  MacNamara 
did  not  try  to  match  Soviet  superiority 
in  intermediate  land-based  missiles  in 
Europe. 

Far  from  it.  MacNamara  withdrew 
comparable  U.S.  systems  such  as  the 
Thor  and  Jupiter  ballistic  missiles  and 
the  Mace  and  Matador  cruise  missiles 
from  the  European  theater. 

In  other  words,  MacNamara  inten- 
tionally expanded  the  asymmetry  and 
he  did  so  for  sound  military  reasons. 

He  removed  those  land-based  mis- 
siles in  favor  of  less  vulnerable  subma- 
rine-launched Polaris  missiles. 

In  other  words,  the  asymmetry  the 
administration  is  so  worried  about  now 
as  emphasized  in  the  1960's  as  part  of 
a  sound  defense  plan. 

And  as  Mr.  Perle  has  noted,  trying 
to  correct  that  asymmetry  now  with 
the  installation  of  Pershing  II's  and 
GLCM's  represents  an  unsound  mili- 
tary decision,  because  it  would  involve 
putting  missiles  back  into  a  vulnerable 
basing  mode  on  land. 


For  these  reasons,  I  urge  the  House 
to  adopt  the  Dellums  amendment. 

Delaying  the  Pershing  II  and  GLCM 
deployments  not  only  makes  good 
arms  control  sense— it  makes  good 
military  sense.» 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Dellums). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count. 

One  hundred  eighteen  Members  are 
present,  a  quorum. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  of  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Dellums)  for  a 
recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  101,  noes 
320,  not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  273] 
AYES- 101 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

AuCoin 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Herman 

Biaggi 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Bosco 

Boxer 

Brown  (CA) 

Burton  <CA) 

Carr 

Clay 

Coelho 

Collins 

Coyne 

Crockett 

Dellums 

Downey 

Dymally 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Evans  (ID 

Felghan 

Foglietla 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford(TN) 

Prank 

Garcia 

Gejdenson 


Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bennett 

Bereuler 

Bethune 

Bevill 


Gonzalez 

Gray 

Hall  (IN) 

Harkin 

Hawkins 

Jacobs 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levine 

Lowry  (WA) 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

McKinney 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Nowak 

Dakar 

Oberstar 

Ottinger 

Owens 

NOES— 320 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 


Panetta 

Paul 

Pease 

Range! 

Ratchford 

Rodino 

Roybal 

Sabo 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Torres 

Torrlcelli 

Towas 

Vento 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Wirth 

Wolpe 

Wyden 

Yates 


Carper 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clinger 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Conte 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 


DAmours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dyson 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenborn 

Evans  (lA) 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Goodling 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 


Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leath 

Lent 

Levin 

Levitas 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long  (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (OH) 

Minish 

Molinari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 


Hammerschmidt  Mrazek 


Hance 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 


Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

O'Brien 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parr  is 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

FHirsell 

Quillen 


Rahall 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 

Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 

Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 

Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schuize 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw- 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Bkelton 
Slattery 
Smith  (FL) 
Smith  (lA) 
Smith  (NE) 
Smith  (NJ) 
Smith.  Denny 
Smith.  Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
St  Germain 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas  (CA) 
Thomas  (GA) 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander  Jagt 
Vandergriff 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams  (MT) 
Williams  (OH) 
Winn 
WUe 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 
Young  (MO) 
Zablocki 
Zschau 


D  2350 


NOT  VOTING-12 


Andrews  (NO 
Bates 
Conyers 
Dixon 


Foley 
Forsythe 
Hansen  (ID) 
Heftel 


L«wis  (CA) 
Savage 
Wilson 
Young  (AK) 


Mr.  ALBOSTA  changed  his  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  COELHO  and  Mr.  LEVINE  of 
California  changed  their  votes  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 
So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 
The    result    of    the    vote    was    an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  engag* 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Sea- 
power  and  Strategic  and  Critical  Mate- 
rials Subcommittee  in  a  dialog  con- 
cerning a  program  very  important.  I 
am  referring  to  the  LHD  ship  and,  spe- 
cifically, the  highfrequency  communi- 
cations system  to  be  procured  for  that 
ship. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  would  be  happy  to 
engage  in  such  a  discussion  with  the 
gentlelady  from  Maryland,  if  the  gen- 
tlewoman would  yield. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  understand  that  the 
committee  is  recommending  authoriza- 
tion of  about  $1.3  billion  for  the  LHD 
ship.  This  ship  will  be  a  new  type  of 
amphibious  warfare  carrier  and  will 
carry  assault  troops,  landing  craft,  hel- 
icopters, and  AV-8b  Harriers.  It  is  also 
my  understanding  that  the  Navy  pres- 
ently plans  to  procure  a  wide-band, 
highfrequency  communications 

system  for  the  LHD  and  other  applica- 
tions without  conducting  a  competi- 
tion for  this  system.  I  have  spoken  to 
representatives  of  the  Navy  and  they 
confirm  this  intent,  and  claim  that 
there  will  be  no  other  wide  band  com- 
munications systems  available  to  meet 
the  ship's  schedule.  However,  I  am 
aware  of  at  least  one  company  who 
will  have  a  proposal  ready  in  August 
and  who  claims  that  the  schedule  can 
be  met. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  aware  of  the 
claims  that  have  been  made.  The  Navy 
has  conducted  a  test  of  the  existing 
highfrequency  communications 

system  on  the  U.S.S.  Caron.  What 
would  the  gentlelady  suggest? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  have  reviewed  the  re- 
sults of  that  test,  and  while  I  am  not  a 
technical  expert,  it  is  my  opinion  that 
the  test  does  not  prove  that  the  exist- 
ing system  will  meet  the  needs  of  the 
U.S.  Navy  in  the  1990's.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  believe  that  the  Navy  should  conduct 
a  formal  competition  for  the  highfre- 
quency communications  system  for 
the  LHD  ship  and  for  any  other 
follow-on  ship  that  needs  such  a  com- 
munications system. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Maryland. 

Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  ask  one  quick  question.  My  un- 
derstanding is  that  this  system  insofar 
as  the  ship  construction  is  concerned 
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allows  ample  time  to  integrate  any 
system  because  that  is  not  about  to  be 
done  for  the  next  year  and  one-half  to 
2  years. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  The  gentlewoman  is  ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentlewoman  will  yield  further.  I 
certainly  agree  that  competition 
should  be  held  wherever  possible.  I 
firmly  believe  that  almost  always 
through  competition  can  we  procure 
artd  maintain  the  best  systems  for  our 
forces  at  the  most  reasonable  cost,  and 
I  will  communicate  the  concerns  you 
have  raised  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  and  urge  that  the  communica- 
tions system  be  procured  competitively 
if  possible. 

Mrs.  HOLT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  subcommittee  chairman.  I  certain- 
ly appreciate  the  opportunity  to  clari- 
fy this  matter  with  him. 

AMEIfDM ENT  OrTOIED  BY  MR.  STKATTON 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Stratton:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following  new 
section: 

REPEAL  OF  REQUIREMENT  FOR  RETIREE 
SUGGESTION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  lUI.  (a)  Section  2390  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  141  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
2390. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  was  requested  by  the 
administration  on  February  23.  1983. 
by  Executive  Communication  Number 
421  (letters  to  the  Speaker  and  the 
President  of  the  Senate)  as  a  part  of 
the  administration's  legislative  pro- 
gram. Subsequently,  the  text  of  the 
legislation  was  introduced  by  Chair- 
man Price  and  Mr.  Dickinson  by  re- 
quest as  H.R.  2108. 

This  amendment  would  delete  sec- 
tion 2390  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code.  Section  2390  requires  that  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  request  of  each 
retiring  commissioned  officer  and  each 
retiring  civilian  employee  above  grade 
GS-12  who  was  employed  in  or  as- 
signed to  military  procurement  within 
1  year  of  retirement,  suggestions  for 
methods  to  improve  procurement  pro- 
cedures. This  requirement  was  origi- 
nally enacted  as  section  815  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Appropriation 
Authorization  Act  of  1978  (Public  Law 
95-79). 

Since  the  inception  of  the  program, 
only  a  limited  number  of  retirees  have 
submitted  suggestions:  11  in  fiscal  year 
1977.  13  in  fiscal  year  1978,  6  in  fiscal 
year  1979,  and  7  in  the  first  9  months 
of  fiscal  year  1980.  None  of  the  sugges- 
tions brought  forth  new  concepts.  All 
suggestions  of  merit  were  under  con- 
sideration or  had  been  previously  con- 
sidered. In  the  opinion  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  the  limited  response 


was  attributable  to  the  fact  that  most 
retirees  had  presented  their  sugges- 
tions for  improvement  during  their 
active  careers. 

It  is  believed  that  the  retiree  sugges- 
tion program  is  unnecessary  and 
serves  no  useful  purpose.  It  has  im- 
posed an  unnecessary  administrative 
burden  on  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  military  departmnts  in  review- 
ing and  evaluating  suggestions  re- 
ceived, in  maintaining  records,  and  in 
preparing  responses.  The  program  is 
of  no  value  in  practice,  and  it  diverts 
the  time  and  attention  of  high  level 
personnel  from  other  pressing  mat- 
ters. 

Well-motivated  people,  throughout 
their  careers,  make  suggestions  for  im- 
provements in  procurement  proce- 
dures through  normal  communica- 
tions in  day-to-day  operations, 
through  procurement  conferences  and 
seminars  conducted  by  Department  of 
Defense  components  annually,  and 
through  the  formal  suggestion  award 
program  that  offers  cast  for  ideas  of 
merit  across  the  wide  spectrum  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  mission. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  yield  to  the  com- 
mittee chairman. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  com- 
mittee will  accept  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  If  I  recall,  if  I  un- 
derstand it  and  if  this  is  the  right 
amendment,  there  was  a  proviso  put  in 
the  law  before  that  said  that  as  each 
person  left  the  service  they  were  to  be 
interviewed  for  suggestions  that  they 
might  like  to  make,  sort  of  like  putting 
them  in  a  suggestion  box. 

This  has  been  expensive  and  has 
been  unproductive  and  this  is  an  effort 
to  do  away  with  the  requirement  that 
the  services  interview  every  person 
that  is  mustered  out  of  the  service. 

Is  that  the  thrust  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  think  that  it 
makes  good  sense,  and  we  certainly 
accept  it  over  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Stratton). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  M'CURDY 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McCurdy:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section; 


LIMITATION  ON  AtTTHORITY  TO  CONSOLIDATE 
CERTAIN  FUNCTIONS  WITHIN  THE  DEPART- 
MENT OF  DEFENSE 

Sec.  1111.  (a)  Section  125  of  title  10, 
United  SUtes  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  sulwection: 

•(e)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  the 
Secretary  of  Defense— 

■■(1)  may  not  test  the  transfer,  reassign- 
ment, or  consolidation  of  a  function,  power, 
or  duty  of  a  military  department  to  a  com- 
ponent of  the  Department  of  Defense  out- 
side a  military  department  unless  the  test 
has  been  specifically  authorized  by  law;  and 

•■(2)  may  not  carry  out  the  transfer,  reas- 
signment, or  consolidation  of  a  function, 
power,  or  duty  of  a  military  department  to  a 
component  of  the  Defense  Department  out- 
side a  military  department  unless  the  trans- 
fer, reassignment,  or  consolidation  has  Ijeen 
specifically  authorized  by  law  after  the  com- 
pletion of  the  study  of  such  transfer,  reas- 
signment, or  consolidation.". 

(b)(1)  Clause  (1)  of  section  125(e)  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsec- 
tion (a),  shall  apply  to  tests  begun  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Clause  (2)  of  section  125(e)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a),  shall  apply  to  transfers,  reassignments, 
and  consolidations  after  January  1.  1983. 

Mr.  McCURDY  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  Matsui)  for  his  leadership  on 
this  important  issue. 

Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Hansen  and  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  title  11  of  the 
1984  defense  authorization  to  modify 
chapter  10  of  the  United  States  Code— 
10  U.S.C.  125  permits  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  consolidate  or  transfer 
functions  within  the  Department  for 
the  purpose  of  efficiency.  My  amend- 
ment would  require  that  when  such 
consolidations  are  made  from  the 
actual  military  services  to  the  civilian 
defense  agencies,  congressional  au- 
thorization would  be  needed  before 
implementation. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  I  have 
worked  on  three  consolidations  of  this 
sort.  The  first  was  the  proposal  to 
transfer  the  management— that  is  the 
purchasing,  warehousing,  distribu- 
tion—of all  weapon  system  hardware 
supply  items  from  the  services  to  the 
Defense  Logistics  Agency,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  almost  all  of  those  parts 
still  in  the  control  of  the  services  are 
service-specific,  weapons-critical  parts 
for  aircraft,  tanks,  and  ships.  The 
second  was  the  proposal  to  take  repair 
and  maintenance  of  military  aircraft 
from  the  control  of  the  services  and 
turn  them  over  to  a  central  manager 
despite  the  fact  that  such  a  manager 
would  bear  no  responsibility  for  mis- 
sions for  which  those  aircraft  would  be 


tasked.  The  most  recent  proposal  is 
the  national  consolidation,  perhaps  to 
a  civilian  agency,  of  the  operational 
control  of  every  military  base,  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  the  major  local  experi- 
ment of  consolidated  base  operations 
in  San  Antonio  has  been  an  unmitigat- 
ed disaster  from  every  perspective. 

Over  the  course  of  those  several 
years  and  three  issues,  I  observed  sev- 
eral common  features:  First,  the  al- 
leged economies,  which  by  law  are  to 
be  the  basis  of  the  authority  to  consol- 
idate, are  often  fictional;  second,  the 
congressional  review  which  is.  in  effect 
supposed  to  be  achieved  by  10  U.S.C. 
125  is  routinely  avoided;  third,  the  per- 
manent civil  service  bureaucrats  who 
promote  these  consolidations  consist- 
ently refuse  to  admit  that  the  effect 
on  combat  readiness  should  be  given 
primary  consideration;  fourth,  the 
same  bureaucrats  who  have  created 
and  reign  over  these  massive  inde- 
pendent agencies  are  also  the  ones 
who  judge  when  and  whether  they 
should  grow  and  at  whose  expense; 
fifth,  the  20-year  history  of  these  con- 
solidations is  one  of  a  steady,  never-re- 
versed accretion  with  congressional  or 
administration  opposition  seen  by  the 
bureaucrats  as  only  temporary  impedi- 
ments to  be  waited  out;  and  sixth, 
there  is  no  apparent  limit  to  the  self- 
serving  studies  generated,  or  bureau- 
cratic devices  used,  to  give  the  appear- 
ance of  validity  to  these  empire-build- 
ing schemes. 

In  short,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  found  that 
it  takes  intense,  full-time  vigilance  just 
to  keep  these  consolidations  at  bay 
and  our  military  readiness  from  being 
seriously  degraded,  disregarding  the 
fact  that  such  consolidations  do  not 
even  lead  to  real  savings.  This  did  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  a  very  sound  way  to 
go  about  maintaining  congressional 
scrutiny  and  control  over  our  military 
establishment.  Nor  does  it  seem  to 
serve  civilian  control  of  the  military  to 
let  bureaucrats,  outside  of  the  chain  of 
command,  inject  themselves  into 
actual  day-to-day  management  of  mili- 
tary operations. 

So.  I  set  about  discovering  how  we 
arrived  at  this  state  of  affairs.  It  in- 
volved reading  thousands  of  pages  of 
congressional  hearings,  committee  and 
conference  reports,  floor  debates,  and 
various  studies  and  documents. 

The  key  chronological  periods 
turned  out  to  be  in  1949  and  1961.  In 
1949.  10  U.S.C.  125  was  added  as  part 
of  the  extensive  amendments  to  the 
National  Security  Act  of  1947  which 
established  the  Defense  Department. 
It  is  not  extreme  to  suggest  that  many 
congressional  founders  of  the  DOD  en- 
visioned a  Secretary  and  three  assist- 
ants, barely  four  executives  to  exercise 
civilian,  policymaking  control  over  the 
combination  of  the  military  services 
under  one  umbrella  department.  Dis- 
cussion of  supply  and  logistics  ac- 
counted for  less  than  40  total  pages  in 


the  entire  legislative  history  of  the 
1947-49  period  and  was  the  source  of 
no  controversy;  10  U.S.C.  125  was 
almost  an  afterthought  and  was  clear- 
ly intended  to  facilitate  the  promotion 
of  joint  commands  and  combined  oper- 
ations among  the  services. 

The  eventually  massive  agencies, 
separate  from  the  military  services, 
under  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense— OSD— were  not  bom  until 
1961.  They  now  number  in  the  tens  of 
thousands  of  employees  and  consume 
a  huge  portion  of  the  defense  budget. 
With  adequate  foresight.  10  U.S.C.  125 
should  probably  have  been  modified  at 
that  time.  Without  such  a  modifica- 
tion, the  natural  laws  of  unchecked 
bureaucracy  have  operated  ever  since. 

It  is  high  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
we  correct  the  flaws  overlooked  since 
1961.  Some  of  my  colleagues  would 
like  to  address  the  specific  problems  of 
the  three  consolidation  proposals  with 
which  we  have  become  so  familiar.  But 
the  solution  we  offer  addresses  the 
basic  procedural  flaw  which  is  the 
common  element  in  each  of  these 
three  problems,  as  well  as  precluding 
new  ones  arising. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  quote  from  a  Copley  News  Serv- 
ice interview  with  Navy  Secretary 
John  Lehman  early  in  March.  I  might 
add  that  I  noted  recently  that  Secre- 
tary Lehman  had  apologized  to  em- 
ployees of  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  who  may  have  taken  offense 
at  his  remarks  and  who,  I  am  certain, 
do  a  fine  job  within  the  limits  of  that 
institution,  but  I  did  not  notice  that 
he  had  withdrawn  his  criticism  of  the 
institutional  structure  of  the  Defense 
Department  or  the  senior,  permanent, 
policymaking  level  of  civil  service  per- 
sonnel in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense. 

Without  question,  this  building,  I  believe, 
could  be  run  at  20-percent  savings  if  we 
could  get  rid  of  the  6,000  bureaucrats  in 
OSD  who  are  accountable,  essentially,  to 
nobody. 

They  masquerade  (as  agents)  to  pull 
power  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  but  it's 
exactly  the  opposite. 

They  take  power  away  from  the  Secretary 
and  appointed  officials. 

Lehman  said:  'Elected  officials  can't 
see  inside  DLA— you  can't  hire,  you 
can't  fire  and  you  can't  make  any 
budget  decisions."  He  also  said:  "The 
permanent  bureaucrats  do  not  care 
who  is  Defense  Secretary;  they  just 
don't  want  the  Secretary  telling  them 
what  to  do." 

I  could  not  agree  more  with  the  Sec- 
retary's assessment.  This  amendment 
will  provide  Congress  an  invaluable 
tool  to  insure  authorization  control 
over  hiring,  firing,  and  budget.  It  will 
at  least  give  Congress,  and  perhaps 
the  politically  appointed  officials  in 
the  Pentagon,  a  lever  to  curb  the  insa- 
tiable growth  of  these  agencies. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  dedicate  my  efforts  on  this  amend- 


ment to  Mr.  Art  Sarris.  This  Country 
was  never  better  served  by  any  civil 
servant.  He  fought  in  the  trenches  for 
years  on  these  issues.  When  he  died 
about  this  time  last  year,  he  was 
Deputy  Director  for  Plans  and  Pro- 
grams, Air  Force  Logistics  Command. 
Art  should  be  given  the  credit  for 
making  us  appreciate  the  real  gravity 
of  these  appartently  mundane  issues. 
Wherever  he  is,  I  know  that  he  will 
appreciate  that  this  country  is  safer 
for  the  enactment  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  express  the  committee's  support  for 
the  McCurdy  amendment,  as  con- 
ceived by  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  California  (Mr.  Matsdi)  who  is 
once  again  to  be  commended  for  his 
strong  support  for  readiness,  and  his 
very  able  assistance  to  the  committee 
in  its  consideration  of  the  DOD  au- 
thorization request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  enthusiasm  for 
the  amendment  in  no  way  signifies  op- 
position to  consolidation  of  DOD  ac- 
tivities for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
economies  and  efficiency.  Rather,  it 
recognizes  that  such  initiatives  should 
only  be  undertaken  after  considering 
their  impact  on  combat  readiness  and 
sustainability,  and  should  receive  the 
same  prior  scrutiny  from  the  authoriz- 
ing committee  as  any  other  new  pro- 
gram start.  This  alines  consideration 
of  those  changes  allowed  under  sec- 
tion 125  with  the  manner  in  which  the 
committee  recommends  authorization 
of  new  R&D,  procurement,  O&M,  per- 
sonnel, or  compensation  requests.  As 
such,  it  does  not  change  the  Secre- 
tary's authority,  but  subjects  it  to 
prior,  rather  then  retroactive,  over- 
sight and  authorization.  This  makes 
good  sense. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Readiness 
considers  the  O&M  authorization  re- 
quests which  pay  for  such  consolida- 
tions. As  a  result,  this  amendment  will 
provide  a  valuable  tool  for  us  to  con- 
sider such  requests.  I  urge  the  Com- 
mittee's support  for  McCurdy  amend- 
ment, and  commend  him  for  his  initia- 
tive in  proposing  a  means  which  will 
allow  the  Congress  to  do  a  far  superior 
job  of  authorization. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  examined  this  amendment  and 
we  have  no  problem  with  it.  We  accept 
it. 

•  Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
seek  recognition  to  express  the  com- 
mittee's support  for  the  McCurdy 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  down  home  we  have 
an  expression:  "If  the  roof  don't  leak. 
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don't  repair  it."  My  first  inclination  in 
looking  at  a  proposed  change  to  a  pro- 
cedure which  has  existed  for  34  years 
would  be  to  leave  it  alone.  But  our  col- 
league from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  McCur- 
DY)  has  recommended  a  very  valuable 
tool  for  the  use  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  and  the  whole  House.  The 
amendment  gives  Congress  a  method 
by  which  it  can  judge  an  authorization 
request  for  major  policy  and  organiza- 
tional changes  in  DOD  before  the  fact. 
It  gives  us  the  chance  to  judge  such 
consolidations  and  reorganizations 
against  the  backdrop  of  all  other  ini- 
tiatives being  undertaken,  and  adjust 
other  affected  programs  accordingly. 
It  recognizes  that  we  cannot  vote  a  ra- 
tional authorization  package  in  a 
vacuum.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  McCurdy 
amendment  is  going  to  keep  us  from 
getting  rained  on.  one  of  these  days. 
The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  has 
performed  a  very  valuable  service  in 
bringing  this  matter  to  our  attention, 
as  has  our  colleague  from  Oklahoma 
for  introducing  it. 

The  Investigations  Subcommittee 
has  jurisdiction  over  all  proposed 
DOD  organizational  matters.  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  too  often  that  investi- 
gative function  is  reactive  in  nature. 
Too  often,  we  are  called  upon  to  look 
into  a  matter  after  there  has  been 
fraud,  waste,  abuse,  or  just  plain  lack 
of  old-fashioned  commonsense.  This 
amendment  will  give  us  a  way  to  hear 
of  these  matters  before  they  are  set  in 
concrete.  Mr.  Chairman.  The  McCurdy 
amendment  is  a  good  idea,  and  on 
behalf  of  the  committee.  I  urge  its 
adoption.* 

•  Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
amendment.  My  district  is  the  home  of 
Navy's  air  rework  facility  at  Cherry 
Point.  N.C.  This  is  a  facility  for  depot 
level  maintenance  on  Marine  Corps 
and  naval  aircraft. 

I  am  especially  concerned  about  the 
proposal  which  has  been  mentioned  to 
put  all  aircraft  repair  and  mainte- 
nance depots  in  the  hands  of  the  Air 
Force.  An  even  worse  suggestion  is  to 
place  maintenance  depots  in  the  hands 
of  a  separate  civilian  manager,  outside 
the  chain  of  command  of  the  appropri- 
ate services. 

Let  me  explain  what  concerns  me 
about  these  consolidation  proposals.  It 
used  to  be  that  each  military  plane 
had  a  crew  chief  responsible  for  imme- 
diate maintenance  needs.  When  a  pilot 
brought  a  plane  in.  he  personally 
knew  the  person  to  talk  to  who  would 
he  working  on  the  plane  before  it  went 
into  the  air  again.  The  communication 
between  the  two  could  be  clear  and 
complete.  If  the  crew  chief  or  the 
maintenance  crew  made  a  mistake, 
there  was  no  bureaucratic  layers  to 
hide  behind.  Now  when  a  plane  comes 
in,  the  pilot  fills  out  a  form  and  turns 
the  plane  over  to  a  manager.  You  can 
well    imagine    the    foulups   that    can 


occur  when  no  one  is  directly  responsi- 
ble. 

Even  at  this  level.  I  think  the  serv- 
ices have  made  a  mistake  by  placing 
bureaucratic  managers  into  the  chain 
of  responsibility  for  aircraft  mainte- 
nance. I  am  horrified  by  the  prospect 
of  expanding  that  mistake  by  putting 
aircraft  repair  and  maintenance  com- 
pletely outside  the  chain  of  command. 
This  could  keep  necessary  combat  air- 
craft out  of  the  air  and  could  jeopar- 
dize our  pilots  in  the  air. 

The  single-manager  concept  for  the 
air  depots  has  been  proposed  for  years. 
In  June  of  1981.  two  reports  on  this 
proposal  were  issued.  Both  reports 
concluded  that  putting  the  air  depots 
under  a  single  manager  was  a  bad  idea. 
Nevertheless,  the  idea  continues  to  be 
discussed  and  promoted.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  would  like  at  this  time  to  in- 
clude in  the  Record  the  executive 
summary  of  one  of  the  reports  I  have 
mentioned  and  the  conclusions  and 
recommendations  of  the  other. 

The  damage  that  would  be  done  if 
this  proposal  were  ever  implemented  is 
so  serious  that  the  decision  should  not 
be  left'solely  to  bureaucrats  seeking  to 
expand  their  influence.  This  amend- 
ment will  make  certain  that  Congress 
can  examine  such  a  plan  thoroughly 
before  it  is  carried  out.» 
•  Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague 
requiring  congressional  authorization 
for  consolidations  or  transfers  within 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
purpose  of  efficiency. 

Recently,  the  Inspector  General's 
Office  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
completed  a  study  of  the  San  Antonio 
Real  Property  Management  Agency 
and  was  not  very  kind  in  its  review. 
The  difficulties  of  local  commanders 
with  SARPMA  should  point  to  the  de- 
ficiencies of  the  system.  While  no  one 
argues  with  the  idea  that  an  efficient 
operation  is  a  worthwhile  objective.  I 
would  argue  that  it  is  not  worth  the 
price  at  this  level  if  our  combat  readi- 
ness is  jeopardized. 

There  are  serious  considerations 
that  we  must  address,  especially  the 
transfer  of  responsibility  for  oper- 
ations from  the  military  chain  of  com- 
mand to  a  civilian  agency.  These  con- 
cerns are  real  and  if  the  experiment 
that  took  place  in  San  Antonio  is  an 
indication  of  the  possible  direction 
these  so-called  consolidations  can  take, 
then  we  should  have  stricter  congres- 
sional oversight  than  is  currently  the 
practice. 

Some  have  categorized  this  initiative 
as  nothing  more  than  a  power  play  by 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
All  I  can  say  is  that  some  of  the  best 
of  intentions  are  plagued  by  the  worst 
of  results.  I  believe  this  to  be  one  of 
those  instances.  A  move  to  consolidate 
operational  control  of  every  military 
base  on  a  national  level  would  remove 


the  accountability  to  the  military  com- 
mand and  politically  appointed  offi- 
cials at  the  Pentagon.  As  with  any  ini- 
tiative, we  must  take  all  precaution  to 
insure  that  some  form  of  accountabil- 
ity remains.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  us  in  support  of  this  amend- 
ment.• 

•  Mr.  FLIPPO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 
This  is  an  important  amendment  that 
would  provide  Congress  the  opportuni- 
ty to  study,  analyze,  and  review  deci- 
sions made  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense involving  tremendous  sums  of 
money,  the  jobs  of  thousands  of  dedi- 
cated, productive  civilian  workers,  and 
the  readiness  of  our  Armed  Forces. 

1  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  for  the  leadership  ne  has 
provided  in  addressing  this  issue.  The 
amendment  he  has  submitted  today 
represents  years  of  hard  work  dedicat- 
ed to  improving  the  efficiency  and  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  operation  and  main- 
tenance of  military  installations 
throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  of 
Defense  first  proposed  the  transfer  of 
the  management  of  consumable  inven- 
tory items  from  the  military  services 
to  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  in 
1970.  Consumable  inventory  items  are 
repair  parts  that  are  directly  used  to 
repair  combat  weapons  systems  which 
are  discarded  when  they  are  broken  or 
consumed. 

The  purpose  of  this  proposal  was  to 
eliminate  situations  in  which  different 
services  were  bidding  against  each 
other  for  common  items,  and  to 
achieve  economies  of  scale  in  purchas- 
ing, warehousing,  and  distribution. 
The  goals  of  the  proposed  transfer 
were  laudable  but  the  flaws  in  the  pro- 
posal were  evident.  It  was  not  imple- 
mented. Instead  the  individual  ser\  ices 
were  allowed  to  keep  service-specific 
items,  and  common  weapons-oriented 
items  were  to  be  managed  on  a  'one- 
item,"  one  manager  basis  with  a  single 
service  assigned  responsibility  for  a 
specific  item. 

This  solution,  however,  did  not  satis- 
fy or  enhance  the  appetite  of  the 
empire-building  senior  permanent  civil 
service  personnel  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense. 

This  GAO  report  is  particularly 
noteworthy.  In  the  past  GAO  has  sug- 
gested that  transferring  the  manage- 
ment of  consumable  inventory  items 
was  a  good  idea.  As  it  turns  out  GAO 
reached  this  conclusion  by  simply  ac- 
cepting the  information  and  justifica- 
tion submitted  by  DOD  and  not  on  an 
independent  study  conducted  by  its 
own  analysts.  This  spring,  however, 
GAO  completed  a  study  that  conclud- 
ed: 

First,  the  projected  cost  reduction 
could  not  be  verified; 


Second,  the  200,000  item  transfer 
should  not  be  considered  a  test;  and 

Third,  the  individual  services  indeed 
had  very  valid  reservations  about  nu- 
merous items  affecting  readiness  and 
being  weapon  system  sensitive. 

These  conclusions  based  on  an 
actual  independent,  objective  study 
rather  than  hearsay  and  anecdotal  evi- 
dence supplied  by  OSD  are  markedly 
different  from  earlier,  uncritical  GAO 
findings. 

The  history  of  this  issue  suggests 
that  a  new  GAO  study  refuting  the  ar- 
guments behind  this  proposed  transfer 
will  not  dissuade  the  Pentagon  bu- 
reaucrats from  pushing  the  scheme 
again  and  again.  The  experience  of  the 
past  12  years  indicates  that  Pentagon 
officials  will  continue  to  push  this 
transfer  against  all  odds  and  despite 
the  evidence  showing  it  to  be  counter- 
productive. 

At  this  time,  I  do  not  believe  there  is 
any  merit  whatsoever  to  the  proposed 
transfer  of  the  management  of  the 
consumable  inventory  item.  The 
amendment  under  consideration  here 
today  does  not,  however,  prohibit  such 
a  transfer  in  the  future.  The  amend- 
ment simply  requires  such  a  proposal 
to  be  subject  to  congressional  review 
and  examination  before  it  is  imple- 
mented. It  simply  says  that  important 
decisions  affecting  the  readiness  of 
our  armed  services  should  be  studied 
and  approved  by  Congress. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment^ 

The  subsequent  material  was  sub- 
mitted for  the  Record: 

Organizational  Alternatives  for  the 
Management  of  Consumable  Items 

(By  I.  K.  Cohen,  L.  B.  Embry,  J.  B.  Abell) 

PREFACE 

Within  the  Department  of  Defense  "con- 
solidation" is  today  an  emotionally  loaded 
term,  eliciting  strong  reaction,  with  little 
apparent  regard  for  the  area  being  ad- 
dressed. Rand  is  reviewing  a  variety  of  past 
consolidation  actions  to  identify  issues  that 
may  affect  judgments  concerning  the  value 
of  consolidation.  This  draft  discusses  pro- 
posals for  consolidating  the  management  of 
consumable  material  within  DoD.  Thus,  in 
addition  to  identifying  certain  effectiveness 
and  efficiency  issues  raised  during  discus- 
sions of  such  proposals,  it  illuminates  the 
issues  embedded  in  the  ongoing  debate  over 
consumable  management. 

The  draft  was  prepared  as  part  of  a  con- 
cept development  and  project  formulation 
project  under  the  Project  AIR  FORCE  Re- 
source Management  Program.  It  was  pre- 
pared as  an  input  to  the  Air  Force  "BOS 
Consolidation  Study." 

SUMMARY 

Department  of  Defense  supply  catalogs 
contain  stock  numbers  for  about  3.8  million 
different  Items,  ranging  from  aircraft  en- 
gines to  rags.  Over  three  million  of  them  are 
"consumable"  items  that  are  managed  by 
one  of  the  Services,  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  (DLA).  or  the  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration (GSA). 

Since  a  number  of  different  agencies  are 
involved  in  consumables  management,  it 
was  probably  Inevitable  that  an  operation 


this  large  would  become  the  subject  of  a 
consolidation  proposal.  In  fact,  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  recently 
proposed  that  management  of  all  consuma- 
ble items  be  consolidated  in  the  DLA.  The 
Services  adamantly  oppose  this  idea.  This 
paper  discusses  the  history  behind  the  pro- 
posal, criteria  appropriate  for  evaluating  it. 
and  actions  under  way  within  the  Air  Force 
that  appear  to  be  orthogonsil  to  OSD's  pro- 
posed management  solution. 

The  consolidation  issue  has  been  around 
since  the  late  1940s,  when  the  Hoover  Com- 
mission recommended  creation  of  a  single 
DOD  supply  system.  Prior  to  the  Korean 
War.  each  of  the  Services  managed  the  full 
range  of  items  it  required.  The  effect  of 
pressures  toward  consolidation  can  be  seen 
in  the  evolution  of  the  management  struc- 
ture since  that  time.  Service  single  manag- 
ers were  set  up  for  such  consumables  as  pe- 
troleum, medical  supplies,  and  clothing 
during  the  1950s.  The  Defense  Supply 
Agency  (DSA).  the  predecessor  of  the  DLA, 
was  established  in  1961.  and  assigned  as  the 
single  wholesale  inventory  manager  for  a 
number  of  common  commodities. 

In  1970,  the  Blue  Ribbon  Defense  Panel 
recommended  creation  of  a  Unified  Com- 
mand for  Logistics.  At  about  the  same  time. 
OSD  proposed  that  management  responsi- 
bility of  all  consumable  items  be  transferred 
to  DSA.  All  of  the  Services  opposed  the 
OSD  proposal.  Their  reaction  was  undoubt- 
edly intensified  by  concern  regarding  the 
long-run  implications  of  the  OSD  proposal, 
particularly  in  view  of  the  even  more  dis- 
tasteful recommendation  of  the  Blue 
Ribbon  Panel.  A  remnant  of  this  concern  as 
to  OSD's  long-run  intent  probably  exists  to 
this  day. 

As  a  result  of  the  Service  reaction,  a  joint 
OSD-Service  Group  was  established  that 
culminated  in  Secretary  Packard's  approval 
of  the  "two-world"  concept.  Under  this 
policy,  weapon-oriented  items  would  be 
managed  by  the  Services;  commodity  items 
would  be  managed  by  DSA.  In  addition,  a 
single  manager  was  to  be  designated  for 
each  common-use  item,  implementing  the 
Hoover  Commission's  "one  item,  one  manag- 
er" recommendation. 

In  1976.  OSD  again  proposed  that  all  con- 
sumable items,  including  those  used  for 
weapon  system  support,  be  transferred  to 
DSA.  When  the  House  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee indicated  that  no  such  transfers 
should  take  place  until  their  effects  on  both 
readiness  and  cost  were  analyzed.  OSD 
charged  the  Defense  Logistics  Analysis 
Office  (DLAO)  with  conducting  a  cost-bene- 
fit analysis  of  the  transfer  proposal.  The 
DLAO  study  completed  in  1978  projected 
savings  of  $124  million  per  year  with  no  deg- 
radation in  readiness.  The  results  were  au- 
dited by  the  Defense  Audit  Service  (DAS), 
which  reduced  the  savings  estimate  by 
about  40  percent,  but  concurred  in  the 
DLAO  recommendation  that  the  item  trans- 
fer take  place. 

In  response  to  these  studies,  OSD  directed 
that  200,000  items  be  transferred  for  test 
purpKJses.  OSD  also  suggested  to  the  Serv- 
ices that  they  not  transfer  items  which  they 
thought  would  impact  negatively  on  readi- 
ness. As  might  be  expected,  designing  an 
empirical  test  regarding  the  payoff  of  the 
transfer  is  not  without  its  problems.  This 
pa[>er  does  not  address  test  design  and  test 
implementation  issues.  In  any  event,  the 
test  was  delayed  after  some  160,000  items 
had  been  transferred  because  of  Congres- 
sional interest.  The  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  is  conducting  another  study 


for  the  Congress  which  is  targeted  for  publi- 
cation in  April  1983. 

The  Services  objected  to  the  OSD  transfer 
decision  because  they  considered  the  argu- 
ments favoring  transfer  to  be  flawed.  For 
example,  advocate  of  consolidating  consu- 
mable item  management  cite  DLA's  higher 
(than  the  Services')  rate  of  off-the-shelf 
requisition  fill  as  evidence  that  the  transfer 
might  improve,  and  certainly  would  not  de- 
grade, readiness.  The  Service  response  is 
that  DLA  should  have  higher  supply  avail- 
ability because  it- 
First,  stocks  most  of  the  low  cost,  high 
volume  items  that  make  it  easy  to  achieve 
high  levels  of  supply  effectiveness. 

Second,  has  been  funded  for  a  higher  level 
of  protection  against  stochastic  variations  in 
demand  than  the  Services. 

More  importantly,  the  Services  argue  that 
consumable  fill  rate  is  a  poor  measure  of 
readiness  and  sustainability.  It  is  unfortu- 
nate that  the  OSD  has  opened  itself  to  this 
criticism  because  it  has  provided  important 
leadership  in  pressing  for  use  of  weapon 
system  readiness  and  sustainability  meas- 
ures in  resource  allocation  and  manage- 
ment. Even  though  the  consolidation  pro- 
posal could  have  important  readiness  and 
sustainability  implications,  the  OSD  has  en- 
dorsed use  of  an  intermediate,  function-ori- 
ented measure  to  help  judge  its  merits.  Per- 
haps the  fact  that  the  DLAO  study  was 
done  some  years  ago  helps  explain  the  di- 
lemma for  OSD. 

During  the  period  1976-1978,  the  central- 
ization proposal  was  an  efficiency  issue  con- 
cerned almost  exclusively  with  management 
costs.  The  DLAO  study  noted  that  the  aver- 
age number  of  items  per  mansiger  was 
higher  in  DLA  than  in  the  Services.  Al- 
though their  reports  are  not  clear  on  thLs 
issue,  both  DLAO  and  DAS  appear  to  have 
assumed  that  DLA's  items/manager  ratio 
would  be  maintained  regardless  of  the  num- 
bers or  types  of  items  assigned. 

The  Services  challenged  this  assumption, 
arguing  that  the  items  they  currently 
manage  require  more  management  atten- 
tion than  the  typical  item  managed  by  DLA. 
They  also  pointed  out  that  Service  item 
managers  have  a  wider  range  of  functions 
than  DLA  managers  because  they  interface 
extensively  with  the  design,  maintenance, 
procurement,  and  technical  communities 
within  the  Service.  Thus  the  Services  did 
not  agree  that  savings  of  anywhere  near  the 
magnitude  projected  by  DLAO  (or  DAS) 
could  be  achieved. 

The  possibility  that  procurement  savings 
might  also  be  realized  if  management  was 
consolidated  was  developed  fairly  late  in  the 
debate.  Proponents  of  consolidation  ob- 
served that  DLA  has  a  higher  percentage  of 
competitive  procurements  than  the  Serv- 
ices, and  that  competition  tends  to  reduce 
procurement  costs.  Although  the  Services 
have  not  had  much  opportunity  to  respond 
to  this  new  argument,  they  can  be  expected 
to  take  the  position  that  the  differences  in 
item  mix  that  preclude  comparlsion  of  both 
supply  performance  and  management  costs 
also  invalidate  comparisons  of  the  percent- 
age of  procurements  made  competitively. 
The  Services  have  also  observed  that  under 
certain  conditions,  distribution,  mainte- 
nance, and  inventory  costs  could  increase, 
offsetting  any  other  potential  savings,  if  all 
consumables  were  transferred  to  DLA. 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  very  large  frac- 
tion of  the  items  included  in  the  transfer 
proposal  are  unique  to  a  Service.  This  sug- 
gests that  anticipated  cost  savings  cannot  be 
attributed  to  economies  of  scale  through 
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consolidation.  If  DLA  is.  in  fact,  more  effi- 
cient than  the  Services,  it  should  be  possible 
to  identify  the  management  procedures  and 
technology  that  produce  this  efficiency.  If 
so,  the  anticipated  gains  sought  through 
consolidation  might  instead  be  obtained  by 
a  transfer  of  the  identified  procedures  and 
technology  from  DLA  to  the  Services. 

The  fundamental  issue  in  this  consolida- 
tion debate  concerns  the  effect  of  alterna- 
tive management  structures  on  the  Services' 
ability  to  maintain  acceptable  levels  of 
peacetime  readiness  and  wartime 
sustainability.  The  Services  believe  that 
they  should  control  the  inputs  necessary  to 
produce  these  outputs  of  the  logistics 
system.  In  fact,  some  former  senior  logisti- 
cians  believe  that  DLA  (at  least  its  supply 
function)  has  become  an  anachornism  and 
that  it  should  be  disestablished.'  These  po- 
sitions are  reinforced  by  an  increasing 
awareness  in  the  Air  Force  of  (1)  the  need 
for  close  coordination  in  the  management  of 
a  number  of  different  functions,  echelons  of 
support,  and  resources  to  produce  "readi- 
ness" as  measured  by  weapon  system  avail- 
ability and  (2)  the  changing  nature  of  the 
wartime  support  problem,  which  will  inten- 
sify the  demand  for  such  coordination  to  re- 
spond to  dynamic  changes  in  flying  pro- 
grams, operating  locations,  support  capabili- 
ties, and  mission  requirements. 

The  recognized  need  by  AFLC  and  other 
elements  of  the  Air  Force  for  logistics 
system  integration,  particularly  given  the 
nature  of  likely  future  combat  environ- 
ments, supports  the  argument  that  the 
Service  should  retain  control  of  weapon-ori- 
ented consumable  items  because  its  ability 
to  integrate  the  diverse  inputs  to  the  logis- 
tics support  process  is  affected  by  its  capa- 
bility to  control  these  inputs.  This  argu- 
ment is  supported  by  economic  theory.  In 
addition,  the  Air  Force  has  conducted  logis- 
tics system  capability  assessments  involving 
multi-echelons  and  multi-functions  that 
demonstrate  the  quantitative  payoff  of  inte- 
grating logistics  functions  (e.g.,  supply, 
maintenance,  and  transportation)  by  relat- 
ing their  resource  and  performance  levels  to 
a  single  weapon-oriented  capability  criterion 
such  as  aircraft  availability.  Many  specific 
payoffs  of  this  weapon-oriented  manage- 
ment and  control  exist.  However,  it  has  not 
yet  been  possible  to  quantify  adequately  the 
overall  value  of  this  weapon-oriented  con- 
trol. 

The  debate  concerning  DoD's  structure 
for  the  management  of  consumables  does 
not  reflect  a  capability-oriented  approach. 
The  Services  are  correct  in  citing  readiness 
concerns  when  they  oppose  centralizing 
management  of  weapon-oriented  consuma- 
bles, but  are  unable  thus  far  to  quantify 
their  arguments.  The  proponents  of  central- 
ization quantify  their  arguments,  but  with 
inappropriate  performance  measures. 

Although  much  remains  to  be  done  to  de- 
velop the  linkage  between  resources  and 
readiness,  the  Air  Force  is  modifying  its  lo- 
gistics system  to  improve  its  capability  to 
provide  weapon-oriented  management, 
partly  motivated  by  OSD  initiatives.  Some 


'  Some  ( past  >  senior  Air  Force  loglstlclans  have 
stated  that,  in  retrospect,  the  establishment  of 
DSA  ««s  warranted:  it  relieved  them  of  the  burden 
of  mmnacing.  storing,  and  issuing  the  many  thou- 
sands  of  common-use.  commercial-type  items.  They 
believe  that  inadequate  automation  hampered  the 
Services'  efforts  to  support  each  other  on  common 
use  items  In  the  past.  These  same  senior  logisticans 
believe  that  once  the  appropriate  management  sys- 
tems were  consolidated.  DLA  was  redundant  to 
GSA  and  the  Services 


of  the  changes  are  very  significant,  and 
should  be  considered  in  the  assessment  of  a 
major  organizational  proposal  such  as  that 
to  transfer  management  of  all  consumables 
to  DLA. 

Current  Air  Force  Logistics  Command 
(AFLC)  initiatives  include  actions  to  gener- 
ate both  short-run  and  long-run  change: 
they  are  driven  by  perceptions  of  the  likely 
wartime  threat.  Major  changes  are  being 
made  to  requirements  computation  (to  in- 
clude consumables)  and  logistics  manage- 
ment systems  with  the  objective  of  improv- 
ing the  Air  Force's  capability  to  maximize 
readiness  and  sustainability  for  a  given  level 
of  resources. 

The  philosophy  that  underlies  these  inno- 
vations includes  (1)  'ultimate"  objective 
functions  to  be  used,  in  common,  by  all 
functional  areas  throughout  the  stages  of 
the  PPBS  process,  including  management  of 
day-to-day  activities,  (2)  treating  the  logis- 
tics system  as  a  whole  to  assure  balance:  and 
(3)  providing  the  information  and  manage- 
ment flexibility  needed  to  deal  with  dynam- 
ic wartime  events.  These  AFLC  initiatives 
include: 

First,  development  of  the  Wartime  Assess- 
ment and  Requirements  Simulation 
(WARS)  model  and  the  Requirements  Data 
Bank  (RDB)  for  requirements  computation. 

Second,  using  capability  assessment  on  a 
continuing  basis  in  peace  and  war. 

Third,  redefining  organizational  relation- 
ships to  provide  systemwide  oversight. 

Fourth,  design  of  the  worldwide  logistics 
command  and  control  and  intratheater  dis- 
tribution systems  needed  to  deal  with  dy- 
namic combat  environments. 

Fifth,  increased  involvement  in  the  Air 
Force  wartime  planning  and  resource  alloca- 
tion processes. 

The  AFLC  approach  has  many  attractive 
features.  Undoubtedly  some  of  the  planned 
changes  will  meet  with  resistance,  including 
those  that  require  consolidation  within  the 
Air  Force  (internal  consolidations  will  them- 
selves probably  become  the  subject  of 
debate).  Some  are  likely  to  face  technologi- 
cal problems  related  to  information  manage- 
ment, modeling,  and  synthesis.  Neverthe- 
less, it  appears  that  the  Air  Force  is  at- 
tempting to  address  the  right  issues. 

The  proposal  to  transfer  weapon-oriented 
consumable  items  to  an  outside  agency  ap- 
pears to  be  orthogonal  to  the  Air  Force  ap- 
proach. The  Air  Force  view  about  the  future 
needs  to  be  considered  explicitly  before  any 
final  decision  is  taken.* 

•  Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  express  the  committee's  support  for 
the  McCurdy  amendment.  My  distin- 
guished colleague  from  California  is 
once  again  to  be  commended  for  his 
strong  support  for  readiness,  and  his 
very  able  assistance  to  the  committee 
in  its  consideration  of  the  DOD  au- 
thorization request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  enthusiasm  for 
the  Matsui  amendment  in  no  way  sig- 
nifies opposition  to  consolidation  of 
DOD  activities  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
moting economies  and  efficiency. 
Rather,  it  recognizes  that  such  initia- 
tives should  only  be  undertaken  after 
considering  their  impact  on  combat 
readiness  and  sustainability.  and 
should  receive  the  same  prior  scrutiny 
from  the  authorizing  committee  as 
any  other  "new  program  start.  "  This 
alines  consideration  of  those  changes 


allowed  under  section  125  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  committee  rec- 
ommends authorization  of  new  R&D, 
procurement,  O&M,  personnel,  or 
compensation  requests.  As  such,  it 
does  not  change  the  Secretary's  au- 
thority, but  subjects  it  to  prior,  rather 
than  retroactive,  oversight  and  au- 
thorization. This  makes  good  sense. 

The  subcommittee  on  readiness  con- 
siders the  O&M  authorization  re- 
quests which  pay  for  such  consolida- 
tions. As  a  result,  this  amendment  will 
provide  a  valuable  tool  for  us  to  con- 
sider such  requests.  I  urge  the  commit- 
tee's support  for  the  McCurdy  amend- 
ment, and  commend  him  for  his  initia- 
tive in  proposing  a  means  which  will 
allow  the  Congress  to  do  a  far  superior 
job  of  authorization.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  McCurdy). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Schroeder: 
Page  42,  after  line  17,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

hostile  fire  pay  for  members  serving  in 

areas  threatening  imminent  dancer 
Sec.   1009.  (a)  Section  310(a)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  or"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (2): 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ": 
or":  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  clause  (3)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause: 

(4)  was  on  duty  in  a  foreign  area  in 
which  he  was  subject  to  the  threat  of  physi- 
cal harm  or  imminent  danger  on  the  basis  of 
civil  insurrection,  civil  war,  terrorism,  or 
wartime  conditions.". 

(b)(1)  The  heading  of  section  310  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"§310.  Special  pay:  duty  subject  to  hostile  Tire  or 

imminent  daniter". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  5  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"310.  Special  pay:  duty  subject  to  hostile 
fire  or  imminent  danger.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER  (during  the 
reading),  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
my  amendment  is  intended  to  provide 
authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  grant  hostile  fire  pay  to  our  mili- 
tary personnel  in  Lebanon  and  El  Sal- 
vador. Over  the  past  few  months  we 
have  learned  how  dangerous  it  is  to  be 
an  American  soldier  or  sailor  in  Beirut 


or  San  Salvador,  In  mid-April,  a  car 
bomb  exploded  outside  the  American 
Embassy  in  Beirut  killing  as  many  as 
16  Americans,  most  of  them  military. 
In  late  May,  Lt.  Comdr.  Albert  Schau- 
felberger  was  gunned  down  in  a  park- 
ing lot  on  the  campus  of  Central 
American  University  in  San  Salvador. 
In  both  cases,  these  attacks  were  fol- 
lowed by  threats  of  further  violence 
against  Americans  in  both  places. 

Section  310  of  title  37  provides  limit- 
ed authority  for  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  pay  $65  a  month  as  special 
pay  to  military  personnel  who  are  sub- 
ject to  hostile  fire.  The  Defense  De- 
partment has  been  applying  this  spe- 
cial pay  provision  only  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis,  meaning  that  Commander 
Schaufelberger's  family  gets  1  month's 
pay  of  $65  for  his  being  subject  to  hos- 
tile fire.  I  think  this  is  wrong.  We 
should  provide  blanket  coverage  for  all 
Americans  in  both  countries.  The 
amendment  I  am  offering  would 
permit  DOD  to  make  such  payments 
to  all  military  personnel  in  such  dan- 
gerous locations  beginning  October  1. 

Frankly.  I  had  earlier  intended  to 
offer  a  stronger  amendment  making 
the  payment  mandatory  and  retroac- 
tive. Unfortunately,  the  administra- 
tion opposed  such  an  approach.  I  sup- 
pose on  budgetary  grounds.  Well.  I  am 
not  persuaded  by  the  budgetary  argu- 
ment. We  have  55  advisers  in  El  Salva- 
dor and  1.200  marines  in  Lebanon;  $65 
a  month  for  all  of  them  comes  to  less 
than  $1  million  a  year.  Yet.  I  am  will- 
ing to  offer  this  language,  which  is 
prospective  only,  to  make  sure  that 
these  American  military  personnel  are 
provided  this  payment  in  the  future. 

I  also  believe  that  it  makes  sense  to 
increase  the  amount  of  payment.  The 
$65  amount  was  set  in  1965.  If  this 
amount  were  adjusted  by  the  CPI 
since  that  time,  the  current  amount 
would  be  over  $200  a  month.  Even 
$200  a  month  seems  a  fairly  miniscule 
sum  to  be  shot  at.  The  Fifth  Quadren- 
nial Review  of  Military  Compensation 
is  studying  the  amount  of  these  pay- 
ments and  should  report  later  this 
year.  I  hope  this  commission  recom- 
mends a  substantial  upward  revision 
of  the  special  pay  for  being  subject  to 
hostile  fire. 

To  provide  some  benefit  for  service 
members  in  clearly  dangerous  loca- 
tions. I  urge  your  support  for  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  have  looked  at  the 
amendment  and  we  agree  with  the 
amendment  and  ask  that  it  be  ap- 
proved. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 


Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
take  very  real  pleasure  in  being  able  to 
accept  the  gentlewoman's  amendment. 
We  accept  it  on  this  side. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroe- 
der). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SKELTON 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Skelton:  Page 
56,  after  line  24,  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

VARIABLE  TERMS  FOR  ENLISTMENTS  AND 
REENLISTMENTS  IN  REGULAR  COMPONENTS 

Sec.  1025.  Section  505  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"two,  three,  four,  five,  or  six  years"  in  sub- 
sections (c)  and  (d)  and  inserting  lieu  there- 
of "at  least  two  but  not  more  than  six 
years". 

Mr.  SKELTON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  cur- 
rent law  permits  our  military  services 
to  enlist  and  reenlist  people  for  terms 
of  service  in  'w-hole-year  periods  of  2.  3, 
4,  5,  or  6  years.  This  amendment 
which  I  am  offering  would  permit  the 
services  to  enlist  and  reenlist  persons 
for  periods  of  time  of  at  least  2  but  not 
more  than  6  years  that  may  or  may 
not  be  in  whole  year  increments.  This 
amendment  is  necessary  to  give  the 
Army  the  flexibility  to  put  into  effect 
a  unit  replacement  system  known  as 
Cohort  (cohesion,  operational  readi- 
ness, training). 

The  Cohort  system  is  designed  to  in- 
crease combat  effectiveness  by  reduc- 
ing personnel  turbulence  and  increas- 
ing cohesion  in  small  units.  In  Cohort 
units,  personnel,  both  officers  and  en- 
listed, are  kept  together  for  a  fixed 
period  of  time.  They  are  deployed 
overseas  together,  as  seasoned,  cohe- 
sive units,  rather  than  as  individual  re- 
placements. To  properly  manage  this 
system,  however,  the  Army  needs  to 
have  personnel  available  for  oper- 
ational duty  in  a  Cohort  unit  for 
whole-year  periods.  Since  initial  train- 
ing today  is  approximately  3  months, 
this  leaves  the  typical  3-year  enlistee 
available  for  operational  (luty  for  only 
33  months.  The  variable  enlistment, 
provided  for  in  this  amendment,  would 
allow  the  Army  to  enlist  soldiers  for 
whole-year  increments  plus  their  ini- 
tial entryairman,  this  Congress  has  re- 
peatedly urged  the  Armed  Forces  to 


undertake  unit  cohesion  initiatives  in 
order  to  reduce  training  costs  and  im- 
prove combat  readiness.  Now  that  the 
Army  is  making  a  commendable  effort 
in  this  area,  I  feel  we  must  give  give 
them  the  management  tools  and  the 
flexibility  they  need  to  make  it  work 
properly.  I  should  point  out  that  the 
Army  intends  to  use  the  variable  en- 
listment option  only  for  persormel  in 
Cohort  units,  and  that  this  amend- 
ment will  not  add  to  the  Army's  end 
strength.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly 
urge  the  adoption  of  my  amendment. 

n  2400 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  Chairman,  Fort 
DeRussy  consists  of  just  over  69.5 
acres  of  land  acquired  by  the  Federal 
Government  through  numerous  land 
transactions  prior  to  1916.  An  addi- 
tional 1.74  acres  of  land  was  ceded  to 
the  Federal  Government  at  the  time 
of  the  annexation  of  the  Republic  of 
Hawaii  as  a  territory  of  the  U.S.  in 
1898. 

At  the  heart  of  Fort  DeRussy  is  a 
major  military  recreation  center.  This 
is  truly  a  unique  military  asset.  It  pro- 
vides a  haven  for  military  personnel 
and  their  families. 

During  the  Vietnam  war  thousands 
of  our  service  personnel  enjoyed  a  res- 
pite from  the  difficulties  of  combat 
service  through  rest  and  recreation  at 
Fort  DeRussy.  Today  this  military  fa- 
cility continues  to  be  used  by  our 
Armed  Forces  stationed  throughout 
the  Far  East.  The  role  played  by  Fort 
DeRussy  in  building  and  sustaining 
the  morale  of  our  Armed  Forces  must 
be  preserved. 

In  short,  the  benefits  of  maintaining 
this  facility  for  the  benefit  of  the  mili- 
tary, visitors  and  the  general  public 
cannot  be  measured  in  dollars  and 
cents.  Taking  action  to  keep  Fort  De- 
Russy available  for  use  by  military 
personnel  and  their  dependents  is  ap- 
propriate and  necessary.  For  this 
reason,  we  must  put  a  stop  to  the 
growing  movement  within  certain 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  sell  Fort  DeRussy.  This  would  de- 
prive military  persormel  of  an  irre- 
placeable resource. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
behalf  of  our  colleague  from  Hawaii. 
Representative  Heftel.  who  is  in  the 
hospital  recuperating  from  an  automo- 
bile accident.  I  would  like  to  have  a 
colloquy  with  Chairman  Price  about 
the  status  of  Fort  DeRussy.  Hawaii. 

As  the  chairman  may  recall,  there 
have  been  suggestions  from  time  to 
time  that  the  Fort  DeRussy  complex 
should  be  sold  as  part  of  the  effort  to 
reduce  Federal  land  holdings  and 
apply  the  proceeds  to  retirement  of 
the  national  debt. 
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Our  colleague.  Congressman  Heftel. 
and  other  members  of  the  Hawaiian 
delegation  have  been  opposed  to  the 
sale  of  the  Fort  DeRussy  property. 
There  are  a  numt)er  of  reasons  why 
the  proposed  sale  should  be  ques- 
tioned. 

First,  the  Port  DeRussy  recreational 
area  is  the  only  remaining  open  space 
on  Waikiki  Beach.  Its  commercial  de- 
velopment would  only  add  to  the 
dense  and  intensive  building  and  land 
use  that  already  exists  in  the  area. 

Second,  and  obviously  of  great  im- 
portance to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  the  Fort  DeRussy  complex 
provides  our  military  families  with  an 
opportunity  to  enjoy  the  use  of  recre- 
ational facilities  in  one  of  the  most 
treasured  locations  in  the  world.  It  is 
also  used  by  the  civilian  population  of 
Hawaii  and  the  millions  of  visitors  to 
the  State  of  Hawaii. 

Third,  because  of  current  zoning, 
the  sale  of  the  property  would  not 
produce  the  anticipated  proceeds  of 
$500  million  that  have  been  cited  as  a 
reason  for  selling  the  property. 

There  are  other  factors  that  need  to 
be  considered  with  this  issue  also. 

At  the  present  time,  none  of  the  pro- 
ceeds from  the  sale  of  Port  DeRussy 
could  be  applied  to  the  retirement  of 
the  national  debt  without  first  amend- 
ing the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  Act.  Currently,  proceeds  from 
the  sale  of  Federal  property  go  to  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund. 
To  my  knowledge,  passage  of  any 
amendment  changing  current  law  is 
not  imminent. 

Furthermore,  there  is  a  provision  in 
standing  law,  section  809  of  the  1968 
Military  Construction  Authorization 
Act  (Public  Law  90-110),  that  requires 
specific  congressional  authorization  of 
the  disposal  of  the  property  at  Fort 
DeRussy.  There  has  been  no  change  in 
this  law. 

And  finally,  I  want  to  also  call  the 
chairman's  attention  that  during  its 
recent  consideration  of  S.  675,  the  om- 
nibus Defense  authorization  bill,  the 
Senate  adopted  an  amendment  that  is 
designed  to  further  clarify  congres- 
sional intent  in  this  regard.  The 
amendment  prohibits  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  from  taking  any  action  that 
would  change  the  ownership  or  use  of 
Fort  DeRussy.  It  specifically  precludes 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  from  taking 
any  action  to  initiate  the  disposal  of 
Fort  DeRussy  property. 

Congressman  Heftel  supports  the 
Senate  language.  He  has  asked  me  to 
convey  his  position  to  the  committee 
and  request  that  the  House  conferees 
accept  the  provision  In  conference. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  am  glad  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  has  brought  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  House. 


Congressman  Heftel  also  called  me 
about  this  issue. 

As  it  was  discussed  with  Congress- 
man Heftel,  the  House  has  already 
passed  the  military  construction  au- 
thorization bill.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment mentioned  by  my  colleague  from 
Missouri  is  to  the  military  construc- 
tion portion  of  the  Senate's  omnibus 
bill:  therefore.  Senate  language  would 
not  be  considered  in  order  as  amend- 
ment to  this  bill  under  consideration. 

I  am  pleased,  however,  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  respond  to  Congress- 
man Heftels  concerns.  It  is  safe  to 
say.  I  believe,  that  the  members  of  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee  are 
sympathetic  to  the  position  taken  by 
the  Hawaiian  congressional  delega- 
tion, the  State  government  of  Hawaii 
and  the  city  government  of  Honolulu 
in  opposing  the  sale  or  disposal  of  Fort 
DeRussy.  The  committee  is  interested 
in  seeing  that  our  military  families 
have  access  to  morale  and  recreational 
facilities  such  as  Fort  DeRussy.  With 
the  present  constraints,  as  outlined  by 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri,  the  sale 
of  Port  DeRussy  makes  no  sense. 

I  am  confident  that  the  House  con- 
ferees will  give  every  consideration  to 
accepting  the  Senate  language  in  con- 
ference. I  am  not  aware  of  any 
member  of  the  committee  who  advo- 
cates the  sale  or  disposal  of  Fort  De- 
Russy under  present  circumstances. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri (Mr.  Skelton). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HUNTER 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  No.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
has  not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

"The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hunter:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section: 

OFFSHORE  DRILLING  AFFECTING  NAVAL 
OPERATIONS 

Sec.  Ill  I.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
shall  submit  a  report  to  the  (Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  potential  effect  on 
naval  operations  of  any  proposed  lease  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  of  offshore 
lands  for  oil  or  gas  drilling. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  define 
offshore  zones  along  the  United  States  in 
which  oil  or  gas  drilling  would  cause  appre- 
ciable impact  on  naval  operations.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  transmit  to  Congress  and  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  report  describing 
the  zones  so  established  and  the  Justifica- 
tion for  each  such  zone. 

Mr.  HUNTER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 


ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard.  The  Clerk  will  continue  to 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  I  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  calls  for  the  Navy  to  es- 
tablish zones,  in  the  Pacific  and  the 
Atlantic,  where  the  offshore  oil 
projects  proposed  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  would  appreciably 
interfere  with  U.S.  Naval  maneuvers 
presently,  military  operations,  and 
particularly  submarine  operations,  am- 
phibious operations  and  warfare  range 
operations  are  taking  place  in  areas 
where  the  establishment  of  drilling 
rigs  are  proposed  under  Department 
of  the  Interior  plans.  Preliminary 
statements  by  some  naval  leaders  have 
indicated  that  oil  field  development  in 
these  important  areas  would  prove 
dangerous  and  costly  to  the  Navy.  The 
requested  definition  of  "interference 
zones"  will  allow  Congress  to  shape 
the  necessary  legislation  to  protect 
Navy  operations. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  on  this  side  has  no  objec- 
tion. The  amendment  is  accepted. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  examined 
the  amendment  and  we  accept  it. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  if  I  have  the 
time. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
this  recommendation  for  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  interfere  with  the 
projected  lease  sale  now  set  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  No. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Hunter). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
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AMENDMENT  CTFERED  BY  MR.  HERTEL  OF 
MICHIGAN 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  This  one 
has  not.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hertel  of 
Michigan:  Page  35.  line  20.  strilte  out  'april 
1.  1984  "  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  -January 
1.  1984'. 

Page  36.  beginning  on  line  4.  strike  out  "A 
per  centum  effective  on  April  1,  1984"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  4  percent  effective  on 
January  1.  1984 '. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
proceed  for  1  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  conference  agreement 
on  the  budget  provides  for  a  4-percent 
pay  increase  for  military  and  civilian 
employees  on  January  1.  1984  (9 
months).  This  reflects  a  compromise 
between  the  effective  dates  contained 
in  the  House  budget,  October  1,  1983 
(a  full  year)  and  the  Senate  budget 
day  of  April  1,  1984  (6  months). 

H.R.  2969  provides  a  4-percent  pay 
increase  effective  April  1,  1984  (6 
months).  My  amendment  would  con- 
form the  military  pay  increase  with 
the  budget  compromise.  Men  and 
women  in  our  Armed  Forces  would  re- 
ceive a  4-percent  increase  on  January 
1,  1984,  for  9  months.  Estimates  of  this 
3  month  increase  would  amount  to  375 
million  for  military  personnel. 

We  have  the  budgetary  latitude  and 
I  believe  it  is  essential  that  we  demon- 
strate our  committment  to  improving 
the  quality  of  life  of  our  service 
people. 

Recruitment  and  retention  in  the 
All-Volunteer  Force  has  improved  sig- 
nificantly thanks  to  salary  and  bonus 
programs.  But  as  the  Heritage  Foun- 
dation pointed  out:  'Improvements 
are  sure  to  be  temporary  unless  Con- 
gress approves  a  hefty  catchup  in- 
crease in  fiscal  year  1985  to  compen- 
sate for  limiting  pay  increase  in  fiscal 
year  1983  and  fiscal  year  1984." 

Let  us  not  fool  ourselves.  Resources 
for  catchup  raises  will  be  no  more 
plentiful  in  the  next  few  years.  Let  us 
act  now  for  our  service  people. 

Briefly,  this  deals  with  the  military 
pay  raise.  Mr.  Whitehurst  will  have 
an  amendment  on  the  civilian  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  pay  raise  coming  up 
this  evening  and  this  morning  also.  I 
want  to  say  briefly  that  the  House 
passed  a  4  percent  for  the  entire  year 
in  the  budget.  The  committee  passed 
it  for  only  6  months.  But  the  compro- 
mise budget  was  a  4-percent  raise  for 
military  personnel  for  9  months.  This 


the 


the 


amendment    would   comply    with 
compromise  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  The  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  makes  this 
bill  consistent  with  the  budget  resolu- 
tion and  we  support  his  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  to  rise  in  op- 
position to  it.  You  are  adding  $350  mil- 
lion over  what  we  already  have.  If  you 
want  to  cut  do  not  start  adding  now. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  reclaim 
my  time. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  conform 
with  what  this  House  passed  and  what 
the  Budget  Committee  passed.  We  are 
talking  about  4  percent  for  only  9 
months.  It  is  the  least  we  can  do  for 
our  service  people.  I  ask  for  a  'yes" 
vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Hertel). 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Hertel  of 
Michigan)  there  were— ayes  112,  noes 
90. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITEHURST 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment  to  title  X. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  No.  it  has  not, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Whitehurst: 
Page  36.  after  line  13.  Insert  the  following 
new  section  (and  redesignate  the  succeeding 
sections  accordingly): 

AMOUNTS  FOR  CIVILIAN  PAY  INCREASE 

Sec  1002.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  section  201 
for  research,  development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion for  the  Armed  Forces  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  fiscal  year  1984  for  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  for  the 
Armed  Forces  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Army.  $6,050,000. 

(2)  For  the  Navy  (including  the  Marine 
Corps).  $800,000. 

(3)  For  the  Air  Force.  $6,050,000. 

(4)  For  the  Defense  Agencies.  $950,000. 
(b)  In  addition  to  the  amounts  authorized 

to  be  appropriated  in  section  401  for  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  the  Armed  Forces 
for  fiscal  year  1984,  funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Armed  Forces  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Army.  $56,950,000.  allocated  as 
follows: 

(A)  For  general  purpose  forces, 
$20,850,000. 

(B)  For  intelligence  and  communications, 
$3,300,000. 


(C)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$16,350,000. 

(D)  For  training,  medical,  and  general  per- 
sonnel. $12,450,000. 

(E)  For  administration.  $3,650,000. 
(P)  For  support  to  other  nations,  $350,000. 
(2)  For  the  Navy.  $70,900,000.  allocated  as 

follows: 

(A)  For  strategic  forces,  $2,000,000. 

(B)  For       general       purpose       forces. 
$19,150,000. 

<C)  For  intelligence  and  communications, 
$4,400,000. 

(D)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$27,550,000. 

(E)  For  training,  medical,  and  general  per- 
sonnel. $13,250,000. 

(F)  For  administration.  $4,250,000. 

(G)  For     support     to     other     nations. 
$300,000. 

(3)  For  the  Marine  Corps.  $3,150,000.  allo- 
cated as  follows: 

(A)  For  general  purpose  forces,  $1,550,000. 

(B)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance. 
$700,000. 

(C)  For  training,  medical,  and  general  per- 
sonnel. $500,000. 

(D)  For  administration.  $400,000. 

(4)  For  the  Air  Force.  $44,000,000.  allocat- 
ed as  follows: 

(A)  For  strategic  forces.  $4,100,000. 

<B)  For  general  purpose  forces,  $5,100,000. 

(C)  For  intelligence  and  communications. 
$2,200,000. 

(D)  For  airlift  and  sealift.  $3,500,000. 

(E)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance. 
$21,550,000. 

(F)  For  training,  medical,  and  general  per- 
sonnel. $5,250,000. 

(G)  For  administration.  $2,150,000. 
(H)     For     support     to     other     nations. 

$150,000. 

(5)  For  the  Defense  Agencies.  $25,400,000, 
allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  intelligence  and  communications, 
$8,900,000. 

(B)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$5,850,000. 

(C)  For  training,  medical,  and  general  per- 
sonnel, $8,650,000. 

(D)  For  administration.  $2,000,000. 

(6)  For  the  Army  Resene.  $2,550,000,  allo- 
cated as  follows: 

(A)  For  mission  forces,  $1,573,000. 

(B)  For  other  support,  $977,000. 

(7)  For  the  Navy  Reserve,  for  other  sup- 
port. $550,000. 

(8)  For  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  for 
other  support,  $50,000. 

(9)  For  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  $2,450,000, 
allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  mission  forces,  $1,250,000. 

(B)  For  depot  maintenance,  $600,000. 

(C)  For  other  support,  $600,000. 

(10)  For    the    Army     National     Guard, 
$4,800,000.  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  training  operations.  $1,300,000. 

(B)  For  logistical  support.  $3,200,000. 

(C)  For     headquarters    and     command. 
$300,000. 

(11)  For     the     Air     National     Guard. 
$5,600,000.  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  mission  forces.  $4,050,000. 

(B)  For  depot  maintenance.  $1,300,000. 

(C)  For  other  support,  $250,000. 
Mr.     WHITEHURST     (during     the 

reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  deeply 
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concerned  that  we  find  ourselves  here 
late  at  night,  just  having  passed  an 
amendment  adding  some  $350  million 
to  the  bill,  I  understand  this  one  adds 
$230  million  to  the  bill,  without  the 
opportunity  to  debate  the  issues  or  in 
any  way  consider  it.  Most  of  the 
amendments  are  being  offered  by  the 
members  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee. It  seems  to  me  they  would 
have  had  ample  opportunity  to  consid- 
er those  in  committee. 

D  0010 

It  would  be  my  intention,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  any  further  requests  to 
debate  amendments  that  have  not 
been  printed  in  the  Record  should  be 
objected  to.  and  it  is  my  intention  to 
so  object.  The  House  would,  in  effect, 
be  in  a  position  where  we  would  have 
to  consider  those  in  the  blind. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  to  read  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan  (during 
the  reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  CHENEY.  I  object.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Whitehurst). 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GORE 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  amendment  has  not 
been  printed  in  the  Record,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  print- 
ed in  the  Record,  and  that  I  be  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  30  seconds  to  ex- 
plain the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ogre:  Page  58. 
line  22.  strike  out  the  quotation  marks  and 
the  second  period. 


Page  58.  after  line  22.  insert  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(k)  A  plan  covered  by  this  section  may  in- 
clude provision  of  liver  transplants  (includ- 
ing the  cost  of  acquisition  and  transporta- 
tion of  the  donated  liver)  in  accordance  with 
this  subsection.  Such  a  liver  transplant  may 
be  provided  if— 

■•(1)  the  transplant  is  for  a  dependent  con- 
sidered appropriate  for  that  procedure  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  and  d  Human  Services  and  such 
other  entities  as  the  Secretary  considers  ap- 
propriate.". 

Page  59.  line  10.  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "and 
subsection  (k)  of  section  1079  of  such  title, 
as  added  by  subsection  (a XI).  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  liver  transplant  operations 
performed  on  or  after  July  1.  1983.". 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
this  aunendment  with  my  esteemed 
colleague.  Joe  Skeen  of  New  Mexico, 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Investigations  and 
Oversight,  of  the  Committee  on  Sci- 
ence and  Technology. 

The  purpose  of  our  amendment  is  to 
correct  a  startling  failure  in  the 
health  care  coverage  provided  military 
dependents  under  the  civilian  health 
and  medical  programs  of  the  uni- 
formed services  (CHAMPUS).  to  re- 
spond in  a  reasonable  amount  of  time 
to  advances  in  health  care  technology. 
This  amendment  provides  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  with  explicit  author- 
ity to  immediately  cover  military  de- 
pendents for  liver  transplantation,  a 
life-saving  therapy  for  children  and 
others  who  suffer  from  end-stage  liver 
disease.  This  amendment  is  necessary 
until  a  thorough  reevaluation  of  the 
present  system  for  integrating  new 
health  care  technologies  corrects  the 
unacceptable  slow  procedure  now  in 
place. 

The  amendment  is  intended  to  cover 
all  costs  of  a  transplant,  including  the 
cost  of  acquisition  and  transportation 
of  a  donated  liver,  the  surgery,  and  re- 
sulting necessary  medical  care.  Cover- 
age can  be  provided  for  those  who  are 
reasonably  expected  to  benefit  from 
the  procedure,  as  defined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  DOD  after  consultation  with 
other  appropriate  persons. 

This  amendment  is  comparable  to 
that  passed  by  the  other  body  on  July 
12.  as  introduced  by  my  good  friend 
Senator  Bennett  Johnston  of  Louisi- 
ana, except  that  it  permits  coverage 
for  all  military  dependents  considered 
appropriate  for  the  procedure  rather 
than  limiting  the  procedure  to  those 
under  18  years  of  age. 

As  with  the  amendment  in  the  other 
body,  it  is  our  expectation  that  cover- 
age of  the  procedure  need  not  be  de- 
layed until  DOD  promulgates  formal 
regulations,  and  that  the  Department 
and  CHAMPUS  will  follow  the  patient 
and  facility  selection  guidelines  devel- 
oped by  the  recent  NIH  Consensus  De- 
velopment Conference. 


I  first  became  aware  of  the  difficult- 
ly of  obtaining  CHAMPUS  coverage 
for  liver  transplants  in  March  while  on 
a  fact-finding  visit  at  the  University  of 
Tennessee  Center  for  the  Health  Sci- 
ences in  Memphis.  In  preparation  for 
my  I&O  Subcommittee  hearings  on 
liver  transplants,  I  arranged  for  a 
briefing  at  the  medical  center's  Hubert 
F.  Fisher,  Jr.  Memorial  Transplant 
Unit.  Originally,  the  April  hearings 
were  called  to  address  problems  in  the 
system  of  organ  acquisition  and  alloca- 
tion—problems which  compelled  fami- 
lies to  mount  media  campaigns  in  des- 
perate attempts  to  obtain  life-saving 
organs,  but  in  Memphis,  I  heard  as 
well  about  the  additional  hurdles 
faced  by  families  denied  financial  cov- 
erage for  this  life-saving  procedure  by 
Federal  and  private  programs. 

Among  those  in  this  position  was 
Captain  Broderick,  an  active  duty 
Army  officer,  who,  in  testimony  before 
the  Investigations  Subcommittee,  de- 
scribed his  efforts  to  obtain  CHAM- 
PUS coverage  for  his  2'/2-year-old 
daughter,  Adriane,  who  had  been 
denied  coverage  for  a  liver  transplant 
by  CHAMPUS  on  grounds  that  the 
procedure  remained  experimental. 

The  sole  barrier  to  Adriane's  obtain- 
ing a  life-saving  liver  transplant  is  the 
refusal  of  the  DOD  to  authorize 
CHAMPUS  coverage  for  the  proce- 
dure. Dr.  Beary,  Acting  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  t  of  the  procedure, 
typically  $50,000  to  $60,000  versus  the 
expected  long-range  benefit  to  be  de- 
rived. 

I  believe  the  rejoinder  by  Adriane's 
father  deserves  repetition: 

I  personally  find  this  argument  repugnant 
since  it  de  facto  has  set  a  dollar-value  to  my 
daughter's  life.  It  would  appear  CHAMPUS 
is  all  too  willing  to  pay  for  her  to  die,  at  a 
greater  cost,  than  for  her  to  live.  The  ex- 
pected long-range  benefit  is  her  life.  If  eco- 
nomics is  the  consideration,  then  the  trans- 
plant is  "cost  effective." 

A  position  subsequently  reinforced 
by  the  Surgeon  General. 

With  the  active  assistance  and  sup- 
port of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico,  and  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee,  I  attempted  to  resolve 
this  issue  with  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. Assistant  Secretary  Beary  was 
invited  to  testify  before  the  subcom- 
mittee and  in  our  letter  of  invitation, 
we  noted  that  the  testimony  presented 
at  the  subcomittee's  hearings  to  date 
demonstrated  that  liver  transplant 
surgery  could  no  longer  be  regarded  as 
experimental.  (A  similar  conclusion 
about  the  efficacy  of  liver  transplants 
was  reached  4  weeks  ago  by  the 
world's  leading  experts  at  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  Consensus  Con- 
ference.) We  urged  the  Department  to 
extend  coverage  immediately  to  Cap- 
tain Broderick  and  others. 

We  fully  expected  that  once  the  De- 
partment analyzed  the  evidence  avail- 


able to  the  subcommittee,  they  would 
come  to  a  similar  conclusion  and  that 
this  would  be  announced  at  the  April 
27  hearing.  Instead,  we  were  informed 
that  it  would  be  "legally  objection- 
able" to  pay  for  the  procedure  and 
that  the  Department  was  obliged  to 
insure  that  a  procedure  was  not  "more 
likely  to  harm  the  patient  then  to 
help."  That  the  alternative  for 
Adriane  was  certain  death  did  not 
alter  this  verdict.  When  confronted 
with  the  explicit  choice.  Dr.  Beary  in- 
sisted that  the  Department  lacked  leg- 
islative authority  and  requested  that 
Congress  'change  title  X." 

Our  own  investigation  and  analysis 
of  the  legislative  history  and  authority 
for  CHAMPUS  leads  us  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  CHAMPUS  law  does 
permit  coverage  of  liver  transplants, 
even  if  labeled  "experimental."  This 
interpretation  is  supported  by  an  in- 
formal opinion  provided  by  the  Gener- 
al Accounting  Office.  Our  detailed 
analysis  was  included  in  a  letter  we 
sent  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

However,  the  Secretary  is  steadfast 
in  his  view  that  CHAMPUS  cannot 
cover  such  transplant  without  explicit 
authority.  That  is  precisely  the  point 
of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  urge  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Is  it  the  gentleman's  in- 
tention that  CHAMPUS  approve  cov- 
erage of  liver  transplants  at  any  hospi- 
tal performing  the  procedure? 

Mr.   GORE.   We  anticipate  CHAM- 
PUS and  the  Defense  Department  will 
need   to   develop   specific   regulations 
for  selection  of  health  care  facilities 
considered    appropriate     to    perform 
liver  transplant  surgery.  Such  a  provi- 
sion is  consistent  with  the  NIH  Con- 
sensus Development  Conference's  rec- 
ommendation that  expansion  of  trans- 
plants be  limited  to    "centers  where 
performance  of  liver  transplantation 
can  be  carried  out  under  optimal  con- 
ditions. "   We   fully   support   the   NIH 
panel's  recommendation  and  recognize 
that  the  institutional  requirements  for 
a  successful  program  are  formidable. 
Guidelines  set  out  by  the  Consensus 
Development  Conference  establish  cri- 
teria for  such  approval.  While  regula- 
tions when  adopted  by  DOD  will  need 
to  allow  for  timely  approval  of  newly 
developed    liver     transplant    centers, 
however,  we  do  not  feel  that  identifi- 
cation   of    appropriate    facilities    and 
hence  coverage  and  provision  of  reim- 
bursement  to   hospitals   need   be   de- 
layed until  final  regulations  are  pro- 
mulgated by  DOD.  For  the  interim,  it 
is  our  expectation  that  the  guidelines 
established  by  the  Consensus  Develop- 
ment Conference  can  be  used  by  DOD 
to  select  facilities  and  that  liver  trans- 
plants can  be  inunediately  approved 
by  DOD  at  the  established  programs 
at  the  universities  of  Pittsburgh,  Min- 
nesota, and  Tennessee. 


Mr.  ASPIN.  How  will  CHAMPUS  de- 
termine for  whom  the  procedure  is  ap- 
propriate? Will  it  not  be  necessary  for 
the  Department  to  develop  specific 
guidelines? 

Mr.  GORE.  We  believe  that  the  NIH 
expert  scientific  panel  provided  very 
explicit  criteria  defining  conditions  ap- 
propriate for  transportation  and  cir- 
cumstances for  each  condition  when 
the  procedure  was  optimal.  We  intend 
that  the  document  be  used  by  DOD  on 
an  interim  basis,  to  identify  and  ap- 
prove appropriate  patients  until  final 
DOD  regulations  are  in  place.  Once 
final  regulations  are  in  place,  it  will  be 
reasonable,  given  the  complexity  and 
expense  of  the  procedure,  to  require 
advance  approval  by  CHAMPUS. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  I  understand  that  there 
are  several  eligible  children  of  armed 
services  personnel  with  biliary  atresia 
and  that  some  of  these  may  require  a 
liver  transplant  before  final  regula- 
tions can  be  developed.  Is  it  the  intent 
of  the  gentleman's  amendment  that 
CHAMPUS  coverage  be  provided  these 
children? 

Mr.  GORE.  With  passage  of  this 
amendment,  we  wish  to  insure  that 
full  CHAMPUS  coverage  for  liver 
transplantation  at  appropriate  facili- 
ties is  provided  to  the  four  children  of 
military  personnel  known  to  us  as  well 
as  to  any  other  dependents  with  end 
stage  liver  disease  who  come  forward 
and  who  are  appropriate  candidates 
under  criteria  defined  by  the  NIH 
Consensus  Development  Conference 
Statement.  The  four  children  suffer 
from  extrahepatic  biliary  atresia,  one 
of  the  prime  conditions  considered  ap- 
propriate for  transplantation  by  the 
NIH  scientific  panel.  They  include 
Adriane  Broderick,  the  2V2-year-old 
daughter  of  Capt.  and  Mrs.  John  Bro- 
derick, whose  situation  was  brought  to 
my  attention  in  March  and  has  led  us 
to  propose  this  amendment. 

The  names  of  the  other  three  chil- 
dren were  provided  at  my  request  by 
DOD.  They  are  Michael  Rasdon.  age  1 
year,  son  of  U.S.  Army  Spec.  5  and 
Mrs.  Larry  Rasdon;  Aaron  Polheimus, 
5-year-old  son  of  Army  Capt.  and  Mrs. 
James  Polheimus;  and  Franklin  Silcox, 
Jr.,  20-month-old  son  of  Marine  Sgt. 
and  Mrs.  Franklin  Silcox.  All  of  these 
children  have  had  unsuccessful  KSAI 
procedures  attempted  in  infancy,  a 
palliative  procedure  recommended  as 
initial  therapy  by  the  NIH  panel,  and 
all  have  been  judged  appropriate  can- 
didates by  established  liver  transplant 
programs— Broderick  at  Minnesota, 
Rasdon  at  Tennessee,  and  Polheimus 
and  Silcox  at  Pittsburgh. 

We  recognize  that  implementation 
of  this  amendment  will  require  regula- 
tions for  selection  of  patients  and  for 
approval  of  facilities.  Because  of  the 
complexity  and  the  clear  precedents 
being  established,  these  regulations 
should  be  crafted  carefully  and  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Department  of  HHS 


and  other  entities  which  may  be  ap- 
propriate, such  as  the  Institute  of 
Medicine.  However,  in  the  case  of 
these  four  children,  we  are  satisfied 
that  they  fulfill  criteria  set  forth  by 
the  NIH  consensus  panel  and  that  cov- 
erage for  this  potentially  life-saving 
treatment  should  not  be  held  in  abey- 
ance until  regulations  are  finalized. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  the  Consen- 
sus Development  Conference  State- 
ment in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

National  Institutes  of  Health  Consensus 
Development  Conference  Statement- 
Liver  Transplantation— June  20-23.  1983 

introduction 
Since    performance   of   the   first   human 
orthotopic    liver    transplantation    in    1963. 
over  540  such  operations  have  been  carried 
out  in  four  medical  centers  in  the  United 
States  and  Western  Europe.  Additional  liver 
transplantation  procedures  have  been  per- 
formed in  other  parts  of  the  world,  and 
more   recently   in  several   other   American 
medical    centers.    Although    extremely    de- 
manding and  expensive,  the  operation  has 
been  shown  to  be  technically  feasible,  and 
interpretable    results    have    been    reported 
from  all   four  primary  transplant  centers. 
These  clearly  demonstrate  that  liver  trans- 
plantation offers  an  alternative  therapeutic 
approach  which  may  prolong  life  in  some 
patients  suffering  from  severe  liver  disease 
that  has  progressed  beyond  the  reach  of 
currently    available    treatment    and    conse- 
quently carries  a  predictably  poor  prognosis. 
However,  substantial  questions  remain  re- 
garding selection  of  patients  who  may  bene- 
fit from  liver  transplantation;  the  stage  of 
their  liver  disease  at  which  transplantation 
should  be  performed;  survival  and  clinical 
condition  of  patients  beyond  the  initial  year 
after    transplantation:    and    overall    long- 
range  benefits  and  risks  of  transplantation 
in  the  management  of  specific  liver  diseases. 
In  order  to  resolve  some  of  these  ques- 
tions, the  National  Institutes  of  Health  on 
June  20-23.  1983.  convened  a  Consensus  De- 
velopment Conference  on  Liver  Transplan- 
tation. After  two  days  of  expert  presenta- 
tion   of    the    available    data,    a   Consensus 
Panel  consisting  of  hepatologists.  surgeons, 
internists,      pediatricians,      immunologists. 
biostatisticians,  ethicists.  and  public  repre- 
sentatives considered  the  offering  evidence 
to  arrive  at  answers  to  the  following  key 
questions: 

1.  Are  there  groups  of  patients  for  whom 
transplantation  of  the  liver  should  be  con- 
sidered appropriate  therapy? 

2.  What  is  the  outcome  (current  survival 
rates,  complications)  in  different  groups? 

3.  In  a  potential  candidate  for  transplan- 
tation, what  are  the  principles  guiding  selec- 
tion of  the  appropriate  time  for  surgery? 

4.  What  are  the  skills,  resources,  and  insti- 
tutional support  needed  for  liver  transplan- 
tation? 

5.  What  are  the  directions  for  future  re- 
scjirch? 

1.  Are  there  groups  of  patients  for  whom 
transplantation  of  the  liver  should  be  con- 
sidered appropriate  therapy? 

Liver  transplantation  is  a  promising  alter- 
native to  current  therapy  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  late  phase  of  several  forms  of 
serious  liver  disease.  Candidates  include 
children  and  adulU  suffering  from  irreversi- 
ble liver  injury  who  have  exhausted  alterna- 
tive medical  and  surgical  treatments,  and 
are  approaching  the  terminal  phase  of  their 
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illness.  In  many  forms  of  liver  disease  the 
precise  indications  and  liming  of  liver  trans- 
plantation remain  uncertain  or  controver- 
sial. 

Prolongation  of  life  of  good  quality  for  pa- 
tients who  would  otherwise  have  died  has 
been  reported  in  the  following  conditions: 

Extrahepatic  biliary  atresia  is  the  most 
common  cause  of  bile  duct  obstruction  in 
the  young  infant.  Patients  who  fail  to  re- 
spond to  hepatoportoenterostomy  (Kasai 
procedure)  often  benefit  from  liver  trans- 
plantation. Recent  data  suggest  that  as 
many  as  two-thirds  of  these  patients  survive 
for  1  year  or  more  after  transplantation. 

Chronic  active  hepatitis  is  caused  by  viral 
infections  or  drug  reactions,  but  many  cases 
remain  unexplained.  Although  some  pa- 
tients with  progressive  liver  failure  are  can- 
didates for  transplantation,  exceptions  in- 
clude drug-induced  chronic  active  hepatitis, 
which  usually  responds  to  removal  of  the 
chemical  agent,  and  hepatitis  B-induced  dis- 
ease in  which  viremia  persists.  In  the  latter 
Instance,  rapid  reappearance  of  infection 
with  progressive  liver  failure  has  been  re- 
ported following  transplantation. 

Primary  biliary  cirrhosis  is  a  slowly  pro- 
gressive cholestatic  liver  disease.  Results  of 
transplantation  appear  favorable  for  pa- 
tients with  end-stage  liver  injury.  The  pro- 
cedure may  improve  the  quality  of  life. 

Inborn  errors  of  metabolism  may  cause 
end-stage  liver  damage  or  irreversible  extra- 
hepatic  complications.  Transplantation  may 
be  appropriate  for  such  patients. 

Hepatic  vein  thrombosis  (Budd-Chiari 
syndrome)  often  results  in  progressive  liver 
failure,  ascites,  and  death.  Patients  who 
have  not  responded  to  anticoagulation  or 
appropriate  surgery  for  portal  decompres- 
sion may  be  candidates  for  transplantation. 

Sclerosing  cholangitis,  a  chronic  non-sup- 
purative  inflanrunatory  process  of  the  bile 
ducts,  may  cause  liver  failure.  Less  favorable 
results  following  transplantation  in  this 
group  may  be  due  to  prior  multiple  surgical 
procedures,  a  diseased  extrahepatic  bile 
duct,  the  presence  of  biliary  infection,  or 
other  factors. 

Primary  hepatic  malignancy  confined  to 
the  liver  but  not  amenable  to  resection  may 
be  an  indication  for  transplantation.  Results 
to  date  indicate  a  strong  likelihood  of  recur- 
rence of  the  malignancy.  Nonetheless,  the 
procedure  may  achieve  significant  pallia- 
tion. 

Alcohol-related  liver  cirrhosis  and  alcohol- 
ic hepatitis  are  the  most  common  forms  of 
fatal  liver  disease  in  America.  Patients  who 
are  judged  likely  to  abstain  from  alcohol 
and  who  have  established  clinical  indicators 
of  fatal  outcome  may  be  candidates  for 
transplantation.  Only  a  small  proportion  of 
alcoholic  patients  with  liver  disease  would 
be  expected  to  meet  these  rigorous  criteria. 

Although  fulminant  hepatic  failure  with 
massive  hepatocellular  necrosis  induced  by 
hepatitis  viruses,  hepatotoxins.  or  certain 
drugs  may  warrant  liver  transplantation; 
rapid  progression  of  the  disease  and  multi- 
organ  system  failure  frequently  preclude 
this  option. 

2.  What  is  the  outcome  (current  survival 
rates,  complications)  in  different  groups? 

The  survival  and  complication  rates  of  pa- 
tients who  have  undergone  liver  transplan- 
tation are  the  major  criteria  for  Judging  ef- 
ficacy. Data  are  available  from  four  loca- 
tions (Pittsburgh;  Cambridge.  England; 
Hannover,  Germany;  and  Groningen.  The 
Netherlands).  The  interpretation  of  the  ex- 
isting data  on  survival  is  extremely  difficult 
because  no  control  data  are  given  for  com- 


parison, surgical  techniques  and  drug  thera- 
pies varied  over  time,  and  patient  selection 
criteria  and  management  differed  across 
centers. 

While  sufficient  data  for  thorough  assess- 
ment of  liver  transplantation  are  not  avail- 
able to  date,  today  certain  trends  appear  to 
emerge: 

Patients  currently  being  accepted  for 
transplantation  have  a  high  probability  of 
imminent  death  and  a  low  quality  of  life  in 
the  absence  of  transplantation. 

Patients  undergoing  transplantation  have 
an  operative  mortality  (within  1  month)  of 
20  to  40  percent. 

One-year  survival  among  transplant  re- 
cipients since  1980  is  favorable  when  com- 
pared with  their  expected  course  in  the  ab- 
sence of  transplantation. 

Since  1980.  1-year  survival  appears  im- 
proved over  the  earlier  transplant  experi- 
ence. 

Individual  patients  have  survived  for 
many  years  with  good  quality  of  life  after 
transplantation. 

Data  are  insufficient  to  evaluate  survival 
rates  beyond  1  year  following  transplanta- 
tion with  current  technologies. 

Short-term  quality  of  life  is  probably  en- 
hanced in  many  transplant  survivors.  We 
lack  systematically  gathered  information  on 
quality  of  life  among  long-term  survivors. 

Severe  non-lethal  complications  of  tran- 
plantation  frequently  occur  and  must  be 
taken  into  account  in  judging  efficacy  of 
this  procedure.  Massive  hemorrhage  is  the 
most  serious  intraoperative  and  early  post- 
operative problem.  Other  postoperative 
complications  include  renal  dysfunction,  re- 
jection, biliary  tract  complications,  graft 
vascular  obstruction,  and  infection.  With  ac- 
cumulating expertise  in  medical  and  surgi- 
cal management  and  with  new  develop- 
ments in  technology  (e.g..  intraoperative 
veno- venous  bypass  and  cyclosporine).  these 
complications  can  be  expected  to  diminish. 

3.  In  a  potential  candidate  for  transplan- 
tation, what  are  the  principles  guiding  selec- 
tion of  the  appropriate  time  for  surgery? 

Selecting  an  appropriate  stage  for  a  given 
illness  for  liver  transplantation  is  a  complex 
issue:  transplantation  just  prior  to  death 
may  significantly  diminish  the  life-saving 
potential  of  the  procedure  since  hepatic  de- 
compensation in  its  latest  stages  poses  a  for- 
midable surgical  risk.  Transplantation  early 
in  the  course  of  hepatic  decompensation 
may  deprive  a  patient  of  an  additional 
period  of  useful  life. 

An  ideally  timed  liver  transplantation  pro- 
cedure would  be  in  a  late  enough  phase  of 
disease  to  offer  the  patient  all  opportunity 
for  spontaneous  stabilization  or  recovery, 
but  in  an  early  enough  phase  to  give  the 
surgical  procedure  a  fair  chance  of  success. 
For  most  patients,  these  phases  are  difficult 
to  define  prospectively.  While  no  single 
"best"  time  for  surgery  can  be  specified, 
transplantation  should  t>e  reserved  for  pa- 
tients in  any  of  the  following  phases  of  dis- 
ease: 

When  death  is  imminent. 

When  irreversible  damage  to  the  central 
nervous  system  is  inevitable. 

When  quality  of  life  has  deteriorated  to 
unacceptable  levels. 

The  exact  choice  of  the  time  for  liver 
transplantation  in  an  individual  requires  the 
judgment  of  a  qualified  medical  team  and  a 
well-informed  patient.  The  following  are  of- 
fered as  guidelines  for  individual  liver  dis- 
eases. 


Extrahepatic  biliary  atresia 
Biliary  enteric  anastamosis  (hepatopor- 
toenterostomy of  Kasai)  performed  in  the 
first  2  months  of  life  provides  significant 
improvement  for  at  least  5  years  in  one- 
third  of  the  patients,  although  cirrhosis  and 
disappearance  of  the  intrahapatic  bile  ducts 
occur  with  increasing  age.  While  success  of 
this  procedure  cannot  be  predicted,  it 
should  be  used  as  initial  therapy  for  extra- 
hepatic biliary  atresia.  In  the  absence  of 
severe  hepatic  decompensation  in  these  chil- 
dren, liver  transplantation  should  be  de- 
layed as  long  as  possible  to  permit  the  child 
to  achieve  maximum  growth.  In  children 
with  successful  hepatoportoenterostomy, 
live  at  hepatoportoenterostomy  or  surgical 
porto-systemic  shunting  render  eventual 
transplant  surgery  technically  more  diffi- 
cult and  operationally  more  dangerous  and 
therefore  should  be  avoided  in  favor  of  liver 
transplantation. 

Chronic  active  hepatitis 
The  potential  for  spontaneous  remission 
and  the  complex  course  of  chronic  active 
hepatitis  make  valid  predictions  of  the  sub- 
sequent course  difficult  except  in  the  latest 
stages  of  the  disease.  Using  strict  criteria, 
patients  can  be  identified  who  have  almost 
no  chance  of  survival  beyond  6  months. 
Such  patients  may  be  suitable  candidates 
for  transplantation. 

Primary  biliary  cirrhosis 
The  indolent  course  of  primary  biliary  cir- 
rhosis and  the  potential  for  spontaneous  im- 
provement even  in  patients  with  advanced 
disease  make  transplantation  potentially 
suitable  only  in  the  final  stages  of  liver  fail- 
ure or  when  the  quality  of  life  has  deterio- 
rated to  an  unacceptable  level. 

Alpha-l-Antitrypsin  deficiency 
Of  the  some  20  phenotypes  in  this  genetic 
disorder,  only  Pi  ZZ  is  associated  with  sig- 
nificant hepatic  disease  in  children.  Of  in- 
fants with  this  phenotype,  neonatal  choles- 
tasis occurs  in  5.5  percent.  Jaundice  usually 
is  transient,  clearing  before  6  months  of  age 
although  biochemical  evidence  of  activity 
may  persist.  Liver  transplantation  is  indicat- 
ed in  children  with  Pi  ZZ  phenotype  only 
when  cirrhosis  has  developed  and  when  evi- 
dence of  hepatic  failure  is  present. 

Adults  with  alpha-1-antitrypsin  deficiency 
may  have  liver  disease  associated  with  phe- 
notype Pi  ZZ.  MZ.  or  SZ.  If  hepatic  failure 
occurs,  liver  transplantation  may  be  indicat- 
ed. 

Wilson 's  disease 
Patients  with  Wilson's  disease  usually  are 
responsive  to  chelation  therapy  with  peni- 
cillamine. However,  some  patients  present 
with  fulminant  hepatic  failure  and/or  pro- 
gressive disease  unresponsive  to  adequate 
chelation  therapy.  Liver  transplantation 
may  be  indicated  in  these  instances. 

Crigler- Najjar  syndrome 
Of  the  two  types  of  this  genetic  disorder 
ELSsociated  with  severe  unconjugated  hyper- 
bilirubinemia, patients  with  Type  I  invari- 
ably develop  bilirubin  encephalopathy  usu- 
ally before  15  months  of  age.  Because  of  the 
inevitability  of  central  nervous  system 
damage  and  the  limitations  of  photother- 
aphy,  liver  transplantation  is  indicated  in 
such  patients  at  an  early  age. 

Miscellaneous  metabolic  diseaset 
A  number  of  rare  genetic  diseases  may  in- 
volve the  liver  and  cause  cirrhosis  and  even- 
tual hepatic  failure. 
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Patients  with  tryrosinemia.  Bylers  dis- 
ease. Wolman's  disease,  and  glycogen  stor- 
age diseases  Types  O  and  IV  may  be  candi- 
dates for  hepatic  transplantation. 

Liver  transplantation  may  also  be  indicat- 
ed for  patients  with  certain  genetic  diseases 
associated  with  severe  neurological  compli- 
cations, such  as  hereditary  deficiency  of 
urea  cycle  enzymes  and  disorders  of  lactate/ 
pyruvate  or  amino  acid  metabolism. 
Hepatic  vein  thrombosis 
The  course  of  hepatic  vein  thrombosis  is 
variable,  and  therefore  transplantation 
should  be  reserved  for  patients  with  severe 
hepatic  decompensation.  The  possibility  of 
later  transplant  surgery  should  not  discour- 
age the  use  of  portal  venous  decompression 
when  otherwise  indicated. 

Primary  sclerosing  cholangitis 
No  clinical,  biochemical,  serologic,  or  his- 
tologic factors  have  proven  to  be  of  predic- 
tive value.  When  appropriate  attempts  at 
biliary  tract  diversion  and  dilation  have 
failed,  and  death  from  liver  failure  is  immi- 
nent, liver  transplantation  should  be  consid- 
ered. 

Alcoholic  liver  disease 
At  least  50  percent  of  the  cases  of  cirrho- 
sis in  the  United  States  are  attributable  to 
the  abuse  of  alcohol,  and  alcohol  abuse  is 
the  leading  cause  of  hepatic  morbidity  and 
mortality. 

Alcoholic  liver  disease  is  most  favorably 
affected  by  abstinence.  The  natural  history 
of  untreated  alcoholic  hepatitis  and/or  cir- 
rhosis is  extremely  variable,  and  there  are 
few  precise  prognostic  indicators  in  any  but 
the  terminal  phase  of  the  disease. 

Liver  transplantation  may  be  considered 
for  the  patients  who  develop  evidence  of 
progressive  liver  failure  despite  medical 
treatment  and  abstinence  from  alcohol. 

4.  What  are  the  skills,  resources,  and  insti- 
tutional support  needed  for  liver  transporta- 
tion? 

The  requirements  for  conducting  a  liver 
transplantation  program  by  a  sponsoring  in- 
stitution are  formidable.  Accordingly,  any 
institution  embarking  on  this  program  must 
make  a  major  commitment  to  its  support.  In 
addition  to  the  full  array  of  services  re- 
quired of  a  tertiary  care  facility  and  a  pro- 
gram in  graduate  medical  education,  an 
active  organ  transplantation  program 
should  exist.  Pew  hospitals  are  likely  to 
meet  these  prerequisites. 

Liver  transplant  recipients  are  seriously  ill 
before  surgery.  The  transplant  effort  is  pro- 
digious, and  the  postoperative  intensive  care 
interval,  averaging  2  weeks,  is  punctuated 
by  complications  and  frequent  need  for 
reoperation. 

In  this  context,  experts  in  hepatology,  pe- 
diatrics, infectious  disease,  nephrology  wood 
components  is  mandatory.  Similarly,  sophis- 
ticated microbiology,  clinical  chemistry,  and 
radiology  assistance  are  required.  Emotional 
support  for  patient  and  family  warrants 
psychiatric  participation.  Availability  of  ef- 
fective social  services  to  assist  patients  and 
families  is  indispensable. 

The  transplantation  surgeon  must  be 
trained  specifically  for  liver  grafting  and 
must  assemble  and  train  a  team  to  fiuiction 
whenever  a  donor  organ  is  available.  Institu- 
tional commitment  to  the  program  man- 
dates that  operating  room,  recovery  room, 
laboratory,  and  blood  bank  support  exist  at 
all  times.  Allocation  of  intensive  care  and 
general  surgical  beds  is  important.  Recruit- 
ment of  a  cohort  of  specialized  nurses  and 
technicians  to  staff  these  areas  is  necessary. 
Access  to  tissue  typing  capability;  ongoing 


research  programs  in  liver  disease,  organ 
preservation,  and  transplantation  immunol- 
ogy; and  available  hemoperfusion  and  mi- 
crosurgical techniques  are  desirable  at- 
tributes of  a  transplanatation  effort. 

Participation  in  a  donor  procurement  pro- 
gram and  network  is  essential,  and  an  inter- 
disciplinary deliberative  body  should  exist 
to  determine  on  an  equitable  basis  the  suita- 
bilty  of  candidates  for  transplantation. 

Institutions  conducting  liver  transplanta- 
tion are  obligated  to  prospectively  collect 
and  share  data  in  a  coordinated,  systematic, 
and  comprehensive  manner  in  all  patients 
selected  as  transplantation  candidates,  so 
that  the  role  of  liver  transplantation  in  the 
management  of  patients  with  liver  disease 
can  properly  be  assessed.  Additional  infor- 
mation permitting  cost-benefit  analysis 
should  be  secured. 

Finally,  the  panel  feels  that  adherence  to 
these  guidelines  detailing  the  essentials  to 
conduct  a  transplantation  program  offers 
the  best  assurance  of  high  quality  in  per- 
forming this  very  difficult  operation. 

5.  What  are  the  directions  for  future  re- 
search? 

The  Consensus  Panel  identified  several 
broad  areas  related  to  liver  transplantation 
in  which  critically  important  information  is 
either  unavailable  or  so  incomplete  as  to 
defy  meaningful  interpretation.  It  is  recom- 
mended that  a  registry  or  clearinghouse  be 
established  for  collection  and  evaluation  of 
all  available  data  on  liver  transplantation. 
Such  a  center  would  develop  unified  criteria 
for  selection  of  patients  for  transplantation 
and  for  reporting  and  evaluating  all  data  re- 
lated to  the  outcome  of  the  operation  and 
the  patients'  postoperative  and  long-term 
condition.  As  methods  of  immunosuppres- 
sion improve  and  the  logistic  obstacles  are 
resolved,  the  feasibility  and  desirability  of 
randomized  clinical  trials  of  liver  transplan- 
tation should  be  explored  for  suitable  sub- 
groups of  patients  with  specific  liver  dis- 
eases. 

High  priority  also  should  be  given  to  re- 
search projects  related  to  several  aspects  of 
the  transplant  procedure  itself.  Means 
should  be  developed  to  improve  preserva- 
tion of  human  liver  ex  vivo  and  criteria 
should  be  established  to  evaluate  its  viabili- 
ty. Improved  control  of  organ  rejection  re- 
quires urgent  attention:  this  includes  thor- 
ough evaluation  of  the  benefits  and  risks  of 
cyclosporine  as  an  immunosuppressive 
agent  in  liver  transplantation.  The  design  of 
the  hemodynamic  support  system  during 
transplantation  needs  evaluation  and  poten- 
tial improvement.  Research  should  be  en- 
couraged for  developing  better  supportive 
measures  for  patients  in  liver  failure,  includ- 
ing maintenance  of  proper  renal  and  cere- 
bral function. 

In  the  broad  areas  of  the  cause,  patho- 
genesis, and  natural  course  of  chronic  liver 
disease,  present  knowledge  is  fragmentary 
and  incomplete,  and  research  in  these  areas 
should  be  fostered  and  supported  by  all 
available  means.  Particular  attempts  should 
be  made  to  determine  the  possible  role  of 
liver  transplantation  in  the  management  of 
hepatocellular  carcinoma  at  a  stage  when 
metastatic  spread  appears  remote.  Finally, 
liver  transplantation  should  be  explored  as 
a  modality  of  replacement  therapy  in  ge- 
netically determined  multi-organ  enzyme 
deficiencies. 

CONCLUSION 

After  extensive  review  and  consideration 
of  all  available  data,  this  panel  concludes 
that  liver  transplantation  is  a  therapeutic 
modality  for  end-stage  liver  disease  that  de- 


serves broader  application.  However.  In 
order  for  liver  transplantation  to  gain  its 
full  therapeutic  potential,  the  indications 
for  and  results  of  the  procedure  must  be  the 
object  of  comprehensive,  coordinated,  and 
ongoing  evaluation  in  the  years  ahead.  This 
can  best  be  achieved  by  expansion  of  this 
technology  to  a  limited  number  of  centers 
where  performance  of  liver  transplantation 
can  be  carried  out  under  optimal  conditions. 
•  Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  in  my  congressional  district  a 
fine  U.S.  marine  who  has  a  20-month- 
old  son  who  needs  the  passage  of  this 
legislation.  The  child  is  Franklin  W. 
Silcox,  Jr.  I  favor  this  legislation  for 
what  it  can  do  for  this  youngster  and 
his  need  for  a  liver  transplant  and 
what  this  can  also  do  for  others  simi- 
larly situated.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore). 

D  0020 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Gore)  there 
were— ayes  162,  noes  18. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROOKS 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  On  page  H5383.  on 
the  20th  of  July,  this  year  of  our  Lord 
1983. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brooks:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new- 
section: 

USE  OF  POLYGRAPHS  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
DEFENSE 

Sec.  nil.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
not,  before  April  15,  1984.  use.  enforce, 
issue,  implement,  or  otherwise  rely  on  any 
rule,  regulation,  directive,  policy,  decision, 
or  order  that  would  permit  the  use  of  poly- 
graph examinations  in  the  case  of  civilian 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense  or 
members  of  the  Armed  Fbrces  in  any 
manner  or  to  any  extent  greater  than  was 
permitted  under  rules,  regulations,  direc- 
tives, policies,  decisions,  or  orders  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  in  effect  on  August  5. 
1982. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  which  I  offer  concerns  the 
use  of  polygraph  examinations  in  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

The  amendment  places  a  freeze  on 
the  implementation  of  a  new  poly- 
graph policy  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense until  April  15.  1984.  DODs  pro- 
posed changes  would  overturn  their 
longstanding  policy  which  allowed  the 
use  of  polygraph  exams,  but  only  as 
one  of  many  tools  in  the  investigative 
process.  The  new  proposal  would 
enable  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
make  investigative  conclusions  and 
sanction  employees  solely  on  the  basis 
of  polygraph  exam  results  or  the  re- 
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fusal  of  an  employee  to  take  such  a 
test. 

In  the  House,  several  committees  are 
reviewing  the  polygraph  issue,  includ- 
ing the  Legislation  and  National  Secu- 
rity Suljcommittee  of  the  Government 
Operations  Committee,  which  I  chair. 

I  have  requested  the  Office  of  Tech- 
nology Assessment  to  conduct  a  study 
on  the  validity  and  reliability  of  poly- 
graph exams.  In  addition,  I  have  re- 
quested the  General  Accounting 
Office  to  conduct  an  inquiry  into  the 
effects  of  the  implementation  of  these 
new  policies.  Until  these  studies  are 
completed  and  the  Congress  has  evalu- 
ated this  new  policy  of  greater  use  and 
reliance  on  the  polygraph,  it  is  appro- 
priate that  its  implementation  be  post- 
poned. 

I.  therefore,  urge  that  we  delay  the 
implementation  of  these  guidelines 
until  April  15,  1984,  during  which  time 
Congress  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
evaluate  these  policies  and  develop  a 
legislative  response  if  necessary. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee that  handles  this  matter,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say  that  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  discussed 
this  amendment  with  me.  I  have  ex- 
amined his  amendment.  I  believe  it 
would  not  impose  any  hardship  on  the 
Department  of  Defense,  and  I  recom- 
mend that  it  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  yield  to  another  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Alabama, 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  that 
great  committee. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  examined  the  amendment  on  this 
side.  We  find  it  acceptable. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITEHURST 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  offer  an  amendment  to  title  XI. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  No.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  has  not  been. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Which  amend- 
ment is  the  gentleman  referring  to? 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  I  am  referring 
to  the  one.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  refers 
to  providing  routine  port  services  at  no 
cost  to  visiting  units. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Whitehurst: 
At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section: 


ROUTINE  PORT  SERVICES 

Sec.  nn.  (a)  Section  7227(b)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting    (1)"  after  "(b)":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

■■(2)  When  furnishing  routine  port  services 
under  this  section  to  naval  vessels  operating 
as  part  of  a  multinational  naval  force  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  the 
Secretary  may  furnish  such  services  without 
reimbursement  if  such  services  are  provided 
under  a  multinational  standardization 
agreement  that  provides  for  the  reciprocal 
furnishing  of  routine  port  services  to  naval 
vessels  of  the  United  States  without  reim- 
bursement. If  routine  port  services  areara- 
graph,  the  working-capital  fund  activity 
shall  be  reimbursed  for  such  costs  out  of  op- 
erating funds  currently  available  to  the 
Navy.", 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record,  and  that  I  may  be  permitted 
to  proceed  for  30  seconds  to  explain 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Chariman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  again  I  will 
state  what  I  stated  earlier,  that  I 
think  it  is  outrageous  that  the  House 
would  consider,  without  having  print- 
ed in  the  Record,  amendments  little 
and  vague,  like  the  one  passed  a  short 
time  ago  that  costs  $350  million. 

I  will  not  object  to  any  request  in 
connection  with  any  amendment  that 
has  been  printed  in  the  Record,  but  I 
will  object  to  all  unanimous  consent 
requests  in  connection  with  amend- 
ments that  have  not  been  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  side  has  read  the  amendment.  It 
only  provides  reciprocity  to  foreign  na- 
tions, and  we  accept  it. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
accept  the  amendment  on  this  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Whitehurst). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ADDABBO 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment  that  was  printed 
in  the  Record  on  July  21. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Addabbo:  Page 
47.  after  line  15.  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

RETIRED  PAY  FOR  CERTAIN  OTHERWISE 
INELIGIBLE  RESERVISTS 

Sec.  1014.  (a)  Section  1331(c)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  retired  pay 


for  nonregular  service.  Is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "unless  he"  the  first  place  it  appears 
and  all  that  follows  in  such  section  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "unless— 

"(1)  he  fjerformed  active  duty  after  April 
5.  1917.  and  before  November  12.  1918.  or 
after  September  8.  1940.  and  before  January 
1.  1947:  or 

"(2)  he  performed  active  duty  (other  than 
for  training)  after  June  26.  1950.  and  before 
July  28.  1953.  after  August  13.  1961.  and 
before  May  31.  1963.  or  after  August  4.  1964. 
and  before  March  28.  1973". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  retired  pay 
payable  for  months  beginning  after  Septem- 
ber 30.  1983.  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  whichever  is  later. 

Mr.  ADDABBO  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  has  the 
amendment  been  printed  in  the 
Record? 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  It  has  been  printed 
in  the  Record  on  July  21. 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  today  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
section  1331(a)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  correct  an  inequity 
that  exists  for  certain  individuals  who 
served  our  country  in  both  a  Reserve 
and  active-duty  capacity. 

Under  current  law,  individuals  who 
participated  in  the  Reserves  prior  to 
August  16,  1945,  and  who  served  on 
active  duty  during  World  War  I,  World 
War  II.  or  Korea  would  receive  retire- 
ment credit  for  their  pre-1945  Reserve 
duty.  Individuals  with  similar  Reserve 
time,  whose  only  active  duty,  other 
than  training,  occurred  during  the 
Berlin  or  Cuban  crises  or  during  Viet- 
nam are  barred  by  current  law  from 
receiving  retirement  credit  for  that 
pre-1945  Reserve  time. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
extend  eligibility  for  retirement  credit 
for  Reserve  duty  performed  before 
August  16.  1945.  to  include  not  only  in- 
dividuals who  performed  active  duty 
during  World  War  I.  World  War  II. 
and  Korea,  but  also  during  Berlin, 
Cuba,  and  Vietnam. 

It  is  unfair  and  inequitable  to  dis- 
criminate against  individuals  who  par- 
ticipated in  the  Reserves  prior  to  1945, 
and  who.  because  of  occupational  de- 
ferments or  other  valid  reasons,  were 
unable  to  perform  active  duty  during 
periods  covered  by  the  law,  but  were 
called  to  active  duty  and  performed 
honorably  during  Berlin,  Cuba,  or 
Vietnam. 


I  urge  a  vote  in  favor  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  for  his  amendment.  We 
have  had  a  chance  to  look  at  the 
amendment,  and  we  think  it  is  a  very 
good  amendment.  We  have  no  objec- 
tion to  it. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  we  have  no 
objection  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec- 
tion, the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  we  would 
like  to  know  what  the  amendment 
does,  and  then  I  do  not  think  there 
will  be  a  problem. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  by 
unanimous  consent  I  will  explain  for 
30  seconds. 

The  amendment  extends  to  the  Viet- 
nam veterans  the  same  benefits  that 
were  given  to  the  veterans  of  the 
Korean  war  as  far  as  Reserve  duty 
prior  to  1945. 

Mr.    WALKER.    Mr.    Chairman.    I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Addabbo). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  TAUKE 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  was  printed  in  the  Record 
on  May  26. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Tauke:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

CONGRESSIONAL  COMMISSION  ON  NATIONAL 
DEFENSE  PLANNING 

Sec  nil.  (a)  There  is  established  a  com- 
mission to  be  known  as  the  Congressional 
Commission  on  National  Defense  Planning 
(hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  "Commission"). 

(b)(1)  The  Commission  shall  review  the 
current  system  of  formulating  and  imple- 
menting national  security  and  national  de- 
fense policy,  with  particular  emphasis  on 
the  planning  and  command  structure  of  the 
Department  of  Defense.  The  Commission 
shall  make  recommendations  for  measures 
to  promote  efficiency  in  defense  planning 
and  to  promote  economy  and  improved  ad- 
ministration in  the  operation  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense.  The  Commission  specifi- 
cally shall  examine  and  make  recommenda- 
tions for  the  improvement  of— 

(A)  the  organization  of  the  military  staffs, 
including  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the 
Joint  Staff; 

(B)  procedures  within  the  Department  of 
Defense  providing  command,  communica- 
tions, and  control  authority; 


(C)  procedures  within  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  liaison  with  other  executive 
branch  agencies  and  with  Congress  enabling 
the  Department  of  Defense  to  carry  out  its 
defense  planning  responsibilities;  and 

(D)  personnel  policies  and  functional  re- 
sponsibilities related  to  the  planning  and 
execution  of  national  defense  policy. 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the 
President  and  to  Congress  such  interim  re- 
ports as  it  considers  appropriate  and  shall 
submit  a  final  report  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tion (i). 

(c)(1)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed 
of  15  members  as  follows: 

(A)  Seven  appointed  by  the  President,  not 
more  than  four  of  whom  may  be  officers  or 
employees  of  the  United  States. 

(B)  Four  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  two  of  whom 
shall  be  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  shall  be  appointed  from  dif- 
ferent political  parties  and  two  of  whom 
shall  be  private  citizens. 

(C)  Four  appointed  by  the  majority  leader 
of  the  Senate,  two  of  whom  shall  be  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  and  shall  be  appointed 
from  different  political  parties  and  two  of 
whom  shall  be  private  citizens. 

(2)(A)  Appointments  under  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  made  from  persons  who  are  special- 
ly qualified  to  serve  on  the  Commission  by 
reason  of  their  particular  knowledge  and  ex- 
pertise concerning  national  defense  policy 
and  planning. 

(B)  Members  of  the  Commission  shall 
ser%'e  for  the  life  of  the  Commission. 

(3)  The  Commission  shall  convene  within 
45  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section,  but  not  before  October  1.  1983. 

(4)  A  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  be 
filled  in  the  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made. 

(d)(1)  One  of  the  members  appointed  by 
the  President  shall  be  designated  by  the 
President  to  be  the  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mission. 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  meet  at  the  call 
of  the  Chairman  or  a  majority  of  its  mem- 
bers. 

(3)  A  majority  of  the  Commission  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  but  a  lesser  number 
may  hold  hearings. 

(e)  Members  of  the  Commission  shall 
serve  without  compensation  for  their  work 
on  the  Commission  but  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  per  diem  and  travel  expenses  under 
the  provisions  of  subchapter  I  of  chapter  57 
of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(f)(1)  The  Commission  may  appoint  a  Di- 
rector and  such  additional  personnel  as  the 
Commission  considers  appropriate. 

(2)  The  Director  and  staff  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
governing  appointments  in  the  competitive 
service,  and  shall  be  paid  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and  subchapter 
III  of  chapter  53  of  such  title  relating  to 
classification  and  General  Schedule  pay 
rates,  except  that  the  Director  and  staff 
may  not  be  paid  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the 
rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  OS- 18  of  the 
General  Schedule. 

(3)  The  Commission  may  procure  tempo- 
rary and  intermittent  services  under  section 
3109(b)  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code. 

(4)  Upon  request  of  the  Commission,  the 
head  of  any  Federal  agency  may  detail,  on  a 
reimbursable  basis,  any  of  the  personnel  of 
such  agency  to  the  Conunission  to  assist  the 
Commission  in  carrying  out  its  duties  under 
this  section. 

(g)(1)  The  Commission  may.  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  this  section,  hold  such 


hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  take  such  testimony,  and  receive 
such  evidence,  as  the  Commission  considers 
appropriate.  The  Commission  may  adminis- 
ter oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  ap- 
pearing before  it. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly 
from  any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  information  necessary  to 
enable  it  to  carry  out  this  section.  Upon  re- 
quest of  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission, 
the  head  of  such  department  or  agency 
shall  furnish  such  information  to  the  Com- 
mission. 

(3)  The  Commission  may  use  the  United 
States  mails  in  the  same  manner  and  under 
the  same  conditions  as  other  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  United  States. 

(4)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services 
shall  provide  to  the  Commission  on  a  reim- 
bursable basis  such  administrative  support 
services  as  the  Commission  may  request. 

(5)  Any  member  or  agent  of  the  Commis- 
sion may,  if  so  authorized  by  the  Commis- 
sion, take  any  action  which  the  Commission 
is  authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

(h)(1)  The  Commission  may  issue  subpe- 
nas  requiring  the  attendance  and  testimony 
of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  any  evi- 
dence that  relates  to  any  matter  under  in- 
vestigation by  the  Commission.  Such  at- 
tendance of  witnesses  and  the  production  of 
such  evidence  may  be  required  from  any 
place  within  the  United  States  at  any  desig- 
nated place  of  hearing  within  the  United 
States. 

(2)  If  a  person  issued  a  subpena  under 
paragraph  ( 1 )  refuses  to  obey  such  subpena 
or  is  guilty  of  contumacy,  any  court  of  the 
United  States  within  the  judicial  district 
within  which  the  hearing  is  conducted  or 
within  the  judicial  district  within  which 
such  person  is  found  or  resides  or  transacts 
business  may  (upon  application  by  the  Com- 
mission) order  such  person  to  appear  before 
the  Commission  to  produce  evidence  or  to 
give  testimony  relating  to  the  matter  under 
investigation.  Any  failure  to  obey  such 
order  of  the  court  may  be  punished  by  such 
court  as  a  contempt  thereof. 

(3)  The  subpenas  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  served  in  the  manner  provided  for  subpe- 
nas issued  by  a  United  States  district  court 
under  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure 
for  the  United  States  district  courts. 

(4)  All  process  of  any  court  to  which  appli- 
cation may  be  made  under  this  section  may 
be  served  in  the  judicial  district  in  which 
the  person  required  to  be  served  resides  or 
may  be  found. 

(5)  No  person  shall  be  excused  from  at- 
tending and  testifying  or  from  producing 
books,  records,  correspondence,  documents, 
or  other  evidence  in  obedience  to  a  subpena. 
on  the  ground  that  the  testimony  or  evi- 
dence required  of  him  may  tend  to  incrimi- 
nate him  or  subject  him  to  a  penalty  or  for- 
feiture; but  no  individual  shall  be  prosecut- 
ed or  subjected  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture 
by  reason  of  any  transaction,  matter,  or 
thing  concerning  which  he  is  compelled, 
after  having  claimed  his  privilege  against 
self-incrimination,  to  testify  or  produce  evi- 
dence, except  that  such  individual  so  testify- 
ing shall  not  be  exempt  from  prosecution 
and  punishment  for  perjury  committed  in 
so  testifying. 

(i)(l)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  a 
final  report  to  Congress  not  later  than  one 
year  after  it  convenes,  except  that  the  dead- 
line for  transmitting  that  report  may  be  ex- 
tended by  up  to  six  months  by  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  upon  transmittal  of 
notice  of  such  extension  to  Congress.  The 
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Commission  shall  include  in  its  final  report 
recommendations  designed  to  promote  a 
more  effective  national  defense  planning 
system,  including  such  recommendations  for 
legislative  or  administrative  action  as  the 
Commission  considers  appropriate.  The 
report  shall  specifically  address  each  area 
set  forth  in  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (D) 
of  subsection  (b)(1). 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  terminate  30 
days  after  the  date  on  which  its  final  report 
is  submitted  to  Congress  under  paragraph 
(1). 

Mr.  TAUKE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee.  I  hesti- 
tate  to  bring  a  substantive  matter 
before  the  Committee  at  this  hour  of 
the  evening,  but  the  fact  is  that  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Dicks,  Mr.  Clincer. 
Mrs.  Snowe.  Mr.  Glickman.  Mr. 
Brown,  and  myself.  I  printed  an 
amendment  in  the  Record  on  May  26. 
Of  course,  the  way  this  bill  was  consid- 
ered, those  of  us  who  had  amendments 
to  late  titles  in  the  bill  were  not  per- 
mitted to  bring  them  up  for  discussion 
until  after  10  o'clock  this  evening 
when  we  got  permission  to  consider 
those  titles  of  the  legislation.  Of 
course,  after  10  o'clock  this  evening 
until  time  expired  at  midnight  the 
time  was  dominated  solely  by  Mem- 
bers of  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee. And  I  think  that  the  Members  of 
this  body  should  be  aware  of  the  fact 
that  any  Member  who  is  not  a  member 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  had 
no  choice  but  to  use  this  unusual  pro- 
cedure to  get  a  matter  before  the 
House. 

The  legislation  that  I  am  offering 
would  establish  a  congressional  com- 
mission on  national  defense  planning. 

There  are  a  number  of  Members  of 
this  body  who  spend  a  lot  of  time  look- 
ing at  the  Department  of  Defense.  I 
would  assume  they  have  also  spent 
some  time  looking  at  the  material  that 
I  sent  around  over  the  last  month  and 
a  half. 

Essentially,  we  believe  that  the  prob- 
lems confronting  the  Department  of 
Defense  do  not  result  from  a  lack  of 
resources  in  terms  of  personnel  nor  in 
terms  of  money.  The  problems  con- 
fronting the  Department  of  Defense 
result,  in  a  substantial  part,  from  the 
lack  of  effective  planning  within  the 
Department. 

Now.  since  the  post-World  War  II 
period,  a  serious  look  has  not  been 
given  to  the  core  legislation  establish- 
ing our  national  security  and  national 
defense  structures  and  procedures. 

Moreover,  since  that  time,  although 
there  have  been  some  discussions  of 
the  makeup  of  the  Department  of  De- 


fense, there  has  been  no  outside  look 
at  that,  no  outside  group  that  has 
given  consideration  to  this  very  serious 
question. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  have  any 
chance  at  all  of  getting  a  handle  over 
the  Department  of  Defense,  the  way  it 
plans  and  its  relationship  to  all  of  the 
other  agencies  and  bureaus  of  govern- 
ment that  are  involved  in  defense  and 
national  security  planning,  it  is  essen- 
tial that  we  look  to  this  kind  of  out- 
side group  for  some  sort  of  direction. 

D  0030 

If  you  believe  that  we  are  getting  all 
of  the  defense  that  we  are  paying  for. 
if  your  problems  in  defense  are  lack  of 
resources,  then  you  probably  would 
want  to  oppose  this  approach.  But  if 
you  believe  that  our  problems  are  a 
result  not  of  a  lack  of  resources,  but  of 
a  lack  of  an  ability  to  get  effective 
planning  within  our  national  security 
structure,  then  I  think  this  amend- 
ment may  hold  some  merit  for  you. 

The  commission,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men, would  be  made  up  of  15  mem- 
bers, 7  appointed  by  the  President,  4 
by  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  4  by  the 
majority  leader  of  the  Senate.  It 
would  report  back  to  Congress  and  the 
President  within  1  year  of  its  forma- 
tion. 

I  thank  the  Members  for  their  atten- 
tion this  evening,  and  I  hope  you  will 
give  this  amendment  serious  consider- 
ation despite  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAUKE.  I  would  be  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Is  the  gentleman 
aware  of  the  fact  that  I  have  a  bill  in 
on  the  very  subject  of  reorganizing  the 
Defense  Department,  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff:  that  we  have  had  extensive 
hearings  on  my  bill  and  a  related  bill 
before  the  Armed  Services  Subcom 
mittee? 

This  is  the  second  year  this  entire 
subject  has  been  before  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services.  It  is  nothing 
new.  We  are  looking  at  it.  Something 
is  going  to  be  done  on  it  this  year.  I 
think  this  is  duplication,  and  really, 
we  are  the  ones  to  look  at  it  and  not 
abdicate  our  duty  to  some  commission. 

Mr.  TAUKE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comments.  I  might  observe 
that  this  has  been  looked  at  by  various 
groups  in  Congress  oftentimes,  but 
nevertheless,  no  progress  has  been 
made.  I  think  that  we  need  the  mo- 
mentum and  force  of  an  outside  group 
looking  at  this  in  order  to  make  some 
progress. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further  on  that  point, 
progress  is  going  to  l)e  made  next 
week,  because  I  understand  the  sub- 
committee is  going  to  put  a  bill  out 
which  is  going  to  have  a  good  part  of 
my  bill  in  it,  as  I  understand  it. 


Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Tauke).  His 
amendment  would  establish  a  commis- 
sion to  evaluate  the  national  defense 
planning  process. 

My  opposition  is  not  directed  toward 
the  objective  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  only  to  the  means  of  car- 
rying it  out. 

The  Investigations  Subcommittee,  of 
which  I  am  chairman,  has  the  jurisdic- 
tion to  conduct  the  review  and  to 
make  the  recommendations  suggested 
by  the  gentleman's  amendment.  The 
subcommittee  has  members  who  pos- 
sess the  background  and  knowledge  to 
perform  the  evaluation.  It  has  the  au- 
thority to  call  before  it  the  outside  ex- 
perts and  to  conduct  the  indepth  over- 
sight required  for  such  a  task. 

In  fact.  I  would  note.  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  subcommittee  is  currently  en- 
gaged in  a  series  of  hearings,  the  focus 
of  which  is  the  organization  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  In  conjunction 
with  those  hearings,  we  are.  in  effect, 
addressing  the  vtist  bulk,  if  not  all,  of 
the  issues  suggested  by  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

I  do  not  believe  a  commission  would 
be  in  any  better  position  to  consider 
this  issue  than  the  subcommittee  is  in 
under  the  rules  of  the  House.  I  do  not 
see  what  duplication  of  our  effort  will 
accomplish. 

Consequently.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
the  Members  to  defeat  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  I  appreciate  my  col- 
league yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  emphasize 
what  he  has  said.  As  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee,  in  my  opinion  the  es- 
tablishing of  a  special  commission  at 
times  might  be  appropriate.  As  an  ex- 
ample, we  established  one  to  study  the 
problems  of  social  security. 

But  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa  would  create  a  con- 
gressional commission  for  the  purpose 
of  reviewing  the  command  structure  of 
our  military,  and  I  would  simply  point 
out  that  the  subcommittee  has  been 
studying  this  not  only  in  the  98th 
Congress  but  back  in  the  97th  Con- 
gress, and  gives  me  the  opportunity  to 
say  also  under  the  very  good  leader- 
ship of  our  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

I  might  also  add  that,  as  our  chair- 
man has  already  indicated,  a  special 
commission  can  be  an  effective  way  of 
dealing  with  a  problem  under  certain 
circumstances,  but  it  is  hard  to  get 
some  of  the  facts  and  some  of  the  fig- 
ures, but  I  took  a  little  time  to  try  and 
run  down  just  how  many  special  com- 
missions we  already  have. 


The  Speaker  of  the  House  has  the 
power  to  appoint  Members  to  a  total 
of  31  commissions  and  boards.  That 
does  not  even  include  commissions 
that  we  may  create  as  a  result  of  legis- 
lation. 

Additionally,  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress reports  that  for  the  executive 
branch  and  various  departments  and 
agencies,  we  have  created  a  total  of 
over  9.700  advisory  committees  over 
the  last  11  years,  with  somewhere  in 
the  range  of  865  being  active  and  cur- 
rent today. 

I  do  not  believe.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  commission  is  necessary  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  down  the 
amendment  of  my  colleague  from 
Iowa. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa  (Mr.  Tauke). 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  JONES  OF  NORTH 
CAROLINA 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  It 
has  not.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jones  of 
North  Carolina:  Strike  out  section  1103 
(page  87,  line  10  through  page  90.  line  24) 
and  renumber  the  succeeding  sections. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  say 
that  we  have  inspected  this  amend- 
ment on  our  side,  and  we  accept  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jones). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FAZIO 

Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  FAZIO.  No;  it  has  not,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fazio:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

ONE-YEAR  POSTPONEMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  DEPOS- 
ITS FOR  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  BASED  ON 
MILITARY  SERVICE 

Sec  .  Section  8334(j)(2)(A)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "October  1,  1982: "  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  -October  1.  1983;  ". 
•  Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlemen  from  Illinois,  Wiscon- 
sin. Alabama,  and  Indiana  for  their  co- 
operation and  support  of  my  amend- 
ment. Basically,  my  amendment  allows 
those  individuals  who  are  affected  by 
catch-62  to  have  an  additional  year  to 
pay  back  to  the  Government  7  percent 


of  their  basic  military  pay  into  the 
civil  service  retirement  system. 

Prior  to  August  1982,  a  Federal  retir- 
ee with  post- 1956  military  service  had 
his  Federal  pension  recalculated  when 
he  turned  62,  since  at  that  age  he 
became  eligible  for  social  security  ben- 
efits based  on  his  years  of  military 
service.  Although  he  would  begin  to 
receive  payments  from  social  security, 
his  Federal  pension  was  reduced  con- 
currently, with  the  new  combination 
of  retirement  payments  invariably 
being  less  than  the  full  Federal  pen- 
sion he  had  been  accustomed  to  receiv- 
ing. 

Congress  attempted  to  correct  this 
catch-62  last  year  by  giving  a  Federal 
employee  or  recent  retiree  the  option 
of  making  no-interest  payments  to  the 
civil  service  retirement  fund  to  get  full 
credit  for  this  post-1956  military  serv- 
ice. Under  the  new  law,  an  individual 
who  pays  the  equivalent  of  7  percent 
of  his  military  earnings  after  January 
1957  can  receive  his  full  Federal  pen- 
sion as  well  as  his  rightful  social  secu- 
rity benefits. 

While  the  legislation  corrected  the 
problem  at  hand,  an  entirely  new 
problem  emerged  with  regard  to  the 
implementation,  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  has  been  unable  to  admin- 
istratively handle  the  enormous 
number  of  requests  for  military  pay 
records.  Over  1  million  people  are  af- 
fected by  this  provision,  each  of  whom 
need  verification  of  the  amount  of 
their  basic  military  pay.  Unfortunate- 
ly, many  of  these  records  have  been 
destroyed,  thus  necessitating  an  esti- 
mated rate  of  pay.  This,  coupled  with 
the  large  number  of  individuals  in 
need  of  their  records  has  put  consider- 
able strain  on  the  individual  services, 
and  has  also  made  it  impossible  to  get 
this  information  out  to  every  individ- 
ual in  time  for  them  to  avoid  the  inter- 
est penalty  which  goes-  into  effect  Oc- 
tober 1,  1984—3  percent  until  January 
1,  1985,  rising  to  8  percent  at  that 
time. 

My  amendment  simply  extends  for  1 
year  the  period  of  time  that  the  pay- 
back can  be  made. 

I  recently  introduced  a  bill,  H.R. 
3526,  to  this  effect,  and  in  just  2 
weeks,  over  30  Members  of  both  par- 
ties have  joined  me  in  cosponsoring 
this  bill.  In  addition,  the  Department 
of  Defense  endorses  my  efforts. 
I  urge  the  House's  support.* 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Fazio). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Fazio)  there 
were— ayes  106,  noes  43. 
So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dyson:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DYSON 

Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment.  The  amendment  has 
been  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


REPORT  ON  COST  SAVINGS  UNDER  CONTRACTING 
OUT  PROCEDURES 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Not  later  than  April  15,  1984. 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  a 
report  to  Congress  describing  the  experi- 
ence of  the  Department  of  Defense  since 
January  1,  1981.  with  conversion  to  contrac- 
tor operation  of  commercial  or  industrial 
type  functions  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense which  previously  had  been  performed 
by  Department  of  Defense  civilian  or  mili- 
tary personnel. 

(b)(1)  The  report  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  include  with  respect  to  each  function 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  converted  to 
contractor  operation  since  January  1.  1981— 

(A)  the  estimated  cost  (as  of  the  date  of 
the  award  of  the  contract)  of  performance 
of  the  function  by  the  Government. 

(B)  the  contractor's  estimated  cost  of  per- 
formance of  the  function  in  the  bid  of  the 
contractor, 

(C)  the  actual  cost  (as  of  the  end  of  the 
contract  or  the  date  of  the  report)  of  con- 
tractor operation  of  such  function,  and 

(D)  the  savings  (shown  in  dollars  and  as  a 
percentage)  for  the  operation  of  such  func- 
tion since  conversion  to  contractor  perform- 
ance. 

(2)  The  report  shall  also  show— 

(A)  the  average  savings  (shown  in  dollars 
and  as  a  percentage)  of  all  functions  con- 
verted to  contractor  performance  since  Jan- 
uary 1.  1981.  as  projected  at  the  time  of  con- 
tracting and  as  realized  at  the  end  of  the 
contract  or  the  date  of  the  report. 

(B)  the  dollar  amount  and  percentage  of 
such  contracts  awarded  to  small  businesses, 
and 

(C)  the  number  of  Federal  employees 
whose  employment  by  the  Government  was 
terminated  as  a  result  of  conversion  of  such 
functions  to  contractor  performance. 

Mr.  DYSON,  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  of- 
fering an  amendment  to  the  Defense 
Authorization  Act  (H.R.  2969)  to 
direct  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
report  to  the  Congress  on  cost  savings 
achieved  in  contracting  out.  As  my  col- 
leagues are  well  aware,  under  this  ad- 
ministration the  Department  of  De- 
fense has  made  a  headlong  rush  to 
contract  out  as  many  functions  as  pos- 
sible. Because  of  the  Department's  in- 
discriminate haste,  the  process  has 
often  been  on  a  collision  course  with 
overall  cost  effectiveness  and  sound 
management.  Because  of  the  mixed  re- 
sults of  contracting  out.  the  Congress 
imposed  a  6-month  moratorium.  That 
moratorium  is  now  over.  The  DOD  has 
resumed  its  rush  to  contract  out  Gov- 
ernment functions  again,  and  the 
same  concerns  that  prompted  the  mor- 
atorium are  being  raised  once  more. 

The  primary  purpose  of  contracting 
out  is  to  save  the  Government  money. 
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a  goal  I  strongly  endorse.  Yet  there 
are  many  unanswerd  questions  about 
how  much  money  is  actually  being 
saved.  I  have  learned  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  has  only  a  vague  idea 
at  best  about  the  cost  savings 
achieved.  The  Department  is  unable  to 
tell  the  Congress  how  much  money 
was  saved  at  the  end  of  the  contract 
period  for  each  function  converted  to 
contractor  operation,  what  the  differ- 
ence was  between  the  contractors  esti- 
mated cost  of  performance  and  the 
actual  cost  of  contractor  operation, 
and  what  the  average  savings  were  for 
all  functions  converted  to  contractor 
performance.  The  DOD  also  does  not 
know  the  number  of  Federal  employ- 
ees whose  employment  by  the  Govern- 
ment was  terminated  as  a  result  of 
contracting  out.  In  effect,  the  Defense 
Department  simply  cannot  provide  the 
facts  amd  figures  to  substantiate  a 
major  administration  directive. 

There  is.  in  short,  a  glaring  lack  of 
information  and  data  about  a  very  im- 
portant Government  policy.  It  is  very 
difficult  for  the  Congress  to  review 
the  performance  of  the  Defense  De- 
partment on  this  issue  without  ade- 
quate data.  My  amendment  would 
direct  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  col- 
lect that  data  and  forward  it  to  the 
Congress  by  April  15,  1984.  in  time  for 
the  Armed  Services  Committee's 
markup  for  the  fiscal  year  1985  De- 
fense Authorization  Act.  With  this  in- 
formation the  Congress  will  be  able  to 
thoroughly  examine  the  Defense  De- 
partment's experience  with  contract- 
ing out  since  January  1981,  and  to 
decide  how  best  to  modify  the  Depart- 
ment's approach  to  contracting  out. 

This  amendment  is  consistent  with 
the  Armed  Services  Committees 
report  language  which  directs  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  to  "establish  proce- 
dures to  compile  and  make  available  to 
the  Congress  actual  performance  fig- 
ures" on  contracting  out.  The  differ- 
ence is  that  we  require  a  date  for  that 
report  and  require  specific  figures, 
rather  than  leaving  it  to  the  Secre- 
tary's discretion  to  decide  which  per- 
formance figures  are  relevant. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DYSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  subcommittee 
has  studied  this  amendment,  and  we 
have  absolutely  no  objection  to  it.  It  is 
a  good  amendment  and  we  hope  it  will 
be  approved. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DYSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  the  subject 
of  contracting  out  coming  up  quite 
often.  This  simply  requires  the  Secre- 


tary of  Defense,  as  I  understand  it.  to 
report  to  us  whether  there  is  a  savings 
or  not  before  they  go  forward  with  the 
contracting  out  of  a  specific  service. 

Am  I  correct  in  that? 

Mr.  DYSON.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  That  being  the 
amendment,  we  think  it  is  a  good 
amendment,  and  we  certainly  accept  it 
over  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland  (Mr.  Dyson). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

D  0040 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PARRIS 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment.  It  has  been  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Parris:  Strike 
out  sections  1011  and  1012  (page  42.  line  19 
through  page  43.  line  16)  and  redesignate 
the  following  section  accordingly. 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to  pre- 
vent any  further  erosion  of  benefits 
for  retired  military  personnel. 

I  will  not  take  my  full  time.  This  is  a 
simple  amendment,  every  Member  of 
this  House  understands  the  issue.  We 
have  heard  it  debated  many  times. 
This  amendment  would  strike  out  sec- 
tions 1011  and  1012  to  title  10.  relating 
to  military  retirees.  These  2  sections 
create  inequities  which  military  retir- 
ees should  not  be  required  to  endure. 
Section  1011  would  make  permanent 
the  6-month  delay  in  cost-of-living  ad- 
justments for  retired  pay  and  section 
1012  would  retain  the  limitation  on 
COLA'S  for  persons  who  retired  under 
age  62  in  place  for  fiscal  year  1986,  My 
amendment  would  strike  these  sec- 
tions from  the  bill,  preventing  these 
provisions  from  being  implemented. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  unfortunate  that 
the  retired  military  have  been  a  con- 
venient target  for  reductions.  By  ap- 
proving these  types  of  reductions,  the 
Congress  is  failing  to  recognize  the 
fact  that  these  are  earned  benefits 
which  the  Federal  Government  has  a 
contractual  and  moral  obligation  to 
protect  from  reductions  and  prevent 
delays  in  their  receipt. 

Military  personnel  are  required  to 
make  a  great  many  sacrifices  through- 
out their  careers.  Many  times,  military 
families  are  required  to  pull  up  stakes 
and  move  to  another  section  of  the 
country  or  some  distant  corner  of  the 
world.  Now  that  they  are  retired,  they 
should  not  be  requested  to  sacrifice 
further.  But  that  is  what  the  Congress 
has  been  doing.  We  eliminated  the  bi- 
annual COLA  and  we  reduced  benefits 
for  those  retirees  under  age  62,  among 
other  changes. 

Another  point  that  we  should  con- 
sider is  the  impact  that  these  types  of 
reductions  have  on  younger  officers 
and  enlisted  personnel.  These  individ- 


uals are  facing  career  decisions  and 
are  very  sensitive  to  the  weakening  of 
their  retirement  system  and  the  recent 
trend  in  benefit  reductions.  We  must 
keep  in  mind  that  our  Armed  Services 
are  suffering  from  severe  shortages  of 
skilled  officers  and  enlisted  personnel 
in  critical  combat  and  operational  po- 
sitions. Those  individuals  with  skills  in 
great  demand  in  the  private  sector 
would  be  encouraged  to  leave  the  mili- 
tary. This  would  affect  great  numbers 
of  military  people  who  work  in  the 
fields  of  aerospace,  electronics,  avia- 
tion, and  computers. 

While  I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  re- 
ducing Federal  spending,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  it  is  wise  nor  equitable  to  re- 
quire any  one  group  to  bear  an  unfair 
burden  in  reducing  Federal  expendi- 
tures. Military  retirees  have  already 
endured  reductions  in  their  earned 
benefits  and  it  is  time  for  this  Con- 
gress to  draw  the  line  and  stop  this 
constant  chipping  away. 

This  bill  authorizes  the  expenditure 
of  a  total  of  $187.4  billion  which  was 
within  the  budget.  The  committee 
may  object  to  my  amendment  because 
it  takes  it  over  the  budget.  But  I 
submit  to  add  a  relatively  paltry  sum 
of  $252  million  in  1984  for  this  pur- 
pose will  not  do  violence  to  this  meas- 
ure. In  the  interest  of  simple  equity  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  in  support- 
ing my  amendment. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  would  be  a  very, 
very  bad  idea  to  pass  this  amendment. 
We  have  worked  long  and  hard 
through  the  budget  process  to  come 
up  with  a  few  ways  in  which  we  could 
save  some  money.  They  are  being  ap- 
plied throughout  the  Federal  civil 
service.  Both  of  these  things  would 
cost  an  awful  lot  of  money  if  we  were 
to  reverse  them  now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  first  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  and  second  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  simply  would  like  to  point  out  that 
unlike  the  other  amendments  that 
simply  on  a  once  and  for  all  basis  have 
added  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
here,  we  are  in  the  process  of  undoing 
the  social  security  compromise  that 
sought  a  6-month  delay  in  the  COLA. 
We  are  changing  an  entitlement  that 
will  add  to  spending  every  year  that 
this  change  is  in  effect.  In  this  case, 
we  do  violate  the  budget  which  is  now 
in  force. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  down 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Jones). 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 


If  this  amendment  were  to  pass,  we 
would  be  repudiating  the  bipartisan 
budget  reconciliation  of  1  year  ago  and 
the  budget  resolution  that  was  passed 
this  year.  So  I  hope  this  amendment 
will  be  defeated.  It  is  a  fair  thing  that 
has  been  passed  by  both  Houses,  this 
COLA  delay.  We  should  not  be  repeal- 
ing that,  particularly  at  a  time  when 
we  have  $200  billion  plus  deficits. 

Mr.  ASPIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  comments. 

Most  of  the  things  that  we  have 
dealt  with  here  in  this  rush  session  are 
not  things  that  cost  a  lot  of  money. 
Settling  little  inequities,  fixing  things 
up  is  one  thing;  but  this  is  a  big,  big 
item.  We  should  really  not  be  dealing 
with  this  in  this  way.  In  any  case,  we 
should  not  be  passing  what  the  gentle- 
man has  proposed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Parris). 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SPRATT 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  SPRATT.  It  has  not,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Spratt:  Page 
93,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

PERFORMANCE  OF  CIVIL  FUNCTIONS  BY 
MILITARY  OFFICERS 

Sec  1123.  (a)  Section  973  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  performance 
of  civil  functions  by  officers  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsec- 
tion (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■•(b)(1)  This  subsection  applies— 

■'(A)  to  a  regular  officer  of  an  armed  force 
on  the  active-duty  list  (and  a  regular  officer 
of  the  Coast  Guard  on  the  active  duty  pro- 
motion list); 

■•(B)  to  a  retired  regular  officer  of  an 
armed  force  serving  on  active  duty  under  a 
call  or  order  to  active  duty  for  a  period  in 
excess  of  180  days;  and 

••(C)  to  a  reserve  officer  of  an  armed  force 
serving  on  active  duty  under  a  call  or  order 
to  active  duty  for  a  period  in  excess  of  180 
days. 

••(2)(A)  Except  as  otherwise  authorized  by 
law,  an  officer  to  whom  this  subsection  ap- 
plies may  not  hold,  or  exercise  the  functions 
of,  a  civil  office  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States— 

"(i)  that  is  an  elective  office; 

"(ii)  that  requires  an  appointment  by  the 
President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate;  or 

••(iii)  that  is  a  position  in  the  Executive 
Schedule  under  sections  5312  through  5317 
of  title  5. 

"(B)  An  officer  to  whom  this  subsection 
applies  may  hold  or  exercise  the  functions 
of  a  civil  office  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  that  is  not  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  when  assigned  or  detailed  to 
that  office  or  to  perform  those  functions. 

•'(3)  Except  as  otherwise  authorized  by 
law,  an  officer  to  whom  this  subsection  ap- 


plies may  not  hold  or  exercise,  by  election 
or  appointment,  the  functions  of  a  civil 
office  in  the  government  of  a  State,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  or  a  territory,  possession, 
or  commonwealth  of  the  United  States  (or 
of  any  political  subdivision  of  any  such  gov- 
ernment). 

••(4)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  invalidate  any  action  undertak- 
en by  an  officer  in  furtherance  of  assigned 
official  duties. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  with  respect  to 
the  Coast  Guard  when  it  is  not  operating  in 
the  Navy,  shall  prescribe  regulations  to  im- 
plement this  section.". 

(b)  Nothing  in  section  973(b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  in  effect  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be 
construed- 

(1)  to  invalidate  any  action  undertaken  by 
an  officer  of  an  Armed  Force  in  furtherance 
of  assigned  official  duties;  or 

(2)  to  have  terminated  the  military  ap- 
pointment of  an  officer  of  an  Armed  Force 
by  reason  of  the  acceptance  of  a  civil  office, 
or  the  exercise  of  its  functions,  by  that  offi- 
cer in  furtherance  of  assigned  official 
duties. 

(c)  Nothing  in  section  973(b)(3)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a),  shall  preclude  a  Reserve  officer  to 
whom  such  section  applies  from  holding  or 
exercising  the  functions  of  an  office  de- 
scribed in  such  section  for  the  term  to 
which  the  officer  was  elected  or  appointed 
if,  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  the  officer  accepted  appointment  or 
election  to  that  office  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  and  regulations  in  effect  at  the 
time  of  such  appointment  or  election. 

Mr.  SPRATT  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina? 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  would 
remind  my  colleagues  that  we  are 
voting  in  the  blind,  and  I  do  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  say  to  the  Chair  that  this  does 
not  involve  the  expenditure  of  money. 

Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  regu- 
lar order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
continue  reading  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

•  Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  technical  amendment  clarifying  the 
law  concerning  the  assignment  of  mili- 
tary officers  to  agencies  outside  the 
Department  of  Defense.  Section  973(b) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  pre- 
cludes officers  with  regular  commis- 
sions from  holding  or  exercising  the 
functions  of  a  civil  office  in  the  Feder- 
al Government  or  the  government  of  a 
State,  except  as  otherwise  authorized 
by  law. 

The  present  law  prohibits  holding  a 
civil  office.  Until  recently,  use  of  this 
term  posed  no  problem  for  the  per- 


formance of  assistance  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  with  respect  to  func- 
tions performed  by  other  departments 
on  matters  of  direct  interest  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  For  example, 
there  is  a  longstanding  tradition  of  in- 
volvement by  judge  advocates  in  the 
prosecution  of  petty  offenses  in  magis- 
trate's court,  as  well  as  in  the  conduct 
of  civil  litigation  concerning  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  In  recent  years, 
this  has  been  of  particular  importance 
in  the  growing  effort  to  combat  fraud 
and  waste  in  DOD.  Other  military  of- 
ficers have  assisted  civilian  agencies 
with  respect  to  matters  in  which  there 
is  a  particular  military  expertise  and 
interest,  such  as  the  weapons  pro- 
grams of  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Late  last  month,  however,  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  issued  an  opinion 
reversing  its  longstanding  interpreta- 
tion of  section  973(b).  and  determined 
that  judge  advocates  holding  regular 
commissions  are  not  permitted  to  be 
involved  in  many  aspects  of  litigation 
because  such  involvement  constitutes 
exercise  of  the  functions  of  a  civil 
office.  The  opinion  is  effective  imme- 
diately with  respect  to  new  cases,  and 
will  preclude  such  involvement  in  on- 
going cases  after  September  1.  1983.  In 
view  of  the  tens  of  thousands  of  cases 
prosecuted  annually  in  magistrates 
courts  with  respect  to  crimes  on  mili- 
tary reservations,  and  the  hundreds  of 
cases  in  civilian  courts  affecting  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  which  judge 
advocates  act  as  lead  counsel,  there  is 
an  urgent  need  for  an  immediate  solu- 
tion. 

The  opinion  by  the  Office  of  Legal 
Counsel  emphasized  the  vital  role  that 
judge  advocates  play  in  Government 
litigation,  and  suggested  that  legisla- 
tive relief  should  be  sought.  This 
amendment  is  designed  to  correct  the 
problem  created  by  the  opinion.* 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
will  accept  the  amendment  on  this 
side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Spratt). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HERTEL  OF 
MICHIGAN 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment.  It 
has  been  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hertel  of 
Michigan:  At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

USE  OF  FUNDS  TO  RELIEVE  ECONOMIC 
DISLOCATIONS 

Sec.  1125.  (a)  Section  2392  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  'No  funds"  in  subsec- 
tion (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
••Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c).  no 
funds":  and 
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(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  suljsections: 

•■(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  con- 
duct a  program  in  accordance  with  this  sub- 
section to  exempt  certain  contracts  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  from  subsection  (b) 
and  to  pay  a  price  differential  under  such 
contracts  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  eco- 
nomic dislocations.  Under  such  program, 
the  Secretary  may  exempt  from  the  provi- 
sions of  subsection  (b)  any  contract  (other 
than  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  fuel) 
made  by  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency— 

■(1)  if  the  contract  is  to  be  awarded  to  an 
individual  or  firm  located  in  a  labor  surplus 
area  (as  defined  and  identified  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor);  and 

(2)  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  deter- 
mines— 

(A)  that  the  awarding  of  the  contract 
will  not  adversely  affect  the  national  securi- 
ty of  the  United  States; 

■•(B)  that  there  is  a  reasonable  expecta- 
tion that  bids  will  be  received  from  a  suffi 
cient  numl)er  of  responsible  bidders  so  that 
the  award  of  the  contract  will  be  made  at 
reasonable  cost  to  the  United  States: 

■(C)  that  the  price  differential  to  be  paid 
under  the  contract  will  not  exceed  2.2  per- 
cent; and 

•(D)  that  the  value  of  the  contract,  when 
added  to  the  cumulative  value  of  all  other 
contracts  awarded  under  the  program 
during  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  contract 
is  to  be  awarded,  will  not  exceed 
$7,000,000,000 

••(d)  Not  later  than  April  15  of  each  year, 
the  President  shall  submit  a  report  to  Con- 
gress on  the  implementation  and  results 
during  the  preceding  year  of  the  program 
authorized  by  subsection  (c).  Each  such 
report  shall  include  an  assessment  of  the 
costs  and  l)enefits  of  the  program.". 

(b)(1)    The    heading    of    such    section    is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
•'§  2392.   Prohibition   on   use  of  funds  to  relieve 

economic  dislocations:  exception". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  141  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"5  2392.  Prohibition  on  use  of  funds  to  re- 
lieve economic  dislocations:  ex- 
ception.". 

<c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

D  0050 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan  (during 
the  reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  completed  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Defense  authorization  bill 
that  I  believe  will  help  to  strengthen 
our  national  defense  while  at  the  same 
time  promoting  national  economic  re- 
covery. My  amendment  would  make 
permanent  an  already  proven  and  ef- 
fective program  that  has  been  con- 
ducted    by     the     Defense     Logistics 
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As  long  ago  as  1952— in  the  midst  of 
the  Korean  war— the  Federal  Govern- 
ment recognized  that  large  numbers  of 
idle  factories  and  unemployed  workers 
posed  an  obstacle  to  rapid  industrial 
mobilization.  For  that  reason.  Presi- 
dent Truman  issued  Defense  Manpow- 
er Policy  No.  4.  which  required  Feder- 
al agencies  to  give  preference  in  the 
awarding  of  procurement  contracts  to 
firms  located  in  areas  of  high  unem- 
ployment, so  as  to  insure  that  the  Na- 
tions  industrial  capacity  was  main- 
tained on  as  broad  a  basis  as  possible. 
However,  in  1953  the  Congress 
passed  a  provision— known  as  the  May- 
bank  amendment— that  prohibited  the 
Defense  Department  from  paying  any 
cost  differential  to  target  contracts  to 
private  companies  in  high  unemploy- 
ment areas  (LSA's).  This  amendment 
was  added  routinely  to  all  defen.se 
spending  bills  every  year  until  1980, 
when  Congress  approved  a  new  test 
program  to  be  conducted  by  the  De- 
fense Logistics  Agency.  In  the  first 
year,  DLA  was  authorized  to  purchase 
up  to  $3.4  billion  in  nonstrategic  goods 
and  services  from  businesses  located  in 
labor  surplus  areas,  the  Labor  Depart- 
ment's term  for  high  unemployment, 
and  to  give  such  firms  a  price  advan- 
tage of  up  to  5  percent  when  bidding 
against  firms  from  economically 
healthy  areas. 

In  both  1981  and  1982,  the  Reagan 
administration  recognized  the  worthi- 
ness of  this  approach  to  the  problems 
of  distressed  areas,  and  both  the  Presi- 
dent and  Budget  Director.  David 
Stockman,  lent  their  support  to  the 
continuation  of  the  program.  As  a 
result,  the  DLA  program  was  extended 
through  fiscal  1983,  with  its  limit  in- 
creased to  $4  billion  and  the  cost  dif- 
ferential lowered  to  2.2  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  very  few  Government 
programs  work  the  way  they  were  in- 
tended, but  this  apparently  is  one  that 
does.  Even  though  the  Defense  De- 
partment has  not  provided  a  report  on 
the  test  program  in  the  past  15 
months,  the  preliminary  data  indicate 
the  program  is  doing  just  what  it  was 
supposed  to  do:  create  jobs  in  our  Na- 
tion's most  economically  distressed 
areas  at  little  or  no  cost  to  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

Through  December  1982— the  period 
for  which  results  are  available— DLA 
paid  a  cost  differential  on  only  956  of 
the  35,770  contracts  that  were  award- 
ed to  firms  in  labor  surplus  areas— a 
suprisingly  low  3  percent.  While  the 
value  of  the  956  contracts  came  to 
almost  $88  million,  the  cost  differen- 
tial amounted  to  only  $1,763,173.  Thus 
the  Government  paid  an  average  cost 
differential  of  1.7  percent— consider- 
ably less  than  the  amount  allowed  by 
statute. 


nomically  distressed  areas  can  partici- 
pate successfully  in  supplying  the  non- 
strategic  goods  needed  by  our  armed 
forces. 

The  DLA  report  also  shows  that  as  a 
result  of  the  payment  of  the  cost  dif- 
ferential on  the  436  contracts.  3,207 
jobs  were  created  or  maintained.  Thus, 
the  cost  per  job  under  this  program- 
even  after  DLA's  administrative  ex- 
penses are  added— is  only  $549.89,  con- 
siderably less  than  any  other  Federal 
job  program.  In  addition,  the  real  cost 
to  the  Government  may  have  been 
less,  because  those  workers,  if  left  un- 
employed, might  well  be  collecting 
income  maintenance  payments  and 
other  Government  benefits. 

The  amendment  I  have  submitted 
today  would  make  the  program  perma- 
nent using  the  same  price  differential 
of  2.2  percent,  but  with  one  important 
distinction.  The  amendment  would  in- 
crease the  $4  billion  limit  to  $7  billion 
to  reflect  the  inflation  that  has  taken 
place  in  the  economy  since  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  program  and  the  sig- 
nificant increases  in  funding  that  ha%'e 
been  voted  for  the  defense  budget. 
The  $7  billion  figure  represents  the 
amount  of  existing  procurement  dol- 
lars available  out  of  the  present  De- 
fense Logistics  Agency  budget  for  the 
program  and  not  an  increase  in  our 
Federal  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  year  we  have  a 
$187  billion  defense  budget,  and  over 
the  next  several  years  we  will  see  fur- 
ther significant  increases  in  Govern- 
ment defense  spending.  We  cannot 
ignore  the  impact  of  these  expendi- 
tures on  the  Nations  economy,  nor 
the  importance  of  guaranteeing  that 
distressed  as  well  as  prospering  areas 
have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in 
defense  production  activities.  I  would 
also  note  that  even  though  this  pro- 
gram allows  payment  of  a  small  price 
differential,  it  may  actually  keep  costs 
for  nonstrategic  goods  down  by  guar- 
anteeing that  there  is  abundant  com- 
petition for  these  contracts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  all  my  col- 
leagues are  aware  that  I  support  a 
strong  national  defense.  We  can  never 
have  a  truly  strong  defense  if  signifi- 
cant areas  of  the  country  are  afflicted 
with  idle  workers  and  machinery. 
Such  a  situation  would  leave  us  unpre- 
pared to  respond  to  a  national  emer- 
gency and  unable  to  adequately  supply 
the  common  goods  our  troops  rely  on. 
I  am  talking  about  some  of  the  smaller 
things,  the  medical  and  laboratory 
equipment,  the  hardware  and  the  elec- 
tronics. Certainly  they  ought  to  be 
produced  in  all  the  areas  of  the  coun- 
try and  not  just  a  few.  We  have  to  rec- 
ognize that  to  have  a  strong  defense 
we  need  to  have  a  strong  economy. 
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A  permanent  DLA  program  will 
strengthen  the  Nation's  economy  by 
putting  people  and  machinery  back  to 
work,  at  little  cost  to  the  Government, 
and  enhance  our  national  security  by 
helping  to  maintain  a  broad  industrial 
base.  I  recommend  this  amendment  to 
my  colleagues. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
happy  to  lend  my  support  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  distin- 
guished colleague  Dennis  Hertel. 
Three  years  ago  I  sponsored  the  origi- 
nal measure  that  modified  the  May- 
bank  amendment  and  resulted  in  es- 
tablishment of  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  targeted  procurement  test  pro- 
gram. 

The  House  voted  for  this  change, 
and  the  continuance  of  a  test  program, 
because  it  believed  that  military  pro- 
curement, if  targeted  correctly,  held 
the  potential  for  significantly  increas- 
ing employment  in  economically  dis- 
tressed areas.  The  available  data  show 
that  this  belief  was  well  founded. 

In  a  time  of  record  unemployment, 
when  the  Nation  is  losing  much  of  the 
industrial  capacity  of  its  older  commu- 
nities, the  importance  of  using  scarce 
Federal  resources  wisely  cannot  be  ex- 
aggerated. Our  constituents  have  told 
us  time  and  time  again  that  they  want 
to  see  the  Government  spend  its 
money  efficiently  and  effectively. 
What  more  efficient  and  effective  way 
could  we  devise  to  purchase  needed 
military  supplies  than  to  channel 
these  contracts  to  the  Nation's  most 
economically  troubled  communities? 

The  Department  of  Defense  ac- 
counts for  between  two-thirds  and 
three-quarters  of  all  Federal  Govern- 
ment procurement.  Given  this  fact, 
and  that  military  spending  is  sched- 
uled to  increase  significantly  in  the 
next  few  years,  we  bear  a  special  re- 
sponsibility to  insure  that  these  funds 
are  spent  in  such  a  way  that  inflation 
is  not  stimulated  and  areas  of  high  un- 
employment receive  special  consider- 
ation in  the  assignment  of  contracts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  program 
that  works.  Results  of  the  test  pro- 
gram show  that  as  DLA  and  contrac- 
tors became  more  familiar  and  experi- 
enced with  the  program,  the  number 
of  contracts  that  DLA  awarded  under 
the  program  increased;  the  percent  of 
contracts  receiving  a  price  differential 
decreased;  the  average  percent  price 
differential  paid  decreased;  and  the 
dollar  value  of  price  differentials  paid 
was  lower.  As  these  test  results  show, 
the  program  is  getting  better  with  in- 
creased experience. 

This  is  an  amendment  that  will  help 
to  strengthen  our  national  defense 
while  at  the  same  time  promote  eco- 
nomic recovery.  While  creating  and 
preserving  jobs  in  our  Nation's  most 


economically  distressed  communities 
at  minimal  cost  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, this  program  is  preserving 
and  encouraging  competition  in  de- 
fense contracting.  By  increasing  com- 
petition for  contract  awards  and  the 
incentive  for  companies  to  perform, 
the  program  increases  the  quality  of 
goods  available  to  the  military  and  the 
likelihood  of  on-time  delivery  at  lower 
costs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
once  again  to  support  this  amendment 
to  make  permanent  a  program  that  is 
building  and  preserving  domestic  em- 
ployment and  industrial  capacity  as 
well  as  a  strong  national  defense. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  his  leadership 
on  this  amendment. 

I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Hertel 
amendment  to  the  Defense  authoriza- 
tion bill,  H.R.  2696. 

The  Hertel  amendment  will  allow 
the  Department  of  Defense  to  make 
permanent  a  program  that  targets 
some  of  its  nonstrategic  procurement 
contracts  to  firms  located  in  high  un- 
employment areas. 

Defense  Manpower  Policy  No.  4 
(DMP-4),  announced  in  1952,  commit- 
ted the  Federal  Government  to  a  pro- 
gram reserving  some  contracts  for  pri- 
vate firms  in  areas  of  high  unemploy- 
ment. But  this  policy's  enormous  po- 
tential to  strengthen  military  pre- 
paredness and  create  jobs  was  never 
realized  because  of  the  Maybank 
amendment.  Added  routinely  to  every 
defense  appropriations  bill  since  1953, 
this  provision  exempted  the  vast  pur- 
chasing power  of  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment from  DMP-4. 

In  1980.  Congress  modified  this  re- 
striction. Section  724  of  the  1981  De- 
fense Appropriations  Act  established  a 
1-year  test  program  that  directed  the 
Pentagon's  supply  branch— the  De- 
fense Logistics  Agency  (DLA)— to  pur- 
chase up  to  $3.4  billion  in  nonstrategic 
goods  and  services  from  businesses  lo- 
cated in  high  unemployment  areas. 
Under  this  test,  businesses  located  in 
labor  surplus  areas  would  be  given  a 
price  differential— the  added  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  to  target 
these  contracts  to  areas  of  high  unem- 
ployment—when bidding  on  DLA  con- 
tracts. In  both  1981  and  1982,  with  the 
administration's  support,  the  test  pro- 
gram was  extended.  Presently,  the  set- 
aside  provision  is  set  at  $4  billion  and 
the  price  differential  at  2.2  percent. 

On  July  11,  1983,  DLA  submitted  a 
report  of  the  "Test  of  Modification  to 
the  Maybank  Amendment,"  covering 
the  period  extending  from  February 
1981  through  December  1982,  some  7 
months  ago.  The  report  contained  the 
following  results: 


A  price  differential  was  paid  on  only 
956  of  the  35,770  contracts  awarded. 

The  price  differential  on  these  956 
contracts— the  added  cost  to  the  Gov- 
ernment to  target  these  contracts  to 
high  unemployment  areas— amounted 
to  $1,763,173,  or  2  percent  of  the  over- 
all value  of  these  contracts. 

As  a  result  of  payment  of  a  price  dif- 
ferential on  these  956  contracts,  3,207 
jobs  were  either  created  or  main- 
tained. The  cost  of  creating  or  main- 
taining a  job  under  this  program  is 
only  $549.89,  even  after  adding  DLA's 
administrative  expenses.  In  fact,  the 
reduction  in  income  maintenance  costs 
actually  reduces  this  cost  further. 

Passage  of  the  Hertel  amendment  to 
permit  targeting  a  small  portion  of  the 
Federal  Government's  vast  purchasing 
power  to  companies  in  distressed  areas 
will: 

Strengthen  national  defense.  The 
Nation  cannot  quickly  tool  up  for  war- 
time production  when  thousands  of 
factories  are  idle  and  millions  of  work- 
ers are  left  jobless.  By  reserving  some 
Federal  contracts  for  aresis  of  high  un- 
employment, this  program  is  designed 
to  diversify  and  expand  the  industrial 
base  needed  for  rapid  economic  mobili- 
zation in  the  event  of  war  or  national 
emergency. 

Create  and  preserve  jobs  without  in- 
creasing the  Federal  budget  or  estab- 
lishing a  new  Government  program. 

Benefit  every  region  of  the  country. 
The  1,364  labor  surplus  jurisdictions- 
areas  of  high  unemployment  to  which 
contracts  can  be  targeted— are  evenly 
distributed  throughout  the  country. 

Ease  demand  for  income  mainte- 
nance programs.  New  jobs  created 
under  the  program  can  reduce  the 
need  for  unemployment  benefits,  wel- 
fare, food  stamps,  and  housing  subsi- 
dies. 

Preserve  competition  for  defense 
contracts.  Contracts  can  be  set  aside 
for  labor  surplus  areas  only  if  enough 
bids  are  submitted  to  assure  adequate 
competition  and  a  reasonable  price. 

It  is  important  that  this  program  be 
continued.  Despite  the  impressive  re- 
sults from  the  test  program,  unless  the 
Congress  acts  now,  during  consider- 
ation of  the  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  fiscal  1984,  the  program  will 
end.  This  program,  as  preliminary  re- 
sults have  shown,  is  working  exactly  as 
intended;  Jobs  are  being  created  in  our 
Nation's  most  economically  distressed 
areas  at  little  or  no  cost  to  the  Gov- 
ernment. I  urge  you  to  support  the 
Hertel  amendment. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  commend  the  gentleman  for 
this  amendment.  I  have  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  examine  it,  and  I  recommend 
that  the  committee  accept  it. 
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Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  and 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

This  amendment  has  created  jobs  at 
a  very  low  cost  in  distressed  areas  and 
avoided  the  necessity  of  paying  unem- 
ployment compensation  and  should  be 
accepted. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague 
from  Michigan.  Congressman  Dennis 
Hertel.  to  H.R.  2969.  the  Department 
of  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  This  amendment  would 
make  permanent  a  program  which 
permits  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
target  some  of  its  procurement  pro- 
grams to  labor  surplus  areas  (LSAs). 
The  Hertel  amendment  would  modify 
the  Maybank  amendment  by  allowing 
the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA)  to 
purchase  up  to  seven  billion  dollars 
worth  of  goods  and  ser\ices  in  LSAs 
while  paying  a  maximum  cost  differ- 
ential of  2.2  percent. 

This  amendment  is  of  the  utmost 
importance  to  my  home  State  of 
Michigan.  Unemployment  in  Michigan 
continues  to  hover  over  15  percent  and 
there  is  not  a  single  area  in  my  district 
which  the  Department  of  Labor  does 
not  consider  an  LSA.  At  the  same 
time.  Michigan  will  receive  approxi- 
mately $L1  billion  in  military  expendi- 
tures during  the  current  fiscal  year, 
representing  $119  in  per  capita  ex- 
penditures for  the  State.  This  is  sub- 
stantially less  than  the  $539  nation- 
wide average  of  per  capita  military 
spending.  In  fact,  in  fiscal  1981.  Michi- 
gan received  $734.8  million  fewer  pro- 
curement dollars  than  it  did  in  1951.  I 
fail  to  see  why  $7  billion  out  of  an 
$187.8  billion  authorization  for  the 
DOD  should  not  be  targeted  to  areas 
such  as  Michigan. 

In  addition,  the  Hertel  amendment 
would  provide  a  better  overall  geo- 
graphic balance  of  economic  benefits 
from  increased  military  spending. 
During  the  current  fiscal  year,  the 
South  and  the  West  will  receive  ap- 
proximately twice  as  much  in  military 
SE>ending  as  the  Northeast  and  Mid- 
west—the two  areas  which  most  need 
the  assistance  which  this  targeting 
provision  will  provide. 

In  recent  years,  modifications  to  the 
Maybank  amendment  have  proved  to 
be  effective  in  meeting  their  intended 
goal  of  creating  jobs  in  economically 
distressed  areas  at  a  minimal  cost  to 
the  Government.  A  DOD  report  which 
covered  the  period  from  February 
1981  through  January  1982  states  that 


a  price  differential  was  paid  on  only  panded.  As  Mr.  Hertel  mentioned,  the 

436    of    13.459    contracts    awarded    to  DLA   paid   cost   differentials  on   only 

firms  in  LSAs.  The  price  differential  436  of  13.469  contracts.  Yet.  this  pro- 

on  these  contracts  was  only  1.7  per-  gram  resulted  in  the  creation  or  sav- 

cent,  well  under  the  2.2  percent  includ-  jngs  of  2,300  jobs  at  a  cost  per  job  of 

ed  in  both  last  years  DOD  authoriza-  only  $650.  If  we  calculated  savings  in 


tion  and  in  the  Hertel  amendment. 
Overall,  2,300  jobs  were  created  or 
maintained  as  a  result  of  these  436 
contracU  at  a  cost  of  only  $652.17  per 
job.  The  actual  cost  per  job  is  even  less 
than  this  amount  because  of  reduced 
Federal  payments  to  individuals  as 
well  as  increased  tax  benefits  to  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

Such  a  successful  and  cost-effective 
Federal  program  should  become  a  per- 
manent DOD  policy.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  adopt  the  Hertel  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
think  he  has  a  good  idea  and  some- 
thing that  is  worthwhile. 

I  did  notice  that  fuel  was  exempted, 
and  in  my  area  it  would  be  beneficial 
if  we  could  sell  fuel. 

So  I  would  hope  that  the  gentleman, 
either  in  the  other  body  or  in  confer- 
ence, would  work  with  me  to  see  if 
some  arrangement  can  be  arrived  at  to 
include  fuel. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  want  to 
state  to  the  gentleman  that  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  asked  for  that 
because  one  purchase  of  fuel  could 
pretty  much  cover  the  entire  program. 
But  I  would,  as  the  gentleman  said, 
be  glad  to  work  with  him  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas,  the  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee. 

Mr.  PURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  PURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan.  I  have 
been  in  the  forefront  of  efforts  taken 
to  spread  defense  procurement  dollars 
evenly  across  the  country.  The  results 
of  the  labor  surplus  area  procurement 
program,  conducted  by  the  Defense 
Logistics  Agency,  demonstrate  two  im- 
portant accomplishments:  The  pro- 
gram works  and  the  program  is  of  na- 
tional importance. 

The  distribution  of  defense  produc- 
tion throughout  the  United  States  is 
as  important  today  as  it  ever  has  been. 
The  DLA  labor  surplus  area  program 
has  provided  an  efficient,  inexpensive 
method  by  which  the  concentration  of 
defense  production  facilities  can  be  ex- 


Federal  assistance  payments  resulting 
from  the  DLA  program,  the  cost  per 
job  would  be  even  lower. 

The  most  important  feature  of  this 
program,  however,  is  found  in  its  na- 
tional scope.  This  program  allows 
firms  and  industries  in  economically 
disadvantaged  areas,  areas  which 
remain  important  to  Americas  indus- 
trial defense  production  base,  to  par- 
ticipate successfully  in  supplying  non- 
strategic  goods  for  Americas  Armed 
Forces.  This  program  is  based  upon 
the  accepted  theory  that  America's 
military  strength  is  directly  related  to 
Americas  economic  strength. 

While  some  Members  believe  this 
procurement  program  to  be  a  regional 
issue,  the  effects  of  the  recent  reces- 
sion have  made  it  important  to  virtual- 
ly every  region  and  State  in  the 
Nation.  Recent  Department  of  Labor 
statistics  show  that  eligible  labor  sur- 
plus areas  are  found  in  equal  numbers 
for  all  regions  of  the  country.  For  ex- 
ample, the  State  of  Alabama  has  54 
counties  eligible  to  participate  in  the 
program.  The  State  of  Arkansas  has 
42  eligible  counties.  The  State  of 
Georgia  has  27  counties  eligible  to  par- 
ticipate. There  are  63  counties  eligible 
in  the  State  of  Kentucky.  The  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  offers  counties.  States,  and 
regions  from  every  area  of  the  United 
States  a  chance  to  participate  in  the 
production  of  nonstrategic  defense 
goods. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  will 
continue  a  proven  program  by  which 
the  defense  industrial  base  of  America 
can  be  expanded;  by  which  industries 
in  economically  depressed  segments  of 
the  country  can  begin  to  return  to  pro- 
ductivity; by  which  the  strength  of 
America's  defense  can  be  matched  by 
the  strength  of  America's  economy. 
The  amendment  deserves  the  approval 
of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  gentleman  makes  a 
good  point.  The  fact  is.  in  other  times, 
other  parts  of  the  country  have  had 
additional  help,  especially  the  South. 
But  many  of  these  programs  do  bene- 
fit the  South. 

For  instance.  Birmingham.  Ala.; 
Miami,  Fla.;  Fresno,  Calif.;  Modesto. 
Calif.;  and  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

From  around  the  country  we  can  tell 
that  this  is  not  a  regional  program, 
and  all  of  the  different  States  benefit 
in  some  way  from  this  program,  be- 
cause when  our  defense  is  strong,  our 
industry  is  strong  and  our  entire  econ- 
omy is  strong. 
I  ask  the  Members  to  vote  "yes." 


Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

I  am  on  the  committee  and  I  am 
speaking  in  behalf  of  the  committee 
on  this  amendment,  in  spite  of  what 
my  colleague  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Stratton)  said. 

I  think  most  members  of  the  com- 
mittee oppose  the  Maybank  amend- 
ment. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues that  this  is  not  exactly  like  the 
Maybank  amendment  that  we  are  used 
to  because  what  the  gentleman  has  of- 
fered is  permanent  legislation.  It  will 
be  here  from  now  on. 

We  all  know  that  this  has  not 
worked.  It  has  not  worked  in  the  past 
and  it  is  not  going  to  work  in  the 
future. 

Actually  in  the  test  that  was  run  in 
1982  and  1983.  a  test  that  was  required 
by  law,  it  cost  the  taxpayers  $5  million 
and  what  happened?  It  found  out  that 
when  you  transfer  jobs  that  it  created 
3,207  jobs,  but  there  was  a  net  loss  of 
3,336  jobs,  which  in  effect  made  128 
people  come  out  without  work. 

It  has  not  worked  at  all.  It  is  a  waste 
of  money,  and  we  certainly  should  not 
adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  will  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  want  to  associate 
myself  with  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi's remarks. 

The  Department  of  Defense  is  op- 
posed to  the  Maybank  amendment. 
Our  Subcommittee  on  Defense  Appro- 
priations has  had  divided  views  on 
this.  Our  chairman  is  for  it.  Many  of 
us  are  agairist  it  because  we  think  it 
does  distort  the  way  we  do  business.  It 
causes  defense  spending  to  be  in- 
creased needlessly,  and  you  are  talking 
about  trying  to  push  $7  billion  of  pro- 
curement around  the  country  on  a 
basis  that  is  noncompetitive  and  I 
think  it  is  a  mistake.  ^ 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  certainly 
agree  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  think  we  ought 
to  recognize  what  we  are  doing. 

What  the  effect  of  this  would  be  is 
that  a  person  who  is  in  business,  a 
small  businessman,  who  has  been 
doing  business  with  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  all  of  a  sudden  he  finds 
out  that  he  is  not  in  one  of  the  areas 
that  would  be  preferred,  so  he  would 
lose  the  business  that  he  has  been 
doing  for  years  because  this  arbitrarily 
takes  it  away  to  create  a  job  someplace 
else.  His  employees  would  lose  a  job. 

This  has  not  worked  in  the  past.  It 
has  cost  more  than  it  has  produced 
and  it  is  a  bad  amendment. 


Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  We  are  all  in 
hard  times.  It  is  a  terrible  amendment. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  to- 
night has  been  a  rather  degrading 
night  for  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  and  there  is  no  sense  in 
us  punishing  them  any  more.  They  are 
entitled  to  the  best  equipment  that 
money  can  buy,  purchased  throughout 
the  United  States. 

This  is  not  a  relief  program.  This  is  a 
security  program. 

I  know  firsthand  the  mischief  that 
this  can  do.  Unemployment  is  very 
uneven  throughout  the  United  States. 
This  is  taking  away  contracts  from 
little  contractors  in  my  district  that 
employ  a  great  many  minorities,  a 
great  many  women,  and  it  is  just 
unfair. 

I  think  it  is  time  to  call  a  halt  to  this 
tonight. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  wish  to  make  three 
points. 

First  of  all,  this  is  not  the  Maybank 
amendment.  This  is  a  permanent 
change  in  law  that  will  require  dis- 
crimination in  contracting  permanent- 
ly. 

Second,  this  was  not  considered  in 
the  committee. 

Third,  this  is  an  attempt  to  turn  the 
defense  procurement  program  into  a 
welfare  program.  We  cannot  have  it 
both  ways.  We  cannot  stand  up  here 
and  scream  and  holler  about  defense 
and  waste  in  the  Defense  Department 
and  then  mandate  waste  to  grant  spe- 
cial privileges  to  special  parts  of  the 
country. 

D  0100 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  strong  objection  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, really  this  is  a  bad  amendment. 
It  should  not  be  adopted. 

I  think  we  have  had  a  good  night's 
work  tonight  but  adopting  this  amend- 
ment will  certainly  hurt  and  I  hope 
the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  talking,  out  of 
over  $200  billion  defense,  less  than  3 
percent,  2.2  percent  in  areas  of  high 
unemployment.    That   reduces    unem- 


ployment in  those  areas.  Therefore, 
for  the  entire  Nation  it  strengthens  it. 

So,  we  are  not  taking  more  money, 
or  a  larger  share,  we  are  just  asking 
other  parts  of  the  country. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  That  is  my 
point,  it  affects  less  than  3  percent, 
and  it  does  not  do  anything.  It  cost  128 
jobs  the  last  year  plus  $5  million. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  de- 
feated. 

•  Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  support  the  amendment  of  my  fine 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan (Mr.  Hertel).  His  amendment 
would  make  permanent  the  labor  sur- 
plus area  program  with  the  Defense 
Logistics  Agency.  This  Agency  is  the 
buyer  of  common  items  for  all  the  var- 
ious defense  organizations.  Items  pur- 
chased in  this  program  include  over- 
shoes, raincoats,  pipe,  hose,  fuses, 
rope,  and  sunglasses. 

Where  appropriate,  these  nonstrate- 
gic items  are  set  aside  for  competition 
among  small  businesses  located  in 
areas  of  high  unemployment.  The  past 
test  programs  have  been  highly  suc- 
cessful. Through  January  1982,  over 
2,300  jobs  were  created  or  maintained 
according  to  DLA  reports. 

This  program  is  good  for  the  small 
business  community  that  creates  the 
new  jobs  which  we  so  badly  need  and 
is,  in  turn,  good  for  our  country.  I  urge 
your  support.* 

•  Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan's amendment  to  provide  a  4-per- 
cent pay  increase  in  January  for  our 
men  and  women  in  the  uniformed 
services.  The  committee  bill,  H.R. 
2969,  would  delay  this  annual  cost-of- 
living  raise  by  6  months  from  October, 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year,  until 
March  1984. 

As  a  member  of  the  House  Budget 
Committee.  I  was  instrumental  in  al- 
tering the  F»resident's  budget  proposal 
of  a  12-month  delay,  to  an  on-time  pay 
raise. 

I  did  this  because  I  feel  that  the  pay 
and  benefits  we  provide  to  our  service 
men  and  women  is  crucial  to  our  abili- 
ty to  attract  and  retain  topnotch, 
qualified  individuals.  This  goes  hand 
in  hand  with  readiness.  If  we  fail  to 
honor  our  commitments  to  our  person- 
nel, we  risk  all,  for  it  is  the  individuals 
that  make  the  difference  between 
strength  and  mediocrity  in  our  mili- 
tary force. 

While  the  House  budget  resolution 
maintained  an  on-time  4-percent  raise, 
the  Senate  version  contained  a  6- 
month  delay.  A  conference  agreement 
of  a  3-month  delay  was  ultimately  ap- 
proved. 

The  gentleman  from  Michigan's 
amendment  is  in  compliance  with  our 
final  budget  resolution.  Although  I 
would  prefer  an  October  1.  1984,  date, 
I  nevertheless  support  the  gentleman's 
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amendment  and  urge  the  support  of 
my  colleagues.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Hertel). 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.     HERTEL    of     Michigan.     Mr. 
Chairman,  I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device  and  there  were— ayes  218,  noes 
201,  not  voting  14.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  274) 
AYES— 218 


Ackerman 

Gonzalez 

Oberslar 

Addabbo 

Gray 

Obey 

Akaka 

Green 

Ortiz 

AlbosU 

Guarini 

Ottinger 

Anderson 

Gunderson 

Owens 

Annunzio 

Hall  (IN) 

Panetta 

Applegate 

Hall  (OH) 

Pease 

Bates 

Hall.  Sam 

Penny 

Bedell 

Hamilton 

Perkins 

Beilenson 

Harkin 

Petri 

Berman 

Harrison 

Porter 

BiagRi 

Hawkins 

Price 

Boehlert 

Hertel 

r»ursell 

Boland 

Hiler 

Rahall 

Bonior 

Horton 

Rangel 

Bonker 

Howard 

Ratchford 

Borski 

Hughes 

Regula 

ROSTO 

Hyde 

Reid 

Boucher 

Jacobs 

Ridge 

Boxer 

Jeffords 

Rinaldo 

Broomfield 

Johnson 

Ritter 

Bro»-n  (CA) 

Kaptur 

Rodino 

Burton  (CA) 

Kasich 

Roe 

Burton  (IN) 

Kastenmeier 

Roth 

Byron 

Kazen 

Roybal 

Carney 

Kemp 

Russo 

Carr 

Kennelly 

Sabo 

Clay 

Kildee 

Sawyer 

Clinger 

Kmdness 

Scheuer 

Coats 

Kogovsek 

Schneider 

Coelho 

Kolter 

Schulze 

CoUins 

Kostmayer 

Schumer 

Conable 

Lantos 

Seiberling 

Conte 

Latta 

Sensenbrenner 

Corcoran 

Leach 

Shannon 

Coughlin 

Lehman  (CA) 

Sharp 

Courier 

Leland 

Shuster 

Coyne 

Lent 

Sikorski 

Crockett 

Levin 

Siljander 

O'Amours 

Lipinski 

Simon 

Daschle 

Long  (MD) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Davis 

Lujan 

Snowe 

de  la  Garza 

Luken 

Solarz 

Dellums 

Lundine 

Solomon 

Dingell 

Markey 

Staggers 

Dixon 

Martin  (ID 

Stark 

Donnelly 

Martin  (NY) 

Stokes 

Downey 

Martinez 

Stratton 

Durbln 

Matsui 

Studds 

Dwyer 

Mavroules 

Tauke 

Dymally 

McCloskey 

Torres 

Dyson 

McDade 

Torrlcelll 

Early 

McGrath 

Towns 

Eckart 

McHugh 

Traxler 

Edgar 

McKeman 

Vander  Jagt 

Edwards  (CA) 

McKinney 

Vento 

Evans (lA) 

McNulty 

Walgren 

Evans  (ID 

Michel 

Walker 

Pazio 

Mikulski 

Wax  man 

Felghan 

Miller  (OH) 

Weiss 

Perraro 

MineU 

Wheat 

Pish 

Minlsh 

Williams  (MT) 

Florio 

MitcheU 

Williams  (OH) 

PoglletU 

Moakley 

Wlrth 

Pord(MI) 

Molinari 

Wise 

Ford(TN) 

MoUohan 

Wolpe 

Prank 

Morrison  (CT) 

Wortley 

Oarcia 

Mrazek 

Wylle 

Oaydos 

Murphy 

Yates 

Gejdenson 

Murtha 

Yatron 

Gekas 

Natcher 

Young  (MO) 

Gephardt 

Nowak 

Zablocki 

Oilman 

Oakar 

NOES- 201 

Alexander 

Goodling 

Packard 

Andrews  (TX> 

Gore 

Parris 

Anthony 

Gradison 

Pashayan 

Archer 

Oramm 

Patman 

Aspin 

Gregg 

Patterson 

AuCoin 

Hall.  Ralph 

Paul 

Badham 

Hance 

Pepper 

Barnard 

Hansen  (ID) 

Pickle 

Barnes 

Hansen  (UT) 

Quillen 

Bartlett 

Hartnett 

Ray 

Bateman 

Hatcher 

Richardson 

Bennett 

Hefner 

Roberts 

Bereuter 

Hightower 

Robinson 

Bethune 

Hillis 

Roemer 

BeviU 

Holt 

Rogers 

Bilirakls 

Hopkins 

Rose 

Bliley 

Hoyer 

Rostenkowski 

Boggs 

Hubbard 

Roukema 

Boner 

Huckaby 

Rowland 

Breaux 

Hunter 

Rudd 

Britt 

Hutto 

Schaefer 

Brooks 

Ireland 

Schroeder 

Brown  (CO) 

Jenkins 

Shaw 

BroyhiU 

Jones  (NO 

Shelby 

Bryant 

Jones  (OK) 

Shumway 

Campbell 

Jones  (TNI 

Sisisky 

Carper 

Kramer 

Skeen 

Chandler 

Lagomarsino 

Skelton 

Chappell 

Leath 

Slatlery 

Chappie 

Lehman  (PL) 

Smith  (FL) 

Cheney 

Levine 

Smith  (lA) 

Clarke 

Levitas 

Smith  (NE) 

Coleman  (MO) 

Lewis  (FD 

Smith.  Denny 

Coleman  (TX) 

Livingston 

Smith.  Robert 

Cooper 

Uoyd 

Snyder 

Craig 

Loeffler 

Spence 

Crane.  Daniel 

Long (LA) 

Spratt 

Crane.  Philip 

Lott 

St  Germain 

Daniel 

Lowery  (CA) 

Stangeland 

Dannemeyer 

Lowry  (WA) 

Stenholm 

Daub 

Lungren 

Stump 

Derrick 

Mack 

Sundquist 

DeWine 

MacKay 

Swift 

Dickinson 

Marlenee 

Synar 

Dicks 

Marriott 

Tallon 

Dorgan 

Martin  (NO 

Tauzin 

Dowdy 

Mazzoli 

Taylor 

Dreier 

McCain 

Thomas  (CA) 

Duncan 

McCandless 

Thomas  (GA) 

Edwards  (AD 

McCollum 

Udall 

Edwards  (OK) 

McCurdy 

Valentine 

Emerson 

McDonald 

Vandergriff 

English 

McEwen 

Volkmer 

Erdreich 

Mica 

Vucanovich 

Erlenbom 

Miller  (CA) 

Watkins 

Fascell 

Montgomery 

Weaver 

Fiedler 

Moore 

Weber 

Fields 

Moorhead 

Whitehurst 

Flippo 

Morrison  (WA) 

Whitley 

Fowler 

Myers 

Whittaker 

Franklin 

Neal 

Whitten 

Frenzel 

Nelson 

Winn 

Frost 

Nichols 

Wolf 

Fuqua 

Nielson 

Wright 

Gibbons 

O'Brien 

Wyden 

Gingrich 

Olin 

Young  (FD 

Glickman 

Oxley 

Zschau 

NOT  VOTING- 

-14 

Andrews  (NO 

Heftel 

Pritchard 

Conyers 

LaPalce 

Savage 

Foley 

Lewis  (CA) 

Wilson 

Forsythe 

Madigan 

Young  (AK) 

Hammerschmldt  Moody 

D  0110 

Messrs.  MRAZEK,  LUKEN. 

BURTON  of  Indiana,  and  PETRI 
changed  their  votes  from  "no"  to 
"aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 
•  Mr.  HANSEN  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  fully  support  this  amendment 
which  corrects  a  defect  in  chapter  10 
of  the  United  States  Code  which 
allows  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
consolidate     or     transfer     functions 


within  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  purpose  of  efficiency. 

In  essence,  the  statute,  as  it  now 
reads,  gives  the  OSD,  or  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  author- 
ity, at  its  own  whim  and  fancy,  to  con- 
solidate or  transfer  virtually  any  func- 
tion belonging  to  the  military  services 
under  the  guise  of  efficiency,  regard- 
less of  the  effects  such  actions  would 
have  on  the  security  of  our  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  of- 
fered today  is  neither  conservative  nor 
liberal.  Republican  nor  Democrat,  but 
utterly  programmatic.  As  an  indica- 
tion of  bipartisan  support  for  the  leg- 
islation. I  have  introduced  a  bill  identi- 
cal to  the  amendment  under  consider- 
ation which  is  supported  by  both  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats. 

Let  me  say,  that  I  fully  support  effi- 
ciency measures  that  do,  indeed,  save 
time  and  money.  However,  when  the 
defense  of  our  country  becomes  an  in- 
tegral part  of  any  consolidation  at- 
tempt, factors  other  than  efficiency 
must  be  considered. 

The  amendment  would  restrict  the 
OSD  from  consolidating  or  transfer- 
ring any  function  or  duty  from  the 
military  departments  to  a  civilian  de- 
fense component  without  first  obtain- 
ing the  blessings  of  the  Congress. 

Like  my  colleague  from  California.  I 
have  been  intensely  involved  in  three 
such  consolidation  attempts  by  the 
OSD.  However,  inasmuch  as  others 
will  focus  attention  on  various  other 
consolidation  attempts.  I  will  limit  my 
remarks  to  the  OSD's  most  recent 
effort  which  called  for  a  study  of  con- 
solidation of  operation  of  all  military 
installations  under  one  central  manag- 
er. This  most  recent  attempt  is  by  far 
one  of  the  most  potentially  damaging 
ideas  yet  to  surface  from  that  Office. 

If  the  OSD  is  successful  in  imple- 
menting this  plan,  all  of  our  military 
bases— Air  Force,  Army,  Navy— could 
be  regionalized  and  placed  under  one 
central  manager  within  that  region. 
The  scope  of  responsibilities  to  be  con- 
sidered for  single  management  would 
include  all  real  property  planning, 
design,  construction  and  maintenance, 
base  operation  support,  community 
services  and  personnel  support.  In 
short,  what  the  OSD  is  attempting  to 
do  is  create  a  "super  agency"  to  oper- 
ate all  bases. 

Anyone  who  has  served  in  the  mili- 
tary knows  that  the  fundamental  prin- 
cipal of  command  is  to  place  control 
close  to  the  scene  of  action.  Moving 
control  away  from  the  principal  place 
of  activity  will  only  slow  down  the  de- 
cisionmaking process.  It  is  simply  not 
feasible  to  exchange  plans  for  every 
mission  with  the  many  variables  and 
communication  problems  that  inevita- 
bly develop  during  intensive  oper- 
ations. 

Gen.  Bryce  Poe  is  a  very  good  friend 
of  mine  who  retired  less  than  2  years 
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ago  as  commander  of  the  Air  Force  Lo- 
gistics Command.  His  successful  career 
concentrated  heavily  on  the  logistics, 
or  the  nuts-and-bolts  end  of  air  war- 
fare. He  knows  what  is  required  to 
maximize  the  Air  Force's  ability  to 
perform  its  mission  and  he  knows 
what  detracts  from  that  ability.  This 
spring,  several  of  my  colleagues  and  I 
received  from  General  Poe  one  of  the 
most  sincere  and  insightful  letters  I 
have  ever  read.  He  is  no  longer  on 
active  duty— he  no  longer  has  an  ax  to 
grind  or  turf  to  protect.  But  he  obvi- 
ously agonized  over  this  letter  because 
he  knows  how  dangerous  this  consoli- 
dation proposal  is  and  he  continues  to 
be  deeply  concerned  about  the  men 
and  women  who  would  be  affected  by 
it.  His  conclusion  is  that  the  military's 
ability  to  perform  its  mission  would  be 
weakened  by  such  a  consolidation.  I 
would  like  to  insert  General  Poe's 
letter  in  the  Record,  and  read  parts  of 
it  to  my  colleagues  in  the  Chamber  at 
this  time: 

It  is  almost  Impossible  to  list  all  that  is 
wrong  with  this  proposal.  However,  two 
basic  areas  come  Immediately  to  mind— the 
differences  between  and  within  the  military 
ser\'ices  and  the  responsibilities  of  a  com- 
mander to  his  mission  and  to  the  men  and 
women  under  his  command  •  •  *.  The  serv- 
ices really  are  different.  That  is  why  they 
are  separate.  Witness  mobilization— most 
statesi<ie  Air  Force  Reserve  forces  are  on 
the  way  to  war  in  hours.  Army  units  in 
weeks,  major  Navy  fleet  additions  can  take  a 
year  or  more.  That  doesn't  make  any  one 
service  better— only  different  •  •  *  within 
each  service  are  activities  every  bit  dissimi- 
lar. A  commander's  responsibility  is  to  his 
people  and  his  mission.  They  cannot  be  del- 
egated to  an  absentee  landlord,  or  even  to 
regional  or  on-station  bureaucrats  who  do 
not  have  mission  responsibility.  The  idea  of 
these  activities  being  turned  over,  whole- 
sale, to  amateurs  with  no  mission  responsi- 
bility is  frightening.  I  ask  for  your  help  in 
stopping  this  latest  and  most  blatant  at- 
tempt to  take  military  management  from 
the  trained  and  experienced  commanders 
who  are  held  directly  responsible  for  the 
Nation's  safety. 

With  over  240  of  my  colleagues 
having  some  form  of  military  experi- 
ence. General  Poe's  remarks  are  clear- 
ly understood.  However,  for  those  who 
were  never  in  the  military,  and  do  not 
fully  appreciate  the  differences  be- 
tween the  services,  let  me  provide  you 
with  an  example  more  to  the  point. 

Consider  placing  all  of  our  offices, 
both  Republicans  and  Democrats, 
each  with  differing  ideals,  purposes, 
and  views.  Under  one  single  head  or 
manager.  While  my  California  col- 
league and  I  happen  to  fully  agree  on 
this  issue,  there  is  no  question  that  we 
differ  on  others.  The  idea  of  consoli- 
dating our  congressional  offices  is  ludi- 
crous. It  would  not  work  here  and  it 
certainly  would  not  work  in  the  mili- 
tary. 

Similar  attempts  at  consolidation 
have  taken  place  in  Hawaii,  Panama, 
and  San  Antonio.  All  have  been  disas- 
ters. The  Inspector  General's  Office  in 


the  Defense  Department  recently  com- 
pleted a  study  of  the  largest  of  these 
consolidation  experiments— the  San 
Antonio  Real  Property  Management 
Agency.  I  would  like  to  insert  into  the 
Record  the  summary  of  that  report. 
Briefly,  however,  the  objective  of  the 
study  was  to  determine  if  the  antici- 
pated benefits  of  this  test  consolida- 
tion had  been  realized.  The  audit 
found  fault  in  every  aspect  of  the  con- 
solidation, both  in  management  of  op- 
erations, including  internal  control 
and  security  at  the  base,  to  actual  sav- 
ings which  had  been  anticipated.  The 
basic  premise  of  the  audit— that  the 
underlying  concept  of  the  consolida- 
tion is  deficient— should  be  exhaus- 
tively examined.  It  did  not  take  an  In- 
spector General's  report  for  every 
commander  in  the  San  Antonio  area, 
as  well  as  every  observer  of  this  exper- 
iment, to  reach  the  conclusion  that 
the  San  Antonio  experiment  was  an 
ill-advised  idea. 

I  have  recently  heard  that  the  OSD 
may  be  backing  off  from  this  proposal, 
possibly  due  to  vehement  opposition 
from  the  services  as  well  as  pointed 
questions  from  several  congressional 
offices  which  have  likely  made  them 
cautious  for  the  time  being.  However, 
these  consolidation  schemes,  as  they 
are  rightfully  called,  never  die,  they 
just  go  underground  for  awhile.  I 
expect  that  we  have  not  seen  the  last 
of  this  proposal,  or  other  attempts  to 
remove  functions  from  where  they 
rightfully  belong— under  the  control 
of  our  base  commanders.  If  we  want  to 
get  out  of  the  clutches  of  the  OSD,  I 
urge  approval  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered today.  It  will  guarantee  that 
when  further  consolidation  attempts 
are  made,  they  will  require  congres- 
sional approval  before  they  can  be 
tested  or  implemented.* 
•  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2969,  the  De- 
fense authorization  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  I  am  especially  pleased  with  the 
committee's  decisions  to  provide  fund- 
ing for  the  procurement  of  new  equip- 
ment for  National  Guard  and  Reserve 
Forces.  The  addition  of  24  F-16's  for 
the  Air  Guard.  12  C-12's  for  Air  and 
Army  Guard  units,  10  C-130H's  for  Air 
Guard  and  Air  Force  Reserve  Forces, 
and  funding  to  modify  30  Army  Na- 
tional Guard  AH-IG  helicopters  to 
the  AH-IS  Cobra  TOW  configuration 
should  significantly  enhance  Guard 
and  Reserve  Force  capabilities. 

I  have  long  felt  that  Reserve  and 
Guard  units  could  handle  greater  re- 
sponsibility than  they  have  been 
given.  As  such,  I  am  also  pleased  that 
the  committee  has  authorized  an  in- 
crease in  National  Guard  Force  levels 
by  6,600  persons.  This  increase  in 
Guard  strength  and  concommitant  de- 
crease in  active  duty  level  strength 
should  result  in  an  expanded  national 
defense  role  for  Guard  units.  To  facili- 
tate    this     increase.     Representative 


Montgomery  will  offer  an  amendment 
to  increase  Army  National  Guard 
funding  by  $28  million.  I  wholeheart- 
edly support  this  amendment. 

The  No.  1  priority  of  the  National 
Guard  Association  is  State  control 
over  Army  Guard  Reserves  (AGR).  An 
amendment  clarifying  State  control 
should  clarify  previous  incorrect  inter- 
pretations by  the  Army  that  AGR's 
are  under  Federal  control.  Approval  of 
this  amendment,  which  I  support,  will 
reaffirm  the  original  constitutional  in- 
terpretation that  the  individual  States 
control  Guard  units. 

Finally,  I  plan  to  support  the  initia- 
tive of  Representatives  Nichols  and 
Chappell  to  establish  an  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Reserve  Af- 
fairs. Creation  of  this  position  will 
insure  that  Guard  and  Reserve  Forces 
receive  the  attention  they  deserve  as 
part  of  our  Nation's  total  force  struc- 
ture. 

Overall,  I  believe  the  conrunittee 
members  are  to  be  commended  for 
these  actions  and  their  continued 
strong  support  of  the  National  Guard 
and  our  Armed  Forces  in  general.* 
•  Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  offered  earlier  this  week 
did  two  things.  First  it  authorized  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  provide  shel- 
ter, utilities  and  related  services  to  the 
Nation's  homeless  when  he  determines 
that  it  will  not  interfere  with  military 
readiness.  Second,  my  amendment  pro- 
vided $10  million  in  increased  authori- 
zation to  cover  the  estimated  costs  as- 
sociated with  sheltering  the  homeless. 
The  plight  of  homeless  individuals 
and  families  traveling  about  in  search 
for  employment  became  all  too  famil- 
iar last  winter.  Their  numbers  far  ex- 
ceeded the  capacity  of  localities  and 
charitable  agencies  to  provide  them 
with  temporary  shelter,  and  the  short- 
age was  especially  serious  in  areas 
where  the  winter  weather  is  severe. 

Responding  to  this  need,  on  January 
25  of  this  year  Secretary  of  Defense 
Caspar  Weinberger  directed  the  serv- 
ice Secretaries  to  make  available  space 
at  defense  installations  so  that  local 
elected  officials  and  voluntary  organi- 
zations could  provide  additional  shel- 
ter for  homeless  individuals  and  fami- 
lies. By  March  16  over  500  sites  had 
been  identified  and  cooperative  efforts 
were  underway  involving  localities,  re- 
ligious and  charitable  organizations  to 
make  the  necessary  arrangements. 
However,  implementation  of  this  pro- 
gram has  been  hampered  because  ex- 
isting law  forbids  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  provide  utilities,  and  relat- 
ed services— security,  minor  repairs 
and  renovation,  transportation,  projj- 
erty  liability,  insurance,  and  cots  and 
bedding— without  reimbursement. 

This  amendment  provides  the  neces- 
sary legal  authority  and  clears  the  way 
for  increased  utilization  of  military  In- 
stallations to  shelter  the  homeless. 
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Because  Army  Reserve  centers  are 
most  conveniently  located  to  provide 
temporary  shelter  to  the  homeless,  my 
amendment  increases  the  Army  Re- 
serve operation  and  maintenance  ac- 
count by  $8  million  for  utilities  and 
other  related  costs.  In  addition,  $1  mil- 
lion in  increased  authorization  is  pro- 
vided in  both  the  Navy  and  Air  Force 
operation  and  maintenance  accounts 
to  cover  the  costs  of  their  proportion- 
ate contribution  to  the  shelter  pro- 
gram. 

I  want  to  emphasize,  however,  that 
providing  humanitarian  support  in 
this  manner  will  not  come  at  the  ex- 
pense of  readiness  or  ongoing  military 
activities.  Moreover,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  is  expected  to  provide  regula- 
tions that  insure  that  this  program  is 
prudently  managed  and  that  Govern- 
ment property  is  not  abused.  Finally, 
it  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  this 
shelter  program  is  not  just  another 
Government  giveaway,  but  a  full  part- 
nership with  localities,  religious  and 
charitable  organizations  each  contrib- 
uting resources  and  services. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  need  for  this  pro- 
gram is  clear  and  it  is  imperative  that 
the  necessary  arrangements  be  com- 
pleted before  this  winter.  It  has  the 
wholehearted  support  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  administration.  My 
amendment  provides  the  legal  author- 
ity and  the  necessary  resources  to 
permit  its  timely  and  effective  imple- 
mentation.* 

The  QHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE 
FTERED  BY  MR.  OELLUMS 

Mr.  DEM^UMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
offered  by  Mr.  Dellums:  strike  all  after  the 
enacting  clause,  and  insert: 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Department  of  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
1984". 

PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  The  purposes  of  this  Act  are— 

(1)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1984  at 
levels  consistent  with  a  strong  national  de- 
fense and  a  sound  national  economy: 

(2)  to  minimize  the  risk  of  nuclear  con- 
frontation: 

(3)  to  eliminate  areas  of  waste  and  abuse 
in  the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  fiscal  year  1984: 

(4)  to  provide  for  improved  military  per- 
soruiel  policies  designed  to  enhance  readi- 
ness and  morale:  and 

(5)  to  make  other  improvements  in  the 
management  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

TITL£  I -PROCUREMENT 
AtrmoRiZATiON  or  appropriations,  army 
Sec.  101.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  pro- 
curement of  aircraft,  missiles,  weapons  and 
tracked  combat  vehicles,  ammunition,  and 
for  other  procurement  for  the  Army  as  fol- 
lows: 


For  aircraft.  $1,418,600,000. 
For  missiles,  $1,476,900,000. 
For  weapons  and  tracked  combat  vehicles, 
$1,154,800,000. 
For  ammunition.  $2,045,200,000 
For  other  procurement.  $4,541,100,000. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS,  NAVY  AND 
marine  CORPS 

Sec.  102.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  pro- 
curement of  aircraft,  weapons  (including 
missiles  and  torpedoes),  naval  vessels,  and 
for  other  procurement  for  the  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps  as  follows: 

For  aircraft.  $7,394,700,000. 

For  weapons  (including  missiles  and  torpe- 
does). $2,111,000,000. 

For  naval  vessels.  $2,397,700,000. 

For  other  procurement,  $4,125,150,000. 

For  procurement  for  the  Marine  Corps 
(including  missiles,  tracked  combat  vehicles, 
and  other  weapons).  $1,800,400,000. 

AtrrHORIZATlON  OF  APPROPRIATIONS,  AIR  FORCE 

Sec.  103.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
l)e  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  pro- 
curement of  aircraft  and  missiles  and  for 
other  procurement  for  the  Air  Force  as  fol- 
lows: 

For  aircraft.  $11,273,100,000. 

For  missiles.  $5,102,400,000. 

For  other  procurement,  $5,548,500,000. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS,  DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

Sec.  104.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  pro- 
curement by  defense  agencies  in  the  amount 
of  $526,600,000. 

SECURE  COMMUNICATIONS  EQUIPMENT 

Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  Is  au- 
thorized to  procure  secure  telephone  com- 
munication systems,  including  equipment 
and  related  items,  during  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  and  other 
Government  agencies  and  entities  to  sup- 
port a  national  program  to  provide  secure 
telephone  service.  Of  the  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  title, 
not  more  than  $60,000,000  may  be  used  to 
provide  secure  telephone  equipment  and  re- 
lated items  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  other  Government  agencies  and  entities 
in  support  of  such  a  national  program. 
Equipment  provided  to  Government  agen- 
cies and  entities  outside  the  Department  of 
Defense  under  the  authority  of  this  section 
and  such  related  services  as  may  be  neces- 
sary may  be  furnished  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  with  or  without  reimbursement. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  ARMY  PROCUREMENT 

Sec  106.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  not  make  a  contract  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  second  source  for  production 
of  the  engine  for  the  M-1  tank. 

(b)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  authorizations  of  appropriations  in 
this  title  may  be  obligated  or  expended  for 
the  Pershing  II  missile  program. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  NAVY  PROCUREMENT 

Sec.  107.  (a)(1)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations for  the  strategic  sealift  ready 
reserve  program  under  section  102(c)  (under 
Shipbuilding  and  Conversion  for  the  Navy) 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  acqui- 
sition of  a  specific  vessel  for  that  program 
until  (A)  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  has  no- 
tified the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
and  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  proposed 
acquisition  of  that  vessel  for  that  program, 
and  (B)  a  period  of  thirty  days  of  continu- 


ous session  of  Congress  has  expired  follow- 
ing the  date  on  which  that  notice  was  re- 
ceived by  those  committees. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  the 
continuity  of  a  session  of  Congress  Is  broken 
only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress 
sine  die,  and  the  days  on  which  either 
House  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  ad- 
jo\irnment  of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day 
certain  are  excluded  in  the  computation  of 
such  thirty-day  period. 

(b)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  the  LCAC  landing  craft  air  cushion  pro- 
gram under  section  102(c)  (under  Shipbuild- 
ing and  Conversion  for  the  Navy)  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  until  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  has  submitted  a  report  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  on  Ap- 
propriations of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  which— 

(1)  responds  to  the  Comptroller  General 
decision  B-203652  of  April  20,  1983: 

(2)  evaluates  the  feasibility  of  establishing 
a  second  source  for  the  production  of  the 
landing  craft  air  cushion: 

(3)  recommends  a  specific  acquisition 
strategy  for  such  program  that  ensures  pro- 
curement of  the  best  landing  craft  air  cush- 
ion for  the  Navy  and,  to  the  extent  feasible, 
provides  that  such  procurement  shall  be 
competitive  if  practicable  suid  appropriate; 
and 

(4)  describes  a  plan  to  conduct  a  new 
source  selection  competition  for  the  landing 
craft  air  cushion  program  and  evaluates  the 
feasibility  of  that  competition. 

(c)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  authorizations  of  appropriations  in 
this  title  may  be  obligated  or  expended  for 
the  sea-launched  cruise  missile  program. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  AIR  FORCE  PROCUREMENT 

Sec  108.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions in  this  title  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  the  ground-launched  cruise  mis- 
sile program,  for  the  B-IB  bomber  program, 
or  for  anlisatellite  weapons. 

PROHIBITION  OF  ACQUISITION  OF  BINARY 
CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

Sec  109.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  an  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions in  section  101  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended to  purchase  binary  chemical  weap- 
ons. 

TITLE  II-RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST.  AND  EVALUATION 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  201.  (a)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  for  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  in 
amounts  as  follows: 

For  the  Army.  $3,257,152,000. 

For  the  Navy  (including  the  Marine 
Corps).  $5,879,885,000. 

For  the  Air  Force,  $8,714,500,000. 

For  the  Defense  Agencies.  $2,743,500,000. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  in  subsection  (a),  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  such  additional  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  increases  in  salary,  pay,  retirement, 
and  other  employee  benefits  authorized  by 
law  for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  whose  compensation  is  pro- 
vided for  by  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  sutjsection  (a). 

LIMITATION  ON  FTJHDS  FOR  THE  ARMY 

Sec  202.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  an  authorization  of  appro- 
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prlations  In  section  201  may  be  obligated  or 
expended  for  the  Pershing  II  missile  pro- 
gram or  the  ballistic  missile  defense  pro- 
gram. 

(b)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Army  may  be  used  for  full-scale  engi- 
neering development  of  the  Military  Com- 
puter Family  System  until  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  provides  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  a  plan  for  the  introduction 
and  integration  of  advanced  microelectronic 
computers  into  weapons  systems. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  FUNDS  FOR  THE  NAVY 

Sec  203.  (a)  None  of  the  amount  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  the  authorization  in  sec- 
tion 201  for  the  Navy  may  be  used  for  the 
Trident  II  missile  program  for  the  sea- 
launched  cruise  missile  program. 

(bKl)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  in  section  201 
for  the  Navy  may  be  used  for  full-scale  engi- 
neering development  of  the  AN/UYK-43 
and  AN/UYK-44  computers  until  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  provides  to  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  a  plan  for  the  introduc- 
tion and  integration  of  advanced  microelec- 
tronic computers  into  weapons  systems. 

(2)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Navy  may  be  used  for  the  Navy  Mid-In- 
frared Advanced  Chemical  Laser  program. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  FUNDS  FOR  THE  AIR  FORCE 

Sec  204.  None  of  the  amount  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  the  authorization  in  sec- 
tion 201  for  the  Air  Force  may  be  used  for 
the  ground-launched  cruise  missile  program, 
for  the  B-IB  bomber  program  or  for  antlsat- 
elllte  weapons. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  FUNDS  FOR  THE  DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

Sec.  205.  (a)  None  of  the  amount  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  the  authorization  in  sec- 
tion 201  for  the  Defense  Agencies  may  be 
used  for  antisatelllte  weapons. 

(b)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Defense  Agencies  may  be  used  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evaluation 
for  the  program  for  fifth-generation  artifi- 
cial intelligence  computers  until  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  submits  to  Congress  a  com- 
prehensive plan  for  the  manner  in  which 
such  program  will  be  carried  out. 

PROHIBITION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  OF  BINARY 
CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

Sec  206.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations In  section  201  may  be  obligated 
or  expended  for  research,  development,  test, 
or  evaluation  of  binary  chemical  weapons. 
TITLE  III-LAND-BASED  STRATEGIC 
BALLISTIC  MISSILE  MODERNIZA- 
TION PROGRAM. 

CANCELLATION  OF  MX  MISSILE  PROGRAM 

Sec.  301.  The  MX  missile  program  is 
hereby  canceled.  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  authorizations  of  appro- 
priations in  this  Act  may  be  used  for  pro- 
curement or  research,  development,  test,  or 
evaluation  for  that  program. 

RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST,  AND 
EVALUATION  FOR  A  SMALL  MISSILE  SYSTEM 

Sec  302.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  In  section  201 
for  research,  development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion for  the  Air  Force,  there  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Air  Force 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  research,  develop- 


ment, test,  and  evaluation  $50,000,000  to  be 
available  only  for  a  small  mobile  missile 
system. 

(b)  The  President  shall  report  to  Congress 
not  later  than  March  1,  1984,  on  the  verifl- 
ability  for  arms  control  purposes  of  a  small 
mobile  missile  system  and  whether  develop- 
ment of  such  a  system  would  be  in  compli- 
ance with  the  terms  of  pending  SALT  II 
treaty. 

TITLE  IV-OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  401.  (a)  F^lnds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  operation  and  maintenance  in 
the  amount  of  $64,757,600,000 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  in  subsection  (a),  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  such  additional  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
sary— 

(1)  for  Increases  In  salary,  pay,  retirement, 
and  other  employee  benefits  authorized  by 
law  for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  whose  compensation  is  pro- 
vided for  by  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  such  subsection; 

(2)  for  unbudgeted  Increases  in  fuel  costs: 
and 

(3)  for  Increases  as  the  result  of  inflation 
In  the  cost  of  activities  authorized  by  sub- 
section (a). 

ELIMINATION  OF  NATIONAL  BOARD  FOR  THE 
PROMOTION  OF  RIFLE  PRACTICE 

Sec.  402.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  an  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions in  section  301  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  the  National  Board  for  the  Pro- 
motion of  Rifle  Practice. 

PROHIBITION  OF  USE  OF  VESSELS  WITH  POR- 
EIGN-BUILT  MAJOR  COMPONENTS  UNDER  CER- 
TAIN LEASES  OR  SERVICE  CONTRACTS 

Sec  403.  (a)(1)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  the  authorizations  of 
appropriations  in  section  401  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  lease  of  a  vessel, 
or  for  the  provision  of  a  service  through  use 
by  a  contractor  of  a  vessel,  under  a  contract 
which  will  be  for  a  long  term  or  under 
which  the  United  States  will  have  a  sub- 
stantial termination  liability  and  under 
which  the  vessel  Involved  will  have  a  main 
propulsion  system  or  other  major  compo- 
nent not  built  In  the  United  States. 

(2)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorizations  of  appropriations 
in  section  401  may  be  obligated  or  expended 
for  a  contract  that  Is  an  agreement  to  lease 
or  an  agreement  to  provide  services  and  that 
Is  (or  will  be)  accompanied  by  a  contract  for 
the  actual  lease  or  provision  of  services  If 
the  contract  for  the  actual  lease  or  provi- 
sion of  services  Is  (or  will  be)  a  contract  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  ( 1 ). 

(b)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)— 

(Da  contract  shall  be  considered  to  be  for 
a  long  term  if  the  term  of  the  contract.  In- 
cluding all  options  under  the  contract,  Is  for 
more  than  five  years  or  is  for  a  period 
longer  than  one-half  the  useful  life  of  the 
vessel:  and 

(2)  the  United  States  shall  be  considered 
to  have  a  substantial  termination  liability 
under  a  contract  if,  as  determined  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  sum  of— 

(A)  the  present  value  of  the  amount  of 
the  termination  liability  of  the  United 
States  under  the  contract  as  of  the  end  of 
the  term  of  the  contract  (exclusive  of  any 
option  to  extend  the  contract),  and 


(B)  the  present  value  of  the  total  of  the 
payments  to  l>e  made  by  the  United  States 
under  the  contract  (excluding  any  option  to 
extend  the  contract)  attributable  to  capital- 
hire, 

is  more  than  one-half  the  price  of  the  vessel 
Involved. 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  does  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  a  contract  entered  Into  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  V-ACTIVE  FORCES 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTHS 

Sec  501.  The  Armed  Forces  are  author- 
ized strengths  for  active  duty  personnel  as 
of  September  30,  1984.  as  follows: 

(l)The  Army,  751,285. 

(2)  The  Navy,  541,050. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps,  152,495. 

(4)  The  Air  Force.  565,845. 

TITLE  VI-RESERVE  FORCES 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  AVERAGE  STRENGTHS  FOR 
SELECTED  RESERVE 

Sec  601.  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984,  the  Se- 
lected Reserve  of  the  reserve  components  of 
the  Armed  Forces  shall  be  programmed  to 
attain  average  strengths  of  not  less  than  the 
following: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  398.016. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve,  351,849. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve,  94,000. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  38,540. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  100,100. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Resen-e,  63,736. 

(7)  The  Coast  Guard  Reserve,  10,700. 

(b)  The  average  strength  prescribed  by 
subsection  (a)  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
any  reserve  component  shall  be  proportion- 
ately reduced  by  (1)  the  total  authorized 
strength  of  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component 
which  are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training)  at  any  time  during  the  fiscal  year, 
and  (2)  the  total  number  of  individual  mem- 
bers not  in  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reser\'e  of  such  component 
who  are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training  or  for  unsatisfactory  participation 
In  training)  without  their  consent  at  any 
time  during  the  fiscal  year.  Whenever  such 
units  or  such  Individual  members  are  re- 
leased from  active  duty  during  any  fiscal 
year,  the  average  strength  prescribed  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
such  reserve  component  shall  be  proportion- 
ately increased  by  the  total  authorized 
strength  of  such  units  and  by  the  total 
number  of  such  Individual  members. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTHS  FOR  RE- 
SERVES ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE 
RESERVES 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Within  the  average  strengths 
prescribed  in  section  501.  the  reserve  compo- 
nents of  the  Armed  Forces  and  the  National 
Guard  are  authorized,  as  of  September  30. 
1984,  the  following  number  of  Reserves  to 
be  serving  on  full-time  active  duty,  and 
members  of  the  National  Guard  to  be  serv- 
ing In  a  full-time  duty  status,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  organizing,  administering,  recruit- 
ing, instructing,  or  training  the  reserve  com- 
ponents and  the  National  Guard: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  SUtes, 
11,782. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve,  6,474. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve,  214. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  460. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  and  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  SUtes,  3,411. 


JMI 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20993 


20992 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  26,  1983 


(8)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  479. 

(b)  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  that  such  action  is  in  the 
national  interest,  the  end  strengths  pre- 
scribed by  subsection  (a)  may  be  increased 
by  a  total  of  not  more  than  the  number 
equal  to  2  percent  of  the  total  of  the  end 
strengths  prescribed. 

TITLE  VII  -CIVIUAN  PERSONNEL 

AUTHORIZATION  OP  END  STRENGTH 

Sfx:.  701.  (a)  The  Department  of  Defense 
is  authorized  813.313  permanent  positions 
for  civilian  employment  as  of  September  30. 
1984.  of  which  no  more  than  31  shall  l)e  in 
the  Executive  Schedule,  as  provided  in  sec- 
tions 5312  through  5316  of  title  5.  of  which 
no  more  than  1.415  shall  be  in  the  Senior 
Executive  Service,  as  established  in  section 
3131  of  such  title,  and  of  which  no  more 
than  56.000  shall  be  at  Grade  GS-13  (or 
comparable  level)  or  higher. 

(b)  The  positions  authorized  in  subsection 
(a)  shall  t)e  apportioned  among  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Army,  the  Department  of  the 
Navy  (including  the  Marine  Corps),  the  De- 
partment of  the  Air  Force,  and  the  agencies 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  (other  than 
the  military  departments)  in  such  numbers 
as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  to 
the  Congress  within  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the 
manner  in  which  the  initial  allocation  of 
such  positions  is  made  among  the  military 
departments  and  the  agencies  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  (other  than  the  mili- 
tary departments)  and  shall  include  the  ra- 
tionale for  each  allocation. 

(c)  In  computing  the  strength  for  civilian 
personnel,  there  shall  be  included  all  direct- 
hire  and  indirect-hire  civilian  personnel  em- 
ployed to  perform  military  functions  admin- 
istered by  the  Department  of  Defense 
(other  than  those  performed  by  the  Nation- 
al Security  Agency)  whether  employed  on  a 
full-time,  part-time,  or  intermittent  basis, 
but  excluding  special  employment  catego- 
ries for  students  and  disadvantaged  youth 
such  as  the  stay-in-school  campaign,  the 
temporary  summer  aid  program  and  the 
Federal  junior  fellowship  program  and  per- 
sonnel participating  in  the  worker-trainee 
opportunity  program.  Personnel  employed 
under  a  part-time  career  employment  pro- 
gram established  by  section  3402  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  shall  l)e  counted  as  pre- 
scril>ed  by  section  3404  of  that  tiltle.  When- 
ever a  function,  power,  or  duty,  or  activity  is 
transferred  or  assigned  to  a  department  or 
agency  of  the  Department  of  Defense  from 
a  department  or  agency  outside  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  or  from  another  de- 
partment or  agency  within  the  Department 
of  Defense,  the  civilian  personnel  end 
strength  authorized  for  such  departments 
or  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
affected  shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect  any  in- 
creases or  decreases  in  civilian  personnel  re- 
quired as  a  result  of  such  transfer  or  assign- 
ment. 

TITLE  VIII— MILITARY  TRAINING 
STUDENT  LOADS 

AirrHORIZATION  OP  TRAINING  STUDENT  LOADS 

Sec.  801.  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984.  the  com- 
ponents of  the  Armed  Forces  are  authorized 
average  military  training  student  loads  as 
follows: 

(l)The  Army.  57.996. 

(2)  The  Navy.  65.133. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps.  18.311. 

(4)  The  Air  Force.  46.389. 

(5)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  7,467. 


(6)  The  Army  Reserve.  8.456. 

(7)  The  Naval  Reserve.  1.041. 

(8)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  2.835. 

(9)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  2,377. 

(10)  The  Air  Force  Reserve,  1.405. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  number  authorized 
in  subsection  (a),  the  following  components 
of  the  Armed  Forces  are  authorized  a  mili- 
tary training  student  load  to  lie  utilized 
solely  for  one  station  unit  training  of  not 
less  than  the  following: 

(1)  The  Army.  17.732. 

(2)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States.  7.070. 

(3)  The  Army  Reserve.  2.374. 

(c)  The  average  military  student  loads  for 
the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Marine  Corps,  and 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Reserve  components 
authorized  in  subsection  (a)  for  fiscal  year 
1984  shall  be  adjusted  consistent  with  the 
manpower  strengths  authorized  in  titles  V, 
VI.  and  VII  of  this  Act.  Such  adjustment 
shall  t)e  apportioned  among  the  Army,  the 
Navy,  the  Marine  Corps,  and  the  Air  Force 
and  the  reserve  components  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 

TITLE  IX-CIVIL  DEFENSE 

AITTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  901.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  use.  App.  2251  et 
seq.)  the  sum  of  $136,380,000. 

PROHIBITION  OF  CRISIS  RELOCATION  PLANNING 

Sec  902.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions in  section  901  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  planning  for  population  relcKa- 
tion  in  time  of  crisis. 

AMOUNT  AUTHORIZED  FOR  CONTRIBUTIONS  FOR 
STATE  PERSONNEL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EX- 
PENSES 

Sec  903.  Notwithstanding  the  second  pro- 
viso Of  section  408  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  use.  App.  2260), 
$54,000,000  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  section  901  is  available  for 
appropriations  for  contributions  to  the 
States  under  section  205  of  such  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  App.  2286)  for  personnel  and  admin- 
istrative expenses. 

TITLE  X-MILITARY  PERSONNEL  AND 
COMPENSATION  MATTERS 

Part  A— Compensation  Matters 

4-PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  BASIC  PAY  AND 
ALLOWANCES  EFFECTIVE  ON  APRIL   I.   198« 

Sec.  1001.  (a)  The  adjustment  required  by 
section  1009  of  title  37.  United  States  Code, 
in  certain  elements  of  the  compensation  of 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  to 
become  effective  on  October  1,  1983,  shall 
not  be  made. 

(bid)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3).  the  elements  of  compen- 
sation specified  in  sections  1009(a)  of  title 
37.  United  States  Code,  shall  be  increased 
for  members  of  the  uniformed  services  by  4 
percent  effective  on  April  1,  1984. 

(2)  Subsections  (O  and  (d)  of  section  1009 
of  title  37.  United  States  Code,  shall  apply 
to  any  pay  adjustment  made  pursuant  to 
this  section  in  the  same  manner  as  such  sub- 
sections apply  to  an  increase  descril)ed  in 
subsection  (b)(3)  of  such  section. 

(3)  None  of  the  increase  provided  for  in 
paragraph  (1)  may  be  used  to  adjust  the 
basic  pay  of  members  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices in  pay  grades  E-1  and  E-2. 


ADJUSTMENT  IN  BASIC  PAY  OF  CERTAIN  OFFI- 
CERS WITH  PRIOR  ENLISTED  AND  WARRANT  OF- 
FICER SERVICE 

Sec.  1002.  (a)  Section  203(d)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(d)  The  basic  pay  of  a  commissioned  offi- 
cer who  is  in  pay  grade  0-1,  0-2.  or  0-3  and 
who  is  credited  with  a  total  of  over  four 
years'  active  service  as  a  warrant  officer  and 
enlisted  meml)er  shall  be  computed  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  basic  pay  of  a  commis- 
sioned officer  in  the  same  pay  grade  who 
has  been  credited  with  over  four  years' 
active  service  as  an  enlisted  member.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

HAZARDOUS  DUTY  PAY  FOR  CERTAIN  TOXIC  FUEL 
HANDLERS 

Sec  1003.  (a)  Section  301(a)(12)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or  the  testing  of  aircraft  or  missile  systems 
(or  components  of  such  systems)  during 
which  highly  toxic  fuels  or  propellants  are 
used"  after  "propellants". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY  FOR  SEPARATION 
PAY 

Sec  1004.  (a)  Subsection  (c)  of  section 
1174  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs 
(2)  and  (3).  a  member  of  an  armed  force 
other  than  a  regular  member  who  after  Sep- 
tember 14.  1981.  is  discharged  or  released 
from  active  duty  and  who  has  completed 
five  or  more,  but  fewer  than  twenty,  years 
of  active  service  immediately  before  that 
discharge  or  release  is  entitled  to  separation 
pay  computed  under  subsection  (d)(1)  or 
(d)(2).  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned, if— 

(A)  the  member's  discharge  or  release 
from  active  duty  is  involuntary;  or 

"(B)  the  member  was  not  accepted  for  an 
additional  tour  of  active  duty  for  which  he 
volunteered. 

"(2)  If  the  Secretary  concerned  deter- 
mines that  the  conditions  under  which  a 
member  described  in  paragraph  (1)  is  dis- 
charged or  separated  do  not  warrant  separa- 
tion pay  under  this  section,  that  member  is 
not  entitled  to  that  pay. 

(3)  A  member  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
who  was  not  on  the  active-duty  list  when 
discharged  or  separated  and  who  had  not 
completed  at  least  five  years  of  continuous 
active  duty  immediately  before  such  dis- 
charge or  release  is  not  entitled  to  separa- 
tion pay  under  this  section.  For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  a  period  of  active  duty  is 
continuous  if  it  is  not  interrupted  by  a 
break  in  service  of  more  than  thirty  days.". 

(b)  Subsection  (g)(2)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  inserting  .  other  than  section 
1212  of  this  title, "  after  "any  other  provi- 
sion of  law".  J 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

FREEZE  OF  VARIABLE  HOUSING  ALLOWANCE  AT 
FISCAL  YEAR  1983  RATES 

Sec  1005.  During  fiscal  year  1984.  the 
rates  at  which  the  variable  housing  allow- 
ance under  section  403(a)(2)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  paid  shall  be  the 
same  as  the  rates  in  effect  on  September  30. 
1983. 


VARIABLE  HOUSING  ALLOWANCE  FOR  RESERVES 
ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  FOR  A  PERIOD  OF  140  DAYS 
OR  MORE 

Sec  1006.  (a)  Section  403(a)(2)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "A  member"  in  the  first 
sentence  of  subparagraph  (a)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph (D)  of  this  paragraph,  a 
member":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  A  member  of  a  reserve  component  is 
not  entitled  to  a  variable  housing  allowance 
while  on  active  duty  under  a  call  or  order  to 
active  duty  specifying  a  period  of  less  than 
140  days.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  mem- 
bers called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  after 
September  30.  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  RULES  FOR  PAYMENT  PER 
DIEM 

Sec  1007.  (a)  Section  402(e)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(e)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  a  member  shall  not  be  considered  to 
be  performing  travel  under  orders  away 
from  his  designated  post  of  duty  if  such 
member— 

"(A)  is  an  enlisted  member  serving  his 
first  tour  of  active  duty; 

"(B)  has  not  actually  reported  to  a  perma- 
nent duty  station  pursuant  to  orders  direct- 
ing such  assignment;  and 

"(C)  is  not  actually  traveling  between  sta- 
tions pursuant  to  orders  directing  a  change 
of  station.". 

(b)  Section  404(f)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  entitlement  to  per 
diem  in  place  of  subsistence  under  subsec- 
tion (d)(2)  of  this  section,  a  member  shall 
not  be  considered  under  subsection  (a)(1)  of 
this  section  to  be  performing  travel  under 
orders  away  from  his  designated  post  of 
duly  if  such  member— 

"(A)  is  an  enlisted  member  serving  his 
first  tour  of  active  duty; 

"(B)  has  not  actually  reported  to  a  perma- 
nent duty  station  pursuant  to  orders  direct- 
ing such  assignment;  and 

"(C)  is  not  actually  traveling  between  sta- 
tions pursuant  to  orders  directing  a  change 
of  station.". 

TRAVEL  AND  TRANSPORTATION  ALLOWANCE  FOR 
MEMBERS  STATIONED  OVERSEAS  WITH  DEPEND- 
ENT CHILDREN  A-TTENDING  SCHOOL  IN  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Sec  1008.  (a)(1)  Chapter  7  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  allowances 
for  members  of  the  uniformed  services,  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  429  the 
following  new  section: 

"6  430.  Travel  and  transportation:  dependent  chil- 
dren of  members  stationed  overseas 

"(a)  Under  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  a  member  of  a 
uniformed  service  who— 

"(1)  is  assigned  a  permanent  duty  station 
outside  the  United  States. 

"(2)  is  accompanied  by  his  dependents  at 
or  near  his  overseas  duty  station  (unless  his 
only  dependents  are  in  the  category  of  de- 
pendent described  in  clause  (3)  of  this  sub- 
section), and 

"(3)  has  a  dependent  child  who  is  under 
twenty-three  years  of  age  attending  a  school 
In  the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 


taining a  secondary  or  undergraduate  col- 
lege education, 

may  be  paid  the  allowance  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section  if  he  otherwise 
qualifies  for  such  allowance. 

"(b)  A  member  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  may  be  paid  a  transportation 
allowance  for  each  unmarried  def>endent 
child,  who  is  under  twenty-three  years  of 
age  and  is  attending  a  school  in  the  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  sec- 
ondary or  undergraduate  college  education, 
of  one  annual  trip  between  the  school  being 
attended  and  the  member's  duty  station  in 
the  oversea  area  and  return.  The  allowance 
authorized  by  this  section  may  l>e  transpor- 
tation in  kind  or  reimbursement  therefor,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretaries  concerned. 

"(c)  "Whenever  possible,  the  Military  Air- 
lift Command  or  Military  Sealift  Command 
shall  be  used,  on  a  space-required  basis,  for 
the  travel  authorized  by  this  section.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"§430.  Travel  and  transportation:  Depend- 
ent children  of  members  sta- 
tioned overseas.". 

(b)  Section  430  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  travel  begun  after  Sep- 
tember 30,  1983. 

Part  B— Retired  Pay  Matters 

permanent  six-month  delay  in  cost-of- 
LIVING  adjustments  for  RETIRED  PAY 

Sec  1011.  An  adjustment  in  any  year  in 
retired  and  retainer  pay  pursuant  to  section 
1401a  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  shall 
be  effective  on  November  1  of  that  year. 
This  section  shall  not  take  effect  unless  a 
provision  of  law  is  enacted  providing  for  an 
identical  effective  date  for  adjustments  In 
annuities  payable  under  subchapter  III  of 
chapter  83  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

LIMITATION  ON  COST-OF-LIVING  ADJUSTMENTS 
IN  RETIRED  PAY  FOR  PERSONS  UNDER  AGE  62 
DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1986 

Sec  1012.  During  fiscal  year  1986.  any  ad- 
justment in  retired  or  retainer  pay  under 
section  1401a  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  made,  with  respect  to  any  person 
entitled  to  such  adjustment  who  on  the  ef- 
fective date  of  such  adjustment  is  under  age 
sixty-two,  in  one-half  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  adjustment  would  otherwise  be 
made.  This  section  shall  not  take  effect 
unless  a  provision  of  law  is  enacted  provid- 
ing for  a  similar  limitation  with  respect  to 
annuities  payable  under  subchapter  III  of 
chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

TERMINATION  OF  SIX-MONTH  ROUNDING  RULE 
FOR  COMPUTING  RETIRED  PAY 

Sec  1013.  (a)(1)  The  text  of  each  of  the 
footnotes  listed  in  paragraph  (2)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "Before  applying  percent- 
age factor,  credit  each  full  month  of  service 
that  is  in  addition  to  the  number  of  full 
years  of  service  creditable  to  the  member  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  disregard  any  re- 
maining fractional  part  of  a  month.". 

(2)  The  footnotes  referred  to  in  paragraph 
( I )  are  the  following: 

(A)  Footnote  3  of  the  table  in  section  1401 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 

(B)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  section 
1402(a)  of  such  title. 

(C)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  in  section 
1402(d)of  such  title. 

(D)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  In  section 
1402a(a)  of  such  title. 

(E)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  In  section 
1402a(d)of  such  title. 


(F)  Footnote  4  of  the  table  In  section  3991 
of  such  title. 

(G)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  In  section  3992 
of  such  title. 

(H)  Footnote  4  of  the  table  in  section  8991 
of  such  title. 

(1)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  section  8992 
of  such  title. 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  1174  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(f)  In  determining  a  member's  years  of 
active  service  for  the  purpose  of  computing 
separation  pay  under  this  section,  each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
number  of  full  years  of  service  creditable  to 
a  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.". 

(c)(1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  6151(b)  of 
such  title  is  ajnended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  In  determining  the  total  number  of 
years  of  service  to  be  used  as  a  multiplier 
under  this  subsection,  each  full  month  of 
service  that  is  in  addition  to  the  numl)er  of 
full  years  of  service  creditable  to  a  member 
is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any 
remaining  fractional  part  of  a  month  is  dis- 
regarded.". 

(2)  The  text  of  section  6328  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"In  determining  the  number  of  years  to  be 
used  as  a  multiplier  in  computing  the  re- 
tired pay  of  officers  retiring  under  this 
chapter,  each  full  month  of  service  that  is 
in  addition  to  the  number  of  full  years  of 
service  creditable  to  an  officer  is  counted  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  remaining 
fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disregarded.". 

(3)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6330(d)  of 
such  title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (c).  each 
full  month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to 
the  number  of  full  years  of  service  credita- 
ble to  a  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of 
a  year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of 
a  month  is  disregarded.". 

(4)  The  text  of  section  6404  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"In  determining  the  total  number  of  years 
of  service  to  be  used  as  a  multiplier  in  com- 
puting retired  pay  and  separation  pay  on 
discharge  under  this  chapter,  each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
number  of  full  years  of  service  creditable  to 
a  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.". 

(d)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  423  of 
title  14.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "In  computing  the  number 
of  years  of  service  by  which  the  rate  of  2V4 
percent  is  multiplied,  each  full  month  of 
service  that  is  in  addition  to  the  number  of 
full  years  of  service  creditable  to  a  meml)er 
is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any 
remaining  fractional  part  of  a  month  Is  dis- 
regarded.". 

(e)  Sul)section  (b)  of  section  16  of  the 
Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  Commissioned 
Officers'  Act  of  1948  (33  U.S.C.  8530)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  In  computing  the  number  of  years  of 
service  of  an  officer  for  the  purposes  of  sub- 
section (a),  each  full  month  of  service  that 
is  in  addition  to  the  number  of  full  years  of 
service  creditable  to  a  member  is  counted  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  remaining 
fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disregarded.". 

(f)  Section  211(e)  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  212(e))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "a  part  of"  and  all  that  follows 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
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number  of  full  years  of  service  credited  to 
an  officer  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded". 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  ( 1 )  the  computa- 
tion of  retired  or  retainer  pay  of  any  indi- 
vidual who  becomes  entitled  to  that  pay 
after  September  30.  1983,  and  (2)  the  recom- 
putation  of  retired  pay  under  section  1402. 
1402a.  3992.  or  8992  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  of  any  individual  who  after 
September  30.  1983.  becomes  entitled  to  re- 
compute retired  pay  under  any  such  section. 

Part  C— Personnel  Management  Matters 
transfer  of  public  health  service  orficers 

TO  OTHER  UNirORMED  SERVICES 

Sec.  1021.  (aXl)  Section  716  of  title  10. 
United  Slates  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"9  716.  CommifMianed  officers:  transfers  amonK 
the  armed  forces,  the  National  Oceanic  and  .At- 
mospheric .Administration,  and  the  Public 
Health  Service 

"(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  President,  within  authorized 
strengths  and  with  the  consent  of  the  offi- 
cer involved,  may  transfer  any  commis- 
sioned officer  of  a  uniformed  service  from 
his  uniformed  service  to.  and  appoint  him 
in.  another  uniformed  service.  The  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor 
tation.  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
shall  jointly  establish,  by  regulations  ap- 
proved by  the  President,  policies  and  proce- 
dures for  such  transfers  and  appointments, 
"(b)  An  officer  transferred  under  this  sec- 
tion may  not  be  assigned  precedence  or  rela- 
tive rank  higher  than  that  which  he  held  on 
the  day  before  the  transfer. 

■■<c)  In  this  section,  uniformed  service' 
means  any  of  the  armed  forces,  the  Com- 
missioned Corps  of  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Commissioned  Corps  of  the  Public  Health 
Service.". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  41  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"716.      Conmiissioned     officers:      transfers 
among  the  armed  forces,  the 
National   Oceanic  and   Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  and  the 
Public  Health  Service.". 
"(bMl)  Chapter  53  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

"9 1043.   Service   credit:  lervicc   in   the  National 
Oceanic    and    .Atmospheric    Administration    or 
the  Public  Health  Service 
"Active  commissioned  service  in  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion or  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  be 
credited  as  active  commissioned  service  in 
the  armed  forces  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing the  retirement  eligibility  and  computing 
the  retired  pay  of  a  member  of  the  armed 
forces.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  begiiming 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"1043.  Service  credit:  service  in  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration    or     the     Public 
Health  Service.". 
"(cKl)  Section  533(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  inserting  ".  the  National  Oce- 
anic  and   Atmospheric   Administration,   or 
the  Public  Health  Service"  after     in  any 
armed  force". 


(2)  Section  1174(1)  of  .such  title  Is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(I)":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Active  commissioned  service  in  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration or  the  Public  Health  Serwcc  shall  l)e 
credited  as  active  service  in  the  armed 
forces  for  the  purposes  of  this  section.". 

(3)  Section  3353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  'chapters  337  and  363" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "this  chapter 
and  chapter  363":  and 

(B>  by  inserting  ",  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Service"  after  in  any  armed 
force". 

(4)  Section  5600(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  inserting  ,  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or 
the  Public  Health  Service"  after  "in  any 
armed  force". 

(5)  Section  8353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  chapters  837  and  863" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  this  chapter 
and  chapter  863":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ".  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Ser\ice"  after  in  any  armed 
force". 

(d)  Clause  (13)  of  section  3(a)  of  the  Act 
of  August  10.  1956  (33  U.S.C.  857a(a)),  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(13)  Section  716.  Commissioned  officers: 
transfers  among  the  Armed  Forces,  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion, and  the  Public  Health  Service.". 
Part  D— Survivor  Benefits 

expansion  of  survivor  benefits  coverage 
for  former  spouses 

Sec  1031.  (a)(1)  The  second  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)(5)  of  section  1448  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
'except  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(b)(3)"  after    may  not  be  revoked" 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)(1)  A  person  who  is  not  married  and 
does  not  have  a  dependent  child  when  he 
becomes  eligible  to  participate  in  the  Plan 
may  elect  to  provide  an  annuity  to  a  natural 
person  with  an  insurable  interest  in  that 
person.  In  the  case  of  a  person  providing  an 
annuity  under  this  paragraph  by  virtue  of 
eligibility  under  subsection  (a)(1)(B).  such 
an  election  shall  include  a  designation 
under  subsection  (e). 

"(2)  A  person  who  has  a  former  spouse 
when  he  becomes  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  Plan  may  elect  to  provide  an  annuity  to 
that  former  spouse.  In  the  case  of  a  person 
with  a  spouse  or  a  dependent  child,  such  an 
election  prevents  payment  of  an  annuity  to 
that  spouse  or  child.  If  there  is  more  than 
one  former  spouse,  the  person  shall  desig- 
nate which  former  spouse  is  to  be  provided 
the  annuity.  In  the  case  of  a  person  provid- 
ing an  annuity  under  this  paragraph  by 
virtue  of  eligibility  under  sut)section 
(a)(1)(B).  such  an  election  shall  include  a 
designation  under  subsection  (e). 
'(3)(A)  A  person— 

"(i)  who  Is  a  participant  in  the  Plan  and  is 
providing  coverage  for  a  spouse  or  a  spouse 
and  child,  and 

"(ID  who  has  a  former  spouse  who  was  not 
that    person's    former    spouse    when    he 
became  eligible  to  participate  in  the  Plan, 
may  (subject  to  subparagraph  (B))  elect  to 

provide  an  annuity  to  that  former  spouse. 


Any  such  election  terminates  any  previous 
coverage  under  the  Plan  and  must  be  writ- 
ten, signed  by  the  person,  and  received  by 
the  Secretary  concerned  within  one  year 
after  the  date  of  the  decree  of  divorce,  dis- 
solution, or  annulment. 

"(B)  A  person  may  not  make  an  election 
under  subparagraph  (A)  to  provide  an  annu- 
ity to  a  former  spouse  who  that  person  mar- 
ried after  becoming  eligible  for  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  unless— 

"(i)  the  person  was  married  to  that  former 
spouse  for  at  least  one  year,  or 

(ii)  that  former  spouse  is  the  parent  of 
issue  by  that  marriage. 

■(C)  An  election  under  this  paragraph 
may  not  be  revoked  except  in  accordance 
with  section  1450(f)  of  this  title  and  is  effec- 
tive as  of  the  first  day  of  the  first  calendar 
month  following  the  month  in  which  it  is 
received  by  the  Secretary  concerned.  This 
paragraph  does  not  provide  the  authority  to 
change  a  designation  previously  made  under 
suljsection  (e). 

"(D)  If  a  person  who  is  married  makes  an 
election  to  provide  an  annuity  to  a  former 
spouse  under  this  paragraph,  that  person's 
spouse  shall  be  notified  of  that  election. 

"(4)  A  person  who  elects  to  provide  an  an- 
nuity to  a  former  spouse  under  paragraph 
(2)  or  (3)  shall,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
election,  provide  the  Secretary  concerned 
with  a  written  statement  (in  a  form  to  be 
prescribed  by  that  Secretary  and  signed  by 
such  person  and  the  former  spouse)  setting 
forth  whether  the  election  Is  being  made 
pursuant  to  a  written  agreement  previously 
entered  into  voluntarily  by  such  person  as  a 
part  of  or  incident  to  a  proceeding  of  di- 
vorce, dissolution,  or  annulment  and  (if  so) 
whether  such  voluntary  written  agreement 
has  t)een  incorporated  in.  or  ratified  or  ap- 
proved by.  a  court  order.". 

(3)  Section  1450  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  striking  out  "at  the  time  the  person  to 
whom  section  1448  aplies  became  entitled  to 
retired  or  retainer  pay  "  in  subsection  (a)(4); 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  "(without  regard  to  the 
eligibility  of  the  person  making  the  change 
of  election  to  make  an  election  under  such 
section)"  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  of  subsection  ( f )( 1 ). 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  person  who  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  is  a  person 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection 
(b)(3)  of  section  1448  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(a)(2)).  such  subsection  shall  apply  to  that 
person  as  if  the  one-year  period  provided  for 
in  subparagraph  (A)  of  such  subsection 
began  on  the  dale  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(c)  Section  1408  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "in  the  case  of  a  division 
of  property. "  In  subsection  (a)(2)(C)  before 

"specifically  provides  for";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (d)(l>  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following:  "After  effective  service  on 
the  Secretary  concerned  of  a  court  order 
with  respect  to  payments  by  a  member  to 
the  spouse  or  former  spouse  of  the  member, 
the  Secretary  shall,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions of  this  section,  make  payments  from 
the  disposable  retired  or  retainer  pay  of  the 
member  to  the  spouse  or  former  spouse  In 
the  amount  provided  for  in  the  court 
order.". 

(d)(1)  Section  1447(8)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "an- 
nulment, or  legal  separation, "  both  places  it 


appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  an- 
nulment". 

(2)  Section  1448(a)(3)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "for  a  former  spouse" 
after  "an  annuity"  the  second  place  It  ap- 
pears in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B);  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "of  this  section"  both 
places  it  appears. 

(3)  Section  1450(f)  of  such  title  Is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  striking  out  "of  this  subsection"  in 
paragraph  ( 1 );  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "annulment,  or  legal 
separation."  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "or  annulment.". 

(4)  Section  1006(e)(3)  of  the  Uniformed 
Services  Former  Spouses'  Protection  Act 
(title  X  of  Public  Law  97-252;  96  Stat.  738)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "section"  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"section  1072  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code. ". 

EXTENSION  OF  MINIMUM  INCOME  PROVISION 
FOR  CERTAIN  WIDOWS 

Sec.  1032.  (a)  Section  4(a)(1)  of  the  Act 
entitled  "An  Act  to  amend  chapter  73  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  to  establish  a 
Survivor  Benefit  Plan,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses", approved  September  21,  1972  (10 
U.S.C.  1448  note).  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  "on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  is.  or 
within  one  calendar  year  after  that  date  be- 
comes." and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "'on 
September  21.  1972.  was.  or  during  the 
period  beginning  on  September  22,  1972. 
and  ending  on  March  20.  1974.  became.". 

(b)  Any  annuity  payable  by  reason  of  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  payable  only  for  months 
after  September  1983. 

Part  E— Miscellaneous 

EXTENSION  of  PILOT  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
educational  assistance  loan  REPAYMENT 
PROGRAM 

Sec  1041.  Section  902(g)  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Authorization  Act.  1981  (10 
U.S.C.  2141  note),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "October  1.  1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof    October  1.  1984  ". 

fees  for  veterinary  SERVICES 

Sec  1042.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
require  that  a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces 
pay  a  fee  each  time  that  a  pet  of  such 
member  is  provided  veterinary  care  services 
by  a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces.  The  fee 
for  such  services  shall  be  established  at  the 
prevailing  rate  for  such  services  in  the  local 
community,  as  determined  under  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

transportation  of  remains  of  MILITARY 
RETIREES  DYING  IN  MILITARY  HOSPITALS 

Sec   1043.  (a)(1)  Chapter  75  of  title   10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 
"§  1490.  Transportation  of  remains  of  members 

entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay  who  die  in  a 

military  medical  facility 

"(a)  Subject  to  subsection  (b).  when  a 
member  entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay 
or  equivalent  pay  dies  while  properly  admit- 
ted under  chapter  55  of  this  title  to  a  medi- 
cal facility  of  the  armed  forces  located  in 
the  United  States,  the  Secretary  concerned 
may  transport  the  remains,  or  pay  the  cost 
of  transporting  the  remains,  of  the  decedent 
to  the  place  of  burial  of  the  decedent. 

"(b)(1)  Transportation  provided  under 
this  section  may  not  be  to  a  place  outside 
the  United  States  or  to  a  place  further  from 
the  place  of  death  thtui  the  decedent's  last 
place  of  permanent  residence,  and  any 
amount  paid  under  this  section  may  not 


exceed  the  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
place  of  death  to  the  decedent's  last  place  of 
permanent  residence. 

"(2)  Transportation  of  the  remains  of  a 
decedent  may  not  be  provided  under  this 
section  if  such  transportation  is  authorized 
by  sections  1481  and  1482  of  this  title  or  by 
chapter  23  of  title  38. 

"(c)  In  this  section,  "United  States'  in- 
cludes the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"1490.  Transportation  of  remains  of  mem- 
bers entitled  to  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  who  die  in  a  mili- 
tary medical  facility.", 
(b)  Section  1490  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  the  transportation  of  the  re- 
mains of  persons  dying  after  September  30, 
1983. 

TITLE  XI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

REPORT  ON  EFFECT  OF  DEFENSE  SPENDING  ON 
ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

Sec  1101.  Not  later  than  90  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Presi- 
dent shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  on 
the  effect  of  the  current  and  projected 
levels  of  defense  spending  on  the  economy, 
including  the  effect  on  rates  of  growth  in 
the  economy,  the  rate  of  inflation,  interest 
rates,  and  the  availability  of  capital  for  pri- 
vate productivity  enhancement  investment. 

LIMITATION  ON  AUTHORITY  TO  ENTER  INTO 
CERTAIN  CONTRACTS  FOR  VESSELS 

Sec    1102.   (a)   Chapter    141    of   title    10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 
"§2401.  Requirement  for  authorization  by  law  of 

certain  contracts  relatinK  to  vessels 

"(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c). 
the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
not  make  a  contract  for  the  lease  of  a  vessel 
or  for  the  provision  of  a  service  through  use 
by  a  contractor  of  a  vessel  if— 

"(1)  the  contract  will  be  for  a  long  term; 
or 

"■(2)  under  the  contract  the  United  States 
will  have  a  substantial  termination  liability. 

"(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c). 
the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
not  make  a  contract  that  is  an  agreement  to 
lease  or  an  agreement  to  provide  services 
and  that  is  (or  will  be)  accompanied  by  a 
contract  for  the  actual  lease  or  provision  of 
services  if  the  contract  for  the  actual  lease 
or  provision  of  services  is  (or  will  be)  a  con- 
tract described  in  subsection  (a). 

"(c)(1)  The  Secretary  may  make  a  con- 
tract described  in  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  if— 

"(A)  the  Secretary  has  been  specifically 
authorized  by  law  to  make  the  contract; 

"(B)  before  a  solicitation  for  proposals  for 
the  contract  was  issued  the  Secretary  noti- 
fied the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  and 
on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  Secretary's  inten- 
tion to  issue  such  a  solicitation  and  a  period 
of  30  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress 
expired  following  the  date  on  which  that 
notice  was  received  by  such  committees 
before  the  solicitation  was  issued;  and 

"(C)  the  Secretary  has  notified  the  Com- 
mittees on  Armed  Services  and  on  Appro- 
priations of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  proposed  contract  and  pro- 
vided a  detailed  description  of  the  terms  of 
the  proposed  contract  and  a  justification  for 


entering  into  the  proposed  contract  rather 
than  providing  for  the  lease  or  services  in- 
volved through  purchase  of  the  vessel  to  be 
used  under  the  contract,  and  a  period  of  30 
days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress  have 
expired  following  the  date  on  which  notice 
was  received  by  such  committees. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraphs  (1)(B) 
and  (1)(C).  the  continuity  of  a  session  of 
Congress  is  broken  only  by  an  adjournment 
of  the  Congress  sine  die.  and  the  days  on 
which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days 
to  a  day  certain  are  excluded  in  a  computa- 
tion of  such  30-day  period. 

"(d)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)— 

"(1)  a  contract  shall  be  considered  to  be 
for  a  long  term  if  the  term  of  the  cnntract, 
including  all  options  under  the  contract,  is 
for  more  than  five  years  or  is  for  a  period 
longer  than  one-half  the  useful  life  of  the 
vessel:  and 

'■(2)  the  United  States  shall  be  considered 
to  have  a  substantial  termination  liability 
under  a  contract  if,  as  determined  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  sum  of— 

""(A)  the  present  value  of  the  amount  of 
the  termination  liability  of  the  United 
States  under  the  contract  as  of  the  end  of 
the  term  of  the  contract  (exclusive  of  any 
option  to  extend  the  contract),  and 

"(B)  the  present  value  of  the  total  of  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
under  the  contract  (excluding  any  option  to 
extend  the  contract )  attributable  to  capital- 
hire, 

is  more  than  one-half  the  price  of  the  vessel 
involved.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"'2401.  Requirement  of  authorization  by 
law  of  certain  contracts  relat- 
ing to  vessels.". 

STUDY  OF  DEFENSE-RELATED  ASPECTS  OF 
MERCHANT  MARINE 

Sec  1103.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
a  commission  to  be  known  as  the  Commis- 
sion on  Defense-Related  Aspects  of  the 
United  States  merchant  marine  ( hereinafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  "Commis- 
sion"). 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  study  problems 
relating  to  transportation  of  cargo  for  na- 
tional defense  purposes  in  time  of  war  or  na- 
tional emergency  and  the  capability  of  the 
United  States  merchant  marine  to  meet  the 
need  for  such  transportation.  Based  on  the 
results  of  the  study ,^  the  Commission  shall 
make  such  specific '  recommendations,  in- 
cluding recommendations  for  legislative 
action,  action  by  th»  executive  branch,  and 
action  by  the  private  sector,  as  the  Conmiis- 
sion  considers  appropriate  to  foster  and 
maintain  a  United  States  merchant  marine 
capable  of  meeting  national  security  re- 
quirements. The  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  included  in  the  report 
of  the  Commission  under  subsection  (f). 

(c)(1)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed 
of  nine  members,  as  follows: 

(A)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (or  his  del- 
egate), who  shall  be  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission. 

(B)  The  Administrator  of  the  Maritime 
Administration  (or  his  delegate). 

(C)  Three  members  appointed  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate,  one  of  whom  shall  repre- 
sent operators  of  United  States  merchant 
ships,  one  of  whom  shall  represent  ship- 
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builders,  and  one  of  whom  shall  represent 
maritime  labor  unions. 

(D)  Two  members  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  from  the 
Members  of  the  Senate. 

(E)  Two  members  appointed  by  the  Speak- 
er of  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
(including  Delegates  to  Congress  and  the 
Resident  Commissioner  of  I»uerto  Rico). 

(2)  A  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  be 
filled  in  the  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made.  Appointments  may 
be  made  under  paragraph  (IMC)  without 
regard  to  section  5311(b)  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code.  Members  shall  be  appointed 
for  the  life  of  the  Commission. 

(3)  Five  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
constitute  a  quorum,  but  a  lesser  numt)er 
may  hold  hearings.  The  Commission  shall 
meet  at  the  call  of  the  Chairman. 

(d)  Members  of  the  Commission  appointed 
under  subsection  (c)(l)<C)  shall  each  be 
paid  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equivalent 
of  the  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  IV 
of  the  Executive  Schedule  for  each  day  (in- 
cluding traveltime)  during  which  they  are 
engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  the 
business  of  the  Commission.  Other  members 
of  the  Commission  shall  receive  no  addition- 
al pay.  allowances,  or  benefits  by  reason  of 
their  service  on  the  Commission. 

(e)(1)  The  Commission  may  (without 
regard  to  section  5311(b)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code)  appoint  an  executive  director, 
who  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the 
rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  IV  of  the 
Executive  Schedule. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  appoint  such  ad- 
ditional staff  as  it  considers  appropriate. 
Such  personnel  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  not  to 
exceed  the  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for 
grade  GS-18  of  the  General  Schedule  under 
section  5332  of  title  5.  United  Stated  Code. 

(3)  The  executive  director  and  staff  of  the 
Commission  may  be  ap[>ointed  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the 
executive  branch  and  may  be  paid  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such  title  re- 
lating to  classification  and  General  Sched- 
ule pay  rates. 

(4)  The  Commission  may  procure  tempo- 
rary and  intermittent  services  under  section 
3109(b)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(5)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Maritime  Administration 
may  detail  personnel  under  their  jurisdic- 
tion to  the  Commission  to  assist  the  Com- 
mission in  carrying  out  its  duties  under  this 
section. 

(6)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  pro- 
vide to  the  Commission  such  administrative 
support  services  as  the  Commission  may  re- 
quire. 

(f)  The  Commission  shall  submit  a  report 
to  the  President  and  the  Congress  not  later 
than  six  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  The  report  shall  include  a 
detailed  statement  of  the  findings  and  con- 
clusions of  the  Commission  and  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Commission  under  sub- 
section (b). 

(g)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist 
ninety  days  after  the  date  on  which  the 
report  of  the  Commission  under  subsection 
(f  >  is  submitted. 

(h)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1984  the  sum  of  $700,000  to 
carry  out  this  section. 


LIMITATION  ON  PROCHIIEMENT  OP  BINARY 
CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

Sbc.  1104.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  no  funds  may  be  obligated  or 
expended  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  for  the  production  of  binary  chemi- 
cal weapons. 

LIMITATION  ON  PROCUREMENT  OF  BINARY 
CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

Sec  1104.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  no  funds  may  be  obligated 
or  expended  by  the  United  States  for  the 
production  of  binary  chemical  weapons. 

PROGRAMS  POR  CONVERSION  FROM  MILITARY 
ECONOMY  TO  PEACETIME  ECONOMY 

Sec  1105.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  establish  programs  to  provide  econom- 
ic readjustment  assistance  to  communities 
and  workers  affected  by  the  reductions  in 
weapons  programs  and  other  defense  pro- 
grams provided  for  under  this  Act.  Such  re- 
adjustment prngr&ms  shall  provide  the 
means  to  promote  orderly  economic  adjust- 
ment which  will  (1)  minimize  the  dislocation 
of  workers,  communities,  and  industries,  (2) 
assure  that  such  dislocations  do  not  com- 
pound recessionary  trends,  and  (3)  encour- 
age conversion  of  technologies  and  manage- 
rial and  worker  skills  developed  in  defense 
prcxiuction  to  projection  which  serve  the  ci- 
vilian sector. 

(b)  Assistance  which  may  be  provided 
under  programs  established  under  this  sec- 
tion includes— 

(1)  job  training  programs  and  job  reloca- 
tion expervies  for  workers  displaced  by  ter- 
mination cf  defense  contracts  affected  by 
the  reductions  in  defense  expenditures  re- 
quired by  this  Act: 

(2)  emergency  economic  assistance  and 
health  care  benefits  for  workers  and  their 
families  directly  affected  by  such  reductions 
in  defense  expenditures',  and 

(3)  emergency  economic  assistance  to  the 
communities  directly  affected  by  such  re- 
ductions and  defense  expenditures,  to  be 
made  in  the  form  of  grants  designed  to 
assist  in  the  conversion  of  industrial  plant 
facilities  in  the  community  to  use  in  the  ci- 
vilian sector. 

(c)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal 
years  beginning  after  December  30.  1983, 
the  sum  of  $5,000,000,000. 

a  0120 

Mr.  DELLUMS  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Dellums)  is  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman  it  is 
20  minutes  after  1.  My  colleagues  have 
been  here  for  a  very  long  time.  We  are 
discussing  some  very  serious  and  im- 
portant issues;  in  fact,  life  and  death 
matters. 

The  rule  provides  for  an  opportunity 
for  1  hour  of  general  debate  on  an  al- 
ternative. Theoretically,  the  Members 
could  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  under  the  5-minute  rule  and  dis- 


cuss and/or  amend  the  bill.  But  clear- 
ly this  is  not,  in  my  estimation,  an  ap- 
propriate process  to  debate  such  seri- 
ous issues.  I  think,  in  fact,  that  this 
has  been  a  charade.  These  are  terribly 
important  issues.  Many  of  my  col- 
leagues here  are  tired.  So  I  want  to 
take  a  few  moments  to  make  a  few 
brief  remarks.  I  would  anticipate 
asking  unanimous  consent  to  with- 
draw this  substitute  and  allow  my  col- 
leagues to  go  home. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  just  like  to  express  my  own  ap- 
preciation, which  I  know  is  shared  by 
many  of  us,  for  the  tremendous  job 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  has  done  in 
analyzing  the  various  portions  of  the 
defense  budget  and  presenting  argu- 
ments to  criticize  some  of  those  as- 
pects. The  gentleman  has  been  an 
enormous  help  to  this  House  in  his 
service,  and  I  just  regret  that  his  sub- 
stitute cannot  get  more  thorough  con- 
sideration. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  my  col- 
league very  much, 

Mr.  ::hairman,  I  just  want  to  take  a 
few  moments  to  make  a  few  remarks. 

Back  a  few  weeks  ago.  when  the 
budget  was  being  debated  on  this 
floor,  the  budget  resolution,  a  number 
of  my  colleagues  came  to  me  and  said, 
"We  need  your  vote  on  the  budget  res- 
olution." 

That  budget  resolution  contained  a 
recommendation  of  a  ceiling  of  real 
growth  of  4  percent,  a  figure  that  I 
truly  believe  is  terribly  absurd,  be- 
cause if  you  accepted  the  President's 
budget  assumptions  of  fiscal  year  1983, 
the  best  that  you  would  advocate  was 
a  zero  growth  budget.  But  a  number  of 
my  colleagues  said,  "We  have  to  pass 
this  budget,  we  have  got  to  make  a 
statement  on  behalf  of  the  Democratic 
Party," 

So  I  said.  "I  will  give  you  my  vote, 
reluctantly,  but  I  will  give  you  my  vote 
in  return  for  this  commitment:  That 
the  leadership  on  my  side  on  the  aisle 
will  agree  to  support  my  opportunity 
in  the  Rules  Committee  to  present  an 
alternative  military  budget  to  H.R. 
2969.  But  beyond  that,  not  just  to  give 
us  a  few  moments  for  Ron  Dellums  to 
do  his  so-called  radical  thing  and  ev- 
erybody goes  and  drinks  a  cup  of 
coffee  and  comes  back  and  says.  Now. 
let  us  get  to  the  serious  business,'  but 
to  dignify  that  debate  and  get  involved 
in  it  and  begin  to  talk  about  different 
foreign  policy  calculations,  to  chal- 
lenge the  assumptions  upon  which 
this  military  budget  is  based,  to  indeed 
have  a  serious  intellectual  discourse  on 
the  critical  issues  of  our  time,"  And  I 
think  foreign  and  military  policy  is 
terribly  important. 
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I  was  given  that  commitment,  and  in 
return  I  gave  my  vote.  I  was  shocked 
beyond  belief  and  hurt  very  desperate- 
ly as  a  human  being  and  as  a  colleague 
in  this  body  when  I  found  out  this 
morning  that  this  Congress  had  decid- 
ed to  go  forth  at  6  o'clock  to  debate 
the  military  budget  and  provide  the 
opportunity  for  this  gentleman  to 
offer  a  serious  alternative  at  1:30  a.m. 
in  the  morning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  say  to 
my  colleagues  that  I  worked  very  hard 
on  that  alternative.  Four  months  of 
my  life  went  into  that  alternative.  And 
I  did  it  out  of  the  greatest  of  respect 
to  you  in  this  body,  to  give  you  my 
best,  to  give  you  my  best  thinking,  to 
give  you  my  best  analysis.  This  was 
not  some  fly-by-night  scheme.  I  tried 
to  bring  some  of  the  most  brilliant 
minds  of  this  country  in  to  help  me 
fashion  a  significant  alternative,  and  I 
thought  that,  once  we  got  beyond  the 
bureaucratic  considerations  of  the 
committee  bill,  we  could  step  back 
away  from  that  and,  free  from  that, 
begin  to  look  afresh  and  anew  at  the 
whole  issue  of  the  nature  of  America's 
role  in  the  world  and  how  much  nucle- 
ar weapons  we  do  and  do  not  need, 
what  role  we  ought  to  be  playing, 
whether  foreign  policy  ought  to  shape 
military  policy  or  vice  versa, 

I  really  do  believe  that  this  planet  is 
in  terrible  danger,  and  I  feel  that  I  see 
all  of  the  ominous  signs  of  building  up 
an  extraordinary  arsenal  that  some 
day  may  blow  us  or  our  children  or  our 
children's  children  off  the  face  of  the 
Earth. 

I  have  talked  privately  with  a 
number  of  you  in  this  room  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  who  have  been  will- 
ing to  say,  away  from  the  light  and 
away  from  the  mike.  'Ron.  you  are 
right,  this  is  a  very  dangerous  situa- 
tion, but  I  cannot  vote  with  you  be- 
cause that  does  not  reflect  my  dis- 
trict," And  I  understand  that.  We  all 
have  to  do  what  we  have  to  do.  But  in 
the  quiet  of  your  minds  you  know  that 
we  have  reached  a  very  frightening 
and  dangerous  moment.  And  all  this 
alternative  is  an  attempt  to  do  is  to  get 
us  to  talk  about  these  things  in  some 
honest  and  healthy  way, 

D  0130 

Well,  I  know  at  1:30  in  the  morning 
that  cannot  be  done.  We  are  not  going 
to  look  at  these  policy  assumptions 
fresh.  We  are  not  going  to  be  able  to 
probe  these  issues  diligently,  so  I  do 
not  want  to  dignify  this  process.  I 
think  this  process  has  been  a  charade. 

Many  of  you  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  have  been  very  pained  by  this 
process,  so  I  do  not  want  to  contribute 
to  it  any  further,  but  simply  say  to 
you  that  my  alternative  provide(i  an 
opportunity  for  us  to  cut  significant 
moneys  from  the  budget.  It  is  not 
being  some  unilateral  disarmament, 
which  is  the  new  bad  word  to  be  called 


in  the  1980's.  but  it  is  a  very  serious 
effort  to  look  at  these  issues. 

I  feel  very  pained  as  a  human  being 
in  this  body,  as  one  of  your  colleagues, 
to  have  to  be  humiliated  to  offer  a  se- 
rious proposal  at  1:30  when  people  are 
very  tired,  and  most  people  do  not 
want  to  discuss  it  and  do  not  want  to 
debate,  so  I  am  not  going  to  hold  this 
body  up  just  for  some  ego  trip,  I  am 
not  here  to  project  Ron  Dellums'  per- 
sonality, I  have  always  said  that  to 
you, 

I  respect  every  one  in  this  room,  and 
I  respect  this  body  as  much.  As  I  said, 
my  respect  for  you  comes  forward  in 
my  desire  to  give  you  my  best  thinking 
and  my  best  work,  and  that  alternative 
was  my  best  thinking  and  it  was  my 
best  work. 

I  believe  that  we  have  to  pursue 
peace.  I  believe  that  we  are  too  milita- 
ristic. I  believe  we  have  to  think  care- 
fully about  what  we  are  doing.  I  think 
we  are  too  cavalier  in  this  weapons 
system  and  that  weapons  system.  I 
think  we  are  too  macho  in  how  we 
look  at  the  nature  of  the  world.  I 
think  we  are  too  preoccupied  with  po- 
litical concerns.  I  think  we  are  much 
too  preoccupied  with  whether  we  get 
reelected  as  opposed  to  whether  we  do 
the  job  people  sent  us  here  to  engage 
in, 

I  said  to  my  constituents  that  people 
had  great  hope  for  this  Congress.  We 
are  only  7  months  into  this  Congress 
and  this  Congress  is  dead.  There  are 
no  surprises  left.  All  the  decisions 
have  been  made.  There  are  no  new 
things.  This  body  has  already  laid 
down.  This  body  is  now  preparing  to 
go  out  and  campaign.  So  we  are  not 
going  to  address  any  human  problems. 
We  are  not  going  to  challenge  this 
budget. 

There  is  only  one  issue  this  Congress 
was  prepared  to  really  try  to  grapple 
with,  and  that  was  the  MX  missile. 
Even  those  who  came  to  grips  with  the 
MX  missile  said,  "Well,  I  cannot  go 
with  you  on  the  Pershing  or  the  cruise 
missile  because  somebody  is  going  to 
call  me  a  unilateral  disarmer,"  and  the 
great  liberals  of  this  body  said,  "Ron, 
we  can  only  take  on  one  weapons 
system  at  a  time."  Well,  it  only  takes 
one  weapons  system  to  blow  us  off  the 
face  of  the  Earth. 

I  wanted  to  talk  about  these  kinds  of 
things  but  we  are  not  going  to  be  able 
to  do  it. 

I  thank  you  very  much  for  giving  me 
the  opportunity  to  make  this  state- 
ment to  you,  I  deeply  and  profoundly 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  momentarily 
to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma, 

Mr,  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  not  have 
voted  for  the  gentleman's  substitute, 


but  I  want  to  say  that,  as  our  col- 
league from  Wyoming  (Mr.  Cheney) 
felt  obliged,  and  I  know  he  did  not 
want  to  do  it,  to  object  to  some  unani- 
mous-consent requests  because  of  the 
time  and  the  fact  that  things  were 
being  considered  in  a  very  rushed 
manner,  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
California  has  worked  very  hard  on 
his  amendment.  I  would  not  have 
voted  for  it,  but  it  is  a  shame. 

The  gentleman  makes  a  very  good 
point.  We  should  not  be  debating 
issues  like  this  at  1:30  in  the  morning 
so  that  we  can  leave  at  5  o'clock  to- 
morrow to  have  a  baseball  game.  I 
think  the  gentleman  makes  a  very 
good  point. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  yield  to  my  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding  and  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  make  a  statement  con- 
cerning all  of  us  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  had  several 
people  complain,  some  criticism,  of  the 
committee,  blaming  us  for  the  lateness 
of  the  hour  and  the  inability  of  people 
to  have  their  amendments  heard,  have 
them  debated,  even  to  be  able  to  ex- 
press what  was  in  the  amendments. 

As  the  gentleman  in  the  well  knows, 
we  finished  our  work  in  May.  We  came 
to  this  floor  with  our  bill  in  May.  We 
had  2  days  of  debate  and  then  pulled 
it  off.  and  then  we  came  back  in  June, 
We  have  been  wanting  to  go  forward. 
We  have  been  wanting  to  get  it  sched- 
uled. That  is  just  as  simple  as  it  is. 

So  we  come  here  at  this  time  of 
night,  and  it  is  the  only  time  that  we 
had.  This  is  the  only  procedure  that 
we  had  to  conclude  the  bill,  because  if 
we  did  not  do  it  now.  the  threat  was. 
not  an  intentional  threat,  but  what  we 
were  faced  with  was  the  bill  going  over 
because  we  could  not  get  it  scheduled, 
going  over  to  September.  If  it  goes 
over  to  September  and  then  we  have 
to  wait  on  the  appropriations  bill,  go 
to  conference  on  both  of  these,  in  all 
probability  we  would  not  have  a  bill  by 
the  first  of  year,  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year,  and  it  would  cost  untold 
millions  of  dollars  if  we  do  not  get  our 
bill  and  have  to  go  to  a  continuing  res- 
olution. 

So  we  are  sorry  it  comes  this  late, 
and  next  year— I  hope  next  year  that 
it  can  be  scheduled  earlier. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  appreciate  the  re- 
marks of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
Committee.  I  appreciate  your  indul- 
gence and  I  appreciate  the  fact  that 
you  have  given  me  the  opportunity  to 
make  this  statement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  the  substitute,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  wais  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Rostenkowski,  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  reported 
that  that  Committee,  having  had 
under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R. 
2969)  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  devel- 
opment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for 
operation  auid  maintenance,  to  pre- 
scribe personnel  strengths  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and 
for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil 
defense,  and  for  other  purposes,  pur- 
suant to  House  Resolution  197,  he  re- 
ported the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not.  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reauling  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FRENZEL 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  FRENZEL  moves  to  recommit  the  bill. 
H.R.  2969.  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  reject- 
ed. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  305,  noes 
114.  not  voting  14.  as  follows: 


(Roll  No.  275] 

AYES— 305 

Addabbo 

Fowler 

McKeman 

Akaka 

Franklin 

McNulty 

Albosu 

Frost 

Mica 

Alexander 

Fuqua 

Michel 

Anderson 

Gaydos 

Miller  (OH) 

Andrews  (TX) 

Gejdenson 

Minish 

Annunzio 

Gekas 

Molinari 

Anthony 

Gephardt 

Mollohan 

Archer 

Gibbons 

Montgomery 

Aspin 

Gilman 

Moore 

Badham 

Gingrich 

Moorhead 

Barnard 

Glickman 

Morrison  (WA) 

Barnes 

Gonzalez 

Mrazek 

Bartlett 

Gore 

Murtha 

Bateman 

Gradison 

Myers 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Natcher 

Bereuter 

Hall  (OH) 

Neal 

Bevill 

Hall.  Ralph 

NeUon 

Biaggi 

Hall.  Sam 

Nichols 

Bilirakis 

Hamilton 

Nielson 

Bliley 

Hammerschmidt 

Nowak 

Boehlert 

Hance 

O'Brien 

Boggs 

Hansen  (ID) 

Oakar 

Boland 

Hansen  (UT) 

Olin 

Boner 

Harrison 

Ortiz 

Borski 

Hartnett 

Oxley 

Boucher 

Hatcher 

Packard 

Breaux 

Hawkins 

Parris 

Britt 

Hefner 

Pashayan 

Brooks 

Hightower 

Patman 

Broomfield 

Hiler 

Patterson 

Broyhill 

Hillis 

Pease 

Bryant 

Holt 

Pepper 

Burton  (IN) 

Hopkins 

Perkins 

Byron 

Howard 

Pickle 

Campbell 

Hoyer 

Porter 

Carney 

Hubbard 

Price 

Carper 

Huckaby 

Pritchard 

Can- 

Hunter 

Pursell 

Chandler 

Hutto 

Quillen 

Chappell 

Hyde 

Ratchford 

Chappie 

Ireland 

Ray 

Cheney 

Jacobs 

Regula 

Clarke 

Jenkins 

Reid 

Clinger 

Johnson 

Richardson 

Coats 

Jones  (NO 

Ridge 

Coelho 

Jones  (OK) 

Rinaldo 

Coleman  (TX) 

Jones  (TN) 

Ritter 

Conte 

Kasich 

Roberts 

C<X)per 

Kazen 

Robinson 

Corcoran 

Kemp 

Roe 

Courier 

Kennelly 

Rogers 

Coyne 

Kindness 

Rose 

Craig 

Kramer 

Rostenkowski 

Craiie.  Daniel 

Lagomarsino 

Rowland 

Crane.  Philip 

Lantos 

Rudd 

D' Amours 

LatU 

Sawyer 

Daniel 

Leath 

Schaefer 

Dannemeyer 

Lehman  (CA) 

Scheuer 

Daschle 

Lent 

Schulze 

Daub 

Levine 

Schumer 

Davis 

Levitas 

Sharp 

de  la  Garza 

Lewis  (FL) 

Shaw 

Derrick 

Lipinski 

Shelby 

DeWine 

Livingston 

Shumway 

Dickinson 

Lloyd 

Shuster 

Dicks 

Loefner 

Siljander 

Dingell 

Long  (LA) 

Simon 

Dowdy 

Long  (MD) 

SUisky 

Downey 

Lott 

Skeen 

Dreier 

Lowery  (CA) 

Skelton 

Duncan 

Lujan 

Slattery 

Durbin 

Luken 

Smith  (PL) 

Dwyer 

Lundine 

Smith  (NE) 

Dyson 

Lungren 

Smith  (NJ) 

Eckart 

Mack 

Smith.  Denny 

Edwards  (AL) 

MacKay 

Smith.  Robert 

Edwards  (OK) 

Marlenee 

Snowe 

Emerson 

Marriott 

Snyder 

English 

Martin  (ID 

Solarz 

Erdreich 

Martin  (NO 

Solomon 

Erienbom 

Martin  (NY) 

Spence 

Evans  (ID 

Matsui 

Spratt 

Pascell 

Mavroules 

St  Germain 

Fazio 

Mazzoli 

Staggers 

Perraro 

McCain 

Stenholm 

Fiedler 

McCloskey 

Stratton 

Fields 

McCollum 

Stump 

Fish 

McCurdy 

Sundqulst 

Flippo 

McDade 

Synar 

FoglietU 

McDonald 

Tallon 

Ford  (MI) 

McEwen 

Tauzln 

Ford(TN) 

McGrath 

Taylor 

Thomas  (GA) 

Walker 

Wolf 

Torres 

Watkins 

Wortley 

Traxler 

Whitehurst 

Wright 

Udall 

Whitley 

Yatron 

Valentine 

Whittaker 

Young (FL) 

Vander  Jagt 

Whitten 

Young  (MO) 

Vandergriff 

Williams  (OH) 

Zablocki 

Volkmer 

Winn 

Zschau 

Vucanovich 

Wise 
NOES- 11 4 

Ackerman 

Hall  (IN) 

Rahall 

Applegate 

Harkin 

Rangel 

AuCoin 

Hertel 

Rodino 

Bates 

Horton 

Roemer 

Bedell 

Hughes 

Roth 

Beilenson 

Jeffords 

Roukema 

Berman 

Kaptur 

Roybal 

Bethune 

Kastenmeier 

Russo 

Bonior 

Kildee 

Sabo 

Bonker 

Kogovsek 

Schneider 

Bosco 

Kolter 

Schroeder 

Boxer 

Kostmayer 

Seiberling 

Brown  (CA) 

Leach 

Sensenbrenner 

Brown  (CO) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Shannon 

Burton  (CA) 

Leland 

Sikorski 

Collins 

Levin 

Smith  (lA) 

Conable 

Lowry  (WA) 

Stangeland 

Coughlin 

Markey 

Stark 

Crockett 

Martinez 

Stokes 

Dellums 

McCandless 

Studds 

Dixon 

McHugh 

Swift 

Donnelly 

McKinney 

Tauke 

Dorgan 

Mikulski 

Thomas  (CA) 

Dymally 

Miller  (CA) 

Torricelli 

Early 

Mineta 

Towns 

Edgar 

Mitchell 

Vento 

Edwards  (CA) 

Moakley 

Walgren 

Evans (lA) 

Moody 

Waxman 

Feighan 

Morrison  (CT) 

Weaver 

Frank 

Murphy 

Weber 

Frenzel 

ObersUr 

Weiss 

Garcia 

Obey 

Wheat 

Goodling 

Ottinger 

Williams  (MT) 

Gray 

Owens 

WIrth 

Green 

Panetta 

Wolpe 

Gregg 

Paul 

Wyden 

Guarini 

Penny 

Wylie 

Gunderson 

Petri 

Yates 

NOT  VOTING- 

-14 

Andrews  (NO 

Foley 

Madigan 

Clay 

Forsythe 

Savage 

Coleman  (MO) 

Heftel 

Wilson 

Conyers 

LaPalce 

Young  (AK> 

Florio 

Lewis  (CA) 

D  0150 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Heftel  of  Hawaii  for.  with  Mr.  Savage 
against. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CLERK  TO 
MAKE  TECHNICAL  CORREC- 
TIONS IN  ENGROSSMENT  OF 
H.R.  2969 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  in  the  en- 
grossment of  the  bill  the  Clerk  be  au- 
thorized to  make  necessary  technical 
corrections,  including  section  numbers, 
punctuation,  and  cross  references,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  reflect  the  actions 
of  the  House  in  amending  the  bill  H.R. 
2969. 

T.'ie  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Montgomery).   Is   there   objection   to 


July  26,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


20999 


the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois? 
There  was  no  objection. 


title  31.  United  States  Code,  relating 
to  the  general  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram, which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks,  and 
to  include  extraneous  material,  on  the 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT    ON    RESOLUTION    PRO- 
VIDING   FOR    CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.   3520.   EXTENDING   AND 
IMPROVING    THE    REHABILITA- 
TION ACT  OF  1973 
Mr.  PEPPER,  from  the  Committee 
on     Rules,     submitted     a     privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-319).  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  283)  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3520)  to 
extend   and   improve   the   Rehabilita- 
tion Act  of  1973.  to  provide  for  the  op- 
eration of  the  Helen  Keller  National 
Center    for    Deaf-Blind    Youths    and 
Adults,  to  create  a  Select  Commission 
on    Federal    Assistance    to    Disabled 
Americans,  and  to  increase  certain  au- 
thorizations of  appropriations  for  pro- 
grams within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Cal- 
endar and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  WAIV- 
ING CERTAIN  POINTS  OF 
ORDER  AGAINST  CONSIDER- 
ATION OF  AMENDMENTS  IN 
DISAGREEMENT  TO  CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT  ON  H.R.  3069, 
SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. FISCAL  YEAR  1983 

Mr.  PEPPER,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-320).  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  284)  waiving  certain 
points  of  order  against  consideration 
of  the  amendments  in  disagreement  to 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
3069)  making  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1983.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
H.R.  1646.  RAILROAD  RETIRE- 
MENT SOLVENCY  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  PEPPER,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-322).  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  286).  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1646)  to 
amend  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1974  and  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax 
Act  to  assure  sufficient  resources  to 
pay  current  and  future  benefits  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974. 
to  make  technical  changes,  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2780,  STATE  AND 
LOCAL  FISCAL  ASSISTANCE 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1983 

Mr.  PEPPER,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-321).  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  285),  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  2780)  to 
extend  and  amend  the  provisions  of 


POOR  HANDLING  OF  SEIZED 
DRUG-RELATED  ASSETS 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous matter.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  was  shocked  to  learn  recently  that 
the  agencies  responsible  for  drug  en- 
forcement activities  take  poor  care  of 
the  valuable  contraband  that  has  been 
taken  in  drug  seizures.  No  wonder  the 
Federal  Government  receives  so  little 
when  it  auctions  off  these  assets. 

On  July  18.  the  Fort  Lauderdale 
Sun-Sentinel  carried  a  disturbing  ac- 
count of  DEA's  and  the  Customs  Serv- 
ice's maintenance  of  thousands  of  dol- 
lars of  seized  vehicles,  boats,  and  air- 
planes. What  made  the  article  even 
more  disturbing  was  an  accompanying 
story.  More  appropriate  care  is  being 
given  to  such  contraband  by  local  offi- 
cials in  Florida  and  more  money  raised 
for  local  police  by  auctions  of  this  con- 
traband. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Crime,  on 
which  I  serve,  has  held  hearings  on 
legislation  that  would  authorize 
within  DEA  a  revolving  fund  financed 
through  the  forfeited  assets  of  drug 
traffickers.  This  fund  would  be  used  to 
pay  for.  among  other  things,  what  the 
Justice  Department  calls  the  mount- 
ing costs  associated  with  forfeitures. 
In  light  of  the  information  contained 
in  the  Sun-Sentinel  article,  I  question 
the  Department's  concern  about 
"mounting  costs."  The  article  indi- 
cates that,  rather  than  incurring  costs 
needed  to  keep  the  impounded  articles 
in  decent  working  condition.  DEA  has 
been  letting  these  assets  deteriorate. 

Before  the  Congress  approves  for 
DEA  or  Customs  a  revolving  fund,  of- 
ficials from  DEA  and  Customs  must 
explain  their  current  practices  for 
handling  this  confiscated  property  and 


assure  Congress  that  better  care  of 
these  assets  will  be  taken  begirming  at 
once. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  these 
enlightening  articles. 

U.S.  Loses  Millions  on  Unsold  Drug  War 
Booty 

(By  M.  Anthony  Lednovich) 
The  federal  government  has  lost  millions 
of  dollars  because  confiscated  boats,  air- 
planes and  automobiles  have  been  left  to  rot 
or  be  stripped  by  vandals  while  stored  in 
South  Florida  fields  and  marinas  before 
auction,  according  to  a  government  report. 

"We  were  shocked  at  what  we  found."  said 
Everette  Orr,  senior  evaluator  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  in  Washington.  "In 
most  cases,  very  expensive  boats,  planes  and 
automobiles  were  left  in  the 
open  .  .  .  neglected  to  the  weather  and  van- 
dals." 

According  to  GAO  estimates,  the  govern- 
ment currently  has  in  storage  $82.1  million 
in  boats,  planes  and  cars  seized  from  drug 
and  alien  smugglers  by  U.S.  Customs,  the 
Drug  Enforcement  Administration  and  the 
U.S.  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Serv- 
ice. Potential  value  losses  to  vandals  and  de- 
terioration could  reach  as  much  as  $28  mil- 
lion. 

The  GAO's  investigation  was  spurred 
when  a  team  of  government  auditors  spot- 
ted a  field  of  dilapidated  airplanes  while 
taking  an  inventory  of  U.S.  Customs  aircraft 
in  Miami  during  February  1982. 

"The  auditors  thought  the  planes  were 
part  of  the  Customs  fleet.  They  were  told 
the  planes  had  been  confiscated  and  were 
being  stored.  The  auditors  then  told  the 
GAO  about  the  condition  of  the  aircraft," 
Orr  said. 

GAO  investigators  spent  nine  months 
touring  marinas,  airfields  and  garages, 
many  in  South  Florida,  where  confiscated 
items  are  kept  until  auction. 

"The  losses  are  staggering.  We  tried  to  as- 
certain a  dollar  figure  but  that  was  impossi- 
ble," Orr  said.  "But  you're  talking  about  a 
lot  of  money." 

According  to  figures  in  a  GAO  report 
scheduled  for  release  later  this  month  to 
the  House  Government  Operations  Commit- 
tee chaired  by  Rep.  Jack  Brooks,  D-Texas, 
the  federal  government  lost  an  average  of 
$43,000  on  each  airplane,  $37,900  on  each 
boat  and  $1,000  on  each  car  sold  at  auction 
during  1981. 

"We  have  got  to  speed  up  the  time  from 
when  a  boat  or  plane  is  seized  to  when  that 
boat  or  plane  is  awarded  to  the  govern- 
ment." Orr  said.  "Reduction  of  that  time, 
often  as  much  as  two  years,  would  reduce 
the  time  these  items  are  left  in  storage  and 
also  the  value  lost  to  depreciation." 

The  GAO  report  urges  that  disputes  in- 
volving seized  material  be  taken  out  of  the 
courts  and  put  into  the  hands  of  a  review 
board. 

To  prevent  future  losses,  the  GAO  report 
is  recommending  Congress  allocate  funds 
for  a  program  similar  to  Fort  Lauderdale's 
in  which  confiscated  items  are  stored  in 
closed  shelters  and  receive  maintenance  and 
repair  service  before  they  are  sold. 

It  has  been  the  lack  of  maintenance  and 
repair,  the  GAO  report  states,  that  is  the 
crux  of  the  government's  problem.  Under 
current  funding,  money  is  not  allocated  to 
Customs,  DEA  or  INS  for  maintenance  or 
repair. 

"In  Florida,  we  saw  numerous  examples  of 
salt  erosion  on  aircraft  that  had  been  sitting 
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unattended.  It  spreads  like  a  cancer."  Orr 
said.  'When  a  piece  of  machinery,  like  a 
boat,  car  or  airplane,  just  sits  without  any 
maintenance,  the  accumulative  damage 
from  the  elements  is  considerable." 

In  Chicago.  Orr  said  an  open  garage  stor- 
ing Cadillacs  and  Lincolns  had  been  flooded. 

"The  water  brought  with  it  mineral  depos- 
its which  completely  ruined  the  exterior 
paint  of  the  cars,"  Orr  said.  "The  interiors 
were  covered  with  extensive  mold  from 
where  water  has  seeped  inside.  The  cars 
were  a  mess." 

And  because  the  average  storage  time  is 
eight  to  18  months  before  boats,  planes  and 
cars  are  sold  at  public  auction,  mechanical 
parts  exposed  to  rain  and  heat  become 
rusted  or  cracked. 

One  example  is  Robert's  Air  South  at 
Homestead  Executive  Airport  where  Cus- 
toms currently  has  75  airplanes  stored. 

"The  airplanes  just  sit  here,  month  after 
month  after  month."  said  Scott  Finney, 
chief  mechanic  for  Rolaerfs  Air  South. 
"The  worst  thing  to  do  to  an  aircraft  is  just 
let  it  sit.  The  engine  cylinders  crack,  oil 
leaks  out  and  the  engines  tiecome  worth- 
less." 

Finney  said  the  airplanes,  tied  down  in  an 
open  field,  are  stored  for  as  long  as  two 
years. 

"The  planes  are  easy  targets  for  vandals 
since  there  are  no  guards.  It's  a  shame." 
Finney  said.  "I  saw  one  guy  buy  one  of  the 
airplanes  for  $10,000.  thought  he  was  get- 
ting a  good  deal.  Hell,  it  took  him  another 
$10,000  just  to  get  it  to  fly." 

Finney  said  it  would  require  a  full-time 
mechanic  to  maintain  the  Customs  fleet  of 
airplanes. 

"But  wouldn't  it  be  worth  it  to  pay  a  guy 
$25,000  to  $30,000  than  lose  10  times  that 
because  the  airplanes  have  been  left  to  fall 
apart?"  Finney  said. 

Vandals  and  thieves  are  another  problem, 
since  the  government  storage  contracts  do 
not  provide  funds  for  security  measures. 

"We  saw  one  speed  boat  valued  at  $28,000 
in  a  Miami  boat  yard  that  had  been  vandal- 
ized with  an  ax.  It  wasn't  worth  $5,000."  Orr 
said.  "In  Merritt  Island,  thieves  had  com- 
pletely gutted  an  expensive  aircraft  of  all  its 
instruments  and  seats." 

Terry  Goveia  of  the  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration at  the  Kennedy  Space  Center, 
which  oversees  the  auction  of  confiscated 
materials  in  Florida,  said  the  problem  of  ne- 
glect has  l)een  widespread. 

"The  most  glaring  example  were  the  boats 
seized  during  the  Mariel  boatlift."  she  said. 
•'They  were  drydocked  in  Key  West  and  sat 
for  two  years.  When  the  boats  were  sold  or 
returned  to  their  owners,  they  weren't 
worth  much.  They  were  in  pretty  bad 
shape." 

More  than  400  boats  were  dumped  in  a 
weed-infested  U.S.  Navy  lot  near  Key  West, 
left  unattended  to  the  ravages  of  the  in- 
tense South  Florida  sun.  The  boats  were  in 
such  bad  condition  that  one  man  paid  $50 
for  a  1961  30-foot  Chris  Craft. 

The  GAO  report  suggests  that  the  govern- 
ment invest  money  in  repairing  confiscated 
material. 

"The  problem  is  that  none  of  these  agen- 
cies—DEA.    Customs.    INS— wants    to    get 


burned  by  investing  any  money  into  these 
things.  The  result  is  more  money  is  lost." 
Orr  said.  "This  thing  should  be  on  a  self- 
funding  basis.  Money  earned  for  auction  is 
used  to  maintain  and  repair  boats,  cars  and 
planes  awaiting  auction.  Until  this  is  done, 
we're  going  to  continue  to  ite  on  the  losing 
end." 

Fort  Lauderdale  Is  Making  Big  Profit 
From  Seized  Items 

(By  M.  Anthony  Lednovich) 

Fort  Lauderdale.— It  didn't  take  city  offi- 
cials long  to  rectify  a  mistake  that  to  date 
has  already  cost  the  federal  government 
millions  of  dollars. 

Two  years  ago.  before  the  city  auctioned 
off  a  drug  smuggler's  boat,  officials  decided 
not  to  sf>end  $5,000  to  repair  the  vessel. 

"The  boat  was  appraised  at  $35,000  if  in 
good  condition.  We  sold  the  boat  as  is  and 
got  only  $15,000.  It  didn't  take  a  genius  to 
figure  out  that  if  we  had  spent  the  $5,000. 
we  would  have  made  another  $15,000 
profit."  said  Preston  Albea.  purchasing 
agent  for  the  city.  "We  changed  our  ways." 

The  next  boat  to  be  sold  by  the  city,  a  63- 
foot  yacht,  needed  a  $25,000  engine  over- 
haul. 

"We  spent  the  money  and  got  $60,000 
more  at  the  auction.  The  overhaul  paid  off." 
Albea  said. 

Port  Lauderdale's  program  of  maintaining 
and  repairing  boats,  airplanes  and  automo- 
biles seized  under  the  State's  confiscation 
law  is  now  the  basis  for  a  series  of  recom- 
mendations in  a  General  Accounting  Office 
report  on  how  the  federal  government  can 
upgrade  its  program. 

Because  of  neglect,  the  GAO  report  said 
the  government  lost  $37,900  on  every  Iwat. 
$43,000  on  every  airplane  and  $1,000  on 
every  car  it  sold  at  auction  in  1981. 

Six  months  ago.  while  inspecting  the  con- 
dition of  boats  and  airplanes  stored  at 
South  Florida  airfields  and  marinas,  GAO 
evaluators  were  told  about  the  city's  pro- 
gram. 

"I  think  it  would  be  fair  to  say  that  most 
of  the  reco'nmendations  in  our  report  are  a 
result  of  our  visit  with  the  City  of  Fort  Lau- 
derdale." said  GAO  chief  evaluator  Everette 
Orr.  "if  the  federal  government  had  applied 
the  same  logic  as  Fort  Lauderdale,  a  lot  of 
money  would  not  have  t)een  wasted." 

Part  of  the  credit  for  Fort  Lauderdale's 
aggressive  sales  approach  is  attributed  to 
Jeff  Hochman.  the  city's  special  counsel  for 
confiscations  and  seizures. 

"Our  major  concern  as  prosecutors  was  to 
go  after  these  items.  We  didn't  want  to  be 
defensive  and  have  to  face  a  bunch  of  law- 
suits from  people  seeking  damages  by  claim- 
ing their  confiscated  boat  or  plane  had 
rotted  away  in  storage  during  the  legal 
battle  to  resolve  their  case."  Hochman  said. 
"When  you're  in  a  courtroom  you  don't 
want  the  tables  reversed." 

Unlike  Customs  or  the  Drug  Enforcement 
Administration,  which  store  airplanes  in 
open  fields  for  as  long  as  two  years,  the  city 
keeps  its  confiscated  airplanes  in  hangars  at 
the  Fort  Lauderdale  Executive  Airport. 

""The  worst  thing  to  do  is  to  let  an  air- 
plane sit  out  in  the  elements."'  Alt>ea  said. 

STATUTORY  STAFF  SAIAMES 


Seized  boats  are  moored  at  a  marina  on 
the  New  River. 

"We  have  mechanics  start  up  the  boat 
motors  once  a  week,  and  maintenance  crews 
make  sure  the  boats  are  washed  regularly." 
said  Police  Sgt.  Prank  Grady.  "We  also  have 
the  boats  surveyed  to  determine  what  re- 
pairs, if  any.  should  be  made  before  we  sell 
the  boats." 

Once  the  city  is  awarded  possession  of  a 
boat,  airplane  or  car  by  the  court,  Albea 
plans  the  sale. 

■'We  do  a  second  survey  on  the  items  to 
make  sure  we  get  top  dollar."  Albea  said. 
"Sometimes  we  are  told  that  a  plane  or  boat 
is  junk  and  not  to  waste  any  money  on  it. 
But  most  of  the  time,  the  survey  tells  us 
that  if  we  spend  a  little  money  to  fix  a  boat 
or  plane,  we'll  make  more  at  the  auction." 

Albea  said  that  since  initiating  the  pro- 
gram two  years  ago  the  city  has  gotten  75 
percent  of  the  appraised  value  of  the  boats, 
cars  and  planes  sold  at  auction. 

That  compares  to  government  figures  of 
just  43  percent  for  boats  and  35  percent  for 
airplanes. 

"Obviously  it  is  a  program  that  pays  for 
itself."  Albea  said. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  STAFF 
GROWTH 

The  SPE.\KER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  c  rder  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzed 
is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  con- 
gressional staff  growth  has  long  been 
a  concern  of  mine. 

At  the  beginning  of  every  year,  as 
the  Subcommittee  on  Accounts  re- 
views committee  funding  requests.  I 
voice  the  opinion  that  committee  costs 
need  to  be  more  closely  monitored. 

Every  year,  no  one  listens.  No  one 
cares.  One  of  the  most  obvious  exam- 
ples of  soaring  committee  costs  is  stat- 
utory staff  salaries. 

The  money  for  statutory  staff  sala- 
ries is  covered  by  the  line  item  "com- 
mittee employees"  in  the  annual  legis- 
lative branch  Appropriations  Act 
rather  than  in  individual  committee 
accounts.  They  therefore  escape  the 
scrutiny  of  the  Accounts  Subcommit- 
tee review. 

In  1982,  these  salaries  amounted  to 
over  $31  million,  an  8-percent  increase 
over  1981s  statutory  staff  salaries,  and 
a  glaring  332  percent  over  197rs  cost. 
The  accompanying  chart  shows  the 
leaps  in  statutory  staff  costs  over  the 
past  10  years. 

There  is  no  doubting  the  value  of 
committee  staff  expertise.  In  my  judg- 
ment, however,  there  is  no  justifica- 
tion for  such  an  enormous  growth  in 
cost  to  the  American  taxpayer. 
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'  Tlie  Committte  m  Foitiin  Alfairs  »as  called  tlie  Committee  or  Intenutlonal  Relations  between  Mat  19.  1975  to  Feb  5,  1979 

'  Hk  Conmittee  on  IntBiial  Security  ins  not  reestalilislied  tjesinnmj  m  the  94111  Congfess  ,  .k.  01.^  r   .„„ 

'  Die  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Forerri  Commerce  became  tlie  Committee  on  tnetjy  and  Commerce  in  1981,  al  Itie  beginning  of  the  97lh  Congress 

« TlK  Smal  Business  Committee  was  switdied  Irom  Select  to  SUndmg  status  in  1975;  at  the  beginning  of  the  94tli  Congress 

>  TlK  Budget  Committee  was  established  on  luly  12.  1974  • 
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THE  ELECTRONIC  FUND  TRANS- 
FER ACT:  A  STEP  IN  THE 
RIGHT  DIRECTION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annunzio)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
American  financial  industry  has  taken 
a  first  step  into  the  computer  age,  and 
I  think  we  should  recognize  the  role  a 
prudent  piece  of  legislation  played  to 
insure  that  the  first  step  was  not  a 
stumble.  I  am  referring  to  the  Elec- 
tronic Fund  Transfer  Act,  enacted  in 
1978.  Because  of  this  act,  the  rapid 
spread  of  computerized  banking  has 
been  accepted  by  consumers  with  rela- 
tive ease.  Without  the  guidelines  pro- 
vided by  the  EFT  Act,  the  continuing 
rise  in  the  number  of  transactions  car- 
ried out  electronically  might  have 
meant  severe  growing  pains  for  the 
fledgling  industry. 

The  act  is  a  prime  example  of  the 
value  of  legislating  before  problems 
occur.  Too  often  Congress  is  accused 
of  waiting  until  a  disaster  occurs  or  a 
crisis  arises  before  acting.  At  the  time 
of  its  consideration,  the  EFT  Act  was 
attacked  as  legislation  in  search  of  a 
problem.  The  Congress  was  told  that 
the  act  would  inhibit  innovation  and 
that  it  would  retard  development  of 
electronic  banking.  In  fact,  the  act  had 
the  opposite  effect.  It  produced  con- 
sumer confidence  in  using  EFT  sys- 
tems by  providing  badly  needed  con- 
sumer protection,  thereby  spurring, 
rather  than  impeding,  the  industry. 

During  the  1970's,  technological  ad- 
vances had  dramatically  altered  the 
landscape  of  American  banking.  With 
the  advent  of  the  automated  teller  ma- 
chine, the  point-of-sale  terminal,  and 
the  debit  card,  coiisumers  found  them- 
selves facing  a  wide  range  of  new 
banking  services.  Consumers  could  ar- 
range to  have  paychecks  deposited  and 
bills  paid  automatically— without  ever 


having  to  lick  a  stamp  or  seal  an  enve- 
lope. In  stores  equipped  with  point-of- 
sale  terminals,  consumers  did  not  need 
credit  cards,  checks,  or  even  cash— 
they  could  purchase  goods  by  instant- 
ly transferring  funds  from  their  ac- 
counts to  the  merchant's  account.  The 
telephone  became  a  tool  for  moving 
money  and  settling  debts.  There  was 
no  paperwork  and  no  delay.  America 
was  about  to  enter  the  era  of  comput- 
erized banking  and  instant  money.  But 
there  was  trouble  in  paradise. 

Many  consumers  had  questions  and 
well-founded  concerns.  If  transactions 
were  to  be  paperless,  requiring  no 
check  or  deposit  slip,  then  what  record 
would  the  consumer  have  to  prove 
that  he  had  paid  for  the  faulty  mer- 
chandise he  was  now  trying  to  have  re- 
paired? What  evidence  would  the  con- 
sumer possess  to  show  that  she  had 
deposited  $50  in  her  checking  account 
when  the  bank  claimed  to  have  no 
record  of  that  deposit?  If  a  thief  elec- 
tronically stole  money  from  the  con- 
sumer's account,  would  the  consumer 
or  the  bank  bear  the  loss?  These  con- 
cerns made  consumers  reluctant  to  use 
the  new  electronic  banking  services, 
and  the  growth  of  the  technology 
lagged  far  behmd  the  glowing  predic- 
tions made  by  advocates  of  the  new 
technology. 

Consumers  wanted  to  know  how  fi- 
nancial institutions  would  go  about  re- 
solving an  error  if  the  computer  made 
a  mistake.  If  money  disappeared  from 
an  account,  was  the  consumer  protect- 
ed? In  the  case  of  theft,  consumers 
wanted  a  consistent  policy  to  deter- 
mine liability.  These  were  pertinent 
considerations  that,  unresolved,  left 
the  computer  banking  customer  on 
shaky  ground. 

It  was  in  response  to  these  concerns 
that  the  EFT  Act  was  drafted  and 
passed  in  1978.  The  EFT  Act  requires 
that  automated  teller  machines  and 
point-of-sale   terminals   print   out   re- 


ceipts so  that  consumers  have  records 
of  every  transaction.  The  EFT  Act  also 
requires  that  periodic  statements  in- 
clude all  electronic  transfers  to  and 
from  an  account,  both  those  made  at 
terminals  and  those  made  by  phone. 
In  this  way  the  EFT  Act  provides  the 
consumer  with  an  initial  foothold  in 
disputes  with  financial  institutions; 
without  a  written  record  of  transac- 
tions, the  consumer  would  have  no 
possible  chance  to  show  that  an  error 
occurred. 

Moreover,  the  EFT  Act  established 
standardized  procedures  to  correct 
errors  and  allocate  the  burden  for  loss 
or  theft.  Under  the  EFT  Act  consum- 
ers are  guaranteed  a  specified  period 
of  time  in  which  to  report  loss,  error, 
or  theft,  and  in  case  of  theft,  a  con- 
sumer may  only  be  held  liable  for  an 
amount  of  $50  if  the  theft  is  reported 
within  that  period. 

The  EFT  Act  specifies  procedures 
and  a  timeframe  for  resolving  errors. 
The  act  allows  a  financial  institution 
up  to  45  days  in  which  to  resolve  a  dis- 
pute, but  only  if  the  financial  institu- 
tion recredits  the  disputed  amount  to 
the  consumer's  account  if  the  investi- 
gation lasts  for  more  than  10  days. 
Before  the  passage  of  the  EFT  Act, 
banks  were  able  to  impound  funiis  for 
the  entire  length  of  an  investigation. 
Without  the  act  a  consumer  might  not 
have  access  to  his  money  for  weeks 
while  a  bank  was  trying  to  decide  who 
was  at  fault.  Further,  the  EFT  Act  re- 
quires that  the  consumer  be  notified 
promptly  of  the  results  when  an  inves- 
tigation is  complete.  If  the  institution 
finds  that  there  was  no  error,  the  con- 
sumer must  receive  a  written  explana- 
tion. 

Has  the  EFT  Act  succeeded  in 
making  electronic  banking  acceptable 
to  Americans?  An  article  in  the  June 
1983  issue  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bul- 
letin clearly  demonstrates  the  benefits 
of  the  EFT  Act  for  consumers.  The 
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Board  conducted  a  survey  in  1983  of 
households  holding  an  account  with 
an  EFT  feature.  Of  all  the  households 
surveyed,  fewer  than  1  percent  alleged 
an  unauthorized  withdrawal  as  a 
result  of  the  EFT  feature;  when  the 
complaints  were  resolved,  none  of 
those  households  had  lost  any  money. 
Of  the  households  who  claimed  that 
there  had  been  an  error  because  of  an 
EFT  feature,  over  95  percent  reported 
that  they  were  satisfied  with  the  reso- 
lution of  that  error.  The  credit  for  this 
high  satisfaction  rate  belongs  to  the 
EFT  Act.  By  setting  uniform  liability 
standards  for  unauthorized  use,  by  set- 
ting procedures  and  time  requirements 
for  error  resolution,  and  by  requiring 
written  records  for  the  consumer,  the 
EFT  Act  has  made  sure  that  the  con- 
sumer was  not  left  behind  on  the  road 
to  modernization. 

All  this  has  been  achieved  without 
placing  undue  burdens  on  financial  in- 
stitutions. The  Board  study  indicates 
that  the  cost  of  compliance  with  the 
EFT  Act  will  be  decreasing  as  the 
volume  of  EFT  transactions  continues 
to  increase.  Thus,  the  banking  indus- 
try will  be  able  to  renovate  its  services 
and  procedures  while  complying  with 
the  EFT  Act.  thereby  providing  the 
greatest  benefit  to  consumers.* 


RETIREMENT  OF  GENERAL 
MEYER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Fuqua)  is 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FUQUA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  invite 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  commend- 
ing Gen.  Edward  Charles  Meyer  on 
the  recent  completion  of  a  3-year  stint 
as  the  U.S.  Army  Chief  of  Staff.  I,  too, 
wish  to  congratulate  him  on  his  retire- 
ment from  the  U.S.  Army  after  more 
than  31  years  of  outstanding  service  to 
his  country. 

The  list  of  General  Meyer's  accom- 
plishments and  assignments  during  his 
military  career  are  astonishing.  There 
is  only  one  thing  that  this  can  be  at- 
tributed to  and  that  is  dedication. 
Dedication  to  the  U.S.  Army,  our 
country,  and  to  the  thousands  of  lives 
that  he  can  personally  take  credit  for 
molding  during  this  time. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of 
having  worked  with  General  Meyer 
and  I  sincerely  wish  him  the  very  best 
of  luck  in  his  well-deserved  retire- 
ment.* 


CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiber- 
LiNG)  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  thank  the 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  not  take  the  10 
minutes  but  because  of  the  importance 
of  the  debate  tomorrow  on  our  policy 


with  respect  to  Nicaragua  and  particu- 
larly the  covert  activities  of  the  CIA 
and  American  military  in  that  area,  I 
wanted  to  place  in  the  Record  some 
references  to  a  report  that  was 
brought  out  in  April  of  this  year  by  a 
group  called  the  Interamerican  Dia- 
logue which  was  organized  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Woodrow  Wilson 
Center  here  in  Washington. 

The  Interamerican  Dialogue  had  as 
cochairman,  Sol.  M.  Linowitz,  former 
U.S.  Ambassador  to  the  Organization 
of  American  States  in  Panama,  the 
canal  treaties  negotiator  and  Galo 
Plaza  former  Secretary  General  of  the 
Organization  of  American  Stales  and 
former  President  of  Equador. 

The  panelists  from  Latin  America 
and  from  North  America  are  a  very 
distinguished  group  indeed,  including 
the  former  mayor  of  Rio  de  Janeiro, 
the  former  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Mines  in  Peru,  the  archbishop  of 
Panama,  the  former  President  of 
Costa  Rica,  the  mayor  of  Santo  Do- 
mingo in  the  Dominican  Republic,  and 
mayor  of  Bogota,  Colombia,  the  Vice 
President  of  the  World  Bank  and  vari- 
ous others. 

And  on  the  North  American  side 
Henry  Cisneros,  the  mayor  of  San  An- 
tonio, Tex.;  Theodore  Hesburgh.  presi- 
dent of  the  University  of  Notre  Dame; 
Gen.  David  C.  Jones,  former  com- 
manding general  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force; 
Juanita  Kreps.  former  Secretary  of 
Commerce;  Edmund  Muskie.  former 
Secretary  of  State;  Elliot  Richardson, 
former  Secretary  of  Defense;  David 
Rockefeller.  Cyrus  Vance,  former  Sec- 
retary of  State  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  place  the  full  list  of 
the  members  of  this  distinguished 
group  of  citizens  of  our  hemisphere  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

Cochairmen;  Sol  M.  Linowitz.  former  U.S. 
Ambassador  to  th^  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  aind  Panama  Canal  Treaties  Ne- 
gotiator; Galo  Plaza.  Former  Secretary  Gen- 
eral of  the  Organization  of  American  States, 
former  President  of  Ecuador. 

From  Latin  America:  Nicolas  Ardito  Bar- 
letta.  Vice  President.  The  World  Bank;  Rod- 
rigo  Botero,  Publisher.  Estrategia.  Colom- 
bia: Oscar  Camilion.  Former  Foreign  Minis- 
ter, Argentina;  Fernando  Henrique  Cardoso 
Cebrap,  Sao  Paulo,  Brazil:  Antonio  Carillo 
Flores.  Former  Secretary.  Foreign  Rela- 
tions, Mexico;  Oliver  Clark.  Chairman.  The 
Dally  Gleaner,  Jamaica;  Octavio  Da  Costa. 
General.  Brazilian  Army.  Retired;  Jose 
Maria  Dagnino  Pastore.  Former  Finance 
Minister.  Argentina;  Jorge  Fontaine,  Presi- 
dent, Federation  of  Production  and  Com- 
merce, Chile;  Xabler  Gorostiaga.  S.J..  Direc- 
tor. Institute  of  Social  and  Economic  Re- 
search. Nicaragua;  Enrique  Igleslas.  Execu- 
tive Secretary.  Economic  Commission  for 
Latin  America;  Israel  Klabin.  Former  Mayor 
of  Rio  de  Janeiro.  Brazil;  Pedro  Pablo  Kuc- 
zynskl.  Former  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Mines.  Peru:  Augustin  Legorreta.  Financier. 
Industrlali.<it.  Mexico;  Marcos  McRath. 
C.S.C.  Archbishop  of  Panama;  Daniel 
Oduber.  Former  President  of  Costa  Rica; 
Jose  Francisco  Pena  Gomez.  Mayor.  Santo 
Domingo.    Dominican    Republic;    Bernardo 


Quintana.  President.  ICA,  Mexico;  Augusto 
Ramirez  Ocampo.  Mayor.  Bogota.  Colombia; 
Javier  Silva  Ruete.  Former  Finance  Minis- 
ter. Peru;  Mario  Henrique  Simonsen, 
Former  Finance  Minister.  Brazil;  Julio  Sosa 
Rodriguez,  Former  Venezuelan  Ambassador 
to  the  U.S.;  Gabriel  Valdes,  Former  Foreign 
Minister.  Chile. 

From  North  America:  Peter  D.  Bell,  Presi- 
dent. Inter-American  Foundation;  Henry 
Cisneros.  Mayor.  San  Antonio,  Texas;  Ralph 
P.  Davidson,  Chairman  of  the  Board.  Time, 
Inc.;  Jorge  Dominguez,  President,  Latin 
American  Studies  Assn.;  Maurice  Ferre, 
Mayor.  Miami,  Florida;  Albert  Fishlow.  Uni- 
versity of  California.  Berkeley;  Roberto  Goi- 
zueta.  Chairman  of  the  Board.  Coca  Cola. 
Inc.;  Ivan  Head.  President.  International 
Development  Research  Centre.  Ottawa. 
Canada:  Theodore  Hesburgh.  C.S.C.  Presi- 
dent, University  of  Notre  Dame;  David  C. 
Jones.  General.  USAF.  Retired;  Juanita 
Kreps.  Former  Secretary  of  Commerce; 
Robert  McNamara.  Former  President.  The 
World  Bank;  Edmund  Muskie.  Former  Sec- 
retary of  State;  Hernan  Padillia.  Mayor.  San 
Juan.  Puerto  Rico;  Ralph  Pfeiffer,  Chair- 
man. IBM/AFE  Corporation;  Donald  Plat- 
ten.  Chairman.  Chemical  Bank;  Elliot  Rich- 
ardson. Former  Secretary  of  Defense;  David 
Rockefeller.  Chairman.  The  Americas  Socie- 
ty; Frank  Shakespeare.  President.  RKO 
General.  Inc.;  Cyrus  Vance.  Former  Secre- 
tary of  State;  Clifton  Wharton,  Chancellor, 
State  University  of  New  York.  Executive  Di- 
rector: Abraham  F.  Lowenthal.  The  Wilson 
Center. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Interamerican  Dialog  report  is  very 
impressive  indeed.  In  fact,  one  won- 
ders why,  with  this  kind  of  a  report 
which  represents  the  input  of  people 
from  both  halves  of  our  hemsiphere.  it 
was  even  necessary  to  appoint  the  so- 
called  Kissinger  Commission. 

We  have  a  truly  international,  as 
well  as  bipartisan  and  multipoint  of 
view  report  here,  which  I  think  would 
do  well  to  guide  us  in  our  dealings 
with  the  issues  in  Central  America. 

Under  the  heading  of  security  and 
peacekeeping  issues  the  report  makes 
several  points.  The  first  is  that  the 
basic  roots  of  insecurity  and  the  basic 
problems  of  security  in  this  hemi- 
sphere are  primarily  economic,  social 
and  political  and  not  military,  and 
that  the  sources  of  insecurity  are 
mainly  internal  to  each  nation  and' 
that  external  influences  are  second- 
ary. 

By  the  same  token,  the  report  goes 
on  to  say  that  the  solutions  ultimately 
lie  in  economic  and  social  development 
and  political  dialog  and  not  in  weap- 
ons or  military  advisers.  Even  when 
external  support  for  insurrection  is 
clearly  present,  as  in  El  Salvador,  the 
underlying  problems  remain  domestic, 
the  report  concludes. 

It  goes  on  to  say  that  the  panelists 
all  favor  keeping  Latin  America  and 
the  Caribbean  out  of  the  East-West 
conflict  to  the  greatest  extent  possi- 
ble. They  go  on  to  say  this: 

It  does  not  serve  that  purpose  for  the 
United  States  to  oppose  changes  in  the 
region  simply  because  they  diminish  United 


States  influence  and  hence  are  perceived  as 
advantageous  to  Cuba  and  the  Soviet  Union 
unless  they  are  clearly  related  to  basic  secu- 
rity concerns.  We  believe  that  the  United 
States  can  better  achieve  its  long-term  in- 
terests in  regional  stability,  one  shared  by 
Latin  Americans,  by  exercising  measured  re- 
straint in  the  projection  of  its  own  power. 

I  think  Mr.  Kissinger  would  do  well 
to  note  that,  because  it  certainly  is  not 
in  accord  with  some  statements  he  is 
quoted  as  having  made  recently. 

The  report  goes  on  to  say  that  con- 
tinued fighting  in  El  Salvador  and  con- 
tinued counter-revolutionary  activities 
in  Nicaragua  escalating  violence  in 
Guatemala  all  are  likely  to  feed  each 
other  and  even  raise  the  spector  of 
wider  regional  conflict.  It  says  further; 
We  believe,  therefore,  that  negotiations 
should  be  tried.  In  El  Salvador  negotiations 
should  begin  at  once  to  prepare  for  free 
internationally  supervised  elections  on  the 
basis  of  security  guarantees  for  all  parties 
and  participants.' In  the  region  as  a  whole  a 
major  effort  should  be  undertaken  to  find  a 
way  for  settling  the  conflicts  on  a  basis  that 
recognizes  the  vital  interests  of  each  party. 
And  finally,  in  connection  with  the 
conflict  in  Nicaragua,  it  makes  this  ob- 
servation; 

Most  citizens  and  governments  through- 
out the  hemisphere  oppose  an  expansion  of 
Soviet  and  Cuban  military  presence  in  the 
Americas.  Even  revolutionary  movements 
now  seeking  power  in  Central  America 
should  have  little  desire  to  convert  their 
countries  into  Soviet  or  Cuban  bases.  We  be- 
lieve they  may  be  less  tempted  to  do  so  if 
they  feel  secure  from  subversion  or  harass- 
ment. They  recognize  how  precarious  their 
position  would  be  should  they  achieve 
power  and  that  they  would  incur  additional 
United  States  hostility  by  inviting  a  Soviet 
or  Cuban  military  presence." 

They  also  go  on  to  say  that  the 
United  States,  and  I  am  now  quoting: 
The  United  States  could  do  much  to  foster 
a  climate  of  security  in  the  region  by 
making  unequivocally  clear  its  commitment 
to  respect  national  sovereignty.  If  reciprocal 
and  mutual  security  is  to  be  fashioned  in  a 
region  that  often  has  experienced  overt  and 
covert  United  States  intervention,  it  would 
be  useful  to  provide  unmistakable  assur- 
ances that  the  United  States  will  refrain 
from  reverting  to  these  practices. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  partici- 
pants in  this  group,  Elliot  Richardson, 
former  Secretary  of  Defense,  former 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  States 
and  distinguished  Republican  member 
of  former  Republican  administrations. 
Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations, 
and  to  Great  Britain,  had  some  inter- 
esting things  to  say  in  his  testimony 
before  the  House  Committee  on  For- 
eign Affairs  on  June  7,  1983.  with  re- 
spect to  this  report. 

I  will  include  his  entire  statement  in 
the  Record  following  my  remarks  this 
evening. 

I  would  just  like  to  highlight  a 
couple  of  things  in  his  statement; 

In  place  of  unilateral  intervention  at  a 
stage  when  the  danger  of  Soviet-Cuban 
presence  is  still  remote,  we  in  association 
with    other   countries    in   the   hemisphere 


should  substitute  a  hemisphere-wide  multi- 
lateral commitment  to  oppose  any  such 
presence.  The  advantages  of  such  a  multi- 
lateral Monroe  Doctrine  as  I  see  them  and  I 
think  what  I  am  saying  here  is  essentially  a 
translation  of  what  we  said  in  the  report  are 
the  following. 

Then  he  enumerates  a  number  of  ad- 
vantages as  opposed  to  unilateral 
action  by  the  United  States. 
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And  he  concludes  as  follows: 
This  in  essence  is  the  kind  of  trade-off 
that  the  report  suggests  that  the  U.S. 
accept  the  futility  of  attempting  unilateral- 
ly to  intervene  at  an  early  stage  by  inad- 
equate means  at  the  cost  of  erosion  of  U.S. 
leadership  and  prestige  In  the  Hemisphere 
and  substitute  instead  a  broad  based  con- 
certed policy  adequate  to  deal  with  the  real 
dangers  when  and  if  they  arise. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker,  Mr. 
Richardson  and  the  other  panelists 
were  saying  what  some  of  us  have 
been  saying  here  without  apparently 
much  effect  and  that  is,  that  the  solu- 
tion is  not  military,  it  is  diplomatic. 
That  the  solution  must  be  multilateral 
and  not  unilateral.  And  somehow  or 
other  the  administration  cannot  seem 
to  understand  that  and  some  of  my 
colleagues,  particularly  on  the  Repub- 
lican side  of  the  aisle,  cannot  seem  to 
think  in  terms  of  anything  but  mili- 
tary unilateral  intervention  by  the 
United  States. 

Now  with  a  long  history  of  interven- 
tion in  Central  America  over  several 
generations  understandably  the  people 
of  that  region  take  a  rather  dim  view 
of  American  unilateral  intervention. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  for  this  indul- 
gence at  this  late  hour. 

Testimony  of  Elliot  L.  Richardson  Before 
THE    Subcommittee    on    Western    Hemi- 
sphere Affairs.  June  7.  1983 
Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  would  like  to  say  a  few  supplementary 
words  on  the  score  particularly  of  the  secu- 
rity recommendations  of  the  report  of  the 
Inter-American  Dialog.  I  had  the  privilege 
of  chairing  the  working  group  responsible 
for  that  part  of  the  report. 

The  report  is  written,  of  course,  from  the 
perspective  of  the  Americas  as  a  whole,  and 
properly  so.  Today,  however.  I  would  like  to 
try  to  translate  its  recommendations  into 
their  most  basic  Implications  for  U.S.  na- 
tional security  interests.  Although  I  com- 
pletely share  the  unanimous  view  of  all 
Dialog  participants  that  the  roots  of  insecu- 
rity in  this  Hemisphere  are  primarily  eco- 
nomic, social,  and  political,  not  military, 
these  brief  remarks  will  emphasize  the  mili- 
tary implications. 

We  start  then,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe, 
with  several  relatively  clear-cut  premises. 

First,  that  any  enlargement  of  the  Soviet- 
Cuban  military  presence  in  the  Hemisphere 
would  be  inimical  to  the  security  of  the 
region.  This  is  a  concern  that  Is  clearly  and, 
it  is  fair  to  say,  almost  unanimously  shared 
throughout  the  Hemisphere. 

Second,  that  the  security  concerns  created 
by  Marxist-oriented  movements  or  govern- 
ments stem  not  from  their  Marxism  but 
from  the  risk  that  they  may  become  subser- 
vient to  Soviet-Cuban  influence  and  thus 


open  the  way  to  enlargement  of  the  Soviet- 
Cuban  military  presence. 

Third,  that  the  use  of  military  force  in 
sufficient  strength  to  foreclose  the  possibili- 
ty that  such  a  Marxist-oriented  movement 
might  prevail  or,  indeed,  sufficient  to  oust  a 
Marxist-oriented  government  already  in 
power.  Is  not  a  politically  realistic  option.  I 
discount  for  this  reason  what  Is  currently 
being  said  about  the  prospect  of  large-scale 
U.S.  intervention  in  Central  America.  There 
is  no  serious  possibility  that  U.S.  interven- 
tion will  lake  place  on  a  scale  sufficient  by 
itself  to  determine  the  military  outcome. 

Fourth,  that  early  intervention  on  a  scale 
not  adequate  to  assure  the  victory  of  the 
side  we  favor  is  counterproductive.  Its  inevi- 
table consequences,  as  we  are  daily  being 
obliged  to  observe,  are  to  prolong  the  blood- 
shed, to  drive  the  other  side  ever  more 
deeply  into  the  arms  of  the  Soviet  bloc,  and 
to  erode  U.S.  prestige  and  leadership. 

Fifth,  that  the  countries  of  the  Hemi- 
sphere are  united  In  opposition  to  interven- 
tion from  any  external  source  and.  as  the 
report  indicated,  prepared  to  join  In  a  hemi- 
spheric declaration  to  that  effect. 

FYom  these  five  premises.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
believe  it  follows  that  there  is  a  need  for  a 
better  option.  To  put  it  bluntly,  there  is  the 
need  for  a  policy. 

The  President's  speech  the  other  night 
was  a  powerful  plea  for  the  resources  neces- 
sary to  maintain  the  status  quo— pending 
what?  He  never  told  us  explicitly,  but  one 
must  assume  that  his  principal  objective 
was  to  buy  time  in  order  to  give  the  present 
government  of  El  Salvador  a  chance  some- 
how to  prevail.  That  time  could,  of  course, 
also  be  used  to  pursue  a  negotiated  solution. 
And  yet,  the  Administration's  own  pro- 
nouncements constantly  downgrade  the 
chances  of  a  military  victory  while  at  the 
same  time  resisting  alternative  negotiation. 
In  any  case,  even  if  the  chances  of  a  satis- 
factory outcome  were  as  good  as  50-50. 
there  would  still  be  a  need  to  have  a  fall- 
back in  the  event  that  this  optimistic  possi- 
bility did  not  materialize.  If  the  govern- 
ments  chances  are  not  that  good,  there  is 
all  the  more  need  for  a  policy  rather  than  a 
hope. 

A  realistic  option  would  focus  on  the  real 
danger,  i.e..  the  danger  presented  by  the 
risk  of  the  enlargement  or  establishment  of 
a  Soviet-Cuban  beachhead  in  Central  Amer- 
ica or  the  continent  of  South  America.  That 
is  to  say,  it  must  address  itself  to  what  we 
most  fear  rather  than  let  our  resources  of 
leadership  be  dissipated  by  reactions  to  the 
mere  manifestation  of  a  Marxist  orientation 
which  may  not.  in  fact,  carry  with  it  any  se- 
rious threat  of  a  Soviet  or  Cuban  presence. 
In  place  of  unilateral  U.S.  intervention  at 
a  stage  when  the  danger  of  a  Soviet-Cuban 
presence  is  still  remote,  we.  in  association 
with  the  other  countries  of  the  Hemisphere, 
should  substitute  a  Hemisphere-wide  multi- 
lateral conunitment  to  oppose  any  such 
pre^nce.  The  advantages  of  such  a  multi- 
lateral Monroe  Doctrine,  as  I  see  them— and 
I  think  that  what  I  am  saying  here  Is  essen- 
tially a  translation  of  what  we  said  in  the 
report— are  the  following: 

First,  it  would  perform  the  function  of 
serving  notice  on  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Cuba  that  the  Hemisphere  is  in  fact  united 
in  opposition  to  the  enlargement  of  their 
military  presence. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  the  references  m 
the  report  to  a  possible  dialog  with  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Cuba  are  most  relevant. 
What  we  said  in  that  connection  is  that  It 
would  be  desirable  if  the  Soviet  Union  and 
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Cuba  would  agree  to  renounce  intervention: 
that  it  would  be  worthwhile  to  seek  such  a 
commitment;  but  that,  in  any  event,  the 
process  of  communication  with  them  would 
give  them  formal  notice  that  the  Hemi- 
sphere does  not  want  them  on  its  soil. 

Second,  such  a  multilateral  Monroe  Doc- 
trine would  create  a  basis  for  organizing  a 
united  response  in  the  face  of  a  seriously 
threatened  violation  of  the  united  position. 

Third,  it  would  lay  a  foundation  that 
would  justify  individual  member  states 
within  the  region,  including  the  United 
States,  in  the  event  of  a  failure  to  achieve 
broad- based  agreement  on  a  united  re- 
sponse, to  take  such  action  as  the  danger 
then  seemed  to  call  for. 

This,  in  essence,  is  the  kind  of  trade-off, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  report  suggests: 
that  the  U.S.  accept  the  futility  of  attempt- 
ing unilaterally  to  intervene  at  an  early 
stage  by  inadequate  means  at  the  cost  of 
erosion  of  U.S.  leadership  and  prestige  in 
the  Hemisphere  and  substitute  instead  a 
broad-based  concerted  policy  adequate  to 
deal  with  the  real  dangers  when  and  if  they 
arise. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Michel),  for  today  after  4 
p.m.  until  further  notice,  on  account 
of  illness  in  the  family. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Prenzel)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Clinger,  for  60  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Prenzel.  for  10  minutes,  on  July 
26. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Seiberling)  to  revise  amd 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Annunzio.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  GuARiNi.  for  10  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Seiberling,  for  10  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Hughes,  for  60  minutes,  on  July 
27. 

Mr.  Coelho,  for  60  minutes,  on 
August  1. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  remarks  was 
granted  to: 

Mr.  Chappell  on  the  amendment  of 
Mr.  Nichols  immediately  following 
the  comments  of  Mr.  Nichols. 

Mr.  Hughes,  immediately  following 
the  Courter  amendment. 

Mr.  Gore,  prior  to  the  vote  on  the 
Gore  amendment  to  H.R.  2969  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  today. 


Mr.  AspiN,  immediately  prior  to  the 
vote  on  the  Gore  amendment  to  H.R. 
2969  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
today. 

Mr.  Gore,  and  to  include  extraneous 
material  prior  to  vote  on  liver  trans- 
plant amendment  agreed  to  and  just 
after  colloquy  between  himself  and 
the   gentleman   from   Wisconsin   (Mr. 

ASPIN). 

Mr.  Prenzel,  to  revise  and  extend 
immediately  preceding  vote  on  AuCoin 
amendment  on  H.R.  2957. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Prenzel)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Oilman. 

Mr.  Fields  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  WORTLEY. 

Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  Hyde  in  two  instances, 

Mr.  Franklin. 

Mr.  Dreier. 

Mr.  Hopkins. 

Mr.  DeWine. 

Mr.  Parris. 

Mr.  Michel. 

Mrs.  Smith  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California. 

Mr.  CoNTE  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Whittaker. 

Mrs.  Schneider. 

Mr.  Bethune  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Wylie. 

Mr.  BiLIRAKIS. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Seiberling)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Fazio. 

Mr.  GuARiNi. 

Mr.  Rangel. 

Mr.  HoYER. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  California. 

Mr.  Dymally. 

Mr.  Hance. 

Mr.  Prank. 

Mr.  Udall. 

Mr.  Pease. 

Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Long  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Won  Pat. 

Mr.  Britt. 

Mr.  Hall  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  Bosco. 

Mr.  Leath  of  Texas. 

Mr.  AuCoiN. 

Mr.  Dyson  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Feighan. 

Mr.  Shelby. 

Ms.  Kaptur. 

Mr.  Plippo. 

Mr.  Gore. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California. 

Mrs.  BoGGS 

Mr.  BoNiOR  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Downey  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Ackerman. 

Ms.  Mikulski. 

Mr.  Wright. 

Mr.  Levitas. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  Harrison. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  JOINT 
RESOLUTION  SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  sig- 
nature to  an  enrolled  joint  resolution 
of  the  Senate  of  the  following  title: 

S.J.  Res.  77.  Joint  resolution  designating 
"National  Animal  Agriculture  Week." 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  had  examined 
and  found  truly  enrolled  a  bill  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title,  which  was 
thereupon  signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.R.  1935.  An  act  to  ratify  an  exchange 
agreement  concerning  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  lands  located  on  Matagorda 
Island  in  Texas. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  2  o'clock  and  10  minutes 
a.m.)  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  today,  Wednes- 
day, July  27,  1983,  at  12  o'clock  noon. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3329 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  submitted 
the  following  conference  report  and 
statement  on  the  bill  (H.R.  3329) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1984,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  98-318) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
3329)  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  and  related  agen- 
cies for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1984.  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend- 
menU  numbered  6.  7.  11.  25.  26,  42.  56,  59, 
and  68. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  2.  15,  16,  17,  18,  19.  20,  29.  31.  33, 
34,  35.  38,  43.  50,  52,  57.  58.  and  62,  and 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $4,878,000;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendnient  numbered  4: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 4.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  $67,974,000:  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 
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That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-        That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-  Robert  J^razek, 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-  ,   **    _      J?il!!^',„ 

bered  5.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an     bered  37,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  Lawrence  Coughun, 

amendment,  as  follows:                                          amendment,  as  follows:  tI!;Iv;;J:o^ 

In    lieu    of    the    sum    proposed    by    said        Restore    the    matter    stricken    by    said  Jack  ^wards. 

amendment   insert   il  656  256  000:  and   the     amendment   amended   to   change   the   sum  carl  kursell, 

aTnateZ^ee  tTthe  same                                       named  to:  $2,500,000:  and  the  Senate  agree  Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

Amendment  numbered  8:                                    to  the  same.  Mark  Andrews, 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-        Amendment  numbered  40:  Thad  Cochran. 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-        That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-  James  Abdnor. 

bered  8    and   agree   to   the  same  with  an     ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-  Bob  Kasten. 

amendment  as  follows'                                          t)e»"ed  40,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  Alfonse  M.  D'Amato, 

In    lieu    of    the    sum    proposed    by    said     amendment,  as  follows:  Lawton  Chiles. 

amendment     insert     $8,600,000:     and     the        Restore    the    matter    stricken    by    said  John  C.  Stennis, 

Senate  aeree  to  the  same                                       amendment    amended    to    read    as   follows.  Thomas  F.  Eaglcton, 

Amendment  numbered  9:                                    Provided.  That  all  unobligated  balances  in  Managers  of  the  part  of  Senate. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-     this  account  shall  lapse  at  the  end  of  fiscal  j^^^^  Explanatory  Statement  of  the 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     year    1985;   and   the   Senate   agree   to   the  Committee  of  Conference 

bered   9.   and   agree   to   the  same   with   an     same.  ^^^  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 

amendment,  as  follows:                                              TraTfre^Hous^recede  from  its  disagree-  and  the  Senate  at  the  conference  on  the  dis- 

In    lieu    of    the    sum    proposed    by    said        That  the  House  recede  trom  '^  disagree  .           ^         j  ^^^     ^^.^  Houses  on  the 

amendment    insert    $22,500,000:    and    the     T"',  ^"'^e  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-  ^^^^'^^^^^g  ^j  ^^e  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 

Senate  agree  to  the  same.                                    bered  44,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  ^^29)  taking  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 

Amendment  numbered  12:                                  *'Vn"'?^rnf    thi    sTfm    oroDosed    by    said  ment  of  Transportation  and  related  agen- 

That  the  House  recede  from  lis  disagree-        In    lieu    of    the    ^um    Proposed    by    said  ^^         September  30, 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     amendment  insert   $1,225,000,000.  and  the  ^^^^  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  fol- 

bered  12,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an     Senate  agree  to  the  same.  ^^^.^     ^.^^^  statement  to  the  House  and  the 

Amendment  numbered  13;                                amendment,  as  follows:  xtxt  f  t    nFPARTMENT  OF 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-        In    lieu    of    the    s""^^  P/oPO^ed    by    said  ^^^TOANSPORTATf(?N 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     amendment    insert    $295,400,000.    and    the  TRANSPORTATION 

bered  13    and  agree  to  the  same  with  an     Senate  agree  to  the  same.  Office  of  the  Secretary 

amendment,  as  follows:                                              ^^"'^^^'^  numbered  46:               ..^^^^  salaries  and  expenses 

In    lieu    of    the    sum    proposed    by    said        That  the  House  recede  from  lU  disagree-  ^^^^^^n^  ^o    1:  Reported  in  technical 

amendment    insert    $12,500,000:    and    the     -/"^^°  ^^^^7|"?,'^^^,' f^e^^^^^^^  dU^reemen"   The  managers  on  the  part  of 

Senate  agree  to  the  same.                                    ^^pnrtmpnf  fs  follows  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 

Amendment  numbered  22:                                  amendment,  as  follows.         concur   in   the   amendment   of   the  Senate 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-        I"    l'^"    ."^  .  ^f  e    '^^,^^Jg°^°^p  ^^^  ^^J  'wUh  an  amenLent  as  follows; 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     amendment    insert    $250,000,000.    and    ine  ^^^    proposed    by   said 

bered  22.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an     Senate  agree  to  the  same.  amendment,  insert;  $36,500 

amendment,  as  follows;                                           rha,  f^e  HouTScede  from  its  disagree-  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted        That  the  House  recede  trom  '«  disagree  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

by  said  amendment,  insert;  including  pur-     r^n'^B^'LTa^reTto  the  Lme  w^^^^  The  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

chase  of  fourteen  buses.  $14,250,000:  and  the     bered  48,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  ^^^  conferees  suggest  the  following  distri- 

^Cen'^fnt  numbed  24-                                T"S"of"th  "Turn    proposed   by    said  bution  for  (Dff^ce  of  the  Secretary  salaries 

^atSe  House  ?^ede?rom  its  disagree-     amendment     insert     $8,200,000:     and     the  and  expenses  funds, 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     Senate  agree  to  the  same.  Secretarial  offices,  139  po-           .,,,„.  „„. 

bered  24    and  agree  to  the  same  with  an        Amendment  numbered  51;  sitions $11,100,000 

amendment  as  follows-                                           That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-  General  Counsel,  59  posi- 

In    lieu    of    the    sum    proposed    by    said     ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-  tjo^s 2,930,000 

amendment    insert    $200,000,000:    and    the     bered  51,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  Assistant     Secretary     for 

Senate  aeree  to  the  same                                       amendment,  as  follows;  Policy  and  International 

l^^endmentnumberTd27;                                     In    lieu    of    the    sum    proposed    by    said  Affairs,  85  positions...                      4.390,000 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-     amendment    insert    $20,858,000.    and    tne  Assistant     Secretary     for 

ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     Senate  agree  to  the  same  Budget  and  Programs.  46                „„,„_^ 

bered  27    and  agree  to  the  same  with  an        Amendment  numbered  54;  positions 2,210.000 

amendment,  as  follows;                                              ^hat  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-  Assistant     Secretary      for 

Restore    the    matter    stricken    by    said     ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-  Administration,  165  posi- 

amendment  amended  to  read  a^  follows;             bered  54,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  ^„^ 18,605.000 

amendment,  as  follows;  Assistant     Secretary      for 

RA/LROADHiGHWAY  CROSSINGS  DEMONSTRATION        jj,    [jg^    ^j    j^c    sum    proposcd   by   Said  Governmental      Affairs. 

PROJECTS                                    amendment    insert    $60,000,000:    and    the  ^j  positions 2.040.000 

For  necessary  expense  of  certain  railroad-     Senate  agree  to  the  same.  conferees  expect  to  receive  written 

highway   crossings   demonstration   projecU        Amendment  numbered  63.  ^JfiLnnn  from  the  SecVetary  should  cir- 

asauihomed  by  section  163  of  the  Federal-        That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree-  noUfication  /^"^^f/^J^e^^etary  snouia^n^^ 

Aid  Highway  Act  of  1973.  as  amended,  to     ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-  cumstances  require  changes  from  me  aoo 

remain         available         until        expended,     bered  63.  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  distnbution.                                 language  pro- 

$15,000,000.  of  which  $10,000,000  shall  be  de-     amendment,  as  follows;  Amendment  Na  2.  ij^^^^^f^j^^^^ 

Hvedfrom  the  Highway  Trust  Fund.                       In    lieu    of    the  /"•"PX°S.ate  agree  funS  fo^  Se^sarorSSlnce  of  any 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same.                    f^'^^^^l  ''^'''  '"'  ^'^  '^"  ^'"^''  ^  Goveri^ent  owned  securities  of  the  Con- 

i^t^rruse-^Se^Lm  its  disagree-     ^^^  Tm^mittee  of  conference  report  in  3o||dated  ^^aU    Corp^^^^^^^^^^ 

mpnt  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num-     disagreement  amendmente  numbered  1,  10.  prior  consent  01  me  no"*«:  >"'"  '^^ 

Z%)rjr^P'T.^e  same  with  an     -' ^[  3^3.  28.  30.  36.  39  41  4,.  49.  53,  55,  60.  ^atees  on^Approp^^^^^^^^^^    ^^  ^_ 

Te^rr^hl^^rt^t^r    stricken    by    said     "' "^  "^  "' ^'f  ^mI^eh^n.  S"— o^fe^^^hir/rrde'fo'rTfll^ 

amendment   amended   to   change   the   sum                                 Martin  OlavSabo  "nd  re^onable  return  on  the  more  than 

named   in   said   amendment   to;   $5,000,000:                                wlH  an  R  Satch"ord  I16  baHon  the  Federal  Government  has  in- 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same.                                                 bob  caL     ^*^''*"^°''°'  vested  in  Conrail  securities  and  Conrail-re- 
Amendment  numbered  37;                                                              °°^  ^hrh. 
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lated  programs.  The  Secretary  shall  keep 
the  Appropriations  Committees  fully  and 
currently  informed  of  all  proposals  and 
major  developments  related  to  the  sale  or 
transference  of  Conrail  securities.  The  con- 
ferees also  expect  to  be  consulted  in  ad- 
vance before  any  announcement  is  made  of 
a  major  decision  by  the  Department  with  re- 
spect to  such  sale  or  transference. 

TRAMSPORTATION  PLANNING,  RESEARCH,  AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Amendment  No.  3:  Appropriates 
(4.878.000  instead  of  $2,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $7,256,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

LIMITATION  ON  WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND 

Amendment  No.  4:  Limits  operating  costs 
and  capital  outlays  of  the  working  capital 
fund  to  $67,974,000  instead  of  $67,750,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $68,198,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Coast  Guard 
operating  expenses 

Amendment  No.  5:  Appropriates 
$1,656,256,000  instead  of  $1,648,256,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  and  $1,675,289,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  earmarking  $26,700,000 
for  a  reimbursable  fund  for  polar  icebreaker 
operations  and  maintenance. 

ACQUISITION.  CONSTRUCTION,  AND 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Amendment  No.  7:  Appropriates 
$369,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  in- 
stead of  $370,900,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  full 
funding  for  the  marine  safety  office  in 
Philadelphia.  Pa. 

ALTERATION  OP  BRIDGES 

Amendment  No.  8:  Appropriates 
$8,600,000  instead  of  $7,400,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $12,600,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
following  amounts: 

Illinois  River.  Peoria,  111.  (Peoria 
and  Pekin  Union  RR) $7,400,000 

Williamette  River,  Portland, 
Oreg.  (Burlington  Northern 
RR) 1.200.000 

RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT.  TEST.  AND 
EVALUATION 

Amendment  9:  Appropriates  $22,500,000 
instead  of  $22,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  and  $23,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

OFFSHORE  OIL  POLLUTION  COMPENSATION  FUND 

Amendment  No.  10:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  pro- 
viding such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  in- 
stead of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

DEEPWATER  PORT  LIABIUTY  FUND 

Amendment  No.  11:  Appropriates 
$1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

NATIONAL  RECREATIONAL  BOATING  SAFETY  AND 
FACILITIES  IMPROVEMENT  FUND 

Amendment  No  12:  Appropriates 
$12,500,000  instead  of  $10,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $15,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No  13:  Limits  obligations  to 
$12,500,000  Instead  of  $10,000,000  as  pro- 


posed by  the  House  and  $15,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
headquarters  administration 
Amendment  No  14:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  receae  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  pro- 
viding for  the  transfer  of  up  to  7.5  percent 
between  the  appropriations  for  head(iuar- 
ters  administration  and  operations. 

OPERATIONS 

Amendment  No  15:  Appropriates 
$2,500,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 
stead of  ■•$2,593,300,000.  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $310,000,000  shall  be  derived  from 
the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund",  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  is  di- 
rected to  report  immediately  to  the  House 
and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations 
if  the  conference  agreement  level  will  result 
in  the  reduction  of  any  personnel  essential 
to  the  operation  of  a  safe  and  effective  air 
traffic  control  system. 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT 
lAIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUNDI 

Amendment  No  16:  Appropriates 
$750,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 
stead of  $985,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

In  making  the  necessary  reductions  from 
the  funding  plan  presented  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget,  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration is  expected  to  give  first  priority  to 
the  continued  funding  of  those  projects 
which  have  the  most  significant  impact  on 
the  safety  of  the  national  airspace  system. 

The  conferees  reiterate  the  language  con- 
tained in  the  Senate  report  directing  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  to  estab- 
lish instrument  landing  systems  at  the  Uni- 
versity-Oxford Airport.  Mississippi:  at 
Parmington  Airport,  New  Mexico:  and  at 
LaGrange-Calloway  Airport.  Georgia. 

The  conferees  direct  the  FAA  to  submit  a 
report  to  the  Appropriations  Committees  by 
November  1.  1983.  describing  the  adjust- 
ments made  to  the- fiscal  year  1984  facilities 
and  equipment  budget  estimate  necessitated 
by  the  $250,000,000  reduction.  Such  report 
shall  break  down  these  adjustments  to  the 
project  level  and  shall  contain  an  explana- 
tion for  each  adjustment. 

RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUNDI 

Amendment  No  17:  Appropriates 
$263,452,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 
stead of  $278,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

The  conferees  believe  that  the  reduction 
from  the  House  bill  can  be  achieved  without 
any  serious  impact  on  modernizing  the  na- 
tional airspace  system.  The  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  will  be  expected  to  take 
the  reduction  in  those  areas  which  do  not 
compromise  aviation  safety. 

GRANTS-IN-AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 
lAIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUNDI 

Amendment  No  18:  Deletes  the  words  "in- 
cluding rescission"  from  the  heading  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No  19:  Limits  obligations  to 
$800,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 
stead of  $900,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

In  addition  to  the  specific  projects  identi- 
fied in  the  House  and  Senate  Committee  re- 
ports, the  conferees  direct  that  priority  con- 
sideration also  be  accorded  to  the  Municipal 
Airport  in  Lake  City,  Florida. 


Amendment  No.  20:  Deletes  $143,500,000 
rescission  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  21:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment  insert  the  following:  .•  Provided 
further.  That,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  of  the  foregoing  limitation 
at  least  t2S.000.000  shall  first  be  made  avail- 
able to  fund  construction  of  all  eligible  por- 
tions of  new  air  carrier  runways,  and  relat- 
ed construction,  at  airports  as  to  which 
joint  Department  of  Transportation/ Federal 
Aviation  Administration  Task  Force  Delay 
Studies  have  been  prepared  for  issuance  in 
1983,  or  later,  showing  annual  delay  costs 
attributable  to  inadequate  runway  capacity 
that  will  exceed  the  cost  of  construction, 
and  as  to  which  the  sponsor's  preapplica- 
tiou  shall  specify  a  1984  project  start  date, 
whereafter  the  balance  of  the  1 25,000.000 
shall  revert  to  the  discretionary  funds 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  recognize  the  requirement 
for  the  new  air  carrier  runway  and  related 
construction  at  Houston  Intercontinental 
Airport,  Houston.  Texas,  and  that  the  con- 
struction estimates  exceed  the  level  of  dis- 
cretionary funds  recommended  herein.  The 
$25,000,000  will  be  obligated  out  of  discre- 
tionary funds  and  does  not  include,  but  is  in 
addition  to,  any  enplanement  funds  to 
which  airport  sponsors  are  otherwise  enti- 
tled. 

CONSTRUCTION,  METROPOLITAN  WASHINGTON 
AIRPORTS 

Amendment  No.  22:  Appropriates 
$14,250,000  instead  of  $11,750,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $15,250,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  also  includes 
language  proposed  by  the  Senate  regarding 
the  purchase  of  14  buses. 

AIRCRAFT  PURCHASE  LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  23:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  Inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following  .•  Provided, 
That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  may 
hereafter  isstie  notes  or  other  obligations  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  such  forms 
and  denominations,  bearing  such  maturi- 
ties, and  subject  to  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may 
prescribe.  Such  obligations  may  be  issued  to 
pay  any  necessary  expenses  required  pursu- 
ant to  the  guarantee  issued  under  the  Act  of 
September  7.  1957.  Public  Law  85-307,  as 
amended  (49  U.S.C.  1324  note).  The  amount 
of  such  obligations  when  combined  with  the 
aggregate  of  all  such  obligations  made 
during  fiscal  year  1983  shall  not  exceed 
1 175.000.000  by  September  30.  1984.  Such  ob- 
ligations shall  be  redeemed  by  the  Secretary 
from  appropriations  authorized  by  this  sec- 
tion. The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
purchase  any  such  obligations,  and  for  such 
purpose  he  may  use  as  a  public  debt  transac- 
tion the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securi- 
ties issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
Act,  as  now  or  hereafter  in  force.  The  pur- 
pose for  which  securities  may  6e  issed  under 
such  Act  are  extended  to  include  any  pur- 
chase of  notes  or  other  obligations  issued 
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under  the  subsection.   The  Secretary  of  the  and  allocated  to  the  towns  of  Greenwich,  Restore    the    matter    stricken    by    said 

Treasury  may  sell  any  such  obligations  at  Connecticut,  and  Port  Chester,  New  York.  amendment,    amended    to    change:    "fiscal 

such  times  and  price  and  upon  such  terms        The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  year  1981"  to  "fiscal  year  1979" 

and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine  in  his  will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

discretion.  AH  purchase,  redemptions,  and  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  will  move  to  concur  In  the  amendment  of 

sales  of  such  obligations  by  such  Secretary         interstate  transfer  grants— highways  t^^e  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

shall  be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions                 ronferee-;  pxoect  that  discretionary  Amendment      No.      37:      Provides      that 

of  the  United  States.  .  ,^^5  .f^nlr  fhf<:  tr^rln.  will  hP  allJ^at^ri  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  available  under  sec- 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  f""'^,  ""^f  ,^^f  ^^nS.    tot^f   nme^m  1*°"  5(h)(2)  shall  be  available  for  use  under 

will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of  \°    f  h.eve    the    followmg    total    program  ^^^^.^^  5(h)(3)(B)(ii)  and  5(h)(3)(C)  of  the 

the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate.  '^^^'^  '"  ''^*^*'  ^^^^  ^''°'-  Department     of     Transportation     Act.     as 

Federal  Highway  Administration  Portland,  Oreg $33,000,000  amended,  instead  of  $5,000,000  as  proposed 

LIMITATION  ON  GENERAL  OPERATING  expenses  San  Prancisco.  Calif 5.000.000  by  the  House. 

J        .  »T     ox   T  ~i.    „„„„,oi  «,...,ot  Tucson  Ariz 21,000,000  The  conferees  intend  that  local  rail  serv- 

mreTprnse    ?o  \\o'^7Sri£iZ'ti  Washington,  D.C 27,000.000  ice  assista..ce  discretionary  funds  be  u^ 

$198,600,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  Minneapolis-St.           Paul.  primarily  to  alleviate  state  rail  abandon- 

$202,687,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.                 Minn 21,000.000  ment  and  restructuring  problems  which  are 

The      conference      agreement      includes  Duluth,      Minn.-Superior,  not  adequately  considered  m  formula  alloca- 

$5  000  000  for  the  rural  transportation  as-        Wis 19,000,000  tions  due  to  deficiencies  in  system  diagram 

sistance  program  maps.  The  conferees  also  urge  the  Federal 

MOTOR  CARRIER  SAFETY  GRANTS  xn  addition^  the  conferecs  expect  that  at  S^probtrrS  '^:Z^::^of 

Amendment       No.        25:       Appropriates  least  $50,000,000  of  discretionary  funds  will  ^^I^P^^.^i^g  ^^en  allocating  these  funds. 

$8  000  000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  be  allocated  to  Chicago,  Illinois, 

of  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  j^^cess  highways  to  public  recreation  grants  to  the  national  railroad  passenger 

ACCESS  CONTROL  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT  AREAS  ON  CERTAIN  LAKES  CORPORATION 

Amendment  No.  26:  Inserts  language  pro-  Amendment       No.        29:       Appropriates  .^^f"^"!^"*^       ^°       ^^-    ^J^^HZ^J,^^^^ 

posed  by  the  House  extending  the  availabil-  $4,270,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  *'^V°°;°22o!i^„?I°Ann^        ^'          ^  hv  thi 

ifv  nf  fiinrt<t  fnr  arrP«  control  demonstra-  „        „  Stead   of   $720,000,000   as  proposed  by  the 

ity  01  lunos  lor  access  control  aemonsird  waste  isolation  pilot  project  roads  House 

tion  projects  to  September  30.  1985.  Amendment  No.  30:  Reported  in  technical  xhe  conferees  reiterate  the  language  con- 

railroad-highway  crossings  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  tained    in    the    Senate    report    regarding 

demonstration  projects  jj^g  Hosue  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  Mobile-New  Orleans  Amtrak  ser\ice. 

Amendment       No.        27:       Appropriates  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  ap-                                                             „.,^.„.„„ 

$15,000,000,  of  which  $10,000,000  shall  be  propriating  $5,800,000.  railroad  rehabilitation  and  improvement 

derived  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  in-  matiokai  HirnwAY  Traffic  Safety  financing  funds 

stead  of  $35,700,000,  of  which  $23,800,0,00  ADM^msTRATioV  Amendment  No.  39:  Reported  in  technical 

shall  be  derived  from  the  Highway  Trust  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 

Fund,  as  proposed  by  the  House.  operations  and  research  ^^le  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 

The  conferees  note  that  the  projects  listed  Amendment  No.  31:  Deletes  language  pro-  concur   in   the   amendment   of   the  Senate 

in    the    House    report    are,    among    other  posed  by  the  House  earmarking  $2,000,000  ^jth  an  amendment  as  follows: 

projects,    worthy    of    meritorious    consider-  for  activities  at  the  Transportation  Systems  in   lieu   of   the   matter   inserted   by   said 

ation.  The  Department  should  note  instruc-  Center.  amendment,  insert  the  following:  Provided, 

tions  contained  in  the  House  report  regard-  The   conference   agreement   includes   the  ffiai  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  is  au- 

ing  obligations  in  this  program.  following  recommended  amounts:  thorized   to   issue   to   the  Secretary   of  the 

federal-aid  highways  Bnipmakinff                                        $6  100  000  Treasury  notes  or  other  obligations  pursu- 

Amendment  No.  28:  Reported  in  technical  ?"  0^"^:.:::::::.:::::::::::.              li;058;000  <^ntto  section  512  °/^f^„f.^j^°"^.^"f"/5 

disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of     Highway  safety 12,060,000  ^"'j'O"  °'^'*  ^oT„if  ^c  ™rfprf    in  such 

the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  Research  and  analysis                     39.312.000  ^^""^'^^  ■^°'^\  »t    '^  ,^' ,      '""^"''^f;  '"  *"^f 

concur   in   the   amendment   of   the  Senate  Srneral  admini^trat^n                      7  050  000  amounts  and  at  such  txrnes  as  may  be  neces- 

with  an  amendment  as  follows:  SmcrLf  the  AdmStra:  *«n/  to  pay  any  amounts  required  Pursuant 

In   lieu   of   the   matter   inserted   by   said  ^"'^^  °^  ^^^  Admin.stra                 2  420  000  to  the  guarantee  of  the  pnnczpal  amount  of 

amendment,  insert  the  following:                            '""^ -i.4-J0,ooo  ^^^i^g^^^^^,  under  sections  SI  1  through  513 

rurarr^rv  BFi  IFF  NOTE. -640  positions.  of  such  Act,  such  authority  to  exist  as  long 

*^"                     ."   .,„        ^  ,„,  hichway  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  grants  OS  any  such  guaranteed  obligation  is  out- 

Notwithstanding  section  125.  129.  and  301  highway  traitic  safety  cR^nts  .tending:  Provided  further.  That  the  amount 

of  title  23.  United  States  Code,  an  addition-  Amendment  No.  32:  Limits  total  obliga-  'L^  ^^^^^  n^t^,   ^^  other  obligations,    when 

al  $20,000,000  shall  be  available  from  the  tions  for  fiscal  years  1983  and  1984  for  pro-  °;^^f  ^   ^,^^f^   ^^^   aggregate   of  all  such 

Highway  Trust  Fund  for  the  emergency  fund  grams  authorized  by  section  209  of  Public  ',"7"' "L   „f,,iaations  Zsued   during  fiscal 

authorized   under  section   125   ot   title   23,  Law  95-599.  as  amended,  to  $5,000,000  in-  "^^^l^^^j^^ZJ^^eedSlSOoZ^^ 

United  States  Code:  Provided,  That  the  Sec-  stead    of    $4,000,000    as    proposed    by    the  llZj^^^;.3gfg^4 

retary  shall  give  first  priority  to  making  House.  ^^^  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

funds   available    to    repair   or   replace    the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  ^^  jj^^yg  ^^  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

*^!f  !i"!  ^Pv.'^^^  ^  i'^,1  *"  ^°"Ti'^l'  ^1°'  railroad  safety  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
vided  further.  That  the  Federal  funds  pro- 
vided herein  shall  not  duplicate  assistance  Amendment  No.  33:  Appropriates  redeemable  preference  shares 
provided  by  any  other  Federal  emergency  $28,900,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in-  Amendment  No.  40:  Provides  that  all  un- 
program.  compensation  received  from  Con-  stead  of  $26,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  ^j^jig^tg^  balances  in  this  account  shall 
necticut  bridge  insurance  policies,  or  any  House.  j^^p^^  ^^  ^j^^  gjjd  of  fiscal  year  1985  instead 
other  non-Federal  source:  Provided  further,  rail  service  assistance  qj  ^t  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  1984  as  pro- 
That  regulations  issued  under  section  125,  Amendment  No.  34:  Deletes  the  words  "in-  posed  by  the  House. 

title  23.  United  States  Code,  shall  apply  to  eluding  transfer  of  funds"  from  the  heading  The  conferees  reiterate  the  language  in 

the  expenditure  of  such  Federal  funds:  Pro-  ^^  proposed  by  the  Senate.  the  House  report  directing  that  $3,420,000 

vided  further.  That  such  funds  shall  not  be  Amendment  No.  35:  Deletes  language  pro-  be    reserved    for    a    track     rehabilitation 

available   until    the  State   of  Connecticut  posed     by     the     House     providing     that  project  of  the  Detriot-Mackinac  Railroad. 

enUrs  into  an  agreement  pursuant  to  sec-  $io.ooO.OOO  of  the  funds  appropriated  under  ,,,  T».m«  prrnEB  line  assistance 

tion  105  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  ^^is  heading  shall  be  derived  from  the  unob-  Illinois  feeder  line  assistance 

1978  which  covers  the  Mianus  Bridge.  ligated  balances  of  "Alaska  Railroad  Revolv-  Amendment  No.  41:  Reported  in  technical 

MiANUS  BRWOE  EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  ing  Fund".  disagreement  The  managers  on  the  Pa"  01 

For  necessary  expenses  to  help  defray  cosU  Amendment  No.  36:  Reported  in  technical  the  House  will  °""  »  ;"°"°"  j^°  J,^^„'^t« 

such  as  additional  police  and  fire  services  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 

and  road  repairs  resulting  from  the  Mianus  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  with  an  ^^"^'»^"^*l;°"°*^,,-_     i,v    said 

bridge  collapse.  Sl.000.000:  Provided.   That  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  ^^^^.^'^^^.^'^i,  ™*""  rfJ^L  follows 

such  sum  shaU  be  equally  divided  between  with  an  amendment  as  follows:  amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows. 
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ILUNOIS  FEEDER  USE  ASSISTANCE 
(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS' 

For  a  grant  related  to  the  acquisition  and 
rehabilitation  of  the  railroad  feeder  line  as 
authorized  by  section  511  of  the  Rail  Safety 
and  Service  Improvement  Act  of  1982. 
S3. 000.000.  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
unobligated  balances  of  "Redeemable  prefer- 
ence shares":  Provided.  That  such  grant 
shall  contain  terms  requiring  (1)  the  repay- 
ment of  the  full  amount  of  the  grant  to  the 
United  States  in  the  event  of  the  cessation  of 
service  on  such  line  within  five  years  after 
the  first  operation  of  such  service  after  re- 
ceipt of  such  grant,  and  121  a  liquidation 
priority  for  the  United  States  in  the  event  of 
a  bankruptcy  within  such  five-year  period. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 

will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 

the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation 

Administration 

administrative  expenses 

Amendment  No.  42:  Appropriates 
$29,200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  In- 
stead of  $29,666,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT.  AND  DEMONSTRA- 
TIONS AND  UNIVERSITY  RESEARCH  AND  TRAIN- 
ING 

The  conferees  reiterate  the  language  con- 
tained in  the  House  report  directing  that 
S300.000  be  allocated  to  the  Hillsdale. 
Michigan  dial-a-ride  project  auid  that 
$100,000  be  provided  for  the  demonstration 
of  an  intermodal  security  system  at  the 
multi-modal  transportation  center  in  Ponti- 
ac.  Michigan.  The  conferees  also  reiterate 
the  language  contained  in  the  Senate  report 
directing  that  the  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee  l>e  considered  for  UMTA-Funded 
research  and  for  a  university  center  for 
transit  research  and  management  develop- 
ment. 

FORMULA  GRANTS 

Amendment  No.  43:  Appropriates 
$2,388,592,200  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 
stead of  $2,488,592,200  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

DISCRETIONARY  GRANTS 

Amendment  No.  44:  Limits  oblig<ttions  to 
$1,225,000,000  instead  of  $1,200,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  and  $1,250,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
following  amounts: 

Bus  and  bus  facilities $195,000,000 

Existing    rail    moderniza- 
tion and  extensions 545.500.000 

New  systems  and  new  sys- 
tems extensions 399.500.000 

Portland ( 44.250.000 ) 

Baltimore (3.500.000) 

Detroit (45.000.000 ) 

Miami (35.000.000 ) 

Santa  Clara (30.000,000) 

Atlanta „ (91.250.000) 

Los  Angeles (117.200.000) 

Houston (5.500.000) 

Jacksonville (15.500.000) 

San  Diego (8.300.000) 

St.  Louis (2.000,000) 

Buffalo ( 2.000,000  > 

Planning 50,000.000 

Elderly  and  handicapped  ...  25.000.000 
Innovative  techniques  and 

technology  introduction  .  10.000,000 

The  conferees  reiterate  the  Senate  report 

language  regarding  new  rail  transit  starts 
and  the  House  report  language  concerning 
the  issuance  of  a  letter  of  Intent  for  the 


Guadalu[>e  Corridor  light  rail  project.  The 
conferees  also  expect  the  Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Administration  to  execute 
the  directive  contained  in  the  House  report 
concerning  a  Long  Island  Railroad  rail  mod- 
ernization grant  and  the  directive  in  the 
Senate  report  concerning  planning  funds 
for  Orlando  and  Denver.  The  conferees 
expect  the  Secretary  to  reprogram.  with  the 
approval  of  the  House  and  Senate  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations,  any  excess  discre- 
tionary new  start  funds  into  the  rail  mod- 
ernization activity. 

INTERSTATE  TRANSFER  GRANTS— TRANSIT 

Amendment  No.  45:  Appropriates 
$295,400,000  instead  of  $270,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  and  $335,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
following  amounts: 


Oregon 

San  FYancisco 

Northeast  Illinois 

Sacramento 

Baltimore _... 

New  Jersey 

Duluth-Superior 

Boston 

New  York  City 

Distributed  by  formula.. 

ToUl 


$10,200,000 

5.000.000 

30.000.000 

20.000.000 

40.000.000 

6.000.000 

1.500.000 

30.000.000 

5,000.000 

147.700,000 


295,400,000 

The  conferees  recognize  that  delays  in 
some  regions'  projects  might  necessitate  ad- 
justments to  the  above  allocations.  The  con- 
ferees expect  these  adjustments,  if  required, 
to  be  accomplished  through  the  normal  re- 
programming  process. 

WASHINGTON  METRO 

Amendment  No.  46:  Appropriates 
$250,000,000  instead  of  $230,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  and  $275,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 

Corporation 
limitation  on  administrative  expenses 
Amendment  No.  47:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  lim- 
iting official  entertainment  expenses  to 
$3,000. 

Research  and  Special  Programs 

Administration 
research  and  special  programs 
Amendment  No.  48:  Provides  that 
$8,200,000  of  the  appropriation  under  this 
heading  shall  remain  available  until  expend- 
ed instead  of  $8,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  and  $8,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
following  recommended  amounts: 

Operations $12,000,000 

Research      and      Develop- 
ment    4.700,000 

University  research 2,000,000 

Other  R&D 2,700,000 

Natural  gas  pipeline  safety 

grants 3.500.000 

Positions 149 

The  conferees  direct  that  $650,000  of  the 
funds  provided  for  the  university  research 
program  be  made  available  only  for  merito- 
rious proposals  submitted  by  historically 
black  colleges. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
salaries  and  expenses 
Amendment  No.  49:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 


the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  appropriates  $26,795,000.  of  which 
$900,000  shall  be  available  only  for  bid  rig- 
ging investigative  efforts.  The  House  bill  in- 
cluded an  appropriation  of  $25,895,000. 

BID  RIGGING  INVESTIGATIVE  SUPPORT 

Amendment  No.  50:  Deletes  House  lan- 
guage appropriating  $900,000. 

TITLE  II-RELATED  AGENCIES 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

salaries  and  expenses 
Amendment       No.       51:       Appropriates 
$20,858,000   instead   of   $20,615,000   as   pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $21,062,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
salaries  and  expenses 

Amendment  No.  52:  Deletes  the  words  "in- 
cluding transfer  of  funds"  from  the  heading 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  53:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment  insert  the  following: 
S18.400.000,  for  the  period  October  1,  1983 
through  Augxist  1.  1984 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  reiterate  their  continuing 
support  for  section  323  of  P.L.  97-369  per- 
taining to  essential  air  transportation 
within  Alaska  and  direct  the  Civil  Aeronau- 
tics Board  to  continue  to  implement  the 
provisions  of  that  section. 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
salaries  and  expenses 
Amendment       No.       54:       Appropriates 
$60,000,000    instead   of   $59,000,000   as   pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $62,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
following  recommended  amounts: 

Policy  and  analysis  (staff  years. 
139) $7,935,000 

Proceedings  (staff  years.  440) 21.955,000 

Compliance  and  consumer  assist- 
ance (staff  years,  426) 22.785,000 

Enforcement  (staff  years.  145) 7.325.000 

Amendment  No.  55:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
which  deletes  the  House  language  prohibit- 
ing the  payment  of  office  space  rent  for 
non-Federal  organizations  or  entities  and  in- 
serts the  words  "unless  the  Commission  is 
precluded  from  meeting  this  requirement 
because  of  circumstances  Ijeyond  its  con- 
trol" as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  intend  that  fiscal  year  1984 
is  to  be  the  last  year  In  which  the  Federal 
Government  is  not  fully  reimbursed  for 
rental  costs  from  non-Federal  organizations. 
The  ICC  shall  reflect  this  policy  change  in 
iU  FY  1985  budget  submission. 

The  bill  includes  language  reserving 
$8,000,000  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission's salaries  and  expenses  appropria- 
tion contingent  on  the  publication  of  a  final 
rule  updating  its  user  fee  program.  In  the 
event  that  litigation  precludes  the  Commis- 
sion from  publishing  a  final  rule,  bill  lan- 
guage has  been  added  which  would  make 
the    $8,000,000    available.    The    conferees 


expect  the  ICC  to  publish  its  final  user  fee 
rule  by  May  1.  1984. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  DIRECTED  RAIL  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  56:  LimiU  obligations  to 
$5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Panama  Canal  Commission 
operating  expenses 
Amendment       No.       57:       Appropriates 
$409,662,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in- 
stead  of   $418,962,000   as  proposed   by   the 
House. 

United  States  Railway  Association 
administrative  expenses 
Amendment  No.  58:  Provides  $2,500,000  as 
proposed      by      the      Senate      instead      of 
$2,900,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

AIRLINE  DEREGULATION  STUDY  COMMISSION 

Amendment  No.  59:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  creating  an  Airline  De- 
regulation Study  Commission.  The  Senate 
language  also  provided  $500,000  by  transfer 
to  fund  the  study  conmiission. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  delete  the 
provision  proposed  by  the  Senate  to  create 
an  Airline  Deregulation  Study  Commission. 
However,  the  conferees  share  the  Senate 
concern  over  the  destabilizing  effects  of  de- 
regulation, and  will  hold  the  Senate  provi- 
sion in  abeyance  pending  the  continued 
close  review  by  Congressional  committees 
and  the  executive  branch  of  deregulation. 
CAB  sunset  and  residual  functions.  In 
taking  this  action,  the  conferees  strongly 
question  whether  the  Board  as  presently 
constituted  is  capable  of  administering  any 
additional  pricing  or  consumer  protection 
responsibilities. 

TITLE  III— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Amendment  No.  60:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  314.  The  Congress  intends  and  directs 
that  the  proposed  rulemaking  to  adjust  the 
annual  passenger  ceiling  at  Washington  Na- 
tional Airport  be  held  in  abeyance  for  at 
least  60  days  from  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  believe  that  there  should 
be  a  stable,  comprehensive,  permanent  and 
integrated  Metropolitan  Washington  Air- 
ports policy  and  plan  to  encompass  all  the 
issues,  which  range  from  noise  consider- 
ations, buses  and  1-66  HOV  lanes,  to  a  heli- 
port study  and  B-757  operations. 

The  conferees  urge  the  Secretary  to  work 
with  the  air  carriers  and  other  affected  in- 
terests to  establish  an  appropriate  mix  and 
number  of  slots  in  view  of  B-757  operations, 
hub  concept  requirements,  commuter  needs, 
and  other  considerations.  In  furtherance  of 
this  concept,  the  conference  agreement  pro- 
vides that  the  Secretary  shall  hold  final 
rulemaking  on  Metropolitan  Washington 
Airports  policy  in  abeyance  for  60  days  from 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  bill.  This  will 
allow  time  for  an  additional  dialogue  among 
all  of  the  parties  and  provide  the  opportuni- 
ty to  review  any  necessary  changes. 

In  particular,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  confer- 
ees that  while  the   14.8  million  passenger 

growth  cap  may  well  be  appropriate,  and 

that  such  a  level  would  provide  substantial 

growth   without   involving   slot   reductions 


below  current  ofierations,  the  Secretary 
should  reconsider  the  means  by  which  this 
level  is  calculated:  especially  whether  cer- 
tain connecting-flight  passengers  or  short- 
runway,  shuttle  and  commuter  operations— 
which  may  place  a  lesser  burden  on  ground 
and/or  air  facilities— might  be  appropriately 
exempted,  or  calculated  on  less  than  a  one- 
for-one  basis. 

The  conferees  believe  it  would  be  unwise 
for  a  Congressional  conference  committee, 
in  the  short  time  available  to  it.  to  attempt 
to  re-draft  a  proposed  rulemaking  on  any 
issue  so  intricate  as  this,  and  take  note  that, 
should  the  process  outlined  above  prove  un- 
satisfactory. Congress  fully  retains  its  re- 
course to  legislative  remedies. 

The  conferees  take  note  of  the  Senate 
report  language  urging  the  Secretary  to 
take  action  to  improve  the  availability  of 
New  York-Washington  type  shuttle  oper- 
ations out  of  Dulles  and  BWI,  and  it  is  the 
intent  of  the  conferees  that  such  action 
should  not  in  any  way  divert,  reduce,  or  re- 
strict below  current  passenger  levels  shuttle 
operations  between  the  New  York  Metropol- 
itan Area  Airports  and  Washington  Nation- 
al Airport. 

Amendment  No.  61:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  315.  None  of  the  funds  provided  in 
this  Act  for  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion shall  be  used  for  the  enforcement  of  any 
rule  with  respect  to  the  repayment  of  con- 
struction differential  subsidy  for  the  perma- 
nent release  of  vessels  from  the  restrictions 
in  section  506  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act, 
1936,  until  60  days  following  the  promulga- 
tion of  any  such  rule. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law,  the 
enforcement  of  any  rule  regarding  the  repay- 
ment of  construction  differential  subsidy  for 
the  permanent  release  of  vessels  from  the  re- 
strictions in  section  506  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1936,  shall  be  held  in  abeyance 
for  at  least  60  days  from  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  act. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  62:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  House  regarding  the  designa- 
tion of  non-Interstate  highways  in  the  State 
of  Connecticut  as  qualifying  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  sections  411(a)  and  (c)  of  the 
Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act  of 
1982. 

While  the  conferees  have  deleted  t..e  pro- 
vision to  bar  implementation  of  rules  per- 
mitting the  operation  of  tandem  trailer 
trucks  on  certain  non-Interest  highways  in 
Connecticut,  they  remain  concerned  over 
the  failure  of  the  Federal  Highway  Adminis- 
tration and  the  State  of  Connecticut  to 
agree  on  what  roads  should  be  eligible  for 
tandem  trailer  trucks  in  Connecticut.  The 
conferees  urge  the  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration to  be  attentive  to  the  legitimate 
safety  and  road-design  concerns  raised  by 
the  state,  and  expect  the  state's  concerns  to 
be  reflected  In  the  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration's final  route  designations. 

Amendment  No.  63:  Changes  section 
number. 

Amendment  No.  64:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  folows: 


In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment  insert:  31 7 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  65:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  Sec.  No.    "316 "  named  in  said 
amendment  insert:  318 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  66:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  319.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used  by  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  for  any  facility  closures 
or  consolidations  prior  to  December  1,  1983: 
Provided,  That  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration shall  no  later  than  October  1, 
1983,  submit  to  the  appropriate  committees 
of  the  Congress  a  detailed,  site-specific,  and 
time-phased  plan,  including  cost-effective- 
ness and  other  relevant  data,  for  all  facility 
closures  or  consolidations  over  the  next 
three  years:  Provided  further.  That,  in  the 
instance  of  any  proposed  closure  or  consoli- 
dation questioned  in  writing  by  the  House 
or  Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations  or 
by  any  legislative  committee  of  jurisdiction, 
no  such  proposed  closure  or  consolidation 
shall  be  advanced  prior  to  April  15,  1984,  in 
order  to  allow  for  the  timely  conduct  of  any 
necessary  congressional  hearings. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  suggest  that  the  FAA  Ad- 
ministrator consult  and  work  with  the 
House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appro- 
priations to  deal  with  any  anomalies  which 
may  arise  relevant  to  this  provision— such  as 
construction  or  the  announcement  of  con- 
struction of  any  non-controversial  consoli- 
dation of  facilities  or  closure  of  facilities  al- 
ready announced  for  closure  in  fiscal  year 
1983  and  not  subject  to  the  bill  language 
and  from  which  employees  and  their  fami- 
lies have  already  planned  their  departure— 
which  do  not  conflict  with  the  language  of 
the  bill  or  the  intention  of  the  Congress. 

Amendment  No.  67:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  Sec.  No.  "318"  named  in  said 
amendment  insert  the  following:  320 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
Amendment  No.  68:  Deletes  language  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  regarding  grant  appli- 
cations for  the  Westchester  County  Airport 
in  White  Plains,  New  York. 

The  conferees  share  the  Senate  concerns 
over  the  longstanding  controversy  between 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and 
Westchester  County  Airport  in  White 
Plains.  New  York,  which  was  put  into  effect 
in  October  of  1981  in  response  to  complaints 
from  nearby  residents  about  noise.  The 
curfew  bans  all  flights  to  and  from  the  air- 
port between  midnight  and  6:30  a.m. 

On  May  9.  1983.  the  FAA  brought  suit 
challenging  the  validity  of  the  curfew.  On 
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May  20  the  FAA  announced  that,  in  view  of 
the  pending  litigation,  the  agency  would 
neither  provide  further  grant  assistance  to 
the  county  nor  make  any  payments  under 
existing  grant  agreements.  The  immediate 
effect  of  the  FAA's  action  was  to  prevent 
payment  of  $885,000  for  a  previously  ap- 
proved project  to  repave  a  taxiway  and  to 
prevent  approval  of  a  grant  application  for 
$300,000  for  the  acquisition  of  a  permanent 
noise  monitoring  system. 

A  court  decision  on  the  ongoing  litigation 
is  imminent.  If  the  Judge  rules  against  the 
curfew  it  will  no  longer  be  permitted  to 
remain  in  effect,  at  which  point  the  County 
will  again  meet  all  eligibility  requirements 
for  the  receipt  of  federal  airport  funding. 
Likewise,  the  County's  eligibility  will  be  un- 
questioned if  the  court  upholds  the  curfew. 

Regardless  of  the  outcome,  the  conferees 
strongly  urge  the  FAA  to  promptly  release 
withheld  funds  upon  the  conclusion  of  the 
lawsuit  and  to  act  promptly  in  approving 
the  County's  application  for  funding  of 
noise  monitoring  equipment  and  assisting 
the  County  in  developing  noise  abatement 
techniques  that  will  both  satisfy  the  re- 
quirements of  law  and  protect  the  populace. 
The  conferees  are  particularly  anxious  to 
see  resolution  of  this  controversy  and  re- 
sumption of  normal  relations  between  West- 
chester County  and  the  FAA.  and  the  situa- 
tion will  be  closely  monitored  to  assure  that 
the  FAA  acts  in  good  faith  and  without 
prejudice. 

Amendment  No.  69:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment  insert:  321 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Sen*  te 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 


Amendment  No.  70:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  322.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  the  limitation  on  total  obliga- 
tions for  Federal-aid  highways  and  highway 
safety  construction  programs  for  fiscal  year 
19S4  contained  in  Title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be 
reduced  by  $80,000,000. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  intend  that  the  Benjamin 
Franklin  Bridge  connecting  Philadelphia. 
Pa.  and  Camden.  N.J.  be  given  priority  con- 
sideration by  the  Secretary  of  Transpora- 
tion. 

Conference  Total— With  Comparisons 

The  total  new  budget  (obligational)  au- 
thority for  the  fiscal  year  1984  recommend- 
ed by  the  Committee  of  Conference,  with 
comparisons  to  the  fiscal  year  1983  amount, 
the  1984  budget  estimates,  and  the  House 
and  Senate  bills  for  1984  follow: 

New  budget  (obligational) 

authority,      fiscal      year 

1983 $11,805,798,919 

Budget   estimates  of  new 

(obligational)   authority, 

fiscal  year  1984 

House  bill,  fiscal  year  1984 
Senate     bill,     fiscal     year 

1984 

Conference        agreement. 

fiscal  year  1984 

Conference  agreement 

compared  with: 

New  budget  (obliga- 
tional )  authority,  fiscal 
year  1983 


Budget  estimates  of  new 
(obligational)  author- 
ity, fiscal  year  1984 -t- 18,735.200 

House  bill,  fiscal  year 
1984 -367,690,000 

Senate   bill,    fiscal    year 

1984 -^  78,252,000 

WiLLi/«M  Lehman. 

Martin  Olav  Sabo. 

William  H.  Gray.  III. 

William  R.  RATCHroRD, 

Bob  Carr. 

Robert  J.  Mrazek, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten. 

Lawrence  Coughlin, 

Silvio  O.  Conte, 

Jack  Edwards, 

Carl  Pursell, 
Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

Mark  Andrews, 

Thad  Cochran, 

James  Abdnor, 

Bob  Kasten, 

Alfonse  M.  D'Amato, 

Lawton  Chiles. 

John  C.  Stennis. 

Thomas  P.  Eagleton, 
Managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


10,913,472,025 
11,299.897.225 

10,853.955.225 

10,932,207,225 


-873,591.694 


EXPENDITURE  REPORTS  CON- 
CERNING OFFICIAL  FOREIGN 
TRAVEL 

Report  of  a  House  committee  con- 
cerning the  foreign  currency  and  U.S. 
dollars  utilized  by  it  during  the  second 
quarter  of  calendar  year  1983  in  con- 
nection with  foreign  travel  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  95-384  is  as  follows: 


AMENDED  REPORT  Of  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL.  COMMIHEE  ON  BANKING,  FINANCE  AND  URBAN  AFFAIRS,  US  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN 

JAN.  1  AND  MAR.  31,  1983 


Me 


Per  (tail' 


TtmsdortitiOfl 


Ottier  purpKes 


ToU 


Him  q*  Member  or  cfRptayee 


Amval      Oqurture 


(^xifihy 


US  (Wlar 
Foreign  equivaleflt 
currency  or  U  S 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  doHar 

equivaleni 

orUS 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  iMIir 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency ' 


US  dollar 
Foreign  equwalenl 
currency  or  U  S 

currency' 


Jeny  M  Patterson 
CoRiminee  lo(al 


3/li 


3/21 


'  76  36 


7636 


7636 


7636 


■  Per  item  conjiilules  lodging  an)  meals 

'  n  toeign  currency  s  used,  enter  U  S  dollar  equnalent.  if  U  S  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  eioended 

'  (kound  transportatioi 


— .  My  19.  1983 


REPORT  Of  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OfflCIAL  fOREIGN  TRAVEL.  COMMinEE  ON  THE  BUDGET,  U.S.  HOUSE  Of  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  APR.  1  AND  JUNE  30, 1983 


DM 

Cowtry 

Perdnm' 

Transportatnn 

Ottier  purposes 

Total 

■■>  of  Mopbir  or  cnployM 

Amval 

Detarture 

US  ddlar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency          or  US 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

oiUS 

currency' 

US  dollar 
Foreign  equnalent 
currency          or  U  S 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency' 

kp.  MNdson 

6/2 
6/4 
6/5 
6/5 

6/4 
6/5 
6/5 
6/5 

El  Salvador 

15000 

15000 

tlicaragua 

Costa  ftica    „ 

JIM  .. 

75.00 

{^latrmala 

Mitvy  transcortatai.  Department  ol  Hit  Ait  . 

1.21920  . 

11.21920 

Force 

ComnMK  Mai 

moo 

8  719  20 

8.44420 

'  w  lim  cnstiMB  Upnf  wi  meals 

' <  taeiiii  camqr  is  Md,  eMu  US  doiar  equivalent,  it  US  currency  is  used,  enter  amount 
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REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  COMMIHEE  ON  INTERIOR  AND  INSULAR  AFFAIRS,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  APR  1  AND  JUNE 

30,  1983 


Dale 


Per  diem' 


Transportation 


Ottier  purposes 


Total 


Name  ol  Memtier  or  employee 


Arrival      Departure 


Country 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equrvaleni 

or  US 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US. 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equnalent 

or  US 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equnalent 

or  US 

currency' 


James  Weavti,  MC 3/29 

4/3 
4/7 

losepti  Rutledge,  suff 3/29 

4/3 
4/7 

Jolin  Mcain,  MC        6/16 

Mr  Moody  returned  to  State  Department 


England 

France... 

Sweden... 

England 

Fiance .... 

Sweden.. 


4/3 

4/7 

4/11 

4/3 

4/7 

4/U 

6/19     SanSalvadot.. 


2,SN.». 


Committee  total 


39300 

456.00  

500.50 

393.00 

456.00  

500  50    2.161.00  . 

22500 1.090.35  . 

(4667) -.. 

2.877.33  


39300 

456.00 

3.00146 

39300 

45600 

2,S61.W 

U1S.3S 

(4667) 


5,752  31  8.62964 


'  Per  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 

'If  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  US  dollar  equivalent,  if  US  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended. 

'Transportation  provided  by  military  (Army) 


MO  UOALL.  Ctiairman.  June  20,  1983 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICiAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  COMMITTEE  ON  RULES,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  APR.  1  AND  JUNE  30,  1983 


Date 


Per  diem' 


Transportation 


OtIier  purposes 


Total 


tiame  of  Memlier  or  employee 


Arrival       Departure 


Country 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US, 

currency ' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency ' 


Foreign 
currency 


U  S  dollar 

equnalent 

or  US 

currency' 


US  dollar 
Foreign  equnalent 
currency  or  U  S 

currency' 


Butler  Derrck,  MC 

Committee  total 


4/6 


4/11  England 


228.01 


346.01 


1.903.41    2.884,26 


18,20 


2.143.42   3.24846 


3.24846 


'  Per  dwn  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 

'  It  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  U  S  dollar  equivalent,  if  U  S  currency  is  used,  entei  amount  expended. 
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REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  COMMIHEE  ON  V^AYS  AND  MEANS,  US  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES.  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  APR  1  AND  JUNE  30,  1983 


Date 


Pet  diem' 


Transportation 


Other  purposes 


Total 


Name  of  Memlier  or  employee 


Armal      Departure 


Country 


US  dollar 
Foreign  equivatent 
currency  or  US 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equnalent 

or  US 

currency ' 


US  ddlar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U  S 

currency' 


Hon.  Carroll  A  Campbell,  )r 3/26  3/28     Korea 

3/28  3/30     Japan 

3/30  3/31      Hong  Kong.. 

3/31  4/4       Japan 

Transportation  tiy  Department  of  Defense 

Hon  Barber  B  ConaDlc.  Jr 3/26  3/28     Korea 

3/28  4/4      Japan 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense 

Hon  Bill  Frenzel    3/26  3/28 

3/28  4/4 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense 

Hon  SamM  (ibbons 3/26  3/28 

3/28  4/4 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense... 


152.000  $20000 

55.448  232  00 

97  00 

111.374  466  00 


1.131.47  . 

297.75  . 

10,955.54  . 


152.000 
194.785 


20000 
81500 


Korea.. 

Japan.. 


152,000 
194.785 


20000 
81520 


297.75  . 
12,211.92  . 


20000 
23200 

1.228.47 

930.81 

10.95554 

20000 

"i«7.06 - 1,27981 

12.21192 


167.06  . 


297.75  . 
12,211.92  . 


167  JK. 


Korea.., 
Japan,. 


152.000 
194.785 


200  00 
815  00 


Hon  Fiank  J  Guarini 3/26  3/28     Korea.,.. 

3/28  4/4      Japan... 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense 

Hon  Don  J  Pease   3/26  3/28     Korea..., 

3/28  4/4      Japan... 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense 

ThelmaJAskey 3/26  3/28     Korea... 

3/28  4/4      Japan... 

Transportation  liy  Department  of  Defense 

Ann  Flaig  DuUiney 3/26  3/28     Korea... 

3/28  4/4      Japan 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense 

Franklin  C  Pliilei,  Jr 3/26  3/28     Korea,,, 

3/28  4/4      Japan  , 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense 

Rufusrerxa 3/26  3/28     Korea... 

3/28          4/4      Japan. 
Transportation  by  Department  ol  Defense 


152.000 
194.785 


20000 
81500 


297.75  . 
12,211.92  . 


167  JK. 


297.75  . 
12,2II.»  . 


152.000 
194.785 


20000 
81500 


297.75  . 
12,211.92 


20000 
1.27981 
12.211.92 
200  OO 
1.27981 
12,21192 
200  00 
1,27981 
12,21192 
".:  _ 200  00 

■i67'.« 1"S81 

12.21192 


167.06  . 


152.000 
194.785 


20000 
81500 


297.75. 
12,211.92  . 


167.06  . 


152,000 
194,785 


20000 
81500 


297.75  . 
12,211.92  . 


167.06  , 


152.000 
194.785 


20000 
815  00 


152.000 
194.785 


20000 
81500 


Committee  total. 


10.13000 


20000 

1,279  81 

12.21192 

200  00 

1.279.81 

12.21192 

200.00 

1.279.81 

_„  12.21192 

~i; 200.00 

29775Zir.....I..         167.06 1.279.81 

12  211.92 12.211.92 

124  97179 1.67O60 136.772,39 


29H5  . 
«,211.92 


167.06  . 


'  Pet  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 

'If  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  US  dollar  equivalent;  if  US  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended 


DAN  ROSTENKOVirSKI.  Ctiairman.  July  6.  1983. 
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REPORT  Of  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL.  LEADERSHIP  TRIP  TO  JAPAN.  CHINA.  SINGAPORE,  AND  HONG  KONG.  US.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN 

MAR.  25  AND  APR.  10.  1983 


Me 
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TrmsporUtion 


Ottcf  purposts 


ToW 


Nw  01  Mcfflbcr  or  Enoloyu 
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foreign 
currency 


US  dotar 

equvalenl 

or  US 

cwrBKy' 


Foreign 
currency 


US  doto 

equHiknt 

or  US 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


Tkons  P  01W.  Jr . 


ar  transml  (round  ti«).. 
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Oemem  J  ZMdu 


HMayarl 
<«r  Mm) 


traisport  (roind  tnp) .. 


Ednrd 
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Defcert  L  UrU _ 
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IHtary  ai  traispart  (round  tnp) .. 
Krt  (TDonnrt 


Mtay  ar  tr< 
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sV  KWbIoii 
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l3ialB 


KHay  ar  tranpal  (nund  kip) .. 
Donnad  K.  Andemn 


HMay  ar  traipait  (nad  top)  . 
Mn  P  Murtki 
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Hongltoiig 

Japan — 


dm 


HMf  !■!.. 


3/27 

4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


CNns . 


SiniapM...- 
HoniiMi.. 


3/27 

4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


Qnna 
Smgapore 
Hong  Kong 


3/27 
4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


Oma 

Singapore 
Hong  Kong 


V2t 

3/27 

yv 

4/3 

4/3 

4/6 

4/6 

4/8 

3/27 

4/3 

4/6 

4/a 


Oma 

Singapore 
Hong  Kong 

iapai 

Oma 

SniapaN..... 
l«ai|lla«. 


3/27 

4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


Om 

Siqapai..... 
mi|  wi|.. 


3/27 
4/3 

4/6 
4/8 


ClMa 

Smfapora 

Hoqtag.. 


3/27 
4/3 

4/6 
4/8 


China 
Smgapne 
Hong  Kong 


im 

3/27 

1/27 

4/3 

4/3 

4/6 

4/1 

4/8 

Ctaa 

Singapore 
Hong  Kong 


3/27 
4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


OM.. 


3/27 
4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


3/27 
4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


Clan 
Snfapare 

Hong  KflRg.. 


3/27 

4/3 
4/6 
4/8 


OM 

Siaiapan.... 


3/2» 

3/27 

3/27 

4/3 

4/3 

4/6 

4/6 

4/8 

CMm 

Sngapore 

Hong  Kong 


35.550 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.74330 

"3W50 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.74330 

35.550 
1,557  46 

87318 
1.74330 


35.550 
1.55746 

87318 
1.74330 

35.550 
1.55746 

87318 
1.74330 

35^550 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.74330 


35.550 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.74330 


35.550 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.74330 


35.550 
1.55746 

87318 
1.74330 

35;550 
1.557  46 

873.18 
1.74130 

35!550 
1,557  46 

87318 
1.743.30 


35.550 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.74330 

35.550 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.74330 


35.550 
1.55746 

87318 
1,743  30 


35.550 
1.55746 

87318 
1.74330 

35,550 
1.557  46 

873.18 
1.74330 


35.550 
1.557  46 

87318 
1.743  30 


35.550 

1,557  46 

87318 

1.74330 


35.550 
1.55746 

87318 
1,74330 


15000 
78300 
42000 
26000. 

150  bb' 

783  00 
42000 
26O0O  . 


isooe 

78300 
42000 
26000 


15000. 
78300. 
420.00. 
26000 


15000 
78300 
420.00 
26000 

15000' 
783  00 
42000 
26000 


15000 
78300 
42000 
26000. 


150.00. 
78300 

42000 
26000 


150.00. 
78300 
42000 
26000 

15000 
78300  . 
42000. 
26000. 


15000 
78300 
42000. 
26000. 


15O00 
783  00 
42000 
26000 

isobb' 

78300 
42000 
26000 


150  00. 
78300 
420  00 
26000 


15000. 
783.00. 
42000  . 
26000. 


15000 
783  00 
420.00 
26000. 


15O0O 
78300 
42000 
26000. 


15000 
78300 
42000 
260  W. 

15d:«" 
783  00. 
42O0O 
26000 


35.500 

15000 

1.55746 

78300 

87118 

42O00 

1.74330 

26000 

i4».l7 


C4S2I7 


ti4RI7 


WiV  ■ 


t.492.17 


{.4)217 


t.49217 


«.4».17 


i4«.l7 


M92.I7 


M92.17 


6,4)2.17 


M92I7 


(.4)2.017 


i4)2.l7 


M)2.17 


M)2.I7 


t.492.17 


U)2.17 


3957 
28398 
13988 
4n.&3 


].)S7 
28198 
13988 
48953 


3.957 
2)398 
13988 
489  53 

3.957 
2*398 
119.8) 
4)).53 


1656 
14275 
67  09 
71.;( 


39.507 
1,84144 
1.01306 
2i32(3 


l(.S( 

142  75 
67  09 
7176 


3).S07 

1.84144 
1,013  06 
2.232.83 


1656 
14275 
6709 
7176 

1656 
14275 
67.09 
71.76 


39,507 
1,84144 

1.013  06 
2.23283 


39,507 
1.84144 
1.01106 
2.212.)3 


US  Mar 

equwakm 

orUS 


166  56 
925  75 
487  09 
13176 


t6t.S( 

925  75 
487  09 
331.76 


1)S7 

1(56 

3).5*7 

itcsc 

2)3)1 

14275 

1.84144 

92575 

139)8 

6709 

1,01306 

487  09 

48953 

7176 

2,23283 

33176 

166.56 
92575 

487  09 
33176 


166.56 
925.75 
U7.76 
31176 


3.957 

1656 

39,507 

166  56 

28398 

142  75 

1.841  44 

925  75 

13988 

67  09 

1013.06 

487.09 

4))S1 

7176 

2.232*3 

331.76 

3.957 

1656 

39.507 

166  56 

28398 

14275 

1.841  44 

925  75 

13988 

67  09 

1,01306 

487  09 

48953 

7176 

2.23283 

33176 

3.957 

1656 

39,507 

16656 

28398 

142  75 

1.841  44 

925  75 

13988 

67  09 

1.013  06 

487  09 

48953 

7176 

2,232  83 

33176 

l.»57 

16.56 

19.507 

1(656 

28398 

142  75 

1.84144 

925  75 

13988 

67  09 

1,013  06 

487  09 

489  53 

7176 

2.232  83 

33176 

3.957 

1656 

39.507 

166.56 

28398 

14275 

1.841.44 

92575 

119.8) 

67.09 

1.01106 

487.09 

4*951 

7176 

2.23283 

33176 

3.957 

1656 

39,507 

166  56 

28398 

14275 

1.841  44 

925  75 

139.88 

6709 

1.013.06 

48709 

4)951 

71.7* 

2.232*3 

33176 

3,957 

1656 

39,507 

166  56 

283  98 

14275 

1.841  44 

925  75 

13988 

67  09 

1,01306 

487  09 

4*953 

7176 

2.23283 

33176 

3.957 

1656 

39.507 

166  S( 

283  98 

14275 

1.841  44 

925  75 

13988 

67  09 

1,013  06 

487  09 

48953 

7176 

2.232.83 

331.76 

3.957 

I6S« 

19.507 

l((.S( 

2*191 

142.75 

1.84144 

92575 

13988 

6709 

1.01306 

487  09 

4*953 

7116 

2.23283 

33176 

3.957 

1656 

39.507 

166.56 

2*3.9* 

14275 

1.841.44 

925.75 

139*1 

6709 

1,013.06 

tt7.09 

4*953 

7176 

2.23283 

331.76 

3.957 

16  56 

39,507 

166  56 

28398 

14275 

1.841  44 

925  75 

139.88 

67.09 

1.013.06 

487  09 

4*9.51 

71.76 

2,212*1 

11176 

3,957 

1656 

39.507 

166  56 

28398 

14275 

1.84144 

925  75 

13988 

6709 

1,01106 

487  09 

4*953 

7176 

2.232*3 

13176 

3.957 

16.56 

19.507 

16(56 

28398 

14275 

1,841  44 

92575 

13988 

67  09 

1,01306 

487  09 

48953 

71.76 

2.23283 

33176 

3.957 

1(56 

39.507 

l((5( 

2)3.)) 

14275 

1.84144 

92575 

1398* 

6709 

1.01306 

487  09 

4)953 

71.76 

2.232  83 

33176 

1957 

16.56 

39.507 

l((S( 

2*198 

14275 

1.841.44 

92575 

13988 

6709 

1,01106 

48709 

489  53 

7176 

2,232  82 

33176 
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REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  LEADERSHIP  TRIP  TO  JAPAN,  CHINA,  SINGAPORE,  AND  HONG  KONG,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN 

MAR.  25  AND  APR.  10,  1983-Continued 


Dale 

Country 

Per  diem' 

Transportation 

Other  purposes 

Total 

Name  of  Memtier  or  employee 

Arrnal 

Departure 

US  dolbi 
Foreign  equivaient 
currency         or  US 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 

USdolbr 

eqwvUent 

a  US 

currenqi* 

Militaiy  air  transpoil  (round  trip— Includes 
IligW  costs  Hong  Kont  to  Kadena,  Okinawa, 
Okinawa  to  Hong  Kong) 

.     10,573.17  .. 

3/26 
4/6 
3/27 
4/3 
4/5 

3/27 
4/8 
4/3 
4/5 
4/6 

RalpliRegula       

" 

..    106,650          450.00 

3.957 
28398 

93  26 
244.77 

1656 

142  75 
4472 
35.88 

110.607 

1.84145 

68138 

1.116.47 

4(6.56 

92575 

r!hina 

1  557  46           783  00 

Singapore 

Hong  Kong 



582 12           280.00 
871 70           130.00  ., 

324  72 

165J) 

..     11495.58  . 

_ 

flight  costs  Hong  Kong  to  Kadena,  Okinawa, 
Okinawa  to  Yokota,  Misawa,  Japan,  Yokota  to 
Tokyo,  Japan.  Tokyo  to  Honolulu 

I  Per  diem  constitutes  kidging  and  meals  _  ....    ...... 

'  If  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  US  dollai  equivalent;  if  U.S.  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended,  ^,^^  p  g.^j^  j,,   ^  ,q  ,jj3 

REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  ELEANOR  KELLEY,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  MAY  27  AND  JUNE  6, 1983 


Date 

Country 

Perdcm' 

Transportatnn 

Otiier  purposes 

Total 

Nanw  of  MwnbBf  or  wnployw 

Arrival 

Departure 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency' 

U  S  dollai 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency          or  US 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equwaleiit 

orUS 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 

US  doHa 
equivalent 

orUS 
currency' 

■t/?!! 

6/2 
6/4 
6/6 

France 

3.626 

49000 
152.92 
212.00 

1,221 

16500 

4,847 

1,681 

3,76405 

65500 

6/2 

6/4 

CzectKKtovakia... 

1  fiJll 

15292 

3,76405 

21200 

CofTifnrttK  total 

1.01992 

1  Pel  diem  constitutes  kidging  and  meals  ^     .  .        j,> 

' n  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  U S  dollar  equnratent;  if  US  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended  i\im»  M  KEUEY.  July  1.  1983 

REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  MARSHALL  L.  LYNAM,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  MAY  26  AND  JUNE  1,  1983 


Date 


Per  diem' 


Transportation 


Ottier  purposes 


Total 


Name  of  Member  or  emptoyee 


Arrival      Departure 


Country 


US  dollar                       US  dollar  US  dollar  USdota 

Foreign        equivalent  Foreign        equivalent  Foreign        equnjatenl        Foreign        equivateit 

curre^         or  US  currency         or  US  currency         orU^         currency         »U1 

currency'  currency'  currency' ""'"^ 


Marsliall  L  Lynam 

Committee  total 


5/26 


6/1      France  . 


5,81640 


786  00 


1,465.47 nmi 

2,25147 


'  Per  diem  constitutes  kidging  and  meals 

' II  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  US  dollar  equwalent,  K  US,  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended 


MARSHAU  L  LYNAM,  July  13.  1983 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OfflCIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  BILLIE  GAY  LARSON,  U.S,  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  MAY  26  AND  JUNE  2, 1983 


Dale 


Per  diem' 


Transportation 


Other  purposes 


Total 


Name  of  Member  or  empk)yee 


Arrival      Departure 


Cowby 


US.  dollar 

foreign 

equivalent 

currency 

or  US 

currency' 

Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

US,  dollai 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

foreign 

equnalent 

Foreign 

equivalent 
or  US 

or  US 

currency 

or  US 

currency 

currency' 

currency' 

currency' 

BillK  Gay  Larson 


5/26 


6/2 


France 6,80676 


91700       27,209.52        3,672.00 


1,2637 


170.54  4,759.54 


917,00  3,672,00 170,54  4,759,54 


'  Per  diem  constitutes  todging  and  meals 

» II  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  U S  dollar  equnralent;  it  US  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended 


BILUE  GAY  LARSON,  July  25,  1983. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 
Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1614.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  Executive  Office 
of  the  President,  transmitting  the  supple- 
mental summary  of  the  budget  for  fiscal 


year  1984,  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1106(a)(1) 
(H.  Doc.  No.  98-87);  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

1615.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting  the  annual  report  on 
the  state  of  the  automobile  industry  for 
1982,  pursuant  to  section  12(b)  of  Public 
Law  96-185:  to  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 

1616.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Board 
of  Trustees,  PubUc  Defender  Service  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  the  10th 


annual  report  of  the  Public  Defender  Serv- 
ice for  fiscal  year  1980:  to  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

1617.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  volume  2  of  a  report  on 
the  prospects  for  financing  elementary  and 
secondary  education,  pursuant  to  section 
1203(f)  of  Public  Law  95-561:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Education  and  Labor. 

1618.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  proposed  final  regula- 
tions for  chapter  1  of  the  Education  and 
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Consolidation  Act  of  1981— financial  assist- 
ance to  State  educational  agencies  to  im- 
prove the  coordination  of  migrant  education 
activities,  pursuant  to  section  431(d)(1)  of 
the  General  Education  Provisions  Act.  as 
amended:  to  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor. 

1619.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  transmitting  the  annual 
report  on  progress  toward  completion  of  the 
Northeast  corridor  improvement  project, 
pursuant  to  section  703(1)(D)  of  Public  Law 
94-210;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce. 

1620.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  State  for  Legislative  and  Intergov- 
ernmental Affairs,  transmitting  a  copy  of 
Presidential  Determination  No.  83-8  con- 
cerning the  furnishing  of  immediate  mili- 
tary assistance  to  Chad,  pursuant  to  section 
506  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as 
amended  (original  notification  received  July 
19.  1983.  Executive  Communication  No. 
1559):  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

1621.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  transmitting  a 
report  on  a  new  system  of  records,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  552a(o):  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

1622.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff  for  Installations  and  Logistics.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Navy,  transmitting  the  annual 
report  of  the  retirement  plan  for  civilian 
employees  of  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  ex- 
changes, recreation  funds,  clubs,  messes  and 
the  Marine  Corps  exchange  service,  pursu- 
ant to  section  121(a)(2)  of  the  Budget  Ac 
counting  and  Procedures  Act  of  1950  as 
amended;  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations. 

1623.  A  letter  from  the  Chief.  Army  and 
Air  Force  Exchange  Service.  Departments 
of  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force,  transmitting 
the  annual  report  for  the  fiscal  year  1982  on 
the  financial  condition  of  the  IJepartments' 
pension  plans,  pursuant  to  section  121(a)  of 
the  Budget  and  Accounting  Procedures  Act 
of  1950,  as  amended;  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

1624.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Minerals 
Management  Service.  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting  notice  of  the  proposed 
refund  of  $56,562.15  to  Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc.. 
ARCO  Exploration  Co..  and  Mobil  Oil 
Corp..  for  an  excess  royalty  payment,  pursu- 
ant to  section  10(b)  of  the  Outer  Continen- 
tial  Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1625.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  (Civil  Works),  transmit- 
ting a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to 
amend  the  act  approved  August  8,  1972. 
Public  Law  92-367.  to  authorize  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  to  maintain  and  periodi- 
cally update  the  National  Inventory  of 
Dams;  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation. 

1626.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
review  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Cor- 
poration's financial  statements  for  the  year 
ended  September  30.  1981  (GAO/AFMD-83- 
74;  July  22.  1983);  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Government  Operations  and  Agri- 
culture. 

1627.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator. 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
for  three  additional  Presidentially  appoint- 
ed and  Senate  confirmed  Assistant  Adminis- 
trators for  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency;  Jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Agri- 
culture. Energy  and  Conunerce.  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries.  Post  Office  and  Civil 


Service,  Public  Works  and  Transportation, 
and  Science  and  Technology. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO:  Committee  on  House  Ad- 
ministration. House  Resolution  267.  Resolu- 
tion providing  amounts  from  the  contingent 
fund  of  the  House  for  further  expenses  of 
investigations  and  studies  by  the  Committee 
on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct  in  the  1st 
session  of  the  98th  Congress  (Rept.  No.  98- 
310).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  GAYDOS:  Committee  on  House  Ad- 
ministration. House  Resolution  270.  Resolu- 
tion authorizing  printing  of  the  transcript 
of  proceedings  of  the  Committee  on  Science 
and  Technology  incident  to  presentation  of 
a  portrait  of  the  Honorable  Don  Fuqua 
(Rept.  No.  98-311).  Referred  to  House  Cal- 
endar. 

Mr.  GAYDOS:  Committee  on  House  Ad- 
ministration. House  Resolution  277.  Resolu- 
tion authorizing  printing  of  the  transcript 
of  proceedings  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  incident  to  presentation  of  a  por- 
trait of  the  Honorable  Dan  Rostenkowski 
(Rept.  No.  98  312).  Referred  to  the  House 
Calendar. 

Mr.  DERRICK:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  283.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  3520,  a  bill  to 
extend  and  improve  the  Rehabilitation  Act 
of  1973.  to  provide  for  the  operation  of  the 
Helen  Keller  National  Center  for  Deaf- 
Blind  Youths  and  Adults,  to  create  a  Select 
Commission  on  Federal  Assistance  to  Dis- 
abled Americans,  and  to  increase  certain  au- 
thorizations of  appropriations  for  programs 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Comm.ttee  on 
Education  and  Lat>or  (Rept.  No.  98-319).  Re- 
ferred to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  FROST:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  284.  Resolution  waiving  certain 
points  of  order  against  consideration  of  the 
amendments  in  disagreement  to  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  3069,  a  bill  making  sup- 
plemental appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30.  1983.  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  No.  98-320).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  285.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  2780.  a  bill  to 
extend  and  amend  the  provisions  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  the  general 
revenue  sharing  program.  (Rept.  No.  98- 
321).  Referred  to  the  Hou.se  Calendar. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan;  Committee  on 
Rules.  House  Resolution  286.  Resolution 
providing  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
1646.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  and  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Tax  Act  to  assure  sufficient  resources 
to  pay  current  and  future  benefits  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974.  to 
make  technical  changes,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses (Rept.  No.  98-322).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma:  Committee  on 
the  Budget.  Report  on  revised  302(a)  alloca- 
tions and  ceiling  spending  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 2  of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  91 
(Rept.  No.  98-313).  Referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 


Mr.  MOAKLEY:  Committee  on  Rules. 
H.R.  3231.  A  bill  to  amend  the  authorities 
contained  in  the  Export  Administration  Act 
of  1979,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
98-257.  Pt.  III).  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union.0[H26JY3-1137]HALL 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana:  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service.  H.R.  3345.  A  bill  to 
amend  title  5.  United  States  Code,  to  make 
the  birthday  of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  a 
legal  public  holiday;  with  amendments 
(Rept.  No.  98-314).  Referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida:  Committee  of 
conference.  Conference  report  on  H.R.  3329 
(Rept.  No.  98-3 18)^  Ordered  to  be  printed. 


ADVERSE  REPORTS 
Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII, 
Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI:  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  House  Resolution  256. 
Resolution  disapproving  the  President's  rec- 
ommendation to  extend  certain  waiver  au- 
thority under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  with  re- 
spect to  Romania  (Rept.  No.  98-315).  Re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI:  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  House  Resolution  257. 
Resolution  disapproving  the  President's  rec- 
ommendation to  extend  certain  waiver  au- 
thority under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  with  re- 
spect to  Hungary  (Rept.  No.  98-316).  Re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
Hou.se  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI:  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  House  Resolution  258. 
Resolution  disapproving  the  President's  rec- 
ommendation to  extend  certain  waiver  au- 
thority under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  with  re- 
spect to  the  People's  Republic  of  China 
(Rept.  No.  98-317).  Referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows; 

By  Mr.  BONKER  (for  himself.  Mr.  Za- 
BLOCKi.  Mr.  Fascell.  Mr.  Hamilton. 
Mr.  SoLARZ.  Mr.  Mica.  Mr.  Barnes. 
Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Crockett.  Mr.  Gejd- 
ENSON,    Mr.    Dymally.    Mr.    Lantos, 
Mr.  KosTMAYER.  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr. 
Berman.   Mr.    Levine   of   California, 
Mr.  Feighan.  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Garcia, 
Mr.  Winn.  Mr.  Pritchard,  Mr.  Leach 
of    Iowa,    Mr.    Bereuter    and    Mr. 
ZscHAU ): 
H.R.  3646.  A  bill  to  amend  the  authorities 
contained  in  the  Export  Administration  Act 
of  1979.  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Affairs. 

By   Mr.    MARKEY   (for   himself   and 
Mr.  LuKEN): 
H.R.  3647.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Communi- 
cations Act  of  1934  to  assure  universal  tele- 
phone service  within  the  United  States,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  FLORIO: 
H.R.  3648.  A  bill  to  improve  the  cost  effec- 
tiveness of  the  National  Railroad  Passenger 
Corporation,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
such  corporation  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 


September  30,  1984.  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce. 

By  Mr.  RICHARDSON  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Waxman); 
H.R.   3649.   A   bill   to   amend   the   Public 
Health   Service   Act   to   revise   the  system 
under  which  communities  pay  the  United 
States  for  the  services  of  National  Health 
Service  Corps  personnel;  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  ANNUNZIO: 
H.R.  3650.  A  bill  to  amend  section  317  of 
the  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971 
with  respect  to  contributions  by  separate 
segregated   funds  of   Government   contrac- 
tors; to  the  Committee  on  House  Adminis- 
tration. 

By  Mr.  ARCHER: 
H.R.  3651.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  for  the  in- 
dexing of  certain  assets;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  BIAGGI: 
H.R.  3652.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Pair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage  under  that  act  to  $4.15  an  hour; 
to  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 
H.R.  3653.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  broaden  and  improve 
the  recently  enacted  program  authorizing 
the  use  of  death  certificates  for  the  verifica- 
tion and  correction  of  information  in  the 
OASDI  records;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  CONABLE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Anthony,  and  Mr.  Archer): 
H.R.  3654.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  an  addi- 
tional 3  years  to  amend  governing  instru- 
ments to  meet  the  requirements  for  gifts  of 
split  interests  to  charity,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  FAUNTROY: 
H.R.  3655.  A  bill  to  raise  the  retirement 
age  for  Superior  Court  judges  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

H.R.  3656.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  the  voting 
interests  of  disqualified  persons  to  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  a  private  foun- 
dation's voting  interest  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 4943  of  such  Code;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  GRADISON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Downey  of  New  York): 
H.R.  3657.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Technical 
Corrections  Act  of  1982  with  respect  to  the 
tax  treatment  of  certain  corporate  acquisi- 
tions; to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By    Mr.    HANCE    (for    himself.    Mr. 

Stark.  Mr.  Pickle.  Mr.  Matsui.  and 

Mr.  Thomas  of  California): 

H.R.    3658.    A   bill    to   amend   the   Tariff 

Schedules  of  the  United  States  to  impHJse 

duties    on    subsidized     hydraulic    cement, 

cement    clinker,    and    concrete    block    and 

brick;    to    the    Committee    on    Ways    and 

Means. 

By  Mr.  HUGHES: 
H.R.  3659.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  repatri- 
ation of  the  remains  of  five  unknown  mem- 
bers of  the  U.S.  Navy  killed  and  interred  in 
Tripoli  in  1804  and  for  the  interment  of 
such  remains  at  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy  or 
the  Arlington  National  Cemetery;  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  Vet- 
erans' Affairs. 

By  Mr.  FOLEY  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Swift.  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Morrison  of 
Washington,      Mrs.      Boxer,      Mr. 


CoELHO.  Mr.  Robert  F.  Smith,  Mr. 
Denny  Smith,  Mr.  Craig,  Mr.  Chap- 
pie, Mr.  Pashayan,  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr. 
Moorhead.  and  Mr.  Richardson): 
H.R.  3660.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Power  Act  to  specify  the  annual  charges  for 
projects  with  licenses  issued  by  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  for  the  use 
of  Federal  dams  and  other  structures;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  HANCE: 
H.R.  3661.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of   1954  to  provide  cost  of 
living  adjustments  in  the  maximum  deduc- 
tion for  retirement  savings  using  the  cost  of 
living  adjustment   applicable  to  the  maxi- 
mum annual  limits  with  respect  to  employer 
retirement    plans;    to    the    Committee    on 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  3662.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  the  deduc- 
tion for  retirement  savings  to  be  computed 
for  a  married  individual  on  the  basis  of  the 
sum  of  such  individual's  compensation  and 
so  much  of  the  compensation  of  the  spouse 
of  such  individual  as  exceeds  the  IRA  de- 
duction of  such  spouse;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  HANSEN  of  Utah  (for  himself, 
Mr.     Matsui,     Mr.     Chappie,     Mr. 
Badham.  Mr.  Marriott,  Mr.  Nielson 
of  Utah,  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Flippo,   Mr.   Gonzalez.   Mr.   Hutto, 
Mr.   Jones   of   North   Carolina,   Mr. 
Gephardt,  and  Mr.  McCurdy): 
H.R.  3663.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10.  United 
Stales  Code,  to  require  authorization  by  law 
of  certain  consolidations  of  functions  within 
the  Department  of  Defense;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services. 

By   Mr.    HUGHES   (for   himself,   Mr. 
Sawyer.  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida,  and 
Mr.  Oilman): 
H.R.  3664.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Drug  Abuse 
Prevention,  Treatment,  and  Rehabilitation 
Act  to  revise  the  authority  of  the  Office  of 
Drug  Abuse  Policy,  to  establish  a  Deputy 
Director  for  Drug  Abuse  Prevention  and  a 
Deputy  Director  for  Drug  Enforcement  in 
the  Office,  and  for  other  purposes;  jointly, 
to   the   Committees   on   the   Judiciary   and 
Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  JACOBS: 
H.R.  3665.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  that  differential  pay 
be  made  payable  to  certain  employees  of  the 
Federal    Aviation    Administration;    to    the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
H.R.  366C.  A  bill  to  require  that  funds  al- 
located for  military  assistance  for  the  Gov- 
ernment of  El  Salvador  or  for  the  rebels  in 
Nicaragua  be  used  Instead  by  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Naturalization  Service  to  prevent 
illegal  immigration  from  Central  America; 
jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Foreign  Af- 
fairs and  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mrs.  KENNELLY: 
H.R.    3667.   A   bill   to   provide   additional 
transitional    authority    to    issue    mortgage 
subsidy  bonds;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  KINDNESS: 
H.R.  3668.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Contract 
Disputes  Act  of  1978  to  eliminate  the  re- 
quirement that  certain  claims  be  certified, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MATSUI  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Hansen  of  Utah.  Mr.  Evans  of  Illi- 
nois. Mr.  FYiPPO.  Mr.  Gonzalez,  Mr. 
Hutto.  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina, 
Mr.  Gephardt.  Mr.  McCurdy.  Mr. 
Badham.  Mr.  Chappie,  Mr.  Marriott, 
and  Mr.  Nielson  of  Utah); 


H.R.  3669.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  require  authorization  by  law 
of  certain  consolidations  of  functions  within 
the  Department  of  Defense;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mrs.  SCHROEDER: 
H.R.  3670.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  legal  assistance 
to  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  their 
dependents,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

By   Mr.    WHITTAKER   (for   himself, 
Mr.  Neilson  of  Utah,  Mr.  Roberts, 
and  Mr.  Tauke): 
H.R.  3671.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Communi- 
cations Act  of  1934  to  promote  the  universal 
availability  of  telephone  service,  at  afford- 
able rates,  within  the  United  States;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska: 
H.  Con.  Res.   150.  Concurrent  resolution 
expressing  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the 
Federal      Communications      Commission's 
access  charge  plan  be  delayed  1  year;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

By   Mr.   GUARINI   (for   himself.   Mr. 
BoNioR  of  Michigan,  and  Mr.  Pack- 
ard): 
H.J.  Res.  329.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  week  beginning  April  8.  1984,  as  "Na- 
tional Deaf  Awareness  Week";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  BARNES  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Alexander): 
H.  Res.  282.  Resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  House  of  Representatives  that 
the  U.S.  Government  should  support  the 
peace  initiatives  of  the  four-nation  Conta- 
dora  group,  should  Indicate  its  willingness 
to  cease  the  flow  of  arms  into  Central  Amer- 
ica in  conjunction  with  other  nations,  and 
should  terminate  all  programs  of  assistance 
to  guerrilla  forces  in  Nicaragua;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  memo- 
rials were  presented  and  referred  as 
follows: 

231.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Texas,  relative  to 
the  Clean  Air  Act;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce. 

232.  Also  memorial  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  State  of  Illinois,  relative  to 
the  use  of  plastic  and  rubber  bullets;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

233.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of 
the  Northern  Marianas  Commonwealth,  rel- 
ative to  the  funding  of  the  prior  service  ben- 
efit program;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 

234.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of 
the  State  of  California,  relative  to  the  dis- 
charge of  certain  debts  in  bankruptcy  pro- 
ceedings; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

235.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of 
the  State  of  Texas,  relative  to  the  steel  pipe 
and  tube  arrangement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  European  community;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 
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By  Mr.  CARR: 

H.R.  3672.  A  bill  to  clear  certain  impedi- 
ments to  the  licensing  of  the  vessel  La  Jolie 
for  employment  in  the  coastwise  trade:  to 
the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries. 

By  Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama; 

H.R.  3673.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Meenak- 
shiben  P.  Patel:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MATSUI: 

H.R.  3674.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Pong  Yet 
Yee  and  Yee  Yow  Bong:  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  SKEEN: 

H.R.  3675.  A  bill  to  provide  that  C.  J. 
Dugan  and  Otero  Mills.  Inc.,  may  file  a 
claim  against  the  United  States  in  the  Court 
of  Claims,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr  SMITH  of  New  Jersey: 

H.R.  3676.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Alejan- 
dro Revancho  and  Zenatda  Revanche:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  287:  Mr.  Campbeu.. 

H.R.  433:  Mr.  Pattcrsom. 

H.R.  555:  Mr.  Richardson. 

H.R.  943:  Mr.  Patterson. 

H.R.  953:  Mr.  Shannon  and  Mr.  Delloms. 

H.R.  1077:  Mrs.  Smith  of  Nebraska. 

H.R.  1097:  Mr.  Rangcl  and  Mr.  Markey. 

H.R.  1144:  Mr,  Packard. 

H.R.  1146:  Mr.  Dreier  of  California,  Mr. 
Bonior  of  Michigan,  and  Mr.  Akaka. 

H.R.  1200:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California. 

H.R.  1219:  Mr.  Lantos. 

H.R.  1242:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California  and 

Mr.  CONYERS. 

H.R.  1340:  Mr.  Won  Pat  and  Mr.  Gejden- 

SON. 

H.R.  1607:  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana  and  Mr. 
Young  of  Alaska. 
H.R.   1706:  Mr.  Snyder.  Mr.  Wirth.  and 

Mr.  SCHAEFER. 

H.R.  1918:  Mr.  Sawyer  and  Mr.  Lent. 

H.R.  1955:  Mr.  Anthony.  Mr.  Barnard. 
and  Mrs.  Boccs. 

H.R.  1961:  Mr  Reid,  Mr.  Cooper.  Mr. 
Downey  of  New  York.  Mr.  Qejdenson.  Mr. 
Gregg.  Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Udall,  Mr.  Gekas. 
Mr.  Lent,  and  Mr.  Akaka. 

H.R.  1991:  Mrs.  Schneider.  Mr.  Wheat. 
and  Mr.  Stangeland. 

H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Corcoran,  Mr.  Gejdenson. 
Mr.  Marlenee.  and  Mr.  Murphy. 

H.R.  2073:  Mr.  Daub  and  Mr.  Jones  of 
North  Carolina. 

H.R.  2168:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida  and  Mr. 
Wolf. 

H.R.  2187:  Mr.  McDade.  Mr.  McKinney. 
Mr.  ToRRicELLi.  Mr.  Williams  of  Montana, 
and  Mr.  Synar. 

H.R.  2417:  Mr.  Vandergriff.  Mr.  NcNulty. 
Mr.  Long  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Bryant,  and  Mr. 
Frost. 

H.R.  2438:  Mr.  Wirth. 

H.R.  2447:  Mr  Smith  of  Florida. 

H.R.  2627:  Mr.  Weiss. 

H.R.  2707:  Mr.  Erdreich. 

H.R.  2729:  Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Bliley,  Mr. 
Coats,  Mr.  Corcoran.  Mr.  Dreier  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Prenzel.  Mr.  Gekas.  Mr. 
Hartnett.  Mr.  Hefner.  Mr.  Horton.  Mr. 
Ireland.  Mr.  Jacobs.  Mrs.  Johnson.  Mr. 
Kindness.  Mr.  Lacomarsino.  Mr.  Latta.  Mr. 
Lehman  of  Florida,  Mr.  Martin  of  North 
Carolina,  Mr.  Nichols,  Mr.  Pashayan.  Mr. 


Porter.  Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Thomas  of  Califor- 
nia, and  Mr.  Vandergriff. 
H.R  2815:  Mr.  Kostmayer, 
H.R.  2820:  Mr.  Dorgan.  Mr.  Kastenmeier. 
Mr  Wilson,  and  Mr  MacKay. 
H.R.  2928:  Mr.  Albosta. 
H.R.  2958:  Mr.  Daub. 
H.R.  2961:  Mr.  Eckart. 
H.R.  2977:  Mr.  Forsythe,  and  Mr.  Wat- 
kins. 

H.R.  3016:  Mr  Jeffords.  Mr.  Wyden.  Mr. 
Dicks.  Mr.  Lent.  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Hall  of 
Ohio.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Daniel 
B.  Crane.  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr.  Andrews  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Ottincer.  Mr.  Brown  of  Colora- 
do. Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska.  Mrs. 
Collins,  and  Mr.  Corcoran. 

H.R.  3050:  Mr.  Borski.  Mr.  Levitas,  and 
Mr.  McDade. 

H.R.  3127:  Mr.  Conte,  Mr.  Mavroules,  and 
Mr.  Frank. 
H.R.  3198:  Mr.  Rogers. 
H.R.  3242:  Mr.  Kocovsek  and  Mrs.  Col- 
lins. 
H.R.  3252:  Mr.  MacKay,  and  Mr.  Britt. 
H.R.  3282:  Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr 
Jeffords.  Mrs.  Schneider.  Mr.  Towns,  Mr 
Lantos.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Guar 
iNi.     Mr.     Ottinger.     Mr      Rodino.     Mr 
Markey.   Mr.   Fauntroy.   Mr.   Tallon.   Mr 
Frank.  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Ms.  Mi 
kulski.    Mr.   Seiberling.    Mr.    FLORio.    Mr 
Evans  of  Illinois.  Mr.  D' Amours.  Mr.  Crock 
ett.  Mr.  Clay.  Mr  Conyers.  Mr.  Vento,  and 
Mr.  Ratchford. 
H.R.  3288:  Mr  Rose. 
H.R.  3295:  Mr.  Dorgan. 
H.R    3300:  Mr.  Weber.  Mr.  Corrada.  Mr. 
Fowler.  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho.  Mr.  McKin 
NEY.  Mr.  Williams  of  Montana.  Mr.  Tauke, 
Mr.   KoGovsEK,   Mr.   Kostmayer.   and   Mrs. 
Collins. 

H.R.  3318:  Mr.  Barnes,  Mr.  Lantos.  and 
Mr.  Towns. 

H.R.  3345:  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Stokes.  Mr.  Fauntroy.  Mr.  Hoyer.  Mr. 
Boner  of  Tennessee.  Mrs.  Johnson.  Mr. 
Pepper.  Mr.  Lantos.  Mr.  Won  Pat.  Mr. 
Frost.  Mr.  Berman,  Mr.  Bosco.  Mr. 
D'Amours.  Mr.  Foglietta.  Mrs.  Schneider. 
Mr.  Frank.  Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr. 
Harrison.  Mr.  Lehman  of  California.  Mr. 
Markey.  Mr.  Ortiz.  Mr.  Morrison  of  Con- 
necticut. Mr.  Kocovsek.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr. 
Waxman.  Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Rodino.  Mr. 
Matsui.  Mr.  Kostmayer.  Mr.  Ackerman. 
Mr.  Stratton.  Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Moody.  Mr. 
Slattery.  Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr.  Studds,  Mr. 
Torricelli,  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Levine  of  Cali- 
fornia, Mr.  Bryant.  Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Schumer. 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr. 
Wirth.  Mr.  Conyers.  and  Mr.  Hightower. 

H.R.  3373:  Mr.  Dreier  of  California.  Mr. 
Evans  of  Iowa,  and  Mr.  Erlenborn. 

H.R.  3457:  Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Daschle,  Mr. 
Stenholm,  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr.  Watkins,     and 
Mr.  Fauntroy. 
H.R.  3539:  Mr.  Britt. 

H.R.  3557:  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Weaver.  Mr.  Gejdenson.  Mr.  Tallon. 
Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Berman.  Mr.  Seiberling,  Mr.  Ford  of  Ten- 
nessee, Mr.  Kastenmeier,  Mr.  Stark.  Mr. 
Solarz,  Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Towns,  and  Mr. 
Ratchford. 
H.R.  3600:  Mr.  Whitehurst  and  Mr.  Rudd. 
H.J.  Res,  20:  Mr.  Bryant.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr. 
Carper.  Mr.  Martinez.  Ms.  Oakar.  Mr.  Pat- 
terson. Mr.  Howard.  Mr.  Kazen,  Mr.  Skel- 
TON.  Mr.  Wilson,  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr.  Green. 
Mr.  Conyers.  Mr.  Boehlert.  Mr.  Panetta. 
Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Bereu- 
TER,     Mr.     Gonzalez,     Mr.     Nichols.     Mr. 


Patman.  Mr.  Young  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Wal- 
GREN,  Mr.  Dymally,  Mrs.  Schneider,  Mr. 
Hefner,  Mr.  Akaka.  Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Boner 
of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Frank,  Mr.  Shaw,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  Florida,  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Annun- 
zio.  Mr.  Pepper.  Mr.  McCurdy,  Mr.  Daniel 
B.  Crane,  and  Mr.  Albosta. 
H.J.  Res.  28:  Mr.  Kasich. 
H.J.  Res.  93:  Mr.  de  Lugo.  Mr.  Daschle, 
Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Wilson,  Mr.  Kasich,  Ms. 
Kaptur.  and  Mr.  Richardson. 
H.J.  Res.  103:  Mr.  Kocovsek. 
H.J.  Res.  137:  Mr.  Boehlert.  Mr.  Brown 
of  California.  Mrs.  Collins.  Mr.  Green,  Mr. 
Hammerschmidt,  Mr.  Hyde,  Mr.  Kazen,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  Florida.  Mr.  Lent.  Mr.  Levin  of 
Michigan.  Mr.  Lewis  of  California,  Mr. 
Long  of  Maryland,  Mr,  Luncren,  Mr. 
McDade,  Mr.  McKernan,  Mr.  Martin  of 
New  York,  Mr.  Martinez,  Mr.  Mavroules, 
Ms.  Mikulski,  Mr.  Molinari,  Mr.  Moor- 
head,  Mr.  Ortiz,  Mr.  Oxley,  Mr.  Patterson, 
Mr.  PuRSELL.  Mr.  Quillen.  Mr.  Rogers.  Mr. 
Scheuer,  Mr.  Spence.  Mr.  Tauzin,  Mr. 
Thomas  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Towns,  Mrs. 
Vucanovich,  Mr.  Walker,  Mr.  Wheat,  Mr. 
Williams  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Bethune,  Mr.  Biaggi, 
Mr.  Clarke,  and  Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane. 

H.J.  Res.  260:  Mr.  Vandergriff,  Mr.  Ham- 
merschmidt, Mr.  Richardson,  Mr.  Levitas, 
Mr.  Corrada,  Mr.  Vento,  Mr.  Quillen,  Mr. 
Synar,  Mr.  McCloskey,  Mrs.  Kennelly,  Mr. 
Levin  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Hertel  of  Michi 
gan,  Mr.  Morrison.,  of  Washington.  Mr.  Be- 
thune. Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Levine  of 
California.  Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Frenzel.  Mr. 
Yatron,  Mr.  LuNGREN,  Mr.  Lundine,  Mr. 
Gregg,  Mr.  Nowak,  Mr.  Moody,  Mr.  Pas- 
cell,  Mr.  Barnard,  Mr.  Marriott,  Mr. 
Owens.  Mr.  Hughes,  Mr.  Coughlin,  Mr. 
Bateman,  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Chappell,  Mr. 
Gephardt,  Mr.  Natcher,  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr. 
RiNALOO.  Mr.  DwYER  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Hamilton.  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  Donnelly.  Mr. 
Kastenmeier.  Mr.  Florio.  Mr.  Annunzio. 
Mr.  Bartlett.  Mr.  Broyhill,  Mr.  Borski, 
Mr.  Gingrich,  Mr.  Shelby,  Mr.  Roe.  Mr. 
Hatcher.  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr. 
Fauntroy.  Mr.  Rostenkowski.  Mr.  Con- 
yers. Ms.  Snowe.  Mr.  Moakley.  Mr.  Corco- 
ran, Mr.  Mavroules,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr. 
Leland,  Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Hansen 
of  Idaho,  Mr.  Waxman.  Mr.  Smith  of  Flori- 
da, Mr.  Hoyer.  Mr.  Thomas  of  Georgia.  Mr. 
Ratchford,  Mr.  McGrath,  Mr.  Horton,  Mr. 
Torricelli,  and  Mr.  Berman. 

H.J.  Res.  266:  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois  and 
Mr.  McCuRDY. 

H.J.  Res.  268:  Mr.  Mavroules,  Mr.  Lantos, 
Mr.  Britt.  Mr.  McHugh.  Mr.  Gingrich,  Mr. 
Plorio,  Mr.  St  Germain,  Mrs.  Schneider, 
Mr.  Gregg,  Mr.  Thomas  of  Georgia.  Mr. 
O'Brien,  Mr.  Stump,  Mr.  McNulty,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  California.  Mr.  Wise.  Mr.  Guar- 
iNi.  Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Carolina.  Mr.  Young  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Coughlin,  Mr.  Kocovsek,  Mr.  D'Amours, 
Mr.  Brown  of  Colorado,  and  Mr.  Mazzoli. 

H.J.  Res.  273:  Mrs.  Collins,  Mr.  Russo, 
Ms.  Perraro,  Mr.  Edgar,  Ms.  Fiedler,  and 
Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane. 

H.J.  Res.  277:  Mr.  McNulty,  Mrs.  Burton 
of  California.  Mr.  Ackerman,  Mr.  Sam  B. 
Hall.  Jr..  Mr.  Patman,  Mr.  Sawyer,  Mr. 
Lewis  of  California,  Mr.  Dannemeyer.  Mr. 
DE  LA  Garza.  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Edwards  of 
California,  Mr.  Stark.  Mr.  Lacomarsino. 
Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Skelton.  Mr.  Clarke,  and 
Mr.  Markey. 
H.  Con.  Res.  43:  Mr.  Hefner. 
H.  Con.  Res.  100:  Mr.  Borski.  Mr.  Green. 
Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane.  Mr.  Albosta.  Mr. 
Gekas.  Mr.  Badham.  and  Mr.  Bateman. 


H.  Con.  Res.  107:  Mr.  Carney,  Mr.  Erd- 
reich, Mr.  Kemp,  and  Mr.  Simon. 

H.  Con.  Res.  129:  Mr.  Bonker. 

H.  Con.  Res.  148:  Mr.  Rostenkowski  and 
Mr.  Michel. 

H.  Res.  160:  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana,  Mr. 
Patman,  Mr.  Oilman,  Mr.  Dybially,  and  Mr. 
Dellums. 

H.  Res.  186:  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois. 

H.  Res.  190:  Mr,  DeWine. 


PETITIONS.  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  peti- 
tions and  papers  were  laid  on  the 
Clerk's  desk  and  referred  as  follows: 

174.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Petition  of  the 
General  Synod,  Reformed  Church  in  Amer- 
ica. New  York,  N.Y.,  relative  to  military 
spending:  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices, 

175.  Also,  petition  of  the  General  Synod, 
Reformed  Church  in  America,  New  York, 
N.Y.,  relative  to  abortion:  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

176.  Also,  petition  of  i,he  General  Synod. 
Reformed  Church  in  America.  New  York. 
N.Y.,  relative  to  the  Simpson-Mazzoli  bill  on 
immigration  and  refugee  policy;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  1646 
By  Mr.  RIDGE: 
—Page  63.  after  line  25.  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  412.  (a)  Section  l(k)  of  the  Railroad 
Unemployment  Insurance  Act  is  amended  in 
the  sentence  beginning  "For  the  purpose  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  'subsidiary  remu- 
neration' "— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(i)";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  ",  and  (ii)  is"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "occupation". 

<b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  remuneration  for 
work  occurring  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Redesignate   succeeding   sections   accord- 
ingly. 
—Page  63,  after  line  25.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  413.  (a)  Section  l(k)  of  the  Railroad 
Unemployment  Insurance  Act  is  amended  in 
the  sentence  beginning  "For  the  purpose  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  'subsidiary  remu- 
neration' "  by  striking  out  "$10"  and  insert- 
ing "$15"  in  lieu  thereof. 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  remuneration  for 
work  occurring  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Redesignate  succeeding  sections  accord- 
ingly. 


H.R.  2867 
By  Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan: 

—Page  4,  line  7,  strike  out   "$2,000,000"  and 

substitute  "$10,000,000  ". 
By  Ms.  MIKULSKI: 

—Page  30,  after  line  25,  insert: 

EXPORT  OF  hazardous  WASTE 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Export.— Subtitle  C  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  the  following  new  section  at 
the  end  thereof: 

"EXPORT  OF  HAZARDOUS  WASTE 

"Sec.  3004.  (a)  General.— Beginning 
twelve  months  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control  and  En- 


forcement Act  of  1983,  no  person  may 
export  any  hazardous  waste  identified  or 
listed  under  section  3001  unless— 

"(1)  such  person  has  provided  the  notifica- 
tion required  in  subsection  <c)  of  this  sec- 
tion, 

"(2)  the  receiving  country  has  consented 
to  accept  such  hazardous  waste,  and 

"(3)  a  copy  of  the  receiving  country's  writ- 
ten consent  is  attached  to  the  manifest  ac- 
companying each  waste  shipment. 

"(b)  Regulations.— Not  later  than  180 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Haz- 
ardous Waste  Control  Enforcement  Act  of 
1983,  the  Administrator  shall  promulgate 
the  regulations  necessary  to  implement  this 
section. 

"(c)  Notification.— Any  person  who  in- 
tends to  export  a  hazardous  waste  identified 
or  listed  under  section  3001  after  the  date 
beginning  twelve  months  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control 
Enforcement  Act  of  1983,  shall,  before  such 
hazardous  waste  is  scheduled  to  leave  the 
United  States,  provide  notification  to  the 
Administrator.  Such  notification  shall  con- 
tain the  following  information— 

"(1)  the  name  and  address  of  the  exporter; 

"(2)  the  types  and  estimated  quantities  of 
hazardous  waste  to  be  exported; 

"(3)  the  estimated  frequency  or  rate  at 
which  such  waste  is  to  be  exported,  and  the 
period  of  time  over  which  such  waste  is  to 
be  exported; 

"(4)  the  ports  of  entry: 

"(5)  a  description  of  the  manner  in  which 
such  hazardous  waste  will  be  transported  to 
and  treated,  stored,  or  diposed  in  the  receiv- 
ing country;  and 

"(6)  the  name  and  address  of  the  ultimate 
treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  facility. 

"(d)  Procedures  for  Requesting  Consent 
OF  THE  Receiving  Country.— Within  30  days 
of  the  Administrator's  receipt  of  a  complete 
notification  under  this  section,  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator, shall— 

"(1)  forward  a  copy  of  the  notification  to 
the  government  of  the  receiving  country; 

"(2)  advise  the  government  that  United 
States  law  prohibits  the  export  of  hazard- 
ous waste  unless  the  receiving  country  con- 
sents to  accept  the  hazardous  waste; 

"(3)  request  the  government  to  provide 
the  Secretary  with  a  written  consent  or  ob- 
jection to  the  terms  of  the  notification;  and 

"(4)  forward  to  the  receiving  country  a  de- 
scription of  the  Federal  regulations  which 
would  apply  to  the  treatment,  storage,  and 
disposal  of  the  hazardous  waste  in  the 
United  States. 

"(e)  Conveyance  of  Written  Consent  to 
Exporter.— Within  30  days  of  receipt  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  receiving  country's 
written  consent  or  objection  (or  any  subse- 
quent communication  withdrawing  a  prior 
consent  or  objection),  the  Administrator 
shall  forward  such  a  consent,  objection,  or 
other  communication  to  the  exporter, 

"(f)  International  Agreements.— Where 
there  exists  an  international  agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  receiving 
country  establishing  notice  and  export  pro- 
cedures for  the  transportation,  treatment, 
storage,  and  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes, 
only  the  requirements  of  subsection  (g) 
shall  apply. 

"(g)  Reports.— After  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control  En- 
forcement Act  of  1983,  any  person  who  ex- 
ports any  hazardous  waste  identified  or 
listed  under  this  subtitle  shall  file  with  the 
Administrator  no  later  than  March  1  of 
each  year,  a  report  summarizing  the  types. 


quantities,  frequency,  and  ultimate  destina- 
tion of  all  such  hazardous  waste  exported 
during  the  previous  calendar  year. 

"(h)  Other  Standards.— Nothing  in  this 
section  shall  preclude  the  Administrator 
from  establishing  other  standards  for  the 
export  of  hazardous  wastes  under  section 
3002  or  section  3003  of  this  subtitle". 

(b)  Penalties.— Section  3008(d)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph 
at  the  end  thereof: 

"(6)  knowingly  exports  a  hazardous  waste 
identified  or  listed  under  section  3001  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  receiving  country;". 

CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 

Page  39.  line  12,  strike  out  ""or". 
Page  39,  line  18,  insert  "or". 


H.R.  2957 


By  Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana: 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

OPPOSITION  TO  CONCESSIONARY  LOANS 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"OPPOSITION  TO  CONCESSIONARY  LOANS 

"Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  FVnd  to  actively  oppose  and 
vote  against  the  Fund  providing  any  loan 
with  a  rate  of  interest,  based  on  the  maturi- 
ty of  such  loan,  which  is  less  than  the  aver- 
age rate  of  interest  for  loans  of  a  similar 
maturity  which  are  guaranteed  by  the 
Small  Business  Administration.". 

By  Mr.  CARPER: 
—On  Page  43.  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tion after  line  18: 

EQUAL  REPRESENTATION  FOR  THE  FEDERAL 
DEPOSIT  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Sec  413.  As  one  of  the  three  Federal  bank 
regulatory  and  supervisory  agencies,  and  as 
the  insurer  of  the  United  States  banks  in- 
volved in  international  lending,  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  shall  be 
given  equal  representation  with  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  and  the  Office  of  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Currency  on  the  Committee 
on  Banking  Regulations  and  Supervisory 
Practices  of  the  Group  of  Ten  Countries 
and  Switzerland. 

By  Mr.  CORCORAN: 
—Page  18,  strike  out  line  13  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  28,  line  8. 
—Page  18,  strike  out  line  17,  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  19,  line  3, 

Page  19.  line  4,  strike  out  "(3)"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  ""(1)". 

Page  19,  line  15.  strike  out  "(4)"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(2)". 

Page  19,  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  20  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  40.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  encourage  the  Fund 
to  assist  foreign  countries  to  renegotiate  ex- 
isting loans  in  order  to  establish  more  favor- 
able terms  for  such  loans. 
—Page  18,  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  19,  line  3. 

Page  19.  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  20, 

—Page  19.  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  20. 
—Page  28,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

PROMOTION  OF  FREE  ELECTIONS  AND  FREE 
EMIGRATION 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
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•Promotion  of  Free  Elections  and  Free 
Emigration. 

Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  actively  oppose  and 
vote  against  any  credit  drawings  on  the 
Fund  or  any  of  its  facilities  by  Afghanistan. 
Hungary.  Kampuchea.  Laos.  Nicaragua,  the 
Peoples  Republic  of  China.  Romania.  South 
Yemen,  Yugoslavia,  or  Vietnam  until  such 
countries  hold  free  elections,  whose  fairness 
is  verified  by  international  observers,  and 
permit  unrestricted  and  free  emigration, 
without  discrimination  on  the  basis  of  reli- 
gion or  ethnic  origin.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

POLICIES  TO  INCREASE  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■POLICIES  TO  INCREASE  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY 

Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  work  with  officials  of  the  Fund  in 
order  to  implement  sound  policies  which 
will  assist  borrowing  nations  to  achieve  a 
higher  rate  of  economic  growth  and  thereby 
increase  their  ability  to  pay  for  imported 
goods.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8  insert  the  following: 

PROHIBITION  ON  LOW-INTEREST  LOANS  TO 
EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"PROHIBITION  ON  LOW-INTEREST  LOANS  TO 
EMPLOYEES 

"Sec.  46.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  40  of  this  Act.  the  United  States 
Governor  of  the  Fund  may  not  consent  to 
the  increase  in  the  United  States  quota  in 
the  fund  which  is  described  in  such  section 
unless  the  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Fund  is  satisfied  that  the  Fund  has  estab- 
lished, and  will  maintain,  a  requirement 
that  all  salary  advances  and  other  loans  to 
employees  of  the  Fund  (including  the  Man- 
aging Director,  Executive  Directors,  Alter- 
nate Executive  Directors,  and  the  staff  of 
the  Fund)  shall  be  made  at  a  market  rate  of 
interest.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8  insert  the  following: 

BENEFICIARIES  OF  THE  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"BENEFICIARIES  OF  THE  QUOTA  INCREASE 

"Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  Congress 
specifying— 

"(1)  the  total  amount  of  new  funding 
which  will  be  provided  by  the  Fund  as  a 
result  of  the  United  States  quota  increase 
specified  in  section  40;  and 

"(2)  the  countries  which  will  receive  loans 
as  a  result  of  such  quota  increase.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8  insert  the  following: 

SALARY  LIMITATION 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 


"SALARY  LIMITATION 

"Sec  46.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  40  of  this  Act.  the  United  States 
Governor  of  the  Fund  may  not  consent  to 
the  increase  in  the  United  States  quota  in 
the  Fund  which  is  described  in  such  section 
unless  the  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Fund  is  satisfied  that  the  Fund  has  estab- 
lished, and  will  maintain,  a  requirement 
that  employees  of  the  Fund  (including  the 
Managing  Director,  Executive  Directors,  Al- 
ternate Executive  Directors,  and  the  staff  of 
the  Fund)  may  not  be  paid  at  a  rate  in 
excess  of  the  rate  payable  for  an  individual 
occupying  a  position  at  level  IV  of  the  Exec- 
utive Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

OPPOSITION  TO  PREDATORY  EXPORT  SUBSIDY 
PRACTICES 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Ageements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"OPPOSITION  TO  PREDATORY  EXPORT  SUBSIDY 
PRACTICES 

"Sec.  46.  (a)  In  order  to  contribute  to 
global  economic  stability  through  a  coopera- 
tive framework  for  the  conduct  of  a  free  and 
market  oriented  system  of  world  trade  in  ag- 
ricultural commodities  and  products  there- 
of, the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  in- 
struct the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  to  propose  and  to  vote  for  the 
adoption  by  the  Fund  of  the  following  poli- 
cies with  respect  to  any  purchases,  draw- 
ings, or  other  use  of  Fund  resources  (includ- 
ing loans  under  the  General  Arrangements 
to  Borrow)  by  members,  except  for  pur- 
chases or  drawings  within  a  member's  re- 
serve tranche: 

"(1)  Prior  to  receiving  Fund  resources,  a 
member  must  present  to  the  Fund  informa- 
tion describing  all  direct  or  indirect  export 
subsidies,  including  among  other  things  the 
use  of  special  tax  incentives  and  subsidized 
financing  for  exports,  employed  by  such 
member  in  connection  with  the  exporting  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  products 
thereof  to  foreign  countries. 

"(2)  Prior  to  receiving  Fund  resources,  if  it 
is  determined  by  the  Fund  that  the  export 
sutisidies  being  employed  by  such  member 
are  predatory  export  subsidies  and  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
FVnd  has  been  advised  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  after  consultation  with  the 
United  States  Trade  Representative,  that 
such  subsidies  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
United  States  exports  of  agricultural  com- 
modities and  products  thereof,  such 
member  must  agree  to  a  specific  program  of 
steps  to  eliminate  expeditiously  such  preda- 
tory export  subsidies  over  a  period  of  time 
not  to  exceed  three  years. 

"(b)  for  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  the  term  'predatory  export  subsi- 
dies' means  the  provision  by  any  country  or 
organization  of  countries,  or  instrumentali- 
ty thereof,  of  any  financial  assistance 
through  loans,  payments,  or  comparable 
means  (including  the  use  of  special  tax  in- 
centives or  subsidized  financing  for  exports) 


to  any  person  in  connection  with  the  export 
sale  to  a  third  country  of  agricultural  com- 
modities and  products  thereof  produced  in 
such  country  or  organization  of  countries, 
that  has  the  effect  of  lowering  the  export 
price,  directly  or  indirectly,  of  such  com- 
modities and  products  thereof  to  less  than 
the  highest  comparable  price  that  a  like 
commodity  or  product  thereof  produced  and 
processed  in  the  United  States  could  be  ex- 
ported to  the  same  third  country  in  the  or- 
dinary course  of  trade. 

"(c)  Not  later  than  January  1.  1985,  the 
F»resident  shall  prepare  and  transmit  a 
report  to  the  Congress  setting  forth  his  de- 
termination on  whether  the  Fund  has 
adopted  and  fully  implemented  the  policies 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.". 
—Page  32,  after  line  9,  insert  the  following: 

PROHIBITION  ON  RESCHEDULING  PEES 

Sec  406.  No  banking  institution  may 
impose  any  fee,  or  other  similar  charge, 
with  respect  to  the  rescheduling  of  any  for- 
eign loan. 

By  Mr.  LEWIS  of  California: 
—Page  28,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

RESTRICTION  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  308.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives shall  not  consider  any  bill  or  con- 
ference report  which  provides  appropria- 
tions for  the  quota  increase  authorized  by 
the  amendments  made  by  this  title  until 
such  time  as  such  authorization  is  enacted 
into  law. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN: 
—On  page  19.  line  16,  insert  "(a)"  after  "Sec. 
40".  and  after  line  20.  insert  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(B)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his 
designee  shall  consult  with  the  Chairman 
and  the  Ranking  Minority  Member  of— 

"(1)  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  appropriate  subcommittee  of  each  such 
committee,  and 

"(2)  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  Senate,  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  Senate,  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
Senate,  and  the  appropriate  subcommittee 
of  each  such  committee, 
""for  the  purpose  of  discussing  the  position 
of  the  executive  branch  and  the  views  of  the 
Congress  with  respect  to  any  international 
negotiations  being  held  to  consider  any 
future  quota  increase  for  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  which  may  involve  an  in- 
creased contribution,  subscription,  or  loan 
by  the  United  States.  Such  consultation 
shall  be  made  (A)  not  later  than  30  days 
before  the  initiation  of  such  international 
negotiations,  (B)  during  the  period  in  which 
such  negotiations  are  being  held,  in  a  fre- 
quent and  timely  manner,  and  (C)  before  a 
session  of  such  negotiations  is  held  at  which 
the  United  States  representatives  may  agree 
to  such  quota  increase."" 
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THE  PEOPLE'S  PARADISE 


HON.  JACK  RELDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  "THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  some 
form  of  socialism/communism  is  domi- 
nant in  many  nations  and  every  conti- 
nent. The  idea  of  socialism  is  especial- 
ly attractive  to  intellectuals  who  are 
able  to  maintain  a  comfortable  dis- 
tance from  actual  Socialist  practices. 

Though  socialism  is  a  god  that  fails 
continuously,  and  causes  more  human 
suffering  and  tragedy  than  any  idea  or 
practice  in  history,  there  are  those 
who  stubbornly  cling  to  its  high- 
minded  idealism.  They  religously  close 
up  their  eyes  to  the  reality  that  the 
Socialist  promise  of  instant  Utopia 
brings  only  the  tyranny  of  a  real  dys- 
topia. 

It  is  for  them  that  the  following 
glimpse  of  reality  is  provided. 

[From  the  American  Spectator,  August 

19831 

The  Great  Ukrainian  Famine 

(By  Alexander  J.  Motyl) 

Throughout  the  world  this  year  Ukraini- 
ans are  commemorating  a  grisly  fiftieth  an- 
niversary. Thanks  to  Stalin,  a  great  famine 
ravaged  their  homeland  in  1933,  reducing 
the  breadbasket  of  the  Soviet  Union  to  little 
more  than  a  graveyard.  Before  the  year  was 
out,  over  five  million  Ukrainian  peasants 
had  died  a  slow  and  gruesome  death.  Wrote 
one  survivor: 

"People  scoured  the  fields  for  roots  of  all 
kinds,  stripped  the  trees  of  their  bark, 
caught  mice  and  gophers,  ate 
carrion.  .  .  .  They  even  devoured  the  carri- 
on of  horses  infected  with  glanders  and 
then  the  authorities  had  them  shot.  They 
fed  on  the  mash  left  over  from  the  previous 
year,  which  was  no  longer  considered  suita- 
ble for  feeding  to  livestock.  They  boiled 
dried  animal  hides.  They  prepared  pancakes 
and  fritters  from  leaves  and  other  inedible 
substances.  They  even  ate  toadstools.  .  .  ." 

A  catastrophe  of  such  dimensions  ranks  as 
one  of  the  twentieth  century's  prime  exam- 
ples of  mass  destruction;  yet,  it  continues  to 
remain  largely  unknown  to  the  world. 
Soviet  mendacity.  Western  gullibility,  and  a 
readiness  on  both  sides  to  condone  the  liqui- 
dation of  nations  and  classes  thought  to 
stand  in  the  way  of  "progress"  have  con- 
spired to  transform  a  major  human  tragedy 
into  a  forgotten  historical  footnote.  In  good 
Soviet  fashion,  the  dead  Ukrainian  peasants 
have  been  relegated  to  the  status  of  ""non- 
person." 

The  1920s  had  been  years  of  plenty  in  the 
Ukraine,  as  well  as  in  the  entire  USSR.  The 
Communist  Party's  unenthusiastic  accept- 
ance in  1921  of  Lenin's  ""New  Economic 
Policy"  (NEP)  sanctioning  a  limited  reintro- 
ductlon  of  capitalism  had  allowed  the 
Ukrainian   peasantry    to    prosper   and   the 


Ukrainian  language,  literature,  and  arts  to 
flourish.  By  the  end  of  the  decade,  however, 
the  regime  had  come  to  perceive  both 
trends  as  subversive.  The  NEP  was  sustain- 
ing a  private  peasantry— both  Russian  and 
non-Russian— that  was  hostile  to  the  urban- 
based  Bolsheviks'  collectivist  goals;  indeed, 
the  Party  appeared  to  be  drowning  in  a 
•'peasant  sea."  Meanwhile  the  cultural  re- 
laxation associated  with  NEP  threatened  to 
undermine  the  regime's  decidedly  great 
Russian  character.  And.  as  Stalin  noted  in 
1925,  both  developments  complemented 
each  other:  ""The  peasant  question  is  the 
basis,  the  quintessence,  of  the  national 
question.  That  explains  the  fact  that  the 
peasantry  constitutes  the  main  army  of  the 
national  movement,  that  there  is  no  power- 
ful national  movement  without  the  peasant 
army,  nor  can  there  be.  .  .  ." 

Stalin's  solution  to  the  peasant  problem 
was  collectivization.  The  richer,  more  pro- 
ductive, and  politically  more  troublesome 
peasants— fcuZato-were  deported  to  Siberia 
and  thereby  "liquidated  as  a  class."  The  re- 
maining ""poor""  and  ""middle""  peasants  were 
herded  into  collective  farms.  They  respond- 
ed by  slaughtering  their  animals,  working 
less,  and  engaging  in  "terrorist"  acts  against 
representatives  of  the  regime.  Not  surpris- 
ingly, production  plummeted;  state  extrac- 
tion of  grain,  however,  increased.  In  all, 
Soviet  agriculture  received  a  blow  from 
which  it  has  still  not  fully  recovered.  But 
from  Stalin's  viewpoint,  collectivization. was 
a  success:  peasant  opposition  to  Soviet 
power  had  been  broken  once  and  for  all. 

Stalin  also  achieved  a  breakthough  on  the 
non-Russian  front.  ""National  Communists" 
were  forced  back  into  line:  the  cultural  free- 
doms of  the  1920s  were  revoked;  and,  by 
1933,  the  tsarist  policy  of  Russification  was 
formally  reintroduced.  Local  nationalisms, 
it  was  officially  decreed,  were  more  danger- 
ous than  Russian  chauvinism.  In  the 
Ukraine,  major  political  show  trials  in  the 
early  1930s  marked  the  beginning  of  a  cen- 
trally directed  secret-police  terror  that 
lasted  through  the  decade. 

Why  did  collectivization  hit  the  Ukraini- 
ans with  particular  severity?  First  of  all,  the 
tempo  of  collectivization  in  the  Ukraine, 
which  served  as  a  kind  of  testing  ground  for 
Stalin's  agricultural  experiments,  was  more 
rapid  than  in  the  rest  of  the  USSR.  And 
second,  the  grain  quotas  imposed  on  the 
Ukraine  were  disproportionately  higher. 
Thus,  in  the  more  equitable  NEP  days  of 
1926,  the  Ukraine  provided  the  state  with 
3.3  million  tons  of  grain,  or  21  percent  of  Its 
total  harvest.  In  1930,  the  first  full  year  of 
collectivization,  it  delivered  7.7  million  tons 
out  of  a  harvest  of  23.1.  or  33  percent.  Peas- 
ant resistance  to  collectivization  caused  the 
harvest  to  drop  to  18.3  million  tons  in  1931, 
but  the  Ukraine's  quota  remained  at  7.7— an 
extortionately  high  42  percent.  Although 
the  quota  was  reduced  to  6.6  million  tons  in 
1932,  grain  production  fell  to  14.6.  so  that 
only  4.7  million  tons,  or  32  percent  of  the 
harvest,  could  actually  be  collected.  The 
murderous  grain  requisitions  of  1930-1932 
resulted  in  the  outbreak  of  a  country-wide 
famine— "not  hardship,  or  privation,  or  dis- 
tress, or  food  shortage,"  as  Christian  Sci- 


ence Monitor  correspondent  William  Henry 
Chamberlin  wrote  soon  thereafter,  "but 
stark,  outright  famine,  with  its  victims 
counted  in  millions." 

One  eyewitness,  a  city  resident,  described 
a  visit  to  his  parents'  village: 

"Although  it  was  not  long  since  I  had  last 
been  there,  I  could  hardly  recognize  it.  The 
Moscow  government  had  taken  away  all  the 
food  long  before.  Now  the  village  was  bereft 
of  even  cats  and  dogs.  The  officials  hunted 
them  and  put  them  into  a  pound,  but  the 
hungry  people  caught  and  ate  them.  People 
avoided  one  another  in  calm,  unreal  atmos- 
phere for  fear  of  being  eaten.  My  mother 
and  a  few  of  her  neighbors  told  me  how  H. 
Zhuk  ate  his  mother;  how  a  woman  they 
knew  ate  her  children;  and  how  H.  Skryn- 
nyk  ate  his  mother." 

"This  kind  of  grim,  stark  chronicle  could 
have  been  compiled  in  almost  any  village  in 
the  Ukraine  in  that  terrible  winter  and 
spring  of  1932-33."  wrote  Chamberlin. 
""Every  village  I  visited  reported  a  death 
rate  of  not  less  than  ten  per  cent.""  Small 
wonder  that  Malcolm  Muggeridge,  who  trav- 
eled to  the  Ukraine  in  the  summer  of  1933 
as  a  correspondent  for  the  Manchester 
Guardian,  recently  termed  the  famine  the 
""most  terrible  thing  I  have  ever  seen."" 

Most  Ukrainians  would  agree  with  Cham- 
berlin that  "this  famine  may  fairly  be  called 
political  because  it  was  not  the  result  of  any 
overwhelming  natural  catastrophe."  They 
would  also  view  it.  however,  as  a  deliberate- 
ly anti-Ukrainian  policy  of  the  "Moscow 
government";  Stalin,  they  allege,  master- 
mined  the  scheme  in  order  to  solve  his  peas- 
ant and  Ukrainian  problems  with  one  blow. 
Considering  the  Soviet  dictator's  exception- 
ally brutal  treatment  of  the  non-Russians 
and  his  mass  deportations  of  the  entire  Che- 
chen, Ingush,  Balkar,  Karachai.  Kalmyk, 
and  Crimean  Tatar  populations  during  and 
after  World  War  II,  this  Interpretation, 
clearly.  Is  not  Implausible.  Yet.  as  formulat- 
ed, it  invites  skepticism:  If  Stallns  goal  had 
been  genocide,  then  why  did  the  authorities 
not  confiscate  all  the  grain  harvested  In  the 
Ukraine?  Would  even  Stalin  have  jeopard- 
ized his  economic  plans  by  deliberately  dev- 
astating a  country  that  figured  so  impor- 
tantly to  them? 

The  traditional  interpretation  among 
Western  Sovietologists  views  the  famine  as 
an  unplanned  and  largely  unavoidable  by- 
product of  the  revolutionary  zeal  and  bu- 
reaucratic shortsightedness  that  character- 
ized the  collectivization  campaign.  Further- 
more, It  Is  argued,  famine  generally  affected 
the  USSR's  most  fertile  areas— not  only  the 
Ukraine,  but  the  North  Caucasus  and  Cen- 
tral Volga  regions  as  well.  This  supposedly 
means  that  a  policy  of  extracting  the  most 
grain  from  the  most  productive  regions— 
that  is,  economics,  and  not  great-power 
chauvinism— was  to  blame  for  the  famine. 

Other  scholars,  however,  consider  the 
famine  to  have  been  a  deliberate  political 
act.  According  to  an  expert  on  the  Stalin 
era.  British  historian  Robert  Conquest: 

"The  famine  can  be  blamed  quite  flatly  on 
Stalin. ...  It  is  perhaps  the  only  case  in  his- 
tory of  a  purely  man-made  famine.  It  is  also 
the  only  major  famine  whose  very  existence 
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was  ignored  or  denied  by  the  governmental 
authorities,  and  even  to  a  large  degree  suc- 
cessfully concealed  from  world  opinion. 

"There  seems  little  doubt  that  the  main 
issue  was  simply  crushing  the  peasantry  at 
any  cost.  One  high  official  told  a  Ukrainian 
who  later  defected  that  the  1933  harvest 
•was  a  test  of  our  strength  and  their  endur- 
ance. It  took  a  famine  to  show  them  who  is 
master  here.  It  has  cost  millions  of  lives,  but 
the  collective  farm  system  is  here  to  stay.'  " 

In  this  view,  famine  was  a  policy  instru- 
ment directed  against  the  most  recalcitrant 
peasants,  regardless  of  nationality. 

A  third,  ethnically  oriented  "revisionist " 
interpretation  has  recently  been  gaining 
ground  in  scholarly  circles.  Its  main  propo- 
nent is  James  Mace,  an  American  historian 
who  is  preparing  a  book  on  the  famine.  As 
Mace  puts  it: 

"The  areas  affected  by  the  man-made 
famine  all  contained  groups  which  could 
plausibly  be  considered  hindrances  to  Sta- 
lin's plans  to  resurrect  a  politically  homoge- 
neous Russian  empire.  It  did  not.  strictly 
speaking,  correspond  with  the  main  grain- 
producing  areas,  as  would  be  expected  were 
it  solely  a  question  of  intensified  extraction 
solely  motivated  by  economic  concerns: 
there  was  no  famine  in  the  Central  Black 
Soil  Region  of  Russia,  while  in  the  Ukraine 
it  extended  into  Volhynia  and  Podillia, 
hardly  part  of  the  basic  grain-producing 
area  of  the  USSR. 

"If  we  ask  ourselves  which  national 
groups  were  most  likely  to  constitute  a 
threat  to  the  new  centralized  and  Russified 
Soviet  Union  which  Stalin  was  creating,  we 
arrive  at  the  following:  Ukrainians,  second 
only  to  the  Russians  in  numbers,  who  had 
fought  a  stubborn  and  protracted  war  for 
national  independence  .  .  .:  the  Kuban  and 
Don  Cossacks,  who  had  first  given  the 
White  counter-revolution  its  base:  and  the 
Germans,  who  had  welcomed  the  1918 
German  occupation  in  Ukraine.  .  .  .  These 
were  precisely  the  groups  whose  territories 
were  affected  by  the  famine." 

The  three  interpretations  are  not  irrecon- 
cilable. Bureaucratic  bungling  and  cadre 
overzealousness  in  a  campaign  to  extract 
maximal  resources  from  the  richest  regions; 
officially  encouraged  hostility  to  the  peas- 
antries most  opposed  to  collectivization;  and 
the  Party's  determination  to  root  out  all  na- 
tionalist opposition,  whether  urban  or  rural, 
surely  would  have  made  for  a  set  of  callous 
attitudes  that  could  endorse  the  "cleansing" 
effect  of  a  famine  on  the  regime's  enemies. 
Of  course,  for  the  millions  who  starved  to 
death  these  considerations  are  scarcely  to 
the  point:  exactly  why  the  regime  was  toler- 
ating their  destruction  was  far  less  impor- 
tant than  the  fact  of  their  destruction.  By 
the  same  token.  Biafrans  would  presumably 
have  found  little  solace  in  the  thought  that 
they  were  being  starved  not  as  Ibos.  but  as 
secessionists  subjected  to  the  arbitrariness 
of  an  overly  zealous  Nigerian  war-machine. 

Ukrainians,  consequently,  consider  the 
famine  their  Holocaust,  a  national  trauma 
of  mythical  proportions  that  has  shaped 
their  present  consciousness.  Fifty  years 
after  the  fact,  however,  the  tragedy— and. 
even  more,  its  overwhelmingly  Ukrainian 
character— continues  to  be  largely  unac- 
knowledged in  both  East  and  West.  The  So- 
viets prefer  to  ignore  "aberrations"  of  the 
period  of  the  "cult  of  personality."  The 
West,  meanwhile,  prefers  to  remain  either 

uninformed  or  misinformed  about  the  di- 
mensions of  the  event. 
Indirect  responsibility  for  this  ignorance 

lies  with  the  widespread  tendency  among 
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Westerners  to  be  more  than  willing  to  give 
the  Soviet  Union  the  benefit  of  the  doubt. 
Billy  Graham's  infamous  behavior  on  his 
trip  to  the  USSR  last  year  was  but  one  man- 
ifestation of  this  attitude. 

Directly  responsible,  however,  were  those 
Western  admirers  of  Stalin's  "bold  experi- 
ment" all  too  ready  to  overlook  images  that 
did  not  fit  their  preconceived  schemes.  Two 
who  in  particular  went  out  of  their  way  to 
downplay  if  not  ignore  the  famine  were 
Walter  Duranty.  then  head  of  the  New  York 
Times  Moscow  bureau,  and  Louis  Fischer. 
Moscow  correspondent  for  the  Nation.  Ac- 
cording to  Duranty's  colleague,  former 
Times  critic  John  Chamljerlain,  Duranty, 
"was  not  only  heartless  about  the  famine, 
he  had  betrayed  his  calling  as  a  journalist 
by  failing  to  report  it."  But  Duranty  did  suc- 
ceed in  something  else— he  actually  won  a 
Pulitzer  Prize  for  his  reportage. 

Fischer  said  it  best:  ■History  can  be 
cruel,"  he  wrote.  "The  peasants  wanted  to 
destroy  collectivization.  The  government 
wanted  to  retain  collectivization.  The  peas- 
ants used  the  best  means  at  their  disposal. 
The  government  used  the  best  means  at 
their  disposal.  The  government  won."* 
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army  said  in  1981.  "a  Sandismo  without 
Marxism-Leninism  cannot  be  revolution- 
ary." 

The  revolution  also  proclaims  itself  a 
friend  of  Christians.  But  its  theological  sup- 
porters stress  that  Christianity  without 
Marxism-Leninsim  cannot  be  true  Christi- 
anity. 

In  this  regard,  the  Sandinistas  have 
proved  wiser  than  Castro.  Instead  of  direct- 
ly confronting  Christianity,  they  have 
claimed  that  true  Christianity  is  Marxist; 
instead  of  persecuting  the  church  as  a 
whole,  they  have  sought  to  divide  it. 

In  fact,  in  fiercely  Catholic  Nicaragua. 
Marxists  must  be  much  more  cunning  thain 
they  were  in  Cuba— especially  when  they 
face  the  growing  unrest  and  rebelliousness 
of  peasants.  Indians  and  many  former  sup- 
porters. 

Will  the  Sandinistas  succed?  It  is  hard  to 
say.  As  Venezulean  President  Herrera 
Campings  recently  said,  "Nicaragua  is  a 
Latin  American  Poland  that  does  not  have  a 
Russian  army  at  its  borders." 

And  there  seem  to  be  many  would-be  Wa- 
lesas  around. 

(Humberto  Belli  is  the  former  editorial 
page  editor  of  La  Prensa,  the  largest  daily 
newspaper  in  Nicaragua.  )• 
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•  Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker.  Humberto 

Belli,  a  former  editor  of  La  Prensa,  the 

largest  daily  newspaper  in  Nicaragua. 

had  a  short  and,   to  me,   fascinating 

column  in  the  June  10  USA  Today.  I 

hereby  share  it  with  my  colleagues: 

[From  USA  Today,  June  10,  1983] 

Nicaragua— Another  Tropical  Gulag 

(By  Humberto  Belli) 

Hazel  Park.  Mich— When  Fidel  Castro 
paraded  triumphantly  through  Havana's 
streets  in  1959.  he  was  wearing  a  rosary 
around  his  neck.  A  man  aware  of  the  advan- 
tages of  sheep's  clothing,  Castro  denied  his 
communist  intentions. 

The  revolution,  he  stressed,  would  be  in- 
spired by  Marti,  the  hero  of  Cuban  inde- 
pendence. And  it  would  be  "more  Cuban 
than  the  palm  trees." 

It  took  only  a  few  years  before  the  island 
became  a  tropical  version  of  the  Soviet 
gulag. 

In  1979.  the  Sandinistas  triumphantly  pa- 
raded through  the  streets  of  Managua. 
Nicaragua.  They  were  not  wearing  rosaries, 
but  they  were  walking  side  by  side  with  far 
more  convincing  assets:  Four  Catholic 
priests,  appointed  to  high  government  posi- 
tions. 

The  revolutionaries  claimed  they  were  in- 
spired by  the  nationalist  hero,  Sandino,  and 
that  they  would  respect  religious  and  politi- 
cal freedoms. 

A  few  years  later,  the  familiar  landscape 
of  the  gulag  has  again  come  to  replace  rosy 
expectations.  Freedom  of  the  press  has  been 
totally  suppressed.  Elections  have  been 
postponed.  Independent  political  parties 
and  labor  unions  are  harassed  by  govern- 
ment-organized mobs.  Thousands  of  Cuban 
advisers  and  agents  from  the  Extern  bloc 
have  inundated  the  country. 

The  revolution  still  proclaims  allegiance 
to  Sandino.  but  as  the  Chief  of  Nicaragua's 
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HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  late  Cornelius  "Cornie"  Schneider 
a  man  of  great  stature  and  distinction 
who  was  a  mainstay  in  the  Jewish  War 
Veterans  of  the  U.S.A.  for  almost  40 
years. 

At  the  time  of  his  sudden  passing 
earlier  this  year.  Cornie  was  the  Na- 
tional Adjutant  of  the  Jewish  War 
Veterans  of  the  U.S.A.  which  was  the 
culmination  of  his  long  and  illustrious 
career  of  service  to  this  fine  organiza- 
tion. 

Cornie  Schneider  was  a  proud  native 
New  York  City  resident  who  attended 
P.S.  44  in  the  Bronx  as  well  as 
Evander  Childs  High  School  and  NYU 
School  of  Commerce.  Indications  of 
future  greatness  were  evidence  in  Cor- 
nie's  school  days  for  he  was  a  member 
of  Alpha  Phi  Sigma  Fraternity,  the 
student  hall  of  fame  and  Who's  Who 
in  collegiate  America. 

Yet  what  people  remember  the  most 
about  Cornie  Schneider  relates  to  his 
work  as  a  veteran  and  on  behalf  of  vet- 
ei  ttiis.  He  earned  the  status  of  a  veter- 
an by  virtue  of  his  service  in  World 
War  II.  It  was  immediately  after  his 
honorable  discharge  that  he  joined 
the  Jewish  War  Veterans  where  he  re- 
mained one  of  their  most  effective  and 
visible  spokesmen. 

In  his  career  with  the  Jewish  War 
Veterans  he  held  the  following  posi- 
tions: commander,  Ehrlich  Levy  Post 
No.   82.    Bronx   County   Commander. 
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Department  of  New  York  Commander, 
Second  Regional  National  Command- 
er, and  National  Executive  Committee- 
man. 

Cornie  Schneider  is  also  a  member 
of  the  American  Legion  and  the  Bronx 
Voiture  40-8.  He  was  a  commander  of 
the  Bronx  Memorial  and  Executive 
Committee  which  comprises  all  of  the 
veteran  organizations  in  Bronx 
County.  Through  all  of  this  he  also  re- 
mained as  quartermaster  of  his  post 
and  Bronx  County  as  well  as  auditor 
for  the  Department  of  New  York. 

Cornie  was  a  dedicated  family  man 
and  he  and  his  lovely  wife  Jeanette 
served  as  the  first  husband  and  wife 
team  to  be  commander  of  the  Bronx 
County  Council  and  president  of  the 
Bronx  County  Ladies  Auxiliary  at  the 
same  time. 

Cornie  was  a  member  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  Violet  Park  Jewish 
Center  and  involved  himself  in  count- 
less activities  on  behalf  of  Jews  and 
non-Jews  alike  in  the  Bronx.  It  was  es- 
timated that  Cornie  amassed  over  300 
different  awards  and  citations  for  dis- 
tinguished community  service  in  his 
lifetime. 

It  is  difficult  to  capture  all  of  what 
made  Cornie  Schneider  the  great  man 
he  was.  I  had  the  pleasure  of  knowing 
Cornie  for  many  years  and  when  I 
wanted  to  hear  the  views  of  the  Bronx 
veterans— I  knew  their  most  effective 
spokesman  was  Cornie.  He  was  an  ad- 
vocate's advocate.  He  held  firm  to  his 
convictions  and  beliefs  and  had  an  un- 
flailing  love  for  the  fighting  men  of 
our  Nation. 

Yet  Cornie  would  want  to  be  remem- 
bered not  just  for  the  great  work  he 
performed  on  behalf  of  veterans  but 
also  as  a  dedicated  and  loyal  family 
man.  Cornie  was  survived  by  his  wife 
Jeanette,  two  daughters  Susan  and 
Edna,  two  brothers  Harold  and  Ber- 
nard, as  well  as  a  grandson  Jason. 

The  Jewish  War  Veterans,  U.S.A. 
Bronx  County  issued  a  press  state- 
ment upon  the  passing  of  Cornie 
Schneider  which  began: 

Everyone  who  Itnew  him  was  saddened 
and  shocked  when  Cornelius  "Cornie" 
Schneider  National  Adjutant  of  the  Jewish 
War  Veterans  of  the  U.S.A.  suddenly  passed 
away  recently.  He  was  well  known  through- 
out the  County,  city.  State,  and  nationally 
for  his  efforts  on  behalf  of  veterans  and 
those  in  dire  need  in  every  walk  of  life. 

Cornie  Schneider  was  a  great  Ameri- 
can. His  years  of  service  have  estab- 
lished a  legacy  which  will  endure  for 
years  to  come.  His  passing  ends  an  era 
but  for  those  of  us  fortunate  enough 
to  have  known  and  worked  with 
Cornie  we  will  remember  him  fondly 
for  years  to  come.* 
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SALUTATION  TO  PEARL  BUCK 
UPON  THE  ISSUING  OF  HON- 
ORARY 5-CENT  STAMP 

HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  OILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Sat- 
urday, June  25,  a  ceremony  was  held 
in  Hillsboro,  W.  Va.  to  commemorate 
the  issuing  of  a  5-cent  stamp  in  honor 
of  Pearl  Buck. 

Pearl  Buck  is  one  of  America's  most 
distinguished  authors.  She  has  written 
over  100  books,  printed  in  59  lan- 
guages, which  included  65  best  sellers. 
She  has  achieved  international  recog- 
nition and  honor  which  is  reflected  by 
her  receiving  both  the  Nobel  Prize  for 
Literature,  and  the  F*ulitzer  prize.  She 
is  one  of  the  few  in  the  world  to 
achieve  this  and  the  only  American. 

Pearl  Buck  was  truly  an  internation- 
al writer.  Her  books  presented  far 
away  lands  with  vastly  different  cul- 
tures, but  with  universal  humanity.  In 
this  way  she  promoted  the  under- 
standing that  although  we  may  differ 
in  appearance,  there  is  no  difference 
in  the  problems  and  joys  we  experi- 
ence. 

She  gave  her  time  and  effort  to  the 
causes  of  race  relations,  women's 
rights,  the  handicapped  and  neglected 
children,  and  the  treatment  of  or- 
phans. She  has  promoted  and  exempli- 
fied universal  brotherhood  in  all  of 
her  endeavors. 

An  example  of  this  kind  of  humani- 
tarian spirit  and  purpose  that  Pearl 
Buck  exemplified  is  reflected  in  our 
own  actions  of  last  October  22.  On 
that  day  we  passed  the  bill  that  gave 
No.  1  immigration  status  to  Amerasian 
children.  That  action  required  the  un- 
derstanding of  foreign  lands  that 
Pearl  Buck  wrote  so  often  about,  and 
the  compassion  for  these  children  that 
represent  those  she  was  dedicated  to 
help. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fitting  that  Pearl 
Buck  has  been  honored  in  this  way. 
Now  the  principles  she  stood  for  will 
span  the  globe  attached  to  communi- 
cations that  will  touch  the  receiver  in 
the  same  manner  her  books  did, 
through  the  written  word.# 


ROYKO  ON  WATT'S  COAL 
LEASING  SYSTEM 


HON.  SIDNEY  R.  YATES 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  many 
months  now,  the  House  Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee  on  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  which  I  chair,  as 
well  as  the  General  Accounting  Office 
and  the  House  Committee  on  Interior 
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and  Insular  Affairs,  have  been  docu- 
menting the  disgraceful  leasing  proce- 
dures under  which  Interior  Secretary 
James  Watt  has  been  giving  away  our 
Nation's  precious  coal  resources.  Re- 
cently, Chicago  Sun-Times  columnist 
Mike  Royko  reported  on  this  give- 
away. The  response  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  to  Mr.  Royko's 
statements  is  the  subject  by  Mr. 
Royko  of  a  later  column  appearing  in 
the  Chicago  Sun-Times  of  July  24, 
1983,  and  I  commend  it  to  my  col- 
leagues. 
The  column  follows: 
[From  the  Chicago  Sun-Times.  July  24. 

19831 
Watt's  Man  Can't  Shed  Light  on  Coal- 
Lease  Deal 
(By  Mike  Royko) 
A  rather  crabby  letter  has  arrived  from 
Douglas  Baldwin,  who  works  in  Washing- 
ton, D.C. 

Baldwin  is  assistant  to  James  Watt,  secre- 
tary of  the  interior,  and  he  didn't  like  a 
column  I  recently  wrote  about  his  boss. 

He  wrote:  "It  is  obvious  to  me  and  quite  a 
few  others,  after  reading  your  recent 
column  on  the  Interior  Department's  coal 
lease  sales,  that  if  James  Watt  did  not  exist, 
lazy  writers  like  yourself  would  have  to 
invent  him. 

"How  else  could  a  wise-acre  polish  off  a 
column  in  a  few  minutes  without  any  knowl- 
edge of  the  subject,  or  any  effort  to  find 
out,  if  it  weren't  for  public  officials  who 
seem  to  be  fair  game  for  cheap  shots?" 

I  have  to  interrupt  Baldwin  at  this  point 
to  try  to  figure  out  what  he  meant  by  the 
statement  ".  .  .  if  James  Watt  did  not  exist, 
lazy  writers  like  yourself  would  have  to 
invent  him." 

The  fact  is.  James  Watt  does  exist. 
Nobody,  myself  included,  has  had  to  invent 
him  and  his  well-known  I-hate-Mother- 
Nature  policies. 

He's  there  in  Washington,  as  big  as  life, 
trying  to  think  of  new  ways  to  chew  up  the 
nation's  wilderness  areas  for  the  benefit  of 
the  big-bucks  mining  and  energy  companies 
that  used  to  give  him  a  regular  paycheck. 

I  suppose  that  if  I  were  in  the  business  of 
writing  plots  for  horror  movies  I  might 
invent  somebody  like  James  Watt.  The  title 
might  be  "The  Day  the  Corporations  Ate 
America." 

But  invention  isn't  necessary.  With  Watt, 
the  grim  facts  keep  speaking  for  themselves. 
Which  is  what  upset  Watt's  man  Baldwin. 
The  column  I  wrote  was  about  the  recent 
awarding  of  leases  to  mine  more  than  a  bil- 
lion tons  of  coal  on  federal  lands. 

News  reports  about  the  leases  made  the 
following  key  points: 

The  leases  went  for  bargain-basement 
prices.  Experts  in  Watt's  own  department 
said  that  the  Interior  Department  should 
have  been  paid  at  least  twice  as  much  as  it 
got. 

That  represents  a  loss  of  billions  of  dollars 
to  the  federal  treasury  for  the  sale  of  coal 
that  belongs  to  the  rest  of  us. 

Or.  looking  at  it  from  the  perspective  of 
the  mining  and  energy  companies  that  are 
going  to  strike  it  rich,  it  represents  a  profit 
of  billions  of  dollars  that  they  wouldn't 
have  made  if  the  leases  were  given  on  the 
legit. 

Instead  of  letting  the  mining  companies 
bid  against  each  other  for  the  leases— which 
could  have  driven  the  price  up— the  Interior 
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Department  leaked  the  amount  It  expected 
to  be  paid.  The  bargain  prices. 

So  the  mining  companies,  being  shrewdies, 
got  together  and  divided  up  the  leases.  You 
bid  on  this  one.  I'll  bid  on  that  one  and  we'll 
all  get  a  good  deal. 

Most  of  the  companies  that  got  this  wind- 
fall were  old  financial  backers  of  Watt. 
That's  when  he  ran  something  called  the 
Mountain  States  Legal  Foundation. 

This  organization  existed  to  frustrate  con- 
servationists and  environmentalists.  It  had 
the  financial  backing  of  those  who  want  to 
profit  by  getting  their  shovels  and  drills 
into  federal  lands. 

None  of  this  was  new  in  my  column.  There 
had  been  numerous,  thoroughly  document- 
ed news  reports  on  the  leases.  I  merely  com- 
mented on  them. 
But  lets  get  back  to  Baldwin's  letter 
I  know  it  wouldn't  embarrass  you  if  I 
were  to  point  out  the  dozens  of  errors  and 
flat-out  whoppers  in  your  column,  so  I  won't 
waste  time  trying. 

"Here's  a  suggestion  nevertheless:  Try 
using  a  little  shoe  leather,  or  maybe  even  a 
telephone  call,  to  find  out  what  the  facts 
are  before  you  belch  out  your  opinions  like 
a  barroom  sage. 

"You  might  even  learn  something  about 
the  real  world  that  way— assuming  you  are 
that  much  interested.  But  then,  that  would 
be  work— a  four-letter  word,  to  be  sure  " 

This  is  the  first  time  I've  ever  l>een  ac- 
cused of  being  lazy  by.  of  all  things,  some- 
one who  sits  in  a  federal  office  building  in 
Washington  spending  my  money. 

As  for  my  learning  something  about  the 
real  world, "  I  think  Baldwin  has  it  back- 
ward. 

This  is  the  real  world  out  here.  Mr.  Bald 
win.  This  is  where  people  are  breaking  their 
backs  to  earn  a  living  and  pay  taxes.  And  it's 
where  they  pound  the  hot  pavement  looking 
for  the  jol>s  that— thanks  in  part  to  Reagan- 
omics— aren't  there  anymore. 

They're  doing  that,  here  in  the  real  world, 
while  Baldwins  boss.  Mr.  Watt,  is  signing 
his  name  to  the  coal  leases  that  took  bil- 
lions of  dollars  out  of  their  pockets  and  put 
them  in  the  wallets  of  the  mining  interests. 
It's  too  bad  that  Baldwin  didn't  have  time 
to  detail  those  dozens  of  'errors  and  flat-out 
whoppers"  in  that  column.  I'd  Uke  to  know 
what  they  were. 

Could  it  be  that  the  leases  really  weren't  a 
bargain?  Did  Mr.  Watt  put  one  over  on  his 
old  p&ls  in  those  mining  companies  and 
really  fleece  them?  If  so.  let's  have  the 
facts.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Could  it  be  that  those  who  got  the  leases 
had  not  been  Watt's  financial  backers? 
More  facts,  please.  Mr.  Baldwin. 
Now.  I  will  admit  to  one  error. 
After  the  column  appeared,  a  veteran  fed- 
eral official  who  has  worked  in  this  field 
said  to  me: 

"You're  wrong.  They  didn't  let  those  com- 
panies  have  the   leases   for  50   percent  of 
what  they're  really  worth." 
They  didn't? 

"No.  It  was  closer  to  only  10  percent." 
For  that  error.  Mr.  Baldwin.  I  apologize. 
And  Watt  should  apologize,  too.* 
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HON.  DON  EDWARDS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  President  Reagan  has  sent  a 
U.S.  Navy  flotilla  complete  with  bat- 
tleships, aircraft  carriers,  and  nuclear 
weapons,  off  the  coast  of  Nicaragua 
for  naval  exercises.  He  has  refused  to 
rule  out  the  possibility  of  a  naval 
blockade  to  stem  the  supposed  flow  of 
arms  from  Nicaragua  into  El  Salvador. 
At  each  new  turn  it  is  beginning  to 
look  more  and  more  like  President 
Reagan  is  preparing  for  a  war  in  Latin 
America,  with  or  without  the  consent 
of  Congress  or  the  American  people. 

In  light  of  recent  developments  in 
U.S.  policy  toward  Central  America, 
and  this  administration's  bellicose,  an- 
tagonistic attitude  toward  Nicaragua,  I 
believe  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  each 
Member  to  be  as  informed  as  possible 
about  what  is  happening  in  Central 
America.  I  also  believe  that  my  col- 
leagues should  be  aware  of  the  reac- 
tions of  our  allies  around  the  world  to 
our  current  policies.  For  this  reason.  I 
am  enclosing  for  the  Record  the  text 
of  the  joint  statement  from  the  Com- 
mittee of  Western  European  Politi- 
cians and  Parliamentarians  in  support 
of  Nicaragua.  I  am  also  enclosing  their 
letter  to  House  Speaker  Thomas 
O'Neill. 

The  letter  and  text  of  the  statement 
follow: 

TWEEDE  KAMER.  BiNNEHOr  I  A. 

The  Hague.  Netherlands.  July  IS.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill. 
Raybum  House  Office  Building.    Washing- 
ton. D.C..  United  States  of  America. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I.  Eveliene  Herfkens. 
Member  of  the  Dutch  Parliament  and 
Chairperson  of  the  Committee  of  Western 
European  Politicians  and  Parliamentarians 
in  Support  of  Nicaragua,  would  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention  the  joint  statement  issued 
July  13  by  the  Committee  in  The  Hague. 

The  Committee  welcomes  the  efforts  that 
have  been  made  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  end  a  policy  of  covert  inter- 
vention against  the  government  and  people 
of  Nicaragua,  a  policy  which  is  contrary  to 
international  law  as  embodied  in  the  Char- 
ter of  the  United  Nations.  These  efforts  are 
of  vital  importance  and  we  offer  our  support 
for  the  attempts  to  put  them  into  effect. 

The  Committee  condemns  the  concept  of 
ideological  polarization  of  the  world  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  supports  the  right  of  every 
country  to  decide  on  its  own  future  in  order 
that  the  world  community  may  live  togeth- 
er in  peace  and  harmony  and  that  humanity 
may  enjoy  security  and  economic  and  social 
progress. 

We  are  deeply  concerned  that  the  United 
States,  the  most  powerful  country  in  the 
Western  World,  is  becoming  further  em- 
broiled in  the  Nicaraguan  conflict,  a  conflict 
which  risks  becoming  protracted  and  inter- 
nationalized in  the  Central  American  region 


and  which  is  so  inimical  to  the  interests  of 
the  American  people. 

The  following  is  the  text  of  the  joint 
statement  formulated  by  Committee  mem- 
bers and  signed  by  many  prominent  mem- 
bers of  the  Western  European  political  com- 
munity. We  request  that  you  circulate  these 
documents  to  members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

Yours  Sincerely, 

Eveliene  Herfkens, 
Labour  Member  of  Parliament 

Joint  Statement  From  the  Committee  of 
Western  European  Politicans  and  Par- 
liamentarians in  Support  of  Nicaragua 
We   the   undersigned,   the   Committee   of 
Western   European   Politicians   and   Parlia- 
mentarians in  Support  of  Nicaragua,  recog- 
nize that  it  is  not  yet  four  years  since  the 
people  of  Nicaragua  overthrew  at  huge  cost 
in  terms  of  lives  and  resources,  one  of  the 
most  barbarous  tyrannies  ever  witnessed  in 
Latin  America,  whose  hallmark  was  murder, 
disappearances  and  torture  and  which  per- 
petuated a  grotesque  inequality  without  a 
hint  of  pluralism. 

Again.st  this  background,  coupled  with 
natural  disasters  of  flood  and  drought,  it  is 
utterly  remarkable  that  in  so  short  a  time, 
the  Nicaraguan  government  has  promoted  a 
successful  program  of  land  reform,  provided 
better  nutritional  standards,  the  beginnings 
of  a  health  service,  purified  water  supplies, 
substantially  reduced  illiteracy,  made  ad- 
vances providing  for  the  advancement  of 
women,  established  an  independent  judici- 
ary and  done  so  much  to  improve  the  lives 
of  the  people. 

It  is  unacceptable  that  attempts  are  being 
made  to  strangle  the  people  of  Nicaragua  by 
economic  isolation  and  military  attack.  And 
we  accordingly  declare: 

That  the  continual  aggressive  acts  to 
which  Nicaragua  has  been  and  still  is  sub- 
jected, constitute  a  grave  violation  of  inter- 
national law  as  embodied  in  the  United  Na- 
tions Charter.  Furthermore.  Nicaragua,  like 
all  sovereign  states,  has  the  right  to  defend 
itself  as  stated  in  Article  51  of  the  United 
Nations  Charter. 

That  such  military,  political  and  economic 
acts  of  aggression  inevitably  inhibit  the  abil- 
ity of  Nicaragua  to  pursue  its  objectives  of 
social  justice  and  economic  development  for 
the  benefit  of  its  people  and  to  promote  the 
pluralism  to  which  it  is  committed. 

That  we  are  appalled  that  regardless  of 
humanitarian  conditions,  the  financial  sup- 
port provided  for  Nicaragua  immediately 
after  the  revolution  has  t)een  curtailed  as  an 
act  of  deliberate  policy  by  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration and  moreover.  Nicaragua  addi- 
tionally has  l)een  deprived  of  financial  re- 
sources from  the  private  banks. 

And  we  resolve: 

That  Western  European  governments  seek 
to  participate  in  and  stimulate  Western  Eu- 
ropean initiatives  intended  to  promote  dia- 
logue and  peaceful  resolution  of  the  con- 
flicts in  Central  America. 

That  Western  European  governments  lend 
their  support  to  bilateral  negotiations  to  re- 
store peace  on  Nicaragua's  borders. 

That  the  Nicaraguan  government  be  given 
political,  financial,  economic  and  technical 
support  by  the  international  community 
and  by  private  sources  and.  in  particular, 
that  Nicaragua  be  supported  actively  in  the 
following  ways  for  which  we  are  committed 
to  work:  equitable  treatment  for  Nicaragua 
from  our  respective  governments,  the  Euro- 
pean   Economic    Community,    development 


and  other  banks,  export  credit  institutions, 
aid  donors  and  international  financial  insti- 
tutions such  as  the  European  Investment 
Bank,  the  World  Bank  and  the  Inter-Ameri- 
can Development  Bank. 

That  the  Nicaraguan  government  be  given 
fair  treatment  from  the  media. 

We  think  that  such  steps  will  result  in  the 
establishment  of  justice  and  peace  in  Cen- 
tral America. 
Signed: 
Olaf  Palme.  Prime  Minister  of  Sweden: 
Hans    Jochen    Vogel.    Leader.    West 
German     Social     Democratic     Party: 
Pierre      Joxe.      President.      Socialist 
Group.    French    National    Assembly; 
David  Steele,  Leader.  British  Liberal 
Party;  Joop  Den  Uyl,  Leader.  Dutch 
Labour    Party;    Harlem    Brundtland. 
Leader.    Foreign    Affairs    Committee, 
Danish  Parliament;  Michael  Higgins, 
Chairperson,  Labour  Party  of  the  Re- 
public of  Ireland;  Jan  Nico  Scholten, 
Vice-Chairman.   Dutch   Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  of  Dutch  Parliament; 
Uwe       Holtz.       Chairperson,       West 
German  parliamentary  Committee  of 
Development  Cooperation;  Jose  Prat, 
Senator  and  President  of  Foreign  Af- 
fairs Committee  for  Spanish-America 
Affairs,      Spanish      Senate;      Manuel 
Medina.   Socialist   member  of   Parlia- 
ment and  President  of  the  Foreign  Af- 
fairs Committee  of  the  Spanish  Con- 
gress; Karel  Van  Miert,  Leader,  Bel- 
gian Socialist  Party;  Relus  Teer  Beek, 
Chairman,    Dutch    Foreign    Relations 
Committee,  and  Labour  Party  Member 
of  Dutch  Parliament;  Lord  Chitnis,  In- 
dependent    Lord.     House     of     Lords. 
United  Kingdom;  Max  Van  Den  Berg. 
Chairperson.     Dutch     Labour    Party; 
Hans  Fischer,  Deputy  Chairperson  of 
the  Austrian  Socialist  Party  and  Min- 
ister of  Science  and  Technology;  Karl 
Blecher,   Deputy   Chairperson   of  the 
Austrian  Socialist  Party  and  Minister 
of  the  Interior. 
The  total  number  of  parliamentarians,  in- 
cluding senators  and  lords,  who  have  signed 
this  statement  as  of  July  19  is  488.  They 
represent  the  Netherlsuids,  West  Germany, 
Prance,  Spain,  Norway,  Sweden,  Denmark, 
Belgium,  England,  Austria,  the  Republic  of 
Ireland,  and  Greece.  More  signatories  are 
expected. 

LIST  or  signatories 
European  Parliament  (15  signatories  rep- 
resenting seven  countries):  Pieter  Dankhart, 
the  Netherlands:  Dieter  Schinzel,  West  Ger- 
many; Heidemarie  Wieczorek  Zeul,  West 
Germany;  Allan  Rogers.  United  Kingdom; 
Johan  Van  Minnen.  the  Netherlands;  Ove 
Fich.  Denmark;  Marie  Claude  Vayssade, 
France;  Alf  Lomas.  United  Kingdom;  Derek 
Enright.  United  Kingdom;  Brian  Key. 
United  Kingdom;  Rolf  Kinkohr.  West  Ger- 
many; Jan  Klikenborg,  West  Germany;  Kal- 
liopl  Nikolaou.  Greece:  Karlheinz  Mihr. 
West  Germany;  Bob  Cohen,  the  Nether- 
lands: Flor  G'Nahoney,  Republic  of  Ireland. 
West  Germany  (62  signatories,  all  mem- 
bers of  West  German  Social  Democratic 
Party  and  the  West  German  Bundestag): 
Hans  Jochen  Vogel,  Wolf  Michael  Catenhu- 
sen,  Lothar  Curdt,  Dr.  Peter  Struck,  Heinz 
Alfred  Steiner.  Klaus  Immer.  Jurgen  Egert. 
Michael  Muller,  Joachim  Poss,  Freimut 
Duve,  Franz  Munterfering,  Ludwig  Stiegler, 
Karl  Delorme,  Volker  Jung,  Hans  Ulrich 
Klose,  Lothar  Brugger,  Ernst  Kastning, 
Uwe  Lamblnus,  Klaus  Kennartz,  Gunter 
Herterlch.  Horst  Sielaff.  Gunger  Verheu- 
gen.  Dr.  Franz  Josef  Mertens.  Peter  Con- 
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radl,  Klaus  Kohmann,  Claus  Grobecker. 
Walter  Buckpesch.  Dr.  Anke  Martiny,  Heide 
Slmonis.  Bemd  Reuter.  Ruth  Zutt,  Karl 
Weinhofer.  Horst  Peter,  Alfred  Melnlngh- 
aus.  Dieter  Schanz,  Eckart  Kuhlwein,  Hans 
Gottfried  Bemrath,  Reinhold  Hiller,  Hans 
Gunther  Toetemeyer,  Katrln  Fuchs,  Peter 
Patema,  Professor  Dr.  Ingomar  Hauchler. 
Hans  Joachim  Hoffmann,  Ernst  Walte- 
mathe,  Manfred  Schmidt,  Gunther  Heyenn, 
Dr.  Rudolg  Schofberger,  Dr.  Uwe  Holtz. 
Heinz  Menzel,  Lothar  Fischer,  Margitta 
Terborg,  Thomas  Schroer,  Renate  Schmidt, 
Harald  D.  Schafer.  Eugen  Von  Der  Wiesche. 
Horst  Jaunich.  George  Bamberg,  Gert 
Weisskirchen.  Rudolf  Bindig,  Andreas  Von 
Bulow,  Jerta  Daubler  Gmelin,  Wener  Hagel. 

Holland  (47  signatories  representing  the 
entire  Labour  group  in  Dutch  Parliament 
except  one):  Hans  Alders,  Relus  Ter  Beek, 
Joop  Den  Uyl,  Max  Van  Den  Berg,  Rie  De 
Bools,  Flip  Buurmeijer,  Frits  Castricum.  len 
Dales,  Marcel  P.  A.  Van  Dam.  Jaap  Van  Der 
Doef.  Dirk  Dolman,  Dirk  Duinker.  Ineke 
Haas  Berger,  Arie  Van  Der  Hek.  Eveliene 
Herfkens.  Rein  P.  Hummel,  Wijnie  Jabaaij, 
Jos  Van  Kemenade,  Henk  Kol,  Hans  Kom- 
brink,  Martin  J.  Konings,  Aad  Kosto,  Wim 
Meijer.  Frans  Moor.  Ina  Muller  Van  Ast, 
Frits  Niessen,  Jeltje  Van  Nieuwenhoven, 
David  Van  Ooifen,  Schelto  Patijn.  Stan 
Poppe.  Wiffried  A.  De  Pree.  Hessel  Rienks, 
Nora  Salomons.  Bonno  Spieker,  Bram  Ste- 
merkink.  Pier  Stof felen,  Rob  Tazelaar.  Rene 
Toussaint.  Elske  Ter  Veld.  Henk  Veldhoen, 
Pet  De  Visser,  Klaas  G.  De  Vries.  Jules  P. 
De  Waart.  Jacques  Wallage.  Thijs  Woltgens, 
Joop  M.  Worrell. 

Republic  of  Ireland  (33  legislators  repre- 
senting six  parties):  Alice  Glen.  Sean  Byrne. 
John  OLeary,  Michael  P.  Kitt,  Liam  Ayl- 
ward,  Richard  Bruton,  David  Andrews,  Niall 
Andrews.  P.  J.  Morley,  John  Ryan,  Eileen 
Desmond.  Tony  Gregory.  Pthroinif  De. 
Rossa,  Catherine  Buleulbia,  Jackie  Daly, 
Eammon  O'Keefe,  Michael  Lynch,  Sean 
Fallon,  Brian  NuUody,  Eoin  Rogers,  Rory 
Kiely,  Mick  Kanigan,  Mary  Robinson,  Mi- 
chael Higgins,  Brendan  Howlin,  Jack  Hart, 
Michael  Ferris.  Helinia  McAuliffe.  Pat 
Magner.  Tim  Conway,  Jim  Higgins,  Cather- 
ine McGuinness,  Brid  Rogers. 

Spain  (13  signatories):  Jose  Prat,  Alfons 
Cuco,  Carlos  Hernandez  Gil.  Jose  Gonzalez 
Gastanega,  Alberto  Aguiriano,  Alberto  De 
Armas.  Jose  Laborda.  Francisco  Moreno. 
Joaquin  Martinez.  Manuel  Medina.  Miguel 
Angel  Martinez.  Rafael  Estrella.  Elena 
Flores. 

Sweden  (16  signatories,  including  all 
Social  Democratic  members  of  Parliament 
and  all  members  of  the  Parliment's  foreign 
policy  group):  Barbro  Evermo,  Sture  Pabn, 
Hans  Goeran  Franck,  Maj  Lis  Loow,  Berit 
Loefstedt,  Stig  Alemyr,  Bengt  Siefverstrand, 
Lias  Mattson.  Doris  Haavik.  Jan  Bergqvist, 
Evert  Svensson,  Margot  Wallstroem,  Alex 
Andersson,  Georg  Andersson,  Soeren  Haeg- 
groth,  Olle  Goransson. 

Norway  (10  signatories,  all  Labour  Party 
members  of  Parliament):  Harlem  Brunt- 
land,  Einar  Forde,  Haakon  Blakenborg, 
Kjell  Bohlin,  Terje  Granerud,  Brit  Jorgen- 
sen.  Oddrunn  Pettersen.  Gunnar  Skaug. 
Reiulf  Steen,  Knqt  Frydenlund. 

Belgium  (8  signatories,  including  two 
spokespersons  for  Latin  American  Affairs  in 
the  Belgian  Parliament):  Karel  Van  Miert. 
Oscar  De  Bunne,  Jef  Sleeckx,  Louis  Van 
Veldhoven,  Isidore  Egelmeers.  Olivier  De- 
leuze,  Daan  Vervaet,  Ludo  Dierlcks. 

United  Kingdom:  David  Steele,  Lord  Chit- 
nis. 

Austria:  Hans  Fischer,  Karl  Blecher. 
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FYance:  The  entire  Socialist  Group  in  the 
French  National  Assembly,  about  280  mem- 
bers, associates  itself  with  this  statement, 
but  in  addition  It  provides  Its  own,  more 
comprehensive  statement,  which  empasizes 
that  Nicaragua  cannot  tte  isolated  from  the 
Central  American  context.  Following  is  a 
translation  of  their  statement: 

"The  Socialist  Group  Is  concerned  about 
the  aggravation  of  the  situation  in  Central 
America,  particularly  in  El  Salvador  and  at 
the  northern  and  southern  borders  of  Nica- 
ragua. In  this  context  the  policy  of  support 
for  peace  Initiatives  undertaken  by  the  four 
member  countries  of  the  Contadora  group 
(Mexico,  Panama,  Colombia,  Venezuela)  and 
by  a  growing  segment  of  International 
public  opinion  Is  In  line  with  the  concerns  of 
the  Socialist  Party,  as  well  as  those  of  the 
French  government.  Regarding  El  Salvador, 
only  negotiations  between  all  of  the  parties 
concerned,  in  the  atwence  of  any  external 
interference  and  based  on  the  principle  of 
the  right  of  peoples  to  self-determination, 
will  encourage  to  be  lasting,  any  solution  for 
peace  must  tie  based  on  principles  of  free- 
dom. Independence,  and  human  rights 
which  should  apply  In  Central  America  as  in 
the  rest  of  the  world." 

This  statement  was  signed  by  the  follow- 
ing In  the  name  of  the  entire  Socialist 
Group  of  the  French  National  Assembly: 
Pierre  Joxe.  President,  Socialist  Group, 
FYench  National  Assembly;  Jean  Natier, 
Member  of  the  Assembly;  Andre  Belon.  Di- 
rector. International  Relations  Section  of 
the  Socialist  Group;  Veronique  Miertz,  As- 
sistant Director,  International  Relations 
Section  of  the  Socialist  Group;  Guy  Van  De 
Pled,  Assistant  Director,  International  Rela- 
tions Section  of  the  Socialist  Group.* 
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HON.  GEORGE  C.  WORTLEY 

of  new  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  WORTLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  July 
is  ice  cream  month.  That  smooth  and 
creamy,  delightful,  and  delectable  des- 
sert, has  an  entire  month  devoted  just 
to  its  enjoyment.  As  Phyllis  C.  Rich- 
man  for  the  Washington  Post  de- 
scribed it:  "•  *  •  the  greatest  of  man- 
made  pleasures  in  the  most  economi- 
cally sound  package:  the  ice  cream 
cone."  There  is  nothing  better  on  a 
hot  summer  day  to  cool  you  down 
than  a  dip  of  your  favorite  flavor. 

The  International  Association  of  Ice 
Cream  Manufacturers,  the  gracious 
sponsors  of  June  23's  "Ice  Cream  for 
America"  celebration  on  Capitol  Hill, 
has  declared  July  as  Ice  Cream  Month. 
The  Senate-passed  resolution.  S.R. 
169.  more  specifically  pinpoints  July 
15  as  Ice  Cream  Day.  While  the  popu- 
larity of  this  age-old  treat  continues  to 
soar  and  turf  wars  between  shops  and 
manufacturers  become  more  heated, 
the  far-reaching  effects  of  this  much 
sought-after  commodity  should  be 
kept  in  mind. 

Ice  cream  and  related  products  are 
consumed  in  nearly  90  percent  of  the 
households    in    the    United    States, 
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second  only  to  fresh  milk— 93  percent 
of  households.  I  am  proud  to  say  that 
I  make  up  part  of  that  90  percent.  The 
per  capita  consumption  of  ice  cream 
and  related  products  is  nearly  21.5 
quarts.  The  age  groups  that  satisfy 
their  craving  for  ice  cream  the  most 
are  those  2  to  17  and  over  45  years  of 
age. 

In  addition  to  age-group-consump- 
tion patterns,  the  lAICM  has  also  de- 
termined that  more  ice  cream  is  eaten 
on  Sunday  that  any  other  day  of  the 
week  and  Tuesday  ranks  the  lowest  in 
terms  of  consumption.  Could  that  ex- 
plain the  origin  of  the  word  sundae? 
Preference  for  flavors  remains  rela- 
tively constant.  Vanilla  captures  first 
place  at  35  percent  of  total  consump- 
tion while  chocolate  comes  in  a  close 
second.  I  have  known  that  since  I  first 
began  dipping  ice  cream  in  my  father's 
drugstore.  Other  than  that,  however, 
the  varieties  and  preferences  are  end- 
less. Many  an  argument  has  developed 
among  connoisseurs  over  preferred  fla- 
vors and  favorite  dipping  establish- 
ments. But  there  is  nothing  more 
sweet  than  settling  a  friendly  rivalry 
by  indulging  in  a  taste  of  the  competi- 
tion's favorite  brand. 

So  before  July  melts  into  August 
and  Ice  Cream  Month  is  gobbled  up, 
take  advantage  of  the  special  occasion 
and  dip  into  your  favorite  flavor— 
whether  it  be  plain  vanilla  or  a  bonan- 
za sundae.  It  will  bring  a  smile  to  your 
face  like  only  ice  cream  can.* 


COMMUNISM  IN  SOUTHEAST 
ASIA 


HON.  JACK  HELDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 
•  Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in- 
serting for  the  Record  an  article  writ- 
ten by  a  Washington  Times  staff 
writer  concerning  inadequate  network 
coverage  of  the  "Communist-created 
holocaust"  in  Southeast  Asia.  U.S.  In- 
formation Agency  Director  Charles  Z. 
Wick,  after  a  recent  visit  to  Kampu- 
chea—formerly Cambodia— explains 
that  he  is  appalled  by  the  brutal  re- 
pression of  human  rights  and  genocide 
which  has  gone  unreported  by  the 
U.S.  press. 

Mr.  Wick  remains  convinced  that  an 
increase  in  media  coverage  would 
enable  the  U.S.  public  to  gain  a  better 
understanding  of  the  "Soviet  global 
threat."  I  comment  the  following  re- 
lated article  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues: 

tProtn  the  Washington  Times,  June  28, 

1983] 
U.S.  Media  Ignoring  Asian  HoLOCAnsT. 

Says  USIA  Chief 
(By  a  Washington  Times  staff  writer) 

American  television  is  ignoring  a  Commu- 
nist-created   holocaust"   in  Southeast  Asia 
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that  ranks  with  any  of  this  century's  hor 
rors  of  genocide  and  repression,  according  to 
the  head  of  the  U.S.  Information  Agency. 

USIA  Director  Charles  Z.  Wick,  writing  in 
the  forthcoming  July  2  issue  of  TV  Guide, 
elaborates  on  a  theme  he  presented  May  12 
to  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Advertising 
Council  upon  his  return  from  a  tour  of  East 
Asia. 

In  the  article,  Wick  tells  of  seeing  the 
■crushing  misery"  of  refugees  in  Kampu- 
chea (formerly  Cambodia)  during  a  recent 
visit  to  a  makeshift  Red  Cross  hospital. 

The  Kampuchean  people  are  suffering 
today  a  devastation  of  their  society  that 
ranks  alongside  any  of  the  horrors  that  his- 
torians of  the  future  may  associate  with  the 
20th  century. "  Wick  said.  He  added: 

■Here  were  all  the  ingredients  that  have 
sent  hundreds  of  television  crews  and  thou- 
sands of  reporters  in  search  of  stories  on  the 
international  scene:  the  brutal  repression  of 
human  rights,  invasion  of  national  sover 
eignty,  maiming  and  slaughtering  the  inno- 
cent and  outright  genocide. 

■■■yet.  there  is  very  little  network  recogni- 
tion of  the  holocau.st  in  Southeast  Asia." 
Wick  said. 

■What  this  means  is  that,  as  a  nation,  we 
remain  blind  to  the  extremely  unpleasant 
day-to-day  reality  of  what  the  Soviet  Union 
and  its  clients'  terrible  ambitions  mean  in 
personal  terms,"  Wick  said. 

If  only  a  portion  of  the  number  of  jour- 
nalists who  have  covered  El  Salvador,  the 
Middle  East  and  the  peace  marches  in 
Europe  were  to  spend  a  week  on  the  Thai- 
Kampuchean  border,  I  am  convinced  there 
would  be  a  greater  public  perception  of  the 
Soviet  global  threat."  he  said. 

Americans  now  have  difficulty  in  grasping 
the  scope  of  the  genocide  that  has  been 
committed— first  by  Khmer  Rouge  forces 
and  later  by  Vietnamese  troups.  Wick  said. 

One-third  to  one-half  of  the  Kampuchean 
population  has  been  eradicated  from  1975  to 
1982.  Wick  said. 

Wick  quoted  a  Southeast  Asian  leader" 
as  saying.  When  the  Soviets  or  any  of  the 
CommunisU  commit  atrocities,  it  seems 
normal,  but  when  any  of  the  free  world  does 
anything,  then  television  and  print  media 
immediately  take  off  on  it  that  very  day.""* 


CITY  OF  MOUNT  VERNON 
SUPPORTS  H.R.  3028 

HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 
•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues a  resolution  that  was  recently 
passed  by  the  city  of  Mount  Vernon, 
N.Y..  which  reinforces  support  of  leg- 
islation to  repeal  the  taxation  of  inter- 
est from  municipal  bonds  in  determin- 
ing social  security  tienefits. 

My  distinguished  colleague.  Senator 
D'Amato,  has  introduced  this  legisla- 
tion in  the  Senate— S.  II 13— where  it 
was  recently  the  subject  of  hearings  in 
the  Finance  Conmiittee.  In  addition.  I 
am  pleased  to  note  my  own  cosponsor- 
ship  legislation  introduced  in  the 
House,  H.R.  3028,  by  my  colleague 
Major  Owens  from  Brooklyn. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  importance  of  H.R. 
3028    to   social   security    beneficiaries 
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cannot  be  overemphasized.  As  an  origi- 
nal member  of  the  House  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Aging,  I  have  consistently 
opposed  taxation  of  benefits  and  feel 
that  we  cannot  continue  to  raid  the 
pockets  of  retirees,  who  depend  upon 
these  benefits  to  provide  them  a  fair 
and  acceptable  level  of  income  in  their 
retirement  years.  Further,  inclusion  of 
this  tax-free  income  in  benefit  calcula- 
tions negatively  impacts  upon  the  de- 
cision to  purchase  State  and  local 
bonds. 

If  an  individual  knows  that  he  or  she 
is  going  to  be  taxed  by  the  income, 
what  incentive  is  there  for  the  pur- 
chase of  such  bonds?  I  suggest  that 
such  taxation  is  a  shortsighted 
method  of  extracting  income  from  re- 
tirees that  must  be  rejected.  It  not 
only  hurts  these  individuals,  but  also 
State  and  local  governments  which  are 
painfully  trying  to  raise  dollars  to 
offset  Federal  budget  cuts  that  have 
occurred  over  the  past  3  years.  We 
should  not  be  short  circuiting  one  of 
the  major  sources  of  revenues  for  local 
governments  in  this  fashion.  The  cost 
to  New  York  State  alone  could  reach 
$43  million  annually. 

I  commend  the  city  council  of 
Mount  Vernon  for  passing  this  resolu- 
tion. For  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues. 
I  insert  the  text  of  this  resolution  into 
the  Record. 

Resolution  in  Support  or  Senate  Bill  S. 
1113  Concerning  the  Repeal  of  the  In- 
clusion OF  Tax  Exempt  Interest  When 
Determining  Taxation  of  Social  Securi- 
ty Benefits 

Whereas.  Senator  Alfonse  D'Amato  has 
introduced  Senate  Bill  No.  1113  for  the  pur- 
pose of  excluding  tax  exempt  interest  from 
taxation  of  social  security  benefits:  and 

Whereas,  the  inclusion  of  such  interest  in 
the  income  calculation  amounts  to  taxation 
of  state  and  local  bonds:  and 

Whereas,  the  inclusion  of  this  interest  in 
the  income  calculation  also  discourages  indi- 
viduals from  investing  in  state  and  local 
bonds:  and 

Whereas,  in  order  to  encourage  invest- 
ment, municipalities  will  be  forced  to  raise 
interest  rates  on  local  bonds,  and  according 
to  figures  supplied  by  Senator  DAmatos 
office,  the  annual  cosU  to  New  York  alone 
could  reach  forty-three  million  dollars:  and 
Whereas,  it  is  the  determination  of  this 
City  Council  that  it  would  be  in  the  best  in- 
terest of  the  City  of  Mount  Vernon,  as  well 
as  every  municipality  in  this  nation,  if 
Senate  Bill  S.  1113  were  enacted  into  law; 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  that  the  City  Council  of  the 
City  of  Mount  Vernon  urges  the  United 
States  Senate  to  enact  into  law  Senate  Bill 
S.  1113  which  would  repeal  the  inclusion  of 
lax  exempt  interest  when  determining  tax- 
ation of  social  security  benefiU:  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  that  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
shall  hereby  be  forwarded  by  the  City  Clerk 
to  Senators  Moynihan  and  D'Amato,  to 
Congressmen  Richard  Ottinger  and  Mario 
Biaggi  and  President  Reagan.* 


July  26,  1983 


THE  FEDERAL  BUREAU  OF 
INVESTIGATION 


HON.  SILVIO  CONTE 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  July  26. 
1983  marks  the  75th  anniversary  of 
the  founding  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation.  I  would  like  to  commend 
all  those  that  have  worked  to  uphold 
the  Bureau's  high  standards  of  fideli- 
ty, bravery,  and  integrity;  the  leaders 
for  their  responsibility  and  organiza- 
tion, the  agents  for  committing  them- 
selves to  the  unique  work  of  the 
Bureau,  and  all  the  many  other  em- 
ployees of  the  Bureau  dedicated  to 
honest  investigation. 

The  Bureau  was  established  by  At- 
torney General  Charles  J.  Bonaparte 
on  July  26.  1908.  as  an  arm  of  the  Jus- 
tice Department.  The  small  organiza- 
tion, with  a  staff  of  only  35  members, 
had  no  specific  duties  but  was  encour- 
aged by  President  Theodore  Roosevelt 
to  curb  the  profligate  political  and 
business  corruption.  With  the  hard 
work  of  the  staff  and  the  determina- 
tion and  leadership  of  such  great  di- 
rectors as  J.  Edgar  Hoover,  the  Bureau 
has  grown  in  size  and  influence.  It 
presently  employs  19.000  staff  mem- 
bers. The  Bureau  began  investigating 
the  gangsters  and  bank  robbers  of  the 
era.  and  over  the  years,  its  jurisdiction 
has  grown  to  include  the  investigation 
of  violations  of  many  Federal  statutes. 
It  provides  information  services  for 
other  law  enforcing  agencies,  accumu- 
lates information  requested  by  the 
Government,  and  investigates  prob- 
lems from  kidnapings  to  espionage 
that  might  jeopardize  the  safety  of 
America. 

The  FBI  from  its  beginning  was  not 
intended  to  serve  as  a  national  police 
force  but  instead  was  meant  to  be  the 
investigative  branch  of  the  Govern- 
ment. Presently  the  major  areas  of 
concentration  are  organized  crime, 
white-collar  crime,  public  corruption, 
foreign  counterintelligence,  and  ter- 
rorism. The  FBI  played  a  major  role  in 
World  War  II  uncovering  German  es- 
pionage tactics,  and  have  intercepted 
many  spies  in  the  past.  The  Bureau 
has  worked  closely  with  other  local 
and  Federal  agencies,  and  is  presently 
cooperating  with  the  Drug  Enforce- 
ment Administration  to  control  drug 
traffic,  one  of  the  major  crime  prob- 
lems in  the  Nation.  The  FBI  has  also 
been  of  great  significance  in  aiding  the 
United  States  with  problems  of  specif- 
ic request,  as  with  the  investigations 
of  the  deaths  of  both  John  F.  Kenne- 
dy and  Martin  Luther  King.  Civil 
Rights  violations  that  infringe  on  the 
law.  kidnapings.  bank  robberies,  and 
bombings  all  have  been  the  focus  of 
the  Bureau's  work  in  the  past,  and 
specially  trained  agents  are  sent  all 
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over  the  country  and  the  world  to  in- 
vestigate them.  The  FBI  has  been  in- 
strumental in  helping  to  protect  the 
safety  of  Americans  and  to  uphold  the 
Federal  laws  through  investigation. 

The  FBI  has  developed  ways  to  pro- 
vide information  to  people  and  agen- 
cies involved  in  law  enforcement 
across  the  country.  The  FBI  possesses 
an  extraordinary  file  of  fingerprints. 
In  1924  the  files  of  penitentiaries  and 
police  were  consolidated,  and  then  in 
1935  the  prints  of  serious  criminals 
were  included  into  the  file.  With  an 
average  of  25.000  records  coming  in  a 
day.  the  fingerprint  file  provides  a  tre- 
mendous service  as  an  information 
center  for  investigators. 

The  FBI  has  other  centralized  infor- 
mation services.  The  National  Crime 
Center  is  a  computerized  index  of 
criminal  identifications,  established  in 
1967.  and  can  provide  instant  informa- 
tion. The  FBI  Laboratory,  which  cele- 
brated its  50th  anniversary  last  year, 
is  used  both  by  the  FBI  and  by  local 
and  State  agencies.  It  analyzes  quanti- 
ties of  evidence  from  hair  fibers,  to 
bloodstains,  to  toothmarks.  helping  to 
identify  criminals  everywhere. 

On  top  of  providing  information  for 
law  enforcement  purposes,  the  FBI 
has  also  established  an  academy  for 
education  in  this  field.  J.  Edgar 
Hoover  encouraged  the  training  pro- 
gram and  in  1935  the  first  class  of  the 
FBI  National  Academy  met.  The  acad- 
emy trains  the  officers  in  all  fields  of 
law  enforcement  with  rigorous  train- 
ing for  their  own  FBI  agents  in  the 
specialized  field  of  investigation. 

Since  the  Attorney  General  first  cre- 
ated an  investigative  arm  of  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  in  1908.  the  FBI 
has  worked  to  help  free  America  of 
crime.  We  all  are  aware  of  the  re- 
nowned FBI  agents,  first  labeled  as 
"G-men"  by  "Machine  Gun"  Kelly  in 
1933,  They  are  experts  in  investigation 
and  are  bravely  dedicated  to  the  work 
of  the  Bureau,  The  Bureau  provides 
education  for  law  enforcement  agents 
and  provides  information  to  not  only 
their  own  FBI-related  use.  but  for 
others  involved  in  controlling  crime. 
The  Bureau's  superb  investigation  has 
lead  to  the  capturing  of  spies,  the  un- 
covering of  crime  circles  in  all  eche- 
lons of  the  Government  and  of  the  so- 
ciety, and  has  provided  information 
for  the  arrests  of  criminals  of  every  lo- 
cality. 

With  all  respect,  I  salute  the  FBI  for 
its  75  years  of  dedication,  and  hope 
that  it  will  continue  to  serve  America, 
maintaining  the  same  standards  of  ex- 
cellence as  it  has  in  the  past,* 
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THE  MILITARY  STRUGGLE  IN 
CENTRAL  AMERICA 


HON.  HENRY  J.  HYDE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr^  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently.  I 
received  a  carbon  copy  of  a  letter  to 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  Chairmain 
Clement  J.  Zablocki  written  by  Mr. 
Ira  Lewis  of  Guatemala  City.  The 
letter  makes  an  important  point  about 
the  military  struggle  in  Central  Amer- 
ica and  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
study  it. 

Apart  ADO  Postal  41-B, 
Guatemala  City,  Guatemala  C.A., 

May  27.  1983. 
Hon.  Clement  J.  Zablocki, 
Congress    of   the    United    States.    Raybum 
House     Office    Building.     Washington. 
D.C..  U.S.A. 

Dear  Mr.  Zablocki:  I  appreciate  your 
letter  of  May  17,  regarding  U.S.  Policy 
toward  Central  America.  You  mention  that, 
in  your  opinion,  the  Reagan  administration 
has  overemphasized  the  military  nature  of 
the  turmoil  in  Central  America  and  has 
failed  to  outline  policies  or  offer  solutions 
that  deal  with  the  socio-economic  and  politi- 
cal root  causes  of  the  turmoil. 

I  agree  that  there  are  serious  socio-eco- 
nomic problems  in  Central  America  but  I  do 
not  believe  that  these  problems  can  be  over- 
come until  the  marxist  supported,  con- 
trolled, and  motivated  guerrillas  are 
stopped. 

From  the  mid  60's  to  the  late  70's  (I  have 
been  a  resident  in  Central  America  since  the 
early  60's)  the  economies  of  these  countries 
were  advancing  at  an  historically  unprece- 
dented rate.  The  countries  were  developing 
significant  middle  classes  and  the  many 
small  farmers  were  being  brought  into  the 
monetary  economic  system  by  construction 
of  communications:  roads,  electricity  and 
telephones.  Although  the  countries  obvious- 
ly had  a  long  way  to  go  before  social  services 
similar  to  what  we  enjoy  in  the  United 
States  could  be  reached,  I  did  see  during 
this  time  tremendous  advances  in  the  con- 
struction of  schools,  hospitals,  clinics  and 
other  services. 

In  1978  these  advances  came  to  a  halt  for 
two  reasons.  First,  the  general  world  depres- 
sion had  a  serious  effect  on  Central  Amer- 
ica, lowering  the  value  of  the  traditional  ex- 
ports and  increasing  the  cost  of  imported 
energy  and  durable  items.  However,  I  con- 
sider, the  second  reason  the  most  important. 
Most  people  who  live  here  agree,  that  the 
most  important  factor  is  the  destabilizing 
influence  of  the  guerrillas  and  also  their 
direct  attack  on  the  economies  of  these 
countries.  The  marxist's  realize  that  by  de- 
stroying the  productive  sector  of  a  country 
they  can  weaken  it  to  the  point  that  it  is 
ripe  for  a  military  take-over.  That  is  why 
their  attacks  are  primarily  against  economic 
rather  than  military  targeU. 

I  would  like  to  go  on  record  to  correct  a 
misconception  held  by  many  of  my  fellow 
Americans.  The  guerrillas  in  Central  Amer- 
ica do  not  have  any  real  support  from  the 
general  public.  The  people  of  Central  Amer- 
ica may  not  be  satisfied  with  some  of  the 
elements  of  their  present  governments  but 
the  people  of  Central  America  do  not  want 
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to  live  under  a  communist  dictatorship,  nor 
do  the  people  of  Nicaragua. 

You  may  say  that  the  terrorists  must  have 
public  backing  to  be  so  effective.  This  is  not 
true.  Urban  terrorists  need  not  be  many,  nor 
have  any  public  support,  to  make  headlines. 
All  they  need  is  training  and  dynamite. 
Rural  guerrillas  need  support  to  live  off  the 
land,  but  when  a  farmer  gives  a  guerrilla 
band  a  chicken,  he  does  not  necessarily  sup- 
port them  ideologically.  Id  give  a  thief 
armed  with  a  machine  gun  more  than  a 
chicken— but  I  do  not  sympathize  with  what 
he  is  doing. 

Therefore.  I  do  agree  with  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration that  the  nature  of  the  turmoil 
In  Central  America  is  military.  Aid  for  social 
projects,  and  especially  for  balance  of  pay- 
ments, is  urgently  required  but  until  the  de- 
stabilizing influence  of  the  Marxist  attack 
squads  is  removed,  there  can  l>e  no  peace,  no 
social  improvement  nor  any  economic  stabil- 
ity in  this  area. 

If  our  country  does  not  help  our  Central 
American  neighlwrs  to  defend  themselves 
from  foreign  intervention  all  of  Central 
America  and  Mexico  will  become  another 
Cuba. 

Yours  sincerely. 

Ira  Lrwis.a 


SON  OF  SAFE  HARBOR 


HON.  DONALD  J.  PEASE 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 
•  Mr.  PEASE.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  a  time 
when  all  of  us  worry  about  the  huge 
budget  deficits  that  we  continue  to 
face,  I  am  concerned  to  read  about  yet 
another  proposal  to  provide  tax  and 
cash  assistance  to  struggling  indus- 
tries. This  latest  proposal,  the  Work 
Opportunities  and  Renewed  Competi- 
tion Act,  would  allow  companies  with 
unused  investment  tax  credits  to  es- 
sentially borrow  up  to  85  percent  of 
those  credits  to  invest  in  existing  lines 
of  business  by  1985. 

While  I  am  eager  to  help  America's 
basic  industries— many  of  which  oper- 
ate in  Ohio— I  do  not  think  that  this 
approach  is  what  is  needed.  In  effect, 
it  would  provide  highly-subsidized 
loans  to  some  of  the  biggest  corpora- 
tions in  the  United  States.  Treasury 
would  have  to  borrow  the  money  at 
high  interest  rates  and  loan  it  back 
out  at  low  interest. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  this 
issue,  I  urge  each  of  my  colleagues  to 
read  the  following  article  from  the 
June  13,  Fortune  magazine  entitled 
"Son  of  Safe  Harbor  Leasing." 

The  article  follows: 

tProm  Fortune,  June  13.  1983] 
Son  op  Safe  Harbor  Leasing 

A  brazen  new  proposal  to  reform  the  tax 
code  was  due  in  late  May  from  the  Basic  In- 
dustries Coalition,  as  association  of  21 
"smokestack"  companies  and  trade  groups 
including  Ford  Motor  Co..  Scott  Paper,  and 
the  American  Mining  Congress.  The 
scheme,  which  would  allow  companies  to 
draw  loans  from  the  U.S.  Treasury  equal  to 
85  percent  of  their  unused  Investment  tax 
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credits,  has  determined  sponsors  in  Jim 
Jones  (D-Oklahoma).  the  powerful  chair- 
man of  the  House  Budget  Committee,  and 
Senator  David  Durenl>erger  (R-Minnesota). 
Cost  to  the  Treasury:  mayl)e  $6  billion  or  $8 
billion,  says  Jones:  "maybe  more."  says  a 
Durenberger  aide.  The  chances  of  passage: 
long,  but  not  as  long  as  you  might  think. 

For  four  years  the  basic  industries  have 
been  trying  to  devise  a  politically  salable 
way  to  get  the  full  tienefit  of  tax  incentives 
to  invest  in  new  plant  and  equipment.  Re- 
cently many  capital-intensive  industries  like 
steel,  autos.  airlines,  and  railroads  haven't 
been  able  to  cash  in  on  them  because  of  low 
or  nonexistent  earnings.  This  has  increased 
their  capital  costs  relative  to  more  prosper- 
ous companies  and  caused  them  to  accumu- 
late huge  pools  of  unused  tax  breaks, 
making  them  attractive  targeu  for  tax-moti- 
vated takeovers.  Many,  racked  by  recession, 
also  yearn  for  a  Chrysler-like  injection  from 
Dr.  Feelgood  by  the  Potomac. 

In  1980  these  industries  proposed  to  make 
the  10  percent  investment  tax  credit  refund- 
able. But  that  was  rejected  by  the  incoming 
Reagan  Administration  as  too  costly  and  too 
redolent  of  corporate  welfare.  Next  came  a 
scheme  that  avoided  direct  transfer  pay- 
ments from  Uncle  Sam  by  revising  the  leas- 
ing laws  to  allow  corporations  with  excess 
tax  breaks  to  sell  them  to  those  with  income 
to  shelter.  Safe  harbor  leasing  sailed 
through  Congress  as  part  of  the  1981  tax 
bill,  but  it  worked  all  too  well.  The  spectacle 
of  companies  like  IBM  and  General  Electric 
using  such  purchases  to  wipe  out  huge  tax 
liabilities  persuaded  Congressmen  that  the 
scheme  was  hazardous  to  their  political 
health.  While  letting  steel,  airlines,  and 
autos  keep  leasing  through  1983,  they 
closed  the  safe  harbor  last  year. 

The  latest  corporate  tax  entitlement  was 
designed  with  a  weather  eye  on  past  mis- 
takes. Unlike  safe  harbor,  money  would  go 
only  to  the  needy,  who  would  be  required  to 
invest  it  in  existing  lines  of  business  before 
1985.  Unlike  refundability.  the  Treasury 
cash  would  have  to  be  repaid  over  a  five- 
year  period  starting  in  1986.  A  beneficiary 
would  have  to  pay  back  100  percent  of  his 
tax  credits,  not  just  the  85  percent  he  has 
borrowed,  implying  an  effective  interest 
rate  between  3  percent  and  4  percent.  As  a 
political  sweetener,  the  15  percent  differ- 
ence might  be  funneled  into  worker  retrain- 
ing. Proponents  can  argue  that  the 
scheme— Jones's  version  is  called  the  Work 
Opportunities  and  Renewed  Competition 
Act— is  self-financing. 

The  bill  will  be  a  tough  sell  in  a  Congress 
edging  reluctantly  toward  a  fresh  round  of 
tax  raising.  John  Meagher,  the  head  of 
LTVs  Washington  office  and  leader  of  the 
coalition,  admits  the  plan  isn't  likely  to  win 
broad  business  support.  But  Jones  insists 
prospects  are  good,  and  he  isn't  to  be  taken 
lightly.  Against  similar  odds  he  sponsored 
the  two  biggest  business  tax  cuts  since  the 
1960s:  the  1978  cut  in  capital  gains  rates  and 
the  10-5-3  depreciation-allowance  package 
enacted  two  year  ago.* 
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THE  FIRST  GUAMANIAN  MAYOR 
ELECTED  TO  POLITICAL 

OFFICE        IN        THE        UNITED 
STATES 

HON.  ANTONIO  BORJA  WON  PAT 

OF  GUAM 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  WON  PAT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention 
and  that  of  my  colleagues  the  distinc- 
tion earned  by  the  Honorable  Joseph 
Sablan  DeTorres  upon  his  recent  elec- 
tion as  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Pitts- 
burg, Calif.  In  1976,  Mr.  DeTorres  was 
distinguished  as  the  first  person  from 
Guam  to  be  elected  to  a  political  office 
in  the  United  States.  At  that  time,  he 
was  chosen  to  serve  on  the  city  council 
in  Pittsburg,  Calif.,  a  position  which 
he  held  for  8  years. 

Mr.  DeTorres'  achievements  are  an 
encouraging  sign  to  all  Guamanians 
who  have  come  to  live  on  the  main- 
land, and  a  source  of  pride  to  his 
family  and  friends  on  Guam.  It  has 
been  my  pleasure  to  have  known  this 
young  man  for  many  years.  I  believe 
his  achievements  can  be  appreciated 
by  all  minorities  who  have  struggled 
to  gain  political  recognition.  He  has 
broken  political  ground  in  his  elective 
office  as  mayor,  for  all  Guamanians, 
which  I  hope  will  represent  a  new 
wave  of  influence. 

Joseph  Sablan  DeTorres  was  born  in 
Agana.  Guam,  and  raised  in  Pittsburg, 
Calif.,  a  State  that  can  boast  a  Gua- 
manian  population  of  approximately 
25,000  people.  He  graduated  from 
Diablo  Valley  College  and  received  his 
master's  degree  from  John  F.  Kenne- 
dy University.  Long  active  in  civic  af- 
fairs, Mr.  DeTorres  has  worked  pri- 
marily as  a  teacher  and  is  married 
with  two  children. 

I  bring  this  commendation  to  the  at- 
tention of  my  colleagues  with  pride, 
and  to  point  out  that  the  small  popu- 
lation of  Guam  has  lent  a  significant 
potential  for  achievement  to  this  great 
country.* 
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COAL  PIPELINE  ACT  OF  1983 
REPORT  CORRECTION 


HON.  MORRIS  K.  UDALL 

OF  ARIZONA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
correct  certain  information  contained 
in  House  Report  98-64,  part  I,  to  ac- 
company H.R.  1010,  the  Coal  Pipeline 
Act  of  1983.  That  report,  from  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs, was  filed  on  April  15,  1983. 

Page  13  of  that  report  contains  the 
following  statement: 


Studies  conducted  by  the  Department  of 
Energy  in  1983  indicate  that  where  coal  is 
"captive"  rail  rates  are  1.8  times  higher 
than  when  there  is  a  competitive  mode  of 
transportation  available. 

That  statement  was  based  on  discus- 
sions with  DOE  staff.  Those  discus- 
sions indicated  that  a  study  being  pre- 
pared for  the  Department  would  con- 
tain statistics  to  support  that  asser- 
tion. Since  then,  the  Department  of 
Energy  has  released  the  final  report. 
That  report,  "Transportation  of  U.S. 
Export  Coal  Through  Eastern  Ports," 
does  not  contain  the  information  re- 
lating to  captive  versus  noncaptive 
rates  that  had  been  expected.* 


AGRARIAN  REFORM  WORKERS 

HON.  DOUGLAS  H.  BOSCO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  BOSCO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Janu- 
ary 3,  1981,  agrarian  reform  workers 
Mark  Pearlman  and  Michael  Hammer 
of  the  American  Institute  for  Free 
Labor  Development  were  brutally 
murdered  while  working  to  help  attain 
important  land  reform  initiatives  in  El 
Salvador.  Along  with  four  American 
churchwomen,  these  men  exhibited 
selfless  dedication— giving  their  lives 
advancing  the  cause  of  economic  and 
human  rights. 

On  March  22,  I  sent  a  formal  letter 
to  Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz 
conveying  my  concern  over  the  lack  of 
progress  made  in  the  investigation  and 
prosecution  of  those  responsible  for 
the  coldblooded  murder  of  Messrs. 
Pearlman  and  Hammer.  Specifically,  I 
wrote: 

Despite  overwhelmingly  conclusive  evi- 
dence gathered  by  a  Special  Investigating 
Committee,  progress  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  murderers  of  Messrs.  Pearlman  and 
Hammer  has  been  slow  to  nonexistent.  The 
unwillingness  of  Salvadoran  judicial  au- 
thorities to  admit  important  evidence  into 
the  court  proceedings  exemplifies  the  cor- 
ruption and  political  influence  that  per- 
vades the  Salvadoran  judicial  system:  the 
two  Salvadoran  officers  and  one  business- 
man targeted  by  the  Committee  for  likely 
planning  of  the  murders— but  not  effective- 
ly prosecuted— have  important  economic 
and  political  connections  which  have  al- 
lowed them  to  escape  justice. 

In  response,  I  was  assured  by  the 
State  Department  of  its  continued 
commitment  to  achieving  justice  in 
this  case  and  to  establishing  a  truly 
viable  Salvadoran  criminal  justice 
system  contributing  to  the  "rehabilita- 
tion of  the  law  in  El  Salvador." 

Last  week  President  Reagan  certi- 
fied to  Congress  that  the  Salvadoran 
Government  is  making  a  concerted 
and  significant  effort  to  comply  with 
internationally  recognized  human 
rights.  The  administration  was  also 
statutorily  required  to  include  evi- 
dence that  the  Government  is  making 
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a  good-faith  effort  to  bring  to  justice 
the  murderers  of  Americans  killed  in 
El  Salvador. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  certification  makes 
a  mockery  of  our  Nation's  commit- 
ment to  bringing  substantive  judicial 
reforms  and  respect  for  human  rights 
to  the  people  of  that  war-torn  country. 
In  light  of  this  tacit  endorsement  of 
the  legal  and  moral  status  quo,  the 
current  certification  proce.ss  hampers 
progress  in  the  cause  of  human  rights 
and  needed  comprehensive  restructur- 
ing of  the  Salvadoran  judicial  system. 

The  U.S.  Embassy  in  El  Salvador  has 
reported  1,054  political  deaths  over 
the  last  6  months.  However,  the  Arch- 
diocese of  El  Salvador  reports  2,527 
deaths  and  326  disappearances  in  the 
first  6  months  of  1983,  which  they  at- 
tribute to  Government  security  forces 
and  paramilitary  groups.  Overall,  this 
represents  a  lO-percent  increase  over 
the  final  6  months  of  1982. 

In  the  case  of  Messrs.  Pearlman  and 
Hammer,  no  progress  has  been  real- 
ized. The  Salvadoran  Government  has 
failed  to  issue  warrants  for  those  sus- 
pected as  coconspirators  or  an  extradi- 
ton  request  for  those  suspected  of 
complicity  in  the  murders.  Also,  court- 
martial  proceedings  have  yet  to  be  ini- 
tiated for  those  members  of  the  mili- 
tary purportedly  involved  in  the  crime. 

The  New  York  Times  reports,  that 
new  evidence  has  been  found  in  the 
killing  of  the  four  American  church- 
women  "that  can  mean  further 
lengthy  delay  in  sending  the  women's 
case  to  court. " 

Obviously,  the  certification  process 
as  recently  constituted  has  failed  to 
induce  reductions  in  the  gross  viola- 
tions of  human  rights.  It  is  not  enough 
to  make  U.S.  military  aid  contingent 
on  only  a  concerted  and  significant 
effort  by  Salvadoran  authorities.  As 
current  law  expires,  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues  to  statutorily  strengthen 
this  process,  demanding  concrete  re- 
sults that  indicate  broad  and  sustained 
progress  in  human  rights  and  judicial 
reform. 

Increasing  instability  throughout 
the  region  demands  stepped  up  efforts 
to  induce  such  progress.  Our  security 
interests  cannot  be  served  without 
substantive  incentives  that  put  the 
United  States  at  the  forefront  of  sup- 
port for  real  democratic  changes.  At  a 
minimum,  the  families  of  those  Ameri- 
cans killed  deserve  better  than  contin- 
ued condonation  of  judicial  and  mili- 
tary corruption  through  U.S.  military 
aid. 

The  rehabilitation  of  the  rule  of  law 
in  El  Salvador  is  no  closer  to  becoming 
a  reality  than  it  was  2  years  ago.* 
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SI  BURICK  TO  BE  HONORED  AT 
BASEBALLS  HALL  OF  FAME 


HON.  TONY  P.  HALL 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
everyone  in  Dayton,  Ohio,  knows, 
Dayton  Daily  News  sports  editor  Si 
Burick  is  one  of  the  greatest  sports 
writers  in  America.  This  Sunday,  on 
July  31,  Dayton  shares  its  secret  with 
the  world  when  Burick  journeys  to 
Baseball's  Hall  of  Fame  at  Coopers- 
town,  N.Y.,  to  receive  the  J.  G.  Taylor 
Spinks  Award  for  "meritorious  contri- 
butions to  baseball  writing." 

Burick  will  become  the  33d  recipient 
of  the  award,  which  was  established  in 
1962,  and  is  baseball's  highest  honor 
for  a  sportswriter.  He  is  the  first 
writer  from  a  city  without  a  major 
league  team  to  be  selected. 

In  a  career  which  spans  generations, 
Burick  has  known  virtually  all  of  the 
important  sports  figures  of  the  last  50 
years.  He  began  writing  as  the  Stivers 
High  School  correspondent  for  the 
Dayton  Daily  News  in  1925.  Three 
years  later,  at  the  age  of  only  19,  he 
was  named  sports  editor,  a  position  he 
has  held  ever  since. 

Burick  has  covered  50  Kentucky 
Derby  races,  50  world  series  games,  all 
17  super  bowls,  and  four  Olympic 
games.  He  has  received  the  National 
Sportswriter  of  the  Year  Award  by  the 
Columbus  Touchdown  Club,  the  Jake 
Wade  Award  for  contribution  to  col- 
lege athletics,  and  was  named  Ohio 
Sportswriter  of  the  Year  for  19  of  the 
past  22  years. 

His  writings  have  been  included  in 
the  anthology  "Best  Sports  Stories  of 
the  Year"  16  times.  He  is  the  author 
of  two  books,  "Alston  and  the  Dodg- 
ers" and  "The  Main  Spark.  " 

Burick  served  as  president  of  the 
Football  Writers  Association  of  Amer- 
ica and  president  of  the  National 
Sportscasters  and  Sportswriters  Asso- 
ciation. 

Above  all.  Burick  is  an  outstanding 
newspaperman  dedicated  to  the  high- 
est standards  of  his  craft.  He  can  be 
hard  hitting,  but  he  is  always  fair.  He 
is  a  man  of  patience  and  understand- 
ing, two  qualities  necessary  for  the 
best  reporting.  It  is  for  these  reasons 
that  Burick  is  so  well  respected  by 
sports  readers  all  over. 

Burick  still  finds  time  for  service  to 
the  Dayton  community.  He  has  served 
as  an  original  member  of  the  Dayton 
Human  Relations  Commission,  direc- 
tor of  the  Dayton  Boys  Club,  officer  of 
the  Jewish  Community  Council,  and 
chairman  of  the  Montgomery  County 
Chapter  of  the  National  Polio  Founda- 
tion. 

On  this  proud  occasion,  I  offer  my 
congratulations  to  Si  Burick.  sports- 
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writer,   community  leader,   and  close 
personal  friend.* 


FAMILY  PLANNING  PROGRAM 
SUPPORTED  BY  BIPARTISAN 
CONGRESSIONAL  COALITION 

HON.  WILUAM  H.  GRAY  III 

or  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 
•  Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  little 
more  than  3  months  ago.  I  introduced 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  93,  a 
concurrent  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  Congress  with  respect  to  the 
administration  of  title  X  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act. 

The  national  family  planning  pro- 
gram, which  is  authorized  by  that  act. 
has.  In  recent  months,  been  under 
seige  by  its  political  adversaries  in  the 
administration.  These  attacks  have 
culminated  in  the  recent  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  program  under  the  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Population  Af- 
fairs. 

Simply  put,  this  resolution  defines 
the  administration  of  the  title  X  pro- 
gram as  being  rightfully  in  the  hands 
of  the  experienced  career  profession- 
als in  the  Health  Resources  and  Serv- 
ices Administration,  sheltering  it  from 
the  influence  of  inexperienced  politi- 
cal appointees.  Joining  me  that  day 
wsis  a  bipartisan  group  of  Representa- 
tives: Mr.  LowRY.  Mr.  Porter.  Mr.  An- 
thony, and  Mr.  McKernan.  An  identi- 
cal resolution  was  introduced  that 
same  day  in  the  Senate  (S.  Con.  Res. 
21)  by  Senator  Bill  Cohen  and  Sena- 
tors Bradley,  Hollings,  and  Pack- 
wood. 

Since  the  introduction  of  this  resolu- 
tion, there  has  been  an  overwhelming 
response  by  our  colleagues.  Over  one- 
fourth  of  the  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  have  cosponsored 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  93  and 
the  number  continues  to  grow.  This 
impressive  bipartisan  coalition  demon- 
strates that  the  12-year  tradition  of 
congressional  support  for  the  title  X 
national  family  planning  program  Is  as 
strong  as  ever. 

Clearly,  a  great  many  Members  of 
Congress  believe  as  I  do  that  the  title 
X  program  has  achieved  its  intended 
goal— the  provision  of  the  highest 
quality  family  planning  and  reproduc- 
tive health  care  services  possible.  Pro- 
vision of  these  services  has  established 
an  excellent  track  record  in  improving 
maternal  and  child  health  care.  More 
importwitly.  this  program  has  led  to 
the  prevention  of  tragedies  that  so 
often  accompany  unintended  pregnan- 
cies. As  our  resolution  points  out,  the 
title  X  program  is  directly  responsible 
for  averting  as  estimated  814.000  unin- 
tended pregnancies  in  1981  alone.  The 
national  family  planning  program  has 
made  significant  strides  toward  becom- 
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ing  an  effective  maternal  health  care 
delivery  system.  This  is  due,  in  large 
part,  to  the  competence  of  its  adminis- 
trators. The  dedication  and  skill  of  the 
professionals,  who  have  consistently 
administered  this  program  from  its  in- 
ception, should  stand  as  a  model  for 
other  such  programs. 

However,  this  year  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration saw  fit  to  terminate  this 
professional  administration,  placing  it 
for  the  first  time  under  the  control  of 
a  political  appointee.  Furthermore, 
this  political  appointee  has  neither 
the  experience  nor  the  professional 
qualifications  to  administer  such  a 
large  and  important  preventive  health 
care  program. 

Through  political  manipulation,  the 
Reagan  administration  has  not  only 
violated  the  integrity  of  this  program 
but.  more  importantly,  has  prevented 
it  from  carrying  out  its  congressional 
mandate.  The  repercussions  of  this 
transfer  of  authority  from  profession- 
als to  politicians  have  already  been 
felt  by  family  planning  clinics  around 
the  Nation.  This  has  resulted  in  the 
undermining  of  the  health  care  of  low 
income  and  teenage  women  around 
the  country. 

It  is  my  hope,  and  the  hope  of  the 
other  cosponsors  of  this  resolution  in 
both  the  House  and  Senate,  that  Sec- 
retary Heckler  will  rescind  the  Janu- 
ary reorganization  and  place  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  title  X  program 
under  Health  Resources  and  Services 
Administration.  We  are  certain  that 
Mrs.  Heckler,  a  strong  supporter  of 
the  title  X  program  as  a  former 
Member  of  this  House,  would  agree 
that  such  a  reorganization  would  have 
a  disasterous  impact  on  the  entire  pro- 
gram and  must  cease. 

The  national  family  planning  pro- 
graun  is  the  central  conduit  in  the  Fed- 
eral effort  to  encourage  preventive 
health  care  among  the  neediest  seg- 
ments of  our  population.  The  program 
has  helped  eradicate  the  ignorance 
and  inaccessibility  which  has  histori- 
cally plagued  local  health  care  deliv- 
ery systems.  And.  the  strong  biparti- 
san support  of  the  title  X  program  is 
not  only  a  testament  to  the  gains  of 
the  past  but  a  clarion  call  that  such 
gains  must  transcend  any  tampering 
rooted  solely  in  political  expediency. 

I  urge  those  Members  of  Congress 
who  have  not  already  cosponsored 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  93  or 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  21  to 
join  with  their  colleagues  listed  below: 
List  or  Cosponsors 
Representatives  Gary  L.  Ackerman. 
Joseph  P.  Addabbo.  Daniel  K.  Akaka.  Mike 
Andrews.  Beryl  Anthony.  Jr..  Michael  D. 
Barnes.  Berkley  Bedell.  Anthony  C.  Beilen- 
son.  Howard  L.  Berman.  Mario  Biaggi.  Sher- 
wood L.  Boehlert.  Douglas  H.  Bosco.  Bar- 
bara Boxer.  Thonias  R.  Carper.  Rodney 
Chandler,  William  (Bill)  Clay.  William  F. 
dinger.  Jr  .  Barber  B.  Conable.  Jr..  Law- 
rence Coughlin.  George  W.  Crockett.  Jr.. 
Ronald  V.  Dellums,  Norman  D.  Dicks. 
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Julian  C.  Dixon.  Thomas  J.  Downey, 
Mervyn  M.  Dymally.  Bob  Edgar.  Don  Ed- 
wards. Lane  Evans.  Dante  B.  Pascell.  Walter 

E.  Paunlroy.  Vic  Fazio.  Geraldine  A.  Per- 
raro.  Hamilton  Fish.  Jr..  James  J.  Plorlo. 
Thomas  M.  FoglietU.  Harold  E.  Ford.  Wil- 
liam D.  Ford.  Edwin  B.  Forsythe.  Bill  Fren- 
zel.  Martin  Frost.  Robert  Garcia.  Sam  Gejd- 
enson. 

George  W.  Gekas.  Benjamin  A.  Gilman. 
William  Goodling.  William  H.  Gray  III,  Bill 
Green.  Frank  J.  Guarini.  Katie  Hall.  Frank 
Horton.  Sleny  Hoyer,  James  M.  Jeffords. 
Nancy  L.  Johnson.  Marcy  Kaptur,  Robert 
W.  Kastenmeier.  Ray  Kogovsek.  Jim  Leach. 
Richard  H.  Lehman.  William  Lehman. 
Mickey  Leland.  Mel  Levine,  Mike  Lowry, 
Stan  Lundine. 

Matthew  F.  McHugh.  John  R.  McKeman, 
Jr..  Stewart  B.  McKinney.  James  F.  McNul- 
ty.  Jr..  Edward  R.  Madigan.  Edward  J. 
Markey.  James  G.  Martin.  Matthew  G.  Mar- 
tinez. Robert  T.  Matsui.  Barbara  A.  Mikul- 
ski.  Norman  Y.  Mineta.  Parren  J.  Mitchell. 
Jim  Moody.  Bruce  A.  Morrison.  Sid  Morri- 
son. Robert  Mrazek.  James  L.  Oberstar.  Sol- 
omon P.  Ortiz.  Richard  L.  Ottinger.  Major 
R.  Owens.  Donald  J.  Pease.  John  Edward 
Porter.  Joel  Pritchard. 

Carl  D.  Pursell.  Charles  B.  Rangel,  Wil- 
liam R.  Ratchford.  Marge  Roukema. 
Edward  R.  Roybal.  Martin  Olav  Sabo. 
James  H.  Scheuer.  Claudine  Schneider.  Pa- 
tricia Schroeder.  Charles  E.  Schumer.  John 

F.  Seiberling.  Philip  R.  Sharp.  Lawrence  J. 
Smith.  Stephen  J.  Solarz.  John  Spratt.  Fort- 
ney  H.  (Pete)  Stark.  Louis  Stokes.  Gerry  E. 
Studds.  Fofo  I.  F.  Sunia.  Al  Swift.  Edolphus 
Towns. 

Morris  K.  Udall.  Bruce  F.  Vento.  Henry  A. 
Waxman.  Ted  Weiss.  Alan  Wheat.  Lyle  Wil- 
liams. Pat  Williams.  Charles  Wilson.  Timo- 
thy E.  Wirth.  Howard  Wolpe,  Ron  Wyden. 
Sidney  R.  Yates. 

Senators  Bill  Bradley.  William  S.  Cohen. 
Dennis  DeConcini.  H.  John  Heinz  III. 
Ernest  F.  Hollings.  Patrick  J.  Leahy.  Carl 
Levin.  Howard  M.  Metzenbaum.  George  J. 
Mitchell,  Bob  Packwood.  Charles  J.  Percy. 
William  Proxmire.  Donald  W.  Riegle.  Jr.. 
Robert  T.  Stafford.  Paul  E.  Tsongas,  Lowell 
P.  Weicker,  Jr.» 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  NORTH 
ADAMS  REGIONAL  HOSPITAL 


HON.  SILVIO  0.  CONTE 

OP  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 
•  Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  North  Adams  Regional  Hospital  as 
it  approaches  its  centennial  celebra- 
tion of  100  years  of  service  to  the  com- 
munity. There  are  few  hospitals  in  the 
country  that  can  boast  100  years  of 
continuous  service  under  one  corpo- 
rate structure.  The  very  beginnings  of 
the  North  Adams  Regional  Hospital 
can  be  directly  associated  with  the  an- 
cestors of  many  families  residing  in 
the  area  today. 

The  original  hospital  was  bom  of 
tragedy  and  necessity  which  were  asso- 
ciated with  the  early  days  of  the  rail- 
road at  a  time  when  North  Adams  was 
a  bustling  industrial  community.  On  a 


July  26,  1983 

gray  October  day  in  1882.  early  resi- 
dents of  the  Northern  Berkshire  area 
were  stunned  when  a  second  tragic 
train  accident  within  1  month  caused 
severe  injuries  and  the  untimely 
deaths  of  many  of  their  family  mem- 
bers, friends,  and  neighbors.  Because 
the  town  was  lacking  appropriate  fa- 
cilities to  care  for  those  who  had  been 
in  the  accident,  local  inns  and  board- 
ing houses  were  used  as  emergency 
headquarters. 

The  impact  of  this  tragedy  prompt- 
ed a  small  group  of  community-spirit- 
ed citizens  to  petition  for  a  hospital 
and  they  immediately  went  to  work  to 
raise  money.  Within  a  very  short  time 
over  $12,000  was  collected  and  these 
funds  were  used  to  purchase  a  large 
piece  of  pasture  land  as  well  as  for  the 
initial  construction  costs  of  the  origi- 
nal 12-bed  facility.  It  was  with  a  great 
deal  of  community  pride  that  the  first 
patients  were  admitted  in  March  1885. 

In  1928.  through  the  generosity  of 
Herbert  W.  Clark,  a  nurses  residence 
was  constructed  on  the  property  and 
this  stately  building  is  currently  used 
for  offices.  Today,  the  present  health 
care  facility  which  opened  its  doors  in 
1955.  is  located  on  the  same  site  as  the 
original  hospital.  A  new  wing  was 
added  in  1970  and  the  adjacent  doctors 
building  was  completed  in  1972. 

For  nearly  100  years,  the  North 
Adams  Regional  Hospital  has  respond- 
ed to  the  health  care  needs  of  the 
Northern  Berkshire  area  and  its 
growth  and  development  have  been 
enhanced  through  the  same  communi- 
ty spirit  and  support  that  was  the 
basis  of  its  early  history.  Its  commit- 
ment to  high  quality  health  care  serv- 
ices at  the  lowest  possible  cost  has 
been  the  hallmark  of  its  long  tradi- 
tion. Today  the  fully  accredited  182- 
bed  acute  care  facility  can  boast  top 
experts  in  a  variety  of  medical  special- 
ties on  its  over  60-member  active  medi- 
cal staff.  Understanding,  along  with 
sensitive  and  compassionate  care  has 
permeated  the  hospital's  history  and 
is  its  mandate  for  the  years  to  come. 

Throughout  the  years  the  hospital 
has  been  privileged  to  have  the  ongo- 
ing support  of  two  auxiliaries  and  the 
dedication  of  its  corps  of  volunteers. 
Since  their  formation,  the  auxiliaries 
have  contributed  untold  thousands  of 
dollars  to  the  hospital  for  equipment 
and  services.  Currently  over  200  volun- 
teers donate  over  25,000,  hours  annu- 
ally to  provide  support  for  our  staff 
and  patients. 

Mr.  Speaker,  please  join  with  me 
today  in  saluting  the  North  Adams  Re- 
gional Hospital  for  its  survival  and  ac- 
complishments over  the  past  100  years 
and  in  wishing  continued  success  for 
the  hospital  in  the  years  ahead.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

VIRGINIA  EDUCATION  SECRE- 
TARY CASTEEN:  SPOKESMAN 
FOR  EXCELLENCE 


HON.  RICK  BOUCHER 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  BOUCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Vir- 
ginia's Secretary  of  Education  John 
Casteen  is  rapidly  emerging  as  a  lead- 
ing national  spokesman  on  excellence 
in  education.  Working  closely  with 
Virginia  Gov.  Charles  S.  Robb,  who 
has  made  educational  excellence  the 
hallmark  of  his  administration  and 
who  has  just  recently  been  elected 
chairman  of  the  Education  Commis- 
sion of  the  States,  Dr.  Casteen  has 
spoken  out  firmly  in  support  of  higher 
standards  for  graduation,  increased  re- 
sources for  schools,  improved  teacher 
salaries,  and  enhance(j  mathematics 
and  science  curricula. 

Articulating  the  States'  perspective 
in  the  national  education  debate  is  not 
easy,  but  it  is  a  task  Dr.  Casteen  has 
performed  with  distinction.  As  a 
member  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor,  I  always  look 
forward  to  Dr.  Casteen's  frequent  ap- 
pearances before  the  committee.  His 
insights  and  advice  are  always  well  re- 
ceived. 

A  recent  article  in  the  Washington 
Post  profiled  Dr.  Casteen  and  called 
attention  to  the  excellent  work  he  is 
doing  with  Governor  Robb  in  Virginia. 
I  commend  this  article  to  my  col- 
leagues. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  17.  1983] 

Casteen  Emerges  as  Key  Figure  in  Shaping 

Virginia  Education  Program 

(By  Celestine  Bohlen) 

Richmond.— When  Virginia  Gov.  Charles 

S.  Robb  was  searching  for  a  Secretary  of 

Education,  the  name  John  Thomas  Casteen 

III  was  not  at  the  top  of  his  list.  But  at  the 

last  minute.  Robb  said  he  agreed  to  meet 

with  the  University  of  Virginia's  admissions 

dean  "almost  as  a  courtesy"  at  the  urging  of 

a  former  university  president. 

By  the  end  of  the  interview,  the  governor- 
elect  was  certain  he  had  found  his  man.  "It 
was  so  clear  our  sense  of  priorities  and  di- 
rections meshed  completely."  recalled  Robb 
recently.  "At  that  point.  I  knew  .  .  .  that  is 
the  man  I  wanted  to  be  secretary." 

Since  then,  the  40-year-old  scholar  with  a 
background  in  Anglo-Saxon  literature  has 
become  a  key  figure  in  shaping  a  program 
that  has  helped  thrust  Robb  into  the  na- 
tional debate  over  education  standards.  In 
the  past  two  months  the  governor  has  called 
for  tougher  requirements  for  high  school 
graduation,  proposed  a  $166  million  pay 
raise  for  the  states  62.000  public  school 
teachers  and  advocated  a  pilot  merit  pay 
project  for  "master  teachers." 

"Robb  and  Casteen  have  put  education  on 
the  front  burner  in  Virginia."  said  Margaret 
Marston  of  Arlington,  a  member  of  the  state 
board  of  education  and  the  National  Com- 
mission on  Excellence  in  Education.  "Times 
are  different.  Who  would  have  thought  that 
education  would  be  the  hotest  political 
thing?" 
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With  his  horn-rimmed  glasses  and  his 
soft-spoken  monotone.  Casteen  is  hardly  the 
image  of  a  hot  political  property.  "John  is  a 
professional  type  and  he  comes  across  as  a 
professor  in  all  that  he  does."  said  Barry 
Dorsey.  assistant  director  of  the  state  Coun- 
cil of  Higher  Education  here.  "He  is  also  the 
hardest  working  secretary  I  have  seen  here 
in  10  years." 

As  one  of  six  secretaries  in  Robb's  cabinet, 
Casteen  makes  $61,360  a  year  and  ranks 
above  the  constellation  of  boards  and  com- 
missions that  govern  education  in  Virginia. 
In  this  decentralized  system,  Casteen's  main 
role  has  been  as  catalyst  and  salesman,  an 
idea  man  who  is  credited  by  competing  fac- 
tions of  the  state's  education  establishment 
with  keeping  an  open  door  to  all  groups. 

"He  is  for  high  standards  and  with  him.  it 
is  more  than  just  pap."  said  Robert  Smith, 
dean  of  the  college  of  education  at  Virginia 
Polytechnical  Institute.  "It  is  quite  refresh- 
ing to  see  someone  with  bold  ideas,  who  also 
has  a  good  sense  of  what  the  traffic  will 
bear." 

Some  of  the  reforms  underway  in  Virginia 
pre-date  Robb  and  Casteen.  In  elementary 
and  secondary  schools,  the  push  toward  im- 
provement started  with  Superintendent  S. 
John  Davis  and  State  Board  of  Education 
members  who  began  the  battle  for  higher 
teacher  standards  and  increased  require- 
ments for  high  school  diplomas. 

Still.  Davis  and  others  say  Casteen  aind 
Robb  have  provided  critical  support.  "They 
have  given  us  leadership."  said  Davis. 
"There's  never  any  question  about  what  di- 
rection they  want  to  go." 

Some  critics  say  that  despite  the  adminis- 
tration's emphasis  on  education,  little  was 
done  last  year  to  spare  higher  education 
from  Robb's  budget  cuts.  In  fact,  they  note 
that  the  state's  36  two-  and  four-year  col- 
leges this  year  were  asked  to  bear  a  dispro- 
portionate share  of  the  cuts— until  the  legis- 
lature came  to  their  rescue  with  more 
money. 

"If  I  had  to  level  a  criticism,  it  would  be 
that  there  was  a  perceived  inconsistency  on 
the  part  of  the  administration."  said  former 
Democratic  state  legislator  George  Grayson, 
a  college  professor  from  Williamsburg  and 
strong  Casteen  supporter,  who  is  now  trying 
to  win  his  way  back  into  the  assembly.  "I 
believe  them  when  they  say  we  should  start 
preparing  for  the  21st  Century.  But  if  you 
are  going  to  say  that,  then  you  should  back 
it  up  with  more  than  lip  service.  You  should 
back  it  up  with  bucks." 

Casteen  insists  the  governor  had  made  it 
known  from  the  start  that  his  first  priority 
would  be  the  public  schools,  in  particular  an 
all-out  effort  to  raise  Virginia  teachers'  sala- 
ries to  the  national  average.  "Like  it  or  not. 
the  governor  made  clear  what  his  priorities 
were. "  he  said.  "He  didn't  say  everybody 
would  have  to  bleed  the  same  amount." 

There  has  also  been  consternation  over 
administration  efforts  to  cut  back  on  reme- 
dial education  offered  at  four-year  colleges. 
In  a  series  of  speeches  in  the  spring  of  1982, 
Robb  labeled  remedial  higher  education  a 
"contradiction  in  terms"  and  urged  most  of 
the  state's  four-year  colleges  to  start  phas- 
ing it  out.  At  the  same  time,  he  called  on 
high  schools  to  do  the  job  right  in  the  first 
place. 

For  teachers  in  Virginia's  smaller  less 
prestigious  colleges,  that  mandate  has  been 
difficult,  considering  the  number  of  fresh- 
men who  arrive  at  their  doors  unable  to  do 
college  work.  "From  the  standpoint  of 
people  in  the  institutions,  that  raised  alot  of 
alarms  and  frightened  people."  said  one  re- 
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medial  expert.  "There's  a  lot  of  concern  for 
these  student*  and  a  fear  that  in  pushing 
for  quality,  you  may  reduce  access." 

Casteen.  who  once  said.  'It's  astounding 
the  number  of  tcollegel  applicants  who 
cant  write  a  literate  essay."  has  stuck  to  his 
guns  on  the  issue.  "The  question  is  whether 
remedial  education  during  the  school  year 
work."  said  Casteen.  who  has  been  an  advo- 
cate of  special  summer  programs  for  disad- 
vantaged college  freshmen.  "Its  very  expen- 
sive and  difficult  to  show  the  positive  ef- 
fects in  Virginia." 

He  also  takes  issue  with  those  who  argue 
that  the  policy  of  phasing  out  remedial 
classes  is  at  odds  with  the  goal  of  Increasing 
black  enrollment  at  traditionally  white  col- 
leges. "There  are  some  people  who  think 
that  the  only  way  to  demonstrate  a  commit- 
ment Cto  increased  minority  enrollment]  is 
to  offer  remedial  courses."  he  said.  That's 
baloney.    There's    a    better    way  and 

that's  with  better  high  schools." 

At  U-Va..  where  Casteen  earned  his  gradu- 
ate. MA  and  Ph.D.  degrees,  and  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  California  at  Berkeley,  where  he 
taught  for  five  years,  colleagues  describe 
him  as  a  scholar  with  a  bright  future  and  a 
rare  talent  for  administration. 

He  has  kept  up  the  combination  even  as 
Education  Secretary  and  leaches  English 
courses  at  Virginia  Commonwealth  Univer- 
sity in  Richmond,  in  part,  he  said,  to  keep  in 
touch  with  students  but  also  to  bone  up  on 
19th  Century  novelists  for  reading  he's  been 
doing  on  the  Industrial  Revolution. 

"I  am  not  much  of  a  specialist  because  I 
have  had  the  luxury  of  not  having  to  be." 
said  Casteen.  who  besides  his  scholarship  in 
English  literature  and  linguistics,  has  pub- 
lished short  stories,  co-authored  a  book  on 
the  papers  of  Thomas  Jefferson  and  is  now 
planning  an  update  of  a  monograph  on  Ben 
Jonson.  the  17th  Century  playwright. 

Son  and  grandson  of  Portsmouth  shipyard 
workers  and  the  product  of  public  schools 
(his  school-age  son  from  his  first  marriage 
goes  to  public  school  in  Charlottesville),  he 
credits  his  own  high  school  principal  with 
"rejecting  the  notion  that  to  be  from  the 
shipyard  meant  vocational  training.  He  ex- 
pected more  and  he  delivered." 

High  expectations  are  at  the  bottom  of 
Casteen's  faith  in  such  proposals  as  an  "ad- 
vanced diploma"  for  college-bound  students, 
a  concept  that  has  earned  him  from  some 
quarters  a  reputation  for  elitism.  It  is  a  rep- 
utation also  fueled  by  his  tendency,  as  one 
colleague  put  it,  to  "flash  his  Phi  Beta 
Kappa  key." 

Casteen  dismisses  the  elitist  charge  as  ir- 
relevant. "It  is  an  easy  charge  to  make,  con- 
sidering the  college  I  went  to  and  the  career 
that  I've  had."  he  said  recently.  "Elitism  in 
that  sense  is  a  begged  term  in  Cartesian 
logic." 

When  Casteen  returned  to  U-Va.  in  1975 
to  run  the  admissions  office,  the  university 
was  under  pressure  to  diversify  its  student 
body  and  recruit  more  women  and  blacks. 
There  he  is  credited  with  refining  a  system 
that  he  says  was  able  to  predict  a  student's 
performance,  based  on  a  number  of  factors, 
of  which  college  board  test  scores  was  only 
one. 

As  a  result  of  those  efforts  U-Va.  came 
closer  than  most  other  Virginia  colleges  in 
meeting  its  minority  recruitment  goal  set 
under  a  decade-old  lawsuit.  It  is  an  achieve- 
ment which  Casteen.  the  pivotal  figure  in 
the  state's  latest  negotiated  plan  for  college 
integration,  hopes  to  duplicate  throughout 
the  state. 

As  a  university  admissions  dean  Casteen 
gained  first-hand  knowledge  of  the  work- 
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ings— and  failings— of  American  education, 
Virginias  in  particular.  He  could  see  which 
students  had  been  encouraged  to  aim  high 
and  which  of  those  had  fallen  by  the  way- 
side, and  at  what  point.  It  was  from  this  ex- 
perience, he  said,  that  he  realized  the  im- 
portance of  the  middle  grades,  a  stage 
where  he  feels  many  students— often  unwit- 
tingly—make choices  that  determine  the 
rest  of  their  lives. 

To  help  parents  and  students  make  those 
choices.  Casteen  has  come  up  with  an  idea 
adopted  from  Prance  and  inspired  in  part  by 
the  experience  of  his  Swedish-bom  wife. 
The  idea  is  to  distribute,  literally  from  the 
day  of  birth,  a  series  of  pamphlets  outlining 
the  options  available  to  children  in  Virginia. 
Casteen  says  that  the  concept  is  now  being 
■  plagiarized  "  by  other  states. 

In  Virginia,  experts  say  a  final  grade  on 
the  Robb  administration's  performance  is 
going  to  have  to  wait.  "These  things  don't 
happen  over  night."  said  Senate  Majority 
Leader  Hunter  B.  Andrews  (D-Hampton) 
and  one  of  the  legislature's  leading  educa- 
tion advocates.  "Philosophically,  they're  on 
a  sound  basis,  but  on  the  results,  ask  me  five 
to  10  years  from  now."« 


ENDOWMENT  GETS  ROLLING  ON 
CONSERVATION  PROJECTS 


HON.  VIRGINIA  SMITH 

OF  NEBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  United  States  has  a 
proud  history  of  a  strong  and  produc- 
tive agriculture.  This  is  still  true 
today,  but  the  face  of  American  agri- 
culture is  changing.  For  some  time 
now,  Americans  have  been  leaving  the 
farms  and  moving  to  the  cities.  Today 
a  small  minority  of  Americans  actually 
farm  the  land.  The  rest  of  us— over  96 
percent  of  the  population— have 
moved  away  and  become  dependent  on 
a  commercially  oriented,  large-scale 
agriculture. 

As  consumers,  we  have  benefited 
from  these  changes— abundant  har- 
vests and  fairly  stable  food  prices  keep 
Americans  among  the  best  fed  and 
clothed  people  on  earth.  Yet,  at  the 
same  time,  we  have  created  a  soil  and 
water  stewardship  burden  that  cannot 
and  should  not  be  borne  by  our  farm- 
ers alone. 

This  burden  includes:  Soil  erosion  on 
141  million  acres  of  cropland— one- 
third  of  our  total— at  rates  that  reduce 
soil  productivity.  Erosion  and  deterio- 
ration of  forage  quality  on  60  percent 
of  the  Nations  non-Federal  rangeland 
that  is  sharply  reducing  its  productive 
capability.  Increasing  upstream  flood 
damages  to  cropland,  pasture,  and 
urban  lands.  Depletion  of  our  ground 
water  at  a  rate  faster  than  recharge 
can  take  place  naturally. 

A  sense  of  stewardship  for  our  natu- 
ral resources  must  be  received— one 
that  is  supported  by  all  Americans. 
This  sense  of  stewardship  is  what  the 
recently  established  National  Endow- 
ment for  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
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is  all  about.  The  endowment  was  es- 
tablished to  form  a  partnership  be- 
tween the  public  and  private  sectors  in 
the  conservation  of  our  agricultural 
resource  base— this  partnership  has 
been  forged.  On  the  occasion  of  its 
first  anniversary  I  am  pleased  to  an- 
nounce that  23  corporations  are  con- 
tributing members  of  the  Board  of 
Governors  and  the  early  charter  mem- 
bers are  Archer  Daniels  Midland  Co.. 
Atlantic  Richfield,  Burlington  North- 
ern, and  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade. 
Announcement  of  funding  for  the  en- 
dowments first  conservation  project— a 
rangeland  improvement  project  in  the 
Flinthills  region  of  Kansas  was  made 
at  a  recent  breakfast  attended  by  sev- 
eral of  us  in  the  public  sector— Sena- 
tors Robert  J.  Dole,  Roger  W.  Jepsen, 
and  Representatives  Ed  Jones  and  Sid 
Morrison.  Emmett  Barker,  president 
of  the  Farm  and  Industrial  Equipment 
Institute  and  chairman  of  the  endow- 
ment is  to  be  commended  for  estab- 
lishing this  new  private  sector  initia- 
tive which  is  a  vehicle  for  all  Ameri- 
cans to  participate  in  the  conservation 
of  this  Nations  richest  natural  re- 
source—our agricultural  resource  base. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  member  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee  I 
support  this  endowment  and  congratu- 
late the  business  community  for  their 
voluntary  participation  in  the  conser- 
vation of  our  soil  and  water  resources 
which  will  alleviate  the  need  to  rely 
totally  on  mandatory  Government 
programs. 

The  material  follows: 

[From  the  Omaha  World  Herald,  July  1, 
1983] 

Endowment  Gets  Rolling  On 
Conservation  Projects 

(By  Darwin  Olofson) 

Washington- It  was  not.  as  news  items 
go,  something  that  demanded  attention. 

After  all.  $8,000  is  not  the  kind  of  money 
that  makes  people  blink.  And  few  persons 
would  get  excited  about  the  purchase  of  a 
seed  drill  in  Kansas. 

But  to  the  National  Endowment  for  Soil 
and  Water  Conservation,  what  happened  a 
few  days  ago  had  national  significance  and 
was  something  out  of  the  ordinary. 

On  its  first  anniversary,  it  announced  an 
$8,000  grant  to  a  conservation  district  in  Co- 
lon wood  Palls,  Kan.,  for  a  seed  drill  that 
will  be  used  to  plant  native  prairie  grasses 
on  25.000  acres  of  badly  eroding  rangeland. 

Farmers  will  pay  $1  an  acre  to  use  the 
drill,  and  the  first  $8,000  in  rentals  will  be 
used  to  repay  the  grant. 

PROJECT  PHASE 

"This  is  our  first  project."  said  Barbara 
Mackenzie,  who  was  raised  on  a  farm  at 
Boelus,  Neb. 

"We  have  made  it  possible  for  these 
people  to  initiate  some  very  sound  conserva- 
tion practices  and,  at  the  same  time,  the 
money  will  come  back  to  the  endowment  to 
fund  additional  practices,"  she  said. 

It  was  the  Ijeginning  of  the  project  phase 
of  the  endowment,  which  represents  a  new 
national  and  non-governmental  approach  to 
soil  and  water  conservation  problems. 
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The  non-profit  endowment  is  raising 
funds  from  Industry  and  individuals  to  fi- 
nance a  private-sector  attack  on  those  prob- 
lems. 

"Our  hope  is  to  provide  a  vehicle  for  all 
Americans  to  participate  in  the  conservation 
process. "  said  Ms.  Mackenzie,  who  is  presi- 
dent of  the  National  Agricultural  Lands 
Center,  which  administers  the  endowment. 

""We  think  it"s  been  an  enormous  success." 
she  said  in  reviewing  the  first  year  of  oper- 
ation. 

SHORT  OF  GOAL 

In  addition  to  corporate  financial  support, 
she  said,  the  endowment  has  had  endorse- 
ments from  Secretary  of  Agriculture  John 
Block,  various  members  of  Congress  and 
President  Reagan's  task  force  on  private- 
sector  initiatives. 

She  said  it  received  about  $100,000  in  con- 
tributions its  first  year,  which  was  far  short 
of  a  $1  million  fund-raising  goal. 

"We  were  over  ambitious,""  she  said, 
"We've  learned  a  lot."" 

Much  time  had  to  be  spent  the  first  year 
in  spreading  the  word  about  the  endow- 
ments existence  and  objectives,  Ms.  Mac- 
kenzie said,  as  well  as  in  developing  a  con- 
servation program. 

Corporate  contributions  have  ranged  from 
$2,000  to  $10,000.  according  to  Ms.  Macken- 
zie. 

The  endowment  recently  sent  "initial  in- 
troduction" letters  to  the  chief  executives  of 
the  Fortune  500  companies,  the  nations  big- 
gest firms. 

"PLEASED  TO  PARTICIPATE" 

"We  think  this  (conser\ation)  is  an  appro- 
priate role  for  the  private  sector  to  play,"' 
Ms.  Mackenzie  said. 

"We  need  not  always  rely  on  the  federal 
government.  We're  finding  that  many  cor- 
porations agree  with  that.  They're  pleased 
to  be  able  to  participate. " 

The  endowment  so  far  has  received  more 
than  80  applications  for  grants  for  conserva- 
tion projects,  according  to  Ms.  Mackenzie. 

It  is  encouraging  project  proposals  which 
would  cost  in  the  $3,000  to  $10,000  range, 
she  said. 

"Our  feeling  is  that  there's  an  awful  lot 
that  can  be  done  with  small  amounts  of 
money  that  make  a  difference  in  soil  and 
water  conservation."* 


TO  HONOR  FIRE  CHIEF  HAROLD 
G.  DUNCAN 


HON.  JERRY  LEWIS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  Saturday,  August  6,  the 
city  of  Montclair  and  Montclair  Fire 
Department  will  be  honoring  a  very 
special  man.  Fire  Chief  Harold  G. 
Duncan,  at  a  retirement  dinner  dance. 
Unable  to  attend  this  gathering,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
ask  the  Congress  to  join  me  along  with 
his  many  friends  and  admirers  in  ex- 
pressing our  deep  appreciation  and 
gratitude  to  this  outstanding  human 
being  upon  the  occasion  of  his  retire- 
ment after  30  years  of  dedicated  serv- 
ice. 

Harold  began  his  career  on  August 
14,   1950  with  the  Monte  Vista  Fire 
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Protection  District— which  in  1967 
became  Montclair  Fire  Department. 
His  career  progressed  as  he  was  pro- 
moted to  fire  chief  on  January  1,  1953. 
As  well  as  being  affiliated  with  the 
California  Department  of  Forestry 
and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Fire  Chief 
Duncan  serves  as  a  member  of  the 
California  Office  of  Emergency  Serv- 
ices Fire  Service  Advisory  Committee. 
This  is  an  appointed  position,  with 
just  five  members  serving  the  entire 
State  of  California.  Chief  Duncan  and 
one  other  member  represent  all  fire 
departments  south  of  Bakersfield, 
Calif. 

His  professional  education  reflects 
his  devotion  and  dedication  to  the  pro- 
fession of  firefighting.  Harold  received 
an  associate  of  science  degree  from 
Chafey  College  and  continued  his  edu- 
cation by  taking  advanced  administra- 
tion coursework  at  the  University  of 
Southern  California.  He  also  complet- 
ed Staff  and  Command  School  (Cali- 
fornia State  Board  of  Fire  Services), 
Explosive  Ordinance  Recognition  (U.S. 
Army),  and  Civil  Disorder  Manage* 
ment  (California  Specialized  Training 
Institute). 

Some  of  Chief  Duncan's  other  activi- 
ties include  being  a  member  of  the 
International  Fire  Chiefs'  Association, 
National  Fire  Protection  Association, 
California  Fire  Chiefs'  Association, 
and  the  San  Bernardino  County  Fire 
Chiefs'  Association.  As  well  as  being  a 
member  of  these  most  worthwhile  or- 
ganizations. Chief  Duncan  developed 
and  implemented  one  of  the  first  oper- 
ational automatic-aid  agreements  in 
the  county.  This  concept  provides  for 
the  response  of  the  closest  fire  engine, 
regardless  of  jurisdictional  boundaries. 
He  was  also  instrumental  in  forming 
one  of  the  first  multiagency  recruit 
training  academies  in  the  State  of 
California. 

An  active  member  of  his  community. 
Chief  Duncan  has  been  a  member  of 
both  the  Masonic  Lodge  and  Elks 
Lodge  in  Ontario  and  a  charter 
member  of  the  Montclair  Kiwanis 
Club.  All  who  are  privileged  to  work 
with  Harold  Duncan  recognize  and 
admire  his  dedication  as  an  outstand- 
ing citizen  and  for  hi";  contributions  to 
his  community  as  well  as  the  entire 
State  of  California. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  great  pride  in 
commending  to  my  colleagues.  Fire 
Chief  Harold  G.  Duncan,  a  truly  dedi- 
cated public  servant  who  has,  through 
his  selfless  years  of  hard  work,  pro- 
tected his  community  from  countless 
fire  dangers.* 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  CHUNG  HO- 
YOUNG 


HON.  MERVYN  M.  DYMALLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
nearly  2  years  now  my  office  has  con- 
ducted a  fellowship  program  with  the 
Korean  Government.  The  National 
Assembly  sends  staffers  to  my  office 
for  6-month  stints  so  that  they  can 
learn  about  our  Government  proce- 
dures firsthand.  Mr.  Chung  Ho-Young, 
the  third  of  these  fellows  is  now  com- 
pleting his  stay  with  us.  Mr.  Chimg's 
warm  sense  of  humor,  his  eagerness  to 
learn  about  our  Government,  and  his 
interest  in  our  cultures  and  customs 
has  endeared  him  to  my  staff  and  to 
me.  We  know  that  Mr.  Chung  is  look- 
ing forward  to  seeing  his  wife  and 
young  child  again  after  such  a  lengthy 
separation.  At  the  same  time,  we  are 
sad  that  one  who  has  become  our 
friend  will  soon  be  so  far  away.  Our 
good  will  and  friendship  go  with  him 
as  he  returns  to  Korea. 

We  have  learned  a  good  deal  from 
Mr.  Chung  in  the  past  6  months.  Con- 
gressional staffers  might  be  interested 
in  knowing  that  as  a  member  of  the 
Korean  National  Assembly  Committee 
on  Legislation  and  the  Judiciary,  Mr. 
Chung  performs  the  duties  performed 
by  the  collective  staffs  of  our  Judici- 
ary and  Rules  Committees  as  well  as 
the  duties  of  our  legislative  counsel 
and  our  Parliamentarian. 

During  his  stay,  Mr.  Chung  has 
studied  each  of  the  areas  of  our  Gov- 
ernment that  correspond  to  his  staff 
work  for  the  National  Assembly.  He 
has  translated  a  good  portion  of  "Jef- 
ferson's Manual"  into  Korean  so  that 
the  Koreans  can  gain  a  better  under- 
standing of  the  rules  which  govern  leg- 
islative procedures  in  our  House.  He 
has  conducted  extensive  interviews 
with  members  of  legislative  counsel  in 
order  to  understand  stylistic  differ- 
ences between  United  States  and 
Korean  bill  drafts.  And  in  his  "free" 
time,  he  has  attended  college  classes  in 
macroeconomics  as  well  as  advanced 
English  conversation. 

It  takes  courage  to  leave  one's  coun- 
try and  come  to  live  in  a  country  with 
a  language  far  different  from  one's 
own  and  with  a  culture  unlike  one's 
own.  Mr.  Chung,  I  think,  went  a  step 
beyond  that  level  of  courage.  He 
bought  an  old  car,  learned  to  drive, 
and  has  spent  weekends  and  holidays 
touring  the  eastern  seaboard  from 
Canada  to  Virginia.  He  has  even 
driven  in  New  York  City,  a  feat  not  in- 
tended for  the  faint  of  heart.  Mr. 
Chung  carries  back  to  Korea  a  multi- 
tude of  images  of  America  and  a  full- 
ness of  experience.  But  more  than 
that,  Mr.  Chung  brings  back  to  Korea 
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our  abiding  friendship  and  affection. 
Long  after  the  memory  of  specific 
events  fades,  the  tie  of  friendship  will 
remain.  My  staff  and  I  wish  Mr. 
Chung,  his  wife,  daughter,  and  baby 
soon  to  be  all  happiness  and  success.* 


VA  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  ON 
WOMEN  VETERANS 

HON.  MARVIN  LEATH 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  LEATH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today.  there  are  approximately 
742.000  women  who  have  served  in  the 
U.S.  Armed  Forces,  or  about  2.5  per- 
cent of  all  living  veterans.  The  United 
States  has  more  women  and  a  greater 
percentage  of  women  serving  in  the 
military  than  any  other  country,  ac- 
cording to  a  report  in  Newsweek  maga- 
zine. Approximately  8  percent  of  the 
current  total  military  strength  of  the 
U.S.  military  are  women  and  this 
figure  is  expected  to  reach  12  percent 
by  1985.  As  the  estimated  number  of 
female  veterans  rises  in  the  years 
ahead,  it  will  be  incumbent  upon  the 
Veterans'  Administration,  in  carrying 
out  its  mission,  to  give  full  consider- 
ation to  the  problems  of  former 
female  military  personnel. 

That  is  why  I  was  pleased  to  cospon- 
sor  H.R.  1137,  which  proposes  to  es- 
tablish, in  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion, an  Advisory  Committee  on 
■Women  Veterans.  Hearings  were  held 
on  this  legislation  by  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Hospitals  and  Health  Care  on 
March  3.  1983.  At  that  hearing,  VA 
representatives  indicated  that  Veter- 
ans' Administrator  Walters  had  taken 
steps  to  facilitate  the  establishment  of 
an  Advisory  Committee  on  Women 
Veterans.  On  July  19.  Administrator 
Walters  announced  that  he  estab- 
lished this  advisory  committee,  and  its 
first  meeting  will  be  held  in  Washing- 
ton, D.C.,  September  14-16,  1983. 

The  advisory  committee  will  consult 
with  the  Administrator  on  the  needs 
of  women  veterans  with  respect  to 
health  care,  rehabilitation,  and  all  of 
the  rights  and  benefits  to  which  veter- 
ans are  entitled.  Most  important, 
female  veterans  must  be  reassured 
that  the  Veterans'  Administration  will 
take  necessary  actions  to  provide  that 
female  veterans  have  equal  access  to 
all  Veterans'  Administration  benefits, 
especially  in  the  area  of  hospital  and 
medical  care. 

One  of  the  members  of  the  18- 
member  advisory  committee  is  Ms. 
Sarah  McClendon,  a  nationally  recog- 
nized journalist.  Sarah,  a  World  War 
II  veteran,  is  a  White  House  corre- 
spondent, a  former  member  of  the  De- 
fense Advisory  Committee  on  Women 
in  the  Service,  and  an  adviser  to  the 
Department  of   Defense  on  women's 
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issues.  Sarah  is  well  known  in  the  vet- 
eran community  because  of  her  pene- 
trating and  searching  questions  raised 
at  Presidential  news  conferences  re- 
garding veterans  issues  and  programs. 
When  I  see  Sarah  ask  a  President  one 
of  those  penetrating  questions,  I  can 
certainly  sympathize  with  him.  Sarah 
represents  a  newspaper.  Temple  Daily 
Telegram,  and  TV  station,  KCEN-TV 
in  my  district,  and  I  get  that  type  of 
question  almost  daily.  She  has  covered 
the  work  of  the  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee  down  through  the  years 
and  is.  therefore,  most  knowledgeable 
on  all  veterans  programs.  She  has 
served  her  country  with  distinction 
both  in  war  and  peace.  She  will  bring 
to  the  advisory  committee  insight  and 
experience  as  a  female  veteran. 

Administrator  Walters  is  to  be  com- 
mended for  establishing  this  most  im- 
portant Advisory  Committee  on 
Women  Veterans  and  for  appointing 
Sarah  McClendon  as  one  of  its  distin- 
guished members.  I  am  submitting  for 
the  Record  the  entire  membership  of 
the  committee  for  the  benefit  of  all 
Members. 

Members  of  Veterans'  Administration 
Advisory  Committee  on  Women  Veterans 
Lenora  C.  Alexander.  Ph.D..  Washington. 
DC.   Director.   Women's  Bureau.  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Labor. 

Karen  Burnette.  Knoxville.  Tennessee, 
Nurse.  Visiting  Nurse  Team  Leader,  Home 
Health  Agency. 

Charles  Collalos.  Boston.  Massachusetts. 
Commission  of  Veterans  Services,  State  of 
Massachusetts. 

SSG  Cherlynne  S.  Galligan,  Washington. 
D.C..  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
U.S.  Army. 

Pauline  Hester.  Greensboro.  North  Caroli- 
na. Nurse/Anesthetist.  Chief  Nurse,  312 
Evac  Hospital. 

Jeanne  Holm.  Edgewater.  Maryland. 
Major  General  U.S.  Air  Force  Retired, 
former  Director  Women  in  the  Air  Force, 
former  Special  Assistant  to  the  President 
and  author. 

Margaret  Malone.  Trenton,  New  Jersey, 
National  Vice-Commander  American 
Legion. 

Joan  E.  Martin.  Tacoma.  Washington. 
Public  relations  and  banking  executive, 
active  in  AMVETS. 

Carlos  Martinez,  San  Antonio,  Texas.  Ex- 
ecutive Director.  G.  I.  Forum,  National  Vet- 
erans Outreach  Program. 

Sarah  McClendon.  Washington.  DC, 
Journalist  and  author. 

E:stelle  Ramey,  Ph.D..  Bethesda.  Mary- 
land. Professor  of  Physiology  and  Biophys- 
ics. Georgetown  University. 

Lorraine  Rossi,  Alexandria.  Virginia.  Colo- 
nel. U.S.  Army  Retired. 

Omega  L.  Silva.  M.D..  Washington.  D.C. 
Research  Associate  and  Clinical  Investiga- 
tor. Veterans  Administration  Medical 
Center.  Washington.  D.C. 

Jesse  Stearns,  Washington.  D.C.  Journal- 
ist and  author. 

Alberta  I.  Suresch.  St.  Petersburg,  Flori- 
da. National  Service  Officer.  Florida  Dis- 
abled American  Veterans. 

Jo  Ann  Webb.  Arlington.  Virginia,  Nurse, 
health  planner. 

Sarah  Wells,  Washington,  D.C.  Brigadier 
General  U.S.  Air  Force  Retired,  former 
head  U.S.  Air  Force  Nurse  Corps. 
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June  A.  Willenz,  Bethesda,  Maryland,  Ex- 
ecutive Director.  American  Veterans  Com- 
mittee, author  and  columnist.* 


POLITICAL  ASYLUM  FOR  DENNIS 
BRUTUS 

HON.  BARNEY  FRANK 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  FRANK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Mas- 
sachusetts State  Senate  recently 
passed  an  eloquent  resolution  support- 
ing the  request  of  Dennis  Brutus  for 
political  asylum.  For  the  United  States 
to  expel  Dennis  Brutus  would  be  to 
betray  the  ideals  of  our  country.  He  is 
a  victim  of  one  of  the  most  brutal  sys- 
tems in  the  world— the  South  African 
racist  system  of  apartheid.  I  am  very 
proud  that  the  Mas.sachusetts  Senate, 
with  the  leadership  of  my  own  State 
senator.  Jack  H.  Backman,  has  urged 
that  Dennis  Brutus  be  given  political 
asylum.  I  ask  that  this  resolution  be 
printed  here. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts- 
Resolutions  Requesting  Political 
Asylum  for  Dennis  Brutus  of  South 
Africa 

Whereas.  Dennis  Brutus,  now  a  poet  with- 
out a  country,  has  graced  the  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts  as  a  teacher  within 
one  of  our  free  and  independent  colleges; 
and 

Whereas.  Dennis  Brutus,  came  to  our  land 
after  an  across-theworld  journey  from  the 
apartheid  stale  of  South  Africa,  where  from 
his  youth  he  cried  out  for  the  freedom  of 
his  oppressed  people  in  a  country  where 
one's  life  is  at  risk  for  independence  of 
spirit:  and 

Whereas.  Dennis  Brutus  is  now  a  tenured, 
respected  college  professor  in  Illinois  at  one 
of  our  Nation's  great  universities,  a  free 
man  in  search  of  peace  for  his  people  of 
South  Africa;  and 

Whereas,  the  Senate  of  the  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts,  the  oldest,  contin- 
uous constitutional  legislative  assembly  of 
free  men  and  women  in  the  world,  with  a 
heritage  of  independence  of  mind,  and  op- 
portunity granted  to  millions  of  the  op- 
pressed of  the  world,  responds  to  the  cry  of 
Dennis  Brutus,  which  has  gone  unanswered 
since  he  asserted  in  Nairobi.  Africa  in  nine- 
teen hundred  and  sixty-seven.  How  much 
longer  must  we  doggedly  importune  in  the 
anterooms  of  governors  of  the  world  or 
huddle  stubborn  on  the  draughty  frontiers 
of  strange  lands?  How  long  must  we  endure? 
And  how  shall  I  express  my  gratitude  and 
love?":  and 

Whereas,  Dennis  Brutus  is  now  requesting 
political  asylum  in  the  United  States  and  is 
in  imminent  risk  of  deportation  in  proceed- 
ings before  the  United  States  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service:  Now,  therefore 
be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Massachusetts  Senate 
asserts  its  support  of  the  plea  of  Dennis 
Brutus  and  calls  upon  the  United  States  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service,  the 
United  States  State  Department,  the  United 
States  Congress  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  grant  political  asylum  to 
Dennis  Brutus  and  that  he  l>e  released  from 


the  status  of  pending  deportation  and  be 
otherwise  offered  the  privilege  of  residency 
in  this  our  land:  and  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  a  copy  of  these  resolutions 
be  transmitted  forthwith  by  the  clerk  of  the 
Senate  to  the  United  States  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service,  the  United 
States  State  Department,  the  Massachu- 
setts congressional  delegation,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  and  to  Dennis  Brutus. 
Senate,  adopted,  July  12,  1983. 

William  M.  Bulger. 

President  of  the  Senate. 
Edward  B.  O'Neill, 

Clerk  of  the  Senate. 
Offered  by: 

Jack  H.  Backman.* 


THE  MORTGAGE  MAJORITY 


HON.  LES  AuCOIN 

OF  OREGON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  rare 
that  a  strong  bipartisan  majority  of 
Members  can  ever  agree  on  an  issue. 
But,  that  is  indeed  what  has  happened 
in  the  case  of  legislation  to  extend  the 
mortgage  revenue  bond  program. 

Over  350  Members  in  the  House 
have  joined  my  colleagues  Mr. 
Downey  and  Mr.  Frenzel  in  sponsor- 
ing H.R.  1176  to  repeal  the  sunset  date 
for  single-family  mortgage  revenue 
bonds.  And  for  good  reason. 

The  mortgage  revenue  bond  pro- 
gram provides  a  host  of  social  and  eco- 
nomic benefits  that  cannot  be  ignored. 
It  is  important  not  only  to  States  with 
a  timber-based  economy  such  as  mine, 
but  also  to  State  and  local  govern- 
ments and  to  home  builders  and  home 
buyers  across  the  Nation.  It  means  ac- 
tualizing the  dream  of  homeownership 
for  thousands  of  Americans.  It  means 
economic  development.  It  means  jobs 
and  revenues. 

I  can  point  with  a  great  measure  of 
satisfaction  to  Oregon's  experience 
with  the  mortgage  revenue  bond  pro- 
gram. Since  the  Oregon  Housing  Divi- 
son  issued  its  first  bonds  in  1977,  the 
program  has  financed  the  shelter 
needs  of  over  8,500  Oregonians  who 
have  never  previously  owned  a  home 
of  their  own. 

With  the  use  of  this  bonding  author- 
ity, Oregon  has  been  able  to  design 
several  innovative  mortgage  finance 
programs.  One  example  is  the  city  of 
Portland's  recycled  housing  program. 
The  recycled  housing  program  has  en- 
abled Portland  to  acquire  21  vacant 
deteriorating  and  abandoned  proper- 
ties, fully  rehabilitate  them  and  sell 
them  to  low-income  families— families 
who  otherwise  find  themselves  frozen 
out  of  the  housing  market. 

However,  homeownership  represents 
much  more  than  shelter.  Let  us  not 
forget  that  since  World  War  II,  it  has 
been  housing  and  homeownership  that 
have  enabled  middle-income  Ameri- 
cans to   increase  their  personal  eco- 
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nomic  wealth  and  get  ahead.  It  has 
virtually  made  capitalists  out  of  the 
lower-middle  income  class  in  this  coun- 
try. 

Vital  as  the  mortgage  revenue  bond 
program  is  to  lower-income  first-time 
home  buyers,  it  is  just  as  vital  to  the 
Housing  industry  and  economic  devel- 
opment. So  far,  the  1980's  have  been 
dismal  years  for  housing.  Yet,  this  is 
the  decade  that  will  see  the  Nation's 
greatest  need  for  housing  as  the  crest 
of  the  baby  boom— 42  million  strong- 
enters  the  home  buying  years. 

Although  the  housing  industry  is 
just  beginning  to  get  back  on  its  feet, 
it  is  not  at  all  clear  that  it's  on  solid 
ground.  The  prospect  of  higher  inter- 
est rate  hikes  loom  over  the  financial 
markets  and  carry  with  it  the  seeds  of 
a  faltering  housing  recovery.  Last 
month,  we  saw  a  rise  in  the  interest 
rates  of  Fannie  Mae,  Freddie  Mac, 
FHA,  and  VA.  The  Federal  Reserve  is 
poised  to  turn  the  screws  on  credit 
conditions  which  could  further  endan- 
ger housing  recovery  and  housing  af- 
fordability. 

Certainly  cost  is  a  concern.  As  it 
should  be.  But  to  those  who  criticize 
the  program  as  merely  a  drain  on  the 
Treasury,  I  would  point  out  that  the 
flow  of  funds  is  not  one  way.  Unlike 
most  other  industries,  housing  has  the 
ability  to  spawn  sales  and  jobs  not 
only  in  the  construction  industry,  but 
in  numerous  businesses  directly  and 
indirectly  spurred  by  housing  activity. 
Its  tremendous  ripple  effect  is  job  in- 
tensive and  growth  intensive. 

In  Oregon  alone,  the  mortgage  reve- 
nue bond  program  has  produced  by  a 
conservative  estimate,  more  than  1,000 
jobs,  over  $7  million  in  Federal  and 
State  revenues  and  over  $123  million 
in  economic  activity. 

The  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the 
administration  to  continue  the  pro- 
gram is  ironic  when  just  1  year  ago, 
the  President  embraced  the  mortgage 
revenue  bond  program  as  a  life  pre- 
server for  the  floundering  housing  in- 
dustry. At  that  time,  the  administra- 
tion was  favoring  mortgage  revenue 
bonds  in  lieu  of  the  direct  emergency 
housing  stimulus  program  I  was  fight- 
ing for.  In  fact,  he  told  realtors  at  a 
Washington  conference  last  March 
that  housing  was  a  top  priority  and 
that  he  supported  changes  in  the 
mortgage  revenue  bond  program  to  aid 
the  depressed  housing  industry. 

Not  withstanding  the  administra- 
tion's flip-flop  on  the  benefits  and 
need  to  continue  this  program,  a  ma- 
jority in  Congress  and  at  the  grass- 
roots level  know  firsthand  just  how 
valuable  the  mortgage  revenue  bond 
program  is. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Oregon  Legis- 
lature passed  a  resolution  asking  that 
the  bonding  authority  be  continued.  I 
have  received  a  number  of  supportive 
letters  from  the  Governor's  office, 
from    local    governments,    and    from 
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homebuilders  and  realtors  throughout 
my  district.  It  is  a  program  that  helps 
home  buyers  and  the  economy.  It  typi- 
fies the  President's  concept  of  New 
Federalism  and  is  responsive  to  indi- 
vidual community  needs. 

To  date,  approximately  700,000 
homes  have  been  financed  under  the 
program  through  State  and  local 
housing  agencies.  I  hope  there  will  be 
many  more.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  be  part  of  a  strong  bipartisan  effort 
to  continue  the  bond  program  and 
urge  the  House  to  pass  H.R.  1176  to 
keep  it  going.* 


VIETNAM  WAR  MEMORIAL 


HON.  CHARLES  PASHAYAN.  JR. 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  PASHAYAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  not 
too  far  from  the  magnificent  memorial 
to  President  Abraham  Lincoln  on  the 
Mall  in  our  Nation's  Capital  stands  a 
newer,  less  imposing  structure  that  is 
invisible  from  the  busy  nearby  streets. 

It  is  a  monument  whose  design  has 
generated  controversy,  perhaps  from 
generations  accustomed  to  the  more 
imposing  structures. 

The  full  impact  of  this  monument 
cannot  be  realized  until  one  walks 
across  the  grass  and  through  the  trees 
and  then  stands  before  the  two  slant- 
ing walls  that  form  this  belated  re- 
membrance to  those  Americans  who 
made  the  supreme  sacrifice  in  the 
Vietnam  war. 

As  one's  eyes  travel  across  the  some 
58,000  names  carved  into  those  black 
marble  walls  the  words  of  Archibald 
MacLeish  from  'The  Young  Dead  Sol- 
diers" echo: 

The  young  dead  soldiers  do  not  speak. 
Nevertheless   they   are   heard   in   the  still 

houses. 
They  say  we  were  young. 
We  have  died.  Remember  us  . . . 

As  one  walks  along  those  walls,  one 
is  overwhelmed  by  the  enormous  sacri- 
fice made  by  those  commemorated  by 
this  structure. 

The  MacLeish  poem  goes  on  to  say: 
We  leave  you  our  deaths. 
Give  them  their  meaning. 

Perhaps  the  finest  meaning  we  can 
give  to  those  whose  names  are  in- 
scribed on  these  walls  is  to  devote  our 
lives  to  building  a  world  in  which  it 
shall  never  again  become  necessary  to 
construct  a  memorial  to  those  who 
have  fallen  in  combat. 

The  58,000  who  are  remembered  on 
these  walls  will  have  died  in  vain  if  we 
shall  fail  in  our  efforts  to  achieve  a 
world  of  peace.  We  shall  be  judged  by 
future  generations  for  what  we  do, 
rather  than  for  the  monuments  we 
build. 
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Regardless  of  how  and  why  this  war 
began  and  ended,  those  who  served 
and  fell  did  so  with  honor  in  a  situa- 
tion beyond  their  control.  There  could 
be  no  more  fitting  remembrance  for 
them  than  the  achievement  of  a  last- 
ing peace. 

As  the  poem  reminds  us: 

Whether  our  lives  and  our  deaths  were  for 
peace  and  a  new  Hope  or  for  nothing,  we 
cannot  say.  it  is  you  who  must  say  this.* 


THE  DEATH  OF  DANIEL 
OCONNELL 

HON.  SILVIO  0.  CONTE 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  every 
community  has  its  leaders,  be  they  in 
government,  industry,  education,  or 
religion.  Every  once  in  a  great  while, 
however,  a  community  is  graced  with  a 
leader  whose  works  not  only  benefit 
his  people  while  he  is  alive,  but  stand 
as  lasting  monuments  to  his  works  and 
achievements. 

The  city  of  Holyoke,  Mass.,  has  lost 
a  leader  of  this  stature.  Daniel  OCon- 
nell,  builder,  contractor,  and  public 
servant,  died  last  week  at  the  age  of 
76.  All  of  Hampden  County  is  mourn- 
ing the  loss  of  this  man  whose  build- 
ings mark  their  skylines  and  house 
their  fathers  and  mothers. 

Any  tour  of  Hampden  County  is 
guided  by  O'Connell  landmarks— from 
the  ski  area  on  the  top  of  Mount  Tom 
to  the  housing  projects  in  the  heart  of 
Springfield.  We  are  indeed  fortunate 
to  have  left  in  our  communities  so 
much  of  Daniel  OConnell's  legacy— 
his  parks  donated  to  our  children,  his 
plans  for  steady  development,  and  his 
personal  donations  to  our  churches. 

I  have  included  for  the  Record  his 
obituary  as  it  appeared  in  his  home- 
town newspaper,  the  Holyoke  Tran- 
script-Telegram, and  an  editorial 
which  accompanied  it. 

[From  the  Holyoke  (Mass.)  Transcript- 
Telegram,  July  14.  19831 

Daniel  O'Connell.  Dean  of  Builders.  Dies 
AT  76 
"He  was  always  willing  to  help,  most  of 
the  time  in  quiet,  unassuming  ways  .  .  .  It's 
just  impossible  to  replace  (him)."— David  M. 
Barlley.  HCC  president 

(By  Barry  Werth) 

Daniel  J.  O'Connell  was  said  never  to  quit, 
even  when  quitting  made  sense.  O'Connell 
died  early  today  at  Holyoke  Hospital  after  a 
long  bout  with  cancer.  He  was  76. 

Dean  of  area  builders,  he  ranked  among 
Holyoke's  leading  citizens  for  four  decades. 
His  family-owned  business,  Daniel  O'Con- 
nell's  Sons  Inc..  emerged  as  one  of  New  Eng- 
land's largest  and  most  respected  general 
contractors  under  his  direction. 

A  tenacious  but  charitable  man  whose  af- 
fairs were  laced  inextricably  to  the  city  he 
loved.  O'Connell.  of  50  Elliot  St..  was  known 
widely  for  his  dedication  and  persistence. 
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"You  just  don't  give  up,"  he  said  in  an 
interview  earlier  this  year,  following  a  near- 
fatal  bout  with  pneumonia.  'The  important 
thing  in  this  business,  or  any  business,  is  to 
be  damn  sure  you  slay  in  there  and  give  it 
everything  you've  got." 

Born  in  Holyoke  on  St.  Patrick's  Day, 
1907.  O'Connell  lived  in  the  city  all  his  life, 
heading  numerous  business  and  civic  groups 
and  receiving  virtually  every  local  distinc- 
tion for  public  service. 

A  fourth-generation  Holyoker.  his  sen.se 
of  history  was  acute;  probably  no  other 
person  in  his  time  embodied  as  much  of  the 
city  as  O'Connell  did. 

His  great-grandfather,  the  first  Daniel 
O'Connell.  came  to  Holyoke  from  Ireland  in 
the  1840s  to  work  on  construction  of  the 
first  wooden  dam  at  Hadley  Palls— the  city's 
seminal  building  project. 

His  grandfather  was  the  city's  first  super- 
intendent of  streets,  quitting  under  protest 
and  forming  his  own  road-building  company 
at  the  Hampden  Street  location  where  it 
still  stands  104  years  later. 

Today,  the  firm  is  contractor  for  the  city's 
two  largest  construcion  projects— the  Wang 
Laboratories  plant  and  the  second  hydro 
unit  at  the  Hadley  Falls  Dam.  The  company 
also  built  most  of  Interstate  391.  completed 
last  year  and  regarded  by  city  officials  as  a 
lifeline  for  downtown. 

■The  closer  a  job  gets  to  Holyoke. "  an  as- 
sociate said  recently,  'the  more  interested 
(Daniel  O'Connell i  becomes." 

Those  who  knew  him  well  remembered 
O'Connell  today  as  a  landmark  figure  in  the 
city's  history. 

"He  was  the  most  forward-looking  man  of 
my  time."  said  Richard  J.  Murphy,  former 
managing  editor  of  the  Transcript-Tele- 
gram. "He  had  great  imagination  and  imper- 
ishable enthusiasm  for  things." 

Edna  Williams,  owner  of  the  Log  Cabin 
Restaurant  and  a  long  time  friend  and  ad- 
mirer, recalled  O'Connell  as  "a  wonderful 
man."  whose  legacy  to  the  city  is  incalcua- 
ble. 

"It's  impossible  to  put  into  words  what  he 
meant  to  everybody."  she  said.  "It's  an  era 
gone  by." 

•He  loved  his  religion,  his  Irish  heritage 
and  the  city  of  Holyoke."  said  David  M. 
Bartley.  president  of  Holyoke  Community 
College.  "He  was  alwasy  willing  to  help, 
most  of  the  time  In  quiet,  unassuming  ways 
.  .  .  It's  just  impossible  to  replace  (him)." 

In  recent  years.  O'Connell  lived  largely 
out  of  public  view  with  his  wife,  the  former 
Lillian  J.  Morris  of  Holyoke.  Each  day  when 
his  health  permitted,  he  walked  the  three 
miles  around  the  Whiting  Street  reservoir 
and  swam  laps  at  the  YMCA. 

O'Connell  had  retired  as  chief  operating 
officer  but  remained  board  chairman  of  the 
firm,  which  branched  from  heavy  construc- 
tion to  property  development  and  manage- 
ment, financing,  design  and  recreation— 10 
companies  in  all. 

Among  these  enterprises  are  the  Mount 
Tom  Ski  Area  and  several  elderly  housing 
projects  in  Holyoke  and  Springfield.  His 
dedication  to  low-cost  community  care  for 
the  elderly  earned  him  the  attention  of  ad- 
vocates nationwide  and  an  honorary  doctor- 
ate from  St.  Anselm's  College  in  New  Hamp- 
shire in  1973. 

O'Connell  was  raised  at  the  corner  of 
Dwight  and  Linden  Streets,  and  attended 
local  schools  before  going  on  to  Worcester 
Academy  and  the  Massachusetts  Institute 
of  Technology,  where  he  graduated  in  1929. 
When  his  childhood  home  was  demolished 
in  1968.  O'Connell  donated  the  site  as  a 
park,  as  he  has  since  with  other  properties. 
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O'Connell  joined  the  family  business  in 
1931.  after  apprenticing  for  the  United  En- 
gineers and  Construction  Co.  in  Philadel- 
phia and  Los  Angeles.  He  took  the  reins  in 
1940.  moving  deliberately  to  expand  the 
company's  scope.  He  bid  on  larger,  more 
challenging  projects  and  sought  work  out- 
side the  area. 

That  expansion  climaxed  in  1964  when 
OConnell's  ventured  a  1,700  unit  housing 
project  in  Tegucigalpa.  Honduras,  at  the 
time  the  largest  project  in  Latin  America 
under  the  U.S.  sponsored  Alliance  for 
Progress.  O'Connell  subsequently  limited 
his  company's  efforts  to  New  England, 
where  they  could  be  managed  more  strictly. 

During  the  1940s.  O'Connell  began  three 
decades  of  civic  and  trade  activity.  He  was  a 
trustee  of  People's  Savings  Bank,  a  director 
of  Holyoke  National  Bank,  president  of 
both  the  Community  Chest,  precursor  of 
United  Way,  and  the  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce. 

He  was  marshal!  of  the  third  St.  Patrick's 
Day  parade  in  1954.  and  honorary  chairman 
of  the  1955  parade.  He  received  the  William 
G.  Dwight  Award  for  distinguished  commu- 
nity service  the  same  year. 

In  1960.  he  was  named  special  sheriff,  his 
first  official  post,  and  was  appointed  chair- 
man of  the  Planning  Board  in  1962.  He  was 
forced  to  resign  the  following  year  after  the 
adoption  of  a  new  state  conflict  of  interest 
law. 

O'Connell  was  interim  chairman  of  a 
committee  seeking  to  form  a  statewide 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  was  named  in 
1961  by  former  Gov.  John  Volpe  to  the 
.state's  Industrial  Advisory  Council.  He  was 
president  of  the  New  England  Road  Build- 
ers Association  and  the  Building  Trades  Em- 
ployers Association  of  Western  Massachu- 
setts, as  well  as  a  member  of  Kiwanis.  the 
Holyoke  lodge  of  Elks  and  Knights  of  Co- 
lumbus. 

In  the  late  1960s.  O'Connell.  then  nearing 
retirement,  spearheaded  the  Total  Commu- 
nity Development  Planning  Project  that 
spawned  construction  of  the  elderly  housing 
complexes.  Throughout  his  later  life, 
O'Connell  stressed  planning  as  a  cure  for 
social  and  economic  ills. 

The  future  belongs  to  the  community 
that  prepares  for  it.  "  he  wrote  in  1971  in  an 
address  critical  of  the  planning  efforts  in 
Springfield.  ".  .  .  our  whole  lives  today  seem 
to  be  geared  to  emergencies,  catching  up  on 
past  deficiencies." 

O'Connell  served  on  numerous  boards 
and  committees,  including  the  Hampshire 
College  Advisory  Board,  the  board  on  trust- 
ees of  American  International  College,  the 
board  of  directors  of  Our  Lady  of  Provi- 
dence Home  for  Children.  He  was  a  corpora- 
tor of  the  Holyoke  Visiting  Nurses  Associa- 
tion. 

He  was  named  the  first  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce Outstanding  Businessperson  of  the 
Year  in  1972.  marshall  of  the  city's  centen- 
nial parade  the  following  year,  and  winner 
of  the  United  Way's  Alice  K.  Lucey  Volun- 
tarism Award  in  1979— a  record  of  distinc- 
tions unequalled  here  in  recent  years. 

Besides  his  wife,  he  is  survived  by  two 
sons.  Franklin  of  South  Hadley  and  James 
of  Holyoke;  a  sister.  Margaret  Dwyer  of 
Sunderland:  a  nephew.  Leo  A.  Byrnes,  attor- 
ney of  law  of  Washington;  and  several  cous- 
ins. 

He  was  the  son  of  the  late  Daniel  and 
Bessie  (O'Donnell)  O'Connell. 

The  funeral  will  be  Saturday  morning 
from  the  Messier-Farrell  Funeral  Home. 
1944  Norlhamption  St.,  followed  by  the  lit- 


urgy of  Christian  burial  in  Holy  Cross 
Church.  Burial  will  be  in  St.  Jerome  Ceme- 
tery. Calling  hours  at  the  funeral  home  are 
Friday  from  2  to  4  and  7  to  9  p.m. 

Donations  may  be  made  to  the  charity  of 
one's  choice. 

[From  the  Holyoke  (Mass.)  Transcript- 
Telegram.  July  15,  19831 

The  O'Connell  Gift 

Holyoke  has  been  blessed  with  residents 
who  have  been  eager  to  walk  that  extra  mile 
of  community  service  and  leadership.  The 
honor  roll  of  such  individuals  is  impressive. 

Near  to  the  top  is  Daniel  J.  O'Connell, 
who  led  the  third  generation  of  a  family 
which  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  city  and  its 
history  as  its  churches,  government  and 
structures. 

Mr.  O'Connell  died  Thursday  after  losing 
a  bout  with  cancer,  a  fight  that  did  not 
deter  him  from  his  daily  walks— solitary 
times  during  which  he  would  plan  some 
grand  project,  take  stock  of  his  life  or  just 
pass  through  the  wooded,  serene  land  he 
loved  best. 

His  professional  mark  on  this  city  and 
region  as  well  as  his  personal  contribution 
will  remain  for  generations. 

His  great-grandfather,  the  first  Daniel 
O'Connell,  who  came  here  from  Ireland 
more  than  a  century  ago.  worked  as  a  water 
boy  to  a  large  group  of  men  building  Ho- 
lyoke's cornerstone,  the  Holyoke  dam. 

In  the  process  a  bond  developed  between 
the  city  and  the  O'Connell  family,  an(3  the 
family's  progress  could  be  seen  as  a  capsule 
of  other  American  families.  Mr.  OConnell's 
great-grandfather,  the  hard-working  patri- 
arch of  the  family,  instilled  in  his  family 
the  tenets  of  doing  business  in  a  forthright 
manner,  making  a  contribution  to  the  com- 
munity, safeguarding  the  environment  and 
keeping  watch  for  new  economic  ventures. 

Mr.  O'Connell  lived  up  to  those  principles, 
which  helped  the  O'Connell  family  progress 
from  the  blue  shirt -sleeves  of  the  laborer  to 
the  white  cuffs  of  the  executive.  But  Mr. 
O'Connell  seemed  never  to  forget  his  line- 
age. 

He  also  never  forgot  Holyoke.  The  mark 
of  his  construction  firm  is  everywhere,  from 
the  unique  Holyoke  Community  College,  to 
the  sprawling  Mount  Tom  Ski  Area:  from 
the  highrise  of  Elmwood  Towers  to  the  low- 
level  Wang  Laboratories  building.  The  mark 
of  his  company  is  almost  everywhere  in  Hol- 
yoke and  easily  found  throughout  the 
region  and  state. 

Rarely  has  a  church  been  built  in  recent 
history  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Diocese  of 
Springfield  that  didn't  have  the  O'Connell 
mark. 

Indeed,  over  the  past  decades,  it  had 
become  a  familiar  sight  to  see  Mr.  O'Con- 
nell in  a  hard-hat,  shovel  in  hand,  breaking 
ground  for  some  new  project. 

Besides  his  construction  projects,  he  was 
known  to  give  of  his  time  and  money  for 
civic  and  community  projects.  But  he  large- 
ly played  a  behind-the-scenes  role  and 
didn't  seek  publicity.  That  contribution 
didn't  go  unrecognized  and  Mr.  O'Connell 
was  the  recipient  of  a  long  list  of  awards. 

His  life  of  hard  work,  dilligence  to  busi- 
ness affairs  and  civic  pride  is  one  which 
every  young  man  and  woman  can  easily  try 
to  emulate.   It  is  the  embodiment  of  the 

good  that  this  city  and  nation  possess. 
Although  Daniel  J.  O'Connell  is  gone,  his 

principles  and  spirit;   his  enthusiasm   and 

dedication    remain    his    ultimate    parting 

gift— best  we  could  have  asked  for.» 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
H.R.  2760 


HON.  MARCY  KAPTUR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

m  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  tomor- 
row we  will  consider  H.R.  2760,  the  bill 
to  prohibit  covert  funding  of  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua.  It  also 
requires  that  any  program  of  arms 
interdiction  be  carried  out  overtly. 
During  consideration  of  this  legisla- 
tion, the  Congress  must  make  it  clear 
that  we  do  not  agree  with  the  present 
bellicose  course  of  the  administration's 
Central  America  policy.  We  need  to 
reject  covert  action  and  insure  that 
the  passage  of  H.R.  2760  is  not  inter- 
preted as  support  for  overt  military 
action. 

The  evolution  of  American  covert  in- 
volvement in  Nicaragua  confirms  my 
belief  that  covert  operations  inherent- 
ly violate  the  democratic  process.  For- 
eign policy  must  be  conducted  openly 
with  the  benefit  of  informed  debate 
and  the  participation  of  the  Congress 
and  the  American  people. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the  fol- 
lowing statement  from  the  U.S.  Catho- 
lic Conference.  The  Catholic  bishops 
have  been  in  close  contact  with  the 
Catholic  bishops  throughout  Central 
America  and  with  American  mission- 
aries who  are  serving  in  this  war-torn 
land  and  are  witnesses  to  the  injus- 
tices and  suffering  which  our  policies 
are    supporting    their    statement    de- 
serves to  be  taken  seriously. 
The  statement  follows: 
Catholic  Conference  President  Critical 
of  U.S.  Policy  Toward  Central  America 
Washington.— The      president      of      the 
United  States  Catholic  Conference  (USCC) 
said  "U.S.  policy  toward  Nicaragua  has  the 
effect  of  deepening  the  internal  crises  in  the 
country  and  escalating  the  dangers  of  war 
in  the  region." 

Archbishop  John  R.  Roach  of  St.  Paul 
and  Minneapolis  said  in  a  July  22  statement 
that  USCC  "has  advocated  a  diplomatic 
course  of  action  for  the  United  States  as  a 
means  of  addressing  the  war  in  El  Salvador 
and  a  method  of  reversing  the  presently 
dangerous  co.irse  of  U.S.-Nicaraguan  rela- 
tions." 

He  emphasized  that  he  also  "strongly"  op- 
poses "any  form  of  U.S.  military  interven- 
tion in  Central  America.  I  repeat  the  earlier 
calls  of  our  bishops'  conference  for  a  diplo- 
matic, non-military  solution." 
Archbishop  Roach's  statement  follows: 
"The  critical  importance  of  U.S.-Nicara- 
gua  relations  as  a  policy  problem  and  a  leg- 
islative issue  for  the  Congress  is  daily  evi- 
dent. The  U.S.  Catholic  Conference  (USCC) 
has  advocated  a  diplomatic  course  of  action 
for  the  United  States  as  a  means  of  address- 
ing the  war  in  El  Salvador  and  a  method  of 
reversing  the  presently  dangerous  course  of 
U.S.-Nicaraguan  relations. 

•"In  testimony  given  on  March  7,  1983  to  a 
joint  session  of  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Western  Hemispheric  Affairs  and  the  Sub- 
committee on  Human  Rights  and  Interna- 
tional Organizations,  Archbishop  James  A. 
Hickey.  speaking  for  the  USCC,  said: 
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"  U.S.  policy  over  the  past  two  years  has 
not  been  helpful  to  the  moderate  elements 
in  Nicaraguan  life.  Rather  it  has  served  as  a 
continuous  provocation  which  has  given  a 
pretext  for  ever-increasing  governmental  at- 
tempts to  control  important  elements  of 
Nicaraguan  life.  The  bishops  of  the  United 
States  called  in  November  1981  for  a  U.S. 
policy  that  would  engage  Nicaragua  diplo- 
matically not  isolate  it.  My  recent  experi- 
ence in  Nicaragua  has  convinced  me  that 
what  we  said  in  1981  is  even  more  applicable 
today.' 

'"In  contrast  to  this  recommendation  of 
positive  diplomatic  engagement,  U.S.  policy 
toward  Nicaragua  presently  has  the  effect 
of  deepening  the  internal  crises  in  the  coun- 
try and  escalating  the  dangers  of  war  in  the 
region.  A  string  of  U.S.  actions  reaching 
from  unrelentingly  hostile  policy  rhetoric, 
through  U.S.  actions  to  prevent  Nicaragrua 
from  obtaining  credit  and  loans  in  interna- 
tional financial  institutions  to  funding  of 
covert  activities  on  the  Nicaraguan  border 
have  all  run  counter  to  the  policy  proposals 
made  by  Archbishop  Hickey  in  March. 

"The  House  of  Representatives  will  soon 
vote  on  H.R.  2760  aimed  at  prohibiting  fur- 
ther funding  of  covert  activities.  In  his  testi- 
mony of  last  March  Archbishop  Hickey  said: 
""  "Let  me  state  personally  that  as  an 
American  bishop  I  find  any  use  of  U.S.  tax 
dollars  for  the  purpose  of  covert  destabiliza- 
tion  of  another  government  to  be  unwise, 
unjustified  and  destructive  of  the  very 
values  a  democratic  nation  should  support 
in  the  world." 

"The  purpose  of  my  statement  is  to  reaf- 
firm this  judgment  as  a  guide  for  U.S. 
policy.  Even  more  strongly  I  wish  to  oppose 
any  form  of  U.S.  military  intervention  in 
Central  America.  I  repeat  the  earlier  calls  of 
our  bishops'  conference  for  a  diplomatic, 
non-military  solution,  a  policy  requiring  dis- 
cussions between  the  U.S.  and  Nicaragua, 
Honduras  and  Nicaragua,  and  support  by 
the  United  States  of  the  diplomatic  efforts 
of  other  Latin  American  republics  to  resolve 
peacefully  the  crisis  in  Central  America."* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  ALICE 
RIVLIN 


HON.  ROY  DYSON 

of  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 
•  Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
recognition  of  a  remarkable  admin- 
strator,  the  impact  of  whose  actions 
has  been  felt  across  this  Nation. 
Recent  recipient  of  a  grant  from  the 
MacArthur  Foundation,  Dr.  Alice 
Rivlin  has  demonstrated  competency, 
impartiality,  and  expertise  in  her  dis- 
tinguished tenure  as  Director  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office.  Heading 
that  agency  since  its  inception  under 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
Alice  Rivlin  has  transformed  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  from  an  idea 
to  a  sound  organization  that  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  budget  process.  Under 
her  seasoned  tutelage,  the  Budget 
Office  has  become  the  most  significant 
source  of  independent,  nonpartisan  in- 
formation and  analysis  used  by  Con- 
gress when  it  makes  the  budget  and 
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economic  policy  decisions  that  so  in- 
fluence our  lives. 

The  distinguished  record  of  the 
p>erson  who  is  responsible  for  these 
achievements  speaks  for  itself.  Bom  in 
Philadelphia.  Dr.  Rivlin  graduated 
from  Bryn  Mawr  College  and  received 
a  Ph.  D.  in  Economics  from  Radcliffe 
College.  An  accomplished  writer  and 
economist  before  assuming  leadership 
of  the  Budget  Office,  she  joined  the 
Brookings  Institution  in  1957  and 
went  on  to  become  a  Senior  Fellow  in 
the  Institution.  She  has  served  as  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Planning  and 
Evsiluation  in  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and 
has  been  a  vice  president  and  memt)er 
of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the 
American  Economic  Association. 

The  work  of  Dr.  Rivlin  has  made  the 
CBO  a  credit  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. It  is  with  genuine  gratitude  that 
we  review  the  proud  record  of  her 
years  as  Director  of  the  CBO  and  with 
sincere  wishes  for  a  future  of  contin- 
ued successes  that  we  mark  the  end  of 
her  tenure  as  Director  and  the  begin- 
ning of  a  new  phrase  in  the  promising 
career  of  an  astute  administrator. 


EUROPEAN  ALLIES  CONCERNED 
ABOUT  NICARAGUA  POLICY 


HON.  GEORGE  MILLER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  like  to  submit  a 
statement  signed  by  488  European  par- 
liamentarians about  the  situation  in 
Nicaragua.  Our  counterparts  in  West- 
em  Europe  have  grave  concerns  about 
the  current  course  of  U.S.  policy  in 
Central  America. 

Joint  Statement  From  the  Committee  of 
Western  European  Politicians  and  Par- 
uamentarians  in  Support  of  Nicaragua 
We   the   undersigned,   the   Committee   of 
Western   European   Politicians   and   Parlia- 
mentarians in  Support  of  Nicaragua,  recog- 
nize that  it  is  not  yet  four  years  since  the 
people  of  Nicaragua  overthrew  at  huge  cost 
in  terms  of  lives  and  resources,  one  the  most 
barbarous  tyrannies  ever  witnessed  in  Latin 
America,  whose  hallmark  was  murder,  dis- 
appearances and  torture  and  which  perpet- 
uated a  grotesque  Inequality  without  a  hint 
of  pluralism. 

Against  this  background,  coupled  with 
natural  disasters  of  flood  and  drought,  it  is 
utterly  remarkable  that  in  so  short  a  time, 
the  Nicaraguan  government  has  promoted  a 
successful  program  of  land  reform,  provided 
better  nutritional  standards,  the  beginnings 
of  a  health  service,  purified  water  supplies, 
substantially  reduced  illiteracy,  made  ad- 
vances providing  for  the  advancement  of 
women,  established  an  independent  judici- 
ary and  done  so  much  to  improve  the  lives 
of  the  people. 

It  is  unacceptable  that  attempts  are  being 
made  to  strangle  the  people  of  Nicaragua  by 
economic  isolation  and  military  attack.  And 
we  accordingly  declare: 
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That  the  continual  aggressive  acts  to 
which  Nicaragua  has  been  and  still  Is  sub- 
jected, constitute  a  grave  violation  of  inter- 
national law  as  embodied  in  the  United  Na- 
tions Charter.  Furthermore,  Nicaragua,  like 
all  sovereign  states,  has  the  right  to  defend 
itself  as  stated  in  Article  51  of  the  United 
Nations  Charter. 

That  such  military,  political  and  economic 
acts  of  aggression  inevitably  inhibit  the  abil- 
ity of  Nicaragua  to  pursue  its  objectives  of 
social  justice  and  economic  development  for 
the  benefit  of  its  people  and  to  promote  the 
pluralism  to  which  it  is  committed. 

That  we  are  appalled  that  regardless  of 
humanitarian  conditions,  the  financial  sup- 
port provided  for  Nicaragua  immediately 
after  the  revolution  has  been  curtailed  as  an 
act  of  deliberate  policy  by  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration and  moreover,  Nicaragua  addi- 
tionally has  been  deprived  of  financial  re- 
sources from  the  private  banks. 

And  we  resolve: 

That  Western  European  governments  seek 
to  participate  in  and  stimulate  Western  Eu- 
ropean initiatives  intended  to  promote  dia- 
logue and  peaceful  resolution  of  the  con- 
flicts in  Central  America. 

That  Western  European  governments  lend 
their  support  to  bilateral  negotiations  to  re- 
store peace  on  Nicaragua's  borders. 

That  the  Nicaraguan  government  be  given 
political,  financial,  economic  and  technical 
support  by  the  international  community 
and  by  private  sources  and.  in  particular, 
that  Nicaragua  be  supported  actively  in  the 
following  ways  for  which  we  are  committed 
to  work:  equitable  treatment  for  Nicaragua 
from  our  respective  governments,  the  Euro- 
pean Economic  Community,  development 
and  other  banks,  export  credit  institutions, 
aid  donors  and  international  financial  insti- 
tutions such  as  the  European  Investment 
Bank,  the  World  Bank  and  the  Inter-Ameri- 
can Development  Bank. 

That  the  Nicaraguan  government  be  given 
fair  treatment  from  the  media. 

We  think  that  such  steps  will  result  in  the 
establishment  of  justice  and  peace  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

Signed: 

Olaf  Palme,  Prime  Minister  of  Sweden. 

Hans  Jochen  Vogel,  Leader.  West  German 
Social  Democratic  Party. 

Pierre  Joxe,  President,  Socialist  Group. 
French  National  Assembly. 

David  Steele,  Leader,  British  Liberal 
Party. 

Joop  Den  Uyl,  Leader,  Dutch  Labour 
Party. 

Harlem  Brundtland.  Leader.  Foreign  Af 
fairs  Committee,  Danish  Parliament. 

Michael  Higgins,  Chairperson,  Latwur 
Party  of  the  Republic  of  Ireland. 

Jan  Nico  Scholten,  Vice-Chairman,  Dutch 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  of  Dutch  Par- 
liament. 

Uwe  Holtz,  Chairperson,  West  German 
Parliamentary  Committee  of  Development 
Cooperation. 

Jose  Prat,  Senator  and  President  of  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee  for  Spanish-Amer- 
ica Affairs,  Spanish  Senate. 

Manuel  Medina,  Socialist  member  of  Par- 
liament and  President  of  the  Foreign  Af- 
fairs Committee  of  the  Spanish  Congress. 

Karel  Van  Miert,  Leader,  Belgian  Socialist 
Party. 

Relus  Teer  Beek,  Chairman,  Dutch  For- 
eign Relations  Committee,  and  Labour 
Party  Member  of  Dutch  Parliament. 

Lord  Chitnis,  Independent  Lord,  House  of 
Lords,  United  Kingdom. 

Max  Van  Den  Berg.  Chairperson.  Dutch 
Labour  Party. 
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Hans  Fischer.  Deputy  Chairperson  of  the 
Austrian  Socialist  Party  and  Minister  of  Sci- 
ence and  Technology. 

Karl  Blecher,  Deputy  Chairperson  of  the 
Austrian  Socialist  Party  and  Minister  of  the 
Interior. 

LIST  or  signatories 

European  Parliament  (15  signatories  rep- 
resenting seven  countries). 

West  Germany  (62  signatories,  all  mem- 
bers of  West  German  Social  Democratic 
Party  and  the  West  German  Bundestag). 

Holland  (47  signatories  representing  the 
entire  Labour  group  in  Dutch  Parliament 
except  one). 

Republic  of  Ireland  (33  legislators  repre- 
senting six  parties). 

Sweden  (16  signatories,  including  all 
Social  Democratic  members  of  Parliament 
and  all  members  of  the  Parliament's  foreign 
policy  group). 

Norway  (10  signatories,  all  Labour  Party 
members  of  Parliament), 

Belgium  (8  signatories,  including  two 
spokespersons  for  Latin  American  Affairs  in 
the  Belgian  Parliament). 

United  Kingdom,  Austria.  France. 

The  entire  Socialist  Group  in  the  French 
National  Assembly,  about  280  members,  as- 
sociates itself  with  this  statement,  but  in  ad- 
dition it  provides  its  own,  more  comprehen- 
sive statement,  which  emphasizes  that  Nica- 
ragua cannot  be  isolated  from  the  Central 
American  context.  Following  is  a  translation 
of  their  statement: 

"The  Socialist  Group  is  concerned  about 
the  aggravation  of  the  situation  in  Central 
America,  particularly  in  El  Salvador  and  at 
the  northern  and  southern  borders  of  Nica- 
ragua. In  this  context  the  policy  of  support 
for  peace  initiatives  undertaken  by  the  four 
member  countries  by  the  Contadora  group 
(Mexico,  Panama,  Colombia,  Venezuela)  and 
by  a  growing  segment  of  international 
public  opinion  is  in  line  with  the  concerns  of 
the  Socialist  Party,  as  well  as  those  of  the 
French  government. 

This  statement  was  signed  by  the  follow- 
ing in  the  name  of  the  entire  Socialist 
Group  of  the  French  National  Assembly: 

Pierre  Joxe,  President,  Socialist  Group, 
French  National  Assembly. 

Jean  Natier.  Member  of  the  Assembly. 

Andre  Belon,  Director,  International  Rela- 
tions Section  of  the  Socialist  Group. 

Veronique  Miertz,  Assistant  Director, 
International  Relations  Section  of  the  So- 
cialist Group. 

Guy  Van  De  Pled.  Assistant  Director. 
International  Relations  Section  of  the  So- 
cialist Group.* 


DELMARVA  POULTRY  INDUSTRY 
BIRTHDAY  COMMEMORATION 


HON.  ROY  DYSON 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  1983 
marks  the  birthday  of  the  U.S.  broiler 
industry  on  the  Delmarva  Peninsula, 
the  fertile  extension  of  land  comprised 
of  the  eastern  shores  of  Maryland  and 
Virginia,  and  the  State  of  Delaware. 
The  poultry  industry  is  now  six  dec- 
ades old. 

The  story  of  the  chicken  industry, 
from  its  roots  in  the  past  to  its  con- 
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tinuing  growth  today  is  a  very  encour- 
aging tale.  It  is  rumored  that  the  in- 
dustry began  in  1923  when  Mrs. 
Wilbur  Steele,  an  inhabitant  of  the 
Delmarva  Peninsula,  ordered  50  chicks 
from  a  mail-order  catalog— and  re- 
ceived 500  instead.  3  or  4  months  later, 
she  realized  she  would  have  a  huge 
flock  of  pullets,  then  hens,  and  then 
enough  eggs  to  feed  half  the  county. 
She  did  what  any  industrious  person 
from  the  Delmarva  Peninsula  would 
do;  she  fattened  them,  and  sold  off 
most  of  them  when  they  were  still 
tender  enough  to  eat.  Such  began  the 
broiler  industry  on  Maryland's  East- 
ern Shore. 

The  chicken  business  has  since 
become  the  No.  1  industry  on  the  Del- 
marva Peninsula,  and  it  is  still  grow- 
ing. This  fact  is  a  testament  to  the  in- 
genuity of  the  chicken  farmers  there. 
Since  1955,  the  retail  price  of  pork  has 
more  than  doubled,  beef  prices  tripled. 
Yet  chicken  prices  have  risen  a  scant 
31  percent.  Thus,  the  poultry  industry 
is  a  virtual  textbook  case  of  how  effi- 
cient management  and  creative  promo- 
tion can  simultaneously  increase  prof- 
its and  serve  consumers  better.  We,  in 
this  great  city  should  be  extrasensitive 
to  this  fact:  Washingtonians  eat  more 
chicken  per  capita  than  anyone  in  the 
United  States,  except  for  the  citizens 
of  Norfolk,  Va.— this,  of  course,  does 
not  include  the  imprecise  tally  of 
chicken  brought  back  to  Washington 
in  the  stomachs  of  politicians  return- 
ing from  various  fundraisers. 

The  chicken  is  just  about  the  most 
efficient  creature  on  Earth  when  it 
comes  to  converting  plant  food  and 
waste  into  quality  animal  protein.  For 
example,  8  pounds  of  feed  is  required 
to  produce  a  single  pound  of  beef;  a 
modern-day  chicken  requires  2  pounds 
or  less  to  produce  the  same  amount. 
Breeders  have  exploited  this  fact,  and 
improved  the  bird  to  its  greatest  po- 
tential. An  impact  is  felt  throughout 
this  industry  if  a  major  processor  is 
able  to  cut  a  day  off  the  growing  time, 
save  an  ounce  of  feed  per  chicken,  or 
improve  the  hatching  rate  by  1  per- 
centage point.  In  the  1960's,  10  pounds 
of  feed  and  12  weeks  of  solid  eating 
would  send  a  3-pounder  broiler  to 
market.  Now  it  takes  just  7  weeks  and 
less  than  8  pounds  of  feed  to  produce 
a  4-pound  broiler. 

Aside  from  its  competitive  price  and 
comparative  value,  the  chicken  en- 
dears itself  to  health-conscious  Ameri- 
cans as  a  wonderful  source  of  good  nu- 
trition. The  chicken  is  high  in  protein 
and  low  in  fat,  the  prescription  for  a 
long,  healthy  life. 

Chicken  from  the  Delmarva  Penin- 
sula supplies  the  east  coast;  Washing- 
ton. New  York,  and  Boston,  and  even 
extends  as  far  west  as  Cleveland.  I  cer- 
tainly doubt  the  Mrs.  Steele  would 
have  guessed  what  would  become  of 
the  industry  she  began  on  the  Delmar- 
va Peninsula.  But  she  would  be  proud. 
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as  our  colleagues  and  the  American 
public  should  be,  of  the  progress  the 
U.S.  broiler  industry  on  the  Delmarva 
peninsula  has  made  in  the  last  60 
years.* 


BEDELL-GORE  AMENDMENT  TO 
H.R.  2350 


HON.  C.  ROBIN  BRITT 


OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
9  Mr.  BRITT.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  year 
the  House  passed  the  Small  Business 
Innovation  Development  Act,  Public 
Law  97-219,  by  a  vote  of  353  to  57.  The 
act  passed  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  90- 
0.  This  legislation  established  highly 
competitive  research  and  development 
programs,  known  as  small  business  in- 
novation research  programs,  for  small, 
high  tech  companies  at  11  Federal 
agencies.  Each  Federal  agency  is  re- 
quired to  expend  a  small  portion  of 
their  R&D  budgets,  six-tenths  of  1 
percent  in  fiscal  year  1984,  to  support 
the  program.  Last  year  the  House 
voted  twice,  by  large  margins,  to  in- 
clude the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  as  one  of  the  agencies  in  the 
program. 

H.R.  2350.  the  Health  Research  Ex- 
tension Act  of  1983,  has  been  amended 
by  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  to  include  language  that 
threatens  the  SBIR  program  at  NIH.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment  that  will  be  offered  to  sec- 
tion 489  of  H.R.  2350  by  Mr.  Bedell 
and  Mr.  Gore  that  will  strike  the  anti- 
small-business  language  in  the  bill  and 
substitute  a  requirement  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  report  to  the 
Congress  by  October  1,  1984.  on  the 
progress  of  the  SBIR  program  at  NIH. 
The  SBIR  program  has  attracted 
widespread  support  around  the 
Nation.  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the 
record  a  letter  written  by  the  Gover- 
nor of  North  Carolina,  the  Honorable 
James  B.  Hunt,  Jr..  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Small  Business  Subcommittee  on 
General  Oversight  and  the  Economy, 
the  Honorable  Berkley  Bedell.  This 
letter  expresses  Governor  Hunt's  sup- 
port for  the  SBIR  program  at  NIH. 
and    I    submit    it    for    my    colleagues' 

review; 

State  of  North  Carolina. 

Office  of  the  Governor. 
Raleigh.  N.C..  July  13.  19S3. 

Dear  Representative  Bedell:  It  has  come 
to  my  attention  that  amendments  to  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  authorization 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1984  (H.R.  2350)  may 
jeopardize  the  Small  Business  Innovation 
Research  (SBIR)  program  of  this  agency. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
express  my  strong  support  for  the  Small 
Business  Innovation  Development  Act  of 
1982  and  its  SBIR  programs.  The  National 
Science  Foundation  and  the  Department  of 
Defense   have   had   SBIR   programs   for   a 
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number  of  years.  The  other  nine  federal 
agencies  that  were  mandated  to  create 
SBIR  programs  are  just  beginning  to  gain 
experience  with  this  program.  NIH.  in  par- 
ticular, has  had  to  modify  its  approach  to 
proposal  review  in  order  to  make  this  pro- 
gram work.  Setting  aside  research  funds  and 
selecting  qualified  small  business  proposals 
is  a  challenge,  but  it  is  certainly  one  worth 
doing  right. 

Because  most  federal  agencies  are  only  be- 
ginning to  gain  some  experience  with  their 
SBIR  programs,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  appro- 
priate to  adjust  the  mandates  of  any  agen- 
cies at  this  time.  Instead,  we  should  be  con- 
cerned with  ensuring  full  and  effective  par- 
ticipation in  this  initiative  by  all  agencies. 
The  Small  Business  Innovation  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1982  was  carefully  crafted  to 
balance  all  interests  in  the  research  commu- 
nity, and  it  deserves  a  few  years  of  imple- 
mentation before  any  deficiencies  that 
emerge  are  addressed  through  amendments 
to  the  legislation. 

I  am  particularly  interested  in  NIH  gain- 
ing PYpprippoe  with  its  SBIR  program.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  NIH  has  set  aside 
six  million  dollars  this  fiscal  year  for  small 
business  projects.  This  amounts  to  between 
100  and  110  grants,  for  which  600  to  700 
proposals  have  been  submitted.  I  expect  a 
number  of  these  proposals  to  have  come 
from  North  Carolina;  I  personally  know  of 
numerous  small  businesses  in  North  Caroli- 
na that  are  engaged  in  research  of  interest 
in  NIH.  And  I  am  certain  that  proposals  for 
NIH  grants  have  come  from  states  through- 
out the  nation.  As  Chairman  of  the  Nation- 
al Governors'  Association  (NGA)  Task  Force 
on  Technological  Innovation.  I  have  become 
aware  of  the  potential  for  new-technology 
research  throughout  the  United  States,  at 
our  universities,  our  research  institutions 
and  in  our  businesses,  both  large  and  small. 
At  the  Federal  and  the  State  level,  we  must 
do  everything  in  our  power  to  ensure  that 
this  potential  is  realized. 

I  hope  you  will  convey  to  your  distin- 
guished colleagues  my  support  for  the  SBIR 
program  and  for  full  participation  by  all 
federal  agencies,  particularly  NIH.  I  hope 
you  will  succeed  in  your  efforts  to  maintain 
the  integrity  of  the  SBIR  program  at  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health. 
My  warmest  personal  regards. 
Sincerely. 

James  B.  Hunt.» 


LEGAL  SERVICES  FOR  MEMBERS 
OF  OUR  ARMED  FORCES 

HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER 

of  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 
•  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  reintroduce  a  revised  ver- 
sion of  legislation  introduced  by  me  in 
the  97th  Congress.  This  worthy  bill 
would  provide  legal  services  for  mem- 
bers of  our  Armed  Forces.  Please  allow 
me  to  also  insert  into  the  record  a  sec- 
tion-by-section analysis  of  the  bill. 
Section-by-Section  Analysis 
Subparagraph  (a)  is  designed  to  insure  the 
continuation  and  permanency  of  the  provi- 
sion of  legal  assistance  to  military  personnel 
and  their  dependenU.  The  intent  of  this  sec- 
tion is  not  to  alter  the  existing  discretion  of 
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the  Secretary  of  each  Department  to  direct 
how  legal  assistance  will  be  provided  within 
that  Department,  but  rather  to  assure  that 
each  Secretary  require  the  continued  provi- 
sion of  legal  assistance  to  active  duty  per- 
sonnel. Each  Secretary  also  has  full  author- 
ity to  continue  to  provide  legal  assistance  to 
retired  personnel  and  dependents  of  active 
duty  and  retired  personnel  subject  only  to 
the  availability  of  resources  within  each  De- 
partment. 

Subparagraph  (b)  clearly  places  upon  the 
Judge  Advocates  General  the  responsibility 
for  the  creation  and  operation  of  the  legal 
assistance  programs.  The  reference  to  10 
use  801  is  necessary  so  as  to  include  the 
Coast  Guard.  The  Coast  Guard  has  no 
■•Judge  Advocate  General"  and  the  only 
place  in  the  law  where  the  term  "Judge  Ad- 
vocate General"  is  made  applicable  to  the 
Coast  Guard  is  in  the  definitional  section  of 
the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  where- 
in it  is  stated  that  the  term  "Judge  Advo- 
cate General"  shall  include  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Department  in  which  the 
Coast  Guard  is  operating.  The  language  "by 
the  Secretary  concerned"  refers,  in  this 
case,  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

Subparagraph  (c)  is  designed  specifically 
to  indicate  that  this  legislation  is  not  au- 
thority for  the  expansion  of  the  legal  assist- 
ance program  to  include  the  representation 
In  court  of  those  presently  able  to  pay  legal 
fee— i.e.  to  continue  the  present  expanded 
legal  assistance  program  to  the  military  in- 
digent, but  not  provide  any  requirement  or 
authority  for  expansion  to  others  than  the 
military  indigent.  If  the  client  can  afford 
legal  fees  without  undue  hardship  or  if  the 
case  is  one  in  which  the  attorney  can  recov- 
er a  reasonable  fee  out  of  the  judgment, 
then  the  legal  assistance  program,  insofar 
as  presentation  in  court  is  concerned,  may 
not  be  expanded  under  the  authority  of  this 
legislation. 

QtlESTIONS  AND  ANSWERS  ABOUT  MILITARY 
LEGAL  ASSISTANCE  LEGISLATION 

Question.  Who  will  be  entitled  to  legal 
services  under  this  bill? 

Answer.  Except  as  limited  by  subpara- 
graph <c).  it  is  the  intent  of  the  bill  to  pro- 
vide legal  services  to  active  duty  personnel 
and  others  as  prescribed  in  the  regulations 
of  each  military  department  authorizing 
legal  assistance.  As  with  other  military  ben- 
efits, legal  assistance  has  t>een  made  avail- 
able to  all  grades  and  ranks,  but  the  over- 
whelming share  of  legal  services  are  provid- 
ed to  low  and  middle  income  service  mem- 
bers who,  like  their  civilian  counterparts, 
are  least  able  to  afford  the  services  of  an  at- 
torney. It  is  expected  that  full  legal  assist- 
ance will  continue  to  be  a  high  priority  for 
retired  personnel  and  dependents  of  active 
duty  and  retired  personnel. 

Question.  Who  may  provide  legal  services 
to  serve  personnel  and  their  dependents? 

Answer.  Active  duty  military  lawyers,  civil 
service  attorneys  employed  by  the  military 
departments,  civilian  attorneys  retained 
under  contract  and  reserve  military  lawyers 
are  authorized  to  provide  legal  assistance 
under  the  regulations  of  the  military  de- 
partments authorizing  legal  assistance.  The 
bill  presumes  that  the  same  regulations  will 
apply  after  its  enactment. 

Question.  Will  the  delivery  of  legal  serv- 
ices to  Armed  Forces  personnel  at  the  level 
contemplated  by  this  bill  be  detrimental  to 
members  of  the  local  bar? 

Answer.  During  the  seven  years  that  the 
American  Bar  Association  has  worked  with 
representatives  of  the  military  services  in 
observing  legal  assistance  programs  in  oper- 
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ation  and  in  visiting  with  numerous  civilian 
bar  leaders  and  practitioners,  the  Commit- 
tee has  found  no  evidence  of  any  abuse  of 
the  civil  process  or  injury  to  the  civilian  bar 
at  any  location  where  these  programs  have 
l>een  established.  On  the  contrary,  the  ABA 
has  found  an  expanded  awareness  of  legal 
rights  and  needs  in  each  community.  Where 
the  local  bar  association  has  encouraged 
and  participated  in  these  programs,  there 
has  developed  a  professional  rapport  be- 
tween the  military  and  civilian  bar  mem- 
l)ers.  and  between  the  military  services  and 
the  local  judiciary  and  law  enforcement  au- 
thorities in  a  manner  which  has  ultimately 
resulted  in  the  improvement  of  legal  assist- 
ance. Where  the  state  and  local  bar  associa- 
tions have  worked  with  the  military  lawyer 
community,  the  legal  assistance  program 
has  produced  a  higher  quality  representa- 
tion, has  reduced  the  areas  of  confrontation 
t>etween  military  and  local  authorities,  and 
has  increased  the  level  and  quality  of  civil- 
ian bar  legal  services. 

Question.  What  legal  services  are  included 
in  "personal  affairs"  in  Section  2  of  this 
bill? 

Answer.  "Personal  affairs"  is  intended  to 
mean  only  those  types  of  cases  authorized 
by  the  regulations  governing  the  provision 
of  legal  assistance  issued  by  the  military  de- 
partments. Those  regulations  include  assist- 
ance in  and/or  preparation  of  wills,  powers 
of  attorney,  tax  matters,  domestic  relations 
matters,  consumer  protection  matters,  land- 
lord-tenant matters,  and  others.  The  regula- 
tions do  not  allow  (some  in  fact  prohibit), 
nor  does  the  bill  contemplate,  providing 
legal  services  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  a 
service  member  in  any  commercial  endeav- 
or, for  the  purpose  of  instituting  a  class 
action  (which  might  be  a  fairly  attractive 
fee-generating  case  for  a  civilian  attorney) 
or  for  the  purpose  of  suing  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment (legal  assistance  officers  are  pro- 
hibited by  18  U.S.C.  205  and  implementing 
regulations  from  instituting  such  suits 
against  the  United  States). 

Question.  Will  this  bill  require  the  addi- 
tional expenditure  of  public  funds  (includ- 
ing personnel)? 

Answer.  No.  The  bill  does  not  (and  is  not 
intended  to)  mandate  a  specific  level  of 
legal  assistance  programs  of  any  kind: 
rather,  the  bill  merely  recognizes  and  pro- 
tects by  statute  a  long-standing  practice  of 
the  services,  leaving  the  implementation  to 
the  best  judgment  of  the  military  depart- 
ments. The  only  cost  factor  is  an  indetermi- 
nate but  perhaps  identifiable  continuing 
cost  of  maintaining  the  present  program 
with  no  new  costs.  As  a  practical  matter,  the 
bill  closes  off  the  possibility  of  the  total  dis- 
continuance of  the  existing  practice  of  pro- 
viding legal  assistance  to  service  members.* 


NARCOTIC  ABUSE  AND 
CONTROL 


HON.  WILUAM  J.  HUGHES 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  HUGHES.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  to  establish  ef- 
fective direction  and  coordination  of 
our  Nation's  drug  enforcerrent  efforts. 
I  am  undertaking  this  effort  because 
it  is  apparent  that  our  national  effort 
to  attack  the  drug  abuse  problem  on 
all  fronts  is  stalled. 
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One  simply  has  to  look  at  the  evi- 
dence: Heroin  is  more  plentiful  today 
than  at  any  time  in  the  last  5  years. 
On  our  city's  streets,  the  heroin  is 
stronger  and  cheaper  than  it  has  been 
at  any  time  in  the  last  5  years,  and 
more  young  men  and  women  are  being 
found  dead  with  a  needle  in  their  arm. 

The  supply  of  cocaine  is  greater 
today  than  at  any  time  in  the  history 
of  the  drug.  DEA  now  says  that  per- 
haps 20  million  Americans  are  users  of 
that  powerful  and  dangerous  drug. 

Marihuana,  despite  recordbreaking 
seizures,  is  still  cheap  and  almost  uni- 
versally available. 

Every  day,  close  to  1  million  doses  of 
prescription  drugs  with  strong  psy- 
choactive properties  are  channeled 
into  the  black  market. 

This  dismal  report  card  on  our  drug 
enforcement  effort  is  not  due  to  any 
failure  of  will,  or  lack  of  ability  on  the 
part  of  the  thousands  of  dedicated  law 
enforcement  officers  at  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  level  who  risk  their 
lives  in  ferreting  out  the  armed  and 
dangerous  drug  traffickers.  Nor  is  this 
a  reflection  of  a  lack  of  determination 
on  the  part  of  the  administration  to 
creatively  develop  new  tactical  ap- 
proaches to  investigating  drug  traf- 
fickers or  interdicting  the  smugglers 
off  our  shores,  and  in  our  skies. 

This  failure,  I  suggest,  is  due  in  large 
measure  to  the  fragmented  and  unco- 
ordinated manner  in  which  we  have 
deployed  our  resources.  Very  simply, 
there  is  no  meaningful  strategy,  and 
there  is  no  one  in  charge. 

When  a  Member  of  Congress  asked  a 
representative  of  the  administration 
who  is  in  charge,  we  were  told  in  per- 
fect seriousness  that  the  President  is 
in  charge.  That,  of  course,  is  true  in 
constitutional  sense— but  no  one  is  in 
charge  of  the  overall  effort  for  the 
President. 

Unless  a  meaningful  strategy  is  de- 
veloped, and  its  Implementation  over- 
seen by  someone  with  Cabinet-level 
clout,  we  will  do  no  better  than  main- 
tain the  unacceptable  status  quo.  To 
declare  a  war  on  drugs,  and  to  fail  to 
appoint  a  director  of  the  overall  effort 
betrays  the  efforts  of  the  personnel 
assigned  to  that  war,  and  the  hopes  of 
American  families  to  be  rid  of  the 
plague  of  drug  dependence. 

At  this  point  in  the  Record,  I  in- 
clude a  sectional  analysis  of  the  bill. 

Sectional  Analysis  of  the  Bill 
Summary  of  a  bill  to  amend  the  Drug 
Abuse.  Prevention.  Treatment,  and  Reha- 
bilitation Act  to  revise  the  authority  of  the 
Office  of  Drug  Abuse  Policy,  to  establish  a 
Deputy  Director  for  Drug  Abuse  Prevention 
and  a  Deputy  Director  for  Drug  Enforce- 
ment in  the  Office,  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  bill  is  designed  to  clearly  spell  out  the 
drug  enforcement  responsibilities  of  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Drug  Abuse  Policy 
and  the  authority  of  the  Director  to  set 
policies  and  priorities  for  the  drug  abuse 
functions,   to   coordinate   and   oversee   the 
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Federal  effort  to  carry  out  those  policies 
and  priorities,  to  provide  him  with  informa- 
tion on  the  development  of  the  budgets  of 
agencies  with  drug  abuse  functions,  and 
charging  him  to  make  recommendations 
about  the  budgets  to  the  President  before 
•  the  budgets  are  submitted  to  Congress. 

The  bill  attempts  to  track  the  language, 
policies  and  structures  of  the  existing  law 
where  it  is  appropriate  and  not  in  conflict 
with  the  purpose  of  clarifying  the  Director's 
authority. 

summary  of  the  bill 

Section  1  of  the  draft  provides  for  a  statu- 
tory Director  of  the  Office  of  Drug  Abuse 
Policy  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  Presi- 
dent who  has  Cabinet-level  status  (Level  1) 
and  is  appointed  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate.  Two  statutory  deputies 
are  created,  for  drug  abuse  prevention,  and 
for  drug  enforcement,  who  have  sub-cabinet 
status  (Level  III)  and  are  also  appointed 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
The  term  "drug  abuse  function"  means  both 
"drug  abuse  prevention  function"  and  "drug 
enforcement  function." 

The  Director's  responsibilities  are: 

(1)  To  establish  policies,  objectives,  and 
priorities  for  Federal  drug  abuse  functions; 

(2)  To  coordinate  and  oversee  the  per- 
formance of  drug  abuse  functions  to  insure 
the  implementation  of  the  policies,  objec- 
tives and  priorities  so  established: 

(3)  To  make  recommendations  to  the 
President  regarding  changes  in  the  organi- 
zation, management  and  budgets  of  Federal 
departments  and  agencies,  and  the  alloca- 
tion of  personnel  to  and  within  the  depart- 
ments and  agencies,  as  are  appropriate  to 
implement  the  policies,  objectives  and  prior- 
ities: and 

(4)  To  consult  with  State  and  local  govern- 
ments respecting  their  relationships  with 
the  Federal  agencies  (this  would  allow  him 
to  serve  as  an  "ombudsman"  with  respect  to 
complaints  from  State  and  local  law  en- 
forcement). 

To  carry  out  his  duties,  the  Director  shall 
(1)  review  the  guidelines  and  procedures  of 
the  Federal  agencies  (current  law):  (2)  con- 
duct evaluations  of  the  performance  of  the 
agencies  (current  law);  (3)  seek  to  assure 
that  the  agencies  construe  drug  abuse  as  a 
health  problem  requiring  treatment  and  re- 
habilitation (current  law);  and  most  signifi- 
cantly. (4)  review  the  annual  budgets  sub- 
mitted to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  for  Federal  agencies  involved  in 
drug  abuse  functions  and  make  recommen- 
dations to  the  President  respecting  such 
budgets  before  they  are  submitted  to  Con- 
gress. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  section  201(a)(1), 
subsections  201  (b)  and  (c).  and  sections  203 
through  206  carry  forward  existing  law. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  amends  other  sections 
of  the  existing  law  relating  to  the  declara- 
tion of  national  policy,  definitions,  and 
makes  technical  and  conforming  changes. 

Section  2(a)  of  the  bill  adds  three  addi- 
tional paragraphs  to  the  current  four-para- 
graph Declaration  of  National  Policy  (21 
U.S.C.  1102): 

(5)  Coordination  of  law  enforcement  ef- 
forts of  all  Federal  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies and  cooperation  and  sharing  of  drug  en- 
forcement intelligence  with  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  agencies; 

(6)  Coordination  of  all  international  ef- 
forts to  suppress  drug  trafficking,  to  control 
drug  crops,  and  to  control  precursor  and 
other  essential  chemicals; 

(7)  Increased  cooperation  among  nations 
in  carrying  out  the  international  effort  to 
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control  the  traffic  and  abuse  of  controlled 
substances. 

Section  2(b)  of  the  bill  eliminates  the 
anachronistic  term  "drug  traffic  preven- 
tion" and  substitutes  the  term  "drug  en- 
forcement". The  bill  defines  "drug  enforce- 
ment function"  in  21  U.S.C.  1103  to  include: 

( 1 )  The  conduct  of  formal  or  informal  dip- 
lomatic negotiations  of  any  kind  relating  to 
the  drug  traffic: 

(2)  The  following  law  enforcement  activi- 
ties or  proceedings: 

(A)  The  investigation  and  prosecution  of 
drug  offenses  and  other  investigations  and 
prosecutions  of  individuals  involved  in  drug 
offenses; 

(B)  The  coordination  of  the  drug  enforce- 
ment activities  of  Federal  agencies  and  de- 
partments: 

(C)  Programs  or  activities  involving  inter- 
national narcotics  control;  and 

(D)  The  detection  and  suppression  of  illic- 
it drug  supplies. 

(3)  The  interdiction  of  the  illicit  com- 
merce in  controlled  substances  and  the  sup- 
pression of  the  cultivation  of  drug  crops. 

The  remainder  of  Section  2  contains  defi- 
nitional and  technical  and  conforming 
changes.* 


AMENDMENT  TO  H.R.  2867 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  gentlewoman  from 
Rhode  Island,  Mrs.  Schneider,  and  the 
gentlemen  from  New  York,  Mr.  Mol- 
INARI  and  Mr.  Downey,  I  am  introduc- 
ing today  an  amendment  to  H.R.  2867, 
as  reported,  the  Hazardous  Waste 
Control  and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983, 
which  authorizes  the  original  funding 
levels  established  by  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act,  section  4008(a)(2)(C).  I 
want  to  commend  my  colleagues  for 
their  initiative  and  support  of  the 
measure. 

I  would  also  like  to  commend  the 
members  and  staff  of  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee's  Subcommittee 
on  Commerce,  Transportation  and 
Tourism  for  their  hard  work  and  their 
fine  result,  H.R.  2867,  the  reauthoriza- 
tion of  the  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act.  I  offer  an  amendment 
to  strengthen  H.R.  2867,  by  increasing 
funding  of  subtitle  D,  which  assist 
States  and  smaller  units  of  govern- 
ment to  implement  solid  waste  man- 
agement plans  and  conduct  inventories 
of  active  and  abandoned  open  land- 
fills, among  other  activities. 

This  Nation  has  long  realized  the 
problems  we  face  to  regulate  open 
landfills  and  identify  abandoned 
dumpsites.  Furthermore,  for  decades 
we  have  been  trying  to  establish 
healthier  and  more  sanitary  methods 
for  disposing  of  municipal  wastes.  Con- 
gress first  took  note  of  this  in  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act,  which 
RCRA  amends.  While  Congress  stated 
that,  "•  •  •  the  disposal  of  solid 
wastes  should  continue  to  be  primarily 
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the  function  of  State,  regional  and 
local  agencies,"  it  went  on  to  state, 
•  •  •  the  problems  of  waste 
disposal  •  •  •  have  become  a  matter 
national  in  scope  and  •  •  •  necessitate 
Federal  action  through  financial  and 
technical  assistance  and  leadership  in 
the  development,  demonstration,  and 
application  of  new  and  improved 
methods  and  processes  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  waste  and  unsalvageable 
materials  and  to  provide  for  proper 
and  economical  solid  waste  disposal 
practices." 

Throughout  the  decade  of  the  1970's 
the  Federal  Government  helped  iden- 
tify alternative  methods  of  waste  dis- 
posal. Much  attention  was  placed  upon 
resource  recovery  that  salvaged  mate- 
rials or  converted  trash  into  energy. 
The  funding  in  subtitle  D  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Management  Act  was  author- 
ized through  1982,  but  was  zeroed  out 
of  the  budget  in  fiscal  year  1982.  This 
initiative  to  restore  funding  will 
enable  States  to  again  address  a  criti- 
cal national  problem. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  how  this 
money  could  be  spent.  In  my  own 
State  of  Michigan,  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Natural  Resources  estimates 
that  150  or  more  illegal  open  dumps 
continue  to  operate.  Although  the 
State  DNR  is  aware  of  the  problem, 
they  have  no  money  to  pursue  en- 
forcement. Nationally,  3,000  such 
dumps  are  estimated  to  be  in  oper- 
ation. 

Our  current  fiscal  crisis  has  hit 
States  hard,  and  although  they  want 
to  apply  more  muscle  to  their  solid 
waste  management  programs,  the 
funds  simply  are  not  there.  To  the 
extent  that  subtitle  D  is  not  funded, 
and  that  States  do  not  have  the 
money  to  fund  it,  we  are  creating 
future  Superfund  sites  by  neglecting 
the  problem. 

Cleanup  costs  can  only  rise  exponen- 
tially. This  is  not  rhetoric  and  hyper- 
bole. Let  me  remind  all  of  my  col- 
leagues that  65  of  the  original  115  In- 
terim Priority  Superfund  sites  were 
open  landfills. 

By  supporting  my  amendment  to  au- 
thorize $10,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1984 
to  1986  for  the  implementation  of 
solid  waste  management  plans  my  col- 
leagues have  a  rare  opportunity  to  put 
the  Congress  on  record  supporting  a 
relatively  inexpensive  program  intend- 
ed to  prevent  future  health  hazards 
and  the  expensive  alternative  of  reme- 
dial action. 

Amendment  to  H.R.  2867,  as  reported,  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Bonior  (for  himself.  Mrs. 
Schneider,  Mr.  Downey,  and  Mr.  Molim- 

ARI). 

Page  4,  line  7.  strike  out  "$2,000,000 "  and 
substitute  "$10,000,000 ".• 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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H.R.  2867 


HON.  CUUDINE  SCHNEIDER 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mrs.  SCHNEIDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
later  this  week  we  will  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  vote  for  legislation  to  reau- 
thorize the  Resource  Conservation 
and  Recovery  Act.  the  body  of  Federal 
law  providing  cradle-to-grave  disposal 
for  hazardous  waste.  I  would  like  to 
commend  the  bipartisan  leadership  of 
the  Energy  and  Commerce  Transpor- 
tation Subcommittee  for  having 
worked  so  hard  to  produce  a  bill  that 
all  of  us  should  be  proud  to  support. 

I  am  joining  my  colleague  from 
Michigan.  Mr.  Bonior,  in  supporting 
an  amendment  to  strengthen  H.R  2867 
by  increasing  funding  for  subtitle  D.  a 
small  but  vitally  important  component 
of  the  RCRA  program.  Briefly  summa- 
rized, subtitle  D.  as  authorized  in  1980, 
provides  funding  to  assist  the  States  in 
developing  the  solid  waste  manage- 
ment plans  mandated  by  the  RCRA 
statute.  Why  are  the  State  plans  so 
important?  Half  of  the  115  abandoned 
hazardous  waste  sites  identified  by  the 
EPA  as  the  most  immediately  threat- 
ening to  the  public  health  were  once 
solid  waste  facilities.  These  sanitary 
landfills  often  operated  as  county  or 
municipal  dumps  that  received  signifi- 
cant quantities  of  hazardous  waste  as 
part  of  their  solid  waste  stream.  Sub- 
title D  was  intended— with  good 
reason— to  give  States  the  means  to  in- 
ventory their  solid  waste  facilities  to 
find  out  how  many  more  had  been 
used  as  a  dumping  ground  for  hazard- 
ous waste,  and  to  develop  statewide 
management  plans  to  minimize  the  di- 
version of  hazaraous  substances  into 
solid  waste  facilities  in  the  future. 

If  there  is  one  thing  we  should  have 
learned  after  13  years  of  environmen- 
tal regulation,  it  is  that  hazardous 
waste,  like  water  running  downhill, 
will  follow  the  path  of  least  resistance. 
If  we  cannot  keep  hazardous  waste 
from  being  diverted  to  the  city  or 
county  dump,  then  we  will  have  left  a 
potentially  serious  loophole  in  the 
Federal  laws  that  guide  the  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste.  As  the  Federal  fund- 
ing for  subtitle  D  has  gradually  been 
eliminated  over  the  past  3  years,  the 
States'  open  dump  inventory  has  es- 
sentially stopped,  and  State  manage- 
ment plans  are  on  hold.  The  Bonior 
amendment,  which  authorizes  $10  mil- 
lion for  subtitle  D  for  each  of  the  next 
3  fiscal  years,  will  restore  the  States  to 
full  partnership  with  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  the  management  of  haz- 
ardous wastes.a 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

HAZARDOUS  WASTE  LAWS  MUST 
BE  ENFORCED 

HON.  ALBERT  GORE,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
is  expected  shortly  to  consider  the  bill 
H.R.  2867,  the  Hazardous  Waste  Con- 
trol and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983, 
which  provides  a  reauthorization  for 
the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recov- 
ery Act  (RCRA).  In  the  legislation  re- 
ported by  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce,  we  have  greatly 
strengthened  the  enforcement  sections 
of  the  law,  which  has  been  demon- 
strated as  desperately  needed,  to 
enable  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  to  protect  the  public  health 
and  safety  and  the  environment. 

One  of  the  provisions  would  grant 
full  law  enforcement  powers  to  the 
criminal  investigators  of  the  EPA, 
thus  enabling  them  to  execute  search 
warrants,  make  arrests,  and  protect 
themselves  by  carrying  firearms.  The 
reason  for  this  is  the  extraordinary 
degree  to  which  illegal  activities  are 
going  on  in  the  hazardous  waste  area, 
and  convincing  evidence  of  the  in- 
volvement of  organized  crime. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues a  communication  sent  on  April 
21  of  this  year  from  the  Associate  En- 
forcement Counsel  in  the  Criminal  En- 
forcement Division  of  the  EPA  to  the 
Chief  of  the  Environmental  Enforce- 
ment Section  in  the  Department  of 
Justice.  I  believe  the  materials  should 
convince  my  colleagues  of  the  desper- 
ate need  for  the  added  enforcement 
powers  which  are  contained  in  H.R. 
2867  as  reported  by  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee,  and  trust  they 
will  join  in  efforts  to  defeat  amend- 
ments to  weaken  the  legislation. 

See  the  attached  letter  from  USEPA 
to  Department  of  Justice,  and  attach- 
ment thereto  "The  Need  for  Law  En- 
forcement Powers  in  Environmental 
Criminal  Enforcement." 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

Washington.  D.C..  April  21,  1983. 
Stephen  Ramsey,  Esq., 

Chief.  Environmental  Enforcement  Section. 
Land  and  Natural  Resources  Division. 
U.S.  Department  of  Justice.  Washington. 
D.C. 
Re:  Law  Enforcement  Powers  for  EPA  In- 
vestigators. 

Dear  Steve:  The  five  field  offices  of  the 
Criminal  Enforcement  Division  have  now 
been  operational  for  approximately  six 
months.  While  a  significant  amount  of  time 
has  inevitably  been  devoted  to  start-up 
tasks  such  as  Regional  coordination:  safety 
training:  office  construction:  personnel  mat- 
ters; secretarial  recruitment:  equipment  re- 
ceipt: and  liaison  work  with  outside  law  en- 
forcement and  prosecutorial  authorities:  our 
field  offices  are  now  also  involved  in  ap- 
proximately   150   active   cases   around   the 
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country.'  This  investigative  activity  has  pro- 
vided an  excellent  information  base  on 
which  to  assess  the  impact  of  the  lack  of 
law  enforcement  authority  on  this  Agency's 
ability  to  pursue  environmental  criminal  in- 
vestigations. 

A  review  of  this  experience  has  demon- 
strated that  without  full  law  enforcement 
authority,  significant  limits  will  be  placed 
on  EPA's  criminal  enforcement  initiative. 
More  importantly,  the  progrsmn  will  not  be 
able  fully  to  ensure  the  safety  of  its  investi- 
gative staff,  and  of  citizens  that  choose  to 
assist  EPA  in  pursuing  allegations  of  crimi- 
nal misconduct.  While  no  Agency-wide  posi- 
tion will  be  taken  on  the  issue  of  law  en- 
forcement powers  until  the  Administrator- 
designate  has  been  confirmed  and  has  had 
an  opportunity  to  review  the  matter,  it  is 
my  personal  belief  that  law  enforcement 
powers  should  be  pursued  for  EPA's  crimi- 
nal investigators  immediately.  The  attached 
discussion  of  the  issue  is  provided  at  your 
request  for  use  in  preparing  a  Justice  De- 
partment position  on  H.R.  2478— the  RCRA 
reauthorization  bill  referred  by  Mr.  Florio 
to  the  House  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce. 

I  have  deliberately  omitted  any  analysis  of 
one  theoretical  alternative  to  law  enforce- 
ment powers  within  EPA:  the  transfer  of  en- 
vironmental investigative  jurisdiction  to  an- 
other Federal  law  enforcement  agency.  I 
will,  of  course,  give  you  my  thoughts  on  this 
also  if  you  wish. 

Please  feel  free  to  call  on  me  at  any  time. 
This  issue  is,  I  believe,  the  most  important 
facing  the  program. 
Sincerely, 

Peter  G.  Beeson, 
Associate  Enforcement  Counsel, 
Criminal  Enforcement  Division. 

The  Need  for  Law  Enforcement  Powers  in 
Environmental  Criminal  Enforcement 
There  are  two  basic  justifications  for  the 
pursuit  of  law  enforcement  powers:  oper- 
ational necessity  and  safety.  Both  are  dis- 
cussed below. 

A.  operational  necessity 
The  absence  of  law  enforcement  powers  is 
placing  significant  obstacles  in  the  path  of 
efficient,  effective  investigation  by  EPA's 
field  offices  under  all  statutes.  These  oper- 
ational constraints  and  impediments  exist  in 
a  wide  variety  of  areas: 

(1)  Prevention  of  Illegal  Conduct.— With- 
out law  enforcement  authority  the  offices 
are  unable  to  intervene  to  prevent  ongoing 
illegal  activity,  such  as  roadside  dumping, 
the  illegal  use  of  pesticides  or  the  use  of  un- 
lawful discharge  points  by  an  NPDES  per- 
mitted facility.  As  a  result,  environmental 
contamination  is  increased,  subsequent 
clean  up  expenses  are  greater,  and  potential 
defendants  escape. 

(2)  Warrantless  Seizure  of  Evidence.— 
Without  law  enforcement  authority,  the  of- 
fices can  not  seize  evidence  of  a  crime  dis- 
covered in  "plain  view"  without  the  consent 
of  the  owner.  Alternate  enforcement  tools 
(including  court  orders,  grand  jury  subpoe- 
nas and  warrants)  are  available  to  secure 
this  evidence.  However,  evidence  will  cer- 
tainly be  lost  or  destroyed  during  the  time 
necessary  to  implement  these  mechanisms. 

(3)  Execution  of  Search  Warrants.— V/ith- 
out  law  enforcement  authority,  EPA's  inves- 
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tigators  are  not  authorized  to  execute  crimi- 
nal search  warrants,  and  therefore  must 
rely  on  outside  agencies  to  assist  in  this  cru- 
cial investigative  function. 

The  offices  of  the  United  States  Marshal's 
Service,  while  often  cooperative,  are  pain- 
fully understaffed,  and  frequently  not  avail- 
able within  the  timeframe  dictated  by  the 
investigation.  This  is  particularly  true  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  the  execution  of  envi- 
ronmental criminal  search  warrants  can 
extend  over  a  period  of  days  (where  excava- 
tion or  extensive  drum  sampling  is  required) 
during  which  time  the  site  must  be  secured 
by  law  enforcement  officers  on  a  24-hour 
basis.  Two  recent  warrants  executed  in  New 
Hampshire  and  Idaho  lasted  three  and  four 
days  respectively— placing  a  heavy  strain  on 
the  offices  of  the  local  U.S.  Marshals. 

Further,  when  an  outside  law  enforce- 
ment agency  agrees  to  commit  significant 
resources  to  the  execution  of  an  EPA  war- 
rant, control  of  the  evidence  seized  on  the 
warrant,  and  of  the  ensuing  investigation,  is 
almost  invariably  shared  with  the  outside 
law  enforcement  agency.  The  difficulties  in- 
evitably present  in  coordinating  the  activi- 
ties of  two  separate  agencies  will  often  un- 
dermine the  efficient  completion  of  the  in- 
vestigation. 

Without  law  enforcement  powers.  EPA's 
investigators  are  left  without  the  requisite 
authority  to  control  resistance  during  the 
execution  of  the  warrant  and  to  protect  ac- 
companying support  personnel. 

Finally,  search  warrants  are  almost  always 
executed  without  prior  notice,  to  ensure  sur- 
prise and  the  best  opportunity  to  locate  the 
needed  evidence.  The  current  need  to  co- 
ordinate with  outside  State  or  Federal  agen- 
cies inevitably  increases  the  opportunity  for 
an  inadvertent  security  breach. 

(4)  Exchange  of  Investigative  Intelligence 
and  Criminal  Record  Information  with  Out- 
side Law  Enforcement  Agencies.— The  field 
offices  continue  to  encounter  understand- 
able reluctance  on  the  part  of  state  and 
local  law  enforcement  agencies  to  provide 
confidential  information,  motor  vehicle 
data,  and  other  forms  of  assistance,  due  to 
the  agents'  lack  of  status  as  law  enforce- 
ment officers. 

(5)  Potentially  Dangerous  Operations— 
EPA  £mpioi/ees.— Investigative  operations 
or  activities  that  demonstrate  the  potential 
for  risk  to  the  investigators  or  other  EPA 
employees  are  currently  beyond  the  capabil- 
ity of  the  Division.  These  would  include  ex- 
tended nighttime  surveillances:  interviews 
of  reputedly  dangerous  individuals:  surveil- 
lances in  remote  areas;  surveillance  of  most 
hazardous  waste  haulers;  and  any  type  of 
undercover  operations.  Of  course,  without 
these  and  other  investigative  tools,  the  ef- 
fectiveness and  success  of  the  field  offices  is, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  sharply  compro- 
mised. 

(6)  Potentially  Dangerous  Operations— 
Non-EPA  Employees.— A  legitimate  and 
widely-used  criminal  investigative  technique 
is  the  use  of  informants,  who  may  be  asked 
to  participate  in  an  ongoing  manner  to 
secure  evidence  against  an  investigative 
target.  This  highly  useful  investigative  tech- 
nique can  not  be  fully  utilized  until  field  of- 
fices have  the  ability  to  protect  the  inform- 
ant, should  his/her  identity  (and  coopera- 
tion) be  discovered.  Without  law  enforce- 
ment authority,  this  ability  is  non-existent. 

(7)  Truck  Stop  Operation.- Manifest 
check  operations,  a  potentially-effective  in- 
vestigative tool,  cannot  be  implemented 
without  arrest  powers,  (i.e.  the  underlying 
authority  to  detain  a  truck  temporarily 
during  the  manifest  check.) 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

B.  safety 

Law  enforcement  authority,  in  addition  to 
eliminating  these  significant  operational 
limitations,  would  also  ensure  the  general 
safety  of  EPA's  investigative  staff  during 
field  investigations  under  all  statutes.  EPA's 
existing  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
with  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  is 
not  a  solution  to  this  problem  since  danger- 
ous situations  are  not  always,  or  even  gener- 
ally, predictable  in  advance.  A  general  in- 
struction to  field  offices  to  avoid  potentially 
dangerous  situations  is  an  equally  inad- 
equate solution  for  the  same  reason. 

Unanticipated  risks  have  already  been  en- 
countered in  several  investigations.  In  one.  a 
weapon  was  discharged  by  an  employee  of 
the  target  company  during  an  otherwise 
routine  field  sampling  operation.  In  a 
second,  investigators  came  upon  a  "car  strip- 
ping" operation.  In  several  investigations, 
individual  targets  have  made  veiled  or  ex- 
plicit threats  concerning  cooperative  wit- 
nesses. In  a  number  of  others,  investigation 
has  disclosed  past  criminal  records,  or 
known  evidence  of  violent  behavior,  by  sub- 
jects of  the  inquiry. 

Risks  are  certainly  most  pronounced  in 
hazardous  waste  investigations.'  Evidence 
has  now  been  developed  by  the  New  York 
State  Select  Committee  on  Crime:  the  New 
York  State  Organized  Crime  Strike  Force: 
the  Organized  Crime  Strike  Force  in  the 
Eastern  District  of  Michigan:  and  the  Din- 
gell  subcommittee  of  significant  organized 
crime  involvement  in  the  hazardous  waste 
industry.  While  EPA's  experience  remains 
limited,  our  investigations  have  developed 
some  corroboration  of  this  phenomenon. 

Equally  important,  independent  truckers 
and  landfill  operators,  often  involved  in  sur- 
reptitious illegal  disposal  activity,  frequent- 
ly carry  weapons— placing  our  investigators 
at  a  significant  disadvantage  in  any  case  in- 
volving the  activity  of  these  individuals. 

The  risk  is  not.  however,  limited  to  haz- 
ardous waste  investigations.  Recommended 
investigations  against  placer  miners  in 
Alaska  and  Oregon  are— because  of  the  vio- 
lent nature  of  the  targets  and  the  remote 
area  of  their  operations— currently  not  fea- 
sible. Pesticide  inspectors  in  South  Carolina, 
air  inspectors  in  Pennsylvania  and  oil  spill 
investigators  in  Ohio  have  all  reported 
physical  assaults,  or  verbal  threats,  that  re- 
flect the  potential  for  violence  in  all  areas 
of  environmental  field  investigation. 

Appendix  A  (attached)  contains  a  sam- 
pling of  incidents  occurring  in  past  State/ 
Federal  environmental  investigations,  as 
well  as  in  more  recent  Criminal  Enforce- 
ment Division  investigations,  that  reflect 
the  unavoidable  risks  inherent  in  environ- 
mental criminal  work.  This  list  was  pre- 
pared for  internal  EPA  use,  and  is  based  in 
part  on  an  informal  survey  of  selected  State 
and  Federal  office  by  the  field  offices  of 
this  Division.  It  does  not  reflect  exhaustive 
research,  either  of  the  individual  incidents 
or  of  the  overall  scope  of  the  problem.  It 
does,  however,  provide  a  reliable  indication 
of  the  types  of  risks  and  dangers  that  are  an 
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inevitable  part  of  environmental  Investiga- 
tions. 

c.  training  and  background  or  epa's 
investigative  staff 
EPA's  new  investigative  staff  has  been 
drawn,  without  exception,  from  major  State 
or  Federal  Law  Enforcement  agencies.  In- 
cluding the  Drug  Enforcement  Administra- 
tion: the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms;  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion; the  U.S.  Customs  Service;  the  Metro- 
politan Police  Department  (D.C):  and  the 
New  York  Police  Department.  Their  experi- 
ence in  the  exercise  of  full  law  enforcement 
powers  ranges  from  a  minimum  of  five  years 
to  a  maximum  of  30.  All  have  been  qualified 
routinely  and  throughout  their  careers  on  a 
variety  of  firearms.  All  have  extensive  oper- 
ational experience  in  the  execution  of  arrest 
and  search  warrants.  The  implementation 
of  law  enforcement  powers  will  require  no 
basic  training  of  the  Agency's  investigative 
staff.  EPA  will,  of  course,  establish  regular 
firearms  qualification/training  require- 
ments for  its  investigators,  should  law  en- 
forcement powers  be  implemented. 

D.  CONCLUSIONS 

( 1 )  Agents  assigned  to  EPA's  Criminal  En- 
forcement Division  are  prepared,  through 
experience  and  training,  to  assume  full  law 
enforcement  powers. 

(2)  The  absence  of  law  enforcement 
powers  will  significantly  reduce  the  investi- 
gative reach  and  effectiveness  of  EPA's 
criminal  enforcement  initiative. 

(3)  The  absence  of  law  enforcement 
powers  leaves  EPA's  investigative  staff  with- 
out the  ability  to  protect  themselves,  other 
Agency  officials,  or  cooperating  private  citi- 
zens, during  the  pursuit  of  environmental 
criminal  investigations. 

(4)  A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  be- 
tween EPA  and  any  outside  law  enforce- 
ment agency  is  not  a  solution  to  these  prob- 
lems: Danger  is  frequently  unpredictable. 
Joint  investigations  are  cumbersome  and  in- 
efficient. Finally,  EPA's  investigative  prior- 
ities are  not,  and  will  never  be.  the  investi- 
gative priorities  of  other  law  enforcement 
agencies,  particularly  in  light  of  the  misde- 
meanor level  of  all  but  a  few^  environmental 
crimes. 

(5)  A  decision  against  law  enforcement 
powers  for  EPA's  investigative  unit  will 
result  in  the  rapid  disintegration  of  the  ex- 
isting program.  Morale  will  fall:  investiga- 
tors will  leave  the  Agency  as  soon  as  new- 
jobs  can  be  secured:  and  quality  replace- 
ments will  be  impossible  to  find.* 


THEY  SHOOT  DOGS,  DON'T 
THEY? 


'  In  the  four  most  recent  State  hazardous  waste 
enforcement  programs.  State  offices  have  given  full 
law  enforcement  powers  to  their  investigative 
staffs.  These  offices  are:  New  Yorlis  EPA-funded 
Mid-Hudson  Demonstration  Project;  the  New 
Jersey  Attorney  Generals  office:  the  New  Yorlc  De- 
partment of  Environmental  Conservation;  and  the 
Pennsylvania  Attorney  General's  office.  Ironically. 
EPA's  Criminal  Enforcement  Division  stands  alone 
as  the  only  investigative  unit  focussing  on  criminal 
hazardous  waste  activity  without  the  full  comple- 
ment of  law  enforcement  powers. 


HON.  TOM  UNTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  Washinton  Post  published  a  story 
about  congressional  efforts  to  block 
the  construction  and  opening  of  a 
•wound  laboratory"  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense.  The  term  "wound 
lab"  is  a  military  euphemism  for  a 
soundproof  target  range  where  ani- 
mals are  shot  with  high  velocity  bul- 
lets. The  effects  of  these  blasts  on 
living  tissue  are  to  be  the  focus  of  re- 
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search.  Military  doctors  are  trained  in 
wound  treatment,  although  there  is  no 
intent  to  allow  animals  to  recover. 

This  gruesome  plan  was  brought  to 
my  attention  about  6  weeks  ago.  I  im- 
mediately began  inquiries  including 
discussions  with  Col.  Richard  Sim- 
monds  at  the  Uniformed  Service  Uni- 
versity of  the  Health  Sciences 
(USUHS)  in  Bethesda  where  the  most 
recent  laboratory  is  scheduled  to  open 
in  August.  Further  inquiries  have  con- 
vinced me  that  this  project  is  not  nec- 
essary for  defense  purposes,  and  is  a 
shocking  use  of  taxpayers'  money. 

The  stated  cost  of  the  project,  ac- 
cording to  information  provided  by  Dr. 
Simmonds  is  approximately  $96,000— 
just  short  of  the  $100,000  limit  for 
DOD  projects  not  requiring  congres- 
sional approval  in  the  budget.  This 
covers  only  construction  of  the  sound- 
proof target  range  and  minimal  labo- 
ratory constuction  expenses.  The 
actual  cost  of  operation  will  be  much 
more. 

This  issue  is  not  only  one  of  mis- 
treatment of  animals,  although  the 
techniques  described  are  sickening  and 
reminiscent  of  Nazi  experiments,  but 
it  is  one  of  unnecessary  cruelty  and 
duplication  of  previous  research.  The 
plan  ignores  the  feasibility  of  using  al- 
ternatives to  live  animals  for  both 
medical  research  and  training. 

I  am  also  startled  that  taxpayers" 
money  is  used  to  purchase  abandoned 
pets  at  $80  to  $130  each  to  be  used  for 
ballistics  tests.  Profiteering  in  sales  of 
orphan  dogs  obviously  could  bear  in- 
vestigation. 

Yesterday,  along  with  other  con- 
cerned colleagues  in  the  House,  I  invit- 
ed Members  of  Congress  to  join  in 
sending  a  letter  of  protest  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  demanding  that  the 
Bethesda  Wound  Laboratory  project 
be  stopped. 

Today,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
issued  a  statement  saying  "no  dogs  will 
be  shot  for  medical  experimentation 
or  training  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense." I  am  gratified  that  Secretary 
Weinberger  has  made  this  response. 
This  does  not,  however,  address  the 
issue  of  whether  or  not  other  animals 
may  be  shot  or  if  the  Bethesda  labora- 
tory will  be  kept  closed.  We  intend  to 
send  our  letter  forward,  and  invite 
other  Members  of  Congress  to  add 
their  names.* 


PARRIS  PROTESTS  CRUEL 
TREATMENT  OF  DOGS  FOR 
EXPERIMENTS 


HON.  STAN  PARRIS 

or  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
deeply  concerned  about  reports  that 
the  IDepartment  of  Defense's  plans  to 
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open  a  firing  range  at  the  military 
medical  school  in  Bethesda  where 
scores  of  dogs  and  other  animals  will 
be  shot  with  high-powered  weapons  so 
surgeons  and  scientists  can  study  their 
wounds.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
as  many  as  80  dogs  per  year  will  be 
shot  in  order  to  train  seniors  in  a  med- 
ical course. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  hope  that  in 
this  age  of  enlightened  science  other 
means  can  be  found  which  will  allow 
our  Government  to  hold  experiments 
without  victimizing  mans  best  friend 
in  this  heartless  way.  I  believe  these 
insensitive  acts  of  extreme  cruelty 
should  be  halted  and  the  Department 
of  Defense  should  direct  its  efforts 
toward  alternate  approaches  of  experi- 
mentation. 

Surely,  common  decency  requires 
nothing  less.o 


July  26,  1983 


July  26,  1983 


IRISH  PARLIAMENTARY 
DELEGATION  VISIT 

HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
Tuesday.  July  26,  1983,  I  was  visited  by 
a  distinguished  group  of  Irish  parli- 
mentarians,  led  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
Irish  House,  Mr.  Thomas  Fitzpatrick. 
The  delegation  included  members  of 
the  three  major  parties  of  the  Irish 
Republic.  Pine  Gael,  Planna  Pail,  and 
Labour. 

The  purpose  of  their  visit  was  to  ac- 
quaint me  with  the  facts  of  the  tragic 
situation  in  Northern  Ireland,  to  em- 
phasize the  growing  dangers  of  the  sit- 
uation there,  and  to  inform  me  of  the 
efforts  of  the  majority  in  Ireland  who 
seek  a  just  solution  to  current  prob- 
lems. 

Mr.  Speaker,  over  2.000  Irish  men, 
women,  and  children  have  been  mur- 
dered in  Northern  Ireland  in  the  past 
14  years.  This  is  an  incredible  demon- 
stration of  violence,  unmatched  in 
most  parts  of  the  world  during  the 
same  period.  Innocent  civilians  have 
been  among  the  chief  targets  of  the 
gunmen.  As  the  Irish  parlimentary 
delegation  emphasizes,  the  situation  is 
not  getting  belter— it  is  getting  worse. 
During  the  recent  elections  in  North- 
em  Ireland,  the  candidates  of  a  violent 
solution  gained  considerably.  It  is 
beyond  question  that  if  violence  is 
seen  to  be  the  only  way  to  get  out  of 
the  stalemate  that  now  exists  in 
Northern  Ireland,  a  growing  number 
of  young  people  of  that  community 
will  see  no  other  choice  before  them 
but  to  follow  those  who  preach  hate 
and  murder.  Things  have  not  yet 
gotten  to  that  point,  but  it  is  conceiva- 
ble that  the  savagery  that  now  is  con- 
fined to  the  North  can  spread  to  the 
Irish  Republic.  I  need  not  emphasize 


that  the  murders  transcend  religious 
and  political  boundaries. 

In  our  media-oriented  view  of  things, 
if  we  do  not  see  something  on  televi- 
sion, it  does  not  exist.  Violence  in  the 
Middle  East  and  in  Central  America 
gets  more  of  its  share  of  media  expo- 
sure—and, therefore,  of  public  con- 
cern. 

But  the  violence  in  Ireland  is  in  one 
sense  even  more  deplorable  than  that 
of  the  Middle  East.  We  are  talking 
about  a  relatively  small  population  in 
Northern  Ireland  and  if  we  translate 
the  2.000  deaths  by  violence  into  terms 
we  can  understand,  we  would  see  that 
if  the  same  proportion  of  our  popula- 
tion was  murdered  by  gunmen,  the 
figure  would  be  250,000  Americans. 

So  you  can  see  that  this  problem  is 
one  that  cannot  be  ignored.  There  is 
at  present  an  all  Ireland  Forum  to 
which  all  traditional,  democratic,  non- 
violent political  parties— North  and 
South— have  been  invited,  to  discuss 
the  future  of  Ireland.  The  parliamen- 
tary group  that  visited  me  stressed  the 
fact  that  this  forum  has  no  prear- 
ranged agenda.  There  is  no  precondi- 
tion for  becoming  a  member  of  the 
group.  All  that  is  asked  is  a  willingness 
to  discuss  the  future  of  Ireland.  It 
would  be  good  for  everyone  involved  if 
all  democratically  oriented  political 
parties  in  Ireland,  North  and  South, 
would  join  this  forum  and  share  views 
as  to  what  the  future  might  look  like. 

I  was  very  impressed  by  the  sinceri- 
ty, the  seriousness  and  the  undeniable 
sense  of  urgency  of  the  message  con- 
veyed by  the  delegation  led  by  Speak- 
er Fitzpatrick.  I  want  our  colleagues  to 
know  that  I  support  any  efforts  lead- 
ing to  an  Ireland  where  peace,  justice, 
prosperity,  and  a  sense  of  unity  are  en- 
joyed by  all  those  who  live  on  that 
beautiful  island.* 


JUDGE  HANSFORD  LEGGETT 
SIMMONS 


HON.  WAYNE  DOWDY 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  in  Con- 
gress the  recent  death  of  Judge  Hans- 
ford Leggett  Simmons.  He  was  a  93- 
year-old  former  Pike  County  judge 
and  a  very  active  and  influential  civic 
leader  in  the  McComb  community.  He 
was  a  heroic  veteran  of  World  War  I 
and  was  awarded  a  life  membership  in 
the  American  Legion  for  his  years  of 
service  and  leadership. 

During  his  professional  life.  Judge 
Simmons  served  on  many  boards  in- 
cluding the  Mississippi  Textbook  Com- 
mission and  the  board  of  trustees  for 
Institutions  of  Higher  Learning.  He 
also  served  as  assistant  clerk  of  the 


U.S.  Senate  Finance  Committee  under 
Senator  Pat  Harrison. 

Judge  Simmons  was  a  great  patriotic 
American  and  he  will  be  greatly 
missed.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

that  we  have  a  mutual  concern  for  the 
constituents  that  both  we  and  the  as- 
sociation serve.  Therefore,  I  am 
pleased  to  be  able  to  personally  com- 
mend to  you  NACo's  new  president, 
Sandy  Smoley.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  SANDY  SMOLEY 


HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 
•  Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
proud  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  the  recent  ascension  of 
Sandy  Smoley,  my  good  friend  and  the 
current  county  supervisor  of  Sacra- 
mento County's  third  district,  to  the 
presidency  of  the  National  Association 
of  Counties  (NACo). 

Sandy  is  only  the  third  woman,  and 
the  first  California  woman,  to  be  presi- 
dent of  NACo,  which  is  the  single  na- 
tional association  representing  the  Na- 
tion's 3,105  county  governments  and 
their  policymaking  officials.  Given 
Sandy's  remarkable  record  of  public 
service  and  her  firsthand  knowledge  of 
the  workings  of  local  government,  I 
am  confident  that  she  will  excel  as  the 
Nation's  top  spokesperson  for  county 
issues. 

Sandy  came  to  California  and  the 
Sacramento  area  in  1961.  Over  the 
years  she  has  assumed  leadership  roles 
in  the  volunteer  sector,  working  with 
the  Sacramento  and  California  United 
Way.  the  Community  Services  Plan- 
ning Council,  the  Children's  Home 
Guild,  the  symphony  and  junior 
leagues,  and  special  Olympics.  She  has 
also  developed  professional  affiliations 
with  such  groups  as  the  Presidential 
Advisory  Commission  on  Federalism, 
the  National  Conference  of  Republi- 
can County  Officials,  the  California 
Elected  Women  for  Education  and  Re- 
search, the  National  Women's  Political 
Caucus,  the  Sacramento  Area  Com- 
merce and  Trade  Organization,  and 
the  Golden  Empire  Health  Systems 
Agency. 

It  was  her  participation  in  communi- 
ty projects  that  ultimately  led  Sandy 
to  run  for  public  office.  She  was  first 
elected  county  supervisor  in  1972,  serv- 
ing parts  of  northern  Sacramento 
County.  Her  reelections  in  1976  and 
1980  are  testaments  to  her  effective- 
ness on  behalf  of  her  constituents. 

Furthermore,  she  has  won  the  coop- 
eration and  respect  of  her  peers,  as 
evidenced  by  the  fact  that  she  has 
been  elected  chairperson  of  the  Sacra- 
mento County  Board  of  Supervisors 
twice  during  her  10  years  in  office. 
She  was  also  elected  president  of  the 
County  Supervisors  Association  of 
California  in  1978  (the  first  woman 
ever  to  hold  that  office)  and  was 
NACo's  vice  president  prior  to  her  in- 
stallation as  president. 

I  know  that  each  of  us  in  this  House 
has  frequent  contact  with  NACo.  and 


TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  VIRGINIA 
EATON 


HON.  WEBB  FRANKUN 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  FRANKLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  heard  a  great  deal  of  talk  in 
recent  months  about  the  need  for  ex- 
cellence in  our  educational  system, 
and  our  obligation  to  reward  that  ex- 
cellence, and  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  commend  one  of  my 
constituents  who  has  recently  been 
recognized  as  an  excellent  teacher. 

My  constituent,  Mrs.  Virginia  Eaton, 
of  Kosciusko.  Miss.,  is  1  of  33  teachers 
recognized  this  year  by  the  Robert  A. 
Taft  Institute  of  Government.  She 
and  the  others  were  singled  out  for 
their  outstanding  teaching  of  Ameri- 
can government  and  two-party  poli- 
tics, and  all  33  award  winners  have  re- 
cently been  in  Washington  to  partici- 
pate in  Taft  Seminar  II.  a  2-week  grad- 
uate course  on  politics  and  govern- 
ment. 

Mrs.  Eaton  teaches  American  histo- 
ry and  American  government  at  Kos- 
ciusko High  School,  and  receiving  this 
award  certainly  brings  honor  to  her 
school  system,  and  to  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi as  well.  I  congratulate  her.  and 
I  applaud  the  Taft  Institute  for  their 
efforts  in  recognizing  teachers  for 
their  important  work.* 


RED  SAILS:  THE  SOVIET 
MERCHANT  MARINE 


HON.  LINDY  (MRS.  HALE)  BOGGS 

OF  LOUISIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

*  Mrs.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
the  end  of  World  War  II  the  Soviet 
Union  has  rapidly  and  purposefully 
developed  itself  from  a  clearly  land- 
based  superpower  to  its  present  posi- 
tion as  the  world's  premiere  maritime 
power.  In  recent  years  Soviet  naval 
and  maritime  capability  has  developed 
to  the  point  that  Soviet  power  is  fully 
mobile  in  the  world  and.  with  high 
probability,  can  deny  control  and  the 
use  of  the  world's  sea  lanes  by  its  ad- 
versaries for  protracted  periods  of 
time. 

The  Soviets  have  recognized  from 
the  lessons  of  history  that  a  strong  na- 
tional defense  requires  a  strong  na- 
tional merchant  fleet.  We  should  learn 
from  our  experiences  in  Korea  and 
Vietnam  when  over  90  percent  of  the 
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materials  and  men  sent  to  those  con- 
flicts traveled  by  sea. 

A  more  recent  example  of  the  need 
for  a  strong  merchant  marine  is  the 
British-Argentine  conflict  in  the  Falk- 
land Islands.  Three  out  of  every  four 
ships  in  the  British  flotilla  that  trav- 
eled to  the  Falklands  were  private 
merchant  ships  manned  by  volunteer 
civilian  crews.  The  importance  of  the 
merchant  marine  in  this  endeavor  was 
urtderscored  by  the  comments  of  Adm. 
Sir  John  Fieldhouse.  Commander  in 
Chief,  Fleet,  and  Commander.  Falk- 
lands Island  Task  Force: 

I  cannot  say  too  often  or  too  clearly  how 
important  has  been  the  Merchant  Navy's 
contribution  to  our  efforts.  Without  the 
ships  taken  up  from  trade,  this  operation 
could  not  have  been  undertaken,  and  I  hopte 
this  message  is  clearly  understood  by  the 
British  nation. 

The  Falklands  conflict  raises  the 
question  of  whether  the  United  States, 
faced  with  a  similar  situation,  could 
respond  with  the  quickness  and  effi- 
ciency that  the  British  demonstrated. 
Does  our  Nation  have  a  large  enough 
fleet  to  carry  out  such  an  operation? 
Vice  Adm.  Kent  Carrol.  Commander. 
U.S.  Military  Sealift  Command,  had 
this  to  say  about  the  Falkland's  expe- 
rience: 

But  most  of  all.  the  Falklands  crisis 
should  make  us  ask  if  we  could  be  as  respon- 
sive as  the  British  given  the  state  of  our 
merchant  marine.  The  British  have  twice 
the  number  of  merchant  ships  that  we  do 
although  they  have  less  than  one  fourth 
the  warships.  Could  we  turn  to  the  U.S.  flag 
fleet  today  and  find  the  sealift  we  need  to 
deploy  and  sustain  our  fighting  forces?  Will 
we  be  able  to  rely  on  It  in  the  future?  I  don't 
feel  easy. 

Admiral  Carroll  is  the  man  in  charge 
of  planning  our  Nation's  sealift  capa- 
bility, and  knows  its  potential  better 
than  anyone.  If  our  Nation  wishes  to 
continue  to  have  the  ability  to  respond 
in  a  timely  fashion  when  our  interests 
are  threatened  abroad,  it  is  essential 
that  we  have  the  defense  sealift  capa- 
bility to  move  men  and  materials  to 
where  they  are  needed.  Without  this 
capability,  our  overseas  defense  com- 
mitments are  only  idle  threats. 

Today,  the  once  mighty  U.S.-flag 
merchant  fleet  ranks  11th  among  the 
world's  maritime  fleets  and  the  once 
minuscule  Soviet  fleet  ranks  second.  A 
recent  article  in  the  Wall  Street  Jour- 
nal explored  the  military  and  trade 
implications  of  this  phenomenal 
growth  in  the  Soviet  fleet.  It  makes 
very  interesting  yet  troubling  reading: 

Huge  Expansion  of  the  Russian  Merchant 

Fleet    Poses    Economic    and    Military 

Problems  for  West 

(By  Bill  Paul) 

While  winning  the  Falklands  war  last 
year,  the  British  lost  an  important  but  un- 
publlclzed  sea  battle  to  the  Russians. 

As  many  British  passenger  ships  carried 
troops  to  the  war  zone,  Soviet  passenger 
ships  took  advantage  of  the  situation:  More 
of  them  moved  into  the  lucrative  UK  cruise 
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market.  They  cut  fares,  too.  and  raised  the 
Soviets'  market  share  to  about  35%  from 
10%.  mostly  at  Britain's  expense. 

They  have  held  on  to  that  share,  and 
given  the  numt)er  of  new  cruise  vessels  that 
Moscow  has  on  order.  British  shipping  ex- 
ecutives fear  they  will  soon  be  unable  to 
compete  with  the  Soviets.  If  that  happens. 
Britain  may  be  hard-pressed  to  find  troop 
carriers  if  another  war  erupts. 

Britain's  problem  is  part  of  a  worrisome 
trend  for  the  West  in  all  kinds  of  shipping, 
not  just  cruise  vessels.  The  Soviets  have 
l)een  on  a  shipbuilding  binge  for  years,  and 
they  are  still  going  strong.  The  Soviet-flag 
merchant  fleet  now  is  the  world's  fifth  larg- 
est—after Liberia.  Japan.  Greece  and 
Panama.  (The  US-flag  fleet  ranks  eighth, 
but  many  U.S.  ships  fly  foreign  flags  of  con 
venience  to  slash  costs.)  For  the  first  time, 
the  Russians'  commercial  shipping  industry 
blankets  the  globe.  Their  ports,  crew  train- 
ing and  ship  communications  have  been 
greatly  improved. 

OESTABILIZATION  POTENTIAI. 

As  a  result,  the  Soviets,  whose  state- 
owned  shipping  companies  can  operate  at  a 
loss  for  long  periods,  now  are  capable  of  de- 
stabilizing shipping  rates  at  will,  on  routes 
all  over  the  world.  They  did  it  so  ham-han- 
dedly  a  decade  ago  on  U.S.  routes  that  Con- 
gress cracked  down.  Today  they  are  doing  it 
much  more  skillfully  on  Far  Eastern  routes, 
and  some  observers  expect  them  to  make 
Mediterranean  routes  their  next  target. 

"I  see  a  big  commercial  threat  from  the 
Russians."  says  Jerry  Smith,  the  head  of 
the  Liberian  Shipowners'  Council,  adding 
that  when  the  Soviets  force  Western  lines 
to  cut  rates  to  the  bone  to  compete,  'the 
Western  lines  lose  the  financial  capital  they 
need  to  sun'ive  bad  times." 

Equally  important,  some  Western  naval 
experts  say.  Russia's  merchant  fleet  now 
may  be  better  able  to  support  a  military  op- 
eration than  the  U.S.'s.  Soviet  shipping 
policy,  in  contrast  to  Western  policies,  con- 
siders every  merchant  vessel  a  military  ship 
first  and  a  commercial  ship  second.  Thus. 
Western  analysts  say.  the  Soviets  have  built 
a  merchant  fleet  that  is  better  at  delivering 
a  military  cargo  to  the  battlefield  during 
the  first  critical  days  of  an  engagement  and 
better  at  electronic  surveillance  during 
peacetime. 

The  "greatest  disparity"  between  U.S.  and 
Soviet  'combat  capability  "  Is  in  their  mer- 
chant marines,  where  the  Russians  lead  by 
far,  says  retired  Adm.  Thomas  H.  Moorer,  a 
former  chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff. 

Yet  another  important  result  of  the 
Soviet  merchant  buildup.  Western  ship 
owners  allege,  is  Moscow's  growing  ability  to 
influence  world  shipping  policies. 

There  is  abundant  evidence  of  the  Soviet 
buildup.  In  1982.  according  to  Lloyd's  Regis- 
ter of  Shipping,  the  Russians  added  more 
tonnage  to  their  merchant  fleet  than  any 
other  of  the  top  10  maritime  states  except 
Panama.  As  of  April,  according  to  Fairplay 
International  Research  Services  of  London, 
the  Soviets  had  107  dry-cargo  ships  on 
order,  nearly  twice  as  many  as  any  other 
country,  and  22  container  ships,  the  fourth- 
highest  total.  Dry-cargo  ships,  which  in- 
clude militarily  proficient  roll-on  roll-off 
ships  are.  along  with  container  vessels,  at 
the  core  of  a  modem  merchant  fleet. 

Moreover,  the  Russians  have  been  ex- 
panding shipping  operations,  particularly  in 
the  Persian  Gulf,  the  Par  East,  and  the 
Arctic  and  along  both  coasts  of  Africa.  They 
have   also  established   docking  and   repair 
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privileges  around  the  globe.  All  told.  Soviet 
merchant  ships  call  at  more  than  1.000 
ports  in  more  than  100  countries  each  year, 
as  many  as  the  lines  of  many  Western  mari- 
time nations. 

Ironically,  it  was  the  U.S.  that  prodded 
the  Russians  into  developing  a  sizable  mer- 
chant fleet.  In  1963.  Washington  severely 
restricted  the  entry  into  U.S.  ports  of  any 
vessel  that  had  called  at  a  Cuban  port. 
Russia  had  been  relying  largely  on  Western 
shipping  lines  to  handle  its  exports  and  im- 
ports; now  it  found  that  many  lines  were  re- 
fusing to.  say.  carry  Cuban  sugar  to  Russia 
because  their  American  access  was  too  valu- 
able to  lose.  The  U.S.  restriction  thus  made 
the  Russians  aware  of  the  need  to  build  up 
their  own  merchant  fleet  rather  than  rely 
on  others. 

In  1972.  the  U.S.  gave  the  Russian  mer- 
chant fleet  its  single  biggest  boost.  That 
year,  under  President  Nixon's  policy  of  de- 
tente and  in  line  with  U.S. -Soviet  economic 
agreements.  Washington  eased  restrictions 
on  Soviet  ships.  They  began  regularly 
scheduled  calls  at  East  Coast,  Gulf  and 
Great  Lakes  ports  for  the  first  time  since 
the  Korean  War.  Inasmuch  as  perhaps  one- 
third  of  world  trade  touches  a  U.S.  port,  the 
Russians  now  could  play  in  the  big  leagues. 

But  almost  immediately,  they  got  into 
trouble.  During  the  1973-75  recession,  the 
Soviets  suddenly  cut  their  shipping  rates  as 
much  as  40  percent  to  meet  Moscow's  ton- 
nage quotas.  This  stirred  U.S.  fear  that  the 
Russians  would  force  out  Western  lines  and 
then  raise  rates  again.  That  didn't  happen, 
but  the  threat  opened  Congress'  eyes  to 
Soviet  shipping's  financial  advantages. 

PROriTS  ARE  SECONDARY 

One  advantage:  The  Soviet  state  pays  for 
all  shipbuilding  and  ship  insurance.  Fur- 
ther. Soviet  crewmen  get  paid  only  one- 
third  the  wages  of  their  Western  counter- 
parts. Most  important.  Soviet  ships  don't 
have  to  be  profitable:  it  is  often  all  right  to 
operate  at  a  loss,  as  long  a-s  (he  line  brings 
Moscow  the  hard  currency  it  needs  for  food 
and  other  imports  from  the  West.  This  is  es- 
pecially true  now  that  Soviet  oil  revenue 
has  fallen  because  of  lower  world-wide 
crude-oil  prices. 

With  the  Soviet  emphasis  on  hard  curren- 
cy, the  Russians  can  "pitch  their  prices  25 
percent  below  whatever  (Western)  commer- 
cial rate  is  offered,"  Iain  Sproat.  Britain's 
shipping  minister,  recently  complained. 

In  1978.  Congress  responded  to  the  Sovi- 
ets' demonstrated  ability  to  destabilize 
Western  shipping.  It  passed  the  Controlled 
Carrier  Act.  which  denied  U.S.  access  to  any 
government-owned  shipping  company  that 
cut  rates  between  U.S.  and  foreign  ports 
without  giving  30  days'  notice. 

Then,  in  1981,  after  the  Russian  invasion 
of  Afghanistan,  the  U.S.  barred  Russian 
ships  from  U.S.  ports— unless  they  were  en- 
gaged only  in  direct  trade  between  the  U.S. 
and  Russia,  trade  that  accounted  for  just  a 
small  part  of  the  Russians'  business.  The 
ban  remains  in  effect.  A  U.S.  State  Depart- 
ment official  says  that  the  Soviets  badly 
want  to  get  back  in  and  that  the  issue  could 
heat  up  as  the  negotiations  on  a  U.S. -Soviet 
grain  pact  move  along. 

While  the  ban  has  hurt  Russian  shipping, 
it  has  also  benefited  it.  Forced  to  redeploy 
its  steadily  growing  commercial  fleet  on 
other  trade  routes,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
more  firmly  established  a  global  shipping 
presence. 

The  Soviets  have  apparently  learned  from 
their  mistakes.  Although  they  have  cut 
rates  on   lucrative  container-ship   business 
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between  Australia  and  such  Asian  traders  as 
Japan  and  Hong  Kong  by  as  much  as  40% 
over  the  past  several  months— as  much  as 
they  cut  rates  on  U.S.  routes  a  decade  ago— 
they  have  managed  to  get  away  with  it  by 
appearing  to  be  willing  to  negotiate  and 
compromise. 

In  June  the  Russians  met  in  Tokyo  with 
Far  Eastern  shipping  executives  and  agreed 
not  to  cut  their  rates  more  than  10  percent 
below  prevailing  market  prices:  rates  al- 
ready cut  beyond  that  would  be  raised.  The 
agreement  came  after  two  earlier  meetings 
ended  in  impasse.  By  dragging  out  the  talks, 
the  Soviets  got  the  benefit  of  many  months 
of  Increased  business.  Moreover,  they 
helped  drive  one  Western  line  out  of  the 
Far  Eastern  market,  hurt  the  finances  of 
several  others  and  caused  political  turmoil 
in  Canberra  and  Tokyo. 

In  short,  they  disrupted  Western  ship- 
ping, and  even  now  "it's  unclear  whether 
the  Russians  will  abide  by  the  agreement  or 
whether  they  signed  it  just  to  take  the  heat 
off  them  for  a  while,"  says  Peter  Goldmann. 
the  editor  of  Seatrade  Weekly,  a  shipping 
industry  newsletter. 

A  major  concern  to  U.S.  planners  is  the 
military  implications  of  the  big  Russian 
commercial  fleet.  The  focus  of  this  concern 
is  the  several  hundred  roll-on  roll-off  ships 
that  the  Russians  have  built  since  the  mid- 
1970s,  giving  Moscow  a  clear  numerical  ad- 
vantage over  the  U.S.  in  these  vessels. 

BEST  SITPPORT  SHIP 

The  ro-ro  ship,  as  it  is  called,  is  "the  best 
military  support  ship  going. "  says  Richard 
Banks,  a  former  State  Department  maritime 
expert.  It  can  transport  mechanized  equip- 
ment such  as  tanks  and  troop  carriers,  and, 
unlike  the  container  ship,  it  doesn't  need 
trucks  or  roads  or  dockside  cranes  to  deliver 
military  cargo  to  the  battlefield.  Analysts 
.say  the  Russians  are  likely  to  keep  their  ro- 
ro  advantage  because  of  their  emphasis  on 
commercial  vessels'  being  military  ships 
first.  By  contrast.  Western  shipowners 
prefer  to  build  container  ships  because  they 
have  greater  commercial  practicality. 

Another  area  of  concern  is  the  so-called 
product  tanker,  which  carries  the  fuel 
needed  to  refuel  other  ships.  "Its  an  area 
thals  often  overlooked."  says  Stewart  H. 
Wade,  an  editor  of  Fairplay.  a  shipping 
magazine.  Most  of  the  U.S.'s  product- 
tanker  fleet  is  of  appalling  quality."  Mr. 
Wade  says,  adding  that  the  U.S.  Navy  does 
have  a  tanker-renewal  program  under  way. 

Still  another  military  concern  is  the  crews 
on  merchant  ships.  Russian  ships  have  Rus- 
sian crews.  But  many  shipowners  who  fly 
flags  of  convenience— principally  the  Liberi- 
an and  Panamanian  flags— employ  multina- 
tional crews  whose  willingness  to  go  into  a 
war  zone  on  command  from  Washington  is 
suspect. 

Adm.  Moorer  goes  one  step  further.  "I'd 
be  surprised."  he  says,  "If  the  Soviets  don't 
have  an  agent  on  these  Liberian-  and  Pana- 
manian-registered ships." 

Whether  or  not  the  Russians  have  spies 
on  board  U.S.-owned  merchant  ships.  West- 
ern shipowners  are  convinced  that  Moscow 
is  influencing  Western  shipping  policy.  For 
evidence,  they  point  to  a  proposal  by  the 
shipping  committee  of  the  United  Nations 
Conference  on  Trade  and  Development. 
This  proposal  could  prevent  most  Western 
shipowners  from  flying  a  low-cost  flag  of 
convenience  by  requiring  the  owner  to  have 
a  majority  of  his  assets  in  that  flag  country, 
which  few  of  them  do.  Without  competition 
from  ships  flying  flags  of  convenience,  the 


Russians  wouldn't  have  any  low-cost  ship- 
ping competition,  these  Western  owners 
argue. 

But  while  such  a  proposal  clearly  would 
be  detrimental  to  Western  shipowners,  it 
isn't  clear  whether  the  Soviets  have  inspired 
it  or  whether  they  have  simply  climbed 
aboard  developing  countries'  bandwagons. 
Developing  countries  want  to  limit  devel- 
oped nations'  access  to  flags  of  convenience 
as  a  means  of  increasing  their  own  partici- 
pation in  world  shipping. 

The  proposal  isn't  likely  to  be  approved, 
but  some  developing  states  may  impose  it 
anyway  by  keeping  out  ships  whose  owners 
violate  it.  That  could  take  business  away 
from  Western  ships  and  give  it  to  the  Rus- 
sians. To  owners  like  Frank  S.B.  Chao.  the 
president  of  Wah  Kwong  &  Co.  of  Hong 
Kong,  the  significance  of  the  proposal  is 
clear.  He  calls  it  "tangible  evidence  of  the 
U.S.S.R.s  single-minded  commitment  to  dic- 
tating a  world  shipping  policy."* 
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but  rather  one  which  anticipates  a 
problem  and  its  solution.  By  authoriz- 
ing $10  million  annually  for  fiscal 
years  1984-86,  we  will  enable  States  to 
carry  out  solid  waste  management 
plans,  thereby  cutting  off  this  cancer 
at  the  root.* 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION 
RECOVERY  ACT 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  DOWNEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  many  people  complain  that 
the  Congress  often  fails  to  act  with 
foresight  by  choosing  band-aid  solu- 
tions for  problems  which  require 
major  surgery.  We  now  have  before 
us— in  the  subtitle  D  of  the  Resource 
Conservation  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)— 
an  opportunity  to  silence  our  critics 
with  a  comprehensive  program  to  pre- 
vent environmental  disaster. 

In  the  1970's  we  learned  that  the  dis- 
posal and  management  of  hazardous 
waste  needs  strict  regulations  if  we 
were  to  prevent  the  creation  of  such 
environmental  nightmares  as  Love 
Canal.  Today  we  have  RCRA  to  insure 
that  safe  and  secure  procedures  are 
used  in  the  treating,  storing,  and  dis- 
posing of  dangerous  substances. 
RCRA  is  a  good  law  but  it  does  not 
adequately  address  an  explosive  aspect 
of  waste  control. 

Solid  waste  sites— local  dumps  or 
landfills— are  often  inadvertent  reposi- 
tories for  hundreds  of  tons  of  highly 
toxic  chemicals.  Because  these  sub- 
stances are  produced  by  small  genera- 
tors, their  disposal  at  dumps  and  land- 
fills is  often  unregulated.  These 
chemicals  are  particularly  dangerous 
because  they  often  seep  through  the 
ground  or  leach  into  the  groundwater 
supply.  On  Long  Island— in  which  my 
district  is  located— our  groundwater  is 
our  only  source  of  drinking  water.  I 
need  not  emphasize  the  danger  of 
toxic  substances  contaminating  the 
only  source  of  drinking  water  for  the  3 
million  people  who  populate  Long 
Island. 

Today  I  join  Representative  Bonior 
and  many  of  my  colleagues  in  intro- 
ducing an  amendment  to  subtitle  D 
which  is  not  a  retrospective  measure 


FHA/HERO  NATIONAL 
CONFERENCE  MEDALISTS 

HON.  NANCY  L.  JOHNSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 
m  Mrs.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
very  proud  to  announce  that  four  Con- 
necticut high  school  students  received 
gold  and  silver  medals  for  outstanding 
achievement  at  the  National  Confer- 
ence of  Future  Homemakers  of  Amer- 
ica and  home  economics  related  occu- 
pations. I  wish  to  commend  Marsha 
Ferrell  of  Westbrook  and  Robert 
Szklanz  and  Stephannie  Wheeler  of 
Enfield  who  were  recipients  of  gold 
medals  for  job  interview  projects  and 
illustrated  talk  on  food  services.  Mi- 
chelle Lescault  of  Enfield  was  awarded 
a  silver  medal  for  her  food  services  ac- 
tivity manual.  Congratulations  to 
these  four  outstanding  young  Ameri- 
cans and  to  their  advisers  for  their  ef- 
forts in  encouraging  and  guiding  their 
students  to  excell. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize  Marisal 
Lauveano  of  Hartford  who  used  her 
fluency  in  Spanish  on  the  Voice  of 
America  to  reach  the  Hispanic  commu- 
nity about  potential  careers  in  home 
economics  related  occupations. 

The  honors  received  by  these  stu- 
dents testify  to  the  excellence  of  their 
vocational  education  programs,  their 
talent  and  their  determination.  I  com- 
mend them  for  their  accomplishments. 
Programs  such  as  future  homemak- 
ers and  home  economics  related  occu- 
pations are  only  two  examples  of  how 
our  public  schools  are  meeting  the 
needs  of  diverse  student  bodies.  Train- 
ing in  these  programs  give  students 
the  skill  and  experience  necessary  for 
immediate  entry  into  service-related 
job  market.  They  also  provide  a  solid 
foundation  for  students  who  might 
wish  to  pursue  future  studies  in  res- 
taurant and  hotel  management.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  HO  KIN-CHAI 

HON.  MERVYN  M.  DYMALLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish 
to  draw  the  attention  of  the  Members 
to  the  exceptional  caliber  of  the  fel- 
lows who  come  to  us  each  year  under 
the  auspices  of  the  American  Political 
Science  Association  Fellowship  pro- 
gram. I  have  had  the  privilege  of  host- 
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ing  two  of  these  fellows  in  my  office 
this  year.  The  second  of  these,  Mr.  Ho 
Kin-Chai  will  shortly  be  completing 
his  fellowship,  and  I  wish  to  acknowl- 
edge publicly  my  gratitude  to  him  for 
the  work  he  has  performed  while  in 
my  office. 

Mr.  Ho  is  a  professional  journalist 
from  Malaysia.  I  have  been  continual- 
ly fascinated  by  the  point  of  view  he 
brings  to  our  international  affairs  as 
well  as  to  our  domestic  affairs.  A  re- 
spected journalist.  Mr.  Ho  has  covered 
U.S.  Presidential  campaigns  and  is  a 
veteran  observer  of  and  reporter  on 
Malaysian  politics.  His  comparisons  of 
our  two  styles  of  campaigning  have 
been  enlightening.  Moreover,  his  pro- 
fession has  developed  in  Mr.  Ho  a  keeri 
sense  of  the  machinations  of  political 
minds  the  world  over.  I  believe  his 
skills  in  this  area  have  helped  me  to 
better  understand  some  of  the  motiva- 
tions behind  the  actions  of  a  number 
of  world  leaders. 

I  have  been  especially  grateful  for 
the  aid  Mr.  Ho  has  extended  to  me  in 
my  work  on  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee.  As  many  of  my  colleagues 
know.  I  was  born  on  the  island  of  Trin- 
idad   and    am    an    immigrant    to    the 
United  States.  Perhaps  it  is  that  expe- 
rience which  has  led  me  to  the  firm 
belief  that  before  I  make  a  decision 
about     a     matter     involving     foreign 
policy,  I  must  make  every  effort  to 
gain  a  comprehensive  perspective  on 
the  issue.  For  me,  this  means  that  I 
must   strive   to   understand   the  issue 
from  the  point  of  view  of  those  leaders 
from  other  countries  who  will  bear  the 
brunt  or  gain  the  advantage  of  that 
decision.  Mr.  Ho  has  proved  invaluable 
to  me  in  this  respect.  He  has  been  in 
the  enviable  position  of  traveling  the 
world  to  report  the  events  of  a  host  of 
countries.  Given  his  experience  as  a 
cosmopolite  in  the  most  basic  sense  of 
the    word,    I    have    greatly    enjoyed 
making  use  of  Mr.  Ho  as  my  tempo- 
rary window  on  the  world.  I  will  miss 
the  opportunity  to  share  views  with 
Mr.  Ho.  But  he  leaves  my  staff  and  me 
with  an  understanding  of  world  affairs 
that  I  think  it  fair  to  say  we  could  not 
have   gained   without   making   liberal 
use  of  Mr.  Ho's  international  journal- 
istic experience.  Perhaps  the  greatest 
tribute   I   can   pay   Mr.   Ho   and   the 
American  Political  Science  Association 
Fellowship  program  is  to  say  that  I 
will  be  aggressive  in  my  effort  to  at- 
tract more  such  fellows  to  my  office  in 
the   future.   The   best   wishes  of   my 
staff  and  myself  go  with  Ho  Kin-Chai 
and  his  wife  and  children.* 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  CLAUDE  J. 
LEFPALL 


HON.  CHARLES  B.  RANGEL 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  praise  a  most  remarkable 
man,  Mr.  Claude  Leffall.  Mr.  Leffalls 
life  is  a  story  of  hard  work  and  dili- 
gence, one  that  shows  us  how  an  indi- 
vidual with  a  strong  spirit  can  achieve 
almost  anything  he  or  she  desires. 

Mr.  Leffall  was  forced  to  drop  out  of 
high  school  at  the  height  of  the  De- 
pression in  1936.  After  working  as  a 
railroad  waiter  from  1936  to  1948.  he 
spent  the  next  28  years  in  the  mer- 
chant marine. 

One  would  think  that  39  years  of 
hard  work  would  be  enough  for  the  av- 
erage person.  However.  Mr.  Leffall  is 
certainly  not  average.  He  decided  to  go 
back  to  school  in  1976.  In  1978,  at  the 
age  of  61.  he  received  his  high  school 
equivalency  degree  after  attending 
school  at  night.  He  received  his  associ- 
ate of  arts  degree  from  Manhattan 
Community  College  in  1981.  Finally, 
at  the  age  of  66.  Mr.  Leffall  graduated 
this  year  from  the  City  College  with  a 
bachelor  of  arts  degree  in  political  sci- 
ence. 

Claude  Leffall  is  an  exception  to  all 
rules.  He  never  stopped  making  new 
starts  in  life,  and  I  am  proud  to  know 
him.  It  is  our  duty.  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
make  strong  examples  of  men  like  Mr. 
Leffall.  He  is  someone  for  all  of  us  to 
admire.* 


NATIONAL  DEAF  AWARENESS 
WEEK 

HON.  FRANK  J.  GUARINI 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  GUARINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
will  reintroduce  legislation  to  desig- 
nate the  week  of  April  8-14.  1984  as 
"National  Deaf  Awareness  Week."  I 
am  pleased  to  be  joined  by  Mr.  Bonior 
of  Michigan  and  Mr.  Packard  of  Cali- 
fornia in  sponsoring  this  important 
resolution. 

An  estimated  15  million  Americans 
of  all  ages  experience  some  form  of 
hearing  impairment.  Over  2'/2  million 
are  children  who  have  been  born  with 
defective  hearing  or  who  have  suf- 
fered a  serious  illness  before  the  age  of 
5. 

Despite  their  handicap,  the  deaf  and 
hearing  impaired  have  made  signifi- 
cant contributions  to  society  in  virtu- 
ally every  occupational  category  and 
profession.  Nevertheless,  the  remain- 
ing impediments  and  obstacles  encoun- 
tered by  those  with  hearing  disorders 
can  limit  their  educational  and  em- 
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ployment  opportunities  and  hamper 
their  ability  to  fulfill  their  potential. 
These  barriers  must  be  recognized  and 
eliminated. 

During  "National  Deaf  Awareness 
Week."  we  can  focus  public  attention 
on  the  concerns  and  special  needs  of 
the  hearing  impaired.  For  120  years. 
Gallaudet  College  has  contributed  to 
this  goal  by  serving  as  a  national  re- 
source for  the  hearing  impaired.  Spe- 
cialists at  Gallaudet  College  have  pro- 
vided instruction,  model  elementary 
and  secondary  school  programs,  re- 
search, and  public  service  activities. 
This  unique  institution  has  been  in- 
strumental in  bridging  the  gap  be- 
tween deaf  and  hearing  people  around 
the  world. 

On  April  8,  1864.  President  Abraham 
Lincoln  signed  the  legislation  provid- 
ing a  Federal  charter  to  Gallaudet 
College.  Mr.  Bonior  and  Mr.  Packard 
now  serve  on  its  board  of  trustees.  As  a 
special  tribute  in  honor  of  Gallaudet 
College's  anniversary  and  its  contribu- 
tions to  the  deaf  and  hearing  im- 
paired, we  have  proposed  that  April  8. 
1984.  begin  "National  Deaf  Awareness 
Week." 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  us  in  co- 
sponsoring  this  resolution  to  promote 
increased  recognition  of  the  needs  of 
the  hearing  impaired  and  to  acknowl- 
edge their  extraordinary  contribu- 
tions.* 


BILL     TO     IMPOSE     DUTIES     ON 
SUBSIDIZED  HYDRAULIC 

CEMENT.  CEMENT  CLINKER. 
AND  CONCRETE  BLOCK  AND 
BRICK 


HON.  KENT  HANCE 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  HANCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  to  remedy  a  seri- 
ous threat  to  the  American  cement  in- 
dustry posed  by  rapidly  escalating  im- 
ports of  subsidized  Mexican  cement 
and  related  products. 

Imports  of  Mexican  cement  and 
cement  clinker  have  increased  sharply 
in  recent  months.  In  the  first  5 
months  of  this  year,  the  amount  of 
Mexican  cement  imported  into  the 
United  States  through  southern  Cali- 
fornia. Arizona.  Texas.  Florida,  and 
the  gulf  coast  has  increased  152  per- 
cent over  imports  of  Mexican  cement 
during  the  same  period  of  1982.  Im- 
ports of  Mexican  cement  clinker  from 
January  through  May  1983.  are  449 
percent  greater  than  total  imports  of 
Mexican  cement  clinker  during  the 
entire  preceding  year.  Imports  of 
cement  block  and  brick  have  spiraled 
at  similarly  escalating  rates. 

These  rapidly  increasing  imports  are 
directly  traceable  to  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices   involving   Mexican   government 
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subsidization  of  cement  manufactur- 
ing companies.  The  most  important 
subsidy  among  the  many  that  Mexico 
provides  to  its  cement  industry  is  the 
provision  of  fuel  oil  through  PEMEX, 
its  wholly  owned  energy  monopoly,  at 
a  small  fraction  (one-twentieth)  of  its 
true  value— $1.23  per  barrel  versus 
$27.30  per  barrel  for  export.  Because 
about  half  the  cost  of  manufacturing 
cement  is  attributable  to  energy,  the 
Mexican  Government's  subsidy  gives 
Mexican  cement  producers  an  unfair 
advantage  that  no  U.S.  producer,  no 
matter  how  efficient,  can  overcome. 

In  March  of  this  year,  three  U.S. 
cement  manufacturing  companies  and 
a  labor  union  representing  more  than 
three  quarters  of  U.S.  cement  produc- 
tion workers  brought  a  countervailing 
duty  proceeding  challenging  these 
unfair  subsidization  practices.  In  its 
July  1  preliminary  determination,  the 
Commerce  Department  found  that  the 
Mexican  cement  industry  was  benefit- 
ing from  a  number  of  different  govern- 
ment subsidy  programs  and  deter- 
mined the  net  subsidy  to  be  5.69  per- 
cent ad  valorum. 

But,  in  an  unjustifiably  narrow  in- 
terpretation of  its  authority  under  the 
countervailing  duty  statute,  the  Com- 
merce Department  found  that  because 
the  Mexican  fuel  subsidy  was  general- 
ly available,  the  Department  could  not 
impose  a  duty  countervailing  the  sub- 
sidy. As  a  coalition  of  U.S.  cement  pro- 
ducers and  workers  has  told  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Trade,  the  Com- 
merce Department's  restrictive  inter- 
pretation of  its  authority  to  counter- 
vail against  such  unfair  and  destruc- 
tive subsidies  leads  to  the  anomalous 
result  that  the  more  widespread;  the 
foreign  government  subsidy  program, 
and  the  greater  its  potential  for  dis- 
torting trade,  the  less  likely  the  Com- 
merce Department  is  to  find  it  to  be 
countervailable.  Clearly,  this  is  not 
the  result  Congress  intended. 

In  order  to  restore  fair  competition 
in  American  cement  markets  and  to 
insure  that  the  purposes  of  the  coun- 
tervailing duty  law  are  not  frustrated, 
I  am  introducing  a  bill  that  would  pro- 
vide a  procedure  to  redress  this  critical 
problem. 

It  would  create  a  new  tariff  classifi- 
cation for  subsidized  hydraulic  cement 
and  cement  clinker  and.  on  petition  of 
interested  parties,  would  direct  the 
Commerce  Department  to  impose  a 
duty  in  the  amount  of  the  reduction  in 
the  foreign  producer's  cost  of  manu- 
facturing attributable  to  the  unfair 
subsidy.  The  same  kind  of  tariff  classi- 
fication and  procedure  would  be  estab- 
lished for  subsidized  concrete  block 
and  brick. 

The  purpose,  and  effect,  of  the  bill 
would  be  to  require  foreign  companies 
to  compete  in  the  United  States  on  the 
same  terms  as  domestic  companies,  as 
the  free  market  system  contemplates. 
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I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the  House  to 
support  this  bill  to  prevent  unfair  and 
illegal  trade  practices  by  foreign  gov- 
ernments from  threatening  the  viabili- 
ty of  the  U.S.  cement  industry. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  this  bill  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record  at  this  point. 
H.R. 3658 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  •Cement.  Cement 
Clinker  and  Concrete  Block  and  Brick  Pair 
Trade  Act  of  1983". 

SEC.  2.  ni  TY  ON  SUBSIDIZED  CEMENT  AND  CLINK- 
ER AND  CONCRETE  BLOCK  AND 
BRICK. 

Subpart  A  of  part  1  of  schedule  5  of  the 
Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States  (19 
U.S.C.  1202)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  after  headnote  1  the  fol- 
lowing new  headnotes: 

•2.  For  the  purpose  of  item  511.12,  hy- 
draulic cement  and  cement  clinker  found  by 
the  administering  authority  (as  defined  in 
section  771(1)  of  this  Act),  under  the  proce- 
dures set  forth  in  section  3  of  the  Cement. 
Cement  Clinker,  and  Concrete  Block  and 
Brick  Fair  Trade  Act  of  1983.  to  be  manu- 
factured with  the  use  of  fuel  or  energy  pro- 
vided by  a  government  or  a  State-owned  or 
controlled  enterprise  at  a  price  or  cost  that 
is  less  than  the  true  value  of  such  fuel  or 
energy  (as  determined  by  the  administering 
authority  in  accordance  with  headnote  4)  is 
subject  to  duty  in  the  amount  of  the  reduc- 
tion in  the  cost  of  manufacturing  hydraulic 
cement  and  cement  clinker  attributable  to 
the  difference  between  the  price  or  cost  of 
the  fuel  or  energy  provided  and  such  true 
value. 

"3.  For  the  purpose  of  item  511.55.  con- 
crete block  and  brick  found  by  the  adminis- 
tering authority  under  the  procedures  set 
forth  in  such  section  3  of  such  Act  of  1983 
to  be  manufactured  using  cement  made  with 
the  use  of  fuel  or  energy  provided  by  a  gov- 
ernment or  a  State-owned  or  controlled  en- 
terprise at  a  price  or  cost  that  is  less  than 
the  true  value  of  such  fuel  or  energy  (as  de- 
termined by  the  administering  authority  in 
accordance  with  headnote  4)  is  subject  to 
duty  in  the  amount  of  the  reduction  in  the 
cost  of  manufacturing  cement  block  and 
brick  attributable  to  the  difference  between 
the  price  or  cost  of  the  fuel  or  energy  used 
in  producing  the  cement  and  such  true 
value.  In  determining  the  amount  of  the 
concrete  block  and  brick  manufacturing  cost 
reduction  attributable  to  the  provision  of 
fuel  or  energy  to  cement  producers  at  less 
that  its  true  value,  the  administering  au- 
thority shall  apply  a  rebuttable  presump- 
tion that  the  full  value  of  the  benefit  re- 
ceived by  the  cement  producers  is  passed 
through  to  the  manufacturers  of  concrete 
block  and  brick. 

"4.  For  the  purpose  of  headnotes  2  and  3. 
the  true  value  of  fuel  or  energy  shall  be  the 
first  of  the  following  that  can  be  deter- 
mined: 

"(a)  The  price  at  which  the  fuel  or  energy 
is  freely  sold  or.  in  the  absence  of  sales,  of- 
fered for  sale  to  unrelated  purchasers  for 
exportation. 

"(b)  An  arms-length  price  consisting  of 
the  amount  that  was  charged  or  would  have 
been  charged  in  independent  transactions 
with  or  between  unrelated  parties  in  a  rele- 
vant and  uncontrolled  market.". 

(2)  by  inserting  in  numerical  sequence  the 
following  new  item: 
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SEC.  3.  PROCEDl  RES. 

The  duty  imposed  under  headnote  2  or  3 
to  subpart  A  of  part  1  of  schedule  5  of  the 
Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States  shall 
be  imposed,  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  administering  authority,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  sections  702  (b)(1) 
and  (c).  703  (b),  (d)(1).  (d)(2).  and  (f).  705 
(a)(1).  (c)(1)(B).  (c)(2)  and  (d).  706(a).  707, 
751  (a)(1).  (b).  (c).  and  (d)  of  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930.  except  that  a  petition  shall  allege 
the  elements  necessary  for  the  imposition  of 
the  duty  under  such  headnote.  all  refer- 
ences to  a  countervailing  duty  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  refer  to  the  duty  under  such 
headnote.  all  references  to  ,'.  net  subsidy 
shall  be  considered  to  refer  to  the  amount 
of  the  manufacturing  cost  reduction  attrib- 
utable to  the  provision  of  fuel  or  energy  at 
less  than  its  true  value  (as  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  headnote  4  to  such  subpart 
A),  and  no  determination  by  the  United 
States  International  Trade  Commission 
shall  be  required. 

SEC.  4.  Jl  DICIAL  REVIEW, 

Section  516A  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  subsection 
(a)(2)(B)(v)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(vi)  A  final  determination  by  the  admin- 
istering authority  under  section  3  of  the 
Cement.  Cement  Clinker,  and  Concrete 
Block  and  Brick  Fair  Trade  Act  of  1983.". 

SEC.  5.  EXCEPTION  FROM  GENERALIZED  SYSTEM 
OF  PREFERENCES. 

Section  503  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  is 
amended  by  amending  subsection  (c)(1)— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (F); 

(2)  by  redesignating  clause  (G)  as  clause 
(I);  and 

(3)  by  adding  immediately  after  clause  (F) 
the  following: 

"(G)  Cement  and  cement  clinker  specified 
in  item  511.12  of  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the 
United  States. 

"(H)  Concrete  block  and  brick  specified  in 
item  511.55  of  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the 
United  States,  and". 

SEC.  6.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section,  the  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 
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(b)  With  respect  to  cement,  cement  clink- 
er, or  concrete  block  or  brick  imported  from 
a  country  as  to  which  an  investigation 
under  section  303  or  title  VII  of  the  Tariff 
Act  of  1930  regarding  an  alleged  subsidy  on 
the  production  or  exportation  of  cement, 
cement  clinker,  or  concrete  block  or  brick 
involving  the  provision  by  a  government  or 
a  State-owned  or  controlled  enterprise  of 
fuel  or  power  at  less  than  its  true  value,  or 
an  appeal  of  a  final  determination  or  order 
in  such  an  investigation,  is  pending  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to 
unliquidated  entries  entered,  or  withdrawn 
from  warehouse  for  consumption,  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  in 
such  investigation,  if  a  petition  under  sec- 
tion 3  of  this  Act  is  filed  with  respect  to 
such  merchandise  within  90  days  after  such 
date  of  enactment.* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  MARY  PYLES 


HON.  CURENCE  D.  LONG 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Speaker,  It  is  an 
honor  and  a  great  personal  pleasure 
for  me  to  pay  tribute  today  to  my  very 
dear  friend  Mary  Pyles.  a  dedicated 
worker  in  the  community  and  in  the 
home  as  well  as  at  work. 

Mary,  a  resident  of  Dundalk.  Md., 
retired  recently  from  Bethlehem 
Steel's  Sparrows  Point  tin  mill  after 
more  than  36  years  of  dedicated  serv- 
ice. For  the  past  7  years,  she  has 
worked  as  the  chief  inventory  control 
clerk  in  the  tin  mill  warehouse.  She 
kept  the  warehouse  running  smoothly 
and  always  looked  for  ways  to  make  it 
work  even  better.  Supervising  seven 
workers,  she  showed  as  much  dedica- 
tion to  people  as  she  did  to  her  work. 

Mary  has  also  dedicated  herself  to 
her  community.  She  is  an  active 
member  of  the  Edgemere  Moose  Lodge 
and  the  Novi  Democratic  Club.  Help- 
ing to  bring  good  theater  to  eastern 
Baltimore  County,  she  has  served  as 
business  vice  president  for  the  Dun- 
dalk Community  Theater  as  well  as 
helped  out  with  costumes  and  other 
backstage  work. 

Always  enthusiastic  in  her  patriot- 
ism, she  has  helped  build  many  a  float 
for  the  Fourth  of  July  parades.  In  my 
entire  political  career,  it  is  hard  to  re- 
member anyone  who  has  shown  as 
much  patriotism  through  involvement 
in  local  political  efforts. 

In  recognition  of  her  dedicated  serv- 
ice to  the  community  and  efforts  to 
promote  good  government.  I  presented 
her  with  a  congressional  commenda- 
tion a  year  ago.  Since  then,  she  has 
continued  to  richly  deserve  it. 

I  am  sure  my  colleagues  join  me  in 
wishing  Mary  a  retirement  with  as 
much  joy  and  pleasure  as  she  has 
brought  to  so  many  people  in  her  life 
so  far.* 


JMI 
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COMMITTEE  FOR  ECONOMIC  DE- 
VELOPMENT CONSTRUCTIVE 
BUDGET  PROPOSALS 


HON.  JAMES  R.  JONES 

OF  OKLAHOMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  congressional  budget 
process  has  been  the  focus  of  much 
debate,  controversy,  and  concern 
during  the  past  2  years.  There  are 
those  who  have  used  and  misused  the 
process  who  now  want  to  deny  that  it 
exists.  This  administration,  which 
almost  singlehandedly  Put  their 
supply  side  economic  theory  into  prac- 
tice by  twisting  and  bending  the 
budget  process  to  their  goals,  now 
scorns  the  process  as  'Mickey  Mouse." 
Some  Members  of  Congress  and 
others  want  to  slay  the  process  for 
bearing  to  us  an  unwelcome  message. 
They  wrongly  say  that  the  budget 
process  has  broken  down.  In  fact,  the 
process  is  working  fine;  it  is  the  politi- 
cal/economic problems  that  we  must 
face.  Others  insist  that  some  constitu- 
tional hocus-pocus  will  solve  all  our 
problems  in  an  easy,  painless  way. 

In  short.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  discourse 
on  the  budget  process  has  sometimes 
fallen  to  a  dismally  low  level.  That  is 
why  the  efforts  of  the  Committee  for 
Economic  Development  are  so  wel- 
come in  this  area.  The  CED.  as  most 
of  us  know,  is  well  respected  for  the 
quality  of  their  research  and  the  con- 
tributions they  make  to  the  public  dia- 
logue on  policy  issues. 

Recently,  the  CED  completed  a  com- 
prehensive study  of  the  Federal 
budget  process  and  issued  its  report, 
entitled:  "Strengthening  the  Federal 
Budget  Process:  a  Requirement  for  Ef- 
fective Fiscal  Control."  The  CED 
study,  flowing  from  its  Subcommittee 
on  Budget  Concepts  and  Process 
chaired  by  the  distinguished  former 
head  of  the  Government  Accounting 
Office,  Elmer  B.  Staats.  makes  several 
recommendations  to  strengthen  and 
improve  the  work  of  the  budget  proc- 
ess in  Congress.  The  project  coordina- 
tor. CED  chief  economist  Frank  W. 
Schiff.  worked  in  close  consultation 
with  many  of  those  most  familiar  with 
the  budget  and  budget  process  during 
the  past  few  years.  The  resulting 
report  is  something  that  all  Members 
of  the  House  and  Senate  should  take 
the  time  to  read  and  study.  To  facili- 
tate that  effort.  I  would  like  to  include 
the  executive  summary  of  the  CED's 
study  in  my  remarks  at  this  time.  In 
conclusion,  I  would  commend  the 
CED's  budget  motto  to  my  colleagues: 
"If  it  needs  fixing,  don't  break  it." 
The  summary  follows: 
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Executive  Summary   of  the  CED   Policy 
Statement:   Strengthening   the   Federal 
Budget  Process— a  Requirement  for  Ef- 
fective Fiscal  Control 
Budget   deficits   and   the   budget    process 
have  moved  to  the  center  of  national  con- 
cern.  This  statement   examines   the  evolu- 
tion of  the  process  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent use  to  formulate  the  federal  budget. 
Its  basic  conclusion  is  that  it  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  both  the  government  and  the 
nation  to  preserve,  improve,  and  strengthen 
the    basic    elements    of    the    Congressional 
budget  process.  We  believe  that  not  only  is 
it  possible  to  bring  order  to  national  fiscal 
affairs,  but  that  it  is  vital  for  this  nation  to 
do  so. 

The  report  recommends  strengthening 
key  budget  concepts  and  improving  the  in- 
formation needed  to  allow  policy  makers  to 
make  reasonable  budget  choices.  It  also  calls 
for  specific  improvements  in  the  way  budget 
decisions  are  made  and  enforced. 

WHY  WORRY  ABOUT  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS 

Unless  the  nation  is  able  to  bring  about 
sharp  reductions  in  projected  budget  defi- 
cits, the  prospects  for  a  sound  recovery  will 
be  impaired.  Failure  to  come  to  grips  with 
the  budget  problem,  moreover,  would  seri- 
ously threaten  the  long-term  prospects  for 
the  future  health  of  the  economy  and  for 
the  kinds  of  productivity  gains  that  are 
needed  to  provide  adequate  employment 
and  living  standards  for  this  country's  citi- 
zens. 

Success  in  bringing  the  budget  under  con- 
trol rests  fundamentally  with  the  political 
process— the  will  to  the  people  and  the  ac- 
tions of  their  elected  representatives.  How- 
ever, a  strong  federal  budget  process  is  es- 
sential to  the  effective  functioning  of  politi- 
cal decision  making  in  the  areas  of  revenue 
and  spending.  Abandoning  the  basic  budget 
process,  the  report  concludes,  would  hinder 
rather  than  help  efforts  to  bring  the  budget 
under  control. 

PROCESSES  AND  PROBLEMS 

The  enactment  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of 
1974  instituted  a  series  of  wide-ranging 
budget  reforms.  Before  this  time,  no  proce- 
dure required  Congress  to  consider  federal 
expenditures  and  revenues  in  combination. 

The  new  law  required  Congress  to  vote 
twice  each  year,  at  two  specific  dates,  on 
both  the  entire  budget  and  major  spending 
categories.  The  Act  also  prescrit>ed  detailed 
timetables  for  all  phases  of  the  Congression- 
al budget  process,  established  budget  com- 
mittees in  l)oth  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
and  founded  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  to  serve  as  Congress's  principal 
source  of  fiscal  information. 

Even  with  the  real  improvements  that 
have  been  made.  Congress  does  not  yet  have 
a  truly  effective  means  of  controlling  actual 
budget  expenditures  and  revenues.  There  is 
concern  about  the  long  delays  that  have 
become  common  at  virtually  every  stage  of 
the  process.  There  is  dissatisfaction  with 
available  budget  information  and  with  un- 
certainties at)out  the  budget's  general  mean- 
ing and  scope.  There  is  also  the  sense  that 
the  budget  process  is  overloading  Congress 
with  money  matters  at  the  expense  of  sub- 
stantive issues. 

TOWARD  MEANINGFUL  REFORM 

We  strongly  support  continuation  of  the 
basic  elements  of  the  present  budget  process 
and  believe  that  strengthening  the  process 
is  vital  for  sound  and  effective  economic 
policies. 
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To  assure  full  consideration  of  needed  im- 
provements, we  recommend  the  establish- 
ment of  a  new  Budget  Concepts  Commission 
composed  of  members  appointed  by  the 
President,  Congress,  and  the  public  to  study 
the  concepts  that  underpin  the  federal 
budget.  In  addition,  we  recommend  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  bicameral  Congressional 
study  group  drawing  on  leaders  of  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  to  deal  explicity  with 
Congressional  budget  procedures. 

IMPROVING  BUDGET  CONCEPTS  AND 
INFORMATION 

Congress  should  have  the  best  possible  in- 
formation when  making  budget  decisions. 
We  believe  that  if  Congress  is  to  make  opti- 
mal budget  decisions,  the  budget  needs  to  be 
both  fully  comprehensive  and  clearly  under- 
standable. 

Budget  Presentation.  We  believe  that  con- 
tinued adherence  to  a  comprehensive  uni- 
fied budget  is  essential.  To  make  the  budget 
more  comprehensive,  activities  now  classi- 
fied as  off  budget"  should  be  moved  back 
into  the  unified  budget.  We  oppose  the 
scheduled  removal  of  Social  Security  from 
the  unified  budget  and  urge  Congress  to  re- 
verse recent  actions  calling  for  such  removal 
by  fiscal  year  1993. 

Ecomomic  Assumptions  and  Analysis. 
Reasonable  and  consistent,  economic  as- 
sumptions are  critical  to  the  budgeting  proc- 
ess. We  favor  requiring  that  both  the  House 
and  Senate  budget  committees  agree  on  a 
common  set  of  economic  assumptions  for 
budget  resolutions. 

Both  the  Executive  Branch  and  Congress 
should  continue  to  make  active  use  of  the 
high-employment  budget,  or  a  similar  con- 
cept, in  analyzing  budget  developments.  The 
High-employment  budget  concept,  originat- 
ed by  CED  in  1947,  helps  to  distinguish  be- 
tween the  impact  of  the  budget  on  the  econ- 
omy and  the  effects  of  the  economy  on  the 
budget. 

Controlling  Federal  Credit  Activities.  Fed- 
eral credit  programs  should  be  subject  to 
most  of  the  budget -control  procedures  now 
used  in  connection  with  direct  spending. 
There  should  be  a  requirement  for  budget- 
resolution  ceilings  on  total  new-loan  exten- 
sions and  guarantees  to  be  binding. 

Congress  and  the  Administration  should 
develop  means  of  allowing  direct  compari- 
sons as  well  as  trade-offs  between  direct- 
spending  programs  and  the  subsidy  element 
of  credit  programs  serving  similar  goals.  In 
this  connection  the  report  recommends  that 
the  new  Budget  Concepts  Commission  study 
the  possible  establishment  of  a  national 
lending  fund  that  would  be  responsible  for 
all  federal  loan  and  guarantee  programs  but 
would  not  be  allowed  to  subsidize  transac- 
tions or  to  take  risks  on  its  own  account.  In- 
stead, government  agencies  sponsoring  loans 
and  guarantees  would  reimburse  the  lending 
fund  to  compensate  it  for  the  subsidy  por- 
tion of  federal  credit  activities. 

Capital  Budgeting.  We  are  opposed  to  pro- 
posals for  a  formal  capital  budget  outside 
the  unified  budget.  There  is  a  strong  risk 
that  a  separate  capital  budget  would 
become  a  giant  loophole  for  evading  budget 
disciplines.  However,  we  do  favor  sul)stan- 
tially  greater  focus  on  clearer  presentation 
of  investment-type  programs  sind  on  capital 
budgeting  approaches  within  the  unified 
budget. 

Tax  Expenditures.  Tax  expenditures  are 
reductions  in  federal  revenue  attributable  to 
provisions  in  the  tax  law  that  allow  special 
deductions,  exclusions,  or  exemptions  from 
gross    income,    or   that    provide    a   special 


credit,  a  preferential  tax  rate,  or  a  deferral 
of  tax  liability. 

We  are  opposed  to  a  ceiling  on  total  tax 
expenditures  in  the  budget  resolution.  How- 
ever, we  believe  that  in  cases  where  the  rele- 
vant Congressional  committees  agree  that 
tax  expenditure  programs  and  regular 
spending  programs  serve  the  same  purpose, 
such  programs  should  be  subjected  to  joint 
reviews  whenever  feasible. 

STRENGTHENING  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
PROCEDURES 

Even  if  Congress  has  the  best  pos.sible  in- 
formation and  the  best  possible  conceptual 
framework  for  budget  options,  it  still  must 
face  up  to  making  and  enforcing  specific 
budget  decisions.  We  believe  that  the  evolu- 
tionary changes  in  the  process  introduced  in 
recent  years  have  significantly  strengthened 
the  process  and  should  be  retained.  Howev- 
er, some  operational  changes  need  to  be 
made.  In  particular: 

The  First  Concurrent  Budget  Resolution 
should  be  made  binding,  thereby  eliminat- 
ing the  need  for  a  mandatory  second  resolu- 
tion. Congress  should,  however,  retain  the 
option  to  pass  a  subsequent  revised  resolu- 
tion if  this  appears  necessary. 

The  "elastic  clause,"  should  continue  to 
be  available  as  a  needed  means  of  providing 
a  workable  degree  of  flexibility  in  applying 
budget  process  rules. 

The  outyear  "  targets  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution should  be  made  binding. 

The  shift  toward  the  use  of  reconciliation 
in  conjunction  with  the  first  budget  resolu- 
tion, its  broadened  application  to  existing 
entitlements,  and  its  implementation  on  a 
multiyear  basis  represent  essential  steps  for 
making  reconciliation  effective.  However, 
there  should  be  some  limitations  in  the 
scope  of  the  reconciliation  procedure,  such 
as  forbidding  reconciliation  bills  to  be  vehi- 
cles for  extraneous  legislative  proposals. 

Binding  limits  under  budget  resolutions, 
enforceable  by  points  of  order,  should  be 
tied  to  committee  and  subcommittee  spend- 
ing allocations,  as  well  as  to  total  spending. 
Improving  Congressional  Timing.  Because 
there  are  still  many  unresolved  questions 
about  two-year  budget  cycles,  we  do  not 
favor  an  immediate,  across-the-board  shift 
to  biennial  budgeting.  Instead,  we  recom- 
mend a  gradual  extension  of  the  time  period 
for  budget  and  related  decisions.  This  would 
involve  experimenting  with  two-year  appro- 
priations and  longer  funding  arrangements. 
If  a  high  percentage  of  programs  turns  out 
to  be  suitable  for  two-year  decision  cycles, 
there  should  probably  be  an  eventual  move 
to  a  biennial  budget.  At  a  minimum,  howev- 
er, authorizing  legislation  should  be  for  two 
years,  and  in  some  cases  even  longer. 

We  are  opposed  to  any  proposal  under 
which  Congress  would  be  able  to  take  up  ap- 
propriations bills  as  soon  as  the  deadline  for 
the  first  Concurrent  Budget  Resolution  has 
passed,  whether  or  not  the  resolution  has 
actually  been  approved  by  Congress.  We  be- 
lieve that  such  a  change  would  remove  a 
major  incentive  for  achieving  timely  budget 
resolutions  and  could  significantly  weaken 
the  process. 

To  avoid  unnecessary  crises  over  continu- 
ing resolutions,  we  recommend  that,  with 
appropriate  safeguards,  a  continuing  but  re- 
duced appropriation  be  automatically  put 
into  effect  at  start  of  the  fiscal  year  for  any 
account  that  has  not  yet  received  a  regular 
appropriation. 

Structural  Realignments  with  Congress. 
While  there  should  be  careful  study  of  pos- 
sible realignments  in  Congressional  commit- 
tee structures  and  functions,  the  report  is 
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against  any  action  that  would  abolish  the 
House  and  Senate  budget  committees,  un- 
dermine their  essential  functions  or  other- 
wise weaken  the  budget  process. 

A  Constitutional  Amendment  on  the 
Budget.  We  are  opposed  to  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  federal  budget  or 
to  place  specific  limitations  on  budget  out- 
come. In  our  judgment,  a  constitutional 
amendment  would  be  unworkable  and  would 
likely  do  more  harm  than  good. 

We  believe  that  further  strengthening  of 
the  Congressional  budget  process  is  a  vital 
precondition  for  sound  and  effective  fiscal 
and  economic  polices.  Improvements  of  the 
present  process  along  the  lines  indicated  in 
this  statement  offer  the  best  hope  of  bring- 
ing the  budget  under  control.* 
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KFWB  RADIO  SAYS  THE  FUTURE 
IS  NOW  TO  REBUILD  AMERICA 


THE  RETIREMENT  OF  MAJ.  BILL 
SMITH 


HON.  JIM  WRIGHT 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  time  today  to  call  atten- 
tion to  the  retirement— at  least  on  the 
domestic  record  publishing  scene— of 
Maj.  Bill  Smith,  one  of  Fort  Worth's 
leading  popular  music  producers. 

In  addition  to  his  outstanding 
combat  service  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force, 
and  his  career  in  music.  Bill  Smith  for 
the  past  25  years  has  sponsored  and 
run  a  Fort  Worth  alcohol  rehabilita- 
tion clinic.  He  is  a  credit  to  his  com- 
munity as  a  civic-spirited  citizen,  and 
his  contributions  to  the  music  indus- 
try, where  he  has  earned  nine  gold 
records,  are  known  far  and  wide. 

While  Bill  will  continue  to  work  in 
the  international  music  field,  his  retir- 
ment  from  American  music  publishing 
recently  was  noted  in  the  trade  news- 
paper Billboard.  At  this  time,  I  would 
like  to  call  your  attention  to  this  news- 
paper article: 

Inside  Track 

After  three  decades  in  business  and  some 
3,000  releases,  the  outspoken  Major  Bill 
Smith  is  calling  it  quits  domestically  for  his 
Fort  Worth-based  LeCam  label,  although 
he'll  continue  its  international  presence  via 
his  deal  with  Pinnacle  Records  in  the  U.K. 
The  Major,  credited  with  such  classics  as 
Paul  and  Paulas  "Hey,  Paula"  and  Bruce 
Channel's  "Hey  Baby,"  is  bowing  out  with 
two  reissues,  Amos  Milburn  Jr.'s  "Long  Tall 
Sally"  and  "Gloria,"  and  "Singing  The 
Blues"  and'Tough"  by  Mac  Curtis  &  the 
Bill  Smith  Combo.  The  former  journalist  is 
going  out  with  his  humor  intact,  of  course- 
both  singles  carry  the  catalog  number  "30," 
familiar  to  newshounds  as  the  code  for  a 
story's  end.  And  the  Major  promises  he's 
going  to  be  busy  on  the  international  front, 
promoting  Christy's  "Crying  "  and  planning 
a  tour  for  "Major  Bill's  Texas  Rockn'Roll 
Review."* 


HON.  GLENN  M.  ANDERSON 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
you  well  know,  this  Nation  is  currently 
faced  with  the  enormous  task  of  re- 
building our  basic  infrastructure.  This 
includes  our  highways,  bridges,  rail- 
roads, mass  transit  systems,  sewage 
treatment  plants,  water  supply  sys- 
tems, and  reservoirs.  In  addition,  it  is 
our  ports,  waterways,  locks,  dams, 
courthouses,  jails,  police  stations, 
schools,  post  offices,  and  government 
buildings. 

Currently,  these  essential  facilities 
are  deteriorating  faster  than  they  are 
being  repaired  or  replaced.  In  turn, 
this  threatens  our  Nation's  economic 
well-being,  its  workers,  and  our  ability 
to  satisfy  the  needs  of  today  and  to- 
morrow. 

Through  my  position  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Public  Works  and  Transpor- 
tation, I  am  continually  working  to  de- 
velop immediate  and  long-range  plans 
to  insure  that  we  properly  make  the 
needed  investment  in  capital  projects, 
such  as  those  mentioned  above.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  administration  has  had 
the  tendency  not  to  make  this  a  top 
priority  in  its  legislative  agenda. 
Granted,  it  is  not  a  subject  which 
arouses  much  interest  in  the  private 
sector  unless,  of  course,  a  disaster 
occurs— such  as  the  recently  collapsed 
span  of  bridge  in  Connecticut.  Howev- 
er, all  across  the  country  the  needs  are 
there  and  we  must  address  them  now. 
Recently,  I  received  a  copy  of  a 
timely  editorial  aired  by  KFWB  News 
98  Radio,  located  in  Los  Angeles. 
Calif.,  which  drives  home  the  point 
that  we  must  work  together  now  to 
repair  America's  public  infrastructure. 
This  editorial  is  as  follows,  and  I  urge 
all  of  my  colleagues  to  read  it. 

[Radio  KFWB  News  98— Editorial] 
Infrastructure:  The  Future  is  Now 
Since  1965  we  have  been  spending  less  and 
less  on  the  Southland's  infrastructure  .  .  . 
our  streets   .  .  .   public  buildings   .  .  .   and 
sewer  systems.  And  our  multibillion  dollar 
public  works  investment  is  in  danger  of  seri- 
ous decay. 
Days  of  decision  are  at  hand. 
As  the  KFWB/Regional  Affairs  Council 
series  noted  maintaining  our  infrastructure 
will  carry  a  hefty  pricetag.  But  if  we  don't 
invest    in    preservation    efforts    today,   the 
costs  will  be  ten  times  as  high  tomorrow. 

Unlike  the  older  areas  of  the  east,  the 
Southland's  infrastructure  is  just  beginning 
to  crumble.  Bad  news?  Yes!  But  the  good 
news  is  that  we  have  the  opportunity  to  re- 
verse that  trend  .  .  .  and  we  must! 

Three  million  new  residents  are  expected 
in  the  Southland  by  the  turn  of  the  centu- 
ry, further  taxing  the  public  works  systems 
in  place. 


JMI 
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While  the  inclination  among  some  politi 
cal  leaders  may  be  to  go  for  new  and  more 
glamorous  projects,  you  must  let  them  know 
such  efforts  cannot  be  undertaken  at  the 
expense  of  repairing  existing  systems. 

We  all  have  a  stake  in  seeing  to  it  that  the 
visible  and  invisible  public  works  systems 
are  maintained,  not  just  for  today  but  to- 
morrow as  well.* 


CLOSE  A  MAJOR  LOOPHOLE  IN 
THE  RCRA 


HON.  BARBARA  A.  MIKULSKI 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

•  Ms.  MIKULSKL  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
offering  this  amendment  today  in 
order  to  close  a  major  loophole  in  the 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act. 

Currently.  EPA  has  no  regulatory 
authority  to  prevent  the  export  of 
hazardous  wastes  to  other  countries. 
My  amendment  will  provide  EPA  with 
the  authority  to  prohibit  the  export  of 
hazardous  wastes  if  the  receiving 
nation  does  not  certify  that  it  is  aware 
of  the  hazardous  nature  of  the  waste, 
and  that  it  is  willing  to  receive  the 
shipment. 

This  amendment  does  not  mandate 
an  outright  ban  on  such  shipments.  I 
recognize  the  fact  that  there  are  sever- 
al legitimate  reasons  for  exporting 
hazardous  wastes,  such  as  for  scientif- 
ic testing,  reprocessing  and  recycling. 
My  amendment  is  not  aimed  at  these 
shipments. 

The  focus  on  my  amendment  is 
those  wastes  which  are  exported  to 
avoid  the  stringent  and  more  expen- 
sive requirements  which  govern  the 
disposal  of  hazardous  wastes  in  this 
country. 

We  must  prevent  the  dumping  of 
hazardous  waste  in  unsuspecting 
Third  World  nations  and  we  must 
make  it  very  clear  to  other  countries 
that  we  will  not  export  our  problems 
onto  their  shores. 

There  have  been  several  incidences 
in  the  past  few  years  where  American 
companies  have  sought  to  export 
wastes  in  order  to  dump  them  in  some- 
one else's  backyard.  This  reflects 
poorly  on  our  country  and  harms  our 
foreign  policy  interests. 

In  Mexico,  an  American  citizen  ille- 
gally dispose  of  PCBs  and  mercury 
sludge  (both  extremely  hazardous  sub- 
stances) in  an  abandoned  mine  with- 
out adequate  safeguards  to  the  sur- 
rounding area. 

Last  year  a  Florida  company  pro- 
posed to  incinerate  large  quantities  of 
PCB-contaminate  wastes  in  a  Hondu- 
ran  facility  after  it  had  l)een  denied  an 
EPA  permit  for  PCB  incineration  in 
this  country.  Once  the  Honduran  Gov- 
ernment learned  of  the  hazardous 
nature  of  the  waste,  it  refused  to 
permit  the  activity. 
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In  both  of  these  cases,  if  the  receiv- 
ing country  was  notified  of  the  nature 
of  the  waste,  and  certified  it  was  will- 
ing to  accept  it,  this  amendment  would 
provide  no  obstacle  to  the  shipment. 
However,  if  the  receiving  country  does 
not  want  to  shipment.  EPA  would 
have  the  authority  to  stop  the  ship- 
ment. 

Both  the  State  Department  and 
EPA  agree  that  the  RCRA  legislation 
is  the  appropriate  place  to  deal  with 
this  issue  and  I  have  worked  with  the 
EPA  to  create  the  least  administrative 
burden  on  that  agency. 

Our  own  country  will  have  safe- 
guards from  the  ill  effects  of  hazard- 
ous waste  upon  passage  of  this  legisla- 
tion. We  should  take  an  equally  firm 
stand  on  the  transportation  of  hazard- 
ous waste  bound  for  export  to  other 
countries.  I  urge  you  to  support  my 
amendment  to  insure  such  a  clear  mes- 
sage to  the  rest  of  the  world.* 
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July  26,  1983 


OTHER  WAYS  TO  SKIN  THE 
LEGISLATIVE  VETO  CAT 

HON.  ELLIOn  H.  LEVITAS 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26.  1983 

9  Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  Con- 
gress moves  to  undo  the  damage  of  the 
Supreme  Court's  ruling  on  the  legisla- 
tive veto,  many  ideas  are  being  pro- 
posed as  alternative  ways  of  skinning 
the  cal.  We  have  already  adopted 
some  methods  to  do  this,  such  as  the 
amendments  adopted  in  the  House  to 
the  Consumer  Product  Safety  Com- 
mission for  approval  or  disapproval  of 
its  regulations.  - 

Now.  I  want  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues  an  article  writ- 
ten by  Robert  E.  Litan  and  William  D. 
Nordhaus.  which  appeared  in  the  New 
York  Times  on  July  5.  1983.  This  arti- 
cle explores  a  proposal  similar  to  one  I 
have  put  forward  which  could  serve  as 
one  possible  alternative  to  the  legisla- 
tive veto  which  the  Supreme  Court 
has  ruled  unconstitutional. 

Litan  and  Nordhaus  propose  that 
the  President  present  to  Congress  pe- 
riodically the  major  regulatory  pro- 
posals which  are  pending,  with  an 
analysis  of  their  costs  and  benefits. 
These  regulatory  proposals  could  then 
be  put  into  effect  if  affirmatively  ap- 
proved through  an  act  of  Congress  in 
an  omnibus  bill. 

This  idea  of  a  'legislated  regulatory 
calendar"  deserves  serious  consider- 
ation as  we  move  to  find  alternatives 
to  the  legislative  veto.  At  this  point.  I 
would  like  to  put  the  article  by  Litan 
and  Nordhaus  in  the  Record,  and  urge 
my  colleagues  to  take  a  moment  and 
review  this  proposal: 


With  the  Veto  Gone 

(By  Robert  E.  Litan  and  William  D. 
Nordhaus) 

Washington.— The  United  States  Su- 
preme Court's  decision  striking  down  the 
legislative  veto  corrects  a  longstanding 
defect  in  the  Federal  legislative  process. 

Since  the  veto  devise  was  introduced  in 
the  1930's  Congress  has  grown  progressively 
sloppy  in  writing  laws.  Instead  of  the  care- 
ful crafting  envisioned  by  the  Founding  Fa- 
thers, Congress  often  gave  a  blank  check  to 
the  executive  or  to  an  independent  agency. 
But  it  sometimes  reserved  the  right  to  put  a 
"stop"  order  on  these  checks,  by  the  now- 
unconstitutional  veto,  should  it  later 
(spurred  by  a  special-interest  group)  change 
its  mind. 

Nowhere  is  the  excessive  delegation  of  leg- 
islative functions  more  extreme  than  in  eco- 
nomic and  social  regulation. 

Even  through  regulation  is  as  important  a 
part  of  the  legislative  process  as,  say.  raising 
and  spending  revenues,  many  regulatory 
statues  are  egregiously  vague,  simply  direct- 
ing an  agency  to  regulate  in  the  "public  in- 
terest." Natural-gas  prices  became  regulated 
under  a  general  "public  interest"  standard, 
not  because  Congress  decided  it  was  .sound 
energy  policy.  Cities  are  required  to  make 
subways  and  buses  accessible  to  handi- 
capped people  even  though  Congress  never 
envisioned  this  outcome. 

In  other  cases,  statutes  are  specific  but 
place  no  limits  on  the  amounts  that  regula- 
tors can  require  firms  to  spend.  Businesses 
spent  $32  billion  in  1981  controlling  air  and 
water  pollution  because  Congress  delegated 
to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  a 
legislative  function  of  taxing  and  spending 
on  pollution  control.  Nuclear  power  is  dying 
under  the  weight  of  safety  regulations.  Reg- 
ulating everything  from  teddy  bears  to 
747's.  our  fourth  branch  of  Government  leg- 
islates more  per\'asively.  and  more  autocra- 
tically, than  King  George  III. 

In  the  last  few  years,  many  in  Congress 
have  become  concerned  about  this  over-del- 
egation. Legislative  vetoes  are  now  in  place 
(but  in  peril)  for  a  few  regulatory  statutes— 
in  seat-belt  regulation,  in  Federal  Trade 
Commission  rules  and  in  some  natural-gas 
rules. 

In  recent  reform  proposals,  moreover, 
many  members  of  Congress  hoped  to  re- 
verse the  problem  of  excessive  Congression- 
al delegation  by  an  omnibus  legislative  veto 
provision  for  all  major  Federal  regulation. 
This  route  is  now  clearly  closed. 

In  the  wake  of  the  decision  nullifying  the 
legislative  veto,  the  nation  should  pause  to 
consider  fundamental  issues  of  who  should 
legislate,  and  how. 

Some  think  that  Congress  will  now  have 
to  write  highly  detailed  statutes:  others 
think  that,  like  an  overburdened  mule.  Con- 
gress will  simply  balk  and  bring  the  legisla- 
tive process  to  a  halt. 

In  the  regulatory  arena,  some  worry  that 
the  first  alternative  will  lead  to  overly  po- 
liticized regulatory  decisions  traditionally 
left  to  agency  "experts."  Others,  noting 
that  good  legislation  requires  time  and 
effort,  fear  that  Congressmen  will  devote 
neither  and  instead  retreat  to  a  haven  of 
noncontroversial  inactivity. 

There  is  a  middle  way.  The  central  prob- 
lem for  Congress,  with  no  legislative  veto  as 
a  crutch  to  lean  on,  is  to  structure  its  con- 
sideration of  the  issues,  such  as  regulatory 
policy,  in  such  a  way  that  precious  Congres- 
sional time  is  devoted  to  major  questions. 


while  execution  and  Implementation  are 
delegated  to  administrative  agencies. 

We  believe  that  there  is  a  mechanism 
through  which  Congress  can  structure  its 
regulatory  decision-making  in  a  fashion  that 
meets  both  these  objectives. 

Specifically,  we  suggest  adoption  of  a  "leg- 
islated regulatory  calendar"  under  which 
the  President  would  present  to  Congress 
each  year  all  of  the  50  or  so  major  Federal 
regulatory  proposals.  Each  proposal  would 
be  accompanied  by  an  analysis  of  costs  and 
benefits.  An  act  of  Congress  would  then  be 
required  before  agencies  could  put  their 
rules  in  final  form.  The  calendar  proposal 
resembles  the  Congressional  budget  process, 
which  has.  since  1974,  allowed  Congress  to 
direct  the  broad  pattern  of  its  spending. 
Such  a  process  could  ser\'e  well  as  a  model 
for  regulation. 

A  regulatory  calendar  would  remove  legal 
uncertainties  about  rules  <such  as  the  auto- 
mobile air-bag  rule,  still  unresolved  13  years 
after  it  was  first  proposed).  It  would  permit 
Congress  and  the  executive  to  set  regula- 
tory priorities— a  task  nowhere  performed 
today. 

But  most  important,  it  would  provide  a 
constitutionally  sound  mechanism  by  which 
central  issues,  such  as  the  quality  of  our  air 
and  water  or  the  safety  of  our  highways, 
could  be  directly  decided  not  by  unelected 
regulators  but  by  elected  representatives.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

land-managing  agencies,  in  various  po- 
sitions relating  to  historic  preservation 
program  development,  and  resource 
management.  She  currently  operates  a 
cultural  resource  planning  firm  in 
Portland,  Oreg. 

Her  combination  of  on-the-ground 
experience,  and  familiarity  with  public 
lands  and  historic  preservation  issues 
over  which  my  subcommittee  has  ju- 
risdiction contributed  to  our  perspec- 
tive on  these  important  and  complex 
issues,  particularly  as  they  affect  Fed- 
eral lands  in  the  West. 

I  congratulate  the  American  Politi- 
cal Science  Association  for  the  longevi- 
ty of  its  congressional  fellowship  pro- 
gram, and  look  forward  to  its  contin- 
ued success. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  consider  the 
advantages  of  having  a  fellow  on  their 
staffs,  and  to  let  the  American  Politi- 
cal Science  Association  know  of  your 
interest  in  their  program.* 


AMERICAN  POLITICAL  SCIENCE 
ASSOCIATION  CONGRESSIONAL 
FELLOWSHIP  PROGRAM 


HON.  JOHN  F.  SEIBERLING 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  year  marks  the  30th  anniversary 
of  the  American  Political  Science  As- 
sociation congressional  fellowship  pro- 
gram. This  program,  begun  in  1953. 
has  enabled  more  than  1. 000  scholars, 
journalists.  Federal  executives,  and 
professionals  from  other  nations  to  ex- 
perience Congress  at  first  hand. 

For  the  congressional  fellow,  this  op- 
portunity provides  a  close-up  view  of 
legislation,  oversight,  and  policymak- 
ing in  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
For  the  Congress,  this  program  pro- 
vides additional  staff  in  personal  and 
committee  offices,  at  no  additional 
cost  to  the  Government. 

Because  each  fellow  goes  through  a 
rigorous  selection  process  within  his  or 
her  sponsoring  agency  or  organization, 
we  in  the  Congress  are  assured  of  get- 
ting top-level  expertise.  In  the  past. 
American  Political  Science  Association 
fellows  have  served  in  several  capac- 
ities as  personal  and  subcommittee 
staff  members.  Previous  fellows  have 
come  from  academic  institutions.  Fed- 
eral agencies,  and  the  private  sector. 

Since  January  of  this  year,  my 
P»ublic  Lands  and  National  Parks  Sub- 
committee staff  has  been  augmented 
by  Leslie  Wildesen,  an  APSA  fellow 
funded  by  the  American  Anthropologi- 
cal Association.  Dr.  Wildesen  has 
worked  previously  for  three  Federal 


A  SPEECH  BY  PRIME  MINISTER 
MAURICE  BISHOP 


HON.  MERVYN  M.  DYMALLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
submit  for  the  record  the  text  of  the 
following  speech  made  by  Prime  Min- 
ister Maurice  Bishop  of  Grenada. 
West  Indies,  at  the  Protocolary  Ses- 
sion of  the  meeting  of  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  on  June  1, 
1983,  in  Washington.  D.C. 

The  speech  follows: 

We  meet  here  at  a  time  when  the  world 
and  in  particular  the  developing  world 
which  we  so  amply  represent,  is  faced  by  an 
alarming  array  of  social  and  economic  prob- 
lems which  we  must  collectively  confront  in 
an  effort  to  attain  genuine  progress  and  de- 
velopment for  our  peoples.  Yet  this  is  also  a 
time  when  genuine  efforts  are  already 
emerging  from  among  us  to  resolve  the 
social,  economic,  financial  and  political 
problems  with  which  we  are  confronted. 
These  efforts  represent  a  reserve  of  deter- 
mination and  will  which  is  part  of  our 
American  heritage. 

A  century  and  a  half  ago.  the  great  Liber- 
ator, Simon  Bolivar,  the  father  of  Pan- 
Americanism  whose  bicentennial  we  cele- 
brate this  year  spoke  to  patriots  throughout 
the  Americas  of  the  importance  of  unity  in 
the  struggle  for  progress.  In  his  famous  Ja- 
maica letter  written  in  Kingston  in  1815,  he 
stated.  "Surely  unity  is  what  we  need  to 
complete  our  work  of  regeneration"  and  in 
1819,  delivering  an  address  at  the  inaugura- 
tion of  the  Second  National  Congress  of 
Venezuela  in  Argentina,  came  the  famous 
lines:  "Unity,  unity,  must  be  our  motto  in  all 
things.  The  blood  of  our  citizens  is  varied: 
let  it  be  mixed  for  the  sake  of  unity". 

Today,  one  hundred  and  fifty  years  later, 
as  we  seek  to  attain  peace,  justice  and 
progress  for  the  people  of  the  Americas,  we 
must  respond  to  those  echoes  in  the  corri- 
dors of  history.  Indeed,  even  while  we  speak 
of  the  need  for  unity  and  the  integrated  de- 
velopment of  our  people,  we  do  so  with  the 
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knowledge  that  while  we  have  shared  his- 
torical experiences,  the  specific  character 
and  development  of  each  State  is  different. 
Our  unity  is  therefore  based  on  mutual  ac- 
ceptance and  understanding  of  each  other's 
right  to  develop  its  own  process  as  it  deems 
best  for  the  progress  of  its  peoples. 

In  this  region,  we  are  a  diverse  people,  of 
Indian,  European.  Asian  and  African  ori- 
gins, with  an  array  of  cultural  and  social 
patterns.  What  we  acclaim  and  must  cherish 
is  our  unity  in  the  diversity  that  we  repre- 
sent. 

The  destiny  of  our  English-speaking  Car- 
ibbean is  inextricably  linked  with  that  of 
our  Spanish-speaking  brothers  and  sisters. 
Not  only  Simon  Bolivar,  but  also  other 
great  thinkers  of  our  time  have  recognized 
that  our  future  lies  in  the  unity  of  our  peo- 
ples. In  the  early  20th  century,  the  Grena- 
dian  Theophilus  Marryshow,  the  father  of 
West  Indies  Federation  said:  "A  West  Indies 
in  a  world  like  this  must  unite  or  perish. 
This  is  not  the  time  for  parish  pump  poli- 
tics. We  think  nobly,  nationally,  with  spe- 
cial regard  for  the  first  fundamentals  of  a 
West  Indian  unity,  and  a  West  Indian  inden- 
tity". 

As  Simon  Bolivar  fought  at  the  beginning 
of  the  19th  century  for  the  unity  of  Latin 
America,  so  too  Marryshow  fought  at  the 
beginning  of  the  20th  century  for  the  unity 
of  the  Caribbean.  As  inheritors  of  these 
great  traditions,  we  have  a  duty:  that  is.  as 
we  approach  the  21st  century,  doing  so  with 
collective  experience  of  national  independ- 
ence and  with  an  anti-colonial  perspective, 
our  duty  must  be  to  harness  the  strength  of 
unity  that  we  represent  and  that  we  genu- 
inely embody.  For  only  in  unity  can  we  ear- 
nestly fight  to  overcome  the  seemingly  mon- 
umental difficulties  of  our  region.  "Our 
Americas",  as  Jose  Marti  that  great  Ameri- 
canist thinker  entitled  our  region. 

In  this  regard,  we  in  Grenada  place  great 
significance  on  the  signing  of  a  Treaty  in 
December  1982  which  established  formal  re- 
lations between  the  Caribbean  Community 
(CARICOM)  and  the  Organization  of  Amer- 
ican States.  The  basis  for  institutional  inter- 
action and  exchange  is  most  certainly  being 
strengthened  within  our  region. 

Our  American  continent  must  not  only  be 
united,  but  we  must  have  peace:  a  peace 
which  brings  economic  and  social  justice, 
equality,  and  greater  independence  and 
freedom  for  all  those  down-trodden  and  op- 
pressed. 

Our  entire  region  has  a  history  of  struggle 
for  independence  and  freedom  from  domi- 
nation. We  cannot  forget  the  first  great 
Revolution  in  our  hemisphere,  when  on 
July  4,  1776,  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  declared  that  "These  United  Colonies 
are  and  of  right  ought  to  be  free  and  inde- 
pendent States ".  The  people  of  the  United 
States  fought  bravely  for  their  freedom, 
against  colonialism  and  exploitation,  so  that 
in  1783  England  lost  all  her  original  colonies 
in  North  America.  Throughout  our  region 
the  struggle  for  independence,  progress, 
peace  and  genuine  development  has  gone 
on.  It  has  never  stopped.  We  are  experienc- 
ing a  natural  historical  continuum  between 
these  brave  early  struggles  for  independ- 
ence and  self-determination  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  epic  struggles  of  the  people 
of  our  Americas  on  the  other  hand,  of 
which  the  heroic  and  unconquerable  people 
of  Central  America  deserve  singular  men- 
tion. 

We  must  continue  to  offer  all  our  support 
for  the  achievement  of  real  justice,  econom- 
ic well-being  and  social  equality  for  all  our 
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people.  For  It  is  in  atUining  justice  and 
equality  that  we  can  begin  to  realize  peace, 
meaningful  peace.  Yet  another  son  of  the 
America  Benito  Juarez  helped  to  fashion  a 
workable  reality  for  us  when  he  said;  'Re- 
spect for  the  rights  of  the  other  is  Peace". 
If  we  truly  aim  at  peace  and  development 
for  our  region,  at  the  individual  develop- 
ment of  each  country  and  our  collective 
progress  as  well,  we  must  respect  the  rights 
of  the  sons  and  daughters  of  Sandino  to 
see*  their  solutions  to  the  problems  of  pov- 
erty, unemployment,  illiteracy  and  underde- 
velopment which  have  plagued  their  coun- 
try for  over  a  century  since  the  attainment 
of  independence  in  1838. 

We  join  international  public  opinion  in 
supporting  initiatives  by  the  people  of  Latin 
America  to  the  problems  of  our  region.  Con- 
tadora  represents  a  significant  step  toward 
finding  a  solution  to  important  dimensions 
of  the  problems  in  Central  America. 

It  offers  concrete  hope  for  finding  a  nego- 
tiated solution  to  our  problems,  and  addi- 
tionally reemphasises  the  importance  of 
peacefully  settling  disputes  through  dia- 
logue and  without  resorting  to  the  use  of 
force  or  interference  in  the  affairs  of  our 
neighbours. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today,  the  peoples  of  Cen- 
tral America,  indeed  the  peoples  of  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean,  must  be  al- 
lowed to  decide  what  process  befit  their  par- 
ticular experience. 

Nicaragua  has  had  a  difficult  past.  For 
decades,  its  integrity  has  been  trampled  by 
the  interventionist  boot  and  from  1936  to 
1979.  by  the  unparalleled  tyranny  of  a 
family  dynasty.  Despite  the  popular  and  de- 
finitive character  of  the  Sandinista  victory 
of  July  19.  1979.  the  Nicaraguan  people  are 
not  being  left  to  develop  their  own  process 
in  peace  and  to  find  solutions  to  the  prob- 
lems which  have  plagued  the  country.  This 
is  a  matter  of  grave  concern  to  Grenada. 
Moreover,  Grenada  shares  in  the  broad 
international  outrage  at  the  provocation  to 
which  Nicaragua  has  been  subjected  over 
the  last  week.  Similarly,  and  with  equal  seri- 
ousness, we  decry  the  tremendous  loss  of 
life  and  the  overall  regrettable  state  of  af- 
fairs in  Central  America. 

We  oppose  any  attempt  to  give  support  to 
those  whose  objective  is  to  destabilise  the 
Sandinista  regime  and  to  promote  strife  and 
discord  in  Central  America.  What  matters  is 
the  future  of  the  people  of  the  Latin  Ameri- 
can region  as  perceived  by  the  people  them- 
selves. The  region  cannot  be  held  to  ransom 
or  made  to  adhere  to  values  and  systems 
which  others  choose.  The  people  of  Central 
America  will  look  at  the  experience  of 
almost  two  centuries  of  their  independence, 
decide  for  themselves  why  poverty  and  un- 
derdevelopment have  pursued  them  so  re- 
lentlessly and  seek  their  own  negotiated  so- 
lutions to  their  problems. 

I  reiterate  my  country's  support  for  the 
French-Mexican  Declaration  of  1981.  an 
effort  which  seeks  to  bring  together  for  dia- 
logue all  the  truly  representative  forces  in 
El  Salvador. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Grenada  again  calls  for 
peaceful  solutions  to  all  the  region's  border 
disputes,  another  legacy  of  colonialism 
which  continues  to  adversely  affect  our 
peaceful  and  integrated  development.  The 
territorial  integrity  of  Belize  must  be  re- 
spected and  the  Belizean  people  left  to 
pursue  their  own  path  to  peace,  progress 
and  genuine  development. 

We  also  seek  to  ensure  that  all  vestiges  of 
colonialism  are  removed  from  our  region. 
The  foreign  policy  of  Grenada  is  unequivo- 
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cally  anti-colonial.  Our  support  for  peace, 
independence  and  development  automatical- 
ly assumes  opposition  to  the  colonial  situa- 
tion which  has  so  divided  our  peoples. 

We  extend  full  support  to  the  Argentinian 
people  in  their  struggle  to  retain  the  Mal- 
vinas  Islands.  It  is  an  issue  about  which  we 
cannot  be  apathetic.  The  Non-Aligned 
Movement  has  consistently  supported  Ar- 
gentina's claim  to  the  islands.  Consistent 
with  the  United  Nations  resolution  on  the 
issue,  and  in  the  interest  of  a  peaceful  and 
speedy  settlement,  we  call  upon  Great  Brit- 
ain to  return  to  the  negotiating  table  with 
Argentina. 

E^en  as  we  concentrate  on  themes  of 
unity  and  peace  for  the  development  of  the 
region,  we  are  aware  of  the  severe  economic 
and  financial  problems  facing  our  countries. 
A  report  prepared  by  the  I.D.B.  shows  that 
the  G.D.P.  of  Latin  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean declined  by  one  percent  in  1982.  Some 
of  our  countries  have  had  to  seek  reschedul- 
ing of  foreign  debts.  We  have  felt  the  ad 
verse  effects  of  fluctuating  international 
markets  for  our  primary  products.  Now 
more  than  ever,  we  feel  the  urgent  need  for 
restructuring  of  the  international  moiietary 
and  financial  institutions  to  make  them 
more  responsive  to  the  needs  of  our  develop- 
ing countries. 

Our  interdependence  is  a  fact  of  our  exist- 
ence as  developing  and  over-exploited  coun- 
tries of  the  American  continent,  and  we  are 
deeply  aware  of  the  need  to  cooperate  in 
order  to  secure  social  and  economic  benefits 
for  our  people  and  to  secure  peace  in  our 
region.  We  sincerely  hope  that  the  meeting 
to  be  convened  in  Venezuela  later  this  year 
will  generate  new  and  workable  solutions  to 
the  region's  deep  economic  and  financial 
problems. 

Because  peace,  independence  and  develop- 
ment are  necessary  for  the  progress  of  the 
peoples  of  the  entire  region.  Grenada  is  par- 
ticularly concerned  about  our  relationship 
with  the  United  States  of  America. 

My  Government  has  consistently  sought 
to  establish  and  to  maintain  normal  and 
mutually  respectful  relations  with  our  pow- 
erful northern  neighbour.  It  is  an  unfortu- 
nate historical  fact  that  every  effort  on  our 
part  to  achieve  this  has  been  ignored  or  re- 
buffed. 

As  a  member  of  the  Inter-American 
family.  Grenada's  purpose  is  to  solve  the 
social  and  economic  problems  which  con- 
front our  people.  We  pursue  a  foreign  policy 
of  Non-Alignment  which  for  us  includes  a 
real  and  ongoing  diversification  and  expan- 
sion of  our  relations. 

This  explains  our  active  involvement  in 
the  concerns  of  Latin  America,  seeking  solu- 
tions to  the  problems  of  our  Small  Island 
States,  advocating  self-determination  in  ? 
new  political  and  economic  framework,  and 
acceptance  of  the  principle  of  ideological 
pluralism. 

I  reaffirm  what  representatives  of  our 
Government  and  people  have  said  so  many 
times  before:  that  Grenada  constitutes  no 
threat  to  the  United  States.  We  repeat  that 
the  new  International  Airport  is  a  civilian 
project  vital  to  the  economic  development 
of  our  country.  It  has  been  discussed  and 
considered  by  successive  Grenadian  Govern- 
ments for  the  past  quarter  century  and  no 
less  than  six  (6)  voluminous  studies  and  re- 
ports have  been  done  on  its  feasibility.  The 
runway  is  the  same  length  as  St.  Lucia's  and 
smaller  than  that  of  Barbados.  It  is  also  a 
project  which  past  United  States  and  Cana- 
dian Administrations  have  recognized  as 
vital  to  the  development  of  our  tourist  in- 
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dustry.  We  have  received  assistance  for  the 
project  from  countries  throughout  the 
world:  and  its  importance  to  our  economic 
development  is  unquestionable. 

Our  particular  vision  of  the  Americas  is 
one  which  recognizes  the  right  of  member 
states  to  choose  their  own  destiny  and  this 
same  vision  of  ours  accepts  the  possibilities 
of  peaceful  coexistence,  diversity  and  a  vari- 
ety of  political  systems.  It  is  in  this  ideologi- 
cal spirit  that  we  embrace  Venezuela,  Cuba. 
Nicaragua,  Mexico,  Barbados,  Martinique 
and  Suriname  as  all  legitimate  sons  of  the 
Americas.  We  cannot  in  principle  subscribe 
to  the  attempt  to  isolate  any  member  of  our 
hemispheric  family. 

Pluralism  is  a  reality  of  our  region.  We 
exist  xjith  different  systems,  different  solu- 
tions, different  approaches  emanating  from 
the  common  search  for  peace,  true  inde- 
pendence and  meaningful  development. 

On  another  issue,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
cannot  express  support  for  the  U.S.  Carib- 
bean Basin  Initiative,  since  it  deliberately 
seeks  to  exclude  our  country  and  others  of 
the  American  family  from  economic  bene- 
fits given  to  the  region.  The  unity  of  our 
peoples  must  not  be  compromised  by  at- 
tempts to  divide  us.  We  who  have  a  history 
of  colonialism  already  understand  what  it  Is 
to  be  divided  by  language  and  culture.  We 
already  know  what  it  is  to  be  fighting  off 
the  colonial  legacy  of  mistrust.  If  assistance 
is  to  be  given  to  an  area  designated  the 
"Caribbean  Basin",  then  it  must  be  given  to 
all  the  countries  of  the  area  without  dis- 
crimination. 

In  this  regard,  wc  take  the  opportunity  to 
express  our  additional  concern  over  the 
United  States  announcement  that  $4.4  mil- 
lion will  be  made  available  as  scholarship  as- 
sistance through  the  O.A.S.  to  countries  of 
the  Caribbean  Basin,  excluding  Suriname, 
Nicaragua  and  Grenada.  The  vision  of  an  or- 
ganization with  a  people  united  in  a 
common  drive  toward  development  pre- 
cludes the  toleration  of  such  divisiveness, 
and  an  organization  which  by  its  very  exist- 
ence gives  substance  to  the  dreams  of  Boli- 
var, must,  we  feel,  not  allow  discrimination 
against  any  member  stale.  This  is  a  danger 
to  our  regional  movement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  distinguished  Ambassadors 
and  representatives,  the  unity  of  our  region 
must  prevail.  Members-states  of  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States,  represented  at 
the  Third  Special  Inter-American  Confer- 
ence, stated  in  a  preambular  paragraph  to 
the  "Protocol  of  Buenos  Air'es  "  that  "the 
charter  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States  signed  at  Bogota  in  1948.  set  forth 
the  purpose  of  achieving  an  order  of  peace 
and  justice,  promoting  solidarity  among  the 
American  states,  strengthening  their  col- 
laboration and  and  defending  their  sover- 
eignty, their  territorial  integrity,  and  their 
independence.  Our  unity  must  be  based  on 
principles  of  justice,  genuine  independence, 
liberation,  peace,  and  mutual  respect". 

The  countries  of  our  Organization  of 
American  States  must  demonstrate  respect 
for  the  principles  of  legal  equality  of  all 
nation  states,  mutual  respect  for  sovereign- 
ty, territorial  integrity,  ideological  plural- 
ism, non-interference  in  the  internal  affairs 
of  other  states  and  the  rights  of  each  coun- 
try to  develop  its  own  process  free  from  all 
forms  of  outside  dictation  and  pressure. 
Above  all.  our  countries  must  work  together 
actively  in  the  promotion  of  peace,  for  with- 
out peace,  our  dreams  of  development  will 
remain  mere  dreams.  Without  respect  for 
internationally  accepted  principles.  Central 
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America   will   have   no   peace   and   will   be 
doomed  to  continuous  turmoil. 

Grenada  has  always  envisioned  the  attain- 
ment of  peace  in  our  region,  and  our  Orga- 
nization of  American  States  has  helped  to 
give  substance  to  that  dream  by  unanimous- 
ly adopting  at  the  IX  General  Assembly  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States  a  Res- 
olution aimed  at  declaring  the  Caribbean 
region  a  Zone  of  Peace. 
'  Let  us  all.  inheritors  of  the  compelling 
vision  of  Bolivar.  Benito  Juarez.  Jose  Marti, 
Marryshow  and  all  those  other  heroes  who 
fought  for  peace,  progress  and  freedom, 
work  together  in  this  our  America  to  ensure 
concrete  and  long-lasting  solutions  to  the 
real  problems  of  the  region— to  poverty,  un- 
employment, illiteracy,  disease  and  transna- 
tional exploitation  of  our  resources,  the 
vision  of  an  America  peaceful  by  virtue  of 
its  integrated  development  is  still  vibrantly 
alive. 

Grenada  reiterates  its  commitment  to  the 
Charter  of  our  organization.  Our  nations 
must  proceed  without  confusion  believing 
that  wc  will  achieve  the  goals  agreed  to  in 
our  Charter. 

Mr.  Chairman,  distinguished  Ambassadors 
and  representatives  of  our  America,  if  we 
lose  the  war  on  poverty  and  underdevelop- 
ment and  allow  ourselves  to  move  back  into 
the  darkness  of  enslavement,  we  will  have  to 
blame  not  the  weapons  of  the  enemy,  but 
our  own  divisiveness. 

Forward  to  peace,  genuine  independence 
and  development  in  a  United  America— Our 
America.* 


TOM  BEVILL:  A  BUILDER  OF 
AMERICA 


HON.  RONNIE  G.  FLIPPO 

OF  ALABAMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  FLIPPO.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently. 
Randy  Quarles.  Washington  corre- 
spondent of  the  Huntsville  Times,  lo- 
cated in  my  district,  published  an  arti- 
cle outlining  the  enormous  contribu- 
tions of  my  good  friend  and  colleague, 
Tom  Bevill.  in  building  the  Nation 
and  our  State  of  Alabama. 

Edwin  Markham,  writing  of  Lincoln, 
said: 
Why  build  these  glorious  cities,  if  man  un- 

builded  goes. 
In  vain  we  build  the  world,  unless  the  build- 
er also  grows. 

Tom  Bevill  is  now  beginning  to  re- 
ceive some  of  the  recognition  he  de- 
serves as  a  builder  of  America.  But  he 
has  labored  in  relative  obscurity  for 
many  years  to  reach  the  position  he 
now  holds  as  chairman  of  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Water  Develop- 
ment. 

I  would  point  out  to  you  that  the 
building  mentioned  in  this  article  is  lo- 
cated in  my  district,  not  Mr.  Bevill's. 
He  is  known  as  "Mr.  Tenn-Tom"  in  the 
House,  yet  the  Tenn-Tom  barely 
touches  the  corner  of  his  district. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Tom  Bevill  has  earned 
his  reputation  as  a  builder  of  America 
because  of  his  hard  work,  dedication, 
and  selfless  devotion  to  building  all  of 
America.  He  is  also  a  pure  Southern 
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gentleman  who  has  become  a  master 
of  the  legislative  process. 

The    accompanying    article    is    long 
overdue. 
[Prom  the  Huntsville  Times,  July  3.  1983] 
Congressman  Sounded  Cocky.  But  He 
Delivered 
(By  Randy  Quarles) 
Washington —U.S.    Rep.    Tom    Bevill    of 
Jasper   sounded   pretty   cocky   a   couple   of 
weeks  ago  when  he  shrugged  off  the  Sen- 
ate's refusal  to  give  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers $9.5  million,  for  a  new  training  center 
in  Huntsville. 

Dismissing  it  as  a  bargaining  move,  the 
Alabama  Democrat  smiled  and  declared 
that  he  had  more  chips  on  his  side  of  the 
table.  The  training  center  would  be  in  the 
final  measure  passed  by  Congress.  Bevill 
promised. 

Last  Wednesday  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  passed  a  compromise  energy  and 
water  development  appropriations  bill, 
which  includes  the  Corps'  budget. 

And  lo  and  behold,  the  $9.5  million  for  the 
Corps  building  was  back  in  there. 

That  wasn't  the  only  Alabama  project 
snubbed  by  the  Senate  but  restored  or 
beefed  up  in  the  compromise. 

To  name  a  few.  the  bill  approved  Wednes- 
day contained  $1.8  million  for  the  Franklin 
Ferry  Bridge  in  Jefferson  County,  or  a  mil- 
lion dollars  more  than  the  Senate  initially 
approved;  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee 
river  system  got  $13  million  for  operation 
and  maintenance,  some  $4.2  million  more 
that  the  Senate  figure:  planning  for  a  new 
Olvier  Lock  and  Dam  on  the  Black  Warrior 
got  $1.3  million,  up  from  $600,000  in  the 
Senate  bill;  a  $600,000  flood-control  study  of 
Threemile  Creek  in  Mobile  ended  up  with 
full  funding,  while  the  Senate  had  given  it 
nothing:  and  the  final  measure  upped  the 
ante  for  a  channel-deepening  study  for 
Mobile  channel  to  $900,000  from  the  Sen- 
ates $700,000. 

"Everything  in  Alabama's  in  good  shape, 
right  on  schedule, "  Bevill  said  late  last 
week. 
Bevill  had  struck  again. 
As  Chairman  of  the  House  Appropriations 
energy  and  water  development  subcommit- 
tee, Bevill  is  known  as  a  friend  to  most 
water  projects  nationwide,  not  just  in  Ala- 
bama. But  the  Alabama  projects  get  an 
extra  boost  because  of  Bevill's  position,  par- 
ticularly the  smaller  projects  or  ones  like 
the  Corps'  training  center  that  just  as 
easily,  perhaps,  could  go  to  another  area. 

If  a  representative  from  New  Jersey  was 
in  Bevill's  spot,  for  example,  he  or  she  prob- 
ably wouldn't  feel  called  upon  to  insist  on 
Senate  approval  of  the  new  Corps  facility  at 
the  University  of  Alabama  in  Huntsville. 
And  something  like  an  $80,000  channel- 
deepening  study  for  Bayou  La  Batre  might 
get  lost  in  the  shuffle  despite  lobbying  by 
members  from  Alabama. 

"I  don't  know  what  we'd  do  without 
Bevill.'  one  veteran  Senate  aide  said  last 
week,  shaking  his  head  in  admiration  over 
Bevill's  victories  in  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference committee  that  hammered  out  the 
funding  measure  for  the  fiscal  year  begin- 
ning this  coming  Oct.  1. 

This  probably  has  been  one  of  Bevill's 
better  years,  too.  as  far  as  water  projects  go. 
The  biggie,  of  course,  was  his  successful 
maneuver  to  assure  the  Tennessee-Tombig- 
bee  Waterway  of  enough  federal  money  to 
complete  it  by  September  1985. 

By  "finding"  a  $180  million  surplus  in  the 
Corps'  current  budget,  Bevill  not  only  se- 
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cured  enough  money  to  finish  the  water- 
way, he  did  it  without  a  floor  fight. 

He  said  the  overfunding  in  the  agency's 
1983  budget  was  purely  accidental— al- 
though his  committee  drafted  the  budget 
resolution  last  December  that  resulted  in 
the  surplus. 

The  waterway  has  a  number  of  powerful 
allies  in  the  House,  of  course,  including  Rep. 
Jamie  L.  Whitten.  D-Miss..  chairman  of  the 
full  Appropriations  Committee.  As  part  of 
the  Republican  leadership.  Rep.  Jack  Ed- 
wards. R-Mobile.  also  has  been  in  a  good  po- 
sition to  help  it. 

But  because  he  writes  the  energy  and 
water  bill  each  year,  Bevill  has  been  the 
Tenn-Tom  point  man. 

Last  Thursday,  a  day  after  the  bill's  pas- 
sage. Bevill  said  it  meant  that  "the  Tenn- 
Tom.  as  far  as  Congress  is  concerned,  is 
completed." 

"I  feel  a  lot  better  now,  a  lot  Ijetter,"  said 
Bevill,  62.  "Its  a  good  feeling. 

"Frankly,  there  was  a  window  there.  If 
this  project  had  started  one  year  later,  we 
never  would've  finished  it."  he  said.  "It  was 
that  close,  in  my  judgment." 

But  Bevill  says  the  Tenn-Tom  success  is 
the  result  of  a  decade  of  hard  work  and  sup- 
port by  a  lot  of  representatives  and  sena- 
tors, including  some  of  the  powers  that  be 
or  have  been  in  Congress. 

•"I've  had  some  help  from  the  leadership  a 
few  times,"  said  Bevill.  although  he  declined 
to  talk  about  any  specific  instances  of  aid 
from  above. 

While  the  water  projecte  got  the  most 
press.  Bevill  scored  other  wins  last  week, 
too. 

He  had  included  $150  million  for  the  Ap- 
palachian Regional  Commission's  develop- 
ment programs  in  his  House  bill,  despite  the 
Reagan  administration's  opposition  to  any 
ARC  funding.  The  Senate's  version  gave 
ARC  $125  million. 

Chaired  by  Bevill,  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference committee  increased  the  figure  to 
$145  million. 

The  Tennessee  Valley  Authority's  budget 
for  non-power  programs  fared  well  in  con- 
ference, too.  It  received  $125.5  million,  or  $3 
million  more  than  in  the  Senate  bill  and 
only  $450,000  less  than  in  the  House  ver- 
sion. 

While  he  was  at  it.  Bevill  also  managed  to 
insert  a  little  moral  support  for  TVA  and  its 
private  partners  involved  in  the  Murphy 
Hill  coal-to-methanol  plant.  He  added  a  sen- 
tence to  the  bill  stating:  "The  conferees  are 
encouraged  by  recent  progress  in  achieving 
financial  participation  in  the  North  Ala- 
bama Coal  Gasification  Project  and  hope 
that  the  Synthetic  Fuels  Corporation  will 
proceed  to  an  early  decision." 

The  Synfuels  board  has  been  asked  to  pro- 
vide loan  guarantees  and  price  supports  for 
most  of  the  private  energy-related  firms  in 
the  Murphy  Hill  consortium. 

Maybe  Bevill  was  being  a  little  bit  cocky  a 
couple  of  weeks  ago  when  he  promised  to  re- 
store money  for  the  Corps'  training  center 
in  Huntsville  and  the  other  Alabama 
projects.  But  he  did  it.* 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE 
PENNYSAVER  CORPORATION 

HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OP  ItrW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  congratulate  the  Penny- 
saver  Corp..  publishers  of  the  Penny- 
savers  of  South  Nassau  and  Queens, 
on  its  20th  anniversary,  which  it  will 
celebrate  next  month. 

In  1963.  the  first  South  Nassau  Pen- 
nysaver  appeared  in  Rockville  Centre. 
N.Y.,  and  offered  saturation  advertis- 
ing to  the  merchants  of  the  area.  This 
innovative  publication,  delivered  free 
of  charge  to  the  home  of  every  family 
in  each  community  it  serves,  has  con- 
tinued to  this  day  a  tradition  of  excel- 
lence and  service  to  the  businesses  and 
consumers  of  New  York. 

Currently,  there  are  19  editions  of 
the  Pennysavers  of  South  Nassau  and 
Queens,  serving  over  250.000  homes 
each  week.  The  Pennysaver  Corp.  em- 
ploys almost  200  people,  and  is  head- 
quartered in  one  of  the  most  prestigi- 
ous landmark  buildings  in  Rockville 
Centre.  N.Y. 

The  quality  and  service  offered  by 
the  Pennysavers  of  South  Nassau  and 
Queens  have  been  recognized  by  Gov- 
ernment agencies  as  well  as  by  numer- 
ous citations  and  awards  from  local 
and  national  organizations.  As  a 
former  newspaper  publisher.  I  can 
attest  that  only  dedication  and  hard 
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work  could  produce  a  publication  so 
successful  that  it  has  thrived  and 
grown  for  two  decades. 

Seymour  Katz  and  Herb  Solomon, 
the  publishers  of  the  Pennysavers  of 
South  Nassau  and  Queens,  are  com- 
munity activists  in  their  own  right, 
championing  many  important  causes 
on  behalf  of  the  people  of  Nassau  and 
Queens  Counties. 

It  is  indeed  a  pleasure  to  salute  the 
publishers  of  the  Pennysavers  of 
South  Nassau  and  Queens  on  the  20th 
anniversary  of  their  distinguished 
publication. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  sure  that  you  will 
join  me  in  extending  the  Congress 
congratulations  to  Mr.  Solomon  and 
Mr.  Katz.  I  am  very  glad  that  they 
plan  to  continue  serving  the  people  of 
New  York  for  many  years  to  come.« 


THE  lOTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
THE  ED  AND  CHET  POLKA 
SHOW 

HON.  MATTHEW  J.  RINALDO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  RINALDO.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
past  10  years  radio  station  WJDM  in 
Elizabeth.  N.J..  has  originated  a 
number  of  stimulating  programs  that 
appeal  to  the  wide  variety  of  ethnic 
groups  in  Union  County,  N.J.  One  of 
the  most  popular  of  these  programs, 
the  Ed  and  Chet  Polka  Show,  is  ob- 
serving its  lOth  anniversary  on  August 
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13,  and  I  wish  to  pay  special  tribute  in 
this  Chamber  to  the  hosts  of  that 
show,  Ed  Slomkowski  and  Chet  Kayer, 
as  well  as  to  the  management  of 
WJDM  for  supporting  this  valuable 
and  entertaining  show. 

It  has  a  large  and  loyal  listening  au- 
dience of  Polish  Americans,  as  well  as 
other  people  who  enjoy  Polish  polkas 
and  who  wish  to  know  what  is  happen- 
ing in  the  Polish  community. 

Ed  Slomkowski  and  Chet  Kayer  are 
a  source  of  good  will,  information, 
family  announcements,  and  entertain- 
ment Sunday  after  Sunday.  Many  of 
their  listeners  have  been  fans  of  the 
show  for  the  last  decade. 

On  any  Sunday  morning,  Ed  Slom- 
kowski and  Chet  Kayer  fill  the  hour 
with  birthday  greetings,  family  anni- 
versaries, events  of  importance  to  Po- 
lonians,  and  plenty  of  foot  stomping 
polka  music.  It  is  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant Polish  cultural  shows  on  the 
east  coast.  Letters  from  its  fans  pour 
in  from  throughout  the  metropolitan 
area. 

Broadcast  in  English,  the  program 
helps  to  stimulate  interest  in  the 
many  contributions  of  Polish  Ameri- 
cans to  our  society.  It  is  done  with  en- 
thusiasm, spirit,  and  a  healthy  respect 
for  Polish-American  culture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  congratulating  WJDM  and 
the  Ed  and  Chet  Polka  Show  for  10 
years  of  wonderful  entertainment  that 
is  wholesome  and  invigorating,  and 
symbolizes  the  richness  and  flavor  of 
our  society.* 
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The  Senate  met  at  10:15  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Rich- 
ard C.  Halverson,  D.D.,  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Gracious,  loving,  patient  God,  hours 
of  heated  debate  are  over,  the  vote  is 
taken,  the  die  is  cast.  The  big  ques- 
tion, who  wins?  who  loses?  It  is  not 
whether  a  Senator  wins  or  loses— or 
whether  one  side  of  the  aisle  or  the 
other  wins  or  loses— but  has  it  been  a 
victory  or  loss  for  the  people?  Has  it 
been  a  victory  or  loss  for  the  Nation— 
the  world? 

And  today.  Father,  more  votes  are 
required,  the  Senate  is  confronted 
with  more  hard  decisions  on  which 
ride  national  destiny  and  the  people's 
welfare.  Grant  to  each  Senator  a 
spirit-enlightened  conscience  and  the 
courage  to  obey  it.  For  the  sake  of  the 
people,  our  Nation  and  the  world,  and 
for  Thy  honor,  we  pray  in  the  name  of 
Him  who  was  dedicated  to  the  glory  of 
God.  Amen. 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  July  25,  1983) 

bill,  the  D.C.  appropriations  bill,  and 
our  main  business  will  be  the  agricul- 
ture target  pricing.  It  is  our  hope  that 
we  will  be  able  to  begin  consideration 
of  that  today.  The  majority  leader  will 
have  a  further  announcement  with  re- 
spect to  the  legislative  schedule,  I  be- 
lieve, later  in  the  day. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized 
for  1  minute. 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  at 
10:25  a.m.  the  Senate  will  go  into  exec- 
utive session  to  consider  the  nomina- 
tion of  Dr.  D.  Lowell  Jensen  to  be  As- 
sociate Attorney  General  on  a  20- 
minute  time  limit.  We  do  not  expect  a 
rollcall  vote  on  that. 

In  any  event,  following  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  Jensen  nomination,  we  will 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the 
nomination  of  Paul  A.  Volcker  to  be 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  under  a 
1-hour  time  agreement.  At  11:45  a.m.  a 
vote  on  that  nomination  will  occur. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

That  will  be  followed  by  a  vote  on 
seven  treaties  that  are  on  the  Execu- 
tive Calendar.  They  are  items  num- 
bered 9  to  15,  for  the  guidance  of  the 
membership.  There  will  be  one  vote  on 
those  seven  treaties. 

Following  that,  we  will  resume  legis- 
lative session.  The  majority  leader  has 
announced  that  we  will  consider  the 
military    construction    appropriations 


SEMIANNUAL  REPORTS— FEDER- 
AL ELECTION  CAMPAIGN  ACT. 
AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  Office  of  Public  Records,  119  D 
Street  NE.,  room  623,  telephone  224- 
0322,  will  be  open  Sunday.  July  31. 
1983.  from  12  noon  until  3  p.m.  to  re- 
ceive hand-delivered  July  31  semian- 
nual reports  required  by  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act.  as  amended 
for  committees  supporting  candidates 
for  the  U.S.  Senate.  For  further  infor- 
mation or  assistance,  please  contact 
the  Public  Records  Office  at  the  above 
telephone  number. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MINORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  minority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
of  the  minority  leader  be  reserved 
until  later  in  the  day  if  he  wishes  to 
use  it. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore. 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore. 
Under  the  previous  order,  there  will 
now  be  a  period  for  the  transaction  of 
routine  morning  business,  not  to 
extend  beyond  the  hour  of  10:25  a.m., 
with  statements  therein  limited  to  1 
minute  each. 


THE  NUCLEAR  ARMS  RACE 
MOVES  ON  IN  EUROPE 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  latest  edition  of  the  Brookings 
Review  (summer  1983),  John  Stein- 
bruner  analyzes  the  intermediate 
range  nuclear  negotiations  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  and  concludes  that  the  time  has 
expired  for  a  compromise  that  might 
be  expected  to  emerge  from  formal  ne- 
gotiations and  routine  diplomatic  pro- 
ceeding. He  argues  that  the  develop- 
ment of  a  hard  line  view  in  Moscow  as 
well  as  Washington  has  pushed 
normal   diplomacy   to   failure.   Presi- 


dents Reagan  and  Andropov  could,  If 
they  both  acted  promptly  and  force- 
fully, move  to  an  accommodation.  But 
in  the  view  of  Steinbruner  that  will— 
at  this  point— take  an  unusual  act  of 
statesmanship.  It  will  be  especially  dif- 
ficult for  President  Reagan.  The  Presi- 
dent, after  all  has— as  Steinbruner 
points  out— insisted  on  defense  budget 
increases  in  the  face  of  appalling  defi- 
cits that  promise  to  wreck  a  recovery. 
He  has  opposed  a  freeze  resolution, 
which  in  the  words  of  Steinbruner. 
"he  might  easily  have  tolerated  so  im- 
precise are  its  practical  implications." 
He  has  attacked  the  Soviet  Union  as 
the  focus  of  evil  in  the  world.  He  has 
introduced  the  missile  defense  into  our 
security  policy  without  restricting  our 
offensive  forces.  In  the  process  he  has 
alarmed  the  Congress  and  provoked 
friend  and  foe  abroad.  The  President 
has  also  instituted  an  extraordinary 
series  of  military  moves  in  Central 
America  that  could  easily  lead  this 
country  into  a  shooting  war.  The  obvi- 
ous and  sole  motivation  for  this  ex- 
traordinary U.S.  action  in  Central 
America  is  to  stop  any  chance  of  the 
Soviets  winning  the  support  of  govern- 
ments so  near  to  our  country  that 
might  provide  potential  Soviet  missile 
bases. 

The  circumstances  could  hardly  be 
more  discouraging  for  reaching  an 
agreement  in  Europe  to  limit  or  ex- 
clude further  nuclear  missile  deploy- 
ment. The  most  serious  inhibition  has 
been  the  possible  reluctance  of  Euro- 
pean NATO  countries  to  accept  our 
Pershings  and  cruises.  But  the  govern- 
ments in  power  in  Europe  now  seem 
ready  to  support  President  Reagan  if 
the  Soviets  refuse  to  negotiate  a  re- 
duction of  their  European-based  mis- 
siles. By  pressing  these  governments 
to  keep  their  commitments,  President 
Reagan  will  be  weakening  the  NATO 
alliance.  While  the  governments  have 
been  firm  in  their  support  of  U.S.  mis- 
sile deployment,  there  is  strong  oppo- 
sition in  every  affected  country  of 
Europe.  And  with  deployment  that  op- 
position is  very  likely  to  intensify  for 
obvious  reasons.  U.S.  missiles  will 
make  their  country  and  their  lives  se- 
riously endangered.  Both  the  missiles 
and  the  command  systems  necessary 
to  operate  them  will  be  conspicuously 
vulnerable  to  preemptive  attack  and 
not  only  by  Russian  nuclear  forces. 
Even  tactical  Soviet  aircraft  using  con- 
ventional ammunition  could  endanger 
them. 
Steinbruner  puts  the  dilemma  well: 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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This  vulnerability  combined  with  the  in- 
herently cxunbersome  decision  procedures  in 
an  iUliance  of  15  democratic  governments 
renders  these  weapons  essentially  unable  to 
execute  military  missions  since  an  attempt 
to  use  them  would  almost  certainly  trigger 
effective  preemption.  When  this  condition  is 
realized,  as  it  is  destined  to  be  in  the  course 
of  contentious  public  debate,  the  prime  ra- 
tionale for  these  weapons  as  a  symbol  of 
American  commitment  to  Europe  will  be  se- 
verely damaged  .  .  .  The  harsh  fact  is  that 
the  NATO  deployment  cannot  withstand 
the  pressures  that  wlU  descend  upon  it  in 
the  absence  of  an  arms  control  agreement. 

So  the  nuclear  arms  race  goes  on. 
Here  in  the  U.S.  Senate  we  proceed 
with  the  authorization  of  the  most  un- 
stable, the  most  threatening,  the  most 
hair  trigger  and  the  most  vulnerable 
nuclear  weapon  we  have  ever  pro- 
duced: the  MX.  10-warhead.  stationary 
missile.  This  doomsday  weapon  will  re- 
quire the  President  to  fire  it  on  warn- 
ing withm  minutes  after  our  elaborate 
intelligence  system  has  informed  the 
President  that  a  Soviet  attack  may- 
just  may— be  on  the  way.  He  must 
press  the  button  and  "use"  the  MX  or 
take  the  chance  of  "losing"  it.  We 
know  how  imperfect  is  our  warning 
system.  We  know  it  has  failed  often  in 
the  past  to  give  aw;curate  and  reliable 
information.  We  know  it  has  signaled 
Soviet  attack— in  error— before.  But 
now  we  will  have  a  system  that  must 
move  on  warning  or  die. 

What  a  tragedy.  Mr.  President.  Our 
fellow  Americans  tell  us  over  and  over 
and  over  again  how  deeply  they 
oppose  the  arms  race.  They  over- 
whelmingly favor  a  nuclear  freeze. 
And  yet  somehow  we  move  like  hypno- 
tized zombies  onward  to  the  grave, 
unable  to  control  our  mass  instinct  for 
death. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  excerpt  from  the  article 
by  John  Steinbruner  to  which  I  have 
so  extensively  referred,  entitled  "Arms 
and  the  Art  of  Compromise."  from  the 
summer  1983  edition  of  the  Brookings 
Review,  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  ex- 
cerpt was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

EXCKRPT 
AR  <7NAVOIDABLZ  CHOICE 

A  collision  between  American  and  Soviet 
policy  is  clearly  imminent.  The  United 
States  is  strongly  committed  to  the  deploy- 
ment of  Pershing  II  and  ground-launched 
cruise  missiles  in  Europe  by  the  end  of  1983 
and  to  the  deployment  of  nuclear-armed 
cruise  missiles  on  attack  submarines  in  early 
1984.  The  Soviet  Union  is  equally  commit- 
ted to  react  with  new  deployments  of  its 
own.  Once  triggered,  this  interaction  is 
likely  to  have  broad  and  irreversible  conse- 
quences. In  particular,  the  first  introduction 
of  submarine-based  cruise  missiles  will 
create  a  gaping  hole  in  the  SALT  II  restric- 
tions on  strategic  forces.  Nuclear-armed 
cruise  missiles  cannot  be  distinguished  by 
remote  observation  from  conventionally 
armed  variants,  and  large-scale  naval  de- 
ployment, the  conventional  version,  is  con- 


ceded to  be  a  virtual  certainty— nearly  4.000 
are  contemplated  by  the  U.S.  Navy.  In  the 
absence  of  a  verifiable  distinction,  the  entire 
deployment  will  have  to  be  officially  count- 
ed as  nuclear.  If,  as  now  appears  likely,  the 
Soviet  Union  responds  to  the  NATO  deploy- 
ment with  a  land-mobile  ICBM.  that  will 
create  another  major  breech  in  the  restric 
lions  on  offensive  forces.  The  ceilings  on  of- 
fensive forces  embodied  in  the  SALT  trea- 
ties are  unlikely  to  survive  this  combination, 
and  if  they  fail  the  possibility  for  reductions 
almost  certainly  will  fail  with  them. 

The  outlines  of  a  conceivable  compromise 
have  been  visible  for  some  time  to  those  fa- 
miliar with  the  underlying  interests  of  the 
two  sides.  It  would  involve  a  partial  and 
temporary  agreement  designed  at  least  to 
postpone  the  two  events  likely  to  trigger  ir- 
reversible reactions:  the  introduction  of  the 
nuclear-armed  cruise  missile  by  the  United 
States  and  the  small  mobile  ICBM  by  the 
Soviet  Union.  Moreover,  in  order  to  break 
the  current  cycle  of  interaction  NATO 
would  indefinitely  postpone  Pershing  II  de- 
ployment, and  in  exchange  the  Soviet  Union 
would  reduce  its  intermediate-range  systems 
to  some  residual  number  approximating  100 
launchers.  The  Soviet  Union  would  have  to 
concede  NATO's  right  to  match  that 
number,  but  pending  resolution  of  major 
issues  that  would  remain  outstanding  (tacti- 
cal aircraft  in  Europe  and  the  British  and 
French  missiles  forces,  for  example)  NATO 
would  hold  its  implementation  of  that  right 
at  some  point  short  of  complete  deploy- 
ment. The  fundamental  purpose  of  the  com- 
promise is  to  buy  time  for  resolving  those 
issues  for  which  the  basis  for  plausible 
agreement  has  not  yet  been  prepared. 

Seized  with  the  inevitable  ritual  of  negoti- 
ations, both  governments  at  the  moment 
have  numerous  objections  to  the  provisions 
of  a  partial  compromise.  Neither  can  entire- 
ly hide  the  fact,  however,  that  this  interim 
result  would  be  a  great  deal  better  for  both 
than  the  outcome  likely  to  emerge  from  the 
impending  breakdown  of  restraint. 

Without  agreement  the  United  States  will 
have  to  proceed  with  the  NATO  deployment 
in  the  face  of  a  Soviet  reaction  likely  to  in- 
tensify political  division  within  Europe.  De- 
ployment under  these  circumstances  will 
drive  defense  ministries  loyal  to  the  NATO 
commitment  against  sharp  domestic  politi- 
cal opposition  on  behalf  of  weapons  whose 
military  rationale  is  exceedingly  question- 
able. Missiles  located  on  land  bases  in  West- 
em  Europe  and  the  command  system  neces- 
sary to  operate  those  missiles  are  highly 
vulnerable  to  pre-emptive  attack,  certainly 
by  Soviet  nuclear  forces  and  even  by  Soviet 
tactical  aircraft  using  conventional  muni- 
tions. This  vulnerability  combined  with  the 
inherently  cumbersome  decision  procedures 
in  an  alliance  of  15  democratic  governments 
renders  these  weapons  essentially  unable  to 
execute  military  missions  since  an  attempt 
to  use  them  would  almost  certainly  trigger 
effective  pre-emption.  When  this  condition 
is  realized,  as  it  is  destined  to  be  in  the 
course  of  contentious  public  debate,  the 
prime  rationale  for  these  weapons  as  a 
symbol  of  American  commitment  to  Europe 
will  be  severely  damaged.  One  cannot  re- 
sponsibly couple  U.S.  central  strategic 
forces  to  Europe  by  means  of  weapons  that 
cannot  meet  the  standards  of  protection  re- 
quired for  stable  deterrence.  The  harsh  fact 
is  that  the  NATO  deployment  cannot  with- 
stand the  pressures  that  will  descend  upon 
it  in  the  absence  of  an  arms  control  agree- 
ment. 

The   U.S.   deployment   of   nuclear-armed 
cruise  missiles  in  attack  submarines  does 


not  have  a  problem  of  vulnerability  but 
nonetheless  it  is  not  an  area  in  which  the 
United  States  ought  to  stimulate  sustained 
competition.  The  deployment  adds  very 
little  to  American  offensive  attack  capabil- 
ity against  land  targets.  It  interferes  with 
the  more  important  tactical  missions  of 
attack  submarines.  Over  the  long  term  large 
deployments  work  to  the  advantage  of  the 
Soviet  Union  because  of  geographic  condi- 
tions. In  the  end  the  concessions  involved  In 
compromise  are  quite  consistent  with  funda- 
mental interests  of  the  United  States  and 
the  NATO  allies. 

Fundamental  Soviet  interests  are  easily 
accommodated  as  well.  Current  Soviet  stra- 
tegic forces  have  more  than  ample  offensive 
firepower  against  Western  Europe  as  im- 
plied by  their  willingness  to  contemplate 
sharp  reductions  in  their  intermediate- 
range  systems.  Without  the  special  threat 
of  Pershing  II  and  an  open-ended  competi- 
tion in  submarine  cruise  missiles,  the  Sovi- 
ets could  tolerate  a  residual  deployment  of 
ground-based  cruise  missiles  by  NATO  if 
they  were  held  short  of  high-alert  status. 
That  latter  condition  would  mitigate  the 
pressures  for  pre-emption  Soviet  command- 
ers might  otherwise  feel.  Whatever  net  ben- 
efits might  accrue  to  the  Soviet  Union  from 
political  divisiveness  within  NATO  cannot 
outrank  their  larger  interests.  The  Soviet 
Union  simply  cannot  afford  the  enterprise 
of  dominating  Western  Europe  by  force; 
stable  political  accommodation  is  by  far  the 
more  practical  course  for  Soviet  policy. 

The  time  has  effectively  expired  for  a 
compromise  along  these  lines  to  emerge 
from  formal  negotiations  and  routine  diplo- 
matic proceeding.  The  American  INF  (inter- 
mediate-range nuclear  forces)  negotiator 
stated  down  this  track  in  July  1982  with 
some  degree  of  informal  cooperation  from 
his  Soviet  counterpart.  From  available 
public  accounts  it  appears  that  his  efforts 
were  aborted  by  bureaucratic  warfare  in 
Washington  and  that  Moscow,  apprised  of 
that  fact,  responded  in  kind.  Thereafter 
both  governments  have  engaged  in  public 
posturing  designed  more  to  argue  the  equity 
of  their  conflicting  positions  than  to  move 
toward  a  compromise  outcome.  As  the 
Soviet  foreign  minister  noted  on  April  3,  the 
process  is  diverging  and.  as  the  observing 
world  should  note,  the  deadlines  for  virtual- 
ly irreversible  action  are  upon  us  all. 
Normal  diplomacy  has  failed. 

The  issue  therefore  stands  unavoidably 
before  President  Reagan  and  Soviet  Party 
Chairman  Yuri  Andropov.  Unless  they  both 
undertake  extraordinary  acts  of  statesman- 
ship, unless  they  are  able  and  willing  to  lead 
their  governments  into  accommodation 
rather  than  simply  responding  to  pressures 
accumulated  beneath  them,  a  mutually 
damaging  confrontation  with  extended  con- 
sequences will  be  the  record  that  history  at- 
taches to  them. 

In  the  United  States  we  know  little  about 
the  Soviet  leader  and  can  only  hope.  We 
know  rather  more  about  our  own  leader  and 
can  at  least  exhort. 

For  Ronald  Reagan,  we  can  appreciate,  it 
is  indeed  a  severe  test  of  character.  His 
entire  career  has  been  that  of  an  unusually 
skilled,  highly  partisan  domestic  politician. 
He  has  championed  strong  principles  that 
represent  a  segment  of  the  country  and  has 
risen  to  power  on  their  intense  support.  To 
put  it  mildly,  those  principles  and  his  sup- 
porters offer  little  basis  for  realistic  accom- 
modation with  the  Soviet  Union.  In  govern- 
ing his  style  has  been  reasonable  in  tone  but 
strongly  confrontational  in  substance;  force- 


ful Implementation  of  strong  conservative 
policies  pursued  up  to  the  point  where  the 
necessity  for  compromise  overwhelms  him. 
In  a  domestic  context  this  has  worked  well; 
the  drama  of  a  political  breakdown  over  re- 
sistance to  his  strong  measures  followed  by 
the  general  relief  of  sudden  compromise.  He 
manages  this  transition  with  grace  and  good 
humor,  and  even  those  who  reject  his  poli- 
tics like  him  for  it  personally.  These  are 
deeply  Ingrained  habits,  one  must  presume, 
for  they  are  the  roots  of  his  success. 

The  president  has  followed  these  habits 
over  the  first  half  of  his  third  year  as  he 
has  become  personally  engaged  in  the  Issues 
of  security.  He  has  insisted  on  his  defense 
budget  Increases  against  firm  congressional 
Insistence  on  paring  them  down  in  the  face 
of  large  fiscal  deficits.  He  has  opposed  a 
freeze  resolution  in  Congress  that  he  might 
easily  have  tolerated,  so  Imprecise  are  its 
practical  implications.  He  has  attacked  the 
Soviet  Union  as  the  "focus  of  evil"  In  the 
world.  He  has  Introduced  a  theme  Into  secu- 
rity policy— the  idea  of  ballistic  missile  de- 
fense—that is  highly  divisive  Internally  and 
extremely  provocative  Internationally  when 
pursued  without  accomplished  restrictions 
on  offensive  forces.  He  adopted  the  rhetoric 
of  compromise  only  to  rescue  the  MX  mis- 
sile from  congressional  defeat. 

This  Intense  partisanship  would  be  dan- 
gerous at  any  time  In  the  context  of  the 
American-Soviet  relationship,  a  context  not 
governed  by  the  political  and  constitutional 
traditions  that  constrain  political  conflict  in 
the  United  States.  Under  the  current  cir- 
cumstances it  Is  a  formula  for  enduring  mis- 
fortune. The  president  is  at  the  point  of 
necessary  compromise  and  must  grasp  that 
there  is  no  longer  any  external  process  that 
will  bring  it  to  him.  He  must  make  the  fun- 
damental political  decisions  necessary  to 
bring  it  about,  and  must  undertake  consid- 
erable initiative  in  a  very  precarious  diplo- 
matic situation.  In  order  to  do  so  he  will 
have  to  understand  the  demands  of  states- 
manship, the  looming  judgment  of  history, 
what  it  means  to  be  president  of  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  and  the  leader  of  its  alli- 
ances. 


Moreover,  the  persecution  of  religious 
groups  such  as  Jews  seems  to  come 
about  only  because  they  choose  to  pro- 
fess their  beliefs.  Although  the  Soviet 
actions  may  not  constitute  genocide,  it 
appears  that  Theodore  Mann  believes 
them  to  be  of  a  genocidal  nature.  The 
crime  of  genocide  is  a  crime  against 
humanity— persecution  with  intent  to 
destroy  a  racial,  national,  ethnic,  or  re- 
ligious group. 

We  must  take  action  against  this 
worst  breach  of  all  affecting  human 
rights— genocide— before  it  is  too  late, 
again. 

In  1948,  the  United  States  led  the 
movement  to  create  the  Genocide 
Convention.  We  signed  it  along  with 
many  other  nations.  But,  unlike  those 
nations,  we  have  failed  to  ratify  this 
fundamental  statement  in  favor  of 
human  rights.  This  is  a  large  blot  on 
our  record. 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  manifest 
once  again  our  support  for  human 
rights  and  persecuted  people  in  many 
nations— such  as  the  Soviet  Jews, 
They  need  our  support.  I  urge  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Genocide  Convention  now. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


THE  PLIGHT  OF  SOVIET  JEWS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  ob- 
servers such  as  Theodore  Mann,  chair- 
man of  the  National  Conference  on 
Soviet  Jewry,  have  indicated  that  the 
treatment  of  Jews  in  the  Soviet  Union 
in  becoming  more  and  more  akin  to 
the  Nazi  German  dealings  with  the 
Jews  during  1933  to  1945.  According  to 
a  recent  article  in  the  Washington 
Post,  Mann  compares  present  Soviet 
oppression  of  Jews  with  that  of  "the 
leading  Germans  of  a  generation  ago." 

In  order  to  comprehend  the  worsen- 
ing situation  in  the  Soviet  Union,  one 
needs  only  to  recall  the  genocidal  hor- 
rors the  world  witnessed  during  Hit- 
ler's tyrannical  rule.  Six  million  Jews 
and  many  other  people  of  Slavic  origin 
were  sent  to  their  deaths  in  Nazi  con- 
centration camps.  Millions  of  others- 
fortunate  enought  to  avoid  death— suf- 
fered discrimination,  harassment, 
forced  labor,  and  torture.  We  must  act 
to  avoid  a  repetition  of  these  horrors. 

The  present  Soviet  mistreatment  of 
intellectuals,  dissidents,  and  cultural 
and  religious  groups  is  well  known. 


AGENT  ORANGE 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  my 
colleagues  may  know,  that  I  am  not 
much  in  the  habit  of  submitting  for 
publication  in  the  Congressional 
Record  any  newspaper  article  that  I 
may  come  across  that  strikes  my  fancy 
or  serves  only  to  support  a  securely 
held  position  of  mine.  But  recently  I 
came  upon  an  article  in  the  Baltimore 
Evening  Sun  by  Pulitzer  Prize-winning 
reporter  Jon  Franklin,  which  present- 
ed to  me  a  very  interesting  and  com- 
pelling new  perspective  on  an  extraor- 
dinarily tough,  hard,  complex,  and 
emotional  issue. 

The  issue  is  agent  orange,  and  the 
emotion  bubbles  along  at  an  all-time 
high.  There  is  major  legislation  pend- 
ing in  both  Houses  which  would  re- 
spond to  that  heavy  charge  of  emo- 
tional pressure  by  establishing  various 
new  schemes  for  payment  of  VA  com- 
pensation to  veterans  who  were  alleg- 
edly exposed  to  agent  orange.  I  do  feel 
that  before  we  become  overwhelmed 
by  the  simple  emotional  appeal  of  this 
form  of  bill,  that  we  should  examine 
the  issue  with  some  very  real  care  and 
without  the  present  impatience,  frus- 
tration and  emotional  bias. 


I  feel  it  is  most  important  to  recog- 
nize that  the  inclination  to  trivialize 
or  oversimplify  the  issue  of  agent 
orange  is  evident  on  both  sides  of  the 
issue.  It  is  my  view  that  both  attitudes 
border  on  the  irresponsible— whether 
the  attitude  be  that  the  Government 
or  the  VA  has  coldheartedly  and  wan- 
tonly trampled  upon  and  poisoned  the 
health  of  Vietnam  veterans,  all  clever- 
ly compounded  by  a  contrived  delay  in 
action— or—that  this  is  all  a  hysterical 
witch  hunt  where  many  factions  in 
the  media  and  the  public  are  out  to 
get  the  chemical  companies,  and  to  lay 
the  blame  on  a  wholly  harmless  sub- 
stance known  as  dioxin. 

For  these  reasons,  I  fotmd  it  most  re- 
freshing to  read  this  article  by  Mr. 
Franklin.  It  is  a  thoughtful,  objective, 
and  well  researched  article  which  tack- 
les and  grapples  head  on  with  the 
emotional  aspects  of  the  issue.  But  I 
think  the  most  significant  thing  about 
the  article  is  the  author's  unusual  per- 
spective. He  was  first  assigned  to  cover 
agent  orange  in  the  late  1970's,  at 
which  time  he  was  apparently  much 
favorably  inclined  and  compelled  by 
the  arguments  and  the  charges  that 
had  been  leveled  against  Dow  Chemi- 
cal and  the  military.  This  article  is  a 
discussion  of  how  several  years  of 
careful  research  produced  in  him  a 
more  informed  and  moderate  position. 
The  article  condenses  into  a  relatively 
short  space,  and  the  inquiry-and-leam- 
ing  process  described  is  one  that  might 
be  appropriate  for  all  of  us  to  under- 
take, if  but  only  we  had  the  time  in 
this  fascinating  arena.  I  highly  com- 
mend this  fine  journalistic  effort  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues.  It 
seems  quite  honest  and  up  front  to 
me. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ar- 
ticle be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Evening  Sun,  June  24,  19831 

DioxiN  Charges  Are  Flawed 

(By  Jon  Franklin) 

Times  Beach  .  .  .  Love  Canal  .  .  .  and  a 
million  Vietnam  soldiers  and  Marines  who 
were  sprayed  with  dloxln-contalnlng  Agent 
Orange.  In  Washington,  bureaucrats  ma- 
neuver to  cover  up  The  Truth.  Citizens 
march  In  opposition  to  chemical  waste 
dumps.  Angry  victims  parade  their  crippled 
children  before  congressional  committees. 
There  is  terror  in  the  land. 

Fred  Wilcox's  latest  book,  "Waiting  for  an 
Army  to  Die."  lies  on  the  table  beside  me, 
open  at  random  to  page  53.  "Vietnam  veter- 
ans." Wilcox  is  saying,  "have  fathered  hun- 
dreds and  perhaps  even  thousands  of  seri- 
ously deformed  children." 

The  book  should  sell  well.  Chemical  terror 
is  at  least  as  marketable  today  as  was  the 
Red  Menace  In  the  '50s. 

I  haven't  always  felt  that  way.  In  the 
1960s,  while  I  was  still  in  college  and  Dow 
Chemical  was  manufacturing  napalm  to  in- 
cinerate Vietnamese  women  and  children,  I 
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marched  against  the  company— and  the  war 
that  fed  its  corporate  balance  sheet. 

So  in  the  late  1970s,  when  I  was  assigned 
to  cover  the  then-emerging  Agent  Orange 
issue.  I  was  ecstatic.  It  would  be.  I  thought, 
the  story  of  my  science-writing  career.  I 
gathered  about  me  that  righteous  fervor 
that  is  the  armor  of  the  crusading  reporter, 
and  I  went  to  work. 

The  first  step  was  obvious.  Veterans 
groups  were  leveling  all  sorts  of  charges 
against  Dow  Chemical  and  the  military.  My 
first  step  was  to  verify  that  those  charges 
were  legitimate. 

I  wasn't  looking  for,  or  expecting,  proof. 
In  matters  environmental,  truth  is  so  com- 
plex that  proof  of  anything  can  rarely  be  es- 
tablished. But  I  was.  in  good  journalistic 
conscience,  obligated  to  investigate  accusa- 
tloris  before  legitimizing  them  in  The 
Evening  Sun. 

One  of  the  first  charges  I  set  out  to  verify 
involved  the  matter  of  birth  defects  among 
children  of  Vietnam  veterans. 

So  began,  for  me.  an  odyssey  into  the 
strange  world  of  Agent  Orange  and  Hioxin 
where,  to  borrow  the  reasoning  of  Cyrano 
de  Bergerac.  a  lie  is  a  sort  of  a  myth,  and  a 
myth  is  a  sort  of  a  truth." 

And  yes.  Pred  Wilcox.  Vietnam  veterans 
probably  have  fathered  'hundreds  and  even 
thousands  of  seriously  deformed  children." 

The  normal  rate  of  birth  defects  is  2. 1  per 
cent  of  all  live  births.  If  a  million  men 
served  in  Vietnam,  and  if  each  had  one  child 
upon  returning,  they  would  be  EXPECTED 
to  father  a  lot  of  deformed  children.  More 
than  20.000. 

And  I  remember  sitting  in  a  rowhouse  in 
northern  Baltimore,  listening  at  length  to  a 
veteran  who  was  participating  in  the  mas- 
sive lawsuit  against  the  government.  He  was 
"too  nervous  to  work."  he  told  me.  a  situa- 
tion he  blamed  on  Agent  Orange.  He  clearly 
remembered  being  sprayed  with  an  orange 
powder. 

Unfortunately  for  his  case.  "Agent 
Orange"  was  a  clear  liquid,  named  for  the 
color  of  the  drums  it  arrived  in. 

A  few  days  later  I  sat  in  another  house 
while  another  veteran  blamed  Agent 
Orange  for  his  wife-beating,  child  abuse  and 
heavy  use  of  alcohol. 

As  the  months  passed  I  talked  to  many 
more  "victims"  like  those. 

In  making  their  charges,  they  frequently 
quoted  scientific  studies— studies  which, 
somehow,  never  seemed  to  be  anywhere  at 
hand.  But.  they  assured  me.  I  could  always 
look  the  papers  up.  Or  I  could  do  what 
other  reporters  were  doing,  which  was 
taking  veterans'  word  for  it. 

Fortunately,  my  editors  had  told  me  to 
take  all  the  time  I  needed  (a  luxury  many  of 
my  fellow  reporters,  working  on  the  same 
story,  didn't  have),  so  I  wasn't  forced  to 
take  their  word  for  it. 

I  spent  more  than  a  week  at  the  Universi- 
ty of  Maryland  medical  library,  tracking 
down  citations  and  conducting  a  computer 
search  of  the  National  Library  of  Medicine 
archives.  When  I  was  finished.  I  had  a  stack 
of  technical  papers  about  two  feet  high. 

Reading  those  reports  was  a  tedious  but 
enlightening  process. 

The  scientists  I  talked  to  said  dioxin  had 
been  around  for  a  long  time,  and  existed  in 
such  small  quantities  that  its  discovery,  in 
the  fat  of  some  veterans  for  instance,  was 
more  a  tribute  to  the  sophistication  of  scien 
tific  instruments  than  to  the  dangers  of 
dioxin. 

"Give  me  enough  money."  one  scientist 
boasted,  and  I'll  find  anything  in  anything. 
We're  getting  that  good! " 


Many  of  the  scientists  asked  to  speak  off 
the  record.  Thus  protected,  they  com- 
plained bitterly  about  the  way  their  work 
was  being  distorted  by  veterans  and  by 
grandstanding  politicians.  The  ruckus  being 
raised,  the  scientists  said,  simply  did  not  re- 
flect reality. 

Why  wouldn't  they  say  so  on  the  record? 
The  explanations  were  various.  Some  just 
didn't  want  to  get  involved.  Others  were 
afraid  that,  if  they  spoke  out,  they'd  be  har- 
assed by  memtiers  of  the  growing  Agent 
Orange  movement.  Several  admitted  that, 
with  the  federal  grant  program  dying,  they 
hoped  to  get  money  to  study  dioxin.  And 
further  studies,  they  pointed  out.  would  be 
necessary  in  any  case.  So  why  jeopardize 
their  chances? 

One  feeling  seemed  to  l)e  almost  universal. 
The  scientists,  while  rejecting  the  veterans' 
interpretations  of  their  scientific  work,  nev- 
ertheless sympathized  with  the  cause.  Ev- 
erywhere. I  encountered  the  sentiment  that 
the  veterans  had  been  sorely  used  then  for- 
gotten. They  deserved  help  and.  facts  aside, 
perhaps  Agent  Orange  was  a  workable  pre- 
text. 

Through  all  this  I  was  haunted  by  a 
hunch  that  the  veterans  were  correct  in  one 
sense.  Somehow,  each  in  his  own  way.  the 
men  I  talked  to  were  in  trouble. 

I  wondered  .  .  .  perhaps,  if  Agent  Orange 
wasn't  the  culprit,  perhaps  something  else 
was.  I  began  boning  up  on  tropical  diseases 
endemic  to  Southeast.  Asia,  and  to  which 
the  soldiers  might  have  been  exposed.  I  in- 
quired about  malaria-preventing  drugs  they 
were  given. 

And  then  I  ran  across  a  paper  about  "sol- 
dier's heart." 

It  was  an  old  paper,  published  after  the 
Spanish-American  War,  and  on  my  first  trip 
through  the  stack  I  had  skipped  it.  There 
seemed  to  me.  after  all.  to  be  little  connec- 
tion between  that  remote  war  and  the 
agony  of  Vietnam. 

But.  on  contemplation,  there  were  some 
critical  similarities.  The  soldiers  of  both 
wars  had  Ijeen  wrested  from  civilian  life, 
hassled  by  junior  officers,  made  to  wear  ill- 
fitting  uniforms.  shipp)ed  overseas,  hassled 
some  more  .  .  .  and  then  been  thrown  up 
against  an  army  of  people  who  were  trying 
to  shoot  them  or  blow  them  to  bits. 

As  I  read  the  ancient  report,  the  symp- 
ton\s  of  solider's  heart  practically  leaped  off 
the  page  at  me.  The  Spanish  American  War 
veterans  had  experienced  a  range  of  heart 
symptoms  that  were  practically  identical  to 
many  of  the  complaints  Id  heard  from  Viet- 
nam veterans. 

True,  the  Spanish-American  War  veterans 
didn't  exhibit  excess  incidence  of  cancer  or 
birth  defects  but.  as  the  scientific  literature 
was  making  clear  to  me.  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  Vietnam  veterans  did.  either. 
The  difference  was  that  cancer  and  birth 
defects  were  fears  of  the  modern  era;  Span- 
ish-American War  veterans  worried  far 
more  about  tuberculosis. 

Thus  primed.  I  began  researching  studies 
completed  after  other,  later  wars.  Each  war. 
I  found,  had  left  a  legacy  of  not  just  sol- 
dier's heart  but  also  alcoholism,  intestinal 
ailments,  myterious  skin  reactions,  and  a  va- 
riety of  ailments  that,  today,  easily  fall  in 
the  category  of  "stress  reactions. " 

By  this  time  I  was  writing  stories,  but 
they  were  tentative  things,  anemic  by  jour 
nalistic  standards,  background  pieces  about 
soldier's  heart  and  standard  birth  defect 
rates— the  sort  of  thing  guaranteed  to  make 
a  wire  editor  yawn. 

Other  reporters  were  faring  better.  As  I 
grew  increasingly  skeptical  and  puzzled,  the 


Agent  Orange  story  exploded  around  me. 
Charge  after  unsubstantiated  charge  moved 
on  the  wires  and  appeared  on  front  pages 
across  the  country. 

And  the  fear  spread.  Dioxin  had  contami- 
nated not  only  Agent  Orange  but  domestic 
herbicides  as  well.  Every  American,  it 
seemed,  was  a  potential  victim. 

In  Pennsylvania  there  was  a  cluster  of 
deadly  brain  tumors.  Agent  Orange,  obvi- 
ously, was  the  culprit.  None  of  the  stories 
mentioned  the  fact  that  brain  tumors,  along 
with  leukemias,  lymphomas  and  Hodgkin's 
disease,  had  been  known  for  years  to  occur 
in  clusters. 

Now  and  then  I  thought  I  had  a  shred  of 
evidence,  but  it  always  vanished  somehow 
before  I  could  get  my  hands  on  it.  I  particu- 
larly remember  the  scientist  who.  the  veter- 
ans said,  had  showed  that  tiny  quantities  of 
dioxin  caused  a  suspicious  range  of  diseases 
in  monkeys.  So  I  called  his  laboratory.  He 
was  no  longer  with  the  university.  I  was 
told. 

As  it  turned  out.  he  had  left  under  inaus- 
picious circumstances,  in  the  midst  of  an  in- 
vestigation into  unusual  disbursements  of 
his  grant  money.  I  had  no  idea  whether  he 
was  guilty  or  whether,  as  the  '"Agent 
Orange  victims"'  charged,  he  had  been 
framed.  The  only  thing  I  knew  for  certain 
was  that,  once  again.  I  had  come  up  empty- 
handed. 

Perhaps  it  was  those  charges  of  "frame 
up"  and  "conspiracy  of  silence"  that  led  me. 
in  the  end.  to  an  unbidden  suspicion.  I  had 
approached  the  Agent  Orange  story  from 
the  point  of  view  of  medical  science.  But 
perhaps  it  wasn't  that  kind  of  a  story  at  all. 
Perhaps  it  was,  instead,  a  modern  witch- 
hunt. 

It  was  an  uncomfortable  idea  and  one 
which  I.  as  a  science  writer,  was  not  well 
equipped  to  tackle.  And  yet  .  .  .  with  that 
view,  the  evidence  coalesced  into  something 
that  was.  at  least,  coherent. 

The  veterans  I  talked  to  represented  the 
range  of  human  personalities  and  capabili- 
ties, but  they  had  one  thing  in  common. 
They  has  been  ill-used  by  their  government, 
and  they  had  as  a  result  incurred  an  abiding 
suspicion  of  it.  They  were  perfectly  willing 
to  believe  that  the  politicians  who  sent 
them  to  Vietnam  were  capable  of  poisoning 
them  while  they  were  there  and  denying  it 
when  they  returned. 

They  also  saw  scientists  as  a  monolithic 
force,  a  force  capable  of  large-scale  conspir- 
acy, a  group  of  faceless  intellectuals  who 
would,  naturally,  share  the  government's  in- 
terest in  ot>scuring  the  facts. 

The  civilians  who  joined  the  Agent 
Orange  movement  came  from  many  back- 
grounds but  they  too.  from  housewives  to 
maturing  hippies  in  Oregon,  shared  that 
fierce  distrust  of  government  .  .  .  and  of 
chemicals,  pernicious  chemicals  that  could 
not  be  seen,  touched  or  tasted,  that  were 
poisoning  us  all  and  causing  an  epidemic  of 
cancer. 

I  looked  up  that  last  charge,  of  course. 
The  statistics  verified  no  such  epidemic, 
save  in  one  category:  lung  cancer.  And  that 
correlated  not  with  Agent  Orange  or  exotic 
chemicals,  but  rather  with  the  everyday  poi- 
sons in  cigarette  smoke. 

At  that  juncture,  for  me.  other  priorities 
intervened  and  I  took  a  two-year  leave  of 
absence  to  write  a  book.  But  I  watched,  in 
my  evening  newspaper  and  on  the  television 
news,  as  the  story  grew,  and  grew,  and  grew. 
By  the  time  I  returned  to  reporting,  the 
fear  of  dioxin  had  grown  to  alarming  pro- 
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portions.  It  was,  it  seemed  to  many,  the  key 
threat  to  the  nation's  health. 

I  thought  a  lot  about  the  problem,  and  my 
mind  returned  again  and  again  to  the  expla- 
nation that  nagged  at  me. 

There  had  been  a  war,  and  a  loss  of  confi- 
dence in  government,  and  in  the  industries 
that  had  profited  by  the  useless  killing.  Sol- 
diers had  returned,  forever  scarred  by  their 
experience.  Leaders  of  the  new  left,  like  the 
officials  of  the  March  of  Dimes,  had  been 
unwilling  to  relinquish  their  power  after 
their  cause  had  been  won. 

And  on  the  part  of  the  general  population, 
there  was  anger,  undirected  anger  that 
turned  to  fear,  fear  that,  without  an  obvious 
enemy,  focused  instead  on  the  unseen, 
almost  mystical,  poisons.  Paranoia  .  .  .  and 
the  need  for  a  scapegoat. 

Fred  Wilcox  isn't  a  newcomer  to  this 
game.  His  first  work,  a  primer  and  source 
book  for  anti-nuclear  activists,  dealt  with 
another  form  of  invisible  terror.  Now  his 
second,  subtitled  "The  Tragedy  of  Agent 
Orange."  lies  open  in  front  of  me. 

As  Wilcox  reminds  us.  there  is  profit  in 
poisons.  Certainly  Dow  Chemical,  in  manu- 
facturing such  products  as  napalm  and 
Agent  Orange,  profited  handsomely. 

But  there  is  also  profit  in  terror.  Wilcox's 
book,  paperbound.  cost  Vintage  Books  (a  di- 
vision of  Random  House)  perhaps  75  cents 
to  print.  It  is  offered,  for  your  reading  pleas- 
ure, at  the  bargain  price  of  $6.95. 

It  contains  some  200  pages  chock  full  of 
mostly  unprovable  charges,  terrifying  in 
their  implications,  throwing  gasoline  on  a 
fire  that  rages  in  our  minds,  unmatched 
since  the  paranoid  era  of  Joe  McCarthy, 
pointing  a  bony  finger  at  the  men  and 
women  who  captain  our  government  and  in- 
dustiy. 

We  are  all  leery  of  the  subtle  chemicals  of 
the  new  technology,  and  I  suspect  we  should 
be.  But  "Waiting  for  an  Army  to  Die "  re- 
minds me  that  the  mind,  as  well  as  the 
body,  is  susceptible  to  poisons. 

Dow.  at  least,  is  required  to  list  its  ingredi- 
ents on  the  can.  With  books  your  only  pro- 
tection is  the  ancient  warning  caveat 
emptor. 

Let  the  reader  beware. 


DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATIONS.  1984 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  President,  last 
night  I  voted  for  the  defense  authori- 
zation bill  for  fiscal  year  1984.  I  did  so 
for  several  reasons. 

First.  I  believe  that  the  bill  will 
permit  the  Pentagon  to  defend  our 
country  while  it  places  a  reasonable 
cap  on  a  necessary  increase  in  defense 
spending.  Earlier  this  year.  I  expressed 
my  support  for  a  steady,  sustainable 
increase  of  defense  spending  at  the 
rate  of  5  percent  a  year  for  fiscal  years 
1984.  1985,  and  1986.  The  budget  reso- 
lution limits  the  increase  along  these 
lines.  The  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices is  to  be  complimented  for  paring 
President  Reagan's  original  10-percent 
increase  considerably;  his  plan  was  un- 
realistic and  unnecessary.  Its  rejection 
by  the  committee  amd  the  full  Senate 
will  assure  the  increased  security 
effort,  required  because  of  the  on- 
going Soviet  military  buildup,  can  be 
sustained  at  a  reasonable  overall 
spending  level. 


Second,  the  bill  continues  a  vital 
effort  to  rebuild  U.S.  naval  forces  and 
to  Insure  that  the  United  States  main- 
tains superiority  on  the  seas.  Notable 
items  contained  in  the  naval  forces 
section  of  this  bill  include  $1,706  mil- 
lion for  construction  of  three  SSN-688 
class  attack  submarines;  $3,431  million 
for  construction  of  three  CG-47  class 
guided  missile  cruisers;  $79  million  in 
advance  procurement  funds  for  con- 
struction of  one  DDG-51  class  guided 
missile  destroyer;  $10.4  billion  for  the 
purchase  of  naval  aircraft;  and  $3.7 
billion  for  missiles,  torpedos,  and 
other  types  of  naval  weapons. 

Third,  the  bill  will  benefit  the  men 
and  women  on  whom  we  depend  to 
skillfully  operate  and  maintain  the 
array  of  weapons  systems  to  which  the 
United  States  has  committed  itself. 
We  have  invested,  and  continue  to 
invest,  millions  of  dollars  in  the  train- 
ing of  our  military  personnel,  our  most 
important  military  assets.  While  most 
of  our  soldiers,  airmen,  and  sailors  are 
driven  primarily  by  their  dedication  to 
our  Nation,  to  its  values,  and  to  the 
objectives  which  it  pursues,  we  caiuiot 
forget  that  pay  and  benefits  are  as  im- 
portant to  military  personnel  as  to 
anyone  else.  They  have  families.  They 
have  responsibilities.  Our  troops  will 
not  be  molded  into  an  effective  war- 
fighting  force  unless  they  are  suffi- 
ciently paid.  Sufficient  pay  means  sal- 
aries and  benefits  which  are  in  the 
general  range  of  what  the  same  people 
with  the  same  skills  could  draw  in  the 
private  sector.  I  agree  fully  with  the 
view  expressed  in  the  committee 
report  that  "•  *  *  following  the  4-per- 
cent cap  on  the  fiscal  year  1983  cost  of 
living  increase,  a  freeze  on  military 
pay  in  fiscal  year  1984  could  have  a 
harmful  effect  on  recruitment  and  re- 
tention." With  this  conclusion  in 
mind,  the  committee  provided  a  4-per- 
cent cost-of-living  increase  in  basic 
pay,  basic  allowance  for  quarters,  and 
basic  allowance  for  subsistance  for 
military  members,  effective  April  1, 
1984.  Moreover,  in  an  effort  to  treat 
military  personnel  fairly,  the  bill  pro- 
vides that  the  effective  date  of  this 
raise  may  be  moved  up  if  Federal  GS 
civilian  employees  receive  their  pro- 
posed cost-of-living  allowance  at  an 
earlier  date.  I  support  these  pay  provi- 
sions which  override  the  administra- 
tion's "penny-wise  and  pound-foolish" 
military  pay  freeze. 

Fourth,  as  a  result  of  action  taken 
by  the  full  Senate,  this  bill  now  con- 
tains a  provision  which  establishes  an 
independent  Office  of  Operational 
Testing  and  Evaluation.  This  new 
office,  if  properly  supported,  should 
end  the  existing  practice  of  having 
new  weapons  tested  by  those  who 
stand  to  lose— either  professionally  or 
financially— if  the  weapons  are  deter- 
mined to  be  defective  or  excessively 
costly.  I  cosponsored  the  amendment 
which  called  for  the  creation  of  this 


independent  office.  My  hope  is  that  it 
will  alert  us  to  the  weapons  "duds" 
and  "budget-busters"  which  appear  all 
to  frequently. 

My  decision  to  support  this  bill  is 
based  on  a  belief  that  its  benefits  out- 
weigh its  deficiencies.  But  the  bill  does 
contain  many  deficiences.  some  of 
which,  I  hope,  will  be  rectified  as  we 
proceed  with  the  defense  appropria- 
tions process.  If  the  American  taxpay- 
er is  fortunate,  the  Congress,  before  it 
is  too  late,  will  prevent  the  production 
of  the  costly,  strategically  vulnerable 
MX  missile;  the  production  of  the  B-1 
bomber,  an  aircraft  which  will  be  out- 
moded shortly  after  it  is  delivered;  and 
the  resumption  of  U.S.  production  of 
unneeded.  questionably  designed 
chemcial  weapons.  These  weapons  are 
unwanted  by  the  very  European  na- 
tions in  which  the  Pentagon  proposes 
to  deploy  them. 

I  therefore  support  this  measure  in 
the  knowledge  that  the  debate  begtin 
here  will  continue  in  earnest  when  we 
deal  with  defense  approprations  later 
this  year.  I  pledge  that  I  will  continue 
at  that  time  to  seek  improvements  in 
the  policies  on  which  the  security  of 
our  country  depends. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  I*resident. 


DIPLOMACY  AGAINST  DRUGS 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President,  no 
threat  strikes  America  as  savagely  and 
frequently  as  narcotics.  My  home 
State  of  Florida,  once  a  vacation  para- 
dise for  millions  of  Americans,  became 
the  victim  of  violent  cocaine  cowboys 
and  thousands  of  other  criminals  in- 
volved in  drug  trafficking.  Criminals 
had  virtually  taken  over  and  terrorized 
all  of  south  Florida.  Six  of  the  eleven 
most  crime  ridden  communities  in  the 
Nation  were  in  Florida,  28  percent  of 
the  murders  in  Miami  were  committed 
by  machine  guns.  A  Time  magazine 
cover  story  declared  that  Miami  was 
the  Nation's  "Murder  Capitol." 

In  February  1982.  at  my  request. 
President  Reagan  established  the  Vice 
President's  Task  Force  on  South  Flori- 
da. Under  the  personal  direction  of 
Vice  President  Bush,  south  Florida  re- 
ceived additional  Federal  judges,  more 
prosecuting  attorneys,  and  hundreds 
of  additional  law  enforcement  person- 
nel. Help  was  solicited  and  received 
from  the  Department  of  Defense  in- 
cluding the  Navy,  the  Army,  the  Air 
Force,  and  the  Marines. 

The  results  of  the  South  Florida 
Task  Force  have  been  impressive. 
Drug  arrests  are  up  27  percent.  Mari- 
huana seizures  are  up  23  percent.  Co- 
caine seizures  are  up  54  percent.  In 
the  past  16  months,  the  task  force 
seized  nearly  3  million  pounds  of  mari- 
huana and  more  than  17.000  pounds  of 
cocaine.  The  street  value  of  those 
drugs  Ls  about  $5  billion.  As  a  result  of 
the    task    force's    effectiveness,    drug 
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smuggling  Increased  up  and  down  the 
Atlantic  Coast,  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
across  the  Mexican  border  and  into 
California. 

Because  the  war  on  drugs  requires  a 
total  commitment,  the  time  has  come 
for  a  diplomatic  initiative  against 
drugs.  We  must  strike  drugs  at  their 
source. 

Major  producers  of  heroin,  cocaine, 
and  marihuana  continue  to  collect 
hundreds  of  millions  of  taxpayers  dol- 
lars while  contributing  to  the  crippling 
of  America.  During  the  past  3  years. 
Colombia,  the  source  of  80  percent  of 
the  marihuana  and  nearly  100  percent 
of  the  Quaaludes.  has  received  $42.8 
million  directly  from  the  United 
States  and  over  $2  billion  from  the 
multilateral  development  banks. 
During  the  same  period,  cocaine  culti- 
vation in  Colombia  has  increased  over 
1,000  percent.  Pakistan,  the  major 
source  of  50  percent  of  heroin  to  the 
United  States  auid  nearly  $1  billion  in 
multilateral  loans  during  the  past  3 
years.  Peru,  the  source  of  50  percent 
of  the  cocaine,  has  received  over  $200 
million  in  U.S.  foreign  aid  and  over 
$1.2  billion  from  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks.  Because  the  United 
States  is  the  major  contributor  to  the 
multilateral  development  banks,  this 
country  would  do  well  to  establish 
drug  eradication  as  a  loan  require- 
ment. 

Time  and  time  again,  experts  who 
have  examined  the  desperate  situation 
have  identified  eradication  of  illegal 
drug  crops  as  the  best  possible  means 
of  attack.  Since  plants  cannot  hide  or 
move  and  can  be  easily  destroyed,  this 
strategy  is  highly  cost  effective.  In  two 
recent  instances,  in  Mexico  and 
Turkey,  crop  eradication  proved  suc- 
cessful in  effectively  reducing  drug- 
crop  cultivation. 

If  foreign  governments  are  unwilling 
to  destroy  their  illegal  crops,  then  we 
must  act  to  protect  our  own  vital  inter- 
ests. It  is  in  our  power  to  cut  off  for- 
eign aid  and  oppose  loans  and  grants 
to  major  drug  producers  until  they 
take  real  and  verifiable  action  against 
illegal  drug  production. 

Direct  linkage  of  drug  eradication 
with  U.S.  foreign  aid  and  U.S.  votes  at 
the  multilateral  banks,  is  the  most  ef- 
fective means  of  establishing  drug  con- 
trol as  a  priority  in  our  relationship. 
U.S.  foreign  assistance  must  be  used  as 
a  preventive  tool  for  stopping  drugs  at 
their  source.  While  our  foreign  policy 
interests  with  our  countries  are  broad, 
none  should  supersede  our  desire  for 
Americans  at  home  to  live  free  of  vio- 
lent crime  and  drug  abuse.  We  should 
consider  no  nation  our  friend  who  con- 
tributes to  the  most  serious  domestic 
problem  facing  our  Nation.  We  must 
not  use  taxpayers'  dollars  to  help  na- 
tions that  make  victims  of  us  and  our 
children. 

Linking  drug  eradication  to  foreign 
aid  would  establish  illegal  drug  control 


as  a  clear  foreign  policy  priority.  We 
must  consider  foreign  aid  in  a  broader 
context  than  we  have  in  the  past.  Ille- 
gal drugs  have  destroyed  too  many 
lives  to  continue  our  relationship  with 
major  drug-producing  countries  busi- 
ness as  usual. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER, 
there    further    morning    business? 
not,  morning  business  is  closed. 


Is 
If 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
now  go  into  executive  session  for  the 
purpose  of  considering  the  Jensen 
nomination,  the  Volcker  nomination, 
and  the  seven  treaties  which  are 
before  the  Senate  for  consideration. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  the  consideration  of  ex- 
ecutive business. 


NOMINATION      OF      D.      LOWELL 
JENSEN  TO  BE  ASSOCIATE  AT- 
TORNEY GENERAL 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  10:25 
a.m.   having  arrived,  the  Senate  will 
now  go  into  executive  session  to  con- 
sider   the    nomination    of    D.    Lowell 
Jensen,  of  Virginia,  to  be  Associate  At- 
torney General. 
The  clerk  will  state  the  nomination. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
the  nomination  of  D.  Lowell  Jensen,  of 
Virginia,    to    be    Associate    Attorney 

General.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On 
this  nomination,  there  shall  be  20  min- 
utes' debate  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  and  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr.  Symms)  or 
their  designees. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  voice  my  support  for  Mr.  D. 
Lowell  Jensen.  President  Reagan's 
nominee  to  be  the  Associate  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States.  Mr. 
Jensen  is  known  by  many  here  in  the 
Senate  as  a  man  of  unique  ability  and 
integrity,  and  a  man  of  many  accom- 
plishments. 

Mr.  Jensen  was  twm  in  Brigham 
City,  Utah.  He  entered  the  University 
of  California  at  Berkeley  in  1945. 
where  he  studied  economics.  After  ob- 
taining his  A.B.  degree  in  1949.  Mr. 
Jensen  entered  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia School  of  Law,  where  upon  his 
graduation  in  1952.  he  joined  the  U.S. 
Army  Signal  Corps  and  remained  in 
that  service  for  2  years. 

Mr.  Jensen  continued  his  public 
service  in  1955  by  serving  as  the 
deputy  district  attorney  of  Alameda 
County,  Calif.  In  1966,  Mr.  Jensen  rose 
to  the  rank  of  assistant  district  attor- 


ney. Three  years  later,  in  1969.  Mr. 
Jensen  was  elected  as  the  district  at- 
torney for  Alameda  County.  Mr. 
Jensen  remained  in  that  position  for 
12  years,  and  distinguished  himself  as 
an  effective  prosecutor  and  a  very  ca- 
pable administrator. 

In  his  capacity  as  district  attorney. 
Mr.  Jensen  personally  tried  such  cases 
as  People  against  Huey  Newton  and 
People  against  Mario  Savio.  He  also 
participated  in  the  grand  jury  investi- 
gation that  resulted  in  the  indictment 
of  William  and  Emily  Hau-ris  for  the 
kidnaping  of  Patricia  Hearst. 

Needless  to  say.  Mr.  Jensen's  exem- 
plary career  made  him  an  obvious 
choice  to  be  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  of  the  Criminal  Division  for 
the  Department  of  Justice.  In  1981, 
Mr.  Jensen  was  confirmed  by  this 
body  for  that  position,  auid  he  has 
served  with  distinction  since  that  time. 
As  my  colleagues  are  aware,  Mr. 
Jensen  has  been  responsible  for  lead- 
ership in  the  enforcement  of  large  or 
complex  criminal  cases  in  Federal  pri- 
ority areas.  He  has  given  guidance  in 
the  development  and  refinement  of 
prosecutorial  enforcement  strategies, 
including  a  determination  of  the  type 
of  cases  to  emphasize,  in  each  Federal 
enforcement  area.  Mr.  Jensen  was  re- 
sponsible for  giving  support  for  all 
U.S.  attorney  offices,  including  partici- 
pation in  cases  on  appeal.  He  was  also 
responsible  for  overseeing  all  major 
areas  of  the  criminal  division  to  in- 
clude the  Organized  Crime  and  Rack- 
eteering Division,  Narcotic  and  Dan- 
gerous Drugs,  Internal  Security, 
Fraud,  and  Public  Integrity,  to  name 
but  a  few. 

The  President  has  made  a  wise 
choice  in  nominating  Mr.  Jensen  for 
the  position  of  Associate  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States.  He  has  a 
fine  reputation  as  an  able  and  compe- 
tent lawyer,  as  well  as  a  man  of  high 
character.  I  wholeheartedly  agree  with 
this  nomination  and  support  it  with- 
out reservation.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  in  favor  of  Mr.  D.  Lowell 
Jensen  for  this  high  position. 

Mr.  President.  I  now  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished and  able  Senator  from 
Idaho  (Mr.  Symms). 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Ju- 
diciary and  the  President  pro  tempore. 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  have 
some  time  to  discuss  this  nomination. 
Mr.  President,  the  Senate  has  before 
it  the  nomination  of  D.  Lowell  Jensen 
to  be  the  Associate  Attorney  General 
at  the  Department  of  Justice.  This  is  a 
position  of  grave  importance  to  the 
functions  of  the  executive  branch 
since,  as  the  enforcement  arm  for  civil 
and  criminal  statutes  of  this  great 
Nation,  the  Department  of  Justice  sets 
the  judical  priorities  of  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Associate  Attorney 
General    is   a   vital   player   in   those 


policy  decisions,  and  must  be  a  citizen 
with  sound  judgment  and  a  thorough 
knowledge  of  the  laws  of  the  land. 
Consequently,  the  Senate  in  confirm- 
ing nominations  to  the  Department  of 
Justice  must  weigh  innumerable  fac- 
tors in  making  its  decision.  It  is  a  deci- 
sion that  no  Senator  should  take  light- 
ly because  its  impacts  have  such  far- 
reaching  implications. 

Consequently,  when  I  learned  of  Mr. 
Jensen's  nomination  to  the  position,  I 
undertook  an  examination  of  his 
qualifications.  Among  the  factors  I  ex- 
amined was  his  impressive  record  as 
district  attorney  in  Alameda  County.  I 
learned  of  his  efforts  to  bring  the 
Symbionese  Liberation  Army  to  jus- 
tice in  California,  and  other  cases  that 
he  brought  to  fruition  during  his 
public  service  in  that  State.  I  read 
carefully  my  colleague  Senator  Wil- 
son's introduction  of  Mr.  Jensen 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee, and  his  strong  words  of  support 
for  Mr.  Jensen's  capabilities  and  legal 
qualifications.  In  addition.  I  read  the 
comments  of  Senator  Thurmond  prais- 
ing his  efforts  and  recommending  his 
confirmation.  I  have  great  respect  for 
the  remarks  of  my  colleagues  and  Mr. 
Jensen's,  accomplishments  as  evi- 
denced by  his  written  and  oral  testi- 
mony before  the  committee. 

Nevertheless,  as  Senators,  we  have  a 
responsibility  to  participate  in  the 
confirmation  of  the  President's  nomi- 
nees after  examining  the  nomineejs 
credentials,  and  satisfying  ourselves  as 
to  his  or  her  qualifications.  That  re- 
sponsibility goes  beyond  mere  support 
for  the  nomination  because  the  Presi- 
dent proposed  it  or  because  a  Senate 
committee  has  sent  it  to  the  Senate 
floor  recommending  its  passage.  In 
short,  before  extending  my  support  to 
a  nominee,  I  must  first  be  convinced 
that  the  nominee  will  ably  carry  out 
the  laws  of  the  land  with  fairness  an 
justice  and  will  demonstrate  sound 
judgment  and  exhibit  a  strong  sense  of 
priorities.  In  addition,  I  must  be  confi- 
dent that  the  nominee  is  an  extension 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States 
and  his  policies. 

In  that  light,  those  of  us  who  are 
not  members  of  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee,  but  who  understand  the 
vital  nature  of  this  post  must  examine 
the  available  information  regarding  a 
nomination.  During  my  examination, 
several  questions  surfaced  that  I  felt 
were  very  important  to  Mr.  Jensen's 
nomination,  and  I  asked  the  majority 
leader  to  postone  Senate  consideration 
of  the  nomination  until  such  time  as  I 
was  able  to  obtain  answers  to  at  least 
some  of  those  questions.  In  turn,  on 
July  15.  1983.  I  addressed  my  ques- 
tions to  Mr.  Jensen  in  four  specific 
areas  of  concern,  and  at  this  time 
would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  enclose  that  letter  and  Mr.  Jensen's 
responses  to  those  questions  at  the 
end  of  my  remarks. 


My  questions  centered  around  four 
specific  areas,  but  were  drafted  to 
answer  general  questions  alKJUt  Mr. 
Jensen  himself  and  his  views  about 
the  role  of  the  Justice  Department. 
These  general  questions  address  guide- 
lines I  feel  are  relevant  to  any  execu- 
tive confirmation: 

First.  Are  the  nominee's  positions 
consistent  with  those  of  the  President? 
I  cited  some  blatant  departures  from 
those  positions  while  Mr.  Jensen  was 
at  the  Department. 

Second.  Does  the  nominee  support 
actions  taken  by  the  Department  that 
have  caused  this  Senator  serious  con- 
cerns, and  what  role  has  the  nominee 
played  in  some  of  those  actions? 

Third.  What  is  the  nominee's  sense 
of  priorities  at  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice? 

As  the  Members  of  this  body  well 
know,  the  Justice  Department  is  very 
controversial.  Perhaps  the  greatest 
testament  to  that  fact  is  the  length  of 
time  necessary  to  pass  the  Depart- 
ment's appropriations  package  in  both 
Houses.  The  Department's  actions  are 
constantly  under  the  watchful  eye  of 
Congress  over  decisions  it  makes,  cases 
it  pursues  and  priorities  it  sets.  This 
Senator  has  been  critical  of  those  pri- 
orities many  times  during  the  10  years 
that  I  have  been  in  Congress.  It  is  no 
wonder  that  I  take  this  nomination 
very  seriously,  and  that  I  intend  to  be 
very  careful  before  voting  to  confirm  a 
nominee  to  one  of  the  top  policymak- 
ing positions  at  the  Department. 

My  first  question  to  Mr.  Jensen  cen- 
tered around  a  Justice  Department 
memorandum  that  expressed  strong 
opposition  to  the  so-called  Firearms 
Owner  Protection  Act,  introduced  by 
my  senior  Senator  and  colleague  Jim 
McClure  and  Congressman  Harold 
VoLKMER.  This  legislation  was  en- 
dorsed by  candidate  Ronald  Reagan  in 

1980,  and  the  Presidents  support  for 
this   bill   was   reaffirmed   on   May   9, 

1981.  But  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of 
April  22,  1982  brought  the  Justice  De- 
partment memorandum  opposing  the 
President's  position  to  light,  and  re- 
ported that  White  House  Counselor 
Ed  Meese,  "Had  ignored  objections 
from  high-ranking  Justice  Department 
officials.  In  a  memo  circulated  with- 
in the  administration,  the  officials 
argued  that  the  bill  would  represent  a 
serious  setback  for  law  enforcement 
and  for  the  safety  of  our  citizens  with- 
out a  corresponding  benefit  to  the  mil- 
lions of  law-abiding  gun  owners. " 
While  Mr.  Jensen  reaffirmed  the 
President's  position  in  support  of 
McClure/Volkmer,  he  did  not  elabo- 
rate on  his  involvement  in  the  contro- 
versial memo,  which  was  most  likely 
the  sole  reason  that  prevented  the 
committee  from  the  timely  passage  of 
this  very  important  legislation.  Re- 
gardless of  Mr.  Jensen's  position  on 
McClure/Volkmer  now,  the  Depart- 
ment strayed  far  enough  from  its  pro- 


visions in  its  memorandum  that  the 
White  House  had  to  override  its  pos- 
ture on  the  bill. 

I  asked  Mr.  Jensen  two  questions  for 
which  he  declined  substantive  answers 
on  the  grounds  that  the  issue  was  em- 
broiled in  litigation.  Let  me  make  it 
clear  that  I  understand  why  he  cannot 
comment,  but  the  issues  involved  truly 
question  the  sense  of  priorities  at  the 
Department,  and  to  the  extent  Mr. 
Jensen  or  his  subordinates  were  in- 
volved in  them,  they  raise  concerns 
about  his  judgment  in  these  important 
matters. 

The  first  issue  was  the  matter  of  the 
Department  of  Justice's  refusal  to  rep- 
resent former  EPA  Administrator 
Anne  (Gorsuch)  Burford,  a  decision 
that  certainly  played  a  role  in  her  res- 
ignation. This  Senator  was  extremely 
critical  of  the  Department's  judgment 
in  this  matter,  since  Administrator 
Burford  had  suppressed  documents 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  at 
Justice's  request,  and  against  her  own 
advice.  The  decision  not  to  represent 
her  after  the  House  passed  a  contempt 
of  Congress  citation  against  her  was, 
in  my  view,  contemptible  itself,  and  if 
I  were  a  Presidential  appointee.  I 
would  certainly  think  twice  before  re- 
lying on  Justice  to  plead  my  case  in  in- 
stances where  I  was  following  march- 
ing orders  against  my  better  judg- 
ment. I  think  this  incident  is  a  blemish 
on  Justice's  sense  of  priorities.  And  I 
feel  that  any  policymaker  at  Justice 
should  reconsider  this  alarming  prece- 
dent. 

The  second  issue  regards  another 
Idaho  colleague.  Congressman  George 
Hansen.  As  I  told  Mr.  Jensen  in  my 
letter  to  him,  there  is  an  impressive 
body  of  legal  thinking  that  disagrees 
with  the  Justice  Department's  claim 
of  jurisdiction  over  questions  involving 
the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  (EIGA). 
the  House  leadership  is  extremely  con- 
cerned over  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice's investigation  and  prosecution  of 
Congressman  Hansen,  and,  with 
strong  bipartisan  support  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  that  body  moved 
to  quash  the  subpena  issued  to  them 
by  the  Department.  I  happen  to  agree 
with  the  House  leadership  in  their 
view  that  the  EIGA  is  void  of  criminal 
sanctions,  that  civil  actions  by  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  are  only  available 
at  the  request  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, and,  in  short,  that  the  Jus- 
tice Department  is  stretching  pretty 
far  to  claim  jurisdiction  to  prosecute 
any  Congressman  under  the  EIGA 
without  the  cooperation  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  This  goes  far 
beyond  the  issue  of  defending  a 
Member  of  the  Idaho  Congressional 
Delegation— as  evidenced  by  the 
House  leadership's  action  in  his  de- 
fense—to the  greater  issue  of  just 
where  the  Department's  priorities  are 
if  they  are  extending  their  iron  fist  in 
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areas  that  they  do  not  have  jurisidic- 
tion,  or  at  least  where  their  jurisdic- 
tion is  highly  questionable. 

My  fourth  question  centered  around 
immigration  policy  at  justice,  through 
its  arm  in  the  Immigration  and  Natu- 
ralization Service.  Specifically,  I  was 
extremely  disturbed  when  the  agency 
engaged  in  what  U.S.  district  court 
Judge  Ray  McNichols  termed,  "A  clear 
case  of  entrapment  against  Idaho 
farmers."  Here.  I  received  assurances 
from  Mr.  Jensen  that  the  Department 
is  in  the  process  of  finalizing  under- 
cover guidelines  for  the  INS  •  *  *  to 
address  (the  Department's)  concerns 
and  to  avoid  other  cases  such  as  the 
1981  Idaho  case."  That  response  was 
encouraging,  and  I  look  forward  to 
seeing  the  guidelines  the  Department 
puts  forth. 

In  summary,  although  I  am  not  com- 
pletely satisfied  with  the  answers  I  re- 
ceived to  my  questions,  it  is  not  my 
intent  to  delay  Mr.  Jensen's  nomina- 
tion further,  although  I  continue  to 
have  concerns  over  the  priorities  that 
will  be  established  by  the  Department 
of  Justice.  I  hope  by  raising  these 
issues  that  the  Department  will  strive 
to  avoid  future  conflicts  with  the 
President's  policies  and  that  it  will  set 
its  priorities  with  a  sense  of  fairness 
and  attention  to  the  overriding  prob- 
lems with  the  backlogs  in  the  judicial 
system  and  the  much-needed  reforms 
of  our  criminal  justice  system. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  some  questions  I  submitted 
to  Mr.  Jensen  auid  his  answers  be  made 
a  part  of  the  Record  at  this  time. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate. 
Committee  on  Environment 

AND  Public  Works, 
Washington.  D.C..  July  IS.  1983. 
Mr.  D.  LowEU.  Jensen, 

Assistant  Attorney  General,  Criminal  Divi- 
sion.  Department  of  Justice,  Washing- 
ton, D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen:  As  you  know,  the 
Senate  leadership  has  placed  your  nomina- 
tion for  the  position  of  Associate  Attorney 
General  on  its  Calendar  for  consideration. 
This  is  an  extremely  important  position  in 
the  United  States  government,  one  which  is 
Integral  in  establishing  the  legal  goals  and 
priorities  of  the  Executive  Branch. 

Those  of  us  who  are  not  Members  of  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee,  but  who  un- 
derstand the  vital  nature  of  this  post  must 
make  our  decisions  on  these  appointments 
based  on  as  much  information  as  we  can 
muster.  I  have  read  the  brief  record  of  your 
confirmation  hearing  before  Senator  Thur- 
mond's  Judiciary  Committee,  as  well  as  the 
documents  you  submitted  to  the  Committee 
for  their  examination,  but  neither  are  very 
enlightening  about  positions  you  will  take 
on  the  Important  issues  you  will  face  as  As- 
sociate Attorney  General. 

As  you  note  in  your  testimony,  "the  chal- 
lenge is  to  keep  priorities  on  track."  In  that 
regard,  I  have  personally  been  concerned 
about  the  priorities  of  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment in  certain  cases,  and  1  would  appreci- 
ate your  comments  on  a  few  of  them  to 


assist  me  in  making  my  decision  with  re- 
spect to  your  nomination.  As  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  the  President,  I  am  committed  to 
assuring  that  his  priorities  are  adopted  by 
those  who  carry  out  the  Departmental  re- 
sponsibilities he  oversees.  It  is  in  that  light 
that  I  have  prepared  the  attached  questions 
regarding  your  views  on  a  number  of  the 
issues  and  goals  that  you  will  implement  if 
you  are  confirmed  by  the  Senate.  I  would 
appreciate  your  responses,  and  have  asked 
Senator  Baker  to  postpone  Senate  consider- 
ation of  your  nomination  until  I  have  had  a 
chance  to  review  them. 
Sincerely. 

Steve  Symms, 
U.S.  Senator 

1.  M'CL0RE-VOLKMER 

In  early  1982.  top  officials  of  the  Justice 
Department  announced  their  "strong  oppo- 
sition" to  the  so-called  Firearms  Ownership 
Protection  Act.  introduced  by  Senator 
James  McClure  and  Congressman  Harold 
Volkmer. 

This  legislation  was  endorsed  by  candidate 
Ronald  Reagan  in  1980.  and  Bob  Garrick, 
who  works  with  Presidential  Counselor  Ed 
Meese.  reconfirmed  that  support  on  May  9. 
1981.  In  fact,  the  Wall  Street  Journal  re- 
ported on  April  22,  1982.  that  Meese  told 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  of  the  Ad- 
ministration's support  for  McClure-Volkmer 
and  that  he  had  "ignored  objections  from 
high-ranking  Justice  Department  officials. 
In  a  memo  circulated  within  the  Adminis- 
tration, the  officials  argued  that  the  bill 
would  represent  a  serious  setback  for  law 
enforcement  and  for  the  safety  of  our  citi- 
zens without  a  corresponding  benefit  to  the 
millions  of  law-abiding  gun  owners.'  " 

In  addition,  the  Department,  while  criti- 
cizing McClure-Volkmer.  offered  proposals 
in  their  memorandum  that  closely  resem- 
bled S.  974,  the  Hand  Gun  Control  Act  of 
1981,  which  was  introduced  in  the  97th  Con- 
gress, and  which  represented  a  strict  depar- 
ture from  the  tenets  of  the  McClure-Volk- 
mer bill  which  were  supported  by  the  Presi- 
dent. 

(1)  Could  you  explain  the  difference  in 
policy  between  the  Justice  Department  and 
the  White  House? 

(2)  Do  you  support  the  position  taken  by 
the  President?  What  is  your  position  on  gun 
legislation  reform? 

2.  immigration 
As  the  Associate  Attorney  General.  Sena- 
tor Thurmond  indicated  that  you  would 
have  responsibility  over  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service.  As  you  know, 
that  agency  was  involved  in  a  case  in  1981  in 
Idaho  which  U.S.  District  Court  Judge  Ray 
McNichols  dismissed,  calling  the  INS  inves- 
tigation a  "clear  case  of  entrapment."  As  a 
result  of  Judge  McNichols'  ruling,  charges 
against  six  other  Idaho  farmers  were 
dropped,  but  not  before  some  $40,000  in 
legal  fees  were  paid  by  the  farmers  involved. 

( 1 )  Do  you  condone  the  practices  followed 
by  the  undercover  INS  agents  in  this  in- 
stance? Officials  of  Arizona  office  of  the 
U.S.  Border  Patrol  said  that  the  ruling 
would  not  stop  future  undercover  investiga- 
tions. In  your  view,  at  what  point  does  such 
an  investigation  go  beyond  that  necessary  to 
enforce  Immigration  laws  and  drift  into  the 
arena  of  entrapment? 

(2)  What  is  your  position  on  the  utiliza- 
tion of  local  and/or  state  law  enforcement 
officials  in  assisting  the  INS  in  various  en- 
forcement activities? 


3.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY  S 
CONTROVERSY 

( 1 )  In  general,  do  you  support  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice's  refusal  to  represent 
former  EPA  Administrator  Anne  (Gorsuch) 
Burford?  If  so,  are  you  aware  that  the  Ad- 
ministrator had  personally  advised  against 
the  suppression  of  EPA  documents  ordered 
by  the  Justice  Department,  and  that  it  was 
that  suppression  of  documents  that  resulted 
in  the  House  of  Representatives'  contempt 
citation  against  the  Administrator? 

(2)  Were  you  Involved  In  any  Departmen- 
tal action  regarding  Administrator  Burford 
during  the  recent  EPA  controversy  (includ- 
ing the  two  letters  she  sent  to  the  Justice 
Department  raising  questions  about  Rita 
Lavelle's  activities  in  EPA)?  If  so,  what  was 
the  level  of  your  involvement  or  the  involve- 
ment of  your  subordinates,  and  what  specif- 
ic actions  did  you  take  and/or  recommenda- 
tions or  decisions  did  you  make  relating  to 
the  Department's  Investigation  into  this 
issue,  and  the  ultimate  decision  by  Justice 
not  to  represent  Administrator  Burford? 

4.  ETHICS  IN  GOVERNMENT  ACT 

An  Impressive  body  of  legal  thinking  as- 
serts that  criminal  prosecution  is  excessive 
In  questions  involving  the  Ethics  in  Govern- 
ment Act  (EGA),  and,  in  particular,  the  fi- 
nancial disclosure  reports  required  of  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.  In  fact,  the  House  leader- 
ship, with  the  overwhelming  support  of  its 
Members,  recently  committed  its  legal  re- 
sources in  support  of  Congressman  George 
Hansen,  by  moving  to  quash  the  subpoena 
Issued  to  the  House  by  the  Department  of 
Justice. 

(1)  What  is  the  extent  of  your  involve- 
ment in  this  case? 

(2)  What  do  you  say  to  the  attorneys  of 
the  House,  who  contend  that  the  EGA  is 
void  of  criminal  sanctions,  and  that  civil  aic- 
tlons  are  only  available  to  the  Justice  De- 
partment at  the  request  of  the  House  of 
Representatives?  Are  criminal  remedies 
available  to  Justice,  and,  if  not,  how  does 
the  Executive  Branch  derive  authority  to 
pursue  criminal  prosecution? 

(3)  In  light  of  the  goals  you  espoused 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  for 
criminal  code  revisions,  clamp  downs  on 
drug  offenders  and  other  priorities,  where 
does  this  case,  over  which  there  is  question- 
able jurisdiction  for  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment, fit  in?  As  a  primary  policy-maker  for 
the  Justice  Department,  will  you  stress  such 
cases  as  a  priority  for  the  federal  govern- 
ment? 

U.S.  Department  of  Justice, 

Criminal  Division, 
Washington,  D.C,  July  19,  1983. 
Hon.  Steven  D.  Symms. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Symms:  I  am  writing  in  re- 
sponse to  your  letter  of  July  15,  1983.  In 
which  you  submitted  some  questions  relat- 
ing to  my  pending  nomination  to  be  Associ- 
ate Attorney  General.  I  trust  that  the  infor- 
mation set  forth  below  will  be  of  assistance 
to  you  in  making  a  decision  regarding  this 
matter. 

With  respect  to  your  questions  regarding 
the  McClure-Volkmer  legislation.  I  am  satis- 
fied that  there  are  no  significant  differences 
in  policy  between  the  Justice  Department 
and  the  White  House.  In  this  regard.  I  am 
enclosing  a  copy  of  my  May  14,  1982,  letter 
to  an  official  of  the  National  Rifle  Associa- 
tion In  which  I  noted  that  the  Administra- 
tion's position  on  the  bill  was  expressed  in 
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an  accompanying  letter  from  Mr.  Edwin 
Messe.  Ill  to  Senator  Strom  Thurmond 
(Tab  1).  With  respect  to  your  more  general 
question  regarding  gun  legislation,  I  believe 
my  letter  of  June  7  to  Senator  Thurmond 
(Tab  2,  see  pp.  3-4)  and  my  letter  of  June  13 
to  Senator  East  (Tab  3),  both  submitted 
during  the  course  of  the  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee's consideration  of  my  nomination,  ex- 
press my  views  on  this  issue.  You  will  note 
that  in  the  response  to  Senator  East's  in- 
quiry whether  I  agreed  with  the  President's 
statement  on  firearms,  I  responded  affirma- 
tively. 

With  regard  to  your  questions  about  im- 
migration policy,  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  advise  you  that  responsibil- 
ity over  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  has  recently  been  transferred  from 
the  Office  of  the  Associate  Attorney  Gener- 
al to  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Attorney 
General;  thus.  If  confirmed,  I  would  not 
have  direct  supervisory  responsibility  over 
Immigration  matters.  With  respect  to  the 
Issue  of  undercover  practices  In  Immigration 
cases,  I  would  emphasize  that  undercover 
operations  in  the  immigration  area,  like 
other  areas  of  law  enforcement,  are  an  es- 
sential investigative  technique,  but  must,  of 
course,  be  conducted  with  sensitivity  to 
Issues  of  fairness,  the  rights  of  the  accused, 
and  entrapment.  To  address  these  concerns 
and  to  avoid  other  cases  such  as  the  1981 
Idaho  case  referred  to  by  you,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  currently  Is  In  the  process 
of  finalizing  undercover  guidelines  for  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
which  we  expect  will  parallel  those  used  by 
the  FBI.  In  response  to  your  question  re- 
garding the  relationship  between  the  INS 
and  state  and  local  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials. I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  Attorney 
General's  February  10.  1983,  policy  state- 
ment on  this  matter  which  I  believe  address- 
es this  issue  directly  (Tab  4). 

In  response  to  your  Inquiries  regarding 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  matters,  I 
note  initially  that  I  was  not  involved  in  any 
of  the  decisions  relating  to  the  contempt  ci- 
tation against  EPA  Administrator  Anne 
Burford  or  the  Department's  representation 
of  her.  With  respect  to  the  two  letters  you 
reference,  those  letters  were  forwarded  to 
me  for  appropriate  review.  The  allegations 
made  in  those  letters  as  well  as  other  allega- 
tions which  have  surfaced  Involving  EPA 
matters  have  been  referred  to  the  Public  In- 
tegrity Section  of  the  Criminal  Division  for 
investigation.  Since  investigation  of  these 
matters  is  currently  pending,  it  would  be  In- 
appropriate for  me  to  comment  more  specif- 
ically except  to  note  that  we  expect  to  con- 
duct a  complete  review  of  all  allegations. 

With  regard  to  the  concerns  you  raise  re- 
garding the  prosecution  of  Congressman 
George  Hansen  and  the  Ethics  in  Govern- 
ment Act,  I  emphasize  at  the  outset  that 
this  is  a  pending  criminal  case  presently  in 
active  litigation.  Consequently,  it  would  be 
Inappropriate  for  me  to  comment  specifical- 
ly on  this  case  except  to  note  that  the 
Public  Integrity  Section  of  the  Criminal  Di- 
vision conducted  this  investigation  in  ac- 
cordance with  Department  of  Justice  policy 
and  In  a  fully  professional  manner.  The 
Issues  you  raised  regarding  the  Ethics  In 
Government  Act  have  been  addressed  In 
large  part  by  the  parties  to  the  pending  liti- 
gation involving  Congressman  Hansen,  and 
have  been  resolved  recently  by  the  trial 
court  In  a  manner  consistent  with  the  Gov- 
ernment's view;  for  your  Information  I  am 
enclosing  a  copy  of  Judge  Joyce  Hens 
Green's  June  13,  1983,  opinion  which  con- 


siders these  issues  (Tab  5).  Finally,  with  re- 
spect to  your  question  involving  Depart- 
ment priorities.  It  should  be  clear  that  while 
narcotics  trafficking  and  violent  crime  are 
of  critical  Importance,  other  categories  of 
criminal  conduct.  In  particular  public  cor- 
ruption and  white  collar  crime,  have  been 
and  win  continue  to  be  priorities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Justice,  and  will  continue  to  get 
the  attention  and  resources  consistent  with 
their  detrimental  Impact  on  our  society  and 
the  need  to  maintain  a  vigorous  enforce- 
ment program. 

Since  the  questions  submitted  in  your 
July  15  letter  were  raised  subsequent  to  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee's  consideration 
of  my  memorandum,  as  a  matter  of  courtesy 
to  the  Committee  I  am  forwarding  a  copy  of 
your  questions  and  this  response  to  Senator 
Thurmond.  I  trust  this  additional  informa- 
tion will  assist  you  In  reaching  a  fair  and  In- 
formed decision  regarding  this  matter. 
Sincerely, 

D.  Lowell  Jensen, 
Assistant  Attorney  General 

U.S.  Department  of  Justice, 

Criminal  Division, 
Washington,  D.C,  May  14,  1982. 
Mr.  Harlon  B.  Carter, 

Executive  Vice  President,  National  Rifle  As- 
sociation of  America,  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Carter:  The  White  House  has 
asked  the  Department  of  Justice  to  reply  to 
your  letter  to  the  President  dated  March  23. 
1982.   urging   his  support  for  S.   1030.  the 
McClure-Volkmer  bill.  The  Administration's 
position  on  this  bill  was  expressed  in  a  letter 
dated  April  19,  1982,  from  Counselor  to  the 
President  Edwin  Meese  III  to  Senate  Judici- 
ary Committee  Chairman  Strom  Thurmond. 
I  have  enclosed  a  copy  for  your  Information. 
Sincerely, 

D.  Lowell  Jensen, 
Assistant  Attorney  General. 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  D.C,  ApHl  19,  1982. 
Hon.  Strom  Thurmond. 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  will  respond  to 
your  request  for  the  Administration's  posi- 
tion on  the  Federal  Firearms  Owners  Pro- 
tection Act,  which  Is  now  awaiting  mark-up 
in  your  Committee. 

The  Presidents  position  on  firearms  regu- 
lation is,  I  think,  well  known.  He  strongly 
rejects  the  notion  that  registration  of  weap- 
ons is  either  necessary  or  desirable  and  be- 
lieves that  mandatory  sentences  for  those 
who  use  firearms  in  the  commission  of  a 
crime  Is  a  preferable  way  to  approach  the 
problem  of  firearms  abuse. 

As  with  other  areas  of  federal  regulation, 
he  believes  that  In  the  past  firearms  regula- 
tors have  too  often  lost  sight  of  their  ulti- 
mate objective  and  have  misused  their  au- 
thority to  search  for  minor  technical  infrac- 
tions by  otherwise  law-abiding  sportsmen, 
collectors,  and  dealers  instead  of  concentrat- 
ing on  firearms  violations  by  criminals.  The 
administration's  policy,  therefore,  is  to  redi- 
rect its  enforcement  focus  away  from  the 
former  toward  the  latter. 

Toward  that  end,  the  President  remains 
committed  to  the  de-regulation  of  law-abid- 
ing gun  owners,  such  as  that  called  for  by 
the  proposed  Federal  Firearms  Owners  Pro- 
tection Act.  At  the  same  time,  the  Adminis- 
tration has  proposed  a  reorganization  of  the 
Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco,  and  Firearms 
that  would,  among  other  things,  prevent  the 
possible  misuse  of  authority  and  enhance 


the  ability  of  the  Treasury  I5epartment  to 
refocus  its  enforcement  efforts  against 
criminals. 

We  would  like  to  see  both  elements  of  this 
policy  move  along  together  and  as  In  the 
past  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Con- 
gress and  interested  outside  parties  to  ac- 
complish our  common  goals. 
Sincerely, 

Edwin  Meese  III. 
Counselor  to  the  President 

U.S.  Department  or  Justice, 

Criminal  Division, 
Washington,  D.C,  June  7,  1983. 
Hon.  Strom  Thurmond, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  U.S. 
Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  During  my  confirma- 
tion hearing  on  May  25  before  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Commltte,  you  Indicated  that  be- 
cause of  time  limitations  the  Committee 
would  submit  additional  written  questions 
to  me  for  response.  Subsequently,  Mr.  Short 
of  the  Committee's  staff  provided  me  with 
the  additional  questions  which  you  did  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  ask  during  the 
course  of  that  hearing.  Set  forth  below  are 
my  responses  to  the  additional  written  ques- 
tions submitted  to  me  by  the  Committee. 

1.  Mr.  Jensen,  in  a  more  specific  area, 
what  is  the  status  of  the  new  Drug  Task 
Force  operations? 

Following  President  Reagan's  announce- 
ment of  the  Drug  Enforcement  Task  Forces 
on  October  14,  1982.  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice and  the  investigative  agencies  involved 
developed  a  set  of  Guidelines  defining  goals, 
targets,  procedures,  case  standards,  and  ad- 
ministrative structure,  among  other  things. 
These  Guidelines  were  issued  by  the  Attor- 
ney General  on  January  21,  1983.  Since  that 
date.  Task  Force  Offices  have  been  estab- 
lished in  each  of  the  twelve  "core-cities" 
around  which  the  Task  Forces  are  orga- 
nized. Each  Task  Force  Office  which  encom- 
passes several  judicial  districts  is  charged 
with  the  resr>onsibllity  of  coordinating  all 
Task  Force  investigative  and  prosecutive 
action  throughout  the  defined  region,  and 
to  accomplish  this  task  an  Assistant  United 
States  Attorney  and  a  supervisory  agent  for 
each  Involved  investigative  agency  have 
been  assigned  to  each  Office. 

In  addition  to  these  coordinators.  Task 
Force  investigative  agents  and  prosecutors 
have  now  been  assigned  to  sixty-seven  of 
the  ninety-four  judicial  districts  in  the 
United  States,  with  assignments  to  an  addi- 
tional seven  districts  expected  shortly.  This 
staffing  has  been  accomplished  in  a  deliber- 
ate, careful  manner  since  we  have  sought  to 
utilize  only  the  most  experienced  prosecu- 
tors and  Investigative  agents  to  handle  the 
highly  complex  cases  targeted  by  the  Guide- 
lines. Currently,  we  have  designated  ap- 
proximately 250  cases  as  Task  Force  cases; 
these  cases  involve  investigations  which 
warrant  the  Involvement  of  more  than  one 
investigative  agency,  require  significant  at- 
torney resources  because  of  electronic  sur- 
veillance, extensive  grand  jury  work,  and 
forfeiture  action,  and  Involve  a  sizable  drug 
trafficking  organization.  These  designated 
cases  are  at  various  stages  of  development. 
Some  on-going  investigations  were  selected 
initially  to  ensure  that  the  full  range  of 
Task  Force  resources  were  put  to  productive 
use  Immediately.  We  anticipate  that  there 
will  be  some  major  Indictments  and  success- 
ful prosecutions  arising  out  of  these  investi- 
gations in  the  not  too  distant  future.  Other 
investigations  designated  as  Task  Force 
cases  will  require  extensive  financial  investl- 
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gallons  and  grand  jury  work,  and  may  not 
come  to  fruition  for  some  time.  However, 
these  extended  investigations  often  are  the 
only  way  to  bring  to  justice  those  individ- 
uals who  direct  and  finance  these  large- 
scale  organizations.  We  are  moving  expedi- 
tiously consistent  with  good  management 
practices  to  complete  attorney  and  agent 
staffing  of  the  Task  Force  operation  and  to 
designate  additional  Task  Force  investiga- 
tions. 

2.  Mr.  Jensen,  where,  in  your  opinion, 
should  we  concentrate  our  drug  enforce- 
ment efforts?  Would  it  t)e  in  tracing  the 
money  that  is  used  to  purchase  narcotics, 
arrests  of  the  large  dealers  involved  in  Inter- 
national networks,  or  exactly  where  would 
be  the  best  place  to  start? 

In  the  Guidelines  for  the  Drug  Enforce- 
ment Task  Forces  we  outlined  the  principal 
targets  on  which  we  believe  we  should  con- 
centrate our  drug  enforcement  efforts.  In 
general  our  primary  focus  is  large-scale  nar- 
cotics trafficking  organizations.  More  specif 
ically.  we  are  targeting  traditional  organized 
crime  figures,  major  outlaw  motorcycle 
gangs,  other  organized  criminal  groups  such 
as  prison  gangs,  organizations  that  finance, 
import,  or  distribute  controlled  substances, 
and  physicians  and  pharmacists  who  illegal- 
ly dispense  substantial  quantities  of  pre- 
scription drugs.  While  we  do  not  intend  to 
lessen  our  traditional  narcotics  enforcement 
efforts,  we  are  putting  new  resources  and 
primary  emphasis  on  attacking  the  major 
narcotics  trafficking  networks.  In  sum.  we 
will  target,  investigate,  and  prosecute  indi- 
viduals who  organize,  direct,  finance,  or  oth- 
erwise engage  in  high-level  illegal  drug  traf- 
ficking enterprises,  including  large  scale 
money  laundering  organizations. 

To  accomplish  these  objectives,  we  are  de- 
veloping a  coordinated  drug  enforcement 
effort  to  encourage  the  maximum  coopera- 
tion among  all  drug  enforcement  agencies. 
Also,  we  are  seeking  to  work  effectively  with 
state  and  local  drug  enforcement  agencies  to 
maximize  our  impact  on  the  narcotics  prob- 
lem. Finally,  we  will  make  full  use  of  finan- 
cial investigative  techniques,  income  tax  law 
enforcement,  sophisticated  investigative 
tools,  and  forfeiture  actions  in  order  to  iden- 
tify and  convict  high-level  traffickers  and  to 
seize  assets  and  profits  derived  from  drug 
trafficking.  We  believe  that  the  forfeiture 
of  drug  profits  is  especially  important  to 
this  effort  since  it  is  imperative  that  we  take 
the  profit  out  of  drug  trafficking.  To  assist 
us  in  accomplishing  this  objective,  we  have 
set  up  an  Asset  Forfeiture  Unit  within  the 
Department. 

3.  With  respect  to  the  series  of  questions 
submitted  regarding  our  approach  to  the 
prosecution  of  violent  crime,  career  crimi- 
nals and  cases  involving  firearms.  I  submit 
the  following  comments: 

In  addressing  the  violent  crime  problem 
which  concerns  all  of  us,  it  is  important  to 
concentrate  resources  upon  those  individ- 
uals who  are  the  cause  of  criminal  violence 
in  this  country,  and  in  particular,  to  focus 
our  effects  upon  those  persons  who  have  a 
history  of  violent  criminal  activity.  Indeed, 
as  the  President  has  stated,  we  need  to 
target  career  criminals  and  the  organized 
criminal  element  in  America  for  special  at- 
tention in  our  law  enforcement  efforts.  As  a 
number  of  studies  have  indicated,  a  dispro- 
portionate share  of  violent  crime  is  commit- 
ted by  a  small  proportion  of  individuals  who 
have  made  a  career  out  of  crime.  In  our  en- 
forcement efforts,  we  have  recognized  that 
it  is  the  violent  offender  armed  with  a  fire- 
arm who  is  responsible  for  a  substantial 


part  of  the  violent  crime  problem  which  our 
nation  faces.  We  have  supported  legislation 
which  advocates  firm  and  speedy  applica- 
tion of  mandatory  criminal  penalties  against 
those  persons  responsible  for  committing 
violent  crime.  In  particular,  I  have  previous- 
ly testified  before  Congress  in  support  of 
legislation  which  targets  certain  third  of- 
fenders armed  with  a  firearm  for  prosecu- 
tions which  would  result  in  mandatory  sen- 
tences of  fifteen  years  to  life  without  possi- 
bility of  parole.  We  have  also  supported  leg- 
islation which  would  provide  financial  as- 
sistance to  state  and  local  prosecutors  who 
want  to  develop  an  effective  career  criminal 
prosecutive  program.  I  would  note  that  in 
my  experience  as  a  district  attorney,  we 
found  that  the  development  of  an  effective 
career  criminal  prosecutive  program  was  an 
important  means  of  focusing  special  prose- 
cutive resources  and  attention  on  those  indi- 
viduals committing  a  disproportionate  share 
of  our  violent  crime.  Finally,  we  have  specif- 
ically instructed  all  United  States  Attorneys 
to  give  priority  to  prosecution  of  individuals 
who  are  repeat  violent  offenders,  and  to 
focus  their  limited  resources  on  these  of- 
fenders. 

Equally  important,  we  have  consistently 
urged  the  imposition  of  additional  mandato- 
ry penalties  for  those  defendants  who  un- 
lawfully use  a  firearm  in  commission  of  an- 
other offense.  The  imposition  of  a  mandato- 
ry term  of  incarceration  for  the  use  of  a 
firearm  in  the  commission  of  an  offense  is 
both  an  appropriate  penalty  as  well  as  a  de- 
terrent against  the  use  of  firearms  for  vio- 
lent purposes.  The  imposition  of  such  man- 
datory penalties  focuses  the  issue  directly 
on  the  real  problem,  and  that  is  the  crimi- 
nal who  uses  firearms  unlawfully.  This  is 
where  we  should  concentrate  our  efforts. 

Finally,  there  should  be  no  doubt  that  we 
will  vigorously  enforce  all  federal  firearms 
statutes.  We  have  issued  directives  to  all  the 
United  Stales  Attorneys  to  enforce  the  ex- 
isting firearms  statutes  with  vigor,  to  use 
necessary  resources  to  prosecute  felons  who 
are  arrested  in  possession  of  firearms,  and 
to  investigate  and  prosecute  offenses  involv- 
ing trafficking  in  firearms.  Moreover,  we 
have  developed  cooperative  efforts  between 
United  States  Attorneys  and  state  and  local 
prosecutors  to  ensure  that  individuals  ar- 
rested for  firearms  offenses  are  prosecuted 
in  the  forum  which  can  provide  the  swiftest, 
most  certain  penalties.  In  sum.  the  prosecu- 
tion of  cases  involving  career  criminals  and 
firearms  is  one  of  our  highest  priorities, 
and.  we  believe,  an  effective  means  of  deal- 
ing with  the  violent  crime  problem  which  is 
of  great  concern  to  all  of  us. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  address 
these  additional  questions.  If  there  are  any 
other  matters  which  are  of  interest  to  the 
Committee.  I  would  be  happy  to  respond. 
Sincerely. 

D.  Lowell  Jensen. 
Assistant  Attorney  General 

U.S.  Departmfnt  or  Justice. 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  13,  1983. 
Hon.  John  P.  East. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  East;  Assistant  Attorney 
General  Robert  McConnell  has  advised  me 
of  a  conversation  he  had  this  date  with  Mr. 
Sullivan  of  your  staff  which  related  to  your 
written  questions  subsequent  to  my  confir- 
mation hearing  to  be  Associate  Attorney 
General. 

I  am  advised  that  you  want  to  know  if  I 
agree  with  the  President's  statement:  "We 


will  never  disarm  any  American  who  seeks 
to  protect  his  or  her  family  from  fear  and 
harm." 

This  is  to  say  that  the  answer  is  yes.  I  do 
indeed  agree   with  this  statement  of  the 
President. 
I  hope  this  information  is  helpful  to  you. 
Sincerely. 

D.  Lowell  Jensen, 
Associate  Attorney 
General- Designate. 

Proposed  Revision 

It  is  Department  of  Justice  policy  tor  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  to 
cooperate  with  local  and  state  law  enforce- 
ment officers  who  notify  the  Service  of  sus- 
pected violations  of  the  immigration  laws. 
The  Ser\'ice  will  review  the  immigration 
status  of  individuals  detained  by  local  or 
state  law  enforcement  authorities  for  other 
than  immigration  violations  upon  request 
and  as  available  resources  permit. 

INS  agents  and  local  officers  may  also 
engage  in  joint  operations  which  are  expect- 
ed to  uncover  violations  of  both  immigra- 
tion and  state  laws.  The  INS  recognizes  that 
local  authorities  provide  valuable  support 
for  mutual  law  enforcement  efforts.  Within 
the  scope  of  such  cooperative  efforts.  INS 
agents  will  remain  responsible  for  all  arrests 
for  immigration  violations. 

In  many  local  jurisdictions,  state  law  au- 
thorizes local  officers  to  enforce  criminal 
provisions  of  federal  law,  including  criminal 
immigration  provisions.  Such  operations  are 
conducted  by  local  officers  under  their  local 
authority  and  will  not  be  directed  by  the 
Service. 

The  Service  is  regularly  asked  to  assist 
local  officers  in  tracking  and  locating  lost 
persons  or  suspected  criminals.  INS  agents 
will  continue  to  assist  such  local  enforce- 
ment efforts.  INS  agents  may  make  arrests 
for  non-immigration  criminal  offenses  only 
to  the  extent  that  individual  state  laws 
permit  them  to  do  so  as  private  citizens. 
Approved: 

William  French  Smith, 

Attorney  General. 

Date:  February  10.  1983. 

[U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Criminal  No.  83-00075] 

The  United  States  of  America  v.  George 

Vernon  Hansen.  Defendant 

memorandum  opinion 

This  matter  is  before  the  Court  ujjon  de- 
fendant's motion  to  dismiss  the  indictment 
in  which  he  is  charged  with  four  counts  of 
making  false  statements  in  documents 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  an  agency  of  the 
United  States,  in  violation  of  18  U.S.C. 
1 1001.  Defendant  is  alleged  to  have  made 
false  statements  concerning  his  financial 
status  on  the  financial  disclosure  reports  he 
was  required  to  file  with  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives  in  1978.  1979, 
1980,  and  1981  pursuant  to  the  Ethics  in 
Government  Act  of  1978  (EIGA).  2  U.S.C. 
5§  701-09.  Defendant  is  a  United  States  Con- 
gressman representing  the  second  district  of 
the  State  of  Idaho.  Defendant  makes  three 
arguments  in  support  of  his  motion  to  dis- 
miss: (1)  that  the  iinancial  disclosure  re- 
quirements of  EIGA  are  not  subject  to 
criminal  sanctions  under  18  U.S.C.  §  1001 
t>ecause  Congress  intended  that  they  be  en- 
forced only  by  civil  measures,  (2)  that  the 
Speech  or  Debate  Clause  of  the  Constitu- 
tion protects  him  from  any  prosecution  con- 
cerning his  EIGA  reports,  and  (3)  that  he  is 
the  victim  of  selective  prosecution.  Defend- 


ant also  has  filed  a  motion  for  leave  to  take 
discovery  relevant  to  the  selective  prosecu- 
tion issue.  Oral  argument  on  these  ques- 
tions was  heard  on  June  3.  1983.  For  the 
reasons  which  follow,  defendant's  motions 
shall  be  denied. 
/.  77i€  applicability  of  section  1001  to  false 
statements  within  EIGA  reports 

On  its  face,  section  1001  proscribes  the 
conduct  allegedly  committed  by  defendant. 
The  section,  which  has  general  effect,  essen- 
tially makes  it  a  crime  to  knowingly  and 
willfully  falsify  a  material  fact  or  knowingly 
and  willfully  make  any  false,  fictitious  or 
fraudulent  statement  In  connection  with 
"any  matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States. " '  This  section  embraces  false  state- 
ments made  to  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Diggs  v.  United  States,  613  F.  2d  988. 
999  (D.C.  Cir.  1979).  cert  denied  446  U.S. 
982  (1980).  EIGA  requires  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  such  as  defendent 
to  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives annual  reports  of  their  person- 
al financial  status.  2  U.S.C.  §!  701-03.  (Sena- 
tors, non-voting  representatives  to  Congress, 
and  certain  officers  and  employees  of  the 
Legislative  Branch  are  also  required  to  file 
such  reports  with  the  appropriate  official.) 
Section  1001  has  been  held  to  prohibit  the 
Intentional  concealment  of  material  facts  by 
a  federal  official  in  the  course  of  completing 
a  financial  disclosure  statement  required  by 
an  agency  of  its  employees  before  the  enact- 
ment of  EIGA.  United  States  v.  Muntain, 
610  F.  2d  964,  971  (D.C.  Cir.  1979). 

Defendant,  however,  argues  that  it  was 
the  Intent  of  Congress  to  limit  enforcement 
of  the  financial  disclosure  report  require- 
ments to  civil  sanctions  set  forth  in  EIGA  at 
2  U.S.C.  §  706.  That  section  allows  the  At- 
torney General  to  bring  a  civil  action 
against  anyone  who  knowingly  and  willfully 
falsifies  any  Information  In  his  report  or 
knowingly  and  willfully  falls  to  file  a 
report.*  A  maximum  penalty  of  $5,000  may 
be  Imposed.  A  provision  In  the  first  draft 
bills  of  EIGA  establishing  criminal  sanc- 
tions for  falsified  disclosure  reports,  see  123 
Cong.  Rec.  21007  (1977),  was  deleted  from 
the  act  as  it  was  finally  passed  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress.  Defendant  argues  that 
the  deletion  of  the  criminal  penalties  dem- 
onstrates Congress'  intent  that  no  criminal 


sanctions  should  apply  to  the  falsification 
of  EIGA  reports. 

At  the  outset.  It  must  be  noted  that  EIG  \ 
contains  no  express  repeal  or  preemption  of 
section  1001  as  it  applies  to  falsified  disclo- 
sure reports.  The  act  does  specify  that 
EIGA's  provisions  "shall  supersede  and  pre- 
empt any  State  or  local  law  with  respect  to 
financial  disclosure, "  2  U.S.C.  §  708,  but  no- 
where in  the  act  is  there  an  equivalent  pro- 
vision concerning  other  federal  laws. 

Nor  does  anything  in  the  text  of  EIGA  or 
section  1001  establish  an  implicit  repeal  or 
preemption  by  the  former  of  the  latter  as  it 
pertains  to  falsified  disclosure  reports.  Re- 
peals by  implication,  of  course,  are  disfa- 
vored. Committee  for  Nuclear  Responsibil- 
ity, Inc.  V.  Seaborg.  463  F.  2d  783,  785  (D.C. 
Cir.  1971).'  A  repeal  by  Implication  may  be 
found,  however,  only  where  there  Is  "some 
manifest   Inconsistency   or   positive   repug- 
nance between  the  two  statutes."  Mercantile 
National  Bank  at  Dallas  v.  Langdeau,  371 
U.S.  555,  565  (1963).  Unless    "the  two  acts 
are  irreconcilable,  clearly  repugnant  as  to 
Vital  matters  to  which  they  relate,  and  so  in- 
consistent that  the  two  cannot  have  concur- 
rent operation,"  no  repeal  will  be  Implied. 
lA  CD.  Sands,  Sutherland  Statutory  Con- 
struction, §  23.10.  at  p.  231  (4th  ed.  1972). 
There  is  no  Inconsistency  between  section 
706  of  EIGA  and  18  U.S.C.  §  1001.  Section 
1001  makes  it  a  crime  to  knowingly  and  will- 
fully falsify  or  conceal  a  fact,  make  a  false 
statement,  or  use  a  false  writing  knowing 
the  writing  to  contain  a  false  statement. 
Section   706   provides   a   civil   enforcement 
mechanism  for  the  knowing  and  willful  fal- 
sification of  an  EIGA  disclosure  report  or 
the  knowing  and  willful  failure  to  file  such 
a  report.  Nothing  In  one  statute  compels, 
for  example,  the  commission  of  an  act  pro- 
hibited by  the  other;  rather,  they  proscribe 
the  same   conduct   and   complement   each 
other  In  that  the  civil  statute  attacks  the 
lesser  offense  of  non-flllng  as  well  as  Inten- 
tional false  filing. 


'  Section  1001  provides: 

"5  1001.  Statements  or  entries  generally— 

"Whoever,  in  any  matter  within  the  Jurisdiction 
of  any  department  or  agency  of  the  United  States 
Itnowingly  and  willfully  falsifies,  conceals  or  covers 
up  by  any  trick,  scheme,  or  devise  a  material  fact. 
or  makes  any  false,  fictitious  or  fraudulent  state- 
ments or  representations,  or  makes  or  uses  any 
false  writing  or  document  knowing  the  same  to  con- 
tain any  false,  fictitious  or  fraudulent  statement  or 
entry,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  tlO.OOO  or  im- 
prisoned not  more  than  five  years,  or  both. 

■■(T)he  term  'Jurisdiction'  should  not  l>e  given  a 
narrow  or  technical  meaning  for  the  purposes  of 
i  1001."  Bniaon  v.  United  States,  396  U.S.  64.  70 
(1»69). 

"  Section  706  provides; 

"5  706.  Failure  to  file  or  filing  false  reports. 

■The  Attorney  General  may  bring  a  civil  action  in 
any  appropriate  United  SUtes  district  court  against 
any  Individual  who  knowingly  and  willfully  falsifies 
or  who  knowingly  and  willfully  fails  to  file  or 
report  any  Information  that  such  individual  is  re- 
quired to  report  pursuant  to  section  702  of  this 
title.  The  court  in  which  such  action  is  brought 
may  assess  against  such  individual  a  civil  penalty  in 
any  amount  not  to  exceed  $5,000.  No  action  may  be 
brought  under  this  section  against  any  individual 
with  respect  to  a  report  filed  by  such  individual  in 
calendar  year  1978  pursuant  to  section  701(d)  of 
this  title." 


'  Defendant  attempts  to  avoid  the  abundant  au- 
thority disfavoring  repeals  by  implication  by  char- 
acterizing his  theory  differently;  he  asserts  that  his 
argument  is  not  that  section  1001  is  repealed  by 
EIGA  but  that  it  is  "inapplicable"  to  it.  This  dis- 
tinction has  no  substance.  Defendant  is  arguing 
that  a  general  statute  which,  as  explained  above,  on 
its  face  is  controlling,  has  no  force  in  a  particular 
instance.  This  is  the  type  of  "repeal"  that  the 
Court  of  Appeals  said  could  not  be  executed  by  im- 
plication in  Committee  for  Nuclear  Responsibility 
V.  Seaborg,  463  P.  2d  at  785.  "To  assume  .  .  .  that 
the  mere  passage  of  a  specific  statute  covering  an 
area  of  conduct  also  regulated  by  a  more  general 
statute  limits  enforcement  of  the  general  statute  by 
carving  out  an  exception  to  it  is.  in  effect,  to  accom- 
plish a  partial  repeal  of  the  general  sUtute." 
United  States  v.  Burnett.  505  F.  2d  815,  816  <9ti> 
Cir.  1974),  cert  denied,  420  U.S.  966  (1975). 

United  States  v.  DeLaurentis,  491  F.  2d  208  (2d 
Cir.  1974),  upon  which  defendant  relies  for  the 
proposition  that  a  general  criminal  statute  may  be 
found  inapplicable  to  conduct  regulated  by  another 
statute  notwithstanding  its  "plain  meaning "  is  in- 
apposite. That  case  concerned  the  use  of  18  U.S.C. 
5  261,  a  criminal  statute  enacted  in  1870  to  protect 
the  rights  to  newly-freed  former  slaves,  as  a  basis 
for  a  prosecution  for  threats  to  interfere  with  activ- 
ity protected  by  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act. 
The  Second  Circuit  stated  that  "[allthough  the 
conduct  of  I  the  defendants)  may  have  been  repre- 
hensible, we  do  not  believe  that  Congress  has  made 
it  criminal."  491  F.  2d  at  209,  and  found  that  the 
victims'  rights  "must  be  vindicated  exclusively 
through'  the  Labor  Act.  /d.  at  211.  In  the  instant 
case,  by  contrast,  the  clear  purpose  of  section  1001 
is  to  make  a  crime  the  making  of  false  statements 
to  the  government  in  matters  including,  under 
United  States  v.  Muntain,  financial  disclosure  re- 
ports. 


Where  two  statutes  concern  the  same  sub- 
ject, a  court  considering  them  must  make 
every  effort  to  reconcile  allegedly  conflict- 
ing provisions  and  give  effect  to  both,  so 
long  as  doing  so  does  not  deprive  one  or  the 
other  of  Its  essential  meaning.   Wilderness 
Society  v.  Morton,  479  P.2d  842,  881  (D.C. 
Cir.)  cert  denied,  411  U.S.  917  (1973).  Here, 
however,  the  prohibitory  language  of  the 
two  statutes  does  not  conflict.  As  a  result, 
the  only  matter  to  "reconcile"  is  the  avail- 
ability of  both  civil  and  criminal  remedies 
for  false  statements  in  EIGA  reports.  This 
poses  no  problem,  inasmuch  as  it  Is  estab- 
lished that  where  a  single  act  violates  more 
than  one  statute,  the  government  may  elect 
to  prosecute  under  either.  United  States  v. 
Brown,  482  F.2d  1359,  1360  (9th  Cir.  1973), 
citing  UniUd  States  v.  GiUiland,  312  U.S.  86 
(1941).  In  Brovm,  the  Ninth  Circuit  ruled 
that,  assuming  the  making  of  false  state- 
ments on  bid  forms  was  a  violation  of  either 
of  two  other  false  statements  statutes,  18 
U.S.C.  §  1010  of  §  1012,  such  conduct  could 
also  be  prosecuted  under  the  general  stat- 
ute, section  1001,  with  its  harsher  penalties. 
Accord,  United  States  v.  Burnett  505  F.2d  at 
816  (government  had  the  option  of  proceed- 
ing under  18  U.S.C.  §  1919,  concerning  false 
statements  to  obtain  unemployment  bene- 
fits  for   prior   federal   service,   or   section 
lOOI). 

Defendant  also  argues  that  since  section 
706  does  not  contain  a  parallel  provision  to 
that  in  section  704  of  EIGA  which  provides 
that  the  Attorney  General's  authority  to 
bring  a  civil  action  to  enforce  Section  704 
"shall  be  In  addition  to  any  other  remedy 
available  under  statutory  or  common  law," 
section  1001  may  not  apply  to  the  filing  of 
false  EIGA  reports.  Section  ■i04  regulates 
the  public's  accessibility  to  filed  EIGA  re- 
ports. It  makes  it  unlawful  to  obtain  or  use 
an  EIGA  report  for  any  unlawful  purpose, 
for  any  conunerclal  purpose  (outside  the 
news  media),  to  determine  credit  ratings, 
and  for  the  solicitation  of  money.  2  U.S.C. 
1704(e)(1).  The  civil  remedy  under  section 
704  pertains  to  such  proscribed  uses  of 
EIGA  reports.  2  U.S.C.  §  704(e)(2).  The  lan- 
guage in  section  704(e)(2)  preserving  other 
remedies  protects  the  rights  of  fliers  of 
EIGA  reports  to  bring  suit  on  any  private 
cause  of  action  arising  from  the  misuse  of 
their  financial  disclosure  Information.  As 
there  Is  no  parallel  private  right  with  re- 
spect to  the  requirement  In  section  702  to 
file  correct  reports,  there  is  no  proper  analo- 
gy between  section  706  (which  enforces  sec- 
tion 702)  and  section  704. 

Nor  does  section  705  of  EIGA,  which  pro- 
vides that  a  person  who  relies  on  an  adviso- 
ry opinion  by  the  appropriate  congressional 
committee  In  making  his  disclosure  report 
"shall  not  ...  be  subject  to'  any  sanction 
provided  In  this  chapter, "  preclude  the  In- 
stant prosecution  under  section  1001.  First, 
there  Is  no  assertion  that  defendant  pre- 
pared the  disclosure  reports  In  question  in 
reliance  upon  any  such  advisory  opinion. 
Second,  section  705  unambiguously  limits  Its 
forgiveness  provision  to  sanctions  under 
EIGA  and  does  not  purport  to  preempt 
other  remedies  such  as  section  1001.  2 
U.S.C.  !  705(b). 

The  plain  language  of  the  two  statutes 
shows  no  "manifest  repugnance,"  no  con- 
flict that  would  indicate  an  implied  repeal. 
It  has  l>een  held  that  under  such  circum- 
stances the  Inquiry  ends  at  this  point;  that 
It  Is  Improper  to  turn  to  legislative  history 
to  look  for  a  repeal  by  Implication.  Demby  v. 
Schweiker.  671  F.2d  507,  510  (1981)  (Opinion 
announcing    judgment    of    the    court    by 
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M&cKinnon.  J.,  with  one  Judge  concurring 
in  the  result).  In  any  case,  as  explained 
l)elow.  an  exploration  of  the  relevant  legis- 
lative history  does  not  yield  support  for  de- 
fendant's contention  that  Congress  intend- 
ed section  1001  not  to  apply  to  the  acts  he  is 
alleged  to  have  committed. 

Because  EIGA  and  section  1001  are  not  ir 
reconcilable,  there  must  be  an  affirmative 
showing  of  an  intention  to  repeal  l)efore  the 
Court  may  find  the  criminal  provision  re- 
pealed by  implication.  Uaak  Walton  League 
of  America  v.  Marsh.  655  F.2d  346.  366  (D.C. 
Clr.).  cert  denied.  454  U.S.  1092  (1981).  Next 
to  the  statute  itself,  the  conference  report 
of  a  bill  is  the  most  persuasive  evidence  of 
congressional  intent,  .since  it  represents  the 
final  statement  of  the  terms  agreed  to  by 
both  Houses.  Demby  v.  Schweiker.  671  F.2d 
at  510  (Opinion  by  MacKinnon.  J.).  Howev- 
er, because  the  conference  report  of  S.  555 
(the  bill  which  became  EIGA).  124  Cong. 
Rec.  35650-72  (1978).  does  not  discuss  the 
deletion  of  the  previously  proposed  criminal 
provision  or  the  applicability  of  other  crimi- 
nal sanctions  to  the  act.  see  id.  at  35668.  the 
parties  have  referred  only  to  statements  of 
individual  Representatives  in  the  debates. 

The  original  Senate  bill  (S.  555)  and  vari- 
ous House  bills  preceding  the  enactment  of 
EIGA  contained  both  a  criminal  penalty  for 
knowing  and  willful  falsifications  and  a  civil 
penalty  for  misstatements.  The  criminal 
penalties  were  deleted  and  the  requirements 
for  civil  sanctions  were  made  more  stringent 
during  delitjerations  on  the  act  in  the 
House,  apparently  during  discussions  on 
H.R.  13850.  a  proposed  substitute  bill.  In  re- 
sponse to  defendants  argument  that  the  de- 
letion of  the  criminal  penalty  indicates  Con- 
gress' intent  that  no  criminal  sanctioas 
apply  to  EIGA.  the  government  contends 
that  it  just  as  logically  could  be  argued  that 
the  criminal  penalty  was  removed  because 
section  1001  rendered  it  superfluous  and 
that  the  requirements  for  the  civil  sanctions 
were  heightened  because  of  a  concern  that 
Meml)ers  of  Congress  would  be  exposed  to 
nuisance  suits  for  inadvertent  errors  on 
their  disclosure  reports. 

None  of  the  statements  in  the  legislative 
history  referred  to  by  defendant  provide  un- 
equiv(x:al  support  for  his  argument.  Defend- 
ant quotes  Representative  Danielson  who. 
discussing  the  particulars  of  H.R.  13850. 
noted  that  'provisions  of  the  bill  do  not  pro- 
vide for  a  criminal  penalty  but  do  provide 
for  a  civil  penalty  for  failure  to  comply  with 
the  disclosure  provisions."  124  Cong.  Rec. 
30414  (1978).  This  remark  does  not  discuss 
the  applicability  of  section  1001,  and  indeed 
does  not  specifically  refer  to  false  state- 
ments. It  merely  notes  what  sanctions  are 
and  are  not  contained  within  EIGA  itself. 
The  statement  of  Representative  Moorhead 
that  the  notable  improvements  of  the  sub- 
stitute bill  included  "the  deletion  of  unnec- 
essary criminal  penalties  with  respect  to 
[the]  financial  disclosure  section."  124 
Cong.  Rec.  30415  (1978)  (emphasis  added), 
does  not  compel  the  conclusion  that  Con- 
gress felt  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  include 
criminal  penalties  because  civil  sanctions 
would  achieve  the  desired  result.  That  Con- 
gressman equally  could  have  meant  that  the 
penalties  were  minecessary  because  of  the 
existence  of  section  1001. 

Likewise.  Representative  Schroeder's  ob- 
servation that  "there  is  no  specific  criminal 
sanction  for  misfiling. "  124  Cong.  Rec.  30419 
(1978),  refers  to  the  provisions  of  EIGA  and 
does  not  speak  to  the  general  criminal  sanc- 
tion of  section  1001.  Her  conunents  at  124 
Cong.  Rec.  30422  (1978)  under  the  heading 


■■Failure  to  Pile  or  Falsifying  Reports."  to 
the  effect  that  under  EIGA  intentional  vio- 
lations would  be  prosecuted  by  the  Attorney 
General  under  what  is  now  section  706  and 
that  technical  or  inadvertent  violations 
should  be  resolved  informally,  similarly 
present  nothing  addressing  the  applicability 
of  criminal  sanctions. 

The  statements  of  Representative  Preyer 
at  124  Cong.  Rec.  30425  (1978)  cited  by  de- 
fendant note  that  under  the  bill's  compli- 
ance and  enforcement  provisions  Members 
of  Congress  would  "not  be  subject  to  any 
civil  penalty  under  the  act  for  inadvertent 
error  or  omission  in  the  disclosure."  Again, 
this  does  not  address  the  question  of  wheth- 
er EIGA  would  not  be  co\ered  by  other 
criminal  sanctions  but  simply  assures  the 
Members  of  Congress  that  they  would  be 
protected  from  civil  suits  for  minor,  unin- 
tentional errors  or  omissions  in  their  disclo- 
sure reports.  Similarly,  Representative 
Frenzel's  remark  that  "now  that  the  crimi- 
nal penalties  have  been  removed  from  this 
legislation,  against  my  wishes.  I  might  add, 
there  is  only  a  civil  penalty  to  deter  a  poten- 
tial nondiscloser. "  124  Cong.  Rec.  30430 
(1978).  is  consistent  with  the  applicability  of 
section  1001  inasmuch  as  the  criminal  stat- 
ute would  not  apply  to  failures  to  file.  Nor 
does  Representative  Gonzales'  comment 
that  'it  is  not  a  criminal  offense  to  file  in- 
correct information.  "  124  Cong.  Rec  32013 
(1978).  suggest  that  section  1001  was  intend- 
ed not  to  reach  the  alleged  conduct  at  issue 
in  the  instant  case:  the  mere  filing  of  incor- 
rect information  does  not  meet  the  require- 
ments for  a  conviction  under  section  1001. 
Representative  Bauman's  comment  that  the 
enforcement  provision  of  EIGA  "would  have 
been  a  criminal  penalty,  but  it  was  changed 
to  get  the  bill  through  the  House."  124 
Cong.  Rec.  30457  (1978).  likewise  says  noth- 
ing about  section  1001. 

Defendant  simply  has  failed  to  make  the 
"affirmative  showing"  of  an  intent  to  repeal 
required  by  Izaak  Walton  League.  More- 
over, the  only  statement  in  the  legislative 
history  of  EIGA  specifically  referring  to  sec- 
tion 1001  is  contrary  to  his  argument.  Rep- 
resentative Wiggins,  who,  according  to  de- 
fendant, was  the  Ranking  Minority  Member 
of  the  Select  Committee  on  Ethics  when  the 
legislation  was  being  developed,  had  this  to 
say  in  the  context  of  the  removal  of  the 
act's  criminal  penalty  for  falsified  disclosure 
statements: 

"Some  Members  have  been  concerned 
about  their  criminal  liability.  'Well,  they 
should  be  concerned  about  their  criminal  li- 
ability. I  hope  they  have  not  been  led  to  be- 
lieve that  by  eliminating  the  criminal  sanc- 
tions in  this  bill  they  have  been  relieved  of 
vulnerability,  because  they  have  not. 

•'Title  18  contains  a  section  1001  which 
makes  it  a  felony  subject  to  5  years'  impris- 
onment to  willfully  and  knowingly  file  a 
false  document  of  false  statement.  That  is 
general  law.  It  continues  in  effect,  and  that 
will  apply  with  respect  to  the  statements 
filed  here.  Therefore,  even  though  there  are 
no  explicit  criminal  penalties  in  this  bill,  the 
Members  will  all  be  subject  to  criminal  pen- 
alties if  the  Attorney  General  elects  to  pro- 
ceed under  18  U.S.C.  1001. "  124  Cong.  Rec. 
30429  (1978).*  Representative  Wiggins  also 


made  reference  to  the  applicability  of  gener- 
al criminal  statutes  in  the  United  States 
Code  to  EIGA  during  a  discussion  of  a  pro- 
posed amendment  directed  at  Members  who 
knowingly  permit  the  use  of  House  station- 
ery for  for  fundraising  activities.  124  Cong. 
Rec.  30444  (1978).  Representative  Thomp- 
son reacted  to  this  point  by  noting  that 
Wiggins  had  "made  a  very  important  point" 
that  "this  does  become  a  part  of  the  United 
States  Code,  that  it  does  involve  a  criminal 
penalty."  Id. 

It  is  clear  from  the  Congrbssional  Record 
that  Representative  Wiggins  was  a  relent- 
less opponent  of  financial  disclosure  re- 
quirements and  that  the  Supreme  Court  has 
"often  cautioned  against  the  danger  when 
interpreting  a  statute,  of  reliance  upon  the 
views  of  its  legislative  opponents.  In  their 
zeal  to  defeat  a  bill,  they  understandably 
tend  to  overstate  its  reach."  NLRB  v.  Fruit 
and  Vegetable  Packers  and  Warehousemen. 
377  U.S.  58,  66  (1964).  Yet  Representative 
Wiggins'  statement  constitutes  the  only  pro- 
nouncement on  the  relevance  of  section 
1001  to  falsified  disclosure  reports;  there 
simply  are  no  remarks  whatsoever  from  any 
of  the  bill's  proponents  to  turn  to  as  "more 
accurate"  explanations  of  its  effect  than 
Wiggins". =  Furthermore,  the  Concressional 


*  Representative  Wiggins  went  on  to  present  this 
hypothetical: 

"Let  me  give  the  Members  a  little  scenario  on 
how  this  Is  apt  to  apply.  You  file  your  sUtement. 
you  mak.e  a  good  faith  estimate  of  the  value  with 
respect  to  an  asset  you  own.  It  is  a  good  faith  esti- 
mate in  your  own  mind,  but  one  of  the  persons  who 
reads  your  statement  is  an  opponent  or  a  member 


of  the  press.  He  does  not  agree  that  your  estimate 
is  in  fact  m  good  faith:  he  thinks  it  is  grossly  under- 
stated. The  press  or  your  opponent  goes  to  a  U.S. 
attorney  and  says  that  he  believes  you  have  made  a 
willfully  false  statement  because  you  have  signifi- 
cantly understated  the  value  of  an  asset  on  your 
report 

"What  is  the  position  of  the  U.S.  attorney'  He 
has  a  hot  potato  in  his  hand.  He  has  a  Member  of 
Congress  who  is  t>eing  accused.  If  he  pooh-poohs 
the  allegation,  he  fears  the  publicity  of  cover-up. 
particularly  if  the  complaint  comes  from  the  press. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  he  proceeds,  he  fears  the 
problem  of  discrimination  against  a  sitting  Member 
of  Congress,  political  manipulation,  and  the  like. 

What  does  he  do?  Well.  I  will  tell  the  Members 
what  the  typical  U.S.  attorney  will  do.  He  will  pass 
the  buck  to  the  grand  jury.  He  will  in  effect  say.  I 
am  not  going  to  decide  this  difficult  case.  He  will 
let  the  grand  jury  make  a  decision." 

"Well,  that  IS  just  hunky-dory,  is  it  not?  That 
means  that  whatever  your  legal  difficulty,  you  are 
in  deep  trouble  politically,  with  the  grand  Jury 
being  impaneled  to  consider  a  complaint  made 
against  you  with  respect  to  a  misstatement  or  al- 
leged misstatement  filed  under  this  section. 

•  So  I  am  only  reminding  the  Members  of  the  vul- 
nerability they  are  assuming  for  themselves  If  they 
adopt  these  provisions.""  124  Cong.  Rec.  30429 
(1978). 

'  During  the  final,  rapidly-passing  minutes  of  his 
rebuttal  to  the  governments  oral  argument,  de- 
fendants counsel  suggested  a  legislative  history 
matter  that  he  neither  addressed  in  his  oral  argu- 
ment nor  his  papers  filed  with  the  Court.  Counsel 
slated  that  when  they  (Members  of  the  House) 
were  discussing  civil  suits  filed  against  them,  so  on 
anldl  so  forth,  an  amendment  was  actually  intro- 
duced to  permit  1001  to  survive  under  these  circum- 
stances, introduced.  I  believe,  by  Congressman  Pa- 
netta.  and  that  was  defeated  by  the  House.  So  with 
1001  In  front  of  their  eyes  and  everything  else,  they 
excluded  a  criminal  sanction  ..  ."  (Unofficial  ex- 
cerpt of  transcript  prepared  for  Court  by  Court  Re- 
porter). 

The  amendment  to  which  counsel  evidently  re- 
ferred appears  at  124  Cong.  Rec.  32009  (1978).  It 
provided  for  a  complaint  procedure  similar  to  those 
under  federal  election  laws  by  which  any  person 
could  report  a  violation  of  EIGA  to  the  Office  of 
Government  Ethics.  The  amendment,  as  offered  by 
Representative  Panetta.  stated  that  "(alny  person 
filing  such  a  complaint  shall  be  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  section  1001  of  Title  18.  United  States 
Code  '"  Id.  It  did  not  concern  the  applicability  of 
section  1001  to  disclosure  reports,  nor  was  that 
Issue  raised  during  any  part  of  the  debate  on  the 
amendment.  124  Cong.  Rec.  32209-11  (1978). 


Record  shows  that  not  one  Member  rose  to 
dispute  what  Wiggins  has  to  say. 

Representative  Wiggins  was  not  the  only- 
Member  interested  in  the  effect  of  criminal 
provisions  of  the  United  States  Code  upon 
EIGA's  financial  disclosure  report  require- 
ments. Representative  Preyer,  who  was  the 
Chairman  of  the  Select  Committee  on 
Ethics  at  the  time,  asked  the  Department  of 
Justice  in  April  1978  for  an  advisory  opinion 
on  this  very  question  as  it  pertained  to  re- 
ports filed  by  Executive  Branch  employees. 
A  reply  came  in  the  form  of  a  letter  from 
then-Assistant  Attorney  General  for  Legis- 
lative Affairs  Particia  M.  Wald.  In  her 
letter.  Judge  Wald  stated  that  it  was  the 
Justice  Department's  opinion  that  section 
1001  "would  apply  to  an  executive  Branch 
employee  who  knowingly  and  willfully  falsi- 
fied a  material  fact  in  a  finanical  disclosure 
statement  required  by  bills  such  as  [those 
under  consideration]  "  Exhibit  B  to  Govern- 
ment's Amended  Response  to  Motion  to  Dis- 
miss, at  2.  Representative  Preyer  had  the 
benefit  of  this  opinion  when  he  made  the 
remarks  quoted  from  the  Congressional 
Record  above.  It  is  further  apparent  from 
Judge  Wald's  letter  that  Representative 
Preyer  had  also  been  advised  by  the  Cler'K 
of  the  House  of  his  opinion  "that  the  know- 
ing and  willful  falsification  of  a  material 
fact  on  a  statement  required  to  be  filed  by  a 
Member  of  Congress,  congressional  employ- 
ee or  candidate  for  Congress  would  subject 
the  reporting  individual  to  the  provisions  of 
18  U.S.C.  §  1001."  Id.  at  l.« 

The  inescapable  conclusion  is  that  Con- 
gress simply  did  not  intend  to  render  section 
1001  inapplicable  to  the  intentional  falsifi- 
cation of  EIGA  financial  disclosure  re- 
ports—otherwise, a  specific  repealing  or  ex- 
empting clause  would  have  been  included  in 
the  act.  Indeed,  the  form  issued  by  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  upon  which  Members  of 
Congress  are  to  make  their  financial  disclo- 
sures carries  at  the  signature  line  the  fol- 
lowing warning: 

Note:  Any  individual  who  knowingly  and 
willfully  falsifies,  or  who  knowingly  and 
willfully  fails  to  file  this  report  may  be  sub- 
ject to  civil  and  criminal  sanctions.  See  2 
U.S.C.  §  706  and  18  U.S.C.  !  1001. 

Exhibit  A  to  Government's  Amended  Re- 
sponse to  Motion  to  Dismiss,  at  1.  At  the 
hearing,  the  parties  were  unable  to  advise 
the  Court  precisely  from  where  came  this 
language  other  than  to  opine  that  it  was 
placed  on  the  form  by  the  Office  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House,  nonetheless  it  evidently 
has  appeared  on  such  forms  for  a  number  of 
years  without  question  from  the  many 
Members  of  Congress  and  legislative  em- 
ployees who  have  had  occasion  to  execute 
the  document,' 


•  Counsel  for  the  government  stated  at  oral  arug- 
ment  that  the  government  attempted  to  obtain  the 
opinon  of  the  Clerk  of  the  House  but  was  unable  to 
do  so  because  it  is  an  "intemal  document."" 

'  A  memorandum  from  the  Clerk  of  the  House  to 
"All  Members.  Officers  and  Employees  Required  to 
File  Financial  Disclosure  Statements  Under  Rule 
XLW  (of  the  House  of  Representatives).""  a  copy  of 
which  was  submitted  to  the  Court  on  June  8.  1983 
by  defendant,  advised  of  the  instant  prosecution 
and  stated  that  "this  office  lakes  no  position  on 
Ithel  question"  of  "whether  (section  1001)  applies 
to  filings  under  the  Rule."'  (In  Rule  XLIV.  section 
2.  the  House  adopted  the  financial  disclosure  obli- 
gations of  EIGA  as  its  own  internal  rule.) 

This  memorandum  has  no  bearing  on  the  matters 
at  issue  here.  No  matter  what  the  opinion  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  might  be  at  the  present  about 
section  1001  "s  relevance  to  financial  disclosure  re- 
quirements, the  memorandum  does  not  alter  the 
fact  that  the  Clerk  of  the  House  in  1978  evidently 


//.  The  relevance  of  the  speech  or  debate 

clause  to  reports 

Piled  by  Legislators  under  EIGA 

Defendant  argues  that  the  filing  by  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  of  financial  disclosure  re- 
ports under  EIGA  constitutes  "'legislative 
activity"  protected  by  the  Spieech  or  Debate 
Clause  of  the  Constitution."  It  does  not. 
The  Speech  or  Debate  clause  protects  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  from  judicial  inquiry  into 
their  legislative  acts  or  the  motivation  for 
the  actual  performance  of  their  legislative 
acts.  United  States  v.  Brevoster,  408  U.S.  501, 
509  (1972).  The  filing  of  an  EIGA  report  is 
not  a  "legislative  act,"  nor  bears  upon  a  leg- 
islator's motivation  for  any  legislative  act. 

Breicster  was  the  prosecution  of  a  former 
United  States  Senator  indicted  under  a  gen- 
eral criminal  statute  for  allegedly  accepting 
a  bribe  in  exchange  for  a  promise  relating  to 
an  official  act,  i.e.,  agreeing  to  vote  a  par- 
ticular way  on  certain  legislation.  The  Su- 
preme Court  held  that  the  Speech  or 
Debate  Clause  would  not  preclude  the  Sena- 
tor's prosecution  because  an  examination  of 
the  indictment  and  the  criminal  statute 
upon  which  It  was  based  "revealled]  that  no 
inquiry  into  legislative  acts  or  motivation 
for  legislative  acts  [was]  necessary  for  the 
Government  to  make  out  a  prima  facie 
case. "  408  U.S.  at  525. 

Defendant  asserts  that  because  the  Con- 
stitution confers  upon  each  House  the  au- 
thority to  discipline  its  members.  U.S. 
Const,  art.  I,  §  5,  and  because  the  House 
may  discipline  Its  members  for  matters  re- 
lating to  financial  disclosure  reports  filed 
with  its  Clerk,  the  filing  of  such  reports 
falls  within  the  protection  afforded  "legisla- 
tive activity"  by  the  Speech  or  Debate 
Clause.  Gravel  v.  United  States.  408  U.S.  606 
(1972),  cited  by  defendant,  does  not  support 
this  proposition,  nor  does  Brewster,  decided 
the  same  day.  In  GraveU  the  Supreme  court 
declared  that— 

"Legislative  acts  are  not  all-encompassing. 
The  heart  of  the  Clause  is  speech  or  debate 
in  either  House.  Insofar  as  the  Clause  is 
construed  to  reach  other  matters,  they  must 
be  an  Integral  part  of  the  deliberative  and 
communicative  processes  by  which  Members 
participate  in  conunittee  and  House  pro- 
ceedings with  respect  to  the  consideration 
and  passage  or  rejection  of  proposed  legisla- 
tion or  with  respect  to  other  matters  which 
the  Constitution  places  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  either  House.  As  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals put  it,  the  courts  have  extended  the 
privilege  to  matters  beyond  pure  speech  or 
debate  in  either  house,  but  only  when  nec- 
essary to  prevent  indirect  Impairment  of 
such  deliberations.'  "  United  States  v.  Doe. 
455  F.2d  [753],  at  760  [(1st  Clr.  1972)  (same 
case  as  Gravel)].  408  U.S.  at  625.  Defendant 
has  not  shown,  nor  can  this  Court  devlne, 
any  reason  why  the  Instant  prosecution  for 
false  statement  would  cause  "indirect  im- 
pairment of  such  deliberations. "  Nor  does 
this  prosecution  "threaten  the  integrity  or 
Independence  of  the  [House]  by  Impermissi- 
bly exposing  its  deliberations  to  executive 
influence."  See  id.  Furthermore,  the  Speech 
or   Debate   Clause   "does   not   privilege    [a 


put  the  Chairman  of  the  House  Select  Committee 
on  Ethics  on  notice  that  the  section  would  apply  to 
reports  filed  pursuant  to  EIGA.  Moreover,  the 
memorandum  only  refers  to  section  100  Is  effect  on 
statements  required  by  the  intemal  House  Rule— it 
carefully  avoids  mention  of  the  section's  applicabil- 
ity to  reports  compelled  by  EIGA. 

"  The  Speech  or  Debate  Clause  provides  that  "for 
any  Sp>eech  or  Debate  in  either  House.  (Members  of 
Congress)  shall  not  be  questioned  in  any  other 
Place."  U.S.  Const,  art  I,  I  6. 


Member  of  Congress]  to  violate  an  other- 
wise valid  criminal  law  In  preparing  for  or 
Implementing  legislative  acts."  Id.  at  626. 

"The  question  is  whether  it  is  necessary  to 
Inquire  Into  how  [defendant]  spoke,  who  he 
debated,  how  he  voted,  or  anything  he  did 
in  the  chamber  or  in  committee  in  order  to 
make  out  a  violation  of  this  statute."  Brew- 
ster. 408  U.S.  at  526.  This  prosecution  does 
not  make  it  necessary  to  inquire  Into  any  of 
these  areas  because  it  only  refers  to  defend- 
ant's statements  on  his  financial  disclosure 
report,  statements  which  this  Court  holds 
are  simply  outside  of  the  deliberative  and 
communicative  functions  of  the  House. 

The  Second  Circuit  came  to  the  Identical 
conclusion  In  United  States  v.  Myers.  692 
F.2d  823  (2d  Clr.  1982),  cert  denied,  51 
U.S.L.W.  3853-54  (May  31.  1983).  In  that 
case,  involving  the  prosecution  of  several 
Members  of  Congress  arising  from  the 
"Aljscam"  operation.  Representative  Le- 
derer  objected  to  the  Introduction  at  trail  of 
his  EIGA  financial  disclosure  report,  assert- 
ing that  it  was  privileged  under  the  Speech 
or  Debate  Clause.  In  that  report  Lederer 
falsely  listed  his  share  of  a  bribe  as  a  "con- 
sulting fee. "  Id.  at  849.  The  court  held  that 
the  report  vias  not  privileged  by  the  clause, 
stating  that— 

"Though  the  Clause,  In  covering  legisla- 
tive acts.'  Gravel  v.  United  States,  408  U.S. 
606.  625.  92  S.Ct.  2614.  2627.  33  L.Ed.2d  583 
(1972).  extends  beyond  words  spoken  during 
legislative  debate  any  other  matters  it 
reaches  'must  be  an  integral  part  of  the  de- 
liberative and  communicative  processes  by 
which  Members  participate  In  committee 
and  House  proceedings.  .  .  .'  Id.  Disclosure 
of  Income  from  sources  other  than  employ- 
ment by  the  United  States,  see  2  U.S.C. 
1702(a)(1)(A),  is  no  part  of  such  delibera- 
tive and  communicative  processes.'  "  Id.  (ci- 
tations omitted).  In  reaching  this  holding, 
the  court  also  noted  that  ■■[p]rosecutlons 
for  falsification  of  similar  statements  Indi- 
cate that  Lederer's  financial  disclosure 
statement  was  not  shielded  [by  the  Speech 
or  Debate  Clause]. "  Id.,  citing  United  States 
V.  BrambletU  348  U.S.  503  (1955)  (prosecu- 
tion for  false  statement  to  House  Disbursing 
Office);  United  States  v.  Diggs. 

Defendant  places  heavy  reliance  on 
United  States  v.  Eilberg.  465  F.  Supp.  1080 
(E.D  Pa.  1980).  There,  the  court  ruled  that 
the  testimony  of  a  Member  fo  Congress 
before  the  House  Ethics  Committee  was 
privileged  by  the  Speech  or  Debate  Clause, 
citing  language  in  Gravel  to  the  effect  that 
a  Meml)er's  conduct  at  committee  hearings 
is  "within  the  sphere  of  legitimate  legisla- 
tive activity. "  Gravel  408  U.S.  at  624. 
Quoted  in  Eilberg.  465  F.  Supp.  at  1083.  The 
committee,  the  Eilberg  court  stated,  "was 
engaged  in  the  very  function  the  Speech  or 
Debate  Clause  protects— the  right  of  Con- 
gress to  preserve  its  Independence  by  disci- 
plining its  own  members.  This  right  to  disci- 
pline is  one  of  the  matters  "which  the  Con- 
stitution places  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
either  house.' "  Eilberg.  465  F.  Supp.  at 
1083,  Quoting  Gravel  408  U.S.  at  625. 

The  portion  of  Gravel  quoted  by  the  Eil- 
berg court  Is  within  the  extended  quotation 
from  that  case  above  In  this  Memorandum 
Opinion.  When  the  brief  passage  Is  read  In 
context,  it  is  clear  that  to  the  extent  that 
the  privilege  embraces  such  "other  matters" 
within  the  House's  jurisdiction,  it  only  ap- 
plies ■when  necessary  to  prevent  indirect 
impairment  of  such  deliberations."  Gravel, 
408  U.S.  at  625  (emphasis  added).  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  how  applying  the  Speech  or 
Debate  Clause  privilege  to  the  Eilberg  de- 
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fendant's  testimony— »&  opposed  to  the 
Committee  members'  statements  and  ques- 
tions— could  have  been  'necessary"  to  pre- 
vent impainnent  of  the  Committee's  delib- 
erations. The  mere  fact  that  Congress  may 
provide  some  internal  inquiry  or  sanction 
for  certain  misconduct  of  its  members  does 
not  thereby  Insulate  its  members  from  all 
possible  criminal  liability  for  such  actions. 
In  any  case  the  facts  of  EUberg  are  distin- 
guishable from  those  of  the  instant  matter, 
which  does  not  involve  any  statements  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Any  suggestion  that  Congress  intended 
that  discipline  of  members  for  failures  to 
comply  with  EIGA's  provisions  l>e  kept  an 
In-house  matter  is  completely  t>elied  by  the 
fact  that  Congrress  specifically  opened  the 
blcVs  disclosure  requirements  up  to  external 
scrutiny  by  vesting  in  the  Attorney  General 
the  authority,  under  section  706  of  the  act. 
to  bring  civil  actions  to  prosecute  violations 
of  those  requirments.  Moreover,  that  EIGA 
is  a  three-branch  plan  in  which  officials  of 
the  executive  and  Judicial  branches  have 
equal  disclosure  obligations  to  those  of  leg- 
islative branch  officials  demonstrates  that 
the  disclosure  requirements  have  a  broader 
purpose  than  mere  internal  policing  but 
also  concern  the  pu'olic's  right  to  luiow 
alwut  the  financial  interests  of  its  govern- 
mental leaders. 

Accordingly,  the  Speech  or  Debate  Clause 
does  not  privilese  defendant  from  prosecu- 
tion for  the  matters  alleged  in  the  indict- 
ment. The  government  can  make  out  a 
prima  facie  case  without  having  to  inquire 
Into  any  legislative  acts  or  the  motivation 
therefor.  The  remaining  question  relevant 
to  this  issue  is  whether  defendant  has  the 
right  to  an  immediate,  pretrial  appeal  of 
this  portion  of  this  Court's  decision. 

The  government  acknowledges  that  pre- 
trial appeals  from  denials  of  motions  to  dis- 
miss generally  are  permissible  under  the 
rule  of  Helstoiki  v.  Meanor,  442  U.S.  500 
(1979).  In  fact,  the  Supreme  Court  held  in 
that  case  that  a  pre. rial  motion  rejecting  a 
Speech  or  Deba<e  Cause  defense  is  a  "final 
decision"  creating  appellate  jurisdiction 
under  28  TT.S.C.  {  1291.  442  U.S.  at  506.  Nev- 
ertheless, the  government  suggests  that  the 
Speech  or  Debate  Ciause  defense  asserted  in 
this  case  is  frivolous,  and  therefore  con- 
tends that  despite  HeUtoski  no  pretrial 
appeal  is  available. 

'There  apparently  is  no  precedential  au- 
thority for  the  proposition  that  HeUtoski 
does  not  apply  to  a  frivolous  Speech  or 
Debate  Clause  defense.  As  such,  the  govern- 
ment relies  on  analogy  to  a  line  of  cases  t>e- 
ginning  with  United  States  v.  Dunbar,  611  F. 
2d  985  (5th  Cir.)  cert  denied.  447  U.S.  926 
(1980).  concerning  pretrial  appeals  of  deni- 
als of  "frivolous"  double  jeopardy  motions 
made  pursuant  to  the  rule  of  Abney  v. 
United  States.  431  U.S.  651  (1977). 

Under  the  Dvnt>ar  rule,  an  appeal  of  a 
denial  of  a  double  jeopardy  motion  does  not 
divest  the  District  Court  from  jurisdiction 
to  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the  case  where 
the  District  Court  makes  a  written  finding 
that  the  appeal  is  frivolous.  611  F.2d  at  989. 

Defendant  aptly  points  out  a  significant 
problem  with  this  analogy.  Unlike  Speech 
or  Debate  claims,  which  only  may  t>e  raised 
in  prosecutions  having  some  relation  to 
Congress'  legislative  functions,  double  Jeop- 
ardy arguments  conceivably  can  l)e  raised  in 
any  type  of  case  where  circumstances  war- 
rant. The  likelihood  of  abuse  of  the  appeal 
right  through  the  assertion  of  frivolous 
claims  is  much  greater  in  the  Abney  context. 
See   United  States  v.  Brizendine,  659  F.2d 


215.  225-26  (D.C.  Cir.  1981)  (noting  suspect- 
ed abuse  of  double  Jeopardy  claims  in  the 
Ninth  Circuit).  Accordingly,  this  Court  is 
not  persuaded  that  the  Dvnbar  rule  should 
apply  to  the  denial  of  a  motion  to  dismiss 
based  on  Speech  or  Debate  Clause  argu- 
ments. 

The  lack  of  precedent  regarding  frivolous 
pretrial  appeals  on  Speech  or  Debate 
grounds  and  this  Court's  view  of  what  the 
rule  should  be  do  not.  of  course,  preclude 
this  Court  from  entering  written  findings,  if 
appropriate,  as  to  whether  the  appeal  is 
frivolous.  Yet  although  the  Court  finds  de- 
fendant's arguments  on  this  issue  unpersua- 
sive  and  devoid  of  merit,  the  Court  nonethe- 
less declines  to  make  such  findings.  Consid- 
ering that  the  suggested  potential  for  abuse 
of  the  appeal  right  in  double  jeopardy  cases 
(or  at  least  the  magnitude  thereof)  is  not 
present  in  cases  such  as  this,  the  Court  does 
not  find  it  appropriate  to  rely  here  upon  the 
standards  for  determining  an  appeal  "frivo- 
lous" in  those  cases. 

///.  Selective  prosecution 

Defendant  argues  that  he  was  singled  out 
for  prosecution  because  of  his  history  of 
confrontation  with  and  criticism  of  the  ex- 
ecutive branch.  He  asserts  that  this  consti- 
tutes a  violation  of  his  right  to  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  law  under  the  fifth  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  He  also  seeks  discovery 
on  the  issue  of  selective  prosecution.  De- 
fendant has  failed  to  establish  even  a  color- 
able claim  of  unconstitutional  selective 
prosecution.  As  a  result,  the  defendant's  ar- 
gument that  the  Indictment  should  be  dis- 
missed on  this  ground  is  rejected  and  his  re- 
quest for  discovery  on  the  issue  is  denied. 

There  is  a  two-pronged  test  for  establish- 
ing a  prima  facie  case  of  selective  prosecu- 
tion: ( 1 )  that  others  similarly  situated  were 
not  prosecuted  (te.,  there  was  a  selection) 
and  (2)  the  decision  to  select  the  defendant 
for  prosecution  was  improperly  motivated. 
E.g..  Attorney  General  of  the  U.S.  v.  Irish 
People.  Inc..  684  P.2d  928  (D.C.  Cir.  1982). 
cert  denied,  103  S.Ct.  817  (1983).  According- 
ly, while  some  forms  of  conscious  selection 
are  permissible.  United  States  v.  Diggs.  613 
P.2d  at  1003.  "[tlwo  kinds  of  motives  [for  se- 
lection] are  apparently  impermissible:  those 
which  have  no  rational  basis  under  the  stat- 
utory scheme  being  enforced,  and  those 
which  are  in  and  of  themselves  violative  of 
the  Constitution."  Irish  People.  684  F.2d  at 
935.  Discovery  on  the  issue  is  permitted  only 
where  the  defendant  can  make  a  "colorable 
claim  of  discriminatory  prosecution."  Diggs. 
613  F.2d  at  1003  n.87. 

Defendant  has  failed  to  show  that  there 
has  been  any  selection.  He  has  not  directed 
the  Court's  attention  to  anyone  similarly 
situated  who  has  not  been  prosecuted.  De- 
fendant makes  reference  to  a  report  of  the 
Comptroller  General  dated  May  30.  1980 
and  has  provided  a  copy  of  another  report 
of  the  Comptroller  dated  March  4,  1981  to 
the  effect  that  numerous  persons  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  EIGA  failed  to  file 
their  reports  timely.  Motion  to  Dismiss  at 
62;  Exhibit  II  to  Motion  to  Dismiss.  He  as- 
serts that  none  of  these  (unidentified,  it 
should  be  noted)  persons  were  investigated 
by  the  Justice  Department  and  that  this 
demonstrates  discrimination.  It  does  not. 
None  of  these  people  could  be  prosecuted 
under  section  1001  since  that  statute  does 
not  apply  to  mere  failures  to  file. 

Next,  defendant  asserts  that  the  govern- 
ment's failure  to  prosecute  the  Attorney 
General  for  an  erroneous  EIGA  report 
proves  discrimination.  Yet  defendant  ac- 
knowledges that  the  Attorney  General  filed 


an  amended  report  to  correct  the  error. 
Motion  to  Dismiss  at  63  n.7.  Accordingly,  he 
and  the  Attorney  General  are  not  "similarly 
situated." 

In  his  reply  brief  defendant  submits  that 
information  in  the  March  1981  Comptroller 
General  report  concerning  inaccuracies  and 
omissions  in  pre-EIGA  financial  disclosure 
reports  filed  in  1978-79  pursuant  to  Senate 
Rule  42  demonstrates  improper  selection. 
Yet  as  those  persons  were  not  subject  to 
EIGA,  again,  their  position  is  not  the  same 
as  defendant's. 

Defendant  also  comments  on  various 
other  prosecutions  of  Members  of  Congress, 
including  the  Abscam  prosecution  of  Repre- 
sentative Lederer  in  United  States  v.  Myers, 
asserting  that  they  could  have  been,  but 
were  not,  prosecuted  under  section  1001  for 
false  statements  in  EIGA  reports.  Defend- 
ant emphasizes  the  Second  Circuit's  state- 
ment in  Myers  that  Lederer  "falsely  listed 
[on  his  disclosure  report!  his  (5,000  share  of 
[a]  bribe  as  a  consulting  fee.'  "  692  F.2d  at 
849.  But  he  and  the  others  were  prosecuted 
for  other,  more  serious  offenses.  The  fact 
that  the  government  did  not  add  every  con- 
ceivable offense  to  the  Abscam  Indictments 
does  not  show  that  those  defendants  were 
treated  more  leniently  than  the  defendant 
in  the  instant  case. 

As  defendant  has  made  no  colorable  show- 
ing that  he  was  singled  out  for  prosecution 
his  request  for  dismissal  of  the  indictment 
on  this  ground  as  well  as  his  motion  for  dis- 
covery are  denied.  Nonetheless,  it  can  be  ob- 
served that  there  appears  to  be  no  basis 
whatsoever  for  defendant's  contention  that 
the  government  harbored  an  improper  moti- 
vation for  initiating  this  prosecution.  As 
noted  above,  in  Diggs  the  Court  of  Appeals 
discerned  two  kinds  of  improper  motives  for 
selection:  those  lacking  a  rational  basis 
under  the  statute  being  enforced  and  those 
inherently  offensive  to  the  Constitution. 
613  F.2d  at  1003.  There  can  be  no  serious 
doubt  that  this  prosecution  has  a  rational 
basis  under  both  EIGA  and  section  1001. 
Prosecuting  false  statements  in  EIGA  re- 
ports is  consistent  with  EIGA's  purposes 
which  include,  inter  alia,  deterring  conflicts 
of  interest  and  maintaining  a  high  level  of 
integrity  among  public  officials.  See  S.  Rep. 
No.  170.  95th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  21-22,  reprint- 
ed in  1978  U.S.  Code  Cong.  &  Ad.  News 
4216.  4237-38.  It  also  is  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  section  1001  to  ensure  that 
people  do  not  intentionally  make  false  state- 
ments to  agencies  and  departments  of  the 
government. 

Instead,  defendant  argues  generally  that 
the  government  is  out  to  punish  him  for  ex- 
ercising his  rights  under  the  first  amend- 
ment to  speak  out  against  the  executive 
branch  and,  in  particular,  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Service.  However,  none  of  the  numer- 
ous materials  defendant  has  presented  as 
exhibits  to  his  motion  support  this  conten- 
tion in  any  way.  While  he  provides  a  vast 
number  of  documents  of  his  own  creation- 
letters  to  various  officials,  essays  submitted 
by  him  to  the  Congressional  Record,  books 
critical  of  the  IRS— chronicling  his  own  cru- 
sades, but  a  few  of  the  papers  submitted 
concern  the  executive  branch's  res[>onses  to 
his  activities.  In  not  one  of  these  documents 
is  there  any  evidence  that  the  government 
harbored  a  desire  to  punish  defendant  for 
speaking  out. 

One  of  these  communications  is  a  copy  of 
a  letter  from  the  then-Commissioner  of  In- 
ternal Revenue  to  defendant,  dated  Febru- 
ary 24.  1978,  in  response  to  defendant's 
letter  to  the  Commissioner  alleging  numer- 


ous improprieties  on  the  part  of  the  IRS. 
The  Commissioner's  letter  demonstrates  no 
hostility  whatsoever,  but  on  the  contrary  is 
polite  and  responsive  in  detail  to  defend- 
ant's allegations.  Consistently  through  the 
letter  the  Commissioner  assured  defendant 
that  his  charges  would  be  investigated  once 
defendant  would  provide  more  specificity  as 
to  his  allegations.  At  oral  argument  defend- 
ant's counsel  referred  to  this  letter  as  "vir- 
tually a  threat, "  asserting  that  it  warned  de- 
fendant to  cease  "hurting  the  morale"  of 
IRS  employees.  The  only  portion  of  the 
Commissioner's  letter  to  which  this  possibly 
could  refer  is  the  last  paragraph,  which 
reads: 

"I  have  tried  to  be  responsive  to  your  con- 
cerns and  assure  you  that  the  Service  will 
not  tolerate  discrimination  in  either  its  per- 
sonnel policies  or  its  examination  policies 
based  upon  religion.  Any  facU  at  all  to  sup- 
port your  allegations  in  this  regard  should 
be  made  known  to  me.  Generalized  allega- 
tions do  a  disservice  to  the  thousands  of 
dedicated  people  who  make  up  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service." 

Exhibit  II  to  Motion  to  Dismiss.  This  is 
not  a  threat.  Nor  does  it  demonstrate  any 
antagonism  on  the  part  of  the  Commission- 
er, the  IRS  or  the  executive  branch  toward 
defendant. 

Similarly,  the  letters  from  the  Assistant 
Attorney  General  of  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment, Criminal  Division,  to  defendant  dated 
December  11,  1981  and  February  8,  1982 
concerning  other  allegations  of  IRS  miscon- 
duct provide  no  support  to  defendant's  as- 
sertion that  the  government  has  a  vendetta 
against  him.  See  Exhibit  VIII  to  Motion  to 
Dismiss.  The  letter  from  the  Chairman  of 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  to 
defendant  dated  January  14,  1983  likewise  is 
innocuous. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  and  upon  con- 
sideration of  the  entire  record  in  this 
matter,  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss  the 
indictment  and  his  motion  for  discovery  as 
to  the  question  of  selective  prosecution 
shall  both  be  denied. 

It  is  this  Court's  respectful  view  that  as 
the  Speech  or  Debate  Clause  issue  is  imme- 
diately appealable,  it  would  be  more  effi- 
cient for  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  consider 
the  other  two  issues  raised  in  the  motion  to 
dismiss  at  the  same  time.  In  United  States  v. 
Myers,  635  F.2d  932,  935-36  (2d  Cir.)  (pre- 
trial appeal),  cert  denied.  449  U.S.  956 
(1980),  the  Second  Circuit  not  only  ruled 
that  a  challenge  to  an  indictment  on  separa- 
tion of  powers  grounds  was  immediately  ap- 
pealable along  with  the  Speech  or  Debate 
Clause  question,  but  declared  that  it  "would 
noi  be  too  extravagant  to  suggest  that  a 
Member  of  Congress  should  be  entitled  to 
pre-trial  review  of  the  denial  of  any  legal 
claim  that  could  be  readily  resolved  before 
trial  and  would,  if  upheld,  prevent  trial  or 
conviction  on  a  pending  indictment."  The 
court  noted  that  circumstances  particular  to 
Members  of  Congress  militating  in  favor  of 
a  pretrial  appeal  of  all  issues  were  "especial- 
ly compelling. "/d.  at  936. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  for  this  Circuit  has 
not  spoken  as  to  the  matters  addressed  in 
this  dictum  from  Afyers.  Nonetheless,  the  in- 
efficiency and  delay  that  piecemeal  appeals 
would  cause  persuade  this  Court  that  the 
entire  matter  addressed  this  date  should  be 
submitted  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  at  one 
time.  Under  28  U.S.C.  §  1292(b),  the  Court 
of  Appeals  may  in  its  discretion  permit  an 
appeal  to  be  Uken  from  an  interlocutory 
order  where  the  District  Court  states  in 
writing  his  opinion  that  the  order  'involves 


a  controlling  question  of  law  to  which  there 
is  substantial  ground  for  difference  of  opin- 
ion and  that  an  immediate  appeal  from  the 
order  may  materially  advance  the  ultimate 
termination  of  the  litigation."  There  is  no 
doubt  that  an  immediate  appeal  would  ma- 
terially advance  the  ultimate  termination  of 
this  action.  The  preemption  issue  raised  by 
defendant  obviously  involves  a  controlling 
question  of  law  inasmuch  as  if  his  interpre- 
tation of  the  relevant  statutes  is  correct, 
there  is  no  basis  for  the  instant  prosecution. 
While  the  Court  is  convinced  that  defend- 
ant's reading  of  the  statutes  and  the  legisla- 
tive history  is  wrong,  varius  factors  noted  in 
his  opinion,  such  as  the  absence  of  any  ref- 
erence to  criminal  sanctions  from  the  con- 
ference report,  provide  substantial  grounds 
for  a  difference  of  opinion.  Likewise,  the  se- 
lective prosecution  question  is  controlling  as 
it  bears  directly  upon  whether  the  prosecu- 
tion may  properly  take  place.  The  Court  is 
hard  pressed  to  say  that  there  is  a  substan- 
tial ground  for  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
this  issue,  inasmuch  as  defendant  has  not 
provided  any  concrete  evidence  to  support 
his  claim.   Nevertheless,   the   difference  of 
opinion  of  the  parties  is  substantial,  and  to 
the  extent  that  defendant  argues  that  im 
proper  motive  may  be  shown  by  his  own 
provocative   conduct   directed   against    the 
government,  this  is  his  "substantial  ground 
for  difference  of  opinion. " 

Pursuant  to  28  U.S.C.  I  1292(b),  defend- 
ant's anticipated  application  for  appeal 
shall  not  stay  pretrial  proceedings  in  this 
Court  unless  so  ordered  by  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, inasmuch  as  this  Court  declines  to 
enter  such  an  order.  The  trial  previously 
scheduled  for  June  20,  1983,  must  however, 
be  continued  pending  appellate  review  of 
the  instant  decision. 

An  Order  consistent  with  the  above  ac- 
companies this  Memorandum  Opinion. 

June  13,  1983. 

Joyce  Hens  Green. 
U.S.  District  Judge. 


The  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  GARN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 

3iCT66d  tiO 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Presi- 
dent be  immediately  notified  of  this 
confirmation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


[U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Criminal  No.  83-00075] 
The  United  States  of  America  v.  George  V. 
Hansen,  defendant— order 
Consistent  with  the  Memorandum  Opin- 
ion entered  in  this  case  this  date,  it  is,  by 
the  Court,  this  13th  day  of  June,  1983, 

Ordered,  that  defendant's  motions  to  dis- 
miss and  for  discovery  on  the  question  of  se- 
lective prosecution  shall  be  and  hereby  are 
denied. 

This  matter  is  hereby  certified  for  inter- 
locutory review  pursuant  to  28  U.S.C. 
I  1292(b),  as  provided  in  the  accompanying 
Memorandum  Opinion,  the  trial  previously 
set  for  June  20,  1983  accordingly  being  con- 
tinued pending  said  review. 

Joyce  Hens  Green, 
U.S.  District  Judge. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  yielded  back? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield  back  his 
time? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  is  yielded  back.  The  question  is: 
Will  the  Senate  advise  and  consent  to 
the  nomination  of  D.  Lowell  Jensen,  of 
Virginia,  to  be  Associate  Attorney 
General? 


NOMINATION  OF  PAUL  A. 
VOLCKER,  OF  NEW  JERSEY,  TO 
BE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD 
OF  GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FED- 
ERAL RESERVE  SYSTEM 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will 
now  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Paul  A.  Volcker  to  be  Chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System.  The  time  for  debate  on 
this  nomination  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Garn)  and  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  Proxmire)  or  their  designees, 
with  a  vote  thereon  to  occur  at  11:45 
this  morning. 
Mr.  GARN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  I  encour- 
age the  Senate  to  approve  the  nomina- 
tion of  Mr.  Paul  Volcker  for  another 
term  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  of  Governors.  During  the 
last  4  years,  Mr.  Volcker  has  been 
before  the  Senate  Banking  Committee 
on  numerous  occasions  on  many 
issues,  particularly  testifying  before  us 
under  the  terms  of  the  Humphrey- 
Hawkins  Act,  on  a  semiannual  basis. 

Week  before  last,  we  held  nomina- 
tion hearings  and  then  last  week,  we 
held  the  semiannual  Humphrey-Haw- 
kins hearings.  After  those  hearings 
were  completed,  the  Senate  Banking 
Committee  approved  the  nomination 
of  Mr.  Volcker  on  a  16  to  2  vote.  So 
the  Banking  Committee  was  over- 
whelmingly in  favor  of  his  continuing 
as  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors. 

I  recognize  that  there  has  been  a 
great  deal  of  criticism  of  Mr.  Volcker. 
I  also  recognize  that  there  will  be 
some  votes  against  his  reappointment 
on  the  floor  of  this  Chamber.  When 
he  was  first  appointed  by  President 
Carter,  the  vote,  as  I  remember,  was 
98  to  nothing. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues  that  I  doubt 
very  much  if  any  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  has  served 
during  a  more  difficult  period  of  time. 
Certainly  no  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  has  had  to  preside 
during   a   period   of   deficits   in   the 
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neighborhood  of  $200  billion  per  year, 
and  an  accumulated  deficit  of  over 
$1.3  trillion,  with  interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt  exceeding  $125  billion  this 
year. 

To  put  that  into  perspective,  in  1962, 
John  Kennedy's  last  full  budget  was 
$106  biUion.  Just  21  years  ago,  John 
Kennedy  ran  this  entire  country  for 
$106  billion.  That  was  to  defend  it. 
provide  all  of  the  social  welfare  pro- 
gi'ams.  social  security— $106  billion. 
Here,  just  21  years  later,  we  are  spend- 
ing more  than  $125  billion  for  interest 
on  the  national  debt.  We  have  had  an 
explosion,  an  absolute  explosion  of 
Federal  spending  over  those  years,  and 
we  have  had  a  very  difficult  economy 
with  high  interest  rates,  high  unem- 
ployment, and  record  deficits. 

It  is  the  tendency  of  politicians, 
when  they  have  difficult  times,  to  try 
to  find  someone  else  to  blame,  and  in 
this  case,  they  have  found  a  ready 
target  in  the  person  of  Mr.  Volcker, 
blaming  him  for  all  of  these  difficul- 
ties. 

Well,  certainly  the  Federal  Reserve 
has  a  role  to  play  through  monetary 
policy.  Certainly  they  have  some 
impact  on  short-term  interest  rates. 
But  I  do  not  care  who  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  is.  We 
could  malce  any  Member  of  this  body 
Chairman  of  the  Fed  and  as  long  as 
Congress  continues  to  spend  $200  bil- 
lion more  than  we  take  in  every  year, 
the  Fed  does  not  have  a  great  deal  of 
choice.  They  have  to  monetize  some  of 
that  debt.  When  we  have  such  exces- 
sive Government  borrowing  which  this 
year  could  approach  75  percent  of  all 
of  the  net  savings  in  this  country— 75 
percent  of  all  that  people  saved  being 
used  lo  finance  the  National  Govern- 
ment's deficit— then  we— erroneously— 
blame  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  for 
high  interest  rates. 

I  think  my  colleagues  ought  to  rec- 
ognize where  the  majority  of  the  prob- 
lem originates.  It  comes  from  this 
body  and  the  other  end  of  the  Capitol. 
It  comes  from  that  $1.3  trillion  nation- 
al debt.  It  comes  from  $125  billion  of 
interest  on  the  national  debt.  It  comes 
from  this  excessive  amount  of  compe- 
tition for  money  in  the  private  sector. 
When  Government  is  borrowing  75 
percent  of  all  the  money,  there  is  less 
money  available  for  mortgage  loans. 
Someone  goes  to  get  a  mortgage  loan 
and  they  wonder  why  there  is  not 
money  available  and  why  it  is  so  ex- 
pensive. It  is  because  Government  is 
taking  so  much  of  what  is  available. 
There  is  not  adequate  money  remain- 
ing for  automobile  loans,  there  is  not 
adequate  money  remaining  for  new 
plants  and  equipment,  expansion  of 
our  indtistrial  capacity  to  create  jobs 
in  the  private  sector. 

So  I  support  Mr.  Volcker  uid  the 
members  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  It  is  not  fair  to  try  and  lump  all 
of  the  problems  of  this  economy  on 


the  Federal  Reserve  Board  and  not 
place  the  emphasis  where  it  really  be- 
longs, on  those  who  control  the  spend- 
ing. I  remind  my  colleagues  that  the 
Constitution  is  rather  clear  on  this 
point.  Only  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  the  ability  to  appro- 
priate money— no  one  else.  We  can 
talk  about  the  deficits  of  Ronald 
Reagan  or  Jimmy  Carter  or  Gerald 
Ford  or  any  other  President,  but  that 
really  is  very  misleading,  because  no 
President  of  the  United  States  has 
ever  spent  a  dime  that  was  not  appro- 
priated by  the  Congress— not  George 
Washington,  not  Abraham  Lincoln, 
not  Ronald  Reagan.  A  President  can 
recommend  a  budget,  he  can  plead  for 
it,  he  can  twist  our  arms,  but  ultimate- 
ly a  President  does  not  spend  any 
money  that  we  do  not  appropriate. 

When  I  hear,  "Well,  he  made  us  do 
it,"  it  reminds  me  of  my  children.  You 
catch  one  of  them  doing  something, 
and  you  say.  "Why  did  you  do  that? 
They  say.  "My  brother  made  me  do 
it." 

That  is  what  Congress  is  saying- 
Ronald  Reagan  made  us  do  it:  he 
forced  us  to  appropriate  all  these  hun- 
dreds of  billions  of  dollars.  We  cannot 
look  for  scapegoats.  We  must  assume 
our  own  responsibility. 

I  again  remind  my  colleagues  that 
the  Constitution  is  very  clear:  Only 
we— we  being  the  Senate  auid  the 
House  of  Representatives— have  the 
ability  to  appropriate  funds. 

Look  back  to  the  1960's,  when  we 
had  a  very  stable  economy— in  the 
1950's  and  1960's— I  doubt  very  much 
that  the  majority  of  the  people  of  this 
country  knew  what  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  was.  and  they  certainly 
did  not  know  who  the  Chairman  was. 
If  we  had  a  responsible  fiscal  policy, 
the  Fed  would  be  virtually  nonexist- 
ent. Conducting  monetary  policy 
would  be  very  easy  under  those  cir- 
cumstances. 

You  simply  cannot  have  runaway 
spending,  record  deficits,  and  expect 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  regardless 
of  who  sits  on  that  Board  and  regard- 
less who  is  Chairman,  to  solve  all  the 
problems  and  cover  for  all  the  mis- 
takes of  Congress. 

I  suggest  that  Chairman  Volcker  has 
a  very  difficult  job.  I  sometimes 
wonder  why  he  wanted  it  again,  when 
there  has  been  such  poor  performance 
on  the  part  of  Congress. 

Once  again.  I  support  his  nomina- 
tion. I  think  he  has  done  an  extremely 
good  job  under  some  very  difficult  cir- 
cumstances imposed  on  him  by  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  this 
body  wiU  confirm  the  nomination  of 
Paul  Volcker  this  morning  and  in  the 
process  consign  him  to  an  economic 
torture  chaml)er.  We  have  put  the 
Chairman    of    the    Federal    Reserve 


Board  in  an  absolutely  impossible,  no- 
win  position.  I  have  served  in  this 
body  now  for  more  than  25  years.  In 
all  that  time,  I  have  served  on  the 
Banking  Committee,  and  for  6  years 
chaired  that  committee.  For  more 
than  20  years.  I  have  served  on  the 
Congressional  Joint  Economic  Com- 
mittee, which  is  ably  chaired  now  by 
the  present  occupant  of  the  chair,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Jepsen). 

Federal  Reserve  Board  Chairmen 
have,  of  course,  constantly  come 
before  both  these  committees  in  this 
last  quarter  century. 

For  years,  it  was  William  McChes- 
ney  Martin,  who  had  been  boy-wonder 
head  of  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange 
at  the  tender  age  of  30.  Martin  had 
also  served  with  distinction  in  the  U.S. 
Treasury.  In  fact,  he  played  a  top  role 
in  negotiating  the  famous  Fed-Treas- 
ury accord  which  stopped  the  Fed 
from  buying  Treasury  obligations  at 
par.  and  in  doing  so  prevented  it  from 
becoming  an  engine  of  inflation. 
Martin  served  longer  than  any  other 
Fed  chairman— more  than  20  years— 
and  through  the  administrations  of 
four  Presidents.  He  was  followed  by 
the  redoubtable  and  brilliant  Arthur 
Bums.  Bums  dominated  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  and  monetary  policy 
for  8  years,  with  a  profound  and  con- 
vincing understanding  of  our  economy. 
He  was  followed  by  William  Miller, 
who  had  been  a  smashing  success  as  a 
top  corporate  chief  executive  officer 
at  Textron  and  later  served  as  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury. 

Then  came  Paul  Volcker.  With  all 
due  respect  for  the  previous  chairmen 
of  the  Fed— and.  as  I  have  indicated, 
they  were  indeed  a  series  of  power- 
houses—Volcker  has  demonstrated  a 
special  class.  Just  yesterday.  I  talked 
to  a  marvelous,  veteran  professor.  Sam 
Beer,  who  taught  Volcker  when 
Volcker  was  a  student  at  the  Harvard 
Graduate  School  of  Public  Adminis- 
tration in  1950.  Professor  Beer  told  me 
how  impressed  he  was  by  the  sharp- 
ness and  clarity  as  well  as  the  insight 
of  Volcker  when  Volcker  was  a  young 
student.  Professor  Beer  recalled  read- 
ing one  of  the  papers  Volcker  wrote  as 
a  student  and  said  that  he.  the  profes- 
sor, had  learned,  and  learned  a  lot, 
from  reading  it.  How  often  does  that 
happen?  Frankly,  as  one  who  taught 
very  briefly  at  Harvard  some  37  years 
ago.  I  can  say  that  that  almost  never 
happens.  Volcker  went  on  to  a  success- 
ful career  in  private  banking.  He 
served  with  great  distinction  in  the 
Treasury.  When  he  came  to  the  Fed 
chairmanship  in  1979,  from  the  presi- 
dency of  the  New  York  Federal  Re- 
serve Board,  he  arrived  with  creden- 
tials that  put  him  in  the  same  very 
high  class  as  his  illustrious  predeces- 
sors. 
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But  Volcker's  term  has  been  differ- 
ent. A  couple  of  months  after  he  took 
office,  he  Instituted  a  unique  kind  of 
monetary  policy.  It  had  one  purpose: 
To  break  the  back  of  the  worst  peace- 
time inflation  this  coimtry  had  ever 
suffered,  an  inflation  that  obviously 
bid  to  wreck  our  great  economic 
system  unless  brought  under  control. 
The  conditions  could  hardly  have  been 
worse 

As  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  manager  of  the 
bill.  Senator  Garn,  has  just  said,  the 
Federal  Government  had  run  massive 
deficits  for  more  than  10  years,  and 
worse  deficits  loomed  ahead.  That 
meant  that  while  fiscal  policy  would 
be  pushing  prices  up  with  soaring 
spending  and  pitifully  inadequate 
taxes  to  cover  that  spending,  mone- 
tary policy  would  have  to  overcome 
that  inflationary  pressure,  plus  the  in- 
flationary momentum  of  year  after 
year  of  escalating  prices  and  wages. 
Above  all,  inflation  seemed  surer  to 
rise  higher  and  higher,  with  a  public 
psychology  that  at  that  time  expected 
prices  to  continue  to  rise  forever.  It 
bid  up  real  estate  prices  and  commodi- 
ty prices  and  shoved  wages  and  prices 
through  the  roof. 

What  did  Volcker  do?  He  changed  all 
this.  He  changed  the  Fed  policy  to 
hold  down  the  supply  of  credit  or 
money  to  a  steady  and  moderate  rate 
of  increase.  As  the  money  supply— rel- 
ative to  the  hectic  inflationary  expan- 
sion of  the  economy— diminished,  the 
price  of  money,  or  interest,  increased. 
This,  of  course,  is  another  way  of 
saying  that  the  rate  of  price  rises  de- 
creased but  not  interest  rates.  Interest 
rates  shot  up.  Under  Volcker,  the 
prime  rate  rose  to  the  cruel  level  of 
more  than  20  percent.  The  interest- 
sensitive  industries— autos,  farms  im- 
plements, and  especially  home  build- 
ing—went into  a  crashing  nosedive. 
Home  buyers  could  not  afford  to  buy 
homes.  Auto  buyers  could  not  finance 
their  auto  purchases.  Farmers  could 
not  buy  their  equipment.  Businessmen 
could  not  afford  to  borrow,  and  some 
failed.  Unemployment  soared.  But  in- 
flation slowed.  Prices  began  to  rise  less 
rapidly,  and  inflation  gradually  came 
under  control. 

The  price  was  terrible.  Many  felt 
and  still  feel  that  it  was  far  too  high  a 
price  to  pay.  But  why  was  such  a  cruel 
price  necessary?  It  was  necessary  be- 
cause inflationary  Government  defi- 
cits had  left  the  Fed  with  no  choice. 
Oh,  sure,  they  could  have  followed  an 
inflationary  monetary  policy  in 
tandem  with  the  reckless  fiscal  policy 
Congress  was  pursuing.  What  would 
that  have  done?  It  would  have  given 
us  both  inflation  and  unemployment. 
We  would  have  suffered  a  longer  and 
more  painful  unemployment  than  we 
suffered  in  the  4  Volcker  years.  Con- 
gress was  wrong.  Volcker  and  the  Fed 
were  right. 


Now  we  will  have  2  more  years  of 
Paul  Volcker.  I  wish  it  could  be  4.  If 
we  could  bring  our  fiscal  policy  back  to 
sanity,  if  we  could  somehow  find  the 
will  to  cut  spending  and  raise  revenues 
so  that  we  would  balance  the  budget 
when  unemployment  fell  to  the  7-per- 
cent range,  these  could  be  good  years. 
But  we  will  not.  Everyone  in  the 
Senate  knows  that  Congress  will  not 
do  that. 

So  the  Volcker  years  will  be  years  in 
which  this  debt-ridden  country  of  ours 
struggles  along  with  three-quarters  of 
its  savings,  as  Senator  Garn  has  right- 
ly said,  going  into  financing  the  Gov- 
ernment. We  will  have  a  pitiful  one- 
quarter  of  all  our  savings  left  to  pro- 
vide for  the  financing  of  homebuild- 
ing.  auto  buying,  and  all  our  farm  and 
business  credit  needs. 

What  does  that  spell?  That  spells 
rising— sharply  rising— interest  rates. 
It  spells  another  slide  into  even  more 
massive  unemployment.  It  spells  a  ren- 
dezvous down  the  line  between  Con- 
gress and  the  Federal  Reserve.  At  that 
rendezvous.  Congress  will  force  the 
Fed  to  yell  "uncle."  It  will  tell  the 
Federal  Reserve  this  time  that  the 
price  is  too  high.  We  cannot  and  will 
not  take  it. 

Congress  has  the  constitutional 
power  to  control  the  Fed.  The  Fed  is 
our  creature.  We  can  abolish  it,  cripple 
it,  twist  it.  change  it.  And  some  time, 
probably  after  Volcker  leaves  the  Fed, 
Congress  will  do  all  of  that. 

Of  course,  I  will  vote  for  the  confir- 
mation of  Paul  Volcker's  nomination. 
We  need  him.  He  will  serve  with  dis- 
tinction. But  his  job  is  impcssible,  and 
it  will  become  increasingly  more  intol- 
erable with  the  passing  years.  No  one 
could  do  a  better  job  in  this  thankless 
task  than  Volcker.  He  has  served  this 
country  brilliantly.  He  will  continue 
for  2  years  to  do  so.  Unfortunately, 
that  will  not  be  enough. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  with  the 
time  to  be  charged  equally  to  both 
sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The     Assistant    Secretary     of    the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  the 
debate  on  the  Paul  Volcker  nomina- 
tion started  15  minutes  early  and  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  gave  1 
hour  equally  divided  on  a  side  with  the 
scheduled  vote  at  11:45  a.m.  As  things 
now  stand,  there  are  speakers  who 
wish  to  speak  on  this  nomination  who 
are  not  here  and  there  would  be  dead 
time  of  15  minutes  in  t)etween  comple- 


tion of  the  debate  and  scheduled  roll- 
call  vote  at  11:45  a.m. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
debate  continue  until  the  scheduled 
time  of  11:45  a.m.  when  we  vote  under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  (Mr.  DeConcini). 

Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  committee  for 
the  expeditious  handling  of  this  nomi- 
nation, though  I  disagree  with  it. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  is  about  to 
vote  on  the  question  of  whether  to 
provide  its  advice  and  consent  to  the 
nomination  of  Paul  Volcker  for  yet  an- 
other term  as  Chairman  of  the  Feder- 
al Reserve  Board.  Although  there  is 
every  indication  that  Mr.  Volcker  will 
be  overwhelmingly  approved,  I  will 
cast  my  vote  in  the  negative. 

It  is  not  clear  to  me,  Mr.  President, 
why  this  august  body  seems  so  ready 
and  willing  to  reconfirm  Mr.  Volcker. 
Were  this  Mr.  Volcker's  first  term  as 
Chairman,  I  could  understand  Mem- 
bers of  both  parties  wanting  to  extend 
the  normal  courtesies  and  the  benefit 
of  the  doubt  to  the  P»resident.  It  does, 
after  all.  fall  upon  his  shoulders  to 
select  the  nominee.  But  this  it  not  Mr. 
Volker's  first  term.  This  is  his  second 
term.  We  have  before  us  the  record  of 
his  first  term— indeed,  we  are  sur- 
rounded by  the  wreckage  of  that  term. 
Within  the  last  few  months,  the 
American  economy  appears  to  have 
reachfd  a  turning  point  in  the  awful 
recession  we  have  been  experiencing 
the  last  few  years.  One  reason  why  we 
are  making  headway  at  all  is  because 
the  so-called  Volcker  policies  have 
been  at  least  temporarily  modified. 
But  this  economic  resurgence  hangs 
by  a  thin  thread— a  thread  of  reasona- 
ble interest  rates.  It  is  precisely  that 
thread  which  Mr.  Volcker.  as  judged 
by  his  past  performance,  is  most  likely 
to  sever. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Board  was  es- 
tablished as  an  independent  agency  to 
monitor  money  supply.  Congress 
deemed  it  important  to  entrust  this 
task  to  an  independent  agency  to 
remove  it  from  the  day-to-day  pres- 
sures of  practical  politics.  There  is,  of 
course,  a  danger  whenever  Congress 
chooses    to    create    an    independent 
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agency.  The  danger  is  that  independ- 
ence is  the  reverse  of  accountability. 

The  hallmark  of  any  democratic 
system  is  that  the  exercise  of  power 
demands  accountability.  Conversely, 
we  can  almost  define  a  tyrarmy  as  a 
polity  without  well-defined  and  effec- 
tive structures  to  insure  political  ac- 
countability. In  each  case,  we  balance 
the  benefits  and  the  costs  of  having  an 
independent  agency.  I  agree  with  the 
consensus  that,  on  the  whole,  it  is 
better  to  leave  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  as  an  independent  agency.  How- 
ever, this  assumes  that  the  Congress 
will  exercise  its  power  of  periodic 
review  inherent  in  its  right  to  advise 
and  consent. 

I  believe  that  the  Senate  is  not 
acting  responsibly  in  reconfirming  Mr. 
Volcker.  We  are  abdicating  our  respon- 
sibilities to  our  fellow  citizens  by  fail- 
ing to  stop  the  reappointment  of  a 
man  who  has  almost  single-handedly 
caused  one  of  the  worst  economic 
crises  in  American  history.  If  we  allow 
this  nomination  to  slip  by  on  the 
grounds  that  it  is  the  Presidents  pre- 
rogative to  appoint,  we  will  have  failed 
in  our  responsibilities. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  Mr. 
Volcker  was  instrumental  in  reducing 
quite  substantially  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion. This  was  clearly  a  national  priori- 
ty that  had  to  be  accomplished.  But, 
in  our  glee  that  inflation  has  been  re- 
duced let  us  not  be  blinded  by  the 
maruier  in  which  that  reduction  was 
accomplished.  If  ever  it  can  be  said 
that  a  meat  ax  was  used  to  split  hairs, 
it  can  be  said  of  the  policies  designed 
and  implemented  by  Mr.  Volcker.  Like 
an  inflation  storm  trooper,  he  tram- 
pled all  else  to  accomplish  the  one 
goal. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President  I  have  no 
doubts  that  any  one  of  us  could  have 
achieved  the  same  success  had  we 
been  willing  to  allow  others  to  make 
the  same  sacrifice.  But  the  point  is 
that  few  of  us  would  have  been  so  will- 
ing. Most  of  us  would  have  recognized 
that  it  is  the  nature  of  a  complex,  plu- 
ralistic society  that  there  are  simulta- 
neously many  goals  and  many  prior- 
ities—often in  apparent  conflict— that 
must  be  taken  into  account  at  the 
level  of  policymaking 

The  United  States,  for  example,  has 
a  clear  problem  of  defense  prepared- 
ness compared  to  the  Soviet  Union. 
There  is  no  question  that  our  weak- 
nesses could  be  corrected  quickly  if  all 
our  resources  were  devoted  to  that 
task.  But  would  we  allow  that?  Would 
we  agree  to  have  the  issue  of  military 
budgets  handled  by  an  independent 
agency  consisting  of  military  men?  I 
doubt  it.  We  have  just  finished  a  2 
week  debate  over  military  policy  and 
budgets  which  was,  at  times,  bitter 
and  rancorous.  We  were  intense,  not 
because  any  of  us  disagreed  with  the 
proposition  that  America  must  be  mili- 
tarily  strong.   We  debated   long  and 


hard  because  we  were  trying  to  find 
the  right  fulcrum  point  between  our 
military  needs  and  the  many  other 
needs  of  society. 

Those  are  never  easy  decisions.  But 
our  institutions  were  designed  to  make 
those  decisions  and  to  insure  that  the 
interests  of  a  minority  are  not  entirely 
violated  by  the  interests  of  a  majority. 
Decisions  in  America  tend  to  be  com- 
promises; they  tend  to  exhibit  the 
kind  of  balance  and  moderation  which 
are  necessary  for  our  system  to  contin- 
ue. 

But  the  decisions  of  Mr.  Volcker  and 
his  cohorts  on  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  evinced  none  of  those  qualities. 
They  reflected  instead  a  singleminded- 
ness  of  purpose  that  totally  disregard- 
ed the  needs  of  a  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans. Yes,  they  fought  inflation.  And. 
yes.  they  fougnt  inflation  effectively. 
But  the  question  we  must  ask  was  how 
and  at  what  cost?  And  by  approving 
the  renomination  of  Mr.  Volcker  today 
we  are  saying  to  the  American 
people— indeed,  to  the  world  since 
most  nations  are  affected  by  our  econ- 
omy—that we  approve  of  how  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  went  about  lower- 
ing inflation. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  it  clearly  un- 
derstood that  this  Senator  does  not 
approve.  Rather  than  reward  Mr. 
Volcker  by  reconfirming  him  for  an- 
other term  and  placing  the  economic 
fate  of  the  Nation  in  his  hands,  we 
should  be  chastising  him.  We  should 
be  telling  Mr.  Volcker  that  in  a  democ- 
racy, we  do  not  combat  inflation  by 
placing  12  million  citizens  on  the  rolls 
of  the  unemployed. 

Surely.  Mr.  President,  no  one  in  this 
Chamber  will  rise  to  Mr.  Volcker's  de- 
fense on  the  grounds  that  the  course 
he  pursued  was  the  only  possible 
course.  I  do  not  believe  that.  You 
cannot  believe  that.  No  one  can  possi- 
bly believe  that.  Scores  of  highly  re- 
spected economists  from  every  part  of 
the  political  spectrum  have  testified  or 
have  written  to  the  contrary.  They 
know— and  we  should  know— that  the 
devastating  and  insensitive  policies  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  were  un- 
necessary. They  were  the  products  of 
men  unaccountable  to  anyone  and 
therefore  insensitive  to  all. 

We  stand  in  the  classsic  posture 
when  we  approve  this  renomination  of 
publicly  saying  that  the  Senate  be- 
lieves that  the  end  justified  the 
means.  That  is  a  contradiction  of  what 
we  stand  for  as  a  nation  and  a  people. 
That  is  the  very  antithesis  of  the  way 
in  which  we  normally  conduct  the 
business  of  government.  If  anything, 
we  are  almost  more  committed  to  the 
means  than  the  ends.  Because  if  a  de- 
mocracy is  anything  at  all.  it  Ls  a  proc- 
ess, a  means  for  making  decision. 

When  Mr.  Volcker  was  selected  by 
President  Reagan's  predecessor.  Presi- 
dent Carter,  the  economy  was  in  rea- 
sonably   good    condition.    Unemploy- 


ment stood  at  5.9  percent.  By  Decem- 
ber of  last  year  after  the  application 
of  Mr.  Volcker's  medicine,  unemploy- 
ment had  skyrocketed  to  10.7  percent 
or  12  million  unemployed  men  and 
women.  That  is  the  highest  level  of 
unemployment  since  the  Great  De- 
pression. In  those  2V<i  years,  more  than 
6  million  people  lost  their  jobs  as  a 
direct  result  of  misdirected  and  mis- 
guided Volcker  policies. 

When  Mr.  Volcker  first  came  to  his 
position  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  under  President  Carter 
he  began  the  process  of  constricting 
the  money  supply.  By  the  end  of  1980. 
he  had  pushed  interest  rates  beyond 
20  percent  and  then  attempted  to 
moderate  those  rates  somewhat  in 
time  for  the  election.  After  the  elec- 
tion, he  continued  steadfastly  on  his 
course  and  managed  to  choke  off  vir- 
tually all  economic  activity.  Although 
he  complained  about  deficits,  the 
Volcker  policies  substantially  contrib- 
uted to  those  deficits  by  decimating 
Government  revenues. 

In  1982.  GNP  declined  1.7  percent, 
the  sharpest  decline  since  1947.  Indus- 
trial capacity  dropped  to  67.4  percent, 
the  lowest  rate  on  record.  After  tax 
corporate  profits  dropped  by  almost  21 
percent  during  the  first  quarter,  the 
sharpest  drop  on  record.  Business  fail- 
ures exceeded  25,000,  a  record  un- 
touched since  1932.  Private  housing 
starts  were  the  lowest  since  those 
records  have  been  kept,  and  the  Amer- 
ican trade  deficit  reached  $42.7  billion, 
another  all-time  record. 

As  those  figures  clearly  show,  the 
Volcker  years  have  been  record  years— 
a  sustained  record  of  repeated  failure 
and  dramatic  personal  tragedy  for  the 
millions  of  Americans  whose  hopes 
and  dreams  were  dashed  by  a  riptide 
of  insensitive  policies.  If  this  Senate 
approves  of  the  unprecedented  high 
interest  rates  that  Mr.  Volcker  caused 
and  which  were  tacitly  supported  and 
approved  of  by  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration, then  he  should  be  recon- 
firmed. But  if  this  body  wants  to  show 
that  it  disapproves  of  the  Volcker- 
Reagan  high  interest  rate  approach  to 
economics— an  approach  that  forces 
lower  and  middle  income  Americans  to 
bear  the  costs  of  fighting  inflation- 
then  we  should  disapprove  this  nomi- 
nation. 

Paul  Volcker  has  repeatedly  demon- 
strated that  he  does  not  have  the  abili- 
ty or  the  willingness  to  design  mone- 
tary policies  that  accommodate  the 
total  needs  of  the  American  economy. 
He  can  do  one  thing  well— beat  infla- 
tion. But  he  does  that  in  total  disre- 
gard of  everything  else.  The  Volcker 
medicine  is  worse  than  the  disease. 

I  pray,  Mr.  President,  that  Mr. 
Volcker  will  not  revert  to  his  old  ways 
during  this  new  term.  I  pray  he  wlU 
begin  to  demonstrate  some  sensitivity 
to  the  needs  of  the  American  people.  I 


pray  that  he  and  his  fellow  Board 
members  will  construct  policies  that 
work  to  keep  this  economy  on  an  even 
keel  while  moving  more  and  more 
toward  recovery.  I  caji  only  pray  for 
these  things  since  once  this  Chamber 
works  its  will— as  it  will  in  a  few  mo- 
ments—we and  the  President  will  have 
lost  all  control  over  Federal  Reserve 
Board  policy  once  again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Mattingly).  The  Senator  from  Wis- 
consin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee.  Senator  Sasser. 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished ranking  member  of  the  Bank- 
ing Committee  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  today  to  oppose 
the  renomination  of  Paul  Volcker  to 
be  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  Let  me  say  at  the  outset  I  do 
not  base  my  opposition  to  Mr. 
Volcker's  nomination  on  personal 
grounds.  In  my  view  Mr.  Volcker  is  an 
exemplary  public  servant,  he  has  ap- 
proached his  job  with  a  strong  convic- 
tion and  a  clear  conscience.  I  would 
suppose  that  he  is  perhaps  at  the 
zenith  of  his  prestige  and  popularity 
in  the  financial  conmiunity  at  this 
time,  and  he  continues  to  serve  in  the 
capacity  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  at  great  sacrifice,  fi- 
nancial sacrifice,  to  himself  so  we  can 
only  suppose  that  he  accepts  the 
President's  renomination  for  a  second 
term  because  he  does  so,  he  feels,  for 
the  good  of  the  country. 

He  has  followed  a  monetary  policy 
which  he  believes  to  be  in  the  best 
public  interest  so  I  cannot  fault  Chair- 
man Volcker  for  his  dedication  to  duty 
as  he  perceives  it. 

But  the  vote  on  the  Volcker  nomina- 
tion must  be  viewed  in  a  larger  context 
than  that  of  his  personal  qualifica- 
tions or  his  dedication  to  duty.  I  be- 
lieve that  this  vote  on  Paul  Volcker 
should  be  an  expression  of  congres- 
sioanl  sentiment  about  how  well  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board's  monetary 
policies  have  served  our  economy 
during  his  term  as  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board. 

Some  observers  have  lauded  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board's  monetary  policies 
for  the  last  several  years.  It  is  noted 
that  the  Consumer  Price  Index  in- 
crease for  1982.  for  example,  was  only 
3.9  percent  as  compared  with  a  13.3- 
percent  increase  in  1979. 

I  would  call  my  colleagues'  atten- 
tion, however,  to  another  broader 
measure  of  pricing  performance,  the 
GNP  implicit  price  deflator  which 
dropped  from  8.6  in  1979  to  6  percent 
in  1982.  not  nearly  as  impressive  as  the 
CPI  figures  that  are  so  widely  used. 
But  we  cannot  deny  the  fact  that  some 
progress  has  been  made  on  the  infla- 
tion front  and  we  applaud  that 
progress.  But  many  factors  have  con- 
tributed to  this  progress.  Bumper  farm 


crops  have  held  farm  price  increases 
down.  The  almost  total  collapse  of 
OPEC  has  helped  bring  down  the  level 
of  energy  prices  dramatically,  and  the 
worst  recession  in  40  years,  caused  pri- 
marily by  the  monetary  policies  pur- 
sued by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
under  Mr.  Volcker's  direction,  helped 
bring  down  inflation. 

While  the  inflation  rate  has  dropped 
there  have  been  other  disconcerting 
economic  trends  which  threaten  our 
long-term  growth. 

The  real  rate  of  interest,  the  prime 
rate,  discounted  for  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion as  measured  by  the  GNP  price  de- 
flator, has  soared  to  record  highs. 

Currently  the  real  rate  of  interest 
stands  at  5.0  percent.  It  was  8.9  per- 
cent in  1982.  9.5  percent  in  1981,  and  6 
percent  in  1980,  far,  far  higher  than 
the  average  real  interest  rates  of  2  per- 
cent that  were  registered  in  the  previ- 
ous 18  years  prior  at  the  time  that  Mr. 
Volcker  assumed  his  post  as  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

The  tight  money  policies  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  have  contributed  certain- 
ly to  the  strength  of  the  dollar  abroad. 
Indeed  the  dollar  is  so  strong  that  our 
exports  are  being  priced  out  of  over- 
seas markets  and  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans are  unemployed  today  as  a  result. 
Just  this  year  alone  our  dollar  has 
appreciated  by  some  8  percent  against 
the  value  of  other  major  international 
currencies.  But  it  is  at  the  domestic 
level  that  high  interest  rate  policies 
have  been  of  the  greatest  concern. 

The  recession  we  have  experienced 
just  recently,  as  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona ably  described,  has  been  the 
worst  on  record  in  40  years. 

Housing  starts,  corporate  profit 
levels,  and  industry  utilization  rates 
have  reached  record  lows.  Real  inter- 
est rates,  unemployment  levels,  mort- 
gage delinquencies,  and  small  business 
failures  have  reached  record  highs, 
and  for  the  3V2  years  that  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board's  monetary  policies 
have  been  in  effect  under  the  direction 
of  Mr.  Volcker,  real  gross  national 
product  has  been  almost  nil  as  far  as 
growth  is  concerned. 

We  have  had  a  real  GNP  increase  of 
less  than  one-half  of  1  percent  in  the 
last  3'/2  years;  essentially.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, a  policy  of  no  econoic  growth.  In 
short,  the  Federal  Reserve  Board's 
monetary  policies  have  helped  stop 
the  economic  growth  of  this  country 
dead  in  its  tracks. 

Consider  some  of  the  other  economic 
indicators  over  the  last  several  years. 
We  had  6.1  million  people  unemployed 
in  1979  when  Mr.  Volcker  was  nomi- 
nated and  confirmed  as  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

There  were  11.2  million  people  un- 
employed in  May  of  1983;  1.2  million 
people  were  unemployed  for  15  weeks 
or  more  during  1979.  That  figure  had 
nearly   quadrupled  by   May   of   1983. 


with   4.5  million  people  unemployed 
for  15  weeks  or  more. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
tells  us  that  in  1982  some  28  million 
Americans  were  imemployed  at  one 
time  or  another. 

On  the  small  business  front,  more 
than  17.000  small  businesses  closed 
their  doors  in  1981.  nearly  25,000  col- 
lapsed in  1982  and,  at  the  current  rate, 
more  than  30,000  businesses  may  fail 
during  1983. 

Corporate  profits,  which  stood  at 
$165.1  billion  after  taxes  in  1979.  stood 
at  $112.7  biUion  in  the  first  quarter  of 
1983. 

The  record  is  clear.  The  Federal  Re- 
serve Board's  monetary  policies  have 
helped  to  create  and  sustain  one  of  the 
most  severe  recessions  that  this  coun- 
try has  experienced  in  this  century. 

And,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  stand 
here  to  criticize  Chairman  Volcker  at 
the  nth  hour.  I  have  criticized  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  and  its  policies 
ever  since  their  new  monetary  target- 
ing policies  were  adopted  in  1979. 

I  communicated  that  criticism  to 
President  Carter.  I  was  the  first  Sena- 
tor to  bring  a  resolution  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  urging  major  revisions  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board's  interest 
policies  in  1981. 

I  have  not  criticized  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  and  its  Chairman  just  be- 
cause it  is  politically  fashionable  to  do 
so.  Quite  the  contrary,  Mr.  President, 
it  has  become  quite  in  vogue  now  to 
become  a  supporter  of  the  Chairman 
and  of  his  policies. 

Now  some  suggest  that  the  economic 
recovery  is  underway.  They  say  that 
our  troubles  are  behind  us,  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board's  monetary 
policies  have  been  a  bitter  pill  to  swal- 
low but  they  have  been  vindicated. 

However,  the  Chairman  of  the  Coun- 
cil of  Economic  Advisers,  Martin  Feld- 
stein,  in  his  most  recent  testimony 
before  the  Senate  Banking,  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs  Committee,  stated 
the  problem  very  simply. 

He  said,  and  I  quote  "The  principal 
problem  facing  our  economy  now  is 
the  high  and  rising  level  of  real  inter- 
est rates." 

Already,  a  key  short-term  interest 
rate,  the  Federal  funds  rate— the  over- 
night lending  rate— has  risen  by  at 
least  1  percent  in  the  last  several 
weeks.  And  Dr.  Feldstein  notes  that 
since  the  prime  rate  is  historically 
about  2%  percentage  points  above  the 
Federal  funds  rate,  we  may  shortly  see 
an  increase  in  the  prime  rate  of  lend- 
ing. 

Many  economists  are  predicting  that 
the  mortgage  rates  will  rise  to  14  per- 
cent this  year,  producing,  in  the  words 
of  the  president  of  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Homebuilders— "The  short- 
est housing  recovery  on  record." 
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As  these  key  interest  rates  rise,  we 
simply  are  not  going  to  have  a  full- 
scale  economic  recovery. 

The  interest-rate  sensitive  sectors  of 
the  economy— housing,  construction, 
automobile  production— will  suffer. 

The  export  side  of  the  economy- 
farm  products,  sophisticated  machin- 
ery, and  the  like— will  stagnate. 

We  will  have,  as  Dr.  Feldstein  fears, 
a  lopsided  recovery.  Millions  and  mil- 
lions of  Americans  will  not  find  pro- 
ductive employment.  New  business  op- 
portunities will  disappear,  and  corpo- 
rate profits  and  new  business  invest- 
ment will  simply  not  increase  to  the 
level  we  need  for  a  full-scale  economic 
recovery  and  the  modernization  of  in- 
dustrial capacity  of  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  the  ultimate  power 
over  monetary  affairs  rests  with  the 
Congress,  as  set  forth  in  article  I,  sec- 
tion 8  of  the  Constitution. 

The  Congress  has  wisely  decided  to 
delegate  the  day-to-day  conduct  of 
monetary  policy  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  which  has  been  created 
pursuant  to  an  act  of  Congress. 

But.  by  law.  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  is  charged  with  maintaining 
'■•  •  •  longrun  growth  of  the  monetary 
and  credit  aggregates  commensurate 
with  the  economy's  long-run  potential 
to  increase  production,  so  as  to  effec- 
tively promote  the  goals  of  maximum 
employment,  stable  prices,  and  moder- 
ate long-term  rates." 

In  other  words,  in  conducting  its 
monetary  policies,  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  should  be  working  to  promote 
real  economic  growth. 

Certainly.  I  do  not  contest  the  argu- 
ment that  it  should  be  working  to 
bring  down  inflation.  But  it  should  not 
be  working  to  promote  recessions.  It 
should  not  be  pursuing  monetary  poli- 
cies that  produce  record  unemploy- 
ment, and  stagnating  economic 
growth. 

We  had  no  problem  with  inflation 
during  the  Great  Depression.  Mr. 
President.  In  fact,  there  was  deflation. 

In  short,  as  I  stated  at  the  recent 
hearing  on  the  renomination  of  Paul 
Volcker.  I  t)elieve  that  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board's  monetary  policies  in  the 
past  have  been  fundamentally  flawed. 
They  have  been  flawed  since  their  in- 
ception in  1979.  And  Chairman 
Volcker  has  adhered  to  these  basic 
tight  monetary  policies  for  the  past 
3V4  years. 

That  is  why  I  must  cast  my  vote 
against  the  renomination  of  Mr.  Paul 
Volcker  to  be  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

Mr.  LONG.  WiU  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question  at  this  point? 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President.  I  am  im- 
pressed by  the  Senator's  argument.  At 
this  moment,  I  am  torn  between  temp- 
tation to  vote  for  and  against  Mr. 
Volcker. 


I  must  say  that  the  Senator,  in  my 
judgment,  is  probably  right  with 
regard  to  monetary  policy. 

I  think  he  and  I  can  agree  that  Mr. 
Volcker  is  an  honorable  man  and  he  is 
a  sincere  man.  So  far  as  I  am  able  to 
determine,  he  is  a  person  of  the  high- 
est character.  I  am  satisfied  Mr. 
Volcker  is  sincere  about  what  he  is 
doing. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  would  agree 
with  me  about  all  of  that. 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  certainly  do  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  the  high- 
est personal  regard  and  respect  for  Mr. 
Volcker  and,  I  might  say,  even  a  con- 
siderable degree  of  affection  for  him. 

But.  quite  frankly.  I  find  that  I  dis- 
agree sharply  with  the  monetary 
policy  that  he  has  pursued  over  the 
past  3  ^h  years. 

Mr.  LONG.  Furthermore,  if  Mr. 
Volcker  was  up  here  for  the  nomina- 
tion of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
I  would  not  have  any  problem  about 
voting  for  him.  I  would  be  happy  to 
vote  to  confirm  Mr.  Volcker  as  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  in  the  President's 
Cabinet. 

I  think  he  views  fiscal  policy  about 
the  same  way  I  do.  I  do  not  believe  we 
ought  to  be  running  enormous  deficits: 
he  does  not  think  that. 

I  can  say  to  the  Senator,  as  far  as  I 
can  determine,  his  view  of  fiscal  policy 
is  that  you  ought  to  cut  spending 
every  way  you  can  and  when  you  are 
through  there  you  ought  to  turn  to 
the  revenue  side  and  reduce  the  defi- 
cit. 

I  do  not  believe  we  ought  to  be  run- 
ning a  large  deficit.  I  agree  with  him 
on  it.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  agrees 
with  that. 

Mr.  SASSER.  I  absolutely  do  agree 
with  the  statement  made  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana.  The  deficits  are 
larger  than  we  have  run  at  any  time  in 
the  history  of  this  country,  as  it  is  pre- 
dicted for  the  coming  year. 

I  have  heard  Mr.  Volcker  testify 
many  times  before  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  lamenting  the  large  defi- 
cits. I  would  say  that  I  was  disappoint- 
ed that,  earlier  on,  when  we  were  con- 
templating the  largest  tax  cuts  in 
many  years,  when  we  were  caught  up 
in  this  euphoria  of  supply-side  eco- 
nomics, I  was  disappointed  at  that 
time  that  we  did  not  hear  from  the 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  He  was  strangely  silent  on  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  we  should 
have  these  massive  3-year  tax  cuts. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  on  that? 

Mr.  SASSER.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  think,  to  correct 
the  record,  we  did  hear  from  Chair- 
man Volcker.  He  wrote  the  Banking 
Committee  and  he  urged  that  any  tax 
cut  should  be  paid  for  by  spending 
cuts.  He  made  his  position  very,  very 


clear  that  he  thought  this  was  a  mis- 
take and  would  deepen  the  deficit. 

I  do  not  know  what  else  he  could  do. 
It  is  up  to  us  to  determine  fiscal 
policy.  He  does  not  have  anything  to 
do  with  that,  except  to  talk  about  it. 

To  me,  he  made  that  record  very 
clear  in  a  letter  to  us.  He  told  us  that 
was  a  mistake.  What  else  could  he  do? 

Mr.  SASSER.  He  may  have  been 
very  clear  to  the  able  ranking  member 
of  the  Banking  Committee.  As  the 
Senator  will  recall,  I  was  not  serving 
on  the  Banking  Committee  at  that 
time.  But  I  do  recall  on  a  number  of 
occasions  Mr.  Volcker  testified  before 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  at  a 
time  when  we  were  contemplating 
what  turned  out  to  be  massive  revenue 
losses.  At  that  time  he  was  confining 
his  remarks  to  reducing  spending  and 
was  not  addressing  himself  to  the 
problem  of  tax  cuts  and  revenue  losses 
which  would  occur. 

Mr.  LONG.  This  Senator  has  had 
the  pleasure  of  discussing  taxes  and 
deficits  with  Mr.  Volcker  off  the 
record  as  well  as  on  the  record.  My 
view  is  that  his  views  on  that  have 
been  good.  That  is  my  problem.  He  is 
not  up  to  be  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury. He  is  being  recommended  to  con- 
tinue as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. That  is  where  my  preference  is. 

I  personally  feel  that  the  success  we 
have  had  in  controlling  and  limiting 
inflation  has  been  largely  due  to  the 
energy  situation.  It  is  my  judgment, 
having  discussed  it  with  people  whose 
views  I  respect  in  the  area  of  econom- 
ics, that  70  percent  of  the  trouble  that 
occurred  in  the  way  of  inflation  under 
Mr.  Carter  was  due  to  the  energy  situ- 
ation over  which  he  had  very  little 
control.  That  had  to  do  with  the 
OPEC  cartel  and  so  on.  It  has  to  do 
with  the  cartels  being  less  effective 
now  in  recovering  from  inflation. 

That  had  nothing  to  do  with  what 
Mr.  Volcker  or  anyone  else  could  do. 
That  was  the  big  factor,  going  up  and 
coming  down. 

Only  a  small  portion  of  it,  about  30 
percent,  or  two  points  of  this  inflation, 
had  to  do  with  tight  money  and  high 
interest  rates  policies.  Insofar  as  we 
have  had  them,  they  have  been  very 
cruel  to  the  workers,  to  the  low- 
income  people,  to  the  homeowners,  to 
the  unemployed  and  the  small  busi- 
ness people  of  the  country.  I  fear  that 
a  continuation  of  this  policy  is  going 
to  lead  to  a  disaster  in  the  long  nui  for 
this  country. 

It  has  not  occurred  yet,  but  looking 
down  the  road,  looking  at  the  working 
people,  the  homeowners  and  others, 
that  gives  me  cause  for  concern,  giving 
more  worry  as  to  what  will  happen  in 
the  future  as  a  result  of  these  policies. 
It  does  give  this  Senator  great  cause 
for  concern. 

If  I  should  decide  to  vote  against  Mr. 
Volcker.  and  I  have  not  yet  made  up 


my  mind,  I  would  associate  myself 
with  what  the  Senator  has  said.  I  am 
very  concerned  about  the  monetary 
policies  which  are  being  pursued.  I  am 
sure  Mr.  Volcker  thinks  they  are  just 
what  the  doctor  ordered,  but.  frankly. 
I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
1  additional  minute? 

Mr.  GARN.  I  wish  I  could,  but  we 
have  not  had  speakers  on  this  side  yet. 
I  understand  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana  wishes   recognition   for   a   brief 
statement. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Utah  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  President.  I  shall  not  ignore  the 
wise  counsel  of  Mr.  Volcker  to  reduce 
Federal  spending  in  order  to  reduce 
deficits.  That  is  sound  advise,  but  I  am 
opposed  to  the  Senate  confirmation  of 
Paul  Volcker  for  another  7-year  term 
as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

After  his  appointment  by  President 
Carter.  Paul  Volcker's  experiment 
with  high  interest  rates,  which  began 
in  1979,  we  reached  record-high  inter- 
est rates,  our  worst  trade  deficit  in  his- 
tory, and  the  greatest  number  of  busi- 
ness bankruptcies  and  American  un- 
employed workers  since  the  Great  De- 
pression. 

I  first  wrote  to  President  Carter  in 
February  1980  laying  out  what  I  saw 
to  be  the  problems  we  were  going  to 
find  ourselves  facing  as  a  result  of  Mr. 
Volcker's  policy  of  pushing  up  interest 
rates  in  the  fight  against  inflation.  At 
that  time,  the  prime  rate  was  about  14 
percent,  but  Chairman  Volcker  did  not 
ease  off  his  tight  money  policies  until 
they  capped  out  at  22  percent,  a  year 
later.  By  that  time  we  were  well  on 
our  way  to  nearly  12  million  Ameri- 
cans being  unemployed,  25.000  busi- 
ness failures  a  year,  an  agricultural  de- 
pression, a  nearly  nonexistent  wood 
products  and  housing  industry,  and  a 
$40  billion  deficit  in  trade. 

Throughout  1981  and  1982,  I  made 
several  efforts  to  convince  President 
Reagan,  Treasury  Secretary  Regan, 
and  Mr.  Volcker  that  they  ought  to 
get  together  with  Congress  and  adjust 
interest  rate  policies  to  permit  us  to 
get  the  economy  going  again.  Howev- 
er, this  plea  fell  on  deaf  ears  and 
Chairman  Volcker  continued  to  state 
that  he  believed  our  main  job  was  to 
reduce  inflation  and  that,  if  high  in- 
terest rates  were  the  bitter  pill  that 
the  American  economy  had  to  swallow 
to  cure  its  inflationary  problems,  then 
he  felt  it  had  to  be. 

I  do  not  agree  with  that  policy  and, 
in  recent  months,  many  professional 
economists  have  arrived  at  the  same 
conclusion. 

For  example,  a  recent  study  by  Data 
Resources.  Inc.,  found  that  while  high 
interest  rate  policies  by  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  did  have  an  impact  on 
reducing  inflation,  that  impact  is  often 
overstated.  They  feel  that  high  inter- 


est rate  policies  are  only  responsible 
for  a  reduction  of  1  to  2  percent  in  the 
inflation  rate  and  the  rest  of  the  re- 
duction we  have  seen  over  the  past  2 
years  has  been  due  to  the  decline  in 
energy  prices,  the  stabilization  of  food 
prices,  and  the  result  of  high  unem- 
ployment.   Further,    they    concluded 
that  whatever  impact  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board's  interest  rate  policies  had 
on  reducing  inflation,  this  was  more 
than  offset  by  the  negative  impact  on 
unemployment  and  trade.  The  nega- 
tive impact  of  high  interest  rates  on 
our  foreign  trade  balance  is  something 
that  has  been  largely  overlooked  be- 
cause   of    the    concentration    on    the 
damage    to    our    domestic    economy 
caused  by  the  high  interest  rate  reces- 
sion. However,  some  economists  now 
are  beginning  to  measure  the  negative 
impact  that  the  strong  dollar  resulting 
from  high  interest  rates  has  had  on 
our  trade  balance  and  our  domestic 
economy.  C.  Fred  Bergsten,  Director 
of  the  Institute  for  International  Eco- 
nomics in  Washington  and  a  former 
Assistant  Treasury  Secretary,  said  re- 
cently: 

On  the  basis  of  the  underlying  competi- 
tive relationship,  the  dollar  is  overvalued 
by  20  percent.  As  a  result,  our  trade  balance 
deteriorated  by  $60  billion  to  $80  billion  be- 
tween the  first  quarter  of  1981  and  the 
fourth  quarter  of  1982.  That  accounts  for  60 
percent  of  the  decline  in  real  GNP,  twice 
the  amount  caused  by  the  housing  slump 


Even  though  nominal  interest  rates 
have  eased  significantly  over  the  last 
12  to  18  months,  real  interest  rates 
remain  three  times  what  they  were 
prior  to  the  Volcker  high  interest  rate 
experiment.  Many  economists  believe 
that,  because  of  the  size  of  the  inter- 
est rate  increases  in  1980  and  1981  and 
because  of  the  volatility  of  interest 
rates  due  to  Federal  Reserve  Board 
manipulation,  we  may  never  see  real 
interest  rates  back  at  their  historic 
levels.  Beyond  that,  in  recent  weeks 
we  have  seen  nominal  interest  rates 
begin  to  climb  slightly  again.  I  hope 
that  we  are  not  in  for  another  round 
of  high  interest  rates,  but  I  have  to 
say  that  I  am  skeptical.  One  thing  is 
clear,  and  that  is  when  Chairman 
Volcker  decides  to  once  again  use  high 
interest  rates  to  restrain  the  economy, 
economic  recovery  will  be  shut  off  in 
short  order. 

I  believe  that  the  high  interest  rate 
policies  were  wrong  in  1980—1  believe 
they  were  wrong  in  1981—1  believe 
they  were  wrong  in  1982— and  I  believe 
they  would  be  wrong  again  now.  I  feel 
that  the  Senate  ought  not  to  confirm 
Mr.  Volcker's  renomination  as  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 
While  his  actions  are  not  the  only  ac- 
tions that  cause  high  interest  rates.  I 
believe  that  actions  by  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  that  foster  excessively 
high  interest  rates  are  Mr.  Volcker's 
forte. 


Reducing  Federal  expenditures  is 
not  within  his  power— we  in  Congress 
have  that  power— but  I  appreciate 
Paul  Volcker's  strong  views  that  this  is 
one  of  the  strong  factors  necessary  to 
hold  down  interest  rates.  I  agree  with 
him  on  that  point,  and  I  commend 
him  for  it. 

But  I  do  not  commend  him  on  his  in- 
terest rate  policy  in  regard  to  the  ma- 
nipulation of  bank  discount  rates  and 
other  monetary  manipulations  that 
force  interest  rates  higher. 

So  my  vote  is  "no"  on  his  confirma- 
tion. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  feel  a 
need  to  oppose  the  nomination  of  Paul 
Volcker  for  another  4-year  term  as 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  of  Governors.  I  take  this  posi- 
tion on  the  basis  of  the  record  of  mon- 
etary policy  since  the  beginning  of  Mr. 
Volcker's  first  term  as  Chairman. 
While  I  do  feel  that  the  policy  which 
he  has  executed  is,  no  doubt,  what  he 
believes  to  be  appropriate  for  the 
Nation,  I  cannot  agree. 

The  record  of  the  last  4  years  was,  at 
first,  a  moderation  of  the  overall 
growth  rate  of  the  money  supply,  lead- 
ing to  a  lowering  of  the  inflation  rate. 
Hence.  1981  and  1982  showed  lower 
than  double-digit  inflation  rates,  and 
1983  seems  to  be  in  the  same  mold. 
Nevertheless,  the  erratic  nature  of  the 
money  growth  rate  in  that  period  was 
such  that  there  continued  to  be  some 
doubt  among  credit  market  partici- 
pants as  to  the  reliability  of  counting 
on  that  lower  growth  rate  in  the  long 
run.  The  doubts  of  these  market  par- 
ticipants have  been  justified,  since  the 
Fed  has,  in  the  past  year,  initiated  a 
policy  of  a  massive  increase  in  the 
money  supply.  In  the  1-year  period  of 
July  1982  to  July  1983,  the  M,  measure 
of  the  money  supply  has  increased  13 
percent,  a  definitely  inflationary  rate. 
For  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues  and 
others  who  may  care  to  know  in  more 
detail  why  I  will  vote  against  Mr. 
Volcker,  I  would  like  to  explain  the 
clear  record  which  causes  me  to  be- 
lieve that  inflation,  probably  in  the 
double-digit  range,  is  just  around  the 
comer. 

Historically,  the  scenario  producing 
imprudent  and  inflationary  monetary 
policy  begins  with  dissatisfaction  with 
the  current  level  of  interest  rates.  Po- 
litical pressure,  brought,  in  many 
cases,  by  Members  of  Congress,  causes 
the  Federal  Reserve  System  to  re- 
spond with  an  attempt  to  being  down 
interest  rates  by  increasing  the  growth 
rate  of  the  money  supply.  This  process 
raises  the  price  of  bonds  and,  there- 
fore, lowers  interest  rates. 

The  initial  impact  of  increasing  the 
quantity  of  money  at  a  faster  rate  is  to 
make  interest  rates  lower  and  increase 
the  rate  of  economic  growth.  But  this 
is  only  the  beginning  of  a  process 
which  we  have  observed  too  often  in 
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the  last  two  decades.  The  rapid  rate  of 
monetary  growth  will  stimulate  spend- 
ing, and,  thereby,  relative  prices.  But 
rising  income  will  raise  the  demand  for 
loans  and  also  raise  prices,  and  within 
a  2-year  period  after  the  sudden  in- 
crease in  the  rate  of  growth  in  the 
money  supply,  inflation  will  result. 

For  many  years,  the  relationship  be- 
tween money  growth  rates  and  infla- 
tion has  been  ignored.  In  fact,  for  20 
years,  U.S.  economic  policy  has  cen- 
tered around  the  erroneous  assump- 
tion that  we  must  make  a  choice  be- 
tween two  opposite  ends  of  the  unem- 
ployment-inflation spectrum.  What 
originally  appeared  to  be  a  negative 
relationship  between  unemployment 
and  inflation  was  selected  as  the  basis 
for  macroeconomic  policy  in  the 
United  States.  The  relationship  was 
this:  The  higher  the  inflation  rate,  the 
lower  the  unemployment  rate:  and, 
conversely,  the  lower  the  inflation 
rate,  the  higher  the  unemployment 
rate.  Until  as  recently  as  the  late 
1970's,  economic  policy  at  the  White 
House  and  in  Congress  revolved 
around  trying  to  decide  where  on  this 
spectrum  national  policy  should  be. 

Within  recent  years,  however,  expe- 
rience In  the  United  States  and  other 
countries  has  demonstrated  the  error 
of  this  approach.  In  particular,  at 
times  inflation  and  unemployment 
have  moved  in  the  same  direction,  a 
phenomenon  called  "stagflation." 

A  more  accurate  view  of  the  rela- 
tionship between  inflation  and  unem- 
ployment is  that  both  of  these  varia- 
bles are  responding  to  the  growth  rate 
of  the  money  supply.  At  the  begin- 
ning, any  surge  in  the  money  supply 
which  attempts  to  reduce  the  level  of 
unemployment  and  to  increase  output 
is  effective.  The  unexpected  nature  of 
the  increase  in  the  money  supply 
tends  to  fool  people  with  a  false  pic- 
ture. It  conveys  the  belief  that  there 
are  more  resources  for  investment  and 
production  than  really  exist.  Produc- 
ers will  tend  to  react  to  the  initial  ex- 
pansion in  aggregate  demand  by  in- 
creasing output,  and  the  economy  will 
start  to  improve. 

Nevertheless,  this  is  only  the  begin- 
ning. Even  though  the  higher  rate  of 
monetary  growth  continues,  the  actual 
rise  in  real  wages  will  eventually  re- 
verse the  decline  in  unemployment,  fi- 
nally tending  to  return  unemployment 
to  its  former  level.  More  importantly, 
maintaining  interest  rates  at  a  lower 
level  can  only  be  accomplished  by  ac- 
celerating the  growth  rate  of  the 
money  supply.  This  acceleration  will 
eventually  lead  to  an  acceleration  in 
inflation. 

Statistical  analysis  by  economists  in 
recent  years  has  demonstrated  with 
some  consistency  that  year-to-year 
changes  in  the  level  of  the  money 
supply  explain  a  great  deal  of  changes 
in  the  price  level  2  years  later.  While 
other  factors  can  have  an  impact  on 


the  inflation  rate,  most  inflation  is  the 
result  of  excessive  growth  rates  in  the 
money  supply. 

One  of  the  major  rationalizations 
for  the  current  inflationary  growth 
rate  of  the  money  supply  is  that 
changes  in  its  velocity,  or  rate  of  circu- 
lation, allow  us  to  expand  the  money 
supply  rapidly  without  inflation.  This 
rationalization  ignores  the  historical 
evidence  that  the  velocity  of  money 
has  been  relatively  stable  in  the  last 
40  years.  Since  World  War  II,  the  ve- 
locity of  Ml,  the  most  commonly  refer- 
enced measure  of  the  money  supply, 
has  increased  on  the  average  of  about 
3  percent  per  year.  This  is  a  relatively 
stable  and  predictable  measure  in  com- 
parison with  the  erratic  growth  rates 
of  the  mrney  supply  executed  by  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  in  the  same 
time  period.  Moreover,  it  is  folly  to 
adopt  a  monetary  policy  which  pre- 
tends to  know  what  economic  condi- 
tions, including  velocity,  prevail  2 
years  down  the  road  when  the  infla- 
tionary impact  of  excessive  growth 
rates  could  reinforce  the  wrong  trend. 

Another  excuse  for  rapid  expansion 
of  the  money  supply  is  that  the  em- 
ployment level  of  our  productive  re- 
sources, including  labor,  is  at  a  low 
level  and.  therefore,  the  rapid  growth 
rate  of  the  monetary  aggregates  is  not 
inflationary.  Yet.  there  is  growing  evi- 
dence that  neither  unemployment  nor 
production  appear  to  have  any  signifi- 
cance or  independent  influence  on  the 
level  of  inflation.  Since  World  War  II. 
unemployment  trends  and  levels  have 
not  significantly  affected  the  part  that 
the  money  supply  has  played  in  caus- 
ing inflation.  In  other  words,  inflation 
is  determined  by  the  growth  rate  of 
the  money  supply,  regardless  of  unem- 
ployment levels.  Incidentally,  the 
same  is  true  of  the  deficit  levels  of  the 
Federal  budget.  The  Federal  deficit 
levels  do  not  affect  the  inflation  rate 
directly. 

The  lags  inherent  in  the  relationship 
between  money  growth  and  inflation 
are  of  significance  to  Congress  because 
they  create  some  difficulty  in  observ- 
ing this  otherwise  clear  correlation. 
The  surge  in  the  money  supply  that 
has  taken  place  in  the  past  year  will 
show  up  in  the  statistics  in  1984,  at  a 
time  when,  no  doubt,  some  other  con- 
current event  will  be  named  by  the 
headline  writers  as  the  cause  of  infla- 
tion. 

In  May  of  this  year,  during  the  con- 
sideration of  the  First  Concurrent 
Resolution  on  the  Budget.  I  explained 
to  my  colleagues  that  the  current  esti- 
mates of  the  then-projected  growth  of 
the  economy  of  1983  were  too  low.  I 
indicate  that  we  could  expect  much 
more  than  the  4.7-percent  growth  rate 
of  the  real  GNP  that  was  then  project- 
ed by  the  administration.  This  more 
optimistic  projection  on  my  part  was 
due  to  two  considerations.  First,  the 
relatively  harsh  nature  of  the  reces- 


sion which  we  have  just  endured  was 
an  indicator  of  a  strong  resurgence  In 
the  economy.  Such  a  relationship  has 
been  noticed  by  economists  during  the 
recessions  since  World  War  II.  Second, 
the  surge  in  the  money  supply  in  the 
last  half  of  1982  would  almost  guaran- 
tee a  very  strong  recovery. 

Now,  with  the  second-quarter  GNP 
growth  rates  on  the  books,  the  econo- 
mists within  the  administration  are 
even  more  optimistic  about  their  5.5- 
percent  growth  rate  calculated  at  the 
end  of  June.  I  mention  these  accurate 
projections  on  my  part  as  evidence  of 
the  reliability  of  using  monetary 
policy  as  an  indicator  of  future  eco- 
nomic trends,  including  inflation. 

In  view  of  the  almost  certain  infla- 
tion and  ultimate  recession  that  will 
follow  the  excessive  expansion  of  the 
money  supply.  I  carmot  support  Mr. 
Volcker's  nomination  for  a  second 
term. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  support  the  nomination  of  Paul 
Volcker  to  a  second  term  as  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  but  do 
so  with  reservations. 

My  reservations  are  twofold:  First, 
Chairman  Volcker  has  conducted  mon- 
etary policy  in  an  erratic  manner,  thus 
leaving  the  future  for  inflation  and  in- 
terest rates  uncertain.  Second,  while 
encouraging  Congress  to  reduce  the 
Federal  deficit.  Chairman  Volcker  has 
failed  to  point  his  finger  at  the  real 
cause  of  deficit,  out-of-control  Federal 
spending,  anci  has  instead  encouraged 
Congress  to  raise  taxes. 

During  Paul  Volcker's  first  term  as 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve, 
monetary  oolicy  was  administered  in 
an  erratic,  roller-coaster-like  manner. 
Such  is  unsettling  to  the  financial 
markets  and  business  community  and 
thus  creates  uncertainty  and  confu- 
sion in  the  marketplace  as  to  the  di- 
rection in  which  the  Federal  Reserve 
is  headed.  Unfortunately.  M,  growing 
substantially  over  the  Fed's  targets  for 
2  weeks  and  then  substantially  below 
the  Fed's  targets  for  the  following 
month  only  results  in  confusion  as  to 
the  future  direction  of  inflation  and 
thus  contributes  to  unnecessarily  high 
interest  rates.  What  is  needed  is  a 
slow,  consistent,  and  predictable 
money  supply  growth,  one  consistent 
with  long-term  economic  growth  with- 
out re-igniting  inflation. 

In  testifying  before  Congress,  Chair- 
man Volcker  has  explained  the  erratic 
growth  in  Mi  as  follows:  First,  Mi 
growth  figures  are  distorted  by  techni- 
cal factors  resulting  from  recent 
changes  in  the  banking  laws,  and 
second.  Mi  growth  figures  cannot  be 
judged  on  a  weekly  basis,  but  only 
over  an  extendeo  period  of  time.  With 
reference  to  the  latter  explanation,  as 
long  as  Ml  figures  are  published 
weekly,  the  financial  and  business 
communities  will  review  the  data,  in- 


terpret it,  and  act  accordingly.  While 
Chairman  Volcker  may  insist  the  Mi 
figures  must  be  viewed  over  a  period  of 
time,  one  only  has  to  witness  the  early 
Monday  morning  stock  market  activity 
to  note  that  the  financial  and  business 
communities  pay  close  attention  to  the 
weekly  M,  data  released  on  Friday 
afternoons.  Regarding  the  former  ex- 
planation, if  technical  factors  distort 
the  Ml  data,  either  the  Federal  Re- 
serve should  redefine  Mi  to  reflect  the 
recent  banking  law  changes  or  should 
publish  the  data  less  frequently,  thus 
placing  less  emphasis  on  Mi  figures. 

While  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  is  responsible  for  administer- 
ing monetary  policy,  he  nevertheless 
has  substantial  influence  on  policy  de- 
cisions made  by  both  the  administra- 
tion and  Congress.  In  this  regard,  I 
was  extremely  troubled  to  hear  Chair- 
man Volcker.   in  expressing  his  con- 
cern with  the  possibility  of  a  $200  bil- 
lion deficit,  outline  the  need  for  more 
taxes.  A  lack  of  taxes  is  not  the  cause 
of  the  current  intolerable  Federal  defi- 
cit. The  cause  is  Congress  unwilling- 
ness to  control  its  reckless  spending 
habit.  By  advocating  a  need  for  more 
taxes.   Chairman   Volcker   only   adds 
"fuel  to  the  fire"  to  those  who  want 
more   taxes  so  they  can   further  in- 
crease Federal  spending.  Make  no  mis- 
take about  it,  every  dollar  that  comes 
into    the    Federal    Government,    and 
then  some,  is  spent.  Raising  taxes  will 
not  reduce  the  $200  billion  deficit.  It 
will  only  perpetuate  Congress'  out-of- 
control  spending  habit.  Instead  of  ad- 
vocating    further     taxes.     Chairman 
Volcker  should  point  his  finger  at  the 
real  nature  of  the  Federal  deficit.  Fed- 
eral spending,  and  urge  Congress  to  do 
something  about  it. 

In  advocating  further  taxes.  Chair- 
man Volcker  stated  he  supported  the 
repeal  of  tax  indexing.  Such  is  ex- 
tremely troubling  because  indexing  is, 
in  effect,  the  middle-income  taxpay- 
ers' relief.  Moveover,  by  repealing  tax 
indexing.  Congress  will  benefit  from 
inflation  by  having  additional  tax  dol- 
lars to  spend  and  thus  will  encourage 
Congress  to  enact  policies  which  will 
create  inflation.  Tax  indexing  was  at 
the  heart  of  the  Reagan  tax  plan,  and 
I  would  strongly  oppose  any  tinkering 
with  this  long  overdue  reform. 

On  the  positive  side.  Chairman 
Volcker  deserves  much  credit  in  the 
victory  over  inflation.  After  rising  to 
over  13  percent  under  the  previous  ad- 
ministration, inflation  is  now  below  4 
percent.  With  inflation  now  under 
control  and  the  tax  policies  which 
have  resulted  from  the  Reagan  tax 
cuts,  the  foundation  is  set  for  a  sus- 
tained economic  recovery. 

Additionally,  Chairman  Volcker  has 
done  an  admirable  job  in  dealing  with 
the  international  debt  crisis.  While 
the  international  debt  crisis  is  far 
from  being  over,  his  continued  leader- 
ship in  this  regard  will  be  beneficial  in 


calming    fears    that    the    debt    crisis 
cannot  be  controlled. 

Mr.  President.  I  support  the  nomina- 
tion of  Paul  Volcker  to  a  second  term 
as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve. 
However,  I  hope  during  his  second 
term,  money  supply  growth  will  be 
slow  and  consistent,  one  which  will 
foster  long-term  economic  growth 
without  inflation.  Second,  I  hope 
Chairman  Volcker,  when  testifying 
before  Congress,  will  point  the  finger 
at  Congress  as  the  culprit  responsible 
for  the  intolerable  budget  deficit,  and 
thus  put  pressure  on  this  body  to 
reduce  Federal  spending. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  to  reappoint  Paul  Volcker  of 
New  Jersey  to  another  4-year  term  as 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

Mr.  Volcker  is  the  most  qualified 
man  to  head  this  Nation's  central 
bank  at  a  time  of  economic  uncertain- 
ty over  the  recovery  in  this  country 
and  uncertainty  in  international  finan- 
cial markets  because  of  the  debt  crisis 
in  the  Third  World  and  extreme  ex- 
change rate  fluctuations. 

As  an  economist,  banker,  and  former 
president  of  the  New  York  Federal  Re- 
serve Bank,  Volcker  knows  the  system, 
how  it  operates  and,  most  importantly. 
is  well  respected  by  the  financial  com- 
munity in  this  country.  Furthermore, 
since  his  days  as  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  the  early  1970's. 
Volcker  has  had  extensive  experience 
in  international  monetary  and  finan- 
cial dealings.  Since  that  time,  he  has 
had  the  respect  of  his  peers  overseas. 
Reappointment  of  Volcker  will  send  a 
positive  signal  to  the  financial  commu- 
nity, both  here  and  abroad,  at  this 
time  of  great  uncertainty  in  financial 
markets. 

But  my  endorsement  of  Mr.  Volcker 
goes  beyond  his  qualifications.  It  is 
based  upon  his  record  as  Chairman. 
Although  I  and  other  Members  of 
Congress  have  not  always  agreed  with 
his  positions,  he  has  worked  extremely 
well  with  Congress  in  explaining  his 
positions,  in  giving  advice  on  the  con- 
duct of  macroeconomic  policy,  and  in 
modifying  his  positions  when  circum- 
stances warranted,  particularly  this 
past  year. 

When  he  took  office  in  1979,  infla- 
tion in  this  country  was  In  double 
digits  and  reducing  inflation  had 
become  the  No.  1  economic  priority.  In 
order  to  bring  down  inflation,  the 
growth  of  money  had  to  be  slowed.  He 
did  that,  even  in  1980  when  political 
realities  would  have  dictated  the  oppo- 
site course.  Over  the  past  4  years,  he 
has  pursued  a  monetary  policy  which 
made  it  possible  to  break  the  back  of 
this  country's  worst  peacetime  infla- 
tion in  this  century. 

To  be  sure,  we  are  enduring  the 
worst  recession  since  World  War  II. 
Unemployment   has   risen   to   record 


levels  and  business  failures  are  at  all- 
time  highs.  But  these  problems  carmot 
be  blamed  on  Mr.  Volcker  alone,  al- 
though he  must  take  some  responsibil- 
ity. The  root  of  the  problem  is  the  dra- 
matically inconsistent  fiscal  policy, 
with  its  record  deficits,  which  the 
Reagan  administration  embarked 
upon  in  1981.  Those  failed  economic 
policies  are  what  brought  us  this  re- 
cession. 

Further,  to  Volcker's  credit,  he 
changed  course  last  summer  and  aban- 
doned fixed  monetary  targets  after  it 
became  apparent  that  this  economy 
was  in  a  tailspin  and  the  threat  of  an 
international  financial  crisis  became 
imminent  because  several  developing 
countries  were  unable  to  service  their 
debts.  Mr.  Volcker  realized  that  he  is 
not  only  the  U.S.  central  banker  but 
also  the  lender  of  last  resort  for  the 
international  economy  and  he  pushed 
for  more  monetary  ease.  At  the  time, 
this  pragmatic  response  was  roundly 
criticized  by  the  ideological  monetar- 
ists inside  and  outside  of  the  adminis- 
tration, but  with  the  benefit  of  hind- 
sight many  of  these  people  are  now 
saying  that  Mr.  Volcker  was  correct 
and  have  argued  in  favor  of  his  reap- 
pointment. 

Primarily  because  of  Volcker's  poli- 
cies over  these  past  4  turbulent  years, 
the  prospects  for  sustained,  noninfla- 
tionary  growth  both  in  the  United 
States  and  around  the  world  are  better 
now  than  in  over  a  decade.  But  there 
are  dangers  on  the  horizon. 

The  world  economy  is  at  a  critical 
juncture.  Widely  gyrating  exchange 
rates  are  disrupting  international  com- 
merce and  increasing  pressures  for 
protectionism  in  almost  all  countries. 
Although  the  first  wave  of  debt  res- 
tructurings has  been  accomplished, 
another  wave  of  reschedulings  will  be 
needed  later  this  year.  I  question 
whether  the  system  is  resilient  enough 
to  handle  the  second  wave.  How  will 
the  world's  financial  system  respond 
when  Brazil  has  to  come  in  and  ar- 
range for  another  $3  to  $4  billion 
before  the  year  is  out? 

The  optimism  over  recovery  in  this 
country  has  convinced  some  people 
that  the  debt  crisis  is  behind  us.  It  is 
not.  Economic  recovery  is  a  necessary 
condition  for  solving  the  debt  problem; 
it  is  not  a  sufficient  condition.  Global 
economic  growth  alone  cannot  resolve 
the  debt  situation  and  at  present  there 
are  great  risks  to  global  recovery  posed 
by  the  debt  crisis  and  exchange  rate 
misalinements. 

I  am  concerned  whether  the  world's 
central  bankers  are  prepared  and  have 
worked  through  all  the  contingencies 
of  what  they  would  do  if  they  had  to 
conduct  a  massive  restructuring  in  a 
short  period  of  time,  say  over  a  long 
weekend. 

Such  contingency  plans  for  restruc- 
turing have  to  be  worked  out  on  a  mul- 
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tilateral  basis.  The  United  States 
cannot  unilaterally  handle  the  restruc- 
turing of  Third  World  debt.  The  major 
industrial  countries  must  get  together 
and  collectively  agree  upon  contingen- 
cy plans  in  the  event  of  such  a  finan- 
cial crisis.  The  central  bankers  are 
going  to  have  to  play  the  most  critical 
role  in  any  such  arrangements. 

Therefore,  this  is  not  the  time  to 
change  the  leadership  at  the  Fed.  Paul 
Volcker  is  respected  worldwide  on 
these  matters  and  he  can  play  a  criti- 
cal role  in  working  with  other  central 
bankers  to  manage  this  precarious 
international  situation. 

Better  than  anyone  else  in  a  position 
to  be  Chairman  of  the  Fed,  Mr. 
Volcker  understands  the  importance 
and  intricacies  of  international  fi- 
nance. This  is  particularly  important 
because  the  Treasury  Department  has 
less  international  experience  and  ex- 
pertise at  the  top  levels  in  this  admin- 
istration than  at  any  previous  time  in 
memory.  Indeed,  for  some  time  I  have 
felt  that  Volcker  was  the  only  person 
in  this  administration  who  from  the 
beginning  clearly  understood  the 
interrelationship  between  domestic 
and  international  political  economies. 

Confidence  is  a  scarce  commodity  in 
the  world  today.  The  world  s  financial 
system  is  built  upon  confidence  and 
that  system  is  fragile  today.  Paul 
Volcker's  reappointment  would  help  to 
preserve  and  restore  confidence  in  the 
system,  because  the  world's  bankers 
auid  financiers  would  know  that  a  man 
of  integrity,  intellect,  and  responsibil- 
ity was  at  the  monetary  helm  in  the 
worlds  most  important  economy.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  to  reap- 
point Paul  Volcker. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
voting  to  confirm  Paul  Volcker's  reap- 
pointment despite  deep  and  funda- 
mental disagreements  over  past  Feder- 
al Reserve  policy  during  his  first  term 
as  Fed  Chairman. 

Over-reliance  by  the  Fed  on  strict 
monetary  targets  in  1981  and  1982 
took  the  American  and  international 
economies  to  the  very  edge  of  world 
depression.  Late  last  year,  the  Fed 
abruptly  changed  that  policy— and 
moved  money  supply  growth  well 
above  their  announced  targets.  This 
had  the  effect  of  lowering  interest 
rates,  which  in  turn  enabled  the  begin- 
ning of  an  economic  recovery. 

Any  return  to  strict  monetarism  and 
sky-high  interest  rates  would  be  a  dis- 
aster, and  I  think  Chairman  Volcker 
agrees.  If  I  believe  he  held  the  con- 
trary view.  I  could  not  vote  for  his  con- 
firmation. 

Today  the  American  and  world 
economies  remain  in  a  fragile  and  vul- 
nerable state.  Further  major  adjust- 
ments are  needed  in  U.S.  economic 
policy,  including  much  lower  Federal 
deficits,  a  tough  new  trade  policy  to 
end  damaging  predatory  practices  by 
foreign  nations,  and  major  efforts  to 


modernize  our  industrial  base,  improve 
productivity,  and  restrain  inflationary 
wage/price  pressures.  Monetary  policy 
actions,  by  themselves,  cannot  provide 
the  equivalent  effect  of  other  policy 
changes  needed,  such  as  those  just 
mentioned.  However,  misguided  Fed 
policies  can  add  to  our  difficulties  and 
make  bad  economic  problems  worse. 
That  has  to  be  avoided  at  all  costs. 

The  international  debt  situation  re- 
mains dangerous  and  unresolved.  Mr. 
Volcker's  stature  in  international  fi- 
nancial circles,  as  America's  central 
banker,  is  a  strong  plus  at  this  time,  as 
we  endeavor  to  end  the  world  reces- 
sion and  handle  the  enormous  finan- 
cial problems  of  debtor  nations. 

Confidence  in  international  and  do- 
mestic financial  markets  is  vital  to  re- 
storing order,  and  Mr.  Volcker  gener- 
ates higher  confidence  in  this  acute 
problem  area. 

To  those  who  would  argue  for  re- 
placing Mr.  Volcker,  the  practical 
question  arises  as  to  whom  President 
Reagan  would  appoint  in  Mr.  Volcker's 
place.  While  that  answer  is  not  known, 
there  is  no  reason  to  believe  Mr.  Rea- 
gan's second  choice  would  be  equal  to 
or  better  than  Mr.  Volcker  in  terms  of 
professional  competence,  independ- 
ence, and  ability  to  help  steer  domes- 
tic and  international  financial  efforts 
through  a  treacherous  and  dangerous 
period. 

If  Fed  policy  should  again  veer  off 
toward  artificially  low  monetary  tar- 
gets and  unnecessarily  hijfh  interest 
rates,  I  will  strongly  and  directly  chal- 
lenge those  policies  and  those  who  ad- 
vocate them. 

My  belief  is.  however,  that  common- 
sense  will  prevent  a  return  to  the  dis- 
credited Fed  policies  that  were  in 
place  prior  to  last  year. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  to  in- 
clude the  full  text  of  the  statement  I 
made  in  the  Banking  Committee  at 
Mr.  Volcker's  renomination  hearing. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Statement  of  Senator  Donald  W.  Riecle. 

Jr..  Before  the  Senate  Banking  Commit- 
tee ON  THE  Renomination  of  Chairman 

Paul  Volcker  to  the  Federal  Reserve 

Board 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  let  me  congratulate 
you  on  your  renomination.  You  have  a  most 
difficult  job — and  I  believe  you  have  given  a 
full  measure  of  personal  effort  and  commit- 
ment to  these  important  duties.  While  I  and 
others  have  sharply  disagreed  with  certain 
of  your  past  policy  actions,  your  profession- 
alism, hard  work,  and  deep  personal  com- 
mitment to  public  service  are  widely  ad- 
mired. You  have  always  been  candid  and  re- 
sponsive to  this  committee,  and  to  me.  and 
that  is  much  appreciated. 

While  I  respect  your  professionalism  and 
your  valuable  knowledge  of  the  national 
and  world  financial  system.  I  am  deeply  con- 
cerned atwut  certain  past  Federal  Reserve 
policy  decisions  that  I  feel  have  done  far 
more  harm  than  good.  I  wonder  if  we  will 
see  a  return  to  those  policies  in  the  future? 


Specifically,  I  t>elieve  we  witnessed  a 
period  of  excessive  reliance  on  rigid  mone- 
tarism at  the  Fed  during  your  first  term  as 
Chairman  which  drove  interest  rates  to 
record  levels  and  in  turn  plunged  the  Nation 
and  the  world  into  the  deepest  recession 
since  the  great  depression. 

Other  negative  factors  were  also  at  work- 
but  delil)erate  Federal  Reserve  policies  were 
a  minor  cause  of  interest  rates  that  were  too 
high  for  too  long.  The  economic  damage 
that  resulted  is  measured  in  the  hundreds 
of  billions  of  dollars  of  lost  production— and 
in  several  million  lost  jot>s.  Our  internation- 
al trade  status  was  also  badly  damaged. 
Entire  nations  were  driven  to  the  edge  of 
bankruptcy.  My  own  state  of  Michigan  Is  ex- 
periencing double  digit  unemployment  now 
for  the  38th  consecutive  month— with  the 
state  government  itself  nearly  driven  into 
insolvency. 

With  business  and  financial  bankruptcies 
beginning  to  cascade  last  year,  the  Fed 
clearly  changed  its  policies  and  moved  away 
from  strict  reliance  on  arbitrary  monetary 
aggregates  and  growth  targets:  interest 
rates  declined  sharply,  and  an  economic  re- 
covery began  to  occur. 

This  brings  us  to  the  present  moment, 
where  the  Fed  has  tieen  allowing  money 
supply  growth  well  above  its  announced  tar- 
gets—and economic  activity  has  accelerated. 

Now  the  Fed  watchers  are  awaiting  with 
keen  interest— and  some  apprehension— the 
result  of  this  week's  Fed  policy  decision 
making  with  respect  to  the  future  course  of 
interest  rates. 

It  is  page  one  news— because  the  world  fi- 
nancial and  economic  structure  remains  in  a 
very  fragile  and  perilous  condition  as  you 
well  know.  Economic  recovery  must  be  sus- 
tained by  appropriate  monetary  policies— as 
well  as  appropriate  fiscal,  trade,  and  inter- 
national financing  policies. 

While  all  these  policies  ought  to  \x  care- 
fully synchronized  to  achieve  positive  re- 
sults—a major  miscalculation  on  monetary 
policy  could  stop  the  economic  recovery  in 
its  tracks  and  subject  the  world  economy  to 
new  dangers  it  cannot  tolerate  at  this  time. 

So  I  am  profoundly  concerned  about  the 
future  direction  of  Fed  policy— and  how.  in 
combination  with  other  key  policies  varia- 
bles—future Fed  policy  is  going  to  effect  in- 
terest rates. 

President  Reagan's  F»ress  Secretary  speak- 
ing for  the  President,  just  this  week  has 
given  blunt  instruction  to  the  Fed  this  week 
from  President  Reagan  himself,  that  he 
does  not  want  interest  rates  driven  higher 
by  Federal  Reserve  policy. 

So  this  concern  extends  from  the  Senate 
Banking  Committee  to  the  White  House 
and  from  Main  Street  to  Wall  Street.  It  is  a 
profound  matter  of  concern  throughout  the 
entire  world.  Every  financial  center  around 
the  world  fears  high  U.S.  interest  rates  and 
has  said  so  in  the  plainest  language. 

It  is  widely  acknowledged  that  a  sharp  rise 
in  U.S.  interest  rates  will  plunge  the  world 
economy  back  into  recession— or  worse. 

In  fact  the  grave  international  financial 
problems  could  create  a  crisis  of  confidence, 
unless  wise  and  steady  economic  policy  ac- 
tions arc  taken  by  our  government  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  System. 

You  are  highly  regarded  in  international 
financial  circles,  and  your  international 
standing  and  reputation  are  valuable  assets 
at  a  time  of  International  financial  instabil- 
ity and  high  risk.  Some  observers  have  gone 
as  far  as  to  suggest  that  may  have  been  a 
decisive  factor  In  the  White  House  decision 
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to  ask  you  to  serve  another  term  as  Fed 
Chairman. 

We  here  are  charged  with  the  confirma- 
tion responsibilty  for  a  position  which  I  be- 
lieve, at  this  time,  stands  only  second  in  im- 
portance behind  the  job  held  by  the  Presi- 
dent himself. 

We  have  only  the  options  of  accepting  or 
rejecting  your  nomination,  a  nomination 
the  President  alone  is  empowered  to  make. 
As  a  practical  matter,  all  indications  are 
that  you  will  likely  be  confirmed  by  a  sub- 
stantial vote,  despite  the  deep  concern  many 
members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have 
about  your  future  monetary  policy  inten- 
tions. 

Our  purpose  here  then  is  to  do  the  best  we 
can  to  help  illuminate  and  place  upon  the 
record  your  policy  intentions  under  a  varie- 
ty of  financial  circumstances. 

For  example,  if  unemployment  begins  to 
rise  again,  at  what  point  would  the  unem- 
ployment level  itself  prompt  the  Federal 
Reserve  to  reduce  interest  rates  in  order  to 
stimulate  recovery? 

What  lessons  has  the  Fed  learned  from  its 
policies  over  the  past  4  years? 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  need  for 
fiscal  restraint— and  have  worked  with 
others  in  the  effort  to  preserve  the  Budget 
process  in  order  to  achieve  greater  fiscal  dis- 
cipline. But  tight  money  and  high  interest 
rates  cannot  properly  solve  the  problem  of 
loose  fiscal  policy.  In  this  area  we  need  help 
from  Defense  Secretary  Weinberger  and  the 
Reagan  Administration:  we  are  not  getting 
it.  Overly  tight  monetary  policy  could  tip 
the  world  economy  into  a  depression— and 
that  would  be  catastrophic. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
voting  against  Mr.  Volcker  for  reap- 
pointment as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  because  I  believe  his 
past  performance  does  not  merit  his 
reappointment.  During  his  first  term 
as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  both  interest  rates  and  money 
supply  had  tremendous  fluctuations 
which  I  believe  are  directly  attributa- 
ble to  mismanagement  by  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

These  fluctuations  in  interest  rates 
have  caused  a  tremendous  amount  of 
damage  to  the  economy  and  have  led 
to  higher  unemployment  and  deficits. 
Actions  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
which  had  been  allowing  money 
supply  to  expand  by  double-digit  fig- 
ures throughout  1978,  1979,  and  1980, 
overly  restricted  money  supply  at  the 
end  of  1980  or  coincidentally  right 
after  the  election.  In  other  words,  we 
allowed  easy  money  to  flow  until  the 
1980  election,  but  shortly  after  the 
election  money  supply  was  restricted 
dramatically.  We  saw  the  prime  rate 
increase  from  11 V2  percent  in  Septem- 
ber 1980.  to  21 V4  percent  by  December 
1980.  These  unbelievably  high-interest 
rates  were  maintained  throughout  the 
year  1981  and  I  believe  are  the  major 
culprit  of  the  recession  from  which  we 
are  just  now  recovering. 

I  believe  these  extreme  fluctuations 
and  large  increases  in  interest  rates 
were  caused  by  actions  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board.  Our  country  is  now  in 
the  process  of  recovering  from  a  pro- 
longed recession.  This  is.  I  believe,  in 


large  part  because  interest  rates  are 
now  in  the  more  reasonable  range, 
prime  rate  being  10%  percent  as  com- 
pared to  20  V2  percent  2  years  ago. 

Congress  has  in  my  opinion  given  far 
too  much  responsibility  and  authority 
to  a  nonelected  official,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  who  in 
this  case,  and  based  on  Mr.  Volcker's 
past  periformance,  does  not  warrant 
confirmation  by  the  Senate  for  a 
second  term  as  Chairman. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President.  I 
will  vote  against  the  nomination  of 
Paul  Volcker  to  be  Chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. 

I  do  so  not  because  I  have  any  per- 
sonal objection  to  Mr.  Volcker.  I  think 
he  is  a  capable,  knowledgeable,  intelli- 
gent, and  dedicated  public  servant. 
But  he  is  the  architect  and  symbol  of 
a  cold,  cruel,  and  callous  economic 
policy.  I  do  not  support  that  policy.  It 
has  deliberately  produced  recession 
and  high  unemployment,  bankruptcies 
and  foreclosures,  and  has  broken  the 
fair  expectations  of  working  men  and 
women,  business  people,  farmers,  and 
homeowners,  that  they  should  have  a 
reasonable  opportunity  to  earn  a 
decent  living  and  lead  a  dignified  life. 

I  will  vote  therefore  against  his  nom- 
ination. 

Monetary  policy  today  is  coming 
under  increasing  criticism  even  from 
those  who  serve  as  apologists  for  an 
over-all  approach  to  the  economy  that 
primarily  works  for  the  benefit  of  the 
very  wealthy. 

Monetary  restraints  have  helped 
produce  what  may  be  only  a  tempo- 
rary end  to  inflation.  Other  factors— 
the  world  oil  glut  and  bountiful 
crops— have  contributed  to  the  present 
suppression  of  inflation. 

Monetary  restraints  and  escalating 
interest  rates  have  proved  mainly  suc- 
cessful only  in  blunting  economic  re- 
covery. They  are  only  part  of  what  is 
needed  to  restore  our  economy  to  full 
productivity  and  full  employment 
without  inflation  and  without  high-in- 
terest rates— goals  to  which  I  am  irrev- 
ocably committed. 

Extreme  reliance  on  monetary  policy 
has  exacted  too  high  a  price  from  too 
many  innocent  bystanders.  I  know  we 
need  a  sound,  balanced  monetary 
policy  without  unrestrained  growth  in 
the  money  supply— but  the  Fed,  under 
Mr.  Volcker,  has  been  too  extreme; 
and  we  must  not  rely  on  the  Fed 
alone. 

Mr.  President,  I  reemphasize  that  we 
must  not  rely  on  the  Fed  alone  to  con- 
trol inflation  and  to  balance  our  econ- 
omy. 

Paul  Volcker  would  be  the  first  to 
agree  with  that  statement,  certainly; 
he  has  testified  to  that  sentiment 
countless  times  before  the  Senate 
Banking  Committee. 

The  other  instruments  of  the  harsh 
economic  policies  our  Nation  has  been 


pursuing  for  the  past  few  years  are 
the  Reagan  administration  and  a  com- 
pliant Congress. 

Congress  itself  has  yielded  to  the 
Federal  Reserve  enormous  powers— by 
default. 

The  newspapers  last  week  reported  a 
confident  upward  surge  in  the  prices 
of  stocks.  Why?  Because  Paul  Volcker 
suggested  that  the  Fed  might  be  flexi- 
ble in  providing  credit  to  the  financial 
system.  With  the  flicker  of  his  eyelid, 
the  markets  rise  and  fall  30  points. 
That  is  astounding.  My  colleagues 
should  consider  why  that  is  and  what 
our  own  responsibility  is  for  restoring 
strength  and  fairness  to  our  Nation's 
economy. 

Mr.  President.  Paul  Volcker  is  a 
decent  and  honorable  man.  but  he  rep- 
resents a  great  danger  simply  because 
he  is  skilled  at  what  he  does— using  a 
faulty  and  cruel  theory  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  monetary  system  of  the 
Nation.  And  that  is  a  seductive  danger 
to  Congress  and  to  the  administration, 
because  it  lulls  us  all  into  thinking 
that  the  system  is  working  when  In 
fact  it  is  not  working. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
am  tempted  to  vote  against  Mr. 
Volcker  because  his  policies  have  con- 
tributed to  our  problems,  I  have  decid- 
ed to  vote  "yes"  for  these  reasons. 
First,  if  we  reject  him,  we  are  likely  to 
receive  a  worse  nomination  from  the 
President;  and  second,  the  policies  of 
Mr.  Volcker  to  which  I  objected  were 
in  part  a  result  of  the  administration's 
high  deficit  programs.  Rejecting  Mr. 
Volcker  would  put  the  focus  of  respon- 
sibility in  the  wrong  place. 

Finally,  Mr.  Volcker  has  the  confi- 
dence of  the  international  financial 
markets,  which  is  going  to  be  crucial  if 
the  international  debt  crisis  is  to  avoid 
becoming  an  actual  worldwide  disas- 
ter. 

I  must  add  that  I  cannot  predict 
with  any  degree  of  certainty  a  success- 
ful second  term  for  him.  As  he  has  in- 
dicated himself,  the  huge  Federal  defi- 
cits which  are  likely  in  the  years  to 
come  will  make  his  task  an  extremely 
difficult  one.  Unless  the  F»resident 
shows  some  flexibility  on  the  issues  of 
defense  spending  and  taxes,  and  unless 
the  Congress  is  willing  to  vote  for  a 
program  of  shared  sacrifice.  Mr. 
Volcker  may  be  presented  with  an  im- 
possible task.  As  the  economy  ex- 
pands, the  need  for  credit  to  finance 
that  expansion  as  well  as  the  Federal 
deficit  will  generate  pressures  which 
will  threaten  long-term  economic 
growth.  If  the  Federal  Reserve  sup- 
plies too  much  credit,  inflationary 
pressures  and  inflationary  expecta- 
tions will  drive  up  interest  rates,  even- 
tually leading  to  a  recession.  If  the 
Federal  Reserve  supplies  too  little 
credit,  the  private  and  Federal 
demand   for   credit   will   collide   and 
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drive    up    interest    rates,    eventually 
leading  to  a  recession. 

I  hope  the  President  and  the  Con- 
gress are  wise  enough  not  to  present 
Mr.  Volcker  with  a  choice  like  that. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
renomination  of  Paul  Volcker  as 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  sends  a  clear  signal  that  the 
President  intends  to  persist  in  his 
high-unemployment,  high-interest- 
rate  economic  strategy. 

His  record  is  clear.  The  11  million 
unemployed  Americans  who  have  suf- 
fered through  the  worst  recession 
since  the  Second  World  War,  the  thou- 
sands of  farmers  who  cannot  sell  their 
crops  because  of  our  overvalued  dollar, 
and  the  countless  business  men  and 
women  who  have  seen  unsold  goods 
pile  up  in  stock  rooms  because  of  high- 
Interest  rates  know  that  Mr.  Volckers 
policies  have  failed. 

And  the  issue  here  is  one  of  policy, 
not  personality.  Mr.  Volcker  is  a  dis- 
tinguished public  servant  and  one  of 
the  most  engaging  and  forthcoming 
officials  with  whom  I  have  worked. 
Sadly,  the  policies  he  has  pursued 
have  not  worked. 

The  President  may  believe  that 
more  of  the  same  is  good  for  the  coun- 
try. I  do  not.  and  will  not  vote  to  con- 
firm Mr.  Volckers  nomination. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  the  confirmation  of  Paul 
Volcker  for  another  term  as  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  Quite 
frankly,  this  is  not  a  speech  I  expected 
to  give  just  1  year  ago.  However,  I 
have  been  pleased  with  the  role  the 
Fed  has  played  during  the  last  year  in 
bringing  down  interest  rates  from  the 
high  of  21  percent. 

In  my  home  State  of  South  Dakota, 
the  effects  of  high  interest  rates  have 
been  nothing  short  of  devastating. 
Small  business  owners,  farmers,  and 
consumers  alike  have  suffered  from 
the  high  cost  of  borrowing  money.  For 
some  business  owners  and  farmers,  the 
results  were  fatal  to  their  family  liveli- 
hoods. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  con- 
cern recently  that  the  Fed  will  return 
to  policies  which  will  encourage  high 
interest  rates.  I  certainly  hope  that 
these  concerns  are  unwarranted. 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
the  majority  of  Americans  simply 
•  cannot  afford  another  struggle  of  that 
nature.  The  economic  recovery  is  just 
beginning  to  be  felt  in  the  heartland 
of  this  country.  I  believe,  and  many  of 
my  colleagues  would  agree,  that  any 
steps  which  would  jeopardize  that  re- 
covery would  also  jeopardize  the  jobs 
and  futures  of  many  Americans. 

I  urge  Mr.  Volcker  and  his  col- 
leagues on  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
to  maintain  a  policy  of  holding  down 
and  reducing  interest  rates.  The 
strength  of  our  economy  and  our 
people  depends  on  it. 


•  Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
voting  for  Chairman  Volcker's  renomi- 
nation to  the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  I 
do  so  despite  my  differences  with  rigid 
Federal  Reserve  policy  over  the  last 
2V2  years  and  my  belief  that  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  still  must  make 
further  changes  in  the  target  ranges. 

If  anyone  is  to  be  held  responsible 
for  the  devastation  of  our  economy 
and  the  serious  recession,  it  is  the 
President  and  not  Mr.  Volcker.  To 
vote  against  Mr.  Volcker  would  be  to 
exonerate  the  President  from- his  fail- 
ure to  restrain  the  growth  of  the  Fed- 
eral deficit.* 

•  Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  confirmation  of  Paul 
A.  Volcker  for  his  second  term  as 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  I  have  never  been  a  vocal  critic 
of  Chairman  Volcker  because  I  believe 
his  job  has  been  made  very  difficult  by 
Congress'  failure  to  enact  fiscal  poli- 
cies that  would  bring  this  Nation 
closer  to  a  balanced  budget.  As  long  as 
Congress  is  unwilling  to  cut  Federal 
spending  and  thereby,  reduce  the  defi- 
cit, the  Federal  Reserve  Board  will  be 
faced  with  the  very  difficult  task  of 
implementing  proper  monetary  poli- 
cies in  an  unstable  environment. 

Nevertheless,  despite  the  difficulties 
that  the  Federal  Reserve  has  faced  in 
attempting  to  implement  a  proper 
monetary  policy,  I  believe  that  its 
record  over  the  past  4  years  has  not 
necessarily  been  exemplary.  During 
the  first  2  years  of  Chairman  Volcker's 
term,  the  Federal  Reserve's  monetary 
policies  were  too  loose  and  as  a  result, 
Americans  suffered  through  a  dramat- 
ic rise  in  the  inflation  rate,  and  subse- 
quently interest  rates.  Then  in  1980 
and  1981  and  the  first  half  of  1982.  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  clamped  down 
on  the  money  supply  at  a  time  when 
the  Government  was  not  necessarily 
reducing  spending.  Now.  and  for  the 
past  months,  the  Federal  Reserve 
again  accelerated  the  growth  of  the 
money  supply.  We  need  a  stable  mone- 
tary policy  that  is  consistent  with  the 
fiscal  policies  of  the  Government.  I  do 
not  subscribe  to  the  idea  that  the 
economy  can  be  whipped  into  shape 
simply  by  tinkering  with  the  supply  of 
money. 

However,  despite  my  vote  of  opposi- 
tion. I  hope  to  be  able  to  continue  to 
work  with  Mr.  Volcker  to  help  imple- 
ment fiscal  policies  which  will  coordi- 
nate with  monetary  policy  should  his 
nomination  be  approved.* 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  I  have  lis- 
tened to  the  remarks  of  my  colleagues 
from  Tennessee  and  Arizona,  I  certain- 
ly respect  their  right  to  oppose  this 
nomination  and  vote  against  it. 

I  must  say  that  I  do  support  the 
nomination  of  Mr.  Volcker.  What  puz- 
zles me  is  to  hear  both  of  my  col- 
leagues blame  virtually  every  bit  of 
the  problems  of  this  economy— the 
trade  problems,  the  interest  rates,  un- 


employment—on one  man.  Again,  they 
have  a  right  to  vote  against  him  for 
any  reason  they  want.  But  I  think  it  is 
totally  unfair  to  dismiss  the  role  of 
the  Congress'  fiscal  policy  in  causing 
these  problems. 

It  was  suggested  in  the  nomination 
hearings  as  we  listened  to  the  same 
type  of  complaint,  that  the  only  thing 
Mr.  Volcker  was  not  responsible  for 
was  herpes  and  AIDS  and  maybe  he 
had  caused  those  as  well. 

I  also  want  to  make  a  remark  about 
the  independence  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. The  Senator  from  Arizona  sug- 
gested that  maybe  the  Fed  should  not 
have  so  much  independence,  and  made 
a  comparison  between  that  and  the 
military  budget.  Certainly,  no  one 
would  take  the  appropriations  process 
away  from  the  Congress  and  give  it  to 
an  independent  agency.  It  would  not 
be  responsible  to  give  that  to  the  mili- 
tary or  any  other  agency  of  the  Feder- 
al Government.  We  would  not  want  to 
do  that. 

I  also  should  point  out  that  we  con- 
stantly lump  all  this  blame  on  one 
man,  the  chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  who  has  only  one  vote  out 
of  seven  on  the  Board.  So  whatever 
blame  is  due,  it  is  due  to  seven  or  a 
majority  who  vote  on  these  policies. 

In  the  Federal  Open  Market  Com- 
mittee the  chairman  has  only  I  vote 
out  of  12.  So  at  least  we  should  blame 
7  and  we  should  blame  12  if  we  are 
going  to  blame  the  Federal  Reserve 
and  not  try  to  make  one  individual 
personality  a  scapegoat  for  these  poli- 
cies. These  are  other  people  involved 
in  that  decisionmaking  process. 

The  reason  I  so  strongly  favor  the 
independence  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
is  because  of  what  I  said  in  my  open- 
ing remarks,  the  totally  irresponsible 
behavior  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  for  three  decades  in 
spending. 

We  simply  have  been  out  of  control, 
buying  votes  all  over  this  country.  I 
repeat  what  I  said,  there  is  a  $1.3  tril- 
lion national  debt.  When  we  look  at  a 
$200  billion  deficit  for  next  year,  is 
that  due  to  current  spending  or  tax  re- 
ductions? No.  Only  about  $70  billion  of 
it  is  because  it  is  estimated  that  the  in- 
terest on  the  national  debt  will  be  in 
excess  of  $128  billion. 

So  if  we  had  not  been  borrowing  and 
having  deficits  year  after  year  after 
year  through  both  Republican  and 
Democratic  administrations.  and 
through  many  Congresses.  15  of  them, 
we  would  not  have  a  deficit  problem 
today,  if  we  had  not  been  mortgaging 
our  grandchildren's  future. 

Just  consider  that.  $128  billion  out 
of  the  $200  billion  is  not  for  spending 
of  any  kind.  It  is  not  due  to  tax  reduc- 
tions. It  is  due  to  paying  interest  on 
past  deficits  built  up  by  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 


We  caimot  responsibly  blame  this 
Chairman  or  Chairman  Martin  or  any 
other  Chairman  or  member  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  for  those  facts. 
Those  are  facts.  Only  Congress  has 
the  ability  to  appropriate  that  money. 
That  is  the  major  reason  that  we 
have  all  of  the  problems  that  both  of 
my  colleagues  outlined.  They  are  cor- 
rect in  their  statistics  about  home- 
building  and  unemployment.  Where 
we  disagree  is  who  caused  them. 

I  think  anyone  who  objectively  looks 
at  the  facts  and  the  history  of  the 
buildup  of  the  Federal  debt  has  to 
conclude  that  not  all  but  a  majority  of 
the  reason  lies  with  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States.  So  do  we  say  that 
we  want  Congress  to  also  control  the 
monetary  policy  of  this  country  with 
that  kind  of  a  record  on  fiscal  policy? 

It  is  very  much  like  the  example  I 
have  used  before.  When  I  was  mayor 
of  Salt  Lake  City  and  I  needed  to  hire 
a  new  fire  chief.  I  did  not  go  out  to  the 
Utah  State  Prison  and  hire  the  No.  1 
arsonist  to  be  the  new  chief  of  the  fire 
department. 

So.  if  we  do  not  like  the  monetary 
policy,  good  heavens,  let  us  not  turn  it 
over  to  Congress  with  a  $1.3  trillion 
national  debt,  with  $128  billion  of  in- 
terest on  it.  Is  that  who  we  want  to  de- 
termine monetary  policy? 

Even  if  we  do  not  like  Paul  Volcker, 
even  if  we  do  not  want  his  monetary 
policy,  who  are  we  going  to  turn  it 
over  to?  The  burglars  known  as  Sena- 
tors and  Congressmen  who  have 
raided  the  taxpayers'  pockets  all  these 
years  and  created  this  big  debt? 

No.  no.  Let  us  preserve  that  inde- 
pendence. Let  us  make  sure  there  is 
somebody  out  there  who  is  not  going 
to  go  wild  with  monetary  policy. 

When  I  look  back  at  the  proposals 
for  solutions  to  our  problems  that 
have  been  before  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee when  Senator  Proxmire  was 
chairman,  and  the  2 '/a  years  I  have 
been  chairman.  I  would  be  willing  to 
bet  you  if  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  had  coupled  its  idea  of  mone- 
tary policy  with  what  we  have  done 
fiscally,  it  should  have  a  prime  rate  of 
at  least  25  percent  right  now. 

It  is  absolutely  amazing  what  condi- 
tion this  country  would  be  in  if  we  had 
a  monetary  policy  conducted  like  our 
fiscal  policy. 

I  agree  totally  and  completely  with 
my  colleagues  from  Tennessee  and  Ar- 
izona about  the  problem  and  the  sta- 
tistics. They  are  absolutely  right. 
Where  we  disagree  is  who  is  primarily 
at  fault.  Certainly,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  has  had  their  part  in  that 
problem,  but  it  is  a  minor  role  com- 
pared to  that  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  played.  The  Ameri- 
can people  ought  to  take  a  look  at 
that. 

They  ought  to  take  a  look  at  that  in 
the  next  election.  They  ought  to  find 
out  in  both  parties,  whether  Republi- 


cans or  Democrats,  liberals  or  conserv- 
atives, who  votes  the  way  they  talk. 
Because  everybody  is  for  a  balanced 
budget;  I  have  not  heard  in  2^!  years 
now  anybody  in  this  body,  regardless 
of  which  side  of  the  aisle,  who  is  not 
for  a  balanced  budget. 

Boy,  do  we  have  bom-again  converts 
to  fiscal  conservatism  in  this  body.  All 
the  rhetoric  is  correct.  We  all  go  back 
to  our  States  and  say.  "Oh,  we  have  to 
do  something  about  those  deficits,  ev- 
erything except  vote  to  reduce  them." 
I  suggest  that  the  American  people 
not  fall  for  this. 

Do  not  put  all  of  this  on  Paul 
Volcker.  I  suggest  that  the  voters  ex- 
amine in  1984  the  voting  records  of 
their  Congressmen  and  Senators  and 
see  if  they  vote  for  fiscal  policy  the 
way  they  talk  about  it  at  home.  If 
they  do  not,  get  rid  of  them,  I  do  not 
care  which  party.  It  does  not  make 
any  difference  to  me.  With  the  condi- 
tion this  country  is  in,  with  seven  chil- 
dren, the  youngest.  1  year  old.  I  do  not 
know  how  they  are  going  to  be  able  to 
buy  a  house  or  live  in  this  kind  of 
fiscal  environment. 

Yes,  the  problem  is  real,  but  let  us 
put  the  blame  where  it  belongs  and 
not  try  to  do  a  charade  and  pull  the 
wool  over  the  people's  eyes  and  try  to 
convince  them.  It  wasn't  us,  we  are 
clean  and  pure,  we  didn't  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  it.  nothing  at  all.  It  is 
all  Mr.  Volcker,  all  6  feet  7 '/a  inches  of 
him.  He  did  it  all  by  himself  and  we 
will  lump  the  herpes  and  AIDS  on  him 
as  well.  We  have  not  done  a  thing. 
Boy.  are  we  not  great,  were  we  not 
wonderful?  If  we  could  just  change  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  then  every- 
thing would  fall  into  place  and  we 
would  not  have  any  problems  any 
more. 

No,  let  us  place  the  blame  right 
where  it  belongs,  right  here  and  at  the 
other  end  of  the  Capitol.  When  we  get 
our  fiscal  house  in  order,  then  we  will 
solve  the  problem.  When  we  have  the 
courage  to  face  the  fiscal  issues  and 
start  really  reducing  those  deficits  in- 
stead of  talking  about  them,  then  you 
will  find  out  being  Chairman  of  the 
Fed  is  kind  of  easy.  When  you  have  a 
stable  fiscal  policy,  it  is  not  too  hard 
to  manage  the  money  supply. 

The  former  chairman  of  the  conunit- 
tee  probably  gave  one  of  the  best  talks 
I  have  ever  heard  on  Mr.  Volcker's 
nomination,  when  he  wished  him  luck 
and  said  "You  poor  devil."  He  also 
mentioned— he  is  here  and  I  should 
not  be  quoting  him— but  I  enjoyed  his 
speech  so  much,  I  wish  I  had  given  it 
instead  of  him.  He  said  no  matter 
what  he  does,  if  he  increases  the 
money  supply,  interest  rates  will  go 
up;  if  he  tightens  the  money  supply, 
interest  rates  will  go  up.  That  is  a  fact. 
We  are  the  ones  who  control  the  inter- 
est rates  right  here  in  Congress.  Re- 
gardless  of   what   Mr.   Volcker   does. 


with  $200  billion  deficits,  interest  rates 
are  going  to  go  up. 

I  hope  the  American  people  will  rec- 
ognize that  and  start  putting  the  pres- 
sure where  it  really  belongs— here,  in 
Congress.  When  we  start  reducing 
those  $200  billion  deficits,  then  we 
shall  see  some  progress. 

At  this  point,  I  am  happy  to  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  for  yielding. 

Mr.  President,  I  echo  the  views  just 
expressed  by  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Utah.  I  think  Paul  Volcker 
has  done  an  outstanding  job.  I  think 
we  ought  to  vote  for  him  because  he 
deserves  our  vote  of  confidence.  I  am 
not  certain  Congress  deserves  the 
same  vote  of  confidence,  but  that  is 
another  question. 

THE  VOLCKER  NOMINATION  AND  CONGRESS'  TASK 

Mr.  President,  as  we  take  up  the 
nomination  of  Paul  Volcker  to  contin- 
ue to  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve,  we  ought  to  consider  the  rela- 
tion between  the  job  he  has  agreed  to 
take  on  for  another  term  and  the  job 
we  in  Congress  are  obligated  to  fulfill. 
I  intend  to  vote  for  the  renomination 
of  Chairman  Volcker  because  I  believe 
as  I  said,  that  he  has  done,  on  the 
whole,  a  good  job  under  very  trying 
circumstances.  He  has  earned  the  con- 
fidence of  the  financial  community. 

While  there  is,  as  always,  consider- 
able controversy  over  the  conduct  of 
monetary  policy  on  a  day-to-day  basis, 
there  is  virtually  no  disagreement  with 
the  view  that  the  Fed's  conduct  of 
monetary  policy  under  Paul  Volcker 
has  made  a  substantial  contribution  to 
beating  back  inflation  to  the  lowest 
level  in  16  years.  Over  the  12-month 
period  ending  in  June,  inflation  was 
only  2.6  percent  as  measured  by  the 
Consumer  Price  Index.  That  is  our 
best  inflation  performance  since  1967. 
Our  achievement  on  the  inflation 
front  is  beyond  dispute.  The  question 
we  are  confronted  with  now  is.  How 
long  can  that  achievement  be  sus- 
tained? And  that  is  a  question  that 
Chairman  Volcker  and  the  Federal  Re- 
serve cannot  answer  alone. 

THE  FISCAL  BATTLE 

Mr.  President,  in  the  real  world 
monetary  policy  alone  cannot  cure  in- 
flation and  insure  a  stable  recovery.  In 
theory  it  could  do  so,  but  we  are  not 
operating  in  theory— we  have  to  cope 
with  the  real  limitations  imposed  by 
politics  and  by  our  broad  domestic  and 
international  responsibilities.  What  we 
are  seeing  now  is  the  real  threat  that 
our  severe  fiscal  imbalance  will  make 
the  price  of  steering  a  steady  mone- 
tary course  too  high  for  us  to  accept. 
The  fear  and  uncertainty  that  threat- 
en sustained  economic  progress  is  pre- 
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cisely  that— the  Congress  will  neither 
accept  that  price,  nor  rectify  the  fiscal 
situation  in  time,  so  that  something 
will  have  to  give.  And  what  many  in 
the  financial  markets  fear  is  that  what 
will  give  is  Fed  policy— either  under 
pressure  from  Congress,  or  because 
the  fiscal  situation  becomes  so  unsus- 
tainable that  reinflation  cannot  be 
avoided. 

We  should  not  have  to  face  this 
choice,  and  we  should  not  force  Chair- 
man Volcker  or  the  Federal  Reserve  to 
make  that  choice  for  us.  and  take  the 
blame  for  whatever  happens.  We  have 
given  the  Fed  authority  over  monetary 
policy,  but  we  have  reserved  for  Con- 
gress, and  the  President,  responsibility 
over  the  fiscal  situation.  This  is  our 
job:  If  we  fail  there  is  no  one  to  blame 
but  ourselves.  If  we  want  our  policies 
to  work  in  harmony  with  Fed  actions 
to  achieve  the  long-sought  goal  of 
stable  smd  sustained  economic  growth, 
it  is  high  time  we  got  a  grip  on  fiscal 
reality. 

SPENDING 

There  is  plenty  of  blame  to  go 
around  for  our  fiscal  impasse,  but  ap- 
portioning blame  will  not  give  us  any 
answers  or  solve  any  problems.  Instead 
we  need  a  realistic  assessment  of  what 
our  problems  are  now.  and  of  what 
steps  we  have  to  take  to  resolve  them. 
By  any  standard  of  reckoning,  the  pri- 
mary problem  is  our  failure  to  main- 
tain control  over  Federal  spending. 

Mr.  I*resident,  we  have  worked  all 
year  to  produce  a  budget  that  could 
have  a  credible  impact  on  reducing  the 
deficit.  Nevertheless,  it  is  hard  to 
maintain  that  the  budget  we  finally 
did  produce  could  have  that  effect.  As 
my  colleagues  know,  I  opposed  the 
budget  resolution  because  I  believed  it 
was  not  credible:  That  it  assumed  una- 
chievable tax  increases  without  having 
a  significant  impact  on  spending.  But 
it  is  worth  reviewing  why  that  budget 
does  not  meet  our  needs. 

We  spent  6  months  here  trying  to 
reduce  the  deficit,  which  I  refer  to 
from  time  to  time  as  a  dead  cat.  There 
are  no  spending  reductions,  a  lot  of 
tax  increases.  It  is  not  a  good  budget. 

Reconciled  spending  reductions  in 
the  1984  budget  are  just  $2.8  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1984  and  $12.3  billion  over  3 
years.  Taking  into  account  revenue 
reconciliation,  86  percent  of  the  recon- 
ciled deficit  reduction  is  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  Finance  Committee.  But 
apart  from  reconciliation,  the  net 
effect  of  the  budget  in  fiscal  year  1984 
is  to  increase  spending  by  $1  billion. 
But  what  is  worse  is  the  so-called  re- 
serve or  contingency  fund.  That  fund 
authorizes  substajitial  new  spending 
while  pretending  not  to  count  it  in  the 
budget  or  the  budget  deficit.  When  we 
take  into  account  the  reserve  fund, 
spending  would  increase  by  about  $10 
billion  in  fiscal  year  1984. 

So  fso-  as  establishing  a  trendline 
toward  a  lower  deficit,  it  is  true  that 


the  budget  resolution  calls  for  a  1986 
deficit  about  $65  billion  lower  than 
would  otherwise  be  the  case.  But  only 
$4.4  billion  of  that  decrease  is  due  to 
nondefense  spending  reductions:  The 
rest  is  a  $46  billion  tax  increase  and  a 
$15  billion  cut  in  defense  spending. 

This  is  not  an  acceptable  perform- 
ance on  the  part  of  Congress  when  the 
deficit  problem  is  so  acute,  and  when 
spending  is  so  clearly  the  main  diffi- 
culty. Spending  is  running  at  25  per- 
cent of  GNF,  and  while  that  is  partly 
due  to  the  recessionary  decline  in 
GNF,  it  is  also  due  to  our  continued 
failure  to  control  burgeoning  prograun 
costs  and  appropriations  levels.  So 
spending  must  be  our  first  line  of 
attack  if  we  are  serious  about  deficit 
reduction. 

TAXES 

Mr.  President,  Members  are  also 
aware  that  I  opposed  the  level  of  reve- 
nue increases  in  the  budget  resolution. 
That  is  partly  because  I  believe  we 
just  do  not  have  the  votes  to  enact  a 
$73  billion  tax  increase.  But  it  is  also 
because  we  have  no  right  to  ask  the 
taxpayers  to  kick  in  a  higher  share  of 
their  resources  without  a  more  com- 
prehensive, credible  deficit  reduction 
plan  that  makes  real  progress  in  con- 
trolling spending.  In  addition,  I  share 
the  view  of  many  of  my  colleagues 
that,  as  we  see  recovery  taking  shape, 
we  ought  to  be  wary  of  short-term  tax 
increases  that  might  impede  progress. 

We  can  increase  revenues,  and  we 
will  need  to  do  so  if  we  are  to  have  any 
kind  of  broad-based  attack  on  the  defi- 
cit. But  we  should  do  it  in  the  right 
way  and  at  the  right  time.  We  should 
not  raise  tax  rates,  or  renege  on  our 
promise  to  index  the  Tax  Code,  or  slap 
on  new  miscellaneous  taxes  that  affect 
working  Americans.  There  are  two 
basic  conditions  and  revenue-raising 
agreement  should  meet.  The  first  is 
that  new  revenues  be  firmly  and  deci- 
sively linked  to  specific  steps  to  reduce 
spending— ideally  we  should  want  to 
see  a  dollar  of  spending  reduction  for 
every  dollar  of  new  revenue  plauined. 
Second,  we  should  generate  new  reve- 
nue by  improving  the  existing  tax 
laws.  That  means  the  type  of  ap- 
proach we  took  in  1982— narrowing  the 
compliance  gap,  collecting  more  in 
taxes  already  due,  and  shutting  down 
unjustified  tax  breaks  and  preferential 
treatment  that  has  little  or  no  eco- 
nomic justification.  The  Finance  Com- 
mittee has  already  had  hearings  on 
the  more  than  $295  billion  in  tax  pref- 
erences that  exist,  and  on  possible  new 
compliance  measures.  We  are  ready  to 
proceed  if  we  can  get  the  kind  of 
agreement  I  have  outlined:  Or  we  can 
wait,  in  uncertainty  and  at  risk  to  the 
recovery,  for  another  year  or  more. 

SUMMIT 

Mr.  President,  everyone  knows  what 
we  should  do.  But  clearly  the  inertia 
of  the  political  season  is  already  upon 
us,  and  it  is  having  an  effect  on  the 


work  of  the  Senate.  Presidential  poli- 
tics already  intrudes  into  our  schedule 
and  hampers  the  disposition  of  impor- 
tant matters  before  us.  That  is  why, 
several  weeks  ago,  I  proposed  a  budget 
sunmiit  to  break  the  impasse.  There  is 
no  reason  why  the  President,  together 
with  the  leadership  of  the  House  and 
the  Senate,  cannot  work  out  together 
an  agreement  that  will  cut  the  deficit 
in  the  way  I  have  suggested  and  safe- 
guard the  recovery.  But  so  far  this 
proposal  has  had  a  less  than  enthusi- 
astic response. 

It  is  easy  to  understand  why  no  one 
wants  to  take  the  first  step,  why  no 
one  wants  to  take  the  political  heat 
for  bringing  about  an  agreement  that 
cuts  popular  program  or  limits  popu- 
lar tax  breaks.  But  if  everyone  would 
take  just  a  little  bit  of  the  the  heat- 
share  and  share  alike— we  would  all  be 
better  off.  That  is  why  I  continue  to 
believe  the  summit  concept  makes 
sense.  If  we  delay  too  long,  there  is  no 
question  that  1984  politics  will  take 
precedence  over  sustaining  the  1983 
recovery. 

It  is  the  scope  and  staying  power  of 
recovery  that  we  are  talking  about. 
The  reason  there  is  so  strong  a  consen- 
sus on  the  need  to  reduce  the  deficit— 
both  in  the  academic  community,  on 
Wall  Street,  and  on  Main  Street— is 
the  fear  that  the  size  of  the  deficits,  as 
recovery  proceeds,  will  either  force 
Fed  monetize  tion  and  renewed  infla- 
tion or  will  cut  off  private  investment. 
The  risk  is  a  return  to  stagflation, 
after  we  have  worked  so  hard  to 
escape  that  trap.  At  the  same  time  the 
high  value  of  the  dollar  inhibits 
progress  in  improving  our  trade  posi- 
tion. 

These  fears  are  real,  and  they  are 
helping  keep  interest  rates  up  and 
making  the  job  of  Chairman  Volcker 
nearly  impossible.  Let  us  applaud  Paul 
Volcker  for  the  job  he  has  done  and 
confirm  him  for  a  new  term  so  that  he 
can  finish  the  task.  At  the  same  time, 
let  us  take  in  our  share  of  the  burden 
and  make  Chairman  Volcker's  role  a 
more  realistic  one.  Important  as  it  is, 
the  Central  Bank  alone  cannot  govern 
the  economy.  It  must  react  to  what  we 
do,  or  what  we  fail  to  do.  Let  us  urge 
our  leadership,  at  both  ends  of  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue,  to  tackle  the  budget 
problem  now.  Our  opportunity  is  al- 
ready slipping  away. 

Mr.  President,  I  just  conclude  by 
suggesting  if  in  fact  we  are  going  to  go 
in  the  revenue  side,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  also  reduce  spending.  I  think 
there  is  a  lot  of  spending  that  can  be 
reduced.  I  think  we  can  narrow  the 
gap.  We  should  lower  the  deficits.  I 
repeat:  That  is  our  responsibility.  It  is 
not  Paul  Volcker's.  It  is  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent. I  again  call  for  the  President  to 
take  the  leadership  in  gathering  to- 
gether the  Republican  and  Democratic 


leaders  in  the  Congress  and  the  appro- 
priate committees  and  try  to  figure 
out  some  way  to  put  together  a  spend- 
ing reduction  and  a  revenue  package 
that  will  lower  the  deficits  and  permit 
us  to  have  a  long-standing  recovery. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  DELE- 
GATION  FROM   THE   REPUBLIC 

OF  IRELAND 

Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
spoken  with  the  managers  of  this 
measure  on  both  sides  and  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Kansas.  I  be- 
lieve they  find  this  agreeable  to  the 
schedule  and  it  will  not  interfere  with 
the  vote  which  is  about  to  occur. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  President,  we  have 
a  singular  honor  today,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair  rec- 
ognize next  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Moynihan)  for 
the  purpose  of  an  introduction  and  a 
statement  of  welcome,  and  at  the  con- 
clusion of  his  remarks  that  the  Senate 
then  stand  in  recess  for  1  minute  so 
that  we  may  have  an  opportunity  to 
greet  our  fellow  parliamentarians 
from  Ireland. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  that  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  and  cherished 
majority  leader  for  his  unfailing  cour- 
tesy to  this  matter. 

It  is  a  moment  of  some  historic  con- 
sequence to  this  Chamber,  the  first 
time  that  we  have  had  a  formal  dele- 
gation from  the  Republic  of  Ireland.  It 
is  led  by  the  distinguished  Speaker, 
Mr.  Tom  Fitzpatrick.  He  is  accompa- 
nies by  members  of  the  majority 
party.  Fine  Gael,  Minister  Sean  Bar- 
rett. Mr.  Bernard  Allen,  and  Senator 
Sean  O'Leary;  from  the  Labour  Party, 
Mr.  Brendan  Howlin;  and  from  Fianna 
Fail.  Mr.  Bertie  Aherne.  Mr.  Brian 
Lenihan.  and  Mr.  Denis  Lyons. 

Mr.  President.  I  shall  have  the 
honor  to  introduce  these  gentlemen  on 
the  occasion  of  a  1 -minute  recess, 
which  I  believe  our  distinguished  ma- 
jority leader  will  ask  for.  and  in  a 
moment  I  would  like  to  express  my  ap- 
preciation to  the  distinguished  manag- 
ers of  the  bill  which  we  are  interrupt- 
ing for  this  purpose  and  thank  all 
present,  and  how  very  kind  that  one  of 
the  more  distinguished  Irish  Report- 
ers of  Debates,  taking  account  of  all  of 
our  utterances,  not  always  so  memora- 
ble, should  be  on  hand  at  this  occa- 
sion. 


RECESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  stand  in  recess  for  1 
minute. 

Thereupon,  at  11:41  a.m..  the  Senate 
recessed  until  11:44  a.m.;  whereupon, 
the  Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr. 
Mattingly). 


be  immediately  notified  of  the  confir- 
mation of  the  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BoscHwiTZ).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


NOMINATION  OF  PAUL  A. 
VOLCKER.  OF  NEW  JERSEY.  TO 
BE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD 
OF  GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FED- 
ERAL RESERVE  SYSTEM 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  for  debate  has  expired.  The  ques- 
tion is.  Will  the  Senate  advise  and  con- 
sent to  the  nomination  of  Paul  A. 
Volcker.  of  New  Jersey,  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System?  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BoscHwiTZ).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  84. 
nays  16.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  222  Leg.] 


YEAS— 84 

Abdnor 

Ford 

Moynihan 

Andrews 

Gam 

Murkowski 

Armstrong 

Glenn 

Nunn 

Baker 

Goldwater 

Packwood 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Pell 

Bentsen 

Grassley 

Percy 

Biden 

Hart 

Pressler 

Bingaman 

Hatfield 

Proxmire 

Boschwitz 

Hecht 

Pryor 

Bradley 

Heinz 

Quayle 

Bumpers 

HoUings 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Huddleston 

Riegle 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Roth 

Chafee 

Jackson 

Rudman 

Chiles 

Jepsen 

Sarbanes 

Cochran 

Johnston 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Kasten 

SUfford 

Danforth 

Laulenberg 

Stennis 

Denton 

I.Axalt 

Stevens 

Dixon 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

Levin 

Tower 

Dole 

Long 

Trible 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Tsongas 

Durenberger 

Mathias 

Warner 

E:agleton 

Matsunaga 

Weicker 

East 

Mattingly 

WiUon 

Exon 

Mitchell 
NAYS-16 

Zorinsky 

Boren 

Helms 

NIckles 

Cranston 

Humphrey 

Sasser 

DeConcini 

Kennedy 

Symms 

Hatch 

McClure 

Wallop 

Hawkins 

Melcher 

Heflin 

Metzenbaum 

So  the  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  nom- 
ination was  confirmed. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  President 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  as  in  leg- 
islative session.  I  want  to  inquire  of 
the  majority  leader  what  the  program 
is  for  this  afternoon  so  that  Senators 
will  be  aware  of  what  that  program  is. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  Senate  will 
come  to  order. 

Wr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  have  to 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  3  minutes, 
to  proceed  for  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield  to  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  President,  did  the  order  provide 
for  the  Senate  to  automatically  return 
to  legislative  session  after  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  treaty  votes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ye 
did. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Very  well. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  that  the 
Senate  can  now  and  promptly  go  to 
the  consideration  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia appropriations  bill.  It  is  our 
hope  and  expectation  that  that  bill 
can  be  disposed  of  by  1  p.m. 

It  is  my  hope,  as  well,  that  at  1  p.m.. 
we  can  go  to  the  Milcon  appropria- 
tions bill  and  finish  that  by  2  p.m. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  leadership 
on  this  side  at  2  p.m.  to  ask  the  Senate 
to  turn  to  the  agriculture  target  price 
bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  believe 
the  ranking  managers  of  the  two  ap- 
propriations bills  are  here  or  were 
here,  and  I  assume  there  is  no  objec- 
tion, so  we  will  proceed  in  that 
msuiner. 

Mr.  BAKER.  1  think  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  minority 
leader  yield  30  seconds  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 


r^.  it 


WELCOME        BACK.         SENATOR 

GOLDWATER      AND      SENATOR 

DOMENICI 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senate? 
There  is  a  matter  I  am  sure  all  of  us 
should  observe  at  this  point,  and  do  so 
with  great  pleasure,  smd  that  is  the 
return  of  two  of  our  Members  who 
have  recently  been  ill  and  who  have 
undergone  surgery. 

Senator  Goldwater  is  with  us  after 
surgery,    and    Senator    Domenici    Is 
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back,  and  we  are  glad  to  have  them 
back. 

[Applause,  Senators  rising.] 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  they  are 
both  back  and  have  already  begun 
abusing  the  majority  leader.  [Laugh- 
ter.]   

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  On  behalf  of  my 
good  friend  from  New  Mexico.  No.  1.  it 
Is  proof  that  living  in  the  Southwest  is 
a  good  way  of  living  forever  and.  No.  2, 
it  takes  a  long  time  to  kill  a  tough 
man. 


JMI 


TREATIES 

THE  REVISED  NICE  AGREEJfENT 

IHTERHATIONAL  COFFEE  AGREEMENT 

CONVENTION  FOR  NORTHWEST  ATLANTIC 

FISHERIES 

EASTERN  PACIFIC  OCEAN  TITNA  FISHING 

AGREEMENT 

CHINA  TRANSPORTATION  TAX  TREATY 

TAX  CONVENTION  WITH  NEW  ZEAiAND 

TAX  CONVENTION  WITH  AUSTRALIA 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  for  Senate  advice 
and  consent  today  the  International 
Coffee  Agreement,  1983.  This  agree- 
ment is  the  fourth  extension  in  a 
series  of  producer-consumer  agree- 
ments that  began  in  1963. 

This  agreement  provides  a  system  of 
producer  country  export  quotas  de- 
signed to  maintain  coffee  prices  within 
a  range  jointly  agreed  by  producer  and 
consumer  countries.  The  price  range 
and  global  quotas  are  renegotiated  an- 
nually. Production  which  is  in  excess 
of  global  consumption  requirements, 
as  reflected  in  export  quotas,  must  be 
stored  by  producer  countries  and  held 
for  release  to  the  market  when  neces- 
sary to  dampen  upward  price  move- 
ments near  the  tip  of  the  agreed  price 
range.  Price  have  generally  remained 
within  or  below  the  price  range  since 
its  first  use  in  1980. 

U.S.  negotiators  have  obtained  sever- 
al improvements  in  this  agreement  as 
compared  with  the  predecessor  agree- 
ment. Most  important  is  that  it  clari- 
fies producer  country  obligations  not 
to  engage  in  marketing  arrangements 
outside  the  terms  and  provisions  of 
the  International  Coffee  Agreement. 
In  addition,  it  provides  a  greater  con- 
sumer nation  Involvement  in  the  allo- 
cation of  export  quotas  among  produc- 
ers. 

This  agreement  serves  U.S.  economic 
interests  by  insuring  producer  and 
consumer  nation  cooperation  in  mod- 
erating the  costly  and  destabilizing 
swings  in  coffee  production  and  prices 
which  made  it  one  of  the  more  trou- 
blesome commodities  prior  to  the  de- 
velopment of  these  agreements.  In 
this  cormection,  I  have  now  received 
an  evaluation  from  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  which  establishes  the 
stabilizing  effects  of  this  agreement 


and  provides  an  estimate  of  the  infla- 
tionary impact.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  state- 
ment from  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  be  included  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Congress 
Congressional  Budget  Office, 
Washington.  D.C..  July  8.  1983. 
Hon.  Charles  H.  Percy. 
Chairman,    Foreign    Relations    Committee. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Pursuant  to  Section 
403   of   the   Congressional    Budget   Act    of 
1974.  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
reviewed   the   International   Coffee   Agree- 
ment.   1983.    as    ordered    reported    by    the 
Senate    Foreign    Relations    Committee    on 
May  24.  1983. 

Ratification  of  the  agreement  would 
extend  the  U.S.  membership  in  the  Interna- 
tional Coffee  Organization  for  six  years. 
The  purpose  of  the  agreement  is  to  protect 
both  consumer  nations  and  producer  na- 
tions from  large  fluctuations  in  the  price  of 
coffee  beans  by  stabilizing  the  price  within 
a  narrow,  predictable  range.  The  agreement 
would  establish  price  ranges  and  quotas  for 
coffee  sales  by  producer  nations  to  con- 
sumer nations.  Under  the  agreement,  both 
prices  and  quotas  could  be  adjusted  annual- 
ly. 

The  agreement  permits  the  International 
Coffee  Organization  to  assess  contributions 
from  member  nations  to  pay  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  Organization.  This  agreement, 
however,  does  not  authorize  appropriations 
for  contributions  from  the  U.S.  In  the  past, 
such  payments  have  been  authorized  in  pre- 
vious annual  State  Department  authoriza- 
tion bills.  The  State  Department  authoriza- 
tion bills  for  1984  (H.R.  2915).  (S.  1342)  in- 
clude about  $700,000  for  such  payments  in 
anticipation  of  the  ratification  of  this  agree- 
ment. No  other  significant  additional  costs 
to  the  Federal  government  are  expected  to 
occur  as  a  result  of  this  agreement.  In  addi- 
tion, there  are  no  significant  costs  to  state 
or  local  governments  expected  as  a  result  of 
this  agreement. 

In  the  absence  of  this  agreement,  the 
world  price  of  green  coffee  presumably 
would  fluctuate  largely  as  a  function  of  the 
supply  of  green  coffee.  For  example,  green 
coffee  prices  under  the  previous  agreement 
exceeded  $3.00  per  pound  after  freezing 
weather  significantly  reduced  the  Brazilian 
coffee  crop  in  July  of  1975.  Prior  to  the  de- 
struction of  Brazilian  coffee  trees  in  1975, 
green  coffee  prices  ranged  between  40«  and 
80e  per  pound.  Current  prices  are  $1.25  per 
pound. 

Assuming  full  compliance  by  all  members 
of  the  International  Coffee  Organization, 
the  agreement  would  tend  to  raise  prices 
above  what  they  would  be  in  times  of  abun- 
dent  supply.  In  times  of  short  supply,  the 
agreement  should  tend  to  keep  prices  lower 
than  they  would  be  otherwise.  At  present, 
green  coffee  is  abundent  so  the  agreement 
should  be  slightly  inflationary,  making  both 
wholesale  and  retail  prices  higher  than  in 
the  absence  of  such  an  agreement.  It  is  not 
possible  to  determine  how  far  short  r\in 
wholesale  prices  would  fall  given  current 
abundent  supplies  of  coffee  and  the  rela- 
tively inelastic  demand  for  coffee.  CBO  has 
received  reports  of  potential  sales  as  low  as 
65  cents  per  pound.  In  any  event,  because 
the  cost  of  green  coffee  currently  accounts 


for  about  50  percent  of  the  retaU  price  of 
roasted  coffee,  ret&U  prices  would  not  fluc- 
tuate as  much  as  the  price  of  green  coffee 
when  the  price  movements  are  measured  in 
percentage  terms. 

For  example,  if  the  price  of  green  coffee 
actutUly  dropped  by  about  50  percent,  from 
$1.25  to  65  cents  per  pound  (In  the  absence 
of  this  agreement),  retail  prices  could  be  ex- 
pected to  fall  by  24  percent  for  roasted 
coffee,  and  by  22  percent  for  instant  coffee. 
This  would  lower  projections  of  the  con- 
sumer price  index  by  about  0.06  percent. 

Should  the  Committee  so  desire,  we  would 
be  pleased  to  provide  further  detail  on  this 
cost  estimate. 
Sincerely. 

Alice  M.  Rivlin. 

Director. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  this 
agreement  also  serves  U.S.  foreign  re- 
lations interests  by  providing  a  cooper- 
ative system  which  produces  greater 
stability  in  coffee  marketing  and  earn- 
ings for  a  number  of  developing  coun- 
tries which  are  important  to  the 
United  States  both  in  this  hemisphere 
and  elsewhere. 

Among  the  developing  nations,  18 
depend  on  coffee  for  more  than  20 
percent  of  total  exports.  The  United 
States  is  the  largest  single  importer  in 
the  $8  billion  international  coffee 
trade,  accounting  for  an  estimated  1.1- 
1.2  million  tons  worth  $2.5  to  $3  billion 
in  1983.  The  four  largest  ICA  export- 
ers, Brazil,  Colombia,  Ivory  Coast,  and 
^idonesia,  are  all  key  regional  powers. 
Central  American  countries'  export 
dependence  on  coffee  ranges  from  20 
to  60  percent.  Stability  in  coffee  prices 
encouraged  by  the  ICA  is  important  to 
their  economic  and  social  develop- 
ment, as  it  is  to  our  producers  and  con- 
sumers. 

The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee has  studied  this  agreement  and 
received  the  views  of  interested  pro- 
ducer and  consumer  groups  and  has 
considered  it  in  the  context  of  overall 
foreign  relations  interests.  Both  con- 
sumer interests  and  the  major  trade 
group  representing  over  90  percent  of 
the  U.S.  coffee  industry  favor  U.S. 
ratification  of  and  participation  in  this 
agreement.  The  committee  on  May  24 
agreed  without  objection  to  report  the 
agreement  to  the  Senate  with  recom- 
mendation for  a  favorable  advice  and 
consent  decision.  As  a  result  I  recom- 
mend without  qualification  Senate 
consent  to  this  agreement. 
three  tax  treaties 

The  Senate  also  has  before  it  three 
bilateral  tax  treaties.  Two  of  these  are 
comprehensive  revisions  of  existing  bi- 
lateral agreements  with  Australia  and 
with  New  Zealand.  The  third  is  a  limit- 
ed treaty  applying  only  to  income 
from  shipping  and  aircraft  operations 
t)etween  the  United  States  and  the 
People's  Republic  of  China. 

In  general,  these  are  routine  agree- 
ments which  closely  follow  the  model 
tax  treaty  developed  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  as  the  standard 


for  U.S.  negotiators  to  obtain.  The 
treaty  with  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  is  completely  consistent  with 
the  model  provisions,  for  example. 
Both  the  Australian  and  New  Zealand 
treaties,  however,  depart  from  the  op- 
timum U.S.  standard  in  two  respects 
which  the  committee  has  noted  in  its 
reports  on  those  treaties.  In  particu- 
lar, the  container  leasing  industry  and 
the  offshore  oil  drilling  industry  are 
treated  in  a  manner  which  does  not 
meet  the  normal  standards  for  bilater- 
al tax  treaties.  The  committee  recog- 
nizes that  in  such  negotiations  the 
United  States  cannot  always  achieve 
all  of  its  optimum  objectives  and  that 
we  must  consider  these  agreements  in 
terms  of  the  overall  balance  of  U.S.  in- 
terests. However,  the  committee  did 
agree  to  strong  report  language  on 
both  of  these  issues  to  make  clear  that 
we  do  not  think  that  individual  indus- 
tries should  repeatedly  have  to  bear 
the  brunt  of  the  bargains  represented 
by  such  treaties.  The  exact  language 
agreed  to  by  the  committee  appears  on 
pages  6  and  7  of  the  report  on  the  Aus- 
tralia treaty  and  pages  6  to  8  of  the 
New  Zealand  report. 

Nevertheless,  on  balance  the  com- 
mittee does  believe  that  all  three  of 
these  treaties  are  in  the  interest  of  the 
United  States  and  urges  the  Senate  to 
give  its  favorable  advice  and  consent. 
revised  nice  agreement  on  trademarks 
This  treaty  is  essentially  of  adminis- 
trative significance  only.  It  provides 
for  certain  technical  changes  in  the 
international  agreement  relating  to 
the  classification  of  goods  and  services 
for  trademark  registration  purposes. 
The  background  of  this  agreement  is 
described  in  the  brief  report  placed 
before  every  Member  of  the  Senate.  I 
would  simply  emphasize  that  this 
treaty  is  fully  consistent  with  existing 
U.S.  law  and  procedures  relating  to 
the  registration  of  trademarks  and  will 
have  no  budgetary  impact  on  the 
United  States.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  its  ratification. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  give  their  advice  and  consent  to 
ratification  of  these  two  international 
fishery  agreements:  the  Eastern  Pacif- 
ic Ocean  Tuna  Pishing  Agreement  and 
the  Convention  on  Future  Multilateral 
Cooperation  in  the  Northwest  Atlantic 
Fisheries. 

Both  agreements  are  designed  to 
promote  international  cooperation  in 
the  management  and  conservation  of 
fishery  resources.  The  Northwest  At- 
lantic Fisheries  Convention  would  con- 
tinue the  scientific  cooperation  on  the 
research  data  base  of  east  coast  fish- 
ery resources  which  has  existed  for 
over  27  years  under  the  old  Interna- 
tional Commission  for  the  Northwest 
Atlantic  Fisheries  (ICNAP)  Conven- 
tion. The  tuna  agreement  will  go  a 
long  way  toward  resolving  the  fishery 
disputes  with  a  number  of  our  Latin 
American  neighbors  and  should  sig- 


nificantly reduce  or  eliminate  the 
armual  seizure  of  U.S.  tuna  boats  by 
these  countries  and  the  resulting  U.S. 
embargoes  on  their  fishery  products. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  purpose  and  background 
sections  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  reports  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

Eastern  Pacific  Ocean  Tuna  Fishing 
Agreement 

purpose 
The  primary  purpose  of  this  agreement  is 
to  provide  an  international  licensing  ar- 
rangement for  tuna  fishing  in  a  broad  area 
of  the  eastern  Pacific  Ocean.  The  agree- 
ment also  provides  for  conservation  meas- 
ures under  specified  circumstances. 

background 

The  United  States  has  been  involved  in 
fishery  disputes  with  several  Latin  Ameri- 
can countries  because  of  conflicting  laws  re- 
garding the  jurisdiction  over  highly  migra- 
tory tuna  and  has  prohibited  imports  of 
tuna  from  several  countries  in  retaliation 
for  the  seizures  of  U.S.  tuna  boats.  These 
countries  claim  jurisdiction  over  all  fish,  in- 
cluding tuna,  within  200  nautical  miles  of 
their  coasts.  The  United  States  does  not  rec- 
ognize or  claim  jurisdiction  over  tuna 
beyond  12  nautical  miles.  United  States 
policy,  pursuant  to  the  Fishery  Conserva- 
tion and  Management  Act.  has  been  to  ne- 
gotiate international  agreements  to  ensure 
the  effective  conservation  and  mainagement 
of  tuna  and  to  secure  access  for  U.S.  fisher- 
men to  the  stocks  wherever  they  migrate 
beyond  a  narrow  belt  of  coastal  waters. 

In  accordance  with  that  Act.  the  United 
States,  Costa  Rica  and  Panama  signed  the 
Eastern  Pacific  Agreement  on  March  15, 
1983.  The  multilateral  accord  will  not  enter 
into  force  until  five  coastal  nations  have 
signed  it.  It  creates  an  international  entity 
which  will  issue  regional  licenses  for  fishing 
tuna  in  a  broad  area  of  the  eastern  Pacific 
Ocean,  with  licensing  fees  to  be  distributed 
among  the  coastal  states  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  of  tuna  taken  within  200  miles 
of  each  contracting  nation.  The  negotiation 
of  such  regional  arrangements  has  long 
been  a  goal  of  U.S.  fisheries  policy.  The 
State  Department  believes  that  highly  mi- 
gratory tuna  can  best  be  managed  through 
cooperative  international  regional  efforts. 

It  is  the  expectation  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment that  several  other  countries  of  Central 
and  South  America,  as  well  as  other  nations 
with  vessels  fishing  tuna  in  the  area,  will  be 
interested  in  joining  the  agreement.  It  is  the 
hope  of  the  Department  that  this  new 
agreement  should  end  the  cycle  of  seizure  of 
U.S.-nag  tuna  boats  resulting  from  conflict- 
ing jurisdictional  claims  and  the  subsequent 
imposition  of  retaliatory  embargoes  re- 
quired by  United  States  law. 

The  Committee  is  unaware  of  any  opposi- 
tion to  this  agreement  which  is  strongly 
supported  by  the  West  Coast  tuna  interests. 
The  following  letter  sets  forth  the  position 
of  the  American  Tunaboat  Association  on 
this  agreement: 


American  Tunaboat  Association, 

Son  Diego,  Calif.,  June  6.  1983. 
Hon.  Charles  Percy, 
Comm.ittee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
Dirksen  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  American  Tuna- 
boat Association  (ATA)  is  a  non-profit  fish- 
ery cooperative  which  represents  nearly  all 
U.S.-flag  long  distance  tuna  fishing  vessels. 
I  was  personally  involved  in  the  negotia- 
tions which  led  to  the  Eastern  Pacific  Ocean 
Tuna  FMshing  Agreement  (Tuna  Treaty) 
now  pending  before  your  Committee  for 
Senate  ratification.  ATA  wholeheartedly 
supports  this  treaty  and  urges  rapid  Senate 
advice  and  consent  to  its  terms.  Early  un- 
qualified approval  will  assist  further  negoti- 
ation efforts  with  other  nations  in  the 
region  that  the  Department  of  State  has 
scheduled  for  later  this  month. 

The  Tuna  Treaty  is  the  culmination  of 
many  years  of  discussions  with  various  Cen- 
tral and  South  American  countries  for  the 
purpose  of  resolving  strong  differences  of 
opinion  over  the  management  of  the  high 
migratory  tuna  in  the  region.  Seizures  of 
U.S.  vessels  and  embargoes  against  the  seiz- 
ing countries  occurred  in  the  first  years 
after  the  U.S.  declared  a  200-mile  fishery 
conservation  zone.  Finally,  however,  we  now 
have  been  able  to  resolve  our  differences 
with  at  least  two  countries,  Costa  Rica  and 
Panama,  and  we  hope  to  persuade  others  of 
the  value  of  the  agreement  just  as  soon  as 
we  cam. 

This  agreement  offers  the  first  real  hope 
to  end  the  cycle  of  seizures  that  have  affect- 
ed the  U.S.  tuna  fleet  off  and  on  for  30 
years  in  the  eastern  tropical  Pacific.  It  is  a 
fair  agreement  and  should  serve  as  a  model 
for  other  areas  of  the  world  where  tuna  is 
fished. 

We  urge  your  strong  supp>ort  for  ratifica- 
tion of  the  treaty. 
Sincerely, 

August  Pelando,  President 

Northwest  Atlantic  Fisheries 
Convention 

PURPOSE 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  convention  is 
to  create  a  successor  organization  to  the 
International  Commission  for  the  North- 
west Atlantic  Fisheries  (ICNAF)  which  was 
established  in  1949.  Following  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Fishery  Conservation  and  Man- 
agement Act  (P.L.  94-265),  the  United 
States  withdrew  from  the  International 
Conunission  because  of  the  inconsistency 
between  the  Convention  and  the  exclusive 
management  authority  over  fisheries  pro- 
vided for  in  the  Act.  While  the  legislative 
history  of  the  Act  clearly  indicates  that  it 
was  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  United 
States  should  withdraw  from  the  Interna- 
tional Commission,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
Act  or  its  legislative  history  which  evi- 
denced any  Congressional  reluctance  to  par- 
ticipate in  multilateral  efforts  to  conserve 
and  manage  fisheries,  as  long  as  the  intema- 
tonal  regime  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
Act. 

To  the  contrary.  Section  202(b)  of  the  Act 
specifically  calls  upon  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  initiate  the  renegotiation  of  any 
treaty  which  pertains  to  fishing  within  the 
fishery  conservation  zone,  or  to  anadromous 
species  of  U.S.  origin  or  continental  shelf  re- 
sources and  which  is  in  any  manner  Incon- 
sistent with  the  purposes,  policy  or  provi- 
sions of  the  Act,  to  conform  such  treaty  to 
such  purposes,  policy  and  provisions.  Having 
not  succeeded  in  such  renegotiations,  the 
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United  SUtes  withdrew  from  ICNAF  on  De- 
cember 31.  1976. 

The  purpose  of  this  convention  is  to 
create  a  successor  organization  to  ICNAF. 
Under  this  convention,  the  United  States 
will  receive  ancf  provide  scientific  data,  par- 
ticipate In  the  planning  and  coordination  of 
research  activities,  and  have  available  a 
multilateral  scientific  council  to  review  sci- 
entific studies  pertaining  to  fish  stoclis  in 
the  Convention  Area.  United  States  adher- 
ence to  the  Convention  will  facilitate  conti- 
nuity of  the  data  base  established  and  accu- 
mulated over  a  period  of  27  years  under  the 
ICNAF  Convention.  In  addition,  the  United 
States  will  be  able,  if  desirable,  to  request 
and  receive  scientific  advice  related  to  fish- 
eries subject  to  its  exclusive  management 
Jurisdiction.  Finally,  the  United  States  will 
have  an  opportunity  for  membership  in  the 
Fisheries  Commission,  the  body  responsible 
for  conservation  and  management  of  fisher- 
ies In  the  Regulatory  Area,  defined  as  that 
part  of  the  convention  area  beyond  the  fish- 
ery conservation  zones  of  the  contracting 
parties. 

The  Committee  is  unaware  of  any  opposi- 
tion to  this  convention. 

Mr.  PELX..  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  will  consider  seven  treaties; 
two  dealing  with  international  fishing 
matters  (the  Eastern  Pacific  Ocean 
Tuna  Pishing  Agreement  and  the 
Northwest  Atlantic  Fisheries  Conven- 
tion), one  dealing  with  the  further- 
ance of  international  cooperation  be- 
tween coffee  producer  and  consumer 
nations  (the  International  Coffee 
Agreement),  one  dealing  with  minor 
revisions  in  an  existing  agreement 
which  provides  a  system  for  the  pro- 
tection of  private  trademarks  interna- 
tionally (the  Revised  Nice  Agreement), 
and  three  dealing  with  tax  treaties  be- 
tween the  United  Slates  and  the  coun- 
tries of  Australia,  New  Zealand,  and 
the  People's  Republic  of  China.  The 
Australian  and  New  Zealand  income 
tax  treaties  are  intended  to  eliminate 
double  taxation  as  well  as  prevent  tax 
evasion  in  the  course  of  financial 
transactions  between  the  United 
States  and  our  treaty  partners,  while 
the  Shipping  and  Aircraft  Tax  Agree- 
ment with  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  is  a  more  limited  agreement  in- 
tended to  deal  only  with  tax  matters 
related  to  the  aircraft  and  shipping  in- 
dustries of  the  two  countries. 

The  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
held  public  hearings  on  all  of  the  trea- 
ties under  consideration,  and  after 
careful  consideration  recommended 
that  the  Senate  give  its  advice  and 
consent  to  ratification  in  all  seven  in- 
stances. I  certainly  endorse  that  rec- 
ommendation. However,  I  would  like 
to  call  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
to  the  committee  reports  on  the  Aus- 
tralian and  New  Zetdamd  Tax  Treaties, 
because  they  provide  strong  recom- 
mendations atnd  directions  to  the  exec- 
utive branch  concerning  the  negotia- 
tion of  any  future  tax  treaties. 

I  and  other  members  of  the  commit- 
tee recognize  that  the  negotiation  of 
tax  treaties  is  a  complex  process  in 
which  the  Department  of  the  Treas- 


ury tries  to  deal  with  a  variety  of  prob- 
lems which  arise  for  individual  U.S. 
parties  in  the  course  of  negotiations  in 
order  to  conclude  treaties  which,  on 
balance,  benefit  the  United  States  as  a 
whole.  Unfortunately,  in  the  treaties 
concluded  with  Australia  and  New 
Zealand,  two  important  domestic  in- 
dustries—the container  leasing  indus- 
try and  the  contract  drillers— have 
been  negatively  affected.  This  has 
happened  because  our  treaty  partners 
insisted  that  provisions  be  included  in 
these  treaties  recognizing  their  right 
to  tax  these  industries  at  the  source, 
as  a  condition  for  concluding  negotia- 
tions. I  should  point  out  that  in  the 
absence  of  a  treaty,  Australia  and  New 
Zealand  could  tax  these  and  other 
companies  doing  business  within  their 
borders  as  they  see  fit. 

Neither  Chairman  Percy  nor  myself 
were  pleased  with  the  impact  these 
treaties  will  have  on  the  container 
leasing  industry  or  the  contract 
drillers.  We  were  particularly  con- 
cerned that  these  industries  not  bear 
the  brunt  in  any  future  negotiations 
we  may  decide  to  enter  into  with  other 
countries.  For  this  reason,  we  recom- 
mended that  the  committee  report  in- 
clude instructions  to  the  Department 
of  Treasury  that  in  amy  future  negoti- 
ations it  make  every  effort  to  conform 
to  the  U.S.  Model  Tax  Treaty  in  these 
areas.  We  also  recommended  that  it 
contain  a  warning  that  if  the  Depart- 
ment of  Treaisury  concludes  negotia- 
tions in  the  future  with  similiar  provi- 
sions, the  committee  would  have  to 
give  serious  consideration  to  recom- 
mending that  the  Senate  not  give  its 
advice  and  consent.  Members  of  the 
committee  endorsed  our  recommenda- 
tions. 

I  believe  that  the  committee's  action 
in  these  cases  will  serve  as  an  impor- 
tant signal  both  to  the  executive 
branch  and  to  any  prospective  treaty 
partners.  The  report  makes  clear  that 
while  the  committee  decided  in  this  in- 
stance to  recommend  that  the  Senate 
give  its  advice  and  consent  to  ratifica- 
tion because  overall  U.S.  interests 
seem  best  served,  in  no  way  should 
anyone  presume  that  the  Senate  en- 
dorses the  provisions  dealing  with  con- 
tainer leasing  or  contract  drilling.  Nor 
should  they  assimie  that  the  Senate 
will  consider  future  treaties  favorably 
if  similiar  provisions  are  found  in 
them. 

TAX  TREATIES  WITH  AOSTRALIA  AND  NEW 
ZEALAND 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President, 
before  the  Senate  votes  on  the  tax 
treaties  with  Australia  and  New  Zea- 
land, I  would  like  to  set  out  my  con- 
cerns regarding  the  provision  that  af- 
fects the  U.S.  container  leasing  indus- 
try. Both  treaties  contain  a  provision 
that  departs  from  established  U.S.  tax 
treaty  policy  regarding  taxation  of 
income  from  the  leasing  of  shipping 
containers.  As  a  result,  the  treaties 


will  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  D.S. 
container  leasing  industry  which  ac- 
counts for  the  largest  share  of  the 
world  container  leasing  business. 

The  provision  in  question  permits 
income  from  the  leasing  of  containers 
to  be  taxed  as  royalties.  This  would 
allow  Australia  and  New  Zealand  to 
impose  a  withholding  tax  of  up  to  10 
percent  of  the  gross  income  from  con- 
tainer leasing  received  by  U.S.  compa- 
nies from  Australia  and  New  Zealand 
lessees  (without  allowance  for  deduc- 
tions). A  10-percent  withholding  tax 
could,  in  some  instances,  exceed  the 
net  profit  of  a  U.S.  container  leasing 
company. 

A  local  income  tax  return  could  be 
filed  under  which  certain  deductions 
would  be  allowed  but  only  if  the  U.S. 
leasing  company  could  establish  a 
proper  allocation  of  deductions  to  the 
Australia  or  New  Zealand  tax  authori- 
ties. This  could  be  a  difficult  task 
given  the  nature  of  the  container  leas- 
ing industry,  which  is  similar  to  the 
leasing  of  rolling  stock.  The  container 
is  always  on  the  move  from  destina- 
tion to  destination.  The  present  leas- 
ing industry  helps  shippers,  efficiently 
moves  capital  to  facilitate  world  trade, 
and  speeds  commerical  traffic.  But  the 
taxation  of  leasing  income  as  a  royalty 
could  end  the  profitability  of  leasing, 
strongly  forcing  new  and  costly  re- 
placement expenses  on  world  trade. 

The  provision  in  the  Australia  and 
New  Zealand  treaties  is  in  sharp  con- 
trast to  the  1977  U.S.  Model  Income 
Tax  Treaty,  under  which  profits  of  a 
U.S.  container  leasing  company  are 
treated  as  profits  from  the  operation 
of  ships  taxable  only  by  the  United 
States  if  the  containers  are  used  in 
international  traffic.  All  of  the  tax 
treaties  given  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate  since  adoption  of  the 
1977  Model  Treaty  have  either  treated 
container  leasing  income  as  shipping 
income  or  as  business  profits. 

I  have  misgivings  about  the  depar- 
ture from  the  Model  Treaty  in  these 
treaties.  Royalty  treatment  creates  a 
serious  threat  of  double  or  multiple 
taxation.  The  very  same  container 
leasing  income  also  could  be  subject  as 
well  to  taxation  in  other  foreign  coun- 
tries in  which  the  container  is  used. 
Because  of  the  difficulty  a  U.S.  con- 
tainer leasing  company  will  have  in  al- 
locating its  leasing  income  from  con- 
tainers to  particular  countries,  in  de- 
termining methods  of  taxing  such 
income,  it  is  extremely  important  that 
double  or  multiple  taxation  of  the 
income  of  the  U.S.  container  leasing 
industry  be  prevented  by  utilizing  the 
U.S.  Model  Treaty  provision  in  future 
U.S.  treaties. 

The  Treasury  Department,  while 
generally  supporting  the  treatment  of 
container  leasing  income  as  shipping 
income,  has  offered  insufficient  justi- 
fications for  agreeing  to  the  provision 


in  the  Australia  and  New  Zealand  trea- 
ties. Treasury  has  indicated  that  Aus- 
tralia suid  New  Zealand  took  the  posi- 
tion in  treaty  negotiations  that  the 
leasing  of  equipment  is  analogous  to  a 
financing  transaction.  The  U.S.  con- 
tainer leasing  industry,  on  the  con- 
trary, argues  that  it  is  engaged  in 
active  operating  leasing,  accepting 
containers  back  and  leasing  them 
again  repeatedly.  The  lease  terms  of 
the  containers  in  almost  all  cases  are 
much  shorter  than  the  useful  lives  of 
the  containers. 

Treasury,  however,  points  out  that 
Australia  and  New  Zealand,  although 
economically  developed,  share  with  de- 
veloping countries  the  status  of  being 
net  importers  of  capital,  with  a  result- 
ing outflow  of  income  from  Australia 
and  New  Zealand  to  the  United  States 
being  greater  than  the  reverse  flow.  It 
is  to  their  benefit  to  view  container 
leasing  income  as  royalties  and,  like 
developing  countries,  insist  on  with- 
holding of  taxes  at  source  on  royalties. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  concerned  that 
the  Department  of  the  Treasury 
having  yielded  to  the  argvunents  of 
New  Zealand  and  Australia  will  be 
hard  pressed  to  refuse  the  similar  ar- 
guments of  many  other  developing  na- 
tions. A  yielding  on  that  scale  would 
be  damaging  indeed  to  the  U.S.  con- 
tainer leasing  Industry. 

The  committee,  fortunately,  noted 
and  expanded  in  its  report  on  these 
treaties  its  concern  over  the  Treas- 
ury's departure  from  established  tax 
treaty  policy.  I  urge  the  Department 
to  weigh  this  caution  heavily. 

Mr.  President.  I  recognize  that  these 
treaties  provide  Important  benefits  to 
U.S.  Industries  other  than  the  contain- 
er leasing  Industry.  For  that  reason.  I 
will  support  the  treaties.  However,  be- 
cause of  the  troubling  container  leas- 
ing provision.  I  do  so  reluctantly  and 
with  the  understanding  that  the 
Treasury  be  advised  to  take  all  neces- 
sary steps  to  follow  the  U.S.  Model 
Treaty  provision  for  taxing  container 
leasing  income  in  the  future. 

Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  join  my  colleagues  In 
commenting  on  the  tax  treaties  with 
Australia  and  New  Zealand  now  before 
the  Senate. 

These  treaties  contain  a  provision 
which  departs  from  both  the  U.S. 
Model  Income  Tax  Treaty  and  also 
from  all  recent  tax  treaties  which 
have  received  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate.  The  departure  is  seri- 
ously detrimental  to  the  U.S.  contain- 
er leasing  industry.  I  would  like  to 
make  my  views  clear  on  this  Issue, 
which  also  has  been  a  matter  of  seri- 
ous concern  to  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  in  its  review  of  these  trea- 
ties. 

Under  both  of  these  treaties,  income 
from  the  leasing  of  containers  is  to  be 
taxed  as  royalties.  This  would  allow 
Australia  and  New  Zealand  to  Impose 


a  withholding  tax  of  up  to  10  percent 
on  the  gross  Income  from  containers 
leased  to  residents  of  those  countries. 
This  provision  differs  substantially 
from  the  U.S.  Model  Treaty,  under 
which  container  leasing  income  is 
treated  as  shipping  Income. 

Because  of  the  extreme  difficulty  of 
allocating  international  shipping  and 
container  leasing  Income  to  various  ju- 
risdictions, such  income  Is  taxed  under 
the  Model  only  by  the  country  of  resi- 
dence of  the  recipient.  I  have  serious 
misgivings  about  this  departure  from 
the  Model  Treaty. 

Since  adoption  of  the  Model  Treaty 
in  1977,  it  has  consistently  been  the 
policy  of  the  United  States  to  Insist 
that  Its  treaties  treat  container  leasing 
income  either  as  shipping  Income,  or, 
alternatively,  as  business  profits— 
which  are  only  taxable  after  allowance 
for  deductions  and  only  If  attributable 
to  a  permanent  establishment  In  the 
country.  Providing  different  treatment 
for  container  leasing  income  than  for 
shipping  Income  In  these  treaties  Is  ill 
advised. 

Such  treatment  could,  for  example, 
allow  Australia  or  New  Zealand  to 
impose  a  withholding  tax  which  could 
exceed  the  U.S.  leasing  company's  net 
container  leasing  income  and  which 
would  be  refundable  only  if  the  com- 
pany were  able  to  document  to  the  for- 
eign tax  authorities  Its  deductions  al- 
locable to  such  countries.  Such  docu- 
mentation could  be  difficult,  given  the 
nature  of  the  Industry.  Refunds  would 
be  allowed  only  after  application  of  a 
51-percent  (Australia)  or  45-percent 
(New  Zealand)  tax  on  the  net  Income 
after  deductions  allowed. 

Taxation  of  container  leasing 
income  as  royalltles  may  also  lead  to 
prohibitively  high  rates  of  taxation  on 
the  Income  of  U.S.  container  leasing 
companies  leasing  to  Australian  or 
New  Zealand  lessees  due  to  the  tax 
policies  of  countries  not  parties  to 
treaties.  Such  other  countries  may  tax 
the  same  lease  payments  on  the  basis 
that  they  were  earned  when  the  con- 
tainers entered  their  territory. 

Furthermore,  there  Is  a  discrimina- 
tory effect.  The  treaties  provide  favor- 
able shipping  Income  treatment  to 
container  leasing  Income  of  shipping 
companies  which  lease  containers  in 
International  traffic  as  an  Incidental 
part  of  their  business.  As  a  result.  U.S. 
companies  whose  only  business  is  the 
leasing  of  containers  are  placed  in  an 
unjustifiable  competitive  disadvantage 
vis-a-vls  shipping  companies  by  the 
treaties.  These  reasons  alone  provide  a 
strong  argument  against  this  kind  of 
departure  from  the  provisions  of  the 
Model  Treaty. 

I  believe  that  the  royalty  treatment 
given  to  container  leasing  income  is 
unwise  for  another  very  important 
reason  as  well.  Other  countries  often 
seek  to  rely  on  provisions  in  U.S.  trea- 
ties  to   obtain  concessions  from   the 


United  States  and  other  countries  on 
the  same  issue. 

Not  only  is  there  a  risk  of  a  general 
adverse  precedent  building  on  itself, 
but  this  also  could  be  especially  harm- 
ful because  many  other  countries 
impose  a  flat  rate  of  tax  on  the  gross 
amount  of  royalties  Income.  Unlike 
Australia  and  New  Zealand,  many 
countries  do  not  grant  allowances  for 
deductions.  If  royalties  treatment  were 
Included  In  treaties  with  such  coun- 
tries, not  only  would  the  already  nu- 
merous problems  I  pointed  out  earlier 
result,  but  there  also  would  be  a  sub- 
stantially increased  risk  of  taxation  in 
excess  of  net  income. 

For  these  reasons.  Mr.  President,  all 
steps  should  be  taken  by  Treasury  De- 
partment negotiators  to  Insure  that 
the  Model  Treaty  provision  in  respect 
of  container  leasing  income  Is  not  de- 
parted from  In  the  future. 

I  wish  to  convey  my  strong  disap- 
proval of  the  container  leasing  provi- 
sion in  the  Australian  and  New  Zea- 
land treaties  and  to  make  It  plain  that 
I  would  view  any  future  treaties  con- 
taining similar  provisions  with  ex- 
treme disfavor. 

Indeed.  I  am  very  skeptical  as  to 
whether  any  circimistances  are  likely 
to  arise  which  would  justify  a  similar 
departure  from  the  treatment  given  to 
container  leasing  income  in  the  Model 
Treaty. 

It  Is  only  with  that  imderstanding 
that  I  urge  the  Senate  to  give  its 
advice  and  consent  to  these  treaties. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  do  we 
proceed  to  vote  for  the  ratification  of 
the  seven  treaties? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  Is  correct. 


TREATIES 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will 
now  conduct  one  rollcall  vote  to  count 
as  seven  rollcall  votes  on  the  resolu- 
tions of  ratification  to  seven  treaties. 
Executive  Calendar  Nos.  9  through  15, 
which  the  clerk  will  state. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
read  as  follows: 

Ex.  E.  96-1.  The  Revised  Nice  Agreement; 

Treaty  Doc.  No.  98-2,  International  Coffee 
Agreement.  1983; 

Ex.  T,  96-1.  Convention  on  Future  Multi- 
lateral Cooperation  in  the  Northwest  Atlan- 
tic Fisheries: 

Treaty  Doc.  No.  98-3.  Eastern  Pacific 
Ocean  Tuna  Fishing  Agreement; 

Treaty  Doc.  No.  97-24.  Agreement  with 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  with  respect 
to  Mutual  Exemption  from  Taxation  of 
Transportation  Income  of  Shipping  and  Air 
Transport  Enterprises; 

Treaty  Doc.  No.  97-27.  Tax  Convention 
with  New  Zealand  and  Related  Protocol; 
and 

Treaty  Doc.  No.  97-28,  Tax  Convention 
with  Australia. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolu- 
tions of  ratification. 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
called  the  roll.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber desiring  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas 
100,  as  follows: 

(Rollcall  Vote  No.  J23— Ex.  E— 96-1 
224—98-2 
225— Ex  T-9*-l 
226-98-3 
227-97-24 
228-97-27 
229-97-28) 

YEAS— 100 


Abdnor 

Goldwater 

Moynihan 

Andrews 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Annstrong 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Baker 

Hart 

Nunn 

Bmucus 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Bentaen 

Hatfield 

Pell 

Blden 

Hawkins 

Percy 

Blngaman 

Hecht 

Pressler 

Boren 

Henin 

Proxmire 

Boachwitz 

Heinz 

Pryor 

Bradley 

Helms 

Quayle 

Bumpers 

HoUlngs 

Randolph 

Burdlck 

Huddles  ton 

Rlegle 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Roth 

Chafee 

Inouye 

Rudman 

Chiles 

Jackson 

Sar banes 

Cochran 

Jepsen 

Sasser 

Cohen 

Johnston 

Simpson 

Cranston 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Kasten 

Stafford 

DanJorth 

Kennedy 

Stennis 

DeConcini 

Lautenberg 

Stevens 

Denton 

Laxalt 

Symms 

Dixon 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

Levin 

Tower 

Dole 

Long 

Trible 

I>omenici 

Lugar 

Tsongas 

Durenberger 

Mathias 

Wallop 

Eacleton 

MaLsunaga 

Warner 

Kart 

Mattmgly 

Weicker 

Bxon 

McClure 

Wilson 

Ford 

Melcher 

Zohnsky 

Gam 

Metzenbaum 

Glenn 

Mitchell 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two- 
thirds  of  the  Senators  present  having 
voted  in  the  affirmative,  the  resolu- 
tions of  ratification  are  agreed  to. 

The  resolutions  of  ratification 
agreed  to  are  as  follows: 

Thb  Revised  Nice  Agreement 

Resolved,  ftwo-thirda  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Revised  Nice  Agreement  Con- 
cerning the  International  Classification  of 
Goods  and  Services  for  the  Purposes  of  the 
Registration  of  Marks,  done  at  Geneva  on 
May  13.  1977. 

Intern ATioMAL  Coffee  Agreement,  1983 
Resolved,  (ttoo-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  International  Coffee  Agreement. 
1983.  signed  by  the  United  SUtes  on  March 
23,  1983. 

COHVEHTION  ON  POTUBE  MtriTllATERAL  COOP- 
ERATION IN  THE  Northwest  Atlantic 
Fisheries 

Resolved,  /two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 


tion of  the  Convention  on  Future  Multilat- 
eral Cooperation  in  the  Northwest  Atlantic 
Fisheries  (the  NAPO  Convention),  signed  in 
Ottawa  on  October  24,  1978,  by  nine  parties, 
not  including  the  United  States,  and  subse- 
quently entered  into  force  on  January  1, 
1979. 

Eastekn  Pacific  Ocean  Tuna  Pishing 
Agreement 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Eastern  Pacific  Ocean  Tuna 
Pishing  Agreement,  signed  by  the  United 
States  on  March  15,  1983. 

China  Transportation  Tax  Treaty 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein),  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Agreement  between  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  SUtes  of  America  and 
the  Government  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  with  Respect  to  Mutual  Exemption 
from  Taxation  of  Transportation  Income  of 
Shipping  and  Air  Transport  Enterprises, 
signed  at  Beijing  on  March  5.  1982. 

Tax  Convention  With  New  Zealand  and 
Related  Protocol 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Convention  between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  New  Zealand  for  the 
Avoidance  of  Double  Taxation  and  the  Pre- 
vention of  Fiscal  Evasion  with  Respect  to 
Taxes  on  Income  (the  Convention).  Togeth- 
er with  a  Related  Protocol,  signed  at  Wel- 
lington on  July  23,  1982, 

Tax  Convention  With  Australia 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the 
Senate  advise  and  consent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Convention  between  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Government  of  Australia  for  the  Avoid- 
ance of  Double  Taxation  and  the  Preven- 
tion of  Fiscal  Evasion  with  respect  to  Taxes 
on  Income  signed  at  Sydney  on  August  6. 
1982. 

(Later  the  following  occurred:) 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  brought  to  my  attention  that, 
through  inadvertence,  there  was  not  a 
motion  to  reconsider  and  a  motion  to 
table  the  vote  by  which  the  resolu- 
tions of  ratification  of  the  several  trea- 
ties were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  President,  as  in  executive  ses- 
sion. I  now  move  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  resolutions  of  ratifi- 
cation were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

(Conclusion  of  later  proceedings.) 
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LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the   previous   order,   the   Senate   will 
return  to  legislative  session. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
consulted  with  the  manager  on  this 
side  and  with  the  minority  leader,  and 
I  believe  there  Is  no  objection  to  the 
request  I  am  about  to  put. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  now  that  the 
Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  H.R.  3415. 
Calendar  Order  No.  305,  the  D.C.  ap- 
propriations bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  will  not 
object.  I  do  not  know  of  any  objection 
on  this  side  to  calling  up  the  military 
construction  bill  after  the  District  of 
Columbia  bill,  as  the  majority  leader 
and  I  have  discussed,  if  he  wishes  to 
obtain  that  consent  at  this  point. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader.  Mr.  President,  I  further  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  after  the  dis- 
position of  the  D.C.  appropriations 
bill,  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  military  construction 
appropriations  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  for  the  benefit  of  Senators  that  we 
think  we  can  finish  the  D.C.  appro- 
priations bill  by  1  p.m.  and  finish  the 
military  construction  bill  by  2  p.m. 
That  is  our  objective,  and  I  hope  Sena- 
tors will  cooperate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3415)  making  appropriations 
for  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia and  other  activities  chargeable  in 
whole  or  in  part  against  the  revenues  of  said 
District  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1984,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  present  to  the  Senate  today 
the  D.C.  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  As  is  required,  this  budget 
for  the  Nation's  Capital  Is  balanced 
and  includes  the  Increase  In  the  Feder- 
al payment  requested  by  the  Presi- 
dent. 

The  Federal  funds  recommended 
total  $596.3  million.  This  Is  comprised 
of:  $386  million  for  the  Federal  pay- 
ment; $16.5  million  for  water  and 
sewer  services  to  Federal  Installations; 
$52.1  million  for  retirement  fund  con- 
tributions; $115  million  for  capital 
project  loans;  $25.2  million  for  a  crimi- 
nal justice  emergency  initiative,  and 
$1.5  million  for  an  education  initiative. 
The  committee  recommendation  in- 
cludes funding  to  address  an  emergen- 
cy situation  in  the  District's  criminal 
justice  system.  As  has  been  extensively 
reported.  District  prison  facilities  are 
seriously  overcrow(led. 


I  personally  observed  them  on  a  visit 
to  the  D.C.  jail  several  weeks  ago  and 
we  have  had  extensive  hearings  on  the 
subject,  including  the  hearing  this 
morning  with  the  Director  of  Prisons 
testifying  about  the  situation. 

We  have  recommended  $22.3  million 
in  response  to  this  intolerable  and 
dauigerous  situation  and  for  specified 
rehabilitation  programs. 

In  addition,  there  Ls  Included  $2.8 
million  in  response  to  the  unaccept- 
able delays  in  the  Superior  Court. 
These  delays  have  contributed  to  the 
overcrowding  In  the  jail,  with  60  per- 
cent of  those  in  detention  awaiting 
trial. 

There  had  been  an  amount  Included 
for  21  assistant  U,S.  attorneys  but 
that  was  eliminated  in  deference  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Justice.  Yesterday  that  was  includ- 
ed in  a  markup  of  that  subcommittee. 

The  committee's  recommendation 
also  includes  $1.5  million  for  the  board 
of  education  to  conduct  an  analysis  of 
the  various  proposals  to  reward  the 
best  teachers.  The  board  could  evalu- 
ate the  differing  approaches  and 
points  of  view  giving  all  concerned.  In- 
cluding representatives  of  the  teach- 
ers, a  chance  to  be  heard  before  any 
final  judgments  are  made. 

In  the  D.C,  funds  portion  of  the  bill, 
the  committee  recommends  a  total  of 
$2,2  billion.  Within  this  amount  we 
have  included  $2  million  to  continue 
the  operation  of  the  police  and  fire 
clinic.  The  budget  contemplated  clos- 
ing the  clinic,  however,  the  city  is  dis- 
cussing with  the  affected  parties  alter- 
natives to  closing  the  facility.  By  in- 
cluding this  amount  we  can  consider 
the  results  of  those  discussions  in  the 
conference.  Also  recommended  is  the 
inclusion  of  an  additional  $900,000  for 
vocational  rehabilitation  of  the  handi- 
capped. That  restores  this  program  to 
its  1981  funding  level.  The  committee 
has  restored  to  the  budget  request  sev- 
eral Items  added  on  by  the  House  to- 
taling $553,000. 

And  finally,  the  committee  recom- 
mends concurrence  with  language  in- 
cluded by  the  House  that  requires  the 
city  to  continue  to  pay  its  electric  utili- 
ty costs  for  street  lighting.  The  Public 
Service  Commission  has  yet  to  rule  on 
the  city's  petition  to  transfer  those 
costs  to  the  ratepayers. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  all 
members  of  the  subcommittee  and 
particularly  Senator  Leahy,  the  rank- 
ing minority  member,  for  his  coopera- 
tion In  bringing  this  bill  before  the 
Senate.  Also,  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee (Mr.  Hatfield)  for  his  assist- 
ance and  understanding  in  attempting 
to  solve  some  of  these  important  prob- 
lems in  the  District.  And  to  the  staff 
on  both  sides.  Tim  Leeth,  Jim  Cubie, 
Lula  Joyce,  Jane  McMullan.  and  Brian 


Punk,  for  preparing  the  necessary  ma- 
terials for  our  use. 

governmental  direction  and  support 

The  bin  Includes  a  total  of 
$44,176,400  for  governmental  direction 
and  support.  This  amount  Is  a  reduc- 
tion of  $22,687,100  from  fiscal  year 
1983.  and  in  most  part  represents  the 
transfer  of  the  Department  of  General 
Services  to  the  new  Public  Works  ap- 
propriation title. 

For  the  office  of  the  Mayor,  the 
committee  has  recommended  a  total  of 
$1,069,600.  Administration  of  the  vic- 
tims of  crime  compensation  program 
established  In  fiscal  year  1983  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Em- 
ployment Services,  along  with  funding 
in  the  amount  of  $495,000, 

The  sum  of  $879,500  is  provided  for 
the  office  of  the  city  administrator, 
which  is  a  decrease  from  the  previous 
fiscal  year.  The  decrease  represents 
the  transfer  of  the  D.C.  Energy  Office 
to  the  Human  Support  Services  appro- 
priation title  and  its  combination  with 
the  complementary  energy  assistance 
program. 

For  the  D.C.  Retirement  Board  a 
total  of  $2,328,700  is  recommended,  of 
which  $425,000  is  to  be  derived  from 
the  District's  general  fund  and  the  re- 
mainder will  be  financed  from  the  in- 
vestment income  of  the  Board.  The 
House  had  provided  that  an  amount  of 
$601,000  would  come  from  the  general 
fimd. 

economic  development  and  REGtTLATION 

The  committee  recommends 

$18,376,500  for  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Community  Develop- 
ment. The  fiscal  year  1984  recommen- 
dation will  enable  the  Department  to 
continue  its  most  important  programs 
with  modest  reductions.  The  commit- 
tee reconunends  that  $2,826,600  be 
used  for  the  home  purchase  assistance 
program,  $2,500,000  for  rehabilitation 
financing,  and  $1,000,000  for  acquisi- 
tion of  vacant  buildings  and  land. 
These  amounts  will  provide  for  the  re- 
habilitation of  100  units,  downpay- 
ment  assistance  for  353  units  and  the 
acquisition  of  as  many  units  as  are 
able  to  be  rehabilitated. 

For  the  Commission  on  Licensure  to 
Practice  the  Healing  Art  the  commit- 
tee recommends  $275,300.  This  Is  the 
same  amoimt  as  the  budget  request 
and  $31,800  less  than  the  House  pro- 
vided. 

PUBLIC  SAFETSr  AND  JUSTICE 

For  the  agencies  under  the  Public 
Safety  and  Justice  appropriation 
title  the  committee  recommends 
$487,322,900.  This  amount  is 
$27,171,600  more  than  the  budget  re- 
quest and  $29,482,600  more  than  the 
House  allowance. 

The  recommendation  for  the  Metro- 
politan Police  Department  is 
$141,820,900  and  represents  a  $2  mil- 
lion increase  from  the  budget  request 
and  the  House  allowance.  The  increase 


was  made  to  permit  the  police  and  fire 
clinic  to  remain  in  operation  in  fiscal 
year  1984.  As  mentioned  previously, 
the  budget  submission  had  asstmied 
closing  the  clinic  and  shifting  Its  re- 
sponsibilities to  some  other  agency. 
Since  the  House  had  not  restored  this 
Item,  this  action  will  insure  that  the 
conference  can  consider  any  plan  de- 
veloped regarding  the  future  of  the 
clinic. 

The  committee  recommends 
$36,221,100  for  the  operations  of  the 
Superior  Court.  This  Is  $2.8  million 
more  than  the  House  allowance.  The 
Increase  represents  additional  funding 
provided  through  the  criminal  justice 
emergency  Initiative.  The  funds  are 
appropriated  to  the  Superior  Court  In 
order  to  provide  for  seven  additional 
judges  and  seven  secretaries,  along 
with  law  clerks,  courtroom  clerks,  and 
court  reporters. 

The  committee  recommends  an  In- 
crease of  $22,330,300  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Corrections.  As  noted  earlier, 
these  funds,  which  are  a  part  of  the 
criminal  justice  emergency  initiative, 
will  be  used  to  hire  additional  staff, 
provide  needed  capital  improvements, 
and  to  expand  vocational  and  educa- 
tional programs. 

For  the  National  Guard  the  commit- 
tee recommends  $458,700.  This 
amount  is  the  same  as  the  budget  re- 
quest and  $33,200  less  than  that  al- 
lowed by  the  House. 

PUBLIC  education  SYSTEM 

For  the  Public  Education  System  ap- 
propriation title.  $484,682,900  is  rec- 
ommended. This  is  $11.1  million  more 
than  the  House  allowance. 

The  principal  components  of  this  ac- 
count are  the  Board  of  Education 
(public  schools)  $327.5  million,  the 
teachers'  retirement  fund  $78.5  mil- 
lion, and  the  University  of  District  of 
Columbia  $60.8  million. 

As  part  of  the  education  Initiative, 
the  committee  is  including  $1,500,000 
for  the  Board  of  Education  to  explore 
various  alternatives  to  recognize  out- 
standing teachers  through  incentives, 
of  both  a  financial  and  career  nature. 

HUBtAN  StTPPORT  SERVICES 

The  committee  recommends 
$497,536,600  for  the  Human  Support 
Services  appropriation  title. 

For  the  Department  of  Human  Serv- 
ices a  total  of  $354,791,100  is  provided. 
The  Department  administers  the  Dis- 
trict public  assistance,  AFDC,  medic- 
aid, and  supplemental  security  income 
programs,  as  well  as  emergency  assist- 
ance, child  day  care,  and  foster  care 
programs.  The  committee  has  included 
an  additional  $900,000  for  the  voca- 
tional rehabilitation  program  of  the 
District. 

The  committee  recommends 
$43,100,000  as  an  operating  subsidy  to 
the  D.C.  General  Hospital.  This  is  the 
same  as  the  budget  request  and 
$8,000,000  above  the  House  allowance. 
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For  a  payment  to  the  federally 
owned  Saint  EHizabeths  Hospital 
$29,506,700  is  recommended.  This  is 
$4,758,000  more  than  provided  by  the 
House.  The  committee  also  recom- 
mends deleting  the  language  capping 
the  contributions  by  the  District  to 
Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital  that  the 
House  included. 

The  committee  is  recommending 
$7,232,000  for  contributions  by  the 
District  government  to  the  unemploy- 
ment compensation  fund.  This  amount 
is  $2,900,000  less  than  budget  request 
and  the  House  allowance. 

PUBLIC  WORKS 

The  committee  recommends  a  total 
of  $190,562,100  for  the  activities  to  be 
funded  under  this  new  account  during 
fiscal  year  1984.  The  principal  compo- 
nents of  this  appropriation  title  are 
the  District's  contribution  to  Metro 
$98.5  million.  Department  of  Environ- 
mental Services  (general  fund)  $35.6 
million.  Department  of  Transportation 
$31.2  million,  and  Department  of  Gen- 
eral Services  $25.2  million.  The  most 
significant  item  of  change  to  this 
fiscal  years  budget  in  this  account  is  a 
decrease  of  $11,999,800  resulting  from 
the  District's  decision  to  include  street 
lighting  costs  in  the  Pepco  rate  base 
charged  to  District  residents  and  orga- 
nizations in  the  rate  structure,  which  I 
noted  earlier. 

REPAYJiOrr  OF  GENERAL  FUND  DEFICIT 

The  committee  recommends  an 
amount  of  $5,000,000  for  the  purpose 
of  eliminating  the  general  fund  deficit. 
This  is  the  same  as  the  budget  request 
and  $15  million  less  than  the  House 
amount. 

ENTERPRISE  FUNDS 

For  the  water  and  sewer  fund,  the 
committee  recommends  $114,383,100; 
for  the  Washington  Convention 
Center  fund  $9,617,000  is  recommend- 
ed; and.  for  the  lottery  and  charitable 
game  fund  $2,772,500  in  non-Federal 
funds  are  provided. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  committee  amendments 
be  agreed  to  en  bloc  and  that  the  bill 
as  thus  amended  be  regarded  for  pur- 
poses of  amendment  as  original  text, 
provided  that  no  point  of  order  shall 
have  been  considered  to  have  been 
waived  if  the  request  is  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed 
to  en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

On  page  2.  line  3.  strike  -Saei.OOO.OOO  " 
and  Insert  $386,000,000" 

At  the  beginning  of  page  3,  Insert: 

Criminal  Justice  Emercenct  Initiative 

For  a  Federal  contribution  to  the  District 
of  Columbia.  $25,171,600,  of  which 
$11,735,400  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

Education  Initiative 

For  a  Federal  contribution  to  the  District 
of  Columbia.  $1,500,000. 


On  page  4.  line  9,  strike  ■■$2,403.70O"  and 
Insert  ••$2.328.700" 

On  page  4.  line  12.  strike  ■•$601,000'  and 
insert  ■■$425.00O" 

On  page  4.  line  13,  strike  ••$1,802,700"  and 
insert  "$1.903.700' 

On  page  5.  line  2,  strike  ••$56,603.000"  and 
insert  •■$56,571.200;" 

On  page  6,  line  7,  strike  •$457.840,300" 
and  insert  ■■$487,322,900." 

On  page  7,  line  9.  strike  ■$473,597,100" 
and  insert  ■■$484.682,900.^ 

On  page  7,  line  12,  strike  ■'$326,000,000' 
and  insert  ■■$327,500,000" 

On  page  7.  line  13,  strike  •■$68,975,000^ 
and  insert  ■■$78.560,800" 

On  page  8.  line  22,  strike  ■$486,778,600  ■ 
and  insert  -$497,536,600  " 

On    page    9.    line    17.   strike    'shall    not 

On  page  11.  line  13.  strike  ••$309.000,000' 
and  insert  •■$296,449,000' 

On  page  U.  line  14,  strike  ■1981, 
$20,000,000.  of  which  not  less  than 
$15,000,000  shall  be  funded  and  apportioned 
by  the  Mayor  from  amounts  otherwise  avail- 
able to  the  District  of  Columbia  government 
(including  amounts  appropriated  by  this  Act 
or  revenues  otherwise  available,  or  both)^^ 
and  insert  ■1982,  $5,000,000^ 

On  page  11,  line  22,  strike  "$3,197,000'^ 
and  insert  ■■$3,750,000.' 

On  page  16,  line  8,  strike  ",  except  for 
those  funds  and  programs  for  the  Metropol- 
itan Police  Department  under  the  heading 
■Public  Safety  and  Justice"  which  shall  be 
expended  solely  by  that  Department;  and 
the  appropriation  under  the  heading  'Re- 
payment of  General  Fund  Deficit"  which 
shall  be  considered  as  the  amount  set  apart 
exclusively  for  and  shall  be  expended  solely 
for  that  purpose." 
On  page  24,  after  line  8,  insert: 
Sec.  131.  Title  11  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Code  is  amended  as  follows: 

Section  11-903  is  amended  by  striking  out 
■forty-three"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■fifty." 

Sec.  132.  (a)  That  part  of  the  Legislative 
Branch  Appropriation  Act,  1984  (Public  Law 
98-51),  under  the  heading  ■SENATE'^  is 
amended,  in  the  paragraph  with  the  head- 
ing •Secretary  of  the  Senate",  by  striking 
out  ■■$390.0OO^  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■■$537.0OO-. 

(b)  That  part  of  such  Act.  under  the  head- 
ing •JOINT  ITEMS',  is  amended,  in  the 
paragraph  with  the  heading  ■Education  of 
Paces',  by  striking  out  ■■$295,000'^  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  ■$148,000  ". 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Hawkins).  The  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Madam  President.  I 
wish  to  compliment  the  chairman  for 
his  leadership  in  reporting  the  District 
of  Columbia  appropriations  bill  for 
1984  in  such  an  expeditious  fashion. 

His  efforts  to  address  the  serious 
problems  of  the  criminal  justice 
system  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
should  be  supported.  The  criminal  jus- 
tice system  for  the  District  should 
stand  as  a  model  for  the  rest  of  the 
country.  I  applaud  his  efforts  in  trying 
to  bring  that  about.  I  think  we  look 
forward  to  a  difficult  conference  with 
the  other  body  on  that  issue.  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  show  unity  in  that  con- 
ference. 


I  would  also  like  to  compliment  Mr. 
Tim  Leeth  and  Ms.  Lula  Joyce  of  the 
majority  staff  and  Mr.  Jim  Cubie  and 
Ms.  Jane  McMullan  for  their  excellent 
assistance  in  reporting  this  bill. 

I  suspect  that  the  7  or  8  hours  we 
had  set  aside  for  the  stirring  debate  on 
the  issues  involved  here  will  be  com- 
pressed substantially  and  we  will  be 
able  to  go  very  soon  to  passage. 

I  understand  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin)  has 
some  remarks  he  wishes  to  present.  If 
I  might.  I  will  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  that  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Madam  President,  the 
issue  that  I  want  to  raise  has  been  a 
major  annoyance  to  the  residents  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  to  visi- 
tors, even  more  importantly  to  visi- 
tors, for  as  many  years  as  I  have  been 
here  and  as  many  years  as  I  know  of. 

Before  I  comment.  I  also  want  to  add 
my  commendation  to  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  for  the  kind  of  work 
he  has  done.  It  is  not  the  kind  of  task 
which  receives  a  lot  of  public  applause. 
He  has  done  his  work  with  dispatch 
and  with  brilliance.  I  commend  him  on 
the  kind  of  initiative  he  has  taken  on 
this  bill  and  in  other  ways  with  regard 
to  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  concern  that  I  have  has  to  do 
with  the  question  of  traffic  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  the  fact  that  our 
traffic  lights  are  not  synchronized,  the 
fact  that  traffic  signs  are  frequently 
nonexistent  or  confusing,  with  inter- 
states  ending  nowhere. 

I  think  the  general  public  which 
visits  the  District  has  to  ask  the  ques- 
tion, how  is  it  we  are  supposed  to  be 
able  to  run  the  country  if  we  carmot 
move  our  traffic  any  better? 

I  do  not  know  whose  fault  it  is.  I 
have  been  out  personally  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  District  and  other 
agencies  to  point  out  places  where 
signs  are  nonexistent,  where  people 
will  not  know  what  to  do  without 
those  signs,  where  there  is  a  lack  of 
synchronization  of  traffic  lights, 
which  I  think  is  a  disgrace. 

I  understand  some  progress  is  being 
made.  In  the  meantime,  we  have  seri- 
ous traffic  problems  wasting  energy 
and  precious  hours. 

My  question  is  basically  whether  or 
not  the  floor  managers  might  take 
some  interest  in  this  area,  if  they  have 
not  already  become  aware  of  it.  so  we 
can  make  greater  progress  on  the 
question  of  synchronizing  lights  so 
that  we  can  move  traffic  in  this  town, 
so  that  we  can  avoid  having  10  percent 
of  our  visitors  end  up  at  Spout  Run 
when  they  do  not  want  to  end  up  at 
Spout  Run. 
Mr.  SPECTER  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Boschwitz).  The  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania. 


Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan  for  his  very  generous  re- 
marks. They  are  all  the  more  meaning- 
ful because  of  his  record  of  deep  con- 
cern for  the  criminal  justice  system 
and  for  his  experience  in  city  govern- 
ment in  Michigan.  He  certainly  has 
the  background  and  experience  to 
know  the  details  of  the  operation  of  a 
big  city,  so  they  are  especially  mean- 
ingful. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
for  his  comments  about  the  traffic 
signal  system.  I  have  just  been  advised 
that  there  is  a  program  underway  to 
provide  for  synchronization  of  the 
many  intersections  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  I  have  not  become  familiar 
in  detail  with  the  traffic  system,  but  I 
do  believe  that  the  synchronization  of 
lights  is  a  very  important  subject.  The 
committee  will  pursue  the  matter  as  to 
what  is  already  contemplated  for 
action  and  will  confer  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Michigan  on  any  further  ac- 
tivities which  seem  appropriate.  I 
pledge  to  put  that  as  a  priority  item 
for  consideration  of  the  committee. 

With  respect  to  signs.  I  agree  com- 
pletely with  the  necessity  for  a  better 
sign  situation  and.  again,  will  pursue 
that  subject  in  an  expeditious  and 
timely  fashion. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  do. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  wish  him  the  best  of 
luck  in  this  endeavor.  When  I  had  to 
carry  the  weighty  burden  of  the  lead- 
ership of  the  D.C.  Subcommittee— a 
matter,  which,  of  course,  involved  all 
my  time  and  attention,  love  and  affec- 
tion, skill  and  work  for  lo,  those  many 
years— we  periodically  raised  this 
problem  of  the  traffic  lights  with  the 
District.  We  would  be  given  assurances 
that  this  problem  would  soon  be 
solved. 

I  once  had  a  visitor  who  was  riding 
into  the  District  with  me.  The  visitor 
said: 

Pat,  are  the  lights  designed  for  the  benefit 
of  the  pedestrians  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 
drivers? 

I  said:  No. 

That  is  pretty  much  the  way  it  is. 
The  synchronization  of  the  lights  is 
not  designed  either  for  the  benefit  of 
the  drivers  or  the  benefit  of  the  pedes- 
trians. I  thought  maybe  I  would  dis- 
cover the  secret  of  whom  they  were 
designed  for  when  I  went  on  the  Intel- 
ligence Committee,  but  this  is  of  such 
a  high  classification,  none  of  us  will 
ever  be  allowed  to  know  for  whose 
benefit  they  are  designed. 

The  signs  are  interesting.  Aside  from 
those  with  typographical  errors  on 
them,  they  are  very  much  like  the 
signs  we  used  to  have  as  a  child  for 
treasure  hunts.  They  so  often  go  off  in 
a  different  direction  from  where  you 
want  to  go— which  is  not  always  bad.  I 
say  to  my  friend  from  Michigan,  when 


somebody  comes  to  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, everybody  wants  to  go  to  the 
Washington  Monument,  but  how 
many  people  ever  do  get  a  chance  to 
see  Spout  Run  or  have  that  on  the  top 
of  their  list?  This  way,  when  they 
follow  the  signs  to  the  Washington 
Monument,  they  do  end  up  in  Spout 
Run.  They  are  going  to  see  the  Monu- 
ment, but  they  also  get  an  extra  bene- 
fit. They  are  going  to  see  Spout  Run 
as  an  extra  added  attraction.  So  it  is 
an  added  benefit. 

They  will  eventually  see  the  normal 
tourist  sights.  It  might  take  them  a 
couple  of  days  longer  because  of  the 
way  the  signs  are  set  up.  but  they  get 
to  see  a  couple  of  other  things.  They 
might  see  Rock  Creek  Park  when  they 
wanted  to  see  the  Air  and  Space 
Museum.  They  might  even  end  up  in 
the  distinguished  chairman's  State 
when  they  thought  they  were  heading 
down  to  the  Tidal  Basin. 

Those  are  added  benefits  that 
should  be  encouraged  in  the  interest 
of  tourism  and  exploring  this  country. 
But  I  think  that  perhaps  it  is  overdone 
the  way  it  is  at  present. 

It  is  like  the  problem  the  District 
has  had  for  many  years,  with  the  right 
turn  on  red  rule.  I  finally  offered  a 
prize  to  anybody  who  could  find  an 
intersection  in  the  city  where  they  did 
not  have  one  of  those  signs  that  said 
"No  turn  on  red. "  They  spent  tens  of 
thousands  of  dollars  to  put  those  up 
on  virtually  every  intersection  around. 
They  finally  allowed  a  right  turn  on 
red,  I  think,  at  the  place  where  you 
come  out  of  the  Senate  parking  lot.  I 
thought  maybe  it  was  coincidence  that 
it  was  there.  But,  finally,  a  man  who 
had  spent  years  walking  around  the 
city  came  in  and  collected  the  prize, 
because  he  found  another  one  some- 
where up  in  the  southeast  section, 
near  the  District  line.  I  think  there 
are  another  8  to  12  intersections  in  the 
city  where  you  are  allowed  to  turn 
right  on  red. 

These  things  come  about,  but  let  us 
not  rush  them.  This  is  a  city  full  of 
traditions— impossible  traffic  condi- 
tions. The  spontaneity  and  excitement 
of  direction  signs  is  part  of  that  tradi- 
tion, so  we  should  not  rush  them  too 
much. 

I  join  my  distinguished  chairman 
and  shall  follow  how  they  come  about. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Vermont  for  his  comments  and  will 
work  with  him  to  see  it  we  can  im- 
prove the  situation  so  that  motorists 
do  not  head  for  Pennsylvania  or.  per- 
haps, even  for  Vermont  by  mistake. 

Unless  someone  else  desires  to  be 
heard,  Mr.  President,  and  I  see  no  one 
present  at  this  time,  I  move  adoption 
of  the  bill. 

•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  the  District  of  Columbia  ap- 
propriation bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee. 


H.R.  3415  provides  $0.6  biUion  in 
new  budget  authority  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  Including  outlays  from  prior- 
year  budget  authority,  fiscal  year  1984 
outlays  associated  with  the  reported 
bill  would  also  be  $0.6  billion. 

These  amounts  are  consistent  with 
the  subcommittee's  crosswalk  alloca- 
tion under  the  fiscal  year  1984  first 
budget  resolution  and  the  President's 
request. 

I  support  the  bill  as  reported  and 
commend  the  distinguished  sut)com- 
mittee  chairman.  Senator  Specter, 
and  members  of  the  Senate  Appropria- 
tions Committee  for  keeping  spending 
within  the  budget  and  the  President's 
request. 

I  ask  that  two  tables  showing  the  re- 
lationship of  the  reported  bill  to  the 
congressional  spending  and  credit 
budgets  and  the  President's  request  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  my  remarks. 

The  tables  referred  to  follow: 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMIHEE  SPENDING 
TOTALS-SENATE-REPORTED  BILL 

|lfi  Minns  d  iMIars) 

Fscil  y»  1984 

s,  ^^ 

Outlays  liom  pnoiyut  budget  autlwnty  and  oHar 
actions  completed  - —        ('( 

HR  3415.  as  repotledmttie  Same 0.6         0.6 

total  bill  0.6  0,6 

Subcommittee  302(1))  allocalion 0.6  0.6 

PtesKJenl's  request      - OS  0.5 

SulKommittee  total  compared  tO: 

Subcommittee  302  (b)  aHoutWi - 

Houseoassed  level -      +0.1       -hO.1 

PresKteils  request — 

'  Less  than  $50  million 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMIHEE  CREDIT  TOTALS- 
SENATE-REPORTED  BILL 

|ln  Dillions  ot  dollars] 


Fiscal  yw 
1984  new 
direct  loan 
oMptois 


HR  3415,  as  reported  m  the  Senate 

Total  bill 

Subcommittee  lirsi  budget  resolution  assumptm .. 

President  s  request 

Subcommittee  total  compared  to 

First  budget  resolution  allocation  leMl.—.- 

House-passed  level,. 

F^esidenl's  request 


01 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 


>  Less  than  SSO  million  • 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en- 
grossment of  the  amendments  and  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  having  been  read  the  third  time, 
the  question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  3415),  as  amended, 
was  passed. 
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Mr.  LEAHY.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  bill  passed. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
a^eed  to. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  on  its 
amendments  and  request  a  conference 
with  the  House  of  Representatives 
thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  be  author- 
ized to  appoint  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Bosch witz)  ap- 
pointed Mr.  Specter.  Mr.  Hattield. 
Mr.  Mattingly.  Mr.  DoBtENici.  Mr. 
Leahy.  Mr.  Stennis.  and  Mr.  Bubjpers 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  con- 
clude by  thanking  all  of  those  who 
have  taken  part  in  this  proceeding.  In 
my  judgment,  we  have  taken  a  signifi- 
cant step  here  as  it  relates  to  the 
criminal  justice  system.  The  criminal 
justice  system  in  this  city  and  in  this 
Nation  are  urgently  in  need  of  very 
substantial  modifications.  The  deten- 
tion center  of  the  D.C.  jail  is  bulging 
with  people  who  have  not  been  tried. 
Prior  to  the  disturbances  last  week, 
there  were  2,400  people  in  detention 
there,  in  a  facility  which  should  hold 
some  1.355  people.  In  the  D.C.  jail.  700 
are  sentenced  felons,  and  corrections 
officials  tell  us  that  1,400  were  await- 
ing trial.  Many  had  been  there  for 
months  and  months,  a  denial  of  consti- 
tutional rights  to  those  who  had  been 
detained,  in  a  very  serious  overcrowd- 
ing condition. 

We  have  taken  steps  here  to  add 
seven  judges  to  the  D.C.  Superior 
Court,  a  recommendation  which  has 
long  Iain  fallow. 

We  have  taken  steps  in  collaboration 
with  Senator  Laxalt  on  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  State  Justice  and  Commerce 
to  add  21  assistant  U.S.  attorneys  to 
speed  the  processing  of  those  trials  so 
that  the  calendar  may  move  forward, 
not  only  as  to  criminal  cases  but  as  to 
civil  cases  and  divorce  cases.  The  news 
media  are  filled  with  the  problems  of 
the  D.C.  judicial  system,  which  we 
have  moved  upon. 

With  respect  to  the  overcrowded 
conditions,  the  subcommittee  under- 
took that  inquiry  before  the  current 
incidents  at  the  D.C.  jail.  It  was  appar- 
ent to  the  subcommittee  from  looking 
at  those  statistics  that  there  were 
major  problems  in  the  offing.  We  vis- 
ited the  prison  at  Lorton.  accompanied 
by  Mayor  Barry  and  by  Senator 
Warner.  We  visited  the  D.C.  jail,  ac- 
companied by  Mayor  Barry,  and  were 
determined  to  see  to  it  that  we  took 
action  in  two  critical  respects— first  to 
relieve  overcrowding;  we  have  put  in 
fimding  which  will  add  200  to  500 
beds:  second,  to  do  something  on  the 
rehabilitation  line,  so  that  we  do  not 
continue  to  release  functional  illiter- 
ates without  a  trade  or  skill  where  it 


would  be  no  surprise  that  they  would 
come  back  into  the  criminal  justice 
system  by  way  of  arrest  and  later  con- 
viction. 

In  my  judgment.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  happening  in  the  criminal  jus- 
tice system  and  in  the  prisons  in  this 
country  today  is  an  intolerable  situa- 
tion. It  is  extraordinarily  troublesome, 
in  the  shadow  of  the  Nation's  Capitol, 
to  have  the  kind  of  disturbance  which 
was  held  last  Friday  in  the  D.C.  jail, 
and  we  are  taking  steps  in  this  bill  to 
correct  that  situation.  The  District  of 
Columbia  ought  to  be  the  model  for 
the  Nation. 

I  thank  Senator  Leahy  and  the 
Senate  for  agreeing  to  this  bill.  We 
shall  move  ahead  in  conference  to 
maintain  its  key  provisions.  I  know 
that  Mayor  Barry  and  the  administra- 
tive officials  are  pledged  to  utilizing 
this  money  wisely  for  the  very  impor- 
tant objectives  which  are  encompassed 
herein. 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS.  1984 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Humphrey).  Under  the  previous  order, 
the  Senate  will  now  consider  H.R. 
3263,  which  the  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3263)  making  appropriations 
for  military  construction  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
Septemljer  30.  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider 
the  bill,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
with  amendments. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  bring  before  the  Senate 
H.R.  3263,  the  military  construction 
appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1984. 
This  bill,  as  reported  by  the  commit- 
tee, has  been  carefully  reviewed  and 
contains  projects  which  we  believe  are 
necessary  and  justified  for  improved 
living  and  working  conditions  for  our 
military  personnel,  as  well  as  for  the 
improved  readiness  posture  so  vital  to 
our  national  security. 

The  committee  recommendation  will 
provide  new  budget  authority  for 
fiscal  year  1984  in  the  amount  of 
$7,240,336,000. 

This  auTiount  is  $1.4  billion  below  the 
budget  request;  $278.9  million  above 
the  House  allowance;  and  $17  million 
above  the  fiscal  year  1983  appropria- 
tion. 

The  recommendation  before  the 
Senate  today  is  within  the  allocations 
for  both  budget  authority  and  outlays. 

While  the  recommendation  is  well 
below  the  budget  request.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  reductions  taken  will 
impact  on  the  military  construction 
program  for  next  fiscal  year  nor  will  it 
impact  on  readiness.  And,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  majority  of  the  reduc- 
tions taken  are  in  line  with  similar  re- 


ductions approved  as  part  of  the  fiscal 
year  1984  military  construction  au- 
thorization bill  which  Is  included  in 
the  Omnibus  Defense  Authorization 
Act.  1984.  The  individual  accounts  con- 
form with  the  authorization  totals  and 
not  a  single  project  in  this  bill  is  with- 
out Senate  authorization. 

In  general,  the  bill  provides  $4.5  bil- 
lion for  military  construction  projects 
and  $2.7  billion  for  the  construction 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of 
military  family  housing.  About  $2  bil- 
lion of  the  request  is  for  projects  out- 
side the  United  States. 

The  Guard  and  Reserve  Forces  are 
provided  for  in  this  bill  and  the  sub- 
committee recommendation  is  for  $261 
million  to  meet  the  various  facility  re- 
quirements of  these  units.  The  Guard 
and  Reserve  accoimt  is  the  only  ac- 
coimt  in  the  bill  which  is  above  the 
budget  request  and  that  increase  is 
small  at  $6  million. 

I  will  now  address  what  the  commit- 
tee considered  to  be  the  most  impor- 
tant items  in  the  bill. 

The  recommendation  for  facilities  in 
support  of  the  MX  missile  is  $72  mil- 
lion. This  is  the  amount  authorized. 
The  amount  recommended  will  pro- 
vide various  facilities  at  Hill  Air  Force 
Base,  Utah;  Vandenberg  Air  Force 
Base.  Calif.;  Lowry  Air  Force  Base. 
Colo.;  Offutt  Air  Force  Base.  Nebr.; 
and  the  initial  construction  at  F.  E. 
Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyo.  Howev- 
er, the  subcommittee  was  fully  aware 
of  the  continuing  controversy  over 
MX.  and  because  of  that  hais  included 
report  language  which  will  prohibit 
the  obligation  and  expenditure  of 
funds  for  these  facilities  until  authori- 
zation has  been  approved  by  the  Con- 
gress for  the  procurement  on  the  ini- 
tial buy  of  the  MX. 

The  recommendation,  if  approved 
today,  should  not  have  any  major 
Impact  on  the  construction  program 
since  other  language  included— and 
supported  by  the  House— will  allow 
the  Air  Force  to  move  forward  with  all 
design  on  the  MX  facilities  as  soon  as 
this  bill  is  signed  into  law. 

In  addition,  the  committee  has  rec- 
ommended that  the  Senate  support 
the  House  general  provision  regarding 
compliance  with  the  environmental 
impact  statement  prior  to  the  start  of 
construction. 

Each  of  the  actions  reconmiended  by 
the  committee  conforms  with  authori- 
zation. As  I  said  earlier,  there  should 
be  no  delay  in  construction.  Without 
design  started,  it  is  not  likely  that  any 
construction  can  begin  before  late 
next  summer. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that  the  ranking 
minority  member.  Senator  Sasser,  and 
I  are  in  full  agreement  on  this  matter. 

The  next  item  of  interest  is  the  de- 
ployment of  the  ground-launched 
cruise  missile  (GLCM).  The  request 
was  for  $147.9  million  for  various  fa- 


cilities including  family  housing  and 
schools.  The  committee  recommenda- 
tion Is  $78.3  million  which  is  almost 
identical  to  the  House  allowance  and 
reflects  authorization  reductions  of 
about  $45  million.  The  cut  is  for  de- 
pendent support  facilities.  The  report 
language  strongly  endorses  the  GLCM 
and  urges  the  United  States  to  work 
with  NATO  to  meet  operational  sched- 
ules. However,  some  questions  remain 
concerning  the  remote  locations  in 
some  countries  for  these  bases  as  well 
as  other  concerns  noted  in  the  report 
text. 

Another  area  where  the  committee 
has  made  a  major  reduction  is  the 
NATO  Infrastructure  account.  The 
recommendation  deletes  $100  million 
from  the  account.  Without  going  into 
great  detail,  which  can  be  found  in  the 
report,  I  should  say  that  this  reduc- 
tion will  certainly  be  compromised  in 
conference.  However,  we  must  send 
the  Defense  Department  a  strong  mes- 
sage that  the  recoupment  of  fimds 
"prefinanced"  on  various  projects  that 
are  eligible  to  be  paid  from  the  NATO 
account  should  be  given  the  highest 
priority.  Over  $250  million  remains  to 
be  recouped  from  NATO  in  this  cate- 
gory, and  from  all  indications,  the  De- 
fense Department  does  not  process 
these  recoupments  in  a  timely  fashion. 

On  a  similar  note  with  regard  to  the 
NATO  infrastructure  account,  the  rec- 
ommendation before  you  denies  all 
funding  requested  for  the  so-called 
collocated  operating  bases  (COBS) 
throughout  NATO.  These  are  impor- 
tant facilities,  but  the  United  States 
and  NATO  cannot  seem  to  come  to  an 
agreement  on  their  priority.  Since 
NATO  is  putting  up  some  funds  for 
the  COBS,  I  believe  the  recommenda- 
tion supports  the  committee  position 
on  NATO  and  the  infrastructure  ac- 
count. 

The  recommendation  does,  however, 
provide  $66  million  for  the  upgrade  of 
COBS-type  facilities  in  Turkey.  I  per- 
sonally believe  the  strategic  location 
of  these  bases  carmot  be  overlooked. 
The  committee  has  adopted  the  rec- 
ommendation for  these  projects  which 
are  being  prefinanced.  It  should  be 
noted  also  that  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment is  providing  funds  to  support 
these  facilities  at  the  same  time. 

The  recommendation  includes  $8 
million  for  a  second  contingency  base 
in  Honduras.  The  project  is  part  of  the 
administration's  Caribbean  Basin  plan 
and  was  fully  authorized.  The  commit- 
tee has  included  report  language 
which  directs  the  Defense  Department 
to  report  to  the  committee  and  receive 
committee  approval  prior  to  the  obli- 
gation of  the  funds.  The  report  should 
include  a  full-plan  showing  what  the 
construction  program  will  be  for  this 
region  in  future  budgets. 

The  other  major  item  I  should  like 
to  mention  Is  one  which  has  been  of 
interest— particularly  in  conference— 


for  several  years.  That  is.  Ras  Banas. 
Egypt.  The  issue  in  discussion  is  the 
House  rescission  of  $91  million  provid- 
ed for  this  base  last  year.  None  of  the 
money  was  obligated  because  of  the 
long  mine-clearing  process  at  Ras 
Banas  and  because  the  House  offered 
some  objection  to  the  plans  after  the 
conference  last  year. 

At  this  time,  the  Egyptian  Govern- 
ment has  decided  that  the  full  ftmding 
of  Ras  Banas  by  the  United  States  is 
not  politically  acceptable;  and  there- 
fore, has  offered  to  construct  a  good 
portion  of  the  facility.  There  may  be 
the  need  for  some  U.S.  funding  for 
technically  constructed  facilities 
which  carmot  be  built  by  the  Egyp- 
tians. 

The  discussions  on  Ras  Banas  are 
ongoing  and  still  unclear.  However,  I 
have  been  visited  by  the  Ambassador 
from  Egypt  and  had  letters  from  both 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  Secre- 
tary of  State  on  this  matter. 

The  committee  has  agreed  that  we 
retain  $55  million  of  last  year's  appro- 
priation and  take  the  issue  to  confer- 
ence. At  that  time,  if  no  further  agree- 
ment has  been  reached  between  the 
United  States  and  Egypt,  I  believe 
that  we  might  agree  to  the  House  re- 
scission. 

The  committee  took  this  position  on 
Ras  Banas  because  the  Egyptians 
would  consider  an  agreement  with  the 
rescission  by  the  committee  as  a  signal 
that  we  no  longer  want  access  to  Ras 
Banas.  Ras  Banas  is  one  of  the  key  lo- 
cations with  the  Persian  Gulf/Indian 
Ocean  area  so  important  to  the  mis- 
sion of  the  Rapid  Deployment  Force 
(RDF). 

The  remaining  $36  million  from  the 
total  appropriation  for  Ras  Banas  has 
been  taken  as  a  general  reduction  to 
the  Air  Force  1984  request.  The  report 
contains  more  language  on  this 
matter. 

I  have  included,  and  the  committee 
supported,  a  provision  that  prohibits 
expenditure  of  funds  in  any  nation 
which  does  not  cooperate  with  U.S.  ef- 
forts to  stem  illicit  drug  trafficking. 

The  final  item  I  will  discuss  is  the 
savings  which  have  been  derived  from 
the  extremely  good  bidding  climate 
that  has  occurred  during  fiscal  year 
1983. 

This  bill,  as  I  mentioned,  conforms 
to  the  Senate  authorization  bill.  In 
that  light,  they  have  recommended 
over  $500  million  In  projects  to  be 
funded  from  available  savings.  What 
this  means  is  that  the  specific  projects 
mentioned  in  the  Senate  authorization 
report  are  Indeed  authorized— but. 
only  to  be  funded  from  available  sav- 
ings. Senators  will  recall  that  another 
list  of  this  sort  was  part  of  the  jobs 
bill  and  those  projects  are  now  becom- 
ing a  reality.  The  committee  has  sup- 
ported the  list  as  proposed  by  the 
Armed  Services  Committee. 


This  list  will  be  In  conference  be- 
cause the  majority  of  the  House 
add-ons  were  not  authorized. 

I  believe  that  the  committee  recom- 
mendation is  as  fair  as  it  can  be.  We 
have  tried  to  respect  the  wishes  of  our 
colleagues  who  have  contacted  the 
committee  on  items  of  special  interest. 
It  should  be  noted  that  I  expect  the 
bill— particularly  the  add-ons— will 
change  considerably  depending  on  the 
outcome  of  the  authorization  confer- 
ence. 

And  as  I  said  earlier,  while  the  bill  Is 
substantially  less  than  the  President's 
request  and  only  0.02  percent  above 
last  year's  bill,  it  provides  the  neces- 
sary projects  to  meet  DOD  require- 
ments. 

I  should  like  to  express  my  thanks  to 
the  ranking  minority  member,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Tennessee. 
Mr.  Sasser.  for  his  cooperation  and  as- 
sistance on  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  that  concludes  my 
formal  remarks.  I  now  yield  to  the 
ranking  minority  member,  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  for  any  comments  he 
may  wish  to  make  In  support  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  our 
subcommittee,  and  I  commend  Sena- 
tor Mattingly  for  his  efforts  and  his 
work  on  behalf  of  this  bill.  The  bill 
before  us  represents,  I  believe,  a  re- 
sponsible and  a  realistic  level  of  fund- 
ing for  U.S.  military  construction  In 
this  country  and  overseas. 

As  the  chairman  has  pointed  out,  we 
have  made  a  substantial  reduction  in 
budget  authority.  This  bill  is  $1.4  bil- 
lion under  the  President's  budget  re- 
quest and  is  only  $18  million  above  the 
funds  provided  for  the  current  year.  In 
fact.  Mr.  President,  we  have  exercised 
the  budget  cutting  knife  to  the  point 
that  the  administration  has  an- 
nounced its  opposition  to  this  bill.  I 
have  received  a  letter  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget.  David  Stockman,  saying  "I 
hope  you  will  encourage  the  Senate  to 
reconsider  the  reduction  •  •  '." 

That  is  a  letter  I  never  expected  to 
receive  from  Mr.  Stockman. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  before  us  con- 
forms with  the  authorization  bill.  A 
substantial  amount  of  the  reductions 
we  have  made  are  as  a  result  of  action 
by  the  authorization  committee.  But 
we  have  set  some  priorities.  We  have 
made  reductions.  But  we  have  provid- 
ed for  the  highest  priority  military 
construction  items  which  are  neces- 
sary to  achieve  continued  sufficient 
defense  readiness  and  an  adequate 
quality  of  life  for  members  of  the 
Armed  Forces. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  my  distinguished  chair- 
man and  myself  in  approving  this  bill. 


JMI 
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Mr.  President,  there  are  a  number  of 
important  issues  contained  in  this  bill. 
But  I  want  to  take  a  moment  of  the 
Senate's  time  to  discuss  one  small  item 
included  in  this  bUl  which  I  believe 
represents  one  of  the  most  important 
issues  facing  Congress  and  the  Nation. 

CXNTRAI.  AMKKICA 

The  President  requested  $8  million 
to  construct  improvements  at  an  air- 
field in  La  Cieba,  Honduras,  to  provide 
a  contingency  access  facility  in  Cen- 
tral America.  I  know  I  speak  for  the 
majority  of  my  colleagues  when  I  say 
that  we  are  very  concerned  with  the 
events  as  they  are  unfolding  in  this 
region  of  the  world. 

Let  me  say  that  last  year  the  com- 
mittee provided  $13  million  for  a  simi- 
lar contingency  facility  at  Comayagua. 
Honduras.  The  contract  was  awarded 
for  this  facility  in  the  spring  and  work 
has  been  initiated  at  the  site.  Mr. 
President,  an  article  in  the  July  21  edi- 
tion of  the  New  York  Times  indicates 
that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  utilized 
the  $13  million  to  approve  contracts 
not  only  at  Comayagua  but  at  another 
location  in  northwest  Honduras.  I 
have  questioned  the  Department  of 
Defense  concerning  this  matter  since 
funds  were  authorized  and  appropri- 
ated only  for  the  one  site.  I  have  re- 
ceived an  information  paper  which  in- 
dicates that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  awarded  a  contract  at  only  one 
site  in  Honduras. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
copy  of  the  New  York  Times  article 
and  a  copy  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense information  paper. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

INTORMATION  PAPER 

Subject:  Honduran  Air  Facilities. 

PACTS 

1.  U.S.  Air  Force  Fiscal  Year  1983 
MILCON  request  included  $21  million  for 
airfield  Improvements  at  two  locations  in 
Honduras.  The  full  amount  was  authorized 
but  only  $13  million  was  appropriated  for 
improvements  at  one  airfield.  A  construc- 
tion contract  for  this  work  was  awarded  by 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  on  31 
March  1983.  This  is  the  only  airfield  im- 
provement contract  awarded  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  in  Honduras. 

2.  The  only  other  Corps  of  Engineers  con- 
tract In  Honduras  is  for  the  Regional  Mili- 
tary Training  Center,  funded  by  a  foreign 
military  sales  case  for  El  Salvador.  The  con- 
tract was  awarded  on  26  May  1983.  No  air- 
field improvements  are  Included  in  this  con- 
tract. 

3.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  Fiscal  Year  1984 
yaUCOa  request  includes  an  $8  miUion  ap- 
propriation request  for  improvements  at  the 
second  airfield  in  Honduras  which  was  au- 
thorized In  the  1983  MILCON  Authorization 
BUI.  If  approved,  the  estimated  construction 
contract  award  date  is  Fourth  Quarter  Cal- 
endar Year  1983. 


[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  July  21.  1983) 

Projected  U.S.  Maneuvers  to  Center  on 
Honduras 

Washington.  July  20.— The  Reagan  Ad- 
ministration is  considering  plans  to  send 
Army  engineers  and  Air  Force  transports  to 
Honduras,  aircraft  carriers  along  the  two 
coasts  of  Central  America  and  the  battle- 
ship New  Jersey  through  the  Panama  Canal 
as  part  of  the  projected  military  exercises  in 
the  area  according  to  senior  officials. 

They  said  that  planning  for  the  exercises, 
which  are  to  be  held  in  a  month,  was 
moving  ahead,  but  that  final  decisions  de- 
pended on  how  strong  a  point  President 
Reagan  wanted  to  make  to  the  Cubans  and 
Nicaraguans,  whom  he  has  accused  of  fo- 
menting leftist  insurrections  in  the  region. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  Gen.  John  W.  Vessey  Jr.,  plans  to 
visit  Central  America  during  the  maneuvers 
for  talks  with  military  and  political  leaders, 
according  to  officials. 

The  ground  and  aircnJt  exercises,  in  par- 
ticular, would  underline  the  swift  expansion 
of  Honduras  as  the  center  of  United  States 
military  activity,  the  officials  said. 

They  said  engineer  battalions  could  clear 
two  or  three  airstrips  in  a  week  or  10  days  to 
accommodate  C-5  Galaxy  transports,  the 
Air  Force's  largest,  and  any  type  of  fighter 
plane.  Up  to  5,000  men,  more  than  twice  as 
many  as  in  earlier  exercises,  could  be  in- 
volved. 

TO  SHOW  speed  op  REACTION 

The  transports,  guided  in  by  Air  Force 
landing  teams,  could  demonstrate  the  speed 
with  which  American  troops  could  be  moved 
in.  Some  proposals  had  called  for  deploying 
Army  paratroopers  or  Marine  amphibious 
units,  but  they  were  discarded  as  too  strong. 

The  officials  said  that  whatever  forces 
were  sent  to  Honduras  would  soon  return  to 
the  United  States. 

The  aircraft  carrier  Ranger  and  its  escort- 
ing ships  have  left  San  Diego  and  are  cir- 
cling in  the  Pacific  awaiting  orders,  the  offi- 
cials said. 

Other  possibilities  included  dispatching  a 
second  aircraft  carrier  from  Norfolk.  Va.,  or 
having  one  steam  through  the  Caribbean  on 
the  way  home  from  the  Mediterranean, 
they  said. 

A  more  forceful  option  would  be  to  order 
the  New  Jersey  with  her  16-inch  guns  to  sail 
through  the  Panama  Canal.  The  New 
Jersey,  now  in  the  western  Pacific,  is  sched- 
uled to  return  home. 

At  the  center  of  the  maneuvers  is  Hondu- 
ras, where  the  American  military  presence 
of  270  troops  is  the  largest  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, except  for  the  garrison  in  the  Panama 
Canal  Zone. 

Honduras  is  situated  between  Nicaragua 
and  El  Salvador,  and  the  Honduran  Govern- 
ment has  been  the  most  willing  in  Central 
America  to  cooperate  with  the  United 
SUtes. 

"The  things  that  we  need  to  do  in  Central 
America  can  be  done  there  in  Honduras," 
said  one  official. 

He  emphasized  that  the  stationing  of 
American  troops  in  Honduras  was  tempo- 
rary and  was  not  the  precursor  of  a  further 
buildup.  "After  they  have  finished  their 
training  jobs."  he  said  "they  will  rotate  out 
of  there." 

TROOPS  IN  HONDURAS  DETAILED 

The  American  troops,  most  of  whom  have 
arrived  in  Honduras  in  recent  weeks,  include 
these: 

About  125  soldiers  from  the  Army's  Spe- 
cial Forces  and  supporting  units  who  have 


begun  to  train  Salvadorans  to  fight  against 
guerrillas. 

About  75  military  advisers,  mostly  from 
the  Army,  who  have  been  training  Hondur- 
ans  in  Infantry  tactics.  There  are  also  six 
members  of  a  military  group  administering 
military  sales. 

About  60  specialists  from  the  Air  Force 
who  began  to  operate  a  radar  station  in  mid- 
June  southwest  of  Tegucigalpa  to  monitor 
flights  over  Honduras,  El  Salvador  and 
Nicaragua. 

The  Army's  Corps  of  Engineers,  which 
has  contracted  with  local  civilian  construc- 
tion crews  to  Improve  two  airstrips  so  that 
Honduran  forces  could  move  swiftly  to  try 
to  stop  arms  shipments  from  Nicaragua  to 
El  Salvador.  Funds  for  another  airstrip  have 
been  requested  in  the  1934  military  budget. 
In  addition  there  are  intelligence  gather- 
ing flights  of  Air  Force  reconnaissance 
planes  that  look  for  Nicaraguan  arms  ship- 
ments, and  United  States  warships  stationed 
off  the  Pacific  cost  to  monitor  seaborne  In- 
filtration. 

Officials  have  indicated  that  military  ad- 
visers may  be  operating  with  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency  to  assist  Nicaraguan  in- 
surgents who  have  been  fighting  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  Special  Forces  troops,  better  known 
as  Green  Berets,  arrived  in  Puerto  Castilla 
on  the  Caribbean  coast  on  June  14  to  set  up 
a  training  center.  The  Green  Berets,  most  of 
whom  speak  Spanish,  first  trained  a  Hondu- 
ran unit  to  protect  the  center. 

Early  this  month,  the  Green  Berets  began 
training  a  Salvadoran  battalion  of  1.000  men 
as  a  quick-reaction  force  that  could  be 
moved  around  El  Salvador  to  strike  insur- 
gents. The  Green  Berets  will  next  train  four 
battalions  of  350  rangers  each  to  seek  out 
insurgents. 

Officers  here  said  American  instructors 
have  been  emphasizing  human  rights,  viola- 
tions of  which  have  been  a  cause  for  disaf- 
fection with  the  Salvadoran  Government. 
According  to  the  officers,  the  Americans  are 
urging  the  Salvadoran  soldiers  to  treat 
women  with  respect  and  not  to  steal  food. 

The  training  will  cost  $7  million,  officials 
here  said,  and  will  be  paid  through  foreign 
military  sales  credits  to  the  Salvadoran  Gov- 
ernment. In  addition,  the  United  States  has 
allocated  $250,000  for  the  training  center. 

Elsewhere.  75  Americans  have  been  in- 
structing Hondurans  in  infantry  tactics.  The 
Honduran  Government  that  came  to  office 
In  late  1981,  officers  here  said,  has  decided 
to  improve  its  army. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  let  con- 
tracts worth  $13  million  to  improve  Hondu- 
ran airstrips  at  Comayagua,  in  central  Hon- 
duras, and  at  PotreriUos,  in  the  northwest, 
officers  said.  A  request  for  funds  to  improv- 
ing a  third  airstrip  at  La  Ceiba  is  before 
Congress. 

Besides  permitting  the  Hondurans  to 
move  around  troops  in  an  effort  to  intercept 
Nicaraguan  arms  shipments,  the  airstrips 
could  be  used  by  United  States  forces  if 
President  Reagan  decided  to  dispatch  them 
to  Central  America. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
asked  to  be  provided  with  a  copy  of 
the  contract  which  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers has  awarded  utilizing  the  funds 
appropriated  for  Comayagua  in  fiscal 
year  1983.  I  must  say  that  I  am  not  yet 
fully  satisfied  with  the  answer  I  have 
received  from  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. I  would  remind  my  colleagues 


that  the  Air  Force  is  presently  con- 
structing a  radar  site  at  a  location 
south  of  the  capital  of  Honduras  uti- 
lizing other  than  military  construction 
funds— in  another  Department  of  De- 
fense budget  account.  So  I  am  very 
concerned  that  it  is  not  yet  known  to 
the  Congress  and  the  American  people 
the  exact  extent  of  our  involvement  in 
that  region  of  the  world. 

Mr,  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
article  which  appeared  in  the  July  23 
edition  of  the  New  York  Times. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 

was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 

Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  23,  1983] 

Reagan  Plans  Rise  in  Military  Moves  in 

Latin  America 

(By  Philip  Taubman) 

Washington,  July  22.— President  Reagan 
has  approved  a  plan  calling  for  a  substantial 
increase  in  American  military  involvement 
in  Central  America  and  preparations  for  a 
possible  limited  military  blockade  of  Nicara- 
gua, senior  Administration  officials  said 
today. 

Military  operations  that  the  United  States 
will  soon  conduct  in  Central  America  and 
the  Caribbean  are  designed  to  lay  the 
groundwork  for  the  expanded  American 
presence  and  the  possible  quarantine,  the 
officials  said. 

The  series  of  air,  sea  and  land  operations, 
which  are  scheduled  to  begin  next  month, 
are  to  last  a  minimum  of  six  months.  In 
public  comments  officials  have  described 
the  exercises  as  routine. 

A  military  quarantine 

The  plan  approved  by  Mr.  Reagan  does 
not  envisage  any  Immediate  combat  role  for 
United  States  forces,  but  does  call  for 
making  preparations  so  that  American 
forces  can  be  swiftly  called  into  action  if 
necessary,  according  to  the  officials. 

Mr.  Reagan  approved  the  plan  this  month 
after  a  number  of  high-level  meetings,  the 
officials  said,  and  on  July  12  he  instructed 
the  Defense  Department  to  prepare  a  blue- 
print for  carrying  out  his  decision. 

Specifically,  the  exercises  are  designed  in 
part  to  test  and  refine  plans  for  imposing  a 
military  quarantine  around  Nicaragua  and 
would  give  Mr.  Reagai.  the  option  of  order- 
ing a  quarantine  into  effect  later  this  year 
or  in  early  1984  if  he  decides  to  step  up  ac- 
tions against  Nicaragua,  the  officials  said. 

THE  CUBAN  missile  CRISIS 

A  quarantine,  which  involves  the  use  of 
naval  force  to  isolate  a  nation  falls  short  of 
a  formal  blockade,  which  is  considered  tan- 
tamount to  an  act  of  war.  In  a  quarantine 
there  is  selective  interdiction  of  ships,  in 
contrast  to  a  blockade,  in  which  all  shipping 
Is  stopped. 

In  the  Cuban  missile  crisis  of  1962.  the 
Kennedy  Administration  described  its  ac- 
tions against  Soviet  ships  as  a  quarantine 
imposed  under  the  terms  of  the  Rio  Inter- 
American  Pact  of  1947.  a  mutual  assistance 
treaty  among  Western  Hemisphere  nations. 

The  officials  said  Mr.  Reagan  and  his  top 
aides  hoped  the  show  of  American  force 
would  be  enough  to  persuade  Nicaragua  to 
stop  the  shipment  of  arms  that  Washington 
has  repeatedly  said  moves  from  Cuba 
through  Nicaragua  to  guerrillas  in  El  Salva- 
dor. 

But  the  officials  said  Mr.  Reagan  conclud- 
ed the  recent  review  of  Central  America 


policy  determined  to  end  Soviet  and  Cuban 
interference  in  the  region,  and.  if  necessary, 
to  force  the  Nicaraguan  Government  to  live 
in  peace  with  its  neighbors  or  force  it  from 
power. 

$  159  million  BASE  IN  HONDURAS 

Officials  said  highly  classified  plans, 
drawn  up  for  the  exercises  also  Included  the 
installation  of  new  radar  and  electronic  sur- 
veillance posts  in  Central  America,  the  posi- 
tioning of  large  stocks  of  military  equip- 
ment in  Honduras  and  the  initial  phases  of 
construction  of  a  planned  $150  million  air 
and  naval  base  on  the  Atlantic  coast  of  Hon- 
duras. 

"We  have  developed  a  program  for  a  sig- 
nificant and  long-lasting  increase  in  the  U.S. 
military  presence  in  Central  America,"  a 
senior  national  security  official  said. 

Financing  for  the  expanded  presence, 
apart  from  the  air  and  naval  base  in  Hondu- 
ras, has  not  yet  been  determined,  the  offi- 
cials said.  They  said  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment planned  to  draw  on  a  number  of  Pen- 
tagon accounts,  including  money  allocated 
to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  for  military  ex- 
ercises, to  limit  the  number  and  amount  of 
additional  financing  requests  to  Congress, 
which  has  generally  resisted  increases  in 
United  States  involvement  in  the  region. 

SENATOR  BYRD  VOICES  CONCEFJI 

The  Senate  minority  leader,  Robert  C. 
Byrd,  Democrat  of  West  Virginia,  voiced 
concern  today  about  the  direction  of  the 
Administration's  Central  America  policies, 
saying,  "I  hope  we  would  not  rush  pell-mell 
into  a  military  adventure  in  this  area." 

Mr.  Byrd,  in  remarks  on  the  Senate  floor, 
said  he  feared  that  Mr.  Reagan's  appoint- 
ment this  week  of  a  commission  on  Central 
America  could  be  "a  smokescreen  for  the 
Administration  to  get  its  way  on  the  issues 
developing  in  Central  America." 

Mr.  Byrd  also  said  that  it  was  "politically 
callous"  to  frame  the  issue  of  Central  Amer- 
ica in  terms  of  who  might  "lose"  the  area 
and  that  the  Administration's  attempts  to 
play  on  that  fear  were  "crass,  to  say  the 
least." 

TEST  OF  ATTITUDES 

The  House  is  scheduled  to  begin  debate 
next  week  on  legislation  that  would  cut  off 
covert  American  support  to  rebels  in  Nicara- 
gua who  are  seeking  to  topple  the  Govern- 
ment there.  House  leaders  say  that  the 
members  appear  to  be  almost  evenly  divided 
and  that  the  outcome  remains  uncertain. 

Administration  officials  said  they  consid- 
ered the  issue  to  be  a  key  test  of  Congres- 
sional attitudes  about  the  Administration's 
policy  in  Central  America  and  would  inter- 
pret a  defeat  of  the  financing  cutoff  as  a 
signaJ  that  the  Government  can  move  more 
aggressively  to  defend  United  States  inter- 
ests in  the  region. 

The  plan  recently  adopted  by  Mr.  Reagan 
csJIs  for  a  combination  of  military  and  dip- 
lomatic steps  to  curb  Soviet  and  Cuban  ac- 
tivities in  Central  America  and  the  Caribbe- 
an, Administration  officials  said. 

Mr.  Reagan's  special  envoy  to  Central 
America,  Richard  B.  Stone,  is  on  a  new  visit 
to  the  region  that  the  Administration  says  it 
hot>es  will  produce  some  movement  toward 
negotiations  among  Central  American  coun- 
tries, including  Nicaragua 

The  recent  policy  review,  however,  em- 
phasized military  options,  and  senior  Ad- 
ministration officials  said  United  States  ef- 
forts over  the  short  run  would  concentrate 
on  a  buildup  of  military  power  in  the  area. 

Gen.  John  W.  Vessey  Jr.,  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  is  scheduled  to  fly  to 


Venezuela  this  weekend  and  to  Panama 
next  week  for  talks  with  senior  military  offi- 
cers at  the  Uruted  States  Southern  Com- 
mand headquarters.  General  Vessey  is  ex- 
p>ected  to  visit  Honduras  before  he  returns 
to  Washington. 

While  General  Vessey  is  visting  Central 
/America,  a  flotilla  of  United  States  warships 
will  be  steaming  into  the  area  in  the  first 
phase  of  the  military  maneuvers. 

The  aircraft  carrier  Ranger,  which  carries 
70  jet  fighter  aircraft,  and  its  escort  vessels, 
including  several  destroyers,  are  due  to 
reach  the  Pacific  coast  of  Central  America 
next  week.  Administration  officials  said  an- 
other aircraft  carrier  battle  group  was  likely 
to  move  into  the  Caribbean  in  later  weeks. 

The  officials  said  planning  for  the  Navy 
called  for  some  carrier  training  operations 
nesu'  Grenada,  an  island  nation  in  the  Carib- 
bean, and  off  the  coast  of  Suriname,  a  small 
South  American  country  that  was  once  a 
Dutch  colony. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  this  ar- 
ticle indicates  that  the  administration 
is  considering  the  construction  of  an 
air  and  naval  base  on  the  Atlantic 
coast  of  Honduras  costing  some  $150 
million.  The  article  also  indicates  that 
plans  are  being  made  for  the  pre-posi- 
tioning  of  war  material  in  Honduras, 
such  as  we  currently  have  stored  in 
Western  Europe. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  obvious  from  the 
reports  which  are  leaking  into  the 
public  domain  that  the  administration 
is  considering  a  substantial  increase  in 
American  involvement  in  Central 
America.  It  is  one  thing  to  hold  mili- 
tary maneuvers  but  it  is  quite  another 
to  take  a  step  toward  providing  a  per- 
manent U.S.  military  base  and  pre-po- 
sitioned  military  supplies  in  the 
region.  Speaking  as  one  U.S.  Senator  I 
do  not  feel  that  it  is  in  the  interests  of 
peace  nor  the  interest  of  the  United 
States  or  the  Latin  American  coun- 
tries to  be  considering  a  permanent 
military  presence  in  the  region  with- 
out first  exploring  every  avenue  possi- 
ble to  achieve  negotiated  settlements. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  before  us 
"fences  in"  the  $8  million  provided  for 
the  contingency  facility  at  La  Cieba. 
The  report  language  directs  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  must  provide 
the  conunittee  with  a  detailed  report 
outlining  all  military  construction  pro- 
gramed, planned,  or  completed  in  the 
Central  American  region.  The  report 
language  directs  that  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  for  La  Cieba  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  until  the 
conunittees  have  approved  this  report, 

I  believe  it  is  important  that  before 
the  Congress  approves  any  new  mili- 
tary construction  in  Central  America 
that  we  know  where  we  are  headed. 
The  administration  has  not  yet  provid- 
ed any  report  which  outlines  the  pro- 
posed construction  in  the  region  and 
the  justification  for  such  a  substantial 
change  in  our  policy.  The  report  lan- 
guage makes  it  clear  that  the  commit- 
tee must  have  such  a  detailed  report 
and  thorough  justification  before  any 
new  funds  can  be  expended  to  provide 
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military  construction  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  discuss  the 
other  elements  in  this  bill  but  before  I 
do  I  would  like  to  make  note  that  at  a 
time  the  administration  appears  to  be 
embarked  upon  a  substantial  increase 
in  American  military  presence  in  Cen- 
tral America,  the  countries  with  the 
greatest  direct  stake  in  that  region  are 
calling  for  negotiations  to  achieve  a  re- 
duction in  tensions. 

As  all  of  us  know  the  countries  of 
Mexico.  Colombia,  Panama,  and  Ven- 
ezuela, which  make  up  the  Contadora 
Group,  have  proposed  specific  steps 
aimed  at  promoting  a  negotiated 
peace.  In  addition,  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua,  on  the  very  day  the  admin- 
istration was  arinouncing  military  ma- 
neuvers in  the  region,  proposed  negoti- 
ations to  achieve  a  reduction  of  the  ex- 
isting military  conflicts. 

Mr.  President,  there  has  been  much 
discussion  on  this  floor,  in  the  cloak- 
room and  in  the  press  concerning  the 
initiatives  of  the  Contadora  Group 
and  the  Government  of  Nicaragua.  I 
think  that  most  of  us  desire  a  negoti- 
ated settlement  and  fear  that  an  ex- 
panded involvement  could  result  in 
the  deployment  of  American  troops 
for  the  purposes  of  combat.  It  is  for 
that  reason  that  yesterday  I  joined 
Senators  Bingaman  and  Inouye  in  co- 
sponsoring  a  resolution  which  en- 
dorses the  efforts  of  the  Contadora 
Group. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
text  of  the  Cancun  Declaration  ap- 
proved by  the  Contadora  Group  on 
July  17,  as  well  as  the  excerpts  of  the 
speech  by  the  coordinator  of  the  Nica- 
ragua junta,  Daniel  Ortega,  concern- 
ing Nicaragua's  proposal. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Text  of  Cancun  Declaration 

PA180440  Managua  Domestic  Service  in 
Spanish  0340  GMT  18  July  1983. 

[Text"  of  Declaration  of  Cancun  Con- 
cerning Peace  in  Central  America."  read  by 
Mexican  Foreign  Secretary  Bernardo  Sepul- 
veda  Amor:  relay  from  Cancun  via  the  Mexi- 
can Radiobroadcasting  System— recorded.] 

[Text]  In  view  of  the  worsened  conflicts  in 
Central  America,  the  presidents  of  Colom- 
bia, Belisario  Betancur;  Mexico.  Miguel  de 
la  Madrid:  Panama,  Ricardo  de  la  Espriella: 
and  Venezuela,  Luis  Herrera  Campins.  de- 
cided to  meet  in  Cancun,  Mexico,  today.  17 
July  1983. 

We  analyzed  the  critical  Central  American 
situation  and  agreed  on  our  deep  concern 
over  its  quick  deterioration,  the  increase  in 
violence,  the  progressive  increase  in  tension, 
the  border  incidents,  and  the  threat  of  a 
war  confrontation  that  might  become  gener- 
alized. To  this  we  must  add  the  rash  arms 
buildup  and  foreign  Intervention,  which 
comprises  a  dramatic  picture  that  affects 
the  political  stability  of  the  region,  which 
does  now  allow  the  advance  and  consolida- 
tion of  institutions  that  answer  to  the  demo- 
cratic desire  for  liberty,  social  justice,  and 
economic  development. 


The  Central  American  conflicts  provide  to 
the  international  community  the  alternative 
of  decidedly  supporting  and  strengthening  a 
political  agreement,  contributing  with  con- 
structive solutions,  or  passively  accepting 
the  worsening  of  factors  that  might  lead  to 
even  more  dangerous  armed  confrontations. 

The  use  of  force  as  an  alternative  solution 
does  not  solve,  but  worsens  the  underlying 
tensions.  Central  American  peace  will  only 
become  a  reality  to  the  degree  that  the  fun- 
damental principles  for  coexistence  between 
nations  are  respected:  nonintervention,  self- 
determination,  the  sovereign  equality  of 
states,  cooperation  for  social  and  economic 
development,  peaceful  solution  to  controver- 
sies, as  well  as  free  and  authentic  expression 
of  the  people's  will. 

The  creation  of  favorable  conditions  for 
peace  in  the  region  depends  mainly  on  the 
attitude  and  genuine  willingness  to  establish 
a  dialogue  by  the  Central  American  coun- 
tries, which  have  the  foremost  responsibil- 
ity and  exert  the  greatest  effort  in  the 
search  for  agreements  that  assure  their  co- 
existence. 

In  this  sense,  it  is  necessary  that  the  polit- 
ical will  for  understanding,  already  stated 
since  the  early  negotiations  by  the  Conta- 
dora Group,  is  clearly  expressed  again  in 
the  prosecution  of  peace  efforts,  .so  that 
they  may  become  specific  actions  and 
pledges. 

It  is  likewise  necessary  that  other  states 
with  interests  and  links  in  the  region  con- 
tribute with  their  political  influence  to 
strengthen  the  means  for  an  understanding 
and  pledge  themselves,  without  reservation 
to  a  diplomatic  option  for  peace. 

The  efforts  by  the  Contadora  Group  have 
made  it  possible,  so  far.  to  start  a  dialogue 
with  the  participation  of  all  the  govern- 
ments in  Central  America,  the  establish- 
ment of  a  mechanism  for  consultations,  and 
the  unanimous  definition  of  an  agenda  that 
includes  the  most  relevant  aspects  of  region- 
al problems. 

These  achievements,  though  still  insuffi- 
cient, have  been  encouraged  by  support 
from  many  countries,  several  organizations, 
and  the  most  varied  groups  at  the  interna- 
tional level.  They  all  agree  that  the  Conta- 
dora Group's  efforts  have  helped  moderate 
the  dangers  and  reduce  the  risks  of  a  gener- 
alized confrontation.  Their  actions  have  al- 
lowed the  identification  of  problems  and 
causes  of  a  scenario  that  today  is  expressed 
in  conflicts  and  fear. 

This  generous  support  from  the  interna- 
tional community  pledges  us  to  persist  in 
our  endeavors  and  make  all  the  necessary 
efforts  for  a  cause  whose  noble  goals  more 
than  compensate  for  any  possible  misunder- 
standing. 

Encouraged  by  the  broad  spirit  of  solidari- 
ty of  our  countries  with  the  brother  peoples 
of  Central  America,  we  deem  it  necessary  to 
hasten  the  processes  that  interpret  the  will 
for  peace  into  proposals  that,  duly  devel- 
oped, may  efficiently  contribute  to  the  solu- 
tion of  these  conflicts.  In  this,  we  have 
agreed  on  the  general  guidelines  of  a  pro- 
gram that  will  be  proposed  to  the  Central 
American  countries,  which  represents  strict 
compliance  with  the  essential  principles 
that  underlie  international  relations  and 
comprises:  approval  of  political  agreements 
and  pledges  that  lead  to  effective  control  of 
the  rash  arms  buildup  in  the  region;  the 
withdrawal  of  foreign  advisors:  the  creation 
of  demilitarized  zones:  a  ban  on  the  use  of 
the  territory  of  any  state  to  carry  out  politi- 
cal and  military  destabilization  actions 
against  other  states:  the  eradication  of  traf- 


ficking and  transfer  of  weapons:  and  a  ban 
on  other  forms  of  aggression  or  interference 
in  the  internal  affairs  of  any  country  in  the 
area. 

In  order  to  render  this  general  program 
effective,  we  need  to  reach  agreements  es- 
tablishing political  commitments  aimed  at 
guaranteeing  regional  peace.  These  agree- 
ments could  cover: 

The  commitment  to  put  an  end  to  all  ex- 
isting warlike  situations. 

The  commitment  for  a  top-level  freeze  on 
existing  offensive  weapons. 

The  commitment  for  a  start  on  talks  on 
agreements  to  control  and  reduce  the 
present  inventory  of  armaments,  with  ade- 
quate supervisory  mechanisms. 

The  commitment  to  prohibit  the  existence 
of  foreign  military  installations  in  their  ter- 
ritories. 

The  commitment  to  give  previous  notice 
of  troop  movements  near  a  border,  when- 
ever these  contingents  are  in  excess  of  the 
number  stated  in  the  agreement. 

The  commitment  to  carry  out,  as  needed, 
joint  border  patrols  or  international  super- 
vision of  borders,  by  observers  chosen  by 
common  agreement  by  the  interested  par- 
ties. 

The  commitment  to  form  joint  security 
commissions  to  prevent,  and  if  necessary  to 
settle,  border  incidents. 

The  commitment  to  establish  internal 
control  mechanisms  to  prevent  the  supply- 
ing of  arms  from  the  territory  of  any  coun- 
try in  the  area  to  another  country. 

The  commitment  to  promote  a  climate  of 
detente  and  trust  in  the  area,  avoiding  dec- 
larations which  might  endanger  the  indis- 
pensable climate  of  political  confidence  re- 
quired. 

The  commitment  to  coordinate  systems  of 
direct  communications  among  the  govern- 
ments in  order  to  prevent  armed  conflicts 
and  to  generate  an  atmosphere  of  reciprocal 
political  trust. 

We  also  believe  that  simultaneously  with 
the  carrying  out  of  this  general  program, 
the  task  of  settling  specific  differences 
among  countries  should  start  with  the  sign- 
ing of  memoranda  of  understanding  and  the 
creation  of  mixed  commissions  that  will 
allow  the  parties  to  develop  joint  actions 
and  guarantee  the  effective  control  of  their 
territories,  especially  along  border  areas. 

These  measures,  aimed  at  eliminating  the 
factors  that  disturb  regional  peace,  should 
be  accompanied  by  a  great  effort  to 
strengthen  democratic  institutions  and 
guarantee  the  observance  of  human  rights. 

To  this  end.  we  must  perfect  the  methods 
of  popular  consultation,  guarantee  free 
access  of  the  different  currents  of  opinion 
to  the  electoral  process,  and  promote  the 
full  participation  of  citizens  in  their  coun- 
try's political  life. 

The  strengthening  of  democratic  political 
institutions  is  closely  tied  to  the  evolution 
and  progress  made  in  the  matter  of  econom- 
ic development  and  social  justice.  We  are 
therefore  dealing  with  two  dimensions  of 
the  same  process,  which  is  ultimately  aimed 
at  the  achievements  of  man's  basic  values. 

Within  this  viewpoint,  economic  back- 
wardness must  be  curbed,  because  it  is  the 
root  of  regional  instability  and  is  the  main 
cause  of  many  of  the  area's  conflict. 

The  strengthening  of  integrational  mech- 
anisms, an  increase  in  interzone  trade,  and 
use  of  the  possibilities  of  industrial  comple- 
mentation are  atmong  the  most  urgent  ac- 
tions needed  to  neutralize  the  effects  of  the 
world  economic  crisis. 


Local  efforts,  however,  must  be  comple- 
mented with  help  from  the  international 
community,  especially  the  industrialized 
countries,  through  development  credits,  co- 
operation programs,  and  the  access  of  Cen- 
tral American  products  to  their  markets. 

The  governments  of  the  Contadora  Group 
countries  reiterate  their  determination  to 
continue  with  the  cooperation  programs  in 
favor  of  the  subregion,  and  to  offer  their 
help  to  channel  international  support 
toward  these  economic  reactivation  pro- 
grams. 

Within  these  general  guidelines,  we  have 
entrusted  to  our  foreign  ministers  the  draft- 
ing of  specific  proposals  to  be  presented  for 
the  perusal  of  the  Central  American  coun- 
tries at  the  next  foreign  ministers  meeting. 

We  call  on  all  the  members  of  the  interna- 
tional community,  especially  those  which 
have  expressed  sympathy  with  the  efforts 
being  carried  out  by  the  Contadora  Group, 
as  well  as  the  UN  Secretary  General  and 
president  of  the  GAS  Permanent  Council,  to 
contribute  their  experience  and  diplomatic 
ability  to  help  in  the  peaceful  solution  of 
Central  American  problems. 

For  all  these  reasons,  we  have  called  on  all 
the  rulers  of  the  American  continent  in  the 
quest  of  the  solidarity  that  we  need.  The 
chiefs  of  state  of  Colombia,  Mexico, 
Panama,  and  Venezuela  reaffirm  the  aims 
which  have  united  our  governments  in  this 
task  of  building  the  just  and  lasting  peace 
cherished  by  the  peoples  of  Central  Amer- 

ic&. 

Cancun,  Mexico,  17  July  1983,  Belisario 
Betancur,  president  of  Colombia:  Miguel  de 
la  Madrid,  president  of  Mexico:  Ricardo  de 
la  Espriella,  president  of  Panama:  Luis  Her- 
rera Campins,  president  of  Venezuela. 

Statement  by  Daniel  Ortega,  Government 
OF  Nicaragua 
We  have  said  that  we  are  the  target  of 
military,  political,  and  economic  aggression. 
Many  acts  of  aggression  have  been  launched 
against  us.  They  have  launched  forces  from 
the  north  and  south.  Their  first  attempts 
have  failed.  They  have  launched  the  Somo- 
zlst  guardsmen  with  the  support  of  the 
chief  of  the  Honduran  Army.  They  have 
launched  traitor  Eden  Pastora.  But  the 
guardsmen  and  the  traitor  have  ended  up 
like  the  big  bad  wolf  with  broken  teeth. 
[Applause.] 

The  U.S.  Administration  is  determined  to 
have  a  military  solution  and  has  not  shown 
any  evidence  of  an  alleged  lesuiing  toward 
negotiations.  Nicaragua  has  always  been 
willing  to  find  a  negotiated  political  solution 
to  the  region's  problems.  We  have  shown 
our  willingness  on  countless  occasions,  espe- 
cially by  supporting  the  Contadora  Group. 
[Applause.]  We  also  give  our  support  to  the 
Honduran  bishops'  recent  call  for  peace, 
which  we  are  sure  was  well  received  by  the 
fraternal  people  of  Honduras,  who  don't 
want  war  but  rather  peace.  [Applause.] 

Now  that  the  threats  of  aggression  appear 
very  close,  now  that  the  threats  of  war  are 
surrounding  the  region,  now  that  the  heroic 
Salvadoran  people  are  being  attacked,  now 
that  the  U.S.  military  Intervention  In  Cen- 
tral America  is  increasing,  the  FSLN  Na- 
tional Directorate  wants  to  make  known  the 
following  basic  points  to  overcome  the  crisis 
affecting  the  region: 

We  don't  want  war.  We  want  to  prevent 
more  sacrifices  by  the  people.  Therefore,  we 
are  obliged  to  make  greater  efforts  In  a  re- 
sponsible manner.  The  National  Directorate 
makes  the  following  proposal: 


The  FSLN,  taking  Into  account  with  re- 
sponsibility the  grave  situation  affecting 
the  Central  American  area,  which  has 
become  an  Important  focus  of  International 
tension  as  a  result  of  the  present  U.S.  Ad- 
ministration's policy,  considers  It  the  un- 
avoidable moral  obligation  of  all  Central 
American  governments  and  of  the  U.S.  po- 
litical leaders  to  save  our  F>eople  from  the 
tragedy  of  a  generalized  war.  Therefore,  In 
view  of  this  noble  objective,  it  gives  full  rec- 
ognition to  the  positive  objectives  of  the 
meeting  of  the  chiefs  of  state  of  Mexico,  Co- 
lombia, Venezuela,  and  Panama— which 
make  up  the  Contadora  Group— held  last 
weekend  in  Cancun,  Mexico,  In  a  new  effort 
In  the  search  for  peace. 

The  FSLN  national  leadership  shares  the 
opinion  of  the  Contadora  Group  chiefs  of 
state  that  the  use  of  force  cannot  solve,  but 
only  aggravates,  the  existing  tensions.  Peace 
in  Central  America  can  only  be  achieved  to 
the  extent  that  the  following  basic  princi- 
ples are  fulfilled:  coexistence,  noninterven- 
tion, the  self-determination  and  sovereign 
equality  of  the  states,  cooperation  in  the 
economic  and  social  development  areas,  the 
peaceful  solution  of  controversies,  and  the 
free  and  authentic  expression  of  the  peo- 
ple's will.  We  share  these  ideas  because  our 
ideals  and  principles  regarding  the  people's 
power,  economic  transformation  for  the 
benefit  of  the  great  majorities,  our  sover- 
eignty, and  the  full  independence  of  our 
country  and  our  decision  to  build  a  new, 
free,  democratic,  and  pluralistic  society 
without  exploitation  are  facts  and  beliefs 
deeply  rooted  in  the  hearts  of  millions  of 
Nicaraguans. 

The  Sandinist  people's  revolution  Is  an  Ir- 
reversible political  reality  with  national  and 
international  repercussions  recognized  by 
everyone. 

Nicaragua  has  no  expansionist  ainbltlons 
and  does  not  want  to  impose  its  sociopoliti- 
cal system  on  other  countries.  We  do  not 
have  economic  investments  abroad,  nor  do 
we  have  dreams  of  imperialist  domination. 

For  this  reason,  our  people  do  not  need  or 
desire  war.  To  Nicaragua  it  is  a  principle,  a 
commitment,  never  to  attack  any  country. 
[Ortega  repeats.]  To  Nicaragua  it  Is  a  princi- 
ple, commitment,  never  to  attack  any  coun- 
try. 

The  FSLN,  which  has  fought  and  will  con- 
tinue to  fight  to  guarantee  our  people  an 
existence  of  peace  and  security,  aware  of 
the  extent  of  the  deterioration  of  the  situa- 
tion in  the  region,  and  consistent  with  the 
latest  constructive  steps  of  the  governments 
of  the  Contadora  Group,  has  decided  to 
make  a  nr*  effort  to  contribute  to  peace, 
despite  our  .absolute  conviction  that  the  real 
threat  to  pea.' .'  in  the  region  demands  bilat- 
eral solutions  The  Government  of  National 
Reconstruction  will  accept  that  the  begin- 
ning of  the  process  of  negotiations  spon- 
sored by  the  Contadora  Group  be  multilat- 
eral so  there  will  be  an  end  to  the  excuses, 
and  so  that  those  who  say  they  are  interest- 
ed in  peace  will  take  specific  steps  to  devel- 
op the  process  that  could  lay  the  bases  for 
it.  [Applause.] 

Moreover,  bearing  in  mind  that  the  chiefs 
of  sUte  have  entrusted  to  their  foreign  min- 
isters the  drafting  of  specific  proposals  that 
should  be  presented  to  the  consideration  of 
the  Central  American  countries  during  the 
next  joint  meeting  of  foreign  ministers,  and 
that  the  greatest  threats  to  peace  In  the 
region  could  come  from  the  exacerbation  of 
the  already  existing  military  conflicts,  the 
FSLN  proposes  that  the  discussion  of  the 
following  basic  points  be  Immediately 
begun: 


1.  A  commitment  to  put  an  end  to  every 
prevailing  belligerent  situation  through  the 
Immediate  signing  of  a  nonaggresslon  pact 
between  Nicaragua  and  Honduras.  [Ap- 
plause.] Do  you  agree  with  this  proposal, 
brothers?  [Crowd  shouts  "yes".] 

2.  A  complete  stop  to  arms  supplies  by  any 
country  to  the  forces  in  conflict  in  El  Salva- 
dor, so  that  the  Salvadoran  people  can  solve 
their  problem  without  foreign  Interference. 
[Applause.]  Do  you  agree  with  this  propos- 
al, Nicaraguan  brothers?  [Crowd  shouts 
"yes."] 

3.  A  complete  stop  to  all  military  support 
in  the  way  of  weapons,  training,  and  the  use 
of  territories  to  launch  attacks  or  any  other 
type  of  aggression  by  forces  that  oppose  any 
of  the  Central  American  governments.  Do 
we  agree  with  this  proposal,  Nicaraguan 
brothers?  [Crowd  shouts  "yes".] 

4.  Commitments  that  guarantee  full  re- 
spect for  the  self-determination  of  Central 
American  peoples  and  the  noninterference 
in  the  domestic  affairs  of  each  country.  Do 
we  agree  with  this?  [Crowd  shouts  "yes".) 

5.  A  stop  to  aggression  and  economic  dis- 
crimination against  all  Central  American 
countries.  Do  we  agree  with  this  point? 
[Crowd  shouts  "yes".] 

6.  That  no  foreign  military  bases  be  in- 
stalled in  Central  America,  and  that  mili- 
tary exercises  in  the  Central  American  area 
with  the  participation  of  foreign  armies  be 
suspended.  Do  we  agree  with  this  proposal? 
[Crowd  shouts  "yes".] 

Progress  toward  solutions  on  these  points 
will  automatically  contribute  to  the  discus- 
sion of  other  issues  that  also  concern  the 
Central  American  states,  and  which  are  con- 
tained in  the  Contadora  Group  agenda. 
Their  discussion  will  help  to  find  a  true  and 
lasting  solution  for  the  security  and  stabili- 
ty of  the  countries  of  the  region. 

As  soon  as  these  agreements  are  reached 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  Contadora 
Group,  and  are  approved,  the  UN  Security 
Council,  as  the  top  international  organiza- 
tion in  charge  of  watching  over  internation- 
al peace  and  security,  must  supervise  these 
agreements  and  guarantee  to  all  the  coun- 
tries that  they  are  complied  with. 

Nicaragua  expresses  In  advance  its  willing- 
ness to  assume,  with  full  responsibility,  all 
the  commitments  that  stem  from  these 
agreements,  and  states  this  while  accepting 
the  viewpoint  of  the  Contadora  Group 
chiefs  of  state,  who  said  the  idea  is  to  iron 
out  specific  differences  among  countries, 
and  that  this  should  be  done  initially  by 
signing  a  memorandum  of  understanding 
and  by  creating  commissions  that  allow  the 
parties  to  develop  joint  actions  and  guaran- 
tee effective  control  of  their  territories,  es- 
pecially in  the  border  regions. 

MX 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
also  fences  in  the  $72  million  provided 
for  construction  related  to  deployment 
of  MX  in  Minuteman  silos.  None  of 
the  funds  can  be  obligated  or  expend- 
ed until  the  Congress  has  approved 
both  the  authorization  and  the  appro- 
priation for  procurement  of  the  MX 
missile.  I  have  opposed  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile  in  Minuteman  silos  be- 
cause I  have  felt  that  the  proposed 
basing  mode  leaves  us  with  a  vulnera- 
ble missile  system  and  therefore  dis- 
torts the  historical  doctrine  of  nuclear 
deterrence  and  leads  this  Nation 
toward  a  hair  trigger  laimch  on  warn- 
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ing  doctrine.  I  will  continue  to  oppose 
MX  in  Minuteman  silos  on  these 
grounds. 

Yesterday,  the  Senate  approved  the 
authorization  for  procurement  of  the 
MX  missile.  But  I  would  point  out 
that  votes  must  yet  be  taken  on  the 
appropriation  bill  providing  the  funds 
for  procurement  of  the  MX.  I  will  join 
other  Senators  in  urging  that  the 
funds  not  be  appropriated.  In  this 
regard.  I  would  state  that  the  report 
language  provided  in  the  military  con- 
struction bill  prevents  the  expenditure 
of  any  of  the  funds  associated  with 
MX  construction  until  all  the  votes  on 
appropriations  and  authorizations 
have  been  completed  by  the  Congress 
and  procurement  approved. 

NATO 

Mr.  President.  Chairman  Mattincly 
recommended  that  the  request  for 
NATO  infrastructure  be  reduced  from 
$150  million  to  $50  million.  This  is  a 
substantial  reduction  but  one  in  which 
I  concur.  I  share  the  concern  of  Chair- 
man Mattingly  regarding  the  fact 
that  the  United  States  is  bearing  a  dis- 
proportionate share  of  the  defense 
burden  in  Western  Europe.  Since  the 
NATO  infrastructure  program  began 
32  years  ago.  the  United  States  has 
provided  some  $3.8  billion.  In  addition, 
we  have  prefinanced  some  $832  million 
for  additional  projects  for  which  we 
would  be  reimbursed  at  a  later  date. 
However,  less  than  40  percent  of  this 
aunount  has  been  recouped  and  more 
than  $500  million  remains  unpaid. 

In  addition,  our  NATO  allies  and 
Japan  have  failed  to  live  up  to  the 
commitment  to  provide  expanded 
shares  of  the  defense  burden. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
article  which  appeared  in  the  Navy 
Times  dated  July  25,  1983,  entitled 
"NATO  Allies  Renege  on  Pledge  To 
Boost  Defense  Spending." 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[FYom  the  Navy  News.  July  25.  19831 

NATO  Allies  Renege  on  Pledge  To  Boost 

Defense  Spending 

(By  Charles  Doe) 

Washington— The  United  States'  NATO 
allies  are  reneging  on  their  earlier  pledge  to 
increase  defense  spending  by  three  percent 
annually,  and  the  reason  is  the  world  eco- 
nomic recession  and  the  fact  that  every 
allied  government  faces  domestic  political 
pressure  to  cut  back  on  defense. 

Similarly,  Japan's  defense  budget  is  not 
enough  to  carry  out  its  commitment  to 
defend  the  strategic  air  and  sea  lanes 
around  that  potentially  powerful  island 
nation. 

These  are  among  the  conclusions  of  a  new 
Defense  Department  report  on  how  the 
common  defense  burden  is  shared  between 
the  United  States  and  its  allies.  The  state- 
ment, which  is  required  annually  by  Con- 
gress, is  particularly  critical  of  Tokyo. 
"Japan  ...  is  doing  considerably  less  than 
its  fair  share."  it  says. 


In  contrast,  "the  U.S.  contribution  to  the 
total  defense  effort  of  NATO  and  Japan  is 
somewhat  more  than  its  fair  share."  the 
study  says.  That  is  dramatically  demon- 
strated when  defense  spending  is  considered 
as  a  share  of  gross  national  product,  the 
total  of  goods  and  services  produced  by  a 
nation.  U.S.  defense  spending  amounted  to 
5.9  percent  of  its  GNP  in  1981.  compared 
with  an  average  of  3.6  percent  for  the  other 
NATO  allies.  Tokyo  has  long  had  a  policy  of 
holding  its  defense  spending  to  less  than 
one  percent  of  GNP. 

The  Pentagon  report  acknowledges, 
though,  that  the  current  American  rearma- 
ment program  reverses  a  long  and  gradual 
trend  in  the  opposite  direction.  Between 
1971  and  1981.  real "  U.S.  defense  spending, 
that  beyond  inflation,  declined  by  about 
seven  percent.  Meanwhilp.  allied  defense 
spending  went  up  by  23  percent,  a  figure 
that  rises  to  27  when  only  the  NATO  allies 
are  considered. 

During  that  same  period,  both  U.S.  and 
allied  military  manpower  declined,  but  the 
Americans  lost  23  percent  as  the  Vietnam 
War  ended,  while  the  allied  slide  was  only 
two  percent.  Many  NATO  allies  retain  the 
draft,  which  the  United  States  has  not  had 
since  1972.  At  U.S.  urging,  the  NATO  allies 
agreed  in  May  1978  to  increase  their  real  de- 
fense spending  by  aljout  three  percent  a 
year  starting  in  1979.  The  object  was  to 
counter  the  conventional  Soviet  buildup, 
which  had  then  gone  on  for  more  than  a 
decade.  At  least  initially,  the  goal  was 
almost  met.  The  non-US.  NATO  allies  re- 
corded average  real  increases  of  2.2  percent 
in  1979  and  2.7  percent  in  both  1980  and 
1981. 

By  1982,  though,  the  world  economic 
slump  had  cut  the  allies'  defense  increase  to 
1.6  percent  or  less.  This  year  the  average 
growth  is  expected  to  be  less  than  one  per- 
cent. The  United  States,  on  the  other  hand, 
recorded  increase  of  4.1  percent  in  1981.  7.5 
percent  in  1982  and  probably  more  than 
eight  percent  this  year. 

European  governments  are  unlikely  to 
follow  the  U.S.  example  of  increasing  de- 
fense spending  while  cutting  social  entitle- 
ments. "There  are  virtually  no  govern- 
ments." says  the  analysis,  "which  could  sur- 
vive increases  in  defense  spending  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  social  program." 

Such  programs  in  Europe  are  generally 
more  generous  and  broadly  based  than 
American  ones,  and  there  is  overwhelming 
political  pressure  for  their  retention. 
"There  are  a  significant  number  of  Europe- 
an nations  that  embarked  on  policies  that 
are  leading  them  toward  a  social  w/elfare 
state,"  says  the  report.  'Despite  a  recogni- 
tion on  the  part  of  some  individual  govern- 
ments that  there  is  an  ever  increasing 
threat  from  the  East,  very  few  national  pub- 
lics now  will  permit  any  sudden  turn  from 
the  social  progress  they  view  as  having  been 
achieved." 

The  Pentagon  therefore  finds  it  "heart- 
ening" that  many  European  allies  were  able 
to  increase  their  defense  spending  at  all  last 
year,  a  time  when  tax  income  was  eroding 
and  unemployment  compensation  on  the 
rise.  It  adds,  though,  that  the  slowing  rate 
of  increase  is  "a  matter  of  serious  concern." 
This  is  particularly  so  at  a  time  when  the 
development  of  new  defense  technology 
raises  hopes  of  lessened  NATO  reliance  on 
nuclear  weapons.  "High  technology,"  the 
report  notes,  "comes  with  very  expensive 
price  tags. ' 

Although  Tokyo  increased  its  own  defense 
budgets  by  a  real  three  percent  every  year 


so  far  in  the  1980s,  that  cannot  be  consid- 
ered equivalent  to  any  similar  effort  by 
NATO,  liecause  Japan's  defense  spending 
was  so  much  lower  to  start  with.  Although 
Japan's  economic  power  is  formidable,  with 
a  GNP  more  than  a  third  that  of  the  United 
States.  Tokyo's  refusal  to  use  more  than  one 
percent  of  it  for  defense  assured  that  it 
cannot  offset  the  growing  Soviet  military 
presence  in  Asia.  "Japan  .  .  .  has  never  been 
willing  to  address  defense  expenditures 
from  the  point  of  view  of  actual  require- 
ments," says  the  Pentagon. 

At  Washington's  urging,  Japan  in  1981  ac- 
cepted the  goal  of  protecting  the  air  and  sea 
lanes  around  its  islands  out  to  a  distance  of 
1000  miles.  That  would  accord  with  restric- 
tions in  its  U.S.-inspired  post-war  constitu- 
tion that  limit  Japanese  forces  to  purely  de- 
fensive roles.  If  fulfilled,  the  commitment 
would  also  help  bottle  up  the  Soviet  Pacific 
fleet  in  the  Sea  of  Japan. 

In  reality,  says  the  study,  Tokyo's  forces 
are  too  thin  to  defend  its  own  islands,  much 
less  the  surrounding  waters  and  airspace. 
"Japan's  Ground  Self -Defense  Force  has  ob- 
solete equipment."  it  says.  "Its  Ground, 
Maritime  and  Air  Force  all  have  only  token 
levels  of  ammunition,  making  them  unable 
to  sustain  themselves  in  combat  and  there- 
fore unable  to  defend  Japanese  terri- 
tory. .  ." 

Prime  Minister  Nakasone.  who  has  held 
office  only  since  last  fall,  has  called  for  a 
greater  defense  effort.  That  is  not  a  popular 
position  in  Japan,  even  though  levels  of 
social  spending  there  are  much  lower  than 
in  Europe.  Japanese  aversion  to  defense 
stems  largely  from  the  country's  diastrous 
experience  under  the  World  War  II  military 
dictatorship.  Nevertheless,  the  report  says: 
"The  United  States  has  great  hopes  that 
the  Prime  Minister  will  translate  his  words 
into  action  and  give  Japan  true  self-defense 
capability." 

The  study  admits  that  it  is  difficult  to  de- 
termine fairly  the  extent  of  any  given  coun- 
try's contribution  to  the  common  defense. 
For  example.  NATO's  definition  of  defense 
spending,  the  one  used  in  the  study,  does 
not  include  the  kind  of  economic  support 
that  West  Germany  provides  to  the  strate- 
gic outpost  of  West  Berlin.  If  that  amount, 
some  $7  billion  annually,  were  counted,  it 
would  increase  Bonn's  credit  for  1981  de- 
fense spending  by  25  percent.  Just  as  Japan 
is  restricted  to  a  defensive  posture,  more- 
over. West  Germany  is  encumbered  by  post- 
war restrictions  on  the  size  of  its  forces. 

Then  too,  the  study  notes,  the  greater  de- 
fense burden  born  by  the  United  States  is 
not  without  its  compensating  advantages. 
The  European  allies,  for  example,  buy  more 
than  six  times  as  much  American  military 
equipment  as  the  United  States  gets  from 
them.  More  importantly,  the  effort  assures 
the  United  States  a  corresponding  influence 
in  allied  deliberations. 

Any  unilateral  reduction  in  the  U.S.  con- 
tribution to  the  common  defense,  would  not 
necessarily  force  the  allies  to  pick  up  the 
slack,  the  study  argues.  Rather,  it  would 
convince  many  Europeans  that  the  United 
States  did  not  really  lake  the  Warsaw  Pact 
threat  seriously.  Others  would  lose  confi- 
dence in  the  effectiveness  of  NATO's  de- 
fenses and  seek  accommodation  with 
Moscow.  "We  have  a  leadership  role  within 
our  alliances,"  says  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment, "and  to  be  effective,  we  must  lead  not 
only  by  advocacy,  but  by  example." 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  includ- 
ed in  this  bill  is  a  general  provision 
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which  I  drafted  for  the  Military  Con- 
struction Act  2  years  ago  which  the 
committee  has  decided  to  again  in- 
clude in  the  fiscal  year  1984  bill  which 
directs  the  administration  to  call  on 
our  NATO  allies  and  on  Japan  to  live 
up  to  their  commitment  to  provide  at 
least  a  3-percent  real  increase  in  de- 
fense spending  each  year. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  reductions  we 
have  made  in  the  NATO  infrastruc- 
ture account,  the  general  provision  I 
have  just  outlined  and  the  reductions 
we  have  made  in  the  request  to  pro- 
vide $44  million  for  collocated  operat- 
ing bases  be  viewed  by  our  allies  as  a 
signal  that  the  Congress  and  the 
American  people  are  very  concerned 
that  the  United  States  is  being  asked 
to  provide  more  than  its  fair  share  of 
Western  defense  expenditures. 

CLCM 

The  bill  provides  $78.3  million  for 
the  deployment  of  the  ground 
launched  cruise  missile  in  Western 
Europe.  The  committee  has  made  re- 
ductions in  the  amounts  which  were 
requested  for  accompanied  tours  at 
the  GLCM  facility  sites.  The  arms 
control  talks  have  not  yet  been  com- 
pleted and  we  are  very  hopeful  that 
the  negotiations  may  provide  for  possi- 
ble reductions  in  the  number  of  cruise 
missiles  which  are  scheduled  for  de- 
ployment. In  view  of  the  fact  that 
arms  negotiations  are  continuing,  it 
seems  to  be  premature  to  provide  for 
family  housing  and  dependent  schools 
at  the  deployment  sites.  Certainly.  I 
will  support  facilities  for  dependents 
at  these  sites  once  the  arms  control 
talks  have  been  completed  and  the 
exact  deployment  schedule  has  been 
finalized. 

RAS  BANAS 

Negotiations  between  the  Govern- 
ment of  Egypt  and  the  United  States 
to  provide  a  rear  staging  facility  for 
the  rapid  deployment  force  at  Ras 
Banas.  Egypt,  have  broken  down  over 
technical  issues.  The  Department  of 
Defense  has  advised  the  committee 
that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Egypt  to  proceed  with  con- 
struction on  their  own  at  Ras  Banas. 
In  view  of  this  fact,  the  committee  has 
denied  the  funding  requested  for  Ras 
Banas  in  fiscal  year  1984.  In  addition, 
the  committee  has  applied  $36  million 
of  the  $91  million  appropriated  in 
fiscal  year  1983  as  a  general  reduction 
to  the  Air  Force  military  construction 
account.  This  leaves  a  total  of  $55  mil- 
lion appropriated  for  Ras  Banas 
should  funding  be  desired  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Egypt  or  if  negotiations 
were  to  recommence. 

Mr.  President,  in  summary  I  believe 
this  is  a  good  bill.  I  recommend  that 
the  Senate  approve  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  inquire  of  the  distinguished 
managers  of  the  legislation  whether  it 
would  be  convenient  at  this  time  to 


offer  an  amendment  which  I  think 
they  will  find  agreeable  or  at  least 
they  can  so  state?  Am  I  interrupting 
their  procedure? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  No;  I  think  this 
would  be  the  appropriate  time,  and  I 
know  the  majority  and  minority  Mem- 
bers have  seen  the  amendment  and  do 
agree  to  it. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
Senator  will  withhold,  the  Chair  ad- 
vises that  the  committee  amendments 
have  not  been  disposed  of  yet. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  com- 
mittee amendments  be  agree  to  en 
bloc  and  that  the  bill  as  thus  amended 
be  regarded  for  the  purpose  of  amend- 
ments as  original  text  provided  that 
no  point  of  order  shall  be  considered 
waived  by  agreeing  to  this  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed 
to  en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  7,  strike  •$1,215,565,000". 
and  insert  ""$1,142,040,000": 

On  page  2,  line  8.  strike  "September  30, 
1988",  and  insert  "expended"; 

On  page  2,  line  9,  strike  ■'$168,500,000", 
and  insert  "$175,000,000  "; 

On  page  2.  line  22,  strike  '$1,181,905,000", 
and  insert  "$1,232,506,000"; 

On  page  2,  line  23.  strike  "September  30, 
1988",  and  insert  "expended  "; 

On  page  3,  strike  line  7; 

On  page  3,  line  11.  strike  •$1,374,751,000", 
and  insert  ""$1,502,491,000  "; 

On  page  3,  line  12,  strike  "September  30. 
1988",  and  insert  "expended  ": 

On  page  3,  line  14,  strike  "$127,000,000". 
and  insert  "$147,000,000  "; 

On  page  3,  beginning  on  line  19,  strike  ': 
Provided  ",  through  and  including  line  22; 

On  page  4.  line  3.  strike  "$259,042,000  ", 
and  insert  ""$311,750,000  "; 

On  page  4.  line  4.  strike  "September  30. 
1988",  and  insert  "expended"; 

On  page  4,  line  6,  strike  "$23,000,000  ",  and 
insert  ""$33,000,000"; 

On  page  4,  line  19.  strike  ""$100,000,000  ". 
and  insert  "$50,000,000  ": 

On  page  5,  line  1,  strike  "$65,127,000",  and 
insert  "$59,300,000"; 

On  page  5.  line  2.  strike  "September  30, 
1988",  and  insert  "expended": 

On  page  5,  line  9.  strike  "$110,352,000". 
and  insert  •$79,900,000"; 

On  page  5,  line  10,  strike  "September  30, 
1988",  and  insert  "expended"; 

On  page  5.  line  17,  strike  "$52,700,000", 
and  insert  "$54,700,000  "; 

On  page  5,  line  18.  strike  "September  30, 
1988".  and  insert  "expended": 

On  page  5.  line  24,  strike  "$28,795,000  ", 
and  insert  "$26,810,000"; 

On  page  6.  line  1.  strike  'September  30. 
1988",  and  insert  "expended"; 

On  page  6,  line  8,  strike  "$42,200,000  ",  and 
insert '"$41,200,000": 
On  page  6.  line  9.  strike   "September  30, 

1988",  and  insert  "expended": 

On  page  6,  line  17.  strike  "$171,909,000", 
and  Insert  "$178,055,000"; 

On  page  6.  line  18.  strike  "$1,043,804,000". 
and  insert  ""$1,069,950,000": 

On  page  6,  line  19.  strike  '$1,250,551,000". 
and  insert  "$1.282,843.000 "; 


On  page  6.  line  21,  strike  "September  30, 
1988",  and  insert  "expended"; 

On  page  7,  line  4,  strike  "$54,849,000",  and 
insert  ""$80,114,000  "; 

On  page  7.  line  5.  strike    "$529.881.000". 
and  insert  "$542,769,000"; 

On  page  7,  line  6,  strike    "$616,374,000". 
and  insert  ""$654,527,000"; 

On  page  7,  line  8,  strike  "September  30. 
1988",  and  insert  "expended": 

On  page  7,  line  16,  strik*  "$110,892,000". 
and  insert  ""$124,119,000": 

On  page  7.  line  17.  strike    "$683,315,000", 
and  insert  ""$714,217,000  "; 

On  page  7,  line  18.  strike  ""$849,605,000". 
and  insert  '"$893,734,000"; 

On  page  7,  line  20,  strike  "September  30. 
1988",  and  insert  ""expended": 

On  page  8.  line  3,  strike    "$990,000  ",  and 
insert  "$1,245,000  "; 

On  page  8,  line  4.  strike  ""$15,684,000".  and 
insert  "$18,499,000 "; 

On  page  8,  line  4.  strike  ""$16,674,000".  and 
insert  ""$19,774,000 "; 

On  page  8,  line  6,  strike  "September  30, 
1988",  and  insert  "expended": 

On  page  10,  strike  line  6,  through  and  in- 
cluding line  15; 

On  page  10,  line  16,  strike  "111",  and 
insert  ""109": 

On  page  10,  line  21.  strike  "110".  and 
insert  ""112": 

On  page  11.  line  3,  strike  "113  ",  and  insert 
"111"; 

On  page  11,  strike  line  8  through  and  in- 
cluding line  11; 

On  page  11,  line  12,  strike  "115",  and 
insert  "112"; 

On  page  11.  line  19,  strike  "116",  and 
insert  "113"; 

On  page  12,  line  1,  strike  "117",  and  insert 
"114": 

On  page  12,  line  13,  strike  "118".  and 
insert  "115"; 

On  page  12,  line  17,  strike  "119".  and 
insert  "116"; 

On  page  12.  beginning  on  line  18.  strike 
"approval  from",  and  insert  "notification 
to": 

On  page  12,  strike  line  21,  through  and  in- 
cluding line  3  on  page  13,  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

Sec  117.  Appropriations  heretofore  made 
available  for  Military  Construction,  Army; 
Military  Construction.  Navy:  Military  Con- 
struction, Air  Force;  Military  Construction, 
Defense  Agencies:  Military  Construction. 
Army  National  Guard:  Military  Construc- 
tion, Air  National  Guard:  Military  Construc- 
tion, Army  Reserve:  Military  Construction. 
Naval  Reserve;  Military  Construction.  Air 
Force  Reserve:  and  for  construction  for 
Family  Housing.  Defense.  Family  Housing. 
Army.  Family  Housing.  Navy  and  Marine 
Corps,  and  Family  Housing.  Air  Force,  shall 
remain  available  until  expended.  Each  such 
appropriation  shall  be  merged  with  the  ap- 
propriations made  in  this  Act  under  the 
same  head. 

Sec.  118.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Administration  should  call  on  the 
pertinent  member  nations  of  the  North  At- 
lantic Treaty  Organization  and  on  Japan  to 
meet  or  exceed  their  pledges  for  at  least  a  3 
per  centum  real  increase  in  defense  spend- 
ing and  futherance  of  increased  unity,  equi- 
table sharing  of  our  common  defense 
burden,  and  international  stability. 

Sec.  119.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  may  be  available  for  any  country 
when  the  President  determine*  that  the 
government  of  such  country  has  failed  to 
take  adequate  measures  to  prevent  narcotic 
drugs  or  other  controlled  substances  culti- 
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vated  or  produced  or  processed  Illicitly,  in 
whole  or  In  part,  in  such  country,  or  trans- 
ported through  such  country,  from  being 
sold  illegally  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  such 
country  to  United  States  Government  per- 
sonnel or  their  dependents,  or  from  being 
smuggled  into  the  United  States.  Such  pro- 
hibition shall  continue  in  force  until  the 
President  determines  and  reports  to  the 
Congress  in  writing  that— 

(1)  the  government  of  such  country  has 
prepared,  presented,  and  committed  itself  to 
a  plan  providing  for  the  control,  reduction, 
and  gradual  elimination  of  the  illicit  cultiva- 
tion, production,  processing,  transportation, 
and  distribution  of  narcotic  drugs  and  other 
controlled  substances  within  an  explicitly 
stated  period  of  time,  with  implementation 
commencing  prior  to  the  renewal  of  assist- 
ance to  such  country;  and 

(2)  the  government  of  such  coimtry  has 
taken  legal  and  law  enforcement  measures 
to  enforce  effective  suppression  of  the  illicit 
cultivation,  production,  processing,  trans- 
portation, and  distribution  of  narcotic  drugs 
and  other  controlled  substances. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2094 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  an  analysts,  on  a 
State  and  regional  basis,  of  the  expendi- 
tures of  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
to  provide  for  certain  information  to  be 
included  in  the  Economic  Report  of  the 
President  each  year  relating  to  the  eco- 
nomic impact  of  the  expenditures  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  on  the  various  re- 
gions of  the  United  States) 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Moyni- 

HAN)    proposes    an    amendment    numbered 

2094. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  each 
year  shall  analyze  the  economic  impact  that 
expenditures  made  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  the  various  regions  of  the  United 
States  have  on  such  regions  and  shall  com- 
pare, on  a  State  and  regional  basis,  the 
amount  of  expenditures  made  each  year  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  the  various 
States  and  regions  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pre- 
pare, in  consultation  with  the  Chairman  of 
the  Council  of  Economic  Advisors,  the  anal- 
ysis and  comparison  required  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  in  a  manner  suitable  for  inclusion 
each  year  in  the  Economic  Report  required 
to  be  submitted  each  year  to  the  Congress 
by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  1022  of 
the  Employment  Act  of  1946  (15  U.S.C. 
1022).  The  President  shall  include  in  the 
Economic  Report  each  year  the  information 
provided  under  this  subsection  for  the  most 
recent  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  my 
purpose  here  Is  a  simple  one,  and  in  re- 
sponse to  a  happy  set  of  circimistances 
In  the  Department  of  Defense,  in  the 
Pentagon.  For  a  number  of  years,  in 


the  Budget  Committee  and  elsewhere, 
the  question  has  arisen  as  to  the  re- 
gional impact  of  defense  outlays  and 
indeed  the  impact  at  the  State  levels. 
We  had  a  series  that  was  published 
by  the  Community  Services  Adminis- 
tration which  broke  down  outlays  in 
gross  terms  at  the  State  level.  It  was 
abolished  when  the  Community  Serv- 
ices Administration  was  abolished.  But 
happily  the  distinguished  minority 
manager  of  the  legislation  introduced 
legislation  a  year  and  half  ago  which 
was  passed,  and  I  wish  to  take  the  op- 
portunity, if  I  could  have  his  attention 
for  just  a  moment,  to  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  how  much  we  ap- 
preciate what  he  did.  We  now  have,  on 
a  statutory  basis,  an  aiuiual  census 
report  by  State  of  Federal  outlays. 

This  is  a  fundamental  issue  of  feder- 
alism. It  was  with  us  from  the  begin- 
ning when  John  Adams  as  President 
decided  to  build  the  first  navy  yards  in 
our  country,  and  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
he  built  one  in  every  other  State  on 
the  eastern  seaboard.  He  just  did  not 
build  one  because  one  would  do.  He 
made  sure  every  region  had  one,  and 
he  was  wise  to  do  it. 

It  is  sui  issue  of  federalism.  When 
the  defense  budget  reaches  $269  bil- 
lion, the  outlays  have  consequences. 
They  have  general  consequences  of 
which,  if  I  may  say.  are  the  most  im- 
portant for  the  States  of  the  upper 
Middle  West.  It  is  very  clear  that  the 
defense  industries,  as  we  called  them, 
from  their  World  War  II  days,  have 
long  since  departed,  and  with  the  com- 
bination of  the  decline  in  steel  and 
autos.  a  near  absence  of  major  defense 
contracts  is  creating  immense  prob- 
lems. 

We  in  this  body  can  deal  with  this  at 
the  level  of  accounting  and  budgeting. 
We  can  say  there  is  this  much  and 
there  is  that  much.  But  defense  con- 
tracts always  leave  you  with  the  ques- 
tion of  subcontracts.  Studies  have 
been  made  in  the  Pentagon  of  how 
subcontracts  go,  but  they  are  complex 
ajid  this  is  not  something  that  we  our- 
selves are  good  at  or  should  be. 

I  learned  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  has  just  entered  a  major  con- 
tract with  Data  Resources  Inc.,  one  of 
the  principal  econometric  research 
groups  of  our  country,  to  analyze  ex- 
actly these  questions. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  en- 
courage the  Department  of  Defense  to 
do  this  and  should  ask  as  they  do  it 
that  they  report  on  their  findings,  co- 
ordinating with  the  Council  of  EIco- 
nomic  Advisers  and  reporting  on  this 
question  in  the  economic  report  to  the 
President. 

The  simis  involved  are  too  large,  the 
issues  involved  are  contentious.  There 
is  a  highly  important  defense  interest 
in  this  matter  which  I  have  talked  to  a 
half-dozen  Secretaries  of  Defense 
about  without  really  getting  what  I 
think  would  be  a  sufficient  response. 


That  Is  that  if  they  wanted  the  de- 
fense budget  to  grow,  as  I  have  wanted 
it  to  grow  over  recent  yeso^,  they  had 
to  see  that  this  growth  did  not  come  at 
a  perceived  cost  to  one  region  and  an 
advantage  to  another.  It  all  costs  indi- 
vidually but  it  does  not  close  down  one 
town  and  open  up  auiother  region. 

If  that  were  to  be  the  case  the  time 
will  come  where,  as  in  a  Federal 
system,  the  support  for  the  program 
would  begin  to  weaken. 

Mr.  SASSER.  If  the  Senator  from 
New  York  will  yield  for  one  moment, 
the  general  contractors  of  the  B-1 
bomber  must  have  heard  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  York's  concept  because 
if  you  will  look  carefully  I  think  you 
will  find  that  portions  of  the  B-1 
bomber  are  being  build  In  almost  every 
State  of  the  Union,  and  there  are 
many  who  say  that  accounts  for  the 
substantial  political  support  that  this 
weapons  system  has  garnered  over  the 
years. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  can  believe  It.  I 
would  hope  that  was  not  done  at  the 
price  of  the  quality  of  the  bomber.  But 
It  seems  to  me  that  It  Is  a  legitimate 
question  of  national  policy  to  see  that 
we  do  not  have  regions  that  are  beg- 
gared by  our  policies,  and  that  the 
burden  Is  evenly  shared  or  at  least  not 
so  grossly  unevenly  shared  that  there 
arises  a  resentment  to  the  program. 

For  some  time,  the  economic  Impact 
of  the  Federal  budget  on  different  re- 
gions of  our  Nation  has  been  consider- 
able and  varied.  Of  late,  significant 
changes  are  occurring  in  the  relation- 
ship between  that  budget  and  regional 
economics,  reflecting  changes  In  the 
demographic  and  economic  composi- 
tion of  regions,  differences  in  the 
growth  of  income  and  employment 
among  regions,  and  the  changing  pat- 
terns of  Federal  outlays. 

The  changing  composition  of  Feder- 
al outlays  under  the  current  adminis- 
tration, as  defense  increases  occur  and 
cutbacks  are  made  in  Federal  grants- 
in-aid  and  nondefense  purchases, 
promises  to  have  significant  effects  on 
particular  regions'  economies,  and  es- 
pecially on  the  economies  of  States  In 
the  Northeast  and  Midwest. 

The  regional  Impact  of  the  Federal 
budget  on  State  and  local  economies 
can  be  measured  in  part  by  examining 
the  balance  between  Federal  outlays 
and  taxes  in  particular  States.  Some 
States  receive  more  in  outlays  than 
they  pay  In  taxes,  hence  the  Federal 
budget  provides  economic  stimulus  to 
these  States.  In  other  Instances.  States 
pay  more  In  taxes  than  they  receive  In 
outlays.  The  balance  of  Federal  out- 
lays and  taxes  continues  to  favor 
States  in  the  West  and  South  at  the 
expense  of  most  of  States  In  the 
Middle  Atlantic  and  Midwest  regions. 
The  former  are  the  beneficiaries  of  a 
large  share  of  the  Nation's  defense 
outlays.  New  York  and  many  of  the  in- 


dustrial States  in  the  Northeast  re- 
ceive a  more  than  proportionate  share 
of  Federal  grants-in-aid  for  a  variety 
of  programs  In  education,  employ- 
ment, social  services,  and  Income  redis- 
tribution. However,  these  grants-in- 
aid,  which  generally  require  large 
State  matching  funds,  do  not  offset 
the  huge  shortfall  In  defense  outlays 
and  the  higher-than-average  Federal 
tax  payments  made  by  New  York  and 
States  in  the  Midwest. 

Changes  in  the  Federal  budget 
under  the  Reagan  administration  have 
had  major  adverse  effects  on  regional 
balance  In  Federal  budget  outlays.  De- 
creases In  grants-in-aid  which  support 
education,  social  services,  health,  em- 
ployment, mass  transit,  housing,  and 
employment  training  all  adversely 
affect  large  northeastern  and  midwest- 
em  industrial  States.  Yet  the  pattern 
that  persists  in  defense  spending 
heightens  these  problems,  and  the 
military  construction  appropriation 
bin  for  1984  exacerbates  this  trend. 

SIZE  AND  DISTRIBUTION  OF  PROJECT  FUNDING 

While  the  military  construction  bill 
comprises  only  a  small  portion  of  total 
defense  spending— $7.2  billion  of  a 
total  of  $259  billion  for  defense  In  the 
budget  resolution— the  spending  pat- 
tern for  this  capital  investment  func- 
tion over  the  past  20  years  is  Indicative 
of  general  trends  in  defense  spending: 

According  to  the  Northeast-Midwest 
Coalition,  the  proportion  of  total  mili- 
tary construction  dollars  distributed  to 
the  Northeast-Midwest  region  stood  at 
the  same  low  level  in  1983  as  it  did  in 
1960— approximately  15  percent  of  the 
national  total. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  military 
construction  budget  increased  by  43 
percent  between  1981  and  1983.  the 
Northeast-Midwest  region's  share  of 
the  national  total  for  defense  outlays 
declined  from  20  to  15  percent. 

The  Senate  committee  recommenda- 
tion for  the  appropriation  bill  for  1984 
clearly  exacerbates  this  trend: 

Of  the  portion  of  this  bill  that  desig- 
nates domestic  construction.  49  per- 
cent win  fund  projects  In  the  South 
Atlantic  and  South  Central  portions  of 
the  Nation,  and  close  to  30  percent  of 
the  bill  will  fund  projects  in  Pacific 
States. 

Yet.  the  Middle  Atlantic  States.  New 
York.  New  Jersey,  and  Pennsylvania 
together  receive  2  percent  of  the  fund- 
ing In  this  bill. 

The  Midwestern  States,  Including 
Michigan,  Illinois,  and  Ohio  share  3 
percent  of  the  funding  of  this  bin.  and 
an  of  New  England,  Including  Massa- 
chusetts. Cormectlcut.  Rhode  Island, 
New  Hampshire.  Maine,  and  Vermont 
share  another  3  percent  of  the  project 
fimdlng  In  this  mUltary  construction 
bin. 

Thus,  while  the  Northeast-Midwest 
region  of  the  Nation  holds  approxi- 
mately 45  percent  of  the  U.S.  popula- 
tion, and  pays  close  to  half  of  all  Fed- 


eral tax  receipts,  it  maintains  only  30 
percent  of  all  defense  installations; 
and  the  entire  region  will  receive  less 
than  10  percent  of  this  military  con- 
struction bill. 

The  purpose  of  my  remarks  is  not  to 
accuse  the  Department  of  Defense  or 
the  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  of  deliberately  skewing  the 
expenditures  for  military  construction 
away  from  the  labor-surplus  areas  of 
the  Industrial  Northeast  and  Midwest. 
It  Is  clear  that  many  of  the  mUltary 
facnitles  that  will  receive  funding  in 
this  bill  were  originally  constructed  In 
World  War  II  and  are  placed  geo- 
graphically for  reasons  relating  to 
military  strategic  Importance.  Much  of 
the  construction  recommended  in  this 
bill  represents  incremental  improve- 
ments at  existing  facilities.  It  certainly 
would  not  be  efficient  to  build  new  fa- 
cilities In  labor-surplus  areas  when  ex- 
isting facilities  can  be  modified  or  ex- 
panded to  meet  our  national  defense 
requirements. 

However,  we  are  preparing  this 
Nation  to  finance  a  large-scale  im- 
provement in  our  defense  capabilities, 
amounting  to  a  5-percent  real  growth 
annually.  In  nominal  donars,  this  will 
amount  to  over  a  trillion  dollars  over 
the  next  5-year  period  if  the  current 
policies  are  pursued. 

In  light  of  this  massive  expenditure, 
it  is  not  unreasonable  to  request  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
Appropriations  Committees  recognize 
the  tremendous  regional  economic  ef- 
fects this  magnitude  of  expenditure 
will  have.  If  the  relevant  congressional 
committees  were  to  analyze  these  re- 
gional effects,  they  would  see  that  the 
disparity  between  the  Southwest  and 
the  northeastern  industrial  States  is 
widening  severely,  to  the  ultimate  eco- 
nomic detriment  of  the  Nation  ai;  a 
whole. 

Over  this  next  5-year  period  it  is  pos- 
sible, within  the  existing  framework  of 
defense  construction  priorities,  to 
speed  up  contracts  In  labor-surplus 
areas  to  assist  in  balancing  the  nation- 
al economic  benefits  of  large  Infusions 
of  defense  spending. 

The  amendment  I  am  proposing 
takes  a  necessary  first  step  toward  the 
goal  of  equalizing  the  regional  impacts 
of  defense  spending.  It  is  a  modest 
measure. 

The  amendment  would  heighten 
awareness  at  the  executive  and  legisla- 
tive levels  of  government  of  the  effects 
of  defense  spending  on  regional  econo- 
mies. Currently  the  DOD  does  not 
make  an  adequate  analytical  effort  on 
this.  Although  certain  offices  in  the 
DOD  do  examine  the  regional  flow  of 
defense  outlays,  no  systematic  or 
policy-related  consideration  Is  made  of 
their  findings. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  this  failure  Is 
due  In  no  small  measure  to  the  May- 
bank  amendment  of  1953  which  ex- 
pressly instructed  the  DOD  to  offer  its 


contracts  to  the  lowest  bidder,  regard- 
less of  firm  location  or  other  economic 
benefits  such  contracting  might 
attain. 

Certainly  the  amendment  I  offer 
today  carmot  alter  this  policy  alto- 
gether; It  can.  however,  raise  our  na- 
tional awareness  of  the  economic 
impact  of  our  heavy  and  sustained  de- 
fense expenditures,  and  it  will  provide 
the  necessary  information  to  address 
the  issue. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Presiding 
Officer  and  I  ask  my  friends,  the  man- 
agers of  the  legislation,  if  this  measure 
is  acceptable  to  them. 
Mr.  MATTINGLY.  It  is. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  take  that  to  be 
the  case. 

Mr.  SASSER.  The  amendment  is 
certainly  acceptable  to  the  minority 
side,  Mr.  President.  As  a  matter  of 
fact.  I  must  say  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York  I  think  it  is  a  most  com- 
mendable amendment.  For  some  time 
I  have  been  concerned  about  the  in- 
equity of  defense  spending  and  de- 
fense construction  around  the  coun- 
try, and  I  think  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fense dollar  is  not  fairly  shared  among 
the  various  States  to  some  extent  is 
accounting  for  what  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers.  Dr.  Martin  Feldsteln,  called 
a  lopsided  recovery  just  the  other  day. 
You  see  areas  of  great  prosperity  In 
some  States  and  other  States  are  still 
lagging  far  behind  in  the  recovery. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  This  is  the  kind  of 
issue  which  will  reward  analysis.  With 
those  generous  remarks,  Mr.  I*resi- 
dent.  I  would  move  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  debate?  If  not,  the  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  amendment  (No.  2094)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  niove  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table.    ' 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  just  take  a  second  to  thank  the 
graciousness  and  accommodation  of 
the  manager  of  the  legislation  and  his 
distinguished  associate,  the  Senator 
from  Termessee.  and  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

PINE  BLUFF.  ARK. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  engage  the  floor  manag- 
ers in  a  short  colloquy  regarding  a 
$10.2  million  authorization  and  appro- 
priation to  build  a  faculty  in  Pine 
Bluff,  Ark.,  to  destroy  the  chemical 
agent  designated  BZ.  BZ  is  not  gener- 
ally considered  a  lethal  agent,  as  are 
the  kinds  of  chemical  munitions  we 
normally  talk  about  here  when  we  talk 
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about  chemical  warfare.  It  Is.  in  effect, 
similar  to  a  high-powered  LSD. 

The  Army  is  now  ready  to  destroy 
all  of  our  stocks  of  that  chemical.  Vir- 
tually all  of  it  is  stored  In  Pine  Bluff. 

We  discussed  this  issue  of  the  dispos- 
al facility  in  conunittee.  and  1  want  to 
thank  the  subcommittee  chairman  and 
ranking  member  for  their  cooperation, 
but  I  thought  it  would  be  well,  since  a 
couple  of  things  have  happened  since 
then,  to  reiterate  my  concern  about 
the  necessity  of  that  facility  being 
built. 

The  chairman  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  Mr.  Tower,  has 
said  that  since  the  House  has  this 
money  authorized  in  its  version  of  the 
defense  authorization  bill,  that  he 
would  be  happy  to  recede  to  the  House 
position  when  they  go  to  conference, 
and  I  appreciate  that. 

When  the  Appropriations  Subcom- 
mittee on  Military  Construction  rec- 
ommendation was  considered  by  the 
full  Appropriations  Committee,  the 
subcommittee  chairman,  Senator  Mat- 
TiNGLY,  said  that  he  would  be  happy 
for  this  money  to  be  spent  as  soon  as 
it  was  authorized.  It  is  my  belief  now 
that  we  will  probably  not  get  to  con- 
ference on  this  appropriation  bill  until 
after  the  authorization  conference  be- 
tween the  House  and  the  Senate  has 
been  held,  and  the  only  concern  I  have 
is  whether  or  not— given  that  both  the 
House  military  construction  authoriza- 
tion and  appropriation  bills  have  this 
$10.2  million  in  them— this  money, 
once  it  is  authorized  in  the  bill  pro- 
duced by  conference,  will  be  available 
to  build  this  facility  down  there.  I 
know  the  floor  managers  want  to  be 
helpful  to  me  on  this  issue,  and  to  the 
people  of  my  State  and  indeed  to  the 
country.  I  am,  however,  slightly  con- 
cerned about  the  chronology  of  events, 
because  if  somehow  or  smother  we  do 
not  get  the  authorization  and  appro- 
priation bills  done  in  the  sequence  I 
have  discussed,  we  would  have  to  wait 
until  a  supplemental  bill  came 
through  next  year. 

I  consider  the  destruction  of  these 
BZ  agents  a  matter  of  high  priority  to 
me  and  I  just  want  to  be  sure  that 
what  I  have  outlined  here  is  in  keep- 
ing with  the  understanding  of  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President, 
what  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  said  is  precisely  correct. 
The  ranking  minority  member  and 
myself  will,  so  to  speak,  hang  tough 
and  make  sure  that  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  adhered  to 
in  the  conference. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  1  thank  the  chair- 
man very  much.  He  has  been  most  co- 
operative. I  wish  to  publicly  express 
my  appreciation  to  both  the  chairman 
and  the  ranking  member  of  the  sub- 
committee. Hopefully,  the  chronology 
will    follow    the    outline    I    have    de- 


scribed, so  we  can  begin  the  construc- 
tion of  that  facility  at  the  earliest  pos- 
sible time. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President.  I 
assume  we  are  going  to  break  out  the 
military  construction  section  from  the 
DOD  authorization  bill,  which  means 
that  we  can  expect  a  rapid  approval  in 
that  area.  Then,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  and  I  will  be  able  to  go  to 
conference  immediately  and  rectify 
the  situation. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  included  several  military  con- 
struction projects  for  Pairchild  Air 
Force  Base.  One  project  which  I  be- 
lieve to  be  of  great  importance  in- 
volves construction  of  a  new  hydrant 
fueling  system.  This  project  has  not 
been  included  in  this  bill.  I  would  ask 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Military  Con- 
struction Appropriations,  if  I  am  cor- 
rect in  saying  that  this  project  was  not 
included  in  this  bill  because  it  did  not 
receive  Senate  authorization. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  from  Washington  is  cor- 
rect. This  unbudgeted  project  was  not 
authorized  by  the  Senate,  and  there- 
fore, the  committee  did  not  include 
the  project  in  its  recommendation.  I 
might  state  for  the  record,  however, 
that  this  project,  if  authorized  by  the 
armed  services  conferees,  will  be  a 
matter  in  conference  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Since  the  House  has 
provided  both  authoriation  and  an  ap- 
propriation for  this  project,  it  will  be 
in  conference  on  both  bills.  If  the 
Senate  recedes  to  the  House  on  the 
authorizaton,  will  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  be  prepared  to  support  the 
project  in  the  appropriations  confer- 
ence? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  am  aware  of 
the  validity  of  this  project,  and  I  crji 
assure  the  Senator  from  Washington 
that  this  project  will  be  given  every 
consideration  during  conference  with 
the  House. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  my  distinguished  colleague. 
Senator  Mattingly,  and  the  members 
of  the  Military  Construction  Subcom- 
mittee for  reporting  this  appropria- 
tions bill. 

H.R.  3263  provides  $7.2  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $2.4  billion  in 
outlays  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  mili- 
tary construction  and  family  housing 
projects. 

With  outlays  from  prior-year  budget 
authority  and  other  actions  complet- 
ed—including the  jobs  bill— the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Subcommittee  is 
$0.1  billion  below  its  302(b)  allocation 
for  budget  authority  and  equal  to  its 
302(b)  allocation  for  outlays. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
supporting  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  table  showing  the  relation- 


ship of  this  bill  to  the  Appropriations 
Committee  302(b)  allocation  and  to 
the  President's  request  be  printed  In 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

MILITARY  CONSTRUaiON  SUBCOMMITTEE,  SPENDING 
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AMENDMENT  NO.  209S 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk  and  I 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Matting- 
ly) proposes  an  amendment  numbered  2095. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  14,  after  line  22.  insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  section:  Sec.  .  Of  the  total 
amount  of  budget  authority  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1984  by  this  act  that  would  oth- 
erwise be  available  for  consulting  services, 
management  and  professional  services,  and 
special  studies  and  analyses,  10  percentum 
of  the  amount  intended  for  such  purposes  in 
the  President's  budget  for  1984.  as  amended, 
for  any  agency,  department  or  entity  sub- 
ject to  apportionment  by  the  Executive 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  and  not  made 
available  for  obligation  or  expenditure:  Pro- 
vided, That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to 
any  agency,  department  or  entity  whose 
budget  request  for  1984  for  the  purposes 
stated  above  did  not  amount  to  $5  million. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  reduces  by  10  percent 
the  amount  available  in  the  bill  for  ex- 
penditure on  consultant  services. 

The  amendment  is  identical  to  lan- 
guage that  has  recently  been  adopted 
by  the  full  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  in  the  fiscal  year  1984 
Treasury  appropriations  bill.  Members 
of  that  subcommittee  on  both  sides 
have  been  active  in  the  efforts  to  curb 
the  increases  in  consultant  service  ex- 
penditures that  have  occurred  in 
recent  years. 

A  10-percent  reduction  in  these  ex- 
penditures will  not  adversely  impact 


the  military  construction  program  but 
it  will  provide  some  relief  to  the  belea- 
guered taxpayer. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  chairman  for 
offering  this  amendment.  It  follows  on 
to  a  longstanding  concern  that  I  have 
had  in  previous  years  about  the  explo- 
sion in  the  use  of  consultants  by  the 
Federal  Government,  and  particularly 
by  the  Department  of  Defense. 

I  commend  the  chairman  for  offer- 
ing the  amendment  and  offer  him  my 
wholehearted  support. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee. 

As  the  appropriation  bills  come 
along  on  the  floor,  my  intention  is  to 
offer  this  amendment  on  each  appro- 
priation bill  so  that  we  can  also  save 
the  taxpayer  more  money. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  debate?  If  not,  the  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of    the    Senator    from    Georgia    (Mr. 

MATTINGLY). 

The  amendment  (No.  2095)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en- 
grossment of  the  amendments  and  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  having  been  read  a  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (H.R.  3263),  as  amended, 
was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its 
amendments  and  request  a  conference 
with  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
that  the  Chair  be  authorized  to  ap- 
point conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Mat- 
tingly, Mr.  Laxalt,  Mr.  Garn,  Mr. 
Hatfield,  Mr.  Sasser,  Mr.  iNCtTYE,  and 
Mr.  Stevens  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  unless 
there  is  some  other  matter  we  can 
take  up,  as  soon  as  the  principals  are 
in  place  and  ready  to  proceed,  it  will 
be  my  intention  to  ask  the  Senate  to 
go  to  the  agriculture  target  price  bill.  I 
will  not  do  that  until  they  arrive,  how- 
ever. 

In  the  meantime,  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  majority  leader 
withhold  on  that  request? 
Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  ma- 
jority leader  and  I  have  discussed  on 
one  or  more  occasions  the  Interior  ap- 
propriations bill.  I  wish  to  inquire  of 
him  as  to  what  this  program  is  with 
regard  to  Interior  appropriations  and 
as  to  how  soon  we  might  be  able  to  get 
to  that. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  do  it  right  away.  It  is  the  last 
remaining  appropriation  bill  that  is 
here  and  available.  I  am  afraid  it  will 
not  be  quite  as  noncontroversial  as  the 
two  we  have  just  passed,  but  we  need 
to  pass  it,  and  I  intend  to  try  to  pass  it 
before  we  go  out  and,  indeed,  pass  it  in 
time  for  the  conference  to  occur  and 
the  conference  report  to  be  placed 
before  the  Senate.  So  I  would  like  to 
do  that  immediately. 

What  I  would  really  like  to  do  is  get 
on  agriculture  target  pricing,  but  with 
consent  to  move  to  the  Interior  appro- 
priations bill  whenever  we  can  arrange 
a  mutually  convenient  time,  regardless 
of  the  circumstances  at  that  moment. 
Because  that  way  we  could  deal  with  it 
as  soon  as  we  clear  it  on  both  sides  or 
deal  with  it  if  it  is  determined  that  we 
must  do  it  without  an  agreement. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  we 
can  do  that.  I  think  there  are  some 
problems  on  both  sides,  perhaps,  but  I 
join  the  majority  leader  in  hoping 
that  this  appropriation  bill  can  be 
taken  up,  sent  to  conference,  and  the 
conference  report  agreed  to  before  the 
recess. 

I  will  try  on  my  side  to  get  consent 
to  move  to  the  Interior  appropriations 
bill  at  any  time.  I  will  come  back  to 
the  majority  leader  on  that. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
will  attempt  to  do  the  same  thing  on 
this  side. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  majority  leader 
yield  for  a  question? 
Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Would  it  be  appropriate 
to  take  up  the  Interior  appropriations 
bill  before  we  proceed  to  the  price 
freeze  matter?  Is  that  possible? 

Mr.  BAKER.  It  is  possible.  I  am 
committed  in  several  colloquies  I  have 
had  on  the  floor  over  the  past  several 
weeks  to  take  up  the  agriculture 
target  price  bill  immediately  after  the 


disposal  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
authorization  bill. 

Mr.  EXON.  There  was  no  unani- 
mous-consent agreement? 

Mr.  BAKER.  No,  there  was  no  unan- 
imous-consent agreement,  but  I  made 
that  representation.  We  have  squeezed 
in  two  appropriations  bills  ahead  of 
that.  As  the  Senator  knows,  I  do  try  to 
keep  my  commitments  when  I  make 
them.  If  we  can  get  an  agreement  on 
the  Interior  appropriations  bill  to 
finish  it  pretty  promptly,  I  am  sure  we 
can  do  that,  even  if  we  cannot  do  that 
today.  I  intend  to  try  to  go  to  the  Inte- 
rior appropriations  at  some  point 
before  we  go  out,  but  I  would  like  to 
fulfill  my  commitment  to  take  up  the 
agriculture  target  prices,  or  attempt  to 
do  so,  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  would  advise  the  ma- 
jority leader  for  the  record,  and  I 
think  he  knows,  that  I  think  there 
should  be  a  great  deal  of  time  set  for 
taking  up  the  matter  of  the  price  sup- 
port bill.  All  I  was  trying  to  do  was  to 
expedite  the  work  of  the  Senate  and 
ease  the  work  on  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader. 

I  have  had  chats  with  some  of  my 
colleagues,  who  I  think  will  shortly  be 
on  the  floor,  as  to  what  their  feelings 
would  be  in  this  area.  If  the  majority 
leader  feels  he  has  made  a  commit- 
ment, he  always  lives  up  to  his  com- 
mitments and  I  admire  him  for  that.  I 
was  just  saying  it  might  expedite  the 
work  of  the  Senate  if  a  change  could 
be  made. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
would  urge  Members  on  this  side  who 
may  be  listening  in  on  this  side  to  con- 
sider a  short  time  agreement  on  the 
Interior  appropriations  bill.  I  will  ask 
my  cloakroom  to  see  what  the  best  ar- 
rangement we  can  come  up  with  on 
that  may  be.  In  the  meantime,  I  will 
ask  my  cloakroom  to  clear  a  unani- 
mous-consent agreement  that  even  if 
we  are  on  another  bill  at  any  time  be- 
tween now  and  August  5,  I  may,  after 
consulting  first  with  the  minority 
leader,  temporarily  lay  aside  whatever 
that  measure  may  be  and  go  to  the  In- 
terior appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  President,  while  we  wait  for 
others  to  arrive,  I  now  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
often  I  have  the  privilege  of  saying 
the  Senate  is  ahead  of  schedule,  but 
today,  the  Senate  is  ahead  of  schedule. 
We  had  not  expected  to  finish  the 
Milcon  biU  tmtil  2  p.m.  and  certain 
Senators  who  wish  to  be  involved  in 
the  consideration  of  this  legislation 
will  not  be  here  until  2  p.m.  I  ask 
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unanimous  consent  that  the  time  be- 
tween now  and  2  p.m.  be  devoted  to 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  under  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions ordered  earlier  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


GEORGE  KELL,  A  SUPERIOR 
ARKANSAN 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  make  a  kind  remark  about  a 
very  illustrious  Arkansan  who  is  also 
my  dear  friend.  His  name  is  George 
Kell. 

Next  Sunday.  July  31.  two  Arkan- 
sans.  George  Kell  and  Brooks  Robin- 
son will  be  inducted  into  the  Baseball 
Hall  of  Fame.  When  Senator  McClel- 
lan  was  a  member  of  this  body,  he 
used  to  get  great  laughs  by  saying  Ar- 
kansas had  produced  the  three  great- 
est third  basemen  in  U.S.  history- 
Brooks  Robinson.  George  Kell,  and 
John  McClellan. 

Most  students  of  baseball  will  read- 
ily concede  that  George  Kell  and 
Brooks  Robinson  are  indeed  the  two 
greatest  third  basemen  ever  produced. 
Happily  for  all  of  us  in  Arkansas,  they 
will  both  be  inducted  into  Baseballs 
Hall  of  Fame  next  Sunday  in  Coopers- 
town,  N.Y. 

Mr.  President,  I  put  a  statement  into 
the  Record  last  week  applauding  both 
of  these  gentlemen,  but  it  was  mostly 
about  their  exploits  as  baseball  play- 
ers. I  wanted  to  say  something  addi- 
tional about  George  Kell,  because  he 
is  a  close  personal  friend. 

I  met  George  the  first  time  when  I 
was  running  around  the  State,  run- 
ning for  Governor,  in  1970.  There  were 
eight  candidates  in  the  field  amd  I  was 
niruiing  a  slow  eighth.  I  rememt)er 
going  to  Newport,  Ark.,  which  is  where 
George  has  a  motor  company.  A  friend 
had  arranged  a  luncheon  with  about 
15  people.  Even  though  George  was  a 
legend  in  Arkansas,  I  had  never  met 
him,  and  he  was  one  of  the  15  people 
at  this  luncheon. 

After  lunch,  I  put  my  best  foot  for- 
ward and  told  the  group  why  I  was 
running  for  Governor  and  what  I 
wanted  for  the  State  of  Arkansas. 
George  and  I  visited  after  the  lunch- 
eon and  there  was  an  instant  rapport. 
I  asked  if  he  would  be  willing  to  cut 
radio  tape  for  me  before  the  first  pri- 
mary. He  indicated  that  he  would.  Our 
friendship  grew  and  to  shorten  the 
story  he  became  my  campaign  manag- 


er that  fall  when  I  ran  against  the  Re- 
publican incumbent  Governor  of  Ar- 
kansas. 

We  toured  the  State  together.  The 
people  in  this  body  who  have  done 
that,  particularly  in  their  early  politi- 
cal career,  know  how  close  you  can  get 
to  your  campaign  manager  under 
those  circumstances.  I  have  always 
said  there  are  two  ways  to  get  to  know 
a  man  well.  One  is  to  go  quail  hunting 
with  him  and  the  other  is  to  go  serve 
on  a  jury  with  him.  I  will  add  a  third 
way  to  that,  and  that  is  to  tour  the 
State  with  someone  day  after  day, 
while  running  for  public  office. 

Mr.  President,  George  Kell  is  truly  a 
superior  person.  There  is  not  a  person 
in  Arkansas  who  does  not  revere  him 
and  admire  him,  not  just  because  of 
his  exploits  on  the  diamond,  but  be- 
cause of  this  service  to  the  State,  his 
loyalty  to  his  country  and  his  unstint- 
ing devotion  to  his  family. 

I  never  will  forget  one  time  when 
Gerald  Ford  was  Vice  President.  He 
came  to  Arkansas  to  dedicate  a  hospi- 
tal. Though  George  had  played  for  the 
Detroit  Tigers  for  years  and  was  a 
legend  in  Michigan  as  well  as  Arkan- 
sas, he  had  never  met  Gerald  Ford 
though  Gerald  Ford  was  Michigan's 
best  known  native  son.  I  told  him  they 
should  certainly  know  each  other. 
When  I  introduced  them,  I  must  say, 
Gerald  Ford  was  more  excited  than 
George  was  and  they  had  a  great  visit. 

You  may  not  know  that  George  has 
been  doing  Detroit  baseball  telecast 
for  many  years  and  was  joined  by  Al 
Kaline,  who  is  also  a  member  of  the 
Hall  of  Fame,  a  few  years  ago.  George 
is  an  excellent  broadcaster.  He  has  a 
great  voice. 

Well,  to  get  on  with  what  I  wanted 
to  say,  our  friendship  now  runs  13 
years.  It  has  been  close,  it  has  been 
steadfast,  and  it  has  been  based  on 
mutual  respect.  He  has  richly  earned 
the  Nation's  respect  as  both  a  man 
and  as  a  player. 

I  wanted  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues my  feelings  about  this  remark- 
able man.  We  are  all  honored  by  the 
honor  he  is  receiving. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  about  the 
only  thing  besides  baseball  which  has 
become  synonymous  with  summer  in 
Michigan  is  listening  to  the  voice  of 
baseball  great,  George  Kell,  during 
Detroit  Tiger  telecasts.  Our  young 
people  today  are  only  familar  with 
George  Kell  the  sportscaster.  who 
teams  up  with  former  Tiger  great  and 
Hall-of-Famer.  Al  Kaline.  But  to  this 
baseball  fanatic  and  to  my  boyhood 
friends,  George  Kell  was  the  greatest 
third  baseman  of  our  time.  Now 
George's  peers  have  recognized  his 
greatness.  This  Sunday,  July  31, 
George  Clyde  Kell  will  be  inducted 
into  the  Hall  of  Fame  and  join  base- 
ball's elite. 

I  have  fond  memories  of  watching 
George  hold  down  the  hot  comer  at 


what  was  then  Briggs  Stadium  in  De- 
troit. His  seemingly  effortless  and 
flawless  play  at  third  base,  his  strong 
and  accurate  arm,  and  his  clutch  hit- 
ting was  an  absolute  delight  to  watch. 
He  spoiled  Tiger  fans  for  years  to 
come— no  other  Tiger  third  baseman 
has  seemed  to  match  George's  talent 
and  dedication  to  the  game.  This  is 
not  denigrating  the  abilities  of 
George's  successors.  It  is  merely  recog- 
nizing the  high  standards  which 
George  established  for  himself  on  and 
off  the  field.  He  leaves  us  a  legacy  to 
which  future  ballplayers  should 
aspire. 

As  the  American  League's  top  third 
baseman  in  the  forties  and  fifties, 
George  led  third  basemen  in  fielding 
seven  times,  assists  four  times,  and 
twice  in  putouts  and  double  plays. 
George  had  a  great  glove,  but  his  abili- 
ty at  the  plate  made  him  a  batter  that 
all  pitchers  feared  and  respected. 

He  hit  over  .300  nine  times  with  a 
lifetime  average  of  .306.  And  I  will 
never  forget  the  1949  season  when  he 
edged  out  Ted  Williams  on  the  last 
day  of  the  season  to  win  the  American  • 
League  batting  title,  hitting  .343  in 
one  of  the  tightest  batting  races  in 
major  league  history. 

Mr.  President,  George's  exemplary 
dedication  to  the  game  during  his  il- 
lustrious 15  year  career,  and  now,  as  a 
sportscaster.  spans  five  decades.  On 
Sunday,  we  will  bestow  upon  him  an 
honor  which,  in  our  hearts  he  had  al- 
ready received— Hall  of  Famer,  George 
Kell. 


DR.  HAMPAR  KELIKIAN.  1899- 
1983 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  "As  you 
get  older,"  Ernest  Hemingway  once 
wrote,  "it  is  harder  to  have  heroes,  but 
it  is  sort  of  necessary."  Nowhere  is  it 
more  necessary  than  here  in  Washing- 
ton, where  it  is  so  easy  to  become  pre- 
occupied with  last  week's  priorities 
and  this  week's  headlines.  Here,  we 
can  focus  on  the  transient  and  over- 
look the  enduring.  We  speak  of  "the 
people"  and  do  not  always  take  the 
time  to  recognize  those  remarkable 
persons  who  broaden  our  outlook  and 
deepen  our  sympathies,  who  put  flesh 
on  the  barebones  of  individual  charac- 
ter. 

Today,  I  pause  to  recall  such  a  man, 
a  healer  of  shattered  bodies  named 
Hampar  Kelikian.  Dr.  Kelikian  earned 
fame  for  his  historic  accomplishments 
in  the  operating  room.  He  earned  the 
gratitude  of  thousands  of  people  who, 
like  myself,  live  a  much  more  full  ex- 
istence because  of  his  operative  skills. 
He  earned  the  admiration  of  those 
who  knew  him  only  through  press  cov- 
erage as  one  who  was  still  performing 
10  operations  a  week  at  the  age  of  80. 

No  feature  story,  however  generous, 
could  fully  convey  the  personal  hero- 


ism of  Hampar  Kelikian.  As  a  boy,  he 
escaped  the  blood-spattered  landscape 
of  Armenia,  where  three  of  his  sisters 
died  in  the  senseless  violence  that  has 
for  so  long  marred  that  comer  of  the 
globe.  He  arrived  in  Chicago  in  1920, 
possessing  $2  in  his  pocket  and  a  rug 
from  his  native  land.  He  went  to  work 
on  a  farm,  working  hard  enough  that 
his  employer  helped  pay  his  way 
through  college  in  return.  The  young 
immigrant  went  on  to  medical  school 
and  an  apprenticeship  at  Cook  County 
Hospital. 

When  war  again  came  to  Europe  in 
1939,  Dr.  Kelikian  shared  his  genius 
with  his  adopted  homeland.  He  discov- 
ered surgical  methods  previously  un- 
known, and  he  found  ways  to  restore 
use  to  otherwise  useless  limbs.  Harry 
Truman  gave  him  a  medal.  Those 
whose  lives  were  rescued  gave  him 
their  love.  Much  has  been  written 
about  the  years  I  spent  in  Army  hospi- 
tals—too much  about  me,  not  nearly 
enough  about  Dr.  Kelikian.  He  be- 
lieved with  Sherwood  Anderson  that 
"a  man  needs  a  purpose  for  real 
health."  And  he  gave  me  a  purpose  as 
well  as  the  use  of  an  arm. 

He  provided  me  an  example  worthy 
of  emulation.  He  taught  me  that  "the 
people"  are  not  an  abstract,  faceless 
mass  glimpsed  but  dimly  through  the 
dark  glass  of  politics— but  highly  indi- 
vidualized men  and  women,  as  capable 
as  he  was  of  bettering  themselves  and 
the  world  around  them— as  imbued 
with  his  idealism— as  protective  of  his 
faith.  He  taught  me  that  those  who 
claim  to  serve  the  public  must  be  heal- 
ers themselves,  ministering  to  the 
body  politic  as  he  ministered  to  the 
physical  one. 

Hampar  Kelikian's  contributions  did 
not  halt  with  the  end  of  the  war. 
Having  salvaged  life  for  so  many  men 
in  uniform,  he  returned  to  this  coun- 
try to  turn  his  attention  to  deformed 
children,  for  whom  no  one  else  would 
fight  a  lonely  battle.  He  declared  his 
own  war  on  congenital  deformities.  He 
waged  that  war  on  many  fronts:  In 
scholarly  publications  and  on  the  op- 
erating table,  at  hospital  bedsides  and 
in  the  living  rooms  of  parents  who 
came  to  regard  him,  rightfully 
enough,  as  a  sort  of  modern-day  mira- 
cle worker. 

"The  mechanical  part  of  surgery," 
he  once  explained,  "is  like  carpentry. 
Anyone  can  learn  that.  The  important 
thing  is  to  be  able  to  suffer  with  the 
patient,  to  see  if  they  are  in  pain." 

Today  is  our  tum  to  suffer.  For  Dr. 
K  has  ended  his  career  of  service  on 
this  planet.  His  passing  may  count  for 
little  in  the  world's  record,  but  for 
anyone  whose  path  ever  crossed  his. 
the  moment  has  its  right  to  sorrow, 
and  the  years  ahead  wiU  be  at  least  a 
little  lonelier. 
Robert  Frost  said  it  best.  He  wrote: 
Nature's  first  green  is  gold. 
Her  hardest  hue  to  hold. 


Her  early  leaf's  a  flower. 
But  only  so  an  hour. 
Then  leaf  subsides  to  leaf. 
So  Eden  sank  to  grief. 
So  dawn  goes  down  to  day. 
Nothing  gold  can  stay. 
Hampar  Kelikian  was  pure  gold.  And 
if   he   carmot   stay   here,   among   his 
friends  smd  admirers,  we  can  at  least 
take  heart  and  take  courage  from  the 
life  he  lived.  Only  a  few  among  us  can 
genuinely  claim  to  have  improved  the 
lot  of  humanity.  Dr.  K  was  too  modest 
to  make  any  such  claim.  And  so  we 
will  have  to  make  it  for  him.  He  will 
be   missed,   as   surely   as   he   will   be 
mourned.  He  will  not  be  forgotten.  I 
extend  my  deepest  sympathy  to  his 
widow  Ovsanna,   his  daughters  Alice 
and    Virginia,    and    his    son    Armen. 
Great  as  their  current  sense  of  loss 
must  be,  they  can  take  ultimate  pride 
in  having  shared  in  so  triumphant  a 
life. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  to  know  that 
I  found  his  comments  deeply  moving. 
There  is  no  way  the  printed  Record 
can  fully  reflect  the  love  which  Sena- 
tor Dole  has  expressed  for  his  friend 
in  such  a  caring,  immensely  personal 
way.  Indeed  this  has  been  one  of  the 
most  moving  experiences  for  me  since 
I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  Senate. 
Bob  Dole  has  told  me  about  Dr.  Keli- 
kian, the  sacrifices  of  this  great  Amer- 
ican, and  his  deep  devotion  to  human- 
ity. I  never  met  Dr.  Kelikian,  but  I 
myself  have  a  great  sense  of  love  for 
him  because  of  what  he  meant  to  Bob 
Dole. 

So,  Mr.  President  those  of  us  who 
had  the  privilege  of  hearing  Senator 
Dole's  moving  tribute  to  his  late 
friend  have  been  strenghtened  by 
hearing  Bob  Dole  and,  more  impor- 
tantly, knowing  Bob  Dole  as  our  col- 
league and  friend. 
Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Armstrong).  The  majority  leader  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  time 
for  the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  has  just  expired.  I  indicated 
earlier  that  I  wanted  to  try  to  get  to 
the  agriculture  bill  at  about  this  point, 
and  I  believe  the  principals  are  on 
hand. 


BUDGET  ACT  WAIVER 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
first  a  budget  waiver  to  accompany 
that  measure.  I  refer  to  Calendar 
Order  No.  300,  Senate  Resolution  165, 
a  resolution  waiving  section  402(a)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Chair  lay  before  the 
Senate  the  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  it. 


Mr.  HEFLIN.  We  object. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  report.  The  question  then 
will  be  to  proceed,  and  at  that  time 
the  Senator  may  be  recognized. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  Senate  resolution  (S.  Res.  165)  waiving 
section  402(a>  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  2733. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate 

Resolution  165.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  to  proceed  is  not  debatable.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  you  have  an  hour  to  debate 
it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  before  the  Senate  is  the 
unanimous-consent  request  to  proceed 
to  the  resolution. 
Mr.  HEFLIN.  We  object. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  par- 
liamentary inquiry.  Are  we  on  the 
budget  waiver? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  proceed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
back  up  a  step  just  so  everybody  fully 
understands  and  nobody  is  taken  un- 
aware. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  there  appears  to  be  an  objection 
to  the  unanimous-consent  request  to 
go  to  the  budget  waiver,  I  move  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Resolution  165. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 
The  motion  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  a  debatable  motion,  is  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  is  not  debatable.  The  Chair 
will,  therefore,  put  the  question. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
quest the  yeas  and  nays. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
The   PRESIDING   OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 
Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Coch- 
ran), the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.    Domenici),    the    Senator    from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  E>st),  the  Sena- 
tor  from   Arizona   (Mr.   Goldwater), 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Percy). 
the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower). 
and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr. 
Wallop)  are  necessarily  absent. 
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Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart),  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  66, 
nays  26.  as  follows: 

CRollcaU  Vote  No.  230  Leg.] 
YEAS— 66 


Armstrong 

Hatfield 

Murkowski 

Baker 

Hawkins 

Nunn 

Bentsen 

Hecht 

Packwood 

Bingaman 

Heinz 

Pell 

Boschwitz 

Helms 

Proxmire 

Bradley 

Huddleston 

Quayle 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Randolph 

Chafee 

Jackson 

Riegle 

Chiles 

Jepsen 

Roth 

Cohen 

Kassebaum 

Rudman 

D'Amato 

Kasten 

Simpson 

Danforth 

Kennedy 

Specter 

DeCondni 

Lautenberg 

Stafford 

Denton 

Laxalt 

Stennis 

Dixon 

Leahy 

Stevens 

Dole 

Lugar 

Symms 

Durenberger 

Mathias 

Thurmond 

Gam 

Mattingly 

Trible 

Glenn 

McClure 

Tsongas 

Gorton 

Melzenbaum 

Warner 

Grassley 

Mitchell 

Weicker 

Hatch 

Moynihan 
NAYS- 26 

Wilson 

Abdnor 

Eaglelon 

Matsunaga 

Andrews 

Exon 

Melcher 

Baucus 

Ford 

Nickles 

Biden 

HeHin 

Pressler 

Boren 

Hollings 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Burdick 

Johnston 

Sasser 

Cranston 

Levin 

Zorinsky 

Dodd 

Long 

NOT  VOTING- 

-8 

Cochran 

Goldwater 

Tower 

Domenici 

Hart 

Wallop 

East 

Percy 

So  the  motion  to  proceed  to  the  con- 
sideration of  Senate  Resolution  165 
was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  rule,  the  time  is  to  be  equally  di- 
vided between  the  majority  leader  or 
his  designee  and  the  minority  or  his 
designee. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  desig- 
nate the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  (Mr. 
Helms)  to  manage  the  time  on  this 
side. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  desig- 
nate the  distinguished  ranking 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture (Mr.  Huddleston)  to  manage  the 
time  on  this  side. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
the  Senate  to  adopt  Senate  Resolution 
165  so  that  the  Senate  may  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  H.R.  2733.  a  bill 
to  extend  and  improve  the  existing 
program  of  research,  development, 
and  demonstration  in  the  production 
and  manufacture  of  guayule  rubber, 
and  tc  broaden  such  program  to  in- 
clude other  critical  agricultural  mate- 
rials. 

Senate  Resolution  165  waives  the 
provisions  of  section  402(a)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  with 
respect  to  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
2733.  This  waiver  of  section  402(a). 
which  the  Budget  Committee  has  ap- 


proved, is  necessary  to  permit  consid- 
eration of  statutory  authority  to 
extend  the  Native  Latex  Commercial- 
ization and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1978. 

H.R.  2733  also  contains  an  amend- 
ment by  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry  relating 
to  target  prices  for  the  1984  and  1985 
crops  of  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland 
cotton,  and  rice  and  to  the  payment  in 
kind  program  for  upland  cotton.  It  is 
important  that  we  enact  these  provi- 
sions, along  with  changes  in  the  dairy 
and  tobacco  programs  that  will  be  of- 
fered as  an  amendment,  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Mr.  President,  when  H.R.  2733  was 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture. Nutrition,  and  Forestry,  we  had 
not  yet  received  a  formal  cost  estimate 
from  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 
We  subsequently  received  that  esti- 
mate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
cost  estimate  prepared  by  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  be  printed  in 
the  Record  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  bill  as  re- 
ported by  the  committee  would  result 
in  savings  over  the  next  5  years  of  ap- 
proximately $11  billion  in  both  budget 
authority  and  outlays. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Congressional  Budget  Office. 

U.S.  Congress, 
Washington,  D.C.  June  27,  1983. 
Hon.  Jesse  A.  Helms. 

Chairman,   Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition and  Forestry, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  F»ursuant  to  Section 
403  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974.  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
prepared  the  attached  cost  estimate  for 
H.R.  2733,  the  Target  Prices.  Export  Initia- 
tive and  Critical  Agricultural  Materials  Act 
of  1983. 

Should  the  Committee  so  desire,  we  would 
be  pleased  to  provide  further  details  on  this 
estimate. 

Sincerely. 

James  Blum 
(For  Alice  M.  Rivlin. 

Director). 

Congressional  Bitdget  Office:  Cost 
Estimate 

1.  Bill  number:  H.R.  2733. 

2.  Bill  title:  Target  Prices.  Export  Initia- 
tive and  Critical  Agricultural  Materials  Act 
of  1983. 

3.  Bill  status:  As  reported  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition  and 
Forestry.  June  23,  1983. 

4.  Bill  purpose:  The  bill  would  expand  and 
improve  the  existing  program  of  research, 
development,  and  demonstration  in  the  pro- 
duction and  manufacture  of  guayule  rubber, 
and  would  broaden  such  programs  to  in- 
clude other  critical  agricultural  materials. 

In  addition.  Section  16  of  the  bill  would 
permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
maintain  the  target  prices  for  the  1984  and 
1985  crops  of  wheat,  com,  upland  cotton  or 
rice  at  the  1983  level.  The  Secretary  is  also 


required  to  use  $300  million  of  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  funds  in  fiscal 
years  1984  and  1985  for  export  activities. 
Section  16  also  requires  repayments  and  in- 
terest from  these  export  funds  and  from 
those  provided  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1982  be  placed  in  the 
Export  Revolving  Fund  established  within 
CCC  by  the  Agriculture  and  Food  Act  of 
1981.  This  section  eliminates  the  require- 
ment that  loan  limitations  be  set  in  appro- 
priations acts  and  the  provision  that  the 
fund  be  abolished  after  fiscal  year  1985. 

Section  17  of  H.R.  2733  requires  the  Secre- 
tary to  solicit  bids  for  forfeiture  of  upland 
cotton  under  CCC  nonrecourse  loans.  No  bid 
may  be  rejected,  unless  it  exceeds  those  ac- 
cepted under  the  similar  procedure  for  feed 
grains,  until  sufficient  cotton  is  acquired  to 
meet  payment-in-kind  (PIK)  cotton  pro- 
gram needs. 

5.  Estimated  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment: The  bill  authorizes  appropriations  for 
research,  development,  and  demonstration 
in  the  production  and  manufacture  of  criti- 
cal agricultural  materials.  Assuming  the  full 
amounts  authorized  are  appropriated,  the 
estimated  budget  impact  is  shown  in  the  fol- 
lowing table. 
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In  addition.  H.R.  2733  will  directly  affect 
spending  of  the  CCC,  resulting  in  the  net 
savings  shown  in  the  following  table. 


[By  fiscal  yun.  m  millions  of  dollars) 
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1984       1985       1986       1987       ISM 
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-485 
-415 

-1.5S2 
-1.562 

-2,490 
-2.490 

-2,897 
-2.897 

-3.085 
-3,085 

-12 
-12 
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-ibi 

-234 
-234 

-234 
-234 

-134 
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" 

-343 

-359 

-1,562 

-1.663 

-2,724 

-2,724 

-3,131 

-3,131 

-3,219 

-3,219 

The  budget  impact  of  this  bill  falls  pri- 
marily within  budget  function  350. 

basis  of  estimate 

For  the  purposes  of  this  estimate,  it  was 
assumed  that  funds  authorized  by  the  bill 
for  research,  development,  and  demonstra- 
tion programs  are  appropriated  prior  to  the 
start  of  each  fiscal  year  and  that  all  funds 
would  be  obligated  and  disbursed  at  rates 
similar  to  existing  programs  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  and  other  government 
research  facilities. 

Estimates  of  the  impact  of  the  target 
price  freeze  are  based  on  asssumptions  of 
continued  planting  restrictions,  lower  loan 
rates  and  declining  program  participation. 
For  the  purpose  of  this  estimate,  it  is  as- 
sumed that  current  farm  programs  will 
remain  in  place  through  fiscal  year  1988, 
and  that  target  prices  will  remain  at  the 
1983  level  throughout  the  period.  CBO  as- 
sumptions for  the  wheat  program  are:  a  15 
percent  acreage  reduction  and  a  PIK  diver- 
sion program  in  the  1984  crop  year,  and  a  20 
percent  acreage  reduction  program  through 
1987.  Participation,  exp>ected  to  be  70  per- 


cent in  1984,  is  projected  to  decline  to  50 
percent,  45  percent  and  45  percent,  respec- 
tively, through  the  1987  crop  year.  The 
wheat  loan  rate  is  projected  to  remain  at 
$3.55  per  bushel  in  each  year.  Feed  grain 
program  assumptions  are:  a  10  percent  acre- 
age reduction  and  a  PIK  diversion  program 
in  1984,  and  10  percent  acreage  reduction 
thereafter.  Com  program  participation  is 
expected  to  be  42  percent  in  1984,  declining 
to  41  percent.  35  percent,  and  30  percent  in 
each  crop  year  through  1987.  The  com  loan 
rate  is  assumed  constant  at  $2.55  per  bushel, 
sorghum  at  $2.42  per  bushel  and  barley  at 
$2.09  per  bushel. 

For  the  rice  program,  CBO  assumed:  a  15 
percent  acreage  reduction  and  a  PIK  diver- 
sion program  in  1984.  followed  by  acreage 
reductions  of  15  percent  and  10  percent  in 
1985  and  1986;  no  program  is  assumed  for 
1987.  Program  participation  is  projected  to 
decline  5  percent  each  year  from  80  percent 
in  1984  to  70  percent  in  1986.  The  rice  loan 
rate  is  not  expected  to  be  changed  from 
$8.14  per  hundredweight  through  1987. 
CBO  cotton  program  assumptions  are:  a  20 
percent  acreage  reduction  and  a  PIK  diver- 
sion program  in  1984,  and  a  20  percent  re- 
duction program  continued  through  1987. 
Participation  is  projected  to  decline  by  5 
percent  each  year  from  70  percent  in  1984 
to  55  percent  in  1987.  The  cotton  loan  rate 
is  projected  to  remain  unchanged  at  55 
cents  per  pound  each  year.  The  following 
table  shows  savings  by  commodity  program. 

ESTIMATED  OUTLAY  SAVINGS-TARGET  PRICE  FREEZE 

(By  fiscal  years,  in  millions  o!  dollars— 
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1984 
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Blended  aedit  direct  loans 

Price  supiion  programs 

300 
-312 

200 
-301 

-200 
-34 

-200 
-34 

-100 
-34 

Total 

-12 

-101 

-234 

-234 

-134 

CBO  assumed  the  required  export  expend- 
itures would  be  used  in  the  current  blended 
credit  program,  in  which  agricultural  ex- 
ports are  financed  by  $10  million  of  direct, 
interest-free  government  loans,  combined 
with  $40  million  of  guaranteed  loans  from 
private  lenders  at  market  interest  rates. 
Thus,  each  $100  million  of  new  direct  loans, 
when  matched  with  guaranteed  loans,  in- 
creases total  export  credit  by  $500  million. 
The  direct  loans  are  assumed  to  be  repaid  in 
equal  amounts  over  three  years.  Under 
these  favorable  credit  terms.  50  percent  of 
the  exports  shipped  in  the  first  year  are  as- 
sumed to  be  additional— that  is.  not  displac- 
ing commercial  sales  that  would  have  oc- 
curred without  new  credit.  Additional  ex- 
ports are  assumed  to  decline  to  45  percent  in 
the  second  year  because  of  market  satura- 
tion and  competing  exporters  responding 
with  similar  subsidies.  Thirty  percent  of  this 
export  credit  is  assumed  to  be  used  for 
wheat.  30  percent  for  com.  15  percent  for 
soybeans  and  25  percent  for  other  commod- 
ities. Increased  wheat,  corn  and  soybean  ex- 
ports result  in  decreased  price  support  ex- 
penditures. The  following  table  shows  the 
outlay  impact  from  the  export  credit  pro- 
gram. 


No  impact  is  expected  by  requiring  the  re- 
payments be  deposited  into  the  Export  re- 
volving Fund  or  by  removing  the  require- 
ment for  appropriations.  The  Secretary  may 
make  direct  loans  for  export  credit  under 
current  CCC  authorities  and  has  not  re- 
quested appropriations  for  the  use  of  the 
fund. 

Section  17  requires  the  Secretary  to  solicit 
bids  on  cotton  under  nonrecourse  loans.  It 
requires  that  all  bids,  up  to  the  20  percent 
premium  for  feed  grains,  be  accepted  until 
sufficient  cotton  is  acquired.  This  requires 
opening  to  bid  all  cotton  loans  that  would 
have  been  forfeited  or  repaid  at  current 
rates,  and  reopening  bids  on  that  cotton 
previously  acquired  under  a  7  percent  pre- 
mium. Under  this  provision,  realized  losses 
would  be  increased  by  awarding  premiums 
on  an  estimated  212  thousand  bales  of  1982 
crop  cotton  and  175  thousand  bales  of  1981 
crop  cotton.  Acquisition  costs  of  this  cotton 
are  increased  by  as  much  as  10  cents  per 
pound,  with  farmers  forfeiting  1982  crop 
cotton  at  63  cents  per  pound,  instead  of  1983 
crop  cotton  at  53  cents  per  pound.  Total  re- 
alized losses  are  estimated  to  be  $154  million 
in  fiijcal  year  1984.  Outlays  would  increase 
similarly;  160  thousand  more  bales  of  1982 
crop  cotton  are  expected  to  be  forfeited  at  a 
rate  of  63  cents  per  pound  and  175  thousand 
bales  of  1981  crop  cotton  forfeiture  are  an- 
ticipated at  66  cents  per  pound.  Total  out- 
lays are  estimated  to  increase  $137  million 
in  fiscal  year  1984. 

6.  Estimated  cost  to  SUte  and  local  gov-, 
emments:  None. 

7.  Estimate  comparison:  None. 

8.  Previous  CBO  estimate:  None. 

9.  Estimate  prepared  by:  Howard  H. 
Conley  (226-2860). 

10.  Estimate  approved  by: 

C.  G.  NUCKOLS 

(for  James  L.  Blum, 
Assistant  Director  for  Budget  Analysis). 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  require  to 
the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Mel- 
cher). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  Demo- 
cratic manager,  my  good  friend  from 
Kentucky,  Senator  Huddleston. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  budget 
waiver  request,  and  ordinarily  these 
motions  to  agree  to  a  budget  waiver  re- 
quest are  not  debated.  But  there  are  a 
great  number  of  us  in  the  Senate  on 
both  this  side  of  the  aisle  and  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  who  want  to 
point  out  in  a  very  thorough  discus- 
sion what  is  wrong  with  the  bill  itself, 
H.R.  2733.  So  we  have  decided  in  order 
to  develop  a  prolonged  debate  on  not 
just  the  merits  of  this  particular  bill 
but  also  on  the  real  questions  involved 


if  the  biU  were  adopted,  to  point  out 
that  agriculture  has  not  been  doing  all 
that  well,  and  so  we  will  want  to  be 
discussing  agriculture,  which  is  the 
most  basic  industry  in  the  United 
States,  the  largest  industry  in  this 
country,  and  an  industry  that  is  usual- 
ly taken  for  granted,  often  ignored  or 
forgotten.  But  it  is  time  that  the 
Senate  really  has  a  thorough  debate 
on  agricultural  policy. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  the 
agricultural  economy  improve  if  we 
are  going  to  continue  this  economic  re- 
covery, the  first  phases  of  which  we 
see  unfolding  before  us,  and  hopefully 
it  will  be  a  continuous  climb  in  eco- 
nomic recovery.  But  if  that  economic 
recovery  is  to  continue  it  is  significant 
that  the  agricultural  economy  im- 
prove, because  it  is  so  vital  and  so 
basic  to  this  country.  Without  its  im- 
proving there  is  a  chance  that  the  eco- 
nomic recovery  for  the  entire  country 
will  stagnate  and  not  develop  as  it 
should. 

There  are  a  number  of  points  to  be 
discussed  concerning  grain  and  other 
commodities.  There  are  matters  to  dis- 
cuss with  respect  to  the  latest  agricul- 
tural program,  the  payment-in-kind 
program,  PIK,  and  there  needs  to  be  a 
very  thorough  discussion  and  under- 
standing of  where  we  are  going  in  our 
foreign  trade  policies  as  they  affect  ag- 
riculture, and  the  importance  of  agri- 
culture in  our  foreign  trade. 

We  should  also  note  it  is  timely  to  be 
discussing  food  for  peace,  agricultural 
products  that  are  distributed  abroad 
to  help  the  countries  that  need  help  in 
terms  of  upgrading  their  nutrition  or 
those  countries  which  are  facing  star- 
vation or  are  near  starvation  because 
of  drought  and  famine. 

So  the  time  we  are  going  to  spend  on 
H.R.  2733  will  be  very  significant  be- 
cause these  matters  will  be  thoroughly 
aired,  thoroughly  discussed,  not  only 
so  that  the  Senate  as  a  whole  has  a 
better  grasp  of  what  is  involved  with 
agriculture  but,  hopefully,  the  public 
will,  too. 

There  are  only  30  minutes  allotted 
to  each  side  on  this  particular  resolu- 
tion, and  then  at  the  conclusion  of 
that  hour's  debate,  we  will  have  an  op- 
portimity  to  vote  again  on  the  budget 
waiver  itself. 

While  in  both  instances  the  vote  we 
had  on  the  motion  to  proceed  and  the 
vote  that  will  occur  on  the  adoption  of 
the  budget  waiver  resolution  itself  will 
be  rather  unusual,  we  feel  that  it  is 
necessary  to  be  able  to  demonstrate 
what  side  of  this  issue  we  stand  on  be- 
cause when  you  come  to  the  point  of 
discussing  the  next  phase,  of  actually 
debating  the  motion  to  proceed  to  con- 
sider H.R.  2733,  it  will  be  our  hope 
that  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  have  a 
vote  after  that  because  if  there  is  a 
thorough  understanding  of  agricultur- 
al problems,  then  there  will  be  no  will 
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or  desire  by  the  majority  here  in  the 
Senate  to  proceed  to  the  bill  itself. 

When  I  say  "majority"  in  this  con- 
text, I  mean  the  majority  of  Senators 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  There  is  a 
lot  of  uncertainty  facing  farmers,  par- 
ticularly in  grain  production  right 
now.  The  plans  and  programs  for  next 
year's  oi>eration  have  not  been  an- 
nounced by  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. That  is  one  of  the  reasons  we 
feel  that  it  is  very  timely  to  be  discuss- 
ing the  whole  prograun,  the  whole 
impact  of  this  bill,  if  it  were  adopted, 
plus  the  problems  that  bring  this  to 
our  attention  to  be  very  careful  about 
H.R.  2733  and,  hopefully,  to  refuse  to 
pass  it. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Might  I  inquire 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  would  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Yes.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  such  time 
as  he  may  require. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  motion  to  recommit 
Senate  Resolution  165  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  motion  to  reconunit  S.  Res.  165  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry  by  Mr.  Hetlin. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry.  On  the  motion  to 
recommit,  under  the  Budget  Act,  what 
is  the  time  allowed  for  the  debate  on 
the  motion  to  recommit? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  Budget  Act.  there  are  allowed  20 
minutes  for  debate  of  this  motion,  to 
be  equally  divided. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  That  does  not  count 
against  the  hour  that  is  allocated  rela- 
tive to  the  Senate  Resolution  165? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  time  on  this 
motion  to  recommit  is  not  charged 
against  the  underlying  hour  of  debate 
on  the  pending  resolution. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  in  re- 
viewing this,  I  feel  that  the  question 
of  recommital  to  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee is  important  because  H.R.  2733, 
which  is  a  House-passed  bill  dealing 
with  guayule  rubber,  had  certain  pro- 
visions in  it  that  would  increase  the 
budget.  Particularly,  refer  to  section 
15,  in  which  there  was  placed— 

After  "1983,  •  the  following:  "$5,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1984.  $5,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1985.  $6,500,000  for  the  fiscal 


year  ending  September  30.  1986.  $7,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septemt>er  30. 
1987.  and  $8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30.  1988.". 

And  section  16(b)  of  the  act  was 
amended  by  inserting  the  following: 

$2,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984.  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1985.  $3,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1986.  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1987.  and  $4,500,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1988. 

This  bill  that  was  being  discussed  in 
the  Agriculture  Committee  dealt  with 
the  freezing  of  target  prices.  It  has  a 
budgetary  impact  relative  to  these 
matters,  wherein  the  budgetary 
impact  also  had  several  provisions 
dealing  with  exports. 

Now  at  the  time  the  conmiittee  was 
dealing  with  the  freezing  of  target 
prices  and  the  Jepsen  amendment 
came  in  directing  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  use  certain 
funds  that  might  be  saved  under  the 
target  price  freeze,  these  figures  were 
all  together  and  then  it  was  added  to 
this  bill. 

It  was  not  until  the  last  minute  that 
H.R.  2733  was  used  as  a  vehicle  to  con- 
sider the  freezing  of  target  prices,  by 
which  the  committee  became  involved 
relative  to  the  matter  of  the  export 
promotional  programs. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Agriculture 
Committee  gave  any  consideration  to 
budget  impact.  I  do  not  believe  the 
record  will  reflect  any  debate  whatso- 
ever dealing  with  the  budget.  The  pro 
ponents  of  fiscal  responsibility— and  I 
am  a  proponent  of  fiscal  responsibil- 
ity—feel  there  should  be  consideration 
given  by  the  Agriculture  Committee  to 
this  question  of  a  budget  waiver.  I  just 
do  not  believe  that  there  was  any  real 
consideration  given  to  the  budget 
waiver  aspect  of  H.R.  2733  and  the 
interlocking  of  that  with  the  target 
price  freeze  and  the  export  program. 

Since  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 
ration is  involved  and  the  accounting 
system  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration is  different  from  the  regular 
appropriations  that  we  have,  I  do  not 
think  there  was  consideration  given  as 
to  repayments  that  will  be  coming 
back  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 
ration. 

You  have  the  new  PIK  program 
which  is  involved  in  this. 

This  really  involves  the  issue  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  all 
of  its  aspects.  I  do  not  think  from  a 
budgetary  viewpoint  this  was  consid- 
ered. So  I  think  it  would  be  appropri- 
ate to  recommit  this  budget  waiver 
resolution  back  to  the  Agriculture 
Committee  that  they  might  consider 
the  impact  Involved  in  this  on  a 
nimiber  of  different  aspects  of  our 
budget,  namely  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  the  export  bills, 
whether  there  is  duplication  of  exist- 
ing programs  in  the  export  promotion. 


I  see  Senator  Boren  is  on  the  floor. 
He  is  a  great  fiscal  conservative,  one 
who  has  watched  the  budget  over  the 
years.  He  has  carefully  reviewed  this 
matter. 

I  have  not  discussed  this  matter  of 
recommittal  with  him,  but  I  would  like 
to  have  his  thoughts. 

Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  Senator  from  Alabama  on 
the  remarks  he  has  just  made.  In  this 
time  that  we  are  giving  close  attention 
to  the  overall  budget,  it  is  important 
that  we  consider  every  aspect  of  this 
legislation  before  moving  on  it.  I  think 
his  motion  is  an  appropriate  one  to 
make  at  this  time.  I  think  it  would  be 
proper  for  the  conmiittee  to  discuss 
this  matter  in  full  before  proceeding 
to  discuss  the  legislation  itself  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  before  taking  the 
time  of  the  Senate.  It  would  appear 
that  a  very  significant  amount  of  time 
of  the  full  Senate  will  be  required  for 
a  discussion  of  the  legislation  which  is 
being  brought  up  for  discussion  today. 

I  think  it  would  only  be  appropriate, 
in  order  to  conserve  the  time  of  the 
Senate,  that  this  matter  be  discussed 
in  the  committee  further  before  bring- 
ing the  bill  to  the  floor. 

So  I  am  strongly  in  support  of  the 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
that  this  bill  be  recommitted  to  the 
committee  so  that  we  can  look  at  the 
full  question  of  whether  or  not  a 
budget  waiver  is  in  order. 

I  would  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama I  think  that  further  consider- 
ation is  due  in  the  committee  also 
until  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  lives 
up  to  his  pledge  to  let  the  farmers  of 
this  country  know  what  the  entire 
farm  program  is  going  to  be  before  we 
actually  vote  on  this  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

In  passing  farm  legislation,  we  are 
dealing  with  a  group  of  people  in  this 
country  who  have  been  devastated 
economically  to  a  greater  extent  than 
any  other  segment  of  our  population. 
In  my  home  State  of  Oklahoma,  it  is 
now  estimated  that  the  farmers  and 
ranchers  in  my  State,  the  80,000  farm 
units  in  my  State,  had  an  average  per 
capita  income  last  year  of  $14.  I  am 
not  talking  about  $14  per  day  or  $14 
per  week  or  per  month.  I  am  talking 
about  a  net  income  of  $14  for  the 
entire  year.  That  was  the  average  per 
capita  farm  income  of  the  80,000  farm 
units  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma. 

With  this  $14  per  year  per  farm  unit, 
the  farmers  in  our  State  are  struggling 
to  service  a  debt  in  our  State  alone 
which  is  now  estimated  to  approach 
$15  billion  of  debt  on  land  and  operat- 
ing debt  combined. 

I  would  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
Alabama  that  it  is  clear  to  any  of  us 
that  you  cannot  service  $15  billion 
worth  of  debt  with  that  per  capita 
income. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  regrets  it,  but  the  10  minutes  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  yield  a  couple  of  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa from  my  time,  if  he  wishes. 

Mr.  BOREN.  I  thank  the  chairman 
of  the  committee.  I  will  attempt  to 
conclude  in  that  period  of  time. 

I  simply  want  to  point  out.  Mr. 
President,  that  the  situation  is  desper- 
ate. We  are  dealing  with  a  group  of 
people  who  have  suffered,  whose 
prices  are  really  lower  in  real  terms 
than  they  were  in  1932,  who  have  no 
net  income.  Some  of  them  are  faced 
with  the  loss  of  farms  and  ranches 
that  have  been  in  the  same  family  for 
three,  four,  and  five  generations.  I 
think  it  is  only  fair  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  come  forward  and  tell 
us  what  the  farm  program  will  be  with 
the  target  price  freeze  and  what  the 
farm  program  will  be  without  it,  what 
that  program  will  cost  the  taxpayers, 
and  what  kind  of  provisions  it  will 
have  of  concern  to  the  farmers  of  this 
country. 

I  find  it  very  difficult,  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama,  to  vote  on  a 
budget  waiver  or  to  vote  on  the  pro- 
posal itself,  and  then  to  go  back  and 
say  to  the  farmers,  'I  voted  for  that 
budget  waiver  and  I  voted  for  that 
proposal  on  target  price  freeze  in 
order  to  get  you  a  good  farm  pro- 
gram." Then  they  would  say,  "Sena- 
tor, what  was  the  farm  program  that 
you  received  in  return?  What  was  the 
farm  program  that  we  were  able  to  get 
because  of  your  vote?" 

I  would  have  to  say  to  them,  "I  do 
not  know,  because  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  not  announce  it." 

How  in  the  world  would  I  respond  to 
that  farmer  who  said,  "How  could  you 
cast  an  intelligent  vote.  Senator,  on 
the  budget  waiver  or  on  the  bill  itself 
not  even  knowing  what  the  farm  bill 
was  going  to  be?" 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  BOREN.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  The  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  raises  an  inter- 
esting issue.  I  believe  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  Boren) 
requested    before    the    target    price 
freeze  went  before  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  which  was  several  months 
ago,  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
should  announce  his  program.  Is  that 
correct? 
Mr.  BOREN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  see  that  our  time  has  expired. 
If  the  Senator  will  yield  one  addi- 
tional  minute,    I   will   conclude   this 
point. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
extend  one  more  minute  to  my  friend 
from  Oklahoma  and  then  the  Senator 


from  North  Dakota  desires  to  be  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  BOREN.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
his  generosity. 

I  will  say  to  my  friend  from  Alabama 
I  did  make  such  a  request,  which  was 
joined  in  by  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama and  many  other  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  I  will  enter 
the  letters  into  the  Record.  I  request- 
ed first  that  it  be  announced  no  later 
than  July  1,  and  then  July  15,  and  it 
still  has  not  been  announced.  Many  of 
us  have  said  again  and  again,  "Just 
give  us  the  options,  what  kind  of  pro- 
gram we  will  have  without  a  target 
price  freeze  or  with  a  target  price 
freeze  and  then  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  can  make  an  intelligent 
decision."  We  have  not  received  those 
options  in  any  intelligent  terms.  I  do 
not  see  how  we  can  proceed  with  a 
vote  on  this  measure  until  we  receive 
that  information.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  Senator  yielding  me  this 
time.  I  think  it  extremely  important 
that  we  examine  the  budget  impact  on 
what  is  proposed.  As  a  member  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  I  have  been  very 
concerned  with  the  amount  of  spend- 
ing on  all  kinds  of  domestic  programs, 
foreign  programs,  defense  programs, 
and  all  of  the  rest. 

The  only  way  that  we  can  get  infla- 
tion under  control  and  the  only  way 
we  can  keep  interest  rates  under  con- 
trol, is  by  addressing  the  deficit. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  important 
that  we  study  this  a  little  more  be- 
cause no  one  in  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture has  really  looked  at  the  point 
that  deficiency  payments  are  based  on 
the  difference  between  the  target 
price  and  the  loan  price  or  the  market 
price,  whichever  is  higher.  So  the  dol- 
lars paid  out  of  the  Treasury  under 
Federal  farm  programs  in  deficiency 
payments  will  be  vastly  impacted  by 
the  action  of  this  bill. 

Let  me  explain  a  little  bit  more  de- 
finitively what  might  happen. 

If,  in  fact,  the  request  of  the  admin- 
istration that  target  prices  be  frozen  is 
accepted  by  the  Congress,  and  then  if, 
in  fact,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
does  lower  loan  rates,  as  his  lieuten- 
ants have  indicated,  the  exposure  to 
the  Federal  Government  in  tax  dollars 
will  be  at  exactly  the  same  level  it  is 
now.  Or,  depending  where  the  loan 
rate  is  set,  it  could  conceivably  be  at  a 
higher  level  than  it  is  right  now. 

So  the  action  that  the  Senate  is 
being  asked  to  take  in  the  name  of 
budgetary  savings  could  really  be  180 
degrees  out  of  sync  with  what  we  are 
told  it  would  be. 

I  think,  Mr.  President,  we  have  to 
recognize  that  this  has  an  impact  far 
beyond  the  field  of  agriculture.  Think 


for  just  a  moment  of  what  impact 
these  deficits  have  on  interest  rates. 
Today  we  are  paying  $210  billion  a 
year  interest  on  the  national  debt,  and 
if  we  could  get  those  interest  rates  cut 
in  half  given  today's  rate  of  inflation, 
we  would  save  $55  billion  in  outyear 
deficits,  helping  a  whole  host  of  other 
programs. 

If,  in  fact,  we  could  adjust  the  loan 
rates  up.  Mr.  President  we  could 
reduce  budget  exposure.  We  need  to 
get  the  people  at  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  who,  I  admit,  as 
far  as  agriculture  is  concerned,  would 
not  know  a  steer  from  a  heifer  or  a 
blade  of  grass  from  a  load  of  hay— to 
realize  that  there  is  indeed  and  in  fact 
a  vast  difference  between  loan  rate  ex- 
penditures and  deficiency  payments— 
the  loan  rate  is  paid  out  to  the  farmer, 
but  the  commodity  is  there. 

They  think  of  loans  as  a  total  ex- 
penditure, just  like  a  deficiency  pay- 
ment. As  a  result,  they  came  up  with 
the  idea,  let  us  use  these  commodities 
as  some  sort  of  funny  money,  sort  of 
Monopoly  money,  some  sort  of  play 
money.  Mr.  I»resident,  and  we  will  use 
it  in  the  payment-in-kind  program.  All 
of  a  sudden,  they  found  out  a  couple 
of  months  later  that  you  have  to  re- 
plenish CCC.  Up  came  the  stories  of 
the  $11  billion  cost  of  PIK. 

Mr.  F»resident.  these  commodities  in 
store  are  worth  money  and  they  are 
not  total  outlays.  If  we  increase  the 
loan  rate,  rather  than  cutting  the 
target  price  and  then  cutting  the  loan 
price,  we  could  make  a  net  saving  on 
our  budgetary  impact.  That  is  why  I 
think.  Mr.  FYesident.  that  we  need  this 
additional  time  to  study  this  bill.  I 
support  the  motion  to  recommit. 


CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  entered 
the  Chamber  and  answered  to  their 
names: 


[Quorum  No.  14] 


Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Boren 


DeConcini 
Hawkins 
Heflin 
Helms 


Huddleston 
Matsunaga 
Melcher 
Wilson 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Hawkins).  A  quorum  is  not  present. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  names  of  the 
absent  Senators. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Madam  President,  I 
move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be  in- 
structed to  invite  the  attendance  of 
absent  Senators.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  motion.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 
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The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Maine  (Mr.  Cohen),  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
MENici).  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  GoLDWATER),  the  Senator  from  Il- 
linois (Mr.  Percy)  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower)  are  necessari- 
ly absent. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn) 
and  the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  88, 
nays  5,  as  follows: 

(RoUcall  Vote  No.  231  Leg.] 


Abdnor 

Andrews 

Armstrong 

Baker 

Baucus 

B«nls«n 

Biden 

Blngaman 

Boren 

Boschwitz 

Bradley 

Bumpers 

Burdick 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Chiles 

Cochran 

Cranston 

D'Amato 

Danforth 

DeConcini 

Denton 

Dtxon 

Oodd 

Durenberger 

Eagleton 

East 

Exon 

Ford 

Gam 


Dole 
Long 


Cohen 

Domenici 

Glenn 


YEAS- 88 

Gorton 

Grassley 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Hawkins 

Hecht 

HeHin 

Heinz 

Helms 

Hollings 

Huddlesion 

Humphrey 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Jepsen 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kasten 

Kennedy 

Laulenberg 

Lax  alt 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lugar 

Mathias 

Matsunaga 

Mattingly 

McClure 

Melcher 

Metzenbaum 

NAYS-5 

Proxmire 
Quayle 


Mitchell 

Moynihan 

Murkowski 

Nirkles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pell 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Randolph 

Riegle 

Roth 

Rudman 

Sarbanes 

Sasser 

Simpson 

Specter 

Stafford 

Stennis 

Stevens 

Symms 

Thurmond 

Tnble 

Tsongas 

Wallop 

Warner 

Wilson 

Zorinsky 


Weicker 


NOT  VOTING-7 


Goldwater 

Hart 

Percy 


Tower 


So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With 
the  addition  of  Senators  voting  who 
did  not  answer  the  quorum  call,  a 
quorum  is  now  present. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Madam  President, 
what  is  pending  before  the  Senate? 
What  is  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  be  nothing  pending  before  the 
Senate  until  we  get  order. 

Mr.  BAKER.  In  the  words  of  the 
famous  baseball  star  "Ain't  nothing 
pending  until  I  say  so,"  is  that  not 
right? 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Madam  President,  I 
commend  the  Chair  for  the  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Madam  President,  will 
the  Chair  please  state  the  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Alabama  to  re- 
commit. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Madam  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  motion  to  recommit, 
and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  to  recommit. 
On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
menici) and  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Percy)  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn) 
and  the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  64, 
nays  32.  as  follows: 

[Rollcail  Vote  No.  232  Leg.] 
YEAS-64 


Armstrong 

Baker 

Bentsen 

Bingaman 

Boschwitz 

Bradley 

Chafee 

Chiles 

Cochran 

Cohen 

D'Amato 

Danforth 

DeConcini 

Denton 

Dixon 

Dole 

Durenberger 

East 

Garn 

Goldwater 

Gorton 

Grassley 


Abdnor 

Andrews 

Baucus 

Biden 

Boren 

Bumpers 

Burdick 

Byrd 

Cranston 

Dodd 

Eagleton 


Domenici 
Glenn 


Hatch 

Hatfield 

Hawkins 

Hecht 

Heinz 

Helms 

Huddleston 

Humphrey 

Jepsen 

Kassebaum 

Lautenberg 

Lax  alt 

Leahy 

Lugar 

Mathias 

Mattingly 

McClure 

Mitchell 

Moynihan 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 

NAYS-32 

Exon 

Ford 

Heflln 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Johnston 

Kasten 

Kennedy 

Levin 

Long 


Packwood 

Pell 

Proxmire 

Quayle 

Roth 

Rudnmn 

Simpion 

Specter 

SUfford 

Stennis 

Stevens 

Symms 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Tnble 

Tsongas 

Wallop 

Warner 

Weicker 

Wilson 


MaLsunaga 

Melcher 

Metzenbaum 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Randolph 

Riegle 

Sarbanes 

Sasser 

Zorinsky 


NOT  VOTINO-4 

Hart 
Percy 


So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Madam  President,  how 
much  time  remains  on  the  motion? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER. 
Twenty-seven  minutes  for  the  Senator 


from  North  Carolina  and  22  minutes 
for  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  HELMS.  If  the  majority  leader 
will  yield,  I  am  prepared  to  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time  if  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Kentucky  is 
willing  to. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  We  would 
advise  that  there  are  Members  on  my 
side  desiring  to  speak  for  at  least  a 
portion  of  the  time  available  to  us. 

I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  require 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ar- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished manager  of  the  bill,  my  friend 
from  Kentucky. 

Madam  President,  today  the  Senate 
is  considering  a  piece  of  legislation 
that  is  very,  very  important  and  criti- 
cal. Whether  we  know  it  or  not,  it 
might  have  the  end  effect  that  most 
people  in  this  country  might  not  even 
believe  could  happen,  and  that  would 
be  a  very  quick  demise  of  the  Ameri- 
can farmer. 

This  pending  measure,  which  will 
give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the 
authority  to  keep  target  prices  for  the 
1984  and  1985  crops  of  wheat,  feed 
grains,  cotton,  and  rise  at  the  1983 
levels,  is  ill-advised,  and  I  sincerely 
hope  that  it  will  be  rejected  by  the 
Senate. 

The  officials  of  the  USDA  are  trying 
to  tell  us  that  by  freezing  target 
prices,  things  will  get  better  for  the 
American  farmer.  Apparently,  if  tar- 
gets are  frozen  these  officials  believe 
that  exports  will  increase  dramatical- 
ly, outlays  for  farm  programs  will 
drop,  and  there  will  once  again  be 
prosperity  on  the  farm.  I  wish  this 
were  true.  Madam  President,  but  for 
several  reasons  I  do  not  think  freezing 
target  prices  is  necessarily  the  answer. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  very  briefly 
mention  what  has  gone  on  the  last 
couple  of  years,  and  how  the  1981 
farm  bill  was  developed.  Target  prices, 
as  many  Members  know,  were  first  put 
into  the  basic  farm  legislation  around 
1973.  In  theory,  I  think  most  people 
would  agree  that  they  were  designed 
to  more  or  less  represent  the  cost  of 
production  for  a  particular  crop. 
There  may  be  some  argument  with 
this  theoretical  basis.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, but  I  believe  that  was  the  origi- 
nal intent  of  target  prices.  And  I  think 
this  represents  the  concept  of  target 
prices.  Target  prices  in  the  farm  legis- 
lation are  here  basically  to  operate  as 
a  safety  net  and  provide  our  farmers 
with  some  minimal  income  protection. 
The  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
Nutrition  and  Forestry,  during  its  con- 
sideration of  the  1981  farm  bill  contin- 
ued the  target  price  concept  and  in  the 
committee's  report  had  an  explanation 
of  the  importance  of  target  pricing. 


On  page  72  of  the  report  (Sen.  Rept. 
97-126)  the  committee  stated: 

The  purpose  of  target  prices  and  deficien- 
cy payments  are  to  protect  producers  from 
economic  disaster  by  assuring  a  minimum 
return  In  a  given  year. 

Then,  on  page  73  the  committee 
stated: 

In  contrast  to  farmers  in  earlier  days, 
however,  the  modern,  highly-efficient  pro- 
ducer may  have  less  flexibility  during  times 
of  depressed  farm  prices.  The  fanner  today 
uses  financing  and  mechanization  as  his 
major  tools,  rather  than  the  hand  or  animal 
labor  of  his  forebears.  Thus  today's  farmer 
needs  more  assurance  of  continuing  cash 
flow  in  order  to  maintain  the  modem  and 
productive  agricultural  base. 

In  other  words,  the  maintenance  of  long- 
term  productive  capacity  may  be  challenged 
by  short-term  cash  flow  problems.  Thus,  so- 
ciety benefits  if  farmers  have  assurances  of 
some  protection  from  the  extreme  low  fluc- 
tuations of  market  prices.  Assurances  of  at 
least  minimum  cash  flow  to  farmers  allows 
agriculture  to  maintain  and  consistently  up- 
grade its  higly  efficient  and  productive  base. 
This  enhanced  efficiency  and  productivity 
benefits  all  Americans. 

Madam  President,  these  two  passag- 
es from  the  report  of  the  Senate  Agri- 
culture Committee  show  the  impor- 
tance of  these  target  prices. 

Additionally,  Madam  President,  we 
need  to  consider  the  amount  of  time 
and  effort  that  went  into  the  1981 
farm  bill,  which  we  attempt  to  amend 
today.  I  did  a  little  checking  and,  ac- 
cording to  the  committee  report,  the 
Agriculture  Committee  in  the  Senate 
alone  spent  24  days  of  hearings  on  the 
1981  farm  bill.  After  those  many, 
many  hours  of  hearings,  we  then 
marked  up  that  bill  for  3  weeks.  The 
bill  as  reported  by  the  full  committee 
was  the  result  of  hours  of  delibera- 
tions, debate,  and  most  importantly, 
compromi.se.  There  might  have  been 
parts  of  the  bill  some  Senators  did  not 
like,  but  the  measure  was  not  hastily 
drafted.  I  was  prepared  to  support 
that  bill,  Madam  President.  However, 
as  many  Members  will  recall,  when  we 
were  almost  finished  with  floor  debate 
on  the  bill  there  was  suddenly  a  great 
deal  of  concern  over  whether  or  not 
the  President  would  sign  the  bill.  In 
order  to  receive  his  signature,  we  were 
told  that  further  cuts  would  have  to 
be  made  in  the  target  prices  contained 
in  the  committee  bill.  The  Senate  then 
passed  an  amendment  which  cut 
target  prices.  Madam  President,  by 
about  $360  million,  if  my  recollection 
is  correct.  The  lion's  share  of  that  re- 
duction came  from  rice,  an  extremely 
important  crop  in  the  State  of  Arkan- 
sas. Madam  President,  if  I  am  correct 
the  table  set  out  below  shows  what 
happened  to  the  target  prices  for  rice. 
The  table  contains  the  targets  in  the 
committee  bill,  those  in  the  floor 
amendment,  and  finally  those  in  the 
conference  report. 

Madam  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 


at  this  point  a  table  relative  to  target 
prices  with  regard  to  rice. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Target  Pri(»s— Rice 

(In  hundfetfweigtill 


&op  yeai 

Committee 
HI 

Hoot 

atiWKlraeii! 

Contaence 
report 

1982 

1983 

1984 

$11.23 

1214 
12.70 

SI0.73 
11.23 
1173 

12  23 

tl085 
1140 
1190 

1985 

13.50 

12  40 

Mr.  PRYOR.  So,  Madam  President, 
the  final  version  of  the  Farm  Bill,  at 
least  as  far  as  rice  is  concerned,  con- 
tained sizable  cuts  in  target  prices 
from  those  originally  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition and  Forestry.  Since  these  cuts 
were  made  during  our  consideration  of 
the  1981  farm  bill,  I  would  hope  that 
the  Senate  would  reject  the  attempt 
currently  being  made  to  freeze  them 
at  the  1983  levels. 

Madam  President,  I  would  like  very 
briefly  to  summarize  my  reasons  for 
being  opposed  to  the  target  price 
freeze.  First,  as  I  have  stated  earlier, 
the  existing  farm  bill  was  the  product 
of  extensive  debate,  discussion  and 
compromise.  I  think  it  is  wrong  for  us 
to  so  quickly  reverse  a  policy  decision 
made  2  years  ago  after  extensive  con- 
sideration by  the  Agriculture  Commit- 
tee and  this  body. 

Second,  we  do  not  know  what  the 
programs  are  going  to  be  for  the  1984 
crops.  In  essence,  we  are  legislating  in 
a  vacuum.  I  know  some  people  are 
saying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  announced  the  1984  wheat  pro- 
gram, but  all  that  has  really  been  done 
is  that  an  announcement  has  been 
made  in  very  general  terms  about  the 
program.  More  importantly,  Madam 
President,  even  this  announcement 
was  conditioned  on  this  target  price 
freeze  being  enacted.  If  this  does  not 
pass,  then  I  guess  we  are  back  to 
square  one  on  wheat  and  everything 
else. 

Third,  not  only  have  no  programs 
for  next  year  been  announced,  farmers 
have  no  indication  of  whether  or  not 
there  will  be  any  kind  of  PIK  pro- 
gram. They  need  to  know.  Farm  sup- 
pliers need  to  know.  In  short,  it  would 
help  virtually  all  involved  if  there 
were  some  indication  as  to  what  is 
coming  dovm  the  road.  Instead, 
Madam  F*resident,  we  are  being  asked 
to  accept  this  target  price  freeze  on 
blind  faith. 

Fourth,  a  considerable  amount  of 
support  for  this  legislation  is  based  on 
the  fact  that  a  portion  of  the  savings 
will  be  used  to  promote  agricultural 
exports.  Madam  President,  I  strongly 
support  steps  to  improve  our  exports.  I 
will  work  with  any  Member  of  this 
body  or  any  committee  in  this  Con- 


gress to  develop  ideas  which  will  in- 
crease the  agricultural  exports  from 
this  country.  I  have  spoken  many 
times  about  trade,  unfair  subsidies, 
and  the  need  to  deal  with  these  impor- 
tant issues.  However,  I  do  not  think 
that  putting  aside  a  small  amount  of 
these  savings  will  significantly  in- 
crease our  agricultural  exports.  I  have 
heard  many  Senators  state  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  current- 
ly sitting  on  about  $750  million  in 
money  which  could  be  used  in  the 
blended  credit  program.  Further,  I  am 
not  convinced  in  my  own  mind  that 
our  officials  are  doing  enough  to  pro- 
mote our  agricultural  exports  at  the 
present  time,  and  I  am  not  sure  that 
this  additional  amount  of  money  will 
bring  about  an  increase  in  exports  nec- 
essary to  alleviate  the  damage  a  target 
price  freeze  might  do  to  our  farmers. 
Finally,  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture's own  publication  Farmline,  pub- 
lished by  the  Economic  Research  Serv- 
ice, contained  an  article  recently  enti- 
tled "Exports  Won't  Lead  the  Way." 
(June  1983)  This  two-page  simunary 
obviously  shows  that  certain  people 
within  the  Department  do  not  believe 
exports  will  lead  us  out  of  the  current 
farm  crisis.  While  I  do  not  believe  we 
can  give  up,  and  I  do  not  agree  with 
much  of  this  report,  I  do  think  it 
shows  the  thinking  of  some  of  the 
people  who  should  be  trying  to  im- 
prove the  plight  of  our  farmers.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  article  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Exports  Won't  Lead  the  Way 

Throughout  the  1970's  and  into  the  early 
1980's.  each  year  brought  another  U.S. 
export  sales  record  as  if  there  were  no  end 
to  the  world's  growing  appetite  for  the  prod- 
ucts of  America's  farms. 

In  such  a  bullish  atmosphere,  all-out  pro- 
duction was  usually  encouraged  and  little 
attention  was  given  to  concerns  about  Amer- 
ica's increasing  dependence  on  continued  ex- 
pansion in  world  demand. 

The  consequences  of  that  dependence 
have  finally  hit  home  as  U.S.  farm  export 
value  is  now  expected  to  decline  for  the 
second  year  in  a  row  and  export  volume  for 
the  third  consecutive  year. 

One  fact  has  become  increasingly  clear  in 
this  year's  efforts  to  help  revive  the  farm 
economy:  Exports  won't  lead  the  way. 

Until  recently,  exports  were  the  major 
source  of  growth  in  demand  for  U.S.  farm 
products.  If  sales  had  continued  to  expand 
at  the  rate  of  the  1970's.  export  earnings 
would  break  the  $50  billion  mark  this  year, 
U.S.  stock  levels  would  be  much  lower,  and 
farm  prices  higher. 

Instead.  U.S.  agricultural  exports  are  ex- 
pected to  bring  in  only  about  $35  billion  in 
the  current  fiscal  year,  which  ends  this  Sep- 
tember. That's  down  $4.1  billion  from  1982 
and  nearly  $9  billion  below  record-high  1981 
earnings,  notes  economist  Sally  Byrne  of 
USDA's  Economic  Research  Service.  Export 
volimie,  pegged  at  148  million  metric  tons, 
will  sink  to  the  lowest  level  since  fiscal  1979. 
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According  to  Byrne  and  her  colleagues, 
several  factors  are  behind  the  slump  in  U.S. 
exports.  It  took  a  combination  of  these  fac- 
tors throughout  much  of  the  world  to  pre- 
vent underlying  population  pressures— and 
pressures  for  improved  diets— from  stimulat- 
ing greater  demand  for  U.S.  farm  products. 

Among  the  reasons  for  falling  U.S.  export 
sales,  trade  analysts  emphasize  the  follow- 
ing: 

Economic  recession  and  depressed  con 
sumer  incomes  in  major  markets.  Without 
growth  in  buying  power,  growth  in  world 
population  doesn't  translate  into  expanded 
Import  demand  for  food  grains,  livestock 
feed,  and  other  products. 

The  continued  strength  of  the  U.S.  dollar 
in  exchange  markets,  which  inflates  prices 
of  U.S.  goods  in  terms  of  many  foreign  cur- 
rencies. As  a  result,  low  U.S.  crop  prices  de- 
press our  sales  value  totals  without  provid- 
ing an  offsetting  incentive  for  foreign  cus- 
tomers to  increase  the  volume  of  their  pur- 
chases. 

Greater  competition  from  several  other 
exporting  nations  seeking  outlets  for.  and 
income  from,  their  excess  farm  production. 
Tighter  world  markets  and  expanded  pro- 
duction abroad  have  heightened  trade  con- 
flicts in  the  last  few  years. 

Increased  production  in  several  importing 
nations.  Some  major  customers,  such  as 
China,  have  managed  to  reduce  their  import 
needs  in  the  last  year  or  two  by  l)oosting  do- 
mestic output. 

High  debt  levels,  internal  economic  prob- 
lems, and  reduced  export  earnings  in  several 
large  markets  in  Eastern  Europe.  Latin 
Ameiica.  and  Africa.  With  limited  foreign 
exchange,  heavy  interest  payments  on  cur- 
rent debt,  and  restrictions  on  the  availabil- 
ity of  new  credit,  such  nations  as  Poland. 
Venezuela,  and  Nigeria  have  taken  steps  to 
trim  their  farm  imports. 

Erosion  of  the  U.S.  share  of  the  Soviet 
market.  The  United  States  may  capture 
only  about  20  percent  of  the  Soviet  grain 
market  this  year,  down  from  a  high  of 
around  70  percent  before  the  U.S.  embargo. 

NO  RAPID  IMPROVEMENT 

Many  of  the  conditions  responsible  for  the 
decline  in  U.S.  agricultural  exporU  will  con- 
tinue to  depress  trade  totals,  at  least  into 
next  year. 

Early  season  projections  indicate  that 
total  foreign  grain  production  may  rise 
about  3  percent  this  year.  Credit  conditions 
remain  fairly  tight,  and  interest  rates 
haven't  eased  significantly. 

The  world  economy  is  showing  prelimi- 
nary signs  of  emerging  from  recession,  but 
the  pace  of  recovtry  is  likely  to  be  slow.  In 
most  industrialized  nations,  high  levels  of 
unemployment  are  expected  to  persist  for 
some  time.  The  recovery,  say  the  analysts,  is 
apt  to  he  tq((r-weak  to  provide  much  of  a 
boost  to  U.S.  ^xwrls. 

While  the  oil  Exporters  also  anticipate  a 
hard  year,  economic  prospects  may  be 
brighter  for  the  developing  nations  that 
export  metals,  agricultural  raw  materials, 
and  consumer  appliances  and  electronics. 
Foreign  exchange  earnings  should  be 
rising— a  small  plus  for  the  U.S.  export  out- 
look. 

Another  potentially  positive  development 
is  the  resumption  of  negotiations  for  a  new 
long-term  trade  agreement  with  the  USSR. 
This  has  raised  expectations  that  the 
United  SUtes  may  eventually  recapture  a 
larger  share  of  the  Soviet  market. 

So  far.  however,  none  of  the  encouraging 
signs  holds  much  promise  for  the  immediate 
future. 


IMPACT  ON  EXPORTS 

Given  the  less  than  optimistic  outlook, 
the  second  half  of  the  year  i.snt  likely  to 
make  up  for  a  very  weak  first  half.  In  the 
first  7  months  of  fiscal  1983  (October  1982 
to  April  1983).  export  value  was  down  about 
$4.1  billion  compared  with  the  same  period 
a  year  earlier.  Analysts  expect  PIK-related 
price  increases  for  U.S.  commodities  to  help 
keep  that  gap  from  getting  any  wider  during 
the  rest  of  the  year. 

Export  volume  was  down  8.6  million  tons 
in  the  first  7  months.  For  the  remaining 
months,  the  forecasts  indicate  that  volume 
may  run  just  below  last  summer's  disap- 
pointing level. 

Volume,  in  fact,  is  the  key  factor  behind 
this  year's  export  decline.  Last  year,  lower 
U.S.  commodity  prices  accounted  for  most 
of  the  decline  in  export  sales.  This  year,  its 
the  reverse.  About  two-thirds  of  the  drop  in 
U.S.  export  earnings  will  be  traced  to  lower 
sales  volume,  and  one-third  to  lower  unit 
values  for  our  export  products. 

In  terms  of  markets,  the  biggest  sales  de- 
clines are  coming  from  the  centrally 
planned  nations  even  though,  as  a  group, 
they  take  a  much  smaller  share  of  U.S.  ex- 
ports than  either  the  developed  or  the  de- 
veloping nations.  Together,  the  Soviet 
Union.  China,  and  Eastern  Europe  are  ex- 
pected to  account  for  about  60  percent  of 
the  projected  decline  in  total  U.S.  export 
value. 

Since  the  U.S.  embargo,  large  shares  of 
the  Soviet  market  have  gone  to  other  sup- 
pliers, notably  Argentina.  Australia. 
Canada,  and  the  European  Community.  In 
the  case  of  China,  the  chief  factor,  say 
USDA  analysts,  is  not  the  textile  trade  dis- 
pute, but  the  fact  that  China  has  harvested 
a  series  of  good  crops.  U.S.  sales  are  put  at 
$800  million,  down  from  $1.8  billion  in  fiscal 
1982  and  a  record  $2.2  billion  in  1981. 

In  terms  of  commodities,  grain  sales  will 
plunge  the  most.  Of  the  projected  10-mil- 
lion-ton  drop  in  total  export  volume,  wheat 
is  expected  to  account  for  6  to  7  million 
tons— largely  because  of  smaller  sales  to  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Cuba. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Madam  President.  I 
also  think  the  projected  savings  from 
this  proposed  target  price  freeze  are 
exaggerated,  and  even  if  they  are  ac- 
curate, they  may  be  wiped  out  if  loan 
rates  are  reduced,  as  has  been  ru- 
mored. Freezing  target  prices,  and 
then  lowering  loan  rates  will  not  really 
reduce  the  budget  exposure.  More  im- 
portantly, if  this  is  done,  when  a  com- 
modity program  is  announced  for  each 
of  the  1984  crops,  the  program  might 
be  so  unattractive  that  many  fanners 
will  not  participate  in  the  program. 
The  end  result  will  be  an  increase  in 
production,  creating  excessive  stocks, 
and  we  will  be  right  back  where  we 
came  from— an  oversupply  situation, 
which  gave  rise  to  the  PIK  program  in 
the  first  place. 

Additionally,  Madam  President,  by 
my  calculations,  the  increase  in  target 
prices  for  most  of  the  cropw  averages 
about  5  percent  per  year.  Although 
production  costs  have  declined,  they 
are  still  rising  slightly,  and  many  of 
our  farmers  au-e  struggling  to  pay  off 
loans  that  were  made  when  interest 
rates  were  in  excess  of  15  percent.  I 
certainly  do  not  think  the  5-percent 


increase  each  year  is  excessive,  and  as 
the  committee  report~Tfrom  the  1981 
farm  bill  stated,  these  prices  are  de- 
signed to  assure  a  "minimum"  return. 
Finally,  Madam  President,  and  in  my 
opinion,   this   is   the   most   important 
reason  for  opposing  this  bill,  we  are 
breaking  a  commitment  we  made  to 
the  American  farmer.  Historically,  we 
have  written  a  farm  bill  every  4  years. 
The  bill  covered  crops  grown  during 
that  4-year  period,  and  farmers  could 
count  on  what  was  contained  in  that 
piece  of  legislation.  I  know  there  were 
changes  made  at  times  in  the  basic 
farm  bill,  but  to  the  best  of  my  knowl- 
edge,   no    significant    changes    were 
made  2  years  into  the  bill  that  would 
seriously  erode  farm  income,  or  price 
protection.      If     the     administration 
would  like  to  freeze  target  prices,  then 
we  should  consider  this  idea  as  a  part 
of  the  discussion  of  the  1985  farm  bill. 
Maybe  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  and  other  officials  think 
other  parts  of  the  farm  bill  should  be 
changed.     Those    suggestions,     along 
with  ideas  of  farm  groups  and  individ- 
ual farmers,  can  be  considered  at  that 
time.  However,  I  think  the  Congress 
and  the  President  are  making  a  serious 
mistake  if  this  target  price  freeze  is 
approved.    I    know    there    are   severe 
strains  on  the  Federal  budget  and  all 
programs  need  to  be  carefully  looked 
at  and  some  of  them  cut.  The  push  for 
this  target  price  freeze  is  apparently 
that  the  cost  of  these  programs  this 
year    is    over    the    budget    estimates. 
However,  Madam  President,  I  submit 
that  if  this  were  the  standard  for  all 
progranis  of  the  Federal  Government, 
things  would  be  entirely  different.  The 
cost-overruns  in  the  Pentagon  budget 
are  well  known,  and  I  do  not  see  the 
President  or  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
requesting  that  we  eliminate  a  weap- 
ons program,  or  cut  back  in  certain 
items  simply  because  it  is  going  to  cost 
more  than  originally  projected.  If  you 
try  to  touch  that  weapon  or  program, 
the    officials    of    this    administration 
come  to  the  rescue  to  preserve  it.  Well, 
Madam  President,  I  think  it  is  about 
time  that  they  started  standing  up  for 
the  farmers  of  this  country.  Farmers 
want  to  get  their  money  from  the  mar- 
ketplace. They  are  proud,  hard-work- 
ing people.  But  we  all  know  that  agri- 
culture has  not  been  profitable  lately. 
It   is   due   to   several   factors,   but   it 
seems   to   me   that   to    freeze   target 
prices  at  this  time  is  wrong,  will  only 
create  more  problems  for  our  farmers, 
and  might  end  up  costing  the  Federal 
Government  more  in  the  long  run  if 
we  design  farm  programs  that  nobody 
will  participate  in. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  carefully 
consider  the  farmers  in  their  States, 
and  I  hope  this  bill  is  defeated. 

Madam  President,  there  is  one  other 
issue  that  I  think  needs  discussion. 
That  relates  to  the  so-called  Huddle- 


ston-Jepsen  amendment  in  this  par- 
ticular legislation.  That  amendment  of 
course,  is  designed  to  promote  agricul- 
ture exports.  I  would  like  to  commend 
my  colleagues.  Senators  Huddixston 
and  Jepsen,  for  putting  this  section 
into  this  particular  bill.  However,  it  is 
my  belief  today  that  the  people  we 
have  involved  with  promoting  trade— 
those  people  who  are  in  the  echelons 
who  deal  in  trade  matters  internation- 
ally—do  not  have  the  advocacy  for  the 
farmer  that  we  certainly  need. 

For  example,  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture is  currently  sitting  on  ap- 
proximately $750  million  in  money 
which  could  be  used  in  the  blended 
credit  program. 

Further,  I  am  now  convinced  in  my 
own  mind  that  our  officials  are  not 
doing  enough  to  promote  agriculture 
exports  at  the  present  time. 

If  we  really  wanted  to  do  something 
for  the  American  farmer  in  the  field 
of  exports,  it  would  be  the  support  of 
a  concept  of  establishing  within  the 
State  Department  the  Under  Secre- 
tary of  State  for  Agriculture  Affairs. 
This  would  be  a  person,  in  the  State 
Department  itself,  who  would  have 
the  interest  of  our  farmers  in  mind  as 
our  Government  considers  trade  and 
foreign  policy.  The  creation  of  this  po- 
sition would  be  an  important  signal 
that  we  are  going  to  consider  the  in- 
terest of  our  own  farmers  in  the  devel- 
opment of  our  foreign  policy. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr. 
Dole). 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
yielding. 

Madam  President,  I  do  hope  that 
Secretary  Block  will  make  some  an- 
nouncement soon  on  what  we  will  get 
if  we  have  a  freeze  and  what  we  will 
get  if  we  do  not  have  a  freeze.  I  hope 
we  can  get  that  information  in  the 
next  day  or  so. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Specter).  Twenty-two  and  one-half 
minutes. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
willing  to  yield  back  my  time  so  we  can 
get  to  a  vote  if  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky will  yield  back  his  remaining 
time. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  for  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twelve 
minutes  and  43  seconds. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  could 
send  another  motion  to  the  desk,  but 
after  discussing  this  matter  with  the 
majority  leader,  I  will  refrain  from 
doing  that  at  this  time.  I  do  not  have 
anything  further. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
if  there  are  no  other  Members  on  this 
side  requesting  time,  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 


Mr.  HELMS.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky  and  his  col- 
leagues are  willing,  we  can  pass  this  on 
a  voice  vote,  or  do  they  desire  a  rollcall 
vote? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  I  think  we 
would  like  a  rollcall  on  it.  We  have  de- 
bated it  and  I  think  it  is  well  to  have  a 
rollcall  vote. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  has  been  yielded  back.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole),  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
MENici),  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Percy),  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn) 
and  the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  64, 
nays  31— as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  233  Leg.] 


YEAS— 64 

Armstrong 

Hawkins 

Packwood 

Baker 

Hecht 

Pell 

Bentsen 

Heinz 

Proxmire 

Bingaman 

Helms 

Quayle 

Boschwitz 

Huddleslon 

Roth 

Bradley 

Humphrey 

Rudman 

Chafee 

Jepsen 

Simpson 

Chiles 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Cochran 

Kasten 

Stafford 

Cohen 

Lautenberg 

Stennis 

DAmato 

Laxalt 

Stevens 

Danforth 

Leahy 

Symms 

Denton 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Dixon 

Mathias 

Tower 

Dodd 

Mallingly 

Trible 

Durenberger 

McClure 

Tsongas 

East 

Metzenbaum 

Wallop 

Gam 

Mitchell 

Warner 

Goldwater 

Moynihan 

Weicker 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Wilson 

Hatch 

Nickles 

Hatfield 

Nunn 
NAYS-31 

Abdnor 

Exon 

Matsunaga 

Andrews 

Ford 

Melcher 

Baucus 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Biden 

Heflin 

Pryor 

Boren 

HoUings 

Randolph 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Riegle 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Sarbanes 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Sasser 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Zorinsky 

DeConcini 

Levin 

Kagleton 

Long 

NOT  VOTING- 

-5 

Dole 

Glenn 

Percy 

Domenici 

Hart 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


So  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  165)  was 
agreed  to. 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS  ACT 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
move  that  the  Chair  lay  before  the 
Senate  Calendar  No.  262,  H.R.  2733. 
an  act  to  extend  and  improve  the  ex- 
isting program  of  research,  develop- 
ment, and  demonstration  In  the  pro- 
duction and  manufacture  of  guayule 
rubber,  and  to  broaden  such  program 
to  include  other  critical  agricultural 
materials. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
conferred  with  the  managers  on  both 
sides.  The  motion  to  proceed  has  been 
made,  and  it  is  debatable. 

We  do  not  anticipate  any  further 
votes  this  evening.  The  Senate  will 
convene  tomorrow  around  10  a.m. 
That  will  be  determined  later.  There 
will  be  no  more  rollcall  votes  tonight. 

Mr.  President,  do  Senators  have  any 
objection  to  obtaining  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  motion? 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MELCHER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  we 
do  not  want  to  be  reluctant  or  back- 
ward about  saying  that  we  would  like 
to  debate  this  motion.  The  question  of 
going  into  this  bill  is  a  very  serious 
and  important  question.  It  represents 
a  backward  step  in  what  we  should  be 
doing  for  agriculture. 

The  series  of  votes  we  have  had  is 
just  a  warmup  to  make  sure  that  those 
of  us  who  oppose  the  bill  are  ready  to 
discuss  it  and  are  getting  our  materials 
ready. 

So  now  we  really  are  at  the  point 
where,  at  great  length,  we  can  identi- 
fy, review,  debate,  and  make  sugges- 
tions for  our  agricultural  program. 

The  bill  that  would  be  called  up  if 
this  motion  is  agreed  to  is  simply  a  bill 
that  is  reprehensible  to  a  vast  number 
of  agricultural  producers.  It  is  repre- 
hensible because  it  amends  a  basic  law 
on  which  they  depend  for  some  assist- 
ance if  the  market  for  grains  happens 
to  be  low  or  the  market  for  other  com- 
modities happens  to  be  low,  so  that 
they  will  have  some  assurance  to  know 
where  part  of  their  income  is  going  to 
be  derived  from  if  the  market  is  low. 


JMI 


21114 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  27,  1983 


July  27,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21115 


That  may  be  difficult  to  understand 
for  somebody  not  familiar  with  the 
farm  program,  so  we  will  discuss  what 
the  farm  program  is  about  and  why  we 
have  it  in  place  to  make  sure  we  have 
agricultural  production. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  It  is  only  my  inten- 
tion to  lay  out  the  basis  of  what  this 
discussion  will  entail.  It  will  be  a  bipar- 
tisan discussion. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
(Mr.  Pressler)  is  on  his  feet,  seeking 
recognition,  and  I  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
just  want  to  state  briefly  that  I  sup- 
port the  efforts  of  the  Senator  from 
Montana. 

I  feel  very  strongly  that  the  target 
price  freeze  is  unfair  to  our  farmers, 
ranchers,  and  small  businessmen.  We 
had  a  4-year  farm  program:  and  now. 
in  the  middle  of  it,  we  are  changing 
the  ground  rules. 

The  farm  bill  provides  for  some 
changes  to  be  made  administratively, 
but  we  are  being  asked  to  make  addi- 
tional changes  legislatively.  Congress 
has  already  done  the  legislative  work 
on  the  4-year  farm  bill. 

A  second  factor  is  the  overall  eco- 
nomic picture  of  farmers  and  agricul- 
ture involving  our  export  policy.  This 
Nation  depends  on  a  fair  export  policy. 
The  jobs  and  livelihoods  of  many 
urban  dwellers  depend  on  our  balance 
of  trade.  Agricultural  products  have 
provided  a  large  positive  factor  in  our 
balance  of  trade.  However,  we  have 
hamstrung  our  agricultural  exports 
with  embargoes,  talk  of  embargoes, 
treating  agricultural  products  sepa- 
rately under  the  GATT  agreement,  al- 
lowing our  allies  to  violate  agreements 
in  terms  of  subsidized  exports  sales, 
and  a  number  of  other  steps  and  pro- 
cedures under  which  we  treat  agricul- 
tural products  differently  from  our 
manufactured  products. 

The  result  has  been  that  agriculture 
has  needed  something  to  make  up  for 
that  bad  treatment.  One  of  the  things 
to  assist  agriculture  is  the  target  price 
program.  Now  we  are  saying  that  the 
fauTTiers  must  take  a  cut  in  that  pro- 
gram also. 

The  point  is  that  if  agriculture  were 
not  treated  so  badly  in  our  foreign 
policy  we  would  most  likely  not  be 
considering  this  matter. 

The  problem  is  that  agriculture  ex- 
ports are  handled  more  by  the  State 
Department  than  by  the  Agriculture 
Department.  As  a  result  our  farmers 
have  been  paying  for  a  part  of  our  for- 
eign policy. 

If  we  do  not  increase  target  prices, 
the  cost  will  be  transferred  to  the 
American  taxpayer  in  terms  of  assist- 
ing unemployed  farmers,  ranchers, 
and  small  businessmen  in  small  towns 
and  cities  who  depend  on  the  farm 
economy. 


What  we  are  asking  for  here  is  fair- 
ness. I  shall  join  with  the  Senator 
from  Montana  and  others  in  whatever 
efforts  we  can  make  here  on  the 
Senate  floor  to  get  this  bill  withdrawn 
because  I  do  not  think  it  should  go 
forward. 

Some  say  the  entire  target  price 
system  will  collapse  because  of  in- 
creased cost  unless  we  do  this.  That  is 
not  true.  That  is  bad  reasoning,  and 
unfair  to  the  American  farmer.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  program 
would  not  have  to  exist  at  all  if  we 
were  treated  equally.  But  since  agri- 
culture is  not.  we  very  much  need  this 
target  price  program.  If  it  is  lost  there 
will  be  bankruptcies  and  failure  of 
farmers  and  small  businessmen  in 
rural  communities  who  will  then  need 
jobs  in  an  economy  that  already  has  a 
large  number  of  unemployed. 

Mr.  President,  I  come  from  a  family 
farm  and  I  guess  my  father  was  the 
last  of  a  generation  who  made  a  living 
on  a  quarter  section  of  land  in  eastern 
South  Dakota.  Fortunately,  I  own  60 
acres  of  land  myself  which  I  follow 
closely.  I  have  to  pay  taxes,  produc- 
tion expenses,  and  other  costs,  and  I 
know  how  difficult  it  is  to  make  a 
living  from  farming. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  little  help  the 
target  price  program  gives,  many 
farmers  who  are  making  a  meager 
living  would  not  be  able  to  continue. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  our  Gov- 
ernment has  seen  the  light  on  export 
policy.  There  has  been  some  progress. 
Our  restriction  on  negotiation  of  a 
long-term  grain  agreement  with  the 
Soviet  Union  has  been  lifted.  That  is 
good  news.  It  has  been  a  step-by-step 
process. 

Three  years  ago  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment that  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
which  prohibited  the  expenditure  of 
funds  to  carry  out  the  grain  embargo. 
It  was  the  first  time  that  either  House 
of  Congress  had  gone  on  record  and  it 
was  very  significant  vote.  One  of  our 
leaders  called  it  one  of  the  most  signif- 
icant votes  on  agriculture  and  it  was  a 
first  step  in  lifting  the  grain  embargo. 

Since  that  time  I  have  worked  and 
urged  at  every  level  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  the  Department  of 
State,  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
OMB.  and  the  President  himself,  to 
enter  into  a  new  long-term  grain 
agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union.  We 
should  also  enter  into  long-term  grain 
agreements  with  India,  Pakistan,  Ban- 
gladesh, and  other  countries  as  the 
Canadians,  Australians,  and  Argen- 
tines have.  Those  countries  that  need 
food  on  an  annual  basis  want  long- 
term  grain  agreements.  They  want  to 
have  the  assurance  that  they  get  in  5- 
year  long-term  grain  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  many  other 
problems  with  agricultural  exports. 
For  example,  our  longshoremen  will 
sometimes  refuse  to  load  ships  for  po- 
litical reasons.  Leaders  of  some  coun- 


tries like  China  have  told  me  "You 
people  are  unreliable  suppliers  be- 
cause of  these  problems." 

In  our  country  we  are  blessed  with 
surplus  and  we  do  not  know  what  it  is 
like  to  be  a  country  that  has  a  food 
shortage. 

Let  us  put  ourselves  in  the  position 
of  being  a  political  leader  in  a  country 
that  has  a  food  shortage.  That  is  quite 
different.  People  will  riot  in  the 
streets.  They  will  do  anything  if  they 
are  short  of  food.  It  is  a  problem  that 
is  difficult  to  comprehend. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  they 
want  long-term  grain  agreements,  and 
we  have  been  unwilling  to  enter  into 
them.  Many  of  our  consumer  groups 
are  opposed  to  long-term  grain  agree- 
ments, and  are  basically  opposed  to  ex- 
porting grain.  But  it  is  essential  to  our 
balance  of  trade.  It  is  the  source  of 
income  with  which  we  purchase  oil 
and  many  other  needed  products.  Ag- 
riculture is  the  most  productive  sector 
of  the  American  economy. 

We  have  a  problem  with  productivi- 
ty in  the  United  States  of  America.  We 
are  told  that  our  industry  in  some 
areas  is  not  as  productive  as  the  Japa- 
nese. I  do  not  accept  that  entirely.  We 
are  told  that  our  steel  mills  are  not  as 
productive  or  as  efficient  as  other  na- 
tions. But  one  area  that  is  very  effi- 
cient is  American  agriculture.  The 
American  farmer  works  longer  hours 
than  any  other  profession.  There  is  no 
profession,  no  group  of  workers  who 
work  longer  hours  for  less  pay  than 
farmers  and  ranchers.  Yet  they  are  pe- 
nalized for  this  great  productivity. 
They  are  penalized  by  being  one  of  the 
lowest  paid  groups.  They  are  being  pe- 
nalized by  constantly  being  in  finan- 
cial trouble,  by  being  treated  badly  by 
the  Government,  by  having  their 
products  treated  at  a  lower  level  under 
the  General  Agreement  on  Trade  and 
Tariffs,  and  this  is  most  ironic. 

But  I  also  like  to  say  that  every  con- 
sumer, every  citizen,  has  an  interest  in 
this.  Some  will  say,  so  what?  What  dif- 
ference does  this  make  to  the  people 
in  New  York  City?  What  difference 
does  this  make  to  a  person  living  in 
Minneapolis  or  in  Los  Angeles? 

I  would  say  that  they  have  a  very 
great  interest  because  if  we  lose  the 
family  farmer  and  rancher  or  the 
owner-operator  concept,  then  we  will 
have  absentee  system  of  agriculture. 
We  will  have  corporate  agriculture. 
That  is  not  a  productive  agriculture 
system.  That  is  what  the  Soviet  Union 
has  in  collective  farms. 

The  person  who  owns  the  land  and 
the  livestock  has  a  great  interest  in 
taking  care  of  them  so  you  have  high 
productivity. 

There  is  the  issue  of  soil  steward- 
ship, and  the  care  of  the  land.  More 
and  more  of  our  big  farms  and  corpo- 
rate farms  result  in  the  planting  of 
thousands  of  acres  without  using  con- 


tour farming,  without  using  trees  and 
shelter  belts,  and  without  using  proper 
soil  conservation  practices. 

If  we  continue  in  this  direction,  we 
will  eventually  ruin  this  wonderful 
productive  agricultural  industry.  So  I 
think  that  all  Americans  have  an  in- 
terest in  this,  not  just  those  living  on 
farms. 

Those  who  are  wearing  white  shirts 
•  and  living  and  working  on  Wall  Street 
are  dependent  upon  the  American 
farmer. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  my 
strongest  feeling  that  there  is  a  great 
misunderstanding  about  agriculture, 
rural  people,  and  smalltown  people.  A 
lot  of  people  think  they  can  just  shrug 
their  shoulders  and  somehow  that 
sector  of  the  economy  will  get  along. 
But  if  there  is  money  in  the  farmer's 
pocket,  there  is  money  in  the  work- 
man's pocket.  Farmers'  money  trickles 
up,  and  this  is  very  true  in  our  farm- 
ing communities. 

We  find  that  if  the  farmer  has 
money  it  is  spent  on  machinery  and 
other  products  which  create  jobs. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  conclude  by 
saying  that  what  we  are  faced  with  in 
this  Chamber  today  is  very  bad  for  ag- 
riculture, for  business,  and  for  the 
American  consumer.  What  we  are  con- 
sidering here  is  another  step  in  the  de- 
struction of  the  family  farmer,  the 
family  rancher,  and  the  system  of  ag- 
riculture that  has  provided  so  much 
productivity  in  our  land. 

Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  South  Dakota  for 
yielding  to  me  and  I  want  to  commend 
him  for  the  remarks  which  he  has  just 
made  on  the  Senate  floor.  He  is  so 
right  that  every  American  has  a  stake 
in  the  decisions  which  we  are  making, 
if  we  stand  by  and  allow  family  agri- 
culture as  we  know  it  in  this  country 
to  become  a  thing  of  the  past.  Every 
consumer  in  this  country,  even  those 
who  have  never  seen  a  farm,  is  going 
to  be  adversely  affected  in  the  long 
run. 

One  of  the  problems  we  have  in  Gov- 
ernment is  we  all  too  often  focus  on 
what  is  happening  today  or  this  week 
or  this  month.  We  do  not  have  the 
foresight  to  look  out  into  the  future 
and  to  see  what  the  results  of  our  ac- 
tions will  be  10  years  and  20  years 
down  the  road.  All  too  often  we  do  not 
stop  to  consider  the  kind  of  world  and 
the  kind  of  nation  that  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren  will  be  living  in 
if  we  do  not  make  appropirate  deci- 
sions today. 

The  Senator  is  absolutely  correct. 
Many,  many  studies  have  demonstrat- 
ed that  the  greatest  levels  of  produc- 
tivity occur  on  the  family-sized  farm 
unit  where  you  have  the  owner  and 
the  operator  looking  after  that  farm 
himself  or  herself,  putting  in  the 
effort  that  simply  an  employee  or 
someone  on  a  payroll  of  a  large  corpo- 
ration will  not  give. 


He  is  right,  too,  in  pointing  out  if  we 
allow  agriculture  to  become  concen- 
trated, as  many  other  industries  have 
become  concentrated,  with  few  owners 
and  operators  that  in  the  long  run  the 
consumer  will  have  a  less  reliable 
source  of  supply  and  will  be  paying  a 
higher  price  for  it. 

People  sometimes  talk  about  farm 
subsidies  and  subsidies  for  farm  units 
without  putting  all  into  balance  and 
realizing  the  farmers  in  our  Nation  are 
subsidizing  the  rest  of  us  in  this  econo- 
my to  the  tune  of  billions  and  billions 
of  dollars  a  year,  multiples  of  10  and 
20  times  what  any  farm  program  has 
ever  cost  the  Federal  Goverrunent  or 
the  combined  effort  of  Federal,  State, 
and  local  governments  to  put  in  place. 

Our  people  in  this  country  spend 
only  about  17  percent  of  their  dispos- 
able income  for  food.  The  people  of 
other  developed  countries  in  the  world 
spend  averages  of  25  to  30  percent  of 
their  disposable  incomes  for  food,  and 
in  many  parts  of  the  world  that  figure 
ranges  well  above  40  percent.  In  other 
words,  the  average  American  worker 
has  to  work  fewer  hours  in  a  year's 
time  to  buy  food  for  his  family  than 
any  other  worker  in  any  other  country 
in  the  world,  thanks  to  the  American 
farmer,  and  thanks  to  the  productivity 
of  that  farmer. 

So  the  farmer  in  a  sense  is  subsidiz- 
ing all  the  rest  of  us  in  the  economy  in 
a  very  unusual  way.  In  addition,  the 
farmer  is  helping  to  maintain  a  bal- 
ance of  trade  for  this  country  that 
stops  short  of  absolute  disaster. 

We  all  know  we  have  tremendous 
trade  imbalances  with  the  Japanese, 
for  example,  now  running  into  double- 
digit  figures  and  billions  of  dollars  in 
their  favor.  In  the  long  run  such  trade 
imbalances  undermine  the  economy  of 
our  country,  the  value  of  our  currency; 
and  yet  there  is  one  category  in  terms 
of  our  trade  in  the  world  in  which  we 
run  a  large  positive  balance  in  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars,  and  that  one  category 
is  in  the  sale  of  our  agricultural  prod- 
ucts in  other  countries. 

So  once  again  the  farmer  helps  to 
prop  up  the  rest  of  the  American  econ- 
omy, and  I  do  not  care  whether  it  is  a 
person  who  lives  in  a  rural  area  in 
Oklahoma  or  Montana  or  South 
Dakota,  or  if  it  is  a  housewife  in 
Brooklyn  or  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  we  all 
owe  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  those  farm- 
ers for  what  they  are  doing  for  the 
rest  of  the  American  economy,  and  at 
what  a  price  they  are  doing  it. 

Yes,  we  are  selling  more  agricultural 
commodities  overseas  than  we  buy; 
yes,  our  farmers  are  giving  us  a  posi- 
tive balance  of  trade  in  that  area  to 
offset  our  deficits  in  other  areas,  but 
again  at  a  tremendous  cost.  They  are 
selling  below  their  cost  of  production, 
below  their  cost  of  production,  let  me 
repeat,  losing  money.  That  is  the  price 
of  the  favorable  balance  of  trade  that 
we  have  in  agricultural  commodities. 


They  are  selling  on  the  supermarket 
shelf,  the  wheat  fsuiner,  for  example, 
for  that  nickel's  worth  of  wheat  that 
is  in  a  loaf  of  bread— very  often  people 
look  at  prices  on  the  grocery  store 
shelves  and  they  think  every  dime  is 
going  back  to  the  fanner.  Far  less 
than  50  cents  of  the  food  dollar,  in 
fact  less  than  40  cents  of  the  food 
dollar,  ever  maikes  its  way  back  into 
the  pocket  of  the  farmer.  The  vast  ma- 
jority of  that  food  dollar  is  siphoned 
off  somewhere  else  along  the  line. 

The  wheat  farmer  is  out  there  pro- 
ducing that  wheat  today,  even  if  he 
owns  his  own  lands,  for  more  than  a 
dollar  a  bushel  less,  selling  it  for  more 
than  $1  a  bushel  less,  than  his  cost  of 
production;  and  if  he  is  a  young 
farmer,  if  he  has  to  pay  for  that  land 
and  pay  interest  on  that  mortgage,  he 
is  selling  his  wheat  now  for  something 
like  $2  a  bushel  less  than  his  cost  of 
production,  so  that  the  American 
worker  is  still  paying  only  17  percent 
of  this  paycheck  for  food,  and  so  that 
the  American  economy  profits  from 
that  favorable  balance  of  trade. 

So  when  we  talk  about  subsidies  and 
when  we  talk  about  which  part  of  the 
economy  is  subsidizing  another  part  of 
the  economy,  let  us  look  at  where  the 
greatest  subsidy  of  all  is  being  made 
and  that  is  the  American  farmer  and 
American  agriculture  subsidizing  and 
propping  up  in  a  real  way  the  rest  of 
the  American  economy. 

There,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  apolo- 
gize for  1  minute  for  trying  to  focus 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  and  the  people  of  the 
United  States  on  the  plight  of  agricul- 
ture in  this  country.  I  would  be  doing 
less  than  a  full  job  of  representing  the 
people  who  sent  me  here  and,  indeed, 
the  interests  of  all  of  the  people  of 
this  country  if  I  did  not  try  to  alert  my 
colleagues  to  the  crisis  in  agriculture, 
if  I  did  not  try  to  draw  to  their  atten- 
tion that  we  are  about  to  destroy  this 
whole  sector  that  Ls  making  this  tre- 
mendous contribution  to  the  rest  of 
our  economy,  by  passing  legislation 
that  will  make  the  current  crisis  even 
deeper. 

It  is  not  easy  to  make  the  current 
crisis  even  deeper  when  you  realize 
how  serious  it  already  is. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  earlier  today 
on  the  Senate  floor,  in  my  home  State 
it  is  easy  to  see  how  serious  it  is  when 
one  only  stops  for  one  moment  to  note 
that  the  per  capita  farm  income  in  my 
State  this  year  was  $14  for  the  whole 
year  for  our  80,000  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers in  our  State— per  capita  income  of 
$14  for  the  year— and  a  total  debt  just 
in  my  own  State  of  $15  bUlion  to  serv- 
ice. You  cannot  service  $15  billion  of 
debt  with  $14. 

Now,  it  happens  that  the  farm 
income  in  my  home  State  is  the  lowest 
in  the  country  this  year.  The  situation 
there  is  perhaps  the  most  serious.  But 
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it  is  serious  all  across  this  country.  All 
across  this  country  gross  national 
farm  Income  this  year  was  $19  billion. 
If  you  adjust  it  for  real  purchasing 
power  in  terms  of  constant  dollars,  the 
real  farm  Income  in  this  country  this 
last  year  was  $9  billion  and  total  farm 
and  ranch  debt  across  this  country  was 
$215  billion. 

Now  if  the  farmers  were  lucky 
enough  to  get  10  percent  interest  on 
the  average— auid  most  of  them  are  not 
that  fortunate,  not  nearly  that  fortu- 
nate—just the  interest  on  their  total 
debt  this  year  would  be  over  $21  bil- 
lion. Gross  farm  income  is  only  $19  bil- 
lion, and  so  we  have  had  a  situation 
once  again,  Mr.  President,  in  which 
just  the  interest  payment  on  the  farm 
debt  of  the  Nation  exceeds— just  the 
interest  payment,  not  paying  any  prin- 
cipal on  the  debt,  not  having  one 
penny  left  to  support  their  families, 
Jxist  the  interest  payment  on  the 
debt— exceeds  the  total  farm  income, 
the  total  gross  farm  income,  not  even 
considering  inflation  in  this  country. 

Therefore.  Mr.  President,  when  we 
look  at  a  group  contributing  in  the 
twenties  of  billions  of  dollars  to  our  fa- 
vorable balance  of  trade,  giving  the 
American  citizen  and  the  American 
worker  the  greatest  food  bargain  in 
the  world,  allowing  him  to  keep  the 
other  83  percent  of  what  he  earns  to 
use  for  things  other  than  food,  none 
of  us  should  apologize  for  one  moment 
for  trying  to  do  everything  we  can  to 
see  that  the  rest  of  us  in  this  country 
keep  faith  with  that  sector  of  our 
economy  that  is  doing  so  much. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  motion  to  proceed  to  consider  leg- 
islation which  would  freeze  target 
prices  for  the  1984  crops  of  wheat, 
feedgrains,  cotton,  and  rice  at  the  1983 
levels. 

It  is  extremely  unfair  that  Congress 
has  been  asked  to  freeze  target  prices, 
an  integral  part  of  any  complete  agri- 
cultural program,  when  the  specifics 
of  that  complete  program  are  not 
available.  It  is  simply  impossible  for 
this  institution  to  render  an  educated 
decision  on  the  freezing  of  target 
prices  when  the  faw;ts  on  which  its 
merits  lie  have  not  yet  been  an- 
nounced by  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. 

For  us  to  examine  this  issue  without 
first  knowing  the  plans  of  Agriculture 
Secretary  John  Block  with  regard  to 
his  1984  agriculture  program  would 
represent  a  complete  failure  on  our 
part  to  seriously  consider  this  question 
on  which  the  future  of  millions  of 
farmers  and  agribusinessmen  so 
deeply  depends, 

Mr.  President,  time  and  time  again  I 
have  asked  the  Secretary  to  announce 
the  program.  Look  at  the  position  in 
which  his  refusal  to  tell  the  American 
people  what  he  intends  to  do  in  terms 
of  the  fairm  program  has  left  all  of  us 
who  are  Members  of  Congress.  We  are 


being  asked  to  vote  on  a  target  price 
freeze  in  order  to  obtain  an  acceptable 
farm  program. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  when  I  go  back 
to  Oklahoma— as  1  plan  to  go  back  this 
weekend  if  we  are  not  still  here  debat- 
ing this  matter,  which  we  may  well 
be— the  farmers  will  ask  me.  "Are  you 
going  to  vote  for  that  target  price 
freeze?"  And  I  will  say,  "Well,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  says  we  should 
vote  for  it  so  we  could  get  a  better 
farm  program."  And  they  will  say, 
"Well,  if  you  do,  what  kind  of  farm 
program  are  we  going  to  get?"  I  have 
to  answer  them:  "I  don't  know.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  not  tell 
me.  He  will  not  say  to  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States,  he  will  not  say  to 
any  Member  of  this  body  before  we 
vote  on  the  target  price  freeze,  what 
the  farm  program  will  be  with  it  and 
what  the  farm  program  would  be  with- 
out it." 

Now  to  me,  Mr.  President,  it  is  only 
fair  that  we  be  given  that  information. 
How  can  we  possibly  cast  an  intelli- 
gent vote  on  whether  or  not  we  should 
freeze  target  prices  until  we  know  the 
details  of  the  program?  How  can  the 
farmers  even  decide  whether  they  are 
for  it  or  against  it  without  knowing 
the  details  of  the  program?  How  can 
we,  simply  looking  at  it  in  terms  of 
cost,  know  whether  the  program  is 
going  to  cost  more  or  cost  less  if  we 
freeze  target  prices  until  we  know 
what  is  going  to  be  done  with  the  rest 
of  the  program? 

If  we  lower  loan  rates  more  than  we 
lower  target  prices  and  increase  the 
gap  between  target  prices  and  loan 
rates  even  more,  we  could  end  up  with 
a  program  with  a  larger  deficiency 
payment— that  is  usually  the  differ- 
ence between  the  market  or  the  loan 
rate  and  the  target  price— than  we 
have  now.  We  could  end  up  with  a 
more  costly  program  and  one  which 
would  be  less  effective  even  than  the 
current  program. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me.  by  all 
logic,  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture would  spell  out  what  his  program 
is.  If  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
a  program  that  is  workable  at  all  for 
the  American  farmer  and  if  it  is  a  pro- 
gram that  is  at  all  reasonable,  one  that 
the  farmer  would  want  to  have  en- 
acted into  law,  he  ought  to  announce 
it.  because  if  he  does,  it  could  create  a 
groundswell  of  support  for  his  propos- 
al to  freeze  the  target  price.  He  could 
say,  "We  want  that  target  price  freeze 
and  here  is  the  farm  program  I  intend 
to  put  in  place  if  we  have  this  target 
price  freeze."  But  yet  he  refuses  to  do 
so. 

Now.  Mr.  President.  I  am  not  suspi- 
cious by  nature.  I  like  to  take  every- 
thing at  face  value.  But  it  causes  you 
to  reflect:  Why  will  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  not  let  the  Congress  and 
the  farmers  of  the  country  know  what 
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is  in  the   farm   program? 
being  kept  under  wraps? 

Well.  Mr.  President.  If  one  were  sus- 
picious one  might  guess.  If  he  had  a 
program  of  which  he  could  be  proud, 
if  he  had  a  program  that  would  be  rea- 
sonable, if  he  had  a  program  that  he 
thought  the  farmers  would  accept,  he 
would  announce  it.  He  would  be  anx- 
ious to  armounce  it.  He  would  be  call- 
ing a  press  conference  at  this  moment 
to  announce  it. 

But  if  he  had  a  program  of  which  he 
was  ashamed,  which  he  knew  would  be 
so  unfair  to  the  agricultural  communi- 
ty, then  he  would  not  want  them  to 
know  what  was  in  it.  He  might  wait  all 
the  way  until  Augiist  15.  when  this 
Congress  Is  not  in  session,  and  perhaps 
in  the  dark  of  night  put  a  few  mimeo- 
graphed copies  out  under  the  door  of 
his  office. 

Well.  I  hope  that  is  not  why  he  is 
waiting.  I  hope  it  is  not  because  he  has 
a  farm  program  so  bad  that  he  does 
not  want  to  let  the  people  know  what 
is  in  it  before  we  are  called  upon  to 
vote  on  a  key  portion  of  any  agricul- 
tural program.  I  hope  not,  because  my 
farmers,  last  year  trying  to  pay  that 
$15  billion  debt,  cannot  afford  another 
bad  farm  program. 

But  it  is  time,  for  the  sake  of  hones- 
ty and  fairness  and  intelligent  deci- 
sionmaking by  the  Congress  of  the 
Jnited  States,  for  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture to  let  us  have  all  the  facts 
about  the  program. 

No  one  on  the  Senate  floor  is  delay- 
ing announcement  of  the  farm  pro- 
gram. The  Secretary  can  announce  it 
right  now.  And  the  record  should 
show,  Mr.  President,  that  it  is  In  the 
Secretary's  hands  as  to  whether  or  not 
we  will  have  a  delay  in  legislation. 

I  am  ready  to  vote  on  the  dairy  bill.  1 
am  ready  to  vote  on  the  tobacco  bill.  I 
am  even  ready  to  have  us  go  forward 
to  consider  the  target  price  freeze. 

It  is  the  Secretary  who  will  not  an- 
nounce the  program  and  give  us  the 
information  we  need  to  vote.  It  is  the 
Secretary  who  is  saying.  "Let  us  not 
have  the  dairy  bill  until  we  vote  on  the 
target  price  bill,  but  I  will  not  give  you 
any  Information  on  which  you  can 
base  a  decision  on  that  bill." 

There  Is  no  bottleneck  on  the  floor 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  In  terms  of  discuss- 
ing agricultural  policy.  The  bottleneck 
rests  at  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  And  I  say  It  with  all  due 
respect. 

I  like  the  Secretary  personally.  I 
think  he  is  a  fine  man.  I  realize  he  is 
also  operating  under  terrible  con- 
straints, under  the  influence  of  the  Di- 
rector of  OMB  and  others,  in  terms  of 
agricultural  policy.  He  has  all  of  my 
sympathy  In  operating  under  the 
present  burdens  of  having  other 
people  In  the  administration  Impact 
agricultural  policy  without  even  con- 
sidering—like those  who  made  the  tex- 


tile decisions  which  caused  the  loss  of 
$1  billion  worth  of  sales  of  our  agricul- 
ture products  to  China;  like  those  per- 
haps In  the  labyrinth  of  the  State  De- 
partment who  are  unwilling  to  begin 
real  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union  so  that  we  could  recoup  another 
$1  billion  of  lost  sales  there  In  the 
wake  of  the  embargo. 

I  realize  all  of  this  had  confronted 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  But.  Mr. 
President.  It  Is  not  enough  for  me  to 
go  home  to  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
and  say  I  feel  sorry  for  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture;  they  have  undercut 
him  at  the  State  Department,  at  the 
Commerce  Department,  and  Mr. 
Stockman  undercuts  him  at  every 
turn;  It  Is  too  bad  they  have  forced 
him  Into  a  farm  program  that  Is  so  bad 
he  apparently  does  not  want  to  an- 
nounce it. 

They  might  feel  sympathy  for  him, 
all  right,  but  that  is  not  going  to  help 
them  pay  the  mortgage.  That  is  not 
going  to  help  that  fourth  generation 
farmer  who  talked  to  me  last  weekend 
who  told  me,  "My  family  has  been 
here  for  four  generations  but  we  are 
not  going  to  be  here  but  for  2  more 
months  because  I  cannot  pay  the 
mortgage  with  prices  below  my  cost  of 
production." 

So  no  matter  how  one  feels  about 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  a 
person  and  as  an  individual,  we  are  ob- 
ligated. Mr.  President,  to  do  what  Is 
right  In  terms  of  economic  policy  for 
this  country. 

There  has  never  been  a  time,  Mr. 
President,  that  the  agricultural  sector 
of  this  Nation  so  desperately  needed 
our  serious  consideration.  As  we  all 
know,  American  agriculture  is  In  the 
midst  of  economic  catastrophe.  As  I 
reminded  this  great  body  several 
weeks  ago,  not  since  1932  have  we  ex- 
perienced 3  straight  years  of  declining 
net  farm  Income;  1932  equaled  this  du- 
bious achievement.  When  adjusted  for 
Inflation.  1982  net  farm  income  was 
lower  than  net  farm  income  in  1932. 
the  worst  year  of  the  Depression.  Net 
farm  Income  could  still  decrease  this 
year.  Cash  prices  are  down  despite  the 
large  amount  of  land  taken  out  of  pro- 
duction this  year  because  of  the  PIK 
program,  and  we  will  see  an  Increase  In 
wheat  carryover  stocks  despite  the 
PIK  program. 

U.S.  agricultural  exports  fell  to  $18.1 
billion  during  the  first  6  months  of 
this  fiscal  year,  a  17-percent  decline 
from  the  same  period  a  year  earlier. 
Wheat  shipments  are  presently  17  per- 
cent below  1  year  ago,  and  rice  ship- 
ments have  declined  by  36  percent. 
Cotton  exports  have  dropped  by  a 
third. 

The  current  supply  situation,  cou- 
pled with  declining  exports,  Indicates 
that,  at  a  minimum,  another  year  of 
supply  adjustment  programs  Is  neces- 
sary. 


At  this  very  moment,  farmers  across 
the  Nation  are  making  plantlng-and- 
purchasing  decisions  for  the  1984  crop 
year.  Their  desperate  economic  situa- 
tion necessitates  well-thought-out  de- 
cisions, and  seasonal  planting  times 
make  the  announcement  of  commodi- 
ty programs  essential  to  Informed  de- 
cisions. The  farmers  In  Oklahoma  and 
Texas  are  In  the  process  now  of  ready- 
ing their  land  for  the  1984  wheat 
crops.  They  desperately  need  to  know 
whether  they  will  be  participating  in 
an  acreage  limitation  program  this 
year.  Actually,  they  needed  to  know  a 
month  ago. 

Delaying  the  announcement  of  these 
programs  serves  no  purpose  whatso- 
ever. As  National  Association  of 
Wheatgrowers'  President  Don  Loeslle 
so  clearly  put  It,  "Growers  cannot 
farm  by  reflex  action." 

But  it  Is  not,  Mr.  President,  only  the 
farmer  who  needs  this  Important  In- 
formation now.  The  agribusinesses 
which  supply  the  inputs  necessary  for 
crop  production  need  program  infor- 
mation in  order  to  plan  their  expendi- 
tures and  purchases.  These  businesses 
are  willing  to  Incur  losses  of  revenue 
as  a  part  of  the  program  to  aid  the 
farmer,  but  they  need  to  know  the 
Government's  plans  so  they  can  mini- 
mize their  losses.  Many  supply  busi- 
nesses encountered  financial  difficul- 
ties this  year  because  of  the  late  an- 
nouncement of  the  PIK  program. 
With  fewer  acres  planted  this  year  in 
response  to  the  program,  the  demand 
for  farm  inputs  such  as  seed  and 
equipment  has  sharply  declined. 

Many  small  businesses  could  have 
been  protected  and  made  adjustments 
earlier  had  they  known  what  the  pro- 
gram would  have  been  at  an  earlier 
date. 

Examples  are  numerous— fertilizer 
use  was  estimated  to  have  declined  12 
to  14  percent  overall  with  use  on  com 
and  sorghum  down  25  to  27  percent. 
The  farm  machinery  business,  already 
under  financial  stress,  expected  a  2-  to 
3-percent  drop  In  purchases  as  a  result 
of  reduced  acreage.  Similarly,  the  need 
for  maintenance,  parts,  and  repair 
services  decreased  by  an  estimated  12 
to  15  percent.  Pesticide  use  dropped  3 
to  5  percent  In  1982,  and  this  year's  ex- 
pected decline  is  13  to  17  percent. 

The  PIK  program  has  caused  a  de- 
cline In  overall  expenditures  of  seed  by 
13  to  17  percent.  Quantities  of  com 
and  sorghum  seed  purchased  may 
have  declined  by  25  to  27  percent, 
while  cotton  and  rice  seed  purchases 
are  down  19  to  20  percent  and  25  to  28 
percent,  respectively. 

The  adverse  effects  of  PIK  on  these 
agribusinesses  have  caused  many  to 
face  serious  financial  difficulty.  Some 
have  closed  and  others  have  had  to  lay 
off  workers.  Much  of  the  difficulty  en- 
countered by  these  businesses  could 
have  been  avoided  by  earlier  an- 
nouncement  of   last   year's  program. 


and  a  similar  situation  can  be  avoided 
this  year  by  an  Immediate  announce- 
ment. 

For  how  many  years  must  we  con- 
tinue to  make  the  same  mistakes,  Mr. 
President,  before  we  begin  to  learn 
from  them? 

As  you  can  see,  Mr.  President,  Imme- 
diate suuiouncement  of  the  1984  com- 
modity programs  Is  necessary  not  only 
for  this  Congress  to  consider  the 
target  price  freeze,  but  It  Is  also  an  In- 
tegral part  of  the  planning  taking 
place  In  the  agricultural  sector  right 
now.  As  I  have  pointed  out.  It  would  be 
folly  on  our  part  to  believe  that  we 
could  do  justice  to  the  plight  of  these 
people  by  considering  this  legislation 
without  any  of  the  needed  Informa- 
tion. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  I»resldent,  the  de- 
cision this  administration  Is  asking  us 
to  make  Is  not  only  unfair  to  the  mil- 
lions of  American  farmers  and  agri- 
businessmen  who  are  relying  on  us. 
but  It  also  could  prove  to  be  fiscally  Ir- 
responsible. 

Part  of  the  Information  the  Secre- 
tary has  withheld  from  Congress  con- 
cerns his  1984  program  for  commodity 
loan  rates.  These  loan  rates  determine 
the  amount  a  farmer  can  borrow  from 
the  Govemment  against  his  commodi- 
ty. The  loans  are  repaid  by  the  farmer 
In  cash  or  with  the  commodity  secur- 
ing the  loan,  amd  thus,  do  not  add  to 
the  Federal  deficit.  The  portion  of  ag- 
ricultural programs  which  Is  not  re- 
turned to  the  Treasury  Is  the  deficien- 
cy payment,  the  maximum  of  which  is 
the  difference  between  the  loan  rate 
and  the  target  price  for  each  commod- 
ity. Clearly,  If  the  loan  rate  Is  lowered, 
deficiency  payments  will  increase, 
adding  significantly  to  the  Federal 
deficit.  With  appropriate  concern  to 
budget  deficits.  It  Is  Impossible  for  us 
to  act  on  this  piece  of  legislation 
before  the  loan  rate  is  announced  by 
Secretary  Block.  There  is  a  great  deal 
of  justification  for  concem  over  the 
Secretary's  position  on  this.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, allow  me  to  read  from  the  July 
11,  1983.  issue  of  the  "Food  and  Fiber 
Letter"  published  by  Webster  Commu- 
nications Corp.: 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  John  R.  Block  is 
laying  plans  to  continue  his  all-out  effort  to 
freeze  target  prices  and  cut  the  cost  of  the 
dairy  program.  He  called  in  20-some  Wash- 
ington Farm  Group  officials  last  week,  ap- 
pealed once  more  for  their  supF>ort,  but  got 
few  takers.  Those  at  the  meeting  say  he  de- 
clined to  confirm  widespread  reports  that 
he  would  reduce  grain  price  support  loan 
rates  for  1984  (as  he  has  the  authority  to  do 
by  10  percent)  if  the  target  price  freeze  is 
enacted.  But  he  also  wouldn't  rule  it  out. 
Holding  down  the  target  price  is  almost  es- 
sential to  a  loan  rate  reduction;  otherwise, 
deficiency  payment  costs  would  be  even 
greater. 

Continuing,  the  "Food  and  Fiber 
Letter"  said: 

At  a  Washington  meeting  last  week.  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Economics.  William  G. 
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Lesher.  confirmed  for  the  first  time  that 
Block  is  giving  '•serious  consideration"  to 
the  loan  rate  decrease.  Most  commodity  ob- 
servers have  been  expecting  it;  one  needs 
only  to  read  USDA  speeches  and  testimony 
the  past  two  months  to  see  the  strong  inter- 
est among  the  policymakers  there  in  getting 
the  price  supports  down. 

Mr.  President.  Secretary  Blocks  ar- 
gximent  for  the  lowering  of  target 
prices  is  budget  savings.  Clearly,  such 
savings  could  be  eliminated  by  a  lower- 
ing of  the  loan  rate.  Secretary  Block  is 
attempting  to  force  this  Congress  to 
accept  not  a  money-saving  program, 
but  a  program  which  significantly  re- 
duces the  already  dismal  income  of 
the  American  fanner. 

Mr.  President,  when  you  read  be- 
tween the  lines,  what  is  really  being 
said  is  we  need  to  lower  the  loan  rate 
so  we  can  have  lower  farm  prices  and. 
in  theory,  sell  more  overseas.  We  will 
not  sell  more  overseas,  because  the 
major  factor  is  the  overvaluation  of 
the  American  dollar.  When  somebody 
buys  American  wheat,  they  must  first 
buy  U.S.  dollars  to  pay  for  that  Ameri- 
can wheat.  With  our  dollar  overvalued 
by  some  20  percent,  that  cost  becomes 
excessive.  So  that  program  will  not 
work.  But  I  think  it  is  clear.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  that  is  the  policy  of  this  ad- 
ministration and  this  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture: Let  us  have  a  lower  loan  rate 
because  that  will  lead  to  a  lower  price. 
Mr.  President,  let  us  think  for  a 
moment  about  what  is  being  said.  At  a 
time  when  farmers  are  going  bankrupt 
in  record  numbers,  at  a  time  when 
there  are  so  many  foreclosures  and 
the  value  of  farmland  has  fallen  more 
than  10  percent  all  across  the  country, 
at  a  time  when  we  are  on  the  brink  of 
seeing  family  farm  after  family  farm 
go  out  of  existence,  we  have  a  policy 
being  advocated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  which  calls  for  lower  farm 
prices.  It  boggles  the  mind  to  consider 
that  anyone  would  be  proposing  such 
an  insensitive  program  at  this  particu- 
lar point. 

But,  there  is  yet  another  reason  why 
it  is  imperative  that  we  know  the  spe- 
cifics of  the  1984  wheat  program.  It  is 
up  to  Congress  to  insure  that  the  Sec- 
retary's program  is  attractive.  Without 
an  attractive  program,  participation 
will  be  poor.  Lack  of  participation  will, 
in  turn,  mean  increased  suppliesjjfhich 
translates  into  lower  cash  prices  for 
the  farmer  and  higher  costs  for  the 
Government.  Even  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  agrees  with  agricultural 
economists  that  a  higher  target  price 
increases  participation.  In  response  to 
a  question  raised  at  the  February  3, 
1983,  hearing  of  the  Senate  Agricul- 
ture Committee's  Subconunittee  on 
Agricultural  Productivity  on  S.  36.  a 
Department  spokesperson  told  us: 

The  higher  reserve  loan  rate  for  the  1982 
crop  was  used  to  encourage  farmers  into  the 
acreage  reduction  program.  However,  for 
the  1983  crop,  the  higher  target  price  level. 
$4.30  per  bushel  versus  $4.05  per  bushel  for 


1982.  is  the  attraction  for  high  participation 
in  the  Acreage  Reduction  Program. 

If  we  are  to  decrease  oiu-  stocks  and 
thereby  decrease  Government  costs,  it 
is  essential  that  the  1984  acreage  re- 
duction program  be  attractive  enough 
to  encourage  high  participation.  If  the 
Secretary  wants  to  freeze  target 
prices,  we  must  know  whether  he  in- 
tends to  have  a  reserve  loan  rate 
higher  than  the  regular  loan  rate  in 
order  to  spur  participation.  If  not  this, 
we  need  to  know  exactly  how  he  plans 
to  make  up  for  the  lost  participation 
as  a  result  of  the  target  price  freeze. 

Even  if  the  Secretary  does  not  lower 
the  loam  rate  and  does  have  plans  to 
spur  participation  to  offset  the  effect 
of  the  target  price  freeze,  his  refusal 
to  announce  the  1984  program  is  jeop- 
ardizing any  program  before  it  is  bom. 
Late  announcements  clearly  under- 
mine program  effectiveness  by  lessen- 
ing participation.  The  land  idled  in 
this  year's  PIK  program  dwarfs  in 
comparison  to  the  amount  which 
might  have  been  idled  had  the  pro- 
gram been  announced  earlier.  Secre- 
tary Block  once  understood  the  neces- 
sity of  early  notification  of  program 
specifics.  In  a  December  9.  1982. 
Senate  hearing  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Agricultural  Production,  the  Secre- 
tary responded  negatively  to  a  letter 
presented  by  Senator  Helms  which 
recommended  a  delay  in  action  on  the 
1982  plan.  Allow  me  to  read  the  Secre- 
tary's remarks.  He  said: 

First  of  all,  I  think  it  would  be  a  mistake 
for  agriculture.  The  longer  we  wait,  the  less 
likely  it  is  going  to  be  that  we  can  get  heavy 
participation,  and.  after  all.  what  we  want  is 
participation.  Furthermore,  farmers  will  be 
plowing  in  Southern  States  almost  before 
you  know  it.  You  know,  the  further  we  go 
the  more  difficult  it  is  going  to  be  to  get 
participation.  Farmers  like  to  know  ahead 
of  time  what  the  game  plan  is. 

How  right  the  Secretary  was.  Mr. 
President.  How  tragic  that  he  now  ap- 
pears to  have  forgotten  his  own  re- 
marks. 

Even  this  year.  USDA  employees 
have  stated  their  expectation  of  an  an- 
nouncement by  July  1.  Prom  the 
USDA's  own  publication.  "Farmline"  I 
recently  read  the  Department  econo- 
mist Keith  Collins'  statement  which  I 
would  like  to  share  with  you  now.  Col- 
lins said: 

Secretary  Block  has  said  that  PIK  will 
probably  be  used  again  in  1984.  No  final  de- 
cisions have  yet  been  made.  USDA's  wheat 
program  must  be  announced  by  August  15, 
but  we  expect  a  decision— and  an  announce- 
ment—by July  1. 

For  months.  Secretary  Block  had  im- 
plied his  intentions  to  announce  the 
program  for  wheat  by  July  1  at  the 
latest.  While  in  Oklahoma  in  the  early 
part  of  the  summer,  he  told  some  of 
my  constituents  that  he  would  an- 
nounce the  wheat  program  by  July  15. 
With  such  information  coming  direct- 
ly from  USDA  and  the  Secretary  him- 
self. Mr.  President,  you  wiU  forgive  me 


and  my  constituents  If  we  found  Mr. 
Block's  later  refusal  to  aimounce  the 
1984  plan  a  bit  shocking. 

I  have  no  desire  to  embarrass  any  of 
the  employees  of  the  Department  or 
the  Secretary.  Mr.  President,  you  will 
forgive  me  and  my  constituents  if  we 
foimd  Mr.  Block's  later  refusal  to  an- 
nounce the  1984  plan  a  bit  shocking, 
to  say  the  least.  Contrary  to  his  earlier 
statements,  the  Secretary  declared 
that  not  only  would  he  not  announce 
the  program  by  June  15.  but  he  would 
also  delay  the  announcement  until 
this  legislation  to  freeze  target  prices 
was  acted  upon.  Mr.  President.  I  am  at 
a  loss  to  explain  what  caused  this 
about-face,  but  its  effect  has  been  a 
tremendous  loss  of  faith  within  the 
farming  community  and  among  those 
of  us  in  the  Senate  who  have,  for 
months,  tried  to  persuade  Mr.  Block  to 
keep  his  word  and  announce  the  1984 
wheat  program  before  July  1. 

I  think  it  would  be  helpful.  Mr. 
President,  to  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  if  I  read  the  contents  of  the 
correspondence  which  took  place  be- 
tween Members  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  This  cor- 
respondence culminates  in  a  letter 
from  Secretary  Block  to  me  in  which 
he  again  declared  his  intention  to  an- 
nounce the  wheat  program  by  July  1. 
The  germane  correspondence  begins 
with  a  letter  sent  to  Mr.  Block  by  my 
good  friend  and  distinguished  col- 
league from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Zorinsky). 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  accurate- 
ly describes  the  urgency  of  early  an- 
nouncement in  the  contents  of  that 
letter,  which  I  shall  read: 

Dear  Jack;  It  is  absolutely  essential  that 
both  farmers  and  their  suppliers  be  in- 
formed as  to  whether  the  PIK  program  will 
be  extended  to  the  1984  crop  year. 

On  top  of  losses  in  1983  resulting  from  in- 
ventories for  which  there  is  no  demand, 
farm  supply  dealers  face  uncertainties  next 
year  which  make  it  impossible  to  make  deci- 
sions essential  to  keeping  their  businesses 
solvent. 

Government  officials  in  such  areas  as  fi- 
nance and  defense  are  able  to  plan  for  the 
future.  But  agriculture  and  related  agri- 
businesses are  left  without  any  basis  on 
which  to  plan  ahead.  Hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  are  at  stake. 

Stopgap  and  patchwork  farm  programs 
are  a  basic  cause  of  present  farm  economic 
distresses.  Congress  has  attempted  to  give 
farmers  .some  lead  time  to  plan  by  writing  a 
four-year  farm  bill  with  a  broad  range  of  ex- 
ecutive authority.  Four  years  in  which  to 
plan  ahead  is  little  enough  time.  But  when 
major  mid-term  shifts  such  as  PIK  occur,  it 
is  impossible  for  suppliers  of  such  inputs  as 
seed  to  respond  to  needs.  An  example  is  the 
shortage  of  some  seed  for  cover  crops  while 
excess  inventory  builds  in  other  grain  seed. 
With  the  rural  business  community  faced 
with  major  adjustment  this  year,  it  is  little 
enough  to  expect  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture would  be  able  to  announce  the  kind 
of  acreage  reduction  program  that  will  be  in 
effect  in  1984. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  urge  you  to  announce 
before  the  end  of  this  month  whether  or 


not  the  PIK  program  will  be  extended  to 
the  1984  crop  year,  together  with  any  other 
program  modifications  that  will  affect  plan- 
ning by  farmers  and  their  suppliers. 
Respectfully, 

Edward  Zorinsky, 

U.S.  Senator 

This  was  in  May.  It  is  not  that  the 
members  of  the  Agriculture  Commit- 
tee and  other  Members  of  the  Senate 
have  not  pleaded  with  the  Secretary 
to  annoimce  the  program.  We  have, 
repeatedly.  It  is  not  that  it  has  not 
had  our  attention,  that  we  have  not 
tried  on  behalf  of  farmers  to  get  an 
early  announcement.  We  have  simply 
been  frustrated  by  the  Department 
and  the  administration. 

One  week  after  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  had  sent  this  letter,  another 
letter  was  sent  to  Secretary  Block  by  a 
number  of  Senators;  namely.  Senators 
BoscHWiTZ,  Dixon.  Andrews,  Huddle- 
STON,  Melcher,  Pressler.  Pryor, 
Percy,  Nunn,  Eagleton.  Baucus, 
Grassley,  Jepsen,  and  myself.  The 
Secretary  was  requested  to  announce 
the  wheat  program  by  June  15,  in  this 
correspondence . 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  my  letter  to  Sec- 
retary Block  and  entered  into  by  sev- 
eral other  Senators  of  May  17.  1983.  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  17,  1983. 
Hon.  John  R.  Block, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  Farmers  will  soon  be 
making  planting  and  purchasing  decisions 
for  the  1984  crop  year.  These  decisions  will 
be  based  in  part  on  the  commodity  pro- 
grams announced  by  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture. We  urge  you  to  make  an  early  an- 
nouncement of  the  1984  crop  programs. 

Farm,  commodity,  and  agribusiness  lead- 
ers have  stressed  the  need  for  an  early  an- 
nouncement by  USDA  to  assure  ample  time 
for  farmers  to  act  during  the  fall  season.  An 
early  announcement  will  also  help  restore 
the  economic  stability  and  viability  of  agri- 
business adversely  affected  by  the  1983  pay- 
ment-in-kind program. 

We  all  hope  the  farm  economy  recovers 
quickly,  but  the  farmers  input  industries 
must  also  survive  to  properly  ser\'e  our  agri- 
cultural production  effort.  In  addition,  the 
economic  health  of  these  support  industries 
must  l>e  maintained  to  protect  both  jobs  and 
the  economic  viability  of  rural  communities. 

For  these  reasons,  we  request  that,  as  you 
develop  the  1984  farm  progran:is.  you  give 
careful  consideration  to  both  the  farmer 
and  his  input  industries.  To  that  end.  we  re- 
quest that  you  announce  the  1984  wheat 
program  by  June  15.  1983.  and  the  1984  feed 
grain  program  by  August  15.  1983. 

Early  announcement  of  the  1984  crop  pro- 
grams will  enable  farmers  to  plan  adequate- 
ly and  help  preserve  the  farmers  vital  input 
industries  through  these  challenging  times. 
Sincerely. 
Rudy  Boschwitz.   Mark  Andrews,  John 
Melcher,    David    Pryor,    Sam    Nunn, 
Max  Baucus,  Roger  W.  Jepsen,  Alan  J. 
Dixon,  Walter  D.  Huddleston,  Larry 


Pressler,  Charles  H.  Percy,  Tom  Eagle- 
ton,  Chuck  Grassley,  David  Boren. 

Mr.  BOREN.  My  colleagues  and  I 
did  not  receive  a  reply  imtU  1  month 
later.  In  the  interim,  yet  another 
letter  was  sent  to  Secretary  Block,  this 
time  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry.  This  letter, 
signed  by  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee.  Senator  Helms,  and 
the  ranking  member.  Senator  Htn>- 
DLESTON,  and  the  other  members  of 
the  committee  also  asked  the  Secre- 
tary to  notify  the  committee  of  the 
1984  wheat  program  specifics  by  June 
15. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  tmanimous  con- 
sent that  the  letter  from  the  Agricul- 
ture Conmiittee  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  dated  June  8.  1983,  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Nutrition,  and  Forestry, 
Washington,  D.C,  June  9,  1983. 
Hon.  John  R.  Block, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary;  There  is  great  inter- 
est in  Congress  and  the  U.S.  agricultural 
community  in  the  provisions  of  government 
commodity  programs  for  the  1984  crops.  In 
addition,  with  the  1983  wheat  harvest  now 
underway,  there  is  particular  interest  in  en- 
suring that  the  details  of  next  year's  wheat 
program  are  announced  as  soon  as  possible. 
We  are  familiar  with  the  Administration's 
legislative  proposal  to  freeze  target  prices 
for  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland  cotton,  and 
rice  at  the  1983  levels  for  the  1984  and  1985 
crops.  The  Committee  has  scheduled  a 
mark-up  session  for  June  15  to  consider  this 
proposal  as  well  as  possible  revisions  to  the 
dairy  and  tobacco  price  support  programs. 

We  believe  it  would  be  extremely  helpful 
to  the  Committee's  consideration  of  the 
target  price  pror>osal  if  you  would  provide 
the  Committee  with  as  much  information  as 
possible  on  the  provisions  of  the  1984  pro- 
grams prior  to  the  mark-up  session  on  June 
15.  In  particular,  we  would  appreciate  re- 
ceiving the  details  of  the  1984  wheat  pro- 
gram, which  you  have  previously  indicated 
would  be  announced  by  July  1.  This  infor- 
mation would  be  invaluable  to  the  Commit- 
tee in  assessing  the  effect  of  a  target  price 
freeze  on  overall  program  participation, 
crop  production,  and  farm  prices. 

Sincerely. 
Walter  D.  Huddleston.  Patrick  J.  Leahy. 

David  L.  Boren.  Thad  Cochran,  Rudy 

Boschwitz.  Alan  J.  Dixon.  Jesse  Helms. 

Bob    Dole.    David    Pryor,    Roger    W. 

Jepsen,  Paula  Hawkins. 

Mr.  BOREN.  A  reply  from  the  Secre- 
tary was  received  on  June  14,  and  con- 
tained this  information  concerning  the 
1984  program. 

At  this  point,  I  should  like  to  read 
what  is  piuported  to  be  the  response 
to  our  questions  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  his  letter  dated  June  14 
addressed  to  Hon.  Jesse  Helms,  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  res(>onse  to 
the  letter  of  June  9  from  the  Committee  re- 
garding provisions  of  programs  for  1984 
crops,  particularly  wheat. 

For  the  1984  wheat  program,  the  major 
points  we  are  currently  considering  are: 

Acreage  Reduction  Program  (ARP)  re- 
quirement of  between  20  and  30  percent. 

That  is  a  rather  large  range  to  con- 
sider. 

Additional  Land  Diversion  (ALD)  with 
payment-in-kind  (PIK)  compensation  be- 
tween 20  and  25  percent. 

ALD  compensation  of  between  70  and  80 
percent  of  program  yield. 

At  this  time  it  is  premature  for  us  to  ad- 
dress si>ecific  provisions  for  other  1984  crop 
programs.  We  are  currently  polling  the  In- 
dustry to  determine  if  there  is  support  for 
lowering  the  loan  rate. 
Sincerely, 

John  R.  Block, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  President,  this  response  is  virtu- 
ally worthless.  It  does  not  in  any  way 
advise  the  farmer  on  the  specifics  of 
the  1984  wheat  program  in  such  a  way 
that  would  aid  his  crop  planning,  nor 
does  it  inform  the  Senate  to  a  decree 
necessary  to  make  intelligent  decisions 
on  issues  connected  with  the  commod- 
ities program.  It  was  not  imtil  after  we 
had  received  Mr.  Block's  response  to 
the  committee's  letter  that  we  finally 
received  a  reply  to  the  earlier  letter 
signed  by  myself  and  13  of  my  col- 
leagues. The  reply  read  as  follows.  I 
quote  from  the  letter  of  June  17,  1983, 
from  Secretary  Block  to  myself. 

Dear  Senator  Boren;  Thank  you  for  the 
letter  signed  by  you  and  13  of  your  col- 
leagues concerning  early  announcement  of 
the  1984  crop  programs. 

We  agree  that  program  provisions  must  be 
announced  as  early  as  possible  to  enable 
producers  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  pro- 
grams and  to  provide  small  businesses  and 
agricultural  input  suppliers  maximum  op- 
portunity to  adjust  to  the  new  program  pro- 
visions. 

Analysis  has  already  begun  on  the  1984 
programs. 

This  was  on  Jime  17.  I  thought  we 
were  going  to  have  an  annoimcement 
on  June  15. 

The  Payment-In-Kind  Program  is  among 
the  options  being  analyzed.  A  notice  re- 
questing comments  on  the  1984  Wheat  Pro- 
gram has  been  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  the  deadline  for  comments  was 
June  6.  It  is  our  current  intention  to  an- 
nounce the  wheat  program  about  July  1.  We 
will  soon  request  comments  on  the  1984 
Feed  Grain  Program,  and  hope  to  announce 
it  by  the  end  of  September. 

An  identical  letter  is  being  sent  to  your 
colleagues. 

Thank  you  for  writing. 
Sincerely. 

John  R.  Block. 

Secretory. 

Please  note.  Mr.  President,  that  here 
again  Mr.  Block  assured  us  of  his  in- 
tentions to  announce  the  program  for 
wheat  by  July  1.  By  this  assurance, 
which  was  later  ignored  by  the  Secre- 
tary, the  reply  contains  nothing  of  sig- 
nificance for  those  of   us   trying  to 
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make  informed  decisions  on  the  target 
price  freeze  which  I  have  shown  to  be 
integrally  tied  to  the  announcement  of 
the  1984  commodities  program. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  I  have  made 
my  points  quite  clear.  This  body,  for 
the  many  reasons  I  have  just  stated,  is 
simply  not  justified  in  considering  the 
legislation  at  hand.  To  do  so  before  we 
fully  understand  the  entire  program 
planned  by  the  Agriculture  Depart- 
ment could  result  not  in  aiding  the 
farmer,  as  is  the  intention  of  the  com- 
modities program,  but  in  further 
weakening  his  position.  But  this  tragic 
irony  is  not  of  the  limited  interest  of 
the  agricultural  sector  of  our  Nation. 

Agriculture,  Mr.  President,  is  the 
foundation  of  this  Nation's  economy. 
A  thriving  agricultural  economy 
means  a  thriving  American  economy:  a 
depressed  agricultural  economy  trans- 
lates into  a  depressed  American  econo- 
my. The  fact  is  that  today  agriculture, 
the  very  foundation  of  this  country,  is 
on  the  verge  of  an  economic  collapse. 
And  it  is  important  to  remember  that 
when  agriculture  falls,  we  all  fall. 

This  fact  was  exemplified  by  the 
Great  Depression  of  the  1930's.  The 
Depression,  which  nearly  brought  this 
country  to  a  standstill,  began  on  the 
farm.  The  farm  sector  of  this  economy 
was  hit  first  and  hardest  by  that  eco- 
nomic crisis.  Farm  foreclosures 
became  the  order  of  the  day.  Realized 
net  farm  income  of  farm  operators  in 
1932,  the  worst  year  of  the  Depression, 
was  less  than  one-third  of  what  it  had 
been  in  1929.  Farm  prices  during  the 
Great  Depression  fell  more  than  50 
percent. 

Land  values  declined  disastrously, 
and  does  this  all  not  sound  shockingly 
fsoniliar  as  one  picks  up  the  statistics 
for  this  year  and  the  previous  year? 

Once  the  farm  sector  fell,  our  entire 
economy  fell.  Unemploymeni  skyrock- 
eted, and  the  unemployed  were  left 
without  hope  for  work.  Soup  lines  in 
the  cities  became  commonplace. 

My  reason  for  reminding  my  col- 
leagues of  this  tragic  era,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  that  I  fear  that  history  is  re- 
peating itself.  A  severe  economic  crisis 
has  struck  first  and  hardest  in  our  Na- 
tion's farm  sector.  As  I  mentioned 
before,  not  since  1932  have  we  experi- 
enced 3  straight  years  of  declining  net 
farm  income.  It  is  still  possible  that 
1983  will  be  the  fourth  straight  year  of 
declining  net  farm  income. 

When  adjusted  for  inflation,  1982 
net  farm  income  was  lower  than  net 
farm  income  in  1932.  For  the  first  time 
in  almost  50  years,  farm  foreclosures 
have  increased  dramatically.  In  1980, 
there  were  a  total  of  260  foreclosures 
by  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
There  were  no  more  than  300  foreclo- 
sures in  1981.  In  fiscal  year  1982,  the 
number  of  foreclosures  reached  844— 
almost   three   times   the    number    in 

1981.  In  addition  to  the  foreclosures  in 

1982,  Farmers   Home  Administration 


reported  that  there  were  5.908  liquida- 
tions and  1,245  bankruptcies  dis- 
charged. During  year  1982,  U.S.  farm 
product  exports  dropped  for  the  first 
time  in  13  years.  Export  volume  de- 
clined by  2  percent  from  the  previous 
year  and  the  value  of  these  exports 
fell  11  percent.  It  is  now  apparent  that 
exports  will  also  decline  this  year.  In 
wheat  exports  alone,  the  1982-83  esti- 
mate is  only  1.5  billion  bushels,  down 
almost  15  percent  from  the  1981-82 
record. 

The  value  of  U.S.  agricultural  ex- 
ports in  fiscal  year  1983  is  estimated  to 
drop  to  $34.5  billion— representing  a 
12-percent  decline  from  fiscal  year 
1982s  $39.1  billion.  The  1983  estimate 
is  $9  billion  less  than  the  value  of  agri- 
cultural exports  in  1981. 

Agricultural  export  volume  is  also 
projected  to  fall  for  the  second  year  in 
a  row— down  8  percent  from  last  year. 
As  a  result  of  these  declines,  the  U.S. 
agricultural  trade  surplus  may  fall  to 
$18.3  billion  in  fiscal  year  1983. 

Wheat  exports  alone  are  expected  to 
fall  in  volume  to  38  million  metric 
tons,  as  compared  to  44.6  million 
metric  tons  exported  last  year,  repre- 
senting a  15-percent  decline  in  1  year. 
I  hardly  think  I  need  to  remind  my 
colleagues  of  the  economic  problems 
this  Nation  is  currently  facing.  Of 
course,  there  are  some  who  say  that 
America  is  on  the  road  to  economic  re- 
covery. I  assert  today,  as  I  have  many 
times  before,  that  the  American  econ- 
omy will  never  be  on  the  road  to  com- 
plete recovery  until  the  agricultural 
sector  is  back  on  its  feet.  We  will 
simply  never  see  a  sustained  decrease 
in  unemployment  or  a  sustained  in- 
cieass  ill  productivity  until  agricul- 
ture, the  most  productive  sector  in 
this  Nation,  recovers. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  were  to  move  to 
consider  this  legislation  which  would 
freeze  target  prices  at  1982  levels,  we 
would  be  turning  our  backs  not  only 
on  the  American  farmer  by  ignoring 
our  responsibility  to  make  educated 
decisions  with  regard  to  the  commodi- 
ty programs  essential  to  his  survival, 
but  we  would  also  be  forgetting  our 
duty  to  oversee  the  well-being  of  this 
Nation's  economy,  which  is  so  critical- 
ly tied  to  agricultural  prosperity. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  consider  the 
impossibility  of  the  decision  we  are 
being  asked  to  make.  Without  the  spe- 
cific commodity  programs  for  1984, 
this  Senate  simply  cannot  consider 
this  momentous  proposal  with  any 
semblance  of  justification. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  these 
words,  as  they  have  been  heard  by 
some  of  my  colleagues  and  will  be  read 
by  others,  will  be  helpful  to  them  in 
understanding  why  it  would  not  be 
right  for  us  to  proceed  to  the  consider- 
ation of  this  piece  of  legislation  at  this 
time,  until  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture has  come  forward  with  the  specif- 
ics of  his  own  program  proposals,  until 


this  body  can  weight  those  proposals 
carefully  and  can  consider  their 
impact  on  the  total  economy  of  the 
country. 

I  see  that  my  colleague  from  Mon- 
tana has  rejoined  us  on  the  floor.  I 
also  see  the  distinguished  chairman  on 
his  feet.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Montana  or  to  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  if  he  has  a  ques- 
tion or  other  comments  he  might  want 
to  make. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  will  seek  the  floor  in 
his  own  right.  If  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  concluded,  I  will  seek 
the  floor. 

Mr.  BOREN.  I  have  concluded,  and  I 
yield  the  floor. 


REAGAN  ADMINISTRATION'S  FARM 
ACHIEVEMENTS 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  President  Reagan  and  Secretary 
Block  are  doing  an  outstanding  job  for 
American  agriculture  under  the  most 
perplexing  of  circumstances.  The 
President  and  the  Secretary  deserve 
that  the  record  be  set  straight  by  re- 
viewing the  achievements  of  the  cur- 
rent administration  on  farm  and  eco- 
nomic policy. 

American  agriculture  is  moving  into 
recovery,  after  3  years  of  depressed 
prices,  high  costs  of  production,  and 
low  farm  income.  Along  with  other 
sectors  of  the  U.S.  economy,  there  are 
real  prospects  for  sound  economic 
growth  in  agriculture  during  1983  and 
1984. 

President  Reagan  and  Secretary 
Block  deserve  to  be  recognized  for 
their  actions  to  help  bring  about  eco- 
nomic recovery.  It  has  been  a  long  and 
difficult  period  for  American  farmers, 
and  for  those  who  have  had  the  re- 
sponsibility of  rectifying  past  mis- 
takes. 

The  downward  slide  in  farm  income 
began  in  January  1980.  The  first  body 
blow  to  agriculture  fell  when  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  our  farm  products  to 
the  Soviet  Union  were  blocked  by 
President  Carter's  embargo.  The 
impact  was  immediate  and  severe  and 
it  has  been  lasting.  Farmers  have  yet 
to  recover— even  though  President 
Reagan  has  long  since  lifted  the 
Carter  embargo. 

Mr.  President,  when  the  Carter 
grain  embargo  was  imposed,  farmers 
felt  the  shock  as  prices  plummeted. 
That  was  not  the  worst  of  it.  however. 
Since  then,  the  Soviet  Union  has  di- 
versified its  sources  of  grain  supplies. 
The  U.S.S.R.  is  buying  more  grain 
from  a  variety  of  countries  and  has 
signed  a  series  of  bilateral  grain  agree- 
ments with  other  nations  to  assure 
themselves  of  continuing  supplies 
from  countries  outside  the  United 
States.  This  continued  loss  of  the 
Soviet  market  is  one  of  the  costly. 


long-term  consequences  of  the  Carter- 
Mondale  embargo. 

But  even  then,  Mr.  President,  the 
embargo  was  Imposed  when  farmers 
could  least  afford  it.  Farmers  had  been 
hit  hard  by  the  policies  of  the  late 
1970's  which  led  to  soaring  inflation 
and  the  highest  interest  rates  of  the 
century.  Inflation  went  from  4.8  per- 
cent in  1976  to  12.4  percent  in  1980, 
and  during  that  period  interest  rates 
shot  all  the  way  up  from  6.5  to  21.5 
percent. 

Inflation,  more  than  any  other  eco- 
nomic calamity,  robs  farmers  of  their 
ability  to  earn  profits.  Prices  paid  by 
farmers  at  the  end  of  1980  were  run- 
ning four  times  ahead  of  the  increase 
in  prices  they  received. 

Due  to  the  structure  of  our  produc- 
tion and  marketing  system,  famers  are 
less  able  than  any  in  the  economy  to 
pass  costs  through  to  the  end  user— 
and  are  less  able  to  recover  constantly 
increasing  costs.  Profits  under  condi- 
tions of  spiraling  inflation  are  virtual- 
ly impossible. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  infla- 
tion farmers  had  to  endure  was  the 
result  of  the  policies  of  ever-increasing 
spending  and  taxation  imposed  on  the 
American  people  by  bipartisan  fiscal 
folly  in  Congress. 

And.  dare  we  forget  the  burdens 
placed  on  farmers  by  those  who  pur- 
sued excessive  and  unnecessary  regula- 
tion of  the  food  industry?  Have  we  for- 
gotten the  intensity  with  which  such 
earnest  Federal  bureaucrats  as  Carol 
Tucker  Foreman  pursued  policies 
which  impacted  directly  and  adversely 
on  farmers?  Remember  the  struggle 
we  had  to  prevent  a  ban  of  nitrites  in 
the  curing  and  preserving  of  meat 
products?  Remember  Carol  Tucker 
Foreman's  "Dietary  Guidelines"  which 
spent  taxpayers'  money  to  tell  the 
public  to  eat  less  red  meat?  Remember 
the  tilt  the  Carter  administration  ex- 
pressed in  favor  of  dangerous  and 
costly  predators  as  endangered  spe- 
cies? 

All  of  this  is  to  say  that  there  are  a 
host  of  problems  farmers  have  had  to 
endure  in  recent  years  which  were  the 
direct  consequence  of  policies  initiated 
and  pursued  in  Washington  prior  to 
the  arrival  of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion. 
So,  what  is  being  done  about  it? 
President  Reagan  came  into  office 
with  a  commitment  to  strengthen  our 
economy  through  market  forces.  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  plan  consists  of  stable 
monetary  policy,  relief  from  burden- 
some taxes  and  Govenmient  regula- 
tion, and  substantial  reductions  in  the 
growth  of  Government  spending.  Con- 
gress has  acted  on  many  of  the  Presi- 
dent's initiatives  in  an  effort  to  spur 
economic  recovery. 

During  the  first  years  of  the  Reagan 
administration,  the  new  leadership  cut 
nearly  in  half  the  growth  in  Federal 


spending,      reducing      the      Federal 
demand  on  available  resources. 

The  inflation  which  was  making 
farm  profits  impossible  has  been 
brought  under  control,  with  the  cur- 
rent national  rate  running  at  about  3.6 
percent.  The  increase  in  farm  costs 
has  been  cut  dramatically.  This  year, 
farm  production  expenses  for  the 
major  grains  and  cotton  are  expected 
to  increase  less  than  1  percent,  com- 
pared with  16  percent  in  1979. 

It  caruiot  be  emphasized  strongly 
enough  that  under  the  previous  condi- 
tions, farm  profitability  was  virtually 
impossible.  Now,  with  inflation  coming 
under  control,  other  conditions  such 
as  a  strong  dollar  and  weak  foreign 
demand  have  not  yet  allowed  adequate 
improvements  in  market  prices.  But  as 
they  do.  profits  will  now  be  possible 
for  farmers.  We  just  cannot  go  back  to 
the  business  as  usual  policies  which 
will  touch  off  another  roimd  of  infla- 
tion, if  we  are  able  to  cure  the  disease 
of  inadequate  farm  income. 

Prime  interest  rates  were  21Vi  per- 
cent at  the  end  of  1980.  They  are  now 
down  to  10  y2  percent.  That  is  still 
much  too  high,  but  if  Congress  does 
what  needs  to  be  done  on  spending,  we 
will  bring  those  interest  rates  down. 

The  growth  in  regulations  which  sti- 
fled economic  growth  has  been  cut  by 
a  third. 

Personal  and  business  taxes  have 
been  reduced  to  stimulate  savings,  in- 
vestment, work  effort  and  productivi- 
ty. The  provision  for  accelerated  de- 
preciation will  benefit  many  enter- 
prises in  agriculture. 

The  25-percent  3-year  personal  rate 
reduction  helps  the  small  firms  that 
pay  their  taxes  by  personal  rates,  not 
corporate  rates,  and  this  is  another 
reason  why  it  was  so  important  to  pro- 
tect that  personal  tax  cut  from  the  big 
spenders  in  Congress. 

One  of  the  features  of  the  tax  pro- 
gram for  which  we  fought  the  hardest 
addresses  a  special  problem  for  farm- 
ers and  family-owned  business.  It  is 
not  right  that  widows  and  children 
must  lose,  just  to  pay  Uncle  Sam,  what 
generations  of  love  and  toil  created. 
So,  because  of  Republican  leadership, 
the  estate  tax  exemption  will  increase 
to  $600,000  by  1987;  and  of  even  great- 
er help,  there  will  be  no  estate  tax  for 
a  surviving  spouse— the  widow  or  the 
widower. 

However,  Mr.  President,  this  hard- 
won  reform  has  come  under  attack 
from  the  Democratic  leadership  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Earlier  this 
year,  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  chairman  proposed  to  put 
on  hold  all  tax  reductions  scheduled  to 
take  effect  after  1983,  which  would  in- 
clude the  estate  tax  reforms. 

The  budget  resolution  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  earlier  this 
year  would  have  required  a  tax  in- 
crease of  $30  biUion  in  1984  and  $120 
billion  over  the  3  fiscal  years,  which 


could  very  possibly  involve  increased 
estate  taxes.  I  believe  that  we  should 
retain  the  1981  tax  reforms,  and 
oppose  the  Democrat  proposal  to  In- 
crease taxes  on  farm  families. 

Beyond  that.  President  Reagan  se- 
lected a  genuine,  "hands-on"  farmer  to 
be  his  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  John 
R.  Block  has  taken  a  host  of  actions  to 
benefit  the  farm  economy. 

USDA  leaders  have  actively  sought 
to  educate  and  inform  the  public 
about  agriculture.  Through  a  program 
called  Agriculture  in  the  Classroom, 
educational  groups,  farm  organiza- 
tions, USDA  and  others  have  cooperat- 
ed to  provide  students  across  the  coun- 
try with  better  information  about 
modem  agriculture  and  how  it  affects 
their  lives. 

Nineteen  States  have  formed  Ag  in 
the  classroom  action  groups.  All  living 
Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  28  Gov- 
ernors have  signed  a  Declaration  of 
Principle  formally  endorsing  the 
project. 

Soil  and  water  conservation  is  a  per- 
sonal priority  of  Secretary  Block,  and 
it  is  vital  to  the  future  productivity  of 
our  food  and  fiber  supply.  USDA  has 
targeted  its  conservation  resources  to 
the  areas  of  most  critical  need.  USDA 
has  encouraged  conservation  through 
the  PIK  program  and  has  supported 
legislation  to  deny  Government  bene- 
fits to  those  who  attempt  to  convert 
highly  erodible  soil  into  cropland  with 
Government  money. 

Secretary  Block  has  stated  new 
guidelines  for  the  use  of  commodity 
marketing  orders.  These  guidelines 
will  reform  and  improve  the  market- 
ing orders,  and  preserve  them  for  their 
continued  use. 

Under  this  administration,  the 
USDA  has  recommended  changes  In 
food  safety  laws  and  continued  to 
modernize  inspection  procedures. 
USDA  strengthened  controls  over  im- 
ported meat,  and  improved  systems  for 
controlling  residues  in  food  products. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
has  increased  the  total  farm  operating 
credit  available  to  borrowers.  Secre- 
tary Block  has  instructed  FmHA  to  go 
the  extra  mUe  to  help  farm  borrowers 
with  the  chance  to  make  repayments. 
Over  500  million  pounds  of  surplus 
dairy  and  other  farm  commodities  are 
being  donated  to  the  needy  through 
the  programs  announced  by  President 
Reagan.  The  special  dairy  distribution 
program  has  provided  over  480  million 
pounds  of  cheese  and  140  million 
pounds  of  butter  at  a  value  of  over  $1 
billion  to  the  needy.  In  the  coming 
year,  these  programs  will  provide  an 
average  1 1  pounds  of  cheese  to  partici- 
pants, more  than  double  the  average 
annual  per  capita  consumption. 

During  the  current  time  of  necessary 
budget  restraints,  the  Department  has 
nevertheless  placed  agricultural  re- 
search as  a  fimding  priority.  Our  land- 
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grant  university  system  of  research, 
extension  and  teaching  has  helped 
build  up  our  technological  achieve- 
ments. Our  State  experiment  stations 
and  cooperative  extension  services 
have  helped  make  American  agricul- 
ture the  progressive  and  productive 
marvel  that  it  is  and  have  helped 
American  farmers  to  become,  as  Presi- 
dent Reagan  has  described  them,  "the 
real  miracle  workers  of  the  modem 
world." 

In  addition,  the  bipartisan  1981  farm 
bill  is  now  in  place  auid  is  providing 
record  amounts  of  assistance  to  farm- 
ers. 

On  January  11.  1983,  President 
Reagan  announced  the  payment-in- 
kind  (PIK)  land  diversion  program  as 
a  measure  to  cut  production,  reduce 
surpluses,  and  trim  Government  costs. 
PIK  has  proven  so  successful  that  an 
all-time  record  83  million  acres  were 
taken  out  of  production  and  put  into 
some  soil-conserving  practice. 

PIK  has  been  very  beneficial  to 
farmers.  The  book  value  of  the  PIK 
commodities  which  farmers  will  re- 
ceive is  estimated  at  $12  billion.  Since 
the  implementation  of  PIK,  farm 
prices  of  com  have  increased  nearly  30 
percent,  cotton  30  percent,  and  rice  3 
percent.  PIK  is  expected  to  signifi- 
cantly reduce  farmers  credit  needs  and 
to  add  $2  to  $3  billion  to  net  farm 
income. 

The  PIK  program,  however,  is  not 
without  problems.  As  with  any  new 
program,  there  are  unexpected  admin- 
istrative difficulties  and  challenges 
which  USDA  is  working  hard  to  over- 
come. 

The  cost  of  PIK  is  increasingly  a 
matter  of  debate,  depending  on  how  it 
is  measured.  After  all,  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  a  free  lunch.  If  the  book 
value  of  the  PIK  commodities  given  to 
farmers  is  calculated  as  a  loss  to 
USDA,  then  PIK  costs  $12  billion. 
However,  it  is  very  unlikely  that 
USDA  could  ever  have  sold  those  com- 
modities at  prices  that  would  have  re- 
covered their  cost— in  fact,  doing  so 
would  have  severely  disrupted  existing 
markets.  Therefore,  in  reality,  costs 
are  minimal  because  the  effective 
value  of  the  commodities  to  USDA  was 
minimal. 

However,  because  of  PIK,  other 
Government  spending  on  farm  pro- 
grams will  reduce  by  $9  billion 
through  fiscal  year  1986.  In  the  proc- 
ess, we  are  putting  a  stop  to  the  build- 
up of  costly,  price-depressing  surpliis- 
es. 

While  PIK  is  not  free,  it  is  far 
cheaper  than  other  alternatives  before 
us.  If  it  had  not  been  for  PIK,  the 
buildup  of  surpluses  would  have  been 
much  more  costly  and  burdensome.  In 
the  process,  we  have  produced  a  rural 
economy  which  is  more  vibrant  and 
strong  as  a  result. 

In  order  to  make  the  PIK  program 
more  effective,  USDA  announced  that 


storage  would  be  paid  for  PIK  com- 
modities even  after  the  title  on  them 
passes  to  the  producer  for  up  to  5 
months,  and  up  to  7  months  in  the 
case  of  farmer-owned  reserve  grain. 
The  Department  provided  higher  yield 
guarantees  under  the  Federal  crop  in- 
surance program  to  producers  who 
participate  in  PIK,  and  supported  leg- 
islation which  was  enacted  clarifying 
the  tax  status  of  PIK  commodities  so 
as  to  encourage  farmers  to  participate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  article  from  the  June- 
July  issue  of  Successful  Farming  mag- 
azine entitled  "Farmers  Bounce  Back 
with  PIK"  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  a  host  of  other  actions  which  the 
Secretary  has  taken  to  reduce  produc- 
tion, encourage  farmers  to  participate 
in  commodity  programs,  and  provide 
for  storage  of  surplus  products. 

The  USDA  provided  advance  defi- 
ciency payments  on  the  1983  wheat 
crop  as  a  new  incentive  to  participate 
in  the  wheat  acreage  reduction  pro- 
gram. These  advance  payments  helped 
improve  the  cash  flow  situation  for 
many  economically  stressed  farmers 
and  provided  an  added  incentive  to  re- 
strain overproduction.  Such  payments 
do  not  create  new  costs  to  the  taxpay- 
er, but  in  a  case  where  the  Govern- 
ment is  going  to  make  payments 
anyway,  this  allows  farmers  to  put  the 
capital  to  more  productive  use. 

Secretary  Block  has  made  a  good 
effort  to  announce  each  year's  com- 
modity programs  well  in  advance  of 
the  statutory  deadlines,  so  that  farm- 
ers and  their  suppliers  can  plan  most 
efficiently.  The  1982  crop  programs 
were  announced  in  the  month  follow- 
ing the  signing  of  the  1981  farm  bill. 
Secretary  Block  announced  the  1983 
crop  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs 
more  than  a  month  before  the  statuto- 
ry deadlines.  The  National  Association 
of  Wheat  Growers  described  it  as 
"likely  the  earliest  wheat  program  an- 
nouncement in  history." 

In  fact.  Secretary  Block's  record  on 
timely  program  announcements  is  far 
superior  to  that  of  his  predecessor 
under  President  Jimmy  Carter.  Of 
course,  it  is  not  possible  or  wise  to 
have  early  announcements  every  year. 
However,  Secretary  Block  has  done  a 
good  job  of  announcing  programs  as 
soon  as  adequate  data  is  available  for 
sound  decision  making.  Such  timely 
announcements  help  farmers  prepare 
their  fields  and  purchase  their  produc- 
tion inputs  most  effectively. 

On  the  1983  com  crop,  USDA  pro- 
vided a  paid  land  diversion  that  was 
double  the  amount  required  by  law. 

In  order  to  deal  with  the  large  crop 
surpluses  and  limited  storage  space, 
the  administration  provided  $100  mil- 


lion in  funding  for  the  on-farm  storage 
facility  program.  Secretary  Block 
eased  requirements  on  the  types  of 
storage  facilities  that  could  be  ap- 
proved for  USDA  storage,  and  offered 
to  enter  into  additional  2  year  ex- 
tended storage  agreements  with  pri- 
vate grain  elevator  operators. 

The  administration  places  a  high 
priority  on  using  market  forces  to 
strengthen  the  farm  economy.  That 
means  an  aggressive  effort  to  improve 
U.S.  farm  exports. 

It  also  means  standing  up  for  our 
farmers  in  the  face  of  unfair,  predato- 
ry export  subsidies  by  other  countries. 
Early  in  his  administration,  the  Presi- 
dent stated  a  three-part  policy  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Reagan  Doctrine"  on 
agricultural  trade. 

First,  the  President  promised  that 
no  restrictions  will  be  imposed  on  the 
exportation  of  farm  products  because 
of  rising  domestic  prices.  This  commit- 
ment by  the  President  to  America's 
farmers— and  to  our  customers  world- 
wide—marks an  end  to  the  artificial 
"cheap  food  policies"  of  earlier  days. 
It  is  a  commitment  that  farmers  will 
not  be  restricted  from  earning  profits 
when  farm  prices  do  go  up  in  the 
future. 

Second,  the  President  pledged  that 
restrictions  on  commercial  agricultural 
exports  would  not  be  imposed  for  for- 
eign policy  purposes  except  in  the 
most  extreme  situations,  and  even 
then  agriculture  will  not  be  singled 
out. 

Third,  the  President  made  clear  that 
trade  barriers  and  unfair  practices  of 
our  trading  partners  must  not  be  con- 
tinued if  farmers  are  to  receive  the 
prices  they  deserve  in  the  market- 
place. 

The  President— and  his  entire 
team— have  spoken  out  forcefully  and 
repeatedly  against  these  unfair  for- 
eign trade  practices.  The  administra- 
tion is  using  the  GATT  to  challenge 
the  unfair  practices  of  Japan  and  the 
European  Economic  Community,  for 
example. 

On  October  20,  1982,  Secretary 
Block  announced  a  "Blended  credit" 
program  for  financing  U.S.  agricultur- 
al exports.  The  program  used  $100  mil- 
lion in  interest-free  direct  credits, 
which  were  then  blended  with  $400 
million  of  CCC  credit  guarantees  of 
private  lender  financing  at  market  in- 
terest rates.  The  total  package  provid- 
ed interest  rates  at  levels  competitive 
with  subsidizing  countries,  so  as  to  en- 
courage potential  purchasers  to  buy 
U.S.  products. 

The  blended  credit  programs  have 
proven  highly  succesful.  By  the  end  of 
1982,  all  the  funds  had  been  allocated 
to  8  countries  to  finance  the  purchase 
of  2.5  million  tons  of  U.S.  com.  wheat, 
soybean  meal,  vegetable  oil.  and 
cotton. 


On  January  11,  1983.  President 
Reagan  announced  the  use  of  an  addi- 
tional $250  million  in  interest-free 
direct  credits  to  be  blended  with  credit 
guarantees  to  finance  at  least  $1.25 
billion  in  blended  credit  export  sales. 
In  total,  the  blended  credit  program 
has  provided  financing  for  more  than 
7  million  tons  of  15  different  U.S.  com- 
modities. 

For  fiscal  year  1983,  USDA's  author- 
ization to  guarantee  export  credits 
from  the  private  sector  increased  from 
the  previous  year's  $2.8  billion  to  a 
record  high  $4.8  billion. 

In  addition,  on  January  17,  1983, 
Egypt  signed  an  agreement  with  the 
United  States  to  buy  1  million  metric 
tons  of  U.S.  wheat  flour  over  the  next 
12  to  14  months.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  providing  enough  CCC- 
owned  wheat  to  enable  U.S.  suppliers 
to  sell  and  deliver  wheat  flour  at  the 
agreed-upon  price  of  $155  per  metric 
ton.  Credit  guarantees  will  also  be 
used.  This  action  will  utilize  surplus 
U.S.  wheat  to  meet  the  competition 
from  subsidized  French  wheat  flour 
sales  to  Egypt. 

Apart  from  these  targeted  actions, 
the  United  States  has  continually 
sought  to  end  unfair  foreign  trade 
practices  through  the  prescribed  pro- 
cedures of  international  law,  and  spe- 
cifically through  the  processes  provid- 
ed for  under  the  General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade. 

On  January  11,  1983,  the  President 
signed  legislation  from  the  Agriculture 
Committee  which  provided  "contract 
sanctity."  Such  legislative  assurances 
will  let  foreign  customers  know  that 
the  United  States  will  be  a  reliable 
supplier  of  farm  products. 

In  response  to  increased  food  needs 
overseas  as  well  as  the  surplus  supply 
situation  in  the  United  States  for 
dairy  products,  the  administration  an- 
nounced a  program  to  donate  these 
Government-owned  surpluses  to  the 
needy  through  international  agree- 
ments or  charitable,  private  sector  or- 
ganizations. To  date,  67,000  tons  of 
dairy  products  have  been  made  avail- 
able to  nine  countries  for  distribution 
to  needy  people  in  orphanages,  hospi- 
tals, and  so  forth. 

The  administration  has  emphasized 
the  importance  of  processed,  value- 
added  exports.  Such  exports  generate 
additional  dollars  in  sales  and  create 
private  sector  jobs  in  this  country. 
USDA  has  also  sought  to  emphasize 
the  role  of  the  States  and  the  private 
sector  in  this  effort. 

For  example,  USDA  and  the  Nation- 
al Association  of  State  Departments  of 
Agriculture  jointly  sponsored  a  highly 
successful,  first-ever  exhibit  of  U.S. 
value-added  products  for  foreign 
buyers  in  May  1983.  At  the  exhibit. 
410  U.S.  firms  displayed  their  products 
to  nearly  1,000  foreign  buyers  from  68 
countries  during  the  3-day  show.  This 
exposure  of  U.S.  products  to  foreign 


purchasers  should  result  in  an  euidi- 
tional  $100  million  of  exports. 

USDA's  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
is  expanding  the  Trade  Opportunity 
Referral  Service  (TORS)  so  as  to  help 
U.S.  suppliers  know  the  potential 
market  needs  of  overseas  buyers.  In 
March  1982,  USDA  initiated  the  elec- 
tronic transmission  of  trade  leads  to 
U.S.  exporters  on  a  daily  basis  so  as  to 
keep  us  informed  of  market  opportuni- 
ties. 

The  foreign  data  base  of  potential 
importers  has  been  increased  by  25 
percent.  Total  trade  leads  received  and 
published  have  increased  12  percent 
over  the  previous  year. 

USDA  has  sent  trade  teams  to  every 
continent  of  the  world  in  search  of 
new  markets  for  our  farm  commod- 
ities. 

President  Reagan  lifted  the  Carter- 
Mondale  embargo.  He  did  not  impose 
any  further  embargoes,  despite  the 
fact  that  there  were  pressures  to  do  so, 
and  he  has  agreed  to  negotiate  a  new 
long-term  agreement  with  the  Soviet 
Union. 

First  and  foremost,  our  goal  is  to 
strive  for  real  profits  for  farmers  by 
effectively  reducing  production  costs, 
and  by  seeking  higher  prices  for  crops 
in  the  marketplace. 

Let  us  review  the  steps  we  have 
taken: 

First.  Cut  the  spiraling  increases  in 
production  costs  by  over  90  percent. 

Second.  Ease  the  tax  burden  on 
farmers  in  particular,  and  on  other 
citizens  to  provide  for  long-term  eco- 
nomic growth  for  all  sectors  of  the 
economy. 

Third.  Reduced  regulations  that 
affect  farmers  and  ranchers,  and  have 
removed  those  in  Government  who 
were  adversary  to  the  farm  economy. 

Fourth.  Strengthened  USDA  as  an 
unabashed  advocate  for  farmers. 

Fifth.  Emphasized  the  private  sector 
and  voluntarisms  in  implementing  pro- 
grams such  as  crop  insurance,  storage 
facility  financing,  and  surplus  com- 
modity distribution. 

Sixth.  Increased  farm  operating 
credit  for  FmHA  borrowers. 

Seventh.  Emphasized  agricultural 
research 

Eighth.  Targeted  soil  conservation 
programs  to  areas  of  greatest  need. 

Ninth.  Ended  the  Carter  embargo 
and  acted  aggressively  to  pursue  mar- 
kets for  U.S.  farm  products. 

Mr.  President,  the  record  shows  that 
President  Reagan  and  Secretary  Block 
have  consistently  and  vigorously  acted 
to  benefit  American  farmers.  In 
return,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port efforts  to  get  us  back  on  track 
toward  a  profitable,  market-oriented 
agriculture. 

Exhibit  1 
Farmers  Bounce  Back  With  PIK 

PIK  has  breathed  new  life  into  farming 
and  brought  optimism  to  the  countryside. 


Those  positive  feelings  come  with  good 
reason.  The  PIK  program  is  pumping  over 
$20  billion  into  farmers'  pocliets.  Thanks  to 
the  Ingenious  Crop  Swap  provisions,  the 
cost  could  be  only  $10  billion  as  estimated 
by  the  USDA.  (Some  other  analysts  believe 
the  final  cost  could  be  twice  that  amount.) 

Meanwhile,  the  $20  billion  that  will  come 
to  the  country  is  mighty  welcome.  That 
figure  is  nearly  as  much  as  the  total  net 
farm  income  in  1982!  Iowa  farmers,  for  ex- 
ample, will  reap  $1.3  billion  in  government 
grain,  diversion  payments  and  deficiency 
payments. 

WHERE  WILL  THE  MONEY  GO? 

"To  reduce  debt,"  says  Eldon  Gould,  of 
Maple  Park,  Illinois.  He  normally  plants 
1.200  acres  of  corn  but  all  of  it  will  be  idled 
by  PIK  this  season.  Gould  went  to  town  and 
traded  his  corn  planter  for  a  new  mower. 

Many  farmers  will  be  interested  in  buying 
more  than  just  mowers.  Machinery  dealers 
and  others  in  the  farm  supply  sector  are 
hoping  that  higher  farm  income  will  bring 
more  buyers.  A  few  dealers  are  already  re- 
porting an  increase  in  traffic  and  inquiries. 

"We  are  really  excited  about  the  farm 
economy  now."  says  Ray  Daniel,  vice  presi- 
dent. Chase  Econometrics.  "Of  course,  we're 
not  out  of  the  woods  yet,  but  I'd  say  we're 
beginning  to  see  a  lot  of  daylight." 

Jim  Gill,  respected  market  analyst  with 
the  Illinois  Farm  Bureau,  is  equally  en- 
thused. "Ag  lenders  are  beginning  to  smile 
again.  That's  a  good  sign.  They  feel  PIK  has 
stopped  land  prices  from  falling— relieving 
their  greatest  fear." 

GRAIN  PRICES  GO  HIGHER 

Since  the  PIK  program  was  announced, 
corn  prices  have  risen  almost  one  dollar 
above  their  harvest  lows.  Chicago  futures 
wheat  prices  have  jumpe  50«  and  New  York 
cotton  prices  have  risen  lOe  from  their  De- 
cember 1982  lows. 

The  stronger  prices  have  spurred  farmer 
Interest  in  forward  pricing  of  PIK  commod- 
ities. A  recent  survey  by  Successful  Farming 
indicates  27%  of  the  nation's  farmers  w^ill 
forward  cash  contract  or  hedge  their  PIK 
crop  this  summer  if  they  can  get  the  price 
they  want. 

Corn  farmers  surveyed  indicated  they 
would  pull  the  trigger  on  PIK  com  sales 
when  the  local  cash  price  reached  $2.80  to 
$3.40.  The  average  trigger  price  indicated  by 
the  survey  is  $3.07. 

The  average  local  price  goal  of  wheat 
farmers  for  forward  pricing  was  $3.89  and 
for  cotton  producers  was  60e  per  pound. 

This  general  improvement  in  grain  prices 
has  also  led  to  a  stabilization  in  land  prices. 
Before  PIK  was  announced,  almost  every 
quarter  for  the  last  two  years  brought  lower 
land  prices.  "We've  definitely  seen  land 
prices  level  off  and  go  up  In  some  cases," 
says  James  O.  Melton,  president.  Bell  In- 
vestment. Burlington.  Iowa— a  lender  of  in- 
surance company  funds.  "We're  also  seeing 
lower  interest  rates.  That  along  with  PIK 
should  put  land  prices  back  on  the  right 
track— up. 

LIVESTOCK  PRODUCERS  FEEL  PIK'S  PINCH 

While  grain  farmers  and  landowners  are 
basking  in  PIK's  sunshine,  livestock  produc- 
ers are  scratching  their  heads  a  bit.  Hog 
producers  believe  the  higher  com  prices 
PIK  has  created  may  actually  help  them  by 
keeping  hog  numbers  from  expanding  this 
year. 

Cattlemen  aren't  as  happy.  They  expect 
the  cost  of  gains  in  f eedlots  to  rise  as  much 
as  $8  per  ctw.  Dairymen  also  will  feel  the 


JMI 


21124 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  27,  1983 


July  27,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21125 


squeeze.  A  50«  per  bushel  increase  in  com 
prices  raises  feed  cosU  $40  per  cow  per  year. 
And.  unfortunately  it  comes  at  the  same 
time  as  the  50«  per  cwt  deduction  to  cut  sur- 
pluses. 

But  since  most  livestock  producers  are 
also  grain  farmers  and  vice  versa,  the  nega- 
tive and  positive  effects  tend  to  cancel  each 
other  out. 

"This  program  was  so  good  that  it  attract- 
ed the  really  successful  farmers."  lamented 
one  Illinois  fertilizer  dealer.  "We  didn't 
mind  the  50  percent  PIK.  but  the  whole 
base  bids  were  what  really  cut  our  busi- 
ness." 

The  Gigot  family  farm  operation  near 
Garden  City.  Kansas,  was  one  of  the  large 
operations  to  participate  in  the  program. 
PIK  idled  10.000  acres  of  their  com  ground, 
which  translates  into  a  1.1 -million-bushel 
PIK  program  payment. 

A  couple  of  southern  Iowa  farmers,  anx- 
ious not  to  plant  any  com  this  year,  submit- 
ted whole  base  bids  of  just  35  percent  which 
were  accepted. 

Critics  of  the  program  say  it's  too  big  and 
that  its  a  "quick  fix"  to  long-term  farm 
problems. 

Many  farm  analysts  are  concerned  that 
this  big  program  will  cause  a  consumer 
backlash  against  farm  progr.»ms  in  the 
future.  Our  survey  indicated  that  the  major- 
ity of  consumers  believe  farm  programs 
cause  higher  food  prices. 

Agriculture  Secretary  John  Block  said  in 
January  that  PIK  was  a  short-term  pro- 
gram, but  many  farmers  say  PIK's  short- 
term  effect  will  help  to  tuild  a  stronger  base 
for  their  own  operations  and  for  the  farm 
economy  as  a  whole. 

•  Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  all 
through  the  budget  debate  this  year, 
we  have  been  hearing  about  the  im- 
portance of  cutting  Federal  deficits. 
And  we  have  also  been  hearing  that 
we  cannot  do  it  all  with  tax  increases 
any  more  than  we  can  do  it  all  with 
spending  cuts.  I  agree.  We  need  some 
of  both,  and,  today,  we  have  the 
chance  to  do  something  about  spend- 
ing. 

One  of  the  key  features  of  the  price 
support  bill  before  the  Senate  is  a 
target  price  freeze.  It  would  allow  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  freeze 
target  prices  for  the  1984  and  1985 
wheat,  com,  rice  and  upland  cotton 
crops  at  1983  levels.  The  overall 
Impact  of  the  bill  would  be  to  reduce 
savings  in  both  budget  authority  and 
outlays  for  $10.5  billion  between  fiscal 
1984  and  fiscal  1985. 

That  amount  of  money  measured 
against  a  $210  billion  deficit  we  face  in 
1983  does  not  sound  dramatic.  But, 
even  standing  alone,  it  still  represents 
substantial  savings.  When  combined 
with  tax  adjustments  in  the  budget  to- 
talling $73  billion  over  the  next  3 
years,  the  $10.5  billion  in  savings  helps 
make  a  significant  dent  in  the  Federal 
deficit. 

There  is  general  agreement  that  the 
aggregate  gains  to  producers  of  farm 
commodities  are  less  than  the  costs  to 
consumers  and  taxpayers.  In  a  typical 
post-World  War  II  year,  a  reasonable 
order  of  magnitude  is  that  the  pro- 
grams increased  producer's  net  returns 


by  $4-5  billion  in  1967  dollars  at  a  cost 
of  $6  to  $8  billion  to  consumers  and 
taxpayers. 

Moreover,  the  evidence  suggests 
price  supports  tend  to  help  the  larger 
farm  operations  rather  than  smaller 
family  farms. 

By  freezing  price  supports,  we  are 
not  singling  out  agricultural  programs 
to  carry  some  unfair  share  of  the  fight 
against  Federal  deficits.  The  discipline 
we  can  Impose  today  must  be  matched 
by  a  frugal  approach  on  any  bill  that 
authorizes  spending.  Any  time  we  can 
stop  an  increase  in  spending;  any  time 
we  can  slow  the  growth  of  spending; 
any  time  we  can  find  a  way  to  make 
actual  cuts,  it  means  we  are  putting 
that  much  less  pressure  on  the  Feder- 
al deficits.  And.  to  the  extent  we  can 
reduce  deficits,  we  improve  the 
chances  for  lower  interest  rates,  and 
give  the  economic  recovery  more  room 
to  continue.  No  one  suffers  more  from 
interest  rates  than  farmers— every- 
thing they  do  is  on  credit. 

If  we  are  really  serious  about  cutting 
spending,  we  must  keep  a  careful 
watch  on  the  interaction  of  Federal 
programs  and  avoid  spending  on  one 
while  unnecessarily  encouraging  it  on 
another.  Right  now,  that  situation  is 
on  the  horizon  in  agriculture. 

We  have  the  Payment  In  Kind  pro- 
gram (PIK)  aimed  at  reducing  com- 
modity surpluses  and  lowering  Federal 
outlays  for  price  supports.  This  pro- 
gram will  tend  to  reduce  production  as 
well  as  existing  stocks,  and  strengthen 
farm  commodity  prices  over  the  longer 
term.  But  if  we  allow  target  prices  to 
rise,  that  would  tend  to  encourage  pro- 
duction and  result  in  larger  deficiency 
payments.  We  simply  cannot  afford  a 
push-pull  situation  in  which  one  Fed- 
eral farm  program  contains  spending 
while  another  stimulates  it.  By  ap- 
proving the  freeze  approach,  we  are 
not  cutting  supports.  We  are  only 
keeping  them  from  rising  at  a  time 
when  deficit  control  is  so  crucial  to 
sustained  economic  recovery. 

So  we  have  the  chance  today  to  be 
consistent  as  well  as  frugal,  and  en- 
courage economic  recovery  in  the 
process.  What  we  do  on  the  price  sup- 
port program  must  be  duplicated  in 
other  programs.  We  must  continue  to 
avoid  adopting  new  entitlement  pro- 
grams, and  not  rely  only  on  the  impo- 
sition of  COLA  delays.  We  have  got  to 
be  careful  about  underpricing  esti- 
mates for  military  hardware,  manufac- 
turing savings  today,  and  ending  up 
with  higher  deficits  tomorrow. 

This  price  support  bill  today  is  part 
of  a  much  larger  picture.  The  money 
we  can  save  here  will  help  us  achieve  a 
stronger  economy,  and  a  longer  recov- 
ery. 

This  morning.  I  spoke  before  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers 
and  addressed  the  things  we  need  to 
do  on  both  spending  and  taxes  to  help 
siistain  recovery.   I   believe  those  re- 


marks help  to  fit  the  price  support  bill 
and  other  spending  programs  in  a 
clear  budget  perspective.  I  ask  unani- 
mous coni>ent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Recori)  both  a  copy  of  my  remarks, 
and  also  a  copy  of  a  recent  study 
"Deficits  and  Interest  Rates"  prepared 
by  Dr.  Garry  J.  Schinasi  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee's  minority  staff. 
The  material  follows: 

Dbticits  Matter 
(Remarks  of  Senator  Lawton  M.  Chiles) 
My  message  today  is  basic.  Deficits  matter 
and  they  matter  right  now.  If  economic  re- 
covery is  to  be  sustained,  we've  got  to  cut 
deficits  with  both  blades  of  the  scissors; 
spending  restraint  and  taxes. 

We've  got  to  hold  the  line  on  spending. 
But  we  cant  fight  deficits  only  with  spend- 
ing cuts.  It  will  take  some  revenue  adjust- 
ments. I  understand  the  postion  that  says 
tax  increases  are  a  threat  to  recovery.  But 
let  me  point  out  there's  a  real  difference 
whether  you  finance  spending  by  borrowing 
money  or  with  taxes. 

If  you  raise  taxes,  the  money  comes  out  of 
consumption.  If  you  borrow  money  it  comes 
out  of  investment.  So  we  are  faced  with  a 
choice.  We  can  buy  into  a  short-term  recov- 
ery and  leave  taxes  alone,  or  we  cam  modest- 
ly dampen  demand,  and  leave  money  for  in- 
vestment, the  basic  fuel  of  a  sustained  eco- 
nomic recovery. 

And  we've  got  another  choice.  We  can 
keep  running  deficits.  But  we  will  pay  for 
them  later.  And  the  price  won't  be  just  the 
deficit  in  the  out  years,  but  the  interest  on 
the  high  deficits  we  have  now. 

I  am  afraid  that  the  administration  is 
playing  games  with  the  American  Economy, 
attempting  to  patch  it  up  to  get  it  through 
next  November's  election.  They're  still 
showing  extra  revenues  to  lower  the  deficit 
figures  they  just  announced. 

You  can  gamble  with  those  politicians 
who  refuse  to  raise  taxes  before  the  elec- 
tion, and  hold  your  breath  that  recovery 
will  survive.  But  if  it  doesn't  survive,  you 
better  gel  a  good  hold  on  something  else.  If 
recovery  falters  in  the  face  of  huge  deficits, 
you'll  end  up  with  a  massive  tax  increase  for 
1985  to  make  up  for  the  chance  we  squander 
today. 

I  agree  with  you  that  spending  must  be 
contained.  But  if  we  don't  do  something  on 
taxes  right  now.  there  won't  be  any  savings 
from  spending  cuU.  either.  Here's  why.  For 
every  member  of  Congress  who  insists  on 
spending  cuts  as  a  pre-condition  for  more 
revenues,  there's  another  person  in  Con- 
gress who  will  argue  just  the  opposite. 

That's  why  we've  got  to  match  up  both 
spending  restraint  and  revenues. 

The  Chart  below  would  excite  the  Merrill- 
Lynch  bull,  not  just  because  it's  so  red.  but 
because  it's  so  bad  in  a  deficit  sense.  What  it 
shows  is  what  happens  if  we  have  no  budget 
resolutions  or  if  we  fail  to  implement  the 
deficit  reduction  called  for  in  the  one  we 
passed.  You  can  see  clearly  we  will  add  $312 
billion  in  new  debt  to  the  federal  deficit. 

(The  chart  is  not  reproducible  in  the 
Record.) 

It's  true,  of  course,  that  Congress  has  ap- 
proved a  budget.  But  now  we've  got  to  en- 
force it.  and  that  step  remains  to  be  taken 
in  the  reconciliation  we  must  pass  after 
Labor  Day.  That  reconciliation,  among 
other  things,  calls  for  $73  billion  in  new  rev- 
enues to  help  reduce  the  federal  deficit. 
Now  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  NAM  be- 
lieves  deficits   must   be   cut,   but   that   it 


shouldn't  all  come  through  tax  increases. 
But  for  now.  let's  just  look  at  what  a  grow- 
ing deficit  will  mean  to  the  economic  recov- 
ery. 

Look  at  the  chart.  This  chart  was  pro- 
duced from  figures  provided  by  Data  Re- 
sources. What  it  shows  is  the  amount  of  pri- 
vate investment  expected  over  the  next 
three  years  in  interest  sensitive  sectors  like 
housing  and  construction.  You  can  see  they 
expect  private  investment  to  grow  to  $1  tril- 
lion by  1986. 

(The  chart  is  not  reproducible  in  the 
Record.) 

If  that  happens,  new  investment  is  going 
to  be  mighty  expensive,  because  it  will  be 
coming  at  a  time  when  deficits  will  be  surg- 
ing further  unless  we  can  enforce  the 
budget  resolution.  That  will  cost  business 
plenty  of  money.  If  business  looks  at  the 
size  of  the  deficit  and  the  high  interest 
rates  they  generate,  they  might  choose  not 
to  invest  at  all.  That  would  cost  us  the  eco- 
nomic recovery. 

When  the  Department  of  the  Treasury 
says  deficits  don't  matter.  I  think  they 
better  take  a  look  at  these  charts.  And 
maybe  they  belter  take  a  look  at  a  study  the 
Budget  Committee  has  produced  which 
argues  that  deficits  matter  very  much. 
Copies  of  that  study  are  available  here 
today,  but  let  me  give  you  a  few  of  the  high- 
lights. 

Federal  deficits  right  now  are  eating  up 
over  97  percent  of  all  net  private  savings  in 
the  United  States.  Without  strict  enforce- 
ment of  the  budget  resolution,  the  deficits 
will  still  be  consuming  73  percent  of  those 
savings  by  1986.  You  know  as  well  as  I  do 
that  will  make  credit  both  hard  to  get.  and 
expensive.  But  with  the  budget  resolution 
and  its  lower  deficits,  a  much  lower  47  per- 
cent will  go  to  service  federal  borrowing 
needs  in  1986.  Quite  a  difference,  not  just  in 
arithmetic,  but  in  the  chances  for  sustained 
economic  recovery. 

So  it's  not  only  important  to  the  budget 
process  that  we  toe  the  mark  on  discipline; 
its  crucial  to  the  hopes  of  recovery.  Let  me 
refer  you  to  the  following  chart. 

(The  chart  is  not  reproducible  in  the 
Record.) 

The  Budget  Committee  study  explains  the 
relationship  between  deficits  and  interest 
rates.  During  the  1960  s  when  interest  rates 
were  at  4  percent,  the  federal  deficit 
amounted  to  just  0.8  percent  of  the  GNP. 
We  haven't  seen  rates  that  low  for  a  long 
time.  During  the  seventies,  the  federal  defi- 
cit increased  to  two  percent  of  GNP.  and  as 
the  chart  shows,  interest  rates  increased  to 
6.3  percent.  Between  1980  and  1982.  interest 
rates  shot  up  to  12.1  percent  as  the  deficit 
absored  2.5  pi.-rcent  of  GNP. 

Interest  rates  are  climbing  again,  with  the 
deficit  projected  to  hit  6.3  percent  of  GNP 
for  1983.  If  we  stick  with  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, the  deficit  will  fall  to  three  percent  of 
GNP  by  1986.  still  too  high,  but  moving  in 
the  correct  direction. 

Before  going  further,  let  me  point  out  just 
one  more  item  in  the  Budget  Committee 
report,  a  report  I  urge  you  to  take  home  and 
examine.  We've  got  a  structural  deficit,  the 
kind  of  deficit  that  will  still  exist  even  if  the 
economy  is  operating  near  top  capacity  and 
close  to  full  employment.  If  we  don't  en- 
force the  budget,  that  structural  deficit  will 
account  for  3.3  percent  of  GNP  by  1986. 
With  the  budget  resolution,  the  structural 
deficit  falls  to  1.7  percent  of  GNP  by  1986. 

I've  tossed  out  a  lot  of  numbers  today,  but 
I've  done  so  to  make  a  point.  It's  very  basic. 
Deficits  Matter.  And  cutting  those  deficits 


now— not    waiting    for    tomorrow— counts, 
too. 

Now.  I  know  there's  some  dispute  about 
the  $73  billion  in  revenues  in  the  budget  res- 
olution. Some  have  argued  the  figure  is  too 
high  and  should  be  ignored.  I  would  point 
out  to  you  that  $46  billion  of  those  revenues 
comes  in  1986.  the  same  year  and  in  exactly 
the  same  amount  proposed  by  the  White 
House.  The  budget  simply  says  let's  get 
started  now.  before  we  dig  ourselves  so  deep 
a  deficit  hole,  that  the  $46  billion  in  1986 
won't  be  enough.  The  amounts  we  would 
raise  in  1984  and  1985  are  minimal— less 
than  Vio  of  1  percent  of  GNP— and  pose  no 
threat  to  recovery. 

The  budget  doesn't  rely  just  on  taxes.  We 
ordered  $16  billion  worth  of  reconciled  sav- 
ings from  spending  restraint.  Congress,  in  a 
bipartisan  way.  expressed  its  understanding 
that  you  can't  get  your  economic  house  in 
order  by  taxing  your  way  out  of  trouble,  any 
more  than  you  can  get  by  merely  with 
spending  cuts.  You've  got  to  do  both. 

And  we've  got  to  do  more. 

We've  got  to  tighten  up  on  entitlements. 
We  did  that  to  some  extent  by  delaying 
COLA  payments.  Most  people  think  entitle- 
ments mean  only  COLAs  and  "doing  more" 
means  just  cutting  them  further. 

Well,  that's  not  possible  now  that  the 
President  bought  the  6  month  delay.  He  cut 
that  deal,  and  it's  not  going  to  be  changed 
between  now  and  the  next  election.  So  if  we 
want  savings  on  entitlements— real  savings— 
we  can't  do  it  just  with  COLA  containment. 

We  can't  authorize  new  entitlements.  Just 
a  few  days  ago,  I  joined  in  making  a  point  of 
order  against  a  new  GI  bill  entitlement  of- 
fered on  the  Defense  Authorization  bill.  GI 
bill  programs  are  immensely  popular,  but 
we  had  to  draw  the  line  in  the  interest  of 
heading  off  more  built-in  spending  before  it 
became  another  deficit  threat. 

And  we've  got  to  be  very  careful  about 
spending  for  weapons  systems  and  use  real- 
istic estimates.  If  we  budget  a  certain 
amount  for  3  bombers,  and  only  get  2^h. 
then  picking  up  the  tab  for  the  other  "2 
bomber  is  next  year's  uncontrollable.  A  few 
weeks  ago.  David  Stockman  told  the  Senate 
Armed  Service  Committee  he  found  $2  bil- 
lion extra  because  of  lower  inflation.  You 
watch.  That  will  eventually  become  $2  bil- 
lion more  in  spending. 

If  we  mean  to  save  money,  we've  also  got 
to  be  sensible  about  avoiding  government 
programs  that  not  only  duplicate  each 
other,  but  actually  work  at  cross-purposes. 
Let  me  give  you  an  example. 

The  PIK  program  is  designed  to  limit  fed- 
eral outlays  for  farm  price  supports  by  en- 
couraging farmers  to  reduce  their  planted 
acreage.  But  we've  got  price  support  pro- 
grams that  encourage  production.  With  the 
deficits  we  face.  now.  we  can't  have  one  pro- 
gram that  spends  money  to  cut  production 
while  another  program  promotes  produc- 
tion. Today  we  will  be  working  on  a  bill  in 
the  Senate  to  freeze  price  supports— not  cut. 
just  freeze— and  we  will  need  support  to 
pass  it.  That  bill,  combined  with  *he  dairy 
bill,  can  save  about  $8  billion  in  ihe  next 
three  years. 

I  want  to  mention  just  one  more  program: 
Medicare.  You've  heard  about  hospital  cost 
containment.  You  know  as  well  as  I  do  it 
was  more  of  a  damage-control  measure. 
Even  now,  hospital  costs  are  rising  about  12 
percent  a  year.  Sure,  the  federal  govern- 
ment must  bear  some  of  the  blame  for  those 
growing  costs.  But  remember,  the  private 
sector  pays  about  two  thirds  of  the  cost  of 
employee  health  insurance.  So  it's  in  the 


employers  best  interest  to  do  everything 
you  can  to  get  into  the  bargaining  game, 
and  not  just  let  your  insurance  companies 
pay  whatever  hospital  charge.  You  can  help 
hold  down  the  costs  of  Medicare,  one  of  our 
biggest  entitlement  programs,  and  fight  in- 
flation as  well. 

Despite  the  glowing  economic  news  lately, 
we've  still  got  big  problems.  Right  now.  I'm 
concerned  that  our  recovery  is  lopsided. 
Last  week  we  saw  the  personal  savings  rate 
drop  to  3.9  percent,  well  below  the  historical 
average  of  6  percent,  while  consumer  spend- 
ing surged  a  full  percentage  point.  It  looks 
to  me  as  though,  the  consumer  has  taken 
the  tax  cut  and  spent  it,  rather  than  saved 
it.  So  I  worry  that  the  long-range  invest- 
ment we  need,  might  evaporate  in  a  buying 
spree. 

We  just  can't  lose  sight  of  one  basic  fact: 
Deficits  matter.  We  must  do  something  this 
year  to  cut  those  deficits,  because  every- 
thing Congress  does  is  harder  to  do  in  an 
election  year.  We  must  act  now.  and  we 
need  your  help.  A  lopsided  recovery  won't 
help  us  anymore  than  a  lopsided  budget 
which  tries  to  cut  deficits  just  with  more 
revenues,  or  just  with  less  spending.  We 
need  a  solid  package,  with  sensible  adjust- 
ments in  taxes,  and  sensible  restraint  on  the 
spending  side. 

Deficits  really  do  matter.  Economic  recov- 
ery matters,  too. 

Deficits  and  Interest  Rates 
(By  Garry  J.  Schinasi.  Ph.  D) 

SUMMARY 

This  paper  reviews  a  Treasury  study  enti- 
tled. "Government  Deficits  and  its  Effects 
on  the  Prices  of  Financial  Assets."  The 
Treasury  study  claims  that  high  deficits 
over  the  next  three  years  will  not  keep  in- 
terest rates  high.  The  following  analysis 
prepared  by  the  minority  staff  of  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee  points  out  errors 
in  the  Treasury  study  and  offers  evidence 
that  by  all  standards,  projected  deficits  are 
unprecedented,  and  threaten  to  keep  inter- 
est rates  high  and  rising.  Moreover,  project- 
ed deficits  threaten  to  abort  the  recovery 
and  diminish  prospects  for  sustained  nonin- 
flationary  growth. 

A  brief  review  of  the  Treasury  study 

The  Treasury  s'.udy  argues  that  high  defi- 
cits do  not  ne-essarily  cause  high  and  rising 
interest  rates,  and  therefore  will  not  keep 
interest  rates  high  over  the  period  1983- 
1986. 

The  arguments  made  substitute  supply- 
side  doctrine,  and  a  world  that  mimics  sim- 
plistic economic  models,  for  economic  reali- 
ty as  it  has  evolved  in  recent  years. 

The  study  claims  that  spending  financed 
by  borrowing  has  the  same  impact  as  spend- 
ing financed  by  increased  taxes.  However, 
taxes  typically  remove  funds  available  for 
consumption  while  federal  borrowing  typi- 
cally withdraws  funds  from  the  savings  pool 
available  therefore  for  investment.  The 
composition  of  Gross  National  Product  and 
long-term  economic  growth  are  affected. 

The  study  focuses  only  on  the  relation- 
ship between  "cyclical  deficits  "  and  interest 
rates  (caused  by  periodic  recession).  Because 
interest  rates  normally  fall  during  a  reces- 
sion, it  concludes  that  high  and  rising  defi- 
cits have  not  been  associated  with  high  and 
rising  interest  rates.  It  then  claims  that  the 
triple-digit  deficits  projected  for  the  next 
three  years  will  not  keep  interest  rates  high 
and  rising,  and  will  therefore  not  threaten 
the  recovery. 
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The  study  ignores  the  size  of  the  structur- 
al deficit  and  its  relationship  to  financial 
markets.  It  does  not  consider  the  long  run 
consequences  of  high  structural  deficits  on 
the  growth  potential  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

The  Treasury  Study  ignores  the  influence 
of  monetary  policy  on  the  relationship  be- 
tween deficits  and  interest  rates.  It  does  not 
recognize  that  previous  episodes  of  high  fed- 
eral deficits  were  accompanied  by  accommo- 
dative rather  than  restrictive  monetary 
policy. 

The  Treasury  study  ignores  the  unique 
nature  of  current  economic  conditions  con- 
fronting policy  makers.  It  ignores  the  fact 
that  the  business  community  is  still  fearful 
of  inflation.  Any  move  by  the  Federal  Re- 
serve to  accommodate  the  triple-digit  defi- 
cits projected  over  the  next  three  years  will 
re-ignite  inflationary  expecUtions  and  force 
long  term  interest  rates  upward. 

ConcluaioTU  of  staff  study 
Our  analysis  demonstrates  quite  clearly 
that  over  long  periods  of  time,  as  deficits 
have  increased  as  a  share  of  GNP,  interest 
rates  have  also  increased.  Because  deficit* 
threaten  to  grab  an  even  larger  share  of 
GNP  in  coming  years,  interest  rates  threat- 
en to  go  higher.  Projections  of  economic 
growth  by  both  CBO  and  the  Administra- 
tion assume  Interest  rates  (on  90-day  Treas- 
ury-bills) either  remain  at  current  levels  (8- 
8W  percent)  or  fall. 

Since  1960.  as  federal  deficits  have  in- 
creased as  a  share  of  GNP.  the  interest  rate 
on  90-day  Treasury  bills  has  also  increased 
(see  chart  1). 
(Chart  not  reproducible  for  the  Record.) 
With  the  austerity  measures  taken  by  the 
Budget  Conference  Agreement,  federal  defi- 
ciU  will  decline  to  3.0  percent  of  GNP  by 
1986.  If  the  Budget  Resolution  is  not  ad- 
hered to,  deficits  will  still  be  4.7  percent  of 
GNP  in  1986. 

Structural  deficits  projected  over  the  next 
three  years  threaten  the  recovery.  If  Con- 
gress does  not  adhere  to  the  Budget  Resolu- 
tion, the  structural  deficit  as  a  share  of 
GNP  will  rise  from  2.4  percent  in  1983  to  3.3 
percent  in  1986.  With  the  austerity  meas- 
ures taken  in  the  Budget  Resdution,  the 
structural  deficit  will  shrink  as  a  share  of 
GNP  from  2.4  percent  in  1983  to  1.7  percent 
in  1986  (see  table  1  in  text). 

The  threat  of  rising  interest  rates  be- 
comes even  more  apparent  when  the  follow- 
ing factors  are  considered: 

Projected  deficits  threaten  to  absorb  an 
historically  high  percentage  of  net  private 
saving  available  for  investment;  from  1960- 
1979.  federal  deficits  were  on  average  only 
about  20  percent  of  net  private  savings. 
High  federal  deficits  between  1983-86  will 
absorb  an  average  of  70.7  percent  of  net  pri- 
vate savings.  In  addition,  absorption  of  net 
private  savings  by  deficits  typically  falls 
during  the  first  year  of  recovery;  in  1983  it 
will  use  to  97.9  percent. 

Projected  deficits  threaten  to  absorb  an 
historically  high  percentage  of  total  domes- 
tic credit.  After  averaging  only  11.8  percent 
from  1960-1979.  federal  deficits  will  absorb 
on  average  34  percent  of  total  credit  from 
1983  to  1986. 

Projected  deficits  are  so  high  relative  to 
total  nonborrowed  reserves  in  the  banking 
system  that  the  extent  to  which  the  Federal 
Reserve  can  keep  interest  rates  from  rising 
will  be  severely  limited.  During  the  period 
1960-1979  federal  deficits  averaged  about  70 
percent  of  nonborrowed  reserves  while  over 
the  period  1983-66.  federal  deficits  are  pro- 
jected to  be  342.9  percent  of  nonborrowed 
reserves. 
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A  recent  study  by  DaU  Resources.  Inc. 
has  examined  the  impact  of  federal  deficits 
on  financial  markets.  The  study  concluded 
that  even  now.  large  federal  deficits  are 
crowding  out  expenditures  on  automobiles 
and  new  homes  by  keeping  interest  rates 
high.  The  study  further  concluded  that  9 
reduction  in  the  Federal  budget  deficit  of 
$100  billion  (3  percent  of  GNP).  shared 
equally  by  outlay  reductions  and  increased 
revenues,  would  yield  the  following  positive 
results: 

An  Immediate  reduction  in  long  term  in- 
terest rates  of  2  percentage  points; 

A  reduction  in  short  term  interest  rates  of 
between  4  and  5  percentage  points. 

There  is  a  body  of  economic  literature 
that  demonstrates  within  the  context  of  so- 
phisticated econometric  models  that  the  size 
of  federal  deficits  do  have  a  substantial  and 
well  defined  impact  in  financial  markeU. 

Deficits  and  Interest  Rates 
an  overview  of  the  treasury  study 

The  Department  of  the  Treasury  recently 
prepared  a  report  entitled  "Government 
Deficit  Spending  and  its  Effects  on  Prices  of 
Financial  Assets".  The  study  argues  that 
current  and  future  deficits  (such  as  in  the 
Administrations  budget)  will  not  keep  inter- 
est rates  high  and  therefore  do  not  threaten 
economic  recovery  in  the  U.S.  Although  the 
study  addresses  other  deficit-related  issues, 
the  major  focus  is  the  effect  of  deficits  on 
interest  rates. 

The  study  treats  the  issue  on  both  theo- 
retical and  empirical  levels  but  neither  are 
rigorously  applied.  Instead,  much  of  the  ar- 
gument is  made  within  liie  context  of  a 
world  that  obeys  supply -side  doctrine,  and  a 
world  that  mimics  simplistic  economic 
models.  Of  the  effects  deficits  have  on  inter- 
est rates,  the  study  concludes  the  following: 

(1)  Spending  financed  by  borrowing  has 
the  same  impact  as  spending  financed  by  in- 
creased taxes;  that  is.  deficits  do  not  affect 
interest  rates.  Therefore,  the  study  assumes 
the  conclusion  at  the  outlet. 

(2)  There  is  simply  no  discernible  correla- 
tion between  changes  in  government  bor- 
rowing and  changes  in  either  interest  rates 
or  exchange  rates. 

(3)  Numerous  econometric  studies  have 
tried  to  isolate  the  effects  of  deficits  and 
they  have  failed  to  establish  reliable  evi- 
dence that  government  deficits  have  a  no- 
ticeable impact  on  interest  rates. 

The  first  conclusion  assumes  that  individ- 
ual taxpayers  have  perfect  foresight  about 
the  impact  of  current  and  future  deficits  on 
future  tax  liabilities.  If  each  taxpayer  had 
this  capacity,  they  would  behave  as  if  gov- 
ernment spending  were  financed  through 
increased  taxes  rather  than  through  bor- 
rowing. No  empirical  evidence  supports 
these  assertions,  and  only  a  small  number  of 
extreme  •rational-expectation"  economists 
take  this  position  seriously.  This  extreme 
view  consistently  and  conveniently  con- 
cludes that  monetary  and  fiscal  policy  are 
ineffective. 

The  second  conclusion  is  based  on  a  chart 
which  displays  real  interest  rates  and  real 
deficits  on  a  single  graph.  Because  these  two 
pieces  of  data  usually  move  in  opposite  di- 
rection over  the  course  of  business  cycles, 
the  study  concludes  there  is  no  discernible 
relationship  between  deficits  and  interest 
rates.  The  study  completely  ignores  other 
factors  that  influence  the  relationship  be- 
tween deficits  and  interest  rates,  such  as 
monetary  policy.  And  the  study  completely 
ignores  the  timing  of  these  deficits  and  the 
way   they   persist.   That   is,   the   Treasury 


Study  ignores  the  size  of  the  structural  defi- 
cit, arguing  that  It  relies  on  a  measure  of  po- 
tential growth  which,  the  study  claims  is 
meaningless.  The  study  concludes  that  defl- 
ciu  do  not  affect  interest  rates.  However,  as 
chart  1  shows,  there  is  a  distinct  relation- 
ship between  the  deficit  as  a  percent  of 
GNP  and  Interest  rates. 

The  study  merely  asserts  that  deficits  do 
not  affect  interest  rates.  No  references  are 
made  to  econometric  studies.  However, 
there  tu-e  economic  studies  (referred  to 
later)  which  show  that  in  sophisticated 
models  of  the  government  securities  market, 
not  only  do  deficits  affect  interest  rates 
under  well  defined  conditions  (Including 
monetary  restraint),  but  the  way  the  Treas- 
ury manages  its  debt  also  affects  interest 
rates  and  financial  markets  in  general  (in- 
cluding equity  prices). 

77ie  Treasury  Study  Ignores  the  Unique 

Nature  of  Current  Economic  Conditions 
The  Treasury  study  misses  the  point  of 
the  entire  debate  about  the  size  of  the  fed- 
eral budget  deficit  and  financial  markets.  In 
effect,  the  study  sets  up  a  straw  man— a 
straw  Senator— who  argues  that  big  deficits 
per  se  will  be  associated  with  rising  interest 
rates  regardless  of  what  else  occurs.  No  seri- 
ous participant  in  the  current  debate,  either 
in  political,  academic,  or  business  communi- 
ties, has  taken  this  position. 

What  is  argued  by  many  high  level  admin- 
istration officials  (Including  Martin  Feld- 
steln  and  David  Stockman)  and  both  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans  In  Congress  Is  that 
deficits  in  the  $200  billion  range,  coupled 
with  a  tight  monetary  policy,  threaten  to 
keep  interest  rates  and  exchange  rates  high 
and  possibly  rising.  Even  if  the  Federal  Re- 
serve were  to  pursue  an  expansionary  mone- 
tary policy,  the  fear  of  inflation  by  business- 
men would  send  shock  waves  through  finan- 
cial markets  and  push  interest  rates  up. 
There  is  ample  theoretical  argument  to  sup- 
port the  view  that  rates  will  rise  and  the  re- 
covery will  be  threatened.  The  Treasury 
study  performs  heroic  and  misleading  Induc- 
tive leaps  by  using  simplistic  Interpretations 
of  historical  experience  as  a  guide  to  how 
events  are  expected  to  unfold  over  the  next 
few  years. 

Perhaps  the  most  disturbing  feature  of 
the  Treasury  study  Is  that  it  completely  ig- 
nores the  unique  nature  of  economic  condi- 
tions now  confronting  national  policy 
makers.  The  U.S.  economy  Is  recovering 
from  the  worst  recession  In  p>ost-war  histo- 
ry, a  recession  in  which  the  unemployment 
rate  surged  to  10.8  percent  and  In  which 
bankruptcies  reached  unprecedented  highs. 
This  recession  was  In  large  part  caused  by  a 
clash  between  restrictive,  antl-lnflationary 
monetary  policy  and  an  aggressive  supply- 
side  fiscal  policy  (the  Administration's  tax- 
cut).  This  clash  In  effect  led  to  high  Interest 
rates  and  216  years  of  economic  stagnation. 

The  restrictive  nature  of  monetary  policy 
during  the  period  1979  through  mld-1982 
was  at  the  time  deemed  necessary,  by  a  con- 
sensus of  Americans,  to  reduce  the  double- 
digit  levels  of  Inflation  and  to  quell  the  tide 
of  inflationary  expectations  that  accompa- 
nied this  high  inflation.  The  policy  created 
double  digit  Interest  rates,  and  double-digit 
unemployment  rates. 

Although  monetary  policy  was  perhaps 
too  restrictive,  inflation  is  significantly 
lower  and  the  economy  is  finally  recovering. 
It  appears  that  a  consensus  now  believes 
that  economic  policy  should  be  designed  for 
moderate  sustained  nonlnflationary  growth. 
To  achieve  this  objective  the  Federal  Re- 
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serve  is  not  likely  to  become  expansionist 
but  they  will  be  more  supportive  of  econom- 
ic growth. 

Never  before  In  the  history  of  U.S.  eco- 
nomic policy  have  such  high  deficits  (high 
regardless  of  how  they  are  measured)  been 
associated  with  a  non-accomodative  mone- 
tary policy.  Claims  are  made  by  the  Treas- 
ury Department  that  the  deficits  projected 
for  the  budget  horizon  are  cyclical  deficits 
that  will  be  removed  by  faster  economic 
growth.  They  argue  that  these  deficits  do 
not  matter.  But  projections  by  CBO  demon- 
strate that  the  structural  deficit  in  1983  will 
be  historically  high— 2.4  percent  of  GNP— 
and  threatens  to  increase  in  1984.  1984  and 
1986  in  both  absolute  terms  and  relative  to 
GNP.  And  in  its  February  budget  the  Ad- 
ministration projected  a  structural  deficit 
that  was  4.7  percent  of  GNP  in  1983.  rising 
to  5.7  percent  of  GNP  in  1986.  Recent  histo- 
ry has  shown  that  tight  monetary  policy 
and  loose  fiscal  policy  (deficits  in  the  triple 
digit  range)  create  tension  in  financial  mar- 
kets and  high  and  rising  interest  rales.  High 
and  rising  Interest  rates  are  a  certain  threat 
to  economic  recovery. 

Several  unique  aspects  of  current  econom- 
ic conditions  threaten  to  keep  interest  rates 
high  and  rising.  The  major  ingredient  in 
this  recipe  for  the  future  is  the  prospect  of 
triple  digit  deficits  "as  far  as  the  eye  can 
see".  These  deficits  are  tremendous  by  more 
historical  standards  and  will  remain  high 
throughout  the  recovery.  They  are  high  rel- 
ative to  net  private  savings  and  total  domes- 
tic credit  raised  in  U.S.  credit  markets.  And 
they  are  high  relative  to  existing  reserves  in 
the  banking  system.  Even  if  the  Federal  Re- 
serve were  to  follow  a  high  expansionary 
path,  risking  the  gains  on  the  inflation 
front,  all  these  factors  would  limit  the 
extent  to  which  monetary  policy  can  moder- 
ate pressure  in  financial  markets.  All  of 
these  factors  limit  the  extent  to  which  the 
Federal  Reserve  can  control  interest  rates. 
All  of  these  factors  threaten  the  recovery 
by  keeping  pressure  on  financial  markets 
and  pushing  interest  rates  higher. 

7?ie  severe  nature  of  the  problem 

Federal  deficits  are  not  unknown  to  the 
American  public.  Indeed,  since  1929,  there 
have  been  only  9  years  in  which  federal 
budget  surpluses  occurred.  And  since  1960 
there  have  been  surpluses  in  only  two  years. 

By  all  standards  however,  the  size  of  the 
actual  deficit  in  1982  and  projected  deficits 
for  1983-86  are  high  relative  to  the  Ameri- 
can historical  experience.  For  example, 
during  the  sixties— a  decade  in  which  real 
growth  in  GNP  averaged  4.2  percent,  infla- 
tion averaged  about  2'h  percent,  and  the 
rate  on  90-day  Treasury  bills  averaged  4.0 
percent— the  federal  budget  deficit  consti- 
tuted only  .8  percent  of  GNP  per  year  (see 
Table  1).  This  ratio  climbed  to  nearly  2  per- 
cent in  the  seventies,  a  decade  in  which  real 
growth  averaged  3.1  percent  per  year,  infla- 
tion averaged  6.6  percent,  and  Interest  rates 
averaged  6.3  percent.  Over  the  three  year 
period  1980-82.  the  federal  budget  deficit 
averaged  over  2V2  percent  of  GNP.  inflation 
averaged  8.2  percent  and  the  interest  rate 
on  90-day  Treasury  bills  averaged  12.1  per- 
cent. After  rising  to  3'/2  percent  of  GNP  in 
1982.  the  budget  deficit  in  1983  is  projected 
to  be  6.3  percent  of  GNP.  This  ratio  falls  to 
4.8  percent  in  1984,  4.0  percent  in  1985  and 
3.0  percent  in  1986  If  the  Conference  Agree- 
ment passed  by  both  houses  is  binding  over 
the  three  year  horizon.  Even  with  the  aus- 
terity measures  taken,  which  cut  domestic 


spending  and  raised  taxes,  the  deficit  as  a 
share  of  GNP  will  be  nearly  4  times  what  it 
was  during  the  sixties,  largely  the  result  of 
Administration  policy. 

TABLE  1. -ACTUAL  AND  STRUCTURAL  DEFICITS  >- 
ANNUAL  AVERAGES  FOR  PERIOD  INDICATED 

lOollats  in  billicmsl 
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Table  2.— Absorption  of  net  private  '  savings 
by  Federal  budget  deficits 

[FEDERAL  DEFICITS  AS  A  PERCENT  OF  NET 
PRIVATE  SAVINGS] 

1960-69 10.0 

1970-79 29.8 

1980 50.8 

1981 49.8 

1982 57.0 

'  Deficit  numbers  are  from  the  conference  agree- 
ment. 
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'  Uniiied  delicils  are  tlie  CBO  baseline  etieclivt  iune  21.  1983  SIrucluial 
deficits  after  1982  are  me  structural  deficits  assaiated  with  the  February  CBO 
Baseline,  adjusted  lor  technical  re-estimales  and  enacted  legislation  The 
structural  delicits  assume  an  unemploymenl  rale  ol  6  perceni,  and  teal  GNP 
growth  ol  2  5  percent 

-  Unified  deficits  are  the  Conlerence  agreed  deficits  eicluding  the  Reserve 
Structural  delictis  are  estimated  by  adjusting  the  structural  delicts  without  a 
budget  resolution  lor  policy  changes  as  rellected  in  the  difference  between  the 
new  CBO  baseline  and  the  Conference  agreed  deficil,  eicluding  the  Reserve 

These  relatively  high  deficits  threaten  to 
reach  beyond  1986  because  they  are  mostly 
structural.  According  to  CBO,  under  current 
policy  the  structural  deficit  will  be  about  71 
percent^  of  the  deficit  in  1986.  Without  a 
budget  '  resolution,  the  structural  deficit 
rises  from  2.4  percent  of  GNP  to  3.3  percent. 
If  Congress  adheres  to  the  spending  and 
outlay  totals  in  the  budget  resolution  passed 
by  both  houses,  the  structural  deficit  de- 
clines to  1.7  percent  of  GNP  in  1983.  to  half 
of  what  it  would  be  without  a  budget. 

77ie  outlook  for  interest  rates 
These  extremely-  high  deficits  are  likely  to 
exert  mounting  pressures  in  financial  mar- 
kets as  the  economic  recovery  gains  m.omen- 
tum.  Since  January,  when  the  recovery 
began,  the  interest  rate  on  90-day  Treasury 
bills  has  increased  from  7.8  percent  (an  av- 
erage for  the  month)  to  the  present  level  of 
9.5  percent  (July  15.  1983).  The  size  of  these 
deficits  threatens  to  keep  interest  rates  high 
and  rising  because  such  deficits  will  absorb 
a  large  share  of  net  private  savings  and  total 
domestic  credit  raised  in  the  United  States. 
These  high  deficits  also  limit  the  extent  to 
which  the  Federal  Reserve  can  simulta- 
neously control  interest  rates  and  inflation. 

77ie  absorption  of  net  private  savings  and 
total  domestic  credit  by  the  Federal  deficit 
Net  private  savings  is  a  good  measure  of 
the  funds  available  to  businesses  for  ex- 
panding their  stocks  of  plant  and  equip- 
ment. Net  private  savings  excludes  replace- 
ment investment,  which  does  not  add  to  pro- 
ductive capacity,  and  Is  a  measure  of  the 
supply  of  funds  available  for  financing 
growth  potential  In  the  economy.  One 
would  expect  that  the  greater  the  competi- 
tion for  these  funds,  the  higher  the  Interest 
rates  will  be. 
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In  the  twenty  year  period  beginning  in 
1960,  federal  deficits  absorbed  on  average 
about  20  percent  of  net  private  savings  (see 
Table  2).  In  1980  and  1981  the  absorption  of 
net  private  savings  by  federal  deficits  rose 
to  50  percent  on  average.  It  increased  to 
about  58  percent  in  1982,  the  year  in  which 
the  U.S.  economy  reached  the  trough  of  the 
worst  recession  in  postwar  history.  In  1983. 
the  first  year  of  recovery  from  this  reces- 
sion, the  absorption  of  net  private  savings 
by  the  federal  deficit  Is  projected  to  rise  to 
98  percent.  This  absorption  rate  remains 
above  60  percent  until  1985  according  to 
even  optimistic  assumptions  about  the 
budget  battle  and  other  economic  develop- 
ments. 

TABLE  3.-FEDERAL  DEFICITS  ABSORPTION  NET  PRIVATE 
SAVING  DURING  RECOVERIES  ' 


Vear  ol  trough  dale 


Ratio  at 
trough 


Rain  lour      Rain  eight 

guarlers         Quarters 

alter  trough     after  trough 
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-182 

420 
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130 
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259 

503 
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325 

2  83  6 

'  Minus  Signs  indicate  surplus  is  potent  ol  net  pnvate  savings 

■  Recession  yeai 

Source  Congressional  Budget  Office 

Typically,  deficits  as  a  share  of  net  private 
saving  are  greatest  at  the  trough  of  cycles. 
Table  3  examines  the  extent  to  which  feder- 
al deficits  have  absorbed  net  private  savings 
in  previous  post  war  recoveries.  The  absorp- 
tion rate  has  averaged  34.3  percent  in  the 
trough  of  postwar  recessions.  And  in  each 
recovery  the  absorption  rate  declined  during 
the  first  and  second  years  of  recovery, 
making  it  easier  for  private  enterprise  to 
borrow  at  reasonable  costs.  This  allowed 
businesses  to  expand  their  productive  capac- 
ity and  contribute  to  recovery. 

During  1982.  the  deficit  absorbed  57  per- 
cent of  net  private  savings,  a  post  war  high. 
And  although  1983  is  the  first  year  of  recov- 
ery, the  absorption  of  net  private  savings  by 
federal  deficits  is  projected  to  be  98  percent. 
While  the  absorption  of  net  private  saving 
by  federal  deficits  is  projected  to  decline  to 
75  percent  in  1984  and  to  63.5  percent  in 
1985.  It  does  so  slowly  and  the  absorption 
rates  linger  at  historically  high  levels. 
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Table  A.— Deficits  as  percent  of  total 
domestic  credit ' 
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1960-69.. 
1970-79.. 

1980 

1981 

1982 


8.3 

15.3 
19.2 
18.6 
33.0 


'  Assumes  that  after  1982.  total  domestic  credit 
(rows  at  the  same  rate  as  current  dollar  GNP.  Defi- 
cits after  1982  are  from  the  Conference  Agreement. 
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Table  b.— Federal  deficits  as  A ' 
bank  reserves 

(In  percent! 

1960-69 34.8 

1970-79 103.7 

1980 171.3 

1981 154  8 

1982 274.4 

'  These  ratios  are  calculated  for  years  after  1982 
by  using  Conference  agreed  deficits  without  the  re 
serve  and  assume  that  nonborrowed  reserves 
expand  8  percent  per  year  after  1982. 

PROJECTIONS 


im. 


HM... 

ue.- 


MH.. 


471 
Ml 
304 
22  > 


rcsMm 

46  8 

319 
35  7 
352 


JMI 


In  addition,  these  large  deficiU  absorb  a 
large  share  of  total  credit  raised  in  domestic 
markets  (see  Table  4).  After  averaging  only 
8.3  percent  in  the  sixties  and  15.3  percent  in 
the  seventies,  federal  budget  deficits  rise  to 
47  percent  of  total  credit  in  1983.  The  ratio 
falls  slowly  to  30.7  percent  in  1985.  and  to 
21.8  percent  in  1986. 

1985  is  a  crucial  year  when  interest-sensi- 
tive expenditures  including  business  outlays 
on  plant  and  equipment  will  hopefully  be 
rising  rapidly.  With  the  federal  government 
absorbing  60  percent  of  net  private  savings, 
and  30.7  percent  of  total  credit  in  1985.  in- 
terest rates  could  rise  and  discouraging  a 
large  portion  of  this  demand,  and  thereby 
threaten  the  recovery. 

Monetary  policy 

The  Federal  Reserve  embarked  on  an  anti- 
inflationary  policy  in  October  1979  by  aban- 
doning its  strict  adherence  to  interest  rate 
control  and  shifting  to  a  policy  of  monetary 
aggregate  control.  This  policy  of  restrictive 
monetary  growth  coupled  with  the  extreme- 
ly stimulative  fiscal  policy  (i.e..  large  defi- 
cits) in  1981  drove  interest  rates  to  unprece- 
dented highs.  Recently,  the  Federal  Reserve 
has  been  following  a  more  balanced  and 
easier  monetary  policy  which  has  allowed 
M-1  growth  to  increase  and  interest  rates  on 
federal  funds  to  decline  and  remain  in  a 
fairly  narrow  range,  between  8W  and  9  per- 
cent. 

One  of  the  factors  which  determines  the 
Federal  Reserves  ability  to  maintain  its 
anti-inflationary  policy  and  at  the  same 
time  keep  interest  rates  from  rising  is  the 
size  of  the  federal  deficit  relative  to  the 
total  level  of  reserves  held  by  depository  in- 
stitutions. The  Federal  Reserve  controls  in- 
terest rates  and  the  monetary  aggregate  by 
controlling  the  level  of  reserves  held  by  de- 
pository institutions.  If  the  deficit  were 
small  relative  to  the  level  of  reserves,  then 
the  Federal  Reserve  could  absorb  a  large 
share  of  the  newly  issued  Treasury  debt  by 
providing  reserves  to  the  system  without 
threatening  the  progress  made  in  lowering 
inflation.  It  could  provide  enough  reserves 
to  keep  interest  rates  low  and  expansion 
moderate,  without  creating  new  inflationary 
pressures. 

During  the  period  from  1960  to  1969,  a 
period  of  high  growth,  low  interest  rates 
and  low  inflation,  the  federal  deficit  was 
about  35  percent  per  year  of  total  non-bor- 
rowed reserves  held  by  depository  institu- 
tions (see  Table  5).  During  the  years  from 
1975  through  1980.  a  period  in  which  the 
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Federal  Reserve  followed  a  generally  expan- 
sive policy,  the  federal  deficit  was  a  much 
larger  share  of  the  total  of  all  reserves:  II  in 
fact  rose  to  103.7  percent  of  total  nonbor- 
rowed reserves.  This  was  not  only  a  period 
of  high  and  rising  inflation  but  also  a  period 
of  relatively  high  and  rising  interest  rates. 
Although  there  were  other  factors  contrib- 
uting to  the  inflation,  such  as  the  OPEC 
price  increases  and  a  number  of  other 
supply  shocks,  the  inflation  was  in  large 
part  a  result  of  Federal  Reserve  accommo- 
dation. Even  so.  the  federal  deficits  were  so 
high  that  interest  rates  rose. 

In  1981.  when  interest  rates  skyrocketed 
because  of  the  monetary  and  fiscal  policy 
clash.  deficiU  were  154  percent  of  nonbor 
rowed  reserves.  This  ratio  went  even  higher 
in  1982.  Interest  rates  lingered  at  fairly  high 
levels  for  the  first  half  of  1982  and  then  fell 
dramatically  as  the  Federal  Reserve  ex- 
panded nonborrowed  reserves  rapidly  by 
11':  percent  in  the  third  quarter  and  12*4 
percent  in  the  fourth  quarter  of  1982  (at 
annual  rates). 

The  deficit  in  1982  was  2.7  times  as  large 
as  the  total  level  of  reserves  held  by  deposi- 
tory institutions.  With  such  high  deficits, 
even  if  the  Federal  Reserve  were  to  absorb 
only  10  percent  of  the  new  Treasury  debt,  to 
do  so  it  would  have  to  expand  reserves  by  27 
percent  and  the  money  supply  would  prob- 
ably expand  even  more. 

And  in  1983.  with  a  deficit  of  $202.5  billion 
(projected  deficit  of  Senate  resolution),  the 
deficit  will  be  over  4''-.i  times  the  total  level 
of  reserves.  This  is  more  than  four  times  the 
average  in  the  late  seventies,  a  period  of 
high  and  rising  interest  rates  and  high  and 
rising  inflation. 

With  the  reappointment  of  Paul  Volcker. 
excessive  money  growth  is  unlikely.  And 
unless  money  grows  rapidly  the  federal  defi- 
cit will  exert  tremendous  pressure  in  finan- 
cial markets.  This  must  sooner  or  later  be 
reflected  in  the  cost  of  credit. 
A  final  note  on  some  econometric  evidence 
Although  there  is  no  consensus  about  the 
direct  impact  of  federal  deficits  on  financial 
markets  and  interest  rates,  a  number  of 
large  scale  econometric  models  have  well-de- 
fined relationships  between  deficits  and  in- 
terest rates.  Among  these  models  are  the 
Federal  Reserves  large  scale  model  (FRB- 
MIT)  and  the  model  of  Data  Resources  Inc. 
Both  models  have  been  estimated  using 
U.S.  postwar  daU.  Both  models  indicate 
that  budget  deficits  have  sizable  impacts  on 


interest  rates,  and  these  impacts  are  sensi- 
tive to  monetary  policy  assumptions. 

A  recent  DRI  study  '  has  examined  the  re- 
lationship between  federal  deficits  and  in- 
terest rates.  The  study  concludes  that  even 
now.  large  federal  budget  deficits  are  crowd- 
ing out  expenditure  on  automobiles  and  new 
homes  by  keeping  interest  rates  high.  In  ad- 
dition, model  experiments  reveal  that  a  100 
billion  dollar  reduction  in  the  federal  deficit 
(split  evenly  between  spending  reductions 
and  tax  increases)  accompanied  by  a  com- 
pensatory monetary  policy  (i.e..  unchanged 
path  of  money  growth)  would  have  the  fol- 
lowing effects  on  interest  rates; 

(a)  immediate  reduction  in  long  term  bond 
yields  of  2.0  percentage  points  (expectation 
effect); 

(b)  reduction  in  short  term  rates  of  be- 
tween 4.0  and  5.0  percentage  points,  due  to 
an  initially  weaker  economy,  and  the  re- 
duced demand  for  credit  by  the  Treasury. 

Similar  results  have  been  reported  by 
CBO  in  a  study  ^  that  asked  the  Federal  Re- 
serve to  run  simulations  on  their  model. 
And  recent  work  by  Benjamin  Freidman.' 
Professor  of  Economics.  Harvard  University, 
and  Vance  Roley  *  that  explicitly  model  the 
market  for  Government  Securities  also 
show  that  federal  budget  deficits  affect  the 
term  structure  of  interest  rates. 

Although  the  economics  profession  has 
reached  no  consensus,  evidence  that  sup- 
ports the  hypothesis  that  federal  deficits  of 
the  magnitude  we  now  face,  will  create  an 
environment  of  uncertainty  and  high  and 
possibly  rising  interest  rates.  This  is  particu- 
larly true  if  the  desire  to  keep  inflation  low 
is  fulfilled.* 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  since 
we  are  talking  about  wheat  in  terms  of 
what  the  proposed  bill  would  do  on 
wheat  target  prices.  I  think  it  is  appro- 
priate to  understand  why  it  is  essential 
to  know  at  this  time,  within  the  next 
several  days,  what  kind  of  wheat  pro- 
gram the  Department  of  Agriculture 
will  provide  for  those  wheat  farmers 
who  wish  to  participate  in  the  pro- 
gram this  coming  year.  For  some,  that 
may  be  difficult  to  understand,  but  we 
have  to  consider  that  much  of  the 
wheat  that  is  grown  in  the  United 
States  is  winter  wheat. 

For  that  reason,  the  announcement 
of  the  wheat  program  for  the  coming 
year,  even  delayed  into  August,  makes 
it— well,  the  time  constraints  are  such 
that  it  does  not  give  the  wheat  farmer 
much  of  an  opportunity  to  consider 


'  DeficiU.  Interest  Rates,  and  the  Economy." 
Alen  Sinai  and  Peter  Rathjeus.  Data  Resources, 
Inc. 

•■  Sensitivity  of  Interest  Rates  to  Changes  in 
Budget  Deficits."  Staff  Study,  William  J.  Beeman. 
Assistant  Director  for  Fiscal  Analysis.  Congression- 
al Budget  Office. 

'  See.  for  example.  Friedman.  Benjamin  M,  "The 
Determination  of  Long  Term  Interest  Rales:  Impli- 
cations for  Fiscal  and  Monetary  Policies,"  Journal 
of  Money,  Credit  and  Banking,  XII  (May  1980), 
331  352.  and  Debt  Management  Policy,  Interest 
Rates  and  Economic  Activity."  Mimeo.  National 
Bureau  of  Economic  Research.  1981,  and  references 
therein. 

•  Roley.  v.  Vance.  -A  Disaggregated  Structural 
Model  of  the  Treasury  Securities.  Corporate  Bond, 
and  Equity  Markets:  Estimation  and  Simulation 
Results."  Mimeo.  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Re- 
.search,  1980,  and  "The  Effect  of  Federal  Debt  Man- 
agement Policy  on  Corporate  Bond  and  Equity 
Yields."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  forthcom- 
ing. 


whether  or  not  he  wishes  to  sign  up  in 
the  program  for  the  coming  year. 

Winter  wheat  is  sowed  in  September. 
The  winter  wheat  planting  time, 
therefore,  is  within  40  days.  That  is 
the  start  of  it.  The  wheat  is  planted  in 
September,  and,  with  sufficient  mois- 
ture, there  is  germination,  it  sprouts, 
and  the  plant  grows  to  the  surface.  As 
long  as  the  weather  is  mild  and  mois- 
ture is  sufficient,  it  continues  to  grow. 
When  the  weather  turns  cold,  freezing 
or  colder,  the  wheat  plant  ceases  to 
grow.  Winter  wheat  then  is  dormant 
during  the  cold  months;  and  when 
spring  comes,  it  starts  off  with  a  bang. 

Not  all  farmers  plant  winter  wheat. 
Some  plant  both  winter  wheat  and 
spring  wheat. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture 
offers  a  program  to  give  the  opportu- 
nity to  wheat  farmers  and  farmers  of 
other  commodities  a  chance  to  partici- 
pate in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
program.  These  programs  have  been 
successful  in  one  way,  in  that  they 
always  assure  the  country  of  an  abun- 
dant supply  of  farm  commodities. 

The  farmers  have  not  always  made 
out,  because  all  too  often,  including 
now,  the  prices  of  those  commodities 
are  too  low.  Wheat  selling  for  more 
than  $1  bushel  under  the  cost  of  pro- 
duction is  a  hardship  on  the  wheat 
producers.  Any  further  aggravation  of 
that  situation  by  lowering  the  market 
price,  by  taking  away  income  from  the 
grain  producers,  makes  it  that  much 
worse  for  them.  That  is  why  we  are 
opposed  to  this  bill. 

We  would  like  to  have  the  opportu- 
nity for  a  more  successful  program  to 
be  provided  by  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture. We  would  like  to  have  assur- 
ance at  some  point  in  the  future,  by 
actions  in  Congress,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  executive  branch,  that  we 
could  provide  the  type  of  income  as- 
surance—not a  guarantee,  but  just  a 
reasonable  chance— that  the  price  for 
a  commodity  would  be  at  or  above  the 
cost  of  production.  We  are  not  at  that 
point  right  now.  We  do  not  expect 
that  to  happen  unless  there  is  a  great- 
er demand  for  American  grain  prod- 
ucts. 

That  can  happen,  as  many  of  my  col- 
leagues have  discussed  from  time  to 
time;  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Pressler)  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  Boren)  have 
given  a  thorough  presentation  on  the 
need  to  expand  our  trade,  using  our 
grain  products,  trading  them  abroad, 
to  improve  the  situation  for  our  farm- 
ers with  a  better  market  by  broaden- 
ing the  demand  abroad.  That  is  our 
goal. 

However,  where  we  are  right  now  is 
the  proposition  embodied  in  this  bill 
which  would  reduce  the  target  price 
for  wheat  and  other  grain  producers, 
as  well  as  cotton  and  rice.  That  is 
going  the  wrong  way. 


Mr.  President,  several  farm  organiza- 
tions have  noted  their  opposition  to 
the  bill.  They  include  the  National 
Farmers  Organization,  the  National 
Grange,  the  American  Agriculture 
Movement,  the  National  Farmers 
Union,  the  National  Association  of 
Wheat  Growers,  and  the  Interreligious 
Taskforce  on  U.S.  Food  Policy.  I  have 
their  letters,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  them  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

National  Farmers  Organization. 

July  26.  1983. 
Hon.  John  Melcher. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Melcher:  This  follows  up 
on  our  earlier  conversation  regarding  the 
forthcoming  Senate  debate  on  farm  pro- 
gram provisions. 

First,  let  me  reconfirm  our  unqualified  op- 
position to  any  proposal  to  freeze  target 
prices  for  grain,  cotton  and  rice  at  levels 
lower  than  those  established  for  the  1984 
and  1985  crops  in  earlier  legislation.  Those 
levels  were  compromises  gratefully  agreed 
upon  by  the  Administration  and  the  majori- 
ty party  leadership  when  they  were  written 
into  law.  They  should  be  respected  now\ 
Farmers  should  not  be  required  to  continue 
to  carry  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  re- 
sponsibility for  an  unbalanced  national 
budget. 

A  recent  action  in  our  organization  will  be 
of  interest  to  you.  Our  National  Board  of 
Directors  consists  of  54  persons  represent- 
ing 26  states  and  New  England.  They  are 
active  farmers  or  ranchers  and  they  repre- 
sent all  the  major  types  of  farm  production. 

In  a  Board  meeting  last  week  President 
DeVon  Woodland  asked  for  their  best  judg- 
ment on  this  question:  "Keeping  in  mind 
that  we  are  reluctantly  willing  to  accept  the 
compromise  milk  bill  if  the  referendum  is 
placed  ahead  of  the  promotion  check-off, 
what  is  your  position  if  the  grain,  cotton 
and  rice  target  price  freeze  is  a  part  of  the 
same  bill?"  The  unanimous  decision  was  to 
oppose  such  a  bill. 

Their  reasoning  was  straightforward  and 
earnest.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  Admin- 
istration has  not  announced  any  commit- 
ment to  refrain  from  reducing  grain  loan 
rates,  as  permitted  by  current  law.  Cheap 
feed  has  probably  been  the  largest  single 
factor  in  pushing  milk  production  through 
the  roof  in  recent  years.  Nothing  is  to  be 
gained  by  tightening  the  economic  squeeze 
on  both  grain  and  milk  producers  at  this 
time. 

Such  a  combination  of  actions  would  cer- 
tainly serve  to  prolong  the  depression  that 
has  spread  harshly  over  the  farm  communi- 
ty over  the  last  three  or  four  years. 

We  will  appreciate  your  efforts  and  those 
of  your  colleagues  in  the  United  States 
Senate  to  avoid  more  disastrous  decisions  on 
this  legislation.  Let's  clean  up  the  milk  bill, 
pass  it  and  the  tobacco  changes  and  proceed 
under  the  current  law  so  far  as  the  grains 
are  concerned. 
Sincerely. 

Charles  L,  Frazier, 
Director.  Washington  Office. 

National  Grange. 
Washington,  D.C,  July  15.  1983. 
Dear    Senator;     The     National     Grange 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  ex- 


press our  position  on  farm  legislation  that 
will  be  before  the  Senate  in  the  very  near 
future. 

target  price  freeze 

We  are  opposed  to  freezing  target  prices 
for  wheat,  feed  grains,  cotton  and  rice.  The 
National  Grange  testified  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  Agriculture  Production.  Mar- 
keting and  Stabilization  of  Prices  on  Decem- 
t>er  9.  1982  in  opposition  to  the  removal  of 
or  a  target  price  freeze  for  the  1983  crop 
year.  We  said  at  that  time  the  next  Con- 
gress (98th)  should  address  this  issue  as  a 
part  of  oversight  hearings  on  general  farm 
programs.  At  later  hearings  on  the  PIK  pro- 
gram held  on  February  3,  1983,  before  the 
same  Subcommittee,  we  reaffirmed  our  op- 
position to  freezing  target  prices  without  ad- 
dressing all  provisions  of  farm  programs. 
Hearings  were  not  held  on  freezing  target 
prices  or  other  changes  in  the  1981  farm 
bill.  The  hearings  only  concerned  the  PIK 
program  and  its  implementation. 

The  1981  farm  bill  escalated  the  target 
prices  for  1982-'83-'84-'85  to  offset  the  in- 
creased cost  of  production.  Production  costs 
have  moderated,  but  still  will  be  above  1983. 
The  freeze,  if  approved  by  the  Senate,  re- 
duces the  target  prices  for  the  crop  years  '84 
and  '85,  thereby,  reducing  the  potential  cost 
to  the  Treasury  if  market  prices  remain  low. 
In  calculating  a  budget  saving  of  nearly  $4 
billion.  USDA  is  indicating  that  market 
prices  over  the  next  two  years  will  be  well 
below  the  target  price,  resulting  in  deficien- 
cy payments  to  farmers.  Therefore,  if  farm 
income  is  to  be  protected,  target  prices 
should  not  be  frozen.  The  target  prices  in 
the  '81  act  were  held  rather  low  in  relation- 
ship to  production  costs  and  loan  rates  in 
order  to  keep  government  expenditures 
down.  But  because  they  are  low  relative  to 
loan  rates,  they  reduce  incentive  for  farmers 
to  take  part  in  acreage  reduction  programs 
such  as  were  announced  for  several  crops  in 
1982.  The  consequence  is  to  run  a  risk  of 
building  up  excessive  tonnage  of  grain  in 
the  Farmer  Owned  Reserve,  unless  bad 
weather  reduces  yields.  That  is  exactly  what 
happened  in  '81  and  '82,  leading  to  the 
costly  acreage  reduction  programs  in  1983. 
Now  farmers  are  being  asked  to  pay  for  poor 
program  management  by  a  target  price 
freeze  on  their  '84  and  '85  crops,  regardless 
what  happens  to  production  costs. 

We  also  believe  that  farmers  and  Congress 
should  know  the  farm  programs  for  1984 
before  acting  on  only  one  particular  provi- 
sion of  the  programs.  The  target  price  and 
loan  levels  are  integral  parts  of  farm  pro- 
grams and  should  be  announced  together  as 
they  bear  a  close  relationship  to  the  success 
of  any  acreage  reduction  program.  The  "de- 
ficiency" payment  is  the  difference  between 
the  national  average  market  price  during 
the  first  five  months  of  the  marketing  year 
and  the  market  price.  However,  the  pay- 
ment rate  per  bushel  cannot  be  greater  than 
the  difference  between  the  loan  rate  and 
target  price. 

The  budget  exposure  from  deficiency  pay- 
ment in  1984  will  depend  on  the  loan  rate 
and  not  necessarily  from  just  a  target  price 
freeze.  The  closer  the  loan  is  to  the  target 
price,  the  less  exposure  to  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury. In  effect,  by  freezing  the  target  price 
and  lowering  the  loan,  you  will  be  increasing 
the  budget  exposure. 
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The  relationship  between  target  price, 
loan  and  budget  exposure  would  be  similar 
for  other  commodities.  Therefore,  we  be- 
lieve it  is  important  to  know  the  full  farm 
program  before  a  decision  is  made  on  the 
target  price  freeze. 

It  will  be  argued  that  the  domestic  market 
price  will  be  enhanced  by  lowering  the  loan 
because  exports  will  increase.  We  have  no 
history  to  prove  this  to  be  true.  Our  com- 
petitors will  lower  their  prices  just  below 
the  U.S.  loan  rate  in  order  to  keep  the  mar- 
kets we  have  lost  through  embargoes  and 
the  high  value  of  the  dollar. 

It  is  because  of  these  facts  that  we  urge 
you  to  vole  against  the  target  price  freeze. 
Target  prices  can  be  frozen  and  if  the  Secre- 
tary decides  to  lower  the  loan  rates,  the  ex- 
posure to  the  U.S.  Treasury  could  be  in- 
creased by  $.25  per  bushel.  That  is  not  the 
way  to  reduce  program  costs. 

We  also  urge  you  to  vote  for  the  changes 
in  the  tobacco  programs  and  for  the  com- 
promise dairy  bill.  All  amendments  to  these 
two  bills  should  be  defeated. 

Thank  you. 
Sincerely, 

Edward  Andersen. 
Master,  The  National  Grange. 

American  Agriculture 

Movement.  Inc.. 
Washington.  D.C..  July  14.  1983. 
Hon.  John  Melcher. 
Senate  Russell  Building. 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Melcher:  As  a  friend  of  the 
American  farmer,  you  will  want  to  be  aware 
of  two  issues  currently  before  the  Congress 
which  are  vital  to  the  family  farmer,  and 
the  American  Agriculture  Movement  posi- 
tion on  these  issues. 

The  coal  slurry  pipeline:  AAM  opposes  the 
legislation  currently  pending  in  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  to  clear  the  way  for 
construction  of  this  pipeline.  We  oppose 
granting  the  power  of  eminent  domain— the 
power  to  acquire  our  land  without  our  con- 
sent—to a  profit-making  entity.  We  oppose 
making  a  long  term  commitment  of  huge 
quantities  of  precious  water  to  projects 
which  are  not  needed.  Our  position  is 
shared  by  every  other  general  fauiner  orga- 
nization. 

The  target  price  freeze:  AAM  opposes  this 
legislation.  To  freeze  these  supports  now, 
with  production  costs  increasing  and  com- 
modity prices  still  seriously  depressed  would 
be  devasting  to  our  family  farmers.  The 
target  freeze  will  also  give  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  the  ability  to  lower  loan  rates  as 
well.  This  effort  by  the  Administration  to 
freeze  farm  price  supports  is  a  breech  of 
faith.  Congress  passed  a  four-year  commit- 
ment of  suppport  levels  to  America's  farm- 
ers. The  1981  Farm  Bill  was  supported  by 
the  Administration  and  they  should  contin- 
ue with  the  program. 

Please  let  us  hear  from  you  with  your  po- 
sition on  these  issues.  Are  there  amend- 
ments which  you  believe  would  improve 
either  of  these  bills? 


Thank   you   for  your  attention   to   these 
matters,  and  for  your  continued  friendship. 
Till  parity. 

David  Senter, 
National  Director. 

National  Farmers  Union, 

July  20.  1983. 
urgent  legislative  message 
Re:  Target  Price  ■Freeze.  " 
To:  Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 
From:  Robert  J.  Mullins.  Director.  Legisla- 
tive Services. 

Dear  Senator:  As  the  Senate  prepares  to 
consider  several  changes  in  existing  farm 
programs  National  Farmers  Union  wishes  to 
express  its  strongest  opposition  to  the  Ad- 
ministration's proposal  to  'freeze"  the 
target  prices  for  wheat,  feed  grains,  cotton 
and  rice  at  1983  levels  for  the  next  two 
years. 

The  proposal  to  "freeze"  target  prices 
would  be  a  major  disincentive  for  farmers  to 
enter  into  any  acreage  reduction  program 
for  wheat  or  feed  grains  next  year.  This 
would  be  doubly  so  if  such  a  "freeze  "  were 
accompanied  by  a  lowering  of  the  loan  rates 
as  the  Administration  i.s  now  suggesting. 
Such  non-participation  would  again  invite 
serious  over-production,  compounding  the 
problem  of  lower  farm  income  and  high  gov- 
ernment expenditures. 

Farm  production  outlays  have  risen  eight 
percent  over  the  past  year.  The  statutory 
increases  mandated  in  the  1981  Act  for  the 
four  major  commodities  (wheat,  corn, 
cotton  and  rice)  average  only  five  percent— 
considerably  less  than  the  increase  in  the 
cost  of  production,  even  though  the  rate  of 
inflation  is  down. 

Freezing  "  the  target  prices  would  be  an 
unwise  act.  It  would  mean  a  continuation  of 
farm  prices  at  depressed  levels,  forcing  even 
more  farmers  out  of  business  and  jeopardiz- 
ing any  hope  for  economic  recovery  in  the 
farm  sector. 

We  respectfully  ask  you  to  oppose  and 
vote  against  any  "freeze"  of  the  target 
prices. 

Thank  you. 

National  Assoication 

or  Wheat  Growers, 

Washington,  D.C. 
Subject:  H.R.  2733. 
Prom:  Carl  Schwensen. 
Date:  July  21.  1983. 

Dear  Senator:  The  National  Association 
of  Wheat  Growers  urges  you  to  oppose 
freezing  the  1984  and  1985  target  prices  at 
the  current  1983  level.  If  the  1984  and  1985 
wheat  programs  are  to  be  successful  in  re- 
ducing production  and  carryover  stocks, 
farmers  must  be  provided  the  necessary  in- 
centives to  enter  acreage  reduction  pro- 
grams. With  the  target  price  being  one  of 
the  primary  motives  for  farmer  participa- 
tion, it  would  be  counterproductive  to  main- 
tain target  prices  at  1983  levels  and  thereby 
reduce  the  number  of  farmers  willing  to 
take  part  in  future  programs. 

Freezing  the  target  price  level  would  fur- 
ther reduce  farm  income  at  a  time  when 
market  prices  are  low  and  production  ex- 
penses are  still  rising  at  a  rate  of  6.3  percent 
for  crop  year  1984.  As  you  well  know,  total 
net  farm  income  continues  to  hover  at  the 
1976  level,  and  any  further  erosion  in 
income  would  force  many  farmers  into  ex- 
treme financial  hardship.  In  addition,  farm- 
ers are  being  asked  to  sacrifice  needed 
income  while,  at  the  same  time,  actions  are 
being  taken  to  undermine  certain  export 
programs  and  wheat  exports  remain  hostage 


to  negotiations  with  China  over  unrelated 
items.  With  reductions  in  agricultural  ex- 
p>orts  due  to  current  domestic  policy  and  a 
strong  dollar,  further  reductions  in  farm 
income  through  a  target  price  freeze  will 
place  many  agricultural  producers  and  their 
customers  in  an  untenable  financial  posi- 
tion. 

In  addition  to  maintaining  the  target 
price  levels  established  in  the  1981  farm  bill, 
several  other  steps  should  be  taken  to  main- 
tain purchasing  power  and  cash  flow  at  the 
farm  level.  The  USDA  has  under  active  con- 
sideration a  loan  rale  reduction.  Such  a 
move  would  radically  reduce  a  farmer's  cash 
flow.  Needed  cash  to  offset  any  reduction  in 
price  supports  would  be  available  by  direct- 
ing the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  at 
least  one-half  of  the  projected  1984  deficien- 
cy payment  available  to  farmers  at  the  time 
of  program  sign-up.  Such  action  was  taken 
in  1982  and  should  be  a  standard  policy  with 
the  USDA. 

A  reduction  in  the  current  minimum  stor- 
age payment  to  farmers  of  $.265  per  bushel 
is  also  under  active  consideration  by  USDA. 
At  present  the  USDA  pays  commercial 
warehouses  an  average  of  $.33  per  bushel 
for  wheat  stored  by  CCC.  Storage  payments 
a.ssist  the  farmer  by  providing  cash  flow  and 
must  not  be  reduced.  Legislatively  maintain- 
ing this  rale  at  a  minimum  of  $.265  would 
provide  that  grain  would  be  stored  longer 
than  the  initial  nine  month  reserve  and 
thus  provide  wheat  for  use  in  possible 
future  PIK  programs. 

In  addition  to  legislatively  establishing  ad- 
vanced deficiency  payments  and  storage 
rates,  another  measure  to  increase  farmer 
participation  in  acreage  reduction  programs 
would  be  an  early  announcement  outlining 
the  1985  wheat  program. 

The  wheat  growers  al.so  ask  that  language 
be  provided  to  assure  an  outline  of  the  1985 
wheat  program  be  made  available  to  farm- 
ers by  September  15  of  this  year.  Farmer 
participation  in  the  1985  farm  program  will 
be  based  in  part  on  decisions  thai  need  to  be 
made  during  the  summer  and  fall  of  1983.  It 
is  important  that  farmers  learn  at  the  earli- 
est possible  date  whether  an  acreage  reduc- 
tion program  will  be  in  effect  for  the  1985 
crop.  Such  early  announcements  provide 
time  for  farmers  to  adjust  tillage  operations 
and  input  costs  and  will  thus  broaden  pro- 
gram participation  in  the  1985  program. 

In  summary,  the  wheal  growers  ask  that 
you  assure  greater  participation  in  future 
farm  programs  by  opposing  a  freeze  on  1984 
and  1985  target  prices  while  maintaining 
the  current  level  of  storage  payments,  early 
announcement  of  the  1985  program,  and 
early  payment  of  a  portion  of  the  projected 
1984  deficiency  payment.  Your  assistance  in 
this  regard  is  greatly  appreciated. 
Sincerely. 

Carl  F.  Schwensen. 
Executive  Vice  President 
Interreligious    Task     Force    on 
U.S.  Food  Policy. 

Washington.  D.C.  July  26.  1983. 
Dear  Senator:  The  Senate  is  scheduled  to 
debate  and  vole  on  H.R.  2733  later  this 
week.  Section  16  of  this  bill  would  freeze 
income  support  (target  price)  levels  for 
farmers  who  produce  grain  and  cotton  for 
1984  and  1985  at  the  1983  level  while  requir- 
ing the  administration  to  spend  $300  million 
per  year  for  export  subsidies.  We  urge  you 
to  vote  for  the  set  of  amendments  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Edward  Zorinsky  which 
would  eliminate  this  section  of  the  bill. 

The  Taskforce  believes  that  public  policy 
ought  to  provide  family  farm  operators  an 


opportunity  to  earn  fair  labor  and  manage- 
ment income  from  well-run.  efficient  farms. 
Freezing  target  prices,  already  well  below 
production  costs,  would  certainly  not  ad- 
vance thai  opportunity.  Rather,  it  would 
add  to  continuing  severe  economic  difficul- 
ties for  farm  families. 

A  vote  for  the  freeze,  moreover,  is  also  a 
vote  for  the  reduction  of  price  support 
loans.  The  administration  has  announced  its 
intention  of  using  its  discretion  to  cut  back 
loan  levels  by  as  much  as  10  percent  if  Con- 
gress approves  the  freeze. 

The  proposed  trade-off  in  the  bill  as  re- 
ported—additional export  subsidy  money  in 
return  for  the  freeze— is  a  cruel  hoax.  The 
administration  is  currently  sitting  on  even 
greater  sums  of  export  funds  which  it  is 
unable  or  unwilling  to  use.  It  is  extremely 
unlikely  to  make  use  of  any  new  authoriza- 
tion. Even  if  it  did,  such  subsidies  will  help 
export  companies  far  more  than  farmers 
themselves. 

Two  main  arguments  are  advanced  in  the 
name  of  the  freeze,  namely  that  it  would 
save  money  and  that  it  would  encourage 
production  cutbacks.  Taking  up  the  latter 
first,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  freezing  target 
prices  will  spur  production  cutbacks.  On  the 
contrary,  it  may  actually  increase  produc- 
tion by  decreasing  participation  in  the  acre- 
age reduction  programs.  This  is  especially 
the  case  since  the  administration  is  plan- 
ning to  eliminate  land  diversion  payments 
in  next  year's  acreage  reduction  programs, 
leaving  price  support  loans  and  income  sup- 
port payments  as  the  only  incentives  to  par- 
ticipation. 

More  important  is  the  matter  of  budget 
outlays.  The  freeze  would  save  money,  but 
only  by  undermining  basic  income  support 
for  farm  families.  This  is  particularly  unfair 
since  alternatives  exist  which  would  save 
money  without  indiscriminately  freezing 
benefits.  The  Taskforce  has  long  advocated 
that  benefits  be  limited  to  family-sized 
farms,  be  greared  to  an  income  criteria  of 
need,  and  be  eliminated  for  nonfarm  corpo- 
rate and  individual  investors  in  agriculture. 
By  enacting  reforms  such  as  these,  budget 
exposure  would  be  limited  without  threat- 
ening basic  farm  family  income  support.  For 
a  legislative  outline  of  target  price  reform  as 
an  alternative  to  the  freeze,  please  call  the 
Taskforce  office. 
Sincerely, 

Paul  Kittlaus, 

Chair. 

Mt.  melcher.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  have  a  letter  dated  July  26  from 
the  Interreligious  Task  Force  on  U.S. 
Food  Policy.  This  is  a  national  organi- 
zation that  has  long  been  right  in  the 
forefront  of  the  public  here  in  the 
United  States,  representing  to  the 
public  the  need  for  adequate  food  sup- 
plies. 

They  view  the  abundance  of  food 
that  we  have  as  being  a  gift  from  God, 
some  practical  means  of  helping 
people  who  are  hungry  in  this  coun- 
try, but  also  helping  people  abroad 
who  through  lack  of  agricultural  pro- 
duction have  low  nutritional  levels  in 
their  own  countries,  or  face  hardship 
from  famine  or  are  starving. 

So  they  have  also  written  to,  I  be- 
lieve, each  of  us  on  the  Senate  Agricul- 
ture Committee,  and  I  hope  each  Sen- 
ator, the  entire  100  Senators,  will  un- 
derstand  that   this   group   feels   very 


strongly  about  and  is  opposed  to  this 
bill. 

They  believe  the  public  policy 
should  provide  the  family  farm  opera- 
tor an  opportunity  to  earn  a  fair 
income  off  the  farm.  They  believe  that 
freezing  target  prices  which  are  al- 
ready well  below  the  production  costs 
would  certainly  not  advance  that  op- 
portunity. They  believe  it  would  con- 
tinue severe  economic  difficulties  for 
farm  families. 

I  commend  the  Interreligious  Task 
Force  on  U.S.  Food  Policy  for  being  an 
international  group  that  believes  that 
the  food  that  we  have  is  a  blessing  and 
that  it  should  be  shared  with  the 
hungry  here  and  abroad. 

I  think  that  while  we  often  empha- 
size the  lack  of  trade  initiatives  that 
we  have  had  in  selling  more  of  Ameri- 
can grain  abroad  we  must  also  note 
that  we  have  a  greater  opportunity  to 
use  food  for  peace,  particularly  when 
we  see  foreign  aid  expanding  and  par- 
ticularly when  we  note  that  our 
friends  in  Central  America  are  receiv- 
ing a  great  amount  of  advice  or  mili- 
tary aid  or  both.  I  think  we  are  miss- 
ing the  point  when  we  do  not  make 
sure  that  the  food  supplies  in  Central 
American  countries  are  adequate. 
Mexico  to  the  south  of  us,  a  great 
country,  a  large  country,  and  a  very 
hungry  country  for  many  of  their 
people,  could  well  use  much  more  of 
America's  food. 

I  am  not  talking  about  the  sales  to 
them.  They  are  very  fine  customers  of 
the  United  States  and  I  appreciate 
that  and  to  whatever  extent  we  can 
improve  on  those  sales  I  think  we 
should.  But  I  am  also  talking  about— 
and  this  is  my  main  point  in  regard  to 
helping  the  Mexican  people— using 
food  for  peace.  I  do  not  care  what  we 
call  it,  just  so  they  have  the  abun- 
dance of  food  that  we  have  made  avail- 
able to  those  people  in  Mexico  who  are 
suffering  from  lack  of  adequate  nutri- 
tion. 

The  transportation  is  available.  The 
grain  is  in  storage.  The  milk  products 
are  in  storage.  Other  surplus  commod- 
ities are  in  Government  storage.  Let  us 
provide  it  to  them.  Let  us  provide  it  to 
those  people  who  are  hungry  in  our 
neighboring  countries,  in  Mexico  in 
particular. 

It  makes  a  lot  more  sense  to  send 
the  food  that  we  have  available  and  in 
Federal  storage  under  Federal  owner- 
ship than  sending  armaments  to  the 
Central  American  countries  bought  by 
borrowed  money  that  the  Treasury 
has  to  gain  from  sale  of  Treasury 
notes.  The  abundance  that  we  have  in 
food  can  be  better  shared  and  better 
used  than  we  are  doing  right  now  for 
our  friends  in  Central  America  and 
other  parts  of  the  world  who  are 
hungry,  have  poor  nutrition,  or  have 
famine  or  drought. 

Mr.  President,  I  see  that  the  assist- 
ant majority  leader  has  come  to  the 


floor.  I  am  pleased  to  yield  the  floor  at 
any  time  that  he  so  desires. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Montana.  I  am  awaiting  the  ar- 
rival of  the  distinguished  Democratic 
leader. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 

S.  1684.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  limit  excessive 
expenditures  and  to  provide  lor  more  timely 
and  complete  public  reporting  of  campaign 
gifts  and  spending;  to  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration. 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER: 

S.  1685.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  89  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the  Feder- 
al employees  health  benefits  program,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 

S.  1686.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  Novem- 
ber 2.  1966.  regarding  leases  and  contracts 
affecting  land  within  the  Salt  River  Pima- 
Maricopa  Indian  Reservation:  to  the  Select 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  JEPSEN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Huddleston): 

S.  1687.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  to  require  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  make  an  earlier  announcement 
than  is  required  under  current  law  of  any 
acreage  limitation  or  set-aside  program  es- 
tablished for  the  1984  or  1985  crop  of  feed 
grains  or  the  1985  crop  of  wheat;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry. 

By   Mr.   MURKOWSKI   (for   himself 
and  Mr.  Stevens): 

S.  1688.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  October 
18.  1972.  to  modify  the  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations for  Sitka  National  Park. 
Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

By  Mr.  TRIBLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Warner): 

S.  1689.  A  bill  to  clear  certain  impedi- 
ments to  the  licensing  of  the  vessel  Endless 
Summer  for  employment  in  the  coastwise 
trade;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Sci- 
ence, and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  DENTON: 

S.  1690.  A  bill  to  improve  the  educational 
achievement  of  educationally  deprived  chil- 
dren by  expanding  opportunities  for  their 
parents  to  choose  schools  that  best  meet 
their  needs,  to  foster  diversity  and  competi- 
tion among  schoolchildren,  to  increase  pri- 
vate sector  involvement  in  providing  educa- 
tional programs  for  educationally  deprived 
children,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Latwr  and  Human  Resources. 
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By   Mr.   ARMSTRONG   (for   himself. 
Mr.  Dole.  Mr.  Waixop.  Mr.  Grass- 
ley,   Mr.   Symms,    Mr.   CHAreE.   Mr. 
Roth.  Mr.  Durenbercer.  Mrs.  Haw- 
kins. Mr.  Packwood.  Mr.  Danforth. 
Mrs.  Kassebaum.  and  Mr.  Heinz): 
S.  1691.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  to  recognize  effective  program  ad- 
ministration in  the  financing  of  State  pro- 
grams of  child  support  enforcement,  to  im- 
prove the  ability  of  States  to  collect  child 
support  for  non-AFDC  families,  and  other 
wise    strengthen    and    improve    such    pro- 
grams, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  HART: 
S.  1692.  A  bill  entitled  the  "War  Powers  in 
Central  America  Act":  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

By  Mr.  DeCONCINI: 
S.J.  Res.  135.  Joint  resolution  proposing 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  Stales  for  the  establishment  of  a  leg- 
islative veto;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  GLENN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Baucus,  Mr  BURDICK,  Mr.  Chafee 
Mr.   DAmato.   Mr.   Dixon.   Mr.   Do 

liENICI.    Mr.    DURENBERCER.    Mr.    HoL- 

LiNcs.  Mr.  HuDDLESTON.  Mr.  Leahy. 

Mr.  Levin.  Mr.  Lugar.  Mr.  McClure. 

Mr.  Melcher.  Mr.  Nunn.  Mr.  Pryor. 

Mr.  RiEGLE.  Mr  Roth.  Mr  Sarbanes, 

Mr.   Sasser.   Mr.   Tsongas.   and   Mr. 

Cranston  >: 
S.J.  Res.  136.  Joint  resolution  to  recognize 
•  Volunteer  Firefighters  Recognition  Day. ' 
as  a  tribute  to  the  bravery  and  self-sacrifice 
of  our  volunteer  firefighters:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 

AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  STEVENS  (for  Mr.  Weicker 
(for  himself  and  Mr.  Nunn)): 
S.  Con.  Res.  58.  Concurrent  resolution  cor 
reeling  the  enrollment  of  S.  272:  submitted 
and  placed  on  the  calendar. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 

S.  1684.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 

Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  limit 

excessive  expenditures  and  to  provide 

for  more  timely  and  complete  public 


paigns,  and  the  growing  attention  and 
time  that  candidates  must  give  to 
fundraising  activities  is  not  only 
shocking,  it  is  destructive  of  our  free 
political  process.  If  present  trends  are 
allowed  to  continue  without  any  ra- 
tional controls,  our  system  of  free  elec- 
tions and  representative  government 
will  be  unalterably  damaged. 

Voting  participation  will  be  signifi- 
cantly reduced.  Public  respect  for  can- 
didates and  Government  officials  will 
be  diminished  to  an  alltime  low.  The 
selling  of  candidates— prepackaged 
and  predestined  to  serve  a  collection  of 
selfish  factions— will  dominate  elec- 
tions. 

Running  for  office  will  mean  more 
than  performing  well  once  in  office. 
The  only  goal  of  any  candidate  that 
counts  will  be  to  gather  and  spend 
more  money  than  any  of  his  oppo- 
nents. 

Doing  whatever  is  necessary  to  col- 
lect the  most  money  from  the  most 
contributors  will  be  the  overriding 
factor  in  campaigns,  not  serving  the 
general  public  interest.  The  time  can- 
didates spend  on  raising  funds  will 
likely  exceed  any  time  they  devote  to 
their  public  duties. 

BUCKLEY  AGAINST  VALEO  OUTDATED 

Mr.  President,  these  projections  are 
not  far  from  present  realities.  Since 
the  Supreme  Court  announced  its  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  Buckley  against 
Valeo  on  January  30,  1976,  campaign 
spending  has  run  wild.  It  is  true  that 
in  Buckley,  the  Supreme  Court  held 
that  campaign  expenditure  limitations 
represented  substantial  restraints  on 
the  quantity  and  diversity  of  political 
speech  and  were  invalid  under  the 
first  amendment. 

But  facts  have  changed  dramatically 
since  Buckley  was  decided.  The  dan- 
gers of  corruption  of  candidates,  dis- 
couragement of  full  voting  participa- 
tion, distortion  of  the  election  process 
and  neglect  of  public  duties  by  elected 
officials  have  all  multiplied  in  the  last 
7  years. 

CAMPAIGN  SPENDING  RUNS  WILD 

Campaign  spending  by  congressional 
candidates  directly  increased  to  $344 
million  in  the  1982  elections,  a  rise  of 
44  percent  over  the  1980  elections,  80 


reporting  of  campaign  gifts  and  spend 

ing;  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and    percent  over  the   1978  elections,  and 

175  percent  over  the  1976  elections 
According  to  Prof.  Herbert  Alexander 


Administration. 

FEDER>      ELECTION  CAMPAIGN  EXPENDITURE 
LIMITS  ACT 

•  Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  1 
am  introducing  legislation  today  to 
check  the  runaway  growth  of  cam- 
paign spending  in  Federal  elections. 
The  legislation  is  aimed  at  protecting 
the  stability  of  the  election  process 
and  preserving  the  American  system 
of  self-rule  by  the  people. 

DANGERS  OF  UNLIMITED  CAMPAIGN  SPENDING 

Now,  Mr.  President.  I  believe  the  gi- 
gantic explosion  of  campaign  spend- 
ing, the  proliferation  of  special  inter- 
est associations  created  solely  to  raise 
and  spend  moneys  in  political  cam- 


one  of  the  country's  foremost  cam- 
paign researchers,  spending  by  all 
sources,  not  just  candidates  alone,  in 
Presidential  elections  increased  from 
$160  million  in  1976  to  $275  million  in 
1980,  a  rise  of  72  percent. 

Political  action  committee  contribu- 
tions to  congressional  campaigns  in- 
creased from  $55.2  million  in  the  1980 
elections  to  $83.1  million  in  the  1982 
elections,  a  climb  of  51  percent.  Total 
spending  by  PACs  at  the  Federal  level 
rose  to  $130  million  in  the  1980  elec- 
tions and  to  $190  million  in  the  1982 
elections. 


Independent  campaign  spending  by 
PACs.  other  groups  and  individuals  to 
influence  election  results  in  congres- 
sional elections  increased  by  143  per- 
cent from  the  1980  to  the  1982  elec- 
tions. Campaign  finance  reports  filed 
with  the  Federal  Election  Commission 
show  that  $5.7  million  was  spent  inde- 
pendently during  1981-82  for  or 
against  congressional  candidates,  most 
of  it  negative  in  nature.  In  January  of 
1976.  when  the  Supreme  Court  decid- 
ed Buckley,  this  kind  of  independent 
spending  was  nil. 

Professor  Alexander  reports  that  all 
campaign  spending  in  the  1980  Presi- 
dential and  congressional  elections  to- 
taled $573  million.  In  the  1976  Presi- 
dential and  congressional  elections, 
the  timeframe  of  the  Buckley  decision. 
Federal  campaign  spending  totaled 
$300  million. 

PUBLIC  BELIEVES  EXCESSIVE  SPENDING  "VERY 
SERIOUS"  PROBLEM 

Mr.  President,  the  sharp  increase  in 
campaign  spending  in  Federal  elec- 
tions poses  a  danger  of  real  or  per- 
ceived corruption  among  candidates 
for  Federal  offices  and  among  elected 
Federal  officials.  Poll  after  poll  proves 
this  statement.  The  American  public 
not  only  thinks  that  virtually  every 
elected  official  is  bought  by  some  spe- 
cial interest  group  or  another,  but  the 
public  is  both  disgusted  and  fed  up 
with  excessive  campaign  spending. 

According  to  the  April  3,  1980,  ABC- 
Harris  survery,  61  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans feel  that  the  amount  of  money 
being  spent  on  congressional  cam- 
paigns is  a  "very  serious"  problem. 
The  January  3,  1983,  Harris  survey 
turned  up  an  almost  identical  finding 
concerning  campaign  spending  in  all 
national  elections.  This  poll,  conduct- 
ed between  November  23  and  28,  1982, 
indicates  that  an  overwhelming  84  to 
14  majority  believes  that  "those  who 
contribute  large  sums  of  money  have 
too  much  influence  over  the  govern- 
ment." Excessive  campaign  spending  is 
considered  to  be  a  "very  serious"  prob- 
lem by  62  percent  of  Americans  and 
another  29  percent  consider  it  "seri- 
ous." 

HARM  TO  LEGISLATIVE  PROCESS 

Now.  Mr.  President,  let  us  take  a 
quick  look  at  what  this  high  campaign 
spending  and  high  fundraising  is 
doing,  not  only  to  the  election  process, 
but  to  the  legislative  process.  One  ex- 
ample I  can  start  with  is  the  activity 
we  are  engaged  in  relative  to  the  De- 
fense authorization  bill.  The  bill  was 
called  up  on  a  Monday  with  the  under- 
standing that  there  would  be  no  votes 
that  day.  This  has  been  general  prac- 
tice throughout  most  of  this  Senate 
session  and  recent  ones  preceding  it. 

All  too  often  the  practice  is  to  allow 
people  to  go  home  on  FYidays  to  cam- 
paign or  raise  money  with  a  knowledge 
that  there  would  be  no  votes.  If  record 
votes  are  needed,  they  are  scheduled 


for  late  on  Monday  or  held  off  until 
Tuesday.  So.  Senators  who  wish  to 
attend  a  fundraising  activity  for  them- 
selves or  their  political  friends  have  a 
chance  to  take  off  a  long  weekend. 

In  other  words,  the  Senate  is  work- 
ing on  a  3-day  schedule  much  of  the 
time,  in  fact  almost  half  of  the  time 
when  we  are  in  session.  And  we  are  in 
session  only  about  half  of  the  year. 

For  example,  the  Senate  has  been  in 
session  98  days  this  year.  That  is  less 
than  half  of  the  208  calendar  days 
from  January  1  through  July  27.  We 
are  about  to  take  a  5-week  recess  be- 
ginning August  5  and  ending  Septem- 
ber 12,  and  we  have  already  set  aside  a 
couple  of  more  weeks  for  recess  in  Oc- 
tober and  November. 

When  we  are  in  session,  do  not 
expect  us  to  operate  with  a  5-day 
schedule.  Of  the  24  weeks  we  have  met 
this  year,  we  have  put  in  a  full  5-day 
week  only  10  times.  To  date,  we  have 
taken  off  3  Mondays  and  13  Fridays. 

We  do  not  vote  often  even  if  we  do 
meet  on  Mondays  or  Fridays.  We  held 
record  votes  on  only  five  Mondays  and 
four  Fridays  this  year.  Since  we  did 
not  meet  on  Friday  in  13  weeks  and  we 
knew  that  there  would  seldom  be 
record  votes  on  Mondays,  this  allowed 
Members  to  go  home  on  Thursday  or 
Friday  and  not  return  until  Monday 
night  or  Tuesday. 

The  record  of  the  Senate  was  even 
worse  last  year,  an  election  year.  The 
Senate  was  in  session  147  days  out  of 
the  365  days  in  the  calendar  year.  This 
means  we  were  away,  in  recess  or  ad- 
journment. 60  percent  of  the  time. 

We  failed  to  meet  on  60  Mondays 
and  Fridays.  Of  52  weeks  in  the  year, 
the  Senate  held  record  votes  on  only  6 
Mondays.  We  did  not  do  much  better 
on  Fridays.  We  held  record  votes  on  10 
Fridays  in  1982.  On  only  three  occa- 
sions during  the  whole  year  did  the 
Senate  hold  votes  on  Monday  and 
Friday  of  the  same  week. 

Mr.  President.  I  attribute  much  of 
the  reason  for  our  long  absences  from 
Washington  and  our  short  workweeks 
to  political  fundraising.  not  campaign- 
ing with  our  constituents,  but  making 
appeals  to  PACs.  special  interest  com- 
mittees who  are  asked  to  contribute 
large  sums  to  election  campaigns. 

POLITICAL  EXPRESSION  NOT  DEPENDENT  ON 
EXCESSIVE  SPENDING 

Mr.  President,  my  belief  that  the  Su- 
preme Court  will  uphold  a  reasonable 
spending  limit  law  is  not  based  solely 
on  facts  such  as  the  above  which  show 
the  tremendous  change  in  election 
spending  practices  since  1976.  I  also 
believe  there  is  a  major  flaw  in  the 
Buckley  decision,  an  error  which 
would  cause  the  court  to  reverse  itself 
in  the  light  of  further  reflection.  I  am 
referring  to  the  fact  that  there  are 
many  alternative  ways  in  which  candi- 
dates, parties,  individuals,  and  inde- 
pendent associations  are  free  to  com 


and  views.  Political  expression  is  not, 
as  the  Supreme  Court  appears  to  have 
believed,  dependent  on  making  unlim- 
ited expenditures  for  political  advertis- 
ing, direct  mail  appeals,  polls  and 
other  political  services. 

Instead,  there  are  a  multitude  of 
ways  in  which  candidates  and  individ- 
uals and  political  committees  can  get 
their  message  across.  For  example, 
candidates  do  not  have  to  purchase 
television  or  radio  time  as  the  only 
way  to  appear  on  television  or  radio. 
Many  broadcasters  offer  free  time  to 
candidates,  not  to  mention  the  media's 
general  news  coverage,  which  routine- 
ly devotes  time  and  space  to  political 
candidates. 

Newspapers  will,  as  a  general  rule, 
print  letters  to  the  editor  by  candi- 
dates and  their  representatives.  Candi- 
dates are  given  the  opportunity  to  re- 
spond to  election  questionnaires  spon- 
sored and  published  by  numerous  non- 
partisan associations  on  a  voluntary 
basis.  The  well-known  League  of 
Women  Voters  questionnaire,  for  ex- 
ample, is  widely  circulated  and  pub- 
lished free  of  charge  to  candidates. 

BALANCE  BETWEEN  RIGHT  OF  EXPRESSION  AND 
STABILITY  OF  ELECTION  PROCESS 

What  the  Supreme  Court  has  done 
is  to  confuse  necessary  ceilings  on  ex- 
cessive campaign  spending  with  an  ab- 
solute prohibition  on  campaign  ex- 
penditures. 

The  question  is  not  whether  candi- 
dates should  be  allowed  to  spend  any 
money  at  all  on  television  advertising, 
or  direct  mail  campaigns  or  so  forth. 
The  question  is.  when  does  this  spend- 
ing become  too  much?  And,  where  will 
it  end.  if  it  is  left  unchecked? 

What  I  am  after.  Mr.  President,  is  to 
reach  a  balance  between  first  amend- 
ment rights  of  expression  and  the  in- 
tegrity and  stability  of  the  free  elec- 
tion process.  Here,  there  is  no  alterna- 
tive which  will  adequately  accomplish 
the  legitimate  purposes  of  Congress. 

COMPELLING  GOVERNMENTAL  INTEREST 

Now,  I  am  speaking  only  of  limits  on 
excessive  spending,  something  that  is 
a  judicially  reviewable  standard.  I  am 
speaking  only  of  limits  which  are  nec- 
essary to  achieve  the  compelling  gov- 
ernmental interest  in  securing  the  full 
voting  participation  by  all  citizens  in 
Federal  elections.  I  am  speaking  only 
of  limits  which  are  necessary  to  fur- 
ther the  equally  compelling  govern- 
mental interest  in  the  purity  and  sta- 
bility of  the  political  system.  I  am  not 
speaking  of  limitations  which  are  used 
for  partisan  reasons  or  to  favor  incum- 
bents or  to  protect  government  offi- 
cials against  public  scrutiny  and  criti- 
cism. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  assuming  that 
these  purposes  are  sufficient  to  over- 
come the  Supreme  Court's  earlier  deci- 
sion in  Buckley  against  Valeo.  just 
what  limitations  on  excessive  Federal 
campaign     spending     are     necessary? 


municate    their    political    expressions    What  specific  limits  will  allow  the  full- 


est extent  of  campaign  spending, 
while  protecting  against  harmful 
results? 

This  brings  me  to  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  I  am  introducing  today. 

SPENDING  LIMITS 

First,  the  bill  sets  out  a  ceiling  on 
Federal  campaign  spending  according 
to  the  number  of  voting  age  citizens  in 
congressional  races  and  according  to 
flat  dollar  ceilings  in  Presidential  cam- 
paigns. Presidential  party  and  inde- 
pendent candidates  are  restricted  to 
spending  no  more  than  $15  million  in 
seeking  nomination  for  office  and  to 
no  more  than  $25  million  in  the  gener- 
al election.  There  is  no  additional  al- 
lowance for  fundraising  as  exists  in 
the  present  public  financing  statute. 
Fundraising  for  the  general  election 
can  begin  only  in  June  preceding  the 
election  and  the  cost  will  be  charged 
against  the  total  ceiling  on  spending  in 
the  Presidential  campaign. 

Senate  campaign  spending  is  to  be 
limited  to  12  cents  per  voting  age  citi- 
zen in  primary  elections  and  22  cents 
in  the  general  election.  A  base  ceiling 
of  $150,000  in  primaries  and  $250,000 
in  general  elections  is  granted  in 
States  with  small  populations.  All 
House  campaign  spending  is  to  be  lim- 
ited to  $100,000  in  each  primary  and 
$100,000  in  each  general  election  cam- 
paign, except  that  the  Senatorial  ceil- 
ing will  apply  in  States  where  there  is 
only  a  single  Representative. 

The  spending  limitations  shall  apply 
to  expenditures  authorized,  coordinat- 
ed or  made  by  any  person,  or  any 
member  of  the  immediate  family  of 
any  person,  seeking  nomination  as  a 
candidate  for  or  election  to  a  Federal 
elective  office.  Any  moneys  spent  out 
of  a  candidate's  personal  funds  or 
loaned  by  a  candidate  from  personal 
funds  for  election  purposes  shall  be  in- 
cluded in  computing  the  total  amoimt 
of  expenditures  for  that  particular 
office. 

Under  my  bill,  there  will  be  no  auto- 
matic adjustment  of  the  spending  ceil- 
ings based  on  the  price  index. 

LENGTH  OF  PRESIDENTIAL  GENERAL  ELECTION 

The  bill  includes  a  separate  section 
on  the  length  of  Presidential  cam- 
paigns. I  am  proposing  that  we  restrict 
the  general  election  for  rurming  for 
President  to  a  period  lasting  6  weeks. 

The  bill  provides  that  party  conven- 
tions cannot  be  held  until  Labor  Day 
in  election  year.  The  election  cam- 
paign cannot  start  until  2  weeks  later. 
There  is  no  time  limit  on  primary  cam- 
paigns or  on  election  campaigns  of 
Senators  or  Congressmen.  My  propos- 
al does  not  represent  a  radical  change 
in  current  Presidential  elections,  since 
the  major  party  conventions  are  nor- 
mally not  held  until  July  and  August, 
In  contrsist,  congressional  candidates 
in  almost  half  of  the  States  are  now 
selected  in  primaries  or  conventions 
held  in  May  or  June,  and  in  one  State, 
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Illinois,  it  is  as  early  as  March.  Thus,  I  tion    Commission,    but    it 

propose   that   we   test   the   campaign  always  become  public  in  a  timely  lasn 

period  limit  first  in  Presidential  cam-  ion. 


paigns. 

INDIVIODAL  SPENDING 

Under  existing  law.  the  total  ceiling 
on  expenditures  provided  by  the  bill 
would  automatically  apply  to  spending 
by  individuals  approved,  directed  or 
solicited  by  a  candidate  or  the  candi- 
date's agent.  If  individuals  or  groups 
do  not  coordinate  their  activities  with 
the  candidate  or  his  political  party, 
the  spending  is  not  subject  to  any 
limit,  even  if  it  is  intended  to  promote 
the  election  or  defeat  of  a  clearly  iden- 
tified candidate.  There  is  a  question 
whether  independent  spending  is  now 
subject  to  control  in  Presidential  cam- 
paigns where  public  funding  is  accept- 
ed, but  my  bill  will  repeal  public  fi- 
nancing. 

Instead,  the  bill  will  impose  a  sepa- 
rate limitation  on  independent  spend- 
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does  not  free  elections  and  respect  for  candi- 
dates and  elected  officials.  Most  fun- 
damental of  all.  the  bill  will  help  to 
assure  the  survival  of  self-government, 
the  system  of  self-rule  that  makes  the 
general  freedoms  of  our  people  In 
practice  and  by  which  government  by 
consent  is  constantly  replenished  and 
strengthened. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  text  of 
the  bill  shall  appear  in  the  Record 
and  that  a  table  which  compares 
actual  campaign  spending  by  Senate 
candidates  in  the  last  6  years  with  the 
proposed  spending  limits  provided  by 
the  bill  may  also  appear  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1684 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the    •Federal  Election 


July  27,  1983 
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To  help  correct  this  failure,  the  bill 
requires  that  a  copy  of  reports  by  po- 
litical committees,  parties,  and  candi- 
dates be  made  available  for  public  in- 
spection and  copying  at  their  respec- 
tive campaign  headquarters  or  at  their 
place  of  business,  if  there  is  no  head- 
quarters. Present  reporting  require- 
ments will  stay  intact  that  call  for  re- 
ports to  be  filed  in  Washington,  DC, 
and  with  the  secretary  of  state  of  the 
State  where  any  election  is  held. 

Also,  the  bill  provides  that  every 
contribution  of  $500  or  more  received 
after  the  20th  day,  but  more  than  48 
hours  before  an  election,  shall  be  re- 
ported, instead  of  only  contributions 
of  $1,000  or  more,  as  now.  The  bill 
adds  a  requirement  of  a  new,  addition- 
al interim  report  to  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission  covering  the  period 
at  least  up  to  10  days  before  the  elec- 


ing  in  all  Federal  elections.  Under  the     tion.  At  present,  candidates  close  their     Campaign  Expenditure  Limits  Act". 


bill,  a  ceiling  of  $5,000  per  campaign 
will  apply  to  independent  spending 
made  in  the  year  of  the  election.  This 
means  each  person  or  group  making 
independent  spending  can  go  up  to 
$5,000  for  each  separate  election  in 
each  separate  State,  hardly  a  stifling 
of  their  right  of  political  expression. 
There  are  435  House  races  alone  for 


books  20  days  prior  to  the  election. 
The  new  report  must  be  actually  filed 
within  5  days  before  the  election.  All 
reports  will  cover  not  only  direct  cash 
contributions,  but  loans  to  a  candidate 
or  made  by  a  candidate  to  himself.  If 
the  additional  report  imposes  too 
great  a  burden  on  candidates,  I  am 
willing  to  consider  combining  the  final 


which  a  person  or  group  could  spend    two  reports  before  the  election  into  a 


up  to  $5,000  each. 

IN-KIND  GIFTS 

"In-kind"  gifts  and  services  for  parti- 
san purposes  must  now  be  generally 
reported  as  contributions  to  the  Feder- 
al Election  Commission  by  individuals 
and  PAC's.  For  example,  a  labor  union 
or  company  PAC  that  provides  print- 
ing services  or  office  equipment,  facili- 
ties, and  supplies  to  promote  the  elec- 
tion of  a  specific  candidate  must, 
under  present  law,  report  the  value  of 
that  program  as  a  contribution.  The 
value  of  these  services  are  subject  to 
the  existing  limit  on  contributions. 

Nonpartisan  get-out-the-vote  regis- 
tration drives  or  nonpartisan  programs 
to  communicate  election  information 
are  not  now  limited.  Neither  are  inter- 
nal communications  by  unions  or  com- 
panies with  their  own  members  or 
stockholders,  even  if  the  communica- 
tions are  partisan.  My  bill  would  not 
change  these  exceptions  to  the  present 
election  law;  however,  I  am  cosponsor- 
ing  a  separate  bill,  S.  1333,  with  Sena- 
tor Helms  to  prohibit  the  use  of  com- 
pulsory union  dues  for  in-kind  political 
purposes. 

REPORTING  AND  DISCLOSURE 

The  bill  also  contains  separate  provi- 
sions on  reporting  and  disclosure  rules. 
The  bill  will  provide  for  more  timely 
and  complete  public  disclosure  of  cam- 
paign gifts  and  expenditures  for  all 
Federal  offices.  This  information  is 
currently  filed  with  the  Federal  Elec- 


single   report   filed   5   days   preceding 
election  day. 

Also,  the  reports  filed  will  provide 
more  complete  information.  Major  cat- 
egories of  spending  must  be  identified 
for  the  first  time,  such  as  for  televi- 
sion and  radio,  for  polls,  for  consult- 
ants, for  direct  mail  communications, 
and  so  forth.  The  Federal  Election 
Commi-ssion  will  add  such  other  cate- 
gories as  it  believes  appropriate.  Politi- 
cal action  committees  are  required  to 
give  a  clear  identity  of  connected  orga- 
nizations, not  only  in  reports,  but  in 
any  communications  to  members  or 
the  public  soliciting  funds  or  discuss- 
ing issues.  Moreover,  the  organizers 
and  officers  of  each  PAC  must  be 
clearly  identified  in  reports  and  all 
public  communications. 

The  bill  also  provides  that  a  defini- 
tion of  "address"  is  to  apply  through- 
out the  contribution  and  spending  law 
so  that  a  person  cannot  hide  behind 
multiple  addresses.  The  persons 
voting  domicile  will  be  shown  for  indi- 
viduals and  the  place  of  business  for 
political  committees. 

Finally,  the  bill  will  repeal  the 
present  Presidential  public  financing 
provisions. 

SURVIVAL  OF  SELF-GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  President,  unlimited  campaign 
spending  is  the  road  to  anarchy.  It  will 
bring  chaos  to  the  democratic  process, 
rather  than  order  and  stability.  The 
bill  I  have  introduced  will  help  restore 
public  respect  for  the  institution  of 


FINDINGS  AND  DECLARATIONS 

Sec  2.  The  Congress  finds  and  declares 
that— 

(1)  campaign  spending  by  congressional 
candidates  directly  increased  to  $344,000,000 
in  1981-82,  a  rise  of  44  percent  over  the  1980 
elections.  80  percent  over  the  1978  elections 
and  175  percent  over  the  $125,500,000  spent 
in  the  1976  elections: 

(2)  campaign  spending  by  all  sources  in 
Presidential  elections  increased  from 
$160,000,000  in  1976  to  $275,000,000  in  1980, 
a  rise  of  72  percent; 

(3)  political  action  committee  contribu- 
tions to  congressional  campaigns  increased 
from  $55,200,000  in  the  1980  elections  to 
$83,100,000  in  the  1982  elections,  an  increase 
of  51  percent; 

(4)  independent  campaign  spending  by  po- 
litical action  committees  and  other  associa- 
tions and  individuals,  to  influence  election 
results  in  congressional  elections,  increased 
by  143  percent  from  the  1980  to  the  1982 
elections: 

(5)  total  spending  by  political  action  com- 
mittees at  the  Federal  level  rose  to 
$131,000,000  in  the  1980  elections  and  to 
$190,000,000  in  the  1982  elections: 

(6)  all  campaign  spending  in  the  1980 
Presidential  and  congressional  elections  to- 
taled $573,000,000  compared  with  a  total  of 
$300,000,000  spent  in  1976; 

(7)  the  sharp  increase  in  the  amount  and 
nature  of  excessive  campaign  spending  in 
Federal  elections  poses  a  danger  of  real  or 
perceived  corruption  among  candidates  for 
Federal  offices  and  elected  Federal  officials 
and  thereby  discourages  and  reduces  full 
voting  participation  by  all  citizens  in  Feder- 
al elections; 

(8)  the  burden  on  elected  Federal  officials 
of  soliciting  campaign  funds  and  attending 
or  participating  in  campaign  fund-raising 
activities  interferes  with  and  adversely  af- 
fects the  performance  of  their  official 
duties; 

(9)  the  ability  of  candidates,  parties,  and 
individuals  or  independent  associations  and 
committees  to  communicate  their  political 
expressions  and  views  is  not  dependent  on 
making  unlimited  expenditures  for  political 
advertising,  direct  mail  appeals,  polls,  and 
other  political  services; 


(10)  the  establishment  of  limitations  on 
total  campaign  spending  in  Federal  elec- 
tions by  candidates,  parties,  individuals  or 
independent  associations,  which  allow  a  rea- 
sonable amount  and  diversity  of  political  ex- 
penditures, will  not  unduly  restrain  the 
quantity  and  diversity  of  political  expres- 
sion and  speech; 

(11)  excessive  campaign  expenditures  en- 
danger the  integrity  and  stability  of  the 
election  process  and  the  successful  function- 
ing of  self-rule  by  the  people  under  the  Con- 
stitution; 

(12)  the  interest  of  political  expression 
must  be  balanced  against  other  compelling 
and  legitimate  governmental  interests;  and 

(13)(A)  it  is  therefore  necessary  and 
proper  to  enact  comprehensive  compaign 
spending  limitations  in  Federal  elections 
and  to  limit  the  length  of  Presidential  cam- 
paigns in  order  to  accomplish  the  compel- 
ling interest  of  Congress  in— 

(i)  securing  the  stability  of  the  political 
system; 

(ii)  furthering  the  full  participation  of  all 
voting  age  citizens  in  Federal  elections; 

(iii)  protecting  against  corruption  in  the 
political  system; 

(iv)  furthering  the  effective  performance 
of  their  duties  by  elected  Federal  officials; 
and 

(v)  carrying  out  its  duty  to  'secure  the 
blessings  of  liberty"  to  the  people:  and 

(B)  there  is  no  alternative  which  will  ade- 
quately accomplish  these  purposes. 

FUNDRAISING  INCLUDED  IN  CEILINGS 

Sec.  3.  Section  301(9)(B)  of  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
431(9)(B))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  clause  (vi),  relative  to 
fundraising  amounts;  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  clauses  (vii)  through 
(X)  as  clauses  (vi)  through  (ix),  respectively. 

ADDITIONAL  REPORTING  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  4.  (a)(1)  Section  301(9)(B)(iii)  of  the 
Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2 
U.S.C.  431(9)(B)(iii))  is  amended  by  striking 
out  •■(ii)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
••(iii)"; 

(2)  Section  301  is  furthfer  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■•(20)  The  term  address"  means— 

••(A)  for  an  individual,  the  voting  domicile 
of  such  individual,  or 

"(B)  for  a  political  committee,  the  princi- 
pal place  of  business  of  such  committee.". 

(b)  Section  304  (a)  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  434  (a))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (2)(A)  by— 

(A)  redesignating  clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  as 
clauses  (iii)  and  (iv),  respectively;  and 

(B)  inserting  after  clause  (i)  the  following: 
•■(ii)    an    additional    pre-election    report 

which  shall  be  filed  no  later  than  the  fifth 
day  before  (or  posted  by  registered  or  certi- 
fied mail  no  later  than  the  eighth  day 
before)  any  election,  or  nomination  for  elec- 
tion, and  which  shall  l)e  complete  as  of  the 
tenth  day  before  such  election;"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3)  (A)  by— 

(A)  striking  out  'a  pre-election  report 
shall  be  filed  in  accordance  with  paragraph 
(2)(A)(i)"  in  clause  (i)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'pre-election  reports  shall  be  filed 
in  accordance  with  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of 
paragraph  (2)(A)"; 

(B)  striking  out  "(2)(A)(ii)"  in  clause  (i) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(2)(A)(iii)"; 

(C)  striking  out  "a  pre-election  report  or 
reports"  in  clause  (ii)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "pre-election  reports "; 


(D)  striking  out  "paragraph  (2)(A)(i)"  in 
clause  (ii)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  paragraph  (2)(A)"; 

(E)  striking  out  •'(2)(A)(ii)"'  in  clause  (ii) 
and  insering  in  lieu  thereof  ••(2)(A)(iii)'";  and 

(F)  striking  out  •'(2)(A)(iii)""  in  clause  (ii) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •'(2)(A)<iv)'";  (3) 
in  paragraph  (4)(A)  by— 

(A)  redesignating  clauses  (iii)  and  (iv)  as 
clauses  (iv)  and  (v).  respectively;  and 

(B)  inserting  after  clause  (ii)  the  follow- 
ing: 

■•(iii)  an  additional  pre-election  report 
which  shall  be  filed  no  later  than  the  fifth 
day  before  (or  posted  by  registered  or  certi- 
fied mail  no  later  than  the  eighth  day 
before)  any  election,  or  nomination  for  elec- 
tion, and  which  shall  be  complete  as  of  the 
tenth  day  before  such  election:"; 

(4)  in  paragraph  (4)(B)  by— 

(A)  striking  out  •a  pre-general  election 
reporf  in  subparagraph  (B)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  'pre-general  election  re- 
ports'"; 

(B)  striking  out  ••paragraph  (2)(A)(i)"'  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  paragraph  (2)(  A)":  and 

(C)  striking  out  ■■(2)(A)(ii)"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "(2)(A)(iii)'; 

(5)  in  paragraph  (5)  by  striking  out  "para- 
graph (2)(A)(i)  or  (4)(A)(ii)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "clau.se  (i)  or  (ii)  of  paragraph 
(2)(A)  or  clause  (ii)  or  (iii)  of  paragraph 
(4)(A)'"; 

(6)  in  paragraph  (6)(A)  by— 

(A)  striking  out  •$1,000"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  •$500":  and 

(B)  striking  out  ••20th"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  •tenth". 

(7)  in  paragraph  (8)  by— 

(A)  striking  out  ••(2)(A)(iii)""  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ■■(2)(A)(iv)":  and 

(B)  striking  out  "a  pre-election  report 
under  paragraph  (2)(A)(i)  or  paragraph 
(4)(A)(ii)'"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pre- 
election reports  under  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of 
paragraph  (2)(A)  or  clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  of 
paragraph  (4)(A)";  and  (8)  in  paragraph  (9) 
by  striking  out  the  second  sentence. 

(c)  Section  304(b)(4)(A)  of  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
434(b)(4)(A))  is  amended  by  adding  before 
the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: "setting  forth  such  expenses  in  specific 
categories  including,  but  not  limited  to,  cat- 
egories for  such  expenses  as  consultants, 
media  time,  political  polling,  and  direct  mail 
communications". 

(d)  Section  304(c)(2)  of  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
434(c)(2))  is  amended  by— 

(1)  striking  out  '"$1,000"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "$500"";  and 

(2)  striking  out  "20th"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "tenth"". 

(e)  Section  304  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  434)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following; 

"(d)  All  political  committees  required  to 
file  reports  or  statements  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall,  at  the  time  any  such  report  or 
statement  is  filed,  in  addition  to  the  other 
locations  at  which  such  reports  or  state- 
ments are  made  available,  make  all  such  re- 
ports and  statements  available  to  the  public 
at  the  campaign  headquarters  or  their  prin- 
cipal place  of  business  of  such  committee. 
The  reports  and  statements  at  such  location 
shall  be  available  to  the  public  and,  upon  re- 
quest, shall  be  furnished  to  a  member  of  the 
public  for  the  actual  cost  of  duplication  of 
such  material. 


"(e)  When  any  political  committees  make 
any  communication  in  cormection  with  the 
solicitation  of  contributions,  such  communi- 
cation shall  include  information  identifying 
the  organizers  and  officers  of  such  commit- 
tee and  all  organizations,  and  if  such  com- 
mittee is  associated  with,  or  operating  in  co- 
operation, or  concert  with  any  other  com- 
mittee, association  or  organization,  informa- 
tion identifying  all  such  entities."". 

(f)  Section  309(b)  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  437g)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "(iii)""  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "(iv)'". 

LENGTH  OF  PRESIDENTIAL  CAMPAIGNS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  305  of  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  437)  is 
amended  by— 

(1)  inserting  "(a)"  before  "Each  commit- 
tee"; and 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(b)  No  convention  by  any  party  held  to 
nominate  a  candidate  for  the  office  of  Presi- 
dent or  Vice  President  shall  be  held  before 
the  first  Monday  in  September  of  the  calen- 
dar year  in  which  the  election  for  such 
office  is  to  be  held.". 

(b)  Section  315  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  441a)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

"(i)  No  candidate  for  the  office  of  Presi- 
dent or  Vice  President,  or  for  the  nomina- 
tion of  any  party  for  such  office,  nor  the  au- 
thorized committees  of  any  such  candidate, 
nor  any  person  may  make  any  expenditures 
or  incur  any  costs  in  connection  with  the  so- 
licitation of  contributions  on  behalf  of  such 
candidate  for  the  general  election  before 
June  1  of  the  calendar  year  of  the  election 
in  which  such  individual  is  a  candidate.  The 
amount  of  any  such  expenditure  shall  be 
added  to  all  other  expenditures  made  by 
any  such  candidate  for  purposes  of  subsec- 
tion (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section,  and  shall  not 
exceed  the  limitations  set  forth  in  such  sub- 
section."". 

EXPENDITURE  LIMITS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  315(b)(1)  of  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
441a(b)(l))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  subparagraph  (A)  to  read 
as  follows: 

••(A)  $15,000,000  in  the  case  of  a  campaign 
for  nomination  for  election  to  such  office;" 
and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  out 
••$20,000,000'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
•"$25,000,000"". 

(b)  Section  315  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  441a)  is 
amended  by— 

(1)  repealing  subsection  (c),  relative  to 
price  index  increases: 

(2)  redesignating  subsections  (d)  through 
(h)  as  subsections  (c)  through  (g).  respec- 
tively: and 

(3)  striking  out  ""(e)'"  each  place  it  appears 
in  subsection  (c)  as  redesignated  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "(d)"". 

(c)  Section  315  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  441a)  as 
amended  by  this  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

'•(j)(l)  A  candidate  for  the  office  of  Sena- 
tor of  the  United  States  shall  not  make  ex- 
penditures— 

"(A)  in  any  primary  election  in  excess  of 
the  larger  of— 

"(i)  12  cents  multiplied  by  the  voting  age 
population,  as  certified  under  subsection  (e). 


JMI 


21136 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  27,  1983 


July  27,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21137 


of  the  SUte  in  which  such  election  is  held; 

or 

"(ii)  $150,000;  and 

•(B)  in  any  general  election  in  excess  of 
the  larger  of— 

■•(i)  22  cents  multiplied  by  the  voting  age 
population,  as  certified  under  subsection  (e). 
of  the  State  in  which  such  election  is  held; 
or 

"(ii)  $250,000. 

••(2)(A)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  paragraph,  a  candidate  for  the  office  of 
RepresenUtive  in.  or  Delegate  or  Resident 
Commissioner  to.  the  Congress  shall  not 
make  expenditures  in  excess  of  $100,000  in 
any  primary  or  general  election. 

"(B)  For  a  candidate  for  the  office  of  Rep- 
resentative for  a  State  entitled  to  only  one 
Representative,  the  limitations  on  expendi- 
tures applied  to  Senators,  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (1)  shall  be  applied  to  such  Repre- 
sentative in  lieu  of  the  limitation  applied  by 
this  paragraph. 

■  (kMl)  A  candidate  in  an  election  for  the 
office  of  President,  may  make  expenditures 
from  his  personal  funds,  or  the  personal 
funds  of  his  immediate  family,  in  connec- 
tion with  his  campaign  for  election  to  the 
office  of  President  up  to  an  amount  which, 
when  added  to  all  other  expenditures  made 
by  such  candidate  during  the  calendar  year 
in  which  such  election  is  held,  does  not 
exceed  the  expenditure  limits  provided  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  For  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph, expenditures  from  personal  funds 
made  by  a  candidate  for  the  office  of  Vice 
President  shall  be  considered  to  be  expendi- 
tures by  such  candidate  for  the  office  of 
President. 

■■(2)  A  candidate  of  a  party  in  an  election 
for  the  office  of  Senator  or  Representative 
in.  or  Delegate  or  Resident  Commissioner  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  may 
make  expenditures  from  his  personal  funds, 
or  the  personal  funds  of  his  immediate 
family,  in  connection  with  his  campaign  for 
election  to  such  office  up  to  an  amount 
which,  when  added  to  all  other  expend! 
tures  made  by  such  candidate  during  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  election  is  held, 
does  not  exceed  the  expenditures  limits  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (j). 

■■(1)(1)  For  purposes  of  this  section  ex- 
penditures made  on  behalf  of  any  candidate 
or  by  any  person  including  a  member  of  the 
immediate  family  of  such  candidate  for  the 
office  of  Senator  or  for  the  office  of  Repre- 
sentative in,  or  Delegate  or  Resident  Com- 
missioner to.  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  cor\sidered  to  be  expendi- 
tures made  by  such  candidate. 

■•(2)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  'im- 
mediate family'  means  a  candidates  spouse, 
and  any  child,  parent,  grandparent,  brother, 
half-brother,  sister,  or  half-sister  of  the  can- 
didate, and  the  spouses  of  such  individuals, 
and  any  child,  parent,  grandparent,  brother, 
half-brother,  sister,  or  half-sister  of  the  can- 
didate's spouse,  and  the  spouses  of  such  in- 
dividuals.". 

UMITATIONS  ON  INDEPENDENT  EXPENDITURES 

Sec.  7.  Section  315  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971.  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 6  of  this  Act.  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(n)  No  person  may  make  any  independ- 
ent expenditure  on  behalf  of  or  with  respect 
to  a  clearly  identified  candidate,  advocating 
the  election  or  defeat  of  such  candidate 
during  a  calendar  year  which,  when  added 
to  all  other  independent  expenditures  made 
by  such  person  on  behalf  of  or  with  respect 


to  such  candidate  during  the  calendar  year 
in  which  such  election  is  held  advocating 
the  election  or  defeat  of  such  candidate  ex- 
ceeds $5,000.". 

TECHNICALS 

Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  301  of  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  431)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (8)(B)(ix)  by  striking  out 
•  or  chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (9)(B)(vii)(II)  by  striking 
out  "or  chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "(21)  The  term  major  party'  means 
with  respect  to  any  presidential  election,  a 
political  party  whose  candidate  for  the 
office  of  President  in  the  preceding  presi- 
dential election  received,  as  the  candidate  of 
such  party.  25  percent  or  more  of  the  total 
number  of  popular  votes  received  by  all  can- 
didates for  such  office. 

(22)  The  term  minor  party'  means,  with 
respect  to  any  presidential  election,  a  politi- 
cal party  whose  candidate  for  the  office  of 
President  in  the  preceding  presidential  elec- 
tion received,  as  the  candidate  of  such 
party.  5  percent  or  more,  but  less  than  25 
percent  of  the  total  number  of  popular 
votes  received  by  all  candidates  for  such 
office. 

••(23)  The  term  new  party'  means  with  re- 
spect to  any  presidential  election,  a  political 
party  which  is  neither  a  major  party  nor  a 
minor  party. 

(24)  The  term  presidential  election' 
means  the  election  of  presidential  and  vice- 
presidential  electors.". 

(b)  Section  302(h)  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  432(h))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  chapter  95  or 
chapter  96  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954". 

(c)  Section  304(b)  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  434(b))  is 
amended  by— 

(1)  inserting  'and  "  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph ( I ); 

(2)  striking  out  ";  and  '  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (J)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period;  and 

(3)  striking  out  subparagraph  (K). 

(d)  Section  306  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  437c)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  "and 
chapter  95  and  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  "or 
with  chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954'". 

(e)  Section  307  (a)  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  437d)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  out  and 
chapter  95  and  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954,'  ;  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (8)  by  striking  out  "and 
chapter  95  and  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954". 

(f)  Section  308  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  437f)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1)  by  striking  out 
"chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954"': 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  "or  in 
chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954";  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (c)(2)  by  striking  out  "or 
by  chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954". 


(g)  Section  309  (a)  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  437g)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  out  "or  of 
chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  out  "or 
chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954"; 

(3)  in  paragraph  (4)(A)(i)  by  striking  out 
"or  of  chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  "; 

(4)  in  paragraph  (4)(A)(ii)  by  striking  out 
•or  chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  "; 

(5)  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  para- 
graph (5)  by  striking  out  "or  of  chapter  95 
or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954"  each  place  it  appears: 

(6)  in  paragraph  5(C)  by  striking  out  "or  a 
knowing  and  willful  violation  of  chapter  95 
or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954.'; 

(7)  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (C)  of  para- 
graph (6)  by  striking  out  "or  of  chapter  95 
or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954"  each  place  it  appears:  and 

(8)  in  paragraph  (6)(B)  by  striking  out  "or 
chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954"'. 

(h)  Section  309(d)  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  437g(d))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  of  chapter  95 
or  chapter  96  of  title  26'  each  place  it  ap- 
pears in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3). 

(i)  Section  311  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  438)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  the 
second  sentence;  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)  by  striking  out  'or  by 
chapter  95  or  chapter  96  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954". 

(j)  Section  314  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  439c)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "and  under  chap- 
ters 95  and  96  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954. ". 

(k)  Section  315  of  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  441a)  is 
amended  in  subsection  (a)(5)(C)  by— 

(1)  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (i); 

(2)  striking  out  ":  and"  at  the  end  of 
clau.se  (ii)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period;  and 

(3)  striking  out  clause  (iii). 

(1)  Section  315(b)(1)  of  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
411a(b)(l))  is  amended  by  striking  out  all 
the  material  beginning  with  "who  is  eligi- 
ble "  through  "Secretary  of  the  Treasury". 

repeal  of  public  financing  provisions 

Sec  9.  Chapter  95  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954.  the  Presidential  Election 
Campaign  Fund  Act  (26  U.S.C.  9001  et  seq.). 
and  chapter  96  of  such  Code,  the  Presiden- 
tial Primary  Matching  Payment  Account 
Act  (26  U.S.C.  9031  et  seq.)  and  all  refer- 
ences to  such  chapters  are  repealed. 

EFFECTIVE  date 

Sec  10.  This  Act  and  the  ttfnendments 
made  by  this  Act  shall  apply  to  all  cam- 
paigns for  election  to  Federal  offices  for 
which  the  election  is  held  after  January  1, 
1985. 
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Actual  ejipendilutes  (1982  dollars) 

limit  on 

expendi- 

1982' 

1980' 

1978  > 

luies  in 

SMt 

pdrnaiy 

and 
general 
ekdm 
1982' 

Alatama 

S956.080 

$413710 
992197 

IN 

$1,461,576 

1.126.709 

762,456 

Abski „... 

.     400.000 

588,636 
808,968 

478.635 
29.303 

Anzon 

700,740 

1884.517 
1.907.358 

2,418,880 
1.101.990 

Munsas 

561000 

256.198 

1.069.257 

138.267 

22.367 

Cililaniia.       ..  . 

6.214,180 

5.367.931 
7.082,651 

1.332.575 
3.257.346 

Cmonda 

.       756.000 

1.258.837 
1,324.568 

1.493.083 
916.664 

Cwineclicut 

808,520 

2,306,119 
1.368.147 

1.630.581 
1.927.486 

Delfflnre-^ 

400,000 

1.274,054 
794,210 

284.625 
672.756 

Ftonda _„._     . — 

2.777,460 

806,629 
472,505 

923.322 
2.510.889- 

Gwpa... 

-...  1.373.600 

2.450,323 
853.615 

9.163 
757.363 

HlMD 

400.000 

561.^ 

343.068 
19.583 

kWio 

400.000 

2.223.994 
2.065.701 

76.124 
532.039 

Itlmos  

2.837,640 

2.722.400 
1.501.029 

1.892.235 
2.985.706 

Injiina 

.     1.327  J60 

870,023 

3.191.164 

2,973.791 

2.656.212 

kwa 

711,960  . 

2.532.312 
2.030.788 

1.187.868 
1.005.010 

Kansas 

598  060 

1.420.413 

1.122.981 

394.384 

1.182.169 

fcntuc»»..„ 

830.800 

8.423 
570.049 

629.876 
105.494 

Louisuna.. 

1.032,100 

2.513.532 

1.183^47 

M«,ni>       •         

400,000 

1.081,122 
1.208,026 

583.777 

895.260 

Maryland 

1.084  600 

1,612,746 
580,953 

973.757 
201.981 

Massachusete 

-,    1.493.960 

2,470,473 
2,305,996 

1.060.369 
1.773.100 

2.228,360 

1,045.545 
1.542.147 

1.341.050 

2,320.539 

1 015  920 

7172312 

1,593,004 

3.969.408 

2,580,825 
2,721,443 
1,465,934 

MrSSiSSJppi             

593.300 

1.133.384 
944.054 

1,205,455 

1,452,178 

Missouri  .-„„_-™-™ 

-     1.237,600 

1.806,350 
1.193.966 

1.613.049 
1.360.866 

Mcnl3M    __    -..^.,«..,. 

..-..    400.000 

708.286 
823.924 

902,183 

478,475 

NeOtasM . 

.„    400,000 

522.616 
489.186 

301,044 
324.110 

Nevada 

„    400,000 

981.197 
1 625  042 

331.318 
1 303.435 

New  Hanipstnfe 

400.000 

735.746 

492,808 

783.979 

399,687 

New  letsey 

1,884,960 

6,435.743 
2.606.633 

2,330,129 
1,958125 

New  Mem 

400,000 

1.586.245 
1.692.204 

242,374 
1.262.195 

New  York 

4  472  020 

2  708  660 

1  940  887 

,    ISOI.780 

117.875 

2.493,292 

North  Carolifla 

1.110.169 
1.505.535 

364,441 

10,296,133 

Nortti  Daliola 

400000 

406.601 
779  859 

161.475 
466  469 

(Mo 

2.649,620 

1.025.595 
2.815.967 

972.314 
490.749 

Okladonia 

,    781,660 

1.155.878 

612,323 

960.881 

1.036.775 

Oregon _ — 

.    664.360 

224.472 

308.946 

1.780.144 

53.787 

Pennsylvama 

3,020,220 

424  507 

735  278 

2.607.983 

1,714,469 

Rlnde  Island 

400.000 

438.630 

514,846 

1.019.020 

118,147 

Sojin  Carolina - 

771.940 

76611 

2  778  535 

...„,    400,000 

.    839.175 
2.089.353 

1.565.152 

Soutli  Dakota 

620.367 

1,147,500 

3.198.353 

209.768 

2.090.517 
1.639.858 

2.626.874 

2.653.151 

Toas 

3.669,620 

4.996.104 
4.285,377 

3.351.559 
5,967.949 

Utah  - 

400000 

4  685  836 

1  290.570 

1,703,170 

305.727 

VermonI 

......    400,000 

282  600 

504  187 

397,015 

618168 

Combined 
hmit  on 
eiiiendi- 
tutes  m 
primary 

and 
general 
election 
1982  = 


Actual  eipenditures  (1982  dollars) 


1982  '       1980  ' 


1978  > 


Vugmia 1.386.520 

Washington 1.072.360 

WesI  Virginia 478.720 

Wisconsin --i .-....,-. 1.177.760 

Wyoming 400.000 


2.170.%!   3.998.187 

1.192.203  1.149.227 

241.6S5  1.039.977  

1.353.408  1.658.235 


1.763.156 

1.098.218 

C) 

119.924 
1.102.046 

389,511 


1.038.260 
796.639 


944.755 
633.176 


606.931 
196.994 


'  Campaign  spending  data  covei  candidate  expenditures  m  primary  and 
general  elections.  Iigures  lor  each  candidate  are  presented  m  random  order 
without  indiulion  ol  either  candidate  name  or  party  attibalion 

^S  1684  calls  lor  primary  elections  ceilings  of  12  cents  times  ihe  voting 
age  population  of  the  State  (with  a  minimum  level  of  $150.000|  and  general 
etection  ceilings  ol  22  cents  times  Ihe  voting  age  population  (with  a  minimum 
level  ol  $250,000).  Ihe  Iigures  in  this  column  represent  Ihe  combined  limits 
lor  each  Slate— as  they  would  have  been  m  1982.  m  order  to  compare  them 
with  actual  spending  m  recent  elections,  data  for  wtiich  do  not  distinguish 
spending  in  primaries  from  spending  in  general  elections 

■'Spending  data  from  US  federal  Election  Commission  FEC  Reports  on 
Financial  Actnnty.  1981-82  Interim  Report  No  3  US  Senate  and  House 
Campaigns  Washington.  1983  Table  A 

*  Spending  dala  based  on  U  S  Federal  Election  Commission  FEC  Reports  on 
Financial  Activity.  1979-80  Final  Report  US  Senate  and  House  Campaigns 
Washington.  1982  Table  A.  1982  dollars  calculated  with  implicit  price 
deflators  lor  gross  national  product  Irom  Economic  Report  ol  the  PresidenI, 
Transmitted  lo  Ihe  Congress  February  1983,  Together  with  Ihe  Annual  Report 
ol  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisors  Washington,  US  (kwernmenl  Printing 
Office,  1983  p  166 

>  Spending  data  based  on  U  S  Federal  Election  Commission  FEC  Reports  on 
Financial  Activity  1977-78  Interim  Report  No  5  US  Senate  and  House 
CaiTipaisns  Washington.  1979  Table  A,  198?  dollars  calculated  with  implicii 
price  tellators  for  gross  national  product  from  Economic  Report  ol  Ihe 
President,  Transmitted  lo  the  Congress  February  1983,  Together  with  the 
Annual  Report  ol  Ihe  Council  ol  Economic  Advisors  Vftshington  US 
Governmenl  Printing  Office.  1983  p  166 

<•  Nol  available 

Note  —(Data  calculated  and  prepared  by  Kevin  Coleman  and  Joseph  Canlor 
Analysts  in  American  Natronal  Government,  (kivernmeni  Dnrision.  Congressronal 
Research  Service,  the  library  of  Congress  )• 


By  Mr.  DURENBERGER: 

S.  1685.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  89 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating 
to  the  Federal  employees  health  bene- 
fits program,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

federal  employees  health  plan 
improvement  act  of  1983 
•  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, today  I  am  introducing  the  Fed- 
eral Employees  Health  Plan  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1983,  legislation  to  reform 
the  Federal  Employees  Health  Bene- 
fits Plan  (FEHBP). 

Two  years  ago,  the  FEHBP,  for  over 
20  years  a  model  of  consumer  choice  in 
health  care,  broke  down.  Federal  em- 
ployees saw  their  premiums  skyrocket, 
their  benefits  decline,  and  their  choice 
of  plans  temporarily  taken  away.  One 
of  the  largest  health  plans  in  the 
FEHBP  threatened  to  withdraw,  and 
several  unions  took  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management  to  court. 

The  problems  that  caused  this 
breakdown  are  still  with  us  today.  Our 
reprieve  is  temporary  at  best.  Unless 
these  deficiencies  are  corrected,  we 
will  undoubtedly  experience  a  recur- 
rence of  the  disruption  that  occurred 
in  1981. 

I  first  went  to  work  on  the  FEHBP 
problem  in  1981,  and  with  the  help  of 
FEHBP  experts  I  produced  a  set  of  re- 
forms. These  reforms  were  first  in- 
cluded in  legislation  I  introduced  1 
year    ago.    The    Federal    Employees 


Health  Plan  Improvement  Act  of 
1983— which  I  introduce  today— is  an 
improvement  on  that  legislation. 

Fundamental  to  amy  correction  of 
the  FEHBP  is  improved  predictability 
and  a  correction  for  adverse  selection. 
These  reforms  are  central  to  my  legis- 
lation. 

The  current  system  for  calculating 
the  Government's  contribution  is  un- 
wieldy and  unpredictable.  The  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  and  the 
participating  health  plans  should 
know  well  in  advance  of  each  year's 
open  enrollment  period  what  the  Gov- 
ernment contribution  will  be.  The 
present  arrangement  invites  arbitrary, 
last-minute  adjustments  that  make 
prudent  planning  impossible.  My  legis- 
lation indexes  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's contribution  to  the  annual  per- 
centage increase  in  the  medical-care 
component  of  the  Consumer  Price 
Index. 

Adverse  selection— the  phenomenon 
whereby  older,  sicker  individuals  end 
up  in  certain  health  plans— is  a  well- 
documented  feature  of  the  FEHBP.  To 
correct  for  adverse  selection,  the  Gov- 
ernment should  adjust  its  contribution 
to  each  health  plan  based  on  relative 
risk  of  enrollees. 

Federal  retirees,  for  example,  have 
greater  health  needs  than  active  em- 
ployees. Health  plans  that  enroll  more 
annuitants  should  receive  a  relatively 
higher  Government  contribution.  For 
1984,  my  legislation  requires  an  adjust- 
ment in  the  Government  contribution 
to  health  plans  based  on  annuitant 
status.  In  future  years,  OPM  will  make 
additional  adjustments  based  on  age, 
sex,  and  place  of  residence. 

But  will  not  these  adjustments  dis- 
tort the  choices  made  by  employees 
and  annuitants?  No;  because  these  ad- 
justments will  not  be  evident  to  enroll- 
ees. Active  employees  and  annuitants 
will  each  pay  the  same  amount  out  of 
pocket  for  joining  the  same  health 
plan.  Only  the  Government's  contribu- 
tion to  the  health  plan  will  vary  de- 
pending on  each  employee's  age.  sex, 
annuitant  status,  and  place  of  resi- 
dence. 

As  an  example,  assume  the  Govern- 
ment contribution  in  1984  for  individ- 
ual coverage  is  $50  a  month.  Two 
health  plans,  health  plan  A  and 
health  plan  B.  estimate  their  total 
costs  for  providing  individual  coverage 
at  $75  and  $60,  respectively.  Health 
plan  A  determines  that  its  enrollees 
will  comprise  a  representative  cross 
section  of  active  employees  and  annu- 
itants. Thus,  even  though  plan  A  may 
be  getting  $35  a  month  for  a  young 
active  employee  and  $60  a  month  for 
an  older  annuitant,  the  average  Gov- 
ernment contribution  will  be  $50  a 
month.  In  order  to  cover  its  costs,  plan 
A  quotes  a  total  premium  of  $75  a 
month  and  receives  $25  a  month  in 
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out-of-pocket  contributions  from  each 
of  its  enroUees. 

Plan  B.  on  the  other  hand,  deter- 
mines that  it  will  enroll  a  population 
made  up  largely  of  active  employees. 
Because  of  the  adjustments  in  the 
Government  contribution,  plan  B  fig- 
ures to  receive  an  average  Government 
contribution  of  only  $40  a  month.  To 
cover  its  total  cost  of  $60  a  month, 
plan  B  needs  $20  a  month  from  each 
enrollee.  Since  all  active  employees 
and  annuitants  are  told  that  the  Gov- 
ernment contribution  is  $50  a  month, 
plan  B  must  quote  a  total  premium  of 
$70  a  month  to  receive  the  $20  it 
needs. 

The  result  of  the  proposed  adjust- 
ment in  the  Govenment  contribution 
is  that  plauis  with  relatively  more 
young,  healthy  enroUees  will  have  to 
quote  a  higher  premium,  and  plans 
with  older  enroUees  will  be  given  a 
break.  Plan  premiums  will  more  accu- 
rately reflect  the  efficiency  of  the 
plan  rather  than  its  ability  to  attract 
good  risks. 

The  Federal  Employees  Health  Plan 
Improvement  Act  makes  additional  re- 
forms in  the  FEHBP.  Federal  employ- 
ees are  now  eligible  for  medicare.  This 
bill  provides  medicare-eligible  annu- 
itants with  a  special  medicare  supple- 
mental plan.  Current  health  plans  in 
the  FEHBP  are  not  designed  as  medi- 
care supplemental  plans.  Yet  many 
medicare-eligible  annuitants  are  using 
their  FEHBP  coverage  as  a  medicare 
supplement— at  unnecessarily  high 
cost  to  them  and  to  the  Government. 
My  provision  will  assure  that  medi- 
care-eligible annuitants  have  the  kind 
of  coverage  that  best  meets  their  spe- 
cial needs. 

The  current  system  for  providing  in- 
formation on  health  care  plans  must 
be  improved  if  employees  and  annu- 
itants are  to  make  reasonable  and 
cost-conscious  choices  based  on  their 
health  care  needs.  Special  attention 
must  be  given  to  making  this  informa- 
tion easy  to  analyze.  My  bill  creates  a 
special  index  for  each  health  plan  of- 
fered. The  index  will  measure  the 
total  amount  that  an  enrollee  would 
be  expected  to  expend  out  of  pocket 
(on  premiums,  deductibles,  copay- 
ments.  and  noncovered  services)  for 
the  mix  of  health  care  services  an  av- 
erage employee  or  annuitant  would 
use  inthe  course  of  a  year.  The  index 
would  be  similar  to  that  used  by  Con- 
sumer Checkbook  in  its  annual 
FEHBP  guide  for  Federal  employees. 

Federal  employees  are  not  the  only 
ones  who  have  a  stake  in  a  well-run 
FEHBP.  Many  private  firms  as  well  as 
State  and  local  governments  model 
their  health  plans  after  the  FEHBP. 
The  corrections  I  propose  could  also 
be  used  by  these  other  entities  to  ad- 
dress similar  problems. 

Senator  Ted  Stevens,  chairman  of 
the  Subconunittee  on  Civil  Service. 
Post  Office,  and  General  Services,  has 


shown  special  concern  for  the  prob- 
lems that  have  surfaced  in  the 
FEHBP.  Senator  Stevens  has  been  in- 
strumental in  identifying  issues,  bring- 
ing concerned  parties  together,  and 
working  toward  solutions.  As  a  fellow 
member  of  the  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee.  I  look  forward  to  working 
closely  with  him  and  others  in  passing 
this  bill. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  section-by-section  summa- 
ry of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
There  being  no  objection,  the  sum- 
mary was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

SectionBy-Section  Summary  of  Federal 
Employees  Health  Plan  Improvement 
Act  of  1983 

section  2— changing  plan  requirements 
The  bill  broadens  participation  by  govern 
menl-wide  plans.  Under  present  law.  only 
one  service  benefit  plan  and  one  indemnity 
plan  are  permitted  as  government-wide 
plans.  Amending  language  will  allow  more 
than  two  government-wide  plans  to  partici- 
pate in  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Bene- 
fits Plan  (FEHBP). 

Benefits  in  all  plans  must  be  at  least  ac- 
tuarily  equivalent  to  the  lowest  level  of  ben- 
efits offered  as  of  December  31,  1982.  In 
effect,  this  means  that  benefits  must  be  at 
least  as  comprehensive  as  the  low  option 
Aetna  plan  offered  in  1982. 

Certain  conditions  are  set  for  offering 
health  plans.  First,  an  organization  or  its 
parent  organization  must  have  experience 
in  offering  such  a  plan.  Furthermore,  plans 
must  demonstrate  that  they  have  the  poten- 
tial to  enroll  at  least  2.5  percent  of  the 
number  of  potential  subscribers  in  the  area, 
or  5.000  enroUees.  whichever  is  less.  The 
Office  of  Personnel  Management  (OPM)  is 
also  given  the  authority  to  terminate  the 
contract  of  any  carrier  if.  at  any  time  during 
the  preceding  two  contract  years,  the  carri- 
er had  less  than  300  enroUees. 

FEHBP  carriers  are  not  required  to  offer 
more  than  one  level  of  benefits.  If  partici- 
pating plans  open  enrollment  to  all  active 
employees,  they  must  also  open  enrollment 
to  all  annuitants. 

The  federal  government  must  contract 
with  plans  that  have  access  to  private  em- 
ployer markets  through  dual  choice  provi- 
sions in  state  law.  These  plans,  however, 
must  still  meet  the  market  test  require- 
ments listed  earlier. 

Participating  group  practice  prepayment 
plans  are  no  longer  required  to  include  phy- 
sicians representing  at  least  three  major 
medical  specialties  who  receive  all  or  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  their  professional  income 
from  the  prepaid  funds. 
section  3— chance  in  contribution  formula 
and  payment  adjustments 
The  government  contribution  in  1984  will 
\x  calculated  by  increasing  the  govern- 
ment's 1983  contribution  by  a  percentage 
amount  equal  to  the  annual  percentage  in- 
crease in  the  medical  care  component  of  the 
consumer  price  index  (MCPI).  Government 
contribution  amounts  in  future  years  would 
be  indexed  by  the  MCPI  for  the  previous  12 
month  period  ending  in  July. 

The  government's  contribution  to  each 
plan  will  l)e  adjusted  for  adverse  selection. 
In  1984.  adjustments  will  be  made  based  on 
annuitant  status.  Prom  the  perspective  of 
an  employee  or  an  annuitant,  the  govern- 
ment contribution  will  be  equal.  Each  en- 


rollee will  pay  the  same  amount  out-of- 
pocket  to  join  the  same  health  plan.  Prom 
the  health  plan's  perspective,  however,  the 
government  contribution  will  vary.  The  gov- 
ernment will  contribute  relatively  more  to 
health  plans  with  more  than  their  share  of 
annuitants. 

After  1984.  a  more  comprehensive  index- 
ing system  will  be  put  in  place  to  adjust  for 
age.  sex.  and  place  of  residence  for  all  em- 
ployees and  annuitants. 

SECTION  4— election  BY  MEDICARE-ELIGIBLE 
EMPLOYEES  AND  ANNUITANTS.  MEDICARE  SUP- 
PLEMENTARY PLANS.  AND  RIGHT  OF  CONVER- 
SION FOR  FAMILY  COVERAGE 

FEHBP  will  offer  a  Medicare  supplemen- 
tal benefit  to  its  Medicare-eligible  annu- 
itanU.  In  1984.  the  government  will  contrib- 
ute $20  per  month  toward  this  coverage.  If 
Medicare-eligible  annuitants  enroll  with  a 
qualified  organization  under  section  1876  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  the  $20  per  month 
government  contribution  can  be  applied 
against  the  premium  of  that  organization. 

SECTION  5— CONVERSION  RIGHTS  OF  SPOUSES  OF 
EMPLOYEES  WHO  BECOME  ELIGIBLE  FOR  MEDI- 
CARE 

If  the  spouse  of  a  Medicare-eligible  annui- 
tant is  not  also  eligible  for  Medicare,  the 
spouse  may  elect  to  continue  coverage  under 
FEHBP  at  group  rates. 

SECTION  6  — FINANCIAL  SOLVENCY  OF  PLANS 

Employee  organizations  must  demonstrate 
financial  solvency  to  OPM. 

SECTION  7  — EMPLOYEE  INFORMATION  PROGRAM 

Each  government  agency  that  employs 
7.500  or  more  employees  will  be  authorized 
to  employ  one  health  benefits  specialist  for 
each  15.000  (or  fraction)  employees.  These 
health  benefits  specialists  will  be  responsi- 
ble for  distributing  information,  arranging 
meetings,  assembling  data,  evaluating  carri- 
er performance,  and  preparing  reports. 

Furthermore.  OPM  will  develop  an  index 
which  provides  for  each  plan  the  total 
amount  an  enrollee  would  be  expected  to 
spend  out-of-pocket  (on  premiums,  deducti- 
bles, copayments,  and  noncovered  services) 
for  an  average  mix  of  services. 

SECTION  8— STUDIES.  REPORTS.  AND  ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 

The  Office  of  Personnel  Management  will 
work  closely  with  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services.  They  will  coordinate 
policies,  the  collection  of  records,  and  re- 
ports. 

An  advisory  committee  will  be  appointed 
by  the  President.  Of  the  twelve  members, 
nine  will  be  employees  and  three  will  be  an- 
nuitants. A  primary  responsibility  of  the 
committee  will  be  to  advise  Congress  on 
minimum  benefit  levels. 

SECTION  9— OPEN  ENROLLMENT 

An  annual  open  enrollment  period  not 
shorter  than  30  da.vs  will  be  established. 
Furthermore,  employees  and  annuitants 
must  reaffirm  or  change  coverage  at  least 
once  every  five  years. 

SECTION  10— EFFECTIVE  DATES 

The  provisions  of  this  Act  apply  to  pay  pe- 
riods beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 
1984.* 


Reservation;  to  the  Select  Committee 
on  Indian  Affairs. 

SALT  RIVER  PIMA-MARICOPA  INDIAN 
RESERVATION 

•  Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
the  bill  I  am  introducing  today  is  at 
the  request  of  the  Salt  River  Pima- 
Maricopa  Indian  Community  of  Arizo- 
na and  would  apply  only  to  this  par- 
ticular Indian  community. 

Basically,  the  proposal  amends  the 
existing  law  to  allow  the  Salt  River 
Pima-Maricopa  Indian  Community 
and  allotted  Indian  landowners  to 
enter  into  lease  agreements  with  bind- 
ing arbitration  clauses  that  could  be 
enforced  in  the  Federal  district  court. 
This  amendment  focuses  attention  on 
probably  the  No.  1  problem  which  in- 
hibits economic  development  on  our 
Indian  reservations— the  fact  that  de- 
velopers and  those  who  finance  them 
do  not  have,  on  Indian  land,  the  secu- 
rity of  enforcement  for  a  lease  or  con- 
tractual arrangement  that  one  might 
have  with  a  non-Indian  entity.  Indian 
tribes,  like  other  governments,  have 
sovereign  immunity,  and  therefore  are 
immune  from  suit  without  consent.  In 
addition,  the  Federal  courts  have  no 
jurisdiction  except  in  very  limited 
areas  to  hear  actions  brought  against 
Indian  tribes.  While  the  sovereign  im- 
munity situation  does  not  exist  in 
regard  to  allotted  landowners,  the 
question  of  Federal  court  jurisdiction 
does  exist  in  that  regard. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  the  Salt 
River  Pima-Maricopa  Indian  Commu- 
nity has  taken  the  initiative  in  asking 
for  this  type  of  legislation  to  be  pro- 
posed. I  think  it  is  just  the  kind  of 
thing  that  will  attract  industry  and 
other  developments  to  the  reservation 
and  provide  the  Indian  people  with 
employment  and  livelihood.  The 
House  Interior  Committee  this  week 
marked  up  a  similar  version  and  I 
should  add  that  this  bill  has  the  sup- 
port of  the  administration.* 


By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 

S.  1686.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of 

November    2.    1966.    regarding    leases 

and   contracts   affecting   land   within 

the  Salt  River  Pima-Maricopa  Indian 


By  Mr.  JEPSEN: 
S.  1687.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1949  to  require  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier 
announcement  than  is  required  under 
current  law  of  an  acreage  limitation  or 
set-aside  program  established  for  the 

1984  or  1985  crop  of  feed  grains  or  the 

1985  crop  of  wheat;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forest- 
ry. 

EARLIER  ANNOUNCEMENT  ON  CERTAIN 
AGRICULTURE  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  which 
would  require  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  announce  farm  programs 
earlier  than  now  specified  by  law. 

In  particular,  my  bill  will  require  an- 
nouncement of  the  1984  farm  program 
for  feed  grains  by  September  30,  1983, 
the  1985  feed  grain  program  by  Sep- 
tember 30,  1984,  and  the  1985  program 
for  wheat  by  July  1.  1984. 


Under  current  law,  the  armounce- 
ment  deadline  for  wheat  programs  is 
August  15  and  for  feed  grains  is  No- 
vember 15.  Both  dates  are  too  late  for 
adequate  planning  by  either  the  pro- 
ducer or  the  agribusiness  sector. 

Mr.  President,  the  historical  com- 
plaint in  the  agriculture  sector  of 
USDA  programs  is  late  armouncement 
of  farm  programs.  The  poor  timing  in 
the  announcement  of  this  year's  pay- 
ment-in-kind (PIK)  program,  for  ex- 
ample, added  to  this  perception  and 
created  problems  for  both  farmers  and 
the  agribusiness  community  that 
serves  our  Nation's  producers.  Farmers 
need  sufficient  time  to  make  planting 
decisions.  Agribusinesses  must  know 
program  details  so  they  can  estimate 
their  inventories. 

The  late  announcement  of  the  PIK 
program  on  January  11  combined  with 
the  signup  deadline  of  March  11,  pro- 
vided almost  no  advance  time  for  the 
individual  farmer  to  completely  ana- 
lyze the  program  benefits. 

Under  normal  conditions,  farmers 
make  planning  decisions  in  the  fall. 
When  a  program  is  not  announced 
until  mid-January,  it  can  cause  finan- 
cial disaster  to  the  individual  farmer. 
An  early  announcement  is  paramount 
to  sound  production  decisions  by 
America's  farmer. 

The  late  announcement  of  the  PIK 
program  also  threw  the  farmer's  input 
suppliers  into  a  management  dilemma. 
Agribusiness  concerns  were  surprised 
by  the  magnitude  of  the  1983  program 
provisions  and  completely  stunned  by 
the  signup  figures  which  found  them 
burdened  by  costly  inventories.  The 
extremely  bad  timing  of  the  an- 
nouncement of  the  farm  program  left 
many  agribusiness  concerns  with  the 
prospect  of  a  devastating  economic 
forecast. 

This  was  especially  true  of  the  many 
small  family  owned  and  operated  farm 
businesses  throughout  the  Nation. 
Many  small  businesses  had  purchased 
inventories  in  excess  of  what  they 
needed  for  the  fewer  acres  that  were 
going  to  be  idled  by  PIK.  These  small 
businesses  then  attempted  to  get  rid  of 
inventory.  Prices  fell  as  businesses 
tried  to  reduce  inventory  and  maintain 
volume. 

I  have  been  personally  concerned 
about  this  problem  since  PIK  was  first 
announced.  Quite  frankly,  a  devastat- 
ing blow  has  been  dealt  to  many  small 
farm  suppliers  by  the  PIK  program. 

Efforts  must  be  taken  to  insure 
these  businesses  that  have  survived 
that  an  announcement  will  be  made  by 
September  30. 

Mr.  President,  an  early  armounce- 
ment of  farm  programs  will  enable 
farmers  to  plan  adequately  and  help 
preserve  the  agribusiness  industries  so 
important  to  the  producer.  Agribusi- 
ness industries  must  survive  to  proper- 
ly serve  the  agricultural  production 
effort.  This  is  especially  true  for  our 


elevator  operators  and  small  agribusi- 
ness groups  such  as  fertilizer,  seed, 
and  implement  dealers.  Many  of  these 
groups  are  concerned  that  they  will 
have  to  lay  off  some  of  their  employ- 
ees. 

This  bill  will  signal  to  our  Nation's 
farmers  that  they  can  make  financial 
decisions  based  on  the  knowledge  that 
USDA  will  make  1984  program  deci- 
sions by  September  30  for  feed  grains. 
It  will  also  signal  to  agribusiness  our 
intent  to  require  USDA  to  make  an 
early  armouncement  that  will  help  our 
farm  suppliers  in  making  sound  eco- 
nomic management  decisions  for  1984. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  my  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

S.  1687 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a)  ef- 
fective for  the  1984  and  1985  crop  of  feed 
grains,  the  second  sentence  of  section 
105B(e)(l)(A)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  (7  U.S.C.  1444d(e)(l)(A)).  as  amended 
by  section  124(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1982,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "November  15"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "September  30". 

(b)  Effective  for  the  1985  crop  of  wheat, 
the  second  sentence  of  section  107B(e)(l)(A) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (7  U.S.C. 
1445b-l(e)(l)(A)),  as  amended  by  section 
122(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act  of  1982.  is  amendment  by  striking 
out  "August  15"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of'July  1". 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  him- 
self and  Mr.  Stevens): 
S.  1688.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Act  of 
October  18,  1972,  to  modify  the  au- 
thorization of  appropriations  for  Sitka 
National  Park.  Alaska,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

MODIFICATION  OF  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SITKA 
NATIONAL  PARK.  ALASKA 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  that 
would  amend  the  act  that  designated 
Sitka  National  Historical  Park  in 
Alaska,  and  that  authorized  appropria- 
tions for  development  and  restoration 
at  the  site. 

The  bill  would  eliminate  the  statuto- 
ry ceiling  on  development  expendi- 
tures (now  $1,571,000)  and  would  au- 
thorize appropriation  of  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  but  not  to  exceed 
$6,000,000  to  allow  for  completion  of 
construction  work.  The  ceiling  on 
spending  wUl  force  a  halt  in  construc- 
tion by  October  1983.  If  allowed  to 
continue  the  restorations,  they  could 
be  completed  and  the  park  opened  to 
the  public  by  August  1984.  It  would  be 
a  great  shame  not  to  finish  the  work. 
It  would  also  be  a  great  waste  of  dol- 
lars already  spent. 

The  appropriations  made  pursuant 
to   the   act   of   October   18,    1972,   as 
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amended  by  the  act  of  November  10. 
1978.  went  for  such  park  projects  as 
sewage  system  modifications  and  fire 
suppression  work.  Should  the  bill  I  am 
now  offering  be  enacted,  plans  for  de- 
velopment of  exhibits  and  audiovisual 
displays  as  well  as  for  river  bank  stabi- 
lization to  control  erosion  of  the  park- 
land could  be  realized.  Cost  estimates 
for  these  projects  are  about  $2  million. 
Costs  for  completing  projects  already 
t>egun  will  run  around  $1  million. 

Should  the  Park  Service  restorations 
be  halted  in  an  untimely  way.  con- 
struction activities  would,  at  the  very 
least,  suffer  a  1-  to  2-year  delay.  This 
would  be  both  expensive  and  unneces- 
sary. 

Mr.  P*resident,  I  believe  this  measure 
is  justified  not  only  because  of  the  his- 
torical significance  of  the  park  but  be- 
cause of  its  popularity  as  a  tourist  at- 
traction. Tourism  is  a  major  and  grow- 
ing business  in  Alaska.  Each  summer, 
several  cruise  ships  now  dock  at  Sitka. 
Some  100.000  tourists  visit  the  park 
each  year. 

Sitka  National  Historical  Park  en- 
compasses the  Russian  Bishop's 
House,  and  the  site  of  the  Tlingit 
Indian  fort  where,  in  1804,  the  Indians 
made  their  last  stand  against  the  Rus- 
sians. 

One  of  the  most  unique  and  unusual 
parts  of  the  park  is  the  Russian  Bish- 
op's House.  It  dates  from  1842,  and  re- 
mains the  oldest  standing  structure 
built  in  Russian  America  ('Russian 
America"  is  the  region  controlled  by 
the  Russians  and  sold  to  the  United 
States  in  1867).  The  Bishops  House 
wsis  the  seat  of  the  Russian  Orthodox 
Bishop  in  Sitka,  and  is  a  building  of 
historical  significance  which  needed 
extensive  restoration  after  the  Nation- 
al Park  Service  acquired  it  and  the 
park  was  created  in  1974. 

The  National  Park  Service  discov- 
ered that  proper  restoration  of  the 
House  would  require  a  new  roof,  new 
interior  walls,  plumbing,  and  wiring, 
and  re-creation  of  the  original  wall- 
paper and  decorations.  Since  1974,  the 
National  Park  Service,  despite  serious 
delays  in  deliveries  of  materials,  has 
managed  to  complete  all  but  a  small 
part  of  the  work. 

My  bill  would  simply  delete  the  fig- 
ures set  in  the  act  of  November  10. 
1972,  and  insert  the  words,  "such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed 
$6,000,000.  "  Let  me  explain  that  this 
would  not  precipitate  a  spending  free- 
for-all  or  invention  of  new  projects, 
but  would  simply  allow  that  work 
which  is  essential  to  permit  the  park 
to  \x  opened  and  accessible  to  the 
public  within  a  reasonable  amount  of 
time.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleague  from 
Alaska  in  sponsoring  this  bill.  As  my 
friend  has  pointed  out.  the  Sitka  Na- 
tional Historic  Park  is  a  unique  monu- 


ment to  a  unique  period  in  our 
States— and  Nation's— history.  The 
city  of  Sitka  remains  the  seat  of  the 
Russian  Orthodox  Diocese  in  Alaska, 
and  the  Russian  Bishops'  House  is  an 
integral  part  of  that  church's  legacy  in 
the  State.  The  Sitka  community  con- 
tinues to  support  this  living  heritage 
through  preservation  of  other  local 
monuments  and  traditions.  For  in- 
stance, the  restoration  of  St.  Michael's 
Cathedral— which  was  completely  de- 
stroyed by  fire  in  1966— was  recently 
completed  after  years  of  work.  This 
multimillion-dollar  project  was  pri- 
marily supported  by  private  donations 
and  the  local  community.  The  New 
Archangel  Dancers— named  for  Sitka's 
Russian  title  of  New  Archangel— en- 
tertain visitors  to  the  area  with  tradi- 
tional music  and  dances  that  tell  the 
story  of  Russian  America.  The  restora- 
tion of  the  Russian  Bishops'  House 
with  National  Park  Service  funds  is, 
then,  only  one  part  of  the  ongoing 
effort  in  Sitka  to  keep  their  history 
alive.  As  a  part  of  the  total  picture,  I 
think  this  Federal  support  is  well  de- 
served. 


By  Mr.  DENTON: 
S.  1690.  A  bill  to  improve  the  educa- 
tional achievement  of  educationally 
deprived  children  by  expanding  oppor- 
tunities for  their  parents  to  choose 
schools  that  best  meet  their  needs,  to 
foster  diversity  and  competition 
among  school  programs  for  education- 
ally deprived  children,  to  increase  pri- 
vate-sector involvement  in  providing 
educational  programs  for  educational- 
ly deprived  children,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

EQUAL  EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY  ACT  OF   1983 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  today  the  Equal 
Educational  Opportunity  Act  of  1983, 
the  administration's  proposal  to  im- 
prove the  teaching  and  learning  of 
educationally  deprived  children  by  ex- 
panding opportunities  for  their  par- 
ents to  choose  schools  that  best  meet 
their  needs.  The  legislation  also  aims 
at  fostering  diversity  and  encouraging 
competition  among  school  programs 
for  educationally  disadvantaged  chil- 
dren. 

Under  the  proposed  education 
voucher  plan,  school  districts  that  re- 
ceive funds  under  chapter  I  of  the 
Education  Consolidation  and  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1981  could  give  vouchers 
to  parents  of  educationally  and  finan- 
cially deprived  children  in  lieu  of  that 
voucher  amount  going  directly  to  the 
child's  school.  This  would  allow  par- 
ents of  disadvantaged  children  to 
select  the  education  most  appropriate 
for  their  children.  Testifying  before 
the  House  Subcommittee  on  Elemen- 
tary, Secondary,  and  Vocational  Edu- 
cation on  April  6.  Secretary  of  Educa- 
tion Terrel  Bell  stated  that  the  admin- 
istration's  voucher   plan   will    "intro- 


duce more  flexibility  into  the  elemen- 
tary and  secondary  education  system 
of  this  country"  and  "give  the  parents 
of  educationally  deprived  children  the 
same  choices  that  other  parents  have 
in  selecting  a  different  and  more  edu- 
cationally advantageous  school  pro- 
gram for  their  children." 

Currently,  the  parents  of  a  child  cov- 
ered under  the  chapter  I  program  may 
participate  only  in  programs  available 
at  the  school  serving  the  area  in  which 
the  child  resides.  Yet  there  may  be  in- 
stances in  which  another  school's  serv- 
ices would  be  more  appropriate  for 
that  child.  Under  the  voucher  propos- 
al, a  State  educational  agency  <SEA) 
or  local  educational  agency  (LEA) 
could  elect  to  offer  the  voucher  option 
and  parents  could  apply  to  transfer  a 
child  to  another  school,  either  public 
or  private.  Federal  funding  in  the 
form  of  a  voucher  would  follow  the 
child. 

A  local  educational  agency  could 
convert  all  or  part  of  its  chapter  I 
compensatory  program  funding  to  a 
voucher  program.  Participation  could 
be  limited  to  certain  grades,  certain 
schools,  or  could  be  phased  in  over 
time  or  a  State  educational  agency 
could  require  all  LEA's  within  its  State 
to  participate  in  the  voucher  plan.  If 
vouchers  are  not  required  by  the  SEA, 
the  decision  to  use  chapter  I  funds  for 
vouchers  would  be  for  each  LEA  to 
make. 

The  voucher  concept  is  not  new  to 
Federal  education.  It  has  been  used 
successfully  for  many  years  in  other 
programs.  In  fact,  in  higher  education, 
we  place  great  emphasis  on  choice  and 
options.  We  not  only  permit  but  en- 
courage access  to  both  public  and  pri- 
vate schools.  In  some  cases,  students 
and  their  parents  choose  the  institu- 
tions best  suited  to  the  student's 
needs,  and  the  Federal  Government 
provides  funding  in  the  form  of  a  Pell 
grant.  The  GI  bill  operates  on  the 
same  principle  of  choice.  I  believe  that 
the  parents  of  educationally  disadvan- 
taged students  should  have  the  same 
options  as  those  offered  by  the  Feder- 
al Government  in  its  higher  education 
programs. 

In  order  to  avoid  misconceptions 
that  may  arise  about  this  legislation, 
let  me  add  that  the  implementation  of 
the  voucher  plan  by  LEA's  must  in- 
clude continued  provision  of  compen- 
satory education  programs  for  voucher 
recipients  who  remain  in  the  schools 
of  the  LEA  and  for  chapter  I  students 
not  selected  for  participation  in  the 
voucher  program.  The  bill  would  in  no 
way  lead,  therefore,  to  the  elimination 
of  chapter  I  compensatory  services  to 
the  educationally  disadvantaged.  In 
addition,  the  bill  specifically  states 
that  a  voucher  cannot  be  used  for  a 
student  to  attend  a  school  that  main- 
tains racially  discriminatory  policies. 
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Mr.  President,  this  legislation  con- 
tains fresh  ideas  on  ways  to  improve 
our  current  compensatory  education 
program  by  making  it  more  responsive 
to  the  needs  of  those  it  serves.  It  seeks 
to  encourage  competition  and  to  pro- 
vide new  options  for  students  and  par- 
ents, thus  enhancing  the  diversity,  and 
therefore  the  quality,  of  American 
education.  I  hope  that  this  body  will 
give  the  educational  vouchers  proposal 
the  careful  study  and  consideration  it 
deserves. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  section-by-section  analysis 
and  the  text  of  the  bill  appear  in  the 
Record  immediately  following  my  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1690 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representalii^es  of  the  United  Slates  of 
America  m  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Equal  Educational 
Opportunity  Act  of  1983". 

FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE 

Sec  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that  signifi- 
cant improvements  in  the  educational 
achievement  of  educationally  deprived  chil- 
dren can  be  accomplished  by— 

(1)  expanding  the  opportunities  for  par- 
ents of  educationally  deprived  children  to 
choose  schools  that  best  meet  the  needs  of 
their  children; 

(2)  fostering  diversity  and  competition 
among  school  programs  for  educationally 
deprived  children;  and 

(3)  increasing  private  sector  involvement 
in  providing  educational  programs  for  edu- 
cationally deprived  children. 

(b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  author- 
ize use  of  funds  under  Chapter  1  of  the  Edu- 
cational Consolidation  and  Improvement 
Act  of  1981  for  vouchers  which  parents  of 
educationally  deprived  children  may  use  to 
pay  for  educational  programs  and  services 
for  these  children  at  public  or  private  ele- 
mentary or  secondary  schools. 

EDUCATIONAL  VOUCHERS 

Sec.  3.  Chapter  1  of  the  Education  Con- 
solidation and  Improvement  Act  of  1981  is 
amended: 

(a)  By  adding  new  sections  559  and  560  at 
the  end  thereof  to  read  as  follows: 

"'EDUCATIONAL  VOUCHERS 

"Sec.  559.  (a)  General.— Payments  to  local 
educational  agencies  under  this  chapter  are 
available  for  educational  voucher  programs 
in  which  parents  of  educationally  deprived 
children  use  vouchers  to  pay  for— 

"(1)  enrolling  these  children  as  full-time 
students  at  private  schools,  or  at  public 
schools  located  outside  of  the  school  district 
in  which  the  children  reside:  or 

'"(2)  in  the  case  of  parents  who  decide  to 
enroll  their  children  at  public  schools  of  the 
school  district  in  which  the  children  reside, 
compensatory  services  for  such  children 
provided  by  the  local  educational  agency  to 
meet  their  special  educational  needs. 

"(b)  Decision  to  Conduct  I*rocram.— <  1 ) 
A  State  educational  agency  may  require 
local  educational  agencies  within  its  State 
to  use  funds  received  by  the  local  education- 
al agencies  under  this  chapter  to  implement 
educational  voucher  programs.  If  a  State 
educational  agency  does  so,  it  must  require 


all  such  local  educational  agencies  to  use 
funds  under  this  chapter  for  such  programs. 

•■(2)  If  a  State  educational  agency  does  not 
require  local  educational  agencies  to  use 
funds  received  under  this  chapter  to  imple- 
ment education  voucher  programs,  each 
local  educational  agency  within  the  State 
shall  have  discretion  to  use  the  funds  it  re- 
ceives under  this  chapter  to  implement  an 
educational  voucher  program. 

"(c)  Authorized  Programs.— An  educa- 
tional voucher  program  under  this  section 
shall- 

"■(1)  provide  for  the  distribution  of  vouch- 
ers to  parents  of  educationally  deprived 
children  selected  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tions 556(b)  (1)  and  (2)  and  557(a).  The  local 
educational  agency,  subject  to  any  State  re- 
quirements under  subsection  (b)(1).  shall 
have  discretion  to  distribute  the  vouchers  to 
some  or  all  of  such  parents:  and 

"(2)  permit  a  parent  who  receives  a  vouch- 
er under  this  section  to  use  the  voucher  for 
that  parent's  eligible  child  only  to  pay  for— 

"(i)  enrolling  such  child  as  a  full-time  stu- 
dent at  a  private  elementary  or  secondary 
school,  or  at  a  public  elementary  or  second- 
ary school  located  outside  of  the  school  dis- 
trict in  which  the  child  resides;  or 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  a  parent  who  decides  to 
enroll  his  child  at  a  public  school  of  the 
school  district  in  which  the  child  resides, 
services  selected  by  the  parent  for  such 
child  under  programs  or  projects  that  the 
local  educational  agency  for  such  school  dis- 
trict provides  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  section  555; 

"(3)  provide  that  a  local  educational 
agency  or  a  private  school  that  receives  a 
voucher  from  a  parent  under  this  section 
may  redeem  the  voucher  for  funds  under 
this  chapter  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  quo- 
tient of  the  amount  of  funds  under  this 
chapter  that  the  local  educational  agency 
administering  the  educational  voucher  pro- 
gram plans  to  expend  in  this  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  voucher  is  to  be  redeemed— less 
funds  necessary  for  program  administra- 
tion—divided by  the  number  of  educational- 
ly deprived  children  selected  by  such  local 
educational  agency  for  participation  under 
Chapter  1  for  such  fiscal  year  in  accordance 
with  sections  556(b)  (1)  and  (2)  and  557(a). 

"(d)     LEA     PROGRAMS     AND     PROJECTS.— A 

local  educational  agency  shall  provide  pro- 
grams and  projects,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter,  to  meet  the  spe- 
cial educational  needs  of— 

"(1)  eligible  children  of  parents  who 
decide  to  use  their  educational  vouchers  for 
such  programs  and  projects  provided  by  the 
local  educational  agency,  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (c)(2)(ii);  and 

"(2)  children  selected  by  the  local  educa- 
tional agency  for  participation  under  Chap- 
ter 1  in  accordance  with  sections  556(b)(1) 
and  (2)  and  557(a)  whose  parents  do  not  re- 
ceive vouchers  from  the  local  educational 
agency. 

"(e)  Application  by  Local  Educational 
Agency.- (1)  A  local  educational  agency 
that  conducts  an  educational  voucher  pro- 
gram under  this  section  shall  have  on  file 
with  the  State  educational  agency  an  appli- 
cation which  describes  the  program  to  be 
conducted  for  a  period  of  not  more  than 
three  years. 

■•(2)  The  application  shall  be  approved  by 
the  State  educational  agency  if  it  provides 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  State  educa- 
tional agency  that— 

"(A)  the  local  educational  agency  will 
keep  such  records  and  provide  such  infor- 
mation to  the  State  educational  agency  as 


may  be  required  for  fiscal  audit  and  pro- 
gram evaluation;  and 

■"(B)  the  educational  voucher  program  de- 
scribed meets  the  requirements  of  sut>sec- 
tion  (c). 

""(f)  "Voucher  Is  Not  Pede3Ral  Assist- 
ance.—Payments  made  by  a  local  education- 
al agency  to  a  private  school  or  to  another 
local  educational  agency  pursusjit  to  an 
educational  voucher  program  under  this 
chapter  shall  not  constitute  Federal  finan- 
cial assistance  to  the  local  educational 
agency  or  private  school  receiving  such  pay- 
ments, and  use  of  funds  under  this  chapter 
received  in  exchange  for  a  voucher  by  a  pri- 
vate school  or  by  a  public  school  located 
outside  of  the  school  district  in  which  the 
eligible  child  resides  shall  not  constitute  a 
program  or  activity  receiving  Federal  finan- 
cial assistance. 

""(g)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  sec- 
tion— 

"(1)  the  term  eligible  child'  means  an  edu- 
cationally deprived  child  for  whom  an  edu- 
cational voucher  is  distributed  to  a  parent 
under  this  section: 

'"(2)  the  term  "parent"  includes  a  legal 
guardian  or  other  person  standing  in  loco 
parentis;  and 

""(3)  notwithstanding  section  595(7),  the 
term  private",  as  applied  to  an  elementary 
or  secondary  school,  means  a  day  or  residen- 
tial school  in  any  state  which— 

"(A)  provides  elementary  or  secondary 
education,  not  including  any  education 
beyond  grade  twelve: 

"(B)  is  not  under  public  supervision  or 
control; 

"(C)  normally  maintains  a  regular  faculty 
and  curriculum  and  normally  has  a  regular- 
ly enrolled  body  of  pupils  or  students  in  at- 
tendance at  the  place  where  its  educational 
activities  are  regularly  carried  on:  and 

"(D)  includes  in  any  published  by-laws,  ad- 
vertisements, admission  application  forms, 
and  other  published  materials  a  statement 
(in  such  form  and  manner  as  the  Secretary 
may  by  regulations  prescribe)  that  it  does 
not  discriminate  against  student  applicants 
or  students  on  the  basis  of  race. 

"'(h)  Applicability  of  Chapter  1  Provi- 
sions.—The  following  provisions  of  this 
chapter  shall  not  be  applicable  to  education- 
al voucher  programs  under  this  section: 

"(1)  section  555(a).  and  (b).  and  (c),  except 
that  local  educational  agency  programs  and 
projects  under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  section  555(a)  and  (c); 
and 

■■(2)  section  556.  except  to  the  extent  it  is 
made  applicable  by  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section. 

"non-discrimination  by  private  schools  in 
voucher  program 

"Sec  560.  (a)  General.— (1)  No  private  ele- 
mentary or  secondary  school  may  redeem  a 
voucher  for  funds  under  this  chapter  if— 

"(A)  there  is  in  effect  a  judgment  entered 
by  a  district  court  of  the  United  States 
under  subsection  (b)  (regardless  of  whether 
such  judgment  is  appealed)  declaring  that 
such  school  follows  a  racially  discriminatory 
policy,  or 

"(B)  an  order  by  any  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  has  been  made  which,  by  its 
term,  requires  the  district  court  to  enter 
such  judgment. 

"(2)  No  private  elementary  or  secondary 
school  may  redeem  a  voucher  for  funds 
under  this  chapter  unless  it  has  filed  with 
the  local  educational  agency  from  which  it 
seeks  to  receive  such  funds  a  verified  state- 
ment which— 
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■•(A)  declares  that  such  school  has  not  fol- 
lowed a  racially  discriminatory  policy 
during  the  previous  twelve  months: 

(B)  indicates  whether  a  declaratory  judg- 
ment or  order  described  in  paragrph  ( 1 )  has 
l)een  entered  against  such  school  in  an 
surtion  brought  under  sul)section  (b);  and 

■•(C)  attests  that  such  school  has  complied 
with  the  requirements  of  section 
559(g)<3)(D)  during  the  previous  twelve 
months. 

■•(3)  The  Attorney  General  shall  have  ex- 
clusive authority  under  this  subsection  to 
investigate    and    to    determine    whether    a 
school  is  following  a  racially  discriminatory 
policy. 
••(4)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection.— 
■■(A)  A  school  follows  a  racialy  discrimina- 
tory policy  if  such  school  refuses,  or  the 
basis  of  race,  to— 
■■(i)  admit  applicants  as  students; 
"(ii)  admit  studenu  to  the  righU,  privi- 
leges,   programs,    and    activities    generally 
made  available  to  students  by  the  school:  or 
(iii)  allow  students  to  participate  in  its 
scholarship,   loan,   athletic,   or   other   pro- 
grams. 

■(B)  The  term  racially  discriminatory 
policy'  shall  not  include  failure  of  any 
school  to  pursue  to  achieve  any  racial  quota, 
proportion,  or  representation  in  the  student 
body. 

■(C)  The  term  race'  shall  include  color  or 
national  origin. 

<b)  Declaratory  Judgment.— (1)  Upon 
filing  of  an  appropriate  pleading  by  the  At- 
torney General  under  paragraph  (2).  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  in  which  a  private  elementary  or 
secondary  school  is  located  may  make  a  dec- 
laration with  respect  to  whether  such 
school  follows  a  racially  discriminatory 
policy.  Any  such  declaration  shall  have  the 
force  and  effect  of  a  final  judgment  of  the 
district  court  and  shall  be  reviewable  as 
such. 

■•<2)(A)  The  Attorney  General  is  author- 
ized and  directed  to  seek  a  declaratory  judg- 
ment under  paragraph  (1)  against  any  pri- 
vate elementary  or  secondary  school  upon— 
"(i)  receipt  by  the  Attorney  General 
within  the  previous  1-year  period  of  any  al- 
legation of  discrimination  against  such 
school,  and 

•  (ii)  a  finding  by  the  Attorney  General  of 
good  cause. 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'allegation  of  discrimination'  means  an  alle- 
gation made  in  writing  by  any  person  which 
alleges  with  specificity  that— 

"(i)  a  named  school  has  committed  a  ra- 
cially discriminatory  act  against  a  named 
student  applicant  or  student  within  one 
year  preceding  the  date  on  which  such  alle- 
gation is  made  to  the  Attorney  General,  or 
"(ii)  the  school  made  a  communication 
within  one  year  preceding  such  date,  ex- 
pressing that  it  follows  a  racially  discrimina- 
tory policy. 

"(C)  Upon  receipt  of  any  allegation  of  dis- 
crimination made  against  a  school,  the  At- 
torney General  shall  promptly  give  written 
notice  of  such  allegation  to  such  school. 

"(D)  Before  any  action  may  l)e  filed 
against  a  school  by  the  Attorney  General 
under  paragraph  (1).  the  Attorney  General 
shall  give  such  school  a  fair  opportunity  to 
comment  on  all  allegations  made  against  it 
and  to  show  that  the  alleged  racially  dis- 
criminatory policy  does  not  exist  or  has 
been  aban<Joned. 

"(i)  If  an  allegation  of  discrimination 
against  a  school  is  made  to  the  Attorney 
General  and  the  Attorney  General— 


■■(I)  declines  to  bring  an  action  under 
paragraph  ( 1 )  against  such  school,  or 

■■(II)  enters  into  a  settlement  agreement 
with  such  school  under  paragraph  (4) 
before  such  an  action  is  brought, 
the  Attorney  General  shall  make  available 
to  the  person  who  made  such  allegation  the 
information  upon  which  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral based  the  decision  not  to  bring  such  an 
action  or  to  enter  into  such  settlement 
agreement.  The  Attorney  General  shall 
promptly  give  written  notice  to  such  person 
that  such  information  is  available  for  his  in- 
spection. 

(li)  Nothing  in  this  subparagraph  shall 
be  construed  to  authorize  or  require  the  At- 
torney General  to  disclose  any  information 
if  such  disclosure  would  violate  any  applica- 
ble State  or  Federal  law  relating  to  privacy. 
■■(3)  A  district  court  may  declare  that  a 
private  elementary  or  secondary  school  fol- 
lows a  racially  discriminatory  policy  in  an 
action  brought  under  paragraph  (1)  only  if 
the  Attorney  General  establishes  in  such 
action  that— 

••(A)  such  school  has,  pursuant  to  such 
policy,  committed  a  racially  discriminatory 
act  against  a  student  applicant  or  student 
within  the  two  years  preceding  commence- 
ment of  such  action: 

■(B)  such  school  has.  within  the  two  years 
preceding  commencement  of  such  action, 
made  a  communication  expressing  that  it 
follows  a  racially  discriminatory  policy 
against  student  applicants  or  students:  or 

■■(C)  such  school  has  engaged  in  a  pattern 
of  conduct  intended  to  implement  a  racially 
discriminatory  policy,  and  that  some  act  in 
furtherance  of  this  pattern  of  conduct  was 
committed  within  two  years  preceding  com- 
mencement of  such  action. 

■■(4)(A)  Prior  to.  and  in  lieu  of.  filing  an 
action  under  paragraph  (1),  the  Attorney 
General  may,  at  his  discretion,  enter  into  a 
settlement  agreement  with  the  school 
against  which  an  allegation  of  discrimina- 
tion has  been  made  if  the  Attorney  General 
finds  that  such  school  has  been  acting  in 
good  faith  and  has  abandoned  its  racially 
discriminatory  policy. 

(B)  If  the  Attorney  General  has  entered 
into  a  settlement  agreement  with  a  school 
under  subparagraph  (A)  and  the  Attorney 
General  finds  that  such  school  is  in  viola- 
tion of  such  agreement,  the  Attorney  Gen 
eral  may— 

•■(i)  notwithstanding  paragraph  (2)(A)<i). 
bring  an  action  under  paragraph  (1)  without 
having  received  any  allegation  of  discrimi- 
nation against  such  school,  or 

■•(ii)  bring  an  action  to  enforce  the  terms 
of  such  agreement. 

"(C)  The  Attorney  General  shall  give  a 
copy  of  any  settlement  agreement  which  is 
entered  into  with  any  school  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  to  any  person  from  whom  the  At- 
torney General  has  received  an  allegation  of 
discrimination  against  such  school. 

"(5)  Any  district  court  that  makes  a  decla- 
ration under  paragraph  (1)  that  a  private  el- 
ementary or  secondary  school  follows  a  ra- 
cially discriminatory  policy  shall  retain  ju- 
risdiction of  such  case. 

•■(6)(A)(i)  At  any  time  after  the  date 
which  is  1  year  after  the  date  on  which  a 
judgment  is  entered  in  an  action  brought 
under  paragraph  ( 1 )  declaring  that  a  private 
elementary  or  secondary  school  follows  a  ra- 
cially discriminatory  policy,  such  school 
may  file  with  the  district  court  a  motion  to 
modify  such  judgment  to  include  a  declara- 
tion that  such  school  no  longer  follows  a  ra- 
cially discriminatory  policy. 


'•(ii)  Any  motion  filed  under  clause  (i) 
shall  contain  affidavits— 

•■(I)  describing  with  specificity  the  ways  in 
which  the  school  has  abandoned  its  previ- 
ous racially  discriminatory  policy: 

•■(II)  describing  with  specificity  the  ways 
in  which  such  school  has  taken  reasonable 
steps  to  communicate  its  policy  of  nondis- 
crimination to  students,  to  faculty,  to  school 
administrators,  and  to  the  public  in  the  area 
it  serves: 

(III)  averring  that  such  school  has  not. 
during  the  preceding  year— 

••(aa)  committed  a  racially  discriminatory 
act  against  a  student  applicant  or  student 
pursuant  to  a  racially  discriminatory  policy: 
•■(bb)  made  a  communication  expressing 
that  it  follows  a  racially  discriminatory 
policy  against  student  applicants  or  stu- 
dents: or 

••(cc)  engaged  in  a  pattern  of  conduct  in- 
tended to  implement  a  racially  discrimina- 
tory policy,  and  committed  some  act  in  fur- 
therance of  this  pattern  of  conduct:  and 

■•(IV)  averring  that  such  school  has  com- 
plied with  the  requirements  of  this  section. 
•(B)  If  a  motion  is  made  under  subpara- 
graph I  A),  the  district  court  shall  issue  an 
order  modifying  the  judgment  entered  in 
the  action  to  include  a  declaration  that  the 
school  no  longer  follows  a  racially  discrimi- 
natory policy  unless  the  Attorney  General 
establishes  that— 

•■(i)  any  affidavit  provided  by  the  school 
under  subparagraph  (AKIi)  is  false: 

••(ii)  the  .school  has.  during  the  preceding 
year,  committed  any  act.  made  any  commu- 
nication, or  engaged  in  any  pattern  of  con- 
duct described  in  subparagraph  (A)(ii)(III): 
or 

"(iii)  the  school  has  not,  in  fact,  complied 
with  the  requirements  of  subclauses  (II)  and 
(IV)  of  subparagraph  (A)(ii). 

••(C)  Any  order  of  the  district  court  grant- 
ing or  denying  a  motion  made  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)  shall  be  reviewable. 

(7)  If  a  -school  prevails  in  an  action  under 
this  section,  the  court  may  award  such 
school  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys'  fees 
in  such  action. 
••(8)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 
(A)  The  term  racially  discriminatory 
policy'  has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term 
by  subsection  (a)(4). 

■■(B)(i)  A  school  commits  a  racially  dis- 
criminatory act  if  such  school  refuses,  on 
the  basis  of  race,  to— 
"(I)  admit  any  applicant  as  a  student: 
••(II)   admit    any   student   to   the    rights, 
privileges,  programs,  and  activities  generally 
made  available  to  students  by  the  school:  or 
(III)  allow  any  student  to  participate  in 
its  scholarship,  loan,  athletic,  or  other  pro- 
grams. 

•(ii)  The  term  racially  discriminatory  act' 
shall  not  include  the  failure  of  such  school 
to  pursue  or  achieve  any  racial  quota,  pro- 
portion, or  representation  in  the  student 
body. 

•(C)  The  term  'race'  shall  have  the  mean- 
ing given  to  that  term  by  subsection  (a)(4). 
••(D)  The  term  private',  as  applied  to  an 
elementary  or  secondary  school,  has  the 
meaning  given  to  such  term  by  section 
559(g)(3).". 
(b)  In  section  557— 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)  a  dash  and  (1) "  after  "such 
agency  shall": 

(2)  by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon 
and  the  following:   "or  (2)  provide  vouchers 


to  the  parents  of  such  children  in  accord- 
ance with  section  559.": 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)  "and  for  educational  vouch- 
ers" after  "arrangements":  and 

(4)  by  inserting  in  subsection  (b)(1)  a 
comma  and  "or  from  providing  educational 
vouchers  to  the  parents  of  these  children," 
after  "elementary  and  secondary  schools". 

(c)  In  section  558— 

( 1 )  by  adding  a  new  sentence  at  the  end  of 
subsection  (b)  to  read  as  follows:  "Nothing 
contained  in  this  subsection  shall  be  con- 
strued to  prohibit  the  use  of  educational 
vouchers  for  payments  under  section 
559(c)(2)(i)  to  a  private  school  or  to  a  public 
school  located  outside  of  the  school  district 
in  which  the  child  resides,  notwithstanding 
that  such  payments  would  have  been  made 
from  non-Federal  sources  in  the  absence  of 
funds  under  this  chapter.":  and 

(2)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  (f)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(f)  Educational  Vouchers.— Payments 
under  section  559(c)(2)(i)  to  a  private  school 
or  to  a  public  school  located  outside  of  the 
school  district  in  which  the  child  resides 
shall  not  subject  such  private  or  public 
school,  or  the  local  educational  agency  for 
such  public  school,  to  the  requirements  of 
this  section.". 

DISCLOSURE  OF  INFORMATION  TO  ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 

Sec.  4.  Subsection  (h)  of  section  6103  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating 
to  disclosure  to  certain  Federal  officers  and 
employees  for  tax  administration  purposes) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(6)  Certain  investigations  and  proceed- 
ings     REGARDING      RACIALLY      DISCRIMINATORY 

POLICIES.- Upon  the  request  of  the  Attorney 
General  or  the  Secretary's  own  motion,  the 
Secretary  shall  disclose  any  return  or  return 
information  which  is  relevant  to— 

"(A)  any  investigation  conducted  by  the 
Attorney  General  under  section  560(a)(3)  of 
the  Education  Consolidation  and  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1981  with  regard  to  whether  a 
school  is  following  a  racialy  discriminatory 
policy  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
560(a)(4)  of  such  Act),  or 

"(B)  any  proceeding  which  may  be 
brought  under  section  560(b)  of  such  Act, 
to  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  who  is  directly  and  person- 
ally involved  in  such  investigation  or  in 
preparation  for  such  a  proceeding.". 

CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 

Sec  5.  Section  2201  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  creation  of  the  de- 
claratory judgment  remedy)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "section  7428"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "section  7408  or  section  560  of 
the  Education  Consolidation  and  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1981.". 

effective  DATE 

Sec.  6.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  take  effect  on  July  1,  1984. 

Equal  Educational  Opportunity  Act  of 
1983— Section-by-Section  Analysis 

Section  2.  Section  2  of  the  bill  sets  forth 
congressional  findings  and  the  purpose  of 
the  bill.  Subsection  (a)  Includes  findings 
that  significant  improvements  in  the  educa- 
tional achievement  of  educationally  de- 
prived children  can  be  accomplished  by  ex- 
panding the  opportunities  for  parents  of 
these  children  to  choose  schools  that  l)est 
meet  the  children's  needs,  fostering  diversi- 
ty and  competition  among  school  programs 


for  educationally  deprived  children,  and  in- 
creasing private  sector  involvement  in  pro- 
viding educational  programs  for  education- 
ally deprived  children. 

Subsection  (b)  sets  forth  the  purpose  of 
the  bill  to  authorize  use  of  funds  under 
Chapter  1  of  the  Education  Consolidation 
and  Improvement  Act  of  1981  (ECIA)  for 
vouchers  which  parents  of  educationally  de- 
prived children  may  use  to  pay  for  educa- 
tional programs  and  services  for  these  chil- 
dren. 

Section  3.  Section  3  of  the  bill  would 
amend  Chapter  1  of  the  ECIA  to  authorize 
educational  voucher  programs.  Subsection 
(a)  would  add  now  sections  559  and  560  to 
Chapter  1.  Under  section  559(a).  Chapter  1 
payments  to  local  educational  agencies 
(LEAs)  would  be  available  for  programs  in 
which  parents  of  educationally  deprived 
children  use  vouchers  to  pay  for  enrolling 
these  children  at  private  schools  or  at  public 
schools  located  outside  the  school  district  in 
which  the  children  reside  or,  in  the  case  of 
children  enrolled  in  the  public  schools  of 
such  district,  for  compensatory  education 
programs.  Under  section  559(b),  a  State  edu- 
cational agency  could  require  all  LEAs 
within  its  State  to  conduct  educational 
voucher  programs  with  their  Chapter  1 
funds.  If  it  did  not  do  so,  LEAs  would  have 
discretion  to  use  their  Chapter  1  funds  for 
educational  voucher  programs. 

Section  559(c)(1)  would  provide  for  the 
distribution  of  vouchers  to  parents  of  educa- 
tionally deprived  children  selected  by  the 
LEA  on  the  same  basis  that  these  children 
are  selected  for  Chapter  1  projects  in  the 
absence  of  an  educational  voucher  program. 
Subject  to  any  State  requirements.  LEAs 
would  have  discretion  to  distribute  vouchers 
to  all  or  some  of  these  parents.  For  exam- 
ple, vouchers  might  be  distributed  to  par- 
ents of  Chapter  1  children  at  particular 
grade  levels,  to  such  parents  who  specifical- 
ly request  vouchers,  or  to  particular  groups 
of  such  parents  on  a  phased-in  basis.  Under 
subsection  (c)(2).  a  parent  could  use  a 
voucher  to  pay  for  enrolling  the  Chapter  1 
child  as  a  full-time  student  at  a  private 
school  or  at  a  public  school  located  outside 
of  the  school  district  in  which  the  child  re- 
sides or.  in  the  case  of  a  child  enrolled  in  a 
public  school  within  such  district,  for  Chap- 
ter 1  compensatory  services  provided  by  the 
LEA  designed  to  meet  the  special  education- 
al needs  of  the  child. 

The  bill  would  not  limit  the  extent  of  an 
LEA'S  authority  under  Chapter  1  to  decide 
what  compensatory  programs  and  projects 
to  offer  for  Chapter  1  children  who  remain 
in  the  school  district.  In  addition,  with  re- 
spect to  these  children.  LEA's  would  have 
broad  discretion  in  managing  voucher  funds 
in  relationship  to  compensatory  services. 
For  example.  LEAs  might  elect  not  to  calcu- 
late the  costs  of  compensatory  services  pro- 
vided to  each  Chapter  1  funds  were  used  for 
proper  purposes.  Voucher  recipients  who 
elect  to  keep  their  children  within  the 
school  district  would  use  their  vouchers  to 
choose  for  such  children  among  the  com- 
pensatory programs  offered  by  the  LEA. 

Section  559(c)(3)  would  provide  for  the 
LEA  or  school  that  received  a  voucher  from 
a  parent  to  redeem  it  for  Chapter  1  funds. 
The  voucher  supports  the  choice  by  the 
parent  of  a  school  or  of  an  LEA's  compensa- 
tory services.  No  provision  is  made  in  the 
bill  for  return  of  the  voucher  or  any  part 
thereof  or  for  the  issuance  of  an  additional 
voucher  to  a  parent  who  uses  the  voucher  to 
enroll  his  child  in  a  school  and  subsequently 
withdraw  the  child  from  the  school.  Also. 


the  bill  does  not  require  an  LEA  to  provide 
Chapter  1  services  to  a  child  residing  within 
its  district  who  drops  out  of  a  private  school 
or  a  public  school  of  another  school  district, 
after  his  parent  had  provided  Chapter  1 
voucher  to  such  school,  and  returns  to  the 
LEA's  schools.  This  is  a  matter  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  LEA. 

Under  section  559(c)(3).  the  amount  of 
Chapter  1  funds  paid  in  exchange  for  the 
voucher  would  be  equal  to  the  amount  of 
Chapter  1  funds  that  the  LEA  awlminister- 
ing  the  voucher  program  plans  to  expend 
(minus  funds  necessary  for  program  admin- 
istration) divided  by  the  number  of  children 
selected  by  the  LEA  for  participation  in 
Chapter  1.  At  the  time  that  an  LEA  estimat- 
ed the  number  of  children  to  participate  in 
Chapter  1  for  purposes  of  its  application  to 
the  SEA,  it  might  establish  an  estimated 
voucher  value  to  facilitate  planning  by  par- 
ents. That  estimated  voucher  value  subse- 
quently would  be  adjusted  according  to  the 
number  of  children  selected. 

Section  559(d)  would  require  LEA's  to  pro- 
vide Chapter  1  programs  and  projects  to 
meet  the  special  educational  needs  of  chil- 
dren of  parents  who  decide  to  use  the 
vouchers  for  such  programs  and  projects 
and  of  Chapter  1  children  whose  parents  do 
not  receive  vouchers.  These  programs  and 
projects  would  be  subject  to  supplement- 
not-supplant  and  comparability  require- 
ments in  section  558  of  Chapter  1.  In  addi- 
tion, the  maintenance  of  effort  requirement 
in  section  558(a)  would  continue  to  be  a  con- 
dition for  the  receipt  of  any  Chapter  1  allo- 
cations by  the  LEA. 

Section  559(e)  would  provide  simplified 
application  requirements  for  voucher  pro- 
grams. These  provisions  would  not  require 
an  LEA  to  submit  two  applications:  one  for 
its  voucher  program,  and  one  for  other 
Chapter  1  activities.  Rather,  these  require- 
ments would  be  in  lieu  of  an  application 
under  section  556  if  the  LEA  used  all  of  its 
Chapter  1  funds  for  a  voucher  program:  or 
they  could  be  met  a.s  part  of  a  section  556 
application  for  that  part  of  the  Chapter  1 
program  administered  as  a  voucher  pro- 
gram. Section  559(f)  would  provide  that 
voucher  payments  by  an  LEA  to  another 
LEA  or  private  school  shall  not  constitute 
Federal  financial  assistance  to  the  LEA  or 
school  receiving  such  payments  and  that 
use  of  funds  received  in  exchange  for  a 
voucher  by  a  private  school  or  by  a  public 
school  outside  the  district  in  which  the 
child  resides  does  not  constitute  a  program 
or  activity  receiving  Federal  financial  assist- 
ance. Section  559(g)  defines  terms  used  in 
the  section,  including  a  broader  definition 
of  'private  school"  than  that  which  would 
apply  to  the  rest  of  ECIA.  Section  559(h) 
would  make  inapplicable  to  voucher  pay- 
ments certain  Chapter  1  provisions  concern- 
ing project  services  to  meet  the  special  edu- 
cational needs  of  educationally  deprived 
children. 

Under  the  new  section  560  of  ECIA,  no 
private  elementary  or  secondary  school  that 
follows  a  racially  discriminatory  policy  may 
redeem  a  voucher  for  Chapter  1  funds.  Sec- 
tion 560  includes  provisions  similar  to  those 
in  the  Administrations  tuition  tax  credit 
bill  defining  a  racially  discriminatory  policy 
and  providing  for  enforcement  by  the  Attor- 
ney General  through  declaratory  judgment 
proceedings  brought  in  district  courts  of  the 
United  States. 

Section  3(b)  of  the  bill  would  make  techni- 
cal amendments  to  Chapter  1  provisions 
concerning  equitable  participation  by  pri- 
vate school  children  in  Chapter  1  programs. 
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These  amendments  would  clarify  that  a  de- 
cision by  an  LEA  to  conduct  a  voucher  pro- 
gram would  not  exempt  it  from  these  re- 
quirements. 

Section  3(c)  of  the  bill  would  amend  Sec- 
tion 558  of  the  ECIA  to  provide  that  the 
prohibition  of  supplanting  does  not  apply  to 
tuition  payments  made  under  the  voucher 
program  to  a  private  school  or  to  a  public 
school  located  outside  of  the  district  in 
which  the  child  resides.  Under  this  provi 
sion.  for  example,  there  would  be  no  sup- 
planting violation  in  providing  a  voucher  for 
tuition  payments  to  a  private  school  that 
the  Chapter  1  child  would  have  attended  in 
the  absence  of  Chapter  1  funds.  Also,  under 
proposed  section  558(f).  tuition  payments  to 
a  private  school  or  to  a  public  school  located 
outside  of  the  district  in  which  the  child  re- 
sides would  not  subject  such  private  or 
public  school,  or  the  LEA  for  such  public 
school,  to  maintenance  of  effort,  supple- 
ment-not-supplant.  or  comparability  re 
quirements  in  section  558. 

Section  4.  Section  4  of  the  bill  would 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
to  require  the  Treasury  Department  to  pro- 
vide to  the  Department  of  Justice  informa- 
tion relevant  to  investigations  concerning 
whether  a  private  school  is  following  a  ra- 
cially discriminatory  policy. 

Section  5.  Section  5  of  the  bill  contains  a 
conforming  amendment  concerning  the  de- 
claratory judgment  remedy  related  to  en- 
forcement against  private  schools  following 
a  racially  discriminatory  policy. 

Section  6.  Section  6  of  the  bill  would  make 
the  amendments  made  by  the  bill  effective 
July  1.  1984. 

TITLE  IV 

Section  401.  Section  401  of  the  bill  would 
set  effective  dates  for  the  amendments 
made  by  the  bill  as  follows: 

(a)  The  amendments  relating  to  Pell  Self- 
Help  Grants  under  Title  1  of  the  bill  and 
the  College  Work-Study  program  institu- 
tional matching  requirement  would  be  effec- 
tive July  1.  1984. 

(b)  The  amendments  relating  to  eligibility 
for  loans  and  origination  fees  for  Guaran- 
teed Student  Loans  and  relating  to  interest 
rates  for  National  Direct  Student  Loans 
(NDSL)  would  apply  to  loans  made  after 
June  30.  1983. 

(c)  The  amendments  relating  to  advances, 
insurance  and  reinsurance  provisions  of  the 
Federally  Insured  and  Guaranteed  Student 
Loan  programs  and  relating  to  the  institu- 
tion's use  of  returned  funds  under  the 
NDSL  program  would  take  effect  July  1. 
1983.  and  apply  to  all  loans,  whenever  made. 

(d)  The  amendments  made  in  section  202 
of  the  bill  relating  to  uniform  program  pro- 
visions and  cost  allowances  would  apply  to 
loans  made  after  June  30.  1983.  except  in 
the  case  where  a  State  or  nonprofit  private 
organization  is  prohibited  from  complying 
by  contrary  State  law.  In  that  case,  the 
amendments  would  apply  to  loans  made  not 
later  than  120  days  after  (1)  the  repeal  of 
the  contrary  State  law.  or  (2)  adjournment 
of  the  next  regular  session  of  the  State  leg- 
islature which  convenes  after  December  31. 
1983.  whichever  is  earlier. 

(e)  The  amendments  relating  to  the  Col- 
lege Work-Study  program  appropriations 
limit  and  the  Fund  for  the  Improvement  of 
Postsecondary  Eklucation  would  take  effect 
October  1.  1984. 

(f)  The  amendments  relating  to  the  Secre- 
tary's authority  to  allocate  funds  under  the 
College  Work-Study  program  and  the  Sup- 
plemental Eklucational  Opportunity  Grant 
program,  if  appropriations  for  the  programs 


are  below  prescribed  levels,  would  become 
effective  upon  enactment. 


By  Mr.  ARMSTRONG  (for  him- 
self.   Mr.    Dole.    Mr.    Wallop, 
Mr.  Grassley.  Mr.  Symms.  Mr. 
Chafee.  Mr.  Roth,  Mr.  Duren- 
BERCER.     Mrs.     Hawkins,     Mr. 
Packwood,  Mr.  Danforth,  Mrs. 
Kassebaum,  and  Mr.  Heinz): 
S.  1691.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  recognize  effective  pro- 
gram administration  in  the  financing 
of  State  programs  of  child  support  en- 
forcement, to  improve  ihe  ability  of 
States  to  collect  child  support  for  non- 
AFDC       families,       and       otherwise 
strengthen    and    improve    such    pro- 
grams, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1983 

•  Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President, 
more  than  2  million  parents  either 
refuse  to  pay  court-ordered  child  sup- 
port or  disobey  the  courts  by  being 
late  in  making  these  payments.  In 
effect,  millions  of  children  are  being 
cheated  by  their  parents. 

These  are  the  conclusions  of  a  just 
released  report  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census  on  child  support  payments. 
Their  statistics,  confirmed  by  other 
sources,  are  shocking. 

Eight  million  American  children  are 
being  raised  by  only  one  parent.  Of 
these  8  million,  more  than  half  are  not 
receiving  any  child  support,  or  child 
support  is  at  least  2  months  late. 

These  children,  and  the  parents  with 
whom  they  live,  are  being  cheated  out 
of  $4  billion  a  year. 

The  lack  of  full  and  timely  child 
support  payments  push  more  and 
more  children  and  their  custodial  par- 
ents to  the  welfare  system.  More  than 
85  percent  of  those  receiving  Federal 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren are  eligible  because  child  support 
is  not  being  paid. 

The  result  is  an  outrage  to  parents 
raising  children  alone,  to  their  chil- 
dren, to  those  parents  who  are  consci- 
entiously meeting  their  child  support 
obligations,  and  to  taxpayers. 

What  is  being  done  to  corral  the 
cowardly  parents  who  are  not  support- 
ing their  children?  Not  enough.  Cur- 
rently, the  Federal  Government 
spends  $700  million  each  year  in  pay- 
ments to  the  States  for  child  support 
enforcement  grants.  Unfortunately, 
the  programs  are  inconsistent  and,  in 
most  cases,  not  successful. 

Along  with  Senators  Dole,  Wallop, 
Grassley.     Symms.     Chafee.     Roth. 

DURENBERCER.       HAWKINS,       PaCKWOOD. 

Danforth.  Heinz,  and  Kassabaum.  I 
am  introducing  legislation  developed 
by  the  Reagan  administration  that 
offers  financial  incentives  to  States  to 
develop  and  implement  more  effective 
child  support  enforcement  programs. 

This  reform  legislation  will  not  solve 
the  problem.  No  law  can  ever  replace 


or  enhance  parents'  commitment  and 
willingness  to  voluntarily  assume  re- 
sponsibility for  their  children. 

But  this  bill  will  help  States  track 
down  parents  who  choose  not  to  sup- 
port their  children.  This  bill  should  be 
enacted,  and  soon. 

Currently,  the  child  support  enforce- 
ment program  is  a  joint  Federal.  State, 
and  local  effort  established  in  1974  to 
insure  children  are  supported  finan- 
cially by  their  parents  when  ordered 
to  do  so  by  the  courts. 

However,  the  results  have  been  so 
haphazard  and  enforcement  so  varied 
among  the  States  that  the  taxpayers 
and  the  children  are  not  fully  benefit- 
ing from  these  limited,  yet  costly  ef- 
forts. 

While  some  States  collect  $4  in  child 
support  for  every  $1  they  spend,  other 
States  collect  less  than  $1  for  each 
dollar  spent.  The  Federal  Government 
reimburses  States  for  70  percent  of 
their  administrative  costs  in  trying  to 
collect  delinquent  child  support  pay- 
ments. Not  all  States  participate  in 
the  program  and  there  are  no  real  in- 
centives for  the  States  to  collect  child 
support  payments.  As  a  result,  chil- 
dren continue  to  be  cheated  and  tax- 
payers foot  a  child  support  tab  that  is 
growing 

As  long  as  we  continue  to  subsidize 
State  efforts  on  the  basis  of  what  they 
spend  and  not  what  they  collect,  we 
will  never  even  begin  to  solve  this  seri- 
ous national  problem. 

There  are  States  that  have  made 
progress  in  attacking,  successfully,  the 
child  support  enforcement  problem. 
Colorado,  for  instance,  is  developing  a 
program  which  is  meeting  increasing 
success.  Of  the  more  than  25,000 
AFDC  cases  in  Colorado.  85  percent 
are  single  parents  with  children  who 
do  not  receive  child  support  payments. 
Together  with  nonwelfare  cases,  the 
Colorado  child  support  enforcement 
caseload  is  about  130.000  cases.  For 
each  dollar  Colorado  spends  on  child 
support  collection,  about  $1  of  child 
support  is  collected,  and  this  ratio  is 
increasing. 

The  lack  of  child  support  payments 
drains  State  and  Federal  welfare  pro- 
grams because  many  of  these  single 
parents  have  no  other  alternative. 
Two-thirds  of  children  in  families  with 
a  woman  as  head  of  household  depend 
on  welfare.  Nonpayment  of  child  sup- 
port forced  87  percent  of  the  welfare 
recipients  through  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  into 
eligibility  for  this  Federal  and  State 
aid  program. 

The  basic  question  is  not  whether 
the  Federal  Government  should  get 
involved  in  the  child  support  enforce- 
ment issue;  we  are  involved  at  a  cost  of 
some  $700  million  per  year.  The  ques- 
tion is:  How  can  we  be  more  effective 
in  collecting  delinquent  child  support 
payments? 


The  answer  which  I  have  proposed 
in  the  Senate  with  the  backing  of  the 
Reagan  administration  is  a  five-part 
bill  designed  to  give  the  State  incen- 
tives to  collect  child  support  payments 
and  to  require  States  to  uniformly 
adopt  practices  that  have  been  suc- 
cessful in  increasing  support  collec- 
tions. 
The  bill  requires  the  States  to: 
Impose  mandatory  wage  withholding 
on  absent  parents  more  than  2  months 
behind  in  court-ordered  child  support 
payments. 

Intercept  tax  refunds  to  absent  par- 
ents who  are  behind  in  court-ordered 
child  support. 

Develop  procedures  that  would  expe- 
dite hearings  on  court-ordered  child 
support  cases  in  civil  courts. 

Impose  fees  on  nonwelfare  parents 
who  use  this  court-ordered  child  sup- 
port collection  program. 

More  importantly,  the  bill  provides 
financial  incentives  to  the  States  that 
develop  effective  child  support  en- 
forcement programs.  Rather  than  pay 
the  States  bonuses  based  upon  AFDC 
child  support  collection  attempt  costs, 
incentives  would  be  based  on  AFDC 
and  non-AFDC  performance.  The  per- 
centage of  State  administrative  costs 
reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment would  drop  from  70  to  60  per- 
cent. Total  incentive  payments  would 
be  increased  by  about  $83  million  over 
what  would  have  been  available  under 
the  present  bonus  incentive.  Thus. 
States  have  incentives  to  develop  an 
effective  program  to  enforce  child  sup- 
port, to  locate  absent  parents,  and  ex- 
pedite the  collection  of  support  pay- 
ments. 

If  enacted,  this  proposal  would  save 
State  and  Federal  Governments  an  es- 
timated $120  million  annually  in  wel- 
fare payments.  And.  at  the  same  time, 
it  would  help  insure  that  children  re- 
ceive the  support  to  which  they  are 
entitled. 

All  too  often  we  have  seen  cases  of 
the  unwillingness  of  an  absent  parent 
to  pay  child  support.  The  result  has 
been  poverty,  destitution,  desperation, 
and  suffering  for  too  many  children. 
This  deplorable  disgrace  can  be  reme- 
died with  the  passage  of  the  current 
Child  Support  Enforcement  program. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee  will 
hold  hearings  on  this  legislation  in 
September.  These  hearings  will  ex- 
plore the  adequacy  of  financial  incen- 
tives proposed,  a  realistic  time  sched- 
ule for  implementation  by  States,  pro- 
tecting rights  of  due  process,  and  pri- 
vacy for  the  parents  and  children  in- 
volved. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  that  the 
bill  developed  by  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration does  not  specify  the  specific  fi- 
nancial incentives  available  to  States 
developing  effective  child  support  en- 
forcement programs.  Rather,  the  bill 
permits  the  Department  of  Health  and 


Human  Services  to  establish  these  in- 
centives by  future  regulation. 

Therefore,  I  will  work  with  officials 
in  Colorado  and  other  States  to  write 
in  law  a  workable  and  sound  incentive 
program. 

Given  the  magnitude  of  the  prob- 
lem, it  is  important  the  Senate  begins 
work  now  on  child  support  enforce- 
ment. Each  day  we  wait  meant  an- 
other child  is  not  receiving  the  finan- 
cial support  deserved. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President, 
to  fully  brief  interested  Senators 
about  this  important  issue,  I  Eusk  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  following  ma- 
terials be  printed  in  full  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks: 

A  thoughtful,  constructive  state- 
ment by  HHS  Secretary  Margaret 
Heckler  in  support  of  the  legislation. 

Summary  of  the  Child  Support  En- 
forcement Amendments  of  1983. 

Section-by-section  analysis. 

Text  of  bill. 

Comparison  of  other  child  support 
enforcement  legislation  pending  in 
Congress. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rials were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1691 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senater  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  'Child  Support  En- 
forcement Amendments  of  1983". 

PAYMENTS  :N  RECOGNITION  OF  EFFECTIVE  PRO- 
GRAM administration;  federal  participa- 
tion IN  STATE  administrative  COSTS 

Sec  2.  (a)  Section  455  of  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation criteria  pursuant  to  which  he  will 
from  time  to  time  make  payments,  in  addi- 
tion to  amounts  authorized  under  subsec- 
tion (a),  to  each  State  agency  administering 
a  plan  approved  under  this  part  whose  pro- 
gram is  found  to  be  exemplary  in  the 
amount  of  collections  made,  the  cost  effi- 
ciency with  which  the  program  is  operated, 
or  the  magnitude  of  the  costs  to  other  as- 
sistance programs  that  the  Secretary  finds 
could  reasonably  have  been  expected  to 
occur  but  for  the  operation  and  the  effec- 
tive performance  of  the  State's  program. 
The  Secretary,  in  recognizing  such  perform- 
ance, may  consider  factors  such  as  the 
amount  of  a  State's  collections  in  a  prior  or 
base  period  and  the  cost  efficiency  of  a 
State's  program  as  compared  to  other  Slate 
programs  (or  to  the  national  average  of 
such  programs).  The  total  amount  paid  by 
the  Secretary  under  this  subsection  for  any 
fiscal  year  with  respect  to  collections  on 
behalf  of  individuals  receiving  aid  to  fami- 
lies with  dependent  children  shall  be  equal 
to  the  amount  paid  under  this  subsection 
with  respect  to  collections  on  behalf  of  indi- 
viduals for  whom  services  are  provided 
under  section  454(6).  The  Secretary  shall, 
not  less  frequently  than  biennially,  review 
and,  if  necessary,  revise  the  criteria  in  order 
to  further  encourage  and  recognize  effective 
child  support  enforcement  programs.". 

(b)  Section  455(a)  of  the  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "70  percent"  in  para- 
graph (1)   and  inserting   instead    "60   per- 


cent", and  by  adding  "and"  at  the  end  of 
such  paragraph. 

(2)  by  striking  out  ".  and"  after  paragraph 
(2)  and  inserting  a  semicolon  instead. 

(3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3).  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section  455(a) 
the  following  new  sentence;  "In  determining 
the  total  amounts  expended  by  any  State 
during  a  quarter,  for  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, there  shall  be  excluded  an  amount 
equal  to  the  total  of  any  fees  collected  or 
other  income  resulting  from  services  provid- 
ed under  the  plan  approved  under  this 
part.". 

(c)  Section  455(b)  of  the  Act  is  amended— 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  "under 
subsection  (a)"  and  inserting  instead  "under 
subsections  (a)  and  (e) ".  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "investigation"  in  para- 
graph (1)(B)  and  inserting  instead  "informa- 
tion". 

(d)(1)  Section  457(a)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

'Sec.  457.  (a)  The  amounts  collected  by  a 
State  pursuant  to  a  plan  approved  under 
this  part  as  support  for  one  or  more  mem- 
bers of  a  family  receiving  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  pursuant  to  a  plan 
approved  under  part  A  shall  be  paid  to  the 
family  to  the  extent  that  such  amounts, 
from  collections  made  periodically  which 
represent  monthly  support  payments, 
exceed  the  amount  of  such  aid  paid  to  the 
family  during  such  period  but  do  not  exceed 
the  amount  required  by  a  judicial,  quasi-ju- 
dicial, or  administrative  order  to  be  paid 
during  such  period  to  the  family.  Amounts 
in  excess  of  those  required  to  be  paid  to  the 
family  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall 
be  retained  by  the  State  to  the  extent  they 
do  not  exceed  the  total  amount  of  such  aid 
previously  paid  to  the  family  (and  with  re- 
spect to  which  past  collections  have  not 
been  retained);  any  balance  shall  be  paid  to 
the  family.". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  457  is  re- 
pealed. 

(3)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  457  is  redesig- 
nate as  subsection  (b)  and  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "subsection  (b)(3)(A)  and  (B) 
with  respect  to  excess  amounts  described  in 
subsection  (b)"  and  inserting  instead  "sub- 
section (a) ". 

(4)(A)  Section  452(d)(2)(A)  and  (B)  are 
each  amended  by  striking  out  'section 
455(a)(3)"  and  inserting  instead  "section 
454(16)". 

(B)  The  last  sentence  of  section  453(a)  is 
repealed. 

(C)  Section  454(5)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "section  457(c)"  and  insert- 
ing instead  "section  457(b)"'. 

(D)  Section  464(a)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "section  457(b)(3)"  and  in- 
serting instead  "section  457(a)". 

(e)  Section  458  of  the  Act  is  repealed. 

(fid)  Part  D  of  title  IV  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  after  section  457  the  fol- 
lowing new  section; 

""GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  CHILD  SUPPORT  CLEAR- 
INGHOUSES AND  OTHER  INFORMATION  MAN- 
AGEMENT SYSTEMS 

Sec  458.  (a)  The  SecreUry  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  to  States  to  assist  in  the  de- 
velopment or  improvement  of  clearing- 
houses and  other  information  management 
systems  to  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  sup- 
port by  facilitating  the  collection  and  ex- 
change, both  within  a  State  and  among 
States,  of  child  support  information,  includ- 
ing information  concerning— 
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■•(1)  amounts  of  support  ordered  (or 
agreed  between  the  parties)  to  be  paid  with 
respect  to  children  residing  in  the  State; 

••(2)  simounLs  of  support  ordered  (or 
agreed)  to  be  paid  by  parents  employed  in 
the  State:  and 

•■(3)  amounts  of  support  collected  or  paid 
with  respect  to  such  children  or  from  such 
parents  and  the  dates  upon  which  it  was 
paid  (either  to  the  State  or  to  the  child's 
custodial  parent  or  guardian): 
and  to  provide  for  the  orderly  receipt  and 
dissemination,  both  within  a  State  and  to 
the  appropriate  agencies  of  cooperating 
States,  of  information  relating  to  supf>ort 
obligations  of  and  payments  from,  parents 
residing  or  employed  in  the  State. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  by  regulation 
prescril)e  the  required  characteristics  and 
capabilities  of  an  information  management 
system  to  l)e  funded  under  this  section.  Any 
State  desiring  to  receive  a  grant  hereunder 
shall  submit  an  application,  in  such  form 
and  containing  such  information  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  require,  and  including  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  proposed  system,  and  the  plan- 
ning and  analysis  necessary  to  establish 
that  system. 

■•(cHl)  Grants  under  this  section  may  be 
made  for  such  period  as  is  specified  in  the 
grant  award:  grants  for  the  continuation  of 
the  project  in  subsequent  years  may  l)e 
made,  but  only  if  the  State  has  provided 
such  information  as  the  Secretary  may  re- 
quire on  the  development  or  improvement 
of  the  system  over  the  period  for  which 
funding  had  previously  been  provided. 

•■(2)  The  Secretary  shall  specify  the  share 
of  the  project  costs,  over  the  period  for 
which  the  grant  is  made,  to  Ik-  required  in 
the  form  of  a  financial  contribution  from 
the  State  (other  than  in  the  form  of  goods, 
services,  use  of  facilities,  or  similar  in-kind 
contributions)  in  an  amount  at  least  equal 
to  10  percent,  but  no  more  than  30  percent, 
of  the  total  cost  of  the  project  for  such 
period.  Payments  under  this  section  may  k>e 
made  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine,  and  may  t)e  made  in  ad- 
vance or  by  way  of  reimbursement  (with 
necessary  adjustments  on  account  of  previ- 
ously made  overpayments  or  underpay- 
ments), and  in  such  installments  and  on 
such  conditions  as  he  may  prescribe. 

"(d)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section.  Amounts 
appropriated  pursuant  to  this  sut>section 
shall  remain  available  until  expended.". 

(2HA)  Section  452(d)  of  the  Act  is  re- 
pealed. 

(B)  Section  452(e)  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by- 

(i)  redesignating  it  as  section  452(d),  and 
(ii)  striking  out  "section  455(a)(3)"  and  in- 
serting instead  "section  458". 

(C)  Section  454  of  the  Act  is  amended— 
(i)  by  repealing  paragraph  (16)  thereof, 

and 

(ii)  redesignating  paragraphs  (17).  (18). 
and  (19)  as  paragraphs  (16).  (17).  and  (18). 
respectively. 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  l)ecome  effective  Octol)er  1.  1983. 

IMPROVED  ErreCTlVENESS  OP  CHILD  SUPPORT 
ENFORCEMENT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  3.  (a«l)  Section  454(6)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  all 
after  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting  in- 
stead: "(Bid)  an  application  fee  of  at  least 
$25  shall  l)e  imposed  for  furnishing  such 
services,  except  that  such  fee  shall  not 
exceed  such  amount  greater  than  $25  as  de- 
termined to  be  reasonable  under  regulations 


of  the  Secretary,  and  (li)  the  State  plan 
shall  specify  the  class  or  classes  of  cases  in 
which  the  fee  will  be  paid  by  the  State,  and 
those  in  which  it  will  be  imposed  upon  the 
individual  applying  for  such  services.  (C) 
any  costs  of  providing  collection  services 
may  l)e  collected  (or.  if  the  at>sent  parent 
owes  past -due  support  (as  defined  in  section 
464(c)).  such  costs  shall  l)e  collected)  by  the 
imposition  of  charges,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  of  the  Secretary,  equal  to  at 
least  3  percent  but  not  more  than  10  per- 
cent of  the  current  month's  support  obliga- 
tion, or  of  the  current  month's  obligation 
and  such  past-due  support,  against  the 
absent  parent,  and  (D)  the  State  may  con- 
tinue to  collect  support  and  impose  collec- 
tion charges  for  such  period  of  time  as  the 
Secretary  may  by  regulation  prescribe  (and 
State  law  shall  provide  for  the  imposition  of 
liability  for  such  collection  charges  upon 
the  ak)sent  parent  owing  past-due  support 
with  respect  to  support  payable  for  months 
after  the  enactment  of  the  Child  Support 
Enforcement  Amendments  of  1983.  and  for 
the  provision  to  such  parent  of  advance 
notice  of  that  liability),  except  that,  in  es- 
tablishing the  amount  of  support  for  which 
the  absent  parent  is  obligated,  or  in  collect- 
ing charges  from  the  absent  parent,  the 
State  shall  take  no  action  which  would  have 
the  effect,  directly  or  indirectly,  of  reducing 
the  support  which  would  otherwise  be  dis- 
tributed, in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  part,  to  or  on  l)ehalf  of  the  child 
with  respect  to  whom  the  support  is  owed:". 

(2)  Section  455(a)(1)(B)  of  the  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  2  of  this  Act)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "fees  collected"  and  in- 
serting instead  "fees  collected  (including 
fees  paid  by  the  State  pursuant  to  section 
454(6)(BKii)) ". 

(b)(1)  Section  454  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  paragraph 
tl8): 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  paragraph  (19)  and  inserting  instead  ": 
and":  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

(20)  provide  that  the  State  will  adopt  and 
fully  implement  the  procedures  designed  to 
increase  program  effectiveness,  as  set  out  in 
section  467.  ". 

(2)(A)  Part  D  of  title  IV  of  such  Act  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"PROCEDURES  TO  IMPROVE  EFFECTIVENESS  OF 
CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT 

"Sec.  467.  In  order  to  comply  with  the  pro- 
visions of  section  454(20).  each  State  shall 
adopt  and  use  the  following  procedures, 
consistent  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary 
and  in  accordance  with  Stale  law.  to  in- 
crease the  effectiveness  of  the  program  it 
administers  under  this  part: 

"(1)  Procedures  for  carrying  out  a  pro- 
gram of  withholding  from  wages  amounts 
payable  as  support  under  which— 

•"(A)  in  the  case  of  each  absent  parent 
against  whom  a  support  order  is  or  has  been 
entered  by  a  State,  so  much  of  his  wages  are 
withheld  as  are  necessary  to  comply  with 
the  order  (but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  per- 
mitted under  section  303(b)  of  the  Con- 
sumer Credit  Protection  Act  (15  USC 
1673(b)).  and  such  withholding  l>egins  as 
soon  as  is  administratively  feasible  and 
without  the  need  for  amendment  of  such 
order  not  later  than  the  date  that  (i)  such 
program  l)ecomes  effective,  (ii)  such  support 
order  becomes  effective,  or  (iii)  the  pay- 
ments which  the  absent  parent  has  failed  to 


make  under  such  order  equal  the  support 
payable  for  two  months  or  longer,  whichev- 
er of  the  three  is  latest,  or  (iv)  such  earlier 
date  as  the  Stale  may  select; 

"(B)  the  State  provides  advance  notice  to 
each  individual  to  whom  subparagraph  (A) 
applies  regarding  the  withholding  that  will 
occur  and  the  procedures  he  must  follow  if 
he  believes  that  withholding  (including  the 
amount  to  be  withheld)  is  not  proper  in  his 
case  because  of  mistake  of  fact  or.  if  applica- 
ble, payment  by  him  of  the  arrearage: 

••(C)(i)  the  employer  of  an  individual  to 
whom  subparagraph  (A)  applies,  upon  the 
State  giving  notice,  is  required  to  withhold 
from  the  individual's  wage  the  amount  spec- 
ified by  such  notice  (which  shall  inclu(le  a 
fee  to  be  paid  to  the  employer  unless  waived 
by  him)  and  pay  it  instead  (after  deducting 
and  retaining  any  portion  of  such  amount 
designated  by  the  State  as  a  fee  for  the  em- 
ployer) to  the  State  (unless  the  State  directs 
that  payment  be  made  to  another  public 
entity); 

"'(ii)  the  notice  given  by  the  State  to  the 
employer  will  specify  the  amount  to  be 
withheld  from  the  employee's  wages  and 
the  amount  to  be  retained  by  the  employer 
as  a  fee  for  effectuating  the  withholding, 
which,  in  the  case  of  withholding  to  satisfy 
an  arrearage  shall  in  addition  to  the  amount 
withheld  to  satisfy  such  arrearage,  the 
amount  of  such  fee  to  be  established  by  the 
State  in  accordance  with  criteria  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary: 

"■(D)  provision  for  terminating  withhold- 
ing is  made,  consistent  with  such  circum- 
stances as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation 
prescribe: 

"(E)  provision  is  made  for  the  imposition 
of  a  fine  against  an  employer  who  dis- 
charges such  an  individual  from  his  employ- 
ment because  of  the  existence  of  the  wage 
withholding  and  obligations  which  it  im- 
poses upon  the  employer: 

■■(F)  the  employer  is  liable  for  the  amount 
he  fails  to  withhold  (up  to  the  amount  of 
the  arrearage)  from  wages  following  his  re- 
ceipt of  proper  notice: 

"(G)  provision  is  made  for  giving  notice  to, 
and  requesting  the  enforcement  of  a  State 
support  order  entered  against  an  individual 
by.  the  child  support  enforcement  agency  of 
any  other  State  in  which  such  individual  is 
employed: 

"(H)  provision  is  made  under  State  law  for 
the  priority  of  support  collection  under  this 
subsection  over  any  other  legal  process 
against  the  same  wages: 

■(2)  Quasi-judicial  or  administrative  pro- 
cedures for  entering  child  support  orders  in 
the  State,  which  orders  shall  have  the  same 
force  and  effect  under  such  State's  law  as 
orders  entered  by  a  court,  and  for  enforcing 
support  orders  entered  through  the  use  of 
judicial,  quasi-judicial,  or  administrative 
procedures,  whether  under  the  procedures 
of  that  or  any  other  State,  and  for  limiting 
the  use  of  the  Slate's  generally  applicable 
judicial  procedures  to  review  of  the  orders 
entered  or  enforcement  action  taken  only 
upon  request  by  a  party  or  by  the  parent 
with  whom  the  child  is  living: 

"(3)  Procedures  under  which,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  State  child  support  enforce- 
ment agency  to  enforce  a  support  order  of 
that  or  any  other  jurisdiction,  refunds  (if 
any)  of  State  income  tax  which  would  oth- 
erwise be  payable  to  an  individual  are  re- 
duced, after  notice  to  him  of  the  proposed 
reduction  and  the  procedures  he  must 
follow  if  he  wishes  to  contest  the  reduction, 
by  the  amount  of  any  past-due  support  (as 
defined  in  section  464(c))  owed  by  such  indi- 


vidual for  the  benefit  of  a  child  receiving 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  (or, 
at  the  option  of  the  State,  any  child  with  re- 
spect to  whom  collection  services  under  any 
other  provision  of  this  part  are  made  avail- 
able) and  the  amount  by  which  such  refund 
is  reduced  is  paid,  for  distribution  in  accord- 
ance with  section  457.  to  such  State  (unless 
the  State  directs  that  payment  be  made  to 
another  public  entity)  and  notice  of  the  in- 
dividual's home  address  is  furnished  to  the 
State  agency  administering  the  plan  ap- 
proved under  this  part. 

If  a  State  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Secretary,  through  the  presentation 
to  him  of  such  data  pertaining  to  caseloads, 
processing  times,  administrative  costs,  aver- 
age support  collections,  and  any  other 
actual  or  estimated  data  he  may  specify, 
that  the  use  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  pro- 
cedures required  by  or  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion will  not  increase  the  effectiveness  and 
the  efficiency  of  the  State  child  support  en- 
forcement program,  he  may  exempt  the 
State,  for  a  specified  period  of  time  or,  in 
the  case  of  paragraph  (2),  with  respect  to  a 
specified  political  subdivision  of  the  State, 
and  subject  to  his  continuing  review  should 
circumstances  change,  from  the  require- 
ment to  use  such  procedure  or  prcxiedures.". 
(B)  Section  454(9)(C)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "a  court  of  competent  ju- 
risdiction "  and  inserting  instead  "judicial, 
quasi-judicial,  or  administrative  process". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  become  effective  October  1.  1983. 
except  that  if  a  State  agency  administering 
a  plan  approved  under  part  D  of  title  IV  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  demonstrates  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  that  it  cannot,  by  reason  of 
State  law  comply,  with  the  requirements  of 
one  or  more  of  such  amendments,  the  Secre- 
tary may  prescribe  that  in  the  case  of  such 
State  such  amendment  or  amendments,  as 
the  case  may  be.  will  become  effective  with 
(1)  the  first  month  beginning  after  the  close 
of  the  first  session  of  such  State's  legisla- 
ture beginning  after  September  30.  1983  (or. 
which  began  prior  to  October  1.  1983.  and 
remained  in  session  at  least  twenty-five  cal- 
endar days  after  such  date),  or  (2)  the  date 
upon  which  the  State  enacts  enabling  legis- 
lation, whichever  is  earlier.  For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  "session  of  a 
State's  legislature"  includes  any  regular, 
special,  budget,  or  other  session  of  such 
State's  legislature. 

PERIODIC  REVIEW  OF  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  STATE 
programs:  MODIFICATION  OF  PENALTY 

Sec  4.  (aid)  Section  452(a)(4)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■'(4)(A)  conduct  a  review  of  each  State's 
program  pursuant  to  such  plan,  no  less  fre- 
quently than  once  every  three  years,  in 
order  to  determine  whether  such  program 
substantially  complies  with  the  require- 
ments of  this  part  and  to  evaluate  its  effec- 
tiveness in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this 
part;". 

(2)  Section  402(a)(27)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "operate  a  child  support 
program  in  conformity  "  and  inserting  in- 
stead "operate  a  child  support  program  in 
sutjstantial  compliance ". 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  years 
beginning  after  September  30.  1982. 

(b)(1)  Section  403(h)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows; 

•(h)  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  pro- 
gram operated  under  part  D  was  found  by 
the  Secretary  not  to  meet  the  requirements 


of  such  part,  and  with  respect  to  which  cor- 
rective action,  within  such  period  or  periods 
as  the  Secretary  may  by  regulation  pre- 
scribe, has  not  been  adequate  to  result  in 
the  program,  after  such  period  or  periods, 
substantially  complying  with  all  such  re- 
quirements, the  amount  payable  under  this 
part  for  any  quarter  beginning  after  Sep- 
tember 30,  1983,  and  after  the  close  of  the 
applicable  period  for  corrective  action,  shall 
be  reduced  by  — 

"(A)  not  more  than  2  per  centum,  or 

"(B)  not  more  than  3  per  centum,  if  .the 
finding  is  the  second  consecutive  such  find- 
ing made,  or 

"(C)  not  more  than  5  per  centum,  if  the 
finding  is  the  third  or  subsequent  consecu- 
tive such  finding  made,  and  such  reduction 
shall  continue  until  the  first  quarter 
throughout  which  the  program  is  found  to 
meet  such  requirements.". 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsec- 
tion shall  become  effective  October  1.  1983. 

increased  AVAILABILITY  OF  FEDERAL  PARENT 
LOCATOR  SERVICE  TO  STATE  AGENCIES 

Sec  5.  (a)  Section  453(f)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "". 
after  determining  that  the  absent  parent 
cannot  be  located  through  the  procedures 
under  the  control  of  such  State  agencies, ". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  become  effective  upon  enactment. 

EXTENSION  OF  SECTION  I  115  DEMONSTRATION 
AUTHORITY  TO  CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT 
PROGRAM 

Sec  6.  Effective  upon  enactment,  section 
1115(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  by  striking  out  "part  A  "  in  the  materi- 
al preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in- 
stead "part  A  or  D". 

(2)  by  striking  out  ■"402"  in  paragraph  (1) 
and  inserting  instead  '"402,  454".  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  "403"  in  paragraph  (2) 
and  inserting  instead  ""403.  455". 

MODIFICATIONS  IN  TIMING  AND  CONTENT  OF 
REPORT  BY  SECRETARY 

Sec  7.  (a)  Section  452(a)(10)  of  the  Act  is 
amended— 

(Din  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  by  striking  out  "three"  and  inserting  in- 
stead ""six"  and  by  striking  out  ""beginning 
with  the  year  1977  ": 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  out 
"and  local": 

(3)  in  subparagraph  (C).  by  striking  out 
"collection  of  spousal  support"  and  insert- 
ing instead  "interstate  child  support  en- 
forcement" and  by  striking  out  "(including 
the  transitional  period  beginning  July  1. 
1976.  and  ending  September  30.  1976,  in  the 
case  of  the  first  report  to  which  this  sub- 
paragraph applies)":  and 

(4)  in  the  matter  following  subparagraph 
(H).  by  striking  out  "(A)"  and  inserting  in- 
stead "(A)  or  (C)". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  to  reports  due  after  Septem- 
ber 30,  1982. 

CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  FOR  CERTAIN 
CHILDREN  IN  FOSTER  CARE 

Sec  8.  (a)  Section  457  of  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provi- 
sions of  this  section,  amounts  collected  by 
the  State  as  child  support  for  a  month  on 
behalf  of  a  child  for  whom  a  public  agency 
is  making  foster  care  maintenance  pay- 
ments under  part  E  shall  be  paid  to  the 
public  agency  responsible  for  supervising 
the  placement  of  such  child,  to  the  extent 


that  the  amounts  collected  exceed  the 
monthly  foster  care  maintenance  payments 
but  not  the  monthly  amount  required  by  a 
court  or  administrative  order  to  be  paid  on 
behalf  of  the  child  or  agreed  to  by  one  or 
both  parents  of  such  child.  The  responsible 
agency  may  use  the  payment  in  the  manner 
it  determines  will  serve  the  best  interests  of 
the  child,  including  setting  aside  such 
amounts  for  his  future  needs  or  making  all 
or  a  part  thereof  available  to  the  person  re- 
sponsible for  meeting  the  child's  day-to-day 
needs.  Amounts  in  excess  of  those  required 
to  be  paid  monthly  shall  be  retained  by  the 
State  to  the  extent  they  do  not  exceed  the 
total  of  past  foster  care  maintenance  pay- 
ments (or  payments  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children)  made  on  behalf  of  such 
child  (and  with  respect  to  which  past  collec- 
tions have  not  previously  been  retained); 
any  balance  shall  be  paid  to  the  State 
agency  responsible  for  supervising  the  child 
care  placement.". 

(b>  Part  D  of  title  IV  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  immediately  after  "such 
an  assignment  is  effective",  in  section 
454(4)(B).  ".  including  an  assignment  with 
respect  to  a  child  on  whose  behalf  a  State 
agency  is  making  foster  care  maintenan(% 
payments  under  part  E ".  and  by  inserting 
"or  E"  immediately  after  "'part  A"; 

(2)  by  inserting  "".  in  the  case  of  an  assign- 
ment under  section  402(a)(26). "  immediately 
after  "except  that"  in  section  454(5);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  immediately  after  "section 
402(a)(26)".  in  section  456(a).  "or  secured  on 
behalf  of  a  child  receiving  foster  care  main- 
tenance payments". 

(c)  Section  471(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  'and"  following  para- 
graph (15): 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (16)  and  inserting  instead  ": 
and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(17)  provides  that  all  steps  will  \x  taken 
including,  where  appropriate,  cooperative 
efforts  with  the  State  agencies  administer- 
ing the  plans  approved  under  parts  A  and  D, 
to  secure  an  assignment  to  the  State  of  any 
rights  to  support  on  behalf  of  each  child  re- 
ceiving foster  care  maintenance  payments 
under  this  part.". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  become  effective  October  1.  1983  and 
apply  to  collections  made  on  or  after  that 
date. 

Statement  by  Margaret  M.  Heckler 
Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com- 
mittee, I  am  here  today  to  discuss  a  serious 
problem,  a  very  serious  problem  for  millions 
of  women  and  children  in  this  country:  the 
failure  of  absent  parents  to  support  their 
children.  According  to  the  Census  Bureau, 
more  than  8.4  million  women  in  1981  were 
raising  children  whose  fathers  were  absent. 
Thirty  percent  of  these  women  and  children 
were  living  in  poverty.  Although  most  of 
these  women  should  receive  child  support 
payments,  obligations  had  tjeen  established 
on  behalf  of  only  4  million  of  them.  But 
more  than  half  of  these— 53.3%— received 
only  partial  payment  or  no  payment  at  all. 
The  Census  Bureau  estimates  that  these  de- 
faults were  cheating  children  out  of  nearly 
$4  billion  a  year.  That  is  a  national  disgrace. 
I  know  that  many  of  you  have  taken  a 
personal  interest  in  this  problem,  and  I  com- 
mend the  Chairman  for  holding  this  hear- 
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Ing.  I  Imow  that  you  feel  as  deeply  as  I  do 
that  the  time  has  come  to  put  in  place  a 
truly  effective  Child  Support  Enforcement 
program. 

When  I  l)ecame  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services.  I  brought  to  this  office  a 
concern  about  child  support  problems.  As  a 
Congresswoman.  I  had  seen— too  often— the 
destitution,  the  desperation,  and  the  simple 
human  suffering  of  women  and  children 
who  were  not  receiving  child  support  pay- 
ments legally  owed  them.  Frankly,  it  offend- 
ed my  conscience  t>ecause  I  l>elieve.  as  I 
Itnow  all  of  you  do.  that  a  parent's  first  re- 
sponsbility  is  to  reasonably  provide  for  the 
upbringing  and  welfare  of  his  or  her  chil- 
dren. To  deny  that  responsibility  is  a  cow- 
ardly act. 

I  discussed  my  concerns  with  the  Presi- 
dent and  found  in  him  a  sympathetic  audi- 
ence. He  was  not  only  aware  of  the  problem, 
he  was  knowledgeable  at>out  it.  As  Governor 
of  California,  he  had  taken  the  lead  in 
achieving  the  passage  of  effective  support 
enforcement  laws  in  his  own  State.  He  has 
been  the  chief  advocate  in  California  and  at 
later  Congressional  hearings  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  fair,  tough,  and  effective  pro- 
graim.  As  President,  he  had  proposed  some 
important  changes  in  the  way  the  Federal 
Child  Support  Enforcement  program 
worked.  And  as  a  man  concerned  atiout  the 
family  and  children,  he  felt  that  the  exist- 
ing system,  which  allowed  too  many  parents 
to  walk  away  from  their  prime  responsibil- 
ity, was  unconscionable. 

When  I  mentioned  to  him  that  some 
Members  of  Congress  had  reservations 
at>out  his  original  proposals,  he  encouraged 
me  to  discuss  these  reservations  with  the 
Members,  to  find  out  what  suggestions  they 
had.  and  to  construct  the  best  possible  bill. 

I  have  done  that.  And.  the  Child  Support 
legislation  I  am  proposing  today  incorpo- 
rates many  of  the  ideas  offered  by  con- 
cerned Congressmen  and  Congresswomen. 
The  President  fully  supports  these  propos- 
als. Special  thanks  are  due  the  Republican 
women  Members  of  Congress  especially 
Congress-woman  Roukema.  Their  knowledge 
and  their  insight  have  been  immensely  help- 
ful to  the  President  and  to  me. 

The  Child  Support  Enforcement  program 
is  a  joint  Federal.  State,  and  local  effort  to 
ensure  that  children  are  supported  finan- 
cially by  their  parents,  to  foster  family  re- 
sponsibility, and  to  reduce  the  cost  of  wel- 
fare to  the  taxpayer.  The  amendments  I  am 
submitting  are  designed  to  improve  State  ef- 
forts to  collect  both  for  AFDC— welfare- 
families  and  for  non-AFDC  families. 

We  aim  to  do  that  in  two  ways:  first,  by 
changing  the  funding  of  the  program  so 
that  States  will  have  an  incentive  to  im- 
prove their  programs;  and  second,  by  requir- 
ing States  to  adopt  practices  that  have  been 
effective  in  increasing  support  collections. 

The  present  way  we  finance  these  pro- 
grams is  outdated.  Most  Federal  dollars  are 
paid  out  based  on  what  States  spend,  not  on 
the  results  they  achieve.  Even  the  nineteen 
States  that  spend  more  than  they  collect 
gain  financially  from  the  present  program. 
As  a  result,  the  taxpayer  loses,  and  children 
continue  to  suffer. 

Currently,  there  are  wide  variations  in  the 
effectiveness  of  State  programs.  If  we  look 
at  families  receiving  AFDC  payments— fami- 
lies that  make  up  about  one-third  of  all 
families  owed  child  support— 6  States  ac- 
count for  M%  of  all  support  collected,  but 
spend  only  32%  of  total  administrative 
funds.  The  remaining  States  spend  68%  of 
total  funds  but  collect  only  12%  of  welfare 


savings.  The  statistics  for  non-welfare  fami- 
lies are  just  as  erratic. 

In  fact,  a  GAO  report  released  in  March 
concludes  that  'based  on  the  manner  in 
which  the  program  is  currently  funded. 
States  have  little  incentive  to  increase  per- 
formance". GAO  also  agrees  that  relating 
program  funding  to  program  performance  is 
a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

We  propose  to  reward  effective  State  per- 
formance by  paying  bonuses  to  those  States 
that  establish  superior  records  in  collecting 
for  welfare  and  non-welfare  families. 

To  do  this,  we  would  repeal  existing  incen- 
tives which  give  States  bonuses  of  12%  of 
their  APDC  collections.  A  new  system  of  in- 
centives—amounting to  about  $200  million- 
would  be  created.  Under  this  legislation 
these  incentives  would  t>e  paid  the  Stales 
based  equally  on  their  AFDC  and  non- 
AFDC  performance. 

Our  proposal  increases  total  incentive 
payments  by  about  $83  million  over  what 
would  have  been  available  under  the  12% 
AFDE  iHsnus  incentive,  and.  even  more  im- 
portant, provides  equal  recognition  for  non- 
AFDC  performance. 

Part  of  the  $200  million  in  the  new  incen- 
tive fund  will  come  from  reducing  Federal 
government  payments  of  State  administra- 
tive costs.  Currently,  we  pay  70%  of  admin- 
istrative costs  incurred  by  states  in  running 
their  child  support  collection  programs. 
Under  these  amendments  we  would  pay  60% 
of  those  costs  and  use  the  money  saved  to 
reward  the  States  doing  the  best  job. 

AFDC  collections  would  continue  to  be 
shared  between  the  Federal  and  State  gov- 
ernments based  on  each  State's  AFDE 
matching  rate  as  they  are  now. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  we  would  also  re- 
quire States  to  adopt  proven  enforement 
techniques  for  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  cases: 
mandatory  deduction  from  wages,  quasi-ju- 
dicial or  administrative  processes,  intercep- 
tion of  State  income  tax  refunds. 

First,  mandatory  withholding  from  wages. 
States  would  have  to  adopt  laws  requiring 
automatic  deduction  of  support  from  wages 
if  an  absent  parent  falls  the  equivalent  of 
two  months  behind  in  making  payments. 
These  laws  would  apply  to  welfare  and  non- 
welfare  cases  and  to  interstate  collections. 
In  the  Stale  of  New  York,  the  payment  rale 
doubled  from  40%  to  80%  for  cases  covered 
by  mandatory  withholding. 

Second,  interception  of  State  income  tax 
refunds.  Any  State  which  has  an  income  tax 
would  be  required  to  intercept  refunds  when 
support  owed  an  AFDC  child  is  overdue.  At 
State  option,  the  intercept  technique  could 
also  be  extended  to  non-AFDC  families. 

Third,  quasi-judicial  or  administrative 
processes.  States  would  have  to  adopt  ad- 
ministrative or  quasi-judicial  processes  to 
help  reduce  court  backlogs  in  issuing  and 
enforcing  support  orders. 

These  practices  are  simple,  inexpensive, 
and  will  significantly  increase  collections. 
Additional  techniques  may  be  beneficial  de- 
pending on  individual  State  circumstances. 
We  encourage  States  to  examine  these  prac- 
tices and  to  determine  the  potential  benefit 
based  on  their  own  experience. 

We  are  confident  that  these  techniques 
can  improve  the  Child  Support  Enforce- 
ment program  while  safeguarding  the  rights 
of  those  who  have  child  support  obligations. 

Fourth,  the  bill  establishes  several  differ- 
ent kinds  of  fees.  A  non-welfare  family 
would  pay  at  least  a  $25  application  fee  for 
services  provided  by  a  State,  or  the  State 
would  have  to  pay  such  a  fee  out  of  its  own 
funds.  A  reasonable  ceiling  would  be  set  on 


this  fee  by  regulation.  Under  our  legislation, 
and  in  a  very  significant  departure  from 
current  practice,  collection  fees  would  also 
be  imposed  on  absent  parents  who  fail  to 
meet  their  obligations  in  a  timely  manner. 
This  fee  would  be  set  by  the  State  within  a 
range  of  3-^10%. 

This  fee  is  not  to  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  due  to  the  family.  The  Federal 
share  of  all  these  fees  will  t>e  deposited  in 
the  pool  for  State  bonus  payments. 

Our  bill  contains  several  other  provisions 
to  upgrade  the  Child  Support  Enforcement 
program.  We  would  improve  the  existing 
provisions  regarding  annual  audits  of  State 
compliance  with  statutory  requirements  and 
penalties  on  Title  IV-A  funding  for  non- 
compliance. Audits,  conducted  at  least  trian- 
nually.  would  focus  more  on  program  effec- 
tiveness rather  than  simple  compliance  with 
processes.  Slates  would  be  required  to  take 
corrective  action  based  on  the  results  of  the 
audit.  If  they  failed  to  take  such  action,  a 
realistic  penally  would  l)e  imposed  on  their 
Federal  AFDC  monies.  This  penalty  would 
be  graduated  according  to  the  severity  of 
the  problem  and  the  length  of  time  a  State 
has  been  ineffective. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Sub- 
committee. I  am  deeply  grateful  for  your 
time  and  attention.  As  I  said  when  I  began, 
this  is  a  terribly  serious  problem  for  mil- 
lions of  Americans,  many  of  them  essential- 
ly helpless.  You  have  before  you  several 
proposals  addressing  this  problem,  but  we 
believe  thai  the  Administration's  bill  is  the 
best  possible  way  to  achieve  our  common 
goal  of  assuring  that  children  receive  the 
support  to  which  they  are  entitled.  We  are 
willing  and  anxious  to  work  with  the  Sub- 
committee in  every  possible  way  to  speed 
passage  of  our  proposals.  Thank  you. 

Summary  of  the  Child  Support  Enforce- 
ment: Fiscal  Year  1984  Legislative  F^o- 

POSALS 

1.  Performance  based  funding— 

The  current  open-ended  Federal  funding 
of  70  percent  of  Stale  administrative  costs, 
the  incentive  payment  of  15  percent  of 
AFDC  collections  do  decline  to  12  percent 
in  fiscal  year  1984)  and  the  90  percent 
match  for  developing  or  enhancing  comput- 
er systems  would  be  repealed. 

Replacing  this  financing  mechanism 
would  be  a  system  based  on  State  perform- 
ance. States  would  retain  their  share  of  all 
collections  which  exceed  total  administra- 
tive expenditures  based  on  the  AFDC 
matching  rale  (and  the  Federal  government 
would  share  in  any  deficits  at  the  State's 
AFDC  matching  rate).  In  addition.  States 
could  qualify  for  incentive  rewards  based  on 
performance  in  collecting  for  both  the 
AFDC  and  non-AFDC  caseloads.  Project 
grants  (estimated  to  be  $20  million  in  fiscal 
year  1984)  would  be  available  to  States  to 
develop  automated  data  processing  systems. 
In  giving  these  grants,  HHS  would  be  par- 
ticularly interested  in  funding  State  systems 
that  would  be  capable  of  serving  as  clearing- 
houses, or  central  registries,  for  support  col- 
lections. 

This  new  financing  structure  would  be 
phased-in  over  a  three-year  period.  Because 
the  proposal  assumes  that  total  program 
costs  will  be  less  than  the  potential  amount 
collectable  for  AFDC  recipients.  States  can 
make  a  profit  by  increasing  AFDC  collec- 
tions and  controlling  costs. 

2.  Mandatory  fee  for  the  non-AFDC  case- 
load- 
Require  States  to  charge  an  application 

fee  of  at  least  $25  for  services  requested  by 


non-welfare  families.  A  State  would  be  per- 
mitted to  pay  the  fee  if  it  did  not  wish  to 
impose  it  on  the  custodial  parent. 

States  would  be  required  to  impose  on  the 
absent  parent  a  collection  fee  of  from  3  per- 
cent to  10  percent  of  support  due  whenever 
the  absent  parent  is  delinquent  in  making 
payments.  The  fee  would  be  imposed  for  a 
period  of  time  set  by  the  Secretary  in  regu- 
lations. 

States  would  retain  authority  to  impose  a 
fee  for  making  collections  when  no  arrear- 
age has  occurred,  but  could  apply  this  only 
to  the  absent  parent. 

The  Federal  share  of  fees  raised  by  this 
proposal  would  be  used  to  increase  the  pool 
of  incentive  payments  made  to  the  States  on 
the  basic  of  their  performance  in  collecting 
for  the  non-AFDC  caseload. 

These  fees  are  expected  to  raise  from  $20 
million  to  $40  million  per  year. 

3.  Require  States  to  adopt  certain  proce- 
dures to  improve  effectiveness  of  Child  Sup- 
port Knforcement  programs— 

A  number  of  practices  used  by  States  have 
been  particularly  effective  in  increasing 
child  support  collections.  This  proposal 
would  require  States  to  use  these  proven 
techniques.  For  example.  States  would  be 
required  to:  (1)  have  in  effect  a  procedure 
for  deducting  child  support  from  wages 
when  an  absent  parent  has  failed  to  make 
periodic  support  payments  equaling  the 
amount  of  support  owed  for  two  months;  (2) 
offset  State  income  lax  refunds  to  recover 
overdue  support;  and  (3)  establish  an  admin- 
istrative process  for  dealing  with  support 
issues. 

Annual  saving  of  $56  million  are  expected. 

4.  Require  program  audits  of  Stale  compli- 
ance triennially  rather  than  annually,  and 
prescribe  a  graduated  rather  than  fixed  pen- 
alty for  non-compliance. 

5.  Increase  the  availability  of  the  Federal 
parent  locator  service  to  State  agencies. 
Delete  the  requirement  that  Slates  exhaust 
all  other  means  of  locating  an  absent  parent 
before  using  the  Federal  Parent  Locator 
Service. 

6.  Allow  waivers  of  program  requirements 
in  order  to  conduct  experiments  and  demon- 
stration projects.  This  would  provide  the 
Secretary  with  a  research  authority  similar 
to  that  for  AFDC  and  Medicaid. 

7.  Make  minor  changes  in  the  Secretary's 
reporting  responsibilities  to  improve  and 
simplify  reports  to  the  Congress— e.g..  re- 
quiring that  there  be  separate  identification 
of  cases  involving  spousal  support  because 
this  data  is  not  easily  distinguishable;  and 
requiring  States  to  identify  interstate  cases. 

8.  F>rovide  for  enforcement  of  child  sup- 
port obligations  on  behalf  of  children  re- 
ceiving foster  care  payments. 

Section-by-Section  Summary  of  the  Child 
Support  Enforcement  Amendments  of  1983 
payments  in  recognition  of  effective  pro- 
gram administration;  federal  participa- 
tion in  state  administrative  costs 
Section  2  of  the  draft  bill  would  make  a 
series  of  amendments,  primarily  to  the  stat- 
utory provisions  for  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation in  the  administrative  costs  of  the 
child  support  enforcement  program,  which 
are  directed  towards  achieving  more  effi- 
cient and  effective  program  administration. 
Subsection  (a)  of  the  bill  would  add  a  new 
subsection  (e)  to  section  455  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  authorizing  the  Secretary  to 
make  payments  to  States  in  recognition  of 
exemplary  performance  in  the  administra- 
tion of  their  child  support  enforcement  pro- 
grams. The   formula  for  determining   the 


amounts  would  be  specified  by  the  Secre- 
tary in  regulations.  The  Secretary  could 
consider  factors  such  as  levels  of  both 
AFDC  and  non-AFDC  collections,  improved 
collections-to-cost  ratios,  and  AFDC  cost 
avoidance  in  an  amount  that  the  Secretary 
finds  may  reasonably  be  attributed  to  the 
successfully  operated  program.  These  fac- 
tors could  be  measured,  if  the  Secretary 
chooses,  against  a  State's  prior  perform- 
ance, the  national  average  performance,  or 
any  combination  of  these  factors.  The  total 
amount  distributed  as  "recognition"  pay- 
ments with  respect  to  AFDC  collections,  and 
the  amount  of  those  payments  based  on  col- 
lections for  non-AFDC  families,  must  l>e 
equal.  Further,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to 
review  the  criteria  for  determining  the 
amount  of  the  recognition  payments  at  least 
once  every  two  years,  and  to  adjust  the  for- 
mula as  he  finds  appropriate,  in  order  to  im- 
prove, to  the  maximum  extent,  the  perform- 
ance of  State  child  support  enforcement 
programs. 

Subsection  (b)  amends  section  455(a)  of 
the  Act  to  reduce  from  70  to  60  percent  the 
Federal  matching  rate  for  State  administra- 
tive costs.  Technical  and  conforming  amend- 
ments to  the  remainder  of  section  455  are 
also  made  by  this  subsection  and  by  subsec- 
tion (c). 

Subsection  (d)  continues  by  revising  the 
language  of  section  457.  pertaining  to  distri- 
bution of  amounts  collected,  in  order  to 
delete  obsolete  language  and  otherwise  clar- 
ify the  provision;  however,  no  substantive 
change  is  made  in  the  payment  of  collec- 
tions to  the  family  (or  on  behalf  of  a  child 
in  foster  care). 

Subsection  (e)  would  repeal  section  458. 
the  statutory  authority  for  the  12  percent 
incentive  payments. 

Subsection  (f)  of  this  section  would  add  a 
new  section  458  to  the  Social  Security  Act 
(replacing  the  section  previously  repealed). 
Discretionary  grants  to  States  would  be  au- 
thorized for  development  or  improvement  of 
child  support  clearinghouses  and  other  in- 
formation management  systems.  The  au- 
thority would  replace  various  provisions  of 
existing  law.  that  are  intermingled  with  the 
State  plan  requirements  and  the  Federal  re- 
sponsibilities, but  the  intent  is  that  this  will 
be  a  continuation  and  expansion  of  the 
same  type  of  activities  as  have  already  been 
initiated  by  many  States.  The  child  support 
clearinghouses  would  be  information  sys- 
tems through  which  the  State  could  enter 
and  track  support  obligations  and  pay- 
ments. This  information,  together  with  the 
wage  withholding  authority  (established  by 
a  letter  amendment  below),  would  greatly 
enhance  each  State's  ability  to  collect  child 
support  and  to  participate  in  an  efficient 
interstate  collection  network.  For  this 
reason.  States  will  be  encouraged  to  develop 
their  information  clearinghouses  with  some 
uniformity,  or  at  least  compatibility,  so  as 
to  facilitate  interstate  exchange  of  informa- 
tion and  cooperation  in  making  collections. 
This  will  be  further  clarified  by  restating  in 
the  regulations  many  of  the  detailed  criteria 
for  these  systems  that  are  currently  set  out 
in  the  statute.  The  Secretary  could  provide 
grants  for  both  the  first  and  subsequent 
years  of  a  system  development  project,  and 
specify  the  State  financial  contribution,  of 
at  least  10  percent  and  up  to  30  percent  of 
total  costs.  In-kind  matching  by  the  State 
would  not  be  allowed. 

Such  sums  as  are  necessary  may  be  appro- 
priated; funds  appropriated  will  remain 
available  until  expended. 


Subsection  (g)  of  this  section  provides 
that  these  amendments  will  be  effective  Oc- 
tober 1.  1983. 

ibiproved  effectiveness  of  child  support 

enforcement  programs 
Section  3(a)  of  the  bill  would  strengthen 
the  State  plan  requirements  applicable  to 
child  support  enforcement  services  for  non- 
AFDC  families.  First,  section  454(6  )(B)  of 
the  Act  would  l)e  amended  to  require  States 
to  charge  an  application  fee  when  services 
are  provided  for  a  non-AFDC  case.  The  fee 
must  tie  at  least  $25,  but  could  not  exceed  a 
reasonable  ceiling  determined  under  regula- 
tions to   be   prescribed   by   the  Secretary. 
States  could  pay  this  application  fee  if  they 
wished,  but  those  payments  would  be  ex- 
cluded  from   total  State  expenditures,   as 
would  any  other  fees  or  charges  collected. 
Farther,   subparagraph   (C),   pertaining   to 
charges  for  collection  services,  would  also  be 
amended.  Charges  could  only  be  imp(3sed  on 
the  absent  (obligor)  parent;  the  amount  col- 
lected on  behalf  of  the  child  (or  child  and 
custodial  parent)  would  not  be  reduced  by 
the  imposition  of  collection  charges.  The 
imposition  of  these  charges  would  be  re- 
quired if  there  were  an  arrearage  in  the  pay- 
ment of  child  support.  Also,  the  State  would 
l)e  required  to  continue  imposing  charges  in 
(what  started  as)  an  arrearage  case  for  a 
future  period  to  be  specified  by  the  Secre- 
tary in  regulations. 

The  rate  charged  by  the  State  may  range 
from  between  3  and  10  percent  of  the 
amount  of  the  current  month's  child  sup- 
port (or,  in  an  arrearage  case,  that  percent 
of  the  arrearage  and  the  amount  of  support 
payable  for  the  current  month).  Also,  State 
law  must  provide  for  imposing  liability  for 
these  charges  upon  the  absent  parent  with 
respect  to  support  payable  after  enactment 
of  these  amendments,  and  for  the  provision 
of  notice  to  the  obligor  parent  of  this  liabil- 
ity. The  law  would  explicitly  provide,  how- 
ever, that  the  imposition  of  collection 
charges  upon  the  absent  parent  should  not 
occasion  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  sup- 
port that  would  otherwise  be  provided  for 
the  child's  support. 

Subsection  (b)  of  the  draft  bill  would 
amend  section  454  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  require  all  States  to  use  certain  practices 
which  have  been  tried  by  some  States  and 
shown  to  be  most  successful  in  improving 
the  effectiveness  of  their  child  support  en- 
forcement programs.  Specifically,  para- 
graph ( 1 )  of  this  subsection  would  add  a  new 
paragraph  (20)  to  the  State  plan  require- 
ments, which  would  require  States,  in  addi- 
tion to  all  other  requirements  of  part  D,  to 
carry  out  the  procedures  described  in  (a 
new)  section  467. 

Paragraph  (2)  then  adds  a  new  section  at 
the  end  of  part  D,  setting  out  in  some  detail 
the  criteria  which  State  programs  must 
meet  in  implementing  (1)  withholding  from 
wages  to  collect  support  payments,  (2) 
quasi-judicial  or  administrative  procedures 
to  implement  the  child  support  enforcement 
program,  and  (3)  procedures  under  which 
States  which  impose  a  personal  income  Ux 
would  intercept  refunds  otherwise  due  par- 
ents with  delinquent  support  obligations. 

1.  Wage  withholding.  States  would  be  re- 
quired to  have  in  effect  procedures  under 
which  wages  are  withheld  to  collect  support. 
The  State  could  use  this  as  a  routine  collec- 
tion device,  but,  at  the  latest,  must  begin 
withholding,  without  further  enforcement 
action,  once  the  parent  had  failed  to  make 
payments  under  a  support  order  and  the  de- 
linquency equaled  the  support  payable  for 
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two  months  or  longer.  Prior  to  notifying  the 
employer,  the  Slate  would  have  to  lake 
steps  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  in  regula- 
tions to  protect  the  procedural  rights  of  the 
parent.  The  parent  would  have  to  be  given 
notice  of  the  default  and  of  procedures  he 
must  follow  if  he  wishes  to  contest  the 
action.  Thereafter,  notice  would  be  given  to 
the  employer,  and  the  employer  would  be 
required  to  withhold  the  amount  stated  in 
the  notice  and  pay  it  to  an  authorized 
person  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
465(b>  of  the  Act)  for  appropriate  distribu- 
tion. The  notice  to  the  employer  would  also 
specify  the  amount  he  may.  unless  he 
waives  payment,  retain  as  a  fee  for  the  cost 
of  effectuating  the  withholding.  If  an  ar- 
rearage were  involved,  the  fee  must  be 
added  on  to  the  support  withheld;  in  other 
words,  the  debtor-parent  bears  the  cost.  In 
other  cases,  the  State  may  decide  whether 
the  fee.  if  any.  should  be  additional  to  or 
subtracted  from  the  support  withheld  (or  a 
combination).  However,  in  all  cases,  the 
amount  of  the  fee  must  accord  with  criteria 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  An  employer 
who  fails  to  to  comply  with  a  notice  to  with- 
hold from  wages  would  become  liable  for 
the  amount  that  he  failed  to  withhold,  up 
to  the  amount  of  the  arrearage.  Provision 
would  also  have  to  be  made  for  terminating 
the  withholding,  and  for  imposing  a  fine  on 
an  employer  who  discharges  a  parent  be- 
cause of  the  support  withholding. 

Also,  the  State  agency  would  have  to 
notify  the  corresponding  agency  of  any 
other  State  in  which  an  individual  was 
working  if  he  owed  support  under  an  order 
of  the  (first)  State.  The  procedures  adopted 
by  the  (second)  State  pursuant  to  this  re- 
quirement would  then  have  to  be  used  to  en- 
force support  obligations  established  by  an- 
other jurisdiction  when  notice  is  given  that 
the  parent  is  working  in  the  State. 

This  withholding  would  have  priority  over 
all  other  claims  against  the  wages,  and  the 
restrictions  on  the  amount  that  could  be  de- 
ducted would  be  limited  by  section  303(b)  of 
the  Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act. 

2.  Quasi-judicial  or  administrative  proce- 
dures. Procedures  using  other  than  the  tra- 
ditional judicial  forums  would  have  to  be  de- 
veloped to  establish  and  enforce  support  ob- 
ligations. The  procedures  could  include 
notice  and  opportunity  for  an  administra- 
tive hearing  or  the  use  of  court  officials 
other  than  judges  to  perform  various  sup- 
port related  functions,  in  order  to  develop 
more  expeditious  and  less  expensive  reme- 
dies. These  alternative  procedures  would 
comport  with  all  due  process  requirements 
and  would  provide  for  notice  of  actions  to  be 
taken  and  the  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and 
for  appeal  of  the  determinations  made 
through  the  new  processes.  Generally  appli- 
cable judicial  remedies  would  only  be  avail- 
able upon  request  of  a  party,  and  only  to 
review  the  previous  regulation.  Provision 
would  also  be  made  for  enforcing  the  sup- 
port orders  of  another  State,  regardless  of 
the  mechanism  used  for  entering  them. 

3.  Withholding  for  past-due  child  support 
from  State  income  tax  refunds.  Procedures 
would  be  put  into  effect  in  the  State  to  re- 
quire, upon  proper  notice  to  the  State  tax 
authorities  from  the  State  child  support  en- 
forcement agency  in  order  to  enforce  a  sup- 
port order  entered  in  any  State,  withholding 
of  past-due  support  payments  from  amounts 
that  would  otherwise  be  paid,  as  a  refund  of 
taxes,  to  the  absent  parent  who  is  delin- 
quent in  meeting  his  support  obligations. 
The  State  may  apply  this  provision  to 
AFDC  cases  only,   or  to   all  children  for 


whom  collection  services  are  provided  under 
the  State  plan.  (Of  course,  the  State  could 
make  this  procedure  available  with  respect 
to  all  children,  but  the  costs  for  non  IV-D 
cases  would  not  be  costs  of  carrying  out  the 
State  plan.) 

The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices must  issue  regulations  prescribing  the 
necessary  details  for  each  of  these  three 
areas.  The  use  of  regulations  to  specify  the 
particulars  of  these  enforcement  techniques 
is  more  effective  than  spelling  out  every  ele- 
ment in  the  law.  since  requirements  can  be 
developed  in  the  alternative,  can  be  per- 
formance based,  where  appropriate,  and  can 
l>e  more  readily  adjusted  if  it  should  appear 
necessary  based  on  unusual  circumstances 
in  individual  States.  Further,  if  the  Stale 
produces  detailed  factual  data  to  support  its 
contention  that  a  particular  procedure  re- 
quired under  this  section  would  not  improve 
the  efficiency  or  effectiveness  of  its  pro- 
gram the  Secretary  could  grant  a  limited  ex- 
emption, subject  to  later  review,  from  the 
requirement. 

Sul)section  (c)  specifies  an  effective  dale 
of  October  1.  1983.  for  adoption  by  the 
State  of  these  various  procedures.  However, 
if  the  State  demonstrates  to  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  that  it  is  pre- 
cluded under  State  law  from  complying  with 
one  or  more  of  these  requirements,  the  Sec- 
retary may  delay  the  effective  date  to  which 
the  legal  impediment  pertains  until  the  en- 
actment of  enabling  legislation,  or.  if  earli- 
er, the  close  of  the  first  State  legislative  ses- 
sion (of  any  type)  that  begins  after  Septem- 
ber 30.  1983  (or  earlier,  but  which  runs  for 
at  least  25  days  past  that  date). 

PERIODIC  REVIEW  OF  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  STATE 
programs:  MODIFICATION  OF  PENALTY 

Section  4  of  the  draft  bill  would  amend 
section  452(a)(4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
the  provision  currently  requiring  an  annual 
audit  of  State  child  support  enforcement 
programs  to  determine  their  compliance 
with  all  statutory  requirements  and  to  de- 
termine whether  the  penalty  provision 
(which  operates  to  reduce  AFDC  matching) 
should  be  applied.  The  amendment  would 
require  that  the  program  audit  be  conduct- 
ed not  less  frequently  than  triennially 
(rather  than  annually)  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  program  substantially  complies  with 
the  requirements  of  part  D.  This  amend- 
ment would  be  effective  after  September  30. 
1982. 

Subsection  (b)  would  amend  the  5  percent 
penalty  provision  contained  in  section 
403(h)  of  the  Act.  It  would  prescribe  instead 
a  graduated  penalty,  should  a  program  be 
found  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  require- 
ments of  section  452(a)(4).  Thereafter,  for 
so  long  as  the  noncompliance  continued, 
after  a  period  allowed  for  corrective  action 
as  would  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  a 
reduction  of  AFDC  matching  up  to  2  per- 
cent would  be  applied.  However,  if  it  were 
the  second  consecutive  occasion  following 
which  there  was  failure  to  take  timely  cor- 
rective action,  a  penalty  of  up  to  3  percent 
could  be  applied,  or.  if  it  were  the  third  or 
sul)sequent  occasion,  the  penalty  could  be 
raised  to  5  percent.  This  amendment  would 
become  effective  October  1.  1983. 

INCREASED  AVAILABILITY  OF  PARENT  LOCATOR 
SERVICE  TO  STATE  AGENCIES 

Section  5  of  the  draft  bill  would  amend 
section  453(f)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  ef- 
fective upon  enactment,  by  deleting  the  con- 
dition that  States  must,  in  effect,  exhaust 
State  child  support  enforcement  resources 
before  they  may  have  resort  to  the  Federal 
Parent  Locator  Service. 


EXTENSION  OF  SECTION  1115  DEMONSTRATION 
AUTHORITY  TO  CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT 
PROGRAM 

Section  6  of  the  draft  bill  would  amend 
section  1115(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
the  authority  for  waivers  in  order  to  con- 
duct experimental  and  demonstration 
projects  under  the  assistance  titles,  to  in- 
clude the  child  support  enforcement  pro- 
gram within  the  scope  of  the  demonstration 
authority.  States  would  then  have  increased 
flexibility  available  to  try  innovative  ap- 
proaches to  child  support  enforcement  and 
thereby  improve  program  effectiveness. 
This  amendment  would  become  effective 
upon  enactment. 

MODIFICATIONS  IN  TIMING  AND  CONTENT  OF 
REPORT  BY  SECRETARY 

Section  7  of  the  draft  bill  would  amend 
section  452(a)(10)  of  the  Act  to  make  minor 
modifications  in  the  Secretary's  reporting 
responsibilities.  The  due  date  for  the  Secre- 
tary's annual  report  to  the  Congress  on 
child  support  activities  would  be  extended 
by  three  months  (to  six  months  after  the 
close  of  the  fiscal  year)  to  provide  more  ade- 
quate time  for  the  receipt  and  analysis  of 
States'  fourth  quarter  data.  Also,  the  re- 
quirement that  there  be  separate  identifica- 
tion of  cases  involving  spousal  support 
would  be  deleted,  since  States  cannot  distin- 
guish those  cases,  except  with  great  difficul- 
ty. At  the  same  time.  Stales  would  be  re- 
quired to  identify  interstate  cases,  so  that 
State  collection  rates  can  be  more  accurate- 
ly determined,  and  to  allow  more  complete 
response  to  congressional  inquiries  on  this 
subject.  Two  other  minor  technical  amend- 
ments are  also  made.  This  amendment 
would  apply  to  reports  due  after  September 
30.  1982. 

CHILD  SUPPORT  COLLECTION  FOR  CERTAIN 
CHILDREN  IN  FOSTER  CARE 

Section  8  of  the  draft  bill  would  make  var- 
ious amendments  to  part  D  of  title  IV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  recognize  enforce- 
ment of  child  support  obligations  on  behalf 
of  children  receiving  foster  care  payments. 

Sub.section  (a)  amends  section  457  by 
adding  a  new  statutory  directive  for  distri- 
bution of  support  collections  under  part  D 
of  title  IV.  The  new  subsection  (d)  of  section 
457  would  parallel  the  distribution  pattern 
specified  in  subsection  (b).  except  that  col- 
lections for  the  current  period,  in  excess  of 
the  amount  equal  to  current  foster  care 
maintenance  assistance,  are  paid  to  the 
public  agency  responsible  for  supervising 
the  placement  of  the  child,  rather  than  the 
family  from  which  the  child  was  removed, 
to  be  used  in  the  best  interests  of  the  child. 

Subsection  (b)  makes  other  necessary  con- 
forming amendments  within  part  D  of  title 
IV  to  provide  for  cases  in  which  the  State 
collects  child  support  on  behalf  of  children 
for  whom  it  is  making  foster  care  payments. 

Subsection  (c)  would  add  a  new  paragraph 
to  section  471(a)  of  the  Act.  the  require- 
ments for  State  plans  for  foster  care  and 
adoption  assistance.  These  plans  would  have 
to  provide  that  all  steps  would  be  taken  to 
secure  an  assignment  of  support  (in  the 
same  way  that  support  is  assigned  under  the 
AFDC  program)  on  behalf  of  a  child  for 
whom  the  State  agency  is  making  foster 
care  maintenance  payments. 

Subsection  (d)  specifies  that  these  amend- 
ments would  apply  to  collections  made  after 
September  1983. 


Child  Support  Enforcement  Legislation— 

98th  Congress— Comparison  of  Provisions 

I.  mandated  state  procedures 

A.  Withholding  child  support  from  wages 
for  both  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  cases: 

1.  H.R.  2374.  S.  888  requires  states  to  im- 
plement withholding  after  a  two-month  ar- 
rearage has  occurred.  Requires  stales  to 
provide  for  voluntary  withholding. 

2.  H.R.  3354  requires  stales  to  implement 
withholding  immediately  beginning  with 
the  first  child  support  payment.  Applies  to 
both  current  and  past-due  support.  Employ- 
ers prohibited  from  disciplining  or  discharg- 
ing employees  because  of  withholding. 
"Wages"  broadly  construed  to  include  other 
income. 

3.  H.R.  3545  permits  states  to  implement 
withholding  as  soon  as  they  wish  but  no 
later  than  the  point  at  which  an  arrearage 
equal  to  two  months'  support  has  occurred 
or  when  an  obligor  has  requested  voluntary 
withholding.  Employers  may  withhold  a  fee 
in  addition  to  the  child  support  amount  to 
cover  costs  of  the  withholding  process. 

4.  H.R.  3546.  S.  1691:  same  as  H.R.  3545, 
except  no  provision  for  voluntary  withhold- 
ing. 

B.  Administrative  procedure  to  augment 
judicial   processes:   Included   in   H.R.   2374. 

3545.  and  3546.  S.  888.  S.  1691. 

C.  Stale  income  tax  offset  of  child  support 
arrearages:  Included  in  H.R.  2374.  3545.  and 

3546.  S.  888.  S.  1691. 

D.  Liens  on  property  for  past-due  support: 

1.  H.R.  2374  requires  each  slate  to  have 
procedures  for  imposing  liens  against  prop- 
erly and  estates  for  amounts  of  past  due 
support  owed  by  an  absent  parent  residing 
in  the  stale. 

2.  H.R.  3545  requires  states  to  have  proce- 
dures for  imposing  liens  against  real  proper- 
ly for  past-(jue  support  owed  by  an  absent 
parent  who  resides  in  or  owns  property  in 
the  state. 

E.  Medical  support: 

1.  H.R.  2374.  S.  888  requires  states  to  seek 
medical  support  for  children  for  whom  it  is 
seeking  financial  support  when  available  to 
absent  parent  at  reasonable  cost. 

2.  H.R.  3545.  same  as  above,  but  requires 
state  to  seek  medical  support  only  if  custo- 
dial parent  has  been  unable  to  gel  it. 

F.  Reports  to  consumer  credit  agencies: 
H.R.  3545  requires  stales  to  report  periodi- 
cally to  consumer  credit  agencies  the 
amounts  of  past  due  support  owed  by  absent 
parents. 

G.  Additional  procedures:  H.R.  2374.  S. 
888  requires  states  to  adopt  at  least  three  of 
the  following: 

1.  Voluntary  wage  assignment, 

2.  Use  of  highly  accurate  scientific  testing 
to  determine  paternity. 

3.  Imposition  of  a  security,  bond  or  other 
guarantee  to  secure  support  obligations  of 
absent  parents  who  have  a  pattern  of  past- 
due  support, 

4.  Default  paternity  procedures. 

5.  Use  of  objective  standard  to  guide  in 
the  establishment  and  modification  of  sup- 
port obligations  by  measuring  the  amount 
of  support  needed  and  the  ability  of  an 
absent  parent  to  pay  such  support,  such 
that  comparable  amounts  of  support  are 
awarded  in  similar  situations. 

II.  child  support  clearinghouse 
A.  H.R.  2374,  S.  888  requires  slates  to  es- 
tablish child  support  clearinghouses 
through  which  all  support  payments  will  be 
paid,  recorded  and  forwarded.  Clearing- 
houses are  to  include  systems  for  reporting 
support    obligations    owed,    collected,    dis- 


bursed and  for  triggering  enforcement  ac- 
tions when  payments  are  not  made  on  time. 
No  funding  provided. 

B.  H.R.  3545  provides  $100  million  over 
five  years  (to  be  available  until  expended) 
for  grants  to  slates  to  establish  clearing- 
houses or  other  information  systems. 

C.  H.R.  3546.  S.  1691,  same  as  H.R.  3545 
but  no  funding  specified. 

III.  FEDERAL  INCOME  TAX  OFFSET  FOR  PAST-DUE 
NON-AFDC  CHILD  SUPPORT 

A.  H.R.  2374.  S.  888  provides  for  stales  to 
submit  information  for  offset  on  past  due 
support  which  the  state  has  agreed  to  col- 
lect. 

B.  H.R.  3545  requires  states  to  submit  in- 
formation for  offset  on  past  due  support 
which  the  stale  has  undertaken  to  collect. 
Stale  may  choose  to  seek  only  support 
which  has  accrued  since  it  undertook  to  col- 
lect or.  at  its  option,  may  seek  the  entire  ar- 
rearage owed  to  the  custodial  parent. 

IV.  FEDERAL  FINANCING  FORMULA 

A.  H.R.  3545  maintains  the  70  percent  fed- 
eral match  for  state  administrative  costs. 
The  12  percent  AFDC  incentive  payment  is 
replaced  with  a  four  part  incentive  system 
to  be  paid  quarterly: 

1.  ■Perfect  cases"  (paid  in  full,  on  time  in 
each  of  12  preceding  months):  incentive  is 
an  amount  equal  to  0.2  percent  of  adminis- 
trative costs  for  every  1  percent  of  perfect 
cases  in  excess  of  30  percent  of  all  cases. 

2.  "Adequate  cases"  (80  percent  of  obliga- 
tion paid  some  time  during  the  year):  incen- 
tive is  an  amount  equal  to  0.4  percent  of  ad- 
ministrative costs  for  every  1  percent  of  ade- 
quate cases  in  excess  of  70  percent  of  all 
cases. 

Incentives  reduced  for  "perfect"  and  "ade- 
quate" cases  if  support  collected  is  less  than 
AFDC  payment  for  family  of  two. 

3.  Interstate  cases:  incentive  is  an  amount 
equal  to  0.4  percent  of  administrative  ex- 
penses for  every  1  percent  of  interstate 
cases  in  excess  of  50  percent  of  all  interstate 
cases. 

4.  AFDC  cases:  incentive  is  1  percent  of 
support  collected  in  AFDC  cases  for  every  1 
percent  by  which  their  recovery  of  AFDC 
payments  exceeded  5  percent. 

B.  H.R.  3546.  S.  1691  reduces  the  70  per- 
cent administrative  match  to  60  percent. 
The  12  percent  AFDC  incentive  is  repealed 
and  will  be  replaced  with  incentives  for  ex- 
emplary performance  to  be  specified  in  reg- 
ulations by  the  Secretary.  The  incentive 
amounts  are  to  be  equally  divided  between 
AFDC  and  non-AFDC  cases. 

A  sliding-scale  audit  system  replaces  the 
flat  5  percent  AFDC  penally  in  present  law. 

V.  FEES  FOR  NON-AFDC  CASES.  1691 

H.R.  3546.  S.  1691  requires  a  $25  applica- 
tion fee.  Additional  amounts  may  be 
charged  to  the  obligor  but  are  not  to  reduce 
the  support  payments.* 

•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  join  Bill  Armstrong,  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Social 
Security  and  Income  Maintenance 
Programs,  in  sponsoring  the  Child 
Support  Enforcement  Amendments  of 
1983.  This  administration  proposal  was 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives last  week  by  the  ranking  minori- 
ty member  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  Barber  Conable,  and  a 
number  of  other  distinguished  mem- 
bers of  that  committee  and  of  the 
House. 


Title  IV-D  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
was  enacted  in  1975  to  establish  a  pro- 
gram of  child  support  enforcement. 
The  program  provides  services  to 
locate  absent  parents,  establish  pater- 
nity, and  assist  in  the  establishment 
and  collection  of  court-ordered,  admin- 
istratively ordered,  and  voluntary 
child  support.  The  program  was  en- 
acted in  an  effort  to  require  absent 
parents  to  support  their  children  and 
thereby  reduce  spending  under  the  aid 
to  families  with  dependent  children 
(AFDC)  program.  Non-AFDC  families 
participate  in  the  program  on  a  volun- 
tary basis  and  Federal  funding  for 
service  to  non-AFDC  families  was 
made  a  permanent  part  of  the  pro- 
gram in  1980.  The  program  operates 
on  a  Federal-State  basis  with  adminis- 
trative expenditures  financed  primari- 
ly by  the  Federal  Government  and  col- 
lections for  the  AFDC  caseload  shared 
at  the  State's  AFDC  matching  rate. 

Although  the  program  has  been  in 
place  for  a  number  of  years,  the  im- 
portance of  the  program  has  only  re- 
cently been  widely  recognized.  The 
nonpayment  of  child  support  is  rapid- 
ly emerging  as  one  of  the  most  diffi- 
cult social  problems  facing  our  Nation. 
A  recent  Census  Bureau  report,  'Child 
Support  and  Alimony:  1981,"  details 
the  extent  and  seriousness  of  the 
problem.  For  example,  as  of  spring 
1982,  8.4  million  women  were  living 
with  a  child  under  21  years  of  age 
whose  father  was  not  living  in  the 
house.  59  percent  of  these  women  were 
awarded  child  support  payments.  Of 
the  4  million  women  due  child  support 
payments  in  1981,  only  47  percent  re- 
ceived the  full  amount  due.  Between 
1978  and  1981,  child  support  payments 
decreased  by  about  16  percent  in  real 
terms.  The  statistics  go  on  and  on.  But 
the  conclusion  is  clear:  child  support  is 
largely  being  ignored  and  the  econom- 
ic well-being  of  children  is  suffering. 
The  Federal-State  child  support  pro- 
gram has  been  a  success.  However, 
more  can  and  must  be  done. 

I  applaud  the  administration's  con- 
tinuing efforts  to  improve  the  pro- 
gram. The  bill  I  am  cosponsoring 
today  is  a  major  step  toward  a  child 
support  enforcement  program  which 
will  place  equal  emphasis  on  AFDC 
and  non-AFDC  collections. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  and  in- 
tention that  the  Finance  Committee 
will  work  with  the  administration, 
State  program  directors,  and  interest- 
ed individuals  and  groups  to  improve 
this  bill,  modifying  and  strengthening 
its  provisions.  The  Finance  Committee 
will  hold  hearings  early  in  September 
with  the  goal  of  reporting  a  bill  to  the 
Senate  floor  before  the  end  of  this  ses- 
sion of  the  98th  Congress.  I  urge  all 
my  colleagues  to  examine  carefully 
the  administration  plan  and  others 
which  have  been  developed.  Children 
deserve  support  and  we  can  help  to 
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provide  that  support  by  putting  more 
muscle  in  the  child  support  enforce- 
ment program.  Finally,  I  am  including 
a  Washington  Post  editorial  which  ap- 
peared shortly  before  Father's  Day. 
"Deadbeat  Dads"  clearly  illustrates 
the  problems  we  face  and  the  need  for 
action  now. 
The  editorial  follows: 

Deaobeat  Dads 
Sunday  is  Father's  Day,  and  most  Ameri- 
can children  will  be  doing  something  special 
for  dear  old  dad.  Its  a  useful  occasion  for 
children  to  remember  that  the  old  man 
works  hard  to  keep  a  roof  over  their  heads 
and  that,  for  all  his  faults,  he's  not  such  a 
bad  fellow  to  have  around  the  house.  But 
Fathers  Day  will  be  only  an  unhappy  re- 
minder for  millions  of  children  that  their 
fathers  no  longer  care  enough  about  them 
even  to  help  pay  for  their  upbringing. 

The  failure  of  fathers  to  contribute  to 
support  of  their  children  is  no  longer  a 
problem  confined  to  a  substrata  of  Ameri- 
can families.  More  than  8  million  families 
now  lack  a  male  parent,  and  with  1.2  million 
new  divorces  every  year,  the  numl)er  contin- 
ues to  grow.  Experts  estimate  that  one-half 
of  American  children— from  all  income 
levels— will  live  apart  from  their  fathers  for 
part  of  their  childhood.  For  the  great  ma- 
jority of  them,  the  departure  of  the  father 
will  mean  a  steep  and  often  permanent  drop 
in  their  living  standards. 

Fewer  than  three  of  every  10  fatherless 
families  receive  regular  child  support  pay- 
ments from  the  absent  father,  and  the  pay- 
ments received  average  less  than  $2,500  a 
year.  Even  when  fathers  are  under  court 
order,  less  than  half  pay  regularly,  and  per 
haps  as  many  as  a  third  never  make  a  single 
payment.  Contrary  to  popular  belief,  many 
of  these  delinquent  fathers  have  substantial 
incomes.  A  California  study  showed,  more- 
over, that  a  year  after  divorce,  while  the 
wife's  income  typically  dropped  by  73  per- 
cent, the  husbands  rose  by  42  percent. 

For  most  women,  pursuing  a  lecalcitrant 
ex-mate  is  a  bleak  and  expensive  process. 
Courts  have  huge  backlogs  of  child-support 
cases,  and  even  if  a  judgment  is  won  and  ar- 
rears are  collected,  the  victory  is  usually 
temporary.  It  is  especially  easy  for  fathers 
to  avoid  further  payments  by  moving  to  a 
different  state  or,  in  some  cases,  even  a  dif- 
ferent county. 

In  recent  years  the  federal  governments 
Child  Support  Enforcement  program  has 
helped  states  crack  down  on  al)sent  fathers 
whose  families  have  l)een  forced  onto  wel- 
fare rolls.  The  program  has  already  pro- 
duced significant  welfare  savings  in  many 
states,  and  the  Reagan  atlministration  is 
preparing  legislation  to  strengthen  provi- 
sions for  withholding  wages  and  tax  refunds 
from  delinquent  parents  and  helping  states 
coordinate  collection  efforts.  These  are  sen- 
sible proposals.  But  they  do  little  to  help 
either  the  families  involved— since  collec- 
tions simply  offset  the  typically  low  welfare 
benefits— or  the  equally  large  numbers  of 
deserted  families  that  have  avoided  welfare 
but  still  scrape  by  on  relatively  meager  in- 
comes. 

As  more  and  more  families  have  become 
exposed  to  the  weakness  of  the  child-sup- 
port system.  Congress  has  become  increas- 
ingly interested  in  additional  measures  that 
would  have  broader  impact.  Child  support  is 
one  issue  that  appeals— rightly— to  all  parts 
of  the  political  spectrum.  A  prospective  wel- 
fare saving  is  only  one  small  part  of  that 
concern.    A   society    that    cares    about    its 


future  will  make  every  effort  to  see  that  its 
children  are  not  raised  in  deprivation  and 
that  their  parents  recognize  that  the  deci- 
sion to  have  children  entails  lifelong  respon- 
sibilities.* 

•  Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  with  Senator  Arm- 
strong in  introducing  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration's Child  Support  Enforce- 
ment Amendments  of  1983.  I  applaud 
the  administration  for  proposing  a 
strong,  bipartisan  measure  to  correct 
the  problems  with  the  present  child 
support  enforcement  programs,  ad- 
ministered under  title  IV-D  of  the 
Social  Security  Act.  Title  IV-D  needs 
immediate,  aggressive  reform  meas- 
ures to  force  negligent,  nonpaying  par- 
ents to  meet  their  financial  obliga- 
tions, and  to  insure  that  the  children 
do  not  suffer  in  the  process. 

The  most  recent  Census  Bureau  sur- 
veys indicate  that  of  the  4  million 
women  in  this  country  who  were  sup- 
posed to  receive  child  support  pay- 
ments, over  half  receive  only  partial 
child  support  payments  or  no  pay- 
ments at  all  from  absent  fathers.  The 
Bureau  has  calculated  that  these  neg- 
ligent parents  are  failing  to  pay  their 
children  nearly  $4  billion  a  year  in 
support.  Congress  must  act  immediate- 
ly to  help  these  struggling  women  and 
children  to  survive. 

The  administration's  proposal  in- 
cludes many  of  the  same  enforcement 
reform  measures  as  S.  888,  the  Eco- 
nomic Equity  Act,  which  I  introduced 
with  Senators  Durenberger.  Hatfield, 
and  Hart,  along  with  27  other  cospon- 
sors.  Principally,  both  bills  seek  to  im- 
prove enforcement  of  child  support 
payments  for  all  children,  not  just 
those  on  welfare. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
administration,  with  the  other  cospon- 
sors  of  the  Economic  Equity  Act,  and 
my  other  colleagues  to  achieve  the 
most  effective,  workable  child  support 
enforcement  program,  combining  the 
best  of  the  various  bills.* 
•  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  country  was  founded  upon 
the  notion  of  responsibility  to  ones 
family  and  country.  In  recent  years, 
however,  this  basic  tenet  of  our  society 
has  been  eroded  to  the  point  of  na- 
tional disgrace.  The  situation  to  which 
I  refer  is  the  failure  of  many  parents 
to  assimie  financial  responsibility  for 
their  children. 

Divorce  has  drastically  altered  the 
composition  of  the  American  family. 
In  1981,  there  were  8.4  million  women 
with  children  under  21  whose  fathers 
were  absent,  an  increase  of  over  100 
percent  from  1970.  The  Census  Bureau 
predicts  that  only  half  of  all  children 
bom  this  year  will  spend  their  entire 
childhood  living  with  both  natural 
parents.  Women  head  90  percent  of 
the  rapidly  growing  number  of  single 
parent  families. 

Many  studies  have  been  conducted 
on    compliance    with    child    support 


orders  and  the  effect  of  failures  to 
comply.  These  studies  all  point  to  the 
same  conclusion:  Absent  parents  do 
not  pay  child  support.  Of  the  $9.9  bil- 
lion due  from  absent  parents,  under 
court  orders  or  legal  agreements,  only 
$6.1  billion  was  ever  paid.  Between  a 
quarter  and  a  third  of  parents  never 
make  a  single  court-ordered  payment. 
According  to  a  1973  Michigan  study, 
patterns  of  delinquency  have  no  rela- 
tion to  the  parents  income.  In  fact, 
the  economic  circumstances  of  single 
fathers  are  usually  better  than  while 
they  were  married.  A  recent  California 
study  revealed  that  a  year  after  di- 
vorce, the  wife's  income  dropped  by  73 
percent  while  the  husband's  rose  by  42 
percent. 

This  situation  should  shock  the  con- 
science of  a  responsible  society.  It  has 
directly  contributed  to  the  frequently 
mentioned  "feminization  of  poverty" 
and  must  be  remedied. 

Congress,  in  1975,  established  the 
child  support  enforcement  program, 
title  IV-D  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
It  requires  each  State  to  have  an  ap- 
proved program  of  child  support  en- 
forcement, including  measures  to  es- 
tablish paternity,  locate  missing  fa- 
thers, establish  or  modify  court-or- 
dered child  support  orders  and  collec- 
tion court-ordered  payments.  The  pro- 
gram is  intended  to  serve  both  AFDC 
and  non-AFDC  families,  with  the 
latter  being  charged  fees  for  services 
provided. 

The  child  support  enforcement  pro- 
gram is  a  good  beginning,  but  more 
needs  to  be  done  to  help  women  who 
are  seeking  child  support  for  their 
children. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  deeply 
troubled  by  this  issue  for  a  number  of 
years.  In  1981.  when  I  first  introduced 
the  Economic  Equity  Act.  I  called 
upon  the  Department  of  Justice  to 
conduct  a  study  of  this  problem  and 
recommend  solutions. 

I  am  proud  to  have  introduced  the 
1983  Economic  Equity  Act,  S.  888,  in 
the  Senate.  Title  V  of  that  legislation 
is  designed  to  improve  and  expand  the 
IV-D  program  in  order  to  return  re- 
sponsibility to  those  individuals  who 
should  properly  bear  such  obligations. 
As  the  principal  author  of  the  EEA, 
I  am  very  pleased  that  Senator  Arm- 
strong and  Senator  Dole  have  also 
recognized  the  need  to  improve  child 
support  and  enforcement  and  are  in- 
troducing this  legislation,  which  I  am 
pleased  to  cosponsor,  on  behalf  of  the 
administration. 

Although  this  bill  is  not  as  inclusive 
as  my  proposal,  I  will  support  any  and 
all  legislation  that  is  aimed  at  making 
our  child  support  enforcement  pro- 
grams more  effective.  This  is  not  a 
partisan  issue,  neither  is  it  just  a 
women's  issue  nor  a  welfare  issue— it  is 
an  issue  that  should  be  of  concern  to 
all  Americans.  We  have  reached  the 


point  where  everyone  knows  someone 
who  is  not  receiving  child  support. 
The  effect  this  has  on  the  children  of 
America  and  on  her  institutions  can 
no  longer  be  tolerated. 

I  believe  the  most  effective  way  for 
Congress  to  address  child  support  en- 
forcement to  pass  S.  888  with  all  its 
other  reinforcing  provisions  for  eco- 
nomic equity.  I  am  encouraged  by  a 
number  of  similarities  between  this 
legislation  and  the  Economic  Equity 
Act: 

Mandatory  Wage  Withholding— Senator 
Armstrongs  bill,  like  S.  888,  would  require 
mandatory  wage  withholding  to  assure  com- 
pliance with  child  support  orders.  This  pro- 
posal could  impose  mandatory  wage  with- 
holding at  an  early  date  and.  in  this  respect, 
is  an  improvement. 

State  Income  Tax  Intercept— State 
income  tax  intercept  programs  have  proven 
very  effective  where  utilized  ad  I  am  pleased 
to  see  that  Senator  Armstrong  has  adopted 
such  a  proposal.  I  continue  to  believe  this 
should  be  available  to  all  parents  as  pro- 
posed by  the  EEA— not  just  those  receiving 
AFDC. 

Quasi-judicial  and  Administrative  Proce- 
dures—these procedures  are  much  more  cost 
efficient  and  a  far  quicker  way  to  enforce 
and  establish  child  support.  Both  the  EEA 
and  the  Administration  suggest  greater  use 
of  these  procedures. 

The  administration  has  also  suggest- 
ed several  changes  that  are  not  includ- 
ed in  the  Economic  Equity  Act,  but  are 
improvements  to  S.  888:  Increased  use 
of  the  parent  locator  service,  child 
support  enforcement  for  children  in 
foster  care,  and  continued  use  of  dem- 
onstration projects. 

On  the  other  hand,  S.  888  is  prefera- 
ble to  this  bill  in  that  it  contains  a 
number  of  additional  enforcement 
proposals  which  I  will  work  to  see  en- 
acted into  law:  Liens  against  property 
and  estates,  voluntary  wage  withhold- 
ing, default  procedures  for  paternity, 
scientific  testing  to  establish  paterni- 
ty, medical  support  orders,  and  the  use 
of  objective  standards. 

In  recognition  of  the  growing  need 
to  computerize  and  systematize  child 
support  enforcement  programs,  the 
Economic  Equity  Act  requires  States 
to  establish  clearinghouses  to  monitor 
and  trigger  enforcement.  This  legisla- 
tion does  not  go  that  far,  but  does  pro- 
vide a  grant  procedure  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  clearinghouses. 

I  have  expressed  several  reservations 
about  the  administration's  funding 
proposal.  But  I  want  the  record  to 
show  that  this  is  a  much  more  realistic 
administration  position  than  its  earlier 
emphasis  on  AFDC  collections  to  the 
exclusion  of  non-AFDC  cases.  The  cur- 
rent proposal  moves  in  the  direction  of 
the  Economic  Equity  Act— namely,  it 
recognizes  the  importance  of  collect- 
ing both  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  sup- 
port. For  this  the  credit  belongs  to  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices. 

Secretary  Heckler  is  to  be  commend- 
ed   for    her    continuing    efforts    to 


expand  child  support  enforcement. 
Her  recognition  of  the  need  to  broad- 
en the  IV-D  program  is  evidence  of 
her  awareness  of  the  seriousness  of 
this  problem. 

With  respect  to  Senator  Arm- 
strong's specific  funding  mechanism, 
I  agree  that  we  should  encourage 
States  to  become  more  effective  and 
efficient.  However,  I  am  concerned 
that  under  his  proposal  States  which 
have  already  made  great  progress  will 
not  be  adequately  recognized  for  that 
effort. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  lack 
of  specificity,  in  this  bill,  with  regard 
to  the  proposed  incentives.  It  is  impor- 
tant that  these  incentives  be  more 
clearly  defined  and  be  equitably  dis- 
tributed. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  total 
funds  available  for  distribution  to  the 
States  will  not  be  reduced  if  the  Feder- 
al match  is  lowered  to  60  percent.  I 
hope  this  is  the  case  because  this  is  a 
very  cost-effective  program  and  is 
worthy  of  our  economic  support. 

With  respect  to  the  $25  application 
fee  that  is  to  be  imposed  on  the  non- 
AFDC  custodial  parent,  I  do  not 
oppose  imposition  of  this  fee,  but  be- 
lieve the  States  should  be  given  flexi- 
bility in  determining  when  and  how 
this  fee  should  be  imposed. 

Improvement  of  child  support  en- 
forcement in  this  country  is  impera- 
tive—both from  a  societal  perspective 
and  from  an  economic  perspective.  In 
the  long  run  dollars  invested  in  this 
program  today  will  be  returned  to  soci- 
ety many  times  again.  If,  through  im- 
proved child  support  collection  efforts, 
we  can  help  single  parents  become 
self-sufficient,  we  will  eventually  see 
reductions  in  AFDC,  food  stamps,  and 
many  other  public  assistance  pro- 
grams. More  importantly,  the  more 
adequate  the  parental  support  for 
children,  the  less  costly  the  require- 
ments on  the  education,  justice  and 
other  societal  systems. 

Society  cannot  de  facto  dictate  that 
single  women  assume  the  entire 
burden  of  raising  a  family.  The  re- 
sponsibility for  the  children  of  our 
Nation  rests  with  both  the  mother  and 
father.  We  must  enforce  the  responsi- 
bility once  undertaken  to  those  who 
choose  selfishly  to  abandon  their  fa- 
milial duties.  As  Reinhold  Neibuhr 
once  stated:  "Life  h£is  no  meaning 
except  in  terms  of  responsibility."  So- 
ciety will  profit  from  these  changes. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Senate  will  act  quickly  to  improve  and 
expand  child  support  enforcement  in 
this  country.* 

•  Mr.  WALLOP.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  joining  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Amend- 
ments of  1983.  This  legislation  is  pro- 
posed by  the  Reagan  administration  to 
improve  the  child  support  system  in 

this  country. 


Actually,  we  have  more  of  a  nonsys- 
tem  for  child  suppwrt.  In  the  state- 
ments I  made  last  year  and  again  this 
year  when  introducing  S.  1398,  the 
Child  Support  Tax  Act,  I  descril)ed  the 
horrendous  statistics  outlining  the 
lack  of  child  support  by  absent  par- 
ents. This  lack  of  support  in  many  in- 
stances impoverishes  the  deserted 
family.  Since  90  percent  of  such  fami- 
lies are  headed  by  women,  this  has  re- 
sulted in  a  growing  feminization  of 
poverty  in  America. 

A  recent  survey  by  the  Census 
Bureau  once  again  demonstrates  the 
extent  of  the  problem.  Of  all  the 
female-headed  families  surveyed,  only 
one-half  even  had  a  child  support 
order.  Of  the  group  with  orders,  only 
47  percent  received  the  full  amount, 
25  percent  received  some  support,  and 
28  percent  received  none.  "The  group 
receiving  full  support  have  no  guaran- 
tee that  they  will  continue  to  receive 
support  for  the  entire  period  of  the 
court  order. 

One  interesting  statistic  is  that  the 
average  annual  payment  was  $2,106. 
My  bill,  S.  1398,  set  an  armual  pay- 
ment of  $2,000  for  the  first  child  in  a 
family  due  child  support.  This  amount 
was  based  on  an  analysis  of  the  cost  of 
raising  a  child.  Thus,  the  amount  in 
my  proposal  is  right  on  line  with  real 
life  experience. 

The  administration's  proposal  at- 
tempts to  promote  a  fair,  tough,  and 
effective  State  program  of  child  sup- 
port. It  utilizes  incentive  payments 
and  proven  enforcement  techniques  to 
improve  State  programs.  One  strong 
enforcement  technique  is  to  require  all 
States  to  establish  mandatory  wage  as- 
signment programs.  Such  programs 
would  operate  whenever  an  absent 
parent  does  not  pay  ordered  child  sup- 
port. This  approach  does  differ  some- 
what from  my  proposal  in  that  S.  1398 
would  utilize  a  set  tax  on  wages  rather 
than  assignment.  Another  difference 
is  that  my  bill  only  applies  to  families 
owed  support  who  receive  AFDC.  The 
administration  proposal  would  apply 
to  any  family  owed  support.  Actually, 
the  two  proposals  are  complimentary. 
The  administration  bill  would  apply  to 
the  entire  population  owed  support 
and  would  work  through  the  States. 
My  bill  would  apply  only  to  those  fam- 
ilies receiving  Federal  assistance,  and 
would  collect  support  through  Federal 
agencies  as  an  alternative  to  this  Fed- 
eral assistance. 

I  know  that  there  is  some  reluctance 
on  the  part  of  the  States  to  endorse 
everything  in  the  administration's  bill. 
This  in  part  reflects  past  gaffes  on  the 
part  of  the  Federal  Government  in  ad- 
ministering the  existing  program.  One 
solution  is  to  adopt  a  provision  in  my 
bill  requiring  testing  of  the  changes 
through  demonstration  programs  in 
several  States.  On-going  evaluation  of 
the  program  would  also  be  required. 
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This  is  perhaps  the  most  sensible 
course  to  follow  before  proceeding 
with  such  extensive  amendments  na- 
tionwide.* 


By  Mr.  HART: 
S.    1692.   A   bill   entitled   the   "War 
Powers  in  Central   America  Act":  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

WAR  POWERS  IN  CENTRAL  AMERICA  ACT 

•  Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in- 
troducing legislation  today  which 
would  freeze  at  current  levels  U.S. 
military  involvement  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. This  legislation  would  permit  an 
increase  only  after  a  joint  resolution 
of  Congress  or  after  a  written  request 
by  the  President  made  it  clear  that  an 
increase  would  be  necessary  to  directly 
protect  the  lives  of  American  citizens 
or  respond  to  the  danger  of  an  attack 
on  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  introducing  this 
bill  because  of  the  alarming  news  of 
plans  to  sharply  increase  the  Ameri- 
can military  presence  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. I  am  also  worried  about  disturbing 
reports  I  have  received  from  midlevel 
military  officers  who  are  concerned 
with  the  direction  of  our  Central 
American  policy. 

The  gist  of  this  bill  is  that  Congress 
must  say  to  the  administration:  "Hold 
on,  just  a  minute,  let's  think  about 
what  we  are  doing."  It  is  the  political 
and  military  equivalent  of  looking 
before  we  leap.  And  it  is,  in  fact,  noth- 
ing more  than  what  the  American 
people  are  already  saying.  Although 
recent  polls  have  shown  that  Ameri- 
cans do  not  know  a  great  deal  about 
Central  America,  they  are  overwhelm- 
ingly against  expanding  our  military 
involvement  in  the  region. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  will  allow  the  Congress  to  pre- 
vent the  President  from  leading  the 
country  into  war  without  our  full 
knowledge  and  consent.  It  would  re- 
quire the  President  to  explain  to  the 
Congress  escalation  of  military  in- 
volvement before  he  implements  it. 
The  Congress  should  take  such  a  step 
because  of  the  dangers  of  military  es- 
calation and  the  currently  uncertain 
state  of  the  War  Powers  Act. 

This  legislation  would  not  affect  cur- 
rent levels  of  military  or  economic  as- 
sistance to  Central  American  coun- 
tries. It  would  only  affect  the  pro- 
posed and  rumored  increases  in  our 
military  personnel. 

We  are  once  again  standing  at  an  im- 
portant dividing  point  in  our  national 
history.  We  must  decide  what  road  to 
pursue.  We  must  know  what  our  na- 
tional interests  are  and  what  consti- 
tutes a  real  issue  of  national  security. 
And  we  must  decide  how  we  are  to  pro- 
tect, and  not  jeopardize  that  security. 

We  must  not  rush  this  decision.  We 
have  time  to  think.  We  need  that  time. 
That  is  what  this  bill  is  designed  to 
give  us.  No  decision  involving  the  com- 
mitment of  U.S.  military  forces  should 


be  made  under  the  rush  of  events 
unless  there  is  a  clear  and  present 
danger  to  our  Nation. 

Of  course,  we  have  important  na- 
tional interests  in  Central  America. 
But  our  pursuit  of  those  interests 
should  be  undertaken  with  care  and 
reflection,  and  only  when  the  Con- 
gress, as  representatives  of  the  people 
and  the  States,  is  fully  and  carefully 
consulted. 

President  Reagan  has  said  he  does 
not  want  another  Vietnam  in  Central 
America.  Then  let  him  be  reminded 
that  one  of  the  most  fateful  decisions 
made  during  the  entire  Vietnam  histo- 
ry was  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolution, 
jammed  through  the  Congress  without 
proper  thought,  proper  consultation, 
and,  as  it  turned  out,  without  justifica- 
tion. How  much  we,  as  a  Nation,  have 
come  to  regret  that  decision. 

It  cost  us  as  a  nation  because  we 
committed  ourselves  to  a  major  for- 
eign military  involvement  without  de- 
veloping a  true  national  understanding 
and  consensus  about  the  issue.  Let  us 
not  make  the  same  mistake  in  Central 
America.  That  is  the  purpose  of  my 
bill— to  insure  that  whatever  we  as  a 
nation  decide  we  must  do  in  Central 
America  is  not  done  in  haste:  to  insure 
that  our  national  interests  are  served 
and  our  national  security  protected. 
The  American  Congress  and  the  Amer- 
ican people  must  be  properly  consult- 
ed and  informed  in  advance  of  the 
facts,  the  options,  and  the  possible 
consequences  of  the  policy  we  finally 
choose. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  past  2 
weeks,  I  and  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues have  been  involved  in  an  ex- 
tensive debate  over  the  MX  missile. 
Our  opposition  to  the  MX  missile 
formed  part  of  a  broader  concern 
about  the  direction  of  U.S.  national  se- 
curity policy.  In  the  field  of  arms  con- 
trol, the  administration  has  focused  on 
building  more  weapon  systems  rather 
than  focusing  on  the  search  for  effec- 
tive arms  control. 

Today,  just  as  the  debate  on  the  MX 
missile  comes  to  a  temporary  close,  the 
news  is  full  of  reports  about  the  ad- 
ministration^ plans  to  increase  our 
military  in^vement  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. Again,  the  administration  has  em- 
phasized a  strictly  military  solution  to 
problems  that  also  require  intricate  di- 
plomacy, negotiations,  and  long-term 
economic  development. 

Before  the  American  people  march 
down  that  uncertain  path  in  Central 
America,  we  need  to  take  a  long  hard 
look  at  the  administrations  policies. 
We  must  ask  whether  or  not  these 
policies  are  strengthening  our  national 
security  or  undermining  it.  We  should 
not  settle  this  debate  by  a  precipitous 
rush  to  military  escalation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
freeze  on  further  U.S.  military  involve- 
ment in  Central  America.* 


By  Mr.  DeCONCINI: 
S.J.  Res.  135.  Joint  resolution  pro- 
posing an  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  legislative  veto;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

PROPOSED  CONSTITUTIONAL  AMENDMENT 
ESTABLISHING  A  LEGISLATIVE  VETO 

Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President,  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks,  I  intend 
to  introduce  a  Senate  joint  resolution 
that  will  amend  the  Constitution  to 
permit  legislation  to  provide  for  a  leg- 
islative veto  process.  This  constitution- 
al amendment  will  reverse  the  recent 
Supreme  Court  decision  in  Immigra- 
tion and  Naturalization  Service 
against  Chadha  which  ruled  that  legis- 
lative veto  provisions  violated  the  tra- 
ditional scheme  of  the  separation  of 
powers  and  was  unconstitutional.  I  dis- 
agree with  the  decision,  but  I  also  rec- 
ognize that  arguments  concerning  the 
basis  for  the  decision  are  certainly  not 
clearcut.  As  a  legislator  who  believes 
that  the  legislative  veto  has  a  valid 
place  in  the  lawmaking  process,  I  hope 
through  my  proposed  amendment,  not 
only  to  restore  the  ability  of  Congress 
to  exercise  legislative  veto  powers,  but 
also  to  clearly  set  out  the  constitution- 
al basis  for  this  power. 

I  will  direct  the  majority  of  my  com- 
ments to  the  disturbing  effects  that 
the  Chadha  case  imposes  upon  the 
balance  of  powers  within  our  Govern- 
ment. 

As  a  legislator,  I  am  troubled  by 
Chadha.  I  am  troubled  because 
Chadha  erodes  the  fundamental  posi- 
tion of  the  legislative  branch  as  the 
lawmaker  of  our  Government.  We,  the 
Members  of  Congress,  must  act  to 
retain  our  power  to  make  the  laws  in 
this  Nation. 

My  proposed  amendment  will  re- 
store congressional  power  over  the 
lawmaking  functions  of  Government 
by  enabling  Congress  to  oversee  the 
manner  in  which  the  executive  branch 
uses  any  legislative  power  which  Con- 
gress had  delegated  to  it.  My  proposed 
amendment  will  allow  Congress  to  ex- 
ercise a  one  House  or  two  House  legis- 
lative veto. 

Mr.  President,  the  text  of  this  pro- 
posed amendment  is  very  clear  and 
concise.  It  states: 

Executive  action  under  legislatively  dele- 
gated authority  may  be  subject  to  the  ap- 
proval of  one  or  both  Houses  of  Congress, 
without  presentment  to  the  President,  if  the 
legislation  that  authorizes  the  executive 
action  so  provides. 

The  amendment  permits  Congress  to 
select  a  one  or  two  House  legislative 
veto.  Congress  merely  has  to  specify  in 
the  enabling  legislation  which  sort  of 
veto  it  believes  is  appropriate. 

Under  this  amendment.  Congress 
would  sanction  independent  and  de- 
partmental agency  actions  taken  by 
the  executive  branch  of  our  Govern- 
ment. Congress  would  express  these 


sanctions  by  a  vote  of  approval  or  dis- 
approval. 

This  amendment  would  not  permit 
Congress  to  veto  actions  constitution- 
ally assigned  as  executive  functions. 
For  example,  a  legislative  veto  on  an 
inherently  executive  function,  such  as 
that  of  initiating  prosecutions,  would 
not  be  permissible  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  amendment.  Only  execu- 
tive action-  taken  under  power  which 
was  delegated  from  Congress  to  the 
executive  branch  would  be  subject  to  a 
legislative  veto. 

The  amendment  essentially  restores 
the  status  quo  which  existed  before 
the  Chadha  decision.  In  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  against 
Chadha,  the  Supreme  Court  on  June 
23,  1983,  ruled  by  7-to-2  vote,  that  the 
one  House  legislative  veto  is  unconsti- 
tutional. While  the  substantive  ruling 
was  not  unexpected,  the  reach  of  the 
Court's  rationale  came  as  a  surprise  to 
many.  The  encompassing  nature  of 
the  ruling  is  reflected  in  Justice  Pow- 
ell's observation  that  'the  Court's  de- 
cision apparently  will  invalidate  every 
use  of  the  legislative  veto." 

The  Court's  opinion  rests  upon  the 
view  that  the  Constitution  mandates  a 
bicameral  consideration,  and  a  pre- 
sentment to  the  President  for  his  sig- 
nature or  veto,  of  all  exercises  of  legis- 
lative power  by  Congress.  The  Court 
broadly  defined  legislative  power  as 
actions  which  "alter  the  legal  rights, 
duties,  and  relations  of  persons  outside 
the  legislative  branch." 

In  Chadha,  the  Supreme  Court  lim- 
ited the  doctrine  of  separation  of 
powers,  as  embodied  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, to  the  interaction  of  the  bicamer- 
al and  presentment  clauses.  That  is 
the  fundamental  basis  of  my  disagree- 
ment with  the  Court's  decision.  I  do 
not  agree  with  the  Supreme  Court's 
interpretation  that  these  clauses  of 
the  Constitution  incorporate  the  doc- 
trine of  separation  of  powers  as  the 
framers  of  the  Constitution  intended 
that  doctrine  to  be  interpreted  and 
employed. 

I  consider  the  spirit  of  the  doctrine 
of  separation  of  powers  to  flow 
throughout  the  Constitution  as  a 
whole.  To  understand  the  constitu- 
tionality of  any  law,  we  must  look  not 
only  to  the  written  words  of  the  Con- 
stitution, but  also  to  the  spirit  which 
that  document  embodies. 

The  requirement  of  presentment  of 
legislative  action  to  the  President  and 
the  process  of  bicameral  action  was 
founded  upon  the  framers'  fear  of  a 
concentration  of  power  in  one  branch 
of  the  Government  at  the  expense  of 
another  branch. 

The  framers  perceived  that  the  accu- 
mulation of  all  powers,  be  they  legisla- 
tive, executive,  or  judiciary,  in  the 
same  hands,  whether  of  one,  a  few  or 
many,  and  whether  hereditary,  self- 
appointed,  or  elective,  may  justly  be 
pronounced  the  very  definition  of  tyr- 


anny. When  the  framers  formed  the 
Constitution,  they  put  into  effect 
measures  which  they  believed  would 
curb  abuses  of  power  by  our  Govern- 
ment. 

The  framers  created  a  three-branch 
Government  to  oversee  our  Nation's 
business.  The  judicial  branch  was  cre- 
ated with  the  power  to  interpret  our 
laws.  The  executive  branch  was  em- 
powered to  enforce  our  laws.  And  the 
congressional  branch  was  deemed  to 
be  the  lawmaking  body  within  our 
Government. 

The  purpose  of  separating  the  au- 
thority of  government  is  to  prevent 
unnecessary  and  dangerous  concentra- 
tion of  power  in  one  branch.  For  that 
reason,  the  framers  saw  fit  to  divide 
and  balance  the  powers  of  govern- 
ment, so  that  each  branch  would  be 
checked  by  the  others.  Virtually  every 
part  of  our  constitutional  system  bears 
the  mark  of  this  judgment.  It  is  the 
checks  and  balances  aspect  of  the  doc- 
trine of  separation  of  powers  which 
the  Chadha  decision  so  grievously  vio- 
lates. To  understand  this  violation,  we 
must  review  the  development  of  our 
Government  during  this  century. 

This  Nation  has  entered  a  modern 
industrial  and  technological  age.  Prob- 
lems and  needs  of  a  national  scope 
have  required  a  congressional  re- 
sponse. From  the  end  of  the  last  cen- 
tury, with  the  establishment  of  the 
first  independent  agencies,  through 
the  period  of  the  Great  Depression, 
with  the  creation  of  agencies  under 
Franklin  Roosevelt's  New  Deal,  to  the 
post-Vietnam  era,  with  the  formation 
of  consumer  and  environmental  agen- 
cies. Congress  has  met  the  challenges 
of  the  modern  epoch. 

Especially  since  the  time  of  the  New 
Deal,  the  modern  bureaucracy  has 
mushroomed.  Congress  wisely  recog- 
nized that  many  modern  problems 
which  required  a  response  were  in  fact 
so  complex  in  scope  that  only  the  cre- 
ation of  a  special  administrative  body 
could  adequately  address  the  situa- 
tion. Consequently,  Congress  delegat- 
ed more  and  more  of  its  legislative  au- 
thority to  Federal  agencies. 

The  escalating  growth  of  Federal 
agencies  reveals  itself  in  the  statistics 
concerning  our  Government.  Between 
1930  and  1939,  a  total  of  154  Federal 
agencies  were  created.  This  contrasts 
with  552  agencies  created  between 
1970  and  1979.  In  1939,  agency  regula- 
tions filled  5,007  pages  of  the  Federal 
Register.  In  1979,  this  number  had  in- 
creased to  77,468  pages.  In  1982,  Fed- 
eral agencies  drafted  approximately 
105,000  pages  of  regulations. 

For  some  time,  the  sheer  amount  of 
law  made  by  agencies,  has  surpassed  in 
quantity  the  lawmaking  engaged  in  by 
Congress  through  the  traditional  legis- 
lative process.  For  every  statute  Con- 
gress passes,  the  bureaucracies  have 
put  out  18  regulations. 


There  is  no  question  but  that  agency 
rulemaking  is  lawmaking  in  any  func- 
tional or  realistic  sense  of  the  term. 
When  agencies  are  authorized  to  pre- 
scribe law  through  substantive  rule- 
making, the  administrator's  regulation 
is  not  only  due  deference,  but  is  ac- 
corded "legislative  effect."  These  regu- 
lations bind  courts  and  officers  of  the 
Federal  Government.  They  may  pre- 
empt State  law.  They  can  grant  rights 
to  and  impose  obligations  upon  the 
public.  In  sum,  they  have  the  force  of 
law. 

Our  Nations  development  into  a 
complex  social  structure  has  made  it 
necessary  for  Congress  to  delegate 
some  of  its  legislative  authority  to 
those  agencies  which,  with  their  na- 
tional scope  and  technical  expertise, 
are  well  suited  to  attend  to  the  day-to- 
day problems  under  their  jurisdictions. 
Prom  pollution  to  production,  execu- 
tive agency  action  impacts  the  funda- 
mental fabric  of  our  lives. 

As  each  regulation  becomes  law. 
Congress  constitutional  responsibility 
to  make  the  laws  of  the  land  is  placed 
into  the  hands  of  the  unelected  admin- 
istrators of  our  Government.  The  rise 
of  these  bodies  which  are  not  re- 
strained by  the  electoral  process,  has 
been  the  most  significant  legal  trend 
of  the  last  century.  They  have  become 
a  veritable  fourth  branch  of  the  Gov- 
ernment, which  has  fundamentally 
disturbed  our  three-branch  legal  theo- 
ries. 

Congress  is  responsible  for  having 
created  this  administrative  age.  But  in 
doing  so,  it  has  not  acted  irresponsi- 
bly. Instead,  we  have  created  mecha- 
nisms to  secure  the  accountability  of 
this  fourth  branch  of  government. 
The  legislative  veto  was  the  central 
means  which  Congress  employed. 

The  modern  legislative  veto  was  es- 
tablished in  1932  during  the  Hoover 
administration's  reorganization  plan. 
The  President  and  the  Congress 
adopted  the  veto  as  a  means  by  which 
Congress  could  delegate  to  the  execu- 
tive branch  the  authority  to  carry  out 
its  expanding  duties,  while  maintain- 
ing Congress  constitutional  role  as  the 
Nation's  lawmaker. 

Since  that  time,  this  body  has  acted 
with  the  President  to  expand  the  use 
of  the  veto.  Justice  White,  in  his  dis- 
sent of  the  Chadha  case,  noted  that 
the  "Legislative  veto  balanced  delega- 
tion of  statutory  authority  in  new 
areas  of  governmental  involvement". 
Congressional  utilization  of  the  legis- 
lative veto  in  the  Congressional 
Budget  Impoundment  Control  Act  of 
1974  and  the  War  Powers  Act  of  1973. 
for  example,  earmarked  the  veto  as  a 
tool  for  resolving  problems  of  policy 
between  Congress  and  the  President. 

There  have  been  approximately  300 
veto  provisions  placed  in  legislation 
over  the  past  50  years.  The  majority 
were  enacted  since  1970.  It  is  not  sur- 
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prising  that  the  number  of  veto  provi- 
sions has  grown  proportionally  with 
the  growth  of  the  agencies. 

The  history  of  the  legislative  veto 
makes  it  clear  that  it  has  not  been  a 
sword  which  Congress  has  used  to  ag- 
grandize itself  at  the  expense  of  the 
other  branches.  Rather,  the  veto  has 
been  a  means  of  defense.  The  veto  re- 
serves the  ultimate  authority  neces- 
sary if  Congress  is  to  fulfill  its  desig- 
nated role  as  the  Nations  lawmaker. 
The  legislative  veto  is  commonly  seen 
to  be  a  check  upon  rulemaking  by  ad- 
ministrative agencies  and  upon  broad- 
based  policy  decisions  by  the  executive 
branch. 

The  legislative  veto  is  more  than  ef- 
ficient, convenient,  and  useful.  It  is  an 
important,  if  not  indispensable  politi- 
cal invention  that  allows  the  President 
and  Congress  to  resolve  major  consti- 
tutional and  policy  differences.  It  pre- 
serves Congress'  control  over  lawmak- 
ing. 

With  the  Chadha  decision,  this  ac- 
cepted constitutional  practice,  the  leg- 
islative veto,  was  destroyed.  The 
Chadha  case  has  far-reaching  ramifi- 
cations. As  Justice  White  states  in  his 
dissent,  the  Chadha  decision  'strikes 
down  in  one  fell  swoop  provisions  in 
more  laws  enacted  by  Congress  than 
the  Court  has  cumulatively  struck 
down  in  its  history.  "  Chadha  forces  us 
into  a  tumultuous  period  of  readjust- 
ment. 

Congress  is  now  faced  with  the 
choice  of  either  refraining  from  dele- 
gating its  authority  to  legislate,  which 
would  impose  upon  Congress  the  im- 
possible task  of  writing  laws  with  the 
specificity  necessary  to  cover  the  end- 
less number  of  special  circumstances 
which  may  arise  over  the  entire  policy 
spectrum,  or  transferring  wholesale  its 
lawmaking  function  to  the  executive 
branch.  Neither  of  these  choices  is  ac- 
ceptable. 

The  loss  of  the  legislative  veto 
means  the  reconsideration  of  hun- 
dreds of  existing  statutes.  I  foresee  a 
trend  toward  more  specific  laws,  grant- 
ing very  detailed  authority.  Commit- 
tee scrutiny  will  increase.  The 
progress  of  needed  legislation  will  be 
slowed. 

The  absence  of  the  legislative  veto 
opens  a  battleground  between  Con- 
gress Jind  the  President.  We  will  nip- 
and-tuck  over  the  appropriation  of 
Federal  funds.  We  will  do  battle  with 
an  extensive  use  of  riders  to  appropri- 
tion  bills.  Confrontation  will  erupt 
over  the  deferral  of  appropriated 
funds. 

Such  extensive  ramifications  demon- 
strate that  this  body  needs  to  approve 
an  amendment  to  overturn  the  deci- 
sion in  Chadha.  We  must  reinstate  the 
legislative  veto  as  an  effective  congres- 
sional tool.  We  need  the  power  to 
attach  a  legislative  veto  to  the  broad 
delegation  of  powers  which  modern- 
day    government    requires.    I    believe 


that  the  doctrine  of  the  separation  of 
powers  is  violated  by  a  scheme  of  gov- 
ernment which  allows  the  delegation 
of  legislative  power  to  the  P*resident 
and  the  departments  under  his  con- 
trol, but  forbids  a  check  on  the  exer- 
cise of  that  power  by  Congress.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  legislative  veto  is  a 
mechanism  by  which  our  elected  rep- 
resentatives preserve  their  voice  in  the 
governance  of  the  Nation.  It  is  consist- 
ent with  the  purposes  of  article  1  and 
the  principles  of  the  separation  of 
powers,  which  are  reflected  in  that  ar- 
ticle and  throughout  the  Constitution. 

The  history  of  the  separation  of 
powers  doctrine  is  a  history  of  accom- 
modation and  practicality.  The  Consti- 
tution does  not  contemplate  total  sep- 
aration of  the  three  branches  of  gov- 
ernment. Madison  emphasized  that 
the  principle  of  the  separation  of 
powers  is  primarily  violated  where  the 
whole  power  of  one  department  is  ex- 
ercised by  the  same  hands  which  pos- 
sess the  whole  power  of  another  de- 
partment. However,  this  should  not 
preclude  partial  involvement  or  over- 
sight of  one  department  over  another. 

According  to  Montesquieu,  the  legis- 
lature is  uniquely  fit  to  exercise  an  ad- 
ditional function:  To  examine  in  what 
manner  the  laws  that  it  has  have  been 
executed.  The  legislative  veto  merely 
provides  Congress  with  that  opportu- 
nity. It  allows  us  to  approve  or  disap- 
prove what  an  agency  has  done  with 
the  power  which  we  have  delegated  to 
it. 

A  legislative  veto  over  agency  actions 
is  a  necessary  check  on  the  expanding 
power  on  the  agencies,  both  executive 
and  independent,  as  they  engage  in  ex- 
ercising authority  delegated  by  Con- 
gress. As  President  Reagan  suggested 
when  he  was  a  candidate,  it  is  the  leg- 
islative veto  which  presents  a  way  to 
check  the  excesses  in  the  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy. 

The  Court's  decision  in  Chadha,  that 
all  "lawmaking"  must  be  shared  by 
Congress  and  the  President,  ignores 
the  fact  that  legislative  authority  is 
routinely  delegated  to  the  executive 
branch  and  to  the  independent  agen- 
cies. If  congressional  action  under  the 
legislative  veto  technique  is  "legisla- 
tive" action  that  must  be  shared,  why 
is  the  same  true  of  executive  or  admin- 
istrative promulgation  of  orders,  rules, 
and  regulations,  which  the  legislative 
veto  attempts  to  control? 

This  amendment  allows  Congress  to 
reserve  a  check  on  legislative  power 
for  itself.  Absent  the  veto,  the  agen- 
ices  receiving  delegations  of  legislative 
power  may  issue  regulations  having 
the  force  of  law  without  bicameral  ap- 
proval and  without  the  President's  sig- 
nature. 

The  fact  that  the  Supreme  Court 
has  handed  down  its  opinion  that  the 
veto  is  unconstitutional  does  not  alter 
or  dilute  the  original  rationale  which 
persuaded  Congress  to  adopt  and  uti- 


lize the  legislative  veto  in  the  first 
place.  The  crux  of  the  issue  is  this: 
Who  shall  be  responsible  for  the  laws 
of  the  land? 

In  a  democracy,  it  is  the  elected  leg- 
islators which  the  electorate  holds  ac- 
countable. I  fear  that  without  a  legis- 
lative veto,  fundamental  policy  deci- 
sions in  our  society  will  be  made  not 
by  the  body  elected  by  the  people  to 
make  the  laws,  but  by  appointed  offi- 
cials, not  answerable  to  the  public. 

The  legislative  veto  offers  the  means 
by  which  Congress  could  confer  addi- 
tional authority,  while  preserving  its 
own  constitutional  role.  Under  my 
amendment,  the  President  would 
retain  his  power  to  initially  approve  or 
disapprove  the  delegation  of  the  power 
which  has  a  legislative  veto  attach- 
ment. Congress  could  make  a  whole- 
sale delegation  of  power  to  the  execu- 
tive branch,  or  it  could  attach  a  veto 
provision  to  any  delegation.  Such  poli- 
cies would  have  to  be  worked  out  be- 
tween the  President  and  the  Congress. 

This  amendment  would  restore  the 
ability  of  Congress  and  the  President 
to  determine  the  best  method  to  con- 
trol the  actions  of  the  Executive  and 
independent  agencies.  Only  within  the 
last  half  century  has  the  complexity 
and  size  of  the  Federal  Government's 
responsibilities  grown  so  greatly  that 
the  Congress  must  rely  on  the  legisla- 
tive veto  as  the  most  effective,  if  not 
the  only  means,  to  insure  their  role  as 
the  Nation's  lawmakers. 

The  legislative  veto  which  would  be 
created  by  this  amendment  would  pro- 
vide a  "check  "  upon  agency  action. 
That  "check  "  is  desperately  called  for 
under  the  principle  of  separation  of 
powers.  I  simply  believe  that  unaccept- 
able agency  actions  must  be  checked 
and  that  Congress  is  the  appropriate 
body  to  do  so. 

Thomas  Jefferson  once  predicted 
that  the  people  will  see  and  amend 
any  error  in  our  Constitution  which 
makes  any  branch  independent  of  the 
Nation.  The  recent  Chadha  decision 
effectively  creates  a  fourth  branch  of 
our  Government,  an  administrative 
branch,  which  is  not  elected,  nor  an- 
swerable to  any  officials  of  our  Gov- 
ernment. Let  us  follow  Mr.  Jefferson's 
advice.  Let  us  amend  our  Constitution 
so  that  no  branch  of  our  Government 
will  remain  unchecked  and  independ- 
ent of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  as  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Constitution  Subcom- 
mittee of  the  Judiciary  Committee,  I 
intend  to  push  for  immediate  hearings 
on  this  proposal.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  efforts  to  restore  the  legis- 
lative veto  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  this  amendment 
appear  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
wais  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  J.  Res.  135 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  (two-thirds  of  each 
House  concurring  therein).  That  the  follow- 
ing article  is  proposed  as  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
which  shall  be  valid  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses as  part  of  the  Constitution  when  rati- 
fied by  the  legislatures  of  three-fourths  of 
the  several  States  within  seven  years  after 
the  date  of  its  submission  by  the  Congress: 

"ARTICLE  

"'Section  1.  Executive  action  under  legisla- 
tively delegated  authority  may  be  subject  to 
the  approval  of  one  or  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress, without  presentment  to  the  Presi- 
dent, if  the  legislation  that  authorizes  the 
executive  action  so  provides."". 

Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  pay  special  note  to  Jerry 
Neuman  and  Robert  Faucher.  interns 
in  my  office  this  summer,  who  have 
worked  diligently  in  researching  this 
matter,  along  with  Bob  Feidler  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  the  Constitution. 


By  Mr.  GLENN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Baucus,  Mr.  BuRDicK,  Mr. 
Chafee.  Mr.  D'Amato,  Mr. 
Dixon,     Mr.     Domenici,     Mr. 

DURENBERGER,      Mr.      HOLLINGS, 

Mr.    HuDDLESTON,    Mr.    Leahy, 
Mr.    Levin.    Mr.    Lugar,    Mr. 
McClure.    Mr.    Melcher,    Mr. 
NuNN,  Mr.  Pryor,  Mr.  Riegle, 
Mr.  Roth,  Mr.  Sarbanes,  Mr. 
Sasser.  and  Mr.  Tsongas): 
S.J.  Res.  136.  Joint  resolution  to  rec- 
ognize  "Volunteer  Firefighters  Recog- 
nition Day"  as  a  tribute  to  the  bravery 
and  self-sacrifice  of  our  volunteer  fire- 
fighters; to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

VOLUNTEER  FIREFIGHTERS  RECOGNITION  DAY 

•  Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in- 
troducing a  Senate  joint  resolution  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  bravery  and  self-sac- 
rifice of  our  volunteer  firefighters. 
The  resolution  will  establish  August 
20  as  "National  Volunteer  Firefighters 
Recognition  Day;"  21  of  my  Senate 
colleagues  have  joined  me  in  sponsor- 
ing this  resolution.  My  colleague  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  Con- 
gressman Thomas  J.  Downey,  is  intro- 
ducing virtually  identical  legislation  in 
the  House  today.  That  measure  has 
over  40  cosponsors. 

The  resolution  has  been  endorsed  by 
the  International  Association  of  Fire- 
fighters, the  National  Fire  Prevention 
Association,  and  the  National  Volun- 
teer Firefighters  Council. 

Although  the  resolution  pays  special 
tribute  to  volunteer  firefighters,  our 
tribute  is  really  to  all  firefighters— for 
they  contribute  so  much  to  the  safety 
of  our  communities. 

Firefighters  in  this  country  face  no 
easy  task.  The  United  States  has  the 
highest  fire  death  toll  in  the  industrial 
world:  7,600  deaths  annually.  There 
are  also  200,000  injuries  and  $29  bil- 
lion in  losses  due  to  fire  each  year.  In 
addition,  each  year  arson  kills  about 


1,000  people,  injures  over  3,000  more, 
and  causes  $1.9  billion  in  direct  prop- 
erty losses  and  about  eight  times  that 
amount  in  indirect  losses. 

It  is  against  these  chilling  statistics 
that  our  firefighters  must  fight.  They 
have  fought  the  blazes  bravely  but  not 
without  great  cost.  In  1982,  68  volun- 
teers were  killed  in  the  line  of  duty; 
over  the  past  5  years,  337  volunteers 
have  died. 

Volunteer  firefighters  comprise  the 
bulk  of  our  firefighting  force  in  this 
country.  In  1979,  four  out  of  five  fire- 
fighters were  volunteers.  Without 
their  services,  a  large  portion  of  rural 
America  would  be  left  without  ade- 
quate fire  protection. 

Creating  a  day  honoring  volunteer 
firefighters  will  show  our  appreciation 
for  their  courage  and  the  excellent  job 
that  they  have  done  to  save  lives  and 
property  from  the  devastation  of  fire. 
Looking  back  into  history,  we  see 
that  Benjamin  Franklin  founded  the 
first  volunteer  fire  department  in 
1736.  We  relied  solely  on  volunteers 
until  1853,  when  the  first  paid  fire  de- 
partment was  begun  in  my  home  State 
of  Ohio.  Today,  volunteer  fire  depart- 
ments are  still  indispensable  to  our 
fire-safety  efforts. 

The  resolution  I  introduce  today 
complements  legislation— S.  1164— 
that  I  previously  introduced  to  provide 
compensation  to  the  survivors  of  fire- 
fighters and  other  public  safety  offi- 
cers who  die  while  performing  their 
official  responsibilities,  but  not  as  a 
result  of  a  direct  traumatic  injury. 
The  current  law  is  too  restrictive.  For 
example,  it  would  deny  benefits  to  the 
spouse  and  children  of  a  firefighter 
who  rescues  a  victim  from  a  burning 
building,  and  then  dies  of  a  heart 
attack  shortly  thereafter.  My  legisla- 
tion would  correct  this  inequity. 

I  am  aware  of  the  important  role 
that  volunteer  fire  departments  play 
in  the  fight  against  arson. 

Almost  since  I  first  came  to  the 
Senate,  I  have  been  deeply  involved  in 
the  fight  against  arson.  Last  year,  we 
succeeded  in  obtaining  passage  of  the 
Anti-Arson  Act  of  1982.  I  intend  to 
continue  the  battle  against  arson  in 
the  98th  Congress.  Very  soon,  I  will  in- 
troduce legislation  to  establish  a  Fed- 
eral arson  preventing  and  control  task 
force.  Such  a  task  force  would  be  in- 
strumental in  coordinating  the  Feder- 
al antiarson  effort. 

In  addition,  I  have  written  to  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Appropria- 
tions requesting  that  they  restore 
funding  for  the  National  Bureau  of 
Standards'  Center  for  Fire  Research.  I 
plan  to  continue  my  opposition  to  any 
attempt  to  eliminate  funding  for  the 
Center.  The  Center  performs  funda- 
mental fire  research  which  forms  the 
basis  for  the  development  of  new  fire 
and  antiarson  technology.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  175 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DeConcini, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Mirme- 
sota  (Mr.  Durenberger)  was  added  as 
a  cosponsor  of  S.  175,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  17  of  the  United  States  Code  to 
exempt  the  private  noncommercial  re- 
cording of  copyrighted  works  on  video 
recorders  from  copyright  infringe- 
ment. 

S.  372 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  TsoNGAS)  waj  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  372,  a  bill  to  promote 
interstate  commerce  by  prohibiting 
discrimination  in  the  writing  and  sell- 
ing of  insurance  contracts,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  654 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Grassley  )  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  654,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  treat  deduc- 
tions for  research  and  experimental 
expenses  attributable  to  activities  con- 
ducted in  the  United  States  as  alloca- 
ble to  income  from  sources  within  the 
United  States. 

S.  829 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thurmond,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  D'Amato)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  829.  a  bill  entitled  the  "Com- 
prehensive Crime  Control  Act  of 
1983." 

S.   1133 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Eagleton.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Lautenberg),  and  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  DeConcini)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1133.  a  bill 
to  extend  the  authorization  of  appro- 
priations for  the  Legal  Services  Corpo- 
ration and  to  improve  the  provisions 
relating  to  operation  of  the  Corpora- 
tion and  legal  services  programs. 

S.   1146 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bentsen.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Nunn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1146,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act  of  1958  to  provide  for  the 
revocation  of  the  airman  certificates 
and  for  additional  penalties  for  the 
transportation  by  aircraft  of  con- 
trolled substances,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.   1256 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Kasten)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1256.  a  bill  to  authorize  special 
assistance  for  desegregation  activities. 

S.  1352 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Packwood.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  DECONCINI)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1352.  a  bill  to  define  the 
circumstances  under  which  construe- 
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tion  workers  may  deduct  travel  and 
transportation  expenses  in  computing 
their  taxable  incomes  for  purposes  of 
the  Federal  income  tax. 

S.    143$ 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Jackson),  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Riegle).  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Huddleston) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1435,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  allow  a  deduction  for 
contributions  to  housing  opportunity 
mortgage  equity  accounts. 

S.   14S2 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Symms,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Hatch)  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton)  were  added  as  cospon- 
sors of  S.  1462.  a  bill  to  provide  for  an 
administration  of  pay  of  new  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office  employees  under 
the  prevailing  rate  system  and  the 
General  Schedule,  while  protecting 
the  pay  of  present  Government  Print- 
ing Office  employees. 

S.    H7S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
(Mr.  Eagleton)  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Denton)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1475.  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
repeal  the  highway  use  tax  on  heavy 
trucks  and  to  increase  the  tax  on 
diesel  fuel  used  in  the  United  States. 

S.   1513 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Cochran)  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Mattingly)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1513.  a  bill  to 
extend  for  5  years  the  authorization  of 
appropriations  for  the  National  His- 
torical Publications  and  Records  Com- 
mission. 

S.  1S20 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cranston,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Levin)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1520.  a  bill  to  authorize  redress 
payments  to  certain  residents  of  the 
United  States  of  Japanese-American, 
Aleut,  or  other  ancestry  who  were  in- 
terned, detained,  or  forcibly  relocated 
by  the  United  States  during  World 
War  II,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1537 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Eagleton,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Lautenberg)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1537,  a  bill  to  provide  ad- 
ditional authorization  of  appropria- 
tions for  certain  programs  for  fiscal 
year  1984,  and  each  of  the  4  following 
fiscal  years. 

S.  1668 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  D'Amato,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Hatch),  and  the  Senator  fronuMinne- 
sota  (Mr.  Boschwitz)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1668.  a  bill  to  amend 
chapter  37  of  title  31,  United  SUtes 


Code,  to  authorize  contracts  retaining 
private  counsel  to  furnish  collection 
services  in  the  case  of  indebtedness 
owed  the  United  States. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION   1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Long,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Garn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  1.  a  joint  reso- 
lution proposing  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  fixing  the  compensation  of 
Members  of  the  Congress. 

senate  joint  resolution  1  13 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wilson,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Moynihan)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
113,  a  joint  resolution  to  provide  for 
the  designation  of  the  week  beginning 
June  3  through  June  9,  1984.  as  'Na- 
tional Theatre  Week". 

SENATE  joint  RESOLUTION  128 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Durenberger),  the 
Senator  from  Florida  (Mrs.  Hawkins). 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Hud- 
dleston). the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Mathias),  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  (Mr.  McClure),  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Metzenbaum),  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Weicker).  and  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Wilson)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
128,  a  joint  resolution  to  designate  the 
day  of  October  22,  1983,  as  "Metropoli- 
tan Opera  Day." 

senate  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  32 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Specter,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia (Mr.  Heinz)  and  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kennedy)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  32,  a  concurrent  reso- 
lution to  express  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress concerning  the  legal  minimum 
age  for  drinking  and  purchasing  alco- 
hol. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  55 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Tsongas,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  DixoN).  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Specter),  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Bradley),  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Lugar).  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  (Mr.  Bur- 
dick),  and  the  Senator  from  Minne- 
sota (Mr.  Boschwitz)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  Senate  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 55,  a  concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  grave  concern  of  the  Con- 
gress regarding  the  plight  of  Ethiopi- 
an Jews. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  1  1  5 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Grassley  )  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Resolution  115,  a  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  the 
need  to  facilitate  U.S.  exports  by  op- 
posing   international    restrictions    on 


the  marketing  and  distribution  of  such 
exports. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  130 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Resolution  130,  a  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  President  should  award  the  Presi- 
dential Medal  of  Freedom  to  Barney 
Clark,  to  be  presented  to  his  family  in 
his  memory. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  156 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DeConcini, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Minne- 
sota (Mr.  Boschwitz)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  156,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  extended  voluntary  depar- 
ture status  should  be  granted  to  Salva- 
dorans  in  the  United  States  whose 
safety  would  be  endangered  if  they 
were  required  to  return  to  El  Salvador. 

AMENDMENT  NO.   1299 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Boschwitz, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  DeConcini)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  amendment  No.  1299  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  to  S.  869,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Export-Import  Bank  Act 
of  1945. 

AMENDMENT  NO.   1528 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abdnor,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  Bingaman)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  amendment  No.  1528  pro- 
posed to  S.  675,  a  bill  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement, 
for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 58-CORRECTING  THE 
ENROLLMENT  OF  S.  272 

Mr.  STEVENS  (for  Mr.  Weicker,  for 
himself  and  Mr.  Nunn)  submitted  the 
following  concurrent  resolution:  which 
was  ordered  placed  on  the  calendar: 
S.  Con.  Res.  58 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatii'es  concurring).  That  in  the  enroll- 
ment of  the  bill  (S.  272)  to  improve  small 
business  access  to  Federal  procurement  in- 
formation, and  for  other  purposes,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed,  in  the  enrollment  of  said  bill, 
to  make  the  following  corrections,  namely. 
Strike  the  matter  relating  to  subparagraph 
(D)  of  section  8(e)(1)  of  the  Small  Business 
Act  in  its  entirety  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
•■(D)  the  procurement  is  made  from  another 
Government  department  or  agency,  or  a 
mandatory  source  of  supply;";  in  the  matter 
relating  to  section  8(e)(1)(G)  of  such  Act 
strike  out  "from  an  educational  institution"; 
in  the  matter  relating  to  section  8(e)(4)  of 
such  Act  after  the  phrase  "or  section  9  of 
this  Act"  insert  "or  imless  Federal  depart- 
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ment's  need  for  the  property,  supplies,  or 
services  is  of  such  unusual  and  compelling 
urgency  that  the  Government  would  be  seri- 
ously injured  if  the  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph were  complied  with";  in  the  matter 
relating  to  section  8(e)(4)  of  such  Act  after 
the  phrase  "for  the  award  of  a  sole  source 
contract"  insert  "or  a  contract  that  results 
from  an  unsolicited  proposal";  in  the  matter 
relating  to  section  8(e)(4)(B)  of  such  Act 
strike  out  "sole  source";  and  in  the  matter 
relating  to  section  8(e)(4>  of  such  Act  add  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  "Annually, 
each  department  shall  report  to  the  Con- 
gress on  each  negotiation  above  the  stated 
amount  if  the  head  of  the  procuring  activity 
or  his  deputy  did  not  approve  the  authority 
to  enter  into  such  contract.". 


or  entity  whose  budget  request  for  1984  for 
the  purposes  stated  above  did  not  amount  to 
$5  million. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1984 


MOYNIHAN  AMENDMENT  NO. 
2094 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  (H.R.  3263) 
making  appropriations  for  military 
construction  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  each 
year  shall  analyze  the  economic  impact  that 
expenditures  made  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  the  various  regions  of  the  United 
States  have  on  such  regions  and  shall  com- 
pare, on  a  State  and  regional  basis,  the 
amount  of  expenditures  made  each  year  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  the  various 
States  and  regions  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pre- 
pare, in  consultation  with  the  Chairman  of 
the  Council  of  Economic  Advisors,  the  anal- 
ysis and  comparison  required  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  in  a  manner  suitable  for  inclusion 
each  year  in  the  Economic  Report  required 
to  be  submitted  each  year  to  the  Congress 
by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  1022  of 
the  Employment  Act  of  1946  (15  U.S.C. 
1022).  The  President  shall  include  in  the 
Economic  Report  each  year  the  information 
provided  under  this  subsection  for  the  most 
recent  fiscal  year. 


MATTINGLY  AMENDMENT  NO. 
2095 

Mr.  MATTINGLY  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  H.R.  3263, 
supra,  as  follows: 

On  page  14,  after  line  22,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

Sec.  .  Of  the  total  amount  of  budget  au- 
thority provided  for  fiscal  year  1984  by  this 
act  that  would  otherwise  be  available  for 
consulting  services,  management  and  profes- 
sional services,  and  special  studies  and  anal- 
yses, 10  per  centum  of  the  amount  intended 
for  such  purposes  in  the  President's  budget 
for  1984.  as  amended,  for  any  agency,  de- 
partment or  entity  subject  to  apportion- 
ment by  the  Executive  shall  be  placed  in  re- 
serve and  not  made  available  for  obligation 
or  expenditure:  Provided,  That  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  agency,  department 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS 


BAUCUS  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  2096 
THROUGH  2101 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  BAUCUS  submitted  six  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  2733)  to  extend  and 
improve  the  existing  program  of  re- 
search, development,  and  demonstra- 
tion in  the  production  and  manufac- 
ture of  guayule  rubber,  and  to  broaden 
such  program  to  include  other  critical 
agricultural  products;  as  follows: 
Amendment  No.  2096 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

EXPRESSION  OF  THE  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  RE- 
GARDING EUROPEAN  COMMUNITY  AGRICULTUR- 
AL COMMODITY  EXPORT  SUBSIDIES 

Sec     .  (a)  The  Congress  finds— 

(1)  that  a  strong  and  viable  agricultural 
trade  is  essential  to  full  United  States  par- 
ticipation in  the  international  trading 
system; 

(2)  that  European  Community  subsidies 
for  agricultural  exports  have  resulted  in  a 
demonstrable  decrease  in  United  States  ex- 
ports; 

(3)  that  United  States  agricultural  exports 
have  decreased  from  $45  billion  in  1981  to  a 
projection  of  less  than  $35  billion  in  1983; 

(4)  that  European  Community  agricultur- 
al exports  will  overtake  United  States  over- 
seas sales  in  the  near  future  since  it  is  Euro- 
pean Community  policy  to  increase  subsi- 
dies until  the  product  is  sold;  and 

(5)  that  the  European  Community  spent 
an  estimated  $8  billion  in  1982  to  reduce  the 
price  of  its  exports. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
President  should— 

(1)  seek  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the 
European  Community  freezing  and  eventu- 
ally eliminating  the  amount  of  subsidy  al- 
lowed in  the  agricultural  export  area; 

(2)  take  such  unilateral  measures  as  may 
be  necessary  to  prepare  groundwork  for  an 
effective  agreement  with  the  European 
Community,  institute  countervailing  or 
competitive  export  subsidies  on  a  selective 
basis  if  necessary,  and  initiate  procedures 
available  under  international  law; 

(3)  report  to  the  Congress  no  later  than 
February  1.  1984,  on  the  success  of  measures 
taken  vis-a-vis  the  European  Community  on 
achieving  the  objectives  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  copies  of  this  section  to  the  Presi- 
dent, the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  Secretary  of  Treasury, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative. 

Amendment  No.  2097 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

EXPRESSION  OF  THE  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE 
REGARDING  THE  EXPORT  OF  BEEF  TO  JAPAN 

Sec     .  (a)  The  Congress  finds— 
(1)    that   the    United   States   and   Japan 
signed  an  agreement  in  1979  for  Japan  to 
gradually  increase  the  imports  of  high  qual- 
ity beef  from  the  United  States; 


(2)  that  such  agreement  expires  on  March 
31,  1984: 

(3)  that  the  Japanese  consumer  is  allowed 
to  import  only  10  ounces  of  high  quality 
beef  per  year  under  the  current  quota: 

(4)  that  more  than  10,000  farmers  in  each 
of  38  States  of  the  Union  sell  cattle,  making 
the  livestock  sector  one  of  the  most  broad- 
based  and  significant  sectors  of  United 
States  agriculture;  and 

(5)  that  a  healthy  export  business  for 
United  States  agriculture  is  an  indispensa- 
ble prerequisite  to  full  United  States  partici- 
pation in  the  international  trade  system. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
President  should— 

(1)  as  soon  as  practical  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  accelerate  negoti- 
ations with  the  Government  of  Japan  on 
liberalizing  the  impwrtation  of  beef  from 
the  United  States  and  report  to  the  98th 
Congress  on  the  results  of  those  negotia- 
tions; and 

(2)  seek  to  reach  an  agreenient  on  a  com- 
plete liberalization  of  beef  exports  from  the 
United  States  to  Japan,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  the  export  of  high  quality  beef. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  copies  of  this  section  to  the  Presi- 
dent, the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the 
United  States  Trade  Representative. 

Amendment  No.  2098 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

PROHIBITION  ON  AGRICULTURAL  INCENTIVE  PAY- 
MENTS TO  PERSONS  WHO  PRODUCE  CERTAIN 
AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES  ON  HIGHLY 
ERODIBLE  LAND 

Sec      .  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

(1)  the  term  "agricultural  commodity" 
means  any  agricultural  commodity  normally 
produced  by  annual  tilling  of  the  soil,  in- 
cluding one-trip  planters;  and 

(2)  the  term  "highly  erodible  land"  means 
land  classified  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as 
class  IVe.  Vie,  VII,  or  VIII  land  under  the 
X^and  Capability  Classification  systems  as  in 
effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  bill. 
The  land  capability  class  for  a  field  shall  be 
that  determined  to  be  the  "predominant"" 
class  under  regulations  issued  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c) 
and  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  following  the  enactment  of  this  Act  any 
person  who  produces  an  agricultural  com- 
modity on  highly  erodible  land  shall  be  in- 
eligible for— 

(1)  any  type  of  price  support  assistance  on 
such  commodity  made  available  under  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (7  U.S.C.  1421  et 
seq.).  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  (15  U.S.C.  714  et  seq.),  or  any 
other  Act; 

(2)  a  loan  for  the  construction  or  purchase 
of  a  facility  for  the  storage  of  such  commod- 
ity made  under  section  4  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
714b(h)): 

(3)  crop  insurance  for  such  commodity 
under  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act  (7 
U.S.C.  1501  etseq.); 

(4)  a  disaster  payment  for  such  commodi- 
ty made  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
(7  U.S.C.  1421  etseq.):  or 

(5)  a  new  loan  made,  insured,  or  guaran- 
teed under  the  Consolidated  Farm  and 
Rural  Development  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1921  et 
seq.)  or  any  other  provision  of  law  adminis- 
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tered  by  the  Farmers  Home  Administration, 
if  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  loan 
will  be  used  for  a  purpose  which  will  con- 
tribute to  excessive  erosion  of  highly  erodi- 
ble  land, 
(c)  Subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply  to— 

(1)  any  agricultural  commodity  planted  by 
a  person  to  produce  any  of  the  1973  through 
1982  crops  of  agricultural  commodities; 

(2)  any  agricultural  commodity  planted  by 
a  person  before  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act; 

(3)  any  agricultural  commodity  planted  by 
a  person  during  any  crop  year  beginning 
before  such  date; 

(4)  any  loan  described  in  sutwection  (b) 
made  l)efore  such  date;  or 

(5)  any  agricultural  commodity  produced 
using  a  conservation  system  which  has  been 
approved  by  a  soil  conservation  district, 
which  is  t)ased  on  technical  standards  set 
forth  in  the  Soil  Conser\ation  Service  tech- 
nical guide  for  that  Soil  Conservation  Dis- 
trict. In  areas  where  no  soil  conservation 
district  exists  the  Secretary  shall  determine 
the  adequacy  of  a  conservation  system. 

Amendment  No.  2099 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

EXPRESSION  OF  THE  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  HE- 
CAROING  THE  EFFECT  OF  THE  CURRENT  EX- 
CHANCE  RATE  POLICY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Sec     .  (a)  The  Congress  finds— 

(1)  that  United  States  agricultural  exports 
have  plunged  dramatically  as  the  value  of 
the  dollar  has  risen; 

(2)  that  United  States  agricultural  exports 
will  decline  to  under  $35,000,000,000  for  cal 
endar  year  1983  according  to  official  United 
States  E>epartment  of  Agriculture  estimates; 

(3)  that  the  health  of  America's  agricul 
ture.  and  the  full  participation  of  the 
United  States  in  the  international  trading 
system,  depends  upon  a  strong  export 
sector; 

(4)  that  the  United  States  dollar  is 
overvalued  in  relation  to  its  fUndaimental 
equilibrium  point; 

<5)  that  current  monetary  and  fiscal  poli- 
cies have  allowed  the  dollar  to  remain  al)ove 
its  fundamental  equilibrium  value; 

(6)  that  the  overvalued  dollar  will  lead  to 
a  $100,000,000,000  trade  deficit  in  1984  by 
the  estimate  of  the  Presidents  Council  of 
Ek;onomic  Advisors; 

(7)  that  a  $100,000,000,000  trade  deficit 
equals  more  than  2  percent  of  Gross  Nation- 
al Product  lost  to  American  production,  and 
results  in  unemployment  of  4.000.000  work 
ers  under  the  administrations  estimates; 
and 

(8)  that  tools  to  bring  the  value  of  the 
dollar  into  fundamental  equilibrium  are 
available  as  outlined  in  the  Report  of  the 
Working  Group  of  the  Versailles  Summit 
Conference. 

(b)  It  IS  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
President  should— 

(1)  report  to  the  Congress  on  the  effect 
upon  the  agriculture  industry  of  current  ex- 
change rate  policy; 

(2)  outline  in  the  report  procedures  for  re- 
storing the  dollar  to  its  fundamental  equi- 
librium value;  and 

(3)  establish  a  timetable  for  bringing  the 
dollar  into  balance,  outlining  those  meas- 
ures which  the  administration  believes  ap- 
propriate. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  copies  of  this  section  to  the  Presi- 
dent, the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 


ury, the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the 
United  States  Special  Trade  Representative. 

Amendment  No.  2100 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

expression  of  THE  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  RE- 
GARDING THE  imposition  OF  AN  EMBARGO  ON 
THE  EXPORT  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 
TO  THE  SOVIET  UNION 

Sec.     .  (a)  The  Congress  finds— 

(1)  that  United  States  grain  production 
has  reached  record  levels; 

(2)  that  this  Nation's  farmers  are  depend- 
ent on  export  sales  for  one-fourth  of  their 
income: 

(3)  that  the  United  States  embargo  on  ag 
ricultural  exports  to  the  Soviet  Union  in 
1980  has  substantially  reduced  foreign  sales 
of  United  States  farm  products,  depressed 
farm  prices  and  income,  and  resulted  in  in- 
creased grain  purchases  by  the  Soviet  Union 
from  other  countries; 

(4)  that  the  lifting  of  the  embargo  and 
Presidential  and  congressional  assurances 
regarding  agricultural  exports  have  not  re- 
stored the  United  States  to  the  status  it 
held  before  the  embargo  as  a  principal 
source  for  Soviet  agricultural  purchases; 

(5)  that  the  long-term  agreements  the 
Soviet  Union  has  entered  into  with  other 
grain  exporting  countries  threaten  to  per- 
manently relegate  the  United  States  to  the 
position  of  a  residual  supplier  to  this  impor 
tant  market; 

(6)  that  the  export  of  value-added  prod- 
ucts generates  significant  opportunities  for 
new  employment  and  economic  growth  m 
the  food  processing  industry: 

(7)  that  agricultural  exports  benefit  the 
United  States  transportation  sector,  includ- 
ing railroads,  trucking,  inland  waterway 
users,  ocean  shipping  and  support  indus- 
tries: and 

(8)  that  the  Congress  and  the  President 
are  committed  to  revitalizing  our  agricultur- 
al economy,  restoring  the  reputation  of  the 
United  States  as  a  reliable  supplier,  and  re- 
gaining our  fair  share  of  world  markets  for 
farm  products. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
President  should— 

( 1 )  as  soon  as  practical  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act.  report  to  the 
Congress  his  intentions  regarding  the  impo- 
sition of  an  embargo  on  agricultural  trade 
with  the  Soviet  Union  in  response  to  the 
Soviet  Union's  activities  in  Central  America, 
and 

(2)  take  all  other  appropriate  measures  to 
assure  the  free  movement  of  increased 
quantities  of  United  States  agricultural 
products  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  copies  of  this  section  to  the  Presi- 
dent, the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  and  the  United  States  Trade 
Representative. 

Amendment  No.  2101 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

FARM  SUPPLY  BUSINESS  LOANS 

Sec  .  Effective  for  the  period  beginning 
with  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
and  ending  September  30.  1984.  section 
310B(a)  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and 
Rural  Development  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1932(a))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sut>section: 

•(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law— 


■■(1)  The  Secretary  shall  make  and  insure 
loans  under  this  subsection  to  small  busi- 
nesses which— 
"(A)  are  located  in  rural  areas: 
••(B)  are  engaged  in  furnishing  to  farmers 
and  ranchers  machinery,  supplies,  and  serv- 
ices directly  related  to  the  production  of 
commodities  diverted  from  production 
under  payment-in-kind  land  diversion  pro- 
grams carried  out  by  the  Secretary;  and 

••(C)  establish  by  substantial  evidence  that 
they  are  experiencing  severe  economic  hard- 
ship directly  attributable  to  the  operation 
of  such  programs. 

•■(2)  A  loan  shall  be  made  or  insured  under 
this  subsection  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
an  eligible  borrower  to  continue  to  operate 
the  business  of  borrower  during  the  period 
of  economic  hardship  descril)ed  in  para- 
graph (1)(C). 

■(3)  The  principal  amount  of  a  loan  made 
or  insured  under  this  subsection  may  not 
exceed  $50,000. 

•■(4)  The  period  of  repayment  of  a  loan 
made  or  insured  under  this  subsection  shall 
tje  twelve  months. 

■(5)  The  rate  of  interest  on  a  loan  made  or 
insured  under  thi.s  subsection  shall  be  the 
rate  of  interest  applicable  to  an  operating 
loan  under  section  316(a)(1),  reduced  by  3 
per  centum. 

■■(6)  To  the  extent  necessary  to  make  or 
insure  loans  to  eligbible  borrowers  who  have 
applied  for  assistance  under  this  subsection, 
no  less  than  10  per  centum  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated under  the  heading  "rural  devel- 
opment INSURANCE  FUND"  In  title  II  of  the 
Act  enlitilod  "An  Act  making  appropriations 
for  Agriculture.  Rural  Development,  and 
Related  Agencies  programs  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30,  1983.  and  for 
other  purposes",  approved  December  18. 
1982  (96  Stat.  1799).  for  the  purpose  of  guar 
anteeing  industrial  development  loans,  shall 
be  made  available  to  make  or  insure  loans 
under  this  subsection. 

■■(7)  No  later  than  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Emergency  Ag- 
ricultural Credit  Act  of  1983,  the  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  to  carry  out  this  sub- 
section.". 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY.  NUCLEAR 
PROLIFERATION.  AND  GOVERNMENT  PROCESSES 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  the  Sub- 
committee on  Energy,  Nuclear  Prolif- 
eration, and  Government  Processes,  of 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs, will  hold  a  hearing  at  10  a.m.  on 
Wednesday.  August  3.  1983.  in  room 
342  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building,  The  subcommittee  will  be  re- 
ceiving testimony  on  the  collection  of 
criminal  fines. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday,  July  28.  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  organization,  struc- 
ture, and  decisionmaking  procedures 
of  the  Department  of  Defense;  and  to 
consider  routine  nominations. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ECONOMIC  POLICY 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Economic  Policy,  of  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs,  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Thursday,  July  28,  to  hold  a  hearing 
required  by  the  budget  resolution  on 
monetary  policy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  LANDS  AND  RESERVED 
WATER 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Public  Lands  and  Reserved 
Water  of  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday,  July  28,  to  hold  a 
hearing  on  S.  5.  H.R.  1437,  and  S.  1515. 
all  dealing  with  California  wilderness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday.  July  28,  at  2 
p.m..  to  hold  a  hearing  entitled,  "Leg- 
islative Veto:  Arms  Export  Control 
Act." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


PRESIDENT  REAGAN'S  PRESS 
CONFERENCE  ON  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 
•  Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  at 
his  press  conference  last  night.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  again  revealed  a  danger- 
ous tendency  toward  military  overre- 
action  in  Central  America  and  a  dis- 
turbing reluctance  to  enter  real  nego- 
tiations. The  Reagan  administration 
has  a  war  policy  instead  of  a  peace 
policy. 

President  Reagan  must  do  more 
than  pay  lipservice  to  the  Contadora 
peace  plan.  1  call  upon  him  to  halt  his 
secret  war  against  Nicaragua,  to  seek 
an  immediate  freeze  on  arms  ship- 
ments by  all  sides,  and  to  begin  negoti- 
ations for  a  lasting  political  solution  in 
the  region.* 


U.S.  POLICY  IN  CENTRAL  AMER- 
ICA AND  THE  CARIBBEAN  ON 
THE  EDGE  OF  AN  ABYSS 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  the  ad- 
ministration's escalation  of  military 
activity  in  the  Central  American  and 
Caribbean  region  is  bringing  this 
Nation  dangerously  close  to  confronta- 
tion which  could  directly  involve  the 
United    States    in    a    bloody    Central 


American  conflagration.  What  the  ad- 
ministration is  doing  directly  contra- 
dicts the  President's  stated  policy  of 
bringing  peace  to  the  region.  The  an- 
nouncement that  the  United  States 
will  soon  begin  extensive  military  ex- 
ercises in  Honduras  and  off  its  and 
Nicaragua's  coasts,  involving  at  least 
three  naval  battle  groups  and  thou- 
sands of  U.S.  combat  troops  over  a  6- 
month  period,  is  only  the  latest  in  our 
rapidly  spiraling  military  involvement, 
which  is  serving  to  Americanize  the 
conflict  in  Central  America.  This  ver- 
sion of  "gunboat  diplomacy"  in  a 
region  already  tense  from  a  stalemat- 
ed war  in  El  Salvador  and  a  deteriora- 
tion of  relations  between  Honduras 
and  Nicaragua  reinforces  my  belief 
that  this  administration  gives  too 
much  emphasis  to  military  aspects  of 
policy  in  Central  America  and  the  Car- 
ibbean despite  its  rhetoric  in  support 
of  the  peace  initiative  sponsored  by 
the  Contadora  group  of  Latin  Ameri- 
can governments. 

These  latest  military  developments, 
in  fact,  fly  in  the  face  of  the  recent 
meeting  in  Cancun  of  the  Presidents 
of  Mexico,  Panama,  Colombia,  and 
Venezuela,  the  Contadora  countries, 
and  the  surprise  decision  by  Nicaragua 
to  meet  the  longstanding  U.S.  demand 
that  differences  be  negotiated  along 
multilateral  lines  with  its  neighbors. 
Understandably,  this  situation  has  the 
Contadora  countries  confused  about 
the  true  objectives  of  the  United 
States,  and  we  are  in  danger  of  becom- 
ing isolated  in  the  Western  Hemi- 
sphere. The  administration's  latest  ac- 
tions could  set  back  these  diplomatic 
efforts  for  a  long  time. 

Moreover,  the  American  people  and 
the  Congress  are  becoming  increasing- 
ly skeptical  and,  frankly,  more  and 
more  fearful  that  we  are  rapidly  head- 
ing for  another  Vietnam.  A  Gallup 
poll  published  last  Thursday  revealed 
that  a  majority  of  Americans  believe 
that  the  United  States  will  become  in- 
volved in  El  Salvador  as  it  was  in  Viet- 
nam—and this  poll  was  taken  before 
the  announcement  of  the  military  ex- 
ercises. 

While  the  Contadora  countries  have 
been  working  feverishly  to  prevent  an 
expansion  of  war  in  Central  America 
by  seeking  political  solutions,  the  ad- 
ministration counterproductively  has 
been  emphasizing  the  military.  In 
recent  weeks,  the  United  States  has  in- 
creased military  ties  with  Honduras, 
bringing  that  struggling  democracy 
closer  and  closer  to  conflict  with  Nica- 
ragua. At  present,  the  United  States 
has  about  300  men  in  uniform  involved 
in  the  training  of  Salvadoran  troops  at 
the  newly  established  regional  train- 
ing center,  in  the  training  of  Hondu- 
ran  troops  in  infantry  tactics,  working 
as  technicians  at  the  radar  station  de- 
signed to  monitor  flights  over  Hondu- 
ras, El  Salvador,  and  Nicaragua,  im- 
proving   at    least    two    airstrips,    and 


working  on  intelligence  gathering  air- 
craft and  ships.  In  addition,  U.S.-spon- 
sored  covert  operations  against  the 
Sandinistas  are  continuing  amidst  re- 
ports that  the  administration  plans  to 
increase  the  funding  and  size  of  such 
operations.  We  now  hear  that  the  ad- 
ministration is  planning  to  seek  an  ad- 
ditional $100  million  in  military  aid  to 
El  Salvador  and  other  countries  of  the 
region  and  wants  to  double  the 
number  of  U.S.  military  advisers  in  El 
Salvador,  leading  to  speculation  that 
they  would  be  permitted  to  accompany 
Salvadoran  troops  in  the  field. 

These  actions  cannot  be  anything 
but  counterproductive,  especially  in 
the  case  of  Nicaragua.  If  U.S.  policy  is, 
as  Ambassador  Quainton  says  it  is,  to 
get  the  Sandinistas  to  be  true  to  their 
own  revolution,  stepped  up  military 
and  paramilitary  pressure  is  not  the 
way  to  do  it.  Statements  from  the 
President  which  strongly  infer  that  it 
is  indeed  U.S.  policy  to  replace  the 
Sandinista  government  also  increase 
the  Nicaraguan  Government's  percep- 
tion of  threat  which  today  serves  as  a 
convenient  rallying  cry  to  gain  public 
support  from  the  Nicaraguan  people 
who  have  not  forgotten  that  it  was  the 
United  States  that  installed  the  hated 
Somoza  regime  in  1933  after  22  years 
of  direct  U.S.  occupation  of  their  coun- 
try. This  latest  pressure  from  the 
United  States  provides  the  Sandinistas 
with  a  pretext  to  continue  hardline  do- 
mestic policies  and  makes  it  less  likely 
that  free  and  democratic  elections  will 
be  held  soon. 

No  matter  how  the  administration 
characterizes  the  military  maneuvers, 
'  its  provocative  nature  cannot  be 
denied.  The  perception  of  a  naval 
quarantine  against  Nicaragua,  if  not  a 
full  blockade,  cannot  be  avoided  when 
the  three  battleships  and  array  of  sup- 
port craft  begin  plying  the  seas  off 
Nicaragua.  Nor  could  Nicaragua  be 
blamed  for  fearing  that  the  presence 
of  some  4,000  U.S.  troops  in  neighbor- 
ing Honduras  is  designed  as  a  protec- 
tive cover  for  a  new  assault  by  ex- 
Somoza  forces  to  overthrow  the  Sandi- 
nista government.  And  one  misstep  at 
sea  or  on  land  could  lead  to  the  direct 
involvement  of  U.S.  forces  in  a  conflict 
that  the  American  people  clearly  want 
to  keep  out  of. 

This  military  and  naval  activity 
comes  at  a  most  inappropriate  time. 
The  Nicaraguan  offer  to  negotiate, 
along  the  lines  demanded  by  the 
United  States,  has  been  spurned.  Also 
ignored  by  the  administration  is  Nica- 
ragua's announced  willingness  to  dis- 
cuss the  issue  of  arms  traffic  within 
the  Contadora  context.  Instead  of 
trying  to  achieve  a  peaceful  settlement 
through  negotiation  and  despite  a  real 
opportunity  to  modify  the  course  of 
the  Sandinista  Government,  we  are 
looking  directly  in  the  eye  of  military 
confrontation. 
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The  focus  on  interdicting  the  flow  of 
anns  from  Nicaragua  to  El  Salvador 
only  serves  to  divert  attention  from 
the  failure  of  the  United  States  to  get 
the  Salvadoran  Government  to  do  the 
things  necessary  to  secure  the  support 
of  its  own  people.  The  size  and  impor- 
tance of  outside  aid  is  exaggerated, 
while  the  shortcomings  of  the  Salva- 
doran Government  are  minimized. 
After  millions  in  economic  and  mili- 
tary assistance  to  El  Salvador,  we  see 
£in  upturn  in  violence  and  human 
rights  abuse,  an  admission  by  Secre- 
tary Shultz  that  the  Salvadoran  Gov- 
ernment's record  "falls  short  of  the 
broad  and  sustained  progress"  sought 
by  the  United  States,  and  no  real 
progress  in  bringing  the  murderers  of 
the  American  churchwomen  and  the 
other  Americans  to  justice.  Now  we 
read  that  there  is  real  doubt  among 
political  leaders  in  El  Salvador  that 
elections  will  be  held  by  the  end  of  the 
year. 

Today,  in  El  Salvador,  in  Nicaragua, 
in  Honduras,  in  the  Central  American 
region  as  a  whole,  we  are  on  the  edge 
of  an  abyss.  Instead  of  enthusiastically 
supporting  the  Contadora  process 
through  deed  rather  than  rhetoric,  in- 
stead of  following  up  the  opportunity 
created  by  the  Nicaraguan  proposal  to 
negotiate  in  a  multilateral  forum  with 
its  neighbors,  instead  of  a  policy  of  po- 
litical accommodation,  the  administra- 
tion is  moving  toward  possible  military 
confrontation.  I  have  an  eerie  sense  of 
d6ja  vu  today  because  the  very  prob- 
lems I  foresaw  last  summer,  when  I  led 
an  effort  to  prevent  an  increasing  mili- 
tary relationship  with  Honduras,  are 
on  the  verge  of  occurring.  On  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  on  June  30,  1982.  I  intro- 
duced an  amendment  which  would 
have  prohibited  the  use  of  funds  for 
the  modernization  of  three  airfields. 
The  measure  lost  by  a  65  to  29  vote 
but  the  House  succeeded  in  cutting 
back  the  project.  At  that  time,  I  fore- 
saw a  widening  war  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, a  danger  of  provoking  Nicaragua 
and  most  importantly,  the  real  danger 
of  possible  involvement  of  U.S.  mili- 
tary forces.  We  must  avoid  further 
Americanization  of  the  conflict  that  is 
taking  place  today. 

I  have  long  advocated  that  the 
United  States  should  work  hard  for  a 
political  solution  in  Central  America 
by  supporting  the  efforts  of  the  na- 
tions of  the  region  best  able  to  seek 
that  solution.  We  must  back  the  Con- 
tadora effort  and  work  for  peace  in 
the  region  by  involving  all  the  major 
actors  including  Cuba.  Succinctly  put. 
it  could  be  a  choice  between  peace  and 
war.* 


try  and  in  defense  of  freedom.  An  edi- 
torial written  by  Huguette  Peck,  co- 
publisher  and  editor  of  the  Vermont 
News  Guide,  appeared  in  the  May  24 
issue  of  the  Manchester.  Vt..  newspa- 
per. It  is  extremely  well  written  and 
worthy  of  thought  by  all  Americans. 
Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  following 
editorial  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  editorial  follows: 

[Prom  the  Vermont  News  Guide.  May  24. 

1983] 

Editorial 

This  is  a  memorial  and  a  thank  you  note. 

I  want  to  remember  the  German  officer 
who,  42  years  ago.  about  this  time,  did  not 
shoot  my  two  friends  and  me.  We  were 
three  girls,  17.  sitting  on  a  bed  in  a  small 
farm  20  miles  south  of  Dunkirk.  The  village 
had  just  been  occupied  by  a  panzer  division. 
Suddenly  the  door  opened  and  a  German  of- 
ficer appeared— tall.  slim,  blond,  blue  eyes, 
impeccably  dressed  and  booted.  Upon  learn- 
ing that  we  had  left  our  boarding  school  ac- 
companied by  an  elderly  nun  and  were 
trying  to  rejoin  our  families  in  Paris,  he  told 
us  that  we  could  go  there  when  the  Ger- 
mans would  be  there:  he  added  that  the 
German  Army  had  invaded  Prance  to  liber- 
ate us  from  the  English.  At  that,  the  three 
of  us  burst  out  laughing.  He  could  have  shot 
us:  he  did  not  and  that  is  why  I  am  here 
today. 

I  want  to  rememt)er  my  family  who  had 
many  faults  but  showed  me  how  to  bear  six 
years  of  adversity,  cold,  hunger  and  lack  of 
freedom  with  courage,  dignity  and  humor. 

I  want  to  remember  my  brother  who. 
hardly  17.  got  himself  in  the  FPI  (Prench 
Porces  of  the  Interior)  in  June  1944  and 
went  all  the  way  through  to  Germany.  All 
the  while  the  large  Communist  maquis  in 
the  same  region  was  mostly  biding  for  time, 
waiting  like  most  other  Communist  maquis. 
for  the  great  occasion  '  to  take  over.  They 
might  well  have  done  it  but  for  'Le  Grand 
Charles"! 

I  want  to  remember  my  two  cousins  who 
disappeared  while  trying  to  join  the  Pree 
Prance  of  Charles  DeGaulle  in  1942.  They 
probably  ended  in  a  concentration  camp. 

I  want  to  remember  my  elderly  aunt 
whose  property  in  northern  Prance  was  part 
of  an  escape  network  and  who  helped  save 
dozens  of  fallen  airmen,  particularly  Eng- 
lish and  American. 

But  mostly  for  this  Memorial  Day.  I  want 
to  remember  and  thank  all  the  American 
soldiers,  my  husband  among  them,  who  em- 
barked for  faraway  places  that  most  of 
them  could  not  place  on  the  map  and  made 
them  free  again. 

I  want  to  remember  what  life  was  during 
these  dark  years  and  how  it  would  still  be 
dark  if  D-Day  had  not  taken  place.  For 
somebody  who  has  known  these  years,  free- 
dom is  the  most  precious  thing  in  the  world. 
I  think  Patrick  Henry  has  expressed  this 
two  centuries  ago— it  is  still  true  today. 

I  never  want  to  forget  the  men  and 
women  who  have  saved  freedom  for  us. 

—Huguette  Peck.« 


MEMORIAL  DAY  MEMORIES 

•  Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President,  a 
number  of  weeks  ago.  we  observed  Me- 
morial Day  to  honor  those  who  gave 
their  lives  in  the  service  of  their  coun- 


DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATIONS,  1984 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
it  is  with  some  reluctance  that  I  cast 
my  vote  for  the  final  passage  of  S.  675, 
the  fiscal  year  1984  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  I  am  committed  to  maintain- 
ing a  strong  national  defense,  one  en- 


tirely capable  of  protecting  our  Na- 
tion's security  and  serving  our  foreign 
policy  goals.  Providing  for  trained  and 
motivated  manpower  and  equipping 
them  with  weapons  that  work  are  the 
bases  for  such  defense.  It  is  improved 
conventional  strength  that  will  allow 
us  to  meet  the  threats  we  face  in 
Europe  and  elsewhere  without  reach- 
ing immediately  for  nuclear  or  chemi- 
cal weapons.  To  this  end.  I  voted  to 
authorize  these  programs,  which  make 
up  the  lion's  share  of  the  funds  in  S. 
675. 

I  continue,  however,  to  have  serious 
questions  and  concerns  about  certain 
other  programs  authorized,  particular- 
ly the  MX  missile,  the  Bl-B  bomber 
and  the  resumption  of  chemical  weap- 
ons production.  I  voted  against  all  of 
these  programs,  which  cost  over  $10 
billion  in  this  bill  and  which  might 
eventually  cost  $70  billion  altogether. 
I  voted,  instead,  to  add  almost  $3  bil- 
lion to  conventional  force  accounts  to 
buy  more  ships,  tanks,  fighter  planes, 
spare  parts  and  conventional  muni- 
tions. 

This  authorization  is  clearly  an  im- 
provement over  the  original  defense 
request  from  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion. Unlike  the  original  Reagan  re- 
quest, this  bill  authorizes  a  4-percent 
pay  raise  for  military  personnel.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  vital  for  us  to  maintain  our 
commitment  to  our  servicemen  and 
women  by  keeping  their  pay  and  bene- 
fits comparable  with  compensation 
they  might  earn  elsewhere. 

This  bill  authorizes  measures  that 
will  further  invigorate  our  National 
Guard  and  Reserve  forces.  It  author- 
izes increased  Guard  and  Reserve 
manpower  levels,  additional  bonuses 
for  the  individual  Ready  Reserve  and 
more  modern  equipment  for  Guard 
and  Reserve  units.  This  is  a  most  ef- 
fective way  to  increase  our  defense  ca- 
pabilities at  a  fraction  of  the  cost  asso- 
ciated with  Active  Forces. 

I  joined  with  the  majority  of  my  col- 
leagues in  approving  an  amendment 
that  is  now  in  this  bill  to  authorize  a 
major  organizational  change  at  the 
Pentagon  to  improve  our  weapons  pro- 
curement program.  This  amendment 
provides  for  an  independent  testing 
and  evaluation  agency  within  the  Pen- 
tagon for  new  weapons  systems.  This 
agency  would  report  directly  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  to  the  Con- 
gress on  testing  and  evaluation  with- 
out having  to  go  through  those 
charged  primarily  with  buying  weap- 
ons. This  will  help  us  avoid  massive 
spending  for  weapons  systems  that 
simply  do  not  work,  a  phenomenon 
which  occurs  all  too  frequently  at 
heavy  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

Past  mistakes  have  meant  that  we 
have  armed  our  soldiers  and  sailors 
with  weapons  that  may  not  work  in 
combat.  Correcting  these  mistakes  and 
assuring  there  is  full  operational  test- 


ing success  before  production  should 
be  the  prevailing  procedure  at  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  It  is  good  busi- 
ness practice. 

The  bill  contains,  too,  an  extension 
of  authority  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  award  certain  nonweapons 
contracts  to  businesses  in  areas  of 
high  unemployment.  If  bids  from  such 
businesses  are  not  more  than  2.2  per- 
cent higher  than  the  otherwise  low  bid 
being  considered,  the  Department  can 
award  contracts  where  employment  is 
needed  most.  This  can  work  for  cities 
in  New  Jersey. 

I  believe  our  defense  capabilities  are 
strong  now.  Much  of  the  effort  in  this 
bill  will  make  them  stronger  and  I  sup- 
port those  aspects  of  the  bill.  But  de- 
fense dollars  spent  unwisely  or  on 
marginal  programs  can  weaken  our 
effort  even  if  we  spend  more  money.  I 
want  to  avoid  that. 

The  overall  level  of  funding  in  this 
bill  is  $200  billion  for  weapons,  re- 
search and  defense  operations.  We  still 
must  consider  another  $66  billion  in 
manpower  and  retirement  costs  in  an- 
other piece  of  legislation.  A  total  de- 
fense authorization  of  over  $266  bil- 
lion is  an  enormous  amount  of  money 
when  our  budget  is  running  a  deficit 
of  over  $200  billion  this  year. 

We  have  trimmed  about  $13.5  billion 
from  the  original  request  of  the  ad- 
ministration, but  still  authorize  an  in- 
crease of  $20  billion  over  current  levels 
of  defense  spending.  This  is  a  huge  in- 
crease at  a  time  when  our  people  are 
being  asked  to  sacrifice  and  we  are  cut- 
ting back  in  virtually  every  other  area 
of  Government  activity. 

Mr.  President,  the  Congress  must 
still  consider  actual  spending  levels 
later  this  year  when  we  vote  on  the 
1984  defense  appropriations  bill.  I  ear- 
nestly hope  that,  at  that  time,  we  will 
reverse  the  initial  decision  on  the  MX 
missile,  that  we  will  have  achieved 
some  progress  in  arms  control  talks, 
and  that  better  management  and  busi- 
ness practices  can  bring  economies  to 
the  defense  budget. 


WE  NEED  THE  VOA 

•  Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  over  40 
years  ago  the  Voice  of  America  was  es- 
tablished to  counter  the  propaganda 
of  our  enemies  in  World  War  II.  Since 
then,  both  in  war  and  peace,  it  has 
sought  to  serve  its  listeners  by  being  a 
source  of  objective  news  and  informa- 
tion reporting  as  well  as  a  provider  of 
official  U.S.  policy  for  millions  around 
the  world.  Indeed,  there  are  many 
people  who  rely  upon  the  VOA  as  the 
only  available  means  of  obtaining  un- 
censored  and  unscreened  news.  In  the 
final  analysis,  the  VGA's  mission  re- 
mains relatively  unchanged  from  that 
day  in  1942  when  an  announcer  first 
spoke  these  words: 


This  is  a  voice  speaking  from  America  .  .  . 
a  voice  from  America  at  war  .  .  .  the  news 
may  be  good  or  bad.  We  shall  tell  you  the 

truth. 

Today,  VOA  listeners  hear  from  an 
America  at  peace,  but  the  task  of 
bringing  the  truth  to  the  world  still  re- 
mains. It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  efforts  aimed 
at  keeping  the  VOA  strong. 

Most  Americans  are  probably  unfa- 
miliar with  the  depth  of  services  pro- 
vided by  the  VOA.  From  102  transmit- 
ters in  locations  around  the  globe,  the 
VOA  broadcasts  in  42  languages  in- 
cluding Arabic,  Hindi,  Russian,  and 
Swahili.  Each  week  the  VOA  produces 
over  900  hours  of  programing  for 
direct  broadcast,  while  it  prepares  nu- 
merous indirect  broadcast  programs 
for  transmission  by  local  radio  stations 
overseas.  At  the  core  of  all  broadcasts 
is  the  news  and  news  analysis,  but  the 
VOA  also  provides  program  features 
including  interviews,  popular  music, 
and  documentaries.  It  is  estimated 
that  over  100  million  people  around 
the  world  listen  to  VOA  broadcasts. 

The  United  States  is  not  the  only 
nation  operating  a  global  radio  net- 
work. The  Soviet  Union  runs  a  station 
called  Radio  Moscow  which  broadcasts 
in  over  80  languages,  twice  the  number 
broadcast  by  the  VOA.  In  addition,  its 
annual  budget  approaches  $700  mil- 
lion, which  compares  most  dispropor- 
tionately with  the  VOAs  budget  of 
slightly  under  $160  million  for  fiscal 
1983  and  slightly  under  $200  million 
for  fiscal  1984.  Most  telling,  however, 
is  the  tremendous  discrepancy  in  the 
weekly  broadcasting  hours  of  the  two 
stations.  As  I  stated  earlier,  the  VOA 
broadcasts  approximately  900  hours 
weekly,  which  amounts  to  slightly  less 
than  half  of  the  over  2.000  hours 
churned  out  by  Radio  Moscow  during 
its  weekly  programing.  Clearly  the  dif- 
ference in  budget  and  programing 
hours  make  the  task  of  the  VOA  ex- 
tremely difficult.  No  facts  depict  more 
vividly  the  absolute  need  for  addition- 
al funding  for  the  VOA  if  it  is  to  do  its 
job  properly  and  effectively. 

In  a  recent  article  appearing  in  the 
Washington  Times,  we  were  told  of 
how  the  Soviets  successfully  jammed 
VOA  accounts  of  Pope  John  Paul  lis 
visit  to  Poland.  This  is  not  a  unique 
happening,  for  the  Soviets  have  long 
been  practicing  with  the  use  of  trans- 
mitters from  within  their  own  borders 
to  create  a  buzz  saw  noise  on  the  same 
frequencies  over  which  the  VOA  may 
be  broadcasting.  Those  who  wish  to 
stay  tuned  to  such  broadcasts  must 
put  up  with  sounds  similar  to  those  of 
a  meat  grinder,  virtually  distorting  all 
intelligible  sound,  or  rely  on  word-of- 
mouth  reports  and  accounts  supplied 
by  VOA  tapes  that  are  sometimes 
broadcast  outside  the  heavily  jammed 
larger  cities.  According  to  VOA  Direc- 
tor Kenneth  Tomlinson,   'The  Soviets 


spend  more  to  jam  VOA  broadcasts 
than  the  Voice's  entire  budget." 

It  is  always  a  difficult  task  to  deter- 
mine the  impact  of  the  VGA's  broad- 
casts, but  it  is  only  plausible  that  with- 
out its  services,  the  world's  people 
would  hear  less  of  the  truth,  less  of 
the  freedom  and  human  dignity  our 
country  stands  for.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  adequate  funding 
for  the  VOA;  it  serves  a  vital  interest 
of  all  Americans,  to  bring  the  truth  to 
those  who  cannot  hear  it  from  their 
own  government. 


THE  EQUAL  RIGHTS 
AMENDMENT 

•  Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
1980's,  we  have  miles  to  go  to  fulfill 
our  national  promise  that  the  United 
States  exists  equally  for  all  people— 
for  the  impoverished  as  well  as  the 
wealthy,  for  the  disadvantaged  as  well 
as  the  fortunate,  for  the  powerless  as 
well  as  the  influential. 

Our  Nation  still  must  fulfill  its 
promise  of  equal  rights  for  all.  As  the 
father  of  a  daughter  and  of  a  son.  and 
as  an  elected  official.  I  cannot  rest 
until  our  Constitution  affords  equal 
rights  for  women  as  well  as  men. 

We  must  ratify  the  equal  rights 
amendment. 

With  the  passage  of  the  June  1982 
ratification  deadline,  we  unfortunately 
fell  three  States  short  of  securing  con- 
stitutional guarantees  that  'equality 
of  rights  under  the  law  shall  not  be 
denied  or  abridged  by  the  United 
States  or  by  any  State  on  account  of 
sex." 

The  passage  of  the  deadline  was  a 
tragedy,  but  it  was  not  the  end.  The 
amendment  has  been  reintroduced  and 
congressional  hearings  have  already 
begun. 

In  1972.  my  own  State  of  Colorado 
was  one  of  the  first  States  to  ratify 
the  ERA.  It  became  a  part  of  our  Con- 
stitution in  1973.  Since  that  time  the 
dire  warnings  of  opponents  of  the 
amendment  have  not  been  realized.  To 
the  contrary,  the  ERA  has  helped  alle- 
viate some  discrimination  women  in 
my  State  faced.  Thus,  it  was  highly 
appropriate  that  as  the  House  Sub- 
committee on  Civil  and  Constitutional 
Rights  embarked  on  its  first  day  of 
ERA  hearings.  Gov.  Richard  Lamm  of 
Colorado  was  asked  to  testify. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  proud  of  Colora- 
do's support  for  the  equal  rights 
amendment  and  ask  the  full  text  of 
Governor  Lamms  testimony  be  print- 
ed in  the  Congressional  Record. 

Testimony  of  Gov.  Richard  D.  Lamm  on 
THE  Equal  Rights  Amendment.  July  13, 
1983 

As  I  speak  today  in  support  of  the  Equal 
Rights  Amendment,  I  am  reminded  of  those 
who  have  gone  before  me.  I  think  of  the 
many  eloquent  women  and  men  who  have 
spoken  and  written  on  behalf  of  basic 
human  rights  and  who  have  called  for  a  dec- 
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laration    of    equality    between    men    and 
women. 

As  early  as  1870.  Paulina  W.  Davis,  who 
chaired  the  national  Women's  Rights  Move- 
ment, could  look  back  on  twenty  years  dedi- 
cated to  this  cause.  She  accurately  assessed 
the  opposition  when  she  said: 

■  In  commencing  this  work  we  knew  that 
we  were  attacking  the  strongholds  of  preju- 
dice, but  truth  could  no  longer  be  sup- 
pressed, nor  principles  hidden.  It  must  be 
ours  to  strike  the  bottom  line.  We  believed 
it  could  take  a  generation  to  clear  away  the 
rubbish,  to  uproot  the  theories  of  ages,  to 
overthrow  customs,  which  at  some  period  of 
the  worlds  history  had  their  significance. 
We  knew  that  in  attacking  those  strong 
holds  we  should  bring  ridicule  and  opposi- 
tion, but  having  counted  the  cost,  and  put 
our  hand  to  the  plow,  we  would  not  turn 
back." 

Ms.  Davis  was  wrong  in  one  respect:  we 
know  now  that  her  estimate  of  a  generation- 
long  struggle  was  too  optimistic.  But  she 
was  right  in  saying  that  we  will  not  turn 
back. 

We  in  Colorado  know  firsthand  the  suc- 
cess of  the  Equal  Rights  Amendment  and  I 
am  here  today  to  share  with  you  Colorado's 
experience  with  its  state  ERA.  What  has 
happened  in  Colorado  is  particularly  rele- 
vant to  your  consideration  of  the  federal 
Equal  Rights  Amendment  because  the  Colo- 
rado ERA  is.  in  all  important  respects,  iden- 
tical to  the  proposed  federal  ERA.  Article 
II.  Section  29  of  the  Colorado  Constitution 
states: 

Equality  of  rights  under  the  law  shall 
not  be  denied  or  abridged  by  the  State  of 
Colorado  or  any  of  its  political  subdivisions 
on  account  of  sex. " 

The  proposed  federal  ERA  substitutes  "by 
the  United  States  or  by  any  state  "  for  the 
Colorado  ERA  s  reference  to  the  state  and 
its  political  subdivisions. 

The  Colorado  Equal  Rights  Amendment 
was  adopted  by  the  voters  in  the  1972  gener- 
al election  and  it  became  part  of  the  Consti- 
tution in  January  1973.  Four  years  after  its 
adoption,  the  ERA  again  w^as  on  the  ballot 
as  an  attempt  was  made  to  repeal  it.  The 
repeal  attempt  failed  and.  in  both  elections, 
over  60  percent  of  the  electorate  supported 
the  ERA.      . 

Colorado's  experience  with  the  ERA  has 
been  positive.  Through  legislative  reform 
and  court  decisions,  many  laws  and  prac- 
tices which  discriminated  on  the  basis  of  sex 
have  been  changed.  Let  me  briefly  discuss 
some  substantive  areas. 

Historically,  the  laws  pertaining  to  the 
family  have  been  riddled  with  presumptions 
and  mandates  which  discriminate  against 
women.  At  common  law,  a  married  couple 
was  considered  to  l)e  one  person  and  that 
person  was  the  husband.  Married  women 
had  no  property  rights  and  children  were 
considered  to  be  the  property  of  the  father. 
Vestiges  of  these  common  law  notions 
remain  in  many  state  laws. 

In  Colorado,  passage  of  the  Equal  Rights 
Amendment  was  presaged  by  the  adoption 
of  the  Uniform  Dissolution  of  Marriage  Act 
in  1971.  Combined  with  the  ERA.  this  act 
has  established  fair  treatment  of  both  sexes 
with  respect  to  the  division  of  property, 
child  custody,  child  support  and  spousal 
maintenance  in  divorce  actions.  The  courts 
have  required  cases  to  be  evaluated  individ- 
ually on  their  merits  with  full  recognition  of 
the  circumstances  peculiar  to  the  spouses 
Involved  and  keeping  in  mind  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  children  in  custody  matters. 

The  courts  also  have  successfully  resisted 
efforts  to  misuse  the  ERA.  For  example,  in 


a  1978  decision  by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  the 
court  rejected  a  husband's  assertion  that  his 
pregnant  former  wife  should  be  ordered  to 
obtain  paid  employment  in  order  to  finan- 
cially contribute  to  the  support  of  their 
child.  The  court  called  the  husband's  argu- 
ment sexist "  and  discriminatory.  It  recog- 
nized that  nurturing  is  part  of  supporting 
one's  child  and  that  the  law  does  not  re- 
quire identical  monetary  contributions. 

Certain  family  laws  which  discriminated 
against  men  have  also  l)een  changed  as  a 
result  of  the  ERA.  Two  are  noteworthy. 
One  was  the  felony  nonsupport  law  which 
provided  criminal  penalties  only  for  fathers 
who  failed  to  support  their  children.  After 
the  Colorado  Supreme  Court  held  that  the 
ERA  could  not  be  applied  retroactively  to 
invalidate  nonsupport  convictions  obtained 
before  the  effective  date  of  the  ERA,  the 
Legislature  amended  the  statute  to  apply  to 
both  parents. 

Another  Supreme  Court  ruling  extended 
to  a  male  the  right  to  bring  a  paternity 
action  to  prove  that  he  was  the  biological 
father  of  a  child.  The  court  held  that  it  vio 
lated  both  the  equal  protection  clause  and 
the  slate  ERA  to  limit  the  initiation  of  pa- 
ternity suits  to  the  child's  mother.  The  Leg- 
islature later  amended  the  state's  Uniform 
Parentage  Act  to  provide  equal  rights  to 
both  persons  claiming  to  be  parents. 

In  the  criminal  law.  the  principal  statutes 
requiring  reform  in  light  of  the  ERA  were 
the  sexual  assault  laws,  which  the  Legisla- 
ture rewrote  in  neutral  language  defining 
the  crimes  in  terms  of  actors  and  victims. 
There  was.  however,  a  time  gap  between  the 
effective  date  of  the  ERA  and  the  legislative 
changes  in  the  sexual  assault  laws.  As  a 
result,  the  Supreme  Court  was  faced  with  a 
series  of  cases  where  defendants  who  had 
been  convicted  under  the  old  sexual  assault 
laws  claimed  that  their  convictions  were  in- 
validated by  passage  of  the  ERA. 

The  court  did  not  permit  the  ERA  to  be 
used  to  protect  male  criminals.  Relying  on 
the  remedial  purposes  of  the  ERA  and  rec- 
ognizing that  the  ERA  permits  different 
treatment  based  on  the  unique  physical 
characteristics  of  the  two  sexes,  the  court 
upheld  convictions  for  rape,  gross  sexual  im- 
position and  statutory  rape  under  the  old 
laws. 

Let  me  turn  briefly  to  the  area  of  employ- 
ment. Most  of  u.s  are  familiar  with  the  dis- 
tressing evidence  of  discrimination  against 
women.  We  know  that  women  generally 
earn  only  about  59  cents  for  every  dollar 
earned  by  men.  We  know  that  the  average 
male  with  an  elementary  .school  education 
still  is  paid  more  than  woman  with  a  college 
degree.  We  know  that  80  percent  of  women 
workers  are  concentrated  in  low-paying  jobs 
in  service  industries,  clerical  position,  plant 
and  factory  jobs,  retail  sales  and  the  needle 
trades. 

In  Colorado,  the  percentage  of  adult 
women  in  the  formal  workplace  climbed  to 
an  estimated  60  percent  in  1982.  compared 
with  only  38  percent  in  1970.  Forty-six  per 
cent  of  the  women  employed  in  Colorado 
were  single,  divorced  or  separated.  Many  of 
these  single  women  work  to  support  their 
families  as  well  as  themselves. 

Nationwide,  there  are  five  times  as  many 
married  women  in  the  workforce  today  as 
there  were  in  the  1940s.  In  nearly  60  per- 
cent of  American  families  today,  both 
spouses  are  employed  full-time  in  jobs  out- 
side the  home.  Today,  the  average  woman 
can  expect  to  spend  26  years  in  the  work- 
force if  she  is  married  and  45  years  in  the 
workforce  if  she  is  single. 


These  statistics  are  the  proof  that  we.  as  a 
country,  are  undergoing  a  period  of  pro- 
found change.  Outmoded  stereotypes  about 
a  "woman's  place"  must  give  way  to  the  new 
reality  of  women  in  the  workforce.  I  believe 
the  ERA  will  play  an  increasingly  important 
role  in  removing  the  legal  barriers  to  attain- 
ment of  the  long-promised  goal  of  equal  em- 
ployment opportunities  for  women. 

Laws  which  restrict  employment  opportu- 
nities on  the  basis  of  sex  unfortunately  per- 
vade most  states'  labor  laws.  In  two  Colora- 
do cases,  very  strong  attacks  based  on  the 
ERA  were  made  on  such  discriminatory 
laws.  In  each  case,  the  Supreme  Court  ulti- 
mately based  its  ruling  on  the  lower  stand- 
ard of  the  equal  protection  clause  which,  of 
course,  necessarily  means  that  the  law  also 
violated  the  ERA. 

The  first  case  concerned  a  blatant  bit  of 
occupational  protectionism.  Colorado  law 
provided  that  men  could  only  have  their 
hair  cut  by  barbers.  Cosmetologists,  who  are 
also  licensed  by  the  state  and  who  are  over- 
whelmingly female,  were  prohibited  under  a 
penalty  of  misdemeanor  from  cutting  men's 
hair.  The  Supreme  Court  had  no  hesitation 
in  invalidating  that  law. 

The  other  case  involved  a  Colorado  stat- 
ute effectively  denying  unemployment  com- 
pensation to  certain  women  who  left  their 
jobs  because  of  childbirth.  Just  at  the  time 
when  a  woman  would  need  help  the  most, 
when  she  has  had  a  baby  and  is  ready  to 
return  to  a  job,  the  state  law  denied  her  un- 
employment compensation  until  she  found  a 
new  job  and  was  employed  for  13  weeks. 

The  great  hardship  which  this  law  caused 
to  women  and  their  families  is  obvious. 
Again,  the  court  had  no  difficulty  finding 
the  law  unconstitutional. 

There  are,  of  course,  other  cases  involving 
the  ERA  and  other  statutes  which  have 
l)een  changed  as  a  result  of  the  ERA.  In  ad- 
dition, there  are  countless  discriminatory 
statutes  which  have  never  been  drafted  be- 
cause of  the  existence  of  the  ERA. 

I  have  discussed  these  three  substantive 
areas  to  give  you  a  feel  for  effect  of  the 
ERA.  The  case  law  is  limited  because 
prompt  legislative  action  eliminated  many 
discriminatory  laws. 

The  cases  illustrate,  however,  the  common 
sense  approach  which  the  courts  have  taken 
to  interpreting  the  ERA.  Judges  generally 
have  stayed  with  familiar  legal  theories  by 
employing  the  strict  scrutiny  test  to  review 
laws  which  classify  persons  on  the  basis  of 
sex.  They  have  permitted  the  use  of  statis- 
tics to  prove  that,  although  an  act  is  neutral 
on  its  face,  it  has  a  discriminatory  impact. 
They  have  recognized  that  unique  physical 
characteristics  may  be  a  compelling  reason 
to  uphold  a  sex-based  classification. 

And  the  courts  have  refused  to  play  games 
with  the  ERA.  The  judges  have  always  kept 
in  mind  the  purposes  of  the  ERA  and  have 
not  permitted  the  ERA  to  become  a  refuge 
for  law  breakers  or  those  who  seek  to  penal- 
ize women  by  wrapping  themselves  in  the 
ERA. 

In  reviewing  ten  years'  experience  with 
the  Colorado  Equal  Rights  Amendment.  I 
can  also  say  that  predictions  of  dire  happen- 
ings made  by  the  opponents  of  the  ERA  did 
not  come  true.  We  do  not  have  uni-sex 
public  toilets  or  dressing  rooms  in  depart- 
ment stores.  We  do  not  recognize  same  sex 
marriages.  We  continue  to  enjoy  freedom  of 
religion.  Families  remain  free  to  allocate 
wage  earning  and  nurturing  responsibilities 
among  their  meml)ers.  In  short,  none  of  the 
bugaboos  have  materialized. 


Colorado  has  a  nationwide  reputation  as 
an  outstanding  place  to  live.  It  has  a 
healthy  business  climate  and  it  attracts 
large  numbers  of  new  residents  and  tourists 
every  year.  It  has  an  open  government 
which,  thanks  to  the  vote  of  the  people  for 
the  ERA,  is  pledged  to  provide  services  and 
benefits  on  equal  basis  to  all  of  its  citizens.  I 
think  the  ERA  contributes  to  the  vitality  of 
Colorado  and  to  the  optimistic,  "can-do" 
spirit  which  is  characteristic  of  Coloradans. 

Passage  of  the  federal  ERA  is  in  the  best 
interests  of  all  Americans.  I  urge  its  speedy 
passage.* 


THIRTIETH  ANNIVERSARY  OP 
THE  END  OF  THE  KOREAN  WAR 
•  Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  30 
years  ago  today,  the  conflict  in  Korea 
officially  ended.  It  marked  the  comple- 
tion of  a  war  that  left  over  54,000 
Americans  dead  and  thousands  of 
others  wounded. 

I  think  it  most  appropriate,  Mr. 
President,  that  we  mark  this  occasion 
by  honoring  our  war  dead  and  their 
families. 

Mr.  President,  we  as  a  nation  owe  a 
special  debt  of  gratitude  to  those 
Korean  war  veterans  and  their  fami- 
lies. We  must  never  forget  them. 

Veterans'  benefits  are  a  continuing 
cost  of  war.  This  is  an  occasion  for  us 
to  pay  tribute,  not  only  to  those  brave 
Americans  who  served  in  Korea,  but  to 
all  who  have  worn  the  uniform  in  the 
defense  of  our  great  country.* 


CONTINUATION  OF  CONSIDERATION  OF  MOTION 
TO  PROCEED  TO  THE  CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R. 
2733 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  it 
would  be  the  intention  of  the  leader- 
ship to  return  to  the  consideration  of 
the  motion  to  proceed  pending  at  this 
time  following  the  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness. 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY 

ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL  10  A.M. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  10 
a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  FOR  THE  RECOGNITION  OF  SENATORS 
PROXMIRE  AND  ZORINSKY 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  following  the 
time  for  the  two  leaders  there  be  two 
special  orders  entered:  One  for  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Prox- 
MiRE)  and  the  other  for  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Zorinsky)  for  not 
to  exceed  15  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  FOR  PERIOD  FOR  ROUTINE  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  following  the 
execution  of  the  two  special  orders 
that  there  be  a  period  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business  limit- 
ed to  15  minutes,  during  which  Sena- 
tors may  speak  for  not  to  exceed  3 
minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


OBJECTIVES  OF  THE  UNITED 
NATIONS  DECADE  OF  DIS- 
ABLED PERSONS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair  lay 
before  the  Senate  Calendar  Order  No. 
317,  House  Concurrent  Resolution  39. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  39)  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  with  respect  to  implement- 
ing the  objectives  of  the  United  Na- 
tions   Decade    of    Disabled    Persons 
(1983-1992),      was      considered,      and 
agreed  to. 
The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 
The  concurrent  resolution,  and  the 
preamble,  are  as  follows: 
H.  CoN.  Res.  39 
Whereas    a    new    era    in    recognition    of 
human    rights    and    universal    respect    for 
these  rights  has  begun; 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly has  declared  1983  through  1992  as 
the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons; 

Whereas  the  United  States  has  made 
great  strides  during  the  last  decade  in  im- 
proving the  lives  of  thirty-five  million 
American  citizens  with  physical  and  mental 
disabilities; 

Whereas  there  is  still  much  to  be  done  to 
open  doors  to  the  full  participation  and 
equality  of  disabled  persons  in  society 
throughout  the  world; 

Whereas  handicapped  individuals  should 
be  able  to  participate  fully  in  the  main- 
stream of  society  through  education,  em- 
ployment and  community  living  opportuni- 
ties: 

Whereas  the  United  States  recognizes  the 
need  for  further  progress  in  strengthening 
public  understanding  and  awareness  of  the 
needs  and  aspirations  of  disabled  persons; 

Whereas  there  is  hope  that  this  spirit  of 
carrying  out  the  goals  of  the  International 
and  National  Years  in  1981  and  1982  will 
continue  throughout  this  decade; 

Whereas  a  framework  for  national  action 
has  been  established  by  these  previous  ini- 
tiatives and  the  improvement  of  programs 
for  the  disabled  over  the  last  decade:  and 

Whereas  further  progress  should  be  made 
in  the  United  States  toward  achieving  the 
following  long-term  goals  of  and  for  dis- 
abled persons  promoted  during  the  Interna- 
tional Year  of  Disabled  Persons:  (1)  expand- 
ed educational  opportunity;  (2)  improved 
access  to  housing,  buildings,  and  transporta- 
tion; (3)  expanded  employment  opportunity; 
(4)  expanded  participation  in  recreational, 
social,  and  activities;  (5)  expanded  and 
strengthened  rehabilitation  programs  and 
facilities;  (6)  purposeful  application  of  bio- 
medical research  aimed  at  conquering  major 
disabling  conditions;  (7)  reduction  in  the  in- 
cidence of  disability  by  expanded  accident 
and  disease  prevention;  (8)  expanded  appli- 
cation of  technology  to  minimize  the  effects 
of  disability;  (9)  expanded  international  ex- 


change of  information  and  experience  to 
benefit  all  disabled  persons:  Now,  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Hoxise  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurringJ,  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  President  should 
take  all  steps  within  his  authority  to  imple- 
ment, within  the  United  States,  the  objec- 
tives of  the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Dis- 
abled Persons  (1983-1992),  as  proclaimed  by 
the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  on 
December  3.  1982. 

Sec.  2.  The  President  should  report  to  the 
Congress  annually  during  the  United  Na- 
tions Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  on  the 
plans  developed  by  the  executive  branch  in 
accordance  with  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly Resolution  37/53  to  implement, 
within  the  United  States,  the  objectives  of 
the  United  Nations  Decade  of  Disabled  Per- 
sons and  on  the  steps  taken  pursuant  to 
those  plans. 

Sec.  3.  The  Clerk  of  the  House  shall  trans- 
mit a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the  Presi- 
dent. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


DESIGNATING  THE  WEEK  BE- 
GINNING JUNE  24.  1984.  AS 
FEDERAL  CREDIT  UNION 

WEEK 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  House 
Joint  Resolution  139,  to  designate  the 
week  beginning  June  24,  1984,  as  'Fed- 
eral Credit  Union  Week." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  no  objection  on 
this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  139)  to  desig- 
nate the  week  beginning  June  24.  1984.  as 
"Federal  Credit  Union  Week." 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  joint  resolution. 

Mr.  GARN.  Today  the  Senate  is 
taking  up  legislation.  House  Joint  Res- 
olution 139,  which  would  set  aside  and 
designate  the  week  of  June  24-30, 
1984,  as  "Federal  Credit  Union  Week," 
in  commemoration  of  the  signing  of 
the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act  on  June 
26,  1934.  This  resolution  was  passed  by 
the  House  on  Monday  and  it  is  almost 
identical  to  Senate  Joint  Resolution  84 
which  Senator  Proxmire  and  I  intro- 
duced this  past  April. 

As  part  of  the  financial  institutions 
legislation  of  the  1930's,  the  Federal 
Credit  Union  Act  focused  specifically 
on  the  needs  of  small  savers  and  bor- 
rowers. At  a  time  when  many  Ameri- 
cans were  facing  financial  adversity, 
the  act  provided  a  way  in  which  indi- 
viduals could  pool  resources  and  assist 
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one  another  financially.  Reflecting 
this,  the  act's  stated  purpose  is  to  pro- 
mote thrift  among  credit  union  mem- 
bers and  to  provide  credit  for  provi- 
dent or  productive  purposes. 

Federal  credit  unions  have  grown 
tremendously  over  the  past  50  years. 
Today  there  are  approximately  12,000 
Federal  credit  unions  with  total  assets 
of  more  than  $45  billion  and  more 
than  26  million  members.  Their  orien- 
tation remains  toward  smaller,  local 
institutions,  with  87.7  percent  of  Fed- 
eral credit  unions  having  assets  of  less 
than  $5  million.  Moreover,  their  suc- 
cess and  growth  has  been  attributable 
to  their  adherence  to  the  underlying 
principle  of  the  act— being  of  service 
to  their  members. 

While  the  financial  marketplace  has 
been  undergoing  major  changes 
during  the  past  few  years,  credit 
unions  have  remained  cooperative, 
not-for-profit  institutions.  As  limited 
membership  institutions.  Federal 
credit  unions  rely  on  their  members 
having  a  common  bond.  The  most 
prevalent  bond  is  occupational,  with 
approximately  80  percent  of  Federal 
credit  unions  having  a  common  bond 
among  their  members  of  employment. 
Others  are  associated  with  churches, 
fraternal  societies,  farm  organizations, 
or  well-defined  communities  or  rural 
districts.  In  fact,  here  in  the  Senate  we 
have  the  Senate  Employees  Federal 
Credit  Union,  a  $31  million  institution 
which  is  operated  very  successfully  by 
and  for  the  benefit  of  Senate  employ- 
ees. 

There  has  been  much  support  in  the 
Senate  for  this  resolution.  Thirty-five 
Senators  have  become  cosponsors 
since  its  introduction  in  April  and  if 
there  were  more  time  I  am  certain 
that  we  would  have  100  cosponsors. 

The  resolution  recognizes  the  contri- 
butions which  Federal  credit  unions 
have  made  over  the  years  and  I  am  es- 
pecially pleased  that  an  appropriate 
celebration  of  this  fact  will  be  marked 
by  "Federal  Credit  Union  Week." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to 
be  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  1 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  joint  resolution  was  passed. 


Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


INTERIOR  APPROPRIATIONS 

BILL       TO       BE       CALLED       UP 
EITHER  THURSDAY  OR 

FRIDAY  OF  THIS  WEEK 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
been  asked  to  state  on  behalf  of  the 
leadership,  if  it  is  cleared  for  action, 
that  the  leadership  does  intend  to  call 
up  the  Interior  appropriations  bill 
either  on  Thursday  or  Friday,  depend- 
ing upon  the  completion  of  the  busi- 
ness that  is  before  us.*  of  course.  But 
that  is  the  intention  of  the  leadership. 

Is  there  any  further  business  to 
come  before  the  Senate? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  want  to  thank  the 
leadership  for  making  that  statement 
anent  the  Interior  appropriations  bill. 

The  distinguished  acting  Republican 
leader  formerly  was  the  ranking 
member  of  that  subcommittee  that 
handled  the  bill,  and  I  was  chairman 
thereof.  He  was  always  very  coopera- 
tive and  very  helpful  to  me  in  dealing 
with  the  measure,  and  I  am  glad  the 
leadership  intends  to  call  up  that  bill 
this  week. 

Did  I  understand  that  to  be  Thurs- 
day or  Friday? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Thursday  or  Friday 
if  it  is  cleared.  That  will  be  the  intent. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Montana 
seek  recognition? 


quest.  He  did  yield  to  me  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  routine  business. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  when 
the  Senate  goes  back  on  the  pending 
motion,  the  Senator  from  Montana  be 
recognized,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  my  friend. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
thank  the  assistant  Republican  leader 
also  for  his  fairness  in  this  regard.  It 
was  a  legitimate  request  since  the  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  had  the  floor  and 
was  speaking  and  gave  it  up.  I  think 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Alaska 
has  recognized  the  fairness  of  the  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator.  It  was  a  courtesy 
to  us  that  the  Senator  relinquished 
the  floor  this  evening.  Some  of  us— 
two  of  us— have  an  appointment  for 
appearances  we  must  keep.  And  I  ap- 
preciate the  Senator's  willingness  to 
assist.  I  appreciate  the  comments  of 
the  Senator. 
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ORDER  FOR  SENATOR  MELCHER 
TO  BE  RECOGNIZED  ON  CON- 
SIDERATION OF  MOTION  TO 
PROCEED  TO  H.R.  2733 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  assistant  majority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  do. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Would  there  be  any 
objection  when  the  pending  motion  to 
proceed  on  H.R.  2733  is  taken  up  that 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  be  recog- 
nized at  that  time? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  The  Senator  gra- 
ciously yielded  to  me  to  wind  up  this 
evening.  I  see  no  problem  with  that. 
Unless  there  is  some  objection  that  I 
do  not  know  of,  I  think  that  would  be 
in  order  and  I  would  make  that  re- 


RECESS  UNTIL  10  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Is  there  further  busi- 
ness to  come  before  the  Senate,  Mr. 
President? 

If  there  is  none,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in 
recess  in  accordance  with  the  previous 
order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the 
Senate,  a(  6:06  p.m.,  recessed  until 
Thursday,  July  28,  1983.  at  10  a.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  July  27.  1983: 

Federal  Reserve  System 

Paul  A.  Volcker,  of  New  Jersey,  to  be 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  for  a  term  of  4 
years. 

The  above  nomination  was  approved  sub- 
ject to  the  nominee's  commitment  to  re- 
spond to  requests  to  appear  and  testify 
before  any  duly  constituted  committee  of 
the  Senate. 

Department  of  Justice 
D.  Lowell  Jensen,  of  Virginia,  to  be  associ- 
ate attorney  general. 


The  House  met  at  12  o'clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  give  our  thanks  to  You,  O  Al- 
mighty God.  that  in  spite  of  the 
wrongs  we  have  done.  You  continue  to 
express  Your  love  to  us.  Forgive  our 
lack  of  vision  and  our  selfish  pride  and 
continue  to  give  us  courage  for  the 
tasks  before  us.  And  just  as  Your  spirit 
is  ever  with  us.  so  may  we  learn  to 
accept  those  about  us  with  respect, 
forgiveness,  and  appreciation.  Amen. 


180)  relating  to  a  citation  of  contempt, 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Cal- 
endar and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amend- 
ments of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  143) 
entitled  "An  act  to  authorize  the 
Twenty-nine  Palms  Band  of  Luiseno 
Mission  Indians  to  lease  for  99  years 
certain  lands  held  in  trust  for  such 
band." 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  with  amend- 
ments in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  2972.  An  act  to  authorize  certain  con- 
struction at  military  installations  for  fiscal 
year  1984,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  insists  upon  its  amend- 
ments to  the  bill  (H.R.  2972)  entitled 
"An  act  to  authorize  certain  construc- 
tion at  military  installations  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  and  for  other  purposes,"  re- 
quests a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Thurmond.  Mr.  Warner,  Mr.  Hum- 
phrey, Mr.  QUAYLE,  Mr.  East,  Mr. 
Hart.  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Stennis,  and 
Mr.  Exon  to  be  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 


REPORT     ON     RESOLUTION     RE- 
LATING TO  THE  CONTEMPT  CI- 
TATION    OF     ANNE     M.     (GOR- 
SUCH) BURFORD 
Mr.  HOWARD,  from  the  Committee 

on  Public  Works  and  Transportation, 

submitted  a  privileged  report  (Rept. 

No.  98-323)  on  the  resolution  (H.  Res. 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BASEBALL 
GAME 

(Mr.  RUSSO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RUSSO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
evening  the  Democrats  and  the  Re- 
publicans take  to  Four  Mile  Run  to 
settle  their  differences  on  the  ball 
field.  Two  weeks  ago,  Mr.  Conte.  who 
bears  the  heavy  burden  of  coaching 
the  Republican  team,  made  some 
rather  disparaging  remarks  about  the 
Democratic  ball  club.  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  set  the  record  straight. 
I  do  not  want  to  say  the  Republicans 
have  a  bad  club— but  facts  are  facts— if 
the  Republican  Party  played  politics 
the  way  they  play  ball— there  would 
be  435  Democrats  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

Take  a  look  at  their  lineup— Jack 
Fields,  their  stellar  third  baseman, 
who  turns  every  play  at  the  hot  corner 
into  an  adventure.  Very  few  people 
know  this— but  Congress  was  not 
Jack's  first  career  choice.  He  dearly 
wanted  to  play  for  the  Houston 
Astros— but  one  thing  stood  between 
Jack  and  major  league  career— a  com- 
plete and  total  lack  of  talent.  Then 
there  is  Mike  "the  Ox"  Oxley.  the 
Republican's  speed  merchant.  Of 
course,  it  does  not  take  much  to  be  the 
fastest  member  of  the  Republican 
team.  It  is  a  little  bit  like  being  the 
tallest  of  the  seven  dwarfs.  And  we 
should  not  forget  Carl  Pursell,  from 
Michigan,  home  of  the  Detroit  Tigers, 
a  team  that  has  produced  a  host  of 
great  stars  throughout  its  history— Al 
Kaline,  Hank  Greenberg,  Charley 
Gehringer. 

But  Carl  scorned  those  role  models, 
and  chose,  instead,  to  fashion  his 
career  after  that  legendary  Bengal 
great- Tony  the  tiger.  Nor  should  we 
overlook  Jock  McKernan,  from 
Maine.  When  you  watch  Jock  play 
ball,  you  are  quickly  reminded  of  the 
fact  that  Maine  has  never  had  a  pro- 
fessional baseball  team— so  you  should 
not  be  too  hard  on  Jock,  since  playing 
ball  is  obviously  a  very  new  experience 
for  him. 

And  then  there's  Silvio  Conte— the 
Republican  coach— the  duke  of  the 
dugout,  the  baron  of  the  basepaths, 
the  master  of  mediocrity— a  man  who 
has  elevated  managerial  incompetence 
to    an    art    form.    Throughout    his 


career— whatever  the  odds— Silvio  has 
almost  always  found  a  way  to  snatch 
defeat  from  the  jaws  of  victory.  From 
time  to  time  a  rumor  circulates  that 
Silvio  is  thinking  of  leaving  the  Con- 
gress. Whenever  that  happens  I  grab 
Silvio  and  plead  with  him  to  stay. 
Please,  Silvio,  I  tell  him,  you  cannot 
leave  Washington— the  world  needs 
you— the  Nation  needs  you— the  Con- 
gress needs  you— Pittsfield  needs 
you— and  most  importantly— the 
Democratic  ball  club  needs  you. 

Now  I  do  not  want  to  leave  the  im- 
pression that  tonight's  ballgame  is 
likely  to  be  so  lopsided  that  it  is  not 
worth  attending— unlike  the  Republi- 
cans, we  Democrats  are  known  for  our 
generous  nature.  So  we  are  going  to  go 
easy  on  them,  and  hold  the  margin  to 
just  under  10  runs,  that  is  their  yearly 
entitlement.  After  all,  2'/2  years  of  de- 
fending Reaganomics  is  enough  pun- 
ishment for  anyone. 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BASEBALL 
GAME 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker— 
You  know  Caruso,  Domingo,  and  Luke  Pa- 

varotti 
All  the  great  voices  not  nasty  or  naughty 
But  do  you  recall 
The  greatest  Italian  singer  of  all? 
Take  me  out  to  the  ball  game 
Take  me  out  with  the  staff 
Let  me  watch  Russo  fall  on  his  face 
Never  will  Chappell  be  so  disgraced! 
And  111  root,  root,  root  for  the  G.O.P. 
I  know  we'll  recover  our  fame. 
We've  got  a  great  pitcher  who's  never  been 

beat. 
Our  hitters  use  pine  tar  but  not  on  their 

feet 
Our  outfield  eats  fly  balls  like  doggies  eat 

meat. 
And  I  know  we'll  win! 

Come  out  tonight— Four  Mile  Run  Stadi- 
um in  Alexandria  for  the  great  annual  face- 
off.  Only  $2.50  for  the  game.  $7.50  for  the 
game  and  the  party  before. 


AMERICA'S   FOREIGN   POLICY   IN 

LATIN         AMERICA-A         SLIDE 

TOWARD  DISASTER 

(Mr.  RATCHFORD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  RATCHFORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  country's  foreign  policy  in  Latin 
America  is  on  a  slide  toward  disaster, 
and  last  night's  Presidential  press  con- 


D  This  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
•  This    •bullet  "  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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ference  did  nothing  to  ease  this  sensi- 
tive situation. 

More  military  advisers  in  El  Salva- 
dor, accelerated  covert  military  activi- 
ty in  Nicaragua,  large  scale  training 
exercises  in  Honduras,  and  now,  our 
fleet  off  the  coast  of  Central  America. 

America  has  never  won  lasting 
friends,  nor  allies,  in  Latin  America 
through  saber  rattling,  financing  revo- 
lutions or  gunboat  diplomacy. 

It  is  time  for  Congress  to  stop  this 
slide  toward  disaster,  and  our  first  op- 
portunity is  to  vote  this  week  to  cut 
off  covert  aid  to  Nicaraguan  rebels. 

The  clock  is  ticking— we  must  act 
now. 


LEGISLATION  TO  LIMIT  U.S. 
MILITARY  AND  NONMILITARY 
PRESENCE  IN  HONDURAS. 
NICARAGUA,  AND  EL  SALVA- 
DOR 

(Mr.  LEVINE  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEVINE  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  will  introduce  legisla- 
tion to  limit  U.S.  military  and  nonmili- 
tary  governmental  presence  in  Hondu- 
ras, Nicaragua,  and  El  Salvador,  and  to 
prohibit  U.S.  involvement  in  any 
blockade  of  Nicaragua  and  El  Salva- 
dor. 

The  President  said  in  his  news  con- 
ference last  night  that  he  opposes 
force  and  wants  peace  in  Central 
America.  But  he  is  saying  one  thing 
and  doing  another.  He  has  ordered  de- 
ployment of  an  aircraft  carrier  group, 
support  transport  aircraft,  and  3,000 
to  4.000  combat  troops  to  the  region 
despite  past  promises  not  to  send 
combat  troops  to  Central  America. 
These  are  unprecedented  activities  in 
their  magnitude  and  duration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  polls  show  that  the 
citizens  of  this  country  do  not  support 
this  administration's  policy  in  Central 
America.  They  fear  it  will  lead  to  war. 
Military  leaders  at  the  Pentagon  have 
expressed  deep  misgivings  about  any 
military  involvement  which  does  not 
have  the  support  of  the  American 
public.  Congress  has  a  responsibility  to 
inject  sanity  into  this  Presidents 
policy  in  Central  America.  My  legisla- 
tion would  curb  his  dangerous  military 
escalation  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  it. 


Instead  I  want  todays  Congression- 
al Record  to  reflect  what  I  actually 
say  on  the  floor  this  afternoon. 

Today  I  am  introducing  a  resolution 
which  vyould  amend  our  rules  to  re- 
quire that  the  proceedings  of  the 
House  and  its  committees  shall  be  re- 
corded verbatim— word  for  word  as 
spoken. 

This  rules  change  not  only  guaran- 
tees the  integrity  of  our  proceedings, 
it  will  also  insure  that  the  Congres- 
sional Record  is  a  factual  and  honest 
account  of  the  business  of  this  deliber- 
ative body. 

What  we  lose  in  deathless  prose,  we 
will  gain  in  accuracy  and  truth. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
cosponsoring  my  resolution.  It  is  time 
our  Congressional  Record  became  a 
document  which  can  be  classified  as 
nonfiction. 


RESOLUTION  AMENDING  RULES 
OF  HOUSE  TO  REQUIRE  VER- 
BATIM REPORTING  OF  HOUSE 
AND  ITS  COMMITTEES 

(Mr.  DURBIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
rise  to  seek  unanimous  consent  to 
revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 


be  the  cornerstone  of  a  future  career 
in  government. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  publicly  thank  the  six  interns  who 
have  contributed  so  much  to  the  func- 
tioning of  my  office. 

Bob  Morgan,  Molly  Hanlon,  Monica 
Kovalewski.  Hilary  Greenberg,  Margot 
Mezvinsky,  and  Denise  Byers. 

They  have  accomplished  a  great 
deal,  acquired  new  insights  and  honed 
some  important  skills.  They  can  go 
home  secure  in  the  knowledge  of  a  job 
well  done.  I  only  hope  that  they  have 
enjoyed  and  learned  as  much  as  they 
have  contributed. 


TOKENS  AND  COMMISSIONS 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Mr.  Reagan's  apology  for  his  all-male 
Commission  on  Central  America  was 
very  candid.  The  President  said  no 
women  were  appointed  to  the  Commis- 
sion because  "we're  no  longer  seeking 
a  token  or  something.  "  He  has  stopped 
practicing  tokenism,  so  no  more 
women.  As  a  "token  or  something  "  I 
would  like  to  point  out  the  Commis- 
sion lacks  a  lot  more  than  women.  If 
Mr.  Reagan  had  any  serious  intentions 
other  than  promoting  a  foreign  affairs 
gala,  the  Commission  would  be  a  mul- 
tinational neighborhood  commission 
to  which  our  Central  and  South  Amer- 
ican neighbors,  male  and  female, 
would  be  involved.  Certainly  he  would 
have  invited  at  the  least  the  members 
of  the  Contadora  group. 

As  it  is,  the  Commission  is  a  small 
troop  of  U.S.-designated  thinkers  who, 
as  far  as  we  can  tell,  are  to  devise  a 
Marshall  plan  before  we  have  had  the 
war. 


INTERNS  THANKED  FOR  JOB 
WELL  DONE 

(Mr.  HARRISON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we 
all  know,  summertime  is  intern  time 
here  in  Washington.  In  exchange  for 
the  opportunity  to  spend  the  summer 
on  the  Hill,  these  young  people  are 
willing  and  able  to  provide  much 
needed  assistance  in  our  congressional 
offices. 

These  interns  receive  an  invaluable 
education  in  the  ways  of  their  govern- 
ment. For  some  it  will  be  their  first 
and  last  opportunity  to  see  so  closely 
government  in  action.  But  for  a  great 
many  others,  a  summer  internship  will 


PRESIDENT'S  POLICY  ALIENAT- 
ING ALLIES  IN  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  to  include  extraneous 
material.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
over  the  weekend  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  appointed  me  to  travel  to  Cara- 
cas, Venezuela,  to  join  in  the  celebra- 
tion of  the  200th  birthday  of  Sim6n 
Bolivar,  the  liberator  of  Latin  Amer- 
ica. 

D  1215 

Coincidentally,  en  route  to  Caracas 
the  news  of  the  Presidents  order  to 
dispatch  the  aircraft  carriers  to  the 
region  of  Central  America  and  to  Nica- 
ragua reached  the  newspapers  in  Cara- 
cas. The  President  said  that  he  was 
sending  the  aircraft  carriers  for  the 
purpose  of  preserving  freedom.  The 
response  of  the  Latin  Americans  with 
whom  1  visited  and  of  the  seven  heads 
of  state  was  unanimous.  They  issued  a 
declaration  that  affirmed  the  princi- 
ples of  democracy,  of  the  right  to  vote, 
and  condemned  the  actions  of  foreign 
imperialism. 

The  message  was  clear  to  me: 
Yankee  and  Russki.  go  home. 

It  is  too  bad  that  we  Americans 
cannot  see  ourselves  as  others  see  us 
because  the  policy  of  the  President  is 
alienating  our  Latin  allies  in  Central 
and  in  Latin  America. 


VOLUNTARY  LIMITATION  ON 
JAPANESE  IMPORTS 

(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  fellow 
Members  Ottinger,  Simon.  Boehlert, 
Slattery,  and  I  met  with  Japanese 
Ambassador  Okawara  at  the  Japanese 
Embassy.  We  were  graciously  received. 
We  presented  the  Ambassador  a  letter 
signed  by  106  Members  of  this  body, 
protesting  the  recent  statement  by 
Japanese  Trade  Minister  Uno  that 
Japan  would  not  extend  its  voluntary 


limitation  on  importing  cars  into  the 
United  States.  The  letter  we  presented 
was  a  bipartisan  effort  signed  by  per- 
sons on  both  sides  of  the  various  so- 
called  protectionist  and  domestic  con- 
tent issues. 

A  significant  statement  made  by  the 
Ambassador  today  was  that  "no  deci- 
sion had  been  made  yet"  whether  to 
renew  the  voluntary  limits  for  a 
fourth  year.  This  is  a  significant  step 
back  from  the  impression  left  several 
months  ago. 

I  left  with  the  idea  that  the  agenda 
is  still  open.  But  I  do  think  that  we 
have  to  speak  not  as  diplomats  but  as 
Representatives  and  elected  Repre- 
sentatives of  working  people  from 
high  unemployment  areas  and  press 
the  Japanese  to  at  least  renew  this  vol- 
untary limitation. 


HAZARDOUS      DUTY      PAY      FOR 
STATE    DEPARTMENT    PERSON- 
NEL IN  EL  SALVADOR 
(Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washingtion.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  weekend  before  last, 
when  I  was  in  Central  America  to  find 
out  as  much  as  possible  about  the  im- 
portant subject  to  come  up  later 
today,  another  piece  of  information 
came  to  my  attention  that  I  am  going 
to  be  contacting  the  relevant  commit- 
tees about,  and  that  is  that  our  State 
Department  people  in  El  Salvador  are 
no   longer   receiving    hazardous   duty 

pay. 

Now,  that  astounded  me,  and  I 
would  like  the  Members  of  this  House 
to  think  about  that.  As  Members  of 
the  House  know,  under  the  Foreign 
Services  Act,  our  State  Department 
people  stationed  in  extremely  danger- 
ous areas  are  eligible  for  hazardous 
duty  pay.  Recently  the  hazardous 
duty  pay  has  been  withdrawn  from 
our  State  Department  people  in  El 
Salvador.  I  hope  that  we  will  take 
action  to  correct  that.  As  a  person 
who,  every  time  the  cab  stopped  while 
driving  through  Salvador,  got  a  little 
bit  nervous,  I  cannot  believe  that  we 
do  not  think  that  is  hazardous  duty 
for  our  State  Department  people,  and 
I  hope  we  will  correct  that. 


At  this  late  date,  no  one  seriously 
denies  that  there  is  a  concerted  Soviet- 
Cuban  effort  to  undermine  the  gov- 
ernments of  that  region  and  move 
Central  America  into  the  Soviet 
sphere  of  influence. 

The  questions  troubling  the  critics 
are:  Is  this  another  Vietnam?  And, 
how  can  we  guarantee  that  American 
troops  never,  ever  again  are  committed 
to  combat? 

I  sometimes  think  that  if  Cuban 
troops  landed  in  Miami,  there  would 
be  some  in  Washington  whose  first  re- 
action would  be  to  call  for  negotiations 
to  save  Georgia. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Vietnam  is  history.  It 
occurred  in  another  time,  in  another 
hemisphere. 

Sooner  or  later,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  face  the  fact  that  this  is  1983,  and 
we  are  being  challenged  for  the  first 
time  in  our  own  hemisphere. 

The  question  is:  What  will  stir  us  to 
unite  and  defend  our  own  national  se- 
curity interest? 


DEFENDING  OUR  NATIONAL 
INTERESTS 

(Mr.  BROOMFIELD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
listening  to  the  critics  nitpick  the 
President's  efforts  in  Central  America, 
I  sometimes  wonder  what  it  will  take 
to  stir  them  to  defend  our  national  in- 
terests. 


INTELLIGENCE  COMMITTEE 
REPORT 

(Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  addre.ss 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  me  read  from  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  report: 

A  major  portion  of  the  arms  and  other 
material  sent  by  Cuba  and  other  Commu- 
nist countries  to  the  Salvadoran  insurgents 
transits  Nicaragua  with  the  permission  and 
assistance  of  the  Sandinistas. 

The  Salvadoran  insurgents  rely  on  the  use 
of  sites  in  Nicaragua,  some  of  which  are  lo- 
cated in  Managua  itself,  for  communica- 
tions, command-and-control.  and  for  the  lo- 
gistics to  conduct  their  financial,  material 
and  propaganda  activities. 

These  are  direct  quotes  from  the  In- 
telligence Committee  report: 

The  Sandinista  leadership  sanctions  and 
directly  facilitates  all  of  the  above  functions 
...  it  is  certainly  clear  that  Nicaragua, 
backed  fully  by  Cuba,  has  committed  itself 
to  continue  full  support  for  the  insurgency 
in  El  Salvador. 

Word  for  word,  verbatim,  from  the 
Intelligence  Committee  report: 

Nicaragua  provides  a  range  of  other  sup- 
port activities,  including  secure  transit  of  in- 
surgents to  and  from  Cuba,  and  assistance 
to  the  insurgents  in  planning  their  activities 
in  El  Salvador. 

In  addition,  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  have  pro- 
vided—and appear  to  continue  providing— 
training  to  the  Salvadoran  insurgents. 

This  is  all  from  the  Intelligence 
Committee  report. 


Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  take  this  minute  just  to  point  out 
that  the  exercise  in  the  Caribbean 
area  that  so  many  of  our  colleagues 
are  excited  about  is  an  ongoing  exer- 
cise. We  have  been  training  and  prac- 
ticing our  capability  with  our  friends 
in  the  area  ever  since  1965.  And  this  is 
no  different.  The  ships  that  are  in- 
volved, the  major  ships,  the  two  air- 
craft carriers  and  the  battleship,  are 
not  being  deployed  there  as  a  perma- 
nent assignment  or  a  permanent  mis- 
sion. Those  vessels,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
and  their  task  forces  are  either  on 
their  way  home  from  a  previous  as- 
signment or  they  are  on  their  way  to 
an  assignment  from  home.  They  are 
only  there  for  a  limited  time.  This  is 
not  a  escalation.  And  those  who  try  to 
create  the  perception  that  this  is  an 
escalation  or  that  it  is  an  invasion  or 
that  it  is  some  kind  of  provocation  are 
just  trying  to  create  a  perception  that 
is  not  accurate.  If  they  would  take  the 
time  to  pay  attention  to  what  is  hap- 
pening today  and  what  happened  since 
1965,  they  would  know  that. 

One  further  point:  I  just  wonder 
where  some  of  my  colleagues  were  in 
October  of  last  year  when  ships  of  the 
Soviet  fleet  were  all  over  the  Carib- 
bean in  their  naval  exercises,  and 
where  were  they  when  the  Cubans 
were  practicing  assault  landings  and 
amphibious  landings  in  the  Caribbe- 
an? 


AN  ONGOING  EXERCISE  IN  THE 
CARIBBEAN  AREA 

(Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 


ONION  HARVEST  FESTIVAL 

(Mr.  OILMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
our  colleagues  in  the  House  and  the 
Senate  return  to  their  offices  today, 
they  will  find  awaiting  them  a  mo- 
mento  from  my  congressional  district 
which  I  hope  will  not  bring  tears  to 
your  eyes. 

The  Onion  Growers  of  Orange 
County,  N.Y.,  hardy  descendants  of 
Polish  immigrants,  who  help  fill  our 
vegetable  baskets,  have  delivered  to 
each  Member  a  2-pound  bag  of  their 
wholesome  product,  fine  New  York 
State  onions. 

With  these  fine  farm  products  comes 
a  sincere  invitation  to  attend  the  1983 
Onion  Harvest  Festival,  which  will  be 
held  in  Pine  Island,  N.Y.,  on  August  20 
and  21.  Many  months  of  planning  by 
our  farm  community  leaders  have 
been  expended  to  insure  that  Orange 
County's  Onion  Harvest  Festival  will 
be  one  of  the  most  colorful  and  memo- 
rable exhibitions  of  Polish  folklore  in 
our  Nation. 

Accordingly,  we  are  hoping  that  not 
only  will  you  enjoy  your  Orange 
County  onions,  but  that  you  will  also 
plan  to  join  us  in  Pine  Island,  N.Y.,  on 
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August  20.  for  what  promises  to  be  a 
most  memorable  weekend. 


A  POUCY  DESTINED  TO 
FAILURE 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  Members  of  the  House, 
just  a  moment  ago,  an  account  from 
the  Intelligence  Committee  report  was 
read  to  Members,  and  I  hope  that  all 
Members  of  the  House  will  read  that 
report,  because  I  think  one  of  the  im- 
portant things  for  them  to  understand 
is  that  the  Intelligence  Committee,  ac- 
cepting the  involvement  of  the  Nicara- 
guans  in  El  Salvador,  still  have  made  a 
finding  to  this  House  that  this  particu- 
lar covert  operation— not  all  covert  op- 
erations but  this  particular  covert  op- 
eration—is neither  effective  nor  pro- 
ductive; that  in  fact  what  they  have 
found  out.  that  this  is  a  policy  des- 
tined to  failure.  And  as  we  heard  the 
other  day  in  our  session,  by  all  ac- 
counts this  is  a  policy  which  has  failed 
to  arrive  at  the  results  that  the  admin- 
istration told  they  were  interested  in. 
this  is  a  covert  action  that  has  expand- 
ed far  beyond  the  precepts  set  by  the 
administration  when  they  came  to  the 
Intelligence  Committee  some  18 
months  ago.  and  in  fact  what  we  have 
is  a  policy  that  is  ineffective  and  coun- 
terproductive. But  yet  we  have  a 
policy  that  is  leading  to  the  killing  of 
men.  women,  and  children  in  Nicara- 
gua by  U.S.-supported  mercenaries. 


THE  BOLAND-ZABLOCKI  BILL  TO 
CUT  OFF  COVERT  ACTION 
AGAINST  NICARAGUA 

(Mr.  GARCIA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  is  scheduled  to  debate  H.R. 
2760  today— the  Boland-Zablocki  bill 
to  end  covert  action  against  Nicaragua. 
Last  week  we  debated  the  bill  in  a 
closed  session  of  the  House  because  of 
the  sensitive  nature  of  some  of  the  evi- 
dence relating  to  this  legislation. 

I  remain  unconvinced,  however,  of 
the  need  to  continue  covert  oper- 
ations. As  far  as  I  am  concerned  this 
kind  of  activity  is  not  in  keeping  with 
our  democratic  principles.  If  the  ad- 
ministration feels  that  we  should  be 
supporting  counterrevolutionaries  in 
Nicaragua,  it  should  at  least  have  the 
courage  to  ask  for  funding  and  sup- 
port—directly—from the  people  of  the 
United  States. 

By  supporting  covert  operations  to 
get  around  existing  law,  the  President 
is  advocating  the  kind  of  activity  that 
he  has  so  strongly  opposed  in  Soviet 
conduct  of  foreign  policy.  And  rightly 


so.  the  Soviets  do  not  conduct  their 
foreign  policy  in  a  way  that  would  be 
fitting  for  the  United  States  to  imi- 
tate. The  United  States  has  always  en- 
couraged open  debate  on  issues  con- 
cerning our  Nation.  If  support  for 
covert  activities  is  a  good  policy,  it 
should  be  able  to  stand  up  to  congres- 
sional and  public  examination. 

H.R.  2760  forces  the  administration 
to  deal  with  this  problem  in  a  direct, 
open  manner.  Although  I  have  prob- 
lems with  the  bill— it  is  a  compro- 
mise—I vigorously  support  it.  For  even 
as  we  debate  H.R.  2760,  the  press  has 
reported  that  the  administration  in- 
tends to  step  up  covert  operations,  in- 
crease the  number  of  advisers  in  El 
Salvador,  and  deploy  troops  in  the 
region  for  extended  exercises. 

We  must  stand  up  to  the  administra- 
tion on  the  issue  of  Central  America. 
The  President  is  right— our  future  is 
at  stake. 


UNWARRANTED  IMPLICATIONS 

(Mr.  WEISS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  an 
unfortunate  tendency  in  this  body 
that,  when  international  tensions  arise 
and  this  body  starts  to  debate  them, 
there  are  implications  thrown  about 
which  suggest  that  Members  who  do 
not  agree  with  certain  positions  may 
in  fact  be  less  than  committed  to  the 
United  States  and  its  policies  and  its 
future  and  its  constitutional  princi- 
ples. 

Just  a  moment  ago,  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  suggested  that  there  may 
be  something  wrong  because  he  did 
not  hear  any  outcry  when  the  Cubans 
engaged  in  military  exercises  or  when 
the  Russian  ships  were  in  the  Caribbe- 
an. I  do  not  know  what  his  implication 
is.  I  know  what  it  sounded  like  to  me. 
It  sounded  like  a  return  to  McCarthy- 
ism,  and  I  hope  that  we  will  put  a  stop 
to  it.  There  is  no  place  for  it  in  the  de- 
bates on  the  floor  of  this  House. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 


Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The   call    was   taken    by   electronic 
device,  and  the  following  Members  re- 
sponded to  their  names: 
[Roll  No.  276] 
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Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Valentine 

Vandcr  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Walkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 


Weiss 

Wheat 

Whilehursl 

Whitley 

Whillaker 

Williams  (OH) 
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D  1245 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
Minish).  On  this  rollcall  395  Members 
have  recorded  their  presence  by  elec- 
tronic device,  a  quorum. 

Under  the  rule,  further  proceedings 
under  the  call  are  dispensed  with. 


AMENDMENT  TO  THE  INTELLI- 
GENCE AUTHORIZATION  ACT 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1983 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  261  and  rule 
XXIII.  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill.  H.R.  2760. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly     the     House     resolved 
itself    into    the    Committee    of    the 
Whole    House   on    the   State   of   the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2760)  to  amend  the  In- 
telligence Authorization  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1983  to  prohibit  U.S.  support  for 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in 
Nicaragua  and  to  authorize  assistance. 
to  be  openly  provided  to  governments 
of  countries   in   Central   America,   to 
interdict  the  supply  of  military  equip- 
ment from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  to  in- 
dividuals,   groups,    organizations,    or 
movements  seeking  to  overthrow  gov- 
ernments   of    countries     in     Central 
America,    with    Mr.    Natcher    in    the 
chair. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Boland)  will  be  recognized 
for  30  minutes;  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Robinson)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes;  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Zablocki)  will  be 
recognized   for   30   minutes;   and   the 
gentleman      from      Michigan      (Mr. 
Broomfield)  will  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Boland).  .  ,^ 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  might  desire. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  week  the  House 
met  in  secret  session. 


At  that  time,  the  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee provided  details  of  the  covert 
action  which  the  United  States  now 
funds  in  Nicaragua. 

I  cannot  go  into  those  details  today, 
but  we  all  know  that  the  subject 
matter  of  H.R.  2760,  the  bill  before 
the  House  today,  is  this  not-so-secret 
war  against  the  Sandinista  regime  in 
Nicaragua. 

H.R.  2760  represents  the  Intelligence 
Committee's  judgment,  and  that  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs, 
that  this  secret  war  is  bad  U.S. 
policy— because  it  does  not  work;  be- 
cause it  is  in  fact  counterproductive  to 
U.S.  interests;  because  it  is  illegal. 

However,  the  bill  not  only  cuts  off 
the  covert  action,  it  authorizes,  in  its 
stead,  openly  provided  security  assist- 
ance funds— $30  million  in  fiscal  year 
1983,  $50  million  in  fiscal  year  1984— 
to  give  friendly  nations  in  the  region 
the  capability  to  prevent  the  transfer 
of  arms  to  insurgencies  in  the  region. 
Now,  as  everyone  here  today  knows, 
this  bill  is  strongly  opposed  by  the  ad- 
ministration. 

It  represents  the  most  serious  stage 
of  disagreement  the  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee has  ever  reached,  with  this,  or 
any  other  administration,  on  a  covert 
action. 

However,  it  is  not  based  on  a  dis- 
agreement with  the  President  about 
the  seriousness  of  developments  in 
Central  America. 

It  is  not  based  on  a  different  set  of 
U.S.  policy  goals  for  Central  America. 
Most  members  of  the  committees 
have  no  disagreement  with  the  Presi- 
dent, on  the  goals  U.S.  policy  should 
achieve. 

The  disagreement  lies  in  the  means 
by  which  he  seeks  to  achieve  them. 

There  has  been  much  talk  recently 
about  a  compromise  amendment  to 
this  bill— about  the  need  to  find  a 
middle  ground,  between  those  who 
wish  to  cut  off  the  covert  action,  and 
those  who  wish  to  see  it  continue  and 
expand. 

Well,  let  me  say  to  those  who  take 
this  view  that  H.R.  2760  is  not  a  nega- 
tive bill.  It  contains  a  positive  alterna- 
tive approach.  It  is  not  a  partisan  bill. 
It  was  an  attempt,  to  seek  a  bipartisan 
approach,  to  the  problem  of  arms 
shipments  to  the  Salvadoran  guerril- 
las. It  is,  however,  an  alternative  the 
President  has  rejected. 

Let  me  just  summarize  why  the  com- 
mittee reached  the  view  that  the 
covert  action  should  be  stopped,  and 
then  develop  for  you  why  the  commit- 
tee believes  that  security  assistance  is 
the  more  appropriate  response  to  the 
problem. 

First  of  all,  you  must  realize  that  the 
committee  developed  its  view  of  this 
covert  action  over  a  period  of  18 
months.  It  first  learned  of  the  covert 
action  in  December  1981.  It  was  told 
the  effort  would  involve  a  small 
number  of  paramilitary  fighters  who 


would  be  trained  and  armed  to  con- 
duct raids  against  the  Sandinistas' 
supply  of  arms  to  the  Salvadoran 
guerrillas. 

Gradually,  however,  the  scope  of  the 
program  was  broadened  by  the  admin- 
istration. They  wanted  internal  politi- 
cal changes  in  Nicaragua. 

Today,  the  number  of  troops  sup- 
ported by  the  program  is  in  the  thou- 
sands. They  are  engaged  not  in  efforts 
to  intercept  arms  shipments,  but  in 
fighting  Nicaraguan  military  units. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Hondurans 
have  been  drawn  into  this  spiral  of  vi- 
olence. Increasingly,  mortar  barrages 
are  exchanged  between  Nicaragua  and 
Honduras  by  the  armies  of  both  na- 
tions. 

The  committee  tried  twice  to  limit 
this  covert  action— once,  in  its  classi- 
fied report  to  the  Intelligence  Authori- 
zation Act,  where  we  said  funds  could 
be  used  "solely"  for  arms  interdiction. 
Second,  in  an  amendment  to  the  De- 
fense appropriations  bill  in  December 
1982,  which  sought  to  prohibit  an 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  Nica- 
ragua or  a  military  exchange  between 
Nicaragua  and  Honduras.  Neither  of 
these  efforts  seemed  to  have  re- 
strained activities  under  the  program. 
Finally,  in  May  of  this  year,  the 
committee  met  and  made  three  judg- 
ments. 

First,  it  concluded  that  the  covert 
action  had  strayed  beyond  the  bounds 
set  by  the  law,  and  in  the  fiscal  year 
1983  conference  report.  It  was,  we 
judged,  an  effort  that  went  beyond 
the  necessity  of  arms  interdiction,  by 
using  groups  whose  avowed  aim  was 
the  overthrow  of  the  Sandinistas,  and 
by  employing  tactics  which  involved 
military  confrontation. 

The  committee  also  concluded  that 
the  covert  action  was  unwise.  The 
committee  looked  at  the  effects  of  the 
covert  action— continued  arms  ship- 
ments by  the  Sandinistas  to  the  Salva- 
doran guerrillas,  an  increased  Cuban 
presence  in  Nicaragua,  the  suppression 
of  dissent  by  the  Sandinistas,  and  a 
polarlization  of  the  Nicaraguan  popu- 
lace against  the  insurgency. 

The  committee  then  looked  at  the 
overall  goals  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  in 
the  region— the  elimination  of  foreign 
military  advisers,  elimination  of  the 
Cuban  presence,  guarantees  for  de- 
mocracy in  Central  American  na- 
tions—especially a  willingness  by  the 
Sandinistas  to  tolerate  dissent— and 
most  importantly,  an  end  to  the  war  in 
El  Salvador.  None  of  these  goals  has 
been  advanced  by  the  covert  action. 

The  committee  looked  at  the 
chances  for  a  negotiated  settlement  to 
regional  problems.  It  judged  that  an 
insurgency  aimed  at  the  jugular  of  the 
Sandinista  regime  would  not  encour- 
age the  Sandinistas  to  relinquish 
points,  on  which  they  felt  deeply,  and 
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where  they  were  confident  of  Cuban 
assistance. 

Last,  the  committee  viewed  with 
alarm  the  numerous  border  clashes  in- 
volving ambushes  of  Sandinista 
troops.  It  saw  the  increasing  number 
of  encounters  betweeen  Sandinista 
and  Honduran  troops.  It  saw  the  sus- 
tained flow  of  arms  into  El  Salvador. 
It  saw  an  active  and  stronger  El  Salva- 
doran  insurgency.  It  saw  internal  re- 
pression and  totalitarianism  inside 
Nicaragua.  In  short,  it  saw  all  the 
things  which  the  covert  action  was 
meant  to  prevent. 

Let  me  emphasize  the  committee  has 
no  brief  for  the  Sandinistas.  We  do  not 
endorse  their  policies,  or  their  politics. 
but  we  did  judge  that  the  covert  action 
would  not  change  those  policies,  or 
those  politics. 

Because  the  committee  felt  that  the 
pressure  represented  by  the  insurgen- 
cy would  not  force  changes  from  the 
Sandinistas,  it  concluded  that  the  only 
effective  way  to  prevent  arms  from 
reaching  the  Salvadoran  insurgents 
was  by  assistance  to  Nicaragua's 
neighbors— to  help  them  prevent  the 
arms  flow. 

The  committee  received  little  assist- 
ance in  developing  this  overt  part  of 
the  bill.  Administration  witnesses,  in- 
cluding those  from  the  Department  of 
Defense,  did  not  want  to  talk  about 
overt  arms  interdiction.  They  kept 
telling  us  the  covert  action  was  the 
answer. 

There  will  be  those  here  today  who 
will  say  that  we  vastly  underpriced 
what  it  will  cost  to  effectively  interdict 
arms.  To  those  who  say  this,  I  say  we 
should  spend  what  will  be  necessary 
and  useful  to  do  the  job. 

To  those  who  say  that  this  overt  se- 
curity assistance  could  cost  American 
lives  or  will  mean  a  significant  number 
of  American  advisers.  I  ask— where  do 
they  think  our  present  policy  is  taking 
us? 

If,  as  the  President  says,  we  cannot 
allow  communism  to  gain  a  foothold  in 
Central  America,  how  do  you  suppose 
we  are  going  to  prevent  that  from  hap- 
pening? Who  is  going  to  do  it?  Who 
will  confront  this  army  we  are  told  the 
Nicaraguans  are  amassing?  Who  will 
confront  the  Cuban  troops  who  are 
there?  Who  will  defend  the  Hondur- 
ans  and  the  Costa  Ricans? 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  close  with  a 
last  thought,  and  let  me  call  it  to  the 
particular  attention  of  those  who  were 
not  serving  in  this  body  in  1964.  When 
we  adopted  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolu- 
tion that  year,  we  did  not  have  all  the 
facts.  We  could  not— many  of  us  could 
not— see  where  it  would  take  us. 

Today  the  House  does  not  suffer 
from  that  disadvantage. 

You  have  heard  in  secret  session  the 
numbers  of  fighters  armed,  the  cost  of 
the  program,  the  plaois  for  expansion. 
At  the  same  time,  you  know  the  Sandi- 
nistas are  not  wearing  white  hats. 


Last,  you  know  that  this  is  no  longer 
just  a  matter  for  the  14  members  of 
the  Intelligence  Committee.  It  is  an 
action  that  must  be  justified  in  the 
full  light  of  American  values,  Ameri- 
can responsibilities,  and  future  Ameri- 
can involvement. 

There  is  a  better  way.  H.R.  2760 
turns  from  the  secret  war,  to  openly 
helping  our  friends  in  the  region.  It 
takes  the  high  road  forward— toward 
firmer  ground. 

D  1300 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  on  previous  occa- 
sions, let  me  restate  my  highest  re- 
spect for  my  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts.  Because  of  his 
leadership,  this  committee  has  been 
able  to  function  effectively  over  the 
past  6  years.  We  have  avoided  the  pit- 
falls and  the  problems  that  befell  the 
Pike  committee.  It  is  because  of  the 
chairman's  unwavering  commitment 
to  approach  problems  in  a  nonpartisan 
manner  that  I  have  my  gravest  con- 
cerns regarding  the  politicizing  of  this 
particular  issue.  I  cannot  help  but  feel 
that  had  we  worked  harder,  had  we 
done  more  to  bridge  the  differences  of 
opinion  in  the  committee,  we  could 
have  found  the  solution— a  compro- 
mise, if  you  will— that  could  have 
avoided  the  uncharacteristic  confron- 
tations in  which  this  committee  finds 
itself  embroiled.  The  House  and  the 
intelligence  community  have  benefited 
by  this  new  experiment  in  intelligence 
oversight.  I  only  hope  that  this  issue 
before  us  today  is  truly  an  exception 
to  the  committee's  historical  commit- 
ment to  a  bipartisanship  approach  on 
issues  of  common  interest  in  national 
security.  Now,  I  would  like  to  make 
five  quick  points  about  the  bill  before 
us  today. 

I  think  it  is  generally  conceded  that 
there  is  at  least  one  matter  upon 
which  we  all  should  agree.  That  is, 
that  Nicaragua  is  dedicated  in  its  ef- 
forts to  export  revolution  and  terror- 
ism throughout  Central  America.  The 
Nicaraguan  action  contributes  to  the 
destabilization  of  the  entire  region.  As 
stated  on  page  2  of  the  majority 
report: 

The  insurgency  in  El  Salvador  depends  for 
its  lifeblood— arms,  ammunition,  financing, 
logistics,  and  command  and  control  facili- 
ties—upon outside  assistance  from  Nicara- 
gua and  Cuba. 

Overwhelming  evidence  of  Nicara- 
gua's support  for  the  insurgency  in  El 
Salvador.  Nicaragua's  unwavering 
commitment  to  continue  that  support, 
coupled  with  Nicaragua's  significant 
military  buildup,  should  lead  the  most 
skeptical  of  individuals  to  the  inescap- 
able conclusion  that  Nicaragua  poses  a 
serious  threat  to  all  of  its  neighbors  in 
Central  America. 


Judging  from  their  past  actions, 
Nicaragua  does  not  seem  inclined  to 
constrain  their  export  of  revolution 
and  terrorism.  The  Sandinistas  consid- 
er their  commitment  to  Cuba  and 
Communism  far  more  important  than 
their  commitments  and  promises  to 
the  Nicaraguan  people. 

However  well  intended  the  origina- 
tion, this  bill,  H.R.  2760.  was  predicat- 
ed on  the  assumption  that  the  admin- 
istration was  not  complying  with  the 
intent  of  the  Boland  admendment. 
The  original  Presidential  finding  was 
directed  at  the  Cuban  presence  in 
Nicaragua  and  elsewhere  in  Central 
America. 

At  the  time  the  finding  and  the 
covert  action  was  described  to  the 
committee,  this  administration  made 
some  very  strong  statements  that  the 
program  did  not  represent  an  effort  to 
overthrow  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua. Let  me  be  clear  on  this  point— at 
the  time  the  proposed  covert  action 
was  presented  to  the  committee,  every- 
one was  well  aware  that  this  project 
included  covert  operations  in  Nicara- 
gua. I  bring  this  up  because  at  that 
time  the  standard  which  was  discussed 
with  regard  to  covert  action  was  that 
we  would  not  be  involved  in  any  oper- 
ation to  overthrow  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua.  The  administration  was— 
and  is— in  agreement  with  such  a  pro- 
vision. 

The  language,  ultimately  termed  the 
Boland  amendment,  provided  for 
covert  action  of  the  type  which  the  ad- 
ministration supports.  The  House 
voted  down  a  legislative  amendment 
which  would  have  denied  funds  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  a  covert  activi- 
ty and  denied  funds  to  groups  and  in- 
dividuals known  to  have  the  intent  of 
overthrowing  the  Nicaraguan  Govern- 
ment. 

The  House,  however,  adopted  the 
Boland  amendment  by  a  vote  of  411  to 
0.  In  so  doing,  the  House  approved  the 
concept  embodied  in  the  Boland 
amendment  that  a  covert  paramilitary 
operation  in  Nicaragua  was  acceptable. 

H.R.  2760  prohibits  all  covert  para- 
military operations  in  Nicaragua  and 
establishes  a  new  overt  interdiction  as- 
sistance fund.  This  bill  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  distinct  change  in  direction  and 
policy— a  180  degree  change  of  direc- 
tion, the  Boland  amendment  contem- 
plated and  approved  the  covert  action 
in  Nicaragua— H.R.  2760  prohibits  all 
covert  action  in  Nicaragua.  We  must 
ask  ourselves— is  there  truly  a  need  for 
such  a  dramatic  reversal  of  position 
and— after  the  Congress  has  essential- 
ly approved  the  initiation  of  the  Presi- 
dents  actions,  are  we  prepared  to  live 
with  the  consequences  of  changing  our 
minds  in  midstream? 

As  I  have  said  for  some  time,  in  my 
mind  the  consequences  are  not  as  cut 
and  dried  as  the  proponents  of  H.R. 


2760  may  try  to  lead  you  to  believe.  A 
change  in  direction  could— 

Indicate  to  United  States  friends  and 
allies  that  the  United  States  is  unwill- 
ing to  defend  its  legitimate  national 
interests  close  to  its  own  border; 

Cause  countries  and  people  in  the 
region  to  realize  that  there  is  no 
longer  any  pressure  on  the  Nicaraguan 
Government  to  negotiate;  and 

Cause  many  governments  in  the  area 
to  feel  that  because  of  the  Nicara- 
guan/Cuban  military  superiority,  they 
must  try  to  cut  their  own  deal,  so  to 
speak,  with  Nicaragua  or  fear  repris- 
als. 

If  El  Salvador  or  Guatemala  were  to 
fall  to  Communist  insurgents— Hondu- 
ras. Costa  Rica,  or  even  Panama  could 
be  next  on  the  guerrilla  hit  list. 

I  believe  that  at  this  time  changing 
directions  to  establish  an  overt  inter- 
diction assistance  fund  raises  the 
stakes  and  increases  the  risks  of  inter- 
state war  in  Central  America.  I  must 
agree  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff  that  overt  action  will  be  'sub- 
stantially more  costly  and  politically 
contentious  than  our  present  policy 
and  be  less  likely  to  succeed."  [June  23 
letter  from  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
Mr.  Robinson.] 

Overt  interdiction  may  not  be  ac- 
ceptable to  friendly  governments  for 
reasons  of  domestic  and  international 
politics.  What  do  we  do  in  such  in- 
stances? Do  we  establish  or  own  inter- 
diction capability? 

Another  point  which  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues and  media  will  note— the  ma- 
jority report  noted  that  the  nations  in 
the  immediate  Central  American  area 
do  not  possess  the  capability  to  pro- 
vide an  effective  interdiction  program 
without  the  involvement  of  U.S. 
troops. 

This  disturbs  me  greatly.  Most  of  us 
do  not  take  lightly  the  dispatch  of 
U.S.  troops  and  advisers  and  trainers 
anywhere  in  the  world.  However,  the 
majority  report— not  the  administra- 
tion—proposes and  even  encourages 
escalating  use  of  U.S.  military  person- 
nel in  Central  America.  I  heard  a  news 
report  Monday  that  officials  in  the 
Pentagon  had  advocated  increasing 
U.S.  military  trainers  and  advisers  in 
Central  America.  I  invite  you  to  care- 
fully read  and  review  the  Intelligence 
Committee  report  which  accompanied 
H.R.  2760  to  find  out  for  yourselves 
that  on  May  13,  1983.  the  majority 
report  first  advocated  increasing  U.S. 
troop  conmiitment  in  Central  America. 
You  will  hear  from  several  of  our 
distinguished  colleagues  from  the  ma- 
jority side  of  the  aisle  that  the  pres- 
ence of  smti-Sandinista  insurgents  in 
Nicaragua  has  not  been  successful.  To 
the  contrary— given  its  limited  goals 
and  operational  objectives,  the  pro- 
gram has  been  successful. 

It  has  only  been  recently,  and  par- 
tially due  to  our  successful  efforts  to 


keep  pressure  on  Nicaragua  and  to 
force  the  Nicaraguans  to  turn  inward 
and  seek  solutions  to  their  own  prob- 
lems, that  we  have  been  successful  in 
communicating  to  the  Nicaraguans 
that  we  are  serious  about  our  commit- 
ment to  support  stable,  peaceful  gov- 
errmients  in  the  region.  Our  willing- 
ness to  make  the  point  that  the  Nica- 
raguan/Cuban  influenced  government 
will  not  be  allowed  to  operate  freely  in 
imposing  their  will  upon  other  coun- 
tries, now  offers  some  real  and  present 
prospect  of  hope  for  either  bilateral  or 
multilateral  negotiations. 

It  has  been  confirmed  on  several  oc- 
casions that  the  Sandinistas  have  been 
unable  to  supply  insurgents  in  El  Sal- 
vador with  needed  ammunition  and 
weapons.  It  also  has  been  indicated 
that  in  one  instance  the  Sandinistas 
were  preparing  to  send  a  group  of  ter- 
rorists/guerrillas into  Honduras  but 
the  plans  were  abandoned  because  it 
was  too  hot  to  successfully  transport 
such  a  guerrilla  group  into  Honduras. 
To  sum  up,  with  respect  to  H.R. 
2760—1  believe  it  is  ill-advised  and  ill- 
conceived  to  embrace  a  program  which 
does  not— 

Deter  the  massive  buildup  in  Nicara- 
gua; 

Halt  the  Nicaraguan  efforts  to  over- 
throw the  Government  of  El  Salvador; 
Protect  any  of  our  friends  or  allies  in 
Central  America  against  Nicaraguan/ 
Cuban-backed  insurgencies  in  their 
countries;  nor 

Bring  pressure  to  bear  for  negotia- 
tions to  begin. 

I  do  not  believe  we  should  enact  leg- 
islation which  provides  a  type  of  sanc- 
tuary for  Nicaraguan-based  guerrillas 
who  will  strike  out  with  impunity 
against  their  neighbors— nor  should 
we  unilaterally  restrict  United  States 
conduct  without  regard  to  Nicaraguan 
behavior  in  Central  America. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  in  the  support  to 
find  the  common  ground— a  compro- 
mise position  which  protects  the  secu- 
rity interests  of  the  United  States  and 
preserves  our  integrity  at  home  and 
abroad.  If  this  is  not  possible.  H.R. 
2760  should  be  rejected. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  such  time  as 
he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont  (Mr.  Jeffords). 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  express  my  deep  concern 
about  an  issue  which  has  not  been 
given  adequate  attention  as  we  are 
considering  the  direction  of  our  Cen- 
tral American  policy,  namely,  the 
effect  on  Honduras  of  a  growing  U.S. 
military  involvement  in  the  region. 

Honduras  is  a  poor  and  relatively 
weak  nation,  ranking  second  behind 
Haiti  as  the  hemisphere's  poorest 
country.  In  November  1981,  U.S.  sup- 
ported elections  returned  Honduras  to 
civilian  rule,  following  a  decade  of 
military  control.  However,  I  fear  that 
our  policy  in  the  region  has  had  the 


effect  of  undermining  the  authority  of 
President  Roberto  Suazo  Cordova,  and 
strengthening  the  position  of  the 
armed  forces  and  their  commander 
Gen.  Gustavo  Alvarez  Martinez.  Our 
policy  may  well  be  counterproductive"" 
to  our  stated  intent  of  fostering  de- 
mocracy and  a  return  to  civilian  rule 
in  Honduras  and  in  the  other  nations 
of  Central  America. 

There  are  several  constructive  ele- 
ments of  the  U.S.  policy  toward  Hon- 
duras. For  instance,  an  agricultural 
mission  of  15  to  20  American  volun- 
teers is  advising  the  Hondurans  how 
best  to  utilize  their  natural  resources. 
There  are  a  number  of  AID  consult- 
ants in  Honduras,  as  well  as  more  than 
200  Peace  Corps  workers  who  are  help- 
ing the  people  improve  their  living 
conditions.  Yet.  these  positive  aspects 
of  U.S.  involvement  are  being  out- 
weighed by  a  growing  military  pres- 
ence and  the  evolution  of  Honduras  as 
the  focal  point  for  U.S.  military  policy 
in  the  region. 

U.S.  activity  in  Honduras  has  greatly 
increased  in  the  past  months.  One  and 
a  half  years  ago.  the  U.S.  Embassy  in 
Honduras  was  upgraded  from  class  4 
to  class  2.  making  it  equivalent  to  the 
embassies  in  Peru  and  Argentina.  The 
current  staff  in  Tegucigalpa  numbers 
140  persons,  as  compared  to  only  102 
in  El  Salvador,  and  well  above  the  av- 
erage for  the  region.  There  are  ap- 
proximately 300  military  advisers  in 
Honduras,  as  compared  to  the  contro- 
versial 55  in  El  Salvador.  Yet,  there 
has  been  little  concern  expressed  over 
the  effect  of  this  escalation  of  U.S. 
military  involvement  on  political  and 
social  developments  in  that  country. 

The  historical  animosity  between  El 
Salvador  and  Honduras,  heightened  by 
their  border  war  of  1969.  has  made 
many  Hondurans  uneasy  with  the 
training  of  Salvadoran  troops  in  their 
country.  These  is  a  fear  that  after 
they  have  peace  at  home.  El  Salvador 
may  turn  to  a  number  of  rurming 
quarrels  it  has  with  Honduras.  Many 
civilian  officials  in  the  Honduran  Gov- 
ernment were  opposed  to  the  develop- 
ment of  the  regional  military  training 
center,  to  be  run  by  the  Green  Berets. 
However,  U.S.  pressure  and  the  sup- 
port of  the  Honduran  military  over- 
rode the  objections  of  these  civilians. 

When  I  was  in  Honduras  for  the 
1981  election.  I  was  impressed  by  the 
overwhelming  sentiment  of  Hondu- 
rans in  favor  of  putting  control  of 
their  country  into  civilian  hands.  They 
were  also  unanimous  in  their  desire  to 
avoid  the  violence  that  has  plagued 
the  surrounding  countries.  Many  Hon- 
durans are  increasingly  afraid  that 
they  will  now  be  drawn  into  a  regional 
conflict  that  will  worsen  their  domes- 
tic condition  and  further  strengthen 
the  hand  of  the  military. 

P»resident  Reagan's  recent  announce- 
ment that  up  to  4,000  troops  will  soon 


JMI 


21174 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  27,  1983 


July  27,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


21175 


be  engaged  in  joint  military  maneu- 
vers with  the  Honduran  Army,  con- 
tinuing for  as  long  as  6  months,  grave- 
ly escalates  our  military  involvement 
in  the  region  and  encourages  precisely 
those  elements  in  Honduras  who 
threaten  the  elected  government. 

I  therefore  wish  to  call  the  attention 
of  this  body  to  the  actual  effects  that 
our  actions  are  having  on  the  country 
that  we  have  attempted  to  portray  as 
a  model  of  transition  to  civilian  rule  in 
Latin  America.  In  deciding  the  form 
which  our  policy  toward  Central 
America  will  take,  let  us  not  turn  a 
blind  eye  to  the  domestic  situation  in 
Honduras.  We  must  make  sure  that  in 
our  eagerness  to  control  Communist 
influence  in  the  region,  we  do  not 
poison  the  efforts  of  our  friends  the 
Hondurans  to  establish  a  workable  de- 
mocracy and  to  bring  peace  and  stabil- 
ity to  their  nation. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Michel). 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  for  his 
statement  and  then  simply  pose  the 
question,  since  the  gentleman  has 
made  the  comment  with  respect  to  his 
desire  to  see  this  thing  be  taken  out  of 
the  realm  of  politics  and  amicably  set- 
tled between  two  divergent  thoughts 
here. 

Is  there  in  the  gentleman's  own 
mind  a  feeling  that  there  is  still  time 
for  a  compromise  of  some  fashion  that 
can  be  crafted  before  conclusion  of  our 
proceedings  on  this  legislation? 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
may  I  say  to  my  Republican  leader 
that  I  feel  very  strongly  that  there  is  a 
good  possibility  that  we  can  reach  a 
compromise  and  conversations  with 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  since  we  have  been  here  this 
afternoon  reinforces  that  feeling. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
9  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana (Mr.  Hamilton). 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
wish  to  speak  in  support  of  H.R.  2760, 
a  bill  to  amend  the  Intelligence  Au- 
thorization Act  of  1983. 

H.R.  2760  proposes  a  twofold  ap- 
proach to  the  problems  of  arms  ship- 
ments from  Nicaragua  to  the  Salva- 
doran  insurgents. 

First,  it  would  deny  funding  now  and 
in  the  next  fiscal  year  for  any  direct  or 
indirect  support  of  military  or  para- 
military activities  in  Nicaragua,  al- 
though support  could  continue  for  a 
period  of  time  following  enactment  of 
the  bill  for  the  purpose  of  permitting 
insurgents  who  wish  to  make  an  order- 
ly withdrawal  from  Nicaragua. 

Second,  the  bill  proposes  an  alterna- 
tive approach  to  arms  interdiction  and 
authorizes  $30  million  in  fiscal  year 


1983  and  $50  million  in  fiscal  year  1984 
for  friendly  governments  in  Central 
America  to  develop  programs  or  estab- 
lish the  capability  to  prevent  the  use 
of  their  territory,  or  international  ter- 
ritory, for  shipment  of  military  equip- 
ment to  insurgents  in  any  Central 
American  country.  This  grant  aid 
would  be  in  addition  to  other  military 
assistance  funds  and  could  also  require 
the  use  of  U.S.  military  trainers  or  ad- 
visors. 

What  H.R.  2760  would  do:  H.R.  2760 
is  designed  to  support  existing  U.S. 
policy  in  Central  America  by  directly, 
openly  countering  the  threat  of  Nica- 
raguan  and  Cuban  arms  support  to 
Salvadoran  insurgents. 

It  does  not  seek  to  undermine  the 
President's  Central  American  policy- 
only  to  change  one  aspect  of  it:  the 
covert  actions  against  Nicaragua. 

It  addresses  the  important  U.S.  na- 
tional security  concerns  of  preventing 
the  export  of  Communist  revolutions 
from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  and  contain- 
ing Nicaragua. 

It  returns  U.S.  policy  to  a  position 
from  which  it  can  assail  those  activi- 
ties without  fear  of  criticism. 

Its  purpose  is  to  prevent  infiltration 
from  Nicaragua  through  Honduras 
into  El  Salvador. 

It  acknowledges  that  this  covert 
action  can  no  longer  be  covert,  and 
that  to  pretend  it  is  covert  loses  public 
support  and  world  confidence. 

H.R.  2760  would  also: 

Place  additional  pressure  on  Nicara- 
gua to  negotiate,  isolating  it  within 
the  region; 

Turn  the  tables  on  the  Sandinistas 
and  make  them  bear  the  brunt  of 
their  policies  of  external  subversion: 
and 

Allow  the  internal  debate  in  Nicara- 
gua to  shift  from  countering  outside 
support  for  insurgencies  in  Nicaragua 
to  neglected  political,  social,  and  eco- 
nomic problems.  Only  in  this  way  will 
the  Nicaragua  Government  be  ac- 
countable to  its  people. 

ARGUMENTS  AGAINST  COVERT  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two  basic 
arguments  against  the  covert  action  in 
Nicaragua. 

First  it  has  not  worked. 

The  administration  has  given  pro- 
gressively more  ambitious  rationales 
for  supporting  the  covert  action. 

The  initial  justification  was  confined 
to  the  interdiction  of  Soviet  and 
Cuban  arms  traveling  from  Nicaragua 
to  the  insurgents  in  El  Salvador. 

This  was  subsequently  expanded  to 
included  the  objectives  of  forcing 
Nicaragua  to  turn  inward,  and  forcing 
the  Sandinistas  to  reassess  their  revo- 
lution and  their  efforts  to  export  it 
into  neightioring  states. 

Then,  we  were  told  that  the  purpose 
of  the  covert  action  was  to  bring  the 
Sandinistas  to  the  negotiating  table,  to 
bring  them  to  a  more  reasonable  and 


less  antagonistic  attitude  toward  the 
whole  area. 

Most  recently  the  rationale  has  been 
expanded  still  further,  to  include 
bringing  pluralism  and  free  elections 
to  Nicaragua. 

Thus  the  objectives  of  the  CIA  have 
grown  from  interdiction  to  changing 
the  internal  political  structure  of  Nica- 
ragua. 

Over  the  last  2  years,  the  covert 
action  has  achieved  none  of  these  pur- 
poses even  though  the  military  groups 
being  supported  by  the  action  have  in- 
creased dramatically. 

It  has  not  stopped  the  flow  of  arms. 
The  Salvadoran  guerrillas  continue  to 
be  resupplied. 

It  has  not  forced  changes  in  Nicara- 
guan  policies. 

It  has  strengthened  the  Sandinistas' 
resolve,  strengthened  their  support 
within  the  country,  rallied  people  to 
the  Nicaraguan  Government,  and 
given  them  justification  for  increased 
repressive  internal  policies. 

It  has  not  lessened  Nicaragua's  sup- 
port for  Salvadoran  insurgents. 
Rather  that  support  has  continued  un- 
abated. 

Not  only  have  the  goals  not  been 
met.  they  do  not  seem  likely  to  be  met. 
In  most  instances,  things  have  wors- 
ened because  of  the  covert  action. 

What  has  the  covert  action 
achieved? 

It  has  brought  about  greater  Cuban 
and  Soviet  involvement  in  Nicaragua, 
more  Cuban  troops,  increased  Cuban 
control. 

It  has  increased  the  risks  of  active 
Cuban  military  intervention. 

It  has  driven  the  Nicaraguans  ever 
more  deeply  into  the  arms  of  the 
Cubans  and  Soviets.  The  risk  we  face 
in  Central  America  is  not  a  Socialist 
government  in  Nicaragua  (as  distaste- 
ful as  that  may  be)  but  that  that  gov- 
ernment may  become  subservient  to 
Soviet-Cuban  influence.  This  covert 
action  has  greatly  increased  that  risk. 

It  has  also  increased  the  risk  of  a 
full-scale  war  by  Nicaragua  against 
Honduras  and  Costa  Rica. 

It  is  perceived  throughout  the  world 
as  an  effort  to  overthrow  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua.  Most  of  our  Latin 
American  neighbors  and  our  European 
allies  have  urged  us  to  stop. 

If  the  covert  action  continues,  the 
prospect  is  for  further  escalation. 
That  has  been  the  pattern,  and  there 
is  no  reason  to  believe  that  pattern 
will  change. 

The  administration  acknowledges  its 
purposes  have  not  been  achieved.  How 
then  will  they  achieve  them?  The 
answer  is:  Through  increased  pressure. 
That  means  more  and  more  U.S.  re- 
sources to  support  the  war.  If  this 
covert  war  continues,  one  wonders 
what  the  total  number  of  U.S.  armed 
guerrillas  will  be  6  months  from  now? 
What  will  the  objectives  be  then? 


It  is  not  just  the  history  of  this 
covert  action  that  concerns  the  major- 
ity committee  members.  It  is  also  the 
future  of  this  action. 

I  am  not  able  to  discern  any  limits  to 
this  covert  action.  How  many  contras 
are  we  willing  to  support?  Is  there  any 
limit?  How  far  will  we  expand  our  pur- 
poses? What  do  we  do  in  the  event 
Cuban  troops  enter  the  war? 

This  Member  concludes  that  the 
United  States  is  engaged  in  covert  ac- 
tions without  limits,  and  that  the 
major  policymakers  have  not  thought 
through  what  to  do  in  the  event  of 
major— and  by  no  means  improbable- 
contingencies. 

The  second  basic  argument  against 
the  covert  action  is  that  it  is  not  in  the 
U.S.  national  interest  to  be  conducting 
this  kind  of  operation. 

COVERT  ACTION  IS  AGAINST  THE  LAW 

First,  covert  action  against  Nicara- 
gua is  against  our  laws.  The  first  law 
in  question  is  the  Boland  amendment, 
passed  last  year,  which  states: 

No  funds  may  be  used  by  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency  or  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  furnish  military  equipment,  mili- 
tary training  or  advice  or  other  support  for 
military  activities,  to  any  group  or  individ- 
ual not  part  of  the  country's  armed  forces, 
for  the  purpose  of  overthrowing  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua  or  provoking  a  mili- 
tary exchange  between  Nicaragua  and  Hon- 
duras. 

This  administration  denies  any  in- 
tention to  overthrow  the  Sandinista 
government.  But  the  validity  of  the 
U.S.  Government's  approach  assumes 
U.S.  control  of  the  operation— so  that 
the  U.S.  intent  can  be  carried  out.  But 
the  fact  is  that  that  control  is  inad- 
equate. The  FDN  is  an  independent 
force. 

This  question  of  command  and  con- 
trol is  important.  It  is  important  be- 
cause those  guerrillas  that  we  have 
armed  are  supposed  to  be  an  instru- 
ment of  our— United  States— foreign 
policy.  But  it  is  clear  that  they  have 
their  own  agenda,  their  own  objec- 
tives—and it  is  that  objective,  clearly 
stated  by  their  commander  to  over- 
throw the  Sandinistas— that  they  are 
following. 

The  administration  cannot  wash  its 
hands  of  this  affair  and  deny  responsi- 
bility for  what  those  it  has  armed 
want  to  do  with  those  arms. 

It  is  also  clear  that  military  ex- 
changes are  occurring  between  Hondu- 
ras and  Nicaragua  as  a  result  of  U.S. 
support  of  this  covert  war.  That,  too, 
is  contrary  to  the  Boland  amendment. 

The  administration's  intention 
cannot  be  separated  from  the  intent 
and  activities  of  the  military  groups 
we  support.  The  Contras  have  openly 
declared  their  intention  to  "Liberate 
Nicaragua,"  and  their  activities,  the 
size  of  their  forces,  the  level  of  the 
conflict,  the  targets  they  are  choosing, 
all  fit  with  this  intention.  We  may 
admire   Conunander   Bermudez'   goal. 


but  his  goals  are  clearly  beyond  the 
bounds  set  by  the  Boland  amendment. 
The  Contras  aim  to  bring  down  the 
Sandinistas.  We  are  now  supporting  a 
large  army  inside  Nicaragua.  We  can 
no  longer  deny  that  we  are  fighting  a 
mercenary  war  in  Nicaragua  to  over- 
throw the  government  of  that  coun- 
try—and that  is  against  our  domestic 
law. 

The  second  law  is  Article  18  of  the 
charter  of  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States,  of  which  the  United  States 
is  a  signatory.  The  article  says  that: 

No  state  or  group  of  States  has  the  right 
to  intervene  directly  or  indirectly  for  any 
reason  whatever  in  the  internal  or  external 
affairs  of  any  other  State. 

If  the  United  States  were  to  bring 
Nicaragua  before  the  OAS,  and 
produce  compelling  evidence  of  a  San- 
dinista effort  to  destabilize  the  region; 
then  under  the  Rio  Treaty  and  the 
OAS  Charter,  the  United  States  and 
other  affected  parties  are  entitled  to 
demand  that  collective  action  be 
taken.  Under  present  policy,  the 
United  States,  rather  than  using  this 
law,  has  chosen  to  defy  it.  We  cannot 
go  before  the  OAS  with  clean  hands. 

Furthermore,  the  paramilitary  war 
certainly  appears  to  be  a  violation  of 
U.S.  obligations  under  the  OAS  Char- 
ter and  the  U.N.  Charter. 

We  in  the  Congress  ought  to  agree 
that  policy  should  not  supersede  law. 
If  the  United  States  signs  an  agree- 
ment, we  ought  to  abide  by  it. 

To  assert  that  the  Russians  break 
treaties  is  no  excuse  for  the  United 
States  opening  itself  to  similar 
charges. 

The  administration  argues  that  it  is 
acting  in  legitimate  self-defense.  This 
view  distorts  the  legal  doctrine  of  self- 
defense.  In  the  first  place,  any  action 
in  support  of  the  right  of  self-defense 
should  be  overt,  not  covert. 

Moreover,  self-defense  comes  into 
play  when  the  national  sovereignty  is 
threatened.  A  general  threat  of  com- 
munism to  the  hemisphere  does  not 
automatically  constitute  a  threat  to 
U.S.  territory.  How  is  the  security  of 
the  United  States  threatened  by  Nica- 
ragua sending  arms  and  supplies  to  in- 
surgents in  El  Salvador?  Self-defense 
does  not  license  the  United  States  to 
undertake  a  covert  activity  against 
Nicaragua  for  its  actions  against  a 
third  country  when  neither  U.S.  secu- 
rity nor  U.S.  troops  are  directly 
threatened. 

The  doctrine  of  self-defense  under 
the  U.N.  Charter  or  the  OAS  Charter 
does  not  allow  any  signatory,  in  an  act 
of  self-defense,  to  send  mercenary 
troops  inside  another  signatory  coun- 
try. Self-defense  does  not  allow  the 
United  States  to  conduct  a  war  inside 
Nicaragua  because  Nicaragua  sends 
arms  to  El  Salvador. 

In  addition,  self-defense  involves 
proportionality.  There  is  no  propor- 
tionality between  the  damage  inflicted 


on  the  United  States  by  the  Sandinis- 
tas and  the  damage  the  United  States 
is  inflicting  on  Nicaragua.  Civilian  cas- 
ualties in  the  war  zone  in  Nicaragua 
are  rising,  as  are  reports  of  torture  and 
maiming  by  the  Contras.  And  interna- 
tionally recognized  borders  are  being 
violated  on  a  daily  basis  by  armed  in- 
cursions. 

COVERT  ACTION  RISKS  WIDER  WAR 

Second.  There  are  sound  policy  argu- 
ments against  the  covert  action  as  well 
as  legal  arguments.  The  more  fighting 
escalates  in  Nicaragua,  the  greater  the 
danger  of  regionalization  of  the  war. 
Skirmishes  along  the  Honduran  and 
Costa  Rican  borders  will  intensify, 
more  Cuban  troops  and  advisors  will 
be  brought  in,  and  a  full-scale  invasion 
could  be  launched,  provoking  a  vigor- 
ous U.S.  response.  A  major  war  on 
Central  American  soil,  would  be  a  ca- 
lamity for  victor  and  vanquished  alike. 

COVERT  ACTION  DIMINISHES  CHANCE  FOR 
NEGOTIATION 

Third.  Some  promising  proposals  for 
resolution  of  this  conflict  have  now 
been  put  forward.  They  have  been  put 
forward  by  friends,  the  Contadora 
group,  as  well  as  foe  Nicaragua.  They 
call  for  a  response  that  will  test  the 
sincerity  of  Nicaragua's  proposal.  It  is 
not  sufficient  to  say,  as  the  President 
did,  that  negotiations  will  be  extreme- 
ly difficult  as  long  as  the  Sandinistas 
are  in  power  because  they  are  being 
subverted  or  directed  by  outside 
forces. 

My  own  judgment  is  that  there 
exists  a  real  opportunity  for  negotia- 
tion at  this  time.  There  is  a  new  re- 
solve to  talk.  But  the  region,  and 
much  of  the  world  is  confused  by  a 
U.S.  policy  which  repeats  rhetoric  of 
support  for  the  peacemaking  efforts  of 
the  Contadora  groups  and  decides  to 
increase  military  involvement  in  the 
region,  including  plans  for  a  sharp  in- 
crease to  the  Contras  seeking  to  over- 
throw the  Sandinistas.  The  position  of 
the  Contadora  group  is  that  the  terri- 
tory of  one  state  should  not  be  used  to 
conduct  acts  of  aggression  against  the 
territory  of  another  state.  The  United 
States  cannot  consistently  support  the 
Contadora  and  also  support  the  Con- 
tras. 

COVERT  ACTION  DAMAGES  OUR  IMAGE  AND 
CREDIBILITY 

Fourth.  The  covert  action  does  long- 
term  damage  to  our  standing  in  the 
world.  The  United  States  is  seen  as 
interventionist,  even  imperialistic.  The 
Soviets  have  been  handed  an  unde- 
served propaganda  advantage  which 
they  are  using  effectively  against  U.S. 
interests.  Our  allies  in  Europe  have 
condemned  forthrightly  the  U.S.  inter- 
vention. The  countries  of  the  hemi- 
sphere are  united  in  opposition  to 
intervention  from  any  external 
sources.  Secretary  Shultz  concluded 
that  we  were  able  to  conclude  a  Leba- 
non   withdrawal    agreement    because 
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the  Lebanese  and  Israelis  are  con- 
vinced of  our  fairness,  trustworthiness 
and  decency.  This  covert  action  under- 
mines our  reputation  as  a  fair,  decent, 
trustworthy  power.  It  is  damaging  our 
ability  to  exercise  leadership  through- 
out the  world.  This  covert  action  is 
simply  not  the  kind  of  thing  the 
United  States  should  be  encouraging 
or  conducting. 

COVERT  ACTION  HOLDS  US  UP  TO  RIDICULE 

Fifth.  The  covert  action  is  still  offi- 
cially covert.  This  holds  the  American 
Government  up  to  ridicule  and 
charges  of  official  deception.  The 
United  States  is  doing,  and  all  the 
world  knows  we  are  doing,  that  which 
we  deny  we  are  doing.  It  makes  the  le- 
gitimate covert  activity  of  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  more  difficult  to 
carry  out.  and  saps  public  confidence 
in  the  Agency. 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  when  the 
United  States  acts  out  of  character,  it 
is  ineffective.  I  believe  that  conducting 
this  secret  war  in  this  place,  at  this 
time,  and  in  this  matter,  is  not  in 
keeping  with  our  character  or  our 
ideals.  Because  it  is  not.  and  because  it 
is  unpopular  with  the  American 
people  who  oppose  it  by  about  2:1  in  a 
recent  poll,  we  are  hesitant  and  inef- 
fectual in  our  execution  of  that  policy. 

CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion.  I  do  not  propose  an 
end  to  this  covert  war  as  a  favor  to 
Nicaragua— or  to  please  Cuba  or  West- 
ern Europe. 

The  covert  action  should  be  stopped 
because: 

It  is  not  working; 

It  is  harmful  to  U.S.  interests: 

It  is  risking  a  wider  conflict:  and 

It  is  diminishing  the  chances  for  suc- 
cessful negotiations. 

H.R.  2760  is  a  better  way  to  proceed. 
It  is  overt,  above  board,  legal.  It  repre- 
sents a  strong  commitment  to  our 
friends.  It  is  consistent  with  our  char- 
acter as  a  Nation  and  our  traditions  in 
foreign  policy.  I  urge  you  to  support 
H.R. 2760. 

D  1315 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  6  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young). 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  will  be 
happy  to  yield  at  the  end  of  my  state- 
ment if  I  have  time. 

Mr.  RITTER.  The  question  relates 
to  the  statement  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  has  been  suggested  here  on  a 
number  of  occasions,  both  in  the 
secret  session  of  last  week  and  the  ses- 
sion so  far  today  that  the  activities  in 
Central  America  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  violates  the  law. 

During  the  closed  session  on  last 
Tuesday  I  think  it  was  dramatically 
pointed  out  to  the  Members  of  this 


Congress  that  whatever  was  being 
done  through  a  so-called  covert  activi- 
ty was  being  done  with  the  agreement 
of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Intelligence  Committee  that  was  given 
the  jurisdiction  in  this  matter  in  the 
first  place  by  the  law  of  the  land. 

Second,  it  has  been  suggested  that 
this  covert  activity  which  is  no  longer 
covert  violates  the  original  intent  of 
what  the  covert  activity  was  all  about 
in  the  first  place.  The  truth  of  the 
matter  is  that  on  the  very  first  meet- 
ing of  the  Intelligence  Committee,  and 
again  this  was  established  beyond  a 
doubt  in  the  secret  session,  and  we 
cannot  give  you  the  specifics  today. 
But  it  was  established  beyond  a  ques- 
tion of  a  doubt  that  the  original  intent 
is  the  intent  today. 

There  has  been  no  deception  and 
there  has  been  no  change. 

The  suggestion  is  that  this  covert  ac- 
tivity is  no  longer  covert  now.  that  is 
disturbing,  and  it  should  be  disturbing 
to  every  one  of  you.  and  it  should  be 
disturbing  to  every  American  citizen 
because  the  reason  this  covert  activity 
is  no  longer  covert  is  because  of  a  sys- 
tematic series  of  leaks  of  sensitive  in- 
formation by  people  who  have  access 
legally  to  that  sensitive  information, 

I  believe.  I  would  say  to  my  Chair- 
man of  the  Intelligence  Committee, 
that  you  and  i  and  our  colleagues  on 
the  Intelligence  Committee  have  a 
major  responsibility  to  the  people  of 
our  country  to  assure  that  no  one  who 
has  this  access,  because  of  their  rela- 
tionship with  our  committee,  contin- 
ues to  make  these  type  of  leaks. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the 
covert  activity  has  not  worked.  We 
also  presented  hard  intelligence  re- 
porting during  the  secret  session  that 
it  has  worked,  that  the  insurgency  in 
El  Salvador  is  standing  down  consider- 
ably because  of  the  lack  of  materials 
that  they  need  or  the  lack  of  their 
ability  to  get  to  sanctuary  in  Nicara- 
gua. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  this 
covert  activity  has  strengthened  the 
resolve  of  the  Sandinistas.  There  have 
been  some  new  developments  and  I 
tend  to  agree  with  the  Washington 
Post. 

The  Washington  Post  said  they 
think  that  the  record  shows  that  the 
intervention  has  helped  produce  Ma- 
nagua's apparent  shift  on  negotia- 
tions, and  there  has  been  a  shift,  or  at 
least  it  appears  to  be  a  shift. 

Here  is  a  piece  in  the  New  York 
Times  by  Sergio  Ramirez  appearing  to 
offer  some  conciliation.  Here  is  a 
speech  by  Daniel  Ortega  last  week  ap- 
pearing to  offer  similar  conciliation. 

We  believe  there  is  an  opportunity 
to  settle  this  matter  in  Central  Amer- 
ica in  the  interest  of  all  people  of  the 
region,  and  the  hemisphere,  for  that 
reason  we  began  working,  when  the 
Intelligence  Committee  first  took  up 
this  matter,  on  some  kind  of  an  ap- 


proach that  would  end  all  outside  in- 
volvement, including  U.S.  involvement. 
And  we  proposed  an  amendment  that 
has  since  become  known  as  symmetry. 
Basically  that  means  we  apply  a 
similar  set  of  rules  to  all  of  the  play- 
ers, that  we  all  play  by  the  same  set  of 
rules,  and  we  have  worked  with  the 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
develop  language  and  a  concept,  and  I 
believe  we  have  established  it.  I  think 
we  are  that  close  to  reaching  agree- 
ment on  that  symmetry  concept  and 
the  compromise  that  will  establish  a 
multilateral  negotiation  which  we 
would  like  to  see  happen.  Multilateral 
in  that  all  of  the  problems  in  the 
region,  whether  they  be  between  Nica- 
ragua and  Honduras  or  Nicaragua  and 
El  Salvador,  that  they  all  be  addressed 
and  that  we  reach  an  agreement  that 
is  verifiable,  that  we  all  get  out  of 
each  other's  business  and  let  the 
people  in  their  own  countries  run  their 
own  countries.  That  is  all  we  want  and 
I  believe  we  have  that  today. 

We  will  be  offering  an  amendment 
that  would  establish  that  concept 
today.  It  was  created  in  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee.  It  has  been  kept 
alive  because  of  the  support  of  the  ad- 
ministration, support  of  Members  on 
the  majority  side  of  the  aisle,  support 
of  Members  on  my  side  of  the  aisle. 
and  if  we  really  want  to  end  the  hostil- 
ities, if  we  really  want  to  get  to  the  ne- 
gotiating table  and  solve  this  problem 
without  any  further  bloodshed,  then 
let  us  go  with  this  compromise  that 
has  basically  been  agreed  to  by  at  least 
some  of  the  leadership. 

Let  us  put  our  amendment  into  this 
bill  and  then  we  will  pass  H.R.  2760 
because  we  believe  H.R.  2760,  when 
amended  by  this  amendment  will 
bring  about  the  negotiations  that  will 
resolve  these  conflicts  in  Central 
America  peacefully. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  am  now 
happy  to  yield  to  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  for  yielding  and  I  thank 
him  for  his  very  eloquent  remarks. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana,  my  friend.  Mr.  Hamil- 
ton, whether  or  not  he  believes  that 
the  covert  operation  which  he  kept  re- 
ferring to  in  a  derogatory  way.  wheth- 
er he  believes  that  covert  assistance 
should  be  translated  to  overt  assist- 
ance to  those  very  same  people  who 
are  fighting  inside  Nicaragua? 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  will  be 
happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  The  bill  makes 
provision  for  funds  to  help  friendly 
countries.  The  key  question  is  whether 
or  not  the  country  would  permit  us  to 
operate  in  that  country. 


Nicaragua  does  not  want  us  there. 
We  ought  not  to  be  there. 

Honduras  will  permit  us  to  be  there. 
It  is  perfectly  all  right  for  us  to  be 
there. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  guess,  if  the  gentle- 
man will  yield  further,  the  question 
was  would  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana  

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Young) 
has  expired. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler). 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  legislation  offered 
jointly  by  the  Intelligence  Committee 
and  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  for 
the  following  reasons: 

The  U.S.  policy  in  Nicaragua  is  not 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  of  America.  It  is  unquestionably 
undercutting  the  efforts  of  our  allies 
in  Central  America  who  have  asked  us 
to  cease  our  military  invasion  of  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua. 

Colombia,  one  of  the  largest  and  few 
democracies  in  our  hemisphere,  has 
asked  us  to  stop  because  it  is  not  work- 
ing and  is  working  against  our  hemi- 
sphere's interests  in  controlling  hostile 
influences. 

The  Venezuelans  have  asked  us  to 
stop.  The  Mexicans  have  asked  us  to 
stop.  The  Costa  Ricans  have  asked  us 
to  stop. 

Our  Western  European  allies  have 
asked  us  to  stop.  The  Australians  have 
asked  us  to  stop. 

The  only  countries  that  I  know  of 
who  are  in  support  of  the  U.S.  policy 
in  Nicaragua  are  the  Governments  of 
El  Salvador.  Honduras,  and  Mrs. 
Thatcher  in  Great  Britain. 

Second,  the  purpose  with  which  this 
action  was  undertaken  had  the  back- 
ing of  the  Congress  because  it  was 
premised  on  arms  interdiction. 

If  we  are  to  believe  the  leaks  that 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Young),  described  in  the  Washington 
Post  this  morning  from  administration 
officials— they  could  not  have  come 
from  the  Congress  because  we  have 
not  been  briefed  on  any  new  propos- 
al—but if  we  are  to  believe,  and  I  know 
not  whether  it  is  true,  the  story  in  the 
Post  this  morning  that  a  new  policy  is 
being  undertaken  by  this  administra- 
tion, it  excludes,  according  to  the  news 
report,  any  mention  of  arms  interdic- 
tion and  again  changes  the  policy  and 
thrust  of  our  Government  by  increas- 
ing this  armed  invasion  of  Nicaragua. 

My  time  is  short.  If  you  want  pre- 
ventive action,  as  we  all  do,  if  we  want 
to  eliminate  hostile  influences  in  our 
hemisphere,  if  we  want  to  contain  this 
communism,  for  goodness  sakes,  can 
we  not  do  it  in  cooperation  with  our 
allies  in  our  hemisphere  who  are 
pleading  with  us  to  cease  this  unilater- 
al military  interventionism  and  work 
with  them  to  eliminate  hostile  influ- 


ences and  have  a  coordinated  policy 
that  will  contain  communism  and 
allow  us  to  seize  the  opportunities  for 
negotiation  and  working  together  that 
will  bring  an  end  to  subversion  and 
war  in  Central  America. 

Mr.  MAZZOLI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield  for  a  very 
brief  question? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  MAZZOLI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man very  much.  I,  like  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia,  would  certainly  desire 
to  have  solutions  from  within  the 
countries  and  we  have  heard  about  the 
Contadora  nations,  the  Linowitz-Plaza 
report. 

The  front  page  of  the  New  York 
Times  today  suggests  that  in  an  inter- 
view with  the  Cuban  Associate  De- 
fense Foreign  Minister  that  Cuba  has 
indicated,  as  of  yesterday  at  least,  that 
it  would  not  withdraw  its  troops  from 
Nicaragua  despite  the  fact  that  it 
would  seek  to  have  some  areawide  ne- 
gotiations with,  we  would  think,  the 
Contadora  group. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler). 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Let  me  answer  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  in  this  way. 
It  is  a  good  question. 

Unfortunately,  the  United  States 
must  deal  with  the  Communists  all 
the  time.  We  are  presently  engaged  in 
at  least  five  different  areas  of  negotia- 
tions with  the  Soviets.  We  are  contem- 
plating selling  computer  parts,  some 
with  military  dimensions,  to  the  Chi- 
nese Communists.  We  negotiate  with 
Cuba,  a  major  sanctuary  of  commu- 
nism for  20  years  in  our  hemisphere, 
about  highjacking,  and  emigration 
matters.  Can  we  not  do  the  same  in 
Central  America  in  an  effort  to  resolve 
a  very  dangerous  situation? 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  H.R.  2760,  a  bill  that  is  fraught 
with  mischief.  It  has  two  sections  and 
both  of  them  are  flawed. 

I  will  take  a  moment  just  to  review 
what  I  said  in  the  secret  session  last 
week  about  the  second  section  first. 

The  committee  bill  calls  for  $80  mil- 
lion to  be  spent  over  the  next  2  years 
for  arms  interdiction,  weapons  going 
from  Nicaragua  to  the  guerrillas  in  El 
Salvador  or  other  countries  on  their 
frontier. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  man 
who  is  best  able  to  give  us  a  categori- 
cal statement  on  this,  has  assured  us 
that  the  cost  for  the  first  2  years  is 
not  going  to  be  $80  million;  it  is  going 
to  be  $400  million.  That  does  not  in- 
clude expendables.  It  does  not  take 
into  account  the  hundreds  and  hun- 
dreds of  American  military  personnel 


who   will   be   required;   they   will   be 
placed  in  a  perilous  situation. 

It  does  not  even  assure  us  that  we 
are  going  to  succeed  in  sea  and  air 
interdiction,  and  yet  this  is  what  this 
bill  promotes.  The  measure  is  ill-con- 
ceived. It  has  been  thrown  together. 
The  framers  tell  you  that  it  is  a  shel- 
ter from  further  involvement  in  Cen- 
tral America.  I  submit  to  you  that  the 
effect  of  it  is  going  to  be  just  the  oppo- 
site. 

Let  me  turn  now  for  a  few  minutes 
to  the  first  section  of  the  bill,  that 
portion  of  it  cutting  off  covert  aid. 

At  the  end  of  last  April,  five  of  us 
from  the  Intelligence  Committee  flew 
down  to  Central  America  and  visited 
the  three  principal  capitals,  Teguci- 
galpa, Managua,  and  San  Salvador.  I 
think  what  impressed  me  more  than 
anything  else  was  the  opportunity  to 
meet,  firsthand.  Dr.  Suazo.  the  Presi- 
dent of  Honduras. 

I  think  all  of  us  in  traveling  around 
the  world  and  meeting  people  are  im- 
pressed by  the  same  characteristics 
and  the  same  virtues  that  we  seek  in 
our  own  country.  And  I  found  them  in 
Dr.  Suazo.  a  simple  country  doctor, 
who.  in  very  eloquent  terms,  spoke  of 
trying  to  save  his  country,  and  the  as- 
sistance that  he  needed.  He  is  not  part 
of  the  landed  aristocracy,  nor  from 
the  military  caste,  but  the  kind  of 
person  that  you  and  I  go  home  and  oc- 
casionally see  in  our  own  home  dis- 
tricts. Dr.  Magana.  in  San  Salvador, 
was  a  banker,  not  a  politician,  strug- 
gling to  keep  his  little  country  afloat 
from  the  destruction  that  is  being 
wrought  by  the  Marxist  guerrillas. 

All  of  us  know  this:  that  the  Sandi- 
nistas betrayed  the  revolution  that 
overthrew  Somoza:  that  they  have 
broken  all  the  promises  that  they 
made  to  the  OAS:  free  elections,  free 
press,  and  a  free  church. 

I  was  impressed  by  Miguel  Bolanos. 
the  young  Nicaraguan  who  defected  to 
this  country  just  a  few  months  ago. 
who  was  in  the  Nicaraguan  Intelli- 
gence Service.  He  was  recruited  in  Ma- 
nagua into  the  intelligence  service  in 
1979  and  was  told  at  the  outset  that 
the  No.  1  enemy  is  the  United  States. 

They  rejected  Peace  Corps  volun- 
teers that  were  offered:  they  have  ac- 
cepted 8.000  Cubans,  to  say  nothing  of 
East  Germans  and  Russians.  No  one 
can  guarantee  that  the  FDN  will  suc- 
ceed in  forcing  the  Sandinistas  to 
change  their  ways,  but  I  know  what 
the  consequences  are  going  to  be  if  we 
cut  off  covert  assistance.  We  will 
create  a  privileged  Marxist  sanctuary 
in  Central  America,  safe  from  outside 
pressure,  free  to  threaten  its  neigh- 
bors. 

I  recall  the  words  of  Dr.  Suazo  that 
Sunday  afternoon:  'America  taught  us 
to  love  democracy  and  freedom  on  the 
Fourth  of  July  in  1776;  you  inspired 
the  wars  of  liberation  in  Latin  Amer- 
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ica.  Now  that  system  is  threatened,  so 
you  are  morally  committed  to  help, 
and  from  a  practical  standpoint  of 
view,  you  have  to  do  so  for  your  own 
security." 

I  tell  you  that  for  a  generation  auid 
more,  we  have  tolerated  the  presence 
of  an  alien  ideology  in  this  hemi- 
sphere, we  have  seen  the  mischief  it 
has  caused  in  Africa,  in  the  Caribbean. 
Now,  like  a  loathsome  leech,  it  has  fas- 
tened itself  on  this  continent.  This  bill 
permits  it  to  fester  undisturbed,  safe 
to  consolidate  its  oppression,  safe  to 
carry  out  subversion  against  its  neigh- 
bors without  fear  of  reprisal,  safe  from 
the  reckoning  forces  of  freedom  that 
it  fears. 

I  have  sat  in  this  House  for  nearly  15 
years  and,  like  many  of  you,  always 
conscious  of  those  who  have  preceded 
us  here,  mindful  of  the  moments  when 
they  confronted  a  challenge  to  our  se- 
curity and  our  vital  interests.  And  I 
ask  myself,  what  verdict  would  they 
pass  upon  us,  their  successors,  if  we 
abide  this  Marxist  inquilinism  on  the 
body  of  our  continent?  Worse,  what 
will  be  the  verdict  of  those  who  follow 
us  when  the  consequences  of  our 
action  bear  the  bitter  fruit  of  Marxist 
triumph  throughout  all  of  Central 
America,  and  we  are  swept  by  the  tide 
of  refugees  who  will  inundate  our 
shores? 

I  do  not  expect  to  be  here  then,  nor 
will  many  of  you,  but  I  do  not  want 
my  name  sullied  with  the  irrefutable 
charge  that  I  lost  Central  America. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  state  that  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland)  has  7'/2 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  (Mr.  Robinson)  has  8 
minutes  remaining. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  (Mr.  Robinson). 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Goodling). 

D  1340 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Chairman, 
long  before  it  became  politically  popu- 
lar to  be  opposed  to  covert  activity  in 
Nicaragua,  I  indicated  to  the  adminis- 
tration my  concern,  long  before  any 
staff  member  encouraged  me  to 
become  involved  in  something  that  ap- 
peared to  be  politically  popular.  And 
even  before  I  joined  the  Intelligence 
Committee,  I  thought  perhaps  the  ad- 
ministration was  going  beyond  what  it 
was  we.  in  the  Congress,  indicated 
they  could  do. 

I  should  not  have  t)elieved  that,  if  I 
had  been  paying  a  little  more  atten- 
tion to  what  was  going  on  during  the 
debate  on  the  Boland  amendment,  be- 
cause, as  our  minority  leader  on  our 
committee  indicated  in  his  remarks,  it 
was  the  House  that  day  who  voted 
down  a  proposal  which  would  have 
denied  funds  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 


ing out  military  activities  in  or  against 
Nicaragua:  not  the  administration,  it 
was  the  House. 

It  was  the  House  that  voted  down  a 
proposal  which  would  have  denied 
funds  to  groups  or  individuals  known 
by  the  United  States  to  have  the 
intent  of  overthrowing  the  Nicaraguan 
Government.  Again  not  the  adminis- 
tration. It  was  the  House. 

So  I  should  have  realized,  before  I 
got  on  the  committee,  that  what  we 
voted  on  that  day  really  went  far 
beyond  what  many  of  us  thought  it 
did.  And  after  reading  the  transcripts, 
after  reading  the  give-and-take  of  the 
chairman  and  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young),  for  instance,  and 
others  on  that  committee,  there  was 
no  question  in  my  mind  that  the  ad- 
ministration did  not  go  beyond  what 
they  were  to  go,  but  could  have  gone 
much  farther,  according  to  the  history 
involving  the  Boland  amendment. 

But  today  I  am  concerned  about  sev- 
eral things.  First  of  all,  it  was  we  who 
now  have  encouraged  the  activity  that 
is  going  on  in  Nicaragua.  I,  too,  look 
forward  to  that  hopeful  coalition  that 
we  can  bring  about  that  will  bring  us 
out  of  this,  without  the  kind  of  action 
that  is  proposed  in  H.R.  2760. 

I  will  offer  an  amendment  perhaps 
during  this  debate  which  possibly  will 
give  us  an  opportunity  to  make  sure 
that  this  administration  does  exactly 
what  many  thought  we  were  doing 
when  we  adopted  the  Boland  amend- 
ment. And  it  will  be  tied  so  tightly 
that  interdiction  is  the  only  thing  that 
can  be  done.  And  the  review  by  our 
committee  and  others  will  be  at  least 
every  3  months. 

I  would  merely  close  by  saying  that 
my  real  concern  about  H.R.  2760,  I 
suppose,  would  be  included  in  the 
question  that  I  would  ask,  and  that 
question  would  be:  If  the  loud  voices 
in  America  today  do  not  support 
people  from  other  countries  doing 
something  in  a  covert  manner,  how  in 
the  world  do  we  expect  those  same 
loud  American  voices  to  do  something 
overtly  which  could  include  the  use  of 
American  young  men? 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  Stump). 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
a  very  serious  and  growing  threat  to 
democracy  and  freedom  in  Central 
America.  Unrest  that  close  to  our 
border  concerns  me:  but  what  con- 
cerns me  even  more  is  the  fact  that  in 
passing  this  bill,  we  will  be  restricting 
our  ability  to  deal  with  that  threat. 

The  terrorism  and  insurgency  in  El 
Salvador  is  being  supported  and  sup- 
plied by  Soviets  and  Cubans  through 
Nicaragua.  Without  this  influx  of 
arms  and  leadership,  the  guerrillas  in 
El  Salvador  would  cease  to  be  a  signifi- 
cant factor. 

Our  foreign  policy  must  reflect  our 
willingness,  at  any  cost,  to  defend  our 


freedom  and  democracy,  and  to  lend 
our  assistance,  when  asked,  to  those 
countries  who  are  either  trying  to  pro- 
tect an  existing  democratic  govern- 
ment or  establish  one. 

In  the  case  of  Central  America,  our 
actions  are  based  upon  a  request.  It  is 
not  a  request  that  can  be  defined  in 
dollars:  it  is  a  request  based  upon  a 
strong  belief  in  democracy.  The 
emerging  democratic  Government  of 
El  Salvador,  which  held  free  elections 
last  year,  has  requested  our  assistance 
to  stop  the  flow  of  terrorism  and  arms 
from  Nicaragua. 

It  is  not  our  action  which  threatens 
the  security  and  stability  of  the 
region.  Rather,  it  is  the  predatory 
nature  of  the  Soviets.  The  terrorists 
have  survived  so  far  because  the 
Cubans  have  consolidated  factions, 
supported  and  trained  them  for  one 
purpose— to  gain  power  to  destroy  de- 
mocracy, no  matter  what  the  cost. 

Experience  with  the  Soviets  and 
Cubans  is  that  they  do  not  allow  social 
and  economic  problems  to  be  cured  by 
election,  compromise,  or  democratic 
reforms.  They  install  one-party  Marx- 
ist regimes. 

This  bill  will  unilaterally  limit  the 
range  of  our  response.  This  could  ac- 
celerate the  need  for  further  military 
assistance,  which  is  exactly  what  the 
proponents  of  this  legislation  say  they 
want  to  avoid. 

We  must  support  the  Government  of 
El  Salvador.  That  elected  Govern- 
ment, which  was  overwhelmingly  sup- 
ported by  the  votes  of  its  citizens, 
stands  between  the  democratic  govern- 
ments of  the  Western  Hemisphere  and 
a  growing  Soviet-Cuban  bridgehead 
which  threatens  us  all.  This  Congress 
should  give  bipartisan  support  to  stop- 
ping the  Soviet-Cuban  interference  in 
this  hemisphere  before  they  destroy 
all  traces  of  democracy  in  our  own 
b3.ck  vsird 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Gramm). 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
we  have  here  is  not  a  choice  between 
covert  aid  and  overt  aid.  we  have  a 
policy  which  is  clearly  working 
through  growing  support  for  the  anti- 
government  forces  in  Nicaragua,  grow- 
ing ability  to  disrupt  Nicaraguan  Gov- 
ernment activities  in  supplying  arms 
and  supplying  coordination  to  the 
rebels  in  El  Salvador.  We  are  here  de- 
bating because  our  policy  is  a  success. 
We  have  in  contrast  to  that  success- 
ful policy  a  proposal  to  try  to  isolate 
Nicaragua  to  provide  ever  mounting 
aid  to  its  neighbors  to  put  up  walls  on 
their  borders  with  Nicaragua. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  tried  that 
policy  before.  In  Vietnam,  we  tried  to 
seal  South  Vietnam's  borders  and  we 
had  600.000  combat  troops.  We 
bombed  North  Vietnam.  We  bombed 
the  Ho  Chi  Minh  Trail,  but  never  did 


we  effectively  cut  off  the  flow  of  weap- 
ons and  troops  into  South  Vietnam. 
We  were  the  masters  of  the  air,  land, 
and  sea.  we  expended  millions  of  dol- 
lars but  we  never  succeeded  in  this 
tactic. 

We  have  an  opportunity  here  to  pro- 
vide assistance  to  those  who  are  fight- 
ing for  their  freedom  and  to  use  their 
effort  to  interdict  the  flow  of  arms 
aimed  their  neighbors. 

It  has  been  raised  as  an  objection 
here  that  some  of  these  freedom  fight- 
ers in  Nicaragua  may  think  they  are 
working  to  overthrow  the  government. 
That  is  not  our  objective  in  Central 
America.  Is  not  our  position  similar  to 
that  of  the  French  during  the  Ameri- 
can Revolution? 

Looking  at  the  portrait  of  Lafayette 
that  hangs  here  in  the  House  Cham- 
ber. I  recall  that  the  French  objective 
in  the  American  Revolution  was  to  en- 
courage us  to  tie  down  British  troops 
here  in  the  Americas  even  though  our 
own  chief  interest  was  in  fighting  for 
our  freedom. 

I  see  only  a  problem  here  in  seman- 
tics. We  are  interested  in  disrupting 
the  supply  of  arms  that  tend  to  spread 
the  flow  of  communism  into  El  Salva- 
dor. Those  who  are  fighting  in  Nicara- 
gua are  fighting  for  the  freedom  of 
their  country.  I  see  no  contradiction.  I 
see  a  clear-cut  policy  and  a  choice  for 
us. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  I'/z  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Ritter). 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  reiterate  a  point  that  I 
tried  to  bring  out  with  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Hamilton). 

This  is  not  a  question  of  overt  versus 
covert  aid.  Both  overt  and  covert  aid 
would  be  denied  to  those  fighting 
inside  Nicaragua.  Who  are  those 
people?  The  opposition  to  their  ef- 
forts, say  they  are  Somozistas.  You 
can  count  on  the  fingers  of  one  hand 
Somozista  leadership  out  of  the  thou- 
sands of  people  fighting.  The  FDN 
fighting  in  the  north,  the  Miskito  In- 
dians fighting  internally  and  Eden 
Pastore.  formerly  Comandante  Zero, 
fighting  along  the  Costa  Rican  border. 

Let  us  think  for  a  moment  of  who 
these  people  are  and  are  they  not 
more  reflective  of  the  goals  of  the 
Sandinista  revolution  than  for  exam- 
ple, Sandinista  Interior  Minister 
Tomas  Borge.  Borge.  it  turns  out  has 
been  linked  romantically  with  Bianca 
Jagger.  In  a  press  conference  earlier 
this  morning,  a  defector  from  the  Nic- 
araguan secret  police.  Miguel  Bolanos 
mentioned  that  Bianca  Jagger  lived  in 
a  house  provided  for  her  by  Borge  and 
drove  one  of  Borge's  "many  Merce- 
des." He  also  told  us  how  Bianca 
Jagger  was  here  on  Capitol  Hill  inter- 
viewed by  certain  staff  people  of  the 
Intelligence  Committee.  When  was  Bo- 
lanos interviewed  by  those  same  cer- 
tain staff  people?  When  was  Stedman 


Fagoth.  the  leader  of  the  Miskito  Indi- 
ans interviewed  by  those  people?  Why 
have  these  staff  members  not  been  lis- 
tening to  the  people  who  are  fighting 
Sandinista  oppression  and  who  would 
suffer  from  the  cutoff  of  assistance— 
as  opposed  to  a  sometime  swain  of  the 
Nicaraguan  secret  police  chief. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Robin- 
son) has  expired. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
my  remaining  time  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader,  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright  is  recognized 
for  7'/2  minutes). 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  to  take  this  time  to  comment 
about  some  of  the  changing  percep- 
tions of  the  United  States  that  I  have 
seen  occur  throughout  our  hemisphere 
and  then  to  describe,  in  general  terms, 
an  amendment  that  I  shall  offer  to- 
morrow in  an  attempt  to  provide  a 
new  and  needed  dimension  to  this  bill. 

Basically  the  amendment  I  shall 
offer  will  recognize  the  breaches  of 
international  law  and  of  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  Charter  which 
have  been  committed  by  the  Sandi- 
nista government  in  Nicaragua.  The 
amendment  will  call  upon  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States  to  recon- 
vene its  foreign  ministers  meeting  and 
to  resume  its  monitoring  of  the  behav- 
ior of  the  Sandinista  government 
toward  its  neighbors. 
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Let  me  say  just  a  word  with  respect 
to  the  way  in  which  we  have  been  per- 
ceived throughout  the  hemisphere.  I 
have  seen  it  change  throughout  my 
adult  life.  I  have  seen  it  change  for 
the  good  and,  more  recently,  I  have 
seen  it  change,  unfortunately,  for  the 
bad. 

Repeatedly,  in  discussions  with  polit- 
ical leaders  from  countries  throughout 
this  hemisphere  and  particularly 
those  countries  that  have  demonstrat- 
ed a  pattern  of  being  friendly  with  the 
United  States,  I  have  become  aware  of 
a  growing  apprehension  that  the 
United  States,  in  our  zeal  to  achieve 
what  we  conceive  as  right,  is  attempt- 
ing to  imprint  our  will  upon  the  entire 
hemisphere.  This  is  the  thing  that 
people  resent. 

Most  of  those  that  I  talked  with 
from  Latin  American  countries  agree 
that  we  have  a  right  to  be  in  El  Salva- 
dor, and  generally  they  agree  with 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  in  El  Salva- 
dor at  the  invitation  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  that  country. 

Most  of  them  have  been  deeply  disil- 
lusioned by  the  breach  of  promises 
and  the  betrayal  of  the  goals  of  their 
revolution  by  the  Sandinista  forces 
which  have  come  to  power  in  Nicara- 
gua. They  have  been  appalled  by  Ni- 


caragua's attempt  to  export  its  revolu- 
tion elsewhere  in  the  hemisphere. 

But  most  of  them  very  strongly  dis- 
agree with  what  we  are  doing  in  Nica- 
ragua. They  see  our  financing  of  the 
military  intervention  there  as  a  funda- 
mental betrayal  of  all  that  we  stand 
for.  They  see  us  saying,  on  the  one 
hand,  that  we  are  against  invading 
other  countries  and.  on  the  other 
hand,  they  see  us  invading  another 
country.  They  see  us,  on  the  one  hand, 
preaching  local  nonviolent  self-deter- 
mination and,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
see  us  trying  to  impose  our  will  by 
force  through  surrogates  upon  an- 
other country. 

They  regard  this  as  a  violation  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States 
Charter.  As  a  matter  of  plain  fact,  I 
think  it  is.  because  what  we  have  done, 
quite  frankly— and  let  us  be  honest 
with  ourselves— has  been  to  finance  an 
invasion  from  outside  of  a  sovereign 
country. 

Now.  I  do  not  agree  with  the  policies 
of  that  country,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  most  of  the  people  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica do.  But  I  do  not  believe  that  disap- 
proval confers  upon  us  the  right  to 
invade  their  country.  And  that  is  the 
way  we  are  being  seen. 

In  Venezuela  last  week,  the  heads  of 
six  Andean  states  gathered  to  com- 
memorate the  bicentennial  of  the 
birth  of  Simon  Bolivar,  the  liberator 
of  South  America.  While  critical  of 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua  for  their  role  in 
fomenting  insurrection  in  the  hemi- 
sphere, they  expressed  grave  concern 
over  the  increasing  role  of  the  super- 
powers, in  which  they  very  clearly  in- 
clude us.  who  think  that  they  have  a 
mission  to  reconstitute  Latin  America 
in  their  own  image. 

The  Venezuelan  Congress,  only  last 
Friday,  in  a  country  which  has  consist- 
ently supported  us  in  the  United  Na- 
tions, passed  a  resolution  deploring 
the  decision  of  the  United  States  to 
deploy  a  naval  task  force  toward  the 
coast  of  Central  America. 

Our  acts  in  Nicaragua,  the  so-called 
covert  acts  which  are  not  covert  at  all, 
in  equipping  and  financing  and  main- 
taining some  12,000  troops  in  Nicara- 
gua, is  regarded  throughout  Latin 
America  as  a  reckless  invasion.  It 
frightens  them.  They  think  it  is  a  time 
bomb  that  is  going  to  set  off  a  confla- 
gration throughout  the  hemisphere. 

They  believe  that  it  not  only  is  un- 
lawful under  the  Organization  of 
American  States  Charter;  they  also  be- 
lieve it  is  counterproductive.  They  be- 
lieve that  it  sets  the  Sandinistas  only 
more  firmly  in  their  tracks  and  gives 
them  a  rallying  cry  to  whip  up  the 
emotional  nationalistic  fervor  of  their 
people  against  what  they  see  as  a 
Yankee  invasion. 

In  1980,  shortly  after  the  Sandinis- 
tas took  power.  I  was  in  Nicaragua.  All 
the  billboards  were  heralding  their  at- 
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tempt  to  try  to  popularize  literacy, 
"Alphabetizacion  es  Libertad"— liter- 
acy is  freedom. 

I  was  down  there  1  year  ago.  All  of 
the  billboards  I  saw  trumpeted  their 
hatred  and  disdain  for  the  United 
States  and  appealed  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  people  against  what  they  called 
Yankee  imperialism. 

That  is  what  I  have  seen  happening 
there  in  the  last  2  years.  And  let  us 
face  it.  there  are  some  precedents  for 
their  concern  when  they  say  we  are 
trying  to  invade  and  control  their 
country  from  outside. 

In  the  last  century,  an  American 
free-booter  named  William  Walker  did 
exactly  that.  He  organized  a  private 
army  and  installed  himself  as  the  em- 
peror of  Nicaragua.  Earlier  in  this  cen- 
tury, from  1912  until  1933  when  it  was 
ceased  by  President  FYanklin  Roose- 
velt. American  troops  occupied  Nicara- 
gua. They  went  down  there  under  the 
pretense  of  protecting  American  inter- 
ests and  stayed  for  two  decades  in  mili- 
tary occupation  of  another  country. 

Now.  with  this  historic  backdrop  and 
their  more  recent  recollections  of  the 
events  that  took  place  in  1973  when 
our  CIA  unfortunately,  for  whatever 
reason,  was  involved,  at  first  denying 
and  later  admitting  its  involvement,  in 
the  violent  overthrow  of  the  elected 
Government  of  Salvador  Allende  in 
Chile,  perhaps  we  can  at  least  see 
their  fears  in  perspective.  These 
things  together  make  Central  Ameri- 
can people  extremely  nervous  when 
we  start  deploying  military  forces  in 
that  area  while  financing  troops  inside 
Nicaragua.  They  see  it  as  gunboat  di- 
plomacy, as  saber  rattling,  as  muscle 
flexing.  They  see  it  as  a  policy  of  being 
the  self-appointed  Lone  Ranger,  of 
going  it  alone  and  ignoring  the  orga- 
nized institutions  of  the  hemisphere. 

Therefore,  it  seems  to  me  that  we 
want  to  reassure  them  and  we  want  to 
renew  the  policy  of  calling  upon  their 
own  institutions,  the  Contadora  group 
and  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  to  perform  those  functions 
that  need  to  be  performed  to  perfect 
and  protect  the  freedom  and  the  liber- 
ty and  the  peace  of  the  hemisphere. 

So  on  tomorrow  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  which  will  add  this  extra 
dimension.  The  amendment  will  con- 
tain a  congressional  finding  that  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  has  broken 
its  formal  promises  to  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States.  It  will  call 
upon  that  organization  to  monitor  and 
control  the  future  activities  which 
threaten  peace  in  the  region  and  will 
offer  our  help  in  a  multinational  ap- 
proach. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairmtui,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  2760,  and  I  must  ask:  What  is  the 
issue? 

The  Interdiction  of  the  flow  of  arms 
into  £1  Salvador. 


We  are  all  supportive  of  efforts  to 
stop  the  flow  of  arms  into  El  Salvador. 
That  is  not  an  issue. 

We  oppose  covert  assistance  for  the 
purpose  of  overthrowing  the  Sandi- 
nista  government.  Mr.  Chairman,  by  a 
vote  of  400  to  0  this  House  spoke  on 
that  issue  last  year.  So  that  is  not  an 
issue. 

There  may  be  differences  of  opinion 
on  methods  to  be  employed  to  halt  the 
flow  of  arms  into  El  Salvador.  And  I 
submit.  Mr.  Chairman.  Members 
would  agree  that  a  sound,  effective 
arms  interdiction  program  is  needed  to 
counter  Cuban  and  Nicaraguan  efforts 
aimed  at  undermining  the  independ- 
ence of  El  Salvador. 

H.R.  2760  provides  that  program.  It 
authorizes  funds  to  be  provided  overt- 
ly and  openly  in  consultation  with 
friendly  nations  in  the  region. 

Furthermore,  unlike  the  current  op- 
eration in  Nicaragua,  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  2760  are  fully  consistent  with 
U.S.  policy  as  articulated  by  the  ad- 
ministration. 

There  are  no  easy  solutions.  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  the  problem  of  Nicara- 
guan support  for  leftists  rebels  in  El 
Salvador.  But  what  H.R.  2760  does  is 
offer  a  choice:  Either  we  can  continue 
the  presently  policy,  which  raises  the 
specter  of  U.S.  interventionism,  or  we 
can  implement  a  program  that  is  con- 
sistent with  the  U.S.  policy  goals  of 
supporting  El  Salvador's  legitimate 
self-defense  needs  and  encouraging  a 
peaceful  solution  to  the  conflict  in 
that  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  2760  may  not  be 
perfect,  it  may  not  satisfy  all  our  col- 
leagues, but  in  order  to  achieve  our 
goals,  that  is,  to  interdict  the  arms 
flow  from  Ni'  aragua  into  El  Salvador, 
and  to  help  stabilize  the  area.  I  urge 
adoption  of  H.R.  2760. 
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Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  briefly  share  a 
few  personal  thoughts  with  you  about 
Central  America  and  why  I  support 
what  our  country  is  doing  in  that 
nearby  region. 

In  my  years  in  Congress,  I  have 
always  been  proud  of  our  bipartisan 
approach  to  resolving  international 
problems.  When  critical  issues  faced 
our  country,  both  parties  worked  to- 
gether for  the  common  good  of  our 
great  Nation.  It  disturbs  me  greatly  to 
see  partisanship  develop  on  this  issue 
since  it  is  so  critical.  What  happens  in 
Central  America  is  an  issue  of  great 
concern  to  all  of  us  here  today.  It  di- 
rectly affects  our  national  security. 

We  are  not  talking  about  problems 
and  threats  in  distant  regions  of  the 
world.  We  are  dealing  with  a  rapidly 
developing  situation  just  south  of  our 
border.  Our  neighbors  are  right  now 


under  siege  whether  we  waait  to  be- 
lieve it  or  not. 

The  Nicaraguans  are  trying  to 
impose  by  force  and  intimidation  their 
form  of  Communist  tyranny  on  our 
neighbors  in  Central  America.  If  left 
unchecked,  this  subversion  and  tyran- 
ny will  spread  from  Nicaragua  to  El 
Salvador  and  all  the  way  to  Mexico, 
our  nearest  neighbor.  Is  there  anyone 
in  this  Chamber  who  wants  this?  How 
many  more  Polands  and  Afghanistans 
do  we  want?  How  many  more  countries 
do  we  want  to  add  to  the  list  of  captive 
nations? 

Our  programs  for  El  Salvador  and 
the  other  nations  in  Central  America 
have  been  carefully  calibrated  to  ad- 
dress that  areas  fundamental  prob- 
lems. They  have  been  designed  to  deal 
with  the  external  threat.  They  have 
been  crafted  to  forestall  the  need  to 
use  direct  U.S.  force.  They  have  been 
created  to  maximize  the  opportunities 
for  obtaining  a  peaceful  resolution  of 
the  conflict. 

I  reject  the  argument  that  our  Gov- 
ernment gives  only  lip  service  to  a 
peaceful  solution  to  the  problems  in 
Central  America.  The  administration 
has  encouraged  the  Government  of  El 
Salvador  to  have  a  dialog  with  the  Sal- 
vadoran  guerrillas.  Our  Government 
has  supported  the  peace  efforts  of  the 
Contadora  group  and  dispatched  Spe- 
cial Envoy  Stone  to  that  region  to  pro- 
mole  the  cause  of  peace. 

I  also  believe  that  our  efforts  to  ne- 
gotiate a  solution  are  working.  Just 
last  week,  a  spokesman  for  the  Sandi- 
nistas said  that  they  will  participate  in 
talks  sponsored  by  the  Contadora 
group. 

The  Sandinistas  are  professional 
Marxist-Leninist  revolutionaries  and 
have  turned  Nicaragua  into  a  revolu- 
tionary base.  The  Sandinistas  and 
their  Cuban  and  Soviet  mentors  have 
as  a  goal  the  export  of  the  Nicaraguan 
revolution  to  all  of  Central  America. 
Since  their  early  days  in  power,  they 
rejected  the  peaceful  overtures  of  the 
United  States.  They  took  over  $l'/2  bil- 
lion in  U.S.  and  Western  economic  as- 
sistance and  pretended  friendship. 
They  promised  the  OAS  free  elections, 
and  a  mixed  economy.  In  reality,  Nica- 
ragua is  becoming  a  sad  clone  of  Cuba 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  We  are  not  deal- 
ing with  a  group  of  amateurs. 

Our  paramilitary  operations  are  but 
one  element  of  our  general  strategy  in 
the  short  term,  they  are  critical  to 
providing  a  shield  for  our  friends 
against  the  destabilizing  activities  of 
Nicaragua.  America's  covert  action 
program  is  designed  to  disrupt  the 
flow  of  arms  and  equipment  to  the 
Sandinistas'  friends  in  El  Salvador.  By 
its  very  design,  our  covert  program  is 
not  tailored  to  topple  the  Nicaraguan 
Government,  not  trigger  a  border  war 
with  Hondurais. 


Our  program  is  designed  to  bring  the 
Nicaraguans  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  must  join  in  an  accommodation, 
and  convince  the  Nicaraguan  Govern- 
ment that  they  should  stop  meddling 
in  the  affairs  of  others.  Our  Govern- 
ment now  believes  that  the  operations 
of  the  anti -Sandinistas  in  the  north- 
em  highlands  and  the  Honduran 
interdiction  efforts  have  reduced  arms 
shipments  by  ground  to  El  Salvador. 

I  strongly  believe  that  America's 
paramilitary  efforts  in  Central  Amer- 
ica are  in  keeping  with  the  spirit  of 
the  Boland  amendment.  That  amend- 
ment prohibits  the  expenditure  of 
funds  for  the  purpose  of  overthrowing 
the  Nicaraguan  Government  or  pro- 
voking a  border  war.  America's  efforts 
are  clearly  not  intended  to  create  that 
effect.  We  intend  only  to  create  condi- 
tions in  which  Nicaragua  stops  its 
intervention,  returns  to  a  democratic 
course  and  no  longer  threatens  our  se- 
curity and  that  of  our  neighbors. 

Finally,  the  issue  before  us  is  this: 
Are  we  for  or  against  the  President's 
initiatives  to  stop  the  spread  of  com- 
munism in  Central  America?  If  you 
support  our  Nation's  efforts,  then  vote 
against  this  legislation.  Let  us  not  un- 
dermine our  President  in  his  efforts  to 
bring  peace  and  stability  in  the  region. 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  dis- 
turbing that  there  is  such  partisanship 
surrounding  the  issue  of  H.R.  2760  and 
all  of  the  unfortunate  misinformation 
that  is  clouding  the  real  issues  at  stake 
here. 

The  objective  of  this  measure,  say 
its  proponents,  is  to  put  a  halt  to  U.S. 
covert  support  for  those  forces  seeking 
the  overthrow  of  the  Nicaraguan  San- 
dinista  regime.  A  secret  war  is  sup- 
posedly being  conducted  by  the  Ameri- 
can CIA  in  Central  America,  according 
to  bold-face  headlines  in  assorted 
media.  We  must  stop  this  underhand- 
ed involvement  by  the  United  States, 
say  the  critics,  for  we  have  a  moral 
and  ethical  obligation  to  not  aid  in  the 
overthrow  of  any  government. 

It  is  now  a  highly  partisan  matter, 
with  a  great  deal  of  public  debate,  de- 
spite the  fact  that  our  own  secret  ses- 
sion last  week  was  not  heard  by  the 
American  people. 

Thus,  the  arguments  in  favor  of  this 
measure  are  limited;  its  true  direction 
is  lost  with  the  constant  reminders  of 
Vietnam,  the  choice  and  alleged 
abuses  of  the  CIA,  cries  of  American 
imperialism  and  warlike  tendencies, 
and.  of  course,  the  human  rights  viola- 
tions conunitted  by  friends  of  the 
United  States.  The  inflamed  rhetoric, 
£is  does  this  bill,  strikes  at  the  heart  of 
President  Reagan's  policies  in  Central 
America.  But  it  does  more  than  that: 
It  is  being  used  to  justify  a  faintheart- 
ed  American   policy   throughout   the 


Western  Hemisphere,  to  give  in  to  to- 
talitarian Communist  aggressions  in 
our  own  backyard,  and  to  strip  our 
country  of  one  of  the  most  effective 
options  the  United  States  has  short  of 
sending  troops  to  the  region. 

This  bill's  adoption,  I  believe,  would 
lead  to  heightened  military  conflict 
among  the  nations  in  the  region  and 
ultimately  less  freedoms,  less  stability 
and  more  Conununist  domination  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere. 

The  evidence  we  have  clearly  indi- 
cates that  the  Soviet  Union,  through 
the  Eastern  bloc.  Cuba,  and  now  Nica- 
ragua, is  unquestionably  behind  the 
systematic  and  persistent  funneling  of 
heavy  armaments,  military  commands 
and  other  materiel  into  El  Salvador. 
Even  the  administrator's  detractors  do 
not  doubt  this;  the  committee  reports 
written  by  the  majority  acknowledge 
as  much. 

An  unprecedented  military  buildup 
is  taking  place  in  Central  America,  no- 
tably in  Nicaragua,  and  to  the  Com- 
munist terrorists  operating  in  El  Sal- 
vador. How  does  this  bill  attempt  to 
deal  with  that  undeniable  problem? 
By  imposing  strict  and  unilateral  re- 
straint on  the  part  of  the  United 
States. 

H.R.  2760  tries  to  distinguish  a  dif- 
ference between  "covert  paramilitary 
operations,"  and  "open  assistance"  to 
friendly  countries  in  Central  America, 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States.  The 
first  is  prohibited,  the  latter  allowed 
and  even  expanded  upon,  with  no 
credible  explanation  as  to  which 
serves  U.S.  objectives  better— our  pri- 
mary objective  being  to  interdict  the 
growing  tonnage  of  weaponry  directed 
out  of  Nicaragua. 

While  rejecting  any  form  of  support 
for  anti-Sandinista  groups,  whether 
for  the  expressed  purpose  of  prevent- 
ing Nicaraguan  arms  shipments  or  not, 
this  measure  requests  $80  million  in 
aid  to  hand  out  to  neighboring  nations 
with  the  same  goal.  Such  assistance 
has  not  been  requested  by  the  "friend- 
ly" unnamed  foreign  nations  alluded 
to  under  this  proposal. 

One  possible  use  of  these  new  inter- 
diction funds,  as  suggested  in  the  com- 
mittee report  for  H.R.  2760.  is  "barrier 
fencing. "  This  would  involve  the  fenc- 
ing off  of  unknown  miles  of  territory 
to  cordone  off  key  land  supply  routes. 
The  cost  of  such  an  effort,  as  estimat- 
ed in  the  report,  would  amount  to 
$227,000  per  mile.  Without  question- 
ing the  effectiveness  of  such  a  sugges- 
tion—one need  only  look  at  the  gaping 
holes  in  our  southern  border  bar- 
riers—the cost  would  far  exceed  our 
current  support  for  Contras. 

Another  question  to  be  asked  of  the 
committee's  approach  is  to  what 
degree  an  overt  program  will  intensify 
the  hostilities  among  the  participating 
nations.  It  is  a  question  we  cannot 
answer,  or  predict,  because  H.R.  2760 
does  not  attempt  to  look  beyond  the 


immediate  task  of  placing  a  ban  on  our 
President's  policy. 

There  are  legal  differences  as  to 
whether  the  Boland  amendment  has 
been  violated  through  the  support  of 
anti-Sandinista  groups.  Critics  of  the 
administration  have  taken  the  view 
that  U.S.-backed  forces  in  Nicaragua 
are  capable  of  overthrowing  the  Sandi- 
nistas, something  that  Sandinista 
leader  Daniel  Ortega  himself  dis- 
missed over  Managua  radio  this  year. 
The  anti-Sandinista  groups,  he  said, 
"only  have  a  few  infantry  weapons 
•  *  •  this  prevents  them  from  carrying 
out  even  medium-scale  military  ac- 
tions on  a  regular  battlefield." 

Eliminating  American  options  in 
Central  America  will  not  lessen  hostil- 
ities; it  will  open  the  door  for  a  free- 
reigning  Nicaraguan-Cuban-based  in- 
surgency throughout  the  entire 
region;  it  removes  an  important  strate- 
gic tool,  and  does  it  without  regard  to 
Communist  behavior  in  the  heart  of 
the  Americas. 

Stripping  the  President  of  a  valuable 
and  effective  means  of  halting  in- 
creased arms  shipments  to  friends  of 
the  United  States  is  not  something 
this  Congress  should  do  if  it  wants  to 
thwart  communism  in  our  own  back- 
yard, H.R.  2760  is  a  prescription  for 
the  death  of  democracy  and  strides 
toward  peace  that  cannot  be  won  with 
the  United  States  in  the  background. 
This  bill  condemns  American  support 
for  the  hopes  of  its  neighbors  while  at 
the  same  time  offering  an  invitation  to 
pronounced  enemies  of  Western  civili- 
zation. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  this  issue  has 
taken  on  partisan  significance.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  this  Congress  is  at- 
tempting to  undermine  the  President's 
role  as  our  Nation's  leader  in  foreign 
policy.  A  disjointed  effort  by  the 
United  States  must  surely  be  greeted 
enthusiastically  in  the  halls  of  the 
Kremlin  and  among  the  Marxist-Com- 
munist elites  in  Havana. 

The  bottom  line  is  whether  this  Con- 
gress is  willing  to  do  what  is  necessary 
to  back  our  friends  in  Latin  America 
and  strengthen  the  hopes  of  the  mil- 
lions who  seek  freedom  from  want  and 
slavery.  H.R.  2760  takes  a  step  back 
from  this  commitment,  and  I  urge  its 
defeat  in  the  House. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Weiss). 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  strongest  argu- 
ment for  supporting  this  legislation 
and  for  opposing  covert  action  against 
Nicaragua  appears  in  the  bill  itself  at 
page  3. 

The  finding  by  the  Congress  at  that 
point  says,  and  I  quote: 

In  the  absence  of  a  state  of  declared  war, 
the  provision  of  military  equipment  to  indi- 
viduals, groups,  organizations  or  movements 
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seeking  to  overthrow  governments  of  coun- 
tries in  Central  America  violates  interna- 
tional treaty  obligations,  including  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  the  Charter 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States,  and 
the  Rio  Treaty  of  1949. 

The  language  of  the  bill  then  goes 
on  to  say  that  these  are  activities  that 
are  engaged  in  by  the  governments  of 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua  regarding  El  Sal- 
vador. But.  of  course,  that  is  exactly 
what  our  Government  is  doing  in 
regard  to  Nicaragua. 

Nowhere  in  any  of  those  internation- 
al obligations  does  it  say  that  the 
United  States  is  exempted  from  the 
prohibitions;  if  indeed  the  Cubans  and 
the  Nicaraguans  are  in  violation,  then 
most  certainly  so  is  the  United  States 
of  America. 

I  would  hope  that  we  would  not 
apply  a  double  standard  and  say  that 
it  is  terrible  for  the  Cubajis  and  the 
Nicaraguans  to  be  in  violation  of  inter- 
national treaties,  but  that  it  is  all 
right  for  the  United  States.  We  have 
always  deplored  so-called  outlaw  na- 
tions. We  have  the  opportunity,  by 
adopting  this  legislation,  to  stop  the 
United  States  from  being  aoi  outlaw 
nation  itself. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Lagomarsino). 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, in  debating  U.S.  policy  toward 
Nicaragua  and  covert  assistance  for 
the  Contras,  we  should  keep  in  mind 
the  objectives  of  that  policy  and  the 
results  achieved. 

Our  objectives,  very  clearly,  are  to 
stop  the  Sandinista  support  for  the 
leftist  guerrillas  in  El  Salvador  and  to 
reach  a  negotiated  settlement  for 
peace  in  the  region. 

The  results  have  been  disruptions  in 
the  flow  of  arms  to  El  Salvador  and,  fi- 
nally, last  week,  an  indication  from 
the  Sandinistas  of  a  change  in  ap- 
proach as  indicated  by  their  offer  of 
their  own  peace  plan  for  the  region. 
Although  there  are  some  problems 
with  their  proposal,  the  basic  thrust  of 
the  plan  reflects  many  of  the  same 
concerns  the  United  States  has  ex- 
pressed and  reflects  the  goals  of  the 
Contadora  group. 

The  question  is.  Why  have  the  San- 
dinistas changed  their  position  on  ne- 
gotiations and  the  supply  of  arms  to 
the  conflicting  forces  in  El  Salvador?  I 
submit  it  is  because  of  the  pressure 
they  are  facing  from  internal  opposi- 
tion to  their  regime  and  from  external 
pressure  from  other  nations  in  the 
hemisphere.  It  would  be  a  serious  mis- 
take to  change  that  pressure  at  a 
moment  when  there  is  very  positive 
movement  by  the  Sandinistas. 

In  the  debate  to  cut  off  covert  assist- 
ance to  the  Contras  in  Nicaragua, 
there  is  never  mention  of  the  desir- 
ability to  cut  off  assistance  to  the  free- 
dom fighters  in  Afghanistan.  Why  is 
aid  in  the  one  case  acceptable,  but  not 


in  the  other?  In  both  cases  our  nation- 
al security  interests  are  very  much  at 
stake,  and  particularly  in  Central 
America,  we  are  faced  with  a  threat  of 
staggering  proportions. 

The  estimates  of  8  to  10  percent  of 
the  population  of  that  region  coming 
to  the  United  States  as  political  refu- 
gees would  overwhelm  the  capacity  of 
the  United  States  to  absorb  that 
number— 600.000  boat  people  from 
Southeast  Asia  cost  the  States  and 
Federal  Government  billions  of  dol- 
lars. Two  million-plus  "foot  people" 
would  be  an  economic  overload  on 
America's  taxpayers. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  stick  by  a 
policy  that  is  working  and  that  is  more 
cost  efficient  than  any  of  the  alterna- 
tives that  might  be  considered.  The 
cost  of  an  overt  assistance  program  is 
astronomical,  and  the  cost  of  doing 
nothing  would  be  a  price  we  could  not 
even  afford.  So,  our  best  choice  is  to 
continue  the  policy  we  are  undertak- 
ing now. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  H.R. 
2760. 

G  1410 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Fascell). 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  yield  to  the  majori- 
ty leader. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Fascell)  for  yield- 
ing. I  wanted  to  give  just  a  few  more 
words  of  detail  with  respect  to  what 
my  amendment  that  I  hope  to  offer 
tomorrow  will  accomplish. 

It  will  formally  find  that  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua  has  broken  its 
promises  to  the  OAS  and  has  violated 
article  18  of  the  charter  of  the  OAS. 

It  will  direct  the  President  to  seek  a 
prompt  reconvening  of  the  foreign 
ministers  of  the  OAS  to  reevaluate  the 
compliance  by  Nicaragua  with  its 
formal  commitments  of  July  1979  and 
with  the  charter  of  that  organization. 

It  will  direct  the  President  to  seek 
prompt  actions  by  the  OAS  to  bring 
about  verifiable  agreements  to  halt 
the  transfer  of  military  equipment  to 
groups  seeking  the  violent  overthrow 
of  governments  and  to  reinforce  the 
principles  of  the  San  Jos6  Conference 
of  October  1982. 

It  will  express  our  support  for  multi- 
lateral action  through  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  as  well  as  for 
the  efforts  of  the  Contadora  group. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Fascell)  for 
yielding  and  for  allowing  me  to  use 
this  much  of  his  time. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  leader  for  a  fuller  explana- 
tion of  the  aimendment. 

I  took  this  time  to  simply  state  that 
I  voted  against  the  resolution  when  it 


was  in  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af- 
fairs and  will  probably  support  some 
kind  of  an  amendment  to  it  in  the 
nature  of  that  which  the  majority 
leader  has  just  outlined.  I  take  this 
time  not  to  try  to  convince  anybody 
because  I  have  more  sense  than  that, 
but  I  just  thought  it  was  essential  for 
me  to  get  on  the  record  for  myself 
some  of  my  own  thinking. 

When  I  examined  the  issue— I 
looked  at  the  hard  work  that  was  done 
by  the  Intelligence  Committee  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States  taking  both 
a  legal  and  a  moral  position  as  a 
matter  of  policy,  and  once  again  recog- 
nized that  we  have  such  a  committee— 
I  saw  all  of  that  as  a  big  plus  for  the 
United  States.  It  is  better  for  this 
country,  when  we  are  dealing  with  the 
kinds  of  problems  we  have  to  face 
every  day,  because  it  gives  us  a  focus,  a 
location  and  an  opportunity  to  discuss 
major  issues  of  policy  of  this  kind 
which  heretofore  had  always  been 
buried  somewhere.  So  I  feel  all  of  that 
is  a  big  plus. 

I  am  not  an  exponent  of  covert  oper- 
ations. I  never  really  thought  such  op- 
erations worth  too  much.  I  have 
always  felt  that  you  really  need  to  be 
on  top  of  the  table  with  your  politics. 
Your  opposition,  of  course,  has  a  free 
hand  and  can  go  both  overt  and 
covert,  and  it  does  not  make  any  dif- 
ference to  them.  They  have  no  legal  or 
moral  restraints. 

But  this  issue  would  not  be  any 
better  if  the  money  was  placed  in  the 
defense  budget  and  the  action  techni- 
cally called  overt.  The  country  would 
still  be  faced  with  the  same  problem. 
So  it  is  not  a  question  of  whether  it  is 
technically  covert  or  technically  overt. 
The  fact  is  that  we  have  a  policy  prob- 
lem that  we  are  trying  to  deal  with.  I 
did  not  see  how  this  bill  did  that 
except  in  a  very  technical  sense,  be- 
cause what  it  did  is,  it  said.  "You  can't 
help  the  guerrillas  in  Nicaragua."  If 
that  is  the  kind  of  policy  we  want,  we 
could  just  cut  off  all  aid  and  say  that 
we  will  just  do  something  else,  al- 
though I  am  not  sure  what  that  is  yet. 
But  then  it  says  that  we  will  help 
these  friendly  countries.  I  had  a  prob- 
lem with  that.  The  problem  was  that 
Costa  Rica  is  declared  neutral  in  the 
fighting,  belligerent  on  the  side  of  de- 
mocracy, and  it  has  no  Army;  and  now 
we  are  going  to  give  them  a  lot  of 
money  to  go  and  do  our  job  to  inter- 
dict the  arms,  and  I  am  not  quite  sure 
how  they  are  going  to  do  that. 

I  suppose  there  was  an  undercurrent 
also  in  my  own  thinking  that  said, 
well,  probably  what  they  would  do,  if 
they  really  want  to  help  us,  is  pay  the 
money  in  some  way  over  to  the  guer- 
rillas in  Nicaragua,  because  all  money 
is  fungible.  But  the  trouble  with  that 
is  that  there  is  no  covert  "funny  busi- 
ness" that  can  be  done  any  more.  It 
would  be  on  camera  the  next  morning. 


It  is  the  same  way  with  Honduras. 
Honduras  is  already  a  big  U.S.  trip- 
wire. Now,  what  we  would  propose  to 
do  is  give  it  more  money  to  be  a  bigger 
tripwire,  and  already  those  two  coun- 
tries, Nicaragua  and  Honduras,  are  so 
nervous  that  anything  could  set  them 
off  just  like  that. 

And  now  we  have  got  our  people  di- 
rectly involved  on  the  border.  This  is 
the  question:  What  are  we  prepared  to 
do?  Are  we  really  helping  our  position, 
or  are  we  not?  If  we  are  truly  trying  to 
stay  out  of  war,  we  surely  do  not  want 
to  be  building  up  in  Honduras  to 
create  animosity  or  exacerbate  the 
kind  of  animosity  that  already  exists 
between  Nicaragua  and  Honduras. 

So.  I  had  a  little  trouble  with  that, 
and  I  thought,  well,  there  is  no  pres- 
sure on  the  Nicaraguan  Government 
either.  It  is  not  that  we  did  not  give 
them  a  chance,  because  they  were  all 
up  here  and  they  were  all  telling  us 
what  good  guys  they  were.  We  put 
money  up  for  them.  We  did  all  kinds 
of  things.  They  ran  all  the  moderates 
out.  They  went  back  on  everything. 
They  refused  to  have  elections,  and  fi- 
nally the  U.S.  Government  cut  off  the 
money. 

So  it  was  not  all  one  sided,  although 
I  admit  that  we  have  to  live  down  the 
past  because  we  supported  a  very  cor- 
rupt regime  that  was  highly  repres- 
sive. 

The  point  is  that  there  is  substantial 
responsibility  on  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  to  bring  about  a  resolution 
of  the  difficulties  in  Central  America. 
They  helped  create  the  problem— they 
should  help  solve  it.  We  should  imme- 
diately test  the  initiative  recently  ad- 
dressed by  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua and  until  such  agreement  is 
reached  we  should  declare  openly  our 
preference  for  the  principles  laid  down 
in  the  San  Jos6  Conference  and  those 
who  are  fighting  to  implement  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Fascell) 
has  expired. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  impressed,  as  I 
always  am.  by  the  remarks  of  the  ma- 
jority leader,  who  said  that  we  have 
spent  too  much  time  imprinting  our 
will  on  Central  America.  He  was  never 
more  right.  He  must  have  had  in  mind 
the  foreign  aid  bill  that  we  have  given 
birth  to  in  our  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  a  bill  which  has  10  pages  of 
qualifications  that  must  be  met  before 
we  give  any  money  to  bleeding  El  Sal- 
vador. 

We  demand  that  they  dialog  with 
the  opposition  without  preconditions; 
we  demand  that  land  reform  move 
right  along;  we  demand  a  standard  of 
human  rights  that  we  do  not  demand 
of  any  other  country  in  the  world. 

We  are  not  holding  hearings  about 
human  rights  in  Lebanon.  We  do  not 
impose  a  land  reform  program  on  the 


West  Bank.  We  are  not  concerned 
about  the  use  of  cluster  bombs  in  Leb- 
anon. But  with  respect  to  El  Salvador, 
bleeding  El  Salvador,  we  require  10 
pages  of  qualifications,  and  they  have 
to  meet  a  standard  that  we  impose  on 
them,  a  standard  that  we  impose  on 
nobody  else  in  the  world. 

How  right  the  majority  leader  was. 
That  is  not  gunboat  diplomacy;  that  is 
called  dollar  diplomacy.  When  a  gun- 
boat sails  by,  it  has  a  psychological 
impact,  but  when  we  withhold  money 
from  a  country  that  has  a  dirty  civil 
war  going  on,  we  are  taking  food  off 
the  table,  we  are  taking  housing  away, 
we  are  taking  security  away. 

The  majority  leader  is  so  right.  We 
do  impose  our  will  on  poor  El  Salva- 
dor. 

Now,  as  to  the  issue  here,  there  are 
two  reasons  cited  in  support  of  cutting 
off  covert  aid  to  the  freedom  fighters 
in  Nicaragua.  One  is  that  it  is  not 
working.  I  suggest  that  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  think  it  is  working.  I 
suggest  to  the  Members  that  it  has 
been  operative  in  Nicaragua  for  only 
about  a  year,  and  Eden  Pastora  has 
been  in  the  country  since  April  15,  for 
a  mere  3  months. 

I  know  that  we  Americans  prefer  in- 
stant gratification.  We  like  to  push  a 
button  and  get  results.  We  do  not 
know  anything  about  the  oriental 
virtue  of  patience.  But  I  suggest  that  3 
months  is  not  enough  to  give  Eden 
Pastora,  the  most  charismatic  leader 
of  the  contras,  an  opportunity  to  do 
this  work. 
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So  let  us  not  push  the  buttons.  Let 
us  give  it  a  chance  to  work. 

You  know,  so  much  liberal  guilt  per- 
meates this  Chamber.  It  would  seem 
to  me  that  we  ought  to  feel  guilty  not 
helping  the  Miskito  Indians  resist 
their  genocide. 

You  know,  ignorance  is  salvageable, 
but  stupid  is  forever.  Why  grant  a 
sanctuary  to  the  Communist  exporters 
of  subversion  in  Nicaragua?  Why  not 
make  them  pay  a  price  for  what  they 
are  doing? 

One  dubious  achievement,  and  it 
surely  is  dubious,  of  our  recent  foreign 
policy  has  been  our  preoccupation 
with  granting  immunity  to  Commu- 
nists all  over  the  world.  Cuba  in  1962; 
at  least  we  got  a  tradeoff  there  when 
we  granted  them  immunity  from  inva- 
sion. We  got  rid  of  the  Soviet  missiles 
from  Cuba.  I  do  not  know  what  we  are 
getting  from  Nicaragua  in  granting  im- 
munity to  them  and  granting  them 
sanctuary  there. 

I  was  reading  the  Congressional 
Record,  and  please  thumb  back 
through  your  old  copies  to  January  27, 
1976,  on  Angola.  Oh,  what  great  read- 
ing that  is.  Some  of  the  same  voices 
here  were  using  the  same  arguments 
there.  "Don't  give  covert  aid  to  the 
freedom   fighters   in   Angola.   It   will 


drive  them  into  the  arms  of  the  Rus- 
sians." 

Well,  we  did  not.  We  cut  it  off.  We 
adopted  the  Tunney  amendment. 

By  the  way,  some  of  the  same  voices 
said,  "The  Russians  can't  last  over 
there.  They  are  more  racist  than  the 
Americans.  They  won't  last  long  at  all. 
They  don't  mix  well  with  the  Ango- 
lans. Why,  they  will  be  as  unpopular 
there  as  they  are  in  Mozambique." 

Well,  the  Soviets  are  still  there. 
They  are  still  there  and  this  is  1983, 
but  we  hear  the  same  argument  that 
was  flawed  then  and  it  is  going  to  fail 
now. 

Now.  why  deny  the  President  the 
option  of  covert  aid  in  Nicaragua?  I 
guess  it  is  how  you  view  the  enemy.  If 
it  was  Hitler,  my  God,  we  glorified  the 
French  underground,  did  we  not?  We 
did  not  think  they  were  immoral  or  in- 
decent, did  we?  We  thought  they  were 
great  people.  We  thought  they  were 
doing  a  great  job  because  Hitler  was 
the  enemy.  Now  that  it  is  the  coman- 
dantes  of  the  Sandinistas,  somehow  it 
is  not  just  gentlemanly  to  engage  in 
covert  activity. 

The  second  reason,  the  sponsors 
offer,  is  that  covert  support  is  not  in 
our  national  interest;  to  aid  the  poor 
bleeding  Miskito  Indians,  to  support 
the  efforts  of  Eden  Pastora  and  the 
other  group,  the  FMN  in  there. 

And  what  have  we  got  to  sell  us  this? 
A  letter  today  from  the  chairman,  Mr. 
BoLAND,  with  five  distinguished  signa- 
tors— McGeorge  Bundy.  His  tenure 
was  1961  to  1966. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  There  is  Robert  McNa- 
mara,  1961  to  1968;  Ed  Muskie,  1980  to 
1981;  Dean  Rusk,  1961  to  1969;  Cyrus 
Vance,  1977  to  1980. 

Now.  the  statement  has  no  new  evi- 
dence. It  has  no  new  arguments.  So 
what  is  it?  It  is  what  we  call  a  "resort 
to  authority."  Well,  this  is  surprising 
to  me.  because  there  is  a  universal  con- 
sensus among  students  of  internation- 
al politics  that  it  was  during  their 
tenure  in  office,  it  was  while  they  ma- 
nipulated the  levers  of  power,  that  the 
strategic  strength,  the  political 
strength,  the  military  strength  of  this 
country  declined,  weakened  down  to 
where  we  are  Gulliver,  tied  down  by 
"Lilliputians"  in  Central  America. 

This  is  a  universal  consensus  of  aca- 
demics and  practitioners.  It  was  during 
their  years  in  office  that  we  have 
become  an  impotent  spectator  to  the 
spread  of  subversion  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. So  if  they  are  your  authority,  I  am 
not  persuaded,  because  they  gave  us 
years  of  failure,  years  of  strategic  de- 
cline, years  of  paralysis:  so  as  authori- 
ties, I  am  not  persuaded. 
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We  have  a  problem  in  El  Salvador, 
one  of  the  three  democracies:  Costa 
Rica,  Honduras,  and  El  Salvador. 

The  route  charted  for  us  by  the 
theologians  of  the  left  is  the  politics  of 
paralysis,  to  deal  with  this  problem 
without  going  to  the  source.  If  we  do 
not  go  to  the  source,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  save  country  after  country 
down  there.  It  is  just  not  going  to 
work. 

I  suggest  that  we  are  just  as  moral  in 
resisting  communism  as  we  are  in  re- 
sisting social  injustice  and  poverty  in 
Central  America.  The  only  commodity 
the  Communists  produce,  and  they  do 
this  well.  I  concede,  is  refugees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  now  I  yield  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Fowler). 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois. 

I  just  wish  the  gentleman  would  tell 
us  what  he  means  by  "going  to  the 
source."  What  is  the  source? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Well.  I  do  not  mean 
what  the  senior  Senator  from  New- 
York  meant. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  would  like  to  have 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  just  tell  us 
what  he  means  by  "going  to  the 
source."  I  know  what  Senator  Moyni- 
HAN  says. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Well.  I  understood  the 
question  and  the  gentleman  did  not 
need  to  repeat  it. 

Now.  the  answer  is  that  by  going  to 
the  source,  I  do  not  mean  what  Sena- 
tor MoYNiHAN  meant,  to  reinstate  the 
embargo  against  the  Soviet  Union.  I 
mean  carrying  the  struggle  to  Nicara- 
gua, so  long  as  they  carry  it  outside 
their  borders. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Wolpe). 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
very  strong  support  of  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki  bill. 

There  probably  are  few  votes  that 
we  are  going  to  be  casting  in  this  ses- 
sion of  Congress  more  important  than 
the  one  before  us  now.  In  addressing 
this  legislation,  of  course,  we  will  be  at 
the  same  time  simultaneously  address- 
ing the  broader  question  of  the 
Reagan  administrations  approach  to 
Central  America. 

Mr.  Chariman,  what  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration offers  in  Central  America 
is  a  quick  fix,  in  the  form  of  a  military 
solution.  That  is  a  quick-fix  solution 
that  in  the  long  run  will  only  delay 
and  complicate  the  difficult  policy 
choices  we  now  face. 

I  do  not  doubt  American  capability 
to  topple  governments.  I  do  not  doubt 
that  American  military  strength  and 
covert  action  has  the  capability  not 
only  of  toppling  governments  that  we 
see  as  unfriendly,  but  we  also  have  the 
capability,  very  likely,  of  sustaining  in 
power— for  extended  periods  of  time- 
governments  that  would  not  otherwise 


remain  in  power  because  of  an  absence 
of  popular  consensus  within  their  own 
countries. 

The  question  is  not  whether  we  have 
the  power  to  do  that  kind  of  thing. 
The  question  really  is,  does  the  exer- 
cise of  that  kind  of  power,  in  that  way, 
best  serve  American  interests  and  the 
interests  of  the  region? 

Are  we  really  better  off  today  in 
Guatemala  after  overthrowing  the 
government  in  a  coup  in  1954? 

Is  Chile  a  more  stable  friend  today 
after  10  years  of  Pinochet  whom  we 
supported  in  overthrowing  the  demo- 
cratically elected  government  of  Salva- 
dore  Allende? 

Did  our  country  really  benefit  from 
maintaining  the  Somoza  family  in 
power  in  Nicaragua  for  decades? 

Did  we  really  benefit  from  seeing 
the  U.S.  military  occupy  and  control 
Nicaragua  for  two  decades? 

There  is  no  question,  Mr.  Chairman, 
of  our  capability  of  exercising  power 
in  a  way  that  can  maintain  govern- 
ments and  destroy  governments.  The 
issue  is,  does  that  serve  American  in- 
terests? And  is  that  kind  of  action  con- 
sistent with  American  values? 

Few  Americans  know  much  of  that 
history  that  I  just  cited,  perhaps  be- 
cause it  is  not  a  history  of  which 
Americans  can  feel  terribly  proud.  But 
there  is  virtually  no  Latin  American 
that  fails  to  recall  that  history.  That 
is  why  when  we  return  in  1983  to  a 
form  of  gunboat  diplomacy— and  that 
is  what  it  is— we  do  nothing  but  per- 
petuate and  recall  those  memories  and 
that  tradition  of  intervention  in  the 
internal  affairs  of  our  Latin  American 
neighbors.  That  is  why  the  illegal 
effort  in  which  we  can  now  engaged— 
the  effort  to  operation  the  Nicaragua 
Government— is  so  counterproductive 
in  the  long  run  and  so  ill-serves  Ameri- 
can national  interests. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Roth). 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  po- 
liticizing of  our  foreign  policy.  I  do  not 
feel  this  augurs  well  for  our  Nation. 

In  this  debate,  we  have  looked  at 
ways  to  restrict  the  President's  au- 
thority to  conduct  foreign  affairs. 
Many  in  this  House  seem  to  believe 
that  the  Congress  should  conduct  for- 
eign policy. 

The  power  of  Congress  is  the  power 
of  appropriations.  It  is  an  important 
constitutional  power,  but  it  is  not  an 
absolute  authority  to  control  foreign 
policy. 

We  cannot  conduct  foreign  policy 
without  the  President.  He  is  not  our 
agent  and  we  are  not  his  servants. 
This  Boland-Zablocki  amendment  re- 
jects, as  I  see  it,  the  concept  of  part- 
nership. 
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Certainly  in  foreign  affairs  we  can 
put  aside  our  partisan  differences  and 
work  for  objectives  we  pronounce  so 
loudly  here  on  the  floor:  Free  elec- 
tions, human  rights,  and  all  those 
other  principles  to  which  we  subscribe. 

We  cannot  have  435  Secretaries  of 
State.  If  our  goal  is  a  negotiated  settle- 
ment, then  we  are  on  the  right  track. 

What  do  the  proponents  of  the 
Boland-Zablocki  amendment  believe 
has  induced  the  Sandinistas  to  re- 
spond to  the  Contadora  proposals? 

Does  any  Member  of  the  House  be- 
lieve that  the  Sandinistas  are  not  now 
being  forced  to  pay  a  price  for  their 
support  of  aid  and  direction  to  the 
guerrilleis  in  El  Salvador? 

The  Sandinistas  are  beginning  to  un- 
derstand that  the  United  States  will 
extract  a  price  for  their  aggressive 
policies,  and  it  is  a  price  which  Nicara- 
gua cannot  afford.  That  is  why  we  are 
opening  the  door  for  the  Contadora 
group  and  that  is  precisely  why  the 
United  States  should  maintain  pres- 
sure on  Nicaragua  by  continuing 
present  polices  and  objectives. 

I  would  hope  that  we  in  this  House 
are  all  working  for  the  same  foreign 
policy  goals.  We  want  to  have  peace 
and  stability  in  Central  America.  We 
are  not  going  to  have  peace  and  stabil- 
ity in  Central  America  if  we  are  dis- 
united and  in  disarray  in  our  own 
country  and  our  own  Congress. 

I  think  we  must  speak  with  one  voice 
and  with  one  goal. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  1 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Garcia). 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  like  to  pick  up  on  the 
theme  put  forth  by  my  majority 
leader,  Jim  Wright.  He  talked  about 
the  Hispanic  mentality  and  how  the 
Hispanic  countries  of  our  hemisphere 
are  looking  at  us  today. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind 
that  as  a  Hispanic,  as  I  take  this  floor, 
that  many  of  those  nations  have  said 
to  themselves  that  we  have  lost  our 
morality  and  we  have  lost  our  morality 
because,  in  fact,  what  we  have  done  is 
that  we  have  taken  it  upon  ourselves 
to  go  through  the  same  principles  and 
the  same  mode  of  operations  as  the 
people  of  the  Soviet  Union,  or  the 
Soviet  Government,  who  are  spiritless 
and  who  do  not  understand  morality. 

We  have  found  ourselves  in  the  same 
boat  with  them. 

Just  let  me  say  I  wonder  if  some  of 
my  colleagues  here  who  are  in  support 
of  this  particular  measure  would  wel- 
come Somoza  back  or  would  welcome 
Batista  back.  These  are  the  people 
who  we  find  ourselves  with  today  as 
the  root  cause  of  the  problems. 

We  ended  up  in  a  situation  where  we 
had  a  duly  elected  goverrunent  in 
Chile  and  we  took  it  upon  ourselves  to 
join  with  the  military  and  we  took  it 


upon  ourselves  to  overthrow  that  gov- 
ernment. 

I  would  say  to  each  and  every  one  of 
my  colleagues  that  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, if  we  are  going  to  go  into  Nica- 
ragua, let  us  be  open  about  it.  Let  us 
tell  the  world  we  are  going  in. 

Not  too  long  ago  in  my  office,  I  had 
a  member  of  the  military  of  the  Nica- 
raguan  Government  come  to  see  me.  I 
said  to  him  very  specifically  and  very 
clearly  that  as  far  as  I  was  concerned 
our  Government  was  doing  more  to 
help  the  Leninist-Marxists  that  are  in 
control  today  because  what  we  are 
doing  essentially  is  we  are  saying  to 
the  world  that  we  as  Americans,  who 
have  always  been  on  the  right  side,  are 
now  going  to  do  the  same  thing  as  the 
Soviets. 

I  say  that  to  you  because  I  think  it  is 
important  that  we  understand  that 
the  Nicaraguans  themselves  have 
many  of  their  own  problems  and  there 
are  many  people  in  Nicaragua  who  in 
fact  do  not  want  to  participate  with 
the  Sandinistas  or  with  the  Marxist- 
Leninists,  but  they  have  no  choice 
today  because  what  we  are  essentially 
doing  and  saying  is  that  we  are  threat- 
ening them. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  a  Member  in 
this  Chamber,  regardless  of  who  the 
F*resident  is,  whether  on  the  extreme 
liberal  or  conservative  side,  that  if 
anybody  threatened  our  border  that 
we  would  not  all  band  together  to 
fight  that  enemy,  whoever  that  enemy 
may  be.  That  is  exactly  what  is  hap- 
pening in  Nicaragua  today. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  McCain). 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
this  Nation  is  faced  with  four  options 
to  solve  this  problem  in  El  Salvador,  if 
we  agree  we  have  a  vital  stake  in  the 
events  that  take  place  in  that  part  of 
the  world. 

The  first  option,  of  course,  is  to  give 
up.  stop  all  aid.  and  find  another  line 
of  defense. 

The  second  is  to  declare  an  air  and 
naval  blockade  or  quarantine,  which  I 
do  not  believe  is  politically  acceptable 
or  militarily  wise. 

The  third  option  is  to  intercept 
weapons  after  they  leave  Nicaragua, 
granting  sanctuary  to  the  country  of 
Nicaragua  to  stop  them  en  route  or 
discover  them  once  they  are  in  place 
in  El  Salvador. 

The  fourth  option  is  what  we  are 
doing  now,  which  is  to  assist  those 
people  who  are  striving  for  the  en- 
forcement of  democratic  rights  which 
were  promised  them  by  the  Sandinista 
government  and  promised  to  the  OAS. 

I  was  interested  that  the  chairman 
of  the  Intelligence  Committee  said  he 
would  be  ready  to  pay  whatever  it 
takes  in  order  to  enforce  interdiction 
while  granting  sanctuary  to  Nicara- 
gua. 


In  the  Vietnam  war,  a  similar  cost  of 
over  $3  billion  in  then-year  dollars,  did 
not  have  a  single  bit  of  success,  nor 
does  that  kind  of  operation  ever  do  so. 

I  am  unaware  of  any  military  exper- 
tise on  the  Intelligence  Committee  or 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  that  has 
found  a  way,  a  new  way  of  interdicting 
without  the  use  of  American  soldiers. 

I  would  like  to  add  my  voice  to  that 
of  Secretary  Weinberger  who  said: 

Given  the  limited  resources  of  friendly 
Central  American  nations  and  their  short- 
age of  trained  personnel,  an  interdiction 
program  of  this  magnitude  would  certainly 
require  extensive  deployment  of  U.S.  per- 
sonnel to  the  area. 

My  amendment  to  delete  the  $80 
million  which  is  in  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki bill  will  be  brought  up  I  hope, 
and  I  believe  that  the  worst  thing  we 
could  do  is  to  get  ourselves  into  an- 
other situation  where  American  troops 
would  be  involved. 

Perhaps  Bianca  Jagger  could  come 
up  with  some  resolution  to  this 
present  program,  we  are  being  asked 
to  provide  small  amounts  of  money  to 
people  who  want  to  fight  and  if  we  do 
not  give  these  arms  and  assistance  now 
we  may  give  them  American  blood 
later. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  (Mr.  McCloskey). 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  today  in  strong  support  of  the 
Boland-Zablocki  resolution,  and  par- 
ticularly wish  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana (Mr.  Hamilton)  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 

I  would  note  that  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright)  hit  the  nail 
on  the  head  when  he  said  we  are  not 
talking  about  an  irritant,  a  minor  item 
in  Nicaragua,  but  what  it  actually  does 
is  constitute  an  outright  invasion. 

We  have  militarily  supported  about 
10,000  people  in  that  area  now  in  a 
country  of  4  million  people.  If  we  were 
to  be  facing  the  same  thing  in  the 
United  States  it  would  be  possibly  the 
equivalent  of  500,000  people  in  the 
Southwest,  hardly  a  minor  item. 

I  would  also  note  as  these  ideologies 
clash  I  think  probably  one  of  the  main 
things  we  can  be  concerned  about  is 
what  happens  to  the  actual  people 
who  are  at  the  bottom,  the  people  and 
the  peasants  of  these  particular  coun- 
tries, as  they  are  faced  with  the  re- 
sults of  our  policies. 

With  that  in  mind  I  would  like  to 
relate  a  few  comments  I  received  re- 
cently from  the  superior  general  of 
the  Maryknoll  Order,  Father  James 
Noonan. 
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He  wrote  to  me  in  part: 

I  am  deeply  concerned  by  the  use  of 
covert  activity  by  our  government  in  Cen- 
tral America,  particularly  against  the  tiny 
country  of  Nicaragua. 


I  am  concerned  for  the  loss  of  innocent 
life  SLmong  the  poor  p>eople  of  Nicaragua, 
who  have  already  suffered  years  of  poverty 
and  misery  under  the  Somoza  dictatorship, 
and  who  now  must  make  tremendous  sacri- 
fices as  the  country  attempts  to  rebuild 
itself. 

This  is  very  important,  I  ask  your  at- 
tention: 

Over  500  people  have  been  killed  so  far 
this  year  by  troops  stationed  in  Honduras, 
armed  and  trained  by  United  States  "covert 
activity."  Most  of  these  r>eople  have  been 
the  poor,  and  some  of  them  have  been  lay 
leaders  in  the  church,  who  only  sought  to 
serve  their  sisters  and  brothers  and  to 
follow  Christ  more  closely. 

I  am  also  concerned,  as  an  American, 
when  any  administration  carries  out  a 
policy  which  contradicts  the  basic  principles 
which  have  made  our  country  great. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Strat- 
ton). 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  am  glad  that  we 
are  discussing  this  matter  of  the  Car- 
ibbean today  rather  than  trying  to  do 
it  last  night  as  a  number  of  Members 
tried  to  do  on  a  bill  that  was  totally 
unrelated. 

But,  I  think  it  was  quite  clear  then 
that  an  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
House  repudiated  those  efforts  to  try 
to  associate  the  two  items  and  to  put 
that  effort  on  a  strictly  partisan  basis. 

I  am  strongly  opposed  to  the  resolu- 
tion and  to  the  effort  to  eliminate  the 
current  covert  operations  connected 
with  Central  America. 

I  think  there  are  two  points  that 
ought  to  be  made  clear  with  respect  to 
the  effort  to  eliminate  covert  activity. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  that  has  taken  the 
lead  in  trying  to  eliminate  covert  activ- 
ity. 

But,  if  the  Intelligence  Committee 
does  not  want  covert  activity,  then 
there  is  really  no  point  in  having  an 
Intelligence  Committee.  It  is  only  the 
covert  operations  that  are  supposed  to 
be  so  secret  that  you  have  to  have 
some  select  committee.  If  covert  oper- 
ations are  to  be  abandoned;  then  per- 
haps we  can  once  again  reconstitute 
the  Intelligence  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee. 

One  other  point.  We  should  recall 
that  in  past  years  we  have  commented 
that  the  Russians  are  a  lot  smarter 
than  us  because  they  had  surrogates 
fighting  for  them  and  thus  they  did 
not  risk  their  own  troops.  They  had 
the  North  Vietnamese  in  Vietnam; 
they  had  the  Pathet  Lao  in  Laos;  they 
had  the  Khmer  Rouge  in  Cambodia 
and  the  Cubans  in  Ethiopia.  But  we 
Americans  always  had  to  fight  with 
our  oviTi  troops.  Not  until  the  Soviets 
moved  into  Afghanistan  did  they 
commit  their  own  troops. 

Well,  here  we  have  in  South  Amer- 
ica, with  a  group  of  people,  the  Con- 
tras,  who  are  dedicated  against  the 
Sandinistas,  a  unique  opportunity  to 
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have  somebody  fighting  in  our  behalf, 
to  distract  and  complicate  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Nicaraguans  so  that  they 
cannot  devote  their  full  attention  to 
that  matter  of  supplying  arms  to  El 
Salvador  and  sending  in  Communist 
guerrillas  to  overthrow  the  duly  elect- 
ed government  of  that  troubled  coun- 
try. 

I  think  that  using  surrogates,  when 
they  are  available  is  a  cheaper  and  a 
more  effective  operation  and  I  think 
we  would  be  stupid  to  eliminate  that 
surrogate  assistance. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Coleman). 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  support  of  the  pending 
legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  legislation  pend- 
ing before  us  today,  H.R.  2760.  is 
timely  and  balanced  to  meet  our  for- 
eign policy  needs.  I  applaud  the  ef- 
forts of  the  Intelligence  and  Foreign 
Affairs  Committees  in  adopting  the 
final  version  of  this  legislation.  While 
the  responsibility  of  formulating  for- 
eign policy  lies  with  the  executive 
branch,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  Con- 
gress to  curb  that  power  when  the 
scales  tip  dangerously  in  one  direction. 
That  is  the  situation  facing  us  today. 
Military  assistance  to  Central  America 
outweighs  economic  assistance  and  ig- 
nores the  facts  underlying  the  insur- 
gents success— that  is.  poverty,  indi- 
gence, oppression,  and  gross  underpro- 
duction. In  order  to  successfully 
counter  these  historic  problems,  our 
policy  must  address  both  humanitari- 
an and  security  concerns. 

The  amendment  to  the  Intelligence 
Authorization  Act  of  1983  is  consistent 
with  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  interna- 
tional law.  We  can  ill-afford  to  scold 
Nicaragua  when  they  are  willing  to  sit 
down  at  the  negotiating  table  and  dis- 
cuss the  arms  trafficking  issue.  To 
date,  our  response  has  been  an  escala- 
tion of  military  involvement  including 
the  training  of  troops  and  the  dis- 
patch of  aircraft  carriers.  These  moves 
are  counterproductive  in  the  percep- 
tion of  our  Latin  American  allies. 

On  a  recent  trip  to  Caracas.  Venezu- 
ela, to  celebrate  the  bicenteruiial 
birthday  of  Simon  Bolivar,  I  became 
even  more  aware  of  the  need  to  sup- 
port the  proposals  of  the  Contadora 
Four;  namely,  Venezuela.  Mexico,  Co- 
lombia, and  Panama.  While  U.S.  diplo- 
matic relations  with  Venezuela 
reached  a  low  point  during  the  war  in 
the  Malvinas  Islands,  our  mutual  con- 
cern over  the  hostilities  in  Central 
America  and  overwhelming  commit- 
ment to  democracy  has  drawn  the  two 
countries  closer. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  United 
States  must  stop  the  military  escala- 
tion in  Central  America,  as  recom- 
mended by  our  friends  in  Central  and 
South  America  as  well  as  our  allies  in 
Europe,    and   support   economic    and 


social  reform  in  the  region.  I  could  not 
agree  more  with  the  Contadora  Four 
that  military  escalation  abets  Nicara- 
gua's underlying  desire  to  pursue  a 
"revolution  without  frontiers"  which 
would  necessarily  involve  Soviet  and 
Cuban  expansionism. 

In  order  to  effectively  counter  the 
hostilities  in  Central  America,  we  must 
work  within  the  parameters  of  democ- 
racy and  regain  the  confidence  of  our 
neighbors  to  the  south.  I  strongly  rec- 
ommend the  support  of  my  colleagues 
in  this  most  urgent  legislation. 

President  Reagan  recently  issued 
two  clear  warnings  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  people  of  America  regard- 
ing U.S.  policy  in  Central  America. 
The  first  is  the  oft  repeated  domino 
theory— that  is.  if  El  Salvador  falls  to 
the  Marxists,  all  of  Central  America 
will  fall  and  guerillas  will  be  threaten- 
ing the  southern  border  to  the  United 
States.  The  ominous  portent  of  a  Com- 
munist takeover  can  be  thwarted,  so 
the  argument  goes,  by  the  generous  in- 
fusion of  overt  U.S.  military  assistance 
to  El  Salvador  and  covert  assistance  to 
Honduras  and  to  the  Nicaraguan 
rebels.  The  second  warning  deals  with 
timeliness.  In  order  to  divert  an  inva- 
sion, we  must  act  now  to  bolster  the 
forces  of  our  Central  American  allies. 

Trying  to  look  at  the  big  picture 
when  El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua  are 
still  engaged  in  battle  is  not  an  easy 
task.  But  we  must,  as  a  nation,  visual- 
ize where  our  foreign  policy  is  and 
where  we  want  it  to  lead.  As  a  Con- 
gressman from  our  southern  border 
with  Mexico,  I  feel  a  responsibility  to 
discuss  these  issues  and  urge  a  view- 
point that  can  be  clearly  understood 
by  my  district  and  the  Nation. 

No  American  wants  the  United 
States  to  have  to  send  young  men  into 
battle  anywhere  in  the  world.  We  have 
nevertheless  always  been  prepared  to 
commit  troops  in  order  to  stop  those 
who  would  deny  freedom  to  those  who 
possess  it.  Yet  we  have  always  believed 
in  nonintervention  in  the  internal  af- 
fairs of  other  nations— a  policy  Amer- 
ica should  unswervingly  pursue. 

While  I  agree  that  our  immediate  at- 
tention could  forestall  an  imminent 
crisis.  I  would  redirect  our  focus  from 
just  El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua  to 
their  immediate  neighbors  as  well. 
Panama,  Guatemala,  Belize,  Hondu- 
ras, Costa  Rica,  and  all  of  Latin  Amer- 
ica are  not  immune  from  either  inter- 
nal revolution  or  exported  violence. 
Several  countries  in  our  hemisphere, 
besides  El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua,  are 
troubled  economically  to  the  point 
that  they  too  may  at  any  time  become 
new  flash  points  of  conflict.  Before 
they  are  actively  challenged  by  revolu- 
tion from  within  or  by  intervention 
from  without,  we  must  use  the  vast  re- 
sources and  talents  of  our  nations  to 
prevent  any  government  or  revolution- 
ary from  believing  they  can  induce  the 
citizens  of  their  own  or  another  coun- 


try to  take  up  arms  and  succeed.  The 
vast  resources  I  refer  to  are  not  our 
armies,  but  instead  our  teachers,  our 
farmers,  our  doctors,  and  our  know- 
how.  We  are  a  people  who  care  about 
our  fellow  man— our  attention  to 
schools,  hospitals,  and  natural  re- 
sources are  the  serious  attempts  of  a 
democracy  to  see  that  even  our  poor- 
est people  do  not  go  without  food,  edu- 
cation, and  medical  care.  That  must  be 
what  we  export  to  Central  America. 

How  does  that  kind  of  intervention 
reach  the  peasants,  who  probably  do 
not  debate  economic  theories  or  politi- 
cal philosophies,  but  who  care  a  great 
deal  about  their  starving  children  and 
their  day-to-day  existence?  We  must 
first  reach  the  government  in  power 
which  has  the  ultimate  responsibility 
for  its  own  citizens.  Perhaps  a  real  ex- 
ample from  a  Catholic  nun  who  re- 
ported to  the  Congress  in  July  will 
highlight  our  problems  of  providing 
military  support  to  one  side  of  a  revo- 
lution. Jalapa.  Nicaragua,  is  a  town 
within  10  miles  of  the  Honduran 
border.  All  during  the  Somoza  regime 
there  were  no  schools  or  hospitals 
there.  Since  the  Sandanistas  took  over 
by  revolution,  they  have  built  both. 
We  were  told  that  the  people's  only 
fear  in  and  around  that  town  is  the 
frequent  attacks  by  U.S.-backed  rebels, 
called  Contras,  who  cross  from  Hondu- 
ras into  Nicaragua,  and  the  ensuing 
government  repulsions  of  the  rebels  by 
force.  Most  of  the  people  in  rural  Nica- 
ragua do  not  know  what  Marxism  is, 
but  the  people  near  Jalapa  know  they 
now  have  a  school  and  a  hospital. 
Where  was  our  foreign  policy  and 
what  has  it  been  achieving  for  the  last 
30  years? 

Surely  we  can  avoid  the  same  mis- 
take of  neglect  in  other  Central  Amer- 
ican countries.  Perhaps  we  will  be  too 
late.  But  I  do  not  believe  that  Ameri- 
cans will  turn  their  backs  on  any 
people  that  are  starving  or  neglected, 
or  brutalized  and  murdered  by  their 
own  government  or  by  outside  forces. 
Nor  will  we  have  to  go  this  alone. 
Some  nations  have  offered  their  assist- 
ance and.  leadership  to  prevent  one 
crisis  after  another  from  occurring. 
Troubled  countries  in  our  hemisphere 
not  yet  actively  challenged  by  revolu- 
tion or  Cuban  intervention  must  be 
helped  now  if  we  are  serious  about 
preventing  future  attempted  takeovers 
in  the  region. 

These  countries  are  known  as  the 
Contadora  Four  and  consist  of  Mexico, 
Venezuela,  Panama,  and  Colombia.  As 
independent  nations  in  our  hemi- 
sphere. I  believe  their  willingness  to 
intercede  and  make  recommendations 
to  us  can  be  the  most  important  reve- 
lation of  our  time.  Those  governments 
who  want  to  help  bring  stability  to  the 
region  possess  qualities  foreign  to  the 
United  States.  These  are  a  culture,  a 
heritage,    and    a    language    that    our 


country  has  neglected  for  too  long.  I 
believe  that  the  United  States  should 
encourage  Mexico  to  take  the  lead 
with  Panama,  Colombia,  and  Venezu- 
ela to  seek  negotiations  in  El  Salvador 
and  Nicaragua  and  between  Nicaragua 
and  Honduras.  But  we  should  not  stop 
there.  With  our  resources  we  should 
stand  behind  these  nations  and  en- 
courage them  to  provide  recommenda- 
tions to  our  Government  about  how 
we  can  all  make  their  entire  regions 
more  stable.  With  the  efforts  of  all 
five  countries— including  the  United 
States— perhaps  a  school  or  a  hospital 
will  be  built  somewhere  and  a  genera- 
tion of  people  may  not  learn  that  reso- 
lution is  necessary. 

The  United  States  has  sought  to  pro- 
tect Latin  American  interests  since 
1823  when  the  Monroe  Doctrine  out- 
lined 'spheres  of  influence"  and  the 
policy  of  nonintervention.  The  cre- 
ation of  the  Organization  of  American 
States  in  1948  provided  a  forum  for 
the  discussion  of  Latin  American  con- 
cerns in  Washington.  The  Rio  Treaty 
of  1947  outlined  our  commitment  to 
security  for  our  hemisphere.  Having 
expressed  a  sincere  interest  in  the  di- 
rection of  Latin  American  relations, 
we  should  now.  in  1983,  place  a  greater 
emphasis  on  relations  with  our  neigh- 
bors by  getting  specific  about  our  for- 
eign policy. 

If  one  accepts  the  assumption  that 
the  region's  turmoil  is  in  some  part 
caused  by  economic  conditions,  then 
economic  initiatives  to  meet  massive 
unemployment,  underproduction,  ex- 
treme inequalities,  and  chronic  neglect 
of  the  agricultural  sector  must  be  im- 
plemented and  should  be  the  corner- 
stone of  U.S.  policy.  As  a  nation  we 
should  redress  the  imbalance  in  the 
current  U.S.  assistance  program.  In 
spite  of  administration  claims  to  the 
contrary,  primarily  military  aid  now 
outweighs  primarily  developmental  aid 
by  a  ratio  of  2.5  to  1.  I  would  propose 
trebling  development  aid  from  $160 
million  to  $480  million.  These  funds 
should  be  earmarked,  dedicated  dol- 
lars—funneled  through  channels  we 
oversee  and  dictate— to  promote  labor- 
intensive  industries,  agricultural  pro- 
duction, and  for  the  purposes  of  pro- 
viding sanitation,  water  supply,  and 
health  needs.  Some  exact  portion  of 
this  economic  support  fund  should  be 
dedicated  solely  to  land  reform  pro- 
grams in  El  Salvador,  Honduras,  and 
Guatemala.  We  should  establish  a  new 
aid  account  which  would  be  tied  to  the 
peace  process.  The  United  States 
should  immediately  convene  an  emer- 
gency session  of  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank  and  call  on  Japan, 
Western  Europe,  and  wealthier  Latin 
American  countries  to  provide  $1  bil- 
lion for  additional  aid  to  Central 
America.  Actual  disbursement  of  the 
funds  would  be  contingent  on  progress 
made  at  a  regional  peace  conference 
that   we   should    pursue.    A    regional 


peace  plan  for  all  of  Central  America 
may  best  be  implemented  from  these 
different  directions  simultaneously. 

First,  the  Government  of  El  Salva- 
dor and  the  FMLN/FDR  must  be 
forced  to  establish  and  maintain  a 
cease-fire  agreement,  enforced  by  the 
United  Nations,  to  build  the  frame- 
work for  negotiations  to  include  all 
factions  in  the  electoral  process. 

Second.  and  concurrently,  the 
United  States.  Cuba,  and  Nicaragua 
must  have  direct  talks  to  focus  on  the 
issues  of  the  arms  flow  into  El  Salva- 
dor and  Nicaragua  and  the  larger 
question  of  a  general  military  buildup 
in  the  region.  These  talks  would  aim 
at  reduction  and  eventual  removal  of 
all  military  advisers  in  Central  Amer- 
ica and  at  reductions  in  the  size  of  na- 
tional armies.  Whether  or  not  Cuba 
would  even  attend  or  seriously  negoti- 
ate, while  important,  should  not  com- 
promise our  persistence.  Our  reputa- 
tion as  an  interventionist  nation  in 
Latin  America  could  be  mitigated  and 
that  of  Cuba  heightened  by  our  ef- 
forts. 

Third,  we  should  aid  the  negotia- 
tions begun  by  the  Contadora  Four  to 
find  peace  between  Nicaragua  and 
Honduras  in  the  short  term  and  heed 
their  recommendations  as  they  formu- 
late a  Central  American  peace  plan.  If 
the  Contadoras  are  successful  in 
achieving  a  regional  agreement  to  re- 
spect territorial  integrity,  the  United 
States  should  be  willing  to  reduce  mili- 
tary aid  and  assist  in  its  enforcement 
should  violations  occur  by  supporting 
arbitration  by  the  OAS  on  any  other 
interregional,  peacekeeping  forces 
that  have  been  agreed  upon  by  the 
countries  involved. 

To  complement  U.S.  efforts  of  this 
three-track  negotiating  process,  in 
pursuit  of  conflict  resolution,  we 
should  enunciate  and  enforce  an  even- 
handed  human  rights  policy.  Such  a 
policy  would  publicize  violations  by 
government  groups  as  well  as  guerrilla 
forces.  An  independent  board  should 
be  set  up  to  evaluate  the  finding  of  of- 
ficial and  private  agencies  to  preclude 
a  recurrence  of  the  recent  State  De- 
partment findings  that  although  kill- 
ing in  El  Salvador  had  increased  by  12 
percent,  they  were  not  significant. 

Finally,  to  reduce  the  regional  his- 
torical fears  about  U.S.  military  inter- 
vention, the  United  States  should  an- 
nounce its  intention  to  reduce  existing 
advisers  in  and  military  aid  to  each 
country,  in  direct  proportion  to  the  re- 
straint shown  by  other  outside  forces 
in  reducing  their  military  aid  and 
training  programs.  Long-term  actions 
should  envision  the  creation  of  a  com- 
mission composed  of  all  Western 
Hemisphere  nations  to  study  the  mili- 
tary aid  and  regional  security  needs  of 
the  area,  based  on  minimum  reliance 
from  outside  military  aid  and  maxi- 
mum cooperation  with  the  Contadora 


Four,  the  United  Nations,  and  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States. 

Certainly  the  United  States,  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  Western  Hemi- 
sphere, should  and  must  be  a  part  of 
any  and  all  negotiated  settlements  be- 
tween nations  in  this  hemisphere.  But 
do  we  have  the  capability  to  use  wisely 
the  assistance  of  those  nations  sharing 
a  culture  and  a  language  to  initiate 
and  get  underway  the  talks  between 
belligerents  in  Nicaragua  and  El  Salva- 
dor? Surely  the  efforts  by  the  leaders 
of  these  nations  could  better  advise  us 
about  the  specific  needs  and  directions 
our  resources  should  take  in  providing 
the  economic  and  social  assistance 
needed  in  those  Central  and  Latin 
American  countries  before  they  too 
become  embroiled  in  conflict.  The 
President  said  before  a  joint  session  of 
Congress  that  he  was  there  to  "pre- 
vent a  crisis."  Our  policies  should 
insure  that  is  exactly  what  we  do.  In- 
stead of  just  a  roving  ambassador-at- 
large,  we  should  be  utilizing  the  offers 
of  other  nations  in  the  area  and  begin 
negotiating  with  countries  not  at  war 
to  guarantee  economic  and  social  jus- 
tice for  their  citizens.  That  is  the  only 
way  to  insure  that  we  are  not  asked  to 
commit  U.S.  troops  in  this  decade,  or 
future  ones. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Zschau). 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
H.R.  2760.  I  do  so  not  because  I  am  a 
fan  of  covert  oper'ations.  but  because  I 
believe  a  new  $80  million  arms  inter- 
diction program  would  be  both  ineffec- 
tive and  dangerous. 

The  new  program  would  inevitably 
lead  to  a  regionwide  war  as  the  so- 
called  friendly  countries  try  to  stop 
Nicaraguan  arms  shipments.  More  im- 
portantly, according  to  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  report,  the  new  mili- 
tary interdiction  program  would  un- 
doubtedly involve  more  U.S.  military 
personnel.  It  is  interesting  to  me  that 
so  many  of  those  who  just  last  night 
voted  to  stop  sending  military  person- 
nel to  Central  America  favor  such  a 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  must  be  a 
better  way.  What  we  need  is  a  new 
plan— a  carefully  articulated  plan  with 
clearly  understood  objectives  based  on 
the  full  range  of  alternatives.  We  need 
to  look  to  diplomatic,  as  well  as  mil- 
tary  approaches  to  find  a  solution  to 
this  vexing  issue.  However,  let  us  rec- 
ognize that  devising  and  implementing 
military  strategy  and  diplomacy  is  the 
proper  responsibility  of  the  President, 
not  Congress.  It  is  the  job  of  Congress 
to  review  and  provide  recommenda- 
tions on  those  plans. 

I  have,  printed  in  the  Record,  an 
amendment  based  on  these  principles. 
It  would  replace  the  $80  million  mili- 
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tary  extravaganza  with  the  require- 
ment that  the  President  formulate  a 
new  plan. 

It  would  specify  the  objective  for 
that  plan  be  "to  stop  those  activities 
of  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
which  provide  arms,  training,  com- 
mand, and  control  facilities,  or  logisti- 
cal support  to  military  or  paramilitary 
operations  in  or  against  any  country  in 
Central  America."  It  would  require  the 
President  to  consider  the  whole  range 
of  alternatives  to  achieve  this  objec- 
tive, including  bilateral  and  multilater- 
al negotiations  and  involvement  of  the 
OAS  or  the  United  Nations.  Finally,  it 
would  require  the  plan  be  subjected  to 
congressional  review. 

I  cannot  support  the  widening  of  the 
conflict  in  Central  America  proposed 
by  H.R.  2760.  Rather,  I  want  to  join 
with  my  colleagues  and  with  the  Presi- 
dent in  an  attempt  to  find  a  better 
way  to  solve  this  problem.  Our  respon- 
sibility to  the  American  people  and  to 
the  cause  of  peace  demand  nothing 
less  of  us. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  briefly  want  to  comment  on  the 
last  speaker  from  the  other  side  who 
seemed  to  think  it  was  a  flaw  in  our 
foreign  policy  that  there  is  a  certain 
village  in  Nicaragua  that  did  not  have 
a  high  school.  I  would  suggest  our  for- 
eign policy  cannot  possibly  build  high 
schools  in  every  village  in  Nicaragua, 
but  we  thought  we  sent  the  MaryknoU 
nuns  and  other  missionary  orders 
down  there  to  do  that.  But  our  contri- 
butions to  the  World  Bank,  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank,  and 
other  multilateral  and  bilateral  agen- 
cies are,  and  have  been  very  substan- 
tial. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander). 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  always  supported  a  bipartisan  ap- 
proach to  foreign  policy  and  my  record 
of  15  years  in  the  Congress  demon- 
strates that. 

Furthermore,  there  is  no  one  in  this 
body  who  has  consistently  voted  for  a 
strong  defense  policy  more  than  I. 
But,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  issue  before  us 
is  not  a  question  of  defense,  nor  a 
question  of  national  security. 

Just  last  weekend  I  represented  the 
Speaker  at  the  200th  anniversary  of 
the  birth  of  Simon  Bolivar  in  Caracas, 
Venezuela. 

D  1450 

I  was  having  dinner  one  night  with 
one  of  my  counterparts,  the  former 
Ambassador  from  Venezuela  to  the 
United  States,  Senator  Tejera-Paris.  I 
asked  him,  "In  the  spirit  of  good  faith 
what  would  you  perceive  to  be  the  best 
approach    for   the    United   States    to 


pursue  furthering  the  cause  of  peace 
in  Central  America?" 

He  responded  politely  with  gentle- 
ness: "Please  go  home.  Please  leave  us 
alone  and  let  us  pursue  the  cause  of 
peace  among  ourselves." 

But  instead  we  have  sent  a  battle 
group  to  the  Pacific  and  a  battle  group 
to  the  Caribbean.  And  the  Chamber  of 
Deputies  of  Venezuela,  one  of  our  best 
friends  in  Latin  America,  responded 
with  a  resolution.  I  have  a  copy  of  it 
here. 

It  asks  that  all  peace-loving  peoples 
around  the  world  support  a  concerted 
peace  initiative  in  Central  America: 
that  the  Latin  American  Parliaments 
join  together  in  support  of  that  initia- 
tive: and  most  importantly  they 
demand  the  United  States  and  Cuba 
call  a  halt  to  their  militaristic  policies 
in  Central  America.  They  go  on  to  ask 
for  diplomatic,  nonviolent  solutions  to 
the  problems  in  Central  America. 
They  deplore  the  decision  of  the 
United  States  to  send  battle  groups  to 
the  Caribbean  and  to  the  Pacific  in 
order  to  pursue  a  policy  of  intimida- 
tion and  coersion. 

The  last  peace  initiative  that  we 
have  taken  has  been  forgotten  in  Cen- 
tral America.  We  are  perceived  by  our 
friends  in  Central  America  as  pursuing 
a  policy  of  neocolonialism,  emulating 
the  historical  style  and  pattern  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  It  is  ironic  that  in  his 
lifetime  Simon  Bolivar  failed  to  unite 
the  Latin  peoples  under  one  flag.  But 
in  only  2^/2  years,  Ronald  Reagan  has 
united  Latin  America  against  the 
policy  of  the  United  States,  a  policy 
perceived  by  our  Latin  brothers  and 
sisters  as  militaristic  and  supportive  of 
dictatorships  that  have  provided  us 
with  a  shameful  relationship  with 
Latin  America. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Solarz). 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  share 
the  concerns  of  those  Members  who 
have  condemned  the  Sandinistas  for 
their  betrayal  of  the  democratic  prom- 
ises of  the  Nicaraguan  revolution,  for 
their  censorship  of  the  press,  for  their 
harassment  of  the  church,  for  their 
blatant  acts  of  anti-Semitism,  and  for 
their  transformation  of  Nicaragua  into 
a  base  for  revolution  elsewhere  in  the 
region. 

And  I  want  to  make  it  clear,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  I  am  not  among  those 
who  are  opposed  to  covert  operations 
under  any  and  all  circumstances. 
Given  the  nature  of  the  world  in 
which  we  live,  in  which  diplomacy  is 
not  always  conducted  by  gentlemen, 
there  may  well  be  situations  in  which 
the  national  interest  is  advanced 
through  paramilitary  or  covert  oper- 
ations. But  I  am  convinced  that  what 
we  are  doing  in  Nicaragua  is  both  inef- 
fectual and  counterproductive  and 
that  it  therefore  ought  to  be  terminat- 
ed. 


The  only  way  to  judge  the  operation 
now  underway  in  Nicaragua  is  to 
evaluate  it  in  terms  of  the  extent  to 
which  it  is  achieving  its  theoretical 
purposes  and  objectives.  Is  the  pur- 
pose of  the  operation  to  interdict  the 
flow  of  arms  from  Nicaragua  to  El  Sal- 
vador? The  answer  is  that  it  has  failed 
miserably  to  do  so.  Is  the  purpose  of 
the  operation  to  overthrow  the  Sandi- 
nista  government  in  Nicaragua?  Even 
leaving  aside  the  extent  to  which  that 
would  be  in  violation  of  American  law, 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  ad- 
ministration says  that  is  not  the  pur- 
pose of  what  we  are  doing  in  Nicara- 
gua, not  to  mention  the  fact  that  even 
the  administration  acknowledges  that 
it  could  not  be  achieved  even  if  it  were 
our  purpose. 

Is  the  purpose  of  what  we  are  doing 
in  Nicaragua  to  put  sufficient  pressure 
on  the  government  there  to  cause 
them  to  cease  and  desist  from  the  as- 
sistance they  are  providing  to  the 
rebels  in  El  Salvador?  The  answer  is 
that  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
has  offered  months  ago  to  sit  down  at 
the  negotiating  table  with  us  in  order 
to  work  out  arrangements  in  which,  if 
we  would  undertake  not  to  destabilize 
them  they  would  undertake  not  to  de- 
stabilize others  in  the  region. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the 
operation  now  underway  in  Nicaragua 
has  accomplished  nothing  in  terms  of 
its  alleged  or  actual  purposes,  while  it 
has  been  completely  counterproduc- 
tive in  terms  of  our  larger  interests  in 
the  region.  It  has  enabled  the  Sandi- 
nistas to  justify  and  legitimize  their 
repression  within  Nicaragua.  It  has  in- 
tensified anti-Americanism  through- 
out the  hemisphere.  And  it  has  dimin- 
ished the  credibility  of  American  criti- 
cisms of  the  Soviet  Union  for  what 
they  are  doing  in  Afghanistan  and  in 
Poland  and  in  other  places  around  the 
world. 

And  so  for  all  of  these  reasons,  but 
primarily  because  what  we  are  doing 
in  Nicaragua  makes  no  sense  whatso- 
ever in  terms  of  its  stated  purposes.  I 
believe  we  should  support  the  bill  and 
terminate  our  participation  in  this  ille- 
gal and  ineffectual  operation. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  close  debate,  I  yield  my  remaining 
time  to  to  the  minority  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Michel). 
Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  in  his  televised  news  con- 
ference, put  this  entire  debate  in  per- 
spective. 

He  reminded  us  that  his  policy  in 
Central  America  is  composed  of  three 
equally  important  parts:  Humanitari- 
an aid,  military  aid,  and  willingness  to 
negotiate.  The  military  part  gets  the 
headlines.  But  it  is  only  one  part  of  an 
equation  for  peace  and  stability  in 
Central  America. 

Take  away  one  of  those  approaches 
and  the  other  two  are  useless. 


And  that  is  what  this  debate  is  all 
about.  It  is  not  about  military  aid  as 
such.  It  is  about  how  best  to  fit  effec- 
tive military  aid  into  a  more  complex 
approach  toward  lasting  peace  and 
justice  in  that  region. 

Humanitarian  aid  gets  by  far  the 
biggest  proportion  of  funding  for  the 
President's  program  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. You  would  never  know  that  to 
judge  by  his  critics.  But  it  is  true. 

Our  willingness  to  negotiate  has  ex- 
isted from  the  very  beginning.  Ambas- 
sador Stone's  mission  is  only  another 
proof  of  that. 

And  so  we  are  confronted  with  a 
question  of  the  effective  uses  of  Amer- 
ican power,  American  diplomacy,  and 
American  humanitarian  aid.  We  need 
all  three. 

Aid  to  the  so-called  contras  is  not 
the  essential  question.  We  could  cut 
off  that  aid  in  a  minute  if  the  Nicara- 
guans  would  stop  exporting  arms. 

It  is  sometimes  said,  the  Sandinistas 
are  exporting  revolution. 

Actually  they  have  betrayed  the  rev- 
olution in  Nicaragua.  They  have  be- 
trayed it  to  an  alien  ideology  with  its 
heart  in  Moscow  and  its  fist  in  Cuba. 

What  the  United  States  wants  is  to 
stop  arms  shipments  from  outside  and 
within  the  area.  The  Nicaraguans 
started  this  destabilization.  They  can 
end  thev  controversy  instantly  by 
simply  stopping  the  export  of  arms. 
Once  they  do,  we  have  no  reason  to 
continue  our  own  military  aid. 

But  until  they  do  any  unilateral  re- 
versal of  U.S.  policy  will  simply  en- 
courage the  Sandinistas. 

All  the  United  States  is  asking  for  is 
reciprocity.  Surely  that  is  not  too 
much  to  ask.  There  is  nothing  we 
would  like  to  do  more  than  be  able  to 
get  out  of  this  controversy.  But  there 
has  to  be  a  mutual,  verifiable  cessation 
of  arms  shipments  throughout  the 
entire  region. 

A  cutoff  of  aid  to  the  contras  with- 
out reciprocity  on  the  part  of  the  San- 
dinistas and  Cubans  is  not  a  solution- 
it  is  another  and  greater  addition  to 
the  problem. 

So  we  come  down  to  the  crucial 
question:  What  is  the  right  kind  and 
right  amount  of  American  military  aid 
to  be  used? 

On  one  hand  we  have  the  adminis- 
tration's plan  to  fund  the  contras  until 
the  Sandinistas  stop  exporting  arms. 

This  is  called  covert  aid.  Right  now 
it  is  about  as  covert  as  an  elephant 
standing  on  a  football  field.  Everybody 
knows  it  is  there  and  calling  it  covert 
does  not  hide  it.  But  whatever  you  call 
it,  it  exists.  The  President  is  convinced 
it  works  and  so  am  I. 

Has  it  been  successful?  Opponents 
say  arms  shipments  have  not  been 
halted.  In  a  short-term  limited  sense 
this  might  be  true.  But  we  do  know 
that  the  Nicaraguan  Government  is 
getting  the  message.  So  is  Castro. 


So  let  us  look  at  this  policy  from  a 
long-range  point  of  view.  It  will  stop 
arms  shipments  if  it  brings  about  a 
change  in  attitude  of  the  part  of  the 
Sandinistas.  And  it  is  doing  that.  Even 
the  Washington  Post  admits  it  has 
done  that. 

Has  the  administration  hurt  itself  by 
putting  forth  various  rationales  for  aid 
to  the  contras? 

Yes,  it  has.  But  we  should  not  hold  a 
chance  for  stability  hostage  to  poor 
communications  on  the  part  of  the  ad- 
ministration. 

So  we  come  down  to  the  final  ques- 
tion: 

How  are  you  going  to  get  the  Sandi- 
nistas to  stop  shipments  of  arms  and 
thereby  stop  the  destabilization  of  an 
entire  region? 

The  answer  is  by  putting  effective 
pressure  on  them  to  stop. 

How  best  do  you  put  effective  pres- 
sure on  avowed  Marxist-Leninist  revo- 
lutionaries? 

Certainly  not  by  spouting  nice- 
sounding  rhetoric  about  the  need  to 
negotiate  while  avoiding  any  policy 
that  can  bring  the  Sandinistas  to  the 
bargaining  table. 

The  choice  is  not  between  a  risky 
policy  and  a  safe  policy  in  Central 
America.  It  is  between  long-range  inef- 
fectiveness which  will  come  if  we  em- 
brace the  nonsolution  of  H.R.  2760 
and  a  long-range  effectiveness  which  is 
the  President's  policy.  Each  policy  car- 
ries a  risk. 

For  my  part,  I  choose  to  be  effective 
if  we  are  going  to  have  a  risk  either 
way. 

Take  away  one  part  of  the  Presi- 
dent's three-part  program  of  humani- 
tarian aid,  effective  military  aid,  and 
willingness  to  negotiate  and  you  crip- 
ple the  chances  for  peace  and  stability 
in  Central  America. 

Today  we  can  listen  to  our  fears  or 
to  our  commonsense.  Fear  and  hyste- 
ria are  no  substitute  for  rational  anal- 
ysis. And  I  believe  that  if  we  calmly 
and  rationally  analyze  all  the  facts  we 
will  see  that  the  President's  complex, 
unified  program  deserves  our  support. 

n  1500 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  those  who  say  to  us  that 
there  cannot  be  a  military  solution,  we 
ought  to  remind  them  that  if  we  turn 
our  backs  on  the  people  of  Central 
America  and  if  we  abandon  our  re- 
sponsibility there,  there  will  be  a  mili- 
tary solution  because  the  Cubans  and 
Nicaraguans  ar.^  the  Soviets  will 
impose  a  milita  v  solution  on  Central 
America.  And  In  at  is  what  this  whole 
issue  is  about. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  very  valu- 
able contribution. 


Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  my  remaining  time  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland  (Mr.  Barnes)  to 
close  debate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Maryland  (Mr.  Barnes)  is  recog- 
nized for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  2760,  a  bill 
which  would  prohibit  U.S.  support  for 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in 
Nicaragua. 

And  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  stress 
that  that  is  the  only  issue  in  this  bill. 
This  is  not  a  bill  about  whether  or  not 
we  like  the  Sandinistas.  This  bill  is  not 
a  referendum  on  the  Sandinistas.  This 
bill  has  nothing  to  do  with  whether  or 
not  the  Sandinistas  are  democratic,  or 
pluralistic,  or  nonalined,  or  maintain  a 
private  sector.  This  bill  has  nothing  to 
do  with  whether  the  Sandinistas  inter- 
fere in  their  neighbors'  affairs.  We  all 
know  the  answer  to  those  questions, 
but  they  are  not  at  issue  here.  How  we 
vote  on  this  bill  has  nothing  to  do 
with  how  we  feel  about  those  issues. 
This  bill  has  nothing  to  do  with 
whether  or  not  we  should  resist 
Nicaragua's  interference  in  its  neigh- 
bors' affairs.  We  should,  and  we  do. 

This  bill  deals  only  with  one  ques- 
tion, and  that  question  is:  Will  we  or 
will  we  not  authorize  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  of  America  to 
seek  by  military  means  to  overthrow 
the  duly  constituted  government  of 
another  nation— a  government,  in  this 
case,  installed  under  the  auspices  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States? 

And  the  answer  given  to  that  ques- 
tion by  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
"no,"  the  United  States  should  not  be 
in  the  business  of  taking  it  upon  itself 
to  overthrow  other  governments  of 
this  hemisphere  with  which  we 
happen  to  have  disagreements,  and  we 
are  not  going  to  authorize  that.  That 
is  not  the  way  we  do  business  in  this 
country. 

I  would  hope  and  expect,  frankly, 
that  every  Member  of  this  great  body, 
this  House  that  seeks  to  represent 
what  is  best  in  and  for  the  American 
people,  would  find  that  statement  self- 
evident,  and  we  would  not  have  to 
debate  the  issue  any  further. 

But  beyond  the  fact  that  it  is  just 
not  worthy  of  us,  beyond  the  fact  that 
it  is  just  not  the  way  the  leader  of  the 
free  world  should  be  acting,  let  me  go 
into  some  very  practical  reasons  for 
supporting  this  bill  and  not  placing 
the  imprimatur  of  the  House  on  this 
attempt  to  overthrow  another  govern- 
ment. 

First,  it  is  illegal.  We  are  a  govern- 
ment of  laws.  We  derive  our  greatest 
strength  from  that.  It  is  what  distin- 
guishes us  from  the  dictatorships  of 
the  world  that  must  govern  through 
fear  and  coercion.  And  it  is  simply  ille- 
gal under  both  our  own  laws  and  the 
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treaties  to  which  we  are  a  party  to 
engage  in  this  kind  of  behavior. 

Article  18  of  the  Chapter  of  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  reads, 
in  its  entirety  as  follows: 

No  State  or  group  of  States  has  the  right 
to  intervene,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  any 
reason  whatever,  in  the  internal  or  external 
affairs  of  any  other  State.  The  foregoing 
principle  prohibits  not  only  armed  force  but 
also  any  other  form  of  interference  or  at- 
tempted threat  against  the  personality  of 
the  State  or  against  its  political,  economic, 
and  cultural  elements. 

That.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  open  and 
shut.  It  is  also  the  supreme  law  of  our 
land.  What  gives  this  administration— 
or  any  administration— the  right  uni- 
laterally to  waive  that  law.  without 
reference  to  the  Congress,  without  ref- 
erence to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States,  without  reference  to  any  of 
the  collective  security  mechanisms 
and  procedures  of  the  inter-American 
system? 

It  is  also  illegal  under  domestic  law, 
as  we  all  know.  We  all  voted  last  De- 
cember for  an  amendment  offered  by 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  In- 
telligence Committee  which  prohibits 
the  furnishing  of  assistance  to  any 
group  for  the  purpose  of  overthrowing 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua.  That, 
too,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  open  and  shut. 
Yet  the  administration  continues  to  do 
it.  It  continues  to  arm.  supply,  fund, 
and  direct  groups  whose  publicly 
avowed  purpose  is  to  overthrow  the 
Goverrunent  of  Nicaragua. 

Second,  these  actions  we  are  taking 
against  Nicaragua  will  not  work.  They 
will  only  succeed  in  further  doing 
what  they  have  already  done,  and  this 
is  alienating  the  Sandinistas  and  turn- 
ing them  into  the  totalitarian  state 
allied  with  Cuba  that  we  say  we  do  not 
want  them  to  become.  Covert  action 
has  not  worked.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it 
will  not  work.  This  is  documented  by 
the  report  of  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee on  this  bill. 

Third,  our  attempt  to  overthrow  this 
government  is  very  likely  to  lead  to  a 
regionwide  war  in  Central  America  in 
which  we  will  be  involved.  So  far,  de- 
spite the  fact  that  we  have  put  more 
than  10,000  well-armed  mercenaries 
into  battle,  they  have  been  easily  con- 
tained by  the  Sandinistas  because  they 
do  not  have  the  support  of  the  people. 
But  the  American  people  should  know 
that  if  this  effort  escalates  too  much 
further,  the  Nicaraguans  are  going  to 
strike  at  the  exile  bases  in  Honduras. 
The  American  people  should  know 
that  if  Nicaragua  and  Honduras  go  to 
war,  the  United  States  will  probably 
come  to  the  aid  of  Honduras.  And  the 
American  people  should  know  that  if 
the  existence  of  the  Sandinista  regime 
is  ever  seriously  threatened,  the 
Cubans  and  the  Soviet  Union  will 
probably  come  to  their  aid.  That  is  the 
scenario  of  escalation  that  we  face  if 
we  continue  our  current  policy. 


Fourth,  if  we  succeed  in  this  dishon- 
orable behavior,  we  will  find  that  we 
will  not  like  the  consequences.  Obvi- 
ously, the  administration  has  failed  to 
think  through  the  consequences  of 
success.  If  we  threw  out  the  Sandinista 
regime,  what  would  we  replace  it  with? 
The  people  we  are  backing  are  not  ca- 
pable of  holding  power  and  governing 
without  our  support.  We  would  be 
back  in  the  position  of  maintaining  an 
unpopular  government,  installed  by 
us.  in  power  by  the  force  of  our  arms, 
against  a  Sandinista  guerrilla  force 
that  had  gone  back  to  the  hills.  And 
once  the  former  national  guard— and 
that  is  who  we  are  backing— is  back  in 
power,  its  democratic  front  will  be 
swept  aside,  and  it  will  wreak  venge- 
ance against  a  whole  generation  of 
Nicaraguans  who  made  the  revolution. 
There  will  be  a  bloodbath. 

I  will  never  forget  the  day  when  one 
of  Nicaragua's  most  eminent  exiles, 
former  Ambassador  Arturo  Cruz,  a 
man  who  would  like  to  see  this  govern- 
ment go,  sat  in  my  office  and  said  to 
me,  "Mr.  Barnes,  it  isn't  likely  to 
happen,  but  if  the  FDN  wins,  the 
United  States  must  prevent  the  massa- 
cre of  the  flower  of  Nicaraguan 
youth.  "  I  wish  every  Member  of  this 
body  could  have  heard  that.  Is  that 
what  we  want?  Of  course  not.  The 
error  of  the  Reagan  administration  is 
not  that  it  seeks  evil,  which  none  of  us 
do.  The  error  of  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration is  its  failure  to  think  through 
the  logical  consequences  of  its  policy.  I 
do  not  think  that  policy  will  succeed. 
But  if  it  does,  we  will  all  be  ashamed 
of  the  result. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  should 
abandon  the  policy  of  seeking  to  over- 
throw the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
because  it  is  unnecessary.  There  are 
other,  more  effective  means  that  we 
have  not  even  given  a  fair  trial.  The 
Nicaraguans  have,  at  one  time  or  an- 
other, offered  to  talk  to  us  about  ev- 
erything that  concerns  us  about  the 
course  of  their  revolution.  We  have 
always  refused,  insisting  that  the  Nica- 
raguans meet  our  demands  first.  To 
say  that  we  will  only  talk  after  the  ob- 
jectives of  the  talks  have  been 
achieved  is,  obviously,  a  formula  for 
no  talks  at  all. 

We  should  stop  running  the  other 
way  every  time  talks  are  proposed.  We 
should  heed  the  call  of  the  Contador 
group,  the  Spanish,  the  French,  and 
others  to  at  least  try  to  settle  our  dis- 
putes peacefully.  I  do  not  pretend  that 
if  we  do  so  we  will  ever  achieve  a  gov- 
ernment in  Nicaragua  with  which  we 
will  have  no  quarrel.  That  may  not 
happen.  But  we  might  achieve  a  gov- 
ernment we  can  live  with.  We  might 
arrest  the  leftward  trend  of  the  gov- 
ernment before  it  is  too  late.  We 
might  achieve  a  situation  that  is 
better  than  anything  we  could  achieve 
by  provoking  a  war  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  policy  of  this 
Govermnent  of  trying  to  overthrow 
the  Nicaraguan  Government  is  illegal, 
ineffective,  escalatory,  counterproduc- 
tive, and  unnecessary.  A  vote  to  stop  it 
will  be  a  vote  for  our  country,  for  our 
interests,  for  the  people  of  Central 
America,  and  for  peace  and  democracy 
throughout  the  region. 
•  Mr.  FAUNTROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2760  which 
would  amended  the  Intelligence  Au- 
thorization Act  for  fiscal  year  1983  by 
prohibiting  military  or  paramilitary 
operations  in  Nicaragua  and  by  au- 
thorizing $80  million  in  security  assist- 
ance funds  to  friendly  Central  Ameri- 
can countries. 

I  am  very  supportive  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  bill  which  would  prohibit 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in 
Nicaragua.  The  Reagan  administration 
is  presently  providing  aid  and  encour- 
agement to  Nicaraguan  exiles,  many 
with  ties  to  the  discredited  Somoza 
regime,  for  the  purpose  of  launching 
violent  attacks  against  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua.  Reagan  adminis- 
tration officials  state  that  this  violent 
activity  is  for  the  purpose  of  convinc- 
ing the  Government  of  Nicaragua  to 
cease  its  support  for  the  Salvadoran 
rebels. 

Instead  of  reducing  the  violence  in 
the  region,  this  policy  is  contributing 
to  an  escalation  of  the  conflict  and  in- 
creasing support  for  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua  internally  and  external- 
ly. Nicaragua  is  being  pushed  into 
more  and  more  draconian  measures, 
and  the  possibilities  for  a  negotiated 
agreement  through  diplomatic  means 
is  being  frustrated.  Our  actions  with 
regard  to  this  "covert"  but  very  public 
intervention  are  isolating  us  from 
other  countries  of  the  region,  includ- 
ing the  Contadora  group  of  Mexico, 
Venezuela,  Colombia,  and  Panama. 

Additionally,  the  recent  heads  of 
Government  Conference  of  the  Carib- 
bean Community  (CARICOM)  in  a 
communique  issued  in  Port  of  Spain: 

•  •  •  expressed  deep  concern  over  the  situ- 
ation in  Central  America  (and  stated  that) 
the  crisis  faced  by  the  peoples  of  this  region 
was  rooted  not  in  East-West  ideological  ri- 
valry, but  in  deep-seated  social  and  econom- 
ic ills.  They  called  for  an  end  to  foreign 
intervention,  training  of  mercenaries,  and 
cross-border  conflicts.  They  appealed  to 
contending  parties  to  engage  in  direct  dia- 
logue and  expressed  support  for  the  efforts 
of  the  Contadora  Group  to  bring  peace  to 
the  area. 

The  conference  reaffirmed  its  conviction 
that  the  attainment  and  maintenance  of 
peace  and  security  in  the  region  were  firmly 
linked  to  recognition  of  the  principles  of 
non-use  of  force,  non-interference  and  non- 
intervention in  the  internal  affairs  of  states. 

Most  alarmingly,  the  functional 
impact  of  the  U.S.  activity  against 
Nicaragua  is  that  our  Goverrunent,  de- 
spite what  it  may  be  saying,  is  actively 
involved  in  encouraging  and  aiding  the 
violent  overthrow  of  the  Nicaraguan 


Government.  This  is  in  violation  of 
our  international  treaty  obligations, 
the  United  Nations  Charter,  the  Char- 
ter of  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  and  the  Rio  Treaty.  Function- 
ally, the  Reagan  administration  has 
also  violated  previous  congressional 
prohibitions  and  conditions  on  assist- 
ance to  the  Contras. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  believe  that 
the  covert  war  must  be  terminated.  I 
do  have  the  most  serious  concerns 
about  the  provision  of  some  $80  mil- 
lion of  security  assistance  funds  to  the 
brutal  military  of  El  Salvador  and  the 
military  of  Honduras.  Both  El  Salva- 
dor and  Honduras  are  questionable  re- 
cipients of  such  large  amounts  of  mili- 
tary aid. 

In  El  Salvador,  the  abuse  of  human 
rights  is  legend.  Killing  and  torture 
are  the  pattern  and  practice  of  the 
"security  forces."  The  military  in  El 
Salvador  is  a  clear  and  present  danger 
to  human  life  and  constitutes  the 
major  impediment  to  much  needed 
economic  and  social  reform.  Until  such 
time  as  the  Armed  Forces  of  El  Salva- 
dor are  restructured  and  reformed.  I 
cannot  in  good  conscience  support  in- 
creases in  assistance  which  will  only 
strengthen  the  murder  machine.  I  be- 
lieve that  increased  military  assistance 
provided  to  El  Salvador  will  not  result 
in  arms  interdiction  but  in  more  bru- 
tality and  state  terrorism. 

In  Honduras,  U.S.  policy  is  officially 
stated  to  be  the  encouragement  of  the 
fragile  return  to  democratic  and  civil- 
ian rule.  The  covert  war  against  Nica- 
ragua which  is  being  waged  from  Hon- 
duran  territory  not  only  threatens 
peace  in  the  region,  but  is  increasingly 
daily,  the  strength  and  influence  of 
the  Honduran  military.  We  should  all 
be  concerned  that  the  newly  emerging 
democratic  institutions  and  forces  in 
Honduras  could  well  be  overwhelmed 
by  the  military  if  more  military  assist- 
ance is  provided. 

I  recognize  that  support  for  this  leg- 
islation could  be  construed  to  mean 
that  one  believes  that  the  problems  of 
Central  America  are  military  in  nature 
and  soluble  through  military  means.  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  situation  in 
Central  America  emanates  from  mili- 
tary causes  but  rather  from  longstand- 
ing injustices  in  the  political,  econom- 
ic, and  social  areas.  The  United  States 
should  be  very  careful  about  imposing 
a  policy  which  has  as  its  explicit  ra- 
tionale that  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  are 
the  basic  reason  for  the  stamina  dem- 
onstrated by  the  Salvadoran  rebels.  I 
am  hopeful  that  amendments  can  be 
afforded  which  will  structure  our  ef- 
forts toward  a  diplomatic  and  negoti- 
ated settlement. 

The  most  important  goal  of  this  bill 
is  the  ending  of  covert  assistance  to  in- 
surgents attempting  to  overthrow  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua.  The  covert 
assistance  dishonors  our  great  Nation, 
is  self-defeating,  and  casts  our  Govern- 


ment in  the  role  of  an  international 
bully.  The  Central  American  situation 
requires  historical  perspective  and  hu- 
mility given  past  U.S.  interventions 
and  the  dangers  that  abound  in  seek- 
ing to  impose  our  version  of  democra- 
cy by  violent  means. 

Despite  my  reservations  concerning 
the  provisions  for  increased  military 
assistance  for  the  purpose  of  arms 
interdiction.  I  urge  support  for  H.R. 
2760.  I  do  so  because  I  believe  that  our 
national  interest,  our  national  honor, 
and  peace  in  Central  America  require 
us  to  terminate  the  covert  assistance 
to  the  Contras  which  is  causing  de- 
struction of  life  and  property .» 
•  Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
question  of  the  U.S.  covert  military  ac- 
tions in  Central  America  has  been  a 
topic  of  great  concern  and  debate  in 
recent  months.  It  has  become  increas- 
ingly apparent  that  our  policies  in 
Central  America,  specifically  with 
regard  to  Nicaragua  and  El  Salvador, 
have  failed  and  in  many  instances 
backfired.  The  Boland-Zablocki  bill 
addresses  the  current  dangers  in  the 
Reagan  administration's  policies  in 
this  area. 

The  issues,  which  are  addressed  in 
H.R.  2760,  can  be  divided  into  two 
interrelated  yet  very  distinct  parts. 
The  first  part  of  the  bill  denies  fund- 
ing now  and  in  the  next  fiscal  year 
from  any  direct  or  indirect  support  of 
military  or  paramilitary  activities  in 
Nicaragua.  Currently,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration publicly  provides  aid  and 
encouragement  to  Nicaraguan  exiles 
to  foster  insurgency  within  Nicaragua. 
This  action  would  supposedly  force 
the  Sandinistas  to  halt  their  support 
of  the  Salvadoran  insurgency.  And, 
the  administration,  then,  would  be 
able  to  achieve  its  primary  objective  of 
interdicting  the  supply  of  arms  flow- 
ing through  Nicaragua  into  El  Salva- 
dor. Rather  than  stopping  arms  to  El 
Salavador  entirely  opposite  results 
have  been  produced. 

In  Nicaragua,  as  a  result  of  an  in- 
creased number  of  U.S.-backed  clashes 
between  rebels  and  government  forces, 
even  the  strongest  domestic  opponents 
of  the  Sandinistas  have  backed  the 
regime.  Also,  the  struggle  for  human 
and  civil  rights  within  Nicaragua  has 
been  seriously  undermined.  The  Sandi- 
nistas have  instituted  martial  law 
powers  and  it  is  not  realistic  for  us  to 
expect  them  to  change  while  in  a  state 
of  siege.  Furthermore,  any  chances  of 
a  negotiated  agreement  through  diplo- 
matic channels  with  Nicaragua  have 
been  thwarted  by  the  United  States. 

Our  actions,  in  this  region,  have  also 
affected  us  negatively  in  the  area  of 
world  opinion.  Instead  of  attempting 
to  foster  good  working  relations  with 
our  neighbors  in  the  Western  Hemi- 
sphere, we  have  alienated  those 
around  us.  Attention  has  shifted  from 
the  insurgency  in  El  Salvador  and  has 
focused  on  American  intervention  in 


Nicaragua.  More  recently,  a  coalition 
of  our  Latin  American  allies  adopted  a 
resolution  calling  for  the  United 
States  to  discontinue  intervention  in 
the  region.  These  countries  have  come 
to  regard  us  with  increasing  suspicion. 
Clearly,  the  United  States  should  re- 
think its  posture  in  Central  America 
when  Mexico.  Panama.  Venezuela,  and 
Colombia  all  warn  that  our  policies  are 
aggravating  rather  than  improving  the 
situation  in  the  region. 

In  addition,  I  believe  that  the  United 
States  should  not  pursue  a  policy 
whereby  we  engage  in  encouraging 
and  aiding  the  overthrow  of  any  gov- 
ernment. This  action  violates  our 
international  treaty  obligations,  in- 
cluding the  Charter  of  the  United  Na- 
tions, the  Charter  of  the  Organization 
of  American  States,  and  the  Rio 
Treaty  of  1949.  Furthermore,  the  cur- 
rent administration  has  flagrantly  vio- 
lated previous  congressional  prohibi- 
tions on  aid  to  antigoverrmient  forces. 
This  action  also  has  some  serious 
moral  implications  for  a  country 
whose  main  foreign  policy  objective  is 
to  sustain  a  climate  of  peace  through- 
out the  world. 

Finally,  while  I  believe  that  the 
covert  war  must  be  halted  against 
Nicaragua,  I  do  have  serious  concerns 
about  the  need  for  and  eventual  appli- 
cation of  the  overt  aid  funds.  Author- 
izing $80  million  to  assist  "friendly" 
Central  American  nations  in  intercept- 
ing arms  shipped  through  their  terri- 
tories starts  a  new  military  assistance 
program  which  I  feel  could  lead  to  a 
regionalization  of  the  conflict  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

El  Salvador  and  Honduras  are  the 
most  likely  recipients  of  the  overt  aid. 
Guatemala,  however,  would  not  be 
prohibited  from  receiving  additional 
aid  under  this  bill.  I  see  little  justifica- 
tion for  providing  another  avenue  for 
increased  military  assistance  to  El  Sal- 
vador. The  Salvadoran  military  contin- 
ues to  terrorize  the  civilian  population 
and  shows  little  sign  of  any  commit- 
ment to  basic  social  and  economic  jus- 
tice. In  the  case  of  Honduras,  addition- 
al aid  to  the  military  would  only  serve 
to  further  exacerbate  the  tensions  be- 
tween the  civilian  government  and  the 
military.  The  Honduran  civilian  lead- 
ership could  be  prevented  from  imple- 
menting promised  social  and  economic 
reforms,  and  the  leftist  opposition  to 
the  government  is  becoming  increas- 
ingly radical  and  violent  if  the  mili- 
tary became  involved  in  arms  interdic- 
tion activities. 

I  believe  that  the  United  States 
must  be  very  cautious  about  imple- 
menting a  policy  which  declares  that 
Nicaragua  and  Cuba  are  the  sole 
reason  for  the  success  of  the  Salvador- 
an guerrilla  forces.  We  must  never 
forget  that  the  civil  war  in  El  Salvador 
is  a  direct  result  of  the  failure  of  suc- 
cessive   Salvadoran    Governments    to 
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address  the  social  and  economic  jus- 
tice concerns  of  the  majority  of  Salva- 
doran  people.  I  am  hopeful  that 
amendments  can  be  offered  which  will 
better  clarify  the  intent  of  the  overt 
aid  and  mandate  a  stronger  effort  at 
direct  bilateral  discussions  with  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  on  the  above 
issues.  Ultimately,  the  conflict  in  Cen- 
tral America  must  have  a  political  so- 
lution if  we  are  to  avoid  a  military  es- 
calation which  will  result  in  an  in- 
creased loss  of  life  for  the  Central 
American  people.* 

•  Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  debate  before  us  today  is.  to 
a  large  extent,  rooted  in  semantics  and 
the  manner  in  which  we  choose  to 
employ  the  terms  •covert"  and  "overt" 
aid.  Yet,  there  remains  an  overriding 
concern  that  is  embedded  in  the  histo- 
ry of  the  American  people  and  the  na- 
tions of  this  world.  When  taken  to- 
gether, our  view  of  history  shapes  our 
attitudes  toward  those  words.  And 
unless  we  appreciate  that  influence, 
both  the  lessons  of  history  and  the 
meaning  of  our  words  will  become  ob- 
scure. 

Since  World  War  II,  Democrats  and 
Republicans  alike  have  let  party  poli- 
tics end  at  the  waters  edge,  and  our 
strength  as  a  nation  has  been  insep- 
arably linked  to  our  ability  to  main- 
tain that  unity.  This  has  enabled  us  to 
enjoy  a  coherent  foreign  policy  for 
many  decades,  but  it  has  led  to  a 
breakdown  in  this  debate  today. 

To  my  mind,  the  reason  for  this 
breakdown  can  be  traced  to  the  strug- 
gle that  exists  between  two  factions 
within  the  Democratic  Party.  On  the 
one  hand  there  are  those  whom  I 
would  refer  to  as  comprising  the 
Truman.  Johnson,  and  Jackson  wing 
of  the  party,  and  on  the  other  hand 
there  are  those  who  can  best  be  de- 
scribed as  forming  the  McGovern 
wing.  The  difference  between  the  two 
centers  upon  their  respective  interpre- 
tations of  history  and  the  concerns 
that  they  have  derived  therefrom. 

In  1917.  Russia  had  a  revolution  of 
its  own.  The  Mensheviks.  under  Ker- 
enski.  established  a  representational 
government  in  the  spring  of  1917.  In 
the  fall  of  1917.  Lenin  and  the  Bolshe- 
viks stole  the  Menshevik  revolution 
and  proceeded  to  export  totalitarian- 
ism through  aggression,  repression, 
and  intriision  throughout  the  world. 
The  influence  that  Lenin  had  upon 
the  world  remains  with  us,  and  no- 
where is  his  presence  felt  more  acutely 
than  it  is  in  Central  America  today. 
Nicaragua,  whose  leaders  refuse  to 
hold  free  elections,  provides  an  excel- 
lent case  in  point.  And  how  we  choose 
to  view  these  historical  events  will 
have  a  direct  bearing  upon  how  we  ad- 
dress the  situation  that  confronts  us 
in  this  debate. 

Modem  America  is  the  product  of  a 
revolution  that  occurred  in  the  18th 
century.  That  fact  is  not  overlooked 


by  either  of  the  aforementioned  fac- 
tions within  the  Democratic  Party. 
The  Republican  Party,  and  the 
Truman.  Johnson,  and  Jackson  wing 
of  the  Democratic  Party  view  the  San- 
dinistas in  Nicaragua  as  an  extension 
of  the  Lenin-Bolshevik  revolution 
which  is  therefore  not  consistent  with 
the  interests  of  the  United  States.  The 
McGovern  wing  of  the  Democratic 
Party  views  the  Sandinistas  as  an  ex- 
tension of  the  American  Revolution 
and  the  Menshevik  revolution  in  the 
spring  of  1917.  and  therefore  it  should 
not  be  opposed. 

The  Democrats,  particularly  the 
McGovern  faction  of  the  party,  por- 
tray nothing  more  than  the  inevitable 
tension  that  exists  between  balancing 
social  policy  with  defense  spending. 
This  way  of  thinking  oversimplifies 
what  is  a  complex  and  compelling 
issue:  yet.  there  is  an  increasing 
number  of  Democrats  who  have  here- 
tofore remained  above  the  political  in- 
fighting that  is  present  in  their  party, 
but  are  now  moving  toward  the 
McGovern  position.  This.  I  believe,  is 
the  product  of  unfounded  fears  and 
anxieties.  What  they  fear  is  the  politi- 
cal pressure  that  might  result  from 
giving  the  appearance  that  they  are 
compromising  the  social  needs  of  the 
American  people.  What  they  are  anx- 
ious about  is  their  perception  of  the 
state  of  our  economy.  In  short,  it  is  my 
contention  that  if  these  persons  were 
to  view  the  economy  as  being  sound, 
and  if  all  other  factors  were  equal, 
then  the  movement  that  we  are  wit- 
nessing here  today  would  lose  its  force 
and  this  debate  could  proceed  on  its 
merits.  I  say  this  because  they,  along 
with  most  Americans,  want  to  support 
that  which  is  in  the  spirit  of  the  Amer- 
ican Revolution.  It  is  overlooked  be- 
cause the  fact  that  the  Bolshevik  revo- 
lution is  a  force  to  be  contended  with 
today  is  all  too  easily  forgotten.* 
•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
situation  in  Central  America  is  rapidly 
deteriorating. 

No  one  in  Washington  really  knows 
what  our  Central  American  policy 
really  is.  And  our  friends  and  allies  in 
Latin  America  are  even  more  dumb- 
founded by  what  the  United  States  is 
doing. 

Nineteen  U.S.  warships  are  steaming 
toward  Nicaragua  and  we  hear  all 
these  hints  from  the  administration 
about  a  naval  blockade  or  quarantine 
of  Nicaragua. 

Four  thousand  troops  will  be  in  Hon- 
duras later  this  year. 

The  administration  is  considering 
doubling  our  advisers  in  El  Salvador. 

Meanwhile,  the  administration  is 
giving  massive  payoffs  of  American 
money  to  the  people  like  former  So- 
mozan  National  Guard  corporal  who 
now  calls  himself  Commander  Suicide 
and  who  is  one  of  the  leaders  in  the 
so-called  secret  war  against  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua. 


Of  course,  we  all  know  that  this 
covert  operation  is  about  as  secret  as 
half  time  at  the  Rose  Bowl. 

Anyway,  the  administration  is  puz- 
zled about  all  this  congressional  skep- 
ticism about  what  is  going  on  in  that 
region.  They  claim  that  all  these  troop 
maneuvers  amount  to  nothing  more 
than  a  Sunday  outing. 

Well,  let  us  face  it.  We  are  turning 
that  region  into  an  armed  camp  and 
the  Somozans  we  are  funding  are  not 
border  guards  to  keep  arms  out  of 
Nicaragua. 

And  it  is  about  time  we  faced  the 
fact  that  we  are  on  a  short  fuse  toward 
being  sucked  into  a  major  military 
confrontation  in  Central  America. 

We  in  Congress  have  to  ask  our- 
selves: Is  this  country  going  to  pursue 
a  policy  of  peace  in  Central  America, 
or  are  we  going  to  pursue  a  policy  of 
violence? 

Is  Congress  going  to  fulfill  its  consti- 
tutional responsibilities  to  participate 
in  the  formation  of  our  country's  for- 
eign policy,  or  is  Congress  going  to 
read  about  it  in  the  papers  after  the 
decisions  have  been  made? 

Last  December,  this  House  voted 
unanimously  to  prohibit  covert  oper- 
ations to  overthrow  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua.  This  was  an  unprece- 
dented act  of  legislation,  and  I  wish  it 
had  not  been  necessary. 

I  wish  the  President  had  followed 
the  will  of  the  Congress  from  the 
start,  and  refrained  from  waging  a 
covert  war  against  the  Nicaraguan 
Government.  He  did  not,  so  the  Con- 
gress had  to  pass  a  public  law  restrict- 
ing secret  operations. 

Now  the  President  is  acting  in  defi- 
ance of  the  Boland  amendment,  violat- 
ing its  clear  intent.  The  President 
openly  refers  to  his  band  of  counter- 
revolutionaries as  "freedom  fighters." 
He  does  not  call  them  "arms  inter- 
dicters." 

The  issue  before  us  today  is  whether 
we  are  going  to  allow  the  administra- 
tion to  continue  to  act  in  defiance  of 
Congress  and  in  violation  of  U.S.  and 
international  law. 

Are  we  going  to  allow  our  intelli- 
gence agencies  to  spin  out  of  control? 
Are  we  going  to  allow  the  President  to 
unilaterally  commit  this  country  to  an 
extremely  volatile  situation? 

I  say  no. 

I  say  this  body  has  a  serious  respon- 
sibility to  prevent  the  further  erosion 
of  its  authority  to  oversee  the  actions 
of  the  United  States  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

I  say  that  the  United  States  must 
obey  its  laws  and  treaty  commitments. 
And  that  does  not  mean  just  obeying 
them  when  it  is  convenient  to  obey 
them. 

I  say  that  the  United  States  should 
stop  giving  aid  and  comfort  to  the  ex- 
tremists    in    Central     America,    and 


should  start  helping  our  friends  to  ne- 
gotiate a  peaceful  settlement. 

As  Walter  Lippman  said  over  20 
years  ago.  "in  the  great  struggle  with 
communism,  we  must  find  our 
strength  by  developing  and  applying 
our  own  principles,  not  in  abandoning 
them." 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
Boland-Zablocki  bill  as  reported  by 
the  Committees  on  Intelligence  and 
Foreign  Affairs,  and  against  the  gut- 
ting amendments  that  have  been  filed 
against  it. 

I  ask  you,  is  our  fear  of  the  appeal  of 
communism  so  great,  and  our  confi- 
dence in  our  own  democratic  model  so 
slight,  that  the  first  hint  of  Marxism 
in  the  region  will  throw  us  into  a 
panic?  Is  the  presence  of  the  Sandinis- 
tas in  Nicaragua  all  that  is  needed  to 
make  us  throw  out  the  principles  of 
law  and  decency  on  which  our  Nation 
was  founded,  and  embark  on  a  course 
of  violence? 
I  say  it  should  not  be. 
I  say  this  Congress  must  stand  up 
today  and  reaffirm  the  honor  and  the 
values  of  our  country.* 
•  Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  want  to  express  my  distress 
and  strong  opposition  to  the  Presi- 
dent's escalation  of  the  U.S.  military 
presence  in  Central  America.  This 
sudden,  dramatic  increase  in  U.S. 
forces  in  the  region  can  only  serve  to 
heighten  tensions  and  increase  the 
chances  that  we  will  be  drawn  into 
bloody  hostilities,  despite  the  Presi- 
dent's assurances  that  these  so-called 
exercises  are  peaceful  in  nature. 

No  one  is  suggesting  that  military 
maneuvers  with  friendly  governments 
are  inherently  undesirable.  But  the  de- 
ployment of  two  carrier  battlegroups 
with  16,000  personnel  and  nearly  4,000 
ground  troops,  for  an  undefined  period 
of  time  in  a  region  embroiled  in  guer- 
rilla conflict  is  not  any  typical  military 
maneuver.  It  is  in  fact,  an  invitation  to 
disaster. 

As  the  President  openly  acknowl- 
edged in  his  July  26  press  conference, 
American  troops  will  of  course  have 
the  right  to  defend  themselves  if  fired 
upon.  By  placing  them  in  a  situation 
where  the  likelihood  that  they  will  be 
exposed  to  terrorist  attack  is  exceed- 
ingly high,  the  President  is  risking 
active  U.S.  military  involvement  in 
hostilities.  They  fire  only  if  fired  upon 
doctrine  was  the  first  step  in  our 
tragic  involvement  in  Vietnam,  and  its 
dangers  in  Central  America  are  just  as 
real. 

I  am  especially  disturbed  at  the 
President's  response  to  questions  on 
the  nature  and  duration  of  these  ma- 
neuvers. He  stated.  'I  don't  know  what 
the  length  of  the  time  for  the  training 
is.  I  don't  know  the  number  of  ships 
involved."  To  think  that  the  Com- 
mander in  Chief  is  not  even  familiar 
with  the  most  basic  details  of  this  con- 


frontational action  is  not  at  all  com- 
forting. 

What  we  appear  to  see  is  an  open- 
ended  commitment  to  begin  a  block- 
ade, quarantine,  or  invasion  of  Nicara- 
gua at  any  time,  and  without  congres- 
sional approval. 

Recently,  retired  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  E.  C.  Meyer  provided  us  some 
sage  advice  when  he  stated  his  convic- 
tion that  it  was  not  in  the  country's  in- 
terest to  enter  into  hostilities  without 
the  support  of  the  American  people. 
General  Meyer  speaks  from  painful 
experience,  because  one  of  the  biggest 
victims  of  the  Vietnam  War  was  the 
United  States  Army.  Clearly,  the 
American  people  do  not  support  our 
entering  into  hostilities  in  Central 
America,  and  with  very  good  reason. 

These  actions  reflect  the  administra- 
tion's view  that  the  problems  of  Cen- 
tral America  are  entirely  traceable  to 
Soviet  and  Cuban  interference.  Cer- 
tainly, no  one  in  the  Congress  con- 
dones their  involvement.  But  the  un- 
derlying causes  of  unrest  in  this  trou- 
bled region  are  economic  and  political. 
This  unrest  will  continue  as  long  as 
the  inequities,  oppression  and  poverty 
that  have  for  years  plagued  the  region 
are  not  addressed.  They  are  the  breed- 
ing ground  for  exploitation.  Cutting 
off  all  arms  shipments  from  Cuba  and 
Nicarauga  tomorrow,  however  desira- 
ble, will  not  bring  lasting  peace  and 
tranquility  to  the  states  of  Central 
America.  What  is  needed  is  a  redou- 
bling of  our  efforts  in  behalf  of  eco- 
nomic assistance  and  reform,  through 
private  relief  groups  rather  than  cor- 
rupt governments  if  necessary. 

The  deployment  makes  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  bipartisan,  and  supposedly 
impartial  panel  to  make  recommenda- 
tions for  U.S.  policy  in  the  region  ring 
hollow. 

Even  for  those  who  fervently  agree 
with  the  administration's  goal  of  limit- 
ing Cuban  and  Soviet  influence  in  the 
region,  the  escalation  of  U.S.  military 
presence  is  not  the  answer.  In  fact,  it 
will  be  dangerously  counterproductive. 
Nowhere  is  this  more  evident  than  in 
the  not  so  covert  support  of  the  CIA 
for  antigovernment  forces  in  Nicara- 
gua. We  have  not  seen  an  end  to  arms 
infiltration  despite  the  increase  in  U.S. 
supported  guerrillas  from  500  to  over 
10.000.  What  we  have  seen,  however,  is 
the  Sandinista  government  using  a 
very  effective  rallying  cry  of  Yankee 
imperialism  to  divert  attention  from 
their  failure  to  provide  needed  reforms 
and  to  impose  tighter  controls  on  the 
countryside.  Those  elements  in  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  which  have 
been  trying  to  modify  the  hardline  are 
left  totally  out  in  the  cold  as  a  result 
of  our  bellicose  approach. 

Sending  4,000  troops  to  Honduras 
will  place  in  jeopardy  the  fragile  hold 
democracy  has  recently  gained  in  that 
nation.  The  Government  will  be  por- 
trayed as  pawns  of  the  giant  to  the 


North.  A  resistance  effort  will  develop. 
The  temptation  for  Communist  med- 
dling in  support  of  that  resistance 
effort  will  be  impossible  to  avoid.  We 
will  soon  find  ourselves  with  another 
quagmire  from  which  we  can  not 
escape. 

Finally,  the  dispatch  of  this  military 
force  of  over  20.000  total  personnel 
without  any  congressional  consulta- 
tion or  notification  is  a  distressing  in- 
dication of  disregard  for  the  spirit  of 
the  War  Powers  Act,  and  the  opinions 
and  judgment  of  the  U.S.  Congress 
and  the  American  people. 

The  President  has  said  he  belives 
that  anyone  who  understands  his 
policy  in  Central  America  supports  it. 
Well  I  understand  it  all  too  well,  and  I  ^ 
for  one  want  to  let  the  President  know- 
that  I  do  not  support  this  action.* 
•  Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
this  debate  it  is  important  for  us  to 
focus  on  a  country's  respect  for 
human  rights  because  frequently  the 
view  has  been  held  that  if  you  can 
mouth  U.S.  slogans  on  democracy,  free 
elections,  and  a  variety  of  other 
values,  then  somehow  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment is  going  to  be  there  ready  to 
fund  and  assist  you  no  matter  your 
true  motives. 

Indeed,  all  of  us  have  serious  ques- 
tions with  regard  to  what  is  going  on 
specifically  in  Honduras  and  in  Nicara- 
gua and  in  El  Salvador  today.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is,  on  a  government-to- 
government  basis,  we  are  dealing 
largely  if  not  exclusively  with  the  mili- 
tary; we  are  not  even  dealing  with  the 
freely  elected  governments  in  these 
countries  that  we  profess  to  support. 

The  real  question  is  whether  Con- 
gress is  going  to  assert  itself;  whether 
we  are  going  to  have  an  effective  voice 
in  terms  of  the  Central  American  for- 
eign policy  issue.  Some  raise  the  fact 
that  we  took  an  oath  of  office  to  sup- 
port our  country,  but  the  question  is 
the  character  of  that  support.  Is  it  in 
the  best  interests  of  our  country  to 
provide  support  under  the  table  or 
over  the  table?  We  should  be  doing  it 
out  front.  We  should  be  proud  of  what 
we  are  doing.  I  am  certainly  not  very 
proud  of  the  actions  of  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration in  Central  America. 

I  am  very  concerned  about  the  direc- 
tion of  our  foreign  policy.  We  are  at  a 
crossroads.  Either  we  can  continue  as 
a  nation  to  pursue  questionable  covert 
U.S.  activities  or  we  can  seek  a  path  of 
overt  actions  which  I  hope  would  be  a 
U.S.  role  as  a  negotiator,  and  arbitra- 
tor, not  primarily  a  military  role. 

For  the  past  3  years,  this  Congress 
specifically  has  provided  the  adminis- 
tration what  it  wanted.  Certainly  not 
without  dissent,  not  without  debate, 
but  the  Reagan  administration  has  by 
and  large  received  the  economic  and 
military  assistance  sought.  However, 
one  important  limitation,  the  Boland 
amendment,    in   December    1982    was 
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written  into  law.  The  Boland  provision 
permitted  the  use  of  funds  for  the 
interdiction  of  arms  going  to  El  Salva- 
dor, but  very  specifically  prohibited 
any  U.S.  support  or  aid  for  any  covert 
activities  with  the  expressed  intention 
of  overthrowing  the  Nicaraguan  Gov- 
ernment. 

Today  it  is  clear  that  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration and  some  House  Mem- 
bers want  to  rewrite  the  meaning  of 
the  law.  They  would  reinterpret  and 
torture  its  meaning  to  accommodate 
the  current  administration's  actions 
and  apparently  future  intentions. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Congress 
maintain  an  effective  voice  and  estab- 
lish better  accountability  concerning 
the  law  and  the  conduct  of  foreign 
policy. 

The  essence  of  the  debate  today  is 
whether  this  House  is  going  to  permit 
the  law.  as  manifest  in  the  Boland 
amendment,  to  be  stretched  and  torn 
into  something  never  intended.  Or  are 
we  going  to  stand  up  and  tell  the 
Reagan  administration  they  are 
wrong,  that  these  covert  activities  are 
inappropriate  and  illegal. 

Is  the  U.S.  Government  going  to 
pursue  sneaky  and  covert  activities 
under  the  table,  shielded  from  view  or 
review  of  the  Congress  and  the  Ameri- 
can people?  Or  can  we  pursue  foreign 
policy  in  the  full  light  of  United 
States  and  world  opinion  with  the  U.S. 
Congress  participating  in  a  balanced 
manner  as  envisioned  in  the  Constitu- 
tion? 

I  am  concerned  that  only  after  we 
read  in  the  media  about  secret  wars  is 
the  Congress  informed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Marxism  has  existed 
for  50  years  in  Central  America:  com- 
munism is  not  new  to  the  Western 
Hemisphere. 

It  is  an  appropriate  concern  of  the 
U.S.  people  and  their  elected  officials. 

But  let  us  not  be  indifferent  to  the 
many  other  problems  of  that  region. 
Few  nations  in  that  area  of  the  world 
could  ever  have  been  pointed  to  as 
ideal  democracies.  Frankly,  economic, 
political,  or  social  justice  is  simply  not 
a  reality  for  most  people  in  Central 
America.  The  United  States,  of  course, 
supports  correcting  these  inequities, 
prodding  these  nations  into  action  to 
address  these  serious  shortcomings. 

But  our  covert  and  overt  military 
support  deal  most  often  not  with  elect- 
ed leadership,  the  products  of  the 
process  we  sponsored  in  mauiy  in- 
stances, but  rather  with  the  self-ap- 
pointed Central  American  military 
leadership,  the  repressive  powers,  the 
tools  of  the  wealthy  landowners,  and 
the  remnants  of  military  governments 
that  so  long  have  denied  the  basic 
human  rights  to  the  people  of  Central 
America. 

We  must  move  U.S.  policy  away 
from  the  covert  action  and  simplistic 
military  support  for  anyone  who 
waves  an  anti-Communist  banner. 


This  Congress  must  not  act  blindly 
in  support  of  any  and  all  means  to 
achieve  an  end.  No  matter  how  much 
we  believe  in  the  goal,  our  actions  to 
attain  the  outcome  are  very  impor- 
tant. In  the  final  analysis  inappropri- 
ate covert  actions,  actions  which  say 
democracy  is  only  important  at  home 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  will 
be  self-defeating. 

No  one  can  beat  us.  but  surely  we 
can  beat  ourselves.  If  we  sacrifice  our 
values  and  compromise  our  system  of 
decisionmaking  in  the  heat  of  pursu- 
ing an  objective  or  political  support  of 
the  Reagan  administration,  we  will 
lose  much  more  than  the  issue  before 
us  today. 

It  is  clear  that  President  Reagan  be- 
lieves that  some  expansion  of  the  cur- 
rent conflicts  in  Central  America  are 
desirable.  I  strongly  disagree  with  this 
view  and  the  President's  actions. 

Our  allies  in  Central  America  and 
Europe  differ  with  this  view  as  well. 

I  hope  that  President  Reagan  will 
reconsider  his  announced  intentions. 
The  massive  naval  training  deploy- 
ment off  the  coast  of  Honduras  and 
Nicaragua  and  the  intent  to  send  4.000 
so-called  military  advisers  to  assist  the 
insurgents  in  Honduras  spell  trouble 
and  an  uncertain  future. 

When  confronted  by  questions  from 
the  media  or  Members  of  Congress, 
the  insurgents  unabashedly  report 
their  objective  is  to  overthrow  the  Nic- 
araguan Government,  in  spite  of  the 
President's  assurances  to  the  contrary. 

We  do  not  need  more  military  pres- 
ence, or  more  arms  in  this  part  of  the 
world.  No.  instead,  what  we  urgently 
need  is  a  new.  tempered  policy  for 
Central  America. 

The  appointment  of  a  commission 
may  be  a  good  diversion,  but  it  pro- 
vides no  answers  for  today  or  the  near 
future. 

There  is  no  framework  or  symmetry 
to  the  current  policy  in  this  region  or 
logical  consequence  as  to  where  we 
will  come  out. 

It  is  a  jump  into  the  dark  and  so  far 
has  resulted  in  blackened  eyes  for  the 
United  States  and  far  worse  for  the 
people  of  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  legislation  before 
us  will  serve  to  send  a  much  needed 
message  to  President  Reagan  from  the 
American  people.  This  Congress  repre- 
sents the  people  and  if  we  do  our  job 
right,  we  will  hold  the  administration 
accountable  to  the  law  for  its  actions 
and  inept  policies  in  Central  Amer- 
ica.* 

•  Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Speaker,  of- 
tentimes an  important  issue  gets  so 
overwhelmed  with  rhetoric  that  we 
lose  perspective  of  the  real  picture.  I 
fear  that  this  is  exactly  what  is  hap- 
pening with  our  policy  toward  Nicara- 
gua. 

I  rise  today  in  support  of  the  Boland 
amendment.  I  speak  not  to  add  to  that 
jargled  rhetoric  that  has  confused  so 


many  of  us.  but  rather  to  address  the 
real  issues  that  we  must  all  now  face. 

Nicaragua  is  a  country  with  a  long- 
standing history  of  oppression  and 
revolution.  The  citizens  of  this  bat- 
tered nation  have  been  left  homeless, 
jobless,  and  helpless.  There  are  few 
families  in  Nicaragua  today  that  have 
not  been  affected  by  the  violence. 
Many  of  these  individuals  have  not 
lived  a  single  day  of  their  lives  in 
peace.  Violence  has  become  a  way  of 
life. 

I  sometimes  get  the  feeling  that  the 
Reagan  administration's  policymakers 
are  locked  in  a  room  with  two  doors. 
As  they  view  it.  behind  one  of  those 
doors  lies  peace,  prosperity,  justice, 
and  freedom  in  Central  America. 
Behind  the  other  door  lies  hostility 
and  hatred,  .sacrifice,  suffering,  and 
sorrow.  Although  these  policymakers 
claim  to  be  slowly  moving  through  the 
first  door,  it  is  an  awful  paradox  that 
their  key  seems  only  to  fit  the  second. 
I  have  come  to  realize  that  there  must 
be  a  third  alternative. 

A  more  realistic  alternative  that 
strives  for  peace,  but  realizes  sacrifice, 
that  wants  freedom,  but  is  patient, 
and  that  wants  supportive  southern 
neighbors,  but  will  not  tolerate  more 
violence. 

We  cannot  succumb  to  the  delusion 
that  our  action  against  a  government 
will  not  affect  its  people.  Just  as  we  of- 
fered our  assistance  to  the  Somoza 
regime,  blindly  believing  that  it  would 
be  funneled  down  to  the  people:  so  too 
are  we  opposing  the  Sandinistas,  again 
disregarding  the  people's  reaction. 

We  must  realize  that  any  action, 
whether  covert  or  overt  *  •  •  whether 
economic  or  military  •  •  •  will  be 
judged  not  only  by  the  Sandinista  gov- 
ernment, but  also  by  the  people  that 
government  represents.  If  we  consider 
for  a  moment  the  opinion  that  the 
Nicaraguan  people  must  have  of  our 
country.  I  think  we  all  will  realize  the 
necessity  to  stop  covert  operations. 

In  addition  to  the  military  advisers 
that  our  President  plans  to  send  to  the 


region 


in  addition  to  the  fleet  of 


warships  that  are  now  on  their  way  to 
both  coasts  of  Nicaragua  '  '  *  and  in 
addition  to  the  amount  of  money 
being  taken  from  our  economy  to  aid 
guerrillas  trying  to  overthrow  a  gov- 
ernment •  •  •  we  still  have  neglected 
to  address  the  primary  economic  and 
social  concerns  of  the  Nicaraguan 
people. 

We  cannot  continue  a  policy  of 
alienation.  Covert  military  operations 
offer  only  more  violence,  human  suf- 
fering, and  at  best  a  perverse  reputa- 
tion of  our  country  throughout  the 
world.  I  urge  you  all  to  support  my  dis- 
tinguished colleagues  from  Massachu- 
setts and  Wisconsin  so  we  can  pass 
this  amendment  which  will  send  a 
long-awaited  message  to  the  adminis- 
tration. This  covert  aid  must  now  be 


stopped,  so  we  can  better  face  the 
more  crucial  economic  problems  of 
this  whole  region.* 

•  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Boland-Zablocki 
amendment  to  prohibit  further  U.S. 
covert  funding  of  the  Nicaraguan 
rebels.  The  funds  provided  in  the  legis- 
lation would  only  be  allowed  for  assist- 
ance to  friendly  nations  in  Central 
America  to  intercept  arms  being 
shipped  across  their  territories. 

The  United  States  has  embarked  on 
a  dangerous  course  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. We  are  moving  toward  possible 
war  without  the  consent  of  Congress 
nor  the  support  of  the  American 
people.  In  recent  days,  we  have 
learned  that  the  administration  is 
planning  to  expand  U.S.  intervention 
in  the  secret  war  to  overthrow  Nicara- 
gua's Sandinista  government.  This 
action  will  constitute  the  biggest 
covert  action  by  the  United  States 
since  'Vietnam.  American  warships  and 
warplanes  are  being  dispatched  to  sup- 
port the  Nicaraguan  rebel  movements 
into  Nicaragua.  Four  thousand  U.S. 
ground  forces  will  be  carrying  out 
large-scale  exercises  in  neighboring 
Honduras.  The  militarization  and  de- 
stabilization  of  Honduras,  which  in- 
cludes the  construction  of  a  major 
military  base,  is  well  underway. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  weeks  ago.  I  re- 
ceived a  call  from  a  constitutent  who 
told  me  about  a  young  man  from  my 
district  who  is  in  the  military  and  had 
been  advised  by  his  superiors  that  he 
should  get  his  will  written  because  he 
would  be  sent  to  Central  America  in 
the  near  future.  At  the  time.  I  checked 
with  authorities  on  the  highest  level 
to  determine  if  such  action  was  likely 
and  I  was  assured  that  there  was  no 
prospect  that  American  combat  troops 
would  be  going  to  Central  America. 
Now  we  know  otherwise. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  why 
we  should  not  support  covert  action  in 
Nicaragua.  Action  to  overthrow  a  le- 
gitimate government  of  another 
nation,  however  unacceptable  that 
government  is  to  us,  is  not  in  keeping 
with  the  principle  and  traditions  of 
our  Nation.  Efforts  to  overthrow  the 
government  are  clearly  in  violation  of 
both  domestic  laws  and  our  interna- 
tional treaties.  Covert  operations  in- 
herently violate  our  democratic  proc- 
ess. Foreign  policy  should  be  conduct- 
ed overtly,  with  open  debate  in  the 
Congress  and  among  the  American 
people. 

Our  use  of  military  force  has  been 
counterproductive.  It  has  only 
strengthened  the  support  of  the  Nica- 
raguan people  for  the  Sandinista  gov- 
ernment at  a  time  when  there  was 
growing  disenchantment  with  it.  The 
threat  of  a  U.S.  supported  invasion  is 
playing  into  the  hands  of  the  Sandi- 
nistas who  have  been  able  to  mobilize 
the  fighting  spirit  of  the  Nicaraguan 
people.  The  general  impression  both 


in  Nicaragua  and  throughout  the  con- 
tinent is  that  the  United  States  is 
siding  with  the  forces  of  repression.  It 
is  no  secret  that  the  Nicaraguan  rebels 
are  a  remnant  of  the  former  repressive 
Somoza  regime.  Our  action  is  intensi- 
fying anti-American  feeling  through- 
out the  hemisphere.  It  is  viewed  as  yet 
another  stage  of  Yankee  imperialism. 
Nothing  has  gotten  our  country  in 
more  trouble  through  the  years  than 
the  delusion  that  we  know  the  inter- 
ests of  other  countries  better  than 
they  know  their  own.  Furthermore, 
our  action  is  diminishing  our  credibil- 
ity around  the  world. 

So  long  as  we  view  military  action  as 
a  solution  to  social  and  economic  in- 
equalities and  political  repression,  the 
more  we  will  drive  the  Nicaraguan 
people  into  the  hands  of  Communist 
domination.  We  will  thus  make  it  im- 
possible to  restore  a  democratic  form 
of  government  in  Nicaragua  and  else- 
where in  the  hemisphere.  The  pros- 
pect is  for  further  escalation  and  more 
bloodshed.  That  has  been  the  pattern 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that 
pattern  will  change.  Further  polariza- 
tion benefits  no  one. 

Action  to  end  the  covert  war  is  not 
action  in  support  of  the  Sandinista 
government.  Nicaragua's  Government 
will  not  change  through  the  use  of 
force.  Only  an  intelligent  program  of 
diplomatic  and  economic  sanctions  and 
inducements  will  have  any  useful  pur- 
pose. We  must  proceed  on  a  multilat- 
eral basis.  The  Contadora  group- 
Mexico,  Panama,  Venezuela,  and  Co- 
lombia—has already  offered  to  work 
for  a  negotiated  settlement.  These 
countries  are  more  immediately  in- 
volved and  more  knowledgeable  about 
hemispheric  problems.  We  should 
work  with  the  Contadora  group.  With 
our  cooperation,  their  initiative  could 
result  in  a  significant  diplomatic 
breakthrough.  Unilateral  U.S.  military 
action  is  a  prescription  for  disaster. 

My  vote  for  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill 
is  a  vote  to  commit  the  United  States 
to  negotiations  and  discussion,  rather 
than  to  coercion  and  war.  Only  such 
action  is  consistent  with  our  Nation 
and  the  best  traditions  in  our  foreign 
policy.  History  argues  forcefully  that 
this  is  the  only  intelligent  alternative. 
It  is  difficult  to  understand  why  this 
administration  persists  in  driving  us  to 
war  when  our  country  is  beset  by  so 
many  pressing  problems  that  cry  out 
for  the  full  attention  of  our  leaders 
and  demand  our  limited  resources.* 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill,  as 
modified  by  the  amendments  recom- 
mended by  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  now  printed  in  the  reported 
bill,  shall  be  considered  as  an  original 
bill  for  the  purpose  of  amendment.  No 
amendments  to  the  bill  are  in  order 
except:  First,  germane  amendments 
printed  in  the  Congressional  Record 


by  July  21,  1983;  second,  an  amend- 
ment offered  by  Representative 
Wright:  and  third,  an  amendment  of- 
fered by  Representative  Michel.  At 
the  expiration  of  12  hours,  no  further 
amendments  are  in  order. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R. 2760 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Intelligence  Authorization  Act  of  Fiscal 
Year  1983  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  title; 

TITLE  VIII-PROHIBITION  ON  COVERT  AS- 
SISTANCE FOR  MILITARY  OPER- 
ATIONS IN  NICARAGUA:  AtTTHOR- 
IZATION  OF  OVERT  INTERDIC- 
TION ASSISTANCE 

"PROHIBITION  ON  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

'Sec.  801.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fi.scal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
Stales  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

••(b/  This  section  shall  take  effect  upon 
the  date  prescribed  in  the  classified  annex 
to  the  report  of  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  accompany  the  bill  H.R.  2760 
(98th  Congress).". 

■'AUTHORIZATION  OF  OVERT  INTERDICTION 
ASSISTANCE 

"Sec  802.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

"(1)  in  the  absence  of  a  state  of  declared 
war.  the  provision  of  military  equipment  to 
individuals,  groups,  organizations,  or  move- 
ments seeking  to  overthrow  governments  of 
countries  in  Central  America  violates  inter- 
national treaty  obligations,  including  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  the  Charter 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States,  and 
the  Rio  Treaty  of  1949:  and 

"(2)  such  activities  by  the  Governments  of 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua  threaten  the  independ- 
ence of  El  Salvador  and  threaten  to  destabi- 
lize the  entire  Central  American  region,  and 
the  Governments  of  Cuba  and  Nicaragua 
refuse  to  cease  those  activities. 

•(b)  The  President  is  authorized  to  fur- 
nish assistance,  on  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  he  may  determine,  to  the  govern- 
ment of  any  friendly  country  in  Central 
America  in  order  to  provide  such  country 
with  the  ability  to  prevent  use  of  its  terri- 
tory, or  to  prevent  to  the  extent  permitted 
by  international  law  the  use  of  international 
territory,  for  the  transfer  of  military  equip- 
ment from  or  through  Cuba  or  Nicaragua  or 
any  other  country  or  agents  of  that  country 
to  any  individual,  group,  organization,  or 
movement  which  the  President  determines 
seeks  to  overthrow  the  government  of  such 
friendly  country  or  the  government  of  any 
other  country  in  Central  America.  Assist- 
ance under  this  section  shall  be  provided 
openly,  and  shall  not  be  provided  in  a 
manner  which  attempts  to  conceal  United 
States  involvement  in  the  provision  of  such 
assistance. 

"(c)  Assistance  may  be  provided  to  a 
friendly  foreign  country  under  this  section 
only  if  that  country  has  agreed  that  it  will 
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not  use  any  assistance  provided  by  the 
United  States  under  this  section,  the  For 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  or  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  to  destabilize  or  over 
throw  the  government  of  any  country  in 
Central  America  and  will  not  make  any  such 
assistance  available  to  any  nation,  individ- 
ual, group,  organization,  or  movement 
which  seeks  to  destabilize  or  overthrow  any 
such  government. 

••(d)  At  least  15  days  before  providing  as- 
sistance to  a  foreign  country  under  r.his  sec- 
tion, the  President  shall  submit  an  unclassi- 
fied report  which  describes  the  proposed  as- 
sistance to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  chairman  of  the 
appropriate  committees  of  the  Senate. 

•(e)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri 
ated  to  the  President  to  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion $30,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1983  and 
$50,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1984. 

••(f)  Funds  to  carry  out  this  section  shall 
be  made  available  for  any  friendly  country 
in  Central  America  only  for  the  purpose  of 
interdicting  the  transfer  of  military  equip- 
ment to  any  country  in  Central  America. '. 

Mr.  MINETA  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  be  considered  as 
read,  printed  in  the  Record,  and  open 
to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec- 
tion, the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Studds)  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

D  1510 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
bill  (H.R.  2760)  seeks  to  end  U.S.  in- 
volvement in  an  operation  which  is  il- 
legal under  both  American  and  inter- 
national law: 

Which  has  failed  dismally  to  achieve 
either  its  real  or  its  purported  goals: 

Which  has  undermined  U.S.  diplo- 
macy worldwide  by  making  nonsense 
of  the  very  principles  of  international 
behavior  which  we  ask  others  to  ob- 
serve: 

Which  hais,  inevitably.  I  tru.st,  in  a 
free  society,  become  less  a  covert  oper- 
ation than  an  ongoing  embarrassment 
played  out  daily  on  the  front  pages  of 
our  newspapers; 

Which  has  damaged  regional  peace 
initiatives,  and  retarded  the  develop- 
ment of  a  consensus  in  Congress  about 
U.S.  policy  toward  Central  America: 

Which  has  resurrected  questions  and 
criticisms  about  the  role  of  the  CIA  in 
protecting  U.S.  interests  overseas;  and 

Which  has  distorted  and  aggran- 
dized the  role  of  the  military  in  Hon- 
duras, has  involved  it  in  acts  of  U.S.- 
sponsored  adventurism,  and  thereby 
retarded  the  development  of  strong  ci- 
vilian political  institutions— from  the 
Presidency  on  down— in  that  country. 

The  Reagan  administration  has  not 
been  honest  with  either  the  Congress 
or  the  public  in  describing  and  defend- 


ing this  operation.  The  individuals  we 
have  trained  and  financed  to  fight 
against  Nicaragua  are  not  under  our 
control;  they  have  their  own  agenda: 
they  have  no  history  of  support  for 
Democratic  principles;  and  they  are 
actively  seeking  to  trigger  a  civil  war 
in  which  thousands  of  innocent  people 
seem  sure  to  die. 

H.R.  2760  embodies  a  mature  con- 
gressional response  to  a  brutal,  inef- 
fective project  of  the  executive 
branch.  It  calls  the  bluff  of  the  Presi- 
dent, who  told  the  world  the  operation 
was  designed  solely  to  interdict  arms; 
and  the  bluff  of  Nicaragua,  which 
claims  there  are  no  arms  to  interdict. 

Nicaragua  is  much  to  blame  for  its 
poor  relations  with  its  neighbors:  for 
the  injection  of  East-West  isues  into 
the  region;  and  for  its  failure  to  gener- 
ate confidence  within  Nicaragua  in  the 
integrity  of  its  political  institutions. 

Those  shortcomings  have  produced  a 
temptation,  even  among  some  men  of 
good  will,  to  wage  war  to  make  Nicara- 
gua "safe  for  democracy." 

It  is  already  too  late  to  expect  the 
Nicaraguan  junta  to  fulfill  voluntarily 
all  the  promises  of  the  revolution.  But 
it  is  far  too  early  to  assume  that  U.S.- 
supported  armed  intervention  is  the 
only  means  by  which  Nicaragua  or 
Nicaraguans  may  avoid  the  Cuban 
path. 

A  political  dissident,  even  in  today's 
Nicaragua,  may  be  ignored,  he  may  be 
harassed,  he  may  fear  for  his  life,  he 
may.  accordingly,  choose  exile.  But 
compare  this  to  El  Salvador  where 
even  according  to  President  Reagan's 
own  certification,  political  dissidents 
are  simply  killed. 

When  the  United  States  resorts  to, 
or  encourages  the  use  of,  arm-'d  force, 
it  must  do  so  in  a  manner  and  for  pur- 
poses which  are  consistent  with  our 
values  and  our  best  traditions:  and  for 
reasons  understood  and  supported  by 
the  American  public  and.  in  this  in- 
stance, by  our  friends  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica. It  is  by  reinforcing  our  traditions 
and  ideals,  rather  than  by  abandoning 
them,  that  we  may  compete  most  suc- 
cessfully with  those  we  consider  adver- 
saries. 

To  underline  this  point.  I  would  like 
to  read  briefly  from  an  essay  written  2 
years  ago.  after  the  Bay  of  Pigs,  by 
Walter  Lippmann: 

•'To  Ourselves  Be  True."  Today  and 
Tomorrow— May  9.  1961 

We  have  been  forced  to  ask  ourselves  re- 
cently how  a  free  and  open  society  can  com- 
pete with  a  totalitarian  state.  This  is  a  cru- 
cial question.  Can  our  Western  .society  sur- 
vive and  flourish  if  it  remains  true  to  its 
own  faith  and  principles?  Or  must  it  aban- 
don them  in  order  to  fight  fire  with  fire? 

There  are  those  who  believe  that  in  Cuba 
the  attempt  to  fight  fire  with  fire  would 
have  succeeded  if  only  the  President  had 
been  more  ruthless  and  had  had  no  scruples 
about  using  American  Forces.  I  think  they 
are  wrong.  I  think  that  success  for  the 
Cuban  adventure  was  impossible.  In  a  free 


society  like  ours,  a  policy  is  bound  to  fail 
which  deliberately  violates  our  pledges  and 
our  principles,  our  treaties,  and  our  laws.  It 
is  not  possible  for  a  free  and  open  society  to 
organize  successfully  a  spectacular  conspira- 
cy. 

The  United  States.  like  every  other  gov- 
ernment, must  employ  secret  agents.  But 
the  United  States  cannot  successfully  con- 
duct large  secret  conspiracies.  It  is  impossi- 
ble to  keep  them  secret.  It  is  impossible  for 
everybody  concerned,  beginning  with  the 
President  himself,  to  be  sufficiently  ruthless 
and  unscrupulous.  The  American  conscience 
is  a  reality.  It  will  make  hesitant  and  inef- 
fectual, even  if  it  does  not  prevent,  an  un- 
American  policy.  The  ultimate  reason  why 
the  Cuban  affair  was  incompetent  is  that  it 
was  out  of  character,  like  a  cow  that  tried  to 
fly  or  a  fish  that  tried  to  walk. 

It  follows  that  in  the  great  struggle  with 
communism,  we  must  find  our  strength  by 
developing  and  applying  our  own  principles, 
not  in  abandoning  them.  I  am  very  certain 
that  we  shall  have  the  answer  to  Mr.  Khru- 
shchev if.  but  only  if.  we  stop  being  fasci- 
nated by  the  cloak-and-dagger  business  and. 
being  true  to  ourselves,  take  our  own  princi- 
ples seriously. 

For  reasons  of  history,  law,  politics, 
diplomacy,  security  and  justice,  I  urge 
the  enactment  without  significant 
amendment  of  H.R.  2760. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  YOUNC  OF 
FLORIDA 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Has  the  amend- 
ment been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  It  has  been, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Younc  of 
Florida;  Page  2.  strike  out  line  10  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  8  on  page  3  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

PROHIBITION  OF  COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ANY 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

•Sec.  802.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

■•(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  lake  effect  upon  the  entry  into 
force  of  an  agreement  by  the  Government 
of  National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  governments  of  the  other  countries 
in  the  region. 

■•(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  anti-government  forces 
in  any  country  in  Central  America:  and 

••(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
(1):  and 

■■(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Final  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Amer- 
ica States  in  July  1979." 


Page  3,  line  10.  strike  out  •802"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  ••803." 
Page  5.  after  line  10,  insert  the  following: 
Sec  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Central  America  is  of  vital  importance 
to  the  interests  and  long-term  security  of 
the  United  States; 

(2)  the  social  and  economic  cri.sis  facing 
Central  America  arise  in  large  part  from 
long  histories  of  poverty,  social  injustice, 
and  lack  of  economic  opportunity: 

(3)  military  solutions  alone  are  inadequate 
to  deal  with  the  challenge  the  United  States 
faces  in  Central  America,  and  efforts  to 
resist  Communist  insurgency  will  be  unsuc- 
cessful unless  the  serious  social  and  econom- 
ic injustices  and  human  rights  abu.ses  of  the 
region  are  addressed: 

(4)  respected  leadership  from  all  sectors  of 
American  society  and  from  all  regions 
should  be  drawn  on  to  study  and  advise  on 
the  making  of  United  States  policy  toward 
Central  America:  and 

(5)  an  effective  United  States  policy  for 
Central  America  requires  the  understanding 
and  support  of  the  American  people. 

(b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  convene  a 
national  bipartisan  commission  to  address 
the  serious  long-term  problems  of  security, 
poverty,  and  democratic  development  in 
Central  America,  and  to  help  build  the  nec- 
essary national  consensus  on  a  comprehen- 
sive United  States  policy  for  the  region. 
Such  commission  should— 

(1)  be  composed  of  distinguished  leaders 
of  government,  business,  labor,  education, 
and  the  Hispanic  and  religious  communities: 

(2)  consult  with  governmental  and  other 
leaders  of  Central  America,  invite  their 
views,  and  receive  their  recommendations 
on  the  policies  which  would  best  assist  them 
in  their  long-range  security  needs  and  eco- 
nomic development:  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  and  the  Congress  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

PARLIAMENTARY  IN(JUIRY 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
we  inquire  as  to  which  amendment 
this  is  and  on  what  date  this  was 
printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man the  amendment  was  printed  on 
July  21  and  appears  on  page  20280  of 
the/REcoRD. 

D  1520 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Young)  for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his 
amendment. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Young 
of  Florida  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Young)  is  recog- 
nized for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  Chair  and  my  col- 
leagues for  allowing  me  the  additional 
5  minutes.  This  will  be  one  of  the  sub- 
stantive amendments  to  be  offered  by 
our  side  during  this  debate,  and  we  do 
appreciate  having  the  extra  time. 


This  amendment  that  I  am  offering 
today  is  offered  in  behalf  of  the  gen- 
tleman   from   Virginia   Mr.    Kenneth 
Robinson,  who  is  the  ranking  minori- 
ty member  of  the  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee; the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 
Mr.  Bill  Broomfield,  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs;  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia,   Mr.   Whitehurst.   who  is  a 
member  of  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee; the  gentleman  from  Arizona,  Mr. 
Stump,  who  is  a  member  of  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee;  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  Mr.  Sam  Stratton,  who  is  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services;  and  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi, Mr.  Sonny  Montgomery,  who 
is   a   member   of   the   Committee   on 
Armed  Services.  Each  of  the  Members 
I  have  mentioned  filed  the  identical 
same   amendment   at   the  same   time 
that  this  initial  amendment  was  filed. 
I  would  like  to  give  just  a  little  back- 
ground as  to  how  we  arrived  at  the 
language  in  this  amendment,  which  is 
a  very  sincere  effort  to  stop  our  covert 
activity    in   Nicaragua.    At   the   same 
time  it  is  an  effort  to  stop  the  Nicara- 
gua Sandinistas  in  their  activities  in  El 
Salvador  and  Honduras  and  any  other 
place  they  might  be  planning  to  con- 
duct their  antigovernment  activities. 

This  amendment  or  an  amendment 
similar  to  this  was  first  offered  in  the 
Intelligence  Committee  as  we  marked 
up  the  bill  in  the  very  beginning.  It 
was  rejected.  Following  that,  the  con- 
cept of  this  amendment  was  kept  alive 
through  the  efforts  and  the  support  of 
some  Members  on  the  Democratic  side 
of  the  aisle  and  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle  and  all  those  who  were  close 
to  the  issue  in  the  administration,  in 
the  Central  Intelligence  Agency,  and 
in  the  State  Department. 

A  number  of  meetings  were  conduct- 
ed, beginning  in  the  Situation  Room 
at  the  White  House,  with  Jim  Baker 
presiding  and  a  number  of  our  Mem- 
bers attending.  We  moved  our  meet- 
ings eventually  to  the  office  of  the  ma- 
jority leader  here  in  the  Capitol,  again 
with  a  number  of  Members  attending; 
and  each  of  those  Members  on  their 
own  can  tell  us  who  they  were  if  they 
want  us  to  know. 

Basically,  what  this  amendment  does 
is  very  simple.  We  leave  in  the  bill  sec- 
tion 801  that  the  committee  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Boland),  wanted  in  the  bill.  It 
cuts  off  all  covert  activity  or  aid  for 
military  or  paramilitary  activities  in 
Nicaragua.  We  leave  that  provision  in 
the  bill  because  we  would  like  to  see 
that  accomplished,  but  we  want  all  of 
us  to  play  by  the  same  rules.  We  want 
the  Sandinistas  to  play  by  the  same 
rules  that  we  play  by.  and  we  want  to 
get  them  out  of  the  business  of  the 
people  of  El  Salvador  and  Honduras. 

The  Sandinista  government  that  we 
are  attempting  to  deal  with  through 
negotiations  and  in  other  ways  came 


into  power  in  Nicaragua  politically, 
not  militarily.  Many  people  believe  the 
Sandinistas  won  a  great  military  victo- 
ry. They  did  not.  They  began  a  series 
of  military  activities,  but  they  actually 
took  power  in  Managua  with  the  aid 
and  the  assistance  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment and  with  the  aid  and  assistance 
of  the  Organization  of  American 
States.  That  came  about  because  the 
Sandinista  junta,  the  leaders  of  the 
junta,  corresponding  with  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States— and  I  have 
a  copy  of  their  transmission,  a  copy  of 
their  letter,  and  also  a  copy  of  the 
press  release  that  they  issued  when 
they  made  this  offer— offering  free 
elections.  They  offered  a  pluralistic 
government.  They  offered  the  people 
of  Nicaragua  an  opportunity  to  be  in- 
volved in  determining  their  own  fate 
in  governing  themselves. 

Now,  the  Organization  of  American 
States  bought  that.  They  believed  the 
promise.  Many  of  the  people  who  are 
involved  in  the  insurgency  now  against 
the  Sandinistas  were  part  of  that 
original  revolution.  Eden  Pastora  in 
the  south  was  one  of  the  No.  1  com- 
manders of  the  Sandinista  activities. 
Adolfo  Calero,  who  is  one  of  the  lead- 
ers of  the  FDN,  was  in  jail  under 
Somoza,  but  he  is  now  one  of  the  lead- 
ers of  the  anti-Sandinista  program. 

The  OAS  helped  to  get  rid  of 
Somoza  and  helped  install  the  Sandi- 
nista government.  The  United  States 
of  America,  your  constituents,  and  my 
constituents,  helped  support  this 
through  the  previous  administration 
because  they  allowed  $125  million  of 
their  money  to  go  to  the  Sandinista 
government  in  the  form  of  a  foreign 
aid  package. 

We  talked  about  that  at  great 
lengths  a  couple  of  years  ago  in  this 
Chamber  in  another  secret  session, 
but  our  Government  believed  the  San- 
dinistas when  they  told  us  they  would 
give  the  people  of  Nicaragua  a  free 
press,  free  elections,  independent  gov- 
ernment, and  freedom  of  religion.  We 
believed  all  of  that. 

Well,  they  have  not  kept  their  word. 
The  Organization  of  American  States 
know  that  they  have  not  kept  their 
word,  and  we  know  they  have  not  kept 
their  word.  Not  only  have  they  not 
kept  their  word  to  the  people  of  Nica- 
ragua, they  have  now  even  violated 
what  they  told  our  Government  they 
would  not  do.  They  said  they  were  not 
going  to  expand  their  revolution  to  El 
Salvador. 

We  had  language  in  that  foreign  aid 
bill  to  cut  off  any  U.S.  support  to  the 
Sandinistas  if  they  were  involved  in 
exporting  their  revolution  to  El  Salva- 
dor. They  said  they  would  not  do  it. 
and  President  Carter  made  that  certi- 
fication to  Congress  as  required  by  the 
law.  He  said  they  were  not  expanding 
their  revolution  to  El  Salvador,  that 
they  were  not  helping  the  Salvadoran 
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insurgency.  Well.  President  Carter  all 
of  a  sudden  realized  he  had  been  hood- 
winked, had  been  taken  in.  and  he  re- 
scinded that  certification,  and  aid  was 
then  cut  off. 

What  I  am  saying  to  the  Members  is 
that  the  Sandinistas  have  not  kept 
their  promise.  Their  revolution  is  not 
what  they  said  it  was  going  to  be. 
They  have  not  only  lied  to  the  people 
in  their  own  country,  but  they  have 
created  turmoil  and  near  disaster  in  El 
Salvador,  one  of  our  friends.  They 
have  made  raids  into  Honduras  and 
conducted  terrorist  activities  against 
the  economy  of  Honduras,  another 
country  that  is  a  friend  of  ours. 

All  of  these  nations  are  in  our  front 
yard,  and  we  are  in  their  front  yard. 
We  have  a  legitimate  right  to  be  con- 
cerned about  what  happens  in  Central 
America. 

We  gave  the  Sandinistas  $125  mil- 
lion as  they  took  over  the  government. 
We  have  a  right  to  expect  that  the 
agreements  that  were  made  when  they 
accepted  our  money  are  kept,  and  we 
have  a  right  to  try  to  find  a  peaceful 
solution  to  this  turmoil  in  Central 
America. 

I  do  not  think  any  one  of  us  wants  to 
see  the  influence  of  Fidel  Castro  ex- 
panded in  our  part  of  the  world.  We 
do  not  like  it  in  Angola  and  we  do  not 
like  it  in  Ethiopia,  but  we  certainly  do 
not  like  it  in  Central  America  which  is 
on  our  side  of  the  world.  We  do  not 
like  the  fact  that  the  Sandinistas  have 
allowed  thousands  of  Cuban  advisers 
and  thousands  more  "educators"  to 
come  into  their  country.  We  do  not 
like  the  influence  of  Fidel  Castro  in 
Nicaragua  or  in  El  Salvador,  should 
they  be  successful,  and  we  would  like 
to  stop  it. 

We  went  into  this  covi^rt  activity 
some  time  ago.  I  might  be  acknowledg- 
ing something  I  am  not  supposed  to, 
because  "covert"  activities  supposedly 
are  covert,  and  those  of  us  who  work 
on  the  Intelligence  Committee  are  ad- 
monished regularly.  "You  don't  talk 
about  a  covert  activity.  You  don't  con- 
firm it.  you  don't  deny  it  You  don't 
talk  about  it.  "  But  this  covert  activity 
has  not  been  covert  for  a  long  time. 
For  one  reason  or  another,  the  covert- 
ness  disappeared.  For  one  reason  or 
another,  the  thing  became  very  public, 
and  we  all  have  our  own  ideas  as  to 
why  that  happened. 

The  covert  activity  is  underway.  De- 
spite the  statements  we  hear  to  the 
contrary,  it  is  working.  There  is  no 
question  about  the  fact  that  it  is  work- 
ing. It  is  being  proved  effective,  and  it 
has  brought  the  Sandinistas  to  the 
point  that  they  are  now  opening  the 
door  to  possible  negotiations  on  a  mul- 
tilateral basis  regionwide  to  resolve 
the  problems  that  they  have  created 
in  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  aunendment  that 
we  have  before  us  today  says  that  we, 
the  United  States,  will  not  be  involved 


in  any  military  or  paramilitary  activity 
or  be  supportive  of  any  military  or 
paramilitary  activity  in  Nicaragua.  We 
will  not  do  it.  Our  involvement  will  ac- 
tually be  terminated  almost  automati- 
cally, provided  that  the  provision  that 
I  have  just  mentioned,  which  is  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  shall  take 
effect  upon  the  entry  into  force  of  an 
agreement  by  the  Government  of  Na- 
tional Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua 
with  the  Governments  of  the  other 
countries  in  the  region. 

•(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  anti-government  forces 
in  any  country  in  Central  America;  and 

•(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
( 1 ):  and 

••(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  FHnal  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organi2»tion  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  July  1979.'. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Young) 
has  expired. 

D  1530 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect  for  my  very  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida.  I  certainly 
share  many  of  the  concerns  which  the 
gentleman  has  expressed  about  the 
Government  in  Nicaragua:  but  I  feel 
constrained  to  speak  out  against  his 
amendment,  because  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Florida  would 
in  effect  turn  over  the  foreign  policy 
of  the  United  States  of  America  to  the 
governments  of  the  countries  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

If  you  read  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment carefully  and  closely,  you  find 
out  that  the  covert  military  or 
paramilitary  operations  directed 
against  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
which  we  are  supporting  would  contin- 
ue in  e.'fect  unless  and  until  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  each  and  every  one  of 
the  other  governments  in  the  region  in 
which  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
would  undertake  not  to  attempt  to 
support  subversive  efforts  against 
them. 

The  problem  with  this  amendment, 
among  other  things,  is  that  even  if  the 
Sandinistas  in  Managua  literally  pros- 
trated themselves  before  all  the  other 
governments  of  the  region,  even  if 
they  promised  to  cease  and  desist  from 
their  efforts  to  subvert  established 
governments  elsewhere  in  the  hemi- 
sphere, if  even  one  of  the  other  coun- 
tries in  Central  America  decided,  for 
whatever  the  reason,  not  to  sign  an 
agreement  with  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua,     our     paramilitary     oper- 


ations directed  against  the  Nicaraguan 
Government  would  continue. 

Now,  I  have  a  great  deal  of  respect 
for  Suazo  Cordova,  the  President  of 
Honduras.  I  think  he  is  a  great  man 
and  a  genuine  democrat. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  I  would  get  more  time  for  the 
gentleman,  would  the  gentleman  yield 
for  a  very  legitimate  question? 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Yes;  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  not  what  we  are  offering  here 
the  bilateral  agreements  between  the 
Sandinistas  and  the  other  govern- 
ments in  the  region,  is  that  not  what 
the  Sandinistas  have  been  after  all  the 
while? 

If  I  remember  correctly,  our  position 
has  been  a  multilateral  regional  ap- 
proach. The  Sandinista  position  has 
been  a  bilateral  problem-by-problem 
approach.  Does  this  not  tend  to  get 
closer  to  their  position? 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  fully  agree  with  the 
gentleman.  We  would  like  to  encour- 
age the  Government  of  Nicaragua  to 
enter  into  agreements  with  all  its 
neighbors.  I  wish  they  had  done  so 
months  ago.  even  years  ago.  It  is  a 
consummation  devoutly  to  be  wished; 
but  I  think  it  would  be  a  serious  mis- 
take for  us  to  make  American  policy 
contingent  upon  such  agreements  to 
the  extent  that  the  ability  to  reach 
such  agreements  is  a  function  not  only 
of  what  the  Sandinistas  are  willing  to 
do.  but  is  also  a  function  of  what  the 
heads  of  the  other  governments  in  the 
region  are  willing  to  do. 

If  Alvaro  Magana.  the  President  of 
El  Salvador,  or  Rios  Montt.  the  Presi- 
dent of  Guatemala,  or  Suazo  Cordova, 
the  President  of  Honduras,  for  what- 
ever the  reason,  decide  they  do  not 
want  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
Nicaragua,  even  if  Nicaragua  promises 
never  ever  in  the  future  to  attempt  to 
subvert  their  governments  of  their 
countries,  then  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  gentleman's  amendment,  our 
paramilitary  assistance  operations  di- 
rected against  Nicaragua  would  contin- 
ue. 

Now,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
there  are  governments  in  Central 
America  today  that  want  to  get  rid  of 
the  Sandinistas.  That  is  their  privi- 
lege. That  is  their  right.  I  do  not  be- 
grudge it;  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  if  this  amendment  is  adopted, 
even  if  the  Sandinistas  were  to  stop  to- 
morrow providing  military  assistance 
to  the  rebels  in  El  Salvador,  or  were  to 
stop  tomorrow  attempting  to  subvert 
governments  in  Costa  Rica  and  Hon- 
duras, if  the  Government  of  Honduras 
decided  that  its  long-term  interests 
nevertheless  required  the  overthrow 
of  the  Sandinistas,  all  they  would  have 
to  do  is  refuse  to  sign  an  agreement 
with  Nicaragua  and  this  prohibition 
would  not  become  operative,  because  it 


only  becomes  operative  when  Nicara- 
gua enters  into  an  agreement  with 
each  and  every  one  of  the  other  gov- 
ernments in  the  region.  That  means 
that  American  policy  becomes  hos- 
tage, not  only  to  what  the  Sandinistas 
are  willing  to  do.  but  to  what  literally 
every  other  government  in  Central 
America  is  willing  to  do. 

Now.  if  the  Supreme  Court  just 
threw  out  the  legislative  veto,  are  we 
going  to  give  a  veto  over  American 
policy,  not  to  the  Congress,  not  to  the 
House,  not  to  the  Senate,  but  to  every 
government  in  Central  America  which 
may  have  an  agenda  very  different 
from  our  own? 

I  respect  the  efforts  of  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida,  to  en- 
courage a  peaceful  solution  to  the 
problems  of  Central  America,  but  this 
is  not  the  only  way  to  go  about  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  ;ime  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr  Chairman. 
I  rise  In  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  ple-ased  to  join 
with  the  gentleman  from  Florida  in 
offering  this  bipartisan-supported 
amendment.  Most  importantly,  this 
amendment  links  the  termination  of 
the  U.S.  covert  program  to  the  cessa- 
tion of  Nicaragua's  subversive  activi- 
ties in  any  Central  American  nation. 
Moreover,  the  amendment  provides 
for  multilateral  verification  measures 
to  insure  that  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  has  ended  its  subversive  ac- 
tivities. 

I  firmly  believe  that  we  cannot  re- 
strict U.S.  conduct  unilaterally  with- 
out regard  to  Nicaraguan  behavior  in 
Central  America.  As  my  colleagues 
well  know,  intelligence  briefings  have 
provided  persuasive  and  compelling 
evidence  that  the  Sandinista  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  is  helping  train  in- 
surgents and  in  transferring  arms  and 
financial  support  from  and  through 
Nicaragua  to  the  insurgents  in  El  Sal- 
vador. Contrary  to  the  repeated  deni- 
als of  Nicaraguan  officials,  that  coun- 
try is  thoroughly  involved  in  support- 
ing the  Salvadoran  insurgency.  As  a 
result  I  believe  that  the  amendment 
before  us  addresses  the  matter  of  Nic- 
araguan behavior  by  providing  that 
our  covert  program  cease— but  only 
when  the  Sandinista  government  ends 
its  export  of  arms  and  revolutionary 
activities  to  any  Central  American 
nation. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues that  this  amendment  is  not  a 
blank  check  to  the  administration. 
The  basic  thrust  of  the  amendment  is 
to  provide  the  United  States  with 
some  limited  leverage  to  bring  peace  to 
the  region.  By  providing  for  a  symmet- 
rical approach,  instead  of  a  unilateral 
approach  to  the  problem,  I  believe 
that  we  can  better  protect  our  friends 
in  Central  America  against  Nicara- 
guan-backed  insurgence  while  offering 


an  incentive  for  the  Nicaraguan  Gov- 
ernment to  negotiate  an  end  to  the 
hostilities. 

Surely,  all  of  us  want  to  end  the  vio- 
lence in  Central  America  and  bring 
peace  and  stability  to  the  region.  How- 
ever, we  will  only  encourage  the  Sandi- 
nistas to  increase  the  violence  against 
our  neighbors  by  unilaterally  restrict- 
ing the  conduct  of  U.S.  policy  in  the 
area.  Such  unilateral  restraint  on  our 
part  would  only  further  jeopardize  the 
security  of  the  region  in  general  and 
El  Salvador  in  particular.  In  order  to 
keep  the  Sandinistas  and  the  Cubans 
from  destabilizing  Central  America, 
and  imposing  force  against  the  nations 
in  the  area  we  must,  first  and  fore- 
most, emphasize  an  even  handed 
policy  approach  as  provided  by  this 
amendment. 

In  short,  the  provisions  of  this 
amendment  are  plain  and  simple— we 
stop  when  they  stop.  I  believe  that  the 
language  offered  by  this  amendment 
provides  for  an  equitable  and  fair  solu- 
tion to  the  Central  American  problem, 
and  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  had  offered  to  ask  for  addition- 
al time  for  my  friend  and  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
SoLARZ),  since  the  gentleman  had 
yielded  to  me. 

Would  it  be  in  order  to  ask  for  addi- 
tional time  for  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler),  with  the  hopes 
that  he  would  yield  that  additional 
time  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  SoLARZ)? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  may  answer  that. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  be  delighted  to  do  that.  My 
statement,  I  hope,  will  be  uncharacter- 
istically brief. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
Fowler)  may  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes,  in  order  that  he  might  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 

SOLARZ). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young)? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler)  is  recog- 
nized for  7  minutes. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
because  as  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  was  discussing  as  his 
time  ran  out,  it  does  appear  that  the 


amendment  is  fatally  flawed.  If  adopt- 
ed, it  would  hold  U.S.  policy  in  Central 
America  hostage  to  the  actions  of  area 
countries,  other  than  the  United 
States,  Nicaragua  or  El  Salvador, 
countries  over  which  we  have  no  con- 
trol, nor  do  we  wish  to  compel  control. 
The  Young  amendment  would  require 
that  agreements  be  reached  by  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  and  other 
sovereign  goverrunents  in  the  area 
before  the  cessation  of  hostilities  sup- 
ported by  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 
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It  would  also,  I  submit,  run  the  risk 
of  curbing  the  options  of  the  United 
States,  if  during  an  escalation  of  hos- 
tilities in  Central  America  from  Cuba 
or  the  Soviet  Union,  the  United  States 
and  their  allies  determined  that  swift 
concerted  action  was  required  to  meet 
it. 

I  applaud  what  the 'gentleman  is 
trying  to  do.  I  understand  the  ap- 
proach and  the  appeal  of  these  amend- 
ments and  we  will  see  others  called 
symmetrical  or  which  look  for  symme- 
try. But  the  problem  with  symmetry  is 
that  it  could  lead  to  gradual  escalation 
on  all  sides  of  this  conflict,  if  we  tie 
strings  around  American  foreign 
policy  and  the  policies  of  our  allies 
while  we  are  waiting  for  these  negotia- 
tions to  continue  and  the  agreements 
called  for  under  the  amendment  to  be 
concluded. 

The  answer  is  contained  in  the  com- 
mittee's bill.  It  is  to  do  what  our  allies 
in  Central  America  are  pleading  with 
us  to  do,  to  cease  the  invasion  of  Nica- 
ragua financed  by  the  United  States 
and  to  work  with  our  democratic 
friends,  our  democratic  allies  in  the 
region,  to  seek  and  negotiate  a  politi- 
cal and  final  solution  to  the  war  in 
Nicaragua  satisfactory  to  the  best  in- 
terests of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  1  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  think  the 
gentleman  raises  a  point  that  needs  to 
be  discussed  and  I  would  like  to  ask  his 
opinion  of  something. 

Paragraph  B(3)  says  to  resolve  the 
conflicts  in  Central  America  based  on 
the  principles  affirmed  in  the  final  act 
of  the  San  Jose  Conference.  The  final 
act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  includ- 
ed a  representative  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  in  that  final  act 
and  throughout  this  final  act  they 
talk  about  peace  and  order  and  plural- 
istic societies,  free  elections.  They  talk 
about  promoting  the  economic  devel- 
opment rather  than  hostilities  and  vio- 
lence, and  we  are  a  party  to  that. 

I  just  wonder  it  the  gentleman 
would  not  agree  that  that  would  in 
fact  make  us  a  party  to  any  final 
agreement  that  might  be  reached  in 
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the  negotiations  between  the  Sandinis- 
tas and  the  other  countries  in  the 
region. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  agree  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  that  the  recom- 
mendations and  principles  adopted  by 
the  San  Jose  group  are  consistent  with 
the  policies  of  the  United  States,  the 
Reagan  administration  and  hopes  of 
all  us,  I  think,  who  are  trying  to  find  a 
way  to  curtail  this  violence. 

My  disagreement  with  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  is  in  another  clause, 
and  unfortunately  I  do  not  have  the 
amendment  before  me.  whereby  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  predicates  the 
cessation  of  American  covert  assist- 
ance in  Nicaragua  on  agreements 
signed  by  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua with  other  countries  in  the  region. 

I  believe  that  is  the  gentleman's  lan- 
guage. In  other  words,  if  the  other 
countries  in  the  region,  for  whatever 
purpose,  refuse  to  sign,  refuse  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  Nicaragua, 
then  there  has  been  no  achievement 
and  that  1  submit  to  the  gentleman  is 
the  fatal  flaw  in  his  amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further.  I  agree  that 
that  would  be  a  requirement.  But  I  do 
not  agree  that  that  would  be  an  in- 
fringement upon  the  rights  of  the  ad- 
ministration to  establish  foreign 
policy. 

During  the  meetings  in  the  majority 
leader's  office  with  those  who  were 
there,  and  in  fact  the  gertleman  was 
there  at  several  of  those  meetings,  the 
gentleman  will  recall  that  the  adminis- 
tration representatives  from  the  State 
Department  and  the  White  House 
both  did  not  believe  this  would  be  any 
infringement  on  their  ability  to  set 
foreign  policy  and  they  thought  the 
flexibility  of  allowing  things  like  veri- 
fication, for  example,  to  be  settled  by 
the  negotiations  and  through  the 
agreement  would  not  affect  their  right 
to  set  foreign  policy  and  they  support- 
ed that  approach. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Again,  to  the  limited 
purposes  of  a  certain  section  of  the 
gentleman's  amendment,  we  are  in 
agreement.  But,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  the  administration's  precondi- 
tions for  cessation  of  our  military 
intervention  in  Nicaragua  go  far 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

They  are  also  demanding  free  elec- 
tions, which  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment does  not. 

They  are  also  demanding  economic 
reforms,  pluralism,  which  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  does  not  cover. 

The  gentleman's  amendment  is 
faulty,  I  say,  because  it  is  not  consist- 
ent with  the  present  policy  of  the 
United  States  and  only  attempts  to 
deal  with  a  part  of  the  administra- 
tion's policy. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 


words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  first  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  again  com- 
mend the  chairman  of  the  Intelligence 
Committee  for  bringing  this  issue  to 
the  floor  and  also  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  (Mr.  Robinson) 
and  the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Young)  for  their  cooperation  over  a 
long  period  of  time  on  this  particular 
issue. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Young)  stated  earlier,  there  were  a 
series  of  meetings  with  Republican 
Members  and  also  Democrats  from  the 
Intelligence  Committee  and  the  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee,  with  members 
of  the  administration  to  try  and  seek  a 
bipartisan  compromise  or  solution  to 
this  particular  issue. 

I  took  part  in  these  meetings  start- 
ing in  the  Situation  Room  at  the 
White  House,  meetings  in  the  Cabinet 
Room  in  the  White  House,  meetings  in 
the  Majority  Leader's  office,  and  had 
searched  diligently  for  some  type  of 
solution  that  could  help  establish  and 
forge  a  truly  bipartisan  policy. 

However,  during  those  meetings  it 
became  particularly  clear  to  this 
Member  that  there  were  two  condi- 
tions, two  conditions  before  that  could 
occur.  First  of  all,  that  the  administra- 
tion required  unconditionally  and  ab- 
solutely that  there  was  to  be  no  re- 
straint on  the  covert  activity  in  Nica- 
ragua and,  second,  a  shifting  condi- 
tion, one  which  I  believe  was  never 
pinned  down,  and  to  this  time,  at  10 
minutes  to  4,  is  still  not  pinned  down, 
and  that  is  the  requirement  on  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  to  enter 
into  force  an  agreement  for  the  cessa- 
tion of  hostilities  in  the  region  and  the 
cessation  of  the  covert  activity  direct- 
ed against  them. 

I  ask  this  question:  If  it  is  a  rquire- 
ment  upon  the  Nicaraguans  that  they 
broaden  the  regime,  that  they  now 
seek  a  more  pluralistic  society  in  their 
country,  that  they  now  have  free 
press,  free  elections,  freedom  of  reli- 
gion, things  that  we  have  not  even  suc- 
cessfully required  of  many  of  our  allies 
in  Latin  America,  are  these  new  ideas? 

The  problem  that  I  had  all  along  is 
that  there  appears  to  be  a  shifting  of 
the  conditions  and  escalation  of  the 
conditions.  The  closer  we  get  to  reach- 
ing agreement,  then  all  of  a  sudden 
there  is  a  new  condition. 

Believe  me.  as  a  Democrat,  it  is 
pretty  hard  to  negotiate  with  an  ad- 
ministration that  does  that,  and  I  can 
imagine  what  foreign  governments 
feel  like. 
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Sure,  the  Sandinistas  have  not  kept 
their  promises;  sure  we  want  to  apply 
pressure  on  the  Sandinistas:  sure  we 
want  peaceful  solutions.  But  what  is 
our  policy   toward  Central  America? 


We  do  not  know.  We  hear  contradicto- 
ry claims.  On  the  one  hand  we  support 
peaceful  solution,  on  the  other  hand 
we  support  guerrilla  anti-Sandinista 
forces  in  Central  America.  On  the 
other  hand  we  embrace  Contadora 
agreements  and  recommendations.  On 
the  other  hand  we  send  troops  to  Cen- 
tral America. 

What  is  our  policy?  Mauiy  of  us  are 
just  plain  fed  up  with  the  confusion 
coming  out  of  the  State  Department 
and  the  White  House  on  Central 
American  policy. 

Only  when  we  develop  a  policy  that 
is  clearly  stated,  that  is  clearly  de- 
fined, can  we  stop  short  of  direct  inter- 
vention. 

Let  me  say  to  my  colleague  from 
Louisiana  and  others  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  for  whom  I  have  a  great  deal 
of  respect,  in  response  to  their  state- 
ment on  whether  or  not  this  policy 
has  been  a  success:  Gentlemen.  I  am 
not  certain  anyone  here  can  give  you 
the  explanation  of  why  the  Sandinis- 
tas, now.  endorse  multilateral  talks.  I 
submit  since  we  do  not  have  any  one 
policy  or  clearly  stated  policy,  it  is  im- 
possible to  determine  what  influences 
them  and  what  satisfies  or  solidifies 
them.  In  my  opinion,  we  can  realisti- 
cally hope  to  achieve  progress  in  keep- 
ing Cuban  and  Nicaraguan  arms  from 
reaching  El  Salvador  with  the  overt 
security  assistance  authorized  in  the 
second  section  of  the  bill. 

If  we  can  clearly  define  our  goals  in 
Central  America,  and  provide  the  re- 
sources to  achieve  them,  I  believe  we 
can  move  closer  to  a  bipartisan  policy 
toward  the  region. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Young). 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  faced  today 
less  with  a  policy  decision  than  with  a 
direct  challenge  to  the  laws  and  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  At  issue 
is  whether  this  Nation  and  the  world 
will  choose  the  rule  of  law  or  the  rule 
of  might;  whether  diplomacy  or  the  in- 
stincts of  Great  Power  chauvinism  will 
prevail  in  our  relations  with  our  neigh- 
bors to  the  south. 

As  my  colleagues  will  recall,  this 
body  adopted  by  an  unambiguous 
margin  of  411-0  the  so-called  Boland 
amendment,  which  specifically  en- 
joined the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
and  the  Department  of  Defense  from 
furnishing  military  assistance  to 
groups  "for  the  purpose  of  overthrow- 
ing the  Government  of  Nicaragua  or 
provoking  a  military  exchange  be- 
tween Nicaragua  and  Honduras." 
Today.  7  months  later,  we  are  con- 
fronted with  a  painful  situation  where 
the  chairman  of  the  House  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  has  openly 


confirmed  that  U.S.-supported  covert 
action  against  Nicaragua  has  strayed 
beyond  the  bounds  of  U.S.  law. 

Anyone  who  accepts  administration 
sophistry  that  assistance  to  groups  at- 
tempting to  overthrow  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment does  not  represent  an  effort 
on  our  part  to  overthrow  that  govern- 
ment can  also  accept  the  existence  of 
the  tooth  fairy. 

Every  Member  of  this  body,  whether 
or  not  supportive  of  the  notion  that 
covert  action  against  Nicaragua  may 
be  efficacious,  should  be  morally  in- 
censed that  the  law  of  the  land  has 
been  so  cavalierly  disregarded.  Now 
administration  spokesmen  come  to  us 
and  plead  that  we  not  pull  the  rug 
from  under  their  efforts  to  make  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  "uncomfort- 
able." To  accept  this  plea  is  to  abdi- 
cate congressional  responsibilities  in 
the  face  of  Executive  preemption,  to 
turn  a  blind  eye  to  the  rule  of  law, 
international  as  well  as  domestic. 

It  is  impossible  to  conclude  anything 
except  that  the  administration  has 
struck  a  damaging  blow  to  the  world 
legal  order  by  acting  in  deliberate  dis- 
regard of  international  law  which  ex- 
plicitly prohibits  the  overt  or  covert 
destabilization  of  existing  govern- 
ments of  whatever  political  stripe.  Ar- 
ticle 2.4  of  the  United  Nations  Charter 
states  that: 

All  Members  shall  refrain  in  their  interna- 
tional relations  from  the  threat  or  use  of 
force  against  the  territorial  integrity  or  po- 
litical independence  of  any  state  .  .  . 

In  1970,  the  United  Nations  General 
Assembly  adopted  by  consensus  the 
"Declaration  on  Principles  of  Interna- 
tional Law  Concerning  FViendly  Rela- 
tions and  Cooperation  Among  States 
in  Accordance  with  the  Charter  of  the 
United  Nations."  That  declaration  in- 
cludes in  its  authoritative  elaboration 
of  the  general  principles  contained  in 
the  U.N.  Charter  the  following: 

...  No  State  shall  organize,  assist, 
foment,  finance,  incite  or  tolerate  subver- 
sive, terrorist  or  armed  activities  directed  to- 
wards the  violent  overthrow  of  the  regime 
of  another  State,  or  interfere  in  civil  strife 
in  another  State. 

Article  18  of  the  Charter  of  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  (OAS) 
likewise  states: 

No  State  or  group  of  States  has  the  right 
to  intervene,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  any 
reason  whatever,  in  the  internal  or  external 
affairs  of  any  other  State. 

Not  only  does  it  prohibit  such  inter- 
vention by  use  of  armed  force,  but 
by- 

.  any  other  form  of  interference  or  at- 
tempted threat  against  the  personality  of 
the  State  or  against  its  political,  economic, 
and  cultural  elements. 

The  United  States  is  a  party  to  both 
of  these  international  treaties. 

Supporters  of  the  administration's 
position  respond  to  charges  that  U.S.- 
backed  covert  operations  violate  inter- 
national law  by  arguing  that  these  op- 


erations are  undertaken  for  the  ulti- 
mate purpose  of  "self-defense."  While 
the    Intelligence    Committee's    report 
leaves  little  room  for  doubt  that  the 
governments  of  Nicaragua  and  Cuba 
are  aiding  the  insurgents  in  El  Salva- 
dor in  their  quest  to  overthrow  the 
Government    of    that    country,    any 
right  to  self-defense  belongs  logically 
to  the  Government  of  El  Salvador.  For 
the  United  States  to  act  in  the  place  of 
El   Salvador   in   the   exercise   of   any 
right  of  self-defense,  if  such  an  act  of 
becoming  an  "alter  ego"  in  itself  would 
be  consistent  with  international  law 
and  the  exercise  of  natural  sovereign 
rights,  would  probably  have  to  be  at 
the  specific  and  formalized  request  of 
the  Government  of  El  Salvador,  and 
the  United  States  could  not  undertake 
that  right  to  any  greater  degree  than 
El  Salvador  could.  That  nation  would 
not  necessarily  have  the  right  to  orga- 
nize and  train  troops  in  Honduras  and 
then  assist  them  in  Nicaragua,  directly 
or  indirectly,  to  disrupt  that  political 
system  solely  as  a  rectifying  action  to 
prevent    arms    from    reaching    insur- 
gents within  its  own  borders.  Under 
the   circumstances,   that   kind   of   re- 
sponse might  well  be  considered  a  dis- 
proportional  response.  It  might  itself 
be  classified  as  an  unlawful  act. 

If  we  were  to  accept  the  Administra- 
tion's thesis  that  our  covert  actions 
are  justifed  by  Nicaragua's  support  for 
the  guerrillas  in  El  Salvador,  will  we 
then  be  forced  to  accept,  under  the 
same  rationale,  future  administration 
actions  to  destabilize  the  Cuban  and/ 
or  Soviet  Government  for  their  part  in 
aiding  those  rebels? 

If  proponents  of  the  covert  action 
are  not  arguing  some  vaguely  defined 
principle  of  individual  self-defense 
where  the  United  States  is  concerned, 
but  are  arguing  instead  the  principle 
of  collective  self-defense,  does  that 
right  include  the  right  to  commit  the 
prohibited  acts  cited  earlier  under  the 
U.N.  and  OAS  Charter?  Further,  if  the 
right  to  collective  self-defense  is  being 
asserted,  why  have  the  procedures 
under  the  Rio  Treaty  and  the  U.N. 
Charter  not  been  followed? 

It  is  important  for  those  who  would 
raise  the  argument  of  the  principle  of 
individual  or  collective  self-defense 
under  international  law  to  review  the 
conditions  set  forth  in  international 
law  which  are  to  be  a  guide  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  that  right.  One  of  the  most 
often  cited  references  in  international 
law  authorizing  acts  of  self-defense  is 
article  51  of  the  United  Nations  Char- 
ter which  states  that: 

Nothing  in  the  present  Charter  shall 
impair  the  inherent  right  of  individual  or 
collective  self-defense  if  an  armed  attack 
occurs  against  a  Member  of  the  United  Na- 
tions .  .  . 

However,  the  remainder  of  article 
51.  which  many  fail  to  cite  in  full, 
adds: 


.  .  .  until  the  Security  Council  has  taken 
measures  necessary  to  maintain  internation- 
al peace  and  security. 

Article  51  goes  on  to  mandate: 
Measures  taken  by  Members  in  the  exer- 
cise of  this  right  of  self-defense  shall  be  Im- 
mediately reported  to  the  Security  Council 


If,  as  some  argue,  the  covert  oper- 
ations against  Nicaragua  are  legal 
under  this  article,  then  the  remaining 
obligations  under  that  article  ought  to 
be  equally  honored  and  the  covert 
action  reported  to  the  security  council. 
This  has  not  occurred.  In  fact,  it  is 
Nicaragua,  not  the  United  States, 
which  proposes  Security  Council  inter- 
vention in  this  issue. 

Under  the  OAS  Charter,  there  are 
similar  rights  and  obligations.  Article 
21  states  that: 

The  American  States  bind  themselves  in 
their  international  relations  not  to  have  re- 
course to  the  use  of  force,  except  in  the  case 
of  self-defense  .  .  . 

Articles  23  and  24  further  mandate 
that  all  disputes  arising  between 
States  in  this  hemisphere  are  to  be 
submitted  to  peaceful  procedures  in- 
cluding direct  negotiation,  good  of- 
fices, mediation,  investigation  and  con- 
ciliation, judicial  settlement,  arbitra- 
tion, and  other  means.  In  the  event  of 
an  act  of  aggression  committed  against 
a  State  of  the  OAS,  it  is  to  be  consid- 
ered an  act  against  all  members.  Such 
acts,  it  is  important  to  note,  are  not 
limited  to  "armed  attack"  but  may  in- 
clude any  act  of  aggression  short  of 
armed  attack,  extracontinental  con- 
flicts, conflicts  between  two  or  more 
American  States,  or  "any  other  fact  or 
situation  that  might  endanger  the 
peace  of  America. " 

In  the  event  a  State  is  confronted 
with  such  aggression,  a  number  of 
steps  are  to  be  taken  under  the  Inter- 
American  Treaty  of  Reciprocal  Assist- 
ance of  1947  (Rio  Treaty),  to  which 
the  United  States  is  a  party.  First,  ar- 
ticle 3  of  the  Rio  Treaty  provides  that 
in  instances  of  armed  attack  against  a 
treaty  party,  all  other  parties  may  de- 
termine the  measures  they  will  take  at 
the  request  of  the  victim  to  fulfill 
their  obligation  to  "assist  in  meeting 
the  attack  in  the  exercise  of  the  inher- 
ent right  of  individual  or  collective 
self-defense  recognized  by  Article  51  of 
the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations." 
Furthermore,  the  Organ  of  Consulta- 
tion, consisting  of  the  Foreign  Minis- 
ters of  the  States  party  to  the  treaty, 
is  to  meet  immediately  to  examine  the 
measures  which  have  already  been 
taken  and  to  agree  upon  collective 
measures  to  be  taken. 

To  date.  Nicaragua  has  not  yet  un- 
dertaken a  direct,  armed  attack  on  any 
of  its  neighbors  although  the  capacity 
and  opportunity  to  do  so  are  certainly 
obvious.  Were  it  to  engage  in  such  an 
action,  however,  any  State  which  is 
the  victim  of  that  attack  could  call  on 
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other  parties  to  the  treaty,  including 
the  United  States,  to  respond  to  that 
action  and  the  Organ  of  Consultation 
could  be  convened  immediately  to  de- 
termine what  collective  measures 
would  be  taken.  Short  of  a  direct 
armed  attack,  however,  provisions  in 
both  the  Rio  Treaty  and  OAS  Charter 
recognize  that  there  may  be  other 
forms  of  aggression  which  may  violate 
the  integrity  of  the  territory  or  the 
sovereignty  or  political  independence 
of  another  State  and  thus  endanger 
the  peace  of  this  hemisphere.  In  such 
cases,  article  6  of  the  Rio  Treaty  states 
that: 

.  .  .  the  Organ  of  Consultation  shall  meet 
Immediately  in  order  to  agree  on  the  meas- 
ures which  must  be  taken  in  case  of  aggres- 
sion to  assist  the  victim  of  the  aggression  or 
.  .  .  the  measures  which  should  be  taken  for 
the  common  defense  and  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  peace  and  security  of  the  Con- 
tinent. 

If  two  or  more  American  States  are 
engaged  in  conflict,  the  parties  to  the 
Rio  Treaty  are  to  call  upon  the  coun- 
tries involved  to  cease  ho.stilities  and 
restore  matters  to  the  status  quo  ante 
bellum.  In  addition,  the  parties  to  the 
Rio  Treaty  may  take  other  measures 
necessary  to  reach  a  peaceful  resolu- 
tion of  the  dispute.  Whether  a  state 
accepts  such  peaceful  measures  is  criti- 
cal in  identifying  who  the  aggressor  is 
and  in  applying  the  agreed  upon  meas- 
ures. 

Article  8  of  the  Rio  Treaty  outlines 
the  measures  which  the  Organ  of  Con- 
sultation may  decide  to  take  under  the 
treaty.  Those  actions  include: 

.  .  .  recall  of  chiefs  of  diplomatic  missions: 
breaking  of  diplomatic  relations:  breaking 
of  consular  relations:  partial  or  complete 
interruption  of  economic  relations  or  of  rail, 
sea.  air.  postal,  telegraphic,  telephonic,  and 
radiotelegraphonic  or  radio  telegraphic 
communications:  and  use  of  arrr.ed  force. 

If  it  is  the  informed  judgment  of  the 
U.S.  Government  that  the  actions  of 
the  Nicaraguan  Government  pose  a 
threat  to  the  peace  and  .security  of 
this  hemisphere  and  endanger  the  sov- 
ereignty and  independence  of  neigh- 
boring states,  we  have  a  legal  obliga- 
tion to  abide  by  our  treaty  commit- 
ments to  take  such  matters  before 
other  parties  to  the  OAS  Charier  and 
the  1947  Rio  Treaty.  The  United 
States  is  not  justified  under  any  rea- 
sonable interpretation  of  contempo- 
rary international  law  to  conduct  a 
covert  war  to  topple  a  government 
with  which  it  maintains  formal  diplo- 
matic relations.  The  principle  of  tit- 
for-tatism— that  is,  our  illegal  acts  are 
justified  by  similar  illegal  acts  of 
others— by  which  the  administration  is 
operating  is  neither  good  government 
nor  a  legally  sanctioned  rationaliza- 
tion for  political  behavior.  In  fact,  ar- 
ticle 14  of  the  OAS  Charter  explicitly 
warns  against  such  behavior: 

The  right  of  each  State  to  protect  itself 
and  to  live  its  own  life  does  not  authorize  it 


to    commit    unjust    acts    against    another 
State 

The  policy  of  symmetry— tit-for- 
tatism— thus  has  the  effect  not  only  of 
lowering  us  into  the  gutter  with  our 
enemies  but  of  driving  a  stake  right 
into  the  heart  of  international  law. 

Article  60  of  the  Vienna  Convention 
of  the  Law  of  Treaties  has  been  cited 
by  some  as  providing  a  legal  remedy 
authorizing  a  tit-for-tat  approach  to 
international  law.  Yet  clearly  this  ex- 
traordinary article  was  designed  to  be 
a  shield  and  not  a  sword.  To  assert 
that  a  particular  action  brings  forth 
the  right  of  one  or  more  other  parties 
to  suspend  provisions  of  a  treaty  pre- 
judges that  a  material  breach  of  inter- 
national law  has  occurred.  Article  60 
does  not  provide  an  excuse  for  the 
Commission  of  a  mutual  breach  of 
international  law  or  condone  an  action 
which  would  otherwise  be  in  violation 
of  any  treaty.  The  so-called  "wronged 
party"  is  still  bound  by  its  treaty  com- 
mitments to  other  treaty  parties  as 
well  as  to  the  international  communi- 
ty. 

If.  as  publicly  reported  in  recent 
days,  the  new  legal  rationale  for  U.S. 
involvement  in  Nicaragua  is  not 
merely  to  interdict  arms  but  to  pres- 
sure and  disrupt  that  government, 
then  in  effect  the  United  States  is  vio- 
lating the  same  international  legal 
principles  that  we  assert  we  seek  to 
uphold.  Our  attempt,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, to  affect  a  change  in  the  politi- 
cal elements  within  Nicaragua  would 
be  tantamount  to  an  unlawful  inter- 
vention in  that  nation.  Two  violations 
of  law  do  not  make  a  legal  right. 

We  all  recognize  that  in  internation- 
al politics  there  are  often  imperfect  al- 
ternatives, involving  "no  win"  options. 
This  could  not  be  truer  of  the  situa- 
tion with  which  we  are  confronted 
today.  But  the  key  issue  before  this 
body  is  not  whether  a  particular  policy 
is  effective,  which  is  in  serious  doubt, 
but  whether  this  body  will  demand  of 
the  executive  branch  an  accounting 
for  its  actions  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  which  it  has  a  constitu- 
tional duty  to  faithfully  execute.  No 
branch  of  government  is  above  the 
law. 

Congress  is  faced  today  with  diffi- 
cult choices  under  difficult  circum- 
stances. However,  it  would  appear 
wiser  to  err  on  the  side  of  respect  for 
the  rule  of  law  rather  than  on  the  side 
of  those  who  may  pay  lipservice  to  de- 
mocracy but  whose  actions  demon- 
strate a  willingness  to  flaunt  the  law 
and  to  finance  anarchy  in  foreign 
countries.  Congress  simply  should  not 
give  the  administration  license  to  com- 
pound errors  already  made. 

In  this  regard,  administration  logic 
has  an  ominously  familiar  ring.  A  phe- 
nomenon which  might  be  described  as 
a  "domino  theory  of  decisionmaking" 
confronts  us  today  as  it  did  not  long 
ago  in  another  war  half  a  world  away. 


One  bad  decision  has  been  followed  by 
still  others,  leading  this  Nation  down 
the  long  tunnel  of  a  counterproductive 
foreign  entanglement.  Under  Presi- 
dents Kennedy,  Johnson,  and  Nixon, 
the  commitment  of  a  small  number  of 
troops  in  Vietnam  and  the  failed  poli- 
cies which  followed  led  progressively 
to  the  commitment  of  greater  num- 
bers of  troops  and  still  other  policies 
which  failed  to  progressively  greater 
degrees.  We  have  an  opportunity 
today  to  insure  against  a  repetition  of 
that  experience  in  Central  America 
and  to  reverse  the  direction  of  U.S. 
policy  in  that  region  before  it  is  too 
late. 

Besides  the  legal  consequences 
which  follow  from  the  administra- 
tion's present  policies,  serious  and  far- 
reaching  moral  and  practical  conse- 
quences of  our  present  course  must  be 
addressed. 

No  action  by  the  U.S.  Government 
could  more  effectively  undercut  the 
moral  imprimatur  upon  which  our 
policies  against  the  guerrillas  in  El 
Salvador  are  based  than  our  support 
for  the  Nicaraguan  contras.  Whereas 
in  El  Salvador  the  United  States 
stands  four-squarely  against  those 
who  would  shoot  their  way  into  power, 
in  Nicaragua  we  stand  four-squarely 
on  the  side  of  such  forces  and  are  our- 
selves the  financiers  of  increasingly 
bloody  anarchy. 

As  a  visitor  to  the  Nicaraguan  border 
last  January,  I  can  attest  to  the  effect 
which  the  paramilitary  operations  are 
having  on  innocent  civilians,  victim- 
ized by  the  violence  spawned  by  the 
military  mobilization  of  the  contras. 
Priests  in  the  region  tell  visitors  of  the 
kidnapings  and  frequent  killings.  The 
inescapable  and  ugly  reality  is  that 
the  poverty-stricken  masses  of  rural 
Nicaragua  are  being  treated  as  pawns 
in  an  East-West  conflict  they  hardly 
understand.  If,  as  the  administration 
argues,  it  is  not  supporting  the  violent 
overthrow  of  the  Sandinista  Govern- 
ment, one  can  only  conclude  that 
much  of  the  violence  this  Congress  is 
financing  is  violence  without  a  pur- 
pose. The  United  States  has  become  a 
rebel  without  a  cause. 

Practical  considerations  of  national 
self-interest  also  argue  against  contin- 
ued U.S.  support  for  the  contras  in 
their  secret  war.  It  is  difficult  to  com- 
prehend what  practical  benefit  the  ad- 
ministration believes  it  will  gain  by 
identifying  with  ex-somocistas  who 
just  4  short  years  ago  lost  a  massively 
popular  revolution.  It  is  not  difficult 
to  anticipate,  however,  the  likely  price 
the  United  States  will  pay  in  the 
future  for  such  an  association  with 
allies  of  a  despised  dictator.  The  ener- 
gies of  nationalism,  which  too  many 
confuse  with  the  zeal  of  Marxism,  are 
easily  mobilized  to  the  advantage  by 
the  Sandinista  regime.  Portraying  the 
insurgents  as  agents  of  Yankee  imperi- 


alism serves  to  consolidate  the  unde- 
served and  unwarranted  power  of  a 
few. 

The  history  of  the  20th  century 
demonstrates  that  resorting  to  mili- 
tary means  can  neither  resolve  deep- 
seated  economic  and  social  problems 
nor  serve  long-term  U.S.  interests.  The 
historical  analogies  offered  by  the 
sorry  debacle  at  the  Bay  of  Pigs  in 
1961  and  the  CIA  overthrow  of  the 
Arbenz  regime  in  Guatemala  in  1954 
indicate  both  the  likelihood  of  failure 
as  well  as  the  long-term  counterpro- 
ductive effects  of  any  short-term  "suc- 
cesses". The  era  of  great  power  inter- 
ventionism  in  Central  America  policy 
has  been  eclipsed  on  the  clock  of  his- 
tory. Viable  and  deeply  rooted  indige- 
nous democratic  institutions  cannot  be 
easily  built  by  outside  military  inter- 
vention. 

The  administration  by  its  present 
policies  is  tempting  fate  in  another  ex- 
ceedingly dangerous  way.  The  pros- 
pects for  igniting  a  full-scale  war  be- 
tween Nicaragua  and  Honduras  have 
been  heightened  by  the  covert  war  and 
threaten  to  result  in  an  escalation  of 
hostilities  which  c'^uld  engulf  the 
entire  region.  It  lakes  little  imagina- 
tion to  anticipate  what  the  US.  role  in 
such  a  conflict  might  be. 

There  is  little  disagreement  between 
those  who  support  and  those  who 
oppose  the  administration's  policies  on 
covert  action  on  the  issue  of  Nicara- 
gua's threat  to  the  security  and  politi- 
cal stability  of  the  region.  The  facts 
are  plain  for  all  to  see.  However,  there 
is  profound  division  on  the  question  as 
to  the  appropriate  policy  to  address 
that  threat.  The  administration  has 
been  mistaken  to  infer  from  the  exist- 
ence of  the  threat  that  it  alone  is  obli- 
gated to  act  on  a  unilateral  basis  with 
military  muscle.  Every  threat  we  be- 
lieve the  U.S.  confronts  in  Central 
America  is  faced  a  hundredfold  by  Nic- 
aragua's more  immediate  neighbors.  It 
is  imperative  that  we  yield  to  them  for 
leadership  in  responding  appropriately 
and  in  proportion  to  the  threats  posed 
by  Nicaragua  and  Cuba.  U.S.  respect 
for  international  law  and  institutions 
as  well  as  support  for  informal  multi- 
lateral diplomatic  efforts  now  under- 
way, such  as  that  of  the  Contadora 
group,  are  essential  and  more  consist- 
ent with  the  democratic  principles  and 
practices  of  the  United  States  than 
secret  wars  and  gunboat  diplomacy. 

There  is  an  important  and  ultimate 
difference  between  our  democratic 
way  of  life  and  institutions  and  those 
by  which  Marxist  regimes  live.  Covert 
action  designed  to  overthrow  a  govern- 
ment which  we  formally  recognize  is, 
both  in  practice  and  principle,  an  of- 
fense against  United  States  and  inter- 
national law  and  an  affront  to  the  sov- 
ereignty and  identity  of  our  Latin 
American  neighbors.  It  must  be 
stopped  now. 


Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  hope  the  gentleman  was  present  in 
the  secret  session  last  week  when  I 
think  we  established  beyond  any  ques- 
tion that  the  Boland  amendment  has 
not  been  violated,  at  least  what  the  In- 
telligence Committee  that  has  jurisdic- 
tion intended  for  the  Boland  amend- 
ment to  mean. 

For  us  to  come  in  and  say  that  the 
Boland  amendment  has  been  violated 
totally  ignores  the  facts  that  were  pre- 
sented in  the  secret  session  on  last 
Tuesday. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Let  me  respond 
to  the  gentleman.  It  is  a  little  unfair 
to  say  that  there  is  pertinent  secret 
knowledge  on  this  subject  that  is  avail- 
able only  to  Members. 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Boland)  has  said  in  this  body 
today  that  our  actions  have  strayed 
beyond  the  scope  of  his  amendment. 
The  report  of  the  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence says  the  same  thing.  Let  me 
just  ask  for  a  commonsense  reading  of 
words.  The  Boland  amendment  en- 
joins the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
and  the  Department  of  Defense  from 
furnishing  military  assistance  or 
groups  "for  the  purpose  of  overthrow- 
ing the  government  of  Nicaragua  or 
provoking  a  military  exchange  be- 
tween Nicaragua  and  Honduras." 

What  is  happening  today?  Precisely 
that.  For  those  who  would  argue  that 
we  are  not  violating  law  even  though 
we  are  supporting  people  who  are 
seeking  to  overthrow  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua  despite  our  intent  to  the 
contrary,  are  advancing  the  kind  of 
sophistry  that  would  allow  one  to  be- 
lieve in  the  tooth  fairy. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  this  is 
straight  foward  English.  Mr.  Boland 
says  the  law  has  been  stretched;  the 
committee  report  says  the  law  has 
been  stretched:  I  did  not  hear  any- 
thing in  that  secret  session,  and  I  lis- 
tened to  the  gentleman,  and  I  listened 
to  the  entire  debate,  that  led  me  to 
any  other  conclusion. 

So,  let  us  not  pretend  to  the  Ameri- 
can people  that  something  secretly 
was  provided  this  body  that  gives  a  dif- 
ferent judgment  than  that  which  the 
committee  report  and  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland) 
himself  has  indicated. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida,  again,  who 
raised  this  issue. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

I  would  suggest  to  the  gentleman 
maybe  he  did  not  listen  quite  as  close- 
ly as  he  should  have  to  what  we  dis- 
cussed in  the  secret  session,  because 


what  we  discussed  there  dealt  with 
specific  questions  by  a  member  of  that 
committee  to  other  members  and 
members  of  the  staff  asking  what  were 
the  parameters,  could  a  certain  type  of 
activity  be  entered  into?  Could  it  be 
done  in  this  particular  location  or 
some  other  location?  And  the  answers 
were  very  positive  as  to  what  the  Intel- 
ligence Committee  intended  for  the 
CIA  to  be  able  to  do  imder  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Boland  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Boland  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  would  be  de- 
lighted to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  First  of  all,  I  want  to 
compliment    the    gentleman    on    his 
statement.  It  is  as  good  a  one  as  will  he 
made  on  this  particular  bill.  Much  has 
been  said  about  whether  or  not  this 
has  been  a  legal  or  an  illegal  oper- 
ation. And  the  gentleman  did  quote  to 
the  secret  session  from  the  transcript, 
from  the  record.  No  one  disputes  what 
he  said  during  the  secret  session.  I  do 
not    dispute.    They    were    questions 
asked  of  the  general  counsel  which  we 
agreed  on  what  a  paramilitary  mission 
could  accomplish.  But  the  bottom  line 
was  that  there  would  be  no  effort  to 
overthrow    the    Nicaraguan    Govern- 
ment, the  bottom  line  was  that  all  of 
the  activities,  the  paramilitary  activi- 
ties were  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
interdicting    the    flow    of    arms    into 
Nicaragua.  The  record  is  clear  on  that, 
absolutely  clear.  And  the  December  2 
finding  was  a  finding  which  made  it  a 
paramilitary  operation,  which  consist- 
ed of  just  a  few  hundred  paramilitary 
insurgents.  That,  of  course  now  has 
developed  into  thousands,  thousands, 
with  the  result  that  if  you  look  at  the 
Boland   amendment   and   the   way   in 
which  the  insurgency  is  being  carried 
out,   one   with   any   sense,   any   legal 
sense,  would  have  to  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  operation  is  illegal, 
that  the  purpose  and  the  mission  of 
the  operation  was  to  overthrow  the 
government    in   Nicaragua.    And   that 
does  not  come  only  from  the  mouth  of 
the  chairman  of  this  committee,  but 
that  also  comes  from  the  mouth  of 
those  who  are  the  insurgents  in  Nica- 
ragua, those  who  are  leading  the  FDN, 
some    of    the    Somozasista    National 
Guard   who   are   the   leaders   of   the 
FDN,  leading  thousands  into  Nicara- 
gua, not  for  the  purpose  of  interdict- 
ing arms  as  Enrique  Bermudez  says 
but  for  the  purpose  of  overthrowing 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua:  that  is 
their    primary    purpose,    the    record 
shows  it.  If  that  is  not  a  violation  of 
the  Boland  amendment,  I  do  not  know 
what  is. 
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Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Let  me  stress 
for  the  record  that  this  is  Mr.  Boland 
who  just  spoke. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
This  gentleman  over  here? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Yes. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  first  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  yielding. 

I  want  to  join  in  the  commendation 
Mr.  Boland  made  just  now  of  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  well.  That  was  a  coura- 
geous statement,  particularly  coura- 
geous I  submit  because  it  comes  from 
a  Member  on  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle. 

D  1600 

And  I  say  that  because  I  recall  under 
a  previous  adminstration.  being  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle,  a  number 
of  different  times  opposing  a  Demo- 
cratic President,  how  difficult  that 
was  under  those  circumstances.  How 
much  more  difficult  it  must  be  at  this 
point  in  time  given  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa"s  role  in  the  Republican 
Party  and  with  respect  to  this  particu- 
lar President. 

I  hope  that  what  the  gentleman  has 
done  today  can  become  an  inspiration 
for  other  members  of  the  gentleman's 
caucus,  and  for  people  on  my  side  of 
the  aisle  as  well,  to  honor  their  insti- 
tutional responsibility.  That,  I  take  it, 
to  be  one  of  the  central  thrusts  of  the 
gentleman's  remarks. 

If  we  go  back  to  the  history  of  Viet- 
nam, it  was  not  a  very  happy  period  in 
American  history  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  constitutional  responsibilities  of 
the  Members  of  the  Congress.  And  it 
was  subsequent  belated  congressional 
recognition  of  the  failure  of  Congress 
to  implement  its  responsibilities  that 
led  to  the  War  Powers  Act,  a  belated 
recognition  that  the  Congress  had  al- 
lowed the  executive  branch  to  go  its 
own  way  and  that  the  Congress  had 
essentially  foregone  the  assertion  of 
its  constitutional  prerogatives. 

That  same  issue  is  before  us  today 
t>ecause,  as  the  gentleman  in  the  well 
has  so  eloquently  pointed  out,  this 
body  acted  on  a  unanimous  basis  in  ap- 
proving the  Boland  amendment  and 
thereby  made  a  very  clear  statement 
of  what  the  law  and  the  policy  of  this 
Government  is.  There  cannot  be  any 
doubt  whatsoever  that  this  adminis- 
tration is  acting  in  a  way  that  is  con- 
trary to  that  statutory  mandate  and 
that  \s  illegal.  I  just  hope  that  as  we 
approach  the  decision  that  is  down  the 
road,  we  will  not  only  take  into  ac- 
count the  absolute  madness— from  the 
standpoint  of  the  protection  of  Ameri- 
can interests  in  that  region— that  is  in- 
volved In  the  administration's  initia- 
tive, but  also  the  important  institu- 


tional and  constitutional  questions 
that  have  been  raised  by  the  manner 
in  which  the  administration  has  pro- 
ceeded. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

It  is  one  thing  for  the  gentleman  to 
claim  and  for  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  author  of  the  Boland 
amendment,  to  say  that  there  is  a  vio- 
lation. One  could  just  as  readily  say 
that  red  is  green  or  the  reverse.  It  is 
another  thing  to  present  evidence. 

Now  we  had  a  secret  meeting  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  which 
there  was  an  opportunity  to  present 
evidence.  Why  did  someone  not 
present  it?  Why  did  someone  not 
refute  what  the  gentleman  from  Flori- 
da presented  to  us  at  that  time  which 
indicated  that  all  that  had  happened 
was  along  the  lines  of  what  had  been 
indicated  by  the  committee  staff.  Why 
was  there  not  some  refutation  of  that? 
Now  at  this  point  they  are  coming  in 
and  saying  that  we  are  at  fault  or  that 
the  administration's  policy  is  at  fault 
because  instead  of  just  a  few  hundred 
people  being  opposed 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Leach)  has 
expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Leach 
of  Iowa  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  If 
the  gentleman  will  continue  to  yield, 
now  we  are  being  faulted  because 
there  are  more  than  just  a  few  hun- 
dred people  in  Nicaragua  who  reject 
the  debauchment  of  their  revolution 
by  the  Sandinistas.  There  are  thou- 
sands and  thousands,  as  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  has  said,  who 
are  opposed  to  the  Sandinista  revolu- 
tion now  because  some  of  those  believe 
they  can  overthrow  it,  which  clearly 
thousands  and  thousands  cannot  over- 
throw tens  of  thousands  and  tens  of 
thousands,  but  because  some  of  them 
believe  it,  therefore,  we  are  supposed 
to  abandon  them. 

We  have  heard  before  in  this  well 
that  we  cannot  expect  a  military  solu- 
tion, but  I  say  to  my  colleagues  again, 
we  are  going  to  get  a  military  solution 
in  Central  America,  because  if  and 
when  we  turn  our  backs  on  the  people 
of  that  region,  if  and  when  we  say  we 
are  no  longer  going  to  provide  weap- 
ons and  ammunition  in  an  effective 
way.  if  and  when  we  say  we  are  going 
to  give  Honduras  and  Costa  Rica— who 
do  not  want  to  carry  the  ball  by  them- 
selves—less than  one-tenth  of  what 
the  Soviet  Union  is  giving  to  Nicara- 
gua to  spread  this  revolution  without 
boundaries,  once  we  make  that  deci- 
sion and  turn  our  backs  on  it  and  walk 
away  and  watch  what  happens,  there 
will  be  a  military  solution  and  it  will 


be  a  military  solution  where  the  Com- 
munists, one  by  one,  will  take  over 
each  government  there  in  turn. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
asked  the  question,  why  did  someone 
not  respond  to  my  distinguished 
friend— and  he  is  my  good  friend,  too, 
from  Florida  and  a  very  worthwhile 
Member  of  this  Congress  and  a  very 
valuable  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Intelligence,  no  doubt  about  it,  as  are 
all  the  Members  on  that  side— just  let 
me  say  that  we  did  not  have  to  re- 
spond because  what  he  said  was  true.  I 
had  no  objection  to  the  questions  that 
were  asked  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young)  to  the  general 
counsel,  the  particular  questions  that 
were  answered.  And  what  constituted 
the  interdiction  of  arms.  The  kinds  of 
operations  one  might  use  to  interdict 
arms.  I  had  no  objection  to  that.  And 
the  responses  were  free  and  honest  re- 
sponses. But  there  was  never  any  re- 
sponse to  the  fact  that  this  would 
permit  the  overthrowing  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua.  Not  here,  not 
in  this.  We  had  no  objection  to  what 
the  paramilitary  operation  tended  to 
do  in  the  interdiction  of  arms.  And 
how  do  you  interdict  arms?  By  finding 
munitions  caches,  by  blowing  up 
bridges,  by  interdicting  roads  where 
the  arms  might  very  well  travel.  But 
the  bottom  line  is,  let  me  .say  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  and 
others,  the  bottom  line  is  that  there 
has  been  no  evidence,  no  evidence,  of 
the  interdiction  of  arms  into  El  Salva- 
dor. We  never  got  that  figure,  could 
not  get  a  figure  from  the  intelligence 
community.  And  the  record  will  show- 
that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Leach)  has 
again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bedell  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  commend  my 
colleague  from  Iowa.  I  think  that  he 
has  demonstrated,  at  least  to  many  of 
us.  that  we  do  not  have  to  be  partisan 
in  this  issue. 

I  happen  to  agree  that  we  are  violat- 
ing the  law  in  this,  but  I  do  not  think 
that  is  the  real  issue.  I  think  the  issue 
we  have  to  ask  ourselves  is  what  we 
are  doing  at  this  time  in  Nicaragua  in 
our  national  interests.  I  would  ask  my 
colleagues  one  question:  What  did  the 


Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  do  to 
the  citizenry  of  this  Nation?  I  would 
say  that  it  united  us  in  support  of  our 
Government  more  than  any  action 
that  could  have  possibly  been  taken. 

If  we  want  to  unite  the  people  of 
Nicaragua  in  support  of  the  Sandinista 
government,  surely  we  would  be  hard 
pressed  to  find  any  possible  way  we 
could  do  it  any  more  effectively  than 
what  we  are  doing.  And  certainly  my 
trip  down  there,  where  I  had  a  chance 
to  talk  to  the  people  themselves, 
showed  very  clearly,  as  they  said  to  us: 
"Look,  if  you  want  to  get  to  Managua, 
you  are  going  to  have  to  come  through 
Esteli.  and  we  are  going  to  be  there 
with  guns  to  try  to  stop  you." 

That  is  their  attitude.  All  we  are 
doing  is  pushing  them  into  the  hands 
of  their  Government  further,  we  are 
pushing  their  Government  further 
toward  the  Soviet  bloc  countries,  and  I 
cannot  commend  my  colleague  enough 
for  having  the  courage  to  stand  up  and 
speak  out  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  appreciate 
the  comments  of  my  colleague  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  simply  con- 
clude with  the  observation  to  my  own 
party,  as  Republicans,  as  conserv- 
atives, as  constitutionalists,  we  are  the 
party  that  should  be  concerned  most 
of  all  about  the  rule  of  law.  Let  us 
make  a  stand. 

The  comment  was  made:  was  there 
proof  given  in  the  secret  session  that 
we  did  not  violate  the  rule  of  law? 
Nothing  in  the  secret  session  went 
against  the  committee  report  that  says 
we  have.  Nothing  in  the  secret  session 
was  directed  in  opposition  to  tne  com- 
mittee chairman  when  he  took  the 
same  position  as  he  took  on  the  House 
floor  today. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  we  are 
stretching  thin  the  rule  of  law  that 
distinguishes  the  Western  tradition. 
The  fact  is  we  Republicans  ought  to 
be  the  first  in  this  body  to  say.  let  us 
not  have  too  much  authority  in  the 
Executive,  let  us  stand  for  democracy, 
bi-cameral,  and  bi-institutional  coop- 
eration as  well  as  bi-partisanship. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  that  has  been 
presented  to  us  as  one  of  the  sponsors 
of  it.  The  chronology  of  its  develop- 
ment has  been  laid  out  for  the  Mem- 
bers. A  lot  of  work  has  gone  into  it 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  a  number 
of  meetings  as  was  stated,  both  at  the 
White  House  and  up  here  on  the  Hill. 
Many  of  the  problems  that  existed  at 
the  outset  were  ironed  out  in  terms  of 
changes  in  language,  both  for  Republi- 
cans, for  Democrats,  for  administra- 
tion people,  for  CIA,  for  everybody 
else. 
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So  it  is  something  of  a  consensus 
that  has  been  refined  to  a  degree  that 
nothing  else  has  been  with  which  I  am 
familiar. 

For  example,  the  matter  has  been 
discussed  as  to  the  reasoning  regard- 
ing the  use  of  the  Goverrunents  in  the 
region  of  Nicaragua  as  being  those 
that  would  be  the  moderators  with  re- 
spect to  any  agreement  that  is 
reached. 

And  yet  the  point  is  made  that  the 
United  States  does  not  have  a  proper 
play  in  that,  does  not  play  a  proper 
part  in  it  with  regard  to  participating. 
We  do  not  want  to  play  a  part  in  it, 
particularly  in  that  respect,  because  as 
soon  as  we  begin  to  play  a  part,  then  it 
will  be  claimed  that  we  are  the  big 
boys  in  the  game  and  everything  de- 
pends upon  what  we  say  and  the  other 
participants  do  not  amount  to  any- 
thing. So  it  was  decided  that  it  should 
be  done  by  the  people  in  that  region 
and  that  the  United  States  would  not 
be  a  participant. 

It  does  not  require  a  Presidential 
finding  in  order  to  implement  the  ces- 
sation of  covert  action.  We  did  not 
leave  it  at  the  feet  of  the  administra- 
tion in  drawing  the  amendment.  We 
decided  it  could  be  done  without  the 
President's  approval,  if  necessary,  and 
so  the  President,  the  administration, 
does  not  participate  in  it.  And  it  makes 
it  something  that  is  decided  in  the 
area;  it  is  a  multilateral  decision 
among  those  people  who  are  most  defi- 
nitely affected. 

And  then,  finally,  it  includes  the  bi- 
partisan Commission  that  is  now  in 
place  appointed  by  the  President  and 
which,  at  the  time  it  was  suggested, 
was  nothing  but  a  gleam  in  someone's 
eye.  This  group  that  is  responsible  for 
developing  this  amendment  is  the  one 
that  came  up  with  the  idea  for  that 
Commission.  That  did  not  come  out  of 
the  administration.  It  came  out  of  this 
group  and  was  picked  up  and  imple- 
mented by  the  President  in  advance  of 
the  time  that  we  brought  this  bill  to 
the  floor. 

But  a  big  question  that  has  just  been 
developed  here  with  regard  to  the  col- 
loquy that  just  took  place  has  to  do 
with  whether  or  not  there  has  been  a 
violation  of  the  Boland  amendment. 
And  the  chairman,  the  gentleman  who 
I  have  worked  with  so  hard  since  the 
time  that  the  committee  was  estab- 
lished, just  a  few  minutes  ago  said 
anybody  with  any  sense  knows  that 
the  law  has  been  violated  with  respect 
to  the  Boland  amendment. 

Well.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  got  to 
put  me  in  the  category  of  one  who  has 
no  sense.  I  sat  through  every  bit  of  the 
development  of  the  Boland  amend- 
ment; I  heard  what  went  on  with 
regard  to  the  understanding  that  ex- 
isted when  we  brought  it  to  the  floor; 
then  I  got  up  down  here  and  I  spoke 
for  it,  because  I  did  understand  what 


the  Boland  amendment  meant,  I 
thought.  And  I  was  shocked  at  the  de- 
velopments that  have  taken  place  that 
have  led  to  the  situation  where  we 
now  sit. 

I  have  no  doubt,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
being  the  ranking  Republican  on  that 
committee  I  took  some  of  those  411 
votes  with  me.  I  argued  some  of  my 
colleagues   into   going   along   at  that 
time  because  I  though  I  understood  it, 
and  I  still  think  I  understand  it,  and  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  Boland  amend- 
ment has  been  violated  by  this  admin- 
istration based  on  that  understanding. 
As  the  gentleman  from  Florida  has 
said    repeatedly,    the    understanding 
that  we  had  with  regard  to  bringing 
the  Boland  amendment  to  the  floor 
had  a  great  deal  more  to  it  than  just 
arms  interdiction,  and  we  understood 
that.  It  was  not  a  simple  arms-interdic- 
tion  matter.   And   maybe   it   did  not 
appear    so    plainly    in    the    written 
amendment  itself,  but  it  was  legisla- 
tive history,  nonetheless,  that  the  un- 
derstanding existed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Robin- 
son) has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Hyde  and  by 
unanimous-consent,  Mr.  Robinson  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  say  that  as 
one  who  stood  here  defending  the 
Boland  amendment,  arguing  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Republican  side  to  vote 
for  it,  that  I  made  a  mistake  in  so 
doing.  It  is  probably  the  biggest  mis- 
take I  have  made  since  I  have  been  in 
Congress,  and  I  regret  it  very  much. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words,  and  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  renew  my  unani- 
mous-consent request  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Montgom- 
ery) have  2  additional  minutes  and, 
hofjefully.  he  will  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Solarz)  for 
whom  I  agreed  to  ask  time  before. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  will  advise  the  gentleman  that  I 
will  yield  for  an  additional  2  minutes.  I 
will  take  less  than  3  minutes,  so  I  will 
yield  during  the  rest  of  my  time  to  the 
gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 

(Mr.  MONTGOMERGY). 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  support  of  this  amend- 
ment. I  am  one  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment.  Certainly  it  is  a  compro- 
mise to  try  to  get  the  different  Mem- 
bers together  who  have  different  phi- 
losophies on  how  we  should  handle 
ourselves  on  covert  and  overt  oper- 
ations in  Central  America. 
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I  am  supportive  of  the  compromise. 

Quite  frankly,  I  am  concerned, 
though,  that  we  should  not  be  med- 
dling in  the  affairs  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  when  it  comes  to 
covert  or  intelligence-gathering 
sources,  as  far  as  Central  America  or 
even  other  countries  around  the  world. 
We  just  should  not  be  taking  the  lead 
in  something  like  this.  I  am  very  con- 
cerned, but  I  am  willing  to  support  the 
compromise. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  appreciate 
the  position  the  gentleman  takes,  and 
I  would  like  to  say  to  him  that  this 
language  was  agreed  to  by  those  repre- 
sentatives of  the  administration  who 
attended  the  working  sessions  where 
this  language  was  drafted. 

I  might  even  admit  that  this  lan- 
guage might  be  a  little  bulky  here  and 
there,  but  this  was  language  that  was 
drafted  in  repeated  meetings  with 
those  administration  representatives 
empowered  to  speak  for  the  White 
House.  Mr.  McCurdy  said  that  he  was 
there.  Mr.  Zablocki  was  there,  Mr. 
Jim  Wright  was  there,  a  lot  of  Mem- 
bers were  involved  in  the  drafting  of 
this  language,  and  the  administration 
did  agree  to  that  language.  So  I 
wanted  my  friend  to  know  that. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  am  glad  to 
know  that.  I  am  not  talking  about  this 
administration  or  whatever  adminis- 
tration or  whatever  party  it  is.  I  just 
feel  like  the  Congress  cannot  get  that 
involved  in  covert  operations  for  any 
President. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  I  also  en- 
dorse the  bipartisan  commission  that 
is  in  the  amendment. 

Let  me  close  by  saying  that  some  of 
my  colleagues  are  concerned  that  this 
could  turn  into  another  Vietnam.  I 
think  we  can  learn  a  lesson  from  Viet- 
nam, and  no  reason  for  this  show  of 
force  should  cause  us  to  put  forces  in 
that  part  of  the  world.  In  Vietnam  the 
Americans  took  over  the  war.  We  actu- 
ally were  running  the  war.  The  Viet- 
namese stepped  back.  They  let  us  take 
the  lead.  After  we  left— and  we  did 
leave,  we  were  not  run  out  of  Viet- 
nam—then the  Vietnamese  did  not 
have  the  will  to  take  over.  We  do  not 
want  that  to  happen  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, and  we  do  not  need  to  get  Ameri- 
cans on  the  ground.  It  should  be  up  to 
the  Salvadorans  and  those  other  coun- 
tries that  have  a  democracy  down 
there  for  them  to  make  it  on  their 
own.  So  I  do  not  think  you  can  com- 
pare Vietnam  with  El  Salvador,  with 
Nicaragua.  We  learned  our  lesson  in 
Vietnam.  You  do  not  need  to  put 
forces  on  the  ground.  You  need  to 
help  those  people.  And  if  they  do  not 
have  the  desire,  there  is  nothing  else 
we  can  do  about  it. 


I  hope  the  Members  will  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hyde 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde)  is  recognized 
for  7  minutes. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  thank  my  very  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply  wanted  to 
make  the  point  that  there  appear  to 
be  many  Members  who  are  attracted 
to  the  notion  of  symmetry,  who  be- 
lieve that,  unless  the  Nicaraguans  are 
prepared  to  cut  out  their  campaign  of 
subversion  against  the  Salvadorans,  we 
should  not  cut  out  our  campaign  of 
subversion  against  them. 
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What  I  want  to  say  to  those  Mem- 
bers who  feel  that  way  is  that  what- 
ever the  attractions  of  symmetry  may 
be,  this  amendment  is  not  a  symmetri- 
cal amendment  because  this  amend- 
ment does  not  say  if  the  Nicaraguans 
stop  what  they  are  doing  elsewhere  in 
Central  America  we  will  stop  what  we 
are  doing  in  Nicaragua. 

What  this  amendment  says  is  that 
unless  every  government  in  Central 
America  enters  into  an  agreement 
with  Nicaragua,  then  we  do  not  stop 
what  we  are  doing  vis-a-vis  Nicaragua. 
There  may  be  governments  in  Central 
America,  indeed  there  are  govern- 
ments in  Central  America,  that  would 
probably  like  us  to  continue  a  cam- 
paign of  subversion  against  Nicaragua, 
even  if  Nicaragua  was  no  longer  en- 
gaged in  a  campaign  of  subversion 
against  them. 

As  a  consequence,  if  this  amendment 
is  adopted,  we  have  not  adopted  a  tit- 
for-tat  amendment;  we  have  adopted 
an  amendment  in  which  the  control  of 
American  foreign  policy  is  given  over 
to  the  heads  of  other  governments  in 
Central  America  who,  for  their  own 
reasons  having  nothing  whatsoever  to 
do  with  whether  or  not  Nicaragua  is 
conducting  a  campaign  of  subversion 
against  them,  may  refuse  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  Nicaragua  which, 
under  the  terms  of  the  amendment,  is 
the  condition  for  terminating  our 
paramilitary  assistance  campaign 
against  the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 

Last,  let  me  just  say  that  the  amend- 
ment is  not  symmetrical  in  another 
fashion.  Under  the  Young  amend- 
ment, the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is 
obligated  to  promise  not  to  subvert 
any  other  regime  in  Central  America. 
But  none  of  the  other  governments  in 
Central  America  are  obligated  not  to 
subvert  Nicaragua. 


Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
say  at  the  outset  that  I  am  delighted, 
and  I  mean  that  very  sincerely,  that 
the  concept  of  symmetry  is  beginning 
to  have  some  attractiveness  on  the 
other  side,  because  I  think  that  is  the 
answer  to  our  dilemma. 

I  will  concede  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Solarz)  has  a 
point  when  he  discusses  the  clumsi- 
ness, the  lack  of  precision,  in  the 
Young  amendment;  but  I  hasten  to 
add  that  the  original  Young  amend- 
ment had  all  of  the  virtues  that  Mr. 
SoLARz  has  praised,  and  that  this  prod- 
uct is  a  product  of  a  committee  which 
included  some  people  on  the  gentle- 
man's side  who  have  now  decided  to 
abandon  it. 

So  I  intend  to  support  the  Young 
amendment  as  it  is,  for  symbolic  rea- 
sons perhaps,  but  I  do  welcome  initia- 
tives based  on  the  principle  of  symme- 
try, which  I  think  is  the  key  to  this 
problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  I 
have  been  a  lawyer  for  33  years,  and  I 
know  enough  about  my  profession  to 
know  that  as  many  lawyers  as  you 
have,  you  get  as  many  different  opin- 
ions on  what  the  law  is.  If  it  were  .so 
clear  and  concise,  we  would  need  a  lot 
fewer  judges  and  a  lot  less  law  librar- 
ies. 

But  with  that  background,  it  is  my 
opinion  that  what  is  happening  in 
Nicaragua  in  terms  of  covert  aid  is  not 
in  violation  either  of  the  Boland 
amendment  or  of  the  U.N.  Charter,  or 
of  the  Organization  of  American 
States  Charter,  or  of  the  Rio  Pact. 

I  cite  article  51  of  the  U.N.  Charter, 
which  is  similar  to  article  3  of  the  Rio 
Treaty  and  article  21  of  the  OAS 
Charter,  which  provides  for  self-de- 
fense. There  is  no  law  in  the  world 
that  is  legal  in  the  sense  that  it  is 
moral  or  enforceable  or  honorable 
that  denies  a  .sovereign  country  the 
right  of  self-defense. 

So  the  ne.xt  question  is:  Is  covert  ac- 
tivity within  the  borders  of  Nicaragua 
a  legitimate  act  of  .self-defense  on  the 
part  of  El  Salvador,  and  I  suggest  that 
it  is,  and  I  suggest  that  Nicaragua  has 
lost  any  standing  to  claim  that  her  ter- 
ritory is  being  violated  by  the  United 
States  in  support  of  covert  aid  in  con- 
formity with  the  U.N.  Charter,  the 
Rio  Pact,  or  the  OAS  Charter. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Of  course  I  yield  to  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  it  important 
to  read  some  of  this  language.  Article 
51  of  the  U.N.  Charter  stipulates: 

Nothing  in  the  present  Charter  shall 
impair  the  inherent  right  of  individual  or 
collective  self-defense  .  .  . 

Then  it  goes  on  to  state,  which  many 
fail  to  cite,  •••  •  •  until  the  Security 


Council  has  taken  measures  necessary 
to  maintain  international  peace  and 
security."  It  goes  on  to  mandate: 

Measures  taken  by  members  in  exercise  of 
this  right  of  self-defense  shall  be  immedi- 
ately reported  to  the  Security  Council  .  .  . 

If,  as  the  gentleman  argues,  the 
covert  operations  against  Nicaragua 
are  legal  under  this  article,  then  the 
remaining  obligations  under  the  arti- 
cle ought  to  be  honored.  Ironically, 
the  United  States  of  America  has 
failed  to  go  to  the  Security  Council. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  take  it  the  gentleman 
is  no  longer  reading. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  am  no  longer 
reading. 

The  United  States  has  not  gone  to 
the  Security  Council.  The  only  party 
that  is  asking  to  go  the  Security  Coun- 
cil happens  to  be,  and  I  am  not  a  de- 
fender of  this  government— it  Is  a  re- 
pressive government— is  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua. 

If  we  are  going  to  argue  that  we 
have  rights  under  the  U.N.  Charter, 
under  article  51,  then  we  must  also 
stipulate  that  we  will  honor  the  full 
obligations  in  that  particular  article. 
We  have  not  gone  to  the  Security 
Council.  Neither  have  we  under  the 
OAS  Charter,  called  as  required  a 
meeting  of  the  Foreign  Ministers  of 
the  countries  involved. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  am  going  to  have  to  re- 
capture my  time.  I  appreciate  what 
the  gentleman  is  saying.  The  fact  is, 
self-defense  is  a  fundamental  right  of 
any  individual  or  any  collective,  and  it 
is  in  the  exercise  of  self-defense  for  El 
Salvador  that  covert  aid  is  being  given 
to  covert  forces  within  the  boundaries 
of  Nicaragua. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde) 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hyde 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HYDE.  Now,  I  would  also  like  to 
talk  about  the  Boland  amendment. 
The  Boland  amendment,  which  Mr. 
Robinson  feels  misled  about,  and  I  can 
understand  why.  If  Members  read  it,  it 
forbids  the  use  of  these  funds  to  be  ex- 
pended for  the  purpose  of  overthrow- 
ing the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 

I  suggest  the  contras  in  Nicaragua  in 
no  way  can  overthrow-  25,000  regular 
army,  50,000  ready  reserves,  and  a  mi- 
litia approaching  100,000.  I  suggest 
that  Eden  Pastora  and  his  few  little 
people,  the  FMN  and  their  few  little 
people,  and  the  Miskito  Indians,  fight- 
ing with  sticks  and  stones,  are  not 
going  to  overthrow  the  heavy  artillery 
and  the  tanks  of  the  largest  standing 
army  in  Central  America.  So  they  may 
want  to  do  it,  but  it  is  not  going  to 
happen.  They  do  not  have  the  person- 
nel, nor  the  resources,  nor  the  train- 
ing, and  we  are  supporting  them  like 
we  were  Patagonia  or  Lichtenstein, 
not  the  leader  of  the  free  world.  We  do 


not  have  the  will  or  the  resources  or 
the  brains  to  do  it. 

Now,  the  purpose  of  the  Contras  is 
to  interdict  arms,  and  we  have  said  it 
has  not  worked.  There  are  photo- 
graphs over  there,  under  Mr.  Lafay- 
ette, an  interesting  juxtaposition,  if 
you  will  look  at  them,  that  show  it  is 
working,  that  show  the  arms  getting 
through  are  no  longer  truckloads  full 
but  automobiles  full. 

In  addition,  you  never  know  how 
many  arms  were  not  shipped  because 
of  the  deterrent  factor  of  these  con- 
tras, of  the  interdiction,  the  covert 
forces  within  Nicaragua.  Deterrence  is 
not  measurable.  They  say  capital  pun- 
ishment does  not  deter  murder.  How 
many  murders  were  not  committed  be- 
cause of  fear  of  capital  punishment? 
We  do  not  know. 

The  law  is  not  being  broken,  and  the 
Contras  are  bringing  pressure  to  bear 
on  the  government.  They  have  to  look 
over  their  shoulders  as  well  as  look 
forward  to  El  Salvador. 

Lastly,  the  remarks  that  we  do  not 
support  Democrats  and  democracy  in 
Central  America  is  absolutely  false. 
We  have  supported  Mexico,  we  contin- 
ue to  support  Mexico,  Costa  Rica, 
Honduras,  Jamaica.  El  Salvador,  the 
World  Bank,  the  Inter-American  De- 
velopment Fund,  the  Caribbean  Initia- 
tive. Not  enough,  but  we  have  support- 
ed those  democracies  and  freedom 
down  there  for  economic  reasons  and 
we  continue  to  do  so. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  will  yield  once  more  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Fowler  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hyde  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man, for  whom  I  have  the  greatest  re- 
spect, but  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  with 
great  respect,  that  the  gentleman  does 
a  disservice,  I  believe  to  himself  and  to 
this  body,  when  he  makes  some  of  the 
statements  that  he  just  made. 

I  know  for  a  fact  that  the  gentleman 
was  here  during  the  majority  of  the 
time,  as  we  all  were,  for  the  secret  ses- 
sion and  heard  the  classified  material 
to  which  the  gentleman  has  been 
privy  on  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs.  He  knows  that  our  involve- 
ment and  our  army  of  these  mercenar- 
ies in  Nicaragua  far  exceeds  the 
"sticks  and  stones"  that  the  gentle- 
man just  described. 
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Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
talking  about  the  Miskito  Indians.  I 
am  talking  about  the  aid  we  are  giving 
to  those  few  Miskito  Indians  up  in  the 


north  who  are  fighting  to  avoid  geno- 
cide. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  again  allow  me  to 
speak,  may  I  say  this? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Those  Miskito  Indi- 
ans are  also  a  part  of  the  interdiction 
force  that  the  United  States  has.  They 
are  much  more  than  a  few,  as  the  gen- 
tleman knows.  They  are  much  more 
than  a  hundred,  as  the  gentleman 
knows.  They  are  more  than  a  thpu- 
sand. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  did  not  say,  a  hundred. 
And  I  find  it  hard  to  call  people  who 
live  in  a  country  intervenors.  I  would 
like  to  think  of  them  as  a  people 
trying  to  recapture  their  own  country 
and  their  own  revolution  from  the 
Marxist,  intellectual,  ideological  inter- 
venors. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  appreciate  the  rhe- 
torical flourishes  of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Well,  just  a  minute. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  say  that  with  great 
respect. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Does  the  gentleman 
mind  if  I  recapture  my  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde)  has  the  time. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman has  accused  me  of  disserving 
himself,  which  is  no  great  loss,  and 
disserving  this  House,  which  is,  and  I 
am  waiting  to  hear  the  gentleman  tell 
me  why. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Well.  I  would  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield  and  give  me 
the  same  privilege. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Go  right  ahead.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  The  gentleman 
knows  that  there  was  no  indigenous 
uprising  of  Nicaraguans  against  the 
Sandinista  government  before  the 
United  Stales  decided  to  finance  such 
an  uprising. 

Mr.  HYDE.  The  gentleman  does  not 
know  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde) 
has  again  expired. 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make 
just  four  brief  points. 

I  think  that  in  the  discussion  of  sym- 
metry we  are  in  danger  of  losing  the 
central  focus  of  the  debate,  which  is 
whether  this  aid  ought  to  be  covert  or 
overt.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois 
pointed  to  the  photographs  which  are 
here  in  the  Chamber  and  said  that  the 
interdiction  of  weapons  coming  into  El 
Salvador  is  a  success. 

We  are  in  favor  of  interdicting  those 
weapons.  We  are  in  favor  of  spending 
$80  million  to  friendly  countries  to 
help  them  interdict  those  weapons.  So 
that  is  not  the  issue  here  today.  There 
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is  not  one  side  which  is  in  favor  of 
stopping  the  flow  of  weapons  into  El 
Salvador  and  another  side  which  is 
disagreeing  with  that.  So  that  is  not 
the  issue  here.  We  are  talking  about 
whether  or  not  the  aid  should  be 
covert  or  overt. 

Second,  what  we  do  by  this  amend- 
ment. I  think,  is  to  make  American 
foreign  policy  contingent  on  third  par- 
ties, on  the  leaders  of  Central  Amer- 
ica. We  are  putting  Nicaragua  in  the 
drivers  seat.  What  if  people  come  to 
power  in  Nicaragua  who  are  even 
worse  than  the  people  who  are  there 
now?  And  I  have  no  sympathy  with 
the  Sandinista  government.  What  if 
they  deliberately  do  not  want  the  set- 
tlement to  occur?  Is  it  not  possible 
that  the  leaders  of  Nicaragua  and 
other  countries  could  deliberately  see 
that  this  process  does  not  work? 

I  do  not  think  we  should  hold  Ameri- 
can foreign  policy  hostage  to  the  lead- 
ers of  Nicaragua.  During  the  discus- 
sion in  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af- 
fairs, on  which  I  serve,  we  talked 
about  making  aid  to  the  Government 
of  El  Salvador  contingent  on  requiring 
that  Government  to  negotiate  with 
the  guerrillas.  And  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  said  at  the  time,  and  I 
think  quite  correctly.  'We  can't  do 
that.  What  if  the  guerrillas  refuse  to 
negotiate?  Then  we  will  end  up  cutting 
off  aid  to  the  Government  of  El  Salva- 
dor which  wants  to  negotiate  because 
the  guerrillas  don't  want  to  negoti- 
ate." 

That  is  what  we  are  doing  here. 
What  if  the  Nicaraguans  and  others  in 
Central  America  do  not  want  this  to 
work?  Again  we  are  making  American 
foreign  policy  contingent  not  on  what 
we  want  but  on  what  they  want,  and  I 
think  that  is  a  mistake. 

Third,  if  this  amendment  is  adopted. 
we  are  giving  to  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration a  blank  check  to  do  virtually 
anything  they  want  to  do  in  Central 
America. 

Fourth,  the  President  has  the  power 
now  to  stop  our  military  activity  there 
if  they  stop  theirs.  We  do  not  need  to 
pass  this  amendment  to  give  the  Presi- 
dent the  power  to  do  that.  He  can  do 
that  anyway.  The  President  now 
enjoys  the  option  to  do  precisely  what 
this  amendment  allows  him  to  do.  We 
do  not  need  to  pass  a  bill  or  an  amend- 
ment to  do  that. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
not  to  stop  the  flow  of  arms  into  El 
Salvador.  The  purpose  of  this  amend- 
ment is  not  to  stop  American  involve- 
ment in  Central  America.  The  purpose 
of  this  amendment  is  to  provide  an 
excuse  to  continue  covert  aid  in  Cen- 
tral America,  and  that  is  the  issue- 
covert  or  overt. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  his  colleague 
from  Pennsylvania  for  a  quick  ques- 
tion? 


Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
whether  or  not  he  would  agree  to 
make  the  aid  which  is  covert  to  those 
fighting  inside  Nicaragua  overt? 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  purpose  of  the  Boland-Zablocki 
bill,  as  perhaps  the  gentleman  may 
not  know,  is  to  provide  $80  million 
over  a  period  of  time  to  give  overt 
rather  than  covert  aid. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  understand  that,  but 
let  me  say  this,  if  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further. 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Of  course.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  That  aid  goes  to 
friendly  countries  in  the  region;  is  that 
true? 
Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  RITTER.  And  it  is  overt  to 
those  countries  who  really  do  not  want 
any  part  of  this  operation. 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Then  that 
should  be  their  option,  and  I  think 
that  is  really  what  the  legislation  says. 
I  think  they  should  be  in  the  position, 
as  should  we.  of  making  that  choice. 

This  legislation  provides  $80  million 
to  interdict  weapons.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  pointed  to  the  photo- 
graph and  said  the  interdiction  of 
weapons  is  working.  We  are  not  op- 
posed to  the  interdiction  of  weapons. 
We  do  not  want  to  see  weapons  going 
from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  into  El  Sal- 
vador. All  we  are  saying  is  that  we 
should  do  it  openly,  do  it  publicly,  and 
above  board. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  support  open  assistance 
to  those  who  are  called  by  some  Free- 
dom Fighters  fighting  inside  of  Nica- 
ragua? Would  the  gentleman  support 
that  kind  of  assistance? 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  No.  I  would  not. 
not  if  the  purpose  is  to  provide  them 
with  the  power  to  overthrow  govern- 
ments. That  is  not  appropriate.  That 
operates  outside  of  international  law, 
outside  of  congressional  law,  and  out- 
side of  American  law. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Does  the  gentleman 
accept  the  validity  and  the  credibility 
of  the  Government  of  Nicaragua? 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  government  is  legitimate. 
There  has  never  been  an  election.  It 
seems  to  me  it  is  as  legitimate  as  the 
government  which  preceded  it  and 
which  we  supported. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Then  the  gentleman 
feels  that  this  government  might  well 
not  be  legitimate? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
KOSTMAYER)  has  expired. 

Mr.  SILJANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  read  some  provisions  of  the 
U.N.  Charter,  article  51.  except  the 
problem  is  that  the  full  article  was  not 
read.  It  does  say  this: 

Measures  taken  by  Members  in  the  exer- 
cise of  this  right  of  self-defense  shall  be  im- 
mediately reported  to  the  Security  Coun- 
cil ..  . 

But  then  it  goes  on  to  say  that  these 
'shall  not  in  any  way  affect  the  au- 
thority and  responsibility  of  the  Secu- 
rity Council  under  the  present  charter 
to  take  at  any  time  such  action  as  it 
deems  necessary  in  order  to  maintain 
or  restore  international  peace  and  se- 
curity." 

May  I  remind  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  article  3  of  the  Rio  Pact 
says,  and  I  quote: 

The  High  Contracting  Parlies  agree  that 
an  armed  attack  by  any  State  against  an 
American  State  shall  be  considered  as  an 
attack  against  all  the  American  States     .  . 

The  OAS  Charter,  in  article  21,  says, 
and  I  quote: 

The  American  States  bind  themselves  in 
their  international  relations  not  to  have  re- 
course to  the  use  of  force,  except  in  the  case 
of  self-defense  in  accordance  with  existing 
treaties  or  in  fulfillment  thereof. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SILJANDER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  the 
gentleman  is  saying  is  that  by  reading 
the  entire  text  of  those  documents 
and  the  fundamental  charters,  the 
right  of  self-defense  does  exist,  and  it 
is  legal,  and  El  Salvador  is  entitled  to 
exercise  that  right  of  self-defense,  and 
the  United  States,  as  an  ally  of  El  Sal- 
vador, is  entitled  to  exercise  that  right 
of  self-defense? 

Mr.  SILJANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  allow  me  to 
answer,  the  way  I  read  all  of  these 
charters  that  we  have  agreed  to,  that 
we  as  a  country  have  committed  our- 
selves to  with  other  nations,  we  have  a 
responsibility  to  assure  that  those  na- 
tions and  other  nations  fighting  for 
their  freedom  against  outside  aggres- 
sors, such  as  7.000  Cuban  troops,  over 
2,000  other  types  of  Soviet  troops,  and 
over  1.000  PLO-Libyan  troops,  as  Free- 
dom Fighters,  do  have  the  responsibil- 
ity, and  we  have  the  responsibility  to 
give  them  the  opportunity,  to  fight  for 
their  own  freedom.  That  is  the  way  I 
read  it. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SILJANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  In  other  words,  what  the 
gentleman  is  saying  is  that  those 
people  who  claim  that  aiding  the 
covert  forces  within  Nicaragua  to  re- 
cover their  own  revolution  and  who 
claim  that  is  illegal  are  not  taking  into 
consideration    the    text   of    the    U.N. 


Charter,  the  OAS  Charter,   and  the 
Rio  Pact? 

Mr.  SILJANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  allow  me  to  regain 
my  time,  the  exact  point  is  clear.  We 
have  heard  on  this  floor  time  and  time 
again  that  what  we  are  doing  is  bla- 
tantly illegal. 
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I  am  submitting  that  what  they  are 
trying  to  do  by  the  Boland-Zablocki 
amendment  is  blatantly  illegal  and  it 
is  immoral,  attempting  to  tell  people 
fighting  for  their  own  freedom  that 
they  do  not  have  the  right  to  do  so 
and  we  according  to  these  charters 
have  an  obligation  to  assist  those  to 
fight  for  their  own  freedom. 

If  I  may  go  on  further,  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia  talked  about  and 
referred  to  the  Miskito  Indians  as 
being  part  of  the  insurgency  that  are 
there  to  destroy  and  disrupt  the  gov- 
ernment. What  about  the  Kupra 
Camp,  a  detention  camp  where  12,000 
men,  women,  and  children  and  old 
people  are  detained?  Are  they  also  in- 
surgents? 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  here, 
we  are  accusing  the  Miskito  Indians  as 
being  a  major  portion  of  the  insur- 
gence;  therefore,  a  concern  for  human 
rights  violations  of  the  Miskito  Indi- 
ans is  no  longer  in  order.  1  consider 
that  hogwash. 

I  mentioned  the  Kupra  Camp  that  is 
detaining  12,000  men,  women,  and 
children. 

Another  camp  built  for  4  or  5  hun- 
dred detainees  is  encompassing  now 
25,000  Miskito  Indians.  The  popula- 
tion of  the  Miskito  Indians  m  Nicara- 
gua was  200,000  men,  women,  and  chil- 
dren. There  are  an  estimated  45,000 
still  left  in  camps  that  have  not  been 
collected,  considering  all  of  them  ac- 
cording to  the  Nicaraguans  are  insur- 
gents and  not  collected.  There  is  an 
additional  18,000  Miskito  Indians  in 
refugee  camps  in  Honduras. 

We  have  the  25,000,  the  12,000  in  a 
second  detention  camp,  the  18,000  in 
refugee  camps  in  Honduras,  the  45,000 
still  left  in  villages  yet  to  be  collected 
by  the  Nicaraguan  Government  who 
claim  all  these  people  are  insurgents 
and  fighting  for  the  revolution.  That 
leaves  100,000  Miskito  Indians  unac- 
counted for. 

I  just  wonder  and  I  ask  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia,  where  are  the  100 
thousand  Miskito  Indians  that  have 
seemingly  disappeared  from  the  face 
of  the  Earth  in  Nicaragua? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SILJANDER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Speaking  of  the  legality 
of  what  is  going  on,  does  the  gentle- 
man recall  Thomas  Jefferson's  person- 
al motto  that  he  used  to  impress  in 
the  wax  with  which  he  sealed  his  let- 


ters, that  "Rebellion  to  tyranny  is  obe- 
dience to  God." 

I  remind  the  gentleman  of  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words.  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  many  of  the  same 
reasons  that  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Solarz)  cited  when  he  rose 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  about 
the  flaws  in  the  amendment  with  re- 
spect to  who  will  conduct  the  foreign 
policy  in  this  country,  I  oppose  the 
amendment;  but  I  also  am  terribly 
concerned  that  the  amendment,  if  it  is 
adopted,  would  be  unable  to  cure  the 
flaw  that  we  find  in  the  policy  of  this 
country  at  this  time;  that  is,  that  back 
in  December  1981  a  finding  was  made 
to  the  Intelligence  Committee  about 
the  actions  that  this  administration 
sought  to  undertake  inside  Nicaragua. 
Specifics  were  laid  out  as  to  the  intent, 
the  scope  and  the  purpose. 

I  must  say  that  the  evidence  that 
was  introduced  in  secret  session  by  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Young) 
is  not  inconsistent  with  the  intent,  the 
scope,  and  the  purpose  of  that  funding 
which  was  for  the  interdiction  of  arms. 

Now  a  year  went  by  and  updates 
were  given.  The  scope  was  changed. 
The  size  was  changed,  and  the  purpose 
was  changed.  The  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee watched  this  happen. 

At  some  point,  this  Congress  because 
of  reports  in  the  press  were  concerned 
about  the  direction  that  this  action 
was  taking.  You  remember  that  we 
had  a  vote  on  airstrips  in  Honduras 
during  the  lameduck  session  and  later 
we  had  a  vote  on  the  Boland  amend- 
ment, which  was  a  substitute  for  the 
Harkin  amendment,  but  which  very 
clearly  laid  out  to  the  Members  of  this 
Congress  that  it  was  the  intent  of  this 
Congress  that  we  not  engage  in  the 
overthrow  of  that  government. 

What  this  amendment  cannot  cure  is 
the  finding  of  our  own  intelligence 
committee  as  to  the  illegality  of  the 
actions  that  are  now  taking  place 
under  that  original  finding  of  Decem- 
ber 1981. 

This  amendment,  whether  the  Nica- 
raguans agree  with  every  other  coun- 
try in  the  region  or  whether  those 
countries  agree  or  disagree,  whatever 
the  agreements  are,  cannot  cure  the  il- 
legality of  the  actions  that  are  cur- 
rently engaged  in  by  the  Goverrmient 
of  the  United  States,  illegal  not  in  the 
eyes  perhaps  of  the  OAS  or  the  U.N. 
Charter  or  of  the  Rio  Compact,  but  il- 
legal under  the  laws  of  this  land,  ille- 
gal under  the  law  of  this  land  that 
passed  this  House  by  411;  so  before  we 
move  on  to  addressing  the  issue  of  the 
Nicaraguan  Goverrunent,  their  style  of 
government,  their  manner  of  behavior, 
their  export  of  revolution  or  any  other 
charges,  let  us  first  deal  with  whether 


or  not  the  administration  of  this  coun- 
try has  within  its  power  to  violate  the 
law  of  this  land  as  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States.  You  par- 
ticipated in  that  act.  You  voted  for 
that  act. 

This  question  is  no  more  fundamen- 
tal than  that,  because  let  me  suggest 
to  you  that  as  the  committee  states,  it 
has  no  book  for  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua.  It  originally  agreed  with 
the  intent  and  purpose,  although  it 
raised  some  immediate  concerns  I  be- 
lieve in  letters  and  conversations  to 
the  White  House  and  to  the  intelli- 
gence community:  but  nevertheless,  it 
was  willing  to  go  along. 

So  what  this  says  is  that  this  par- 
ticular covert  action  under  that  find- 
ing in  the  confines  of  the  Boland 
amendment  is,  in  fact,  illegal  and  must 
be  stopped  if  the  law  of  the  land  is  to 
be  obeyed. 

Now,  if  the  administration  wants  to 
come  back,  as  was  hinted  in  this  morn- 
ings  paper  with  a  much  broader  find- 
ing, whether  it  is  no  longer  to  make 
Nicaragua  look  inward  in  arms  inter- 
diction, or  whether  it  is  to  change 
their  attitude  or  behavior  modification 
or  to  change  the  government  in  Mana- 
gua, then  this  Intelligence  Committee 
will  have  to  consider  that  finding  and 
the  administration  can  go  on  about  its 
way  and  you  will  have  to  monitor  that 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Intelligence 
Committee  would  allow  it  to  continue. 
That  is  compliance  with  the  Hughes- 
Ryan  Act. 

I  will  not  yield  at  this  time.  I  will  be 
delighted  to  yield  at  the  end  of  my 
statement. 

There  would  be  compliance  with  the 
Hughes-Ryan  Act  and  the  administra- 
tion can  comply  with  that  the  moment 
that  this  action  is  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress or  by  this  House  or  at  any  time. 

Now.  let  me  suggest  that  that  origi- 
nal purpose,  including  the  evidence 
submitted  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young)  was  for  the  pur- 
poses of  interdiction  in  Nicaragua, 
small  teams  selectively  targeted  as  se- 
lected targets— obviously  some  will  dis- 
agree about  how  far  they  should  have 
gone  in,  but  for  purposes  of  interdic- 
tion, that  certain  actions  could  be 
taken. 

It  has  since  been  testified  with  a 
great  deal  of  ambiguity,  but  apparent- 
ly no  real  substantial  evidence,  that 
this  interdiction  mission  inside  Nicara- 
gua was  effective,  both  in  the  Senate 
secret  session  and  over  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  ex- 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Miller 
of  California  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  That  it 
was  not  terribly  significant  in  terms  of 
any  arms,  if  any,  at  that  time  and 
later  before  the  Foreign  Affairs  Com- 
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mittee  the  questions  were  asked  and  it 
is  questionable  how  effective  this  was 
in  terms  of  the  interdiction  inside 
Nicaragua. 

Testimony  was  given  earlier  today 
about  the  photographs  of  trucks  and 
cars  and  interdiction.  You  will  notice 
that  most  of  the  photographs  of 
trucks  and  cars,  and  so  forth,  are  arms 
that  were  seized  in  Honduras,  were 
seized  in  El  Salvador,  and  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  most  recent  route,  there 
is  some  evidence  that  arms  are  in  fact 
coming  from  our  ally  through  the 
country  of  Guatemala.  Past  evidence 
was.  some  suggestion  I  believe  that 
some  arms  were  coming  through 
Panama;  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  the  interdiction,  the  finding  on 
which  this  action  is  based  inside  Nica- 
ragua, has  been  a  flop. 

Now,  if  you  have  another  purpose  in 
mind,  let  the  administration  come  and 
tell  us  what  that  purpose  is  and  under 
Hughes-Ryan  the  Congress  can  go  for- 
ward. 

Now.  I  have  been  asked  to  yield  sev- 
eral times,  and  I  will  be  delighted  to 
yield  in  a  moment. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  what  we 
are  being  presented  here  with  is  a  bi- 
partisan compromise,  that  some 
Democrats  once  sat  down  in  a  room 
with  the  people  who  drafted  this 
amendment  and  somehow  that  makes 
it  bipartisan.  Perhaps  there  are  one  or 
two  Democrats  that  are  on  it. 

Wha:  it  cannot  compromise  and 
what  ii.  cannot  achieve  in  the  manner 
in  which  it  is  drafted  is  that  it  still 
cannot  cure  the  illegality— I  said  that  I 
would  yield  in  a  minute  and  you  will 
all  knew  when  I  finish  because  it  will 
get  very  quiet  in  the  Chamber— it 
cannot  cure  the  illegality  that  the  In- 
telligence Committee  has  found  in 
terms  of  violations  of  the  Boland 
amendment. 
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This  amendment  does  not  address 
the  reason  we  are  here  today  and  that 
is  whether  or  not  the  law  that  I  be- 
lieve almost  everybody  in  this  room 
voted  for,  and  certainly  411  Members 
of  Congress,  whether  or  not  that  law- 
is  being  violated.  That  is  the  issue  that 
is  addressed  by  the  Boland-Zablocki 
amendment. 

I  suspect  there  will  be  another  find- 
ing and  there  will  be  additional  covert 
actions  if  this  were  to  pass  the  Con- 
gress. That  is  clearly  the  prerogative 
of  this  administrative  under  Hughes- 
Ryan. 

What  is  not  the  prerogative  of  this 
administration  under  Hughes-Ryan  is 
to  violate  the  law  of  the  land.  And  we 
have  set  up  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee to  monitor  whether  or  not  these 
covert  actions,  which  have  some  status 
of  legality  under  our  laws,  are  in  fact 
carried  out  under  the  laws  of  the  land. 

After  a  year  of  monitoring  this  com- 
mittee made  a  finding  that,  in  fact, 


the  laws  of  the  land  passed  by  this 
Congress  were  violated.  That  is  what 
we  are  here  about  today. 

To  pass  on  judgment  as  to  whether 
or  not  we  want  overt  aid  for  the 
friendly  nations,  whether  we  want  to 
have  overt  aid  to  invade  Nicaragua, 
whether  we  want  to  have  a  broader 
finding  brought  to  the  Congress,  are 
all  secondary  issues.  It  is  back  to  the 
old  question  of  whether  this  is  a  land 
of  laws  or  a  land  of  men.  and  in  this 
case  I  believe  it  is  a  land  of  laws. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  have  lis- 
tened to  this  debate  with  a  great  deal 
of  interest.  A  question  comes  to  mind. 
Everybody  that  is  speaking  for  the 
gentleman's  position  says  that  they 
are  for  interdiction  but  they  do  not 
want  to  support  the  insurgents  who 
are  doing  the  interdicting.  My  ques- 
tion is:  Since  you  support  that  and  you 
support  the  interdiction  of  these  sup- 
plies of  these  war  materials  from  get- 
ting into  these  other  countries  for  rev- 
olutionary purposes,  who  would  the 
gentleman  like  to  replace  those  people 
with  who  are  doing  the  interdicting 
right  now? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  First  and 
foremost,  if  you  are  concerned  about 
the  expenditure  of  money  for  the  pur- 
poses of  interdiction,  this  has  been  a 
flop. 

I  believe  a  country  has  a  right  to 
secure  borders,  that  the  country  of 
Honduras  has  a  right  to  make  its  bor- 
ders secure,  as  does  El  Salvador.  And  if 
they  are  unable  to  do  that  within  their 
own  resources,  and  this  Congress  de- 
termines, as  in  this  legislation  is  sug- 
gested that  we  contribute  $80  million 
for  that  purpose,  that  is  fine.  Then  let 
us  provide  whatever  the  Congress 
deems  to  help  secure  those  borders. 

But  the  purpose  of  invading  a  coun- 
try with  10,000  mercenaries,  paid  for, 

supported  and  trained 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mercenar- 
ies? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  We  have 
a  certain  fiduciary  relationship  with 
these  individuals.  The  gentleman 
would  not  believe  for  a  minute  that 
this  was  somehow  a  spontaneous  up- 
rising of  people  in  Nicaragua  for  this 
purpose. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  yield  to 
my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  California  for  yielding. 

First  of  all,  I  would  say  that  it  is  far 
more  a  spontaneous  uprising. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Miller)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
proceed  for  5  additional  minutes. 
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Mr.     WEAVER, 
object. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  uuiisent  that  the  gentle- 
man may  have  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  gentleman  was  not  on 
his  feet  when  he  objected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
who  objects  must  stand. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio? 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Chairman.  1 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BARNES  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  YOUNG  OF  FLOR- 
IDA 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Barnes  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Young  of  Flori- 
da: Strike  out  all  that  follows  The  prohibi- 
tion contained  in  subsection  (a)  shall  take 
effect"  in  proposed  section  802(b)  through 
the  end  of  the  amendment  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

on  the  date  prescribed  in  the  classified 
annex  to  the  report  of  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  accompany  the 
bill  H.R.  2760  (98th  Congress). 

•(c)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  should  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  governments  of  the  other 
countries  in  the  region— 

■(1)  that  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  will  not  support, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  by  antigovernment  forces  in 
any  country  in  Central  America; 

••(2)  that  provides  for  effective  multilater- 
al verification  of  compliance  with  paragraph 
( 1 );  and 

••(3)  to  resolve  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America  based  on  the  principles  affirmed  in 
the  Final  Act  of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of 
October  1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  July  IS'JS. 

Strike  out  -Sec.  802."  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "Sec.  801." 

Mr.  BARNES  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reserving  the  right  to  object,  and 
I  shall  not  object,  I  would  like  to  have 
a  copy  of  the  amendment  so  that  I 
may  follow  along  as  the  gentleman  de- 
scribes it. 

Mr.  BARNES.  I  will  be  happy  to  pro- 
vide the  gentleman  with  a  copy.  The 
staff  has  copies. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  ob- 
jection. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman,  many 
of  us  in  the  House  share  the  concerns 
expressed  in  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida.  In 
fact,  a  good  portion  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
is  identical  to  a  resolution  that  I  intro- 
duced in  the  House  along  with  my  col- 
league from  New  York,  Jack  Kemp.  It 
calls  for  the  creation  of  a  bipartisan 
commission  to  consider  the  issues  of 
Central  America. 

As  everyone  is  aware,  such  a  commis- 
sion has  been  created,  and  that  issue 
of  needing  to  pass  a  congressional  res- 
olution to  create  such  a  commission  is 
moot. 

There  is  no  longer  a  need  for  that. 

So  my  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young)  would  strike  that 
portion  of  his  amendment  which 
would  call  for  the  creation  of  such  a 
commission. 

My  amendment  to  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Florida  also 
changes  certain  of  his  language  from  a 
mandate  that  the  United  States  await 
the  action  of  other  countries  before  we 
take  certain  action  into  a  sense  of  Con- 
gress statement  that  those  actions 
should  be  taken. 

The  reason  that  I  believe  my  amend- 
ment is  preferable  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
is  that  his  language  would  require  that 
the  United  States  await  actions  by  a 
number  of  governments  in  Central 
America  before  we  consider  terminat- 
ing our  actions  against  Nicaragua. 

We  would  make  our  foreign  policy, 
as  it  were,  subject  to  the^  decisions  of 
other  governments  and.  as  has  been 
pointed  out  in  the  debate  by  a  number 
of  our  colleagues,  I  think  very  elo- 
quently by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Solarz)  there  are  govern- 
ments in  Central  America  that  do  not 
want  to  take  the  action  that  is  called 
for.  They  do  not  want  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua,  and  would  love  to  see  the 
United  States  pushed  into  a  position 
where  our  actions  to  subvert  or  desta- 
bilize that  government  would  contin- 
ue, simply  because  they  did  not  enter 
such  an  agreement. 

So  what  my  amendment  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida's  amendment 
would  do  is  embody  the  same  concept 
as  his  amendment,  that  the  govern- 
ments of  Central  America,  including 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua,  should 
enter  into  agreements  that  they  would 
not  support  directly  or  indirectly  mili- 
tary or  paramilitary  operations  by 
antigovernment  forces  in  any  country 
in  Central  America,  that  they  would 
enter  into  agreements  that  would  pro- 
vide for  effective  multilateral  verifica- 


tion of  compliance  with  that  first 
statement. 

I  agree  totally  with  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  that  that  would  be  a  very 
constructive  action. 

Finally,  my  amendment  includes  ex- 
actly the  same  language  as  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
that  the  country  should  resolve  the 
conflicts  in  Central  America  based  on 
the  principles  affirmed  in  the  final  act 
of  the  San  Jose  Conference  of  October 
1982  and  the  commitments  made  by 
the  government  of  the  National  Re- 
construction in  Nicaragua  to  the  Orga- 
nization of  American  States  in  July  of 
1979. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARNES.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  friend  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  As  I  understand  the 
gentleman's  reading  of  his  amendment 
he  would  not  put  any  kind  of  approval 
or  blessing  upon  covert  activity  in 
Nicaragua;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BARNES.  Yes;  the  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BARNES.  In  essence,  what  my 
amendment  does  is  adopt  the  concept 
of  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida,  and  indeed  the  same  lan- 
guage, striking  that  portion  that  relat- 
ed to  the  bipartisan  Commission  on 
Central  America  because  really  I  be- 
lieve that  issue  is  moot. 

The  Congress  does  not  need  to  ask 
the  President  to  set  up  that  commis- 
sion, as  the  gentleman's  amendment 
would  do.  because  he  has  already  done 
it. 

But  except  for  that,  my  amendment 
adopts  the  same  language  as  that  of 
the  gentleman  from  Florida,  but  it 
does  not  place  the  U.S.  foreign  policy 
in  a  position  that  we  are.  in  essence, 
held  subservient  to  the  decisions  that 
would  be  made  by  other  governments, 
placing  us  in  a  very  difficult  position. 

A  lot  of  our  colleagues  on  the  floor 
are  concerned  about  legislative  vetos, 
saying  that  we  should  not  have  legisla- 
tive vetos.  We  would  be  placing  our- 
selves in  the  position  of  having  a  Hon- 
duran  veto,  a  Costa  Rican  veto,  or  a 
Salvadoran  veto  of  U.S  foreign  policy 
decisions,  and  I  do  not  think  any  of  us 
want  to  find  ourselves  in  that  position. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

D  1700 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  take  no  position  on 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  as  amended  or  as  might 
be  amended  by  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland,  because  I  believe  that  this 
bill  is  so  inherently  defective  that  no 
amendment  can  be  successful  in  re- 
deeming it. 

I  feel  that  this  bill  as  proposed  by 
the  Intelligence  Committee  of  this 
House  is  extremely  unwise  in  that  it 


prejudices  the  rights  and  responsibil- 
ities of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  conduct  foreign  policy  in  this 
Nation. 

In  fact,  I  would  submit  that  it  runs 
against  all  strains  of  commonsense 
and  that  it  flies  in  the  face  of  any 
sense  of  concern  for  the  security  of 
the  people  of  Central  America  and 
indeed  of  the  United  States. 

How  on  earth  can  we  as  duly  elected 
Representatives  of  the  U.S.  citizens  be 
seriously  standing  here  together  argu- 
ing about  whether  or  not  to  support 
Nicaraguan  nationals,  yes.  to  interdict 
arms  and  perhaps  to  assist  in  whatever 
ancillary  consequences  might  follow, 
when  all  they  are  trying  to  do  is  to 
defy  and  hinder  the  objectives  of  the 
Sandinista  government  in  Nicaragua? 

Humberto  Ortega,  one  of  the  leaders 
of  the  Sandinista  goverrunent  is 
quoted  as  saying,  "We  guide  ourselves 
by  the  scientific  doctrines  of  Marxism- 
Leninism."  He  also  is  quoted  as  saying, 
"We  have  no  choice.  Of  course  we  are 
not  ashamed  to  be  helping  El  Salva- 
dor; we  would  like  to  help  all  revolu- 
tions." 

Another  leader  of  the  Sandinistas, 
Tomas  Borge,  the  Minister  of  Interior, 
said,  "The  Nicaraguan  revolutionaries 
will  not  be  content  until  the  imperial- 
ists have  been  overthrovm  in  all  parts 
of  the  world." 

Again,  he  said  that  "the  revolution's 
moral  imperative  and  historical  char- 
acter make  it  inevitable  that  the  ener- 
gies released  here  will  be  universal  in 
all  Central  America." 

It  is  undisputed  by  any  member  of 
this  committee  that  arms  have  been 
flowing  from  Cuba  by  way  of  Nicara- 
gua to  El  Salvador  for  years. 

It  is  also  undisputed  that  despite  our 
outright  assistance  of  the  Nicaraguan 
Government,  Sandinista  government, 
based  on  their  promises  to  establish  a 
free  pluralistic  government  with  free 
elections  and  respect  for  human  rights 
of  its  citizens,  the  fulfillment  of  such 
promises  has  not  been  forthcoming. 

Despite  $118  million,  some  say  $125 
million,  in  direct  economic  assistance 
from  this  country  and  $262  million  in 
loans  from  multilateral  banks  the  San- 
dinistas have  cast  aside  even  the 
facade  of  democratic  intentions  and 
national  independence. 

Their  promised  elections  have  been 
indefinitely  canceled;  their  newspapers 
and  radios  are  100  percent  censored: 
the  Catholic  Church  is  completely  sti- 
fled and  government  controlled.  There 
have  been  massive  human  rights  viola- 
tions. 

The  Miskito  Indians  were  ripped 
from  their  homeland,  their  villages 
burned,  their  property  pillaged,  their 
people  placed  in  relocation  camps. 

Jewish  Nicaraguan  nationals  have 
been  forced  to  emigrate  and  their 
property  has  been  confiscated. 
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Today.  Nicaragua  is  visually  an  oc- 
cupied nation  because  2.000  Cuban 
military  advisers  are  in  Nicaragua,  and 
6.000  Cubans  hold  key  government  po- 
sitions. 

PLO  guerrillas  trainers  are  there  too 
and  Yassir  Arafat  has  publicly  admit- 
ted to  50  Palestinian  Liberation  Orga- 
nization pilots. 

Nicaragua  is  receiving  constant  sup- 
plies of  articles  and  military  hardware 
from  the  Soviet  bloc  countries;  dozens 
of  Soviet  cargo  ships  have  been  spot- 
ted delivering  arms  to  Cuba  and  Cuba 
nins  a  constant  shuttle  of  supplies  to 
Nicaragua. 

Just  in  April,  four  Libyan— Libyan 
cargo  planes  were  stopped  in  Brazil  for 
carrying  arms  to  Nicaragua.  And  just 
remember  that  a  member  of  the  Nica- 
raguan  junta  recently  said  that  Nica- 
ragua would  gladly  consider  installing 
Soviet  missiles  in  the  country  if  they 
were  asked. 

As  for  whether  there  is  really  a  Nica- 
raguan-Salvadoran  guerrilla  connec- 
tion, a  recent  defector  from  Sandinista 
intelligence.  Miguel  Bolanos,  has  said 
that  the  Salvadoran  guerrilla  chiefs 
spend  a  lot  of  time  in  Managua. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Living- 
ston was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Miguel  Bolanos 
said  that  the  Salvadoran  guerrilla 
chiefs  spend  more  time  in  Managua 
than  they  do  in  El  Salvador. 

I  quote:  "They  fly  over  in  the  day  to 
boost  morale  and  fly  back  to  Managua 
before  night."  He  also  said  Nicaragua 
has  become  a  "new  Cuba"  in  training 
guerrilla  forces  throughout  Central 
America. 

He  said  that  as  an  intelligence  offi- 
cer he  met  with  visiting  guerrilla  lead- 
ers from  Colombia,  Argentina,  Chile. 
Guatemala.  Costa  Rica,  and  El  Salva- 
dor. And  there  has  been  so  much  talk 
among  the  Nicaraguan-connected 
guerrillas  of  "revolution  without  fron- 
tiers '  of  "liberating  or  unifying  Cen- 
tral America";  so  many  threats  to 
Honduras,  so  much  bullying  of  Costa 
Rica,  so  much  guerrilla  activity  in 
Guatemala,  that  it  is  hardly  possible 
to  doubt  the  regional  character  of  the 
Soviet-Cuban-Nicaraguan  goals. 

The  Soviets  are  very  clearly  making 
a  play  for  all  Central  America,  our 
southern  flank,  our  soft  underbelly. 
They  will  surely  use  Nicaragua  as 
their  launching  pad  to  put  themselves 
on  our  doorsteps. 

And  we  sUnd  here  arguing  about 
whether  or  not  to  quietly  support  the 
Nicaraguan  nationals'  struggle  for  de- 
mocracy in  their  own  country.  Even  if 
they  are  only  remotely  successful,  we 
might  ultimately  save  billions  of  dol- 
lars and  quite  possibly  hundreds,  thou- 
sands, maybe  even  tens  of  thousands 
of  lives  in  the  future. 

It  is  absolutely  incredible  that  we 
stand   here   bickering   over   legalisms 


when  we  are  talking  about  the  future 
security  of  every  American  citizen. 

If  Central  America  turns  into  a 
string  of  anti-American.  Marxist  dicta- 
torships—in Nicaragua,  El  Salvador, 
Honduras,  Costa  Rica.  Panama.  Gua- 
temala, and  Mexico— our  costs  will  not 
be  in  the  relative  few  millions  of  dol- 
lars that  we  may  save  with  this  bill, 
they  will  be  in  the  billions  of  dollars. 

All  the  Southern  United  States  will 
be  hit  with  a  tidal  wave  of  refugees, 
both  feet  people  and  boat  people 
swarming  into  our  country  seeking  a 
haven  from  Communist  repression  and 
Communist  conditions. 

We  would  have  to  spend  millions  of 
dollars  to  process  these  people,  feed 
them,  house  them,  clothe  them,  and 
educate  and  find  jobs  for  them.  We 
would  have  to  spend  billions  to  take 
care  of  Americans  losing  their  jobs  due 
to  the  loss  of  all  the  foreign  trade  we 
now  have  in  Central  America. 

We  would  have  to  spend  billions  to 
beef  up  our  national  defenses  in  the 
South,  billions  to  defend  our  vital  sea 
lanes  in  the  Gulf  and  the  Caribbean. 
And  if  we  had  to  defend  our  shores 
and  sea  lanes  with  our  own  soldiers 
and  their  blood,  we  could  lose  thou- 
sands of  soldiers. 

To  risk  that  possibility  is  insanity. 
Yet  that  is  what  we  will  do  if  we  pass 
this  bill. 

Let  us  not  do  it.  Let  us  not  vote  to 
facilitate  the  loss  of  El  Salvador  to  the 
Communist  movement.  Let  us  not 
jeopardize  the  only  hope  of  the  Nica- 
raguan people,  for  freedom.  Let  us  not 
gamble  the  ultimate  security  of  Cen- 
tral America  and  even  North  America, 
together  with  the  welfare  of  all  U.S. 
citizens,  with  this  stupid  bill.  I  implore 
the  Members  of  this  body:  Wake  up. 
reject  partisan  politics  on  this  vital 
issue  of  U.S.  security,  reject  this 
abomination. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  listening 
very  intently  to  what  has  been  tran- 
spiring here  today  on  the  floor.  I  lis- 
tened extremely  intently  to  what  tran- 
spired during  the  course  of  the  debate 
in  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee. 

And  I  was  one  of  those  that  was,  I 
think,  sensitive  enough  to  speak  out 
on  what  I  thought  were  some  ill-con- 
sidered comments  made  by  Members, 
not  only  Members  of  the  body  but 
Members  outside  of  the  administra- 
tion with  reference  to  those  who  dis- 
agreed on  methods,  not  objectives, 
methods  of  reaching  what  we  all  want 
as  the  same  goal;  that  was  the  an- 
nounced goal  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  when  he  came  before 
this  body  in  this  Chamber  and  stood 
right  here  and  spoke  of  interdicting 
the  flow  of  arms  from  Nicaragua  to  El 
Salvador  and  to  anywhere  else. 


And  I  have  listened  intently  today  to 
the  debate  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
and  frankly,  to  some  degree,  it  would 
not  be  contradictory  to  say  that  I 
agree  with  much  of  what  has  been  said 
on  both  sides,  because  there  is  a  good 
deal  of  merit  on  both  sides. 
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We  do  not  like  the  Sandinistas.  We 
do  not  like  the  way  they  run  them- 
selves as  a  government.  Nor  do  we  like 
what  they  do  to  their  own  people  or  to 
the  neighboring  countries  around 
them. 

The  gentleman  who  preceded  me, 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  made 
an  eloquent  .speech,  but  unfortunately, 
I  think  most  of  it  was  misplaced.  It 
would  have  been  a  great  speech  had 
he  been  asking  the  Members  to  vote 
for  a  bill  repealing  the  Boland  amend- 
ment so  that  there  would  be  no  prohi- 
bition on  covert  aid.  It  would  have 
been  a  great  speech  had  we  been  want- 
ing a  basis  perhaps  declaring  war  on 
the  Sandinistas.  And  I  do  not  mean 
that  in  a  negative  sense.  If  my  col- 
leagues wanted  reasons,  he  gave  them 
to  us.  Any  many  of  them  are  legiti- 
mate. 

But  the  issue  which  is  being  debated 
and  the  issue  which  is  being  framed  by 
the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
being  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Barnes),  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Western 
Hemisphere  Affairs,  is  much  more 
narrow  in  its  focus.  It  does  not  deal 
with  all  the  issues  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  Orleans  dealt  with.  It  does 
not  deal  with  all  the  problems  that 
the  Sandinista  government  has  cre- 
ated around  the  hemisphere.  It  does 
not.  because  411  Members  voted  just  a 
number  of  months  ago  in  this  body  to 
make  the  Boland  amendment  the  law. 
You  cannot  use  covert  funds  to  over- 
throw the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 

The  411  who  voted  saw,  I  believe, 
what  was  then  the  prevailing  mood 
that  we  do  not  want  to  use  those  funds 
that  way. 

Some  of  them  do  not  feel  that  way 
anymore.  However,  you  are  still  bur- 
dened with  the  law  of  the  United 
States  as  in  the  Boland  amendment. 
You  cannot  accept  that,  even  though 
you  do  not  now  believe  what  you  may 
have  believed  6  or  7  months  ago.  And  I 
may  tend  to  agree  with  a  lot  of  my  col- 
leagues with  what  they  say,  but  please 
let  me  remind  my  colleagues  that 
there  is  a  Boland  amendment  on  the 
books.  It  is  the  law.  And  right  now  the 
law  is  being  violated.  Our  own  Intelli- 
gence Committee  has  found  that. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Would  the 
gentleman  please  point  out  where  the 
committee  made  that  citation?  Several 
speakers  have  made  that  point  and  I 
have  been  trying  to  find  it  in  the 
report  and  I  cannot  seem  to  find  it. 
Would  the  gentleman  tell  us  where  in 


the    report    that    language    can    be 
found? 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Florida 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Let  me  finish 
my  statement. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Answer  the 
question. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  do  not 
recall  having  yielded  any  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

The  amendment  that  is  being  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land allows  for  this  body  to  give  what 
my  colleagues  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
want  that  is  flexibility  to  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  administration.  And  at 
the  same  time  allows  us  to  move  for- 
ward in  giving  aid  the  way  we  consider 
it  to  be  legal  under  the  original  Boland 
amendment,  voted  for  by  this  House. 
That  is  what  the  issue  boils  down  to. 
Shall  we  not  shackle  the  administra- 
tion and  the  President  and  at  the 
same  time  allow  for  what  we  want 
done  in  the  way  of  interdicting  arms 
and  doing  so  within  the  law.  The 
framework  of  the  law  will  be,  I  believe, 
adhered  to  by  voting  for  the  Barnes 
amendment.  The  framework  of  what 
we  want  in  the  way  of  giving  the  ad- 
ministration and  the  President  the 
flexibility  to  be  able  to  continue  to  ne- 
gotiate, to  continue  to  pressure  to  the 
interdiction. 

And,  by  the  way,  let  me  say  that  the 
gentleman  who  preceded  me  talked 
about  the  fact  that  the  Nicaraguan 
rebels,  or  freedom  fighters  els  he  called 
them,  were  interdicting  arms.  I  do  not 
recall  them  ever  claiming  that  they 
interdicted  any  arms  whatsoever. 
They  never  have  stated  that  that  was 
their  intention.  We  may  have  said  so, 
but  they  never  said  so. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Smith) 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Ritter  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Smith  of 
Florida  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  So  I  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  remember  that 
while  many  of  us  do  agree  with  the 
gentlemen  on  both  sides  who  have 
spoken,  the  issue  is  much  more  nar- 
rowly framed  than  that.  That  is  the 
purpose  we  are  here  debating  this  par- 
ticular issue.  Are  we  doing  what  the 
Boland  amendment  said  we  should  not 
do?  Shall  we  convert  that  to  doing  it 
another  way  and  at  the  same  time 
allow  for  this  administration  and  the 
President  to  move  forward? 

I  say  that  is  what  we  want  to  do  and 
I  say  we  can  only  do  it  with  the  Barnes 
amendment  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 


I  think  the  gentleman  makes  a  very 
eloquent  point,  but  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  whether 
he  believes  that  free  elections— and  I 
was  going  to  ask  this  of  my  colleague 
from  California— in  Nicaragua  would 
constitute  the  overthrow  of  the  gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  personally 
in  reponse— if  I  may  reclaim  my  time- 
do  not  believe  that  free  elections 
would  constitute  an  overthrow  of  the 
government. 

And  my  response  would  further  be 
that  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  calls  for  the  fact  that 
the  San  Jose  Convention  be  adhered 
to  by  the  Nicaraguan  Government  and 
part  of  that  was  that  free  elections 
would  be  held. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  concur  in  what  the 
gentleman  has  to  say  on  the  Barnes 
amendment. 

I  would  just  like  to  relate  to  this 
House  an  experience  I  had  last  night 
after  the  President's  press  conference. 
I  was  on  station  WGN  in  Chicago,  sit- 
ting at  my  desk  here,  answering  ques- 
tions, and  the  station  got  the  News- 
week correspondent  in  Managua,  Nica- 
ragua, on  the  telephone. 

And  I  asked  the  correspondent  down 
there: 

Does  the  action  of  the  President  in  send- 
ing the  aircraft  carrier  and  the  troop  move- 
ments, does  that  strengthen  or  weaken  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua,  the  Sandinista 
government? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Smith) 
has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simon,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Smith  of 
Florida  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  and  she  replied,  "it 
strengthens  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment incredibly.  People  rally  around 
the  government  as  they  were  not—" 
and  then  she  added,  "The  same  is  true 
with  the  attempt  •  *  *"  that  is,  the  so- 
called  covert  action  that  we  are  all  dis- 
cussing openly,  "the  covert  action  sup- 
ported by  the  United  States."  She 
said,  "The  general  impression,  right  or 
wrong,  is  that  the  United  States  is  sup- 
porting the  Samoza  followers,"  and 
she  says,  "that  covert  action  is  greatly 
strengthening  the  hold  of  the  Sandi- 
nistas on  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua." 

I  simply  suggest  to  my  colleagues 
that  what  we  are  doing  does  not  make 
sense.  It  is  ineffective.  It  shows  an  in- 
sensitivity  to  that  whole  area. 

I  strongly  support  the  Barnes 
amendment. 


Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  If  I  may  re- 
claim my  time,  let  me  just  urge  my  col- 
leagues one  thing  more.  Last  week— 
and  the  President  made  this  very  clear 
in  his  conference  last  night— the  Nica- 
raguan Government  decided  that  they 
would  now  state  that  they  would  enter 
into  multilateral  negotiations  rather 
than  the  bilateral  they  have  been  call- 
ing for.  We  have  been  asking  them  to 
do  that  for  quite  some  time.  The  mem- 
bers of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee 
debated  that  vigorously,  about  having 
multilateral  negotiations. 

I  have  yet  to  see  anyone  in  this  ad- 
ministration seize  on  that  opportunity 
and  say  that  we  will  enter  into  it  and 
call  upon  them  right  now  to  make 
good  on  that  statement.  And  this 
amendment,  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland,  would  allow  that  to 
happen. 

The  administration  could  seize  on 
this  opportunity  while  pursuing  all 
the  other  avenues  and  state.  "Now  you 
must  come  forward  and  do  effectively 
what  you  said  you  would  do  only  last 
week,  not  what  you  promised  when 
you  came  to  power  in  1979." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Smith) 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Young  of 
Florida  and  by  unanimous  consent. 
Mr.  Smith  of  Florida  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  pursue  this  issue 
of  whether  or  not  the  committee 
found  officially  in  its  report  that  we 
were  in  violation  of  the  Boland  amend- 
ment, and  I  have  been  looking 
through  that  report  trying  to  find 
that  language.  If  the  gentleman  would 
help  me,  I  would  appreciate  it,  if  he 
could  direct  me  to  where  the  language 
is,  where  the  committee  said  that  we 
are  in  violation  of  the  Boland  amend- 
ment or  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
I  am  just  looking  for  help.  It  is  all  I 
am  looking  for. 
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Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Well,  certain- 
ly the  gentleman  from  Florida,  being  a 
member  of  the  committee  and  asking  a 
rhetorical  question,  obviously  knows 
the  answer. 

In  my  estimation— I  have  read  that 
report  on  two  occasions  separately— I 
find  the  thrust  of  that  report  to  be 
that  the  actions  of  this  administration 
in  providing  the  covert  aid  in  the  fash- 
ion that  they  have  exceeded  the 
bounds  of  the  Boland  amendment. 
That  is  my  reading  of  that  report. 
That  is  a  personal  reading  with  me.  I 
would  say  to  you  on  that  basis  I  am 
making  my  own  statements  because  I 
happen  to  concur  that  they  have  ex- 
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ceeded  it.  They  are  no  longer,  just  at 
this  moment,  seeking  interdiction.  And 
every  speaker  I  have  heard  so  far  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  has  made  that 
rather  plain,  that  we  are  no  longer 
seeking  just  interdiction.  And  remem- 
ber the  basis  on  which  the  Boland 
amendment  was  passed:  that  interdic- 
tion was  the  name  of  the  game  at  that 
time,  and  no  funds  would  be  used  on  a 
covert  basis  to  do  anything  other  that 
that,  especially  overthrow  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  Young  amendment.  But  first  let 
me  say  very  clearly  that  the  Boland 
amendment  is  not  being  violated,  it 
has  not  been  violated.  The  Intelligence 
Committee  has  not  said  that  it  has 
been  violated.  The  Boland  amendment 
only  provides  that  funds  may  not  be 
used  to  overthrow  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua.  That  is  not  being  done. 
And  I  would  say  to  those  who  come  to 
this  well  and  repeatedly  make  that 
statement  and  claim  that  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  has  made  that  find- 
ing that  the  Intelligence  Committee 
has  not  made  that  finding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  support  the  Young 
amendment  because  it  restores  not 
just  symmetry  but  because  it  restores 
commonsense  to  this  debate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  seen,  in  the 
last  year,  regrettably,  tragically,  and 
shamefully  the  partisan  polarization 
of  American  foreign  policy.  Under  pre- 
vious Presidents  the  general  agree- 
ment, the  understanding  shared  by  all 
responsible  people  in  public  life,  was 
that  in  matters  of  foreign  policy, 
issues  should  not  be  drawn  along  par- 
tisan lines  or  as  political  issues.  And 
when  a  confrontation  was  ordered 
with  the  Soviets  over  their  missiles  in 
Cuba  or  an  embargo  imposed  on  the 
Soviets  after  their  invasion  of  Afghan- 
istan, both  under  Democratic  Presi- 
dents, there  was  the  usual  concern  and 
questioning  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
but  there  was  no  attempt  to  turn  for- 
eign policy  into  a  forum  for  partisan 
division.  And  people  who  have  stood 
before  me  here  in  the  well  have  talked 
about  "Do  not  be  confused,  folks; 
there  are  no  Democrats  supporting 
this."  And  I  would  not  brag  about  that 
if  I  were  you. 

Under  this  President,  it  seems,  the 
rules  have  been  thrown  out  the 
window,  and  now  even  a  former  Presi- 
dent, perhaps  for  the  first  time  in  his- 
tory, this  President's  predecessor  criti- 
cizes American  policy  before  foreign 
audiences. 

Well.  I  think  it  is  time  we  put  this 
issue  into  perspective.  What  is  this 
crisis  that  is  so  important  that  it  has 
shattered  the  traditional  desire  to 
keep  partisan  politics  out  of  foreign 
policy?  It  is  a  tale  of  two  countries.  It 
is  a  tale  of  El  Salvador  and  Nicara- 


gua—El Salvador,  which  has  free  elec- 
tions, and  Nicaragua,  which  has  no 
free  elections:  El  Salvador,  with  a 
president  selected  by  a  duly  elected 
constituent  assembly  and  with  presi- 
dential elections  scheduled  soon,  and 
Nicaragua,  with  a  president  who  seized 
power  at  the  point  of  a  gun;  El  Salva- 
dor, guilty  of  violations  of  human 
rights,  and  Nicaragua,  guilty  of  far 
more  violations  of  human  rights;  El 
Salvador,  with  a  free  press,  and  Nica- 
ragua, with  no  free  press;  El  Salvador, 
with  an  active  private  business  sector, 
and  Nicaragua,  with  very  limited  free 
enterprise;  El  Salvador,  imperfect, 
flawed,  guilty  of  some  very  real  fail- 
ings by  our  standards,  and  Nicaragua, 
a  closed  society  without  freedom,  ex- 
porting war  and  violence  and  death. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  this  terrible 
Central  American  policy,  Mr.  Chair- 
man? The  purpose  is  to  keep  a  group 
of  men  who  seized  power  by  force  and 
violence  from  helping  to  overthrow 
the  government  of  another  country 
now  by  force  and  violence. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  tired  of  the 
cries  of  outrage  from  those  who  apply 
their  outrage  only  selectively,  who  are 
concerned  selectively  about  violence 
and  bloodshed  and  denials  of  freedom. 
What  this  situation  calls  for  and  cries 
for  is  balance,  commonsense.  symme- 
try. And  that  is  what  this  debate  and 
this  amendment  is  about. 

I  urge  my  Democratic  colleagues  to 
support  this  amendment  so  we  can 
forge  a  foreign  policy  that  is  right  and 
moral  and  just  and  that  is  again  bipar- 
tisan. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Barnes  amendment  and  in  opposition 
to  the  Young  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  sitting  here,  it  strikes 
me  that  what  is  being  said  on  both 
sides  of  this  issue  are  words  that  seem 
to  slide  past  each  other.  I  do  not  think 
the  two  points  of  view  are  even  relat- 
ing to  the  same  set  of  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances. 

How  can  we  possibly  deal  effectively 
with  the  problems  in  Central  America, 
and  Nicaragua  in  particular,  unless  we 
understand  the  point  of  view  of  the 
people  of  that  region.  If  we  truly  un- 
derstand their  viewpoint.  I  believe  we 
will  have  to  conclude  that  the  adminis- 
tration's approach— unilateral  military 
intervention— is  not  going  to  succeed. 

What  is  being  said  by  the  supporters 
of  that  approach  betrays  a  gross  mis- 
understanding of  the  cultural  and  his- 
torical heritage  and  the  psychology  of 
people  in  Central  America,  and  Latin 
America  generally,  who  have  had  a 
long  history  of  military  intervention 
by  the  United  States.  When  we  use 
military  means,  imposed  unilaterally, 
whether  it  is  to  try  to  force  a  multilat- 
eral agreement,  as  the  Young  amend- 
ment would  do,  or  simply  to  intimi- 
date, as  the  State  Department  said  our 


latest  maneuvers  are  calculated  to  do, 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  &re  missing  the 
opportunity  to  advance  a  settlement 
of  this  matter  in  a  way  that  our  good 
neighbors  and  friends  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica would  support  and  join  in. 

A  truly  remarkable  and  brilliant  ad- 
dress by  Carlos  Fuentes.  the  Mexican 
diplomat  and  writer,  who  gave  the 
commencement  address  at  Harvard 
University  this  year,  was  placed  in  the 
Record  for  July  15.  at  page  10101.  by 
Senator  Chris  Dodd.  I  would  like  to 
read  a  couple  passages  from  it,  in  the 
hopes  that  it  will  help  us  understand 
this  problem,  for  those  who  are  listen- 
ing. First  of  all  he  talks  about  the  ex- 
perience of  Mexico,  and  I  quote: 

The  Mexican  Revolution  was  the  object  of 
constant  harassment,  pressures,  menaces, 
boycotts  and  even  a  couple  of  armed  inter- 
ventions between  1910  and  1932. 

It  was  extremely  difficult  for  the  United 
States  Administrations  of  the  time  to  deal 
with  violent  and  rapid  change  on  the  south- 
ern border  of  your  country. 

Calvin  Coolidge  convened  both  Hou.ses  of 
Congress  in  1927  and— talkative  for  once- 
denounced  Mexico  as  the  source  of  "Bolshe- 
vik" subversion  in  Central  America. 

We  were  the  first  domino. 

But  precisely  becau.se  of  its  revolutionary 
policies  favoring  agrarian  reform,  secular 
education,  collective  bargaining  and  recov- 
ery of  natural  resources— all  of  them  op- 
posed by  the  successive  governments  in 
Washington,  from  Taft  to  Hoover— Mexico 
became  a  modern,  contradictory  self-know- 
ing and  .self-questioning  nation. 

Does  not  his  description  of  the  con- 
ditions in  Mexico  that  prevailed  in  the 
1920s  and  early  1930's  have  a  familiar 
ring?  And  was  not  our  Government's 
response  to  it  remarkably  similar  to 
the  response  of  this  administration  to 
the  situation  in  Nicaragua,  namely 
unilateral,  military  intervention? 
Fuentes  goes  on  and  says  this: 
Rightly  or  wrongly,  many  Latin  Ameri- 
cans have  come  to  identify  the  United 
States  with  opposition  to  our  national  inde- 
pendence. 
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The  mistaken  identification  of  change  in 
Latin  America  as  somehow  manipulated  by 
a  Soviet  conspiracy  not  only  irritates  the  na- 
tionalism of  the  left.  It  also  resurrects  the 
nationalist  fervors  of  the  right— where, 
after  all.  Latin  American  nationalism  was 
born  in  the  early  19th  century. 

You  have  yet  to  feel  the  full  force  of  this 
backlash  which  reappeared  in  Argentina 
and  the  South  Atlantic  crisis  last  year  in 
places  such  as  El  Salvador  and  Panama. 
Peru  and  Chile.  Mexico  and  Brazil.  A  whole 
continent  in  the  name  of  cultural  identity, 
nationalism  and  international  independence 
is  capable  of  uniting  against  you.  This 
should  not  happen. 

That  is  from  a  friend  of  ours  from 
Mexico  telling  us  what  is  going  to  be 
the  consequence  of  the  administra- 
tion's militaristic,  unilateral  effort  to 
impose  a  solution  instead  of  working 
out  a  multilateral,  diplomatic  solution 
to  this  problem.  It  is  particularly 
tragic  at  a  time  when  even  the  Sandi- 


nistas have  said  they  are  willing  to 
pursue  such  a  solution. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiberling) 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Seiber- 
ling was  allowed  to  proceed  for  4  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  read  one  more  passage 
from  Fuentes'  brilliant  and  really  mar- 
velous statement  as  to  the  kind  of  re- 
lations we  must  establish  with  our 
Latin  American  friends  if  we  are  to 
avoid  turning  the  whole  Continent  of 
South  America  and  Central  America 
against  us.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
listen,  because  it  is  worth  listening  to: 

The  longer  the  situation  of  war  lasts  in 
Central  America  and  the  Caribbean,  the 
more  difficult  it  shall  be  to  assure  a  political 
solution. 

The  more  difficult  it  will  be  for  the  Sandi- 
nistas to  demonstrate  good  faith  in  their 
dealings  with  issues  of  internal  democracy, 
now  brutally  interrupted  by  a  state  of  emer- 
gency imposed  as  a  response  to  foreign  pres- 
sures. 

The  more  difficult  it  will  be  for  the  civil- 
ian arm  of  the  Salvadoran  rebellion  to 
maintain  political  initiative  over  the  armed 
factions. 

The  greater  the  irritation  of  Panama 
as  it  is  used  as  a  springbroad  for  a 
North  American  war. 

The  greater  the  danger  of  a  generalized 
conflict  dragging  into  Costa  Rica  and  Hon- 
duras. 

Everything  can  be  negotiated  in  Central 
America  and  the  Caribbean  before  it  is  too 
late. 

Now.  the  President  has  appointed  a 
so-called  bipartisan  commission 
headed  by  former  Secretary  Kissinger. 
I  suggest  that  that  is  really  not  neces- 
sary. There  has  already  been  a  com- 
mission, not  only  bipartisan  but  multi- 
lateral, composed  of  distinguished 
Latin  Americans  and  distinguished 
North  Americans.  It  published  its 
report  under  the  auspices  of  the 
Woodrow  Wilson  Foundation  in  April 
of  this  year.  The  report  is  entitled, 
"The  Americans  at  a  Crossroads, 
Report  of  the  Inter-American  Dia- 
logue." 

The  chairmen  were  Sol  Linowitz, 
former  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the  Orga- 
nization of  American  States  and  the 
Panama  Canal  Treaty's  negotiator, 
and  Galo  Plaza,  former  Secretary 
General  of  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States,  and  former  president  of 
Ecuador. 

I  put  in  the  Record  last  night  the 
names  of  the  other  distinguished 
members  of  this  commission,  both 
Latin  Americans  and  North  Ameri- 
cans. It  included  from  the  United 
States  such  people  as  Elliot  Richard- 
son, David  Rockefeller,  Juanita  Kreps, 
Theodore  Hesburgh.  Gen.  David 
Jones,  and  many  other  distinguished 
business  and  professional  leaders  in 
this  country. 


What  is  their  recommendation?  Uni- 
lateral military  intervention?  No.  Mul- 
tilateral diplomatic  efforts  by  the 
United  States  to  solve  this  problem,  in 
concert  with  our  good  neighbors  to  the 
south.  The  report  recognizes  that 
what  is  going  on  in  Nicaragua  is  unde- 
sirable from  the  standpoint  of  the 
entire  Hemisphere.  But  its  solution  is 
compatible  with  the  national  dignity 
of  the  people  of  our  Latin  neighbors 
and  a  repudiation  of  any  effort  to 
revive  gunboat  diplomacy  or  CIA-spon- 
sored covert  paramilitary  intervention. 

I  suggest  that  is  what  this  argument 
is  all  about.  That  is  what  the  Barnes 
amendment  versus  the  Young  amend- 
ment is  all  about.  It  is  time  we  under- 
stood the  nature  of  our  problem  in 
dealing  with  our  friends  to  the  South 
before  it  is  too  late,  before  we  try  to 
solve  the  Nicaraguan  problem  by  mili- 
tary force.  Some  of  the  calls  going 
forth  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
sound  like  a  call  to  war.  That  is  not 
what  we  need  to  do  in  Nicaragua.  Per- 
haps the  pressures  and  military  ma- 
neuvers have  intimidated  the  Sandi- 
nista  government.  But  it  is  time  we 
seized  the  opportunity  to  engage  in 
multilateral  negotiations  while  they 
are  prepared  to  negotiate.  It  is  time  we 
abandon  our  intervention  before  we 
drive  a  deep  schism  between  ourselves 
and  the  people  of  Latin  America, 
whose  friendship  we  must  rely  on  if  we 
are  going  to  have  peace  and  stability 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
Barnes  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  trying 
somewhat  unsuccessfully  to  enter  into 
a  discussion  with  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Miller),  and  then 
with  the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Smith)  on  this  legal  question  of 
whether  or  not  the  Boland  amend- 
ment is  being  violated  by  those  who 
are  fighting  inside  of  Nicaragua  and 
whether  or  not  what  they  are  doing 
constitutes  an  attempt  to  overthrow 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 

I  have  talked  at  length  with  the 
leadership  of  the  major  movements 
fighting  inside  of  Nicaragua,  and  I 
would  like  to  share  those  discussions 
with  my  colleagues. 

Each  of  these  individuals  would  lay 
down  his  arms  and  the  arms  of  their 
group  tomorrow  if  free  elections  would 
occur  in  Nicaragua.  Each  of  these  indi- 
viduals is  not  interested  in  the  over- 
throw of  the  government,  but  is  inter- 
ested in  the  Nicaraguan  Sandinistan 
leadership  living  up  to  the  promises  to 
the  OAS  and  giving  them  a  chance  to 
participate  in  the  government.  They 
are  looking  for  the  rightful  heritage  of 
the  real  Sandinista  revolution.  That  is 
exactly  what  those  fighting  in  Nicara- 
gua long  for.  Whether  it  is  Pastoro 
fighting  with  the  Arde  in  the  south, 
whether  it  is  Calero  and  the  FADN  in 


the  north,  or  whether  it  is  Steadman 
Fagoth  and  the  Miskito  Indians,  they 
would  stop  fighting  tomorrow  if  they 
had  an  opportuni^  to  participate  In 
free  elections. 

So  we  have  a  question,  in  any  event, 
and  a  disagreement  on  the  legal 
grounds  of  the  Boland  amendment, 
and  those  individuals  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle,  and  perhaps  some  on  ours, 
say  that  Boland  has  been  violated. 
Others  of  us  feel  that  the  actions  are 
well  within  the  confines  of  the  original 
discussions  in  committee  surrounding 
Boland.  But  there  is  controversy  on 
that  point. 

I  would  like  to  move  from  the  legal 
questions  to  the  questions  that  are 
perhaps  moral.  Let  us  take  a  look  at 
the  morality  of  this  issue.  We  have 
certain  Members  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  who  in  a  sense  hold  up  the 
United  States  an  international  outlaw 
because  of  support  for  those  who  are 
fighting  to  fulfill  the  original  inten- 
tions of  the  Sandinista  revolution; 
indeed,  who  were  a  part  of  the  broad 
cross  section  of  that  Sandinista  revolu- 
tion. 
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I  submit  that  it  is  immoral  to  pull 
the  rug  from  under  those  who  would 
seek  those  free  elections  and  participa- 
tion in  the  Government. 

I  submit  it  is  immoral  to  give  in  to  a 
future  of  Soviet-Cuban-style  Marxism- 
Leninism  on  a  land  beachhead  in  Cen- 
tral America  whose  stated  aims  are 
revolution  without  frontiers. 

I  submit  it  is  immoral  to  pull  the  rug 
out  from  under  those  who  are  fighting 
for  democracy  and  their  rightful  herit- 
age as  part  of  the  original  Sandinista 
revolution. 

I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  giving 
in  to  these  dictators  and  their  ex- 
pressed aims  is  tantamount  to  ap- 
peasement. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex- 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Ritter 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  impugn  or  question  the  motives  of 
those  who  oppose  the  Young  amend- 
ment or  support  Boland-Zablocki,  not 
for  a  moment,  and  I  hope  to  count 
them  amongst  my  friends  after  this 
speech  is  concluded;  but  the  end  result 
of  giving  in  to  those  totalitarian  dicta- 
tors and  freeing  them  from  the  wrath 
of  their  own  people  is  tantamount  to 
the  kinds  of  situations  we  are  all  too 
familiar  with  in  the  thirties  preceding 
World  War  II. 

Now,  we  hear  proponents  of  the 
Boland-Zablocki  bill  tell  us  that  the 
present  covert  aid  is  not  working  be- 
cause it  "has  strengthened  the  Sandi- 
nistas' resolve"  "brought  about  great- 
er Cuban  and  Soviet  involvement  in 
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Nicaragua."  and  "increased  the  risk  of 
full  scale  war  by  Nicaragua  against 
Honduras  and  Costa  Rica." 

This  is  from  Mr.  Boland's  Dear  Col- 
league letter  of  July  20. 

They  also  warn  that  covert  aid  has 
increased  the  risk  of  active  Cuban 
military  invention. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  somehow 
if  we  pull  the  rug  out  from  under 
those  who  are  fighting  tyranny,  we 
will  somehow  come  up  with  a  safer  sit- 
uation in  Central  America,  safer  for 
us,  safer  for  the  people. 

This  is  precisely  the  argument  that 
Neville  Chamberlain  and  company 
made  when  Hitler  was  rampaging 
prior  to  the  outbreak  of  hot  war  in 
Europe,  that  let  us  not  offend  the  gen- 
tleman. Churchill  was  consistently  cas- 
tigated in  the  Parliament  for  offend- 
ing Hitler. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  end  result  of  this 
policy  is  to  secure  in  perpetuity  the 
Sandinista  type  of  tyranny,  the  Soviet- 
Cuban  bridgehead  on  the  mainland  of 
this  hemisphere:  indeed,  to  secure  the 
first  application  of  the  Brezhnev  doc- 
trine in  this  hemisphere;  that  is,  but 
once  a  Soviet-style  Socialist  country 
has  evolved,  it  must  always  continue 
to  evolve. 

Who  at  point  would  be  the  enforc- 
ers? Who  would  have  created  the  cir- 
cumstances to  derail  opposition  to 
that  Soviet-style  regime?  It  would 
have  been  those  in  the  U.S.  Congress 
who  removed  the  capability 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  FRANK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  rise  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
amendment. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  point- 
ing out  that  he  refers  to  some  of  us  as 
appeasers  in  a  spirit  of  friendship.  I 
certainly  accept  it  in  that  regard. 

The  issue  does  not  seem  to  me  ac- 
cording to  the  English  language, 
which  I  think  is  still  the  one  in  use  in 
this  Chamber,  although  it  occasionally 
gives  me  difficulty,  of  whether  or  not 
the  aid  be  covert  or  overt.  If  this  aid  is 
covert,  it  is  the  most  covertly  public 
aid  I  have  ever  seen. 

The  question  is.  and  I  think  the  pre- 
vious speech  outlines  it,  are  we  spend- 
ing American  money  and  using  our  re- 
sources to  prevent  arms  from  being 
shipped  by  Nicaragua  elsewhere, 
which  is  what  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  and  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  are  trying  to  do.  They 
are  trying  to  stop  arms  from  being 
sent  elsewhere,  or  are  we  trying  to 
overthrow  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  No.  I  will  yield  at  the 
end,  just  as  the  gentleman  yielded  at 


the  end.  I  just  watch  and  see  what  the 
rules  are  and  then  I  play  by  them. 

The  question  has  been  proposed  sev- 
eral times,  including  by  the  previous 
speaker  and  several  others.  It  is  very 
clear,  the  gentleman  who  just  spoke 
said  that  these  are  people  trying  to  re- 
claim their  homeland.  Their  homeland 
is  not  in  El  Salvador.  I  sympathize.  I 
would  not  want  to  live  under  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua.  I  should  add 
that  I  would  not  want  to  live  under 
most  of  the  governments  in  this  world 
and  I  do  not  think  that  my  moral  dis- 
approval, strong  as  it  is.  ought  to  be 
the  basis  for  us  trying  to  overthrow  all 
those  governments. 

Of  course  the  Miskito  Indians  have 
been  said  to  have  been  mistreated,  as 
have  blacks  in  South  Africa,  and  Jews 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  and  dissidents  in 
the  Philippines. 

I  do  not  regard  it  as  a  legitimate  pur- 
pose for  us  to  go  and  try  covertly,  or 
overtly,  or  latently  to  try  to  overthrow 
all  of  them. 

I  think  we  use  military  force  only 
when  our  own  security  is  at  risk,  and  I 
have  to  disagree  with  those  who  claim 
that  we  are,  in  fact,  at  risk  because  of 
what  happens  in  Nicaragua  or  El  Sal- 
vador. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  analogy  to 
Adolph  Hitler  in  the  1930's.  to  use  re- 
strained parliamentary  language, 
makes  the  slightest  bit  of  sense.  We 
are  not  talking  about  the  kind  of 
threat  to  our  existence  and  security 
that  existed  in  the  thirties. 

Now.  the  question  is.  should  we  be 
trying  to  stop  the  arms  from  going 
from  Nicaragua  elsewhere  or  should 
we  be  trying  to  overthrow  the  Nicara- 
gua Government?  If  our  purpose  is  to 
try  to  stop  the  arms  from  going  to  El 
Salvador  and  elsewhere,  we  would  not 
be  using  the  Contras.  These  are  Nica- 
raguan  patriots,  many  of  them;  many 
of  them  not  so  much,  but  many  of 
them  are.  Their  goal  is  not  to  protect 
the  Goverrunent  of  El  Salvador.  Their 
goal,  as  the  previous  gentleman  and 
others  have  said,  is  to  retake  their  own 
country. 

It  simply  is  illogical  to  argue  that 
you  would  arm  Nicaraguans  angry  at 
their  own  Government  and  interested, 
understandably,  in  Managua  to  pro- 
tect arms  from  reaching  San  Salvador. 

The  point  is  very  clear  from  what  we 
are  arguing. 

The  arguments  in  favor  of  the 
Young  amendment,  as  it  is  now  pend- 
ing, have  been  clearly  arguments  that 
justify  overthrowing  the  Nicaraguan 
Government. 

If  I  listed  governments  in  this  world 
that  I  was  willing  to  spend  American 
efforts  to  overthrow,  Nicaragua  would 
be  doing  pretty  good.  It  may  not  be  in 
the  top  10,  but  it  would  be  up  there; 
but  that  is  not  what  we  are  talking 
about.  By  talking  about  the  desire,  the 
understandable  desire  of  Nicaraguans 
angry  at  the  betrayal  of  the  revolution 


by  the  Sandinistas,  as  you  stress  their 
desire  to  get  back  their  country,  you 
underline  our  point,  that  your  effort  is 
not  to  cut  off  the  arms,  and,  in  fact,  it 
is  not  an  efficient  way  to  cut  off  the 
arms.  If  your  fundamental  purpose  is 
to  stop  the  flow  of  arms,  do  not  en- 
trust that  to  people  whose  fundamen- 
tal purpose  is  a  different  one,  whose 
fundamental  purpose  understandably 
is  to  reclaim  their  country. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts for  yielding. 

I  believe  that  there  is  no  great  con- 
tradiction between  those  fighting  par- 
ticularly in  border  areas  in  Nicaragua 
and  making  it  extremely  difficult  to 
transfer  men  and  materiel. 

I  might  add  that  everybody  has 
talked  about  arms.  There  has  been  a 
noticeable  difference  in  the  ability  to 
transfer  personnel  from  Nicaragua 
into  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  FRANK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will 
take  back  my  time.  The  gentleman 
had  more  than  his  5  minutes  and  I  did 
not  object.  I  yielded  and  I  am  now 
going  to  take  back  my  time  and  re- 
spond to  the  point. 

I  do  not  deny  that  an  effort  to  over- 
throw the  Nicaraguan  Government 
will,  in  fact,  hinder  somewhat  their 
ability  to  send  arms,  but  they  are  dif- 
ferent purposes.  One  I  believe  is  legis- 
latively sanctioned  and  the  other  is 
not. 

I  understand  that  there  are  people 
we  now  support  fighting  on  the 
border,  but  they  are  only  on  the 
border  because  they  cannot  get  into 
the  interior.  They  do  not  want  to  stay 
on  the  border.  This  is  not  the  border 
patrol  and  that  is  the  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  ex- 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Frank 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  will  yield  as  soon  as  I 
finish  my  response  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

The  purpose  of  the  people  we  are 
funding  under  this  publicly  covert  aid 
is  not  to  interdict  the  arms,  although 
that  may  be  one  of  the  byproducts.  It 
is  understandable  to  try  to  retake 
their  country.  It  seems  to  me  neither 
prudent  nor  in  our  interests  to  under- 
take to  overthrow  the  Nicaraguan 
Government,  nor  is  it  the  most  effi- 
cient way  to  try  to  interdict  the  arms. 
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Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  and  just  want 
to  respond  to  a  question  he  asked 
during  his  original  presentation.  That 
is  it  is  definitely  not  the  intent  of  this 
administration  or  the  Members  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  or  any  of  the  Mem- 
bers on  that  side  of  the  aisle  that  I 
know  of  to  overthrow  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua. 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  will  take  back  my 
time. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  I  have  not  accused 
him  of  being  in  the  Nicaraguan  jun- 
gles or  on  the  border.  I  do  not  say  it  is 
his  purpose. 

My  point  is.  as  your  own  colleagues 
have  stressed,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  stressed,  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma,  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana,  the  purpose  of  the  people 
we  are  giving  the  money  to,  by  every- 
body's admission,  the  Contras,  the 
Pastora  group,  the  Miskito  Indians, 
they  are  not  in  business  to  help  us 
keep  arms  out  of  El  Salvador.  They 
are  in  business  to  overthrow  their  own 
government. 

They  are  your  chosen  instruments. 
Your  intentions  in  this  case  are  less 
relevant  than  the  stated,  and  explicit, 
and  perfectly  understandable  inten- 
tions of  your  chosen  instruments. 
They  are  the  ones  who  are  seeking  to 
overthow  the  Nicaraguan  Government 
and  that  is  why  many  of  us  feel  it  is  an 
unwise  policy  and  not  the  most  effi- 
cient way  to  do  what  I  think  we  have  a 
legitimate  interest  in  doing,  interdict- 
ing arms. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  making  that  statement 
because  he  underscores  one  of  the 
major  problems  with  this. 

The  point  is  that  there  are  10,000  or 
more  Contras  under  arms  right  now. 
No  one  has  ever  said,  from  that  group, 
that  they  are  interdicting  arms.  They 
have  never  made  that  claim. 

Nor  would  we  need,  by  any  military 
standards,  10,000  men  to  interdict 
arms,  which  is  the  stated  purpose  of 
why  they  are  supposed  to  be  there  in 
the  first  place. 

Therein  lies  the  fallacy  of  the  argu- 
ment. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  about  a  month  ago  I 
took  the  opportunity  to  go  down  and 
visit  El  Salvador  because  I  had  read  so 
much  in  the  newspapers  about  it.  I 
might  say  at  the  beginning  of  this 
comment  that  having  visited  El  Salva- 
dor for  3  days  does  not  make  me  an 
expert.  I  want  to  stress  again  that  it 
does  not  make  me  an  expert. 


But  when  I  visited  there  I  had  the 
normal  briefings  that  you  have,  but  I 
went  out  in  the  field,  in  San  Vicente 
Province  and  spoke  with  soldiers  and 
peasants  and  different  people  like 
that.  And  what  I  found  out  was  this: 
One,  the  people  that  I  talked  to  said 
the  interdiction  was  working.  Our 
American  forces  told  us  that.  The  CIA 
people  down  there  told  us  that.  The  El 
Salvadoran  people  and  the  army 
people  told  us  that. 

I  cannot  say  if  it  was  absolutely  true. 
But  they  said  it  was  working.  They 
took  us  out  in  a  helicopter  over  the 
marsh  lands  and  over  the  airfields  and 
places  like  that  to  prove  that  they  had 
cut  off  much  of  that  aid. 

Mr.  Chairman,  they  said  that  it  was 
working.  Perhaps  it  was  not  working 
as  well  as  we  would  like  it  to  work,  but 
it  was  working. 

I  had  the  opportunity  to  go  up  and 
talk  to  six  soldiers,  two  of  them  as 
young  as  16.  and  the  oldest  24.  I  asked 
them  what  was  their  name,  how  old 
they  were,  where  they  were  from,  and 
then  I  asked  them  why  they  joined 
the  army. 

Five  out  of  six  said  they  joined  the 
army  to  fight  for  their  country,  to 
fight  for  freedom,  and  because  they 
loved  their  country. 

Three  of  the  six,  three  of  the  six, 
three  of  the  six  were  younger  than  my 
19-year-old  son. 

I  for  one,  whether  this  is  covert  or 
overt  aid,  and  whether  it  is  working  or 
not,  whether  it  is  working  as  well  as 
this  side  or  that  side  wants  it  to, 
whether  it  is  working  as  well  as  the 
President  wants  it  to,  it  is  working,  it 
is  working  a  little  bit,  and  I  for  one 
will  support  the  Young  amendment 
and  anything  else  like  that  so  I  will 
not  ever  have  to  say  that  I  did  any- 
thing, that  I  did  anything  while  I  have 
ever  been  in  this  Congress  that  would 
mean  that  one  of  those  young  boys 
would  take  a  bullet  in  the  head  or  die. 

Now.  maybe  that  may  be  emotional. 
And  I  have  heard  some  on  this  side 
talking  about  communism  and  on  this 
side  talking  about  Neville  Chamber- 
lain. But  I  am  talking  about  people. 

You  know  the  President  is  the  great 
communicator.  When  he  gets  on  tele- 
vision he  can  communicate. 

I  would  like  to  see  a  16-year-old  Sal- 
vadoran soldier  be  able  to  come  up  and 
communicate  to  the  U.S.  Congress. 

I  think  with  all  due  respect  for  those 
who  are  undecided,  and  I  respect  those 
who  have  that  opinion  on  this  side, 
and  there  are  those  on  the  other  side 
who  will  never  change,  but  to  those  of 
you.  if  you  are  in  your  offices,  or  on 
the  floor,  and  you  are  undecided,  I  ask 
you,  give  the  President  a  little  more 
time  and  support  the  Young  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WOLF.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 


Mr.  •WHITEHURST.  I  want  to  com- 
pliment the  gentleman  because  I  think 
it  is  a  very  powerful  story  that  he  has 
told  and  I  think  he  has  come  right  to 
the  heart  of  it. 

Of  all  of  the  verbiage  uttered  in  this 
Chamber  this  afternoon  you  have 
come  right  to  the  heart  of  it. 

I  have  read  the  language  again  of 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Barnes)  and  his  amendment  offered  to 
the  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Young).  It  is  the 
most  specious  thing  I  have  seen. 

It  says  it  is  the  sense  of  Congress 
that  the  Government  of  the  National 
Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua  should 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  gov- 
ernments of  other  countries,  and  then 
lists  the  following  points. 

What  happens  when  the  date  is 
reached  and  the  Sandinistas  do  not  do 
anything?  Do  we  have  a  special  order 
for  hand  wringing  in  this  Chamber? 

Where  is  the  lever  on  Sandinistas  to 
act? 

The  gentleman  is  right.  The  gentle- 
man is  absolutely  right. 

If  we  vote  for  this  we  vote  in  effect 
to  do  nothing  but  cut  off  covert  action 
and  nothing  thereafter. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing 
we  hear  about  communism,  we  hear 
about  Marxism.  We  hear  the  President 
of  the  United  States  talk  in  terms  of 
what  is  best  for  this  country.  We  hear 
different  people  talking  about  differ- 
ent sides,  but  I  think  a  vote  for  the 
Young  amendment  is  a  vote  for  the 
people  of  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  here  on  a  re- 
quest to  strike  the  last  word  because  I 
do  not  want  to  address  myself  to  the 
pending  amendments  because  I  am  not 
for  the  whole  kit  and  caboodle,  either 
the  Young  amendment  or  the  amend- 
ment to  the  Young  amendment,  be- 
cause I  think  the  question  here,  de- 
spite all  of  the  expressions  about  how 
this  is  an  effort  to  show  our  concern 
about  freedom  in  Central  America,  the 
issue  represented  by  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki  resolution  is  a  domestic  person- 
al issue  of  liberty  for  America.  It  is  our 
issue. 

It  is  at  long  last  an  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  Congress  to  restrain  an 
agency  known  as  the  Intelligence 
Agency  running  amok,  committing  our 
country  in  dastardly  acts  of  assassina- 
tion in  the  course  of  the  last  two  dec- 
ades, compromising  the  destiny  of  our 
Nation,  obscuring  the  actual  responsi- 
bility and  accountability  of  creatures 
of  our  Government  and  of  the  Con- 
gress to  account  for  their  activities. 

This  is  what  the  issue  really  is. 

James  Madison  said: 

I  believe  there  are  more  instances  of  the 
abridgement  of  the  freedom  of  the  people 
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by  gradual  and  silent  encroachment  of 
those  in  power  than  by  violent  and  sudden 
usurpation. 

The  whole  outline  of  grievance  set 
forth  by  the  Committee  on  Intelli- 
gence, reflected  in  the  action  initiated 
by  Chairman  Boland,  is  the  first  in- 
stance of  the  recognition  of  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  Congress  to  regain 
its  rightful  and  proper  destiny  in  its 
discharge  of  representation  of  the 
American  people,  and  a  guarantor  of 
the  freedoms  and  the  fundamental  law 
that  all  of  us  have  sworn  to  uphold. 

D  1800 

It  has  been  the  CIA  that,  in  effect, 
has  conducted  the  foreign  policy,  with 
no  accountability  whatsoever.  Such 
abysmal  errors,  for  instance,  even  in 
El  Salvador,  we  talk  about  the  election 
in  El  Salvador,  remember  we  also  had 
an  election  in  South  Vietnam.  What 
was  the  significance?  Identical  situa- 
tion to  what  we  are  repeating  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

All  the  dictators  in  the  history  of 
Latin  America  have  eventually  had  to 
come  around  and  have  some  kind  of  an 
election  as  a  feeble  attempt  to  recon- 
cile their  power  and  exercise  of  it, 
taken  by  force,  with  the  will  of  the 
people. 

You  have  elections  in  Russia.  They 
define  their  system  as  democratic:  in 
effect,  more  democratic  than  ours, 
from  their  standpoint. 

But,  in  our  case  here  today  the  cen- 
tral and  critical  issue  is  whether  or  not 
we  are  going  to  succumb  to,  in  James 
Madison's  words.  "The  abridgement  of 
the  freedom  of  the  people  by  gradual 
and  silent  encroachment  by  those  in 
power." 

In  this  case,  it  happens  to  be  the  In- 
telligence Agency.  In  El  Salvador  right 
before  the  election  the  CIA  sent  $2 
million-plus  to  try  to  influence  the 
election  in  behalf  of  Napoleon  Duarte. 
They  tried  to  do  it  through  the  Pana- 
manian secret  bank  accounts.  They 
were  so  inept  that  that  money  ended 
up  in  the  hands  of  those  who  were  de- 
feated. Who  were  those?  The  extreme 
right  wingers,  the  murderers  of  the 
Archbishop  Romero.  Those  are  the 
ones  we  are  associated  with  in  Latin 
America  right  now.  make  no  mistake 
about  it. 

The  continuation  of  this  heedless 
disregard  on  the  part  of  the  President 
for  consultation  with  the  Congress, 
one  of  my  colleagues  here  talked 
about  the  failure  to  develop  a  biparti- 
san spirit.  Well,  forget  about  biparti- 
san spirit.  Let  us  talk  about  the  recog- 
nition on  the  part  of  the  President  and 
a  decent  regard  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Sf)eaJier.  having  resumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Natchkr.  Chairman  of  the 


Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  2760)  to  amend  the 
Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1983  to  prohibit  U.S.  sup- 
port for  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations in  Nicaragua  and  to  authorize 
assistance,  to  be  openly  provided  to 
governments  of  countries  in  Central 
America,  to  interdict  the  supply  of 
military  equipment  from  Nicaragua 
and  Cuba  to  individuals,  groups,  orga- 
nizations, or  movements  seeking  to 
overthrow  governments  of  countries  in 
Central  America,  had  come  to  no  reso- 
lution thereon. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate, 
by  Mr.  Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
bills  of  the  following  titles,  in  which 
the  concurrence  of  the  House  is  re- 
quested: 

S.  675.  An  act  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces 
for  procurement,  for  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces  and  for  civilian  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil  de- 
fense, to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
miliiary  installations  for  such  fiscal  year,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  for  national  security  pro- 
grams for  such  fiscal  year,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and 

S.  1107.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Energy  for  na- 
tional security  programs  for  fiscal  year  1983 
and  fiscal  year  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
2973.  INTEREST  AND  DIVI- 
DENDS TAX  WITHHOLDING 
REPEAL 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI  submitted 
the  following  conference  report  and 
statement  on  the  bill  (H.R.  2973)  to 
repeal  the  withholding  of  tax  from  in- 
terest and  dividends: 

CoNreRENCE  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  98-325) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  2973)  to 
repeal  the  withholding  of  tax  from  interest 
and  dividends,  having  met.  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the 
same  with  amendments  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  House  amendment  insert  the 
following: 


TITLE  I-INTEREST  AND  DIVIDEND  TAX 

COMPLIANCE 
StX.  101.  SHOHT  TITLE:  AME.\DME.\T  OF  I»i4  CODE. 

lai  Short  Title.— This  title  may  be  cited 
as  the  "Interest  and  Dividend  Tax  Compli- 
ance Act  of  1983 '. 

I  SI  Amendment  of  1954  Code.— Except  as 
otherwise  expressly  provided,  whenever  in 
this  title  an  amendment  is  expressed  in 
terms  of  an  amendment  to  a  section  or  other 
provision,  the  reference  shall  be  considered 
to  be  made  to  a  section  or  other  provision  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

SEC.    192    REPEAL  OF  WITHHOLDIMi  0\  I.VTEREST 
A\U  DiyiUESDS. 

(at  In  General.— Subtitle  A  of  title  III  of 
the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility 
Act  of  1982  (relating  to  withholding  of  tax 
from  interest  and  dividends!  is  hereby  re- 
pealed as  of  the  close  of  June  30.  1983. 

(bi  Conforming  Amendment.— Except  as 
provided  in  this  section,  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  shall  be  applied  and  ad- 
ministered as  if  such  subtitle  A  (and  the 
amendments  made  by  such  subtitle  A)  had 
not  been  enacted. 

(c)  Repeal  Not  To  Apply  to  Amounts  De- 
ducted AND  Withheld  Before  September  2. 
1983.- 

11/  In  GENERAL.-lf.  notwithstanding  the 
repeal  made  by  subsection  (a)  (and  the  pro- 
visions of  subsection  (bi>,  an  amount  is  de- 
ducted and  withheld  before  September  2. 
1983.  under  subchapter  B  of  chapter  24  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (as  in 
effect  before  its  repeal  by  subsection  (all.  the 
repeal  made  by  subsection  (a)  (and  the  pro- 
visions of  subsection  (bll  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  so  deducted  and  withheld. 

(2)  Election  to  have  paragraph  in  not 
APPLY.— Paragraph  di  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  any  payor  who  elects  (at  the  time 
and  m  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate/  to  have 
paragraph  (1/  not  apply. 

(di  Estimated  Tax  Payments.— For  pur- 
poses of  determining  the  amount  of  any  ad- 
dition to  tax  under  section  6654  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  with  respect  to 
any  installment  required  to  be  paid  before 
July  1.  1983.  the  amount  of  the  credit  al- 
lowed by  section  31  of  such  Code  for  any 
taxable  year  which  includes  any  portion  of 
the  period  t)eginning  July  1.  1983,  and 
ending  December  31.  1983.  shall  be  increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to  10  percent  of  the  ag- 
gregate amount  of  payments— 

(1/  which  are  received  during  the  portion 
of  such  taxable  year  after  June  30,  1983,  and 
before  January  1.  1984.  and 

(2/  which  (but  for  the  repeal  made  by  sub- 
section (a//  would  have  been  subject  to  with- 
holding under  subchapter  B  of  chapter  24  of 
such  Code  (determined  without  regard  to 
any  exemption  descrH>ed  in  section  3452  of 
such  subchapter  B/. 

(e/  Technical  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subsection  lal  of  section  6049  (relating 
to  returns  regarding  payments  of  interest/  is 
amended— 

(At  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (It. 

(B/  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2t. 

(Ct  by  striking  out  paragraph  (31,  and 

(D)  by  striking  out  ",  tax  deducted  and 
withheld,  and  the  name  and  address  of  the 
person  to  whom  paid  or  from  whom  vnth- 
held",  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  the 
name  and  address  of  the  person  to  whom 
paid". 

(21  Subsection  (bt  of  section  6049  (defining 
interestt  is  amended— 


(At  by  amending  subparagraph  (Ct  of 
paragraph  (2t  to  read  as  follows: 

"(Ct  except  to  the  extent  otherwise  provid- 
ed in  regulations— 

"(it  any  amount  paid  to  any  person  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (4/.  or 

"(iiJ  any  amount  described  in  paragraph 
(5t,",  and 

(Bt  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

"(4t  Persons  described  in  this  para- 
graph.—A  person  is  described  in  Uiis  para- 
graph if  such  person  is— 

"(At  a  corporation. 

"(B/  an  organization  exempt  from  tax- 
ation under  section  501  (at  or  an  individual 
retirement  plan, 

"(Ct  the  United  States  or  any  wholly 
owned  agency  or  instrumentality  thereof, 

"(Dt  a  State,  the  District  of  Columbia,  a 
possession  of  the  United  States,  any  politi- 
cal subdivision  of  any  of  the  foregoing,  or 
any  wholly  owned  agency  or  instrumentali- 
ty of  any  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing, 

"(El  a  foreign  government,  a  political  sub- 
division of  a  foreign  government,  or  any 
wholly  owned  agency  or  instrumentality  of 
any  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing, 

"(F/  an  international  organization  or  any 
wholly  owned  agency  or  instrumentality 
thereof, 

"(Gt  a  foreign  central  bank  of  issue, 

"(Ht  a  dealer  in  securities  or  commodities 
required  to  register  as  such  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  or  a  State,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  or  a  possession  of  the  United 
States. 

"(It  a  real  estate  investment  trust  (as  de- 
fined in  section  8S6t, 

"(Jt  an  entity  registered  at  all  times 
during  the  taxable  year  under  the  Invest- 
ment Company  Act  of  1940, 

"(Kt  a  common  trust  fund  (as  defined  in 
section  584(att.  or 

"(LI  any  trust  which— 

"(iJ  is  exempt  from  tax  under  section 
664(ct,  or 

"Hit  is  described  in  section  4947(at(lt. 

"(51  Amounts  described  in  this  para- 
graph.—An  amount  is  described  in  this 
paragraph  if  such  amount— 

"(At  is  subject  to  withholding  under  sub- 
chapter A  of  chapter  3  (relating  to  withhold- 
ing of  tax  on  nonresident  aliens  and  foreign 
corporationst  by  the  person  paying  such 
amount,  or 

"(Bl  would  be  subject  to  withholding 
under  subchapter  A  of  chapter  3  by  the 
person  paying  such  amount  but  for  the  fact 
that-  ■ 

"(it  such  amount  is  income  from  sources 
outside  the  United  States. 

"(iit  the  payor  thereof  is  exempt  from  the 
application  of  section  1441  (at  by  reason  of 
section  1441  (ct  or  a  tax  treaty,  or 

"(iiiJ  such  amount  is  original  issue  dis- 
count (within  the  meaning  of  section 
1232lbl(llt.". 

(3t  Paragraph  (It  of  section  6049(ct  (relat- 
ing to  statements  to  be  furnished  to  persons 
with  respect  to  whom  information  is  fur- 
nishedt  is  amended— 

(At  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (A), 

(Bt  by  striking  out  ",  and"  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (Bt  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period,  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (Ct. 

S£C.  lU,  SE.\SE  OF  THE  CO.\GRESS  WITH  RESPECT 
TO  ly CREASED  APPROPRIA  r/O.V.S. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress— 

(It  that  additional  amounts  should  be  ap- 
propriated for  purposes  of  collecting  tax  due 
with  respect  to  reportable  payments  (as  de- 


fined in  section  3406(bt  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954 J,  and 

(2t  that- 

(A>  such  additional  amounts  should  not  be 
less  than— 

(it  $15,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1984.  and 

(ill  $300,000,000  for  the  period  consisting 
of  fiscal  years  1984  through  1988,  and 

(Bt  it  would  be  preferable  that  such  addi- 
tional amounts  for  such  period  be  at  least 
$600,000,000. 
SEC.  104.  HAdilP  WITHHOI.DISa 

(at  In  General.— Chapter  24  (relating  to 
collection  of  income  tax  at  source/  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  3405  the 
following  new  section: 

"SEC.  340)1.  BAChtP  WITHHOLDISfi. 

"(at  Requirement  To  Deduct  and  With- 
hold. — 

"(It  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  report- 
able payment,  if— 

"(At  the  payee  fails  to  furnish  his  TIN  to 
the  payor  in  the  manner  required. 

"(Bt  the  Secretary  notifies  the  payor  that 
the  TIN  furnished  by  the  payee  is  incorrect, 

"(C/  there  has  been  a  notified  payee  under- 
reporting described  in  subsection  (c/,  or 

"(Dt  there  has  been  a  payee  certification 
failure  described  in  subsection  (dt, 
then  the  payor  shall  deduct  and  withhold 
from  such  payment  a  tax  equal  to  20  percent 
of  such  payment. 

"(2t  Subparagraphs  id  and  iDi  of  para- 
graph III  apply  only  to  interest  and  divi- 
dend payments.— Subparagraphs  (Ct  and  (Dt 
of  paragraph  (II  shall  apply  only  to  report- 
able interest  or  dividend  payments. 

"(bt  Reportable  Payment.  Etc.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section— 

"(It  Reportable  payment.— The  term  're- 
portable payment'  means— 

"(At  any  reportable  interest  or  dividend 
payment,  and 

"(Bt  any  other  reportable  payment. 

"(2t  Reportable  interest  or  dividend  pay- 
ment— 

"(At  In  general.— The  term  'reportable  in- 
terest or  dividend  payment'  means  any  pay- 
ment of  a  kind,  and  to  a  payee,  required  to 
be  shown  on  a  return  required  under— 

"(it  section  6049(at  (relating  to  payments 
of  interestt. 

"Hit  section  6042(at  (relating  to  payments 
of  dividends/,  or 

"(Hit  section  6044  (relating  to  payments  of 
patronage  dividends!  but  only  to  the  extent 
such  payment  is  in  money. 

"(Bt  Special  rule  for  patronage  divi- 
dends.—For  purposes  of  subparagraphs  (Ct 
and  (D/  of  subsection  (atdt.  the  term 
'reportable  interest  or  dividend  payment' 
shall  not  include  any  payment  to  which  sec- 
tion 6044  (relating  to  patronage  dividends/ 
applies  unless  50  percent  or  more  of  such 
payment  is  in  money. 

"(3t  Other  reportable  payment.— The 
term  'other  reportable  payment'  means  any 
payment  of  a  kind,  and  to  a  payee,  required 
to  be  shown  on  a  return  required  under— 

"(A/  section  6041  (relating  to  certain  in- 
formaiton  at  source/, 

"(Bt  section  6041  A(at  (relating  to  pay- 
ments of  remuneration  for  servicest, 

"(Ct  section  6045  (relating  to  returns  of 
brokerst,  or 

"(Dt  section  6050A  (relating  to  reporting 
requirements  of  certain  fishing  boat  opera- 
torst,  but  only  to  the  extent  such  payment  is 
in  money  and  represents  a  share  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  catch. 

"(4/  Whether  payment  is  of  reportable 
kind  determined  without  regard  to  mini- 
MUM AMOUNT.— The  determination  of  whether 
any  payment  is  of  a  kind  required  to  be 


shown  on  a  return  described  in  paragraph 
(2/  or  (3/  shall  be  made  icithout  regard  to 
any  minimum  amount  which  must  be  paid 
before  a  return  is  required. 

"(5/  Exception  for  certain  small  pay- 
MENTs.—To  the  extent  provided  in  regula- 
tions, the  term  'reportable  payment'  shall 
not  include  any  payment  which— 

"(A/  does  not  exceed  $10,  and 

"(B/  if  determined  for  a  one-year  period, 
would  not  exceed  $10. 

"(6/  Other  reportable  payments  include 

PAYMENTS  DESCRIBED  IN  SECTION  S04liai  OR 
S04lAiai  ONLY  WHERE  AGGREGATE  FOR  CALEN- 
DAR YEAR  IS  S600  OR  MORE.— Any  payment  of  a 
kind  required  to  be  shown  on  a  return  re- 
quired under  section  6041  (a/  or  6041  A(a/ 
which  is  made  during  any  calendar  year 
shall  be  treated  as  a  reportable  payment 
only  if— 

"(At  the  aggregate  amount  of  such  pay- 
ment and  all  previous  payments  described 
in  such  sections  by  the  payor  to  the  payee 
during  such  calendar  year  equals  or  exceeds 
$600, 

"(Bt  the  payor  was  required  under  section 
6041  (at  or  6041  A(a/  to  file  a  return  for  the 
preceding  calendar  year  with  respect  to  pay- 
ments to  the  payee,  or 

"(C/  during  the  preceding  calendar  year, 
the  payor  made  reportable  payments  to  the 
payee  with  respect  to  which  amounts  were 
required  to  be  deducted  and  withheld  under 
subsection  (a/. 

"(7/  Exception  for  certain  window  pay- 
ments OF  interest.  ETC.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
paragraphs (Cl  and  (Dt  of  subsection  (atdt. 
the  term  'reportable  interest  or  dividend 
payment'  shall  not  include  any  payment— 

"(At  in  redemption  of  a  coupon  on  a 
bearer  instrument  or  in  redemption  of  a 
United  States  savings  bond,  or 

"(Bt  to  the  extent  provided  in  regulations, 
of  interest  on  instruments  similar  to  those 
described  in  subparagraph  (At. 
The  preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  for 
purposes  of  determining  whether  there  is 
payee  underreporting  described  in  subsec- 
tion (ct. 

"(c/  Notified  Payee  Underreporting  With 
Respect  to  Interest  and  Dividends.— 

"(1/  Notified  payee  underreporting.— If— 

"(A/  the  Secretary  determines  with  respect 
to  any  payee  that  there  has  been  payee  un- 
derreporting. 

"(B/  at  least  4  notices  have  been  mailed  by 
the  Secretary  to  the  payee  (over  a  period  of 
at  least  120  days/  with  respect  to  the  under- 
reporting, and 

"(C/  in  the  case  of  any  payee  who  has  filed 
a  return  for  the  taxable  year,  any  deficiency 
of  tax  attributable  to  such  failure  has  been 
assessed, 

the  Secretary  may  notify  payors  of  report- 
able interest  or  dividend  payments  with  re- 
spect to  such  payee  of  the  requirement  to 
deduct  and  withhold  under  subsection 
(at(lt(CI  (but  not  the  reasons  therefort. 

"(21  Payee  underreporting  defined.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  there  has  been 
payee  underreporting  if  for  any  taxable  year 
the  Secretary  determines  that— 

"(A/  the  payee  failed  to  include  in  his 
return  of  tax  under  chapter  1  for  such  year 
any  portion  of  a  reportable  interest  or  divi- 
dend payment  required  to  be  shovm  on  such 
return,  or 

"(Bt  the  payee  may  be  required  to  file  a 
return  for  such  year  and  to  include  a  report- 
able interest  or  dividend  payment  in  such 
return,  but  failed  to  file  such  return. 

"(3t  Determination  by  secretary  to  stop 

(OR  NOT  TO  STARTI  WITHHOLDING—  ' 
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-lA)  In  general.— 1/  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that— 

"H)  there  was  no  payee  underreporting. 

"Hi)  any  payee  underreporting  has  been 
corrected  'and  any  tax.  penalty,  or  interest 
with  respect  to  the  payee  underreporting  has 
been  paid), 

"(Hi)  withholding  under  subsection 
(aXDIO  has  caused  (or  would  cause)  undue 
hardship  to  the  payee  and  it  is  unlikely  that 
any  payee  underreporting  by  such  payee  will 
occur  again,  or 

"(iv)  there  is  o  bona  fide  dispute  as  to 
whether  there  has  t>een  any  payee  underre- 
porting. 

then  the  Secretary  shall  take  the  action  de- 
scribed m  subparagraph  (B/. 

"(B)  Secretary  to  take  action  to  stop  -or 

NOT  to  START'  WITHHOLDING.  —  For  purpOSeS  6/ 

subparagraph  (A),  if  at  the  time  of  the  Secre- 
tary's determination  under  subparagraph 
(A)- 

"ti)  no  notice  has  t>een  given  under  para- 
graph (II  to  any  payor  with  respect  to  the 
underreporting,  the  Secretary  shall  not  give 
any  such  notice,  or 

"(it)  if  such  notice  has  been  given,  the  Sec- 
retary shall— 

"(I)  provide  the  payee  with  a  written  certi- 
fication that  withholding  under  subsection 
la)(l)C)  is  to  stop,  and 

"(II)  notify  the  applicable  payors  (and 
brokers)  that  such  withholding  is  to  stop. 

"(CI  Time  for  taking  action  where  notice 
TO  PAYOR  HAS  BEEN  GIVEN.— In  any  case  where 
notice  has  been  given  undtr  paragraph  Hi 
to  any  payor  with  respect  to  any  underre- 
porting, if  the  Secretary  makes  a  determina- 
tion under  subparagraph  (A>  during  the  13- 
month  period  ending  on  October  15  of  any 
calendar  year— 

"(il  except  as  provided  in  clause  (ii).  the 
Secretary  shall  take  the  action  described  in 
subparagraph  (Bi(ii>  to  bring  about  the 
stopping  of  withholding  no  later  than  De- 
cember 1  of  such  calendar  year,  or 

"(HI  in  the  case  of— 

"(I)  a  no  payee  underreporting  determina- 
tion under  clause  (i>  of  subparagraph  (Al.  or 

"(II)    a    hardship    determination     under 
clause  diii  of  subparagraph  (Ai. 
such  action  shall  be  taken  no  later  than  the 
45th  day  after  the  day  on  which  the  Secre- 
tary made  the  determination. 

"(D)  Opportunity  to  reuvest  determina- 
tion.—The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  proce- 
dures under  which— 

"(il  a  payee  may  request  a  determination 
under  subparagraph  (Al.  and 

"(HI  the  payee  may  provide  information 
with  respect  to  such  request. 

"(41  Payor  notifies  payee  of  withholding 

BECAUSE      OF     PAYEE      UNDEhREPORTING.—Any 

payor  required  to  withhold  any  tax  under 
subsection  (aidi'C)  shall,  at  the  time  such 
withholding  begins,  notify  the  payee  of  such 
icitMiolding. 

"(5)  Payee  may  be  reqvir.kd  to  notify  sec- 
retary  WHO  HIS  payors  ANO  BROKERS  ARE.— 

For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
m,ay  require  any  payee  of  reportable  interest 
or  dividend  payments  who  is  subject  to 
withholding  under  subsection  (aldXC)  to 
notify  the  Secretary  of— 

"(A)  all  payors  from  whom  the  payee  re- 
ceives reportable  interest  or  dividend  pay- 
ments, and 

"(B)  all  brokers  with  whom  the  payee  has 
accounts  which  may  involve  reportable  in- 
terest or  dividend  payments. 
The  Secretary  may  notify  any  such  broker 
that  such  payee  is  subject  to  withholding 
under  sut)section  (a)(1)(C). 

"(d)  Interest  and  Dividend  Backup  With- 
holding Appubs  to  New  AccouifTS  and  In- 


struments Unless  Payee  Certifies  That  He 
Is  Not  Subject  to  Such  Withholding.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.  — There  is  a  payee  certifi- 
cation failure  unless  the  payee  has  certified 
to  the  payor,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  that 
such  payee  is  not  subject  to  withholding 
under  subsection  (a)(li(C). 

"(2)  Special  rules  for  readily  tradable 
instruments.— 

"(Al  In  general.— Subsection  (aKlKD) 
shall  apply  to  any  reportable  interest  or  div- 
idend payment  to  any  payee  on  any  readily 
tradable  instrument  if  (and  only  if)  no  certi- 
fication was  provided  to  the  payor  by  the 
payee  under  paragraph  (II  and— 

"(ii  the  payor  was  notified  by  a  broker 
under  subparagraph  (Bi. 

"(ill  such  instrument  was  acquired  direct- 
ly by  the  payee  from  the  payor,  or 

"(iiii  such  instrument  is  held  by  the  payor 
as  nominee  for  the  payee. 

"IB I  Broker  notifies  payor.— If— 

"(i)  a  payee  acquires  any  readily  tradable 
instrument  through  a  broker,  and 

"(iiKl)  the  payee  does  not  provide  a  certi- 
fication to  such  broker  under  subparagraph 
iCi.  or  (III  such  broker  is  notified  by  the  Sec- 
retary before  such  acquisition  that  such 
payee  is  subject  to  withholding  under  sub- 
section (aKlKCi. 

such  broker  shall,  within  15  days  after  the 
date  of  the  acquisition,  notify  the  payor  that 
such  payee  is  subject  to  withholding  under 
subsection  (aKlKDi  (or  subsection  (a)(1)(C) 
in  the  case  of  a  notification  described  in 
clause  (IlKIIli. 

"(Ci  Time  for  payee  to  provide  certifica- 
tion to  broker.— In  the  case  of  any  readily 
tradable  instrument  acquired  by  a  payee 
through  a  broker,  the  certification  described 
in  paragraph  ill  may  t>e  provided  by  the 
payee  to  such  broker— 

"(i)  at  any  time  after  the  payee's  account 
with  the  broker  was  established  and  before 
the  acquisition  of  such  instrument,  or 

"(ii)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of 
such  instrument. 

"(3>  Exception  for  existing  accounts. 
ETC.— This  subsection  and  subsection 
(aKlKDl  shall  not  apply  to  any  reportable 
interest  or  diindend  payment  which  is  paid 
or  credited — 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  interest  or  any  other 
amount  of  a  kind  reportable  under  section 
6049.  with  respect  to  any  account  (whatever 
called)  establi.'ihed  before  January  1.  1984.  or 
with  respect  to  any  instrument  acquired 
before  January  1.  1984. 

"(Bi  in  the  case  of  dividends  or  any  other 
amount  reportable  under  section  6042.  on 
any  stock  or  other  instrument  acquired 
before  January  1,  1984.  or 

"(C)  in  the  case  of  patronage  dividends  or 
other  amount.^  of  a  kind  reportable  under 
section  6044.  with  respect  to  any  member- 
ship acquired,  or  contract  entered  into, 
before  January  1,  1984. 

"(4)  Exception  for  readily  tradable  in- 
struments ACQUIRED  THROUGH  EXISTING  BRO- 
KERAGE ACCOUNTS.— Subparagraph  (B)  of 
paragraph  (21  shall  not  apply  with  respect 
to  a  readily  tradable  instrument  which  was 
acquired  through  an  account  with  a  broker 

if- 

"(A)  such  account  was  established  before 
January  1.  1984,  and 

"(BI  during  1983.  such  broker  Imught  or 
sold  instruments  for  the  payee  (or  acted  as  a 
nominee  for  the  payeel  through  such  ac- 
count 

The  preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  any  readily  tradable  instrument 
acquired  through  such  account  after  the 
broker  was  notified  by  the  Secretary  that  the 


payee  is  subject  to  withholding  under  sub- 
section (aid  1(C). 

"(e)  Period  for  Which  Withholding  Is  in 
Effect.  — 

"(1)  Failure  to  furnish  TIN.— In  the  case 
of  any  failure  by  a  payee  to  furnish  his  TIN 
to  a  payor  in  the  manner  required,  subsec- 
tion (al  shall  apply  to  any  reportable  pay- 
ment made  by  such  payor  during  the  period 
during  which  the  TIM  has  not  been  fur- 
nished m  the  manner  required. 

"(2)  Notification  of  incorrect  number.— 
In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary  notifies 
the  payor  that  the  TIN  furnished  by  the 
payee  is  incorrect,  subsection  (al  shall  apply 
to  any  reportable  payment  made  by  such 
payor— 

"(A)  after  the  close  of  the  30th  day  after  the 
day  on  which  the  payor  received  such  notifi- 
cation, and 

"(B)  before  the  payee  furnishes  another  TIN 
in  the  manner  required. 

"(31  Notified  payee  underreporting  de- 
scribed IN  subsection  (c).— 

"(A)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  noti- 
fied payee  underreporting  described  in  sub- 
section (ci,  subsection  (al  shall  apply  to  any 
reportable  interest  or  dividend  payment 
made— 

"(il  after  the  close  of  the  30th  day  after  the 
day  on  which  the  payor  received  notifica- 
tion from  the  Secretary  of  such  underreport- 
ing, and 
"(ii)  before  the  stop  date. 
"(B)  Stop  date —For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  term  'stop  date'  means  the  deter- 
mination effective  date  or.  if  later,  the  earli- 
er of— 

"(i)  the  day  on  which  the  payor  received 
notification  from  the  Secretary  under  sub- 
section (c)(3i(Bl  to  stop  withholding,  or 

"(ii)  the  day  on  which  the  payor  receives 
from  the  payee  a  certification  provided  by 
the  Secretary  under  subsection  (cKSKBl. 

"(Ci  Determination  effective  date.— For 
purposes  of  this  subsection— 

"(II  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
clause  (HI,  the  determination  effective  date 
of  any  determination  under  subsection 
icKSKAi  which  IS  made  during  the  12-month 
period  ending  on  October  15  of  any  calendar 
year  shall  be  the  first  January  1  following 
such  October  15. 

"(il)  Determination  that  there  was  no  un- 
derreporting: HARDSHIP.— In  the  case  of  any 
determination  under  clause  (il  or  (Hi)  of 
subsection  (ci(3l(Al,  the  determination  effec- 
tive date  shall  be  the  date  on  which  the  Sec- 
retary's determination  is  made. 

"(4)  Failure  to  provide  certification  that 
pa  yee  is  not  subject  to  withholding.  — 

"(Al  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  payee 
certification  failure  described  in  subsection 
idKli.  subsection  (al  shall  apply  to  any  re- 
portable interest  or  dividend  payment  made 
during  the  period  during  which  the  certifi- 
cation described  in  subsection  (did)  has  not 
been  furnished  to  the  payor. 

"(BI  Special  rule  for  readily  tradable  in- 
struments ACQUIRED  THROUGH  BROKER  WHERE 

notification.— In  the  case  of  any  readily 
tradable  instrument  acquired  by  the  payee 
through  a  broker,  the  period  described  in 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  start  with  payments 
to  the  payee  made  after  the  close  of  the  30th 
day  after  the  payor  receives  notification 
from  a  broker  under  subsection  (d)(2)(BI. 

"(51  30-DAY  GRACE  PERIODS.— 

"(A)  START-UP.— If  the  payor  elects  the  ap- 
plication of  this  subparagraph  with  respect 
to  the  payee,  subsection  (a)  shall  also  apply 
to  any  reportable  payment  made  during  the 
30-day  period  described  in  paragraph  (211  A). 
(SKA),  or  (4)(B). 


"(B)  STOPPINO.-Unless  the  payor  elects 
not  to  have  this  subparagraph  apply  with  re- 
spect to  the  payee,  subsection  (a)  shall  also 
apply  to  any  reportable  payment  made  after 
the  close  of  the  period  described  in  para- 
graph d),  (2),  or  (4)  (as  the  case  may  be) 
and  before  the  30th  day  after  the  close  of 
such  period.  A  similar  rule  shall  also  apply 
with  respect  to  the  period  described  in  para- 
graph (3)(A)  where  the  stop  date  is  deter- 
mined under  clause  (i)  or  (ii)  of  paragraph 
(3)(B). 

"(C)  Election  of  shorttr  grace  period.— 
The  payor  may  elect  a  period  shorter  than 
the  grace  period  set  forth  in  subparagraph 
(A)  or  (B).  as  the  case  may  be. 

"(fl  Confidentiality  of  Information.— 

"(1)  In  general.— No  person  may  use  any 
information  obtained  under  this  section  (in- 
cluding any  failure  to  certify  under  subsec- 
tion (d))  except  for  purposes  of  meeting  any 
requirement  under  this  section  or  (subject  to 
the  safeguards  set  forth  in  section  6103)  for 
purposes  permitted  under  section  6103. 

"(2)  Cross  reference.— 

"For  provision  providing  for  civil  dam- 
ages for  violation  of  paragraph  d),  see  sec- 
tion 7431. 

"(g)  Exceptions.— 

"(II  Payments  to  certain  payees.— Subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  not  apply  to  any  payment 
made  to— 

"(Al  any  organization  or  governmental 
unit  described  in  subparagraph  (B),  (C),  (D), 
(E),  or  (F)  of  section  6049(b)(4),  or 

"(2)  any  other  person  specified  in  regula- 
tions. 

"(2)  Amounts  for  which  withholding  oth- 
erwise REQUIRED.— Subsection  (a)  shall  not 
apply  to  any  amount  for  which  withholding 
is  otherwise  required  by  this  title. 

"(31  Exemption  while  waiting  for  TIN— 
The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regulations  for 
exemptions  from  the  tax  imposed  by  subsec- 
tion (a)  during  the  period  during  which  a 
person  is  waiting  for  receipt  of  a  TIN. 

"(h)  Other  Definitions  and  Special 
Rules.— For  purposes  of  this  section— 

"(1)  Obviously  incorrect  number.— A 
person  shall  be  treated  as  failing  to  furnish 
his  TIN  if  the  TIN  furnished  does  not  con- 
tain the  proper  number  of  digits. 

"(2)  Payee  furnishes  2  incorrect  TIN's.— 
If  the  payee  furnishes  the  payor  2  incorrect 
TIN'S  in  any  3-year  period,  the  payor  shall, 
after  receiving  notice  of  the  second  incorrect 
TIN,  treat  the  payee  as  not  having  furnished 
another  TIN  under  subsection  (e)(2)(B) 
until  the  day  on  which  the  payor  receives 
notification  from  the  Secretary  that  a  cor- 
rect TIN  has  been  furnished. 

"(31  Joint  payees.— Except  to  the  extent 
otherwise  provided  in  regulations,  any  pay- 
ment to  joint  payees  shall  be  treated  as  if  all 
the  payment  were  made  to  the  first  person 
listed  in  the  payment. 

"(41  Payor  defined.— The  term  'payor' 
means,  with  respect  to  any  reportable  pay- 
ment, a  person  required  to  file  a  return  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2)  or  (3)  of  subsection 
(b)  with  respect  to  such  payment 

"(5)  Broker.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.-The  term  "broker' has  the 
meaning  given  to  such  term  by  section 
604S(c)d). 

"(B)  Only  i  broker  per  ACQUismoN.—If. 
but  for  this  subparagraph,  there  would  be 
more  than  1  broker  with  respect  to  any  ac- 
quisition, only  the  broker  having  the  closest 
contact  with  the  payee  shall  be  treated  as 
the  broker. 

"(C)  Payor  not  treated  as  broker.— In  the 
case  of  any  instrument,  such  term  shall  not 


include  any  person  who  is  the  payor  with  re- 
spect to  such  instrument 

"(6)  Readily  tradable  instrument.— The 
term  'readily  tradable  instrument'  means— 

"(A)  any  instrument  which  is  part  of  an 
issue  any  portion  of  which  is  traded  on  an 
established  securities  market  (within  the 
meaning  of  section  453(f)(5)),  and 

"(Bl  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  reg- 
ulations prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  any  in- 
strument which  is  regularly  quoted  by  bro- 
kers or  dealers  making  a  market 

"(7)  Original  issue  discount.— To  the 
extent  provided  in  regulations,  rules  similar 
to  the  rules  of  paragraph  (6)  of  section 
60.49(d)  shall  apply. 

"(8)  Requirement  of  notice  to  payee.— 
Whenever  the  Secretary  notifies  a  payor 
under  paragraph  (1)(BI  of  subsection  (al 
that  the  TIN  furnished  by  any  payee  is  in- 
correct, the  Secretary  shall  at  the  same  time 
furnish  a  copy  of  such  notice  to  the  payor, 
and  the  payor  shall  promptly  furnish  such 
copy  to  the  payee. 

"(9)  Requirement  of  notice  to  Secre- 
tary.—If  the  Secretary  notifies  a  payor 
under  paragraph  (IKB)  of  subsection  (a) 
that  the  TIN  furnished  by  any  payee  is  in- 
correct and  such  payee  subsequently  fur- 
nishes another  TIN  to  the  payor,  the  payor 
shall  promptly  notify  the  Secretary  of  the 
other  TIN  so  furnished. 

"(10)  Coordination  with  other  sections.— 
For  purposes  of  section  31.  this  chapter 
(other  than  section  3402(n)),  and  so  much  of 
subtitle  F  (other  than  section  7205)  as  re- 
lates to  this  chapter,  payments  which  are 
subject  to  withholding  under  this  section 
shall  be  treated  as  if  they  were  wages  paid 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  (and 
amounts  deducted  and  withheld  under  this 
section  shall  be  treated  as  if  deducted  and 
withheld  under  section  34021. 

"(i)  Regulations.— The  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section. " 

(b)  Civil  Damages  for  Unauthorized  Dis- 
closure of  Information.— Section  7431  (re- 
lating to  civil  damages  for  unauthorized 
disclosure  of  returns  and  return  informa- 
tion) is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  Extension  to  Information  Obtained 
Under  Section  3406.— For  purposes  of  this 
section— 

"(1)  any  information  obtained  under  sec- 
tion 3406  (including  information  with  re- 
spect to  any  payee  certification  failure 
under  subsection  (d)  thereof)  shall  be  treated 
as  return  information,  and 

"(2)  any  use  of  such  information  other 
than  for  purposes  of  meeting  any  require- 
ment under  section  3406  or  (subject  to  the 
safeguards  set  forth  in  section  6103)  for  pur- 
poses permitted  under  section  6103  shall  be 
treated  as  a  violation  of  section  6103. 
For  purposes  of  subsection  (b),  the  reference 
to  section  6103  shall  be  treated  as  including 
a  reference  to  section  3406. " 

(c)  Penalty  for  Failure  by  Broker  To 
Provide  Notice.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL-Subchapter  B  of  chapter 
68  (relating  to  assessable  penalties)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  section: 

"SEC.     STOS.     FAILURE    BY    BROKER    TO    PROVIDE 
NOTICE  TO  PA  YORS. 

"(a)  In  General.— Any  person  required 
under  section  3406(d)(2)(B)  to  provide 
notice  to  any  payor  who  willfully  fails  to 
provide  such  notice  to  such  payor  shall  pay 
a  penally  of  $500  for  each  such  failure. 
"(b)  Penalty  in  Addition  to  Other  Penal- 
ties.—Any  penalty  imposed  by  this  section 


shall  be  in  addition  to  any  other  penalty 
provided  by  law. " 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  for  subchapter  B  of  chapter  68  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  item: 

"Sec.    6705.    Failure   by   broker  to   provide 
notice  to  payors. " 

(d)  Technical  Amendments.— 

(1)  Definition  of  tin.— Subsection  (a)  of 
section  7701  (relating  to  definitions)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(411  TIN.— The  term  'TIN'  means  the 
identifying  number  assigned  to  a  person 
under  section  6109. " 

(2)  Year  for  which  credtt  allowed.— Sec- 
tion 31  (relating  to  credit  for  tax  withheld 
on  wages)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(cl  Special  Rule  for  Backup  Withhold- 
ing.—Any  credit  allowed  by  subsection  (a) 
for  any  amount  withheld  under  section  3406 
shall  be  allowed  for  the  taxable  year  of  the 
recipient  of  the  income  in  which  the  income 
is  receivecL  " 

(31  Repeal  of  existing  backup  withhold- 
ing provisions.— Subsection  (si  of  section 
3402  is  hereby  repealed. 

(4)  Clerical  amendment.  — The  table  of  sec- 
tions for  chapter  24  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  3405  the 
following  new  item: 
"Sec.  3406.  Backup  withholding." 

SEC.  105.  PESALTY  FOR  FAILIRE  BY  PAYORS  TO 
MEET  CERTAIS  ISTEREST  ASV  DIVI- 
DES D  REP(IRTI\(.  REQIIHEME\TS. 

(a)  Failure  To  Supply  Taxpayer  Identifi- 
cation Numbers.— Section  6676  (relating  to 
failure  to  supply  identifying  numbers)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

SEC.  et'6.  FAILIRE  TO  SVPPLY  IDESTIFYISG  SUM- 
BERS. 

"(al  In  General.— If  any  person  who  is  re- 
quired by  regulations  prescribed  under  sec- 
tion 6109— 

"(1)  to  include  his  TIN  in  any  return, 
statement,  or  other  document, 

"(2)  to  furnish  his  TIN  to  another  person, 
or 

"(3)  except  in  the  case  of  a  return  or  state- 
ment required  to  be  filed  under  section  6042, 
6044,  or  6049,  to  include  in  any  return, 
statement  or  other  document  made  with  re- 
spect to  another  person  the  TIN  of  such 
other  person, 

fails  to  comply  with  such  requirement  at  the 
time  prescribed  by  such  regulations,  such 
person  shall,  unless  it  is  shown  that  such 
failure  is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not  to 
willful  neglect  pay  a  penalty  of  S5  for  each 
such  failure  described  in  paragraph  (1)  and 
$50  for  each  such  failure  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  or  (3),  except  that  the  total 
amount  imposed  on  such  person  for  all  such 
failures  during  any  calendar  year  shall  not 
exceed  $50,000. 

"(b)  Penalties  Involving  Failures  on  Inter- 
est and  Dividend  Returns.— 

"(1)  In  general.— If  any  payor— 

"(A)  is  required  to  include  in  any  return 
or  statement  required  to  be  filed  under  sec- 
tion 6042,  6044,  or  6049  with  respect  to  any 
payee  the  TIN  of  such  payee,  and 

"(B)  fails  to  include  such  number  or  in- 
cludes an  incorrect  number, 
then  the  payor  shall  pay  a  penalty  of  $50  for 
each  such  failure  unless  it  is  shown  that  the 
payor  exercised  due  diligence  in  attempting 
to  satisfy  the  requirement  with  respect  to 
such  TIN. 
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'7c>  Procedures  RsLATtna  to  Assessment 

OF  PENALTy.— 

■')1>  Self-assessment  of  penalty  imposed 
BY  SUBSECTION  (bi.—Any  penalty  imposed 
under  subsection  (b>  on  any  person— 

"(A)  for  purposes  of  this  subtitle,  shall  be 
treated  as  an  excise  tax  imposed  by  subtitle 
D.  and 

■•IBI  shall  be  due  and  payable  on  April  1  of 
the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar 
year  for  which  the  return  or  statement  was 
made. 

"121  Deficiency  procedures  not  to 
APPLY— Subchapter  B  of  chapter  63  (relating 
to  deficiency  procedures  for  income,  estate, 
gift,  and  certain  excise  taxes)  shall  not 
apply  in  respect  of  the  assessment  or  collec- 
tion of  any  penalty  imposed  by  this  sec- 
tion. " 

"tbi  Failure  To  File  Statements.— 

"II I  Section  s«5j.  — 

■'(A)  Subsection  lal  of  section  66S2  /relat- 
ing to  returns  relating  to  information  at 
source,  payments  of  dividends,  etc..  and  cer- 
tain transfers  of  stock)  is  amended  by  redes- 
ignating paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph  13) 
and  by  inserting  after  paragraph  <li  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

■72/  Failure  to  file  returns  on  interest, 
dividends,  and  patronage  dividends.— 

"(A)  In  general. -In  the  case  of  each  fail- 
ure to  file  a  statement  of  the  amount  of  pay- 
ments to  another  person  required  by— 

"(i)  section  6042ia)tH  (relating  to  pay- 
ments of  dividendi ). 

■■fii)  section  6044'a)'l)  (relating  to  pay- 
ments of  patronagt"  dividends),  or 

■'(iii)  section  6049(a)  (relating  to  pay- 
ments of  interest). 

on  the  date  prescribed  therefor  (determined 
with  regard  to  any  extension  of  time  for 
filing),  there  shall  be  paid  by  the  person  fail- 
ing to  file  such  statement  a  penalty  of  $50 
for  each  such  failure  unless  it  is  shown  that 
such  person  exercised  due  diligence  in  at- 
tempting to  satisfy  the  requirement  with  re- 
spect to  such  statement. 

"(B)  SELF-ASSEs.sME.sT-Any  penalty  im- 
posed under  subparagraph  (A)  on  any 
person— 

"(i)  for  purposes  of  this  subtitle,  shall  be 
treated  as  an  excise  tax  imposed  by  subtitle 
D.  and 

"(ii)  shall  be  due  and  payable  on  April  1  of 
the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar 
year  for  which  such  statement  is  required. 

"(C)  Deficiency  procedures  not  to 
APPLV.—Subchapter  B  of  chapter  63  (relating 
to  deficiency  procedures  for  income,  estate, 
gift,  and  certain  excise  taxes)  shall  not 
apply  m  respect  of  the  assessment  or  collec- 
tion of  any  penalty  imposed  by  subpara- 
graph (A)." 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  66S2(aJtl) 
is  amended— 

(i)  by  striking  out  clauses  (ii>.  fiiiJ,  and 
fivJ  and  by  redesignating  clauses  (v)  and 
Ivi)  as  clauses  'lU  and  dii).  respectively, 
and 

(ii)  by  sinking  out  '6042(e).  6044(f). 
6049(eJ,  or"  in  clause  dii).  as  so  redesignat- 
ed. 

(C)  Paragraph  (31  of  section  6652(a)  (as  re- 
designated by  subparagraph  (A))  is  amended 
bv  striking  out  'paragraph  d)"  in  the 
matter  preceding  subparagraph  (A)  and  in 
subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "paragraph  (1)  or  (2)". 

(2)  Section  6678 —Section  6678  (relating 
to  failure  to  furnish  certain  statements)  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(a)  In  General.—  "  before 
"In  the  case  of. 


(B)  by  striking  out  "6042(c).  6044(e), 
6045(b),  6049(c),"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "6045(b).  ". 

(C)  by  sinking  out  "6042(a)(1).  6044(a)(1), 
6e4S(a).  6049(a)."  in  paragraph  (1)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "6045(a).  ",  and 

(D)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(b)  Failure  To  File  Interest  and  Divi- 
dend Statements.  — 

"(V  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  person 
who  fails  to  furnish  a  statement  under  sec- 
tion 6042(c).  6044(e).  or  6049(c)  on  the  date 
prescribed  therefor  to  a  person  with  respect 
to  whom  a  return  has  been  made  under  sec- 
tion 6042(a)(1).  6044(a)(1).  or  6049(a).  re- 
spectively, such  person  shall  pay  a  penalty 
of  t50  for  each  such  failure  unless  it  is 
shown  that  such  person  exercised  due  dili- 
gence in  attempting  to  satisfy  the  require- 
ment with  respect  to  such  statement. 

"(2)  Self-assessment.— Any  penalty  im- 
posed under  paragraph  (U  on  any  person  — 

"(A)  for  purposes  of  this  subtitle,  shall  be 
treated  as  an  excise  tax  imposed  by  subtitle 
D.  and 

"(B)  shall  be  due  and  payable  on  April  1  of 
the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar 
year  for  which  such  statement  is  required. 

"(31  Deficiency  procedures  not  to 
APPLY.— Subchapter  B  of  chapter  63  (relating 
to  deficiency  procedures  for  income,  estate, 
gift,  and  certain  excise  taxes)  shall  not 
apply  m  respect  of  the  assesment  or  collec- 
tion of  any  penalty  imposed  by  paragraph 
(1)." 
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Section  6653  (relating  to  failure  to  pay 
taxi  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(g)  Special  Rule  in  the  Case  of  Interest 
OR  Dividend  Pa  yments.  — 

"(1)  In  general.— If— 

"(A)  any  payment  is  shown  on  a  return 
made  try  the  payor  under  section  6042(a). 
6044(a>.  or  6049(a).  and 

"(Bi  the  payee  fails  to  include  any  portion 
of  such  payment  in  gross  income, 
any  portion  of  an  underpayment  attributa- 
ble to  such  failure  shall  be  treated,  for  pur- 
poses of  subsection  (a),  as  due  to  negligence 
m  the  absence  of  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary. 

"(21  Penalty  to  apply  only  to  portion  of 
underpayment  due  to  failure  to  include  in- 
TEREST OR  DIVIDEND  PAYMENT.— If  any  penalty 
IS  imposed  under  subsection  (a)  by  reason  of 
paragraph  (U.  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
imposed  by  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  5  percent  of  the  portion  of  the  un- 
derpayment which  is  attnbutable  to  the  fail- 
ure descnbed  in  paragraph  (II.  " 

SEl  107  inn.  i\IU  HiyiML  I'KyiLTIKS  0\  FALSt: 
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(a)  Civil  Penalty.— Paragraph  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 6682(a)  (relating  to  civil  penalty  for 
false  information  with  respect  to  withhold- 
ing' IS  amended  by  inserting  "  or  section 
3406  "  after  "section  3402". 

(b)  Criminal  Penalty— Section  7205  (relat- 
ing to  fraudulent  withholding  exemption 
certificate  or  failure  to  supply  information) 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  ""Any  individual"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(a)  Withholding  on 
Wages.— Any  individual",  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 


"(b)  Backup  Withholding  on  Interest  and 
Dividends.— If  any  individual  willfully 
makes— 

"(1)  any  false  certification  or  affirmation 
on  any  statement  required  by  a  payor  in 
order  to  meet  the  due  diligence  requirements 
of  section  6676(b).  or 

"(2)  a  false  certification  under  paragraph 
(1)  or  (2)(C)  of  section  3406(d), 

then  such  individual  shall,  in  lieu  of  any 
other  penaJty  provided  by  law  (except  the 
penalty  provided  by  section  6682),  upon  con- 
viction thereof,  be  fined  not  more  than 
SI, 000.  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  1  year, 
or  both  " 

sec.  I$H.  SEPARATE  MAILINd  (IF  im. 

(a)  Interest— Section  6049(c)(2)  (relating 
to  time  statement  must  be  furnished)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  Time  and  form  of  statement.— The 
written  statement  under  paragraph  (11— 

"(A)  shall  be  furnished  (either  in  person  or 
in  a  separate  mailing  by  first-class  mail)  to 
the  person  on  or  before  January  31  of  the 
year  following  the  calendar  year  for  which 
the  return  under  subsection  (a)  was  made, 
and 

"(B)  shall  be  in  such  form  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe  by  regulations. " 

(b)  Dividends.— The  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 6042(c)  (relating  to  time  statement 
must  be  furnished)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  "The  written  statement  required 
under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  fur- 
nished (either  in  person  or  in  a  separate 
mailing  by  first-class  mail)  to  the  person  on 
or  before  January  31  of  the  year  following 
the  calendtt-r  year  for  which  the  return  under 
subsection  (a)  was  made,  and  shall  be  in 
such  form  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  by 
regulations. " 

(c)  Patronage  Dividends.— The  second  sen- 
tence of  section  6044(e)  (relating  to  time 
statement  must  t>e  furnished)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  '"The  written  statement  re- 
quired under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be 
furnished  (either  in  person  or  in  a  separate 
mailing  by  first-class  mail)  to  the  person  on 
or  ttefore  January  31  of  the  year  following 
the  calendar  year  for  which  the  return  under 
subsection  (a)  was  made,  and  shall  be  in 
such  form  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  by 
regulations. " 

SEC  I0»  RETI  R\S  0\  MA(i\ETI<  tape 

(ai  Certain  Returns  Must  Be  on  Magnetic 
Tape.— Subsection  (e)  of  section  6011  (relat- 
ing to  regulations  requiring  returns  on  mag- 
netic tape,  etc.)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(e)  Regulations  Requiring  Returns  on 
Magnetic  Tape,  Etc.— 

"(1)  In  general.  — The  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe regulations  providing  standards  for 
determining  which  returns  must  be  filed  on 
magnetic  media  or  in  other  machine-read- 
able form.  The  Secretary  may  not  require  re- 
turns of  any  tax  imposed  by  subtitle  A  on  in- 
dividuals, estates,  and  trusts  to  be  other 
than  on  paper  forms  supplied  by  the  Secre- 
tary. In  prescribing  such  regulations,  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  account  (among 
other  relevant  factors)  the  ability  of  the  tax- 
payer to  comply  at  reasonable  cost  with 
such  a  filing  requirement. 

"(2)  Certain  returns  must  be  filed  on 
magnetic  media.— 

"'(A)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any 
person  who  is  required  to  file  returns  under 
sections  6042(a).  6044(a).  and  6049(a)  with 
respect  to  more  than  50  payees  for  any  cal- 
endar year,  all  returns  under  such  sections 
shall  be  on  magnetic  media. 


"(B)  Hardship  exception.— Subparagraph 
(A)  shall  not  apply  to  any  person  for  any 
period  if  such  person  establishes  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Secretary  that  its  application 
to  such  person  for  such  period  would  result 
in  undue  hardship. " 

(b)  Study  of  Wage  Returns  on  Magnetic 
Tape.— 

(1)  STUDY.-The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Sen'ices,  shall  conduct  a  study 
of  the  feasibility  of 'requiring  persons  to  file, 
on  magnetic  media,  returns  under  section 
6011  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
containing  information  described  in  section 
6051(a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  W-2's). 

(2)  Report  to  CONGRESS.-Not  later  than 
July  1,  1984,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  submit  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Finance  of  the  Senate  the 
results  of  the  study  conducted  under  para- 
graph (1). 

SEC.  no.  effective  DATES. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  section,  the  amendments 
made  by  this  title  shall  apply  with  respect  to 
payments  made  after  December  31,  1983. 

(b)  Section  102.— The  amendments  made 
by  section  102  shall  lake  effect  as  of  the  close 
of  June  30,  1983. 

(c)  Sections  104(b)  and  107.— The  amend- 
ments made  by  sections  104(b)  and  107  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act 

TITLE  II-CARIBBEAN  BASIN 
INITIATIVE 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Caribbean 
Basin  Economic  Recovery  Act". 

Subtitle  A— Duty-Free  Treatment 

SEC  21 1    AITHDRITY  TO  (,RA\T  01  TY-FREE  TREAT- 
MEST 

The  President  may  proclaim  duty-free 
treatment  for  all  eligible  articles  from  any 
beneficiary  country  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  title. 

SEC.  212.  BE.\EFICIARY  (Vl\TRY. 

(a)(1)  For  purposes  of  this  title— 

(A)  The  term  "'beneficiary  country"  means 
any  country  listed  in  subsection  (b)  with  re- 
spect to  which  there  is  in  effect  a  proclama- 
tion by  the  President  designating  such  coun- 
try as  a  beneficiary  country  for  purposes  of 
this  title.  Before  the  President  designates 
any  country  as  a  beneficiary  country  for 
purposes  of  this  title,  he  shall  notify  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  of 
his  intention  to  make  such  designation,  to- 
gether with  the  considerations  entering  into 
such  decision. 

(B)  The  term  "'entered"  means  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse  for  consump- 
tion, in  the  customs  territory  of  the  United 
States. 

(C)  The  term  "TSUS"  means  Tariff  Sched- 
ules of  the  United  States  (19  U.S.C.  1202). 

(2)  If  the  President  has  designated  any 
country  as  a  beneficiary  country  for  pur- 
poses of  this  title,  he  shall  not  terminate 
such  designation  (either  by  issuing  a  procla- 
mation for  that  purpose  or  by  issuing  a 
proclamation  which  has  the  effect  of  termi- 
nating such  designation)  unless,  at  least 
sixty  days  before  such  termination,  he  has 
notified  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Senate  and  has  notified  such  country  of 
his  intention  to  terminate  such  designation, 
together  with  the  considerations  entering 
into  such  decision. 

lb)  In  designating  countries  as  "benefici- 
ary countries"  under  this  title  the  President 
shall  consider  only  the  following  countries 


and  territories  or  successor  political  enti- 
ties: 

Anguilla  Panama 

Antigua  and  Barbuda  Saint  Lucia 


Saint  Vincent  and 
the  Grenadines 

Suriname 

Trinidad  and  Tobago 

Cayman  Islands 

Montserrat 

Netherlands  Antilles 

Saint  Christopher- 
Nevis 

Turks  and  Caicos 
Islands 

Virgin  Islands, 
British 


Bahamas,  The 

Barbados 

Belize 

Costa  Rica 

Dominica 

Dominican  Republic 

El  Salvador 

Grenada 

Guatemala 

Guyana 

Haiti 

Honduras 

Jamaica 

Nicaragua 

In  addition,  the  President  shall  not  desig- 
nate   any    country    a    beneficiary    country 
under  this  title- 
ID  if  such  country  is  a  Communist  coun- 
try; 
(2)  if  such  country— 

(A)  has  nationalized,  expropriated  or  oth- 
erwise seized  ownership  or  control  of  proper- 
ty owned  by  a  United  States  citizen  or  by  a 
corporation,  partnership,  or  association 
which  is  50  per  centum  or  more  beneficially 
owned  by  United  States  citizens, 
IB)  has  taken  steps  to  repudiate  or  nulli- 

fy- 

(i)    any   existing   contract   or   agreement 

with,  or 

(ii)  any  patent,  trademark,  or  other  intel- 
lectual property  of, 

a  United  States  citizen  or  a  corporation, 
partnership,  or  association  which  is  50  per 
centum  or  more  benefically  owned  by  United 
States  citizens,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  na- 
tionalize, expropriate,  or  otherwise  seize 
ownership  or  control  of  properly  so  owned, 
or 

fC)  has  imposed  or  enforced  taxes  or  other 
exactions,  restrictive  maintenance  or  oper- 
ational conditions,  or  other  measures  with 
respect  to  property  so  owned,  the  effect  of 
which  is  to  nationalize,  expropriate,  or  oth- 
erwise seize  ownership  or  control  of  such 
property,  unless  the  President  determines 
that- 

(i)  prompt,  adequate,  and  effective  com- 
pensation has  been  or  is  being  made  to  such 
citizen,  corporation,  partnership,  or  asso- 
ciation, 

(ii)  good-faith  negotiations  to  provide 
prompt,  adequate,  and  effective  compensa- 
tion under  the  applicable  provisions  of 
international  law  are  in  progress,  or  such 
country  is  otherwise  taking  steps  to  dis- 
charge its  obligations  under  international 
law  with  respect  to  such  citizen,  corpora- 
tion, partnership,  or  association,  or 

(Hi)  a  dispute  involving  such  citizen,  cor- 
poration, partnership,  or  association,  over 
compensation  for  such  a  seizure  has  been 
submitted  to  arbitration  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Convention  for  the  Settlement  of 
Investment  Disputes,  or  in  another  mutually 
agreed  upon  forum,  and 
promptly  furnishes  a  copy  of  such  determi- 
nation to  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives; 

(3)  if  such  country  fails  to  act  in  good 
faith  in  recognizing  as  binding  or  in  enforc- 
ing arbitral  awards  in  favor  of  United 
States  citizens  or  a  corporation,  partnership 
or  association  which  is  50  per  centum  or 
more  beneficially  owned  by  United  States 
citizens,  which  have  been  made  by  arbitra- 
tors appointed  for  each  case  or  by  perma- 
nent arbitral  bodies  to  which  the  parties  in- 
volved have  submitted  their  dispute; 


(4)  if  such  country  a/fords  preferential 
treatment  to  the  products  of  a  developed 
country,  other  than  the  United  States,  which 
has,  or  is  likely  to  have,  a  significant  ad- 
verse effect  on  United  States  commerce, 
unless  the  President  has  received  assurances 
satisfactory  to  him  that  such  preferential 
treatment  will  be  eliminated  or  that  action 
will  be  taken  to  assure  that  there  will  be  no 
such  significant  adverse  effect,  and  he  re- 
ports those  assurances  to  the  Congress; 

(5)  if  a  government-owned  entity  in  such 
country  engages  in  the  broadcast  of  copy- 
righted material,  including  films  or  televi- 
sion material,  belonging  to  United  States 
copyright  owners  without  their  express  con- 
sent; 

(6)  if  such  country  does  not  take  adequate 
steps  to  cooperate  with  the  United  States  to 
prevent  narcotic  drugs  and  other  controlled 
substances  (as  listed  in  the  schedules  in  sec- 
tion 202  of  the  Comprehensive  Drug  Abuse 
Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1970  (21 
U.S.C.  812))  produced,  processed,  or  trans- 
ported in  such  country  from  entering  the 
United  States  unlawfully;  and 

(7)  unless  such  country  is  a  signatory  to  a 
treaty,  convention,  protocol,  or  other  agree- 
ment regarding  the  extradition  of  United 
States  citizens. 

Paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (5)  shall  not 
prevent  the  designation  of  any  country  as  a 
beneficiary  country  under  this  Act  if  the 
President  determines  that  such  designation 
will  be  in  the  national  economic  or  security 
interest  of  the  United  States  and  reports 
such  determination  to  the  Congress  with  his 
reasons  therefor. 

(c)  In  determining  whether  to  designate 
any  country  a  beneficiary  country  under 
this  title,  the  President  shall  take  into  ac- 
count— 

(1)  an  expression  by  such  country  of  its 
desire  to  be  so  designated; 

(2)  the  economic  conditioTis  in  such  coun- 
try, the  living  standards  of  its  inhabitants, 
and  any  other  economic  factors  which  he 
deems  appropriate; 

(3)  the  extent  to  which  such  country  has 
assured  the  United  States  it  will  provide  eq- 
uitable and  reasonable  access  to  the  markets 
and  basic  commodity  resources  of  such 
country; 

(4)  the  degree  to  which  such  country  fol- 
lows the  accepted  rules  of  international 
trade  provided  for  under  the  General  Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  as  well  as  appli- 
cable trade  agreements  approved  under  sec- 
tion 2(a)  of  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  of 
1979; 

(5)  the  degree  to  which  such  country  uses 
export  subsidies  or  imposes  export  perform- 
ance requirements  or  local  content  require- 
ments which  distort  international  trade; 

(6)  the  degree  to  which  the  trade  policies  of 
such  country  as  they  relate  to  other  benefici- 
ary countries  are  contributing  to  the  revital- 
ization  of  the  region; 

(7)  the  degree  to  which  such  country  is  un- 
dertaking self-help  measures  to  promote  its 
own  economic  development; 

(8)  the  degree  to  which  workers  in  such 
country  are  afforded  reasonable  workplace 
conditions  and  enjoy  the  right  to  organize 
and  bargain  collectively; 

(9)  the  extent  to  which  such  country  pro- 
vides under  its  law  adequate  and  effective 
Tneans  for  foreign  nationals  to  secure,  exer- 
cise, and  enforce  exclusive  rights  in  intellec- 
tual property,  including  patent,  trademark, 
and  copyright  rights; 

(10)  the  extent  to  which  such  country  pro- 
hibits its  nationals  from  engaging  in  the 
broadcast  of  copyrighted  material  includ- 
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ing  films  or  television  material,  belonging  to 
United  States  copyright  owners  without 
their  express  consent;  and 

(11)  the  extent  to  which  such  country  is 
prepared  to  cooperate  with  the  United 
States  in  the  administration  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  title. 

Idt  General  headnote  3(a)  of  the  TSUS  (re- 
lating to  products  of  the  insular  posses- 
sions) is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  paragraph: 

"(iv>  Subject  to  the  provisions  in  section 
213  of  the  Caribbean  Basin  Economic  Re- 
covery Act  articles  which  are  imported  from 
insular  possessions  of  the  United  States 
shall  receive  duty  treatment  no  less  favor- 
able than  the  treatment  afforded  such  arti- 
cles when  they  are  imported  from  a  benefici- 
ary country  under  such  Act.  ". 

(e)  The  President  shall,  after  complying 
with  the  reguirements  of  subsettion  (a)(2), 
withdraw  or  suspend  the  designation  of  any 
country  as  a  beneficiary  country  if.  after 
such  designation,  he  determines  that  as  the 
result  of  changed  circumstances  such  coun- 
try would  be  barred  from  designation  as  a 
beneficiary  country  under  subsection  (bi. 

SEC.  111.  ELIGIBLE  ARTICLES. 

(a)(1)  Unless  otherwise  excluded  from  eli- 
gibility by  this  title,  the  dutyfree  treatment 
provided  under  this  title  shall  apply  to  any 
article  which  is  the  growth,  product,  or  man- 
ufacture of  a  beneficiary  country  if— 

(A)  that  article  is  imported  directly  from  a 
beneficiary  country  into  the  customs  terri- 
tory of  the  United  States:  and 

(B)  the  sum  of  d)  the  cost  or  value  of  the 
materials  produced  in  a  beneficiary  country 
or  two  or  more  beneficiary  countries,  plus 
(ii)  the  direct  costs  of  processing  operations 
performed  in  a  beneficiary  country  or  coun- 
tries is  not  less  than  35  per  centum  of  the 
appraised  value  of  such  article  at  the  time  it 
is  entered. 

For  purposes  of  determining  the  percentage 
referred  to  in  subparagraph  (BI,  the  term 
"beneficiary  country"  includes  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  United 
States  Virgin  Islands.  If  the  cost  or  value  of 
materials  produced  in  the  customs  territory 
of  the  United  States  (other  than  the  Com- 
monxjoealth  of  Puerto  Rico/  is  included  with 
respect  to  an  article  to  which  this  paragraph 
applies,  an  amount  not  to  exceed  15  per 
centum  of  the  appraised  value  of  the  article 
at  the  time  it  is  entered  that  is  attributed  to 
such  United  States  cost  or  value  may  be  ap- 
plied toward  determining  the  percentage  re- 
ferred to  in  subparagraph  (B). 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pre- 
scribe such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  this  subsection  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  regulations  providing  that, 
in  order  to  be  eligible  for  duty-free  treatment 
under  this  title,  an  article  must  be  wholly 
the  growth,  product,  or  manufacture  of  a 
beneficiary  country,  or  must  t>e  a  new  or  dif- 
ferent article  of  commerce  which  has  been 
grown,  produced,  or  manufactured  in  the 
beneficiary  country:  but  no  article  or  mate- 
rial of  a  beneficiary  country  shall  be  eligible 
for  such  treatment  by  virtue  of  having 
merely  undergone— 

(A)  simple  combining  or  packaging  oper- 
ations, or 

(B)  mere  dilution  with  water  or  mere  dilu- 
tion with  another  substance  that  does  not 
materially  alter  the  characteristics  of  the  ar- 
ticle. 

(3)  As  used  m  this  subsection,  the  phrase 
"direct  costs  of  processing  operations"  in- 
cludes, but  is  not  limited  to— 

(A)  all  actual  labor  costs  involved  in  the 
growth,  production,  manufacture,  or  assem- 


bly of  the  specific  merchandise,  including 
fringe  benefits,  on-the-job  training  and  the 
cost  of  engineering,  supervisory,  quality 
control,  and  similar  personnel;  and 

(B)  dies,  molds,  tooling,  and  depreciation 
on  machinery  and  equipment  which  are  al- 
locable to  the  specific  merchandise. 
Such  phrase  does  not  include  costs  which 
are  not  directly  attributable  to  the  merchan- 
dise concerned  or  are  not  costs  of  manufac- 
turing the  product,  such  as  (i)  profit,  and 
(ii)  general  expenses  of  doing  business 
which  are  either  not  allocable  to  the  specific 
merchandise  or  are  not  related  to  the 
growth,  production,  manufacture,  or  assem- 
bly of  the  merchandise,  such  as  administra- 
tive salaries,  casualty  and  liability  insur- 
ance, advertising,  and  salesmen's  salaries, 
commissions  or  expenses. 

(b)  The  duty-free  treatment  provided 
under  this  title  shall  not  apply  to— 

(II  textile  and  apparel  articles  which  are 
subject  to  textile  agreements: 

(2)  footwear,  handbags,  luggage,  flat 
goods,  work  gloves,  and  leather  wearing  ap- 
parel not  designated  at  the  time  of  the  effec- 
tive date  of  this  title  as  eligible  articles  for 
the  purpose  of  the  generalised  system  of 
preferences  under  title  V  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974; 

(3)  tuna,  prepared  or  preserved  in  any 
manner,  in  airtight  containers: 

(4)  petroleum,  or  any  product  derived 
from  petroleum,  provided  for  in  part  10  of 
schedule  4  of  the  TSUS:  or 

(5)  watches  and  watch  parts  (including 
cases,  bracelets  and  straps),  of  whatever  type 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  mechanical, 
quartz  digital  or  quartz  analog,  if  such 
watches  or  watch  parts  contain  any  materi- 
al which  is  the  product  of  any  country  with 
respect  to  which  TSUS  column  2  rates  of 
duty  apply. 

(cKll  As  used  in  this  subsection— 

(Al  The  term  "sugar  and  beef  products" 
means— 

(il  sugars,  sirups,  and  molasses  provided 
for  in  Items  155.20  and  155.30  of  the  TSUS, 
and 

(ii)  articles  of  beef  or  veal  however  pro- 
vided for  in  subpart  B  of  part  2  of  schedule  1 
of  the  TSUS. 

(B)  The  term  "Plan"  means  a  stable  food 
production  plan  that  consists  of  measures 
and  proposals  designed  to  ensure  that  the 
present  level  of  food  production  in.  and  the 
nutritional  level  of  the  population  of,  a  ben- 
eficiary country  will  not  be  adversely  affect- 
ed by  changes  in  land  use  and  land  owner- 
ship that  will  result  if  increased  production 
of  sugar  and  beef  products  is  undertaken  in 
response  to  the  duty-free  treatment  extended 
under  this  title  to  such  products.  A  Plan 
must  specify  such  facts  regarding,  and  such 
proposed  actions  by.  a  beneficiary  country 
as  the  President  deems  necessary  for  pur- 
poses of  carrying  out  this  subsection,  includ- 
ing but  not  limited  to— 

(i)  the  current  levels  of  food  production 
and  nutritional  health  of  the  population: 

(ii)  current  level  of  production  and  export 
of  sugar  and  beef  products; 

(iii)  expected  increases  in  production  and 
export  of  sugar  and  beef  products  as  a  result 
of  the  duty-free  access  to  the  United  States 
market  provided  under  this  title: 

(iv)  measures  to  be  taken  to  ensure  that 
the  expanded  production  of  those  products 
l>ecause  of  such  duty-free  access  will  not 
occur  al  the  expense  of  stable  food  produc- 
tion: and 

(V)  proposals  for  a  system  to  monitor  the 
impact  of  such  duty-free  access  on  stable 
food  production  and  land  use  and  land  own- 
ership patterns. 

(2)  Duty-free  treatment  extended  under 
this  title  to  sugar  and  beef  products  that  are 


the  product  of  a  beneficiary  country  shall  be 
suspended  by  the  President  under  this  sub- 
section if— 

(A)  the  beneficiary  country,  within  the 
ninety-day  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
its  designation  as  such  a  country  under  sec- 
tion 212,  does  not  submit  a  Plan  to  the 
President  for  evaluation; 

(BI  on  the  basis  of  his  evaluation,  the 
President  determines  that  the  Plan  of  a  ben- 
eficiary country  does  not  meet  the  criteria 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (1)(B);  or 

(C)  as  a  result  of  the  monitoring  of  the  op- 
eration of  the  Plan  under  paragraph  (5),  the 
President  determines  that  a  beneficiary 
country  is  not  making  a  good  faith  effort  to 
implement  its  Plan,  or  that  the  measures 
and  proposals  m  the  Plan,  although  t)eing 
implemented,  are  not  achieving  their  pur- 
poses. 

(31  Before  the  President  suspends  duty-free 
treatment  by  reason  of  paragraph  (2)  (A), 
(B),  or  (C)  to  the  sugar  and  beef  products  of 
a  beneficiary  country,  he  must  offer  to  enter 
into  consultation  with  the  beneficiary  coun- 
try for  purposes  of  formulating  appropriate 
remedial  action  which  may  be  taken  by  that 
country  to  avoid  such,  suspension.  If  the 
beneficiary  country  thereafter  enters  into 
consultation  within  a  reasonable  time  and 
undertakes  to  formulate  remedial  action  in 
good  faith,  the  President  shall  withhold  the 
suspension  of  duty-free  treatment  on  the 
condition  that  the  remedial  action  agreed 
upon  be  appropriately  implemented  by  that 
country. 

(4)  The  President  shall  monitor  on  a  bien- 
nial basis  the  operation  of  the  Plans  imple- 
mented by  beneficiary  countries,  and  shall 
submit  a  written  report  to  Congress  by 
March  15  following  the  close  of  each  bienni- 
um,  that— 

I  A)  specifies  the  extent  to  which  each  Plan, 
and  remedial  actions,  if  any.  agreed  upon 
under  paragraph  (4i.  have  been  implemented: 
and 

(Bi  evaluates  the  results  of  such  imple- 
mentation. 

(51  The  President  shall  terminate  any  sus- 
pension of  duty-free  treatment  imposed 
under  this  subsection  if  he  determines  that 
the  t>eneficiary  country  has  taken  appropri- 
ate action  to  remedy  the  factors  on  which 
the  suspension  was  based. 

(d)  For  such  period  as  there  is  m  effect  a 
proclamation  issued  by  the  President  pursu- 
ant to  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  section 
22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  (7 
U.S.C.  6241  to  protect  a  pnce-support  pro- 
gram for  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane,  the  im- 
portation and  duty-free  treatment  of  sugars, 
sirups,  and  molasses  classified  under  items 
155.20  and  155.30  of  the  TSUS  shall  be  gov- 
erned in  the  following  manner: 

(1)(A)  For  all  beneficiary  countries,  except 
those  subject  to  subparagraph  (B)  and  para- 
graph (2),  duty-free  treatment  shall  be  pro- 
vided in  the  same  manner  as  it  is  provided 
pursuant  to  title  V  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974 
(19  U.S.C.  2461  et  seq.l,  at  the  time  of  the  ef- 
fective date  of  this  title:  except  that  the 
President  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  may  suspend  or 
adjust  upward  the  value  limitation  provided 
for  in  section  504(c)(1)  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  on  the  duty-free  treatment  afforded  to 
beneficiary  countries  under  this  section  if 
he  finds  that  such  adjustment  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  price  support  program  for 
sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  and  is  appropri- 
ate in  light  of  market  conditions. 

(B)  as  an  alternative  to  subparagraph  (A), 
the  President  may  at  the  request  of  a  benefi- 
ciary country  not  subject  to  paragraph  (2) 
and  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture,  elect  to  permit  sugar. 
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sirups,  and  molasses  from  that  country  to  is  in  effect  when  duty-free  treatment  pursu-  (F)  concentrated  citrus  fruit  juice  proind- 

enter  duty-free  during  a  calendar  year  sub-  ant  to  section  101  of  this  title  is  proclaimed  ed  for  in  items  165.25  and  165.35  of  the 

ject  to  quantitative  limitations  to  be  estab-  shall  remain  in  effect  until  modified  or  ter-  TSUS. 

lished  by  the  President  on  the  quantity  of  minated.  (gl  No  proclamation  issued  pursuant  to 

sugar,    sirups,    and    molasses   entered  from  (BI  If  any  article  is  subject  to  import  relief  this  title  shall  affect  fees  imposed  pursuant 

that  country.  at    the    time    duty-free    treatment    is    pro-  to  section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

(2)  For  the  following  countries  whose  ex-  claimed  pursuant  to  section  211,  the  Presi-  Act  (7  U.S.C.  6241. 

ports  of  sugar,  sirups,  and  molasses  in  1981  dent  may  reduce  or  terminate  the  applica-  sEC.  2H.  ME.isi  res  for  PCERTO  Rico  asd  VMTED 

were  not  eligible  for  duty-free  treatment  be-  tion  of  such  import  relief  to  the  importation  states  i.\silar  POSSESSlo.vs. 

cause  of  the  operation  of  section  504(c)  of  of  such  article  from  beneficiary  countries  (a)  Effective  with  respect  to  articles  en- 

the  Trade  Act  of  1974,  the  quantity  of  sugar,  prior  to   the  otherwise  scheduled   date  on  tered  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this 

sirups,  and  molasses  which  may  be  entered  which  such  reduction  or  termination  would  ^ct,  general  headnote  3(al  of  the  TSUS  is 

in  any  calendar  year  shall  be  limited  to  no  occur  pursuant  to  the  criteria  and  proce-  amended— 

more  than  the  quantity  specified  below:  dures  of  subsections  (h)  and  (i)  of  section  uj  (,y  amending  clause  d)- 

Metric  tons:  203  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974.  ,^y  {,,,  striking  out  "50  percent"  and  in- 
Dominican  Republic 780,000  (f)(1)  If  a  petition  is  filed  with  the  Inter-  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "70  percent"  and 

Guatemala VJ'n'Uli  national  Trade  Commission  pursuant  to  the  (B)  by  inserting  ajler  "total  value",   "(or 

Panama 160,000  provisions  of  section  201  of  the  Trade  Act  of  ^^^^  ^;jq„   ^q  percent  of  their  total  value 

Such  sugar,  sirups,  and  molasses  shall  be  ad-  1974  regarding  a  perishable  product  and  al-  ^^j^^  respect  to  articles  described  in  section 
mitted  free  of  duty,  except  as  provided  for  in  leging  injury  from  imports  from  beneficiary  213(b)  of  the  Caribbean  Basin  Economic  Re- 
paragraph  (3).  countries,  then  the  petition  may  also  be  filed  covery  Act)"-  and 

(3)  The  President,  upon  the  recommenda-  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  a  re-  ,2)  by  amending  clause  (ii)  by  striking  out 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  may  sus-  quest  that  emergency  relief  be  granted  pur-  ,.^g  percent"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
pend  or  adjust  upward  the  Quantitative  lim-  suant  to  paragraph   (31  of  this  subsection  --yo  percent" 

nations  imposed  under  Paragraph  'l''f)or  ^^^^              ^  to  such  article.  ^j,^  ^^^^  g^j^j  ^^  ,^^  ^.^^^  ^  amended  by 

(21  If  he  determines  such  action   will  not  ,2,  within  fourteen  days  after  the  filing  of  ^^„^,„    „„^  ..^  ;,,^„..  „„rf  inserting  m  lieu 

interfere  with  the  price  support  program  for  „  petition  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub-  ^^       f  ..5   ,j^      ,.      ^    j^     inserting  after 

su^gar  beets  and  sugarcane  and  IS  appropn-  section-  -.y^uid    States,",    "and    not    more    than    4 

ate  in  light  of  market  condions^  The  Presi-  ,aj   if  the   Secretary   of  Agriculture   has  mers  of  which  shall  have  been  produced  else- 

dent,  upon  the  recommendation  of  theSecre-  ^^^^„  ^„  ^^^^^^^  ^^^t  „  perishable  product  ^f^^^^  t^^^  ,„  ^^^f^  j„j„,„,  possessions, ". 

tary  of  Agriculture,   may  sicspend  the  duty  ^^^^  „  beneficiary  country  is  being  import-  ,   .  ,.  ,.                .  ,.    amounts  of  taxes  cov- 

^r  'r/'^^'nf  7nd  mo?a^l.f  pfrm'^rilo  '"'  ^"'^  "^^  ^"''.^'^  States  in  such  increased  eediiotheTre°a^tne!7purtl^^^^ 

of  sugar,  sirups,  and  molastes  permitted  to  quantities  as  to  be  a  substantial  cause  of  se-  ,,nited    ^talpt    Virmn   Islands   vursuant   to 

VhTnint  necesIaTto  'project  the  p^  ^°^  '"^"^-  °^  ''^^  threat  thereof  to  the  do-  .^^^  f„  f^ro  ZVlnllr^S ReZnZcode 

support  program  for  sugar  beets  and  sugar  p^^^uct  like  or  directly  competitive  with  the  „,„„,rf  ^^^^^  j,p^„  ^^^.^^^^  ^^^^  ^j  i^^  j^p^^,. 

""?!;  Anv  auantitative  limitation  imposed  ''"P'"'^*'''     Product     and     that     emergency  ^^  ^^  ^^^  j,^^^  produced  in  Puerto  Rico  or 

(4)  Any  quantitative  limitation  imposea  ^^  jj  warranted,  he  shall  advise  the  ,.  uj,itpd  states  Viroin  Islands  then  the 
on  a  beneficiary  country  under  paragraph  prp.jripnt  and  recommend  that  the  President  „  unnea.  states  virgin  isianas,  men  ine 
(IKBI  and  (2)  shall  apply  only  to  the  extent  ^k,  emergency  acuZ  or  President  shall  consider  compensation 
ihnt  i^inh  limitnlinn  nermil',  a  lesser  auanti-  emergency  acuon,  or  ^  ,.  ,  measures  and,  in  this  regard,  may  withdraw 
tvofsuaars^ps  an7molas!!stobeen-  '^>  ^^e  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  pub-  y,^  duty-free  treatment  on  rum  provided  by 
tered  frZthaTcoun^njZZtZ  quantify  Ush  a  notice  of  his  determination  not  to  rec-  ^his  title.  The  President  shall  submit  a 
ZfwouTd  beVr^^ultoTenterTunder  ommendthe  irnposition  of  emergency  action  ,,p„,  ^o  the  Congress  on  the  measures  he 
any  other  prortsron  of  law  <^'"*  *°  '"'^'"^  ^^^  petitioner.  ^^kes. 

(e)(1)  The  President  may  by  proclamation  <3>  Within  seven  days  after  the  President  ,^,  section  1112  of  the  Trade  Agreements 

suspend  the  duty-free  treatment  provided  by  receives  a  recommendation  from  the  Secre-  ^^.^  of  1979  (19  U.S.C.  25821  is  repealed, 

this  title  with  respect  to  any  eligible  article  tary  of  Agriculture  to  take  emergency  action  ,^f  j^^  action  pursuant  to  this  title  may 

and  may  proclaim  a  duty  rate  for  such  arti-  pursuant  to  paragraph   (21  of  this  subsec-  ^j^^^  ^^^  tariff  duty  imposed  by  the  Legis- 

cle  if  such  action  is  proclaimed  pursuant  to  tion,   he  shall  issue  a  proclamation   with-  i^ture  of  Puerto  Rico  pursuant  to  section 

section  203  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  or  sec-  drawing  the  duty-free  treatment  provided  by  jjg  ^j  ^^^  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19  U.S.C.  13191 

tion  232  of  the  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962.  this  title  or  publish  a  notice  of  his  determi-  of  coffee  imported  into  Puerto  Rico. 

(2)  In  any  report  by  the  International  nation  not  to  take  emergency  action.  ^j^  ^^.^  purposes  of  chapter  1  of  title  II  of 
Trade  Commission  to  the  President  under  (4)  The  emergency  action  provided  by  ^he  Trade  Act  of  1974.  the  term  "industry" 
section  201(d)(1)  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  re-  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  shall  cease  j^^^^  include  producers  located  in  the 
garding  any  article  for  which  duty-free  to  apply—  United  States  insular  possessions, 
treatment  has  been  proclaimed  by  the  Prcsi-  (A)  upon  the  proclamation  of  import  relief  (g^  ^^y  discharge  from  a  point  source  in 
dent  pursuant  to  this  title,  the  Commission  pursuant  to  section  202(a)(1)  of  the  Trade  ^f^^  United  States  Virgin  Islands  in  existence 
shall  slate  whether  and  to  what  extent  its  Act  of  1974,  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsec- 
findings  and  recommendations  apply  to  (B)  on  the  day  the  President  makes  a  de-  non  which  discharge  is  attributable  to  the 
such  article  when  imported  from  beneficiary  termination  pursuant  to  section  203(bl(2)  of  rnanufacture  of  rum  (as  defined  in  para- 
countries,  such  Act  not  to  impose  import  relief,  graph  (31  of  section  7652(c)  of  the  Internal 

(3)  For  purposes  of  subsections  (a)  and  (c)  (Q)  ,„  t^g  event  of  a  report  of  the  United  Revenue  code  of  19541  shall  not  be  subject  to 
of  section  203  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974,  the  states  International  Trade  Commission  ^/jp  requirements  of  section  301  (other  than 
suspension  of  the  duty-free  treatment  pro-  containing  a  negative  finding,  on  the  day  toxic  pollutant  discharges),  section  306  or 
vided  by  this  title  shall  be  treated  as  an  in-  the  Commission's  report  is  submitted  to  the  section  403  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
crease  in  duty.  President,  or  Control  Act  if- 

(4)  No  proclamation  which  provides  solely  ^^j  whenever  the  President  determines  (jj  such  discharge  occurs  at  least  one 
for  a  suspension  referred  to  m  paragraph  (3)  ^^^^  because  of  changed  circumstances  such  thousand  five  hundred  feet  into  the  territori- 
of  this  subsection  with  respect  to  any  article  ^^jj^y  jj  „„  linger  warranted.  al  sea  from  the  line  of  ordinary  low  water 
shall  be  made  under  subsections  (a)and(c)  ^^^  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  from  that  portion  of  the  coast  which  is  in 
°.i  "r^/'^^V  c^  °   '^^  J        ,fL°/irnLrnm  ^erm  "perishable  product "  means-  direct  contact  with  the  sea,  and 

t^e  United  States  internatior^al  Trade  C^^  , A,  H^,  plants  provided  for  in  subpart  A  of  ,2)    the    Governor   of  the    United   States 

r'^'ZtJ^^^^Hn.ll^hTJ^nerLos^^^  part  6  of  schedule  1  of  the  TS  US:  Virgin    Islands    determines    that    such    dis- 

rTunde7se^Hor20lS)X  (B I  fresh  or  chilled  vegetables  provided  for  charge  will  not  interfere  with   the  attain- 

fo7rw//.™/„P^f /a^  roirf/oAT^finlfest^  *"  items  135.10  through  138.42  of  the  TSUS;  ment  or  maintenance  of  that  water  quality 

inttnTnTrZtron!oiZof%^^^^  (C)  fresh  mushrooms  provided  for  in  item  which    shall    assure    protection    of   public 

TeZrioTinZ%   (or  Unreal  Thereof    sub-  144.10  of  the  TSUS;  water  supplies,  and  the  protection  and  prop- 

TanttaUrcai^^bvimpoZ^t^^^^^^  'D)    fresh    fruit    provided    for    in    items  agation  of  a  balanced  population  of  shell- 

fndi^t^  producing  TukeordTrect^rcom-  146.10  146.20,  146.30,  146.50  through  146.62,  fish,  fish,  and  wildlife,  and  allow  recreahon- 

S^arSrVesuL  /rom    the  duty-f^e  146.90,  146.91,  147.03  through  147.33.  147.50  al  activities,  in  and  on  the  water  and  wiU 

treatZnrprovidedbvthU  title  through  149.21  and  149.50  of  the  TSUS;  not  result  in  the  discharge  of  pollutants  m 

(5)TA>Any  proclamation  issued  pursuant  (E)  fresh  cut  flowers  provided  for  in  items  quantities  which  may  reasonably  be  antici- 

to  section  203  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  that  192.17.  192.18,  and  192.21  of  the  TSUS;  and  paled    to    pose    an    unacceptable    nsk    to 
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human  health  or  the  enxrironment  because  of 
b%oaccumulation.  persistency  in  the  envi- 
ronment, acuU  toxicity,  chronic  tonctty 
(including  carcinogenicity,  mutagenicity,  or 
teratogenicity),  or  synergistic  propensities. 

SEC.  Hi  l.\TER.\ATIO\AL  TIL*Dl-:  (OMMISSloy  RE- 
PORTS o.v  iMPAn  Of  THIS  Air 
(a)  The  United  StaUs  International  Trade 
Commission  (hereinafter  in  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  ''Commission"  shall  prepare, 
and  submit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Presi- 
dent, a  report  regarding  the  economic 
impact  of  this  Act  on  United  States  indus- 
tries and  consumers  during— 

(1)  the  twenty-four-month  period  l>egin- 
ning  with  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act: 
and 

(2)  each  calendar  year  occurring  thereafter 
until  duty-free  treatment  under  this  title  is 
terminated  under  section  2J6(b>. 

For  purposes  of  this  section,  industries  in 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
insular  possessions  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  considered  to  be  United  States  in- 
dustries. 

(bid)  Each  report  required  under  subsec 
tion  (a)  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to. 
an  assessment  by  the  Commission  regard- 
ing— 

(A)  the  actual  effect,  dunng  the  period 
covered  by  the  report  of  this  Act  on  the 
United  States  economy  generally  as  well  as 
on  those  specific  domestic  industries  which 
produce  articles  that  are  hke.  or  directly 
competitive  with,  articles  being  imported 
into  the  United  States  from  beneficiary 
countries:  and 

(B)  the  probable  future  effect  which  this 
Act  Will  have  on  the  United  States  economy 
generally,  as  well  as  on  such  domestic  indus- 
tries, before  the  provisions  of  this  Act  termi- 
nate. 

(2)  In  preparing  the  assessments  required 
under  paragraph  (1).  the  Commission  shall, 
to  the  extent  practicable— 

(A)  analyze  the  production,  trade  and  con- 
sumption of  United  States  products  affected 
by  this  Act.  taking  into  consideration  em- 
ployment profit  levels,  and  use  of  produc- 
tive facilities  with  respect  to  the  domestic 
industries  concerned,  and  such  other  eco- 
nomic factors  in  such  industries  as  it  con- 
siders relevant,  including  prices,  wages, 
sales,  inventories,  patterns  of  demand,  cap- 
ital investment,  obsolescence  of  equipment, 
and  diversification  of  production:  and 

(B)  describe  the  nature  and  extent  of  any 
significant  change  m  employment,  profit 
levels,  and  use  of  productive  facilities,  and 
such  other  conditions  as  it  deems  relevant 
in  the  domestic  industries  concerned,  which 
it  believes  are  attributable  to  this  Act 

(c)(1)  Each  report  required  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  President  before  the  close  of  the 
nirie-month  period  beginning  on  the  day 
after  the  last  day  of  the  period  covered  by 
the  report 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  provide  oppor- 
tunity for  the  submission  by  the  public, 
either  orally  or  m  writing,  or  both,  of  infor- 
mation relating  to  matters  that  will  be  ad- 
dressed in  the  reports. 
SEC.  lit.  inPAtrsTiDr  Br  secretar*  of  labor 

The  Secretary  of  Latyor,  in  consultation 
with  other  appropriate  Federal  agencies, 
shall  undertake  a  continuing  review  and 
analysis  of  the  impact  which  the  implemen- 
tation of  the  provisions  of  this  title  have 
with  respect  to  United  States  tabor:  and 
shall  make  an  annual  written  report  to  Con- 
gress on  the  results  of  such  review  and  anal- 
ysis. 


SEC   117.  PEASIBIUTY  STtDY  REOARDISC  A  CARIB 
BE  AS  TRAOE  lySTtTlTE 

(a)  The  Secretary  of  State  shall  prepare  a 
study  regarding  the  feasibility  of  establish- 
ing a  Caribbean  Trade  Institute  in  Harlem, 
New  York  City,  supported  by  a  combination 
of  Federal  and  private  funds. 

(b)  The  study  shall  include,  but  not  be  lim- 
ited to.  an  assessment  of  the  extent  to  which, 
and  the  means  by  which,  a  Caribbean  Trade 
Institute  could— 

(1)  facilitate  cooperation  t>etween  public 
and  private  entities  interested  in  engaging 
in  or  furthering  Caribbean  trade: 

(21  serve  as  a  catalyst  for  greater  cultural 
exchange  between  the  United  States  and 
Caribt>ean  nations:  and 

(31  facilitate  expansion  of  job  opportuni- 
ties both  in  the  United  States  and  the  Carib- 
bean BasiTL 

The  study  shall  also  include  suggestions  re- 
garding the  organisation  and  staffing  of 
such  an  institute. 

(c)  The  study  required  by  this  section  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Congress  within  six 
months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act 

SEC.  lilt.  EFFEiriiE  DATE  OFSIBTITLE  AMI  TERMI 
SATIOS  OF DCTY-FREE  TREATMENT 

(a)  Effective  DATC.-This  subtitle  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act 

(bi  Termination  of  Duty-Free  Treat- 
ment.—No  duty-free  treatment  extended  to 
beneficiary  countries  under  this  subtitle 
shall  remain  in  effect  after  September  30. 
199S. 

Subtitle  B—Tax  Provisions 

SEC  211  P4)¥fcVr  OF  E.XCISE  TAXES  COLLECTEO 
OS  RIM  TO  PIERTO  RICO  A  SB  THE 
I  SITED  STATES  URCIS  ISLASDS 

ia>  In  General.— Section  7652  of  the  Inter 
nal  Revenue  Code  of  19S4  (relating  to  ship- 
ments to  the  United  Slates)  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  following 
new  sul>section: 

"(c)  Shipments  of  Rvm  to  the  United 
States.— 

"(II  Excise  ta.xes  on  rvm  covered  into 

TREASVIUES  OF  PUERTO  RICO  AND  VIRGIN  IS- 
LANDS.—All  taxes  collected  under  section 
SOOKaxi)  on  rum  imported  into  the  United 
States  (less  the  estimated  amount  necessary 
for  payment  of  refunds  and  drawbacks) 
shall  6e  covered  into  the  treasuries  of  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

"121  Secretary  prescribes  formula.— The 
Secretary  shaU.  from  time  to  time,  prescribe 
by  regulation  a  formula  for  the  dwision  of 
such  tax  collections  t>etween  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  and  the  timing  and 
methods  for  transferring  such  tax  collec- 
tions. 

"(3)  Rum  defined.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  'rum'  means  any  article 
classified  under  item  169.13  or  169.14  of  the 
Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States  (19 
U.S.C.  12021. 

"(4)  Coordination  with  subsections  (a) 
AND  (b).— Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  any  rum  subject  to  tax  under  sub- 
section la)  or  (b). ". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  arti- 
cles imported  into  the  United  States  after 
June  30,  1983. 

SEC  lit  TREATMEST  OF  CARIBBEAN  VONVEynOSS, 
ETC. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Subsection  (hi  of  sec- 
tion 274  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (relating  to  attendance  at  conventions, 
etc.)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  paragraph: 


"(6)  Treatment  of  conventions  in  certain 
caribbean  countries.— 

"(A)  In  aENERAL.—For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  term  'North  American  area'  in- 
cludes, with  respect  to  any  convention,  sem- 
inar, or  similar  meeting,  any  tieneficiary 
country  if  (as  of  the  time  such  meeting 
l>eginsl— 

"(i)  there  is  in  effect  a  bilateral  or  multi- 
lateral agreement  descritted  in  subparagraph 
(C)  t>etween  such  country  and  the  United 
States  providing  for  the  exchange  of  infor- 
mation between  the  United  States  and  such 
country,  and 

"(ii)  there  is  not  in  effect  a  finding  by  the 
Secretary  that  the  tax  laws  of  such  country 
discriminate  against  conventions  held  in 
the  United  States. 

"(B)  Beneficiary  covNTRV.-For  purposes 
of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'beneficiary 
country'  has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term 
by  section  212(a)(1)(A)  of  the  Caribt>ean 
Basin  Economic  Recovery  Act  except  that 
such  term  shall  include  Bermuda. 

"(C)  Authority  to  conclude  exchange  of 
information  agreements.- 

"(i)  In  aENERAL.  —  The  Secretary  is  author- 
ized to  negotiate  and  conclude  an  agreement 
for  the  exchange  of  information  with  any 
beneficiary  country.  Except  as  provided  in 
clause  (ii).  an  exchange  of  information 
agreement  shall  provide  for  the  exchange  of 
such  information  (not  limited  to  informa- 
tion concerning  nationals  or  residents  of  the 
United  States  or  the  beneficiary  country)  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  to  carry 
out  and  enforce  the  tax  laws  of  the  United 
States  and  the  beneficiary  country  (whether 
criminal  or  civil  proceedings),  including  in- 
formation which  may  otherwise  6e  subject  to 
nondisclosure  provisions  of  the  local  law  of 
the  beneficiary  country  such  as  provisions 
respecting  bank  secrecy  and  bearer  shares. 
The  exchange  of  information  agreement 
shall  t>e  terminable  by  either  country  on  rea- 
sonable notice  and  shall  provide  that  infor- 
mation received  by  either  country  will  be 
disclosed  only  to  persons  or  authorities  (in- 
cluding courts  and  administrative  bodies) 
involved  in  the  administration  or  oversight 
of.  or  in  the  determination  of  appeals  in  re- 
spect of  taxes  of  the  United  States  or  the 
beneficiary  country  and  will  be  used  by  such 
persons  or  authorities  only  for  such  pur- 
poses. 

"(ii)  Nondisclosure  of  qualified  confi- 
dential information  sought  for  civil  tax 
purposes.— An  exchange  of  information 
agreement  need  not  provide  for  the  exchange 
of  qualified  confidential  information  which 
is  sought  only  for  civil  tax  purposes  if— 

"(I)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  after 
making  all  reasonable  efforts  to  negotiate 
an  agreement  which  includes  the  exchange 
of  such  information,  determines  that  such 
an  agreement  cannot  be  negotiated  but  that 
the  agreement  which  was  negotiated  will 
significantly  assist  in  the  administration 
and  enforcement  of  the  tax  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and 

"(ID  the  President  determines  that  the 
agreement  as  negotiated  is  in  the  national 
security  interest  of  the  United  States. 

"(Hi)  Qualified  confidential  information 
DEFINED.— For  purposes  of  this  subpara- 
graph, the  term  'qualified  confidential  infor- 
mation' means  information  which  is  subject 
to  the  nondisclosure  provisions  of  any  local 
law  of  the  tteneficiary  country  regarding 
bank  secrecy  or  ownership  of  l>earer  shares, 
"(iv)  Civil  tax  purposes.— For  purposes  of 
this  subparagraph,  the  determination  of 
whether  information  is  sought  only  for  civil 


tax  purposes  shall  be  made  by  the  requesting 
party. 

"(D)  Coordination  with  section  stoi.—Any 
exchange  of  information  agreement  negoti- 
ated under  subparagraph  (C)  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  an  income  tax  convention  for  purposes 
of  section  6103(k)(4). 

"(E)  Determinations  published  in  the  fed- 
eral REGisTER.-The  following  shall  be  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register— 

"(i)  any  determination  by  the  President 
under  subparagraph  (Odi)  (including  the 
reasons  for  such  determination). 

"(ii)  any  determination  by  the  Secretary 
under  subparagraph  (C)(ii)  (including  the 
reasons  for  such  determination),  and 

"(Hi)  any  finding  by  the  Secretary  under 
subparagraph  (A)(ii)  (and  any  termination 

thereof). " 

(b)  Effective  Date— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  con- 
ventions, seminars,  or  other  meetings  which 
begin  after  June  30,  1983. 

SEC  221.  REPORT  WITH  RESPECT  TO  VSE  OF  CARIB- 
BEAS  BASIS  TA.X  HA  VE.\S 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall,  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  report  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Finance 
of  the  Senate  on— 

(1)  the  level  at  which  Caribbean  Basin  tax 
havens  are  being  used  to  evade  or  avoid  Fed- 
eral taxes,  and  the  effect  on  Federal  revenues 
of  such  use. 

(2)  any  information  he  may  have  on  the 
relationship  of  such  use  to  drug  trafficking 
and  other  criminal  activities,  and 

(3)  current  antitax  haven  enforcement  ac- 
tivities of  the  Department  of  the  Treasury. 
Subtitle  C— Sense  of  the  Congress  Regarding 

Sugar  Imports 
SEC  231.  SIGAR  IMPORTS 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  sugar 
from  any  Communist  country  in  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  or  in  Central  America  should 
not  be  imported  into  the  United  States. 
And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 
Amend  the  title  of  the  bill  so  as  to  read: 
"A  bill  to  promote  economic  revitalization 
and  facilitate  expansion  of  economic  oppor- 
tunities in  the  Caribbean  Basin  region,  to 
provide  for  backup  withholding  of  tax  from 
interest  and  dividends,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses." 
And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 
Dan  Rostenkowski, 
Sam  Gibbons, 
J.  J.  Pickle. 
Charles  B.  Rangel. 
Pete  Stark. 
Barber  B.  Conable,  Jr., 
John  J.  Duncan. 
Bill  Archer, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Bob  Dole, 
Bob  Packwood, 
Bill  Roth, 
John  C.  Danforth, 
Russell  B.  Long, 
Spark  M.  Matsunaga. 
Lloyd  Bentsen. 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


A  Joint  Explanatory  Statement  of  the 
Committee  of  Conference 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
and  the  Senate  at  the  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  2973)  to 
repeal  the  withholding  of  tax  from  interest 
and  dividends,  submit  the  following  joint 
statement  to  the  House  and  the  Senate  in 


explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  by  the  managers  and  recom- 
mended in  the  accompanying  conference 
report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  of 
the  House  bill  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserted  a  substitute  text. 

The  House  amendment  struck  out  all  of 
the  Senate  amendment  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  inserted  a  substitute  text. 

The  Senate  recedes  from  its  disagreement 
to  the  amendment  of  the  House  with  an 
amendment  to  the  text  of  the  bill  which  is  a 
substitute  for  the  House  amendment  and 
the  Senate  amendment.  The  differences  be- 
tween the  Senate  amendment,  the  House 
amendment,  and  the  substitute  agreed  to  in 
conference  are  noted  below,  except  for  cleri- 
cal corrections,  conforming  changes  made 
necessary  by  agreements  reached  by  the 
conferees,  and  minor  drafting  and  clarifying 
changes. 

1.  INTEREST  AND  DIVIDENDS  TAX 

COMPLIANCE 
(Title  I  of  the  Conference  Agreement) 
1.  Withholding  on  Interest.  Dividends,  and 
Patronage  Dividends 

Present  Law 
Withholding.— Under  present  law,  with- 
holding at  the  rate  of  10  percent  is  required 
on  any  payment  or  credit  of  interest  (includ- 
ing original  issue  discount),  dividends,  or  pa- 
tronage dividends.  This  requirement  is  ef- 
fective for  amounts  paid  or  credited  after 
July  1.  1983,  except  that  under  statutory  au- 
thority granted  by  the  Tax  Equity  and 
Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982  (TEFRA), 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has  delayed 
the  application  of  withholding  until  after 
July  31,  1983,  generally,  and  until  after  De- 
cember 31,  1983.  in  the  case  of  original  issue 
discount. 

Estimated  taxes.— In  general,  individuals 
who  have  an  estimated  tax  liability  of  $300 
or  more  in  excess  of  amounts  withheld  for 
their  taxable  year  ending  in  1983  must  pay 
estimated  taxes.  Depending  upon  when  this 
requirement  to  pay  estimated  taxes  arises, 
the  tax  must  be  paid  in  up  to  four  equal  in- 
stallments during  the  taxable  year.  In  gen- 
eral, credits  against  tax  (including  credits 
for  tax  withheld  on  interest,  dividends,  or 
patronage  dividends)  reduce  equally  each  in- 
stallment of  estimated  taxes  required  to  be 
made.  If  estimated  taxes  are  underpaid,  a 
penalty  is  imposed  equal  to  the  interest 
which  would  accrue  on  the  underpayment 
for  the  period  of  the  underpayment. 
House  Bill 
Withholding.— The  House  bill  repeals 
withholding  on  interest,  dividends,  and  pa- 
tronage dividends,  effective  as  if  it  had 
never  been  enacted. 

Estimated  taxes.— The  House  bill  provides 
that,  in  determining  the  amount  of  any  esti- 
mated tax  penalties  otherwise  applicable  for 
pre-July  1983  installments,  the  taxpayer 
will  be  given  credit  for  amounts  which 
would  have  been  withheld  had  withholding 
on  interest,  dividends,  and  patronage  divi- 
dends (mandatory  withholding)  not  been  re- 
pealed. No  make  up  of  estimated  taxes  un- 
derpaid because  of  the  repeal  of  mandatory 
withholding  is  required  prior  to  the  due 
date  of  the  income  tax  return. 
Senate  Amendment 
Withholding.— The  Senate  amendment 
follows  the  House  bill,  except  that  mandato- 
ry withholding  is  repealed  effective  for  tax- 
able years  beginning  after  1982. 

Estimated  taxes.— The  Senate  amendment 
follows  the  House  bill  but  also  provides  that 


the  estimated  tax  relief  provision  does  not 
apply  unless  the  taxpayer  satisfies  any  pre- 
July  1983  underpayment  of  estimated  tax  in 
full  by  the  first  insUllment  due  after  July  1, 
which  generally  is  due  on  September  15. 
Conference  Agreement 
Withholding.— The  conference  agreement 
follows    the    House    bill    and    the    Senate 
amendment.  Thus,  withholding  is  repealed 
as  of  the  close  of  June  30.  1983.  In  addition, 
to  protect  taxpayers  who  actually  withheld 
from  interest,  dividend,  or  patronage  divi- 
dend payments  under  the  mandatory  with- 
holding   rules,    the    conference    agreement 
provides  that  the  payor  may  elect  to  have 
the  repeal  apply  to  amounts  which  are.  in 
fact,  deducted  and  withheld  before  Septem- 
ber 2,  1983.  The  Secretary  will  provide  for 
procedures  (by  press  release,  revenue  proce- 
dure,  or   regulation)   under   which   payors 
may    elect    to    refund    withheld    taxes    to 
payees  and   receive  a  return   of  deposited 
funds    from    the   Treasury.   The   conferees 
expect  that  where  this  election  is  made  the 
Treasury  will  act  promptly  to  return  depos- 
ited funds. 

Estimated  taxes.— The  conference  agree- 
ment follows  the  House  bill,  except  that  a 
clarifying  change  extends  relief  with  respect 
to  all  amounts  subject  to  exceptions  to  man- 
datory withholding. 

2.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  Study 
PRESENT  Law 
No  provision. 

House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
Under  the  Senate  amendment,  the  GAO 
(relying  on  information  from  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service)  is  directed  to  study  collec- 
tion efforts  with  respect  to  income  on  inter- 
est, dividends,  and  patronage  dividends  and 
to    recommend    improvements    in   such   ef- 
forts. In  addition,  the  GAO  is  directed  to  de- 
termine   the    percentage    compliance    rate 
with  respect  to  such  income  which  the  GAO 
reasonably  estimates  was  received  by  indi- 
viduals during  taxable  years  beginning  in 
1985.  This  report  must  be  made  to  the  Con- 
gress not  later  than  January  1.  1988. 
Conference  Agreement 
The    Conference    agreement    follows    the 
House  bill. 
3.  Backup  Withholding 

Present  Law 
Under  present  law.  certain  paymenU 
made  after  1983  are  subject  to  backup  with- 
holding at  a  rate  of  15  percent  if  (1)  the 
payee  fails  to  furnish  a  taxpayer  identifica- 
tion number  (TIN)  to  the  payor,  or  (2)  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  notifies  the  payor 
that  the  TIN  furnished  by  a  payee  is  incor- 
rect. Payments  subject  to  these  rules  are 
payments  required  to  be  shown  on  an  infor- 
mation return  relating  to  information  at  the 
source  (e.g..  compensation  or  rents),  pay- 
ments to  non-employees,  payments  of  divi- 
dends or  interest,  broker  transactions,  and 
certain  fishing  boat  operators. 

If  the  payee  fails  to  furnish  a  TIN  (or  fur- 
nishes a  TIN  with  an  incorrect  number  of 
digits— an  "obviously  incorrect"  TIN), 
backup  withholding  applies  to  any  payment 
made  after  the  account  is  opened.  If  a  payee 
furnishes  a  TIN  to  the  payor,  and  the  Secre- 
tary later  notifies  the  payor  that  the 
number  supplied  is  incorrect,  backup  with- 
holding is  mandatory  with  respect  to  any 
payment  made  after  the  close  of  the  15th 
day  after  the  day  on  which  the  payor  was 
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notified  that  the  TIN  is  incorrect  (although 
the  payor  may  begin  withholding  at  any 
time  after  notice).  If  a  taxpayer  subject  to 
backup  withholding  furnishes  a  TIN  (or  a 
new  TIN)  to  the  payor,  the  payor  has  15 
days  to  correct  its  records  and  cease  with- 
holding. 

If  the  payee  twice  furnishes  an  incorrect 
number  to  a  payor,  the  payor  must  ignore 
any  further  TINs  received  from  the  payee 
until  the  day  on  which  the  payor  is  notified 
by  the  Secretary  that  a  correct  TIN  has 
been  supplied.  A  15-day  grace  period  then 
applies  in  which  the  payor  must  cease  with- 
holding. 

In  general,  payors  are  allowed  15  days  in 
which  to  implement  backup  withholding 
triggered  by  a  notice  from  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Service  that  the  payee  supplied  an  in- 
correct TIN  (unless  the  payor  elects  to  with- 
hold earlier). 

This  backup  withholding  does  not  apply 
to  amounts  subject  to  withholding  under 
other  provisions  of  the  Code,  including  man- 
datory withholding  on  interest,  dividends, 
and  patronage  dividends. 

House  Bill 

No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 

Rate  of  backup  withholding. -The  rate  of 
backup  withholding  on  interest,  dividend, 
and  patronage  dividend  payments  is  in- 
creased from  15  to  20  percent.  The  rate  of 
backup  withholding  with  respect  to  other 
types  of  payments  is  not  increased. 

Underreporting  or  failure  to  report  inter- 
est, diiidends.  or  patronage  dividends.— 
Backup  withholding  is  extended  to  include 
payments  of  interest,  dividends,  and  patron- 
age dividends  to  persons  who  are  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  to  have  failed  to 
report  in  excess  of  $50  of  interest,  dividends, 
or  patronage  dividends,  or  to  have  failed  to 
file  a  return  in  which  in  excess  of  $50  of 
such  income  was  required  to  be  shown.  The 
Secretary  has  authority  to  apply  backup 
withholding  to  failures  to  report  or  underre- 
porting of  less  than  $50  of  such  income. 

Before  a  payor  can  be  notified  to  begin 
backup  withholding  because  of  a  failure  to 
repKjrt  interest,  dividend,  or  patronage  divi- 
dend income,  the  Secretary  must  give  the 
payee  at  least  90-days'  written  notice. 
During  that  time,  the  payee  has  the  oppor- 
tunity to  correct  the  condition  which  is 
causing  the  Secretary  to  institute  backup 
withholding  procedures. 

To  prevent  imposition  of  backup  with- 
holding (because  of  underreporting  or  fail- 
ure to  report)  or  to  terminate  backup  with- 
holding once  it  is  imposed,  the  taxpayer 
must  show  that  <l)  there  was  no  failure  to 
report  any  interest,  dividend,  or  patronage 
dividend  income,  (2)  any  failure  has  been 
corrected  (e.g.,  by  payment  of  the  tax  and 
any  penalties  plus  interest),  (3)  imposition 
of  backup  withholding  would  cause  undue 
hardship,  and  that  it  is  unlikely  that  such 
failure  will  occur  again,  or  (4)  there  is  a 
bona  fide  dispute  with  the  Secretary  with 
respect  to  the  failure  to  report  or  underre- 
porting of  such  income.  If  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  backup  withholding  should 
not  commence,  then  he  will  not  send  the 
notice  to  the  payor.  If  backup  withholding 
has  commenced  and  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  the  payee  is  not  subject  to  fur- 
ther backup  withholding,  the  Secretary 
must  promptly  provide  the  payee  with  a 
written  certification  that  backup  withhold- 
ing is  to  cease  and  notify  the  payee's  payors 
to  cease  backup  withholding. 

In  order  to  apply  backup  withholding  to 
newly  opened  accounts  of  persons  subject  to 


backup  withholding,  the  Secretary  may  re- 
quire payees  of  interest,  dividend,  or  patron- 
age dividend  income  to  identify  to  the  Sec- 
retary all  payors  from  which  they  receive 
such  income. 

Backup  withholding  certificates.— Under 
the  Senate  amendment,  if  a  payee  of  inter- 
est, dividends,  or  patronage  dividends  fails 
to  certify  to  the  payor  under  penalty  of  per- 
jury that  he  is  not  subject  to  backup  with- 
holding, he  will  be  subject  to  backup  with- 
holding on  such  payments.  This  rule  only 
applies,  however,  with  respect  to  instru- 
ments, memberships,  contracts,  accounts, 
etc..  acquired  or  entered  into  after  1983. 
Withholding  applies  to  any  payment  of  in- 
terest, dividend,  or  patronage  dividend 
income  made  during  the  period  for  which  no 
certificate  has  been  provided. 

Special  iMles  for  tradable  securities.  — In 
the  case  of  a  disposition  of  an  instrument 
which  is  part  of  an  issue  any  part  of  which 
IS  traded  on  an  established  securities  market 
or  regularly  quoted  by  brokers  or  dealers 
(i.e..  a  readily  tradable  instrument)  that  is 
not  held  in  street  name,  failure  by  the  pur- 
chaser to  provide  the  retail  broker  with  the 
purchaser's  certification  under  penalty  of 
perjury  that  he  is  not  subject  to  backup 
withholding  will  also  result  in  the  imposi- 
tion of  backup  withholding.  Within  15  days 
after  the  disposition  (or  in  the  case  of  a  sale 
or  exchange,  within  15  days  of  the  settle- 
ment date),  the  retail  broker  must  notify 
the  payor  of  the  readily  tradable  instru- 
ment of  the  failure  by  the  purchaser  to  cer- 
tify his  nonwithholding  status.  Withholding 
applies  to  any  payment  of  interest,  divi- 
dends, or  patronage  dividends  made  after 
the  15th  day  after  the  disposition  (or  settle- 
ment) date.  This  rule  applies  to  instruments 
acquired  after  1983. 

Validation  of  identification  numbers.— 
With  respect  to  backup  withholding  in  gen- 
eral (including  backup  withholding  with  re- 
spect to  interest,  dividends,  and  patronage 
dividends),  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  reg- 
ulations requiring  payors  to  submit  to  the 
Secretary  the  TIN  or  name  of  any  payee  to 
enable  the  Secretary  to  compare  such 
number  or  name  with  the  confidential  list 
of  TINs  or  names  maintained  by  the  Secre- 
tary and  with  respect  to  which  backup  with- 
holding is  required.  If  the  name  or  TIN  of  a 
payee  submitted  is  on  the  list,  then  the  Sec- 
retary is  on  the  list,  then  the  Secretary 
must  notify  the  payor  to  backup  withhold 
on  that  payee.  The  payor  may  use  the  infor- 
mation received  from  the  Secretary  solely 
for  the  purpose  of  backup  withholding  on 
that  payee.  If  the  Secretary  prescribes  such 
regulations,  he  may  terminate  the  require- 
ment that  payees  certify  their  nonwithhold- 
ing status. 

Effective  date.— The  backup  withholding 
amendments  are  effective  with  respect  to 
payments  of  interest,  dividends,  or  patron- 
age dividends  made  after  1983. 

Conference  Agreement 

In  general.— The  conference  agreement 
adopts  a  modified  form  of  the  Senate 
amendment  relating  to  backup  withholding. 
Under  the  conference  agreement,  the  rate 
of  withholding  on  all  payments  subject  to 
backup  withholding  (reportable  payments) 
is  set  at  20  percent.  Thus,  the  20-percent 
rate  applies  to.  for  example,  payments  for 
services  or  rents  reportable  under  sections 
6041  and  6041 A  and  amounts  reportable 
under  section  6045  as  well  as  payments  of 
interest,  dividends,  and  patronage  dividends. 

Under  the  conference  agreement,  backup 
withholding  is  required  with  respect  to  re- 
portable   payments   of   interest    (including 


original  issue  discount),  dividends,  and  pa- 
tronage dividends  if 

( 1 )  the  payee  fails  to  furnish  a  TIN  in  the 
required  manner. 

(2)  the  Secretary  notifies  the  payor  that 
the  payee  furnished  an  incorrect  'TIN. 

(3)  the  Secretary  notifies  the  payor  that 
backup  withholding  should  be  commenced 
in  the  circumstance  in  which  the  payee 
failed  to  report  properly  interest,  divi(iends, 
or  patronage  dividends,  or 

(4)  when  required  to  do  so,  the  payee  fails 
to  certify,  under  penalties  for  perjury,  that 
the  payee  is  not  subject  to  backup  withhold- 
ing. 

Failures  to  provide  correct  TINs.— With 
respect  to  the  requirement  that  the  payee 
furnish  his  or  her  TIN  to  the  payor,  the 
conference  agreement  distinguishes  between 
pre- 1984  accounts  and  post- 1983  accounts. 
With  respect  to  pre- 1984  accounts,  the  con- 
ference agreement  requires  that  the  payor 
request  the  payee's  TIN  and  correctly  pro- 
vide that  number  on  information  returns.  If. 
however,  no  number  has  been  provided, 
backup  withholding  will  apply  until  a 
number  is  provided. 

Under  the  agreement.  TINs  must  be  pro- 
vided to  payors  in  the  manner  required  by 
regulations.  With  respect  to  posl-1983  ac- 
counts, the  conferees  intend  that  the  TIN 
must  be  provided  to  the  payor  under  penal- 
ties of  perjury.  The  accounts  subject  to  this 
requirement  are  obligations,  deposits,  certif- 
icates, shares,  memberships,  contracts  or 
other  instruments  established  or  acquired 
after  December  31.  1983.  No  certification  is 
required,  however,  in  the  case  of  an  acquisi- 
tion of  a  readily  tradable  instrument  in  a 
transaction  between  parties  unrelated  to 
the  payor  if  the  parties  act  without  the  as- 
sistance of  a  broker.  Under  regulations,  a 
broker  dealing  directly  with  the  payee  may 
be  required  to  notify  payors  with  respect  to 
transactions  through  a  new  brokerage  ac- 
count when  a  payee  fails  to  provide  a  certi- 
fied TIN.  Alternatively,  the  Treasury  may 
preclude  transmission  of  non-certified  TINs. 
In  either  event,  backup  withholding  would 
result  until  a  certified  TIN  is  provided.  The 
conferees  intend  that  the  term  acquisition 
be  broadly  defined  in  regulations  to  include, 
for  example,  a  transfer  of  a  readily  tradable 
instrument  from  street  name  to  the  payee's 
name. 

Certification  is  not  required  in  the  case  of 
redemptions  of  coupons  on  bearer  bonds, 
savings  bonds  of  the  United  States,  or  simi- 
lar instruments. 

Certification  is  not  required  in  the  case  of 
an  investment  or  deposit  made  through  an 
account  or  other  ongoing  relationship  estab- 
lished or  acquired  prior  to  1984.  Any  invest- 
ment or  deposit  made  through  a  brokerage 
relationship  which  was  established  before 
1984  is  a  pre-1984  account  if,  at  any  time 
during  1983,  the  brokerage  firm  bought  or 
sold  for  the  payee,  or  held  securities  on 
behalf  of  the  payee  as  a  nominee.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  taxpayer  purchases  a  negotia- 
ble instrument  in  1984  through  a  brokerage 
firm  with  whom  he  did  business  in  the 
manner  indicated  during  1983,  the  taxpayer 
is  not  required  to  provide  a  sworn  TIN  certi- 
fication. The  brokerage  firm,  however,  must 
nonetheless  have  the  TIN  provided  by  the 
taxpayer  in  its  records,  and  supply  this 
number  to  the  payor  in  order  to  prevent 
backup  withholding  on  the  payee.  Similarly, 
the  purchase  of  additional  shares  in  a  credit 
union  under  an  existing  account  relation- 
ship or  the  transfer  of  funds  to  a  new  ac- 
count automatically  under  the  terms  of  an 
existing   contract   would   not   constitute   a 


post-1983  account.  In  determining  whether 
shares  of  stock  or  securities  are  acquired 
after  1983.  any  stock  or  securities  acquired 
after  1983  as  a  stock  dividend  will  be  consid- 
ered as  having  been  acquired  before  1984. 

It  is  anticipated  that  where  a  TIN  certifi- 
cate is  required,  the  certification  can  be 
made  on  any  document  relating  to  the 
transaction,  such  as  the  signature  card  for 
an  account. 

With  respect  to  notification  of  incorrect 
TINs  by  the  Secretary,  the  conference 
agreement  generally  retains  present  law. 

Failures  to  properly  report.— With  respect 
to  notifications  by  the  Secretary  that  the 
payee  has  failed  to  properly  report  interest, 
dividends,  or  patronage  dividends,  the  con- 
ference agreement  generally  follows  the 
Senate  amendment  with  six  modifications. 
First,  the  $50  threshold  is  deleted  and  the 
Secretary  is  not  required  to  use  backup 
withholding  in  all  cases.  Rather,  the  confer- 
ence agreement  specifically  permits  the  Sec- 
retary to  use  existing  collection  tools  or 
backup  withholding,  or  both,  as  the  Secre- 
tary determines  to  be  appropriate  in  a  given 
case. 

Second,  under  the  conference  agreement, 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  may  not  in- 
struct payors  to  begin  backup  withholding 
until  at  least  four  notices  with  respect  to 
the  failure  to  report  income  have  been 
mailed  to  the  payee  over  a  period  of  at  least 
120  days.  In  addition,  in  the  case  of  taxpay- 
ers who  filed  a  return,  any  deficiency  in  tax 
attributable  to  the  failure  must  have  been 
assessed  before  notification  is  sent  to  the 
payors.  If  a  taxpayer  files  a  Tax  Court  peti- 
tion primarily  for  the  purpose  of  delaying 
backup  withholding,  such  a  Tax  Court  peti- 
tion would  constitute  a  frivolous  position 
subject  to  the  $5,000  penalty  imposed  by 
section  6673. 

Third,  once  payors  are  notified  to  begin 
backup  withholding,  that  withholding  will, 
in  the  usual  case,  remain  in  effect  until  at 
least  the  beginning  of  the  next  year. 
Backup  withholding  generally  ceases  on 
January  1  if  before  the  preceding  December 
2  the  Secretary  notified  the  payor  and  the 
payee  that  the  backup  withholding  is  no 
longer  required.  The  Secretary  must  provide 
these  notices  to  all  payees  who  resolve,  by 
October  15.  the  problem  which  caused  them 
to  be  .subject  to  backup  withholding.  It  is 
anticipated  by  the  conferees  that  the  Secre- 
tary will  take  the  appropriate  action  neces- 
sary to  notify  payors  prior  to  December  2  in 
the  case  of  payees  who  have  resolved  their 
problem  by  October  15  in  order  to  insure 
that  backup  withholding  on  such  payees 
will  terminate  by  the  following  January  1. 
The  conference  agreement  permits  the  Sec- 
retary to  terminate  backup  withholding  at 
any  time  in  cases  in  which  there  was  no  fail- 
ure to  report  or  in  hardship  cases  (such  as 
where  the  taxpayer  cannot  pay  immediately 
but  backup  withholding  at  the  20-percent 
rate  would  cause  significant  overwithhold- 
ing).  Further,  in  accordance  with  what  the 
conferees  understand  to  be  existing  Treas- 
ury practice,  a  payment  of  tax  made  volun- 
tarily after  expiration  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations on  collections  has  run  will  be  treated 
as  a  payment  of  tax  and  relieve  the  taxpay- 
er of  backup  withholding. 

Fourth,  the  period  of  time  in  which  a 
payor  must  begin  backup  withholding  (or 
cease  backup  withholding)  after  receiving 
notice  from  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  is 
extended  to  30  days.  If  backup  withholding 
is  imposed  because  of  a  failure  to  certify 
non-withholding  status  in  the  case  of  a 
readily  tradable  instrument  traded  through 


a  broker,  withholding  must  also  begin 
within  30  days  after  the  payor  receives 
notice  from  the  broker.  In  each  case,  the 
payor  may  elect  to  begin  or  stop  withhold- 
ing on  shorter  notice. 

Fifth,  the  Secretary  is  granted  authority 
to  exempt  from  backup  withholding  any 
payment  which  is  less  than  $10.  and  if  made 
on  an  annual  basis,  would  be  less  than  $10. 
Finally,  the  conference  agreement  pro- 
vides that,  with  respect  to  any  payment  by  a 
cooperative  that  is  reportable  under  section 
6044,  the  payment  is  a  reportable  payment 
subject  to  backup  withholding  only  to  the 
extent  of  money  paid.  However,  if  backup 
withholding  is  imposed  with  respect  to  such 
a  payment  because  of  a  failure  to  file  or  to 
include  any  such  reportable  payment  in 
income,  or  because  of  a  failure  to  file  a  cer- 
tificate of  non-withholding  status,  the  pay- 
ment is  a  reportable  payment  subject  to 
backup  withholding  only  if  50  percent  or 
more  of  such  payment  is  in  money  and  only 
to  the  extent  of  money  paid.  For  this  pur- 
pose the  term  'payment "  includes  any  pay- 
ment, distribution,  or  allocation,  etc.. 
reportable  under  section  6044.  Further,  for 
this  purpose,  'money"  includes  qualified 
checks  (whether  or  not  cashed). 

Failures  to  certify  non-withholding 
status.— With  respect  to  failures  to  certify 
that  the  payee  is  not  subject  to  backup 
withholding,  the  conference  agreement  re- 
quires certification  only  in  those  circum- 
stances in  which  certification  of  TINs  Is  re- 
quired. 

Under  the  conference  agreement,  a  payor 
who  withholds  tax  under  the  backup  with- 
holding provisions  is  required  to  report 
withheld  amounts  to  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  and  the  payee  on  the  information 
return  and  statement  containing  the  pay- 
ments to  which  the  withholding  relates. 
The  payee  is  allowed  a  credit  for  withheld 
amounts  with  respect  to  the  taxable  year  in 
which  the  payment  subject  to  withholding 
is  received. 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  the  au- 
thority granted  to  the  Secretary  under  the 
Senate  amendment  to  require,  by  regula- 
tions, that  payees  submit  lists  of  all  their 
payees'  names  or  taxpayer  identification 
numbers. 

Effective  date.— The  amendments  made  by 
the   conference   agreement   apply   to   pay- 
ments made  after  December  31.  1983. 
4.  Penalties  Related  to  Failure  to  Backup 
Withhold 

Present  Law 
Under  present  law.  any  payor  who  fails  to 
deduct  and  withhold  an  amount  of  interest, 
dividends,  or  patronage  dividends  is  liable 
for  the  payment  of  the  tax  required  to  be 
deducted  and  withheld  (unless  he  can  show 
that  such  tax  was  paid  by  the  recipient), 
and  a  100-percent  penalty  which  is  applied, 
in  practice,  in  only  limited  circumstances. 
IN  addition,  the  payor  may  be  subject  to  a 
criminal  penalty  for  failure  to  deduct  and 
withhold. 

House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
Failure  to  withhold.— Under  the  Senate 
amendment,  any  payor  of  interest,  divi- 
dends, or  patronage  dividends  who  fails  to 
deduct  and  withhold  backup  withholding 
amounU  is  subject  to  a  penalty  of  $100  per 
failure,  unless  such  failure  is  due  to  reason- 
able cause  and  not  willful  neglect.  This  pen- 
alty applies  in  addition  to  the  penalties  pro- 
vided under  present  law. 


Failure  to  transmit  information.— Any 
retail  broker  who  intentionally  fails  to  pro- 
vide a  payor  with  a  TIN  or  backup  with- 
holding status  report  when  obligated  to  do 
so  is  subject  to  a  penalty  of  $500  per  failure. 

False  certificale.—lf  the  Secretary  estab- 
lishes that  any  individual  willfully  made  a 
false  certification  or  affirmation  under  pen- 
alty of  perjury  with  respect  to  a  TIN  or 
backup  withholding,  a  penalty  of  $1,000  is 
imposed  for  each  such  certification  or  affir- 
mation. This  penalty  is  imposed  in  addition 
to  all  other  penalties  imposed  by  law. 

Unauthorized  use  of  information.— If  any 
payor  uses  information  that  a  payee  is  sub- 
ject to  backup  withholding  for  any  purpose 
other  than  to  comply  with  the  backup  with- 
holding requirement,  that  payor  will  be  sub- 
ject to  civil  liability  for  misuse  of  tax  return 
information. 

Effective  date.— The  penalties  for  failure 
to  transmit  information  and  for  false  certifi- 
cation apply  for  taxable  years  beginning 
after  1982.  The  other  provision  applies  after 
1983. 

Conference  Agreement 

Failure  to  withhold.— The  conference 
agreement  follows  the  House  bill. 

Failure  to  transmit  information.— The 
conference  agreement  follows  the  Senate 
amendment. 

False  certificates.— The  conference  agree- 
ment provides  that  the  civil  and  criminal 
penalties  for  a  false  backup  withholding  or 
TIN  certificate  will  be  the  same  as  those  for 
false  wage  withholding  certificates. 

Unauthorized  use  of  information.— The 
conference  agreement  follows  the  Senate 
amendment.  Thus,  for  example,  a  payor 
could  not  use  this  information,  including  a 
payee's  inability  to  certify  that  he  is  not 
subject  to  backup  withholding,  in  deciding 
whether  to  extend  credit  to  the  payee,  to 
surcharge  an  account,  to  close  an  account, 
or  to  refuse  to  open  an  account.  The  confer- 
ees intend  that  a  good  faith  but  erroneous 
interpretation  of  the  permissible  uses  of  in- 
formation under  the  backup  withholding 
rules  will  not  result  in  liability. 

Effective  dates.— The  provisions  of  the 
conference  agreement  apply  after  December 
31.  1983  except  that  the  provision  relating 
to  unauthorized  use  of  information  is  effec- 
tive upon  enactment. 

5.  Penalty  on  Payor  for  Failure  to  Report 
Taxpayer  Identification  Numbers 
(TINS) 

Present  Law 

Under  present  law.  an  assessable  penalty 
of  $50  per  failure  is  imposed  on  any  person 
who  fails  (when  required  to  do  so)  to  fur- 
nish his  TIN  to  another  person  or  to  include 
the  TIN  of  another  person  on  any  return 
with  respect  to  such  person.  An,  aasessable 
penalty  of  $5  per  failure  is  imposed  on  any 
person  who  fails  to  include  his  own  TIN  in 
any  return  when  required  to  do  so  by  regu- 
lations. In  either  case,  the  total  penalties 
imposed  for  any  calendar  year  may  not 
exceed  $50,000. 

Under  present  law.  the  civil  penalty  on 
payees  for  failure  to  furnish  their  TIN  to 
another  person,  or  on  payors  for  failure  to 
include  the  TIN  of  a  payee  on  a  return,  are 
assessable  penalties.  Thus,  the  deficiency 
procedures  do  not  apply  and  the  penalties 
must  be  paid  on  notice  and  demand. 

Under  present  law.  brokers  (including 
dealers,  barter  exchanges,  and  other  per- 
sons who  regularly  act  as  middlemen  with 
respect  to  property  or  services  for  profit) 
are  required  to  make  a  return  with  the  Sec- 
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relary.  according  to  regulations,  showing 
such  information  (including  TINs)  as  the 
Secretary  may  require. 

House  Bill 

No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 

Penalty  on  payor  for  failure  to  obtain 
r/^.— Under  the  Senate  amendment,  a  self- 
assessed  penalty  is  imposed  on  any  person 
who  is  required  to  include  the  TIN  of  any 
payee  of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage 
dividends  on  any  information  return  (filed 
with  the  Secretary)  or  statement  (furnished 
to  a  pa.vee)  with  respect  to  such  payment  if 
that  person  (1)  fails  to  include  such  number 
or  (2)  includes  an  incorrect  number  on  such 
return.  This  penalty  is  $50  per  failure,  with- 
out any  limitation.  If  the  number  of  failures 
constitutes  substantial  noncompliance,  then 
the  penalty  is  $1(X)  per  failure,  with  no  limi- 
tation. For  this  purpose,  substantial  non- 
compliance exists  if  the  number  of  failures 
for  any  calendar  year  to  provide  a  correct 
TIN.  file  returns,  aind  furnish  statements. 
exceeds  the  lesser  of  10.000  or  5  percent  of 
the  total  number  of  returns  or  statements 
which  are  required  to  be  filed  with  respect 
to  the  payment  of  interest,  dividends,  or  pa- 
tronage dividends  by  such  payor  for  the  cal- 
endar year. 

No  penalty  is  imposed  under  this  provision 
if  (1)  the  TIN  included  on  the  return  or 
statement  is  the  TIN  provided  by  the  payee 
to  the  payor  under  penalty  of  perjury 
(unless  the  number  has  an  incorrect  number 
of  digits);  (2)  the  payee  is  waiting  for  a  TIN 
from  the  Secretary;  (3)  with  respect  to  ex- 
isting accounts,  the  payor  exercises  due  dili- 
gence in  obtaining  the  correct  TIN;  or  (4)  in 
the  case  of  a  readily  tradable  instrument, 
the  payor  relies  on  a  number  provided  by  a 
retail  broker  (or  other  party  to  the  transac- 
tion) or  (if  no  number  is  provided  by  the 
retail  broker)  the  payor  uses  due  diligence 
to  obtain  the  number. 

Payor  "due  diligence"— general  rule.— In 
the  case  of  existing  accounts,  the  printed 
explanation  by  the  Senate  committee  states 
that  due  diligence  will  be  considered  to  have 
l)een  exercised  by  the  payor  if  a  variety  of 
detailed  objective  requirements  are  met. 
First,  the  payor  must  have  withheld  tax 
under  the  backup  withholding  provisions  if 
required  to  do  so.  Second,  the  payor  must 
mail  to  the  payee  a  notice  containing  cer- 
tain specific  information:  for  example,  what 
a  taxpayer  identification  number  is.  the  re- 
quirement that  the  payee  provide  the  payor 
with  a  correct  TIN.  a  description  of  the  pen- 
alties which  may  be  imposed  on  a  payee  not 
providing  a  correct  TIN.  the  possibility  of 
backup  withholding,  and  the  opportunity 
for  the  payee  to  provide  a  correct  TIN 
under  penalty  of  perjury. 

The  printed  explanation  by  the  Senate 
committee  states  that  this  notice  must  be 
provided  a  particular  number  of  times 
during  the  calendar  year,  depending  upon 
the  calendar  year  and  the  particular  failure 
at  issue.  During  calendar  year  1983.  a  notice 
must  be  provided  three  times  if  the  payee 
provides  the  payor  with  no  TIN  (or  a  TIN 
with  the  incorrect  number  of  digits).  In  any 
other  case,  such  notice  must  be  provided 
two  or  three  times,  depending  upon  the 
number  of  regular  mailings  made  to  the 
payee  during  the  period  tieginning  31  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  and  before  the 
end  of  1983.  After  1983,  such  notice  must  be 
provided  at  least  once  yearly.  In  any  event, 
the  first  notice  required  to  be  provided  to 
the  payee  in  1983  (and  the  notice  required 
in  1984)  must  be  by  a  separate  first-class 


mailing,  including  a  penalty  of  perjury  cer- 
tificate by  which  the  payee  can  correct  his 
TIN.  and  a  postage  prepaid  envelope.  All  no- 
tices may  cease  when  a  TIN  is  supplied 
under  penalty  of  perjury.  This  form  of  due 
diligence  applies  only  to  existing  accounts, 
etc.  For  this  purpose,  an  account,  or  other 
debt  instrument,  stock,  or  cooperative  mem- 
bership or  contract  is  considered  "existing" 
if  it  is  extant  on.  or  is  entered  into  before, 
the  31st  day  after  the  date  of  enactment. 

Retail  broker  must  obtain  TIN.— Under 
the  Senate  amendment,  a  retail  broker  must 
generally  obtain  the  TIN  (under  penalty  of 
perjury)  of  any  purchaser  taking  delivery  of 
a  readily  tradable  instrument.  Having  ob- 
tained a  TIN  with  respect  to  any  sale,  ex- 
chamge.  or  other  disposition  of  any  readily 
tradable  instrument,  the  purchasing  broker 
must  provide  the  payor  of  any  interest  or 
dividends  with  respect  to  that  stock  or  debt 
instrument  the  TIN  obtained  by  the  broker 
from  the  purchaser  under  penalty  of  perju- 
ry. The  payor  may  rely  on  such  TIN  and  is 
not  subject  to  a  penalty  if  the  TIN  turns  out 
to  be  incorrect. 

If  the  payor  does  not  receive  a  TIN  from 
the  retail  broker  (or  other  person),  the 
payor  is  subject  to  the  penalty  for  failure  to 
include  a  TIN  on  any  return  or  statement 
unless  the  payor  both  commences  backup 
withholding  and  acts  with  due  diligence  to 
obtain  a  correct  TIN  from  the  payee. 

Payor  "due  diligence"— retail  broker 
case.— If  a  broker  fails  to  supply  a  TIN.  the 
printed  explanation  by  the  Senate  commit- 
tee states  that  payor  due  diligence  consists 
of  mailing  to  the  payee,  within  60  days  of 
the  sale  or  exchange  of  the  instrument  (i.e.. 
the  settlement  date  or  other  disposition 
date),  a  separate  first-class  mailing  of  a 
notice  in  the  form  previously  described,  re- 
questing the  correct  TIN  from  that  payee. 
In  addition,  the  payor  must  make  at  least 
one  such  mailing  for  each  .subsequent  calen- 
dar year  until  a  certified  TIN  is  obtained.  In 
any  case,  the  mailings  required  under  this 
provision  must  include  a  certificate  under 
penalty  of  perjury  by  which  the  payee  may 
certify  his  correct  TIN,  and  a  postage  pre- 
paid envelope. 

Retail  broker  penalties.— Under  the  Sen- 
ate amendment,  a  self-assessed  penalty  is 
imposed  on  a  retail  broker  if  the  broker  fails 
to  obtain  from  the  purchaser  of  a  readily 
tradable  instrument  acquired  through  the 
broker,  the  purchaser's  TIN  under  penalty 
of  perjury.  This  penalty  is  equal  to  $50  per 
failure  with  no  cap.  It  is  imposed  with  re- 
spect to  any  sale,  exchange,  or  other  disposi- 
tion of  any  readily  tradable  instrument 
after  the  30th  day  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

A  penalty  of  $500  is  imposed  on  any  retail 
broker  or  other  person  who  intentionally 
fails  to  provide  a  payor  with  notice  (within 
15  days  of  the  settlement  date  or  other  dis- 
position date)  that  a  purchaser  has  failed  to 
provide  a  certificate  of  his  TIN  or  that  he  is 
not  subject  to  backup  withholding  and  that 
the  person  is.  therefore,  subject  to  backup 
withholding.  This  is  in  addition  to  all  other 
penalties.  A  retail  broker  is  any  person  who. 
in  connection  with  the  sale  or  exchange  of 
any  readily  tradable  instrument  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  his  trade  or  business,  receives 
purchase  instructions  from  the  purchaser, 
and  either  is  the  purchaser's  agent  in  the 
purchase  or  sells  (as  a  dealer)  out  of  inven- 
tory. 

TIN  penalties  self-assessed.-Under  the 
Senate  amendment,  the  penalty  on  any 
payor  for  failure  to  include  a  correct  TIN  in 
any  return  or  statement  filed  with  respect 


to  any  payee  of  interest,  dividends,  or  pa- 
tronage dividends,  and  the  penalty  Imposed 
on  any  retail  broker  for  failure  to  obtain  the 
purchaser's  taxpayer  identification  number 
under  penalty  of  perjury,  must  be  self-as- 
sessed. Thus,  any  person  subject  to  either  of 
those  penalties  must  determine  the  fact  of 
his  liability  and  pay  the  tax  when  due  with- 
out notice  and  demand.  The  penalty  is  pay- 
able with  the  first  return  of  income  tax  due 
(without  regard  to  extensions)  more  than  30 
days  after  the  due  date  of  the  return  or 
statement  with  respect  to  which  the  penalty 
is  imposed.  In  the  case  of  an  incorrect  TIN, 
the  penalty  is  not  required  to  be  self-as- 
sessed unless  the  payor  receives  notice  of 
the  error  before  the  original  due  date  of  the 
return  or  statement  in  which  the  number  is 
required  to  be  included. 

Either  of  these  f>enalties  may  l»e  abated  if 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  failure 
with  respect  to  which  the  penalty  is  im- 
posed could  not  have  been  avoided  without 
undue  hardship. 

The  Secretary  is  provided  with  regulation 
authority  to  apply  this  rule  to  pass-through 
entities  or  exempt  entities. 

Effective  date.— This  provision  applies  to 
returns  or  statements  due  (without  exten- 
sions) after  1983.  However,  if  any  return  or 
statement  otherwise  subject  to  those  provi- 
sions is  not  required  to  include  any  payment 
of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage  divi- 
dends which  is  paid  or  credited  after  the 
date  which  is  30  days  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment, then  those  amendments  do  not 
apply. 

Conference  Agreement 

In  general.— The  conference  agre?ment 
adopts  a  modified  form  of  the  Senate 
amendment.  Under  the  conference  agree- 
ment, the  $50,000  limitation  on  the  $50  pen- 
alty for  failure  to  supply  TINs  with  respect 
to  interest,  dividends  or  patronage  dividends 
is  repealed  and  a  due  diligence  defense  is 
substituted  for  the  reasonable  cause  defen.se 
under  present  law.  In  addition,  the  penalty 
is  self-assessed. 

Due  diligence.— The  conference  agree- 
ment replaces  the  reasonable  cause  defense 
of  present  law  (and  the  abatement  author- 
ity provided  in  the  Senate  amendment)  with 
a  due  diligence  requirement  because  the 
Conferees  desire  to  impose  a  higher  stand- 
ard of  conduct  on  payors  than  the  standard 
achieved  under  the  construction  of  the  rea- 
sonable cause  defense  in  the  past.  Under 
prior  practice,  the  reasonable  cause  defense 
was  applied  so  liberally  that  the  purpose  of 
the  TIN  penalties  was  frustrated.  Under  the 
conference  agreement,  the  Secretary  is  re- 
quired to  prescribe  regulations  specifically 
indicating  the  circumstances  under  which  a 
payor  will  be  considered  to  have  exercised 
due  diligence  in  attempting  to  comply  with 
the  obligations  to  obtain  and  provide  TINs. 

In  general,  the  Conferees  expect  that  the 
regulations  will  specifically  provide  that, 
with  respect  to  new  accounts  and  brokerage 
relationships  established  after  1983.  the 
payor  must  use  a  TIN  provided  by  the  payee 
under  penalties  of  perjury  to  satisfy  the  due 
diligence  requirement. 

Other  circumstances  in  which  it  is  expect- 
ed the  regulations  will  provide  that  the  due 
diligence  requirement  has  been  satisfied 
would  include  cases  in  which  the  payor  has 
used  a  TIN  provided  by  a  retail  broker,  cases 
in  which  the  payee  is  awaiting  the  receipt  of 
a  TIN.  cases  in  which  the  payor  could  have 
obtained  or  reported  the  proper  TIN  only 
by  incurring  an  undue  hardship,  and  cases 
in  which  the  payor  is  required  to  effectuate 


a  transfer  to  which  it  was  not  a  party.  In  no 
event  would  undue  hardship  tie  found  in 
being  required  to  do  that  which  a  reason- 
ably diligent  payor  would  have  done.  In- 
stead, undue  hardship  would  exist  where  su- 
pervening events  or  extraordinary  cost  pre- 
vented the  payor  from  complying. 

With  respect  to  pre-1984  accounts  and 
brokerage  relationships,  the  payor  will  be 
treated  as  having  exercised  due  diligence  if 
at  least  annually  the  payor  solicits  a  correct 
TIN  from  the  payee  for  whom  the  payor 
has  no  TIN  provided  under  penalties  of  per- 
jury. In  addition,  if  no  TIN  was  provided 
backup  withholding  must  have  commenced; 
however,  the  TIN  provided  does  not  neces- 
sarily have  to  be  certified.  The  conferees 
expect  that  with  respect  to  1983,  the  Treas- 
ury will  require  that  this  solicitation  must 
be  made  in  a  separate  first-class  mailing  as 
contemplated  under  the  Senate  amendment. 
Thus,  the  mailing  must  describe  the  re- 
quirement to  provide  a  TIN.  the  penalty  as- 
sociated with  failure  to  provide  a  TIN.  and 
the  possibility  of  backup  withholding.  The 
1983  mailing  would  be  required  to  include  a 
postage-paid  reply  envelope  and  a  form  in 
which  the  payee  may  provide  his  or  her 
TIN.  Under  present  law.  the  failure  to  pro- 
vide a  TIN  or  the  provision  of  a  bad  TIN 
will  result  in  backup  withholding,  these 
mailings  will  assist  taxpayers  in  correcting 
their  TIN  before  backup  withholding  is  im- 
posed. 

The  conferees  expect  that  any  regulations 
will  require,  in  substance,  that  the  payor 
take  all  reasonable  steps  to  secure  and 
transmit  taxpayer  identification  numbers. 
Under  this  standard,  a  payor  should  be  re- 
quired to  use  the  same  care  in  the  process- 
ing of  TIN  information  as  a  reasonably  pru- 
dent payor  would  use  in  handling  account 
Information  such  as  account  numbers  and 
account  balances  in  the  course  of  the 
payor's  business. 

Self-assessment.— The  conferees  under- 
stand that  this  penalty  and  the  1099  penal- 
ties have  rarely  been  imposed  in  the  past. 
The  conferees  expect  diligent  enforcement 
in  the  future,  and  understand  that  the  Ad- 
ministration has  requested  appropriations 
to  enforce  these  penalties.  The  conferees 
also  expect  that  the  IRS  will  require  such 
information  as  may  be  necessary  to  enforce 
these  penalties  and  the  self-assessment 
system.  The  conference  agreement  provides 
for  self-assessment  of  the  penalty  for  failure 
to  provide  TINs  with  respect  to  interest,  div- 
idend, or  patronage  dividends.  The  penalty 
is  treated  as  an  excise  tax  for  purposes  of 
Subtitle  F  (relating  to  procedure  and  admin- 
istration) and  is  due  and  payable  on  April  1 
of  the  calendar  year  following  the  calendar 
year  for  which  the  return  or  statement  to 
which  the  penalty  relates  is  made.  Since  the 
penalty  is  treated  as  an  excise  tax  solely  for 
purposes  of  Subtitle  F.  the  payment  of  the 
penalty  will  not  give  rise  to  any  deduction 
for  income  tax  purposes  under  section 
162(f).  Similarly,  self-assessed  amounts 
under  this  provision  are  not  subject  to  the 
penalties  relating  to  the  income  tax.  If  a 
taxpayer  fails  to  pay  the  excise  tax  when 
due,  interest  will  accrue  from  the  April  first 
due  date. 

The  conference  agreement  specifically 
provides  that  the  deficiency  procedures  will 
not  apply  with  respect  to  the  assessment 
and  collection  of  the  penalty.  Since  each 
penalty  with  respect  to  a  return  or  state- 
ment is  separable,  the  payor  will  be  able  to 
litigate  its  liability  for  the  penalty  by 
paying  one  such  penalty  and  suing  for  a 
refund  in  case  in  which  the  same  issue 
arises  with  respect  to  multiple  failures. 


Broker  penalty  .—Under  the  conference 
agreement,  a  broker,  acting  willfully,  who 
fails  to  secure  non-withholding  certificates 
and  to  notify  the  payor  that  the  payee  is 
subject  to  backup  withholding  when  re- 
quired to  do  so  is  subject  to  a  penalty  of 
$500  per  failure. 

Effective  dale.— The  amendments  made  by 
the  conference  agreement  apply  after  De- 
cember 31.  1983. 

6.  Penalty  for  Failure  to  File  Information 
Returns  or  Statements 

Present  Law 
Under  present  law.  any  person  required  to 
file  a  return  with  the  Secretary  with  respect 
to  the  payment  to  another  person  of  inter- 
est, dividends,  or  patronage  dividends  who 
fails  to  do  so  on  the  date  prescribed  (with 
regard  to  extensions)  is  subject  to  a  penalty 
of  $50  per  failure  up  to  $50,000  for  any  cal- 
endar year.  The  penalty  is  not  imposed  if 
the  failure  is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and 
not  to  willful  neglect. 

If  any  failure  to  file  such  return  is  due  to 
intentional  disregard  of  the  filing  require- 
ments, the  penalty  imposed  is  not  less  than 
10  percent  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  items 
required  to  be  reported,  and  the  $50,000  lim- 
itation does  not  apply. 

If  the  Secretary  requires  that  an  informa- 
tion return  with  respect  to  payments  of  less 
than  $10  of  dividends  or  patronage  divi- 
dends be  filed,  then  a  penalty  of  $1  is  im- 
posed for  each  statement  not  so  filed  on  the 
date  prescribed  therefor  (determined  with 
regard  to  extensions).  However,  the  total 
amount  of  penalties  under  this  provision 
cannot  exceed  $1,000  for  any  calendar  year. 
A  penalty  is  not  imposed  if  the  failure  is  due 
to  reasonable  cause  and  not  j.o  willful  ne- 
glect. 

Any  payor  who  is  required  to  file  an  infor- 
mation return  with  the  Secretary  must  also 
file  an  information  statement  with  the  re- 
cipients of  the  payment.  Any  person  failing 
to  file  such  a  statement  with  the  recipient 
on  the  date  prescribed  therefor  is  subject  to 
a  penalty  of  $50  per  failure,  not  to  exceed 
$50,000  for  any  calendar  year,  unless  such 
failure  is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not 
willful  neglect. 

House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
Penalty.— Under  the  Senate  amendment, 
any  person  who  fails  to  file  one  or  more  in- 
formation returns  with  respect  to  payments 
of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage  divi- 
dends on  the  date  prescribed  therefor  (de- 
termined with  regard  to  extensions)  is  sub- 
ject to  a  penalty  of  $100  per  failure. 

Similarly,  any  person  who  fails  to  provide 
an  information  statement  to  the  recipient  of 
interest,  dividends,  or  patronage  dividends 
on  the  date  prescribed  therefor  (determined 
with  regard  to  extensions)  is  subject  to  a 
penalty  of  $100  per  failure. 

Substantial  noncompliance.— If  there  is 
substantial  noncompliance  with  either  of 
these  requirements,  the  penalty  is  increased 
to  $200  per  failure.  Substantial  noncompli- 
ance exists  if  the  sum  of  the  failures  to  file 
information  statements  or  returns,  together 
with  the  sum  of  the  failures  to  supply  cor- 
rect TINs  in  any  return  or  information 
statement  required  to  be  filed  with  respect 
to  the  payment  of  interest,  dividends,  or  pa- 
tronage dividends,  exceeds  the  lesser  of 
10.000  or  5  percent  of  the  number  of  returns 
or  statements  required  to  be  filed  for  the 
calendar  year. 

Abatement.— In  lieu  of  the  reasonable 
cause  exception  provided  under  present  law. 


the  Secretary  is  given  authority  to  abate 
this  penalty  if  he  determines  that  the  fail- 
ure could  not  have  been  prevented  without 
undue  hardship. 

Self-assessment.— These  penalties  are  also 
self-assessed  under  the  above-stated  rules. 

Effective  date.— This  provision  applies  to 
returns  or  statements  due  (without  exten- 
sions) after  1983.  However,  if  any  return  or 
statement  otherwise  subject  to  this  provi- 
sion is  not  required  to  include  any  payment 
of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage  divi- 
dends which  is  paid  or  credited  after  the 
date  which  is  30  days  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment, then  this  provision  does  not  apply. 

Conference  Agreement 
Penalty.— The  conference  agreement  re- 
moves the  $50,000  calendar  year  limitation 
on  the  penalty  with  respect  to  failures  to 
file  interest,  dividend,  and  patronage  divi- 
dend information  returns  or  statements  and 
eliminates  the  reasonable  cause  defense. 

Substantial  noncompliance.— The  confer- 
ence agreement  follows  the  House  bill. 
Thus,  the  present  law  increases  in  the  pen- 
alty for  intentional  disregard  of  the  filing 
requirement  for  information  returns  is  re- 
tained. 

Abatement.— Under  the  conference  agree- 
ment, the  Senate  amendment  abatement 
provision  is  replaced  by  a  due  diligence  de- 
fense comparable  to  that  provided  for  the 
TIN  penalty. 

Selj-assessment.— The  conference  agree- 
ment provides  for  self-assessment  of  the 
penalty  for  failure  to  file  information  re- 
turns and  statements  under  the  same  proce- 
dures provided  for  self-assessment  of  the 
TIN  penalties. 

Effective  date.— The  amendments  made  by 
the   conference   agreement    apply    to   pay- 
ments made  after  December  31.  1983. 
7.  Returns  on  Magnetic  Tape 
Present  Law 

Under  present  law,  taxpayers  may.  under 
regulations,  request  the  permission  of  the 
Secretary  to  file  returns  on  magnetic  tape. 

In  addition,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to 
prescribe  regulations  providing  standards 
for  determining  which  returns  must  be  filed 
on  magnetic  tape  (or  another  machine-read- 
able form).  In  promulgating  such  regula- 
tions, the  Secretary  must  lake  into  account 
the  ability  of  the  taxpayer  to  comply  at  a 
reasonable  cost  with  the  magnetic  tape 
filing  requirement. 

Requirements  with  respect  to  magnetic 
media  broker  reporting,  and  revenue  proce- 
dures describing  the  format  for  magnetic 
media  reporting  recently  were  published  by 
the  Treasury. 

House  Bill 

No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 

Explanation.— Under  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, any  person  including  individuals,  es- 
tates, and  trusts,  required  to  file  more  than 
50  returns  with  respect  to  payments  of  in- 
terest, dividends,  or  patronage  dividends  for 
any  calendar  year,  must  file  all  such  returns 
on  magnetic  media.  In  addition,  such  re- 
turns must  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  no 
later  than  January  31  of  the  calendar  year 
following  the  calendar  year  of  payment. 

W-2  study.— The  Senate  amendment  also 
requires  that  the  Secretary  study  the  feasi- 
bility of  requiring  form  W-2  reports  con- 
cerning wage  income  to  be  filed  on  magnetic 
media.  This  study  must  be  reported  to  the 
Congress  no  later  than  January  1.  1984. 

Effective  date.— The  requirement  that  tax- 
payers filing  more  than  50  information  re- 
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turns  with  respect  to  payments  of  interest, 
dividends,  or  patronage  dividends  must  file 
on  magnetic  media  is  effective  for  returns 
the  due  date  for  which  (without  regard  to 
extensions)  U  after  1983.  However,  the  Sec- 
retary may  extend  the  effective  date  with 
respect  to  any  person  to  returns  due  after 
1984,  in  any  case  when  application  of  the 
amendments  prior  to  1985  would  cause 
undue  hardship. 

Conference  Agreement 
The  conference  agreement  generally  fol- 
lows the  Senate  amendment.  The  agree 
ment  clarifies  that  in  determining  whether 
a  payor  files  more  than  50  returns  with  re- 
spect to  interest,  dividends  or  patronage 
dividends,  all  such  returns  should  be  aggre- 
gated. Thus,  if  a  payor  files  information 
with  respect  to  30  interest  payees  and  30 
dividend  payees,  magnetic  media  reporting 
is  required. 

The  Secretary  is  granted  permanent  au- 
thority on  a  case-by-case  basis  to  relieve 
payors  of  the  magnetic  media  filing  require- 
ment for  the  period  during  which  imposi- 
tion of  the  requirement  would  cause  undue 
hardship  for  the  payors.  In  addition,  the 
agreement  does  not  contain  the  provision 
acceleraimg  the  due  date  for  information 
returns  to  January  31  Under  the  agree- 
ment, the  magnetic  media  filing  require- 
ment applies  only  to  returns  with  respect  to 
payments  made  after  1983. 

The  conference  agreement   also  provides 
that  the  report  on  magnetic  media  report 
ing  of  W-2  information  is  to  be  provided  by 
July  1.  1984. 

8.  Attachment  of  Duplicate  Information  Re- 
turns; Forms 

Present  Law 
Under  present  law.  information  returns 
need  not  be  provided  to  payees  on  separate 
Forms  1099  in  all  circjmstances.  Rather, 
such  information  in  some  cases  may  be  pro- 
vided to  payees  on  end-of-the-year  business 
statements  (such  as  bank  statements).  In 
addition,  there  is  no  requirement  that  tax- 
payers attach  duplicates  of  the  Forms  1099 
they  have  received  with  respect  to  interest, 
dividend,  or  patronage  dividend  income  to 
their  income  tax  returns 

House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
£xpiona/ion.— Under  the  Senate  amend 
ment.  any  person  receiving  a  Form  1099 
with  respect  to  interest,  dividend,  or  patron- 
age dividend  income  is  required  to  attach  a 
duplicate  of  that  Form  1099  to  his  income 
tax  return  for  the  taxable  year.  These  dupli- 
cate Forms  1099  must  be  provided  to  payees 
by  payors  on  or  before  January  31  of  the 
year  following  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  payment  was  made. 

Special  rules  are  provided  with  respect  to 
fiscal  year  taxpayers. 

Any  failure  to  attach  such  a  statement  is 
subject  to  a  penalty  of  $50  per  failure, 
unless  the  failure  is  due  to  reasonable  cause 
and  not  willful  neglect. 

Effective  date— This  provision  applies  to 
returns  or  statements  due  (without  exten- 
sions) after  1983.  However,  if  any  return  or 
statement  otherwise  subject  to  this  provi- 
sion is  not  required  to  include  any  payment 
of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage  divi- 
dends which  is  paid  or  credited  after  the 
date  which  is  30  days  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment, then  this  provision  does  not  apply. 
Conference  Agreement 
Under  the  conference  agreement,  payors 
must  provide  payees  with  information  state- 


ments with  respect  to  interest,  dividend,  or 
patronage  dividend  payments  in  the  form 
required  by  Treasury  regulations.  The  con- 
ferees expect  that  the  Treasury  will  require 
a  separate  official  form  be  supplied  to 
payees  which  contains  a  clear  statement 
that  the  income  tieing  reported  is  subject  to 
tax.  and  has  t)een  reported  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service,  and  if  not  reported  will 
generate  a  negligence  penalty. 

Under  the  conference  agreement,  these  in- 
formation statements  must  be  provided  to 
the  payee  in  a  separate  mailing  which  con- 
tains no  additional  information  other  than 
information  relating  to  the  correction  of 
taxpayer  identification  numbers.  The  con- 
ference agreement  does  not  require  that  the 
information  statements  be  attached  to  the 
payee's  income  lax  return. 

Effective  date.— The  amendments  made  by 
the  conference  agreement  apply  to  state- 
ments with  respect  to  payments  made  after 
December  31.  1983. 

9.     Payee     Penalties— Willful     Evasion     or 
Avoidance  of  Tax  on  Interest.  Dividends, 
or  Patronage  Dividends 
Present  Law 
Under  present  law.  any  person  who  will- 
fully attempts  to  evade  or  avoid  any  tax.  or 
the  payment  thereof,  is  guilty  of  a  felony 
and  may  be  fined  not  more  than  $100,000 
($500,000  in  the  case  of  a  corporation)  or  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  5  years,  or  both. 
Any  person  who  willfully  files  a  false  or 
fraudulent    exemption    certificate    with    a 
payor  claiming  to  be  exempt  from  mandato- 
ry withholding  on  interest,  dividends,  or  pa- 
tronage dividends  is  subject  to  a  criminal 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500.  or  not  more 
than  one  year  in  jail,  or  both. 

Any  person  who  willfully  makes  a  declara- 
tion under  penalty  of  perjury  which  he  does 
not  believe  to  be  true  and  correct  as  to  any 
material  matter  is  guilty  of  a  felony  and 
may  be  fined  not  more  than  $100,000 
($500,000  in  the  case  of  a  corporation)  or  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  3  years,  or  joth. 
If  any  part  of  an  underpayment  of  tax  is 
attributable  to  negligence  or  intentional  dis- 
regard of  rules  and  regulations,  a  penalty 
equal  to  5  percent  of  the  entire  underpay- 
ment plus  50  percent  of  the  interest  payable 
on  the  portion  of  the  underpayment  attrib- 
utable to  negligence  or  intentional  disregard 
is  imposed. 

House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
£xp/ana<ion.— Under  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, any  taxpayer  who  fails  to  include  any 
amount  of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage 
dividends  on  a  return  when  required  to  do 
so  is  subject  to  a  penalty  if  the  Secretary  es- 
tablishes that  the  taxpayer  willfully  at- 
tempted to  evade  or  avoid  the  Federal 
income  tax  on  such  income.  The  penalty  is 
equal  to  $1,000  for  such  taxable  year. 

Effective  date.— This  provision  is  effective 
with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning 
after  1982. 

Conference  Agreement 
The  conference  agreement  adopts  a  Treas- 
ury recommendation  that,  a  failure  to 
report  interest,  dividend  or  patronage  divi- 
dend income  that  is  subject  to  information 
reporting  be  treated,  for  purposes  of  the 
negligence  penalty,  as  resulting  from  negli- 
gence in  those  cases  in  which  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  receives  the  relevant  infor- 
mation return  from  the  payor  of  the  tax- 
payer-payee in  the  absence  of  clear  and  con- 
vincing evidence  to  the  contrary.  The  con- 


ferees believe  such  a  presumption  of  negli- 
gence is  proper  in  such  cases  because  the 
taxpayer  has  received  the  income  and, 
under  present  law,  is  required  to  maintain 
t>ooks  and  records  adequate  to  assure  that 
this  income  is  not  overlooked  in  filing  his  or 
her  income  tax  return.  In  addition,  the  fact 
that  such  payments  are  subject  to  informa- 
tion reporting  justifies  the  further  conclu- 
sion that,  even  if  the  taxpayer  had  not 
maintained  adequate  records,  he  or  she  did 
receive  a  reminder  of  the  income  from  the 
payor. 

The  amendment  is  made  to  encourage  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  to  assert  the  neg- 
ligence penalty  when  it  detects  an  underre- 
porting of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage 
dividends  that  are  subject  to  information  re- 
porting and  no  convincing  explanation  of 
the  underreporting  is  offered.  No  inference 
is  to  be  drawn  that  negligence  does  not  exist 
in  the  failure  to  report  other  types  of 
income  subject  to  information  reporting. 
Similarly,  the  statutory  presumption  of  neg- 
ligence in  no  way  prevents  the  Secretary 
from  proving  fraud  in  an  appropriate  case. 

The  presumption  of  negligence  estab- 
lished under  the  conference  agreement  can 
be  rebutted  by  the  taxpayer  in  appropriate 
cases  but  only  by  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence. 

When  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  as- 
serts the  negligence  penalty  under  this  pro- 
vision, the  entire  penalty  (both  the  5  per- 
cent and  the  interest  related  element)  will 
apply  only  to  the  portion  of  the  underpay- 
ment attributable  to  the  underreporting  of 
interest,  dividends,  or  patronage  dividends. 
That  portion  is  the  amount  of  underpay- 
ment which  would  have  existed  if  the  inter- 
est, dividends,  or  patronage  dividends,  were 
the  only  items  not  properly  reported. 

This   provision   of   the  conference  agree- 
ment would  apply  with  respect  to  payments 
made  after  December  31,  1983. 
10.  Speedup  for  Processing  of  Information 
Returns;  Appropriations 
Present  Law 
Not  applicable. 

House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
Speedup  of  processing  and  notice.— To 
make  the  backup  withholding  provision  of 
the  Senate  amendment  more  effective,  the 
Secretary  is  required  to  implement  a  pro- 
gram with  respect  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  1982  which  will  result  in  the  proc- 
essing of  information  returns  received  by 
the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the  payments 
of  interest,  dividends,  or  patronage  divi- 
dends in  such  time  as  it  is  necessary  to 
notify  taxpayers  within  15Vi  months  of  the 
close  of  the  calendar  year,  with  respect  to 
which  the  returns  are  received,  of  any  dis- 
parities revealed  by  the  returns.  To  provide 
for  the  implementation  of  this  requirement, 
the  Senate  amendment  authorizes  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  withholding 
repeal,  and  contains  a  sense  of  the  Congress 
statement  that  such  appropriations  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
such  Senate  amendment  should  be  appro- 
priated by  Congress.  The  Secretary  is  re- 
quired to  report  promptly  on  any  additional 
appropriations  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
processing  and  notification  speedup. 

ylppropnations.— However,  the  Secretary 
is  not  obligated  to  carry  out  the  accelerated 
matching  program  with  respect  to  informa- 
tion returns  if  sufficient  funds  for  that  pro- 


gram are  not  specifically  appropriated  for 
any  fiscal  year.  In  such  case,  the  Secretary 
must  implement  the  program  only  to  the 
extent  warranted  by  a  decision  as  to  the 
costs  and  benefits  of  alternative  programs, 
and  the  Secretary  must  notify  the  Congress 
for  that  fiscal  year  of  his  determination  and 
the  reasons  therefor. 

If  sufficient  funds  are  not  specifically  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  for  any  fiscal  year  (including  imposition 
of  backup  withholding  on  failure  to  report 
or  underreport  more  than  $50.  or  such 
lesser  amount  as  may  be  specified  by  the 
Secretary),  then  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury must  implement  the  Act  in  accordance 
with  his  managerial  decisions  of  the  costs 
and  benefits  to  be  derived  iherefrom.  In  any 
such  case,  the  Secretary  must  report  to  the 
Congress  with  respect  to  the  allocation  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service's  resources. 
Conference  Agreement 

Speedup  of  processing  and  notice.— The 
conference  agreement  follows  the  House 
bill.  Thus,  no  speedup  of  processing  of  infor- 
mation by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  is 
required. 

Appropriations.— The  conference  agree- 
ment contains  a  Sense  of  the  Congress  Res- 
olution that  the  minimum  Internal  Revenue 
Service  resources  needed  to  increase  compli- 
ance with  respect  to  interest  and  dividends 
is  $15  million  in  fiscal  year  1984  and  $300 
million  over  the  fi.scal  years  1984  through 
1988  The  resolution  also  stales  that  not  less 
than  $600  million  would  be  the  preferable 
appropriation  to  be  provided  over  that 
period.  This  additional  funding  above  cur- 
rent levels  is  needed  to  achieve  greater  tax 
compliance  with  respect  to  interest  and  divi- 
dends and  will  be  used  primarily  to  hire  es- 
sential in-house.  IRS  stiiff  personnel  to 
complete  matching,  to  analyze  returns,  to 
contact  taxpayers,  and  to  respond  to  tax- 
payer  inquiries  with  regard  to  underreport- 
ed  interest  and  dividends  of  filers  and  non- 
filers.  Some  additional  personnel  will  also  be 
needed  to  assist  in  identifying  non-filers, 
rhe  conferees  anticipate  that  these  appro- 
priations will  permit  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  to  substantially  expand  the  number 
of  taxpayers  contacted  by  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Service  who  may  have  underreported 
income  or  failed  lo  file  income  tax  returns. 

The  conferees  further  believe  that  the 
funds  so  appropriated  to  enforce  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  with  respect  to  the  collec- 
tion of  income  tax  on  reportable  payments 
of  interest,  dividends  and  patronage  divi- 
dends should  be  used  in  the  most  cost  effec- 
tive manner. 

The  conference  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain a  specific  separate  authorization  since 
that  authorization  is  implied  by  the  sub- 
stantive provisions  of  present  law  and  the 
conference  agreement. 
II.  Revenue  Effect 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  repeal  of  with- 
holding on  interest  and  dividends  will 
reduce  fiscal  year  budget  receipts  by  $0.3 
billion  in  1983.  $2.5  billior.  in  1984.  $2.5  bil- 
lion in  1985.  $2.5  billion  in  1986.  $2.7  billion 
in  1987.  $2.9  billion  in  1988.  with  a  total  of 
$13.4  billion  for  years  1983  through  1988. 

It  is  anticipated  that,  if  appropriations  are 
enacted  for  the  period  fiscal  years  1984- 
1988,  the  compliance  provisions  of  the  con- 
ference agreement  will  increase  fiscal  reve- 
nues by  $0.4  billion  in  1986.  $0.9  billion  in 
1987,  and  $1.1  billion  in  1988. 

If  appropriations  of  $600  million  are  en- 
acted for  fiscal  years  1984-1988,  it  is  antici- 
pated that  the  compliance  provisions  will  in- 


crease fiscal  year  revenues  by  $0.2  billion  in 
1985,  $0.6  billion  in  1986.  $1.3  billion  in  1987. 
and  $1.6  billion  in  1988. 

II.  CARIBBEAN  BASIN  INITIATIVE 
(Title  II  of  the  Conference  Agreement) 

1.  Eligible   Beneficiary   Countries  (Section 

212(b)) 

Present  Law 

No  provision.  However,  certain  products 
originating  in  all  of  the  potential  benefici- 
ary countries  except  Cuba  are  currently  eli- 
gible for  preferential,  duty-free  entry  into 
the  United  States  pursuant  to  the  General- 
ized System  of  Preferences  (GSP).  The  GSP 
imposes  several  restrictions  on  the  types 
and  total  value  of  imports  of  articles  that 
are  entitled  to  its  benefits.  Authority  for 
the  program,  set  forth  in  Title  V  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974  (19  U.S.C.  2461-2465)  ex- 
pires January  3.  1985.  Countries  not  qualify- 
ing for  eligibility  under  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Economic  Recovery  Act  could  still  receive 
GSP  treatment  if  they  meet  the  criteria  of 
that  law.  In  addition,  many  products  from 
eligible  countries  enter  duty-free  because  of 
zero-duty  most -favored-nation  tariff  rates. 
House  Bill 

The  House  bill  authorizes  the  President, 
upon  notification  of  Congress,  to  designate 
beneficiary  countries  from  among  a  list  of 
28  countries  and  territories  or  successor  po- 
litical entities. 

Senate  Amendment 

The  Senate  amendment  is  identical  to  the 
House  bill  except  that  Cuba  is  not  included 
in  the  list  of  potential  eligible  countries. 
Conference  Agreement 

The  conference  agreement  follows  the 
Senate  amendment. 

2.  Mandatory  Designation  Criteria  (Section 

212(b)(l)-(b)(7)) 

Present  Law 


Senate  Amendment 
The  Senate  amendment  is  identical  to  the 
House  bill  except  for  the  inclusion  of  the 
criterion  regarding  unauthorized  broadcast 
of  film  or  television  transmissions  in  the  list 
of  waivable  conditions. 

Conference  Agreement 
The  conference  agreement  follows  the 
Senate  amendment.  In  agreeing  to  make  the 
broadcast  piracy  condition  subject  to  a  na- 
tional interest  waiver  by  the  President,  the 
conferees  do  not  intend  to  permit  any  less- 
ening of  efforts  to  ensure  that  Caribbean 
nations  cease  unauthorized  interception  of 
satelliting  signals  embodying  programs 
owned  by  U.S.  copyright  owners.  The  con- 
ferees believe  that  beneficiaries  of  assist- 
ance under  this  Act  should  terminate  any 
unauthorized  use  of  such  programs.  The 
waiver  should  only  be  exercised  where  the 
interests  of  American  copyright  holders  will 
be  protected  in  regard  to  both  the  permissi- 
ble scope  of  acquisitions  and  compensation. 

4.  Discretionary  Designation  Criteria  (Sec- 
tion 212(c)) 


No  provision. 


House  Bill 


The  House  bill  provides  that  the  Presi- 
dent shall  not  designate  a  country  if:  (1)  it  is 
a  communist  country;  (2)  it  fails  to  meet 
certain  specified  criteria  regarding  expro- 
priation or  nationalization;  (3)  it  fails  to  act 
in  good  faith  in  recognizing  an  arbitral 
award;  (4)  it  affords  reverse  preferences  to 
products  of  developed  countries  other  than 
the  U.S.  and  the  adverse  effects  of  those 
preferences  are  not  neutralized;  (5)  a  gov- 
ernment-owned entity  is  broadcasting  with- 
out consent  material  belonging  to  U.S.  copy- 
right owners;  and  (6)  it  is  not  a  party  to  an 
agreement  with  the  U.S.  regarding  extradi- 
tion. 

Senate  Amendment 

The  Senate  amendment  is  identical  to  the 
House  bill  except  for  added  requirement 
that  a  country  must  cooperate  with  U.S.  ef- 
forts to  interdict  unlawful  narcotics  im- 
ports. 

Conference  Agreement 

The  conference  agreement  follows  the 
Senate  amendment. 

3.  Waiver  of  Mandatory  Designation  Crite- 
ria (Section  212(b)) 

Present  Law 

No  provision. 

House  Bill 

The  House  bill  allows  the  President  to 
waive  the  first  three  mandatory  designation 
criteria  if  he  determines  and  reports  to  Con- 
gress that  the  designation  is  in  the  U.S.  na- 
tional economic  or  security  interest. 


Present  Law 


No  provision. 


House  Bill 


In  designating  a  particular  country,  the 
House  bill  provides  that  the  President  is  re- 
quired to  take  into  account  certain  factors, 
including:  the  extent  to  which  such  country 
affords  reasonable  access  to  U.S.  products 
and  observes  international  trading  rules; 
economic  conditions  in  the  country;  the 
degree  to  which  workers  enjoy  reasonable 
workplace  conditions  and  collective  bargain- 
ing rights;  the  extent  to  which  the  country 
is  prepared  to  cooperate  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  CBI;  the  extent  to  which  a  coun- 
try prohibits  its  nationals  from  broadcasting 
copyrighted  materials  without  permission; 
and  the  extent  to  which  the  country  pro- 
vides adequate  and  effective  means  for  for- 
eign nationals  to  secure,  exercise,  and  en- 
force exclusive  rights  in  intellectual  proper- 
ty. 

Senate  Amendment 

The  Senate  amendment  is  identical  to  the 
House  bill  except  that  there  is  no  criterion 
concerning  intellectual  property  rights. 

Conference  Agreement 
The    conference    agreement    follows    the 
House  bill. 

5.    Exclusion    from    Duty-Pree    Treatment 
(Section  213(d)) 

Present  Law 

No  provision. 

House  Bill 

The  House  bill  provides  that  duty-free 
treatment  'shall  not  apply"  to  textile  and 
apparel  articles  which  are  subject  to  textile 
agreements;  petroleum  products;  footwear, 
handbags,  luggage,  flat  goods,  work  gloves, 
and  leather  wearing  apparel  not  eligible  for 
GSP;  and  canned  tuna. 

Senate  Amendment 

The  Senate  amendment  is  identical  to  the 
House  bill  except  for  additional  exclusions 
on: 

(1)  rum  valued  at  below  $3  per  proof 
gallon,  except  that  the  first  200,000  gallons 
of  such  rum  from  any  eligible  country  may 
enter  duty-free,  and  this  volume  may  be  in- 
creased by  10  percent  annually  unless  rum 
shipments  to  the  U.S.  from  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands fall  below  95  percent  of  their  1982 
level;  and 
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(2)  watches  or  watch  parts  of  whatever 
type  containing  any  material  which  is  the 
product  of  countries  not  receiving  MFN 
tariff  treatment  (certain  communist  coun- 
tries). 

CONFTRENCE  AGREEMENT 

The    conference    agreement    follows    the 
House  bill  with  respect  to  unlimited  duty 
free    treatment    for    rum    and    follows    the 
Senate  amendment  with  respect  to  watches 
and  watch  parts. 
6.  Import  Relief  (Section  213(e)) 
Present  Law 

Section  201  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  (19 
U.S.C.  2251)  authorizes  the  International 
Trade  Commission,  upon  petition  by  an 
entity  that  is  representative  of  an  industry, 
to  conduct  an  investigation  into  whether  an 
article  is  t)eing  imported  in  such  increased 
quantities  as  to  be  a  substantial  cause  of  se 
rious  injury,  or  the  threat  thereof,  to  the 
domestic  industry  producing  a  like  or  direct- 
ly competitive  article.  Upcn  an  affirmative 
ITC  determination,  the  President  may  pro- 
claim temporary  import  relief  measures,  in- 
cluding higher  duties. 

House  Bill 

The  House  bill  authorizes  the  President  to 
suspend  duty-free  treatment  for  any  article 
and  set  new  rates  under  the  standard 
import  relief  provisions  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  (sections  201-203)  or  lor  national  secu- 
rity reasons  under  section  232  of  the  Trade 
Expansion  Act.  Specific  findings  regarding 
CBI  imports  will  be  made  during  the  course 
of  normal  import  relief  proceedings  to  allow 
a  range  of  Presidential  action  concerning 
such  imports.  An  emergency  relief  proce- 
dure is  established  for  perishable  prod- 
ucts'  which  would  allow  restoration  of 
normal  duties  within  21  days  pending  a  final 
determination  on  import  relief. 

Senate  Amendment 

The  Senate  amendment  is  identical  to  the 
House  bill  except  for: 

( 1 1  minor  differences  in  organization  of 
import  relief  provisions;  and 

(21  addition  of  citrus  concentrate  to  the 
list  of  products  eligible  for  emergency  relief. 

Conference  Agreement 

The  conference  agreement  follows  the 
Senate  amendment. 

7.  Section  22  Applicability  (Section  213(g)) 
Present  Law 

Under  section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Ad- 
justment Acr"bT  1933  (AAA)  (7  U.S.C.  624). 
the  President  may.  on  the  basis  of  an  inves- 
tigation and  report  by  the  U.S.  Internation- 
al Trade  Commission,  impose  fees  or  quotas 
on  imports  whenever  he  finds  that  such  im- 
ports tend  to  render  ineffective  or  material- 
ly to  interfere  with  commodity  price  sup- 
port programs  of  the  United  States.  Section 
22  fees,  which  are  not  U.S.  duties  for  the 
purpose  of  international  obligations  of  the 
United  States,  may  not  exceed  50  percent  ad 
valorem  of  imports  during  a  representative 
period:  section  22  quotas  are  subject  to  the 
same  limitation. 

House  Bill 

The  House  bill  provides  that  no  proclama- 
tion issued  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  affect 
fees  imposed  pursuant  to  section  22  of  the 
AAA. 

Senate  Amendment 

The  Senate  amendment  is  identical  to  the 
House  bill  except  for  reference  to  quotas  as 
well  as  fees. 


Conference  Agreement 
The  conference  agreement  follows  the 
House  bill.  This  difference  is  technical, 
since  the  intent  of  both  Houses  was  that 
CBI  sugar  quotas  not  undermine  restraints 
on  sugar  imports  under  any  other  authority. 
Nothing  in  this  Act  affects  the  President's 
quota  authority  under  section  22  of  the 
AAA.  and  under  section  213(dH4)  the  more 
restrictive  quotas  would  apply. 

8.  Rum  Stillage  Exemption  (Section  2M(g)) 

Present  Law 
Provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control    Act     apply     to    discharges     from 
sources  in  the  insular  possessions. 
House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
The  Senate  amendment  exempts  nontoxic 
rum  stillage  discharges  in  the  Virgin  Islands 
from  certain  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  if  the  dis- 
charges are  1500  feet  from  the  shore  and 
are  determined  by  the  Virgin  Islands  Gover- 
nor not  to  constitute  a  health  or  environ- 
mental hazard. 

Conference  Agreement 
The    conference    agreement    follows    the 
Senate  amendment. 

9.  Impact  Study  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 

(Section  216) 

Present  Law 
No  provision. 

House  Bill 
The  House  bill  requires  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  in  consultation  with  appropriate 
agencies,  to  undertake  a  continuing  review 
and  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  Act  on 
U.S.  labor  and  make  an  annual  written 
report  to  Congress  on  the  results  of  such 
review  and  analysis. 

Senate  Amendment 
No  provision. 

Conference  Agreement 
The   conference    agreement    follows    the 
House  bill. 

10.  Feasibility  Study  Regarding  a  Caribbean 
Trade  Institute  (Section  217) 

I»RESENT  Law 
No  provision. 

House  Bill 
The  House  bill  requires  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  prepare  a  study  regarding  the  feasi- 
bility of  establishing  a  Caribbean  Trade  In- 
stitute In  Harlem.  New  York  City,  supported 
by  a  combination  of  Federal  and  private 
funds.  The  study  shall  include  an  assess- 
ment of  several  enumerated  factors.  The 
study  must  be  submitted  to  Congress  within 
six  months  of  enactment. 

Senate  Amendment 
No  provision. 

Conference  Agreement 
The    conference    agreement    follows    the 
House  bill. 

11.    Deductions    for    Attending    Caribbean 
Conventions 

Present  Law 
The  Internal  Revenue  Code  generally  dis- 
allows deductions  for  business  expenses  In- 
curred while  attending  a  convention  held 
outside  the  North  American  area  (the 
United  States,  the  U.S.  possessions,  the 
Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 
Canada  and  Mexico).  Deductions  for  attend- 
ing conventions  held  outside  the  North 
American  area  are  allowable  only  if  the  tax- 


payer can  show  that  it  was  as  reasonable  to 
hold  the  convention  outside  the  North 
American  area  as  within  It.  The  income  tax 
treaty  with  Jamaica  allows  such  deductions 
for  attending  conventions  held  in  Jamaica. 

The  United  States  has  significant  prob- 
lems obtaining  from  some  Caribbean  Basin 
countries  information  needed  to  enforce 
U.S.  lax  laws. 

House  Bill 
The  House  bill  allows  business  expense  de- 
ductions for  attending  conventions  held  in 
certain  Caribbean  countries,  but  only  if  the 
country  met  the  following  criteria. 

First,  the  country  would  have  to  be  a 
"beneficiary  country"  designated  by  the 
President  as  provided  In  the  trade  portion  of 
the  bin.  In  addition,  a  deduction  would  be 
provided  for  conventions  held  In  Bermuda 
provided  that  Bermuda  met  the  other  crite- 
ria. 

Second,  the  country  would  have  to  enter 
Into  an  executive  agreement  with  the 
United  States  to  provide,  on  a  reciprocal 
basis,  for  information  relating  to  U.S.  tax 
matters  to  be  made  available  to  U.S.  tax  of- 
ficials. The  agreement  would  have  to  apply 
to  both  civil  and  criminal  tax  matters.  It 
would  have  to  override  any  local  rules  re- 
quiring secrecy  about  the  ownership  of  bank 
accounts  or  bearer  shares.  The  agreement 
would  impose  on  the  officials  of  each  coun- 
try a  duty  not  to  disclose  this  information 
other  than  to  those  Involved  in  its  tax  ad- 
ministration. 

Third,  no  deduction  would  be  available  for 
attending  a  convention  In  a  country  found 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  dis- 
criminate In  Its  tax  laws  against  conventions 
held  In  the  United  States. 

This  provision  would  apply  to  conventions 
beginning  after  June  30.  1983.  but  only  If  an 
exchange  of  information  agreement  were  in 
effect  on  the  day  the  convention  began. 
Senate  Amendment 
The  Senate  amendment  is  the  same  as  the 
House  bill,  except  as  to  the  second  crite- 
rion—relating to  the  exchange  of  tax  Infor- 
mation—for convention  treatment.  Under 
the  Senate  amendment,  exchange  of  bearer 
share  and  bank  account  information  for 
civil  tax  purposes  would  not  be  a  necessary 
part  of  the  agreement  if  the  President  de- 
termines that  such  an  exception  to  the 
standards  for  an  exchange  of  information 
agreement  Is  In  the  security  Interest  of  the 
United  States  and  If  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  determines  that  such  an  agree- 
ment satisfying  the  modified  standards 
would  assist  the  administration  and  enforce- 
ment of  U.S.  tax  laws.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment retains,  as  a  prerequisite  to  convention 
treatment,  the  requirement  that  the  Carib- 
bean country  agree  to  exchange  bearer 
share  and  bank  account  Information  for 
criminal  tax  purposes. 

Conference  Agreement 
The    conference    agreement    follows    the 
Senate  amendment,  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

12.  Report  with  Respect  to  Use  of  Caribbe- 
an Basin  Tax  Havens  (Section  223) 

Present  Law 
The  Internal  Revenue  Code  provides  rules 
specifically  aimed  at  use  of  tax  havens  by 
U.S.  persons.  U.S.  persons  who  seek  to  evade 
or  avoid  taxes,  however,  may  be  able  to  do 
so  through  the  use  of  tax  havens. 
House  Bill 
The  House  bill  requires  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  report  on  the  level  at  which 


Caribbean  Basin  tax  havens  are  being  used 
to  evade  or  avoid  Federal  taxes  and  the 
effect  on  Federal  revenues  of  such  use,  on 
any  information  he  may  have  on  the  rela- 
tionship of  such  use  to  drug  trafficking  and 
other  criminal  activities,  and  on  current 
anti-tax  haven  enforcement  activities  of  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury.  This  report  is 
due  90  days  after  the  date  of  enactment. 
Senate  Amendment 
No  provision. 

Conference  Agreement 
The   conference    agreement    follows    the 
House  bill. 

13.  Sense  of  the  Congress  Regarding  Sugar 
Imports  (Section  231) 

Present  Law 
Under  present  law.  Imports  of  sugar  from 
Cuba  are  subject  to  embargo. 
House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
The  Senate  amendment  declares  it  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  sugar  from  any 
communist  country  in  the  Caribbean  Basin 
or  In  Central  America  should  not  be  Import- 
ed Into  the  United  States. 

Conference  Agreement 
The    conference    agreement    follows    the 
Senate  amendment. 

III.  ENTERPRISE  ZONES 
Present  Law 
Present  law  contains  no  provisions  relat- 
ing to  tax  treatment  of  enterprise  zones. 
House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
The  Senate  amendment  allows  the  Secre- 
tary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to 
designate  75  areas  as  enterprise  zones,  after 
these  areas  have  been  nominated  by  State 
and  local  governments  The  areas  must  sat- 
isfy various  economic  and  demographic  cri- 
teria, and  the  State  and  local  governments 
must  commit  themselves  to  a  course  of 
action  designed  to  reduce  burdens  borne  by 
employers  in  the  area. 

Businesses  and  workers  In  the  designated 
enterprise  zones  are  eligible  for  various  tax 
incentives.  These  Include  lax  credits  for 
businesses  for  Increasing  total  zone  employ- 
ment, employing  certain  disadvantaged 
workers  In  the  zone,  and  Investing  in  real 
and  personal  property  located  in  the  zone. 
Tax  on  net  capital  gains  generally  is  elimi- 
nated for  zone  businesses,  and  a  tax  credit  is 
allowed  to  zone  employees.  Tax-exempt 
small  Issue  industrial  development  bonds 
continue  to  be  available  for  zone  Invest- 
ments after  the  December  31,  1986.  date 
after  which  these  bonds  generally  are  no 
longer  allowed,  and  certain  restrictions  on 
capital  cost  recovery  deductions  for  proper- 
ty financed  with  industrial  development 
bonds  do  not  apply  for  zone  Investments.  In 
addition  to  these  tax  incentives,  certain  reg- 
ulations may  be  relaxed  in  enterprise  zones, 
and  priority  is  given  to  an  application  by  an 
enterprise  zone  for  a  foreign  trade  zone  des- 
ignation. 

Conference  Agreement 
The  conference  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain the  Senate  amendment. 

rV.  INTERNATIONAL  TRADE  AND 
INVESTMENT  ACT  PROVISIONS 
Present  Law 
Title  III  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  author- 
izes the  President  to  take  action  against  un- 


reasonable or  unfair  foreign  trade  practices. 
There  is  no  current  tariff  negotiating  au- 
thority. Title  I  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  au- 
thorizes the  President  to  negotiate  to  elimi- 
nate foreign  non-tariff  trade  barriers. 
House  Bill 

No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 

The  Senate  amendment  would  amend 
Titles  I  and  III  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  by 
mandating  new.  specific  sector  negotiating 
objectives  with  respect  to  trade  in  services, 
high  technology  products,  and  restrictions 
on  foreign  direct  investment,  and  further, 
by  providing  the  President  with  tariff  modi- 
fication authority  on  certain  high  technolo- 
gy items. 

The  amendment  also  would  require  the 
United  States  Trade  Representative  to  ana- 
lyze and  to  report  on  significant  barriers  to 
trade  in  U.S.  products  and  services  and  on 
restrictions  imposed  on  foreign  direct  In- 
vestment by  U.S.  persons,  and  it  would  clari- 
fy and  improve  the  President's  authority  to 
retaliate  against  unfair  trade  practices. 
Conference  Agreement 

The  conference  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain the  Senate  amendment. 

V.  OTHER  TAX  PROVISIONS 

1.  Permanent  Extension  of  Tax  Exemption 

for     Interest    on    Qualified    Mortgage 
Bonds 

Present  Law 
The  Mortgage  Subsidy  Bonds  Tax  Act  of 
1980  Imposed  restrictions  on  the  ability  of 
State  or  local  governments  to  issue  bonds, 
the  interest  on  which  is  tax-exempt,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  mortgage  loans  on 
single-family  residences.  The  1980  Act  pro- 
vides that  interest  on  mortgage  subsidy 
bonds  is  exempt  from  taxation  only  If  the 
bonds  are  "qualified  veterans  mortgage 
bonds"  or  "qualified  mortgage  bonds."  One 
of  the  requirements  of  "qualified  mortgage 
bonds"  is  that  they  be  issued  before  Janu- 
ary 1,  1984. 

House  Bill 
No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 
The  Senate  amendment  makes  permanent 
the  tax  exemption  presently  provided  for  in- 
terest on  qualified  mortgage  bonds. 
Conference  Agreement 
The    conference    agreement    follows    the 
House  bill. 

2.  Discharge  of  Residential  Mortgage  Debt 

Present  Law 

Under  present  law.  the  amount  of  any  dis- 
charged Indebtedness  Is  includible  in  income 
In  the  year  of  the  discharge.  However,  if  the 
debt  was  incurred  in  connection  with  prop- 
erty used  in  a  trade  or  business  (or  If  the 
taxpayer  is  bankrupt  or  Insolvent),  certain 
of  the  taxpayer's  tax  attributes  may  be  re- 
duced In  lieu  of  recognizing  Income. 

In  Revenue  Ruling  82-202.  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  ruled  that  a  financially  sol- 
vent taxpayer  realizes  income  when  he  or 
she  prepays  the  mortgage  on  a  personal  res- 
idence at  less  than  the  outstanding  princi- 
pal balance.  The  ruling  involved  a  financial 
institution  which  offered  a  10-percent  dis- 
count for  prepayment  of  existing  low-inter- 
est mortgages. 

House  Bill 

No  provision. 

Senate  Amendment 

For  1982  only,  the  Senate  amendment  pro- 
vides for  the  exclusion  from  gross  Income  of 


discharged  mortgage  indebtedness  on  an  in- 
dividual's principal  residence.  The  taxpay- 
er's basis  in  the  residence  would  be  reduced 
by  the  excluded  amount.  If  the  taxpayer 
subsequently  disposes  of  the  residence  in  a 
taxable  sale  or  exchange,  any  gain  recog- 
nized would  be  recaptured  as  ordinary 
income  to  the  extent  of  the  previously  ex- 
cluded amount  (i.e.,  the  amount  of  dis- 
charged mortgage  indebtedness). 

For  1983  and  1984,  the  amendment  pro- 
vides that  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  shall 
be  applied  without  regard  to  Revenue 
Ruling  82-202  or  to  any  other  ruling  reach- 
ing the  same  or  a  similar  result.  The  amend- 
ment further  provides  that  it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  permanent  legislation  be  en- 
acted which  addresses  the  tax  consequences 
of  discharged  mortgage  indebtedness. 

Conference  Agreement 
The    conference    agreement    follows 
House  bin. 
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MAKING    IN    ORDER    CONSIDER- 
ATION OF  CONFERENCE 
REPORT    ON    H.R.    2973,    INTER- 
EST      AND       DIVIDENDS       TAX 
WITHHOLDING       REPEAL,       ON 
THURSDAY,    JULY    28.    OR    ANY 
DAY  THEREAFTER 
Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
may  be  in  order  to  consider  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  2973,  interest  and 
dividends  tax  withholding  repeal,  on 
Thursday.  July  28,  1983,  or  any  day 
thereafter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 
There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORIZING  PRINTING  OF 
TRANSCRIPT  INCIDENT  TO 
PRESENTATION  OF  A  POR- 
TRAIT OF  THE  HONORABLE 
DON  FUQUA 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration,  I  call  the  resolution 
(H.  Res.  270)  authorizing  printing  of 
the  transcript  of  proceedings  of  the 
Committee  on  Science  and  Technology 
incident  to  presentation  of  a  portrait 
of  the  Honorable  Don  Fu(jua,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  resolution. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  270 

Resolved,  That  the  transcript  of  proceed- 
ings of  the  Committee  on  Science  and  Tech- 
nology on  June  8.  1983.  incident  to  presenta- 
tion of  a  portrait  of  the  Honorable  Don 
Puqua  to  the  Committee  on  Science  and 
Technology,  shall  be  printed  as  a  House  doc- 
ument with  illustrations  and  suitable  bind- 
ing. 

Sec.  2.  In  addition  to  the  usual  number, 
there  shall  l>e  printed  nine  hundred  copies 
of  such  document  with  one  nundred  of  the 
nine  hundred  Ijeing  casebound  for  the  use 
of  the  Committee  on  Science  and  Technolo- 
gy 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AUTHORIZING        PRINTING        OF 
TRANSCRIPT        INCIDENT       TO 
PRESENTATION      OF      A      POR- 
TRAIT    OF     THE     HONORABLE 
DAN  ROSTENKOWSKI 
Mr.  GAYDOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the   Committee  on   House 
Administration.  I  call  up  the  resolu- 
tion (H.  Res.  277)  authorizing  printing 
of  the  transcript  of  proceedings  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  inci- 
dent to  presentation  of  a  portrait  of 
the    Honorable    Dan    Rostenkowski, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  277 
Resolved,  That  the  transcript  of  proceed- 
ings of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
on  April  27.  1983.  incident  to  presentation  of 
a  portrait  of  the  Honorable  Dan  Rostenkow- 
ski to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
shall  be  printed  as  a  House  document  with 
illustrations  and  suitable  binding. 

Sec  2.  In  addition  to  the  usual  number, 
there  shall  be  printed  two  hundred  and 
sixty-one  copies  of  such  document  which 
shall  be  casebound  for  the  use  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


Capitol,"  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  Senate  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  concur- 
rent resolution,  as  follows: 
S.  Con.  Res.  35 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  there  shall 
be  printed  as  a  Senate  document  a  revised 
edition  of  "The  Capitol",  to  be  published 
under  the  direction  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Printing  with  the  editorial  assistance  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra- 
tion. 

Sec.  2.  In  addition  to  the  usual  number  of 
copies,  there  shall  be  printed  five  hundred 
and  sixty-six  thousand  additional  copies,  of 
which  four  hundred  and  forty-three  thou- 
sand copies  shall  be  for  the  use  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  one  hundred  and 
three  thousand  copies  shall  be  for  the  use  of 
the  Senate,  and  twenty  thousand  copies 
shall  be  for  the  use  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Printing. 

Sec  3.  A  sum  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for 
travel  expenses  and  photographic  expenses 
incurred  in  carrying  out  this  concurrent  res- 
olution shall  be  paid  for  the  contingent 
fund  of  the  Senate  on  vouchers  approved  by 
the  chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Printing. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  Senate  concurrent  resolution. 

The  Senate  concurrent  resolution 
was  concurred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  PRINTING  AS  A 
SENATE  DOCUMENT  OF  A  RE- 
VISED EDITION  OF  "THE  CAP- 
ITOL" 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration,  I  call  up  a  Senate  con- 
current resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  35)  to 
authorize  the  printing  as  a  Senate  doc- 
ument of  a  revised  edition  of  "The 


FIRST  ANNUAL  PRESIDENT 
CALVIN  COOLIDGE  WEEK 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  269)  commemorating  the  life  ac- 
complishments, the  distinguished  po- 
litical career,  and  the  30  years  of  dedi- 
cated public  service  of  the  late  Presi- 
dent Calvin  Coolidge  and  encouraging 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  ob- 
serve a  "First  Annual  President  Calvin 
Coolidge  Week"  during  the  period  of 
August  1  through  August  7,  1983,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  reso- 
lution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio? 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object— and  I  do  not 
intend  to  object— I  rise  in  support  of 
House  Resolution  269,  a  resolution 
commemorating  the  late  President 
Calvin  Coolidge. 

But  first,  let  me  commend  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 


Service  Committee— full  committee 
Chairman  Bill  Ford,  subcommittee 
Chairman  Katie  Hall,  and  my  good 
friend  the  ranking  Republican  Jim 
CouRTER— for  their  assistance  and  co- 
operation in  the  prompt  consideration 
of  this  resolution. 

House  Resolution  269.  a  simple 
House  resolution,  commemorating  the 
life  accomplishments,  distinguished 
political  career,  and  the  30  years  of 
dedicated  public  service  of  the  late 
President  Calvin  Coolidge.  The  resolu- 
tion also  encourages  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  a  "First 
Annual  President  Calvin  Coolidge 
Week"  during  the  period  of  August  1 
through  August  7,  1983. 

Perhaps  no  other  President  in  our 
history  has  been  more  unjustly  put  on 
the  back  shelf  than  Calvin  Coolidge. 
His  political  career  spanned  some  30 
years  and  included  a  wide  variety  of 
local.  State,  and  national  offices. 

The  accomplishments  of  President 
Coolidge  are  many: 

As  Governor  of  Massachusetts,  he 
was  instrumental  in  averting  a  poten- 
tial disaster  following  the  Boston 
police  strike  of  1919: 

As  President  of  the  United  States, 
his  reputation  for  honesty  and  integri- 
ty restored  the  public  confidence  in 
the  Federal  Government  following  the 
Teapot  Dome  oil-lease  scandal;  and 

As  an  international  statesman.  Presi- 
dent Coolidge  initiated  a  global  naval 
disarmament  conference  to  prevent 
the  occurrence  of  another  world  war. 

Mr.  Speaker,  August  3.  1983.  is  the 
60th  anniversary  of  Calvin  Coolidge's 
succession  to  the  Presidency,  and  this 
year  marks  the  50th  year  since  his 
death.  It  seems  appropriate  to  me  for 
this  House  to  honor  the  memory  of 
this  public  servant  and  commemorate 
his  accomplishments  as  President  of 
the  United  States. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
House  Resolution  269. 

D  1810 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  join  on  com- 
memorating the  anniversary  of  the 
late  Calvin  Coolidge  because  of  the 
fact  that  I  think  I  may  be  the  only 
Member  in  the  Chamber  who  had  the 
privilege  of  shaking  hands  with  Presi- 
dent Coolidge. 

In  those  days  if  you  got  a  letter  from 
your  Congressman,  you  could  shake 
hands  with  the  President.  And  my 
mother  and  father  brought  me  to 
Washington.  We  got  a  letter  from  the 
Congressman  from  Schenectady  and 
we  went  in  to  shake  hands  with  Cal 
Coolidge.  And  I  remember  the  mcst 
distinct  impression  was  that  when  we 


passed  by  the  President,  he  stood  just 
on  the  other  side  of  the  door,  held  out 
his  hand,  and  said.  "Hello,  young  man, 
how  are  you?"  that  his  hair,  which  I 
took  from  the  newspaper  pictures  to 
be  black,  was  actually  sandy  and  he 
had  a  lot  of  freckles. 

But  I  have  always  remembered  that 
occasion.  I  do  not  imagine  there  are 
very  many  Members  of  the  House,  in- 
cluding the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts,  old  enough  to 
recall  that  or  to  have  experienced 
shaking  hands  with  his  distinguished 
Governor  at  the  time,  but  I  will  join 
with  him  in  saying  that  President  Coo- 
lidge has  been  much  maligned,  but  he 
was  a  very  great  President.  We  had 
prosperity  when  he  was  President.  He 
knew  when  to  quit.  In  fact.  I  was  in 
Boston  when  the  headlines  came  out, 
"I  do  not  choose  to  run  in  '28."  And  he 
was  a  smart  man. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
thank  my  classmate,  Sam,  for  those 
kind  words. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  joined  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  the  resolution. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  making  mention  of  the  fact, 
as  well  as  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts, that  truly  one  of  the  great 
Presidents  of  this  country  was  Calvin 
Coolidge.  From  the  standpoint  of 
being  much  maligned  in  history,  he 
has  gained  increasing  respect  as  the 
years  go  on. 

I  appreciate  so  much  the  leadership 
of  my  friend  from  Massachusetts.  I 
wanted  to  join  him  in  not  only  cospon- 
soring  but  speaking  out  on  behalf, 
even  though  there  are  not  as  many 
Members  here  as  we  would  like. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  269 

Whereas  the  year  1983  marks  the  fiftieth 
anniversary  of  the  death  of  Calvin  Coolidge. 
the  thirtieth  President  of  the  United  States: 

Whereas  August  3,  1983.  will  mark  the  six- 
tieth anniversary  of  Calvin  Coolidge's  suc- 
cession to  the  Presidency: 

Whereas  President  Coolidge  faithfully 
and  diligently  served  his  country  in  a  wide 
variety  of  local.  State,  and  Federal  offices 
over  the  course  of  thirty  years,  including 
city  councilor  and  mayor  of  Northampton, 
Massachusetts:  president  of  the  Massachu- 
setts State  Senate:  and  Governor  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts: 

Whereas  President  Coolidge  was  instru- 
mental in  averting  a  potential  catastrophe 
following  the  Boston  police  strike  of  1919: 

Whereas  President  Coolidge's  reputation 
for  honesty  and  integrity  when  combined 


with  his  Judicious  handling  of  the  Teapot 
Dome  oil-lease  scandal  effectively  terminat- 
ed the  governmental  corruption  that  had 
occurred  under  his  predecessor: 

Whereas  President  Coolidge's  unremitting 
faith  in  both  American  business  and  repub- 
lican ideals  helped  move  our  country 
through  one  of  the  most  prosperous  periods 
in  United  States  history  as  evidenced  by  the 
17.5  per  centum  growth  in  the  gross  nation- 
al product  between  1923  and  1929; 

Whereas  despite  this  tremendous  growth 
during  the  Coolidge  administration,  infla- 
tion rose  by  only  four-tenths  of  one  per 
centum,  unemployment  never  exceeded  5 
per  centum,  the  size  of  the  Federal  budget 
actually  declined,  and  the  national  public 
debt  was  reduced  by  24  per  centum; 

Whereas  President  Coolidge  layed  the 
foundation  for  a  professional  foreign  service 
through  his  creation  of  the  Foreign  Service 
Personnel  Board: 

Whereas  President  Coolidge.  mindful  of 
the  importance  of  world  peace  and  security, 
initiated  an  International  Naval  Disar- 
mament Conference  involving  Great  Brit- 
ain. France.  Italy,  and  Japan  to  prevent  the 
occurrence  of  another  world  war: 

Whereas  President  Coolidge's  statements 
that  "The  meaning  of  America  is  not  to  be 
found  in  a  life  without  toil,"  and  that  "Free- 
dom is  not  only  bought  with  a  great  price:  it 
is  maintained  with  unremitting  effort", 
might  well  serve  as  an  enduring  reminder  to 
present  and  future  generations  of  the  care 
which  is  necessary  to  maintain  our  free- 
doms: and 

Whereas  these  estimable  qualities  and  ac- 
complishments deserve  due  recognition  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
people  of  the  United  States:  Now.  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives hereby— 

(1)  commemorates  the  life  accomplish- 
ments, the  distinguished  political  career, 
and  the  thirty  years  of  dedicated  public 
service  of  the  late  President  Calvin  Coo- 
lidge; and 

(2)  encourages  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  observe  a  "First  Annual  President 
Calvin  Coolidge  Week"  during  the  period  of 
August  I  through  August  7,  1983. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


NATIONAL  SICKLE-CELL  ANEMIA 
AWARENESS  MONTH 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  155),  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  that  the 
President  should  issue  a  proclamation 
designating  the  month  of  September 
1983  as  'National  Sickle-Cell  Anemia 
Awareness  Month,"  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  reso- 
lution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Indiana? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  will  not 


object,  I  wish  to  simply  say  that  the 
minority  has  no  objection  to  this 
worthwhile  resolution. 
•  Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  author 
of  House  Resolution  155,  I  want  to 
thank  the  chairwoman  for  her  efforts 
to  bring  this  measure  before  the 
House. 

This  resolution  encourages  the 
President  to  designate  September 
1983,  as  'National  Sickle  Cell  Anemia 
Awareness  Month,"  in  order  to  bring 
forth  greater  understanding  and 
awareness,  concerning  this  life-threat- 
ening blood  disorder  affecting  a  sizable 
portion  of  black  Americans. 

About  1  of  every  500  black  Ameri- 
cans is  affected  by  the  disease,  and  1 
of  every  10  black  Americans  carries 
the  trait,  which  can  be  passed  on  to 
future  generations.  Thus,  the  designa- 
tion of  September  underseeres  con- 
gressional concern  about  the  need  for 
further  research  and  testing  for  the 
eventual  cure  of  sickle  cell. 

On  July  18,  we  attained  the  neces- 
sary 218  cosponsors,  and  within  the 
passing  days  other  members  have 
added  their  names  to  this  worthwhile 
resolution. 

I  owe  my  heartfelt  thanks  to  each 
and  every  Member  who  helped  in 
bringing  House  Resolution  155  to  the 
floor  today.  I  extend  special  gratitude 
to  my  coauthor,  the  Honorable  Con- 
gresswoman  from  Illinois.  Mrs.  Col- 
lins, my  colleagues  in  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus,  and  Mr.  Waxman, 
Mr.  Conte,  and  Mr.  Madigan,  who  are 
all  recognized  for  their  leadership  on 
health  issues,  and  gave  such  strong 
support  to  this  resolution. 

In  addition,  I  want  to  commend  and 
thank  the  National  Association  for 
Sickle  Cell  Disease  and  their  executive 
director,  Ms.  Dorothye  Boswell,  who 
work  tirelessly  to  increase  awareness, 
testing,  and  research  on  this  anemia.  I 
am  proud  to  have  sponsored  this  meas- 
ure on  behalf  of  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus,  and  therefore,  urge  the 
House  to  pass  House  Resolution  155.» 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  155 

Whereas  sickle-cell  anemia  is  a  life-threat- 
ening disease  in  which  normal,  round,  red 
blood  cells  become  distorted  and  take  on  the 
long  and  pointed  shape  of  a  sickle,  due  to 
the  presence  of  an  abnormal  hemoglobin: 

Whereas  one  in  every  ten  black  Americans 
carries  the  sickle-cell  trait,  and  one  in  five 
hundred  black  Americans  is  stricken  by  the 
disease  itself: 

Whereas  there  exists  no  cure  for  this 
painful  and  crippling  disease  which  denies  a 
full  life  to  many  of  its  victims  and  creates 
intense  pain  and  deep  depression: 

Whereas  the  disease  and  trait  are  both 
transmitted  genetically  from  one  or  both 
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parents  who  carries  the  trait,  and  it  is  vital 
that  Americans,  and  particularly  black 
Americans,  be  tested  for  sickle-cell  anemia 
to  determine  whether  they  carry  or  might 
transmit  the  traiti  and 

Whereas  it  is  important  to  educate  the 
public  about  sickle-cell  anemia  to  promote 
awareness  and  support  for  research  and 
treatment  of  this  disease:  Now,  therefore,  be 
it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  House 
of  RepresenUtives  that  the  President 
should  issue  a  proclamation  which— 

(1)  designates  the  month  of  September 
1983  as  National  Sickle-Cell  Anemia 
Awareness  Month":  and 

(2)  calls  upon  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  observe  that  month  with  appropri- 
ate ceremonies  and  activities. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


YOUTH  OF  AMERICA  WEEK 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  the  joint  resolution 
(H.J.  Res.  266)  designating  the  week 
beginning  September  4,  1983.  as 
"Youth  of  America  Week."  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Indiana? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Kemp),  the  sponsor  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  ask  my 
colleagues'  support  and  to  urge  action 
on  House  Joint  Resolution  266,  which 
will  proclaim  the  week  of  September 
4-10,  1983.  "Youth  of  America  Week." 

This  special  week  for  the  youth  of 
our  Nation,  promoted  by  more  than 
7,000  former  professional  football 
players  of  America— the  NFL  alumni- 
will  focus  attention  on  the  vital  need 
in  our  country  for  adults  to  share  with 
children  their  knowledge,  experiences, 
and  thoughts  to  help  nurture  in  our 
children  the  development  of  strong 
values  and  new  ideas  which  are  so  im- 
portant to  the  growth  and  prosperity 
of  our  Nation. 

The  concept  of  a  special  week  of 
adults  sharing  their  knowledge  and  ex- 
periences with  the  more  than  60  mil- 
lion children  of  this  country  has 
evolved  from  the  successful  "Kids 
Week  U.S.A."  held  last  year  by  the 
NFL  alumni  and  their  more  than  7,000 
members  across  the  Nation.  During 
the  first  week  of  the  pro  football 
season  last  year.  NFL  alumni  chapters 
In  NFL  cities  around  the  country  got 
together  to  do  something  special  for 
the  children  of  their  cities— the  most 


recent  development  of  the  alunuii's  6 
years  of  "Caring  for  Kids."  The  first 
observance  was  so  successful  that  this 
year  the  alumni  would  like  to  have 
people  across  the  Nation  take  part  in 
Youth  of  America  Week. 

During  Youth  of  America  Week, 
with  Bob  Hope  serving  as  our  national 
chairman,  we  hope  that  business 
people  and  politicians,  civic  leaders, 
sports  organizations,  and  individuals 
will  take  time  to  join  with  NFL  alumni 
members  and  chapters  in  putting  their 
motto  of  "Caring  for  Kids"  into  action 
across  our  great  land,  by  spending 
time  with  healthy  kids  who  want  to 
play  ball,  along  with  crippled  kids  who 
caruiot:  with  kids  in  hospitals  and  or- 
phanages who  would  love  to  see  a 
friendly  face,  and  with  young  people 
in  trouble  who  may  only  need  a  role 
model  to  show  them  that  there  is  a 
better  way. 

Across  the  country,  many  of  our 
young  people  are  doing  outstanding 
things  for  their  communities  and  our 
country,  but  there  are  many  more 
who.  though  they  have  the  potential 
to  do  great  things,  need  only  to  be 
given  the  proper  direction  and  a 
strong  sense  of  purpose. 

I  would  like  to  thank  my  colleague 
Mo  Udall  for  his  leadership  in  gather- 
ing support  for  this  resolution  and  his 
help  in  bringing  it  to  the  floor  for 
quick  action.  I  would  also  like  to  thank 
my  colleagues  in  the  Senate.  Bob 
Kasten  and  Bill  Bradley,  for  intro- 
ducing companion  bill  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  166.  and  working  to  gain  its 
passage  on  Tuesday.  July  26,  in  the 
Senate. 

House  Joint  Resolution  266  has  227 
cosponsors  in  the  House,  with  strong 
support  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  I 
would  like  to  encourage  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  to  vote  for  passage  of 
this  resolution  and  to  take  an  active 
role  in  Youth  of  America  Week,  Sep- 
tember 4-10.  1983. 

Remember,  the  youth  of  America 
are  this  Nation's  future;  let  us  give 
them  the  long  overdue  recognition 
they  need. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.   Is  there  objection 
to   the   request    of   the   gentlewoman 
from  Indiana? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  joint  resolution, 
as  follows: 

H.J.  Res.  266 
Whereas  the  children  of  our  Nation  are 
our  most  valuable  natural  resource  for  the 
future  of  our  Nation; 

Whereas  if  adults  share  their  knowledge, 
experiences,  and  wisdom  with  our  Nation's 
children,  it  will  help  to  nurture  in  our  youth 
democratic  principles,  and  the  development 
of  strong  moral  and  spiritual  values,  so  im- 
|x>rtant  to  the  survival  and  future  Ijetter- 
ment  of  our  Nation;  and 

Whereas  all  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  can  be  involved  in  the  development 


of  these  important  values  and  ideals  for  the 
youth  of  America:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  week  be- 
ginning September  4,  1983.  is  designated 
"Youth  of  America  Week  ".  The  President  is 
requested  to  issue  a  proclamation  calling 
upon  the  people  of  the  United  States  to  ob- 
serve that  week  with  appropriate  ceremo- 
nies and  activities. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  and  read  a  third  time, 
was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PROCLAIMING  DAY  OF  NATION- 
AL CELEBRATION  OF  200TH  AN- 
NIVERSARY OP  SIGNING  OF 
TREATY  OF  PARIS 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  the  joint  resolution 
(H.J.  Res.  321)  to  proclaim  a  day  of  na- 
tional celebration  of  the  200th  anni- 
versary of  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of 
Paris,  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Indiana? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  will  not 
object.  I  do  so  to  simply  point  out  that 
this  resolution  commemorates  the 
200th  anniversary  of  the  signing  of 
indeed  one  of  the  most  important  trea- 
ties in  the  history  of  the  United 
States. 

I  would  like  to  commend  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
(Mr.  Bateman).  who  is  the  prime  spon- 
sor of  this  resolution.  And  at  this  time, 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  add  my 
words  of  thanks  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Indiana  and  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  who  has  made  it  possi- 
ble for  us  to  bring  this  resolution  to 
the  floor  this  afternoon. 

The  resolution  comes  here  with  the 
cosponsorship  of  some  230-plus  Mem- 
bers of  our  body.  I  think  an  indication 
of  itself  that  the  200th  anniversary  of 
the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris, 
marking  the  beginning  of  the  official 
recognition  of  this  country  as  an  inde- 
pendent country  at  peace  with  all  the 
othe  nations  of  the  world  is  indeed  a 
significant  occasion. 

Many  of  us  think  in  terms  of  our 
Revolutionary  War  has  having  been 
concluded  on  the  meadows  of  the  vil- 
lage of  Yorktown,  and  America's  First 
Congressional  District,  that  I  am  privi- 
leged to  represent. 


But  actually,  while  the  drama  of 
Washington.  Lafayette,  and  the  thou- 
sands of  troops  who  beseiged  and  de- 
feated Comwallis  was  much  more  dra- 
matic, it  was  not  really  until  the  sing- 
ing of  the  Treaty  of  Paris  that  our 
country  had  its  independence  con- 
firmed and  was  able  then  to  live  in 
peace  with  other  nations  of  the  Earth. 

D  1820 

It  is  indeed  a  truly  historic  occasion 
and  certainly  one  more  than  worthy  of 
being  commemorated.  I  certainly  hope 
that  the  House  will  see  fit  to  consent 
to  the  passage  of  the  resolution. 

Again,  let  me  thank  the  gentlewom- 
an, the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  my  good  colleague,  and  also  add  a 
word  of  special  thanks  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  (Mrs.  Holt), 
who  deferred  to  this  freshman 
Member  of  the  House  in  going  forward 
with  this  resolution  when  she.  too,  was 
planning  the  introduction  and  prime 
sponsorship  of  one,  as  well  as  to  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr 
Fish),  who  had  also  planned  on  going 
forward  with  a  resolution,  only  to 
learn  that  this  one  was  already  in  and 
who  then  assisted  in  this  effort. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
yield  to  one  of  the  prime  sponsors  of 
the  resolution,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  (Mrs.  Holt). 

Mrs.  HOLT.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  certainly  am  grateful 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  Indiana 
(Mrs.  HALL)  for  bringing  this  legisla- 
tion to  the  floor  and  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  for  sponsoring  it  and  for 
taking  the  lead  in  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  House  Joint  Resolution  321.  This 
legislation  when  enacted  will  urge  the 
President  to  proclaim  September  3, 
1983,  as  a  day  of  national  celebration. 
This  day  will  mark  the  200th  anniver- 
sary of  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of 
Paris.  As  my  colleagues  well  know,  this 
treaty,  officially  known  as  the  Defini- 
tive Treaty  of  Peace,  ended  hostilities 
between  Great  Britain  and  the  confed- 
eration of  the  original  13  States.  For 
myself,  I  have  both  patriotic  and  paro- 
chial reasons  for  strongly  supporting 
this  resolution. 

My  patriotic  interest  in  this  resolu- 
tion should  be  clear  to  anyone  with 
some  knowledge  of  American  history. 
In  short,  with  the  signing  and  subse- 
quent ratification  of  the  treaty,  the 
United  States  became  a  sovereign 
nation  in  the  eyes  of  the  European 
powers.  In  essence,  the  Treaty  of  Paris 
was  the  birth  certificate  of  our  infant 
Nation.  This  momentous  historical 
event  should  not  go  unnoticed  or  un- 
recognized. Moreover,  the  birth  of  our 
Nation  is  too  great  an  occasion  to  be 
recognized  by  anything  less  than  a  na- 
tional celebration. 


While  I  cannot  speak  for  every 
State,  I  do  know  that  many  States  are 
planning  great  festivities  to  commemo- 
rate this  great  day.  In  my  own  State  of 
Maryland,  the  Treaty  of  Paris  is  the 
centerpiece  of  a  grand  celebration.  As 
the  resolution  explains,  Annapolis, 
Md.,  was  where  the  treaty  was  ratified 
by  the  Congress  of  the  Confederation 
on  January  14,  1784.  And  only  a  few 
days  earlier.  General  Washington  on 
December  23  resigned  his  commission 
as  Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Conti- 
nental Army.  Both  of  these  events  oc- 
curred in  the  Maryland  Statehouse— 
America's  oldest,  which  is  still  in  use 
today  and  will  be  the  focal  point  of 
ceremonies  honoring  the  ratification 
of  the  treaty.  A  reenactment  of  the 
ratification  ceremony  at  the  state- 
house is  being  planned  and  invitations 
to  participate  in  this  ceremony  have 
been  extended  to  President  Reagan 
and  President  Mitterand  of  France.  A 
parade  through  Annapolis  of  2,500  sol- 
diers from  recreated  Revolutionary 
War  units  is  planned  as  well  as  many 
other  festivities,  events,  and  exhibits. 

As  my  colleagues  should  now  recog- 
nize, the  State  of  Maryland  has  a  keen 
appreciation  of  the  historical  signifi- 
cance of  the  events  surrounding  the 
Treaty  of  Paris.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  the  gentleman  of  Virginia  in 
supporting  this  resolution  and  recog- 
nizing this  great  moment  in  American 
history. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  her  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Moakley).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentlewoman  from  Indi- 
ana? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  joint  resolution, 
as  follows: 

H.J.  Res.  321 
Whereas   September   3.    1983,   commemo- 
rates a  day  of  unique  signiXicance  in  the  his- 
tory of  our  Nation; 

Whereas  on  September  3.  1783.  the  Ameri- 
can Peace  Commissioners— John  Adams. 
Benjamin  Franklin,  and  John  Jay— signed  a 
Definitive  Treaty  of  Peace  with  David  Hart- 
ley, the  representative  of  George  the  Third, 
the  King  of  Great  Britain,  in  the  city  of 
Paris; 

Whereas  on  the  same  day  another  treaty 
between  Great  Britain  and  America's  ally 
France  and  cobelligerent  Spain  was  signed 
at  Versailles,  and  witnessed  by  the  Ameri- 
can Peace  Commissioners: 

Whereas  the  signing  of  the  Definitive 
Treaty  with  Great  Britain  signified  to  the 
world  that  these  former  thirteen  British 
colonies  with  the  invaluable  assistance  of 
the  Government  and  citizens  of  Prance  had 
emerged  from  the  great  war  of  the  Ameri- 
can Revolution  as  an  independent  Nation, 
the  United  States  of  America,  confirmed  in 
its  sovereignty  over  a  vast  extent  of  terri- 
tory; 

Whereas  the  ratification  of  the  Definitive 
Treaty  of  Peace  by  the  Congress  of  the  Con- 
federation on  January  14,  1784.  in  Annap- 


olis. Maryland,  inaugurated  an  era  of  peace 
for  the  new  Nation  which  made  possible  the 
experimentation  in  self-government  which 
led  to  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  of  America  on  September 
17.  1787; 

Whereas  since  that  historic  day  two  hun- 
dred years  ago.  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica has  survived  as  a  free  Nation,  ever  mind- 
ful of  the  blessing  that  liberty  and  peace 
have  brought:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Home  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring)  That  September  3, 
1983.  is  proclaimed  a  day  of  national  cele- 
bration of  the  two  hundredth  anniversary 
of  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  and 
that  the  President  is  authorized  and  re- 
quested to  issue  a  proclamation  calling  upon 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  observe 
such  day  with  appropriate  ceremonies  and 
activities. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  and  read  a  third  time, 
was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


NATIONAL  RESPIRATORY 
THERAPY  WEEK 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  the  Senate  joint  reso- 
lution (S.J.  Res.  67)  to  designate  the 
week  of  September  25,  1983,  through 
October  1,  1983,  as  "National  Respira- 
tory Therapy  Week,"  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the 
Senate  joint  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  objection— and  I  will 
not  object— there  are  many  cosponsors 
to  the  resolution.  We  feel  that  it  is  a 
worthwhile  resolution. 
•  Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
March  24,  1983.  I  introduced  a  House 
resolution  designating  the  week  of 
September  25  through  October  1,  1983 
as  National  Respiratory  Therapy 
Week.  In  a  remarkably  short  period  of 
time  this  resolution,  which  recognizes 
the  important  contributions  of  this 
profession,  has  received  the  necessary 
218  cosponsors.  Today,  I  am  pleased  to 
bring  before  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues the  consideration  of  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  67. 

Respiratory  therapy  is  a  medical 
specialty  field,  it  encompasses  not  only 
clinical  application  of  procedures,  but 
diagnostic  evaluation,  and  research  as 
well.  The  range  of  conditions  respira- 
tory therapy  practitioners  handle 
cover  both  acute  and  chronic  areas. 
Respiratory  therapy  practitioners  deal 
with  the  abnormalities  and  deficien- 
cies of  the  cardiopulmonary  system. 
They  deliver  care  to  patients  who 
suffer  such  diseases  as  asthma,  em- 
physema, bronchitis,  black  and  brown 
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lung  disease,  and  infant  respiratory 
distress.  Respiratory  therapy  care  is 
given  not  only  to  the  very  young  and 
the-  very  old.  but  to  patients  of  all 
ages. 

Much  of  the  respiratory  therapy 
care  that  is  delivered  in  the  hospital 
setting  is  within  the  intensive  care 
units.  Respiratory  therapy  practition- 
ers are  on  duty  7  days  a  week.  24  hours 
a  day.  New  medical  technologies  have 
expanded  the  scope  of  respiratory  care 
delivery.  We  now  can  see  respiratory 
therapy  practitioners  delivering  care 
in  skilled  nursing  facilities,  outpatient 
rehabilitation  units,  and  in  some  cases 
the  home  care  setting. 

Respiratory  therapy  practitioners 
are  hard  working  dedicated  health 
care  professionals.  National  Respirato- 
ry Therapy  Week  will  give  national 
recognition  to  the  contributions  this 
profession  makes  to  the  delivery  of 
health  care.* 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  joint  res- 
olution, as  follows; 

S.J.  Res.  67 

Whereas  respiratory  therapy  is  recognized 
as  a  highly  technological  and  progressive 
segment  of  the  health  care  delivery  system 
in  the  United  States; 

Whereas  there  are  over  eighty  thousand 
respiratory  therapy  practioners  in  the 
Nation  who  are  malcing  an  important  contri- 
bution to  the  delivery  of  quality  health 
care; 

Whereas  respiratory  therapy  is  an  inte- 
gral part  of  critical  care  and  general  medi- 
cine; 

Whereas  respiratory  therapists  are  in- 
volved with  therapuelic  and  life-sustaining 
cardiopulmonary  care  to  patients  suffering 
from  lung  and  associated  heart  disorders; 
and 

Whereas  in  recent  years  the  field  of  respi- 
ratory therapy  has  expanded  to  include 
postoperative  pulmonary  care,  education, 
research,  pulmonary  testing,  pulmonary  re- 
habilitation, and  neonatal-pediatric  speciali- 
ties: Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  week  of 
September  25.  1983,  through  October  1. 
1983.  is  designated  as  "National  Respiratory 
Therapy  Week"  and  the  President  is  au- 
thorized and  requested  to  issue  a  proclama- 
tion calling  on  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  observe  the  week  with  appropirate 
programs,  ceremonies,  and  activities. 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  was  or- 
dered to  be  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a 
motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


NATIONAL  CHILD  SUPPORT 
ENFORCEMENT  MONTH 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 


Service  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  the  Senate  Joint  reso- 
lution (S.J.  Res.  56)  to  designate  the 
month  of  August  1983  as  "National 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Month." 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the 
Senate  joint  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object— and  I  will  not 
object— I  would  like  to  say  that  this  is 
a  very  worthwhile  resolution.  I  recall 
the  fact  that  some  years  ago  I  worked 
in  Washington.  D.C..  not  as  a  Member 
of  Congress  but  for  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Government  as  an  attorney  in 
the  Corporation  Counsels  office.  Part 
of  my  original  function  and  responsi- 
bility was  to  work  in  the  area  of  child 
support,  with  the  reciprocal  enforce- 
ment of  support  legislation  that  the 
District  of  Columbia  was  a  party  to. 
Because  of  that  personal  experience  I 
was  involved  in  the  worthwhile  cause 
of  making  sure  that  parents  support 
their  children  when  they  are  not  living 
with  those  children. 

I  commend  the  gentlewoman  from 
Indiana  (Mrs.  Hall),  as  well  as  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
BiACGi).  who  I  know  was  the  chief 
sponsor  of  this  resolution,  for  bringing 
this  resolution  to  the  attention  of  the 
House  and  of  the  United  States. 

Under  my  reservation.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Biaggi). 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  author  of  the 
pending  joint  resolution,  I  wish  to  ex- 
press my  gratitude  to  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  from  Indiana 
(Mrs.  Hall),  as  well  as  Chairman  Wil- 
liam Ford  for  their  invaluable  assist- 
ance in  seeing  that  this  resolution  is 
considered  by  the  House  in  an  expedi- 
tious fashion. 

The  resolution  would  designate  the 
coming  month  of  August  as  National 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Month 
throughout  the  United  States.  As  of 
tonight,  the  resolution  is  cosponsored 
by  122  of  my  colleagues  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion.  Further,  an  identical  resolu- 
tion sponsored  by  our  former  col- 
league, the  Senator  from  Iowa,  Mr. 
Grassley,  was  approved  by  the  Senate 
on  July  16. 

I  offer  this  resolution  in  order  that 
our  Nation  have  the  opportunity  to 
spotlight  attention  on  a  growing  na- 
tional scandal— a  festering  sore  on  the 
national  conscience— the  nonpayment 
of  child  support  in  this  Nation. 

It  has  been  estimated  by  a  recent 
Census  Bureau  study  that  almost  one- 
half  of  the  men  legally  obligated  to 
pay  child  support  are  in  default  on  all 
or  part  of  their  obligation.  Some  28 
percent  of  women  entitled  to  child 


support  receive  nothing.  The  nonpay- 
ment of  child  support  has  two  distinct 
sets  of  victims— the  mothers,  of 
course,  and  more  directly,  the  chil- 
dren. It  is  estimated  that  some  13  mil- 
lion children  from  both  AFDC  and 
non-AFDC  families  are  affected  by  the 
nonpayment  of  child  support.  It  is  also 
estimated  that  the  nonpayment  of 
child  support  cheats  children  out  of 
some  $4  billion  in  support  each  year. 
That  last  figure  needs  to  be  put  into 
perspective.  When  we  speak  of  child 
support,  we  are  not  speaking  of  it  as 
we  would  a  supplemental  form  of 
income.  For  too  many  families  in  this 
Nation,  child  support  is  a  critically  im- 
portant element.  Studies  indicate  that 
in  the  first  year  after  a  divorce- 
women  suffer  a  devastating  73-percent 
decrease  in  their  incomes.  This  means 
that  this  decline  combined  with  the 
nonpayment  of  child  support  poses 
economic  peril  into  the  lives  of  too 
many  children  in  our  Nation. 

Senate  Joint  Resolution  56  recog- 
nizes that  the  nonpayment  of  child 
support  is  a  problem  for  which  efforts 
are  underway  to  make  improvements. 
It  is  the  logical  extension  of  a  growing 
concern  in  this  Congress  reflected  by 
the  introduction  of  some  12  bills 
aimed  at  improving  collection  proce- 
dures. Senate  Joint  Resolution  56  is  a 
bipartisan  and  nonpartisan  proposal 
which  compliments  the  recent  initia- 
tive of  the  administration  aimed  at 
cracking  down  on  delinquent  fathers. 

As  the  resolution  states: 

The  child  support  program's  ultimate  goal 
is  to  reduce  financial  deprivation  among 
America's  children  by  ensuring  that  the  re- 
sponsibility of  support  rests  with  the  re- 
sponsible parent  thereby  diminishing  the 
need  for  welfare  dependency  by  women  and 
children. 

In  its  resolved  clause  the  resolution 
states: 

That  the  month  of  August  1983  Is  desig- 
nated as  "National  Child  Support  Enforce- 
ment Month  "  and  that  the  President  of  the 
United  Stales  is  authorized  and  requested  to 
issue  a  proclamation  calling  upon  all  Gov- 
ernment agencies  and  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  the  month  with  ap- 
propriate programs,  ceremonies  and  activi- 
ties. 

As  the  author  of  this  resolution,  I 
consider  its  passage  vital  if  we  are  to 
take  a  tangible  step  aimed  at  demon- 
strating our  concern  if  not  outright 
outrage  over  the  nonpayment  of  child 
support.  In  my  judgment  it  is  time 
that  we  ended  in  the  enforcement  ter- 
minology, distinctions  between  the  de- 
linquent AFDC  and  non-AFDC  father 
with  respect  to  child  support.  Our  goal 
should  be  to  collect  every  cent  that  is 
owed  to  each  and  every  mother  and 
child.  Our  goal  should  be  to  provide 
sufficient  incentives  both  positive  and 
punitive  to  compel  those  who  would 
try  and  escape  their  obligation  under 
law.  I  contend  that  a  person  making  a 
six-figure  income  and  who  pays  none 
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or  only  part  of  this  child  support  obli- 
gations is  a  scoundrel— and  should 
incite  this  Congress  into  corrective 
action. 

If  we  are  able  to  designate  August  as 
"National  Child  Support  Enforcement 
Month"  we  will  put  the  Congress  on 
record  on  this  issue.  The  President 
who  must  sign  this  resolution  and 
issue  a  proclamation  will  be  on  record 
in  support  of  full  enforcement.  During 
this  month,  the  powers  of  the  media 
should  be  utilized  to  dramatize  the 
very  real  plight  of  those  deprived  of 
essential  child  support  payments.  It  is 
a  month  to  galvanize  our  forces 
around  the  solution  we  so  desperately 
need.  Let  our  passage  tonight  of  this 
resolution  be  a  catalyst  for  further 
action  as  this  Nation  seeks  to  heal  the 
ever  gaping  wound  caused  by  nonpay- 
ment of  child  support. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Further  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
for  his  comments.  He  is  exactly  right. 
It  is  a  national  scandal.  I  think  the 
gentleman  recognizes,  as  well  as  the 
gentlewoman  from  Illinois  (Mrs. 
Hall),  and  other  Members  of  this 
body,  that  people  who  have  children 
have  a  moral  obligation  to  support 
those  children  and.  therefore,  our 
cause  is  just.  I  appreciate  the  com- 
ments of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  joint  res- 
olution, as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  56 
Whereas   significant    progress    has    been 
made   toward   improving   laws   and   regula- 
tions dealing  with   child  support   enforce- 
ment by  the  States; 

Whereas  the  provisions  of  part  D  of  title 
IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  have  provided 
a  needed  respon.se  in  alleviating  problems 
that  exist  within  and  among  Slates  as  to 
legal  rights  and  financial  needs  of  their  citi- 
zens; 

Whereas  the  child  support  program's  ulti- 
mate goal  is  10  reduce  financial  deprivation 
among  America's  children  by  ensuring  thai 
the  responsibility  of  support  rests  with  the 
responsible  parent,  thereby  diminishing  the 
need  for  welfare  dependency  by  women  and 
children; 

Whereas  the  dedicated  service  of  family 
support  enforcement  personnel,  the  judici- 
ary and  the  legal  community  has  contribut- 
ed to  increased  child  support  collections,  pa- 
ternity establishments  and  the  location  of 
absent  parents; 

Whereas  the  growth  and  success  of  child 
support  programs  have  resulted  from  and 
continue  to  rely  on  increased  cooperation  of 
Federal.  Stale  and  local  agencies:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
month  of  August  1983  is  designated  "Na- 
tional Child  Support  Enforcement  Month" 


and  that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
is  authorized  and  requested  to  issue  a  proc- 
lamation calling  upon  all  government  agen- 
cies and  the  people  of  the  United  States  to 
observe  the  month  with  appropriate  pro- 
grams, ceremonies  and  activities. 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  was  or- 
dered to  be  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a 
motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


nority,  and  the  minority  has  no  objec- 
tion. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
within  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  resolutions  just 
considered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


NATIONAL  HOUSING  WEEK 

(Mr.  GONZALEZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  am  introducing  a  House  joint  resolu- 
tion which  designates  the  week  of  Oc- 
tober 2,  1983.  to  October  9,  1983.  as 
"National  Housing  Week.  " 

We  can  be  proud  that  our  Nation  is 
the  best  housed  in  the  world,  and  this 
has  come  about  because  of  the  com- 
bined efforts  of  the  Nation's  housing 
industry  and  the  Federal  Government. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE ON  MERCHANT  MARINE 
OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  MER- 
CHANT MARINE  AND  FISHER- 
IES TO  SIT  AT  10  A.M.  TOMOR- 
ROW DURING  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Merchant  Marine  of  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  be  permitted  to  sit  at  10  a.m. 
on  Thursday,  July  28,  1983,  for  the 
purpose  of  holding  a  hearing  on  H.R. 
2353,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Deepwater 
Port  Act  of  1974,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Forsythe),  and  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  subcom- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
(Mr.  Snyder),  have  been  apprised  of 
the  hearing  date  and  time  and  are  in 
accord  with  this  request. 

The  SPEAKER  pio  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object— and  I  will  not 
object— I  simply  wish  to  say  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Biaggi)  did  indeed  check  with  the  mi- 


KOREAN  ARMISTICE 
ANNI'VERSARY 

(Mr.  MONTGOMERY  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
30  years  ago  today,  on  a  windy,  cloud- 
covered  day  at  Panmunjom,  South 
Korea,  an  agreement  was  signed  pro- 
viding for  two  of  the  most  welcome 
words  on  any  battlefront.  'Cease-fire". 
It  marked  the  end  of  a  U.N.  police 
action  that  had  lasted  for  more  than  3 
years  and  had  begun  with  the  massive 
invasion  of  South  Korea  by  Commu- 
nist North  Korean  forces. 

On  June  25.  1950.  these  Russian- 
trained  and  Russian-equipped  forces 
swarmed  over  the  38th  parallel  into 
the  Western-allied  south,  prompting 
President  Harry  Truman,  backed  by 
the  U.N.  Security  Council,  to  order 
American  GI's  to  the  battlefield.  What 
had  once  been  a  cold  war  became  hot. 
Communist  aggression  was  real,  and 
the  testing  ground  for  American  reac- 
tion would  be  the  Far  East. 

The  reaction  came  in  the  form  of 
U.N.  intervention  in  which  the  United 
States  shouldered  its  share  and  more 
of  the  responsibilities  of  the  60- 
member  organization.  Almost 

6.000,000  U.S.  military  personnel 
served  during  the  Korean  conflict, 
more  than  a  million  in  Korea.  That 
number  is  surpassed  by  only  the  South 
Koreans  themselves.  Of  that  U.S. 
force,  many  had  been  called  back  to 
uniform  after  having  fought  and  at- 
tained peace  only  a  few  years  earlier. 
Now  there  was  a  new  task,  a  new  fight 
for  liberty,  a  new  fight  for  basic 
human  rights. 

There  had  been  33.629 
battle  casualties.  103.284 
wounded,  and  2  years  of 
deadlock  in  the  truce  talks  when  final- 
ly, on  July  27,  1953.  as  artillery  sound- 
ed in  the  background,  an  armistice  was 
signed.  A  cease-fire  to  allow  time  to 
seek  a  political  solution. 

In  his  summary  of  the  agreement, 
submitted  to  the  United  Nations  on 
August  7,  1953,  Gen.  Mark  Clark,  com- 
mander of  all  U.N.  forces  in  Korea, 
told  of  an  American  commitment  to 
not  only  the  people  of  Korea,  but  to 
world  security: 

The  task  ahead  is  not  an  easy  one.  We  will 
support  the  efforts  of  the  United  Nations  to 
bring  about  an  equitable  settlement  in 
Korea  based  on  the  principles  which  have 
long  been  esiaDlished  by  the  United  Na- 
tions, and  which  call  for  a  united,  independ- 
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ent  and  democratic  Korea.  We  will  support 
the  United  Nations  in  its  efforts  to  assist 
the  people  of  Korea  in  repairing  the  ravages 
of  war. 

We  declare  again  our  faith  in  the  princi- 
ples and  purposes  of  the  United  Nations, 
our  consciousness  of  our  continuing  respon- 
sibilities in  Korea,  and  our  determination  in 
good  faith  to  seek  a  settlement  of  the 
Korean  problem.  We  affirm,  in  the  interests 
of  world  peace,  that  if  there  is  a  renewal  of 
the  armed  attack,  challenging  again  the 
principles  of  the  United  Nations,  we  should 
again  be  united  and  prompt  to  resist.  The 
consequences  of  such  a  breach  of  the  armi- 
stice would  t>e  so  grave  that,  in  all  probabili- 
ty, it  would  not  be  possible  to  confine  the 
hostilities  within  the  frontiers  of  Korea. 

Finally,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  ar- 
mistice must  not  result  in  jeopardizing  the 
restoration  or  the  safeguarding  of  peace  in 
any  other  part  of  Asia. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  this,  the  anniversa- 
ry of  the  signing  of  the  Korean  armi- 
stice. I  would  ask  my  colleagues  to  join 
with  me  in  acknowledging  the  deeds  of 
those  who  fought  with  valor  to  pre- 
serve the  security  of  the  Republic  of 
Korea  and.  on  a  grander  scale,  world 
peace.  It  was  a  distinguished  contribu- 
tion that  this  country's  military  per- 
sonnel made  in  a  land  8,000  miles  from 
home.  In  honor  of  those  killed  and 
wounded  in  battle,  in  recognition  of 
389  service  men  still  missing  and  unac- 
counted for.  and  in  appreciation  and 
with  gratitude  to  the  Korean  veteran, 
often  forgotten  and  overshadowed  by 
a  world  war  that  had  not  long  been 
ended,  and  a  controversial  Asian  con- 
flict that  still  lies  fresh  on  our  minds, 
to  these  men  amd  women.  I  thank  you. 
America  thanks  you.  For  what  you 
did.  It  is  a  better  world  we  have  today. 


A  CARIBBEAN     GULF  OF 
TONKIN" 

(Mr.  SEIBERLING  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  a 
time  when  a  President  of  the  United 
States  is  again  sending  U.S.  naval  ves- 
sels into  areas  of  potential  hazard,  and 
doing  so  without  the  advice  or  consent 
of  the  Congress,  we  would  do  well  to 
remember  that  all  it  takes  is  one  inci- 
dent to  provide  a  basis  for  full  scale  in- 
volvement in  another  war.  The  sinking 
of  the  battleship  Maine  and  the  Gulf 
of  Tonkin  episode  should  stand  as  a 
continuous  warning  of  such  danger. 
The  danger  is  especially  real  when,  as 
in  those  cases  and,  imfortunately,  in 
the  present  crisis  in  Central  America, 
we  have  a  President  who  seems  to  be 
looking  for  an  excuse  to  expand  Amer- 
ican military  intervention. 

As  we  now  know,  both  the  battleship 
Maine  incident  and  the  Gulf  of 
Tonkin  incident  were  not.  in  fact,  hos- 
tile actions  by  foreign  powers  but  were 
seized  upon,  without  regard  to  the 
facts,  as  an  excuse  for  going  to  war. 


At  a  recent  press  conference.  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  when  asked  by  a  report- 
er if  he  would  say  that  U.S.  combat 
troops  would  never  be  sent  of  Central 
America,  replied  "It's  an  old  saying 
the  President  should  never  say  never. 
You  know,  they  blew  up  the  Maine." 
We  know  now  why  the  President  re- 
fused to  say  "never.  "  Obviously,  the 
plans  for  a  major  expansion  of  U.S. 
military  presence  in  Honduras  and  the 
Caribttean  were  already  underway. 

The  President  was  also  in  error  in  re- 
peating the  long  standing  myth  that 
the  Spaniards  blew  up  the  Maine.  A 
few  years  ago,  Adm.  Hyman  G.  Rick- 
over,  father  of  our  nuclear  Navy,  in  a 
book  entitled  "How  the  Battleship 
Maine  Was  Destroyed."  proved  beyond 
doubt  that  the  warship  was  destroyed 
by  an  internal  explosion,  not  by  a 
mine  planted  by  the  Spaniards.  This  is 
laid  out  in  a  most  interesting  article  in 
the  Philadelphia  Inquirer  for  Tuesday. 
July  19.  1983,  by  free-lance  writer 
George  H.  Huhn. 

Mr.  Huhn  also  quotes  some  passages 
from  Admiral  Rickovers  book  that 
have  a  significant  bearing  on  the 
Presidents  current  approach  to  both 
the  nuclear  arms  race  and  the  problem 
of  Central  America,  as  follows: 

In  the  modern  technological  age.  the 
battle  cry  'Remember  the  Maine"  should 
have  a  special  meaning  for  us.  With  almost 
instantaneous  communications  that  can 
command  weapons  of  unprecedented  power, 
we  can  no  longer  approach  technological 
problems  with  the  casualness  and  confi- 
dence held  by  Americans  in  1898  .  .  . 

With  the  vastness  of  our  government  and 
the  difficulty  of  controlling  it.  we  must 
make  sure  those  in  "high  places"  do  not. 
without  the  most  careful  consideration  of 
the  consequences,  exert  our  prestige  and 
might.  Such  uses  of  power  may  result  in  se- 
rious international  actions  at  great  cost  in 
lives  and  money— injurious  to  the  interest 
and  standing  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Huhn's  own  conclusions  are  es- 
pecially pertinent  to  the  current 
debate  on  Central  American  policy: 

Both  the  Maine  and  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin 
incidents  were  blunders.  Both  were  sur- 
rounded by  a  web  of  lies.  And  both  got  us 
into  wars  we  should  not  have  waged. 

Mayl)e  in  this  technological  age.  presi- 
dents should  learn  to  say  never. 

The  full  text  of  Mr.  Huhn's  article 
follows  these  remarks. 

[From  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer,  July  19. 
19831 

Presidents  Should  Say  Never,  at  Times 
(By  George  A.  Huhn) 

A  big  lie  that  sent  a  U.S.  fleet  halfway 
around  the  world  and  got  us  into  a  war  that 
never  should  have  happened,  was  repeated 
once  more  at  the  most  recent  presidential 
press  conference. 

It  was  retold  by  none  other  than  Presi- 
dent Reagan  while  sparring  with  CBS  re- 
porter Leslie  Stahl.  When  she  tried  to  get 
him  to  say  that  combat  troops  would  never 
be  sent  to  Central  America,  he  replied,  "It's 
an  old  saying  the  presidents  should  never 
say  never.  You  know,  they  blew  up  the 
Maine." 


Of  course.  Reagan  did  not  knowingly  lie. 
Like  most  people,  he  believes  that  the  Span- 
iards blew  up  the  Maine.  Even  the  1983 
Reader's  Digest  Almanac  says  the  Maine 
■was  blown  up"  rather  than  "it  blew  up." 

The  big  lie  about  the  battleship  Maine  has 
withstood  the  test  of  time  t)ecause  of  the 
famous  battle  cry  'Remember  the  Maine!" 
Like  "Remember  Pearl  Harbor!"  a  rallying 
cry  based  on  truth,  it  is  a  powerful  motiva- 
tor. And  in  1898.  it  was  just  what  the  jingo- 
isLs  and  the  "yellow  press"  of  the  era 
needed  to  swing  public  opinion  around  to 
backing  a  declaration  of  war. 

But  the  incident  on  which  it  was  based 
was  just  about  as  phony  as  the  Gulf  of 
Tonkin  episode.  Unfortunately,  both  got  us 
into  costly  wars. 

Although  only  a  few  years  went  by  before 
the  truth  about  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  came 
out.  78  years  passed  until  the  facts  about 
the  Maine  were  known.  They  were  revealed 
in  a  still  relatively  ol)scure  book  by  Adm. 
Hyman  G.  Rickover.  father  of  our  nuclear 
Navy.  How  the  Battleship  Maine  Was  De- 
stroyed proves  beyond  doubt  that  the  war- 
ship was  destroyed  by  an  internal  explosion, 
not  by  a  mine  planted  by  the  Spaniards. 

Richover's  investigation  was  the  third  in- 
quiry into  the  loss  of  the  Maine.  The  first 
took  place  almost  immediately  after  the 
ship  along  with  260  members  of  its  crew 
sank  to  the  bottom  of  Havana  harbor  on 
Feb.  15.  1898.  This  U.S.  naval  court  of  in- 
quiry found  that  an  external  explosion  was 
the  cause,  but  it  did  not  connect  the  event 
to  any  persons  or  nation. 

This  was  not  what  the  jingoists  of  the 
time  wanted  to  hear,  so  they  pressured  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  into  issu- 
ing a  report  that  the  Maine  had  been  sunk 
by  a  mine  positioned  under  its  hull  while 
anchored  at  a  buoy  selected  by  the  Spanish 
authorities. 

Because  the  hull  was  not  raised,  the  first 
court  of  inquiry  had  to  base  its  conclusions 
on  circumstantial  evidence.  Not  only  that, 
but  President  McKinley  was  waiting  impa- 
tiently for  the  outcome  so  he  could  make 
the  decisions  he  had  to  make. 

And  Teddy  Roosevelt,  then  assistant  sec- 
retary of  the  Navy,  was  waving  the  flag  furi- 
ously, ready  to  resign  his  position  and  take 
his  Rough  Riders  up  San  Juan  Hill.  He  was 
so  eager  to  get  the  war  going  that  he  even 
accused  the  Navy's  leading  ordnance  expert 
of  siding  with  Spain  because  he  proposed 
that  the  Maine  had  been  sunk  by  an  inter- 
nal explosion. 

America  went  off  to  fight  its  "'splendid 
little  war."  which  ended  with  Adm.  George 
Dewey's  one-sided  victory  over  the  out- 
gunned Spanish  fleet  at  Manila.  We 
emerged  as  the  owner  of  the  Philippines, 
Guam  and  Puerto  Rico.  Overnight  we 
became  a  world  power. 

Peace  brought  no  new  answers  to  the 
Maine's  destruction.  But  pressure  came 
from  patriotic  groups  and  the  families  of 
the  victims  to  raise  the  hull  so  that  the 
bodies  of  the  crew  could  be  recovered  and 
given  proper  burial.  So.  in  1911.  Congress 
authorized  the  necessary  funds  and  a  second 
naval  court  of  inquiry  was  formed. 

The  new  court  came  to  the  conclusions  as 
the  first:  An  external  explosion  was  the 
cause,  but  it  blamed  no  one. 

It's  ironic  that  neither  of  the  courts 
blamed  the  Spaniards,  but  that  most  history 
books  written  after  the  war  do. 

But  Rickover  put  an  end  to  this  nonsense. 
He  not  only  used  his  expertise  to  get  at  the 
truth  but  also  those  of  professionals  in 
structural   dynamics,   a   research   physicist 


from  the  Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center, 
and  other  specialists. 

These  men  could  find  no  evidence  whatso- 
ever that  an  external  explosion  was  the 
cause.  In  fact,  because  of  the  way  the  ship's 
plates  were  bent,  only  an  internal  explosion 
could  have  caused  the  Maine  to  go  to  the 
bottom. 

"The  most  likely  source."  Rickover  writes, 
"was  heat  from  a  fire  in  the  coal  bunker  ad- 
jacent to  6-inch  reserve  magazine."  As  the 
coal  heated  up.  the  gunpowder  became  hot 
enough  to  ignite  and  so  blew  up  the  ship. 

Bunker  fires  were  common  in  those  days, 
because  the  coal  used  by  the  Navy  often 
caught  fire  through  spontaneous  combus- 
tion. The  fires,  smoldering  beneath  the  sur- 
face without  emitting  flame  or  smoke,  were 
difficult  to  detect.  Between  1894  and  1908, 
20  serious  fires  were  reported  on  U.S.  Naval 
vessels. 

In  1897,  the  battleship  New  York  experi- 
enced a  fire  only  3'/:  hours  after  the  bunk- 
ers had  been  inspected.  Its  coal  had  been 
loaded  only  two  weeks  before.  The  Maine 
had  the  same  kind  of  coal,  and  it  had  loaded 
three  months  before  the  explosion.  But  it 
had  not  been  inspected  for  12  hours. 

Aside  from  proving  that  the  U.S.  Navy 
and  the  naval  architects  who  designed  the 
ship  were  responsible  for  the  Maine's  mis- 
fortune, the  admiral  makes  another  point 
"In  the  modern  technological  age,  the  battle 
cry  Remember  the  Maine'  should  have  a 
special  meaning  for  us.  With  almost  instan- 
taneous communications  that  can  command 
weapons  of  unprecedented  power,  we  can  no 
longer  approach  technological  problems 
with  the  casualness  and  confidence  held  by 
Americans  in  1898.  .  .  . 

"With  the  vastness  of  our  government  and 
the  difficulty  of  controlling  it,  we  must 
make  sure  those  in  high  places'  do  not. 
without  the  most  careful  consideration  of 
the  consequences,  exert  our  prestige  and 
might.  Such  uses  of  power  may  result  in  se- 
rious international  actions  at  great  cost  in 
lives  and  money— injurious  to  the  interest 
and  standing  of  the  United  States." 

Both  the  Maine  and  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin 
incidents  were  blunders.  Both  were  sur- 
rounded by  a  web  of  lies.  And  both  got  us 
into  wars  we  should  not  have  waged. 

Maybe  in  this  technological  age,  presi- 
dents should  learn  to  say  never. 


D  1830 

TRIBUTE  TO  GEN.  E.  C.  "SHY" 
MEYER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Clinger)  is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
especially  pleased  and  privileged  today 
to  take  this  special  order  so  that  my 
colleagues  and  I  may  pay  tribute  to 
General  E.  C,  known  as  "Shy"  Meyer, 
who  recently  retired  as  the  U.S.  Army 
Chief  of  Staff. 

General  Meyer's  long  and  very  dis- 
tinguished career  began  in  the  Army 
in  1951.  He  was  graduated  from  West 
Point  in  that  year,  and  served  as  an  in- 
fantry officer  during  the  conflict  in 
Korea.  He  won  his  second  Silver  Star 
for  bravery  in  'Vietnam,  and  returning 
stateside,  displayed  his  brilliance  as  a 
strategic  planner  at  the  Brookings  In- 
stitution. 


In  addition,  he  has  served  as  Com- 
manding General  of  the  3d  Infantry 
Division  (Mechanized)  in  Europe,  and 
as  Army  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Op- 
erations and  Plans  at  the  Pentagon. 

At  age  50,  General  Meyer  at  that 
time  was  one  of  the  Army's  youngest 
senior  generals.  He  was  chosen  to  suc- 
ceed Gen.  Bernard  Rogers  as  the 
Army's  Chief  of  Staff  in  the  year  1979. 

General  Meyer's  tenure  as  Army 
Chief  of  Staff,  I  think,  has  coincided 
with  a  significant  and  positive  shift  in 
America's  perceptions  of  its  defense 
requirements.  I  believe  that  much  of 
the  credit  for  this  shift  must  go  to 
General  Meyer  for  his  emphasis  on 
the  fundamentals  of  a  viable  Army 
that  our  Nation  needs  to  meet  the 
challenges  of  the  decades  ahead.  I 
would  emphasize  particularly  his  em- 
phasis on  the  need  to  develop  a  global 
strategy  before  deciding  what  weapons 
systems  we  need  to  implement  that 
strategy. 

He  recognized  the  need  not  only  to 
make  the  case  with  the  Congress  and 
the  people  of  this  country  that  there 
was  a  need  for  a  global  strategy,  which 
then  would  be  implemented  by  the  ap- 
propriate weapons  systems.  So  I  think 
to  his  credit,  he  put  great  emphasis  on 
the  importance  of  developing  a  coher- 
ent and  viable  strategy  worldwide,  and 
into  that  strategy  he  then  was  able  to 
make  the  determination  of  the  kind  of 
organization  needed  to  implement  the 
strategy,  the  kind  of  training  of  the 
men  and  women  of  the  Army  needed 
to  implement  that  strategy,  the  kind 
of  logistic  support  and  the  kind  of  mo- 
bilization, not  to  mention  the  specific 
weapons  systems  that  were  needed  in 
order  to  implement  that  strategy. 

I  think  this  represented  a  major 
change  in  military  thinking  in  this 
country.  It  goes  without  saying,  I  be- 
lieve, that  General  Meyer  has  raised 
the  standards  of  excellence  of  the  U.S. 
Army,  and  rekindled  its  esprit  de 
corps.  Yet  the  most  important  legacy, 
and  I  think  challenge,  which  I  think 
he  leaves  for  us  to  uphold  is  his  very 
strong  belief  that  there  must  be  a 
clear  link  between  the  people  of  this 
country  and  its  Army,  or  to  quote 
General  Meyer  himself,  "Soldiers 
should  not  go  off  to  war  without 
having  the  Nation  behind  them, "  and 
I  think  this  is  an  enormously  impor- 
tant point.  We  cannot  have  an  effec- 
tive military  operation,  we  can  certain- 
ly not  have  an  effective  Army,  unless 
the  people  are  willing  to  support  that 
Army. 

It  has  been  my  very  good  fortune 
that  "Shy"  Meyer  was  born  and  raised 
in  St.  Marys,  Pa.,  which  I  have  the 
honor  to  represent  in  Congress.  I  have 
to  say  that  I  have  enjoyed  immensely 
and  have  profited  immensely  from  my 
association  with  him  during  my  tenure 

in  this  body,   and  I   have  seen  first 

hand  his  commitment  and  his  dedica- 
tion as  an  individual  to  the  individuals. 


to  the  men  and  women  of  the  Army 
that  he  has  commanded,  and  to  the 
Nation  that  he  has  served. 

I  would  like  to  share  just  one  remi- 
niscence of  my  acquaintance  with 
General  Meyer. 

Shortly  after  he  was  named  Army 
Chief  of  Staff,  I  sent  him  a  congratu- 
latory letter  wishing  him  well  in  his 
new  assignment,  and  inquiring  if  he 
had  an  opportunity  to  spend  any  time 
in  his  home  town  of  St.  Marys.  He  was 
quick  to  respond  with  a  reply  and  in- 
formed me  that  he  had  been  back  to 
St.  Marys  for  a  brief  visit.  I  have  to 
say  that  the  General  is  an  avid  hunter, 
and  the  visit  to  his  home  town  includ- 
ed a  day  of  deer  hunting. 

In  his  letter  to  me,  he  indicated  that 
the  Nation's  military  preparedness  was 
in  a  frightful  state  because  the  Army 
Chief  of  Staff  had  missed  an  easy  shot 
at  a  buck,  and  he  said  he  did  not  stand 
very  well  for  the  marksmanship  of  the 
U.S.  Army. 

His  nickname,  "Shy"  Meyer.  I  think 
is  a  misnomer  because  I  never  found 
him  to  be  the  least  bit  shy  about 
bringing  to  my  attention  and  to  the  at- 
tention of  my  collegues  in  the  Con- 
gress the  needs  that  he  felt  so  strongly 
about  for  the  U.S.  Army.  He  was 
always  most  eloquent  and  most  articu- 
late in  presenting  those  needs  and  in 
backing  up  those  needs.  So  I  think 
that  shyness  was  not  the  hallmark  of 
his  tenure  as  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
U.S.  Army. 

On  behalf  of  the  Borough  of  St. 
Marys  from  which  he  comes,  from  the 
Nation,  and  from  myself,  I  think  I 
would  like  to  extend  our  heartfelt 
thanks  to  an  outstanding  general  and 
to  a  great  man  who  has  served  his 
country  well. 

At  this  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
yield  to  my  colleagues,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Gekas). 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding,  and  more  especially,  I 
thank  him  for  taking  the  time  to  bring 
about  this  special  order  to  recognize 
the  career  of  General  Meyer. 

The  natural  thing  for  us  Pennsylva- 
nians  is  to  crow  about  the  fact  that  a 
fellow  Pennsylvanian  had  risen  to  the 
ranks  and  to  the  heights  that  our 
fellow  Pennsylvanian  has  in  the 
person  of  General  Meyer.  But  I  was 
surprised  when  I  learned  that  he  was  a 
native  of  St.  Marys,  and  then  on  re- 
flection, I  was  not  so  surprised,  be- 
cause having  visited  that  community 
which  you  so  ably  represent.  Congress- 
man Clinger.  I  can  envision  how  it 
was  that  such  a  community,  made  up 
of  hardy  and  hard-working  and  pleas- 
ant people,  could  have  allowed  some- 
body to  spring  from  their  midst,  as 
General  Meyer  did.  to  become  what  he 
has  become  for  our  country. 

It  is  a  tribute  not  only  to  his  family, 
his  personal  family  upbringing,  but 
also   to  a  community   which,   in  the 
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heart  of  Americana,  can  nurture  a 
youngster  to  eventually  become  a  pa- 
triot and  one  who  has  contributed  so 
much  to  our  Nation's  defense  and  to 
our  Nations  history,  for  that  matter. 

I  again  thank  the  gentleman,  my  col- 
league from  Pennsylvania,  for  having 
brought  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
Congress,  and  join  him  in  wishing 
General  Meyer  well. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  contribution.  I  am  sure  he 
would  join  me  in  offering  our  con- 
gratulations on  a  job  well  done  to 
General  Meyer,  and  our  heartfelt 
wishes  for  a  successful  career  as  a  rela- 
tively young  man  as  he  leaves  the 
Army  to  take  up  other  tasks. 

D  1840 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  a  number  of  our 
colleagues  were  interested  in  partici- 
pating in  this  special  order,  but  there 
is  good  and  sufficient  reason  why  they 
are  not  in  the  Chamber  this  evening.  I 
would  have  to  say  that  the  man  we 
honor  tonight  I  think  would  well  un- 
derstand the  purpose  for  their  absence 
this  evening.  He  would  applaud  their 
efforts  at  enjoying  the  sunshine  and 
the  fresh  air  and  engaging  in  health- 
ful exercise  in  Alexandria,  Va.,  to- 
night: so  I  am  sure  he  would  under- 
stand. 

•  Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania for  setting  aside  this  time  so 
that  we  might  speak  in  honor  of  the 
career  of  Gen.  Edward  Charles  Meyer. 
General  Meyer  has  just  completed  a 
most  illustrious  military  career:  Com- 
pany commander  and  battalion  staff 
officer  in  Korea:  deputy  brigade  com- 
mander, battalion  commander,  brigade 
commander,  and  division  chief  of  staff 
in  Vietnam:  Joint  Staff  officer,  fellow 
at  the  Brookings  Institution,  assistant 
division  commander  of  the  82d  Air- 
borne Division.  Deputy  Commandant 
of  the  Army  War  College,  command- 
ing general  of  the  3d  Infantry  Division 
in  Germany,  deputy  chief  of  staff  for 
operations  and  plans,  and,  of  course. 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army. 

General  Meyer's  performance  in  all 
of  these  assignments  was  exemplary. 
However,  his  legacy  far  transcends  his 
achievements  in  these  various  posi- 
tions, for  this  man  is  one  of  the  most 
innovative  thinkers  in  recent  U.S.  mili- 
tary history.  The  initiatives  which  he 
undertook  as  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
Army  will  influence  the  shape  of  our 
Army,  its  doctrine  and  tactics,  for  dec- 
ades to  come.  His  contribution  to  our 
defense,  posture  and  the  readiness  of 
our  forces  has  been  immeasurable. 

As  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army  during 
the  period  June  1979  to  June  1983, 
General  Meyer  led  an  Army  in  transi- 
tion. He  presided  over  the  largest  mod- 
ernization effort  in  U.S.  Army  history 
as  our  forces  began  to  replace  Viet- 
nam-era equipment  with  equipment 
that  incorporates  the  technology  of 


the  1980's.  General  Meyer  oversaw 
this  vital  modernization  effort  with 
the  goal  of  giving  our  forces  the  most 
increased  capability  possible  within 
strict  cost  guidelines.  He  was  succeed- 
ed admirably. 

Recognizing  that  a  major  problem 
for  U.S.  Armed  Forces  was  the  lsw;k  of 
heavy  lift  capability,  and  that  this 
problem  was  not  susceptible  to  a  quick 
fix.  General  Meyer  established  a  high 
technology  light  infantry  division  with 
increased  mobility,  yet  with  the  same 
capacity  to  sustain  itself  in  combat  as 
the  more  traditionally  organized  and 
equipped  units. 

To  improve  readiness  and  reduce 
training  costs.  General  Meyer  institut- 
ed a  unit  cohesion  program,  known  as 
COHORT.  Just  underway,  this  com- 
mendable effort  will  reduce  personnel 
turnover  in  Army  units,  and  increase 
teamwork  and  esprit  de  corps.  It  is  an 
adaptation  of  the  highly  successful 
British  regimental  system. 

Serving  as  the  Army's  representative 
on  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  General 
Meyer  recognized  deficiencies  in  our 
military  command  structure.  His 
thought-provoking  article  which  ap- 
peared in  the  April  1982  Armed  Forces 
Journal  offered  a  bold,  far-reaching 
solution  to  the  problems  created  by 
the  dual  hatting  of  the  service  chiefs. 
His  proposal  remains  a  blueprint  for 
reform  in  this  critical  area. 

Gen.  Edward  C.  Meyer  was  a  mili- 
tary leader  with  a  broad,  national  per- 
spective. His  recent  comments  on  Cen- 
tral America  demonstrate  that  he  real- 
izes that  military  policy  and  strategy 
cannot  be  made  in  a  vacuum.  He  has  a 
keen  understanding  of  the  fact  that 
these  matters  ultimately  depend  on 
the  support  and  consent  of  the  people 
of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  Nation  will  miss 
the  leadership  of  Gen.  Edward  C. 
Meyer.  We  all  wish  him  well  in  his 
future  endeavors,  and  we  know  he  will 
continue  to  serve  his  Nation,  in  what- 
ever capacity  he  chooses.  I  sincerely 
hope  that  he  will  continue  to  make  his 
expertise  available  to  those  of  us  in 
Government  who  have  come  to  respect 
him  so  highly.* 

•  Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  happy  to  join  with  my  colleagues 
in  this  tribute  to  Gen.  Edward  Meyer, 
who  has  recently  retired  as  U.S.  Army 
Chief  of  Staff. 

He  has  given  this  country  31  years  of 
service  and  leadership,  including  the 
last  3  years  as  head  of  the  Army.  As  a 
member  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, I  had  occasion  to  work  closely 
with  General  Meyer.  I  found  him  to  be 
very  capable  and  I  can  say  that  it  was 
a  pleasure  to  be  associated  with  him. 

He  has  helped  the  Army  turn  the 
corner  and  I  think  the  U.S.  Army  is  a 
stronger  and  better  Army  today.  Gen- 
eral Meyer's  guidance  and  leadership 
has  been  a  great  factor  in  this  im- 
provement. 


I  want  to  extend  my  appreciation 
and  congratulations  to  General  Meyer 
for  an  outstanding  career  in  service  to 
our  Nation  and  I  wish  the  best  for  him 
in  the  future.* 

•  Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
over  31  years  of  unsurpassed  dedica- 
tion and  hard  work.  Gen.  Edward 
Charles  Meyer  has  decided  to  retire 
from  active  duty  in  the  U.S.  Armed 
Forces.  General  Meyer's  career  con- 
cludes with  the  completion  of  a  3-year 
stint  as  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  U.S. 
Army. 

Throughout  his  long  and  illustrious 
career.  General  Meyer  served  as  a 
prime  example  of  patriotism  and  self- 
less devotion  to  one's  country.  His 
keen  perception  and  outstanding  lead- 
ership abilities  were  recognized  early 
in  his  career.  These  rare  qualities  were 
never  more  evident  than  when  he 
bravely  served  his  country  during  the 
conflict  in  Vietnam.  As  a  leader  on  the 
field  of  battle,  I  am  told  that  he  never 
failed  to  inspire  courage  in  his  sol- 
diers. 

Following  his  tenure  as  a  Federal  ex- 
ecutive fellow  in  the  Brookings  Insti- 
tute, he  was  appointed  the  Assistant 
Division  Commander  of  the  prestigi- 
ous 82d  Airborne  Division  in  Fort 
Bragg,  N.C.  After  several  other  ap- 
pointments, he  was  named  the  com- 
manding general  of  the  3d  Infantry 
Division  of  the  U.S.  Army  in  Europe. 

Individuals  such  as  General  Meyer 
are  this  Nation's  greatest  resource; 
indeed,  all  Americans  owe  him  a  deep 
debt  of  gratitude  for  his  many  years  of 
service  to  his  country.  I  know  his 
family  and  friends  would  like  to  join 
us  here  today  in  extending  to  him  our 
deepest  thanks  and  appreciation  and 
to  wish  him  many  years  of  health  and 
happiness.* 

•  Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  in  sa- 
luting Gen.  'Shy  "  Meyer  on  the  occa- 
sion of  his  retirement  from  the  U.S. 
Army  after  over  a  generation  of  dedi- 
cated service  to  our  country. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  I  first  became  acquainted 
with  General  Meyer  when  he  was  ap- 
pointed Army  Chief  of  Staff  3  years 
ago.  What  has  impressed  me  about  his 
tenure  has  been  his  efforts  to  bring  in- 
novation and  new  initiatives  to  our 
Army.  In  concert  with  the  splendid 
leadership  of  John  Marsh  as  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  General  Meyer  has 
raised  both  the  standards  of  excel- 
lence and  the  morale  of  the  U.S.  Army 
to  their  highest  levels  in  my  15  years 
of  congressional  service. 

General  Meyer  has  never  been 
afraid  to  break  out  of  the  mould.  To 
his  credit  are  the  experiment  with  the 
High  Technology  Light  Division  at 
Fort  Lewis,  Wash.;  the  development  of 
more  realistic  and  effective  combat 
training  at  Fort  Irwin.  Calif.;  and  an 
invigorated  program  of  instruction  at 


the  Command  School  at  Fort  Leaven- 
worth, Kans. 

Finally,  future  generations  will  not 
only  come  to  appreciate  these  achieve- 
ments but  will  surely  applaud  General 
Meyer  for  his  far-reaching  recommen- 
dations with  respect  to  the  reform  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs. 

All  of  us  hope  that  American  arms 
are  not  put  to  the  ultimate  test,  but  if 
they  should  be,  and  we  are  successful, 
a  great  debt  will  be  owed  General 
Meyer  for  the  new  standards  of  excel- 
lence he  has  established  for  our  Army. 
I  realize  that  General  Meyer's  term  as 
Chief  of  Staff  has  ended,  and  I  am 
frank  to  say  that  his  departure  leaves 
a  void  that  will  not  be  easily  filled. 

I  join  all  of  my  colleagues  in  express- 
ing heartfelt  gratitude  for  his  devotion 
to  our  Nation's  defense,  and  in  wishing 
for  him  and  his  family  many  years  of 
good  health  and  happiness.* 
•  Mr.  CARPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Navy 
men  are  not  in  the  habit  of  heaping 
fulsome  praise  on  our  counterparts  in 
the  U.S.  Army.  Today,  however,  this 
Navy  man  feels  privileged  to  salute  a 
retired  Army  officer  who  served  his 
country  with  courage  and  distinction 
for  over  three  decades. 

This  country  owes  an  enormous  debt 
of  gratitude  to  Gen.  Eugene  "Shy" 
Meyer.  Indeed,  we  are  fortunate  that 
leaders  of  his  caliber  are  willing  to 
devote  their  careers  to  military  serv- 
ice. 

General  Meyer  not  only  fought 
bravely  in  two  wars,  he  guided  the 
Army  through  one  of  the  most  diffi- 
cult periods  in  its  history.  At  a  time  of 
turmoil  and  disarray.  General  Meyer 
infused  the  military  with  a  much- 
needed  sense  of  purpose  and  esprit  de 
corps. 

The  policies  and  doctrines  that  Gen- 
eral Meyer  instituted  have  done  much 
to  enhance  our  military  readiness.  And 
perhaps  more  than  any  single  individ- 
ual in  my  lifetime.  General  Meyer  is 
responsible  for  restoring  both  the 
sense  of  pride  and  esteem  with  which 
Americans  have  traditionally  viewed 
the  military  and  the  pride  and  esteem 
with  which  members  of  the  Army  view 
themselves  and  their  colleagues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  been  an  honor 
for  this  Navy  man  from  Delaware  to 
pay  tribute  to  this  Army  man  from 
Pennsylvania.* 

•  Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  give  a  heartfelt  thanks  and  to 
wish  a  good  life  in  retirement  to  a 
most  deserving  gentleman.  Gen. 
Edward  C.  Meyer. 

General  Meyer  led  an  honorable  and 
distinguished  military  career  which 
culminated  in  his  being  selected  in 
1979  as  the  youngest  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  ever.  Under  General  Meyer's 
tenure,  the  Army  reversed  almost  a 
decade  of  deterioration  in  which  both 
Army  readiness  and  equipment  greatly 
suffered. 


Through  his  outstanding  leadership, 
the  Army  has  made  great  strides  in 
overcoming  the  critical  shortages  in 
personnel  experienced  in  the  late 
1970's.  Additionally,  modernization  of 
the  Army  is  proceeding  with  the  intro- 
duction of  new  equipment  such  as  the 
M-1  tank,  Bradley  fighting  vehicle, 
and  the  Blackhawk  helicopter,  to 
name  a  few. 

The  country  owes  a  great  debt  of 
gratitude  to  General  Meyer  which  we 
can  never  hope  to  fully  repay.  His 
knowledge,  experience,  and  dedication 
will  be  sorely  missed.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  we  will  continue  to  benefit  from 
General  Meyer's  counsel  and  that  he 
will  not  as  some  earlier  distinguished 
soldier  suggested,  just  fade  away.* 
•  Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  distinguished 
Member  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Wil- 
liam Clinger,  for  holding  today's  spe- 
cial tribute  in  honor  of  a  true  Ameri- 
can hero.  Gen.  Edward  Charles  Meyer. 

Having  just  completed  3  years  as  the 
U.S.  Army  Chief  of  Staff.  General 
Meyer's  retirement  brings  to  conclu- 
sion a  truly  outstanding  military 
career  which  spanned  more  than  30 
years.  Such  a  selfless  commitment  to 
our  Nation  stands  out  as  an  example 
for  all  Americans  to  aspire,  and  it  will 
be  difficult  indeed  to  follow  in  his 
stead  with  the  competence  and  leader- 
ship that  exemplified  his  tenure. 

A  recent  Washington  Post  interview 
regarding  unrest  in  Central  America 
appropriately  described  General 
Meyer  as  "a  general  asking  the  nation 
to  look  before  it  leaps,  not  as  a  com- 
mander spoiling  for  a  fight."  It  is, 
quite  frankly,  precisely  this  kind  of 
pragmatism  and  foresight  that  will  be 
sorely  missed  with  General  Meyer's  re- 
tirement. 

I  know  all  Members  of  this  body  join 
me  in  wishing  General  Meyer  the 
greatest  success  and  happiness  in  the 
future,  and  hope  as  well  that  we  will 
continue  to  benefit  from  his  wisdom, 
his  experience,  and  his  guidance. 

Thank  you  again  for  allowing  me 
this  opportunity  to  share  in  this  spe- 
cial day  of  honor.* 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
subject  of  this  special  order  tonight. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  CRISIS  IN  DRUG  LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Hughes) 
is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 


Mr.  HUGHES.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
month,  one  of  the  Nation's  most  expe- 
rienced narcotics  investigators,  Maj. 
Nick  Navarro,  chief  of  the  sheriff's  or- 
ganized crime  unit  in  Broward  County, 
Fla..  told  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Crime  that  since  the  establishment  of 
the  South  Florida  Task  Force  headed 
by  Vice  President  Bush,  there  has 
been  a  significant  drop  in  violent 
crime  in  south  Florida.  Under  the 
strong  hand  of  the  Vice  President, 
there  has  been  a  tremendous  increase 
in  cooperation  among  the  various  Fed- 
eral and  State  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies. 

In  October  1979,  the  Comptroller 
General  sent  to  Congress  a  compre- 
hensive report  on  the  failure  of  the 
United  States  to  control  the  flourish- 
ing drug  trade.  The  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral stressed: 

If  any  improvement  is  to  be  made  in  co- 
ordinating Federal  drug  control  efforts, 
someone  is  needed  who  has  a  clear  delega- 
tion of  authority  from  the  President  to 
monitor  activities  and  demand  corrective 
action. 

On  June  13,  the  Comptroller  Gener- 
al sent  another  report  to  Congress. 
That  report  shows  that  there  is  a 
crisis  in  drug  law  enforcement.  The 
Comptroller  General  found  that  this 
administration  lacks  a  definitive  strat- 
egy. He  found  that  more  and  more 
agencies  and  structures  are  getting  in- 
volved in  drug  enforcement,  but  that 
instead  of  any  central  control,  there 
are  now  five  groups  that  are  supposed 
to  be  in  charge. 

While  the  administration  has  experi- 
mented with  limited  centralized  law 
enforcement  control  such  as  the  suc- 
cess of  the  Vice  President  in  south 
Florida,  there  remains  chaos  through- 
out our  national  law  enforcement  com- 
munity. 

What  are  the  results  of  this  chaos? 
Today  there  is  more  heroin  available, 
of  higher  purity  and  at  a  lower  price 
than  at  any  time  since  1977.  Right 
now  there  is  more  cocaine  available 
than  at  any  time  since  the  drug  was 
isolated  from  coca  leaves  in  the  19th 
century.  There  is  more  cocaine  avail- 
able today  than  when  cocaine  was  a 
legal  drug  80  years  ago. 

Today,  despite  many  recordbreaking 
seizures,  and  thousands  of  raids,  im- 
ported and  domestic  marihuana  is 
readily  available  and  cheap. 

Today,  thousands  of  doses  of  am- 
phetamines, depressants  and  sedatives 
are  being  illegally  bought  and  sold,  all 
of  which  is  sending  thousands  of 
people  to  the  hospitals,  to  the  drug 
clinics,  and  to  their  graves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  have  strong 
and  coherent  direction  in  drug  en- 
forcement. For  how  many  years  will 
we  wait  before  we  get  control  in  this 
area?  How  many  more  lives  will  wither 
at  the  end  of  a  needle  while  the  bu- 
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reaucrats  maneuver  to  protect  or 
expand  their  jurisdiction? 

Just  yesterday  I  introduced  a  bill 
that  creates  a  Cabinet-level  Director 
of  Drug  Abuse  Policy.  This  person  will 
be  the  equal  of  the  other  Cabinet  offi- 
cers, and  will  have  one  responsibility, 
the  fight  against  drug  abuse. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  and  I  want 
to  conunend  the  gentleman  for  taking 
out  this  special  order. 

Clearly,  we  are  dealing  with  a  sub- 
ject that  has  come  to  be,  unfortunate- 
ly, regarded  as  part  of  the  American 
way  of  life.  It  is  a  given,  drug  addiction 
and  drug  commerce.  Notwithstanding 
the  efforts  of  government  and  law  en- 
forcement personnel  who  are  out  in 
the  vineyards  working  day  after  day. 
year  after  year,  effecting  arrests,  ex- 
posing themselves  to  the  peril  of  their 
occupation,  the  traffic  continues. 

I  can  tell  you  as  a  former  police  offi- 
cer for  some  23  years  in  my  experi- 
ence, not  simply  with  the  police  de- 
partment of  the  city  of  New  York,  but 
with  law  enforcement  personnel  and 
agencies  throughout  the  country,  that 
there  was  a  rivalry,  a  rivalry  that  re- 
bounded to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
taxpayer  who  spends  his  dollar,  who 
paid  his  dollar  so  that  he  could  have 
proper  and  effective  law  enforcement 
to  the  community  that  expected  the 
law  enforcement  personnel  to  work  ef- 
fectively and  ultimately  to  society  for 
the  impact  that  drug  traffic  produced. 

This  rivalry  has  gone  on.  Each 
agency  in  its  own  way  really  was  out 
there  doing  a  job.  but  it  is  one  thing  to 
have  a  pleasant  rivalry  as  you  might 
have  in  college  football,  but  you 
cannot  afford  that  luxury  when  it 
comes  to  fighting  the  plague  of  drug 
addiction,  because  it  is  a  plague,  it  is 
endemic  and  it  is  a  situation  that  must 
be  confronted  and  must  be  dealt  with. 
That  is  what  those  of  us  who  are  in 
the  field  working  all  these  many  years 
were  confronted  with,  the  frustration, 
a  sense  of  hopelessness,  a  question  of 
whether  or  not  we  surrender  to  this 
assault,  if  you  will,  of  the  internation- 
al commerce  of  drugs. 

So  that  when  the  task  forces,  I  think 
there  were  12.  were  organized,  it  gave 
us  some  heart.  I  spoke  to  Detective 
Navarro  of  Broward  County  on  a 
number  of  occasions  in  our  efforts  to 
fight  the  invasion,  if  you  will,  of  drugs 
in  the  Southeastern  part  of  our 
Nation. 

Clearly,  he  shared  the  same  frustra- 
tions that  most  law  enforcement  per- 
sonnel did;  but  the  presence  of  the  12 
task  forces  is  salutory,  no  question 
about  it.  They  are  doing  a  job,  and  will 
continue  to  do  it,  and  the  longer  they 
remain  and  the  better  they  are  fi- 
nanced  with  staff  and   technological 


equipment,  the  more  productive  they 
will  be.  Production  is  measured  in  this 
sense  by  apprehension.  I  am  not  so 
sure  about  prevention,  but  at  least  ap- 
prehension, because  what  has  devel- 
oped over  the  years  is  that  this  form 
of  business  is  the  most  inviting  form 
of  public  enterprise  known  to  man. 

A  classic  illustration  was  found  in 
the  commerce  of  marihuana  down  in 
the  Southeastern  part  of  our  Nation. 
When  I  served  as  chairman  of  the 
Coast  Guard  committee,  we  held  hear- 
ings in  that  area;  but  before  we  held 
the  hearings,  we  held  hearings  in 
Washington,  and  we  determined  that 
the  Coast  Guard  had  not  recognized 
the  drug  problem  as  its  responsibility. 
They  did  not  recognize  that  the  drug 
problem  was  a  mission  that  had  to  be 
addressed. 

I  remember  then-Commandant  Filer 
and  his  aide,  who  stated  very  clearly 
that  they  were  focusing  on  SAR. 
search  and  rescue.  They  did  not  be- 
lieve that  that  was  their  mission,  drug 
interdiction.  We  told  them  very  clearly 
that  the  law  of  the  land  is  there  and 
their  responsibility  is  to  enforce  the 
law  wherever  they  see  it  violated  and 
certainly  the  smuggling  of  this  contra- 
band was  in  violation  of  the  U.S.  law. 

Well,  with  reluctance  they  embarked 
on  this  program.  It  is  remarkable.  The 
results  were  astounding.  At  first  they 
did  not  believe  that  the  Coast  Guards- 
men would  be  interested.  As  it  devel- 
oped, it  was  probably  the  most  stimu- 
lating mission  in  the  service.  It  pro- 
duced great  morale.  It  was  a  tremen- 
dous morale  booster.  People  were  in 
pursuit  of  wrongdoers. 

At  the  time  they  had  taken  the  ini- 
tial position.  I  think  the  previous  year 
they  confiscated  one  vessel  and  40.000 
pounds  of  marihuana.  In  4  years  as  a 
result  of  the  committee  insistence,  and 
people  should  know  that  the  Congress 
was  responsible  for  it,  in  4  years  they 
went  from  1  vessel  to  168  vessels,  from 
40,000  pounds  to  4  million  pounds. 

It  kind  of  put  a  crimp  in  the  market 
in  a  way.  At  least  it  made  it  more  diffi- 
cult for  those  people  who  trafficked  in 
that  contraband  to  continue  to  func- 
tion. 

We  did  something  even  further, 
again  as  the  result  of  a  hearing  in 
Florida.  People  say.  "What  are  these 
hearings  worth?  What  are  they?  They 
are  junkets.  They  are  sojourns."  or 
whatever,  generally  attempting  to 
denigrate  the  action  and  service  and 
conduct  of  the  Congress. 

We  learned  that  there  was  a  loop- 
hole in  the  law,  that  unless  they  could 
prove  intent  to  bring  that  contraband 
into  the  country,  there  was  no  way  the 
U.S.  attorney  could  hold  them  and  it 
was  really  turnstile  justice. 

n  1850 

The  Coast  Guard  would  effect  the 
arrests,  bring  them  in  to  the  U.S.  at- 
torney's office.  The  contraband  would 


be  destroyed  in  incinerators.  But  they 
did  not  have  a  case. 

The  U.S.  Government  would  then 
ship  the  foreign  nationals  back  to 
their  home  of  origin  at  our  expense 
and  release  the  American  nationals 
there  with  very  little  prosecution. 

We  discovered  there  was  a  loophole 
there  and  we  created  some  rebuttable 
presumptions  and  I  introduced  legisla- 
tion. I  know  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Hughes)  was  a  cosponsor 
and  a  strong  advocate  of  that  legisla- 
tion. We  closed  that  loophole  and  we 
went  from  a  12  percent  conviction  rate 
to  about  a  90-percent  conviction  rate. 
It  was  not  as  free  a  flow  of  traffic  or 
as  free  a  business  as  it  had  been,  and  it 
is  remarkable  that  that  is  what  it  took. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  yes.  Con- 
gress did  respond  to  that  point  but 
why  should  there  not  have  been  some 
agency  or  some  central  control,  as  the 
gentleman  advocates,  to  be  able  to 
review  this  process  and  review  this 
procedure  that  had  been  going  on  for 
years  had  say  "Well,  what  is  wrong 
here?  Lets  find  a  method,  a  resolu- 
tion, or  solution  to  the  problem." 

Happily  we  found  it  in  a  hearing,  but 
really  it  should  have  been  found  in  an 
administrative  position  long  before  we 
got  into  it. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  Let  me  say  to  my  col- 
league that  he  has  not  mentioned  the 
fact  that  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  was  the  leader,  first  of  all,  in  the 
efforts  to  get  the  Coast  Guard  more 
deeply  involved  in  the  drug  enforce- 
ment mission. 

The  gentleman  was  chairman  of  the 
Coast  Guard  Subcommittee  at  the 
point  if  my  recollection  serves  me  cor- 
rectly and  was  primarily  responsible 
for  getting  legislation  through. 

But  the  difficulty,  once  again,  was 
the  response  that  we  often  got  back 
that  "We  have  not  done  it  this  way." 

We  saw  the  same  problem,  as  the 
gentleman  may  recall,  when  we  sug- 
gested that  we  should  modify  the 
posse  comitatus  law  to  permit  the 
sharing  of  intelligence  information 
collected  by  the  military  as  the  Navy 
planes  overfly  the  Caribbean  in  par- 
ticular, but  other  areas  of  the  country, 
to  share  that  intelligence  information 
with  the  law  enforcement  community 
where  it  was  relevant  to  a  law  enforce- 
ment mission,  and  to  share  equipment 
when  that  was  available  and  not  neces- 
sary for  a  military  mission. 

The  gentleman  remembers  the  re- 
sponse by  the  Department  of  Defense 
at  the  time  was  that  is  not  their  mis- 
sion. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  remember  it  only  too  well.  We 
were  frustrated,  and  the  gentleman  is 
right. 

It  is  that  state  of  inertia,  that  status 
quo  that  this  is  the  way  we  have  done 
it,  this  is  the  way  it  is  being  done. 


Well,  obviously  it  is  not  working.  It 
has  not  been  working  and  to  have  all 
of  that  technology  that  could  be  so 
helpful  in  a  coordinate  effort  available 
and  not  being  used,  it  was  shameful, 
shameful. 
Happily  we  have  overcome  that. 
Mr.  HUGHES.  I  might  say  to  my  col- 
league that  we  will  have  an  oversight 
hearing  tomorrow  on  the  operation  of 
the  posse  comitatus  law.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  has  been  extremely 
cooperative  and  it  has  produced  dra- 
matic results. 

If  we  had  to  point  to  one  single 
thing  that  we  have  done  in  the  last 
perhaps  18  months  to  2  years  in  the 
area  of  drug  enforcement,  I  would  say 
that  that  is  one  modification  that  we 
effected  that  produced  tremendous  re- 
sults. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  There  is  no  question 
that  it  is  most  essential. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  We  had  to  overcome 
the  built-in  inertia,  the  suggestions 
that  we  did  not  do  it  that  way,  that 
that  is  not  our  mission,  you  know,  the 
old  battle  that  has  been  part  and 
parcel  of  the  way  we  have  been  doing 
business  around  here  for  years  that 
unfortunately  prevents  us  from  maxi- 
mizing our  efforts. 

The  gentleman  is  absolutely  correct 
and  right  on  target. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield  I  will  close  with 
these  few  comments.  Clearly  anyone, 
anyone,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  be  in 
law  enforcement,  any  managerial  indi- 
vidual, any  executive  will  recognize 
that  when  you  have  different  agencies 
and  a  number  of  task  forces  with  a 
single  objective  you  need  central  con- 
trol to  maximize  the  effectiveness  of 
the  entire  undertaking. 

Clearly  the  gentleman's  suggestion, 
which  is  translated  by  virtue  of  the 
bill  he  has  introduced  to  establish  a 
Cabinet-level  position  to  deal  with 
this,  is  on  the  right  track. 

It  is  as  important  as  any  other  Cabi- 
net position  in  the  administration  be- 
cause you  are  talking  about  an  epi- 
demic. You  are  talking  about  the 
threat  to  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
Americans  who  become  addicted  and 
through  them  the  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands who  are  the  victims  of  those 
drug  addicts  who  go  out  and  prey 
upon  the  irmocent  in  order  to  support 
that  habit. 

So,  I  commend  the  gentleman.  But  it 
surprises  me,  not  because  the  gentle- 
man has  been  one  of  the  most 
thoughtful  Members  and  serious 
Members  of  the  House,  and  has  com- 
mitted himself  in  this  area. 

I  am  just  delighted  he  has  intro- 
duced this  legislation  and  I  am  hope- 
ful the  administration  will  respond  in 
an  affirmative  fashion  which  would  be 
consistent  with  their  whole  initiative 
in  the  drug  effort. 
I  thank  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  HUGHES.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

We  are  indeed  fortunate  to  have  the 
contributions  the  gentleman  makes. 
He  brings  to  the  Congress,  as  he  has 
indicated,  over  two  decades  of  distin- 
guished service  as  a  police  officer  in 
New  York  City,  and  he  brings  a  great 
deal  of  expertise  in  addition  to  his  con- 
stituency, which  he  has  in  his  congres- 
sional district. 

The  law  enforcement  community  is 
indeed  fortunate  to  have  someone  like 
the  gentleman  to  advance  the  inter- 
ests of  law  enforcement  throughout 
the  country.  So  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  participating. 

As  I  indicated,  the  Director  of  Drug 
Abuse  Policy  is  charged  with  setting 
the  policies,  priorities,  and  objectives 
of  all  the  agencies  involved  in  drug  en- 
forcement and  drug  abuse,  and  evalu- 
ating their  performance  in  meeting 
those  objectives.  He  or  she  shall  rec- 
ommend changes  to  the  President  re- 
garding the  allocation  of  personnel  to 
and  within  the  agencies  as  the  Direc- 
tor determines  is  appropriate  to  carry 
out  the  policies  he  or  she  has  estab- 
lished. 

The  Director  will  have  clear  author- 
ity to  coordinate  and  oversee  the  per- 
formance of  drug  abuse  functions  by 
all  of  the  Federal  agencies,  and  to 
make  recommendations  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  the  necessary  changes  in  or- 
ganization, management,  and  budgets 
of  such  agencies  in  order  to  carry  out 
a  national  strategy.  One  of  the  princi- 
pal powers  of  the  Director  of  Drug 
Abuse  Policy  will  be  to  review  the 
annual  budgets  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for 
the  drug  abuse  functions  of  the  vari- 
ous departments,  and  to  make  recom- 
mendations to  the  President  concern- 
ing these  budgets  before  they  are  fi- 
nalized and  submitted  to  Congress. 

The  need  for  such  a  director  has 
been  clear  for  a  long  time.  Unfortu- 
nately the  administration  has  told  us 
that  they  do  not  need  such  a  position. 
But  the  ludicrous  nature  of  the  admin- 
istration's position  was  tellingly  re- 
vealed last  month  in  an  exchange  be- 
tween the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Select  Committee  on  Narcotics 
Abuse  and  Control,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Rangel).  and  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Inter- 
national Narcotics  Matters,  Mr.  Do- 
minic DiCarlo,  "Who  is  in  charge  of 
the  Administration's  drug  efforts?" 
asked  Mr.  Rangel.  The  President," 
replied  Mr.  DiCarlo.  The  sad  truth  is 
that  Mr.  DiCarlo  is  right.  But  given 
the  enormous  number  of  highly  com- 
plex respsonsibilities  shouldered  by 
the  President,  it  is  simply  impossible 
for  him  to  personally  direct  and  review 
the  drug  enforcement  activities  of  the 
Justice  Department,  the  Treasury  De- 
partment, the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation, the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  Central  Intelligence  Agency,  the 


Department  of  State,  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services, 
which  are  all  deeply  involved  in  the 
myriad  aspects  of  this  problem. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  December  this 
House,  and  the  other  body,  sent  to  the 
President  the  most  comprehensive 
crime  fighting  legislation  in  a  dozen 
years.  But  the  President  vetoed  that 
bill,  which  reflected  2  years  of  hard 
work  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  because 
one  provision  created  a  wholly  new 
office  of  National  and  International 
Drug  Operations  and  Policy,  called 
NIDOP  for  short.  There  were  some 
problems  with  that  approach,  but  we 
could  have  worked  them  out.  The  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Shaw)  has  introduced  an  im- 
proved version  of  the  NIDOP  ap- 
proach. H.R. 3326. 

The  approach  that  I  am  taking 
today  is  different.  I  am  proposing  that 
we  take  the  existing  law.  and  the  posi- 
tion that  already  exists  in  the  White 
House,  and  give  it  the  authority,  the 
responsibility,  and  the  rank  to  give  to 
the  President  a  strong  right  hand  in 
drug  enforcement.  This  position  will 
be  able  to  pull  together  the  many 
agencies  now  operating  in  haphazard, 
ad  hoc  working  groups  and  at  cross 
purposes.  My  proposal  gives  to  the 
person  now  charged  with  developing 
the  national  strategy  for  drug  enforce- 
ment and  drug  abuse  prevention  the 
responsibility  to  see  that  the  strategy 
is  carried  out. 

The  crime  bill  of  the  97lh  Congress 
which  created  the  new  NIDOP  posi- 
tion was  vetoed  because  the  mid-level 
bureaucrats  persuaded  the  President 
thai  it  would  have  established  a  sepa- 
rate drug  czar  and  an  additional  level 
of  bureaucracy.  The  bill  I  am  introduc- 
ing today  will  allow-us-to  cut  through 
the  many  levels  of  bureaucracy  that 
have  built  up  over  the  years. 

Vice  President  Bush  has  proven  that 
we  need  a  drug  czar,  that  it  works,  and 
that  the  General  Accounting  Office 
has  been  right.  Now  that  we  are  get- 
ling  the  resources  to  engage  in  a 
meaningful  fight  against  drug  traffick- 
ers, we  need  a  general  who  can  direct 
the  troops  and  achieve  results. 
•  Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
commend  the  bipartisan  spirit  of  our 
colleagues,  Congressmen  William 
Hughes,  Clay  Shaw,  Jr..  Lawrence 
Smith,  and  Harold  Sawyer,  for  re- 
questing this  special  order  on  drug  en- 
forcement. Their  leadership  and  inex- 
orable commitment  to  eradicating  the 
massive  influx  of  illicit  substances  into 
the  United  States  have  contributed 
significantly  to  the  appreciable 
progress  that  has  been  made  on  this 
front  in  the  war  against  crime. 

Regrettably,  however,  many  of  those 
who  are  engaged  in  illicit  drug  activi- 
ties, particularly  narcotics  traffickers, 
often  have  more  sophisiticated  equip- 
ment at  their  disposal  than  do  our 
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local.  State,  and  Federal  officials 
spearheading  drug  interdiction  efforts. 
As  an  example  of  this  degree  of  so- 
phistication, during  a  rare  cocaine 
bust  which  was  made  June  24.  1982.  in 
Los  Angeles,  2  kilograms  of  cocaine 
were  seized  along  with  an  Apple  Com- 
puter. Computers  are  used  by  drug 
pushers  to  keep  records  of  the  areas  or 
regions  they  feed;  drug  transactions 
and  the  status  of  accounts;  and  the 
volume  of  drugs  handled  during  a 
given  period.  Also.  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
officials  have  emphasized  in  discus- 
sions with  me  that  drug  traffickers 
frequently  possess  much  faster  and 
more  nimble  vessels  to  support  their 
clandestine  activities  than  the  Coast 
Guard  has  to  prevent  those  activities 
and  to  make  apprehensions. 

Recently  the  U.S.  Government 
opened  a  regional  drug  interdiction 
office  in  Long  Beach,  as  part  of  a  new 
National  Narcotics  Border  Interdiction 
System  under  the  direction  of  the  Vice 
President.  The  Long  Beach  regional 
office  constitutes  one  of  six  such  of- 
fices now  operational  and  is  part  of  an 
expanded  effort  to  arrest  the  flow  of 
illicit  substances  into  the  United 
States.  This  nationwide  approach  is  an 
outgrowth  of  a  pilot  program  begun  in 
southern  norida.  Although  it  has 
been  hailed  by  the  administration  as 
contributing  significantly  to  a  record- 
ed increase  in  narcotics  seizures  there, 
one  notable  adverse  effect  of  the  pro- 
gram was  that  drug  traffickers  began 
shifting  their  operations  to  the  west 
coast.  This  is  one  fact  to  which  I 
sought  to  alert  the  administrations  at- 
tention and  apparently  contributed  to 
the  National  Narcotics  Border  Inter- 
diction Systems  recognition  of  the 
need  for  a  regional  center  in  Long 
Beach. 

It  is  still  far  too  early  to  predict 
what  the  success  will  be  of  the  revised 
approach  to  this  thorn  in  Americas 
breast.  Yet  in  the  wake  of  a  recent 
General  Accounting  Office  report 
urging  that  the  President  "make  a 
clear  delegation  of  responsibility  to 
one  individual  to  oversee  Federal  drug 
enforcement  programs,"  a  shadow  of 
doubt  surrounds  assertions  that  the 
Vice  President  will  be  able  to  devote  as 
much  time  as  must  necessarily  be  re- 
quired to  effectively  coordinate  any 
comprehensive  effort  against  the 
spread  of  illicit  drugs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  National  Narcot- 
ics Border  Interdiction  System,  as 
presently  conceived,  is  unable  to  satis- 
fy the  expectations  of  our  citizenry, 
then  the  Congress  should  again  con- 
sider the  type  of  legislation  we  passed 
during  the  97th  Congress  which  would 
insure  such  an  effective  and  compre- 
hensive effort  toward  the  eventual 
eradication  of  a  burgeoning  narcotics 
subculture.* 

•  Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  subscribe 
to  the  idea  that  experience  is  the  best 
teacher.  If  something  works,  then  by 


all  means  repeat  it.  In  south  Florida 
we  learned  from  experience  that  the 
best  approach  to  solving  the  drug 
problem  in  this  country  is  to  turn  the 
lions  loose.  In  order  to  make  even  the 
smallest  dent  in  this  msissive  problem, 
we  must  secure  the  commitment  of  all 
Federal  resources.  The  local  law  en- 
forcement community  deserves  our 
thanks,  for  they  have  done  a  fine  job. 
but  the  job  has  exceeded  their  re- 
sources. The  Government  should  not 
be  expected  to  solve  a  national  prob- 
lem. We.  in  south  Florida,  have  been 
fortunate  enough  to  receive  a  commit- 
ment to  fight  drug  smuggling  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  form  of 
the  South  Florida  Task  Force  Against 
Crime.  This  administration  recognized 
what  many  have  said  all  along,  the 
drug  trafficking  problem  in  south 
Florida  is  a  national  problem,  not  a 
local  one.  Florida  has  8.000  miles  of 
shoreline  and  as  many  as  200  deserted 
airstrips,  thus  making  it  an  easy  port 
of  entry  for  those  smuggling  drugs 
from  South  America  or  the  Caribbean. 
In  order  to  halt  the  insideous  flow  of 
illegal  drugs  into  this  country  through 
Florida,  we  need  the  help  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  and  all  of  its  re- 
sources. 

We  learned  a  valuable  lesson  from 
this  task  force.  We  can  win  this  war  on 
drugs  that  threatens  the  very  future 
of  this  country.  But.  it  takes  the  lead- 
ership of  an  individual  with  all  the  re- 
sources of  the  Federal  Government  at 
his/her  command.  The  South  Florida 
Task  Force  is  a  model  for  the  rest  of 
the  country. 

Armed  with  the  equipment  and  per- 
sonnel of  the  FBI.  DEA,  BAFT,  Cus- 
toms. Coast  Guard,  the  military,  and 
under  the  able  leadership  of  the  Vice 
President,  the  task  force  has  achieved 
spectacular  results.  Extending  this 
model  to  the  rest  of  the  country  will 
undoubtedly  lead  to  a  reduction  of  the 
availability  of  illegal  drugs  in  all  areas 
of  our  country. 

We  have  known  for  many  years  that 
one  of  the  biggest  obstacles  to  over- 
come in  this  war  on  drugs  is  the  lack 
of  a  unified,  coordinated  plan  of  action 
with  one  central  point  of  control.  To 
put  it  simply,  the  left  hand  has  for  too 
long  not  known  what  the  right  hand  is 
doing.  This  confusion  is  really  under- 
standable, as  there  are  many  agencies 
charged  with  the  responsibilities  of  en- 
forcing our  drug  laws  and  no  one  call- 
ing the  shots.  Agencies  find  them- 
selves duplicating  activities,  while  let- 
ting others  fall  through  the  cracks  as- 
suming that  the  work  will  be  done 
elsewhere.  This  will  simply  not  do.  In 
order  to  institute  an  effective  strategy. 
we  must  cut  through  any  lingering 
turf  battles  between  agencies  and 
clearly  define  their  roles.  I  have  intro- 
duced a  bill  that  will  do  just  that. 

H.R.  3326  will  establish  an  Office  of 
the  Director  of  National  and  Interna- 
tional   Drug   Operations   and    Policy. 


The  President  is  directed  to  appoint 
either  the  Vice  President  or  a  Member 
of  his  Cabinet  to  serve  as  Director  of 
this  office.  The  Director  will  have  the 
responsibility  to  develop,  review,  im- 
plement and  enforce  the  U.S.  policy 
with  respect  to  illegal  drugs. 

An  important  point  has  to  be  made 
about  this  bill.  The  legislation  clearly 
states  that  the  Director  will  carry  out 
his/her  duties  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  head  of  the  agency  involved.  Last 
year,  during  the  closing  days  of  the 
97th  Congress,  we  discussed  a  bill  that 
set  up  an  office  to  coordinate  drug 
problems.  One  criticism  of  the  bill  was 
that  it  set  up  a  new  office,  located  in 
the  hierarchy  of  the  Government 
below  the  Cabinet  that  would  direct 
the  drug  enforcement  activitie.s  of  all 
Cabinet  departments.  Many  had  diffi- 
culties visualizing  a  subcabinet  level 
office  directing  Cabinet-level  officials. 
To  be  quite  honest,  I  understand  the 
problems  with  this  approach.  My  bill 
addresses  the  concerns  raised  by  the 
administration.  The  most  vital  compo- 
nent of  any  office  of  drug  policy  which 
may  be  instituted  is  the  status  of  the 
Director.  It  is  imperative  that  the  Di- 
rector of  this  office  have  cabinet 
status. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  confident  that  we 
can  rid  this  country  of  the  ever  in- 
creasing menace  of  illegal  drugs,  but  it 
will  take  the  firm  commitment  of 
every  available  resource.  I  applaud  the 
efforts  of  this  administration,  they 
have  done  much  good  work  in  this 
area,  although  there  is  still  work  to  be 
done.  The  South  Florida  Task  Force 
was  the  first  step.  The  recently  an- 
nounced regional  task  forces  working 
in  concert  with  the  newly  established 
broader  interdiction  teams  will  be  a 
great  deterrent  to  the  trafficking  of 
narcotics.  Appointing  a  high  ranking 
official  to  coordinate  all  of  these  oper- 
ations would  certainly  complete  the 
puzzle.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  all  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  to  carefully  consider 
this  proposal.9 

•  Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee's  Subcom- 
mittee on  Crime,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Hughes),  the  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Crime  Subcommittee,  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Sawyer), 
and  the  gentlemen  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Shaw  and  Mr.  Smith),  for  taking  this 
special  order  on  H.R.  3664.  revising 
the  authority  of  the  Office  of  Drug 
Abuse  Policy.  As  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Narcotics  Select  Com- 
mittee, which  is  chaired  by  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Ranged,  I  am  pleased  to  co- 
sponser  this  measure  and  to  once 
again  support  a  similar  initiative  that 
unfortunately  was  vetoed  by  the  Presi- 
dent during  the  closing  days  of  the 
last  Congress. 


H.R.  3664  provides  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  Cabinet-level  Director  for 
the  Office  of  Drug  Abuse  Policy— a  Di- 
rector who  would:  First,  establish  poli- 
cies, objectives  and  priorities  for  the 
Federal  effort  to  control  the  traffic 
and  abuse  of  illicit  drugs;  second,  co- 
ordinate and  oversee  the  performance 
of  our  Federal  drug  agencies;  third, 
recommend  to  the  President  certain 
organizational,  managerial,  and  budg- 
etary changes  for  implementing  our 
Federal  drug  prevention  and  control 
programs;  and  fourth,  consult  with 
State  and  local  governments  regarding 
their  relations  with  the  Federal  drug 
agencies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislative  proposal 
comes  at  a  time  when  drug  trafficking 
and  drug  abuse  have  reached  epidemic 
proportions    throughout    the    world, 
when    drug    trafficking    just    in    our 
Nation  alone  represents  a  $90  billion 
business  activity,  when  drug  law  en- 
forcement officials  report  seizures  of 
marihuana,  heroin,  and  other  danger- 
ous  drugs   by   the   planeload   or   the 
boatload,    when    hospital    emergency 
rooms  report  increased  numbers  of  our 
citizens  succumbing  to  drug  overdose, 
and   when   approximately    500.000   of 
our  citizens  have  become  drug  addicts. 
This  legislative  proposal  also  comes 
at  a  time  when  the  President  has  cre- 
ated  the  South  Florida  Crime  Task 
Force,  headed  by  our  Vice  President,  a 
dozen  organized  crime  drug  enforce- 
ment task  forces,  orchestrated,  I  be- 
lieve, by  the  Associate  Attorney  Gen- 
eral,    and     the     National     Narcotics 
Border  Interdiction  System  (NNBIS), 
also   headed   by   our   Vice   President, 
that  is  responsible  for  seaborne,  air- 
borne,    and     cross-border     narcotics 
interdiction.  There  is  also  a  Cabinet 
Council  on  Legal  Policy,  headed  by  the 
Attorney  General,  and  the  Council's 
Working  Group  on  Drug  Supply  Re- 
duction.   A    Coordinating    Board    for 
NNBIS    is    headed    by    Adm.    Daniel 
Murphy,  the  Vice  President's  Chief  of 
Staff,   who  also  chairs   the  Working 
Group   of   the   South   Florida   Crime 
Task  Force.  A  Drug  Task  Force  Pro- 
gram Administrator  serves  as  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Working  Group  on 
Organized  Crime.  There  is  also  a  Cabi- 
net   Council    on    Human    Resources 
chaired   by   the  Secretary   of  Health 
and  Human  Resources  and  the  Coun- 
cil's Working  Group  on  the  Health  As- 
pects of  Drug  Abuse,  chaired  by  Dr. 
Carlton  Turner,  Director  of  the  White 
House  Drug  Abuse  Policy  Office.  The 
apparently  defunct  Strategy  Council, 
which  is  responsible  for  formulating 
our  overall  Federal  drug  strategy,  is 
still  on  the  statute  books. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  an  obvious 
need  for  coordinating  this  fragmented 
Federal  drug  effort  that  consists  of  a 
plethora  of  departments,  agencies,  bu- 
reaus, administrations,  councils,  task 
forces,  and  working  groups.  Who  is  in 
charge  of  formulating  and  implement- 


ing a  comprehensive,  coordinated  Fed- 
eral drug  strategy?  Who  is  coordinat- 
ing our  drug  trafficking  and  drug  pre- 
vention programs  with  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  and  health  officials? 

Given   the   magnitude  of  the  drug 
problem  and  the  fragmented  Federal 
effort  to  prevent  drug  trafficking  and 
drug  abuse,  we  need  a  central  author- 
ity that  has  the  stature  and  the  acces- 
sibility to  the  President  to  pull  these 
disparate   agencies   and  programs  to- 
gether and  to  formulate,  implement, 
coordinate,  and  prioritize  our  Federal 
drug  effort.  Although  some  critize  the 
CO  -cept  of  a  drug  czar,  I  support  a  pro- 
posal that  would  place  responsibility 
and  authority  for  directing  our  war  on 
drugs  in  one  individual.  Accordingly, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  this  effort  to  help  bring  order  out 
of  a  widespread  bureaucratic  effort  to 
prevent  and  control  drug  abuse  both 
in  our  Nation  and  abroad. • 
•  Mr.  DWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  need 
for  a  coordinated  strategy  to  fight  ille- 
gal  drug  trafficking  has  never  been 
clearer,  as  the  drug  problem  continues 
to  afflict  all  sectors  of  American  socie- 
ty. 

Efforts  are  being  waged  to  combat 
drug  smuggling  and  crack  down  on  of- 
fenders. These  efforts  have  met  with  a 
great  deal  of  success  and  should  be 
strengthened. 

The  subcommittee  appropriating 
funds  for  the  Justice  Department  on 
which  I  serve  has  recommended  an 
historic  $1  billion  budget  for  the  Fed- 
eral Bureau  of  Investigation.  The  Ap- 
propriations Committee  has  also  rec- 
ommended funding  for  12  new  region- 
al drug  task  forces  in  addition  to  the 
South  Florida  Task  Force  to  cover  the 
entire  United  States. 

As  we  all  know,  the  drug  problem  is 
worsened  and  fueled  by  the  influence 
and  participation  of  organized  crime, 
and  the  top  priority  of  these  task 
forces  is  the  disruption  of  the  distribu- 
tion and  sales  networks  set  up  by 
these  criminal  drug-trafficking  enter- 
prises throughout  the  Nation. 

These  various  efforts  have  already 
made  major  advances  in  our  fight 
against  drugs.  The  law  enforcement 
community  deserves  our  continued 
and  strong  commitment  matched  by  a 
level  of  support  that  will  allow  its  in- 
vestigators and  prosecutors  to  increase 
their  antidrug  activities. 

I  want  to  thank  my  colleagues  on 
the  House  Subcommittee  on  Crime, 
and  its  chairman,  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Hughes,  for  calling  this  special  order, 
affording  members  an  opportunity  to 
focus  once  again  on  the  drug  problem, 
a  problem  that  is  too  serious  and  far 
reaching  to  be  denied  a  coordinated 
strategy  to  combat  it.» 
•  Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Hughes)  for  taking 
this  special  order  to  discuss  the  need 


for  strong  coordination  of  our  anti- 
drug activities. 

When  I  served  as  chairman  of  the 
House  criminal  justice  committee  in 
the  Florida  legislature,  I  worked  to 
help  enact  tough  anticrime  legislation 
to  deal  with  the  increase  in  criminal 
activity  in  a  large  part  attributable  to 
drug  trafficking.  Now,  as  a  Congress- 
man in  a  position  to  do  more.  I  am  be- 
coming frustrated  by  the  lack  of  cen- 
tralized leadership  in  this  area. 

I  view  this  problem  from  what  may 
be  a  unique  situation.  I  serve  on  the 
three  committees  that  have  responsi- 
bility   for    antidrug    legislation.    The 
Select  Committee  on  Narcotics  Abuse 
and     Control     reviews     the     Federal 
antinarcotics  policy  and  recommends 
legislation  to  insure  that  a  coordinated 
antidrug  strategy  receives  congression- 
al support  and  funding.  The  Subcom- 
mittee on  International  Operations  of 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  over- 
sees  international   narcotics   manage- 
ment operations,  such  as  the  destruc- 
tion of  drugs  at  their  source  and  crop 
substitution.    Finally,    the    Judiciary 
Committee— and  especially  the  Crime 
Subcommittee   on   which   I   have   the 
privilege  to  serve  with  the  gentleman 
from    New    Jersey,    a    man    whom    I 
admire  for  his  dedication— oversees  do- 
mestic antidrug  programs  and  drafts 
more    severe    criminal    penalties    for 
drug  traffickers  and  pushers. 

In  the  first  6  months  of  the  97th 
Congress,  I  have  attended  scores  of 
hearings  on  Federal  antidrug  activi- 
ties. These  efforts  have  three  major 
components:  eradication  of  the  drugs 
at  the  country  of  source;  interdiction 
of  the  drugs  before  they  reach  this 
country;  and  domestic  law  enforce- 
ment programs  to  deal  with  the  deal- 
ers and  the  effects  of  drugs  on  the 
populace.  In  listening  to  and  question- 
ing the  various  officials  with  responsi- 
bility for  one  segment  of  this  effort  or 
another,  I  have  been  particularly  frus- 
trated by  the  Rube  Goldberg  appara- 
tus that  supposedly  is  coordinating 
these  important  functions,  even 
though  the  dedication  of  the  agents 
and  support  personnel  is  very  high. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the 
GAO  report  of  June  13,  entitled  "Fed- 
eral Drug  Interdiction  Efforts  Need 
Strong  Central  Oversight."  The  report 
contains  a  great  deal  of  information 
on  our  drug  war.  For  those  wbo^o  not 
serve  on  these  committees,  the  report 
should  make  for  disturbing  reading. 
Consider  for  a  moment  the  following: 
Federal  funds  for  drug  interdiction 
have  tripled  over  the  level  in  1977,  but 
funds  for  international  drug  activities 
and  domestic  law  enforcement  have 
remained  relatively  constant. 

Only  16  percent  of  imported  mari- 
huana and  10  percent  of  heroin,  co- 
caine, and  other  dangerous  drugs  have 
been  seized  as  a  result  of  Federal  ef- 
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forts.  At  the  same  time,  however, 
street  prices  for  drugs  are  dropping. 

Ninety-five  percent  of  those  arrested 
in  interdiction  cases  are  low  level  vio- 
lators, and  they  spend  less  than  a  year 
in  jail. 

Fragmentation  of  the  Federal  ef- 
forts limit  their  effectiveness.  Budgets 
are  developed  separately.  The  goals 
and  policies  of  the  various  agencies  are 
not  necessarily  symmetrical.  In  addi- 
tion, this  administration  has  seen  fit 
to  request  lower  budget  authority  in 
many  cases  than  in  previous  years. 

The  GAO  recommends  that  the 
President  ( 1 )  develop  a  more  definitive 
drug  strategy  that  stipulates  the  roles 
of  the  various  agencies  and  (2)  clearly 
deliniate  to  one  individual  responsibil- 
ity for  Federal  drug  enforcement  pro- 
grams. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 
GAO  report  tends  to  support  the  om- 
nibus crime  bill  that  the  Congress  ap- 
proved in  1982  but  that  the  President 
pocket  vetoed.  I  am  convinced  that  we 
must  improve  the  present  situation 
and,  therefore,  am  cosponsoring  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey's  bill  to 
upgrade  the  Office  of  Drug  Abuse 
Policy  in  the  White  House. 

I  have  nothing  against  the  present 
office  or  its  director.  But.  he  does  not 
now  possess  the  requisite  authority 
within  the  administration  to  insure 
proper  coordination  of  all  Federal 
antidrug  efforts.  Let  us  face  facts: 
Even  if  Dr.  Turner  believes  that  the 
State  Department  should  devote  addi- 
tional funds  to  international  eradicta- 
tion  efforts.  I  doubt  that  he  could  get 
Secretary  Shultz  to  put  additional 
funds  into  the  budget  or  to  instruct 
our  ambassadors  to  place  greater  em- 
phasis on  local  efforts.  I  also  doubt 
that  Secretary  Dole  or  the  Attorney 
General  would  permit  Dr.  Turner  to 
dictate  their  budgets  or  determine 
their  policy  priorities. 

Unless  we  improve  coordination,  we 
will  not  be  able  to  make  any  perceiva- 
ble reduction  in  the  amount  of  drugs 
that  come  into  the  country.  I  submit 
that  the  present  interagency  efforts 
are  too  cumbersome  to  make  a  perceiv- 
able impact  on  drug  trafficking.  Gov- 
ernment by  commission  may  work  for 
less  important  problems,  but  it  obvi- 
ously does  not  work  in  the  antidrug 
field. 

Because  of  the  multifaceted  nature 
of  the  drug  problem,  our  solutions  also 
must  be  multidimentional.  An  effec- 
tive antidrug  policy  must  include  a 
strong  program  to  eliminate  the 
sources  of  drugs,  increased  interdic- 
tion offshore,  the  capturing  and  pun- 
ishment of  top-level  drug  dealers,  and 
rehabilitation  for  drug  abusers.  Unfor- 
tunately, current  efforts  nationwide 
are  lacking  and  lagging  in  these  areas. 

The  South  Florida  Task  Force  shows 
what  could  happen  when  a  single  pow- 
erful individual  has  the  authority  and 
power  to  coordinate  properly  a  multi- 


agency  antidrug  operation.  That  is 
what  we  need  on  a  national  basis.  The 
country  needs  a  powerful  antidrug  co- 
ordinator to  handle  this  continuing 
problem.  I  am  committed  to  doing  ev- 
erything possible  to  insure  that  our 
law  enforcement  officials  have  the 
necessary  tools  for  this  fight.* 

•  Mr.  MINISH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  my  colleagues  in  whatever 
effort  is  necessary  to  coordinate  a 
drug  enforcement  program  that  works. 

We  are  all  aware  of  the  success  that 
efforts  such  as  Operation  Greenback 
has  had  on  illegal  drug  importation  in 
the  regions  of  southern  Florida.  In  the 
early  stages  of  that  operation,  many 
indictments  involving  even  many  more 
defendants  were  filed.  Numerous  other 
investigations  have  been  opened  and 
multimillion  dollars  have  been  seized 
from  the  drug  violators.  But  do  not  let 
those  facts  deceive  you. 

I  have  recently  read  a  General  Ac- 
counting Office  report  on  the  subject 
of  Federal  drug  interdiction.  The 
report  indicates  that  while  coopera- 
tion among  the  three  agencies  respon- 
sible for  the  effort  is  increasing,  each 
agency  has  different  programs,  goals, 
and  priorities.  I  am  sure  you  can  see 
where  fragmentation  such  as  this 
exists,  inefficiency  and  interagency 
conflicts  also  exist. 

Despite  the  success  of  Vice  President 
Bush's  initiative  with  the  South  Flori- 
da Task  Force  operation,  we  still  fail 
to  impede  a  large  percentage  of  the 
flow  of  drugs  into  this  country. 

GAO  indicates  that  only  16  percent 
of  the  marijuana  and  less  than  10  per- 
cent of  heroin,  cocaine,  l-"*  oti.er  dan- 
gerous drugs  are  being  seized  by  our 
present  enforcement  efforts.  The  Sub- 
committee on  Banking  Oversight  and 
Renegotiation  has  held  hearings 
under  the  Bank  Secrecy  Act  to  coordi- 
nate the  efforts  of  the  responsible 
agencies.  As  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee. I  am  happy  to  report  that  co- 
operation is  occurring,  but  a  great  deal 
more  must  be  done.  We  must  get  the 
drug  problem  under  control.  I  intend 
to  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  accom- 
plish that  task  and  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues' support  on  the  matter.* 

•  Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
member  of  the  Select  Committee  on 
Narcotics  Abuse  and  Control.  I  appre- 
ciate this  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
need  for  a  comprehensive,  centralized 
approach  to  enforcement  of  Federal 
laws  against  drug  abuse  and  drug  traf- 
ficking. 

Where  a  highly  visible,  highly  pres- 
tigious official  or  task  force  has  been 
brought  to  Dear  on  the  problem  of 
drug  trafficking,  the  results  can  be  in- 
spiring to  those  of  us  who  cherish  the 
hope  that  we  can  eliminate  the  plague 
of  drug  abuse  from  our  Nation.  Vice 
President  Bush's  South  Florida  Task 
Force  has  markedly  reduced  the  crime 
rate  in  that  part  of  the  country.  The 
Vice  President's  task  force  is  an  exam- 


ple of  the  success  which  can  be 
achieved  when  a  strong  central  figure 
with  access  to  the  President  provides 
the  leadership  necessary  to  coordinate 
the  myriad,  multiagency  efforts  in  the 
field  of  drug  enforcement. 

In  my  congressional  district,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  has  aimounced 
an  escalated  enforcement  effort  on  the 
George  Washington  Memorial  Park- 
way, when  trafficking  there  increased 
dramatically  in  response  to  stepped-up 
efforts  elsewhere  in  the  Metropolitan 
Washington  area.  The  problem  in  my 
district  was  a  microcosm  of  the  overall 
national  problem.  There  was  a  tempo- 
rary crash  effort  in  a  nearby  jurisdic- 
tion which  apparently  achieved  some 
success,  but  in  the  absence  of  a  coordi- 
nated effort  across  jurisdictional  lines, 
the  effort  also  moved  the  problem  to 
another  area  under  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion, which  was  not  prepared  or 
equipped  to  handle  the  problem  at  the 
time. 

The  statistics  reflect  the  current  re- 
gional successes  which  we  have  en- 
joyed against  drug  trafficking.  For  in- 
stance, we  have  recently  seen  record- 
breaking  seizures  of  multiton  ship- 
ments of  marihuana.  The  Vice  Presi- 
dent's task  force  is  having  a  noticeable 
impact  in  south  Florida.  Bringing  the 
FBI  into  the  drug  enforcement  fight 
and  the  creation  of  12  drug  enforce- 
ment task  forces  are  strong  steps  to 
attack  the  drug  trafficking  problem 
with  a  number  of  new  and  original  ap- 
proaches. But  the  statistics  also  show 
that  the  successes  gained  under  these 
various  crash  programs  can  be  fleet- 
ing. The  quantities  of  drugs  which  are 
entering  the  United  States  are  still  in- 
creasing. 

The  increasing  amounts  of  illegal 
substances  entering  this  country  indi- 
cate that  we  need  a  crash  effort  na- 
tionwide to  make  national  statistics  re- 
flect the  successes  which  have  been 
achieved  in  some  regions  under  a  vari- 
ety of  programs  and  task  forces.  A  cen- 
tralized approach  under  one  office  is  a 
possible  solution  which  we  must  inves- 
tigate. We  all  would  like  to  see  a  sus- 
tained, coordinated  drive  against  the 
problem.  Jurisdictional  and  inter- 
agency rivalries  must  be  set  aside  in 
the  interest  of  cooperation. 

The  question  is  how  best  to  achieve 
better  coordination.  Creating  a  new 
Office  of  National  and  International 
Drug  Operations  and  Policy  or  revis- 
ing the  authority  of  the  Office  of 
Drug  Abuse  Police  might  provide  the 
necessary  leadership  to  coordinate  our 
disparate  national  efforts  against  drug 
trafficking.  However,  if  either  of  these 
approaches  gives  us  just  one  more 
agency  involved  in  drug  enforcement, 
we  will  only  compound  the  current 
problem.  No  matter  what  we  say  in 
the  statute  authorizing  a  new  central 
office,  if  the  leadership  there  is  not  ef- 
fective, it  could  be  perceived  by  the 


other  drug  enforcement  offices  as  just 
another  agency  on  its  own  tangent. 
We  must  also  be  certain  also  that  the 
primary  mission  of  the  central  office  is 
law  enforcement.  We  cannot  expect 
the  office  to  concentrate  Federal  ef- 
forts if  its  own  mission  is  diffuse.  We 
must  be  certain  that  involving  the  new 
office  in  matters  of  health  and  preven- 
tion, while  they  are  important  con- 
cerns, does  not  detract  from  its  mis- 
sion of  coordinating  the  various  en- 
forcement mechanisms. 

The  goal  of  encouraging  cooperative 
Federal  efforts  to  bring  drug  traffick- 
ers to  justice  is  an  important  one  for 
Congress  to  consider.  Let  us  be  cer- 
tain, however,  that  the  central  office 
is  one  which  will  be  able  to  lead  and 
not  issue  confusing  directives  to  other 
agencies  which  will  consider  it  a 
rival.* 
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RATES  FOR   U.S. 

AND  ASSISTANT 

NEYS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Rodino) 
is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 
•  Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
request  of  the  Department  of  Justice. 
I  am  introducing  a  bill  today  that  pro- 
vides salaries  for  U.S.  attorneys  and 
assistant  U.S.  attorneys  at  rates  which 
are  comparable  to  the  levels  available 
for  members  of  the  Senior  Executive 
Service. 

Currently,  there  are  89  U.S.  attor- 
neys responsible  for  supervising  the 
conduct  of  the  litigation  brought  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  and  over- 
seeing the  operation  of  various  size  of- 
fices having  attorney  staffs  ranging 
from  1  to  over  50  or  more  assistant 
U.S.  attorneys,  plus  support  staffs  of 
comparable  proportions.  Not  included 
in  that  figure  are  the  four  U.S.  attor- 
neys whose  salaries  are  set  by  statute 
at  Executive  Level  IV.  Additionally, 
there  are  approximately  256  superviso- 
ry assistant  U.S.  attorneys'  positions 
in  64  U.S.  attorneys'  offices,  who  are 
called  on  to  perform  supervisory  and 
administrative  tasks  in  addition  to 
maintaining  a  separate  caseload. 

Only  68  are  "equivalent  positions" 
within  the  definition  of  the  Senior  Ex- 
ecutive Service  and  the  incumbents  of 
these  positions  receive  responsibilities 
equivalent  to  Senior  Executive  Service 
persormel.  However,  at  the  request  of 
the  Attorney  General,  the  supervisory 
assistant  U.S.  attorney  positions  have 
been  exempted  administratively  from 
the  Senior  Executive  Service  by  the 
President  for  an  indefinite  period  of 
time,  aaid  are  not  compensated  at  a 
rate  equivalent  to  Senior  Executive 
Service  personnel. 

The  Attorney  General  is  presently 
authorized  under  28  U.S.C.  548  to  fix 
the  salaries  of  U.S.  attorneys,  assistant 


U.S.  attorneys,  and  attorneys  appoint- 
ed under  28  U.S.C.  543,  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  the  maximum  rate  under  GS- 
18  of  the  General  Schedule.  This  pro- 
posal amending  28  U.S.C.  548  would 
not  alter  the  Attorney  General's  au- 
thority to  fix  compensation  for  these 
three  classes  of  attorneys,  but  would 
change  the  rate  of  compensation  from 
the  ceiling  under  GS-18  to  the  ceiling 
under  Executive  Level  IV.  Under  5 
U.S.C.  5382(b).  the  ceiling  for  the  rate 
of  basic  pay  for  the  Senior  Executive 
Service  is  set  at  level  IV  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule.  Thus,  the  proposal 
amends  28  U.S.C.  548  to  allow  the  At- 
torney General  to  fix  salaries  of  U.S. 
attorneys,  assistant  U.S.  attorneys, 
and  attorneys  appointed  under  28 
U.S.C.  543,  at  rates  equivalent  to  those 
in  the  Senior  Executive  Service. 

In  all  fairness  to  these  individuals, 
who  are  not  being  compensated  in 
similar  fashion  to  their  counterparts 
in  the  Senior  Executive  Service,  the 
Department  of  Justice  requested  that 
the  Attorney  General  be  given  the  au- 
thority to  recognize  the  service  provid- 
ed by  these  individuals  in  the  form  of 
salary  comparable  to  other  superviso- 
ry personnel  in  the  Government's 
employ.  The  Department  notes  that 
the  inequity  of  this  pay  disparity  is 
further  exacerbated  by  the  increase  in 
the  pay  scale  for  Senior  Executive 
Service  personnel  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  97-377.  The  Department  of  Jus- 
tice strongly  supports  the  passage  of 
this  proposal.* 


CHINESE  TEXTILE 
NEGOTIATIONS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Hightower) 
is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  HIGHTOWER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
last  week  1  joined  several  of  my  col- 
leagues in  sending  a  letter  to  the 
President  regarding  the  United  States- 
Chinese  textile  negotiations  which  are 
taking  place  this  week  in  Geneva.  This 
is  the  seventh  round  of  such  talks 
which  are  designed  to  settle  the  dis- 
pute over  the  importation  of  Chinese 
textile  and  apparel  products  by  the 
United  States.  We  asked  that  he  per- 
sonally intervene  to  insure  that  the 
talks  go  on  as  scheduled  and  that  he 
do  everything  possible  to  insure  that 
the  problems  are  resolved. 

The  controversy  between  our  two 
countries  is  the  result  of  the  expira- 
tion on  December  31,  1982,  of  a  bilat- 
eral agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  Chinese  Goverrunent  on 
textile  trade.  In  early  January,  the 
U.S.  negotiating  team  left  China  with- 
out an  agreement  and  unilaterally  im- 
posed quotas  on  the  import  of  Chinese 
textiles  into  the  United  States.  The 
Chinese  were  understandably  upset 
with  this  development  and  proceeded 
to  take  unilateral  action  against  cer- 


tain agricultural  and  industrial  prod- 
ucts from  the  United  States.  Despite 
the  fact  that  the  United  States  is  the 
leading  advocate  in  the  world  for  "free 
trade";  it  seems  that  this  advocacy 
does  not  hold  true  for  the  textile  in- 
dustry. 

I  realize  that  all  are  concerned  about 
the  rising  cost  of  farm  programs. 
Some  economists  have  indicated  that 
such  rising  costs  are  a  result  of  mis- 
management by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  a  failure  on  their  part 
to  initiate  timely,  effective  programs 
which  could  have  resulted  in  reduced 
costs  to  the  Government  and  U.S.  tax- 
payers. Nevertheless,  any  additional 
export  sales  will  reduce  our  surpluses 
and  allow  farmers  to  receive  higher 
prices  from  the  marketplace.  Past  a 
certain  point,  the  higher  our  prices  go, 
the  less  will  be  expended  in  the  form 
of  deficiency  payments.  Experts  esti- 
mate that  the  lost  sales  of  wheat  to 
China  thus  far  have  cost  our  wheat 
producers  a  minimum  of  $500  million. 
One  can  only  speculate  how  much  in 
additional  deficiency  payments  and 
forfeited  crop  loans  will  result  from 
the  lower  market  prices  caused  by  the 
loss  of  such  a  large  market. 

During  a  time  when  much  effort  is 
being  devoted  to  reducing  our  large 
surplus  of  grain,  I  strongly  question 
the  wisdom  of  engaging  in  purely  po- 
litical commitments  which  cost  us 
dearly  in  the  export  market.  We  must 
not  forget  that  there  are  two  parts  to 
the  solution  of  our  agricultural  sur- 
plus problem.  We  should  not  address 
the  supply  management  side  of  the 
equation,  as  we  have  done  with  the 
current  acreage  reduction  programs, 
without  also  looking  for  improvements 
in  the  demand  side  of  the  equation. 
American  wheat  farmers  will  be  forced 
to  idle  an  additional  4  million  acres  to 
offset  the  lost  wheat  sales  due  to  the 
mismanagement  of  the  Chinese  textile 
negotiations.  Larger  markets  for  our 
grain  producers  mean  that  a  smaller 
number  of  acres  will  need  to  be  idled 
in  order  to  bring  supply  in  line  with 
demand.  Increased  exports  also  mean 
increased  jobs  at  home,  and  a  reduc- 
tion in  our  trade  deficit.  Not  only  have 
our  farmers  lost  an  important  market, 
but  uhey  have  also  lost  the  personal 
investment  which  they  have  expended 
to  develop  and  expand  the  Chinese 
market.  We  cannot  allow  a  situation 
such  as  this  to  continue  which  will 
offset  many  of  the  benefits  derived 
from  the  PIK  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  between  1979  and  1982. 
the  Chinese  have  been  the  largest  cus- 
tomer for  U.S.  wheat,  buying  over  8 
million  metric  tons  during  the  last  2 
years  of  normal  trade.  These  pur- 
chases have  generated  approximately 
$1.2  to  $1.4  billion  of  income  for  our 
farmers  and  the  U.S.  economy.  Many 
experts  have  remarked  that  this  is 
only  the  tip  of  the  iceberg  and  that 
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the  potential  of  the  Chinese  market  is 
mind  boggling.  Unless  we  correct  the 
textile  problem  with  our  major  wheat 
customer,  we  may  not  get  the  chance 
to  benefit  from  this  potential.  The  ad- 
ministration has  stated  that  they 
would  prefer  to  limit  the  growth  in 
quota  levels  for  textile  imports  to  a 
rate  well  below  the  rate  of  growth  in 
the  U.S.  domestic  market.  This  seems 
to  be  a  very  contradictory  move  by  an 
administration  which  has  pledged 
such  strong  support  of  a  free-trade 
philosophy.  I  would  hate  to  think  of 
the  sales  which  would  never  have  ma- 
terialized for  our  farmers  if  many  of 
our  foreign  customers  had  limited  the 
import  of  our  agricultural  products  to 
a  level  equal  to  the  growth  of  their  do- 
mestic agricultural  industry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  another  very  critical 
part  of  this  trade  issue  is  the  potential 
threat  of  long-term  market  destruc- 
tion. It  seems  that  President  Reagan 
would  have  learned  an  important 
lesson  from  the  Russian  grain  embar- 
go imposed  by  the  previous  adminis- 
tration. At  one  time  we  supplied  at 
least  70  percent  of  the  grain  require- 
ments for  the  Soviet  Union.  As  a 
result  of  the  embargo  and  other 
market  disruptions,  our  share  of  that 
market  has  slipped  to  20  percent.  Like- 
wise, the  Chinese  have  purchased 
some  60  percent  of  their  wheat  re- 
quirements from  the  United  States 
over  the  past  several  years.  Will  we 
again  make  the  mistake  of  allowing 
political  persuasions  to  jeopardize 
good  export  markets  and  allow  our 
competitors  to  gain  substantial  por- 
tions of  those  markets,  as  they  have 
done  in  the  case  of  the  Soviets?  Have 
we  forgotten  that  markets  once  lost 
are  much  more  difficult  to  regain? 

Certain  high-ranking  Department  of 
Agriculture  officials  dismiss  the  lack 
of  buying  by  the  Chinese  as  an  expect- 
ed development  due  to  the  good  crops 
which  they  are  producing  this  year.  I 
will  not  argue  with  the  fact  that 
China  is  experiencing  an  excellent 
wheat  harvest  this  year.  But,  this  does 
not  explain  the  increase  in  China's 
wheat  purchases  from  every  major 
supplier  except  the  United  States.  In 
1980-81  and  1981-82  crop  years  the 
Chinese  imported  200.000  metric  tons 
of  wheat  from  Argentina.  In  1982-83, 
it  is  projected  that  they  will  import  2 
million  metric  tons  from  Argentina.  In 
1980-81  and  1981-82  the  Chinese  im- 
ported 2.9  million  metric  tons  of  wheat 
from  Canada.  In  1982-83  they  are  ex- 
pected to  increase  those  imports  to  4.1 
million  metric  tons.  In  1980-81  and 
1981-82  the  Chinese  imported  642,000 
and  116,000  metric  tons  respectively 
from  the  EEC.  During  the  1982-83 
year  they  are  expected  to  increase 
those  purchases  to  1.4  million  metric 
tons.  Why  all  of  these  purchases 
during  a  year  of  record  harvests?  The 
reason  is  simple  they  need  the  grain. 
While  our  competitors  have  expanded 


their  exports  to  this  market,  the  ship- 
ments of  U.S.  wheat  to  China  have 
slipped  from  8.5  million  metric  tons  in 
1980-81  and  8.35  million  metric  tons  in 
1981-82,  to  a  projected  level  of  4.27 
million  metric  tons  in  1983,  approxi- 
mately 50  percent  below  the  previous 
years  shipments.  Total  agricultural 
exports  to  China  dropped  97  percent 
in  May  and  have  fallen  60  percent 
during  the  first  5  months  of  1983.  This 
has  no  doubt  contributed  substantially 
to  the  21-percent  decline  in  total  U.S. 
agricultural  exports  from  a  high  of 
$43.5  billion  in  fiscal  year  1981  to  a 
projected  $34.5  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1983.  Agricultural  trade  is  one  of  the 
few  areas  which  generate  a  positive 
trade  balance.  We  cannot  afford  to 
jeopardize  its  vital  contribution  to  our 
balance  of  payments  in  the  field  of 
international  trade. 

As  indicated  by  their  increased  sales 
to  China,  our  competitors  have  not  al- 
lowed this  golden  opportunity  to  pass 
them  by.  In  December  1982  the  Aus- 
tralians signed  an  agreement  to  supply 
1.7  million  metric  tons  of  wheat  to 
China.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
Australia  has  recently  signed  an  agree- 
ment to  supply  1.5  million  metric  tons 
to  the  Chinese.  In  January  and  Febru- 
ary of  this  year.  Argentina  and  France 
each  negotiated  a  contract  to  provide 
500,000  metric  tons  of  wheat  to  the 
Chinese.  Uncompetitive  prices  are  not 
the  culprit  in  most  cases,  either.  Even 
when  U.S.  bids  have  been  below  those 
of  other  countries,  the  Chinese  have 
chosen  to  purchase  from  our  competi- 
tors. 

The  message  seems  to  me  to  be  quite 
clear;  unless  the  United  States  is  inter- 
ested in  allowing  trade  with  China  to 
be  a  two-way  street,  our  former  No.  1 
wheat  customer  will  take  their  busi- 
ness elsewhere.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  prob- 
lems with  our  Chinese  customers  must 
be  resolved.  The  continued  delay  in 
sales  will  only  further  reduce  our  al- 
ready slumping  exports,  add  to  the 
cost  of  our  domestic  farm  programs, 
increase  our  foreign  trade  deficit,  and 
increase  the  chances  for  a  permanent 
loss  of  a  substantial  share  of  this 
market  to  our  competitors. 

We  cannot  allow  our  farmers  to  bear 
the  brunt  of  such  political  prefer- 
ences, nor  can  we  tolerate  the  continu- 
ance of  such  counterproductive  ideolo- 
gy. We  must  move  quickly  to  avoid 
permanent  damage  to  such  a  valuable 
wheat  market. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
contact  President  Reagan.  Secretary 
Block,  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative, 
and  the  State  Department  to  request  a 
speedy  solution  to  this  problem.  We 
cannot  continue  to  jeopardize  an  agri- 
cultural market  worth  $1.2  to  $1.4  bil- 
lion because  of  a  $30  to  $40  million  dis- 
pute in  textile  trade. 
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THE  PREVENTION  STRATEGIES 
TASK  FORCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Miller) 
is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  prevention  strategies 
task  force,  chaired  by  Congressman 
William  Lehman  of  Florida,  of  the 
Select  Committee  on  Children,  Youth, 
and  Families  has  just  concluded  its 
first  hearing. 

For  those  in  this  Chamber  whose 
concern  for  the  well  being  of  Ameri- 
cas children  has  intensified  in  recent 
months,  the  record  of  this  hearing 
offers  profound  illumination.  I  wish 
everyone  could  have  been  there. 

We  heard  from  this  Nation's  finest 
scholars  in  the  field  of  child  develop- 
ment, experienced  medical  and  educa- 
tional service  providers,  and  from 
deeply  committed  child  advocates. 

The  hearing  was  intended  to  answer 
three  basic  questions:  What  is  the 
state  of  scientific  knowledge  about 
normal  and  abnormal  development  in 
infants  and  children:  how  can  we  use 
that  knowledge  to  prevent  problems  in 
child  development,  and  how  can  we 
achieve  significant  savings  as  a  Nation 
by  adopting  preventive  approaches? 

A  wealth  of  high  quality  research 
was  reviewed  on  children's  cognitive 
and  emotional  development,  on  the  ef- 
fects alcohol,  malnutriton,  and  other 
factors  have  on  child  development, 
and  on  the  value  and  effectiveness  of 
preventive  medical,  nutritional,  and 
educational  interventions.  What 
became  unquestionably  clear  is  that 
the  very  early  stages  of  development 
are  critically  important  and  that  prob- 
lems which  arise  in  those  early  stages 
can  lead  to  life-long  emotional  and  in- 
tellecutal  difficulties.  Equally  impor- 
tant, we  learned  that  we  have  the 
knowledge  now  to  prevent  many  of 
those  problems,  and  that  the  solutions 
can  save  money.  Because  the  testimo- 
ny was  so  strong  and  so  significant,  I 
would  like  to  summarize  for  my  col- 
leagues some  of  the  most  compelling 
points. 

One  of  the  first  witnesses  to  testify 
before  the  prevention  stategies  task 
force  was  Dr.  Frank  Falkner  who  is 
chairman  of  the  maternal  and  child 
health  program  at  the  University  of 
California,  Dr.  Falkner  titled  his  state- 
ment. Fetus  Into  Man."  This  heading 
suggests  a  profound  truth— the  proc- 
ess of  human  growth  and  development 
is  a  continuum  beginning  not  at  birth 
but  at  conception.  The  ancient  Chi- 
nese, in  fact,  celebrated  a  child's  first 
birthday  when  the  child  was  bom. 
They  recognized  long  ago,  as  we  do 
now,  that  basic,  vital  developments 
occur  in  the  40  critical  weeks  before 
birth. 


The  importance  of  prenatal  develop- 
ment cannot  be  overemphasized,  and 
what  is  most  important  during  that 
period  is  the  healthy  growth  of  the 
brain. 

Dr.  James  McGaugh.  director  of  the 
Center  for  the  Neurobiology  of  Learn- 
ing and  Memory  at  the  University  of 
California  at  Irvine,  emphasized  in  his 
testimony  that  our  cognitive  processes, 
our  ability  to  learn  and  remember,  are 
our  most  fundamental  human  capac- 
ities. These  processes,  of  course,  occur 
in  the  brain.  Neurological  research  in- 
dicates that  our  brains  mature  in  a 
series  of  developmental  stages,  and 
that  the  early  stages,  which  begin  well 
before  birth,  are  critically  important 
because  the  processes  developed  in 
these  early  stages  directly  affect  all 
subsequent  brain  development.  Each 
stage  of  development  is  built  on  the 
results  of  earlier  stages.  Dr.  McGaugh 
summarized  a  solid  and  extensive  body 
of  research  on  brain  development  in 
these  words: 

The  initial  development  of  the  brain  is 
rapid.  The  cells  in  most  regions  of  our 
brains  were  developed  a  month  or  so  before 
we  were  born.  By  the  age  of  7  our  brains 
were  about  the  size  that  they  are  now- 
more  than  double  the  size  of  an  infants 
brain.  For  the  most  part,  postnatal  develop- 
ment involves  the  development  of  the  path- 
ways connecting  different  brain  systems  as 
well  as  the  specialized  systems  for  communi- 
cating between  cells,  referred  to  as  synapses. 
Conditions  which  influence  the  develop- 
ment brain  cells  will,  of  course,  fundamen- 
tally affect  the  subsequent  development  of 
neural  pathways  and  connections  between 
cells. 

I  want  to  impress  upon  my  col- 
leagues the  importance  of  our  knowl- 
edge of  the  causal  linkages  between 
stages  of  brain  development.  What 
this  tells  us,  without  doubt,  is  that 
interruptions  in  normal  brain  develop- 
ment can  have  lasting,  and  in  many  in- 
stances permanent  effects.  Early 
injury  to  the  brain  stemming  from  ge- 
netic anomalies,  hormonal  or  chemical 
imbalances  or  toxins  in  the  environ- 
ment can  lead  to  profound  intellectual 
deficits  and  behavioral  dfficulties. 

In  many  instances,  the  consequences 
of  early  brain  injury  are  apparent 
soon  after  birth.  However,  it  is  at  once 
Intriguing  and  disturbing  to  realize 
that  some  effects  are  only  observable 
many  months,  and  sometimes  years 
after  birth.  Dr.  McGaugh  commented 
on  this  phenomenon: 

Conditions  affecting  brain  development 
may,  under  some  conditions,  be  like  "time 
bombs"  in  that  the  consequences  may  be  re- 
vealed only  much  later  in  life. 

It  may  well  be  that  autism  and  attentional 
disorders  (sometimes  termed  hyperkinesis) 
are  caused  by  conditions  affecting  early 
stages  of  brain  development.  It  might  even 
be  that  late  developing  cognitive  disorders 
such  as  Alzheimer's  disease  are  "time 
bombs"  set  by  injury  or  disease  during  criti- 
cal periods  of  early  development. 

Clearly,  the  potential  for  short  and 
long  range  debilitation  due  to  early 


brain  injury  argue  for  the  importance 
of  understanding  brain  development 
and  taking  steps  to  insure  that  devel- 
opmental disorders  are  prevented. 

Dr.  Eileen  Ouillette,  director  of  the 
Shriver  Center  of  Mental  Retardation 
in  Waltham,  Mass..  described  fetal  al- 
cohol syndrome  to  the  committee.  It  is 
a  good  example  of  a  completely  pre- 
ventable circumstance  that  we  know 
deprives  a  fetus  of  proper  brain  devel- 
opment. Fetal  alcohol  syndrome  is  a 
series  of  physical  and  neurological  ef- 
fects seen  in  children  of  women  who 
drink  to  excess  during  pregnancy.  It  is 
estimated  to  occur  in  3.700  to  7,400 
babies  per  year.  Another  11,000  to 
18,500  babies  show  partial  expression 
of  fetal  alcohol  syndrome.  What  these 
figures  indicate,  and  what  I  want  to 
impress  upon  my  colleagues,  is  that 
fetal  alcohol  syndrome  is  the  third 
most  common  cause  of  mental  retarda- 
tion in  our  Nation  today.  It  is  a  more 
common  cause  of  mental  retardation 
than  DowTi's  syndrome. 

Fetal  alcohol  syndrome  is  a  devastat- 
ing social  problem,  yet  statistics  cited 
by  Dr.  Ouillette  indicate  that,  if  noth- 
ing is  done,  the  incidence  of  the  prob- 
lem is  likely  to  go  up.  In  1950  one  in 
every  eight  alcoholics  was  a  woman,  in 
1982  one  in  every  three  alcoholics  was 
a  woman.  Furthermore,  the  highest 
proportion  of  heavy  drinkers  among 
women  is  between  the  ages  of  21-29, 
the  peak  reproductive  years,  and  the 
second  highest  is  the  teenage  years. 
The  at-risk  population  for  fetal  alco- 
hol syndrome  is  substantial  and  rising. 
Also,  there  is  evidence  that  even 
moderate  levels  of  drinking  can  have 
harmful  outcomes.  Dr.  Ouillette  sum- 
marized this  important  recent  re- 
search: 

Studies  on  moderate  drinking  during  preg- 
nancy, equivalent  to  a  daily  consumption  of 
2  oz.  of  100  proof  whiskey,  is  associated  with 
lower  birth  weight  in  offspring  and  in- 
creased prematurity  rates. 

Safe  levels  of  alcohol  intake  during  preg- 
nancy, if  any.  have  yet  to  be  determined. 

As  disturbing  as  these  facts  are,  it  is  vital 
for  us  to  realize  that  none  of  the  harmful 
effects  of  alcohol  use  during  pregnancy 
need  occur— they  can  be  prevented.  Dr. 
Quillette's  testimony  leaves  no  doubt  on 
this  issue:  "It  must  be  stressed  again  that 
the  fetal  alcohol  syndrome  and  its  spectrum 
of  abnormalities  are  a  totally  preventable 
cause  of  growth  abnormalities,  congenital 
malformations  and  mental  retardation.  In- 
tense and  extensive  preventive  strategies 
should  be  underUken  as  there  is  no  known 
way  to  reverse  or  reduce  the  effects  of  alco- 
hol on  the  fetus  once  they  have  occurred." 
And  in  describing  women  involved  in 
preventive  educational  programs,  she 
said: 

The  women  are  generally  highly  motivat- 
ed to  alter  their  drinking  behavior  in  order 
to  produce  offspring  with  the  least  possible 
risk.  .  .  .  Heavy  drinking  women  who  stop 
drinking  during  pregnancy  have  a  good 
chance  of  delivering  a  normal  child. 

Fetal  alcohol  syndrome  need  not 
happen  and  it  should  not  happen.  We 


owe  it  to  those  yet  unborn  children  at 
risk  of  neurological  damage  and  other 
impairments  to  make  preventive  edu- 
cational and  therapeutic  interventions 
widely  available. 

Our  knowledge  of  the  potential  for 
damage  to  the  brain  from  alcohol  and 
other  noxious  environmental  stimuli  is 
critically  important  in  our  efforts  to 
prevent  life-long  disabilities.  Yet  just 
as  important,  and  perhaps  still  more 
fascinating  is  what  we  are  finding  out 
about  our  needs  for  positive,  growth- 
promoting  environmental  stimulation 
for  healthy  development.  In  children, 
the  potentially  enriching  quality  of  a 
nurturing  environment  and  the 
damage  that  can  occur  from  a  de- 
prived environment  is  nowhere  more 
observable  than  in  children's  emotion- 
al development. 

Dr.  Stanley  Greenspan.  Chief  of  the 
infant  research  unit  at  the  National 
Institute  of  Mental  Health,  reviewed 
for  the  task  force  a  risk  accumulation 
of  truly  remarkable  research  on  the 
emotional  development  of  infants  and 
children.  Because  of  this  research,  we 
can  now  detect  emotional  disturbances 
in  infants  as  early  as  the  first  months 
of  life  and  certainly  within  the  first  2 
years.  These  emotional  and  intellectu- 
al disturbances,  if  left  untreated,  can 
significantly  impair  a  child's  ability  to 
concentrate  and  learn,  to  control  im- 
pulses, and  to  form  mature,  loving, 
and  responsible  human  relationships. 

Dr.  Greenspan's  testimony  on  this  is 
worth  reviewing: 

By  2-4  months  we  can  observe  infants  who 
evidence  that  enraptured  emotional  engage- 
ment where  they  seem  fascinated  with  the 
human  world.  In  response  to  their  care- 
givers smiling,  talking  face,  they  smile  back, 
listen,  and  even  move  their  arms  in  syn- 
chrony to  their  caregiver's  voice.  The  in- 
fant's pleasurable  emotions  and  the  strong 
investment  of  the  caregiver  appear  to  moti- 
vate the  infant  to  use  and  organize  his 
senses  and  his  sensory  motor  organization. 
In  contrast,  we  also  observe  infants  who  are 
already  unresponsive  to  the  human  world, 
evidencing  flat  or  despondent  emotional  ex- 
pressions. They  may  look  away  rather  than 
toward  their  caregivers  and  respond  to  the 
human  voice  with  panic  rather  than  com- 
fort. 

As  the  infant  progresses,  we  can  observe 
infants  who  learn  cause  and  effect  interac- 
tions, that  is,  the  world  is  lawful,  and  com- 
plex motor  and  social  skills. 

Many  toddlers  develop  competently  and 
are  even  precocious  motorically  until  15-16 
months  of  age.  However,  we  feel  that  be- 
cause of  a  lack  of  appropriate  experiences, 
they  do  not  fully  make  the  next  step  of 
using  ideas  to  label  and  interpret  feelings,  to 
think,  plan  and  learn  new  conceptual  skills 
that  are  essential  for  school  and  eventual 
participation  in  an  increasingly  technologi- 
cal society.  Special  programs  at  this  age 
may  have  enormous  payoff  for  many  of 
these  children. 

Who  are  the  children  most  at  risk  of 
early  emotional  disturbance  and  is  it 
possible  to  prevent  these  disturbances? 
The  children  who  are  most  vulnerable 
to  emotional  difficulties  are  those  in 
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multirisk  families.  These  are  families 
with  histories,  sometimes  spanning 
generations,  of  various  problems  in 
coping  as  well  as  serious  economic 
problems.  Yet  preventive  intervention 
tailored  to  the  individual  differences 
and  needs  in  these  families  can  reverse 
long  standing  patterns  of  emotional 
distress.  Let  me  quote  Dr.  Greenspan 
again: 

Often  the  multirisk  mothers  begin  their 
child  rearing  as  teenagers  and  they  and 
their  children  do  worse  with  each  subse- 
quent pregnancy.  These  mothers  describe  a 
similar  pattern  with  their  own  mothers.  An 
in  all  likehhood.  their  children  will  continue 
these  patterns.  We  have  observed  in  our 
cases  that  by  helping  a  mother  and  a  family 
with  one  child,  not  only  does  that  child  and 
the  whole  family  do  better,  but  the  next 
child  does  better.  It  appears  that  a  negative 
cycle  of  geometric  proportions  is  broken  and 
a  positive  one  begun. 

The  concept  of  prevention,  of 
course,  is  not  limited  in  its  applicabil- 
ity to  the  elimination  of  neurological 
or  emotional  impairments.  The  Con- 
gress, over  the  last  three  decades,  has 
instituted  an  array  of  early  education- 
al programs,  including  Head  Start, 
follow  through,  and  title  I.  that  are 
based  on  the  belief  that  intellectual 
deficiencies  associated  with  understim- 
ulating,  impoverished,  environments 
can  be  prevented.  There  is  now  very 
strong  evidence  that  high  quality 
early  childhood  education  not  only 
prevents  intellectual  deficiency  and 
school  failure,  but  does  it  in  a  very 
cost-effective  way. 

Dr.  David  Weikart,  director  of  the 
High/Scope  Educational  Research 
Foundation,  described  a  series  of  stud- 
ies on  children  involved  in  the  Perry 
preschool  intervention  project.  One 
hundred  twenty-three  poor  children 
were  involved  in  these  studies.  Half  of 
them  participated  in  a  high  quality 
preschool  program,  the  others  simply 
entered  kindergarten  with  no  pre- 
school experience. 

The  differences  between  these 
groups  over  the  19  years  of  the  project 
were  very  substantial  and  very  strik- 
ing. Compared  to  children  who  did  not 
go  to  preschool,  the  preschool  children 
were  assigned  to  special  education 
classes  less  often,  completed  high 
school  more  often,  attended  college  or 
job  training  programs  at  a  higher  rate, 
had  lower  pregnancy  rates  and  were 
more  often  self-sufficient  and  less 
often  on  welfare. 

What  is  more,  the  Perry  project  paid 
for  itself  nearly  five  times  over.  For 
every  dollar  invested  in  1  year  of  qual- 
f'.y  preschool  education,  the  overall 
return  to  society  was  $4.75.  These  sav- 
ings came  in  returned  special  educa- 
tion costs,  returned  welfare  costs,  and 
in  higher  earnings  (which  means 
higher  tax  payments).  Dr.  Weikart 
summed  up  what  we  know  about  the 
effectiveness  of  preschool  education 
this  way: 


High  quality  preschool  education  pays  off 
for  disadvantaged  children  in  higher  aca- 
demic performance,  lower  crime  rates,  and 
better  earnings  prospects:  it  pays  off  to  a 
community  by  improving  the  quality  of  life: 
it  pays  off  for  society  at  large  in  dollars  and 
cents.  These  findings,  from  the  High/Scope 
Foundation's  Perry  preschool  study  and 
from  other  studies,  demonstrate  that  pre- 
school not  only  prevents  problems  that 
eventually  would  cost  society  much  more 
than  a  preschool  program,  but  also  in- 
creases the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of 
the  social  investment  already  made  in 
schooling. 

Efforts  to  prevent  infant  death  are, 
obviously,  the  most  important  preven- 
tive interventions  we  can  ever  attempt. 
Nearly  two-thirds  of  U.S.  infant  mor- 
tality is  related  to  low  birth  weight.  In 
turn,  the  incidence  of  low  birth  weight 
in  children  is  highly  correlated  with 
inadequate  prenatal  health  care  and 
nutrition.  There  now  exists  abundant 
and  persuasive  evidence  that  good  pre- 
natal and  nutritional  supplementation 
can  significantly  decrease  the  inci- 
dence of  low  birth  weight  and  neona- 
tal death.  This  hearing  also  showed, 
beyond  a  doubt,  that  an  investment  in 
good  food  and  good  care  is  highly  cost 
effective. 

Dr.  Eileen  Kennedy  reviewed  for  the 
task  force  a  rich  mixture  of  interna- 
tional and  U.S.  studies,  some  dating 
back  to  the  1940's,  on  the  effects  of 
prenatal  care  and  feeding  on  neonatal 
health.  Referring  to  studies  on  the 
WIC  supplemental  feeding  programs 
in  this  country,  she  told  us: 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  studies  were  con- 
ducted in  different  locations— Massachu- 
setts. Oklahoma.  Tennes,see.  Missouri— and 
with  different  experimental  and  quasiexper- 
imental  designs,  there  is  a  remarkable  simi- 
larity in  the  reported  results.  All  studies 
report  a  positive  effect  on  the  birth  weights 
of  infants  born  to  program  participants  and 
a  decrease  in  the  incidence  of  low  birth 
weight  (less  than  2,500  grams)  and/or  small 
for  gestational  age  infants. 

The  results  from  these  studies  show  an 
effect  of  WIC  within  a  remarkably  similar 
rante— birth  weight  is  increased  by  90-110 
grams  and  low  birth  weight  is  decreased  30 
to  40  percent. 

In  the  long  run.  prenatal  care  also 
saves  money.  In  her  own  study  of  over 
1,300  nutritionally  at  risk  women  and 
their  newborns.  Dr.  Kennedy  looked 
at  the  relative  costs  of  WIC  prenatal 
care  versus  the  costs  of  postnatal  hos- 
pitalization of  low  birth  weight  chil- 
dren. I  will  let  Dr.  Kennedy's  testimo- 
ny speak  for  itself: 

We  estimated  the  savings  in  hospital  costs 
due  to  WlC's  reduction  in  the  incidence  of 
low  birth  weight  births.  This  savings  was 
then  compared  to  the  total  cost  of  WIC  pre- 
natal care.  The  findings  showed  that  the 
savings  exceed  the  cost  by  approximately 
three  to  one.  Thus,  the  study  found  that 
treating  low  birth  weight  after  birth  is  three 
times  more  expensive  than  preventing  it 
through  WIC.  or  in  other  words,  that  $1 
spent  on  WIC  for  prenatal  care  saves  $3  in 
hospital  costs  (for  a  net  savings  of  S2). 
These  results  are  in  fact  conservative,  since 
the  study  did  not  count  physicians'  fees  nor 


did  it  include  the  longer  term  treatment 
cost  for  low  birth  weight  babies. 

Similar  studies  also  show  a  very  posi- 
tive benefit/cost  ratio  in  favor  of  WIC. 

The  studies  reviewed  by  Dr.  Kenne- 
dy indicate  that  we  do  not  lack  knowl- 
edge of  the  means  of  preventing  low 
birth  weight  in  children.  Yet  the  high 
rates  of  low  birth  weight  and  infant 
mortality  which  persist  in  this  coun- 
try, especially  among  minority  popula- 
tions, suggest  that  we  may  lack  the 
will.  It  is  true,  as  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Health  Brandt  reported  to  the  task 
force,  that  the  infant  mortality  rate  in 
the  United  States  is  now  lower  than  it 
has  ever  been.  However,  this  death  of 
12  per  1,000  live  births  is  still  higher 
than  at  least  15  other  countries. 

What  is  more  troubling,  what  is 
really  deeply  disturbing  is  that  there 
is  a  large  gap  in  the  infant  death  rate 
between  whites  and  blacks  in  this 
country.  And  the  gap  is  growing  wider. 
Angela  Blackwell  and  Lois  Salisbury  of 
Public  Advocates  of  San  Francisco, 
testifying  on  behalf  of  a  group  of  mi- 
nority and  women's  organizations, 
made  this  double  standard  for  infant 
death  all  too  clear. 

For  years,  black  babies  have  died  before 
their  first  birthday  at  a  rate  that  has  far  ex- 
ceeded that  of  white  infants. 

In  1950.  the  black  infant  death  rate  (43.9 
per  1,000  live  births)  was  61  percent  higher 
than  the  white  rate  (26.8  per  1.000  live 
births).  By  1979.  the  black  rate  (21.8)  was  91 
percent  higher  than  the  white  rate  (11.4). 

When  these  rates  are  translated  into 
hard,  cold  numbers  we  are  talking 
about  10,000  black  babies  dying  this 
year  alone. 

This  intolerable  waste  of  human 
lives  would  not  happen  if  we,  as  a 
Nation,  decided  that  it  shall  not 
happen.  And  if  we  manifested  the  will 
to  provide  the  comprehensive  prenatal 
care  to  low  income  women  that  would 
save  those  lives,  we  would  find  the  cost 
of  that  care  would  clearly  be  offset  by 
reduced  costs  in  postnatal  hospitaliza- 
tion. Blackwell  and  Salisbury  estimate 
that  the  Federal  Government  would 
save  over  $360  million  by  providing 
comprehensive  prenatal  care  to  all  low 
income  women  when  the  costs  of  that 
care,  along  with  remaining  postnatal 
hospitalization  costs,  are  subtracted 
from  what  we  now  pay  to  care  for  sick 
and  dying  infants. 

The  logic  of  prenatal  care  is  irrefuta- 
ble, its  fiscal  viability  undeniable. 
What  appears  lacking  is  our  commit- 
ment to  those  infants  at  risk. 

The  wide  range  of  research  findings 
which  were  presented  to  the  preven- 
tion strategies  task  force  which  I  have 
summarized  here  today,  collectively 
point  to  a  single  conclusion.  Preven- 
tive interventions  "which  begin  in  the 
beginning,"  in  the  very  early  stages  of 
infant  and  child  development,  can 
reap  enormous  human  and  economic 
benefits  in  the  long  run.  But  to  fully 
realize  the   value  of   prevention,   we 


must  ask,  "What  is  the  cost  of  doing 
nothing?"  Clearly,  as  I  have  described, 
the  economic  costs  are  high  and  the 
toll  in  human  suffering  is  tremendous. 
But  what  is  the  cost  for  us  as  a 
Nation?  What  America  loses  by  not 
preventing  those  diseases  and  disabil- 
ities we  know  we  can  prevent  is  the 
chance  of  true  equality  of  opportunity 
for  all  our  children.  Dr.  Stanley 
Greenspan's  closing  remarks  were 
right  on  the  mark. 

With  13%  of  our  schoolage  children  re- 
ceiving special  services  and,  as  a  clinical 
hunch,  another  15%  who  could  probably 
benefit  from  such  services,  we  must  rethink 
our  basic  philosophy  on  such  fundamental 
notions  as  equal  opportunity  and  an  educa- 
tion for  all  our  children.  When  children 
enter  school  already  handicapped  in  cogni- 
tive or  emotional  functioning,  they  do  not 
have  an  equal  opportunity 

Few  of  the  children  who  now  need- 
lessly suffer  the  effects  of  early  mal- 
nutrition or  environmental  toxins  or 
impoverished  environments  will  ever 
truly  catch  up  with  children  not 
plagued  with  these  problems.  They 
will  forever  be  unequal  members  of 
our  society.  This  is  an  awful  price  to 
pay— a  price  too  high  for  those  of  us 
committed  to  full  equality  of  opportu- 
nity for  all  this  Nation's  children. 


PROSPECTS  FOR  PEACE:  THE 
CONTADORA  PLAN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Panetta) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
light  of  the  preceding  debate  on  covert 
operations  against  Nicaragua,  I  rise  to 
introduce  a  resolution  which  addresses 
the  issue  of  our  Nation's  involvement 
in  the  escalating  conflict  in  Central 
America. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  his  press  conference 
last  night  President  Reagan  assured 
anxious  Americans  that  he  favors 
peaceful  resolution  of  the  conflicts  in 
Central  America.  At  the  same  time, 
the  administration  has  unveiled  plans 
for  massive  U.S.  military  maneuvers 
and  stepped  up  covert  operations 
against  Nicaragua  and  announced  the 
deployment  of  two  aircraft  carrier 
groups  off  the  coast  of  Central  Amer- 
ica. The  President  and  his  advisers 
have,  in  fact,  refused  to  rule  out  the 
possibility  of  a  naval  blockade  of  Nica- 
ragua. How  can  the  President's  pro- 
fessed commitment  to  peace  be  recon- 
ciled with  such  belligerent  acts? 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  are  aware, 
less  than  2  weeks  ago  the  leaders  of 
Mexico,  Venezuela,  Colombia,  and 
Panama  met  in  Cancun,  Mexico  to  dis- 
cuss prospects  for  containing  and  dif- 
fusing the  violence  that  threatens  to 
engulf  the  region.  The  so-called  Con- 
tadora  group  issued  an  appeal  to  the 
nations  of  Central  America  and  to  the 
United  States  to  halt  the  escalating 
military  conflict  and  to  search  instead 


for  solutions  based  on  regional  negoti- 
ations. More  importantly,  the  Conta- 
dora  group  set  forth,  for  the  first  time, 
concrete  steps  designed  to  restore 
peace  and  stability  in  Central  America. 
In  its  declaration  of  Cancun,  the 
group  called  for:  An  immediate  halt  to 
the  flow  of  arms  into  Central  America: 
the  withdrawal  from  the  region  of  all 
foreign  military  advisers;  and  a  guar- 
antee by  all  parties  to  respect  the  sov- 
ereignty of  the  nations  in  the  region. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  convinced  that 
the  Contadora  group  is  genuinely  com- 
mitted to  peace  and  that  the  steps  it 
has  outlined  should  be  the  basis  for 
achieving  that  goal.  But  for  any  peace 
initiative  to  be  successful,  the  United 
States  must  demonstrate  its  willing- 
ness to  cooperate  fully  with  other  na- 
tions in  the  region  in  working  toward  a 
settlement.  At  the  very  minimum,  I 
think  my  colleagues  would  agree,  the 
United  States  should  refrain  from  ac- 
tions which  increase  tensions  in  the 
region  or  otherwise  diminish  the  pros- 
pects for  peace.  In  this  context,  I  find 
the  administration's  plans  for  a  vastly 
expanded  American  military  presence 
in  the  region  extremely  disturbing. 

To  date,  while  the  administration 
has  endorsed  the  Contadora  process 
generally,  it  has  stopped  short  of  en- 
dorsing its  proposals  or  offering  sub- 
stantive steps  to  contribute  to  its  suc- 
cess. In  fact,  the  administration's  re- 
cently announced  plans  to  expand 
covert  operations  in  Nicaragua  and  to 
conduct  major  land  and  naval  maneu- 
vers in  the  region  directly  contradict 
the  principles  set  forth  by  the  Conta- 
dora group.  It  appears  that  the  deci- 
sion is  to  focus  on  military  posturing 
and  unilateral  diplomatic  gestures. 
There  is  little  to  indicate  that  the  mis- 
sion of  special  envoy  Richard  Stone 
has  generated  any  enthusiasm  among 
our  allies  for  a  U.S.-sponsored  pro- 
gram, while  the  President's  Commis- 
sion on  Central  America  led  by  former 
Secretary  of  State  Henry  A.  Kissinger 
will  not  release  its  recommendations 
until  1984.  The  reality  is  that  the  only 
framework  for  peace  supported  by 
most  of  the  nations  in  the  region  is 
the  proposals  of  the  Contadora  group. 
They  are  the  only  hope  at  the  present 
time  for  providing  a  meaningful  basis 
for  negotiations  toward  peace. 

While  we  can  argue  at  length  over 
the  Sandinista  government's  failure  to 
fulfill  promises  it  made  to  the  Nicara- 
guan  people,  it  has  nonetheless  indi- 
cated its  willingness  to  enter  into  re- 
gional negotiations  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  regional  tensions.  In  a  July 
19  speech,  Sandinista  leader  Daniel 
Ortega  expressed  his  government's 
support  for  negotiations  based  on  the 
framework  presented  by  the  four  Con- 
tadora nations. 

At  the  same  time,  friendly  nations  of 
the  region  have  bitterly  decried  the 
administration's  inflammatory  rheto- 
ric and  t)enicose  actions,  which  have 


all  but  undermined  the  prospects  for 
peace  based  on  regional  cooperation. 
Frankly,  the  administration's  empha- 
sis on  military  solutions  demonstrates 
a  contempt  for  our  neighbors  and 
their  plans  for  peace. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  us  to  ful- 
fill our  conmiitment  to  peace  in  Cen- 
tral America  by  endorsing,  in  no  un- 
certain terms,  the  framework  for  re- 
gional negotiations  presented  by  the 
Contadora  group.  But  we  cannot  be 
content  to  end  our  efforts  there.  We 
must  actively  cooperate  with  the  na- 
tions of  the  region  in  the  pursuit  of 
peace  by  offering  our  full  and  immedi- 
ate assistance  to  the  Contadora  group. 
The  choice  we  face  today  is  clear: 
Will  we  assist  in  the  complicated  and 
difficult  search  for  peace  in  our  own 
hemisphere,  or  will  we  risk  the  uncer- 
tainties of  moving  unilaterally  by 
force  of  arms?  The  use  of  force  as  an 
alternative  to  cooperation  with  our 
allies  does  not  resolve,  but  only  wors- 
ens the  underlying  tensions.  We  must 
recognize  that  brazen  displays  of  mili- 
tary power  will  help  no  one  in  Central 
America.  What  is  missing  from  the  ad- 
ministration's policy  are  workable 
steps  toward  insuring  peace  in  Central 
America. 

I  am,  therefore,  introducing  legisla- 
tion expressing  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  it  should  be  the  policy  of 
the  U.S.  Government  to  abide  by  the 
terms  of  the  Contadora  peace  plan 
and  to  commit  ourselves  to  its  success- 
ful implementation. 

Today's  debate  on  the  actions  of  the 
administration  in  Central  America  and 
the  funding  of  covert  operations  in 
Nicaragua  raises  major  implications 
about  what  this  country's  foreign 
policy  is  all  about.  The  question  is 
whether  we  as  a  nation  have  decided 
at  all  about  the  need  to  play  a  respon- 
sible role  in  the  world  that  is  devel- 
oped in  conjunction  with  our  friends 
and  allies,  or  whether  we  will  go  at  it 
alone?  The  question  is  whether  we  will 
be  true  to  the  basic  principles  of  social 
justice,  human  rights,  and  the  achieve- 
ment of  peace,  or  whether  we  will 
simply  assert  power  for  power's  sake. 
The  answers  to  these  questions  will 
largely  determine  how  policies  of  the 
United  States  are  perceived  here  and 
abroad.  The  thrust  of  any  resolution  is 
to  insure  that  we  make  the  right 
choice— and  the  right  step  in  that  di- 
rection is  to  work  to  develop  a  consen- 
sus policy  with  our  friends  in  Central 
America. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
demonstrating  our  commitment  to 
peace. 

The  text  of  my  resolution  follows: 
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H.  Con.  Res.  151 

Concurrent   resolution   declaring   that   the 
United  States  should  support  the  peace 
initiatives   of   the   four-nation   Contadora 
group  and  should  indicate  its  willingness 
to  terminate  the  flow  of  arms  into  Central 
America  in  conjunction  with  other  nations 
Whereas  the  United  States  has  legitimate 
security    interests   in   Central    America,    as 
well  as  humanitarian  concern  for  the  suffer- 
ing and  deprivation  caused  by  continuing 
conflict; 

Whereas  ongoing  fighting  in  Central 
America,  particularly  along  the  Honduran- 
Nicaraguan  border,  is  creating  the  potential 
for  a  wider  regional  conflict: 

Whereas  friendly  nations  in  Central 
America  have  expressed  deep  concerns  with 
regard  to  the  militarization  of  the  region 
and  apparent  unilateral  actions  by  the 
United  States,  including  recent  naval  de- 
ployments and  extended  military  exercises 
in  the  region; 

Whereas  the  four  goals  for  Central  Amer- 
ica outlined  by  the  President  in  his  April  27. 
1983.  address  to  a  joint  session  of  Congress 
of  democratic  institutions,  economic  devel- 
opment, regional  security,  and  the  negotiat- 
ed settlement  of  differences  are  goals  with 
which  the  majority  of  Americans  would 
agree;  and 

Whereas  the  chronic  economic,  social,  and 
political  problems  of  Central  America 
cannot  be  resolved  by  military  force  and  ef- 
forts to  resist  subversion  and  destabilization 
cannot  succeed  without  the  elimination  of 
existing  injustices;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  (a)  the  United 
States  should  support  the  Contadora  initia- 
tive put  forward  by  the  Presidents  of 
Mexico.  Venezuela.  Colombia,  and  Panama 
in  Cancun.  Mexico,  on  July  17,  1983.  calling 
for- 

(1)  the  negotiated  mutual  cessation  of 
arms  shipments  into  the  Central  American 
region; 

(2)  the  negotiated  mutual  withdrawal  of 
foreign  military  advisors  from  the  region; 
and 

(3)  a  negotiated  mutual  guarantee  that 
the  territory  of  any  state  in  the  region  will 
not  t>e  used  as  a  base  for  aggression  against 
any  other  state  in  the  region. 

(b)  The  United  States  should  announce  its 
willingness  to  pursue  multilateral  negotia- 
tions descril)ed  in  suljsection  (a)  with  na- 
tions of  Central  America  to  achieve  political 
solutions  as  an  alternative  to  the  escalation 
of  military  conflict  in  the  Central  American 
region  and  to  stop  the  shipment  of  arms 
into  the  region. 

(c>  The  United  States  should  offer  techni- 
cal assistance  to  the  Contadora  group  or  to 
any  other  appropriate  international  body 
which  might  undertake  the  responsibility  of 
verification  of  any  agreements  arrived  at 
pursuant  to  negotiations  described  in  sub- 
section (a). 

(d)  The  United  States  should  exert  vigor- 
ous diplomatic  efforts  to  persuade  other 
governments  involved  in  the  Central  Ameri- 
can region  to  participate  in  negotiations  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  and  to  exercise  re- 
straint and  cease  all  activities  aimed  at  the 
destabilization  of  existing  governments  in 
Central  America. 

Sec.  2.  The  Clerk  of  the  House  shall  trans- 
mit a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the  Presi- 
dent.* 


MRS.  BEVERLY  BYRON  CARRIES 
OUT  HER  RESPONSIBILITIES 
IN  A  VERY  PROFESSIONAL 
WAY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Strat- 
TON)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
of  the  most  active  members  of  the 
House  Armed  Services  Conunittee  is 
our  colleague  Beverly  Byron.  The 
Baltimore  Sun  in  an  article  of  July  17 
reported  on  Mrs.  Byron's  very  active 
travel  schedule  in  line  with  her  House 
Armed  Services  Committee  responsi- 
bilities. 

Beverly  Byron  has  always  believed 
in  going  to  the  source  to  obtain  first- 
hand information  on  a  situation  so 
that  she  can  better  perform  her  role 
as  a  member  of  the  committee.  It  has 
always  been  crystal  clear  that  when  it 
comes  to  the  questions  of  national  de- 
fense, there  is  no  substitute  for  on- 
the-spot  knowledge  of  countries  and 
circumstances.  With  a  defense  budget 
of  over  $200  billion  we  have  to  know 
where  and  how  these  hard-to-get  tax- 
payers' funds  are  being  spent.  Mrs. 
Byron  has  wisely  adhered  to  this 
maxim. 

I  am  inserting  this  article  in  the 
Record  at  this  point,  because  I  am 
sure  my  colleagues  will  be  interested 
in  it: 

Byron,  a  Busy  Traveler,  Calls  Trips 

Essential  to  Decisions 

(By  C.  FYaser  Smith) 

Washington.— On  the  Fourth  of  July,  she 

picnicked  and  played  volleyball  with  U.S. 

military    forces   on   a   beach    near   Beirut. 

Later,    outfitted    with    a    flackjacket    and 

helmet,  she  rode  through  the  bombed-out 

city  in  an  open  Jeep. 

Before  Beirut,  she  was  in  Athens,  discuss- 
ing the  status  of  U.S.  military  bases  with 
that  country's  defense  officials.  From  Leba- 
non, she  flew  to  Vienna  and  Geneva  for  dis- 
cussions with  disarmament  officials. 

Representative  Beverly  B.  Byron  (D,  Md., 
6th),  one  of  the  most  well-traveled  members 
of  the  Maryland  delegation,  relishes  her 
fact-finding  trips.  This  one  began  on  June 
30  and  ended  July  8. 

Mrs.  Byron  says  her  trips— which  are  fre- 
quently accented  by  visits  with  Armed 
Forces  outposts— are  crucial  to  her  thinking 
and  her  votes  on  various  defense  issues. 

Moreover,  upon  occasion,  the  trips  may 
help  to  promote  the  kind  of  atmosphere 
necessary  to  understanding  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  she  say. 
In  Geneva,  for  example,  she  met  with  the 
Russian  Ambassador,  Viktor  Issraelyan,  at 
his  home.  They  talked  about  the  chemical 
warfare  negotiations— talks  which  seem  to 
be  stalled  because.  Mrs.  Byron  says,  the  So- 
viets feel  they  are  not  sufficiently  threat- 
ened by  U.S.  chemical  capabilities. 

Representative  Nicholas  Mavroules  (D- 
Mass.).  another  member  of  her  committee, 
told  the  Soviet  official  that  the  votes  in  the 
House  against  so-called  binary  chemical 
weapons  are  likely  to  change  next  year. 
(Just  as  the  votes  on  the  MX  missile 
changed  recently). 

Unless  there  is  movement  in  Geneva.  Mr. 
Mavroules  said,  according  to  Mrs.  Byron,  he 


will  vote  to  proceed  with  development  of  the 
binary  system— one  in  which  two  chemicals 
merge  to  create  a  devastating  impact.  Mr. 
Mavroules  pointed  out  to  the  Russian  am- 
bassador that  he  had  voted  against  chemical 
weapons  development  and  for  the  nuclear 
freeze— but  could  change  his  thinking. 

Mrs.  Byron  said.  "If  we  had  a  go-ahead  on 
chemical  weapons  development  it  would 
strengthen  our  negotiating  hand.  Now.  the 
Russians  laugh  and  say,  'You  don't  have 
any  capability.'  As  long  as  they  have  un- 
challenged supremacy,  there's  no  reason  to 
negotiate." 

She  accepts  the  idea  that  the  chemical 
weapons  development  program  might  be  a 
necessary  "bargaining  chip."  The  Senate  re- 
cently passed  such  a  bill,  on  a  one-vote 
margin,  with  the  same  primary  rationale. 
Thus,  chemical  weapons  may  join  the  MX, 
now  under  development,  in  the  nation's  ar- 
senal of  bargaining  chips. 

Mrs.  Byron  said  Ambassador  Issraelyan 
remarked  that  his  experience  in  the  United 
States  left  him  with  the  feeling  that  the 
Soviet  and  American  peoples  would  benefit 
from  closer  associations.  Mrs.  Byron  in- 
formed him  she  had  been  unable  to  get  a 
visa  to  visit  the  Soviet  Union  last  year.  How 
did  that  relate  to  better  understanding,  she 
asked? 

She  and  Mr.  Mavroules.  far  more  liberal 
than  Mrs.  Byron  on  disarmament  issues, 
were  joined  by  Representative  Richard  B. 
Ray  (D.  Ga.)  They  met  with  a  range  of  dele- 
gates, including  the  Dutch  ambassador  who 
has  been  on  duty  in  Vienna  for  a  decade. 

The  START  talks,  held  in  Geneva,  move 
along  in  a  similarly  measured  way.  The 
major  participants  meet  formally  only  once 
a  week,  she  said.  While  she  was  there,  each 
side  made  a  major  presentation.  Thereupon, 
various  technicians  and  translaters  fall 
upon  these  documents  to  be  certain  they  are 
understood. 

Mrs.  Byron  made  a  contribution  to  the 
translating  process  at  one  point,  when  a 
Soviet  representative  asked  her  what  it 
meant  to  "put  something  in  mothballs." 
The  subject  came  up  during  a  discussion  of 
what  to  do  with  material  and  weapons  with- 
drawn as  a  result  of  the  talks.  She  explained 
that  clothes— not  tanks— literally  got  the 
preserving  mothballs  treatment  in  the  U.S.) 

"Don't  you  think  these  talks  would  move  a 
little  faster."  she  says  she  asked  one  of  the 
diplomats,  "if  they  were  held  in  Botswana?" 
She  wondered  if  the  elegant,  cosmopolitan 
atmosphere  of  Vienna  and  Geneva  did  not 
insulate  the  participants  from  tortuously 
long  process. 

Yet,  she  said,  ultimately  there  is  move- 
ment. She  said  she  expects  to  see  substan- 
tive proposals  in  the  effort  to  limit  interme- 
diate range  missiles  within  the  next  .six  to 
eight  months— because  the  U.S.  will  be  de- 
ploying Cruise  and  Pershing-2  missiles  in 
Europe.  Then,  she  said,  the  Soviets  are 
likely  to  get  serious. 

She  said  all  of  these  talks  focus  on  two 
issues— the  numbers  game:  how  many  mis- 
siles, how  many  warheads,  how  much 
launching  power,  and  the  verification  game: 
how  can  the  numbers  be  checked?  The  Sovi- 
ets, she  said,  say  satellites  are  sufficient. 
The  U.S.  wants  closer  inspection.  And  so  it 
goes.  . 

In  Vienna,  she  said,  a  little  known  disar- 
mament group  works  on  Mutual  Balanced 
Force  Reduction.  The  participants  have 
agreed,  she  said,  that  each  side  should  have 
900.000  troops.  They  have  agreed  that  police 
should  not  be  counted.  But  they  have  not 
agreed  on  how  many  armed  men  and  women 


each  side  have— or  on  how  to  determine  the 
accurate  numl)er.  These  talks  have  been 
under  way  for  10  years. 

Mrs.  Byron  said  she  is  not  discouraged. 
She  said  the  U.S.  plan  for  MX— which  she 
opposes— now  calls  for  only  about  50  mis- 
siles as  compared  with  200  two  years  ago. 

"We  need  to  modernize  and  reduce.  I  hope 
we  can  achieve  a  breakthrough,"  she  said. 

Mrs.  Byron's  own  pace  is  not  nearly  so 
measured  as  the  arms  talks.  Her  travels 
with  the  U.S.  military  continue.  Next  Satur- 
day, she  will  visit  the  U.S.S.  Kennedy,  an 
aircraft  carrier,  on  station  off  Norfolk,  Va. 
There,  she  said,  she  will  get  a  ride  in  an  F- 
14,  one  of  the  Navy's  most  sophisticated 
fighter  planes.  The  ride  will  include  a  take- 
off and  landing  on  the  carrier. 

She  said  the  Navy  has  given  her  water 
survival  and  altitude  training  so  that  she 
can  go  along  on  these  flights. 

"I  guess  they  think  I  won't  go  through 
[the  training], "  she  said  with  a  wink.« 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 
By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Foley  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Wright),  for  July  26  and  July  27.  1983, 
on  account  of  illness. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gekas)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Bateman.  for  60  minutes,  on 
August  1. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Miller  of  California)  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and 
include  extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Annunzio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Rodino,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  HiGHTOwER,  for  15  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Montgomery,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California,  for  10  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Panetta,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Stratton.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gaydos.  for  60  minutes,  on 
August  1. 

Mr.    MuRTHA,    for    60    minutes, 
August  1. 

Mr.  Applegate,  for  60  minutes. 
August  1. 


on 


on 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


Mr.  Hansen  of  Utah. 

Mr.  McGrath  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Erlenborn. 

Mr.  Oilman  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Lagomarsino. 

Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  GOODLING. 

Mrs.  Smith  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Broomfield. 

Kemp. 

Dreier  of  California. 

Bateman. 

Hiler. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Miller  of  California)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 
Mr.  Bosco. 
Mr.  Gore. 

Mr.  Simon  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  LiPiNSKi  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  McDonald  in  four  instances. 
Mr.  Garcia  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Clay. 
Mr.  Feighan. 

Mr.  Downey  of  New  York  in  two  in- 
stances. 
Mr.  Gejdenson. 
Mr.  Pepper. 

Mr.  Hamilton  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Hoyer  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Sikorski. 
Mr.  Markey. 
Mr.  Wise. 
Mr.  Tauzin. 
Mr.  Savage. 
Mr.  Addabbo. 

Mr.  SCHEUER. 

Mr.  Skelton  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  SoLARZ. 
Mr.  Gephardt. 


BILLS  PRESENTED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  did  on  July  26, 
1983,  present  to  the  President,  for  his 
approval,  bills  of  the  House  of  the  fol- 
lowing title: 

H.R.  2637.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Government  and  Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act  to  increase  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  as 
the  annual  Federal  payment  to  the  District 
of  Columbia:  and 

H.R.  1935.  An  act  to  ratify  an  exchange 
agreement  concerning  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  lands  located  on  Matagorda 
Island  in  Texas. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1628.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  (Shipbuilding  and  Logis- 
tics), transmitting  notice  of  the  decision  to 
convert  to  contractor  performance  the  cus- 
todial services  function  at  the  Naval  Hospi- 
tal, Camp  Lejeune,  N.C.,  pursuant  to  section 
502(b)  of  Public  Law  96-342:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services. 

1629.  A  Utter  from  the  Assistant  Legal  Ad- 
viser for  Treaty  Affairs.  Department  of 
State,  transmitting  copies  of  international 
agreements,  other  than  treaties,  entered 
into  by  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  1 
U.S.C.  112b(a),  as  amended;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Affairs. 

1630.  A  letter  from  the  Clerk,  U.S.  Claims 
Court,  transmitting  a  certified  copy  of  the 
court's  judgment  order  No.  363.  Lower 
Sioux  Indian  Community  in  Minnesota  v. 
The  United  Slates:  to  the  Committee  on  In- 
terior and  Insular  Affairs. 

1631.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  transmitting  a  report  on  the  pro- 
posed modification  of  Island  Park  Dam. 
Minidoka  project.  Idaho-Wyoming,  pursu- 
ant to  section  5  of  Public  Law  95-578:  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1632.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director, 
Minerals  Management  Service.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  a  pro- 
posed refund  of  excess  royalty  payments  to 
Tenneco  Oil  Exploration  &  Production,  pur- 
suant to  section  10(b)  of  the  Outer  Conti- 
nental Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1633.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army  (Civil  Works),  transmit- 
ting a  report  from  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
on  the  Alameda  shoreline.  California,  to- 
gether with  other  pertinent  reports,  pursu- 
ant to  a  resolution  adopted  September  23. 
1976.  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation;  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  Transportation. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  remarks  was 
granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gekas)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  DeWine. 

Mr.  Gradison. 

Mr.  Vkkder  Jagt. 


ADJOURNMENT 
Mr.    MILLER    of    California. 


Mr. 


Speaker,  I  move  that  the  House  do 
now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  7  o'clock  and  34  minutes 
p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Thursday,  July  28,  1983,  at  10 
a.m. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  HOWARD:  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation.  House  Resolu- 
tion 180.  Resolution  relating  to  a  citation  of 
contempt:  with  ammdmenU  (Rept.  No.  98- 
323).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  PERKINS:  C^ommittee  on  Education 
and  Labor.  H.R.  3394.  A  bill  to  provide  addi- 
tional authority  for  the  consolidation  of  stu- 
dent loans  and  to  make  certain  other 
changes  in  Federal  student  financial  assist- 
ance: with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  98- 
324).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI:  Committee  of 
conferences.  Conference  report  on  H.R. 
2973  (Rept.  No.  98-325).  Ordered  to  be 
printed. 
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PUBUC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  PANETTA  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Gradison): 
H.R.  3677.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  increase  the  cap 
amount  allowable  for  reimbursement  of  hos- 
pices under  the  medicare  program;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  ROE  (for  himself.  Mr.  Stance- 
land.  Mr.  Howard.  Mr.  Snyder.  Mr. 
Anderson.  Mr.  Hammerschmidt,  Mr. 
Breaux,  Mr.  Albosta.  Mr.  Clinger, 
Mr.     Rahall,     Mr.     McNolty.     Mr. 
McEwEN.    Mr.    Young    of    Missouri. 
Mr.  DE  Lugo,  Mr.  Daub.  Mr.  Ober- 
STAR.  Mr.  Packard,  Mr.  Nowak,  Mr. 
Edgar.  Ms.  F^rraro.  Mr.  Savage.  Mr. 
Donnelly.  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr.  Kolter, 
Mr.     Robert    P.    Smith,    and    Mr. 
Wyden); 
H.R.  3678.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  conser- 
vation and  development  of  water  and  relat- 
ed resources  and  the  improvement  and  reha- 
bilitation of  the  Nation's  water  resources  in- 
frastructure: to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  ERLENBORN: 
H.R.  3679.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  to  encourage  the  em- 
ployment of  youth  by  authorizing  a  special 
minimum  wage  for  the  limited  employment 
of  individuals  under  the  age  of  19;  to  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 
By  Mr.  LEVINE  of  California; 
H.R.  3680.  A  bill  to  limit  the  U.S.  military 
and  nonmilitary  governmental  presence  in 
Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  El  Salvador,   to 
prohibit  U.S.   military   involvement   in  any 
blockade  of  Nicaragua  or  El  Salvador,  and 
for  other  purposes:   to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  McKINNEY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
F^SH.   Mrs.   Johnson,   Mr.   Lundine, 
Mrs.  Martin  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Moak- 
LEY.     Mr.      Mavroules.     and     Mr. 
Pritchard): 
H.R.  3681.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  estab- 
lishment   of    transitional    industries    trade 
boards  to  increase   the  international  com- 
petitiveness of  U.S.  industries,  and  for  other 
purposes:    jointly,    to   the   Committees   on 
Ways   and    Means;    Banking.    Finance    and 
Urlwm  Affairs;  Education  and  Labor;  For- 
eign Affairs;  Rules;  and  Science  and  Tech- 
nology. 

By  Mr.  RODINO: 
H.R.  3682.  A  bill  to  provide  salary  compa- 
rabihty  with  the  Senior  Executive  Service 
for  U.S.  attorneys,  assistant  U.S.  attorneys, 
and  specially  appointed  attorneys  under  28 
U.S.C.  543:  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 
the  Judiciary  and  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

By  Mr.  WON  PAT: 
H.R.  3683.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  clarify  the  treat- 
ment of  Guam  banks  as  Guam  corporations 
with  respect  to  the  taxation  of  passive 
income  received  from  sources  within  the 
United  States;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  CONYERS: 
H.R.  3684.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secre- 
tary of  Education  to  provide  financial  assist- 
ance to  States  for  use  in  expanding  educa- 
tional programs  In  juvenile  and  adult  cor- 
rectional institutions  to  assist  in  the  reha- 
bUitation   of   criminal    offenders,    and    for 


other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Committees 
on  the  Judiciary  and  Education  and  Lal>or. 
By  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Bedell. 
Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Britt.  Mrs.  Byron. 
Mr.  Conable.  Mr.  Coyne.  Mr. 
Daschle,  Mr.  Dixon,  Mr.  Evans  of 
Illinois.  Mr.  Fauntroy,  Mr.  Florio, 
Mr.  PoRSYTHE,  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Gejd- 
ENSON.  Mr.  Oilman,  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr. 
Jacobs.  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina. 
Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Kind- 
ness. Mr.  Leland.  Mr.  Lent.  Mr. 
Levin  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Long  of 
Maryland.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr. 
Martin  of  New  York.  Mr.  Nowak, 
Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr.  Patman,  Mr. 
Ratchford,  Mr.  Roe,  Mrs.  Schnei- 
der, Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Solomon.  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr. 
SuNiA.  Mr.  Tallon,  Mr.  Vandergriff, 
Mr.    Vento,    Mr.    Walker,   and    Mr. 

WOLPE): 

H.J.  Res.  330.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  designation  of  August  20.  1983.  as 
"National  Volunteer  Firefighter  Recogni- 
tion Day";  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ  (for  himself.  Mr.  St 
Germain.   Mr.    Fauntroy.   Mr.   Pat- 
terson. Ms.  Oakar.  Mr.  Garcia.  Mr. 
LowRY  of  Washington.  Mr.  Lundine, 
Mr.  Vento,  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  Hub- 
bard. Mr.  D'Amours,  Mr.  Schumer. 
Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Coyne.  Mr.  Lehman 
of  California,  Mr.  Morrison  of  Con- 
necticut, Mr.  Cooper.  Ms.   Kaptur. 
Mr.  Erdreich.  Mr.  Levin  of  Michi- 
gan.  Mr.   Carper,   Mr.   Torres.   Mr. 
McKiNNEY,  Mr.  Wylie.  Mr.  Leach  of 
Iowa.  Mr.  Wortley,  Mr.  McCollum. 
Mr.     LowERY     of     California.     Mr. 
Hiler.  Mr.  Dreier  of  California,  and 
Mr.  Bereuter): 
H.J.  Res.  331.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
October  2  through  October  9,  1983,  as  "Na- 
tional Housing  Week":  to  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
By  Mr.  HUNTER; 
H.J.  Res.  332.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  beginning  May  21,  1984,  as  "Na- 
tional  Medical   Transcriptionist   Week";   to 
the   Committee  on   Post   Office   and   Civil 
Service. 

By  Mr.  PANETTA; 
H.  Con.  Res.  151.  Concurrent  resolution 
declaring  that  the  United  States  should  sup- 
port the  peace  initiatives  of  the  four-nation 
Contadora  group  and  should  indicate  its 
willingness  to  terminate  the  flow  of  arms 
into  Central  America  in  conjunction  with 
other  ni^tions:  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  DURBIN: 
H.  Res.  287.  Resolution  to  amend  the 
Rules  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
provide  that  proceedings  of  the  House  and 
its  committees  shall  \x  recorded  verbatim 
by  official  reporters  of  the  House  and  ste- 
nographers of  committees,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 
Mr.  HYDE  introduced  a  bill  (H.R.  3685) 
for  the  relief  of  Franklin  F.  Offner;  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 


MEMORIALS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII, 
236.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial 
of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California, 
relative  to  public  assistance  programs:  dis- 
closure of  personal  information;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  433:  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.R.  800:  Mr.  Bedell. 

H.R.  859:  Mr.  Solarz. 

H.R.  953:  Mr.  Hubbard.  Mr.  Panetta,  and 
Mr.  Dymally. 

H.R.  1077:  Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane. 

H.R.  1307:  Mr.  Sisisky  and  Mrs.  Holt. 

H.R.  1415:  Mr.  Porter  and  Mrs.  Holt. 

H.R.  1877:  Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr. 
Scheuer.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr.  Torricelli, 
Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Stark,  and  Mr. 
LowRY  of  Washington. 

H.R.  1903:  Mr.  Seiberlinc. 

H.R.  1937:  Mr.  Spratt  and  Mr.  Markey. 

H.R.  1959:  Mr.  Kostmayer. 

H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Broomfield.  Mr.  McClos- 
key.  Mr.  WoLPE.  and  Mr.  Gingrich. 

H.R.  2128:  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr. 
Gregg.  Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  Mr.  Bedell,  Mr. 
Biaggi,  and  Mr.  Crockett. 

H.R.  2154:  Mr.  Long  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Dyson,  and  Mr.  Barnes. 

H.R.  2653:  Mr.  Solarz. 

H.R.  2790:  Mr.  Pashayan.  Mr.  Marriott. 
Mr.  Skeen.  and  Mr.  Berman. 

H.R.  2819:  Mr.  Ackerman,  Mr.  Eckart. 
and  Mr.  Gray. 

H.R.  2916;  Mr.  Wortley  and  Mr.  Gejden- 

SON. 

H.R.  2956:  Mr.  Ottinger. 

H.R.  3094:  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  McNulty.  and 
Mr.  Sunia. 

H.R.  3181:  Mr.  Seiberling.  Mr.  Frank.  Mr 
Campbell,  Mr.  AuCoin,  Mr.  Patman.  Mr 
Roe,  Mr.  Wortley,  Mr.  Feighan,  Mr.  Kind 
NESs,  Mr.  Won  Pat,  Mr.  Forsythe.  Mr.  Ko 
GOVSEK.  Mr.  Fascell.  Mr.  Glickman,  Mr 
HoRTON,  Mr.  Wyden.  Mr.  McGrath.  Mr 
DeWine.  Mr.  Andrews  of  Texas,  Mrs 
Boxer,  Mr.  Tallon,  Mr.  Barnard,  Mr.  Lun 
GREN,  Mr.  Gekas,  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Dreier  of 
California.  Mr.  Kasich,  Mr.  Hammer 
SCHMIDT,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida,  Mr.  Ridge, 
Mr.  Stangeland,  Mr.  Bilirakis,  Mr 
Oilman.  Mr.  Boehlert.  Ms.  Oakar,  Mr 
Hubbard,  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Schumer,  Mr 
Stratton,  and  Mr.  Green. 

H.R.  3193;  Mr.  Hance  and  Mr.  Kildee. 

H.R.  3271:  Mr.  Lundine  and  Ms.  Kaptur. 

H.R.  3325:  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  McGrath. 
and  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.R.  3439;  Mr.  Lagomarsino,  Mr.  Kramer. 
Mr.  Sisisky,  Mr.  Won  Pat,  Mr.  Daub,  Mr. 
RuDD.  Mr.  Skeen,  Mr.  Kasich.  Mr.  Bateman, 
and  Mr.  Bliley. 

H.R.  3500:  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Frenzel,  Mr. 
Beilenson.  Mr.  Ottinger.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr. 
Vento.  Mr.  Gejdenson,  Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr. 
Barnes.  Mr.  Brown  of  California.  Mr. 
Scheuer.  Mr.  Jeffords,  and  Mrs.  Boxer. 

H.R.  3538:  Mr.  Anthony,  Mr.  Matsui.  and 
Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R.  3616:  Mr.  Ottinger. 

H.R.  3635:  Mr.  Sikorski  and  Mr.  Sam  B. 
Hall.  Jr. 

H.J.  Res.  103:  Mr.  Sundquist. 

H.J.  Res.  132:  Mr.  Oilman.  Mr.  Gunder- 
SON.  Mr.  Moakley,  Mr.  Moody.  Mr.  Panet- 


ta. Mr.  Snyder.  Mr.  Savage,  and  Mr.  Hall  of 
Ohio. 

H.J.  Res.  260:  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Carney. 
and  Mr.  Russo. 

H.J.  Res.  266:  Mr.  Gunderson. 

H.J.  Res.  273:  Mr.  Pepper. 

H.J.  Res.  309;  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Britt,  Mr. 
Daub.  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Edwards  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  McCuRDY.  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr. 
Owens.  Mr.  Rahall.  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Sten- 
holm.  Mr.  Tallon,  and  Mr.  Won  Pat. 

H.  Con.  Res.  43:  Mr.  Perkins. 

H.  Con.  Res.  85:  Mrs.  Johnson,  Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Bilirakis.  Mr. 
Shelby.  Mr.  Bateman,  Mr.  Martin  of  New 
York,  Mr.  Chappell,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida, 
Mr.  Wylie,  Mr.  Ireland.  Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr. 
PURSELL.  Mr.  Spence.  Mr.  Ridge.  Mr.  Miller 
of  Ohio.  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Vander  Jagt.  Mr. 
QuiLLEN.  Mr.  Young  of  Florida.  Mr.  Hop- 
kins. Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Hartnett.  Mr.  Roth. 
Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Clinger.  and  Mr.  Gekas. 

H.  Con.  Res.  93:  Mr.  Hamilton. 

H.  Con.  Res.  148:  Mr.  Zablocki  and  Mr. 
Broomfield. 

H.  Res.  53:  Mr.  Roth  and  Mr.  Philip  M. 
Crane. 

H.  Res.  190:  Mr.  Hamilton  and  Mr. 
Cheney. 

H.  Res.  215:  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho.  Mr. 
Hyde.  Mr.  McCain,  and  Mr.  Wilson. 

H.  Res.  269:  Mr.  Chandler,  Mr.  Frenzel, 
Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Vandergriff,  Mr.  Forsythe, 
Mr.  McNulty.  Mr.  Regula,  Mr.  Simon,  and 
Mr.  Hughes. 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 
Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII.  peti- 
tions  and    papers   were    laid   on    the 
Clerk's  desk  and  referred  as  follows: 

177.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Petition  of  the 
Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  relative 
to  a  nuclear  freeze:  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs. 

178.  Also,  petition  of  the  Committee  to 
Support  Nicaragua.  San  Francisco.  Calif., 
relative  to  Central  America;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Affairs. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  rule  XXIII,  proposed 
amendments  were  submitted  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.R.  2867 
By  Mr.  MARKEY; 
—Page  35.  after  line  25.  insert  the  following: 

(5)  Section  7002(a)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (1).  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)  and  substituting  a  semicolon,  and 
by  adding  the  following  after  paragraph  (2): 

"(3)  against  any  person  who— 

"(i)  at  the  time  of  treatment,  storage,  or 
disposal  of  any  hazardous  waste  owned  or 
operated,  or 

"(ii)  subsequently  owned  or  operated  a  fa- 
cility or  site  at  which  treatment,  storage,  or 
disposal  of  hazardous  waste  took  place; 

"(4)  against  any  person  who  by  contract, 
agreement,  or  otherwise  arranged  for  dis- 
posal or  treatment,  or  arranged  with  a 
transporter  for  transport  for  disposal  or 
treatment,  of  hazardous  waste  owned  or 
possessed  by  such  person,  by  any  other 
party  or  entity,  at  any  facility  owned  or  op- 
erated by  another  party  or  entity  and  con- 
taining such  hazardous  waste;  or 

"(5)  against  any  person  who  accepts  or  ac- 
cepted any  hazardous  waste  for  transport  to 
a  disposal  or  treatment  facility  or  site  se- 
lected by  such  person. 


Any  person  referrd  to  in  paragraph  (3)  shall 
be  liable  to  any  individual  (or  his  depend- 
ents) for  damages  to  such  individual  which 
are  compensable  under  this  subsection  and 
which  are  caused  by  such  individual's  expo- 
sure to  such  hazardous  waste  from  the  facil- 
ity or  site  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3).  Any 
person  referred  to  in  paragraph  (4)  shall  be 
liable  to  any  individual  (or  his  dependents) 
for  damages  to  such  individual  which  are 
compensable    under    this    subsection    and 
which  are  caused  by  such  individual's  expo- 
sure to  a  hazardous  waste  during  storage  of 
such  hazardous  waste  pending  transport  for 
storage  or  treatment.  Any  person  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (5)  shall  be  liable  to  any  in- 
dividual (or  his  dependents)  for  damages  to 
such    individual    which    are    compensable 
under  this  subsection  and  which  are  caused 
by  such  individual's  exposure  to  a  hazardous 
waste   during   transportation   to.   or   treat- 
ment, storage,  or  disposal,  at  a  disposal  or 
treatment  facility  or  site  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (5).  Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b).  the  liability  of  any  person  under  this 
part  shall  be  without  regard  to  fault  and 
shall  be  joint  and  several  with  the  liability 
of  any  other  person  under  this  part  to  the 
same    individual    for    the    same    damages. 
Where  all  persons  who  are  liable  to  an  indi- 
vidual under  this  subsection  are  not  parties 
to  an  action  under  paragraph  (3),  (4).  or  (5) 
of  this  subsection,  any  defendant  held  liable 
in  such  action  may  bring  a  separate  action 
to  require  any  other  person  who  is  also 
liable  under  this  section  to  such  individual 
for  the  same  damages  to  contribute  to  pay- 
ment of  such  damages.  Any  action  under 
paragraph  (3),  (4).  or  (5)  may  be  maintained 
by  the  injured  individual  or  his  dependents. 
Any  relevant  health  effects  document  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (h)  may  (but  shall 
not  be  required  to)  be  introduced  into  evi- 
dence by  any  party  to  an  action  under  para- 
graph (3),  (4),  or  (5).  Any  cause  of  action 
under   paragraph   (3).    (4).   or   (5)   may   be 
maintained  in  a  district  court  of  the  United 
States  in  a  district  wherein  either  the  plain- 
tiff or  defendant  resides  or  conducts  busi- 
ness, without  regard  to  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  preempt,  or  otherwise  affect, 
any  provision  of  State  law  regarding  liabil- 
ity for  damages  in  connection  with  hazard- 
ous waste.  The  following  damages  shall  be 
compensable    under    this    subsection;    any 
medical   expenses,   rehabilitation   costs,   or 
burial  expenses  due  to  personal  injury,  ill- 
ness, or  death;  any  loss  of  income  or  profits 
or  any  impairment  or  loss  of  earning  capac- 
ity due  to  personal  injury  .  illness,  or  death; 
and  any  pain  and  suffering  which  results 
from  personal  injury,  illness,  or  death.". 

(6)  Section  7002(b)  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  at  the  end  thereof:  "A  defend- 
ant referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)(B)  of  sub- 
section (a)  who  is  a  subsequent  owner  or  op- 
erator of  a  facility  shall  not  be  liable  under 
this  section  for  any  damages  caused  by  ex- 
posure to  a  hazardous  waste  if  such  defend- 
ant establishes  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  that  he  did  not  know  and  should 
not  reasonably  have  known  that  any  haz- 
ardous waste  was  located  at  such  facility  or 
that  no  action  or  inaction  of  the  defendant 
caused  or  contributed  to  such  exposure.  If 
the  exposure  which  caused  the  injury,  ill- 
ness, or  death  complained  of  in  an  action 
under  paragraph  (3),  (4).  or  (5)  of  subsection 
(a)  is  attributable  to  a  Federally  permitted 
release,  the  defendant  shall  not  be  liable 
unless  the  plaintiff  establishes  that  action 
or  inaction  by  such  defendant  which  caused 
the  plaintiff's  Injury,  illness,  or  death  was 


negligent,  reckless,  or  intentional.  There 
shall  be  no  liability  under  paragraph  (3). 
(4),  or  (5)  of  subsection  (a)  for  any  defend- 
ant who  can  establish  by  a  preponderance 
of  the  evidence  that  the  release  of  a  hazard- 
ous waste  or  the  damage  resulting  from 
such  release,  was  caused  solely  by  an  act  of 
God.  or  an  act  of  war.  No  action  under  para- 
graph (3).  (4).  or  (5)  of  subsection  (a)  for 
compensation  for  damages  resulting  from 
expKJsure  to  any  hazardous  waste  may  be 
brought  by  any  individual  under  this  section 
after  the  end  of  a  three-year  period  begin- 
ning on  the  later  of  (A)  the  date  the  physi- 
cal injury  or  illness  was  first  known  (or  rea- 
sonably should  have  been  known)  by  the  ap- 
plicant or  plaintiff  to  exist,  or  the  date  of 
the  individual's  death,  or  (B)  the  date  the 
applicant  or  plaintiff  knew  (or  reasonably 
should  have  known)  that  the  physical 
injury,  illness,  or  death  was  caused  by  expo- 
sure to  such  hazardous  waste.  The  time  lim- 
itation described  in  the  preceding  sentence 
shall  not  begin  to  run  against  a  minor,  until 
that  minor  reaches  eighteen  years  of  age  or 
has  had  a  legal  representative  appointed,  or 
against  an  incompetent  individual,  until 
that  individual  becomes  competent  or  has 
had  a  legal  representative  appointed.  No 
action  may  be  brought  under  this  section 
for  recovery  of  any  damages  caused  or  con- 
tributed to  by  exposure  to  any  hazardous 
waste  which  exposure  occurred  solely  before 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Hazardous 
Waste  Control  and  Enforcement  Act  of 
1983." 

(7)  Section  7002  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsections  at  the  end  there- 
of: 

"(g)  Special  Rules.— (1)  The  amount  pay- 
able under  paragraph  (3).  (4).  or  (5)  of  sub- 
section (a)  to  any  plaintiff  shall  be  reduced 
by  the  total  of  the  compensation  (which  is 
compensable  under  subsection  (a))  previous- 
ly paid  to  the  applicant  or  plaintiff  by 
reason  of  the  same  physical  Injury  or  ill- 
ness, or  death  from  any  other  source,  In- 
cluding any  such  compensation  paid— 

"(A)  pursuant  to  any  administrative  or  ju- 
dicial proceeding  under  State  law. 

"(B)  pursuant  to  any  consent  decree 
under  State  law  or  any  other  binding  settle- 
ment. 

"(C)  under  any  governmental  program  (In- 
cluding Medicaid  or  Medicare)  which  the  In- 
jured. 111.  or  deceased  Individual  was  re- 
quired to  participate  in,  or 

"(D)  pursuant  to  any  other  Insurance 
other  policy  or  program. 

••(2)  No  person  who  Is  an  employee  cov- 
ered by  a  State  workman's  compensation 
plan  which  compensates  employees  for 
injury.  Illness,  or  death  arising  out  of  and  In 
the  course  of  employment  (or  pursuant  to 
similsu-  tests  of  work-relatedness)  may  recov- 
er any  amount  under  this  section  for  any 
such  injury,  illness,  or  death  for  which  any 
compensation  Is  available  under  such  State 
law. 

•(h)  Health  Effects  Documents.— ( 1 )  The 
Administrator  shall  periodically  prepare 
and.  after  notice  and  opportunity  of  com- 
ment, publish  hazardous  waste  health  ef- 
fects documents  which  indicate  the  health 
effects  of  hazardous  wastes.  Such  studies 
shall  be  based  on  the  l)€st  scientific  infor- 
mation available  to  the  Administrator.  For 
'  purposes  of  such  documents,  the  Adminis- 
trator may  utilize  studies  and  documents 
prepared  by— 

"(A)  the  Administrator  under  section  112 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  under  subtitle  C  of  the 
Act.  under  the  Toxic  Substances  Control 
Act.  under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  under  the 
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Federal  Insecticide.  Fungicide  and  Rodenti- 
cjde  Act.  and  under  other  applicable  provi- 
sions of  law; 

"(B)  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  under  the  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Act; 

"(C)  by  other  departments,  agencies,  and 
instrumentalities  of  the  United  States;  and 

'•(D)  independent  scientific  organizations. 

"(2)  Each  document  prepared  under  this 
subsection  shall  set  forth— 

••(A)  the  elements  of  exposure  necessary 
to  cause  a  physical  injury,  illness,  or  death 
(Including  the  nature,  level,  and  duration 
thereof); 

••(B)  the  etiology,  symptoms,  latency 
period  (if  any),  prognosis,  and  other  effects 
(including  effects  in  an  individual's  proge- 
ny) of  the  injury  or  illness;  and 

••(C)  such  other  information  relating  to 
the  hazardous  waste  involved  and  to  the 


health  effects  involved  as  may  be  appropri- 
ate.". 

(8)  Section  1004  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  at  the  end  thereof: 

"(42)  The  term  act  of  God"  means  an  un- 
anticipated grave  natural  disaster  or  other 
natural  phenomenon  of  exceptional,  inevita- 
ble, and  irreversible  character,  the  effects  of 
which  could  not  have  been  prevented  or 
avoided  by  the  exercise  of  due  care  or  fore- 
sight. 

••(43)  The  term  •dependent'  means  with  re- 
spect to  any  deceased  person  the  individual 
or  individuals  referred  to  in  section  8110  of 
title  5  of  the  United  States  Code. 

•■(44)  The  term  transport',  •transporta- 
tion', and  federally  permitted  release'  shall 
have  the  meanings  provided  by  section  101 
of  Public  Law  96-510. ". 


H.R.  2957 

By  Mr.  PATMAN: 
—Strike  line  13  on  page  18  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  on  page  28. 

By  Mr.  RITTER; 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  Insert  the  following: 

STUDY 

Sec.  308.  Section  4  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■•(d)(1)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  conduct  a  study  of  the  impact  on 
the  United  States  steel  industry  of  steel  sub- 
sidies by  nations  who  are  borrowers  from 
the  Fund. 

•  (2)  Not  later  than  12  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
the  Council  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the 
President  and  both  Houses  of  Congress  re- 
garding the  Council's  findings  and  recom- 
mendations for  appropriate  action.". 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
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TURNING  OFF  THE  NERVE  GAS 


HON.  ED  BETHUNE 

OF  ARKANSAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
recent  editorial  in  the  Boston  Globe 
outlines  some  of  the  issues  that  came 
up  in  the  chemical  weapons  debate  we 
had  here  in  the  House  and  in  the 
Senate.  I  hope  that  Members  will  take 
the  time  to  read  this  article  and  re- 
flect on  some  of  the  points  that  are 
discussed. 

[From  the  Boston  Globe.  July  15.  1983] 
Turning  Off  the  Nerve  Gas 

In  1964  and  1970.  George  Bush  tried  and 
failed  to  get  elected  to  the  Senate  from 
Texas.  He  finally  got  there  in  1981  as  Vice 
President,  but  did  not  cast  a  vote  until  he 
broke  a  49-49  tie  Tuesday.  How  unfortunate 
and  ignoble  that  Bush's  first  Senate  vote 
supports  one  of  the  worst  ideas  of  the  Ad- 
ministration he  serves. 

President  Reagan's  plan  to  put  nerve  gas 
into  production  illustrates  the  half-baked 
thought  process  motivating  this  Administra- 
tion's military  buildup. 

Nerve  gas  will  neither  kill  enemy  troops 
efficiently  nor  protect  American  troops, 
much  less  defend  or  reassure  our  allies 
around  the  world  who'll  be  the  guinea-pig 
bystanders  if  it  gets  used. 

The  moral,  financial  and  political  costs 
are  often  cited,  but  nerve  gas  can  also  be 
met  and  defeated  on  the  military  merits,  as 
Harvard  professor  Matthew  Meselson  has 
done.  Gas  is  less  effective  than  conventional 
explosives  in  killing  soldiers  who  have  pro- 
tective gear  and  are  trained  in  using  it. 

To  kill  a  third  of  a  35-man  platoon  in 
attack  configuration  takes  80  conventional 
shells  or  20  cluster  shells  from  a  155mm 
howitzer.  If  the  shells  contain  nerve  gas  and 
the  men  forgot  their  masks,  five  shells  will 
do  it  (which  suggests  what  happens  to 
nearby  civilians).  But  if  the  troops  are  prop- 
erly equipped.  Meselson  estimates  that  as 
many  as  80  nerve  gas  shells  are  required  to 
produce  a  single  casualty. 

The  Soviets  have  some  85.000  "chemical 
troops"  trained  to  handle  napalm  and 
smoke.  Prudence  dictates  that  the  Pentagon 
assume  a  Soviet  nerve  gas  threat.  The 
answer  to  that  threat  is  to  invest  in  first- 
rate  protective  gear  for  US  troops.  Mirror- 
imaging  what  military  leaders  imagine  to  be 
Soviet  offensive  capability  is  useless. 

Nerve  gas,  first  used  on  the  Ypres  battle- 
field in  1915,  was  one  of  the  dread  inven- 
tions of  World  War  I,  but  its  effectiveness  in 
battle  dropped  off  rapidly  after  protective 
gear  was  developed.  By  World  War  II.  the 
Germans  didn't  bother  with  it  because  high 
explosives  were  more  effective.  British  strat- 
egists corxsidered  using  nerve  gas.  but  con- 
cluded that  friendly  troops  would  also  have 
to  trundle  around  in  protective  gear,  hinder- 
ing their  own  mobility. 

It  may  be  necessary  to  have  some  nerve 
gas  capability  In  order  to  force  the  other 


side  to  lug  around  masks,  gloves  and  other 
paraphernalia.  Otherwise,  enemy  soldiers 
would  have  an  advantage  in  mobility  and 
morale.  Beyond  that,  however,  nerve  gas  is 
militarily  useless.  The  United  States  already 
has  a  sufficient  supply  for  a  two-week  war 
stocked  for  US  troops  in  Germany;  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  shells  could  be  airlift- 
ed on  short  notice. 

The  Administration  has  been  touting 
••binary"  shells  and  bombs  because,  like 
epoxy  glue,  they  don't  become  "active"  until 
two  ingredients  are  mixed  just  before  firing. 
In  the  confusion  of  battle  (where  Pentagon 
strategists  seldom  venture)  this  adds  a 
clumsy  additional  step.  ("Hey  Joe,  Where's 
the  mixer  .  .  .  Did  you  load  that  one  al- 
ready?) A  General  Accounting  Office  report 
suggests  some  binaries  seem  to  overheat 
when  mixed  and  go  off  prematurely. 

To  spread  nerve  gas  from  an  aircraft,  the 
pilot  must  fly  a  steady  pattern,  maintaining 
a  course  and  altitude  calculated  with  the 
wind  drift  to  put  the  gas  where  it's  wanted. 
That  means  the  pilot  is  duck  soup  for 
groundfire. 

The  nerve  gas  buildup  squeaked  through 
the  Senate  with  the  help  of  Bush  and  his 
fellow  New  England  Republicans— Sens. 
Humphrey  and  Rudman  of  New  Hampshire. 
Stafford  of  'Vermont  and  Cohen  of  Maine. 

The  nerve  gas  cloud  should  waft  back  over 
the  "defense"  crowd  in  the  Administration 
and  the  Senate  who  have  supported  it.  They 
offer  no  "doctrine"  explaining  when  to  push 
the  nerve  gas  button. 

They  should  step  out  of  their  protective 
coverall  argument— "The  Soviets  do  it  so 
we've  got  to  too  "—and  told  to  explain  pre- 
cisely how  producing  this  junk  will  add  to 
the  national  security.  They'll  be  gasping  for 
words.* 


LEGISLATION  ON  TELEPHONE 
RATES 


HON.  BOB  WHIHAKER 

OF  KANSAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 

•  Mr.  WHITTAKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce  legislation 
today  that  will  help  keep  local  tele- 
phone rates  at  affordable  levels.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

While  a  number  of  bills  have  already 
been  introduced  on  this  same  subject, 
each  of  these  measures  has  been  at- 
tacked by  members  of  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee,  both  Republi- 
cans and  Democrats,  as  frustrating  in- 
novations in  the  development  of  com- 
petition, and  as  requiring  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  new  and  permanent  Fed- 
eral bureaucracy. 

My  bill  attempts  to  answer  the  criti- 
cisms of  my  colleagues  to  these  other 
measures.  It  will  create  an  environ- 
ment in  which  competition  and  techni- 
cal innovation  is  possible  by  minimiz- 


ing the  amount  of  subsidies  between 
various  segments  of  the  telecommuni- 
cations industry.  After  a  transition, 
my  bill  will  target  all  subsidies  to  the 
truly  high  cost  telephone  companies 
where  subsidies  are  needed  most.  And 
my  bill  will  eliminate  the  need  for  a 
new  large  Federal  bureaucracy  to  en- 
force its  provisions. 

Most  importantly,  my  bill  will 
reduce  the  amount  by  which  tele- 
phone rates  must  be  increased.  If  this 
bill  is  enacted,  local  rate  increases  for 
residential  customers  will  be  reduced 
by  at  least  $2  a  month,  and  millions  of 
residential  customers  will  experience 
rate  increases  totaling  at  least  $5  a 
month  less  than  what  they  would  have 
to  pay  in  the  absence  of  this  legisla- 
tion. My  bill  will  not  put  an  end  to 
telephone  rate  increases.  However,  it 
will  minimize  rate  increases  while  pre- 
serving a  competitive  telecommunica- 
tions environment. 

The  extremely  complicated  task 
facing  Congress  is  to  balance  carefully 
the  competing  interests  of  continuing 
the  transition  to  a  competitive  tele- 
communications environment  on  the 
one  hand,  while  avoiding  serious  dis- 
ruptions to  the  industry  and  to  con- 
sumers on  the  other  hand.  My  bill  is 
designed  to  balance  these  conflicting 
goals  as  follows: 

The  Communications  Act  would  be 
amended  to  state  explicitly  that  a  pri- 
mary role  of  the  FCC  is  to  develop 
policies  that  insure  the  availability  of 
telephone  service  on  a  miiversal  basis. 
The  present  act,  while  mentioning  uni- 
versal telephone  service  as  a  goal,  is 
more  ambiguous  on  the  importance  at- 
tached to  this  goal. 

Telephone  companies  would  be  pro- 
hibited from  raising  local  residential 
telephone  rates  by  more  than  $1  per 
month  each  year  as  a  result  of  the 
FCC's  newly  adopted  access  charge 
scheme.  Without  this  provision,  all 
local  residential  telephone  rates  would 
rise  at  least  $2  per  month  in  1984  as  a 
result  of  the  FCC's  access  charge  deci- 
sion, and  some  telephone  companies 
have  indicated  they  may  propose  in- 
creasing residential  rates  by  as  much 
as  $4  per  month  in  1984. 

The  risk  that  local  telephone  compa- 
nies will  lose  substantial  revenues  due 
to  "bypass"  of  the  local  telephone  net- 
work would  be  substantially  reduced 
by  requiring  bypassers— that  is,  those 
long  distance  customers  or  carriers 
who  indirectly,  but  not  directly,  use 
the  local  telephone  exchange— to  pay 
access  charges  to  the  local  phone  com- 
panies whose  facilities  they  indirectly 
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use.  Bypassers  do  not  have  to  pay  any 
access  charge  to  the  local  telephone 
company  under  existing  FCC  policies. 

All  long-distance  users  would  subsi- 
dize local  telephone  rates  in  rural 
areas  in  order  to  keep  rural  rates  at 
generally  the  same  level  as  urban 
rates.  The  FCC  has  proposed  a  rural 
subsidy  too.  but  the  subsidy  provided 
in  the  bill  would  be  substantially 
higher  than  the  subsidy  proposed  by 
the  FCC. 

The  FCC  would  be  required  to  study 
the  impact  on  local  phone  rates  of  the 
AT&T  divestiture.  State  and  Federal 
regulatory  decisions,  and  marketplace 
activities  and  would  be  required  to 
make  annual  reports  to  Congress 
showing  the  results  of  its  studies  and 
recommending  legislation  to  cure  any 
problems  that  it  finds.  The  FCC  has 
begun  its  own  study,  but  the  bill  ex- 
pands the  scope  of  this  study  and 
makes  it  easier  for  the  Agency  to  con- 
duct a  study  by  granting  an  exemption 
from  the  requirement  that  it  obtain 
OMB  approval  of  any  questionnaires  it 
sends  to  telephone  companies  and  by 
removing  any  argument  that  it  has  no 
authority  to  collect  information  from 
some  kinds  of  telephone  companies. 

The  FCC  would  be  prohibited  for  at 
least  2  years  from  letting  telephone 
companies  depreciate  their  telephone 
plant  more  rapidly  than  is  authorized 
at  present.  No  depreciation  freeze 
exists  under  present  law  or  regulation. 
Telephone  companies  are  free  to  seek 
permission  for  more  rapid  depreciation 
at  any  time. 

The  FCC  would  be  allowed  to  refrain 
from  regulating  any  particular  inter- 
state long  distance  service  if  it  finds 
that  regulation  of  that  service  is  un- 
necessary because  effective  competi- 
tion exists.  Deregulation  of  a  long  dis- 
tance service  which  is  competitive  will 
permit  carriers  to  save  regulatory 
costs— cost  savings  which  they  can 
pass  along  to  consumers.  The  present 
act  is  ambiguous  on  whether  the  FCC 
has  authority  to  deregulate  competi- 
tive services. 

Local  telephone  companies  would  be 
required  to  offer  by  January  1.  1984,  a 
lifeline  telephone  service  at  a  substan- 
tial price  discount  from  regular  local 
telephone  service.  Those  who  sub- 
scribe to  lifeline  service  would  get  to 
make  a  limited  number  of  local  calls— 
in  the  range  of  15  to  30  calls  per 
month— for  a  flat  charge  which  is  sub- 
stantially below  the  charge  for  regular 
local  service.  A  lifeline  subscriber  who 
made  more  than  the  allotted  number 
of  calls  in  any  month  would  pay  a 
modest  fee— probably  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  10  to  25  cents— for  each  local 
call  in  excess  of  the  allotment.  The 
present  act  does  not  require  local  tele- 
phone companies  to  provide  lifeline 
service.* 
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UNSELFISH  AMERICANS 

HON.  CHALMERS  P.  WYUE 

OP  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26.  1983 

•  Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  members 
of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  re- 
cently witnessed  an  act  of  unselfish- 
ness on  the  part  of  the  group  of  Amer- 
icans who  are  committed  to  the 
strength  and  prosperity  of  this  Nation. 
I  am  talking  about  America's  veterans 
who  have  come  forward  to  agree  to  a 
delay  in  cost-of-living  increases  for 
their  benefits  for  the  betterment  of 
our  country. 

In  a  recent  article  in  the  Stars  and 
Stripes,  a  noted  newspaper  which  has 
been  expressing  the  concerns  of  our 
Nation's  veterans  for  over  100  years. 
Representative  Bob  McEwen  of  Ohio, 
ranking  member  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Compensation.  Pension  and  Insur- 
amce.  captured  the  feeling  of  many  of 
the  members  of  the  committee  regard- 
ing this  sacrifice  by  those  who  have  al- 
ready given  of  themselves  for  our 
Nation.  I  would  like  to  have  the  article 
reprinted  in  the  Congressional 
Record  for  the  benefit  of  the  Mem- 
bers. 

The  article  follows: 
[From  the  Stars  and  Stripes.  May  26.  1983] 
Unselfish  Americans 
(By  Representative  Bob  McEwen) 

The  responsibility  to  assist  the  disadvan- 
taged in  our  society  is  a  large  task  and  some 
do  not  seem  to  appreciate  the  difficulty  in- 
herent in  this  duty. 

I  believe  it  is  important  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  sacrifice  made  by  those  Americans  and 
their  families  who  have  given  unselfishly  of 
their  time,  talents,  treasure  and  even  their 
lives  to  protect  our  nation  by  serving  in  the 
armed  forces  and  who  are  continuing  to 
make  sacrifices  for  the  good  of  our  country. 

I'm  talking  about  America's  veterans  who 
recently  again  demonstrated  to  Congress 
and  the  nation  their  commitment  to  a 
strong  and  secure  America  in  testimony 
before  the  Congress. 

As  the  ranking  member  of  the  Veterans 
Affairs  Subcommittee  on  Compensation. 
Pension  and  Insurance,  it  was  moving  to 
hear  disabled  veterans  and  the  service  orga- 
nizations which  plead  their  cause,  announce 
they  are  willing  to  accept  a  six-month  delay 
in  benefit  increases  to  assist  in  reducing 
Federal  budget  deficits. 

I  believe  that  they  are  to  be  congratulated 
for  placing  our  nation  first. 

Both  the  House-passed  and  Administra- 
tion-backed budget  proposals  request  a 
delay  of  six  months  in  cost  of  living  in- 
creases from  October  1.  1983.  until  April  1. 
1984. 

No  group  of  Americans  is  more  deserving 
of  benefit  increases  than  service  connected 
disabled  veterans  or  their  surviving  depend- 
ents, and  yet  no  group  has  been  more  will- 
ing to  give  of  themselves  time  and  again  for 
the  betterment  of  our  country. 

The  National  Association  of  Military 
Widows,  and  the  Disabled  American  Veter- 
ans were  joined  by  numerous  other  veteran 
organizations  in  their  support  of  the  propos- 
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al  to  delay  the  cost-of-living  increase  this 
year. 

The  Blinded  American  Veterans  Associa- 
tion stated  before  the  Committee.  "Like 
other  veterans,  we  are  willing  to  do  our 
share  to  improve  the  state  of  the  economy, 
and  if  the  delay  in  the  cost  of  living  adjust- 
ment would  contribute  in  some  way  to  a  new 
economic  prosperity,  we  are  willing  to  make 
the  sacrifice.  In  this  spirit  of  sacrifice,  we 
are  prepared  to  do  our  share. 

"We  only  ask  in  return  that  it  be  recog- 
nized that  veterans  are  making  a  sacrifice 
and  that  the  burden  of  this  sacrifice  will  fall 
greater  on  the  severely  disabled  veterans." 

The  American  Legion  testified,  "The 
American  Legion  does  not  want  to  see  these 
deserving  veterans,  and  their  dependents 
and  survivors,  deprived  of  benefits  they 
clearly  need.  (But)  the  Legion  is  also  aware 
of  the  serious  fiscal  problems  that  confront 
the  Federal  Government,  and  that  both  the 
President  and  Congress  must  address. 

"For  that  reason,  and  because  veterans 
are  perhaps  the  most  responsible  element  of 
the  American  social  structure.  The  Ameri- 
can Legion  will  accept  the  six  month  delay 
in  increase  in  these  service-connected  enti- 
tlement progr2ims. 

"The  American  Legion  feels  that  no  other 
category  of  Federal  beneficiary  has  an  equal 
claim  upon  the  government  as  do  the  na- 
tion's veterans  who  have  already  made  the 
greatest  contribution  to  the  national  wel- 
fare, through  military  service  in  lime  of 
war." 

The  Paralyzed  Veterans  of  America  added. 
"In  light  of  efforts  to  restrain  and  reduce 
growing  budget  deficits,  we  realize  that  it  is 
incumbent  upon  all  citizens  to  be  willing  to 
assist  in  the  government's  efforts." 

Adding  its  voice  to  these  expressions  of 
unselfishness  and  dedication  to  America, 
was  the  Non-Commissioned  Officers  Asso- 
ciation which  stated.  "Foremost,  this  .sacri- 
fice can  significantly  help  the  nation.  Addi- 
tionally, the  savings  represented  by  the  pro- 
posed delay  protects  other  important  im- 
provements in  the  Veterans  Administration 
budget." 

The  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  stated, 
"Both  the  President's  proposed  budget  and 
House  concurrent  Resolution  91  would 
delay  cost-of-living  increases  for  Federal 
beneficiaries  for  six  months.  Thus,  the  4.1 
percent  increase  in  the  Compensation  and 
Dependency  and  Indemnity  Compensation 
Programs  would  become  effective  April  1, 
1984.  rather  than  October  1,  1983. 

"The  VFW  agrees  to  this  deferred  cost-of- 
living  increase  and  supports  it  to  help 
reduce  the  Federal  deficit  and  maintain  the 
integrity  of  the  Compensation  Programs." 

These  special  Americans,  even  though 
they  are  disabled,  widowed,  crippled  and 
blind,  have  unanimously  said  that  for  the 
good  of  us  all,  they  are  willing  to  make  yet 
another  sacrifice. 

How  different  are  these  brave  men  and 
women  from  those  who  boast  that  they 
would  never  lift  a  finger  to  aid  this  nation 
and  yet  continue  to  demand  more  and  more 
from  the  beleaguered  American  taxpayer.* 
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ACTJVE  DUTY  FORGOTTEN 
WIDOWS 


HON.  MICHAEL  BIURAKIS 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOt;SE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
planning  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
the  DOD  authorization  bill  which 
would  at  long  last  provide  benefits  to  a 
deserving  segment  of  the  military  com- 
munity known  as  the  forgotten 
widows.  However,  I  am  going  to  with- 
draw my  amendment  and  instead,  I 
will  be  introducing  legislation  next 
week  to  provide  benefits  to  those  el- 
derly widows  who  are  receiving  no 
military  benefits  despite  their  contri- 
butions to  a  20-,  30-,  or  even  40-year 
military  career. 

For  the  purpose  of  definition  these 
forgotten  widows  are  women  whose 
husbands  died  in  retirement  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  survivor  benefit 
plan  in  1972.  Their  husbands  did  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  a 
fair  and  solid  survivor  plan.  It  was  be- 
cause of  the  absence  of  such  a  plan 
that  the  Congress  enacted  the  SBP. 

Due  to  the  urgency  with  which  this 
bill  was  brought  back  to  the  floor  to- 
night and  the  complete  ineptness  of 
the  defense  bureaucracy  in  providing 
me  with  reliable  and  consistent  cost 
estimates  on  this  amendment,  I  am 
concerned  that  this  important  issue 
would  not  receive  the  fair  and  careful 
attention  it  deserves.  I  strongly  urge 
the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  to  hold  hearings  on  this 
issue  as  soon  as  possible.  I  am  well 
aware  of  the  committee's  past  reluc- 
tance to  do  so  and  honestly,  I  am  very 
dismayed.  It  is  grossly  unfair  to  these 
elderly  women  who  are  literally  in  des- 
perate economic  circumstances  be- 
cause the  Congress  has  refused  to  act 
on  their  behalf.  In  light  of  this  history 
of  foot  dragging,  I  am  committed  to 
pursuing  an  amendment  to  next  year's 
authorization  bill  if  the  committee  will 
not  take  the  necessary  action. 

I  am  equally  dismayed  over  the  in- 
ability or  perhaps  unwillingness  of  the 
Defense  Department  to  provide  a  re- 
sponsible cost  estimate.  In  1979,  DOD 
submitted  to  the  Congress  an  estimate 
of  $87.7  million  in  fiscal  year  1984  to 
provide  benefits  to  forgotten  widows, 
with  costs  declining  to  $3.8  million 
early  in  the  next  century.  This  was 
based  on  an  estimate  that  there  would 
be  34,800  of  these  widows  in  fiscal  year 
1984, 

However,  last  week  DOD  provided 
me  with  a  figure  of  less  than  27,000  as 
an  estimate  of  the  number  of  these 
widows  who  would  be  eligible.  I  am  not 
convinced  that  even  this  lower  figure 
is  accurate  and  there  is  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  the  Pentagon  is  inflating 
these  figures  because  of  their  animosi- 
ty to  legislation  of  this  kind.  I  find  it 
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interesting,  and  somewhat  alarming, 
that  another  source  within  DOD  pro- 
duced yet  another  estimate  of  the 
number  of  widows,  and  a  substantially 
lower  one  at  that.  The  Defense  Man- 
power Data  Center  recently  ran  a  com- 
puter file  search  and  came  up  with  a 
figure  that  indicates  there  could  be 
less  than  3.900  of  these  forgotten 
widows.  In  all  fairness.  I  would  men- 
tion that  the  computer  file  from 
which  this  figure  was  extracted  is  not 
100  percent  complete  and  that  there 
are  almost  certainly  some  widows  out 
there  who  are  not  presently  on  those 
computer  lists.  However.  I  find  it  very 
difficult  to  believe  that  it  is  off  by 
some  600  percent. 

I  have  also  been  in  contact  with  an 
organization  called  the  National  Orga- 
nization of  Military  Widows.  These 
people  deal  firsthand  with  the  elderly 
forgotten  widows  who  come  to  them 
for  advice  and  support,  and  this  group 
also  estimates  that  there  are  fewer 
forgotten  widows  than  DOD  would 
have  us  believe. 

I  am  convinced  that  regardless  of 
their  number,  these  women  have 
earned  military  benefits  through  their 
service  to  the  Nation  as  military  wives. 
The  primary  question,  in  my  mind,  is 
one  of  equity,  and  not  cost.  As  a  fiscal 
conservative,  however,  I  understand 
the  need  for  reliable  cost  estimates 
when  we  consider  any  additional 
spending  and  I  pledge  to  my  col- 
leagues that  I  will  vigorously  pursue 
this  aspect  of  the  forgotten  widows 
issue  in  the  hope  that  we  can  act  swift- 
ly to  correct  this  inequity  and  provide 
these  women  with  the  recognition  and 
compensation  they  deserve.* 
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diversion  of  water  for  use  in  the  pipe- 
lines. 

If  Congress  approves  coal  slurry  pipe- 
lines—and it  now  seems  closer  than  at  any 
time  in  the  past  20  years— this  would  cut 
the  delivery  price  of  Western  low-sulfur 
coal. 

More  utilities  across  the  country  would 
buy  cleaner  Western  coal,  eventually  gener- 
ating greater  income  and  jobs  for  the  West. 
Arizona  produces  12.5  million  tons  a  year, 
all  on  the  Navajo  Indian  reservation. 

Coal-fired  plants  produce  more  than  half 
of  all  U.S.  electricity. 

Railroads,  fighting  to  keep  their  high- 
volume  coal  traffic,  have  managed  to  defeat 
pipeline  developers  for  two  decades. 

They  are  still  attempting  to  block  the 
pip)elines— carrying  a  50-50  mixture  of  coal 
and  water  through  mostly  underground 
lines— from  crossing  railroad  rights-of-way. 

Western  coal  and  pipeline  Interests  are 
trying  to  use  the  power  of  eminent  domain. 

One  reason  why  the  bill  has  a  chance  of 
passage  Is  that  much  of  Western  agricul- 
ture's past  fear  of  losing  irrigation  water  to 
slurry  has  been  claimed. 

Reps.  Richard  Cheney,  R-Wyo.,  and 
Morris  Udall,  D-Arlz.,  have  written  a  meas- 
ure that  gives  the  states  authority  over 
water  used  In  Interstate  coal  slurry  pipe- 
lines. 

No  firm  may  purchase  water  for  slurry 
without  state  approval. 

In  some  cases,  moving  coal  by  pipeline  is 
half  that  of  rail  rates. 

In  all  Instances,  the  new  delivery  method 
offers  savings  to  customers. 

Coal  slurry  pipelines  should  make  both 
the  railroads  and  slurry  lines  more  cost-effi- 
cient. 

Such  efficiency  should  help  coal  better 
compete  with  nuclear  and  oil  energy. 

The  United  States  has  hundreds  of  years 
of  energy  resources  in  Its  coal  deposits. 

Western  coal  is  relatively  clean-burning. 

After  two  decades,  the  time  for  coal  slurry 
pipelines  has  finally  arrived.* 


AN  OK  FOR  COAL  SLURRY? 


HON.  JOHN  McCAIN 


OF  ARIZONA 


RETIREMENT  OF  LOUIS  T.  SHUP- 
NIK  AS  CHIEF  PAROLE  AND 
PROBATION  OFFICER  FOR  THE 
LUZERNE  COUNTY  COURTS 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
debate  over  energy  costs  and  availabil- 
ity continues,  I  want  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  bring  to  my  colleagues' 
attention  an  editorial  which  appeared 
in  the  Arizona  Republic  on  June  25, 
1983,  entitled  "An  OK  for  Coal 
Slurry?  " 

As  a  long-time  supporter  of  coal 
slurry  pipelines,  I  endorse  this  editori- 
al and  fully  concur  that  slurry  pipe- 
lines are  a  necessary  and  economically 
viable  transportation  alternative 
which  will  provide  competition  as  well 
as  supplement  the  shipment  of  coal  by 
rail. 

Additionally,  the  Coal  Pipeline  Act 
of  1983,  H.R.  1010  which  will  be  before 
this  body  in  the  near  future  does  not, 
in  any  manner,  alter  any  provision  of 
State  law  or  any  interstate  compact 
governing  the  appropriation,   use.  or 


HON.  FRANK  HARRISON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  26,  1983 
•  Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Friday  evening,  July  29,  his  friends 
and  colleagues  will  pay  tribute  to 
Louis  T.  Shupnik  on  his  retirement  as 
chief  adult  parole  and  probation  offi- 
cer for  the  Luzerne  County  courts. 

With  this  retirement  dinner,  Mr. 
Shupnik  brings  to  a  close  an  outstand- 
ing career  in  law  enforcement  which 
has  spanned  a  period  of  46  years. 

From  1936  to  1963.  Mr.  Shupnik  was 
a  member  of  the  Pennsylvania  State 
Police.  He  served  as  an  intelligence 
and  criminal  investigator  and  was 
head  of  the  criminal  intelligence  unit 
at  the  Wyoming  Barracks.  Due  to  his 
extensive  knowledge  of  organized 
crime,  he  appeared  as  a  witness,  repre- 
senting the  Commonwealth  of  Penn- 
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sylvania.  before  the  U.S.  Senate  Select 
Committee  investigating  organized 
crime,  popularly  known  as  the  McClel- 
land committee,  and  before  the  New 
York  State  Crime  Commission. 

As  a  criminal  investigator,  Mr.  Shup- 
nik  participated  in  and  directed  to  a 
successful  conclusion  many  and  com- 
plicated criminal  investigations.  He  is 
the  receipent  of  a  number  of  citations 
and  commendations,  from  Gov.  David 
L.  Lawrence,  from  State  Police  Com- 
missioners Wilhelm  and  McCartney, 
from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion. 

On  August  1.  1963,  Lou  Shupnik  re- 
tired from  the  Pennsylvania  State 
Police,  with  the  rank  of  lieutenant,  to 
accept  the  position  he  now  holds. 

Mr.  Shupnik  inaugurated  the  Lu- 
zerne County  Adult  and  Parole  Proba- 
tion Department  and  introduced  a 
system  of  presentence  investigations 
and  reports.  He  was  a  member  of  the 
staff  that  inaugurated  the  statewide 
program  of  the  Adult  Correctional 
Training  Institute. 

It  is  in  the  last  20  years,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  Lou  Shupnik  has  made  his 
greatest  contribution  to  law  enforce- 
ment. He  has  been  a  watchful  investi- 
gator, a  thorough  administrator,  a 
counselor  who  could  avail  himself  of 
compassion  when  appropriate  auid  of 
discipline  when  required.  He  organized 
a  professional  and  clerical  staff  which 
has  grown  in  proportion  to  the  case- 
load before  our  courts.-  They  have 
been  the  eyes  and  the  ears  of  our 
Judges,  without  whom  sentencing  deci- 
sions, difficult  at  any  time,  would  have 
become  excruciating.  Through  all  of 
this.  Lou  Shupnik  has  remained  the 
man  he  always  was:  unassuming,  dili- 
gent, conscientious,  and  courteous.  I 
should  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  as 
a  young  lawyer  I  represented  clients 
who  came  before  his  office.  I  found 
him,  as  did  all  of  my  colleagues  at  the 
bar,  to  be  always  fair,  evenhanded,  and 
helpful. 

The  criminal  justice  system  in  Lu- 
zerne County  will  miss  Lou  Shupnik. 
But  we  know  that  he  will  be  there  as  a 
friend,  as  an  adviser  and  a  counselor. 
We  know  also,  that  with  his  retire- 
ment will  come  much  deserved  time  to 
spend  with  his  family:  his  wife,  the 
former  Elizabeth  Martin  and  three 
children— Mrs.  Robert  Gulick,  Nancy, 
Esq.,  an  assistant  district  attorney  of 
Luzerne  County,  and  Mary  Ellen,  a 
nurse  at  Wilkes-Barre's  General  Hos- 
pital. 

It  will  be  my  pleasure  to  be  with  the 
Shupnik  family  and  their  friends  and 
neighbors  this  coming  Friday  evening, 
Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  sun  happy  for 
today's  opportunity  to  share  this  occa- 
sion with  my  friends  and  colleagues  in 
the  House.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

APPOINTMENT  OF  HENRY  KIS- 
SINGER: x^OUCY  OF  SURREN- 
DER 
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HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

or  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  McDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
appointment  of  Henry  Kissinger  as 
Chairman  of  the  National  Bipartisan 
Commission  on  Central  America  is  a 
depressing  thing,  in  my  view.  Henry 
Kissinger  was  responsible  in  large 
measure  for  the  loss  of  Southeast  Asia 
to  the  hordes  from  North  Vietnam.  He 
ushered  in  the  era  of  so-called  detente 
which  gave  the  Soviet  Union  unprece- 
dented access  to  our  technology, 
money,  and  good  will.  By  the  time  he 
departed  from  the  State  Department, 
America  was  in  disorderly  retreat  ev- 
erywhere in  the  world.  The  Soviets 
found  Henry  quite  easy  to  handle. 
This  is  not  just  my  opinion,  but  the 
opinion  of  one,  Igor  Glagolyev,  who 
was  in  the  Soviet  apparatus  at  the 
time  and  dealt  with  him  from  the 
other  side  of  the  table.  His  comments 
on  Henry  Kissinger  follow: 
Appointment  or  Henry  Kissinger:  Policy 
OF  Surrender 
(By  Igor  Glagolyev) 

The  appointment  of  Henry  Kissinger  as 
chairman  of  the  National  Bipartisan  Com- 
mission on  Central  America  is  very  signifi- 
cant because  it  shows  the  present  trend  in 
the  policy  of  the  U.S.  Administration  and  of 
the  leadership  of  both  American  parties. 

The  Soviet  and  pro-Soviet  forces  are 
waging  wars  and  organizing  mass  terrorist 
actions  in  more  than  30  countries  of  Asia. 
Africa.  Latin  America,  and  Europe.  Not  a 
single  country  attacked  by  the  communist 
forces  is  actually  defended  by  the  U.S.  mili- 
tary forces.  The  only  region  where  the 
present  U.S.  Administration  tried  to  support 
several  victims  of  the  aggression  is  Central 
America.  And  now  the  man.  who  personally 
arranged  the  surrender  of  South  Vietnam. 
Laos,  and  Cambodia,  as  well  as  the  surren- 
der of  the  American  nuclear  superiority  to 
the  U.S.S.R..  is  appointed  as  the  policy 
maker  for  this  region. 

Being  a  consultant  of  the  Soviet  Govern- 
ment till  1976.  I  worked  with  Kissinger  in 
1962  and  met  him  in  Moscow  in  1967.  Some- 
times I  was  his  opposite  number  in  the 
U.S.S.R.  in  the  internal  discussions  of  the 
most  important  strategic  problems.  While 
he  presented  his  suggestions  on  Indochina 
and  SALT  I  to  President  Nixon.  I  sent  my 
confidential  policy  papers  on  Indochina  to 
the  Politburo  in  1967-1968  and  on  SALT  I— 
to  the  Soviet  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  in 
1970-1971.  On  the  request  of  the  Ministry  of 
Foreign  Affairs  I  prepared  a  study  of  Kis- 
singers  policy  in  1969.  The  Soviet  leaders- 
Brezhnev.  Andropov,  and  Gromyko— had 
high  expectations  in  connection  with  the 
appointment  of  Kissinger  as  the  national  se- 
curity adviser  of  President  Nixon  at  that 
time,  but  Kissinger  far  exceeded  these  ex- 
pectations. Actually  he  proved  to  be  even 
more  pro-Soviet  than  some  of  the  members 
of  the  Soviet  establishment.  In  1967  some 
Soviet  leaders  were  ready  to  stop  the  com- 
munist aggression  in  Indochina  and  leave 
South  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Camt>odia  alone: 


they  saw  the  powerful  American  army  In 
South  Vietnam  and  the  damage  it  did  to  the 
North  Vietnamese  aggressors.  This  was  my 
position  as  well.  Kissinger,  however,  in  E>e- 
cember  of  that  year  confidentially  informed 
G.  Aratov.  V.  Emelyanov  (KGB  people)  and 
some  other  Soviet  representatives,  including 
myself,  that  the  United  States  was  going  to 
stop  the  war  unilaterally,  that  is  to  abandon 
those  three  countries.  This  idea  was  ex- 
pressed by  Kissinger  in  a  most  skillful  and 
scientific-looking  way.  Soon  President  John- 
son unilaterally  stopped  the  bombings  of 
North  Vietnam.  Presiclent  Nixon  and  Kissin- 
ger withdrew  unilaterally  the  American 
troops;  Indochina  was  surrendered.  Millions 
of  innocent  men.  women,  and  children  were 
killed,  mutilated,  starved  to  death  or  sent  to 
concentration  camps  by  the  Soviet-armed 
communists.  Kissinger  got  a  Nobel  peace 
prize  during  this  slaughter. 

Some  Soviet  leaders  were  ready  to  sign  a 
SALT  I  agreement  on  the  basis  of  equality 
of  the  strategic  forces  of  the  U.S.S.R.  and 
the  U.S.  It  was  my  position,  too.  Kissinger, 
however,  persuaded  President  Nixon  to  con- 
clude the  SALT  I  agreement  on  the  basis  of 
a  large  Soviet  superiority— three  to  one— in 
the  aggregate  yield  of  the  strategic  weap- 
ons. According  to  an  estimate  of  the  Soviet 
General  Staff,  such  superiority  is  sufficient 
for  the  U.S.S.R.  to  win  a  nuclear  war 
against  the  United  States  with  a  first  strike 
and  to  kill,  wound,  burn,  or  contaminate  the 
whole  U.S.  population. 

The  damage  Kissinger  did  to  the  interests 
of  the  free  world  can  be  compared  only  to 
the  results  of  the  policy  of  the  Carter-Mon- 
dale  Administration.  The  Nixon-Kissinger 
Government  was  surrendering  two  countries 
annually  to  the  pro-Soviet  dictatorial  re- 
gimes, while  the  Carter-Mondale  Adminis- 
tration-even three  countries  (including 
Nicaragua!).  The  present  liberal  leaders  of 
the  Democratic  Party  criticize  Kissinger  and 
Nixon  for  surrendering  free  countries  too 
slowly.  The  Carter-Mondale  Administration 
openly  announced  and  pursued  the  policy  of 
increased  collaboration  with  the  Soviet  ag- 
gressors. It  reduced  unilaterally  the  defense 
forces  of  the  United  States  while  the 
U.S.S.R.  increased  its  military  superiority. 

Kissinger's  enormous  "achievements"  in 
the  field  of  collaboration  with  the  Soviet  ag- 
gressors were  recognized  by  the  Soviet  lead- 
ership in  the  official  history  of  the  foreign 
policy  of  the  U.S.S.R.  edited  by  Foreign 
Minister  A.  Gromyko  and  Secretary  of  the 
Central  Committee  of  the  CPSU  B.  Pono- 
marev.  The  Soviet  leaders  pointed  out  the 
joint  actions  of  the  Brezhnev-Andropov  dic- 
tatorship and  the  Nixon-Kissinger  Adminis- 
tration against  one  of  the  most  important 
allies  of  the  United  States— Israel— in  1973.' 

Kissinger  himself  frankly  describes  in  his 
memoirs  how  he  delivered  an  ultimatum  to 
the  small  democratic  state  of  Israel  in  1973 
and  threatened  it  with  a  Soviet-American 
"enforcement"  in  support  of  the  aggressive 
Egyptian  troops  which  had  attacked  Israel 
shortly  before  that.' 

At  present  Secretary  of  State  G.  Shultz 
and  his  advisor  H.  Kissinger  also  promote 
Soviet  interests  when  they  are  trying  to 
compel  Israel  to  withdraw  unilaterally  not 
only  from  South  Lebanon,  endangered  by 
the  Syrian  occupation  troops  and  the  PLO 


terrorists,  but  also  from  some  territories  of 
Israel  itself. 

H.  Kissinger  and  G.  Shultz  were  among 
the  main  creators  of  the  system  of  financing 
of  the  aggressive  Soviet  bloc  and  of  supply- 
ing it  with  American  technology  in  the  first 
half  of  the  1970s.  At  present  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment and  commercial  banks  are  financ- 
ing dictatorial  regimes  of  the  Soviet  bloc 
and  socialist-oriented  governments  of  Latin 
America  which  help  the  communist  terror- 
ists in  Ceniral  America.  The  government  of 
Mexico,  for  instance,  which  is  financed  by 
the  United  States  on  a  huge  scale,  allows 
the  terrorists  to  keep  some  of  their  head- 
quarters on  its  territory.  The  Mexican  gov- 
ernment has  agreements  of  cooperation 
with  the  U.S.S.R.  and  Comecon. 

H.  Kissinger  in  his  new  capacity  can  be  ex- 
pected to  continue  and  intensify  this  policy, 
that  is  direct  or  indirect  financing  of  com- 
munist aggression.  One  can  also  suppose 
that  he  will  use  his  experience  of  unilateral 
withdrawal  of  the  American  troops  from 
Vietnam  and  prevent  the  U.S.  military 
forces  from  defending  the  present  victims  of 
the  aggression.  This  would  be  sufficient  for 
the  Soviet  Union.  Cuba,  and  Nicaragua  to 
win  the  total  war  in  Central  America  for 
which  they  are  preparing  now.  They  would 
expect  Kissinger  to  talk  and  promote  him- 
self as  usual,  while  the  communists  would 
kill  off  the  friends  of  the  United  States  and 
come  to  power  on  the  basis  of  some  "peace" 
agreement,  like  in  Indochina. 

Charles  Levinson  describes  the  philosophy 
of  G.  Shultz  and  H.  Kissinger  in  the  follow- 
ing way;  "G.  Shultz  took  it  upon  himself  (in 
1974)  to  stress  what  he  saw  as  the  absurdity 
of  connecting  the  pursuit  of  nation-to- 
nation  economic  relations  with  the  defense 
of  individual  rights.  People  like  Shultz  and 
Kissinger  obviously  have  very  mediocre 
views  of  life  when  one  considers  that  all 
their  acts  are  determined  by  a  total  absence 
of  morality." ' 

The  approaching  surrender  of  Central 
America  would  have  disastrous  conse- 
quences for  the  United  States.  Hundreds  of 
thousands  of  communist  terrorists  would 
join  those  illegals,  subversives,  spies,  drug 
pushers,  and  other  criminals  who  are  al- 
ready crossing  the  Mexican  border  into  the 
U.S.  at  the  rate  of  more  than  one  million  a 
year.  Then  the  Soviet  aggressors  would  use 
this  invasion  and  other  subversive  measures 
for  the  final  destabilization  of  the  United 
States.  The  appointment  of  this  champion 
of  surrender  is  a  grave  mistake. • 


THE  PENNYSAVERS— A 
PUBLISHING  SUCCESS 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

are  sent  free  of  charge  to  every  home 
in  the  community,  providing  an  inex- 
pensive means  of  advertising  to  mer- 
chants as  well  as  important  informa- 
tion for  consumers. 

The  first  South  Nassau  Pennysaver 
was  bom  in  1963  as  a  fledgling  publica- 
tion. This  novel  concept  has  proven 
itself  over  the  years,  growing  to  19  edi- 
tions serving  over  250,000  homes  each 
week. 

Besides  providing  valuable  informa- 
tion to  consumers,  the  Pennysaver 
publications  also  fulfill  a  greatly 
needed  public  service  by  making  space 
available  for  government  officials  at 
all  levels  to  report  directly  to  the 
people.  Such  access  often  is  not  avail- 
able to  government  officials  in  the  reg- 
ular media. 

The  Pennysaver  Corp.,  is  an  out- 
standing example  of  the  great  Ameri- 
can success  story,  an  organization  of 
individuals  who  see  a  need  and  strive 
to  fill  it.  I  would  like  to  congratulate 
the  Pennysaver  Corp.,  for  its  tradition 
of  journalistic  excellence,  public  trust, 
and  valuable  service  to  our  communi- 
ty.* 


'  "Istoriya  vneshney  politiki  S.S.S.R."  (History  of 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  IJ.S.S.R).  1945-1975. 
Moscow.  1976.  Pg.  564. 

'  H.  Kissinger.  "Years  o{  Upheaval."  Boston-To- 
ronto. 1982.  Pg.  608-609. 


HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  to  one  of  the  great  success 
stories  in  the  publishing  business:  the 
Pennysaver  Corp.,  which  is  now  cele- 
brating its  20th  anniversary. 

The  Pennysaver  publications  were 
initiated  in  the  village  of  Rockville 
Centre,  N.Y.,  to  meet  the  advertising 
needs  of  local  merchants.  Pennysavers 


POSITION  PAPER  ON  FISCAL 
YEAR  1984  REAGAN  BUDGET 
PROPOSAL 


'Charles   Levinson.   "Vodka-Cola."   London  and 
New  York.  1978.  Pg.  194-195. 


HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

or  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
second  year  in  a  row,  the  Woman's  Na- 
tional Democratic  Club  has  produced  a 
position  paper  critiquing  the  adminis- 
tration's budget  proposals— this  time 
for  fiscal  year  1984.  As  in  the  past, 
members  of  the  group's  budget  task 
force  have  spent  a  good  deal  of  time 
carefully  reviewing  the  President's 
proposals  and  realistically  assessing 
how  they  do  or  do  not  meet  our  real 
national  and  international  needs.  The 
final  conclusion  of  the  policy  paper 
represents  the  thinking  of  many  of  us 
as  we  look  at  the  economic  policies 
that  have  been  pushed  by  this  admin- 
istration: 

To  summarize,  the  President's  proposed 
fiscal  year  1984  budget  is  long  on  missile- 
rattling  and  woefully  short  of  compassion 
for  the  poor  and  oi  constructive  vision  for 
the  future  of  America.  The  American  people 
deserve  better  of  their  goverrunent  and 
must,  through  the  Congress,  insist  on  the 
kind  of  budget  they  deserve. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the 
Woman's  National  Democratic  Club's 
analysis  of  the  President's  budget. 
Position  Paper  on  Fiscal  Year  1984 
Reagan  Budget  Proposal 

The  Public  Policy  Committee  of  the 
Woman's  National  Democratic  Club  joins  a 
distinguished  and  diverse  company  of  critics 
of  the  I»resident's  proposed  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1984  (beginning  October  1).  In  effect, 
the  President  has  asked  the  nation  to  "stay 
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the  coiirse"  with  fiscal  policies  that  were 
based  in  part  on  grossly  optimistic  economic 
forecasts  that  have  not  been  realized  during 
the  first  two  years  of  the  Administration. 
Following  this  prescription  would  step  up 
defense  spending  and  further  reduce  domes- 
tic spending.  It  would  forego  major  tax  in- 
creases (except  those  imposed  by  the  recent 
social  security  legislation)  until  fiscal  year 
1986,  and  even  then  only  on  a  contingency 
basis.  This  combination  of  policies  would 
keep  annual  deficits  at  near-record  levels 
through  1988.  Thus,  the  Administration  has 
clearly  abandoned  its  often-proclaimed  goal 
of  achieving  a  balanced  budget  in  1985. 

To  avoid  the  potential  economic  disaster 
inherent  in  the  President's  1984  budget,  the 
Public  Policy  Committee  urges  a  reduction 
in  the  rate  of  increase  of  defense  spending, 
the  restoration  of  some  of  the  1981-1983 
cuts  in  domestic  spending,  the  addition  of 
some  prudent  antirecession  measures,  and 
the  raising  of  some  additional  revenues 
before  1986— thus  reducing  prospective  defi- 
cits. We  l>elieve  that  the  Congress  must  act 
this  year  to  bring  down  deficits  in  1984  and 
1985,  because  the  interest  on  borrowing  to 
cover  them  will  compound  the  deficits  in 
later  years. 

Despite  the  Administration's  claims  in 
earlier  budgets,  the  chief— if  not  the  only- 
economic  gains  recorded  during  1981-1982 
were  a  pronounced  reduction  in  inflation 
(due  in  large  part  to  the  declines  in  the 
prices  of  food  and  imported  oil)  and  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  interest  rates  during 
the  latter  half  of  1982.  These  two  develop- 
ments are  touted  in  the  1984  budget  mes- 
sage, with  only  a  passing  reference  to  the 
key  role  played  by  monetary  policy,  which  is 
largely  shaped  by  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

However,  most  of  the  economic  news 
during  1981  and  1982  was  bad.  Insignificant 
gains  were  recorded  over  the  past  two  years 
for  the  gross  national  product  (0.7%),  per 
capita  income  (0.9%),  and  retail  sales  (1.4%). 
Total  unemployment  swelled  to  about  12 
million  as  1982  ended,  and  the  prospect  is 
many  of  the  jobless  will  never  be  rehired. 
Factories  were  operating  at  barely  more 
than  two-thirds  capacity  (the  lowest  rate 
ever  recorded)  and  corporate  profits  fell  by 
almost  22%  over  the  two  years.  Business  in- 
vestment, which  the  Administration's  pro- 
posals were  supposed  to  boost,  actually  fell 
as  a  proportion  of  GNP,  under  the  impact  of 
high  interest  and  declining  demand.  At  the 
same  time,  the  dollar's  exchange  value 
soared  by  almost  one-third,  increasing  the 
volume  of  imports  by  making  them  cheaper, 
while  eroding  the  country's  export  markets. 
Finally,  in  1982  alone,  the  recession  cost  the 
Federal  Government  $25  billion  in  lost  reve- 
nues and  increased  its  outlays  by  $15  billion. 
Now,  in  the  first  months  of  1983.  a 
number  of  signs  point  to  a  modest  economic 
recovery.  The  Federal  Reserve's  shift  in 
monetary  policy  has  lowered  interest  rates 
enough  to  trigger  an  encouraging  pickup  in 
housing  starts  and  sales  of  automobiles  and 
other  "big  ticket"  items.  Manufacturers  in  a 
number  of  industries  have  made  rapid 
progress  in  liquidating  their  inventories, 
which  is  usually  a  harbinger  of  a  rebound  in 
production.  However,  a  number  of  top  offi- 
cials of  leading  companies  have  made  it 
clear  that  such  a  rebound  will  not  result  in 
the  hiring  of  substantial  numbers  of  new 
workers. 

The  prospect  of  massive  deficits  still  over- 
hangs the  economic  scene.  The  danger  is 
that,  as  the  recovery  proceeds,  the  Govern- 
ment (in  order  to  cover  these  deficits)  will 
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crowd  private  investors  out  of  the  financial 
markets. 

It  is  clearer  than  ever  that  the  Adminis- 
tration's tax  cuts  of  1981  went  too  far.  In 
order  to  reduce  the  impending  deficits,  tax 
revenues  must  be  Increased  and  expendi- 
tures reduced.  The  Public  Policy  Committee 
therefore  recommends  capping  of  the  sched- 
uled 1983  income  tax  cut  so  that  no  taxpay- 
er would  receive  more  than  a  $500  tax  cut. 
We  also  urge  closing  the  enormous  loop- 
holes in  the  current  income  tax  system,  and 
postponement  of  the  indexing  of  tax  brack- 
et provisions.  Further,  we  urge  consider- 
ation of  our  1982  recommendations,  as  fol- 
lows: 

Rescinding  the  corporate  tax  giveaways, 
revising  depreciation  rules  to  eliminate  cur- 
rent inequities  among  industries,  and  impos- 
ing a  minimum  corporate  income  tax: 

Improving  tax  collections— e.g..  by  provid- 
ing the  Internal  Revenue  Service  with  ade- 
quate funds  to  insure  the  collection  of  all 
taxes  legitimately  due  and  by  maintaining 
tax  withholding  on  dividend  and  interest 
income: 

Considering  seriously  other  ways  of  in- 
creasing tax  revenues,  such  as: 

Excise  taxes  for  luxury  items  and  higher 
taxes  on  alcohol  and  tobacco: 

Oil  import  taxes,  with  appropriate  subsi- 
dies for  the  poor  (this  will  also  encourage 
conservation): 

Imposing  or  increasing  current  user  fees 
for  Federal  services,  such  as  those  at  air- 
ports or  on  the  waterways. 

On  the  spending  side,  the  greatest  oppor- 
tunity for  reducing  the  deficit  is  offered  by 
deep  but  prudent  cuts  in  the  Administra- 
tion's ex'.ravagant  requests  for  defense 
spending  authority— $280.5  billion  in  1984 
compared  with  with  $245.5  billion  in  1983.  A 
growing  number  of  the  most  responsible 
and  experienced  defense  experts  in  our 
country  are  convinced  that  the  rapid  in- 
crease in  costly  and  sometimes  exotic  weap- 
onry proposed  by  the  Administration  will 
decrease  rather  than  increase  our  national 
security.  The  vast  majority  of  experts  hold 
that  essential  parity  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  exists,  and  that 
now  is  the  time  for  a  bilateral  nuclear  freeze 
as  a  giant  step  toward  ending  the  arms  race. 
This  could  lead  to  a  halt  in  the  development 
of  ever  more  provocative  weaponry  aj\6  pro- 
vide a  breathing  space  and  a  climate  in 
which  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  can  negotiate  seriously  and  produc- 
tively for  the  actual  reduction  of  arms  levels 
on  both  sides.  We  concur  with  Governor  W. 
Averell  Harriman  that  the  comprehensive 
test  ban  negotiations  be  resumed  and 
brought  to  a  successful  conclusion. 

The  Public  Policy  Committee  strongly 
urges  that  the  increase  in  defense  expendi- 
tures be  held  to  the  3%  real  growth  agreed 
?rtth  our  NATO  allies.  We  recotmnend  that 
the  Congress,  in  deciding  which  proposed 
expenditures  to  disallow,  give  priority  con- 
sideration to  the  Geneva  INF  and  START 
talks,  and  how  best  to  contribute  to  their 
success.  We  believe  that  the  Congress,  in  de- 
termining how  to  limit  expenditures  on  new 
weaponry,  should  give  most  urgent  consider- 
ation to  those  nuclear  systems  that:  (a)  are 
especially  destabilizing,  such  as  the  MX  and 
Trident  II  missiles;  (b)  seriously  complicate 
achievement  of  verifiable  arms  control 
agreements,  such  as  the  sea-launched  cruise 
missiles;  (c)  lead  us  into  dangerous  new 
areas  of  competition,  such  as  space  weapon- 
ry; or  (d)  are  redundant  to  our  needs  and 
are  an  unnecessary  drain  on  our  national 
economy,  such  as  the  B-1  bomber. 
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The  billions  of  dollars  proposed  to  be 
spent  upon  nuclear  arms  and  on  a  600-ship 
navy  do  not  address  our  real  security  prob- 
lems. Instead,  they  result  in  the  neglect  of 
the  urgent  human  needs  in  our  society.  The 
huge  jump  in  defense  outlays  proposed  by 
the  President  for  fiscal  1984  would  lead  to 
even  greater  outlays  in  future  years,  once 
the  planned  weapons  begin  rolling  off  as- 
sembly lines.  This  will  fuel  inflation,  par- 
ticularly through  the  concentration  of  tech- 
nological expertise  in  the  defense  industry 
at  a  time  when  it  is  needed  in  the  civilian 
economy.  The  growing  military  burden 
would  put  severe  pressure  upon  money 
available  for  social,  health,  education,  and 
other  domestic  programs.  National  security 
is  not  a  matter  of  weapons  alone;  it  involves 
the  economic  security  and  well-bting  of  all 
Americans. 

It  is  high  time.  also,  that  our  nation  move 
towards  assuming  its  full  obligations  to 
world  stability— economic  and  social— par- 
ticularly with  regard  to  assistance  in  elimi- 
nating the  desperate  poverty  in  the  develop- 
ing nations.  Military  assistance  and  sales 
should  be  sharply  reduced.  The  Public 
Policy  Committee  recommends  that  appro- 
priations for  economic  overseas  aid.  particu- 
larly through  such  multilateral  institutions 
as  the  World  Bank,  the  International  Devel- 
opment Association,  the  UN  Development 
Fund,  and  the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank,  be  sharply  increased. 

At  home,  children— America's  future,  in 
human  terms— have  been  the  particular  vic- 
tims of  the  Reagan  budgets  of  the  past  two 
years.  According  to  an  authoritative  study 
by  the  Children's  Defense  Fund: 

An  estimated  1.5  million  children  have 
lost  Aid  for  Families  with  Dependent  Chil- 
dren (AFDC).  Most  have  also  lost  Medicaid. 

725.000  people,  including  about  200.000 
children,  have  lost  health  services  as  a 
result  of  funding  cuts  affecting  230  conunu- 
nity  health  services. 

Over  200,000  children  and  mothers  have 
lost  preventive  maternal  and  child  health 
services. 

One  million  people  have  seen  their  food 
stamps  eliminated  and  about  four  million 
have  had  them  reduced. 

1.1  million  low-income  children  have  lost 
free  or  reduced-price  luncheons;  thousands 
no  longer  receive  school  breakfasts,  nor  nu- 
tritious snacks  in  day  care  centers. 

The  1984  budget  proposed  by  the  Presi- 
dent continues  on  this  disastrous  course. 
For  the  third  year  in  a  row,  deep  cuts  are 
proposed  in  the  food  stamp  program,  total- 
ing $1.1  billion.  A  cut  of  $750  million  in 
AFDC  is  proposed.  In  the  Medicaid  pro- 
gram, the  Administration  has  again  pro- 
posed mandatory  copayments  of  $1  to  $2  for 
doctor,  clinic,  and  outpatient  hospital  visits. 
In  the  Supplementary  Security  Income  pro- 
gram (SSI),  the  Administration  is  relying  on 
the  six  months'  delay  in  the  cost  of  living 
adjustment  to  bring  about  savings.  It  pro- 
poses to  hold  the  Sjjecial  Supplemental 
Food  Program  for  Women,  Infants,  and 
Children  (WIC)  for  FTT  1984  at  the  same 
level  as  FY  1983  ($1.1  billion)  without  any 
provision  for  inflation.  It  also  proposed 
drastic  cuts  in  the  Older  American  Acts  pro- 
gram and  the  total  elimination  of  Title  XX 
Community  Service  grants. 

The  Administration  also  proposes  to 
merge  the  child  welfare  services  and  the 
child  welfare  training  program  into  one  for- 
mula grant  and  to  cut  the  total  funding  by 
approximately  $4  million.  It  also  proposes  to 
put  a  cap  on  foster  care  expenditures.  The 
Public  Policy  Committee  opposes  both  of 
these  recommendations. 
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The  Administration  has  proposed  a  par- 
ticularly drastic  cut  in  subsidized  housing— 
from  $5.8  billion  to  $2.3  billion.  The  Admin- 
istration estimates  a  decrease  in  unemploy- 
ment compensation  from  $36.9  billion  in 
1983  to  $28.8  bilion  in  1984.  and  opposes  pro- 
posals for  the  continuation  of  health  insur- 
ance for  the  umemployed. 

All  of  these  proposals,  as  in  past  years, 
bear  most  heavily  upon  the  poor,  and  par- 
ticularly on  families  headed  by  women— the 
most  rapidly  expanding  pool  of  poverty  in 
our  country.  Rather  than  the  further  cuts 
mandated  by  the  Reagan  FY  1984  budget, 
the  drastic  cuts  made  in  the  1982  and  1983 
budgets  should  be  reconsidered  and, 
wherever  possible,  restored. 

Despite  authoritative  reports  and  warn- 
ings on  the  declining  quality  of  U.S.  educa- 
tion, the  Reagan  Administration  continues 
to  reduce  Federal  support  for  this  essential 
function— by  $900  million  in  FY  1984  as 
compared  with  FY  1983.  Indeed,  it  has  de- 
plored the  increase  in  Federal  funding  for 
education  in  the  1960's  and  1970's,  maintain- 
ing that  it  resulted  in  "a  growing  and  inap- 
propriate [Federal]  influence  on  parental. 
State,  and  local  decision-making."  The  Ad- 
ministration, it  boasted,  "has  moved  force- 
fully to  change  that  trend."  The  proposed 
FY  1984  budget  calls  for  particularly  severe 
cuts  in  vocational  and  adult  education  (39%) 
and  in  bilingual  education  (31%). 

The  Public  Policy  Committee  urges  the 
restoration  of  the  cuts  made  in  Federal  sup- 
port to  education.  Adequate  funding  is  es- 
sential for  such  programs  as  the  Women's 
Equity  Education  Act,  Title  I  of  the  Educa- 
tion Consolidation  and  Improvement  Act 
(handicapped,  vocational,  and  continuing 
education);  science  education,  student  assist- 
ance, and  other  secondary  education  pro- 
grams; and  in  higher  education  programs. 

The  Public  Policy  Committee  urges  an  in- 
crease in  the  FY  1984  budget  for  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  fEPA)  operations 
to  $1.25  billion,  rather  than  the  reduction 
from  $1  billion  in  FY  1983  to  $950  million  in 
FY  1984  proposed  by  the  President.  We  urge 
an  increase  in  EPA's  research  and  develop- 
ment budget  to  $250  million  and  in  its  Su- 
perfund  for  cleaning  up  hazardous  waste 
dumps  to  $300  million.  These  increases 
should  enable  the  EPA.  under  its  new  lead- 
ership, to  measure  up  to  its  responsibilities 
rather  than  evading  them. 

The  Reagan  proposals  for  FY  1984  would 
have  a  particularly  drastic  impact  on  the 
Department  of  Energy.  They  would  turn  it 
into  a  Department  of  Nuclear  Weapons  and. 
secondarily;  of  Nuclear  Power.  Sixty  percent 
of  its  budget  would  go  for  nuclear  weapons, 
and  84%  of  the  rest  for  nuclear  power.  All 
other  (i.e.,  non-nuclear)  functions  would  be 
starved  of  funds— including  solar  and  other 
renewable  energy  sources.  The  cut  proposed 
for  energy  conservation  would  be  particular- 
ly severe— from  $367  million  in  FY  1983  to 
$74  million  in  FY  1984. 

The  Public  Policy  Committee  urges  the 
Congress  to  reject  this  disastrously  skewed, 
one-sided  approach  to  our  energy  needs. 
Specifically,  we  call  upon  the  Congress  to: 

1.  Increase  the  energy  budget  from  the 
$3.3  billion  proposed  by  the  Administration 
for  FY  1984  to  the  level  of  FY  1983,  about 
$4.5  billion. 

2.  Provide  for  an  adequate  Strategic  Pe- 
troleum Reserve. 

3.  Terminate  funding  for  the  Clinch  River 
Breeder  Reactor. 

To  summarize,  the  President's  proposed 
F^  1984  budget  is  long  on  missile-rattling 
and  woefully  short  of  compassion  for  the 


poor  and  of  constructive  vision  for  the 
future  of  America.  The  American  people  de- 
serve better  of  their  government  and  must, 
through  the  Congress,  insist  on  the  kind  of 
budget  they  deserve.* 


"PLEASE  DON'T  SQUEEZE  THE 
VIEWER" 


HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of 
the  most  important  areas  of  our  na- 
tional life  is  the  communications  in- 
dustry, particularly  television.  There 
is  currently  a  question  before  the  Fed- 
eral Communications  Commission  con- 
cerning financial  interest  and  syndica- 
tion rules.  This  may  seem  at  first 
glance  to  be  an  esoteric  subject.  But  in 
fact  it  is  a  subject  that  has  direct 
impact  on  every  television  viewer. 

Mr.  Robert  E.  Rice,  chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  ABC  affili- 
ates and  the  president  and  general 
manager  of  WRAU-TV,  the  local  ABC 
affiliate  in  my  hometown  of  Peoria, 
111.,  has  written  a  letter  to  me  arguing 
for  repeal  of  those  rules.  I  commend  it 
to  the  attention  of  our  colleagues. 

At  this  point,  I  wish  to  insert  in  the 
Record,  Mr.  Rice's  letter. 

WRAU-TV, 
Crete  Coeur.  III..  July  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Robert  Michel, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Bob:  After  a  full  year  of  formal  pro- 
ceedings. It  is  reported  that  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  is  nearing  a 
decision  in  its  pending  rulemaking  to  consid- 
er repeal  or  modification  of  the  network 
Syndication  and  Financial  Interest  Rules. 
As  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of 
the  ABC  Television  Affiliates  Association 
(and  its  immediate  past  chairman),  as  well 
as  the  President  and  General  Manager  of 
WRAU-TV  in  Peoria,  I  am  writing  to  ex- 
press my  concern  with  H.R.  2250— a  bill 
which  would  foreclose  the  FCC's  discretion 
to  change  these  rules.  My  concern  is  that 
the  rules  are  bad  for  local  television  in 
Peoria  and  throughout  the  country,  and  leg- 
islation to  perpetuate  them  would  be  a  dis- 
service to  the  American  viewing  public. 

While  debate  on  the  network  Syndication 
and  Financial  Interest  Rules  has  focused  on 
the  effect  of  the  rules  on  the  TV  titans  of 
New  York  and  Hollywood,  little  has  been 
said  about  the  impact  of  the  rules  on  view- 
ers—particularly those  who  cannot  afford 
"pay"  television.  Evidence  submitted  to  the 
FCC,  however,  suggests  that  television  view- 
ers have  been  poorly  served  by  these  rules. 
The  Justice  Department,  the  FTC  staff,  the 
Commerce  Department  and  numerous 
public  interest  groups  have  told  the  FCC 
that  the  rules  are  anti-competitive  and  have 
diminished,  rather  than  increased,  the 
choice  of  programs  available  to  viewers.  A 
special  network  inquiry  staff  appointed  by 
the  FCC  during  the  Carter  Administration 
came  to  the  same  conclusion  three  years 
ago. 

Adopted  in  1970,  the  rules  were  designed 
to  serve  as  a  check  on  what  was  then  per- 
ceived to  be  the  dominant  market  power  of 
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the  three  networks.  The  rules  restrict  the 
networks'  financial  interest  in  network  pro- 
grams and  prohibit  the  networks  from  syn- 
dicating—that is.  licensing  programs  to  local 
stations  after  their  network  run  has  been 
completed.  Thus,  the  networks  are  unable 
to  share  in  the  enormous  profits  their  suc- 
cessful programs  generate  in  syndication. 
This  loss  of  syndication  profits  has  resulted 
in  an  artificially  higher  cost  to  the  networks 
for  each  new  program  acquired.  The  FTC's 
Bureau  of  Consumer  Protection  predicts 
that  if  the  rules  are  allowed  to  continue,  the 
networks  will  be  forced  to  offer  "fewer  new 
programs"  and  more  "re-runs."  That,  of 
course,  reduces  program  choices  for  our 
viewers. 

As  a  cost  saving  measure,  the  networks  are 
presently  expanding  the  amount  of  com- 
mercial matter  in  network  programming. 
While  network  officials  acknowledge  that 
expansion  of  commercial  clutter  in  prime 
time  might  well  provoke  viewer  dissatisfac- 
tion, they  feel  the  increase  is  necessary  to 
keep  up  with  every  escalating  program 
costs. 

By  denying  the  networks  legitimate  pro- 
gram profits,  the  rules  also  discourage  them 
from  financing  and  producing  creative  and 
financially  risky  programming— undermin- 
ing the  overall  quality  of  television  broad- 
casting. 

Further,  the  rules  preclude  the  networks 
from  supplying  small  program  production 
firms  with  capital  in  exchange  for  a  finan- 
cial stake  in  the  programs  they  produce.  If 
the  rules  were  repealed,  however  small,  in- 
dependent producers  who  otherwise  would 
not  be  able  to  compete  financially  with  the 
major  Hollywood  studios  would  be  able  to 
enter  the  program  production  market. 

The  networks  today— unlike  the  situation 
back  in  1970  when  the  rules  were  adopted- 
must  compete  with  cable  television  and 
other  video  delivery  systems  for  quality  pro- 
gramming. These  alternative  delivery  sys- 
tems can  afford  to  pay  more  "up  front"  for 
programming  because  they— unlike  the  net- 
works—are allowed  to  acquire  subsidiary 
rights  in  the  programs  they  buy. 

A  few  months  ago,  then  FCC  Commission- 
er Sharp  predicted  that  with  an  estimated 
capacity  to  soon  reach  82  percent  of  Ameri- 
can television  homes  by  using  direct  satel- 
lite-to-home broadcasting  and  cable,  the 
networks  may  eventually  drop  most  of  their 
local  affiliates.  If  this  comes  to  pass,  local 
communities  would  lose  their  local  network 
affiliated  stations.  Let  there  be  no  question, 
continuing  the  Syndication  and  Financial 
Interest  Rules  will  only  serve  to  create  a 
further  incentive  for  local  stations  to  be  by- 
passed by  the  networks  in  the  distribution 
of  television  programming.  That  is  a  matter 
of  considerable  concern  to  the  some  600 
local  television  stations  across  the  country 
that  are  affiliated  with  the  three  networks. 
By  saddling  the  free  over-the-air  system 
with  this  kind  of  anti-competitive  con- 
straint, the  Commission  is  encouraging  a  mi- 
gration of  quality  network  programming  to 
other— principally  'for  pay"— distribution 
systems.  The  interests  of  viewers— particu- 
larly less  affluent  viewers  who  are  unable  to 
pay  for  television— are  seriously  affected. 

Finally,  as  the  Justice  Department,  the 
FCC  and  FTC  have  all  noted,  the  rules  have 
created  a  marketplace  anomaly  by  disrupt- 
ing economically-efficient  risk-sharing  ar- 
rangements between  the  networks  and  small 
independent  program  suppliers.  For  this 
reason,  the  FTC's  Bureau  of  Consumer  Pro- 
tection concluded  that  the  Syndication  and 
Financial  Interest  Rules  benefit  the  large 
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established  Hollywood  production  compa- 
nies at  the  expense  of  small  producers,  and 
in  doing  so,  "harm  the  very  group  the  FCC 
sought  to  help  in  enacting  the  rules."  The 
National  Black  Media  Coalition,  a  public  in- 
terest group  concerned  with  the  interests  of 
Black  viewers  and  Black  media  profession- 
als, agrees  and  has  told  the  FCC  that  the 
rules  have  served  to  "exclude  independent 
Black  and  minority  producers"  from  the  TV 
program  production  market  with  the  result 
that  less  programming  of  special  interest  to 
Blacks  is  now  produced. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  little  doubt 
that  repeal  of  the  rules  would  lead  to  an  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  TV  program  pro- 
ducers and  that,  in  turn,  would  increase  the 
diversity  of  program  choices  for  television 
viewers.  Such  a  result  would  clearly  serve 
the  public  interest. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  Rice, 
President  and  General  Manager.% 


THE  EFFECT  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SE- 
CURITY SYSTEM  ON  BLACK 
AMERICANS 


HON.  WILLIAM  (BILL)  CLAY 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  the 
last  decade  preceding  the  signing  into 
law  of  Public  Law  98-21,  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1983,  a  great 
number  of  adverse  financial  reports 
were  discussed  pertaining  to  our  social 
security  system.  These  reports  created 
a  significant  degree  of  public  pessi- 
mism regarding  the  longevity  of  the 
social  security  system. 

Public  opinion  polls  consistently 
showed  that  substantial  doubts  existed 
as  to  whether  the  social  security 
system  would  survive.  In  addition,  the 
publics  view  was  that  even  if  the 
system  did  survive,  it  was  doubtful 
whether  it  would  provide  much  of  a 
retirement  benefit. 

Even  after  the  amendments  were 
signed  into  law  on  April  20,  1983,  in  an 
attempt  to  resolve  the  financing  prob- 
lems, Mr.  Speaker,  discussions,  re- 
search, and  controversy  pertaining  to 
our  social  security  system  continue. 

A  Dallas-based  "think  tank"  recently 
conducted  a  social  security  reform 
study  and  found  that  raising  the  re- 
tirement age  gradually  to  age  67  in  the 
next  century  will  adversely  affect 
black  workers.  While  most  people  rec- 
ognize that  our  social  security  system 
favors  the  old  over  the  young,  few  re- 
alize that  the  system  also  favors  some 
individuals  over  others  within  the 
same  age  group.  According  to  the  at- 
tached article,  the  black  population 
can  expect  to  receive  considerably 
fewer  benefits  from  social  security. 

I  commend  the  following  article  re- 
ported in  the  St.  Louis  Globe-Demo- 
crat on  July  15.  1983,  for  the  consider- 
ation of  my  colleagues: 


IMI 
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Social  Security  Reform  Costs  Blacks  the 
Most.  Study  Says 

Dallas.— Raising  Social  Security's  retire- 
ment age  to  67  in  the  next  century  will  hurt 
black  workers  the  most  because  of  their 
lower  life  expectancy  and  will  result  in  a 
■massive  transfer  of  wealth  from  blacks  to 
whites."  a  Dallas-based  think  tank  contends. 

"It  would  appear  that  Social  Security  is 
becoming  a  system  under  which  black  work- 
ers pay  taxes  to  support  white  retirees." 
John  Goodman,  president  of  the  National 
Center  for  Policy  Analysis,  said  in  an  inter- 
view Wednesday. 

The  center  has  issued  a  report  detailing 
how  the  recently  enacted  two-year  increase 
in  the  retirement  age  will  affect  blacks. 

•  A  black  male  born  today  has  a  life  ex- 
pectancy of  64  years."'  said  Goodman. 

"Over  his  working  life  he  will  pay  more 
than  $60,000  in  Social  Security  taxes.  Yet 
he  can  expect  to  die  three  years  before  he 
reaches  full  retirement  age.  which  at  that 
time  will  be  67."" 

In  1979  the  Advisory  Council  on  Social  Se- 
curity, a  panel  of  outside  experts  who  stud- 
ied the  system  for  Congress,  concluded  that 
although  a  disproportionate  number  of  mi- 
nority workers  do  not  live  to  retirement  age. 
"they  are  more  likely  to  have  surviving 
spouses  and  children  who  collect  Social  Se- 
curity survivor  benefits." 

The  council  said  that  in  1977  blacks,  who 
constitute  about  12  percent  of  the  U.S.  pop- 
ulation, made  up  7.8  percent  of  retired 
workers,  but  10.3  percent  of  all  Social  Secu- 
rity beneficiaries.  Blacks  also  were  16.5  per- 
cent of  disabled  workers  and  21  percent  of 
the  children  of  retired,  dead  or  disabled 
workers. 

Social  Security  experts  estimate  that  rais- 
ing the  age  to  66  by  the  year  2009  and  to  67 
by  2027  amotnu  to  about  a  13  percent  bene- 
fit cut  on  average  for  everyone  born  since 
1960.  All  those  bom  since  1938  will  be  af 
fected  to  some  degree. 

The  think-tank  study  said  the  change 
means  a  black  male  age  25  today  lost  more 
than  30  percent  of  his  expected  benefits.  By 
contrast,  a  white  male  the  same  age  lost  less 
than  22  percent  of  his. 

"Exact  statistics  are  not  available,  but  it  is 
probably  true  that  considerably  more  is 
being  taken  from  the  black  population  in 
Social  Security  taxes  than  is  being  paid 
back  to  the  population  in  the  form  of  bene- 
fits," the  study  said. 

Social  Security  Administration  spokesman 
James  M.  Brown  in  Baltimore  said  Thurs- 
day the  agency  had  no  immediate  comment 
on  the  study.* 


MORE  MEDIA  CARELESSNESS 

HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  seg- 
ments of  the  news  media  continue  to 
publish  or  broadcast  erroneous  stories 
on  national  matters.  Whether  this  is 
due  to  i^orance,  bias,  personality 
problems,  or  pure  carelessness,  I  have 
no  way  of  knowing. 

Editorials,  as  opposed  to  so-called 
straight  news  stories,  are  supposed  to 
contain  opinions  of  the  newspaper's 
management  or  ownership.  However, 
the  usual  joumadistic  standard  is  for 
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such  editorials  to  be  based,  at  least  in 
part,  on  fact. 

One  problem  is  that  too  many  news- 
papers rely  on  biased  or  misleading 
news  reports  and  never  bother  to 
check  with  the  original  sources  to  de- 
termine if  the  stories  are  accurate- 
even  when  it  would  be  very  easy  to  do 
so. 

I  found  myself  on  the  receiving  end 
of  an  erroneous  editorial  in  the  Rome 
News-Tribune  in  Georgia  recently, 
maihly  because  the  News-Tribune's 
editorial  writer  depended  on  erroneous 
information  that  originated  in  a 
United  Press  International  wire  story 
and  was  repeated  in  an  Atlanta  Consti- 
tution editorial  and  in  the  news  col- 
umns of  another  daily  newspaper  in 
my  district. 

All  it  would  have  taken  to  clear  up 
the  problem  would  have  been  a  local 
phone  call  to  my  office,  which  is  locat- 
ed about  100  yards  away  from  the 
News-Tribune  but  no  such  effort  was 
forthcoming. 

Therefore,  my  press  secretary  wrote 
a  letter  to  the  editor  to  rebut  the  edi- 
torial but.  for  whatever  reason,  the 
letter  nor  any  part  of  it,  was  ever  pub- 
lished by  the  News-Tribune. 

For  the  benefit  of  those  who  favor 
fairness,  the  erroneous  editorial  and 
the  rebuttal  letter  follow: 

Marching  Along  Out  of  Step 
You  can  be  sure  there  will  be  a  special 
joint  session  of  Congress  next  spring  to 
commemorate  the  100th  birthday  of  Presi- 
dent Harry  S.  Truman— with  or  without  7th 
District  Congressman  Larry  McDonald. 

You  see.  McDonald  continues  to  march 
along  out  of  step  with  the  majority  of  the 
citizens  he  is  supposed  to  be  representing  in 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

The  other  day  in  the  House.  382  congress- 
men gave  their  support  to  a  resolution  call- 
ing for  a  joint  session  of  Congress  next  May 
8  to  pay  tribute  to  the  former  president. 
Only  five  congressmen  opposed  the  idea 
and.  yes.  McDonald  was  one  of  those  five. 

According  to  a  spokesman,  McDonald  ob- 
jected to  some  of  the  wording  in  the  resolu- 
tion, especially  parts  that  praised  Truman's 
support  of  the  United  Nations  and  of  sever- 
al domestic  spending  programs.  He  also 
didn't  particularly  like  the  idea  of  the  gov- 
ernment picking  up  the  expected  $25,000 
cost  of  the  Truman  commemoration- 
saying,  again  through  a  spokesman,  that 
the  money  "could  easily  be  raised  from  pri- 
vate contributions.'" 

McDonald  has  a  right  to  his  opinions,  of 
course.  He  al.so  has  an  obligation  to  honest- 
ly represent  the  feelings  of  a  majority  of 
the  people  in  the  7th  district— and  we 
cannot  believe  a  majority  of  us  object  to  the' 
Trumsm  commemoration. 

One  more  thing.  Considering  some  points 
in  the  resolution  McDonald  didn't  like,  we 
also  believe  the  people  of  the  7th  District 
have  a  right  to  question  whether  he  was 
speaking— when  he  cast  his  '"no"  vote— as 
their  representative  in  the  U.S.  House,  or  as 
the  new  national  chairman  of  the  John 
Birch  Society.  Sometimes  it's  hard  to  tell 
which  group  our  congressman  is  represent- 
ing. 
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House  op  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C..  July  7,  1963. 
Letters  to  the  Editor, 
Rome  News-Tribune, 
Rome.  Ga. 

Editor;  Its  probably  too  much  to  hope 
for  but  at  some  point  the  News-Tribune 
should  stop  depending  on  The  Atlanta  Con- 
stitution for  the  information  it  uses  as  a 
basis  for  its  copycat  editorials.  Specifically, 
the  trivial  flap  over  a  Congressional  resolu- 
tion regarding  the  100th  birthday  of  the 
late  President  Harry  Truman. 

The  whole  thing  originated  from  an  erro- 
neous United  Press  International  (UPI) 
story.  But  the  News-Tribune  wouldn't  know 
that,  having  had  that  wire  service  removed 
from  the  premises  several  years  ago  as  a 
cost-cutting  measure.  The  various  UPI  radio 
versions  are  enclosed  for  your  edification. 
Only  the  fourth  and  final  one  bears  any  re- 
semblance to  the  truth. 

Nevertheless,  the  UPI  story  was  the  basis 
for  the  Constitutional  editorial  the  same 
morning  as  the  News-Tribune  editorial  that 
afternoon. 

The  facts  are  these: 

(1)  Congressman  Larry  McDonald  has  ab- 
solutely no  objection  to  a  joint  session  of 
Congress  in  honor  of  President  Truman's 
100th  birthday  anniversary. 

(2)  Rather  than  simply  calling  for  a  joint 
session  of  Congress  in  observance  of  Presi- 
dent Truman's  birthday,  the  enacting  reso- 
lution contained  extraneous  material  prais- 
ing creation  of  the  United  Nations  and 
praising  several  social  spending  programs. 

(3)  It  also  contained  a  provision  appropri- 
ating $25,000  for  a  "study  commission"'  to 
determine  how  to  celebrate  the  birthday  an- 
niversary. The  $25,000  was  not  for  the  joint 
session  of  Congress. 

(4)  As  for  the  News-Tribune's  alleged  con- 
cern over  whether  Congressman  McDonald 

"was  speaking"  for  the  Seventh  District 
with  his  vote,  it  is  worth  considering  several 
points: 

(a)  Our  specific  polls  of  the  Seventh  Dis- 
trict and  nationwide  polls  by  independent 
groups  show  that  a  majority  does  not  favor 
the  United  Nations.  With  some  40  wars  of 
various  sizes  going  on  at  this  moment 
around  the  globe,  can  any  rational  person 
declare  it  a  "success?"" 

(b)  Congressman  McDonald  had  previous- 
ly introduced  legislation  withdrawing  U.S. 
financing  and  participating  in  the  UN.  To 
have  voted  for  the  resolution  would  have 
been  inconsistent. 

(c)  The  social  spending  programs  praised 
by  the  resolution  are  among  those  that  have 
led  to  our  current  national  insolvency,  a 
$200-billion  plus  deficit  this  year  and  a  na- 
tional debt  of  almost  $1.5-trillion.  A  vast 
majority  of  Seventh  District  residents  has 
previously  indicated  a  desire  to  cut  spend- 
ing, both  in  our  polls  and  in  correspondence 
to  the  Congre-ssman.  To  have  praised  pro- 
grams that  have  contributed  to  our  current 
financial  me.ss  would  have  gone  against  the 
wishes  of  his  constituents  and  it  would  have 
been  inconsistent. 

(d)  The  $25,000  in  question  is  small  when 
compared  to  budgets  of  around  $800-billion 
but  it  is  through  the  initial  expenditure  of 
small  amounts  and  small  programs  here  and 
there  that  we  have  eventually  arrived  at 
such  massive  budgets  and  such  huge  defi- 
cits. If  private  groups  or  individuals  couldnt 
come  up  with  that  amount,  then  our  nation 
is  indeed  in  sad  shape. 

(e)  Had  the  resolution  merely  called  for  a 
joint  session  of  Congress  to  honor  President 
Trumans  birthday   and   requested   private 


funding  of  any  "study  commission"  on  the 
subject.  Congressman  McDonald  would 
have  voted  "aye." 

As  for  The  John  Birch  Society,  which  ap- 
pears to  be  the  favorite  bogeyman  of  both 
the  Constitution  and  the  News-Tribune,  the 
subject  was  never  raised  in  the  interview  by 
the  UPI  reporter  and  the  quote  attributed 
to  me  was  totally  fabricated.  For  confirma- 
tion, you  can  check  with  Joe  Parham  of 
UPI. 

Frankly.  Im  proud  to  work  for  a  Con- 
gressman who  doesn"t  go  along  with  the 
crowd  just  to  avoid  flak  from  the  likes  of 
the  Constitution  and  the  News-Tribune  and 
who  stands  firm  for  traditional  principles 
without  playing  politics. 

And  after  11  elections,  he's  still  in  Con- 
gress—so he  must  be  pleasing  a  majority  of 
the  people  in  the  Seventh  District. 

After  being  burned  by  pontificating  on 
issues  which  you  know  nothing  about  so 
many  times  in  the  past,  one  would  think 
that  the  News-Tribune  would  learn  to  get 
its  facts  correct  before  sticking  out  its  edito- 
rial neck. 

Sincerely, 

Tommy  Toles, 
Press  Secretary  to 
Congressman  McDonald.m 
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Long  Beach  Chamber  of  Commerce 
and  "Lion  of  the  Year"  by  the  Long 
Beach  Lions  Club. 

And  this  weekend,  Ed  Eaton  will  be 
the  guest  of  honor  at  the  23d  annual 
testimonial  dinner  sponsored  by  Con- 
gregation Beth  Sholom  in  Long  Beach. 
Beth  Sholom  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
Long  Beach  community  which  has 
shared  in  the  revitalization  that  is 
taking  place  under  the  leadership  of 
city  manager  Ed  Eaton. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  have 
this  opportunity  to  applaud  the  ac- 
complishments of  a  man  who  has 
earned  the  admiration,  affection,  and 
gratitude  of  all  Long  Beach  resi- 
dents.* 


ED  EAT  ON- AN  OUTSTANDING 
PUBLIC  SERVANT 


HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  to  the  accomplishments  of 
one  of  the  most  outstanding  city  offi- 
cials I  know. 

Ed  Eaton,  the  city  manager  of  Long 
Beach,  N.Y.,  began  his  career  of  public 
service  20  years  ago  in  the  city's  water- 
plant.  Through  hard  work  and  inspira- 
tion, Mr.  Eaton  climbed  to  the  top  po- 
sition of  a  city  which  had  many  prob- 
lems. 

Once  a  major  tourist  attraction,  the 
city  of  Long  Beach  fell  on  hard  tinfes 
during  the  great  recession.  But  thanks 
to  Ed  Eaton,  the  city  is  making  a 
comeback.  He  has  worked  diligently  to 
put  this  city  of  34,000  back  on  solid  fi- 
nancial footing.  Among  his  accom- 
plishments: Elimination  of  the  city's 
$3.1  million  operating  deficit,  manag- 
ing and  updating  bid  awards  and  the 
status  of  several  community  develop- 
ment and  capital  improvement 
projects,  initiating  cash  management 
and  investment  procedures,  and  insti- 
tuting the  stabilization  of  real  proper- 
ty taxes  and  user  charges. 

Mr.  Eaton's  many  accomplishments 
have  not  gone  unnoticed.  He  has  re- 
ceived the  Long  Beach  Key  Club 
Award  for  Community  Service,  the 
Community  Service  Award  from  the 
Advocacy  Committee  for  Senior  Citi- 
zens of  Long  Beach,  the  Red  Mogen 
David  Community  Service  Award,  and 
several  civic  awards  from  the  Long 
Beach  Auxiliary  Police.  Moreover,  he 
was  named   "Man  of  the  Year"  by  the 


H.R.  2969 


HON.  JAMES  V.  HANSEN 


OF  UTAH 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  HANSEN  of  Utah.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  include  information 
pertinent  to  the  debate  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  on  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill,  H.R.  2969. 

Alexandria,  "Va.. 

March  16.  1983. 
Hon.  James  V.  Hansen, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Hansen:  Our  President  has 
made  clear  his  intent  to  decentralize  govern- 
ment. Nevertheless,  the  long-time  pressure 
by  the  civilian  staff  of  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  ever  more  authority 
and  operational  control  continues.  You  will 
remember  that  such  efforts  have  resulted  in 
organizations  such  as  the  Defense  Fuel 
Supply  Agency,  activities  of  doubtful  effec- 
tiveness and  increased  rather  than  de- 
creased cost.  The  impetus  continues.  We  see 
it  in  proposals  to  move  weapon  critical  parts 
to  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  to  put  all 
aeronautical  depot  maintenance  under  a 
single  manner,  etc. 

Serious  as  this  is,  a  1  December  1982 
memorandum  signed  by  then  Deputy  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  Carlucci  poses  problems 
that  dwarf  all  the  rest.  A  copy  is  attached. 
It  indicates  serious  consideration  of  central- 
ized control  of  "all  real  property  planning, 
design,  construction,  and  maintenance:  base 
operation  support;  community  services;  and 
personnel  support"  for  all  military  stations. 
Initial  reports  from  the  study  group  indi- 
cate they  are  basing  a  good  number  of  their 
ideas  on  a  litany  of  material  from  foreign 
sources.  As  one  who  spent  years  overseas  I 
can  testify  to  the  enormous  inefficiencies  in 
support  of  combat  units  by  umbrella  organi- 
zations such  as  the  British  Department  of 
the  Environment,  even  though  the  stations 
they  are  responsible  for  are  many  times 
smaller  in  both  size  and  numbers  than  their 
American  counterparts. 

It  is  almost  impossible  to  list  all  that  is 
wrong  with  this  proposal.  However,  two 
basic  areas  come  immediately  to  mind— the 
differences  between  and  within  the  military 
services  and  the  responsibilities  of  a  com- 
mander to  his  mission  and  to  the  men  and 
women  in  his  command.  Some  examples: 

The  services  really  are  different.  That  is 
why  they  are  separate.  Witness  mobiliza- 
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tion— most  stateside  Air  Force  Reserve 
forces  are  on  the  way  to  war  in  hours.  Army 
units  in  weeks,  major  Navy  fleet  additions 
can  take  a  year  or  more.  That  doesn't  make 
any  one  service  better— the  Air  Force  does 
not  have  to  train  large  numbers  of  infantry- 
men or  de-cocoon  ships— only  different! 
Within  each  service  are  activities  every  bit 
as  dissimilar.  There  are  enormous  industrial 
facilities.  90%  civilian  manned:  barren 
ranges  for  weapons  test  or  crew  qualifica- 
tion; densely  populated  basic  training  bases: 
research  and  development  activities  of  incal- 
culable complexity  and  cost;  and  alert  facili- 
ties upon  which  our  very  survival  depends.  I 
have  served  at  each  type  aind  the  idea  of  a 
central  organization  making  timely,  reason- 
able, economic,  and  effective  decisions  as  to 
"real  property,  planning,  design  .  .  .,"'  etc., 
boggles  the  mind. 

My  last  command  made  up  only  a  tiny 
part  of  all  this,  yet  our  stations  included  the 
largest  industrial  plants/payrolls  in  the 
states  of  Georgia.  Oklahoma.  Texas  and 
Utah,  and  the  overall  command  property 
and  facilities  represented  a  financial  worth 
forty  times  that  of  the  top  industry  on  For- 
tune's "500."  The  scale  was  such  that  we 
could  only  do  the  job  by  means  of  the  most 
rigorous  decentralization.  Only  amateurs,  in 
both  military  and  industrial /business  mat- 
ters, could  conceive  of  centralized  operation 
of  so  diverse  activities  of  such  massive  scale. 
The  second  point,  a  commander's  respon- 
sibility to  his  people  and  his  mission.  That 
cannot  be  delegated  to  an  absentee  landlord, 
or  even  to  regional  or  on-station  bureau- 
crats who  do  not  have  mission  responsibil- 
ity. Examples  from  my  experience  include: 

Terrible  morale  problems  caused  by  Army- 
Air  Force  Exchange  Service  decisions  to 
close  tiny  exchanges  at  isolated  overseas 
forward  locations  because  they  were  not 
"cost-effective."  A  potential  $17  million  per 
increase  in  cost  of  operating  civilian  manned 
fire  stations  on  German  bases  because  of  a 
work  shift  change  mandated  from  a  com- 
mand headquarters  in  the  United  States.  A 
scramble  to  find  last  minute  local  purchase 
sources  for  fuel  oil  to  keep  critical  F-4  modi- 
fication lines  open  when  the  central  DOD 
fuel  supply  system  broke  during  and  after 
the  Yom  Kippur  War. 

Such  problems  even  exist  within  the  serv- 
ices when  the  commander  of  the  combat 
unit  is  a  tenant.  I  had  to  send  F-4's  from 
Vietnam  to  Thailand  each  night  that  the 
base  support  organization  could  not  keep 
enough  tugs  in  commission  to  push  the  air- 
craft in  revetments  for  protection  from 
rocket  attacks.  A  base  Chaplain  insisted 
that  his  routine  Bible  Study  Class  took 
precedence  over  out-processing  a  combat 
squadron  abruptly  ordered  from  Texas  to 
Southeast  Asia,  and  a  base  civil  engineer 
felt  that  rose  trellises  were  more  important 
than  missile  sites.  Because  those  people 
worked  for  local  Air  Force  officers  we  soon 
got  the  tugs  moving,  the  Chaplain  to  the 
flight  line,  and  the  civil  engineer's  priorities 
reordered.  I  am  not  sanguine,  however, 
about  being  able  to  change  priorities  of  sup- 
port authorities  who  do  not  understand  the 
mission  and  report  to  someone  outside  the 
chain  of  command  responsibility. 

This  letter  is  already  too  long,  but  one 
more  point  must  be  addressed.  "Personnel 
management"  and  "community  relations" 
are  at  the  heart  of  mission  support.  When  I 
was  a  young  officer  we  had  dreadful  prob- 
lems in  both  areas.  They  have  been  largely 
solved  after  years  of  effort,  expense,  and 
hard-won  experience.  This  could  ^be  de- 
stroyed all  too  easily.  The  noise  of  night 
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flying  or  engine  tests:  the  environmental 
threats  posed  by  large  industrial  or  research 
establishments;  the  complex  sharing  of  air 
space  with  civil  aviation:  the  movement  of 
heavy  equipment:  the  handling  of  explo- 
sives and  fuels:  the  sensitivity  to  local  mores 
and  ethnic  values.  It  has  taken  many  years 
but  the  Air  Force,  for  example,  is  very  good 
at  handling  all  this.  The  idea  of  these  activi- 
ties being  turned  over,  wholesale,  to  ama- 
teurs with  no  mission  responsibility  is 
frightening. 

I  am  grateful  for  your  patience  in  reading 
this.  It  is  really  not  my  habit  to  write  long 
letters,  but.  long  as  this  is.  it  just  touches 
the  surface  of  the  problem.  I  ask  your  help 
in  stopping  this  latest  and  most  blatant  at- 
tempt to  take  military  management  from 
the  trained  and  experienced  commanders 
who  are  held  directly  responsible  for  the  na- 
tion's safety. 

Respectfully. 

Bryce  Poe.  II, 
General.  USAF.  Retired. 
Officb  or  THE  Inspector  General,  Depart- 
ment    OF     Defense.     Project     2S6-024: 
Report  on  the  Audit  of  the  San  Antonio 
Real  Property  Maintenance  Agency 

SUMMARY 

At  the  request  of  the  U.S.  Army  Forces 
Command  (the  parent  command  of  Fort 
Sam  Houston),  we  performed  an  audit  of 
the  San  Antonio  Real  Property  Mainte 
nance  Agency  (SARPMA).  The  primary  ob- 
jectives of  the  audit  were  to  determine  if 
the  anticipated  benefits  of  the  real  property 
maintenance  consolidation  had  been  real- 
ized, if  internal  controls  had  been  estab- 
lished and  if  operations  were  cost-effective. 
Overall,  we  found  that  SARPMA  was  not 
operating  as  envisioned  in  the  1975  cost 
analysis  study  that  was  used  to  justify  its 
formation.  The  lack  of  an  effective  audit 
trail  permeated  most  facets  of  SARPMA's 
operations.  The  condition  of  the  records 
made  it  extremely  difficult  for  the  auditors 
to  validate  specific  causes  or  reasons,  wheth- 
er personnel  or  policies,  for  inefficient  oper- 
ations. Bench  stock  supplies  were  disappear- 
ing off  the  shelves,  but  an  absence  of  con- 
trols stymied  any  establishment  of  respwnsi- 
bility.  Appliances  could  not  be  located  be- 
cause transactions  affecting  these  highly 
pilferable  items  were  not  always  recorded. 
Overtime  pay  to  employees  was  rapidly  es- 
calating although  the  hours  and  the  need 
for  the  work  were  questionable.  Improved 
internal  controls  were  needed  to  ensure  ac- 
countability and  physical  protection  for  mil- 
lions of  dollars  in  Government  assets.  Some 
of  the  matters  disclosed  by  the  audit  were 
referred  to  the  Air  Force  Office  of  Special 
Investigations  (OSI)  during  the  course  of 
the  audit.  To  enhance  readability  of  the 
report,  the  findings  are  segregated  into  5 
topical  areas. 

CONSOLIDATION  SAVINGS 

Labor  savings  have  not  been  realized  as 
anticipated  through  the  centralization  of 
real  property  maintenace  for  DOD  installa- 
tions in  the  San  Antonio  Area.  By  exceeding 
programmed  manpower  baselines,  SARPMA 
was  incurring  an  estimated  $7  million  more, 
annually,  for  manpower  than  expected 
under  the  consolidation  concept  for  real 
property  maintenance  (page  10). 

Retention  of  a  separate  Field  Engineer's 
office  at  WUford  Hall  Medical  Center  has 
added  unnecessary  costs  to  SARPMA  oper- 
ations. We  estimate  savings  of  $225,000  an- 
nually through  elimination  of  indirect  labor 
personnel  at  the  Wilford  Hall  location  and 
additional    savings    through    reductions    of 
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t)ench  stock  inventories,  valued  at  $797,000, 
for  the  2  locations  (page  16). 

Cost  analyses  projected  a  one-time  savings 
of  $100,000  from  reductions  in  shop  equip- 
ment needs  and  $84,000  of  annual  reduc- 
tions in  tool  replacement  costs  under  recom- 
mended consolidation  actions  for  real  prop- 
erty maintenance  in  the  San  Antonio  area. 
When  the  consolidation  took  place,  the  rec- 
ommendations were  not  implemented. 
Therefore,  shop  equipment  has  grown  by 
approximately  $1  million  and  hand  tool  re- 
placement costs  have  almost  doubled  to 
about  $160,000  annually  (page  21). 

INTERNAL  CONTROL  AND  SECURITY 

Appliances  purchased  by  SARPMA  were 
not  properly  accounted  for  or  controlled. 
Because  of  the  lack  of  internal  controls  and 
inaccurate  records.  sut>stantial  losses  or 
misuse  of  Government-owned  property 
could  go  undetected.  Moreover,  there  was 
no  reliable  audit  trail  to  facilitate  tracing 
the  whereabouts  of  more  than  $3  million  in 
Government  assets  so  verification  of  DoD 
possession  of  the  assets  was  impossible 
(page  24). 

Substantial  improvement  is  required  in  in- 
ventory controls,  supply  management,  and 
security  procedures  to  protect  $1.9  million 
in  bench  stock  inventories.  Bench  stock 
items  were  disappearing  from  open  storage 
areas  in  sut)stantial  quantities  and  were 
being  issued  to  workers  for  jobs  not  requir- 
ing the  material  or  the  quantities  issued. 
Thus,  Government  property  was  lost  and 
excessive  costs  were  passed  on  by  SARPMA 
to  its  customers  ( page  32 ). 

Unreliable  inventory  records  precluded  ef- 
fective supply  management  for  16.000  line 
items  of  stock  fund  assets,  valued  at  $4.1 
million.  We  found  an  error  rate  of  55  per- 
cent for  items  with  a  line  item  value  of  more 
than  $5,000.  Most  of  the  differences  be- 
tween accountable  records  and  on  hand  bal- 
ances were  due  to  assets  that  could  not  be 
located.  For  other  than  high-dollar  value 
items,  about  21  percent  of  the  recorded  bal- 
ances were  in  error.  As  a  result  of  these 
problems,  controls  over  assets  were  weak- 
ened and  some  jobs  had  to  be  delayed  when 
materials  were  not  available  as  inventory 
records  indicated  (page  39). 

Common  building  materials  (lumber, 
cement,  wallboard,  adhesive  and  paint  prod- 
ucts), which  were  available  as  needed  from 
local  so'irces.  were  unnecessarily  stocked 
and  stored  by  SARPMA.  As  a  result  of 
maintaining  a  $620,000  inventory  of  these 
products,  lumber  had  to  be  stored  in  the 
open  (without  cover  and  accessible  to  the 
public)  due  to  a  shortage  of  warehouse 
space,  paint  products  were  scheduled  for 
disposal  because  of  expired  use  dates  and  at 
least  5  persons  were  required  to  handle  the 
warehousing  functions  for  the  unnecessary 
materials  (page  43). 

More  than  $530,000  was  spent  for  internal 
work  orders  (improvements  to  SARPMA's 
own  facilities)  without  outside,  independent 
reviews  and  approvals  as  to  the  need  for 
such  improvements.  Review  of  10  such  work 
orders  showed  that  estimated  cosis  of  about 
$281,000  escalated  to  about  $503,000  because 
SARPMA  policy  guidance  did  not  require 
evaluation  of  costs  or  performance  on  "for 
self"  work  orders.  The  alifence  of  this  basic 
internal  control  precludes  effective  checks 
on  the  need  for  internal  improvements  or 
the  control  of  costs  related  to  such  work 
( page  47 ). 

Inventory  control  and  reporting  proce- 
dures used  at  the  SARPMA  Tool  Control 
Center  were  not  adequate  to  protect  the 
more  than  $240,000  tool  inventory  from  loss 
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or  misappropriation.  Consequently,  tool  pro- 
curement costs  have  more  than  doubled  in  3 
years  (page  51). 

MANAGEMENT  EMPHASIS 

Special  levels  were  established  for  more 
than  $1.1  million  of  supplies  without  a  justi- 
fiable need  for  many  of  the  items.  Approxi- 
mately 83  percent  of  the  special  levels  did 
not  meet  criteria  established  in  Air  Force 
and  SARPMA  regulations  and  were  not  nec- 
essary. Reductions  of  these  levels  would 
reduce  inventory  costs,  free  storage  space 
and  decrease  personnel  requirements  in  the 
supply  area  (page  56). 

Excess  grass  mowing  equipment,  valued  at 
$58,000,  was  on  hand  at  Fort  Sam  Houston 
and  Kelly  Air  Force  Base.  The  excesses, 
over  Air  Force  Tables  of  Allowances,  had  ac- 
cumulated over  a  period  of  time  without  de- 
tection or  disclosure  by  personnel  of  the 
Equipment  Allowance  and  Authorization 
Unit.  The  excess  equipment  resulted  in  un- 
necessary procurements  and  expanded 
maintenance  and  supply  requirements  (page 
61). 

Overtime  costs,  for  3  years  of  operation, 
increased  83  percent  to  $2.7  million  and 
much  of  it  was  not  properly  justified.  Ap- 
proximately 80  percent  of  the  overtime  ac- 
tions reviewed  by  the  auditors  were  not  sup- 
ported by  the  required  approvals  and  justifi- 
cations. As  a  result  SARPMA  customers 
were  paying  higher  billing  rates  as  a  result 
of  the  escalating  overtime  (page  64). 

FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 

SARPMA  and  its  Air  Force  customers 
were  erroneously  managing  Annual  Custom- 
er Orders  as  if  they  could  use  the  allotted 
funds  over  several  years  despite  the  fact 
that  the  requested  work  was  to  be  per- 
formed by  outside  contractors  and  contracts 
had  not  been  awarded.  About  $7.26  million 
of  unfilled  Annual  Customer  Orders  should 
have  been  declared  invalid  and  the  funds 
deobligated  by  customers  of  SARPMA  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1981  (page  70). 

OSD  POLICY 

The  auditors  were  unable  to  confirm  that 
the  consolidation  of  SARPMA  real  property 
maintenance  activities  resulted  in  economies 
of  operation.  Moreover,  projected  savings  by 
the  1975  Cost  Analysis  Team  were  not 
always  achieved  because  the  implementa- 
tion plan  had  not  been  followed  in  all  in- 
stances (page  77).« 


THE  BRONX:  ONCE  AGAIN 
ATTRACTING  BUSINESS 


HON.  ROBERT  GARCIA 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr,  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
pleasure  to  again  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues that  the  Bronx  is  in  the  midst 
of  a  continued  revitalization,  and  that 
my  district  is  now  becoming  attractive 
to  businesses  who  only  a  few  years  ago 
would  never  have  considered  locating 
there.  The  Bronx  is  particularly  suited 
to  businesses  involved  in  light  industry 
and  manufacturing. 

The  Bathgate  Industrial  Park,  fi- 
nanced by  the  city  and  the  Federal 
Government  is  an  example  of  what  de- 
pressed urban  areas  can  achieve  with 
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the  help  of  the  combined  efforts  of 
the  citizens  of  the  area,  conununity 
groups,  business,  and  government. 
This  industrial  park  has  been  effective 
in  attracting  business  such  as  the 
Ampco  Printing-Advertisers  Offset 
Corp,  With  the  help  of  the  New  York 
City  Public  Development  Corp.,  the 
South  Bronx  Development  Corp.,  the 
Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New 
Jersey,  and  Consolidated  Edison. 
Ampco  was  provided  with  sufficient  in- 
centive to  locate  in  the  Bronx.  Legisla- 
tion such  as  the  Enterprise  Zones  leg- 
islation which  I  and  167  of  my  col- 
leagues have  sponsored  would  provide 
continued  support  to  areas  such  as  the 
Bronx  which  have  been  depressed  but 
which  are  becoming  revitalized. 

I  am  submitting  to  the  Record,  a 
New  York  Times  article  that  describes 
some  of  the  factors  which  are  respon- 
sible for  the  Bronx  appearing  more  at- 
tractive to  businesses. 
The  article  follows: 
[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  27,  1983] 
A  Bronx  Industrial  Park  Gains  A  Tenant 
(By  Shawn  G.  Kennedy) 
When  the  American  Broadcasting  Compa- 
nies bought  the  seven-story,  blocklong  in- 
dustrial building  at  125  West  End  Avenue 
that  it  had  occupied  as  a  lessee,  it  served 
notice  on  the  other  major  tenant  that   it 
wanted  the  entire  building  for  itself. 

The  other  tenant  was  the  Ampco  Print- 
ing-Advertisers Offset  Corporation.  Ampco's 
directors  promptly  began  scouring  Manhat- 
tan for  another  site.  But  months  of  search- 
ing brought  Seymour  Udell,  the  president, 
to  the  conclusion  that  appropriate  light-in- 
dustrial space— with  adequate  loading  facili- 
ties and  storage  space,  for  example— was  not 
available  in  Manhattan. 

The  Bronx  is  the  gainer.  By  the  end  of 
this  year,  Ampco  will  be  doing  its  printing  in 
the  21 -acre  Bathgate  Industrial  Park  as  the 
first  tenant  there  of  the  Port  Authority  of 
New  York  and  New  Jersey.  Ampco,  founded 
in  Manhattan  in  1910,  has  signed  a  25-year 
lease  with  an  option  to  extend  for  15  years, 
for  a  recently  completed  building  with 
82,000  square  feet  of  space.  The  company 
plans  to  move  early  next  year. 

"There  is  no  existing  space  in  Manhattan 
that  will  accommodate  a  business  such  as 
ours."  said  Mr.  Udell,  who  was  interviewed 
in  his  office  four  floors  above  the  ground- 
level  printing  operation.  "We  wanted  to  stay 
here,  but  this  part  of  the  city  is  becoming 
less  and  less  viable  for  light  industrial  com- 
panies such  as  ours." 

The  Bathgate  Industrial  Park,  financed 
by  the  city  and  the  Federal  Government, 
covers  eight  blocks  bordered  by  Washington 
Avenue,  the  Cross  Bronx  Expressway,  Third 
Avenue  and  the  Claremont  Parkway.  It  is  an 
area  that  not  many  years  ago  was  entirely 
covered  by  multifamily  housing.  That  hous- 
ing was  abandoned  and  ultimately  demol- 
ished. 

The  Public  Development  Corporation,  the 
city's  commercial  and  industrial  agency,  in 
partnership  with  the  South  Bronx  Develop- 
ment Organization,  built  a  one-story  build- 
ing it  now  leases  out  to  Aircraft  Supplies, 
formerly  of  Clifton,  N.J..  and  Majestic 
Shapes,  a  concern  that  makes  garment  pad- 
(iing. 

The  building  that  Ampco  leased,  through 
Kenneth  D.  Laub  &  Company  as  broker,  is  a 
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one-story  structure  on  Bathgate  Avenue  l)e- 
tween  173d  and  174th  Streets.  It  has  what 
many  Manhattan  buildings  lack,  space  for 
storage  and  off-street  loading.  The  Port  Au- 
thority is  planning  two  more  buildings  in 
the  same  location,  a  spokesman  said. 

The  location  also  has  good  access  to  arte- 
rial highways,  an  attraction  to  Ampco  direc- 
tors, according  to  Mr.  Udell.  The  Cross 
Bronx  Expressway  is  a  block  and  a  half 
from  the  site. 

Ampco  will  pay  a  starting  rent  of  approxi- 
mately $3  a  square  foot  for  the  space,  rising 
to  $3.75  in  1988.  The  Port  Authority  will 
take  a  small  percent  of  the  company's  ad- 
justed gross  profits  as  a  rent  risk. 

"This  part  of  the  agreement  was  designed 
to  protect  Ampco,"  said  Ray  Mannion,  mar- 
keting manager  for  the  Port  Authority's 
economic  development  division.  "We  expect 
their  business  to  grow,  but  if  it  doesn't  their 
rent  will  not  be  exorbitant." 

In  addition,  the  Port  Authority  has  agreed 
to  assist  with  the  financing  of  new  equip- 
ment. 

An  added  incentive,  Mr.  Udell  said,  was  a 
10-year  electrical-rate  discount  granted  by 
Consolidated  Edison. 

"That  was  a  considerable  break  for  us 
since  our  electrical  power  requirement  is 
greater  than  our  rent."  Mr.  Udell  said. 

Before  moving  in,  Ampco  will  spend  about 
$2  million  to  improve  the  raw  space— rein- 
forcing the  floors,  extending  the  existing 
mezzanine  space,  building  offices  and  extra 
plumbing  facilities  and,  above  all,  bringing 
in  new  printing  equipment. 

■When  the  time  comes,  we  will  be  moving 
people,  not  machines,"  Mr.  Udell  said.  "We 
will  be  printing  here  until  the  day  we  leave 
and  at  the  same  time  we  will  be  starting  up 
our  operation  at  Bathgate.  There  will  be  no 
down  period." 

The  Port  Authority  built  the  plant  specu- 
latively—with no  tenant  committed  to  take 
the  space.  But  it  had  some  requirements  of 
its  own  that  any  potential  tenant  had  to 
meet. 

"We  want  some  jobs  to  be  generated  as  a 
result  of  Bathgate, "  said  Anthony  Gior- 
dano, the  Port  Authority's  project  manager 
for  Bathgate.  "Growth  potential  was  part  of 
our  criteria.  We  specifically  wanted  compa- 
nies that  had  concrete  plans  to  expand." 

Most  of  the  100  people  currently  em- 
ployed by  Ampco  will  be  working  at  Bath- 
gate, and  Mr.  Udell  expects  to  hire  about  45 
additional  workers  within  the  next  three 
years. 

■We  are  confident  that  when  Bathgate  is 
completed  we  will  be  offering  the  same  at- 
mosphere as  in  suburban  industrial  parks 
and  will  have  no  problem  selling  the  site," 
Mr.  Mannion  added. 

Bathgate  is  not  the  only  industrial  devel- 
opment project  on  Port  Authority  drawing 
boards.  The  agency  has  also  authorized  two 
industrial  parks.  One  is  planned  for  a  125- 
acre  site  in  Elizabeth,  N.J.,  and  the  other  is 
to  be  built  on  60  acres  in  the  Howland  Hook 
section  of  Staten  Island.  But  their  develop- 
ment is  not  expected  to  begin  before  next 
year.* 


THE  DEATH  OF  DUK  KOO  KIM 


HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  the 
reckoning  of  a  magazine  attuned  to 
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the  boxing  world,  there  were  423 
deaths  in  professional  and  amateur 
boxing  between  1918  and  1981.  Most 
everyone  has  taken  note  of  one  of  the 
most  recent  of  these  tragedies:  The 
death  of  23-year-old  Duk  Koo  Kim  on 
November  17,  last  year. 

Amateur  and  Olympic  boxing,  with 
their  emphasis  on  form  and  perform- 
ance, and  their  greater  attention  to 
guarding  against  injury,  have  many  of 
the  uplifting  attributes  of  athletic 
competition. 

Frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  redeem- 
ing qualities  are  in  short  supply  in  the 
world  of  professional  boxing,  where  a 
premium  is  placed  on  knockouts,  and 
not  so  much  on  style  or  quality  of  ath- 
letic performance. 

Given  the  continuing  toll  in  deaths 
and  disabilities  arising  from  injuries  to 
the  brain,  it  would  be  a  healthy  thing 
for  us  to  take  a  step  back  from  the 
ring  and  consider  steps  we  could  take 
to  maximize  the  sporting  elements  of 
boxing  while  minimizing  its  brutal  ele- 
ments. 

David  Noonan  has  brought  the  issue 
up  to  date  in  an  excellent  article  pub- 
lished recently  in  the  New  York  Times 
magazine.  Today,  and  in  two  subse- 
quent discussions  of  this  issue,  I  will 
submit  portions  of  Mr.  Noonan's  arti- 
cle for  the  consideration  of  my  col- 
leagues. 
The  article  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times  Magazine.  June 
12,  1983] 

Boxing  and  the  Brain 

(By  David  Noonan) 

Ringside  at  the  Felt  Forum.  It  is  a  night 
of  fights.  Eager  young  men  are  climbing 
into  the  ring  for  the  first  official  bouts  of 
their  lives.  Some  of  them  look  frightened, 
some  of  them  look  confident  and  some  of 
them  look  sleepy  and  confused,  as  if  they 
had  just  waked  from  a  strange  dream.  They 
are  subnovices.  amateurs  fighting  in  the 
preliminary  matches  of  the  New  York 
Golden  Gloves  tournament. 

These  are  the  original  Golden  Gloves 
fights.  They  have  been  around  for  nearly  60 
years,  and  they  may  be  the  best-run  ama- 
teur fights  held  anywhere.  Each  year,  more 
than  1.200  boxers  between  the  ages  of  16 
and  26  take  part  in  the  tournament.  During 
the  preliminaries,  it  is  possible  to  see  as 
many  as  30  fights  in  a  night,  each  consisting 
of  three  two-minute  rounds.  And.  though 
New  York  State  has  some  of  the  strictest 
boxing-safety  regulations  in  the  country, 
and  though  Golden  Gloves  scoring  is  specifi- 
cally designed  to  de-emphasize  head  blows 
and  knockouts,  the  crude  root  of  all  boxing 
is  clearly  on  display. 

Even  in  these  carefully  controlled  t>outs, 
body  punches  are  in  slim  supply  as  a  lack  of 
boxing  skills  and  ring  experience  forces  the 
raw  young  fighters  to  resort  to  an  all-out 
attack  on  their  opponents'  heads,  the  most 
direct  route  to  victory.  As  round  follows 
round,  the  relentless  assault  on  the  human 
brain  emerges  as  the  jarring  theme  of  the 
evening.  Sometimes  even  an  old  hand  takes 
notice.  During  one  particularly  nasty  head 
pounding,  one  of  the  ringside  judges  winces. 
"Imagine  going  through  life  with  scrambled 
eggs  for  brains, "  he  says  dryly. 
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A  gelatinous  mass  suspended  in  cerebro- 
spinal fluid  and  floatinK  inside  a  hard  bony 
skull,  the  human  brain  is  particularly  vul- 
nerable to  the  rude  physics  of  the  sweet  sci- 
ence. Subtle  in  its  functions  beyond  our  un- 
derstanding, the  brain  is  the  most  complex 
thing  in  existence.  It  is  a  charged  and  deli- 
cate web  of  electrochemical  cells— neurons— 
that  fire  in  the  endless  patterns  of  life 
itself,  and  there  are  few  things  worse  for  it 
than  to  be  punched  around.  Ironically, 
while  boxing  at  its  best  provides  an  excel 
lent  showcase  for  the  remarkable  capacities 
of  the  brain— simultaneously  requiring  bal- 
ance, coordination,  fast  hands,  fast  eyes  and 
a  combination  of  memory,  instinct,  strategy 
and  creativity— it  also  constitutes  the  most 
purposeful  and  sustained  assault  on  the 
brain  in  all  of  sport.  While  it  is  true,  as  box- 
Ings  defenders  point  out.  that  many  sports 
have  higher  death  and  injury  rates,  it  is  also 
-.♦nie  that  boxing  is  unique  in  one  critical 
/  WM-  "Injuries  are  coincidental  in  other 
/  Cherts,  but  in  boxing  the  aim  and  object— 
I  explicit  or  implied— is  to  render  the  oppo- 
nent hors  de  combat."  Dr.  MacDonald 
Critchley.  a  British  neurologist,  noted  in  an 
often-cited  1957  study  of  the  medical  as- 
pects of  boxing,  which  appeared  in  The 
British  Medical  Journal.  "Traumata  are 
therefore  not  so  much  regretted  as  regretta- 
ble." 

■  Duk  Koo  Kim.  You  may  not  have  heard 
of  him  before— you  will  remember  him 
today.  Win  or  lose."  It  was  a  classic  sports 
cliche,  uttered  on  national  television  by  a 
ringside  announcer  at  the  beginning  of  the 
14th  and  last  round  of  what  was  shortly  to 
become  the  most  notorious  championship 
boxing  match  in  more  than  20  years.  In  13 
rounds— 39  minutes— the  23-year-old  Duk 
Koo  Kim  had  fulfilled  the  boxers  ultimate 
fantasy.  He  had  punched  his  way  to  the  top. 
His  valiant  fight  to  take  Ray  Mancinis 
World  Boxing  Association  lightweight 
championship  had  made  him  famous  and 
put  him  in  line  for  some  big  money.  But 
fate  put  an  eerie  spin  on  the  announcer's  ac- 
knowledgement of  Kim's  achievement,  and 
in  the  end.  the  rice  farmer's  son  was  lifted 
out  of  ol)scurity  on  a  stretcher.  Four  days 
later,  on  Nov.  17.  1982.  he  died  of  cerebral 
edema— swelling  of  the  brain. 

Kim's  death  prompted  examninations  of 
boxing  by  regulatory  and  legislative  bodies 
around  the  country.  The  most  important  of 
these  were  hearings,  earlier  this  year,  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Commerce.  Transporta- 
tion and  Tourism  headed  by  Representative 
James  J.  Florio.  a  Democrat  from  New 
Jersey.  "Our  ultimate  conclusion."  says 
Florio.  "is  that  there  has  to  be  some  degree 
of  uniformity  with  regard  to  boxing  across 
the  nation.  We  have  to  spell  out  Federal 
standards  that  have  to  be  adhered  to  by  the 
states  in  order  for  boxing  to  take  place  " 
The  result  of  the  hearings  was  a  bill,  expect 
ed  to  reach  the  floor  of  the  House  this 
summer,  that  would  establish  a  Congres- 
sional advisory  committee  on  boxing.  The 
committee  would  propose  a  series  of  Federal 
laws,  including  a  nationwide  system  of 
health  and  medical  records  for  boxers,  li- 
censing requirements  and  minimum  ring- 
safety  standards.  "People  keep  saying. 
'What  does  the  boxing  profession  think  of 
the  controversy?'  "  says  Florio.  "Well,  the 
answer  is:  There  is  no  boxing  profession.  It's 
not  a  system,  it's  a  nonsystem.  and  it's  get- 
ting worse." 

The  Kim  tragedy  was  the  worst  of  a  trio 
of  brutal  boxing  events  that  turned  the  last 
two  weeks  of  November  1982  into  some  of 
the   sport's    darkest    days    ever.    The    day 
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before  the  Kim  Mancini  fight.  Alexis  Ar- 
guello  and  Aaron  Pryor  met  in  a  fight  for 
the  W.B.A.  junior  welterweight  champion- 
ship. It  was  a  stunningly  violent  bout,  one 
of  the  roughest  championship  fights  in 
years,  and  it  ended  in  the  14th  round  when 
ArgUello  went  down  under  a  thundering 
barrage  of  more  than  12  unanswered 
punches.  He  was  unconscious  for  four  min- 
utes. Then  on  Nov.  26.  Larry  Holmes  pound- 
ed on  Randy  Cobb  for  15  rounds  in  a  glaring 
mismatch  for  the  World  Boxing  Council 
heavyweight  title. 

Coming  one  right  after  another,  the  three 
fights  combined  to  present  a  picture  of 
modern  boxing  as  the  primitive  and  deadly 
blood  sport  its  critics  have  long  held  it  to  be. 
Once  again,  there  were  loud  calls  for  the 
reform,  and  even  the  atx)lition.  of  boxing. 
Ifs  an  old  controversy  and.  as  the  debates 
and  discussions  have  continued  over  the 
years,  so  have  the  deaths.  There  were  423 
deaths  in  professional  and  amateur  boxing 
between  1918  and  1981.  according  to  The 
1982  Ring  Record  Book. 

Recent  fatalities  include  Willie  Classen, 
whose  death  after  a  bout  in  New  York  in 

1979  resulted  in  changes  in  state  regula- 
tions; Cleveland  Denny,  who  died  in  June 

1980  after  a  fight  on  the  same  card  as  the 
first  Sugar  Ray  Leonard  Roberto  DurAn 
bout,  the  so-called  Brawl  in  Montreal;  and 
Harlan  Hoosier.  a  71  pound  13-year-old  who 
died  in  January  1980.  after  fighting  three 
times  without  headgear  during  a  three-day 
amateur  tournament  in  Lenore.  W.  Va. 

The  majority  of  all  ring  deaths  result 
from  brain  trauma,  and  any  real  attempt  to 
cut  back  on  injury  and  death  in  the  ring  will 
have  to  focus  in  large  part  on  the  effects  of 
boxing  on  the  brain.  These  effects  fall  into 
two  categories— short-term  and  long-term. 
The  short-term  effects  range  from  mild  con- 
cussion to  cerebral  hemorrhage  and  death. 
The  long-term  effects  involve  a  clinically  di- 
agnosed condition  called  dementia  pugilis- 
tica,  also  known  as  chronic  encephalopathy 
of  boxers  and  best  known  as  the  punch- 
drunk  syndrome.  They  include,  among 
other  symptons.  memory  loss,  speech  im- 
pairment, unsteady  gait,  tremors  and  epi- 
sodes of  confusion  and  depression.  These 
two  categories  of  brain  dysfunction,  while 
clinically  distinct  from  each  other,  have  one 
major  factor  in  common— the  punch  in  the 
head.* 
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TRIBUTE  TO  JOSEPH 
KULCZEWSKI 


HON.  WILLIAM  0.  LIPINSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  call  attention  to  an  out- 
standing citizen  in  my  district,  Mr. 
Joseph  Kulczewski.  Mr.  Kulczewski 
has  served  the  residents  of  the  south- 
west side  of  Chicago  as  president  of 
the  Sacred  Heart  Society  No.  308  of 
the  Polish  Roman  Catholic  Union. 

Mr.  Kulczewski's  dedication,  gener- 
osity, and  kindness  is  known  through- 
out our  area,  and  he  has  won  many 
awards  for  his  outstanding  work  for 
our  community.  It  is  with  pride  that  I 
insert  into  today's  Record  a  newspa- 
per article  printed  on  the  occasion  of 
the  award  to  Mr.  Kulczewski  of  one 


such  award,  the  Ray  McDonald  Com- 
munity Achievement  Award. 

[From  the  Midway  Sentinel] 
Sentinel  Honors  Joseph  Kulczewski  With 
McDonald  Achievement  Award 
Joseph  Kulczewski.  a  resident  of  the 
Southwest  side  and  President  of  the  Sacred 
Heart  Society  #308  of  the  Polish  Roman 
Catholic  Union,  was  the  recipient  of  a  Spe- 
cial Award  on  Sunday.  August  8,  1982.  The 
occasion  was  the  75th  Anniversary  of  Socie- 
ty #308.  celebrated  at  Polonia  Banquets  on 
Archer  Avenue.  Mr.  Joseph  A.  Drobot. 
President  of  the  Polish  Roman  Catholic 
Union  of  America  acknowledged  the  many 
years  of  service  by  Mr.  Kulczewski.  noting 
that  he  had  served  as  Treasurer.  Vice-Presi- 
dent and  President  of  Society  #308.  a  total 
of  over  40  years  in  office. 

The  Midway  Sentinel  acknowledges  the 
efforts  and  contributions  made  by  Joseph 
Kulczewski  and  it  is  with  great  pleasure 
that  we  honor  him  as  the  recipient  of  the 
Ray  McDonald  community  achievement 
award. 

In  recalling  his  early  days  in  the  Sacred 
Heart  Society  Mr.  Kulczewski  remembers 
that  when  he  joined  the  Society,  it  num- 
bered only  200  members.  He  and  other  offi- 
cers of  the  Society  enrolled  members  at  the 
St.  John  of  God  Parish,  gradually  adding 
new  members.  It  was  not  unusual  to  sign  up 
as  many  as  37  members  in  one  day.  At 
present  the  Society  has  over  1000  members 
(adult  and  juvenile). 

Mr.  Kulczewski  arrived  in  America  at  the 
age  of  15.  He  chose  to  enter  the  trades, 
became  a  decorator  and  then  went  into  busi- 
ness for  himself.  Late  on  the  family  operat- 
ed delicatessens  on  the  south  and  north 
sides  of  Chicago  but  Mr.  Kulczewski  re- 
mained in  the  decorating  business.  In  1917 
he  married  the  former  Katherine  Malecka 
and  recently  celebrated  65  years  of  mar- 
riage. They  are  the  parents  of  Bob  Roberts 
(Alice,  dec).  Eleanore  (Thad)  Jasiorkowski. 
Genevieve  (William)  Maher  and  Dolores 
(Gene)  Molek.  Mrs.  Kulczewski  also  has 
been  active  in  organizational  works.  She  is 
the  former.  Treasurer  and  Director  of 
United  Polish  Women  of  America,  having 
served  for  24  years. 

In  his  early  years  Mr.  Kulczewski  devoted 
much  of  his  time  to  the  Polish  Falcons 
(Nest  #105).  He  instructed  both  juveniles 
and  adults  in  gymnastics,  taking  part  in 
many  competitions  and  pageants. 

Mr.  Kulczewski  and  his  family  also  are 
active  members  of  the  Polish  National  Alli- 
ance. His  son-in-law.  Thad  Jasiorkowski.  is 
the  Chief  Underwriter  in  that  organization. 

The  family  has  grown  to  include  seven 
grandchildren,  namely  Joyce  (Stan)  Kwiat- 
kowski.  Mark  (Lisa)  Jason,  Jane  Maher. 
Ronald  and  Ralph  Roberts.  Margaret  and 
Christine  Molek  and  three  great  grandchil- 
dren: Justin  and  Erica  Roberts  and  Paul 
Kwiatkowski. 

The  award  presented  to  Mr.  Kulczewski 
was  not  the  first  he  has  received  for  his  ef- 
forts in  the  Polish  Roman  Catholic  Union. 
Past  Presidents  Mr.  Pranica  presented  him 
with  the  Millenium  Award  in  1966  and  Mr. 
Osajda  honored  him  as  Fratemalist  of  the 
Year  in  1975. 

In  1972  Mr.  Kulczewski  made  a  return  trip 
to  his  native  Poland.  Although  he  has  been 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States  for  many 
years,  he  still  has  some  relatives  in  Poland. 
Mrs.  Kulczewski  visited  Poland  in  1968  and 
urged  her  husband  to  join  in  1972.  Mr. 
Kulczewski  had  a  sister.  Pearl,  and  several 
nieces  and  nephews,  with  whom  a  joyful  re- 


union was  held.  His  brother-in-law.  The 
Very  Rev.  Peliks  Malecki  (Mrs.  Kulczewski's 
brother)  is  paster  of  the  Divine  Mercy 
Parish  in  Bydgoszcz.  Poland  and  at  that 
time  Mrs.  Kulczewski's  mother  also  lived 
there  until  her  death  at  the  age  of  102. 
Father  Malecki  was  appointed  a  Judge  in 
Family  Court  by  Cardinal  Wyszynski  and 
served  in  that  capacity  until  retirement. 
Mrs.  Kulczewski's  younger  sister.  Lottie, 
now  deceased,  was  a  registered  pharmacist. 

After  the  award  by  President  Joseph  A. 
Drobot  of  PRCUA  recognizing  Mr.  Kulc- 
zewski's dedication  to  the  Sacred  Heart  So- 
ciety, and  his  services  as  delegate  to  the  Na- 
tional PRCUA  Conventions  during  the  past 
30  years,  the  quests  gave  him  a  standing 
ovation. 

As  he  has  done  on  previous  occasions.  Mr. 
Kulczewski  reciprocated  by  presenting  Mr. 
Drobot  with  applications  of  new  members, 
then  thanked  the  administrative  officers  of 
the  Sacred  Heart  Society  for  their  fine  co- 
operation during  the  past  years. 

We  again  wish  to  express  our  gratitude  to 
Mr.  Kulczewski.  for  the  many  services  he 
provided  over  the  years.  His  concern  for 
other  people  and  dedication  to  a  cause  truly 
exemplifies  the  principles  behind  the  Ray 
McDonald  award  for  which  Joseph  is  truly 
deserving.* 


AMERICAN  GATHERING  OF 
HOLOCAUST  SURVIVORS 

HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  few  of 
us  will  ever  forget  the  American  Gath- 
ering of  Holocaust  Survivors  which 
met  in  Washington  in  April.  Many  of 
us  were  privileged  to  participate  in  the 
observance  of  this  event. 

During  the  gathering,  Second  Gen- 
eration of  Long  Island,  N.Y.,  conduct- 
ed a  panel  discussion  featuring  several 
children  of  Holocaust  survivors.  The 
special  insights  of  these  individuals 
are  a  striking  reminder  of  the  horrors 
of  the  Holocaust,  and  warn  us  that  we 
must  ever  be  alert  to  prevent  this  sort 
of  horror  from  recurring. 

I  am  pleased  to  include  in  the 
Record,  the  opening  statement  of  Syd 
Mandelbaum  of  Second  Generation  of 
Long  Island,  as  well  as  remarks  made 
by  Stuart  R.  Sherman.  In  the  days 
ahead,  I  will  be  entering  the  state- 
ments of  other  panelists,  and  I  com- 
mend their  comments  to  my  col- 
leagues' attention: 

Statement  by  Syd  Mandelbaum 

Documenting  the  Holocaust  has  a  special 
meaning  for  all  of  us.  We,  who  are  children 
of  survivors  benefit  from  our  effort  to  do 
more  to  document  the  Holocaust  than 
anyone  else.  On  the  macrolevel.  we  become 
assured  that  our  parents  struggles  and  tri- 
umphs will  be  remembered  accurately  for 
the  rest  of  history.  We  will  never  be  depend- 
ant on  future  historians  to  construe  the 
facts  as  they  preceive  them,  we  will  preserve 
them  as  they  occurred.  On  the  macrolevel. 
we  are  able  to  fulfill  one  of  Elie  Weisel's 
edicts,  that  of  bearing  witness.  For  as  each 
one  of  us  hears  a  story  of  what,  you,  our 
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parents  went  through,  we  become  a  witness 
to  history.  Each  time  we  relate  that  story  to 
others,  we  make  them  the  witness. 

Our  parents  survived  because  of  that 
extra  spark,  that  mazel,  that  serendipity 
that  gave  them  the  impetus  to  continue 
when  all  around  them  perished.  We.  their 
children,  were  conceived  as  ain  affirmation 
of  life,  given  the  names  of  their  murdered 
parents,  brothers  and  sisters,  even  their 
other  children.  We  have  a  responsibility 
greater  than  any  generation  of  Jewish  chil- 
dren ever  born.  Not  just  because  we  are  our 
parents'  own  reward  for  surviving  the  Holo- 
caust, but  because  we  have  the  ability  of  re- 
cording an  event  that  in  centuries  to  come 
will  be  remembered  as  Moses  leaving  Egypt, 
or  the  destruction  of  our  beloved  Temple, 
which  put  us  all  into  this  diaspora.  We  have 
the  ability  of  using  our  parents  experiences 
to  perpetuate  the  legacy  of  remembrance, 
for  future  generations,  on  a  small  level,  for 
our  children. 

Our  panelists  are  all  children  of  survivors. 
They,  as  either  a  life's  work  or  career,  are 
working  to  preserve  our  legacy  for  future 
generations.  I  will  introduce  each  individ- 
ually, as  they  present  reflections  of  their  ex- 
periences in  doing  their  individual  projects 
and  their  projects  themselves.  We  will  have 
a  discussion  afterward.  Please  save  your 
questions,  they  will  be  collected  and  an- 
swered after  our  last  presentation. 


American  Gathering  of 
Jewish  Holocaust  Survivors. 

Washington,  D.C.,  1983. 

Documenting  the  Holocaust:  The 

Responsibility  of  the  Second  Generation 

(Stuart  R.  Sherman,  Video  History  Project, 

Second  Generation  of  Long  Island) 

In  May  of  1982.  Second  Generation  of 
Long  Island,  New  York,  began  videotaping 
Holocaust  survivors.  This  was  just  11 
months  after  the  Legacy  of  Remembrance 
was  passed  to  the  Second  Generation  at  the 
World  Gathering  of  Jewish  Holocaust  Sur- 
vivors in  Jerusalem,  Israel. 

Those  of  us  that  returned  from  Israel  re- 
alized that  this  symbolic  gesture  represent- 
ed the  birthright  and  obligation  that  we  as 
children  of  Holocaust  survivors  have  to- 
wards preserving  the  memory  of  the  Holo- 
caust. My  parents  survived  Auschwitz  and 
Dachau,  my  grandparents  and  brother  did 
not.  For  us.  the  Holocaust  is  not  just  a  dis- 
tant historical  phenomenon,  but  represents 
a  vital  part  of  our  pa-st  and  our  families' 
heritage,  whose  lessons  must  be  passed  on 
to  future  generations.  Our  parents  survived 
the  greatest  cataclysm  in  history  in  order  to 
bear  witness.  We  believe  that  our  videotap- 
ing project  allows  them  an  indisputable 
medium  to  preserve  their  stories. 

Our  project  is  affiliated  with  Yale  Univer- 
sity Video  Archive  for  Survivor  Testimony. 
The  Video  Archive  at  Yale  is  the  first  major 
archive  and  research  center  devoted  exclu- 
sively to  video  testimonies  of  the  Holocaust. 
The  Sterling  Memorial  Library  at  Yale  will 
house  these  tapes  and  serve  as  their  nation- 
al depository.  The  archive  already  has  a 
base  of  250  testimonies  contributed  by  the 
Holocaust  Survivor  Film  Project,  a  Con- 
necticut organization  that  began  taping  in 
1979.  Their  expansion  of  oral  history  into 
the  field  of  video  recording  results  from  a 
strong  conviction  that  this  medium  is  the 
most  powerful  way  to  capture  the  poignan- 
cy and  drama  of  the  act  of  giving  witness.  A 
depositor  to  the  archive  will  donate  two 
copies  of  each  videotape.  Each  copy  will  be  a 

three-fourths  inch  tape  of  technical  quality 

and  under  special  circumstances,  a  one-half 
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inch  tape  that  can  be  reprocessed  to  three- 
fourths  inch  wUl  be  accepted.  The  universi- 
ty will  formally  acknowledge  each  tape  and 
provide  for  their  registration  and  dissemina- 
tion. An  endowment  drive  is  currently  un- 
derway to  make  the  facility  permanent. 
When  fully  operational,  the  Archive  will 
make  the  videotapes  available  for  education- 
al, curricular  and  research  projects.  It  will 
cooperate  with  other  communities  who  wish 
to  initiate  similar  projects.  The  Yale  vi- 
deoarchive  will  also  deposit  copies  of  its  ma- 
terials in  the  National  Holocaust  Museum, 
here  in  Washington,  when  completed,  and 
in  Yad  Vashem,  Israel. 

Second   Generation   of   Long   Island   has 
become  the  first  Children  of  Holocaust  Sur- 
vivor group  to  affiliate  with  the  Yale  Ar- 
chive. The  goal  of  our  project  is  to  preserve 
a  picture  of  life  as  it  was  in  Europe  before, 
during,  and  after  the  Holocaust.  Through 
several  months  of  research,  planning,  and 
workshops,  we  have  developed  a  Videotap- 
ing Kit  which  serves  as  a  guide  to  the  inter- 
viewing and  technical  project.  The  heart  of 
the  process  is  the  support  of  the  survivor 
through  all  phases  of  the  two  hour  inter- 
view and  after.  Our  interviewers  and  camera 
crew  are  children  of  survivors,  yet  children 
do  not  interview  their  own  parents.  Several 
contacts  with  the  survivor  are  made  before 
and  after  the  interview  which  are  crucial  to 
our  process.  We  find  that   an  immediate 
repore  is  set  up  between  the  survivor  and 
the  interviewer  which  continues  long  after 
the  interview  is  over.  Copies  of  these  tapes 
are  offered  to  the  survivors  for  their  fami- 
lies, in  order  to  make  these  visual -legacies 
available   to   children,    grandchildren,   and 
generations  thereafter.  Second  Generation 
of  Long  Island  Videotaping  Kit  is  available 
for    those    who    wish    to   start    their   own 
projects.  Interest  has  spread  through  other 
Second  Generation  groups  in  our  country, 
with  projects  underway  in  other  parts  of 
New  York,  and  in  Atlanta.  Boston.  Balti- 
more, Detroit.  Los  Angeles,  Cleveland,  and 
New  Jersey. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  present  a  nine 
minute  videotape  which  is  comprised  of  4 
separate  segments  taken  from  an  actual  2 
hour  interview.— (Videotape  is  presented.) 

This  kind  of  living  testimony  is  present 
right  here  with  the  survivors  in  this  room, 
The  task  of  gathering  these  testimonies  has 
only  begun.  I  can  only  hope  that  each  one 
of  you  will  approach  me  after  this  presenta- 
tion. The  eloquence  and  force  of  videotaped 
materials  cannot  be  exaggerated.  In  this 
visual  age.  the  events  of  the  Holocaust  may 
very  well  be  best  understood  through  this 
type  of  audio-visual  presentation. 

We  are  committed  to  the  concept  of  dupli- 
cating this  project  in  cities  all  over  the 
world.  We  must  record  the  personal  experi- 
ences of  the  survivors  while  they  are  still 
with  us.  We  must  not  neglect  these  viUl 
pages  of  history,  for  these  pages  of  history, 
if  preserved,  could  very  well  play  a  major 
role  in  eliminating  the  possibility  of  geno- 
cide being  practiced  against  any  group,  ever 
again.* 


JMI 
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WHY  ARE  BABY  GIRLS  BEING 
KILLED  IN  CHINA? 


HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  McDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
claim  as  a  Congress  to  be  very  con- 
cerned over  human  rights.  Yet,  I  have 
not  heard  an  uproar  over  the  female 
infanticide  being  practiced  in  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China.  In  the  April 
1982  issue  of  "Asian  Survey,"  the  find- 
ings of  Mr.  Steven  W.  Mosher  were 
first  reported.  He  described  the  terri- 
ble ramifications  of  the  PRC  popula- 
tion control  policies  at  the  village 
level.  His  findings  were  not  praised  by 
either  Stanford  or  the  PRC.  In  fact, 
Stanford  is  threatening  to  strip 
Mosher  of  his  status  as  a  candidate  for 
a  doctorate  of  philosophy.  This  prac- 
tice of  killing  baby  girls  should  inter- 
est my  colleagues,  so  at  this  point,  I 
am  inserting  in  the  Record  the  story 
as  it  appeared  by  Mr.  Mosher  in  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  of  July  25,  1983: 
Why  Are  Baby  Girls  Being  Killis  in 
China? 
(By  Steven  W.  Mosher) 

In  1980.  when  I  was  living  with  the  8.000 
members  of  Sandhead  Brigade  in  China's 
Guangdong  Province.  I  asked  village  friends 
whether  female  infanticide  ever  occurred  lo- 
cally. The  answer,  which  came  with  rather 
more  heat  than  I  had  expected,  was  an  em- 
phatic no.  'Ours  is  a  land  of  fish  and  rice," 
one  wrinkled  old  midwife  told  me  in  expla- 
nation. "All  the  people  here  have  always 
been  able  to  raise  their  daughters."  She  and 
others  insisted  that  even  under  the  old  im- 
perial regime  girl  babies  had  never  been  put 
to  death. 

■yet  less  than  two  years  later  Chinese 
friends  in  Hong  Kong  who  had  recently 
t>een  back  to  the  village  began  to  tell  of  girl 
infants  dying  soon  after  birth  in  suspicious 
circumstances.  One  young  woman  was  even 
more  candid,  admitting  to  me  that  when  her 
mainland  sister-in-law  had  recently  given 
birth  to  a  girl,  the  baby  had  been  murdered 
immediately.  A  bucket  of  water  had  been 
prepared  beside  the  bed.  When  the  newborn 
turned  out  to  be  a  girl,  she  was  drowned. 

Female  infanticide  isn't  just  an  anomaly 
of  the  village  I  lived  in.  Premier  Zhao 
Ziyang  thought  the  problem  widespread 
enough  to  condemn  it  in  his  report  to  the 
National  People's  Congress  in  December 
1982.  "We  must  protect  in  particular  infant 
girls  and  their  mothers."  he  said.  "The 
whole  society  must  resolutely  condemn  the 
criminal  activities  of  female  infanticide  and 
maltreatment  of  mothers.  The  judicial  ap- 
paratus should  resolutely  punish  the  of- 
fenders according  to  law." 

In  recent  months  provincial  newspapers 
throughout  China  have  reported  grisly  tales 
of  the  murder  of  female  infants.  On  March 
3.  the  People's  Daily  admitted  that  "the 
butchering,  drowning  and  leaving  to  die  of 
female  infants  and  the  maltreating  of 
women  who  have  given  birth  to  girls  has 
become  a  grave  social  problem." 

Peking  claims  that  these  crimes  are  com- 
mitted by  "backward"  villagers  in  the  name 
of  "feudal"  attitudes  that  "boys  are  pre- 
cious, girls  are  worthless."   Male  villagers. 
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said  to  desire  sons  to  "carry  on  the  smcestral 
line  and  extend  the  generations."  have  been 
especially  singled  out  for  censure.  "In  their 
keen  desire  to  have  sons."  the  English-lan- 
guage Peking  Review  said  last  January, 
"some  men  still  torment  their  wives  who 
t)ear  daughters  and  worse  still,  they  kill  the 
baby  girls  through  neglect  or  outright 
murder."  If  Peking  is  to  be  believed,  many 
peasant  men  are  ignorant  and  misguided 
monsters  who  willingly  sacrifice  their  infant 
daughters  on  the  altar  of  some  feudal  belief. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 
Infanticide  does  have  a  long  and  tragic  his- 
tory in  many  parts  of  China.  But  by  the 
middle  decades  of  this  century,  it  looked  as 
though  this  barbarism  was  on  its  way  to  ex- 
tinction. In  Chinese  villages  today,  where 
ancestral  land  has  long  since  been  expropri- 
ated by  the  state  and  ancestor  worship  is  on 
the  decline,  traditional  notions  of  clan  and 
family  continuity  no  longer  exert  much  in- 
fluence. These  attenuated  ideas  could  not 
possibly  account  for  the  sudden  reoccur- 
rence of  female  infanticide. 

The  wave  of  infanticide  sweeping  China  is 
a  direct  consequence  of  a  population-control 
policy  of  unprecedented  severity.  It  restricts 
families  to  one  child,  ignores  the  realities  of 
old-age  economics  in  the  countryside  and 
systematically  denigrates  the  value  of 
human  life. 

Parents  are  permitted  to  have  only  one 
child,  and  then  only  after  a  "birth  quota" 
has  been  issued  by  the  authorities.  Each 
population  unit,  such  as  a  rural  collective,  is 
limited  to  a  certain  number  of  births  per 
year,  which  it  allots  to  couples  who  have  yet 
to  have  children. 

Women  pregnant  with  "over-quota" 
babies  are  forced  to  attend  round-the-clock 
"study  courses"  until  they  submit  to  an 
abortion.  Families  who  actually  have  a 
second  child  must  pay  heavy  fines  of  up  to 
S2.000— several  years  wages  in  mainland 
China— and  run  the  risk  of  demotion  or  as- 
signment to  less  desirable  work  as  well. 

This  draconian  policy  makes  no  provision 
for  the  long-term  economic  concerns  of 
peasant  parents,  especially  their  anxieties 
about  financial  security  in  old  age.  Sons  are 
the  only  social-security  system  known  to  vil- 
lagers, for  there  are  no  pension  programs  in 
the  Chinese  countryside.  Neither  can 
daughters  give  long-term  assistance,  for 
rural  custom  decrees  that  they  take  up  resi- 
dence with  their  husband's  family  upon 
marriage  and  sever  all  economic  ties  with 
their  natal  family.  Even  if  they  were  to  keep 
a  daughter  at  home,  peasants  say,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  find  her  a  husband  in  a 
population  of  only  sons. 

"Those  who  are  without  sons  must  toil  in 
the  fields  throughout  the  twilight  years.  As 
their  strength  declines  to  the  point  where 
they  cannot  keep  up.  they  are  assigned 
lighter  work  that  pays  scarcely  enough  for 
their  rice  ration.  Old  age  is  a  long  downward 
spiral  of  flagging  vigor,  worsening  diet  and 
weakening  health. 

While  the  birth  of  a  son  has  always  been  a 
more  important  event  than  the  arrival  of  a 
daughter.  Peking's  policy  of  one  child  per 
family  has  raised  the  stakes.  For  the  peas- 
antry birth  has  become  a  kind  of  Russian 
roulette:  The  arrival  of  a  son  heralds  a  re- 
laxed and  secure  old  age:  the  coming  of  a 
daughter  portends  poverty  and  slow  starva- 
tion during  one's  declining  years.  It  is  not 
"feudal  nonsense"  but  brutal  economic  re- 
ality that  moves  the  parents  to  hope  for  a 
man-child. 

If  the  child  isn't  male,  then  the  choice  is  a 
stark  one:  Either  kill  or  abandon  the  new- 
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bom  female  infant,  reserving  your  one-child 
quota  for  the  birth  of  a  boy,  or  face  a  har- 
rowing old  age.  It  is  no  surprise  that  many 
peasants  decide  in  favor  of  their  own  securi- 
ty, and  trade  the  infant's  life  for  their  own. 

It  is  also  an  act  in  which  the  Chinese  state 
is  a  silent  accomplice.  The  English-language 
China  Daily  printed  in  Peking  may  publish 
editorials  lamenting  the  resurgence  of  in- 
fanticide, but  the  implementation  of  the 
birth  control  policy  at  the  grass  roots  en- 
courages cadres  to  overlook  the  willful 
murder  of  female  infants. 

County,  commune  and  production  brigade 
cadres  are  told  how  many  births  their  unit 
is  to  be  allowed  each  year  and  are  promoted 
and  otherwise  rewarded  on  the  basis  of 
whether  they  succeed  in  meeting  the  quota. 
It  isn't  in  their  interest  to  prevent  female 
infanticide.  Each  girl  who  dies  at  birth  or 
disappears  soon  after  is  one  less  head  that 
they  will  be  held  to  account  for  in  the 
annual  birth  control  report. 

Front-line  cadres  take  cues  from  their  su- 
periors, and  these  have  made  clear  that  pop- 
ulation growth  is  to  be  held  down  at  all 
costs,  even  that  of  the  lives  of  millions  of  in- 
fants. 

Not  only  are  forced  abortions  being  per- 
formed up  to  the  time  of  birth,  there  are 
even  cases  of  officially  sanctioned  infanti- 
cide. In  one  incident  shortly  after  I  left 
Guangdong  Province,  a  young  woman  preg- 
nant for  the  first  time  gave  birth  to  twin 
boys.  What  should  have  been  an  occasion 
for  rejoicing  quickly  turned  tragic  as  the 
cadres  present  asked  her  which  one  she 
wanted.  Both  of  them,  she  replied,  but  to  no 
avail.  One  of  the  babies— she  could  not  and 
would  not  choose  which— was  taken  from 
her  and  put  to  death.* 
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HON.  THOMAS  J.  DOWNEY 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

m  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  introduce  a  bill  which 
honors  a  group  of  men  and  women 
who  selflessly  protect  our  lives,  our 
homes,  and  our  businesses.  I  introduce 
a  bill  which  establishes  August  20  as 
'National  Volunteer  Firefighter  Rec- 
ognition Day." 

The  commitment  of  our  volunteer 
firefighters  embodies  the  quintessen- 
tially  American  spirit  of  community- 
mindedness  and  voluntarism  which 
was  fundamental  to  our  growth  as  a 
nation.  Volunteers,  either  as  groups  of 
neighbors  in  bucket  lines  or  as  orga- 
nized companies,  provided  the  only 
protection  against  fire  until  the  1850's. 
Volunteer  fire  departments,  like  the 
Union  Company  founded  in  1736  by 
Benjamin  Franklin,  were  benchmarks 
of  progress  and  the  spread  of  civiliza- 
tion. 

Today,  this  spirit  and  our  reliance 
thereon  continues.  By  1979  estimates, 
four  out  of  five  of  America's  firefight- 
ing  force  are  volunteers.  In  the  past  5 
years  nearly  350  of  these  brave  indi- 
viduals have  died  in  service  of  their 
communities.  Finally,  linking  our  fron- 


tier past  with  the  present,  a  large  por- 
tion of  rural  America  is  still  protected 
by  all  volunteer  departments. 

I  believe  we  should  encourage  the 
Nation  to  recognize  the  bravery,  self- 
sacrifice,  and  devotion  to  community 
of  our  volunteer  firefighters. 

The  bill  reads  as  follows: 
H.J.  Res.  330 
Joint  resolution  to  establish  August  20  as 

•National  Volunteer  Firefighter  Recogni- 
tion Day" 

Whereas  over  80  percent  of  the  firefight- 
ers in  the  United  States  are  volunteers, 
nearly  900.000  in  number,  who  selflessly 
protect  our  lives  and  property: 

Whereas  337  volunteer  firefighters  have 
lost  their  lives  in  the  line  of  duty  during  the 
past  5  years,  with  68  such  deaths  occurring 
in  1982  alone; 

Whereas  volunteer  firefighters  expose 
themselves  to  physical  risks,  including  long- 
term  health  risks  such  as  coronary  disease, 
with  no  financial  remuneration; 

Whereas  fire  departments  comprised  only 
of  volunteers  protect  a  large  percentage  of 
the  rural  townships,  hamlets,  and  farms 
within  the  United  States:  and 

Whereas  firefighters  attached  to  such  de- 
partments spend  time  and  energy,  in  addi- 
tion to  that  spent  fighting  fires,  to  provide 
fire  prevention  instruction  and  other  serv- 
ices to  their  communities:  Now.  therefore. 

be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  August  20. 
1983.  is  designated  as  "National  Volunteer 
Firefighter  Recognition  Day  "  and  the  Presi- 
dent is  authorized  and  requested  to  issue  a 
proclamation  calling  upon  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  such  day  with  ap- 
propriate programs,  ceremonies,  and  activi- 
ties.* 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  HOUSE 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  23 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODUNG 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
three  letters  that  I  have  received  from 
the  Epilepsy  Foundation  of  America, 
the  Government  Employees  Insurance 
Co..  and  the  International  Association 
of  Chiefs  of  Police  in  support  of  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  23,  a  resolution 
that  I  have  introduced  which  states 
that  it  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
the  age  for  drinking  and  purchasing 
alcoholic  beverages  should  be  raised  to 
21  nationally. 

This  resolution  reflects  one  of  the 
key  recommendations  of  the  Presiden- 
tial Conunission  of  Drunk  Driving;  74 
Members  of  the  House  have  already 
cosponsored  this  measure,  and  Senator 
Arlen  Specter  has  introduced  the 
companion  resolution,  along  with  Sen- 
ators BuRDicK,  Danforth,  Dole,  Hat- 
field. Helms.  Kassebaum,  Lautenberg, 
LuGAR,  Mathias,  Packwood,  and 
Pryor,  The  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, the  Department  of  Health  and 
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Human  Services,  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board,  the  Na- 
tional Safety  Council,  Mothers 
Against  Drunk  Drivers  (MADD).  the 
Alliance  of  American  Insurers,  the 
Professional  Insurance  Agents,  the 
American  Medical  Association,  the 
AAA,  and  now  the  EFA,  the  Geico, 
and  the  lACP  all  have  enthusiastically 
endorsed  this  measure. 

Our  teens  make  up  only  8  percent  of 
the  population,  drive  only  6  percent  of 
the  highway  miles,  yet  they  are  in- 
volved in  15  percent  of  fatal  alcohol 
related  accidents. 

This  translates  into  14  teenagers 
killed  each  day  in  drunk  driving  acci- 
dents. 

Let  us  stop  this  senseless  and  dispro- 
portionate number  of  teenage  deaths. 

Join  me  in  encouraging  our  State 
legislatures  to  consider  enacting  laws 
to  raise  the  drinking  age  by  cosponsor- 
ing  House  Concurrent  Resolution  23. 

The  lives  we  save  will  be  our  chil- 
dren's 

I  include  letters  from  Mr.  Charles  F. 
Dambach,  EFA,  Mr.  James  E.  Reagan, 
Geico,    and    Mr.    Norman    Darwick. 

lACP: 

Government  Employees 

Insurance  Co. 
Washington,  D.C..  July  8.  1983. 
Hon.  Bill  Goodling, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Cannon 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Goodling:  On  behaUT 
of  Government  Employees  Insurance  Coml 
pany  (Geico)  I  am  pleased  to  offer  our  i^ 
dorsement  of  House  Concurrent  Resolutioi^ 
23. 

We  are  well  aware  of  the  tragic  number  of 
deaths  and  injuries  caused  by  drunken  driv- 
ers, and  we  have  been  actively  involved  in 
the  national  effort  to  reduce  the  carnage. 

Geico  strongly  supports  raising  the  mini- 
mum drinking  age  to  21  in  all  States,  be- 
cause studies  by  the  Insurance  Institute  for 
Highway  Safety  and  other  studies  in  Michi- 
gan and  Illinois  have  shown  the  effective- 
ness of  raising  the  drinking  age. 

I  represent  Geico  on  the  Impaired  Driver 
Committee  of  the  National  Association  of 
Independent  Insurers  (NAII).  NAII  has 
found  that  a  teenager  is  more  likely  to  have 
an  alcohol  related  crash  than  any  other 
driver.  Seventy-five  percent  of  the  high 
school  seniors  questioned  in  a  recent  Arkan- 
sas survey  admitted  to  drinking  alcohol  and 
driving  on  a  regular  basis. 

The  impaired  driver  problem  is  a  complex, 
long-term  problem  and  we  think  sustained 
local,  community-based  efforts  are  neces- 
sary to  identify  and  implement  long  term 
solutions.  We  believe  raising  the  minimum 
drinking  age  to  21  would  be  an  important 
step  toward  the  overall  long  term  solution 
we  are  all  anxious  to  find. 

We  commend  you  for  introducing  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  23.  We  fully  support 
your  efforts  and  would  be  pleased  to  assist 
in  any  way  possible. 
Sincerely, 

James  E.  Reagan. 
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Epilepsy  Foundation  or  America, 

handover,  M±,  July  13,  1983. 
Hon.  Bill  Goodling,  U.S.  House  op  Repre- 
SE^TATIVES,  Cannon  House  Office  Build- 
ing, Washington.  D.C. 
Dear  Representative  Goodling:  The  Epi- 
lepsy  Foundation  of   America  (EFA)  sup- 
ports passage  of  your  bill.  House  Concur- 
rent   Resolution    23.    which   expresses   the 
sense  of  Congress  that  the  minimum  age  for 
drinking  and  purchasing  alcholic  beverages 
should  be  21. 

One  of  the  primary  purposes  of  EFA  is 
promoting  the  prevention  of  epilepsy.  Each 
year  approximately  20,000  new  cases  of  epi- 
lepsy occur  in  the  United  States  as  a  result 
of  head  injury,  and  many  of  these  injuries 
are  sustained  in  automobile  accidents. 

Studies  indicate  a  direct  correlation  be- 
tween minimum  drinking  age  and  alcohol- 
related  accidents  in  the  18  to  21-year-old  age 
group.  Data  shows  that  raising  the  mini- 
mum age  would  greatly  reduce  the  number 
of  injuries  and  fatalities  among  18  to  21- 
year-olds. 

Thirty-four  states  and  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia have  laws  allowing  persons  under  21 
to  buy  and  drink  alcoholic  beverages.  H. 
Con.  Res.  23  would  encourage  these  states 
and  the  District  of  Columbia  to  raise  the 
minimum  age  to  21. 

EFA  appreciates  your  efforts  in  this  area 
and  is  pleased  to  support  H.  Con.  Res.  23. 
We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to 
insure  its  passage. 
Sincerely. 

Charles  F.  Dambach, 
Director,  Government  LiaisoTi. 


International  Association  of 

Chiefs  of  Police.  Inc. 
Gaithersburg,  Md.,  July  19,  1983. 
Hon.  William  F.  Goodling. 
Cannon  Office  Building.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Goodling:  On  behalf  of  the 
International  Association  of  Chiefs  of 
Police.  I  wish  to  commend  you  for  your  ef- 
forts in  trying  to  curb  the  ever  rising  num- 
bers of  young  people  who  are  killed  yearly 
on  the  nation's  highways. 

The  law  enforcement  community  contin- 
ues to  fight  the  battle  against  drunk  driving 
and  it  appears  as  though  great  strides  have 
been  made  in  the  past  few  years  as  evi- 
denced by  the  reduction  in  highway  fatali- 
ties and  injuries  in  1982.  Still,  the  alcohol 
related  traffic  deaths  among  15-24  year  olds 
are  at  appalling  levels  and  are  a  condition 
which  calls  for  immediate  action  by  the 
state  governments. 

The  resolution  which  you  have  introduced 
would  go  a  long  way  in  bringing  national 
uniformity  to  alcohol  purchasing  and  drink- 
ing laws.  The  lACP  supports  H.  Con.  Res.  23 
as  a  necessary  step  in  pressuring  those 
states  which  currently  do  not  have  "21" 
laws  to  join  in  the  national  effort. 

As  you  can  see  by  the  attached  resolution, 
the  lACP  has  recommended  that  all  states 
raise  their  minimum  drinking  age  to  21.  Ad- 
ditionally, we  are  working  on  a  cooperative 
basis  with  the  NHTSA  and  other  concerned 
organizations  as  an  active  participant  in  the 
Alcohol  and  Safety  Belt  Youth  Coalition.  In 
this  program,  we  are  involved  in  a  major 
effort  to  educate  the  nation's  youth  with 
regard  to  the  hazards  associated  with  drink- 
ing and  driving,  and  the  importance  of  wear- 
ing safety  belts. 
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The  lACP  will  continue  its  efforts  to  bring 
improvements  in  highway  safety,  and  hope 
to  work  with  you  to  achieve  this  goal. 
Sincerely. 

Norman  Oarwick. 
Executive  Director. 
Enclosure.* 


THE  INDISPUTABLE  CASE  FOR 
BILINGUAL  EDUCATION 

HON.  ROBERT  GARCU 

or  NEW  YORK 
IK  TH»  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  case 
for  bilingual  education  is  indisputable 
as  a  means  for  teaching  limited  eng- 
lish  proficient  (LEP)  students.  It 
simply  makes  sense  to  begin  teaching 
students  math  and  reading  in  a  lan- 
guage they  already  know  instead  of 
letting  them  sit  in  classes  compre- 
hending nothing.  The  article  by  Irma 
Herrera  explains  this  point  clearly  and 
I  commend  it  to  my  colleagues. 

[Prom  the  New  Yorlt  Times,  July  27.  1983] 

Hispanic  Pupils'  Sole  Hope 

(By  Irma  Herrera) 

San  Francisco.— In  our  not  too  distant 
past.  80  percent  of  all  Mexican-American 
children  in  Texas  had  to  repeat  the  first 
grade  because  they  could  net  speak  English. 
In  New  Mexico,  one-third  of  all  Hispanic 
children  sat  idle  in  the  first  grade,  learning 
neither  basic  addition  nor  English.  With  bi- 
lingual education,  this  waste  of  human 
talent  would  never  have  occurred. 

And  yet.  as  Congress  begins  to  consider  re- 
authorization of  the  Bilingual  Education 
Act  of  1968.  we  hear  again  the  insidious 
myth  that  most  Hispanic  children  do  not 
want  to  learn  English  and  that  their  par- 
ents—as well  as  advocates  of  bilingual  in- 
struction-want them  educated  only  in  their 
native  language.  If  we  adopt  bilingual  in- 
struction as  an  educational  policy,  they  say. 
we  will  create  a  bilingual  society.  Nothing 
could  be  farther  from  the  truth. 

I  have  never  met  a  Hispanic  parent  who 
proposed  delaying  the  acquistion  of  English. 
Parents  who  labor  at  deadend  jobs  because 
of  poor  language  skills  hardly  wish  this 
future  on  their  children.  No  responsible 
person  proposes  that  we  keep  English  profi- 
ciency from  our  children.  Even  Mexican 
grandmothers,  illiterate  in  English  and 
Spanish,  will  smile  a  crinkled  smile  and  say: 
•'El  saber  es  poder."  or  'Knowledge  is 
power." 

Non-English-speaking  children  are  eager 
to  learn  and  are  curious,  but  they  cannot 
participate  in  education  if  they  do  not  un- 
derstand the  instruction.  Moreover,  they 
cannot  be  expected  to  learn  English  simply 
by  joining  an  English-speaking  class  and  ab- 
sorbing the  language  by  osmosis.  1  could 
spend  three  years  in  a  classroom  in  China, 
listening  to  lessons  in  Cantonese,  and  not 
learn  Cantonese.  Spanish-speaking  children 
need  instruction  by  people  trained  m 
second- language  acquistion. 

Yet  today  many  students  who  don't  un- 
derstand English  sit  all  day  in  classrooms, 
their  presence  required  by  law.  listening  to 
the  noise  of  an  unfamiliar  language.  These 
are  the  physically  normal  yet  deaf-mute 
children  whom  many  suggest  we  can  no 
longer  "pamper"  with  bilingual  instruction. 
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Recently,  the  Twentieth  Century  Fund 
recommended  that  "the  Federal  Govern- 
ment promote  and  support  proficiency  in 
English  for  all  children  in  the  public 
schools."  As  advocates  of  bilingual  educa- 
tion, we  support  their  recommendation.  We 
do  not  support  their  statement  that  the 
only  way  to  teach  non-English  speaking  stu- 
dents is  by  immersing  them  in  English  in- 
struction. 

Those  who  would  curtly  dismiss  bilingual 
education  as  a  failure  do  not  understand  all 
the  facts.  For  one  thing,  fewer  than  20  p>er- 
cent  of  the  several  million  limited-English 
students  are  .served  by  bilingual  education. 
The  majority  go  through  instruction  that 
ranges  from  excellent  programs  in  E^nglish 
as  a  second  language  to  sink  or  swim  meth- 
ods. If  our  schools  have  so  miserably  failed 
to  educate  the  non-English-speakers,  the 
fault  is  not  with  bilingual  education.  We 
must  look  at  how  we  have  traditionally 
served  these  students  and  whether  English- 
language  instruction,  which  was  the  norm 
prior  to  passage  of  the  Bilingual  Act.  was 
successful.  The  figures  suggest  it  was  not. 

Before  1968.  the  dropout  rate  for  Hispanic 
students  was  52  percent  nationwide.  In  1982. 
it  was  slightly  below  40  percent— still  triple 
the  rate  for  the  white  population  but  a 
slight  improvement.  Much  of  the  progress 
can  t>e  traced  to  the  growth  of  bilingual 
education. 

English-language  development  is  the  key- 
stone of  bilingual  education.  Bilingual  pro- 
grams recognize  that  a  second  language  is 
not  learned  overnight  or  in  one  semester.  It 
makes  sense  to  begin  teaching  students 
math  and  reading  in  a  language  they  al- 
ready know  instead  of  letting  them  sit  in 
classes  comprehending  nothing.  It  does  not 
make  sense  to  penalize  students  academical- 
ly as  they  tackle  the  difficult  task  of  learn- 
ing English. 

Although  it  wasn't  called  that  in  my 
South  Texas  elementary  school  in  1956.  I 
received  bilingual  education.  Most  students 
m  the  Mexican-only  school  came  from  non- 
English-speaking  families.  When  we  didn't 
understand  something,  our  teachers  ex- 
plained it  to  us  in  Spanish.  Eventually  all  of 
us  learned  English;  and.  along  the  way.  with 
help  from  our  teachers  in  Spanish,  we 
learned  how  to  add  and  subtract  and  how  to 
diagram  sentences. 

Most  of  us  are  not  any  dumber  or  brighter 
than  the  rest  of  the  population.  But  we  do 
come  from  homes  where  the  main  language 
is  not  English.  No  matter  how  much  our 
parents  may  want  to,  they  cannot  teach  us 
English  or  help  us  with  our  homework.  Our 
only  hope  is  the  schools.  They  must  teach 
us  English  and  educate  us.  Bilingual  educa- 
tion is  the  best  way  to  accomplish  both.* 


WASHINGTON  "SCANDAL" 

HON.  JOHN  R.  KASICH 

or  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  fueled 
by  front  page  stories  that  have  less 
and  less  substance  to  them,  the  alleged 
"scandal"  over  documents  leaked  from 
the  Carter  campaign  during  the  1980 
Presidential  election  refuses  to  die. 

However,  at  least  one  newspaper 
seems  to  have  a  unique  view  of  this 
story  and  the  way  it  has  been  report- 
ed. I  commend  the  following  editorial 
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from  the  July  1  edition  of  the  Cincin- 
nati Post,  written  3  days  after  the 
President's  news  conference  of  June 
28,  to  my  colleagues  for  their  study. 

The  White  House  press  corps  put  on  an 
unpleasant  and  self-indulgent  show  when  it 
harassed  and  hectored  President  Reagan  at 
his  Tuesday  night  news  conference  about 
the  Jimmy  Carter  briefing  book  flap. 

Reagan  had  opened  the  conference  with 
important  news:  The  government  had  raised 
its  estimate  of  real  economic  growth  for  this 
year  to  5.5  percent,  which  should  reduce 
hoih  joblessness  and  the  budget  deficit. 

How  boring,  decided  the  ladies  and  gentle- 
men of  the  press  and  asked  not  one  question 
about  the  subject.  Instead  they  devoted  12 
of  their  22  questions  to  the  matter  of  Carter 
campaign  documents  that  got  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  Reagan  camp. 

The  president  explained  that  he  hadn't 
known  his  aides  had  any  Carter  briefing 
papers  and  used  them  to  help  prepare  him 
for  the  October  1980  Carter  Reagan  debate. 
He  also  pointed  out  that  when  he  recently 
found  out  at>out  the  papers,  he  turned  over 
the  issue  to  the  justice  department  with  in- 
structions to  take  action  if  any  illegality  was 
found. 

This  perfectly  reasonable  reply  did  not 
satisfy  the  press  corps,  which  seemed  deter- 
mined to  inflate  the  incident  into  the  war 
crime  of  the  century,  and  it  repeatedly  in- 
sisted that  Reagan  declare  his  aides  guilty 
of  unethical  conduct. 

It  was  a  classic  Washington  performance. 
The  press  gets  a  full-scale  news  conference 
with  the  president  once  in  seven  weeks  on 
average,  and  it  spent  most  of  its  time  gnaw- 
ing at  an  inside-politics  issue  that  means 
little  to  the  rest  of  the  country. 

What  really  happened?  Apparently  some- 
body in  the  Carter  White  House  who  dis- 
liked him  fed  some  debate  rehearsal  papers 
to  Reagan  campaign  officials,  and  Messrs. 
Casey.  Baker.  Stockman  and  Gergen.  not 
being  candidates  for  sainthood,  did  not 
return  the  documents  unread. 

One  can  understand  why  Democrats  are 
trying  to  elevate  a  bit  of  politics-as-usual 
into  a  major  scandal.  Another  election  is 
coming  up  and  it  may  help  them. 

One  cannot  understand  the  quiver  of  in- 
dignation and  tone  of  outrage  in  the  voice 
of  the  press  corps  as  it  pronounced  the  word 
"ethical"  Tuesday  night.  Was  there  one 
among  Reagan's  interrogators  who  does  not 
routinely  and  gratefully  accept  leaked  docu- 
ments, some  of  them  classified,  and  use 
them?* 


LET  THE  HAMMER  OF  JUSTICE 
BE  HEARD  IN  SOUTH  AFRICA 
SAYS  REVEREND  SULLIVAN 


HON.  STEPHEN  J.  SOLARZ 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  Jul\f27,  1983 

•  Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few 
weeks  ago  an  extraordinarily  commit- 
ted advocate  of  racial  justice,  the  Rev- 
erend Leon  Sullivan,  testified  before 
the  Banking  Committee's  Subcommit- 
tee on  Financial  Institutions  in  sup- 
port of  my  legislation  to  modify  U.S. 
relations  with  South  Africa,  H.R.  1693. 
which  is  now  title  III  of  the  Export 
Administration  Act. 
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Reverend  Sullivan,  the  founder  of 
OIC  International  and  the  pastor  of 
the  Zion  Baptist  Church  of  Philadel- 
phia, has  been  heading  up  an  effort 
since  1977  to  have  U.S.  firms  operating 
in  South  Africa  adopt  a  voluntary  fair 
employment  code.  He  has  traveled 
throughout  the  United  States  and 
Western  Europe  to  rally  support  for 
racial  justice  in  South  Africa,  and  to 
encourage  other  nations  to  adopt  fair 
employment  standards  for  their  busi- 
nesses operating  in  South  Africa. 

Because     of     Reverend     Sullivan's 
unique  experience  in  examining  condi- 
tions in  South  Africa  and  because  of 
his    forthright    championing    of    the 
rights  of  black  South  Africans.  I  ask 
that  his  testimony,  in  support  of  man- 
datory fair  employment  principles  and 
a  ban  on  the  importation  of  the  kru- 
gerrand  and  bank  loans  to  the  South 
African  Government,  be   included   in 
today's  Congressional  Record. 
Testimony    of    Rev.    Leon    H.    Sullivan. 
Founder  of  OIC  International.  Chair- 
man,  International  Council  for   Equal 
Opportunity  Principles 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  And 
thank  you.  gentlemen,  for  this  opportunity 
to  participate  in  these  very,  very  important 
and  historic  hearings.  Perhaps.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, what  is  going  on  here  today  could  be 
one  of  the  most  important  discussions  on 
the  future  of  black  equality,  justice  and  ad- 
vancement in  South  Africa  being  held  any- 
where in  the  world  today.  I  want  to  thank 
you.  gentlemen,  for  bringing  this  issue  vivid- 
ly to  a  point  of  clear  concern  and  debate, 
not  only  for  your  committee  but  also,  hope- 
fully, for  the  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
and  so  that  the  American  people  become 
better  informed  about  the  despicable  condi- 
tions of  inhumanity  that  exist  in  the  repub- 
lic of  South  Africa,  unmatched— at  this  time 
unmatched  anyplace  else  in  the  world. 

My  name  is  Leon  Sullivan.  I  am  here  in 
support  of  the  Solarz  bill.  I  am  here  to 
share  with  the  members  of  this  committee 
my  view  that  the  role  of  multinational  cor- 
porations is  indispensable  to  a  solution  to 
the  apartheid  problem  of  South  Africa. 

As  the  author  of  the  so-called  Sullivan 
Principles.  I  have  for  the  past  seven  years 
been  deeply  involved  in  the  development  of 
a  business  initiative  to  increase  pressure  on 
the  government  of  South  Africa  to  change 
Its  policies  and  practices. 

I  have  watched  the  progress  made  during 
those  years  as  a  result  of  the  voluntary  par- 
ticipation of  137  corporations  who  have 
signed  the  principles. 

The  signs  of  progress  are  clear.  They  in- 
clude plants  desegregated  in  spite  of  the 
law;  blacks  upgraded  to  administrative  and 
supervisory  jobs;  blacks  supervising  whites; 
blacks  trained  for  skilled  jobs;  blacks  regis- 
tered and  unregistered  trade  unions  being 
recognized  for  the  first  time;  technical 
schools  to  train  blacks  being  built;  black 
businesses  initiated;  equal  pay  for  equal 
work  being  initiated,  the  beginnings;  health 
care,  education  and  housing  outside  the 
workplace  being  improved  by  the  compa- 
nies; company  executives  lobbying  for  an 
end  to  all  racial  discrimination  laws  and  the 
apartheid  system.  However  I  realize  that 
these  improvements  are  not  enough. 

The  fact  that  the  United  States  Code  has 
served  as  a  caUlyst  and  triggered  the  cre- 
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ation  of  similar  codes  of  conduct  for  compa- 
nies from  around  the  world  is  not  enough. 

The  fact  that  the  Principles  have  resulted 
in  the  most  stringent  and  comprehensive 
measurement  requirements  for  fair  employ- 
ment and  social  responsibility  practices  is 
not  enough. 

The  fact  that  we  are  witnessing  now  the 
beginning  of  a  revolution  in  iP'^ustrial  race 
relations  is  not  enough.  Unfortunately  al- 
though the  voluntary  support  of  the  Princi- 
ples has  been  effective  it  has  not  been  able 
to  get  the  desired  results  quickly  enough. 
That  is  why  I  came  before  the  House  For- 
eign Affairs  Subcommittee  on  Africa  to  tes- 
tify in  favor  of  legal  enforcement.  I  have 
called  for  mandatory  requirements  for  full 
compliance  with  the  Principles,  backed  up 
with  embargoes,  tax  penalties,  sanctions, 
loss  of  government  contracts,  and  any  other 
effective  means. 

That  is  why  today,  faced  with  147  Ameri- 
can companies  that  have  not  yet  signed  the 
Principles,  and  many  of  the  150  companies 
who  have  signed  need  to  become  more 
active,  I  urge  you  and  your  colleagues,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  pass  this  legislation  as  a  nec- 
essary step  in  the  right  direction.  These 
companies  should  face  divestment  actions 
by  stockholders,  pension  funds,  government 
bodies  and  other  fiduciaries. 

A  two-track  effort  is  needed:  a  divestment 
campaign  and  legal  enforcement.  The  role 
of  the  United  States  Congress  and  the 
action  which  you  take  here  must  also  be 
seen  as  the  necessary  precedent  for  action 
by  the  parliaments  of  other  nations.  This 
kind  of  action  by  governments  and  stock- 
holders of  companies  doing  business  in 
South  Africa  should  and  must,  to  be  truly 
effective,  become  global.  Since  less  than  1 
percent  of  the  workers  in  South  Africa  are 
employed  by  American  companies  the  for- 
eign nations  must  take  action  to  enforce 
compliance  from  the  companies  from  their 
countries,  with  their  codes,  who  are  doing 
business  in  South  Africa.  America,  through 
your  efforts,  can  take  the  leadership  in 
bringing  this  vitally  needed  pressure  to  bear 
on  South  Africa. 

Yet  beyond  these  global  actions  to  enforce 
the  so-called  Sullivan  Principles  there  must 
also  be  a  clear  recognition  of  the  fact  that 
the  main  problem  in  South  Africa  is  not 
just  equal  opportunity  or  fair  employment 
practices  or  better  schools  or  housing,  as  im- 
portant, Mr.  Chairman,  as  all  these  needs 
are,  but  the  main  problem  in  South  Africa  is 
freedom,  including  an  end  to  the  incredible 
homelands  policy  and  the  attainment  of  full 
political  equality  for  the  black  population. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  see  the  need, 
beyond  the  Principles  for  United  States 
companies  to  hold  off  any  new  expansion, 
make  no  new  bank  loans  to  the  South  Afri- 
can government  and  make  no  sales  of  the 
South  African  Krugerrand  in  America  until 
apartheid  ends. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  that  the  vol- 
unteer effort  which  I  initiated  seven  years 
ago  has  been  successful  but  not  enough.  It 
has  been  hard.  I  am  one  individual.  I  need 
stronger  support.  We  need  a  broader  force, 
the  force  of  the  United  States  Government. 
I  support  this  bill  in  iU  entirety.  A  tool  is 
already  in  place,  a  measuring  and  evaluating 
process  that  has  become  the  standard. 
Arthur  D.  Little  Co.  has  produced  a  data 
base  from  which  progress  can  be  measured. 
We  have  the  best  compliance  process  ever 
designed  to  measure  business  codes  of  con- 
duct results  in  the  world.  It  can  be  used. 

We    have    a   task    force   organization   in 
America  and  in  South  Africa  composed  of 
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company  representatives  and  others.  I  can 
l)e  used.  We  have  audit  reports  and  reports 
of  accuracy.  It  can  be  used.  We  have  grow- 
ing numbers  of  black  workers  participating 
in  the  process.  It  can  be  used.  Now  we  must 
recognize  the  need  to  go  beyond  these  vol- 
untary developments  to  mandatory  require- 
ments. 

Perhaps  the  Sullivan  Principles  as  set 
forth  in  the  Solarz  bill  and  other  codes  in 
the  world  will  only  do  so  much  and  only  go 
so  far.  Perhaps  the  only  way  South  Africa 
can  be  fundamentally  changed  is  by  massive 
conflict  and  a  devastating  war.  But  I  believe 
attempts  must  be  made— as  a  clergyman  at- 
tempts must  be  made  from  my  view,  where  I 
come  from  philosophically  in  my  own  mind 
and  in  my  own  heart,  searching  for  non- 
valid  solutions  for  the  most  pressing  prob- 
lems humanity  faces.  I  believe  peaceful 
means  still  are  attainable.  And  I  believe  if 
these  world  multinational  company  efforts, 
backed  up  by  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment—and other  governments,  are  aggres- 
sively initiated  and  broadly  and  effectively 
applied  and  closely  monitored,  they  will 
have  to  make  a  difference,  Mr.  Chairman. 

One  thousand  companies  in  South  Africa 
from  around  the  world,  led  by  American 
companies  desegregating  their  facilities  and 
ending  all  vestiges  of  discrimination  among 
workers,   will   have   to  make   a  difference. 
Hundreds   of   thousands  of   newly   trained 
black  and  other  non-white  technicians,  will 
have   to   make   a   difference.   Hundreds  of 
technical  schools,   initiated  and  supported 
for  training  skilled  black  and  other  non- 
white  workers,  will  have  to  make  a  differ- 
ence. Equal  pay  for  equal  work  for  millions 
of  black  and  non-white  workers,  increasing 
their  purchasing  power  by  billions  of  rand  a 
year,  will  have  to  make  a  difference.  Thou- 
sands of  black  businesses  being  initiated, 
sponsored  and  supported  by  the  companies 
that  will  happen  through  this  legislation, 
being  the  thrust  for  others  throughout  the 
world,  developing  their  own  stores,  services, 
factories,  and  mines,  will  have  to  make  a  dif- 
ference. A  thousand     adopted  schools"  by 
companies   improving   education   for   large 
numbers    of    black    and    other    non-white 
youth,   until  all  education  is  unified,  will 
have  to  make  a  difference. 

Hundreds  of  thousands  helped  by  compa- 
nies with  literacy  education  and  basic  educa- 
tion, will  have  to  make  a  difference.  Tens  of 
thousands  of  scholarships  from  companies 
for  black  and  non-white  trainees  in  the  arts, 
the  sciences,  and  the  professions,  will  have 
to  make  a  difference.  Hundreds  of  black  and 
non-white  representative  trade  unions  being 
recognized  by  companies,  strengthening 
workers"  rights,  will  have  to  make  a  differ- 
ence. Hundreds  of  executives  of  multina- 
tional companies,  and  South  African  busi- 
nesses, lobbying  the  government  for  an  end 
to  all  discriminatory  laws  and  the  apartheid 
system,  will  have  »o  make  a  difference. 
Growing  number  of  blacks  and  whites  for 
the  first  time  coming  in  contact  with  each 
other  in  plants,  mines  and  other  places  in 
new  human  relationships,  will  have  to  make 
a  difference. 

In  these  endeavors,  powerful  support  will 
be  needed  beyond  the  companies,  including 
unrelenting  and  far  clearer  commitments  to 
racial  justice  in  South  Africa  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  Congress 
and  other  government  lenders  and  nations. 
Mr.  Chairman,  violence  is  escalating  and  it 
will  continue  to  do  so.  within  South  Africa 
and  without,  as  the  forces  come  more  and 
more  into  violent  conflict  with  each  other. 
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It  th»refore  becomes  necessary  that  a 
clear  signal  t>e  sent  now.  at  this  time,  to 
South  Africa  and  to  the  nations  of  the 
world  by  America  that  the  only  way  confla- 
gration can  be  avoided  is  to  have  apartheid 
end.  The  strength  and  power  of  all  nations 
will  have  to  l>e  mobilized  and  their  efforts 
combined  to  bring  about  such  change. 

Government  must  give  more  than  verlMU 
support  to  company  full  employment  and 
equal  opportunity  throughout  South  Africa. 
They  must  take  action  and  provide  for  legal 
enforcements  and  mandatory  compliance. 
Companies  failing  to  comply  should  be 
asked  to  leave  South  Africa. 

This  morning.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  time 
the  hammer  of  American  democracy  rings 
on  the  anvil  of  international  justice  and 
freedom.  The  republic  of  South  Africa  is  the 
place  today  where  it  should  t>e  heard.  This 
momiitg  from  this  place,  where  so  many  im- 
portant appeals  have  been  made  before.  I 
call  on  American  businesses,  but  particular- 
ly the  American  Congress,  to  swing  the 
hammer  in  South  Africa  for  justice.  And  let 
it  ring,  let  it  ring,  until  it  is  heard  across 
South  Africa  and  heard  around  the  world.* 


CUBAN-AMERICAN  RELATIONS 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  insert  my  Foreign  Af faii^ 
Newsletter  for  July  into  the  Congres- 
sional Record: 

Cuban-American  Relations 

Our  present  policy  toward  Cuba  was  set 
more  than  20  years  ago  in  the  period  from 
1959  to  1963.  during  which  we  witnessed 
Fidel  Castro's  rise  to  power,  the  expropria- 
tion of  private  American  property  valued  at 
$1.8  billion,  the  failure  of  our  invasion  at 
the  Bay  of  Pigs,  and  a  frightening  super- 
power showdown.  There  have  been  some 
minor  ups  and  downs  in  the  Cuban-Ameri- 
can relationship  since  then,  but  we  are  still 
trying  to  isolate  Cuba  diplomatically  and 
commercially.  The  basic  goal  of  our  policy 
has  t>een  to  confront  Cuba  with  a 
hemispheric  cordon  as  a  means  of  driving  it 
away  from  the  Soviet  Union  and  bringing 
about  its  realinement  with  the  West. 

Americans  have  no  reason  to  l>e  sentimen- 
tal about  Mr.  Castro.  Some  have  argued 
that  it  was  American  hostility  that  turned 
him  toward  the  East  and  kept  him  depend- 
ent, against  his  will,  on  his  Soviet  patron. 
But  the  historical  evidence  is  not  clear.  It  is 
possible  that  from  the  start.  Mr.  Castro  saw 
the  United  States  as  his  main  opponent  and 
intended  to  take  Cuba  into  the  Soviet  orbit. 
In  any  case,  we  should  not  be  too  optimistic 
about  a  complete  reversal  in  Cuban-Ameri- 
can relations. 

Our  complaints  against  Mr.  Castro  are 
genuine.  First  came  his  expropriation  of  pri- 
vate American  property  and  his  acceptance 
of  Soviet  missiles  on  Cuban  soil.  Then  came 
his  efforts  to  export  his  brand  of  revolution 
to  other  nations  in  the  hemisphere,  first  to 
Venezuela  and  Bolivia,  then  to  Colombia, 
and  most  recently  to  Central  America.  Out- 
side the  hemisphere,  Mr.  Castro  has  sent  his 
troops  to  Angola,  South  Yemen,  and  Ethio- 
pia to  back  up  failing  Communist  govern- 
ments. He  has  given  his  staunch  support  to 
the  Soviet  Union  and  its  allies,  even  during 
his   chairmanship   of   the   so-called   "Non- 
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Alined  Movement."  His  provocations  extend 
to  the  loading  of  criminals  and  mental  pa- 
tients onto  boats  headed  for  Miami  and  the 
intermittent  januning  of  American  airwaves. 
Cut>a  has  done  all  these  things,  and  more, 
so  the  questions  for  our  policymakers  are 
several:  How  can  we  get  Cuba  to  moderate 
its  conduct?  Is  current  policy  toward  Cuba 
the  best  available  to  promote  our  national 
interests  in  the  hemisphere?  Should  we  look 
for  an  alternative  if  current  policy  toward 
Cuba  is  not  achieving  results?  Should  there 
be  a  mix  of  confrontation  and  negotiation  in 
our  relationship  with  Cul)a?  What  mix  is 
the  l)est?  There  is  no  point  in  being  unreal 
istic  about  our  policy  toward  Cuba.  Politics, 
whether  domestic  or  international,  is  the 
art  of  the  possible,  and  we  must  face  the 
hard  facts.  Cuba  is  likely  to  remain  an  ally 
of  the  Soviet  Union  as  long  as  Mr.  Castro  is 
in  power,  and  probably  t>eyond  that.  There 
is  no  effective  opposition  to  him  in  Cuba 
today. 

Despite  these  hard  facts,  we  can  hope  for 
reasonable  progress  in  several  areas.  Our 
general  objectives  ought  to  be  the  diminu- 
tion ol  Soviet  influence  in  Cuba  and  the  rec- 
oncili:ition  of  Cuban-American  conflict.  A 
policy  of  pure  confrontation  only  expands 
Soviet  influence  and  intensifies  Cuban- 
American  conflict.  We  should  give  Cuba  a 
chance  to  edge  away  from  the  Soviet  Union 
and  improve  its  relations  with  us  by  testing 
its  claim  that  it  will  deal  in  good  faith.  It 
goes  without  saying  that  a  process  of  en- 
gagement would  be  difficult  and  extended. 
There  would  be  many  reverses  and  plenty  of 
frustration  along  the  way.  Many  of  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  two  nations  could  not 
be  resolved  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Even 
so.  we  should  try  to  start  that  process  soon. 
Besides  aiming  for  somewhat  more  dis- 
tance between  Havana  and  Moscow  and 
more  moderate  Cuban  conduct  across  the 
board,  we  could  draw  up  a  list  of  what  Cuba, 
given  its  understanding  of  its  ovim  national 
interests,  might  agree  to  do.  and  then  ask 
ourselves  what  it  would  take  to  get  agree- 
ment. As  we  did  so.  we  would  want  to  keep 
one  thing  in  mind:  Twenty  years  of  Cuban 
diplomatic  and  commercial  isolation  in  the 
hemisphere  have  not  gotten  us  much  at  all. 
The  specific  elements  of  a  new  policy 
toward  Cuba  would  be  many  and  varied. 
Cuban  movement  on  compensation  to  Amer- 
icans harmed  by  expropriation  might  be 
matched  by  a  slow  relaxation  of  the  trade 
embargo.  Cuban  willingness  to  negotiate  a 
general  agreement  on  prisoner  exchange 
and  to  repatriate  Mariel  criminals  and 
mental  patients  might  be  met  with  a  gradu- 
al relaxation  of  restrictions  on  tourism. 
Cuban  recognition  of  our  problems  with 
drug  traffickers  and  air  pirates  might  fore- 
shadow a  measured  resumption  of  regular 
air  service.  Cuban  interest  in  the  withdrawal 
of  foreign  forces  from  Central  America 
might  set  the  stage  for  talks  on  the  re-estab- 
lishment of  diplomatic  relations.  The  exam- 
ples, of  course,  are  purely  illustrative. 

Mr.  Castro  has  offered  to  discuss  such 
issues.  The  Reagan  Administration  claims 
that  it  has  twice  tried  to  take  him  at  his 
word,  but  that  he  has  made  talks  impossi- 
ble. Whoever  is  at  fault,  rapprochement  has 
bogged  down  in  recrimination.  Cuba  is  an 
emotional  matter  for  the  United  States.  We 
have  every  reason  to  deal  warily  with  Mr. 
Castro.  A  few  years  ago,  we  made  friendly 
overtures  to  him,  and  he  responded  by  send- 
ing military  men  to  Ethiopia,  sophisticated 
arms  to  Nicaragua,  and  boatloads  of  refu- 
gees to  Miami.  A  dispassionate  assessment 
of  our  relations  with  him  is  not  easy  to 
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make.  It  is  important  to  see,  however,  that 
Cuba  has  made  some  gestures  toward  us. 
Mr.  Castro  showed  desire  for  more  auton- 
omy in  his  one  sided  alliance  with  Moscow 
by  objecting  to  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Af- 
ghanistan and  urging  the  Soviets  to  stay  out 
of  Poland.  He  has  taken  some  of  the  blame 
for  bad  Cuban-American  relations. 

If  the  goal  of  our  relations  with  Cuba 
were  to  try  to  move  beyond  confrontation, 
more  progress  could  have  been  made  by  now 
without  damage  to  our  national  interests. 
Without  any  change  in  our  approach,  we 
will  have  to  wait  another  20  years  for 
progress.  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
new  approaches  toward  Cuba  are  in  order. 
The  pattern  has  been  that  one  side  in- 
creases pressure  on  the  other,  mouthing  slo- 
gans of  confrontation.  The  other  responds 
in  kind,  and  the  atmosphere  is  soured  fur- 
ther. This  pattern  must  be  broken.  While  a 
significant  change  in  Cuban-American  rela- 
tions may  not  yet  be  within  our  grasp,  the 
possibility  should  not  be  rejected  out  of 
hand.* 


WSJV-TV  CALLS  FOR  BALANCED 
BUDGET  AMENDMENT 


HON.  JOHN  HILER 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  HILER.  Mr.  Speaker,  everyday  I 
can  count  on  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
to  line  up  and  decry  large,  looming 
Federal  deficits  that  threaten  our  eco- 
nomic recovery. 

And  everyday  I  can  count  on  many 
of  those  same  Members  to  line  up  in 
support  of  amendments  and  appro- 
priation bills  that  increase  that  deficit 
even  further.  For  those  of  us  who 
really  believe  in  fiscal  responsibility,  it 
is  sometimes  difficult  not  to  feel  exas- 
perated at  that  kind  of  double-speak. 

But  recently.  Ralph  Oakley,  assist- 
ant station  manager  of  WSJV-TV  in 
Elkhart,  Ind.,  delivered  an  outstanding 
station  editorial  that  places  the  blame 
for  staggering  deficits  and  the  threat 
to  our  economic  recovery  right  where 
it  belongs— on  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unamimous  con- 
sent that  the  editorial,  aired  on  July 
20,  be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
give  it  careful  consideration. 

My  thanks  to  Ralph  and  the  station 
management  for  seeing  right  through 
the  political  haze  on  the  issue  of  Fed- 
eral deficit  spending.  I  share  their 
view  and  hope  my  colleagues  find 
their  words  persuasive. 

It's  difficult  for  most  of  us  to  understand 
Washington,  and  no  wonder  .  .  .  our  leaders 
are  tossing  around  numbers  like  200-billion 
dollar  budget  deficits  and  one-poinl-four 
trillion  dollar  debt  limits. 

It  almost  brings  to  mind  Carl  Sagan  talk- 
ing about  the  number  of  stars  in  the  uni- 
verse. 

And.  the  whole  issue  would  be  very  hu- 
morous, indeed,  if  it  weren't  so  deadly  seri- 
ous. The  wild  spenders  are  still  running  free 
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and  they  just  may  be  strangling  what  we 
had  hoped  would  be  a  viul  future  for  our 
children. 

But.  some  of  the  effects  of  wild  federal 
spending  are  all  too  visible  right  now.  For 
example  ...  it  will  take  half  of  all  the  avail- 
able credit  in  the  United  States  to  meet  fed- 
eral debt  requirements  next  year. 

That,  of  course,  is  one  of  the  primary  rea- 
sons that  interest  costs  remain  so  high.  This 
country  cannot  afford  200-billion  dollar  fed- 
eral deficits  .  .  .  not  if  it  wishes  its  citizens 
to  be  able  to  afford  housing:  not  if  it  wishes 
small  business  to  flourish:  and  not  if  it  is  to 
be  what  Ronald  Reagan  called  in  the  1980 
Presidential  campaign.  'A  shining  city  on  a 
hill." 

So,  since  Congress  seems  unable  to  disci- 
pline itself  and  must  have  discipline  im- 
posed, we  urge  adoption  of  a  consitutional 
amendment  requiring  a  balanced  federal 
budget,  except  in  time  of  war. 

Don't  be  fooled  by  all  of  the  so-called  so- 
phisticated economic  arguments  against  it. 
A  balanced  budget  amendment  is  the 
answer.  And  we  urge  you  to  tell  that  to  your 
Congressmen  and  Senators.* 


SIKORSKI  STATEMENT  ON 
DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION 


HON.  GERRY  SIKORSKI 


OF  MINNESOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  SIKORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night,  during  the  debate  on  the  De- 
fense Authorization  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  I  briefly  spoke  in  favor  of  Mr. 
Nichols'  amendment  requiring  the 
Defense  Department  to  report  on 
their  plans  to  attach  the  unjustifiable 
cost  overruns  in  defense  contracts.  At 
this  time,  I  would  like  to  insert  the 
full  text  of  my  prepared  remarks. 

I  have  proposed  a  simple  amendment  to 
the  Defense  Department  authorization  for 
Fiscal  Year  1984.  It  would  require  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  to  submit  to  Congress  a 
report  that  sets  forth  a  plan  by  which  new 
contracts  will  not  be  let  to  defense  contrac- 
tors who  have  imposed  unjustifiable  price 
increases  or  received  unreasonable  profits 
until  the  United  States  government  is  reim- 
bursed for  the  gouging. 

After  meeting  with  Congressmen  Nichols 
and  Ray,  who  have  spent  considerable  time 
on  this  subject,  I  have  agreed  to  support  Mr. 
Nichols  amendment,  which  incorporates  the 
thrust  of  my  proposal  and  requires  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  to  report  on  efforts  to  cor- 
rect problems  associated  with  increased 
costs  of  initial  and  replenishment  spare 
parte.  I  thank  the  distinguished  Chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Investigations  for 
accepting  the  intent  of  my  original  lan- 
guage. 

The  latest  revelations  on  jet  engine  spare 
parte  are  outrageous.  The  inspector  gener- 
al's office  of  the  Defense  Department  found 
that  United  Technologies  Corporation's 
Pratt  &  Whitney  Engine  Group  and  others 
have  routinely  raised  prices  on  thousands  of 
parte  by  100  percent  or  more  in  a  three-year 
period. 

Of  the  15,000  parte  surveyed  by  the  in- 
spector general,  more  than  half  doubled  in 
price  from  1980  to  1982,  with  27  percent 
showing  price  increases  of  500  percent  or 
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more.  Yet.  the  consumer  price  index  rose 
only  27  percent  during  the  same  period. 

Let  me  use  two  real  examples  of  waste  and 
excessive  pricing. 

One  is  a  steel  washer  provided  to  the  gov- 
ernment by  the  Boeing  Corporation.  The 
government  has  bought  thousands  of  these 
washers  for  $2.00.  However,  when  they 
asked  Boeing,  the  charge  was  $693.44  for 
one.  You  or  I  can  take  the  specifications, 
walk  into  any  machine  shop,  and  purchase 
this  washer  for  $4.00. 

The  second  is  a  plastic  cap  for  a  chair  tip. 
The  chair  is  found  in  the  navigational  sec- 
tion of  the  B52  bomber.  You  or  I  could  buy 
this  part  for  under  $5.00  if  we  had  it  made. 
The  materials  alone  cost  only  26  cente.  In 
1981.  the  government  paid  $916.55  for  one. 
Today,  the  quoted  price  is  $1,118.00.  Who  do 
they  think  they  are  kidding? 

It  only  gete  worse.  Pratt  &  Whitney  has 
employed  a  2,000  percent  markup  on  spare 
parte.  For  every  $1.00  it  pays  one  of  ite  ma- 
chiniste.  Pratt  &  Whitney  charges  the 
United  States  Government— that's  you  and 
me— almost  $21  for  the  same  part. 

Articles  have  appeared  in  the  Washington 
Post,  in  the  Baltimore  Sun,  in  the  New  York 
Times,  in  the  Atlanta  Constitution,  in  the 
Wall  Street  Journal,  and  in  the  St.  Paul  Dis- 
patch on  the  cost  overruns.  Finally,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  himself.  Mr.  Weinberger, 
has  admitted  that  the  Pentagon  has  "paid 
far  more  than  we  needed  to"  for  spare  parts. 
I  must  agree  with  the  Secretary's  words 
when  he  says,  "There  will  be  nobody  who  is 
free  from  careful  examination  of  all  of  his 
activities  during  all  the  time."  The  Penta- 
gon should  recover  funds  by  withholding 
paymente  and  disqualifying  some  suppliers. 
Americans  want  a  strong  military,  but 
they  are  not  fools.  If  Congress  won't  say  to 
the  Admirals  and  Generals.  "You  will  pro- 
tect and  defend  this  country— but  you  won't 
do  it  by  throwing  away  taxpayers'  money, " 
then  Americans  will  say  to  this  Congress,  go 
home,  you're  useless.  We  don't  need  any  $2 
washers  costing  almost  $700.* 


POUR  TRIES  BUT  STILL  NO 
"CORRECTION" 


HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

OF  GEORGIA 
in  the  house  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  McDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  seg- 
ments of  the  national  news  media 
seemingly  are  becoming  more  irre- 
sponsible and  arrogant.  Stories  are 
often  biased  and  slanted  to  reflect  the 
reporter's  or  his  organization's  view- 
point. And  there  seems  to  be  an  in- 
creasing preoccupation  with  relative 
trivia,  rather  than  an  honest  attempt 
to  present  the  hard  news  affecting  our 
Nation  and  our  people. 

Recently,  I  cast  a  vote  against  a  res- 
olution concerning  the  expenditure  of 
Federal  tax  funds  for  a  study  commis- 
sion to  determine  how  to  celebrate  the 
birthday  anniversary  of  former  Presi- 
dent Truman.  In  addition,  I  was  op- 
posed to  the  wording  of  the  resolution 
because  it  had  high  praise  for  the  cre- 
ation of  the  United  Nations,  an  organi- 
zation which  is  a  farce  and  dangerous 
to  U.S.  interests.  It  would  have  been 
inconsistent   for   me   to  support   the 
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wording  of  that  resolution  because  I 
had  previously  introduced  legislation 
to  remove  the  United  States  from  the 
United  Nations.  And  I  felt  funds  could 
easily  be  raised  privately  for  such  a 
study  commission,  rather  than  adding 
yet  another  burden,  regardless  of  how 
small  it  may  be  viewed  in  light  of  $800 
billion  budgets,  on  the  backs  of  Ameri- 
can taxpayers. 

Had  the  resolution  simply  called  for 
a  joint  session  of  Congress  to  recog- 
nize the  birthday  anniversary  of  Presi- 
dent Truman,  I  would  have  voted  in 
favor  of  the  measure.  However,  it  was 
not  quite  that  simple,  or  quite  that 
black  and  white. 

On  the  day  of  that  vote,  I  requested 
a  roUcall  on  the  issue  because  it  in- 
volved spending  tax  money  and  in- 
volved praise  of  the  United  Nations. 
Just  previous  to  that  vote  on  the 
birthday  matter,  I  had  requested  a 
roUcall  vote  on  another,  separate 
issue. 

However,  segments  of  the  national 
news  media,  notably  United  Press  In- 
ternational's radio  wire,  violated 
almost  every  journalistic  code,  if  one 
exists,  with  its  story  on  the  Truman 
vote.  Even  after  my  press  secretary 
twice  requested  a  correction,  UPI  fol- 
lowed up  with  even  more  distorted  sto- 
ries. Finally,  on  the  fourth  try— which 
was  not  labeled  a  correction,  as  it 
should  have  been— UPI  got  a  sem- 
blance of  the  trutk  on  the  wire.  But  it 
was  several  days  later  and  it  is  doubt- 
ful thflt  the  correction  was  used  by 
many  of  the  radio  stations  that  carried 
the  original  erroneous  stories. 

Following  are  the  four  UPI  radio 
wire  stories,  in  order,  and  a  copy  of 
the  letter  my  press  secretary  wrote  to 
the  regional  executive  of  UPI  in  Atlan- 
ta on  July  6.  No  response  had  been  re- 
ceived as  of  the  afternoon  of  July  22, 
1983. 

FIRST  ERRONEOUS  UPI  STORY 

ATLANTA.— Seventh  district  Congressman 
Larry  McDonald  of  Marietta  voted  against 
commemorating  the  100th  birthday  of 
President  Harry  Truman  for  one  reason- 
Truman  pushed  through  organization  of 
the  United  Nations. 

Spokesman  Tommy  Toles  of  McDonald's 
Rome  office,  says  McDonald  opposed  the 
resolution  because,  in  his  words,  it  con- 
tained language  in  several  areas  that  he 
could  not  agree  with. 

Toles  says  McDonald,  who  is  president  of 
the  rightwing  John  Birch  society,  did  not 
like  the  language  citing  Truman  for  pushing 
through  the  organization  of  the  United  Na- 
tions. Toles  says  the  John  Birch  Society  has 
historically  opposed  U.S.  participation  in 
the  world  organization. 

The  House  voted  382  to  5  yesterday  to 
hold  a  special  joint  session  of  Congress  on 
May  8,  1984  to  commemorate  the  100th 
birthday  of  Truman.  McDonald  was  one  of 
the  five  Congressmen  voting  against  the 
measure.  He  did  not  say  anything  during 
debate  of  the  resolution,  but  he  forced  a 
roUcall  vote  apparently  to  register  his  "no" 
vote. 
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SECOND  ERRONEOUS  UPI  STORY 

Atlanta.— Congressman  Larry  McDonald 
as  one  of  a  handful  of  lawmakers  who  voted 
against  commemorating  the  100th  birthday 
of  President  Harry  Truman.  McDonald 
spokesman  Tommy  Toles  says  the  Seventh 
District  lawmaker  had  several  reasons  for 
his  "No"  vote.  But.  mainly  because  Truman 
pushed  through  organization  of  the  United 
Nations. 

McDonald  is  president  of  the  rightwing 
John  Birch  Society.  Toles  says  the  organiza- 
tion has  been  historically  opposed  to  U.S. 
participation  in  the  U.N.  The  House  voted 
382  to  5  yesterday  to  hold  a  special  joint  ses- 
sion of  Congress  on  May  8.  1984.  to  com- 
memorate the  100th  birthday  of  Truman. 

THIRD  ERRONEOUS  UPI  STORY 

Atlanta.— Congressman  Larry  McDonald 
apparently  does  not  feel  the  100th  birthday 
anniversary  of  President  Harry  Truman 
should  be  recognized.  McDonald  was  one  of 
five  congressmen  yesterday  who  voted 
against  a  resolution  to  hold  a  special  joint 
session  of  Congress  next  year  honoring  Tru- 
man's birthday  on  May  8th. 

McDonald  spokesman  Tommy  Toles  says 
the  Seventh  District  lawmaker  had  .several 
reasons  for  his  "no"  vote.  But,  mainly  be- 
cause Truman  pushed  through  organization 
of  the  United  Nations.  McDonald  is  presi- 
dent of  the  rightwing  John  Birch  Society. 
Toles  says  the  organization  has  been  histori- 
cally opposed  to  U.S.  participation  in  the 
U.N. 

fourth  and  final  UPI  STORY  — Birr  STILL  NO 
"CORRECTION" 

Rome.— A  spokesman  for  Congressman 
Larry  McDonald  says  the  Congressman  is 
not  opposed  to  celebrating  the  anniversary 
of  President  Harry  S  Truman  McDonald 
voted  in  the  minority  last  week  on  a  bill 
calling  for  a  joint  session  of  Congress  next 
year  to  honor  the  100th  anniversary  of  Tru- 
man's birth.  The  spokesman  for  the  Sev- 
enth District  Congressman.  Tommy  Toles  in 
Rome,  said  McDonald— quoting  now— "Is 
not  opposed  to  observing  President  Tru- 
man s  birthdate.  It  was  language  in  the  res- 
olution that  the  Congressman  objected  to." 
Toles  said  the  Congressman  opposed  the 
resolution  because  of  language  in  the  pro- 
posal which  cited  Truman  for  initiating  sev- 
eral social  assistance  programs.  Toles  added 
that  McDonald  opposed  spending  $25,000 
for  the  observance  and  he  felt  the  money 
should  be  raised  by  private  contributions. 

The  congressional  aide  added  that 
McDonald  felt  it  would  have  been  inconsist- 
ent for  him  to  have  supported  the  measure 
because  Truman  pushed  for  U.S.  involve- 
ment in  the  United  Nations.  McDonald,  who 
is  chairman  of  the  John  Birch  Society,  has 
opposed  U.S.  participation  in  the  U.N.  and 
has  a  bill  before  Congress  calling  for  the 
Nation's  withdrawal  from  the  worldwide  or- 
ganization. 

House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  6.  1983. 
Mr.  Allen  Siegert. 
Regional  Executive.  UPI, 
Atlanta,  Ga. 

Dear  Mr.  Sifcert:  Its  rare  when  I  pen  a 
letter  to  a  news  executive  because  I  prefer 
to  deal  with  the  reporters  and  editors  when- 
ever possible.  Unfortunately,  this  has 
proven  to  be  an  exception. 

On  July  1,  1983.  at  12:29  p.m..  UPI  ran  the 
attached  story  atwut  Congressman  McDon- 
ald and  his  vote  against  a  resolution  in  the 
House  concerning  the  100th  birthday  ob- 
servance of  President  Truman.  Among  other 
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things,  it  quotes  me  as  saying:  .  .  .  the  John 
Birch  Society  has  historically  opposed  U.S. 
participation  in  the  world  organization.  The 
story  also  speculated,  claiming  Congressman 
McDonald  asked  for  a  roll  call  vote  "appar- 
ently to  register  his  'no'  vote." 

The  fact  is.  in  talking  with  Joe  Parham  of 
UPI.  the  subject  of  the  John  Birch  Society 
was  never  raised.  Yet  a  comment  about  the 
Society  is  attributed  to  me.  The  "quote"— 
direct  or  not— was  fabricated. 

Second,  in  discussing  why  Congressman 
McDonald  asked  for  a  roll  call  vote.  I  ex- 
plained to  Joe  that  the  congressman  often 
calls  for  a  roll  call  vote  on  any  issue  that 
spends  tax  money  when  he  is  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  and  no  one  else  calls  for  a  roll 
call  vote.  In  fact,  on  the  same  afternoon  as 
the  Truman  vote.  Congressman  McDonald 
called  for  a  roll  call  vote  on  another,  sepa- 
rate issue.  To  speculate  as  to  why  he  called 
for  a  recorded  vote  when  the  reason  had 
been  explained  in  great  detail,  is  not  only 
poor  journalism  but  it  is  totally  inaccurate. 

When  I  called  to  register  my  protest,  Joe 
read  his  original  copy  to  me— and  it  didn't 
resemble  the  story  that  finally  came  out 
over  the  wire. 

Yet,  when  another  story  ran  at  2:45  p.m. 
July  1,  1983,  the  fabricated  quote  was  re- 
peated. 

Again  I  called  and  talked  with  Joe  and  he 
referred  me  to  his  immediate  superior.  After 
explaining  the  situation  to  Tom  Madden, 
bureau  chief,  he  said  UPI  would  try  to  take 
care  of  the  problem.  Both  Joe  and  Tom 
were  very  courteous  and  expressed  regret  at 
the  erroneous  reports. 

However,  the  third  try.  at  8:47  p.m.,  was 
even  worse.  It  started  out: 

"Congressman  Larry  McDonald  apparent- 
ly doesn't  feel  the  lOOlh  birthday  anniversa- 
ry of  President  Harry  Truman  should  be 
recognized."  And,  it  repeated  the  fabricated 
quote  attribuied  to  me  concerning  The 
John  Birch  Society. 

On  July  6,  after  thinking  about  the  situa- 
tion over  the  weekend.  I  called  Joe  and  Tom 
again.  Again,  both  apologized  for  the  errors. 
Tom  said  a  new  story  would  be  run  and  I 
talked  with  Joe  once  again. 

Again.  I  repeated  the  Congressman's  posi- 
tion: 

( 1 )  He  is  not  opposed  to  the  celebration  of 
President  Truman's  birthday. 

12)  He  objected  to  the  language  of  the  res- 
olution itself,  which  praised  creation  of  the 
United  Nations  and  several  Federal  spend- 
ing initiatives,  including  national  health 
care  and  federalized  housing.  It  would  have 
been  contradictory  for  him  to  vote  for  any 
resolution  favoring  the  UN  since  he  has  in- 
troduced legislation  to  withdraw  U.S.  par- 
ticipation from  the  UN. 

(3)  The  resolution  called  for  the  expendi- 
ture of  $25,000  in  Federal  tax  funds  to 
""study"  how  to  best  celebrate  the  birthday 
anniversary.  He  feels  that  those  funds 
should  be  raised  from  private  sources— indi- 
viduals, foundations  and  other  organiza- 
tions—rather than  from  tax  revenues.  And 
he  feels  it  would  have  been  relatively  easy 
for  that  money  to  be  raised. 

For  the  third  time,  The  John  Birch  Socie- 
ty was  not  discussed  by  me,  Tom  or  Joe. 

And  as  a  sidenote  the  term  "right-wing" 
John  Birch  Society  is  incorrect.  In  any  logi- 
cal government  spectrum,  the  line  would  go 
from  zero  government,  or  anarchy,  to  100 
percent  government,  or  total  government. 
The  Society  is  not  in  favor  of  anarchy  on 
the  right  or  total  government  on  the  left.  It 
does  favor  limited  constitutional  govern- 
ment, which  is  in  the  middle  of  such  a  spec- 
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trum.  Therefore,  it  would  favor  the  middle 
of  the  spectrum  and  could,  in  no  accurate 
sense,  be  described  as  "right-wing"  or 
""ultra"  conservative. 

The  fourth  story  that  came  across  the 
wire  at  12:06  p.m.  on  July  6,  1983  accurately 
summarized  the  congressman's  views  on  the 
resolution. 

Frankly,  it  is  frustrating  that  it  took  so 
many  tries  to  get  the  story  correct.  After 
talking  with  Joe  Parham,  I'm  convinced 
that  he  took  down  our  original  views  on 
July  1  accurately.  And  I'm  convinced  that 
Tom  Madden  attempted  to  straighten 
things  out  on  the  third  try.  So  the  problem 
obviously  lies  with  someone  between  the 
terminal  where  the  original  story  was  writ- 
ten and  where  it  actually  went  out  on  the 
wire.  Obviously  someone  "translated"  the 
original  copy  into  something  diametrically 
opposite.  I  make  no  pretense  of  knowing 
who  that  person  (or  persons)  may  be  or 
their  motives  in  fabricating  quotes  and  in 
misstating  the  congressman's  position. 

Also,  the  fourth  and  final  story  was  not  la- 
beled a  "correction"  but  merely  came  across 
the  wire  as  something  of  a  foUowup  story. 
As  such,  it  would  be  less  likely  to  be  used  by 
the  radio  stations  that  used  the  original 
story,  in  my  opinion. 

This  isn't  the  first  time  something  of  this 
nature  has  arisen  involving  UPI  (I  hasten  to 
add  that  it  didn't  involve  Joe  Parham  or 
Tom  Madden,  however)  and  the  congress- 
man. 

On  the  night  of  April  17,  1979,  UPI  pub- 
lished an  account  of  Rep.  Phil  Crane  (R-Ill) 
visiting   Cobb   County   and    falsely   stated: 

.  .  Rep.  Larry  McDonald  hosted  a  fund- 
raising  reception  for  the  conservative  Re- 
publican." We  first  heard  about  the  false 
report  on  WSB-TV  the  following  morning. 
We  contacted  WSB-TV  the  following  mron- 
ing.  We  contacted  WSB-TV  about  the 
report  and  the  television  station  ran  a  cor- 
rection—labeled as  such.  However,  we  then 
contacted  UPI  and  were  promised  a  full  cor- 
rection. But  no  such  correction  ran— merely 
another  foUowup  story  containing  a  half- 
truth  and  a  non  sequitur.  It  was  never  re- 
ported by  UPI  that  the  original  story  stat- 
ing that  Congressman  McDonald  had 
hosted  a  fundraising  reception  for  Rep. 
Crane  was  totally  false. 

As  one  who  was  in  the  newspaper  business 
for  16  years  prior  to  joining  Congressman 
McDonald.  I  suggest  that  UPI's  credibility 
would  be  substantially  greater  if  it  would 
labe'  corrections  as  such  as  if  it  would  exer- 
cise more  supervision  over  some  of  its 
"translators"  to  avoid  problems  of  the 
nature  I  have  outlined. 

Congressman  McDonald  is  one  who  takes 
firm  stands  on  issues,  even  controversial 
matters.  Therefore,  he  is  sometimes  accused 
of  viewing  situations  as  "either  black  or 
white  with  no  shades  of  gray"  or  "proposing 
simple  answers  to  complex  problems "  or 
with  other  equally  hoary  liberal  cliches. 

However,  most  issues  that  arise  in  Con- 
gress are  quite  complex  and  are  of  various 
shades  of  gray.  A  piece  of  legislation  usually 
contains  "good"'  and  "bad"  features  and  it  is 
up  to  each  member  of  Congress  to  deter- 
mine whether  it  is  "good"  enough  to  vote 
for  or  whether  the  "bad"  outweighs  the 
■good.  "  Nothing— not  even  the  Truman  res- 
olution—is quite  as  simple  as  it  may  appear 
on  the  surface. 

But  this  reality  seems  to  have  escaped 
many  reporters,  who  substitute  their  liberal 
bias  for  facts,  speculation  for  questioning  to 
determine  motives,  and  preconceived,  sim- 
plistic notions  for  a  better  understanding  of 
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complex  matters.  Again,  keep  in  mind  I  am 
not  referring  to  Mr.  Parham  or  Mr.  Madden 
but  rather  whoever  was  involved  in  chang- 
ing the  most  recent  stories  just  before  they 
went  out  on  the  wire. 

Congressman  McDonald  is  a  constitution- 
alist, but  is  commonly  described  as  a  con- 
servative. And  the  reality  is  that  most  of  the 
individuals  in  the  major  media  are  what  one 
would  describe  as  liberals.  I  think  this  reali- 
ty was  confirmed  by  Robert  Lichter  and 
Stanley  Rothman  in  their  1981  interviews 
with  key  individuals  in  the  major  media.  It's 
no  surprise  to  us  that  the  congressman  is  of- 
tentimes met  with  hostility,  stated  or 
merely  displayed,  by  many  individuals  in 
the  media,  since  they  disagree  with  his  phil- 
osophical views.  It's  not  surprising  but  it  is 
irritating. 

This  has  become  even  more  evident  since 
he  was  named  chairman  of  The  John  Birch 
Society,  which  is  usually  described  as 
"right-wing"  or  •"ultra"'-conservative  by  vir- 
tually all  segments  of  the  media,  local  or  na- 
tional. I  contend  that  such  modifiers  as 
"ultra"  don"t  belong  in  a  "news  "  story,  espe- 
cially when  no  evidence  is  cited  as  proof  of 
""ultra"-views  or  positions.  In  addition.  I 
don  t  think  I  have  ever  seen  a  liberal  de- 
scribed as  belonging  to  the  "ultra"  left-wing 
of  the  spectrum.  In  fact,  the  media  general- 
ly refer  to  most  liberal  politicians  as  mod- 
crzitcs." 

It  is  with  this  background  in  mind.  I  urge 
that  you  take  a  close  look  at  how  bias  is 
slipped  into  news  stories— at  whatever  level. 
I  also  urge  that  UPI  change  its  policy-un- 
spoken or  otherwise— to  allow  a  clear  label- 
ing of  corrections  when  I  hey  are  made. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you.  Gen- 
erally, you  may  write  me  at  the  Rome.  Ga. 
office. 

Sincerely. 

Tommy  Toles, 
Press  Secretary  to 
Representative  Larry  McDonald.m 


TAMILS  OF  SRI  LANKA— A 
PEOPLE  IN  TROUBLE 


HON.  MARIO  BlAGGl 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  one 
who  has  long  been  concerned  about 
the  human  rights  situation  in  Sri 
Lanka  I  am  particularly  distressed  by 
recent  reports  of  indiscriminate  killing 
and  other  acts  of  violence  being  com- 
mitted against  the  minority  Tamil 
population  of  that  South  Asian  island. 

Specific  reports  indicate  that  35 
Tamils  w«re  massacred  in  their  prison 
cells,  along  with  many  other  Tamils 
since  Sunday  in  reprisal  for  the 
ambush  murders  of  13  majority  Sinha-» 
lese  soldiers. 

However,  while  the  deaths  of  the 
Sinhalese  soldiers  may  have  been  the 
triggering  event  in  this  most  recent 
outbreak  of  violence  in  Sri  Lanka,  that 
nation's  problems  are  far  more  deeply 
rooted.  Basic  cultural  and  religious  dif- 
ferences between  the  Tamils,  who 
comprise  only  about  20  percent  of  the 
Sri  Lankan  population,  and  the  Sinha- 
lese, who  make  up  the  rest  of  Sri 
Lanka's   14.5  million  people  are  the 
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real  culprits.  As  a  result  of  those  dif- 
ferences, the  Buddhist  Sinhalese  have 
used  their  majority  position  to  deprive 
the  Hindu  Tamils  of  many  basic 
human  rights,  including  freedom  of  re- 
ligion, equal  citizenship,  and  educa- 
tional opportunities.  This  situation 
has  been  festering  for  many  years— as 
far  back  as  1948  when  the  British  re- 
linquished their  control  of  Sri  Lanka— 
and  from  time  to  time  violence  erupts. 
In  1980.  I  authored  a  resolution  call- 
ing for  an  end  to  human  rights  viola- 
tions in  Sri  Lanka  and  urging  the 
President  to  take  several  immediate 
actions  to  improve  the  situation  there. 
In  response  to  my  concern,  I  received  a 
State  Department  report  dated  De- 
cember 23,  1981,  which  said  in  part: 

While  we  regard  the  violence,  and  efforts 
to  resolve  it.  as  purely  an  internal  affair  of 
the  Sri  Lankan  people,  we  support,  and  are 
encouraged  by,  Sri  Lankan  efforts  to  ensure 
that  this  tragic  cycle  of  violence  does  not 
recur. 

Tragically,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  vio- 
lence has  recurred  and  I  must  call  on 
our  Government  once  again  to  play  a 
role  in  securing  a  peaceful  solution  to 
the  widespread  violence  and  deep- 
rooted  problems  that  now  exist  in  Sri 
Lanka.  I  am  particularly  concerned 
about  the  reported  20,000  Tamils  who 
have  been  left  homeless  by  the  rioting 
that  has  occurred.  Those  persons  need 
immediate  relief  and  I  would  urge  that 
measures  be  taken  by  our  Government 
to  see  that  the  emergency  aid  which 
appears  to  be  so  desperately  needed  is 
provided. 

At  this  time.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
insert  an  article  discussing  the  present 
Sri  Lankan  situation,  which  appeared 
in  today's  Washington  Post: 
[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  27,  1983] 
Death  Toll  Exceeds  100— Unrest  Spreads 
IN  Sri  Lanka 
(By  William  Claiborne) 
Madras.  India,  July  26.-Widespread  loot- 
ing and  firebombings  in  defiance  of  a  na- 
tionwide   curfew    spread    across    the    Sri 
Lankan  capital  of  Colombo  today  following 
the  massacre  of  35  ethnic  Tamil  prisoners  in 
their  cells,  according  to  Indian  news  reports 
here  tonight. 

In  the  third  day  of  violence  between  the 
Buddhist  Sinhalese  majority  and  Hindu 
Tamils,  at  least  20  persons  were  reported 
killed  following  the  prison  massacre.  That 
raises  the  death  toll  to  more  than  100— 
mostly  Tamils— since  clashes  began  Sunday 
in  reprisal  for  the  ambush  slaying  of  13  Sin- 
halese soldiers  near  the  Tamil  town  of 
Jaffna  in  the  northern  part  of  the  island  re- 
public. 

The  international  airport  at  Colombo  was 
closed  today,  and  Colombo-bound  flights 
from  Bombay  and  this  southeastern  Indian 
city  were  canceled.  The  government  of 
President  J.  R.  Jayewardene  continued 
strict  censorship  in  Sri  Lanka. 

Tamils,  who  constitute  20  percent  of  Sri 
Lanka's  14.5  million  people,  have  tried  in 
recent  years  to  establish  a  separate  Tamil 
state  in  the  northern  part  of  the  island.  The 
separatist  movement,  along  with  differences 
of  religion,  race  and  language  between  the 
dark-skinned  Tamils  and  the  light-skinned 
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Sinhalese,  has  long  riven  Sri  Lanka  with  vi- 
olence. 

The  Justice  Ministry,  in  a  statement  over 
Sri  Lankan  radio  monitored  here,  said  that 
the  massacre  in  Colombo's  Welikadi  Prison 
occurred  when  several  hundred  prisoners  at- 
tacked Tamils  who  had  been  detained  under 
antiterrorism  statutes.  The  dead  were  said 
to  have  included  a  leader  of  the  Tamil 
Tigers,  a  guerrilla  group  that  frequently  has 
clashed  with  security  forces. 

Paradoxically,  the  Tamil  underground,  se- 
ce.ssionist  movement  has  intensified  during 
a  period  when  Jayewardene  has  done  more 
to  grant  local  autonomy  than  any  of  his 
predecessors. 

[Reuter  reported  that  the  Sri  Lankan  gov- 
ernment said  about  20,000  Tamils  had  been 
made  homeless  by  the  rioting.  United  Press 
International  reported  that  the  government 
said  that  "as  a  result  of  acts  of  rioting,  and 
thuggery,  several  civilian  deaths  have  taken 
place  in  Jaffna.  "1 

Scores  of  buildings  in  Colombo  reportedly 
were  burned,  including  the  downtown  build- 
ing that  houses  the  State  Bank  of  India  and 
the  Indian  High  Commission.  On  downtown 
streets  strewn  with  burning  vehicles,  heavi- 
ly armed  government  troops  were  reported 
guarding  against  further  rioting  tonight.  Of 
the  more  than  100  persons  killed  in  the 
street  clashes  so  far,  75  were  said  to  be 
Tamils. 

India's  top  diplomat  to  Sri  Lanka,  High 
Commissioner  J.  S.  Chatwal,  who  returned 
to  Colombo  this  morning,  told  reporters 
here  that  the  homes  of  several  Indian  diplo- 
mats were  attacked,  including  that  of  the 
deputy  high  commissioner.  Dependents  of 
Indian  diplomats  living  in  Tamil  neighbor- 
hoods were  evacuated  to  downtown  hotels, 
according  to  the  United  News  of  India.  None 
of  the  Indian  diplomats  was  harmed.  Reuter 
reported. 

Madras  is  the  capital  of  the  Indian  state 
of  Tamil  Nadu,  from  which  most  of  the  Sri 
Lankan  Tamils  migrated  in  the  19th  centu- 
ry to  the  former  British  colony  of  Ceylon  to 
work  on  tea  and  rubber  plantations  there. 

The  leader  of  the  Sri  Lankan  opposition 
coalition  and  general  secretary  of  the  Tamil 
United  Liberation  Front,  Appalillai  Amirth- 
alingam,  issued  an  appeal  to  Jayewardene  to 
call  in  the  Indian  Army  to  restore  peace,  ac- 
cording to  Tamil  sources  here. 

Amirthalingam,  who  has  acted  as  a  liaison 
between  the  northern  Sri  Lankan  Tamils 
and  Jayewardene's  United  National  Party, 
cited  the  precedent  of  Sri  Lanka  calling  in 
the  Indian  Army  to  help  quell  a  1971  insur- 
gency, according  to  Tamil  leaders  here. 

Tamil  Nadu's  chief  minister,  M.  G.  Rama 
Rao,  appealed  to  Prime  Minister  Indira 
Gandhi  to  raise  the  situation  in  Sri  Lanka 
with  the  United  Nations  and  called  for  a 
general  strike  in  this  state  Aug.  2  to  under- 
line the  need  for  action  to  end  communal  vi- 
olence. 

Despite  the  establishment  of  district  de- 
velopment councils  in  Tamil  areas  and  other 
efforts  by  Jayewardene  to  defuse  Tamil  ten- 
sions, the  separatist  movement  has  shown 
signs  of  gaining  more  popular  sympathy, 
which  in  turn  has  further  alienated  the  Sin- 
halese majority. 

As  buildings  went  up  in  flames,  Colombo's 
looters  had  a  field  day  in  shops  and  houses, 
taking  away  all  they  could  carry.  Looters 
lugging  television  sets  and  pedestal  fans 
were  seen  staggering  down  the  capital's 
main  street. 

About  3.000  Tamils  who  lost  their  homes 
and  shops  in  the  arson  attacts  in  the  Sinha- 
lese-controlled city  huddled  in  schools  and 
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religious  institutions.  Social  Service  Minis- 
try sources  said.* 


NEW  PROBLEMS  IN  MEDICINE 
AND  BIOLOGY 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OP  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HODSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 
9  Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
insert  my  Washington  report  for  July 
27,  1983,  into  the  Congressional 
Record: 
New  Problems  in  Medicine  and  Biology 
How  much  health  care  is  enough?  E)o  we 
unwisely  "play  God"  if  we  manipulate  man's 
basic  genetic  makeup?  Does  a  dying  patient 
have  the  right  to  refuse  life-sustaining 
treatment?  These  questions,  and  others  like 
them,  were  considered  by  the  President's 
Commission  for  the  Study  of  Ethical  Prob- 
lems in  Medicine  and  Biomedical  and  Be- 
havioral Research,  which  recently  issued 
the  last  of  its  10  reports  and  thereby  con- 
cluded three  years  of  work.  The  purpose  of 
the  commission  was  to  bring  together  ex- 
perts from  various  fields,  from  philosophy 
and  religion  to  medicine  and  law.  to  clarify 
several  major  ethical  issues  raised  by  ad- 
vances in  technology.  Between  1974  and 
1978.  a  panel  studied  medical  experimenta- 
tion, including  research  on  prisoners  and  fe- 
tuses. A  subsequent  panel  reviewed  issues 
relating  to  "test-tube  "  babies.  But  the  work 
of  this  commission  has  beer  the  most  far- 
reaching  and  controversial  of  all. 

The  fundamental  principles  identified  by 
the  commission  are  worth  noting.  It  found 
that  among  the  ethical  questions  it  consid- 
ered, three  principles  stood  out.  The  first 
was  the  principle  of  well-being— that  the 
well-being  of  both  the  individual  and  society 
should  be  promoted.  The  second  was  the 
principle  of  self-determination— that  peo- 
ple's choices  in  regard  to  values  should  be 
respected.  The  third  was  the  principle  of 
equity— that  people  should  be  treated  fairly. 
Although  these  three  principles  are  com- 
monly followed  in  our  society,  the  commis- 
sion discovered  that  they  could  not  always 
be  applied  neatly  to  yield  a  simple  answer  to 
the  question,  'What  is  the  right  thing  to 
do?  "  For  example,  what  does  one  do  when 
the  treatment  a  patient  chooses  (self-deter- 
mination) conflicts  with  what  is  medically 
best  for  him  (well-being)?  What  does  one  do 
when  the  best  treatment  for  a  patient  (well- 
being)  can  be  delivered  only  if  another  pa- 
tient is  given  less  than  what  is  medically 
best  for  him  (equity)?  The  commission  was 
set  up  to  confront  the  hard  cases,  those  for 
which  there  are  no  easy  solutions,  and  to 
try  to  apply  the  relevant  ethical  principles. 
Its  task  was  like  that  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
which  hears  and  decides  the  most  complex 
cases  involving  the  most  difficult  applica- 
tions of  law.  Three  of  the  commission's  find- 
ings should  be  mentioned. 

The  commission  concluded  that  access  to 
health  care  was  the  toughest  and  most  time- 
consuming  issue.  Without  restraining  guide- 
lines, advances  in  technology  could  entail 
boundless  expenditures  for  health  care. 
Where  does  society  draw  the  line?  The  com- 
mission thought  that  society  has  a  duty  to 
provide  adequate  health  care  because  of  the 
special  role  health  care  plays  in  preventing 
suffering  and  premature  death.  Also,  illness 
can  be  financially  devastating,  and  it  is  usu- 
ally undeserved  and  beyond  the  patient's 
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control.  However,  the  commission  indicated 
that  access  to   health  care   remains   inad- 
equate for  millions,  especially  for  minorities 
and  the  poor.  Taking  into  account  the  sheer 
magnitude    of    health    care    expenditures 
today,  the  commission  did  not  press  for  new 
federal    programs.    Instead,   it   stated   that 
some  economizing  is  essential  but  that  sav- 
ings should  be  accomplished  in  a  way  that 
does  not  make  current  inequities  worse.  In 
line    with    this    view,    the   commission    ex- 
pressed opposition  to  further  cuts  in  health 
care  benefits  for  the  poor  and  called  for  re- 
covery of  a  portion  of  the  $20  billion  annual 
subsidy  paid  to  upper-  and  middle-income 
people  in  the  form  of  tax  free  health  care 
benefits  offered  by  employers.  The  commis- 
sion argued  that  this  subsidy  leads  to  unnec- 
essary use  of  more  than  adequate  health 
care  by  the  better  off  at  a  time  when  health 
care  for  poorer  people  is  neither  available 
nor  adequate  enough.  The  proposal  soon 
will  be  considered  by  Congress,  as  will  legis- 
lation to  cut  spending  for  medicare.  Overall. 
Congress  will   deal   with   many   aspects  of 
"the  ethical  way  to  trim  health  care  costs". 
"Genetic  engineering. "'  the  manipulation 
of  the  molecular  structure  of  living  things, 
was  another  thorny  issue  before  the  com- 
mission. In  assessing  whether  and  how  ge- 
netic engineering  might  be  controlled,  the 
commission  concluded  that  banning  it  in  the 
United  States  would  be  useless  since  work 
would  continue  in  other  countries.  The  com- 
mission noted  a  ban  would  be  irresponsible: 
genetic    engineering    already    has    yielded 
major  benefits  (such  as  improved  crops)  and 
holds  out  great  promise  (such  as  a  cure  for 
cancer).  The  commission  recognized,  howev- 
er, that  risks  come  with  benefits,  especially 
if  genetic  engineering  were  used  for  the  al- 
teration  of   hereditary    human   traits,   the 
"enhancement"  of  human  traits,  or  the  cre- 
ation of  an  organism  that  might  cause  a 
deadly   disease.   Although    the   commission 
surmised  that  genetic  engineering  poses  no 
inordinate  risk  at  this  time,  it  stressed  the 
need  for  continued  public  attention  and  sug- 
gested the  formulation  of  a  national  over- 
sight and  education  committee.  A  bill  creat- 
ing such  a  committee  is  expected  to  pass  the 
House  soon  and  then  go  on  to  the  Senate. 

The  commission's  longest  report  dealt 
with  a  volatile  issue:  under  what  conditions, 
if  any,  may  we  terminate  life^sustaining 
treatment  for  patients  who  are  dying  in 
agony  or  are  comatose  and  will  never  wake? 
The  commission's  discussion  ended  with  the 
view  that  a  fully  informed,  competent  pa- 
tient has  the  right  to  decide  against  life-sus- 
taining treatment.  In  the  case  of  an  incom- 
petent patient,  the  decision  should  be  made 
by  those  closest  to  him.  in  accordance  with 
his  values  and  with  a  presumption  in  favor 
of  sustaining  his  life.  This  view  was  based 
on  the  principle  of  self-determination.  The 
effort  to  maximize  well-being  cannot  be  un- 
dertaken in  disregard  of  a  patient's  own 
actual  or  potential  choice  in  the  matter. 
The  commission  surveyed  the  law  and  un- 
covered nothing  that  would  force  a  patient 
to  agonize  or  prolong  his  life  through  life- 
sustaining  treatment  if  he  wished  or  would 
wish  to  avoid  it.  It  emphasized  points  to 
assist  the  decision-maker,  not  points  in  the 
development  of  legal  regulation.  This  is  one 
area  which  the  commission  wanted  Con- 
gress to  avoid. 

As  the  commission  itself  was  aware,  many 
of  its  findings  require  more  analysis.  Still, 
they  are  valuable  in  that  they  help  set  the 
bounds  of  debate.  The  questions  pondered 
by  the  commission  are  emerging  ones,  and 
they  will  come  before  Congress  and  state 
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legislatures  with  increasing  frequency  in  the 
future.  The  level  of  debate  should  be  much 
improved  by  the  commission's  work.* 
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AMENDMENT  TO  THE  HAZARD- 
OUS WASTE  CONTROL  AND  EN- 
FORCEMENT ACT,  H.R.  2867 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today. 
I  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  2867,  the  reau- 
thorization of  the  Resource  Conserva- 
tion and  Recovery  Act,  or  RCRA. 
When  this  body  passed  RCRA  in  1975, 
the  Congress  intended  to  establish  a 
cradle-to-grave  regulatory  and  man- 
agement system  for  hazardous  wastes. 
Through  the  years,  gaps  in  the  system 
have  been  discovered.  The  amend- 
ment, printed  in  today's  Record,  will 
help  correct  the  gaps  that  exist  in 
todays  hazardous-waste-management 
system. 

The  amendment  printed  in  the 
Record  is  needed  for  it  will  give  citi- 
zens another  chance  to  enforce  the 
provisions  of  RCRA,  and  gives  waste 
operators,  transporters,  and  handlers 
another  incentive  to  clean  up  their 
site.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  favor  any  provision 
which  will  push  industry  toward  re- 
sponsible management  of  our  hazard- 
ous wastes.  This  amendment  will  help 
accomplish  that  important  goal. 

The  amendment,  which  allows  citi- 
zens to  sue  in  Federal  court  the  liable 
parties,  has  two  beneficial  effects. 
One,  it  enables  citizens  who  have  been 
damaged  by  exposure  to  hazardous 
waste  to  recover  some  compensation 
from  the  liable  parties.  The  second 
positive  effect  is  that  it  encourages 
citizens  to  file  suit  against  liable  par- 
ties and  consequently  has  the  effect  of 
encouraging  waste  operators  to  clean 
up  their  mess. 

The  amendment  does  have  impor- 
tant protections  for  industry,  and 
these  deserve  some  comment.  The 
amendment  does  not  allow  retroactive 
suits  and  specifically  exempts  work-re- 
lated exposure.  In  addition,  if  expo- 
sure is  attributable  to  a  federally  per- 
mitted release,  then  a  plaintiff  must 
meet  the  tougher  standard  of  liability. 
I  mention  these  protections  for  I  be- 
lieve they  are  an  integral  part  of  the 
amendment. 

More  importantly,  however,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  bill  has  important  protec- 
tions for  citizens  who  have  suffered 
from  exposure  to  hazardous  wastes. 
The  amendment  allows  citizens  to  sue 
in  Federal  court  for  all  medical  dam- 
ages, lost  income,  lost  earning  capac- 
ity, pain,  and  suffering.  Further,  the 
amendment  establishes  a  strict  liabil- 
ity test  for  those  waste  operators  who 
do  not  have  a  Federal  permit.  In  addi- 


tion, the  amendment  to  contains  a 
more  liberal  statute  of  limitations 
which  will  allow  most  people  who 
today  are  shut  out  of  court,  to  have 
their  day  before  judge  and  jury.  Other 
protections  for  plaintiff's  suits  are  also 
included. 

I  might  add  that  the  amendment 
does  not  affect  any  State  laws  or  other 
settlements  which  may  occur.  The 
amendment  does,  however,  forbid  any 
person  from  collecting  more  than  once 
for  the  same  injury.  I  believe  these 
protections  I  have  touched  on,  both 
protections  for  industry  and  for  plain- 
tiffs, represent  a  fair  response  to  the 
pressing  question  of  victims  who  need 
compensation  and  waste  dumps  which 
need  to  be  cleared  up. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  amendment  I  have 
had  printed  is  similar  to  a  bill  I  have 
introduced  on  this  subject,  H.R.  2582, 
the  Hazardous  Substance  Victims 
Compensation  Act  of  1983.  I  have 
printed  this  amendment  because  I  feel 
it  is  important  Members  have  time  to 
study  this  much-needed  amendment. 
There  are  significant  difference  be- 
tween this  amendment  and  the  bill  I 
introduced  with  my  colleague  from 
New  Jersey,  Jim  Florio.  This  amend- 
ment would  not  accomplish  all  I  hoped 
to  achieve  with  that  legislative.  None- 
theless, I  think  this  amendment  is  an 
important  first  step  toward  full  victim 
protection  and  toward  complete  waste 
management  as  this  Congress  intend- 
ed when  it  passed  RCRA.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  review  this  amendment 
printed  in  the  amendment  section  of 
the  Record  and  to  give  it  careful  con- 
sideration.* 


PUBLIC  SHIPYARDS 

HON.  DOUGLAS  H.  BOSCO 


OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  BOSCO.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
House  concludes  debate  on  H.R.  2969, 
the  Defense  Department  Authoriza- 
tion Act,  I  would  urge  my  colleagues 
to  take  note  of  a  little-debated  but  im- 
portant item  in  the  committee  report 
regarding  the  allocation  of  ship  repair 
work  between  private  and  public  ship- 
yards. While  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee should  be  commended  for  rec- 
ognizing the  dual  need  to  maintain 
naval  and  private  shipyards,  I  must 
disagree  with  their  reconunendation 
that  the  Navy  reevaluate  the  current 
work  allocation  formula.  Significant 
changes  in  allocation  could  threaten 
the  viability  of  naval  shipyards— creat- 
ing a  private-sector  monopoly  and  im- 
dermining  our  sea-force  capability. 

At  present,  public-sector  ship  repair 
and  maintenance  is  projected  to  be 
nearly  $3  billion,  compared  to  $1.5  bil- 
lion in  private  sector  repair.  While  this 
differential  may  appear  high,  it  is  well 
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within  historic  defense  parameters 
which  take  into  account  the  innumera- 
ble security  benefits  provided  by 
public  shipyards.  Unfortunately, 
changing  this  allocation  to  a  60/40  or 
50/50  split  would  only  weaken  our  de- 
fense posture  and  result  in  possible 
long-term  cost  increases. 

As  an  inseparable  part  of  our  naval 
forces,  navy  yards  contribute  to  our 
defensive  readiness  and  combat  capa- 
bility. In  times  of  crisis,  skilled  engi- 
neers, technicians,  and  administrators 
must  be  quickly  mobilized  if  warships 
are  to  respond  in  a  timely  and  effec- 
tive fashion.  The  technologically  com- 
plex nature  of  today's  naval  equip- 
ment demands  experienced  public 
sector  employees.  While  the  innova- 
tive and  productive  forces  of  the  pri- 
vate sector  are  an  important  compo- 
nent of  our  defense,  public  yards 
remain  a  key  link  in  our  defense  readi- 
ness. 

Unfortunately,  reducing  the  percent- 
age of  public  ship  repair  work  at  a 
time  when  private  yards  already  per- 
form 100  percent  of  new  construction 
naval  shipwork  can  only  lead  to  the 
deterioration  of  the  public-sector  skills 
and  efficiency  necessary  for  quick  de- 
fense mobilization.  It  is  estimated  that 
overhaul  starts  in  naval  shipyarcis 
would  be  reduced  from  27  to  8  if  a  50/ 
50  split  of  repair  overhaul  dollars  be- 
comes effective,  resulting  in  the  clos- 
ing of  two  national  shipyards.  Eventu- 
ally, a  50/50  split  would  produce  the 
type  of  private-sector  monopoly-power 
that  could  sound  the  death  knell  for 
the  public-sector  shipyards. 

I  would  also  suggest  to  my  col- 
leagues that  our  Nation's  private  ship- 
yards are  not  without  fault.  There  is 
ample  evidence  to  suggest  that  private 
shipyards  have  displayed  significant 
overruns  of  production  schedules  and 
significant  cost  increases  over  and 
above  the  low  bids  that  obtained  the 
basic  contract.  Weakening  navy  yards 
will  do  nothing  to  improve  this  cost  in- 
effective aspect  of  private  shipyards. 

Mr.  Speaker,  navy  yards  have  indeed 
increased  their  personnel  levels  vis-a- 
vis private  shipyards  in  recent  months. 
Such  increases  in  employment,  howev- 
er, are  the  direct  result  of  congression- 
al actions  lifting  the  ceiling  on  navy 
yard  employment  last  year.  Then,  as 
now,  it  was  expected  that  increased 
employment  would  result  in  reduced 
overtime  costs  and  more  flexible  and 
efficient  management  policies.  It  is 
certainly  no  reason  to  jeopardize  the 
health  and  viability  of  our  public  ship- 
yards. When  conducting  its  evaluation, 
I  would  hope  both  the  Navy  and  the 
Congress  consider  the  many  security 
and  economic  ramifications  of  policy 
changes  in  the  allocation  of  ship  main- 
tenance work.* 
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HOLOCAUST 


HON.  CUUDE  PEPPER 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  thank 
you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to 
bring  to  your  attention  and  that  of  my 
colleagues  Rositta  Ehrlich  Kenigsberg, 
chairperson  of  the  Children  of  Holo- 
caust Survivors  Group,  and  her  elo- 
quent and  moving  address  to  the 
American  Gathering  of  Jewish  Holo- 
caust Survivors, 

This  statement  is  important  in 
aiding  our  full  understanding  and  re- 
membrance of  the  great  tragedy  of 
World  War  II  and  the  Holocaust.  Ms. 
Kenigsberg  stresses  the  importance  of 
eternalizing  the  memory  of  the  Holo- 
caust and  educating  our  population  on 
why  this  tragic  event  occurred  and 
why  it  must  not  happen  again. 

I  want  to  add  my  commendations  of 
Ms.  Kenigsberg  and  her  vital  work  in 
this  area  that  is  a  tragic  and  real  part 
of  our  world's  history,  and  would  com- 
mend it  to  all  who  read  this  Record. 

The  address  follows: 
Rositta  Ehrlich  Kenigsberg.  Chairperson, 
Children  of  Holocaust  Survivors  Group 
IN  Miami,  Fla.,  Presentation  to  Ameri- 
can Gathering  of  Jewish  Holocaust  Sur- 
vivors, April  1983 

Howard  Roiter,  author  of  "Voices  of  the 
Holocaust"  states:  "If  we  accept  the  basic 
idea  that  education  is  a  preparation  for 
life— real  life— then  we  owe  something  to 
our  students,  and  their  students,  and  gen- 
erations of  students  after  them.  We  must 
tell  them  the  untenable,  we  must  attempt  to 
make  sure  that  what  happened  in  WW  II 
will  not  be  forgotten.  We  like  to  teach  what 
we  can  understand.  But  what  we  call  the 
Holocaust— cannot  be  understood.  It  sur- 
passes any  conceptualizing.  The  world 
stands  guilty.  We  stand  guilty.  An  absurd 
universe  surpasses  the  absurd  and  stands 
guilty.  And  yet,  we  must  tell." 

We  have  in  our  midst,  the  greatest 
weapon  today  to  counteract  and  thwart  any 
inklings  of  genocide.  It  is  the  testimony  of 
those  who  survived  the  Holocaust— the  sur- 
vivors. 

With  the  increased  recognition  that  the 
testimonies  of  survivors  are  a  steadily  di- 
minishing resource  and  with  the  dramatic 
growth  of  outrageous  claims  that  the  Holo- 
caust never  happened,  many  programs  have 
been  started  throughout  the  country  dedi- 
cated to  taking  oral  history  as  quickly  as 
possible. 

The  southeastern  Florida  Holocaust  Me- 
morial Center  introduced  its  oral  history 
program  in  November  1979.  One  of  its  goals 
is  to  record  on  audio  and  video  tapes, 
through  the  oral  history  process,  as  much 
information  as  can  be  secured  from  survi- 
vors of  the  Holocaust,  their  liberators,  and 
protectors. 

In  order  to  develop  our  oral  history  li- 
brary it  was  essential  to  create  an  organiza- 
tional structure.  This  structure  required  two 
working  bodies  in  order  to  function:  ( 1 )  The 
professionals  and  (2)  volunteers.  This  led  to 
the  establishment  of  our  unique  board  of  di- 
rectors, which  is  made  up  of  college  and  unl- 
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versity  presidents  in  southeastern  Florida, 
along  with  community  leaders  in  religion, 
government,  education,  and  business.  The 
board  of  directors  was  organized  into  basic 
working  committees  which  would  facilitate 
the  administration  of  the  center's  objec- 
tives. Some  of  the  standing  committees  in- 
clude; Oral  history;  survivors,  liberators, 
and  protectors  research;  education;  fund 
raising;  budget;  publicity;  membership;  and 
a  speakers  bureau. 

In  order  to  acquire  and  develop  a  corps  of 
quality  interviewers  a  program  was  estab- 
lished to  have  volunteers  complete  over  50 
hours  of  in-depth  training.  This  course  con- 
sists of  lectures  and  workshops  on  interview- 
ing skills.  Holocaust  history,  and  usage  and 
implications  of  taking  testimony. 

The  oral  history  process  is  still  incomplete 
until  these  interview  tapes  are  copied,  tran- 
scribed, logged,  audit-edited,  indexed,  re- 
transcribed  into  a  final  manuscript  and 
bound.  It  is  also  volunteers  who  are  trained 
meticulously  to  follow  these  complex  proce- 
dures. 

The  Southeastern  Florida  Holocaust  Me- 
morial Center  is  a  nonprofit  institution.  The 
income  to  support  this  center  has  been  de- 
rived from  three  primary  sources: 

1.  An  active,  dues  paying  membership 
which  has  now  reached  over  800. 

2.  Private  and  community  fund  raising 
campaigns  and  events  i  for  example,  we  shall 
be  sponsoring  the  premier  evening  of  the 
play,  'the  Diary  of  Anne  Frank  "  to  be  held 
at  Florida  International  University). 

3.  Grants  from  local  Jewish  federations. 
In  order  to  be  assured  of  public  awareness. 

it  is  necessary  to  take  advantage  of  all 
media  coverage— radio.  TV.  and  newspapers. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  at  this  time 
that  our  center  does  not  need  to  solicit  sur- 
vivors of  the  Holocaust,  their  liberators  or 
protectors,  to  be  interviewed.  Rather  it  is 
from  our  membership,  publicity,  fund  rais- 
ing events,  and  community  Holocaust  semi- 
nars, that  people  have  contacted  us  request- 
ing to  l>e  interviewed. 

What  are  the  results  of  an  oral  history  li- 
brary? What  are  the  implications?  What 
have  we  at  the  center  accomplished? 

In  less  than  3  years,  because  of  the  struc- 
ture we  have  developed,  much  has  been  ac- 
complished. We  have  interviewed  over  190 
survivors,  liberators,  and  protectors,  with 
hundreds  on  the  waiting  list.  To  date,  45 
volunteer  men  and  women  have  completed 
over  50  hours  of  training  and  are  now  certi- 
fied interviewers  for  the  center. 

The  center  presently  serves  as  a  reference 
library  for  educators,  students,  authors,  his- 
torians, and  many  others  who  are  interested 
in  hearing  or  viewing  our  audio  and  video 
testimonies. 

In  addition,  we  have  been  called  upon  to 
serve  as  consultants  to  many  communities 
interested  in  an  oral  history  library.  Re- 
quests have  come  from  Dallas,  Washington, 
Denver,  Montreal.  Orlando,  and  many, 
many  others. 

Among  its  activities,  the  center  has 
become  involved  in  sponsoring  and  cospon- 
soring  such  community  events  as  Yom 
Hashoa,  Kristalnacht,  and  Yom  Hatzma'ut. 

-The  school  superintendents  of  social  stud- 
ies in  Dade  and  Broward  Counties  of  Florida 
have  expressed  and  endorsed  the  urgent 
need  for  Holocaust  studies  in  the  classroom. 
As  a  result,  on  March  23  we  conducted  our 
first  teachers  seminar  on  Holocaust  studies, 
in  cooperation  with  other  local  agencies.  At 
that  time  we  introduced  our  award  winning 
video  tape;  "In  Their  Words"  with  a  teach- 
ers guide.  This  tape  is  a  compilation  of  ex- 
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cerpts  taken  from  testimonies  with  narra- 
tion and  background  films  on  the  Holocaust. 

The  center  also  sponsors  a  Children  of 
Holocaust  Survivors  Group  which  shares 
the  center's  goals  of  education  and  perf>et- 
uation  of  the  memory.  This  group  unites 
over  200  members  and  become,  in  a  short 
time,  a  strong  and  viable  organization  in  the 
community. 

The  implications  of  collecting  oral  history 
from  the  Holocaust  are  manifold.  For  exam- 
ple: 

First,  the  enormous  body  of  data  collected 
through  personal  testimonies,  records, 
books,  memorabilia,  etc.  will  enhance  the 
existing  knowledge  of  the  Holocaust. 

Second,  as  more  and  more  institutions  de- 
velop over  North  America  and  become  in- 
volved in  the  Holocaust,  there  is  a  concur- 
rent need  for  increased  documenation  and 
research. 

Third,  Holocaust  studies  may  be  imple- 
mented in  public  school  systems  across  the 
country  using  testimonies  within  their  cur- 
ricula. 

Fourth,  oral  history  provides  valuable  re- 
search tools  for  scholars  and  historians. 

Fifth,  the  taped  testimonies  will  serve  as 
reminders,  for  generations  to  come,  of  the 
horrors  that  occurred,  and  they  will  provide 
incontrovertible  historical  evidence  of  that 
ERA. 

What  are  our  future  goals?  There  are 
many,  among  which  the  center  envisions 
chat  all  future  oral  history  programs,  librar- 
ies, and  centers  will  coordinate  their  efforts, 
resources,  and  materials,  so  that  Holocaust 
studies  will  be  mandated  to  become  part  of 
every  public  and  private  school  curricula 
across  the  country  and  any  all  information 
pertaining  to  the  Holocaust  can  be  made 
readily  available. 

We  have  gathered  here  today  the  makings 
of  a  miracle.  Almost  every  person  here  has  a 
story  from  the  Holocaust.  But  what  is  the 
real  value  of  each  story— why  should  we 
record  it  and  pass  it  on? 

It  is  because  each  life  which  has  emerged 
from  the  absurdity,  each  voice  carries  more 
than  a  remembrance  of  pain,  dehumaniza- 
tion,  and  horror.  Each  tale  arises  from  an 
individual  defamed  and  marked  for  destruc- 
tion. But,  most  important,  the  voice  exists- 
the  story  will  go  on— and  each  one  contains 
the  glory  of  a  people  restored  and  of  a 
people  regaining  its  dignity. 

Each  word  reminds  us,  again  and  again, 
that  as  long  as  there  is  someone  to  tell  the 
story,  there  is  life. 

And  as  long  as  there  is  someone  to  listen 
•  •  *  there  is  hope.* 


July  27,  1983 
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THE  DEATH  OF  JOHN  THURMAN 

HON.  RICHARD  H.  LEHMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  join  my  many  friends 
and  colleagues  in  the  California  con- 
gressional delegation  in  mourning  the 
loss  of  a  good,  close  friend  and  former 
colleague  to  many  of  us  who  served  in 
the  State  legislature,  former  assembly- 
man John  Thurman. 

John  Thurman's  death  earlier  today 
saddens  me  greatly.  He  was  a  good 
friend  and  respected  legislator  and  I 
will  certainly  miss  him  and  the  many 


contributions  he  made  in  public  serv- 
ice. 

John  Thurman  began  his  public 
service  in  1960  when  he  was  elected  to 
the  board  of  educators  of  the  Hart- 
Ransom  Union  School  District.  After 
10  years  of  service  in  education,  he 
was  elected  to  the  Stanislaus  County 
Board  of  Education.  In  1972,  John 
Thurman  was  elected  to  the  California 
State  Legislature,  as  the  representa- 
tive from  the  27th  Assembly  District. 

During  his  five  terms  in  the  assem- 
bly, John  distinguished  himself  in 
many  areas  and  is  recognized  for  his 
many  contributions  to  the  underprivi- 
liged,  senior  citizens,  and  agriculture. 
The  Thurman  Act,  passed  in  1974.  to 
provide  low-cost  statewide  influenza 
vaccine  for  senior  citizens,  has  been 
recommended  for  implementation  on  a 
nationwide  basis.  He  was  instrumental 
in  developing  legislation  in  transporta- 
tion issues  and  was  an  outspoken  advo- 
cate for  the  educational  needs  of  the 
State's  young  people. 

John  Thurman.  however,  was  per- 
haps most  recognized  as  the  best  and 
most  effective  spokesman  and  advo- 
cate for  the  interests  of  California  ag- 
riculture. Throughout  his  10  years  in 
the  assembly,  John  Thurman  recog- 
nized the  problems  facing  the  agricul- 
tural industry  in  the  State  and  was 
able  to  address  those  problems  in  an 
effective  and  equitable  manner.  John 
Thurman  never  forgot  his  roots  on  the 
dairy  farm  and  was  alwa.vs  there  to 
speak  on  behalf  of  the  thousands  of 
small  family  farms  and  dairies  in  Cali- 
fornia. 

John  Thurman  believed  that  govern- 
ment at  all  levels  existed  to  serve  the 
people  and  he  took  on  that  responsi- 
bility with  both  enthusiasm  and  pride. 
It  was  a  distinct  pleasure  for  me  to 
have  served  with  him  in  the  California 
State  Legislature  and  to  have  become 
a  close  friend  and  colleague  of  his.  Be- 
neath his  sometimes  gruff  farmer's  ex- 
terior. John  Thurman  was  a  sensitive 
public  servant,  and  a  model  for  many 
of  us  who  followed.* 


HOUSE  CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION  150 


HON.  VIRGINIA  SMITH 

OF  NEBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

•  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  unless  Congress  moves  with 
considerable  dispatch  to  pass  compre- 
hensive legislation  addressing  national 
telecommunications  policy,  the  Na- 
tion s  telephone  service  well  may  grid- 
lock on  January  1,  1984. 

Telephone  bills  will  begin  to  soar  for 
the  60,000,000  Americans  who  live  in 
the  rural  areas  and  small  towns  of  our 
country.  People  who  pay  $10  a  month 
will  suddenly  find  themselves  paying 


$20  or  $30  a  month.  People  living  on 
fixed  incomes,  especially  the  elderly, 
and  millions  with  low  incomes  will  find 
such  spectacular  increases  a  particular 
hardship. 

Many  will  simply  drop  out  as  tele- 
phone service  subscribers.  Local  tele- 
phone companies  faced  with  enor- 
mously inelastic  fixed  costs  will  seek 
to  make  up  the  lost  revenue  by  in- 
creasing telephone  rates  and  the  spiral 
effect  will  hurt  thinly  populated  areas 
the  most. 

Universal,  affordable  telephone  serv- 
ice will  become  a  thing  of  the  past. 
The  value  of  the  telephone  as  a  mass 
communications  system  will  begin  de- 
teriorating, making  the  system  less 
useful  as  its  cost  increases. 

There  is  a  way  to  avoid  this 
unacceptable  development:  Congress 
should  defer  implementation  of  the 
obnoxious  access-charge  plan  of  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission, 
docket  No.  78-72.  adopted  last  Decem- 
ber and  scheduled  to  take  effect  on 
January  1,  1984.  Simultaneously,  the 
court-ordered  divestiture  of  the  Ameri- 
can Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.  and 
its  affiliates  goes  into  effect. 

These  two  governmental  actions 
have  thrown  the  telecommunications 
industry  into  total  disarray. 

Comprehensive  telecommunications 
legislation  addressing  many  issues  aris- 
ing from  these  developments  is  now 
before  the  Congress,  But  there  is  not 
enough  time  left  this  year  for  Con- 
gress to  hold  hearings  and  finally  ap- 
prove carefully  drafted  remedies 
before  the  January  1,  1984,  deadline 
when  the  Commissions  plan  would  go 
into  effect. 

That  plan  would  change  the  method 
of  figuring  telephone  rates  so  that  in 
the  nonurban  areas  of  our  country 
with  more  than  26  percent  of  the  pop- 
ulation would  face  telepone  bills  that 
would  double  or  triple  current  levels. 
Technically,  the  FCC  ruling  is  an 
"access-charge"  plan  under  which 
local  telephone  subscribers  get  stuck 
with  the  cost  of  maintaining  linkages 
with  long-distance  telephone  compa- 
nies, regardless  of  whether  subscribers 
make  any  long-distance  calls  at  all. 

Delay  of  the  FCC  ruling  is  the  quick- 
est, easiest  way  for  buying  time  to  sort 
out  the  still-murky  implications  of  the 
court-ordered  divestiture  of  the  Ameri- 
can Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 

To  demonstrate  my  concern  and  to 
allow  like-minded  colleagues  to  ex- 
press themselves  on  this  issue.  I  have 
introduced  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 150.  I  am  seeking  cosponsors  of 
the  resolution,  and  I  invite  inquiries 
directly  to  myself  or  to  my  staff  assist- 
ant. Terri  Carver,  in  my  Washington 
office  at  225-6435. 

The  text  of  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 150  follows: 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  150 
Whereas  the  teleconununications  industry 
has   been   thrown    into   total    disarray    by 


recent  governmental  actions  including 
court-ordered  divestiture  of  the  American 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Company  and  its 
affiliates,  and  a  Federal  Communications 
Commission  order  changing  telephone  rate- 
cost  allocations,  both  of  which  take  effect 
on  January  1,  1984; 

Whereas  the  restructuring  of  the  Ameri- 
can Telephone  &  Telegraph  Company  and 
its  affiliates,  and  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission  order,  could  cause  the 
rates  for  basic  telephone  service  and  access 
to  the  telephone  network  to  double  or 
triple; 

Whereas  the  Commission's  order  estab- 
lishes an  access  charge  plan  that  will  sharp- 
ly increase  local  telephone  rates  in  rural 
areas; 

Whereas  the  Commission's  order  requires 
that  the  cost  of  the  access  facilities  be  shift- 
ed disproportionately  to  the  local  telephone 
subscribers  from  the  long  distance  carriers 
and  private  systems,  resulting  in  discrimina- 
tory rate-making; 

Whereas  the  Commission's  philosophy  is 
to  encourage  such  discriminatory  rate- 
making,  ostensibly  fair  because  it  is  based 
on  cost; 

Whereas  these  rate-setting  concepts  and 
trends  will  inevitably  lead  to  loss  of  lower- 
income  subscribers  and  higher  rates  for 
those  remaining  subscribers  to  offset  loss  of 
revenue  from  lost  subscribers; 

Whereas  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
especially  the  elderly,  the  handicapped, 
those  in  rural  areas,  and  the  urban  poor, 
rely  on  the  telephone  as  a  basic  necessity; 

Whereas  universal  telephone  service  is 
vital  to  the  common  good; 

Whereas  the  goal  of  affordable,  basic  tele- 
phone service  is  consistent  with  a  competi- 
tive telecommunications  industry; 

Whereas  universal  telephone  service  can 
be  preserved  only  if  local  rates  are  main- 
tained at  reasonable  and  affordable  levels; 

Whereas  the  Commission's  order  threat- 
ens the  concept  of  providing  universal  tele- 
phone service; 

Whereas  comprehensive  legislation  ad- 
dressing these  and  many  other  telecom- 
munications issues  is  now  pending  before 
the  Congress;  .    .     , 

Whereas  the  impact  of  the  Commission  s 
actions  and  the  AT&T  divestiture  cannot  be 
reliably  estimated  or  appropriately  ad- 
dressed in  time  available  to  the  industry, 
consumers,  and  the  Congress:  Now.  there- 
fore, be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  Federal  Communications  Commis- 
sions access  charge  plan  scheduled  to  go 
into  effect  January  1,  1984,  should  be  de- 
layed for  one  year; 

(2)  until  such  time  as  Congress  acts  upon 
comprehensive  legislation  addressing  the 
telecommunication  issues  relating  to  the 
Commission's  access  charge  plan  and  the  re- 
structuring of  AT&T  and  its  affiliates,  the 
Commission  should  require  interim  agree- 
ments between  local  telephone  companies 
and  long  distance  carriers; 

(3)  such  interim  agreements  should  reflect 
the  newly-drawn  service  areas  and  the  new 
relationship  between  local  telephone  compa- 
nies and  the  AT&T  Company  resulting  from 
divestiture,  and  should  maintain  the  catego- 
rization and  allocation  of  costs  in  effect  on 
December  30,  1982; 

(4)  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
House  and  Senate  should  move  expeditious- 
ly to   bring  comprehensive  legislation  ad- 
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dressing  all  major  telecommunication  issues 
before  the  House  and  Senate.* 


A  CONGRESSIONAL  SALUTE  TO 
BOBBY  MURCER 


HON.  ROBERT  GARCU 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
behalf  of  the  New  York  and  Oklaho- 
ma congressional  delegations,  I  would 
like  to  offer  a  special  salute  to  Bobby 
Murcer,  a  great  ballplayer  and  a  credit 
to  his  adopted  city  of  New  York  and 
his  home  State  of  Oklahoma. 

Our  national  pastime,  baseball,  has 
produced  many  a  hero  to  whom  our 
youth  have  idolized  and  respected. 
Bobby  Murcer,  a  player  who  made  a 
great  comeback  in  his  career  and  as 
such,  stands  as  an  example  to  us  all, 
deserves  to  be  included  among  these 
all-time  champions  of  America's  sport. 
An  18-year  pro,  Bobby  Murcer  spent 
14 '/a  years  with  the  New  York  Yankees 
pacing  them  with  his  quick  bat  during 
the  early  1970's  and  later  returning  in 
the  late  1970's  to  assist  the  Yankees 
during  pennant  drives. 

Bobby  Murcer's  statistics  are  quite 
impressive.  In  1972,  he  led  the  Ameri- 
can League  in  run  production  and 
topped  the  Yankees  in  batting  aver- 
age, runs,  hits,  doubles,  homeruns,  and 
RBI's.  With  the  exception  of  triples, 
he  accomplished  the  same  feat  in  1971. 
In  1973.  he  again  led  the  Yankees  in 
batting  average,  hits,  doubles,  home- 
runs,  and  RBI's. 

Bobby  Murcer's  contributions  to 
baseball's  endless  stream  of  lore  and 
legend  will  be  remembered  by  all  of  us 
who  spend  our  summer  breakfasts 
poring  over  the  box  scores.  The  strate- 
gy of  opposing  players  and  the  art  and 
cunning  of  the  managers  certainly 
contribute  to  the  immense  enjoyment 
of  the  game.  But,  it  is  individual  effort 
that  guides  and  powers  the  game  with 
its  sudden  bursts  of  energy  and  bril- 
liance. Certainly  Bobby  Murcer's 
seven  grand  slams,  his  five  All-Star 
Game  appearances  and  his  three  ho- 
merun  games  in  1970  and  1973  will 
become  part  of  this  lore. 

Starting  out  as  a  shortstop  from 
Oklahoma  City  where  in  high  school 
he  was  a  standout  in  football,  basket- 
ball, and  baseball,  he  joined  the  Yan- 
kees late  in  only  his  second  pro  season. 
After  a  2-year  tour  of  duty  in  the  U.S. 
Army,  he  rejoined  the  Yankees  in  1969 
as  the  replacement  for  another  great 
Yankee  and  Oklahoman,  Mickey 
Mantle. 

Bobby  Murcer  ranks  11th  on  the  all- 
time  Yankee  homerim  list,  a  list  which 
includes  Babe  Ruth,  Mickey  Mantle, 
Lou  Gehrig,  Joe  DiMaggio,  Yogi 
Berra,  Roger  Maris,  Bill  Dickey  and 
current    Yankee,    Greg    Nettles.    His 
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most  recent  homerun  came  just  this 
year  bringing  his  total  as  a  Yankee  to 
175.  In  the  intervening  years  of  1975- 
1979  as  a  National  Leaguer  witli  the 
Giants  and  the  Cubs,  Bobby  Murcer 
batted  an  additional  77  homeruns. 

The  last  Yankee  to  hit  a  cycle  in  a 
ballgame  which  includes  a  single, 
double,  triple,  and  a  homerun.  Bobby 
Murcer  also  ranks  16th  on  the  all-time 
Yankee  RBI  list,  delivering  687  runs  as 
a  Yankee  and  356  during  his  years  in 
the  National  League. 

The  Yankees  will  salute  Bobby 
Murcer  on  August  7.  1983  in  the 
Bronx.  Just  as  the  game  has  the 
unique  ability  to  unite  us  all.  we  in  the 
New  York  and  Oklahoma  delegation 
wish  to  send  a  special  thank  you  to 
him  for  his  contributions  to  his  profes- 
sion, his  adopted  city  of  New  York,  his 
home  State  of  Oklahoma  and  especial- 
ly, our  national  pastime.* 


THE  RIGHT  APPROACH 


HON.  GUY  VANDER  JAGT 

or  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  an  article  which  ap- 
peared in  the  Ripon  Forum  magazine 
of  July  1983.  authored  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Rhode  Island,  Claudine 
Schneider.  This  excellent  presenta- 
tion provides  a  trenchant  analysis  of 
the  persisting  problem  of  hazardous 
waste.  It  describes  in  lucid  detail  the 
present  state  of  open  landfills,  hazard- 
ous waste  management  and  cdntrol 
technology  and  relates  the  nearly  in- 
tractable problems  accompanying  it. 

Mrs.  Schneider  has  endeavored  to 
put  forth  what,  in  my  estimation,  is  a 
truly  innovative  and  insightful  ap- 
proach to  solving  this  problem.  It  is 
premised  on  the  findings  of  a  study 
which  concluded  that  landfills  are  still 
the  cheapest  disposal  option.  The 
study  also  indicated  that  an  estimated 
75  percent  of  all  hazardous  waste  de- 
posited in  landfills  could  safely  be  re- 
cycled, treated  or  destroyed.  In  recog- 
nition of  the  fact  that  open  landfills 
pose  a  serious  risk  to  society,  the  for- 
midable task  becomes  one  of  changing 
economic  behavior  in  the  marketplace 
to  the  extent  that  land  disposal  is 
cheaper  than  environmentally  prefera- 
ble alternatives.  Together  with  Con- 
gressman Ron  Wyden,  Mrs.  Schneider 
has  introduced  a  bill,  the  Hazardous 
Waste  Reduction  Act  (H.R.  3129),  to 
establish  a  uniform  national  fee  for 
the  disposal  of  hazardous  waste  which 
I  am  delighted  to  be  listed  as  a  cospon- 
sor.  This  fee  would  shift  the  onus  of 
responsibility  to  the  producer  of 
t?astes  and  would  further  reflect  the 
fact  that  landfills— with  the  threat 
they  carry  of  eventual  degradation— 
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represent  an  external  cost  that  is  in- 
evitably born  by  the  taxpayers.  Recy- 
cling, detoxification  or  the  destruction 
of  hazardous  waste  would,  in  effect, 
eliminate  any  external  costs  and  no 
fees  would  be  charged  for  these  alter- 
natives. 

The  present  Superfund  is  financed 
by  a  Federal  tax  placed  on  chemical 
raw  materials  used  in  industrial  proc- 
esses. Since  the  waste  generated  as  a 
byproduct  is  generally  far  in  excess  of 
the  original  raw  materials  and  little 
connection  between  the  two  exists, 
there  is  currently  no  economic  disin- 
centive to  waste  production.  The  Haz- 
ardous Waste  Reduction  Act  would 
alter  the  fee  structure  to  fund  the  Su- 
perfund by  taxing  land  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste.  The  bill  differenti- 
ates between  two  categories  or  hazard- 
ous waste  already  delineated  by  Feder- 
al law— toxic  and  nontoxic  wastes.  Al- 
though both  would  be  taxed,  a  higher 
fee  would  be  placed  on  toxic  wastes 
based  on  the  danger  they  pose  to  soci- 
ety. Wastes  that  are  treated,  recycled, 
or  destroyed  would  not  be  taxed.  A 
waste-end  tax  would  provide  a  market 
disincentive  for  the  land  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste  and  a  market-specific 
strategy  would  be  an  invitation  to  the 
private  sector  to  develop  alternatives 
to  land  disposal.  I  commend  this  fine 
article  by  Congresswoman  Schneider 
to  my  colleagues  and  would  ask  that  it 
be  inserted  in  the  Record  at  this 
point: 

Cleaning  Up  Hazardous  Waters:  A 

Republican  Approach 

(By  Claudine  Schneider) 

On  September  30.  1977,  a  series  of  explo- 
sions racked  the  Picillo  pig  farm  in  rural 
Coventry.  Rhode  Island,  sending  up  col- 
umns of  smoke  visiole  20  miles  away  in 
downtown  Providence.  A  fire  marshal  inves- 
tigating the  blaze  found  an  open  ditch  full 
of  ignitable  chemical  wastes,  some  of  which, 
when  heated,  could  turn  into  phosgene,  the 
lung-searing  "mustard  gas"  used  with  such 
deadly  effect  in  World  War  I.  As  the  investi- 
gation of  the  Picillo  site  expanded,  local  au- 
thorities discovered  to  their  dismay  that 
Rhode  Island  had  been  selected  as  the 
dumping  ground  for  the  land  disposal  of 
over  two  million  pounds  of  chemical  waste 
per  month. 

By  now,  of  course  Rhode  Island's  experi- 
ence has  been  shared  by  the  people  of 
almost  every  state.  Sites  like  Love  Canal, 
the  Stringfellow  Acid  Pits  in  California,  and 
the  notorious  Valley  of  the  Drums  in  Ken- 
tucky have  dramatically  demonstrated  the 
enormous  volumes  of  chemical  waste  that 
are  the  unintended  byproduct  of  our  indus- 
trial society.  EPA  studies  have  suggested 
that  there  may  be  15.000  abandoned  sites 
scattered  across  the  United  States,  with  the 
cost  of  decontamination  and  cleanup  reck- 
oned in  the  billions.  The  cleanup  of  the  con- 
taminated dioxin  sites  in  Missouri  alone  is 
estimated  at  well  over  $1  billion,  which  is 
about  equivalent  to  the  federal  commitment 
required  after  the  Mount  St.  Helens  disas- 
ter. The  difference,  of  course,  is  that  the 
hazardous  waste  crisis  is  not  an  act  of  God, 
but  a  disaster  of  our  owrn  making. 

In  response  to  the  public  outcry,  the  Con- 
gress enacted  the  Comprehensive  Environ- 
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mental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liabil- 
ity Act.  familiar  to  most  Americans  as  the 
Superfund  law.  This  fund,  financed  largely 
through  a  federal  tax  on  petro-chemical 
feedstocks,  provides  the  EPA  with  the 
money  to  pay  for  the  cleanup  of  the  most 
immediately  dangerous  abandoned  waste 
sites.  Perhaps  even  more  important  in  the 
long-run.  although  less  familar  to  the  gener- 
al public,  is  the  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act.  RCRA  provides  cradle-to- 
grave  regulation  of  the  generation,  trans- 
portation, and  disposal  of  hazardous  waste. 

HAZARDOUS  WASTE  REDUCTION 

A  quick  look  at  the  statistics  suggests  why 
RCRA  is  so  important.  Every  year,  accord- 
ing to  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment 
(OTA),  we  generate  41  million  tons  of  feder- 
ally regulated  hazardous  waste.  If  state  reg- 
ulated wastes  are  included,  the  total  adds  up 
to  a  staggering  275  million  tons,  or  more 
than  2.000  pounds  per  year  for  every  man. 
woman  and  child.  RCRA  is  our  first  attempt 
on  a  national  scale  to  ensure  that  these 
wastes  are  disposed  of  safely. 

So  far.  the  picture  looks  bleak— thousands 
of  abandoned  dumpsites  and  millions  of 
tons  of  chemical  wastes  generated  every 
year,  with  a  harassed  federal  government 
struggling  to  control  the  situation.  Perhaps 
it's  time  to  put  the  hazardous  waste  prob- 
lem in  perspective  by  remembering  that  it 
has  develop>ed  as  a  natural  consequence  of 
our  consumer-oriented  society.  Many  of  the 
products  that  we  depend  on— from  the  syn- 
thetic fibers  that  we  wear  to  the  iron  and 
steel  bridges  that  we  cross  on  our  way  to 
work— have  relied  on  a  chemical  process  at 
some  point  in  production  that  has  generated 
some  waste  as  a  byproduct.  Thus  the  Ameri- 
can public  is  not  likely  to  abandon  the 
chemical-industrial  technologies  that  have 
advanced  so  rapidly  since  the  Second  World 
War  to  make  our  standard  of  living  the 
highest  in  the  world. 

Fortunately,  we  shouldn't  have  to  make 
that  choice,  because  the  industries  that 
have  contributed  to  the  problem  are  already 
beginning  to  develop  the  solution.  Thanks 
to  the  ingenuity  of  American  technology,  we 
have  begun  to  develop  the  means  to  recycle 
h.'uardous  waste,  to  destroy  it  through  in- 
cineration, to  burn  it  as  fuel,  or  to  bind  it 
chemically  so  that  it  becomes  harmless. 

Two  examples  from  private  industry  serve 
to  dramatize  the  potential.  The  3M  Corpo- 
ration, well-established  as  a  trend-setter  for 
innovative  corporate  policies,  has  instituted 
a  3P  program— "Pollution  Prevention  Pays.  " 
Through  the  reduction  of  waste  and  the  de- 
velopment of  substitute  products  for  haz- 
ardous materials.  3M  has  saved  $20  million 
over  the  past  four  years. 

The  steel  industry  provides  another  exam- 
ple of  waste  reduction.  Rust  is  removed 
from  iron  and  steel  by  "pickling"  the  prod- 
uct in  an  acid  bath,  during  which  an  iron 
salt  precipitate  (ferrous  sulfate)  is  formed. 
Instead  of  throwing  the  contaminated  acid 
in  a  landfill,  the  industry  recovers  the  fer- 
rous sulfate  crystals,  which  can  be  used  in 
the  manufacture  of  pigments,  magnetic 
tapes  and  fertilizer,  and  in  wastewater  treat- 
ment to  remove  phosphorous.  With  the  iron 
salt  precipitate  removed,  the  acid  bath  is 
ready  for  reuse  in  the  pickling  process. 

The  potential  for  recycling,  destroying  or 
stabilizing  hazardous  waste  is  enormous.  Ac- 
cording to  a  study  commissioned  by  the 
California  Office  of  Technology  Assess- 
ment, 75  percent  of  all  the  hazardous  waste 
disposed  in  landfills  could  be  recycled,  treat- 
ed, or  destroyed.  The  study  also  found  that 


the  additional  waste  management  capacity 
needed  to  meet  the  potential  demand  could 
be  developed  in  less  than  two  years. 

With  the  technology  already  available, 
and  the  problems  with  land  disposal  so  well 
documented,  the  treatment  and  recycling 
industries  should  be  turning  away  custom- 
ers, right?  Wrong.  A  recently  issued  EPA 
study  found  that  the  demand  for  inciner- 
ation is  80  percent  of  capacity,  for  chemical 
treatment  just  over  50  percent,  and  for  recy- 
cling 24  percent.  Despite  all  the  negative 
publicity  about  dumpsites  like  the  Picillo 
pig  farm,  four  out  of  every  five  tons  of  haz- 
ardous waste  generated  is  headed  for  a  land- 
fill. 

LANDFILLS 

An  exhaustive  study  of  federal  waste  man- 
agement policy  just  completed  by  the  OTA 
points  to  the  answer.  Landfills,  even  with 
regulations  designed  to  make  them  safer 
and  cleaner,  are  still  the  cheapest  disposal 
option.  In  fact,  the  EPA,  through  two  suc- 
cessive administrations,  has  focused  on 
landfills  as  the  primary  disposal  option,  as- 
serting that,  "We  believe  that  most  wastes 
can  be  satisfactorily  managed  in  the  land 
and  that  it  can  be  done  with  a  reasonable 
margin  of  safety  more  cheaply  in  this 
manner." 

Here  it  is  important  to  make  clear  that 
the  landfills  certified  by  the  EPA  under 
RCRA  regulations  are  an  improvement  over 
the  old  dumpsites.  Synthetic  liners  are  re- 
quired for  new  landfills,  as  well  as  ground- 
water monitoring  to  identify  leakage  and 
contamination.  Nevertheless,  the  regula- 
tions have  been  widely  criticized  as  postpon- 
ing, rather  than  solving,  the  problems  in- 
herent in  land  disposal.  A  recent  test  of  syn- 
thetic liners  found  II  out  of  12  susceptible 
to  corrosion  and  tearing.  It's  no  wonder  that 
EPA  regulations  assume  that  at  some  point 
even  the  best-designed  landfills  will  leak, 
and  are  thus  preoccupied  with  measuring 
ground-water  contamination  and  specifying 
remedial  action  to  try  to  contain  the 
damage. 

The  effect  of  regulations  which  assume 
that  landfills  will  be  the  primary  source  of 
disposal  has  been  devastating  to  the  recy- 
cling and  treatment  industry.  H.  Clay  Rob- 
inson, speaking  for  the  Hazardous  Waste 
Treatment  Council,  sums  up  the  dilemma: 
'There  cannot  be  an  economic  return  on 
the  investment  of  such  a  facility  so  long  as 
toxic  waste  which  can  be  readily  incinerat- 
ed, treated  or  stabilized  is  nonetheless  di- 
rected to  landfills  because  they  are  cheap- 
er." In  other  words,  industries  that  try  to  in- 
ternalize the  cost  of  waste  disposal  by  focus- 
ing on  capital-intensive  treatment  and  recy- 
cling options  pay  an  economic  penalty  rela- 
tive to  their  competitors,  who  externalize 
their  costs  by  routing  their  waste  to  a  land- 
fill that  may  leak  and  contaminate  ground- 
water in  twenty  or  thirty  years. 

THE  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  REDUCTION  ACT 

The  solution  is  deceptively  simple,  and 
one  that  lends  itself  to  Republican  philoso- 
phy. The  problem  we  face  is  how  to  alter 
economic  behavior  in  the  marketplace 
where  land  disposal  is  cheaper  than  envi- 
ronmentally preferable  alternatives.  Why 
not  charge  a  uniform,  national  fee  for  the 
land  disposal  of  hazardous  waste?  Such  a 
fee  would  establish  an  economic  penalty 
that  would  reflect  the  fact  that  landfills— 
with  the  risk  they  carry  of  eventual  degra- 
dation—represent an  externalized  cost  that 
is  shifted  onto  the  backs  of  the  taxpaying 
public.  Since  no  such  externalized  cost 
would  be  incurred  through  the  recycling,  de- 
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toxification,  or  destruction  of  hazardous 
waste,  no  fees  would  be  charged  for  these  al- 
ternatives. 

Together  with  Congressman  Ron  Wyden 
of  Oregon,  I  have  introduced  a  bill  to  estab- 
lish such  a  fee  system.  As  I  mentioned  earli- 
er, the  Superfund  is  financed  through  con- 
tributions from  chemical  companies  raised 
through  a  federal  tax  on  chemical  feed- 
stocks, the  raw  materials  used  in  industrial 
processes.  Since  there  is  little  connection  be- 
tween these  raw  materials  and  the  waste 
generated  as  a  byproduct,  the  current  fee 
structure  does  not  function  as  an  economic 
disincentive  to  waste  production.  Our  bill, 
the  Hazardous  Waste  Reduction  Act  (H.R. 
3129),  would  change  the  fee  structure  to  fi- 
nance the  Superfund  by  taxing  the  land  dis- 
posal of  hazardous  waste. 

The  bill  distinguishes  between  two  catego- 
ries of  hazardous  waste  already  defined  in 
federal  law— toxic  wastes  that  accumulate  in 
living  tissue  to  cause  cancer  or  genetic 
damage,  and  non-toxic  wastes  that  are  ignit- 
able, corrosive  or  reactive.  Both  categories 
would  be  taxed,  with  toxic  waste  subject  to 
a  higher  fee.  in  recognition  of  the  greater 
danger  it  poses  to  society.  The  California 
study  estimated  that  40  percent  of  all  land 
disposed  waste  is  toxic.  The  recordkeeping 
requirements  already  established  by  RCRA 
would  be  used  to  assess  the  tax.  so  the  pa- 
perwork could  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 
Wastes  that  are  treated,  recycled,  or  de- 
stroyed would  not  be  taxed. 

The  bill  has  attracted  65  cosponsors.  Re- 
publican supporters  include  Jim  Leach,  the 
head  of  the  Ripon  Society,  and  Guy  Vander 
Jagt.  chairman  of  the  National  Republican 
Congressional  Committee. 

MARKET  ORIENTED  SOLUTIONS 

The  advantages  of  a  waste-end  tax  are  nu- 
merous. First  and  foremost,  the  tax  would 
provide  a  market  disincentive  for  the  land 
disposal  of  hazardous  waste.  Businessmen 
faced  with  a  tax  on  land  disposal  will  opt  for 
incineration  or  recycling  technologies  in- 
stead. As  the  volume  of  hazardous  waste  de- 
clines, the  regulatory  burden  on  both  the 
government  and  private  industry  should  de- 
cline. Businessmen  who  destroy  or  recycle 
waste  will  not  be  subject  to  the  cradle  to 
grave  regulation  and  the  liability  coverage 
that  are  a  consequence  of  land  disposal. 

By  establishing  a  market-oriented  hazard- 
ous waste  management  strategy,  the  bill 
would  spur  the  ingenuity  of  the  private 
sector  in  developing  alternatives  to  land  dis- 
posal. Mr.  William  Sanjour  of  the  EPA's 
Hazardous  Waste  Implementation  Branch, 
testified  in  favor  of  allowing  the  market  to 
select  the  appropriate  technologies:  "There 
are  many  alternatives  available.  Chemical 
treatment,  treatment  techniques,  inciner- 
ation, waste  exchanges,  chemical  fixation, 
biological  treatment  ...  I  would  let  the 
marketplace  itself  be  in  a  position  to  im- 
prove the  technology.  I  believe  that  Ameri- 
can industry  has  the  technology,  the  know- 
how  and  the  investment  money  to  handle 
this  problem,  but  there  is  cheap  competition 
from  landfilling  and  so  long  as  the  govern- 
ment continues  to  subsidize  landfilling.  the 
competing  technology  just  can't  get  estab- 
lished." 

A  waste-end  tax  also  provides  for  market 
equity,  with  industries  contributing  to  the 
Superfund  cleanup  of  abandoned  dumpsites 
in  proportion  to  the  amounts  of  hazardous 
waste  they  are  generating.  The  OTA  report, 
in  recommending  that  the  Congress  estab- 
lish a  waste-end  tax  on  hazardous  waste, 
summarized  the  equity  argument  quite 
clearly:  "Those  who  are  responsible  for  the 
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waste  should  pay  for  the  proper  manage- 
ment of  the  waste,  government  activities 
that  may  be  needed  to  clean  up  such  wastes, 
and  for  the  damages  to  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment that  may  ultimately  result  from 
such  waste." 

Finally,  and  perhaps  most  importantly,  by 
giving  the  private  sector  an  incentive  to 
help  solve  the  hazardous  waste  problem,  we 
may  be  opening  the  door  to  a  new  consensus 
on  hazardous  waste  policy.  An  overdepend- 
ence  on  a  regulatory  strategy  pits  harried 
federal  bureaucrats  against  businesses 
trying  to  interpret  the  latest  words  from  the 
federal  register,  and  angry  citizens  against 
local  officials  trying  to  decide  where  to 
locate  the  new  landfill.  A  market-oriented 
fee  system  gives  the  private  sector  an  incen- 
tive to  put  its  resources  to  work  solving  the 
problem. 

Instead  of  treating  industry  as  a  per|>etual 
antagonist,  the  public  might  begin  to  appre- 
ciate that  there  is  a  higher  inmiediate  cost 
to  the  permanent  disposal  of  hazardous 
waste  through  recycling  or  treatment  that 
will  be  reflected  in  retail  prices.  The  OTA 
report  estimates  that  consumer  prices  could 
rise  one-to-three  percent  as  the  result  of  a 
"waste-end"  tax  as  industries  sought  to  i«- 
cover  their  investment  in  more  capital-in- 
tensive alternatives  to  land-disposal.  Given 
the  public's  oft-slated  willingness  to  accept 
some  economic  cost  for  environmental  pro- 
tection, a  one-to-three  percent  increase 
seems  reasonable.  The  OTA  report  identi- 
fied another  important  consequence  of  edu- 
cating the  public  about  the  cost  of  the  alter- 
natives to  waste  disposal:  "Moreover,  a  fee 
system  that  affected  consumer  prices  could 
lead  to  a  more  balanced  public  perspective 
of  hazardous  waste.  The  demand  by  the 
public  for  generators  to  apply  more  strin- 
gent and  costly  controls  would  be  balanced 
by  the  need  of  the  public  to  consider  the 
hazardous  waste-intensive  ness  of  products." 

Congressman  Wyden  and  I  are  fortunate 
to  have  received  strong  encouragement  for 
our  efforts  from  both  the  Chemical  Manu- 
facturers Association  and  a  number  of  envi- 
ronmental groups,  such  as  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  the  Environmental 
Policy  Center,  and  Environmental  Action. 
These  groups  have  endorsed  the  concept  of 
the  waste  end  fee  embodied  in  our  bill,  and 
have  pledged  to  work  with  us  in  developing 
this  legislation  further. 

THE  GOP  HERITAGE 

The  Republican  Party  has  a  strong  tradi- 
tion of  concern  for  the  environment,  begin- 
ning of  course  with  Teddy  Roosevelt,  the 
founder  of  the  national  conservation  move- 
ment. That  tradition  has  continued  to  the 
present  day.  represented  by  such  dedicated 
public  servants  as  Russell  Peterson,  the 
head  of  the  National  Audubon  Society.  Rus- 
sell Train,  the  president  of  the  World  Wild- 
life Fund- U.S..  and  Bill  Ruckelshaus.  the 
newly  appointed  administrator  of  the  EPA, 
who  also  served  as  its  first  head.  The  chal- 
lenge we  face  as  Republicans  is  to  reconcile 
our  environmental  values  with  the  dynamics 
of  a  capitalist  economy. 

I  believe  that  the  Republican  Party,  with 
its  roots  in  the  business  community  and  its 
faith  in  the  versatility  and  strength  of  the 
free  enterprise  system,  is  in  an  excellent  sit- 
uation to  promote  the  market-oriented 
waste-end  fee  system  provided  by  H.R.  3129. 
The  alternative  is  to  stretch  our  regulatory 
system  to  its  limits  to  try  to  conUin  an  ever- 
expanding  volume  of  hazardous  waste.  As 
Republicans,  we  have  a  unique  opportunity 
to  forge  a  constructive  alliance  between  in- 
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dustry  and  public  interest.  Responding  to 
market  forces,  private  industry  has  already 
proved  that  economic  growth  does  not  have 
to  mean  a  corresponding  jump  in  our 
demand  for  energy.  With  the  right  kinds  of 
incentives,  private  industry  is  ready  to  cut 
the  cord  between  material  progress  and  the 
hazardous  wastes  that  have  followed  it  as  an 
unwanted  byproduct.  Together,  we  can  har- 
ness the  creative  impulses  of  the  free 
market  to  a  goal  we  all  share.  We  can  prove 
that  living  with  hazardous  waste  does  not 
have  to  l>e  the  price  we  pay  for  an  industri- 
alized civilization.* 


IT  IS  TIME  TO  GET  TOUGH 
AGAINST  ILLEGAL  HAZARDOUS 
CHEMICAL  WASTE  DUMPERS 

HON.  ALBERT  GORE,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  this 
year,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  conducted  an  informal  survey 
of  selected  State  and  Federal  offices 
charged  with  enforcement  of  various 
environmental  laws.  The  result  of  that 
survey  was  a  very  alarming  list  of  inci- 
dents which  have  occurred  in  which 
Federal  or  State  officials  have  been 
criminally  abused  during  their  at- 
tempts to  carry  out  their  duties.  These 
unfortunate  events— including  the 
murder  of  a  policeman  in  Pennsylva- 
nia—are more  than  ample  evidence  of 
the  need  for  us  to  strengthen  the  EPA 
so  that  it  can  adequately  enforce  the 
law.  The  25  enforcement  officers  of 
the  EPA.  all  of  whom  have  long  expe- 
rience with  enforcement,  including  the 
right  to  make  arrests  and  issue  war- 
rants, must  be  given  the  powers  they 
need  to  protect  themselves  in  the  line 
of  their  duty  to  protect  the  public 
health.  I  would  commend  to  my  collea- 
ques"  attention  the  list  informally 
compiled  by  the  EPA,  with  an  indica- 
tion of  the  source  of  information  con- 
tained in  parentheses  after  each  de- 
scription. 

Incidents  or  Indications  of  Violence  in 

Environmental  Criminal  Investigations 

Pennsylvania  landfill  operator  shoots  two 
policemen,  one  fatally  < Criminal  Enforce- 
ment Division). 

Pennsylvania  State  DER  inspector's  car 
smashed,  family  threatened  in  Lewistown. 
Pennsylvania  (Criminal  Enforcement  Divi- 
sion). 

Arson  of  house  of  witness  against  convict- 
ed landfill  operator.  April  1979  (Criminal 
Enforcement  Division). 

Assault  and  10  mile  vehicle  chase  of  DER 
contract  inspector  (RCRA)  by  landfill  oper- 
ators (Criminal  Enforcement  Division). 

Six  potential  witnesses  in  Moyer  landfill 
prosecution  (U.S.  v.  Lanigan)  received  death 
threats,  or  had  homes  burgled  and  property 
destroyed  (Criminal  Enforcement  Division). 

Physical  assault  on  State  air  inspector 
(Region  III  Emergency  Response). 

Discharge  of  weapon  over  heads  of  State/ 
Federal  inspectors  (Region  III  Emergency 
Response). 

Arson  of  family  residence  to  discourage 
competition  for  County  landfill  business  in 
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New  Jersey  (Criminal  Enforcement  Divi- 
sion). 

Threat  with  shotgun  on  local  police  offi- 
cer during  surveillance  of  hazardous  waste 
hauling  in  Rockland  County,  New  York 
(Rockland  County  Police). 

Threats  on  investigator  with  N.Y.S.  Orga- 
nized Crime  Task  Force  during  hazardous 
waste  investigation  (N.Y.S.  Organized  Crime 
Task  Force). 

Assault  on  lieutenant.  Rockland  County 
Sheriffs  Office,  during  surveillance  of  haz- 
ardous waste  hauling  (Rockland  County 
Sheriff's  Department). 

In  Kentucky  (1972)  and  Georgia  (1976) 
EPA  inspectors  were  forced  from  sites  at 
gun  point  (Criminal  Enforcement  Division 
(Atlanta  Field  Office)). 

In  Jennings.  Florida  (1975)  EPA  employee 
physically  assaulted  by  trucking  company 
president  (Criminal  Enforcement  Division 
(Atlanta  Field  Office)). 

In  Alabama  (1981)  and  Florida  (1981). 
EPA  inspectors  received  verbal  threats  of 
physical  violence  if  they  continued  their 
work  (Criminal  Enforcement  Division  (At- 
lanta Field  Office)). 

In  South  Carolina  (1976  and  1979)  EPA 
pesticide  inspector  was  twice  threatened  at 
knife  point  (Criminal  Enforcement  Division 
(Atlanta  Field  Office)). 

In  Ohio  (1979),  EPA  inspector  verbally 
threatened  (  "guys  with  jobs  like  yours  can 
get  shot  ")  during  oil  spill  investigation 
(Criminal  Enforcement  Division  (Chicago 
Field  Office)). 

Target  of  Oregon  investigation  has  threat- 
ened to  cut  up  and  stuff  disloyal  employees 
into  55  gallon  drum  (Criminal  Enforcement 
Division  (Seattle  Field  Office)). 

Targets  of  Washington  investigation  have 
prior  arrests  for  weapon  offenses  and/or 
have  made  threats  against  potential  wit- 
nesses (Criminal  Enforcement  Division  (Se- 
attle Field  Office)). 

Target  of  California  investigation  (arson 
of  landfill)  has  prior  record  for  resisting 
arrest  and  assault  on  police  officer  (Crimi- 
nal Enforcement  Division  (Seattle  Field 
Office)). 

Targets  of  Alatmma  investigation  habit- 
ually possess  and  carry  firearms  (Criminal 
Enforcement  Division  (Atlanta  Field 
Office)). 

Targets  of  RCRA  surveillance  (truck  driv- 
ers) believed  to  carry  weapons  (Criminal  En- 
forcement Division  (Chicago  Field  Office)). 

Evidence  of  organized  crime  involvement 
in  waste  disposal  busine.ss  in  Cleveland. 
Ohio  (Criminal  Enforcement  Division  (Chi- 
cago Field  Office)). 

Evidence  of  use  of  stolen  vehicles  in  trans- 
portation of  hazardous  waste  in  Cleveland. 
Ohio  (Criminal  Enforcement  Division  (Chi- 
cago Field  Office)) 

Target  of  Illinois  RCRA  investigation  nor- 
mally accompanied  by  two  bodyguards 
(Criminal  Enforcement  Division  (Chicago 
Field  Office)).* 


BATTLESHIP  REACTIVATION 
PROGRAM 


HON.  HERBERT  H.  BATEMAN 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  call 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to  a 
letter   to   the   editor   written   by   the 
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former  U.S.  Senator  from  Virginia. 
Harry  F.  Byrd.  Jr.,  which  appeared  in 
the  July  1983  issue  of  Sea  Power  mag- 
azine. Senator  Byrd  served  for  18 
years  on  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee,  and.  during  this  time,  he 
was  a  renowned  promoter  of  a  strong, 
cost-effective,  technologically  sophisti- 
cated U.S.  naval  force.  Consistent  with 
this  concern,  he  has  written  of  his 
great  admiration  for  the  new  capabili- 
ties of  America's  World  War  II  battle- 
ships, the  Iowa,  the  New  Jersey,  the 
Wisconsin,  and  the  Missouri.  The  New 
Jersey  is  now  deployed  with  the  fleet, 
and  the  Iowa  will  be  coming  along 
soon.  The  versatility  and  the  tremen- 
dous firepower  of  these  recommis- 
sioned  battleships  make  them  worth 
much  more  than  tne  $300  million  it  re- 
quires to  bring  each  of  them  back  into 
service,  and  I  want  to  commend  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy.  John  Lehman, 
for  persevering  in  his  efforts  to  bring 
these  warships  back,  in  the  face  of 
often  withering  and  unwarranted  criti- 
cism from  some  Members  of  Congress. 
I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  read 
Senator  Byrd's  letter,  to  consider  care- 
fully the  points  that  he  makes. 
The  letter  follows: 

[From  Sea  Power  Magazine,  July  1983] 

Letter  to  the  Editor  From  Former  U.S. 
Senator  Harry  F.  Byrd,  Jr. 

In  expanding  the  U.S.  Navy,  which  most 
feel  needs  to  be  done,  would  it  be  wise  or 
unwise  to  modernize  and  reactivate  four 
battleships  built  during  the  early  1940s? 

The  battleship  reactivation  program  has 
been  a  controversial  subject  of  lengthy 
debate  in  the  Congress  and  among  the  gen- 
eral public.  When  the  program  was  pro- 
posed less  than  three  years  ago.  I  had  grave 
doubts  and  was  inclined  to  oppose  it.  I  was 
persuaded,  however,  to  go  to  the  Philadel- 
phia Naval  Shipyard  and  take  a  look  at  the 
USS  Iowa  (BB-61).  which  had  been  in 
■mothballs"  for  25  years. 

This  ship  was  commissioned  in  1943  and 
was  one  of  only  four  battleships  built  during 
World  War  II;  the  others  are  the  tJew  Jersey 
(BB-62).  the  Missouri  (BB-63),  and  the  Wis- 
consin (BB-64).  all  virtually  identical. 

The  Iowa  appeared  in  excellent  condition, 
and  was  so  judged  by  naval  experts.  Her  16- 
inch  guns  were  as  good  as  new.  So  I  changed 
my  position  and,  as  a  member  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  supported  the  modernization  pro- 
gram for  two  battleships,  the  Iowa  and  the 
New  Jersey,  the  latter  berthed  at  Long 
Beach.  Calif. 

My  support  was  conditioned  on  a  firm  as- 
surance from  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
John  Lehman,  that  the  total  cost  of  the  ren- 
ovation of  the  New  Jersey  would  not  exceed 
$326  million. 

The  modernization  of  the  New  Jersey  was 
accomplished  under  that  cost  and  the  ship 
was  ready  for  active  duty  last  December.  I 
went  to  sea  with  her  and  was  most  im- 
pressed with  the  ship  and  her  capabilities. 

The  New  Jersey,  along  with  her  three 
sister  ships,  is  not  only  one  of  the  most  pow- 
erful ships  ever  built  but  perhaps  the  most 
survivable.  With  her  17-inch  armor  plate 
she  is  a  ship  that  really  cannot  be  duplicat- 
ed today. 

In  addition  to  the  superior  survivability 
features  in  conventional  warfare  (obviously. 
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no  ship,  airfield,  or  anything  else  can  sur- 
vive a  nuclear  attack),  the  New  Jersey  and 
the  other  three  ships  of  her  class  possess 
endurance  and  speed  that  allow  them  to  be 
assigned  to  any  task  force,  conventional  or 
nuclear.  Their  speed  approximates  that  of 
our  newest  carriers. 

These  58,000-ton  battleships  can  be  recon- 
ditioned and  put  into  service  for  approxi- 
mately the  same  cost  as  building  a  3,600-ton 
frigate-yes,  a  3,600-ton  frigate.  And  of 
much  importance,  too.  is  that  the  work  can 
be  accomplished  in  less  than  two  years,  com- 
pared to  four  years  for  a  new  warship  of 
considerably  less  capability. 

Although  they  were  built  40  years  ago, 
the  four  battleships  have  an  average  active 
service  age  of  only  12  years. 

The  hulls  and  the  guns  are  still  of  battle- 
ship quality,  but  the  purpose  of  the  modern- 
ized ship  is  entirely  different.  It  has  become 
a  missile-carrying  ship  equipped  with  32 
Tomahawk  and  16  Harpoon  cruise  missiles. 
In  addition,  this  is  a  ship  whose  16-inch 
guns  (nine  of  them)  are  capable  of  providing 
heavy  firepower  in  support  of  forces  ashore; 
a  ship  capable  of  maintaining  a  startling 
presence  with  Third  W'  rid  nations;  a  ship 
that  can  provide  significant  enhancement  to 
carrier  battle  groups:  and  a  ship  capable  of 
being  the  central  element  of  a  surface 
action  group. 

The  public  naturally  is  skeptical  about 
renovating  40-year-old  battleships,  believing 
that  they  are  outmoded.  I  shared  that  skep- 
ticism. 

But  the  excellent  condition  of  the  ships 
themselves  and  their  new  missions  as  plat- 
forms for  our  most  modern  and  most  power- 
ful cruise  missiles  convinces  me  that  the 
Navy  is  on  sound  ground  in  advocating  the 
battleship  reactivation  program.  It  makes 
sense— in  both  dollars  and  time. 

This  program  provides  a  partial  near-term 
solution  to  our  over-extended  Navy.  From 
my  observations  of  the  New  Jersey,  the  bat- 
tleships surpass  expectations  of  quality  and 
capability.* 
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and  Congressman  Wyden's  bill,  to  my 
colleagues'  attention. 
The  text  of  the  article  follows: 
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CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS  NOW 
QUALIFY  FOR  BULK  MAILING 
RATES 


THE    SMALL   BUSINESS    COMPUT- 
ER CRIME  PREVENTION  ACT 


HON.  SAM  GEJDENSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
July  16,  1983.  edition  of  the  Washing- 
ton Post  included  an  insightful  look  at 
the  growing  problem  of  computer 
crime. 

The  article  covers  some  of  the  com- 
ments made  by  several  computer  crime 
experts  who  testified  at  a  July  14 
hearing  on  the  Small  Business  Com- 
puter Crime  Act.  introduced  by  our 
colleague,  Ron  Wyden. 

Mr.  Wyden's  legislation  creates  a 
task  force,  made  up  of  public  and  pri- 
vate sector  experts,  within  the  Small 
Business  Administration  to  assess  how 
small  businesses,  which  are  particular- 
ly vulnerable,  are  affected  by  comput- 
er crime.  It  also  establishes  a  clearing- 
house within  the  SBA  to  provide  prac- 
tical information  about  computer  se- 
curity to  small  businesses. 

I  commend  this  article,  by  Washing- 
ton Post  staff  writer  Michael  Schrage, 


[From  the  Washington  Post,  July  16,  1983] 
Computer  Chips  in  on  Crime 
(By  Michael  Schrage) 
When  asked  why  he  kept  robbing  banks, 
the  legendary  Willie  Sutton  reportedly  re- 
plied, "Because  that's  where  the  money  is. " 
The  Willie  Suttons  of  today  have  a  differ- 
ent target.   "The  money  today  is  inside  the 
computer, "  said  Donn  B.  Parker,  a  computer 
crime   consultant   with   SRI   International. 
"The  computer  has  become  the  vault  for 
small  business." 

Parker  testified  Thursday  before  a  House 
antitrust  subcommittee  on  how  small  busi- 
ness is  threatened  by  the  potential  rise  in 
computer  crime. 

"Computer  crime  will  be  a  much  higher 
proportion  of  business  crimes  over  the  next 
few  years."  said  Parker. 

Estimates  on  the  impact  of  computer 
theft  vary  widely— from  $100  million  to  $40 
billion.  The  Justice  Department  and  others 
are  conducting  studies  to  determine  the 
scope  of  computer  crime. 

In  the  past.  multi-niillion-doUar  computer 
crimes  at  large  companies  have  captured  the 
headlines  and  media  attention.  However, 
today's  rapid  proliferation  of  personal  com- 
puters and  the  desire  of  many  small  busi- 
nesses to  computerize  their  operations  have 
combined  to  create  a  new  level  of  opportuni- 
ty for  the  computer  criminal,  Parker  testi- 
fied. 

He  said  that  small  business  is  particularly 
susceptible  to  such  crime  because  it  lacks 
the  awareness  and  expertise  to  cope  with 
the  problem. 

Parker  and  others  in  the  fledgling  field  of 
computer  forensics  were  testifying  in  sup- 
port of  a  bill  sponsored  by  Rep.  Ron  Wyden 
(D.-Ore.)  to  establish  a  task  force  to  assess 
how  computer  crime  might  affect  small 
bu.siness.  The  bill  is  similar  in  intent,  but 
not  in  scope,  to  legislation  proposed  in  the 
last  Congress  that  sought  a  federal  task 
force  to  explore  computer  crime  questions. 

Experts  say  that  the  successful  computer 
crime  need  not  involve  an  actual  computer 
manipulation  of  money  but.  rather,  a  simple 
manipulation  of  valuable  information. 

•If  I  were  a  computer  criminal.  I  wouldn't 
steal  a  company's  assets."  said  Peter  Keen,  a 
consultant  who  did  not  testify.  "Assets  are 
audited.  I'd  steal  information  that  wasn't 
audited  corporate  strategy  memos,  memos 
on  salary  raises.  Then  I'd  turn  around  and 
sell  it." 

Keen  said  that  small  businesses  may  be 
particularly  vulnerable  to  this  kind  of  abuse 
because  the  cost  of  implementing  effective 
security  measures  may  be  thought  to  out- 
weigh the  advantages  of  getting  the  com- 
puter in  the  first  place. 

Wyden  cited  the  example  of  a  small  com- 
pany victimized  by  a  dismissed  employe  who 
had  programmed  a  digital  "time  bomb"  in 
the  firm's  computer.  Six  months  after  he 
left,  the  company's  accounts  receivables  all 
vanished  from  the  computer's  memory,  leav- 
ing it  "with  no  record  of  who  owed  it  money 
despite  placing  advertisements  in  the 
local  paper,  it  was  forced  to  close  its  doors, " 
said  Wyden.* 


HON.  THOMAS  A.  DASCHLE 

OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 


•  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
June  16  of  this  year.  I  introduced  H.R. 
3337  which  guaranteed  the  access  of 
conservation  districts  throughout  the 
country  to  bulk  rate  mailing  privileges. 
These  rates  had  been  available  previ- 
ously to  these  organizations,  but  a  new 
interpretation  of  postal  regulations 
had  caused  some  confusion,  and  many 
districts  were  having  difficulty  in  re- 
newing their  bulk  mailing  permits. 

I  am  very  happy  to  report  that  Post- 
master William  Bolger  has  now  clari- 
fied the  issue,  and  it  has  been  decided 
in  favor  of  the  conservation  districts. 
In  a  letter  to  National  Association  of 
Conservation  Districts  President  Bud 
Mekelburg,  Postmaster  Bolger  con- 
cludes that  these  districts  do  indeed 
•qualify  to  mail  at  the  special  bulk 
third-class  rates  as  agricultural  organi- 
zations." 

1  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
Postmaster  Bolger  and  to  his  assistant 
Steven  Gordon  for  the  prompt  resolu- 
tion of  this  issue.  At  the  same  time.  I 
would  also  like  to  thank  NACD  for 
bringing  this  matter  to  my  attention. 

Since  introduction  of  H.R.  3337. 
many  of  my  colleagues  who  shared  my 
concern  over  this  issue  have  contacted 
me  to  offer  their  assistance  in  rectify- 
ing this  situation.  For  their  informa- 
tion, I  would  like  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  the  following  three  docu- 
ments: The  July  6  letter  of  Postmaster 
Bolger  clarifying  the  situation,  a  letter 
from  NACD  President  Mekelburg  in- 
forming me  of  the  decision,  and  an  ar- 
ticle from  the  July  12  issue  of  the 
NACD  "Tuesday  Letter." 
The  documents  follow: 

The  Postmaster  General. 
Washington.  DC.  July  6.  1983. 
Mr.  Milton  E.  Mekelburg. 
President.  National  Association  of  Conser- 
vation District.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Mekelburg:  This  is  in  response 
to  your  letter  of  May  11.  concerning  the  eli- 
gibility of  Conservation  Districts  to  mail  at 
the  special  bulk  third-class  rates  of  postage. 
The  papers  you  submitted  explaining  the 
origins  and  functions  of  conservation  dis- 
tricts have  been  reviewed  and  it  is  concluded 
that  they  qualify  to  mail  at  the  special  bulk 
third-class   rates   as   agricultural   organiza- 
tions. We  are  advising  our  field  uniu  accord- 
ingly. 

Sincerely, 

William  F.  Bolger. 
National  Association 
OF  Conservation  Districts. 
Washington.  D.C.  July  7.  1983. 
Congressman  Thomas  Daschle, 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Daschle:  I  am  pleased 
to  enclose  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  July  6 
from  Postmaster  General  William  F.  Bolger 
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in  which  he  advises  that  he  has  concluded 
that  the  districts  quahfy  to  mail  at  the  spe- 
cial bulk  third-class  rates  as  agricultural  or- 
ganizations, and  that  the  field  offices  are 
being  advised  of  this  decision. 

On  behalf -of  the  nation's  conservation  dis- 
tricts. I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  assist- 
ance with  respect  to  the  favorable  conclu- 
sion reached  by  the  Postmaster  General.  As 
you  know,  it  will  have  a  very  beneficial 
impact  on  the  work  of  the  conservation  dis- 
tricts and  the  national  conservation  pro- 
gram. We  appreciate  your  very  effective  ef- 
forts in  support  of  this  important  program. 
Sincerely. 

Milton  E.  (Bimi  Mekelburg. 

President 

Enclosure. 


The  President's  Pace 

The  education  and  communications  pro- 
grams of  conservation  districts  got  a  tre- 
mendous boost  this  week  when  Postmaster 
General  William  F.  Bolger  announced  that 
a  review  of  papers  submitted  by  NACD  had 
resulted  in  the  decision  that  conservation 
districts  qualify  for  special  bulk  third-class 
postage  rates.  Our  officers  and  staff  worked 
very  hard  lo  gather  the  data  for  presenta- 
tion of  the  district  case  and  we  are  gratified 
by  the  decision. 

Many  conservation  districts  had  been 
using  the  special  rate  (currently  5.2«)  for 
several  years.  Others  had  found,  however, 
that  their  applications  were  being  rejected 
by  the  Postal  Service.  NACD  went  to  work 
on  the  problem  and  the  Bolger  decision  is 
the  result.  What  will  really  result,  however, 
is  more  public  education  on  conservation. 
To  any  district  trying  to  carry  out  an  active 
program  on  a  limited  budget,  the  difference 
between  5.2t  postage  and  20«  postage  per 
piece  is  significant.  Prom  a  national  perspec- 
tive, it  means  that  our  total  conservation 
education  and  information  effort  will  be 
greatly  enhanced. 

Many  individuals  helped  us  to  demon- 
strate the  role  of  conservation  districts  and 
the  value  of  their  programs  to  the  Postal 
Service.  Secretary  of  Agriculture  John 
Block  wrote  a  letter  outlining  the  ways  that 
districts  work  with  USDA  on  soil  and  water 
conservation  efforts.  On  Capitol  Hill,  both 
Senator  William  Armstrong  (CO)  and  Con- 
gressman Thomas  Dashle  (SD)  were  influ- 
ential in  promoting  the  districts'  case.  We 
really  appreciate  the  help  of  these  friends. 

But  district  officials  should  not  a.ssume 
that  they  can  get  the  special  postage  rate 
automatically.  You  still  must  apply  for  the 
rate  at  the  Post  Office  where  your  publica- 
tions are  mailed,  and  your  application  must 
be  filled  out  properly  so  it  is  clear  that  your 
conservation  district  meets  the  specific  cri- 
teria of  the  postage  regulations.  If  you  are 
not  certain  how  to  do  that,  we  urge  you  to 
contact  the  NACD  Service  Department  for 
assistance. 

Milton  E.  "Bud"  Mekelburg.* 


COMMENDING  PRESIDENT  AMIN 
GEMAYEL  OF  LEBANON  FOR 
HIS  PEACE  EFFORTS 


HON.  EDWARD  F.  FEIGHAN 

or  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
week.  I  had  the  opportunity  to  meet 
with  President  Amin  Gemayel  of  Leb- 
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anon  when  he  was  in  Washington.  I 
was  quite  impressed  with  President 
Gemayel  s  determination  to  establish 
peace  and  stability  in  his  wartom  and 
ravaged  country.  Mr.  Gemayel  has  the 
difficult,  diplomatic  task  of  urging  the 
withdrawal  of  non-Lebanese  forces 
from  Lebanon  while  simultaneously 
harmonizing  rival  ethnic  cultural  plu- 
ralities in  Lebanon.  My  impression  of 
President  Gemayel  leaves  no  doubt  in 
my  mind  that  he  is  fully  capable  of  ac- 
complishing this  challenging  task. 

The  longtime  friendship  between 
the  people  of  the  United  States  and 
people  of  Lebanon  has  not  been  dimin- 
ished as  a  result  of  events  in  that 
country.  We  should  reinforce  this  rela- 
tionship by  working  to  guarantee  the 
reemergence  of  Lebanon  as  a  strong, 
sovereign  and  independent  country.  I 
concur  with  Mr.  Gemayel  when  he 
asks  for  the  withdrawal  of  all  non-Leb- 
anese forces  from  Lebanon  so  that  he 
can  proceed  to  strengthen  its  central 
government. 

The  effort  to  help  Lebanon  regain 
its  independence  and  rebuild  its  econo- 
my will  also  require  the  support  of  the 
world  community.  I  supported  the 
$251  million  assistance  program  re- 
cently approved  by  Congress  to  aid 
Lebanon.  This  is  but  a  small  contribu- 
tion in  the  reconstruction  process 
after  8  years  of  bitter,  destructive  con- 
flict in  that  beautiful  country. 

There  is  no  question  that  peace  in 
Lebanon  is  obviously  a  precondition 
for  peace  in  the  Middle  East.  If  Leba- 
non is  stable,  then  the  likelihood  of 
stability  throughout  the  entire  Middle 
East  comes  closer  to  reality.  This 
would  be  a  welcome  step  in  the  long 
sought  dream  of  those,  who  for  so 
many  years,  have  attempted  to  bring 
tranquility  to  that  troubled  part  of 
the  world. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  l)enefit  of  my 
constituents  in  Cleveland  who  are  of 
Lebanese  heritage.  I  would  like  to 
direct  your  attention  to  a  speech  given 
by  President  Gemayel  before  the 
United  Nations  General  Assembly  on 
October  18.  1982.  In  that  speech,  he 
quotes  from  a  poem  written  a  century 
ago  about  the  American  West,  express- 
ing the  challenge  that  man  faces  in  a 
rugged  mountainous  terrain.  It  says. 
'Bring  me  men  to  match  my  moun- 
tains."  President  Gemayel  goes  on  to 
describe  Lebanon  as  a  country  of 
rugged  mountainous  terrain:  that  the 
people  of  his  country  are  hardy  and 
proud,  like  their  mountains.  He  con- 
cludes by  saying  ".  .  .  Today,  in  Leba- 
non, men  are  awakening  to  the  histori- 
cal challenge  that  faces  them.  They 
are  a  match  to  their  mountains,  and 
their  aspirations  are  as  high  as  their 
cedars.  " 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  been  in  Leba- 
non. I  have  met  its  people,  traveled  its 
mountains,  and  seen  its  cedars.  There 
is  no  greater  urgency  than  to  restore 
peace  to  the  Middle  East  so  that  ev- 
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eryone  can  share  and  enjoy  the 
abounding  beauty  of  Lebanon  and  its 
neighbors. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  the  Members  of 
this  House  to  join  me  in  supporting 
President  Gemayel's  peace  efforts  in 
the  United  States,  and  I  would  also 
like  to  commend  Ambassador  Philip 
Habib  and  his  deputy,  Mr.  Morris 
Draper,  for  their  unstinting  and  tire- 
less efforts  to  negotiate  a  peace  accord 
in  Lebanon.  Their  talents  and  energies 
will  be  sorely  missed,  but  I  am  confi- 
dent their  successors  will  be  equally 
committed  to  the  same  goal. 

Thank  you.* 
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TIME  TO  TURN  UP  THE  VOICE 
OF  AMERICA 


HON.  ROBERT  J.  UGOMARSINO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Voice  of  America  provides  invalu- 
able service  to  those  seeking  factual 
information  on  the  United  States,  and 
their  own  country.  Yet.  in  times  of 
fiscal  restraint,  the  Voice  has  not  re- 
ceived sufficient  funding  to  initiate  a 
much  needed  modernization  program. 
I  believe  it  is  time  to  provide  funding 
for  such  a  modernization.  I  am  certain 
there  would  be  tangible  benefits  from 
such  a  program,  and  I  call  upon  my 
colleagues  to  join  with  me  in  support- 
ing efforts  to  increase  funding  for  the 
Voice. 

The  following  report  by  the  Herit- 
age Foundation  clearly  describes  the 
current  state  of  the  VGA's  broadcast- 
ing and  transmitting  equipment  and 
calls  for  implementation  of  plans  to 
immediately  modernize  the  Voice.  Let 
us  take  action  now  to  rectify  this  prob- 
lem; those  who  rely  on  the  Voice  for 
factual  information,  and  hope,  deserve 
it. 

Time  To  Turn  Up  the  Voice  of  America 

The  Voice  of  America  recently  received  a 
letter  from  a  frustrated  listener  in  Ghana, 
who  asked.  "Sometimes,  listening  to  the 
news,  the  signal  disappears  altogether.  Have 
your  transmitters  started  to  wear  out?" 

The  answer,  regrettably,  is  yes— and  it  is 
not  only  VGA's  transmitters  that  are  wear- 
ing out.  Yet  in  the  competition  of  ideas  with 
the  communist  world,  the  West's  most 
direct  and  often  most  effective  tool  is  inter- 
national radio.  The  impact  of  such  broad- 
casts as  the  Voice  of  America  can  be  meas- 
ured not  only  by  the  communists'  continu- 
ous and  costly  efforts  to  jam  them,  but  also 
by  official  reactions  to  the  broadcasts.  Only 
recently,  the  Polish  regime  filed  a  protest 
with  the  U.S.  claiming  that  VGA  broadcasts 
have  served  to  "destabilize"  that  regime  by 
encouraging  "destructive  elements  working 
within  Poland's  constitutional  order."  In 
other  words,  the  Voice  is  a  continuing 
source  of  information,  if  not  inspiration,  to 
Polish  listeners. 

Ironically,  this  protest  was  filed  the  same 
week  that  fimds  to  modernize  the  seriously 


understaffed  and  technically  deteriorating 
Voice  were  effectively  slashed  from  the 
budget  by  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  The  House  of  Representatives 
already  had  approved  the  1984  budget  re- 
quest of  the  U.S.  Information  Agency,  of 
which  VGA  is  a  part,  which  would  allow  the 
Voice  to  begin  implementing  modernization. 
The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
however,  cut  the  total  budgetary  request  of 
$701  million  by  $65  million  and  shifted  $64 
million  from  Administration  requests.  With- 
out restoration  of  these  funds.  VGA  mod- 
ernization will  have  to  be  scrapped.  Thus, 
just  when  the  U.S.  must  be  better  prepared 
to  join  in  the  competition  of  ideas,  the  Voice 
is  being  allowed  to  deteriorate. 

VGA's  broadcasting  and  transmitting 
equipment  is  aging  and.  in  many  cases,  is  ob- 
solete. lU  technical  staff  woefully  lacks 
qualified  engineers.  The  news  and  editorial 
staff  is  seriously  shorthanded.  Neither  the 
number  of  hours  broadcast  per  week,  nor 
the  number  of  languages  broadcast,  ade- 
quately reflect  the  position  of  the  United 
States,  nor  do  they  adequately  serve  the  es- 
timated 100  million  listeners  world  wide  who 
regularly  turn  to  VGA  for  its  news  reports 
and  its  mix  of  informational  and  cultural 
program.  The  proposed  VGA  modernization 
plan  addresses  these  shortcomings. 

Of  107  VGA  transmitters,  more  than  90 
percent  are  15  or  more  years  old  more  than 
one-third  are  twice  that  age.  Some  iransmis- 
sters  broadcasting  to  Eastern  Europe  and 
the  Soviet  Union  actually  date  from  World 
War  II.  VGA  has  only  six  500-kilowatt  su- 
perpower transmitters,  all  of  them  patched 
together  from  smaller  units.  The  U.K.  has 
eight  such  transmitters.  West  Germany 
nine,  France  eleven.  The  Soviet  Union,  the 
most  prevalent  voice  on  the  international 
dial,  has  37. 

VGA's  equipment  is  so  old  that  its  techni- 
cians constantly  have  to  cope  with  burned- 
out  generators  and  antennae  that  will  not 
transmit  a  full  signal.  Spare  parts  for  some 
equipment  are  no  longer  available,  VGA 
must  manufacture  them.  Even  VGA's  head- 
quarters studios  in  Washington  are  anti- 
quated and  under  increasing  strain,  as  the 
Voice  struggles  to  increase  its  number  of 
hours  of  weekly  broadcasts.  These  facilties 
regularly  shock  visiting  foreign  broadcast- 
ers, some  of  whom  recently  termed  them 
■'the  world's  most  backward  equipment. " 

VGA  is  currently  on  the  air  956  hours  per 
week,  less  than  half  of  Radio  Moscow's 
2.158,  less  than  either  Taiwan  or  the  Peo- 
ple s  Republic  of  China,  and  barely  more 
than  West  Germany,  Egypt,  or  the  U.K. 
VGA  is  fifth  in  number  of  hours  broadcast 
to  Africa,  sixth  to  the  Caribbean,  Eastern 
Europe,  and  East  Asia,  and  tenth  to  West- 
ern Europe. 

VGA  currently  broadcasts  in  42  languages, 
compared  to  the  USSR's  82.  Peking's  42, 
and  Egypt's  30.  In  the  Middle  East  alone, 
VGA  broadcasts  in  eight  languages,  the 
USSR  in  20.  When  the  USSR  marched  into 
Afghanistan.  VGA  had  no  one  on  its  staff 
able  to  speak  the  official  Pashto  language. 
For  every  hour  VGA  broadcasts  in  that 
tongue,  the  USSR  offers  five.  Of  the  42  lan- 
guage services,  38  are  understaffed.  There  is 
no  correspondent  in  Pakistan  to  cover 
events  in  Afghanistan,  nor  a  correspondent 
in  Geneva  to  cover  arms  control  matters. 

VGA's  modernization  plan  would  replace 
the  old  equipment,  strengthen  the  signal, 
fill  140  engineering  positions  and  141  lan- 
guage service  positions  (including  a  25  per- 
cent Increase  in  the  Polish  and  Baltic 
staffs),  and  create  68  new  positions  to  im- 
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prove  the  quality  of  VGA  news,  features, 
and  other  programs.  Construction  of  new 
transmitting  sites  would  begin  and  the  anti- 
quated distribution  system  would  be  com- 
puterized. 

VGA  modernization  is  essential.  As  mat- 
ters now  stand,  the  Soviets  spend  more  to 
jam  Western  broadcasts  than  the  U.S. 
spends  to  reach  the  entire  world.  The  battle 
for  the  loyalty  of  the  uncommitted,  as  well 
as  the  necessity  of  giving  information  to 
those  in  closed  societies,  requires  that  the 
Voice  of  America  be  given  high  priority  in 
the  allocation  of  federal  resources.* 


INAUGURATION  OF  NEW  LAW  LI- 
BRARY AT  UNIVERSITY  OF 
THE  PHILIPPINES 

HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  OILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  Philip- 
pine President  Ferdinand  Marcos  re- 
cently spoke  at  the  inauguration  of 
new  law  library  facilities  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  the  Philippines,  in  Quezon 
City,  on  June  24,  1983.  Attending  the 
inauguration  was  former  colleague  and 
a  longtime  friend  of  the  Philippines, 
Lester  Wolff. 

Congressman  Wolff  served  in  this 
body  from  1965  until  1980  as  the  Rep- 
resentative of  New  York's  Sixth  Con- 
gressional District.  In  1962.  he  was  a 
member  of  the  U.S.  Trade  Mission  to 
the  Philippines  and  later  served  as 
chairman  of  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs. 

It  is  encouraging  to  note  continued 
programs  in  improving  law-related 
educational  facilities  within  the  Phil- 
ippines. Recognizing  the  continuing 
strength  of  our  close  ties  to  the  Philip- 
pines. I  am  inserting  President 
Marcos'  remarks  in  full  at  this  point  in 
the  Congressional  Record. 

The  remarks  follow: 
Address  of  Philippines  President  Ferdi- 
nand Marcos  During  the  Inauguration 
OF  the  New  Law  Library  Building,  Uni- 
versity OF  THE  Philippines,  Quezon  City. 
June  24,  1983 

I  would  travel  a  thousand  miles  for  an  in- 
troduction of  that  nature.  But  all  kidding 
aside,  may  I  greet  the  Dean  of  our  College.  I 
am  certain  that  he  has  not  changed  his 
name.  Dean  Bacungan  and  our  Mistress  of 
Ceremonies,  and,  the  highest  magistrate  of 
our  land  who  was  about  a  year  ahead  in  my 
graduation.  I  don't  know  what  Roily  de  la 
Cuesta,  a  law  graduate,  is  doing  administer- 
ing coconuts.  And  in  the  process  collecting 
money  for  the  UP  complex. 

I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  we  have  a  special  guest.  We  have  an  8- 
termer  American  Congressman.  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  member.  Congressman 
Lester  Wolfe  of  New  York.  He  probably 
came  here  to  find  out  if.  indeed,  there  is 
freedom  of  speech  in  this  country. 

Yes.  the  prilgrimage  that  I  make  to  the 
University  of  the  Philippines  occasionally, 
the  last  one  was  1976,  wasn't  it?,  is  indeed 
one  which  evokes  memories.  It  has  always 
been  wondered  about  as  to  why  I  seem  to 
have  a  personal  sUke  in  the  rule  of  law  in 
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our  country  and  for  that  matter  in  the  rule 
of  law  in  general. 

My  interest  in  this  is  deep,  personal  and 
profound.  As  you  probably  know,  talking 
about  controversy,  as  early  as  l>efore  the  age 
of  majority  I  was  in  controversy.  Can  you 
imagine  a  young  law  student,  a  senior  law 
student,  naive,  innocent,  believing  in  law  as 
the  pure  distillate  of  fairness  and  justice 
charged  with  murder  and  confronted  with  a 
witness  he  had  never  seen  in  his  life,  which 
witness  testified  to  the  effect  that  he  had 
seen  this  young  man  commit  the  crime  of 
murder? 

This  was  so  shocking  to  me  that  I  almost 
completely  abandoned  the  profession  of  law. 
But  recovering  from  the  shock.  I  realize 
then  and  there  that  if  there  was  any  test  for 
the  rule  of  law  this  was  the  test.  And  it  was 
a  personal  test. 

And  thus  may  presence  here  is  a  proof 
that  the  rule  of  law  does  exist.  It  is  not  a 
figment  of  the  imagination.  It  is  not  a  cre- 
ation of  the  writers,  the  geniuses  who  talk 
about  legal  institutions  created  by  man  for 
the  past  two  thousand  years. 

It  is  a  bastion  upon  which  man  can  stand 
in  the  protection  of  his  individual  rights. 

And  thus,  even  my  critics  and  political  en- 
emies must  wonder  why  I  often  suddenly 
turn  compassionate  and  protective  even 
against  my  own  foes. 

It  is  therefore  an  inestimable  pleasure  for 
me  to  return  once  again  to  this  university—  " 
the  University  of  the  Philippines,  and  the 
College  which  nurtured  me  in  the  law  and 
in  my  youth;  and  it  is  with  a  deep  sense  of 
pride  and  honor  that  I  join  you  all  here 
today  for  the  inauguration  of  this  new  law 
library  in  our  premier  state  university. 

I  must  express  the  regret  of  the  better 
member  of  our  family,  better-looking 
member  of  our  partnership.  Imelda.  for  not 
being  able  to  come.  But  today  is  Manila 
Day.  if  you  will  remember.  And  she  is  to 
lead  the  ceremonies  in  Manila.  I  am  certain 
that  many  of  you  would  have  preferred  to 
see  her.  But.  let  us  delay  that  for  some 
other  day. 

This  new  edifice  in  the  U.P.  complex  rep- 
resents the  fruit  of  a  magnificent  collabora- 
tive effort  between  the  public  and  private 
sectors  in  the  service  of  a  worthy  cause. 

I  am  afraid  though  that  it  has  called  the 
attention  of  the  Chief  Justice  to  the  defi- 
ciency of  the  budget  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
He  has  repeatedly  called  my  attention  this 
morning  not  only  once,  but  twice,  to  the 
effect  that  the  library  of  the  University  of 
the  Philippines  is  much  better  than  that  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Philippines.  And 
my  answer  to  that  was:  Perhaps  a  collabora- 
tive effort  could  be  established  so  that  the 
Supreme  Court  can  utilize  the  facilities  of 
the  University  of  the  Philippines. 

On  the  one  hand,  university  and  college 
authorities  and  the  national  government 
have  been  instrumental  in  raising  funds  for 
the  building  of  this  edifice.  I  do  remember 
that  I  released  8.2  million  pesos  for  the  five- 
story  building  in  1980. 

Frankly,  I  did  not  believe  that  you  could 
finish  the  five-story  building  with  £8  mil- 
lion. I  don't  know  how  to  deal.  But  I  think 
we  should  change  some  of  the  engineers  In 
the  government.  Dean,  can  you  take  over? 

But  frankly  since  the  escalation  of  prices 
which  have  been  going  at  the  rate  of  10  per- 
cent every  year  since  1977  I  am  pleasantly 
shocked  to  see  a  five-story  building  with  8 
million  pesos  very  well  spent  indeed. 

On  the  other,  this  project  has  come  to 
fruition  because  of  the  generous  contribu- 
tions of  so  many— of  the  individual  alum- 
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nus.  aiumni  classes,  business  firms,  friends 
and  supporters,  all  of  whom  share  the  vision 
of  a  modem  law  library  to  service  the  needs 
not  only  of  the  UP  law  students  and  faculty, 
but  the  nation  ais  a  whole  and  perhaps  for 
the  region. 

This  is.  I  think,  as  it  should  be.  For  in  the 
truest  sense  of  the  word,  this  library  be- 
longs not  just  to  this  university  or  this  law 
college,  but  to  the  nation  and  to  our  people. 
And  its  service,  like  that  of  the  university 
and  the  college  is  to  a  public  cause. 

Buildings  are  impressive,  especially  if  they 
are  well  build  and  well  designed:  but  what 
we  inaugurate  here  today  is  not  so  much  its 
impressive  physical  structure,  but  what  it 
will  henceforth  house  and  provide  and  stim- 
ulate. 

And  this  is  no  other  that  the  Legal  Re- 
sources Center,  which  will  become  an  essen- 
tial part  of  the  UP  Law  Complex  that  we 
have  long  dreamed  of  amd  worked  for. 

As  the  plan  for  the  law  complex  so  clearly 
states,  our  major  goal  is  to  transform  the 
law  library  into  a  legal  resources  center 
which  will  collect,  analyze,  index,  computer- 
ize and  actively  make  available  law  and  law- 
related  information  for  national,  regional 
and  international  publics. 

That's  quite  a  wide  jurisdiction. 

And  in  line  with  this  goal,  the  Center  will 
comprise  of  several  key  components; 

A  Library;  a  Legal  Information  Service 
and  Data  Bank:  a  National  Legal  Language 
Project:  a  Simplification  of  Legal  Docu- 
ments Project:  a  Law  Publishing  House,  and 
a  Translation,  Audio-Visual  and  Special 
Services  Division. 

In  this  concept  of  what  a  law  library 
should  be  and  should  serve,  it  seems  to  me 
that  we  are  providing  a  focus  for  its  work 
much  broader  than  it  once  was.  and  we  are 
responding  to  a  long-felt  need  in  Philippine 
legal  education  and  jurisprudence. 

Let  me.  therefore,  congratulate  all  those 
who  have  conceived  of  this  project,  starting 
of  course,  with  the  Dean  and  the  President 
of  the  University.  Let  me  assure  you  that  I 
and  the  government  will  support  this 
project. 

The  service  of  a  Legal  Resource  Center  is 
as  you  might  put  it.  two-fold.  On  the  one 
hand,  it  must  serve  as  a  repository  for  Phil- 
ippine law  and  jurisprudence,  and  for  the 
achievements  in  their  fields  likewise  of  the 
other  cultures  and  laws  of  other  peoples. 
This  IS  its  library  function. 

And  it  is  all  the  more  immediately  rele- 
vant to  the  study  and  the  practice  of  law, 
because  perhaps  more  than  any  other  pro- 
fession, the  legal  profession  is  one  that  de- 
pends greatly  on  the  accumulated  wisdom 
and  practice  of  the  past. 

But  there  is  another  side  to  it  that  looks 
to  change  and  flux  in  human  society.  And  a 
Legal  Resource  Center  must  also  fill  the 
need  for  data,  information  and  perspective 
that  are  required  in  the  necessary  change, 
and  applicaiton  of  law  in  society. 

Legal  education  and  jurisprudence  would 
indeed  be  starved,  would  shrivel,  if  they  had 
nothing  but  precedent  to  look  up  to. 

There  is  a  seeming  paradox  between  these 
twin  objectives,  of  course,  as  most  legal  com- 
mentators have  referred  to,  but  as  one  jurist 
has  said  there  is  such  a  thing  as.  and  I 
quote:  "The  changing  permanency  of  the 
law;"  a  changing  permanency  of  the  law 
which  law  can  be  rigid  over  time  or  becom- 
ing unmoored  without  from  the  fount  of 
tradition. 

It  is  in  contemporary  times  where  we  feel 
most  this  tension  between  tradition  on  one 
hand,  change  on  the  other.  As  human  socie- 
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ty  has  been  transformed  and  is  being  trans- 
formed by  the  technological,  social,  and  po- 
litical innovations  of  our  age.  there  has  been 
more  and  more  an  imperative  for  law  to  be 
attuned  to  the  changing  times  and  circum- 
stances. 

But  in  this  is  to  be  found  a  profound  and 
a  difficult  challenge.  This  is  a  challenge  to 
all  lawyers,  to  all  legal  scholars,  to  all  those 
who  practice  the  art  of  law.  And  the  chal- 
lenge is  one  of  instituting  a  procedure  for 
orderly  change,  for  change  there  must  be  as 
against  a  random,  one  of  innovating  every- 
time  there  is  perceived  to  be  a  need  for  an 
exigency  for  change,  impulsive.  Cardozo 
stated  the  problem  well,  if  you  remember, 
when  he  wrote  that  we  must  always  take 
care  to  safeguard  the  law  against  "the  as- 
saults of  opportunism,  the  expediency  of 
the  passing  hour,  the  erosion  of  small  en- 
croachments, the  scorn  and  derision  of 
those  who  have  no  patience  with  general 
principles."  That's  a  beautiful  statement 
anyway.  We  must  hold  fast  to  principles  and 
procedures,  even  as  we  strive  to  keep  the 
law  in  becoming  rigid  with  age  or  becoming 
obsolete  in  the  face  of  changing  times  and 
circumstances.  Just  as  reason  dictates  how 
we  should  construe  and  arrive  at  the  settle- 
ments of  questions  and  disputes,  so  an 
appeal  to  the  interpretation  of  existing 
laws,  so  also  In  the  matter  of  changed 
reason,  deliberation,  study,  wisdom,  pru- 
dence should  be  our  guide. 

We  who  claimed  to  be  the  guardians  and 
the  custodians  of  the  law  must  ever  take 
care  to  remember  this.  Becau.se  all  too  often 
we  will  face  the  passions  of  the  moment 
that  will  urge  us  to  bend  procedures  for  this 
or  that  cause  to  satisfy  the  fleeting  require- 
ments of  the  hour. 

All  too  often,  we  must  face  the  impatience 
of  those  who  feel  that  legal  procedures  are 
too  technical  and  cumbersome  to  serve  the 
cause  of  justice  in  this  or  that  case.  So  we 
must  expedite,  accelerate,  forget  about  pru- 
dence, conscience.  But  the  law  is  prudence, 
wisdom  and  conscience. 

The  process  of  law  is  never  easy.  But  it  is 
solely  through  its  ministration  of  justice 
can  be  served  with  any  semblance  of  consist- 
ency and  authority. 

The  service  of  institutions  for  legal  re- 
search and  study  consists  precisely  in  this: 
that  they  shall  provide  the  perspective  of 
thought,  of  tradition,  of  wisdom,  of  delib- 
eration and  that  the  facts  of  the  problem 
that  are  presented  by  the  demand  of  amend- 
ments and  change.  They  are  the  repository 
of  knowledge  which  we  can  mine  at  our  own 
leisure.  For  the  sort  of  changes  we  must 
make,  and  repair  to  in  resisting  those  that 
we  should  never  think  even  with  undertak- 
ing. They  are  founts  to  tap  in  the  elabora- 
tion of  complex  issues  in  our  social  order  in 
the  legal  institutions  of  our  day.  And  if  we 
use  them  well,  they  are  a  means  to  resolve 
such  questions  in  an  orderly  humane 
manner. 

Taken  out  of  this  difficult  procedure  for 
making  law  and  jurisprudence  more  effec- 
tive, our  attempts  to  improve  upon  the  legal 
order  can  only  be  arbitrary  and  impulsive. 
And  we  would  risk  irreparable  injury  to  the 
rule  of  law  itself.  We  would  endanger  the 
very  service  of  law  to  human  society. 

The  stability  and  strength  of  societies  in 
the  last  analysis  are  to  be  judged  in  terms  of 
how  their  legal  systems  cope  with  the  tasks 
of  improvement  and  change.  For  the  chal- 
lenge of  bringing  order  to  a  social  life  must 
be  marked  by  contingencies.  There  are 
really  no  neat  formulas,  no  easy  and  inge- 
nious solutions,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  man 
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has  been  trying  to  develop  his  legal  institu- 
tions for.  say,  the  last  two  thousand  years  in 
spile  of  the  brilliance  of  man. 

There  are  no  fast,  easy,  quick  solutions. 
We  can  all  learn  from  the  happier  experi- 
ences of  others,  but  we  must  also  remember 
to  remind  them  of  the  wise  man  that  each 
society  must  finally  try  its  own  way  to  pre- 
serve the  rule  of  law  in  the  midst  of  its  own 
peculiar  circumstances  and  experiences. 
One  cannot  borrow  in  toto  and  completely 
and  transfer  this  or  that  fauna  and  flora 
into  this  or  that  environment  and  expect  it 
to  flourish. 

It  is  societies  that  succeed  in  keeping  the 
aegis  of  authority  for  the  legal  order,  and  in 
making  justice  live  side  by  side  with  the  pos- 
sibility of  an  environment  of  uncertainty 
and  change,  may  even  with  violence  that  fi- 
nally attain  the  commanding  heights  of 
progress  and  stability. 

Our  country  through  the  alchemy  of  time 
has  succeeded.  I  think,  with  the  help  of  the 
law  graduates  of  the  University  of  the  Phil- 
ippines. And  all  other  universities  have  suc- 
ceeded in  building  a  legal  system  that  has 
served  our  society  and  our  people  well, 
through  times  of  peace  and  through  times 
of  crises,  through  times  of  difficulty  and 
through  times  of  prosperity. 

It  is  a  system  founded  on  national  tradi- 
tion and  experience,  and  linked  to  the  tre- 
mendous treasures  of  legal  thought  in  the 
life  of  mankind.  We  have  no  doubt  that  in 
the  course  that  we  follow,  in  a  world  full  of 
challenges  and  pressures,  and  in  an  era  of 
constant  and  bewildering  swift  changes,  the 
strength  of  this  system  lies  in  our  apprecia- 
tion of  how  our  legal  order  should  adjust,  in 
what  manner  it  should  adjust,  how  fast  it 
should  adjust,  in  what  direction  it  should 
adjust  in  a  changing  world. 

In  establishing  this  Legal  Resources 
Center  we  do  not  realize  now  but  we  add 
one  more  pillar  to  the  rule  of  law  in  our  so- 
ciety, one  that  I  profoundly  believe  will 
serve  us  well  in  years  and  years  to  come. 

I  congratulate  the  University  of  the  Phil- 
ippines, and  especially  the  College  of  Law  of 
the  University  of  the  Philippines,  its  Dean, 
and  the  UP  Law  Center,  the  members  of  the 
faculty  and  those  that  had  anything  to  do 
with  .setting  up  this  project,  including  the 
student  body  in  .setting  up  this  landmark 
which  we  inaugurate  today.  And  both  as  an 
alumnus  of  this  institution  of  learning  and 
as  the  head  of  our  government.  I  fully  share 
your  pride  and  hope  in  this  achievement. 
And  to  give  substance  to  these  words  of 
mine,  I  hereby  sign  in  your  presence  an 
order  to  release  yearly  from  now  on,  I 
hereby  direct  the  immediate  release  of  2 
million  pesos  for  the  Legal  Research  Fund 
and  for  the  release  thereafter  of  1  million 
pesos  annually  for  the  UP  Law  Center  for 
the  Legal  Research  Fund  of  the  UP  College 
of  Law. 

In  your  presence,  I  sign  this  Letter  of  In- 
struction. 

Thank  you  very  much.* 


WHY  ARE  BABY  GIRLS  BEING- 
KILLED  IN  CHINA? 

HON.  FRANK  R.  WOLF 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  WOLF.   Mr.  Speaker,   I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 


colleagues  a  column  in  the  July  25 
Wall  Street  Journal  which  describes  a 
population  control  policy-only  one 
child  per  couple— which  is  bringing 
about  a  tragic  societal  change  in  main- 
land China.  ,      ,     ^    r^^ 

Human  life  is  being  devalued.  The 
strict  enforcement  of  population 
quotas  per  community  units  and  the 
economic  consequences  of  bearing  a 
female  infant  are  reviving  and  promul- 
gating infanticide,  according  to  this  ar- 
ticle, I  commend  this  column  to  the 
urgent  reading  by  all  who  share  a  deep 
concern  about  human  life, 
Asia 
(By  Steven  W.  Mosher) 

WHY  ARE  BABY  GIRLS  BEING  KILLED  IN  CHINA? 

In  1980.  when  I  was  living  with  the  8.000 
members  of  Sandhead  Brigade  in  China  s 
Guangdong  Province.  I  asked  village  friends 
whether  female  infanticide  ever  occurred  lo- 
cally The  answer,  which  came  with  rather 
more  heat  than  I  had  expected,  was  an  em- 
phatic no.  "Ours  is  a  land  of  fish  and  rice, 
one  wrinkled  old  midwife  told  me  in  expla- 
nation. "All  the  people  here  have  always 
been  able  to  raise  their  daughters."  She  and 
others  insisted  that  even  under  the  old  im- 
p«rial  regime  girl  babies  had  never  been  put 
to  death. 

Yet  less  than  two  years  later  Chinese 
friends  in  Hong  Kong  who  had  recently 
been  back  to  the  village  began  to  tell  of  girl 
infants  dying  soon  after  birth  in  suspicious 
circumstances.  One  young  woman  was  even 
more  candid,  admitting  to  me  that  when  her 
mainland  sister-in-law  had  recently  given 
birth  to  a  girl,  the  baby  had  been  murdered 
immediately.  A  bucket  of  water  had  been 
prepared  beside  the  bed.  When  the  newborn 
turned  out  to  be  a  girl,  she  was  drowned. 

Female  infanticide  isn"t  just  an  anomaly 
oi  the  village  I  lived  in.  Premier  Zhao 
Ziyang  thought  the  problem  widespread 
enough  to  condemn  it  in  his  report  to  the 
National  People's  Congress  in  December 
1982.  "We  must  protect  in  particular  infant 
girls  and  their  mothers."  he  said.  "The 
whole  society  must  resolutely  condemn  the 
criminal  activities  of  female  infanticide  and 
maltreatment  of  mothers.  The  judicial  ap- 
paratus should  resolutely  punish  the  of- 
fenders according  to  law." 

In  recent  months  provincial  newspapers 
throughout  China  have  reported  grisly  tales 
of  the  murder  of  female  infants.  On  March 
3  the  Peoples  Daily  admitted  that  "the 
butchering,  drowning  and  leaving  to  die  of 
female  infants  and  the  maltreating  ol 
women  who  have  given  birth  to  girls  has 
become  a  grave  social  problem. '" 

Peking  claims  that  these  crimes  are  com- 
mitted by  "backward"  villagers  in  the  name 
01   "feudal"  attitudes  that    "boys  are  pre- 
cious   girls  are  worthless."  Male  villagers, 
said  to  desire  sons  to    carry  on  the  ancestral 
line  and  extend  the  generations."  have  been 
especially  singled  out  for  censure.  "In  their 
keen  desire  to  have  sons. "  the  English-lan- 
guage  Peking   Review   said    last    January, 
"some  men  still  torment  their  wives  who 
bear  daughters  and  worse  still,  they  kill  the 
baby    girls    through    neglect    or    outright 
murder."  If  Peking  is  to  be  believed,  many 
peasant  men   are   ignorant  and  misguided 
monsters  who  willingly  sacrifice  their  infant 
daughters  on  the  altar  of  some  feudal  belief. 
Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 
Infanticide  does  have  a  long  and  tragic  his- 
tory in  many  parts  of  China.  But  Ijy  the 
middle  decades  of  this  century,  it  looked  as 


though  this  barbarism  was  on  its  way  to  ex- 
tinction. In  Chinese  villages  today,  where 
ancestral  land  has  long  since  been  expropri- 
ated by  the  state  and  ancestor  worship  is  on 
the  decline,  traditional  notions  of  clan  and 
family  continuity  no  longer  exert  much  in- 
nuence.  These  attenuated  ideas  could  not 
possibly  account  for  the  sudden  reoccur- 
rence of  female  infanticide. 

The  wave  of  infanticide  sweeping  China  is 
a  direct  consequence  of  a  population-control 
policy  of  unprecedented  severity.  It  restricts 
families  to  one  child,  ignores  the  realities  of 
old-age  economics  in  the  countryside  and 
systematically  denigrates  the  value  of 
human  life. 

Parents  are  permitted  to  have  only  one 
child,  and  then  only  after  a  "birth  quoU" 
has  been  issued  by  the  authorities.  Each 
population  unit,  such  as  a  rural  collective,  is 
limited  to  a  certain  number  of  births  per 
year,  which  it  allots  to  couples  who  have  yet 
to  have  children. 

Women  pregnant  with  "over-quota 
babies  are  forced  to  attend  round-the-clock 
"study  courses"  until  they  submit  to  an 
abortion.  Families  who  actually  have  a 
second  child  must  pay  heavy  fines  of  up  to 
$2,000— several  years  wages  in  mainland 
China— and  run  the  risk  of  demotion  or  as- 
signment to  less  desirable  work  as  well. 

This  draconian  policy  makes  no  provision 
for  the  long-term  economic  concerns  of 
peasant  parents,  especially  their  anxieties 
about  financial  security  in  old  age.  Sons  are 
the  only  social-security  system  known  to  vil- 
lagers, for  there  are  no  pension  programs  in 
the  Chinese  countryside.  Neither  can 
daughters  give  long-term  assistance,  for 
rural  custom  decrees  that  they  take  up  resi- 
dence with  their  husbands  family  upon 
marriage  and  sever  all  economic  ties  with 
their  natal  family.  Even  if  they  were  to  keep 
a  daugther  at  home,  peasants  say,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  find  her  a  husband  in  a 
population  of  only  sons.  . 

Those  who  are  without  sons  must  toil  m 
the  fields  throughout  their  twilight  years. 
As  their  strength  declines  to  the  point 
where  they  cannot  keep  up,  they  are  as- 
signed lighter  work  that  pays  scarcely 
enough  for  their  rice  ration.  Old  age  is  a 
long  downward  spiral  of  flagging  vigor, 
worsening  diet  and  weakening  health. 

While  the  birth  of  a  son  has  always  been  a 
more  important  event  than  the  arrival  of  a 
daughter.  Peking's  policy  of  one  child  per 
family  has  raised  the  stakes.  For  the  peas- 
antry birth  has  become  a  kind  of  Russian 
roulette:  The  arrival  of  a  son  heralds  a  re- 
laxed and  secure  old  age;  the  coming  of  a 
daughter  portends  poverty  and  slow  starva- 
tion during  one's  declining  years.  It  is  not 
•feudal  nonsense"  but  brutal  economic  re- 
ality that  moves  the  parents  to  hope  for  a 
man-child. 

If  the  child  isn't  male,  then  the  choice  is  a 
stark  one;  Either  kill  or  abandon  the  new- 
born female  infant,  reserving  your  one-child 
quota  for  the  birth  of  a  boy,  or  face  a  har- 
rowing old  age.  It  is  no  surprise  that  many 
peasants  decide  in  favor  of  their  own  securi- 
ty and  trade  the  infants  life  for  their  own. 
it  is  also  an  act  in  which  the  Chinese  state 
is  a  silent  accomplice.  The  English-language 
China  Daily  printed  in  Peking  may  publish 
editorials  lamenting  the  resurgence  of  in- 
fanticide, but  the  implementation  of  the 
birth  control  policy  at  the  grass  roots  en- 
courages cadres  to  overlook  the  willful 
murder  of  female  Infants. 

County,  commune  and  production  brigade 
cadres  are  told  how  many  births  their  unit 
is  to  be  allowed  each  year  and  are  promoted 
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and  otherwise  rewarded  on  the  basis  of 
whether  they  succeed  in  meeting  the  quota. 
It  isn't  in  their  interest  to  prevent  female 
infanticide.  Each  girl  who  dies  at  birth  or 
disappears  soon  after  is  one  less  head  that 
they  will  be  held  to  account  for  in  the 
annual  birth  control  report. 

Front-line  cadres  take  their  cues  from 
their  superiors,  and  these  have  made  clear 
that  population  growth  is  to  be  held  down 
at  all  cosU,  even  that  of  the  lives  of  millions 
of  infants. 

Not  only  are  forced  abortions  being  per- 
formed up  to  the  time  of  birth,  there  are 
even  cases  of  officially  sanctioned  infanti- 
cide. In  one  incident  shortly  after  I  left 
Guangdong  Province,  a  young  wom-ui  preg- 
nant for  the  first  time  gave  birth  to  twin 
boys.  What  should  have  been  an  occasion 
for  rejoicing  quickly  turned  tragic  as  the 
cadres  present  asked  her  which  one  she 
wanted.  Both  of  them,  she  replied,  but  to  no 
avail.  One  of  the  babies— she  could  not  and 
would  not  choose  which— was  taken  from 
her  and  put  to  death.* 


MEMBER'S  EXPLANATION 

HON.  ROBERT  E.  WISE,  JR. 

OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  ^ 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
m  Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday, 
due  to  the  death  of  one  of  my  close 
friends,  I  was  unable  to  be  present 
during  roll  calls  266  (H.R.  622).  267 
(H.R.  2498).  and  268  (an  amendment 
offered  to  H,R.  2957). 

Had  I  been  able  to  be  present  to 
vote,  I  would  have  voted  "aye"  on  roll 
call  266,  "no"  on  roll  call  267,  and 
"aye"  on  roll  call  268.» 


YOUTH  OPPORTUNITY  WAGE 

HON.  JOHN  N.  ERLENBORN 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
I  have  in  the  past,  I  am  introducing  a 
bill  to  help  young  people  get  jobs. 

When  I  introduced  a  similar  bill  in 
1981,  I  said  that  unemployment 
among  youth  had  substantially  ex- 
ceeded that  of  the  general  population 
for  more  than  10  years,  and  that  pat- 
tern is  continuing.  That  same  pattern 
is  continuing  today  in  1983.  Even  when 
we  see  a  general  decline  in  the  unem- 
ployment rate  among  the  general  pop- 
ulation, we  see  only  a  slight  decline  in 
the  youth  unemployment  rate,  espe- 
cially among  minority  youth,  which 
continues  to  exceed  45  percent.  Unem- 
ployment among  white  teenagers  ex- 
ceeds 20  percent  while  unemployment 
overall  hovers  around  10  percent. 

Although  there  have  been  argu- 
ments to  the  contrary,  I  subscribe  to 
the  results  of  studies  which  show  that 
a  youth  opportunity  wage  could  raise 
total  teenage  employment  levels  and 
create    job    opportunities    for    over 


IMI 


21294 

500,000  unemployed  teenagers.  A 
major  obstacle  to  their  being  hired  is 
the  minimum  wage,  now  at  $3.35  an 
hour,  which  discourages  employers 
from  hiring  them.  As  a  result  of  their 
unemployment,  they  lose  opportuni- 
ties to  learn  needed  skills  and  good 
working  habits. 

My  bill  is  designed  to  provide  an  in- 
centive for  employers  to  expand  job 
opportunities  for  teenagers  by  permit- 
ting employers  to  pay  them  a  wage 
less  than  the  basic  wage  for  a  limited 
period  of  time,  up  to  180  days.  During 
those  180  days,  a  teenager  can  then 
learn  skills  that  would  justify  pay  at 
the  basic  wage  rate  already  required 
by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
[FI;SA]. 

Specifically,  my  bill  amends  FLSA  to 
permit  an  employer  to  employ  a  teen- 
ager under  19  at  a  wage  rate  of  $2.85 
per  hour  or  at  85  percent  of  the  other- 
wise applicable  minimum  wage.  This 
youth  opportunity  wage  can  be  paid 
for  180  days  at  anytime  of  the  year. 
By  amending  section  6  of  the  FLSA, 
the  provision  incorporates  other  Fed- 
eral laws  which  reference  the  Federal 
minimum  wage  under  section  6(a)(1) 
and  allow  this  type  of  youth  employ- 
ment under  those  laws. 

The  bill  does  not  require  a  special 
certificate  by  the  Secretary  nor  does  it 
limit  the  number  of  teenagers  an  em- 
ployer may  employ.  It  does  prohibit 
employment  at  the  youth  wage  for 
more  than  180  days,  amd  it  does  pro- 
vide that  employment  shall  be  in  com- 
pliance with  child  labor  laws.  The  bill 
protects  against  displacement  of  adult 
workers  and  substitution  of  one  teen- 
ager for  another  by  applying  existing 
penalties  against  violators.  The  bill 
further  provides  that  an  employer 
cannot  lower  a  teenager's  wages  if  the 
teenager  is  employed  at  the  present 
minimum  wage  or  if  the  teenager  has 
worked  for  180  days.  Full  time  stu- 
dents may  not  work  in  excess  of  20 
hours  per  week  except  during  vacation 
periods. 

Many  teenagers  want  to  work  and 
we  should  find  ways  to  employ  them. 
My  bill  will  encourage  employers  to 
open  doors  for  their  employment.* 


THE  PRESIDENT'S  NEWS 
CONFERENCE 


HON.  WM.  S.  BROOMHELD 

OP  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  BROOMPIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  commend  the  President  for 
being  frank  and  open  with  the  Ameri- 
can people.  At  last  night's  press  con- 
ference, he  talked  at  length  about  our 
foreign  policy  objectives  in  Central 
America. 

President  Reagan  made  two  points 
absolutely  clear.  He  definitely  wants 
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peace  in  that  nearby  region.  In  this 
regard,  he  has  sent  U.S.  Special  Envoy 
Stone  to  meet  with  the  concerned 
groups  in  that  area.  The  President  is 
also  actively  supporting  the  Contadora 
Group's  peace  initiatives.  Already,  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  has  indicated 
a  willingness  to  discuss  arms  ship- 
ments. The  Sandinistas  also  said  they 
were  ready  to  negotiate  a  nonaggres- 
sion  treaty  with  Honduras.  I  believe 
that  the  President  is  sincere  in  his  ef- 
forts to  bring  peace  to  the  region. 

I  agree  with  the  President's  com- 
ments that  dialog  and  negotiations  can 
best  succeed  when  the  parties  are  con- 
vinced that  their  goals  cannot  be 
achieved  through  the  barrel  of  a  gun. 

The  planned  joint  training  exercises 
for  the  Caribbean  and  Central  Amer- 
ica are  not  threatening  to  the  nations 
in  that  region.  I  am  convinced  that 
these  sea  and  land  maneuvers  are  part 
of  a  series  of  joint  efforts  with  our 
friends  in  that  area.  They  are  limited 
in  scale  and  purpose.  Our  country  is 
not  seeking  a  larger  presence  on  that 
region. 

Although  the  United  States  has 
never  provoked  a  war,  we  must  be  will- 
ing to  show  our  determination.  We 
must  be  willing  to  persevere  if  our 
peaceful  methods  fail.  We  must  make 
our  concerns  known  to  friend  and  foe 
alike.  The  Sandinistas  must  clearly  un- 
derstand that  we  oppose  the  use  of 
force  by  one  neighbor  against  another 
in  Central  America. 

I  again  congratulate  the  President 
for  setting  the  record  straight.  We  all 
now  know  what  our  country's  objec- 
tives are  in  that  area.  In  this  regard,  I 
believe  our  Nation's  goals  in  Central 
America  are  sound  and  can  be  support- 
ed by  all  of  us.» 


THE  150TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
THE  UNION  CHAPEL 


HON.  BEVERLY  B.  BYRON 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27.  1983 

•  Mrs.  BYRON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  ac- 
knowledge the  150th  aruiiversary  of 
the  Union  Chapel  in  Glenwood,  Md. 

The  church  has  played  a  historic 
part  in  the  history  of  Maryland,  as  it 
is  located  on  the  primary  early  19th 
century  route  between  Westminster 
and  the  port  of  Georgetown.  As  part 
of  an  effort  to  preserve  our  religious 
heritage,  a  group  of  dedicated  citizens 
has  beautifully  restored  the  chapel. 

On  July  9,  descendants  of  the  Origi- 
nal board  of  trustees  in  1833.  members 
of  the  present  official  body,  and  other 
interested  members  of  the  community 
gathered  in  Glenwood  to  celebrate  the 
150th  anniversary  of  the  execution  of 
the  deed  of  trust  from  Charles  D. 
Warfield  to  the  board  of  trustees  in 
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1833.  The  weekend  gathering  was 
marked  by  a  special  religious  service  in 
the  restored  chapel  and  ecumenical 
recognition  of  those  who  had  worked 
to  preserve  it. 

I  bring  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues this  fine  example  of  recogniz- 
ing the  importance  of  our  history  and 
how  the  dedication  of  a  small  group 
can  bring  our  tradition  back  to  life.» 


July  27,  1983 

join  me  in  recognizing  this  unique  or- 
ganization and  the  men  and  women  to 
which  it  is  dedicated.* 


THE      95TH      ANNIVERSARY      OF 
THE   BROTHERHOOD   RAILWAY 

CARMEN 


HON.  WILUAM  0.  UPINSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
honored  to  recognize  the  95th  anniver- 
sary of  the  founding  of  the  Brother- 
hood Railway  Carmen  of  the  United 
States  and  Canada.  Since  its  beginning 
in  1888,  the  Brotherhood  Railway 
Carmen  has  lived  up  to  its  motto  of 
friendship,  unity,  and  true  brotherly 
love.  This  organization  has  not  only 
served  its  members  as  a  union,  but  ad- 
ditionally has  played  an  important 
part  in  the  history  of  the  railway  in- 
dustry. It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  wish 
to  acknowledge  August  15,  1983,  as  the 
commencement  of  the  27th  convention 
of  this  honorable  organization. 

Railway  car  repairers  and  inspectors 
worked  under  very  trying  conditions 
during  the  early  years  of  the  railroad 
industry.  Accidents,  low  wages,  and 
long  hours  plagued  the  early  railroad 
workers.  On  October  27,  1888,  the 
Brotherhood  of  Car  Repairers  of 
North  America  (BCRNA)  was  founded 
to  address  these  problems  and  help 
the  railroad  workers  overcome  them. 
It  served  as  the  nucleus  around  which 
other  organizations  joined  to  form 
what  we  know  today  as  the  Brother- 
hood Railway  Carmen.  The  union's 
monthly  publication,  the  Railway  Car- 
men's Journal,  continues  to  address 
various  railroad  problems  and  provides 
a  forum  through  which  new  ideas  can 
be  voiced. 

The  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen 
today  has  a  membership  of  over  90,000 
men  and  women  and  represents  some 
25,000  railroad  retirees.  The  brother- 
hood is  one  of  the  few  lasting  original 
organizations  for  railroad  employees, 
working  or  retired.  Through  good 
times  and  bad,  the  Brotherhood  Rail- 
way Carmen  has  continued  to  serve  its 
members. 

The  members  of  the  Brotherhood 
Railway  Carmen  of  the  United  States 
and  Canada  can  be  proud.  They  have 
established  a  union  that  has  contin- 
ually served  the  workers  of  the  rail- 
road industry  for  95  years.  Their  com- 
mitment to  friendship,  unity,  and 
brotherly  love  has  set  them  apart  in  a 
class  by  themselves.  I  ask  everyone  to 
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HON.  GUS  SAVAGE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  evening.  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  SAVAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Tuesday  evening,  July  26,  1983,  I  had 
to  catch  an  8  o'clock  flight  out  of 
Washington,  D.C.,  to  Chicago  due  to 
pressing  official  business  there  that 
evening. 

Congress,  which  convened  at  noon 
on  Tuesday,  did  not  adjourn  until  2:10 
a.m.  Wednesday  morning,  July  27, 
1983.  Therefore,  I  was  unable  to  vote 
on  a  few  amendments  to  H.R.  2969, 
the  Defense  Department  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  fiscal  year  1984. 

For  the  record,  had  I  been  able  to  be 
here  for  those  votes  I  would  have 
voted  in  the  following  manner. 

On  Rollcall  No.  270,  an  amendment 
that  sought  to  limit  the  number  of 
active  duty  military  advisers  in  El  Sal- 
vador, I  would  have  voted  "aye." 

On  Rollcall  No.  272,  an  amendment 
that  sought  to  require  congressional 
authorization  prior  to  the  deployment 
of  troops  in  Central  America  unless 
certain  conditions  are  met,  I  would 
have  voted  "aye." 

On  Rollcall  No.  273,  an  amendment 
that  sought  to  prohibit  deployment  in 
Europe  of  the  Pershing  II  missile  and 
the  ground-launched  Cruise  missile 
before  December  31,  1984,  I  would 
have  voted  "aye." 

On  Rollcall  No.  274,  an  amendment 
that  permits  targeting  of  defense  pro- 
curement contracts  to  areas  of  high 
unemployment,  I  would  have  voted 
"aye."» 
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ance  in  "Detective  Story,"  two  televi- 
sion Emmys  for  "Peyton  Place,"  and 
"The  Neon  Ceiling,"  and  an  Oscar  for 
"Shampoo." 

Recently,  she  has  been  credited  for 
her  outstanding  contributions  as  an  in- 
dependent filmmaker.  Although  "Tell 
Me  A  Riddle"  is  the  first  feature  film 
directed  by  Ms.  Grant,  she  has  previ- 
ously directed  stage  productions  as 
well  as  television  and  film  documenta- 
ries. This  year  she  completed  "The 
Women  of  Wilmar"  to  be  shown  in  Oc- 
tober on  the  NBC  Movie  of  the  Week 
and  "When  Women  Kill,"  also  sched- 
uled this  fall  on  Home  Box  Office. 

In  accepting  the  Arts  Caucus  Award, 
Ms.  Grant  praised  the  American  Film 
Institute  for  providing  a  grant  to 
launch  her  filmmaking  career.  She 
noted  that  she  prefers  to  work  as  an 
Independent  filmmaker,  because  it  en- 
ables her  to  explore  Issues  that  major 
studios  rarely  handle.  Her  films  deal 
with  the  kind  of  "meaningful  experi- 
ences that  we  as  complex,  thinking, 
feeling  human  beings  need,"  she  ex- 
plained. 

Since  film  has  emerged  as  one  of  the 
20th  century's  most  communicative 
art  forms,  American  cinema  has  been 
a  unique  product  that  other  nations 
have  been  unable  to  duplicate. 
Through  her  dedication  and  achieve- 
ments, Lee  Grant  exemplifies  the  tal- 
ented and  creative  individuals  who 
have  secured  our  Nation's  internation- 
al lead  in  this  exciting  art  form.» 


CONGRESSIONAL  ARTS  CAUCUS 
HONORS  ACTRESS/DIRECTOR 
LEE  GRANT 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  DOWNEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  July  20,  the  Congressional 
Arts  Caucus  hosted  a  congressional 
screening  of  ""Tell  Me  a  Riddle,"  an  in- 
dependent film  directed  by  the  cele- 
brated actress  Lee  Grant.  The  special 
showing  was  highlighted  by  the  pres- 
entation of  the  second  Congressional 
Arts  Caucus  Award  to  Ms.  Grant  for 
her  outstanding  achievements  in 
acting  and  filmmaking. 

As  an  actress.  Ms.  Grant  has  been 
recognized  as  the  best  in  stage,  televi- 
sion, and  film.  She  won  an  Oble  for 
her  Off-Broadway  role  in  ""The 
Maids."  a  Tony  for  her  stage  perform- 


COAL  TOP-OFF  SERVICE  TO 
BOOST  U.S.  EXPORTS 


HON.  RICK  BOUCHER 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  BOUCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  report  that,  through  the 
joint  efforts  of  the  Norfolk  Southern 
Corp.  and  the  Coastal  Barge  Corp.  of 
New  York,  a  coal  topping-off  service 
will  soon  become  available  in  the  Dela- 
ware Bay  for  coal  supercolliers  sailing 
from  the  Port  of  Hampton  Roads. 

The  avallablility  of  a  topping-off 
service  will  aid  the  Virginia  coal  indus- 
try by  making  available  the  full  cost 
benefits  associated  with  the  efficient 
utilization  of  oversized  coal  ships. 
Through  lower  shipping  costs,  I  am 
hopeful  that  U.S.  coal  producers  will 
be  able  to  increase  international  coal 
sales.  Increased  exports  occasioned 
from  the  implementation  of  the  Vir- 
ginia topping-off  service  will  both  im- 
prove our  balance-of-payments  and 
reduce  unemployment  in  our  coal-pro- 
ducing regions. 

So  that  Members  may  better  under- 
stand the  importance  of  coal  topping- 
off  to  the  expansion  of  U.S.  coal  ex- 
ports, I  command  to  my  colleagues  the 
following  articles  from  today's  editions 
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of  the  Bristol  Herald  Courrier  and  the 
Joumsd  of  Commerce. 

[From  the  Bristol  Herald  Courrier.  July  27, 
19831 

Coal  Shttttle  Agreekent  Is  Reached 
(By  Etoug  Headrick) 
A  New  York  City  shipping  company  and 
the  Roanoke-based  Norfolk  and  Southern 
Railroad  announced  Tuesday  that  they  will 
join  forces  to  provide  a  full  coal  topping  off 
service  in  the  Delaware  Bay  by  the  second 
quarter  of  1984. 

U.S.  Rep.  Rick  Boucher.  D-9th.  who 
worked  closely  with  both  companies  to  initi- 
ate the  service,  hailed  the  agreement  as  a 
measure  which  will  provide  a  "dramatic 
boost  to  the  Virginia  coal  Industry." 

Under  the  agreement  announced  in  New 
York,  Norfolk  and  Southern  will  construct  a 
36,000-ton  coal  shuttle  vessel  to  be  used  in 
combination  with  a  similar  21.000-ton  vessel 
now  being  renovated  by  Coastal  Barge  Cor- 
poration, a  New  York-based  shipping  firm. 

The  Coastal  Barge  vessel  will  be  ready  for 
service  by  the  end  of  this  year,  and  the  Nor- 
folk and  Southern  barge  will  be  completed 
by  the  spring  of  1984. 

"This  partnership  will  enable  Virginia 
coal  exporters  to  take  full  advantage  of  the 
cost  benefits  provided  by  topping  off  coal 
supercolliers  in  the  Delaware  Bay."  said 
Boucher,  who  has  been  a  leading  advocate 
for  a  coal  shuttle  service  from  Hampton 
Roads  as  a  means  of  increasing  coal  exports. 
Boucher  has  been  working  closely  with 
Coastal  Barge  personnel  as  it  has  advanced 
its  topping  off  proposal. 

"I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the  Nor- 
folk and  Southern  Railroad,  a  leading  Vir- 
ginia corporation,  has  demonstrated  the 
vision  and  the  competitive  spirit  necessary 
to  help  begin  a  topping  off  service."  Bou- 
cher said,  noting  that  unemployment  is  18.8 
percent  in  Virginia's  coal-producing  coun- 
ties. 

The  Port  of  Hampton  Roads  and  other 
U.S.  east  coast  ports  are  too  shallow  to 
allow  the  oversized  supercolliers  to  fully 
load  at  the  coal  terminal.  A  topping  off  op- 
eration involves  partially  loading  a  supercol- 
lier  in  port  and  then  loading  the  ship  to  ca- 
pacity in  deeper  water  offshore  through  the 
use  of  self-unloading  barges. 

The  Coast  Guard,  at  Boucher's  request, 
recently  approved  the  Delaware  Bay  for  a 
topping  off  operation. 

The  Port  of  Hampton  Roads  is  scheduled 
for  dredging  under  pending  legislation  co- 
written  by  Virginia  Sen.  John  Warner,  but 
Boucher  said  Tuesday  that  while  he  sup- 
ports the  dredging  work  he  feels  the  top- 
ping off  service  will  immediately  help  the 
Virginia  coal  industry  while  the  dredging 
could  be  "as  much  as  10  years  away." 

"If  1982  alone,  U.S.  coal  producers  lost 
sales  of  nearly  three  quarters  of  a  million 
tons  of  coal  valued  at  $26  million  because  no 
topping  off  service  was  available  from 
Hampton  Roads."  Boucher  said. 

He  said  that  since  March  of  this  year  at 
least  seven  supercolliers  have  sailed  from 
Hampton  Roads  with  partial  loads  of  U.S. 
coal  to  be  topped  off  in  Richards  Bay, 
South  Africa  with  South  African  coal. 

"Each  month  that  passes  without  a  full 
topping  off  service  in  operation  means  more 
lost  export  opportunities,  but  at  least  there 
is  a  light  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel, "  Boucher 
said. 

A  proposal  to  top  off  the  supercolliers  was 
first  suggested  earlier  this  year  by  the  Cana- 
dian Steamship  Lines,  but  the  U.S.  Treasury 
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Department  denied  the  company  a  permit 
to  do  so. 

The  Treasury  Department  contended  that 
an  agreement  to  allow  a  Canadian  firm  to 
top  off  the  supercolliers  violated  the  Jones 
Act  of  1920.  which  protects  domestic  com- 
merce for  ihe  American  maritime  industry. 

Boucher  said  that  because  both  Coastal 
Barge  and  Norfolk  and  Southern  are  U.S. 
companies  no  Jones  Act  objections  could  toe 
raised  to  the  planned  coal  shuttle  operation. 

Coastal  Barge  also  is  asking  the  Treasury 
for  permission  to  lease  Canadian  vessels  to 
perform  the  topping-off  service  until  the 
U.S.  firm  completes  construction  of  its  self- 
unloaders. 

Boucher,  in  the  meantime,  has  asked  Sec- 
retary of  Treasury  Donald  Regan  to  recon- 
sider its  interpretation  of  the  Jones  Act.  and 
possibly  reassess  Canada  Steamship  Lines' 
application. 

[Prom  the  Journal  of  Commerce.  July  27. 

1983] 
Coal  Top-orr  Service  Set  for  Norfolk 


(By  Sam  Glasser) 

Norfolk  Southern  Corp.  will  begin  a  coal 
top-off  service  for  very-large  colliers  loading 
at  its  Norfolk.  Va.,  piers,  which  could  save 
overseas  coal  buyers  as  much  as  $4  per  long 
ton  in  the  present  market. 

The  service  will  start  around  the  first  of 
1984  and  will  be  operated  by  Coastal  Barge 
Corp.  of  New  York.  The  announcement  was 
made  by  Norfolk  Southern  Chairman  and 
Chief  Executive  Robert  Claytor  Tuesday  at 
a  security  analysts  meeting  in  New  York. 

Canadian  Steamship  Lines  of  Montreal 
has  had  a  similar  program  at  the  Port  of 
Quet>ec.  Its  attempt  to  bring  this  operation 
to  the  United  SUtes  was  denied  by  the  U.S. 
government,  which  felt  the  use  of  foreign- 
flag  vessels  in  this  type  of  service  would  be  a 
violation  of  U.S.  law. 

Norfolk  Southerns  Norfolk  and  Western 
Railway  subsidiary  operates  two  coal  docks 
at  Lamberts  Point  in  Norfolk,  the  United 
States'  largest  volume  coal  piers.  Last  year 
the  N&W  loaded  about  37  million  tons  of 
coal  and  coke  there  for  overseas  and  domes- 
tic shipments. 

Bulk  coal  carriers  of  greater  than  100.000- 
deadweight-ton  capacity  cannot  take  on  a 
full  load  at  Norfolk  because  of  the  45-foot 
channel  depth.  With  the  top-off  scheme, 
vessels  will  partially  load,  perhaps  to  two- 
thirds  of  their  capacity,  at  the  N&Ws  Pier 
6.  which  the  company  says  is  the  worlds 
largest  and  fastest  coal-loading  facility." 

While  the  ship  is  being  loaded,  coal  will  be 
put  at>oard  self-unloading  barges.  The  ship 
and  barges  will  rendezvous  at  the  Big  Stone 
anchorage  of  lower  Delaware  Bay.  where 
the  large  vessels  will  t>e  topped  off.  The 
water  depth  at  Big  Stone  is  55  feet. 

One  recurring  criticism  that  foreign  coal 
buyers  have  had  in  dealing  with  the  United 
States,  is  that  port  depths  have  limited  the 
use  of  the  very  large  ocean  vessels,  not  al- 
lowing the  shippers  to  take  advantage  of 
the  economies  of  scale  offered  by  such  ves- 

scls. 

Many  key  foreign  coal  receiving  ports  can 
accommodate  such  ships,  and  competitor 
coal-selling  countries,  mainly  South  Africa 
and  Australia,  can  ship  their  coal  in  the  big 
vcsscls- 

In  the  present  market,  a  savings  of  $1  to 
$2  per  long  ton  could  be  realized  on  coal 
shipments  to  Europe,  and  the  savings  could 
range  from  $2  to  $4  for  Par  Eastern  ship- 
menU.  Pat  Dowd.  vice  president  of  CoasUl 
Barge,  told  this  newspaper. 
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These  estimates  are  based  on  a  150,000 
dwt.  vessel  and  take  into  account  the  addi- 
tional handling  charge  of  barging  the  coal 
up  to  Delaware  Bay.  That  could  amount  to 
about  $3.50  a  long  ton,  based  on  one  third  of 
the  ship  s  total  cargo. 

■We've  toeen  trying  to  do  this  for  two 
years  before  Canadian  Steamship  Line 
(made  their  proposal).  "  said  Mr.  Dowd.  "We 
originally  planned  to  do  it  off  Mobile  and 
New  Orleans,  but  the  necessary  volumes 
didn't  develop." 

He  said  U.S.  Coast  Guard  approval  was 
needed  to  conduct  the  operation  in  Dela- 
ware Bay  and  that  approval  is  effective 
August  1. 

Norfolk  Southern  will  lease  the  barging 
equipment  from  Coastal  Barge. 

•To  top  off  a  160.000-ton  ship,  you  need 
50.000  to  60.000  tons  of  top-off  capability. " 
Mr.  Dowd  noted.  He  said  Coastal  purchased 
a  21.000-ton  barge  that  was  a  chemical  carri- 
er. That  vessel  is  being  converted  to  a  self- 
discharging  dry  bulk  carrier.  The  company 
also  has  purchased  an  8.000-horsepower  tug- 
boat. 

Coastal  Barge  is  also  building  a  35.000-ton 
self-unloading  barge,  which  is  being  con- 
structed by  Bay  Shipbuilding  of  Sturgeon 
Bay.  Wis.,  he  said. 

That  vessel  is  the  third  of  a  series.  Mr. 
Dowd  noted,  the  first  being  the  Energy 
Freedom,  under  lease  to  New  England  Elec- 
tric System  (which  also  just  launched  a  self- 
unloading  oceangoing  ship.  Energy  Inde- 
pendence), and  the  Ocean  Port,  under  lea.se 
to  Central  Gulf  Lines. 

Norfolk  Southern  will  purchase  the 
35.000-ton  self  unloader. 

The  new  construction  should  be  in  service 
by  May  1984.  An  application  has  been  made 
to  the  U.S.  Maritime  Administration  to  pro- 
vide a  long-term  financing  guarantee  for  the 
new  vessel  under  the  Maritime  Administra- 
tion's Title  XI  ship  financing  authority. 

Coastal's  operating  and  marketing  subsidi- 
ary for  this  operation  is  Coal  Logistics  Corp. 
of  New  York.* 
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truly  outstanding  community  service 
organizations. 

In  a  time  when  so  many  of  our  Na- 
tions  disadvantaged  are  in  need  of  so 
very  much,  the  Deepdale  Gardens 
Community  Council  sets  an  inspiring 
example  for  community  centers 
throughout  our  Nation.  The  members 
of  the  council  should  be  commended 
for  their  exemplary  display  of  commu- 
nity concern.  I  am  confident  that, 
under  the  able  and  competent  leader- 
ship of  Chet  Szarejko.  the  residents  of 
Northeast  Queens  will  continue  to 
benefit  from  the  tireless  efforts  of  the 
Deepdale  Gardens  Community  Coun- 
cil for  years  to  come.* 


SCIENTIFIC  EXPERIMENTS  ON 
FUTURE  SPACE  SHUTTLES 


DEEPDALE  GARDENS  COMMUNI- 
TY COUNCIL  CELEBRATES  25 
YEARS  OF  COMMUNITY  SERV- 
ICE 

HON.  JAMES  H.  SCHEUER 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 
•  Mr.  SCHEUER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues an  occasion  of  special  signifi- 
cance to  the  people  of  Little  Neck, 
N.Y.  On  Sunday,  July  31,  the  Deep- 
dale  Gardens  Community  Council  will 
celebrate  25  years  of  dedicated  and 
meritorious  service  to  the  Northeast 
Queens  Community. 

Over  the  years,  the  Deepdale  Gar- 
dens Community  Council  has  orga- 
nized and  sponsored  numerous  recre- 
ational, cultural,  and  athletic  opportu- 
nities for  the  benefit  of  this  member- 
ship. And.  by  virtue  of  having  ex- 
tended its  service,  facilities,  and  activi- 
ties to  the  handicapped,  retarded,  and 
needy  residents  of  Northeast  Queens, 
the  council  has  earned  a  well-deserved 
reputation  as  one  of  New  York  City's 


HON.  STENY  H.  HOYER 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  some 
weeks  ago  the  Nation's  attention  was 
drawn  to  an  experiment  conducted  by 
a  group  of  high  school  students 
aboard  the  Challenger  spacecraft.  Sci- 
entists, young  and  old,  were  attempt- 
ing to  determine  the  significance  of  a 
colony  of  ants  which  did  not  survive 
the  trip  into  space. 

As  we  approach  the  date  for  a  new 
orbital  mission,  I  would  like  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  the  sci- 
entific experiments  that  will  be  con- 
ducted on  board  future  space  shuttles. 
I  am  very  proud  that  the  young  people 
who  devised  the  experiments  come 
from  the  Fifth  District  of  Maryland, 
which  I  represent,  and  Prince  Georges 
County,  Md. 

Recently  a  panel  of  judges,  com- 
prised of  NASA  engineers,  local  scien- 
tists, and  school  officials,  selected 
eight  experiments  from  six  different 
schools  within  the  county  to  be  put 
aboard  the  Space  Shuttle  Columbia  in 
1985.  This  is  only  the  second  time  that 
high  school  experiments  will  aboard  a 
space  shuttle  and  the  first  time  that  a 
public  school  system  will  be  represent- 
ed by  such  a  large  number  of  projects. 
The  projects  are  being  made  possible 
through  the  sponsorship  of  Orbital 
Systems  Inc.  This  firm,  located  in 
Glenn  Dale.  Md..  purchased  the  caigo 
space,  worth  approximately  $10,000, 
and  contributed  it  to  the  school 
system  in  an  effort  to  revive  an  inter- 
est in  science  technology  and  space 
among  high  school  students. 

Six  students  from  Bowie  High 
School.  Debbie  Wiles.  Peggy  ONeil, 
Kathy  Rose.  J.  D.  Kuhn.  Sunanda 
Ray.  and  Marie  Hirschman.  have  de- 
veloped a  project,  along  with  their  ad- 
viser C.  Dotson.  to  test  the  effects  of  a 
space  environment  on  the  growth  and 
germination  of  plants. 


July  27,  1983 

A  trio  of  Northwestern  students 
were  awarded  a  chance  to  carry  out 
their  project.  Brian  Zickafoose.  Arthur 
Roberts,  and  Todd  Yesuras.  under  the 
supervision  of  Grace  McGuffie  have 
designed  a  test  to  study  the  effects  of 
zero  gravity  on  chemical  precipitation. 
Two  groups  of  students  from  Elea- 
nor Roosevelt  High  School  had  their 
projects  selected.  Janet  Sayre,  Yong- 
Taek  Chon.  Erika  Elvander.  Chris 
Harpold.  Sanjay  Natarajan.  and  Susan 
Thorton  have  designed  an  experiment 
to  study  the  effects  of  space  on  the  de- 
velopment of  nematodes. 

The  other  group  of  student  re- 
searchers from  Roosevelt,  Arvind 
Sindha,  Denise  Broglio.  Lisa  Broglio. 
Vincent  Li.  David  Hobbs,  Dan  Searing, 
and  Ananias  Block  plan  to  construct  a 
device  that  would  identify  and  detect 
energized  particles.  Both  groups  have 
worked  under  the  guidance  of  Dr. 
Donald  Horrigan. 

Oxon  Hill  High  School  also  has  two 
groups  that  have  been  awarded  space 
on  the  shuttle.  One  group  of  students 
will  research  how  surface  tension 
changes  the  configuration  of  a  fluid  at 
zero  gravity.  Audrey  Sumaray,  Kevin 
Reinstein.  Laurie  Bain.  Leonard  Roy, 
Cynthia  Vega,  Marcia  Williams,  and 
Jack  Pritchard.  under  the  direction  of 
Donald  Fritz,  plan  to  accomplish  their 
experiment  by  using  specially  placed 
glass  plates  separated  by  an  O-ring. 

The  other  team  of  student  research- 
ers. Chad  Thornburg.  Norma  Rodri- 
gues.  Sheri  Lykes,  Wendy  Fritz,  and 
John  Plating,  under  the  supervision  of 
Ethel  Dubois,  plan  to  study  the  effects 
of  zero  gravity  on  Liesengang  bands. 

Friendly  High  School  will  also  be 
represented  aboard  the  space  shuttle. 
Nimfa  Teneza.  Vilecia  Summers, 
Christopher  Hartmann,  Raymond 
Well,  Robert  Taylor.  David  Ciminelli, 
Karen  Hartmann.  Karen  Russin.  Shel- 
ley Caywood.  Karen  Corrado,  and 
Teresa  Barrett,  under  the  guidance  of 
Patricia  West  Leino.  teamed  up  to 
study  the  effects  of  zero  gravity  on 
bacteria  growth.  Using  the  bacteria 
Escherichia  coli.  the  group  will  study 
whether  mutations  occur  to  this  bacte- 
rium which  is  present  in  human  intes- 
tines. 

The  final  experiment,  which  was  de- 
vised by  Lisa  Simpson.  Joanna  Craze. 
Leslie  Dixon.  Bobbi  Griffin,  Candi  Dil- 
lard.  and  John  Gifard.  with  the  help 
of  William  Wultich,  plan  to  study  the 
virulence  of  Escherichia  coli.  The  Suit- 
land  High  School  students  plan  to 
shield  one  of  the  samples  with  lead 
while  exposing  another  to  possible  ra- 
diation. 

I  want  to  applaud  the  efforts  of 
NASA.  Orbital  Systems  Inc.  and  all 
the  people  involved  in  the  "Launch 
85"  program.  This  is  truly  a  unique  op- 
portunity for  the  students  to  learn 
and  work  together  on  worthwhile  en- 
deavors  that  could   potentially   help 
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mankind  better  understand  the  world 
in  which  we  live.# 


THE  BACKSTOPPERS 
OF  ST.  LOUIS 


HON.  RICHARD  A.  GEPHARDT 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker. 
"Greater  love  than  this  no  man  hath 
thEin  that  he  lay  down  his  life  for  his 
friend." 

On  that  sad  occasion  when  a  police 
officer  or  firefighter  lays  down  his  life 
in  service  to  his  community,  there  is 
one  organization  in  my  home  area  of 
St.  Louis  that  rises  to  the  occasion, 
and  stands  strong  in  support  of  that 
man's  family. 

That  organization  is  known  as  the 
Backstoppers  of  St.  Louis,  and  on  Sep- 
tember 11.  1983.  the  organization  is 
celebrating  its  24th  anniversary.  All 
St.  Louis  is  proud  of  the  service  they 
provide. 

The  Backstoppers  provide  immedi- 
ate financial  aid  to  the  widow  and  chil- 
dren of  an  officer  struck  down  in  the 
performance  of  his  duty.  There  are  no 
strings  attached,  and  at  a  later  more 
appropriate  time,  the  organization  re- 
views the  financial  condition  of  the 
family,  and  customarily  the  Backstop- 
pers assume  all  of  the  existing  debt. 
Aid  is  also  provided  to  dependent  chil- 
dren and  a  trust  is  set  in  the  child's 
name  and  interest-free  loans  are  made 
available  for  educational  purposes. 

The  charitable  work  of  the  Back- 
stoppers  has  been  supported  by  con- 
cerned individuals  and  corporations 
since  its  inception,  and  their  endeavors 
to  sustain  the  families  of  those  who 
have  made  the  ultimate  sacrifice  de- 
serve recognition  and  praise  on  this 
the  24th  anniversary  of  their  found- 
ing.* 
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Colonel  Fish  who  is  94  years  young 
and  just  as  concerned  and  knowledge- 
able as  ever,  recently  shared  with  me 
his  "Letter  to  the  Editor"  concerning 
peace  in  Lebanon.  Because  of  its  rel- 
evance and  clarity.  I  would  like  to 
share  this,  letter  with  my  colleagues: 
Peace  and  End  of  Racial  Warfare  in 
Lebanon 

Now  that  the  PLO  has  been  stricken  with 
defeat  in  Beirut,  and  by  dissension  from 
within  by  Libyan  and  Syrian  adherents  hos- 
tile to  Arafat,  the  Soviet  Union  and  Cuba, 
pending  developments,  remain  silent. 

It  is  time  the  Lebanese  government  should 
insist  that  the  PLO.  Syria  and  Israel  with- 
draw their  armed  forces.  Israel  has  already 
agreed  to  do  so  if  the  others  do.  If  Syria  and 
the  PLO  refuse  to  budge,  then  Lebanon  has 
the  authority  to  warn  them,  if  you  delay 
withdrawal  from  Lebanon  for  more  than  30 
days,  we  will  recognize  Israel  as  a  friendly 
and  peaLceful  nation,  the  same  as  all  other 
nations.  It  would  help  both  Lebanon  and 
Israel  economically,  industrially  and  finan- 
cially, and  help  bring  new  industries  and 
employment  for  the  refugees  and  others.  It 
may  even  provide  for  better  camps  for  the 
refugees  and  opportunities  to  work. 

The  PLO.  with  its  terroristic  actions,  have 
for  many  years,  blocked  the  road  to  peace. 
Why  not  open  the  gates  of  peace  and  re- 
store, law.  order  and  prosperity,  in  one  of 
the  most  beautiful  nations  in  the  world. 

Lebanon  needs  a  climate  of  peace  and 
mutual  understanding  so  that  its  citizens 
can  live  out  their  lives  in  security,  regardless 
of  race,  color  or  creed,  under  their  vines  and 
fig  trees  in  tranquility  and  peace  in  a  free 
and  independent  nation.  Blessed  are  the 
peace-makers  for  they  shall  be  called  the 
children  of  God.« 


PEACE  IN  LEBANON 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  OILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of 
the  benefits  of  representing  the  22d 
District  of  New  York  is  the  warm 
advice  and  counsel  which  I  receive 
from  our  former  colleague.  Hon.  Ham- 
ilton Fish.  Sr.,  who  represented  our 
Mid-Hudson  Valley  of  New  York  in 
this  Chamber  from  1919  to  1945.  Mr. 
Fish,  as  most  of  us  know,  was  a  leader 
of  this  body  during  his  tenure.  In  his 
•position  of  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Commit- 
tee throughout  most  of  the  thirties 
and  into  the  critical  forties,  he  was 
highly  regarded  for  his  insight  into 
the  burning  issues  of  his  day. 


TRIBUTE  PAID  TO  CHARLES 
JARASEK.  OF  CHICAGO,  ILL.. 
UPON  RETIREMENT 


HON.  MARTY  RUSSO 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 
•  Mr.  RUSSO.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
people  who  never  gain  national  recog- 
nition, but  whose  individual  lives  nev- 
ertheless contribute  to  the  total 
achievement  of  this  Nation  as  one  of 
purpose  and  greatness.  In  their  own 
ways  and  of  their  own  choosing,  these 
good  citizens  do  their  jobs,  serve  their 
community,  and  take  the  time  to  care 
for  others.  Mr.  Charles  Jarasek  is  such 
a  citizen. 

On  August  1.  Mr.  Jarasek  will  be  re- 
tiring as  president  and  chief  executive 
officer  for  the  Talman  Home  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association  of  Illi- 
nois. Beginning  in  1946  as  a  loan  offi- 
cer, Mr.  Jarasek  rose  to  president  and 
CEO  and  gave  37  years  of  dedicated 
service  to  the  association.  His  talents 
will  be  missed  in  these  positions  but  he 
will  remain  as  chairman  of  the  board 
of  the  association. 

Mr.  Jarasek  demonstrated  his  special 
abilities  early  on,  winning  leadership 
and  athletic  awards  in  high  school  and 
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in  college.  He  served  with  distinction 
in  the  Navy  during  World  War  II. 
Through  the  years,  he  continued  to 
demonstrate  his  energy  and  commit- 
ment through  his  work,  with  his 
family  and  in  his  community  activi- 
ties—as chairman  of  the  board  of 
trustees  for  the  Chicago  Osteopathic 
and  Olympian  Fields  Osteopathic 
Medical  School  and  Hospital,  on  the 
board  of  trustees  for  St.  Xavier  Col- 
lege, on  the  board  of  directors  for  the 
Greater  State  Street  Council,  to  name 
only  a  few.  He  also  is  a  past  director  of 
RESCORP.  the  service  corporation  of 
more  than  50  financial  institutions  in- 
volved in  restoration  of  housing  for 
low  and  middle-income  families. 

"A  quiet  man  who  does  big  things"  is 
the  way  one  associate  described  him. 
Mr.  Jarasek  has  never  lost  his  well-de- 
veloped sense  of  humanity  and  his 
desire  to  improve  the  quality  of  life 
throughout  Chicago.  This  is  clearly 
evidenced  by  the  Talman  Home  Feder- 
al Savings  and  Loan  Association  com- 
mitment to  the  fine  arts  in  our  area. 

I  know  my  colleagues  join  me  in 
commending  Mr.  Jarasek  and  join 
with  his  family  and  friends  in  con- 
gratulating him  and  wishing  him  the 
best  in  his  retirement.* 


DALE    T.    POLLARD.    OUTSTAND- 
ING FEDERAL  EMPLOYEE 
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have  helped  to  insure  consistent  deliv- 
ery of  high  quality  small  arms  ammu- 
nition on  schedule  and  within  cost.  He 
has  been  consistently  praised  for  his 
success  in  achieving  cost  reductions. 
Dale  Pollard  is  making  a  major  contri- 
bution to  our  Nation's  defense  effort, 
and  his  recent  award  is  well-deserved 
recognition  of  his  accomplishments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  point.  I  would 
like  to  insert  the  citation  which  ap- 
pears on  Dale  T.  Pollards  Meritorious 
Civilian  Service  Award: 

During  the  period  22  January  1978  to  1 
June  1983.  Mr  Dale  T.  Pollard  has  demon 
strated  outstanding  performance  as  the  Ci- 
vilian Executive  Assistant.  Lake  City  Army 
Ammunition  Plant.  His  intense  dedication 
to  meeting  or  exceeding  established  goals 
has  contributed  to  major  improvements  in 
plant  productivity  and  substantially  lowered 
operating  costs.  His  contribution  to  con- 
trttcting  out  services  for  direct  saving  to  the 
Government  in  excess  of  $2  million  per  year 
is  particularly  noteworthy.  Through  his 
superb  leadership,  resourcefulness,  and  per- 
sonal concern,  he  has  inspired  exceptional 
team  performance  by  contractor  and  Gov- 
ernment personnel.  Mr.  Pollards  dedication 
to  excellence  in  all  of  his  endeavors  reflects 
great  credit  upon  him.  the  Lake  City  Army 
Ammunition  Plant,  and  the  United  States 
Army  Armament  Materiel  Readiness  Com- 
mand. 

I  commend  Dale  Pollard  on  this 
well-deserved  award;  he  has  made  all 
of  us  so  proud  of  him.* 


HON.  IKE  SKELTON 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOi;SE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
all  too  often  forgotten  that  many  of 
our  most  excellent  Federal  employees 
live  and  work  in  areas  far  from  Wash- 
ington. D.C.  One  such  civil  servant  is  a 
constituent  of  mine.  Dale  T.  Pollard, 
of  Lexington.  Mo.,  who  works  for  the 
Department  of  the  Army.  Mr.  Pollard. 
Civilian  Executive  Assistant  at  Lake 
City  Army  Ammunition  Plant,  was  re- 
cently awarded  the  Meritorious  Civil- 
ian Service  Award  with  Bronze  Oak 
Leaf  Cluster  at  a  ceremony  which  I 
had  the  privilege  of  attending. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Dale  Pollard  has  over 
40  years  of  active  Federal  service, 
during  which  he  has  demonstrated 
most  outstanding  dedication  and  com- 
petence in  a  number  of  positions  at 
Lake  City  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  As 
Civilian  Executive  Assistant,  he  is  re- 
sponsible for  Government  and  con- 
tractual operations  at  the  largest 
small  arms  ammunition  plant  in  the 
free  world. 

As  a  member  of  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee.  I  have  visited 
Lake  City  on  a  number  of  occasions.  I 
am  personally  familiar  with  Mr.  Pol- 
lard's work.  He  is  a  dedicated  profes- 
sional who  strives  tirelessly  to  make 
sure  that  the  taxpayers  get  the  most 
for  their  defense  dollar.   His  efforts 
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OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  DREIER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  sometime  after  the  August 
recess,  the  domestic  content  bill  will 
once  again  be  brought  before  this 
House.  All  rhetoric  aside.  I  think  even 
the  supporters  of  H.R.  1234  have 
doubts  about  this  bill. 

For  whatever  good  a  domestic  con- 
tent law  will  do  for  the  auto  industry, 
it  would  be  disastrous  for  virtually 
every  other  sector  of  the  economy.  En- 
actment of  H.R.  1234  will  lead  to 
higher  unemployment,  greater  rates  of 
inflation,  and  a  lower  level  of  GNP. 
Needless  to  say,  export-related  indus- 
tries would  be  hardest  hit,  because  for 
every  $1  billion  in  U.S.  exports  lost  to 
foreign  retaliation,  25,000  domestic 
jobs  would  also  be  lost.  My  home  State 
of  California— with  15  percent  of  the 
total  manufacturing  jobs  in  the  State 
dependent  on  exports— would  be  espe- 
cially hard  hit.  Are  these  jobs  any  less 
important  than  those  that  domestic 
content  may  or  may  not  create  in  the 
auto  industry? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  spoken  at  length 
with  my  constituents  about  this  bill, 
and  they  strongly  support  my  opposi- 
tion to  it.  They  believe  that  domestic 
content  is  bad  and  dangerous  econom- 
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ic  policy.  But  most  of  all,  they  are  wor- 
ried about  their  jobs.  I  know  that  my 
colleagues  have  thousands  of  constitu- 
ents with  similar  fears,  and  I  suggest 
that  they  heed  the  advice  of  these  in- 
dividuals when  preparing  to  vote  on 
H.R.  1234.0 
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HON.  STENY  H.  HOYER 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27,  1983 

•  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  the 
outstanding  work  of  Mr.  Rufus  Cub- 
bage,  who  has  been  selected  Volunteer 
of  the  Year  by  the  Prince  Georges 
County  Board  of  Education. 

As  we  all  know,  our  educational 
system  has  not  been  receiving  many 
rave  reviews  in  recent  months.  Time 
and  time  again  we  are  told  that  we 
must  get  more  parents  and  citizens  in- 
terested in  our  schools  before  our 
system  will  truly  respond  to  the  needs 
of  society. 

The  story  of  Mr.  Cubbage  and  his  in- 
volvement surely  can  act  as  an  exam- 
ple for  us  all. 

Every  school  day  Mr.  Cubbage  ar- 
rives at  the  Arrowhead  Elementary 
School  at  6:45  a.m.  He  stays  until  4, 
longer  than  many  of  the  paid  teach- 
ers. There  he  runs  the  school  store, 
and.  recently  because  of  widespread 
interest  in  computers,  he  started  a 
computer  class  for  the  students.  The 
school  had  several  computers,  but  due 
to  the  overwhelming  interest  by  stu- 
dents, Mr.  Cubbage  purchased  two  ad- 
ditional computers  himself  which  the 
school  now  uses. 

When  a  child  is  sick,  or  any  other 
kind  of  errand  needs  to  be  run,  Mr. 
Cubbage  willingly  offers  his  services  to 
the  school.  And  even  though  he  puts 
in  more  than  40  hours  a  week  as  a  vol- 
unteer during  school  hours,  he  recent- 
ly opened  an  adult  computer  class  at 
Arrowhead  to  teach  the  parents  of  Ar- 
rowhead children.  There  is  a  nominal 
charge  "nd  all  proceeds  go  toward  pur- 
chasing additional  computer  equip- 
ment for  the  school. 

Mr.  Cubbage  is  retired  from  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Metropolitan  Police 
Department.  His  wife,  Phyllis,  is  a 
teacher  at  Arrowhead  which  is  how  he 
first  become  involved  with  the  school. 
He  began  as  a  volunteer  teaching  re- 
medial math  classes,  but,  as  you  have 
heard,  his  duties  expanded  with  the 
needs  of  the  school. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Cubbage  is  so  be- 
loved by  his  students  that  they  have 
written  a  song  for  him.  Both  students 
and  parents  alike  have  come  to  know 
him  and  respect  his  concern  for  educa- 
tion, for  the  school  system  and,  most 
importantly,  for  the  children. 


Rufus  Cubbage  is  a  man  who  truly 
sets  a  fine  example  for  all  of  us  to 
follow.  He  is  willing  to  go  the  extra 
mile.  He  just  does  not  shake  his  head 
and  voice  concern  over  our  educational 
system,  he  goes  into  the  system,  volun- 
teers his  time,  his  money,  and  his  ex- 
pertise, and  does  what  needs  to  be 
done.  I  applaud  his  efforts  and  I  know 
my  colleagues  would  want  to  join  with 
me  in  offering  my  sincere  thanks  for 
his  work  in  the  Prince  Georges  County 
School  System.  His  being  there  has 
made  a  difference.* 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February 
4,  1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a 
system  for  a  computerized  schedule  of 
all  meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate 
committees,  subcommittees,  joint  com- 
mittees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate 
Daily  Digest— designated  by  the  Rules 
Committee— of  the  time,  place,  and 
purpose  of  the  meetings,  when  sched- 
uled, and  any  cancellations  or  changes 
in  the  meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information 
for  printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Re- 
marks section  of  the  Congressional 
Record  on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of 
each  week. 

Any  changes  in  committee  schedul- 
ing will  be  indicated  by  placement  of 
an  asterisk  to  the  left  of  the  name  of 
the  unit  conducting  such  meetings. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
July  28,  1983,  may  be  found  in  the 
Daily  Digest  of  today's  Record. 

Meetings  Scheduled 

JULY  29 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  continue  joint  hearings  with  the 
House  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce on  S.  1660  and  H.R.  3621,  bills 
to  assure  nationwide  telephone  service 
at  affordable  rates,  assure  that  costs 
for  mainUining  such  service  is  allocat- 
ed equitably  among  all  users,  and 
assure  that  States  have  sufficient  reg- 
ulatory authority  to  maintain  univer- 
sally available  and  affordable  tele- 
phone service. 

2123  Ray  burn  Building 

Environment  and  Public  Works 

Toxic  Substances  and  Environmental 
Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency's  im- 
plemenUtion  of  laws  regulating  the 
manufacture,  distribution  and  use  of 
toxic  chemicals. 

Finance 

International  Trade  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  Presidents  au- 
thority to  waive  the  freedom  of  immi- 
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gration  provisions  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  (Public  Law  93-618). 

SD-215 
Governmental  Affairs 
Oversight    of    Government    Management 
Subcommittee 
To   resume   oversight   hearings  on   the 
management    of    the    U.S.    Synthetic 
Fuels  Corporation. 

SD-628 

10:00  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
William  P.  Collins,  of  Virginia,  to  be 
Under  Secretary  of  Energy. 

SD-366 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  905,  to  establish 
the  National  Archives  and  Records  Ad- 
ministration as  an  independent  execu- 
tive agency. 

SD-342 

Governmental  Affairs 

Energy,   Nuclear   Proliferation   and   Gov- 
ernment Processes  Subcommittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  Gov- 
ernment management  of  natural  gas 

import  issues. 

SD-562 

Judiciary 

Constitution  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Senate  Joint  Reso- 
lution 1.  proposing  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
with  respect  to  fixing  the  compensa- 
tion of  Members  of  Congress. 

SD-226 

Judiciary 

Courts  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Depart- 
ment  of   Justice's   identification  sys- 
tems. 

SD-385 

AUGUST  1 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 
Taxation   and  Debt  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  miscellaneous  tax 
bills,  including  S.  1600,  S.  1579,  S.  108, 
S.  1464,  and  S.  1549. 

SD-215 

Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  resume  markup  of 
S.  1133,  to  authorize  funds  for  fiscal 
years    1984.    1985.    and    1986    for   the 
Legal  Services  Corporation. 

SD-430 

10:00  a.m. 
•Environment  and  Public  Works 
Toxic     Substances     and     Environmental 
Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the  En- 
vironmental  Protection   Agency's   im- 
plementation  of   laws   regulating   the 
manufacture,  distribution  and  use  of 

toxic  chemicals. 

SD-406 

Joint  Economic 

Economic    Goals   and    Intergovernmental 
Policy  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  economic  situa- 
tion along  the  United  States-Mexico 

border. 

SD-562 

2:00  p.m. 
•Environment  and  Public  Works 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Alvin  L.  Aim,  of  Massachusetts,  to  be 
Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  Howard  M. 
Messner,  of  Maryland,  to  be  an  Assist- 
ant Administrator  of  the  Environmen- 
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tal  Protection  Agency,  and  Frederick 
M.  Bemthal.  of  Termessee,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

SD-406 

Finance 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  continue  hearings  on  miscellaneous 
tax  bills,  including  S.  1600.  S.  1579,  S. 
108,  S.  1464.  and  S.  1549;  to  be  fol- 
lowed by  the  Subcommittee  on  Sav- 
ings, Pensions  and  Investment  Policy 
holding  oversight  hearings  on  the  ex- 
tended unemployment  benefits  pro- 
gram, and  S.  1113,  to  provide  that  tax- 
exempt  Interest  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  the 
amount  of  social  security  benefits  to 
be  taxed. 

SD-215 

AUGUST  2 

8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

9:00  a.m. 
Laboi  and  Human  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
A.  Wayne  Roberts,  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  Deputy  Under  Secretary  for 
Intergovernmental  and  Interagency 
Affairs,  Department  of  Education. 

SD-430 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Business  meeting,  on  pending  calendar 
business. 

SR-253 

Judiciary 

Patents,  Copyrights  and  Trademarks  Sub- 
committee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1306,  to  en- 
courage American  innovation  by  re- 
storing the  patent  system  as  it  affects 
certain  products  subject  to  premarket 
testing  by  the  Federal  Government. 

SD-628 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  the  De- 
partment of  Labors  law  enforcement 
activities,  focusing  on  the  organized 
crime  and  racketeering  section  of  the 
Department  of  Labors  Office  of  In- 
spector General's  investigation  of  alle- 
gations involving  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers. 

SD-430 

10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Water  Resources  Subcommittee 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-406 

Finance 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposals  to  guar- 
antee secure  financing  of  the  railroad 
retirement  system,  including  S.   1074, 
S.    1076.   and   the   substance   of   H.R. 

1646. 

SD-215 

2:00  p.m. 
Finance 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  19  and  S.  888, 
bills  to  revise  current  Federal  pension 
law  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  ben- 
efits   of    working    and    nonworking 

women. 

SD-215 
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AUGUST  3 


8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  economic 
state  of  the  inland  waterway  industry. 

SR-253 
Finance 

Taxation  and  E>ebt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  H.R.  2163.  to  au- 
thorize funds  for  fiscal  years  1984 
through  1988  to  assist  States  in  admin- 
istering and  enforcing  recreational 
boating  safety  programs.  S.  927.  to 
extend  the  time  for  payment  of  the 
manufacturer's  excise  tax  on  sport 
fishing  equipment,  and  S.  1183.  to 
exempt  from  the  tax  on  unrelated 
business  income  certain  debt-financed 
income  of  educational  institutions. 

SD-215 

•Judiciary 

Constitution  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Civil  Rights 
Commission. 

SD-226 

10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-406 

Governmental  Affairs 
Energy.   Nuclear  Proliferation   and   Gov- 
ernment Processes  Sutjcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  col- 
lection of  criminal  fines. 

SD-342 

2:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1059.  to  pro- 
vide equal  access  and  opportunities  to 
public  school  and  public  college  stu- 
dents who  wish  to  meet  voluntarily  for 
religious  purposes. 

SD-226 

AUGUST  4 

8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

9:30  a.m. 
•  Finance 

International  Trade  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  administra- 
tion's proposed  renewal  of  the  general- 
ized system  of  preferences  which  per- 
mits duty-free  entry  of  articles  from 
developing  countries,  subject  to  cer- 
tain conditions  and  limitations;  to  be 
followed  by  hearings  on  the  substan.;e 
,  •  of  S.  979.  to  improve  the  enforcement 
of  export  administration  laws  (pend- 
ing on  Senate  calendar). 

SD-215 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

10:00  u.m. 
Judiciary 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 

SEPTEMBER  8 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To   resume  oversight   hearings  on  the 
breakdown  of  the  traditional   family 
unit,   focusing  on  the   historical   per- 
spective and  societal  implications. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  15 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To   resume   oversight   hearings   on   the 
breakdown  of  the  traditional   family 
unit,  focusing  on  causes  and  remedies. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  20 

10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  relations 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  certain 
arms  reduction  proposals,  including 
Senate  Resolution  57.  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  2,  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
29.  Senate  Resolution  159.  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  74.  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  46.  Senate  Resolution 
107.  and  Senate  Resolution  83. 

SD-419 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report    on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 

11:00  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  receive  legislative 
recommendations  for  fiscal  year  1984 
from  the  American  Legion. 

SR-325 

SEPTEMBER  21 

10:00  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  121.  to 
establish  a  U.S.  Department  of  Trade 
as   an    executive    department    of    the 
Federal  Government. 

SD-342 

SEPTEMBER  22 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report    on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 
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SEPTEMBER  23 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth,  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Sutjcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  future  of  U.S. 
basic  industries. 

SD-215 

SEPTEMBER  27 

9:30  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Labor  Suticonunittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  19  and  S.  918, 
bills  to  revise  current  Federal  pension 
law  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  ben- 
efits    of     working     and     nonworking 
women,  and  the  substance  of  S.  372,  to 
promote  interstate  commerce  by  pro- 
hibiting discrimination  in  the  writing 
and  selling  on  insurance  contracts. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  29 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission   report   on   excellence   in 
education. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER  3 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth,  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  resume   hearings  on  the  future  of 
U.S.  basic  industries. 

SD-215 

OCTOBER  18 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional   education    programs    adminis- 
tered by  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER  25 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional educational  programs  adminis- 
tered by  the   Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 
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SENATE— r/mrsrfay,  July  28,  1983 


The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m.,  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Rich- 
ard C.  Halverson,  D.D.,  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let  us  pray. 

Gracious  God,  our  Heavenly  Father, 
Thou  hast  lavishly  endowed  our  land 
and  our  people.  We  have  so  much  for 
which  to  be  thankful.  Forgive  us  for  so 
easily  accepting  manifold  blessings 
such  as  health,  family  love,  friend- 
ships. We  so  often  take  these  gifts  for 
granted  until  we  lose  them,  and  then 
we  so  often  complain.  Teach  us  grati- 
tude. Lord— gratitude  for  our  land, 
rich  in  mineral  wealth,  beautiful 
mountains  and  valleys,  rivers,  lakes, 
and  streams,  forests  and  plains  and 
deserts. 

Teach  us  gratitude  for  each  other. 
We  so  commonly  withhold  apprecia- 
tion until  a  friend  is  gone,  and  then  we 
eulogize  over  a  casket.  May  we  take  se- 
riously the  Biblical  exhortation, 
•Render,  therefore,  to  all  their  due: 
tribute  to  whom  tribute  is  due;  custom 
to  whom  custom,  honor  to  whom 
honor.  Owe  no  man  anything  but  to 
love  one  another  *  •  *".  (Romans  13: 
7,8).  In  the  name  of  Him  who  is  incar- 
nate love.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore, 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


The 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning,  there  will  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness after  the  execution  of  the  two 
special  orders.  The  Senate  will  then 
resume  consideration  of  the  motion  to 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
2733,  the  agriculture  target  price  bill. 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  July  25,  1983 J 

Senators  should  note  that  I  intend 
to  pursue  that  bill,  and  that  we  will 
perhaps  let  a  good  part  of  this  day  be 
devoted  to  that  motion,  if  necessary. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered 
on  the  motion.  Rollcall  votes  may 
occur  early  today.  No  one  should 
assume  that  this  is  a  half-hearted 
effort. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  other  mat- 
ters we  need  to  take  up.  I  have  indicat- 
ed on  other  occasions  that  I  would  like 
to  pursue  my  conversations  and  collo- 
quy with  the  minority  leader  on  how 
we  might  reach  some  of  them.  There 
is  Radio  Marti,  for  example,  and  the 
supplemental  conference  report, 
which  I  understand  will  probably  not 
reach  us  until  tomorrow.  Senators 
should  be  on  notice  that  we  will  be  in 
tomorrow  and  that  it  is  the  intention 
of  the  leadership  on  this  side  to  take 
up  the  supplemental  conference 
report  as  soon  as  it  is  received. 

I  fully  expect  votes  on  Friday.  As  of 
now,  I  do  not  foresee  the  likelihood  of 
a  Saturday  session,  but  I  do  expect 
Friday  to  be  a  regular  and  full  day  of 
legislative  action. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  take  up  other 
matters  as  we  free  them  up,  including 
conference  reports.  There  will  be  at 
least  one  additional  conference  report 
available  either  tomorrow  or  Monday. 
And,  we  have  an  appropriation  bill 
that  I  would  like  to  free  from  its  bond- 
age—the Interior  appropriations  bill. 

I  urge  Senators  who  are  concerned 
about  certain  aspects  of  that  bill  to  try 
once  more  to  work  out  their  differ- 
ences or  at  least  to  agree  on  a  time 
limitation  for  debate  on  that  measure. 
I  will  consult  with  the  minority  leader 
on  this  throughout  the  day  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  unless  we  hit  a  snag, 
or  unless  there  is  some  urgent  emer- 
gency, and  I  do  not  see  that  as  a  pros- 
pect at  this  time,  I  fully  expect  the 
Senate  to  be  able  to  adjourn  on 
August  5.  It  is  the  regular  every -other- 
year  August  recess  provided  for  by 
statute. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  yield? 


Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  discussed  this  with  the  majority 
leader.  I  have  not  had  the  opportunity 
to  do  that,  though  I  have  intended  to 
do  it.  It  is  a  question  that  we  should 
deal  with.  It  pertains  to  the  recess. 

Heretofore,  when  we  have  had  the 
August  recess,  we  have  put  some  lan- 
guage into  the  adjournment  resolution 
which  provides  a  way  whereby  the 
Congress  may  call  itself  back  if  there 
is  a  national  emergency  that  would 
justify  such  action.  In  some  instances, 
it  is  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate, 
or  the  majority  leaders  of  both 
Houses.  There  have  been  various 
phrases  used  over  the  years. 

My  question  is.  Would  it  be  the  in- 
tention of  the  majority  leader  to  have 
such  language?  May  I  say,  I  called  the 
Speaker  last  evening  and  suggested  to 
him  that  there  be  such  language  in 
view  of  the  situation  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. I  have  a  feeling  that  if  the  ad- 
journment resolution  is  initiated  on 
the  other  side,  it  will  have  some  such 
language.  If  it  is  originated  over  here, 
would  it  be  the  intention  of  the  major- 
ity leader  to  have  some  such  langauge? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  in  all 
candor,  I  will  say  to  the  minority 
leader  I  have  not  thought  about  that, 
but  I  will.  It  is  a  good  point  that  he 
and  I  should  discuss,  but  it  is  not  one  I 
have  focused  on  thus  far. 

Let  me  reserve  any  further  response 
until  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to 
think  about  it  and  consult  with  the 
minority  leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
serve 1  minute  of  my  time  remaining 
under  the  standing  order.  I  yield  the 
floor. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
minority  leader  is  recognized. 


This    "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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CENTRAL  AMERICA-THE  NEED 
FOR  INFORMATION 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Presi- 
dent in  his  televised  news  conference 
this  week,  said  this  with  reference  to 
the  so-called  military  exercises  which 
are  underway  in  Central  America  and 
the  area  thereof: 

First  of  all.  these  maneuvers  .  .  .  are  not 
going  to  put  Americans  in  any  reasonable 
proximity  to  the  border. 

In  today's  Washington  Post.  I  will 
quote  from  the  story  on  page  22,  car- 
ried over  under  the  headline  "Exer- 
cises Described  As  Way  To  Protect 
Honduras  Prom  War"  the  following: 

Today  more  than  87  additional  U.S.  advis- 
ers arrived  here  in  the  capital  to  start  plan- 
ning the  massive  Joint  maneuvers  scheduled 
here  in  coming  months.  The  first  of  these 
operations,  according  to  U.S.  military  offi- 
cials, will  take  place  in  the  province  of  Cho- 
luteca  which  borders  on  Nicaragua. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  a  dichotomy 
with  respect  to  whether  or  not  Ameri- 
cans are  going  to  be  placed  in  a  dan- 
gerous position  when  the  President 
says  first  of  all  "those  maneuvers  are 
not  going  to  put  Americans  in  any  rea- 
sonable proximity  to  the  border."  and 
then  in  the  Washington  Post  it  says. 

The  first  of  these  operations,  according  to 
U.S.  military  officials,  will  take  place  in  the 
Province  of  Choluteca,  which  borders  on 
Nicaragua. 

There  seem  to  be  some  divergent 
viewpoints  expressed  first  by  the 
President  and  then  as  reported  by  the 
Post.  Whom  are  we  to  believe? 

Are  we  to  believe  the  President? 
Does  he  feel  that  this  particular  prov- 
ince is  not  in  close  proximity  to  the 
border?  The  contrary  is  reported  in 
the  press. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  we  ought  to 
be  kept  advised  as  to  precisely  what  is 
going  on.  if  the  President  is  going  to 
have  support  for  his  policy,  if  there  is 
going  to  be  a  consensus,  if  the  Ameri- 
can people  are  to  support  his  policy.  I 
believe  there  was  something  in  his 
speech  which  Indicated  that  the  Amer- 
ican people,  those  who  were  informed 
of  what  is  going  on,  are  supportive  of 
his  policy.  I  cannot  understand  how 
the  American  people  can  be  informed 
except  for  the  news  media.  That  is 
precisely  where  I  have  gotten  my  In- 
formation thus  far— from  the  news 
media. 

The  President,  In  his  remarks  during 
the  press  conference,  also  implied  that 
Congress  is  being  kept  apprised  of  the 
actions  of  the  administration.  I  quote 
his  words: 

Well.  I  think  it  would  be  a  very,  very  grave 
mistake  if  the  legislature  interfered  with 
what  we're  trying  to  do  and  we're  trying  to 
keep  them  apprised  of  our  actions. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Reagan  may  be- 
lieve that.  I  do  not  say  that  the  Presi- 
dent was  not  sincere  in  thinking  that 
Congress  is  being  kept  apprised,  but, 
indeed.  Congress  is  not,  except 
through  the  news  media. 


The  majority  leader  was  able  to  ar- 
range a  little  briefing  on  the  fourth 
floor  on  this  side  of  the  Capitol  yester- 
day. I  compliment  the  majority  leader, 
and  I  thank  him  for  arranging  the 
meeting.  He  did  the  best  he  could.  It 
was  only  a  30-minute  briefing,  but  it 
was  better  to  have  that  than  none  at 
all.  In  that  briefing,  I  quoted  what  the 
President  had  said  in  his  news  confer- 
ence to  the  effect  that  Congress  is 
being  kept  apprised.  I  said,  "If  any- 
body in  this  room  is  being  kept  ap- 
prised, either  Republican  or  Demo- 
crat, hold  up  your  hand."  Not  one 
person  held  up  his  hand.  It  was  also 
reported  during  that  conference  that 
the  Speaker  and  the  leadership  of  the 
House  are  not  being  kept  apprised. 

So  it  was  the  suggestion  of  the 
Senate  majority  leader  to  Judge  Clark, 
who  reportedly  has  access  at  any  time 
to  the  Oval  Office,  that  Senators  have 
briefings  on  a  regular  basis.  The  ma- 
jority leader  referred  to  the  briefings, 
which  used  to  occur  in  my  office,  given 
by  Mr.  Warren  Christopher  anent 
happenings  in  Iran  with  respect  to 
Americans  who  were  being  held  hos- 
tage there.  They  were  regular  brief- 
ings that  were  held  for  the  benefit  of 
the  joint  leadership.  Republicans  and 
Democrats.  The  majority  leader  sug- 
gested that  this  administration  follow 
the  same  course.  I  think  it  was  a  good 
suggestion. 

But  I  say  again,  as  I  said  yesterday 
or  the  day  before,  Mr.  President,  that 
if  there  is  to  be  support  for  the  Presi- 
dent's policies,  the  American  people 
are  going  to  have  to  have  more  infor- 
mation than  they  have  now.  They  are 
entitled  to  that  Information,  and  Con- 
gress is  entitled  to  it.  If  we  hope  to 
make  any  sensible  judgments,  we  are 
going  to  have  to  have  information  that 
is  accurate  and  adequate  upon  which 
to  base  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  concerned 
about  the  argument  as  to  "who  lost" 
this  or  "who  lost "  that  or  who  lost  El 
Salvador.  I  think  to  put  the  question 
in  that  context  is  being  politically 
crass.  It  may  be  that  we  ought  to  do 
this  or  we  ought  to  do  that,  but  what- 
ever we  do,  it  ought  to  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States.  What- 
ever, is  in  the  best  Interests  of  the 
United  States,  I  want  to  support.  But  I 
want  adequate  information,  I  want  to 
be  assured  that  I  have  adequate  infor- 
mation and  accurate  Information, 
before  I  take  a  position  that  might 
later  lead  to  bloodshed  on  the  part  of 
Americans  who  could  be  sent  to  that 
region  of  the  world. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  hope  we  shall 
be  given  appropriate  information 
through  proper  consultation. 

It  came  as  a  surprise  to  me  to  find 
that  the  President's  own  party  on  Cap- 
itol Hill  is  not  being  kept  apprised.  I 
was  amazed  when  I  heard  the  Presi- 
dent indicate  that  Congress  is  being 
kept  advised.  Perhaps  he  thought  he 


was  stating  the  facts.  He  may  be  un- 
aware that  Congress  is  not  being  kept 
apprised.  But  if  he  is  unaware,  that  is 
almost  as  bad  as  knowing  that  we  are 
not  being  kept  apprised  and  saying 
just  the  opposite,  because  I  should 
think  he  would  see  to  it  that  Congress 
is  being  kept  apprised.  It  does  not 
have  to  be  I,  but  somebody  on  this  Hill 
ought  to  be  kept  apprised.  I  told  Presi- 
dent Carter  once: 

It  does  not  have  to  be  I.  but  there  are 
people  up  on  that  Hill  who  can  keep  secrets 
just  as  well  as  anybody  here  in  the  White 
House  or  anybody  in  the  Pentagon. 

I  once  said  to  President  Carter,  "Mr. 
President,  your  wife  Rosalynn  will  tell 
this  before  I  do. "  He  had  taken  me 
into  his  confidence  with  respect  to  the 
Iranian  hostage  situation.  I  was  not  in- 
formed that  the  operation  was  at  that 
moment  going  forward. 

So  there  are  people  in  Congress  who 
can  keep  secrets.  There  are  people  in 
both  parties,  I  am  sure,  who  are  just 
as  patriotic  and  who  have  at  heart  the 
interests  of  the  United  States  as  much 
as  anybody  in  this  administration  or 
amy  other  administration.  And  until 
Congress  is  consulted.  I  am  going  to 
continue  to  raise  the  question  and  I 
am  sure  the  majority  leader,  based  on 
my  observations  of  his  work  and  my 
familiarity  with  his  nature  and  posi- 
tion on  matters,  is  not  going  to  be  oat- 
isfied  until  there  is  proper  consulta- 
tion with  somebody  on  his  side.  If  con- 
sultation is  to  be  with  the  ranking 
members  and  the  chairmen  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Committee,  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  and  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee,  that  is  all  right  with 
me. 

But  I  happen  to  think  that  the  lead- 
ership of  both  parties  is  expected  by 
our  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  to  be  likewise  apprised. 

So  having  said  that,  I  will  save  for 
another  occasion  any  further  remarks 
on  this  subject. 

If  I  have  any  time  left,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  it  to  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized 

Mr.  3AKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  listened  with  great 
care  and  interest  to  the  remarks  of  the 
minority  leader.  It  will  come  as  no  sur- 
prise to  Members  of  the  Senate  when  I 
say  that  he  and  I  have  discussed  this 
before.  I  understand  his  views  and, 
indeed,  I  am  sympathetic  to  many  of 
them. 

I  do  not  mean  to  t)e  unduly  philo- 
sophical about  it.  but  I  have  always 
thought  one  of  the  great  values,  one 
of  the  great  virtues  of  the  Constitu- 
tion was  that  it  was  intentionally  left 
fuzzy  on  some  points. 

Nobody  ever  quite  explained  to  the 
country  what  it  meant  when  it  said 


that  the  Senate  had  a  special  role  to 
play  in  foreign  policy  or  that  the 
President  was  the  chief  officer  of  for- 
eign policy. 

Those  are  not  the  words  of  the  Con- 
stitution, but  that  is  what  it  meant. 
But  we  have  overlapping  jurisdiction, 
just  as  the  Court  has  overlapping  ju- 
risdiction in  that  it  can  strike  down 
legislation  that  we  pass  or  the  Con- 
gress or  the  President  can  disapprove. 
It  is  a  magnificent  hodgepodge,  and  it 
was  built  that  way.  We  have  to  live 
with  it.  And  we  continue  to  establish 
precedents  in  those  fields  that  are  not 
clearly  defined. 

One  of  those  imprecisions  Is,  what  Is 
the  role  of  the  Senate  In  foreign 
policy.  As  in  so  many  cases,  I  can  tell 
you  what  it  Is  not.  It  Is  not  our  role  to 
dispatch  troops  to  a  foreign  country  or 
to  order  a  battleship  Into  hostile 
waters.  But  it  certainly  is  something 
short  of  being  totally  oblivious  and  un- 
concerned In  those  things,  and  some- 
place In  between  those  two  priorities  Is 
what  the  Founding  Fathers  meant,  I 
am  sure,  and  It  is  up  to  us  to  sort  of 
determine  from  time  to  time  imder  the 
circumstances. 

I  listened  with  great  Interest  to  the 
remarks  made  by  the  minority  leader, 
I  assume,  about  the  situation  In  Iran.  I 
would  trust  the  minority  leader  with 
the  information  whether  I  was  Presi- 
dent, Senator,  or  private  citizen.  I 
have  absolute  confidence  In  him,  and 
President  Carter  was  not  dlsservlced  In 
that,  but  I  would  remark  he  did  not 
tell  me  and  I  was  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  Senator  yield?  I 
said  to  the  President,  "If  at  some  point 
there  is  a  decision  to  undertake  a 
rescue  operation,  I  would  suggest  that 
you  get  Howard  Baker  down  here,  tell 
him  how  critical  this  matter  is  and  the 
information,  and  I  am  confident  he 
will  keep  it  in  trust." 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  have  no  doubt  of 
that. 

Mr.  BYRD.  "And  furthermore,  he 
would  be  the  one  to  advise  as  to  any 
others  on  that  side  of  the  aisle  who 
should  be  taken  into  confidence." 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  have  no  doubt  of 
that.  And  the  point  I  was  reaching  for 
and  about  to  reach  did  not  relate 
really  to  that  episode  but,  rather,  to 
say  we  are  playing  this  game  from  In- 
cident to  Incident,  how  Presidents  con- 
fide in  the  leadership  of  one  or  the 
other  of  the  two  sides  of  the  aisle  or 
the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  or  Foreign  Relations.  I 
know  of  Instances  that  represent  every 
one  of  those  things  I  have  just  said, 
where  Presidents  have  confided  In  a 
particular  Member,  but  I  also,  unfor- 
tunately, know  of  cases  where  Presi- 
dents of  both  parties  have  not  confid- 
ed in  anybody  as  far  as  I  could  tell.  So 
once  again,  we  are  sort  of  defining 
what  the  role  Is. 

Let  me  say  briefly  what  I  think  the 
role  should  be.  The  role  should  be  that 


the  Senate  does  have  a  constitutional 
responsibility  in  the  field  of  foreign 
policy  and  national  defense.  One  that 
should  be  before  the  fact  and  not  after 
the  fact.  It  does  not  mean  the  Presi- 
dent should  share  with  us  every  piece 
of  intelligence  he  has  or  every  plan  he 
considers  or  every  operation  that  he 
may  initiate.  But,  It  does  mean  that 
those  situations  that  do  have  pro- 
found Implications,  should  be  Investi- 
gated by  the  Senate  before  the  fact. 

It  also  means,  Mr.  President,  that 
there  should  be  an  opportunity  not 
just  to  hear  and  understand  but  also 
to  suggest  and  propose.  The  President, 
of  course.  Is  free  to  reject  If  he  wishes. 

It  means,  Mr.  President,  that  there 
needs  to  be  some  sort  of  formal  ar- 
rangement, if  not  in  the  Constitu- 
tion—at  least  by  practice  and  tradi- 
tion. 

So  I  made  the  suggestion  that  the 
minority  leader  speaks  of  as  much  In 
an  effort  to  regularize  this  messy  busi- 
ness as  It  was  to  meet  the  exigencies  of 
this  particular  situation. 

I  Intend  to  pursue  that  suggestion 
with  the  President  and  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  with  the  President's  na- 
tional security  adviser. 

To  summarize,  that  suggestion  is 
that  there  be  some  sort  of  weekly  or  at 
least  periodic  briefing  for  the  leader- 
ship of  the  Senate  on  national  defense 
and  foreign  policy  issues.  They  may  be 
routine  and  last  a  minute  or  they  may 
be  extensive  and  last  a  long  time.  It 
may  be  just  the  two  leaders  or  It  may 
be  an  aggregation  of  Senators,  but 
that  Is  a  Senate  decision. 

I  am  the  President's  spear  carrier  In 
the  Senate.  I  am  his  friend,  and  surely 
I  do  not  need  to  prove  that  anymore.  I 
believe  I  have  earned  that  badge.  But 
I  owe  my  first  obligation  to  the 
Senate.  I  am  majority  leader  of  the 
Senate,  and  that  is  my  first  duty  and 
responsibility.  So  I  Intend  to  serve  my 
President,  but  I  also  Intend  to  remain 
loyal  to  the  Senate.  And  that  loyalty 
must  Insist  that  the  Senate  have  an 
opportunity  to  exercise  that  Imprecise 
and  Ill-defined  role  In  foreign  policy 
determination. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  there  is  one 
other  piece  of  information  I  should 
supply  for  the  record  on  consultation 
on  this  particular  issue.  I  did  not  men- 
tion it  earlier  but  only  because  I  forgot 
it.  I  did  not  think  of  It  In  this  context. 

On  Monday  of  this  week,  at  the 
President's  request.  Congressman 
Michel,  the  Republican  leader  In  the 
House,  and  I  lunched  with  the  Presi- 
dent at  the  White  House,  and  the 
President  reviewed  the  overall  general 
situation. 

The  luncheon  was  not  for  the  pur- 
pose, as  I  understand  it,  of  telling  us 
about  th*"  carrier  task  force  in  the  Pa- 
cific or  the  battleship  New  Jersey  or 
troops  In  Honduras.  I  did  not  under- 
stand that  was  the  leaaoa  for  the 
meeting.  But  I  would  like  the  record  to 


show  that  the  President  did  discuss 
these  matters. 

I  would  also  point  out  it  was  after 
the  fact,  but  he  did  explain  his  reason 
and  rationale  for  doing  these  things  to 
Congressman  Michel  and  to  me.  I 
want  that  to  be  clearly  understood  so 
no  one  thinks  that  I  am  trying  to  di- 
minish the  President's  effort  to  keep 
me  apprised  or  Congressman  Michel. 
And  maybe  that  is  what  the  President 
had  in  mind  In  his  press  conference 
when  he  said  he  was  trying  to  keep 
the  Congress  apprised. 

But  in  any  event,  Mr.  President,  I 
am  saying  now  that  we  need  do  more 
than  that.  I  will  pursue  that.  I  pledge 
to  Members  of  the  Senate  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  that  I  will  discharge 
my  responsibility  and  obligation  to  the 
Senate  to  be  best  of  my  ability  to  see 
that  we  have  an  opportunity  to  exer- 
cise our  constitutional  responsibility  In 
this  field. 

I  thank  the  minority  leader  for 
bringing  the  matter  up. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader  for  his  assurance.  I  feel  much 
better  after  having  heard  the  majority 
leader  say  what  he  has  said.  He  did 
not  have  to  say  it  publicly  because  I 
knew  it,  but  I  am  glad  he  has  said  it 
here  again. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
there  Is  an  order  in  favor  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Wisconsin  for  15 
minutes,  to  be  followed  by  an  order  in 
favor  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska  for  15  minutes.  They 
are  both  on  the  floor,  and  I  assume 
they  are  ready  to  proceed. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
majority  leader  Is  correct. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
PROXMIRE 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Prox- 
MiRE)  Is  recognized. 


WHY  WE  SHOULD  NOT  PURSUE 
A  MILITARY  SOLUTION  IN  CEN- 
TRAL AMERICA 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
should  this  country  accept  the  argu- 
ment of  President  Ronald  Reagan  that 
this  country  has  a  genuine  national  se- 
curity interest  In  the  Marxist,  Commu- 
nist makeup  of  the  Nlcaraguan  Gov- 
ernment or  the  Marxist  Conimunlst 
challenge  of  thousands  of  rebels  to  the 
democratically  elected  Government  of 
El  Salvador?  Certainly,  these  countries 
are  near  us.  Yes,  indeed,  Marxism 
could  spread  to  other  Central  Ameri- 
can countries.  Conceivably,  we  could 
be  bedeviled  by  a  half  dozen  Fidel 
Castro-type  Conununist  bases  on  the 
front  porch  of  this  country,  threaten- 
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ing  the  Panama  Canal  and  serving  as  a 
possible  military  base  for  the  Soviet 
Union.  In  such  a  series  of  catastrophic 
events,  would  this  country  face  a  seri- 
ous -military  threat?  The  answer  is  ab- 
solutely, unequivocally,  and  emphati- 
cally: "No." 

Even  if.  somehow,  all  the  Central 
American  countries  should  come  to- 
gether in  a  unanimous  Communist 
cabal,  they  would  constitute  no  genu- 
ine military  threat  to  the  United 
States.  I  am  sure  the  people  in  those 
countries  are  brave  and  strong  people. 
In  fighting  for  their  countries— in  de- 
fending their  homeland,  in  that  kind 
of  guerrilla  warfare,  as  we  have  discov- 
ered—a relatively  weak  military  force 
without  any  modern  weapons  of  war 
can  win  surprising  victories  against  a 
far  bigger,  stronger.  t)etter  equipped 
military  force.  Vietnam  and  Afghani- 
stan should  remind  us  of  the  grim 
fact.  But  as  an  Invading  force?  Can  we 
expect  the  Nicaraguans  to  be  in  El 
Paso?  And  then  striking  out  to  Hous- 
ton? 

Consider  what  we  face  as  a  military 
threat  in  Central  America.  The  first 
big  fact  about  Central  America  is  that 
one  country.  Mexico,  dominates  the 
area  overwhelmingly.  The  population 
of  the  nine  Central  American  coun- 
tries including  Cuba  and  Mexico  is  just 
over  100  million,  compared  to  our  230 
million.  70  percent  of  this  population 
is  Mexican. 

For  any  country  to  mount  a  war 
effort,  especially  any  kind  of  aggres- 
sive war  effort,  outside  its  borders,  and 
particularly  against  the  United  States, 
requires  an  economy  capable  of  sup- 
porting such  a  war  effort.  Consider 
the  Central  American  economies— in 
aggregate.  The  total  gross  national 
product  of  these  nine  nations  is  $212 
billion,  and  80  percent  of  this  GNP  be- 
longs to  Mexico.  That  compares  with  a 
$3,000  billion,  or  $3  trillion,  economy 
for  this  country.  We  are  about  15 
times  more  productive  economically. 
So  the  potential  for  military  power  for 
these  Central  American  countries  is 
pathetically  small. 

Now.  how  about  actual  military  ex- 
penditures? Here  we  find  that  the  ex- 
penditures of  all  nine  of  these  coun- 
tries together  total  about  $3  billion, 
more  than  half  of  which  is  Mexico's. 
Think  of  that:  $3  billion  for  all  the 
Central  American  countries.  More 
than  half  of  that  is  Mexico's.  That 
compares  to  our  U.S.  military  expendi- 
tures of  $214  billion,  or  more  than  70 
times  the  total  military  expenditures 
of  all  these  Central  American  coun- 
tries combined. 

Compare  military  personnel.  The 
total  military  personnel  of  all  nine  of 
these  countries  amounts  to  563.000. 
and  tv'o-thirds  of  these  are  Mexican 
troops.  Incidentally,  most  of  the  Mexi- 
can troops  are  part-time  conscripts. 
This  compares  with  2,100.000  full- 
time,  regular  American  military  per- 


sonnel, not  including  National  Guard 
and  Reserve  components. 

Now  look  at  the  real  muscle  of 
modem  war.  In  combat  aircraft,  all 
nine  Central  American  countries  have 
265  combat  aircraft,  compared  to  over 
5.000  American  combat  aircraft,  about 
a  20-to-l  ratio  in  our  advantage.  In 
major  naval  vessels,  the  nine  Central 
American  countries,  in  aggregate,  have 
14.  10  of  which  are  Mexican,  compared 
to  285.  or  literally  14  times  as  many, 
for  the  United  States.  In  army  person- 
nel the  nine  countries  have  509.000.  of 
which  about  70  percent  are  Mexican. 
And.  again.  250.000  of  the  Mexican 
troops  are  part-time  conscripts  com- 
pared to  780.000  regular  U.S.  Army 
personnel. 

Mr.  President,  the  Capitol  Police,  by 
themselves,  on  a  good  day.  could 
handle  any  threat  from  most  of  these 
Central  American  countries.  They  do 
not  amount  to  any  kind  of  threat  at 
all. 

Of  course,  none  of  this  includes  the 
fact  that  this  country  has  an  immense 
arsenal  of  strategic  nuclear  weapons, 
on  land,  at  sea,  and  in  the  air.  And 
how  many  do  the  nine  Central  Ameri- 
can countries  have?  Absolutely  none. 

The  most  striking  facts  about  these 
comparisons  are: 

First,  Mexico  absolutely  dominates 
Central  America  in  military  potential 
and  actual  force. 

Second,  the  single  significant  mili- 
tary force  in  Central  America  outside 
of  Mexico  is  Cuba  And  the  Central 
American  countries  other  than  Mexico 
add  virtually  nothing  to  the  Cubaii 
military  power,  even  in  the  unlikely 
event  that  all  of  them  should  become 
Marxist  Communist  states  and  aline 
themselves  firmly  with  Cuba.  In  con- 
sidering this  group  of  Central  Ameri- 
can nations  together— excluding 
Mexico— Cuba  makes  75  percent  of  the 
military  expenditures,  has  63  percent 
of  the  military  personnel,  70  percent 
of  the  combat  aircraft,  60  percent  of 
the  army  personnel,  and  literally  100 
percent  of  the  major  naval  vessels.  No 
one  can  argue  that,  armoying  as 
Castro  and  Cuba  may  l)e.  they  in  any 
way  really  threaten  this  country  mili- 
tarily. 

Third,  in  aggregate,  on  any  assump- 
tions, all  the  Central  American  coun- 
tries together  pose  no  significant  mili- 
tary threat— none  to  our  national  se- 
curity. 

Furthermore,  there  is  every  reason 
to  believe  that  Mexico  will  remain,  as 
she  has  for  many  years,  our  firm  ally 
and  friend,  a  wise  and  pacifying  force 
in  Central  America. 

What  genuine,  realistic  national  se- 
curity interest  does  this  country  have 
in  Central  America?  For  many  reasons 
we  should  do  everything  we  can— with- 
out using  military  power— to  keep 
communism  out  of  Central  America. 
Grinding  poverty  and  cruel  exploita- 
tion, either  by  Communist  bureaucrats 


or  rightwing  plutocrats,  is  the  bane  of 
this  area.  We  should  aline  ourselves 
with  neither.  We  should  press  for 
human  rights  and  land  reform  in  all 
regimes.  How  should  we  do  it?  The 
best  way  to  do  that  is  with  the  kind  of 
good  neighbor  policy  enunciated  by 
Franklin  Roosevelt  and  with  Peace 
Corps-type  assistance  as  initiated  by 
President  Kennedy.  The  one  way  we 
can  provoke  Central  America  into  a 
hostile  and  perhaps  largely  Commu- 
nist alinement  is  if  we  continue  to 
follow  the  kind  of  ham-handed,  arro- 
gant militarism  that  our  Honduran 
military  exercises  and  our  covert  and 
overt  military  operations  in  Nicaragua 
and  El  Salvador  demonstrate  and  that 
the  administration  seems  so  intent  on 
pursuing. 

Mr.  President  our  overwhelming 
military  advantage  overall  of  Central 
America  combined  should  remind  us  of 
the  imperative  necessity  that  we  use 
this  massive  military  power  with  re- 
straint and  care.  Here  is  why:  The 
overpowering  U.S.  military  advantage 
is  matched  by  a  very  real  psychologi- 
cal advantage  that  accrues  to  any  little 
country  we  try  to  push  around  mili- 
tarily—either by  muscle-flexing  ma- 
neuvers next  to  the  little  country's 
border  or  by  an  actual  shooting  inva- 
sion. All  of  us  dislike  bullies.  In  any 
kind  of  a  confrontation,  almost  every 
human  being  favors  the  little  guy.  the 
underdog,  the  little,  embattled  few 
who  do  not  seem  to  have  a  chance. 

This  is  true  of  most  of  our  fellow 
Americans,  even  when  our  country 
itself  has  become  involved  as  the  big. 
tough  guy.  The  overwhelming  majori- 
ty of  Americans  love  this  country.  We 
are  very  proud  of  it.  Some  still  react 
the  way  Stephen  Decatur  put  it:  "My 
country,  in  her  intercourse  with  other 
nations  may  she  always  be  right.  But 
right  or  wrong:  My  country!"  But 
many  Americans— patriotic  as  they 
may  be— will  not  support  this  Nation 
when  they  think  our  actions  are 
wrong.  And  without  thinking  very 
much  about  it,  many  Americans  will 
assume  that  when  we  flex  our  mighty 
air  and  sea  power  on  the  very  coastline 
of  these  small,  weak,  impoverished 
countries,  good  as  our  intentions  may 
be,  and  wrong  as  those  who  rule  the 
little  country  may  be,  we  become  the 
oppressor.  Cpr  Lainly,  other  nations 
throughout  the  world  must  have  a  far 
more  intense  revulsion  against  this 
kind  of  pushing  the  little  kids  in  the 
neighborhood  around. 

Of  course,  what  makes  this  kind  of 
policy  especially  had  is  that  we  cannot 
win.  No  policy  we  can  pursue  will  more 
certainly  assure  the  hostility  of  Cen- 
tral Americans,  and  possibly  even  the 
alienation  of  Mexico— and  what  a  trag- 
edy that  would  be.  Mexico  is  indeed 
crucial  to  us  in  Central  America.  This 
big,  tough,  bully-on-the-block  attitude, 
could  cost  us  dearly. 
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Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  table  I  have  compiled, 
showing  the   economic   and   military 


data  about  Central  American  coun- 
tries compared  to  this  country,  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


ECONOMIC  AND  MILITARY  STATISTICS-CENTRAL  AMERICA  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES 
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Most  countries  also  have  small  patrol  boats,  some  wiffi  swlace-to-surface  missiles 
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The  Military  Balance  1982-1983",  Rutli  Leger  Sward.  "I^ortd  Military  and  Sooal  trpendrtures  1982" 
CENTRAL  AMERICAN  COUNTRIES  AS  A  PERCENTAGE  OF  UNITED  STATES 
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GOLDEN  FLEECE  TO  COAST 
GUARD 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  giving  my  Golden  Fleece  of  the 
Month  Award  for  July  to  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  for  spending  $1.1  million 
to  build  a  boat  repair  station  at  Cape 
Hatteras.  N.C.,  which  sat  empty  and 
unused  for  about  a  year.  Why?— now 
get  this— because  the  Coast  Guard 
forgot,  they  right  plumb  forgot  to 
assign  anyone  to  work  there,  that  is 
why. 

The  Coast  Guard  should  consider 
changing  its  motto  from  "Always 
Ready"  to  "Never  Remember."  The 
taxpayer  can  be  forgiven  for  having  a 
sinking  feeling  about  this  boat  repair 
station. 

The  case  of  the  forgotten  repair  sta- 
tion started  back  in  1975.  The  district 
office  decided  they  needed  a  building 
in  which  to  repair  boats  during  bad 
weather.  They  estimated  such  a  build- 
ing would  cost  $500,000. 

The  Conmiandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard  disapproved  this  proposal  in 
1977.  He  was  not  convinced  that  the 
new  building  was  needed. 

The  district  office  would  not  take 
"no"  for  an  answer  and  prepared  an 
analysis  showing  that  the  Coast 
Guard  would  save  money  by  repairing 
the  boats  itself  instead  of  having  pri- 
vate companies  do  the  work.  The  anal- 
ysis assumed  that  staff  would  be  trans- 
ferred from  other  Coast  Guard  sta- 


tions, that  no  additional  salary  costs 
would  be  incurred. 

The  Commandant  then  approved 
the  proposal  in  1979  and  in  1980  Con- 
gress appropriated  $1.1  million  for  the 
new  building.  By  December  of  1981, 
the  building  was  ready  for  use. 

There  it  sat,  unused,  day  in  and  day 
out.  Months  passed,  the  seasons 
changed,  and  still  no  one  appeared  to 
work  in  the  building. 

Finally,  after  about  a  year,  the  Coast 
Guard  assigned  a  skeleton  staff  to  the 
building.  Listen  to  their  explanation  of 
this  incident: 

We  accurately  and  correctly  demonstrated 
the  benefits  which  would  result  from  a  [new 
building],  but  we  totally  overlooked  the  fact 
that  If  you  increase  activity  at  a  unit,  you 
can  expect  additional  staffing  will  be  needed 
to  do  the  work. 

Think  about  that  for  a  moment 
before  you  take  your  next  boat  ride. 
The  Government  agency  charged  with 
search  and  rescue  on  the  high  seas 
"totally  overlooked  the  fact"  that  ad- 
ditional people  would  be  needed  to 
work  in  a  new  $1.1  million  building. 

Now  comes  the  insult.  To  move  boats 
from  the  water  to  the  repair  building, 
the  Coast  Guard  purchased  a  $45,750 
boat  hoist.  They  successfully  tested  it 
by  moving  the  largest  boat  available- 
one  44  feet  long  and  weighing  20  tons. 
Because  the  repair  building  was  20x40 
feet  in  size  moving  this  boat  should 


have  been  a  reasonable  test  for  any- 
body. 

But  not  for  the  Coast  Guard.  They 
decided  the  hoist  should  have  to  lift  a 
30-ton  load.  A  boat  this  size  would 
scarcely  fit  into  the  new  building.  But 
the  Coast  Guard— always  ready?— built 
a  30-ton  test  weight— at  a  cost  of  over 
$1,400.  what  happened  when  they 
used  this  weight,  which  was  shaped 
more  like  a  brick  than  a  boat?  The 
hoist  broke  and  repairs  will  cost 
around  $12,000. 

The  Coast  Guard  hoisted  the  tax- 
payer on  its  petard  once  again. 

This  new  building  is  within  sight  of 
the  area  where  Blackbesvrd  the  pirate 
was  killed.  He  used  a  sword  to  commit 
piracy.  Now  the  Coast  Guard  has 
shown  that  when  it  comes  to  modem- 
day  buccaneering,  the  pen,  applied  to 
a  Government  check,  is  truly  mightier 
than  the  sword. 


WHAT      ARE      THE      PROSPECTS 
FOR    A    MUTUAL,     VERIFIABLE 
NUCLEAR  FREEZE? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  rising  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  virtually  every  day  since  April 
of   last   year— that   is   15   months— to 
plead  with  this  body  to  support  a  nu- 
clear freeze  or  to  exercise  restraint  in 
authorizing  and  appropriating   funds 
that  advance  the  nuclear  arms  race.  I 
am  sure  that  no  one  in  the  Senate 
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favors  unilateral  disarmament.  I  am 
also  sure  that  even  those  Senators 
who  have  most  consistently  voted  for 
more  and  more  nuclear  weapons  recog- 
nize what  a  cataclysmic  disaster  a  nu- 
clear war  would  bring. 

And  I  am  sure  the  President  is 
equally  sincere  in  desiring  peace.  But 
somehow  this  sincere  peaceful  senti- 
ment has  had  pathetically  little  effect. 
This  Congress— the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  the  Senate— moves  re- 
lentlessly, month  after  month,  year 
after  year  ahead  with  this  insane  nu- 
clear arms  race. 

We  even  seem  to  be  unable  to  resist 
the  most  inefficient  weapons.  We  have 
gone  along  with  the  B-IB  bomber,  de- 
signed to  carry  nuclear  weapons,  in 
spite  of  the  strong  likelihood  that  it 
will  be  obsolete  before  we  can  build  it. 

We  will  come  on  in  a  few  years  with 
the  new  technology,  or  Stealth 
bomber,  that  will  fulfill  exactly  the 
same  mission  as  the  B-IB  except  that 
it  will  foil  the  Soviet  radar  system  that 
will  certainly  trap  the  B-IB  and  make 
each  flight  over  the  Soviet  Union  a 
suicide  mission.  Of  course,  the  B-IB 
will  cost  tens  of  billions,  and  the 
Stealth  will  also  cost  additional  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars. 

We  also  are  hell-bent  now  on  build- 
ing 100  MX  missiles  with  10  warheads 
each  and  for  a  fat  $20  billion,  al- 
though 2  weeks  of  debate  failed  to 
produce  a  single  Senator  who  could 
answer  the  repeated  charge  that  the 
missile  will  be  vulnerable,  literally  a 
sitting  duck  for  the  Russian  hard- 
target  kill  missiles  to  knock  out.  In  ad- 
dition, we  are  racing  ahead  putting 
our  technical  and  scientific  laborato- 
ries hard  to  work  to  develop  more  effi- 
cient nuclear  weapons,  such  as  the  D-5 
hard  target  missile  that  we  will  fire 
from  our  submarines. 

Also,  we  will  construct  thousands  of 
cruise  missiles  in  the  next  few  years. 
We  will  build  at  least  an  additional  20 
Trident  submarines  to  carry  our 
newest  and  most  devastating  hard- 
target  kill  weapons  within  5  or  6  min- 
utes of  their  Russian  targets.  And  the 
President  is  bent  on  converting  our 
space  program  to  a  very  largely  mili- 
tary mission,  designed  to  give  us  a 
series  of  antimissile  devices  that  will 
kill  Russian  satellites  and  in  effect 
poke  out  the  eyes  of  Russia's  warning 
system  and  shoot  down  any  Russian 
missiles  that  might  be  launched,  thus 
destroying  their  deterrent  and  giving 
the  Russians  an  incentive  to  attack 
before  we  develop  an  antimissile 
system  that  could  literally  disarm 
their  nuclear  capability. 

The  success  of  the  antisatellite  pro- 
gram could  literally  kill  any  prospect 
of  a  verifiable  nuclear  freeze  of  any 
kind  and  I  mean  any  verifiable  arms 
control  program.  Satellites  are  the 
quintessential  heart  of  an  effective 
verification.  Now  how  can  535  peace- 
loving  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 


resentatives and  Senate  permit  such  a 
foolish  race  to  national  suicide? 

Sometimes,  Mr.  President,  Congress 
and  our  whole  National  Government 
seem  like  lemmings  rushing  to  the  sea, 
determined  to  drown  en  masse.  Does 
this  mean  that  we  have  become  so  ab- 
sorbed with  building  nuclear  military 
power  that  we  have  forgotten  that  the 
whole  purpose,  the  only  justification 
of  military  spending,  is  not  war  but 
peace? 

Last  year  the  House  voted  on  August 
5  by  an  almost  precisely  even  split— 
204  to  202— against  a  nuclear  freeze. 
On  May  4  of  this  year  the  House  re- 
versed that  vote  and  voted  278  to  149— 
nearly  2  to  I— for  a  nuclear  freeze. 
What  happened?  Simple.  On  Novem- 
ber 2.  1982.  we  had  an  election  and  in 
the  fall  of  1982  there  were  a  series  of 
nine  referendums  on  the  nuclear 
freeze  in  nine  different  States.  Eight 
of  those  States  supported  the  freeze, 
in  most  cases  by  big  margins. 

Every  public  opinion  poll  has  shown 
the  same  result  with  freeze  support 
running  about  3  to  1  in  favor.  The 
people  of  this  country  are  demanding 
an  end  to  this  arms  race.  We  better  get 
the  message.  If  and  when  the  Senate 
has  a  shot  at  the  nuclear  freeze,  I  am 
convinced  we  will  follow  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  also  pass  a  nucle- 
ar freeze  resolution. 

Now.  let  us  be  clear  about  it.  The 
freeze  does  not  call  for  unilateral  dis- 
armament. No,  indeed.  It  calls  for  the 
negotiation  of  a  mutual,  verifiable 
agreement  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  to  stop  the  test- 
ing, production,  and  deployment  of 
nuclear  weapons.  Because  it  sets  no 
time  limit  and  because  negotiations 
are  under  the  firm  control  of  ?'hot-ver 
happens  to  be  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  freeze  resolution  simply 
states  a  policy  and  an  intention.  It  is 
the  beginning,  but  only  the  beginning, 
of  our  best  hope  for  survival. 


people  had  refused  to  go  along  with 
the  notion  that  Jews  were  the  source 
of  all  evil,  then  Adolf  Hitler  might 
today  be  an  obscure  figure  in  German 
history. 

In  some  ways,  it  is  hard  to  blame 
those  who  did  not  stand  up.  Movie 
critic  Stanley  Kauffman  has  a  point 
when  he  says,  "I'm  never  less  sure  of 
my  physical  courage  than  when  I'm 
asked,  by  a  film  or  a  play  or  book,  to 
condemn  the  anti-Nazi  Germans  who 
lived  under  the  Nazi  regime  and  did 
not  rebel." 

But  a  new  German  movie.  "The 
White  Rose,"  tells  the  story  of  the 
small  number  of  German  men  and 
women  who  would  not  comply  with 
the  Nazi  regime's  slaughter  of  the 
Jewish  people.  The  leaders  of  the  anti- 
Nazi,  pro-German  movement— stu- 
dents Hans  and  Sophie  Scholl  and 
their  philosophy  professor,  Kurt 
Huber— kept  their  honor,  but  lost 
their  lives.  All  were  guillotined. 

'The  White  Rose,"  Mr.  President, 
tells  us  that  some  people  will  face  in- 
credible danger  in  a  stand  for  decency. 
What  the  movie  also  tells  us,  however, 
is  that  this  courage  is  rare.  Professor 
Huber  and  his  pupils  tried  to  stop 
genocide  while  it  was  happening.  A 
few  years  later,  the  world  set  out  to 
prevent  genocide.  The  United  Nations 
passed  the  Genocide  Convention  with 
the  idea  that  outlawing  genocide 
might  in  some  way  deter  future  Hit- 
lers. 

Despite  this,  the  U.S.  Senate  has 
failed  to  act.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
ratify  the  Genocide  Convention. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Chair. 


THE  PLASTICITY  OF  HUMAN 
NATURE 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  the 
act  of  genocide— systematically  mur- 
dering a  racial,  ethnic,  national,  or  re- 
ligious group— is  hard  for  U.S.  citizens 
to  comprehend.  This  may  be  why  the 
Genocide  Convention,  which  makes 
mass  slaughter  punishable  under 
international  law,  has  gone  unratified 
for  34  years. 

It  is  understandable  to  us  that  one 
crazy  man,  like  Adolf  Hitler,  could  be- 
lieve that  the  "final  solution"  lay  in 
eliminating  the  Jewish  people.  But  the 
notion  that  an  entire  society  could  go 
insane— much  less  a  highly  civilized 
nation  like  Germany— is  far  more  in- 
comprehensible, and  disturbing. 

The  fact  is.  Adolf  Hitler  was  neces- 
sary, but  not  sufficient,  for  the  Holo- 
caust. If  the  German  intelligentsia, 
the  German  elite,   and  the   German 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
ZORINSKY 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hatfield).  Under  the  previous  order, 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Zor- 
iNSKY)  is  recognized  for  not  to  exceed 
5  minutes. 


THE  NATIONAL  COMMISSION  ON 
TEACHER  EDUCATION  ACT 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  report  of  the  Commission  on 
Excellence  in  Education  was  pub- 
lished, national  attention  has  been  fo- 
cused on  the  crisis  in  our  schools. 
Many  suggestions  have  been  made  on 
ways  to  improve  our  educational 
system.  However,  one  problem  area 
noted  in  the  report  which  has  received 
little  attention  is  weakness  in  teacher 
training. 

The  Commission  report  found  that 
teacher  preparation  programs  need 
substantial  improvement  and  that  the 
teacher  preparation  curriculum  is 
weighted  heavily  with  courses  in  edu- 
cational methods  at  the  expense  of 
courses  in  subjects  to  be  taught.  As  a 
result,  many  teachers  have  not  mas- 
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tered  the  basic  skills  in  reading,  writ- 
ing, math,  and  other  subjects  that 
they  are  required  to  teach. 

Reaction  to  the  report  so  far  has 
dealt  mainly  with  better  pay  for  teach- 
ers, stricter  curriculum  requirements, 
competency  testing,  etc.  I  agree  that 
these  areas  need  attention.  However,  if 
teachers  are  not  trained  in  their  sub- 
ject of  instruction,  all  these  changes 
will  make  little  difference. 

I  have  been  looking  into  this  matter 
since  the  Commission's  report  was 
issued,  and  the  facts  are  surprising. 
Significant  findings  have  been  pub- 
lished in  recent  years— and  earlier— 
about  the  poor  quality  of  teacher  edu- 
cation. Although  some  States  have 
taken  action,  there  has  been  no  na- 
tional response. 

Numerous  studies  have  found  that 
the  colleges  of  education  now  attract 
the  least  capable  students,  and  those 
who  go  on  to  teaching  jobs  are  among 
the  lower-scoring  graduates.  Many  stu- 
dents consider  an  education  major  a£ 
the  easiest  way  to  get  a  degree.  They 
can  earn  3  hours  of  college  credit  for 
taking  courses  such  as  materials  for 
rhythmical  activities,  administering 
leisure  delivery  systems,  or  motorcycle 
safety  and  rider  education.  Ph.  D.  dis- 
sertations have  been  written  on  such 
topics  as  service  in  the  high  school  caf- 
eteria, student  posture,  and  public 
school  plumbing.  As  a  result,  talented 
students  are  discouraged  from  enter- 
ing the  teaching  profession. 

One  of  the  most  severe  critics  of 
teacher  training  has  been  Gene  Lyons, 
staff  writer  for  the  Texas  Monthly, 
who  authored  an  article  in  1979  about 
his  investigation  of  teacher  training 
institutions.  He  described  as  nonsense 
many  of  the  classes  he  visited.  The 
play-acting  and  other  antics  cause  him 
to  wonder  if  he  had  not  wandered  into 
classes  for  stand-up  comedians.  He 
said,  "Everyone  was  having  a  grand 
time  and  why  not?  Everybody  was  get- 
ting an  A  or  at  worst  a  B."  He  called 
teacher  education  "a  massive  fraud, 
which  drives  out  dedicated  people,  re- 
wards incompetence  and  wastes  mil- 
lions of  dollars." 

Around  the  mid-ig^O's  a  faction  of 
educators  urged  wholesale  rejection  of 
traditional  educational  methods.  As  a 
result,  many  teacher  training  pro- 
grams shifted  their  emphasis  from 
training  teachers  in  academic  subjects 
to  emphasis  on  behavioral  science 
techniques.  They  began  to  concern 
themselves  with  the  children's  emo- 
tional development,  social  adjustment, 
and  so  forth,  at  the  expense  of  cogni- 
tive learning. 

These  theories  have  been  criticized 
by  other  educators.  Diane  Ravitch  of 
Columbia  Teachers  College  in  New 
York  City  stated. 

It  is  really  putting  things  backwards  to 
say  that  if  children  feel  good  about  them- 
selves, they  will  achieve.  Instead,  if  children 


are  learning  and  achieving,  then  they  feel 
good  about  themselves. 

The  distinction  between  teaching 
techniques  and  behavioral  science 
techniques  is  not  clear,  since  many  of 
the  psychological  strategies  which 
became  popular  in  the  1960's  and 
1970's  were  meant  to  be  interspersed 
in  the  classroom  in  all  subjects.  How- 
ever, it  is  clear  that  for  many  teachers 
the  subject  to  be  taught  is  secondary 
to  the  student's  inner  life— their  self- 
concepts,  feelings,  and  values. 

In  1981,  J.  W.  Anderson,  a  member 
of  the  editorial  page  staff  of  the 
Washington  Post,  wrote  about  a  para- 
dox at  George  Mason  University  in 
Fairfax,  Va.  Its  English  Department 
was  leading  a  statewide  campaign  to 
Instruct  teachers  at  every  level  on  how 
to  teach  writing.  At  the  same  time,  its 
education  department  was  using  a 
textbook  which  directed  its  future 
teachers  not  to  require  written  reports 
but  instead  to  have  students  sign  up 
for  oral  reports.  This  would  save  the 
student  the  trouble  of  writing  or 
typing  a  report,  and  you  the  trouble  of 
reading  a  report;  it  will  also  give  you 
the  opportunity  to  interact  with  each 
of  your  students  on  a  person-to-person 
basis  and  to  probe  more  deeply  into  in- 
terpretations. Obviously  the  emphasis 
was  on  interaction  and  probing  rather 
than  on  proficiency  in  writing.  Mr.  An- 
derson found  the  suggestion  that  writ- 
ing was  mere  trouble  for  both  the  stu- 
dent and  teacher  insidious.  Yet,  this 
situation  at  George  Mason  is  far  from 
unique. 

In  the  February  1981  issue  of  the 
Phi  Delta  Kappan.  Arthur  W.  Combs 
of  the  University  of  Northern  Colora- 
do authored  an  article  in  support  of 
humanistic  education.  He  stated  that 
"our  society  can  get  along  very  well 
with  a  bad  reader;  a  bigot  is  a  danger 
to  everyone."  While  I  do  not  care  for 
bigots  any  more  than  Professor  Combs 
does,  I  am  disturbed  that  a  distin- 
guished professor  in  foundations  of 
education  could  have  such  a  cavalier 
attitude  toward  literacy. 

Illiteracy  in  the  United  States  has 
become  so  widespread  that  we  have 
come  to  accept  it  as  the  norm.  Over  22 
percent  of  adults  in  this  country  are 
functionally  illiterate,  and  another  32 
percent  are  only  marginally  literate. 
Billions  of  our  tax  dollars  are  spent 
every  year  on  remedial  reading.  Not 
only  are  remedial  reading  classes 
taught  in  colleges,  but  government 
agencies,  the  Armed  Forces,  and  indus- 
try are  forced  to  offer  courses  in  basic 
reading  skills. 

This  problem  affects  all  segments  of 
our  society  and  our  economy  in  that  it 
contributes  to  increased  welfare,  un- 
employment, crime,  and  other  social 
ills,  all  of  which  must  be  addressed 
with  additional  tax  dollars.  A  1975 
Office  of  Education  study  found  that 
while  the  situation  is  dismal  for  all 
American   schoolchildren,    it    is   even 


worse  for  minorities  who  are  dispro- 
portionately represented  in  these  illit- 
eracy rates— more  than  twice  that  of 
the  population  as  a  whole. 

Dr.  Rudolf  Flesch.  in  his  1981  book, 
"Why  Johnny  Still  Can't  Read." 
stated  that  because  of  current  meth- 
ods of  instruction,  the  U.S.  literacy 
rate  has  already  dropped  to  the  level 
of  Burma  and  Albania  and  is  ap- 
proaching that  of  Zambia. 

The  whole-word  system  of  reading 
being  taught  in  our  schools  is  de- 
scribed by  Samuel  Blumenfeld  in  the 
February,  1983  issue  of  American  Edu- 
cation as  imbecilic.  He  claims  it  is 
needlessly  complicated,  difficult,  illogi- 
cal, and  ineffective.  He  wondered  how 
educators  can  be  "insane  enough  to 
think  that  you  could  successfully 
teach  children  to  read  English  as  if  it 
were  Chinese?" 

Mr.  Blumenfeld  asks  how  the  profes- 
sors get  away  with  this  blatant  educa- 
tional malpractice  in  a  free  country 
where  parents  and  elected  representa- 
tives are  supposed  to  have  ultimate 
control  over  the  public  schools. 

In  a  1979  research  article  entitled 
"Teaching  Reading  to  Learning-Dis- 
abled and  Other  Hard-to-Teach  Chil- 
dren," Dr.  Barbara  Bateman  stated. 

Near  failure-proof  methods  for  teaching 
all  children  to  read  are  already  available. 
Continued  failure  of  schools  to  employ 
these  programs  is  at  best  negligent,  and  at 
worst  malicious. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  great- 
est obstacle  to  literacy  in  America  is 
our  own  educational  establishment, 
which  has  a  vested  interest  in  main- 
taining the  status  quo.  According  to 
the  1969  report  of  the  National  Acade- 
my of  Education's  blue-ribbon  Com- 
mittee on  Reading,  "an  effective  na- 
tional reading  effort  should  bypass  the 
existing  education  macrostructure." 
The  intimation  is  that  there  is  power 
and  money  for  educators  in  illiteracy. 

The  International  Reading  Associa- 
tion has  gone  from  7.000  members  in 
1965  to  65.000  in  1982.  According  to 
Mr.  Blumenfeld.  "it  has  become  the 
impregnable  citadel  of  the  whole-word 
method. "  He  claims  that  proven  meth- 
ods of  teaching  reading  are  kept  out  of 
our  schools  as  effectively  as  if  we  had 
a  "dictatorship  with  an  all-powerful 
Ministry  of  Education."  Strong  words? 
Yes;  but  is  it  not  our  responsibility  to 
find  out  the  extent  of  the  truth 
behind  them?  Why  has  remedial  read- 
ing become  institutionalized?  Why  are 
not  teachers  trained  to  teach  it  right 
in  the  first  place? 

In  the  New  York  Times  Magazine  of 
June  5,  1983,  Leon  Botstein  as  one  of 
his  "Nine  I*roposals  to  Improve  Our 
Schools."  stated  that  separate  schools 
of  education  and  departments  of  edu- 
cation should  be  disbanded.  He  sug- 
gested that  education -department  fac- 
ulty should  be  distributed  throughout 
the    academic    departments.    In    this 


21308 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  28,  1983 


July  28,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21309 


way.  the  substantive  training  of  teach- 
ers would  be  in  their  subject  matter. 
Although  this  proposal  sounds  radical, 
we  need  to  look  at  what  prompted  it. 

School  time  is  precious  time.  It 
should  not  be  misspent  because  of 
teachers  who  have  not  been  educated 
properly.  Our  children  have  only  one 
opportunity  for  an  education. 

I  find  it  significant  that  parents  are 
willing  to  pay  for  private  schools 
which,  in  most  States,  are  not  required 
to  have  certified  teachers. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  our  public  schools.  I  am  dis- 
mayed to  find  our  that  although  our 
per  capita  public  expenditures  on  edu- 
cation are  higher  than  anywhere  in 
the  world,  our  students  fall  far  behind 
those  of  other  countries  in  test  scores. 
Although  we  rank  first  on  measures  of 
resource  allocation,  we  are  not  first  on 
any  measure  of  Intellectual  achieve- 
ment. 

While  we  obviously  have  many  good 
schools  of  education  and  countless 
able  and  dedicated  teachers,  the  facts 
cannot  be  ignored.  Our  education 
system  is  in  trouble,  and  we  must  look 
for  root  causes.  I  believe  that  our 
system  of  teacher  education  is  one  of 
them.  Students  carmot  learn  from 
teachers  who  have  not  been  educated 
and  trained  properly. 

I  am  therefore  introducing  legisla- 
tion to  establish  a  Commission  to  in- 
vestigate teacher  training  in  this  coun- 
try. I  do  not  suggest  for  one  moment 
that  we  should  create  national  policy 
on  teacher  education,  but  rather  that 
we  look  into  its  problems.  This  is  not 
meant  to  supplant  any  efforts  that  the 
States  are  already  making,  but  to  sup- 
plement them.  The  Commission  could 
be  a  useful  tool  in  working  with  the 
States,  identifying  common  problems, 
and  sharing  solutions  that  have  been 
found  to  be  effective. 

I  believe  it  is  a  proper  role  of  the 
FedertJ  Government  to  focus  on  this 
national  problem.  The  colleges  of  edu- 
cation and  departments  of  education 
are  not  as  subject  to  scrutiny  as  are 
our  public  schools.  Therefore,  a  na- 
tional Commission  would  be  the  most 
effective  way  to  look  into  this  matter. 
I  also  believe  that  we  should  not  put 
this  Investigation  into  the  hands  of 
the  education  community  alone.  Rep- 
resentatives of  business  and  industry 
as  well  as  parents  should  be  included 
in  any  study  because  they  are  also  di- 
rectly affected  and  can  provide  a  fresh 
perspective. 

The  cost  of  this  Commission  is 
minute  compared  to  the  cost  of  doing 
nothing.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  effort. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  legislation  be 
printed  in  the  Record  immediately  fol- 
lowing my  floor  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.J.  Res.  138 

Whereas  the  National  Commission  on  Ex- 
cellence in  Education  found  that  teacher 
preparation  curriculum  is  weighted  heavily 
with  courses  in  "educational  methods"  at 
the  expense  of  courses  in  subjects  to  be 
taught  and  found  that  teacher  preparation 
programs  need  substantial  improvement; 

Whereas  significant  findings  have  been 
published  about  the  poor  quality  of  teacher 
education,  but  there  has  been  no  national 
response; 

Whereas  colleges  of  education  are  not  ac- 
countable to  the  public  as  are  local  schools; 

Whereas  numerous  studies  have  found 
that  the  colleges  of  education  now  attract 
the  least  capable  students,  and  those  who  go 
on  to  teaching  jobs  are  among  the  least  tal- 
ented graduates; 

Whereas  many  teachers  have  not  mas- 
tered the  basic  skills  in  reading,  writing, 
math,  and  other  subjects  that  such  teachers 
are  employed  to  teach; 

Whereas  it  is  important  that  competent 
persons  be  attracted  to  the  field  of  teaching; 

Whereas  many  teacher  training  programs 
have  shifted  emphasis  from  training  teach- 
ers to  develop  expertise  in  academic  subjects 
in  which  such  teachers  are  to  be  certified,  to 
emphasis  on  classroom  psychological  tech- 
niques not  related  to  the  development  of 
student  academic  competencies; 

Whereas  recently,  there  has  been  a 
marked  decline  in  student  achievement  test 
scores; 

Whereas  one  out  of  five  adults  has  been 
determined  to  be  functionally  illiterate;  and 

Whereas  it  is  not  possible  to  expect  stu- 
dents to  be  taught  properly  by  teachers  who 
have  not  been  trained  properly:  Now.  there- 
fore be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  this  Joint  reso- 
lution may  be  cited  as  the  "National  Com- 
mission on  Teacher  Education  Act". 

ESTABLISHMEKT  OF  COMMISSION 

Sec.  2.  (a)  There  is  established  a  commis- 
sion to  be  known  as  the  Commission  on 
Teaching  Education  (hereafter  in  this  Act 
referred  to  as  the  "Commission"). 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
sixteen  members  as  follows: 

(1)  Eight  members  shall  be  appointed  by 
the  President  of  the  United  SUtes. 

(2)  Pour  members  shall  be  appointed  by 
the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate, 
two  upon  recommendation  of  the  Majority 
Leader  of  the  Senate  and  two  upon  recom- 
mendation of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
Senate. 

(3)  Pour  members  shall  be  appointed  by 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, two  upon  recommendation  of  the  Ma- 
jority Leader  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  two  upon  recommendation  of  the 
Minority  Leader  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives. 

(c)(1)  Of  the  members  specified  in  para- 
graph (1)  of  subsection  (b).  not  more  than 
four  members  shall  be  from  the  same  politi- 
cal party.  Of  the  members  specified  in  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (b).  not 
more  than  two  members  specified  in  each 
such  paragraph  shall  be  from  the  same  po- 
litical party. 

(2)  Of  the  members  specified  in  paragraph 
(1)  of  subsection  (b),  two  shall  be  parents, 
two  shall  be  representatives  of  business  and 
Industry,  and  two  shall  be  members  of  local 
school  boards.  Of  the  members  sp«K;ified  In 
paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (b),  one  shall  be 
a  parent,  one  shall  be  a  representative  of 
business  and  industry,  and  one  shall  be  a 


member  of  a  local  school  board.  Of  the 
members  specified  in  paragraph  (3)  of  sub- 
section (b),  one  shall  be  a  parent,  one  shall 
be  a  representative  of  business  and  industry, 
and  one  shall  be  a  member  of  a  local  school 
board.  The  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  individuals  who  possess  demonstrat- 
ed capacities  to  discharge  the  duties  im- 
posed on  the  Commission. 

(d)  Any  -acancy  in  the  Commission  shall 
not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in 
the  same  manner  in  which  the  original  ap- 
pointment was  made. 

(e)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chair- 
man and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  its 
members. 

(f)  Nine  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of 
business,  but  the  Commission  may  establish 
a  lesser  number  as  a  quorum  for  the  pur- 
pose of  holding  hearings,  taking  testimony, 
and  receiving  evidence. 

rUNCTIONS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  conduct 
a  full  and  complete  investigation  of  teacher 
training  in  the  United  States.  Such  investi- 
gation shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
the  consideration  of— 

(1)  the  proper  balance  between  courses  in 
instructional  methods  and  subject  matter, 
and  the  degree  to  which  imbalances  may 
exist; 

(2)  the  extent  of  training  in  the  use  of 
psychological  techniques  unrelated  to  aca- 
demic content  in  colleges  of  education,  and 
the  use  of  such  techniques  in  the  classroom 
and  the  effect  on  students; 

(3)  the  methods  used  to  train  teachers  in 
all  academic  subject  areas  and  grade  levels 
to  teach  reading  and  reading  comprehen- 
sion, how  reading  is  currently  being  taught 
in  the  classroom,  and  the  effectiveness  of 
these  methods;  and 

(4)  the  role  the  Federal  Government  has 
played  In  the  areas  described  in  this  subsec- 
tion. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  its  functions  under  this 
section,  the  Commission  shall— 

(1)  assess  the  factors  which  contribute  to 
excellence  In  teacher  education  and  the 
degree  to  which  teacher  education  programs 
are  or  are  not  meeting  these  standards; 

(2)  assess  the  degree  to  which  teacher  edu- 
cation Inadequacies  have  contributed  to  il- 
literacy; 

(3)  review  teacher  in-service  training  pro- 
grams at  the  local,  SUte,  and  university 
levels  to  determine  the  characteristics  that 
promote  effective  classroom  teaching  per- 
formance and  the  degree  to  which  these 
programs  are  or  are  not  achieving  these 
standards; 

(4)  recommend  p>oIicies  to  attract  compe- 
tent persons  to  the  field  of  teaching; 

(5)  reconunend  programs  and  policies  to 
upgrade  teacher  education,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  teaching  skills  in  the  areas  of 
reading  and  reading  comprehension; 

(6)  recommend  the  appropriate  local. 
State,  and  Federal  role  in  addressing  the 
problems  oi  upgiadlng  teacher  education  In 
this  country;  and 

(7)  assemble,  analyze  and  publicize  its 
findings. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the 
President  and  to  the  Congress  such  Interim 
reports  as  It  deems  advisable.  The  Commis- 
sion shall  submit  to  the  President  and  to 
the  Congress  not  later  than  twenty-four 
months  after  the  first  meeting  of  the  Com- 
mi.sslon,  a  final  report  of  the  study  and  In- 
vestigation, together  with  such  recommen- 
dations as  the  Commission  deems  advisable. 


ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  4.  (a)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regu- 
lations as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commis- 
sion, the  Chairman  Is  authorized  to— 

(1)  appoint,  terminate,  and  fix  the  com- 
pensation without  regard  to  the  provisions 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  ap- 
pointments In  the  competitive  service,  and 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter 
51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  or  of  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law,  relating  to  the  number,  classifi- 
cation, and  General  Schedule  rates— 

(A)  of  such  personnel  as  It  deems  advisa- 
ble to  assist  in  the  performance  of  its  duties, 
at  rates  not  to  exceed  a  rate  equal  to  the 
maximum  rate  for  GS-18  of  the  General 
Schedule  under  section  5332  of  such  title: 
and 

(B)  of  an  Executive  Director  for  the  Com- 
mission contingent  upon  confirmation  by 
the  Commission  members  at  an  annual  rate 
of  compensation  not  to  exceed  a  rate  equal 
to  the  rate  provided  for  level  V  of  the  Exec- 
utive Schedule  under  section  5316  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code;  and 

(2)  procure,  as  authorized  by  section  3109 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  temporary 
and  Intermittent  services  to  the  same  extent 
as  is  authorized  by  law  for  agencies  in  the 
executive  branch  but  at  rates  not  to  exceed 
the  dally  equivalent  of  the  maximum 
annual  rate  of  basic  pay  In  effect  for  grade 
GS-18  of  the  General  Schedule. 

(b)  Service  as  a  member  of  the  Commis- 
sion or  as  an  employee  of  the  Commission 
shall  not  be  considered  service  In  an  ap- 
pointive or  elective  position  in  the  Govern- 
ment for  purposes  of  section  8344  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  or  comparable  provi- 
sions of  Federal  law. 

(c)  The  Commission  may  adopt  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  es- 
tablish its  procedures  and  to  govern  the 
manner  of  its  operations,  organization,  and 
personnel. 

COMPENSATION  OF  MEMBERS 

Sec  5.  (a)  The  members  of  the  Commis- 
sion who  are  otherwise  employed  by  the 
Federal  Government  shall  serve  on  the 
Commission  without  additional  compensa- 
tion. The  members  of  the  Commission  not 
otherwise  employed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment shall  each  be  paid  at  a  rate  equal  to 
the  daily  rate  of  pay  for  level  IV  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive Schedule  for  each  day  such  member 
is  engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of 
duties  as  a  member  of  the  Commission. 

(b)  All  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  reimbursed  for  travel  as  authorized  by 
section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses 
Incurred  In  the  performance  of  the  duties  of 
the  Commission. 

POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  au- 
thorization of  the  Commission,  any  subcom- 
mittee thereof  or  any  member  authorized 
by  the  Commission  may,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  joint  resolution,  hold  such 
hearings  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
pl8w:es,  take  such  testimony,  have  such 
printing  and  binding  done,  enter  into  such 
contracts  and  other  arrangements  (with  or 
without  consideration  or  bond,  to  such 
extent  or  In  such  amounts  as  are  provided  In 
appropriation  Acts,  and  without  regard  to 
section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (41 
U.S.C.  5)).  rnake  such  expenditures,  and 
take  such  other  actions  as  the  Commission 
or  such  member  may  deem  advisable.  Ar.y 
member  of  the  Commission  may  administer 
oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing 


before    the    Commission    or    before    such 
member. 

(b)  The  Commission  Is  authorized  to 
secure  directly  from  any  officer,  depart- 
ment, agency,  establishment,  or  instrumen- 
tality of  the  Government  such  Information, 
suggestions,  estimates,  and  statistics  as  the 
Commission  may  require  for  the  purpose  of 
this  joint  resolution,  and  each  such  officer, 
department,  agency,  establishment,  or  In- 
strumentality Is  authorized  and  directed  to 
furnish,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law. 
such  information,  suggestions,  estimates, 
and  statistics  directly  to  the  Commission, 
upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or  Vice 
Chairman. 

(c)  Upon  request  of  the  Commission,  the 
head  of  any  Federal  agency  Is  authorized  to 
make  any  of  the  facilities  and  services  of 
such  agency  available  to  the  Commission  or 
to  detail  any  of  the  personnel  of  such 
agency  to  the  Commission,  on  a  reimbursa- 
ble basis,  to  assist  the  Commission  In  carry- 
ing out  Its  duties  under  this  joint  resolution, 
unless  the  head  of  such  agency  determines 
that  urgent,  overriding  reasons  will  not 
permit  the  agency  to  make  such  facilities, 
services,  or  personnel  available  to  the  Com- 
mission and  so  notifies  the  Chairman  In 
writing. 

(d)  The  Commission  may  use  the  United 
States  malls  In  the  same  manner  and  under 
the  same  conditions  as  other  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  United  States. 

(e)  No  officer  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  shall  require  the  Commission  to 
submit  any  report,  recommendation,  or 
other  matter  to  any  such  officer  or  agency 
for  approval,  comment,  or  review  before 
submitting  such  report,  recommendation,  or 
other  matter  to  the  Congress. 

TERMINATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  7.  Ninety  days  after  the  submission  to 
the  Congress  of  its  final  report  the  Commis- 
sion shall  cease  to  exist. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated such  sums,  but  not  to  exceed 
$2,000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  joint  resolution. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time, 
and  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  withhold? 

Mr.  ZORINSKY,  I  withhold  my  re- 
quest. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  for  not  to  exceed  15 
minutes  with  statements  limited  to  3 
minutes  each.  We  are  now  in  morning 
business. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Denton).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  order  previously  entered,  I  believe 
the  Senate  will  resimie  the  consider- 
ation of  the  motion  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  2733.  The  order 
provides  that  Senator  Melcher  will  be 
recognized.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  correct. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield  the  floor,  Mr. 
President. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  morning  business?  If 
not.  morning  business  is  closed. 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  -Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will 
resume  consideration  of  the  motion  to 
proceed  to  consideration  of  H.R.  2733. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr. 
Melcher)  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  To  help  stabilize 
the  price  of  agricultural  commodities 
we  have  had  numerous  farm  pro- 
grams. Our  goal  is  to  help  keep  family- 
size  farms  viable.  We  have  not  been 
successful  enough.  Mr.  F*resident,  this 
morning's  Washington  Post  carried  a 
front-page  article  dealing  with  some 
agricultural  payments  under  the  pay- 
ment-in-kind program.  The  author  of 
the  article  is  Ward  Sinclair,  who  is  a 
long-time  Post  reporter  with  both  ex- 
perience and  good  insight  on  matters 
dealing  with  agriculture.  The  article 
dealt  with  the  payment  in  kind  to 
some  cotton  producers  in  California. 
The  payment-in-kind  program  (PIK)  is 
the  program  that  is  used  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture, to  attempt  to  bring  down  produc- 
tion of  commodities  that  are  in  sur- 
plus. 

Payment  in  kind  means  just  this: 
For  those  producers  who  agree  not  to 
grow  a  particular  commodity  covered 
under  the  program  offered  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture,  they  will  re- 
ceive, under  his  authority  and  under 
terms  that  the  Secretary  sets,  pay- 
ment for  not  producing.  Payment  is 
made  in  the  conunodity  at  an  amount 
set  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
based  on  the  crop  production  of  a  par- 
ticular operator  in  a  particular  com- 
modity. In  the  case  of  these  cotton 
producers  in  California,  the  article  de- 
scribes large  amounts  of  payment  in 
kind  for  those  particular  cotton  pro- 
ducers. 

The  producer  receiving  the  conunod- 
ity as  a  payment  in  kind  has  the 
option  of  selling  it  or  holding  it  under 
any  conditions  that  that  particular  op- 
erator chooses.  Most  operators  sell  a 
portion  or  all  of  that  particular  pay- 
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ment.     transferring     the     commodity 
itself  into  cash. 

These  are  large  cotton  operators.  In 
fact,  the  payments  in  kind  are,  for 
some  of  them,  equates  to  a  quarter  of 
a  million  dollars  or  a  half  a  million 
dollars,  and  I  think  in  one  or  more  in- 
stances described  in  the  article  'a  mil- 
lion dollars  worth  of  cotton."  Well, 
that  authority  exists  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  under  existing  law. 

It  may  come  as  quite  a  surprise  to 
many  readers  of  the  article  that  the 
payments  are  that  large.  If  you  read 
the  article  and  are  not  necessarily  ex- 
perienced with  the  program  or  the  op- 
erations of  corporation  farmers  such 
as  those  that  are  described,  I  think 
there  are  three  points  that  are  quickly 
ascertained.  One  is  that  the  payment- 
in-kind  payments  of  the  commodity 
translates  itself  into  rather  large 
amounts  of  cash  when  the  commodity 
is  sold. 

Now,  a  person  reading  the  article 
might  jump  to  the  conclusion  that 
that  is  the  case  in  all  instances.  Well, 
let  me  hasten  to  say  that  the  payment 
in  kind,  under  the  PIK  program 
whether  it  is  in  cotton  or- wheat  or 
com  or  rice,  might  be  a  very  small 
payment  depending  on  what  size  the 
farm  is  and  depending  upon  what 
agreement  the  operator  of  that  farm  is 
willing  to  enter  into  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture.  It  could  be  for  a 
very  small  amount  and  it  in  many 
cases  is. 

But  the  second  point  that  will  be 
quickly  ascertained,  even  by  those  who 
have  no  direct  knowledge  of  the  pro- 
gram or  the  size  of  the  operation,  is 
that  these  are  extremely  large  farm 
operations,  not  of  family-farm  size, 
and  in  many  instances  they  are  owned 
by  large  companies. 

The  third  point  that  will  be  quickly 
ascertained  by  a  reader  is  that  these 
are  large  irrigation  operations  and 
that  the  water  comes  to  them  and  is 
used  by  them  and  made  available  to 
them  from  Federal  dams:  that  is.  dams 
that  have  been  constructed  when  all 
or  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  dam 
construction  was  from  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

Given  those  three  points,  it  will 
probably  be  a  shock  to  a  lot  of  the 
readers  of  Ward  Sinclair's  article  in 
this  morning's  Post,  and  I  would  like 
to  discuss  three  points  in  regard  to 
that. 

The  first  one  is  this:  I  would  like  to 
discuss  why  these  particular  operators 
are  large  operators.  Why  is  a  large 
company,  a  company  that  you  will  rec- 
ognize by  name,  not  necessarily  from 
farm  operations  but  more  likely  from 
those  names  as  conglomerates  that  are 
in  energy  development,  operating 
farms  in  California?  Consider  this:  For 
almost  30  years  agricultural  prices 
have  been  under  extreme  downward 
pressure,  and  because  of  that  the  costs 
of  production  had  to  go  down  in  order 


to  allow  the  operator  to  survive.  Not 
all  farm  operators  during  the  past  30 
years  have  survived.  Indeed,  a  rather 
large  percentage  of  operators  who 
were  in  business  30  years  ago  did  not 
survive.  The  trend  has  been  downward 
in  the  numl)er  of  family  farm  opera- 
tors in  the  United  States.  It  has  gone 
down  simply  because  reducing  the  cost 
of  production  in  order  to  survive  eco- 
nomically, selling  the  commodities 
that  were  produced  at  rather  low 
market  prices,  meant  that  unless  they 
could  improve  their  efficiency— that  is, 
raise  the  same  amount  of  corps  on  the 
same  acreage  at  less  cost— they  could 
not  survive,  could  not  hold  the  place 
together  and  continue  to  farm. 

I  suppose  we  have  about  half  of  the 
units  of  agriculture,  in  operation  today 
as  we  did  30  years  ago.  We  believe  we 
have  about  2.1  or  2.2  million  farm  and 
ranch  operators  in  the  United  States— 
about  half  of  what  we  had  30  years 
ago.  The  reason  is  because  of  economic 
pressures,  because  of  low  prices  as 
compared  to  the  cost  of  producing 
wheat,  cotton,  com  and  feed  grains, 
rice,  or  for  that  matter  sugar  beets 
and  cane.  For  these  and  other  agricul- 
ture products  there  has  been  a  trend 
toward  fewer  and  fewer  family  farm 
operations  and  family  ranch  oper- 
ations. 

Now,  what  happened?  What  did  they 
do?  They  sold  out.  They  had  to.  They 
sold  out  and  went  into  some  other 
type  of  livelihood  to  earn  their  living. 
Most  of  them  did  not  want  to  sell  out. 
For  the  most  part  they  wished  to  stay 
in  business  as  farm  and  ranch  produc- 
ers, but  it  was  not  economically  possi- 
ble. Their  loans  were  getting  too 
large— resulting  sometimes  in  forced 
liquidation,  sometimes  just  an  agreed 
liquidation  because  there  was  no  way 
of  surviving  economically. 

When  they  sell  out,  that  means  that 
the  land  is  still  there  and  the  water  to 
irrigate  the  Irnd.  if  it  is  irrigated  land, 
is  still  there,  and  it  also  means  that 
somebody  bought  it.  That  made  larger 
and  larger  sized  farms  and  ranches  in 
this  country.  The  production  c».>ntin- 
ues.  That  does  not  change,  because 
somel)ody  else  is  operating  where 
these  family-sized  farm  operators  or 
these  family-sized  ranch  operators 
were.  So  the  trend  has  been  for  30 
years  toward  bigger  and  bigger  farms 
and  bigger  and  bigger  ranches,  and  in 
some  instances  it  has  been  attractive 
for  business,  and  rather  large  business, 
to  buy  the  land  and  to  continue  the 
farm  or  ranch  operation. 

The  public— consumers— have  been 
served  because  the  production  is  still 
there.  The  cost  of  production  ha^  con- 
tinued to  climb,  however.  In  many  in- 
stances the  investment  by  a  large  com- 
pany in  land  purchases  has  been  an  at- 
tractive investment.  One  of  the  rea- 
sons for  that  is  because  land  values 
have  continued  to  climb  and  so  with 
an  investment  in  land,  a  sound  invest- 


ment, if  the  corporate  operators  did 
not  break  even  on  the  operation 
during  that  particular  year  or  even  a 
series  of  years,  perhaps  the  increase  In 
land  values  would  make  the  invest- 
ment still  very  attractive. 

That  type  of  situation  lends  itself  to 
where  the  corporation  or  conglomer- 
ate which  has  some  capital  available 
and  wishes  to  diversify  part  of  their 
operations  can  put  it  in  something  like 
land  that  looks  like  a  safe  long-term 
investment. 

It  is  likely  that  the  value  of  the  land 
will  not  go  down  and  has  a  chance  of 
increasing.  It  is  an  attractive  invest- 
ment. Meanwhile  the  farm  or  ranch 
operation  continues  under  their  man- 
agement and  the  PIK  program  is 
available  to  them. 

Those  farms  in  Califomia  which  are 
mentioned  in  the  article  this  morning 
were  not  always  large,  huge  farms 
owned  by  conglomerates.  If  you  check 
back  on  them,  you  will  probably  find 
that  30  years  ago  there  were  a  number 
of  family-size  operations  on  their  large 
landholding.  I  have  not  checked  back 
on  them,  so  I  carmot  say  for  sure.  But 
the  likelihood  is  that  they  were  all 
family-size  operations  30  years  ago  op- 
erated by  a  number  of  individual 
owners. 

There  is  no  secret  that  for  30  years, 
farmers  and  their  organizations,  local 
and  national,  have  said  that  with 
prices  the  way  they  are,  it  is  not  possi- 
ble in  many  instances  to  hold  a  family- 
size  operation  together  as  economical- 
ly sound. 

This  bill  to  hold  down  target  prices 
for  wheat  feed  grains,  cotton,  and  rice 
would  do  further  harm  to  ihem. 

There  have  been  times  wheii  agricul- 
tural prices  spurted  up.  That  happens 
in  these  particular  commodities  from 
time  to  time:  that  is,  in  the  case  of 
wheat,  cotton,  and  feed  grains.  There 
are  times  when  the  prices  have  l)een 
high  and  above  the  cost  of  production 
in  the  past  30  years. 

But  the  market  prices  have  been 
tough  for  these  producers  and  the 
overall  pictures  has  been  one  of  have- 
ing  a  desperate  time  holding  together 
a  small  unit  and  passing  it  on  from 
one  generation  of  the  family,  to  the 
next,  keeping  the  farm  or  ranch 
intact.  In  many  instances,  the  family 
farms  and  family  ranches  of  today  are 
double  or  triple  the  size  they  were  30 
years  ago.  They  have  absorbed  the 
farms  or  ranches  from  another  family 
or  two  and  have  increased  their  oper- 
ation just  to  keep  one  family  oper- 
ation going. 

Yes.  family-size  farm  operations 
have  been  efficient.  But  the  family- 
size  farm  or  ranch  operations  general- 
ly are  not  financed  well  enough  to  fi- 
nance 4  or  5  years  of  adverse  market 
conditions. 

Believe  me,  in  the  past  30  years 
there  have  been  several  cycles— wheth- 


er in  cattle,  wheat,  hogs,  sheep,  cotton, 
com,  feedgrains,  or  dairy— when  there 
have  been  2-,  3-,  4-,  or  5-year  period 
when  the  prices  received  for  the  pro- 
duction from  these  family  farms  and 
ranches  have  not  paid  the  operating 
costs.  They  had  the  option  then  of 
either  securing  more  capital  in  order 
to  keep  financing  their  operation,  ex- 
tending their  credit,  or  perhaps  morta- 
gaging  their  land.  The  over  result  of 
this  has  been  squeezing  out  those 
whose  credit  became  hopeless  result- 
ing in  fewer  operators. 

While  the  country  has  been  well 
served,  in  term  of  food  and  fiber  avail- 
able and  there  have  been  attractive 
consumer  prices,  it  has  been  a  trend 
that  damages  severely  individual  fami- 
lies and  the  social  fabric  of  rural 
America. 

I  greatly  lament  the  loss  of  the 
family  operators  from  our  farms  and 
ranches,  and  I  have  lamented  for  two 
reasons.  First,  it  has  disrupted  those 
family-size  operations  from  gaining 
their  livelihood  in  the  field  they  have 
chosen  as  their  No.  1  choice.  Second, 
in  the  long  run.  the  most  efficient  pro- 
duction will  come  from  family-size 
farms  and  ranch  operations.  We 
produce  food  and  fiber  in  this  country 
that  is  cheaper  per  unit,  and  we 
produce  livestock  cheaper  in  this  coun- 
try per  unit  than  any  other  nation  on 
Earth.  Yet,  we  lose  a  lot  of  our  produc- 
ers. 

While  they  have  been  making  that 
production,  our  people,  our  consumers 
and  that  is  all  of  us  in  this  country 
who  have  had  available  to  us  food 
products  that  are  wholesome,  that  are 
nutritious,  that  are  convenient,  that 
are  fresh,  and  that  are  available 
throughout  the  country— cheaper 
than  any  other  country  on  Earth.  It  is 
not  just  cheaper  in  terms  of  relative 
value,  whether  you  measure  it  in 
hours  worked,  pay  you  received,  or 
measure  it  in  comparison  to  the  costs 
of  other  consumer  goods.  U.S.  food  is 
cheaper  and  better  than  in  any  other 
country  on  Earth,  during  the  whole 
history  of  the  world.  Agriculture  has 
succeeded  so  well  in  America  that  it  is 
the  marvel  of  the  world. 

During  that  time,  we  have  seen  the 
nutritional  advancements  in  this  coun- 
try. We  have  seen  the  opportunity  not 
only  for  people  to  eat  what  they  want 
but  also  wholesome  food  that  is  ade- 
quate nutritionally.  That  excellent  nu- 
trition is  available  for  children  from 
the  time  they  are  infants  through 
their  early  years  and  their  school 
years  and  their  college  years,  on  into 
adulthood,  which  has  made  them 
healthier  and  made  it  easier  for  them 
to  learn. 

Nutrition  has  a  lot  to  do  with  the 
vigor  and  vitality  of  schoolchildren 
and  collage  age  youngsters.  It  has  a  lot 
to  do  with  how  much  they  compre- 
hend and  how  quickly  they  learn.  Nu- 
tritional advances  are  extremely  im- 


portant to  all  of  us  in  this  country,  for 
a  variety  of  reasons.  The  success  of 
good  nutrition  as  the  basis  for  sound 
health  has  been  one  of  the  great  ad- 
vantages we  have  had  in  making  gains 
in  controlling  and  preventing  diseases, 
preventing  ill  health,  and  extending 
the  years  of  elderly  in  a  state  of  good 
health  that  also  means  comfort  and 
enjoyment  in  our  later  years. 

What  we  have  done  in  this  country, 
we  are  interested  in  seeing  done 
abroad.  When  we  talk  about  the  op- 
portunities for  American  agriculture, 
for  a  decent  price,  and  for  the  econo- 
my of  this  country  improving,  we  real- 
ize the  need  for  broadening  American 
agricultural  trade. 

What  we  are  seeing  done  now 
throughout  the  world,  in  many  coun- 
tries, is  almost  a  revolution  in  the  ad- 
vancement of  nutritional  goals.  Ad- 
vancement of  nutritional  goals  can  be 
made  available  to  other  countries  from 
the  abundance  we  have  in  our  country 
and  the  abundance  of  other  export 
countries,  but  principally  from  the  ag- 
ricultural abundance  of  the  United 
States.  We  have  developed  some  sales 
to  Russia  over  the  past  dozen  years 
which  have  been  advantageous  for  our 
trade  balance,  and  they  have  been  ad- 
vantageous for  the  agricultural  pro- 
ducers of  this  country.  Todays  an- 
nouncement of  a  9  million  metric  ton 
sale  of  American  grain  and  soybeans 
to  the  Soviet  Union  is  a  welcome  reviv- 
al of  our  trade  with  them,  and  it  is  for 
cash. 

I  point  out  that  the  Soviet  Union 
purchasing  our  products  is  very  advan- 
tageous to  the  general  nutritional 
level  of  the  people  of  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Iron  Curtain  countries.  When 
they  eat  more  high  protein  foods,  such 
as  dairy  products,  poultry  products, 
red  meats,  principally  from  hogs  and 
cattle,  they  not  only  are  satisfying 
what  is  a  normal  human  appetite  for 
these  high  protein  foods,  but  also, 
they  are  satisfying  the  need  to  ad- 
vance the  nutritional  level  for  all  their 
people. 

We  have  also  developed  broader 
markets  for  American  products  in 
Asia. 

I  stress  that  when  a  population  of  a 
country  is  improving  its  nutritional 
levels  that  generally  means  that  the 
nutrition  available  to  them,  the  food- 
stuffs available  to  them  will  be  more 
and  more  the  higher  protein  foods 
that  I  have  mentioned.  When  a  coun- 
try that  does  not  have  sufficient  grain 
supply  to  feed  more  chickens  in  order 
to  have  more  poultry  available  or 
more  eggs  available  or  does  not  have 
the  grain  supply  available,  for  in- 
stance, for  dairy  cows  in  order  to 
produce  more  milk,  or  grain  availabl** 
to  feed  hogs  or  cattle,  importation  of 
American  grain  for  those  purposes 
means  a  greatly  expanded  market  for 
American  feed  grains. 


Why?  If  you  take  a  pound  of  com 
and  make  com  meal  out  of  it  simply 
by  grinding  it  up.  you  can  get  yourself 
very  full,  one  human  being  on  one 
pound  of  com  per  day.  But  if  you  want 
to  use  the  com  in  order  to  have  more 
milk  available  or  more  eggs  from 
chickens  available  or  to  fatten  some 
hogs,  you  are  probably  going  to  use 
anywhere  from  4  to  10  pounds  of  grain 
for  1  pound  of  that  product.  For  chick- 
ens or  hogs  we  are  talking  about  con- 
verting 4  to  5  pounds  of  grain  to  make 
1  pound  of  poultry.  For  1  pound  of 
pork  it  takes  about  8  or  9  pounds  of 
grain  for  a  pig  to  gain  that  pound  of 
weight. 

That  revolution  of  upgrading  the 
nutritional  opportunities  is  not  only 
occurring  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  in 
Iron  Curtain  countries  that  are  having 
more  high  protein  food  available  for 
their  people,  it  is  also  occuring  in 
Asian  countries. 

Korea  has  been  a  long-term  purchas- 
er of  American  grain.  Japan  has  been 
a  long-time  purchaser  of  American 
grain.  So  too  are  the  Philippines.  And 
China  only  recently  has  become  a  pur- 
chaser of  quantities  of  American 
grains  that  are  substantial  and  we 
want  to  see  that  broadened  out. 

I  point  out  in  particular  one  of  the 
countries  that  we  have  had  a  long  as- 
sociation with  of  several  generations. 
It  is  the  Philippines.  They  are  net  im- 
porters of  grain,  most  of  it  from  the 
United  States. 

Their  Agricultural  Minister  is 
Arturo  R.  Tanco.  Jr.  He  has  been  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  for  13  years  in 
the  Philippines.  You  might  assume 
that  a  minster  of  agriculture  who  has 
been  on  the  job  for  13  years  first  of  all 
must  be  well  into  his  sixties  or  per- 
haps even  into  his  seventies.  That  is 
not  true.  He  is  a  much  younger  man. 

You  might  also  assume  that  he  is  a 
person  who  comes  from  an  agricultur- 
al background.  That  is  not  true  either. 
He  comes  from  a  business  background. 

I  had  the  pleasure  of  meeting  him  a 
few  weeks  ago  when  he  was  here  in 
the  United  States  for  a  World  Food 
Organization  meeting.  He.  after  all, 
was  President  of  the  World  Food 
Council  of  the  United  Nations  from 
1977  to  1981.  In  fact,  he  is  the  only 
President  of  the  World  Food  Council 
who  ever  served  more  than  one  term. 
He  served  two  terms.  He  is  an  out- 
standing individual  in  terms  of  agricul- 
ture production  and  food  distribution 
in  global  terms.  He  is  familiar  with  the 
United  States,  received  much  of  his 
education  here  and  graduated  from 
the  Harvard  School  of  Business.  That 
is  his  background.  But  he  brings  to  the 
Philippines  an  understanding  of  what 
agriculture  should  accomplish  in  an 
underdeveloped  country.  He  is  devel- 
oping the  agriculture  capability  in  his 
own  country  that  is  truly  remarkable. 
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I  have  some  data  to  stress  these 
points.  In  1977  the  Philippines  import- 
ed 146.300  metric  tons  of  yellow  com. 
As  of  the  third  quarter  of  1981  com 
Imports  reached  234.096  metric  tons. 
You  might  say  what  are  you  talking 
about?  Is  that  agricultural  improve- 
ment? It  is  improvement  in  what  they 
are  doing  with  that  com.  They  want  it 
for  chickens  and  hogs.  They  want  to 
upgrade  the  nutritional  levels  of  the 
people  of  the  Philippines.  So  far  tradi- 
tional breeds  of  dairy  cattle  do  not 
produce  very  well  in  that  very  hot 
humid  country. 

There  is  an  emphasis  on  better  nu- 
trition for  their  people  because  of 
their  importation  of  com  and  they  are 
also  raising  their  own  com.  They  have 
more  than  doubled  the  production  of 
their  own  com  in  the  past  5  years. 

Agriculture  Minister  Tanco  told  me 
that  so  far  hybrid  varieties  of  com 
have  not  been  successful.  They  have  a 
mold,  a  mildew  problem  that  will  re- 
quire different  types  of  hybrid  seed 
com  than  has  been  successful  in  the 
United  States.  But  he  feels  fairly  soon, 
oerhaps  in  the  next  year  or  2— because 
they  are  now  trying  some  new  varie- 
ties that  have  been  developed  to  be  re- 
sistant to  both  mildew  and  mold— per- 
haps they  will  see  their  com  produc- 
tion double  within  the  next  few  years. 
Does  that  mean  that  eventually  they 
are  not  going  to  be  much  of  an  import- 
er of  agricultural  products  from  the 
United  States?  No;  I  think  they  will 
continue  to  increase  their  agricultural 
importation  because  their  agricultural 
production  has  been  of  a  nature  of  in- 
creasing the  capability  for  better  nu- 
tritional levels  for  all  of  their  people. 

Becaus*"  they  are  improving  the  nu- 
tritional level  of  the  people  through- 
out the  Philippines,  they  are  going  to 
continue  to  need  more  and  more  feed- 
grains  and  other  agricultural  products. 
Com  for  human  consumption  in  the 
Philippines  is  used  as  commeal  princi- 
pally. Com  in  the  form  of  commeal  is 
one  of  the  basic  foods  for  some  of  the 
people  in  the  Philippines.  There  are 
over  7.000  islands  in  the  Philippines, 
the  minister  told  me.  many  of  which 
are  not  inhabited.  But  it  is  a  large 
country.  Some  of  the  islands  are  very 
large.  They  have  a  rather  large  popu- 
lation. But  for  about  20  percent  of  the 
people  in  the  Philippines  the  basic 
food  is  com  rather  than  rice. 

The  country  is  self-sufficient  in 
white  com  for  human  consumption. 
However,  the  production  of  yellow 
com  for  animal  feeds  is  what  they 
import.  The  increasing  demand  for 
feed  com  triggered  by  the  rapid  ex- 
pansion in  commercial  production  of 
pork  and  poultry  is  the  reason  for  the 
importation  of  yellow  com  and  using 
it  for  feed  purposes  principally  for 
hogs  and  poultry. 

Minister  of  Agriculture  Tanco  has 
launched  a  vast  program  to  increase 
the  productivity  of  com  but  until  they 


have  conquered  this  phase  of  moving 
into  hybrid  seed  varieties— they  think 
they  are  going  to  be  able  to  within  the 
next  few  years— their  own  production 
of  com  has  reached  sort  of  a  plateau. 
But  there  are  other  reasons  they 
have  reached  a  plateau  in  i.icreasing 
com  production  and  that  is  lack  of 
credit,  low  prices  and  the  high  cost  of 
marketing.  You  know,  they  are  run- 
ning into  the  same  problem  that  we 
have  here  in  the  United  States,  lack  of 
credit.  That  is  the  reason  why  we  have 
lost  so  many  family  farm  operations. 
The  bottom  line  when  we  have  lost 
them  is  because  they  could  not  extend 
their  credit.  To  extend  it  any  more 
than  they  had  was  totally  unreason- 
able and  many  times  impossible,  so  the 
family  farm  operator  would  have  to 
sell  out. 

When  the  Philippines  farmers  men- 
tion the  high  cost  of  marketing  it  re- 
minds me  of  the  problem  we  have  in 
Montana.  What  is  the  high  cost  of 
marketing  in  Montana?  Let  me  tell 
you  the  high  cost  of  marketing  wheat 
in  Montana  is  the  cost  of  shipping  a 
bushel  of  wheat  either  to  the  head  of 
the  lakes  near  Duluth  where  it  gets  on 
lake  ship  transportation  or  for  the 
most  part  the  cost  of  shipping  a 
bushel  of  wheat  from  a  Montana  farm 
to  the  west  coast  where  it  is  going  to 
be  exported  and  that  is  where  most  of 
our  wheat  goes. 

So  you  produce  a  bushel  of  wheat  in 
Montana  and  you  are  paid  $3.50  for  it. 
which  is  close  to  the  price  currently. 
The  reason  you  are  only  getting  that 
$3.50  is  because  it  is  going  to  take  an- 
other dollar  to  get  it  out  to  the  west 
coast  where  it  will  get  on  a  ship  and  be 
transported  to  whatever  foreign  coun- 
try is  is  bound  for.  More  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  American  wheat  goes 
abroad,  so  it  has  to  get  to  a  point  of 
ocean  transportation,  and  be  loaded  on 
a  ship. 

You  might  say  what  has  that  got  to 
do  with  $3.50.  It  has  got  a  lot  to  do 
with  the  $3.50.  Transportation  costs 
are  why  it  is  that  low.  Is  $3.50  high 
enough  for  a  bushel  of  wheat?  Consid- 
er this,  the  average  cost  of  production, 
and  we  are  the  best  producers  of 
wheat  in  the  world,  U.S.  wheat  farm- 
ers produce  wheat  more  cheaply,  less 
cost  of  production  than  any  other 
wheat  producers  on  Earth,  so  we  are 
pretty  good,  we  admit  that.  We  are  not 
bragging  either.  But  the  cost  of  pro- 
duction is  about  $4.50  to  $5  per  bushel, 
somewhere  between  $4.50  and  $5.  and 
so  when  you  sell  it  for  $3.50.  you  Icnow 
you  have  a  loss. 

What  the  producers  in  the  Philip- 
pines are  finding  out  in  the  production 
of  yellow  com  is  just  the  same  as  we 
found  out  in  our  country.  Minister  of 
Agriculture  Tanco  believes  that  within 
a  matter  of  2.  3,  4  years,  they  will  have 
hybrid  varieties  that  will  double  their 
crop  per  acre,  greater  efficiency  by  far. 


and  they  can  .stay  in  production,  stay 
in  business. 

But  the  Minister  also  told  me  one 
important  thing.  It  is  what  we  recog- 
nized in  this  country  over  100  years 
ago,  in  fact  Jefferson  recognized  It 
well  over  200  years  ago.  In  order  to  im- 
prove the  economy  of  this  country,  we 
produced  agricultural  products  and  we 
sold  them  abroad  and  in  doing  so  we 
created  the  capital  that  could  be  spent 
on  all  types  of  other  products  pro- 
duced in  this  country.  We  made  a  pur- 
chaser out  of  farmers.  We  had  the  ag- 
ricultural resource  to  develop  the 
original  wealth.  We  sold  the  product 
and  much  of  it.  as  Jefferson  recog- 
nized, would  be  sold  abroad.  It  is  about 
50-50  now  of  some  of  our  products;  in 
the  case  of  wheat  more  than  two- 
thirds  are  sold  abroad,  in  the  case  of 
cotton  it  is  less  than  that,  and  in  the 
case  of  com  it  is  less  than  that,  but  in 
many  agricultural  commodities  pro- 
duced in  the  United  States  half  of  the 
production  is  grown  to  be  sold  abroad 
in  order  to  find  a  market.  But  in  doing 
so  it  makes  buyers  for  other  goods  out 
of  those  farm  producers. 

What  we  are  lacking  right  now.  Mr. 
President,  is  a  balance  for  these  agri- 
cultural producers  that  is  having  a 
decent  price  to  cover  the  costs  of  pro- 
duction and  provide  a  profit. 

Minister  Tanco  recognizes  that  and 
is  moving  ahead  with  agricultural  pro- 
duction in  their  country  so  they  can 
make  purchasers  of  other  goods  to 
support  other  industries  and  other 
businesses  in  the  Philippines.  That  is 
the  way  agriculture  works,  that  is  the 
way  you  use  agriculture  and  that  is 
why  agriculture  is  a  basic  business 
good  for  other  businesses.  It  is  not  to 
be  construed  just  as  a  way  of  life. 
Those  of  us  in  agriculture  like  that 
way  of  life,  but  it  is  much  more  than 
that;  it  is  a  livelihood,  it  is  a  business, 
and  it  is  the  country's  most  basic  in- 
dustry. As  we  develop  it  and  use  it  and 
treat  it  properly  so  does  this  country 
prosper. 

In  the  case  of  the  Philippines,  yes, 
they  will  be  importers  of  agricultural 
products  and  other  goods  from  the 
United  States  for  years  and  for  gen- 
erations to  come  if  their  agriculture 
succeeds  and  their  economy  grows  and 
their  people  prosper. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  have  an  op- 
portunity to  discuss  the  problems  of 
agriculture,  or  a  great  number  of  the 
problems  of  agriculture  during  the  re- 
mainder of  this  day,  into  tomorrow 
and  perhaps  into  next  week,  and  I  be- 
lieve it  is  time  we  do.  1  believe  it  is 
time  we  do  because  we  have  got  the 
best  agriculture  on  Earth,  let  us  make 
it  work  and  let  us  make  it  successful. 

I  started  out  by  talking  about  the 
payment-in-kind  program  and  I  want 
to  make  it  clear  that  while  the  pay- 
ment-in-kind program  has  transferred 
a  great  amount  of  money   into  the 


hands  of  farm  producers  of  the  vari- 
ous commodities  that  are  covered 
under  the  PIK  program,  it  is  not  my 
choice,  it  is  not  my  favorite  farm  pro- 
gram. Fanners  and  ranchers  would 
rather  produce  than  have  a  PIK  pay- 
ment. But  because  of  the  situation 
they  are  in,  the  payment-in-kind  pro- 
gram was  accepted  by  a  great  number 
of  agricultural  producers  in  this  coun- 
try, for  cotton,  wheat,  feed  grain,  and 
rice.  They  would  like  to  have  it  the 
other  way,  have  the  marketplace  be 
strong  enough  and  the  demand  for 
their  product  strong  enough  that  they 
could  be  producing  and  selling  their 
crops.  That  is  the  way  I  would  like  to 
have  it  too  and  that  is  one  of  the  rea- 
sons why  we  have  to  be  so  diligent  in 
improving  the  agricultural  program 
for  the  United  States  at  this  time. 
Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  Baucus  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
East).  The  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  first 
want  to  commend  my  senior  colleague, 
the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Mel- 
CHER),  for  the  remarks  he  has  made 
today  and  the  last  several  days  con- 
ceming  this  bill.  I  think  he  has  aptly, 
correctly,  succinctly,  and  cogently 
stated  the  reasons  why  the  target 
freeze  should  not  proceed  and  I  want 
to  remind  my  colleagues  of  his  leader- 
ship in  the  effort  he  has  taken  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  is  facing 
the  question  of  proceeding  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  that  freezes 
target  prices  for  wheat,  feed  grains, 
cotton,  and  rice  for  the  next  2  years  at 
1983  levels. 

Proponents  of  this  legislation  claim 
that  farmers  will  continue  to  receive 
income  protection  for  these  commod- 
ities in  a  less  costly  manner,  which  ex- 
panded exports  should  strengthen 
farm  prices  in  the  marketplace.  This 
sounds  like  the  same  empty  promise 
that  I  heard  less  than  2  years  ago 
during  the  debate  over  the  1981  farm 
bill. 

It  is  ironic  that  I  am  standing  here 
today  defending  a  farm  program  that  I 
voted  against  in  1981.  I  did  so  because 
the  price-support  levels  it  contained 
were  totally  out  of  line  with  the  costs 
of  production. 

Despite  my  opposition,  and  the  op- 
position of  other  Senators,  this  body 
adopted  a  4-year  farm  bill  in  1981. 
That  bill  was  touted  as  a  market-ori- 
ented bill  which  emphasized  increased 
agricultural  exports  as  the  path 
toward  improved  iesm  prices.  Exports, 
the  argument  went,  would  increase 
farm  prices  for  Montana  and  the 
American  farmers. 

I  told  the  Senate  in  1981  that,  in  my 
opinion,  we  were  putting  the  cart 
before  the  horse  by  assuming  our 
export  levels  would  increase  and  pull 
farm  prices  upward  with  them.  There 


was  no  assurance  then.  There  is  no  as- 
surance now. 

We  should  not  have  to  rely  on  farm 
programs  to  improve  prices.  I  would 
prefer  to  see  the  marketplace  help 
achieve  that  goal.  The  marketplace  re- 
sulting from  increased  exports.  Farm- 
ers would  prefer  to  receive  a  reasona- 
ble price  for  their  product  in  the  mar- 
ketplace. 

But  look  at  what  has  happened  to 
U.S.  farm  exports  over  the  past  2 
years.  The  value  of  farm  exports  in- 
creased from  approximately  $7  billion 
in  1970  to  about  $43.8  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1981. 

The  value  of  U.S.  agricultural  ex- 
ports in  fiscal  year  1982  was  $39.1  bil- 
lion—a decline  of  almost  $5  billion 
from  the  1981  level.  This  is  the  first 
year-to-year  decline  in  the  value  of 
farm  exports  in  more  than  a  decade. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  pro- 
jecting agricultural  exports  to  decline 
further  this  year  to  $35  billion. 

Farmers  are  not  the  only  ones  who 
should  be  alarmed  by  these  falling 
levels  of  agricultural  exports. 

In  1981,  the  U.S.  agricultural  trade 
surplus  contributed  about  $20  billion 
to  our  balance  of  trade.  This  year  the 
President's  Council  of  Economic  Advis- 
ers predict  at  least  a  $60  billion  U.S. 
trade  deficit. 

Other  economists  predict  the  figure 
to  climb  closer  to  $100  billion.  Even 
the  administration  predicts  a  $100  bil- 
lion deficit  next  year. 

How  does  this  affect  the  U.S.  econo- 
my? There  is  general  agreement  that 
for  every  additional  $1  billion  in  our 
trade  deficit  we  lose  25,000  to  30.000 
U.S.  jobs. 

Obviously,  that  means  that  with  the 
$100  billion  trade  deficit  we  lose  in  the 
United  States  between  2.5  million  jobs 
and  3  million  jobs  for  Americans. 

Every  American  has  an  interest  in 
seeing  U.S.  agricultural  exports  grow. 
But  the  question  we  are  facing  today 
is  whether  to  lower  the  price  a  U.S. 
farmer  receives  for  his  product. 

I  cannot  help  being  skeptical  over 
the  promise  of  improved  farm  prices 
through  expanded  exports  given  these 
figures  of  the  last  2  years.  Farmers 
cannot  pay  their  bills  with  promises 
from  Congress  or  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

I  have  become  even  less  convinced 
over  the  past  2  years  that  lowering  the 
price  a  farmer  receives  will  increase 
the  U.S.  competitive  position  in  the 
intemational  marketplace.  Yet  the 
central  argument  for  freezing  target 
prices  seems  to  be  that  farm  prices 
must  be  reduced  to  stimulate  U.S.  ex- 
ports. 

Why  can  we  not  put  the  horse  back 
in  front  of  the  cart- why  can  we  not 
expand  U.S.  agricultural  exports,  sta- 
bilize farm  prii^p.s,  and  then  talk  about 
freezing  target  prices? 

An  additional  point  in  the  conunit- 
tee  report  puzzles  me.  The  report  says: 


The  target  price  adjustment  is  expected  to 
help  rectify  the  current  domestic  surplus 
supply  situation  by  providing  farmers  with 
the  correct  economic  signal  to  cut  back  on 
overproduction. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  you  will 
excuse  me  if  I  cannot  figure  out  how  a 
wheatgrower  who  realizes  he  will  re- 
ceive less  for  a  bushel  of  wheat  will 
cut  back  on  his  production. 

Farmers  do  not  operate  on  large 
enough  margin  to  simply  absorb  a 
price  decease.  In  fact,  the  reason  farm- 
ers have  been  able  to  survive  through 
the  past  decade  of  stagnant  farm 
prices  is  their  own  tremendous  gains 
in  productivity. 

How  we  can  ask  farmers  to  cut  back 
on  their  production  and  expect  lower 
market  prices  is  beyond  me. 

Let  me  make  another  point  regard- 
ing the  consistency  of  our  farm  pro- 
grams. I  said  before  that  I  opposed  the 
1981  farm  bill.  But  the  farm  policy  set 
in  that  legislation  was  meant  to  span  4 
years. 

There  is  good  reason  to  adopt  a  4- 
year  farm  bill.  Farmers,  even  more  so 
than  other  businessmen,  need  to  plan 
their  operations  well  in  advance. 

Farmers  need  to  plan  what  crops 
they  will  plant,  how  many  acres  they 
will  summer  fallow  how  many  acres  of 
each  crop  they  will  plant,  and  what 
the  production  costs  of  their  farm 
plans  will  be.  They  need  to  line  up  fi- 
nancing for  their  operations  based  on 
these  farm  plans. 

Yet  the  nature  of  farming  is  uncer- 
tain. Drought,  hail,  and  uncooperative 
weather  can  severely  change  a  farm- 
er's expected  yield.  There  are  no  guar- 
antees that  they  will  be  able  to  har- 
vest the  crops  they  plant. 

For  this  reason,  I  constantly  join 
with  other  farm  State  Senators  who 
plead  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture to  announce  the  details  of 
the  annual  farm  programs  early. 

Farmers  need  to  know  early  what 
the  details  of  the  annual  farm  pro- 
grams will  be  under  the  overall  con- 
text of  4-year  farm  policy.  It  is  essen- 
tial—let me  repeat— essential  that  the 
Federal  farm  program  remain  consist- 
ent for  the  4-year  duration  of  a  farm 
bill. 

Let  me  share  some  excerpts  of 
former  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Bob 
Bergland's  foreward  from  the  struc- 
ture study  of  1981  regarding  farm 
policy: 

I  remember  those  years  now  as  dne  crisis 
after  another,  a  seemingly  endless  debate  on 
agricultural  bills,  with  little  or  no  discussion 
of  agricultural  policy. 

As  a  farmer  who  had  no  choice  but  to  roll 
with  the  punches— because  that  was  our 
home,  our  land,  and  I  wanted  to  keep  it— I 
had  always  felt  there  had  to  be  a  better  way 
to  make  farm  policy  and  make  the  farm  pro- 
grams conform  to  that  policy. 

As  a  farm-program  lulmlnistrator.  I  still 
felt  there  had  to  be  a  better  way. 

After  six  years  in  Congress.  I  was  abso- 
lutely convinced. 
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I  was  always  troubled  during  those  hours  As  good  for  farming  as  the  1977  farm  act  about  whether  Red  China  would  pur- 

of  testimony  and  negotiation  that  we  never  was.  It  still  basically  approached  agriculture  chase  more  grain  and  perhaps  Other 

seemed  to  get  off  the  same  familiary.  clrcu-  as  if  all  farmers  were  alike,  had  the  same  agricultural     commodities     from     the 

lar  tracks:  the  levels  of  price  and  Income  problems,  received  the  same  benefits  from  united  States  if  the  Communist  Chi- 

supports.    the   levels   of   exports,    the   con-  the  programs,  and  should  be  assisted  on  the  arpatpr  arress  to  TI  S    textile 

straint*  of  the  budget.  basis  of  farm-unit  production  rather  than  "^^^^*°,^^  „ /Ifff^^  ^°  "*'•  ''^""'^ 

We  didnt  luiow  who  exactly  was  being  per-person  need.  By  and  large,  it  failed  to  ana  apparei  mameii.                »     ,     ,      . 

helped  or  who  was  being  hurt  by  the  meas-  recognize  any  special  problems  of  farms  of  That  is  a  convoluted  way  to  look  at 

ure  before  us.  The  problems  were  seldom  different  sizes  or  organization  or  experience,  it,  Mr.  President.  The  Red  Chinese  are 

clearly  defined.  If  they  were,  they  were  cast  bought   under  different  economic  circum-  flooding  the  U.S.  textile  and  apparel 

as  narrow  but  immediate  crises  that  needed  stances  in  different  places.  markets.  Indeed.  Communist  China  is 

patches  quickly.  Other  than  a  dime  a  bushel  At  Ite  heart,  the  directions  in  American  ^^^  ^j^g  fourth-largest  supplier  of  tex- 

here  or  a  few  pennies  more  a  pound  there,  agriculture  with  which  the  1977  act  w«con^  imports  to  the  United 

the  remedies  presented  were  either  political-  cemed  were  the  direction  of  unit  prices  of  „     .        o,,ffipp  !*  tn  .sav  that  thP  infnr 

ly  unaccepuble  or  simply  made  no  sense.  supported  commodities  and  the  magnitude  States^  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  mfor^ 

We  thought-we  hoped-that  if  we  helped  of  budget  expenditures.  Averages  and  the  mation  thus  far  made  available  to  the 

the  major  commercial  farmers,  who  provid-  dictates  of  the  legislative  calendar  were  still  public   by    the    media    has   been   one- 

ed  most  of  our  food  and  fiber  (and  exerted  'he  principal  guideposts.  sided,  to  say  the  least, 

most  of  the  political  pressure),  the  benefits  There  had  to  be  a  better  way.  First.  I  do  not  think  anybody  can  say 

would  filter  down  to  the  Intermediate-sized  Mr.    President,    we   must   Strive   for  with  certainty  what  the  Red  Chinese 

and  then  the  smallest  producers.  consistency  in  our  agricultural  policy,  would  do  about  grain  purchases  from 

I  was  never  convinced  we  were  anywhere  ^e  simply  cannot  afford  to  continue  the  United  States  if  we  were  to  permit 
near  the  right  track  We  had  symbols,  slo-  taking  a  band-aid  approach  to  farm  the  entry  of  even  more  of  their  tex- 
s'^ia!^  superficialities.  We  seldom  had  ^^^^^^  ^.j^^  Certainly,  this  Senator  has  no  in- 
Soon  after  I  was  appointed  Secretary,  We  are  1  week  away  from  the  formation  in  that  regard.  I  am  incapa- 
some  thoughtful  commentary  In  newspapers  August  recess.  I  cannot  support  a  ble  of  reading  the  mind  of  anyone, 
and  magazines  addressed  the  growing  prob-  motion  to  proceed  to  a  major  agricul-  least  of  all  a  Communist's  mind.  But  I 
lems  in  agriculture  in  what  was  projected  to  tural  bill  with  plans  for  a  new  crop  do  contend  that  the  Red  Chinese  can 
become  a  •bust"  year  for  many  farmers,  year  approaching— and  without  any  now  purchase  whatever  grain  they 
Reading  these  articles  made  me  want  to  use  idea  of  what  the  1984  farm  program  want  or  need  at  substantially  lower 
my  time  as  Secretary  to  try  to  move  agricul-  ^n  be.  prices  from  other  countries.  In  fact. 
Pv^^tS^t  w«  Freezing  target  prices  and  reducing  Mr.  President,   the  Red  Chinese  are 

lut  this  a^  raises  questions  about  Peder-  the  loan  rate  for  agricultural  commod-  doing  just  that.  That  is  because  virtu- 
al farm  policy.  Where  should  we  be  direct-  '''es  will  have  a  widespread  impact  on  ally  every  other  grain  exporting  coun- 
Ing  our  programs— credit,  research,  conser-  farm  prices  and  the  farm  economy.  I  try  in  the  world  uses  massive  export 
vation.  and  technical  assistance,  not  just  am  not  prepared  to  take  such  drastic  subsidies  to  dump  their  surpluses  onto 
income  and  price  supports?  Should  we  action  simply  to  pacify  David  Stock-  tf,g  world  market, 
simply  concentrate  on  overall  production  man.  Mr  President,  in  that  connection.  I 
and  export  volume?  Should  we  continue  to  Qver  the  past  year  I  have  encour-  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  table 
Ignore  the  role  of  off-farm  liicome?  How  do  aged  the  Senate  to  take  action  to  curb  deoictine  recent  price  Quotations  on 
we  relieve  the  pressure  on  land  prices,  so  .^-  cr.rthii«fin<T  of  nnr  frn^ilP  ranpp  aepicimg  recent  price  quouiLiuiii  uu 
out  of  proportion  to  the  current  Income  the  f^^^^'*^^!'"^  "f.  °"L  ,'^?!  «^JL^^!^  high-quality  milling  wheat  for  export 
land  can  return  that  new  farmers  find  it  ^nds.  I  have  encouraged  the  Senate  to  ^^^^  t^e  principal  exporting  nations 
almost  Impossible  to  bid  on  it?  If  we  can  take  action  on  farm  credit  legislation  ^g  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point, 
find  a  way.  should  we?  aimed  at  getting  farmers  through  the  There  being  no  objection,  the  table 

As  Secretary.  I  wanted  to  take  up  these  extended  depression  in  the  farm  econ-  ^.^^    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 

central    concerns.    But.    first,    we    had    a  omy.  None  of  these  bills  have  reached  Record  as  follows" 

farmer-owned    grain    reserve    to    put    into  the  Senate  floor.  In  fact,  over  the  past  „'          .       ,        ,.     .     ,        ,no, 

place,  as  a  start  toward  halting  the  plum-  2  years,  the  only  agricultural  bills  we  Exportpnces/or  wheat- June  1983 

meting  grain  prices  and  stabilizing  markeu.  gggn^  ^q  address  are  those  aimed  at  re-  [Dollars  per  metric  ton] 

and^there  was  a  new  farm  bill  to  be  devel-  ^^^.^^  ^^^  Governments  commitment     United  States 149 

The  1977  farm  act  was  nine  months  in  the  toward    a^uring    farmers    reasonable     Argentina' 128 

making.  It  was  and  stUl  Is  the  most  compre-  Pnces  for  food  and  fiber.                                Prance  • 136 

hensive  assembly  of  elements  for  a  national  I  am  not  prepared  to  let  this  trend     Australia  ' 160 

food  and  agricultural  policy  ever  enacted  in  continue  without  the  opportunity   to     Canada  ' 186 

a  single  piece  of  legislation.  The  reserve  pro-  bring     these     important     agricultural  1  This  is  the  price  quoted  by  the  government 

gram     was    endorsed:     income-supplement  measures  before  the  Senate.  srain  board  that  does  all  trading  in  these  countries, 

levels  were  geared  more  closely  to  the  costs  Mr   President   I  suggest  the  absence  Actual  trades  would  be  made  at  a  lower  price— prob- 

of  producing  the  commodity;  benefits  rigid-  „/_  n„n_„rr.        '  ''■'^  **  '°*  **  '"^ '°°'' '°  **'  '^*  business. 

Iv  allocated  bv  outdated  arreaae  allotment."!  qUOrum.  ,  Effective  price  to  buyer,  after  the  EEC  export 

were  ^l^ed  by  a  system  Sgthe^^^^  The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The  subsidy  is  paid.  .Export  subsidies  (or  high-quality 

what  wi^l^tuaJlv  piloted   yunierefeluires  clerk  will  call  the  roll.  milling  wheat  for  export  at  Rouen.  Prance.  =r.  .«ne 

wnat  was  actuailj  Planter  All  were  leatures  a<i.<;i<:tant    lp«ri<?lativp    olprk    nro-  29.  1983.  were  $61  per  ton  These  prices  and  subsi- 

designed   to   provide   producers   with   more  -l  ne    assistant    legislative    cierK    pro-  ^^^  ^^^   highly   variable.   Prance   guarantees   its 

latitude  in  decision-making,  along  with  re-  ceeded  to  call  the  roll.  farmers  $197  per  ton.  and  the  subsidies  are  the  dif- 

wards  for  responsible  risk  management.  Mr.    HELMS.    Mr.    President,    I    ask  ference  between  that  price  and  whatever  it  takes  to 

A  new  organizational  structure  was  estab-  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  ""''*  ^^^  ^'^  ' 

lished  to  help  redirect  research  and  educa-  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded.  Mr    HELMS.  As  those  who  will  be 

[J'rev^^^'lSeS.rfor^hll^t^'S:  „ri,riJ^^?/!!?„SSf^-  ^^'^^  "^^f'^^  the  Record  will  note.  I  have 

fits  narrowed  but  aciess  to  them  eased,  a  °"'°*'S«i  t^v,     wk  !^;,   •  •'"^'    inserted    a    compartson    of    the 

relief  to  mUlions  of  the  rural  poor.  **'"•  HELMS.  I  thank  the  Chair.  metric   ton   cost   of   wheat   purchased 

And.  during  the  final  steps  of  the  legisla-  grain  trade  ai»d  textile  issues  from  the  United  States,  from  Argenti- 

tive  process,  a  provision  was  added  reaffirm-  Mr.  President,  as  the  distinguished  na,  from  Prance,  from  Australia,  and 

Ing  what  was  called  a    historical  policy"  of  occupant  of  the  chair  is  aware,  there  from  Canada, 

encouraging  the  famUy  farm  system,  for  the  j^as   been  considerable   discussion   re-  There  is  a  footnote  in  the  cases  of 

^'.Hv!'»nv'lt!f,L^!„'V^  fij!il'*rnrnh!/^I!^"  ccntly  about  what  I  consider  to  be  a  Argentina.     Prance.     Australia,     and 

petltlve  environment  in  food  and  fiber  oro-  .  ^    •    1  •     »   ,-.        j_    t^w^  *: *   f«»»^»»n  .«in»<^c  f/> 

Suction.  A  "family  farm"  was  not  defined,  nonissue.  certamly  a  nonissue  m  terms  Canada.  The  first  footnote  relates  to 

and.  the  Congress  sUted.  programs  should  o^  substance.  There  was  a  report  in  Argentina: 

not  be  exclusively  administered  for  the  ben-  some  of  the  newspapers,  for  example.  This  is  the  price  quoted  by  the  Govem- 

efit  of  famUy  farms.  suggesting  that  there  was  a  question  ment  Grain  Board  that  does  all  the  trading 
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in  these  countries.  Actual  trades  would  be 
made  at  a  lower  price- probably  as  low  as  it 
took  to  get  the  business. 

In  Other  words,  Mr.  President,  it  is 
sort  of  like  the  sticker  on  a  car  in  a 
used  carlot.  If  you  believe  that  sticker, 
you  will  believe  anything.  You  negoti- 
ate with  the  salesman  and  the  price  is 
always  much  lower. 

But  in  any  case,  the  footnotes  have 
been  included  in  the  unanimous-con- 
sent request  that  I  just  made,  and 
those  who  read  the  Record  tomorrow 
or  subsequently  will  be  able  to  see  the 
point  I  am  making. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  yields  to  no  one 
in  my  commitment  to  ending  the  pred- 
atory agricultural  subsidies  practiced 
and  employed  by  various  foreign  coun- 
tries. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  so-called 
blended  credit  program  which  has 
been  so  successfully  used  by  our  Gov- 
ernment to  restore  some  small  meas- 
ure of  equity  to  agricultural  trade,  is  a 
result  of  the  Helms  amendment  to  the 
1982  Budget  Reconciliation  Act. 

Moreover,  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
Commmittee  on  Agriculture,  Nutri- 
tion, and  Forestry  has  reported  a  bi- 
partisan version  of  legislation  that  I 
introduced  bearing  the  title  Agricul- 
tural Export  Equity  Market  and  Ex- 
pansions Act  of  1983.  This  bill  bears 
the  number  S.  822.  It  is  now  on  the 
Senate  Calendar.  It  provides  a  number 
of  mechanisms  to  combat  the  unfair 
practices  of  exporting  competitor  na- 
tions and  is  designed  to  induce  those 
nations  using  unfair  subsidies  to  the 
bargaining  table.  Chances  of  passage 
of  S.  822  later  on  this  session  seem 
quite  good. 

On  top  of  all  that.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  written  a  number  of  articles  and 
have  delivered  a  number  of  speeches 
on  this  subject,  and  I  hope  that  I  have 
to  some  extent  helped  draw  the  atten- 
tion of  our  Nation's  highest  policy- 
makers to  the  problem  of  these  preda- 
tory export  subsidies  on  the  part  of 
foreign  countires.  As  a  consequence, 
the  administration  is  now  engaged  in 
serious  discussions  with  our  trading 
partners,  and  the  President  has  taken 
a  number  of  decisive  actions  to  induce 
the  kind  of  reforms  needed  in  this 
area. 

In  addition,  the  Senate  has  adopted 
provisions  that  I  authored  and  offered 
to  the  International  Monetary  Fund 
bill  that  require  the  U.S.  Executive  Di- 
rector to  the  IMF  to  submit  a  proposal 
that  would  bring  an  end  to  predatory 
subsidies  by  IMF  member  nations. 

I  note  with  interest  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  now  hais  IMF  legis- 
lation under  consideration,  and  if  the 
IMF  bill  survives  there— and  I  fervent- 
ly hope  that  it  will  not— there  seems 
to  be  no  question  that  the  kind  of  lan- 
guage that  I  have  proposed  will 
become  law. 

All  of  this  is  to  say  that  this  Senator 
from    North    Carolina    is    concerned 


about  encouraging  as  much  U.S.  agri- 
cultural exports  as  can  possibly  be  ac- 
complished. And  my  actions,  I  think, 
demonstrate  that. 

Now  back  to  the  textile  situation 
with  Red  China.  Senators  should  be 
aware  that  textile  and  apparel  imports 
from  Red  China  have  increased  dra- 
matically in  recent  years— as  a  matter 
of  fact,  ever  since  the  Carter  adminis- 
tration granted  what  is  known  as 
most-favored-nation  status  to  Commu- 
nist China.  I  vigorously  opposed  that 
action  by  the  previous  administration. 
I  believed  it  to  be  a  tragic  mistake 
then,  and  I  am  even  more  persuaded 
today  that  it  was  a  tragic  mistake. 
Look  at  the  facts. 

The  total  compound  annual  growth 
in  the  importation  of  textiles  and  ap- 
parel from  Red  China  from  1977  to 
1982  is  55.1  percent,  and  if  you  will 
add  all  that  up.  the  total  increase  for 
the  period  has  been  621  percent.  We 
have  a  second  Hong  Kong  on  our 
hands  in  terms  of  this  deluge  of  textile 
and  apparel  products. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  a  table  depict- 
ing the  growth  of  U.S.  exports  of  tex- 
tiles and  apparel  from  the  so-called 
People's  Republic  of  China,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS  FROM  COMMUNIST  CHINA 

[Millkxis  of  square  yard  equnalents  (SVE)j 


Year 

Cotton 

Wool 

Man-flude 

Total 

1975 

1976 

1977 

139.3 

1484 

819 

0.1 
0.7 
0.6 
12 
10 

dtoComi 

107 
91 
114 
123 

10 
34 

5.8 
137 
399 

mnisI  China 
527 
1099 
2211 
2396 

1404 
1525 
883 

1978 

1979 

198S 

Most  Faiond  IWi( 

186.1 

190.3 

M  Status  Extende 

2614 
442  8 

2010 
2312 

3248 

1981 

5618 

1982... 

_    ....    438.2 

6700 

1983  ■ 

4563 

7081 

■  Note:  12.monlli  penod  enlmg  May  1983 

Mr.  HELMS.  In  the  12-month  period 
ended  June  1982,  the  U.S.  Imports  of 
Red  Chinese  cotton  apparel  alone 
amounted  to  145  million  square  yard 
equivalents  (SYE).  That  was  31  per- 
cent higher  than  for  the  calendar  year 
1980.  In  the  same  12-month  period,  im- 
ports of  man-made  fiber  apparel  sur- 
passed cotton  apparel  and  reached  a 
level  of  146  million  SYE,  206  percent 
over  calendar  1980.  This  Increase  re- 
flects dramatically  the  effective  utili- 
zation by  Red  China  of  its  newly  in- 
stalled fiber-making  capacity. 

What  do  we  have,  Mr.  President?  We 
have  the  so-called  People's  Republic  of 
China  complaining  about  what  It  calls 
"limited  access"  to  the  U.S.  market. 
Before  anybody  buys  that  line,  consid- 
er Red  China's  exports  of  basic  textile 
materials  to  other  Far  Eastern  coim- 
trles  which  export  large  quantities  of 
apparel  to  the  United  States. 


The  total  value  of  textiles  and  ap- 
parel exported  directly  to  the  United 
States  by  Red  China  in  1982  was  $796 
million,  up  from  $427  million  in  1980. 
The  total  value  of  exports  of  textiles- 
yams,  fabric,  miscellaneous  textiles— 
by  Red  China  to  countries  which 
export  apparel  to  the  United  States  In 
1980  was  as  follows:  Hong  Kong.  $964 
million;  Japan,  $210  million. 

The  U.S.  bilateral  agreement  with 
the  so-called  People's  Republic  of 
China  was  originally  effective  January 
1,  1980.  Imports  from  Red  China  rose 
from  231.1  million  square  yard  equiva- 
lents in  1979.  the  last  year  before  con- 
trols, to  547.4  million  square  yard 
equivalents  In  the  12  months  ending 
November  1981— the  first  month  In 
which  a  call  on  Red  China  wais  made 
on  print  cloth. 

It  may  seem  a  little  involved,  but  I 
have  tried  to  relate  this  to  the  Senate 
and  to  make  It  part  of  the  record.  It  is 
essential  that  all  of  us  back  off  and 
consider  this  In  terms  of  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  textile  and  apparel 
jobs  that  have  been  lost  In  the  United 
States. 

This  Senator  Is  growing  a  little 
weary  of  hearing  all  the  protests,  not 
only  from  Peking  but  also  from  some 
In  the  United  States,  that  we  neea  to 
let  Red  China  have  even  more  of  the 
U.S.  textile  market  than  it  now  has. 
What  those  voices  are  saying  Is  this: 
"Forget  about  our  textile  and  apparel 
workers,  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
who  have  lost  and  are  losing  their  jobs 
throughout  this  country.  We  want  to 
court  and  appease  a  nation  that  uses 
slave  labor,  a  nation  that,  by  the 
records  of  the  U.S.  Government  itself, 
has  slaughtered  more  than  60  million 
of  Its  own  Innocent  citizens." 

So  I  may  be  forgiven,  I  hope,  if  I 
wait  a  while  before  I  shed  too  many 
tears  about  what  the  rulers  of  Peking 
are  complaining  about.  Mainly,  I 
wanted  the  Record  to  show,  for  Sena- 
tors and  others  to  see.  a  bit  of  both 
sides  of  this  proposition  which,  up  to 
now,  in  the  major  news  media  of  this 
country,  has  been  given  short  shrift. 

THE  FUTURE  OF  FARMERS 

Mr.  President,  this  week  the  State 
presidents  of  the  Future  Farmers  of 
America  are  visiting  Washington  for 
their  annual  conference.  This  group 
includes  outstanding  young  leaders  of 
agriculture  from  all  50  States. 

The  Future  Farmers  of  America  is 
an  organization  of  students  of  voca- 
tional agriculture  who  are  preparing 
for  careers  in  agriculture  and  agribusi- 
ness. Last  November,  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  address  the  national  conven- 
tion of  this  fine  organization,  and  I 
can  attest  to  the  good  work  which 
they  are  doing. 

The  creed  of  the  FFA  organization 
begins  with  the  words:  "1  believe  In 
the  future  of  farming."  Thus.  It  Is  par- 
ticularly appropriate  that  these  FFA 
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leaders  are  in  Washington  this  week, 
because  the  legislation  we  are  consid- 
ering is  vital  to  the  future  of  agricul- 
ture. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  think  about 
the  long-term  best  interest  of  agricul- 
ture. While  it  may  be  difficult  in  the 
short  term  to  consider  adjustments  in 
target  prices,  that  is  outweighed  by 
the  fact  that  American  agriculture  will 
be  better  off  in  the  long  run  if  we 
make  these  legislative  changes. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  think  about 
the  agricultural  economy  in  future 
years.  Will  these  young  FPA  members 
find  themselves  in  a  farm  economy 
characterized  by  costly.  Government- 
induced  surpluses,  or  will  they  be  part 
of  a  market-oriented  agriculture? 

If  we  continue  to  allow  our  farm- 
support  mechanisms,  such  as  target 
prices,  to  escalate,  the  consequences 
will  be  twofold:  We  will  encourage  ad- 
ditional surplus  production  in  the 
United  States  and  we  will  lose  markets 
for  our  farm  products  overseas. 

Escalating  target  prices  will  require 
large,  costly  Federal  outlays  for  defi- 
ciency payments.  The  potential  cost  of 
these  payments  may  also  force  the 
United  States  into  massive  production- 
control  efforts  which  are  complicated 
and  difficult  to  administer,  which 
reduce  the  economic  base  of  agribusi- 
nesses and  local  communities,  and 
which  allow  other  exporting  nations 
to  take  a  larger  share  of  world  export 
markets. 

The  result  of  this  policy  is  that  sur- 
plus production  is  induced,  U.S.  farm- 
ers lose  their  competitiveness  in  world 
markets,  costs  to  the  consumer  and 
taxpayer  are  increased,  and  resources 
are  used  inefficiently.  In  the  face  of 
such  surpluses,  our  young  farmers  will 
have  no  opportunity  for  profitable 
market  prices.  We  will  do  these  young 
farmers  a  disservice  in  the  long  run  if 
we  send  them  a  price  signal  that  is  in- 
correct. 

If  we  maintain  high  price  supports 
and  massive  production  controls,  that 
policy  will  ultimately  result  in  our  ag- 
ricultural products— and  those  of 
future  generations— being  shut  out  of 
world  markets.  We  do  so  at  great  cost 
to  ourselves  and  our  posterity. 

Today,  more  than  a  quarter  of  U.S. 
farm  income  is  derived  from  agricul- 
tural exports,  nearly  twice  that  of  a 
decade  ago.  About  a  third  of  harvested 
acres  are  devoted  to  exports.  We 
export  more  than  three-fifths  of  our 
wheat,  half  of  our  soybeans  and  rice, 
and  more  than  a  third  of  our  com  and 
cotton. 

If  we  surrender  our  export  markets, 
what  happens  to  these  commodities? 
Ek)  they  all  become  a  huge  surplus, 
further  depressing  prices  in  the 
United  States?  If  so,  how  many  farm- 
ers—young and  old— will  go  out  of 
business? 

There  will  be  calls  for  more  strin- 
gent   limits    on    production— perhaps 
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toward  adjusting  these  programs  for 
their  continued  use. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  also 
contains  $600  million  in  farm  export 
assistance  for  fiscal  years  1984  and 
1985.  In  addition,  the  legislation  will 
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mandatory  controls— if  we  withdraw 
from  export  markets.  Yet  recent  histo- 
ry shows  that  while  the  United  States 
cuts  production,  other  exporting  coun- 
tries are  expanding  production  of  the 
same   crops.   The   net   result   is   that 


prices  remain  low,  and  the  United 
States  gradually  reduces  its  market 
share  and  our  opportunity  for  profit. 

And  what  about  the  impact  on  the 
general  economy?  More  than  1  million 
people  in  the  United  States  work  in 
jobs  related  to  farm  exports,  over  half 
of  these  in  nonfarm  industries.  In 
fiscal  year  1982.  our  39.1  billion  dol- 
lars' worth  of  farm  exports  created 
about  30  billion  dollars'  worth  of  addi- 
tional business  in  the  nonfarm  com- 
munity, and  contributed  a  net  $23.7 
billion  surplus  to  our  balance  of  trade. 
Like  it  or  not,  our  farm  economy  is 
geared  to  agricultual  exports.  If  we 
withdraw  from  world  markets,  either 
directly  through  massive  production 
controls  or  indirectly  through  Govern- 
ment programs  that  are  inflexible  and 
nonmarket  oriented,  we  will  slowly 
reduce  our  agricultural  production 
base  in  the  United  States.  That  is  a 
fancy  way  or  saying  that  massive  num- 
bers of  farmers  will  cease  to  exist,  and 
young  farmers  will  have  no  opportuni- 
ty at  all.  I  believe  our  farmers  deserve 
better. 

We  simply  must  adjust  our  Govern- 
ment farm  programs  to  make  them 
more  cost  effective  and  market  sensi- 
tive. At  the  same  time,  we  can  contin- 
ue to  provide  income  protection  and 
we  must  increase  our  efforts  to 
counter  unfair  foreign  trade  practices. 
There  is  another  reason  why  this 
legislation  is  important  to  the  future 
of  agriculture.  Much  attention  is  now 
being  focused  on  the  cost  of  Federal 
farm  programs.  The  public  and  the 
press  are  noticing  that  farm  program 
costs  have  increased  fivefold  since 
1981,  faster  than  any  Government 
agency  including  defense.  Farm  pro- 
gram outlays  for  this  year  are  estimat- 
ed at  an  all-time  high  $21.1  billion. 

If  we  do  not  make  responsible  ad- 
justments to  control  the  costs  of  our 
programs,  we  may  provoke  a  consumer 
and  taxpayer  backlash  which  could  en- 
danger all  farm  programs.  As  one  farm 
organization  representative  said: 
'Either  we  take  the  initiative  to  get 
our  house  in  order  or  someone  will 
come  along  and  wipe  out  these  pro- 
grams altogether." 

Our  farm  programs  have  worked 
well  over  the  years  to  provide  a  degree 
of  predictability  and  support  in  an  in- 
herently unstable  business.  We  should 
explain  to  the  public  that  these  pro- 
grams have  become  costly  for  several 
reasons,  but  we  should  also  make  nec- 
essary adjustments  to  preserve  and 
extend  these  programs.  If  we  do  not, 
we  may  endanger  these  programs  for 
future  generations  of  farmers.  The 
pending    legislation    is    a    good    step 


provide  financing  for  the  agricultural 
export  credit  revolving  fund,  which 
can  serve  as  an  ongoing  source  of  fi- 
nancing for  U.S.  agricultural  exports. 

These  are  investments  in  the  future 
of  agriculture.  Money  that  is  loaned 
out  from  the  fund  as  export  credits 
will  be  repaid  to  the  fund  with  inter- 
est. Then  these  repayments  will  be 
loaned  out  again.  This  revolving  fund 
would  be  made  permanent  by  the  leg- 
islation we  are  considering. 

Future  generations  of  farmers  will 
benefit  from  the  investment  we  can 
make  today  in  building  long-term 
demand  for  farm  products.  That  is 
what  our  young  farmers  need:  more 
customers  for  our  commodities,  so 
that  farmers  can  make  profits  in  the 
marketplace. 

Mr.  President,  I  salute  the  Future 
Farmers  of  America.  In  their  spirit,  I 
urge  the  Senate  to  put  aside  short- 
term,  political  gain  and  to  enact  this 
legislation  which  will  put  us  back  on 
track  toward  a  market-oriented  agri- 
culture in  the  future. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  could  I 
inquire,  is  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  2973  at  the  desk? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  conference 
report  on  the  repeal  of  the  withhold- 
ing of  tax  from  dividends  and  interest. 
I  think  it  is  important  that  we  proceed 
with  that  as  soon  as  possible. 


REPEAL  OF  WITHHOLDING  TAX 
FROM  INTEREST  AND  DIVI- 
DENDS-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate 
the  conference  report  on  H.R.  2973. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
read  as  follows: 

The  conimittee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
2973)  to  repeal  the  withholding  of  tax  from 
interest  and  dividends,  having  met.  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec- 
ommend and  do  recommend  to  their  respec- 


tive Houses  this  report,  signed  by  all  of  the 
conferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  conference 
report. 

(The  conference  report  is  printed  in 
the  House  proceedings  of  the  Record 
of  July  27,  1983,  on  page  H5763.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  ask  the  Senate  to  consider 
and  approve  the  conference  report  to 
H.R.  2973. 

I  understand  that  Senator  Kasten 
would  like  to  speak  briefly  and  Sena- 
tor Danforth  and  maybe  others.  I 
might  say  to  those  who  are  listening  in 
their  offices,  there  are  requests  for  a 
rollcall  vote.  We  hope  to  move  rather 
quickly. 

The  conference  report  and  the  state- 
ment of  the  managers  were  filed  on 
July  27,  1983,  after  a  conference  last- 
ing more  than  a  full  week.  I  believe 
the  final  product  represents  a  good 
agreement  for  the  Senate,  and  a  good 
package  of  legislation  for  the  Nation. 

I  believe  the  President  would  not 
have  signed  any  bill  repealing  with- 
holding on  interest  and  dividends 
unless  it  contained  meaningful  alter- 
native compliance  measures.  I  believe 
that  the  Senate's  success  in  adding 
such  provisions  to  the  House  bill,  and 
its  success  in  adding  the  President's 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative,  will  per- 
suade the  President  to  sign  this  legis- 
lation. Although  all  of  the  Senate  pro- 
visions were  not  accepted,  we  can  feel 
proud  of  the  Senate's  role  in  formulat- 
ing this  legislation. 

As  I  said  before  on  the  floor,  I  do 
not  think  the  President  would  have 
signed  this  modification  of  withhold- 
ing without  something  in  exchange. 
We  believe  the  compliance  provisions 
will  satisfy  the  President,  maybe  not 
as  well  as  v.ithholding  would  have  sat- 
isfied the  President.  In  addition  to 
that,  the  adoption  of  what  he  consid- 
ers to  be  and  what  is  a  very  important 
policy  matter  for  the  administration— 
in  fact  to  many  Members  of  Congress 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle— to  the  Car- 
ibbean Basin— the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative.  So  it  is  my  belief  and  hope— 
and  I  have  been  so  assured— that  the 
President  will  sign  this  legislation. 

I  think— notwithstanding  the  bitter 
light  at  times  we  have  had  over  the 
withholding  issue— that  the  issue  has 
been  properly  resolved.  There  has 
been  give  and  take  on  both  sides;  obvi- 
ously not  as  far  as  some  would  like  to 
go.  Some  probably  still  will  oppose  the 
conference  report  for  that  reason. 


REPEAL  or  MANDATORY  WITHHOLDING  AND  SHB- 
STITtmON  or  COMPLIANCE  IMPROVEMENT 
MEAS0RES 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  agreed 
to  most  of  the  substance  of  the  Senate 
compliance  improvement  package.  I 
want  to  review  the  compliance  pack- 
age and  to  explain  the  changes  to  the 
package  that  were  insisted  upon  by 
the  House  conferees. 

First,  however,  let  me  remind  my 
colleagues  of  why  we  must  improve 
compliance  in  this  area,  what  the  sub- 
stance of  backup  withholding  is,  and 
why  it  is  responsive  to  the  criticisms 
that  were  made  against  mandatory 
withholding. 

CHEATING  ON  INTEREST  AND  DIVIDEND  INCOME 

Approximately  $25  billion  in  interest 
and  dividend  income  goes  unreported, 
according  to  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment. That  translates,  again  according 
to  the  Treasury  Department,  into  a 
revenue  loss  of  about  $8  billion  every 
year.  If  we  could  only  collect  all  of  the 
tax  that  is  owed  on  such  income,  we 
would  be  one  third  of  the  way  toward 
meeting  the  1984  budget  reconciliation 
instruction.  All  of  this  underreporting, 
whether  intentional  or  inadvertent, 
occurs,  despite  the  fact  that  the 
United  States  has  had  a  comprehen- 
sive information  reporting  system 
since  1962. 

PROBLEMS  WITH  INFORMATION  REPORTING 

Study  of  the  information  reporting 
system  shows  two  major  problems. 
First,  the  system  is  not  working  well  in 
the  identification  of  taxpayers  who 
fail  to  comply.  Second,  the  system  is 
not  working  well  in  following  up  tax 
noncompliance.  Both  of  these  prob- 
lems are  dealt  with  by  the  conference 
agreement. 

HOW  BACKUP  WITHHOLDING  RESPONDS  TO 
CRITICISMS  OF  J4ANDATORY  WITHHOLDING 

Mandatory  withholding,  which  also 
sought  to  deal  with  these  two  prob- 
lems, was  criticized  on  three  principal 
grounds.  First,  mandatory  withholding 
was  criticized  as  overly  broad.  It  af- 
fected all  taxpayers,  conscientious  as 
well  as  unconscientious.  Backup  with- 
holding, by  contrast,  is  targeted  to 
cheaters  and  to  those  who  fail  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the 
information  reporting  system. 

Mandatory  withholding  was  also 
criticized  because  it  shifted  part  of  the 
IRS's  job  to  the  banks.  While  some  of 
us  believe  that  such  "privatization" 
might  have  been  much  more  efficient 
and  therefore  desirable,  the  judgment 
of  the  Congress  has  been  that  the  job 
of  tax  enforcement  should  be  left  in 
the  hands  of  the  IRS.  Backup  with- 
holding does  just  that,  requiring  the 
IRS  to  identify  tax  cheats.  The  banks' 
only  role  is  to  withhold  at  a  20-percent 
rate  against  identified  tax  cheats  on 
notice  from  the  IRS.  This  task  is  sub- 
stantially like  that  performed  by 
banks  today  in  the  case  of  IRS  levies 
on  bank  accounts,  a  matter  that  was 
raised  in  the  conference  by  the  distin- 


guished Senator  from  Louisiana,  Sena- 
tor Long. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize,  however, 
that  relying  solely  on  IRS  efforts  to 
improve  compliance  carries  a  price.  In 
order  to  obtain  the  level  of  compliance 
anticipated  by  this  legislation,  $15  mil- 
lion of  additional  IRS  appropriations 
will  be  necessary  for  fiscal  year  1984. 
This  Senator  appreciates  the  efforts  of 
the  .Appropriations  Committee,  and  es- 
pecially Senators  Hatfield  and 
Abdnor,  who  have  included  the  neces- 
sary funds  in  the  Treasury  appropria- 
tions bill  for  fiscal  year  1984. 

This  $15  million  is  critical  if  the 
compliance  provisions  of  this  confer- 
ence agreement  are,  in  fact,  going  to 
be  effective  in  this  coming  year.  In  ad- 
dition, further  appropriations  will  be 
necessary  in  succeeding  years.  These 
appropriations,  I  am  convinced,  will  be 
cost  effective  in  increased  compliance. 
However,  absent  these  appropriations, 
my  colleagues  should  be  acutely  aware 
that  increased  compliance  will  not  be 
achieved. 

Third,  and  finally,  mandatory  with- 
holding was  criticized  as  creating  too 
much  paperwork.  Under  backup  with- 
holding, a  taxpayer  must  only  give  his 
social  security  number  to  his  bank, 
certify  that  it  is  correct  and  indicate 
whether  he  is  subject  to  backup  with- 
holding. No  exemption  certificates  will 
be  required  or  necessary. 

AN  OVERVIEW  OF  THE  COMPLIANCE  PACKAGE 

The  core  of  the  compliance  package 
for  interest  and  dividend  income  in  the 
Senate  bill  was  backup  withholding 
and  increased  penalties  on  banks  and 
other  payors  who  fail  to  comply  with 
the  information  reporting  system. 
Both  backup  withholding  and  such  in- 
creased penalties  were  retained  in  the 
conference  agreement.  Moreover,  de- 
spite initial  opposition  from  the  House 
conferees,  these  penalties  will  be  self- 
assesssed.  Thus,  Members  of  the 
Senate  should  rest  assured  that  we 
have  a  tough  compliance  package, 
much  like  that  with  which  we  went  to 
conference. 

With  that  summary  of  the  differ- 
ences between  mandatory  withholding 
and  backup  withholding  and  the  over- 
view of  the  compliance  package,  I 
want  to  highlight  the  principal 
changes  made  by  the  conference. 

ATTACHMENT  OF  1099'S  TO  TAX  RETURNS 

The  most  important  single  change 
that  the  House  conferees  insisted 
upon  was  the  deletion  of  the  require- 
ment that  the  taxpayer  attach  his 
1099  information  returns  to  his  tax 
return. 

That  requirement  was  supported  by 
a  number  of  Senators,  principally  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Alaska,  Senator  Murkowski.  It  was 
included  in  many  of  the  earlier  with- 
holding compromise  bills,  and  there 
were  a  number  of  bills.  And,  as  I  said 
in    the    conference,     there    were    a 
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number  of  Senators  and  a  number  of 
House  Members  from  both  parties 
who  were  going  to  suggest  that  since 
we  do  not  require  attaching  the  infor- 
mation return,  the  1099,  that  some- 
how we  are  not  seeking  strong  compli- 
ance. But  the  House  conferees  were 
convinced,  and  I  think  many  of  the 
Senate  conferees  were  convinced,  that 
perhaps  that  was  unnecessary  paper- 
work, it  did  not  add  anything,  and 
that  what  we  did  do  in  the  conference 
would  be  more  effective. 

Perhaps  the  strongest  statement  of 
the  need  for  the  attachment  of  1099's 
to  tax  returns  came  from  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Mijrkowski).  Sena- 
tor MuRKOwsKi  argued  very  persua- 
sively in  this  Senator's  judgment  that 
a  requirement  on  payees  to  attach 
their  1099  information  reports  to  their 
tax  return  would  do  more  to  cause  tax- 
payers to  be  more  careful  about  main- 
taining accurate  records  of  the  inter- 
est and  dividend  income  they  receive 
than  any  further  grant  of  authority  to 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 

This  Senator  argued  in  the  confer- 
ence, as  did  Senator  Bentsen,  that  the 
attachment  requirement  should  be  re- 
tained. The  House  conferees,  however, 
argued  that  because  the  IRS  would 
not  process  the  paper  information  doc- 
uments, the  attachment  was  an  unnec- 
essary paperwork  burden. 

The  House  never  really  had  the  op- 
portunity—I will  use  the  word  oppor- 
tunity—to debate  withholding  as  we 
did  in  this  body.  Perhaps  many  of  the 
House  conferees  never  truly  under- 
stood the  feeling  of  a  lot  of  Members 
on  attaching  the  1099.  But  if,  in  fact, 
attachment  would  have  put  another 
burden  on  the  IRS  and  created  an  ad- 
ditional cost  to  the  taxpayer,  but  does 
not  provide  additional  information 
which  could  not  be  made  in  a  more  ef- 
ficient way,  then  information  reports 
should  not  have^been  required  to  be 
attached. 

As  I  suggested  In  the  conference 
committee,  if  for  some  reason  this 
plan  does  not  work.  I  will  bet  there 
will  be  a  number  of  my  colleagues  in 
both  parties  and  on  both  sides  of  the 
Capitol  that  will  feel  they  should  have 
attached  the  1099's. 

I  hope  the  IRS  is  listening  and  we 
can  make  back-up  withholding  work. 

The  House  conferees  did  agree,  how- 
ever, to  retain  the  requirement  that 
the  1099  information  report  be  re- 
quired to  be  in  official  form,  and 
added  a  requirement  of  a  separate 
mailmg  of  such  documents.  Moreover, 
the  House  conferees  agreed  that  the 
form  1099  should  contain  a  stem 
warning  of  the  consequence  of  non- 
compliance. 

This  requirement  was  insisted  upon 
by  Senator  Danforth  and  others. 
Now.  rather  than  to  match  the  1099. 
there  will  be  a  separate  mailing  to  the 
taxpayer.  That  will  be  a  separate  spe- 
cial form  indicating  the  income  is  tax- 


able and.  "If  you  do  not  pay  your 
taxes,  you  are  subject  to  penalty."  Per- 
haps in  the  long  run  that  will  be  the 
best  way  to  go. 

ErrECTIVE  DATES 

The  conference  agreement  signifi- 
cantly delays  the  effective  date  of  the 
new  provisions,  implementing  the  new 
safeguards  generally  only  on  January 
1.  1984,  rather  than  30  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment.  Frankly.  1  do  not 
think  that  this  delay  seriously  impairs 
the  package.  In  the  long  run,  both 
rules  substantially  improve  compli- 
ance, and  that  should  be  our  principal 
concern. 

CORE  PRESERVEO 

This  Senator  will  say,  despite  the  de- 
letion in  the  conference  at  the  insist- 
ence of  the  House  conferees  of  some 
new  penalties  and  special  rules,  that 
he  is  satisifed  that  the  core  of  the 
compliance  package  was  preserved 
intact.  No  significant  revenue  raising 
element  of  the  package  was  deleted, 
according  to  the  revenue  estimating 
staffs  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Con- 
gress. That  fact  should  provide  sub- 
stantial assurance  to  all  those  of  my 
colleagues  who  have  serious  concern 
that  we  must  improve  taxpayer  com- 
pliance. 

NEW  PENALTY  ON  INTEREST  AND  DIVIDEND 
WITHHOLOINC 

Mr.  President,  I  should  call  my  col- 
leagues' attention  to  two  additions 
that  were  made  by  the  House  confer- 
ees, on  the  specific  recommendation  of 
the  Treasury  Department,  that  this 
Senator  and  the  rest  of  his  colleagues 
had  previously  affirmatively  rejected. 
The  first  is  a  new  5-percent  penalty  on 
underreporting  of  interest  and  divi- 
dend income  subject  to  information  re- 
porting. It  is  arguably  a  tougher  stand- 
ard that  what  the  House  conferees 
and  the  Treasury  Department  were 
willing  to  impose  on  large  financial  in- 
stitutions that  fail  to  file  information 
returns  with  correct  identification 
numbers.  And  it  may  be  a  rare  taxpay- 
er who  can  show  by  clear  and  convinc- 
ing evidence  that  he  was  not  negligent. 
Thus,  the  5-percent  negligence  penalty 
could  fall  on  a  broader  class  of  taxpay- 
ers, many  with  nominal  amounts  of 
underreporting.  However,  the  thresh- 
old of  underreporting  anticipated  by 
this  legislation  and  the  cost  of  collect- 
ing this  penalty  for  small  tax  deficien- 
cies should  go  a  long  way  toward  as- 
suring that  this  penalty  will  not  be 
abused  by  the  IRS. 

This  penalty  was  insisted  upon  by 
the  Treasury  Department  and  the 
House  conferees,  and  in  the  interest  of 
concluding  the  conference,  the  Senate 
conferees  receded,  despite  some  reser- 
vations. 

TERM  WITHHOLDING 

A  second  major  change  in  the  con- 
ference was  the  conversion  of  the  Sen- 
ate's backup  withholding  system  into  a 
term  withholding  system.  Thus,  for  an 


underreporter  subject  to  backup  with- 
holding, correction  of  the  problem  or 
establishment  that  there  is  a  bona  fide 
dispute  with  the  IRS  will  not  termi- 
nate backup  withholding  before  the 
end  of  the  calendar  year.  If  the  correc- 
tion occurs  after  October  15.  withhold- 
ing will  continue  through  the  end  of 
the  following  year. 

These  are  rigorous  rules.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. To  mitigate  their  harshness,  the 
Senate  conferees  insisted  on  making 
the  hardship  exemption  of  the  Senate 
bill  available.  Thus,  the  hardship  ex- 
emption will  override  the  requirement 
of  term  withholding.  This  Senator  be- 
lieves that  we  have  a  workable  com- 
promise on  term  withholding. 

We  were  reminded  of  the  fact  that 
In  the  case  of  some  elderly  person  or 
someone  who.  Inadvertently,  failed  to 
comply,  that  individual  should  not 
have  term  withholding,  so  we  provided 
this  escape  hatch  which  we  think  will 
take  care  of  most  of  those  cases. 

CONCLCSION 

Mr.  President,  having  described  the 
substance  of  the  conference  agree- 
ment, let  me  conclude  by  reminding 
my  colleagues  of  all  of  the  careful 
thought  and  hard  work  that  went  Into 
this  compromise. 

Let  me  begin  by  highlighting  the 
work  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 
Many  Americans  know  him  as  the 
leader  of  the  drive  to  repeal  interest 
and  dividend  withholding.  That  he 
was.  But  more  importantly,  In  the  long 
run,  I  believe,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  was  one  of  the  leading  advo- 
cates of  an  alternative  to  mandatory 
withholding.  In  forging  backup  with- 
holding and  the  Increased  penalties 
for  payors  who  do  not  comply  with  the 
Information  reporting  requirements, 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  sent  a 
clear  signal  that  he  would  not  tolerate 
tax  cheating.  Per  that  role,  the  Sena- 
tor deserves  the  warm  suppo"!  of  all 
honest  taxpayers,  and  the  sincere  ap- 
preciation of  his  colleagues.  Let  me 
add.  too,  that  although  the  Senator 
and  I  differed  on  the  merits  of  manda- 
tory withholding,  I  have  enjoyed  very 
much  working  with  the  Senator  to 
reach  an  accommodation  on  this  prob- 
lem. Our  success  demonstrates  Indeed 
that  we  will  hear  more  from  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wisconsin  In  this  Chamber. 

I  would  be  remiss,  however.  If  I 
failed  to  note  the  strong  role  played 
by  many  other  Members  of  the  Senate 
In  forging  this  compromise.  I  previous- 
ly noted  the  Important  role  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr.  Mur- 
KOWSKi).  Sentor  Stevens  and  Senator 
BoscHWiTZ  also  made  Important  con- 
tributions to  this  compromise,  as  did 
Senator  Cohen. 

I  particularly  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Texas,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Hawaii,  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana for  helping  us  to  conclude  the  con- 


ference. There  will  be  mortgage  reve- 
nue bonds  that  will  not  end  at  the  end 
of  this  year.  We  will  work  out  a  satis- 
factory compromise,  In  my  view.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  Indicated  a  will- 
ingness to  reach  a  compromise.  He  un- 
derstands we  ought  to  tighten  up  the 
program  to  some  extent. 

Senator  Long  and  I  have  a  bill  Intro- 
duced which  we  think  properly  ad- 
dresses at  least  a  part  of  that  problem. 
It  Is  my  hope  that  we  can  work  with 
all  Senators  who  have  an  Interest  In 
mortgage  revenue  bonds  and  have  a 
bill  on  the  floor  or  an  amendment  on 
the  floor  that  will  receive  the  substan- 
tial support  In  the  next  60  to  90  days. 

The  result  Is  a  compliance  package 
that  deserves  the  support  of  all  of  us. 
With  the  repeal  of  mandatory  with- 
holding and  enactment  of  these  tough 
new  compliance  measures,  the  Senate 
can  put  this  difficult  Issue  behind  us.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
compromise. 

CARIBBEAN  BASIN  INTIATIVE 

Mr.  President.  I  am  particularly 
pleased  that  the  conferees  agreed  to 
accept,  almost  without  change.  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  Caribbean  Basin  Initia- 
tive (CBI).  This  Important  program 
will  authorize  the  President  to  pro- 
claim, for  a  12-year  period,  duty-free 
treatment  for  most  Imports  from  Car- 
ibbean Basin  countries.  The  legislation 
further  would  extend  North  American 
convention  tax  status  to  beneficiary 
countries  that  agree  to  exchange  in- 
formation necessary  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  our  tax  laws.  There  are  safe- 
guards In  the  bill  and  existing  law  to 
protect  U.S.  firms  and  workers  from 
Injurious  surges  of  Imports  made  duty 
free  pursuant  to  these  new  authori- 
ties. Finally,  several  provisions  of  the 
bill  specially  benefit  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands. 

The  negligible  differences  between 
the  House-  and  Senate-passed  versions 
by  this  legislation  principally  related 
to  criteria-conditioning  eligibility  for 
benefits;  scope  of  duty-free  treatment; 
and  several  studies. 

With  regard  to  eligibility  for  bene- 
fits, the  Senate  amendment  contained 
three  provisions  not  In  the  House  bill. 
They  were:  First,  the  Senate  deleted 
Cuba  from  the  list  of  countries  eligible 
for  benefits;  second,  the  Senate  includ- 
ed a  criterion  that  a  beneficiary  coun- 
try must  cooperate  with  U.S.  efforts  to 
interdict  unlawful  narcotics  imports; 
and  third,  the  Senate  included  among 
the  criteria  that  the  President  may 
waive  in  the  national  Interest  a  provi- 
sion regarding  the  unauthorized 
broadcast  of  U.S.-copyrlghted  materi- 
al. The  House  bill  Included,  among  the 
provisions  the  President  must  consider 
with  regard  to  eligibility,  the  consider- 
ation whether  a  country  affords  ade- 
quate and  effective  means  for  foreign 
nations  to  secure,  to  exercise,  and  to 
enforce  exclusive  rights  In  intellectual 
property. 


The  House  conferees  agreed  to  the 
additional  Senate  provisions,  and  we 
agreed  to  the  House  provision.  These 
additional  criteria  represent  Important 
U.S.  interests  that  are  fairly  made  a 
part  of  the  conditions  determining 
whether  a  country  Is  entitled  to  the 
substantial  benefits  the  CBI  offers. 
While  the  House  amendment  had  no 
Senate  counterpart.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  Senate  conferees.  It  too  reflects  an 
Important  facet  of  U.S.  trade  interests 
that  should  be  fostered.  It  Is  particu- 
larly Important  to  the  U.S.  publishing 
Industry,  which  engages  in  much  busi- 
ness In  the  region,  and  I  believe  it  will 
be  supported  by  all  Members. 

The  CBI  extends  duty-free  treat- 
ment to  most  products,  if  all  condi- 
tions for  that  treatment  are  satisfied. 
Certain  products  are  excluded  from 
such  treatment,  however.  Including 
leather  products,  footwear,  canned 
tuna,  and  textiles.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  this  list  two  additional 
exclusions.  They  were:  First,  bulk  rum 
valued  at  below  $3  per  proof  gallon, 
except  that  the  first  200.000  gallons  of 
such  rum  could  enter  duty  free  and 
that  volume  could  be  Increased  annu- 
ally by  10  percent  unless  Virgin  Is- 
lands shipments  fell  below  95  percent 
of  the  1982  level;  and  second,  watches 
or  watch  parts  of  whatever  type  con- 
taining any  material  that  Is  the  prod- 
uct of  certain  Communist  countries. 
The  House  agreed  to  accept  the  latter 
exclusion,  but  refused  to  agree  to  the 
rum  provision. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  approved 
this  exclusion  for  certain  low-priced 
rum  when  it  agreed  to  the  Senate 
amendment  on  June  13.  As  an  aanend- 
ment  I  had  worked  out  with  Senator 
Weicker  during  that  debate,  I  felt  an 
especial  responsibility  to  seek  House 
agreement  to  it.  Unfortunately,  the 
overall  best  Interests  of  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands dictated  otherwise  for  the  fol- 
lowing reason: 

The  Senate  amendment  also  includ- 
ed another  provision  concerning 
Virgin  Islands  rum  which  was  not  in 
the  House  bill.  It  would  provide  a  lim- 
ited and  conditional  exemption  for 
certain  nontoxic  nun  stlUage  dis- 
charges from  applicable  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  (FWPCA).  This  provision  was 
strongly  supported  by  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands Government  as  essential  to 
maintaining  their  remaining  rum  in- 
dustry. Because  Federal  excise  taxes 
on  mm  are  transferred  back  to  the 
Virgin  Islands  government,  that  indus- 
try indirectly  provides  a  substantial 
share  of  the  Government's  revenues. 

The  dilemma  for  the  conferees 
simply  was  that  the  House  conferees 
refused  to  consider  accepting  both 
provisions  benefiting  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands Industry.  The  House  members 
on  the  one  hand  argued  that  rum  was 
perhaps  the  single  most  Important 
export  product  potentially  benefiting 


from  the  CBI;  on  the  other  hand,  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Virgin  Islands  Gov- 
ernment conceded  that  the  FWPCA 
exemption  was  the  more  important  of 
the  two  provisions  affecting  their  in- 
dustry. In  these  circumstances,  the 
Senate  conferees  reluctantly  agreed  to 
recede  from  our  insistence  on  the 
product  exclusion,  but  only  on  the 
condition  that  the  House  conferees 
agree  to  accept  the  FWPCA  exemp- 
tion. They  did  so  agree. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  am  disap- 
pointed that  we  did  not  achieve  all  of 
what  we  sought.  I  note  that  the  bill 
nevertheless  contains  a  number  of 
safeguards  and  benefits  for  the  Virgin 
Islands,  including  some  specifically  ap- 
plicable to  the  rum  industry.  Further. 
I  will  ask  the  Finance  Committee  to 
request  the  International  Trade  Com- 
mission to  establish  a  monitoring 
system  that  will  keep  the  Congress 
and  the  President  currently  informed 
of  the  effects  of  increased  rum  im- 
ports on  the  Virgin  Islands  and  I»uerto 
Rican  industries.  I  am  confident  that 
these  measures  will  provide  substan- 
tially the  same  safeguards  as  having 
the  product  exclusion  now  deleted 
from  the  Senate  bill. 

The  remaining  differences  recon- 
ciled by  the  conferees  were  principally 
technical  In  nature.  These  Included: 
First.  House  agreement  to  include 
citrus  concentrate  among  the  agricul- 
tural products  eligible  for  emergency 
Import  relief;  second.  Senate  agree- 
ment to  three  studies  sought  by  the 
House;  third.  House  agreement  to  a 
Senate  provision  authorizing  the 
President  to  waive,  for  civil  tax  law  en- 
forcement purposes  only,  the  require- 
ment that  a  country  agree  to  ex- 
change tax  information  as  a  condition 
of  attaining  North  American  conven- 
tion tax  status:  and  fourth.  House 
agreement  to  a  Senate  provision  em- 
bodying a  sense  of  the  Congress  reso- 
lution that  there  should  be  no  Imports 
of  sugar  from  Conununlst  countries.  A 
very  few  other  technical  changes,  in- 
volving minor  differences  in  the  two 
bills'  language,  also  were  agreed  to  by 
the  conferees. 

In  sum,  the  conferees  were  able  to 
achieve  agreement  on  a  bill  substan- 
tially reflecting  the  work  of  the 
Senate  and  the  proposal  of  the  Presi- 
dent. It  represents  the  conclusion  of 
18  months  of  bipartisan  effort  to  im- 
plement a  bold  Idea  offering  hope  for 
our  neighbors  to  the  south  that  they 
can  rely  on  the  United  States  to  pro- 
vide a  means  of  economic  growth  and 
political  stability.  I  consider  the  con- 
ference agreement  to  represent  a  final 
consensus  statement  of  support  for 
the  program,  which  I  am  pleased  that 
we  can  finally  launch. 

We  have  also  been  promised  by  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee and  by  the  distinguished  ranking 
Democratic  member  of  that  conmilt- 
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tee.  Congressman  Gibbons,  that  they 
will  not  only  work  on  reciprocity, 
which  was  Initiated  in  this  Chamber 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Missouri  (Mr.  Danforth)  and  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Bentsem),  that  they  will  not  only  have 
hearings,  but  will  actually  markup 
that  legislation,  perhaps  as  early  as 
September. 

ENTERPRISE  ZONES 

Mr.  President,  the  House  conferees 
refused  to  accept  the  provisions  of  the 
Senate  amendment  that  would  have 
authorized  the  designation  of  up  to  75 
enterprise  zones  over  the  next  3  years. 
These  zones  would  be  eligible  for  sus- 
tantial  Federal  tax  and  regulatory 
relief  in  an  effort  to  spur  development 
of  distressed  areas  by  removing  bar- 
riers to  private  initiative.  I  regret  that 
we  could  not  make  more  progress  with 
the  House  on  this  proposal,  because  it 
has  been  approved  twice  by  the  Pi- 
nance  Committee,  and  was  the  subject 
of  extensive  Senate  hearings  over  the 
past  3  years. 

However,  it  is  important  to  note  for 
the  record  that  we  did  not  leave  con- 
ference emptyhanded  on  this  impor- 
tant issue.  Chairman  Rostenkowski 
made  a  firm  conunitment  during  the 
conferees'  discussion  of  enterprise 
zones  to  hold  a  hearing  on  the  admin- 
istration proposal  this  fall  in  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee.  That  will  mark 
the  first  time  enterprise  zones  have  re- 
ceived a  formal  examination  in  the 
House,  and  we  hope  it  will  pave  the 
way  for  final  action  in  the  near  future. 
Certainly  President  Reagan,  Senator 
BoscHwiTZ,  Senator  Chafee,  and 
others  who  are  vitally  interested  in 
this  legislation  will  continue  to  work 
for  a  final  package  that  can  be  signed 
into  law.  So  we  have  made  progress, 
even  if  the  result  is  less  than  we  had 
hoped  for. 

MORTGAGE  SUBS'DY  BOIfDS  AND  MORTGAGE 
INDEBTEDNESS 

Mr.  President,  by  the  second  full  day 
of  conference,  the  conferees  had 
reached  agreement  on  all  but  the  Sen- 
ate's prevision  repealing  the  sunset  of 
mortgage  subsidy  bonds.  The  House 
conferees  were  adamant  in  their  refus- 
al to  accept  the  Senate  provision,  but 
the  Senate  conferees  insisted  on  our 
provision,  and  held  steadfast  for  7 
more  days.  The  Senate  finally  receded, 
but  only  after  receiving  assurances 
from  Chairman  Rostenkowski  that 
the  House  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee would  consider  the  mortgage  subsi- 
dy bond  issue  in  the  fall. 

In  the  final  analysis,  I  believe  the 
Senate  conferees  acted  responsibly  in 
receding  on  this  issue.  Although  there 
are  5  months  left  before  the  scheduled 
sunset  of  mortgage  subsidy  bonds,  the 
Congress  had  less  than  10  days  to  act 
on  the  withholding  bill  when  the 
Senate  finally  receded.  I  am  confident 
there  will  be  ample  opportunities  to 


enact  mortgage  bond  legislation  before 
the  end  of  the  year. 

The  Senate  also  receded  on  its 
amendment  modifying  the  tax  treat- 
ment of  the  discharge  of  mortgage  in- 
debtedness on  an  individual's  principal 
residence.  This  Senate  provision, 
added  as  a  floor  amendment,  would 
have  cost  $400  million  over  the  next  2 
years.  I  believe  the  high  cost  of  this 
provision  led  the  House  conferees  to 
resist  taking  it  on  this  bill. 

Senators  DeConcini  and  Danforth 
both  have  concerns  in  this  area  and 
have  sought  legislative  relief  from  the 
current  IRS  rule  in  this  area.  I  hope 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  consider  this 
problem  again  in  the  near  future. 

CONCIOSION 

In  summary.  Mr.  President,  the  con- 
ferees' report  reflects  an  agreement  on 
several  important  tax  and  trade  pro- 
posals that  the  Senate  can  be  proud 
of.  The  conference  report  was  ap- 
proved today  by  the  House  by  a  vote 
of  392  to  18  with  6  voting  present.  I 
urge  the  Senate  to  approve  the  report 
and  send  the  important  legislation  to 
the  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  participated  in  this 
conference  and  to  have  signed  the  con- 
ference report.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  (Mr. 
Dole)  on  the  fine  way  he  conducted 
the  conference  as  chairman  of  the 
conferees  on  the  two  sides.  I  am  happy 
he  was  able  to  provide  the  leadership 
that  brought  us  together  on  what  I  be- 
lieve is  a  fair  compromise  on  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  bills.  This  conference  report 
will  make  it  possible  to  act  on  the 
repeal  of  withholding  on  dividends  and 
interest. 

Mr.  President.  Senators  all  know 
that  I  strongly  opposed  the  backup 
withholding  provisions  that  were  con- 
tained in  the  Senate  amendment.  I  felt 
we  should  simply  repeal  the  withhold- 
ing provisions  enacted  last  year. 

However,  the  conference  agreement 
on  tax  compliance  eliminates  most  of 
the  new  tax  penalties  in  the  Senate 
aunendment,  reduces  the  paperwork 
required  by  that  amendment  and 
limits  the  use  of  so-called  backup  with- 
holding. The  conference  agreement 
would  rely  primarily  on  improvement 
of  IRS  document  matching  capabili- 
ties to  improve  tax  compliance.  Docu- 
ment matching— that  is,  comparing  in- 
terest and  dividends  reported  on 
Forms  1099  with  the  taxpayer's 
income  tax  return— would  be  improved 
through  additional  IRS  funding  and 
through  provisions  designed  to  encour- 
age banks  and  stockholders  to  obtain 
correct  taxpayer  identification  num- 
bers from  their  customers. 

The  Senate  amendment's  require- 
ment of  filing  forms  1099  on  magnetic 


media,  by  payors  filing  50  or  more 
such  forms,  would  be  delayed  until 
1984  reports  are  filed  in  1985,  and  the 
IRS  would  have  the  authority  to  grant 
hardship  exemptions  from  this  re- 
quirement. Backup  withholding  would 
apply  beginning  in  1984,  as  already 
provided  under  the  1982  tax  bill,  to  ac- 
counts where  document  matching 
cannot  work  because  of  missing  or  in- 
accurate taxpayer  identification  num- 
bers. Backup  withholding  could  other- 
wise be  applied  only  in  cases  where  the 
IRS  felt  that  it  would  be  helpful  in  its 
collection  efforts,  and  then  only  after 
an  individual  had  failed  to  respond  to 
a  series  of  at  least  four  IRS  letters  re- 
questing tax  payments  on  his  unre- 
ported interest  or  dividends. 

Although  I  would  have  preferred 
that  backup  withholding  be  eliminated 
completely,  I  do  feel  that  the  confer- 
ence agreement  is  a  vast  improvement 
compared  with  the  additional  paper- 
work and  complexity  that  would  have 
been  required  under  the  Senate  com- 
pliance provisions.  Because  of  this  im- 
provement, I  signed  the  conference 
report  and  support  the  conference 
agreement. 

I  am  particularly  pleased,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that,  as  a  part  of  this  measure, 
we  were  able  to  bring  back  to  the 
Senate  an  agreement  on  the  Caribbe- 
an Basin  Initiative.  This  is  something 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  has 
supported  in  the  past,  and  all  of  us 
have  favored  it  in  one  respect  or  an- 
other. It  was  a  matter  of  getting  to- 
gether on  the  details.  This  Senator 
has  feared  that  this  matter  might 
impede  the  repeal  of  withholding  on 
interest  and  dividends.  I  am  pleased  to 
say  it  did  not.  This  matter,  I  am  happy 
to  say,  will  become  law  and  has  been 
worked  out  in  a  fashion  which  I  be- 
lieve will  meet  the  approval  of  both 
Houses. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  that  all  Sena- 
tors vote  for  the  conference  report. 
Again,  let  me  congratulate  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Kansas  for  the 
fine  work  he  has  done  in  comiection 
with  this  matter. 

Mr.  KASTEN.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  congratulate  and  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kansas,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance  (Mr.  Dole),  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Long), 
and  all  the  other  members  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  who  have  worked 
for  this  compromise. 

I  echo  the  words  of  the  Senators 
from  Kansas  and  Louisiana  in  saying 
that  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  is 
important  to  the  administration  and 
Congress.  And  I  am  glad  to  see  that 
the  CBI  will  be  signed  into  law. 

Mr.  President,  no  one  knows  better 
than  I  that  this  has  been  a  long  battle. 
It  has  been  a  long  crusade— a  year,  in 
fact— to  repeal  withholding  on  interest 
and  dividends.  But  we  now  have 
reached  a  point  where  we  have  a  bill 


that  will  be  adopted  by  both  Houses, 
and  a  repeal  measure  that  will  be 
signed  into  law  by  the  President.  So 
we  have  met  all  our  goals. 

With  regard  to  the  compliance  meas- 
ures: I  agree  with  the  Senators  from 
Kansas  and  Louisiana.  The  compliance 
measures  that  we  have  been  able  to 
work  out  are  most  important.  They 
make  sense.  They  are  tough,  and  put 
the  emphasis  where  it  really  belongs. 
That  is  with  the  IRS.  These  measures 
will  force  them  to  use  the  information 
they  already  have  to  find  the  10  per- 
cent of  Americans  who  are  not  now  in 
compliance  with  the  law.  It  was  wrong 
to  penalize  the  90  percent  of  all  honest 
American  taxpayers  with  mandatory 
withholding  on  interest  and  dividends. 
The  best  procedure  is  to  identify  the 
people  who  are  not  complying  with 
the  law.  and  focus  our  emphasis  on 
them.  The  compliance  measures  in 
this  bill  will  do  so  in  a  way  that  I 
think  will  be  workable. 

Originally  I  felt  that  the  single  best 
compliance  measure  was  to  require 
that  the  1099  information  reporting 
forms  be  attached  to  the  tax  returns 
when  filed.  Now  that  we  have  given 
more  consideration  to  the  interest 
problem  and  dividend  compliance  and 
have  found  out  that  the  IRS  would 
throw  away  the  forms  if  they  got 
them,  it  is  clear  that  we  do  not  need  to 
require  this  attachment.  I  think  the 
compromise  the  conference  committee 
has  worked  out  is  a  good  one. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  urge  adoption  of 
the  conference  report.  I  do  so  with  a 
great  deal  of  respect  and  regard  for 
the  work  of  the  conference  committee, 
the  Finance  Committee,  and  particu- 
larly the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

I  think  that,  by  including  compli- 
ance as  part  of  this  compromise,  the 
Treasury  or  the  IRS  will  never  again 
come  to  Congress  to  propose  the  idea 
of  withholding  on  interest  and  divi- 
dends. Their  reason  for  proposing 
withholding  was  that  they  believed  it 
was  the  best  way  to  find  people  who 
are  not  in  compliance.  This  bill  pro- 
vides a  better  way.  a  more  workable 
way  to  do  this.  Their  reason  for  pro- 
posing withholding  has  been  eliminat- 
ed. The  idea.  I  believe,  will  never  be 
proposed  again. 

So,  not  only  have  we  defeated  with- 
holding on  interest  and  dividends  that 
was  scheduled  to  take  place  in  July 
1983.  we  have  also  defeated  this  idea 
forever.  We  now  have  a  way  that  will 
find  the  people  who  are  not  in  compli- 
ance, put  the  emphasis  on  them,  while 
not  penalizing  the  honest  taxpayers 
across  America  with  the  burdensome 
problems  and  complications  of  manda- 
tory withholding. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  confer- 
ence report  and,  once  again,  express 
my  gratitude  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas.  It  has  been  a  great  privilege 
and  pleasure  for  me  to  be  working 
along  with  him  as  we  have  developed  a 


workable,  meaningful  compromise  on 
this  issue. 

Mr.  DANFORTH  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  DANFORTH.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  clerk  reported,  this  conference 
report  was  signed  by  all  members  of 
the  conference  committee,  including 
the  Senator  from  Missouri.  I  stand 
now  on  the  floor  not  so  much  as  a 
member  of  the  conference  committee 
but  as  a  Senator  from  Missouri.  When 
a  Member  of  the  Senate  belongs  to  a 
conference  committee,  he  serves  in 
that  function  as  a  representative  of 
the  U.S.  Senate.  I  signed  the  confer- 
ence report  because  I  believed,  as  a 
representative  of  the  Senate,  that  it 
did  approximate  the  will  of  the  major- 
ity of  the  Members  of  this  body.  But. 
Mr.  President,  I  now  stand  here  as  an 
individual  Senator  and,  as  an  individ- 
ual Senator,  I  shall  vote  against  the 
conference  report. 

I  shall  vote  against  it  because,  while 
I  do  believe  that  it  represents  the  will 
of  an  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  I  am  also  con- 
fident in  my  own  mind  that  it  is  con- 
trary to  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  President,  every  day's  newspa- 
per brings  reports  of  deficits  in  the 
Federal  budget  somewhere  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $150  billion  to  $200 
billion  a  year  forever.  This  year,  the 
Federal  debt  reached  $1.3  trillion.  By 
1986,  it  will  reach  $2  trillion;  by  1988, 
it  will  double  from  what  it  is  now  to 
$2.6  trillion.  The  majority  of  the 
people  of  this  country  say  in  public 
opinion  polls  that  they  are  concerned 
about  the  size  of  the  deficit,  that  they 
believe  that  the  deficit  is  bad  for 
America,  that  it  weakens  our  country. 
They  are  correct  in  that  view.  Deficits 
are  responsible  for  high  inflation 
rates;  deficits  are  responsible  for  high 
interest  rates,  deficits  are  responsible 
for  high  unemployment  rates.  We  as  a 
country  cannot  maintain  deficits  of 
this  size  without  borrowing  from  our 
own  future,  borrowing  from  genera- 
tions to  come,  and  crippling  any  eco- 
nomic recovery  which  we  are  now  ex- 
periencing. 

One  of  the  concerns  I  have  about 
statements  now  coming  from  the 
President  and  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  that  they  have  so  em- 
phasized the  economic  recovery  that 
they  have  adopted  a  very  rose-colored- 
glasses  view  of  where  we  stand  as  far 
as  the  economic  outlook  is  concerned. 
I  do  not  believe  that  we  can  have  defi- 
cits of  this  size  without  having  im- 
mense problems  for  the  American 
people  in  the  future. 

Most  of  us  in  Congress  also  talk 
from  time  to  time  about  the  problem 
of  the  deficit,  but  I  think  that  what 
we  are  really  saying  is  this:  We  are 
willing  to  work  on  the  deficit,  to  talk 


about  it,  and  to  make  speeches  about 
it,  provided  any  action  on  our  part  is 
not  unpopular  with  any  of  our  con- 
stituents. We  realize  that  what  many 
of  our  constituents  do  not  want  is  any 
control  of  entitlement  programs  or 
any  increase  in  taxation.  So  we  engage 
ourselves  in  a  make-believe  exercise, 
telling  ourselves  that  we  can  get  at  the 
enormous  deficit  by  plugging  a  tax 
loophole  here,  cutting  a  ridiculous  pro- 
gram there,  or  zeroing  in  on  a  little 
waste  in  one  program  or  another. 

But,  Mr.  President,  when  we  have 
deficits  of  $150  billion  to  $200  billion  a 
year,  there  is  no  way  to  reduce  them 
to  a  manageable  level  with  a  laundry 
list  approach  to  specific  spending  cuts 
or  specific  tax  increases.  We  in  the 
Congress,  if  we  are  going  to  get  our 
economy  and  the  Federal  budget 
under  control,  are  going  to  have  to 
start  doing  some  things  which  are  po- 
litically unpopular.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  start  taking  some  steps  that 
public  opinion  polls  tell  us  are  suicidal 
politically. 

What  this  withholding  repeal  dem- 
onstrates is  that  as  of  now  we  are  not 
prepared  to  do  anything  in  the  least 
bit  unpopular  to  reduce  the  size  of  the 
deficit.  If  we  cannot  even  agree  to  col- 
lect taxes  that  people  owe  and  do  not 
want  to  pay,  what  will  we  agree  to  do? 
I  think  that  is  really  the  issue  behind 
the  repeal  of  withholding  on  interest 
and  dividends.  Will  we  be  willing  to 
take  at  least  some  thought-to-be  un- 
popular steps  in  order  to  help  our 
country? 

I  believe.  Mr.  President,  that  if  we 
who  have  a  public  forum  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  or  in  the 
White  House  went  to  the  American 
people  and  said  to  them.  "Your  coun- 
try is  in  trouble  and  we  as  a  people  are 
going  to  have  to  make  some  sacrifices 
for  our  country."  most  people  in 
America  would  say.  "Right  on;  count 
me  in." 

But  we  do  not  do  that.  We  instead 
move  from  interest  group  to  interest 
group,  bankers,  savings  and  loans,  you 
name  it,  and  say,  "Oh,  we  don't  want 
to  do  anything  that  is  unpopular  with 
you." 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  think  we  are 
reading  the  economy  wrong;  I  think 
we  are  reading  tax  policy  wronr,  I 
think  that  we  are  reading  the  will  of 
the  American  people  wrong,  despite  all 
the  mail  that  was  drummed  up  by  the 
banks  and  the  savings  and  loans.  I  do 
not  think  most  people  are  as  selfish  as 
the  interest  groups  would  have  us  be- 
lieve. I  do  think  they  want  to  have  a 
stake  in  the  future  of  this  country.  It 
is  because  of  that  deeply  held  feeling, 
and  the  similar  feeling  that  by  repeal- 
ing withholding  on  interest  and  divi- 
dends we  are  caving  in  to  interest 
groups  against  the  best  interests  of 
this  country,  that  I  am  going  to  vote 
against  this  conference  report. 
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Mr.  President,  when  this  bill  was  fi- 
nally passed  in  the  Senate  not  long 
ago.  I.  after  voting  against  it  consist- 
ently, finally  voted  for  the  bill.  I  did  so 
because  the  reciprocity  bill,  the  exten- 
sion of  mortgage  revenue  bonds,  the 
urban  enterprise  zone  bill,  and  the 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  bill  were  all 
attached.  In  addition,  the  bill  Included 
significant  measures  for  toughening 
compliance  provisions  on  interest  and 
dividends.  Unfortunately,  the  bill  was 
substantially  changed  by  the  confer- 
ence committee  from  what  it  was 
when  it  left  the  Senate. 

Just  to  review  the  figiu-es:  When  we 
first  started  withholding  on  interest 
and  dividends,  the  projections  by  the 
Treasury  Department  were  that  the 
American  people  right  now  are  not 
paying  8  billion  dollars'  worth  of  taxes 
each  year  that  are  due  and  owing  on 
interest  and  dividends.  It  was  further 
projected  that  about  $3  billion  of  the 
$8  billion  would  be  collected  by  with- 
holding. When  the  repeal  bill  passed 
the  Senate,  the  compliance  provisions 
of  the  repeal  would  have  collected 
about  $1  billion  of  unpaid  taxes  on  in- 
terest and  dividends  instead  of  the  $3 
billion  that  would  have  been  collected 
by  repeal.  The  stripped  down  compli- 
ance provisions  In  the  conference  com- 
mittee version  would  produce  a 
meager  half  a  billion  dollars  out  of 
what  was  originally  $3  billion. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  stripped  the 
bill  of  the  reciprocity  bill,  although  I 
must  say  that  the  members  of  the 
House  and  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee did  agree  to  take  that  bill  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
We  stripped  the  bill  of  extension  of 
the  mortgage  revenue  bond  exemp- 
tion. We  stripped  the  bill  of  the  urban 
enterprise  zone  bill,  and  we  left  only 
repeal  of  withholding  with  a  very 
meager  effort  to  increase  the  compli- 
ance provisions  and  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative. 

Mr.  President,  while  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  bill  is  fine  and  while  it 
at  least  indicates  to  our  neighbors  to 
the  south  of  us  that  we  are  interested 
in  the  improvement  of  their  economy, 
I  believe  that  we  have  oversold  that  to 
them  because  87  percent  of  the  prod- 
ucts imported  into  America  from  the 
Caribbean  Basin  countries  come  in 
duty  free  already,  and  this  will  in- 
crease that  from  87  percent  to  97  per- 
cent. 

The  only  other  thing  the  bill  does  is 
to  extend  the  tax  deduction  for  con- 
ventions which  are  held  in  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  countries.  This  is  all  of 
some  benefit,  yes,  but  I  think  that  it  is 
overselling  the  point  to  say  that  this  is 
going  to  be  some  great  turnaround  for 
the  Caribbean  Basin  countries. 

So,  Mr.  President,  while  I  think  that 
the  CBI  provision  is  laudable,  but 
probably  not  terribly  important,  it  is 
really  eclipsed  by  the  main  point,  and 
that  is  that  we  are  today  repealing 


withholding  on  interest  and  dividends. 
By  doing  so,  we  are  caving  in  to  special 
interests.  By  doing  that  we  are  blow- 
ing yet  a  bigger  hole  in  the  Federal 
budget.  This  is  not  in  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  American  people,  and  I  will 
vote  sigainst  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  that  we 
are  finally  going  to  see  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  become  law.  The  Car- 
ibbean Basin,  a  diverse  conglomeration 
of  Central  American  and  Caribbean 
countries,  poses  a  troubling  situation 
to  policymakers  in  the  United  States. 
While  civil  strife  saps  the  strength  of 
El  Salvador,  Cuba  and  Cuban-backed 
Nicaragua  seek  to  extend  their  influ- 
ence In  the  area.  Our  goal  in  the 
region  must  be  political  stability,  but 
political  stability  cannot  be  achieved 
by  victory  on  the  battlefield.  Any  fire- 
man will  tell  you  that  the  best  way  to 
fight  a  fire  is  through  prevention. 

With  this  in  mind,  the  President's 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  (CBI)  is  im- 
portant for  three  reasons.  First,  the 
deteriorating  economic  and  political 
situation  in  the  countries  of  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  demands  our  attention.  It 
is  something  we  cannot  afford  to 
ignore  and  hope  will  go  away.  Second, 
the  best  way  to  achieve  political  stabil- 
ity in  the  region  is  through  economic 
stability  and  growth.  Trade  rather 
than  aid  is  the  long-term  program  that 
will  strike  at  the  root  of  the  problem 
in  this  poverty-stricken  region.  Third, 
the  stronger  economies  created  by  the 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  will  lead  to 
increased  U.S.  exports,  providing  more 
job  opportunities  for  workers  in  the 
United  States. 

I.  orrCHIORATING  SITUATION  DDIANDS  OUR 
A  IT  KM  HON 

The  countries  of  the  Caribbean 
Basin  are  at  a  historic  crossroads. 
They  may  enter  a  new  period  of  politi- 
cal pluralism,  justice,  improved  human 
rights,  and  economic  development,  or 
they  may  be  forced  into  the  false 
promise  of  Marxism.  The  historically 
close  relationship  between  the  United 
States  and  the  countries  of  Central 
America  and  the  Caribbean  demands 
that  we  address  this  deteriorating  situ- 
ation. 

Many  of  the  countries  in  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  have  been  hurt  by  the 
worldwide  economic  recession.  In  1981, 
Barbados  experienced  a  3.1-percent  de- 
cline in  its  gross  domestic  product  and 
a  14.6-percent  rise  in  its  Consumer 
Price  Index.  This  stagnant  situation 
exists  in  many  other  countries— Haiti, 
Honduras,  and  Jamaica,  to  name  a 
few.  Political  instability  is  also  a  con- 
tributing factor  to  economic  turmoil. 
In  El  Salvador,  for  example,  the  per 
capita  income  has  dropped  33  percent 
in  the  past  5  years  to  a  dismal  $612. 
This  economic  situation  cannot  be  ex- 
pected to  improve  unless  political  sta- 
bility is  restored. 

The  spread  of  guerrilla  activity  in 
Central  America  is  of  obvious  concern 


to  the  United  States.  The  Caribbean 
Basin  is  our  own  backyard.  That  our 
country  has  an  interest  in  the  affairs 
of  this  hemisphere  has  been  recog- 
nized since  the  Monroe  Doctrine. 
Nearly  half  our  trade,  three-quarters 
of  our  imported  oil.  and  over  half  our 
strategic  minerals  pass  through  the 
Panama  Canal  or  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
We  Import  90  percent  of  our  industrial 
requirements  of  bauxite  and  alumina 
from  the  Basin  countries  and  rely  on 
them  to  a  significant  degree  for  nickel. 

Our  relationship  with  the  Caribbean 
Basin  extends  even  further:  When  our 
exports  to  the  area  dropped  by  $155 
million  last  year,  thousands  of  U.S. 
jobs  were  lost.  Likewise,  the  recession 
in  the  United  States  last  year  caused  a 
steep  drop  in  revenue  from  tourism  for 
the  Caribbean  Basin  countries. 

The  relationship  with  the  Caribbean 
is  more  clearly  seen  by  the  fact  that 
poor  economic  conditions  continue  to 
cause  Increases  In  immigration  to  the 
United  States.  In  1980,  the  per  capita 
GNP  of  Haiti  was  $260.  That  year, 
from  the  poorest  country  in  the  Arner- 
Icas,  20,000  undocumented  Haitian  Im- 
migrants came  to  the  United  States. 

The  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  will 
cost  $70  million  per  year,  whereas  the 
United  States  has  already  spent  over 
$1  billion  on  operations  and  services 
related  to  the  135,000  Cuban  and  Hai- 
tian refugees  that  arrived  in  this  coun- 
try In  recent  years.  The  CBI  Is  a  pro- 
gram that  will  hedge  this  massive  Im- 
.  migration  Into  the  United  States 
through  the  promotion  of  economic 
development. 

The  United  States  cannot  do  It 
alone.  Several  other  countries  have 
taken  note  of  the  deteriorating  situa- 
tion in  the  Caribbean  Basin.  Canada 
has  begun  a  5-year  program  for  the 
area,  valued  at  over  $500  million.  They 
also  provide  duty-free  treatment  or 
preferential  access  for  98  percent  of 
their  Imports  from  the  Caribbean 
Basin.  Mexico  and  Venezuela  are  in- 
volved In  a  program  which  provides 
long-term  concessional  credits  for  gov- 
errmient  development  projects.  This 
program  is  valued  at  over  $700  million 
per  year.  The  European  Community 
and  Colombia  have  also  pitched  In, 
providing  preferential  access  to  their 
markets.  This  bill  is  part  of  the  total 
package  of  assistance  that  Includes  the 
$350  million  in  aid  that  passed  the 
Congress  last  year.  It  Is  a  small  part  in 
our  shared  responsibility  to  the  coun- 
tries of  the  Caribbean  Basin. 

We  must  make  a  concerted  effort  to 
stabilize  the  situation  In  the  Caribbe- 
an Basin.  Since  we  have  been  Involved 
in  El  Salvador,  political  violence  has 
diminished  somewhat.  The  number  of 
civilian  deaths  has  dropped.  The  land 
reform  program  has  been  actively  re- 
sumed. And  at  the  end  of  this  year.  El 
Salvador  is  conunltted  to  holding  a 
Presidential  election. 


The  83  percent  of  the  Salvadorans 
that  voted  last  March  proves  that, 
when  given  a  chance,  people  chose  de- 
mocracy over  political  instability.  If 
we  fall  to  fulfiU  our  responsibility  to 
this  region,  other  nations  will  not  have 
that  choice.  Inaction  on  our  part  will 
give  our  neighbors  but  one  path  to 
follow,  the  path  of  Nicaragua,  that 
has  not  held  the  promised  elections.  Is 
Increasingly  oppressing  the  Indians 
and  suppressing  the  church,  labor 
unions,  business,  and  media. 

II.  ECONOMIES  VITAL  TO  POUTICAL  STABILITY 

Once  we  have  decided  to  act,  the 
question  is  how  do  we  best  achieve  po- 
litical stability.  Economic  development 
is  the  best  way  to  insure  political  sta- 
bility in  the  long  run.  Aid  is  necessary 
for  immediate  relief  to  these  coun- 
tries, but  increased  trade  is  the  only 
way  to  achieve  enduring  stability  in 
the  region.  Putting  an  emphasis  on 
the  economies  of  the  region,  we  must 
continue  to  emphasize  economic 
rather  than  military  aid. 

From  1946  to  1982,  we  provided  $2.3 
billion  in  economic  aid  and  only  $296 
million  In  military  assistance  to  the 
region.  In  1982,  only  18.7  percent  of 
the  total  aid  to  the  Caribbean  Basin 
was  military  assistance.  Excluding  the 
aid  to  EH  Salvador,  that  figure  drops  to 
11.3  percent  of  the  total  aid  to  the 
region.  Still  today,  we  are  providing 
approximately  three  times  as  much 
economic  as  military  aid.  The  propor- 
tion of  economic  aid  and  potential 
trade  benefits  accruing  from  the  Presi- 
dent's Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  will 
far  outweigh  the  proportion  of  mili- 
tary aid  being  supplied  to  El  Salvador. 

An  emphasis  on  economic  reform 
should  serve  to  broaden  the  base  sup- 
port for  the  moderates  in  EH  Salvador. 
The  guerrillas  in  El  Salvador  do  not 
seek  head-on  confrontations  with  the 
army,  but  they  try  to  defeat  the  Salva- 
doran  economy  and  the  people's  liveli- 
hood through  the  destr"ct'-:i  of  elec- 
tric transmission  lines,  through  drop- 
ping bridges,  and  through  burning 
buses.  The  guerrillas  know  that  de- 
struction of  the  Salvadoran  economy 
is  the  only  way  they  will  be  able  to 
seize  power.  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  Gen- 
eral Eklward  C.  Meyer,  said  recently 
that  more  economic  aid  to  EH  Salvador 
is  equally  or  more  Important  than 
military  aid.  "Economic  assistance", 
he  said  "Is  very  critical  because  guer- 
rilla !var  is  based  on  the  legitimate 
concerns  of  the  people." 

In  looking  at  the  situation  in  El  Sal- 
vador, we  should  be  reminded  of  Ven- 
ezuela, who  20  years  ago  never  man- 
aged to  defeat  its  insurgents  on  the 
battlefield.  Instead,  they  rendered  the 
insurgents  irrelevant  as  fighters  when 
the  government  succeeded  in  a  combi- 
nation of  military  action,  civic  action 
in  the  countryside,  and  the  creation  of 
a  democratic  system.  There  can  be  no 
military  solution  to  EH  Salvador's  prob- 
lems. But  with  programs  such  as  the 


Caribbean  Basin  Initiative,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  EH  Salvador,  as  well  as  the 
other  governments  In  the  Caribbean 
Basin,  can  achieve  political  stability 
through  revitalized  economic  strength. 

III.  STRONGER  ECONOMIES  MEAN  JOBS  POR 

UNITED  STATES 

These  stronger  economies  in  the 
Caribt)ean  Basin  translate  Into  more 
jobs  for  U.S.  workers.  I  am  convinced 
of  this,  based  on  the  role  of  exports  in 
our  economy,  and  the  safeguards  that 
have  been  added  to  protect  U.S.  indus- 
tries. 

Exports  are  an  integral  part  of  our 
economy.  Between  1977  and  1980.  four 
out  of  five  of  all  new  manufacturing 
jobs  created  in  the  United  States  were 
related  to  exports.  One  out  of  six  U.S. 
jobs  are  dependent  upon  exports.  The 
Department  of  Commerce  projects 
that  2,500  jobs  result  per  $100  million 
in  U.S.  exports  of  manufacturers. 

The  developing  countries  have  been 
the  fastest  growing  market  for  U.S.  ex- 
ports, and  in  the  first  3  months  of 
1983  bought  36  percent  of  all  U.S.  ex- 
ports. CBI  countries  import  more  from 
the  United  States  than  from  any  other 
country.  We  export  to  this  region 
more  machinery  and  capital  goods  per 
capita  than  any  other  developing 
region  In  the  world.  The  United  States 
enjoys  a  trade  surplus  with  all  but 
four  of  the  27  potential  beneficiary 
countries,  excluding  petroleum  im- 
ports. The  key  to  this  relationship  is 
that  trade  Is  not  a  zero-sum  game. 
Both  sides  will  benefit  from  increased 
trade. 

The  impact  of  increased  imports  to 
the  United  States  is  not  likely  to  have 
a  noticeable  Impact  on  our  economy. 
Of  the  $8  billion  Imported  from  the 
Caribbean  Basin  countries  in  1982, 
$4.9  billion  would  be  excluded  from 
free  trade  eligibility,  $1.9  billion  are 
duty  free  for  all  MPN  countries,  and 
$0.6  billion  are  duty  free  under  the 
GSP  program.  The  remaining  $600 
million  that  would  be  affected  consti- 
tute only  8  percent  of  the  total 
amount  Imported  from  the  Caribbean 
Basin  and  0.4  percent  of  the  total  U.S. 
imports.  Considering  this  small  addi- 
tion of  products  that  would  be  granted 
duty-free  access,  it  is  doubtful  that 
there  will  be  any  substantial  negative 
impact  on  the  U.S.  economy. 

Elven  so,  several  safeguards  have 
been  added  to  make  sure  that  the  pro- 
gram will  not  hurt  domestic  industry. 
Several  classes  of  products  are  statuto- 
rily exempt,  such  as  petroleum  and  pe- 
troleum products,  textiles,  footwear, 
and  leather  products.  A  rule  of  origin 
clause  assures  that  an  article  must  be 
the  growth,  product,  or  manufacture 
of  a  beneficiary  country,  or  a  new  or 
different  article  of  commerce  pro- 
duced in  it.  Special  provisions  protect 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  as 
well.  Finally,  if  any  domestic  industry 
is  found  to  have  been  hurt  as  a  result 


of  increased  imports,  import  relief  pro- 
visions are  available  for  them  to  use. 

Compared  with  the  lavish  and  ex- 
pensive beginnings  of  the  "Alliance  for 
Progress"  in  the  1960's,  the  CBI  does 
not  look  like  much.  But  12  years  of 
duty-free  access  means  a  lot  to  a  couin- 
try  like  Haiti,  whose  trade  with  the 
United  States  accounts  for  78  percent 
of  Its  exports  and  89  percent  of  Its  Im- 
ports. For  the  entire  region,  exports  to 
the  United  States  accounted  for  68 
percent  of  Its  total  exports  to  industri- 
al countries.  The  business  expense  de- 
duction for  conventions  should  be  of 
great  help  to  countries  whose  natural 
resources  constitute  potential  for  a 
thriving  tourist  Industry,  once  given  a 
chance. 

By  stressing  self-help  and  real  eco- 
nomic growth,  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative  offers  a  great  deal.  This  pro- 
gram is  vital  to  the  long-term  political 
stability  of  our  neighbors  in  the  Carib- 
bean Basin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
know  whether  there  are  any  other  re- 
quests for  time. 

I  appreciate  the  comments  made  by 
all  Senators,  and  I  appreciate  the  com- 
ments just  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Missouri.  I  do  not  know 
that  I  disagree  with  him.  I  favored 
withholding  and  still  do,  but  the  facts 
were  we  did  not  have  the  votes,  and  we 
still  do  not  have  the  votes.  We  were 
down  to  about  25  to  28  votes  to  sustain 
a  veto.  It  seemed  at  that  point  the  best 
course  to  follow  was  to  try  to  salvage 
what  we  could.  Now,  much  will  depend 
on  how  much  this  Congress  authorizes 
to  add  additional  primarily  clerical  as- 
sistants to  the  IRS,  not  agents  to 
harass  people  but  clerical  assistants  so 
they  can  match  up  the  niunbers  and 
do  other  things  to  make  certain  that 
people  are  reporting  their  Interest  and 
dividend  income,  a  point  I  made  in  my 
earlier  remarks. 

The  record  will  reflect  that  when 
Congress  suggests,  as  't  did  over- 
whelmingly, that  we  should  not  have 
the  banks  do  this,  that  it  should  be 
done  by  the  IRS,  they  were  telling  us, 
in  effect,  that  we  have  to  beef  up  cer- 
tain areas  of  IRS  so  that  they  can  do 
the  work.  Fifteen  million  dollars  of  ad- 
ditional money  has  been  appropriated 
by  the  Appropriations  Committee  for 
fiscal  year  1984 

I  hope  that  ..  le  Senate  and  the 
House  in  succeeding  years  will  help  us 
make  certain  that  we  can  have  this  im- 
proved compliance.  That  is,  the  best 
way  to  keep  this  withholding  issue 
behind  us  Is  to  give  the  IRS  the  money 
it  needs  to  do  its  job.  Many  of  the 
banks,  savings  and  loans,  and  credit 
unions  suggested  that  withholding 
would  not  be  necessary  if  the  IRS  did 
the  job  they  should  do. 
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On  a  related  matter.  I  want  to  call 
attention  to  an  Important  develop- 
ment In  another  major  area  of  non- 
compliance. 

I  have  received  the  figures  on  the 
impact  of  the  new  tip  reporting  law, 
and  the  news  is  overwhelmingly  good. 
The  new  law  has  virtually  doubled  the 
reporting  level  of  tips.  Twice  as  many 
tips  were  reported  in  the  first  quarter 
of  1983  over  the  same  period  in  1982. 

According  to  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment's figures  released  today,  despite 
the  fact  that  wages  have  not  in- 
creased, total  tips  reported  in  the  hos- 
pitality industry  increased  $167.3  mil- 
lion In  the  first  quarter  of  1983,  an  in- 
crease of  87  percent  over  the  first 
quarter  of  1982.  In  bars  and  other  bev- 
erage establishments  alone,  the  in- 
crease was  133  percent.  That  Improve- 
ment occurred  with  only  the  first 
phase  of  the  new  law.  Individualized 
reporting  begins  only  after  April  1. 
Thus,  the  results  for  the  second  quar- 
ter of  1983  should  be  even  more  sub- 
stantial. 

At  a  time  when  various  Washington 
special  interests  are  seeking  the  effec- 
tive repeal  of  the  new  law.  these  re- 
sults prove  that  the  new  rules  are 
working.  Tip  reporting  rates  are  begin- 
ning to  come  much  closer  to  compli- 
ance levels  for  ordinary  wage  earners. 
Statistical  proof  that  the  new  rules 
are  improving  compliance  demonstrate 
that  we  cannot  afford  so-called  techni- 
cal amendments  which  will  effectively 
eliminate  proven  new  niles. 

While  the  new  law  is  working  well, 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  should 
do  everything  it  can  to  minimize  the 
burden  of  these  new  information  re- 
porting requirements.  I  hope  that  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  will  move 
promptly  to  finalize  the  new  reporting 
rules.  When  those  regulations  are 
issued.  I  hope  that  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Service  recognizes,  in  particular, 
the  right  of  employers  to  make  the  es- 
timated unreported  tip  allocation  on 
an  annual  basis. 

These  compliance  measures  are 
working.  People  are  reporting  income, 
auid  they  will  be  paying  taxes  on 
income  that  they  should  have  been 
paying  for  some  time.  It  is  not  an 
effort  to  harass  anyone.  It  is  an  effort 
to  make  the  tax  system  fair.  We  are 
going  to  continue  those  efforts  on  the 
compliance  side.  In  my  view,  there  are 
a  number  of  other  areas  that  can  be 
addressed. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  support  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  2973.  which  finally  kills  interest 
and  dividend  withholding. 

The  withholding  requirement, 
adopted  in  1982  over  my  opposition, 
was  a  bad  idea. 

Everyone  agrees  that  we  should 
catch  tax  cheats.  The  question  simply 
is  whether  withholding  is  a  fair  and  ef- 
ficient way  to  do  so.  The  evidence  indi- 
cates that  it  is  not.  The  vast  majority 


of  taxpayers  already  pay  taxes  on  the 
interest  they  earn.  To  catch  the  rela- 
tively few  cheats  who  do  not,  the  IRS 
should  put  its  own  house  in  order  by 
improving  and  expanding  information 
matching.  Withholding,  in  contrast, 
would  transfer  administrative  costs 
from  the  Federal  Government  to  tax- 
payers and  transfer  substantial  invest- 
ment resources  from  taxpayers  to  the 
Federal  Government.  That  would  be  a 
good  deal  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, but  a  bad  one  for  taxpayers. 

That  is  why  I  voted  against  with- 
holding last  year  and  cosponsored  leg- 
islation to  repeal  it  this  year,  and  that 
is  why  I  support  today's  conference 
report. 

Let  me  explain  a  little  more  about 
the  conference  report  bill.  The  bill  ut- 
terly repeals  withholding.  At  the  same 
time,  it  directs  the  IRS  to  take  several 
steps  to  improve  the  tax  compliance 
rate  for  interest  and  dividend  income. 
These  steps  include  a  system  of  so- 
called  backup  withholding  for  taxpay- 
ers caught  underreporting,  and  a  re- 
quirement that  financial  institutions 
that  file  50  or  more  1099  forms  must 
do  so  on  magnetic  tape.  These  steps 
should  increase  compliance,  and  there- 
by reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit, 
significantly. 

Mr.  President,  some  work  remains.  I 
and  many  of  my  colleagues  will  care- 
fully monitor  the  implementation  of 
these  new  compliance  steps,  especially 
backup  withholding,  to  make  sure  that 
they  are  efficient  and  effective.  We 
also  will  work  to  see  that  legislation 
reestablishing  the  mortgage  revenue 
bond  program,  which  was  dropped 
from  the  conference  report,  is  quickly 
considered  again. 

But.  overall.  I  am  happy  that  we 
have  finally  cut  through  all  the  legis- 
lative redtape  and  killed  withholding. 
This  is  an  important  victory  for  the 
thousands  and  thousands  of  Montan- 
ans  who  have  written  me.  called  me. 
and  talked  to  me  back  home,  to  decry 
withholding  and  demand  its  repeal. 

Now,  I  urge  the  President  to  listen 
to  these  Montanans,  reevaluate  his 
support  of  withholding,  and  sign  this 
bill  into  law. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  House-Senate  confer- 
ees have  reached  an  agreement  on 
repeal  of  the  10  percent  withholding 
of  dividends  and  interest  which  was  to 
be  effective  August  1,  1983.  I  have  long 
been  an  advocate  of  repeal  with  as  few 
cumbersome  reporting  provisions  as 
possible.  In  fact,  I  was  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  222  which  would  have 
mandated  straight  repeal  with  a  mini- 
mum of  reporting  requirements. 

The  House-Senate  conferees  have 
agreed  to  add  the  following  provisions 
to  the  repeal  bill: 

First,  certification  of  taxpayer  iden- 
tification numbers  on  all  new  accounts 
opened  after  1983. 


Second,  corporations  and  financisJ 
institutions  will  have  to  supply  tax- 
payer 1099  forms  to  the  IRS.  However, 
individual  taxpayers  would  not  be  re- 
quired to  attach  1099  tax  forms  to 
their  tax  returns. 

Third,  magnetic  tapes  must  be  sup- 
plied to  the  IRS  for  all  interest  and 
dividend  returns  after  1983. 

Fourth,  the  IRS  will  be  authorized 
to  hire  thousands  of  additional  em- 
ployees to  review  taxpayer  returns  and 
insure  compliance. 

Fifth,  20  percent  backup  withhold- 
ing could  be  required  for  chronic  non- 
compliance. In  addition,  a  $50  fine 
may  be  levied  for  noncomplisuice  at 
the  discretion  of  the  IRS. 

I  am  happy  with  this  part  of  the 
House-Senate  compromise  package. 
The  small  commercial  banks  and  sav- 
ings institutions  in  New  York  State 
will  not  have  to  incur  the  terrific  costs 
cormected  with  withholding  of  divi- 
dends and  interest.  I  believe  that  the 
compromise  will  enhance  taxpayer 
compliance.  For  this  the  conferees 
should  be  applauded. 

I  am  very  concerned,  however,  about 
a  deal  engineered  in  the  conference  by 
Congressman  Pickle  of  Texas.  It  is  my 
understanding  that,  at  a  later  date,  he 
will  attach  to  the  mortgage  revenue 
bond  legislation  that  was  unjustifiably 
deleted  in  the  conference  an  anti-IDB 
bill.  Both  mortgage  revenue  bonds  and 
IDB's  play  important  roles  in  econom- 
ic development.  Mortgage  revenue 
bonds  provide  reasonably  priced  fi- 
nancing to  individuals  and  families 
who  could  not  otherwise  afford  a 
home.  It  is  disgraceful  to  complicate 
the  extension  of  mortgage  revenue 
bond  legislation  by  attaching  other 
bills. 

Congressman  Pickle's  IDB  legisla- 
tion, H.R.  1635,  would  destroy  a  pro- 
gram that  provides  thousands  of  jobs 
and  expands  the  tax  base.  He  may  not 
be  aware  that  in  his  home  State  of 
Texas,  over  $527  million  of  net  new 
taxes  were  generated  in  the  last  3 
years  by  IDB's.  This  figure  takes  into 
account  any  loss  to  the  Federal  Treas- 
ury from  tax  exempt  interest  pay- 
ments. I  have  difficulty  understanding 
why  anyone  would  attempt  to  kill  a 
program  that  has  been  so  beneficial  to 
his  State. 

The  jobs  creation  effectiveness  of 
IDB's  is  well  documented.  In  my  home 
State  of  New  York,  over  130,000  new 
jobs  have  been  created  through  IDB's. 
Similar  results  have  been  documented 
in  many  States  throughout  the 
Nation. 

Congressman  Pickle  seems  deter- 
mined to  create  an  antimunicipal  fi- 
nance package.  He  intends  to  reduce 
the  Federal  deficit  on  the  backs  of  our 
cities  and  States.  In  the  end,  local 
taxes  will  rise  and  essential  services 
will  be  cut.  Savings  at  the  Federal 
level  that  .'shift  costs  onto  the  backs  of 


local  government  are  imaginary  sav- 
ings. I  intend  to  fight  any  efforts  to 
further  limit  IDB's.  mortgage  revenue 
bonds,  or  other  legitimate  avenues  of 
municipal  finance. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  once  again 
like  to  congratulate  the  conferees  on  a 
job  well  done.  I  am  pleased  that  with- 
holding of  dividends  and  interest 
income  will  not  become  a  reality,  but  I 
am  deeply  saddened  that  the  conferees 
failed  to  accept  the  Senate  amend- 
ment extending  mortgage  revenue 
bonds  beyond  December  31,  1983— es- 
pecially given  my  understanding  of 
the  reason  why  this  extension  was 
dropped.  Mortgage  revenue  bonds  are 
an  excellent  financial  mechanism. 
They,  like  IDB's.  must  be  preserved. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  be  here  today  when  this 
conference  is  passed.  It  contains  provi- 
sions for  the  repeal  of  the  withholding 
of  taxes  on  interest  and  dividends. 
There  have  been  many  times  over  the 
past  13  months  when  I  wondered  if  we 
were  ever  going  to  be  able  to  correct 
the  mistake  we  made  in  enacting  this 
provision  as  part  of  the  1982  tax  bill. 

In  opposing  the  withholding  provi- 
sions at  that  time,  I  was  sure  that  the 
additional  costs  and  redtape  created 
by  this  provision  more  than  out- 
weighed the  gains  that  were  promised 
by  the  proponents  of  withholding.  It 
did  not  take  long  for  the  taxpayers  in 
Montana  to  come  to  the  same  conclu- 
sion. I  received  better  thsui  25,000 
pieces  of  mail  in  my  office  alone  call- 
ing for  the  repeal  of  this  bad  tax  law. 

Some  of  the  proponents  of  withhold- 
ing of  taxes  and  interest  and  dividends 
said  that  the  outpouring  in  support  of 
repeal  was  generated  and  orchestrated 
by  the  Nation's  financial  institutions. 
The  banks,  savings  and  loans,  and 
credit  unions  in  Montana  may  have 
taken  the  lead  in  getting  out  the  word 
on  withholding,  but  let  me  assure  you 
that  they  simply  did  not  have  the 
physical  capability  of  generating  that 
kind  of  outpouring  of  mail.  The 
bottom  line  was  the  commonsense  of 
the  average  taxpayer  told  him  that 
this  was  only  one  more  instance  where 
the  IRS  chose  to  place  an  additional 
burden  on  the  98  percent  of  all  tax- 
payers who  accurately  and  legitimate- 
ly file  their  taxes  rather  than  to  make 
the  additional  effort  needed  to  catch 
those  who  were  cheating.  They  felt 
that  that  was  sui  unnecessary  burden 
on  the  ordinary  taxpayer,  and  I  agree 
with  them. 

Further,  it  became  increasingly  obvi- 
ous as  time  went  on  that  the  proposed 
gain  in  revenues  from  withholding 
were  vastly  overstated,  and  that  what- 
ever gain  was  to  be  achieved  by  the 
Government  was  to  result  from  a  one- 
time early  collection  of  taxes  in  1983. 
All  of  this,  the  unfairness  of  the  with- 
holding provisions,  the  increased  pa- 
perwork and  redtape  that  it  caused, 
and  the  fact  that  the  Goverrmient  was 


really  not  collecting  additional  reve- 
nue, lay  at  the  base  of  the  tremendous 
outpouring  against  the  withholding 
provision. 

The  irony  of  this  situation  is  that, 
even  following  this  tremendous  out- 
pouring against  withholding,  it  took 
not  one  but  three  separate  major  ef- 
forts to  finally  end  up  with  language 
repealing  this  poor  tax  law.  I,  myself, 
took  the  floor  in  April  of  this  year  to 
offer  a  provision  that  would  have  de- 
layed the  implementation  of  withhold- 
ing until  the  end  of  1983.  I  did  this  be- 
cause there  seemed  to  be  a  very  cyni- 
cal attitude  on  the  part  of  some  of  the 
proponents  of  withholding  that,  if 
they  could  just  get  past  the  July  1  im- 
plementation date,  those  who  support- 
ed repeal  would  give  up  and  fade  away. 
Well,  that  was  never  the  case  and  we 
would  have  only  looked  so  much  more 
foolish  had  withholding  been  imple- 
mented the  first  of  July,  only  to  be  re- 
pealed 60  to  90  days  later.  I  am 
pleased  that  we  did  not  have  to  go 
through  that  exercise. 

Once  the  pending  conference  report 
has  been  approved  by  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate,  which  I  am  hopeful 
will  happen  very  quicldy,  there  is  only 
one  step  that  remains  in  the  process. 
That  is,  getting  it  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent prior  to  the  date  now  set  for  im- 
plementation on  August  5.  I  am  hope- 
ful that  the  President  has  heard  the 
public  outcry  on  withholding  and  will 
quickly  sign  this  provision  into  law. 

I  truly  feel  that  we  have  taken  up  a 
great  deal  of  Congress  time  to  repeal  a 
provision  that  never  had  the  support 
of  the  majority  of  either  the  American 
people  or  the  Members  of  Congress.  I 
hope  we  do  not  have  to  repeat  this 
kind  of  exercise  in  the  future  and  that 
we  pay  attention  to  the  American  tax- 
payer and  work  harder  to  close  up  the 
many  actual  loopholes  that  now  exist 
in  the  Federal  Tax  Code,  such  as 
giveaways  like  the  foreign  tax  credit 
and  foreign  tax  deferral,  rather  than 
trying  to  devise  ways  to  get  the  tax- 
man's  hands  into  the  pocket  of  the  or- 
dinary taxpayer.  I  believe  this  has 
been  a  good  lesson,  and  I  hope  we  in 
Congress  have  learned  it. 

Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  cast  my  vote  in  favor  of  re- 
pealing interest  and  dividend  with- 
holding. I  would  have  preferred  that 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  not  be 
included  with  the  repeal  measure,  but 
I  will  not  oppose  the  conference  report 
because  it  is  included. 

Since  its  inception,  the  withholding 
of  taxes  on  interest  and  dividends  was 
an  ill-conceived  idea.  Had  it  been  al- 
lowed to  go  into  effect  it  would  have 
acted  as  a  disincentive  to  savings  and 
investment,  lowering  the  real  rate  of 
return  on  some  Investments  by  deny- 
ing investors  the  use  of  their  withheld 
funds.  Further,  this  law  would  have 
had  a  serious  impact  on  our  financial 
institutions  by  forcing  them  to  design 


and  implement  withholding  systems 
the  cost  of  which  would  undoubtedly 
have  been  passed  on  to  depositors  in 
the  form  of  lower  rates  of  interest,  re- 
duced dividends,  and  extra  service 
charges.  Finally,  this  law  would  have 
had  a  devastating  impact  on  the  elder- 
ly and  lower  income  families  since  the 
burden  was  placed  on  the  individual  to 
exempt  himself  from  withholding. 

In  addition,  the  conference  report 
includes  less  onerous  compliance  meas- 
ures than  did  the  Senate  version  of 
the  backup  withholding  provisions.  I 
had  concern  with  the  Senate  bill  be- 
cause I  felt  that  it  allowed  the  IRS  to 
gain  too  much  access  to  a  citizens'  pri- 
vate business  matters.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  conference  report 
requires  compliance  with  the  law  with- 
out undue  interference. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  I  join 
with  my  many  other  colleagues  in 
voting  for  repeal. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  thank  my  good  friend  from  Kansas 
for  putting  forth  a  tremendous  effort 
in  solving  the  problem  that  Congress 
faced  with  respect  to  the  interest  and 
dividend  withholding  issue. 

The  conference  report  on  H.R.  2973 
represents  the  final  product  of  many 
months  worth  of  negotiation  on  the 
part  of  both  opponents  and  supporters 
of  withholding. 

I  do  not  believe  anyone  has  won  or 
lost  this  issue.  Senator  Dole  has  done 
a  good  job  of  preserving  the  frame- 
work of  the  fallback  withholding  con- 
cept that  he  worked  out  with  Senator 
Kasten  and  myself,  and  which  the 
Senate  approved.  The  compliance  pro- 
visions agreed  to  by  the  conferees  will 
recoup  part  of  the  revenues  we  origi- 
nally envisioned  from  withholding. 

The  underground  economy  produces 
a  tax  loss  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  of 
about  $100  billion  a  year.  We  need  $73 
billion  dollars  of  new  revenue  from 
1984  to  1987  to  meet  the  budget  reso- 
lutions mandate.  I  believe  we  can  meet 
that  mandate  Mr.  President  without 
having  to  resort  to  tax  increases. 
Again,  I  commend  Senator  Dole.  Sen- 
ator Kasten  and  their  staffs,  for  pro- 
viding a  responsible  legislative  resolu- 
tion to  this  matter. 

Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  express  my  support  for  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  repeal  of  with- 
holding on  interest  and  dividend 
income,  as  well  as  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative.  Finally  we  are  going  to 
repeal  this  obnoxious  threat  to  honest 
savers,  investors,  and  financial  institu- 
tions. As  one  who  opposed  interest  and 
dividend  withholding  legislation  from 
the  very  begiiming,  this  repeal  will  not 
come  a  moment  too  soon. 

The  considerable  delay  in  resolving 
this  issue  has  already  generated  much 
confusion  and  unnecessary  expense. 
The  conference  report  will  lay  the 
matter  to  rest  once  and  for  all.  It  will 
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be  a  very  long  time  before  anyone  tries 
to  impose  interest  and  dividend  with- 
holding again. 

The  conference  report  includes  an- 
other good  provision:  that  establishing 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  (CBI). 
Given  the  many  serious  economic  and 
social  problems  of  the  Caribbean,  the 
CBI  will  undoubtedly  prove  mutually 
beneficial.  The  lowering  of  U.S.  trade 
barriers  is  one  good  way  to  promote 
more  economic  and  social  stability  in 
this  strategic  region. 

The  inclusion  of  backup  withholding 
and  the  CBI  make  a  Presidential  veto 
very  unlikely.  I  am  glad  President 
Reagan  has  demonstrated  flexibility 
and  reasonableness  on  this  legislation. 
We  should  quickly  pass  this  confer- 
ence report  and  sent  it  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  his  signature.  Once  again, 
time  is  running  out. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  for  the  repeal  of  withholding 
on  interest  and  dividend  income. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  there 
are  no  other  requests  for  time.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  confer- 
ence report.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer- 
ence report.  On  this  question  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
MENici)  is  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn) 
and  the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Hart),  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  90. 
nays  7,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  234  Leg.] 
YEAS— 90 


Abdnor 

East 

Levin 

Andrews 

Exon 

Lons 

Armstrong 

Ford 

Lugar 

Baker 

Oam 

Matsunaga 

Baucus 

Goldwater 

Mattlngly 

Bentsen 

Gorton 

McClure 

Biden 

Grassley 

Melcher 

Blngaman 

Hatch 

UltcheU 

Boren 

Hatfield 

Moynlhan 

Boschwitz 

Hawkins 

MurkowskI 

Bradley 

Hecht 

NIckles 

Bumpers 

Henin 

Nunn 

Burdick 

Heinz 

Packwood 

Byrd 

Helms 

Pell 

Chafee 

HoUings 

Percy 

ChUes 

Huddleston 

Pressler 

Cochran 

Humphrey 

Proxmlre 

Cohen 

Inouye 

Pryor 

D'Amato 

Jackson 

Quayle 

DeConclnl 

Jepsen 

Randolph 

Denton 

Johnston 

Riegle 

Dixon 

Roth 

Dole 

Kasten 

Rudman 

Durenberfer 

Laxalt 

Sarbanes 

Eacleton 

Leahy 

Sasser 

Simpson 

Specter 

SUKord 

Stennls 

Stevens 

Symms 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Trlble 

Tsongas 

NAYS-7 

Wallop 

Warner 

Weicker 

Wilson 

Zorlnsky 

Cranston 
Danforth 
Dodd 

Kennedy 

Lautenberg 

Mathias 

Metzenbaum 

NOT  VOTING- 

-3 

Domenlcl  Olenn  Hart 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  con- 
ference report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KASTEN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  indi- 
cated earlier,  much  earlier,  over  the 
last  several  days,  that  at  some  point  I 
wanted  to  try  to  get  to  the  Radio 
Marti  bill.  I  think  that  time  to  make 
the  effort  has  probably  arrived. 

Let  me  describe  the  situation  at  this 
moment.  The  motion  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  agriculture  target 
price  bill  is  now  the  pending  measure 
before  us.  is  it  not? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  Ls. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  perhaps 
most  Senators  already  know,  and  if 
they  do  not  I  would  like  to  advise 
them,  that  negotiations  have  been 
conducted  this  morning  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  and  principals 
with  respect  to  this  bill  and  these 
measures  on  both  sides  of  the  issue 
and  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  am  advised  that  it  would  be  the 
better  part  of  discretion,  and  perhaps 
the  best  investment  of  the  Senate's 
time,  to  not  pursue  this  matter  until 
Monday.  That  is  not  to  say  that  it  is 
likely  that  we  are  going  to  get  an 
agreement:  maybe  we  will  not  get  an 
agreement  at  all.  But  it  sounds  like 
there  is  at  least  a  possibility  that 
something  might  be  worked  out  that 
would  let  us  pass  a  target  price  bill 
that  did  not  create  great  controversy.  I 
do  not  know  anything  about  the  bill, 
Mr.  President,  except  that  which  I 
hear  in  debates,  so  I  cannot  testify  to 
that  personally.  But  I  am  persuaded 
that  it  is  probably  worth  a  gamble  to 
lay  this  aside  temporarily  and  go  to 
something  else  and  then  get  back  on  it 
after  another  conference  is  held  be- 
tween the  parties  on  Monday. 

Now  what  I  would  like  to  do  at  this 
point,  then,  Mr.  President,  and  I  do 
now  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
pending  motion  be  temporarily  laid 
aside,  that  a  call  for  the  regular  order 
will  not  bring  it  back,  and  that  the 
Senate  now  proceed  to  the  consider- 
ation of  the  budget  waiver  to  accompa- 
ny the  Radio  Marti  bill.  That  budget 


waiver    is    Calendar    Order    No.    259, 
Senate  Resolution  160. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  will  the  majority  leader 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes:  I  yield. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  take  it  from  what 
the  majority  leader  has  just  stated,  if 
this  unanimous  consent  is  agreed  to, 
that  he  would  not  call  up  the  H.R. 
2733  motion  to  proceed  again  until 
sometime  on  Monday? 

Mr.  BAKER.  That  is  my  intention. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  must  say  to  the 
majority  leader  I  will  need  to  do  a 
little  bit  of  further  checking  on  this. 
Would  he  withhold  his  motion  or 
withdraw  it  for  the  moment? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  leave  the  request  pending.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  think  I 
may  have  overcomplicated  the  issue  by 
including  one  step  too  many  in  my 
unanimous-consent  request.  The  re- 
quest I  put  was  that  we  temporarily 
lay  aside  the  motion  to  proceed  on  the 
target  price  bill,  that  the  call  for  regu- 
lar order  would  not  bring  it  back,  and 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate 
the  budget  waiver.  I  strike  that  third 
provision  on  the  budget  waiver  and 
renew  my  request  now  that  we  tempo- 
rarily lay  aside  the  motion  and  that  a 
call  for  regular  order  will  not  bring  it 
back.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  any  objection?  Without  objec- 
tion, it  is  so  ordered. 


BUDGET  ACT  WAIVER 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ad- 
vised the  minority  leader  that  I  in- 
tended to  proceed  in  this  way. 

Mr.  President.  I  now  move  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Senate  Resolution  160.  Calendar 
Order  No.  259,  which  is  the  resolution 
waiving  section  402(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  with  respect  to  the 
Radio  Marti  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  WEICKER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
explain  once  more  to  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut   the  situation.   And   it   is 


the  situation  I  described  to  him  just  a 
moment  ago.  What  has  happened  now 
is  we  have  temporarily  laid  aside  the 
motion  to  proceed  to  the  target  price 
bill.  I  have  just  moved  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the 
budget  waiver  to  accompany  Radio 
Marti.  That  motion,  under  the  act,  is 
not  debatable.  If  the  motion  carries— 
and  I  hope  it  will— then,  under  the 
Budget  Act,  there  will  be  1  hour  of 
debate  on  the  budget  waiver.  If  the 
budget  waiver  is  adopted,  then  I  will 
make  a  motion  to  proceed  to  the 
Radio  Marti  bill  itself.  Of  course,  the 
motion  to  proceed  is  debatable  with- 
out limitation  as  to  time. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  I  say 
to  my  good  friend,  the  majority  leader, 
I  did  discuss  the  matter  with  him.  I 
have  no  objection  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  laying  aside  the  pend- 
ing business  and  moving  on  to  the 
budget  waiver.  It  is  my  understanding 
now  that  the  motion  we  have,  the 
motion  to  proceed,  is  nondebatable 
and  could  require  a  rollcall  vote  if  re- 
quested. It  seems  to  me  there  is 
enough  business  to  do  here  without  in- 
conveniencing the  Members  at  this 
juncture. 

I  fully  expect,  however,  to  use  the  1 
hour's  time,  and  there  might  be  a 
motion  made  during  the  course  of 
that.  So,  with  that  understanding,  I 
am  prepared  to  proceed  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Have  there  been 
persons  designated  on  this  budget 
waiver?  Who  controls  the  time? 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  time  would  be 
under  the  control  of  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders  or  their  designees.  As 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  will  designate 
the  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  on  this  side.  I  wonder  if 
the  minority  leader— we  need  some 
way  or  other  to  divide  the  other  half 
of  the  time,  I  believe,  to  be  controlled 
by  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Or  Senator  Zorin- 

SKY. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Or  Senator  Zorinsky. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  designate  Mr.  Leahy 
on  this  side  to  control  the  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  proceed. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
matter  before  the  Senate  now  is  the 
budget  waiver,  is  that  right? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  pending  business. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  160)  waiving  section 
402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  with  respect  to  the  consideration  of  S. 
602. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
designated  the  distinguished  Senator 


from  Illinois  to  manage  the  time  on 
behalf  of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  the 
budget  waiver  is  necessary  because  of 
an  amendment  that  was  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida. 
Senator  Hawkins,  to  provide  up  to  $5 
million  for  compensation  for  damages 
that  may  be  incurred  by  radio  stations 
whose  broadcasts  may  be  interferred 
with  because  of  Radio  Marti. 

At  this  time,  if  no  one  else  would 
like  to  speak,  I  could  give,  on  that  par- 
ticular budget  waiver  and  the  techni- 
calities of  it.  a  little  background  on  the 
Radio  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  Not 
seeing  anyone  who  desires  to  speak  im- 
mediately on  the  waiver  itself,  I  will 
proceed  to  do  that. 

RADIO  MAKTI 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  is  about  to 
consider  S.  602,  the  Radio  Broadcast- 
ing to  Cuba  Act.  The  purpose  of  this 
legislation  is  to  provide  for  the  com- 
munication of  accurate  information 
and  ideas  to  the  people  of  Cuba.  In  in- 
troducing this  legislation  this  year. 
Senator  Hawkins  noted  that— 

When  this  legislation  is  enacted,  the 
Cuban  people  will  finally  hear  the  truth. 
Access  to  accurate  news  reports  and  varied 
opinions  is  something  that  we  in  the  United 
States  take  for  granted.  We  forget  some- 
times that  the  truth  is  a  precious  and  rare 
commodity  In  countries  where  the  govern- 
ment censors  every  broadcast  and  news 
report.  For  decades,  the  United  States  has 
provided  the  people  of  Eastern  Europe  and 
the  Soviet  Union  an  alternative  to  govern- 
ment propaganda,  and  now,  at  long  last,  we 
can  provide  the  same  to  the  people  of  Cuba. 

I  support  that  interpretation  fully.  I 
support  the  notion  that  the  Cuban 
people  have  a  right  to  know  the  truth. 
Radio  Free  Europe  and  Radio  Liberty 
have  played  important  roles  in  bring- 
ing accurate  information  and  the 
truth  to  the  people  of  Eastern  Europe 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  We  know  in 
times  of  crisis.  Eastern  European  lis- 
tenership  increases  tremendously. 
Eastern  Europeans  know  that  their 
own  governments  simply  do  not  tell 
them  the  truth. 

They  cannot  find  out  what  is  going 
on  in  their  own  country.  In  the  Soviet 
Union  itself,  while  the  war  was  raging 
in  Afghanistan,  when  an  invasion  had 
been  made  of  a  Third  World  country, 
when  there  were  deaths  occurring  on 
all  sides,  it  was  as  if  nothing  was  hap- 
pening. All  the  world  knew  about  it, 
except  the  people  of  the  Soviet  Union 
who  knew  nothing  of  what  was  going 
on.  Only  Radio  Free  Europe  and 
Radio  Liberty  carried  the  voice  of 
truth  and  fact  into  the  Soviet  Union 
and  into  Eastern  European  countries 
as  to  what  was  actually  going  on. 

Similarly,  we  are  not  sure  that 
Cubans  are  even  aware— and  the  same 
kind  of  condition  exists  in  Cuba  as 
exists  in  other  countries  in  Eastern 
Europe  and  the  Soviet  Union— we  are 
not  sure  that  our  own  neighbors,  very 
close  to  us,  off  the  Florida  coast,  are 


even  aware  that  their  Government 
does  not  tell  them  the  full  story  about 
what  the  Government  of  Cuba  is 
doing. 

We  are  not  sure  that  Cubans  are 
aware  that  their  Government  does  not 
tell  them  the  full  story.  We  do  know, 
from  interviews  with  Cubans  who  have 
come  to  this  country,  who  came  during 
the  massive  Mariel  exodus,  that  the 
Cuban  people  are  painfully  unaware 
of  what  is  happening  in  the  world  or 
what  their  Government  is  doing 
around  the  world  or  of  how  their  own 
lives  compare  with  the  quality  of 
living  elsewhere  in  Latin  America. 
Radio  Marti  will  make  this  informa- 
tion available  to  the  Cuban  people. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  time  for  us  to 
pass  this  bill.  It  has  been  before  us  for 
a  long  time.  The  radio  broadcasting  to 
Cuba  bill  was  dealt  with  at  length  in 
the  last  Congress.  The  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  and  the  House 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
held  extensive  hearings  on  Radio 
Marti.  The  full  House  voted  favorably 
on  the  bill  by  a  margin  of  250  to  134 
on  August  19,  1982.  In  July  and 
August  of  last  year,  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  held  3  days  of  hear- 
ings on  Radio  Marti.  After  detailed 
discussion  of  the  various  issues  in- 
volved, the  committee  adopted  several 
amendments  to  the  House-passed  bill 
and  reported  it  favorably  by  a  vote  of 
11  to  5.  In  spite  of  heroic  efforts,  it 
was  ultimately  not  possible  to  hold  the 
vote  on  the  bill  in  the  final  days  of  the 
last  Congress. 

This  year  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  again  held  hearings  on 
Radio  Marti.  In  the  interim  months, 
the  administration  worked  with  mem- 
bers of  the  broadcasting  community 
and  with  Congressmen  and  Senators 
and  perfected  its  own  proposal.  The 
Radio  Marti  bill  we  have  before  us 
today  is  a  streamlined  version  that  has 
taken  into  account  a  number  of  the 
issues  and  concerns  raised  by  Members 
of  Congress.  The  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  made  minimal  changes  in 
the  bill  and  reported  it  favorably  on 
June  8,  1983,  by  a  vote  of  13  to  4. 

The  bill  that  we  are  considering 
today  establishes  additional  functions 
under  the  Board  for  International 
Broadcasting  so  that  it  may  undertake 
to  provide  for  radio  broadcasting  to 
Cuba.  Radio  broadcasting  to  Cuba  is 
to  be  undertaken  in  the  same  spirit 
and  with  the  same  high  standards  as 
Radio  Free  Europe/Radio  Liberty. 
Thus,  such  broadcasting  is  to  be  a  con- 
sistently reliable  and  authoritative 
source  of  accurate,  objective,  and  com- 
prehensive news  about  Cuba  itself. 

The  bill  provides  that  any  broadcast- 
ing to  Cuba  on  the  AM  frequency, 
other  than  that  provided  through  leas- 
ing of  commercial  or  noncommercial 
educational  radio  broadcasting  sta- 
tions, s.hall  be  limited  to  the  1,180  kilo- 
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hertz  frequency  used  by  the  Voice  of 
America  at  Marathon,  Fla..  and  pro- 
vides that  the  VOA  Marathon  facility 
may  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  Radio 
Marti  broadcasting. 

The  bill  also  provides  funds  for  com- 
pensating U.S.  radio  broadcasting  li- 
censees for  equipment  and  engineering 
costs  that  result  from  interference 
from  Cuba  that  can  be  attributed  to 
Radio  Marti  Broadcasting. 

This  bill  deals  with  the  major  issues 
that  were  of  concern  to  broadcasters 
last  year.  It  provides  for  a  specific  fre- 
quency for  Radio  Marti— one  that  is 
already  used  for  broadcasting  to  Cuba 
and  which  has  not  received  noticeable 
interference  in  recent  years— and  it 
provides  for  compensation  of  stations 
that  may  have  to  undertake  some 
equipment  and  engineering  expenses  if 
Cuba  chooses  to  increase  its  interfer- 
ence in  U.S.  broadcasting  as  a  result  of 
Radio  Marti  programing. 

Mr.  President,  at  an  appropriate 
time.  I  will  offer  an  amendment  to  this 
bill  to  authorize  expenditure  of  funds 
by  the  Board  for  International  Broad- 
casting to  implement  radio  broadcast- 
ing to  Cuba.  Such  funds  were  intended 
to  be  authorized  under  S.  1342.  the 
State  Department/BIB  authorization 
bill.  As  that  bill  has  not  yet  come  to 
the  floor,  we  will  need  to  provide  for 
funding  of  Radio  Marti  in  this  bill. 
Other  Senators  may  have  amend- 
ments that  we  can  entertain,  too.  How- 
ever. I  believe  that  the  bill  before  us 
requires  very  little  perfecting. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  Radio  Marti  is  designed  to  re- 
spond to  a  basic  human  need— the 
need  to  have  access  to  information  on 
events  and  policies  that  affect  the 
lives  of  individuals.  Freedom  of  infor- 
mation IS  recognized  by  every  responsi- 
ble individual  and  government  in  the 
world.  This  right  has  been  denied  to 
the  Cuban  people  since  Castro  came  to 
power  in  1959.  Radio  Marti  will  help 
restore  it.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  passage  of  S.  602  as  reported 
by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  the  budget  waiver 
deals  specifically  with  section  6  of  our 
bill. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  insert 
into  the  Record  and  I  will  read,  for 
the  benefit  of  our  colleagues  who  are 
here  and  those  who  might  be  listening, 
section  6  of  the  committee  report  on 
this  bill.  This  section  is  entitled  "Facil- 
ity Compensation." 

SECTION  6— FACILITY  COMPENSATION 

This  section  states,  in  subsection  (a),  that 
it  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  seek  prompt  and  full  settle- 
ment of  U.S.  claims  against  Cuba  that  may 
arise  from  Cuban  interference  with  broad- 
casting in  the  United  States,  and  that  t>end- 
ing  settlement  of  such  claims,  there  should 
be  interim  assistance  to  broadcasters  ad- 
versely affected  by  Cuban  radio  interfer- 
ence. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  the  Board  for 
International  Broadcasting  make  payments 


to  U.S.  radio  broadcasting  station  licensees 
that  apply  for  expenses  incurred  or  to  be  in- 
curred in  mitigating  the  effects  of  Cuban 
Government  activites  caused  by  radio  broad- 
casting to  Cuba  undertaken  to  implement 
the  authorities  established  in  the  bill  that 
result  in  direct  interference  with  U.S.  broad- 
casting. The  expenses  covered  under  the 
section  shall  be  limited  to  costs  of  equip- 
ment (replaced  less  depreciation)  and  associ- 
ated technical  and  engineering  costs. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  that  not  later  than 
180  days  after  enactment  of  the  Act.  the 
Board  for  International  Broadcasting  shall 
issue  regulations  and  establish  procedures 
for  carrying  out  the  intent  of  the  section. 

Subsection  (d)  authorizes  an  appropria- 
tion to  the  Board  of  International  Broad- 
casting of  $5  million  for  use  in  compensat- 
ing U.S.  radio  broadcasting  licensees  as  pro- 
vided in  subsections  (a)  and  (b).  The  amount 
appropriated  is  to  be  available  until  expend- 
ed. 

Subsections  (e)  and  (f)  state  that  authori- 
ties for  facility  compensation  established  in 
the  bill  shall  enter  into  effect  beginning  in 
fiscal  year  1984  and  funds  shall  be  available 
for  a  period  of  no  more  than  4  years  follow- 
ing the  initial  broadcast  of  radio  broadcast- 
ing to  Cuba  programs. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  seeing 
no  request  for  time  on  the  other  side.  I 
am  happy  to  recognize  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Florida.  Sena- 
tor Paula  Hawkins,  who  has  worked 
so  closely  with  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  in  drafting  this  leg- 
islation. She  introduced  the  original 
bill  and  we  were  pleased  indeed  to 
offer  her  original  bill  as  the  bill  on 
which  we  would  vote  in  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee.  I  commend  her 
for  her  tenacity  and  her  desire  to  see 
that  the  people  of  Cuba  have  the  right 
to  know  the  truth  of  what  is  going  on 
in  their  country  and  what  their  coun- 
try is  carrying  on  as  activities  of  inter- 
vention and  disruption  around  the 
world  at  their  cost  and  expense. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  esteemed  chairman  of  the 
Conunittee  on  Foreign  Relations.  He 
has  been  a  steady  source  of  guidance, 
support,  assistance,  and  great  sympa- 
thy for  this  cause  we  are  involved  in  at 
this  time. 

I  would  like  to  concur  in  his  remarks 
on  the  budget  waiver,  which  is  what 
we  are  discussing  at  this  point.  I 
intend  to  hold  off  on  my  remarks  per- 
taining to  the  merits  of  Radio  Marti 
until  the  proper  time,  when  we  are  on 
the  bill  itself. 

As  far  as  my  amendment  goes.  Mr. 
President,  which  requires  the  budget 
waiver,  we  have  had  interference  in 
Florida  for  over  15  years.  It  is  nothing 
new.  This  is  an  amendment  that  would 
merely  set  aside  a  small  pot  of  $5  mil- 
lion for  stations  that  sought  and  re- 
ceived permission  from  the  FCC  to 
alter  their  facilities  to  overcome  the 
effect  of  Cuba:)  interference. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  logical  amend- 
ment. It  gives  some  redress  to  the 
problems   that   we   have   experienced 


throughout  our  entire  State  of  Flori- 
da. There  are  other  stations  through- 
out the  United  States  that  have  the 
same  problem,  so  it  is  not  restricted  to 
Florida.  The  amendment  was  an  im- 
portant addition  to  the  bill,  and  I  be- 
lieve that  the  budget  waiver  was  both 
appropriate  and  reasonable. 

I  yield  back  my  time  to  the  chair- 
man. 

The   PRESIDING   OFFICER.   Who 
seeks  recognition? 
The  Senator  from  Connecticut. 
Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield  me  5 
minutes? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Yes,  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I 
oppose  the  legislation  now  before  the 
Senate.  I  shall  not  address  my  remarks 
specifically  to  the  budget  waiver;  we 
may  as  well  get  into  the  substance  of 
this  matter.  I  inquire  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  expenditure  of  moneys  in- 
volved here  is  worth  it  insofar  as  the 
interests  of  the  American  people  are 
concerned. 

First,  to  my  good  friend  from  Illi- 
nois. I  say  let  us  get  one  point  clear. 
He  says  the  Cuban  people  have  the 
right  to  finally  hear  the  truth.  Several 
months  ago,  I  happened  to  spend  a 
week  in  Cuba.  Every  evening,  I  would 
turn  on  my  transistor  radio  and,  lo 
and  behold,  guess  what  I  was  hearing? 
Miami  radio  stations.  New  Orleans 
radio  stations.  New  York  radio  sta- 
tions. Certainly,  my  good  friend  from 
Illinois  does  not  mean  to  imply  that 
American  radio  stations,  privately 
owned  in  the  free  sector,  are  doing 
anything  but  broadcasting  the  truth. 
And  believe  me,  all  those  radio  sta- 
tions are  heard  in  Cuba,  to  a  greater 
or  lesser  degree,  as  is  the  Voice  of 
America.  So,  in  terms  of  what  is  being 
heard  in  Cuba,  I  can  assure  my  col- 
leagues that  what  is  being  heard  is,  in 
good  mca-sure,  the  voice  of  this  coun- 
try, either  through  the  Voice  of  Amer- 
ica or  through  the  private  sector,  vari- 
ous stations  broadcasting  from  various 
American  cities. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  certainly  do  yield. 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  would  be  very  inter- 
ested in  knowing  what  it  was  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut heard  on  these  radio  stations  from 
Florida.  As  to  VOA,  we  know  what  you 
hear  there.  You  hear  what  is  happen- 
ing in  the  United  States  of  America. 
VOA,  by  charter,  does  not  get  into 
those  areas  that  Radio  Liberty  or 
Radio  Free  Europe  get  into.  They 
have  an  entirely  different  mission.  It 
is  a  window  on  the  United  States. 
They  can,  and  that  is  why  Radio  Mar- 
athon beams  5  hours  a  day  to  give  the 
truth  about  what  is  going  on  inside 
the  United  States.  But  the  mission  of 
Radio  Liberty,  Radio  Free  Europe,  and 


Radio  Marti  would  be  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent mission,  to  carefully  research 
and  find  out  what  is  going  on  in  Cuba, 
what  Cubans  are  carrying  on  around 
the  world.  That  is  an  entirely  different 
mission  which  the  Board  for  Interna- 
tional Broadcasting  is  uniquely  quali- 
fied to  carry  out. 

I  repeat  my  original  question— was  it 
rock  and  roll  music,  was  it  baseball 
games?  That  is  not  really  the  intent 
and  purpose  of  the  legislation  before 
us.  What  was  it  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator heard  on  the  Florida  radio  sta- 
tions? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  What  the  Senator 
from  Cormecticut  heard  was  exactly 
what  the  Senator  from  Illinois  hears 
when  he  turns  his  radio  on  in  his  auto- 
mobile or  his  home— the  news  broad- 
cast by  American  broadcasters,  rock 
and  roll,  sports;  indeed,  the  picture  of 
life  in  this  country  and  around  the 
world  that  we  all  get  when  we  turn  on 
our  radio  stations.  That  is  what  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  heard. 
Indeed,  when  I  left  this  country  for  a 
week,  I  would  have  preferred  to  hear 
some  other  culture  than  our  own  for  a 
week.  I  did  not.  I  heard  our  own  cul- 
ture. 

I  heard  those  broadcasts  emanating 
from  our  news  media,  which  I  do  not 
think  are  tainted  or  biased.  It  was 
quite  an  experience. 

I  am  not  saying  that  the  reception 
was  all  that  the  Senator  or  I  would 
want  all  the  time.  But  I  think  it  terri- 
bly important  to  differentiate  between 
the  situation  in  Cuba  and  that  in  East- 
ern Europe. 

First  of  all,  we  are  talking  about  an 
island  90  miles  off  our  shore.  Obvious- 
ly  

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  just  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Of  course  I  yield. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Were  the  broad- 
casts he  heard  in  English  or  Spanish? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  heard  both.  Eng- 
lish and  Spanish. 

To  my  good  friend  from  Florida  let 
me  say  this:  I,  as  much  as  she,  feel 
that  there  ought  to  be  an  accurate  pic- 
ture of  life  within  the  United  States 
and  throughout  the  world  broadcast 
to  the  Cuban  people.  Indeed,  I  think 
the  time  has  come  for  the  United 
States  of  America  to  fill  a  vacuum  cre- 
ated by  the  lack  of  the  presence  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Cuba,  be- 
cause only  if  that  happens  can  we  get 
the  Soviet  Union  out  of  our  hemi- 
sphere. The  way  to  do  that  is  to  start 
talking  and  start  being  there. 

I  ask  my  good  friend  from  Florida 
and  my  good  friend  from  Illinois,  Why 
do  we  not  go  to  Cuba?  Why  do  you  not 
go  to  Cuba?  Why  do  you  not  start 
talking? 

I  ask  my  good  friend  from  Florida, 
she  has  the  largest  Cuban  constituen- 
cy in  the  United  States.  I  think  it  is 
high  time  the  Cuban  people  had  a 
chance  to  talk  to  the  Senator  from 


Florida  on  Cuban  soil  and  the  other 
Senator  from  Florida  and  the  chair- 
man of  our  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee. 

I  know  of  no  substitute  for  the 
human  presence  insofar  as  getting  our 
point  of  view  across.  But  certainly,  I 
do  not  accept  as  a  substitute  for  this 
Senator  or  for  the  views  of  the  Ameri- 
can people  radio  broadcasts  from  a 
Government  agency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator's  5  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  ask  for  1  more 
minute,  then  I  shall  yield  to  my  good 
friend.  Senator  Zorinsky. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  yield  1  more  minute 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  let  us 
understand  at  the  outset  of  this 
debate  that  some  of  us  feel  very  pas- 
sionately that  there  should  be  an  ac- 
tivist role  for  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Cuba,  in  the  Caribbean,  in 
Central  America,  and  in  South  Amer- 
ica. 

It  is  not  a  propagandist  role.  It  is  a 
people-to-people,  face-to-face  role.  We 
think  that  in  the  course  of  our  foreign 
policy  we  have  done  an  excellent  job 
in  placing  the  Cuban  Government  and 
people  into  a  vacuum;  that  we  have 
isolated  them. 

Well,  what  we  have  succeeded  in 
doing  is  to  isolate  ourselves.  Every- 
body is  in  Cuba,  not  just  the  Soviet 
Union.  Walk  the  streets  of  Havana. 
The  Spanish  are  there,  the  Italians 
are  there,  the  French  are  there,  the 
Canadians  are  there,  the  British  are 
there,  the  Japanese  are  there— every- 
body is  there  except  the  United  States 
of  America.  The  manifestation  of  our 
presence  is  some  name  calling  across 
the  Florida  Straits,  hardly  a  foreign 
policy  and  hardly  designed  to  get  the 
Soviet  Union  out  of  our  hemisphere. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  1 
minute  yielded  the  Senator  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  yield  at  this  time. 
I  suspect  there  will  be  plenty  of  time 
to  get  further  views  across  during  the 
course  of  this  rather  lengthy  debate. 

I  thank  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  for  the  time 
that  he  gave  to  me,  and  I  now  yield. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  May  I  ask  if  I 
could  take  1  minute  out  of  our  time  to 
go  back  to  the  radio  stations  that  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  said  were 
heard.  I  do  not  want  to  discuss  foreign 
policy  right  now.  I  would  just  like  to 
discuss  the  radio  stations  he  heard, 
since  we  are  discussing  the  budget 
waiver  for  radio  stations  that  are  in- 
volved. 

He  said  they  were  English  and  Span- 
ish, and  then  prior  to  that  I  think  I 
heard  the  Senator  say  that  the  broad- 
casts predominately  reflected  our  cul- 
ture. Was  this  our  culture  on  the 
Spanish  stations  and  did  the  Senator 
learn  where  the  Spanish  stations  or- 
ginate? 


Mr.  WEICKER.  No;  our  culture  of 
truth.  In  other  words,  you  can  turn  on 
the  radio  and  hear  everything  and 
anything.  I  do  not  need  to  spend  $5 
million  and  entrust  it  to  some  Govern- 
ment agency  to  start  propaganda.  I  am 
talking  about  no  difference  than  if  the 
Senator  turned  on  her  radio  driving 
from  Jacksonville  to  Miami  at  night. 
She  is  going  to  get  everything  from  all 
over  the  United  States  of  America. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  All  on  commercial 
stations. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  believe  you  get 
commercial  stations.  Where  you  get  all 
of  them,  I  do  not  know,  but  you  get  a 
broad  spectrum  of  commercial  sta- 
tions. And  the  last  thing  you  need  is  to 
start  another  station.  You  need  that 
as  much  as  we  need  another  team  in 
the  U.S.  Football  League  down  there. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hecht).  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  join  with  my 
colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
question  this  waiver  of  the  budget  res- 
olution. 

There  is  a  reason  why  we  have  to  go 
through  this  exercise— to  waive  the 
budget  resolution  provisions.  This  pro- 
cedure forces  us  to  remember  the 
budget  process  itself,  the  restrictions, 
the  provisions,  the  discipline  of  the 
budget  process. 

The  purpose  of  the  budget  process 
that  the  Congress  has  designed  for 
itself  is  to  make  us  look  very  carefully 
at  each  and  every  bill  that  costs  the 
American  taxpayer  additional  tax  dol- 
lars. 

It  is  the  discipline  of  the  budget 
process  that  makes  us  take  another 
look,  to  ask  the  hard  questions.  Is  this 
new  program,  this  new  agency,  this 
new  benefit  worth  the  impact  it  will 
have  on  our  record  high  budget  defi- 
cits? 

Alter  all,  we  are  not  dealing  with 
balanced  budgets  these  days.  Things 
have  gotten  out  of  control  in  Federal 
spending.  One  statistic  alone  puts  our 
current  situation  in  perspective: 

If  the  present  deficit  projections  continue 
under  a  second  Reagan  Administration,  the 
deficit  for  the  eight  year  period  will  be  more 
than  the  combined  deficits  from  the  era  of 
President  Washington  to  President  Carter. 

So  here  we  are  today,  discussing  yet 
another  budget  waiver,  considering  an- 
other bill  which  will  add  to  the  deficit. 
Although  this  bill  does  not  have  a  bil- 
lion dollar  price  tag.  we  all  know  that 
every  million  adds  up. 

I  would  hope  that  we  take  the 
budget  process  seriously  today.  I 
would  hope  that  all  Senators  take  a 
careful  look  at  S.  602.  Is  this  a  cost  ef- 
fective approach?  Are  there  better, 
and  less  costly  ways,  to  achieve  the 
goals  of  S.  602?  I  think  there  is. 

The  most  basic  question  is.  Do  we 
want  to  add  to  the  deficit  with  a  new 
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program?  A  new  program.  I  might  add, 
that  may  have  unlimited  costs.  There 
is  a  certain  vagueness  about  the  costs 
Involved  in  Radio  Marti.  Is  it  wise  for 
us  to  waive  these  provisions  of  the 
budget  act  when  we  are  unsure  about 
the  cost? 

This  Democrat  is  concerned  about 
the  deficit.  I  have  agreed  to  cuts  in 
programs  I  care  deeply  about,  I  have 
even  offered  amendments  myself  to 
hold  the  line  on  spending.  Recently  I 
offered  an  amendment  to  cut  foreign 
aid,  although  I  have  been  a  long-time 
supporter  of  our  foreign  assistance 
programs.  But  I  felt  that,  to  be  fair,  all 
federally  funded  programs,  all  agen- 
cies, should  share  the  burden  of  reduc- 
ing the  deficit.  No  agency,  not  even 
the  State  Department,  should  be 
immune  from  budget  discipline. 

Thus,  Mr.  r»resident,  I  rise  today  to 
express  a  bipartisan  concern  about 
this  budget  waiver  smd  the  underlying 
bill  on  Radio  Marti. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  make  a  few 
points  in  amplication  of  my  statement. 

I  find  myself  constantly  called  upon 
in  the  Senate  to  vote  to  cut  programs 
that  I  happen  to  like,  programs  that  I 
have  long  supported,  programs  of  ne- 
cessity to  my  own  State  of  Vermont  as 
well  as  in  some  instances  the  States  of 
the  other  99  Members  of  this  body. 

I  do  that  because  of  the  horrendous 
deficits  this  Nation  is  facing,  deficits 
which  under  the  President's  budget 
have  doubled  in  the  course  of  his  term 
in  office.  If  you  take  all  of  the  deficits 
from  George  Washington's  time 
straight  through  President  Carter's 
time  and  put  them  all  together,  they 
are  double.  And  to  continue  to  vote  for 
things  that  add  to  that  deficit  is 
unwise. 

Radio  Marti  is  just  another  one  of 
those  tAcimples.  We  could  expand  the 
Voice  of  America,  if  we  are  really  seri- 
ous about  this.  It  has  had  a  credible 
life.  At  least  until  of  late  it  has  been 
seen  as  an  aboveboard,  nonpartisan, 
factual  news-reporting  organization. 
But  instead,  we  want  to  go  to  Radio 
Marti,  which  almost  begs  the  Cubans 
to  come  out  with  something  like  Radio 
Lincoln  to  blast  back  at  us.  Because  of 
the  controversy  it  has  created,  it  will 
be  labeled  as  purely  a  propaganda 
tool.  That  will  hurt  its  own  credibility 
in  Cuba,  a  country  that  already  listens 
to  American  radio  stations,  which  are. 
after  all,  only  about  90  miles  away,  in 
the  same  way  those  of  us  who  are 
from  rural  areas  are  used  to  listening 
to  the  radio  stations  of  other  areas. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  made 
a  very  good  statement— that  we  ought 
to  expose  them  to  our  own  views.  We 
could  do  that.  Spending  more  time 
talking  to  them  does  not  mean  we 
a«rree  with  them.  We  must  tell  them 
where  we  disasree.  We  must  make  it 
very  clear,  very  open  to  the  people  of 
Cuba  that  we  do  disagree  with  their 
government,  but  we  should  not  do  it  in 


this  way,  in  a  way  that  almost  walks 
into  the  arms  of  the  Castro  govern- 
ment. It  gives  them  a  propaganda  tool 
of  their  own.  They  will  be  able  not 
only  to  block  Radio  Marti  if  they 
want,  but  in  those  times  when  the 
signal  is  able  to  get  through  they 
could  label  it  for  what  it  is,  an  extraor- 
dinarily expensive  propaganda  tool 
that  will  not  be  effective. 

The  other  problem  about  it,  of 
course,  is  that  not  only  will  they  not 
be  hearing  Radio  Marti,  but  people  in 
the  United  States  who  happen  to  have 
a  local  radio  station  on  the  same  fre- 
quency being  used  by  Radio  Marti  will 
probably  hear  nothing  when  they  turn 
on  their  radio  station  except  static  or 
extraneous  noises,  because  Fidel 
Castro  will  have  absolutely  no  com- 
punction whatsoever  about  setting  up 
jamming  stations.  They  will  jam  not 
only  the  frequency  used  by  Radio 
Marti  but  just  about  every  other  radio 
station  in  the  United  States  using  the 
same  frequency. 

So  we  are  talking  about  $5  million  to 
assist  broadcasters  in  making  technical 
adjustments  to  cover  that  kind  of  jam- 
ming operation.  And  that  is  only  the 
tip  of  the  iceberg.  There  is  an  awful 
lot  more  to  it.  The  waiver  does  not 
consider  the  cost  of  operating  Radio 
Marti.  The  administration  requested 
$9,697,000  for  fiscal  year  1984  alone, 
and  that  is  more  than  twice  the  cost  of 
simply  expanding  the  Voice  of  Amer- 
ica program,  something  with  some 
credibility. 

The  State  Department  recently  de- 
classified a  document  which  said  that 
in  their  judgment,  if  the  decision  is 
made  to  establish  this  radio  system: 

We  believe  Cuba  v/i!!  retaliate  by  increas- 
ing its  current  level  of  interference  with 
U.S.  AM  broadcasting  operations.  Potential- 
ly, about  20  percent  or  1.200  U.S  sUtions 
could  be  adversely  affected.  The  economic 
loss  generated  by  Cuban  retaliation  affect- 
ing 1.200  stations  could  itself  run  several 
hundred  million  dollars  a  year. 

And  who  is  going  to  pay  for  the  sev- 
eral hundred  million  dollars  a  year  in 
losses  to  our  commercially  owned 
radio  stations,  to  our  own  free  enter- 
prise system?  It  is  not  going  to  be 
Fidel  Castro.  It  is  going  to  be,  once 
again,  the  U.S.  taxpayers.  It  will  be 
the  owners  of  those  stations.  It  will  be 
the  people  that  they  work  for.  It  will 
ultimately  be  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States.  And  out  of  it  we  get 
nothing. 

We  have  many  boondoggles  that 
come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  We 
have  those  who  seem  to  work  overtime 
to  figure  out  useless  ways  to  spend  the 
taxpayers'  money,  but  whoever 
dreamed  up  this  idea  ought  to  be  given 
some  comoensatory  time  off.  I  cannot 
think  of  anything  that  would  not  only 
guarantee  that  we  will  spend  far  more 
money  than  we  say  we  are  going  to  but 
can  guarantee  that  we  will  waste  the 
money   at   the  same   time.   It   is  not 


always  that  we  get  that  perfect  combi- 
nation in  our  spending  fever.  Many 
times  we  spend  the  money  but  waste 
it.  Other  times  we  end  up  spending 
twice  what  we  said  we  would.  This 
time  we  do  both.  To  that  extent,  this 
is  the  one  respect  in  which  Radio 
Marti  is  perfect.  Other  than  that,  it 
fails. 

I  notice  my  good  friend  from  Nebras- 
ka is  in  the  Chamber.  Unless  some- 
body on  the  other  side  is  looking  for 
time,  I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Nebras- 
ka. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor from  Vermont.  I  appreciate  his 
yielding  the  floor  to  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  oppose  the  proposed 
waiver  of  the  Budget  Act  for  Radio 
Marti. 

The  waiver  applies  to  $5  million  au- 
thorized in  the  bill  to  assist  broadcast- 
ers in  making  technical  adjustments  to 
overcome  the  Cuban  interference  ex- 
pected as  retaliation  for  Radio  Marti. 
This  $5  million,  however,  is  the  mere 
tip  of  the  iceberg  of  the  cost  asso- 
ciated with  this  particular  piece  of  leg- 
islation. The  failure  of  the  waiver  res- 
olution to  include  the  total  costs  is  de- 
ceptive in  extreme. 

The  proposed  waiver  does  not  con- 
sider the  costs  of  operating  Radio 
Marti  itself,  for  which  the  administra- 
tion has  requested  $9,697,000  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  The  outyear  costs  will  be 
only  slightly  less. 

I  should  point  out  that  the 
$9,697,000  for  Radio  Marti  is  more 
than  twice  the  cost  of  the  alternative 
route  for  broadcasting  to  Cuba— and 
is.  the  expanded  Voice  of  America  pro- 
gramming. 

I  know  the  age-old  argument,  that 
that  is  not  VOA's  mission,  that  type  of 
program.  I  have  talked  to  a  lot  of 
people  back  home  over  several  recess- 
es, especially  a  few  months  ago,  when 
VOA  first  reared  its  head  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  and  they  said.  "Well, 
don't  we  own  Voice  of  America?" 

I  said,  "Who  owns  Voice  of  Amer- 
ica?" 

They  said,  "The  United  States  Gov- 
ernment." 

I  said,  "Yes." 

They  said,  "Well,  then,  what  are  all 
these  arguments  that  VOC  can't 
broadcast  that  type  of  programming 
to  Cuba?" 

The  last  time  I  looked  at  my  salary 
check,  it  bore  the  same  words  as  the 
salary  checks  of  the  opponents  to  this 
bill.  The  words  "United  States  Gov- 
ernment, Department  of  the  Treas- 
ury," are  on  their  checks  as  well  as  on 
my  check. 

The  missions  can  be  changed  by  the 
Senate,  by  Congress,  for  one  valid 
reason,  and  that  is  to  save  the  money 
of  some  poor  taxpayers  who  are 
having  one  terrible  time  in  meeting 
their  tax  obligation  to  this  Govern- 
ment, only  because  this  Government 


has  forgotten  how  not  to  stop  spend- 
ing money  foolishly. 

We  are  looking  at  a  $180  billion  to 
$200  billion  deficit  in  the  1984  budget. 
We  have  been  spending,  for  many 
years,  money  we  do  not  have.  So  what 
is  a  few  more  dollars  to  spend?  Then 
we  can  turn  around  and  say  we  need  a 
separate  radio  station  because  that  is 
not  the  primary  mission  of  VOA,  for 
which  we  already  spent  the  money  of 
these  poor  taxpayers.  So  let  us  rein- 
vent the  wheel,  let  us  reinvent  the 
radio  station,  let  us  spend  more  and 
more  money,  let  us  hire  more  people, 
and  let  us  pay  more  Government  pen- 
sions when  those  people  in  Radio 
Marti  retire,  and  let  us  have  the  tay- 
payers  pay  us  more  money. 

I  think  the  taxpayers  are  sick  and 
tired  of  our  inventing  more  ways  for 
them  to  get  rid  of  their  money.  I  think 
what  the  people  of  America  want 
today  is  reduced  Federal  spending,  and 
we  can  accomplish  this  mission.  If  we 
ever  get  to  that  point.  I  have  an 
amendment  which  proposes  to  do  just 
that. 

As  my  colleagues  on  the  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  are  fully  aware,  the 
amendment  I  proposed  failed  by  one 
vote  in  committee.  We  lost  that 
amendment  by  a  vote  of  9  to  8,  which  I 
think  is  just  as  close  as  you  can  lose 
that  type  of  amendment  in  committee. 

I  believe  that  amendment  may  have 
a  great  deal  of  merit.  When  it  comes 
time  for  that  amendment,  if  the  time 
does  arrive  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
for  me  to  offer  that  amendment,  I  will 
go  into  a  great  deal  of  depth  with  re- 
spect to  that  amendment,  to  fully  ex- 
plain to  my  colleagues  how  you  can 
get  the  same  results  by  spending  half 
the  money.  I  am  sure  you  would  get  a 
God  bless  you  from  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country  for  taking  the  opportuni- 
ty to  relieve  them  of  a  double  tax 
burden. 

The  proposed  waiver  we  are  consid- 
ering does  not  consider  the  cost  of  op- 
erating Radio  Marti  itself.  I  want  to 
reemphasize  that.  The  Cuban  retalia- 
tion to  Radio  Marti  is  certain  to  do  a 
gerat  deal  of  damage  to  the  U.S.  AM 
broadcasters. 

The  National  Association  of  Broad- 
casters has  done  a  study  of  the  effects 
of  potential  Cuban  interference  on 
just  17  stations  and  found  that  the 
lost  advertising  revenue  alone  could 
range  from  $50,000  per  year  for  one 
station  to  $10  muiion  per  year  for  an- 
other station,  depending  on  the  densi- 
ty of  the  listener  market. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  The  figures  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  just 
cited— that  is  above  and  beyond  the 
amount  he  has  already  said  the  tax- 
payers would  be  saddled  with  on  the 
operation,  costs,  salaries,  maintenance. 


and  everything  else  on  Radio  Marti,  is 
it  not? 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Most  certainly. 
This  is  the  additional  exposure  and  li- 
ability in  the  event  there  is  retaliation 
with  respect  to  Radio  Marti. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  And  these  are  private 
owners  whose  livelihood,  in  effect,  is 
being  taken  from  them  by  actions  over 
which  they  have  no  control.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  This  is  due  to  the 
intervention  of  the  good  old  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment, once  again  interfering  in  a 
marketplace  where  people  who  are  in 
the  broadcasting  business  have  saved 
all  their  lives,  amortized  transmission 
equipment,  hired  people,  paid  them 
salaries,  created  American  taxpayers 
to  pay  taxes  to  this  Government.  They 
have  gone  out,  in  fact,  and  signed 
long-term  contracts  for  advertising 
and  for  broadcasting  baseball  games, 
football  games,  hockey  games,  any 
other  type  of  sports  and  athletic 
events,  and  numerous  other  things 
that  the  broadcasting  industry  does. 

All  of  a  sudden,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment steps  in  and  says,  "Well,  it's  time 
for  us  to  get  the  truth  into  Cuba,  and 
we're  going  to  expose  you,  as  a  taxpay- 
er and  businessman,  to  going  out  of 
business;  and  you  will  have  to  refund 
your  advertising  if  it  is  not  heard  by 
the  subscribers  and  the  listeners  of 
this  station." 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  A  recently  declassi- 
fied State  Department  document  re- 
veals the  Department's  judgment  that: 

If  the  decision  is  made  to  establish  a 
Radio  Free  Cuba  (RFC),  we  believe  Cuba 
will  retaliate  by  increasing  its  current  level 
of  interference  with  U.S.  AM  broadcasting 
operations.  Potentially  about  20  percent,  or 
1200,  U.S.  stations  could  be  adversely  affect- 
ed. 

This  is  a  judgment  that  was  declassi- 
fied by  the  U.S.  State  Department. 

The  economic  loss  generated  by 
Cuban  retaliation  affecting  1.200  sta- 
tions could  run  several  hundred  mil- 
lion dollars  a  year.  In  the  end  these 
costs  almost  surely  will  be  borne  by 
the  taxpayers.  Indeed  it  would  be 
grossly  unfair  to  ask  private  business- 
men to  absorb  the  costs  of  this  foreign 
policy  exercise. 

Mr.  President,  the  total  costs  of 
Radio  Marti  will  run  into  the  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars.  We  should 
consider  carefully  whether  we  want  to 
vote  for  this  extravagance,  especially 
at  a  time  of  record  budget  deficits  and 
continued  high  unemployment.  We 
should  also  consider  whether  we  want 
to  buy  this  gold-plated  radio  station 
when  there  is,  in  the  VOA  option,  a 
much  less  costly  means  to  accomplish 
the  same  objective. 

It  is  outrageous,  however,  that  the 
budget  waiver  does  not  consider  the 
full  compensation  expenses  likely  to 
be  borne  by  the  taxpayer,  or  even  the 
cost  of  setting  up  and  operating  the 


station.  I  urge  this  budget  waiver  be 
defeated  so  that  the  Foreign  Relations 
and  Budget  Committees  have  the  op- 
portunity to  study  the  issue  and  come 
forward  with  a  waiver  that  accurately 
reflects  the  real  costs  of  Radio  Marti. 
I  do  not  think  anyone  on  the  opposi- 
tion side  to  Radio  Marti  wants  in  any 
way  to  impair  the  truth  from  being 
heard  in  Cuba.  I  think  we  would  like 
to  have  the  truth  heard  throughout 
the  world  because  that  Is  what  our  so- 
ciety Is  all  about. 

I  might  point  out  with  respect  to  the 
conunents  made  by  my  colleague  from 
Connecticut,  Senator  WEiCKiai,  when 
he  indicated  that  he  had  visited  Cuba 
and  heard  on  his  transistor  radio  both 
In  Spanish  and  In  English  the  trans- 
missions of  numerous  radio  stations 
emanating  from  the  U.S.  geographical 
boundaries  the  fact  that  during  the 
testimony  of  Radio  Marti  in  the  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  it  was 
brought  out  that  the  mission  of  Radio 
Marti  will  be  to  expose  to  the  Cuban 
people  the  true  events  taking  place  in 
Cuba.  In  deference  to  that  my  col- 
league from  Illinois,  the  chairman  of 
our  Foreign  Relations  Conmilttee, 
pointed  out  that  the  mission  of  VOA  is 
different  in  that  It  transmits  the  hap- 
penings In  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 

I  simply  wish  to  point  out  that  In 
testimony  In  committee  it  was  stated 
that  the  mission  of  Radio  Marti  would 
be  to  transmit  such  news,  for  instance, 
as  the  fact  that  Cuban  soldiers  are  In- 
volved In  Angola,  which  they  intimat- 
ed was  being  kept  back  from  the 
Cuban  people,  and  that  there  were 
Cuban  soldiers  being  killed  In  Angola, 
and  It  was  Intimated  In  committee 
hearings  that  the  Cuban  people  were 
not  aware  of  this;  therefore,  we 
needed  Radio  Marti  to  tell  them  about 
that. 

One  of  the  places  I  quickly  heard 
about  Involvement  of  Cuban  troops  In 
Angola  was  on  the  news  on  an  Ameri- 
can radio  station.  In  addition,  of 
course,  to  reading  the  printed  news 
media  and.  as  was  stated  In  testimony 
In  the  committee,  the  fact  that  a 
member  of  the  National  Association  of 
Broadcasters  did  tne  same  thing 
Lowell  Weicker  did.  went  down,  vis- 
ited Cuba,  In  fact  I  entered  that  as  tes- 
timony into  the  record  In  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  giving  even  the 
station  call  numbers  and  what  cities 
they  were  from,  so  that  whole  log  is  In 
the  record  If  any  of  my  colleagues 
would  take  the  time  to  look  at  It.  They 
were  hearing  the  normal,  regular 
news,  including  the  fact  that  Cuban 
troops  were  In  Angola  fighting  and 
dying.  The  same  thing  for  free  for  the 
American  taxpayer  was  done  by  a  pri- 
vate station  as  what  we  are  attempting 
to  reinvest  by  re-creating  Radio  Marti. 
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Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  if  our  in- 
tention is  to  move  forward  to  a  vote  on 
the  budget  waiver,  we  could  continue 
to  fill  up  the  time,  but  I  just  would  be 
prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  our  time  if  the  opposition  would  be 
willing  to  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
their  time  and  just  go  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  we  have  remaining  on 
our  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  3  minutes 
and  3  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
might  hold  just  for  a  moment  on  that. 
I  shall  quote  from  the  writings  of  Jose 
Marti: 

••.  .  .  Even  In  the  United  States  today 
there  may  be  a  prevalence  of  this  most 
human  and  virile  (although  always  egotisti- 
cal and  victorious)  element  of  the  rel)ellious 
colonist.  .  .  .  which  consumed  the  native 
race,  fomented  and  lived  off  the  slavery  of 
another  race  and  reduced  or  robbed  the 
neighboring  countries— has  been  sharpened 
rather  than  softened  by  the  continuous 
grafting  of  the  European  hordes,  a  tyranni- 
cal breeding  of  political  and  religious  des- 
potism whose  only  common  quality  is  the 
appetite  amassed  by  exercising  over  the  rest 
the  authority  that  was  exercised  over  them- 
selves. They  believe  in  need,  in  the  law  of 
the  Jungle,  as  the  the  only  law:  "This  will  be 
ours  because  we  need  it."  They  believe  in 
the  Invincible  superiority  of  the  Anglo- 
Saxon  race  over  the  Latin.'  They  believe  in 
the  inferiority  of  the  Negroes,  whom  they 
enslaved  yesterday  and  are  criticizing  today, 
and  of  the  Indians,  whom  they  are  extermi- 
nating. They  believe  that  the  Spanish 
American  peoples  consist  mainly  of  Indians 
and  Negroes." 

"The  tyranny  of  the  political  sphere". 

The  Americans'  "narrow,  egotistical  con- 
cept of  life". 

"The  North  (USA)  had  been  dreaming 
about  these  dominions  from  the  cradle,  with 
Webster's  great  light  of  the  North':  with 
Sewall's  statement  on  everyone's  lips,  the 
entire  continent  is  yours,  without  limits': 
and  with  Douglas'  'trade  alliance'.  And 
when  a  thoroughly  rapacious  nation  reared 
in  the  hope  and  certainty  of  possessing  a 
continent  reaches  this  state  of  mind  spurred 
on  by  its  jealousy  of  Europe,  by  universal 
ainbition.  by  a  need  for  the  false  production 
it  believes  must  by  maintained  (and  even  in- 
creased) in  order  to  keep  its  influence  and 
high  standard  of  living— then  it  is  urgent  to 
put  as  many  restraints  on  it  as  can  be  con- 
cocted. ..." 

"The  North  has  been  grasping  and  unfair. 
.  .  .   obdurate  and  full  of  hate". 

"Brutal  and  turbulent  North". 

"I  have  lived  in  the  monster  and  I  know 
its  entrails". 

Mr.  President.  I  state  also  that  if  we 
reach  a  point  where  we  are  voting  on 
Radio  Marti,  at  that  time  I  will  seek 
adoption  of  an  amendment  which 
says: 


Nothing  in  the  act  will  be  construed  as  an 
endorsement  by  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment or  the  American  people  of  the  anti- 
American  statements,  writings,  or  philoso- 
phies of  Jose  Marti. 

I  found  his  reference  to  us  as  a  racist 
nation  to  be  extremely  objectionable 
and  I  do  not  wish  to  have  those  state- 
ments made  without  challenge. 

Mr.  WEICKER  and  Mr.  PERCY  ad- 
dressed the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  for  a  moment.  I  did 
indicate  l)efore  that  I  was  prepared  to 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time, 
but  the  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Chiles)  has  indicated  a  desire  to 
speak.  Before  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Connecticut  makes  his 
motion  would  he  permit  the  Senator 
from  Florida  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  situation  timewise? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  14  minutes 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has  2 
minutes  and  35  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President.  I  say  to 
my  distinguished  chairman  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  if  we  are 
about  ready  to  go  to  a  vote  on  this  I  do 
not  mind.  I  know  there  will  be  other 
opportunities  for  me  to  speak  In  this 
area. 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  am  afraid  there  will 
be. 

Mr.  CHILES.  I  do  not  need  to  pro- 
long this  vote,  I  do  not  think. 

I  would  just  say  that  this  is  on  the 
budget  waiver.  I  think  this  is  perhaps 
not  the  place  to  fully  debate  the 
merits  of  this  bill,  although  we  have 
already  sort  of  embarked  into  that. 
But  I  think  there  is  every  reason  why 
the  budget  waiver  should  be  adopted 
in  this  instance  and  that  we  should  go 
forward  and  debate  this  bill  on  its 
merits. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
if  the  Senator  from  Cormecticut 
wishes  to  make  his  motion  he  may  do 
so  now. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  recontunit  the  pending  resolu- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  Budget  Act  there  are  20  minutes 
of  debate  on  the  motion. 
Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief.  The  motion  to  recommit 
the  bill  is  absolutely  uruiecessary.  I 
think  it  is  the  duty  of  Senators  to  face 
an  issue  up  or  down.  This  matter  has 
been  debated  fully.  As  I  have  indicated 
previously  we  have  had  3  days  of  hear- 
ings. 

Every  amendment  that  could  be  of- 
fered has  been  offered.  Some  have 
been  accepted,  some  have  been  reject- 
ed, some  accepted  by  substantial  mar- 
gins, some  rejected  by  narrow  margins 
such  as  the  amendment  offered  by  our 
distinguished  colleague  and  member  of 
the  conrmiittee,  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. But  we  have  had  votes  up  or 
down.  The  bill  still  has  been  sent  to 
the  floor  and  it  is  now  up  to  the 
Senate  to  make  a  decision  yes  or  no. 
Do  we  go  ahead  with  this  program  or 
not?  The  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee has  done  its  work.  It  does  not 
intend  to  hold  any  further  hearings. 
There  is  nothing  to  be  said  that  has 
not  been  already  said  and  if  there  is 
something  new  to  be  said,  it  can  lie 
said  here  on  the  floor.  The  majority 
leader  has  now  made  available  time 
for  the  Senate  to  do  that. 

I  might  say  that  he  has  done  so  be- 
cause of  the  urgency  he  feels  in  this 
matter.  But  we  have  many  other 
things  to  be  done  in  the  Senate.  We 
have  the  State  Department  authoriza- 
tion bill,  we  have  our  whole  military 
security  assistance  program,  our  for- 
eign aid  bill.  That  authorization  must 
be  acted  on  in  order  for  the  authoriza- 
tion process  to  work,  and  we  certainly 
need  to  proceed  to  the  work  of  the 
Senate,  so  that  I  would  hope  we  would 
get  to  this  measure,  vote  it  up  or  down 
one  way  or  the  other.  Let  the  die  be 
cast.  But  to  take  the  time  of  the 
Senate  now  to  vote  on  a  motion  to  re- 
commit the  bill  to  the  committee 
when  the  committee  does  not  want  it 
back,  when  the  committee  has  spent 
its  time,  its  energy,  its  effort,  has  come 
to  its  decison  and  has  made  its  recom- 
mendation to  the  Senate. 

Now  it  is  time  for  the  Senate  to  op- 
erate. That  is  the  way  the  committee 
process  works.  We  are  subverting  that 
process  with  what  I  consider  to  be  an 
unnecessary  vote,  and  I  shall  certainly 
vote  against  recommittal,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  if  you  believe  in  the 
conunittee  system  and  you  want  to  see 
the  work  of  the  Senate  proceed  that 
we  vote  against  this  motion  to  recom- 
mit the  bill. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
might,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  use. 

To  my  distinguished  friend  from  Illi- 
nois I  will  tell  you  why  this  motion 
was  made.  I  do  not  believe  in  frivolous 
type  amendments  here  on  the  floor.  I 


suggested  this  might  be  recommitted 
to  his  committee  for  the  following 
reason:  I  note  in  the  report  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  on  page 
12— and  you  might  want  to  avail  your- 
self of  a  copy  of  your  report  on  page 
12—1  wonder  if  I  might  get  the  atten- 
tion of  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee. 

Mr.  PERCY.  The  chairman  is  listen- 
ing intently. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Page  12.  the  esti- 
mated costs  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, you  have  in  there  fiscal  year 

1984.  $5  million.  In  the  bill  which  you 
have  here  before  the  Senate,  'This  act 
shall  enter  Into  effect  on  October  1. 
1984."  that  would  mean  in  other 
words,  we  are  talking  about  fiscal  year 

1985.  I  was  wondering,  in  other  words, 
are  we  talking  about  an  expenditure  of 
funds  in  fiscal  1984  as  called  for  by  the 
report  or  an  expenditure  of  $5  million 
in  fiscal  year  1985  as  is  in  the  legisla- 
tion before  the  Senate?  That  is  obvi- 
ously a  very  serious  discrepancy. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Yes.  It  depends  obvi- 
ously on  when  the  radio  broadcast  ac- 
tually gets  under  way.  It  depends  also 
on  actions  possibly  taken  by  Cuba 
which  may  or  may  not  be  taken.  We 
just  simply  do  not  know.  Then  it  de- 
pends upon  an  analysis  which  is  to  be 
made  by  broadcasters  as  to  what 
equipment  they  need  to  protect  them- 
selves against  the  interference  signals 
being  sent  by  Cuba.  The  figure  $5  mil- 
lion was  provided  as  the  best  estimate 
and  reasonable  judgment  that  could 
be  derived  by  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Florida,  concurred  in  by  the 
committee  by  majority  vote,  the  $5 
million  was  an  adequate  sum  to  pro- 
vide in  the  fiscal  year  beginning  Octo- 
ber 1,  1983. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  But  to  my  good 
friend  from  Illinois  the  report  is  sup- 
posed to  jibe  with  the  bill  before  the 
Senate  maybe  some  staff  errors  oc 
curred.  Would  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Illinois  care  to  amend  his  leg- 
islation in  order  to  have  it  properly  set 
forth  as  to  what  we  are  talking  about, 
fiscal  year  1984  or  fiscal  year  1985? 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  would  only  repeat 
what  I  did  indicate  in  my  previous 
statements  that  I  intend  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  provide  authorizing  leg- 
islation for  Radio  Marti  begiiuiing  in 
1983. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  So,  in  other  words 
the  Senate  Is  discussing  fiscal  year 
1984. 

Mr.  PERCY.  For  the  operation  of 
Radio  Marti,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Yet  the  bill  calls  for 
fiscal  year  1985,  so  there  Is  a  mistake 
and  that  is  why  I  am  trying  to  be  of 
assistance  to  my  good  friend  from  Illi- 
nois suggesting  this  bill  be  recommit- 
ted, obviously  drawn  up  In  haste  for 
whatever  reason,  to  accommodate  the 
administration,  to  accommodate  mem- 
bers of  the  committee,  but  obviously 
drawn  up  in  haste  and  in  error,  and 


this  will  afford  the  committee  an  op- 
portunity to  square  out  the  report 
with  the  bill  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Will  my  colleague 
yield? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  agree,  not  so 
much  with  drawn  up  in  haste  but  I 
think  there  is  a  lot  of  sloppy  work 
done  here  inasmuch  as  the  chairman— 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
our  Foreign  Relations  Committee  why 
was  not  also  put  in  here  the  cost  of  op- 
eration of  Radio  Marti.  You  have  the 
cost  of  the  exposure  in  the  event  there 
is  a  jamming  of  the  stations,  but  why 
was  not  the  cost  of  operation  put  in 
here  as  In  all  well-prepared  budget 
presentations? 

Mr.  PERCY.  That  provision  can  be 
taken  care  of  and  an  amendment  will 
be  offered. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Well,  everything 
can  be  taken  care  of  after  the— the 
point  I  make  Is  this  was  either  hastily 
drawn  up  or  sloppily  drawn  up  to  the 
extent  that  Is  was  not  Included  and 
now  can  be  taken  care  of  which  raises 
the  question  In  my  mind  of  how  many 
other  items  will  we  have  to  rectify  be- 
cause the  proper  work  was  not  done 
initially,  so  I  think  the  recommittal 
effort  Is  one  that  makes  sense  not  only 
from  the  point  of  proper  legislation 
but  one  In  refinement  that  I  think  Is 
very  necessary  because  I  am  sure  my 
colleagues  In  the  Foreign  Relations 
Conunittee  did  not  Intend  for  this  type 
of  sloppy  work  to  appear  on  the 
Senate  floor. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  yield  such  time  as  the 
Senator  may  require. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  I  feel  the  conversa- 
tion before  us  is  rather  frivolous  and 
dilatory  and  I  move  the  Senator  from 
Cormecticut's  motion  be  tabled  and  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
motion  to  table  is  not  in  order  while 
time  remains  on  the  motion  to  recom- 
mit. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Parliamentary  Inquiry. 
Did  I  understand  the  chairman  to  say 
that  the  motion  to  table  is  not  in  order 
at  this  point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  to  table  is  premature  as  time 
remains. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Would  also  the  call  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  be  premature  at  this 
time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  yield  me  30  seconds? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Yes. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  yield  1  minute. 


Mr  ZORINSKY.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  in  all  good  faith  there  Is  no 
Intent  on  my  part  to  add  any  dilatory 
tactics  at  this  point  Inasmuch  as  there 
Is  a  time  limit  and  we  can  consume,  am 
I  correct  In  asking  the  Chair,  we  do 
have  20  minutes  to  debate  this  sub- 
ject? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  20  minutes  to  the  opposition. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  So  therefore  it  Is 
not  an  open-ended  debate  and  for  us 
to  be  accused  of  open-ended  dilatory 
tactics  I  think  Is  not  In  keeping  either 
with  our  Intent  at  the  present  time 
under  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 
Mr.  CHILES.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Yes. 
Mr.  CHILES.  I  think  dilatory  was 
not  the  20  minutes  but  I  think  dilatory 
was  sending  this  bill  back  to  the  com- 
mittee is  where  the  dilatory  was.  I  do 
not  think  it  was  the  20  minutes' 
debate.  I  think  the  Senator,  both  Sen- 
ators, from  Florida  would  be  very 
happy  to  give  20  minutes  of  debate, 
make  that  2  hours  or  make  it  20  hours. 
I  think  our  concern  Is  whether  or  not 
we  should  have  just  a  delay  by  sending 
this  bill  back  to  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  1 
minute  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHILES.  As  an  attempt  to  keep 
the  majority  from  working  its  will  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  might  add  In  ex- 
planation what  Is  transpiring  on  the 
floor.  So  far  the  only  dilatory  tactic 
has  been  a  motion  made  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  that  was  clearly  out 
of  order  to  start  with,  so  that  we  con- 
sumed all  this  time  on  something  that 
should  never  have  come  to  pass  in  the 
first  instance. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Well,  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut   would   have   to   agree   I 
think  there  has  been  no  motion  made. 
Mr.  WEICKER.  Right. 
I  yield  to  my  colleague  from  Nebras- 
ka. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  would  just  like  to 
reply  there  has  been  quite  obviously 
an  omission  In  what  has  been  present- 
ed to  the  Senate  floor  and  I  think  that 
Is  why  it  makes  good  sense  for  recom- 
mittal to  have  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  rectify  what  it  has  ommit- 
ted.  There  is  no  reason  at  all  why  the 
cost  of  this  bill  should  not  be  in  this 
budget,  no  reason  at  all.  We  di.si-ussed 
It  for  months  and  months,  and  It  Is 
either  sloppy  work  or  bad  work  or 
something  that  has  not  been  present- 
ed to  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  I  think  we 
are  entitled  to  have  something  on  the 
floor  to  debate  or  pass  or  turn  down 
and,  as  you  say,  let  the  Senate  work  its 
win,  but  in  its  entirety  Instead  of 
having  to  patchwork  It  here  on  the 
Senate  floor. 
Mr.  WEICKER  addressed  the  Chair. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  How  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr  President,  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  not  im- 
plying any  omission  of  commonsense 
on  the  part  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  He  is  not  implying  any 
omission  of  fact  or  any  omission  of 
logic  or  any  omission  of  sensible  for- 
eign policy.  I  am  not  implying  any  of 
these  things. 

The  Senator  from  Cormecticut  is 
being  very  specific  when  he  says  there 
is  an  error  between  the  report  and  the 
bill.  The  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
being  very  specific  when  he  says  there 
are  certain  costs  that  are  not  enumer- 
ated in  the  report.  That  is  what  we  are 
talking  about. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
voting  in  favor  of  the  motion  to  waive 
the  Budget  Act  so  that  we  will  be  able 
to  consider  the  legislation  to  establish 
Radio  Marti.  I  believe  that  the  debate 
on  this  legislation  should  begin,  and  in 
order  to  be  in  a  position  to  do  that  the 
Senate  must  waive  the  Budget  Act. 

I  begin  with  the  inclination  to  vote 
against  this  legislation.  But  I  believe 
that  both  sides  have  the  right  to 
present  their  best  case,  and  that  we 
should  have  the  benefit  of  hearing 
both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  CHILES.  How  much  time  re- 
mains. Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  6  minutes 
and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  has 
30  seconds  remaining. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  insufficient  time  to  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum,  unless 
he  asks  unanimous  consent  to  do  so. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  If  no  other  Senator 
desires  to  speak.  I  have  nothing  fur- 
ther to  say.  I  am  really  trying  to  pro- 
tect the  Senator  from  llimois. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
other  side  has  used  up  all  of  its  time.  I 
am  prepared  to  yield  back  my  time  so 
we  can  go  right  to  a  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  yield  back  his  time? 

Mr.  PERCY.  Has  the  other  side  used 
up  all  of  its  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  has  been  used  up. 

Mr.  PERCY.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  recommit.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 


Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
MENici),  is  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Cran- 
ston), the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn),  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Hart),  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Hoixings).  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  (Mr.  Moynihan). 
are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  33. 
nays  61.  as  follows: 


[Rollcall  Vote  No. 
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VFAS-33 

Andrews 

Durenberger 

Mitchell 

Baucus 

Eagleton 

Pell 

Blden 

Exon 

Proxmire 

Bingaman 

Pord 

Pryor 

Boren 

Grauley 

Randolph 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Riegle 

Burdick 

Jepsen 

Sasser 

Byrd 

Lautenberg 

SUfford 

Cochran 

Leahy 

Tsongas 

Danforth 

Mathlas 

Welcker 

Dtxon 

Melcher 
NAYS-61 

Zorinsky 

Abdnor 

Hecht 

Nunn 

Armstrong 

Henin 

Packwood 

Baker 

Heinz 

Percy 

Bentsen 

Helms 

Pressler 

Ro.<K-hwltz 

Huddleston 

Quayle 

Bradley 

Humphrey 

Roth 

Chafee 

Jackson 

Rudman 

Chiles 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

O'Amato 

Kasten 

Specter 

OeConclnl 

Kennedy 

Stennls 

Denton 

Laxalt 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Levin 

Symms 

Dole 

Long 

Thurmond 

East 

Lugar 

Tower 

Gam 

Matsunaga 

Trible 

Ooldwater 

Mattingly 

Wallop 

Gorton 

McClure 

Warner 

Hatch 

Metzenbaum 

Wilson 

Hatfield 

Murkowski 

Hawkins 

Sickles 

NOT  VOTING 

f-6 

Cranston 

Glenn 

Hoilings 

Domenici 

Hart 

Moynihan 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  Senate 
Resolution  160  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  recommit  the  pending  resolu- 
tion to  the  Budget  Committee  with  in- 
structions to  consider  the  full  budget- 
ary impact  of  the  committee  amend- 
ment, and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut,  having 
made  the  motion,  controls  the  time. 


Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
sorry.  I  cannot  hear  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  be  order  in  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Coruiecticut  as  a 
proponent  of  the  motion  controls  the 
time,  which  is  10  minutes. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  to  myself  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I 
wonder  if  we  might  have  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  be- 
lieve section  6  of  S.  602  is  in  violation 
of  the  Budget  Act.  section  303(a)(4). 
This  section  of  the  Budget  Act  states 
that  the  "First  Concurrent  Resolution 
on  the  Budget  must  be  adopted  before 
legislation  providing  new  budget  au- 
thority, new  spending  authority  or 
changes  in  revenues  or  public  debt 
limit  is  considered."  Section  303(a)(4) 
reads: 

It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  bill  or  resolution  (or  amend- 
ment thereto)  which  provides  (4)  new 
spending  authority  described  in  section 
401ic)<2)<c)  to  become  effective  during  a 
fiscal  year;  until  the  First  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution on  the  Budget  for  such  year  has  been 
agreed  to  pursuant  to  section  301. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senate  is  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  Senators  will 
take  their  seats. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  repeat.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  do  not  think  the  Senate  is  in 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

In  essence,  section  401(c)(2)(c)  de- 
scribes an  entitlement.  I  asked  the 
American  Law  Division  of  the  Con- 
gressional Research  Service  to  analyze 
section  6  of  S.  602  to  verify  my  suspi- 
cions that  this  does,  indeed,  create  a 
new  entitlement. 

This  is  an  entitlement.  Therefore,  it 
is  a  violation  of  section  303(a)(4)  be- 
cause section  6(f)  states,  "this  section 
shall  enter  into  effect  on  October  1. 
1984."  This,  of  course,  is  fiscal  year 
1985,  and  we  obviously  have  not 
agreed  to  the  first  concurrent  resolu- 
tion for  fiscal  year  1985. 

Let  me  read  the  section,  if  I  might, 
Mr.  President,  which  we  are  discuss- 
ing. 

•(b)  Accordingly,  the  Board  for  Interna- 
tional Broadcasting  shall  make  payments  to 
the  United  States  radio  broadcasting  station 
licensees  upon  their  application  for  ex- 
penses which  they  have  incurred  or  will 
incur  in  mitigating,  pursuant  to  special  tem- 
porary authority  from  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission,  the  effects  of  activi- 
ties by  the  Government  of  Cuba  which  di- 


rectly Interfere  with  the  transmission  or  re- 
ception of  broadcasts  by  these  licensees. 
Such  expenses  shall  be  limited  to  the  costs 
of  equipment  (replaced  less  depreciation) 
and  associated  technical  and  engineering 
costs. 

Mr.  President,  that  in  effect  creates 
an  entitlement,  so  let  us  understand 
that  for  all  the  talk  as  to  how  careful- 
ly prepared  this  was  by  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  we  pointed  out 
prior  to  the  last  vote  that  the  report 
refers  to  fiscal  year  1984.  while  the  bill 
has  in  it  language  which  authorizes 
the  moneys  in  fiscal  year  1985.  By  the 
same  token,  there  was  no  estimate  of 
the  costs  involved  in  the  operation  as 
was  pointed  out  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Zorinsky). 

Again.  I  have  to  repeat  that  in  this 
particular  instance  obviously  the  sub- 
stance of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee report  is  not  involved.  It  is  the 
motion  to  recommit  to  the  Budget 
Committee.  But  this  is  far  more  seri- 
ous in  terms  of  it  creating  an  entitle- 
ment. This  is  something  that  is  within 
the  province  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee's work,  and  I  suggest  has  not  prop- 
erly been  taken  into  account  in  the 
course  of  the  preparation  of  the  report 
or  the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  I  yielded 
myself  3  minutes.  Is  that  3  minutes 
up? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  used  3  minutes. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  care  for  time  at  this  junc- 
ture? 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  In  about  5  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
greatly  disturbed  that  this  body  is  ap- 
parently quite  prepared  to  take  so 
lightly  the  creation  of  a  new  entitle- 
ment. I  do  not  know,  short  of  using 
the  word  "entitlement,"  that  section 
6(b)  could  be  more  clear  or  definite  in 
creating  an  entitlement.  Subsection 
(b)  states: 

Accordingly,  the  Board  for  International 
Broadcasting  shall  make  payments  to  the 
United  States  radio  broadcasting  station  li- 
censees upon  their  application  for  expenses 
which  they  have  incurred  or  will  incur  in 
mitigating,  pursuant  to  special  temporary 
authority  from  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  the  effects  of  activities 
by  the  Government  of  Cuba  which  directly 
interfere  with  the  transmission  or  reception 
of  broadcasts  by  these  licensees.  Such  ex- 
penses shall  be  limited  to  the  costs  of  equip- 
ment (replaced  less  depreciation)  and  associ- 
ated technical  and  engineering  costs. 

This  says  "shall  make  payments."  It 
does  not  say  "may  make  payments."  It 
says  "shall." 

In  no  way  do  subsections  (c)  and  (b) 
take  away  from  the  strength  of  this 
entitlement.  Subsection  (c)  merely 
points  out  that  "the  Board  for  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  shall  issue  regu- 
lations and  establish  procedures  for 
carrying  out  this  section  *  •  *."  This 
does  not  suggest  that  the  Board  has 
any  discretion  whether  or  not  to  make 


payments,  only  that  it  shall  decide 
how  to  carry  out  this  mandate.  Sub- 
section (d)  only  sets  out  how  much 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  ob- 
ligation of  the  United  States  during 
fiscal  year  1985.  It  does  not  in  any  way 
erode  the  force  of  subsection  (b)  which 
establishes  an  entitlement  for  broad- 
casters harmed  by  interference. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleague  to 
send  this  resolution  back  to  the 
Budget  Committee  so  that  they  can 
reconsider  this  apparent  violation  of 
the  Budget  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  has  just  spoken  on  this  issue. 
We  voted  on  a  very  similar  motion  just 
preceding  this,  and  the  vote  was  more 
than  2  to  1.  In  order  to  expedite 
things— it  is  obvious  that  we  are  in  a 
delaying  procedure,  which  is  fine;  my 
colleagues  certainly  are  entitled  to  use 
the  rules  of  the  Senate— I  will  suggest 
that  we  vote  on  this  issue  immediately 
and  get  on  with  the  procedural  matter 
so  we  can  get  this  very  important 
matter  before  the  Senate.  Then  we 
can  actually  have  a  full-scale  debate 
on  the  issue.  Unless  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  wishes  to  say 
anything,  my  recommendation  would 
be  we  bring  this  to  a  vote. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  How  much  time  re- 
mains, Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  9  minutes 
remaining.  The  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut has  5  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

If  neither  side  yields  time,  time  will 
run  equally  against  both  sides. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  yield  myself  1 
minute. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  point  out  to 
my  colleagues  that  at  any  time  during 
the  course  of  this  debate  the  propo- 
nents of  this  measure  want  to  carry 
out  this  activity  through  the  means  of 
the  Voice  of  America.  I  am  sure  that 
those  of  us  who  stand  in  opposition  at 
this  time  could  accommodate  them. 
There  is  absolutely  no  necessity  to  set 
up  a  new  entity,  at  enormous  cost  to 
the  taxpayers,  when  we  have  that  ve- 
hicle in  the  Voice  of  America. 

Indeed,  the  House  committee  the 
other  day  insisted  that  the  activities  to 
be  carried  out  will  be  carried  out 
either  through  shortwave  or  the  Voice 
of  America.  So  it  is  not  that  there  is 
not  an  alternative.  There  is,  through 
an  established  medium. 

The  fact  is  that  this  narrow  piece  of 
legislation,  which  is  rather  broad  in  its 
expense,  obviously  has  certain  politi- 
cal ramifications.  I  do  not  think  the 
people  of  the  State  of  Connecticut  or 
the  other  States  of  the  Union  should 


pay  for  the  political  aspirations  of  na- 
tional and  local  candidates. 

There  is  no  necessity  to  create  an- 
other vehicle  to  accomplish  the  ends 
desired  by  the  majority  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator's  1  minute  has  expired. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  yield  myself  30 
seconds. 

So  I  repeat  to  my  colleagues:  At  such 
time  as  anyone  wants  to  arrive  at  an 
accommodation  to  achieve  a  particular 
purpose,  to  have  it  achieved  through 
the  Voice  of  America,  speaking  for  this 
Senator,  at  least.  I  will  be  glad  to  ac- 
commodate that  point  of  view. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  yield? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  3  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  am  not  going  to 
use  my  time.  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President.  I 
feel  that  any  further  statements 
made,  even  in  answer  to  many  of  the 
arguments  that  have  been  made  by 
the  opposition  which  have  been  left 
unanswered,  unnecessarily  delay  the 
Senate  at  this  time. 
I  yield  back  my  time. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abdnor).  The  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  comments  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms),  this  is  in  no  wise  the  same 
subject  discussed  with  respect  to  the 
last  vote.  The  Senator  from  Idaho  was 
not  on  the  floor  at  the  time  of  the 
debate  and  specifically  referred  to  the 
fact  that  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee had  made  £ui  error— that  is,  in 
the  report  they  stated  the  cost  to  be 
$5  million,  which  was  to  paid  over  in 
fiscal  year  1984;  whereas,  in  the  bill 
before  the  Senator  from  Idaho,  it  says 
that  the  money  should  be  paid  in  1985. 
There  is  a  difference  between  1984  and 
1985. 

By  the  same  token,  as  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  pointed  out.  there  is  a 
total  omission  of  operating  costs  that 
were  contained  in  the  report.  That  is 
why  we  recommended  that  it  be  sent 
to  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  a 
recommittal. 

Now  we  are  talking  about  a  new  enti- 
tlement, and  it  is  an  entitlement  in 
here.  It  is  clearly  in  the  purview  of  the 
Budget  Committee. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  make 
the  point  that  the  debate  on  this  is 
going  to  take  place  when  we  finally 
get    the    measure    before    the    full 
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Senate.  There  was  a  2-to-l  vote  on  the 
last  vote,  and  we  think  we  have  the 
votes  to  either  table  this  motion  or 
vote  it  down.  What  we  are  seeing  now 
is  a  delaying  tactic,  and  that  is  fine,  if 
that  is  what  the  Senator  wishes  to  do. 
Once  we  get  it  before  the  Senate,  we 
will  debate  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  to  recommit  the  resolution. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  to  table. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  motion  to  recommit.  On 
this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici) 
is  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Cran- 
ston), the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn),  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Hart),  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hollings),  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  62, 
nays  33,  as  follows: 

tRollcall  Vote  No.  236  Leg.l 


NOT  VOTING-5 


Cranston 
Domenici 


Glenn 
Hart 


Hollings 


YEAS-62 

Abdnor 

Hawkins 

Nicliles 

Annstrong 

Hecht 

Nunn 

Baker 

Hen  in 

Packwood 

Bentsen 

Heinz 

Percy 

Biden 

Helms 

Pressler 

Boschwltz 

Huddleston 

Quayle 

Bradley 

Humphrey 

Roth 

Chafee 

Jackson 

Rudman 

Chiles 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Ka.ssebaum 

Simpson 

D'Amato 

Kasten 

Specter 

OeConclni 

Kennedy 

SUfford 

Denton 

Lautenberg 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Laxalt 

Symms 

Dole 

Levin 

Thurmond 

East 

Lugar 

Tower 

Oarn 

Matsunaga 

Trible 

Goldwater 

Mattingly 

Wallop 

Gorton 

McClure 

Warner 

Hatch 

Metzenbaum 

Wilson 

Hatfield 

Murkowski 
NAYS-33 

Andrews 

Eagleton 

Moynlhan 

Baucus 

Exon 

PeU 

Bingaman 

Ford 

Proxmlre 

Boren 

Grassley 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Burdlck 

Jepsen 

Riegle 

Byrd 

Leahy 

Sasser 

Cochran 

Long 

Stennis 

Danforth 

Mathias 

Tsongas 

Dixon 

Melcner 

Weicker 

Durenberger 

MltcheU 

Zorinsky 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table 
was  agreed  to. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  to  table  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  move  to  recommit 
the  pending  resolution  to  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  with  instructions 
to  consider  the  impact  of  section  12, 
and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  because  it  is  my  understand- 
ing that  the  majority  leader  wishes  to 
confer  on  this  matter.  I  would  prefer 
not  to  pursue  it  to  its  ultimate  at  this 
juncture,  and  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  have 
the  yeas  and  nays  been  requested  on 
the  budget  resolution? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  not  been  requested 
on  the  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  yeas  and 
nays  be  vitiated  on  my  motion  to  re- 
commit the  pending  resolution  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator    wish    a    voice    vote    on    the 


motion  or  does  he  wish  to  withdraw 
the  motion? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  am  prepared  to 
withdraw  the  motion  and  do  so  with- 
draw it.  If  unanimous  consent  is  neces- 
sary, I  request  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  the  right  to  withdraw  the 
motion. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  so  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  under 
this  circumstance,  the  vote  will  occur 
on  the  budget  waiver  as  soon  as  the 
time  for  debate  has  expired.  If  the 
parties  are  willing  to  yield  back  the 
time,  we  can  get  on  this  right  away. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  have 
the  yeas  and  nays  been  ordered  on  the 
budget  waiver? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  on 
the  budget  waiver. 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  our  time. 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  our  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  having  been  yielded  back,  the 
question  is  agreeing  to  the  Budget  Act 
waiver  resolution.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
menici) is  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Cran- 
ston), the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  DoDD),  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do (Mr.  Hart),  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hollings),  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  64. 
nays  30,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  237  Leg.] 


YEAS-64 

Abdnor 

Heflin 

Packwood 

Annstrong 

Heinz 

Percy 

Baker 

Helms 

Pressler 

Bentsen 

Huddleston 

Quayle 

Biden 

Humphrey 

Randolph 

Boschwitz 

Jackson 

Roth 

Bradley 

Johnston 

Rudman 

Chafee 

Kassebaum 

Sarbanes 

Chiles 

Kasten 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kennedy 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Lautenberg 

SUfford 

DeConcini 

Laxalt 

Stennis 

Denton 

Levin 

Stevens 

Dole 

Long 

Symms 

East 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Cam 

Matsunaga 

Tower 

Goldwater 

Mattingly 

Trible 

Gorton 

McClure 

Wallop 

Hatch 

Metzenbaum 

Warner 

Hatfield 

Murkowski 

Wilson 

Hawkins 

Nickles 

Hecht 

Nunn 
NAYS-30 

Andrews 

Baucus 

Bingaman 

Boren 

Exon 

Moynihan 

Bumpers 

Ford 

Pell 

Burdlck 

Grassley 

Proxmlre 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Cochran 

Jepsen 

Riegle 

Danforth 

Leahy 

Sasser 

Dixon 

Mathias 

Tsongas 

Durenberger 

Melcher 

Weicker 

Eagleton 

Mitchell 

Zorinsky 

NOT  VOTING 

-6 

Cranston 

Domenici 

Hart 

Dodd 

Glenn 

Hollings 

So  the 

resolution 

(S. 

Res.  160)  was 

agreed  to. 

RADIO  MARTI 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  recurs  on  the  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  H.R.  2733. 

Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  that  measure  be  temporarily 
laid  aside,  that  regular  order  not  bring 

it  hopk 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  re- 
quest I  made  was  that  we  once  again 
temporarily  lay  aside  the  pending 
motion,  and  that  no  call  for  regular 
order  bring  it  back. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Now.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  S.  602,  the  Radio 
Marti  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 

Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
certain  that  someone  will  wish  to 
debate  that,  so  I  would  not  wish  the 
Chair  to  put  the  question.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  see  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Iowa  on  the  floor,  and  I  believe  he  will 
seek  recognition  in  just  a  momemt. 

Before  I  yield  the  floor,  I  also  see 
the  minority  leader  on  the  floor,  auid  I 
rather  expect  he  may  have  a  question 
to  put  at  this  point.  If  he  wishes,  I  will 
yield  at  this  point. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  first  was  going  to  ask 
whether  or  not  the  Chair  has  acted  on 
the  majority  leader's  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
unanimous-consent  request  was  grant- 
ed. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
majority  leader  if  he  can  indicate  at 
this  point  what  the  program  is  for  the 
rest  of  today  and  tomorrow? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  minority  leader. 

First,  Mr.  President,  I  expect  the 
Senate  will  continue  in  session  this 
evening  until  approximately  6  p.m.  I 
believe  there  is  not  an  order  for  the 
Senate  to  convene  yet  on  tomorrow.  Is 
that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  not  an  order. 

ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL  10  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  10  a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objections,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  when 
we  finish  our  business  around  6  p.m., 
we  will  go  out  on  recess  until  10  a.m. 
in  the  morning.  I  believe  there  are  a 
couple  of  special  order  requests  which 
I  will  put  a  little  later.  That  means  we 
will  probably  be  back  on  the  pending 
motion,  which  I  anticipate  will  be  the 
motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  S.  602,  the  Radio  Marti  bill,  some- 
time around  10:30  a.m.  tomorrow  or  a 
little  later.  Debate  will  continue  on 
that  bill  as  long  as  necessary. 

I  would  like  to  get  it  up,  but  from 
the  signs  and  the  temper  of  the  times 
I  am  not  optimistic  that  we  will  finish 
it  in  short  order.  But  we  will  continue 
on  that  bill.  It  is  entirely  possible  that 
a  cloture  motion  may  be  filed  on  the 
motion  to  proceed  if  necessary  on  to- 
morrow. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  day  tomor- 
row I  anticipate  that  we  will  receive- 
perhaps  even  this  evening— from  the 
House  of  Representatives  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill.  It  is  privileged,  and  it 
would  be  my  intention,  after  first  con- 
ferring with  the  minority  leader,  to 
ask  the  Senate  to  proceed  to  the  con- 
sideration of  this  conference  report 
when  it  is  available  to  the  Senate. 

I  expect  tomorrow  to  be  a  full  day, 
and  we  will  continue  on  the  matters  at 
hand.  I  do  not  expect  the  day  to  be  a 
very  late  day,  but  it  will  be  a  full  day. 

I  do  not  anticipate  the  need  for  the 
Senate  to  be  in  session  on  Saturday.  I 
anticipate,  based  on  circumstances  as 
they  may  develop  tomorrow,  that  we 
will  come  in  Monday,  as  we  usually  do, 
around  11  or  12  o'clock. 

That  is  the  best  I  can  see  at  the 
moment. 

Mr.  B"5rRD.  And  on  which  measure  is 
the  cloture  motion  likely  to  be  filed 
with  respect  to  the  motion  to  proceed? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  would 
be  on  the  motion  to  proceed  on  the 
Radio  Marti  measure. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
believe  the  Senator  from  Iowa  wishes 
to  be  recognized.  I  would  first  say  that 
I  do  not  anticipate  any  further  rollcall 
vote  this  evening.  "That,  of  course, 
always  excludes  the  possibility  of  a 
rollcall  vote  to  require  the  attendance 
of  absent  Senators,  but  I  do  not  antici- 
pate that  either.  So  I  do  not  foresee 
any  rollcall  vote  before  the  hour  of 
recess  which  I  estimate  at  6  p.m.  I  now 
yield  the  floor. 


RADIO  MARTI 


The 


Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER. 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
terday I  received  from  the  State  De- 
partment their  talking  points  on  this 
issue  now  before  the  Senate,  whether 
or  not  we  ought  to  establish  Radio 
Marti. 

Implicit  throughout  their  talking 
points  is  the  message  that  the  propo- 
nents of  Radio  Marti  have  taken  great 
strides  and  made  tremendous  sacrific- 
es in  meeting  the  requests  of  our  Na- 
tion's broadcasters.  One  of  those 
broadcasters  is  WHO,  located  in  Des 
Moines,  Iowa,  the  same  station  at 
which  President  Reagan  had  his  start 
in  radio  broadcasting.  The  prosperity 
of  broadcasting  in  central  Iowa  has  a 
great  deal  to  do  with  the  economy  in 
my  State  and  hence  my  interest.  But 
my  interest  goes  beyond  that  of  WHO 
radio  to  certain  property  rights  of 
broadcasters  generally  in  our  country, 
not  out  of  respect  for  just  the  proper- 
ty rights  of  broadcasters  but  out  of  my 
respect  for  the  constitutional  protec- 
tion of  property  generally. 

These  talking  points  from  the  State 
Department  further  implied  that 
broadcasters  had  been  unreasonable, 
that  they  keep  shifting  their  position 
from  one  point  to  another.  This  is  a 
clever  tactic  on  the  part  of  the  State 
Department.  But  let  me  tell  my  col- 
leagues in  this  body,  Mr.  President, 
about  the  shifting  that  the  State  De- 
partment did  last  year  as  we  tried  ic 
reach  a  compromise  on  this  issue. 

And  remember,  Mr.  President,  that 
my  position  has  always  been  that  a 
compromise  was  possible.  In  fact,  I 
think  that  my  remarks  will  Indicate  to 
you  that  if  the  position  of  the  State 
Department  right  now  had  been  what 
it  was  last  December,  we  would  prob- 
ably have  a  bill  already  passed  and 
Radio  Marti  operating. 

But  last  year,  I  helped  negotiate  and 
eventually  agreed  to  a  compromise 
amendment  to  Radio  Marti  which  was 
later  accepted  by  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee.  Subsequent  ac- 
tions by  the  administration.  Its  offi- 
cials, and  others  In  the  Senate  raised 
serious  questions  about  the  adminis- 
tration's Intention  to  fully  honor  the 
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foundation  and  spirit  of  the  agree- 
ment embodied  in  that  compromise. 
That  agreement  was  embodied  in  the 
frequency  selection  process  which  was 
developed  by  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives a  year  ago. 

These  actions  left  me  little  choice 
but  to  join  a  filibuster  last  fall  on  the 
subject  of  Radio  Marti.  I  feel  that  now 
we  should  go  over  the  history  of  that 
evolution  of  events  last  fall,  to  clarify 
any  misunderstandings  created  by  mis- 
representations of  this  controversy. 

Initially.  I  recommended  four  alter- 
natives to  Radio  Marti  that  I  had 
hoped  could  be  studied  to  find 
common  grounds  to  resolve  the  con- 
cerns of  broadcasters  as  well  as  to  im- 
prove the  viability  of  the  Radio  Marti 
effort.  Several  Senators  on  the  com- 
mittee were  responsive  to  these  ideas. 
Others,  including  the  administration, 
adamantly  opposed  these  suggestions 
upon  the  dubious  grounds  that  they 
would  undermine  the  purpose  of 
Radio  Marti,  and  they  refused  to  offer 
any  serious  consideration  of  any  other 
alternatives  within  the  aspects  of 
Radio  Marti  and  the  bill  as  introduced 
in  1982. 

Although  I  viewed  those  alternatives 
superior  to  those  contained  in  the  bill. 
I  recognized  that  this  dogmatic  opposi- 
tion could  eventually  foil  passage  and 
enactment  of  my  proposals.  Therefore, 
I  agreed  to  listen  to  administration 
suggestions. 

Ultimately  I  negotiated  a  compro- 
mise amendment— or,  more  accurately. 
I  should  clarify  that  I  helped  negoti- 
ate a  compromise  amendment— that 
adds  a  fifth  criterion  to  the  frequency 
selection  process  established  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  Commerce 
Committee  and  the  full  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. That  process  involved  a 
rulemaking  by  the  National  Telecom- 
munications and  Information  Adminis- 
tration to  select  a  frequency  for  Radio 
Marti. 

Since  the  House  Commerce  Commit- 
tee report  language  fully  detailed  the 
nature  of  this  process  and  how  it 
would  be  conducted,  our  negotiations 
were  obviously  based  entirely  upon  the 
foundation  that  had  already  been  con- 
structed by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. The  administration  indicated  no 
dissatisfaction  with  the  frequency  se- 
lection process  for  which  it  had  bar- 
gained during  the  House  deliberations. 
No  one  stated  any  desire  to  change  the 
House  Radio  Marti  legislation  nor  the 
House  Committee  report  language. 

Let  me  emphasize  at  this  point  that 
we  are  using  as  a  point  of  departure 
during  the  summer  of  1982  a  position 
that  the  administration  agreed  to. 
which  was  adopted  in  the  committee 
report  of  the  House  Comnierce  Com- 
mittee. So  I  was  starting  there.  I  use 
that  as  a  basis  for  any  amendment 
compromise  that  I  agreed  to  last  year. 

The  fifth  criterion  we  are  talking 
about  here,  and  which  was  negotiated. 


was  a  simple  extension  of  the  legisla- 
tive work  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. So.  again,  we  were  following  a 
pattern  previously  agreed  to,  and  it 
was  nothing  more  and  certainly  noth- 
ing less.  It  would  be  absurd  to  suggest 
anything  to  the  contrary. 

After  securing  written  assurances  of 
the  administration's  support  of  this 
amendment,  I  endorsed  the  compro- 
mise in  lieu  of  my  original  proposals 
that  were  suggested  in  my  testimony 
before  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  in  the  summer  of  1982. 
The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee voted  to  approve  that  fifth  cri- 
terion. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  gra- 
ciously offered  me  the  opportunity  to 
provide  committee  report  language 
that  explains  the  compromise  amend- 
ment and  the  frequency  selection 
process.  This  was  an  altogether  rea- 
sonable offer,  since  I  had  been  in- 
volved in  these  negotiations  more 
closely  than  most  others  on  the  com- 
mittee. 

Furthermore,  the  subject  of  the 
amendment  related  to  technical  com- 
munications matters,  as  opposed  to 
foreign  policy  concerns.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  technical  matters  here  and 
not  matters  of  public  policy. 

My  office  had  been  working  exten- 
sively with  the  attorney  for  radio  sta- 
tion WHO,  Mr.  Kenneth  D.  Salomon, 
who  had  been  Involved  in  the  negotia- 
tions for  this  frequency  selection  proc- 
ess in  both  the  House  and  Senate. 

It  lb  worth  noting  that  Mr.  Salomon 
had  formerly  served  as  deputy  chief 
counsel  at  the  NTIA.  His  assistance  as- 
sured an  important  continuum  in  the 
work  of  the  House  and  the  Senate  on 
Radio  Marti,  and  therefore  he  was  in- 
strumental in  drafting  appropriate,  ac- 
curate, and  consistent  report  language 
that  I  ultimately  submitted  to  the 
committee. 

Again,  one  should  remember  the  re- 
lationship already  pointed  out  be- 
tween what  the  administration  had  al- 
ready agreed  to  in  1982.  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  House 
Commerce  Committee  language.  Since 
this  had  been  developed  by  the  House 
Commerce  Committee,  naturally,  we 
turned  to  that  document  as  a  guide. 

The  language  offered  to  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  for  its 
report— and  this  invitation  had  been 
given  to  me  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee— was  virtually  identical  to 
that  of  the  House. 

I  was  surprised  and  I  was  dismayed 
when  I  learned  that  the  administra- 
tion—I am  talking  about  the  adminis- 
tration, not  the  staff  of  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  not  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee;  I  am  talking  about  the  ad- 
ministration—strongly objected  to  this 
language.  I  could  not  understand  why. 
if  the  language  was  acceptable  for  the 
House  Commerce  Committee  report,  it 


was    not    now    acceptable    for    the 
Senate. 

I  should  have  been  informed  that 
the  administration  no  longer  support- 
ed the  frequency  selection  process  as 
developed  by  the  House,  before  we  sat 
down  to  negotiate.  Instead  of  coming 
to  me  to  discuss  their  problems,  cer- 
tain administration  officials  attempted 
to  convince  others  that  this  was  not 
part  of  the  agreement,  that  the  junior 
Senator  from  Iowa  was  reneging  on 
some  sort  of  agreement.  They  even 
went  so  far  as  to  manipulate  others 
not  as  closely  involved  in  these  negoti- 
ations to  agree  that  this  was  not  part 
of  the  bargain  before  staff  had  an  op- 
portunity to  fully  explain  the  nuances 
of  this  complex,  carefully  constructed 
frequency  selection  process. 

I  hope  I  can  again  emphasize  that 
we  are  talking  about  technical  matters 
here  that  we  were  putting  in  the  com- 
mittee report.  We  are  not  talking 
about  policy  decisions  as  to  whether  or 
not  we  should  have  a  Radio  Marti,  or 
even  some  of  the  more  specific,  corol- 
lary aspects  of  that  initial  and  basic 
policy. 

I,  however,  did  fully  understand  the 
complexities  of  the  frequency  selec- 
tion process  and  consequently  recog- 
nized this  action  by  the  administration 
and  others  as  an  undeniable  effort  to 
undermine  the  strength  and  protec- 
tions that  this  legislation  and  the  com- 
mittee report  language  provided 
broadcasting  interests. 

We  all  know  that  the  administration 
prevailed  at  this  report-writing  level, 
and  my  report  language  was  jiot 
adopted.  Instead,  it  was  included  in 
the  report  only  as  "my  understand- 
ing"—meaning  the  understanding  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  Iowa.  This 
action  was  disturbing  and  unaccept- 
able. I  did  not  bargain  for  meaningless 
words. 

The  only  conclusion  I  can  draw  is 
that  the  report  language  that  the  ad- 
ministration accepted  in  the  House 
Commerce  Committee  must  at  one 
time  have  been  satisfactory  to  the  ad- 
ministration, or  they  were  Machiavel- 
lian in  their  approach  to  it  and  some- 
how felt  that  they  did  not  have  to  go 
with  that  now.  But  that  was  the  basis 
of  my  understanding  as  I  worked  with 
the  administration  in  the  summer  and 
early  fall  of  last  year. 

However,  absent  the  foundation  of 
the  administration's  previous  agree- 
ment to  the  language  in  the  House 
Commerce  Committee  report,  what  we 
agreed  to  as  the  fifth  criterion  had  no 
substance,  or  at  least  much  less  sub- 
stance. 

In  short,  what  the  administration 
now  found  objectionable— or  what 
they  failed,  for  some  reason,  to  men- 
tion during  House  deliberations, 
during  our  negotiations,  imd  during 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee   markup,    when   this   amendment 


was  explained — centered  upon  the 
report  language  reaffirming  that  this 
new  frequency  selection  process  would 
operate  under  the  full  cooperation  of 
the  Administrative  Procedures  Act. 
This  act  guarantees  the  private  sector 
the  constitutional  right  of  due  process. 
I  have  to  ask  all  my  colleagues:  In 
times  of  peace,  in  times  of  calm,  in 
times  when  there  is  an  opportunity  to 
make  the  constitutional  process  work, 
what  is  wrong  with  the  aspect  of  the 
Administrative  Procedures  Act  which 
gives  everybody  the  constitutional 
right  of  due  process?  It  Is  basic  to 
what  we  are  working  on  here,  the  pro- 
tection of  people's  interests. 

It  should  go  unquestioned.  The 
report  language  explained  that  the 
new  frequency  selection  procedure 
would  be  afforded  a  full  rulemaking 
process  under  the  APA.  The  hearing 
record  from  last  year  supports  the  po- 
sition that  this  would  be  a  full  rule- 
making process. 

The  term  "rulemaking"  Is  a  term  of 
art  that  clearly  means  full  APA  rule- 
making process,  not  some  sort  of  modi- 
fled  process. 

No  one  offered  any  objection  to  this 
position  during  markup  when  Mr.  Sal- 
omon, who  I  remind  you  was  formerly 
high  up  in  the  NTIA,  explained  this 
provision.  It  was  all  laid  out  so  every- 
one would  know  to  what  was  being  re- 
ferred. And,  of  course,  even  more  im- 
portant and  in  support  of  this  posi- 
tion, the  committee  transcript  bears 
this  point  out. 

Then  we  get  to  the  lameduck  ses- 
sion, after  the  election.  I  joined  sever- 
al of  my  colleagues,  under  the  able 
leadership  of  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. In  a  filibuster  of  Radio  Marti. 
Not  until  it  became  clear  that  our  fili- 
buster was  serious  and  effective  did 
anyone  from  the  administration 
bother  to  contact  me  to  see  If  we  could 
work  out  something. 

When  they  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  I  understood  really  what  they 
were  up  to  with  the  fifth  criterion, 
that  it  was  an  empty  agreement,  that 
without  the  foundation  of  the  House 
Commerce  Committee  report  language 
there  was  really  nothing  there,  and 
that  was  a  return  to  the  Machiavellian 
approach  that  previously  must  have 
been  used  In  the  House,  then  they 
wanted  to  talk.  Although  I  felt  It  was 
somewhat  late  and  also  that  I  had  ne- 
gotiated In  good  faith  throughout,  I 
decided  that  I  could  at  least  listen  to 
them  at  this  point.  This  was  sometime 
In  early  December  of  last  year. 

It  was  difficult  to  ascertain  the  real 
reason  for  the  administration  opposi- 
tion to  a  full  APA  rulemaking,  refer- 
ring to  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act. 

The  rationale  shifted  from  concerns 
about  time  delays  to  the  desire  to 
assure  foreign  policy  Immunity  before 
any  courts,  to  guaranteeing  that  at 
least  one  frequency  could  be  selected. 


to  allowing  classified  Information  to  be 
used  in  selecting  the  frequency. 

Remember  this  environment  at  this 
time.  We  were  sitting  down  one  on  one 
between  myself  and  some  staff  and 
with  people  from  the  administration 
to  see  what  they  wanted  to  do.  Re- 
member, the  environment  that  goes 
back  to  last  summer  when  there  was 
no  Interest  In  the  amendments  that 
were   proposed   by   this   Senator   and 
then  their  willingness  to  sit  down  and 
do  something.  The  basis  for  that  from 
my   judgment   was   the   House   Com- 
merce   Committee    report    language. 
Then  there  was  their  refusal  to  go 
along  with  that  report  language  in  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
report.  Then  we  reached  a  point  where 
the  bill  eventually  comes  up  where  the 
administration  still  Is  sticking  by  the 
point  of  view  that  they  won  In  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
report,  to  a  filibuster,  to  people  from 
the    administration   wanting   to    visit 
with  me  to  see  what  we  could  work 
out,  and  then  there  was  the  shifting 
that  goes  on  In  those  very  meetings  as 
you  are  trying  to  reach  an  agreement 
from  concerns  about  time  delays  to 
their  desire  to  assure  foreign  policy 
immunity  before  our  courts,  to  guar- 
anteeing that  at  least  one  frequency 
could  be  selected,  to  allowing  classified 
information  to  be  used  in  the  selection 
of  a  frequency.  All  of  these  are  legiti- 
mate concerns  by  our  administration, 
and  we  explored  all  of  them. 

I  was  Initially  Informed  that  the  ad- 
ministration opposed  a  full  rulemak- 
ing because  it  feared  that  it  could 
become  time  consuming  administra- 
tively and  judicially  in  the  event  of  a 
challenge. 

Remember  this:  Back  there  in  De- 
cember after  peddling  around  with 
this  thing  for  5  or  6  months  they  were 
concerned  about  something  being  time 
consuming,  when  just  because  of  their 
inability  or  their  desiring  not  to  nego- 
tiate in  good  faith  and  to  be  very 
Machiavellian,  a  lot  of  time  is  eaten 
up.  Remember,  I  said  from  the  very 
beginning  that  if  some  of  the  efforts 
that  have  been  put  forth  in  the  last  6 
months  had  been  put  forth  12  months 
ago,  I  will  be  willing  to  gamble  that 
Radio  Marti  would  already  be  broad- 
casting. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  out  of 
courtesy  I  should  have  been  Informed 
prior  to  negotiations  of  their  full  In- 
tentions to  oppose  full  rulemaking 
procedure,  I  decided  to  work  last  De- 
cember for  a  resolution  of  their  con- 
cerns. First,  I  pointed  out  that  the  ad- 
ministrative part  could  be  expedited 
and  conducted  within  3  to  4  months. 

Second,  If  they  followed  the  frequen- 
cy selection  criteria  faithfully  there 
would  be  no  grounds  for  a  court  chal- 
lenge based  on  the  Administrative  Pro- 
cedure Act  violation.  In  short,  if  they 
Intended    to    honor    the    process    to 


which  they  had  agreed,  there  existed 
no  reason  to  fear  delay. 

Nevertheless,  I  agree  to  negotiate  an 
amendment  that  would  provide  an  ex- 
peditious process  but  would  retain  the 
full  APA  rulemaking  protection.  This 
is  something  I  agreed  to  last  Decem- 
ber. 

The  amendment  I  offered  satisfied 
the  time  consideration.  It  did,  of 
course,  retain  the  protection  of  full 
rulemaking.  We  are  talking  about  con- 
stitutional due  process.  At  that  point  I 
was  told  that  time  was  not  the  only 
problem.  Now  the  full  rulemaking  pro- 
tections were  not  satisfactory  because 
they  did  not  exclude  foreign  affairs 
functions  from  court  review. 

It  was  becoming  clear  what  the  ad- 
ministration had  In  mind.  The  fre- 
quency selection  process,  as  estab- 
lished by  the  legislation,  had  nothing 
to  do  with  foreign  policy.  This  is  the 
major  reason  why  the  House  Com- 
merce Committee  in  the  last  Congress 
developed  this  process  and  not  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee. 

The  establishment  of  Radio  Marti 
and  the  type  of  material  broadcast 
may  fall  within  the  realm  of  foreign 
policy,  but  certainly  not  the  simple  ad- 
herence to  a  set  of  criteria  to  select  a 
frequency.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a 
very  technical  matter. 

Eliminating  the  full  rulemaking  pro- 
tections would  open  the  frequency  se- 
lection process  to  a  cursory  review  and 
allow  the  selection  of  almost  any  fre- 
quency desired  with  little  consider- 
ation for  the  criteria  Imposed  by  Con- 
gress. 

That  Is  what  would  happen  If  you 
did  not  have  the  protection "  of  the 
APA.  If  a  broadcaster  challenged  this 
selection  in  court  the  adminlstatlon 
could  simply  plead  foreign  policy  privi- 
leges and  the  court  would  refuse  to 
hear  the  case. 

Since  the  administration  could  offer 
no  legitimate  counter  to  the  argument 
that  a  frequency  selection  was  not  a 
foreign  policy  issue,  their  concerns 
then  shifted  to  the  unlikely  possibility 
that  there  may  not  exist  a  single  fre- 
quency that  could  fit  this  criteria. 

Of  course,  this  was  not  my  intention, 
taking  the  stand,  as  I  have,  that  I  did 
not  oppose  per  se  Radio  Marti.  So  I  of- 
fered to  work  on  an  amendment  that 
would  guarantee  at  least  one  eligible 
frequency. 

At  this  point  I  was  reminded  of  the 
purpose  behind  the  compromise 
amendment,  that  it  was  aimed  at  pro- 
viding the  administration  the  flexibil- 
ity to  shift  Radio  Marti's  frequency 
away  from  1040  kilohertz,  and  that  Is 
WHO'S  frequency  in  Des  Moines, 
Iowa,  to  another  frequency. 

I  was  at  this  point  greatly  Intrigued 
by  this  revelation.  This  was  the  first 
and  the  last  time  I  had  heard  any 
desire  from  the  administration  to  shift 
the  frequency  from  1040  kilohertz. 
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other  high-ranking  administration 
officials  had  stated  we  could  not  shift 
to  another  frequency  because,  and  I 
would  quote  "We  would  lose  face  by 
submitting  to  Castro's  blackmail. " 
How  many  times  have  you  heard  that 
used?  You  know  we  just  could  not 
shift  this  from  one  frequency  to  an- 
other because  then  our  State  Depart- 
ment would  be  submitting  to  black- 
mail by  this  tinhorn  dictator  down 
there  in  Cuba. 

But.  in  these  negotiations,  it  was 
suggested  that  we  might  want  to  shift 
it,  or  that  we  could  shift  it. 

In  support  of  this  wonderment  on 
my  part,  the  initial  letter  of  commit- 
ment I  received  from  the  administra- 
tion regarding  the  compromise  con- 
tained a  qualifier  statement  support- 
ing—stating its  support  of  and  I  quote 
"subject  to  the  stipulation  explained." 

Since  no  stipulations  had  been  dis- 
cussed I  inquired  about  the  meaning 
of  this.  You  understand  we  are  sitting 
here  in  an  office  trying  to  negotiate  a 
compromise.  You  think  you  get  some- 
thing negotiated  down  and  then  you 
receive  a  letter  "subject  to  stipulation 
explained."  The  fact  is,  there  had  been 
no  "stipulation  explained." 

Since  none  had  been  discussed,  I  in- 
quired about  the  meaning  of  this.  I 
was  informed  it  meant  that  no  assur- 
ances were  given  that  a  different  fre- 
quency would  be  selected. 

I  should  have  known  something  was 
wrong  when  I  received  a  revised  letter 
of  commitment  only  minutes  before 
committee  markup  that  offered  only 
commitment  to  the  "alternative  lan- 
guage" when  I  had  asked  for  specific 
commitments  to  that,  as  well  as,  to  the 
"word  and  spirit  of  the  new  Radio 
Marti  frequency  process." 

What  was  truly  ironic  was  that  they 
had  apparently  lost  sight  of  the  fact 
that  I  had  stated  from  the  beginning 
my  concern  was  for  all  broadcasters, 
not  just  for  V/HO  radio.  The  only 
reason  I  supported  the  compromise 
was  I  felt  if  the  administration  fol- 
lowed the  selection  process  faithfully 
at  least  all  broadcasters  would  be 
placed  on  an  even  footing  and  would 
be  provided  minimal  protection. 

It  certainly  did  not  assure  anything 
for  WHO  radio  and  no  one  from  the 
administration  ever  indicated  that  it 
would.  They  would  not  even  agree  to 
language  that  would  strengthen  pro- 
tections by  making  the  selection  crite- 
ria mandatory  as  opposed  to  permis- 
sive. 

In  any  event,  the  next  administra- 
tion suggestion,  following  this  revela- 
tion, was  that  we  turn  to  some  of  the 
alternatives  that  I  had  recommended 
in  the  first  place  in  July.  So,  you  see. 
we  negotiate  that  fifth  criterion.  Pour 
months  later  a  filibuster  takes  place. 
They  come  to  our  office  to  negotiate 
something,  suid  we  think  all  the  time 
inat  we  are  making  considerable 
progress,  and  then  we  get  letters  that 


indicate  there  are  stipulations  in  addi- 
tion, stipulations  not  spoken  to,  and 
then  you  can  imagine  how  astonished 
I  was  before  Christmas  when  they 
somehow  suggested  that  the  alterna- 
tives that  I  had  suggested  way  back 
there  in  July  ought  to  be  considered. 

As  I  have  stated  so  many  times,  the 
administration  had  summarily  dis- 
missed those  proposals  in  the  summer 
of  1982.  last  year.  Now  they  were  sug- 
gesting that  they  were  acceptable.  Un- 
fortunately for  them,  another  high- 
ranking  official  had  indicated  earlier 
that  these  original  alternatives  could 
serve  as  a  "first  step,"  that  next  year 
Congress  could  pass  legislation  to 
expand  Radio  Martis  broadcasting  au- 
thority to  suit  the  initial  designs. 

I  responded  by  pointing  out  it  was  a 
little  late  to  be  offering  these  alterna- 
tives. I  had  offered  them  months  ago 
in  hopes  of  being  of  assistance,  but  re- 
grettably the  administration  was  not 
interested,  and  even  if  I  had  agreed  at 
that  late  hour  there  was  serious  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  broadcasters,  whose 
concerns  had  been  repeatedly  ignored, 
were  ready  to  agree.  Furthermore 
there  was  certainly  no  guarantee  that 
other  Senators  involved  in  the  filibus- 
ter would  be  satisfied. 

Consequently  I  recommended  that 
we  remain  on  our  course  of  trying  to 
resolve  our  differences  over  the  fre- 
quency selection  process,  and  that  we 
develop  an  amendinent  that  would  sat- 
isfy the  administration's  most  recently 
stated  concern  about  the  possibility 
that  no  frequency  would  be  available 
under  the  process.  For  a  person  like 
me  who  has  never  said  anything 
against  Radio  Marti  per  se,  if  1  could 
assure  them  that  I  was  willing  to 
adopt  an  amendment  that  would 
assure  the  frequency,  that  a  frequency 
would  be  selected,  then  why  would  not 
that  solve  their  concern? 

There  was  no  need  for  another  meet- 
ing. Although  I  had  been  led  to  believe 
that  the  foreign  policy  privilege  issue 
had  been  resolved,  I  was  informed  the 
next  day  that  any  rulemaking  that 
would  not  provide  a  foreign  policy  ex- 
clusion was  unacceptable.  You  see  an- 
other turnaround  of  administration 
position. 

I  was  also  informed  that  the  admin- 
istration would  need  an  additional 
amendment  to  allow  them  to  submit 
classified  information  for  consider- 
ation with  the  frequency  selection  cri- 
teria. This  information  obviously 
would  not  be  made  available  to  the 
public,  consequently,  tying  the  hands 
of  any  broadcaster  who  might  be 
forced  to  defend  its  interests  in  the 
courts.  At  no  time  did  the  administra- 
tion offer  to  me  any  explanation  of 
the  nature  of  possible  classified  mate- 
rial that  it  might  want  to  offer. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  during 
our  negotiations,  rumors  began  circu- 
lating in  the  Senate  that  my  concerns 
had    been   satisfied   and    that    I    was 


ready  to  support  Radio  Marti. 
Throughout  these  negotiations  I  took 
great  pains  to  make  certain  no  one 
held  any  false  impressions  about  my 
continued  unresolved  concerns.  These 
rumors  obviously  were  concocted  in 
hopes  of  breaking  that  filibuster  last 
December. 

I  also  learned  that  while  I  was  meet- 
ing with  administration  officials  to  re- 
solve our  differences  over  the  APA 
protections,  work  was  underway  to  es- 
tablish during  Senate  floor  debate 
that  the  frequency  selection  process 
should  not  be  afforded  the  protection 
of  rulemaking  under  APA. 

Radio  Marti  negotiations  during  the 
past  few  months  have  been  no  more 
forthright.  I  am  talking  now  about 
1983.  While  broadcasters  worked  in 
earnest  with  the  administration  to 
find  a  solution  to  broadcasting  con- 
cerns, efforts  to  circumvent  this 
progress  were  in  motion.  Attempts 
were  made  to  misrepresent  the  posi- 
tion of  broadcasters  and  to  undermine 
their  credibility. 

I  attended  a  meeting  at  the  White 
House,  I  believe  it  was  during  the 
month  of  March,  to  discuss  Radio 
Marti.  We  were  told  that  broadcasting 
concerns  had  been  satisfied.  How 
many  times  have  you  heard  that?  For- 
tunately. I  had  just  been  on  the  phone 
with  Eddie  Fritts.  president  of  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Broadcasters, 
prior  to  that  meeting  at  the  White 
House.  Some  of  the  people  in  the 
Chamber  now  were  at  that  meeting.  I 
was  able  to  assure  everyone  that  the 
fact  of  the  matter  was  that  broadcast- 
ers still  had  very  serious  problems 
with  Radio  Marti  and  that  the  admin- 
istration and  Congress  should  be  inter- 
ested in  hearing  what  these  concerns 
are  before  pushing  ahead  with  legisla- 
tion. 

Not  everyone  shared  my  desire  to 
hear  from  the  broadcasters.  In  fact, 
there  was  considerable  effort  expend- 
ed during  this  time  to  discourage 
broadcasters  from  publicly  stating 
their  position.  The  longer  broadcasters 
could  be  dissuaded  from  taking  a 
public  position,  the  more  time  propo- 
nents would  have  to  secure  the  neces- 
sary support  in  Congress.  As  long  as 
broadcasters  could  be  kept  silent 
through  numerous  enticements  to 
remain  at  the  bargaining  table,  there 
was  less  of  a  chance  that  anyone  could 
counter  the  repeated,  erroneous  con- 
tentions that  broadcasters  had  been 
given  everything  they  wanted  but  that 
they  kept  shifting  their  position  by 
asking  for  more  when  accommodations 
were  offered. 

One  of  the  points  made  time  and 
again  is  that  present  Radio  Marti  leg- 
islation gives  broadcasters  everything 
they  supported  last  year  as  embodied 
in  the  alternatives  that  I  proposed. 
These  contentions  distort  and  mislead. 


They  attempt  to  discredit  broadcasters 
and  cloud  the  real  issue. 

There  is  no  question  that  I  offered 
alternatives  last  year,  and  I  also  of- 
fered what  I  viewed  as  good  reasons 
why  these  alternatives  were  superior 
to  that  which  was  before  us  in  this 
body  last  December. 

Broadcasters  also  went  on  record 
stating  these  proposals  represented  a 
possible  way  of  minimizing  Radio 
Marti's  potential  for  exacerbating  the 
already  intolerable  Cuban  interference 
problem,  and  they  urged  Congress  to 
give  serious  consideration  to  these  pro- 
posals. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
Senate  never  did  provide  the  necessary 
study  of  these  proposals.  And  the  prin- 
ciple reason  little  consideration  was 
given  was  because  of  the  strong  oppo- 
sition by  the  administration.  It  is  in- 
credible now  to  find  these  same  people 
who  so  vociferiously  opposed  the  con- 
sideration of  these  alternatives  to  try 
to  convince  us  that  the  legislation 
they  now  offer  adequately  resolves  the 
concerns  of  broadcasters  simply  be- 
cause it  adopts  some  of  the  sugges- 
tions made  last  year. 

Congress  may  not  have  given  suffi- 
cient consideration  to  these  proposals, 
but  broadcasters  have  since  had  the 
time  to  thoroughly  review  each  of 
these  alternatives.  Through  this 
review,  they  have  found  that  some  of 
the  alternatives  present  serious  prob- 
lems for  broadcasters.  Consequently, 
they  have  taken  a  position  against  cer- 
tain ideas,  but  at  the  same  time  have 
made  quite  clear  precisely  what  they 
do  want. 

But  instead  of  squarely  facing  the 
serious  problems  related  to  Radio 
Marti,  proponents  find  it  easier  to 
attack  the  credibility  of  broadcasters 
for  what  simply  amounts  to  taking  a 
strong  stand  in  protecting  their  inter- 
ests. It  became  abundantly  clear  that 
the  administration  and  Congress  were 
not  prepared  to  help  sift  through 
these  options  to  find  the  best  means  of 
protecting  broadcasters,  so  they  were 
forced  to  do  it  themselves. 

It  is  time  to  face  reality.  The  key 
problem  with  Radio  Marti  is  that  it 
transforms  our  domestic  broadcasting 
spectrum  into  a  "chessboard"  for  for- 
eign policy.  It  forces  broadcasters  and 
the  American  listening  audience  into 
the  role  of  "pawns"  to  suffer  the  con- 
sequence of  foreign  policy  maneuver- 
ing between  the  United  States  and 
Cuba.  As  with  the  Soviet  grain  embar- 
go of  the  previous  administration,  any 
resulting  harm  will  fall  upon  the  pri- 
vate sector,  not  the  Government. 

Government  assurances  that  Cuba 
will  not  counter  with  interference 
have  been  proven  meaningless.  Cuba's 
August  30,  1982,  response  to  the 
tuning  of  the  facility  intended  for 
Radio  Marti  dismissed  any  questions 
as  to  the  ability  and  willingness  of 
Castro  to  engage  in  the  U.S.  sanc- 


tioned "chessgame"  on  our  domestic 
broadcasting  spectrum. 

Assurances  that  the  Government 
holds  several  options  to  counter  inter- 
ference are  equally  insufficient.  If 
these  options  are  available  and  work- 
able, they  should  have  been  imple- 
mented years  ago  to  help  the  Florida 
broadcasters. 

I  repeat,  they  should  have  been  used 
several  years  ago  to  help  the  Florida 
broadcasters. 

And  broadcasting  engineers  inform 
me  that  there  is  little  that  an  individ- 
ual broadcaster  can  do  to  overcome  in- 
terference. Our  domestic  spectrum  is 
so  saturated  with  signals  that  even 
minimal  adjustments  of  power  or  di- 
rection can  have  severe  effects  on 
other  broadcasters. 

Broadcasters  did  not  ask  for  this 
battle.  They  did  not  ask  to  be  thrown 
into  the  middle  of  a  foreign  policy 
debate.  But  they  were  forced  into  it. 
and  have  rightfully  fought  for  their 
interests,  first  by  asking  Congress  to 
consider  several  alternatives,  but  then 
by  identifying  and  fighting  for  their 
preferred  option  once  it  became  clear 
that  Congress  would  not  adequately 
address  their  concerns. 

The  blame  for  any  delays  or  defeat 
of  Radio  Marti  must  fall  squarely 
upon  its  proponents  who  have  shown 
an  unwillingness  to  be  consistent  in 
their  pursuit  of  the  proposal.  Had  the 
proposal  been  handled  properly  in  the 
first  place.  Radio  Marti  would  be 
broadcasting  today. 

Had  the  accepted,  traditional  short- 
wave spectrum  been  recommended  for 
Radio  Marti,  or  the  use  of  off-band 
frequencies,  or  even  a  simple  expan- 
sion of  Voice  of  America  broadcasts, 
U.S.  broadcasters  would  not  have  been 
forced  into  this  debate.  Unfortunately, 
this  is  not  the  case  and  now  Congress 
must  make  the  decision  as  to  whether 
they  want  to  protect  broadcasting  in- 
terests while  at  the  same  time  support 
Radio  Marti,  or  whether  they  want  to 
support  Radio  Marti  at  all  costs. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  Radio  Marti  as  an  important 
contribution  to  freedom  of  informa- 
tion in  this  hemisphere.  In  keeping 
with  the  tradition  established  by 
Radio  Free  Europe  and  Radio  Liberty, 
Radio  Marti  will  provide  objective 
news  and  information  and  promote 
the  free  exchange  of  ideas  between 
the  people  of  the  United  States  and 
the  people  of  Cuba. 

The  goals  and  purposes  of  Radio 
Marti  are  in  full  accord  with  the  Uni- 
versal Declaration  of  Human  Rights. 
This  new  capability  for  open  commu- 
nication and  full  debate  will  enhance 
democracy  and  human  rights  and  lead 
to  greater  understanding  and  peace. 

Radio  Marti  will  operate  under  the 
same  strict  standards  of  objectivity 
now  maintaLned  by  the  Board  for 
International  Broadcasting.  Its  pri- 
mary responsibility  will  be  to  provide 


reliable,  accurate  and  comprehensive 
information  and  alternative  sources  of 
news  to  the  Cuban  people,  who  are 
denied  access  to  independent  news  cov- 
erage that  is  fair  and  impartial.  The 
credibility  and  the  effectiveness  of 
Radio  Marti  depend  on  its  scrupulous 
adherence  to  these  standards  of  excel- 
lence, and  I  am  confident  that  it  will 
fulfill  the  important  mandate  and  mis- 
sion that  Congress  is  giving  it. 

Throughout  my  career  in  the 
Senate.  I  have  sought  effective  ways 
to  encourage  freedom  of  information 
in  the  Soviet  bloc,  in  authorization  re- 
gimes of  the  left  or  the  right  in  Latin 
America,  and  in  Asia  and  other  parts 
of  the  world.  My  support  today  for 
Radio  Marti  and  for  the  Radio  Broad- 
casting to  Cuba  Act  is  a  vote  to  accord 
this  same  freedom  to  all  the  people  of 
Cuba. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  an- 
nounced earlier  that  we  would  go  out 
about  6  p.m.  Unless  someone  wishes  to 
speak  further  on  the  motion  at  this 
time,  I  am  prepared  to  put  us  into  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  to  extend  no  longer 
than  6:15  p.m.  in  which  Senators  may 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  floor. 


A  FLAGRANT  SOVIET  VIOLATION 

OF  THE  SALT  I  ANTIBALLISTIC 

MISSILE  TREATY 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  an  article  in 

yesterday's   New   York   Post   entitled 

"New    Soviet    Radar    Violates    SALT 

Pact,"  by  Rowland  Evans  and  Robert 

Novak,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
(Prom  the  New  York  Post,  July  27,  1983] 
New  Soviet  Radar  Violates  SALT  Pact 
(By  Rowland  Evans  and  Robert  Novak) 
The  Soviet  Union  is  building  an  immense 
new  radar  system  some  500  miles  north  of 
the  Mongolian  border  in  the  central  USSR 
that  U.S.  specialists  are  convinced  is  a  dan- 
gerous new  violation  of  the  SALT  I  treaty 
that  sharply  limits  anti-ballistic  missile  de- 
fenses. 

A  top-secret  "warning"  from  the  Intelli- 
gence Community  was  sent  to  the  White 
House  July  15.  It  said.  The  new  radar's  lo- 
cation appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  1972  SALT  I  ABM  [anti- 
ballistic  missile!  Treaty. " 

Article  I  of  that  treaty  prohibits  any  ABM 
system  'for  the  defense  of  the  territory"  of 
the  U.S.  or  Soviet  Union.  But  the  treaty 
goes  further.  It  even  prohibits  early-wam- 
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Ing  r&dars— not  just  the  radars  that  control 
the  firing  of  anti-missile  missiles— from 
being  built  anywhere  except  "along  the  pe- 
riphery" of  Soviet  [and  U.S.)  territory  "ori- 
ented outward." 

The  discovery  of  the  new  radar  system, 
called  a  phased  array  radar,  was  made  by 
U.S.  spy  satellites  in  a  routine  sweep  of  that 
portion  of  the  Soviet  Union.  3000  or  so  miles 
from  the  Pacific  Coast.  No  effort  to  conceal 
the  construction  appears  to  have  been  made 
by  the  Soviets. 

What  deeply  disturbs  U.S.  officials  is  that 
the  new  radar,  which  is  oriented  toward 
Alaska,  is  "almost  identical"  with  the  large 
missile-tracking  radars  now  being  tested  at 
Pechora  in  the  Soviet  Northwest,  at  Lyaki 
near  the  Caspian  Sea  and  at  two  other 
known  locations— all  "along  the  periphery." 
The  new  construction  is  the  first  that  ap- 
pears to  be  an  unambiguous  violation  of  the 
"periphery." 

The  new  radar,  with  a  transmitter  build- 
ing nearly  500  feet  long  and  300  feet  wide, 
Would  close  a  gap  in  Soviet  coverage  to  the 
Northeast  against  incoming  U.S.  ICBMs  tar- 
geted on  Eastern  Soviet  territory  and  possi- 
ble submarine-launched  missiles  from  the 
Pacific. 

Secret  disclosure  of  the  new  system  to  the 
President  and  high  administration  officials 
reinforces  the  dilemma  that  has  plagued 
every  administration  since  the  first  SALT 
agreement:  What  should  the  U.S.  do  after 
detecting  Soviet  violations?  The  problem 
was  raised  directly  with  President  Reagan  in 
a  June  22  letter  signed  by  34  Republican 
senators.  They  quoted  Secretary  of  State 
George  Shultz  as  testifying  to  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  on  June  15 
that  Moscow  has  been  "stretching  a  series 
of  treaties  and  agreements  to  the  brink  of 
violation  and  beyond." 

These  suspected  violations  specifically  in- 
clude the  phased  array  radars  being  built 
for  only  one  discernible  purpose:  to  protect 
the  Soviet  Union  with  an  ABM  system 
which  both  countries  agreed  not  to  build.  In 
the  hands  of  only  one  country,  it  could 
bestow  an  insurmountable  advantage  over 
the  unprotected  adversary. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  this 
article  published  on  July  27,  1983,  con- 
tains the  first  information  about  a  sig- 
nificant new  Soviet  violation  of  the 
Strategic  Arms  Limitation  Treaty— 
SALT  I— the  Anti-Ballistic  Missile 
Treaty  signed  in  Moscow  in  May,  1972. 

The  SALT  I  ABM  Treaty  has  long 
been  regarded  as  the  most  successful 
strategic  arms  limitation  treaty  in  his- 
tory. It  has  been  reviewed  by  the 
United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  twice, 
in  1977  and  1982.  and  is  the  only  stra- 
tegic arms  treaty  still  in  effect— the 
SALT  I  Interim  Offensive  Weapon 
Agreement  having  expired  in  1977, 
and  the  SALT  II  Treaty  of  1979  being 
unratified.  Thus,  if  the  Soviets  are  fla- 
grantly violating  the  only  Strategic 
Arms  Limitation  Treaty  in  force,  this 
is  extremely  significant  as  an  indicator 
of  Soviet  intentions  in  negotiating  a 
Strategic  Arms  Reduction  Treaty 
(START)  or  an  Intermediate-range 
Nuclear  Force  Reduction  (INF) 
Treaty. 

The  Soviets  are  reportedly  building 
a  new  large.  ABM  battle  management 
radar  in  central  U.S.S.R.  which  is 
about  500  and  3,000  miles  from  Soviet 


borders.  In  January,   1981,  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  stated: 

Soviet  phased  array  radars,  which  may  be 
designed  to  improve  impact  predictions  and 
target  handling  capabilities  for  ABM  battle 
management,  are  under  construction  at  vari- 
ous locations  throughout  the  U.S.S.R.  These 
radars  could  perform  some  battle  manage- 
ment functions  as  well  as  provide  redundant 
ballistic  missile  early  warning  coverage.  The 
first  of  these  radars  is  expected  to  become 
operational  in  the  early  1980's  (Emphasis 
added. ) 

Large  radars  of  the  battle  manage- 
ment type  are  clearly  the  long  lead- 
time  element  of  an  ABM  system.  They 
are  the  basis  for  a  Soviet  breakout 
from  the  ABM  treaty,  together  with 
the  following  interceptor  missiles:  The 
SAM-5.  SAM-10,  and  SAM-12.  all 
tested  illegally  in  an  ABM  mode,  and 
the  ABM-3  missiles  and  radar,  which 
are  illegally  mobile. 

The  new  Soviet  radar  being  con- 
structed in  central  U.S.S.R.  violates 
the  following  provisions  of  the  SALT  I 
ABM  treaty: 

Article  I,  paragraph  2  of  the  SALT  I 
ABM  treaty  states: 

Each  Party  undertakes  not  to  deploy  ABM 
systeTns  for  a  defense  of  the  territory  of  its 
country  and  not  to  proinde  a  base  for  such  a 
defense.  (Emphasis  added.) 

The  new  ABM  battle  management 
radars,  which  reportedly  now  number 
five  or  six.  do  constitute  a  base  for  an 
ABM  defense  of  the  territory  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  Moreover,  when  coupled  with 
SAM-5S.  SAM-lOs.  SAM-12's  in  an 
ABM  mode,  and  with  the  mobile 
ABM-3  now  reportedly  in  mass  pro- 
duction and  being  deployed  around 
Moscow,  it  can  be  argued  that  the  So- 
viets already  have  more  than  a  base 
for  a  nationwide  ABM  defense.  They 
are  in  fact  already  deploying  a  nation- 
wide ABM  defense. 

Article  II  of  the  SALT  I  ABM 
Treaty  defines  ABM  systems  as— 

Radars  constructed  and  deployed  for  an 
ABM  role,  or  of  a  type  tested  in  an  ABM 
mode  .  .  .  and  includes  those  which  are 
under  construction  (Emphasis  added.) 

The  JCS  statement  of  January  1981 
indicates  clearly  that  the  radars  in 
question  in  fact  have  the  capability  to 
be  ABM  battle  management  radars. 

Article  VI  of  the  SALT  I  ABM 
Treaty,  paragraph  (b)  states: 

E^h  Party  undertakes  .  .  .  not  to  deploy 
in  the  future  radars  for  early  warning  of 
strategic  ballistic  missile  attack  except  at  lo- 
cations along  the  periphery  of  its  national 
territory  and  -oriented  outward.  (Emphasis 
added). 

The  most  flagrant  aspect  of  this  new 
radar,  which  is  also  an  early  warning 
radar,  is  the  fact  that  it  is  in  central 
U.S.S.R.  Clearly,  it  is  not  on  the  pe- 
riphery, and  therefore  it  is  a  clearcut 
violation  of  article  VI  paragraph  (b). 
Indeed,  U.S.  Unilateral  Statement  G 
to  the  SALT  I  ABM  Treaty  states 
that: 


Soviet  hen  house  radars,  which  are  Soviet 
ballistic  missile  early  warning  radars,  have  a 
significant  ABM  potential. 

The  new  ABM  battle  management 
radars  are  even  more  powerful  than 
hen  house  radars,  which  are  them- 
selves defined  by  the  United  States  as 
having  ABM  potential.  And  of  course, 
both  hen  house  and  the  new  ABM 
battle  management  radars  also  have 
an  inherent  early  warning  capability. 

In  sum,  this  new  Soviet  battle  man- 
agement radar  flagrantly  violates 
three  important  provisions  of  the 
SALT  I  ABM  Treaty.  Article  I  of  the 
treaty  is  widely  regarded  as  the  most 
significant  constraint  of  the  treaty, 
yet  the  Soviets  are  flagrantly  violating 
this  central  constraint. 

Mr.  President.  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  recent  letter  from 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  Pred  Ikle 
be  printed  in  the  Record.  This  letter  is 
important,  because  it  strongly  implies 
that  the  Reagan  administration  is 
clearly  aware  of  flagrant  Soviet  SALT 
violations,  but  is  unable  to  do  any- 
thing about  them. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  25,  1983. 
Hon.  James  A.  McClure, 
U.S.  Senate. 
WashingtOTi,  D.C. 

Dear  Jim:  I  greatly  appreciated  receiving 
your  introduction  in  the  record  to  my  arti- 
cle "After  Detection— What?" 

Thank  you  for  your  kind  words  about  this 
22  year  old  piece.  My  scepticism  at  that  time 
about  our  ability  to  respond  to  violations 
was  unfortunately  an  accurate  forecast. 

With  warm  regards  and  many  thanks. 
Sincerely. 

Fred  C.  Ikle. 


THE  TOM  ELLIS  NOMINATION 
TO  THE  BOARD  FOR  INTERNA- 
TIONAL BROADCASTING 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
outset  I  would  emphasize  that  it  is  a 
worthy  tradition  of  the  Senate  that  we 
endeavor  to  hold  each  other  in  high 
respect  and  affection,  even  when  we 
most  strongly  disagree  on  issues.  I 
hope  it  may  be  said  of  me  that  I  do  my 
best  to  uphold  that  tradition.  It  is  an 
important  one,  and  it  deserves  to  sur- 
vive. 

But  there  are  times,  Mr.  President, 
when  I  find  myself  puzzled  by  the 
judgments  and  the  actions  of  some  of 
my  colleagues.  I  readily  acknowledge 
that  I  have  displeased  some  of  my 
friends  in  the  Senate  from  time  to 
time.  It  happens  to  all  of  us  at  one 
time  or  another.  The  only  way  to 
avoid  controversy  in  the  Senate  is  to 
do  nothing  and  say  nothing.  But  in 
the  long  run— and  generally  it  is  never 
very  long— today's  adversaries  on  one 
issue  become  tomorrow's  joint  partici- 
pants in  a  different  issue. 


So  it  is  with  sadness,  Mr.  President, 
that  I  rise  today  to  state  for  the 
Record  that  I  was  disappointed  at  the 
conduct  of  two  of  my  colleagues 
during  a  hearing  this  past  Tuesday  in- 
volving the  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee. A  good  American's  name  was  tar- 
nished deliberately  and  unjustifiably; 
a  citizen  who  had  been  willing  to  serve 
his  country  without  compensation  or 
reward  was  rebuked— and,  indeed,  vili- 
fied—by two  Senators,  one  of  whom 
distributed  a  press  release  attacking 
the  character  of  the  nominee  before 
the  Senator  had  even  heard  the  citi- 
zen's testimony. 

What  was  involved,  Mr.  President, 
was  President  Reagan's  nomination  of 
Mr.  Thomas  F.  Ellis,  of  Raleigh,  N.C., 
to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Inter- 
national Broadcasting. 

Mr.  Ellis  is  a  prominent  citizen  of 
my  hometown.  He  is  a  distinguished 
lawyer,  a  former  judge,  a  veteran  of 
World  War  II,  a  faithful  and  active 
member  of  his  church,  a  loving  hus- 
band and  father,  and  very  proud 
grandfather. 

I  have  never  heard  a  nominee  sub- 
jected to  more  abuse  by  Senators.  Epi- 
thets were  hurled  at  him,  sarcasm 
punctuated  the  criticism  directed  at 
Mr.  Ellis.  It  was  a  discouraging  episode 
in  the  history  of  this  Senate, 

And  what,  Mr.  President,  were  the 
charges  against  Mr.  Ellis?  For  the 
most  part  the  characterization  of  Mr. 
Ellis's  career  was  inaccurate  and  the 
stated  conclusions  reached  by  the  Sen- 
ators were  irrelevant  to  the  purpose  of 
the  hearing  called  by  the  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee— that  is,  President 
Reagan's  nominees  to  the  Board  for 
International  Broadcasting. 

In  the  first  place,  Mr.  President, 
only  a  handful  of  Senators  were 
present.  This  is  not  unusual.  All  Sena- 
tors have  two  or  three  committee 
meetings  scheduled  simultaneously. 
What  was  unusual  was  that  one  Sena- 
tor boasted  the  day  before  the  hearing 
that  he  was  going  to  "nail"  Mr.  Ellis— 
a  man  the  distinguished  Senator  had 
never  met.  Indeed  the  Senator  had  his 
aide  distribute  a  press  release— before 
the  hearing  began— calling  on  Presi- 
dent Reagan  to  withdraw  the  nomina- 
tion of  Mr.  Ellis. 

To  the  credit  of  the  White  House 
and  President  Reagan,  there  was  no 
interest  in  withdrawing  the  nomina- 
tion following  the  attacks  upon  Mr. 
Ellis,  by  the  two  Senators. 

But  after  the  hearing,  Mr.  Ellis  real- 
ized that  his  nomination  was  obviously 
a  political  weapon  to  be  fired  at  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  and  even  though  he  him- 
self could  have  survived  the  onslaught 
at  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
Mr.  Ellis  was  unwilling  to  allow  the 
episode  to  be  harmful  to  a  President 
he  admires,  whom  he  has  known  as  a 
personal  friend  for  many  years,  and 
for   whose   candidacy    Mr.    Ellis    had 


worked  effectively  in  both  1976  and 
1980. 

So  Mr.  Ellis  quickly  made  the  deci- 
sion to  remove  himself  from  that  posi- 
tion. He  reached  the  judgment  that  he 
would  ask  President  Reagan  to  with- 
draw his  nomination. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  that 
these  attacks  on  a  fine  and  decent 
man  will  backfire,  I  confess  that  I 
hope  they  will.  Moreover,  I  hope  that 
in  some  way  all  of  us  may  have 
learned  a  little  something  about 
comity  and  fair  play.  Mr.  Ellis  will  not 
serve  on  the  Board  for  International 
Broadcasting,  but  I  am  convinced  that 
this  is  the  Nation's  loss. 

Again,  I  would  emphasize  my  respect 
and  affection  for  all  my  colleagues. 
While  I  am  disappointed  in  this  in- 
stance, I  have  learned  that  civility  and 
grace  usually  await  maturity.  I  am 
grateful  to  Tom  Ellis  for  having  been 
willing  to  serve  his  coimtry.  And, 
knowing  him,  I  am  confident  he  will 
bear  no  grudges  even  though  he  has 
been,  in  my  judgment,  seriously  and 
intentionally  maligned. 

Mr,  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  Mr.  Ellis's  letter  to 
President  Reagan  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks, followed  by  the  text  of  his 
letter  to  two  Senators.  Both  letters  are 
self-explanatory. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Maupin.  Taylor  &  Ellis.  P.A.. 

Raleigh,  N.C.,  July  28,  1983. 
President  Ronald  Reagan. 
W7iT(e  House. 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  appeared  on  Tues- 
day before  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  for  consideration  of  my  appoint- 
ment to  the  Board  for  International  Broad- 
casting. It  became  obvious  to  me  from  the 
outset  of  the  questioning  by  Senators  Tson- 
gas  and  Biden  that  they  would  use  that  oc- 
casion to  attempt  to  divert  the  hearing 
away  from  broadcasting  the  U.S.  views  of 
freedom  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  into  a  per- 
sonal attack  on  me  by  my  political  enemies. 
As  a  matter  of  fact.  Senator  Tsongas  had 
issued  a  press  release  prior  to  the  hearing 
criticizing  you  and  prejudging  my  qualifica- 
tions. It  was  an  obvious  partisan  political 
effort  to  drive  a  wedge  between  you  and  the 
black  community  using  me  as  the  instru- 
mentality. I  have  attached  a  copy  of  my 
letter  to  Senators  Tsongas  and  Biden. 

Frankly.  I  do  not  mind  taking  whatever 
heat  these  two  ultra-liberal  senators  want  to 
generate  in  my  direction.  However.  I  believe 
it  is  vital  to  America  that  they  and  their  ilk 
be  denied  the  opportunity  to  use  me  to 
hinder  your  struggle  to  return  economic 
stablility  and  provide  an  adequate  national 
defense  to  our  nation.  Therefore.  I  am  re- 
spectfully requesting  that  you  withdraw  my 
name  from  consideration  for  appointment 
to  the  Board  for  International  Broadcast- 
ing. 

Let  me  say  In  closing  that  I  appreciate 
your  appointing  me  to  the  Board.  I  did  not 
seek  the  appointment  but  was  most  anxious 
to  serve  as  I  believe  our  only  hope  to  survive 
the  spread  of  Soviet  slavery  across  the  free 
world  and  to  free  the  hostage  people  of  the 


USSR  is  to  broadcast  the  tenets  of  Chris- 
tian belief  through  mass  communication.  1 
trxist  that  the  Board  for  International 
Broadcasting  will  carry  out  this  task  with- 
out fear  of  interference  from  some  of  those 
in  public  office  who  do  not  recognize  the 
threat  of  Communist  world  domination. 
God  Bless  you  and  Nancy, 
Sincerely, 

Thomas  F.  Ellis. 

Maupin.  Taylor  &  Ellis.  P.A.. 

Raleigh,  N.C.,  July  27.  1983. 
Senator  Paul  Tsongas. 
Senator  Joseph  Biden.  Jr., 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Gentlemen:  I  knew  prior  to  the  hearing 
on  my  nomination  to  the  Board  for  Interna- 
tional Broadcasting  that  my  views  of  the 
Communist  threat  to  the  free  world  were 
diametrically  opposed  to  yours,  neverthe- 
less, I  had  been  under  the  impression  that 
the.  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
hearing  yesterday  was  to  determine  my 
views  on  broadcasting  the  message  of  free- 
dom behind  the  Iron  Curtain.  It  turned  into 
a  personal  attack  on  me  on  a  subject  totally 
unrelated  to  my  views  of  the  Communist 
world.  I  congratulate  you  on  your  tactics  of 
diverting  the  hearing  from  a  discussion  of 
the  real  issues  facing  Radio  Free  Europe 
and  Radio  Liberty. 

I  have  just  been  furnished  with  copies  of 
Sen.  Tsongas'  press  releases  regarding  hear- 
ing on  my  nominaiton  to  the  Board  of  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  that  took  place  on 
July  26.  I  note  that  you  believe  that  all  the 
Democrat  members  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  and  several  Republican 
members  will  vote  against  my  confirmation. 
I  am  amazed  that  so  many  will  be  voting 
against  my  nomination  without  the  benefit 
of  hearing  my  testimony  or  reviewing  my 
background.  However,  I  have  never  pretend- 
ed to  understand  how  Congress  operates. 

I  would  like  to  set  the  record  straight  in 
the  few  areas  which  you  gentlemen  appear 
to  have  focused  your  questions  of  me  and 
your  sUtements  during  that  process,  as  well 
as  Tsongas'  press  releases  made  l)efore  and 
immediately  after  the  hearing. 

The  following  facts  were  brought  out: 

THE  pioneer  fund 

1.  The  Pioneer  Fund  was  established  in 
1937  in  Boston.  Mass.  Its  stated  purpose  was 
to  study  "racial  betterment."  Its  first  trust- 
ees included  prominent  Boston  attorneys. 

2.  Its  charter  provided  for  the  study  of 
"racial  betterment."  In  1937,  I  submit,  the 
term  "racial  betterment"  was  synonymous 
with  the  "betterment  of  mankind". 

3.  It  operated  continuously  from  1937  to 
date  with  distinguished  trustees  including 
former  Justice  John  Marshal  Harlan  of  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court;  a  department  head  at 
Columbia  University:  and  other  prominent 
and  distinguished  Americans  from  the 
Boston  and  New  York  areas. 

4.  I  was  appointed  a  trustee  in  1973  at  the 
request  of  a  prominent  Harvard  attorney. 
Harry  Weyher.  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  de- 
termining what  institutions  received  funds 
from  the  trust.  I  would  merely  sign  blank 
authorizations  from  Weyher  indicating  my 
faith  in  his  selection  of  universities. 

In  conclusion,  whether  academic  freedom 
should  include  permitting  Stanford  Univer- 
sity. University  of  California  at  Berkeley 
and  other  universities  to  fund  genetic  stud- 
ies by  faculty  meml)ers  is  not  my  decision  to 
make— nor  did  I  do  so.  If  my  participation  In 
authorizing    grants    to    these    institutions 
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makes  me  a  "racist",  then  I  suppose  it  fol- 
lows that  the  Boards  of  Trustees  of  those 
institutions  stand  indicted  with  me. 


SOUTH  AFRICA 

My  only  connection  with  South  Africa  was 
agreeing  to  accept  an  invitation  as  a  private 
citizen  to  visit  that  lovely  country  at  the  ex- 
pense of  their  government.  I  was  not  a  gov- 
ernment official  accepting  a  junket  paid  for 
by  our  government  or  theirs.  I  made  no 
statement  about  this  trip  on  my  return. 
Senator  Tsongas  thought  it  odd  that  I  re- 
fused to  discuss  this  trip  with  the  press,  but 
I  believe  it  to  t>e  a  private  matter.  I  would 
have  chosen  not  to  discuss  it  with  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  but 
answered  his  questions.  I  am  sure  you  would 
have  wanted  me  to  condemn  South  Africa 
for  its  race  relations  policies,  but  I  feel  that 
is  a  matter  for  South  Africa.  I  do  not  believe 
it  is  matter  for  private  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  especially  those  of  us,  including  me, 
who  have  so  little  depth  of  understanding  of 
the  entire  picture. 

Senator  Tsongas  inquired  as  to  my  owning 
South  African  gold  mining  stock.  I  ad- 
dressed him  that  I  felt  it  was  a  hedge 
against  inflation  in  the  United  States 
caused  by  too  much  government  spending 
and  rising  deficits.  These  "extensive  hold- 
ings" amount  to  less  than  $100,000  acquired 
over  a  period  of  20  years. 

BLACK  RACIAL  INrERIORITY 

Senator  Tsongas  states  in  his  press  release 
that  I  declined  to  denounce  the  theory  of 
Black  racial  inferiority.  Even  the  press  fol- 
lowing the  hearing  made  no  such  allegation. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  carried  my  state- 
ment that  there  were  studies  indicating 
Black  racial  superiority.  And.  further,  that  I 
knew  about  as  much  of  Einstein's  theory  of 
relativity  as  I  did  genetics,  and  was  there- 
fore in  no  position  to  make  a  scientific  Judg- 
ment on  that  subject. 

RADICALIZED  BLACKS 

Sen.  Tsongas  referred  to  an  article  in 
which  I  Stated  that  radicalized  blacks  influ- 
ence the  Democratic  Party  power  structure. 
I  stated  that  by  "radical"  I  meant  those  who 
believed  in  drastic  change  suid  that  would 
Include  Julian  Bond  who  supports  changing 
our  free  enterprise  economic  system  into  a 
socialistic  one.  Bond  even  stated  he'd  like  to 
see  a  picture  of  Jesse  Helms  in  N.  C.  news- 
papers with  a  rifle's  crosshair  over  his  chest. 
He  asked  that  I  name  other  radical  blacks 
within  my  definition  and  I  named  Jesse 
Jackson  and  Andrew  Young.  I  have  no  prob- 
lem in  supporting  my  charge  that  the  latter 
two  gentlemen  are  pushing  for  drastic 
change  in  our  society. 

You  even  went  back  over  25  years  into  my 
views  following  Brown  v.  BoarxL  Views  I 
held  as  a  Democrat  and  which  I  submit  were 
no  different  from  those  held  by  Senators 
Ervin,  Eastland  and  other  southerners.  This 
was  a  cheap  shot  at  l>est. 

I  am  afraid  that  I  have  been  so  opposed  to 
your  views  of  what  is  best  for  America  that 
I  am  perfectly  willing  to  personally  take 
whatever  heat  you  may  be  able  to  generate. 
However,  when  you  use  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  to  distort  facts  in  an 
effort  to  hurt  President  Reagan  and  Jesse 
Helms,  you  seriously  damage  American  for- 
eign policy.  I  feel  sure  that  the  countries 
behind  the  Iron  Curtain  will  be  pleased  that 
you  have  so  succeeded  in  distorting  the 
issues  that  I  have  withdrawn  my  name  from 
consideration  for  appointment  to  the  Board 
for  International  Broadcasting. 


Finally  and  personally.  I  l)elieve  you  have 
overreached   the   bounds   of   propriety   and 
fair  play  for  purely  partisan  politics. 
Sincerely. 

Thomas  F.  Ellis. 


NATIONAL  HOSIERY  WEEK 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
week  of  August  14-20  marks  the  13th 
annual  observance  of  National  Hosiery 
Week.  I  am  proud  to  pay  tribute  once 
again  to  this  important  industry, 
which  has  played  such  a  vital  role  in 
our  free  enterprise  system. 

In  so  many  instances,  hosiery  manu- 
facturers are  the  major  employers  in 
their  communities.  They  provide  jobs, 
and  revenue  for  operating  State  and 
local  governments.  But  most  impor- 
tant, they  provide  a  way  of  life  for  the 
thousands  of  Americans,  and  quality 
products  for  the  rest  of  us. 

Mr.  President,  the  average  hosiery 
company  is  a  small  or  medium-sized 
business.  Many  of  them  are  still 
family  owned.  Most  are  in  smaller 
towns  and  cities.  Yet  they  employ 
62.000  workers  in  417  plants  nation- 
wide. Total  retail  sales  amount  to 
more  than  $6  billion  a  year.  The  ho- 
siery business  is  clearly  a  vital  part  of 
our  economy. 

Mr.  President,  this  commemorative 
week  is  of  special  significance  to  me 
since  North  Carolina  is  the  leading 
textile  State  in  the  Nation.  I  am  proud 
that  54  percent  of  all  American-made 
hosiery  is  produced  in  North  Carolina. 
Incidentally,  the  average  hosiery  plant 
produces  more  than  8.1  million  pairs  a 
year,  and  employs  an  average  of  149 
workers. 

During  National  Hosiery  Week,  re- 
tailers across  the  country  will  join  the 
celebration  as  stores  display  and  dem- 
onstrate all  types  of  hosiery  for  the 
entire  family.  Mr.  President,  the  ho- 
siery industry  is  a  good  example  of 
how  well  the  free  enterprise  system 
works,  and  what  it  means  to  the 
people  of  this  country. 

North  Carolina  is  proud  of  its  dis- 
tinctive leadership  in  the  hosiery  in- 
dustry, and  we  are  grateful  for  the 
fine  qualify  of  life  this  industry  has 
provided  for  so  many  people. 

On  behalf  of  my  fellow  North  Caro- 
linians. I  extend  my  sincere  thanks 
and  congratulations  to  the  hosiery  in- 
dustry for  the  outstanding  job  it  is 
doing  for  the  people  of  our  State  and 
Nation. 


STUDENT  LOANS 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  during 
consideration  of  the  emergency  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill  for  1983. 
H.R.  1718,  the  Senate  approved  an 
amendment  which  added  sense  of  the 
Senate  language  to  the  effect  that 
Congress  opposed  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration's 1984  education  proposals. 
Only  nine  of  my  colleagues  joined  me 
in  opposing  this  amendment. 


At  the  time  of  that  vote,  I  wish  that 
my  colleagues  would  have  had  the 
benefit  of  an  essay  which  appeared  in 
the  June  24  issue  of  the  New  York 
Times.  The  article  to  which  I  refer  was 
written  by  Jospeh  D.  Rodota,  Jr.  Mr. 
Rodota  graduated  with  honors  from 
Stanford  University  in  1982,  and  Is  a 
former  intern  with  the  Senate  Repub- 
lican Policy  Committee.  In  my  view, 
his  essay  is  a  frank  and  objective  dis- 
cussion of  Federal  student  aid  policy, 
from  the  perspective  of  a  recent  grad- 
uate who  has  done  his  homework. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Mr. 
Rodota's  article  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  June  24.  1983] 

Limit  Student  Loans 

(By  Joseph  D.  Rodota.  Jr.) 

Washington.— I  just  mailed  a  check  for 
$60  to  a  bank  in  California.  By  October 
1982.  I  will  have  repaid— with  interest— fed- 
erally guaranteed  student  loans  totaling 
$5,000  that  helped  my  family  finance  my 
bachelor's  degree  from  one  of  the  most  ex- 
pensive private  universities  in  the  country. 

Self-appointed  defenders  of  the  "right"  to 
student  aid  claim  that  the  Reagan  Adminis- 
tration's proposals  to  "slash  "  Federal  aid  to 
students  threaten  the  ability  of  middle-class 
youth  to  get  a  college  education.  These 
■spokesmen"  are  flat  wrong. 

Student  aid  is  a  privilege,  not  a  right. 
President  Reagan  seeks  to  eliminate  abuses 
while  preserving  aid  to  the  truly  needy. 
Nothing  in  the  Administration's  plan  bars  a 
student  from  attending  the  school  of  his 
choice,  as  long  as  the  student  and  his  family 
are  willing  to  make  reasonable  sacrifice 
toward  that  end. 

I  am  working  to  earn  money  for  graduate 
school.  Student  aid  l3  still  a  "hot "  issue  in 
my  immediate  future.  Moreover,  my  experi- 
ence with  student  aid  is  not  limited  to  cash- 
ing Federal  checks.  One  of  my  part-time 
jol)s  was  as  an  assistant  to  my  school's  direc- 
tor of  financial  aid. 

What  is  most  striking  alwut  the  present 
debate  is  that  the  typical  college  student  be- 
lieves that  lessons  of  the  classrooms  are  ir- 
relevant to  policy  questions  surrounding 
Federal  student  aid.  It  is  time  that  each  stu- 
dent assessed  student-aid  reform  by  apply- 
ing knowledge  acquired  in  college  courses  in 
economics,  political  science,  history  and  phi- 
losophy. 

"We  live  in  a  world  of  scarce  resources," 
the  economics  student  would  begin.  Scarce 
resources  of  any  sort  should  not  \x  used  to 
encourage  harmful  or  inefficient  l>ehavior. 
Nor  should  funds  l)e  distributed  to  promote 
l)eneficial  or  efficient  t>ehavior  that  would 
have  occurred  even  if  that  allocation  had 
not  l)een  made.  In  short,  put  scarce  dollars 
to  work  where  they'll  do  the  most  good. 

The  policy  implications  are  clear.  For 
some  families,  guaranteed  student  loans  at  7 
percent  were  handy  funds  for  Investing  in 
money-market  funds  yielding  15  percent.  In 
1981.  Congress  esUblished  a  $30,000  Income 
ceiling  above  which  a  "needs  test "  limits 
borrowing  to  families  with  genuine  need. 
The  test  is  not  all  that  severe,  and  even  a 
family  making  $50,000  and  sending  one 
child  to  an  expensive  private  college  would 
qualify  for  $1,000  guaranteed  student  loan.  I 
would  go  furiher  and  extend  the  needs  test 
to  all  borrowers,  since  it  is  safe  to  assume 
that  at  least  some  of  the  families  below  the 


$30,000  mark  do  not  seek  guaranteed  loans 
out  of  need. 

Rigorous  analysis  also  tells  us  that  some 
forms  of  aid  offer  greater  incentives  to  stu- 
dents to  reach  their  degrees.  Studies  have 
shown  that  work-study  is  the  only  form  of 
student  aid  positively  correlated  with  per- 
sistence in  school.  The  Reagan  Administra- 
tion's 1984  budget  calls  for  a  60  percent 
boost  in  college  work-study  funds. 

Will  billions  more  in  Federal  student  aid 
enable  the  higher-education  "market"  to 
function  more  efficiently?  The  number  of 
18-  to  22-year-oIds  in  this  country  is  declin- 
ing and  will  not  begin  to  increase  until  the 
year  2000.  Beefed-up  aid  budgets  neither  en- 
courage individual  institutions  to  operate  ef- 
ficiently nor  assist  America's  orderly  transi- 
tion to  a  time  when  significantly  fewer  col- 
leges will  be  needed. 

"These  programs  were  expanded  not  to 
meet  economic  needs  but  to  cater  to  politi- 
cal expressions  of  wants."  the  student  of  po- 
licital  science  would  say.  The  dramatic  ex- 
pansion of  student  aid  in  the  last  decade 
arose  from  a  Congressional  desire  to  estab- 
lish programs  that  foster  loyal— and  de- 
pendent—constituencies. 

"The  road  to  hell  is  paved  with  good  in- 
tentions." the  history  major  would  warn. 
Federal  programs  begin  with  vague  goals 
and  then  grow  substantially:  Verifiable  re- 
sults and  clearer  objectives  seldom  accompa- 
ny this  growth. 

The  philosophy  major  would  offer  the 
most  thought-provoking  observation:  "Stu- 
dent aid  is  a  privilege,  not  a  right."  A 
"right"  is  vested  in  individuals  or  groups, 
but  "privileges"  are  earned.  The  claim  of  a 
"right"  to  student  aid  subtly  places  the  re- 
sponsibility for  an  individuals'  college  edu- 
cation on  some  other  actor  or  institution— in 
this  case,  the  Government. 

My  university's  financial  aid  program  was 
administered  on  the  principle  that  aid  w£is  a 
privilege  disbursed  according  to  need  and 
earned  by  the  student's  admission  to  a  com- 
petitive university  and  his  willingness  to 
commit  personal  resources  to  his  education. 
The  Administration's  1984  budget  seeks  to 
reinforce  this  commitment,  by  requiring  an 
explicit  self-help  contribution  from  every 
student  seeking  a  Federal  grant. 

Before  the  next  student  protestor  leaves 
for  Washington,  he  should  do  his  student- 
aid  homework.  Uncritical  acceptance  of 
half-truths  would  earn  low  marks  from  a 
college  professor.  Should  Federal  policy 
makers  be  less  discerning? 


LSD  POUND  TO  BE  REGAINING 
ITS  POPULARITY 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President,  the 
most  recent  national  drug  use  survey 
has  revealed  a  frightening  trend— LSD 
is  regaining  its  popularity  among  teen- 
agers and  young  adults.  Almost  2  mil- 
lion Americans  used  a  hallucinogenic 
drug  other  than  marihuana  during  the 
month  preceding  the  survey.  About 
three-fourths  were  young  adults  be- 
tween 18  and  25  years  old. 

Lysergic  acid  diethylamide  (LSD) 
and  phencyclidine  (PCP)  are  the  two 
hallucinogenic  drugs  of  greatest  con- 
cern. Domestic  clandestine  laborato- 
ries produced  virtually  all  of  the  LBD 
and  PCP  offered  for  sale.  After  a  con- 
tinuing decrease  through  the  late 
1970's,  LSD  is  now  making  a  sharp 
comeback   on   college    campuses   and 


among  the  working  and  middle  class  in 
Boston.  Philadelphia,  New  York, 
Miami,  Los  Angeles,  and  San  Francis- 
co. Emergency  rooms  in  hospitals  in  26 
metropolitan  areas  monitored  by  the 
Drug  Abtise  Warning  Network  of  the 
National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse  have 
admitted  4,378  people  suffering  from 
overdoses  of  LSD  in  the  last  4  years. 
The  Drug  Enforcement  Administra- 
tion estimates  that  there  are  up  to  10 
times  as  many  USD  overdoses  now 
than  during  most  of  the  1970's  when 
this  dangerous  drug  was  out  of  fash- 
ion. 

The  chief  of  the  Dangerous  Drug 
Unit  in  the  DEA's  Office  of  Intelli- 
gence indicated  that  LSD  traffic  now 
runs  about  $20  million  a  year  and 
sharply  rising. 

I  ask  that  a  July  21,  1983,  Washing- 
ton Post  article  by  Thomas  O 'Toole 
entitled  "LSD  Found  to  be  Regaining 
its  Popularity"  and  a  July  7,  1983,  San 
Antonio  Light  article  by  Mark  Bara- 
bak  entitled  "A  West  Coast  Revival  of 
LSD  Use  is  Predicted  to  Spread  Across 
Nation"  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  San  Antonio  (Tex.)  Light,  July  7, 
1983] 
A  West  Coast  Revival  of  LSD  Use  Is 
Predicted  To  Spread  Across  Nation 
(By  Mark  Barabak) 
Los    Angeles.— Young    people,    skeptical 
about  "bad  trip"  drug  stories  from  the  psy- 
chedelic '60s.  are  starting  an  LSD  renais- 
sance in  major  cities  that  will  spread  across 
the  nation,  a  drug  expert  says. 

UCLA  psychopharmacologist  Dr.  Ron 
Siegal  said  Tuesday  that  the  resurgence  in 
LSD  popularity  "appears  to  be  ubiquitous 
throughout  all  classes  of  society  and  all  age 
groups.  But  I  would  say  the  majority  of  the 
users  we've  seen  are  under  40. 

"It's  a  recreational  use.  an  infrequent  use. 
They're  used,  but  infrequently  abused." 

Los  Angeles  police  said  the  highest  abuse 
seems  to  be  among  high  school  students,  at- 
tracted by  the  ease  with  which  hallucino- 
gens can  be  obtained,  and  by  the  conven- 
ience. 

Greater  sophistication  among  drug  users, 
refinement  of  hallucinogens  and  fewer  "bad 
trips"  are  responsible  for  the  West  Coast 
trend  toward  LSD.  PCP  and  other 
psychedelics.  Siegal  said. 

He  predicted  the  trend  "will  spread  grad- 
ually throughout  the  United  States  by  the 
end  of  the  decade." 

"We  are  getting  reports  of  a  renaissance 
of  LSD  use  in  major  cities  such  as  New  York 
and  Chicago."  Siegal  said,  noting  users  of 
the  mind-altering  drugs  are  cynical  of  the 
horror  stories  surrounding  psychedelics. 

Drugs  such  as  LSD  are  more  refined  today 
than  in  the  1960s,  making  them  safer.  Siegal 
said. 

The  most  popular  form  apparently  is  a 
single  drop  of  LSD  on  a  postage-stamp  size 
piece  of  blotter  paper  that  a  user  just  pops 
into  his  mouth. 

Among  the  horror  stories  that  scared  drug 
users  away  from  psychedelics  were  tales  of 
people  who,  under  the  influence  of  halluci- 
nogenic drugs,  exhibited  bizarre  public  be- 
havior, killed  themselves  or  others,  or  suf- 
fered mental  damage. 


Some  of  the  (current)  users  are  aware  of 
the  history  of  LSD  and  they're  aware  a  lot 
of  the  horror  stories  were  just  that,  horror 
stories  with  little  scientific  validity."  Siegal 
said. 

Use  of  potent  forms  of  marijuana,  result- 
ing in  mild  hallucinogenic  experiences  with- 
out ill  effect,  has  "tempered  the  fear  and 
anxiety  many  people  have  about  experi- 
menting with  a  hallucinogenic  drug."  Siegal 
said. 

"Their  own  experience  has  convinced 
them  these  drugs  could  be  used  safely  when 
handled  properly,"  Siegal  said. 

Don  Bays,  an  administrative  assistaint 
with  the  Los  Angeles  Police  Department, 
said  there  recently  has  been  an  enormous 
increase  in  the  confiscation  of  ISD. 

So  far  this  year  police  have  seized  112.222 
units  of  LSD— a  3.000  percent  Increase  over 
the  3.462  units  seized  in  the  first  six  months 
of  last  year. 

Detective  Sal  Nares.  of  the  police  juvenile 
narcotics  division,  said  undercover  officers 
have  found  it  increasingly  easy  to  obtain 
large  quantities  of  hallucinogens  from 
campus  pushers. 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  July  21,  1983) 

LSD  Pound  To  Be  Regaining  Its 
Popularity 

(By  Thomas  OToole) 

In  row  after  row  of  padlocked  drawers  in 
an  unmarked  laboratory  in  McLean  sit 
thousands  of  vials  of  green,  yellow  and 
purple  tablets.  LSD  seized  by  Drug  Enforce- 
ment Administration  agents  from  Long 
Island  to  Los  Angeles. 

The  pills  are  not  remnants  of  the  1960s, 
when  '"acid"  was  often  the  hallucinogen  of 
choice  among  college-age.  artistic-minded 
and  middle-class  whites. 

The  LSD  In  the  DEA's  lab  has  been  seized 
in  the  last  four  years,  evidence  that  the 
drug  is  making  a  strong  comeback  on  college 
campuses  and  among  working-  and  middle- 
class  whites  In  Boston,  Philadelphia,  New 
York.  Miami.  Los  Angeles  and  San  Francis- 
co. 

"There  Is  a  whole  new  generation  of  kids 
growing  up  today  who  refuse  to  believe  the 
horror  stories  the  generation  before  them 
suffered  with  LSD, "  said  Dr.  Edward  Pran- 
zosa.  chief  chemist  at  the  DEA. 

They're  finding  out  in  growing  numbers 
what  the  drug  is  like,  authorities  say.  Emer- 
gency rooms  In  hospitals  In  26  metropolitan 
areas  monitored  by  the  Drug  Abuse  Warn- 
ing Network  of  the  National  Institute  on 
Drug  Abuse  have  admitted  4,378  people  suf- 
fering from  overdoses  of  USD  In  the  last 
four  years.  Three  deaths  from  LSD  over- 
doses have  been  reported  in  the  past  three 
years. 

While  those  numbers  do  not  compare  with 
the  thousands  of  deaths  and  mental  hospi- 
talizations attributed  to  LSD  in  the  1960s. 
»he  DEA  estimates  that  there  twe  five  to  10 
times  as  many  LSD  overdoses  now  than 
during  most  of  the  1970s,  when  the  drug 
was  out  of  fashion. 

One  reason  the  number  of  LSD-related 
deaths  remains  low  is  that  the  doses  of  the 
drug  sold  on  the  street  are  much  weaker 
than  those  available  in  the  1960s,  when  the 
average  dose  contained  180  micrograms. 
Nowadays,  dosages  run  between  10  and  30 
micrograms. 

The  strongest  dose  sold  on  the  streets  is  a 
purple  tablet  containing  40  micrograms  of 
lysergic  acid  diethylamide. 

""These  low  dosages  are  still  not  safe,"  said 
Eric   Rosenqulst,    chief   of   the   Dangerous 
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Drugs  Unit  In  the  DEAs  Office  of  Intelli- 
gence. "But  they're  probably  why  we're  not 
seeing  the  incidents  of  really  bizarre  behav- 
ior we  saw  from  use  of  the  drug  In  the 
1960s,  when  people  thought  they  could  fly 
and  Jumped  out  of  windows." 

Rosenquist  said  that  there  are  about  1.2 
million  Americans  who  now  use  hallucino- 
genic drugs,  including  mescaline,  peyote  and 
USD.  He  said  his  agency  estimates  that  VSD 
traffic  now  runs  about  S20  million  a  year, 
nowhere  near  the  sales  of  drugs  like  co- 
caine, marijuana,  heroin.  PCP  and  Qua- 
aludes.  but  a  number  that  is  sharply  rising. 

Not  only  has  the  dosage  of  USD  changed, 
so  has  the  method  of  its  use.  In  the  1960s, 
people  generally  took  USD  when  they  were 
alone  or  with  one  other  person  to  experi- 
ence "the  trip."  where  colors  swirl,  the 
senses  blend,  music  acquires  an  aroma  and 
colors  carry  a  sound. 

In  the  1960s,  users  took  LSD  as  often  as 
three  or  four  times  a  week,  which  made  the 
practice  more  dangerous  because  the  drug 
can  linger  in  the  blood  as  long  as  a  week  and 
in  fatty  tissue  even  longer. 

Today.  USD  is  generally  regarded  as  a 
party  drug  by  users  who  often  take  it  once  a 
week  in  combination  with  cocaine  or  alco- 
hol. 

The  main  reason  that  the  DEA  is  alarmed 
over  a  comeback  of  LSD  is  that  users  devel- 
op a  tolerance  for  the  drug  and  may  begin 
turning  to  higher  doses.  Rosenquist  said. 
"The  temptation  is  there  right  now  among 
LSD  users  to  increase  their  inputs.  The  time 
to  really  start  worrying  about  USD  is  when 
street  doses  start  rising  to  tablets  containing 
100  to  150  micrograms." 


free  of  Soviet  repression  and  their  gov- 
ernment will  be  willing  to  uphold  its 
own  laws  and  international  commit- 
ments to  human  rights.  There  must  be 
no  movement  toward  assisting  Czecho- 
slovakia economically,  as  is  desired  by 
the  current  Czechoslovak  Govern- 
ment, until  great  progress  is  made  in 
these  areas. 

On  this  anniversary,  we  pledge  our 
continuing  support  of  the  aspirations 
of  the  Czechoslovak  people  for  free- 
dom and  basic  human  rights.  We 
pledge  to  remember  the  heroism  and 
bravery  of  the  proud  Czechoslovak 
people.  We  honor  those  who  work  tire- 
lessly for  the  rights  of  the  Czechoslo- 
vak people,  including  my  friends  of 
the  Czechoslovak  National  Council  of 
America.  We  shall  never  forget  this 
Soviet  day  of  shame,  August  21.  1968. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 


AUGUST  21.  1968- A  DAY  OF 
SHAME 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President.  August 
21  marks  the  15th  anniversary  of  the 
Soviet  invasion  of  Czechoslovakia.  On 
this  date  in  1968,  a  half  million  Soviet 
and  Warsaw  Pact  troops  invaded  that 
beautiful  and  peaceful  nation  and 
crushed  Alexander  Dubcek's  reform 
movement,  which  had  blossomed  since 
the  Prague  spring  of  that  year. 

Indeed,  this  was  already  the  second 
occasion  since  the  birth  of  modem 
Czechoslovakia  in  1981  that  the  Com- 
munists massively  intervened  in  the 
affairs  of  the  Czechoslovakia  State.  I 
felt  great  outrage  and  sadness  when 
the  Communists  first  toppled  the  gov- 
ernment in  1948,  and  again  when  they 
brutally  repressed  the  Czechoslovak 
people  in  1968. 

This  anniversary  is  truly  a  Soviet 
day  of  shame.  The  Soviets,  whose  in- 
vasion was  condemned  in  1968  even  by 
many  Communists,  vowed  that  their 
occupation  would  endure  only  until 
Czechoslovakia  has  achieved  'normal- 
cy." The  Soviets  announced  the 
achievement  of  "normalcy"  in  1971, 
but  their  troops  remain  on  the  ground 
in  Czechoslovakia  and  they  dictate  the 
State's  repressive.  Soviet-style  domes- 
tic and  foreign  policies. 

All  of  us  who  cherish  our  own  free- 
dom must  remember  this  sad  anniver- 
sary. We  should  applaud  all  those  in 
Czechoslovakia  and  expatriates  in  the 
United  States  who  hold  high  the  hope 
that  someday  their  homeland  will  be 


COMPREHENSIVE  ORGAN 
DONOR  NETWORK 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  would  like  to  take  the  opportu- 
nity to  announce  that  after  the  Senate 
reconvenes  in  September,  I  will  intro- 
duce legislation  creating  a  comprehen- 
sive organ  donor  network. 

As  we  all  know,  the  greatest  hin- 
drance to  all  transplant  programs  is 
the  lack  of  suitable  donor  organs  for 
those  individuals  desperately  awaiting 
surgery.  Many  of  these  patients  may 
only  breathe  life  for  a  few  more  days, 
weeks,  or  may  linger  for  a  matter  of 
months— while  their  health  is  steadily 
declining  moment  by  moment. 

An  immediate  solution  to  this  tragic 
dilemma  is  to  have  a  well-informed 
public  and  medical  community  who 
comprehend  the  critical  need  for 
organ  donation.  The  donation  of  an 
organ— the  gift  of  life— must  be  of- 
fered when  a  family  is  dealing  with  a 
very  traumatic  situation— the  death  of 
a  loved  one. 

I  became  aware  and  concerned  of 
the  need  for  this  legislation  through 
repeated  contacts  with  Charles  and 
Marilyn  Fiske  of  Boston,  Mass.  The 
Fiskes  are  the  parents  of  Jamie  Fiske, 
who  received  a  well-publicized  liver 
transplant  last  year  after  her  father 
made  a  nationwide  plea  for  a  donor  at 
an  appearance  before  the  American 
Academy  of  Pediatrics  convention. 

Through  courage,  tenacity  and  the 
proper  forum,  Charles  Fiske  was  able 
to  find  the  vital  organ  needed  to  keep 
his  little  girl  alive,  but  think  of  the 
thousands  every  year  who  are  not  so 
fortunate. 

We  must  encourage  organ  donation 
and  it  is  imperative  that  organ  dona- 
tions are  discussed  with  family  and 
friends.  A  cooperative  relationship  be- 
tween an  informed  public  and  the 
medical  community  allows  for  effec- 
tive implementation  of  a  national 
organ  donor  network. 


Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  conununicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Saunders,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session,  the  Acting 
President  pro  tempore  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations  which  were  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  in  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


DEFERRALS  OF  BUDGET  AU- 
THORITY-MESSAGE FROM 
THE  PRESIDENT-PM  70 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompany- 
ing report,  which  was  referred  jointly, 
pursuant  to  the  order  of  January  30, 
1975,  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, and  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary: 
To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  accordance  with  the  Impound- 
ment Control  Act  of  1974,  I  herewith 
report  three  new  deferrals  of  budget 
authority  totaling  $16,118,000. 

The  deferrals  affect  Energy  Activi- 
ties and  the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  details  of  the  deferrals  are  con- 
tained in  the  attached  reports. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

The  White  House,  July  28.  1983. 


PRESIDENTIAL  APPROVALS 

A  message  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  reported  that  on  July 

15,  1983,  that  he  had  approved  and 
signed  the  following  joint  resolution: 

S.J.  Res.  68.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
and  request  the  President  to  designate  July 

16,  1983.    as    'National    Atomic    Veterans 
Day  " 

On  July  19.  1983: 
S.J.  Res.  18.  Joint  resolution  designating 
September  22.  1983.  as   "American  Business 
Women's  Day. " 

S.J.  Res.  34.  Joint  resolution  designating 
"National  Reyes  Syndrome  Week  " 
On  July  22.  1983: 
S.  929.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  July  2, 
1940.  as  amended,  pertaining  to  appropria- 
tions for  the  Canal  Zone  Biological  Area. 
On  July  25.  1983: 
S.J.  Res.  96.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
August  1,  1983.  as   "Helsinki  Human  Rights 
Day. " 

On  July  27.  1983: 
S.J.  Res.  77.  Joint  resolution  designating 
"National  Animal  Agriculture  Week." 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  12:24  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  disagrees  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  2972)  to  authorize  certain 
construction  at  military  installations 
for  fiscal  year  1984,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; it  agrees  to  the  conference 
asked  by  the  Senate  on  the  disagree- 
ing votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon; 
and  appoints  Mr.  Price,  Mr.  Dellums, 
Mr.  Montgomery,  Mr.  Kazen,  Mr. 
Won  Pat.  Mr.  Dickinson,  Mr. 
Kramer,  and  Mr.  Whitehurst  as  man- 
agers of  the  conference  on  the  part  of 
the  House. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  House  agrees  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  2973)  to  repeal  the  withholding 
of  tax  from  interest  and  dividends. 

The  message  further  announced 
that  the  House  has  passed  the  follow- 
ing joint  resolutions,  without  amend- 
ment: 

S.J.  Res.  56.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  month  of  August  1983  as  "National 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Month";  and 

S.J.  Res.  67.-  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  25.  1983.  through 
October  1.  1983.  as  "National  Respiratory 
Therapy  Week." 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  House  has  agreed  to  the  following 
concurrent  resolution: 

S.  Con.  Res.  35.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
authorize  the  printing  as  a  Senate  docu- 
ment of  a  revised  edition  of  "The  Capitol." 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  &s  indicated: 

POM-343.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  Northern  Marianas 
Commonwealth;     to     the     Committee     on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources: 
"H.J.  Res.  No.  33 

"Whereas,  the  T.T.P.I.  office  of  Social  Se- 
curity has  been  attempting  to  resolve  the 
matter  of  funding  the  Prior  Service  Benefit 
Programti  for  sometime;  and 

"Whereas,  the  T.T.P.I.  office  of  Social  Se- 
curity has  received  final  word  from  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Interior  that  Prior  Service 
Benefits  will  not  be  funded  after  the  official 
conclusion  of  the  Trusteeship  Agreement; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  T.T.P.I.  office  of  Social  Se- 
curity Initiated  a  U.S.  Congressional  lobby 
during  March.  1983.  to  encourage  official  re- 
consideration of  the  prior  service  funding 
decision;  and 

"Whereas,  the  T.T.P.I.  office  of  Social  Se- 
curity has  requested  the  support  of  the  3rd 
Northern  Marianas  Commonwealth  Legisla- 
ture, through  a  joint  resolution,  in  their  lob- 
bying effort;  now,  therefore. 

"Be  its  resolved  by  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives of  the  Third  Northern  Marianas  Com- 
monioealth  Legislature,  Third  Regular  Ses- 


sion. 1983,  the  Senate  concurring.  That  the 
ongoing  lobby  to  encourage  official  recon- 
sideration of  the  prior  funding  decision  be. 
and  hereby  is.  fully  supported  by  the  Third 
Northern  Marianas  Commonwealth  Legisla- 
ture; and 

"Be  it  further  resolved.  That  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
President  of  the  Senate  shall  certify  and 
the  House  Clerk  and  Senate  Legislative  Sec- 
retary shall  attest  to  the  adoption  hereof 
and  thereafter  transmit  copies  of  this  house 
joint  resolution  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate.  U.S.  Congress;  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  U.S.  Congress; 
Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Interior; 
the  Honorable  Janet  McCoy.  High  Commis- 
sioner. T.T.P.I.;  the  Honorable  James  A. 
McClure.  Senator;  the  Honorable  Daniel  K. 
Inouye.  Senator;  the  Honorable  Lowell  P. 
Weicker,  Senator;  the  Honorable  Sidney  R. 
Yates,  Congressman;  Mr.  Jerold  F.  Pacey, 
Social  Security  Administrator  TTPI.  Mr. 
Robert  Myers,  Consulting  Actuary;  and  the 
Honorable  Pedro  P.  Tenorio,  Governor  of 
the  Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands." 

POM-344.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Il- 
linois; to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources; 

""House  Resolution  No.  373 

"Whereas.  Current  federal  and  State  regu- 
latory schemes  include  secondary  coal  re- 
covery operations  in  the  definition  of  sur- 
face mining  activities  causing  all  the  surface 
mine  permitting  provisions  and  perform- 
ance standards  of  the  State  and  Federal 
programs  to  be  applied  to  secondary  coal  re- 
covery operations;  and 

"Whereas.  The  application  of  these  pro- 
gram requirements  has  caused  approximate- 
ly 20  secondary  coal  recovery  operations  in 
Illinois  to  cease  operations  and  potential  op- 
erations to  not  begin  due  to  lack  of  the 
fiscal  resources  and  technical  staff  or  exper- 
tise for  compliance;  and 

"Whereas,  Program  requirements  have 
had  a  much  greater  and  more  devastating 
impact  on  secondary  coal  recovery  operators 
than  regular,  small  surface  mine  operators 
since  secondary  coal  recovery  operators  do 
business  in  a  limited  market  place  where 
their  product  sells  for  only  $5  to  $6  per  ton; 
and 

"Whereas,  It  is  virtually  impossible  to 
generate  the  resources  to  gather  aJl  the 
data  and  prepare  all  the  engineering  studies 
required  to  obtain  a  permit  under  the  exist- 
ing program  and  to  subsequently  comply 
with  the  performance  standards  of  the  ex- 
isting program  as  the  result  of  receiving  a 
permit;  and 

"Whereas,  Secondary  coal  recovery  oper- 
ations recover  coal  from  abandoned  coal 
waste  piles  (coarse  refuse  or  gob)  tind  slurry 
ponds  and  will  be  given  high  priority  for 
reclamation  under  the  Abandoned  Mine 
Reclamation  program  authorized  by  Title 
IV  of  P.L.  95-87;  and 

"Whereas,  If  an  affordable  permitting  and 
environmental  control  provision  can  be  de- 
veloped and  implemented  for  secondary  coal 
recovery  operators,  many  of  the  abandoned 
mine  problem  sites  in  the  coal  producing  re- 
gions of  the  State  can  be  reclaimed  by  pri- 
vate enterprise,  resulting  in  Title  IV  funds 
not  being  spent  to  reclaim  those  sites  but 
being  used  to  reclaim  other  priority  sites; 
and 

"Whereas,  The  Abandoned  Mine  Reclama- 
tion program  under  Title  IV  can  be  l)ol- 
stered  by  secondary  coal  of>erators  paying 
the  35t  per  ton  of  coal  produced  reclama- 


tion fee  into  the  reclamation  fund,  a  fiscal 
resource  lost  if  the  coal  had  been  covered 
and  revegetated  under  the  Title  IV  pro- 
gram; and 

'"Whereas,  In  addition  to  reclaiming  aban- 
doned sites  and  paying  into  the  reclamation 
fund,  continuance  of  secondary  coal  recov- 
ery operations  will  directly  provide  several 
hundred  jobs,  thousands  of  dollars  in  feder- 
al. State  and  local  taxes  and  several  hun- 
dred jobs  in  associated  industries;  and 

""Whereas,  The  utilization  and  conserva- 
tion of  the  coal  resource  as  mandated  by 
Section  515(b)(1)  of  the  Federal  Act  will  be 
maximized  by  an  Increase  in  the  number  of 
secondary  carbon  recovery  operations,  with- 
out which  much  of  this  coal  resource  will  be 
rendered  unrecoverable  under  current  eco- 
nomic conditions;  and 

■"Whereas,  There  are  no  valid  or  logical 
reasons  why  these  operations  should  be 
forced  out  of  business  and  there  are  numer- 
ous reasons  for  taking  action  to  allow  these 
operators  the  opportunity  to  continue  to  op- 
erate; and 

"Whereas.  The  Illinois  General  Assembly, 
representing  all  the  citizens  of  the  State  of 
Illinois  cannot  unilaterally  legislate  a  solu- 
tion without  federal  executive  branch  ap- 
proval; and 

"Whereas.  The  Illinois  Department  of 
Mines  and  Minerals  is  seeking  stopgap  ad- 
ministrative assistance;  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved,  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  Eighty-third  General  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  niinois,  That  we  hereby  request 
the  United  States  Congress  and  the  United 
States  Department  of  the  Interior  assist  and 
support  the  efforts  of  the  State  of  Illinois  to 
arrive  at  a  solution  which  will  repair  exist- 
ing environmental  damage,  conserve  Aban- 
doned Mine  Reclamation  Funds  and  create 
additional  jobs  and  revenue;  and.  be  it  fur- 
ther 

"Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
be  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of  State  of 
Illinois  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  to  each  member  of  the  Congress  from 
this  State." 

POM-345.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopt- 
ed by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Texas; 
to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works: 

"House  Concurrent  Resolution 

"Whereas,  The  State  of  Texas,  through 
the  Texas  Air  Control  Board  (  "TACB  ").  has 
long  been  a  leader  in  implementing  reasona- 
ble and  effective  air  pollution  control  meas- 
ures to  protect  the  health  and  welfare  of 
the  citizens  of  the  State;  and 

"Whereas,  The  federal  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1977  required  that  the 
Stat€  of  Texas  prepare  and  implement  a 
state  implementation  plan  (  "Plan")  for  at- 
tainment of  federally  promulgated  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  ('Air  Qual- 
ity Standards  ")  by  December  31.  1982.  or  by 
1987  for  areas  such  as  Harris  County  where 
compliance  could  not  be  demonstrated  by 
1982,  that  extension  being  conditioned  on 
the  adoption  of  all  Reasonably  Available 
Control  Measures  and  implementation  of  an 
Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  for 
automobiles;  and 

"Whereas,  The  TACB,  with  the  assistance 
of  other  state  and  local  agencies  and  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  I'EPA"),  has  diligently  devel- 
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op«d  an  effective  and  reasonable  Plan  that 
meets  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
and  in  the  development  of  that  Plan  has. 
among  other  things,  performed  extensive 
technical  studies  and  analyses  and  Imple- 
mented a  pilot  program  for  Inspection  and 
Maintenance  of  automobiles;  and 

Whereas,  the  TACB  developed  a  Plan  in 
1979  that  demonstrated  attainment  of  the 
Air  Quality  Standards  by  December  31. 
1982.  for  all  areas  of  the  State  except  Harris 
County  (for  which  attainment  could  not  be 
demonstrated  by  1982  and  for  which  an  ex- 
tension to  1987  was  necessary),  the  Gover- 
nor submitted  that  Plan  to  EPA  on  April  13. 
1979.  and  EPA  approved  that  Plan  with  cer- 
tain conditions  on  December  18.  1979.  and 
March  25.  1980.  declaring  that  the  Plan  met 
the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act;  and 
■Whereas.  The  TACB.  in  compliance  with 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  in  consultation  with 
the  EPA.  developed  a  1982  Plan  for  Harris 
County  demonstrating  attainment  of  the 
Air  Quality  Standards  by  1987.  and  included 
In  that  Plan  an  Inspection  and  Maintenance 
Program  for  private  automobiles,  developed 
after  careful  analysts  and  study  and  tailored 
to  the  specific  circumstances  existing  in 
Harris  County,  and  the  Governor  submitted 
that  Plan  to  the  EPA  on  December  9.  1982; 
and 

•Whereas.  The  EPA  on  February  3.  1983. 
despite  acknowledging  the  overall  effective 
ness  of  the  Plan  for  demonstrating  the  at- 
tainment of  Air  Quality  Standards  and  de- 
spite aclmowledging  significant  air  quality 
benefits  of  the  State  s  proposed  Inspection 
and  Maintenance  Program,  proposed  to 
reject  the  Texas  Plan  and  Impose  severe 
sanctions  on  Harris  County  because  of  al- 
leged deficiencies  in  the  Inspection  and 
Maintenance  Program  for  automobiles;  and 
Whereas.  The  EPA  also  has  alleged  that 
certain  areas  in  Dallas.  Tarrant.  Cameron. 
Nueces.  El  Paso,  and  Harris  counties  have 
not  achieved  the  Air  Quality  Standards  for 
certain  pollutants  by  December  31.  1982.  as 
originally  expected,  and  on  February  3. 
1983.  proposed  sanctions  for  these  areas  as 
well,  even  though  the  alleged  noncompli- 
ance occurred  without  fault  of  the  State  of 
Texas  or  the  TACB  and  despite  full  imple- 
mentation of  the  approved  Plan;  and 

"Whereas,  the  EIPA  has  claimed  that  its 
actions  and  the  proposed  sanctions,  which 
include  a  ban  on  new  major  industrial  devel- 
opment and  a  threat  to  withhold  federal 
funds  from  needed  air  pollution  control  pro- 
grams, public  highway  projects,  and  possi- 
bly sewage  treatment  works,  are  required  by 
Congress  under  the  Clean  Air  Act;  and 

•  Whereas.  EPA  disapproval  and  imple- 
mentation of  sanctions  will  create  severe 
economic  disruption  to  the  citizens  of  the 
State  of  Texas  including  potential  increases 
in  unemployment  and  will  do  nothing  to 
promote  air  pollution  control  or  to  protect 
the  public  health  or  welfare;  now,  therefore, 
belt 

"Resolvtd  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  State  of  Texas,  the  Senate  concurring. 
That  the  68th  Legislature  hereby  request 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica to  act  to  prevent  EPA's  proposed  actions 
by  instructing  the  EPA  or  if  necessary  by 
amending  the  Clean  Air  Act  so  that: 

"(1)  states  are  allowed  a  reasonable  time 
to  Implement  additional  control  measures  in 
areas  that  are  found  not  to  meet  the  Air 
Quality  Standards  after  December  31.  1982. 
despite  the  implementation  of  an  approved 
Plan; 

"t2)  states  have  the  flexibili'v  to  develop 
and  adopt  alternative  inspection  and  main- 


tenance programs  for  automobiles  at  their 
discretion  as  long  as  attainment  of  the  Air 
Quality  Standards  can  otherwise  be  demon- 
strated; and 

"(3)  no  sanctions  of  any  kind  may  be  im- 
posed where  a  state  is  making  good  faith  ef- 
forts to  comply  with  the  mandates  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  is  making  continued 
progress  toward  attainment  of  Air  Quality 
Standards;  and,  be  it  further 

•Resolved,  That  the  Texas  Secretary  of 
State  forward  official  copies  of  this  resolu- 
tion to  the  President  of  the  United  SUtes. 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  President  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  Congress,  and  to  all  members 
of  the  Texas  delegation  to  the  Congress, 
with  the  request  that  the  resolution  be  offi- 
cially entered  into  the  Congressional  Record 
as  a  memorial  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  of  America." 

POM-346.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopt- 
ed by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Texas; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance: 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  9 
Whereas.  The  steel  pipe  and  tube  indus- 
try provides  thousands  of  jobs  in  Texas  and 
other  states;  and 

Whereas.  A  reliable  domestic  supply  of 
specialty  pipe  and  tube  products,  including 
oil  country  tubular  goods  is  essential  to  U.S. 
energy  exploration  and  production;  and 

•Whereas,  Rapidly  increasing  imports  of 
steel  pipe  and  tube  products  are  a  suljstan- 
tial  cause  of  serious  injury  to  steel  pipe  and 
tube  producers  in  Texas  and  other  states: 
and 

Whereas.  This  injury  will  be  compounded 
by  the  diversion  of  steel  imports  from  the 
European  Community  to  pipe  and  tube  pro- 
ducers as  a  result  of  recently  negotiated  re- 
striCLiuiis  on  the  importation  of  other  types 
of  European  steel  products;  and 

Whereas,  The  provisions  of  a  separate  ar- 
rangement between  the  United  States  and 
the  European  Community  on  the  importa- 
tion of  steel  pipe  and  tube  products  cannot 
be  adequately  enforced  to  prevent  such  di- 
version without  federal  legislation;  now. 
therefore  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  State  of  Texas,  the  Senate  concurring. 
That  the  68th  Legislature  hereto  respectful 
ly  memorialize  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  enact  legislation  to  prevent  the 
unwarranted  diversion  of  European  Steel 
exports  to  the  United  States  to  pipe  and 
tube  products  empowering  the  Secretaries 
of  Commerce  and  the  Treasury  to  enforce 
the  terms  of  the  October  21.  1982.  steel  pipe 
and  tube  arrangement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  European  Community;  and. 
be  it  further 

'Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
shall  be  forwarded  by  the  Texas  Secretary 
of  State  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  of  the  Senate,  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  United  States  Congress,  and  all  mem- 
bers of  the  Texas  delegation  to  the  Con- 
gress with  the  request  that  this  resolution 
be  officially  entered  into  the  Congressional 
Record  as  a  memorial  to  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  of  America." 

POM-347.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
County  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  County 
of  Fresno,  Calif,  urging  Congress  to  pass  the 
Wine  Equity  Bill  of  1983;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

POM-348.  A  petition  from  a  citizen  of 
Concord,  N.H.  requesting  Congress  to  hold 
open   hearings   on   the   Missing   in   Action 


from  Vietnam;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

POM-349.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Il- 
linois; to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions: 

"House  Resolution  No.  155 
■Whereas.  A  plastic  bullet  of  the  type 
being  used  by  British  Security  Forces  in 
Northern  Ireland  is  3'/^  inches  long  and  IV^ 
inches  in  diameter,  weighs  nearly  5  ounces 
and.  when  fired  from  a  gun,  travels  toward 
its  target  with  a  muzzle  velocity  of  160  miles 
per  hour;  and 

■Whereas.  Par  beyond  simply  disbursing 
mobs,  these  projectiles  produce  lethal  re- 
sulU.  as  exemplified  by  the  1981  toll  of  the 
five  children  and  two  other  persons  who 
died,  and  the  more  than  160  others  who  suf- 
fered losses  of  eyes,  multiple  fractures  and 
permanent  disfigurement  after  t>eing  stuck 
by  the  bullets;  and 

"Whereas.  Prom  1970  to  1980.  British  Se- 
curity Forces  fired  42.669  plastic  bullets  and 
55.834  rubber  bullets  at  Irish  civilians- 
many  of  who  were  children  and  many  of 
who  were  not  involved  in  riot  situations;  and 
■Whereas.  In  August  1981.  the  Interna 
tional  Tribunal  of  Inquiry,  convened  by  the 
Association  of  Legal  Justice,  concluded  that 
plastic  bullets  were,  indeed,  lethal  weapons, 
and  on  May  13.  1982.  the  European  Parlia 
ment  voted  overwhelmingly  to  ban  the  use 
of  plastic  bullets  in  Common  Market  coun 
tries;  and 

■Whereas.  That  alternative  methods  exist 
for  quelling  riots  is  proven  by  the  fact  that 
the  British  only  fire  the  plastic  and  rubber 
bullets  into  Nationalist  crowds,  opting  for 
subtler  means  when  dealing  with  Loyalist 
disturbances;  therefore,  be  it 

■Resolved,    by   the   House  of  Representa 
tives  of  the  Eighty-Third  General  Assembly 
of  the  State  of  Illinois,  That  this  house  sup 
ports  the  effort   currently   being   made   in 
Congress  to  ban  plastic  bullets,  and  respect 
fully  requesU  the  United  States  State  De 
partment  to  urge  our  British  allies  to  cease 
the  use  of  plastic  and  rubber  bullets  against 
Nationalist   civilians    in    Northern    Ireland, 
and  thereby  assuage  the  pointless  killing 
and  maiming  now  taking  place  in  that  trou- 
bled land;  and  be  it  further 

■Resolved.  That  suitable  copies  of  this 
preamble  and  resolution  shall  be  presented, 
respectively,  to  Secretary  of  State  George 
Shultz.  Vice  President  George  Bush,  in  his 
capacity  as  President  of  the  Senate,  Speaker 
Thomas  P.  ONeill  and  the  members  of  the 
Illinois  Congressional  Delegation. ' 

POM-350.  A  petition  from  a  citizen  of 
Concord.  N.H.  opposing  House  Resolution 
427.  the  Gay  Bill  of  Rights";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

POM-351.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

•Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  37 

■Whereas.  The  carnage  and  destruction 
left  in  California  by  persons  driving  motor 
vehicles  while  under  the  influence  of  alco- 
hol is  unacceptable;  and 

■Whereas,  The  federal  Bankruptcy  Act  of 
1978  does  not  authorize  the  discharge  of  an 
individual  debtor  from  any  debt  for  willful 
and  maJicious  injury  by  the  debtor  to  an- 
other entity  or  to  the  property  of  another 
entity;  and 

■Whereas.  Certain  federal  courts,  in  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings,  have  determined  that 
injuries  caused  by  persons  driving  motor  ve- 
hicles while  under  the  influence  of  alcohol 


are  not  willful  and  malicious  injuries  for 
purposes  of  bankruptcy  law;  and 

■Whereas.  The  Congress  presently  is  con- 
sidering legislation  to  revise  certain  aspects 
of  bankruptcy  law;  now  therefore,  be  it 

■■Resoli^ed  by  the  Asseinbly  and  the  Senate 
of  the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorializes  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  care- 
fully consider  the  possibility  of  amending 
the  bankruptcy  law  to  discontinue  the 
policy  of  permitting  the  debts  of  a  person, 
including  a  personal  injury  judgment,  re- 
sulting from  that  persons  act  of  driving  a 
motor  vehicle  while  under  the  influence  of 
alcohol  to  be  discharged  in  a  bankruptcy 
proceeding;  and  be  it  further 

■Resolved,  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-352.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Alaska:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

"Resolution 
"Whereas  the  first  action  of  the  Alaska 
Territorial  Legislature  in  1913  was  to  give 
women  the  right  to  vote;  and 

■  Whereas  in  1972,  shortly  after  the  Equal 
Rights  Amendment  was  passed  by  the 
United  States  Congress,  Alaska  was  among 
the  first  states  to  ratify  the  proposed 
amendment;  and 

"Whereas,  effective  October  14,  1972.  the 
Constitution  of  the  State  of  Alaska  was 
amended  by  a  vote  of  the  people  to  include 
a  provision  that  no  person  is  to  be  denied 
the  enjoyment  of  any  civil  or  political  right 
because  of  sex;  and 

■Whereas  the  1972  state  constitutional 
amendment  guaranteeing  the  rights  of 
women  has  already  enhanced  the  ability  of 
all  citizens,  not  just  women,  to  achieve  their 
full  potential;  and 

■■Whereas  negative  results  predicted  by 
opponents  of  the  state  provision  guarantee- 
ing the  rights  of  women  have  not  material- 
ized; and 

"Whereas  the  1972  constitutional  amend- 
ment has  not  presented  difficulties  but 
rather  has  eliminated  some  long-standing 
discriminatory  practices  against  women  in 
our  state;  and 

"Whereas  the  people  of  a  state  are  free 
and  equal  only  when  all  citizens  enjoy  the 
same  rights;  and 

"Whereas  the  people  of  the  State  of 
Alaska  wish  to  have  the  Congress  again  pro- 
pose an  Equal  Rights  Amendment  to  the 
states  for  their  consideration;  and 

""Whereas  adoption  of  this  resolution  does 
not  minimize  the  state's  support  of  and 
belief  in  traditional  American  family  values: 
"Be  it  resolved  By  the  Alaska  State  Legis- 
lature that  Congress  Is  respectfully  request- 
ed to  again  propose  an  amendment  to  the 
United  States  Constitution  guaranteeing 
equal  rights  to  all  women  in  our  nation. 

"Copies  of  this  resolution  shall  be  sent  to 
the  Honorable  George  Bush.  Vice-President 
of  the  United  States  and  President  of  the 
U.S.  Senate;  the  Honorable  Thomas  P. 
ONeill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives:  and  to  the  Honorable  Ted 
Stevens  and  the  Honorable  Prank  Murkow- 
ski,  U.S.  Senators,  and  the  Honorable  Don 
Young.  U.S.  Representative,  members  of  the 
Alaska  delegation  in  Congress." 
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were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  STAFFORD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works,  without 
amendment: 

S.  1696.  An  original  bill  authorizing  three 
additional  Assistant  Administrators  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Rept. 
No.  98-196). 

By  Mr.  MATHIAS.  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  without 
amendment: 

S.  J.  Res.  103.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  appointment  of  Jeannine  Smith 
Clark  as  a  citizen  regent  of  the  Board  of  Re- 
gents of  the  Smithsonian  Institution  (Rept. 
No.  98-197). 

S.  Res.  150.  Resolution  authorizing  the 
printing  of  additonal  copies  of  the  Joint 
Committee  print  entitled  "Changing  Eco- 
nomics of  Agriculture:  Challenge  and  Prepa- 
ration for  the  1980's.'"  (Rept  No.  98-198). 

By  Mr.  MATHIAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  without 
amendment: 

S.  Res.  184.  An  original  resolution  relating 
to  the  Senate  page  program  (Rept  No.  98- 
199). 

By  Mr.  MATHIAS.  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  without 
amendment  and  with  a  preamble: 

S.  Con.  Res.  59.  An  original  concurrent 
resolution  to  authorize  the  Librarian  of 
Congress  to  study  the  changing  role  of  the 
book  in  the  future  (Rept  No.  98-200). 

By  Mr.  MATHIAS.  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  with  amend- 
ments: 

H.R.  3034.  A  bill  to  provide  for  appoint- 
ment and  education  of  congressional  pages, 
and  for  other  purposes  (Rept  No.  98-201). 

By  Mr.  MATHIAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  without 
amendment  and  with  a  preamble: 

H.  Con.  Res.  126.  Concurrent  resolution 
providing  for  the  commemoration  of  the 
100th  anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Harry  S. 
Truman. 

By  Mr.  MATHIAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  without 
amendment: 

S.  Res.  186.  An  original  resolution  to  pay  a 
gratuity  to  Katherine  C.  Ahlers. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
commmittee  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  TOWER,  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services: 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  I 
report  favorably  the  following  nomi- 
nations: Maj.  Gen.  Leo  Marcjuez,  U.S. 
Air  Force,  to  be  heutenant  general, 
Vice  Adm.  Thomas  J.  Bigley,  U.S. 
Navy  (age  55),  to  be  placed  on  the  re- 
tired list,  Lt.  Gen.  Richard  E.  Mer- 
kling,  U.S.  Air  Force  (age  57),  to  be 
placed  on  tlie  retired  list,  Maj.  Gen. 
Clarence  E.  McKnight,  Jr.,  U.S.  Army, 
to  be  lieutenant  general,  Lt.  Gen.  Lyn- 
wood  E.  Clark,  U.S.  Air  Force  (age  54). 
to  be  placed  on  the  retired  list,  and 
Maj.  Gen.  Bruce  K.  Brown,  U.S.  Air 
Force,  to  be  lieutenant  general.  I  ask 
that  these  names  be  placed  on  the  Ex- 
ecutive Calendar. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  in  addi- 
tion, in  the  Air  Force  there  are  five 
permanent  promotions  to  the  grade  of 
colonel    (list    begins    with    Barry    D. 
Guyse),  James  E.  Cobean  to  be  ap- 
pointed  to   the   grade   of   lieutenant 
colonel  in  the  Air  Force,  in  the  Army 
Reserve  there  are  347  promotions  to 
the  grade  of  colonel  and  below  (list 
begins  with  James  P.  Batista),  in  the 
Navy  there  are  866  promotions  to  the 
grade  of  commander  (list  begins  with 
Dianne  M.   Abru2zo),   in  the  Marine 
Corps  there  are  66  permanent  appoint- 
ments  to   the   grade   of   colonel   (list 
begins  with  Tommy  L.  Adair),  in  the 
Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  12  promo- 
tions from  the  Air  National  Guard  to 
the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (list 
begins  with  David  A.  Beasley).  in  the 
Air  Force  Reserve  there  ase  34   ap- 
pointments to  the  grade  of  colonel  and 
below  (list  begins  with  Karel  B.  Abso- 
lon),  in  the  Air  Force  there  are  five  ap- 
pointments  to   the   grade   of   second 
lieutenant  (list  begins  with  Scott  L. 
Brummett),  in  the  Army  there  are  28 
appointments  to  the  grade  of  major 
and  below  (list  begins  with  James  N. 
Steams,  Jr.),  in  the  Army  there  are  12 
permanent    promotions /appointments 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  and 
below    (list    begins    with    Larry    E. 
Caylor),  in  the  Army  there  are  six  per- 
manent  promotions/appointments   to 
the  grade  of  colonel  and  below  (list 
begins  with  Stanford  W.  Hickman),  in 
the  Marine  Corps  there  are  four  per- 
manent appointments  to  the  grade  of 
second    lieutenant    (list    begins    with 
Robert  H.  Caldwell),  in  the  Naval  Re- 
serve there  are  451  permanent  promo- 
tions  to   the   grade   of   captain    (list 
begins  with  Gary  W.  Aaron),  and  in 
the  Navy  there  are  1,643  promotions 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  commander 
(list  begins  with  Gerald  P.  Abbott). 
Since  these  names  have  already  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record 
and  to  save  the  expense  of  printing 
again,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
they  be  ordered  to  lie  on  the  Secre- 
tary's desk  for  the  information  of  any 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  nominations  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  Secretary's  desk  were  printed  in 
the  Record  of  June  27,  July  11,  July 
14,  and  July  21,  1983,  at  the  end  of  the 
Senate  proceedings.) 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  tht  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs: 

James  Brian  Hyland,  of  Virginia,  to  be  In- 
spector General.  Department  of  Labor. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
from  the  Conunittee  on  Governmental 
Affairs  with  the  recommendation  that 
it  be  confirmed  subject  to  the  nomi- 
nee's commitment  to  respond  to  re- 
quest to  appear  and  testify  before  any 
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duly  constituted  committee  of  the 
Senate. ) 

By  Mr.  HELMS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry: 

Paul  I.  Eiuis.  of  California,  to  l)e  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board. 
Farm  Credit  Adminstration  for  a  term  ex- 
piring March  31.  1989: 

Daniel  G.  Amstutz.  of  New  York,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation:  and 

Joseph  Alison  Kyser.  of  Alabama,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board, 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  for  a  term  ex- 
piring March  31.  1989. 

(The  above  nominations  were  report- 
ed from  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry  with  the 
recormnendation  that  they  be  con- 
firmed, subject  to  the  nominees'  com- 
mitment to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly 
constituted  conmiittee  of  the  Senate.) 

By  Mr.  MATHIAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Adminstration: 

Joan  D.  Alliens,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  a 
memt)er  of  the  Federal  Election  Commis- 
sion for  a  term  expiring  April  30.  1989:  and 

John  Warren  McGarry.  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  a  member  of  the  Federal  Election 
Commission  for  a  term  expiring  April  30, 
1989  (Exec.  Rept.  No.  98-17) 

(The  above  nominations  were  report- 
ed from  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration  with  the  recommenda- 
tion that  they  be  confirmed  subject  to 
the  nominees'  commitment  to  respond 
to  request  to  appear  and  testify  before 
any  duly  constituted  committee  of  the 
Senate. ) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  Introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM: 
S.  1693.  A  bill  to  amend  the  International 
Aviation  Facilities  Act  in  order  to  insure  the 
continued  preeminence  oi"  the  VS.  air 
safety  leadership  role  in  the  world  and,  in 
furtherance  thereof,  to  facilitate  and  pro- 
mote the  sale  of  U.S.  manufactured  aero- 
space products  in  world  commerce,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  LAXALT  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Hecht): 
S.  1694.  A  bill  to  declare  that  the  United 
States  holds  certain  lands  in  trust  for  the 
Las  Vega  Paiute  Tribe:  to  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  CRANSTON  (for  himself,  Mr. 

Hecht,   Mr.    Laxalt.   Mr.   Simpson, 

and  Mr.  Zorihskt): 

S.    1695.   A   bill   to   amend   the   National 

Trails  System  Act  by  authorizing  for  study 

the  Pony  Express  Trail  under  the  provisions 

of  the  act:  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 

Natural  Resources. 

By  Mr.  STAFFORD: 
S.  1696.  An  original  bill  authorizing  three 
additional  Assistant  Administrators  of  the 
Environmental  I»rotection  Agency:  from  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works:  placed  on  the  calendar. 


By  Mr.  HOLLINGS: 
S.  1697.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Military  Serv- 
ice Act  to  provide  for  the  reinstitutlon  of 
the  registration  and  classification  of  persons 
under  such  act  and  to  reinstate  the  author- 
ity of  the  President  to  induct  persons  invol- 
untarily into  the  Armed  Forces,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

By  Mr.  WILSON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Cranston): 
S.  1698.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  provide  an  alternative 
method  of  allocation  of  property  taxes  for 
cooperative  housing  corporations:  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself,  Mr.  Do- 

MENICI,        Mr.        DURENBERCER.        Mr. 

DAmato.  Mr.  Jepsen,  Mr.  Matsu- 
NAGA.  and  Mr.  Baucus): 
S.  1699.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  medicare  cov- 
erage of  hepatitis  B  vtwicine  for  vaccine  for 
end  stage  renal  disease  patients;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mrs.  HAWKINS: 
S.  1700.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974  and 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  pro- 
vide greater  protection  to  spouses  under  pri- 
vate pension  plans,  and  to  amend  such  Code 
to  repeal  the  earned  Income  limitation  on 
the  deduction  for  retirement  savings,  to  es- 
tablish displaced  homemakers  as  a  targeted 
group  for  the  purposes  of  computing  credit 
for  employment  of  certain  new  employees, 
and  to  provide  a  credit  for  household  and 
dependent  care  services  for  individuals  per- 
forming substantial  volunteer  services;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.   McCLURE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Jackson.  Mr.  Baucus,  Mr.  Gorton, 
and  Mr.  Symnmsi: 
S.  1701.  A  bill  to  impose  specific  directions 
on  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration:  to 
the  Conunittee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  DOLE: 
S.    1702,    A    bill    to    amend    the    Hostage 
Relief  Act  of  1980  to  give  the  provisions  of 
such  Act  permanent  effect,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  JEPSEN; 
S.  1703.  A  bill  to  require  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  accept  under  certain 
conditions  during  fiscal  years  1984,  and  1985 
offers  to  exchange  needed  strategic  and  crit- 
ical materials  for  surplus  dairy  stocks;  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

By    Mr.     ROTH     (for    himself,     Mr. 
Chafee.  and  Mr.  Inouye); 
S.  1704.  A  bill  to  encourage  the  expansion 
of  the  international  trade  in  services,  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance. 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
D'Amato): 
S.  1705.  A  bill  to  modify  Federal  Itind  ac- 
quisition and  disposal  policies  carried  out 
with  respect  to  Fire  Island  National  Sea- 
shore, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

By  Mr.  RIEGLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Kennedy): 
S.J.  Res.  137.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
April  7,  1984,  as  "World  Health  Day";  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  ZORINSKY: 
S.J.  Res.  138.  A  joint  resolution  to  estab- 
lish a  Commission  on  Teacher  Eklucation:  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  He- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
D'Amato,  and  Mr.  Baker): 


S.J.  Res.  139.  A  joint  resolution  to  com- 
memorate the  centennial  of  Eleanor  Roose- 
velt's birth:  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 
AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
auid  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  Indicated: 
By  Mr.  MATHIAS: 

S.  Res.  184.  An  original  resolution  relating 
to  the  Senate  page  program;  from  the  Com 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration:  placed 
on  the  calendar. 

By    Mr.    DENTON   (for   himself,   Mr. 
DeConcini,  and  Mr.  Hatch): 

S.  Res.   185.  A  resolution  establishing  a 
temporary     Special     Committee     on     the 
Family,  Youth  and  Children;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  and  Administration. 
By  Mr.  MATHIAS: 

S.  Res.  186.  An  original  resolution  to  pay  a 
gratuity  to  Katherine  C.  Ahlers;  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration; 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

S.  Con.  Res.  59.  An  original  concurrent 
resolution  to  authorize  the  Librarian  of 
Congress  to  study  the  changing  role  of  the 
book  in  the  future:  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration;  placed  on  the  cal- 
endar. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mrs,  KASSEBAUM: 
S.  1693.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Interna- 
tional Aviation  Facilities  Act  in  order 
to  Insure  the  continued  preeminence 
of  the  United  States'  air  safety  leader- 
ship role  In  the  world  and.  In  further- 
ance thereof,  to  facilitate  and  promote 
the  sale  of  U.S.  manufactured  aero- 
space products  in  world  commerce, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

united  states  international  aviation 

support  act  of  1983 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  to 
enhance  the  international  aviation 
programs  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration (FAA).  This  legislation 
has  been  drafted  In  response  to  the 
growing  concern  of  both  Government 
and  aerospace  Industry  leaders  about 
the  ability  of  American  aviation  manu- 
facturers to  meet  the  challenge  of  for- 
eign, government-subsidized  competi- 
tion. 

The  importance  of  sustaining  the 
U.S.  share  of  the  world  market  for 
aviation  products  is  self-evident  in  the 
fact  that  foreign  sales  of  aircraft,  en- 
gines, radars,  computers,  communica- 
tion equipment,  and  engineering/ 
design  services  has  been,  and  still  is 
the  biggest  single  source  of  foreign  ex- 
change next  to  agricultural  products. 

Until  recently,  the  United  States  en- 
joyed a  near  90-percent  share  of  the 
world  aviation  market.  However,  the 
traditional  leadership  of  the  United 
States  in  this  area  is  now  under  seri- 


ous challenge.  The  competitors  are 
primarily  located  in  Europe— large. 
State-assisted  aerospace  manufactur- 
ers—who, with  considerable  financial 
help  from  their  governments  for  both 
developmental  costs  and  purchase  fi- 
nancing, have  been  able  to  market 
technically  respectable  products  and 
services.  Similar  trends  are  in  incipient 
stages  In  other  parts  of  the  world.  The 
FAA  can  be  a  legitimate  vehicle  to 
support  U.S.  industry. 

Traditionally,  the  FAA  has  set  the 
standard  for  aviation  safety  regulation 
the  world  over.  FAA  certificates  of  all 
kinds  have  been  literally  prized 
throughout  the  world.  Countries  seek- 
ing to  setup  or  enhance  their  air  traf- 
fic control  systems  have  wanted  to 
know  how  we  do  It.  Foreign  airlines 
have  sought  FAA-certlficated  aircraft, 
pilots  and  repair  stations  because  they 
know  that  if  it  is  done  according  to  the 
FAA  book  it  Is  done  right  and  that 
their  flights  will  be  safe  and  reliable. 
Moreover,  once  they  establish  such 
systems,  they  have  asked  us  to  assure 
that  they  continue  to  operate  in  con- 
cert with  our  standards.  A  current  ex- 
ample of  this  desire  to  be  a  part  of  the 
FAA  System  emanates  from  Saudi 
Arabia,  where  the  national  airline  has 
insisted  that  FAA  regulatory  practices 
govern  their  flight  operations. 

In  addition  to  enhancing  the  safety 
and  reliability  of  international  avia- 
tion, this  reliance  on  American  regula- 
tory standards  has  important  ancillary 
benefits  for  U.S.  manufacturers. 

The  reliance  on  American  standards 
encourages  and  supports  the  use  of 
American  manufactured  planes,  parts, 
and  related  services.  Foreign  manufac- 
turers seek  American  partners  for 
their  new  projects,  not  only  to  spread 
the  financial  risk  but  also  because 
they  know  the  Americans,  whose  prod- 
ucts must  always  meet  FAA's  high 
standards,  luiow  how  to  build  safe  and 
reliable  airplanes. 

Foreign  aviation  regulatory  authori- 
ties are  actively  assisting  their  local 
aerospace  industries  In  efforts  to 
secure  contracts  the  world  over. 
I*resent  legislation  does  not  give  FAA 
the  freedom  to  act  in  behalf  of  U.S. 
firms,  and  provides  no  funds  for  such 
support. 

In  France,  Sofereavia-Societe  Fran- 
cais  d'Estudes  et  de  Realisations  d'E- 
quipment  Aeronautiques  and  the  Aer- 
oport  de  Paris  are  working  hard  to  de- 
velop overseas  markets  for  French  ex- 
porters of  aviation  Infrastructure 
equipment  and  services. 

The  range  of  Sofereavia's  services  Is 
considerable,  Including  feasibility 
studies  and  aviation  system  plans, 
turnkey  contracts,  flight  inspection, 
and  training  of  foreign  nationals.  Sev- 
enteen field  offices  support  the  provi- 
sion of  these  services  to  33  countries. 
The  Aeroport  de  Paris  Is  conducting 
similar  technical  cooperation  pro- 
grsuns  in  11  countries. 


Recently.  Great  Britain,  witnessing 
the  success  of  such  programs  In 
France,  has  Instituted  a  similar  ap- 
proach to  worldwide  sales.  The  United 
Kingdom  Department  of  Trade  has 
helped  to  form  a  consortium  of  airport 
and  airways  equipment  manufacturers 
to  enhance  the  potential  for  export 
sales.  The  British  consortium  just  an- 
nounced its  first  contract— a  $26  mil- 
lion order  from  Brazil  for  air  traffic 
control  equipment  to  be  used  on  air- 
ports at  Sao  Paulo  and  Belo  Horlzante. 

As  In  the  Sofreavla-Aeroport  de 
Paris  examples,  the  Government  Is  In- 
volved not  only  from  the  organization- 
al standpoint  but  also  In  the  crucial 
area  of  financing.  Much  of  the  financ- 
ing for  the  Brazilian  deal  Is  covered  by 
the  U.S.  Export  Credits  Guarantee  De- 
partment and  placed  by  the  Lazard 
Brothers  of  London.  As  a  result,  the 
project  will  be  financed  over  10  years 
at  a  7.75-percent  interest  rate— slightly 
over  half  of  current  U.S.  prime. 

The  United  States  International 
Aviation  Support  Act  of  1983  responds 
to  these  challenges.  However,  the 
challenges  contemplated  by  the  act  do 
not  constitute  a  significant  change  in 
American  aviation  policy.  Federal  law 
has  always  directed  the  Administrator 
of  the  FAA  and  Its  predecessor  agen- 
cies to  foster  and  promote  civil  avia- 
tion both  domestically  and  interna- 
tionally. Nor  does  It  Institute  a  pro- 
gram of  heavy  handed  governmental 
Intrusion,  whether  by  regulation  or 
subsidy,  into  the  private  sector.  What 
It  does  do  is  provide  the  authority  to 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to 
expand  existing  programs  and  create 
new  ones  which  entail  cooperative  ef- 
forts between  FAA  and  the  U.S.  firms 
seeking  markets  abroad.  Further,  It 
provides  the  Secretary  with  additional 
authority  to  meet  the  continuing 
demand  for  FAA  technical  assistance, 
thereby  insuring  that  the  FAA's 
worldwide  regulatory  preeminence  Is 
maintained.  Finally,  the  legislation 
creates  a  funding  mechanism  whereby 
the  beneficiaries  of  the  international 
aviation  programs  will  help  support 
them,  so  the  bill  entails  minimal  new 
costs  for  the  Government. 

I  am  also  submitting  a  detailed  sec- 
tion-by-section analysis  for  the  record 
specifying  the  legislative  changes  de- 
signed to  meet  these  goals,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  It  be  printed 
In  the  Record. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  agree  that 
this  legislation  represents  an  Impor- 
tant step  In  addressing  the  challenge 
to  American  aviation  leadership  and 
will  work  with  me  to  seek  its  early  en- 
actment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analy- 
sis was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 


Section-by-Section  Analysis— The  United 
States  International  Aviation  Support 
Act  of  1983 

section  1 
Provides  that  the  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"United  States  International  Aviation  Sup- 
port Act  of  1983." 

section  a 
Provides  a  declaration  of  policy  designed 
to  assure  the  Administrator  that  agency 
programs  undertaken  to  "foster  and  pro- 
mote" are  consistent  with  Congressional 
Intent.  Furthermore,  the  language  Is  de- 
signed to  reinforce  the  concept  that  such  ac- 
tivities are  not  Inconsistent  with  the  agen- 
cy's safety  responsibilities  nor  existing  trade 
and  economic  policy.  All  In  all,  the  language 
Is  meant  to  convey  the  concept  that  a  policy 
of  "foster  and  promote"  programs  is  not  a 
new  program,  but  rather  is  a  reaffirmation 
of  long-standing  Congressional  guidance. 
The  importance  of  this  proposal  is  that  an 
undated  approach  to  the  challenge  of  in- 
creased competition  is  needed,  and  that  we 
undertake  these  programs  cognizant  of  our 
traditional  policies  and  values,  I.e.,  free 
trade  and  minimal  government  Intrusion 
Into  the  affairs  of  business. 

SECTION  3 

This  section  is  meant  to  augment  general 
authorities  granted  the  Administrator 
through  the  Secretary  under  Section  303  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act.  It  again  reaffirms 
that  the  Administrator's  actions  are  to  be 
consistent  with  existing  law  and  also 
"United  States  Foreign  Policy  Goals" '.  This 
reference  Is  Intended  to  reinforce  the  long 
tradition  of  cooperation  between  the  State 
Department  and  the  FAA  in  the  conduct  of 
FAA  international  programs. 

Subsection  ( I )  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
add  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  FAA's  techni- 
cal assistance  programs  to  foreign  regula- 
tory authorities,  and  to  continue  to  provide 
FAA  certificates  to  qualified  non-U.S.  citi- 
zens and  facilities.  This  Is  designed  to  pro- 
vide clear  authority  to  expand  such  activi- 
ties through,  for  example,  the  commitment 
of  additional  personnel  and  resources.  By  so 
doing,  the  agency  will  be  In  a  better  position 
to  support  U.S.  products  abroad. 

Subsection  (2)  provides  explicit  authority 
for  the  Secretary  to  expand  existing  pro- 
grams and  institute  new  ones  designed  to 
assist  U.S.  firms  In  their  efforts  to  export 
aerosp£u;e  products  and  services.  Subpara- 
graphs (A).  (B),  and  (D)  suggest  specific,  but 
not  exclusive  ways  in  which  to  accomplish 
this  goal. 

Subparagraph  (A)  authorizes  the  Secre- 
tary to  Invite  the  active  participation  of  U.S. 
firms  in  the  agency's  technical  assistance 
programs  with  foreign  governments.  Activi- 
ties contemplated  under  this  subparagraph 
would  include  cooperative  PAA-U.S.  Indus- 
try efforts  to  provide  a  full  range  of  consult- 
ative and  management  services  to  request- 
ing foreign  aviation  authorities. 

Subparagraph -(B)  allows  the  Secretary  to 
actively  assist  U.S.  firms  in  their  efforts  to 
successfully  bid  on  foreign  projects.  Such 
assistance  could  range  from  consultations 
regarding  the  appropriate  personnel  to  con- 
tact in  the  foreign  government  or  aviation 
concerns  to  technical  assistance  in  the  prep- 
i.  ration  of  bids. 

Subparagraph  (C)  allows  the  agency  to 
continue,  if  the  parties  so  desire,  to  play  a 
role  in  the  execution  of  a  contract  entered 
into  between  U.S.  firms  and  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment. For  example,  the  FAA  could, 
under  this  provision,  agree  to  provide  con- 
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tlnulng  regulatory  oversight  over  a  foreign 
operator  of  U.S.  aircraft  or  air  trafic  control 
equipment. 

Subparagraph  (D)  authorizes  the  Secre- 
tary to  assist  U.S.  firms  in  developing  train- 
ing programs  designed  to  enhance  foreign 
sales.  It  Is  contemplated  that  such  activities 
might  Include  the  provision  of  FAA  person- 
nel for  training  seminars  or  the  provision  of 
appropriate  PAA  studies  which  would  be 
relevant  to  such  efforts. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  explicit  authority 
to  allow  the  Secretary  to  establish  such  reg- 
ulations as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
policy  and  provisions  of  the  Act. 

SECTION  4 

Amends  certain  provisions  of  the  Interna- 
tional Aviation  Facilities  Act  in  order  to 
carry  out  the  goals  of  the  United  States 
International  Aviation  Support  Act  of  1983. 
Subsection  (a)  amends  Section  (5)  of  the 
International  Aviation  Facilities  Act.  This  is 
the  section  of  current  law  that  allows  the 
Secretary  to  accept  payment  for  technical 
assistance  and  other  international  activities. 
The  amendments  change  current  law  In 
two  basic  ways. 

First,  the  scope  of  the  activities  for  which 
the  Secretary  can  receive  paymenU  Is 
broadened  to  Include  those  new  activities 
which  are  contemplated  by  the  United 
SUtes  International  Aviation  Support  Act 
of  1983.  Further,  the  amendment  allows 
Secretary  to  receive  payment  from  "per- 
sons." thereby  allowing  him  to  charge  pri- 
vate firms  both  foreign  and  domestic  for 
international  activities  undertaken  pursuant 
to  this  Act.  The  Secretary  Is  also  author- 
ized, if  he  so  finds,  to  provide  services  on  a 
non-reimbursable  basis  or  on  a  recovery  of 
expense  basis.  This  would  permit  assistance 
to  U.S.  firms  in  endeavors  which  exclusively 
would  benefit  that  company  if  the  manufac- 
turer seeks  the  assistance  of  the  FAA  where 
such  manufacturer  is  encountering  competi- 
tion from  foreign  manufacturers  which  are 
directly  or  Indirectly  supported  by  the  for- 
eign govenment.  The  amendment  explicitly 
refers  to  activities  undertaken  pursuant  to 
Section  (3)<a)(2)  of  the  Act.  therefore  con- 
templating that  the  -^ost  of  FAA  interna- 
tional assistance  programs  aimed  at  enhanc- 
ing U.S.  sales  opportunities  abroad  could  be 
reimbursed  by  the  beneficiaries  of  those  ef- 
forts. 

Secondly,  the  amendment  defines  the 
term  "funds"  (subparagraph  (2))  In  such  a 
way  as  to  Include  the  provision  of  "in  kind 
services"  incident  to  the  activities  undertak- 
en pursuant  to  this  Act.  This  would  allow 
FAA  personnel  to  accept  meals  and  lodging 
In  the  course  of  their  duties  undertaken 
pursuant  to  this  Act.  As  the  policy  state- 
ments in  Section  2  make  clear,  these  activi- 
ties are  not  seen  to  be  in  conflict  with  the 
safety  regulatory  mission  oi  :he  FAA. 
Therefore  the  acceptance  of  such  "in  kind" 
services  would  not  constitute  sin  improper 
conflict  or  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  Inter- 
est on  the  part  of  those  employees  who  were 
authorized  to  accept  them. 

This  provision  of  law  has  always  been  per- 
missive, i.e..  the  Secretary  has  never  been 
required  to  charge  for  such  services.  The 
amendment  does  not  change  this  policy. 
Indeed,  subparagraph  (3)  is  Included  to  un- 
derscore the  fact  that  in  certain  cases  where 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  interests 
of  safety  and  the  prospects  for  the  sale  of 
U.S.  firms  would  be  enhanced  by  the  activi- 
ty, but  payment  is  not  feasible,  then  It  need 
not  be  required. 

Subsection  (b)  amends  Section  U  of  the 
International  Aviation  Facilities  Act  to  in- 


clude, in  the  protections  of  that  section,  any 
operators  of  U.S.  registered  aircraft.  Cur- 
rent law  applies  only  to  air  carriers.  Thus, 
business  or  other  privately  owned  aircraft 
which  are  discriminated  against  could  avail 
themselves  of  the  protections  In  Section  11. 
Sut>section  (c)  adds  a  new  definition  to  the 
International  Aviation  Facilities  Act.  that  of 
a  person."  This,  in  turn,  serves  to  clarify 
the  amendments  to  Section  5.  which,  as  dis- 
cussed alwve.  would  allow  the  Secretary  to 
accept  payment  from  "persons."  The  Defini- 
tion is  patterned  after  that  In  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act. 

SECTION  5 

This  section  permits  the  FAA  Administra- 
tor to  establish  an  exchange  of  persons  pro- 
gram with  foreign  aviation  authorities  and 
aerospace  Industries.  It  Is  a  two-way  street 
which  will  improve  understanding  and  rap- 
port In  the  International  aviation  communi- 
ty. Through  the  marketing  of  the  compe- 
tence of  our  systems,  we  will  be  selling  for- 
eign governments  the  quality  of  the  U.S. 
products  which  support  them. 

SECTION  6 

Creates  a  special  fund  In  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury to  finance  the  activities  undertaken  pur- 
suant to  its  provisions.  The  provision  is  pat- 
terned after  the  legislation  creating  the  Air- 
port and  Airway  Trust  Fund. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  funds  re- 
ceived under  the  International  Aviation  Fa- 
cilities Act  (and  therefore  any  funds  re- 
ceived under  activities  undertaken  pursuant 
to  this  Act)  are  to  be  deposited  in  the  fund. 
This  replaces  existing  language  in  Section  5 
which  provides  that  such  funds  are  to  be 
credited  against  current  appropriations. 

Sut>section  (c)  allows  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  make  contributions  to  the  fund 
from  foreign  assistance  funds  when  he  be- 
lieves they  may  Xte  utilized  to  carry  out 
projects  which  would  further  the  foreign 
policy  goals  of  the  United  SUtes.  The  provi- 
sion allows  the  Secretary  of  State,  in 
making  such  transfers,  to  require  that  they 
be  spent  on  specific  projects.  Provision  is 
also  made  to  transfer  some  or  all  of  the 
funds  received  in  landing  fees  at  the  two 
Federally  operated  airports  to  the  fund. 

Subsection  (d)  modifies  Section  45  of  the 
Airline  Deregulation  Act  to  acconr.-nodate 
changes  made  in  existing  law  by  this  Act.  It 
is  not  Intended  to  alter  the  current  prohibi- 
tion against  charges  for  domestic  certifica- 
tion activities  but  provides  for  deposit  of 
funds  received  by  the  FAA  certification 
services  provided  outside  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  airman,  aircraft  and  air 
agencies. 

Subsection  (e)  authorizes  the  acceptance 
and  deposit  of  funds  of  private  contribu- 
tions given  to  further  the  purposes  of  the 
Act. 

Subsection  (f)  provides  that  funds  not 
needed  to  meet  current  withdrawals  shall  be 
Invested.  The  language  describing  the  types 
of  Investm.ents  that  are  permitted,  subsec- 
tion (g)  regarding  the  sale  of  obligations  and 
(h)  regarding  the  deposit  of  interest  to  the 
fund  track  similar  provisions  regarding  the 
Airport  and  Airways  Trust  Fund  and  are  in- 
tended to  have  the  same  Import  as  those 
provisions.  (See  section  208  of  the  Airport 
and  Airways  Revenue  Act  of  1970.) 

Subsection  (I)  provides  the  authority  for 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  make  ex- 
penditures from  the  fund  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  the  Act.  including  sala- 
ries and  related  expenses. 


By  Mr.  LAXALT  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Hecht): 
S.  1694.  A  bill  to  declare  that  the 
United  SUtes  holds  certain  lands  In 
trust  for  the  Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe; 
to  the  Select  Committee  on  Indian  Af- 
fairs. 

LAS  VEGAS  PAIUTE  TRIBE  LANDS  TRUST 

•  Mr.  LAXALT.  Mr.  President.  I  intro- 
duce for  appropriate  reference  a  bill  to 
transfer  in  trust  to  the  Las  Vegas 
Paiute  Tribe  some  3,840  acres  of  public 
domain  lands  in  Nevada.  I  am  joined 
by  my  distinguished  colleague.  Sena- 
tor Hecht,  in  proposing  this  bill. 

The  Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe  needs  an 
additional  land  base  on  which  to  pro- 
vide for  the  future  economic  develop- 
ment of  the  tribe  and  for  the  housing 
and  community  service  needs  of  its 
members. 

The  tribe  has  undertaken  an  ambi- 
tious and  far-sighted  planning  effort 
for  the  future.  However,  its  economic 
and  development  goals  cannot  be  met 
within  the  confines  of  the  present 
small  12%-acre  colony  area.  The  tribe, 
with  the  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs,  sometime  back  deter- 
mined that  a  vacant  tract  of  the  public 
domain  located  northwest  of  Las 
Vegas,  and  comprising  some  3,840 
acres,  would  facilitate  the  tribe's  ef- 
forts. That  land  is  the  subject  of  this 
bill. 

I  have  been  impressed  by  the  ambi- 
tious and  determined  efforts  of  the 
tribe's  leadership  to  provide  economic 
opportunities,  maintain  the  tribe's  cul- 
tural and  spiritual  heritage,  and  pro- 
vide for  the  housing  and  social  services 
of  its  members.  It  is  appropriate  that 
the  Federal  Government,  under  its 
long-held  trust  responsibility  to  Indi- 
ans, assist  Indian  communities  where 
it  can  do  so  consistent  with  its  respon- 
sibilities to  the  Nation. 

The  tribe  has  diligently  worked  to 
justify  the  transfer  by  submitting  an 
overall  plan  for  the  land.  It  has 
worked  closely  with  local  and  county 
governments  and  with  all  private  par- 
ites  with  an  interest  in  the  land  to 
insure  that  the  tribe's  goals  are  under- 
stood. There  is  a  unanimity  of  support 
among  the  parties  for  this  effort.  All 
existing  rights  will  be  protected.  The 
unanimity  of  local  and  State  support 
for  the  tribe  in  this  proposal  has  been 
most  encouraging. 

The  land  involved  is  part  of  the  ab- 
original lands  occupied  by  the  Paiutes 
prior  to  the  coming  of  settlers  and  has 
historic  and  spiritual  significance  to 
tribal  members. 

The  Congress  can  facilitate  a  worthy 
public  purpose  by  giving  the  trilje  an 
opportunity  for  growth  through  self- 
reliance  and  the  development  of  the 
talents  of  its  members  through  this 
legislation.* 


By   Mr.   CRANSTON  (for   him- 
self, Mr.  Hecht.  Mr.  Simpson. 
and  Mr.  Laxalt): 
S.  1695.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Trails  System  Act  by  authorizing  for 
study  the  Pony  Express  Trail  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act;  to  the  Com- 
mittee  on   Energy   and   Natural   Re- 
sources. 

PONY  EXPRESS  TRAIL 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President.  I 
introduce  for  appropriate  reference  a 
bill  to  authorize  a  study  of  the  Pony 
Express  Trail  for  possible  inclusion  in 
the  national  trails  system. 

The  Pony  Express  represents  an  im- 
portant segment  in  the  development 
of  our  Nation.  It  was  the  first  rapid 
transit  and  the  first  fast  mail  line 
across  the  continent  from  the  Missouri 
River  to  the  Pacific  coast.  The  Pony 
Express,  furthermore,  is  one  of  the 
best  known  symbols  of  courage,  enter- 
prise and  the  conviction  that  anything 
is  possible  when  it  is  for  the  common 
good.  The  service  provided  by  the 
Pony  Express  was  instrumental  in 
binding  our  young  country  together, 
in  linking  the  far  West  to  the  more 
populous  East  at  a  time  when  overland 
travel  was  slow  and  cumbersome  and 
when  the  impending  Civil  War  made 
the  rapid  communication  of  news  be- 
tween these  sections  a  necessity. 

There  were  190  stations  spaced  some 
15  miles  apart  with  400  horses,  as 
many  stationmen  and  assistants,  and 
approximately  80  riders  served  the 
Pony  Express.  It  was  like  a  giant  relay. 
At  each  station  the  riders  were  given  2 
minutes  in  which  to  transfer  the  sad- 
dlebags to  fresh  ponies  and  be  on  their 
way  again.  After  riding  a  certain  dis- 
tance, one  rider  would  hand  the  mail 
over  to  another  and  so  on  until  the 
destination  was  reached.  This  relay 
continued  day  and  night  during  both 
summer  and  winter  through  some  of 
the  wildest  regions  of  the  country. 

The  Pony  Express  Trail  extended 
from  St.  Joseph.  Mo.,  to  Sacramento. 
Calif.  In  general,  the  route  followed 
the      well-known 

Trail  by  way  of  Port  Kearny  and 
Scottsbluff  (Nebraska);  Fort  Laramie, 
South  Pass,  and  Fort  Bridger  (Wyo- 
ming); and  Salt  Lake  City  (Utah). 
From  there  the  trail  went  around  the 
southern  end  of  the  Great  Salt  Lake, 
by  way  of  Fort  Churchill  and  Carson 
City  (Nevada),  and  Placerville  to  Sac- 
ramento (California). 

The  22-day  delivery  time  of  the  pre- 
vious overland  mail  route  was  cut  vir- 
tually in  half  by  the  Pony  Express. 
Initially,  its  delivery  schedule  was  set 
at  10  days  for  8  months  of  the  year 
ajid  12  days  during  the  winter  season. 
These  times  soon  were  lowered  to  8 
and  10  days  respectively.  An  average 
speed  of  10  miles,  including  stops,  had 
to    be    maintained    on    the    summer 


Pony  Express  was  in  delivering  a  copy 
of  President  Lincoln's  inaugural  ad- 
dress across  the  country  in  March 
1861.  Lincoln's  speech  arrived  in  Sac- 
ramento. Calif.,  from  St.  Joseph,  Mo.— 
a  distance  of  1,966  miles— in  just  7 
days  and  17  hours. 

Nonetheless,  actual  mail  service  via 
the  Pony  Express  lasted  a  brief  19 
months.  Yet  that  period  from  April  3, 
1860,  when  the  first  mail  pouch  and 
rider  left  St.  Joseph.  Mo.  to  October 
24,  1861.  when  the  Pony  Express  was 
officially  ended,  represents  one  of  the 
most  colorful  episodes  in  American 
history.  Certainly  the  deep  impression 
the  Pony  Express  made  on  the  times 
belies  its  short  duration.  It  marked  the 
highest  advancement  in  overland 
travel  to  its  time  and  made  clear  that 
a  central  route  across  the  continent 
would  expedite  the  carrying  of  the 
mail  to  the  west  coast. 

Over  the  years  the  progression  of 
our  postal  service  has  been  a  vital 
force  in  the  evolution  of  our  country. 
This  service  followed  the  covered 
wagons  with  means  of  communication 
that  maintained  the  early  settlers' 
contacts  with  the  families  and  friends 
they  had  left  behind.  It  has  been  said 
that  without  this  postal  service,  the 
development  of  the  West  may  have 
been  delayed  for  many  years.  The  dis- 
covery of  gold  in  California  fueled  the 
West's  demand  for  rapid  communica- 
tion with  the  East,  a  demand  that  was 
intolerable  of  slow  convoys  or  ships 
and  that  could  not  wait  for  railroad 
construction  or  the  extension  of  the 
telegraph. 

The  Pony  Express,  however,  proved 
the  feasibility  of  a  transcontinental 
railroad  and  paved  the  way  for  the 
first  such  rail  to  span  the  country  9 
years  later.  The  Pony  Express  demon- 
strated that  such  a  line  could  be  built 
and  operated  year  round— a  feat  previ- 
ously regarded  as  impossible.  Not  sur- 
prisingly, completion  of  the  transcon- 
tinental telegraphic  line  long  preceded 
the  cross-country  railroad.  On  October 


its  relationship  to  issues  of  nationwide 
importance,  make  it  well  worth  re- 
membering. In  view  of  its  well-estab- 
lished historical  and  cultural  values, 
Mr.  President.  I  believe  the  Pony  Ex- 
press route  merits  study  to  determine 
the  suitability  and  feasibility  of  its 
designation  as  a  national  historic  trail 
and  inclusion  in  the  National  Trails 
System. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  print- 
ed at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1695 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatit>es  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  Sec- 
tion 5  (c)  of  the  National  Trails  System  Act 
is  amended  be  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  "(  )  Pony  Express  Trail,  extend- 
ing from  St.  Joseph.  Missouri  through  Ne- 
braska. Wyoming.  Utah  and  Nevada  to  Sac- 
ramento. California. 


By  Mr.  ROLLINGS: 
S.  1697.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Military 
Selective  Service  Act  to  provide  for 
the  reinstitution  of  the  registration 
and  classification  of  persons  under 
such  act  and  to  reinstate  the  authority 
of  the  President  to  induct  persons  in- 
voluntarily into  the  Armed  Forces, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 

REINSTITUTION  OF  THE  DRAFT 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  legislation  rein- 
stituting  the  military  draft.  We  need 
the  draft  for  many  reasons— most  im- 
portantly, we  need  it  in  order  to 
remain  true  to  the  ideals  which  built 
this  country. 

President  Reagan  and  Defense  Sec- 
retary Weinberger  may  cite  the  suc- 
cess of  the  All-Volunteer  Force  in 
reaching  all  of  DOD's  recruiting  objec- 
tives. I  do  not  for  1  minute  think  that 
the  American  public  and  our  military 


^ ^  ^^ ^ leaders  are  fooled  by  such  statistical 

California-Oregon    24^1^861.  it  was  the  telegraph  that  es-    gimmicks.  We  are  in  a  recession,  and 

our  young  people  need  jobs.  It  is  that 
simple.  There  is  over  20  percent  unem- 
ployment of  our  young  people— it  is 
over  50  percent  for  young  blacks— 
where  else  can  these  people  turn?  The 
AVF  is  the  employer  of  last  resort.  If 
the  economy  improves— the  military 
will  no  longer  be  able  to  compete  with 
private  industry  and  higher  education 
for  the  young. 

The  AVF  is  a  product  of  the  Viet- 
nam mindset.  Early  in  the  1970's.  with 
America's  morale  sapped  by  our  in- 
volvement in  Vietnam,  everyone 
wanted  the  easy  way  for  America  to 
defend  itself  without  personal  sacri- 
fice. So  we  instituted  the  Volunteer 
Army,  and  with  that  problem  moved 
beyond  arm's  length,  we  put  the  whole 


corted  the  Pony  Express  formally  out 
of  existence.  On  that  date,  the  two  tel- 
egraphic lines  being  built  across  the 
continent— one  from  Missouri  and  one 
from  California— were  joined.  Mes- 
sages could  be  sent  from  coast  to  coast 
and  the  need  for  the  Pony  Express  no 
longer  existed. 

As  the  humming  telegraph  wires  and 
roaring  railroad  took  over  its  task,  the 
Pony  Express  passed  into  legend. 
Nonetheless,  it  continues  to  be  an  ex- 
citing chapter  in  the  Nation's  history. 
The  operation  of  the  Pony  Express 
was  a  supreme  achievement  of  physi- 
cal endurance  on  the  part  of  men  and 
their  horses.  Its  history  is  truly  a  trib- 
ute to  American  courage  and  Ameri- 
can organizing  genius.  The  romance. 


schedule.  In  the  winter  a  speed  of  8  courage,  endurance,  and  individual  ex-  defense  problem  beyond  ann  s  length, 
miles  an  hour  was  sustained  despite  ploits  which  the  routine  operations  of  That  Volunteer  Army  which  no  longer 
deep  snows.  The  best  record  set  by  the    the  Pony  Express  involved,  along  with    touches  every  neighborhood  is  forgot- 
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ten  in  appropriations  and  removed 
from  everyday  life  in  America  as  far  as 
most  citizens  are  concerned. 

That  attitude  must  change.  I  contin- 
ually warned  my  colleagues  when  the 
AVF  was  begun  in  1973  that  the  pro- 
posed AVF  would  only  institutionalize 
the  inequities  of  the  draft— inequities 
which  could  have  been  remedied  with 
much  less  dislocation.  Specifically,  the 
poor,  the  black,  and  the  disadvantaged 
who  fought  in  Vietnam  would  consti- 
tute the  bulk  of  the  Volunteer  Force. 
This  is  precisely  what  happened,  and 
it  goes  on  today.  Many  Members  of 
the  Senate  will  chastise  me  for  these 
remarks.  They  will  speak  proudly  of 
how  well  the  AVF  works,  that  it  draws 
from  all  walks  of  life.  They  do  not  fool 
me  with  their  comments.  They  should 
not  fool  themselves.  The  decision  of 
1973  Insured  that  our  Nation's  defense 
burden  would  rest  with  the  poor,  the 
black,  and  the  disadvantaged  for  years 
to  come.  And  without  a  cross-section 
of  representation,  we  have  no  cross- 
section  of  support.  Rather  than  an 
equal  call  on  all,  we  perpetuated  the 
rich  mans  undemocratic  lie:  "We  will 
pay  for  it.  " 

The  fact  is  we  can  never  pay  it.  We 
can  appropriate  to  cure  the  pay  defi- 
ciencies, as  we  did  with  the  large  pay 
and  benefits  packages  of  recent  years, 
but  the  fact  is  these  were  only  half- 
way measures  that  did  not  address  our 
long-term  needs.  On  one  end  we  have 
the  equivalent  of  a  military  Job 
Corps— fertilely  bred  by  a  failed 
Reagan  economic  program.  On  the 
other  end,  we  have  commissioned  offi- 
cers who  take  home  paychecks  larger 
than  those  of  a  U.S.  Senator. 

There  are  those  who  point  out  that 
In  times  like  today,  with  unemploy- 
ment high  and  the  economy  sluggish, 
we  will  meet  our  manpower  require- 
ments. I  say  it  is  a  sad  commentary 
when  we  have  to  bank  on  a  recession 
in  the  economy  to  man  America's 
fighting  forces.  Even  bigger  problems 
are  just  around  the  comer,  for  all  the 
demographic  indicators  warn  that  the 
pool  of  17-  to  21-year-old  males— the 
lau-gest  grouping  of  potential  recruits- 
is  going  to  fall  off  sharply.  The  baby 
boom  is  history,  and  the  prognosis  is 
for  a  rapidly  shrinking  recruiting  pot. 
In  1980,  there  were  approximately  11 
million  males  in  the  17-  to  21-year-old 
category.  By  1990,  this  group  is  pro- 
jected to  total  less  than  9  million. 

In  1980,  the  AVF  was  attempting  to 
recruit  one  of  five  males  17  to  21  years 
old.  By  1993.  it  is  estimated  that  the 
AVF  must  get  one  of  two  in  this  age 
group  due  to  the  competition  from  an 
improved  economy  and  when  higher 
education  is  once  again  within  the  eco- 
nomic means  of  most  young  people. 

Mr.  I*resident,  how  will  we  meet 
such  demanding  goals?  One  out  of 
two.  You  and  I  both  know  that 
answer.  It  is  money.  We  will  once 
again  be  on  the  treadmill  of  escalating 


pay  and  benefits  for  our  troops  while 
diminishing  arms  for  our  troops  and 
lessening  our  capability  to  defend  our- 
selves. 

The  quality  of  recent  volunteers  in 
the  Army  is  a  matter  of  grave  concern. 
Fewer  Army  recruits  in  recent  years 
have  demonstrated  reading  skills 
above  the  eighth  grade  level.  And  this 
is  after  we  have  required  a  larger 
number  of  high  school  graduates.  This 
is  especially  disconcerting  because  the 
military's  technical  operations  and 
complex  equipment  demand  greater 
skill  and  judgment  of  our  servicemen. 
If  we  fail  to  face  up  to  the  quality 
problem  today,  we  will  depend  more 
and  more  on  less  educated  soldiers  to 
carry  the  weight  of  our  conventional 
military  force  tomorrow. 

The  all-volunteer  approach  has  been 
a  failure.  It  has  failed  to  provide  the 
necessary  numt)er  of  combat  troops.  It 
has  failed  to  provide  a  quality  defense 
force.  And  we  have  failed  as  a  people 
to  fairly  and  equitably  distribute  the 
burden  of  our  national  defense.  Our 
volunteer  forces  are  sadly  unrepre- 
sentative of  the  society  they  serve. 
Over  one-quarter  of  all  new  recruits 
are  black— double  their  proportion  in 
the  population.  The  number  of  other 
minorities,  especially  Hispanics,  is 
growing.  The  minority  soldiers  are 
overrepresented  in  combat  formations 
such  as  tank,  artillery,  and  infantry 
outfits,  raising  the  specter  of  dispro- 
portionate casualties  among  minorities 
in  wartime.  And.  more  than  a  racial 
problem,  it  is  a  class  problem.  For  even 
the  white  recruits  are  drawn  from  the 
poorer  and  less  educated  segments  of 
society. 

The  cross-section  approach  of  an  eq- 
uitable draft  solves  this  problem.  The 
burden  would  be  shared  by  all.  Exemp- 
tions can  and  must  be  kept  to  a  mini- 
mum. Just  prior  to  the  institution  of 
the  All-Volunteer  Force,  and  in  re- 
sponse to  the  inequitable  deferment 
and  exemption  standards  which  had 
been  in  place,  we  tightened  eligibility 
standards  auid  greatly  limited  defer- 
ments and  exemptions.  Under  the  pro- 
posal I  am  introducing  today,  we 
would  observe  those  necessary  and 
tightened  standards.  Specifically,  de- 
ferments and  exemptions  would  be 
limited  to:  First,  persons  on  active 
duty,  in  the  Reserves,  or  in  advanced 
ROTC  study;  second,  surviving  sons  or 
brothers  of  those  killed  in  war  or  miss- 
ing in  action;  third,  conscientious  ob- 
jectors and  ministers;  fourth,  profes- 
sions necessary  to  national  health,  like 
doctors;  fifth,  judges  of  courts  of 
record  and  elected  officials;  and  sixth, 
for  students,  short-term  postpone- 
ments of  their  military  obligation. 
Those  in  high  school  could  be  deferred 
until  they  graduate,  but  in  no  case  ex- 
tending l)eyond  age  20.  And  those  in 
college  could  continue  studying  until 
the  end  of  the  semester  or.  if  in  their 
senior   year,    until   the   end   of   that 


school  year.  We  all  share  the  benefits 
of  life  in  America;  under  my  plan,  we 
insure  that  we  all  help  shoulder  the 
burden  of  defending  it. 

The    cost,    the    concept,    the    civil 
wrong  of  a  volunteer  army  are  bad 
enough,  but  more  than  anything,  it 
has   required    a   civilianization.    That 
process  can  keep  the  army  content  and 
happy    in    peacetime,   but    in   war   it 
fairly  well  guarantees  that  the  soldier 
will  not  fight.  Anyone  who  has  ever 
served  in  war  realizes  that  the  motiva- 
tion to  kill,  to  defend,  to  advance,  to 
hold    an    untenable   spot    all    springs 
from  a  unit  loyalty— a  loyalty  devel- 
oped from  working  together,  playing 
together,  training  together,  staying  to- 
gether and  sacrificing  together.  It  is 
an  inner  discipline;  it  is  a  developed 
pride  for  the  organization  that  you  are 
a  part  of.  But  to  give  the  Volunteer 
Army  appearances  of  success  and  har- 
mony, civilianization  has  taken  over. 
Soldiers  stay  off  camp  or  fort  with 
their   wives,    weekends   are   off   with 
their   families,   promotions  are  made 
with   little  regard  to  merit,  and  the 
commander  that  breaks  down  his  bar- 
racks and  finds  drugs  can  only  turn  in 
the  drugs  and  not  the  man  because  ci- 
vilian law  has  taken  over  and  a  war- 
rant  is  required.  Turning   the  Army 
into  a  microcosm  of  the  office  down 
the  street  does  not  suffice.  The  kind  of 
camaraderie  needed  to  weld  an  effec- 
tive fighting  force  cannot  flourish  in 
an  atmosphere  where  the  military  is  a 
part-time  chore.  Defending  America  is 
not  a  9  to  5  job. 

In  fairness  to  ourselves  as  a  people, 
we  need  the  draft— a  universal  draft, 
not  the  kind  with  all  the  exemptions 
that  caused  so  much  bitterness  during 
Vietnam— a  draft  that  would  reflect 
the  true  character  of  America's  great- 
ness. We  must  provide  for  the  reinsti- 
tution  of  registration  and  classifica- 
tion and  for  the  reinstatement  of  the 
President's  authority  to  induct  individ- 
uals. We  cannot  respond  to  crises 
around  the  world  unless  our  forces  are 
significantly  improved.  The  Joint 
Chiefs  tell  us  so. 

Conscience  tells  us  that  we  need  a 
cross-section  of  America  in  our  Armed 
Forces.  Defense  is  everybody's  busi- 
ness. It  is  everybody's  responsibility. 
Even  if  we  had  the  money  to  make  the 
All-Volunteer  Army  work,  a  profes- 
sional army  is  un-American.  It  is  an 
anathema  to  a  democratic  republic— a 
glaring  civil  wrong.  Not  until  it  makes 
an  equal  call  on  rich  and  poor  alike, 
educated  and  uneducated,  white  and 
black,  will  it  be  a  true  reflection  of  us 
as  a  people.  America  benefits  when 
serving  alongside  the  high  school 
dropout  is  the  Harvard  graduate  who 
goes  on  to  win  the  Navy  Cross.  A  free 
society  defended  by  the  least  free  Is  a 
dangerous  contradiction. 

The  great  need  of  the  hour  is  not  so 
much  planes  and  tanks,  pilots  and  sol- 


diers, and  military  power.  The  great 
need  for  America  in  foreign  policy  is 
willpower.  We  lack  credibility.  Even 
since  Vietnam,  we  have  receded  and 
withdrawn,  refusing  to  commit.  The 
lesson  should  have  been  learned  by 
now  that  a  President's  commitment 
counts  for  little  unless  it  reflects  the 
commitment  of  the  people. 

The  direction  of  our  foreign  policy, 
the  power  of  our  newest  weaponry, 
and  the  number  of  dollars  in  the  de- 
fense budget  are  meaningless  unless 
we,  as  a  people,  are  committed  to  the 
task  of  protecting  a  nation  and  aiding 
our  allies— allies  who  by  and  large  do 
maintain  systems  of  military  conscrip- 
tion. 

From  all  of  these  standpoints  then, 
Mr.  President,  the  lack  of  military  co- 
hesiveness,  extravagant  cost,  and  pri- 
marily the  unequal  sharing  of  equal 
responsibilities— America  needs  the 
draft. 

We  should  listen  to  the  words  once 
again  of  John  F.  Kennedy— "Ask  not 
what  your  country  can  do  for  you:  Ask 
what  you  can  do  for  your  country." 
Mr.  President,  there  is  no  painless  way 
that  we  can  provide  for  the  defense  of 
freedom.* 


dents  get  a  greater  tax  deduction  than 
they  should— and  others  less  than 
they  deserve. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  would  revise  section  216  so  that 
if  a  State  law  requires  that  the  real 
property  tax  be  allocated  other  than 
on  the  basis  of  the  shareholding  inter- 
ests of  each  resident  of  a  co-op,  each 
resident  would  be  entitled  to  deduct 
exactly  as  much  real  estate  tax  as  he 
or  she  actually  pays. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  I  am  introduc- 
ing does  not  place  any  drain  on  the 
Federal  Treasury.  The  fiscal  impact  is 
zero.  Under  present  law,  some  people 
are  getting  too  great  a  deduction  for 
Federal  income  tax  purposes,  while 
others  are  getting  too  small  a  deduc- 
tion. This  legislation  would  merely  re- 
allocate these  deductions  for  property 
taxes,  while  the  aggregate  would 
remain  the  same. 

Mr.  President,  my  bill  is  straighfor- 
ward,  noncontroversial,  and  cost-free 
to  the  Federal  Government,  and  I 
hope  that  the  Finance  Committee  will 
soon  give  it  consideration. 


By  Mr.  WILSON  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Cranston): 
S.  1698.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  an  al- 
ternative method  of  allocation  of 
property  taxes  for  cooperative  housing 
corporations;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

CO-OP  PROPERTY  TAX  EQUITY  ACT 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  President,  along 
with  my  colleague  from  California. 
Senator  Cranston,  I  am  today  intro- 
ducing the  Co-op  Property  Tax  Equity 
Act,  S.  1698.  This  bill  would  provide 
for  fair  and  equitable  taxation  of 
owners  of  co-op  housing. 

A  co-op,  technically  a  "cooperative 
housing  corporation,"  is  similar  to  a 
condominium  arrangement,  but  each 
resident  does  not  own  his  own  unit.  In- 
stead, each  resident  owns  shares  of 
stock  in  a  corporation  that  owns  the 
building.  The  current  law,  section  216 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  allo- 
cates the  property  tax  deductions  in 
proportion  to  each  resident's  stock- 
holding interest  in  the  corporation. 

Before  the  adoption  in  California  of 
a  limitation  on  property  taxes— propo- 
sition 13— this  method  allocated  to 
each  resident  the  amount  of  property 
tax  actually  assessed  and  paid  on  his 
cr  her  unit.  Proposition  13,  however, 
freezes  property  tax  assessments  until 
a  unit  is  sold  and  then  requires  the 
new  owner  to  pay  the  full  amount  of 
the  increased  assessment.  As  currently 
written,  section  216  splits  up  the  de- 
duction, including  the  increased  as- 
sessment, on  an  equal,  per  share  basis, 
among  all  the  residents,  incluHing 
those  whose  assessments  have  not 
changed.  As  a  result,  some  of  the  resi- 


By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself,  Mr. 

DOMENICI,      Mr.      DURENBERGER, 

Mr.  D'Amato,  and  Mr.  Jepsen): 
S.  1699.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
medicare  coverage  to  hepatitis  B  vac- 
cine for  end  stage  rental  disease  pa- 
tients; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

COVERAGE  OF  HEPATITIS  B  VACCINE 

•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
we  introduce  today  would  permit  med- 
icare coverage  of  vaccinations  for  hep- 
atitis B  for  end  stage  renal  disease 
(ESRD)  patients.  These  patients,  the 
majority  of  whom  rely  on  hemodialy- 
sis for  their  survival,  are  at  high  risk 
of  contracting  the  hepatitis  B  virus  be- 
cause of  the  nature  of  the  treatment 
for  their  condition.  This  virus  is  trans- 
mitted primarily  by  contact  with  in- 
fected blood  and  blood  products.  Con- 
sequently, the  populations  most  at 
risk  include  patients  who  receive  blood 
or  blood  products.  Although  many  di- 
alysis patients  will  not  become  serious- 
ly ill  with  hepatitis,  a  significant 
number  of  them  become  permanent 
carriers  of  the  virus,  exposing  their 
therapists  and  fellow  patients  to  infec- 
tion. The  cases  of  clinically  significant 
hepatitis  B  infections  which  do  occur 
in  dialysis  patients  result  in  prolonged 
illness,  expensive  hospitalizations,  and 
death. 

INCIDENCE  OF  HEPATITIS  B  VIRUS 

According  to  the  centers  for  disease 
control  (CDC),  about  200.000  people 
are  infected  with  the  hepatitis  B  virus 
each  year,  resulting  in  over  10,000  hos- 
pitalizations and  250  deaths.  More- 
over, many  of  those  infected  become 
carriers  of  the  disease  and  develop 
chronic  active  hepatitis.  Information 
provided  by  the  CDC  indicates  that 
about  4,000  people  die  each  year  from 
hepatitis  B  related  cirrhosis  and  more 


than  800  die  from  hepatitis  B  related 
liver  cancer. 

CURRENT  COVERAGE  LIMITATIONS 

At  present,  end  stage  renal  disease 
patients,  because  of  their  high  risk  of 
exposure  to  the  hepatitis  B  virus,  are 
monitored  through  monthly  blood 
tests  to  screen  for  the  virus.  These 
tests  are  covered  and  paid  for  under 
the  medicare  program.  However,  the 
vaccine  used  to  immunize  people 
against  the  virus  is  not  covered. 

The  availability  of  a  safe,  efficacious 
hepatitis  B  vaccine  means  that  not 
only  can  the  costs  of  monthly  moni- 
toring and  hospitailization  be  avoided, 
but  more  importantly,  the  incidence  of 
morbidity  and  mortality  for  high  risk 
patients  can  be  reduced.  The  vaccine  is 
administered  in  three  doses  over  a 
period  of  6  months  and  has  been 
shown  to  be  effective  in  producing  im- 
munity in  about  90  percent  of  those 
tested  to  date.  The  effectiveness  rate 
for  ESRD  patients  may  be  lower,  and 
may  vary  inversely  with  age,  but  will 
probably  still  be  in  the  range  of  75  to 
80  percent.  Researchers  believe  the 
vaccine  provides  protection  for  at  least 
3  years. 

The  vaccine  would  cost  about  $215 
to  administer  to  each  patient.  There- 
fore, the  cost  during  the  first  year  of 
vaccinating  the  existing  population  of 
dialysis  patients  covered  by  medicare 
would  exceed  the  cost  savings  derived 
from  foregoing  frequent  blood  tests. 
The  Congressional  Budget  Office  esti- 
mates a  first  year  net  cost  of  $2.2  mil- 
lion. However,  in  subsequent  years  the 
cost  of  vaccinating  those  continuing  in 
the  program  and  the  approximately 
20.000  new  end  stage  renal  disease  pa- 
tients entering  the  program  each  year 
would  be  greatly  outweighed  by  the 
savings  resulting  from  the  reduced 
need  for  monthly  monitoring  and  for 
the  treatment  of  those  contracting  the 
virus.  CBO  estimates  savings  in  the 
second  year  of  $1.5  million  and  net 
savings  over  5  years  of  $7.2  million. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  the  hazard  of  hepati- 
tis B  virus  is  especially  high  for  ESRD 
patients.  Medicare  coverage  of  a  vac- 
cine which  provides  for  safe  and  effec- 
tive immunization  can  have  a  signifi- 
cant impact  on  the  quality  of  life  and 
general  health  status  of  ESRD  pa- 
tients. If  program  costs  can  be  reduced 
in  the  process,  all  the  better.* 


By  Mrs.  HAWKINS: 
S.  1700.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employ- 
ee Retirement  Income  Security  Act  of 
1974  and  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  to  provide  greater  protection 
to  spouses  under  private  pension 
plans,  and  to  amend  such  code  to 
repeal  the  earned  income  limitation  on 
the  deduction  for  retirement  savings, 
to  establish  displaced  homemakers  as 
a  targeted  group  for  the  purposes  of 
computing  credit  for  employment  of 
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certain  new  employees,  and  to  provide 
a  credit  for  household  and  dependent- 
care  services  for  individuals  perform- 
ing substantial  volunteer  services;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

ECONOMIC  PARITY  ACT 

•  Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President, 
sometimes  I  wonder  how  many  women 
survive  in  this  day  and  age.  I  wonder 
how  they  make  ends  meet,  considering 
the  grievous  inequities  in  earning 
power,  the  puny  size  of  their  pensions, 
the  dearth  of  day-care  benefits,  and 
the  tragic  deficiencies  of  current  child- 
support  laws.  Sometimes  I  wonder 
that  If  women  could  earn  at  least  as 
much  as  men.  these  Inequities  would 
not  seem  so  drastic  and  truly  life 
threatening.  Since  It  Is  not  really  my 
job  to  wonder  why  but  to  do  some- 
thing about  these  inequities,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  entitled  the 
Economic  Parity  Act.  Identical  to  H.R. 
3554  Introduced  by  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Florida.  Representative 
Tom  Lewis.  This  legislation  seeks  to 
correct  many  of  the  Inequities  In  the 
pension  laws  affecting  women,  and 
most  Important,  not  just  employed 
women,  but  divorced  and  widowed 
women  as  well. 

Mr.    President,   no   woman   In   this 
country  should  be  penalized  for  choos- 
ing homemaklng  as  a  full-time  career, 
Interrupting  an  active  career  to  raise 
children  or  combining  an  active  career 
with  chlldrearlng.   Because  employed 
women  tend  to  be  young,  work  part 
time  or  part  year,  and  Interrupt  their 
service    for   family   obligations,    most 
working    women    receive    no    pension 
coverage.  My  legislation  attempts  to 
remedy  this  grave  situation  by  adress- 
Ing  the  differing  needs  of  employed 
women.   For  example,  my  legislation 
recognizes  that  women  between  the 
ages  of  20  and  24  have  the  highest 
labor     force     participation     and     It 
amends  ERISA  to  require  employers 
to  offer  pension  benefits  at  age  21  or 
after  1  year  of  employment.  Instead  of 
age    25.    In   addition,    the    legislation 
would  modify  breaks- In-servlce  rules  to 
give  up  to  20  hours  per  week  credit  for 
up  to  1  year  of  employer-approved  ma- 
ternity or  paternity  leave.  If  the  em- 
ployee returns  to  the  job.  This  change 
Is  important  because  only  41  percent 
of    women    working    full    time    were 
vested  In  their  pension  plans,  as  op- 
posed to  51  percent  of  the  men.  The 
difference  is  clearly  due,  in  part,  to 
time  off  for  chlldb^'arlng. 

The  Women's  Economic  Parity  Act 
(WEPA),  also  seeks  to  Improve  the 
pension  laws  affecting  women  who 
work  within  their  homes.  For  many 
years,  widows  or  divorced  women  have 
been  unfairly  treated  by  the  pension 
and  tax  laws.  Because  they  choose  ca- 
reers as  homemakers,  they  are  often 
dependent  upon  their  spouse's  pension 
plan.  Yet,  under  current  law,  joint  or 
survivor  benefits  can  be  terminated 
without    notice    or    consent    by    the 


spouse.  WEPA  would  correct  this  In- 
equity by  making  joint  and  survivor 
benefits  automatic  unless  both  the 
plan  participant  and  the  spouse  agree 
In  writing  to  waive  this  section.  It  also 
corrects  the  problem  of  survivor  bene- 
fits being  withdrawn  If  the  plan  partic- 
ipant dies  before  retirement.  WEPA 
provides  that  the  survivor  benefit  be 
paid  to  the  spouse  even  If  the  plan 
participant  dies  before  retirement,  as 
long  as  he  or  she  was  vested. 

A  very  Important  provision  of  this 
legislation  would  clarify  the  extent  to 
which  State  courts  can  consider  pen- 
sion benefits  In  divorce,  child  support, 
and  other  domestic-relations  cases. 
This  is  consistent  with  recent  congres- 
sional action  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  pension  benefits 
to  divorced  wives  married  10  years.  It 
is  also  consistent  with  passage  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980.  which 
made  military  and  foreign-service  pen- 
sion benefits  subject  to  alienation  by 
the  courts  In  domestic-relations  cases. 
I  feel  that  this  provision  recognizes 
marriage  as  the  economic  partnership 
which  It  Indeed  is. 

Displaced  homemakers  who  have 
spent  years  creating  a  home  and  bind- 
ing together  a  family  and  who  have 
subsequently  lost  their  Jobs  through 
divorce,  separation,  or  death  often 
lack  marketable  skills  and  need  special 
assistance  to  reenter  the  labor  force. 
WEPA  would  assist  In  the  reentry  of 
this  special  group  by  amending  the 
targeted  jobs  tax  credit  to  include  dis- 
placed homemakers.  Employers  would 
receive  a  tax  credit  when  hiring  this 
targeted  group. 

A  homemaker  Is  crucial  to  the  sur- 
vival of  the  family;  her  work  Is  all  the 
more  priceless  because  no  one  can  put 
a  value  on  It.  It  is  high  time  we  at- 
tempted to  correct  certain  Inequities 
created  by  this  situation. 

Another  Important  provision  In  the 
Women's  Economic  Parity  Act  would 
amend  the  Individual  retirement  ac- 
counts. IRA's  are  a  new  and  innovative 
way  to  encourage  people  to  save  for 
their  retirement.  An  Important  seg- 
ment of  the  population  is  being  ig- 
nored, however.  Since  alimony  and 
spouse  support  is  not  considered 
earned  Income,  separated  or  divorced 
women  whose  sole  source  of  Income 
may  be  alimony  or  spouse  support  are 
prevented  from  taking  advantage  of 
this  method  of  retirement  savings. 
Since  elderly  wom»n  are  the  fastest 
growing  poverty  group  In  America— In 
fact.  81  percent  of  women  over  age  65 
not  living  with  relatives  are  below  the 
poverty  line— the  small  reduction  In 
revenues  caused  by  this  provision  is 
well  justified. 

Mr.  President,  there  Is  a  saying; 
"Women  are  not  a  minority;  they're 
just  treated  like  one."  Well,  women 
are  a  majority— no  minority,  and  cer- 
tainly not  women,  should  be  subject  to 
economic    Indignities    that    threaten 


their  self-esteem,  their  well-being,  and 
the  health  and  safety  of  their  families. 
I  feel  that  these  reforms  in  pension 
and  tax  laws  are  long  overdue,  and  I 
urge  my  Senate  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  supporting  this  blll.« 


By  Mr.  McCLURE  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Jackson.  Mr.  Baocos.  Mr. 
Gorton,  and  Mr.  Symms): 
S.  1701.  A  bin  to  Impose  specific  di- 
rectives on  the  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 
ministration;   to    the    Committee    on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

DIRECTIVES  TO  THE  BONNEVILLE  POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  Introducing  for  myself  and  others 
a  bill  to  Impose  specific  directives  on 
the  Bonneville  Power  Administration. 
The  text  of  this  bill  is  identical  to  Sec- 
tion 317  of  H.R.  3363,  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  related  agencies 
appropriation  bill  for  1984  which  Is 
currently  awaiting  action  by  the 
Senate.  The  report  accompanying 
H.R.  3363  (S.  Rept.  98-184)  contains 
language  approved  by  the  Senate  Ap- 
propriations Committee  which  pro- 
vides In  addition  to  the  language  of 
the  bill,  the  limitation  and  directives 
intended  to  be  Imposed  upon  the  Bon- 
neville Power  Administration  (BPA). 
This  language  Is  Intended  to  be  appli- 
cable to  this  bill,  as  well,  and  Is.  there- 
fore. Included  at  this  point  In  Its  en- 
tirety: 

Sec.  317.  The  Committee,  through  section 
317  of  the  bill  and  the  provisions  contained 
in  this  report.  Imposes  specific  directives  on 
the  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
(BPA).  a  Federal  power  marketing  agency. 
BPA  does  not  receive  appropriations  be 
cause  it  is  a  wholly  self-financed  entity 
under  the  provision  of  the  Federal  Colum 
bia  River  Transmission  System  Act  of  1974 
(Transmission  Act).  16  U.S.C.  838-838K. 
BPA's  costs  are.  therefore,  borne  by  its  cus- 
tomers, not  by  the  U.S.  Treasury  or  the  U.S. 
taxpayer.  However,  under  section  11(b)  of 
the  Transmission  Act.  BPA  expenditures 
are  subject  to  "specific  directives  and  limita- 
tions *  *  •  included  in  approprations  act. " 
16  U.S.C.  838i(b).  This  provision  Is  a  specific 
directive  and  limitation  of  this  type. 

Federal  power  marketing  agencies  have 
authority  under  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944  to  acquire  resources  by  net  billings. 
The  Public  Worlis  Appropriations  Act  of 
1971  specifically  affirmed  BPAs  authority 
to  acquire  the  plant  capability  of  WPPSS  1, 
2.  and  70  percent  of  3.  This  acQU<sil!on  was 
affirmed  in  the  Transmission  Act  of  1974 
which  authorized  BPA  to  expend  funds  for 
the  "purchase  of  electric  power,  (Including 
the  entitlement  of  plant  capability)  •  •  *  If 
such  purchase  has  been  heretofore  author- 
ized."  These  resources  were  defined  as  "Fed- 
eral base  system  resources, "  for  example, 
"resources  acquired  by  the  Administrator 
under  long-term  contracts  in  force  on"  De- 
cember 5.  1980,  the  effective  date  of  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  Electric  Power  Planning  and 
Conservation  Act.  (Regional  Act).  16  U.S.C. 
839a(10)(B).  As  Federal  base  system  re- 
sources, these  facilities  play  a  critical  role  in 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Regional 
Act.  Under  section  2(f)  of  the  Bonneville 
Project  Act  and  section  9(a)  of  the  Regional 


Act  the  Administrator  is  authorized  to 
"enter  into  contracts"  or  to  "make  expendi- 
tures, upon  such  terms  and  conditions  and 
in  such  manner  as  he  may  deem  necessary. " 
16  U.S.C.  832a(f);  16  U.S.C.  839f(a).  These 
statutory  authorities  give  BPA  a  variety  of 
alternative  means  by  which  it  can  fulfill  its 
obligations  under  the  existing  net-billing 
agreements  and  protect  the  Federal  Interest 
in  the  three  net-billed  WPPSS  projects. 

The  Washington  Public  Power  Supply 
System  (WPPSS),  a  municipal  corporation, 
is  currently  facing  difficulties  because  of  its 
apparent  inability  to  pay  when  due  financial 
obligations  it  Incurred  in  constructing  two 
power  projects  (WPPSS  4  and  5)  which  are 
now  terminated  and  in  which  there  is  no 
Federal  investment.  These  difficulties  have 
affected  WPPSS'  ability  to  finance  WPPSS 

1,  2,  and  70  percent  of  3.  which  have  not 
been  terminated,  but  are  in  various  stages  of 
construction.  The  remaining  30  percent  of 
WPPSS  3  is  owned  by  four  investor-owned 
utilities  which  have  separately  financed 
their  interest  in  WPPSS  3.  To  date,  WPPSS 
has  financed  the  construction  of  WPPSS  1, 

2,  and  70  percent  of  3  through  conventional 
bond  issues  secured  by  BPA's  revenues 
under  net-billing  agreements.  Although  ad- 
ditional construction  funding  for  WPPSS  1 
is  not  presently  needed  as  construction  on 
that  project  has  been  extended  indefinitely, 
such  funding  is  required  for  WPPSS  2  and 
70  percent  of  3,  which  are  approximately  98 
and  78  percent  complete,  respectively. 

WPPSS  does  not  believe  that  it  can  raise 
the  funds  required  to  complete  WPPSS  2 
and  3  through  conventional  bond  issues. 
The  Committee  recognizes  that  BPA  will  di- 
rectly fund  some  or  all  of  the  costs  of  com- 
pleting WPPSS  2  or  3  from  current  reve- 
nues under  its  existing  authorities.  It  is  not 
anticipated  that  the  use  of  payments  from 
rates  for  costs  of  construction  of  WPPSS  3 
would  increase  substantially  from  those 
budgeted  for  the  preservation  costs  of  that 
plant  by  the  Administrator  in  the  BPA's 
June  22.  1983  supplement  budget  submitted 
to  the  Committee. 

This  provision  directs  an  additional 
method  for  construction  financing  for 
either  WPPSS  2  or  3  through  the  formation 
of  a  new  entity,  established  pursuant  to 
State  law,  that  would  issue  bonds,  notes  or 
other  evidences  of  indebtedness,  the  pro- 
ceeds of  which  would  be  used  to  continue 
construction  of  these  projects.  The  security 
on  which  lenders  would  rely  for  repayment 
of  funds  provided  to  the  new  entity  would 
be  a  contract  between  the  new  entity  and 
BPA.  This  contract  would  commit  BPA  to 
pay  the  principal,  interest,  and  related  costs 
on  the  new  borrowings  directly  to  the  new 
entity,  its  obligees  or  their  trustees. 

This  arrangement  has  several  benefits. 
First,  an  entirely  new  entity,  rather  than 
WPPSS,  could  be  the  issuer  of  the  financing 
instruments.  Second,  the  construction  funds 
raised  by  the  new  entity  could  be  paid  by 
the  entity  under  appropriate  contractual  ar- 
rangements, precluding  any  attempt  by 
WPPSS'  creditors  to  levy  on  or  attach  such 
funds.  Such  arrangements  may  be  made  be- 
tween the  entity  and  the  suppliers,  contrac- 
tors, laborers,  and  others  on  these  projects 
or  between  the  entity  and  WPPSS.  These 
arrangements  must  assure  that  such  funds 
are  used  for  project  construction  and  relat- 
ed costs.  Third,  direct  payment  would  elimi- 
nate lenders'  concerns  over  the  authority  of 
third  parties  to  make  payments  (for  exam- 
ple, the  participants  under  the  net-billing 
agreements). 

The  Committee  Intends  that  this  provi- 
sion would  not  disturb  or  supplant  the  Ad- 


ministrator's authorities,  rights  or  obliga- 
tions under  the  existing  net-billing  agree- 
ments, other  contractual  arrangements  or 
provision  of  law,  related  to  these  three 
projects.  Instead  this  provision  represents 
an  additional  method  available  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator to  provide  the  security  neces- 
sary to  meet  BPA's  existing  obligations  with 
respect  to  WPPSS  1,  2,  and  3. 

Utilizing  the  arrangements  contemplated 
by  this  provision,  construction  financing 
should  be  available  on  reasonable  terms  to 
enable  continuation  of  construction,  par- 
ticularly on  WPPSS  3,  which  otherwise 
would  be  subject  to  a  construction  delay  oc- 
casioned by  WPPSS'  financing  difficulties. 
The  Committee  believes  that  the  clarifica- 
tion of  the  authority  of  the  BPA  to  enter 
Into  such  arrangements  will  provide  it  with 
additional  flexibility  to  address  the  prob- 
lems facing  the  region.  However,  this  direc- 
tive should  not  be  Interpreted  to  be  the  only 
clarification  of  authority  or  remedy  needed 
to  protect  the  Federal  investment  in  the 
Federal  base  system  resources.  The  commit- 
tee is  also  concerned  that  this  directive 
might  create  a  climate  in  the  region  which 
might  precipitate  unwise  decisions.  Accord- 
ingly, as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  BPA 
entering  into  any  arrangements  or  agree- 
ments to  provide  security  for  financing  com- 
pletion of  the  projects  pursuant  to  his  pro- 
vision, an  agreement  must  be  reached 
among  BPA  and  the  project  owners  of 
WPPSS  3,  providing  for  the  schedule  upon 
which  WPPSS  3  will  be  constructed.  In  ne- 
gotiating the  agreement  the  BPA  shall  con- 
sider among  other  relevent  factors  the  need 
for  and  marketability  of  the  power.  If  such 
a  schedule  is  agreed  upon,  only  the  may  the 
BPA  exercise  such  authority. 

Further,  the  Committee  intends  the  BPA 
to  exercise  its  authority  directed  by  this 
amendment  In  a  prudent  and  business-like 
manner.  BPA  shall  not  enter  into  any  con- 
tractual arrangements  pursuant  to  this  pro- 
vision without  due  consideration  of  the  ef- 
fects on  the  ratepayers  of  the  region,  includ- 
ing consideration  of  the  effects  of  the  dura- 
tion of  Indebtedness,  the  Interest  rate,  and 
the  terms  upon  which  such  financial  agree- 
ments are  likely  to  be  refinanced  if  neces- 
sary. 

The  BPA  should  also  take  into  consider- 
ation the  following  factors  prior  to  making 
any  contractual  arrangements  pursuant  to 
this  provision:  (a)  the  Committee's  concern 
over  tne  effect  of  the  arrangement  on  the 
ratepayers  of  the  region  as  compared  to 
other  viable  alternatives  for  the  acquisition 
of  power  from  generating  resources;  lb)  the 
committee's  expectation  that  the  BPA  will 
not  enter  into  arrangements  which  will 
result  in  financial  obligations  unreasonably 
in  excess  of  those  which  would  have  other- 
wise accurred  assuming  financing  by 
WPPSS:  and  (c)  the  Committee's  recogni- 
tion that  this  provision  does  not  create  any 
authority  for  BPA  to  incur  liability  with  re- 
spect to  WPPSS  4  and  5  and  the  Investor 
owned  utilities'  shares  of  WPPSS  3. 

In  addition  to  this  financing  arrangement 
the  Committee  envisions  that  BPA  would 
pay  directly  to  WPPSS  for  BPA's  share  of 
the  projects  capability  In  the  event  that  any 
of  the  existing  net-billing  agreements  are 
determined  to  be  invalid  or  unenforceable 
and  BPA  elects  to  affirm  its  right  to  the  ca- 
pability in  the  projects  by  contracting  di- 
rectly with  WPPSS. 

In  order  to  keep  the  Committee  fully  in- 
formed of  BPA's  activities  in  this  regard, 
new  contractual  agreements  between  BPA 
and  the  new  entity  or  entities  descril)ed  in 


the  provision  shall  be  furnished  to  the 
Senate  and  House  Appropriations  Commit- 
tees in  the  form  In  which  they  are  to  be  exe- 
cuted at  least  30  days  prior  to  their  execu- 
tion. In  addition,  BPA  shall  reflect  the  cost 
impacts  of  any  undertaking  which  it  pro- 
poses to  enter  into  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sion in  any  annual,  amended  or  supplemen- 
tal budget  which  it  is  required  to  submit  to 
Congress. 

The  Committee  adopted  this  provision 
upon  receipt  of  requests  or  expressions  of 
support  for  action  by  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration,  the  Governor  of  the  SUte 
of  Washington.  WPPSS.  investor-owned 
utililies  which  own  shares  of  WPPSS  3,  and 
other  Interested  parties. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  summarize  at 
this  point  the  combined  effect  of  the 
proposed  statutory  language  and  the 
accompanying  report  language.  I  will 
also  clarify  for  the  record  some  Impor- 
tant points  which  are  not  authorized 
by  this  bill.  First,  the  statutory  lan- 
guage clarifies  BPA's  authority  to 
enter  Into  alternative  financing  agree- 
ments for  construction  of  WPPSS  No. 
2  and  No.  3.  The  financing  alternative 
would  utilize  an  appropriate  entity  or 
entitles  established  pursuant  to  State 
law.  Financing  could  be  from  bonds, 
notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebted- 
ness. Second,  the  report  language  pro- 
vides the  directives  and  limitations 
under  which  BPA  may  use  the  author- 
ity which  include: 

First,  a  condition  precedent  that  a 
schedule  for  the  construction  of 
■WPPSS  No.  3  be  agreed  upon. 

Second,  a  directive  that  the  author- 
ity be  used  In  a  prudent  and  business- 
like manner. 

Third,  a  requirement  that  effects  of 
the  terms  of  the  financing  on  the  rate- 
payers be  considered. 

Fourth,  a  prohibition  on  BPA  incur- 
ring a  liability  for  WPPSS  No.  4  and 
No.  5  or  the  private  ownership  in 
WPPSS  No.  3. 

Fifth,  a  requirement  to  consider  the 
new  financing  In  relationship  to  the 
cost  of  other  viable  alternatives  for 
generating  resources  and  the  cost  of 
traditional  financing  through  WPPSS. 
Sixth,  a  requirement  that  the  Ap- 
propriations Committees  of  the  Senate 
and  House  receive  all  contracts  pro- 
posed to  be  entered  Into  30  days  prior 
to  their  execution.  In  addition  all  costs 
associated  with  the  agreements  will  be 
reflected  In  BPA's  budget  submissions 
to  Congress. 

Third,  this  proposal  does  not  author- 
ize: 

First.  BPA  to  seek  appropriated 
funds. 

Second,  BPA  to  borrow  fimds  from 
the  Federal  Treasury  or  any  other 
source. 

Third,  extending  the  full  faith  and 
credit  of  the  United  States  to  financ- 
ing agreements  entered  Into  by  BPA. 

Fourth.  BPA  itself  to  establish  the 
new  entity  or  entities  referred  to  In 
section  317  of  H.R.  3363  and  this  bill. 
Such  entity  or  entitles  must  be  estab- 
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lished  by  a  non-Pederal  party  pursu- 
ant to  State  law. 

I  would  like  to  add  at  this  point  that 
introduction  of  this  bill  does  not  in 
any  way  prejudice  or  compromise  the 
sponsors'  belief  that  the  inclusion  of 
identical  language  in  H.R.  3363  is  ap- 
propriate under  the  rules  and  practice 
of  the  Senate  and  the  express  terms  of 
section  11(b)  of  the  Federal  Columbia 
River  Transmission  Act  which  states 
that  BPA  expenditures  are  subject  to 
"specific  directives  aind  limitations 
••  •  *  included  in  appropriations  acts." 
16  U.S.C.  838i(b).  It  is  the  sponsors' 
intent  that  this  bill  be  utilized  to  pro- 
vide an  opportunity  for  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources to  hold  a  hearing  on  the  pro- 
posal contained  in  the  appropriations 
measure.  To  that  end,  in  a  separate  of- 
ficial notice,  it  will  be  announced  that 
the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee  will  hold  public  hearings 
on  this  bill  on  Wednesday.  August  3. 
1983  beginning  at  2  p.m.  in  room  SD- 
366,  subject  of  course  to  the  proviso 
that  permission  for  the  committee  to 
sit  is  granted  by  the  Senate. 

(Personal  views  of  Senator  McClure 
on  need  will  follow.) 

During  the  past  few  weeks,  the 
newspapers  have  been  filled  with  in- 
formation—and misinformation— 
about  the  WPPSS  situation,  and  about 
the  effort  mounted  by  myself  and 
other  Northwest  Senators  to  provide  a 
workable  means  of  maintaining  the 
construction  schedules  of  those  plants 
(WPPSS  No.  2  and  No.  3)  in  which 
there  is  a  Federal  interest  by  virtue  of 
net-billing  agreement  which  BPA  has 
with  the  project  participants. 

It  is  important  to  differentiate  the 
interest  in  these  plants  from  the  other 
WPPSS  projects  (No.  4  and  No.  5)  in 
which  there  is  no  direct  Federal  inter- 
est. I  say  direct  because  we  all  must  be 
concerned  about  the  effect  of  the  re- 
cently announced  default  by  WPPSS 
in  its  ability  to  make  payments  on 
bonds  issued  for  WPPSS  No.  4  and  No. 
5.  That  situation  is  of  great  concern 
not  only  within  the  region  for  public 
entities  seeking  to  finance  capital  ex- 
penditures, but  for  similar  entities 
throughout  the  Nation.  The  effect  the 
default  has  EJid  will  have  on  private 
investors,  many  of  whom  are  private 
individuals,  is  cause  for  alarm  among 
us  all. 

However,  as  I  said,  this  legislation 
does  not  attempt  to  solve  that  prob- 
lem. It  relates  only  to  WPPSS  No.  1, 
No.  2,  and  No.  3  in  which  the  region 
has  an  interest  in  maintaining  viable 
sources  of  power.  WPPSS  No.  1  is  cur- 
rently in  a  preservation  state.  It  is  not 
anticipated  to  be  needed  until  1991. 
WPPSS  No.  2  is  currently  98  percent 
complete  and  Is  scheduled  to  be  oper- 
ational In  early  1984  and  will  begin 
generating  not  only  power  but  reve- 
nues in  that  time  frame.  WPPSS  No.  3 
is  78  percent  complete  and  was  sched- 


uled to  be  completed  in  early  1986. 
However,  the  inability  of  WPPSS  to 
obtain  conventional  financing  due  to 
the  spillover  effect  of  its  problems 
with  units  No.  4  and  No.  5  has  necessi- 
tated a  ramp-down  of  activity  for  unit 
No.  3  eventually  placing  it  in  a  preser- 
vation mode. 

The  forced  decision  to  preserve  unit 
No.  3  has  immediate  adverse  conse- 
quences. Perhaps  foremost  is  the  loss 
of  some  3,000  jobs  in  the  State  of 
Washington  which,  like  other  States 
in  the  Northwest,  can  ill  afford  more 
unemployment.  Second,  if  no  foreseea- 
ble alternative  for  further  financing  of 
WPPSS  No.  3  becomes  available  in  the 
near  term,  experienced  personnel 
needed  to  complete  the  plant  may  be 
lost  forever.  Third,  if  the  bondholders 
of  the  net-billed  plants  do  not  have 
some  reasonable  assurance  in  the  near 
future  that  their  interests  are  protect- 
ed through  eventual  completion  of  the 
projects,  the  legal  and  investment  cli- 
mate may  become  one  in  which  financ- 
ing is  even  more  difficult,  expensive, 
or  impossible. 

The  ratepayers  of  the  region  must 
also  be  concerned  about  not  complet- 
ing WPPSS  No.  1,  No.  2  and  No.  3  as 
expeditiously  as  possible  and  at  the 
least  possible  cost.  As  a  recent  favor- 
able editorial  in  the  Oregonian  point- 
ed out: 

Regardless  of  one's  position  on  nuclear 
energy  or  the  events  that  led  this  region 
down  this  path,  it  should  be  clear  to  rate- 
payers that  two  revenue-producing  nuclear 
plants  are  better  than  one.  and  three  would 
be  better  than  two.  Conversely,  dry  holes, 
such  as  the  terminated  plants  4  and  5. 
produce  no  revenue  toward  retiring  the 
debt. 

Parenthetically,  I  would  note  that 
while  I  appreciate  the  Oregonian  edi- 
torial, it  was  erroneous  in  characteriz- 
ing the  plan  as  sunilar  to  loan  guaran- 
tees to  Chrysler  Corp.  although  that 
plan  seems  to  be  paying  off. 

Lastly,  the  20  year  power  plan 
adopted  by  the  Northwest  Planning 
Council  clearly  shows  a  need  for  all 
three  of  the  net-billed  plants  within  a 
decade.  Current  surplus  will  not  last 
forever.  Opportunities  for  the  sale  of 
any  surplus  which  may  exist  are  being 
aggressively  pursued.  The  lead  time  in- 
volved in  powerplant  construction  is 
very  lengthy.  Unless  a  method  to  fi- 
nance that  construction  is  provided 
now,  ratepayers  may  end  up  with  the 
worst  of  all  results— 3  dry  holes,  a  mul- 
tibillion  dollar  debt  which  they  must 
pay,  and  a  shortage  of  power. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleagues.  Sena- 
tors McClure  and  Jackson,  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  this  legislation  to  impose 
specific  directives  on  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration.  1  would  also 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  com- 
ments of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee  regarding  the  need  for  this 
legislation. 


The  language  in  this  bill  is  identical 
to  a  provision  in  H.R.  3363,  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriations  Bill  for  1984, 
which  has  been  reported  out  of  the 
full  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
and  is  currently  pending  before  the 
Senate. 

I  commend  the  efforts  of  Senators 
McClure  and  Jackson  for  introducing 
this  proposal  as  a  separate  bill  so  that 
the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee  can  hold  a  hearing  on  the 
proposal  in  the  near  future. 


By  Mr.  DOLE. 
S.  1702.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Hostage 
Relief  Act  of  1980  to  give  the  provi- 
sions of  such  act  permanent  effect, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

HOSTAGE  RELIEF  ACT  AMENDMENTS  Or  1983 

•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  is  pleased  to  in- 
troduce the  administration's  proposed 
Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1983.  This  act 
would  make  permanent  many  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Hostage  Relief  Act  of 
1980. 

BACKGROUND  OF  THE  ACT 

The  Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1980  was 
a  temporary  measure  designed  to  pro- 
vide inunediate  financial  relief  to  the 
families  of  the  individuals  then  held 
hostage  in  Iran.  The  act  as  passed  was 
deliberately  made  temporary  with  the 
suggestion  that  a  committee  be  ap- 
pointed to  study  and  make  recommen- 
dations on  appropriate  permanent  leg- 
islation to  provide  relief  for  U.S.  hos- 
tages and  their  families.  Accordingly, 
the  President's  Commission  on  Hos- 
tage Compensation  was  created  by  Ex- 
ecutive order  on  January  19.  1981. 

The  Commission  was  asked  to  make 
recommendations  to  the  President  as 
to  whether  the  United  States  should 
provide  financial  compensation  to  U.S. 
nationals  held  hostage  in  Iran  on  and 
after  November  4,  1979.  The  Commis- 
sion was  also  asked  to  make  recom- 
mendations concerning  payment  of 
compensation  to  all  U.S.  nationals 
held  in  captivity  outside  the  United 
States. 

In  carrying  out  this  mandate,  the 
Commission  considered  current  statu 
tory  remedies  that  provide  monetary 
benefits  to  U.S.  nationals  in  a  hostage 
situation,  and  Federal  employment 
compensation  presently  available  to 
the  hostages  and  their  families. 

One  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  was  that  the  Hostage 
Relief  Act  of  1980  be  made  permanent 
and  that  it  be  amended  to  apply  to 
future  hostage  situations.  The  hostage 
Relief  Act  of  1983  incorporates  many 
of  the  reconunendations  of  the  Com- 
mission's report,  as  well  as  the  results 
of  analyses  by  the  Departments  of 
State  and  Defense,  and  by  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget. 


PROVISIONS  OF  THE  ACT 

The  Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1983 
would  authorize— but  not  require— 
payments  of  medical  expenses  and  lim- 
ited VA-type  educational  expenses  for 
American  hostages  and  their  families. 
The  medical  and  educational  expenses 
are  authorized  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  agency  employing  the  hostage 
does  not  currently  pay  such  expenses. 
The  bill  would  also  allow  the  filing  of 
a  joint  income  tax  return  by  a  hos- 
tage's spouse,  and  the  postponement 
of  certain  tax  deadlines  and  civil  ac- 
tions. A  special  savings  fund  for  the 
deposit  of  the  portion  of  a  hostage's 
pay  not  needed  by  dependents  would 
be  required.  These  provisions  would 
generally  be  applicable  only  to  Federal 
civilian  and  military  personnel,  al- 
though the  deferral  of  tax  deadlines 
and  stay  of  civil  actions  would  apply  to 
any  individual  taken  hostage  in  an 
action  directed  against  the  United 
States. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  payment  of 
a  detention  benefit  of  $10.50  per  day 
to  the  hostages  detained  during  the 
Iranian  crisis.  This  amount  was  based 
in  part  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Presidents  Commission  on  Hostage 
Compensation  with  assistance  from 
the  State  Department,  Defense  De- 
partment, and  OMB.  This  bill  would 
allow  the  President  to  authorize  spe- 
cial detention  benefits  for  future  hos- 
tages. 

The  agencies  that  employ  the  hos- 
tages will  pay  the  cost  of  the  benefits, 
including  the  detention  benefit,  out  of 
their  operating  funds. 

RISKS  TO  U.S.  CITIZENS  SERVING  ABROAD 

Mr.  President,  the  suffering  of  the 
hostages  in  Iran  and  their  families 
served  to  highlight  for  us  the  risks  and 
sacrifices  of  those  military  and  civilian 
employees  who  serve  this  country 
abroad.  Fortunately  a  hostage  situa- 
tion like  the  one  involving  Iran  is  an 
unusual  one.  However,  we  are  all  too 
aware  of  the  growth  of  terrorist  activi- 
ties throughout  the  world  in  recent 
years,  of  which  the  recent  bombing 
attack  on  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Beirut 
is  an  example. 

The  Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1983  is  de- 
signed to  provide,  in  the  event  of  a 
future  hostage  taking,  the  special  ben- 
efits that  are  needed  by  hostages  and 
their  families  but  not  generally  part  of 
a  U.S.  Government  employee's  com- 
pensation package.  It  is  hoped  that, 
through  this  act,  the  agencies  employ- 
ing citizens  who  serve  abroad  will  be 
better  able  to  serve  those  employees 
who,  in  turn,  have  provided  an  incom- 
parable service  to  this  Nation  and  its 
citizens. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  this  act  and  a  general  and  tech- 
nical explanation  be  printed  immedi- 
ately following  this  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1702 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  ond  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Hostage  Relief  Act 
Amendments  of  1983". 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  HosUge  Relief 
Act  of  1980  (94  Stat.  1967;  5  U.S.C.  5561 
note)  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Act") 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "title"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Act", 

(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(2)  The  term  'hostage  period'  means  the 
period  beginning  and  ending  on  a  date  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary  of  State  and  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register.",  and 

(3)  by  inserting  "activities  of  after 
"against"  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph 
(4). 

Sec  3.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  102  of  the 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  ",  who  remains 
in  a  captive  status  for  30  days  or  more." 
after  "American  hostage"  the  first  time  it 
appears. 

Sec  4.  Section  103  of  the  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  ( 1 ). 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
";  and",  and 

(3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (2)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(3)  is  not  covered  by  other  Government 
medical  or  health  programs.". 
Sec.  5.  Section  104  of  the  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "shall"  in  paragraph 
(1)  of  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "may", 

(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  of  subsec- 
tion (a)  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  Payments  may  be  made  under  this 
subsection  for  education  or  training  of  a 
spouse  or  child  of  an  individual  who  is  an 
American  hostage  or  whose  death  is  inci- 
dent to  being  an  American  hostage,  on  the 
same  basis  as  educational  assistance  benefits 
provided  individuals  made  eligible  under 
subparagraph  (A)  (i).  (A)  (iii).  (B).  or  (C)  of 
section  1701  (a)  (1)  of  title  38.  United  States 
Code,  except  that  in  order  to  respond  to  spe- 
cial circumstances,  the  President  may  speci- 
fy a  date  for  purposes  of  cessation  of  assist- 
ance under  this  paragraph  which  is  later 
than  the  date  which  would  otherwise 
apply.". 

(3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3)  of  sub- 
section (a)  and  redesignating  paragraph  (4) 
as  paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (a). 

(4)  by  inserting  in  paragraph  (3)  of  subsec- 
tion (a)  (as  redesignated  by  paragraph  (3)) 
",  or  similar  assistance  under  any  other  law" 
immediately  before  the  period,  and 

(5)  by  inserting  ".  to  the  extent  that  such 
payments  are  not  authorized  by  any  other 
law"  immediately  before  the  period  In  para- 
graph (1)  of  subsection  (b). 

Sec  6.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "an  American  hostage" 
in  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "an  individual  who  is  placed  in  a  captive 
status  during  a  hostage  period",  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "American  hostage" 
each  time  it  appears  in  subsections  (b)  and 
(c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "individ- 
ual". 

Sec  7.  Section  106  of  the  Act  is  repealed 
and  section  107  is  redesignated  as  section 

Sec  8.  Sections  201.  202.  and  206  of  the 
Act  are  repealed  and  sections  203.  204.  and 
205  are  redesignated  as  sections  201.  202. 
and  203.  respectively. 


Sec  9.  Section  203  of  the  Act  (as  redesig- 
nated by  section  8)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

•SEC.  203.  HOSPITALIZED  AS  A  RESULT  OF  CAPTIVE 
STATl'S. 

(a)  In  General.— For  purposes  of  this 
title,  an  individual  shall  be  treated  as  hospi- 
talized as  a  result  of  captive  status  if  such 
individual  is  hospitalized  as  a  result  of 
injury  or  disease  or  physical  or  mental  dis- 
ability incurred  or  aggravated  while  such  in- 
dividual was  in  captive  status. 

(b)  2- Year  Limit.— Hospitalization  shall  be 
taken  into  account  for  purposes  of  subsec- 
tion (a)  only  if  it  is  hospitalization— 

(1)  occurring  on  or  before  the  day  which  is 
2  years  after  the  date  on  which  the  individ- 
ual's captive  status  ends  (or.  if  earlier,  the 
date  on  which  the  hostage  period  ends),  or 

(2)  which  is  part  of  a  continuous  period  of 
hospitalization  which  began  on  or  before 
the  day  determined  under  paragraph  (1).". 

Sec  10.  The  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  title  III  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  new  title: 

"TITLE  III-ADDITIONAL  HOSTAGE 
BENEFITS  'PRESIDENTIAL  DISCRE- 
TION 

"Sec  301.  (a)  For  any  captive  status  occur- 
ring on  or  after  November  4.  1979,  the  Presi- 
dent may  provide  a  payment  to  any  Ameri- 
can hostage  or  to  the  surviving  spouse  or  de- 
pendent of  any  American  hostage  who  dies 
in  captive  status.  Such  payment  shall  be  in 
addition  to  any  other  benefit  provided  by 
law. 

"(b)  The  President,  in  determining  wheth- 
er to  make  such  a  payment  and  its  amount, 
may  take  into  account  unusually  harsh 
treatment  received  by  such  hostage.  The 
President  shall  prescribe  regulations  for  the 
implementation  of  this  section.". 

Sec  11.  Any  determination,  authorization, 
regulation,  order,  agreement,  or  other 
action  made,  issued,  undertaken,  entered 
into,  or  taken  under  the  authority  of  any 
provision  of  the  Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1980 
repealed  by  this  Act  shall  continue  in  full 
force  and  effect  until  modified,  revoked,  or 
superseded  by  appropriate  authority.  Any 
claim  or  appeal  which  was  filed  or  made  or 
is  hereafter  filed  or  made  in  timely  fashion 
by  an  individual  heretofore  eligible  to  file  or 
make  such  claim  under  any  such  provision 
shall  continue  to  be  governed  by  the  re- 
pealed provision. 


Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1983- 
explanation 


-General 


Prior  Law:  The  Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1980 
(the  "1980  Act")  authorized  the  appropriate 
agencies  (the  Departments  of  State  and  De- 
fense) to  provide  medical  care  and  educa- 
tional expenses  for  individuals  held  hostage 
In  Iran  and  their  families.  In  addition,  the 
1980  Act  postponed  certain  tax  filing  dead- 
lines for  such  individuals.  The  1980  Act  ex- 
pired on  January  1.  1983. 

Proposal:  A  number  of  provisions  of  the 
Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1980  would  be  made 
permanent. 

Specificlally.  the  bill  would  authorize  the 
following  measures  for  government  civilian 
or  military  personnel  and  members  of  their 
families  in  the  event  of  a  future  hostage- 
taking  abroad  In  an  action  against  the  ac- 
tivities of  the  U.S.  Government: 

Deposit  of  a  portion  of  the  hostage's  pay 
and  allowances  not  needed  by  dependents  In 
a  special  savings  fund; 

Payment  of  medical  expenses  not  other- 
wise covered   by  the  hostage's  employing 
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agency  to  the  hostage  or  his  family  as  au- 
thorized by  the  agency; 

VA-type  education  benefits  for  the  educa- 
tion or  training  of  a  spouse  or  child  of  a  hos- 
tage who  had  died  or  is  missing  In  action; 

Postponement  of  certain  tax  filing  dead- 
lines for  a  limited  period,  and  the  I'illng  of  a 
Joint  income  tax  return  by  a  spouse  of  a 
hostage  during  the  hostages  captivity; 

Authorization  of  special  detention  bene- 
fits to  future  hostages  in  accordance  with 
the  regulations  that  may  be  issued  by  the 
President. 

The  agencies  employing  the  hostages  will 
pay  the  cost  of  the  medical  and  educational 
benefits  out  of  their  operating  funds.  These 
benefits  will  be  paid  only  to  the  extent  that 
they  are  not  authorized  by  the  hostages' 
employing  agency's  ordinary  educational 
and  medical  plans. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  the  payment  of  a 
detention  benefit  of  $10.50  per  day  to  hos- 
tages detained  during  the  Iranian  crisis. 
This  amount  was  based  in  part  on  the 
report  of  the  Presidential  Commission  on 
Hostage  Compensation  of  September  21. 
1981  and  on  the  analysis  of  interested  par- 
ties, particularly  the  State  Department.  De- 
fense Department  and  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget.  The  detention  benefit 
will  be  paid  by  the  affected  agencies  out  of 
their  operating  funds. 

The  bill  also  extends  the  provisions  of  the 
Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil  Relief  Act  to  any 
Individual  (even  if  he  or  she  is  not  a  civilian 
or  military  employee  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment) taken  hostage  abroad  during  an 
action  directed  against  the  United  States. 
These  provisions  allow  deferral  of  certain 
tax  deadlines  and  permit  a  court  to  stay 
enumerated  civil  actions  when  an  individual 
is  prevented  from  performing  due  to  captive 
status. 

Revenue  Effect:  The  revenue  estimate  for 
the  Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1980.  which  cov- 
ered 73  hostages,  was  approximately  $2  mil- 
lion, and  a  portion  of  that  estimate  repre- 
sented decreased  revenues  under  a  section 
of  the  1980  Act  that  will  not  be  made  per 
manent.  Although  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Taxation  has  not  made  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  persons  who  will  be  taken  hos- 
tage In  the  future  and  whether  such  persons 
will  use  any  relief  offered  by  the  proposed 
legislation,  it  estimates  that  the  revenue 
effect  will  not  be  significant. 

Hostage  Relief  Act  op  1983:  Technical 

Explanation 

a.  purpose 

The  Hostage  Relief  Act  of  1983  (the 
"Act")  makes  permanent  the  Hostage  Relief 
Act  of  1980.  by  eliminating  its  January  1. 
1983  termination  date.  The  Secretary  of 
State  is  authorized  to  define  "hostage  peri- 
ods "  by  publishing  the  beginning  and  lermi 
nation  dates  of  such  periods  in  the  Federal 
Register.  It  is  not  Intended  that  a  period 
prior  to  November  4.  1979  shall  be  declared 
a  "hostage  period". 

B.  INDIVIDUALS  COVEKED 

Except  as  noted  in  Section  C(4)  below,  the 
benefits  under  the  Act  are  available  only  to 
"American  hostages".  An  "American  hos- 
tage" is  a  Federal  military  or  civilian  em- 
ployee or  a  citizen  or  permanent  resident 
alien  rendering  personal  services  to  the 
United  States  abroad  similar  to  those  per- 
formed by  a  civil  officer  or  employee  of  the 
United  SUtes.  as  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary ui  State,  who  is  placed  in  "captive 
status"  during  the  "hostage  period".  Con- 
tractors, generally,  as  well  as  employees  of 
contractors,  will  not  be  American  hos»»ges. 


"Captive  status"  is  defined  as  missing 
status  arising  because  of  a  hostile  action 
abroad  directed  against  the  activities  of  the 
United  States. 

c.  benefits  provided 

1.  Savings  Fund:  The  Act  makes  perma- 
nent the  requirement  that  a  special  interest- 
bearing  savings  fund  be  established  to  allow 
allotments  of  a  portion  of  the  hostages  pay 
and  allowances  not  necessary  for  the  de- 
pendents' immediate  support. 

2.  Medical  Benefits:  The  1980  Act  is  made 
permanent  and  amended  to  make  it  clear 
that  medical  payments  authorized  under 
the  Act  supplement  rather  than  duplicate 
existing  government  medical  health  bene- 
fits. 

Since  the  Act  is  permanent,  payments  au- 
thorized by  the  appropriate  agency  may 
continue  to  the  Iranian  hostages  and  their 
families  after  the  1983  termination  date. 
until  the  end  of  the  "hostage  period." 

3.  Educational  Benefits:  The  educational 
benefit  provisions  of  the  1980  Act  are 
amended  to  authorize,  rather  than  require, 
payment  of  such  benefiU  to  the  hostages 
and  their  families.  Like  the  medical  benefit 
provisions,  the  educational  benefit  provi- 
sions are  amended  to  make  clear  that  educa 
tional  benefits  supplement,  not  duplicate, 
other  government  educational  programs. 

The  educational  benefits  that  may  be  au- 
thorized under  the  Act  are: 

Payments  for  education  or  training  of  a 
spouse  or  child  of  an  American  hisstage.  or 
for  a  spouse  or  child  of  an  American  hos- 
tage whose  death  is  incident  to  being  a  hos- 
tage. Payments  to  dependents  of  hostages  in 
captivity  are  made  only  during  the  hostage 
period.  Generally  any  educational  assistance 
will  not  extend  for  a  period  greater  than  45 
months.  In  special  circumstances  the  Presi- 
dent may  order  an  extension  of  the  time  for 
the  payments. 

In  special  circumstances  the  head  of  an 
agency  may  authorize  payments  for  educa- 
tion and  training  of  an  American  hostage 
after  his  captive  status  terminates  and  gen- 
erally on  or  before  the  end  of  any  semester 
or  quarter  beginning  before  the  date  which 
is  10  years  after  the  hostage  ceases  to  be  in 
captive  status. 

4.  Limitation  on  Civil  Actions:  The  1980 
Act  is  amended  to  allow  all  individuals  (as 
well  as  American  hostages)  the  relief  al- 
lowed under  the  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil 
Relief  Act  of  1940.  which  permits  a  court  to 
stay  certain  civil  actions  until  the  individual 
is  in  a  position  to  respond. 

5.  Certain  Tax  Provisions  Allowed  for  Ira- 
nian Hostages:  Provisions  in  the  1980  Act  al- 
lowing certain  exemptions  of  pay  and  allow- 
ances from  Federal  Income  taxes  for  Iranian 
hostages  are  not  allowed  in  the  permanent 
1983  Act 

6.  Joint  Returns:  The  1983  Act  makes  per- 
manent the  rule  that  the  spouse  of  an 
American  hostage  otherwise  entitled  to  file 
a  joint  return  may  file  such  return  for  any 
taxable  year  beginning  on  or  before  the  day 
which  is  2  years  after  the  hostage  period 
ends. 

7.  Federal  Tax  Deferred:  The  Act  makes 
permanent  the  rule  exempting  from  certain 
tax  filing  deadlines  American  hostages  in 
captive  status  or  hospitalized  outside  of  the 
United  States  due  to  the  hostage-taking. 

d.  special  payments 
The  Act  authorizes  a  payment  to  Federal 
civilian  and  military  personnel  who  were 
taken  hostage  during  the  Iranian  hostage 
period  or  who  may  be  taken  hostage  In  the 
future.  The  president  would  invoke  this  au- 


thority when,  in  his  judgment,  the  circum- 
stances were  appropriate.  Uklng  into  ac- 
count the  treatment  of  the  hostages.  The 
amount  and  method  of  payment  would  be 
prescribed  by  regulation.  It  should  be  noted 
that  for  the  Iranian  hostages,  the  payment 
level  has  been  set  after  taking  Into  account 
the  recommendation  of  the  Presidential 
Commission  on  Hostage  Compensation,  and 
the  input  of  the  affected  agencies,  and  the 
paymenU  will  be  subject  to  Uxation.  Agen- 
cies will  absorb  the  costs  of  these  payments 
through  current  appropriation  funding. 
E.  savings  provision 
A  new  title  Is  added  to  the  Act,  which 
makes  clear  that  the  provUlons  of  the  Hos- 
tage Relief  Act  of  1980  being  repealed  by 
this  Act  remain  valid  for  individuals  now 
covered  by  those  provisions— the  Iranian 
and  other  eligible  former  hostages  and  their 
families.  Such  former  hostages  with  valid 
claims  that  are  timely  under  the  1980  Act 
may  continue  to  be  granted  benefits  under 
the  provisions  proposed  for  repeal.* 


By  Mr.  JEPSEN: 
S.  1703.  A  bill  to  require  the  Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation  to  accept 
under  certain  conditions  during  fiscal 
years  1984  and  1985  offers  to  exchange 
needed  strategic  and  critical  materials 
for  surplus  dairy  stocks;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry. 

SURPLUS  dairy  stocks 
Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  which,  if 
enacted,  would  relieve  us  of  a  small 
part  of  our  embarrassment  of  agricul- 
tural riches  in  exchange  for  critical 
and  strategic  minerals  required  for  our 
national  defense. 

The  bill  would  require  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  to  barter  surplus 
dairy  products  for  minerals  designated 
for  priority  acquisition  for  the  strate- 
gic stockpile. 

The  heart  of  this  bill  is  a  require- 
ment that  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture dispose  of  15  percent  of  its  sur- 
plus dairy  products  in  each  of  the  next 
2  years  by  the  sort  of  barter  arrange- 
ment described  above. 

Here  are  some  basic  facts  about  the 
national  defense  stockpile: 

Stockpile  goals  are  set  for  a  total  of 
61  family  groups  and  individual  mate- 
rials at  levels  that  will  sustain  the 
United  States  for  3  years  in  the  event 
of  a  national  emergency.  The  type  of 
materials  involved  include  bauxite, 
nickel,  fluorspar,  cobalt,  quinidine.  co- 
lumbium.  and  many  others. 

Due  to  lack  of  funding,  the  stockpile 
is  estimated  to  be  $10.3  billion  short  of 
materials,  many  of  which  are  only 
available  from  foreign  sources.  For  ex- 
ample during  1978-82  our  import  de- 
pendency averaged  94  percent  for 
bauxite:  73  percent  for  nickel;  85  per- 
cent for  fluorspar;  and  100  percent  for 
columbium.  quinidine.  and  rubber— 
these  dependency  figures  are  based  on 
commercial  as  well  as  stockpile  acqui- 
sitions. 


With  annual  appropriations  of 
around  $120  million— the  total  for  the 
current  fiscal  year— it  will  take  close 
to  a  century  to  meet  those  goals. 

In  these  times  of  tight  budgets, 
simply  trying  to  increase  appropria- 
tions for  the  stockpile  is  not  a  viable 
option. 

However,  while  the  Government  has 
this  critical  shortage  in  one  area,  there 
is  a  sizable  surplus  in  another— 
namely,  agricultural  products,  espe- 
cially dairy  products. 

Currently,  the  dairy  stocks  owned  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
(CCC)  are  valued  at  over  $3.25  billion. 
These  stocks  include  over  476  million 
pounds  of  butter,  891  million  pounds 
of  cheese,  and  1.33  billion  pounds  of 
nonfat  dry  milk. 

Even  with  the  movement  of  some  of 
this  dairy  surplus  through  domestic 
and  international  donation  programs, 
procurement  and  storage  costs  for  the 
uncommitted  dairy  stocks  continue  to 
mount.  Over  the  past  year— July  16. 
1982  to  July  15.  1983— the  butter 
stocks  increased  by  33  million  pounds 
or  7.4  percent,  the  cheese  stocks  in- 
creased 107  million  pounds  or  13.6  per- 
cent, and  the  nonfat  dry  milk  stocks 
increased  202  million  pounds  or  17.9 
percent. 

It  seems  to  me  and  some  of  my  col- 
leagues that  swapping  some  of  our  sur- 
plus dairy  products  for  the  strategic 
and  critical  materials  that  our  country 
needs  makes  good  sense. 

We  have  been  encouraging  the  ad- 
ministration to  use  the  barter  author- 
ity that  exists  and  have  introduced 
some  measures  that  would  strengthen 
or  open  up  new  methods  of  reaching  a 
better  balance  in  these  two  areas. 

According  to  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  (USDA),  the  barter  au- 
thority included  in  the  CCC  Charter 
Act  facilitated  the  barter  of  some  60 
materials  from  50  countries  over  the 
period  of  July  1,  1949  and  June  30, 
1973. 

In  1973  the  program  was  suspended 
for  a  number  of  reasons  including 
changes  in  the  strategic  stockpile  goals 
and  an  inability  to  match  suppliers  of 
strategic  materials  with  those  which 
needed  grains.  Generally,  it  was  felt 
that  barter  was  not  a  cost-effective 
way  to  expand  U.S.  agricultural  ex- 
ports. 

I  would  like  to  remind  you  that 
during  the  1970's  our  agricultural  ex- 
ports expanded  at  an  unprecedented 
rate— total  sales  in  fiscal  year  1972 
were  $8.2  billion  and  by  fiscal  year 
1982  the  figure  was  $43.8  billion;  that 
is  5-fold  increase. 

However,  the  world  economic  situa- 
tion has  taken  its  toll  on  our  exports. 
This  year  USDA  is  projecting  a  second 
consecutive  year  of  decline  in  total  ex- 
ports to  perhaps  $34.5  billion.  Prior  to 
1982  our  agricultural  exports  had  in- 
creased every  year  since  1969. 


Many  of  our  current  and  potential 
customers  for  agricultural  commod- 
ities, especially  in  developing  coun- 
tries, are  facing  serious  debt  problems. 
This  has  resulted  in  the  inability  of 
these  nations  to  obtain  the  credit  nec- 
essary to  finance  purchases  from  the 
United  States.  Consequently,  these  na- 
tions are  either  tightening  already 
snug  belts  or  they  are  benefiting  from 
some  enticing  credit  available  from 
competing  agricultural  exporting  na- 
tions. 

Many  of  the  countries  that  would 
like  to  buy  farm  products  from  us  do 
have  natural  resources  which  are  on 
our  stockpile  list. 

Clearly,  there  appear  to  be  the 
proper  international  market  condi- 
tions for  a  return  to  barter  transac- 
tions. 

Under  the  current  administration 
two  separate  barter  arrangements 
have  been  worked  out— both  have 
been  with  Jamaica  and  both  involve 
the  exchange  of  Jamaican  bauxite  for 
U.S.  dairy  products. 

The  first  agreement,  signed  in  Feb- 
ruary 1982,  encompasses  400,000  tons 
of  bauxite  for  9.115  metric  tons  of 
nonfat  dry  milk  and  butteroil.  The 
General  Services  Administration  will 
reimburse  the  CCC  for  the  bauxite  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1984. 

At  this  date  the  second  agreement  is 
being  negotiated  and  the  details  have 
not  been  finalized  by  the  two  govern- 
ments. 

This  bill  does  not  place  the  burden 
of  these  transactions  on  the  shoulders 
of  the  Govenmient,  but  rather  in  the 
hands  of  private  traders  who  are 
better  equipped  for  trading. 

The  pricing  structure  requires  that 
the  dairy  products  be  valued  at  not 
less  than  the  current  world  price  and 
the  strategic  materials  at  not  more 
than  the  world  price.  This  provides 
the  margin  necessary  to  interest  pri- 
vate traders  and  to  assure  a  reasonable 
return  to  them. 

I  believe  this  legislaton.  similar  to 
that  introduced  in  the  House  by  my 
colleague  Representative  Cooper 
Evans,  contains  all  the  elements  re- 
quired to  bring  about  the  reduction  of 
our  dairy  surpluses  while  enhancing 
our  national  security.  I  hope  these  two 
goals  can  be  achieved. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  my  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

S.  1703 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
during  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985.  the  Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation  shall  accept 
offers  from  individuals  or  commercial  firms 
to  exchange  strategic  and  critical  materials 
needed  to  meet  unmet  national  goals  estab- 
lished under  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Ma- 


terials Stock  Piling  Act  (50  U.S.C.  98  et  seq.) 
for  surplus  dairy  stocks  owned  by  the  Cor- 
poration if— 

(1)  such  stocks  will  be  exported; 

(2)  the  value  assigned  to  such  stocks  at 
the  time  of  delivery  is  less  than  the  world 
price  at  such  time; 

(3)  the  value  assigned  to  such  materials  at 
the  time  of  delivery  is  less  than  the  world 
price  at  such  time; 

(4)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  reason- 
ably assured  that  export  markets  for  United 
States  dairy  products  through  commercial 
channels  will  not  be  displaced  by  such  ex- 
change; and 

(5)  such  exchange  will  not  result  In  the 
expenditure  of  funds  by  the  Secretary  or 
the  Corporation  other  than  for  normal  ad- 
ministrative costs. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  subsection  (a),  the  Cor- 
poration shall  use  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985  a  quantity  of  dairy  products 
equal  to — 

( 1 )  at  least  15  percent  of  uncommitted  sur- 
plus dairy  stocks  existing  at  the  beginning 
of  fiscal  year  1984;  or 

(2)  if  the  Corporation  does  not  receive 
offers  to  exchange  such  quantity  of  dairy 
products,  a  quantity  equal  to  the  quantity 
of  such  stocks  offered  to  be  exchanged. 

(c)  The  Corporation  may— 

( 1 )  transfer  strategic  and  critical  materials 
acquired  under  this  section  to  the  National 
Defense  Stockpile  established  under  the 
Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling 
Act,  and  shall  be  reimbursed  for  such  mate- 
rials, in  accordance  with  section  4(h)  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act 
(15  U.S.C.  714(h));  or 

(2)  retain  possession  of,  and  title  to.  such 
materials. 

(d)  No  later  than  six  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Dairy  and  To- 
bacco Adjustment  Act  of  1983,  and  each  six 
months  thereafter  through  fiscal  year  1985, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  submit  a 
report  to  the  Congress  describing— 

(1)  exchanges  made  under  this  section 
during  the  previous  six  month  period;  and 

(2)  any  offers  for  exchanges  made  under 
this  section  during  such  pericwJ  which  were 
rejected  by  the  Corporation  and  the  reasons 
for  such  rejection. 


By  Mr.  ROTH  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Chafee,  and  Mr.  Inouye): 
S.  1704.  A  bill  to  encourage  the  ex- 
pansion of  international  trade  in  serv- 
ices, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

trade  in  services  KCT  or   1983 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
join  my  colleagues.  Senator  Chafee 
and  Senator  iNOtnrE.  in  introducing 
the  Trade  in  Services  Act  of  1983.  This 
bill  is  a  bipartisan  effort  to  improve 
the  treatment  accorded  services  in  our 
international  trading  efforts  and  to 
move  services  issues  to  center  stage  in 
global  trade  discussions. 

The  services  sector  is  a  large  and 
growing  segment  of  the  U.S.  economy, 
and  its  positive  contribution  to  our 
trade  balance  continues  to  increase. 
These  so-called  invisibles— engineering 
and  construction,  shipping,  insurance, 
banking,  transportation,  accounting, 
conununications,  and  tourist  services, 
just  to  name  a  few— generate  over  half 
the  Nation's  gross  domestic  product 
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and  provide  jobs  for  over  54  million 
Americans.  The  Commerce  Depart- 
ment estimates  that  U.S.  international 
service  activities  rose  from  $92  billion 
in  1977  to  over  $140  billion  in  1981. 
The  United  States  earned  a  trade  sur- 
plus on  services  in  1981  of  $40  billion. 
Despite  a  worldwide  recession  in  1982. 
our  exports  of  services  again  earned  a 
surplus  of  an  estimated  $40  billion. 
These  export  earnings  were  sufficient 
to  offset  the  deficits  we  suffered  in 
goods  trade  in  those  years. 

Services  have  enabled  us  to  keep  a 
foothold  on  the  positive  side  of  the 
international  trade  ledger. 

Our  recent  strong  performance  in 
services  trade  is  no  cause  for  compla- 
cency, however.  While  exports  of  serv- 
ices continue  to  grow  absolutely,  the 
U.S.  share  of  world  invisibles  trade  has 
fallen  from  25  percent  in  1969  to  21 
percent  in  1979.  Moreover,  this  general 
trend  is  repeated  in  specific  sectors 
such  as  banking,  construction,  engi- 
neering, insurance,  and  transporta- 
tion. 

Other  countries,  attempting  to  build 
or  protect  fledgling  services  industries, 
have  begun  to  devise  methods  to  stem 
foreign  services  supplies.  These  rising 
overseas  trade  barriers  could  send  our 
now  internationally  strong  services  in- 
dustries down  the  path  already  trod 
by  U.S.  merchandise  producers.  Once 
the  world's  predominant  merchandise 
supplier,  we  have  seen  our  market 
share  whittled  away  by  foreign  import 
barriers  and  unfair  export  practices. 

We  must  avoid  making  the  same  mis- 
take in  services. 

The  rising  barriers  to  services  trade 
affect  every  sector.  In  the  accounting 
area,  for  example,  provisions  regarding 
confidentiality  in  the  European  Com- 
munity's eighth  directive  on  auditors' 
qualifications  could  be  used  to  bar  U.S. 
firms  from  participation  in  EC  mar- 
kets. In  the  information  transfer  busi- 
ness, restrictions  on  the  use  of  for- 
eign data  processing  facilities  bar  U.S. 
computer  software  firms  from  selling 
their  services  in  countries  like  West 
Germany. 

Foreign  countries'  subsidization  of 
construction  operations  has  enabled 
overseas  firms  to  capture  third-coun- 
try markets  from  traditional  U.S.  sup- 
pliers. U.S.  motor  carriers  are  virtually 
excluded  from  providing  trucking  serv- 
ices in  Mexico.  Our  truckers  face  strin- 
gent restrictions  in  Canada.  Moreover, 
our  insurance  firms  encounter  nearly 
Impenetrable  barriers  in  many  devel- 
oping countries  that  seek  to  retain 
control  for  domestic  monopolies  or  na- 
tional insurance  companies. 

At  the  same  time,  U.S.  service  mar- 
kets remain  relatively  open  to  foreign 
suppliers.  With  the  enactment  of  the 
Motor  Carrier  Act  of  1980.  for  exam- 
ple, foreign  truckers  have  easy  access 
to  the  U.S.  market.  Canadian  suppliers 
alone  have  received  hundreds  of  li- 
censes in  the  past  several  years  to  pro- 


vide interstate  services.  Foreign  insur 
ers,  too.  find  fewer  difficulties  pene- 
trating the  lucrative  U.S.  market. 

Despite  their  importance  to  our  do- 
mestic and  global  trade  accounts,  de- 
spite the  rising  barriers  to  trade  over- 
seas, services  have  often  been  treated 
as  an  afterthought  in  United  States 
and  international  trade  law.  The 
Trade  Act  of  1974  was  the  first  at- 
tempt to  raise  the  issue  of  services 
trade  in  international  consciousness. 
Notwithstanding  that  acts  charge 
that  the  President  negotiate  barriers 
to  both  goods  and  services,  however, 
little  was  accomplished  in  the  latter 
during  the  1975-79  Tokyo  Round  of 
multilateral  trade  negotiations. 

Distortions  in  services  trade  contin- 
ue to  increase  unchecked  by  interna- 
tional agreement. 

It  is  time  to  reverse  that  trend.  It  is 
clear  we  must  begin  to  work  now  if  we 
are  to  guarantee  a  continuing  pre- 
dominant role  for  U.S.  service  indus- 
tries in  the  world  economy.  We  must 
lay  the  groundwork  now  for  interna- 
tional discipline  in  the  treatment  of 
services  trade. 

The  Trade  in  Services  Act  of  1983 
represents  an  important  step  in  the  di- 
rection of  insuring  open  markets  for 
services  trade.  The  bill  charges  the 
President  with  placing  a  high  priority 
on,  and  developing  a  work  program 
for,  negotiations  to  reduce  services 
trade  barriers.  Section  2  of  the  Trade 
in  Services  Act  builds  upon  the  exist- 
ing provisions  of  section  102  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974  by  providing  a  clear 
congressional  directive  to  place  serv- 
ices issues  on  the  front  burner. 

In  addition,  the  legislation  would 
clarify  and  expand  the  coverage  of 
U.S.  trade  law  to  deal  more  effectively 
with  trade  in  services  problems.  In  the 
past,  arguments  have  been  made  that 
establishment-related  issues  involve 
investment,  not  trade  and  are  there- 
fore not  covered  by  the  1974  Trade 
Acts  negotiating  and  retaliatory  au- 
thority. Sections  2  and  3  of  this  bill 
would  resolve  any  potential  problem 
or  confusion  by  expressly  including 
barriers  to  the  establishment  and  op- 
eration of  U.S.  businesses  in  foreign 
markets  within  the  Trade  Act's  mean- 
ing of  "barriers  to  trade." 

Section  4  of  this  bill  assures  that  the 
President  can  take  action  to  remedy 
services  trade  problems  under  section 
301  of  the  Trade  Act,  which  deals  with 
unfair  trade  practices,  notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law. 

The  bill  would  also  improve  the  co- 
ordination in  the  services  trade  policy- 
making process  and  Federal-State 
communication  in  trade  regulation.  As 
chairman  of  the  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee.  I  strongly  believe  State 
and  local  goverrmients  should  contin- 
ue to  exercise  their  traditional  regula- 
tory authority  over  a  variety  of  serv- 
ices, such  as  banking  insurance,  and 
accounting.  Therefore,  section  2  of  the 


Trade  in  Services  Act  provides  that, 
before  entering  Into  any  negotiations 
in  a  service  sector  over  which  the 
States  have  regulatory  responsibility, 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  must 
consult  with  representatives  of  the 
States  concerning  negotiating  objec- 
tives and  methods  of  implementing 
any  agreements  reached.  Section  5 
provides  for  the  establishment  of  non- 
Federal  governmental  trade  advisory 
committees.  In  addition,  the  legisla- 
tion calls  for  coordination  with  private 
sector  advisory  groups  specializing  In 
services  trade  matters. 

The  Trade  in  Services  Act  would  es- 
tablish a  service  sector  development 
program,  providing  for  much  needed 
collection  and  analysis  of  domestic  and 
international  services  information. 
The  United  States  Is  heads  and  shoul- 
ders above  its  trading  partners  in  its 
appreciation  of  the  role  of  services  in 
the  international  economy,  but  more 
work  remains  to  be  done  to  under- 
stand, quantify,  and  take  into  account 
services'  full  impact  on  trade  and  na- 
tional accounts. 

I  believe  this  legislation  is  crucial  in 
our  efforts  to  expand  our  export  per- 
formance in  the  services  sector.  It  is 
time  we  stop  treating  services  as  an 
afterthought  and  begin  to  consider 
what  international  rules  would  best 
promote  free  trade  in  the  ever-growing 
service  sector. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  to  join  my  colleagues.  Sena- 
tors Roth  and  Inouye,  in  introducing 
the  Trade  in  Services  Act.  These  provi- 
sions have  enjoyed  wide  support, 
indeed  they  passed  the  Senate  twice 
this  year.  They  were  first  passed  as  a 
part  of  S.  144.  the  International  Trade 
and  Investment  Act.  introduced  by 
Senator  Danforth.  and  which  I  also 
supported  as  an  original  cosponsor. 
They  were  again  approved  as  a  part  of 
H.R.  2973. 

However,  in  the  absence  of  compan- 
ion provisions  from  the  House,  the  rec- 
iprocity and  services  provisions  were 
not  included  in  the  conference  bill  on 
H.R.  2973.  I  understand  that  In  the 
course  of  the  conference  on  H.R.  2973. 
Chairman  Rostenkowski  and  Chair- 
man Gibbons  indicated  they  would 
seek  to  move  reciprociiy  and  services 
through  the  House  in  September. 

Mr.  President,  these  provisions  are 
important  for  many  reasons,  as  I  think 
the  Senate  has  clearly  recognized  in 
passing  them  earlier  this  year. 

First,  the  bill  recognizes  the  signifi- 
cance of  trade  in  the  service  sector. 
Indeed,  we  often  cite  statistics  reveal- 
ing a  dramatic  balance-of-trade  deficit. 
But.  while  our  balance-of-trade  prob- 
lem Is  growing,  the  fact  is  that  trade 
In  services  has  over  the  years  produced 
an  overall  trade  surplus.  Clearly  serv- 
ices trade  is  vital  to  our  economy,  de- 
serving   recognition    and    integration 


into  our  trade  policies  and  internation- 
al efforts. 

This  bill  provides  for  effective  co- 
ordination and  implementation  of  U.S. 
trade  policy  with  regard  to  services. 
The  bill  directs  the  USTR  to  coordi- 
nate the  development  of  services  trade 
policy  and  requires  that  he  consult 
with  Federal  regulatory  agencies  and 
the  States  in  those  areas  of  the  serv- 
ices sector  that  are  subject  to  Federal 
and/or  State  regulation,  such  as  insur- 
ance and  banking. 

The  bill  provides  that,  prior  to  the 
negotiation  of  any  agreement  on  serv- 
ices, the  USTR  must  develop  negotiat- 
ing objectives  in  consultation  with  the 
private  sector  service  Industry  adviso- 
ry groups  and  the  States.  The  bill  also 
authorizes  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce to  establish  a  services  industries 
program  to  develop  information  on 
the  flow  of  trade  In  services,  analyze 
the  impact  of  U.S.  laws  pertaining  to 
services,  and  provide  information  to 
the  States  on  U.S.  policy  on  Interna- 
tional trade  in  services. 

The  third  and  perhaps  most  impor- 
tant purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to 
insure  that  U.S.  service  industries  con- 
tinue to  have  free  access  to  foreign 
markets.  The  bill  specifies  the  elimina- 
tion of  barriers  to  U.S.  service  sector 
trade  in  foreign  markets  and  the  elimi- 
nation of  practices  which  distort  inter- 
national trade  in  services  as  negotiat- 
ing objectives.  It  clarifies  and  empha- 
sizes the  President's  authority  to  take 
action  against  unfair  practices  either 
at  home  or  abroad  which  affect  U.S. 
service  industries.  The  bill  allows  Fed- 
eral regulatory  agencies  with  author- 
ity over  service  industries  to  take  into 
account  the  extent  to  which  U.S.  serv- 
ice industries  are  accorded  access  to 
foreign  markets.  These  regulatory 
agencies  must  act  In  consultation  with 
the  USTR. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion Is  an  important  tool  that  can  help 
us  Insure  that  the  rapidly  expanding 
world  of  trade  in  services  remains  free 
and  open.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port it  again,  and  I  look  forward  to  ex- 
peditious action  on  It. 


By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  D'Amato): 
S.  1705.  A  bill  to  modify  Federal  land 
acquisition  and  disposal  policies  car- 
ried out  with  respect  to  Fire  Island 
National  Seashore,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

FIRE  ISLAND  NATIONAL  SEASHORE 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today,  along  with  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  New  York, 
Senator  D'Amato,  to  introduce  legisla- 
tion to  amend  the  Fire  Island  National 
Seashore  Act  (P.L.  88-587).  passed  in 
1964.  This  bill  is  identical  to  one  being 
Introduced  today  In  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives by  Congressman  Thomas 
Downey. 


The  Fire  Island  National  Seashore 
was  established  by  Congress  in  1964 
for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  pre- 
serving for  use  of  future  generations 
certain  relatively  unspoiled  and  unde- 
veloped beaches,  dunes,  and  other  nat- 
ural features  within  Suffolk  County, 
N.Y..  which  possess  high  values  to  the 
Nation  as  examples  of  unspoiled  areas 
of  great  natural  beauty  in  close  prox- 
imity to  large  concentrations  of  urban 
population.  Fire  Island,  located  just  50 
miles  East  of  New  York  City,  Is  com- 
posed of  sandy  beaches,  salt  marshes, 
and  sand  dunes,  which  are  among  the 
highest  In  the  Northeast.  Within  the 
boundaries  of  the  seashore  there  are 
17  small,  heavily  developed  communi- 
ties, primarily  consisting  of  single- 
family  homes  and  cottages  and  the 
businesses  serving  them  and  day  visi- 
tors. 

The  1964  act  grants  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  limited  powers  of  condem- 
nation In  order  to  further  the  pur- 
poses of  preserving  the  natural  fea- 
tures of  the  seashore.  In  1980,  I  joined 
Senator  Jacob  K.  Javits,  one  of  the 
prime  sponsors  of  the  legislation  creat- 
ing the  seashore,  in  requesting  that 
the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
review  the  National  Park  Service's 
land  acquisition  and  management  poli- 
cies and  practices  for  the  Fire  Island 
National  Seashore.  The  GAO  report 
(CED  81-78),  Issued  on  May  8,  1981, 
made  several  suggestions  concerning 
ways  to  improve  land  acquisition  and 
management  policy  at  the  seashore. 

The  legislation  I  introduce  today  is 
designed  to  perfect  certain  provisions 
of  Public  Law  88-587.  The  bill  allows 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  sell 
certain  acquired  property,  with  cov- 
enants to  Insure  future  conforming 
uses,  and  to  retain  the  proceeds  from 
such  sales  for  additional  seashore  ac- 
quisitions. Second,  it  permits  the  Sec- 
retary to  apply  for  an  Injunction  or 
temporary  restraining  order  to  pre- 
vent any  use  of,  or  construction  upon, 
property  after  the  commencement  of  a 
condemnation  action  taken  pursuant 
to  the  Seashore  Act.  Finally,  it  clari- 
fies the  power  of  the  Secretary  to  con- 
demn property  within  the  seashore 
that  becomes  the  subject  of  a  variance 
or  exception  under  any  applicable 
zoning  ordinance. 

The  bill  specifically  implements  two 
of  the  recommendations  contained  In 
the  May  1981  GAO  report.  First,  the 
GAO  suggested  that  the  National 
Park  Service  should  sell  unneeded 
land.  This  bill  adds  a  new  subsection 
to  the  law  that  provides  for  a  turn- 
around provision  that  would  direct 
that  certain  lands  In  the  developed 
communities,  acquired  as  nonconform- 
ing properties  and  not  needed  to  fur- 
ther the  purposes  of  the  act,  be  sold. 
Properties  thus  sold  would  carry  with 
them  restrictions  to  insure  that  their 
use  conforms  to  all  applicable  sea- 
shore regulations.  The  Park  Service  is 


currently  in  the  process  of  identifying 
which  of  Its  present  holdings  may  be 
eligible  for  such  a  turnaround.  The 
revenues  from  the  sale  of  these  prop- 
erties would  be  used  to  create  a  revolv- 
ing fund  to  pay  for  future  Park  Serv- 
ice acquisitions  within  the  seashore. 

Second,  the  GAO  pointed  out  a  need 
to  clarify  land  acquisition  policy 
within  the  seashore's  developed  com- 
munities. This  bin  addresses  that  Issue 
by  amending  section  3(e)  of  the  cur- 
rent law.  The  new  language  provides 
that  the  Secretary's  authority  to  con- 
demn property  in  areas  of  the  sea- 
shore with  approved  zoning  ordi- 
nances would  be  reinstated  only  if  a 
property  becomes  the  subject  of  a 
zoning  variance  or  exception  and  the 
Secretary  finds  that  such  an  exception 
or  variance  results  in  the  property 
being  used  in  a  manner  that  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  Secretary's  guidelines 
issued  pursuant  to  section  3.  Current- 
ly, the  Secretary  does  not  make  the 
latter  finding.  As  the  GAO  observed, 
existing  law  "does  not  create  a  vari- 
ance process  that  would  permit  the 
Park  Service  to  certify  if  a  noncon- 
forming structure  might  harm  the  re- 
source or  not."  The  GAO  went  on  to 
say.  "The  Secretary's  authority  to  sus- 
pend condemnation  Is  not  discretion- 
ary." The  new  language  In  the  bill  will 
make  it  clear  that  a  zoning  variance  is 
not,  in  and  of  itself,  cause  for  condem- 
nation. Instead,  only  a  zoning  variance 
that  results  in  a  use  inconsistent  with 
the  purposes  of  the  act  would  be  cause 
for  condemnation.  This  would  put  the 
Park  Service  back  Into  the  business  of 
resource  protection,  where  it  belongs. 

On  January  18,  1983,  the  manage- 
ment of  the  Fire  Island  National  Sea- 
shore presented  a  draft  land  protec- 
tion plan  for  public  review  and  com- 
ment. This  plan  will  help  clarify  Na- 
tional Park  Service  intent  with  regard 
to  its  land  management  policies  within 
the  seashore.  This  bill  is  consistent 
with  the  management  objectives  con- 
tained in  the  draft  land  protection 
plan. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  previously  stated, 
the  intent  of  this  bill  is  to  simply  per- 
fect the  existing  law  (Public  Law  88- 
587).  This  Is  necessary  not  only  to 
make  the  operations  of  the  seashore 
more  efficient  but  also  to  help  allevi- 
ate some  very  real  concerns  being  ex- 
pressed by  Fire  Island  landowners 
about  land  acquisition  policies  within 
the  seashore.  It  is  for  these  reasons 
that  I  am  today  introducing  this  bill. 

I  should  add  that  this  matter  was 
brought  to  my  attention  by  the  Hon- 
orable Thomas  J.  Schwarz,  mayor  of 
the  village  of  Ocean  Beach.  Mayor 
Schwarz  has  long  been  dedicated  to 
preserving  the  beauty  of  the  natural 
features  and  comfortable  settings  that 
abound  on  Fire  Island.  I  am  confident 
that  this  legislation  will  serve  to  fur- 
ther such  purposes. 
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Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  full  text  of  the  bill  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

S.  1705 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Fire  Island  Nation- 
al Seashore  Amendments  Act  of  1982". 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  An 
Act  to  establish  the  Fire  Island  National 
Seashore,  and  for  other  purposes",  ap- 
proved September  11.  1964  <16  U.S.C.  459e- 
1).  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

"(hXlXA)  The  Secretary  shall  sell  any 
property  described  in  subparagraph  (B)  of 
this  paragraph  acquired  by  condemnation 
under  this  Act— 
"(i)  to  the  highest  bidder, 
■(il)  at  not  less  than  the  fair  market  value: 
and 

"(iii)  subject  to  covenants  or  other  restric- 
tions that  will  ensure  that  the  use  of  such 
property  conforms  to  the  standards  speci- 
fied in  regulations  issued  under  section  3<a) 
of  this  Act  which  are  in  effect  at  the  time  of 
such  sale  and  to  any  approved  zoning  ordi- 
nance or  amendment  thereof  to  which  such 
property  is  subject. 

■■(B)  The  property  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  of  this  paragraph  is  any  properly 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  National  Sea- 
shore as  delineated  on  the  map  mentioned 
in  section  1  except— 

■•(i)  property  within  the  Dune  district  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (g)  of  this  section: 

■■(ii)  beach  or  water  and  adjoining  land 
within  the  exempt  communities  referred  to 
in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (e)  of  this 
section:  and 

"(ili)  property  within  the  eight-mile  area 
described  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsec- 
tion (e)  of  this  section:  ana 

■■(iv)  any  property  acquired  prior  to  Octo- 
ber 1.  1982.  that  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  retained  to  further  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  all  moneys  received  from  sales  under 
paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection  may  be  re- 
tained and  shall  be  available  to  the  Secre- 
tary, without  further  appropriation,  only 
for  purposes  of  acquiring  property  under 
this  Act. 

•■(iXl)  Upon  or  after  the  commencement 
of  any  action  for  condemnation  with  respect 
to  any  property  under  this  Act,  the  Secre- 
tary, through  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States,  may  apply  to  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York  for  a  temporary  restrain- 
ing order  or  Injunction  to  prevent  any  use 
of.  or  construction  upon,  such  property 
that— 

"(A)  fails,  or  would  result  in  a  failure  of 
such  property,  to  conform  to  the  standards 
specified  in  regulations  issued  under  section 
3(a)  of  this  Act  in  effect  at  the  time  such 
use  or  construction  began:  or 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  undeveloped  tracts  in 
the  Dune  district  referred  to  in  subsection 
(g)  of  this  section,  would  result  in  such  un- 
developed property  not  being  maintained  in 
its  natural  state. 

•(2)  Any  temporary  restraining  order  or 
Injunction  issued  pursuant  to  such  an  appli- 
cation shall  terminate  on  the  date  the 
United  States  acquires  title  to  such  property 
or.  If  such  proceedings  are  terminated  with- 


out the  United  Stales  acquiring  title  to  such 
property,  on  the  date  of  such  termination.". 

Sec  3.  Section  3(e)  of  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  establish  the  Ptre  Island  National 
Seashore,  and  for  other  purposes",  ap- 
proved September  11.  1964  (16  U.S.C.  459e- 
2(e)).  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

•(e)  If  any  property,  including  improved 
property  but  excluding  undeveloped  proper- 
ty in  the  Dune  district  referred  to  in  section 
2(g)  of  this  Act.  with  respect  to  which  the 
Secretary's  authority  to  acquire  by  condem- 
nation has  been  suspended  under  this  Act— 

■■(1)  is,  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Fire  Island  National  Seashore  Amend- 
ments Act  of  1982,  made  the  subject  of  a 
variance  under,  or  becomes  for  any  reason 
an  exception  to,  any  applicable  zoning  ordi- 
nance approved  under  this  section:  and 

■•(2)  such  variance  or  exception  results,  or 
will  result,  in  such  property  being  used  in  a 
manner  that  fails  to  conform  to  any  applica- 
ble standard  contained  in  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this  section 
and  in  effect  at  the  time  such  variance  or 
exception  took  effect: 

then  the  suspension  of  the  Secretary's  au- 
thority to  acquire  such  property  by  condem- 
nation shall  automatically  cease.".* 


valuable  resource.  I  believe  that  this 
legislation  offers  a  very  just  settle- 
ment to  the  concerns  of  the  local  resi- 
dents and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
adopt  it.« 


•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  continue  a  long  tradition  of 
support  by  Members  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  from  New  York  for  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  problems  unique  to  the 
Fire  Island  National  Seashore.  Specifi- 
cally. I  rise  to  cosporisor  the  legisla- 
tion introduced  by  my  colleague.  Sena- 
tor MoYNiHAN.  and  to  commend  him 
for  his  long  involvement  with  this 
matter  and  his  judicious  resolution  to 
a  most  pressing  concern. 

This  legislation  is  vitally  necessary 
to  the  communities  located  on  Fire 
Island.  Many  residents  of  those  coni- 
munities  are  concerned  with  provi- 
sions of  Public  Law  88-587  that  deal 
with  land  acquisition  policies  within 
the  seashore.  These  concerns  have 
prompted  my  colleague  and  I  to  intro- 
duce this  legislation. 

The  bill  would  create  a  turnaround 
provision  that  would  mandate  that 
lands  in  developed  communities  within 
the  seashore  which  were  acquired  as 
nonconforming  lands  and  are  not 
needed  to  further  the  purposes  of  the 
act  be  sold.  Conveyed  with  these  prop- 
erties would  be  restrictions  to  insure 
that  any  future  use  conform  with  sea- 
shore regulations.  The  revenues  from 
these  sales  would  be  used  to  create  a 
revolving  fund  for  the  Park  Service  to 
purchase  additional  lands  within  the 
seashore.  This  is  a  well  thought  out 
and  innovative  solution  to  a  long- 
standing problem. 

Other  sections  of  our  bill  address 
problems  detailed  by  GAO  in  its  1981 
assessment  of  the  seashore,  done  at 
the  request  of  Senator  Moynihan  and 
Senator  Javits.  Specifically,  section 
3(e)  of  the  current  law  would  be 
amended  to  insure  that  the  Park  Serv- 
ice performs  its  proper  role  in  assuring 
the  continued  viability  of  the  seashore 
and  that  it  interferes  as  little  as  possi- 
ble with  local  goveniments,  while  still 
fulfilling  its  obligation  to  protect  this 


By  Mr.  RIEGLE  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Kennedy): 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  137.  A  joint 
resolution  to  designate  April  7,  1984, 
as   "World  Health  Day";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

WORLD  HEALTH  DAY 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  for  myself  and  Senator 
Kennedy.  Senate  Joint  Resolution  137 
designating  April  7.  1984.  as  "World 
Health  Day. " 

April  7  is  celebrated  as  ""World 
Health  Day"  around  the  world  to  pro- 
mote better  health  care  for  all  people 
and  to  draw  attention  to  the  World 
Health  Organization's  goal  of  health 
for  all  by  the  year  2000.  Good  health 
is  essential  for  people  to  be  able  to 
lead  socially  and  economically  produc- 
tive lives. 

Mr.  President,  given  the  quality  of 
life  enjoyed  in  this  country,  the  view 
of  a  healthy  world  embodied  in  the 
call  for  'World  Health  Day"  could 
easily  be  taken  for  granted.  The  goals 
of  "World  Health  Day"  are  minimal, 
yet  essential  if  we  are  to  improve  the 
health  status  of  millions  all  over  the 
globe.  The  objectives  are  simply  the 
minimum  requirements  of  safe  water 
and  adequate  sanitary  facilities;  immu- 
nization against  diphtheria,  pertussis, 
tetanus,  poliomyelitis,  measles,  and  tu- 
berculosis; local  health  care  with  20  es- 
sential drugs  on  hand  within  1  hour's 
travel;  and  trained  personnel  to  attend 
childbirth  and  to  care  for  infants  and 
pregnant  women. 

Without  the  World  Health  Organi- 
zation, the  central  agency  of  the 
United  Nations  directing  international 
health  activities,  these  goals  would 
remain  unrealized.  The  constant  sur- 
veillance, control,  and  eradication  of 
disease;  the  collection,  dissemination, 
and  exchange  of  health  data;  and  col- 
laborative research  are  all  directed 
and  supported  by  the  World  Health 
Organization.  In  this  country,  the 
American  Association  for  World 
Health  serves  to  heighten  our  aware- 
ness of  the  issues  surrounding  world 
health  and  works  with  the  World 
Health  Organization  to  make  our  par- 
ticipation in  their  efforts  worthwhile. 

Mr.  I>resident.  health  for  all  begins 
with  each  one  of  us  becoming  aware  of 
how  we  we  can  improve  our  own 
health  and  which  contributions  we  can 
make  to  the  goals  of  "World  Health 
Day"  in  other  parts  of  the  world. 

In  declaring  April  7,  1984.  as  "World 
Health  Day. '  it  is  my  hope  that  we 
will  increase  our  awareness  of  what 
must  be  undertaken  to  make  ourselves 
and  all  people  in  the  world  healthier. 
Good  health  does  not  just  happen.  To 


contribute  to  making  health  for  all  by 
the  year  2000  a  reality.  I  urge  all  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  cosponsoring 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  I*resident,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  joint  resolution  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  joint 
resolution  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  137 

Whereas  the  health  of  a  nation  depends 
upon  the  health  of  its  people: 

Whereas  improvement  of  the  health  of 
the  people  of  our  Nation  contributes  to 
world  health,  and  world  health  contributes 
to  the  health  of  our  Nation— a  principle 
enunciated  in  the  Constitution  of  the  World 
Health  Organization  and  accepted  by  the 
United  States: 

Whereas  the  United  States  is  an  active 
member  of  the  World  Health  Organization 
and  has  both  benefited  from  and  contribut- 
ed to  the  achievements  of  the  Organization: 

Whereas  the  countries  of  the  world, 
acting  through  the  World  Health  Orgniza- 
tion,  are  committed  to  the  goal  of  "Health 
for  All  by  the  Year  2000:" 

Whereas  primary  health  care  Is  recog- 
nized as  a  key  to  the  attainment  of  "Health 
for  All  by  the  Year  2000:" 

Whereas  health  education  and  health 
awareness,  prevention  and  treatment  of 
common  diseases  and  Illnesses,  basic  sanita- 
tion, and  adequate  nutrition  are  essential 
elements  of  primary  health  care: 

Whereas  the  World  Health  Organization 
has  established  April  7  of  each  year  as 
World  Health  Day  to  call  attention  to  what 
individuals  and  governments  can  do  to  fur- 
ther the  health  of  human  beings  every- 
where, and  the  American  Association  of 
World  Health  has  sponsored  and  assisted  in 
this  endeavor:  and 

Whereas  it  has  been  the  custom  for  the 
President  to  call  attention  to  World  Health 
Day  each  year  in  the  form  of  a  public  mes- 
sage: Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  April  7,  1984,  is 
designated  as  "World  Health  Day, "  and  the 
President  Is  authorized  and  requested  to 
Issue  a  proclamation  calling  upon  the  people 
of  the  United  States  to  obser\'e  the  day  with 
appropriate  programs,  ceremonies,  and  ac- 
tivities. 

•  Mr.  KENNEDY,  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  my  colleague,  Mr. 
Riegle,  as  he  introduces  this  resolu- 
tion to  declare  the  day  of  April  7,  1984. 
as  "World  Health  Day." 

"World  Health  Day"  will  be  cele- 
brated in  the  coming  year  on  the  36th 
anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the 
World  Health  Organization's  (WHO) 
constitution.  Yet  on  "World  Health 
Day"  we  look  beyond  the  admirable  ef- 
forts of  WHO  to  direct  and  coordinate 
international  efforts  to  improve 
health  on  a  global  scale.  On  "World 
Health  Day"  we  should  remind  our- 
selves that  the  responsibility  for  our 
Nations'  health  must  also  include  re- 
sponsibility for  other  nations.  Disease, 
malnutrition,  and  pestilence  honor  no 
boundaries,  economic,  geographic,  or 
political. 

Tuberculosis,  a  disease  which  once 
posed  a  major  threat  in  the  United 


States,  still  afflicts  almost  11  million 
people  annually  worldwide;  1  in  10 
cases  of  the  30,000  cases  of  TB  report- 
ed in  the  United  States  is  fatal.  De- 
spite the  tragedy  of  those  deaths, 
there  are  areas  of  the  world  with  far 
greater  prevalences  and  TB  mortality 
rates,  such  as  Latin  America  where  1 
in  5  of  the  220,000  reported  cases  are 
fatal.  As  such,  we  must  work  in  con- 
cert with  other  nations  to  improve 
health  for  all. 

Vaccination  against  the  diseases  of 
childhood— diphtheria,  measles,  polio- 
myelitis, tetanus,  tuberculosis,  and 
whooping  cough— has  been  a  priority 
for  State  and  local  goverrmient  in  the 
past  decade  here  in  our  own  country. 
The  diseases  from  which  we  have 
worked  to  spare  our  Nation's  children 
are  the  same  ones  against  which  other 
countries  are  fighting  to  save  their 
next  generation.  As  we  have  strived  to 
improve  our  Nation's  health  through 
education  about  health  and  diet  so, 
too,  must  we  help  to  educate  the  rest 
of  the  world.  WHO  has  been  working 
to  educate  people  in  all  countries,  es- 
pecially those  of  the  Third  World, 
about  the  importance  of  sound  nutri- 
tion especially  for  mothers  and  chil- 
dren. 

Waterbome  diarrheal  disease  is  the 
cause  of  80  million  deaths  annually. 
To  reduce  the  threat  of  disease  and 
death  WHO  has  promoted  programs 
for  improved  drinking  water  and  sani- 
tation systems.  One  such  program  un- 
derway is  called  oral  rehydration,  the 
distribution  of  kits  to  individuals 
which  provide  the  requisite  materials 
to  increase  that  individual's  ability  to 
retain  water  and  fight  infection  from 
the  water. 

"World  Health  Day"  will  call  atten- 
tion to  some  of  the  real  victories  the 
people  of  the  world  have  accomplished 
in  the  field  of  health.  Smallpox  is  per- 
haps the  greatest  example  of  what  we 
are  capable  of  in  making  the  world  a 
healthier  place.  For  ages,  smallpox 
was  a  disease  which  killed  up  to  40 
percent  of  its  victims.  There  were 
250,000  victims  in  1958  worldwide.  By 
1980,  efforts  by  health  care  profession- 
als to  isolate  and  destroy  the  disease 
were  so  successful  that  smallpox  had 
been  eradicated.  The  smallpox  eradi- 
cation programs  which  achieved 
worldwide  success  in  removing  the 
threat  of  one  fatal  disease  serve  as  a 
model  for  the  current  fight  against 
malaria.  While  we  here  in  the  United 
States  have  eradicated  malaria,  other 
countries  are  still  plagued  by  this  dis- 
ease. Eradication  and  control  pro- 
grams have  been  working  in  many 
countries  and  have  been  successful  in 
checking  the  spread  of  malaria  only 
when  their  efforts  were  coordinated 
on  both  the  national  and  international 
levels. 

On  "World  Health  Day"  we  should 
look  at  our  national  achievements  as 
being  part  of  the  global  health  effort. 


Yet  we  should  not  limit  our  view  of 
world  health  to  medical  terms.  The 
World  Health  Organization  outlined 
that  primary  care  including  education 
about  health,  diet,  and  safety,  in  addi- 
tion to  medical  treatment  is  one  of  the 
key  elements  in  improving  the  world 
health.  On  April  7,  1984,  "World 
Health  Day,"  we  should  remember 
that  our  work  to  improve  the  health 
and  the  quality  of  life  in  the  United 
States  will  also  positively  effect  the 
health  of  the  world.* 


By  Mr.  ZORINSKY: 

S.J.  Res.  138.  Joint  resolution  to  es- 
tablish a  Commission  on  Teacher  Edu- 
cation; to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Hiunan  Resources. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Zorinsky  and 
the  text  of  the  joint  resolution  appear 
earlier  in  today's  Record.). 


By   Mr.   MOYNIHAN   (for  him- 
self.   Mr.    D'Amato    and    Mr. 
Baker): 
S.J.    Res.    139.   Joint   resolution   to 
commemorate  the  centeruiial  of  Elea- 
nor Roosevelt's  birth;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

CENTENNIAL  OF  THE  BIRTH  OF  ELEANOR 
ROOSEVELT 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  Oc- 
tober 11,  1984,  will  mark  the  100th  an- 
niversary of  the  birth  of  Eleanor  Roo- 
sevelt, one  of  the  most  remarkable 
women  of  the  20th  century.  Today,  I 
am  introducing  a  joint  resolution  to 
commemorate  that  centeimial.  This 
legislation  is  the  outgrowth  of  a  sug- 
gestion I  received  from  Lucille  Patti- 
son,  the  energetic  county  executive  of 
Dutchess  County,  N.Y.— the  county  in 
which  Franklin  and  Eleanor  Roose- 
velt's Hyde  Park  home  was  located. 

Eleanor  Roosevelt  will,  forever,  be 
remembered  as  the  dynamic  First 
Lady  and  U.N.  delegate  who  champi- 
oned the  cause  of  the  underprivileged 
and  the  oppressed.  She  redefined  the 
role  of  the  American  political  wife, 
and,  in  her  own  right,  had  an  enduring 
influence  in  domestic  and  internation- 
al politics. 

Eleanor  Roosevelt  was  a  niece  of 
President  Theodore  Roosevelt  and 
grew  up  in  the  narrow  world  of  privi- 
leged New  York  society.  Although  she 
cultivated  an  interest  in  public  affairs 
when  her  husband  became  a  New 
York  State  senator,  she  developed  a 
strong  sense  of  public  service  only 
when  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  as- 
sumed subcabinet  duties  in  Washing- 
ton during  World  War  I. 

After  F.D.R.  was  crippled  by  polio  in 
1921,  Eleanor  Roosevelt  served  as  his 
surrogate  in  New  York  Democratic 
Party  affairs.  Though  she  had  not 
been  sympathetic  to  the  suffrage 
movement,  she  became  active  in  the 
League  of  Women  Voters  and  the 
Women's  Trade  Union  League.  Un- 
comfortable at  public  speaking,  she 
nonetheless  accepted  scores  of  speak- 
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Ing  invitations.  She  also  established  a 
furniture  factory  at  Val-Kill.  in  Hyde 
Park,  to  aid  the  unemployed. 

During  F.D.R.'s  4-year  term  as  Gov- 
ernor, she  answered  his  mail  and  rep- 
resented him  in  inspections  of  State 
institutions.  When  he  became  Presi- 
dent, in  addition  to  the  usual  social 
duties  of  First  Lady,  she  promoted  var- 
ious New  Deal  projects,  including  sub- 
sistence homesteads,  the  National 
Youth  Administration,  and  women's 
programs. 

Her  influence  was  such  that  she  had 
her  own  weekly  press  conferences  and 
syndicated  daily  newspaper  column. 
During  World  War  II  she  served  briefly 
as  cochairman  of  the  Office  of  Civilian 
Defense.  She  corresponded  with  many 
servicemen  overseas  and  toured  several 
theaters  of  operations. 

Following  F.D.R.'s  death.  President 
Truman  sought  Eleanor  Roosevelt's 
advice  and  she  gave  it  freely,  urging 
him  in  particular  to  appoint  women  to 
public  service  posts  and  to  continue 
the  Fair  Employment  Practices  Com- 
mittee. President  Truman  appointed 
her  a  delegate  to  the  first  U.N.  Gener- 
al Assembly  and  later  to  the  U.N. 
Human  Rights  Commission.  In  this 
latter  post,  she  drafted  and  fought  for 
adoption  of  the  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights.  A  U.N.  delegate  until  1952,  she 
forcefully  urged  the  establishment  of 
the  State  of  Israel.  She  was  reappoint- 
ed a  U.N.  delegate  by  President  Ken- 
nedy In  1961  and  remained  in  the  dele- 
gation until  her  death  on  November  7, 
1962. 

I  knew  Eleanor  Roosevelt.  In  Decem- 
ber of  1961.  President  Kennedy  cre- 
ated a  President's  Commission  on  the 
Status  of  Women,  with  Mrs.  Roosevelt 
as  its  chairman.  I  was  an  assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  at  the  time  and 
represented  him  on  the  Commission. 
Mrs.  Roosevelt  was  an  energetic  chair- 
man up  until  the  time  of  her  death. 
She  was  gracious  but  firm  minded  and 
helped  guide  the  Commission  to  its 
conclusion  that  the  role  of  women  in 
American  economic  affairs  was  artifi- 
cially and  unwisely  restricted. 

The  resolution  I  am  introducing  will 
establish  a  commission  to  encourage 
and  coordinate  commemorations  of 
the  centennial  of  Eleanor  Roosevelt's 
birth.  Day-to-day  staff  assistance  to 
the  Commission  will  be  provided  by 
the  EHeanor  Roosevelt  Institute,  a 
nonprofit  organization  headquartered 
in  New  York  City.  The  Eleanor  Roose- 
velt Institute  is  legal  successor  to  the 
Eleanor  Roosevelt  Memorial  Founda- 
tion, a  federally  chartered  organiza- 
tion under  the  provisions  of  Public 
Law  88-11,  approved  on  April  23,  1963. 
Except  for  nominal  travel  and  per 
diem  payments  to  private  members  of 
the  Commission  when  they  attend 
meetings,  the  resolution  will  not  entail 
any  Federal  expenditures  over  those 
otherwise  authorized  in  law. 


Section  5  of  the  resolution  directs 
the  Interior  Department  to  substan- 
tially complete  renovation  of  Val-Kill, 
the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  National  His- 
toric Site,  in  fiscal  year  1984.  The  ren- 
ovation has  been  underway  for  some 
years  and  the  purpose  of  this  section 
is  simply  to  make  certain  that  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  has  Val-Kill  fully 
open  to  the  public  in  time  for  the  El- 
eanor Roosevelt  centennial  year. 

When  Eleanor  Roosevelt  died,  Adlai 
Stevenson,  the  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the 
United  Nations  and  long-time  friend  of 
hers  remarked,  "She  would  rather 
light  candles  than  curse  the  darkness, 
and  her  glow  warmed  the  world." 

Her  life  and  work  were  a  credit  to 
the  United  States;  she,  in  turn,  devot- 
ed her  life  to  our  country  and  to  the 
pursuit  of  our  ideals  of  liberty  and  op- 
portunity the  world  over. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  joined  in  intro- 
ducing this  resolution  by  my  col- 
league. Senator  D'Amato.  The  majori- 
ty leader  has  been  most  helpful  in  pre- 
paring this  resolution  and  has  assured 
me  of  his  support  for  its  adoption.  I 
am  most  grateful.  I  urge  other  Sena- 
tors to  cosponsor  this  resolution.  I  ask 
that  the  text  of  the  resolution  be 
printed  in  the  Record  following  my  re- 
mairks. 

There  l)eing  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

S.J.  Res.  139 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
nsentatives  of  the  United  States  of  Ameri- 
can in  Congress  assembled,  that  the  Con- 
gress finds  and  declares  that— 

(1)  Eleanor  Roosevelt,  who  was  First  Lady 
of  the  United  States  from  1933  to  1945.  was 
one  of  the  country's  great  First  Ladies; 

(2)  Bom  into  wealth  and  privilege  herself. 
Eleanor  Roosevelt  nevertheless  worked  tire- 
lessly to  secure  opportunities  for  disadvan- 
taged Americans  and  to  improve  the  lot  of 
the  needy  elsewhere  and  particularly  in  de- 
veloping countries; 

(3)  Both  during  and  after  her  service  in 
the  White  House.  Eleanor  Roosevelt  cam- 
paigned Indefatigably  for  human  rights  in 
the  United  SUtes  and  throughout  the 
world; 

(4)  Eleanor  Roosevelt  devoted  her  efforts 
especially  to  promoting  the  welfare  of  chil- 
dren. 

(5)  For  this  service,  for  her  articulate  and 
compassionate  advocacy  of  the  highest 
American  ideals,  and  for  demonstrating  by 
personal  example  the  capacities  of  Ameri- 
can women  to  succeed  in  areas  of  daily  life 
and  work  from  which  they  were  frequently 
excluded  in  her  day.  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
earned  a  place  of  honor  and  respect  in  the 
hearts  of  the  American  people; 

(6)  October  11.  1984.  marks  the  centennial 
of  Eleanor  Roosevelt's  birth,  and  it  is  appro- 
priate for  Americans  to  mark  this  occasion 
with  appropriate  commemorations  during 
1984. 

See.  2  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a 
Commission  on  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  Cen- 
tennial. 

(b)  The  membership  of  the  Commission 
shall  consist  of  the  following: 


(1)  two  members  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
senUtives.  designated  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House; 

(2)  two  members  of  the  Senate,  designated 
by  the  President  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  the  Director  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  ex  officio; 

(4)  the  Archivist  of  the  United  SUtes,  ex 
officio; 

(5)  the  Ubrarian  of  Congress,  ex  officio: 

(6)  the  Governor  of  the  SUte  of  New 
York,  ex  officio; 

(7)  the  county  executive  of  Dutchess 
County.  New  York,  ex  officio; 

(8)  the  surviving  children  of  Mrs.  Eleanor 
Roosevelt;  and 

<9)  the  chairman  of  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
Institute. 

(c)  Commission  members  shall  designate 
one  of  their  number  as  Chairman. 

Sec.  3.  The  Commission  established  by 
section  2  of  this  Act  shall— 

(1)  encourage  and  recognize  appropriate 
observances  and  commemorations,  through- 
out the  United  States,  of  the  one  hundredth 
anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Eleanor  Roose- 
velt; 

(2)  provide  advice  and  assistance  in  estab- 
lishing such  observances  and  conunemora- 
tions;  and 

(3)  coordinate  the  activities  of  Federal 
agencies  in  support  of  such  observances  and 
commemorations. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  meet  no 
later  than  thirty  days  after  enactment  of 
this  Act  at  a  place  and  location  determined 
by  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  and  at  such 
intervals  thereafter  as  the  Commission  may 
decide. 

(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services 
and  the  Director  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice shall  provide  the  Commission  such  as- 
sistance and  facilities  as  may  be  necessary 
to  conduct  its  meetings. 

<c)  The  Commission  may  accept  donations 
of  money  and  services  to  carry  out  its  re- 
sponsibilities. 

(d)  The  Eleanor  Roosevelt  Institute,  a 
not-for-profit  organization  incorporated  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  and  successor  orga- 
nization to  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  Memorial 
Foundation,  chartered  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  88-11.  shall  provide  staff  assistance  to 
and  coordinate  policies  and  events  for  the 
Commission. 

(e)(1)  The  private  members  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  reimbursed  for  their  travel 
and  compensated  for  their  time  engaged  on 
Commission  business  at  the  daily  rate  estab- 
lished for  employees  at  grade  18  of  the  Gen- 
eral Schedule. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au- 
thorized, out  of  appropriations  otherwise 
available  to  him.  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  In  commemoration  of  the  one 
hundredth  anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Elea- 
nor Roosevelt,  the  SecreUry  of  the  Interior, 
acting  through  the  Director  of  the  National 
Park  Service,  shall  complete  the  renovation 
of  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  National  Historic 
Site  at  Val-Kill  in  Hyde  Park,  New  York,  in 
fiscal  year  1984  sufficiently  to  open  It  to  fuU 
public  visitation. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Is  au- 
thorized, out  of  funds  available  to  him  In 
any  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  join  my  distinguished  col- 
league.  Senator   Moynihaw,   In   com- 


memorating the  100th  anniversary  of 
the  birth  of  Eleanor  Roosevelt.  A 
native  of  New  York,  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
was  a  lady  who  accomplished  a  great 
deal  as  a  woman  in  her  own  right,  as 
well  as  in  the  capacity  of  the  wife  of 
our  32d  President. 

The  chronicling  of  her  accomplish- 
ments would  be  a  task  requiring  many 
volumes.  I  wish  to  bring  to  attention 
only  a  few.  Born  into  a  situation 
which  could  have  offered  a  life  of  lei- 
sure and  ease,  Mrs.  Roosevelt,  chose 
instead  to  reach  out  to  those  less  for- 
tunate with  an  indefatigable  spirit  and 
a  compassion  that  left  few  unmoved. 
Long  before  any  political  advantage 
could  be  attributed  as  her  motive,  she 
joined  many  organizations  in  an  effort 
to  further  the  cause  of  those  whose 
rights  were  less  protected  than  her 
own.  The  question  of  equality  for 
women  and  minorities  found  a  place  in 
the  national  spotlight  as  a  direct 
result  of  her  efforts. 

As  First  Lady,  she  served  a  unique 
role  in  this  country's  history.  Presi- 
dent Roosevelt,  because  of  his  illness, 
could  not  travel  around  the  country. 
Therefore,  Mrs.  Roosevelt  acted  as  his 
eyes  and  ears,  ceaselessly  apprising 
him  of  the  feelings  of  the  people.  In 
the  midst  of  the  steepest  depression 
and  most  cataclysmic  war  in  this  coun- 
try's history,  she  carried  a  beacon  of 
hope  whose  light  none  of  her  critics 
could  dim.  Many  soldiers,  wounded 
and  far  from  home,  were  comforted  by 
her.  The  long  hours  she  spent  in  this 
task  and  others  too  numerous  to  cite 
are  legend  bom  of  fact. 

After  the  tragic  death  of  her  hus- 
band, Eleanor  Roosevelt  continued  to 
play  a  vital  role  in  the  affairs  of  our 
country.  As  American  Ambassador  to 
the  United  Nations,  she  was  the  guid- 
ing force  behind  the  Universal  Decla- 
ration of  Human  Rights  and  com- 
manded the  respect  of  the  entire  as- 
semblage in  a  way  none  of  her  succes- 
sors has  been  able  to  match. 

Her  final  official  capacity,  in  which 
she  served  until  her  death,  was  as 
chairman  of  President  Kennedy's 
Commission  on  the  Status  of  Women. 
She  championed  the  cause  of  equality 
both  in  words  and  through  the  exam- 
ple she  &et. 

Today,  we  accept  as  given  many  of 
the  benefits  for  which  Eleanor  Roose- 
velt fought.  Let  us  not  forget,  howev- 
er, the  dedication,  toil,  and,  most  of 
all,  compassion  of  the  woman  who  was 
their  champion.  She  stood,  often 
alone,  for  justice  in  America  and  the 
world.  She  remains  the  standard 
bearer  of  the  conscience  of  our  Nation. 
She  will  always  be  remembered  by 
those  who  admire  the  select  few  whose 
deeds  outstrip  their  words. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  commend 
my  distinguished  colleagues  from  New 
York  for  sponsoring  this  joint  resolu- 


tion, and  I  would  like  to  add  my  name 
to  the  list  of  cosponsors. 

History  leaves  no  doubt  as  to  the  re- 
markable and  unique  and  vital  force 
that  was  Eleanor  Roosevelt.  Her 
legacy  is  as  bright  today  as  it  ever  was, 
and  she  will  forever  be  a  symbol  of 
caring  and  unselfish  devotion.  It  is  all 
too  fitting  that  we  commemorate  the 
100th  anniversary  of  her  birth. 

I  am  most  pleased  to  learn  Mr.  Presi- 
dent that  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  Insti- 
tute will  be  involved  in  the  centermial 
celebration.  The  institute  is  a  not-for- 
profit  organization  that  has  already 
distinguished  itself  through  the  expert 
work  of  its  members,  and  I  am  confi- 
dent that  their  assistance  will  be  sig- 
nificant. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  617 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stennis,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
617,  a  bill  to  promote  the  use  of 
energy-conserving  equipment  and  bio- 
fuels  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  lOSl 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Tower,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1051,  a  bill  to  amend  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow 
certain  prepayments  of  principal  and 
interest  to  be  treated  as  contributions 
to  an  individual  retirement  account,  to 
allow  amounts  to  be  withdrawn  from 
such  account  to  purchase  a  principal 
residence,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1080 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grassley,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Dixon),  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  BtJRDicK),  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Colorado  (Mr.  Armstrong) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1080,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Administrative  Pro- 
cedure Act  to  require  Federal  agencies 
to  analyze  the  effects  of  rules  to  im- 
prove their  effectiveness  and  to  de- 
crease their  compliance  costs,  to  pro- 
vide for  a  periodic  review  of  regula- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1146 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bentsen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  GoLDWATER)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1146.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  to  pro- 
vide for  the  revocation  of  the  airman 
certificates  and  for  additional  penal- 
ties for  the  transportation  by  aircraft 
of  controlled  substances,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  1350 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Laxalt,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1350,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  to 
increase  the  role  of  political  parties  in 


financing  campaigns  under  such  act, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.   1575 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sasser.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  TsoNGAS)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1575,  a  bill  to  improve 
the  highway  bridge  replacement  and 
rehabilitation  program. 

S.  1634 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Hatch)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1634,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Mineral 
Lancis  Leasing  Act  of  1920  and  for 
other  purposes. 

senate  joint  RESOLUTION  54 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nickles.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  DeConcini),  and  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Dodd)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  54,  a  joint  resolution  to  au- 
thorize and  request  the  President  to 
designate  the  month  of  January  1984 
as  'National  Eye  Health  Care  Month." 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  32 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Specter,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  TsoNGAS)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 32,  a  concurrent  resolution  to  ex- 
press the  sense  of  the  Congress  con- 
cerning the  legal  minimum  age  for 
drinking  and  purchasing  alcohol. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   127 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Andrews,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond),  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Kasten),  the 
Senator  from  Cormecticut  (Mr. 
Weicker),  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  (Mrs.  Kassebaum)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Resolution 
127,  a  resolution  to  make  the  Select 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  a  perma- 
nent committee  of  the  Senate. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 59— ORIGINAL  RESOLU- 
TION REPORTED  RELATING  TO 
THE  CHANGING  ROLE  OF  THE 
BOOK  IN  THE  FUTURE 

Mr.  MATHIAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  reported 
the  following  original  concurrent  reso- 
lution; which  was  placed  on  the  calen- 
dar: 

S.  Con.  Res.  59 

Whereas  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  has  built  and  nurtured  a  library  pre- 
eminent in  the  world; 

Whereas  this  library  beginning  as  a  small 
collection  of  books  has  now  grown  to  over 
one  hundred  eighty  million  items  in  all  for- 
mats encompassing  all  areas  of  knowledge; 

Whereas  eighteen  million  of  these  items 
are  conventional  books  which  throughout 
history  have  been  the  most  powerful  and 
democratizing  learning  device  known  to 
mankind; 

Whereas  the  book  is  now  among  the  least 
exp»ensive  and  most  widely  accessible  means 
to  liberty  and  learning; 


21368 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  28,  1983 


Whereas  advances  in  technology  over  the 
last  two  decades  have  In  many  ways  comple- 
mented the  book  as  a  learning  tool; 

Whereas  rapidly  advancing  technologies 
and  electronic  printing  and  publishing  are 
revolutionizing  the  world  of  learning  and 
the  role  of  the  book  in  the  future;  and 

Whereas  the  Congress  in  1977  established 
the  Center  for  the  Book  in  the  Library  of 
Congress  to  study  the  development  of  the 
written  record  in  our  society:  Now,  there- 
fore, be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concvrring).  That— 

(Da  timely  study  of  the  changing  role  of 
the  book  in  the  future  is  highly  desirable; 

(2)  the  Congress  authorizes  the  Librarian 
of  Congress,  under  the  auspices  of  the 
Center  for  the  Book  of  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress, to  conduct  such  an  inquiry; 

(3)  In  conducting  such  a  study,  the  Librar- 
ian of  Congress  shall  seek  the  advice  and  as- 
sistance of  persons  highly  knowledgeable 
about  the  role  of  the  book  in  civilization 
and  the  influence  of  new  technologies  on 
the  future  of  the  book; 

(4)  such  persons  should  include  scholars, 
authors,  educators,  publishers,  librarians, 
scientists,  and  individuals  in  computer  tech- 
nology, industry,  and  labor;  and 

(5)  the  Librarian  of  Congress  should 
transmit  the  results  of  such  a  study  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  not  later 
than  December  1.  1984. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  184- 
ORIGINAL  RESOLUTION  RE- 
PORTED RELATING  TO  THE 
SENATE  PAGE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  reported 
the     following     original      resolution; 
which  was  placed  on  the  calendar: 
S.  Res.  184 

Resolved.  That  until  otherwise  hereafter 
provided  for  by  law.  there  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  to  furnish  educa- 
tional services  and  related  items  for  Senate 
Pages  in  accordance  with  this  resolution. 

Ssc.  2.  The  Senate  Page  Program  shall  be 
administered  by  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  and 
Doorkeeper  of  the  Senate  and  the  Secretar- 
ies for  the  Majority  and  Minority  of  the 
Senate.  All  policy  decisions  regarding  the 
operation  of  the  Senate  Page  Program  shall 
be  made  by  the  Senate  Management  Board, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  Majority  and 
Minority  Leaders  of  the  Senate. 

Sec.  3.  In  order  to  provide  educational 
services  and  related  items  for  Senate  Pages, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  is  authorized  to 
enter  into  a  contract,  agreement,  or  other 
arrangement  with  the  Board  of  Education 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  to  provide 
such  educational  services  and  items  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  may  deem  appropriate. 

Sec.  4.  The  educational  services  under  the 
Senate  Page  Program  shall  consist  of  an 
academic  year  comprising  two  terms,  and  a 
page  serving  in  such  program  shall  be  in  the 
11th  grade. 

Sec.  5.  This  resolution  shall  take  effect  as 
of  the  date  of  its  approval. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  185-RE- 
LATING  TO  ESTABLISHMENT 
OF  A  SPECIAL  COMMITTEE  ON 
THE  FAMILY.  YOUTH.  AND 
CHILDREN 

Mr.  DENTON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
DeConcini.  and  Mr.  Hatch)  submitted 
the  following  resolution;  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration; 

S.  Res.  185 
Resolved.  That  (a)(1)  there  is  esUblished 
a  temporary  special  committee  of  the 
Senate  to  be  known  as  the  Special  Commit- 
tee on  the  Family.  Youth,  and  Children 
(hereafter  in  this  resolution  referred  to  as 
the  "special  committee").  The  special  com- 
mittee shall  be  composed  of  eleven  members 
appointed  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
from  the  recommendations  of  the  Minority 
and  Majority  Leaders.  Six  members  shall  be 
appointed  from  the  majority  party  and  five 
members  shall  toe  appointed  from  the  mi- 
nority party. 

(2)  The  President  pro  tempore  shall  desig- 
nate a  member  of  the  special  committee  rec- 
ommended by  the  Majority  Leader  to  serve 
as  chairman. 

(b)(1)  A  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
special  committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
for  the  transaction  of  business,  except  that 
the  special  committee  may  fix  a  lesser 
number  as  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  sworn  testimony. 

(2)  Vacancies  in  the  membership  of  the 
special  committee  shall  not  affect  the  au- 
thority of  the  remaining  members  to  exe- 
cute the  functions  of  the  committee,  and 
shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  origi- 
nal appointments  are  made. 

(3)  The  special  committee  shall  adopt 
rules  of  procedure  not  inconsistent  with  the 
rules  of  the  Senate  jjoveming  standing  com- 
mittees of  the  Senate. 

(c)  Service  of  a  Senator  as  a  member  or  as 
chairman  of  the  special  committee  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account  for  the  purposes  of 
paragraph  4  of  rule  XXV  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate. 

(d)  The  chairman  may  establish  such  sub- 
committees of  the  special  committee  as  he 
considers  appropriate,  but  each  such  sub- 
committee shall  be  composed  of  not  less 
than  four  members. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  spe- 
cial committee  to— 

( 1 )  make  a  full  and  complete  study  and  in- 
vestigation of  the  matters  pertaining  to  the 
family,  childhood  and  adolescence,  includ- 
ing but  not  limited  to.  the  problems  of 
health  (including  child  development  and  ad- 
olescent pregnancy),  welfare  (including 
child  pornography  and  obscenity),  educa- 
tion, marital  relations,  employment,  eco- 
nomic policy,  recreation,  nutrition,  adop- 
tion, foster  care,  and  other  problems  of 
childhood,  adolescence,  and  the  welfare  of 
families  generally; 

(2)  study  the  use  of  all  practicable  means 
of  encouraging  the  development  of  public 
and  private  programs  and  policies  which 
will  assist  the  family,  youth  or  children;  and 

(3)  review  and  necommendations  relating 
to  the  family,  youth  or  children  made  by 
the  President  or  by  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government. 

(b)  The  special  committee  shall  report  to 
the  Senate  on  the  results  of  any  investiga- 
tion and  review  conducted  under  sul»section 
(a)  not  later  than  March  31.  1984.  The  spe- 
cial committee  shall  submit  a  final  report  on 
the  results  of  the  Investigation  and  review 


conducted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  not 
later  than  November  30.  1984. 

(c)  No  proposed  legislation  shall  be  re- 
ferred to  the  special  committee,  and  such 
committee  shall  not  have  the  power  to 
report  by  bill  or  otherwise  have  any  legisla- 
tive jurisdiction. 

(d)  After  submission  of  iU  report  pursuant 
to  suljsectlon  (b).  the  special  committee 
shall  have  30  days  to  close  its  affairs  and  on 
the  expiration  of  such  30-day  period  shall 
cease  to  exist. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  special  committee  Is  authorized  ( 1 ) 
to  make  expenditures  from  the  contingent 
fund  of  the  Senate.  (2)  to  employ  personnel. 
(3)  to  hold  hearings.  (4)  to  sit  and  act  at  any 
time  or  place  during  the  sessions,  recesses, 
and  adjourned  periods  of  the  Senate,  (5)  to 
require,  by  subpena  or  otherwise,  the  at- 
tendance of  witnesses  and  the  production  of 
correspondence,  books,  papers,  and  docu- 
ments. (6)  to  take  depositions  and  other  tes- 
timony. (7)  to  procure  the  services  of  indi- 
vidual consultants  or  organizations  thereof, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
202(1)  of  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act 
of  1946.  and  (8)  with  the  prior  consent  of 
the  department  or  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  concerned  and  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  to  use  on  a  re- 
imbursable basis  the  services  of  personnel  of 
any  such  department  or  agency. 

(b)  With  the  consent  of  the  chairman  of 
any  other  committee  of  the  Senate,  the  spe- 
cial committee  may  utilize  the  facilities  and 
the  services  of  the  staff  of  such  other  com- 
mittee of  the  Senate,  or  any  subcommittee 
thereof,  whenever  the  chairman  of  the  spe- 
cial committee  determines  that  such  action 
is  necessary  and  appropriate. 

(c)  The  chairman  of  the  special  committee 
or  any  member  thereof  may  administer 
oaths  to  witnesses. 

(d)  Subpenas  authorized  by  the  special 
committee  may  be  issued  over  the  signature 
of  the  chairman  or  any  member  of  the  spe- 
cial committee  designated  by  the  chairman, 
and  may  be  served  by  any  person  designated 
by  the  member  signing  the  subpena. 

Sec.  4.  Expenses  of  the  special  committee 
under  this  resolution  shall  be  paid  from  the 
contingent  fund  of  the  Senate  upon  vouch- 
ers approved  by  the  chairman  of  the  special 
committee,  except  that  vouchers  shall  not 
be  required  for  the  disbursement  of  salaries 
of  employees  paid  an  annual  rate. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  today  to  submitting  with  my 
distinguished  colleagues.  Senators 
DeConcini  and  Hatch,  a  resolution  to 
establish  a  Senate  Special  Committee 
on  Family,  Youth,  and  Children.  The 
committee  would  be  a  temporary  com- 
mittee composed  of  II  members  ap- 
pointed by  the  President  pro  tempore 
of  the  Senate  on  the  recommendations 
of  the  minority  and  majority  leaders. 
The  committee  would  have  no  legisla- 
tive jurisdiction. 

As  I  am  sure  many  of  my  colleagues 
are  keenly  aware,  the  Senate  for  too 
many  years  now  has  lacked  any  vehi- 
cle for  a  comprehensive  examination 
of  policies,  legislation,  and  national 
trends  as  they  effect  the  well-being  of 
our  Nation's  families  and  children. 
Our  attention  to  the  needs  of  families 
has  at  best  been  fragmented  among  an 
assortment     of     different     legislative 
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committees  and  subcommittees.  At 
worst,  we  have  essentially  ignored 
those  needs.  Yet  one  way  or  another, 
the  policies  which  our  Federal  Gov- 
ernment establishes  by  law  or  by  regu- 
lation can  play  a  major  role  in  promot- 
ing either  family  unity  or  family  disin- 
tegration; either  a  positive  environ- 
ment for  children  growing  Into  adult- 
hood or  a  negative  one. 

The  family  is  now  in  a  worse  period 
of  crisis  than  ever  before  in  our  Na- 
tion's history.  Roughly  one  out  of 
every  two  marriages  now  ends  in  di- 
vorce, and  according  to  one  estimate, 
single  parent  families  are  forming  at 
20  times  the  rate  of  two-parent  fami- 
lies. One  result  of  that  unfortunate 
trend  is  that  more  and  more  children 
go  without  attention  from  a  parent 
during  the  day,  as  Increasing  numbers 
of  single  mothers  are  forced  into  the 
work  force  to  provide  for  children 
without  help  from  a  husband.  Indeed, 
estimates  show  that  close  to  I  million 
children  under  age  5  are  left  without 
any  adult  care  during  the  day. 

The  percentage  of  female-headed 
households  has  almost  doubled  since 
1970,  so  that  19  percent  of  all  house- 
holds are  now  headed  by  women.  The 
number  of  children  living  with  only 
one  parent  has  doubled  since  I960  so 
that,  according  to  one  estimate,  45  per- 
cent of  all  children  bom  in  1977  will 
live  in  a  single-parent  home  at  some 
time  before  reaching  age  IS. 

The  formation  of  families  and  the 
successful  rearing  of  children  have 
become  more  difficult  than  ever 
before.  As  healthy  parental  Influence 
has  diminished,  we  have  seen  the  re- 
sults In  rising  rates  of  juvenile  prob- 
lems, including  teenage  alcohol  and 
drug  abuse,  adolescent  pregnancy, 
teenage  suicide,  and  juvenile  delin- 
quency. We  see  great  confusion  among 
our  young  people  about  direction  and 
purpose  in  their  lives. 

Mr.  President,  the  special  committee 
I  am  proposing  today  would  make  a 
comprehensive  study  of  matters  af- 
fecting the  family,  childhood,  and  ado- 
lescence Including,  but  not  restricted 
to,  problems  of  health.  Including  child 
development  and  adolescent  pregnan- 
cy; welfare,  including  child  pornogra- 
phy; education,  marriage,  employ- 
ment, economic  policy,  recreation, 
adoption,  foster  care,  and  other  Issues 
and  problems.  It  would  encourage  and 
promote  public  and  private  policies 
and  programs  that  assist  families, 
youth  and  children. 

I  urge  Its  prompt  consideration. 

Mr.  DECONCINI.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  join  my  colleague,  Senator 
Denton  in  Introducing  a  resolution 
calling  for  a  Senate  Special  Committee 
on  the  Family,  Youth,  and  Children. 

The  problems  facing  the  family  In 
America  today  are  multlfaceted  and 
complex  and  because  the  problems  are 
not  simple,  neither  are  the  solutions.  I 
believe  that  this  special  committee  will 


give  the  Senate  the  opportunity  to 
truly  focus  on  these  problems  and  at 
least  begin  the  search  for  meaningful 
solutions. 

The  committee's  purpose  is  to  make 
a  comprehensive  overview  of  the 
family  In  America  today.  The  commit- 
tee will  look  at  problems  of  employ- 
ment, education,  health,  welfare,  and 
economic  policy  and  will  report  back 
to  Congress  by  the  end  of  1984  with  Its 
findings. 

The  crisis  of  the  family  Is  neither  a 
conservative  nor  a  liberal  issue.  It  is  an 
Issue  which  crosses  party  lines  and 
ideologies.  That  is  why  I  call  on  all  of 
my  colleagues  In  the  Senate  to  join  me 
In  support  of  this  resolution. 


■August  15"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
•July  1". 


DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS 


SENATE         RESOLUTION  IBS- 

ORIGINAL  RESOLUTION  RE- 
PORTED TO  PAY  A  GRATUITY 
TO  KATHERINE  C.  AHLERS 

Mr.  MATHIAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration,  reported 
the     following     original     legislation; 
which  was  placed  on  the  calendar: 
S.  Res.  186 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  hereby  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay.  from  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
Senate,  to  Katherine  C.  Ahlers,  widow  of 
John  C.  Ahlers.  an  employee  of  the  Senate 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  sum  equal  to  one 
year's  compensation  at  the  rate  he  was  re- 
ceiving by  law  at  the  time  of  his  death,  said 
sum  to  be  considered  inclusive  of  funeral  ex- 
penses and  all  other  allowances. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS 


JEPSEN  AMENDMENT  NO.  2102 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  JEPSEN  submitted  three 
amendments  Intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill  (H.R.  2733)  to 
extend  and  Improve  the  existing  pro- 
gram of  research,  development,  and 
demonstration  In  the  production  and 
manufacture  of  gauyule  rubber,  and  to 
broaden  such  program  to  include 
other  critical  agricultural  materials,  as 
follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following  new  section: 

ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  ACREAGE  LIMITATION  AlH) 
SET-ASIDE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  .  (a)  Effective  for  the  1984  and  1985 
crop  of  feed  grains,  the  second  sentence  of 
section  105B(e)(l)(A)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (7  U.S.C.  1444d(e)(l)(A)).  as 
amended  by  section  124(1)  of  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1982,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "November  15"  and 
inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "September  30". 

(b)  Effective  for  the  1985  crop  of  wheat, 
the  second  sentence  of  section  107B(e)(l)(A) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (7  U.S.C. 
1445b-l(e)(l)(A)).  as  amended  by  section 
122(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act  of  1982.  is  amended  by  striking  out 


JEPSEN  AMENDMENT  NO.  2103 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  JEPSEN  submitted  an  amend- 
ment Intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (S.  1529)  to  stabilize  a  tem- 
porary Imbalance  In  the  supply  and 
demand  for  dairy  products,  to  enable 
milk  producers  to  establish,  finance, 
and  carry  out  a  coordinated  program 
of  dairy  product  promotion,  to  adjust 
the  support  levels  for  the  1983  and 
subsequent  crops  of  tobacco,  to  make 
modifications  in  the  tobacco  produc- 
tion adjustment  program,  and  for 
other  purposes;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section; 

BARTER  OF  SURPLUS  DAIRY  PRODUCTS  FOR 
STRATEGIC  AND  CRITICAL  MATERIALS 

Sec.  .  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  during  fiscal  years  1984 
and  1985.  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion shall  accept  offers  from  individuals  or 
commercial  firms  to  exchange  strategic  and 
critical  materials  needed  to  meet  unmet  na- 
tional goals  established  under  the  Strategic 
and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  98  et  seq.)  for  surplus  dairy  stocks 
owned  by  the  Corporation  if— 

( 1 )  such  stocks  will  be  exported; 

(2)  the  value  assigned  to  such  stocks  at 
the  time  of  delivery  is  less  than  the  world 
price  at  such  time; 

(3)  the  value  assigned  to  such  materials  at 
the  time  of  delivery  is  less  thsui  the  world 
price  at  such  time; 

(4)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  reason- 
ably assured  that  export  markets  for  United 
States  dairy  products  through  commercial 
channels  will  not  be  displaced  by  such  ex- 
change; and 

(5)  such  exchange  will  not  result  in  the 
expenditure  of  funds  by  the  SecreUry  or 
the  Corporation  other  than  for  normal  ad- 
ministrative costs. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  subsection  (a),  the  Cor- 
poration shall  use  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985  a  quantity  of  dairy  products 
equal  to— 

(1)  at  least  15  percent  of  uncommitted  sur- 
plus dairy  stocks  existing  at  the  beginning 
of  fiscal  year  1984;  or 

(2)  if  the  Corporation  does  not  receive 
offers  to  exchange  such  quantity  of  dairy 
products,  a  quantity  equal  to  the  quantity 
of  such  stocks  offered  to  be  exchanged. 

(c)  the  Corporation  may— 

( 1 )  transfer  strategic  and  critical  materials 
acquired  under  this  section  to  the  National 
Defense  Stockpile  established  under  the 
Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling 
Act.  and  shall  be  reimbursed  for  such  mate- 
rials, in  accordance  with  section  4(h)  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act 
(15U.S.C.  714(h));  or 

(2)  retain  possession  of,  and  title  to,  such 
materials. 

(d)  No  later  than  six  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactement  of  the  Dairy  and  To- 
bacco Adjustment  Act  of  1983.  and  each  six 
months  thereafter  through  fiscal  year  1985. 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  submit  a 
rerwrt  to  the  Congress  describing— 
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(1)  exchanges  made  under  this  section 
during  the  previous  six  month  period;  and 

(2)  any  offers  for  exchanges  made  under 
this  section  during  such  period  which  were 
rejected  by  the  Corporation  and  the  reasons 
for  such  rejection. 


not  in  the  Interest  of  the  United  SUtes  and 
should  not  be  imposed. 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS 


JEPSEN  (AND  KASSEBAUM) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2104 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  JEPSEN  (for  himself  and  Mrs. 
Kassebaum)  submitted  an  amendment 
Intended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to 
the  bill  H.R.  2733:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 

Sec.     .  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

( 1 )  the  United  States  balance  of  merchan- 
dise trade  was  a  negative  $31,800,000,000  in 
1982: 

(2)  the  United  States  share  of  world  ex- 
ports has  declined  from  15.4  per  centum  in 
1970  to  13  per  centum  in  1982: 

(3)  one  out  of  every  eight  United  States 
manufacturing  Jobs  is  for  export  production 
and  20  per  centum  of  our  industrial  produc- 
tion is  exported: 

(4)  agriculture  is  the  largest  employer  in 
the  Nation  providing  for  almost  twenty- 
three  million  jobs,  one  million  three  hun- 
dred thousand  of  these  being  export  related: 

(5)  the  value  of  agricultural  exports  has 
dropped  18.9  per  centum  since  1981  and 
United  States  agricultural  market  share  has 
dropped  precipitously  for  such  commodities 
as  course  grains,  wheat,  cottom.  soyl)ean 
meal  and  oil.  rice,  and  poultry: 

(6)  increased  ocean  shipping  costs  will 
negate  numerous  United  States  efforts  to 
promote  exports: 

(7)  current  world  market  conditions  trans- 
late increased  export  prices  into  reduced 
income  for  domestic  producers  and  lost 
United  States  sales  abroad  for  such  goods  as 
agricultural  products,  coal,  forest  products, 
fertilizers,  chemicals,  ores  and  metals,  and 
pulp  and  paper  products: 

(8)  Increased  import  costs  for  such  goods 
as  petroleum  and  other  bulk  materials  will 
increase  energy  costs  and  production  costs 
for  the  agricultural,  fertilizer,  iron  and 
steel,  rubber,  textile,  chemical,  nonferrous 
refining,  and  paper  industries: 

(9)  trade  barriers  have  proven  harmful  to 
United  States  industry,  labor,  and  consum- 
ers In  the  past: 

(10)  world  bulk  shipping  capacity  is  cur- 
rently in  excess  and  is  expected  to  remain  so 
for  at  least  the  next  decade: 

(11)  the  effective  United  SUtes  controlled 
fleet,  which  is  controlled  by  United  States 
companies  and  subject  to  requisition  by  the 
United  States  Government,  remains  a 
strong  and  competitive  force  in  the  interna- 
tional ocean  shipping  industry: 

(12)  the  United  States  merchant  marine  is 
uncompetitive  in  the  world  market  with 
United  States-flag  bulk  shipping  costs  as 
much  as  300  per  centum  higher  thsui  the 
world  average:  and 

(13)  ocean  shipping  costs  comprise  a  sig- 
nificant portion  of  import  and  export  costs 
and  these  costs  will  l>e  increased  by  expan- 
sion of  cargo  preference  requirements. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  further 
expansion  of  cargo  preference  requirements, 
whether  for  commercial  or  other  trade,  is 


THURMOND  AMENDMENT  NO. 
2105 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.     THURMOND     submitted     an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill  H.R.  2733,  supra: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following  new  section: 

EXPANSION  OF  MILK  MARKETINC  ORDERS 

Sec.  .  Section  8c(  17)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  act.  as  amended  and  reenacted 
by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937  (7  U.S.C.  608c(17)),  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  "An  amendment  to  a  milk 
order  that  would  expand  the  production 
area  specified  in  such  order  shall  not  be  ef- 
fective unless  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
determines,  in  addition  to  other  required 
findings  and  determinations,  that  such 
amendment  is  approved  or  favored  by  at 
least  (A)  a  majority  of  the  producers  who. 
during  a  representative  period  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  have  been  engaged,  within 
the  area  proposed  to  be  added  to  the  exist- 
ing production  area,  in  the  production  for 
market  of  milk,  and  (B)  two-thirds  of  the 
producers  who.  during  a  representative 
period  determined  by  the  Secretary,  have 
l)een  engaged,  within  the  area  composed  of 
the  existing  production  area  and  the  area 
proposed  to  be  added  to  the  existing  produc- 
tion area,  in  the  production  for  market  of 
milk.". 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  today  submitting  for  printing  in 
the  Record  an  amendment  I  intend  to 
offer  to  H.R.  2733.  the  agricultural 
target  price  bill,  at  an  appropriate 
time. 

The  amendment  requires  that, 
before  an  existing  Federal  milk  order 
may  be  expanded,  a  majority  of  the 
dairy  farmers  in  the  area  to  be  an- 
nexed, as  well  as  two-thirds  of  the 
dairy  producers  in  the  entire  area  to 
be  included  within  the  order,  must  ap- 
prove the  expansion  in  a  referendum. 
Under  the  current  law,  only  the  latter 
requirement— two-thirds  of  the  pro- 
ducers within  the  total  area  of  the  ex- 
panded order— applies. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment 
simply  provides  a  measure  of  addition- 
al democratic  protection  to  dairy  farm- 
ers within  a  State  or  part  thereof  pro- 
posed to  be  included  within  an  ex- 
panded milk  order.  It  insures  that  the 
prevailing  will  of  dairy  producers  in 
the  area  to  be  annexed  is  not  over- 
whelmed by  the  collective  will  of  dairy 
farmers  already  operating  under  a 
Federal  milk  order,  especially  in  cases 
where  the  latter  substantially  outnum- 
ber the  former.  This  amendment  ap- 
plies only  to  the  expansion  of  milk 
marketing  orders  and  would  not  affect 
other  commodities. 


July  28,  1983 

NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

COMlf  ITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  suinounce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
the  scheduling  of  a  public  hearing 
before  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  on  S.  1701.  to 
impose  specific  directives  on  the  Bon- 
neville Power  Administration.  The 
hearing  will  be  held  on  Wednesday. 
August  3.  begirming  at  2  p.m.  in  room 
SD-3b6  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish 
to  submit  written  statements  for  the 
hearing  record  should  write  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  D.C. 
20510. 

For  further  Information  regarding 
this  hearing  you  may  wish  to  contact 
Mr.  Gary  Ellsworth  of  the  committee 
staff  at  224-5304. 
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AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Thursday,  July 
28,  to  continue  the  markup  of  S.  757, 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  Amend- 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE.  NUTRITION.  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
July  28,  to  consider  the  nominations 
of  Paul  Enns  and  Joseph  Kyser  to  be 
members  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit 
Board. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE.  SCIENCE.  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Thursday,  July  28,  to  conduct  hear- 
ings with  the  House  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  on  local  phone 
rate  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Friday.  July  29,  to  conduct  joint  hear- 
ings with   the   House  Committee  on 


Energy  and  Commerce  on  local  phone 
rate  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Friday,  July  29,  to  hold 
a  hearing  on  S.  905.  the  National  Ar- 
chives and  Records  Administration 
Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Friday,  July  29,  to  hold  a 
code  word  briefing  on  the  classified 
arms  control  issue. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  OVERSIGHT  OF  GOVERNMENT 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Oversight  of  Government 
Management  of  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Friday,  July  29,  to  continue  hear- 
ings on  oversight  of  the  management 
of  the  Synthetic  Fuels  Corporation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


BIRTHDAY  TRIBUTE  TO  RED 
SKELTON 

•  Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  for  this  occasion  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  my  Senate  colleagues, 
a  recent  milestone  in  the  life  of  one  of 
Indiana's  most  favored  sons:  The  70th 
birthday  of  Red  Skelton,  a  native  of 
Vincennes,  Ind.,  observed  on  July  18. 

It  is  appropriate  that  we  honor  Red 
Skelton  today  and  I  am  pleased  to  join 
him  in  a  special  visit  to  the  White 
House  to  commemorate  his  birthday 
with  the  President. 

Red  Skelton  has  brought  happiness 
and  laughter  to  generations  of  Ameri- 
cans throughout  a  career  that  has 
spanned  five  decades.  His  comic  talent 
was  first  enjoyed  by  audiences  in 
vaudeville,  carnivals,  circuses,  river- 
boats,  and  burlesque  houses  in  the 
early  years.  Later,  Red  starred  in  radio 
and  in  over  40  motion  pictures.  From 
the  1950's  through  the  1970's,  Red 
Skelton  delighted  new  generations  of 
TV  audiences  with  his  imique  brand  of 
humor,  mime,  and  unforgettable  char- 
acters. In  addition.  Red  Skelton  is  a 
talented  composer,  short  story  writer, 
and  a  recognized  painter.  One  of  his 
favorite  subjects:  clown  portraits,  with 
shocking  red  hair. 


Red  Skelton  has  ably  proved  the 
adage  that  laughter  is  the  best  medi- 
cine. During  World  War  II  and  the 
Korean  war,  he  entertained  U.S. 
troops  overseas.  He  has  been  honored 
numerous  times  for  his  selfless  contri- 
butions to  the  needy  and  disabled.  Red 
Skelton's  success  in  show  business  is 
equaled  only  by  his  universal  appeal  to 
all  ages. 

I  believe  it  fitting  that  we  pay  trib- 
ute today  to  Red  Skelton  and  I  know 
my  Senate  colleagues  join  me  in  wish- 
ing him  continued  health,  humor,  and 
his  special  grace  which  brings  us 
cheer.» 


THE  GUNS  OF  GUATEMALA 

•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  in 
April  of  this  year,  the  New  Republic 
printed  an  article  on  Guatemala  writ- 
ten by  Allan  Nairn.  The  events  depict- 
ed in  this  article  show  a  shocking  dis- 
regard for  human  rights.  Indeed,  they 
demonstrate  that  many  in  positions  of 
authority  in  Guatemala  overtly  dis- 
miss the  sanctity  of  human  life.  I  am 
grateful  to  a  constituent,  Mr.  Paul 
Henning  of  Waianae,  Hawaii,  for 
bringing  this  article  to  my  attention.  I 
believe  each  member  of  the  Senate 
could  benefit  from  a  close  reading  of 
Mr.  Nairn's  article. 

Therefore,  Mr.  F*resident,  I  ask  that 
the  article,  "The  Guns  of  Guatemala," 
be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  the  New  Republic,  Apr.  11,  1983] 

The  Guns  of  Guatemala 

(By  Allan  Nairn) 

On  April  20.  1982.  government  troops  en- 
tered the  village  of  Acul  in  Guatemala's 
northwest  highlands.  According  to  an  eye- 
witness. "They  searched  the  houses  and 
pulled  the  people  out.  and  took  us  to  the 
churchyard.  The  lieutenant  walked  up  and 
down,  pointing  at  people,  saying  "These  will 
go  to  hell,  these  will  go  to  heaven."  The  ones 
he  said  would  go  to  hell  they  took  out  to  be 
shot.  They  tied  them  up  and  kicked  them 
and  gave  them  karate  chops  to  the  throat. 
One  soldier  had  a  big  knife  and  he  stuck  it 
into  their  genitals  and  hacked  them  on  the 
neck  and  on  the  back.  The  people  were 
crying  and  crossing  themselves.  The  soldiers 
pulled  out  one  boy  and  put  him  up  against 
the  big  tree.  They  said  they  were  going  to 
shoot  him  because  he  was  against  the  gov- 
ernment. They  took  the  others  to  the  ceme- 
tery with  their  hands  tied  behind  their 
backs.  They  dug  a  big  ditch  and  lined  them 
up  at  the  edge.  We  all  had  to  come  and 
watch.  The  lieutenant  said  they  were  going 
to  be  shot  because  "you  haven't  educated 
your  children,  your  children  are  going 
around  with  scum,  and  that  doesn't  suit  us. 
But  we're  not  going  to  throw  their  bodies  on 
the  roadside,  we're  Just  going  to  shoot 
them.'  He  said  this  was  the  new  law  of  Rios 
Montt.  They  shot  each  one  with  a  bullet  in 
the  face  from  about  a  meter  away.  Parts  of 
their  brains  spilled  out  and  scattered  into 
the  ditch."  By  the  end  of  the  day  twenty- 
four  lay  dead.  The  next  day  the  troops 
killed  twenty-two  more. 

According  to  figures  compiled  by  Amnesty 
International,  at  least  12.000  unarmed  civil- 


ians have  died  by  violence  in  Guatemala 
since  1978.  Last  year  Amnesty  reported  that 
2.600  had  been  killed  between  July  and 
March  23.  when  General  Efrain  Rios  Montt 
seized  power  in  a  military  coup.  By  I>ecem- 
ber.  however,  army  massacres  had  t>ecome 
more  sporadic  and  the  pace  of  guerrilla 
raids  had  slackened.  These  developments 
were  widely  interpreted  to  mean  that  the 
government  had  begun  to  curb  human 
rights  abuses  and  had  succeeded  in  crushing 
the  guerrillas. 

The  interpretation  was  wrong  on  t)oth 
counts.  The  number  of  massacres  fell  be- 
cause the  army  had  completed  the  first 
stage  of  a  major  operation  designed  to  de- 
populate the  rural  villages  that  are  the 
guerrillas'  logistical  and  political  base.  The 
guerrilla's  level  of  activity  fell  because  their 
village  support  network  had  t>een  disrupted. 
During  this  operation.  I  conducted  inter- 
views with  several  dozen  soldiers  and  offi- 
cers in  the  field,  as  well  as  with  refugees 
and  government  officials.  What  they  said 
points  to  the  conclusion  that  Rios  Montt's 
strategy  was  based  on  organized  killing,  tor- 
ture, and  t>ombing  of  unarmed  civilians— a 
round  of  carnage  that  can  t>e  expected  to 
resume  as  soon  as  guerrilla  activity  reaches 
a  sufficently  threatening  level.  And  far 
from  crushing  the  guerrillas,  the  counterin- 
surgency  drive  has  left  their  corjDS  of  armed 
combatants  essentially  intact,  while  sowing 
bitterness  among  the  peasant  survivors. 

Rios  Montt.  who  was  trained  in  counterin- 
surgency  at  Fort  Bragg  and  served  In  1973 
as  director  of  studies  at  the  Pentagons 
Inter-American  Defense  College  in  Wash- 
ington. D.C.  brought  the  Guatemalan  Army 
back  into  the  mainstream  of  international 
counterinsurgency  theory.  General  Romeo 
Lucas  Garia.  whom  Rios  Montt  toppled  in 
the  coup,  had  attempted  to  fight  the  guer- 
rillas with  an  uncoordinated  series  of  rural 
massacres.  In  the  urban  areas  Lucas  under- 
took a  campaign  of  assassinations  that  de- 
stroyed a  powerful  popular  movement  of 
trade  unionists,  professionals,  clergy,  stu- 
dents, slum  dwellers,  and  moderate  politi- 
cians: he  recklessly  continued  these  highly 
visible  killings  long  after  their  political  ob- 
jective had  been  accomplished.  Besides 
bringing  international  condemnation  of 
Guatemala's  human  rights  abuses.  Lucas' 
actions  actually  increased  guerrilla 
strength. 

Rios  Montt  curtailed  the  politically  disas- 
trous urban  assassinations.  He  shifted  to  a 
program  of  centralized  planning,  local  and 
international  public  relations,  and.  as  an 
army  strategy  document  put  it.  "establish- 
ment of  a  scheme  for  control  of  the  popula- 
tion "—forced  labor  "civil  patrols "  used  for 
road  repair,  surveillance,  and  army-led  mili- 
tary forays.  The  cutting  edge  of  the  strate- 
gy was  a  series  of  province-by-province 
sweeps  by  massed  troops  to  clear  the  tiny 
mountain  villages  and  to  resettle  much  of 
the  population  in  army-controlled  towns. 
The  sweeps  concentrated  the  killing  In  a  few 
brief  but  fierce  bursts.  After  the  phalanx 
had  run  out  of  villages  in  one  region  and 
moved  on  to  the  next,  it  could  l)e  said  that 
violence  in  the  first  region  had  diminished 
and  human  rights  improved.  By  Octol)er 
this  claim  could  be  made  for  the  country  as 
a  whole. 

As  the  sweeps  began,  in  provinces  of  Chi- 
maltenango  and  Alta  Verapaz  and  Baja  Ver- 
apaz.  the  level  of  killing— the  highest  in 
Guatemalan  history— shocked  even  tradi- 
tionally reserved  elements  of  the  local  es- 
tablishment. "Not  even  the  lives  of  old 
people,  pregnant  women,  or  Innocent  chil- 
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dren  were  respected."  said  Guatemala's 
Conference  of  Catholic  Bishops  in  a  May  27 
pastoral  letter.  •Never  in  our  history  has  it 
come  to  such  grave  extremes."  In  an  unprec- 
edented series  of  editorials  in  May.  the  con- 
servative El  GrOjico.  the  country's  leading 
newspaper,  stated:  'Massacres  have  become 
the  order  of  the  day  .  .  .  How  is  it  possible  to 
behead  an  8-  or  9-year-old  child?  .  .  .  We  do 
not  deserve  aid  as  long  as  this  keeps  occur- 
ring." 

At  the  same  time,  the  United  States  Em- 
bassy was  assuring  visitors  that  human 
rights  conditions  had  dramatically  improved 
and  that  if  abuses  were  occurring  they  were 
contrary  to  policy.  By  way  of  proof,  they 
distributed  copies  of  the  army's  Code  of 
Conduct  Toward  the  Civil  Population. "  a 
twelve-point  guide  to  counterinsurgency  eti- 
quette that  admonishes  soldiers  not  to  "flirt 
or  take  liberties  with  the  women."  and  to 
show  special  affection  and  respect  for  the 
aged  and  children. " 

On  May  24  Rlos  Montt  set  the  stage  for 
the  sweeps  through  Quiche  and  Huehuete- 
nango.  the  provinces  with  the  heaviest  guer- 
rilla activity,  by  announcing  that  he  would 
grant  amnesty  to  all  guerrillas  and  collabo- 
rators who  turned  themselves  in  before  July 
1.  After  the  amnesty  had  expired,  any  resi- 
dent of  a  village  believed  to  be  collaborating 
with  the  guerrillas  would  be  considered  fair 
game.  On  June  30  Rios  Montt  declared  on 
television  that  "today  we  are  going  to  begin 
a  merciless  struggle. "  and  issued  a  decree 
that  ordered  all  men  age  18  to  30  to  present 
themselves  for  military  service.  The  decree 
stated  that  the  army  would  "proceed  with  a 
vigorous  and  firm  military  action  to  annihi- 
late the  subversion  that  has  not  understood 
the  good  intentions  of  the  government. " 

According  to  soldiers  and  officers  who  par- 
ticipated in  the  action  last  July,  August,  and 
September,  the  sweeps  were  directed  not  at 
armed  guerrillas  but  at  civilians  in  villages 
suspected  of  guerrilla  collaboration.  Rios 
Montt  had  outlined  the  rationale  in  a  May 
17  interview.  "The  problem  of  the  war. "  he 
explained,  "is  not  just  a  question  of  who  is 
shooting.  For  each  one  who  is  shooting, 
there  are  ten  working  behind  him." 

According  to  Lieutenant  Romeo  Sierra, 
who  commands  a  20-man  patrol  base  at  La 
Perla.  a  northwest  highlands  plantation,  the 
sweeps  were  directed  from  the  top.  Field 
commanders  like  Sierra  receive  their  orders 
through  a  chain  of  command  which  places 
only  three  steps— the  minister  of  defense, 
the  army  chief  of  staff,  and  a  colonel  in  the 
provinical  capital— between  themselves  smd 
Rios  Montt.  The  commanders  receive  daily 
orders  from  the  colonel,  and  maintain 
hourly  radio  contact  with  his  headquarters. 
"I  advise  him  that  I'm  going  to  Tutzuhil 
with  twenty  men.'  He  knows  everything.  Ev- 
erything is  controlled. "  All  field  actions 
must  be  reported  in  the  commanders'  daily 
"diary  of  operations,"  which  is  reviewed  and 
criticized  in  monthly  face-to-face  evalua- 
tions. "We're  on  a  very  short  leash."  Serra 
said. 

Sierra,  who  directed  the  sweeps  through 
his  patrol  area  of  20  square  kilometers  and 
10.000  people,  told  me  that  thousands  of  ci- 
vilians were  displaced  but  that  "in  the  time 
I've  been  here  [two-and-a-half  months]  no 
subversives  have  fallen.  Lots  of  unarmed 
people,  women  refugees,  but  we  haven't  had 
actual  combat  with  guerrillas." 

Each  patrol  officer,  after  describing  the 
success  of  his  sweep,  would  casually  point  to 
his  local  mountain  and  say  that  50  to  75 
guerrilla  combatants  were  still  at  large. 
Lieutenant  Sierra  estimated  that  70  guerril- 


las were  moving  in  the  mountains  immedi- 
ately surrounding  La  Perla.  "There  are  lots 
of  them  around  here. "  said  Miguel  Rai- 
mundo.  a  sergeant  in  Nebaj.  a  medium-sized 
army-occupied  town  south  of  La  Perla.  "It's 
hard  to  fight  them.  There  are  about  300  of 
them— the  ones  who  fight. " 

Just  outside  Nebaj.  more  than  2.500  peas- 
ants had  been  resettled  on  an  army  airstrip. 
"They  didn't  want  to  leave  voluntarily. "  ex- 
plained Felipe,  a  corporal  who  manned  the 
50-caliber  machine  gun  that  dominated  the 
town  from  the  church  belfry.  "The  govern- 
ment put  out  a  call  that  they  would  have 
one  month  to  turn  themselves  in.  So  now 
the  army  is  in  charge  of  going  to  get  all  the 
people  from  all  these  villages. " 

Sergeant  Miguel  Raimundo.  who  was 
guarding  a  group  of  161  suspected  guerrilla 
collaborators  (which  included  79  children 
and  42  women),  said.  "The  problem  is  that 
almost  all  the  village  people  are  guerrillas." 
According  to  camp  records,  these  peasants 
had  been  rounded  up  in  army  sweeps 
through  the  villages  of  Vijolom.  Salquil 
Grande.  Tjolom.  Parramos  Chiquito.  Paob. 
Vixaj.  Quejchip.  and  Xepium.  Sergeant  Josfe 
Angel,  who  commands  a  40-man  platoon 
based  at  La  Perla.  explained  the  procedure. 
"Before  we  get  to  the  village,  we  talk  with 
the  soldiers  about  what  they  should  do  and 
what  they  shouldn't  do.  They  all  discuss  it 
so  they  have  it  in  their  minds.  We  coordi- 
nate it  first— we  ask.  what  is  our  mission?  " 

According  to  Jose  Angel.  "One  patrol 
enters  the  village  from  one  point,  on  an- 
other side  another  patrol  enters.  We  go  in 
before  dawn,  because  everyone  is  sleeping. 
If  we  come  in  broad  daylight  they  get 
scared,  they  see  it's  the  army,  and  they  run 
because  they  know  the  army  is  coming  to 
get  them. " 

The  army  has  a  policy  about  such  behav- 
ior. "The  people  who  are  doing  things  out- 
side the  law  run  away."  the  sergeant  said. 
"But  the  people  who  aren't  doing  anything, 
they  stay  "  He  said  he  had  seen  cases  where 
"lots  of  them  ran.  most  of  a  village.  They 
ran  because  they  knew  the  army  was 
coming." 

Miguel  Raimundo  cited  three  cases  where 
villages  fled  en  masse  "All  the  villages 
around  here,  like  Salquil.  Palob.  or  here  in 
Sumal.  they  have  a  horn  and  there's  a  vil- 
lager who  watches  the  road.  If  the  soldiers 
come,  he  blows  the  horn.  It's  a  signal.  They 
all  go  running." 

For  the  soldiers,  the  killing  of  fleeing,  un- 
armed civilians  has  become  a  matter  of  rou- 
tine. I  ask  Felipe,  the  Nebaj  corporal,  how 
the  villagers  react  when  the  troops  arrive. 

"They  flee  from  their  homes.  They  run 
for  the  mountain."' 
"And  what  do  you  do? 
■'Some  we  capture  alive  and  others  we 
can't  capture  alive.  When  they  run  and  go 
into  the  mountains  that  obligates  one  to  kill 
them." 
"Why?" 

"Because  they  might  be  guerrillas.  If  they 
don't  run.  the  army  is  not  going  to  kill 
them.  It  will  protect  them. " 

"Among  those  you  have  to  kill,  what  kind 
of    people    are    they?    Are    they    men    or 
women?" 
""At  times  men,  at  times  women." 
"In  which  villages  has  this  happened?" 
•"Oh.   it's  happened   in   lots  of   them.   In 
Acul.     Salquil.     Sumal     Chiquito.     Sumal 
Grande." 

"In  those  villages,  about  how  many  people 
did  you  kill? " 
"Not  many,  a  few."' 

"More  than  ten?  More  than  twenty?  More 
than  a  hundred? 


"Oh  no.  about  twenty." 
"In  each  village?" 

"Yes.  of  course.  It's  not  many.  More  than 
that  were  captured  alive." 

Jose  Angel,  the  sergeant  at  La  Perla.  re- 
called a  similar  experience  in  the  village  of 
Chumansan  in  the  province  of  Quezalten- 
ango.  "When  we  went  In.  the  people  scat- 
tered."  he  said.  "We  had  no  choice  but  to 
shoot  at  them.  We  killed  some.  .  .  Oh, 
about  ten,  no  more.  Most  of  them  got 
away." 

According  to  accounts  from  soldiers  and 
survivors,  the  army  follows  a  consistent 
step-by-step  procedure  after  entering  a  vil- 
lage. First,  Sergeant  Jose  Angel  explained, 
"We  go  into  a  village  and  take  the  people 
out  of  their  houses  and  search  the  houses. " 
Among  the  items  the  soldiers  look  for  are 
suspiciously  large  stocks  of  grain  or  beans. 
The  army  takes  what  it  can  use  and  bums 
the  rest.  Next,  he  said,  "You  ask  informers 
who  are  the  ones  that  are  doing  things, 
things  outside  the  law.  And  that's  when  you 
round  up  the  collaborators.  And  the  collabo- 
rators—you question  them.  Interrogate 
them,  get  them  to  speak  the  truth.  Who 
have  they  been  talking  to?  Who  are  the 
ones  who  have  been  coming  to  the  village  to 
speak  with  them?" 

The  interrogations  are  generally  conduct- 
ed in  the  village  square  with  the  entire  pop- 
ulation looking  on.  I  asked  Jose  Angel  how 
he    questioned    people.    He    replied.    "Beat 
them  to  make  them  tell  the  truth,  hurt 
them." 
"With  what  methods?" 
"This  one.  like  this  (he  wraps  his  hands 
around    his    neck    and    makes    a    choking 
sound].  More  or  less  hanging  them." 
"With  what?" 

•With  a  lasso.  Each  soldier  has  his  lasso." 
The  day  before,  in  Nebaj,  an  infantryman 
who  was  standing  over  the  bodies  of  four 
guerrillas  who  had  been  executed  a  few 
hours  before  demonstrated  the  interroga- 
tion technique  he  had  learned  in  'Cobra, " 
an  army  counterinsurgency  course  for  field 
troops.  "Tie  them  like  this, "  he  said,  "tie 
the  hands  behind,  run  the  cord  here 
(around  the  neck]  and  press  with  a  boot  (on 
the  chest].  Knot  it,  and  make  a  tourniquet 
with  a  stick,  and  when  they're  dying  you 
give  it  another  twist  and  you  ask  them 
again,  and  if  they  still  don't  want  to  answer 
you  do  it  again  until  they  talk."  According 
to  sergeants  and  infantrymen  of  Nebaj  and 
La  Perla,  the  tourniquet  is  the  most 
common  interrogation  technique.  Live 
burial  and  mutilation  by  machete  are  also 
used. 

The  director  of  an  ambulance  squad  in 
one  of  Guatemala's  largest  provinces  said 
that  roughly  80  percent  of  the  bodies  recov- 
ered by  his  unit  have  their  hands  tied 
behind  their  backs  and  show  signs  of  stran- 
gulation. The  bodies  are  usually  naked  and 
have  been  finished  off  by  5.56  millimeter 
bullets  <the  kind  used  in  the  army's  assault 
rifles)  fired  at  close  range  into  the  chest,  or 
by  puncture  wounds  to  the  neck,  generally 
consisting  of  four  intersecting  slices,  charac- 
teristic of  the  army's  four-flanged  bayonet. 
The  soldiers  said  they  expect  those  they 
question  to  provide  specific  information, 
such  as  the  names  of  villagers  who  have 
talked  with  or  given  food  to  guerrillas.  Fail- 
ure to  do  so  implies  guilt,  and  brings  imme- 
diate judgment  and  action.  "Almost  every- 
one in  the  villages  Is  a  collaborator. "  said 
Sergeant  Miguel  Raimundo.  "They  don't 
say  anything.  They  would  rather  die  than 
talk. " 


When  I  asked  Miguel  Raimundo  about  the 
interrogation  method,  he  replied:  "We  say. 
if  you  tell  us  where  the  guerrillas  are,  the 
army  won't  kill  you.  ...  If  they  collaborate 
with  the  army,  we  don't  do  anything." 

"And  if  they  don't  say  anything?" 

"Well,  then  they  say,  "if  you  kill  me.  kill 
me— because  I  don't  know  anything,'  and  we 
know  they're  guerrillas. 

They  prefer  to  die  rather  than  say  where 
the  companeros  are." 

According  to  Sergeant  Jose  Angel,  it  is 
common  for  suspected  collaborators  to  be 
pointed  out,  questioned,  and  executed  all  on 
the  same  day.  Explaining  how  he  extracted 
information  so  quickly,  he  said,  ""Well,  they 
don't  talk  like  that  voluntarily.  You  just 
have  to  subdue  them  a  little  to  make  them 
speak  the  truth." 

After  the  interrogations  have  been  com- 
pleted, the  patrol  leader  makes  a  speech  to 
the  survivors  gathered  in  the  village  square. 

""We  tell  the  people  to  change  the  road 
they  are  on,  because  the  road  they  are  on  is 
bad,"  said  Jose  Angel.  ""If  they  don't  change, 
there  is  nothing  else  to  do  but  kill  them." 

'"So  you  kill  them  on  the  spot?" 

"Yes,  sure.  If  they  don't  want  the  good, 
there's  nothing  more  to  do  but  bomb  their 
houses." 

Jose  Angel  said  he  had  participated  in  op- 
erations of  this  kind  in  the  provinces  of 
Solola  and  Quezaltenango  in  which  more 
than  500  people  were  killed.  He  and  other 
soldiers  said  that  smaller  villages  are  de- 
stroyed with  Spanish,  Israeli,  and  U.S.-made 
grenades.  Boxes  of  these  grenades  could  be 
seen  stacked  in  the  Nebaj  ammunition 
dump.  The  soldiers  said  they  also  used  a  3.5- 
inch  U.S.-made  shoulder-held  recoilless 
rocket  that  was  designed  as  an  antitank 
weapon  but  is  effective  against  people  and 
straw  huts.  At  the  La  Perla  headquarters, 
one  such  launcher  was  sitting  next  to  boxes 
of  '"explosive  projectile"  rockets  from  the 
Iowa  Army  Ammunition  Plant. 

For  larger  operations,  Jose  Angel  said,  pa- 
trols called  in  army  planes  and  helicopters 
to  bomb  the  villages.  The  helicopters  are 
U.S. -manufactured  Hueys  and  Jet  Rangers. 
(Until  January  1983.  when  the  State  De- 
partment rescinded  the  Carter  Administra- 
tion's 1977  ban.  the  sale  of  spare  parts  for 
the  helicopters  had  been  withheld  on 
human  rights  grounds.)  The  bombs  include 
U.S.-made  50-kilogram  Ml/61As.  twelve  of 
which  were  stacked  in  the  base  munitions 
dump  in  Nebaj.  Jose  Angel  said  he  had  seen 
such  bombs  dropped  from  Huey  helicopters 
in  Pujujil  and  the  surrounding  cantons  in 
Solola.  The  ambulance  squad  leader  cited 
six  cases  in  his  province  where  survivors 
told  of  being  bombed  from  planes  and  from 
blue  and  white  (the  color  of  the  Jet  Rang- 
ers) helicopters.  He  said  he  had  observed 
craters,  shattered  houses,  and  trees  marked 
with  heavy  shrapnel.  On  December  8,  at  the 
graduation  ceremonies  of  the  Military  Avia- 
tion School,  the  army  gave  a  public  demon- 
stration of  bombing  from  Huey  helicopters. 

The  American  Embassy  would  neither 
confirm  nor  deny  that  U.S.  helicopters  were 
being  used  for  bombing,  but  a  senior  diplo- 
mat said  that  if  they  were,  it  would  not  be  a 
violation  of  U.S.  intent.  "If  you're  engaged 
in  a  war,  you  bomb  and  you  strafe,"  the  offi- 
cial said.  "If  you  have  a  fort  you've  got  to 
take  out,  you  save  lives.  That's  what  we  did 
in  World  War  I  and  World  War  II." 

Some  Guatemalan  officers  contend  that 
although  helicopters  are  widely  used  for 
bombing,  they  are  of  greater  tactical  impor- 
tance for  surprise  entry.  ""When  you  go  in 
on  foot,"  said  Lieutenant  Cesar  Bonilla,  the 


officer  in  charge  of  the  villagers  resettled  at 
the  Nebaj  airstrip,  "they  see  the  patrol 
three  kilometers  away  and  Icnow  you're 
coming.  But  with  air  transpKjrt,  you  land  dif- 
ferent units  in  the  area,  all  the  units  close 
in  rapidly,  and  the  people  can't  go  running 
away." 

Bonilla  said  that  this  type  of  operation 
could  only  be  executed  by  several  helicop- 
ters at  once.  "With  just  one  helicopter  you 
scare  them  away  and  there's  no  control." 
The  United  States'  refusal  to  sell  spare 
parts  had  grounded  much  of  the  fleet,  so 
Lieutenant  Bonilla  was  encouraged  by  re- 
ports that  the  Reagan  Administration  was 
considering  a  change  In  policy.  "That  would 
be  wonderful."  he  said.  "With  six  helicop- 
ters, for  example,  the  airborne  troops  would 
land  all  at  once  before  they  could  make  a 
move.  The  nicest,  the  ideal,  the  dream, 
would  be  a  surprise:  suddenly,  pow!  Helicop- 
ters with  troops!"  As  he  spoke,  he  made  ma- 
chine-gun noises  and  waved  his  Galil  toward 
the  refugee  shacks.  "Ta,  ta,  ta,  ta,  ta!  All  at 
once  from  the  air!  Pow!  No  escape  routes. 
That  would  be  ideal." 

The  day  before  this  conversation,  a  peas- 
ant family  in  Bonilla's  camp,  interviewed  in 
their  shack  outside  the  view  of  soldiers,  de- 
scribed such  an  assault  on  their  village. 
■"Two  times  they  came  there  in  helicopters," 
said  one  of  the  men.  "They  would  come  in 
and  land  and  the  people  would  retire  and 
they  would  always  kill  a  few.  They  flew 
over,  machine-gunning  people  from  the  heli- 
copter." The  family  said  that  five  were 
killed  in  the  strafing. 

This  family,  like  its  neighbors,  was  moved 
out  of  its  village  and  told  that  the  army 
would  provide  for  its  security,  food,  and 
housing.  This  is  the  "beans"  component  of 
General  Rios  Montt's  heralded  "beans  and 
rifles"  program.  Removed  from  their  houses 
and  fields,  the  people  must  depend  on  the 
army.  Such  relocations  are  a  standard  coun- 
terinsurgency tactic.  Rios  Montt.  however, 
has  succeeded  in  portraying  them  as  part  of 
an  economic  reform  program.  The  reloca- 
tions make  the  army  the  well-publicized 
partner  of  international  organizations  that 
answer  the  goverrunent's  plea  to  aid  the  vil- 
lagers. Many  foreign  observers,  unfamiliar 
with  how  and  why  the  army  resettled  the 
people,  are  impressed  by  the  sight  of  an 
army  feeding  and  housing  a  peasantry  it  has 
been  accused  of  massacring. 

By  September  the  sweep  was  coming  to  an 
end,  and  the  next  stage  of  the  operation  was 
beginning.  "Up  here  there  aren't  any  vil- 
lages anymore,"  said  Jose  Angel,  speaking  of 
the  patrol  areas  around  La  Perla.  "There 
used  to  be,  but  then  the  soldiers  came.  We 
knew  that  such  and  such  a  village  was  in- 
volved, so  went  to  get  them.  We  captured 
some  and  the  rest  of  the  people  from  the 
village  ran  away.  They're  hiding  in  the 
mountains.  Now  we're  going  to  the  moun- 
tains to  look  for  them. 

Going  into  the  mountains  to  track  down 
refugees  meant  going  into  guerrilla  terri- 
tory. According  to  the  soldiers  and  refugees 
who  have  come  down  from  the  mountains, 
many  villagers  fleeing  the  army  wander 
through  the  hills  alone,  armed  only  with 
machetes  and  an  occasional  hunting  shot- 
gun. But  some  make  contact  with  guerrilla 
patrols  that  act  as  their  guides,  sometimes 
sending  them  toward  the  relative  safety  of 
the  Mexican  border. 

In  some  regions,  the  army  has  abandoned 
armed  pursuit  in  favor  of  a  strategy  of  wait- 
ing until  hunger  and  disease  flush  out  the 
villagers,  who  must  live  off  weeds,  roots,  and 
quick-growing  vegetables  while  staying  con- 


stantly on  the  move.  This  tactic  scored  its 
first  major  success  in  mid-October,  when 
several  thousand  refugi-es  from  the  San 
Martin  Jilotepeque  area  in  Chimaltenango, 
many  of  whom  had  been  in  the  hills  since 
February  following  a  series  of  massacres 
during  the  Lucas  period,  came  down  and 
surrendered  to  the  army,  asking  for  food. 
Nobody  knows  how  many  refugees  are  in 
the  mountains.  In  May.  before  the  Quiche 
and  the  Huehuetenango  sweeps,  the  Confer- 
ence of  Catholic  Bishops  estimated  that  the 
number  of  refugees  (not  all  of  whom  are 
living  in  the  mountains)  exceeded  one  mil- 
lion. Guatemala's  total  population  is  seven 
million. 

Major  Tito  Arias,  commander  of  the 
Nebaj  base,  said  in  mid-September  that 
2.000  people  from  the  area  of  Sumal  Grande 
had  fled  to  the  mountains  and  would  be 
pursued  by  foot  patrols  and  helicopters.  Ser- 
geant Jose  Angel  said  his  platoon  went  on 
such  operations  frequently.  I  asked  Jose 
Angel  what  his  troops  did  when  they  find 
refugees. 

"At  times  we  don"t  find  them.  We  see 
them  but  they  get  away." 

"But  when  you  do  find  them,  what  do  you 
do?" 
'"Oh,  we  kill  them." 

"Are  they  a  few  people  or  entire  villages?"' 
"No,  entire  villages.  When  we  entered  the 
villages  we  killed  some  and  the  rest  ran 
away." 

Under  the  army's  policy,  a  peasant  found 
outside  the  army-controlled  towns  can  be  in 
mortal  danger.  "We  know  the  poor  people 
from  close  up  and  far  away,"  said  Sergeant 
Miguel  Raimundo.  '"If  we  see  someone  walk- 
ing in  the  mountains,  that  means  he  is  a 
subversive.  So  we  try  to  grab  him  and  ask 
where  he's  going;  we  arrest  him.  And  then 
we  see  if  he  Is  a  guerrilla  or  not.  But  those 
who  always  walk  in  the  mountains,  we  know 
they  are  guerrillas.  Maybe  some  of  them 
will  be  children,  but  we  know  that  they  are 
subversive  delinquents.  I've  been  walking  in 
the  mountains  for  a  year  now.  and  just  in 
the  mountains,  one  by  one,  we've  captured 
more  than  500  people." 

Like  his  fellow  sergeants  and  lieutenants, 
Miguel  Raimundo  is  comfortable  with  the 
army's  assumptions.  "A  woman  told  me  yes- 
terday that  the  soldiers  kill  people,  that  the 
soldiers  killed  her  husband.  But  I  told  her 
that  if  the  soldiers  killed  her  husband  it  was 
because  he  was  a  guerrilla.  The  soldier 
knows  whom  to  kill.  He  doesn't  kill  the  in- 
nocent, just  the  guilty.  And  she  said,  "No, 
my  husband  wasn't  doing  anything.'  So  I 
said,  'And  how  do  you  know  it  was  nothing? 
How  do  you  know  what  he  was  doing  out- 
side?' "No,"  she  said,  "because  he  never  went 
anywhere.'  Yes,'  I  said.  That's  because  he 
was  a  collaborator.'  " 

It  is  possible  that  Rios  Montt's  strategy 
will  succeed  In  Isolating  and  demoralizing 
the  guerrillas.  But  it  is  more  likely  that  it 
will  end  up  strengthening  them.  For  all  the 
relative  sophistication  of  Rios  Montt's  ap- 
proach, it  has  relied  largely  on  violence  di- 
rected at  the  civilian  population.  And  it  was 
such  violence,  after  all,  that  made  the  guer- 
rillas a  threat  in  the  first  place.  In  1967  and 
1968,  the  Guatemalan  Army,  assisted  by 
U.S.  advisers,  did  succeed  in  defeating  the 
guerrillas  of  the  eastern  provinces  of  Zacapa 
and  Izabal  with  a  campaign  that  took  5,000 
to  10,000  civilian  lives.  But  those  insurgents 
numbered  only  a  few  hundred  and  were 
poorly  organized.  By  1978  the  guerrillas  had 
reorganized,  established  political  links  with 
the  peasantry,  and  expanded  their  combat 
force.  When  the  army  began  killing  peas- 
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ants  whom  speculators  were  evicting  from 
the  land,  the  guerrillas  were  ready  to  take 
advantage  of  the  resulting  popular  resent- 
ment. It  was  Lucas's  counterinsurgency 
campaign  that  made  the  difference.  His 
massacres  and  assassinations  sent  the  guer- 
rillas waves  of  new  recruits  and  transformed 
them  from  a  militarily  marginal  force  into  a 
powerful  movement. 

Severe  as  Lucas's  spasms  of  violence  were, 
however,  they  pale  in  comparison  to  the 
death  and  dislocation  sown  by  Rios  Monti's 
systematic  sweeps.  Today  there  are  tens  of 
thousands  of  Guatemalans  roaming  the 
mountainsides  and  living  in  the  villages  and 
camps  who  have  lost  husbands,  wives,  par- 
ents, children,  friends,  and  homes,  and  who 
carry  with  them  graphic  memories  of  a 
brutal  encounter  with  their  government. 
Rios  Montts  destruction  of  the  rural  social 
structure  has  set  back  the  guerrillas,  but 
has  left  them  alive  to  organize  and  fight  an- 
other day. 

On  March  23.  the  anniversary  of  his  coup. 
Rios  Montt  modified  the  state  of  siege. 
Speaking  on  television  in  the  wake  of  the 
Pope's  visit,  the  General,  who  is  an  evangeli- 
cal Protestant,  said.  "We  know  and  under- 
stand that  we  have  sinned,  that  we  have 
abused  power,  and  we  want  to  reconcile  our- 
selves with  the  people.  "  Rios  Montt  has 
talked  this  way  before,  even  while  directing 
the  bloodiest  of  his  military  campaigns.  And 
it  is  hard  to  see  how  any  kind  of  reconcilia- 
tion can  be  achieved  without  the  kind  of 
basic  political  and  economic  changes  that 
have  been  steadfastly  resisted  ever  since  a 
C.I.A.-sponsored  coup  brought  the  military 
to  power  in  1954.  It  is  equally  hard  to  see 
how  such  changes  can  be  made  as  long  as 
the  army  and  the  oligarchs  continue  to  rule. 

Neither  Efrain  Rios  Montt  nor  the  offi- 
cers and  politicians  constantly  plotting  to 
replace  him  can  expect  ultimately  to 
achieve  a  military  victory.  They  are  more 
likely  to  find  themselves  on  a  downward 
spirsil— having  to  kill  more  and  more  to 
stave  off  the  consequences  of  the  killing 
they  have  done  before.  Whether  the  guerril- 
las succeed  in  using  this  situation  to  fashion 
a  victory  of  their  own  is  another  question. 
But  it  appears  that  given  the  logic  of  the 
Guatemalan  struggle,  the  war  is  theirs  for 
the  losing.* 


A  BAD  IDEA  FOR  TESTING 

•  Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
for  anyone  sitting  outside  the  oper- 
ation of  the  military,  particularly  the 
operation  of  the  Pentagon,  it  is  not 
difficult  at  all  to  come  up  with  places 
where  money  might  be  saved.  Even 
with  all  of  my  background  in  the  mili- 
tary and  with  my  association  with  the 
Pentagon,  I  could  come  up  with  ideas 
that  I  think  might  work.  Some  of 
them  do,  but  most  of  them  do  not. 

The  case  in  point  I  want  to  address 
today  appeared  in  Aviation  Week  and 
Space  Technology  July  25,  and  it  is  en- 
titled, "A  Bad  Idea  for  Testing." 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind 
that  any  person  who  has  never  been 
close  to,  observed  or  participated  in 
the  testing  of  complicated  military 
equipment  can  figure  that  there  could 
be  a  better  way  to  do  it.  Having  lived 
through  the  process  for  a  long  time,  I 
can  say,  flatly,  that  there  is  not,  if  you 
want  to  get  the  real  results.  Let  us  say 


we  are  going  to  test  something  that 
sounds  as  simple  as  a  radio  to  handle 
communications.  This  sound  simple, 
yes:  but  the  most  important  part  of 
our  world,  whether  it  is  military  or  ci- 
vilian, in  communications  then  be- 
comes the  question  of:  How  will  this 
piece  of  equipment  operate  under  all 
degrees  of  heat,  under  all  degrees  of 
usage,  with  the  use  of  the  equipment 
by  people  who  have  never  even  seen  a 
radio  set  before? 

I  cite  a  radio  because  it  is  a  conunon 
thing.  But,  when  you  get  into  a  com- 
plicated piece  of  equipment  like  an  air- 
plane it  is  not  all  that  simple. 

I  am  not  going  to  go  into  great 
lengths  about  the  testing  of  an  air- 
craft. This  is  laid  out  in  great  detail 
and  at  great  length,  by  a  myriad  of  en- 
gineers, academics,  test  pilots,  and  so 
forth,  whose  every  movement  and 
every  movement  of  the  aircraft  is  care- 
fully recorded  by  telemetry  which  is 
studied  and  restudied.  Books  could  be 
and  have  been  written  on  what  has 
been  found  out  about  the  testing  of 
any  one  aircraft. 

I  mention  these  things  because  I  am 
acquainted  with  them.  But,  I  think  it 
would  be  well  for  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  to  read  the  article  by  Wil- 
liam Gregory  on  this  subject  pointing 
out  that  congressional  monitoring  of 
testing  would  l)e  a  very  dangerous  and 
a  very  bad  mistake. 

I  ask  that  the  article  I  refer  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 
(Prom  Aviation  Week  St  Space  Technology. 
July  25.  19831 
A  Bad  Idea  for  Testing 
(By  William  H.  Gregory) 
Independent  testing  of  weapons  systems 
as  an  idea  buzzed  around  a  small  circle  in 
Congress  this  spring  as  a  new  solution  to 
the  problem  of  waste  in  military  procure- 
ment—something   the    services    have    been 
convicted  of  by  consensus.  In  the  throes  of 
trying  to  get  a  Fiscal  1984  budget  authoriza- 
tion out  of  the  Senate  before  the  August 
recess,   and   to  save   funding   for   the   MX. 
Senate  leadership  accepted  the  independent 
test  force  idea  as  a  compromise— at  least  for 
the  moment. 

There  are  a  lot  of  things  wrong  with  this 
palliative.  The  worst  is  that  it  will  slow 
down  systems  development  a  year  or  two  at 
least,  and  development  already  has  become 
an  excruciatingly  long  process.  Ten  years  is 
the  going  average. 

Part  of  the  slowdown  will  come  from 
grafting  onto  the  testing  process  of  one 
more  agency  that  must  at  least  go  through 
the  motions  of  doing  the  job  Congress  man- 
dated it  to  do.  A  more  insidious  time  waster 
will  be  the  way  the  existence  of  such  a 
super  agency— the  bill  proposes  to  make  it 
part  of  the  Defense  Dept— will  further 
paralyze  the  decision-making  process.  Pro- 
gram managers  are  being  second  guessed 
more  than  sufficiently  now  by  the  multilay- 
ered  management  system  in  the  Pentagon, 
by  Congress  and  by  its  investigative  arm. 
The  General  Accounting  Office.  One  more 
layer  of  review  will  encourage  even  less 
boldness  by  program  directors  than  the  ex- 
isting system  does. 


CONGRESSIONAL  MONITORING 

One  of  the  sponsors  of  the  Independent 
testing  agency  is  Rep.  James  A.  Courter  (R.- 
N.J.), who  is  cochairman  of  the  military 
Reform  Caucus,  which  is  not  antldefense 
but  which  is  generating  its  own  personal  fa- 
vorite policies  for  how  the  country  should 
be  defended.  Courter  is  calling  on  Congress 
to  Improve  military  testing  procedures  as  a 
means  of  Improving  its  own  monitoring  of 
the  weapons-acquisition  process. 

"This  can  be  done."  Courter  contends,  "by 
creating  a  new  office  in  the  Defense  Dept. 
which  would  issue  reports  to  Congress  and 
the  secretary  of  Defense  on  the  adequacy  of 
testing  in  major  defense  programs  before 
the  decision  to  begin  full-scale  production  Is 
made.  .  .  .  The  imposition  of  strict  stand- 
ards on  operational  testing,  coupled  with 
the  knowledge  that  an  independent  report 
on  testing  will  be  made  to  Congress,  will  be 
a  strong  impetus  to  eliminate  success-orient- 
ed test  procedures." 

Not  only  would  Courier's  idea  paralyze 
the  program  manager  in  his  decision 
making,  but  It  would  also  strike  at  the  Intro- 
duction of  new  technology  Itself.  Instead  of 
eliminating  success-oriented  testing,  as 
Courter  suggests,  the  creation  of  a  super 
agency  to  audit  test  programs  would  do  just 
the  opposite.  It  would  place  incentives  for 
program  managers,  and  the  services  general- 
ly to  play  the  acquisition  game  just  as  safely 
as  possible.  The  obvious  way  to  play  the  ac- 
quisition game  as  safely  as  possible  is  to 
stick  to  well-proven  technology. 

There  is  a  story  told  that  the  late  aero- 
dynamicist  Theodore  von  Karman  once 
wrote  to  a  program  manager  of  an  advanced 
missile  system  to  this  effect:  "I  see  that  you 
have  had  six  successful  test  flights  in  a  row. 
This  tells  me  that  you  are  being  too  cau- 
tious."  Six  successful  test  flights  in  a  row  is 
exactly  the  goal  every  program  manager 
would  strive  for.  not  to  mention  every  serv- 
ice chief.  If  he  knew  he  were  to  face  a  grill- 
ing by  Congress  on  the  conduct  of  a  test 
program.  For  better  or  for  worse,  the  inde- 
pendent test  agency  idea  will  inject  Con- 
gress into  the  details  of  weapons  testing. 

FAILURE-ORIENTED  TESTING 

Courter  Is  right  about  one  thing.  Success- 
oriented  test  programs  are  not  the  way  to 
test  weapons.  Failure-oriented  testing  is  the 
way  to  find  out  what  is  wrong  before  a 
weapon  system  goes  into  the  field,  but  a 
super  watchdog  agency  with  a  mandate 
from  Congress  is  the  last  way  in  the  world 
to  encourage  failure-oriented  testing. 

The  services  already  do  independent  test- 
ing. The  Navy  has  Its  operational  evaluation 
squadrons  with  pilots  drawn  from  the  fleet, 
and  the  Air  Force  has  Its  Air  Force  Test  and 
Evaluation  Center  at  Klrtla»id  AFB.  N.M.. 
which  reports  to  the  Pentagon  rather  than 
to  its  acquisition  command.  The  Navy's 
OpEval  of  the  McDonnell  Douglas  P-18  was 
hardly  a  whitewash.  Try  finding  a  test  pilot 
anywhere  who  minces  words  about  an  air- 
craft he  is  evaluating.  Testing  by  the  serv- 
ices has  singled  out  the  problems  that  Con- 
gress now  complains  about. 

Much  of  the  new-found  expertise  being 
passed  about  In  Congress  on  weapons  test- 
ing starts  from  a  false  premise:  that  testing 
in  a  noncombat  situation  can  ever  simulate 
precisely  how  a  system  will  perform  under 
fire.  The  whole  history  of  World  War  2  for 
the  U.S.  was  a  case  of  finding  out  In  the 
first  year  what  worked  in  combat  and  using 
that  experience  to  develop  the  hardware 
that  did  finally  win  on  the  battlefield.  Some 
weapons  developed  in  peacetime  do  work  In 


battle  and  some  do  not.  but  the  idea  that 
testing  can  do  the  kind  of  winnowing 
combat  does  if  only  a  super  agency  keeps 
tab  on  the  testers  is  a  delusion. 

If  Congress  wants  to  do  something  useful 
in  the  weapons  testing  field,  it  could  look  at 
the  question  of  user  participation  in  the 
testing  process.  The  services  have  supported 
such  participation  for  years,  but  the  reli- 
ability problems  of  advanced  weapons  sys- 
tems raise  the  question  of  whether  the  diffi- 
culties in  blending  user  requirements  with 
advanced  technology  and  development  and 
production  realities  need  further  attention. 
Congress  should  look  carefully  at  the  inde- 
pendent testing  it  has  before  adding  to  the 
bureaucracy.* 


COMPUTER  EDUCATION  FOR 
ALL  CHILDREN 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
a  number  of  newspapers  in  my  State 
of  New  Jersey  and  around  the  country 
have  recently  commented  editorially 
on  the  issue  of  equal  access  to  pro- 
grams of  computer  learning  for  all 
children,  rich  and  poor  alike.  This  is 
an  issue  which  concerns  me  greatly. 
While  great  strides  are  being  made  in 
the  development  of  educational  pro- 
grams using  computers,  and  the 
number  of  schools  which  are  equipped 
with  computers  is  growing  at  a  fast 
clip,  these  benefits  are  not  evenly  dis- 
tributed across  all  schools.  Evidence  is 
already  available  to  show  that  schools 
in  poor  areas  are  not  keeping  up  with 
more  affluent  schools.  This  is  a  prob- 
lem to  which  the  Congress  must  be 
sensitive. 

The  Senate  will  soon  be  considering 
a  bill  to  improve  science  and  mathe- 
matics instruction,  the  Education  for 
Economic  Security  Act.  The  bill  will 
provide  assistance  to  strengthen  teach- 
ers' skills  in  computer  education.  It 
will  be  very  important  that  teachers  in 
disadvantaged  areas  make  use  of  this 
assistance  to  prepare  themselves  to 
provide  computer  education  programs 
in  their  schools.  I  believe  that  children 
in  all  socioeconomic  groups  can  bene- 
fit greatly  from  computer  education, 
to  learn  basic  skills  and  prepare  for 
their  future.  As  the  Christian  Science 
Monitor  recently  noted  metaphorical- 
ly, ".  .  .  children  without  water  can 
hardly  learn  to  swim." 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  a  number 
of  editorials  discussing  the  need  for 
computer  education  for  all  children  be 
printed  in  the  Record  for  the  informa- 
tion of  my  colleagues. 

The  editorials  follow: 

[From  the  Trenton  Times] 
Getting  On  Line 

"The  concept  of  computer  illiteracy  de- 
fines a  new  type  of  illiteracy,  and  the  poten- 
tial for  new  and  distressing  divisions  in  our 
society." 

Sen.  Frank  R.  Lautenberg,  in  his  maiden 
speech  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  took  hold  of  a 
problem  we  are  going  to  have  to  deal  with. 

Lautenberg  cited  U.S.  Office  of  Technolo- 
gy studies  that  show  that  almost  70  percent 
of  wealthy  school  districts  now  have  micro- 
computers for  students:  60  percent  of  poor 


school  districts  don't.  The  number  of  home 
computers  doubled  in  the  past  year.  "Those 
computers  are  being  acquired  by  the  afflu- 
ent, reinforcing  disparities  of  opportunity," 
he  said.  "...  In  a  nation  that  Is  plugged 
into  computers,  questions  of  success  and 
failure  may  become  questions  of  who  Is  on- 
line and  who  Is  off-line." 

A  computer  represents  a  large  Investment 
for  a  school  district  or  a  home,  and  it  does 
not  have  an  immediate  payback.  But  if 
being  able  to  use  one  is  the  key  to  getting  a 
job  in  the  future,  people  unable  to  make  the 
investment  will  be  unemployed,  society's 
wards. 

Lautenberg  was  sounding  a  "theme."  not 
offering  detailed  solutions  in  this  first 
speech.  It's  a  new  theme.  He  promised 
during  the  campaign  he  would  be  taking  a 
longer  vision  than  Is  customary  in  Congress, 
and  with  this  speech  he  surely  did. 

The  problem  he  is  pointing  to  won't  hit 
with  its  full  fury  until  this  school  genera- 
tion is  in  the  job  market.  By  then  we  may 
have  lost  part  of  a  generation  to  computer 
illiteracy.  The  time  to  act  to  prevent  that  Is 
now. 

As  a  matter  of  equality  of  opportunity,  we 
have  to  be  sure  our  schools  are  graduating 
people  who  are  "on-line"  with  computers. 

[The  New  York  Times.  June  12,  1983] 
Have-Nots  of  the  New  Era 

Twenty  years  ago,  C.  P.  Snow  foresaw  a 
"gulf  of  mutual  incomprehension"  separat- 
ing literary  intellectuals  luid  scientists.  In 
his  maiden  speech  in  the  Senate  last  week. 
Prank  R.  Lautenberg,  Democrat  of  New 
Jersey,  said  a  similar  gulf  now  separates 
computer  literates  and  illiterates— meaning, 
all  too  often,  children  in  wealthy  school  dis- 
tricts and  children  in  poor  ones. 

In  describing  "the  potential  for  new  and 
distressing  divisions  in  our  society,"  Mr. 
Lautenberg  put  before  lawmakers  what  has 
so  far  been  primarily  a  scholarly  concern. 
He  spoke  as  an  expert,  having  founded  the 
nation's  larges  data-processing  firm. 

The  results  of  recent  studies  support  Mr. 
Lautenberg's  warning  that  in  an  age  de- 
manding computer  literacy,  students  from 
low-income  families  may  be  disenfranchised. 
A  1982-83  survey,  conducted  by  the  Center 
for  Social  Organization  of  Schools  at  Johns 
Hopkins  University,  found  67  percent  of 
public  schools  in  wealthier  districts  (those 
with  no  more  than  10  percent  of  families 
below  the  poverty  line)  had  microcomput- 
ers: only  41  percent  of  schools  in  poorer  dis- 
tricts (with  21  percent  or  more  families 
living  in  poverty)  had  them. 

[Prom   the   Christian   Science   Monitor, 
June  9,  1983] 

COMPITTERS  AND  THE  POOR 

Americans  have  received  fresh  warning 
that  a  new  class  of  poor  people  could  be  cre- 
ated by  lack  of  equal  opportunity  for  com- 
puter learning  in  America's  public  schools. 
At  the  same  time  they  are  hearing  of  orga- 
nizations and  individuals  dedicated  to  pre- 
venting such  an  outcome. 

A  leader  among  these  organizations  is  the 
Minnesota  Educational  Computer  Consorti- 
um with  its  goal  of  ensuring  equal  access  to 
computers  for  every  student  from  rich  sub- 
urbs to  poor  rural  districts.  The  consortium 
sjid  Its  ripple  effects  are  described  else- 
where in  today's  Monitor. 

As  for  individuals,  a  senatorial  champion 
with  the  highest  relevant  credentials  has 
emerged  to  join  the  cry  against  leaving  poor 
children  out  of  the  computer  revolution.  He 


Is  freshman  Frank  Lautenberg  (D)  of  New 
Jersey,  former  head  of  Automatic  Data 
Processing,  who  used  his  maiden  speech  this 
week  to  stake  out  the  effects  of  "the  Infor- 
mation age"  as  a  framework  for  his  Senate 
tenure. 

Without  doubt  Congress  can  benefit  from 
the  focus  of  such  a  qutillfied  individual  on 
the  rising  importance  of  information  in  all 
forms— both  for  those  who  draw  on  it  and 
for  those  with  the  skills  and  resources  to 
control  and  purvey  it.  Many  matters  beyond 
education— privacy,  security,  manipulation- 
have  to  be  addressed  as  information  tech- 
nology burgeons.  But  Mr.  Lautenberg  was 
on  the  mark  in  warning  at  the  outset  that, 
without  equal  opportunity  for  "computer 
literacy."  a  new  class  of  poor  people  could 
be  created. 

As  it  is.  he  noted,  computers  are  prolifer- 
ating in  the  homes  and  schools  of  the  afflu- 
ent, while  sch(K>ls  in  poor  districts  average 
25  percent  fewer  computers  than  other 
schools.  The  urgency  of  correcting  the  situ- 
ation is  suggested  by  another  event  drawing 
attention  to  the  need.  It  is  the  start  of 
Project  Athena,  a  $70  million  academic-in- 
dustrial experiment  to  overhaul  university 
teaching,  with  computers  as  the  textbooks 
of  the  future.  The  Massachusetts  Institute 
of  Technology— allied  with  two  computer 
manufacturers  in  the  venture— compares  It 
to  previous  MIT  projects  revamping  whole 
academic  fields  with  new  sets  of  texts.  In 
some  cases  a  computer  disk  might  be  pack- 
aged in  the  cover  of  a  textbook:  It  could  sim- 
ulate processes  otherwise  requiring  much 
time  and  expense. 

Since  MIT's  faculty  includes  at  least  one 
notable  skeptic  about  computer  teaching, 
particularly  for  young  children.  Project 
Athena  will  no  doubt  take  account  of  pit- 
falls as  well  as  promise  in  Its  assignment. 
But  its  thrust  toward  computerization  ap- 
pears in  one  form  or  another  on  many  cam- 
puses. 

The  point  for  us— and  presumably  Senator 
Lautenberg— is  that  computer  skills,  like 
reading  skills,  are  soon  going  to  be  taken  for 
granted  in  higher  education  as  well  as  in  a 
growing  number  of  workplaces.  Students  at 
lower  levels  without  access  to  learning  these 
skills  will  be  just  as  surely  discriminated 
against  as  those  suffering  any  other  denial 
of  equal  opportunity. 

Fortunately  the  challenge  is  not  going  un- 
noticed. More  evidence  has  come  in  since 
our  editorial.  "Children  and  computers"  and 
the  Monitor's  sp>ecial  education  section  on 
computers  (April  15). 

There  are  examples  on  our  own  Massa- 
chusetts doorstep.  In  the  fall  a  Cambridge 
magnet  school  will  teach  computers  from 
kindergarten  to  eighth  grade.  The  Universi- 
ty of  Massachusetts  offers  scholarships  and 
other  incentives  to  science  students  in  ex- 
change for  agreeing  to  teach  in  public 
schools. 

All  this  may  be  news  more  to  parents  than 
to  young  people  taking  to  computers  like 
ducks  to  water.  But  it  cannot  be  said  too 
often  that  children  without  water  can 
hardly  leam  to  swim. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  2,  1983] 

Computers  Cost.  Mr.  President 

(By  Ellen  Goodman) 

Boston —At   times   I   have  the  unhappy 

feeling  that  the  president  of  the  United 

States  is  suffering  from  computer  Illiteracy. 

He    doesn't   seem    to   speak    the    lingo   of 

LOGO.  He  keeps  talking  about  going  back 

to  basics  instead  of  forward  to  BASIC. 
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Anyone  following  his  political  teaching 
across  the  country  these  weeks— if  this  is 
Wednesday,  it  must  be  Louisville— would 
suspect  that  he  is  living  in  the  Misinforma- 
tion Age.  He  maintains  our  education  prob- 
lems won't  be  solved  by  more  money  but  by 
getting  our  money's  worth  for  what  we  al- 
ready spend.  The  target  may  be  excellence 
but  it's  not  one  he  thinks  we  should  throw 
dollars  at. 

Prom  where  I  sit.  however,  in  front  of  a 
video  display  terminal,  the  notion  that  he 
can  cut  the  federal  funds  for  education  and 
raise  the  tide  of  mediocrity  qualifies  as 
Voodoo  Education. 

It's  true  that  money  can't  buy  the  love  of 
learning.  There  is  much  that  can  be  done 
with  no  more  loose  change  than  a  change  of 
mind.  But  if  you  want  a  hint  of  the  true 
cost  of  getting  our  education  system  up  to 
date  and  up  to  speed,  try  computing  it. 

There's  little  doubt  about  the  need  and 
value  of  preparing  the  next  generation  for 
their  high-tech  futures.  Even  the  president 
noted  it  in  his  State  of  the  Union  Address 
last  winter. 

Sen.  Prank  Lautenberg  (D-N.J.).  the  high- 
tech  son  of  a  man  who  worked  in  a  textile 
mill  that  doesn't  exist  any  longer,  also 
talked  about  it  in  a  speech  to  the  Senate 
this  month.  He  brought  it  down  to  the  aca- 
demic level.  "In  an  age  that  demands  com- 
puter literacy,"  he  said,  "a  school  without  a 
computer  is  like  a  school  without  a  library." 

At  the  moment,  there  are  a  lot  of  schools 
without  these  "libraries."  Por  all  the  talk  of 
an  "explosion"  of  computer  use  in  educa- 
tion, there  are  no  more  than  250.000  termi- 
nals and  microcomputers  for  45  million 
schoolchildren.  If  kids  are  to  get  skills  in 
using  computers  as  a  tool— which  is  what  a 
vast  proportion  will  do  as  adults— they  need 
more  than  a  few  minutes  a  week,  more  than 
one  computer  for  every  180  students. 

Marc  Tucker  of  the  Carnegie  Project  on 
Information  Technology  and  Education  cal- 
culates the  idea  formula  this  way:  "Suppose 
we  want  a  reasonably  capable  computer  for 
every  four  students  and  we  have  40  million 
children  in  public  schools.  We  need.  then.  10 
million  work  stations.  With  that  kind  of 
market,  the  price  of  this  machinery  might 
go  to.  say.  $1,000  a  station.  That  adds  up  to 
$10  billion.  Assume  again,  that  the  state  and 
local  people  pay  for  half.  The  bill  still  comes 
to  $5  billion." 

This  may  t>e  pie-in-the-sky  stuff,  but  any 
significant  plan  is  going  to  cost  plenty.  As 
Tucker  says.  'There  is  no  way  on  God's 
green  Earth  that  we'll  t>e  able  to  do  this 
without  very  significant  federal  assistance." 

Computers  are  obviously  not  the  magic  so- 
lution to  the  woes  of  education.  It's  as  easy 
to  misuse  a  computer  as  a  slide  projector. 
Computers  are  Just  machines,  and  schools 
are  Just  day-care  centers  if  they  don't  at- 
tract high-quality  teachers  and  caring  ad- 
ministrators. But  they  do  offer  one  small, 
concrete  example  of  real  costs. 

The  cost  of  buying  this  hardware  and  soft- 
ware also  says  something  about  fairness, 
about  the  gap  between  rich  kids  and  poor 
kids  and  how  they  are  affected  by  the  gap 
between  rich  schools  and  poor  schools. 

Lautenberg.  who  comes  from  a  state  with 
the  third  highest  per-capita  income  and 
some  of  the  poorest  cities,  notes  that  a  full 
70  percent  of  wealthy  schools  in  the  country 
have  computers,  while  60  percent  of  poor 
schools  have  none.  Not  surprisingly,  the 
school  systems  in  wealthy  and  technologi- 
cally sophisticated  areas  are  gaining  an  ad- 
vantage. Increasing  their  side  of  the  gap. 

What's  the  role  of  the  federal  government 
In  this?  Since  the  early  '60s,  the  government 


has  played  a  part  in  equalizing  opportuni- 
ties, narrowing  the  gap.  The  Reagan  admin- 
istration has  turned  away  from  that  role  in 
and  out  of  education,  but  it's  a  part  of  our 
heritage  and  our  future. 

Most  of  us  talk  about  computers  as  educa- 
tion tools  and  as  part  of  the  transforming 
economy.  The  two— national  education  and 
the  national  economy— are  simply  insepara- 
ble. 

Ideally,  as  Marc  Tucker  fantasizes  the 
future.  "If  they  were  the  right  sort  of  ma- 
chines, designed  to  be  used  in  schools,  with 
trained  teachers,  we'd  have  an  extraordi- 
nary improvement  in  reading  and  writing. 
Kids  would  t>e  able  to  handle  data,  use  it. 
analyze  It.  understand  it.  which  would  make 
an  extraordinary  contribution  to  our  ability 
to  compete  with  other  countries." 

You  cant  do  what  with  mirrors.* 


COMMENDATIONS      POR      INTER- 
CEPT OF  DRUG  SMUGGLERS 

•  Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  ap- 
plaud and  commend  the  commanders 
and  crew  of  the  destroyer  U.S.S.  Kidd 
and  the  Coast  Guard  law  enforcement 
team,  known  as  a  TACLET,  who  were 
at)oard  the  Kidd  when  it  recently 
intercepted,  stopped,  and  secured  a 
drug  trafficking  vessel  ladened  with 
approximately  35  tons  of  marihuana 
estimated  to  be  worth  $23  million. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  all  of  us 
who  are  involved  in  the  fight  against 
drugs  here  at  home  take  notice  of  this 
superb  performance  by  the  Coast 
Guard  and  the  Navy.  On  very  short 
notice  and  in  a  potentially  sticky  situa- 
tion, a  historical  precedent  was  set  and 
successfully  carried  out.  This  is  the 
first  case  since  we  amended  the  Posse 
Comitatus  laws  where  a  U.S.  military 
vessel,  working  under  the  tactical  con- 
trol of  the  Coast  Guard,  has  used  dis- 
abling fire  on  a  vessel  involved  In  drug 
smuggling. 

During  the  current  and  planned 
manuevers  in  and  around  the  Carri- 
bean,  it  is  my  hope  that  more  Coast 
Guard  TACLET  teams  are  put  to  use 
aboard  Navy  vessels.  While  we  are 
intercepting  gtinrunners,  we  might  as 
well  catch  a  few  drugruimers.  too. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  to  insert  in  the 
Record  a  copy  of  the  July  16.  1983. 
statement  released  by  the  U.S.  Atlan- 
tic  Fleet   Headquarters   of   the   Com- 
mander in  Chief  about  this  incident. 
The  statement  follows: 
[News  release] 
U.S.S.  "Kidd"  Assists  Coast  Guard 
A  U.S.  Coast  Guard  TACLET  embarked 
onboard  U.S.S.  Kidd.  a  United  States  Navy 
guided     missile     destroyer,     stopped     and 
tMarded  a  vessel  for  suspected  drug  smug- 
gling   into   the   United   States   today.   The 
vessel,  the  merchant  ship  Ranger,  is  a  70- 
foot-long  steel-hulled  cargo  carrier. 

After  visual  signals  and  voice  conununlca- 
tion  failed  to  halt  the  Ranger  early  last 
night,  the  Commanding  Officer  of  the 
U.S.S.  Kixid,  acting  with  the  approval  of  the 
Commander.  Coast  Guard  District  Seven.  In 
Miami.  Pla..  fired  warning  shots  from  the 
ship's  50-calit>er  guns  to  attempt  in  bringing 
the  Ranger  to  a  halt  for  t>oarding 


At  approximately  7:30  a.m.  this  morning, 
when  all  other  means  failed  to  halt  the 
Ranger,  the  Commanding  Officer  of  U.S.S. 
Kidd,  acting  with  the  approval  of  the  Com- 
mander of  the  Coast  Guard  District,  took 
action  to  disable  the  vessel.  Eighteen  Inert 
rounds  from  the  ships  guns  were  directed  at 
the  rear  of  the  vessel  to  bring  the  Ranger  to 
a  halt  for  boarding.  Every  effort  was  made 
to  minimize  property  damage,  and  there  was 
no  report  of  personnel  Injury. 

The  Ranger  was  t>oarded  by  the  Coast 
guard  TACLET  and  seized  when  illegal 
drugs  were  found.  The  crew  was  arrested 
and  the  vessel  seized  approximately  450 
miles  east  of  Miami.  Pla..  at  8:35  a.m.  this 
morning.  U.S.S.  Kidd  was  operating  under 
tactical  control  of  the  Commander.  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  District  Seven  at  the  time  of 
the  boarding.  The  boarding  was  conducted 
by  the  senior  Coast  Guard  boarding  officer, 
acting  in  accordance  with  current  Coast 
Guard  directives  and  policy. 

This  operation  is  a  result  of  President 
Reagan's  commitment  to  strengthen  Drug 
Interdiction  efforts  through  the  South  Plor- 
ida  Task  Porce.  headed  by  Vice  President 
Bush.  The  specific  administrative  and  logis- 
tic details  of  Navy  operations  in  support  of 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  were  coordinated  by 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy. 

The  Ranger  will  be  escorted  to  San  Juan, 
Puerto  Rico  by  the  Coast  Guard  Bouy 
Tender  USCGC  Sagebrush  and  will  arrive  at 
approximately  noon  on  Tuesday,  July  19. 

U.S.S.  Kidd  is  commanded  by  Navy  Com- 
mander William  J.  Planagan.  Jr.,  and  is 
homeported  in  Norfolk.  Va.  U.S.S.  Kidd  was 
flying  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Ensign  during 
the  course  of  this  operation.* 


TUITION  TAX  CREDITS 

•  Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  focus  the  Senate's  attention  today 
on  the  issue  of  tuition  tax  credits  for 
parents  who  send  their  children  to  pri- 
vate schools.  I  believe  such  credits 
would  be  bad  policy  for  several  rea- 
sons. 

First,  tuition  tax  credits  will  lead  to 
the  destruction  of  fundamental  princi- 
ples of  equality  in  which  Americans 
have  always  believed.  The  Equal  Op- 
portunity Act  of  1983  is  ironically 
named:  Instead  of  contributing  to  an 
educational  system  that  will  serve  as 
an  "open  door"  through  which  all  chil- 
dren regardless  of  race,  creed,  or  eco- 
nomic background  can  pass,  the  educa- 
tional system  will  become  "two- 
tiered."  If  this  legislation  is  adopted, 
the  most  promising  and  brightest  stu- 
dents will  be  skimmed  from  our  public 
schools  and  placed  in  private  schools. 
Such  skirrmiing  will  defeat  one  of  the 
primary  purposes  of  the  public  school 
system— the  goal  of  providing  all  chil- 
dren an  equal  chance  to  enter  the 
mainstream  of  American  life  and  to 
achieve  success. 

I  am  also  opposed  to  tuition  tax 
credits  because  of  their  excessive  cost. 
At  a  time  of  record  budget  deficits  and 
diminished  Federal  support  for  public 
education,  it  would  be  Irresponsible  to 
enact  tuition  tax  credits  and  drain  ad- 
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ditional  billions  of  dollars  from  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

Recently,  I  received  a  letter  from 
former  Senator  Sam  Ervin,  Jr.,  of 
North  Carolina,  in  which  he  outlined 
his  reasons  for  being  opposed  to  tui- 
tion tax  credits.  While  in  the  Senate, 
Sam  Ervin  was  a  strong  supporter  of 
public  education. 

In  an  open  letter  to  the  President 
last  year.  Senator  Ervin  discussed  in 
some  detail  why  he  believes  tuition  tax 
credits  are  a  bad  idea.  In  the  same 
letter,  he  makes  a  forceful  argument 
challenging  their  constitutionality.  He 
also  discussed  this  latter  point  in  re- 
marks delivered  to  the  National  Press 
Club  on  March  16,  1983. 

I  believe  the  issues  raised  in  these 
papers  by  Senator  Ervin  are  important 
ones  for  the  Senate  to  consider.  I 
therefore  ask  that  the  letter  and  the 
remarks  of  Senator  Ervin  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  material  follows: 

Sam  J.  Ervin.  Jr., 
Morganton,  N.C..  April  20.  1982. 
An  Open  Letter  to  President  Ronald 

Reagan  From  Former  Senator  Sam  Ervin 
Re  the  tuition  tax  credit. 
The  President. 
TVie  White  House 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  When  they  send 
their  children  to  parochial  and  private 
schools  which  teach  religion,  parents  are 
primarily  motivated  by  their  understand- 
able desire  to  have  them  instructed  in  the 
religious  faith  of  their  churches. 

No  matter  how  worthy  your  motive  for 
urging  it  may  be.  the  proposal  that  Con- 
gress grant  these  parents  credit  on  their 
federal  income  taxes  for  the  tuition  they 
pay  to  these  schools  is  indefensible  for  three 
reasons.  It  is  unwise;  it  is  unjust;  it  Is  uncon- 
stitutional. 

WHY  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  UNWISE 

The  proposal  is  unwise  because  it  is  repug- 
nant to  good  government,  sound  economics, 
and  true  religion. 

Government  owes  the  people  specific  obli- 
gations, which  require  substsintial  taxes  to 
finance  them.  The  teaching  or  the  financing 
of  the  teaching  of  religion  is  not  one  of 
them.  But  public  education  is. 

Apart  from  its  constitutional  infirmities. 
the  tax  credit  proposal  is  repugnant  to  good 
government. 

The  government's  financial  resources  are 
limited.  It  has  none  beyond  what  it  can 
exact  from  taxpayers  without  Impoverish- 
ing them  or  crippling  the  economy. 

Government  should  never  dissipate  its 
limited  financial  resources  to  finance  non- 
government obligations.  When  it  does,  it  of- 
fends both  good  government  and  sound  eco- 
nomics l>ecause  it  impairs  its  capacity  to 
perform  its  own  obligations  In  an  acceptable 
way. 

If  It  should  approve  the  tax  credit  propos- 
al, Congress  would  diminish  the  nation's 
ability  to  finance  the  public  schools,  stnd 
public  education  would  suffer  accordingly. 

This  ol)servation  is  always  true.  Its  Impor- 
tance is  much  magnified,  nowadays,  howev- 
er, because  the  nation  Is  staggering  under  a 
national  debt  in  excess  of  a  trillion  dollars, 
and  is  anticipating  a  deficit  In  the  coming 
fiscal  year  exceeding  one  hundred  billion 
dollars.  It  is  no  time  for  government  to  In- 


crease the  deficit  by  financing  a  non-govern- 
mental and  constitutionally  forbidden  un- 
dertaking. 

Furthermore,  the  lax  credit  proposal  is  re- 
pugnant to  true  religion.  Under  God's  plan, 
religion  is  dependent  for  its  support  on  the 
persuasive  power  of  the  truth  It  proclaims, 
and  not  on  the  coercive  power  of  govern- 
mental taxation. 

The  Man  of  Galilee  affirmed  this  to  be  so 
when  he  said.  "Ye  shall  know  the  truth,  and 
the  truth  shall  make  you  free"  (John,  c.  vlll, 
V.  32).  and  "render,  therefore  unto  Caesar 
the  things  which  are  Caesar's,  and  unto  God 
the  things  that  are  God's"  (Matthew  c.  xxll. 
vs.  15-22). 

Government  is  contemptuous  of  true  reli- 
gion when  It  confiscates  the  taxes  of  Caesar 
to  finance  the  things  of  God. 

If  it  is  to  be  faithful  to  itself,  religion 
must  look  to  the  voluntary  contributions  of 
its  adherents  and  not  to  the  involuntary 
taxes  of  Caesar  for  its  support.  Churches 
merit  no  praise  for  undertakings  If  their 
own  members  are  unable  or  unwilling  to  fi- 
nance them. 

WHY  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  UNJUST 

It  Is  unjust  for  government  to  compel  one 
taxpayer  to  pay  taxes  and  to  exempt  sm- 
other, either  In  whole  or  in  part,  from 
paying  like  taxes.  Yet  that  is  exactly  what 
the  tax  credit  proposal,  if  approved  by  Con- 
gress, would  do. 

Moreover,  it  would  do  this  with  a  venge- 
ance. While  every  man  receiving  as  income 
the  bare  pittance  which  subjects  him  to  fed- 
eral Income  taxes  would  be  compelled  by  it 
to  pay  his  Income  taxes  in  full,  the  proposal 
would  grant  special  exemptions  from  tax- 
ation, In  whole  or  In  part,  to  parents  for  tui- 
tion paid  by  them  to  schools  teaching  reli- 
gion, even  though  their  incomes  total 
$75,000.00  a  year. 

Taxation  to  support  the  established 
church  in  Virginia  was  abolished  by  Thomas 
Jefferson's  Statute  of  Virginia  for  Religious 
Freedom. 

This  Statute  declares  that  it  Is  both  sinful 
and  tyrannical  for  government  to  compel 
men  to  make  contributions  of  tax  moneys 
for  the  propagation  of  religious  opinions 
they  disbelieve. 

It  is  just  as  sinful  and  tyrannical  for  gov- 
ernment to  do  this  In  1982  as  it  was  in 
Thomas  Jefferson's  day. 

Yet  that  is  exactly  what  the  tax  credit 
proposal.  If  adopted  by  Congress,  would  do. 
Protestants  and  Jews  and  all  other  Ameri- 
cans who  do  not  send  their  children  to  paro- 
chial and  private  schools  for  religious  in- 
struction would  be  compelled  to  pay  taxes 
to  propagate  the  religious  doctrines  these 
schools  teach,  even  if  they  disbelieve  them. 
This  Is  so  because  these  Protestants.  Jews, 
and  other  Americans  would  be  compelled  by 
law  to  supply  the  deficiency  In  treasury  re- 
ceipts the  tax  credit  would  occasion. 

WHY  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  UNCONSTITUTIONAL 

In  times  past  government  Imprisoned  the 
minds  and  spirits  of  men  and  women  in  in- 
tellectual and  spiritual  Jails.  It  did  so  by  de- 
nying them  freedom  of  religion,  smd  by  com- 
pelling them  to  pay  taxes  to  support 
churches  established  by  it.  even  if  they  dis- 
believed the  doctrines  the  churches  pro- 
claimed. 

The  Founding  Fathers  knew  the  history 
of  these  governmental  tyrannies,  and  were 
determined  that  they  would  not  be  repeated 
In  our  land.  They  staked  the  very  existence 
of  America  as  a  free  Republic  on  their  abid- 
ing conviction  that  the  state  must  keep  its 
hands  off  religion,  and  religion  must  keep 


Its  hands  off  the  state  In  general  and  the 
public  purse  in  particular. 

To  this  end,  they  added  the  First  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution,  and  thus  forbade 
government  to  make  any  law  "respecting  an 
establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the 
free  exercise  thereof." 

The  tax  credit  proposal  Is  repugnant  to 
both  prohibitions  of  the  First  Amendment. 

If  it  were  adopted  by  Congress,  the  tuition 
tax  credit  would  be  a  law  "respecting  an  es- 
tablishment of  religion  "  because  it  would  in- 
directly supply  to  parochial  and  private 
schools  tax  credits  to  aid  them  to  teach  reli- 
gion. 

If  it  were  approved  by  Congress,  the  tui- 
tion tax  credit  would  also  be  a  law  "'prohib- 
iting the  free  exercise  of  religion"  because  it 
would  tax  Americans  who  do  not  send  their 
children  to  parochial  and  private  schools  for 
religious  instruction  to  supply  the  deficien- 
cy in  treasury  receipts  arising  out  of  the  tax 
credits  to  those  who  do. 

summary 
Tuition  tax  credits  would  oe  governmental 
rewards  to  taxpayers  who  send  their  chil- 
dren to  parochial  and  private  schools  to  be 
taught  the  religious  faith  of  their  churches. 
The  rewards  would  be  funded  by  imposing 
on  taxpayers  who  send  their  children  to 
public  schools  the  burden  of  supplying  the 
deficiency  In  treasury  receipts  the  tax  cred- 
its would  cause,  and  by  impairing  the  finan- 
cial capacity  of  public  schools  to  perform 
their  essential  public  mission.  Moreover,  the 
tuition  tax  credits  would  confiscate  taxes  of 
Caesar  to  finance  things  of  God. 

As  a  Senator,  I  always  endeavored  to 
make  the  First  Amendment  a  reality  for  all 
Americans.  If  it  should  make  the  tuition  tax 
credit  proposal  a  reality.  Congress  would 
mortally  wound  the  First  Amendment. 

I  pray  Congress  will  not  murder  the  First 
Amendment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sam  J.  Ervin.  Jr., 
Former  U.S.  Senator. 

The  Constitution  and  Religion 
(Remarks  prepared  by  former  Senator  Sam 
J.  Ervin.  Jr.,  of  Morganton.  N.C..  for  deliv- 
ery to  a  conference  commemorating  the 
birthday  of  President  James  Madison  at 
the  National  Press  Club  In  Washington. 
D.C.  at  1:30  p.m..  March  16.  1983) 
I  entitle  my  remarks  "The  Constitution 
and  Religion. " 

Religion  is  man's  belief  in  and  reverence 
for  a  superhuman  power  recognized  as  the 
creator  and  governor  of  the  universe.  Believ- 
ers call  this  power  God. 

I  am  a  Presbyterian,  whose  Scotch-Irish, 
English,  and  French  Huguenot  ancestors 
came  to  America  before  the  Revolution.  All 
of  them  were  Protestants.  Most  of  them  dis- 
sented from  the  established  churches  in  the 
lands  of  their  origin. 

Religious  faith,  which  is  tolerant  of  omer 
l)eliefs.  is.  in  my  opinion,  the  most  whole- 
some and  uplifting  power  on  earth.  Reli- 
gious faith  is  not  a  storm  cellar  to  which 
men  and  women  can  flee  to  escape  the 
storms  of  life.  It  Is.  Instead,  an  Inner  spiritu- 
al strength  that  enables  them  to  face  those 
storms  with  courage  and  serenity. 

The  Constitution  makes  two  references  to 
religion.  One  appears  in  Article  6,  section  3 
of  the  original  Constitution,  and  the  other 
Is  found  in  the  first  words  of  the  First 
Amendment  and  the  Bill  of  Rights. 

Article  6,  section  3  provides  that  all  legis- 
lative, executive,  and  judicial  officers  "of 
the  United  States  and  the  several  SUtes 
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shall  be  bound  by  oath  or  affirmation  to 
support  this  Constitution,  but  no  religious 
test  shall  ever  be  required  as  a  qualification 
to  any  office  or  public  trust  under  the 
United  States.  ■ 

The  First  Amendment  provides  in  perti- 
nent part  that  "Congress  shall  make  no  law 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or 
prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof." 

If  we  are  to  understand  the  meanings  of 
these  provisions,  we  must  understand  the 
historic  events  which  prompted  the  Pound- 
ing Fathers  to  embody  them  in  the  Consti- 
tution. 

REUGIOUS  IirrOLKRAlfCC 

The  ugliest  chapters  in  history  are  those 
which  reveal  the  religious  intolerance  of  the 
civil  and  ecclesiastical  rulers  of  the  Old 
World  and  the  religious  persecutions  it  in- 
spired. I  quote  two  comments  indicating 
their  nature  and  history. 

Blaise  Pascal,  the  French  mathematician 
and  philosopher,  was  moved  by  them  to  pro- 
claim this  tragic  truth  more  than  300  years 
ago:  "Men  never  do  evil  so  completely  and 
cheerfully  as  when  they  do  it  from  religious 
conviction." 

Chief  Justice  Walter  P.  Stacy,  of  the 
North  Carolina  Supreme  Court,  epitomized 
them  in  these  words  in  State  v.  BeaL  199  N. 
C.  278.  302(1930); 

"It  would  be  almost  unbelievable,  if  histo- 
ry did  not  record  the  tragic  fact,  that  men 
have  gone  to  war  and  cut  each  other's 
throats  because  they  could  not  agree  as  to 
what  was  to  become  of  them  after  their 
throats  were  cut.  Many  sins  have  been  com- 
mitted in  the  name  of  religion.  Alas!  the 
spirit  of  proscription  is  never  kind.  It  is  the 
unhappy  quality  of  religious  disputes  that 
they  are  always  bitter.  For  some  reason,  too 
deep  to  fathom,  men  contend  more  furious- 
ly over  the  road  to  heaven,  which  they 
cannot  see.  than  over  their  visible  walks  on 
earth." 

Religious  intolerance  was  fostered  in 
Great  Britain  and  virtually  all  the  nations 
of  Europe  by  unholy  alliances  between  gov- 
ernments and  particular  churches  recog- 
nized and  established  by  law  as  the  sole  cus- 
todians of  religious  truth. 

The  objective  of  the  unholy  alliance  in 
each  nation  was  to  persuade  or  coerce  the 
people  to  accept  and  practice  the  political 
and  religious  orthodoxy  sanctioned  by  the 
state  and  the  established  church.  As  prag- 
matists.  state  and  church  sought  to  accom- 
plish this  objective  by  imprisoning  the 
minds  and  spirits  of  the  people  within  intel- 
lectual and  spiritual  jails. 

The  British  Parliament  made  the  Church 
of  E^ngland  the  established  church  in  Great 
Britain.  It  created  the  crime  of  seditious 
libel  to  punish  those  who  spoke  ill  of  the 
government  or  Its  officers,  and  the  crime  of 
blasphemous  libel  to  punish  those  who 
spoke  ill  of  the  established  church.  Besides, 
the  British  Parliament  enacted  laws  compel- 
ling the  people  to  pay  tithes  or  taxes  for  the 
support  of  the  established  church,  and  to 
attend  its  worship  services;  denying  those 
who  dissented  from  its  doctrines  the  capac- 
ity to  hold  civil  office  in  government;  and 
forbidding  ministers  of  dissenting  congrega- 
tions to  administer  the  sacraments  to  their 
members. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  attempts  to  reg- 
ulate relations  t>etween  men  and  religion, 
dissenters  from  the  established  church  were 
compelled  to  make  contributions  of  money 
for  the  propagation  of  religious  opinions 
they  disbelieved;  required  to  listen  to  the 
exposition  of  religious  doctrines  they  reject- 
ed; and  denied  the  right  to  hold  civil  offices 


in  government.  Besides,  they  sometimes  had 
their  marriages  aruiulled  and  their  children 
adjudged  illegitimate  for  daring  to  speak 
their  marital  vows  before  ministers  of  their 
own  faiths  than  clergymen  of  the  estab- 
lished church. 

ESTABLISHED  CHURCHES  IN  THE  COLONIES 

While  they  were  joined  by  many  Germans 
and  French  Huguenots  and  smaller  numbers 
of  Dutch.  Swedes,  and  Swiss,  natives  of  the 
British  Isles  constituted  by  far  the  greater 
part  of  those  who  migrated  from  the  Old 
World  to  the  thirteen  British  colonies  in 
America. 

A  substantial  proportion  of  the  colonists 
were  dissenters  from  the  churches  estab- 
lished by  law  in  the  lands  of  their  origins. 

Like  the  colonists  who  conformed  to  the 
established  churches,  these  dissenters  came 
to  America  to  better  their  economic  lots. 
But  they  were  also  motivated  by  the  hope 
that  they  would  find  in  the  New  World  the 
political  and  religious  freedom  denied  them 
by  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  rulers  of  the 
Old. 

When  they  reached  America,  however, 
they  discovered  to  their  disappointment 
that  in  many  of  the  colonies  predominant 
groups  had  set  up  established  churches 
here,  and  that  they  were  compelled,  in  such 
colonies,  to  pay  taxes  for  the  support  of  es- 
tablished churches  whose  doctrines  they 
disbelieved.  Moreover,  most  of  the  colonies 
had  established  religious  qualifications  in 
their  oaths  for  public  office  holders.  As  a 
rule,  these  tests  were  designed  to  exclude 
dissenters.  Catholics,  Jews.  Deists,  or  unbe- 
lievers. 

There  is  more  than  a  modicum  of  histori- 
cal truth  in  this  statement  of  Artemas 
Ward,  a  humorist  of  a  by-gone  generation: 
"The  Puritans  nobly  fled  from  a  land  of  des- 
potism to  a  land  of  freedom,  where  they 
could  not  only  enjoy  their  own  religion,  but 
could  prevent  everybody  else  from  enjoying 
his." 

The  colonies  of  Virginia,  North  Carolina. 
South  Carolina,  Georgia,  and  Maryland  had 
established  churches,  and  the  Anglican 
Church  was  the  favorite  under  their  laws. 

In  the  colonies  of  Massachusetts.  Con- 
necticut, and  New  Hampshire,  the  Congre- 
gational Church  was  the  established 
church. 

In  the  colony  of  New  York,  the  Dutch  Re- 
formed and  Anglican  Churches  were,  in 
turn,  established  by  law. 

The  people  in  these  nine  colonies  were 
compelled  by  law  to  pay  taxes  for  the  sup- 
port of  these  established  churches,  and  in 
some  cases  to  attend  their  services. 

The  dissenters  were  outraged  by  these  re- 
quirements. They  believed  it  tyrannical  for 
government  to  attempt  to  regulate  by  law 
the  relationship  between  an  individual  and 
his  God.  Moreover,  as  they  pondered  verses 
15  to  22  of  the  22nd  chapter  of  Matthew 
and  its  moral.  "Render,  therefore,  unto 
Caesar  the  things  that  are  Caesar's,  and 
unto  God  the  things  that  are  God's,"  they 
concluded  that  in  addition  to  being  tyranni- 
cal, the  attempt  to  regulate  religion  by  law 
was  also  sinful. 

SEPARATION  OP  CHURCH  AND  STATE  IN  THE 
STATES 

As  a  consequence,  they  demanded  the  sep- 
aration of  church  and  state  in  America. 

During  the  Revolution  and  the  years  Im- 
mediately following  it.  the  dissenters  found 
staunch  allies  in  their  fight  for  separation 
of  church  and  state  among  non-church 
members  and  those  adherents  of  established 
churches  who  believed  that  it  was  abhor- 


rent to  reason  as  well  as  freedom  for  earthy 
government  to  regulate  the  relationship  be- 
tween human  beings  and  religion. 

The  separation  of  church  and  state  pre- 
sented no  problems  in  Rhode  Island,  where 
Baptists  led  by  Roger  Williams  had  settled 
under  a  royal  charter  granting  complete  re- 
ligious freedom  to  all.  or  in  Delaware.  New 
Jersey,  and  Pennsylvania,  where  establish- 
ment never  acquired  a  foothold. 

When  their  revolt  against  Great  Britain 
converted  the  thirteen  colonies  into  self- 
governing  states.  Rhode  Island  retained  sep- 
aration under  its  original  charter,  and  Dela- 
ware, New  Jersey,  and  Pennsylvania  did  so 
under  Constitutions  adopted  in  1776.  North 
Carolina.  New  York,  Georgia,  and  Virginia 
granted  the  right  of  freedom  of  worship  to 
all  and  disestablished  religion  within  their 
borders  l)efore  the  drafting  of  the  First 
Amendment,  and  South  Carolina  did  like- 
wise before  the  Amendment  was  ratified. 

Hence,  the  only  states  maintaining  any  fi- 
nancial and  legal  relationship  to  religion  at 
the  time  the  First  Amendment  became  a 
part  of  the  Constitution  were  Connecticut. 
Maryland.  Massachusetts,  and  New  Hamp- 
shire. These  four  states  were  able  to  do  this 
after  the  adoption  of  the  First  Amendment 
because  the  Amendment  applied  originally 
to  the  federal  government  and  not  to  the 
States. 

But  in  those  four  states  there  was  no 
single  established  church  at  that  time.  As  a 
concession  to  those  demanding  complete 
separation  of  church  and  state,  they  had 
substituted  for  single  established  churches 
multiple  establishments  and  were  providing 
for  an  impartial  use  of  taxes  for  the  support 
of  all  churches  they  deemed  respectable. 

The  last  of  these  four  states  to  terminate 
such  relationship  to  religion  was  Massachu- 
setts, which  did  so  in  1833. 

THE  STATUTE  OP  VIRGINIA  FOR  RELIGIOUS 
LIBERTY 

It  is  not  surprising  that  James  Madison 
loathed  religious  Intolerance  and  loved  reli- 
gious liberty.  As  a  student  at  what  is  now 
Princeton  University,  he  sat  at  the  feet  of 
the  great  educator  and  patriot,  John  With- 
erspoon,  the  Scottish  divine,  who  taught 
that  a  mere  condescending  tolerance  of 
other  religious  views  is  not  enough;  that 
every  man  is  entitled  to  worship  God  as  he 
chooses  or  not  at  all;  and  that  every  church 
should  be  supported  by  the  contributions  of 
its  own  members  and  not  by  taxation. 

On  entering  politics  in  his  native  Virginia, 
Madison  adopted  as  his  wise  and  trusted 
counselor  Thomas  Jefferson,  the  great  apos- 
tle of  liberty,  who  had  sworn  on  the  altar  of 
God  eternal  hostility  to  all  forms  of  tyranny 
over  the  mind  of  man. 

Jefferson,  the  theorist,  and  Madison,  the 
pragmatist.  were  an  ideal  combination. 
They  led  the  fight  for  the  disestablishment 
of  religion  In  Virginia.  Madison  subsequent- 
ly authored  the  religious  clauses  of  the  First 
Amendment.  For  these  reasons,  the  fight 
for  religious  freedom  in  Virginia  illuminates 
the  meaning  of  these  clauses,  and  merits  de- 
tailing. 

In  1776.  Virginia,  as  an  independent  Com- 
monwealth, adopted  a  new  Constitution. 
James  Madison  was  a  member  of  the  consti- 
tutional convention  which  drafted  it.  and  he 
succeeded  in  writing  into  it  the  proposition 
that  all  men  are  equally  entitled  to  the  free 
exercise  of  religion  according  to  the  dictates 
of  conscience. 

Shortly  after  the  adoption  of  the  new  con- 
stitution, the  Virginia  Legislature  met.  and 
a  conflict  ensued  between  the  members  who 


July  28,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21379 


demanded  total  separation  of  church  and 
state  in  Virginia,  and  those  who  favored 
supplanting  the  single  established  Anglican 
Church  by  an  establishment  of  all  the 
churches  deemed  to  be  respectable. 

As  a  meml)er  of  this  legislature.  James 
Madison  was  able  to  persuade  his  colleagues 
to  provide  that  no  dissenters  should  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  taxes  to  the  Anglican  Church, 
which  had  been  established  in  Virginia  in 
1629.  He  also  secured  the  enactment  of  a 
law  which  suspended  for  the  time  being  the 
requirement  that  members  of  the  Anglican 
Church  should  pay  taxes  for  its  support. 

But  the  Legislature  of  1776  expressly  re- 
served for  the  future  the  crucial  decision  of 
whether  general  taxes  should  be  levied  for 
the  support  of  all  the  denominations  which 
the  controlling  element  in  the  Virginia  Leg- 
islature deemed  to  be  respectable. 

The  conflict  was  renewed  in  the  Virginia 
Legislature  of  1779,  when  James  Henry  In- 
troduced a  bill  for  a  multiple  establishment, 
and  James  Madison  introduced  a  bill  which 
was  drafted  by  Thomas  Jefferson,  and 
which  is  known  to  history  as  the  Virginia 
Statute  for  Religious  Liberty. 

James  Henry's  bill  undertook  to  establish 
by  law  virtually  all  of  the  Christian  church- 
es of  Virginia  as  the  established  churches  of 
Virginia,  and  to  levy  taxes  for  the  support 
of  all  of  them  on  an  impartial  basis.  It  Is  sig- 
nificant that  in  this  bill  reference  to  an  es- 
tablishment appears  at  a  number  of  points, 
in  contexts  which  clearly  show  that  James 
Henry  and  the  others  of  his  day  understood 
the  term  "an  establishment  of  religion"  to 
mean  an  official  connection  between  the 
state  and  one  or  more  churches  whereby  the 
state  recognized  such  church  or  churches 
and  provided  for  taxation  for  its  or  their 
support. 

The  bill  for  religious  freedom  which  was 
drafted  by  Thomas  Jefferson  and  intro- 
duced by  James  Madison,  is  one  of  the  great 
documents  which  preceded  the  writing  of 
the  Constitution.  It  was  designed  to  effect 
complete  separation  of  church  and  state  in 
Virginia. 

To  this  end,  the  bill  laid  down  these  prop- 
ositions in  its  preamble:  First,  "Almighty 
God  hath  created  the  mind  free";  second, 
"to  compel  a  man  to  furnish  contributions 
of  money  for  the  propagation  of  opinions  he 
disbelieves  is  sinful  and  tyrannical ";  third, 
"the  proscribing  any  citizen  as  unworthy 
the  public  confidence  by  laying  upon  him  an 
incapacity  of  being  called  to  offices  of  trust 
and  emolument,  unless  he  profess  or  re- 
nounce this  or  that  religious  opinion  is  de- 
priving him  injuriously  of  those  privileges 
and  advantages  in  which  in  common  with 
his  fellow  citizens  he  has  a  natural  right"; 
fourth,  such  action  "tends  only  to  corrupt 
the  principles  of  that  religion  it  is  meant  to 
encourage  by  bribing  with  a  monopoly  of 
worldly  honors  and  emoluments  those  who 
will  externally  profess  and  conform  to  it"; 
fifth,  'to  suffer  the  civil  magistrate  to  In- 
trude his  powers  into  the  field  of  opinion, 
and  to  restrain  the  profession  or  propaga- 
tion of  principles  on  supposition  of  their  ill 
tendency  is  a  dangerous  fallacy,  which  at 
once  destroys  all  religious  liberty,  because 
he  being  of  course  judge  of  that  tendency 
will  make  his  opinions  the  rule  of  judgment, 
and  approve  or  condemn  the  sentiments  of 
others  only  as  they  will  square  with  or 
differ  from  his  own";  sixth,  "it  is  time 
enough  for  the  rightful  purpose  of  civil  gov- 
ernments for  Its  officers  to  Interfere  when 
principles  break  Into  overt  acts  against 
peace  and  good  order";  and,  seventh,  "truth 
Is  great  *  *  *  and  has  nothing  to  fear  from 


the  conflict "  with  error,  and  "will  prevail " 
over  error,  and  error  will  cease  "to  be  dan- 
gerous" unless  by  human  Interposition 
"truth  is  disarmed  by  her  natural  weapons, 
free  argument  and  debate." 

On  the  basis  of  these  propositions,  the  bill 
proposed  that  the  Virginia  Legislature  make 
these  enactments:  First,  "that  no  man  shall 
be  compelled  to  frequent  or  support  any  re- 
ligious worship,  place  or  ministry  whatso- 
ever"; second,  that  no  man  "shall  be  en- 
forced, restrained,  molested,  or  burthened 
in  his  body  or  goods"  or  "otherwise  suffer 
on  account  of  his  religious  opinions  or  be- 
liefs"; third,  "that  all  men  shall  be  free  to 
profess,  and  by  argument  to  maintain,  their 
opinion  in  all  matters  of  religion,  and  that 
the  same  shall  in  no  wise  diminish,  enlarge, 
or  affect  their  civil  capacities";  and,  fourth, 
that  "the  rights  hereby  asserted  are  of  the 
natural  rights  of  mankind,  and  *  *  •  if  any 
act  shall  be  hereafter  passed  to  repeal  the 
present  or  to  narrow  its  application,  such 
act  shall  be  an  infringement  of  natural 
right. " 

The  opposing  forces  in  the  Virginia  Legis- 
lature of  1779  were  so  nearly  equal  In  power 
that  it  was  impossible  to  secure  the  enact- 
ment of  either  the  James  Henry  bill  for  a 
multiple  establishment  of  religion  or  the 
Jefferson  bill  for  complete  religious  free- 
dom. 

The  contest  was  renewed  in  the  Virginia 
Legislature  of  1784,  when  James  Madison 
again  presented  Jefferson's  bill  for  religious 
freedom  and  Patrick  Henry  sponsored  a  new 
bill  for  a  multiple  establishment. 

Patrick  Henry's  bill,  which  was  entitled 
"A  Bill  Establishing  A  Provision  For  Teach- 
ers Of  The  Christian  Religion",  undertook 
to  recognize  the  legal  Interest  of  Virginia  In 
virtually  all  the  Christian  churches  func- 
tioning within  its  borders,  and  to  impose 
taxes  on  all  Virginians  for  their  support. 

When  the  Legislature  was  apparently  on 
the  verge  of  passing  Patrick  Henry's  bill, 
Madison  persuaded  it  to  postp>one  a  final 
vote  until  its  next  session,  which  was  sched- 
uled for  November  1785. 

Between  that  time  and  the  next  meeting 
of  the  Legislature,  Madison  composed  a 
most  convincing  and  eloquent  appeal  for  re- 
ligious freedom,  which  he  called  "The  Me- 
morial and  Remonstrance  Against  Religious 
Assessment."  In  it  Madison  said: 

""It  is  proper  to  take  alarm  at  the  first  ex- 
periment on  our  liberties  .  .  .  The  same  au- 
thority which  can  establish  Christianity,  in 
exclusion  of  all  other  religions,  may  estab- 
lish with  the  same  ease  any  particular  sect 
of  Christians,  in  exclusion  of  all  other  sects 
.  .  .  The  same  authority  which  can  force  a 
citizen  to  contribute  three  pence  only  of  his 
pro{>erty  for  the  support  of  any  one  estab- 
lishment, may  force  him  to  conform  to  any 
other  establishment  In  all  cases  whatso- 
ever." 

This  document  is  crucial  in  determining 
what  the  Founding  Fathers  meant  when 
they  yield  to  the  insistence  of  James  Madi- 
son and  wrote  into  the  First  Amendment 
the  provision  that  Congress  shall  make  no 
law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion. 

In  this  document,  which  was  a  protest 
against  the  bill  sponsored  by  Patrick  Henry 
to  levy  taxes  for  the  support  of  virtually  all 
Christian  churches  In  Virginia,  Madison 
used  the  word  "establishment"  at  least  five 
times  in  contexts  which  showed  that  In  his 
mind  ""an  establishment  of  religion"  meant 
an  official  relationship  between  the  state 
and  one  church  or  many  churches  or  all 
churches,  and  the  Imposition  of  taxation  for 
the  support  of  one  church  or  many  church- 
es or  all  churches. 


Madison  caused  "The  Memorial  and  Re- 
monstrance Against  Religious  Assessments" 
to  be  widely  distributed  throughout  Virgin- 
ia. By  so  doing,  he  insured  his  victory.  When 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  which  was 
scheduled  to  convene  In  November  1785 
were  elected,  those  who  supported  Jefferson 
and  Madison  In  their  fight  for  religious  free- 
dom were  in  an  overwhelming  majority. 
Upon  convening,  they  enacted  Into  law  Jef- 
ferson's bill  for  religious  freedom. 

THE  FIRST  AMENDKENT 

After  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  wtts  drafted  and  submitted  to  the 
States  for  ratification  or  rejection,  many 
Americans  were  dissatisfied  with  it  because 
it  did  not  contain  any  bill  of  rights,  or  any 
provision  relating  to  religious  freedom  other 
than  Article  6  prescribing  that  no  religious 
test  should  be  required  as  a  qualification  for 
any  office  or  public  trust  in  the  United 
States. 

When  New  York,  New  Hampshire,  and 
Virginia  ratified  the  Constitution,  they 
adopted  resolutions  which  insisted  that  the 
Constitution  should  be  amended  by  incorpo- 
rating in  it  guaranties  of  religious  freedom 
and  freedom  from  taxation  for  the  support 
of  religion. 

North  Carolina  and  Rhode  Island  both 
postponed  ratifying  the  Constitution,  and 
their  conventions  resolved  they  would  not 
ratify  it  unless  it  was  amended  to  provide 
for  the  disestablishment  of  religion. 

As  a  result  of  the  actions  of  these  five 
states  and  the  demands  of  multitudes  of 
Americans  in  the  other  original  states,  the 
Constitution  was  amended  in  these  respects 
by  the  First  Amendment  which,  as  part  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights,  was  adopted  by  the  requi- 
site number  of  states  by  December  15.  1791. 

The  Constitution  was  so  amended  as  a 
result  of  the  efforts  of  James  Madison,  who 
was  elected  a  Representative  from  Virginia 
to  the  First  Congress  which  met  after  its 
ratification. 

As  soon  as  this  Congress  convened,  Madls- 
ion  began  his  great  fight  to  have  the  First 
Amendment  added  to  the  Constitution. 
Some  of  his  colleagues  did  not  want  the 
Amendment  to  deny  to  government  the 
power  to  support  religion,  and  others  insist- 
ed that  the  religious  clauses  of  the  amend- 
ment should  merely  prohibit  a  single  estab- 
lished church. 

But  Madison  contended  at  all  times  that 
the  First  Amendment  should  embody  in  It 
provisions  that  Congress  should  pass  no  law 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion  or 
prohibiting  its  free  exercise. 

He  triumphed  after  much  effort. 

As  has  been  observed,  the  First  Amend- 
ment was  originally  an  inhibition  on  the 
federal  government  and  not  on  the  states. 

In  July,  1868,  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
was  added  to  the  Constitution.  Section  1  of 
this  Amendment  provides  that  no  state 
shall  deprive  any  person  of  liberty  without 
due  process  of  law. 

The  Supreme  Court  clearly  adjudged  for 
the  first  time  In  Cantwell  v.  Connecticut, 
310  U.S.  296,  which  was  decided  In  1940, 
that  the  fundamental  concept  of  lit)erty  em- 
bodied in  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  em- 
braced the  liberties  guaranteed  by  the  First 
Amendment  relating  to  religion,  and  that  In 
consequence  the  First  and  Fourteenth 
Amendments  in  combination  forbid  the 
states  as  well  as  the  federal  government  to 
make  any  law  or  take  any  iu;tton  respecting 
the  establishment  of  religion  or  prohibiting 
its  free  exercise,  and  thus  secure  to  all 
people  In  the  United  States  religious  free- 
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dom.  This  ruling  has  been  subsequently 
reaffirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  many 
cases. 

The  First  and  Fourteenth  Amendments 
do  this  by  erecting  a  wall  of  separation  l)e- 
tween  government  and  religion  at  all  levels 
and  in  all  areas  of  the  United  States.  By 
prohibiting  any  official  relationship  be- 
tween government  and  religion,  they  forbid 
government  to  undertake  to  control  or  sup- 
port religion,  and  deny  any  religious  group 
or  groups  the  power  to  control  public  policy 
or  the  public  purse. 

The  constitutional  separation  of  govern- 
ment and  religion  is  best  for  government 
and  best  for  religion.  It  enables  each  of 
them  to  seek  to  achieve  its  rightful  aims 
without  interference  from  the  other.  Be- 
sides, it  is  wise.  History  reveals  that  political 
freedom  cannot  exist  in  any  nation  where 
religion  controls  government,  and  that  reli- 
gious freedom  cannot  survive  in  any  nation 
where  government  controls  religion. 

Moreover,  constitutional  separation  of 
government  and  religion  is  indispensable  to 
the  domestic  tranquility  of  the  United 
States  "whose  people  came  from  the  four 
comers  of  the  earth  and  brought  with  them 
a  diversity  of  religious  opinion."  As  the  Su- 
preme Court  revealed  in  Abington  School 
District  V.  Schempp  and  Murray  v.  Curlitt, 
374  U.S.  203.  214  (1963):  Today  authorities 
list  83  separate  religious  bodies,  each  with  a 
membership  exceeding  50.000.  existing 
among  our  people,  as  well  as  innumerable 
smaller  groups."  These  organizations  com- 
pete for  the  religious  allegiance  of  the 
people. 

By  securing  the  absolute  equality  before 
the  law  of  all  religious  sects  and  requiring 
government  to  be  neutral  in  respect  to 
them,  the  constitutional  separation  of  gov- 
ernment and  religion  makes  the  love  of  reli- 
gious freedom  and  the  other  things  which 
unite  our  people  stronger  than  their  diversi- 
ties, and  enables  Americans  of  varying  reli- 
gious faiths  to  live  with  each  other  in  peace. 
As  made  applicable  to  the  states  by  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  the  religious 
clauses  of  the  First  Amendment  accomplish 
their  wholesome  objectives  In  their  entirety 
in  these  ways: 

1.  They  prohibit  the  federal  government 
and  the  states  from  establishing  any  reli- 
gious test  as  a  qualification  for  any  public 
office  at  any  level  of  government. 

2.  "The  establishment  of  religion  clause  of 
the  First  Amendment  means  at  least  this: 
Neither  a  state  nor  the  federal  government 
can  set  up  a  church.  Neither  can  pass  laws 
which  aid  one  religion,  aid  all  religions,  or 
prefer  one  religion  over  another.  Neither 
can  force  nor  influence  a  person  to  go  to  or 
remain  away  from  church  against  his  will  or 
force  him  to  profess  a  belief  or  disbelief  in 
any  religion.  No  person  can  be  punished  for 
entertaining  or  professing  religious  beliefs 
or  disbeliefs,  for  church  attendance  or  non- 
attendance.  No  tax  in  any  amount,  large  or 
small,  can  be  levied  to  support  any  religious 
activities  or  institutions,  whatever  they  may 
be  called,  or  whatever  form  they  may  adopt 
to  teach  or  practice  religion.  Neither  a  state 
nor  the  federal  government  cam.  openly  or 
secretly,  participate  In  the  affairs  of  any  re- 
ligious organizations  or  groups  or  vice  versa. 
In  the  words  of  Jefferson,  the  clause  against 
establishment  of  religion  by  law  was  intend- 
ed to  erect  a  wall  of  separation  t)etween 
church  and  state."  (Evenon  v.  Boarti  of 
Education,  330  U.S.  1.  15-16  (1947)) 

3.  The  free  exercise  clause  of  the  First 
Amendment  secures  to  every  person  the  ab- 
solute right  to  accept  as  true  the  religious 


beliefs  that  appeal  to  his  conscience  and  to 
reject  all  others:  to  practice  the  religious  be- 
liefs he  accepts  in  any  mode  of  worship  not 
injurious  to  himself  or  others;  to  seek  by 
peaceful  persuasion  to  convert  others  to  his 
religious  beliefs  and  practices;  and  to  be 
exempt  from  taxation  for  the  support  of  re- 
ligious activities  or  teachings.  A  person  is 
denied  religious  freedom  if  he  is  taxed  to 
support  any  religious  faith.  Including  his 
own. 

OPPOSITION  TO  THE  FIRST  AMENDMENT 

Numerous  Americans  of  the  utmost  sin- 
cerity are  not  in  intellectual  and  spiritual 
rapport  with  the  First  Amendments  separa- 
tion of  government  and  religion.  Whether 
they  are  hostile  to  the  principle  of  separa 
tion  Itself  or  do  not  understauid  what  it  en- 
tails. I  do  not  know  and  will  not  surmise. 

One  group  demands  that  the  public 
schools  of  the  states  teach  religion  to  the 
children  attending  them;  and  the  other 
group  demands  that  government  provide 
public  funds  to  aid  and  support  private 
sch(X)ls  maintained  by  various  churches  to 
teach  their  religious  doctrines  to  the  chil- 
dren attending  them.  In  so  doing,  the 
second  group  demands  that  the  taxes  of 
Caesar  be  used  to  finance  the  things  of  God. 

While  one  is  concerned  with  the  public 
schools  and  the  other  with  private  religious 
schools,  both  groups  base  their  demands  on 
the  assumption  that  govenmiental  fidelity 
to  the  First  Amendment  frustrates  the  reli- 
gious education  of  children. 

This  assumption  is  without  foundation. 
While  it  forbids  government  to  teach  reli- 
gion, the  First  Amendment  leaves  individ- 
uals, homes,  and  nongovernmental  institu- 
tions, such  as  Sunday  schools,  churches,  and 
private  schools,  free  to  do  so.  Indeed  it  en- 
courages them  to  do  so  by  securing  religious 
freedom  to  all. 

Churches  should  look  to  their  members 
and  their  friends  only  for  the  financing  of 
their  undertakings,  and  no  church  should 
engage  in  any  undertaking,  no  matter  how 
laudable  it  may  be.  which  its  members  and 
friends  are  unable  or  unwilling  to  finance. 

THE  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

For  generations  before  the  school  prayer 
cases,  the  public  schools  of  various  states 
conducted  religious  exercises  each  school 
day  conforming  to  the  religious  beliefs 
which  prevailed  in  the  communities  where 
the  schools  were  located.  The  school  prayer 
cases  are  Engel  v.  Vitale.  School  District  of 
Abington  Township  v.  Schempp,  and  Murray 
v.  Curlett 

The  Engel  case.  370  U.S.  421  (1962).  in- 
volved the  constitutionality  of  a  New  York 
regulation  requiring  the  following  prayer  to 
be  said  aloud  by  each  class  in  a  public 
school  In  the  presence  of  a  teacher  at  the 
beglrming  of  each  school  day:  "Almighty 
God.  we  acknowledge  our  dependence  upon 
thee,  and  we  beg  thy  blessing  upon  us.  our 
parents,  our  teachers,  and  our  country." 

The  Abington  School  District  and  Murray 
cases,  which  were  consolidated  for  decision, 
involved  the  constitutionality  of  a  Pennsyl- 
vania statute  which  required  that  "at  least 
ten  verses  from  the  Holy  Bible  shall  be  read, 
without  comment,  at  the  opening  of  each 
public  school  on  each  school  day",  and  a 
rule  of  the  School  Commissioners  of  Balti- 
more, Maryland,  which  required  the  holding 
of  opening  exercises  in  the  schools  of  the 
city  consisting  primarily  of  "reading,  with- 
out comment,  of  a  chapter  in  the  Holy  Bible 
and/or  the  use  of  the  Lords  Prayer." 

It  was  provided  in  each  instance  that  any 
child  would  be  excused  from  participating  in 


the  prescrit)ed  religious  exercises  on  the  re- 
quest of  his  parent  or  guardian. 

By  a  vote  of  6  to  1  in  the  Engel  case  and  8 
to  1  In  the  Abington  School  District  and 
Murray  cases,  the  Supreme  Court  ruled  that 
by  using  their  public  school  systems  to  re- 
quire these  religious  exercises.  New  York, 
Permsylvania,  and  Maryland  violated  the 
Elstablishment  Clause  of  the  First  Amend- 
ment, and  that  the  regulation,  statute,  and 
rule  requiring  them  were,  therefore,  uncon- 
stitutional. 

The  Court  dismissed  as  Immaterial  the  cir- 
cumstance that  any  child  was  excused  on  re- 
quest from  participating  in  the  exercises  on 
the  ground  that  governmental  coercion  is 
not  an  essential  ingredient  of  government 
establishment  of  religion. 

The  rationale  of  the  rulings  was  thus  sum- 
marized in  the  opinion  in  the  Abington 
School  District  and  Murray  cases:  "They  are 
religious  exercises  required  by  the  state  in 
violation  of  the  command  of  the  First 
Amendment  that  the  government  maintain 
strict  neutrality,  neither  aiding  nor  oppos- 
ing religion." 

These  rulings  shocked  sincere  people 
throughout  the  nation.  It  is  not  surprising 
that  this  was  so.  The  custom  of  holding  reli- 
gious exercises  In  public  schools  had  been 
followed  in  many  states  for  generations,  and 
the  school  authorities  in  these  states  had 
acted  on  the  assumption  that  it  was  proper 
for  these  schools  to  teach  the  religious  be- 
liefs which  prevailed  in  the  communities  in 
which  they  operated. 

Many  sincere  persons  charge  that  the 
school  prayer  cases  show  the  Supreme 
Court  to  be  hostile  to  religion.  This  charge 
Is  untrue  and  unjust.  In  these  cases  the  Su- 
preme Court  was  faithful  to  its  judicial 
duty.  It  enforced  the  First  Amendment, 
which  commands  government  to  maintain 
strict  neutrality  respecting  religion,  neither 
aiding  nor  opposing  it. 

In  these  and  other  cases,  the  Supreme 
Court  recognizes  the  supreme  value  of  reli- 
gious faith  in  the  lives  of  individuals  and 
through  them  in  the  life  of  the  nation. 

The  First  Amendment  forbids  the  states 
to  teach  religion  to  the  children  attending 
their  public  schools.  Without  impairing  this 
principle  to  any  degree,  the  Supreme  Court 
makes  this  observation  in  its  opinion  in  the 
Abington  School  District  and  Murray  cases: 
"It  might  well  be  said  that  ones  education 
is  not  complete  without  a  study  of  compara- 
tive religion  or  the  history  of  religion  and 
ite  relationship  to  the  advancement  of  civili- 
zation. It  certainly  may  be  said  that  the 
Bible  is  worthy  of  study  for  its  literary  and 
historic  qualities.  Nothing  we  have  said  here 
indicates  that  such  study  of  the  Bible  or  of 
religion,  when  presented  objectively  as  part 
of  a  secular  program  of  education,  may  not 
be  effected  consistently  with  the  First 
Amendment."  (374  U.S.  203,  225) 

It  Is  to  be  noted,  moreover,  that  the 
school  prayer  cases  do  not  question  the 
soundness  of  the  prior  ruling  in  Zorach  v. 
Clauson.  343  U.S.  306  (1962)  where  the  Su- 
preme Court  held  that  the  New  York 
system  of  released  time  for  religious  instruc- 
tion did  not  violate  the  First  Amendment. 
Under  this  system,  the  state  authorities  in 
charge  of  public  schools  released  from  their 
customary  studies  an  hour  a  week  children, 
acting  without  any  pressure  from  them, 
who  desired  to  receive  religious  instruction 
in  churches  or  church  schools  outside  public 
school  property. 

Those  who  demand  that  public  schools  be 
made  instruments  to  teach  religion  to  the 


children  attending  them  suggest  varying 
ways  to  achieve  their  objective. 

Since  the  school  prayer  cases  adjudged 
the  religious  exercises  involved  in  them  to 
be  rupugnant  to  the  FMrst  Amendment  be- 
cause they  were  required  by  state  authori- 
ties, they  propose  Initially  that  state  au- 
thorities sanction  voluntary  religious  exer- 
cises in  public  schools.  Despite  their  good 
faith,  this  proposal  is  fatally  defective.  In 
the  nature  of  things,  religious  exercises 
sanctioned  by  public  authorities  are  not.  In 
reality,  voluntary. 

They  propose  secondarily  that  Congress 
deprive  federal  courts  of  jurisdiction  to  hear 
and  determine  cases  in  which  states  are  al- 
leged to  have  taught  religion  to  the  children 
attending  their  public  schools  in  violation  of 
the  First  Amendment.  If  it  should  take  such 
action.  Congress  would  nullify  the  First 
Amendment  in  substantial  part  by  abolish- 
ing judicial  enforcement  of  one  of  the 
Amendment's  commands. 

They  propose  finally  that  Congress  and 
the  states  amend  the  Constitution  to  au- 
thorize the  states  to  teach  religion  to  chil- 
dren attending  their  public  schools.  If  con- 
summated, this  forthright  proposal  would 
repeal  the  First  Amendment  in  substantial 
part  insofar  as  it  applies  to  the  public 
schools. 

As  a  general  rule,  those  who  demand  that 
the  public  schools  of  the  states  be  made  In- 
struments to  teach  religion  are  motivated 
by  their  desire  to  have  the  children  attend- 
ing them  taught  the  religious  beliefs  of 
their  particular  sect  of  Christianity. 

The  word  "religion"  as  used  in  the  Consti- 
tution is  not  restricted  in  its  meaning  to  any 
particular  sect  of  Christianity,  or  to  the 
Christian  religion  in  general.  It  embodies 
Buddhism,  Hinduism,  Judaism,  Mohamme- 
danism, Shlntolsm,  and  all  other  religions; 
and  the  Constitution  confers  on  all  persons 
of  all  religious  persuasions  an  equality  of 
constitutional  right.  If  those  who  demand 
that  the  public  schools  be  made  instruments 
to  teach  religion  would  pause  and  ponder 
these  things,  the  ardor  of  their  demand 
might  abate. 

PRIVATE  SCHOOLS  THAT  TEACH  RELIGION 

The  Supreme  Court  held  in  Pierce  v.  Soci- 
ety of  SUters,  268  U.S.  510  (1925),  that  a 
state  statute  requiring  all  children  to  attend 
the  public  schools  was  unconstitutional  be- 
cause the  guaranty  of  liberty  of  the  due 
process  clause  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment gave  Catholic  parents  a  constitutional 
right  to  send  their  children  to  a  Catholic 
School  to  receive  both  secular  and  religious 
instruction  from  it. 

Although  multitudes  of  Catholics  revere 
and  understand  the  First  Amendment  in  its 
entirety  and  oppose  taxation  of  any  Ameri- 
cans to  support  the  teaching  of  any  religion. 
Catholics  comprise  the  majority  of  those 
who  insist  that  government  give  financial 
aid  to  private  schools  which  teach  religion. 

The  Catholic  Church  establishes  and  op- 
erates its  parochial  schools  to  teach  the 
children  of  Catholic  parents  its  religious 
doctrines  and  observances.  Since  the  First 
Amendment  forbids  the  public  schools  to 
teach  suiy  religion.  Catholic  parents  who 
desire  their  children  to  be  taught  the 
Catholic  faith  send  their  children  to  paro- 
chial rather  than  public  schools.  As  taxpay- 
ers, these  Catholic  parents  pay  taxes  to  help 
the  state  to  maintain  the  public  schools;  and 
as  parents,  they  bear  the  added  expense  of 
the  instruction  of  their  children  In  the  paro- 
chial schools. 

Many  of  these  parents  and  others  demand 
that    government    should    provide    public 


funds  either  directly  or  Indirectly  to  aid  and 
support  the  parochial  schools.  They  base 
their  demand  on  the  proEK>sitlons  that  it  is 
unjust  to  compel  Catholic  parents  to  pay 
taxes  for  the  support  of  public  schools  and 
bear  the  additional  expense  occasicmed  by 
sending  their  children  to  the  parochial 
schools,  and  that  the  Catholic  Church  saves 
government  enormous  outlays  of  money  be- 
cause Catholic  children  go  to  parochial 
rather  than  public  schools. 

Without  questioning  the  validity  of  the 
unadorned  facts  underlying  these  asser- 
tions, these  observations  are  of  crucial 
import: 

1.  The  Catholic  parents  voluntarily 
Impose  the  additional  financial  burden  on 
themselves  by  sending  their  children  to  the 
parochial  schools  to  obtain  instruction  in 
the  Catholic  faith,  Instruction  which  the 
FHrst  Amendment  forbids  the  public  schools 
to  give  them. 

2.  The  Catholic  Church  operates  the  paro- 
chial schools  to  insure  that  it  rather  than 
government  will  control  the  education  of 
Catholic  children. 

Justices  Jackson  and  Rutledge  present  ir- 
refutable reasons  in  their  dissenting  opin- 
ions in  the  Everson  case  why  government 
must  refuse  to  give  financial  aid  and  sup- 
port, either  directly  or  indirectly,  to  paro- 
chial and  other  private  schools  which  teach 
religion  if  the  religious  freedom  the  First 
Amendment  establishes  is  to  endure  in  the 
United  States.  Justice  Jackson  added  the 
warning  that  government  may  regulate  the 
private  schools  it  subsidizes. 

CONCLUSION 

As  Justice  Jackson  stated  in  his  dissent  In 
the  Everson  case,  330  U.S.  1,  22-28,  the  First 
Amendment  occupies  first  place  in  the  Bill 
of  Rights  because  its  objective  occupied  first 
place  In  the  minds  of  the  Founding  Fathers. 
He  made  the  objective  of  the  Bill  of  Rights 
clear  in  the  opinion  he  wrote  for  the  Court 
in  West  Virginia  Board  of  Education  v.  Bar- 
nette,  319  U.S.  624,  638  (1943): 

"The  very  purpose  of  a  Bill  of  Rights  was 
to  withdraw  certain  subjects  from  the  vicis- 
situdes of  political  controversy,  to  place 
them  beyond  the  reach  of  majorities  and  of- 
ficials and  to  establish  them  as  legal  princi- 
ples to  be  applied  by  the  courts.  .  .  .  One's 
right  to  freedom  of  worship  .  .  .  and  other 
fundamental  rights  may  not  be  submitted  to 
vote;  they  depend  on  the  outcome  of  no 
elections." 

The  Oklahoma  Court  proclaimed  truth 
when  it  said  In  Cline  v.  State,  9  Okla.  Crim. 
40.  130  P.  510: 

"The  crowning  glory  of  American  freedom 
is  absolute  religious  liberty;  every  American 
has  the  unquestioned  and  untrammeled 
right  to  worship  God  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  his  own  conscience,  without  let  or 
hindrance  from  any  person  or  any  source." 

It  is  just  as  sinful  and  tyrannical  now  as  it 
was  in  the  day  of  Jefferson  and  Madison  for 
government  to  tell  people  what  they  must 
think  about  religion,  or  to  compel  them  to 
pay  taxes  for  the  propagation  of  religious 
opinions  they  disbelieve. 

May  America  cherish  the  First  Amend- 
ment and  thus  keep  religious  freedom  invio- 
late for  its  people  as  long  as  time  shall  last. 

NOTES 

1.  North  Carolina  embodied  this  declara- 
tion in  its  Constitution  of  1776,  "that  all 
men  have  a  natural  and  unalienable  right  to 
worship  Almighty  God  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  their  own  conscience,"  and  added  to 
it  as  an  amendment  in  1835  the  words  "and 
no   human   authority   should.   In   any   case 


whatever,    control    or    Interfere    with    the 
rights  of  conscience." 

2.  Torcaso  v.  Maryland,  367  U.S.  488 
(1961) 

3.  The  statement  revealing  the  meaning  of 
the  Establishment  Clause  appears  in  the 
majority  opinion  In  Everson  v.  Board  of 
Education,  330  U.S.  1,  15-16  (1947).  which 
was  written  by  Justice  Black.  In  this  case 
the  Supreme  Court  upheld  the  constitution- 
ality under  the  Establishment  Clause  of  a 
statute  which  required  New  Jersey  to  use 
state  funds  to  reimburse  the  cost  of  trans- 
portation of  children  to  the  state's  public 
schools  and  Catholic  parochial  schools.  The 
state  was  not  permitted,  however,  to  reim- 
burse the  cost  of  transportation  of  children 
attending  private  schools  operated  for 
profit. 

The  majority  and  dissenting  opinions  illu- 
minate the  Establishment  Clause.  The  Jus- 
tices did  not  disagree  as  to  its  meaning. 
They  disagreed  only  as  to  its  application  to 
the  New  Jersey  statute. 

The  majority  concluded  that  the  expendi- 
ture required  by  the  New  Jersey  statute  was 
comparable  to  governmental  expenditures 
for  fire  and  police  protection,  tmd  were  for 
the  public  purpose  of  promoting  the  safety 
of  the  children  traveling  between  their 
homes  and  the  public  and  parochial  schools. 
The  dissenters  maintained  that  the  expendi- 
ture did  nothing  to  Increase  the  safety  of 
the  children  over  that  of  other  patrons  of 
the  transportation  system  and  was  for  the 
private  purpose  of  aiding  parochial  schools 
to  teach  the  Catholic  faith  to  the  children 
attending  them. 

Some  years  after  the  Everson  decision,  the 
Supreme  Court  explained  in  the  first  school 
prayer  case,  Engel  v.  Vitale,  370  U.S.  421 
(1962)  that  the  E:stablishment  Clause  is 
unlike  the  Free  Exercise  Clause  in  that  gov- 
ernmental coercion  is  not  an  essential  ingre- 
dient of  it.  and  enunciated  the  several  rea- 
sons why  the  Pounding  Fathers  embodied 
the  Establishment  Clause  In  the  Constitu- 
tion. In  so  doing,  the  Court  said: 

"Although  these  two  clauses  may  in  cer- 
tain instances  overlap,  they  forbid  two  quite 
different  kinds  of  governmental  encroach- 
ment on  religious  freedom.  The  Establish- 
ment Clause,  unlike  the  Free  Exercise 
Clause,  does  not  depend  on  any  showing  of 
direct  governmental  compulsion  and  is  vio- 
lated by  the  enactment  of  laws  which  estab- 
lish an  official  religion,  whether  those  laws 
operate  directly  to  coerce  nonobserving  indi- 
viduals or  not.  This  is  not  to  say,  of  course, 
that  laws  officially  prescribing  a  particular 
form  of  religious  worship  do  not  Involve  a 
coercion  of  such  Individuals.  When  the 
power,  prestige,  and  financial  support  of 
government  is  placed  behind  a  particular  re- 
ligious belief,  the  indirect  coercive  pressure 
upon  religious  minorities  to  conform  to  the 
prevailing  officially  approved  religion  is 
plain.  But  the  purposes  underlying  the  Es- 
tablishment Clause  go  much  further  than 
that.  Its  first  and  most  immediate  purpose 
rested  on  the  belief  that  a  union  of  govern- 
ment and  religion  tends  to  destroy  govern- 
ment and  to  degrade  religion.  The  history  of 
govemmentally  established  religion,  both  in 
England  and  in  this  country,  showed  that 
whenever  government  had  allied  Itself  with 
one  particular  form  of  religion,  the  Inevita- 
ble result  had  been  that  It  had  Incurred 
hatred,  disrespect,  and  even  contempt  of 
those  who  held  contrary  beliefs.  That  same 
history  showed  that  many  people  had  lost 
their  respect  for  any  religion  that  had  relied 
upon  the  support  of  government  to  spread 
its   faith.   The   Establishment   Clause   thus 
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stands  as  an  expression  of  principle  on  the 
part  of  the  Pounders  of  our  Constitution 
that  religion  is  too  personal,  too  sacred,  too 
holy,  to  permit  its  unhallowed  per\erslon 
by  a  civil  magistrate  Another  punx>se  of 
the  Establishment  Clause  rested  upon  an 
awareness  of  the  historical  fact  that  govern- 
mentally  established  religions  and  religious 
persecutions  go  hand  in  hand.  ...  It  was  in 
large  part  to  get  completely  away  from 
religious  persecution  that  the  Pounders 
brought  into  being  our  Nation,  our  Consti- 
tution, and  our  Bill  of  Rights  with  its  prohi- 
bition against  any  governmental  establish- 
ment of  religion." 

4.  Cantvell  v.  Connecticut.  310  U.S.  29fl 
(1940);  Jones  v.  Opelika.  316  U.S.  584  (1942); 
West  Virvinia  Board  of  Education  v.  Bar- 
nette.  319  U.S.  624  (1943).  FoUett  v.  City  of 
McCormick.  321  U.S.  573  (1944);  Kovacs  v. 
Cooper,  336  U.S.  77  (1949):  Sherbert  v. 
Vemer.  374  U.S.  398  (1963);  Flast  v.  Cohen. 
392  U.S.  83  (1968). 

Justice  Rutledge  made  the  meanings  of 
both  the  Establishment  and  Free  Exercise 
Clauses  plain  in  his  dissent  in  Everson  v. 
Board  of  Education.  330  U.S.  31-63  (1947). 
He  said: 

Not  simply  an  established  church,  but 
any  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  reli- 
gion is  forbidden.  The  Amendment  was 
broadly  but  not  loosely  phrased.  It  is  the 
compact  and  exact  summation  of  its  au- 
thors views  formed  during  his  long  struggle 
for  religious  freedom.  In  Madison's  own 
words  characterizing  Jefferson's  Bill  for  Es- 
Ublishing  Religious  Freedom,  the  guaranty 
he  put  in  our  national  charter,  like  the  bill 
he  piloted  through  the  Virginia  Assembly, 
was  a  model  of  technical  precision,  and  per- 
spicuous brevity.'  Madison  could  not  have 
confused  'church'  and  religion'  or  an  estab- 
lished church'  and  an  establishment  of  reli- 
gion." " 

"The  Amendment's  purpose  was  not  to 
strike  merely  at  the  official  establishment 
of  a  single  sect,  creed  or  outlawing  only  a 
formal  relation  such  as  had  prevailed  in 
EIngland  and  some  of  the  colonies.  Necessar- 
ily it  was  to  uproot  all  such  relationships. 
But  the  object  was  broader  than  separating 
church  and  state  in  this  narrow  sense.  It 
was  to  create  a  complete  and  permanent 
separation  of  the  spheres  of  religious  activi- 
ty and  civil  authority  by  comprehensively 
forbidding  every  form  of  public  aid  or  sup- 
port for  religion.  In  proof  the  Amendment's 
wording  and  history  unite  with  this  Court's 
consistent  utterances  whenever  attention 
has  been  fixed  directly  upon  the  question.'" 
"  'Religion'  appears  only  once  in  the 
Amendment.  But  the  word  governs  two  pro- 
hibitions and  governs  them  alike.  It  does 
not  have  two  meanings,  one  narrow  to 
forbid  'an  establishment'  and  another, 
much  broader,  for  securing  the  free  exer- 
cise thereof.'  'Thereof  brings  down  'reli- 
gion' with  its  entire  and  exact  content,  no 
more  and  no  less,  from  the  first  into  the 
second  guaranty,  so  that  Congress  and  now 
the  states  are  as  broadly  restricted  concern- 
ing uie  one  as  they  are  regarding  the 
other." 

"No  one  would  claim  today  that  the 
Amendment  is  constricted  in  'prohibiting 
the  free  exercise"  of  religion  to  securing  the 
free  exercise  of  some  formal  or  creedal  ob- 
servance, of  one  sect  or  many.  It  secures  all 
forms  of  religious  expression,  creedal.  sec- 
tarian or  nonsectarian,  wherever  aoid  how- 
ever taking  place,  except  conduct  which 
trenches  upon  the  like  freedoms  of  others 
or  clearly  and  presently  endangers  the  com- 
munity"s  good  order  and  security.  For  the 


protective  purposes  of  this  phase  of  the 
basic  freedom,  street  preaching,  oral  or  by 
distribution  of  literature,  has  been  given 
the  same  high  estate  under  the  First 
Amendment  as  .  .  .  worship  in  the  churches 
and  preaching  from  the  pulpits.'  And  on 
this  basis  parents  have  been  held  entitled  to 
send  their  children  to  private,  religious 
schools.  Pierce  v.  Society  of  Sisters,  268  U.S. 
510  (1925).  Accordingly,  daily  religious  edu- 
cation commingled  with  secular  is  religion' 
within  the  guaranty's  comprehensive  scope. 
So  are  religious  training  and  teaching  in 
whatever  form.  The  word  connotes  the 
broadest  content,  determined  not  by  the 
form  or  formality  of  the  teaching  or  where 
it  occurs,  but  by  its  essential  nature  regard- 
less of  those  details." 

Religion'  has  the  same  broad  signifi- 
cance in  the  twin  prohibition  concerning  an 
establishment.'  The  Amendment  was  not 
duplicitous.  Religion"  and  establishment" 
were  not  used  in  any  formal  or  technical 
sense.  The  prohibition  broadly  forbids  state 
support,  financial  or  other,  of  religion  in 
any  guise,  form  or  degree.  It  outlaws  all  use 
of  public  funds  for  religious  purposes." 

"Two  great  drives  are  constantly  in 
motion  to  abridge,  in  the  name  of  education, 
the  complete  division  of  religion  and  civil 
authority  which  our  forefathers  made.  One 
is  to  introduce  religious  education  and  ob- 
servances into  the  public  schools.  The  other, 
to  obtain  public  funds  for  the  aid  and  sup- 
port of  various  private  religious  schools.  .  .  . 
In  my  opinion  both  avenues  are  closed  by 
the  Coristitution.  Neither  should  be  opened 
by  this  Court.  The  matter  is  not  one  of 
quantity,  to  be  measured  by  the  amount  of 
money  expended.  Now,  as  in  Madison's  day. 
it  is  one  of  principle,  to  keep  separate  the 
separate  spheres  as  the  First  Amendment 
drew  them:  to  prevent  the  first  experiment 
upon  our  liberties;  and  to  keep  them  from 
becoming  entangled  in  corrosive  precedents. 
We  should  not  be  less  strict  to  keep  strong 
and  untarnished  the  one  side  of  the  shield 
of  religious  freedom  than  we  have  been  of 
the  other. 

5.  After  pointing  out  that  parochial 
schools  are  established  and  maintained  by 
the  Catholic  Church  to  teach  Catholic 
faith  and  morals",  and  that  its  Canon  Law 
prescribes  that  they  shall  be  "schools  where 
religious  and  moral  training  occupy  the  first 
place"'.  Justice  Jackson  declared  in  his  dis- 
senting opinion  in  the  Everson  case.  330 
U.S.  22-28: 

"It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  the 
whole  historic  conflict  in  temporal  policy 
between  the  Catholic  Church  and  non- 
Catholics  comes  to  a  focus  in  their  respec- 
tive school  policies.  The  Roman  Catholic 
Church,  counseled  by  experience  in  many 
ages  and  many  lands  and  with  all  sorts  and 
conditions  of  men,  takes  what,  from  the 
viewpoint  of  its  own  progress  and  the  suc- 
cess of  its  mission,  is  a  wise  estimate  of  the 
importance  of  education  to  religion.  It  does 
not  leave  the  individual  to  pick  up  religion 
by  chance.  It  relies  on  early  and  indelible  in- 
doctrination in  the  faith  and  order  of  the 
Church  by  the  word  and  example  of  persons 
consecrated  to  the  task."" 

""Our  public  school,  if  not  a  product  of 
Protestanism.  at  least  is  more  consistent 
with  it  than  with  the  catholic  culture  and 
scheme  of  value.  It  is  a  relatively  recent  de- 
velopment dating  from  about  1840  It  is  or- 
ganized on  the  premises  that  secular  educa- 
tion can  be  isolated  from  all  religious  teach- 
ing so  that  the  school  can  teach  all  needed 
temporal  knowledge  and  also  maintain  a 
strict  and  lofty  neutrality  as  to  religion.  The 


assumption  is  that  after  the  individual  has 
been  instructed  in  wordly  wisdom  he  will  be 
better  fitted  to  choose  his  religion.  Whether 
such  disjunction  is  possible,  and  if  possible 
is  wise,  are  questions  I  need  not  try  to 
answer." 

I  should  be  surprised  If  any  Catholic 
would  deny  that  the  parochial  school  Is  a 
vital,  if  not  the  most  vital  part  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church.  If  put  to  the 
choice,  that  venerable  Institution,  I  should 
expect,  would  forego  Its  whole  service  for 
mature  persons  before  it  would  give  up  edu- 
cation for  the  young,  and  it  would  be  a  wise 
choice.  Its  growth  and  cohesion,  discipline 
and  loyalty,  spring  from  its  schools.  Catho- 
lic education  is  the  rock  on  which  the  whole 
structure  rests,  and  to  render  tax  aid  to  its 
Church  school  is  indistinguishable  to  me 
from  rendering  the  same  aid  to  the  Church 
itself." 

'It  is  of  no  Importance  in  this  situation 
whether  the  beneficiary  of  tax-raised  funds 
is  primarily  the  parochial  school  and  inci- 
dentally the  pupil,  or  whether  the  aid  is  di- 
rectly bestowed  on  the  pupil  with  indirect 
benefits  to  the  school.  The  state  cannot 
maintain  a  Church  and  it  can  no  more  tax 
its  citizens  to  furnish  free  carriage  to  those 
who  attend  a  Church.  The  prohibition 
against  establishment  of  religion  cannot  be 
circumvented  by  a  subsidy,  bonus  or  reim- 
bursement of  expense  to  individuals  for  re- 
ceiving religious  instruction  and  indoctrina- 
tion .  .  ." 

"I  agree  that  this  Court  has  left,  and 
always  should  leave  to  each  state,  great  lati- 
tude in  deciding  for  itself,  in  the  light  of  iU 
own  conditions,  what  shall  be  public  pur- 
poses in  its  scheme  of  things.  It  may  make 
public  business  of  individual  welfare, 
health,  education,  entertainment  or  securi- 
ty. But  it  cannot  make  public  business  of  re- 
ligious worship  or  instruction,  or  of  attend- 
ance at  religious  institutions  of  any  charac- 
ter. There  is  no  answer  to  the  proposition  .  . 
.  that  the  effect  of  the  religious  freedom  to 
our  Constitution  was  to  take  every  form  of 
propagation  of  religion  out  of  the  realm  of 
things  which  could  directly  or  indirectly  be 
made  public  business  and  thereby  be  sup- 
ported in  whole  or  in  part  at  taxpayers"  ex- 
pense. That  is  a  difference  which  the  Con- 
stitution sets  up  between  religion  and 
almost  every  other  subject  matter  of  legisla- 
tion, a  difference  which  goes  to  the  very 
root  of  religious  freedom.  .  .  .  This  freedom 
was  first  in  the  Bill  of  RighU  because  it  was 
first  in  the  forefathers'  minds:  it  was  set 
forth  in  absolute  terms,  and  Its  strength  is 
its  rigidity.  It  was  intended  not  only  to  keep 
the  state's  hands  out  of  religion,  but  to  keep 
religions  hands  off  the  state,  and,  above  all, 
to  keep  bitter  religious  controversy  out  of 
public  life  by  denying  to  every 
denomination  any  advantage  from  getting 
control  of  public  policy  and  the  public 
purse.  .  .  ."■ 

"This  policy  of  our  Federal  Constitution 
has  never  been  wholly  pleasing  to  most  reli- 
gious groups.  They  all  are  quick  to  invoke 
Its  protections:  they  all  are  irked  when  they 
feel  its  restraints.  .  . 

"But  we  cannot  have  It  both  ways.  Reli- 
gious teaching  cannot  be  a  private  affair 
when  the  state  seeks  to  impose  regulations 
which  infringe  on  It  indirectly,  and  a  public 
affair  when  it  comes  to  taxing  citizens  of 
one  faith  to  aid  another,  or  those  of  no 
faith  to  aid  all.  If  these  principles  seem 
harsh  in  prohibiting  aid  to  Catholic  educa- 
tion. It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  it  is  the 
same  Constitution  that  alone  assures  Catho- 
lics the  right  to  maintain  these  schools  at 


all  when  predominant  local  sentiment  would 
forbid  them.  Pierce  v.  Society  of  Sisters.  268 
U.S.  510  (1925).  Nor  should  I  think  that 
those  who  have  done  so  well  without  this 
aid  would  want  to  see  this  separation  be- 
tween church  and  state  broken  down.  If  the 
state  may  aid  these  religious  schools.  It  may 
therefore  regulate  them.  Many  groups  have 
sought  aid  from  tax  funds  only  to  find  that 
It  carried  political  controls  with  it.  Indeed 
this  Court  has  declared  that  "It  is  hardly 
lack  of  due  process  for  the  government  to 
regulate  that  which  It  subsidizes." '" 

"But  in  any  event,  the  great  purposes  of 
the  Constitution  do  not  depend  on  the  ap- 
proval or  convenience  of  those  they  re- 
strain." 

Justice  Rutledge  made  these  observations 
In  his  dissent  In  Everson  v.  Board  of  Educa- 
tion. 330  V.S.  56-60  (I9il): 

""No  one  conscious  of  religious  values  can 
be  unsympathetic  toward  the  burden  which 
our  constitutional  separation  puts  on  par- 
ents who  desire  religious  instruction  mixed 
with  secular  for  their  children.  They  pay 
taxes  for  others'  chlldren"s  education,  at  the 
same  time  the  added  cost  of  instruction  for 
their  own.  Nor  can  one  happily  see  benefits 
denied  to  children  which  others  receive,  be- 
cause In  conscience  they  or  their  parents  for 
them  desire  a  different  kind  of  training 
others  do  not  demand." 

"But  if  those  feelings  should  prevail, 
there  would  be  an  end  to  our  historic  consti- 
tutional policy  and  command.  No  more 
unjust  or  discriminatory  in  fact  is  it  to  deny 
attendants  at  religious  schools  the  cost  of 
their  transportation  than  it  is  to  deny  them 
tuitions,  sustenance  for  their  teachers,  or 
any  other  educational  expense  which  others 
receive  at  public  cost.  Hardship  in  fact  there 
is  which  none  can  blink.  But,  for  assuring  to 
those  who  undergo  It  the  greater,  the  most 
comprehensive  freedom,  it  is  one  written  by 
design  and  firm  intent  into  our  basic  law.'" 

"Of  course  discrimination  in  the  legal 
sense  does  not  exist.  The  child  attending 
the  religious  school  has  the  same  right  as 
any  other  to  attend  the  public  school.  But 
he  foregoes  exercising  it  because  the  same 
guai'anty  which  assures  this  freedom  forbids 
the  public  school  or  any  agency  of  the  state 
to  give  or  aid  him  in  securing  the  religious 
instruction  he  seeks." 

""Were  he  to  accept  the  common  school, 
he  would  be  the  first  to  protest  the  teaching 
there  of  any  creed  or  faith  not  his  own.  And 
it  is  precisely  for  the  reason  that  their  at- 
mosphere is  wholly  secular  that  children 
are  not  sent  to  public  schools  under  the 
Pierce  doctrine.  But  that  is  a  constitutional 
necessity,  because  we  have  staked  the  very 
existence  of  our  country  on  the  faith  that 
complete  separation  between  the  state  and 
religion  is  best  for  the  state  and  best  for  re- 
ligion." 

"That  policy  necessarily  entaUIs  hardship 
upon  persons  who  forego  the  right  to  educa- 
tional advantages  the  state  can  supply  in 
order  to  secure  others  it  is  precluded  from 
giving.  Indeed  this  may  hamper  the  parent 
and  the  child  forced  by  conscience  to  that 
choice.  But  it  does  not  make  the  state  un- 
neutral to  withhold  what  the  Constitution 
forbids  it  to  give.  On  the  contrary  it  is  only 
by  observing  the  prohibition  rigidly  that  the 
state  can  maintain  its  neutrality  and  avoid 
partisanship  in  the  dissensions  inevitable 
when  sect  opposes  sect  over  demands  for 
public  moneys  to  further  religious  educa- 
tion, teaching  or  training  in  any  form  or 
degree,  directly  or  Indirectly.  Like  St.  Paul's 
freedom,  religloiu  liberty  with  a  great  price 
must  be  bought.  And  for  those  who  exercise 


it  most  fully,  by  insisting  upon  religious 
education  for  their  children  mixed  with  sec- 
ular, by  the  terms  of  our  Constitution  the 
price  is  greater  than  for  others.'" 

""The  problem  then  cannot  be  cast  In 
terms  of  legal  discrimination  or  its  absence. 
This  would  be  true,  even  though  the  state  in 
giving  aid  should  treat  all  religious  instruc- 
tion alike.  Thus,  if  the  present  statute  and 
its  application  were  shown  to  apply  equally 
to  all  religious  schools  of  whatever  faith,  yet 
in  the  light  of  our  tradition  it  could  not 
stand.  For  then  the  adherent  of  one  creed 
still  would  pay  for  the  support  of  another, 
the  childless  taxpayer  with  others  more  for- 
tunate. Then  too  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
bar  to  making  appropriations  for  transpor- 
tation and  other  expenses  of  children  at- 
tending public  or  other  secular  schools, 
after  hours  in  separate  places  and  classes 
for  their  exclusively  religious  instruction. 
The  person  who  embraces  no  creed  also 
would  be  forced  to  pay  for  teaching  what  he 
does  not  believe.  Again,  it  was  the  furnish- 
ing of  "contributions  of  money  for  the  prop- 
agation of  opinions  which  he  disbelieves' 
that  the  fathers  outlawed.  That  conse- 
quence and  effect  are  not  removed  by  multi- 
plying to  all-inclusiveness  the  sects  for 
which  support  is  exacted.  The  Constitution 
requires,  not  comprehensive  identification 
of  state  with  religion,  but  complete  separa- 
tion. "• 


THE  AIR  TRAVELERS  SECURITY 
ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
terday, the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  Sassim)  and  I  appeared  before 
the  Aviation  Subcommittee  of  the 
Hotise  Public  Works  and  Transporta- 
tion Committee  to  testify  in  favor  of 
the  Air  Travelers  Security  Act  (H.R. 
2053  and  S.  765). 

This  is  one  of  the  most  important 
proderegulation,  proconsumer  rights, 
procompetition  bills  to  come  before 
the  Congress  in  some  time.  It  is  a  bill 
which  insures  that  the  consumer  is 
protected  from  fraud  in  the  marketing 
of  travel  accommodations  while  at  the 
same  time  the  opportunities  for  com- 
petition in  the  marketing  of  travel  ac- 
commodation are  made  unlimited. 

So  that  all  Senators  may  have  the 
opportunity  to  gain  a  broader  imder- 
standing  of  this  important  measure,  I 
ask  that  the  statements  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Sasser) 
and  myself  be  printed  in  full  in  the 
Record. 

The  statements  follow: 
Senator  Jim   Sasser— SxAxiafENT  ow   H.R. 
2053   Before  the   Committee  on   Public 
Works  and  Transportation,  Subcommit- 
tee ON  Aviation 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
this  opportunity  to  discuss,  along  with  Sen- 
ator Warner— with  whom  I  co-chair  the 
Senate  Tourism  Caucus,  my  views  on  H.R. 
2053. 

I  suppose  I  could  sum  up  what  I  have  to 
say,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  posing  as  a  question 
the  title  of  a  popular  song  of  the  1960's,  "Do 
■you  Know  The  Way  to  San  Jose?" 

I  am  sure  that  you  do.  But  someone  from 
my  home  state  of  Tennessee  probably 
wouldn't  know.  They  would  probably  con- 
tact their  local  travel  agent  In  order  to  leam 


the  quickest  way.  Likewise,  the  people  from 
your  home  district  In  San  Jose  would  prob- 
ably have  to  contact  their  travel  agent  U 
they  wanted  to  visit  the  "Home  of  the 
Blues "  on  Beale  Street  in  Memphis  or  the 
Grand  Ol'  Opry  in  Nashville. 

The  problem  is  this:  the  ability  of  people 
to  find  the  way  to  San  Jose,  or  to  Memphis, 
or  to  Nashville,  Is  going  to  be  seriously 
threatened  come  January  1984— if  we  don't 
set  aside  last  year's  narrow  CAB  decision. 
H.R.  2053  would  do  just  this,  vacate  that  de- 
cision and  provide  immunity  for  the  current 
relationship  between  travel  agents  and  the 
airline  industry. 

Other  witnesses  this  morning  will  more 
than  cover  the  many  arguments  related  to 
H.R.  2053  and  its  Senate  companion,  S.  764. 
My  brief  remarks  focus  on  what  I  believe 
will  be  the  outcome  ...  if  immunity  from 
antitrust  statutes  is  not  maintained  for  the 
Air  Transport  Conference. 

Let's  take  the  precedent  of  so-called  rate 
deregulations.  I  supported  deregulation  of 
the  airline  industry  and  the  sunset  of  the 
Civil  Aeronautic:s  Board.  I  had  hoped  that 
deregulation  would  encourage  a  healthy 
competition  among  carriers.  I  had  hoped 
that  short-haul  carriers  would  fill  in  on 
those  routes  that  were  less-than-lucrative 
for  major  airlines. 

That's  what  I  had  hoped.  What  we  got 
was:  a  suicidal  rate  war  among  the  airlines 
in  which  cut-rate  prices  made  it  attractive 
to  go  from  Washington  to  Miami— but  both 
costly  and  inconvenient  to  go  from  Wash- 
ington to  Chattanooga:  a  rate  war  that  con- 
tributed to  the  demise  of  Braniff  airlines:  a 
rate  war  that  still  threatens  the  basic  stabil- 
ity of  the  industry. 

No  one  in  the  Congress  really  wants  to 
regulate  once  again  the  routes  or  rate  struc- 
tures of  airlines.  But  there  is  strong  senti- 
ment toward  that  direction— unless  the  air- 
lines can  exercise  restraint  and  common 
sense  on  their  own. 

That  kind  of  industry  self-restraint,  that 
kind  of  working  and  workable  arrangement, 
is  already  in  operation  in  the  relationship 
among  travel  agents  and  the  airlines.  I  say: 
let  it  continue  to  work. 

The  last  thing  we  need  is  another  episode 
of  suicidal  competition  among  airlines  and 
travel  agents.  But  I  submit  that  this  is  ex- 
actly what  could  happen  should  the  CAB 
ruling  be  allowed  to  stand. 

I  am  concerned,  too,  about  the  economic 
impact  to  my  state  should  the  CAB  decision 
be  effected. 

The  more  than  1,000  people  working  at 
travel  agencies  in  Tennessee  were  responsi- 
ble last  year  for  $195  million  in  airline  book- 
ings. The  payroll  derived  from  booking  com- 
missions and  the  tax  revenues  these  agen- 
cies generated  for  federal,  state  and  local 
governments  represent  scores  of  millions 
more  in  positive  economic  impact  for  our 
state. 

So.  it  comes  down  to  this:  common  sense 
tells  us  it  would  be  illogical  not  to  act  on  the 
CAB  ruling;  economic  sense  tells  us  it  would 
be  too  costly  not  to  act. 

I  therefore  urge  this  subcommittee  to  act, 
aiia  to  act  favorably  and  quickly  on  H.R. 
2053. 

Testimony  of  Senator  John  W.  Warner 

Before     -rHE     Aviation     Subcommittee. 

House  Public  Works  Committee 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  the  courtesy  you  have  ex- 
tended Senator  Sasser  and  me,  as  the  pri- 
mary Senate  sponsors  of  the  Air  Travelers 
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Security  Act.  to  testify  before  the  Aviation 
Subcommittee  on  this  very  important  travel 
and  tourism,  consumer  rights  legislation. 

There  are  some  critical  issues  surrounding 
this  measure  which  I  feel  must  be  examined 
more  fully.  The  general  public  and  the  par- 
ties Interested  In  the  outcome  of  this  debate 
must  have  every  opportunity  to  completely 
understand  these  issues.  They  are: 

(1)  "Exclusivity."  and 

(2)  Antitrust  immunity. 

EXCLUSIVITY 

The  Air  Transport  Conference  program 
contains  three  provisions  which,  collective- 
ly, have  been  termed  exclusivity. '  The 
word,  "exclusivity."  is  potentially  confusing 
because  the  Conference  program  does  not 
exclude  qualified  travel  agents,  and  there 
are  no  quotas  or  other  inappropriate  bar- 
riers to  entry  Into  the  travel  marketplace. 

In  his  decision,  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board's  administrative  law  judge  found  that 
the  program  merely  prevented  non-accredit- 
ed persons  from  acting  as  agents  for  Confer- 
ence airlines.  But  the  judge  also  found  that 
the  program  should  not  bar  people  from 
having  other  relationships  with  the  airlines. 
Further,  the  CABs  administrative  law 
Judge  determined  that  elimination  of  this 
recognition  by  the  Conference  of  its  agents 
would  endanger  the  viability  of  the  present 
worldwide  transportation  marketing  system. 
He  determined  that  elimination  of  this 
recognition  would  undermine  intercarrier 
confidence  in  the  travel  agent  network  and 
In  the  reliability  of  interlining,  ticket  inter- 
changeability  and  refundability. 

He  determined  elimination  of  this  recogni- 
tion would  reduce  the  universality  of  carrier 
representation  by  travel  agents: 

Threaten  the  competence  and  profession- 
alism of  the  travel  agency  industry  as  a 
whole: 

Undermine  consumer  confidence  In  the 
competence,  professionalism  and  universal 
representation  of  such  agents: 

Reduce  consumer  use  of  the  travel  agent 
marketing  system  and  competition  within  it: 
and 

Reduce  the  availability  of  travel  agents 
representing  all  carriers  providing  consum- 
em  »-lth  complete  and  reliable  information 
on  all  travel  options. 

Clearly,  the  Conference  certifies  travel 
agents  for  purposes  of  consumer  conven- 
ience and  confidence.  But  if  a  consumer 
does  not  want  to  purchase  travel  accommo- 
dations through  a  travel  agent,  he  or  she 
has  several  other  alternatives  available. 

The  consumer  can  pick  up  the  phone  and 
shop  from  one  airline  to  another  until  he  or 
she  finds  just  the  right  flight,  at  the  right 
time  and  at  the  right  price. 

Or  the  consumer  can  go  to  2  tour  broker, 
purchase  travel  accommodations  in  a  pack- 
age, and  obtain  either  regular  schedule 
transport,  charter  service. 

Finally,  a  consumer  can.  in  some  areas  of 
the  country,  buy  airline  tickets  from  auto- 
mated dispensing  machines  representing  a 
limited  number  of  carriers,  or  directly  from 
an  airline  ticket  office. 

As  far  as  the  travel  agencies  are  con- 
cerned, as  a  competitive  force  in  the  market- 
place there  are  over  22.000  of  them. 

Virtually  all  are  small  businesses  with 
fewer  than  10  employees.  Over  half  of  these 
agencies  are  owned  by  women,  and  as  em- 
ployers of  minorities,  travel  agencies  have 
one  of  the  finest  records  of  any  enterprise 
in  our  nation. 

The  travel  agency  business  grows  by  an 
average  1.000  new  agencies  a  year.  That's 
over  1,000  new  entrepreneurs  a  year  who 


enter  the  marketplace  to  make  it  or  break  it 
on  their  own.  in  competition  with  other 
travel  agencies,  in  competition  with  every 
customer  who  chooses  to  lake  the  time  and 
effort  to  arrange  their  own  travel,  in  compe- 
tition with  tour  brokers,  and  in  competition 
with  the  automated  ticketing  machines  and 
airline  ticket  offices  operated  by  the  airlines 
themselves. 

The  only  thing  exclusive  about  a  travel 
agent  is  that  a  travel  agent  is  a  promoting 
force  in  the  marketplace  and  because  of 
that,  the  airlines  remunerate  travel  agents 
with  commissions  for  the  tickets  they  sell. 

Other  market  forces,  if  they  can  demon- 
strate and  are  able  negotiators  in  the  free 
marketplace,  also  may  obtain  remuneration 
in  the  form  of  customer  discounts,  and 
other  nonfinanclal  benefits. 

So  let's  be  perfectly  frank.  Mr.  Chairman. 
Let's  recognize  once  and  for  all  that  the 
term,  "exclusivity,"  is  nothing  more  than  a 
smoke  screen  behind  which  certain  Interests 
are  hiding  In  the  hopes  of  radically  chang- 
ing the  present  marketing  system  so  that 
they  do  not  have  to  meet  certification  re- 
quirements. 

The  present  marketing  system  Is  highly 
competitive.  It  affords  the  consumer  confi- 
dence, convenience,  and  the  broadest  selec- 
tion possible.  It  has  evolved  over  the  past  40 
years  .  .  .  responding  to  the  demands  of  the 
marketplace:  doing  so  without  complaint  or 
objection  from  the  traveling  public  or  the 
Industries  it  represents. 

AWTITHUST  IMMUNITY 

Antltnjst  Immunity  Is  a  very  important 
aspect  of  the  Air  Travelers  Security  Act.  It 
is.  in  my  estimation,  the  cornerstone  of  the 
Air  Transport  Conference.  Without  it.  I  am 
convinced  the  Conference  will  l)e  forced  out 
of  existence.  The  travel  marketing  system— 
as  we  know  It  and  as  it  is  evolving  during 
CAB  sunsetting— will  collapse,  and  in  its 
place  will  come  a  highly  decentralized,  total- 
ly chaotic  marketplace  in  which  the  battle 
cry  win  be  "Buyer,  beware." 

Let  me  clarify  one  thing  in  light  of  this 
statement. 

Supporters  of  this  legislation  are  not  anti- 
deregulation. 

On  the  contrary,  I  believe  I  can  safely 
speak  for  at  least  all  of  the  Senate  cospon- 
sors  of  this  legislation  when  I  say.  we  be- 
lieve that  Congress  made  the  right  decision, 
and  we  would  not  for  a  moment  attempt  to 
re-regulate  the  airlines  industry. 

And  that.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  why  we  are  so 
amazed  by  the  CABs  split  decision  to  strip 
the  Conference  of  its  Immunity  effective 
January  1.  1985. 

With  the  protection  of  immunity,  the 
Conference  will  be  able  to  act.  as  we  believe 
the  present  administration  would  desire, 
and  as  we  believe  Congress  intended  after 
CAB  sunset,  as  the  industry's  self-regulating 
mechanism. 

The  Conference  would  be  capable  of  seek- 
ing the  continued  cooperation  of  industry 
members  and  agents,  ensuring  that  the  con- 
sumer continues  to  enjoy  the  best  possible 
service  in  the  most  universal  fashion  obtain- 
able. 

And  the  Conference  could  do  that  free  of 
government  interference— but  only  if  the 
Conference  continues  to  have  antitrust  im- 
munity. 

Without  antitrust  immunity,  the  Confer- 
ence would  be  forced  into  the  regulatory  en- 
vironment of  the  courts  and  the  U.S.  Justice 
Department. 

The  CAB  itself.  In  its  order  Instituting  the 
Competitive  Marketing  Investigation,  recog- 


nized the  Importance  of  antitrust  Immunity, 
and  wrote: 

•Without  immunity  •  •  •  it  is  likely  that 
neither  the  I  ATA  (International  Air  Trans- 
port Association)  nor  the  ATC  (Air  Trans- 
port Conference)  conference  systems  could 
have  been  developed." 

In  the  course  of  the  Congressional  debate, 
as  they  did  during  the  CABs  debate  on  this 
issue,  the  few  opponents  of  the  present 
system  have  publicly  attempted  to  down- 
play the  importance  of  the  antitrust  aspects 
of  the  Conference  agreements. 

But,  for  the  airline  members  of  the  Con- 
ference, antitrust  litigation  would  spell  con- 
tinued, deep  financial  hardship,  especially 
during  these  times  when  the  airlines  are  not 
in  strong  financial  condition. 

For  the  travel  agencies,  antitrust  litiga- 
tion could  spell  bankruptcy,  especially  since 
most  of  them  are  only  small  businesses,  and 
many  are  barely  able  to  meet  their  day  to 
day  expenses,  let  alone  the  cost  of  pro- 
longed and  expensive  antitrust  law  suits. 

And  for  everyone  else  who.  at  this  time, 
thinks  the  way  to  atuin  a  more  rewarding 
financial  relationship  with  the  airlines  is  by 
stripping  the  Conference  of  its  antitrust  im- 
munity, that  kind  of  litigation  can  only  spell 
higher  cost  air  travel  and  a  higher  cost  of 
doing  business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  antitrust  aspects  of 
this  legislation  go  far  beyond  simply  the 
working  relationships  of  the  airlines  with 
one  another  and  the  travel  agents  with  the 
airlines. 

The  antitrust  aspects  of  this  Issue  go  to 
the  heart  of  the  consumers'  ability  to  have  a 
meaningful  choice  and  the  consumers'  abili- 
ty to  shop  with  confidence  In  the  travel 
marketingplace. 

The  antitrust  aspect  of  this  issue  effect  all 
forms  of  accommodation  in  the  travel  and 
tourism  industry,  and  they  effect  the  mil- 
lions of  persons  who  not  only  consume,  but 
who  are  employed  throughout  the  Industry. 
That  Is  why.  almost  without  exception, 
people  who  understand  the  agency-carrier 
system  believe  It  should  remain  Intact. 

The  system  relies  heavily  on  collective 
agreements,  on  common  rules  and  stand- 
ards. But  without  Immunity,  these  agree- 
ments and  standards  are  strongly  disfavored 
by  the  federal  antitrust  courts.  Therefore, 
the  system  must  receive  antitrust  immunity 
if  it  is  to  continue. 

A  final  point.  Mr..  Chairman,  from  a  for- 
eign relations  perspective.  The  State  De- 
partiiici-.t  advised  the  CAB  that  without 
antitrust  Immunity,  foreign  governments 
which  participate  in  bilateral  agreements 
for  the  marketing  of  air  travel  would  consid- 
er those  agreements  as  empty  gestures,  tan- 
tamount to  disapproval. 

At  at  time  when  international  tensions  are 
so  high,  and  our  balance  of  payments  Is  so 
distorted.  It  seems  to  me  we  ought  to  be 
doing  more  to  encourage  International 
travel  .  .  .  the  understandings  and  com- 
merce It  generates  .  .  .  rather  than  discour- 
aging it.  The  Air  Travelers  Security  Act 
would  help  achieve  that  goal. 

In  the  end,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the  con- 
sumer who  has  the  most  at  stake  here. 

The  choices  for  Congress,  it  seems  to  me, 
are  quite  clear. 

Is  it  the  will  of  Congress  to  allow  the 
present,  highly  competitive,  extremely 
adaptable,  totally  consumer  oriented  travel 
marketing  system  to  continue— protected  as 
it  must  be  by  antitrust  immunity  to  insure 
that  when  a  consumer  chooses  to  use  a 
travel  agent  that  agent  is  Indeed  a  Ironafide 
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representative  for  all  travel  accommoda- 
tions? 

Or  is  it  the  will  of  Congress  to  destroy  the 
present,  highly  competitive,  extremely 
adaptable,  totally  consumer  oriented  travel 
marketing  system  .  .  .  subjecting  the  con- 
sumer to  unnecessary  risk,  fraud,  chswjs.  and 
inconvenience:  subjecting  member  firms  of 
the  travel  Industry  to  unnecessary  and  arbi- 
trary litigation  and  the  inherent  costs  In- 
volved? 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  an  old  adage:  "If  it 
ain't  broke,  don't  fix  it." 

The  present  system  certainly  is  not 
broken.  It  serves  the  public  interest  effi- 
ciently and  effectively  while  promoting  un- 
limited competition. 

If  Congress  accepts  the  CAB's  fix,  neither 
the  public's  Interest,  nor  the  interests  of  the 
very  few  who  oppose  our  legislation  will-be 
served. 

I  urge  support  of  the  Air  Travelers  Securi- 
ty Act  of  1983.* 


REHABILITATION  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1984 

•  Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President,  I 
woul(3  like  to  add  support  to  S.  1340, 
the  Rehabilitation  Amendments  of 
1983.  I  commend  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues. Senator  Weicker  and  Senator 
Randolph,  on  their  leadership  in  de- 
veloping this  legislation  and  their 
commitment  to  handicapped  individ- 
uals of  this  Nation. 

The  vocational  rehabilitation  pro- 
gram has  been  in  effect  for  63  years, 
providing  restorative  services  to  handi- 
capped individuals  as  well  as  job  train- 
ing and  placement.  The  focus  of  the 
rehabilitation  State  grant  program  is 
to  train  disabled  people  so  that  they 
are  able  to  enter  the  job  market. 

According  to  the  Rehabilitation 
Services  Administration,  persons  reha- 
bilitated in  fiscal  year  1980  are  expect- 
ed to  pay  to  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments  an  estimated  $211.5  mil- 
lion more  in  income,  payroll,  and  sales 
taxes  than  they  would  have  paid  had 
they  not  been  rehabilitated.  In  addi- 
tion, another  $68.9  million  will  be 
saved  as  a  result  of  decreased  depend- 
ency on  public  support  payments  and 
institutional  care.  The  estimated  total 
first  year  benefit  to  Federal,  State, 
and  local  government  will  be  $280.4 
million.  The  vocational  rehabilitation 
program  is  cost  effective. 

Mr.  President,  three  issues  need  to 
be  highlighted. 

REPORTS 

Currently,  the  Rehabilitation  Serv- 
ices Administration  is  required  to 
submit  to  Congress  an  annual  report 
which  includes  data  on  services  an(l  ac- 
tivities provided  to  their  clients.  Due 
to  the  reduction  in  paper  work  order, 
there  has  been  a  lack  of  available  data. 
Senate  Bill  1340  specifies  the  type  of 
data  RSA  is  to  collect  and  include  in 
its  annual  report.  Under  the  amend- 
ments, the  Rehabilitation  Services  Ad- 
ministration is  mandated  to  include 
demographic  data  on  clients;  costs  and 
types  of  services  provided,  and  the 
earnings  of  a  client  when  they  become 


employed.  This  information  is  neces- 
sary for  Congress  to  properly  assess 
the  rehabilitation  program. 

EVALUATION 

Besides  the  State  grant  program,  the 
rehabilitation  act  authorizes  several 
discretionary  programs,  including  the 
projects  with  industry  and  independ- 
ent living  programs.  The  Congress  is 
interested  in  the  performance  of  this 
program  which  it  has  authorized. 
Therefore,  under  the  amendments, 
RSA  is  required  to  develop  standards 
for  evaluating  these  programs  author- 
ized by  the  Rehabilitation  Act. 

INDEPENDENT  LIVING 

In  the  1978  amendments  to  the  Re- 
habilitation Act,  Congress  established 
the  independent  living  program  to 
serve  severely  handicapped  individ- 
uals. Since  that  time,  over  154  inde- 
pendent living  centers  have  been  es- 
tablished across  the  country.  The  serv- 
ices most  frequently  offered  by  the 
programs  are:  Information  and  refer- 
ral; personal  care  attendant  programs; 
peer  counseling;  housing  assistance; 
transportation  sissistance;  independent 
living  skills,  and  advocacy  services. 
These  services  give  severely  handi- 
capped individuals  an  opportunity  to 
live  as  independently  as  possible.  The 
staff  of  these  centers  is  primarily  com- 
prised of  disabled  individuals.  The 
Vermont  Center  for  Independent 
Living  was  established  in  August  of 
1980.  In  'Vermont,  the  center  has 
served  248  individuals  in  their  peer  ad- 
vocacy counseling  program,  while  the 
information  and  referral  program  re- 
sponded to  1,319  contacts  last  year. 

This  legislation  increases  the  au- 
thorization for  this  program,  and  pro- 
vides for  an  evaluation  of  the  pro- 
gram.* 


•  Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
required  by  paragraph  4  of  rule  35 
that  I  place  in  the  Congressional 
Record  this  notice  of  a  Senate  em- 
ployee who  proposes  to  participate  in 
a  program,  the  principal  objective  of 
which  is  educational,  sponsored  by  a 
foreign  government  or  a  foreign  edu- 
cational or  charitable  organization  in- 
volving travel  to  a  foreign  country 
paid  for  by  that  foreign  government  or 
organization. 

The  Select  Committee  has  received  a 
request  for  a  determination  imder  rule 
35  which  would  permit  Ms.  Kathy 
Stoner  of  the  staff  of  Senator  Jesse 
Helms,  to  participate  in  a  program 
sponsored  by  Tunghai  University,  in 
Taipei.  Taiwan,  from  August  9-17, 
1983. 

The  committee  has  determined  that 
participation  by  Ms.  Stoner  in  the  pro- 
gram in  Taiwan,  at  the  expense  of 
Tunghai  University,  to  discuss  United 
States-Taiwan  relations,  is  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  Senate  and  the  United 
States.* 


MAMMOTH  SITE  A  NATIONAL 
TREASURE 

•  Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  great  pride  that  I  rise  today  to 
talk  about  one  of  the  most  important 
archaeological  discoveries  in  North 
America.  I  am  referring  to  the  Mam- 
moth Site  of  Hot  Springs,  S.  Dak., 
which  was  discovered  in  1974.  The 
Mammoth  Site  is  a  historical  gold 
mine  which  contains  the  remains  of 
some  100  giant  mammoths,  and  count- 
less other  prehistoric  animals.  The  re- 
mains date  back  over  26,000  years 
before  the  time  Christ  walked  the 
Earth.  It  contains  possibly  the  largest 
concentration  of  these  ancient  animals 
to  be  found  in  North  America.  In  rec- 
ognition of  the  Mammoth  Site's  im- 
portance, the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  designated  it  as  a  national 
natural  landmark  in  1980. 

This  treasure  of  scientific  knowledge 
will  provide  us  with  a  unique  Insight 
into  the  history  and  evolution  of  this 
wonderful  and  fascinating  planet  we 
call  Earth.  I  am  extremely  proud  that 
we  have  this  vitally  important  find  in 
my  home  State  of  South  Dakota.  I 
also  take  great  pride  in  the  way  the 
local  community  of  Hot  Springs,  S. 
Dak.,  and  the  entire  State  have  react- 
ed to  and  cared  for  this  invaluable  his- 
torical laboratory. 

In  the  spirit  of  volunteerism  and 
dedication  to  learning  for  which  South 
Dakota  is  so  famous,  a  nonprofit  orga- 
nization—the Mammoth  Site  of  Hot 
Springs,  S.  Dak.,  Inc.— was  created  to 
preserve  and  develop  the  site.  Him- 
dreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  of  local 
money  have  been  raised  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  entire  scientific  world.  We 
are  now  in  the  process  of  fighting  for 
a  Federal  grant  to  help  defray  some  of 
the  costs  of  this  project.  We  are  work- 
ing to  build  a  protective  shelter  for 
the  site,  a  museum  and  visitors  center 
to  educate  visitors,  a  laboratory,  and 
other  necessary  facilities. 

In  addition  to  its  great  scientific  and 
educational  value,  the  Mammoth  Site 
holds  great  potential  for  the  economic 
well-being  of  Hot  Springs  and  the 
entire  State.  It  will  bring  more  tour- 
ists, educators,  scientists  and  other  in- 
terested parties  into  the  State.  It  will 
stimulate  businesses  and  provide  jobs 
for  many  unemployed  South  Dako- 
tans. 

In  the  past  2  years,  50,000  visitors 
have  toiired  the  site,  despite  its  limited 
facilities.  With  increased  development, 
those  numbers  will  quickly  mushroom. 
As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcom- 
•mittee  on  Business,  Trade  and  Tour- 
ism, I  know  well  what  an  important 
site  like  this  means  to  the  State's 
economy. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  support  of  this  great  treasure.  I 
am  very  proud  that  we  in  South 
Dakota  have  been  entrusted  with  its 
care,  and  will  do  every  thing  possible 
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to  see  that  It  receives  proper  recogni- 
tion as  one  of  the  greatest  discoveries 
of  our  century. 


SENATE        JOINT        RESOLUTION 
136— VOLUNTEER  FIREMEN 

RECOGNITION  DAY 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  cosponsor  Senate  Joint  Reso- 
lution 136.  to  help  recognize  the  excel- 
lent job  performance  of  the  volunteer 
firemen  of  this  country.  Being  a  volun- 
teer fireman  myself.  I  well  know  the 
sacrifice  that  all  these  men  and 
women  must  endure.  These  unsung 
heroes  risk  their  lives  every  time  they 
respond  to  a  call. 

Over  80  percent  of  the  firefighters  in 
the  United  States  are  volunteers.  They 
protect  a  large  percentage  of  the  rural 
towns  in  the  United  States;  337  volun- 
teer firefighters  have  lost  their  lives  in 
the  line  of  duty  during  the  last  5 
years,  with  68  such  deaths  in  1982 
alone.  Their  job  is  becoming  increas- 
ingly more  dangerous  and  difficult. 
Towns  are  rapidly  expanding  in  size, 
and  fire  departments  are  forced  to 
cover  ever  larger  areas  without  in- 
creases in  funds  or  manpower.  Sadly, 
the  firemen  in  America  face  one  of  the 
highest  fire  death  tolls  in  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  for  this  reason 
that  we  must  all  respect  and  admire 
the  hard  work  of  the  U.S.  volunteer 
fireman.  I  wholeheartedly  support 
"Volunteer  Fireman  Recognition  Day" 
and  I  urge  quick  action  by  the  Senate 
to  pass  this  joint  resolution. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THOMAS 
DALESANDRO.  JR. 

•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  the 
people  of  Baltimore  have  been  well 
served  Indeed  by  one  of  the  most  re- 
markable public  servants  it  has  ever 
been  my  privilege  to  call  my  friend. 
Thomas  D'Alesandro,  Jr. 

The  son  of  immigrant  parents  from 
central  Italy  and  one  of  14  brothers 
and  sisters  raised  in  Baltimore's  Little 
Italy,  "Big  Tommy"  as  he  is  respect- 
fully known,  was  elected  to  the  Mary- 
land House  of  Delegates  in  1926. 
served  in  the  Baltimore  City  Council 
from  1935  to  1938.  followed  by  five 
terms  In  the  House  of  Representatives, 
where  he  was  chairman  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Committee,  and  then 
three  terms  as  mayor  of  Baltimore 
from  1947  to  1959.  On  the  eve  of  his 
80th  birthday  this  week.  Tommy 
D'Alesandro  lives  in  Little  Italy,  near 
St.  Leo's  Church  where  he  was  educat- 
ed. This  remarkable  man.  who  has 
worked  with  and  advised  Presidents 
Roosevelt.  Truman.  Kennedy,  and 
Carter,  as  well  as  a  host  of  Senators. 
Governors,  and  Congressmen,  remains 
an  enthusiastic  leader  of  our  commu- 
nity. 

His    outstanding    record    of    public 
service    and    leadership    has    inspired 


many  to  emulate  and  follow  his  exam- 
ple. Members  of  his  own  family  have 
followed  in  his  distinguished  footsteps. 
"Young  Tommy"  D'Alesandro  III  also 
served  as  mayor  of  Baltimore  with  dis- 
tinction and  remains  active  in  law 
practice,  and  daughter  Nancy  D'Ale- 
sandro Pelosi  is  a  leader  in  the  Demo- 
cratic Party  in  California. 

Mr.  President,  this  unique  and  re- 
spected public  servant  will  celebrate 
his  80th  birthday  this  week.  I  ask  that 
excerpts  from  a  recent  biography  of 
"Big  Tommy"  D'Alesandro  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  material  follows: 
[Prom  the  Baltimore  Magazine.  July  1982] 
Thomas  D'Alesandro.  Jr. 
(By  Robert  Douglas) 

One  August  morriing  in  1979  President 
Carter  boarded  an  AmtrsUi  Metroliner  and 
came  to  town,  the  lastest  track  in  his  whis- 
tle-stop tours.  He  visited  East  Baltimore, 
proffered  advice  on  energy,  and  spoke  at  the 
national  convention  of  the  Sons  of  Italy  at 
the  newly  opened  Convention  Center. 

Around  noon  the  president's  motorcade 
pulled  into  South  High  Street  in  Little 
Italy,  the  compact  neighborhood  of  row 
houses  and  restaurants  on  the  eastern  edge 
of  the  Inner  Harbor.  But  Carter  had  a  visit 
to  make  before  lunch  at  Chiapparellis.  He 
and  his  wife,  Rosalynn,  stepped  into  the 
crowd  and  walked  around  the  comer  to  Al- 
bemarle Street.  It  was  a  route  most  local  po- 
liticans  had  taken,  but  few  members  of  the 
presidential  press  corps  knew  where  it  led. 

■Where's  he  going?"  shouted  one  national 
correspondent. 

"To  Tommy  D'Alesandro's  home."  a 
member  of  the  crowd  replied. 

"Whose  home?"  said  the  correspondent, 
flipping  open  his  notebook. 

Carter  was  following  in  the  footsteps  of 
virtually  every  major  Democratic  politician 
who  had  visited  Baltimore  during  the  past 
forty  years.  Thomas  D'Alesandro  Jr.— "Mr. 
Democrat "  to  local  party  members.  "Dad " 
to  another  former  Baltimore  mayor,  and 
just  plain  "Tommy"  to  several  presidents- 
was  the  mentor  to  see.  And  there  in  the 
home  at  245  Albemarle  Street,  beneath 
framed  pictures  of  D'Alesandro  and  Roose- 
velt, D'Alesandro  and  Truman,  and  D'Ale- 
sandro and  Kennedy,  Carter  posed  for  his 
addition  to  that  lineup. 

Then  Carter  and  D'Alesandro  and  their 
entourages  walked  the  thirty  yards  to 
Chiapparelii's  and  a  chicken  cacciatore 
lunch  with  other  prominent  Democrats 
( among  them  Senator  Paul  Sarbanes.  Mayor 
William  Donald  Schaefer,  then-Attorney 
General  designate  Benjamin  Civiletti,  City 
Councilman  Dominic  Mimi'  DlPletro,  Gov- 
ernor Harry  Hughes,  and  Senator  Charles 
McC.  Mathias). 

But  high-powered  politics  apparently  were 
not  what  Carter  wanted  to  hear  that  day. 
Before  the  white  wine  had  been  sipped,  the 
conversation  shifted  to  tales  of  rough  ward 
politics  and  the  brutally  honest  observa- 
tions permitted  an  older  man— one  who 
began  his  campaigning  known  as  a  "god- 
damn dago."  Tommy  D'Alesandro  held 
center  stage  with  his  salty  political  yams. 
Jimmy  and  Rosalynn  Carter  listened  en- 
tranced. 

In  an  age  of  media  consultants,  campaign 
polls,  and  voter  profile  analyses.  Tommy 
D'Alesandro  is  an  expert  on  basic  politics. 

His  own  political  career  spanned  thirty- 
three  years,  beginning  in  1926  when  he  was 


elected  to  the  House  of  Delegates.  He  served 
on  the  City  Council  from  1935  to  1938.  then 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  for  a 
decade  (where,  as  chairman  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Committee,  which  tlmn  ran  the 
District,  he  became  known  as  the  "mayor  of 
Washington  ").  He  was  mayor  of  Baltimore 
from  1947  to  1959. 

But  after  the  series  of  victories  came  two 
losses.  Republican  J.  Glenn  Beall  beat  him 
by  seven  thousand  votes  for  a  U.S.  Senate 
seat  in  1958.  The  second,  and  perhaps  more 
painful,  loss  came  the  next  year  to  J.  Harold 
Grady  in  the  Democratic  primary  for  mayor 
of  Baltimore.  Grady  arguing  in  his  cam- 
paign that  D'Alesandro  had  been  in  office 
too  long. 

At  78  D'Alesandro  has  been  retired  from 
active  politics  for  almost  two  decades,  but 
his  sharp  political  eye  has  not  dulled  at  all. 
And  the  national  and  local  politicians 
(Harry  Hughes,  up  for  renomination,  is 
among  them )  who  come  to  share  a  meal  and 
the  stories  at  Chiapparellis  come  because 
"Old  Tommy"  bridges  two  political  and 
scxrial  eras. 

The  mayoral  era  of  Old  Tommy  (so  called 
to  distinguish  him  from  his  son.  Thomas  III, 
who  served  as  mayor  beginning  in  1967)  was 
the  start  of  a  new  Baltimore,  a  planning  and 
building  campaign  geared  to  give  the  city 
the  status  he  describes  simply  as  "major 
league."  D'Alesandro  also  is  a  man  bom  and 
reared  during  the  heyday  of  political  ma- 
chines. That  makes  Old  Tommy— and  only 
Old  Tommy— the  son  of  old  Baltimore  and 
the  father  of  the  new.  In  him  many  find 
where  Baltimore  started  or  where  it's  going. 
But  in  the  Baltimore  of  1982  D'Alesandro 
finds  a  lot  he  does  not  understand.  During 
four  hours  of  interviews  in  his  home— part 
shrine,  and  part  museum— D'Alesandro 
touches  upon  the  issues  of  today  and  of  sim- 
pler times. 

Por  example,  his  was  an  era  when,  as  he 
told  Time  magazine  in  1955,  keeping  the 
streets  blacktopped  helped  big-city  mayors 
pave  their  way  to  victory  at  the  polls.  D'Ale- 
sandro still  regards  the  "inch-inch"  method 
of  paving  as  one  of  his  greatest  achieve- 
ments as  mayor.  By  that  method  road  crews 
covered  streets  with  a  thin  coating  of  as- 
phalt rather  than  digging  up  the  entire  sur- 
face. Repairs  were  finished  in  a  few  days 
without  greatly  disrupting  travel  or  busi- 
ness. 

D'Alesandro  says  he's  told  Mayor  Schae- 
fer he  can't  understand  the  current  state  of 
the  city's  roadways.  "There're  a  lot  of  axles 
being  broken  now.  I  told  the  mayor,  'I 
thought  Rome  was  the  Holy  City  when  I 
became  mayor,  until  I  found  out  Baltimore 
was  the  Holey  City.  It's  full  of  potholes. 
Now.  you  better  get  a  loan  through  and 
start  fixing  these  streets.  That's  the  only 
thing  you'll  have  to  do,  and  you'll  walk  in. 
These  streets  are  bad."  " 

He  admits  to  amazement  at  Schaefer's 
success  during  an  era  of  higher  taxes  and 
fewer  municipal  services.  "I  don't  under- 
stand. When  I  was  mayor,  we  had  a  million 
and  some  people.  The  population  made  us 
the  sixth  largest  city  in  the  country.  Today, 
it's  dropped  to  eighth  or  almost  ninth.  The 
population  has  decreased,  but  taxes  went  up 
and  more  people  are  working  for  the  city 
government.  I  don't  understand  it. 

""Yet  the  government  and  mayor  go  on.  I 
had  an  average  (property]  tax  rate  over  ten 
years  of  $2.98  [per  $100  of  assessed  value]. 
He's  got  one  of  $6  [actually,  $5.97].  He  gets 
reelected;  they  love  him.  Just  like  "You  beat 
me.  daddy.  I  love  it.  Beat  me  again!'  " 
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Although  D'Alesandro  professes  not  to 
understand  the  success  of  Schaefer,  there 
are  many  parallels  between  the  two.  Both 
worked  hard  to  improve  the  city's  image. 
Both  gained  national  reputations  through 
their  achievements  and  their  ability  to  gen- 
erate positive  publicity  (and  both  shared  a 
talent  for  hamming  it  up  in  front  of  press 
photographers).  Both  have  stayed  In  their 
boyhood  neighborhoods. 

But,  says  D'Alesandro,  his  duties  as  a 
family  man  added  pressures  today's  bache- 
lor mayor  never  has  had  to  face.  '"The  dif- 
ference between  me  and  Schaefer?  1  had  a 
gang  of  kids.  I  had  to  send  them  to  college 
and  school  and  all.  He  has  nobody  but  his 
mother  and  a  cat,  and  I  don't  think  the  cat 
even  hollers  meow." 

Although  his  children  have  presented 
public  relations  problems,  D'Alesandro  says 
they  also  were  an  asset  in  the  early  years. 
"'When  I  was  running  for  Congress,  my  wife 
and  them  made  a  song.  My  opponent  was 
walking  down  the  boardwalk  at  Ocean  City, 
and  my  kids  had  a  sign  and  a  song."  D'Ale- 
sandro places  both  hands  atop  his  cane  and 
taps  out  march  time  on  the  floor  as  he 
sings,  to  the  tune  of  "The  Notre  Dame 
Fight  Song ": 

Cheer,  cheer  for  Tommy  D'A, 
He  is  the  winner  of  every  fray. 
Cast  your  vote  for  Tommy  D'A, 
The  defender  of  the  USA. 

Unlike  politicians  today  D'Alesandro  has 
not  moved  from  his  roots.  He  still  lives  in 
the  small  row  house  near  the  main  comer  of 
Little  Italy— the  one  with  Chiapparelii's.  Sa- 
batlno's,  Capriccio,  and  Trattoria  Petrucci 
restaurants  on  the  four  comers.  It  is  "sacra- 
mental ground,"  he  says,  just  three  blocks 
from  President  Street,  where  he  was  bom  in 
August  1903. 

And  unlike  most  former  politicians  nowa- 
days, he  is  not  eager  to  tell  all;  he  is  not 
searching  for  a  ghostwriter  to  expose  his 
true  story  as  a  best-seller.  During  interviews 
D'Alesandro  appears  content  to  keep  any  se- 
crets he  has,  fending  off  questions  about 
past  political  bosses  with  a  quick  retort: 
"I'm  still  around.  They're  not  around." 

He  shows  signs  of  age.  He  walks  cautiously 
with  the  help  of  a  cane,  complains  about 
the  medicine  he  has  to  take  at  prescribed 
times,  worries  aloud  about  eating  on  the 
proper  schedule.  ""I  feel  a  little  weak,"  he 
admits.  "I  lost  some  weight,  but  I'm  getting 
along  nice." 

Nice  enough  to  keep  what  amounts  to  a 
campaign  pace.  "I  get  out.  Saturday  night 
I'm  going  to  the  Italian  Americsin  Charities 
banquet.  I  was  one  of  the  original  organizers 
of  it.  Sunday  I'm  going  to  St.  Leo's  party.  I 
go  to  different  places.  On  the  ninth  I'm 
going  to  go  to  Italian  American  Charities 
[for  its  monthly  meeting].  I  went  to  the 
races  one  day,  got  tired,  and  had  to  stay  and 
sit  down.  I  won't  go  to  the  Preakness  be- 
cause it's  too  crowded,  and  everybody  wants 
to  talk  and  hello  and  then  you'r  Joed  out 
and  no  good.  If  you  get  a  winner,  that 
helps." 

The  dapper  style  that  impressed  photog- 
raphers has  not  gone.  He  still  wears  smart- 
looking  suits.  He  is  reluctant,  though,  to 
pose  for  photographers  now  because  he  lost 
nearly  thirty  pounds  while  hospitalized 
briefly  this  spring.  ( He  checked  in  for  treat- 
ment of  a  bleeding  ulcer,  a  bladder  infec- 
tion, Euid  diabetes— all  miseries  of  aging.) 

The  first  floor  of  the  row  house  where  he, 
his  wife,  and  two  of  their  sons  live  still  looks 
as  though  it  were  designed  to  receive  large 
groups.  The  first-floor  dining  and  living 
rooms  are  unusually  spacious.   Along  one 


wall  is  an  sintique  cabinet  displaying  many 
of  the  gifts  the  couple  received  four  years 
ago  for  their  fiftieth  wedding  anniversary. 
Nearby,  along  the  wall  of  the  stairs  leading 
to  the  second  floor,  are  the  pictures  that 
mean  the  most:  D'Alesandro  and  presidents, 
D'Alesandro  and  the  locsJ  politicians  of  the 
past,  D'Alesandro  and  the  famous.  With 
little  effort  he  remembers  all  the  names. 

The  drawers  of  several  tables  and  desks 
are  filled  with  mementos.  Prom  this  collec- 
tion he  pulls  out  a  large  brochure.  He  opens 
it,  exposing  dozens  of  color  pictures  showing 
the  projects  either  started  or  completed 
during  the  first  ten  years  he  was  mayor. 
The  pictures  are  the  baby  photos  of  Balti- 
more today.  There  are  views  of  Friendship 
Airport  (now  Baltimore- Washington  Inter- 
national) with  a  crowd  gathered  around  a 
bulky  prop  plane,  Memorial  Stadium,  Liber- 
ty Dam,  the  Ashburton  filtration  plant,  the 
new  Lexington  Market,  the  Jones  Palls  Ex- 
pressway, the  City  Hospitals  infirmary 
building,  and  a  score  of  other,  now  familiar, 
buildings. 

D'Alesandro  discusses  his  other  success- 
es—the building  of  the  Civic  Center,  the 
fluoridation  of  the  drinking  water,  the  In- 
stallation of  16,500  electric  street  lamps  to 
replace  the  ancient  gas  ones,  the  $2.88  prop- 
erty tax  rate.  "Fifty  years  of  progress  in  a 
decade,"  D'Alesandro  says  as  he  folds  the 
brochure,  closing  in  his  hands  a  time 
when— as  the  brochure  boasts— small-town 
Baltimore  became  major  league. 

It  was  a  time  of  great  planning  and  ex- 
traordinary cooperation  between  City  Hall 
and  business  leaders,  who  founded  the 
Greater  Baltimore  Committee.  The  GBC's 
formation  stemmed  from  an  Insult.  "I  went 
to  Pittsburgh  one  time  and  saw  the  work 
that  Mellon  did, "  D'Alesandro  recalls.  "And 
they  had  me  down  to  the  Baltimore  Associa- 
tion of  Commerce  one  day  to  speak,  and  I 
told  them  the  difference  between  Baltimore 
and  Pittsburgh  is  that  they  have  Andy 
Mellon  in  Pittsburgh,  and  we  got  watermel- 
on for  business  leaders  here.  That  started 
the  GBC  to  go  to  town." 

That  Inauspicious  event  may  not  have 
been  the  actual  birth  of  Baltimore's  renew- 
al, but  there  is  no  doubt  that  major  changes 
began  in  the  next  few  years.  The  Inner 
Harbor  was  transformed  from  a  decaying 
backwater  to  a  waterfront  park,  clearing  the 
way  for  later  development.  More  Important, 
after  D'Alesandro's  speech  to  business  lead- 
ers, work  began  "i  Charles  Center,  the  first 
new  portion  of  glass-and-concrete  Balti- 
more. 

In  1952,  the  mayor  helE>ed  form  a  syndi- 
cate of  local  buyers  for  h  professional  foot- 
ball franchise.  Later,  when  the  Colts  were 
struggling,  he  stepped  ui  to  save  the  team. 
"I  sent  out  twenty  telegrams  to  twenty 
people  to  come  to  my  office  and  asked  for 
$20,000  apiece.  .  .  .  Nineteen  showed  up. 
One  didn't,  but  he  called  me  up  and  he 
pledged  the  other  $10,000  to  $20,000. 1  know 
they  wouldn't  do  that  today." 

For  two  years  D'Alesandro  cajoled  major- 
league  baseball  owners,  trying  to  convince 
them  to  bring  a  franchise  to  si>orts-hungry 
Baltimore.  He  succeeded  when  the  St.  Louis 
Browns  moved  to  Baltimore  In  1954  and 
l>ecame  the  Orioles.  (A  tidbit  from  those 
days:  Richard  Nixon  threw  out  the  ball  at 
the  Orioles'  opening  day  In  1954  when 
D'Alesandro  was  in  the  hospital.)  The  man 
who  brought  baseball  to  Baltimore  says  he 
is  not  afraid  that  Washington  superlawyer 
Edward  Bennett  Williams,  the  team's 
present  owner,  may  be  the  man  to  take 
them  away. 


But  current  Colts  owner  Robert  Irsay, 
who  periodically  threatens  to  move  the 
team.  Is  a  horse  of  a  different  color.  D'Ale- 
sandro says.  "You  know  what  I  would  do? 
I'd  give  him  a  one-way  ticket  to  Alabama 
and  tell  him  to  get  the  hell  out.  One  day 
he's  one  way;  the  next  day  he's  another 
way.  I  really  don't  understand  the  man." 

A  product  of  rugged  East  Baltimore  ma- 
chine politics,  in  which  absolute  loyalty 
always  reaped  rewards,  D'Alesandro  is  disil- 
lusioned with  today's  breed  of  politician.  "I 
don't  want  to  say  some  of  them  are  liars, 
but  In  the  olden  days  your  word  was  your 
bond.  .  .  .  They  just  sometimes  say  they're 
for  you,  and  they're  half-hearted  for  you 
and  they're  half  for  somebody  else.  .  .  . 
They  take  a  chance  on  two  horses  in  the 
race,  and  one  of  them  has  to  come  in  first." 

The  hedging  on  bets  may  reflect  changed 
political  realities.  "Anybody's  got  a  chance 
today.  It  ain't  like  it  used  to  be  in  the  old 
days  when  I  could  go  down  in  my  cellar  and 
name  a  ticket  and  the  whole  ticket  would 
win.  Today,  political  clubs  are  has-beens. 
The  radio  and  television  and  newspapers, 
civic  leagues,  and  community  associations 
have  taken  their  place." 

In  the  ""old  days"  when  D'Alesandro 
began  campaigning  at  age  21,  political  ma- 
chines ruled  the  city.  Power  was  divided 
among  political  camps,  which  retained  their 
ascendacy  through  simple  and  direct  back- 
scratching— helping  those  who  had  helped 
bring  In  the  votes  (see  box,  page  58).  Loyal- 
ty was  the  most  important  attribute  anyone 
brought  to  politics.  At  23,  when  he  became 
the  youngest  member  of  the  Maryland 
House  of  Delegates,  D'Alesandro  aligned 
himself  with  the  machine  of  political  boss 
Willie  Curran  and  then-mayor  Howard 
Jackson. 

When  he  became  mayor  twenty-one  years 
later,  D'Alesandro  didn't  forget  the  nuts 
and  bolts  of  machine  politics.  "I'd  come 
home  with  a  pocJcetful  of  favors:  Get  me  a 
job,  get  this,  get  that  done.  .  .  .  Sometimes  I 
would  walk  out  of  the  house,  and  there  was 
a  line  of  people  wanting  to  go  to  work.  I'd 
put  them  in  the  limousine  and  drive  them 
uptown  and  try  to  get  them  a  job  with  the 

city They'd  be  loyal  to  you,  most  of 

them  working  in  the  campaign  and  voting." 

Throughout  D'Alesandro's  twelve  years  as 
mayor,  it  was  rumored  that  James  "Jack" 
Pollack,  Northwest  Baltimore's  machine 
boss,  had  a  direct  line  to  City  Hall  for  pa- 
tronage in  return  for  his  support.  However, 
D'Alesandro  insists  the  late  Pollack  "never 
took  a  nickel." 

(In  1959  J.  Harold  Grady,  a  fast-rising 
former  FBI  agent  who  had  tied  his  political 
campaign  to  fund-raiser  Irvln  Kovens,  beat 
D'Alesandro  in  the  Dem<x;ratic  mayoral  pri- 
mary. Below  the  surface  lurked  the  issue  of 
D'Alesandro's  friendship  with  Pollack.) 

By  1967,  when  D'Alesandro  actively  cam- 
paigned for  his  son  to  become  mayor,  he 
had  found  a  vastly  different  world.  And 
when  '"Young  Tommy"  was  elected,  the  new 
mayor  inherited  a  city  tense  with  racial  ani- 
mosity. The  riots  following  the  1968  assassi- 
nation of  Rev.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr., 
D'Alesandro  remembers,  put  out  the  politi- 
cal fires  in  his  son. 

"My  son  was  a  great  mayor;  then  they  had 
the  riot.  I  think  it  took  the  heart  out  of 
him.  I  think  he  went  through  it  all  right, 
but  it  took  the  heart  out  of  him.  He  wanted 
to  get  out,  and  I  said,  'Don't  do  that,  and 
don't  say  you  want  to.  You'll  be  a  lame-duck 
mayor.  Nobody'U  pay  any  attention  to  you.' 
He  said  'I  don't  care,  I  want  to  get  the  hell 
out.' "  His  son,  now  a  private  lawyer,  indeed 
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did  not  seek  reelection  in  1971.  D'Alesandro 
denies  any  regret  over  his  son's  decision,  but 
adds  that  Young  Tommy  still  could  have 
been  mayor  today.  "He  was  off  to  a  good 
start." 

D'Alesandro  does  blame  the  animosity  of 
some  city  blacks  for  Young  Tommy's  move. 
"They  were  threatening  his  life,  his  kids' 
life,  they  were  behind  the  trees  at  his  house. 
and  all  that  kind  of  stuff.  And  there  was  no 
call  for  it.  Tommy  was  good  for  the  minori- 
ties.'  Racial  politics  still  are  a  powerful 
force  in  the  city,  he  says,  adding  that  the 
root  of  the  city's  economic  and  social  prob- 
lems today  started  with  the  1968  riots.  He 
refuses,  though,  to  answer  smy  questions  on 
the  matter. 

For  D'Alesandro  much  about  today's  reali- 
ties are  unsettling.  "The  nation  is  lopsided.  I 
don't  know  what  they  are  doing.  The  state's 
trying,  the  city's  trying,  and  the  federal  gov- 
ernment has  cut  them  off."  And  now  the 
nation  has  a  president  who  acts  as  if  he 
doesn't  even  want  to  be  president,  he  says. 
"I  doubt  he  (Reaganl  even  wants  it.  because 
I  think  he's  fed  up  already  .  .  .  getting  shot. 
He's  trying.  I  like  his  smile  and  his  waving. 
He  acts  like  he's  on  the  way  to  Mandalay. " 
Matters  are  just  as  topsy-turvy  in  the  city, 
he  says.  "I  built  them  [schools],  and  he's 
closing  them. "  he  says  of  Schaefer.  "They 
tell  me  the  teachers  can't  read  and  write,  so 
I  don't  know  what  the  pupils  are  going  to 
do.  .  .  .  They  want  to  be  doctors  without 
going  to  school,  lawyers  without  going  to 
law  school." 

The  city  buses,  he  says,  are  just  as  bad.  'I 
never  ride  them.  I  got  on  once,  but  I'll  never 
get  on  again.  You  have  to  fight  your  way  in 
and  your  way  out."  Asked  what  he  thinks  of 
the  subway,  he  says.  'Well,  about  all  we  can 
do  is  think.  It's  been  taking  a  hell  of  a  time. 
.  .  .  Where  it  starts  or  where  it  ends  or 
where  it's  going  to  stop  I  don't  know." 

His  assessments  of  local  politicians  are 
just  as  blunt.  Hughes  looks  "like  he's 
ahead"  in  his  face  for  a  second  term,  and 
"he's  becoming  a  leader."  D'Alesandro  says. 
Republican  gubemational  candidate  Robert 
Pascal  is  in  trouble  "because  he  has  Ronald 
Reagan  for  president.  If  Reagan  were 
strong,  he'd  be  a  strong  candidate  for  gover- 
nor. But  the  weaker  Reagan  gets,  the 
weaker  Pascal  gets."  And  state  Senator 
Harry  McGuirk.  also  a  candidate  for  gover- 
nor, has  "no  chance  at  all." 

D'Alesandro  says  he  can't  understand  why 
City  Council  President  Walter  Orlinsky  was 
indicted  for  allegedly  accepting  kickbacks 
on  sludge-dumping  contracts.  "He's  only  got 
one  vote  in  the  City  Council  and  only  one 
vote  on  the  Board  of  Estimates.  How  he  can 
do  anything  for  anybody  I  don't  know."  He 
dismisses  City  Comptroller  and  self-styled 
poet  Hyman  Pressman  as  a  good  "yodeler." 
Still.  D'Alesandor  may  have  saved  his 
most  candid  assessment  for  himself:  "I  hope 
you  get  the  story  printed  in  time  for  me  to 
read  it. " 

For  him  there  is  time  now  to  enjoy  his 
friends  and  family.  All  his  sons  are  healthy 
and  employed,  several  in  the  city  court- 
house, a  once-popular  haven  for  patronage 
jobs.  His  daughter.  Nancy,  is  a  Califomian 
on  the  National  Democratic  Committee.  His 
wife  is  able  to  move  around  with  little  diffi- 
culty now  after  her  hip  replacement  oper- 
ation. 

His  main  source  of  excitement  is  gam- 
bling—handicapping horses  and  putting  his 
well-known  address  to  another  use  he  likes 
to  play  245.  his  house  number,  in  the  Mary- 
land State  Lottery.  He  interrupts  one  inter- 
view to  ask.  "What  time  is  it?"  It  is  7:30 


p.m..  time  for  the  lottery's  daily  drawing. 
He  rushes  to  the  TV.  only  to  discover  he  has 
lost. 

At  the  end  of  the  interview  he  invites  me 
to  Chiapparelli's  to  sit  below  the  second- 
floor  dining  room  where  he  so  richly  enter- 
tained Jimmy  and  Rosalynn  Carter.  "When 
you  are  in  Uttle  Italy. "  he  says,  "you  are 
my  guest." 

As  soon  as  we  enter  the  dining  room.  Old 
Tommy  disappears  down  the  side  aisle  and 
into  the  kitchen,  walking  carefully  with  his 
cane.  He  wants  to  see  who  Is  cooking  this 
night.  If  it  is  someone  he  does  not  trtist.  he 
says,  we  will  go  elsewhere. 

He  returns,  satisfied,  and  tells  me  the  spa- 
ghetti with  clam  sauce  looks  good.  We  both 
order  It.  and  when  dinner  arrives,  I  discover 
his  portion  is  half  again  as  big  as  mine. 

"Mr.  Prez,  Ir  the  Boys  Could  Only  See  Us 
Now":  D'Alesandro  With  Roosevelt  and 
Kennedy 

Tommy  D'Alesandro.  an  honors  graduate 
of  the  pragmatic  school  of  politics,  always 
said  that  loyalty  should  be  repaid  by  those 
in  power.  This  code  applied  to  him  when  he 
was  in  office,  and  he  expected  it  of  those 
above  him— even  two  of  the  most  powerful 
presidents  of  the  twentieth  century. 

As  a  U.S.  representative.  D'Alesandro  re- 
members, he  supported  Franklin  Delano 
Roosevelt's  New  Deal  policies,  but  found  an- 
other Maryland  politician  at  the  head  of 
the  line  when  federal  appointments  were 
being  handed  out. 

"I  got  mad  one  day.  I  was  always  support- 
ing Roosevelt,  and  (Senator  Millard]  Tyd- 
ings  was  getting  all  the  patronage.  So  I 
wrote  him  a  letter  and  said.  Mr.  President, 
we  believe  in  you  and  support  you  and  your 
philosophy,  but  have  received  a  political 
smack  in  the  face  when  the  distribution  of 
political  patronage  comes  around.  Senator 
Tydings  vilifies  you  and  always  votes 
against  you  and  gets  sdl  the  patronage.'" 

D'Alesandro  fired  off  the  letter  and  got 
back  to  work  on  congressional  matters.  One 
bit  of  extracurricular  horseplay  involved  a 
joke  he  and  several  colleagues  were  playing 
on  a  New  York  representative,  Arthur 
Klein,  who  was  awaiting  word  on  whether 
he  had  been  appointed  a  federal  judge. 
D'Alesandro  and  friends  invented  bogus 
messages  from  Jim  Rowan,  then  an  impor- 
tant White  House  staffer,  to  keep  the  anx- 
ious Klein  jumping.  But  the  trick  almost 
backfired  on  D'Alesandro. 

■'Later  on  I'm  sitting  in  my  [House  of  Rep- 
resentatives] seat,  and  a  page  comes  up  to 
me  and  says,  Mr.  D'Alesandro.  the  White 
House  is  calling.'  I  thought  somebody  was 
pulling  a  Darby  [joke]  on  me  and  said.  'You 
take  this  message  to  the  president.  Tell  him 
if  he  wants  to  talk  to  me  to  come  to  Little 
Italy.  I'll  talk  to  him.  but  not  unless  he 
comes  down  there.' 

"So  when  I  got  back  to  my  office,  the  sec- 
retary said.  Did  you  get  the  call  from  the 
White  House?"  I  said.  What?'  and  she  said. 
Mr.  Rowan  called,  the  president  wants  to 
see  you.' 

"So  I  called  Jim  Rowan,  and  he's  laugh- 
ing. He  said  the  president  got  a  kick  out  of 
it.  So  I  got  an  appointment  the  next  day. 
and  I  got  into  the  White  House.  I  remember 
he  had  a  beautiful  suit  on.  I  said.  That's  a 
nice  suit.  Mr.  President.'  So  he  put  his  hand 
in  his  pocket  and  got  his  silver  cigarette 
case  out  and  gave  me  a  cigarette,  then  he 
took  one.  He  got  a  lighter  to  light  mine,  and 
I  said.  No.  after  you.  Chief.'  I  could  see  the 
glitter  in  his  eye.  He's  smiling,  and  I'm  smil- 
ing. 


"So  what  do  you  think  slipped  out  of  my 
mouth?  I  said,  Mr.  Prez,  if  the  boys  could 
only  see  us  now."  "  They  did.  Roosevelt  had 
a  picture  taken  of  the  meeting,  and  DAle- 
sandro  used  it  in  his  next  congressional 
campaign.  More  to  the  point,  Roosevelt  also 
handed  D'Alesandro  several  patronage  jobs 
that  day. 

Back-scratching  was  an  art  that  cemented 
relationships  with  many  powerful  politi- 
cans,  even  with  the  Democratic  Party's  pro- 
gressive new  leader  for  the  '60s.  John  Ken- 
nedy. While  running  for  president  in  1960, 
Kennedy  contacted  D'Alesandro  in  Ocean 
City,  where  he  was  vacationing. 

For  D'Alesandro.  who  was  out  of  office,  it 
was  a  chance  to  renew  his  political  activity. 
His  spectacular  string  of  elective  victories 
had  been  broken  by  two  successive  losses, 
but  Kennedy  still  wanted  D'Alesandro's 
help. 

Kennedy,  he  says,  "came  down  to  Ocean 
City  to  see  if  I'd  campaign  for  him.  I  said 
OK  and  let  it  go.  "Two  days  later  he  called 
and  said.  When  are  you  coming  up?"  I  said. 
After  the  season."  He  said,  Noooooo.  I  want 
you  to  come  up  now.'  So  I  went  up  the  next 
day.'" 

D"Alesandro  set  up  a  meeting  between 
Kennedy  and  state  Democratic  leswlers  and 
also  accompanied  the  candidate  on  several 
speaking  engagements  in  the  Baltimore 
area.  After  the  election  local  newspapers  re- 
ported that  DAlesandro  was  in  line  for  an 
apiTointment  with  the  Kennedy  administra- 
tion. But  D'Alesandro  says  he  was  waiting 
impatiently  for  confirmation  from  Washing- 
ton. 

"I  started  getting  endorsements,  and 
nothing  was  happening.  So  I  sent  a  tele- 
gram to  the  president.  I  got  it  upsUirs.  It's  a 
beautiful,  long  telegram.  I  said.  You  men- 
tioned my  name,  got  me  out  on  a  limb,  and 
you  left  me  there.  What  are  you  going  to  do 
about  it?'  And  then  I  got  a  call.  I  was  at  a 
banquet  at  the  Belvedere,  and  I  got  a  call  to 
come." 

D'Alesandro  says  he  went  to  the  White 
House  the  next  day,  and  during  his  inter- 
view Kennedy  suddenly  walked  into  the 
room,  put  his  arm  around  him.  and  said. 
"Hello.  Tomatso."  "And  I  said.  Hello. 
Johnny.'  I  was  kidding  him  and  he  laughed 
and  that  was  it. "  D'Alesandro  received  an 
appointment  to  the  powerful  renegotiation 
board,  an  independent  government  agency 
that  settles  cost  overrun  disputes  on  federal 
contracts.  He  served  from  1961  to  1969.« 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
a  little  bit  of  wrap-up  to  do  tonight, 
matters  we  can  dispose  of,  I  believe,  by 
unanimous  consent. 

Before  I  do  that,  however,  I  should 
make  an  announcement,  I  suppose.  I 
talked  to  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
a  few  minutes  ago  to  get  from  him  an 
estimate  as  to  when  we  might  have 
the  supplemental  appropriations  con- 
ference report  from  the  House.  It  was 
his  best  estimate  that  we  are  not  likely 
to  have  that  over  here  until  after  3 
p.m.  in  the  afternoon. 

Senators  should  not  be  under  any 
misapprehension  that  that  means  we 
do  not  have  to  stay  and  deal  with  it  to- 
morrow afternoon.  We  have  very  seri- 
ous problems  if  we  do  not  have  that 
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bill  on  the  President's  desk  before 
next  Monday.  Senators  should  know 
that  we  will  continue  to  debate  the 
Radio  Marti,  but  as  soon  as  we  receive 
the  conference  report  on  the  supple- 
mental appropriations  bill  we  will  take 
it  up. 

As  I  said,  I  do  not  expect  that  con- 
ference report  now  before  3  p.m.  in 
the  afternoon.  That  means  we  will  be 
in  until  5  or  6  p.m.  tomorrow  in  order 
to  complete  action  on  that  measure. 


ORDER  FOR  THE  RECOGNITION 
OF  CERTAIN  SENATORS  ON 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  am  ad- 
vised that  there  are  requests  for  spe- 
cial orders  for  tomorrow.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  on  tomorrow,  after 
the  recognition  of  the  two  leaders 
under  the  standing  order,  three  Sena- 
tors be  recognized  on  special  orders  of 
not  to  exceed  15  minutes  each  as  fol- 
lows: Senators  Riegle,  Byrd,  and 
Wilson,  in  that  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
majority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  time 
under  the  order  just  entered  by  the 
majority     leader     be     given     to     Mr. 

T3rp#^T  IT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
one  item  on  the  Calendar  of  Business 
for  today  that  has  been  cleared  on  this 
side  for  action  at  this  time  by  unani- 
mous consent.  I  inquire  of  the  minori- 
ty leader  if  he  is  prepared  to  consider 
at  this  moment  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  58,  Calendar  Order  No. 
318? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  this  side 
had  cleared  that  item  for  action. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


CORRECTIONS  IN  ENROLLMENT 
OF  S.  272 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  58. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  <S.  Con.  Res.  58) 
correcting  the  enrollment  of  S.  272. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  58)  was  considered  and  agreed  to, 
as  follows: 

S.  Con.  Res.  318 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  in  the  enroll- 
ment of  the  bill  (S.  272)  to  improve  small 


business  access  to  Federal  procurement  in- 
formation, and  for  other  purposes,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed,  In  the  enrollment  of  said  bill, 
to  make  the  following  corrections,  namely, 
strike  the  matter  relating  to  subparagraph 
(D)  of  section  8(e)(1)  of  the  Small  Business 
Act  in  its  entirety  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"(D)  the  procurement  is  made  from  another 
Government  department  or  agency,  or  a 
mandatory  source  of  supply;";  in  the  matter 
relating  to  section  8(e)(l)(0)  of  such  Act 
strike  out  "from  an  educational  Institution"; 
in  the  matter  relating  to  section  (8)(e)(4)  of 
such  Act  after  the  phrase  ""or  section  9  of 
this  Act"  insert  "or  unless  a  Federal  depart- 
ment's need  for  the  property,  supplies,  or 
services  is  of  such  unusual  and  compelling 
urgency  that  the  Government  would  be  seri- 
ously injured  if  the  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph were  complied  with";  in  the  matter 
relating  to  section  8(e)(4)  of  such  Act  after 
the  phrase  "for  the  award  of  a  sole  source 
contract"  insert  "or  a  contract  that  results 
from  an  unsolicited  proposal";  and  In  the 
matter  relating  to  section  8(e)(4)(B)  of  such 
Act  strike  out  "sole  source";  and  in  the 
matter  relating  to  section  8(e)(4)  of  such 
Act  add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"Annually,  each  department  shall  report  to 
the  Congress  on  each  negotiation  above  the 
stated  amount  if  the  head  of  the  procuring 
activity  or  his  deputy  did  not  approve  the 
authority  to  enter  into  such  contract.". 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
concurrent  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ership  on  this  side  to  ask  the  Senate  to 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  that  con- 
ference report. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  Senate  will 
be  in  session  for  a  full  day  tomorrow,  I 
would  now  estimate  about  5  or  6  p.m., 
perhaps  even  later. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  nothing  fur- 
ther to  place  before  the  Senate.  I  in- 
quire of  the  minority  leader  if  there  is 
anything  he  wishes  to  address  at  this 
time. 


ORDER  FOR  STAR  PRINT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Report  of 
the  Conunittee  on  the  Judiciary  to  ac- 
company S.  52  (No.  98-190)  be  star 
printed  to  reflect  the  change  which  I 
send  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  that 
concludes  the  items  in  my  folder  for 
unanimous  consent  at  this  time.  To- 
morrow, the  Senate  will  convene  at  10 
a.m.  After  the  recognition  of  the  two 
leaders  under  the  standing  order,  spe- 
cial orders  totaling  45  minutes  will  be 
available  for  Senators  as  previously  or- 
dered. After  the  discussion  of  the  spe- 
cial orders,  a  time  for  the  transaction 
of  routine  morning  business  will  be 
provided  for. 

At  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness, the  Senate  will  resume  the  con- 
sideration of  the  unfinished  business, 
which  will  be  the  motion  to  proceed  to 
consideration  of  the  Radio  Marti  bill. 

It  is  anticipated  that,  during  the 
day.  the  Senate  will  receive  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill.  As  and  when  that 
occurs,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  lead- 


THE  ATTORNEY  GENERAL'S  RE- 
MARKS CONCERNING  THE 
PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT  BE- 
FORE THE  ILA 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  majority  leader.  I  will  take  advan- 
tage of  the  opportunity  to  speak  a  few 
words. 

On  the  UPI  wire,  Washington,  I  find 
the  following: 

Attorney  General  William  French  Smith 
said  Thursday  if  groups  are  to  be  con- 
demned by  the  White  House  for  the  crimi- 
nal activities  of  their  leaders,  the  adminis- 
tration might  "have  to  terminate  all  of  our 
relationships  with  Congress." 

Apparently  caught  off  guard  at  a  news 
conference  on  the  President's  new  crime 
commission,  both  Smith  and  FBI  Director 
William  Webster  sidestepped  questions 
about  the  propriety  of  President  Reagan  ap- 
pearing before  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  last  week  and  his  fre- 
quent political  contact  with  Teamsters 
Union  leaders. 

Both  Unions  are  among  the  handful  that 
supported  Reagan's  Presidential  campaign 
and  both  have  been  identified  repeatedly  by 
Federal  prosecutors  as  having  links  to  orga- 
nized crime. 

In  his  ILA  speech,  Reagan  praised  union 
President  Thomas  "Teddy"  Gleason  as  a 
man  of  integrity,  despite  Senate  and  grand 
jury  testimony  that  his  union  is  controlled 
by  organized  crime. 

Thirty-four  ILA  leaders  have  been  con- 
victed of  racketeering  in  recent  years  as  the 
result  of  FBI  Investigations  into  the  links 
between  orgsmized  crime  and  the  union. 

"You  have  to  make  a  distinction  between 
the  individual  who  may  have  engaged  in 
some  illegal  activity  and  the  organization. 
Smith  told  reporters  at  the  White  House. 

Mr.  President,  as  one  of  the  elected 
leaders  in  Congress.  I  do  find  it  shock- 
ing to  read  what  the  Attorney  General 
said,  and  I  repeat  these  words  from 
the  wire: 

Attorney  General  William  French  Smith 
said  Thursday  if  groups  are  to  be  con- 
demned by  the  White  House  for  the  crimi- 
nal activities  of  their  leaders,  the  adminis- 
tration might  ""have  to  terminate  all  of  our 
relationships  with  Congress."' 

Now,  while  the  report  does  not  quote 
Mr.  Smith  as  having  used  the  word 
"leaders,"  it  must  have  been  very  clear 
to  a  reporter  or  else  the  wire  should 
not  have  used  it. 

I  do  not  know  what  leaders  he  may 
have  in  mind,  whether  it  is  Senator 
Baker  or  the  Speaker  or  Minority 
Leader  Michel  of  the  House  or  myself 
or  whips  or  other  elected  leaders  in 
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either  party.  But  I  am  shocked  by  that 
kind  of  statement,  and  I  think  the  At- 
torney General  should  put  up  or  shut 
up.  If  he  is  talking  about  a  leader  or 
leaders,  he  should  publicly  state  which 
leader  he  has  in  mind.  In  any  event,  I 
would  call  upon  him  to  publicly  re- 
tract his  statement,  and  he  ought  to 
apologize  for  it.  It  is  shocking  that  the 
chief  legal  officer  of  the  Government 
should  speak  so  contemptuously  of  the 
Congress. 

That  is  all  I  have  to  say,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

•  Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  BiDEN  and  myself,  I  wish  to 
state  that  the  Attorney  General's 
recent  comments  raise  some  very  seri- 
ous questions  which  he  has  apparently 
left  unanswered.  The  criminal  activi- 
ties of  certain  Teamsters  and  ILA 
leaders  are  well  documented  not  only 
In  extensive  hearings  before  the 
Senate  Permanent  Subcommittee  on 
Investigations,  but  also  in  the  files  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice. 

The  Attorney  General  should  dis- 
close what  information,  if  any,  he  has 
indicating  criminal  activities  by  the 
leaders  of  Congress  who  are  generally 
recognized  to  be  Senators  Howard 
Baker  and  Robert  Byrd.  and  Repre- 
sentatives Tip  O'Neill.  Jim  Wright, 
and  Robert  Michel.  If  he  has  no  such 
information  or  charges  against  the 
leaders  of  Congress,  then  he  should  re- 
tract his  statement  and  immediately 
apologize.* 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
nothing  further. 


RECESS  UNTIL  10  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move, 
in  accordance  with  the  order  previous- 
ly entered,  that  the  Senate  stand  in 
recess  until  10  a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate,  at  6:21  p.m..  recessed  until 
Friday.  July  29.  1983.  at  10  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive   nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  July  28.  1983: 
In  tmz  Armt 

The  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States  officer  named  herein  for  appoint- 
ment as  Reserve  Commissioned  Officer  of 
the  Army,  under  the  provisions  of  title  10. 
United  SUtes  Code,  sections  593(a).  3385. 
and  3392: 

To  be  bris;<idier  general 
Col.  Arthur  V.  Episcopo.  222-18-3655. 
The  U.S.  Army  Reserve  officers  named 
herein  for  appointment  as  Reserve  Commis- 
sioned Officers  of  the  Army,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  sec- 
tions S93(a),  3371.  and  3384: 

To  be  major  general 
Brig.  Gen.  Rot>ert  O.  Bugg.  416-48-8725. 
Brig.  Gen.  James  E.  Harrell.  430-54-4077 
Brig.    Gen.    Walter    K.    Tagawa.    576-24- 
3133. 


To  be  brigadier  general 

Col.  James  O.  Ball,  407-36-6101. 

Col.  Edwin  Cox.  225-52-0394, 

Col.  Jackson  L.  Flake.  Jr..  248-46-9926. 

Col.  Daniel  W.  Fouls.  242-44-2934. 

Col.  Rudolph  E.  Hammond.  309-32-1882. 

Col.  Jefferson  S.  Henderson,  II,  480-38- 
4553. 

Col.  Alvln  W.  Jones.  460-38-2391. 

Col.  John  W.  Knapp.  229-40-2521. 

Col.  Michael  A.  Schulz,  Jr.,  436-52-3237. 

Col.  Rol)ert  P.  Sy,  126-26-6779. 

Col.  Robert  L.  Wick.  Jr.,  223-38-6312. 

The  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States  officers  named  herein  for  appoint- 
ment as  Reserve  Commissioned  Officers  of 
the  Army,  under  the  provisions  of  title  10, 
United  SUtes  Code,  sections  593(a),  3385, 
and  3392: 

To  be  major  general 

Brig.  Gen.  William  J.  Jefferds,  572-36- 
6187. 

Brig.  Gen.  Lawrence  A.  Keller.  206-24- 
6134. 

Brig.  Gen.  Edward  W.  Waldon,  469-20- 
4153. 

To  be  brigadier  general 

Brig.  Gen.  Dayle  E.  Williamson.  507-34- 
2741. 

Col.  Robert  L.  Blevins.  472-24-2493. 

Col.  Robert  C.  Dechert.  229-30-6134. 

Col.  James  D.  Delk,  554-40-3938. 

Col.  Larry  H.  Delia  Bitta,  567-34-3204. 

Col.  Averill  E.  Hawkins,  571-42-6467. 

Col.  Robert  L.  Helmer,  504-34-3162. 

Col.  John  V.  Hoyt,  725-07-8884. 

Col.  Dan  E.  Karr.  512-32-8201. 

Col.  Joseph  G.  Martin.  Jr..  438-44-0858. 

Col.  Patrick  J.  McCarthy.  264-40-0584. 

Col.  James  M.  Miller.  529-42-2639. 

Col.  Curtis  W.  Milligan,  441-24-0639. 

Col.  Robert  B.  Pettycrew,  526-34-4373. 

Col.  James  A.  Ryan.  432-44-0599. 

Col.  Harry  R.  Taylor.  525-48-2239. 

Col.  Teddy  E.  Williams,  421-40-7175. 

Col.  Bobby  G.  Wood,  431-50-4645. 
In  the  Army 

The  following-named  officers  for  perma- 
nent promotion  in  the  U.S.  Army,  and  ap- 
pointment into  the  Regular  Army  as  appro- 
priate, in  accordance  with  the  appropriate 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code: 

To  be  colonel 
Abney.  Robert  O..  373-40-5885 
Acklin.  James  M.,  III.  298-34-8374 
Adams,  Bobby  R.,  254-58-6172 
Adams.  Charles  L.  418-50-8691 
Adams,  James  L,  218-36-8412 
Adams,  Ronald  E.,  417-58-5264 
Adderley,  David  L..  267-48-8726 
Aikman,  Larry  P..  429-72-3224 
Ailinger.  Lawrence  G.,  120-28-9104 
Akam.  George  R..  015-28-7337 
Alexander.  Leester.  443-34-8729 
Alix.  Richard  R..  035-22-5837 
Allen,  Harold  P.,  144-32-7165 
Anderson.  Raymond  L.  160-30-5954 
Andre.  David  J..  178-32-4165 
Andrews,  Roger  L.,  454-47-3094 
Arflack,  Kenneth  B.,  407-48-0379 
Arnold.  Edward  D.,  416-54-2266 
Arrlngton.  Robert  D..  376-38-2190 
Asbury.  David  L,  084-32-5106 
Bahm.  John  P.,  Jr..  185-32-7269 
Bailey.  Robert  N..  567-52-4077 
Baker.  Ronald  L.  Jr.,  503-40-3348 
Barkman.  Ralph  A..  Jr..  349-30-9754 
Barnes,  Darvin  E..  526-54-7009 
Barrett.  Thomas  P..  423-52-8382 
Barron.  Nicholas  458-60-4847 
Barron,  William  M.,  Jr..  253-64-3433 
Bates,  Jared  L,  060-34-9134 


Bates.  Thomas  J..  517-44-5863 
Battey,  Bruce  T..  226-50-9303 
Baumgarten.  John  R..  357-28-8385 
Beach.  Dwight  W.,  052-32-4019 
Beale,  Richard  E..  Jr.,  577-58-3919 
Becker.  Robert  A..  556-50-0694 
Beerthuis.  Mark  A.,  349-32-3758 
Belcher,  Bill  G..  225-48-8594 
Bendele.  James  C.  451-50-2218 
Bender.  Charles  D..  315-40-9643 
Berry,  Roy  C.  371-38-6731 
Biddinger.  Dennis  C,  276-36-7662 
Bila,  Ronal  V.,  365-40-1700 
Bitler.  William  D.,  173-32-3996 
Blackwell.  Paul  E..  249-66-6308 
Blackwood.  Jerry  D  .  489-38-6023 
Blase.  James  W..  023-30-1630 
Blundell.  James  D.,  218-34-6745 
Boberek.  Frank  M..  093-30-0792 
Bohannon.  William  H.,  416-48-3486 
Bombel,  George  A.,  527-48-5002 
Boone,  Howard  E.,  460-66-9644 
Boose.  Donald  W.,  Jr.,  213-38-8423 
Bom.  Howard  P.,  225-52-9394 
Bouley.  Eugene  E..  Jr..  038-26-5255 
Bowker.  Lewis  W.,  Jr.,  426-66-8650 
Boyd,  Wayne  C.  387-40-2717 
Boyer.  Ernest  F..  528-38-8837 
Brady.  Edward  J..  144-28-3916 
Brinkley.  Ulyus  O.,  292-32-3593 
Broderick.  Edward  S..  075-32-6279 
Brokovich.  Michael  J..  465-66-6940 
Brooks,  Billy  T.,  406-56-4662 
Brooks.  Lawrence  D..  412-58-9154 
Brown,  Arthur  S..  155-30-8694 
Brown,  Billy  C,  464-56-0539 
Brown,  Elwyn,  L,  191-32-2030 
Brown.  Henry  T..  Jr..  502-32-6354 
Brown.  James  L.  324-30-5879 
Brown.  Kenneth  N..  103-30-0754 
Bruce,  Gene  D..  379-38-6207 
Bryce.  Ronald  H.,  571-50-1782 
Bunton.  Terry  R.,  207-30-4757 
Burr,  Ralph  R..  Jr.,  578-48-9358 
Busbee,  Walter  L,  252-54-7577 
Bush.  William  E..  Jr..  402-48-8366 
Bushong.  James  T..  429-68-4545 
Butier.  Billy  C.  452-54-2855 
Butzer,  Charles  B..  204-28-7616 
Calhoun.  William  R.,  Jr..  053-34-1585 
Call,  William  A.,  Jr.,  384-40-2554 
Callahan.  James  E..  282-34-8591 
Campbell.  John  H..  479-46-7773 
Campbell.  William  H..  389-38-8819 
Campbell.  Winton  G..  Jr..  263-54-1280 
Canyock.  John  G..  052-32-3370 
Carlson,  James  R..  532-38-2303 
Case.  Melvin  E..  215-38-5851 
Causer.  Wilbum  R..  Jr..  411-54-0511 
Cavedo.  John  R..  229-48-6070 
Cephas.  Earl  F..  217-30-3972 
Champ.  Alan  D..  073-30-4865 
Chandler.  Charles  E.,  247-68-5925 
Chapman,  Richard  G.,  Jr.,  250-58-5197 
Charlesworth,  Russell  W..  160-32-7548 
Cheshire.  George  T..  227-48-3693 
Chesney,  Ralph  M..  032-28-8760 
Chester,  Michael  Q..  535-36-2500 
Chilcoat.  Richard  A..  212-36-0462 
Childress.  Richard  T.,  280-36-4152 
Chun,  Merton  M.,  575-36-5047 
Clark,  Louis  R..  455-52-2122 
Cleveland.  Charles  R.,  261-52-4068 
Coffman,  Charles  O..  371-38-1432 
Colan.  Albert  R..  Jr..  226-46-7513 
Collins.  Robert  P..  579-46-2273 
Connolly,  John  F.,  015-30-3536 
Corbett,  John  E.,  024-28-8389 
Comine.  Lance  R..  218-34-8433 
CosUin.  Phillip  A..  501-34-4302 
Cote.  Albert  H.,  Jr.,  154-30-2706 
Cothran.  James  M..  226-42-9314 
Couch,  Jacob  B.,  Jr.,  418-54-3528 
Couch,  John  L,  363-40-9071 
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Cox,  Dallas  L.  230-40-8836 
Craig.  Richard  P..  445-38-9653 
Cummings.  John  W..  053-32-1117 
Cupples.  Alan  B..  139-32-0113 
Curtis.  Myron  F..  267-58-8224 
Daily.  James  I.,  316-42-0409 
Dalziel.  Dean  A..  520-38-4626 
Damron.  Donald  W..  157-30-1449 
Dann.  Thomas  C,  166-32-5020 
Date,  Kenneth  K.,  576-38-7347 
Dauber.  Peter  F..  124-30-0498 
Daugherty.  James  R..  474-42-9956 
Daugherty.  William  F..  459-64-3833 
Daum.  Richard  S.,  519-44-5922 
Davis.  Richard  E.,  401-54-1547 
Davison,  Michael  S..  Jr.,  422-54-7141 
Dawson,  Richard  A.,  Jr.,  231-38-9510 
Deason.  Robert  L,  263-60-5830 
Deloach.  Javan  M.,  411-54-7223 
Detrio,  Richard  T.,  ^64-58-6004 
Dingwall,  Bennett  T.,  Ill,  455-58-6423 
Dinniman,  James  I.,  044-30-1072 
DoUon,  Kenneth  R.,  053-34-1567 
Douglass.  Robert  E..  002-28-7327 
Driskill,  Joe  G..  435-50-0467 
Drolet,  Robert  A.,  032-30-1642 
Duffie,  Robert  D.,  373-42-8146 
Dunn,  Carroll  H.,  Jr.,  561-62-6178 
Dupwe,  Robert  L,  429-72-3955 
Durbin,  Harlin  N..  Jr..  446-40-7299 
Duryea,  Lyman  C,  512-34-9371 
Edwards,  Thomas  B.,  243-50-4182 
Elliott,  David  R.,  018-30-5726 
Ellis,  Ronan  I..  075-30-5508 
Englund,  Douglas  M..  468-42-4135 
Eppley.  Vernon  L.,  546-50-4072 
Erickson,  Richard,  275-36-1322 
Ervin,  James  R..  249-58-1511 
Eskew.  Michael  P.,  254-62-2228 
Esposito,  Curtis  V.,  106-32-8663 
Eubank,  Gerald  T..  225-48-9547 
Evans,  Charles  E.,  232-60-2243 
Even,  Donald  G.,  112-30-7032 
Everly,  Julian  R.,  225-54-5075 
Paley.  Thomas  E.,  Jr..  172-32-1529 
Fang,  Donald  R.,  230-48-8478 
Pesmire,  John  A.,  570-46-7488 
Pincher.  Hubert  T.,  Jr.,  251-54-2696 
Firestone,  Dennis  E..  496-44-4188 
Fischer,  William  P.,  366-38-1470 
Fisher.  Edward  C.  516-40-5693 
Flanagan.  William  J.,  Jr.,  072-30-0307 
Flannigan,  Robert  A..  022-30-3487 
Fleming.  Andrew  P.,  388-38-9551 
Floresvellido,  Angel  L.  580-44-5861 
Flynn,  Michael  J..  068-34-4643 
Foley,  James  G.,  Jr.,  218-36-6060 
Foley,  William  J..  137-32-4254 
Foscue.  Stanley  M.,  240-54-0246 
Frailing,  Leroy  G.,  373-40-9252 
Pranck,  John  L,  316-38-2285 
Franks,  Clifton  R.,  243-60-5242 
Frasche,  Louis  D.,  045-30-3201 
Fredrick,  Gilbert  H.,  467-58-9738 
Freeman,  Lowell  P..  234-50-3061 
French,  Luther  L,  436-54-2175 
FriU,  Stanley  G.,  352-26-3395 
Gaither,  Thomas  D.,  411-64-1533 
Gall,  Prank  Jr.,  146-32-7968 
Gardner,  Arthur  R.,  258-52-1662 
Gamett,  Bruce  M.,  226-54-4725 
Garrison,  William  P.,  466-64-9939 
Garvin,  David  B.,  038-24-7821 
Gatlin,  Jerry  D.,  544-40-5332 
Genetti,  Albert  J.,  Jr.,  504-46-6534 
George,  Graham  W.,  Jr.,  254-58-1903 
Geurin,  John  A..  449-52-7189 
Giese,  Paul  A.,  534-36-1214 
Gifford,  Ronald  M..  485-38-7642 
Gilligan,  Richard  M.,  Jr.,  013-30-3765 
Gilmore,  Gary  B.,  577-50-4695 
Girardi,  Alfred  P.,  106-30-6908 
Glassman,  Arthxir  L,  350-30-2551 
Gleim,  Albert  P.,  299-34-9164 


Glosson.  Clyde  W.,  223-42-6987 
Gole.  Henry  G.,  110-26-1556 
Gordy.  John  W.,  Jr.,  214-34-8646 
Gray,  Robert  E.,  274-38-2703 
Gregory,  Wilbur  T,  Jr.,  221-26-1201 
Grett,  Stanley  E.,  492-40-2969 
Grier,  Tommy  P..  Jr..  255-60-0261 
Griffiths,  William  R.,  061-32-7451 
Grimshaw,  John  M.,  053-34-1559 
Hagerty,  Neil  M.,  041-32-2372 
Hagler,  Ralph  L,  Jr.,  404-52-0207 
Hahn,  Richard  O.,  522-48-6470 
Hakola,  Roger  J.,  276-32-3421 
Hales,  James  P.,  Ill,  237-50-3562 
Hall,  Garrett  S.,  053-32-7611 
Hall,  Thomas  P.,  Jr.,  430-74-1742 
Hall,  William  A.,  Ill,  255-54-0384 
Hamilton,  Edward  A.,  Jr.,  247-52-8719 
Hampton,  Don  H.,  503-44-9124 
Hanke,  James  S..  392-38-0522 
Hardy,  Leonard  D.,  Jr.,  160-34-0868 
Harriman.  Charles  T.,  017-30-2737 
Harris,  Donald  W.,  460-54-9827 
Harris,  William  D.,  283-28-0773 
Harrison,  David  A..  317-38-0269 
Hartman,  Clarence  B.,  206-30-7820 
Haslemann,  Walter,  573-50-7116 
Hasse.  Leonard,  Jr..  314-38-5916 
Haubrich,  Robert  W.,  389-36-5395 
Hayes,  Robert  L,  II,  252-56-7627 
Hendrickson,  Richard  E.,  326-32-8343 
Hengen,  Orville  J.,  Jr..  504-50-2431 
Henry,  James  J.,  029-28-7957 
Hem,  Jay  R.,  108-30-3236 
Hertel,  Herbert  C,  Jr.,  456-60-6223 
Hervey.  Albert  E.,  Jr.,  453-62-3119 
Hickey,  John  J.,  Jr.,  100-32-5126 
Higginbotham,  James  L.,  258-56-1269 
Higgins,  Paul  R.,  006-38-9365 
Hillyard,  Frederick  J.,  230-50-9142 
Hilton,  Roger  T.,  481-46-7100 
Hitchcock.  Dickey.  541-44-1852 
Hite,  Donald  R.,  426-64-0253 
Hix,  William  M.,  450-68-0952 
Hobson,  Alan  D.,  509-40-0899 
Hodder,  Clinton  A.,  204-30-0979 
Hodgson,  George  G.,  422-48-1339 
Hodsdon,  Dennis  K.,  007-34-5722 
Holcomb,  Cornelius  C,  Jr.,  535-34-8908 
Holland,  James  R.,  432-74-2296 
Holland.  Kenneth  J.,  012-30-8237 
Holland,  Robert  L,  543-40-5730 
Horton,  Chapin,  238-56-2980 
Hospodar,  Edward  J.,  186-32-5649 
Howard,  Robert  T.,  022-30-3274 
Howell,  Milton  L,  Jr.,  368-40-2962 
Hughes,  Billie  L,  509-30-4698 
Humphries,  James  P.,  459-52-8850 
Hunt,  George  E.,  451-52-5953 
Hunt,  James  P.,  447-32-1444 
Hunt,  John  W.,  544-40-6837 
Hunter,  William  W.,  Jr.,  536-34-3998 
Huser.  Herbert  C,  443-38-5963 
Ingalsbe,  Duane  G.,  523-50-7146 
Irving,  Robert  J.,  398-32-9639 
Isbell,  Emest  L.,  561-50-8476 
Izzard,  William  A.,  119-32-5054 
Jablonsky,  David,  216-36-3131 
Jackson,  David  S.,  144-30-8245 
Jellison,  Robert  J.,  310-30-5854 
Jew,  Soot  M.,  567-38-4926 
Jewell,  James  C,  364-38-5061 
Johnson,  Alvln  B.,  Jr.,  437-46-4030 
Johnson,  Cal  D.,  394-38-7606 
Johnson,  Charlton  G.,  Jr.,  255-56-3259 
Johnson,  Harry  B.,  235-58-5776 
Johnson,  James  C,  429-68-4553 
Johnson,  Joe  S.,  Jr.,  252-54-7191 
Johnson,  Julius  P.,  511-40-1491 
Johnson,  Roy  S.,  Ill,  412-52-8085 
Johnson,  William  P.,  Jr.,  283-30-1659 
Jones,  Bobby  A.,  249-60-0722 
Jones,  Boyd  A.,  006-38-8292 
Jones,  Lavert  W.,  264-56-2696 


Jones,  Wendell  O.,  430-76-8482 
Joplin,  Paul  L,  431-74-2166 
Jorgensen,  John  P.,  026-30-2008 
Kalanges,  James  G.,  322-30-6377 
Karlseng,  Robert  C,  552-48-4719 
Karrer,  Donald,  255-58-5414 
Kauffman,  Lewis  E.,  456-70-9262    . 
Keaveney,  Michael  W.,  055-34-7541 
Keller,  Kenneth  P.,  502-40-3824 
Kelly,  John  J.,  139-32-1250 
Kelly,  Patrick  O.,  230-50-7676 
Kempster,  John  E.,  120-32-8688 
Kendall,  John  L,  062-32-1222 
Kent,  Richard  S.,  188-32-8355 
Keough,  Francis  P.,  036-26-4781 
Kievenaar,  Henry  A.,  Jr.,  018-30-5333 
Kilkenny,  John  M.,  133-30-7045 
Kinard,  William  H.,  Ill,  242-56-7526 
King,  Bumell,  438-48-7111 
King,  Gerald  P.,  519-46-8990 
Kinsey,  Charles  H.,  Jr.,  230-52-0642 
Kish,  Joseph  P.,  315-38-9621 
Knudsen,  Jerald  G.,  503-46-1348 
Kosco,  William  G.,  575-38-8434 
Kuhl,  Herbert  D.,  432-72-1455 
Kulbacki,  Walter  S.,  015-32-0277 
Kunhart,  Thomas  J..  325-32-7483 
Kurtz,  Richard  G.,  068-32-2781 
Kuster,  Bemard  A..  277-34-3676 
Kuypers,  John  C,  520-38-9808 
Landis,  George  A..  272-34-1932 
Landrum,  Benson  P.,  440-40-6498 
Lane,  Joseph  H.,  377-40-5175 
Lang,  Walter  P.,  Jr..  006-38-5624 
Larkins.  John  G..  390-36-2649 
Laroque,  Fred  R.,  Jr.,  516-46-9799 
Larson,  Jeffrey  A.,  430-74-8129 
Larson,  Richard  G.,  517-46-5496 
Larue,  Lowell  G.,  507-40-2208 
Lawrie,  Thomas  J.,  390-40-4841 
Lawson,  Herbert  L.  450-56-4601 
Leassear,  Leonard  A.,  459-64-6843 
Lee,  Roger  C.  506-40-6329 
Leinen,  Robert  D.,  Sr.,  115-28-8635 
Lenhardt,  Alfonso  E..  076-34-9027 
Lindsey,  David  H.,  018-26-1636 
Linnen,  James  R..  389-36-0955 
Lippincott.  William  R..  135-34-2621 
Littlefield,  William  S.,  007-30-1236 
Lloyd,  Herbert  J.,  432-64-0724 
Lockwood,  Robert  S.,  049-28-8301 
Loftus,  James  S.,  Jr.,  204-30-5267 
Logan,  James  A.,  329-32-2087 
London,  Leroy,  Jr.,  240-62-5464 
Lovgren,  Arthur  A..  342-32-1430  ' 

Lovgren,  Paul  W.,  505-48-1083 
Lowrance,  Jerry  M.,  462-56-7943 
Lucy.  Daniel  H.,  157-30-0382 
Luster,  Stephen,  024-28-3759 
Lyle,  James  M.,  036-26-1464 
Lynch,  Harold  D.,  579-46-6866 
Mabry,  Richard  M..  224-40-5005 
MacMurdy,  William  L.,  Jr.,  568-54-8353 
Maier,  NeUon  H.,  Jr.,  466-58-3085 
Maksimowski,  Richard  J.,  281-34-2782 
Malone,  Edward  C.  Jr.,  275-34-1503 
Manley,  John  R.,  285-34-9987 
Manning,  Robert,  Jr..  250-56-8089 
Martin,  James  R.,  411-64-5241 
Mason,  Lloyd  D..  411-62-9152 
Mason,  Ralph  A.,  Jr.,  424-48-2108 
Matsuda,  Clarence  G.,  575-34-1922 
Matteson,  Stephen  C,  292-32-3225 
Matthews,  Daryl  B.,  520-38-0719 
Matthews,  John  H..  427-74-3149 
McBroom,  Billy  W.,  526-50-1204 
McClaln,  Charles  W.,  Jr.,  460-58-4232 
McCoUum,  Lawrence  J.,  530-22-7909 
McCormick,  Michael  J.,  537-34-2898 
McCoy.  James  B..  446-40-5687 
McCoy,  Ray  E.,  444-40-9632 
McCurdey,  Newton  P.,  Jr.,  224-48-3027 
McDaniel,  Richard  A.,  452-48-2639 
McElroy,  Roger  L,  429-68-3067 
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McEnany,  Brian  R..  116-30-1535 
McPerron.  Darrel  A..  492-42-7582 
McGeachy.  Clinton  B..  062-32-2946 
McGrath.  Thomas  R..  232-60-3937 
McGregor.  William  U.  Jr..  437-52-7692 
McKay.  Donald  M..  Jr..  252-58-7075 
McKay.  James  F..  Jr..  013-30-9430 
McLaughlin.  David  R..  261-56-7248 
McLemore.  Oran  P..  434-58-5948 
McMakin.  James  P..  251-58-5926 
McManners.  John  A..  459-56-1116 
McNealy.  John  R..  010-30-9482 
Means.  Dale  P..  079-34-5608 
Mehigan.  Denis  M..  284-34-0710 
Meisel.  Bernard  P..  Jr..  194-28-3338 
Mengel.  Larry  L..  168-32-7850 
Merritt.  Donald  E..  563-46-4714 
Merritt.  Gordon  L..  043-30-6366 
Meyers.  Frederick  P..  Jr..  211-30-0572 
Mlkkelson.  David  W..  504-46-0203 
Milam.  Michael  M..  463-62-9244 
Miles.  Donald  P..  224-42-8455 
Miller.  Prank  D..  Jr..  262-62-1159 
Miller.  Prank  L.,  Jr..  559-64-3773 
Miller.  Garrett  S..  197-30-3025 
Miller  Joseph  B..  414-52-0808 
Miller.  Ward  A..  299-32-7389 
Miller.  William  A..  254-54-6806 
Miller.  William  H..  384-40-6029 
Millerlile.  William  M..  380-36-3946 
Milliner.  James  E..  273-34-5173 
Mitchell.  Robert  C.  243-56-5441 
Mitchiner.  Marvin  E..  Jr..  254-60-8859 
Monsees.  Stephen  K..  497-36-2382 
Montgomery.  James  R..  401-56-6406 
Moore.  Howard  W..  Jr..  263-58-4420 
Moore.  James  L..  III.  411-56-3311 
Moore.  Jimmy  R..  248-58-6063 
Morin.  Carl  R..  Jr..  267-54-9502 
Mullins.  eager  W..  Jr..  429-72-3130 
Murphy.  Haspard  R..  263-58-8736 
Murphy.  William  J..  Jr..  006-36-0490 
Murray.  Richard  N..  Jr..  149-32-1587 
Najjar.  Alphonse  L..  035-26-1578 
Napier.  Joseph  S..  573-50-3590 
Nau.  John  P..  Jr..  425-68-5557 
Needham.  Thomas  H..  022-32-3854 
Nelson.  Landy  T..  073-30-7298 
Neubert,  Gunter  H..  382-40-6156 
Newell.  Thomas  K..  Jr..  551-52-2388 
Newman,  Ralph  E..  406-50-6302 
Newton.  Anthony  H.,  107-30-4128 
Norman.  William  L..  431-58-9331 
Norrod.  Forrest  P..  Jr..  458-56-9743 
Nowland.  Donald  E..  377-42-2575 
Nutt.  Merwyn  L..  459-58-1116 
O'Brien.  James  J..  012-30-7410 
ONeal.  Samuel  K..  251-64-7568 
Orell.  Seth  R..  525-96-4412 
Osbum.  Gerald  G..  450-62-7151 
Osterhoudt.  Michael  B..  122-30-5117 
Palmer,  Charles  S..  412-58-5195 
Palmer.  Terry.  006-38-8553 
ParU.  William  P..  II.  032-28-0057 
Parrish.  David  H..  252-62-4379 
Patln.  Jude  W..  436-56-5339 
Pattison,  William  C.  571-54-2858 
Paul,  Leroy  W..  390-38-1529 
Paxton,  Gary  L..  574-12-5270 
Peck,  John  A..  282-36-3858 
Perezlebron,  Hector,  582-50-4664 
Perlow,  Joyce  S.,  499-34-9655 
Perrine.  Charles  H..  103-34-8893 
Perry,  Daniel  R..  525-88-9390 
Perry,  Stephen  M..  544-42-4757 
Peters.  Frederick.  434-58-0221 
Peterson.  James  C.  152-30-6572 
Petrollno,  Joseph  A..  Jr..  087-32-8069 
Pitcher,  Rudolph  A.,  086-30-5168 
Plymale,  Charles  P.,  214-36-2534 
Poch,  Todd  R.,  347-30-8696 
Poole.  George  E..  Jr..  227-48-8040 
Poshard.  Robert  J..  341-26-9421 
Potter,  Clifton  A.,  451-60-7605 
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Powe.  Marc  B..  457-54-7390 
Powell.  Robert  L..  260-66-4183 
Poynter.  William  D..  553-46-8588 
Price.  Carl  N..  234-64-1235 
Price.  Hugh  A..  201-30-6324 
Prim.  David  P..  237-58-3267 
Quast.  John  G..  363-40-4229 
Quattromani.  Anthony  P..  039-24-2075 
Ralston.  Maurice  H.,  294-36-6358 
Reavill,  Jackson  C.  344-32-3231 
Regelski.  Joseph  R..  115-30-0309 
Reich.  Robert  M..  195-32-4999 
Renfro,  Ronnie  J..  440-36-9340 
Rethlake.  Ralph  J..  303-34-4984 
Reynolds.  William  J..  295-34-3074 
Richardson.  Johnny  L..  444-40-1265 
Richardson.  Joseph  L..  409-66-1303 
Richardson.  Obrene.  407-54-2788 
Riley.  Patrick  E..  007-34-3113 
Rimbey.  Charles  P..  211-28-7970 
Riordan.  Richard  G..  139-32-8869 
Ritchie.  Richard  H..  281-32-2869 
Roberts.  James  T..  Jr..  230-50-7441 
Robinson.  Charles  W.,  419-44-3193 
Robinson.  Karl  W..  228-54-3400 
Robles.  Josue.  Jr..  279-40-3760 
Roderick.  Gary  L..  432-64-5727 
Rodgers.  Roland  F..  210-32-1954 
Rogers.  Douglas  H..  450-66-4426 
Rogers.  John  B..  419-54-5789 
Rosengrant.  Larue  R..  179-32-4843 
Rowe.  Dorsey  E..  497-40-2189 
Royer.  Aaron  M..  530-22-9544 
Rozga.  Anthony  A..  391-46-2292 
Rubery.  Daniel  J.,  077-34-5328 
Ruggerio.  Dominic  W..  044-32-5392 
Russell.  Eugene  N..  279-34-6965 
Saari,  Donald  R..  012-30-3137 
Sabin.  Charles  B..  465-70-3390 
Saffron.  Joseph  P..  163-32-2056 
Samas.  Prank  R..  318-34-5980 
Schaible.  Dennis  J..  298-34-1701 
Scherr.  William  A..  Ill,  089-32-9756 
Schneider.  William  A..  144-28-0854 
Schofield.  Dale  W..  529-52-8611 
Scholl.  Wayne  J..  391-40-3900 
Schroeder.  James  M..  361-30-6739 
Schumacher.  William  J..  196-32-4930 
Schwartz.  Daniel.  208-28-2622 
Scott.  Eugene  P..  261-54-7095 
Seibert,  Gunter  P.,  467-64-9921 
Semrau,  Buddy  L..  363-42-4249 
Sheehy.  Stephen  P..  136-30-2443 
Sheffield.  Robert  W..  259-56-4618 
Sheffield.  Roger  V..  264-56-3394 
Shires,  Charles  D.,  234-58-1000 
Shlenker.  Lenard  L.,  Jr.,  433-46-4897 
Sholly,  David  J..  053-34-1582 
Shope.  Walter  R.,  266-58-6215 
Short.  Albert  V..  023-30-4221 
Sierra.  Michael  J..  461-60-3491 
Simoneaux.  Joseph  A.,  434-60-4141 
Simpson,  Kenneth  W.,  568-52-9125 
Sims.  Thomas  L.,  463-58-0363 
Singsank.  James  J..  468-44-9211 
Sloan.  John  N.,  235-60-9586 
Smith.  Carlton  H.,  263-52-6696 
Smith,  Charles  P..  279-34-9137 
Smith,  Emmette  W.,  226-48-5638 
Smith,  George  P..  436-58-0036 
Smith,  Hubert  G.,  410-68-7953 
Smith,  James  A.,  248-68-7241 
Smith,  Jimmy  T.,  559-44-8964 
Smith,  William  L.,  354-32-3731 
Snipes,  Grover  E.,  427-84-3968 
Snyder,  L.  B.,  II,  232-56-0871 
Speedy,  John  C.  Ill,  110-34-9626 
Spencer,  Thomas  A.,  241-66-9600 
Sprague,  Harold  E.,  II,  183-32-1160 
Starbird,  Edward  A..  053-34-1573 
Steele.  James  J..  270-42-0795 
Steele.  Rowland  G..  464-64-2082 
Stetzinger.  John  E..  289-32-1485 
Stevens.  Pat  M..  V.  079-34-5622 


Stewart.  Asa  E..  431-66-2564 
Stewart,  Thomas  L.,  440-30-0371 
Stieglitz,  Gilbert  J.,  143-30-8317 
Stokes,  Oliver  C,  Jr.,  216-36-8966 
Stong,  Tobb  D.,  053-34-1575 
Stpeter,  Norman  L..  005-40-3605 
Strachan.  James  D..  319-34-0119 
Strickland.  David  S..  404-46-4648 
Stryjewski.  Robert  H.,  052-32-3418 
Sughrue,  Lawrence  T.,  530-22-2963 
Swenson,  Peter  C,  144-32-5475 
Swift,  William  D.,  424-54-4469 
Szwarckop,  Joseph  D.,  098-28-7535 
Szydlo.  Robert  B..  325-34-2678 
Tacelosky.  Robert  J..  208-30-3842 
Talmadge.  Roger  S..  499-38-7045 
Tate.  Arthur  W..  Jr..  266-54-3968 
Taylor,  John  L.,  238-60-1388 
Taylor,  Robert  B..  240-52-1681 
Telenko,  George  J.,  Jr.,  298-32-7058 
Tempton,  Willie  A.,  450-64-2176 
Terrell,  Douglas  R..  573-50-1181 
Terrell,  Richard  H.,  454-58-8166 
Theologos,  John  J..  121-30-0902 
Thomas.  Everett  R..  331-32-7443 
Thomas.  Stanley  E..  314-38-1577 
Thompson.  John  C.  424-52-8331 
Timmons.  Richard  P..  231-56-0272 
Tincher.  James  C.  III.  414-64-2536 
Tindall.  James  E..  428-66-1329 
Tinsman.  Robert  B..  221-24-2687 
Tippins.  Gerald  M..  157-30-4373 
Tipton.  James  D.,  413-52-3144 
Todd.  Jackson  E..  512-26-6532 
Torres.  Manuel.  461-48-5384 
Townsend.  Kenneth  L..  344-30-4431 
Tragemann,  Richard  W.,  168-32-5045 
Trombley,  Thomas  H.,  046-32-4382 
Tucker,  Billy  D.,  464-56-6199 
Tucker,  James  E.,  500-42-8639 
Tumminello,  Albert  J.,  Jr.,  433-46-7049 
Turcotte,  Gerald  V..  024-30-4781 
Vanderbush.  Albert  III.  093-32-3986 
Vanprooyen.  Jan  A..  555-62-7782 
Vasey.  Dennis  P..  390-36-2828 
Vejar.  Ray  J..  569-50-6562 
Velezis.  James  A..  049-28-1211 
Volta,  Donald  H.,  534-36-1695 
Wagner,  Jerry  T.,  228-48-7029 
Walker.  Gerald  S..  408-62-0812 
Walts.  Charles  O..  512-36-3313 
Warren.  Robert  J..  262-56-1573 
Wasaff.  Samuel  K.,  Jr..  525-80-5674 
Wascom.  Charles  L.,  433-54-5213 
Washburn,  Curtis  J.,  017-30-7673 
Webb.  James  T.,  254-48-4044 
Webster,  Lynn  C,  315-40-6125 
Weeks.  Thomas  L..  Jr..  248-66-9569 
Weigand.  Gerald  L..  093-32-6364 
Weirich.  Danford  N..  383-40-4224 
White.  David  E..  500-40-9699 
White.  Thomas  E..  Jr..  370-44-4712 
Whitehead.  Charles  L..  227-50-7067 
Whitmore.  Stanley  E.,  Jr.,  219-38-8741 
Whittle.  Charles  E.,  273-40-0873 
Wilhelm,  Alfred  D.,  Jr.,  429-72-1357 
Williams,  Wade  J.,  216-34-0462 
Williams.  Warren  B..  258-68-7651 
Willis.  Deral  E..  440-38-1192 
Wills,  Edward  L..  465-54-4671 
Wilson.  Daniel  M..  519-36-6529 
Wilson.  Johnnie  E..  289-38-8869 
Winkler.  David  M..  404-52-6420 
Wissinger,  Allen  R..  195-30-4266 
Wolf.  Robert  L.,  210-30-2347 
Womble,  Columbus  M.,  422-52-3015 
Wood,  Smythe  J.,  231-44-5970 
Woodbury.  Paul  W..  009-24-3170 
Woodham.  Gary  E..  417-50-8665 
Woods.  Sanderson  A..  453-66-0249 
Woodward.  James  K..  455-56-2105 
Wright.  Wayne  W..  465-56-5851 
Yamashita.  Ted  K..  518-48-7326 
Yates.  Carl  W..  431-60-5710 


Yates.  Walter  H..  Jr..  425-78-5054 
Young.  Danny  A.,  426-66-9288 
Young,  Thomas  P..  147-28-7135 
Zelez.  Gordon  N..  165-32-9275 
Zepke,  John  R.,  389-36-1842 
Zetterberg,  Robert  W..  010-30-2849 

CHAPLAIN 

To  be  colonel 
Autry.  Jerry  D.,  244-52-6903 
Breland.  Don  C.  461-50-4649 
Bykowski,  Norbert  H.,  344-26-2973 
Clanton,  Charles  T.,  409-52-9117 
Confroy,  Thomas  J.,  142-22-9279 
Hunt,  Henry  L.,  262-42-8470 
Kent,  David  W.,  403-48-4667 
Nass,  Bernard  P.,  513-32-2851 
Peterson,  David  P.,  504-44-6358 
Roberts,  Archie  T.,  368-38-7700 
Schumacher,  John  W.,  305-34-1813 
Sharber,  Pete.  252-64-8298 
Smith,  William  T..  409-32-9390 
Webb,  Arthur  M.,  410-66-6260 
Webster.  Norris  M..  303-34-7483 
White.  Buster  P..  465-50-0180 
Zimmerman,  Matthew  A..  250-62-9941 

JUDGE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 
Armstrong,  Henry  J.,  417-50-4404 
Beans,  Harry  C,  III,  172-30-1338 
Brookshire,  Robert  R.,  II.  515-34-5109 
Carroll.  Bartlett  J.,  Jr.,  342-34-4775 
Corrigan,  Dennis  M.,  151-30-9158 
Crean,  Thomas  M.,  073-32-4148 
Darley,  Roger  G.,  459-58-0232 
Gilley,  Dewey  C,  Jr.,  240-66-1980 
Green,  Herbert  J.,  118-32-6490 
Lane,  Jack  P.,  Jr.,  215-42-3350 
Mann.  Richard  G..  501-32-2820 
Murphy,  James  A.,  110-24-9537 
Sims,  Benjamin  A.,  527-44-4540 
Tiedemann,  John  J.,  Ill,  434-60-2292 
Williams,  Herbert  D..  Ill,  244-56-4826 

DENTAL  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

Agar,  John  R.,  227-62-9727 
Antonini.  Charles  J.,  439-60-0582 
Backenstose,  William  M.,  506-56-9495 
Badger,  Gary  R.,  007-40-6616 
Baker,  Kim  J.,  Sr.,  489-48-2451 
Becka,  David  C,  286-38-8054 
BeuttenmuUer,  Erhard  A.,  062-36-4869 
BlUingsley,  Michael  L.,  524-54-1329 
Bogue,  John  P..  Sr..  293-36-5579 
Butler.  Gerald  V..  443-42-9870 
Cornelia,  Martin  C,  539-38-4914 
Cuddy,  John  J.,  503-46-0867 
Edge.  Marion  J.,  419-58-2393 
Parmer,  John  B..  Jr.,  419-50-8171 
Fay,  James  R..  048-32-9447 
Ficara.  Anthony  J.,  102-36-9834 
Gardner,  Furmon  M.,  429-80-4023 
Gifford,  Gerald  R.,  519-46-5358 
Gracey,  Leslie  L.,  467-66-0291 
Gunderson,  Ronald  B..  220-42-7544 
Hake.  Terry  H.,  173-32-7067 
Hanson,  Donald  P.,  068-34-0782 
Haro,  David  P.,  341-34-0942 
Hooks,  Thomas  W.,  091-36-9119 
Hughbanks,  James  C,  400-62-0144 
Hunter,  Ronald  D.,  507-60-2143 
Hutchlns,  Harry  S.,  Jr..  135-36-9661 
Ivanhoe,  John  R..  437-62-9270 
Jeffrey,  Gary  D.,  506-52-7662 
Johnson,  Ralph  G.,  III.  034-32-7843 
Kallio.  Donald  M.,  029-32-6888 
Kestner,  Allan  T.,  182-30-2365 
Kokos,  Ross  D.,  361-40-5103 
Krakow,  Arthur  M.,  120-34-5116 
Kraut,  Richard  A..  071-34-6013 
Kuhn,  John  B.,  092-34-5744 
Labounty,  Gary  L.,  479-42-5247 
Lessin.  Michael  E..  338-34-9386 


Lorton.  Lewis,  010-30-7136 
Lucidi.  Richard  N..  169-32-6200 
Lyon,  Douglas  R.,  457-72-3186 
Marcoot,  Ralph  M.,  216-44-5831 
McQuade,  Michael  J.,  519-46-8933 
Moergeli,  James  R..  Jr..  533-40-0341 
Moody,  Edward  L.,  143-30-5723 
Mooney,  Darrel  L..  519-50-4249 
Nagy,  William  W..  287-36-8234 
Nelson,  Donald  P.,  513-42-0398 
Newbry,  Everett  G.,  Jr.,  534-38-6249 
Pawsat,  David  S.,  397-42-0457 
Percy,  Kent  H.,  437-62-6559 
Petrucci,  Vincent  A.,  102-34-7753 
Phillips.  Bruce  B.,  491-50-5526 
Reddy,  Thomas  G.,  Jr.,  089-32-7984 
Sheehe,  John  P.,  216-38-1296 
Sheppard,  Paul  R.,  489-46-5772 
Smith,  Malcolm  G.,  Jr.,  424-52-8465 
Soehren,  Stephen  E.,  482-46-8992 
Stanford,  Thomas  W.,  Jr.,  434-58-8322 
Stankewitz.  Charies  G.,  441-36-8882 
Swain,  Gary  R..  482-56-8791 
Tesch.  Thomas  N..  395-42-3690 
Todd,  Maylon  J.,  559-58-7631 
Tressler.  Uoyd  E.,  165-34-2349 
Wallace,  Douglas  C,  404-58-3945 
Wallace,  William  P.,  274-38-3553 
Wampole,  Harry  S.,  176-36-9208 
Wilke.  Gary  M.,  335-36-3293 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 
Albus,  Robert  A.,  101-38-3789 
Anderson,  Harry  J.,  Jr.,  235-72-5380 
Ball.  Robert  M..  530-26-4442 
Ballard,  Clark  T.,  Jr.,  295-36-3491 
Belts,  Richard  P..  544-38-3400 
Bemier,  Barre  S..  213-42-7015 
Boedeker.  Edgar  C.  499-42-6921 
Brenz,  Ronald  W.,  363-42-9423 
Brewster,  Frank  A.,  505-52-7148 
Broadnax,  Gary  B..  212-44-3704 
Bunner,  David  L.,  279-34-7517 
Burkhalter,  Edward  L.,  478-50-7247 
Butler.  Hugh  W..  537-34-7199 
Carter,  Preston  L..  006-44-8646 
Carter,  Thomas  E.,  233-48-8425 
Casey,  Elmer  M.,  Jr.,  340-36-6004 
Caughron,  John  R.,  445-32-7002 
Collins,  Delano  M.,  504-32-6389 
Curi,  Walton  W.,  524-62-0656 
Deshon,  George  E.,  Jr.,  456-72-2478 
Done,  Stephen  L.,  528-54-5453 
Dunagin.  Percy  E.,  Jr.,  413-54-6601 
Durham,  James  C,  573-40-2836 
Pellini,  Robert  W..  078-30-4394 
Pranceschi,  Porfirio,  581-68-7574 
Prias,  Antonio  E.,  582-70-3771 
Prushour,  Stephen  J..  289-40-2575 
Puselier,  Francis  W.,  565-62-7452 
Genser,  Sander  G..  051-36-3704 
George,  Lynn  D.,  226-44-7532 
Goldner,  Fred  H.,  095-38-7937 
Graham,  Jimmie  R.,  525-90-0818 
Gunby.  Edwin  N.,  258-66-1905 
Gutierrez,  Jorge  A..  084-44-3727 
Haddock,  James  B..  004-42-6727 
Hameister,  Herbert  H.,  271-34-7388 
Harris,  Stanley  C,  516-50-1960 
Haugland,  David,  531-38-7102 
Hawksley,  Vaughn  C,  210-32-1481 
Hayes,  Charles  R.,  489-38-1055 
Heiselt,  Lawrence  R.,  573-34-0851 
Heller,  Paul  B.,  148-32-9661 
Helsel,  Robert  A.,  460-66-9718 
Hood,  Charles  H.,  404-44-0675 
Hymarsh,  Marilyn  K.,  347-36-7336 
Jackson.  Joseph  P..  Jr..  250-62-4763 
Jung.  Chung  J.,  301-48-9096 
Kark,  John  A.,  027-44-7610 
Karl,  Robert  D.,  Jr.,  220-48-8442 
Kirchdoerfer,  Richard  G.,  469-52-7436 
Kraft,  Barry,  056-34-7206 
Lam,  David  M.,  576-46-6285 


Lapins,  Nikolajs  A..  537-42-2791 
Lepore,  Michael  L.,  050-32-7688 
Lister,  Robert  C,  301-34-6081 
Loleng.  Cecilia  M..  568-02-4260 
Lowry.  Barbara  S.,  200-18-9151 
Lutz.  Ronald  L..  295-32-4918 
Madden,  William  A.,  572-62-1750 
Maitland.  Charles  G.,  146-34-2863 
Mansfield,  Lyndon  E.,  210-32-0982 
Markey,  Keith  L.,  317-44-2782 
McLean,  Ian  W.,  364-44-2921 
Meade,  William  C.  Ill,  187-32-7830 
Meinert,  William  J..  Jr.,  296-36-6068 
Melendez,  Edwin,  581-80-2858 
Miller,  Charies  P..  361-34-2298 
Miller,  Robert  W.,  308-46-6109 
Miller,  William  W..  Jr..  081-24-1272 
Moore.  Reginald  G..  Jr..  246-66-7240 
Osterholzer.  Heinz  O..  152-32-2759 
Park.  Jinsoo.  078-42-6675 
Perry.  Michael  E..  197-38-6414 
Pulaski.  Edwin  T.,  217-44-9716 
Quattromani,  Prank  L.,  094-32-4281 
Rawlings,  James  S.,  226-56-5619 
Read,  John  A..  II,  088-38-9713 
Redmond,  John,  III,  551-64-6731 
Reinker,  Kent  A.,  274-40-2157 
Rogers,  Jack  A..  Jr..  573-66-1409 
Salander,  James  M.,  009-30-0537 
Schneider,  Richard  L..  523-54-8623 
Seyfer.  Alan  E..  432-78-4695 
Sharma,  Ashok  K.,  062-46-3192 
Stelter,  Gerald  P.,  392-26-5048 
Stoddard,  Frederick  R.,  215-44-0639 
Stones,  Carl,  519-36-9016 
Swengel,  Richard  M.,  509-32-9459 
Talbot,  Asa  R..  061-28-0548 
Tellis,  Claude  J.,  378-48-7170 
Thomas,  Paul  J..  217-44-5325 
Thomsen,  Russel  J..  537-38-8650 
Vaeth.  Stephan  J..  096-32-6924 
Vanek,  David  V..  482-36-5577 
Visintine.  Robert  E.,  299-26-1345 
Wehunt.  William  D..  249-84-2036 
Whitsitt,  Leighton  S.,  542-62-8548 
Williams,  Robert  K.,  068-36-8735 
Wilson,  Torrence  M.,  252-62-9561 
Winkel,  Craig  A.,  521-66-3247 
Yelland,  Graham,  010-30-6023 
York,  William  B..  Jr..  529-58-0309 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 
Amos.  William  H..  Jr..  490-40-3724 
Berry.  Walter  L..  Jr..  237-62-3752 
Betasso,  Joseph  J..  289-32-4237 
Bowen.  Gail  O..  506-38-4755 
Breunle,  Phillip  C.  122-30-6841 
Collins,  Robert  P.,  214-34-0512 
Colvin,  John  D.,  Ill,  154-30-3234 
Conner,  Johnny  L..  422-52-2395 
Dorsey.  Philip  L.,  485-46-2119 
Gayagas,  Edwin  J.,  575-36-2028 
Gray,  William  T.,  387-34-7537 
Hacker,  Helmut  P.,  114-30-8970 
Halvorson,  Gerald  W.,  501-38-0593 
Hammond,  George  E.,  Jr.,  260-52-8838 
Harrington,  Jack  O.,  Jr..  460-60-3620 
Hausler,  George  W..  230-48-6648 
Heimendinger.  Richard  B..  482-38-9329 
Hilliard.  Robert  W.,  421-46-0729 
Holland,  Leon  L..  466-58-2518 
Hunt.  Dan  W..  321-26-4309 
Juchau.  Simmeon  V.,  519-38-5725 
Katsuyoshi,  Charies  M.,  575-36-8519 
Kishimoto,  Richard  A..  576-34-7761 
Kovach.  Frank  J..  Jr.,  202-34-8633 
Laible,  James  P.,  108-30-2539 
Leddy.  John  T.,  426-32-7434 
Lynch.  Jeffrey  G.,  260-58-9598 
Marine,  Wayne  E..  383-34-0017 
Marley.  Henry  B.,  Jr..  220-28-9262 
Martin,  Mathis  G.,  430-68-8758 
McKinster,  Lowell,  232-62-0770 
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McNeill.  Douglas  W..  218-36-5823 
Morrison,  John  B..  216-38-2896 
Myles.  Etonald  A..  027-28-9389 
Pedersen.  Carl  E..  Jr..  224-54-4530 
Perry.  William  R..  234-58-7941 
Plnson.  Robert  H..  544-36-5235 
Reinert.  John  F..  444-42-0811 
Rexrode.  Robert  W..  376-36-3934 
Rose.  Walter  E..  432-68-1234 
Rosenbleeth.  Milton  H..  224-48-3129 
Sawyer.  James  R.,  256-64-1667 
Schiefer.  Bernard  A..  375-38-2419 
Scofield.  Thomas  C.  416-52-1398 
Shannon.  Sam  Jr..  262-48-6862 
Shelton.  Edward  J.,  441-36-6904 
Strachan.  Richard  J..  024-28-2020 
Thornton.  Joseph  A..  230-54-4903 
Tniscott.  James  J..  443-38-4555 
Turner.  Milton  E..  403-54-2222 
Vallandingham.  James  W..  235-52-2688 
Vorpahl,  Kenneth  W..  475-40-5492 
Walker.  Jimmy.  224-48-7922 
Warner.  Lyle  W..  502-40-3050 
Waters.  Henry  J..  240-68-1962 
Whltehouse.  Roy  L..  430-68-2517 
Wright.  Robert  E..  484-34-1807 
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VETERINARY  CORPS 

Ervln.  John  T..  255-44-3261 
Howarth.  Robert  A..  193-30-9206 
Lupton.  Harold  W..  528-58-1034 
Mellick.  Paul  W..  292-34-6528 
Montrey.  Richard  D..  489-46-4112 
Peace.  Theopolis,  262-56-8130 
Whitmire,  Richard  E..  Jr..  460-54-2592 

ARMY  NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 
Alexander.  Gus  N..  Jr..  457-62-3155 
Ashjian.  Ann  N..  493-46-8195 
Bombard.  Charles  F.,  055-32-7540 
Bowles.  Joyce  G..  579-56-0911 
Bredemeier.  Laura  J..  513-28-5637 
Burke.  Carole  A..  538-36-6323 
Burke.  Gerald  W..  649-48-9427 
Clark,  Dorothy  J..  416-54-1426 
Clutter.  Leanna  M..  291-332-1067 
Crowley.  Maureen  A.,  044-24-3618 
Croy.  Gail.  265-48-9664 
Dockal,  Harvey  J.,  463-60-1731 
Ewing.  Donna  M..  211-30-6456 
Finn.  Elizabeth  P..  022-22-6328 
Frankeberger.  Ann  P..  244-52-4983 


Gortner.  A.  E..  062-26-9313 
Haag.  George  P.,  059-24-9189 
Jaquezbell.  Virginia.  526-48-1539 
Krai.  Thomas  E.,  464-62-1460 
Massimino.  Joseph  J..  101-32-2128 
McCasland.  Nickey  J..  460-58-4000 
McQuail,  Claire  M.,  262-52-5327 
Mino.  Thomas  A.,  270-28-7203 
Montgomery.  Raymond  A..  579-50-7485 
Nooney,  Nancy  N..  173-30-3658 
ONeil,  Marie  R.,  027-28-5807 
Pfaehler,  Karl  H.,  169-30-5083 
Rossi,  Marguarite  J.,  235-62-0647 
Segler,  Esther  J..  522-44-4169 
Snell.  Frank  W.,  419-32-6346 
Snyder,  Helen  R.,  315-30-1088 
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The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 

Rev.  Msgr.  Paul  W.  Clunan,  St. 
Louis  Catholic  Church,  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

We  pray  Thee,  O  God  of  divine 
wisdom  and  justice,  through  whom  au- 
thority is  rightly  administered,  laws 
enacted,  and  judgments  decreed,  assist 
with  Thy  Holy  Spirit  of  counsel  and 
fortitude,  these,  our  chosen  leaders. 
Give  them  the  light  of  wisdom  to 
know  what  is  right  and  the  strength  to 
act  upon  their  honest  convictions. 
Save  them  from  pride  and  arrogance. 
Never  let  them  use  any  situation  or  in- 
formation to  their  own  unfair  advan- 
tage. Let  them  be  fearless  in  defense 
of  justice  and  truth.  Give  them  a 
strength  to  uphold  our  laws  and  follow 
what  is  right,  that  they  may  obey  Thy 
holy  will  and  follow  Thy  divine  pur- 
pose. Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Saunders, 
one  of  his  secretaries,  who  also  in- 
formed the  House  that  on  the  follow- 
ing dates  the  President  approved  and 
signed  bills  of  the  House  of  the  follow- 
ing titles: 

On  July  12,  1983: 

H.R.  3133.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  and  for  sundry  independent 
agencies,  boards,  commissions,  corporations, 
and  offices  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 
On  July  13,  1983: 

H.R.  1746.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  Navajo  and  Hopi  Indian  Relo- 
cation Commission;  and 

H.R.  2713.  An  act  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions to  be  made  available  to  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  for  research 
for  the  cause,  treatment,  and  prevention  of 
public  health  emergencies. 
On  July  14,  1983: 

H.R.  3132.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  energy  and  water  development  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1984,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

H.R.  3135.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  legislative  branch  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1984.  and  for  other 
purposes. 


On  July  15,  1983: 

H.R.  1271.  An  act  with  regard  to  Presiden- 
tial certifications  on  conditions  in  El  Salva- 
dor; and 

H.R.  2065.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  for  research  and  de- 
velopment, construction  of  facilities,  and  re- 
search and  program  management,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

On  July  25,  1983: 

H.R.  3392.  An  act  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1949. 


in  our  community  through  his  loving, 
ecumenical  spirit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Memphis,  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  and  our 
country  are  all  blessed  by  Msgr.  Paul 
Clunan's  divine  presence  today. 


MESSAGE  PROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  a  joint  res- 
olution and  a  concurrent  resolution  of 
the  following  title: 

H.J.  Res.  139.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  beginning  June  24,  1984,  as  Fed- 
eral Credit  Union  Week";  and 

H.  Con.  Res.  39.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  with  re- 
spect to  implementing  the  objectives  of  the 
U.N.  Decade  of  Disabled  Persons  (1983-92). 


REV.  MSGR.  PAUL  W.  CLUNAN 

(Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  is  a  pleasure  and  an  honor  for  me 
to  welcome  one  of  my  district's  most 
distinguished  and  best  loved  religious 
leaders  to  Washington,  D.C. 

Msgr.  Paul  Clunan  was  ordained  into 
the  priesthood  some  41  years  ago.  For 
the  past  25  years  he  has  served  the 
family  and  friends  of  St.  Louis  Church 
in  Memphis,  Tenn.  He  has  been  a 
source  of  inspiration,  support,  and  en- 
couragement to  his  parishioners,  as 
well  as  to  the  entire  community. 

St.  Louis  Church,  under  the  out- 
standing leadership  of  Monsignor 
Clunan  has  become  a  beautiful  land- 
mark in  our  city. 

The  vision  and  wisdom  of  his  25 
years  at  St.  Louis  Church  have  provid- 
ed many  blessings  to  all  those  who 
know  Monsignor  Clunan.  He  has  been 
successful  in  bringing  many  families 
together  in  a  spirit  of  eternal  happi- 
ness through  the  glory  of  God. 

He  has  generously  given  his  time 
and  energies  to  numerous  charities  in 
Memphis,  always  remembering  the 
needy  and  disadvantaged. 

He  has  always  opened  the  doors  of 
his  parish  and  the  windows  of  his 
heart  to  all  those  who  seek  to  come 
there. 

Msgr.  Paul  Clunan  has  successfully 
bridged  the  gaps  between  all  peoples 


REV.  MSGR.  PAUL  W.  CLUNAN 

(Mr.  SUNDQUIST  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SUNDQUIST.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
my  colleague  and  friend  the  gentle- 
man from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Ford)  said, 
this  is  the  25th  anniversary  of  St. 
Louis  Church  in  Memphis. 

Monsignor  Clunan  opened  the  ses- 
sion today  with  a  beautiful  prayer. 
Monsignor  Clunan  is  my  friend.  He 
could  be  said  to  be  a  product  of  the 
entire  State  of  Tennessee.  Born  and 
raised  in  Nashville  in  middle  Tennes- 
see, he  served  as  a  young  priest  at  a 
Maryville  mission  in  east  Tennessee. 
He  spent  most  of  his  mature  life  as  a 
religious  leader  in  west  Tennessee. 

Monsignor  is  a  graduate  of  St.  Am- 
brose College  in  Davenport.  Iowa, 
which  is  an  archrival  of  my  own  alma 
mater.  Augustana  College.  He  has  en- 
deared himself  to  everyone  in  Tennes- 
see and  to  other  States  and  to  those 
who  have  known  him. 

At  different  times,  he  has  been  both 
the  chaplain  of  both  the  University  of 
Tennessee  and  Memphis  State  athletic 
programs,  which  is  no  mean  feat  in 
itself. 

Monsignor  Clunan  is  the  pastor  of 
St.  Louis  Catholic  Church  in  Mem- 
phis. He  is  the  Vicar  General  of  the 
Catholic  Diocese  in  middle  Tennessee. 
Paul  Clunan  is  respected,  highly  ap- 
preciated, and  deeply  revered  as  a 
leader,  as  a  friend,  and  as  a  man  of 
God.  He  has  a  twinkle  in  his  eye  and 
he  has  love  in  his  heart.  We  are  grate- 
ful today  for  his  recovery  from  a 
recent  illness  and  we  celebrate  that  by 
his  presence  today. 

Monsignor  Clunan,  all  who  know 
you  and  who  have  been  influenced  by 
you  have  great  love  and  affection  for 
you. 


PROVIDING  AMOUNTS  FOR  FUR- 
THER EXPENSES  OF  INVESTI- 
GATIONS AND  STUDIES  BY 
COMMITTEE  ON  STANDARDS 
OF  OFFICIAL  CONDUCT 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration.  I  call  up  a  privileged 
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U-059  0-87-4  (Pt.  16t 


21396 


resolution  (H.  Res.  267)  providing 
amounts  from  the  contingent  fund  of 
the  House  for  further  expenses  of  in- 
vestigations and  studies  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Standards  of  Official  Con- 
duct in  the  1st  session  of  the  98th 
Congress,  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  267 

Resolved.  That  (a)  for  further  expenses  of 
investigations  and  studies  by  the  Committee 
on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct  (herein- 
after in  this  resolution  referred  to  as  the 
•committee"),  including  expenses  for  pro- 
curement of  consultant  services  under  sec- 
tion 202(i)  of  the  Legislative  Reorganization 
Act  of  1946.  there  shall  be  paid  out  of  the 
contingent  fund  of  the  House  not  more 
than  $200,000. 

(b)  Not  more  than  $200,000  of  the  amount 
specified  in  subsection  (a)  may  be  used  for 
consultant  services  referred  to  in  such  sub- 
section. 

Sec  2.  Payments  under  this  resolution 
shall  be  made  on  vouchers  authorized  by 
the  committee,  signed  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  and  approved  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  House  Administration. 

Sec.  3.  Amounts  shall  be  available  under 
this  resolution  for  investigations  and  studies 
carried  out  during  the  period  beginning  at 
noon  on  January  3.  1983.  and  ending  imme 
diately  before  noon  on  January  3.  1984. 

Sec.  4.  Amounts  made  available  under  this 
resolution  shall  be  expended  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  resolution  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annunzio)  is  recog- 
nized for  1  hour. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  upon 
conclusion  of  my  opening  statement,  I 
intend  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Badham),  the  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Accounts,  such 
time  as  he  requests,  not  to  exceed  30 
minutes,  for  the  purposes  of  debate 
only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  purpose  of  House  Resolution 
267  is  to  provide  $200,000  in  supple- 
mental funds  for  the  special  investiga- 
tion authorized  by  the  House  during 
the  97th  Congress,  and  reauthorized  in 
this  Congress  by  House  Resolution  12. 
I  know  of  no  investigation  so  impor- 
tant to  the  integrity  of  this  institution 
and  to  retaining  the  confidence  of  the 
people.  The  value  of  the  people's  trust 
in  our  legislative  branch  is  beyond 
measuring.  Its  loss  would  be  cata- 
strophic for  this  country. 

The  task  set  out  in  House  Resolu- 
tion 12  is  of  the  greatest  delicacy  de- 
manding the  utmost  in  professional- 
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bution  of  drugs:  and  any  preferential 
treatment  accorded  in  exchange  for 
either  of  them,  by  any  of  our  Mem- 
bers, officers,  or  employees. 

The  Nations  antennas  are  set 
aquiver  by  any  news  from  this  investi- 
gation. Any  disclosures  from  it  are  in- 
stant headlines.  Every  step  taken  by 
the  committee  must  be  taken  with  in- 
finite care.  The  results  of  its  efforts 
can  ruin  families  and  taint  careers. 
The  disciplinary  measures  it  recom- 
mends are  sorely  judged  by  millions  of 
Americans. 

A  professional  body  is  one  which  is 
specially  entrusted  with  the  confi- 
dence of  the  public.  The  Members  of 
this  House  constitute  such  a  body.  As 
such  a  body,  we  must  live  within  a  vol- 
untarily self-imposed  code  of  ethics 
with  strong  sanctions  against  those 
who  violate  its  provisions.  By  protect- 
ing the  integrity  of  our  code,  we  pro- 
tect the  integrity  of  our  institution  for 
which  it  is  provided. 

We  repose  the  task  of  investigation, 
and  recommendation  with  respect  to 
imposition  of  sanctions,  in  our  Ethics 
Committee,  which  is  the  Committee 
on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Accounts.  I  feel,  as  I  know  you  do,  a 
very  personal  responsibility  for  the  in- 
tegrity of  this  institution.  Our  respon- 
sibility includes  all  possible  support  of 
those  to  whom  we  have  entrusted  the 
responsibility  and  the  authority:  to 
study,  to  investigate,  and  to  report  any 
violations  of  our  Code  of  Official  Con- 
duct. 

The  Standards  Committee's  contract 
with  its  professionally  able  special 
counsel.  Mr.  Joseph  A.  Califano.  Jr.. 
expires  July  31.  1983.  A  new  contract 
is  required,  so  that  the  investigation 
and  legal  work  in  which  he  is  engaged 
can  be  completed.  The  budget  authori- 
zation in  House  Resolution  267  assures 
him  the  resources  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  mandate  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

I  know  there  are  Members  who  ques- 
tion whether  we  should  spend  large 
sums  of  money  for  the  operations  of 
our  E}thics  Committee.  While  some 
Members  question  the  expenditure  of 
funds.  I  feel  we  must  provide  an  ade- 
quate sum  to  make  certain  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  polices  itself 
in  a  professional  manner. 

It  serves  no  purpose  to  have  an 
Ethics  Committee  that  functions  in 
name  only.  The  committee  must  have 
the  funds  to  do— not  just  a  good  job, 
but— a  first-class  job. 

This  body  will  open  itself  to  chal- 
lenge of  its  real  desire  to  police  itself  if 
we  fail  to  give  the  committee  the 
funds  it  needs. 

This  body  is  the  House  of  the 
People.  Its  purpose  is  to  write  laws  not 


the  funding  to  conduct  its  investiga- 
tion fully,  thoroughly,  and  expedi- 
tiously. 

What  we  seek  here  is  the  truth.  I 
would  hate  to  think  that  we  could  not 
find  the  truth  because  we  failed  to 
spend  enough  money  to  do  a  thorough 
job. 

This  investigation  is  a  nonpartisan 
matter.  The  supplemental  budget  re- 
quested should  have  the  unanimous 
support  of  this  House. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  vote  "aye"  on 
the  previous  question. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  difficult  task 
that  I  face  this  morning,  because  I  feel 
constrained  to  rise  to  oppose  expendi- 
ture of  the  taxpayers  money  in  this 
regard. 

We  are  being  asked  to  supply  an  ad- 
ditional $200,000  to  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  for  the 
purpose  of  continuing  investigations 
into  the  subject  of  sex  and  drugs 
amongst  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  those  with  whom 
they  come  in  contact. 

We  all  remember,  with  various  de- 
grees of  emotion  and  various  emotions 
indeed,  the  actions  of  this  body  last 
week  when  we  received  the  report 
from  the  committee,  which  did  do  a 
thorough  job— and  I  must  say  at  this 
point  that  I  have  the  utmost  respect 
for  its  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes),  and  the  ranking 
minority  member,  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Spence)  and  all 
the  other  Members  who  are  called 
upon  to  serve  as  members  of  that  com- 
mittee. 

But.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  exam- 
ine the  work  of  this  committee  and  ex- 
amine whether  or  not  and  to  what 
extent  we  should  continue  the  work  of 
that  committee  which  has  an  appar- 
ently insatiable  appetite  for  funds,  in- 
vestigation and  staff. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee  and  sub- 
sequently the  House,  by  censure, 
called  to  the  bar  two  Members  of  our 
body.  Now.  I  cannot  disagree  with  the 
fact  that  the  admitted  transgressions 
were  intolerable:  on  the  other  hand,  I 
think  that  dispassionately  we  should 
recognize  that  those  acts,  if  performed 
by  a  Member  of  Congress  with  some- 
one not  a  page,  would  be  no  crime. 
And.  indeed,  if  the  pages  themselves 
had  conducted  the  same  acts  with 
people  not  Members  of  Congress, 
there  again  would  be  no  crime.  But  be- 
tween Members  and  pages— tne  House 
after  great  investigation  and  great  de- 
liberation decided  these  acts  were 
beyond  the  realm  of  acceptable  con- 
duct. 


Now  we  are  asked  to  fund  an  addi- 
tional $200,000  for  the  purposes  of 
continuing  this  probe  into  alleged 
drug  abuse  of  the  Members  of  the 
House. 

We  have  spent  in  the  investigation- 
just  in  consulting  fees— not  staff,  not 
equipment,  not  telephone,  not  travel— 
from  3\i\y  1982  to  June  1983. 
$743,719.78. 

We  should  stop  and  ask  ourselves  at 
this  point:  What  have  we  received  for 
this?  Have  we  indeed  demonstrated  to 
the  American  people  that  the  House 
has  greater  integrity  than  it  had  a 
week  ago?  I  do  not  think  so. 

I  have  read  the  report  of  the  com- 
mittee. I  have  read  letters  to  editors,  I 
have  seen  editorial  cartoons  that  cer- 
tainly do  not  indicate  an  increased 
amount  of  credibility  or  Integrity  for 
this  House.  I  agree  that  Members  of 
Congress  do  feel  required  to  have  a 
different  set  of  standards  than  most 
other  people  they  represent. 

In  this  morning's  Washington  Post 
an  article  appeared  which  quoted  a 
letter  to  Joseph  Califano  from  the 
Justice  Department  pointing  out  that 
the  Justice  Department  conducted  a 
complete  investigation  of  allegations 
against  Representatives  Dellums, 
Wilson,  and  former  Member  Gold- 
water  and  has  "determined  there  is  in- 
sufficient admissible,  credible  evidence 
to  support  criminal  charges." 

Now.  the  difference  between  sex  and 
dope  is  certainly  great.  But  I  said  ear- 
lier there  were  no  crimes  involved  in 
the  previous  stage  of  this  probe.  In 
this  one.  in  the  area  of  dope,  there  are 
crimes  alleged,  and  the  crime  enforce- 
ment and  investigation  department  of 
our  Federal  Government,  the  Justice 
Department,  has  said,  and  I  quote 
again,  has  'determined  that  there  is 
insufficient  admissible,  credible  evi- 
dence to  support  criminal  charges." 

Why.  then,  do  we  have  '^he  addition- 
al burden  of  an  endless  search  into  the 
same  thing  that  has  already  been  de- 
cided by  the  Justice  Department  not 
to  merit  further  investigation  and  not 
to  merit  any  charges  at  all? 

Those  are  the  things  we  should  con- 
sider before  we  go  further  into  more 
fishing  expeditions. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  reluctantly, 
because  I  have  the  greatest  respect  for 
not  only  this  House,  but  the  commit- 
tee on  which  I  serve,  the  House  Ad- 
ministration Committee,  and  for  the 
members  of  the  Ethics  Committee, 
who  have  a  difficult  job.  but  I  would 
ask  for  the  defeat  of  this  resolution  so 
that  the  House  might  get  back  to  leg- 
islating for  the  people  of  this  country. 
Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time,  and  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Badham)  for  the 
purposes  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
6  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 


nesota (Mr.  Frenzel)  for  purposes  of 
debate. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  Com- 
mittee is  one  of  the  great  committees 
of  this  House.  Its  work  is  tedious,  its 
work  is  unpleasant,  and  the  work  that 
it  does  has  been  extraordinarily  good 
since  it  was  put  together. 

Its  chairman,  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes),  and 
its  ranking  minority  member,  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Spence),  have  been  co- 
operative and  they  have  been  effective 
in  discharging  the  duties  of  their  com- 
mittee and  of  this  House. 

The  fact  that  that  committee  is  so 
strong  and  works  so  well  is  a  tribute  to 
the  leadership  of  this  House  for  insur- 
ing that  good  people  get  put  on  that 
committee  and  for  insuring  that  the 
committee  carries  out  its  duties  effec- 
tively. I  have  no  criticism  with  the 
committee.  I  have  only  admiration  and 
sympathy  for  the  committee  and  the 
work  that  it  does. 

That  committee  is  faced  with  real 
difficulty  at  this  point.  The  House  of 
Representatives  gave  it  a  charge  with 
respect  to  the  sex  and  drug  investiga- 
tions, and  it  has  done  its  very  best.  It 
has  finished  its  sex  investigation, 
which  culminated  in  the  censure  of 
two  Members.  It  feels  it  must  proceed 
with  drug  investigations. 

It  has  a  terrible  problem.  If  it  should 
stop  its  investigations  and  suddenly  a 
rumor  should  arise  anywhere  in  this 
country  that  relates  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  any  sort  of  drug 
use.  that  rumor  will  stampede  the 
press  and  stampede  the  country.  As  all 
of  us  know,  the  only  thing  that  in- 
trigues the  press  more  than  the  sala- 
ries of  Members  of  Congress  is  the 
possibility  of  sex  or  drug  scandals  in 
the  Congress.  And  whatever  scandal  is 
raised  gets  automatic  front  page  bill- 
ing or  6  o'clock  news  time. 

The  problem,  however,  can  be  re- 
solved if  the  committee  is  relieved  of 
its  charge  by  the  whole  House.  If  the 
committee  goes  the  way  it  has  been 
going,  it  will  have  to  investigate  every 
conceivable  rumor  that  comes  its  way. 
It  cannot  decide  for  itself  when  to  stop 
its  investigation.  I  think  it  is  time  for 
the  House  to  tell  it  to  stop.  Enough  is 
enough.  The  pending  resolution  is  too 
much. 

That  committee  has  already  spent 
three-quarters  of  a  million  dollars  of 
the  taxpayers'  money.  This  resolution 
allows  it  to  spend  $200,000  more, 
which  will  total  about  $1  million,  of 
additional  costs  for  these  investiga- 
tions. 

This  current  investigation  has  not 
yet  assumed  the  proportions  of  the  As- 
sassinations Committee,  which  labored 
for  several  years  and  $7  million,  to  no 
gccd  effect  for  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States. 


What  we  need  to  know  and  decide 
today  is  where  the  Standards  of  Offi- 
cial Conduct  Committee  is  going.  I  do 
not  think  it  knows  where  it  is  going.  It 
has  told  its  staff  and  its  consultants  to 
look  into  these  problems.  As  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Badham) 
correctly  pointed  out  just  a  moment 
ago,  the  drug  allegations  against  Mem- 
bers and  ex-Members  have  been  deter- 
mined by  the  Justice  Department  to 
be  unworthy  of  prosecution. 

Now,  how  much  additional  work  the 
committee  has  to  do,  I  do  not  know, 
and  the  committee  does  not  know.  My 
suspicion  is  that  its  work  will  continue 
as  long  as  its  consultant  lawyers  con- 
tinue to  send  invoices. 

The  committee  feels  obliged  to  in- 
vestigate every  rumor.  It  will  send  our 
lawyers  to  Nome  or  Pocatello  or 
Blooming  Prairie,  or  wherever,  just  as 
it  did  on  the  sex  investigation,  even 
though  it  already  knows  that  the  Jus- 
tice Department  has  dropped  its  inves- 
tigation. 

And  what  sort  of  dope  offenses  will 
we  find?  I  do  not  know,  and  they  do 
not  know.  My  judgment  is  that  we  are 
going  to  be  the  dopes  because  we  con- 
tinued to  finance  an  investigation 
after  the  point  which  it  became  unrea- 
sonable. 

I  am  in  a  difficult  position.  I  have 
great  respect  for  that  committee.  I 
have  great  respect  for  my  subcommit- 
tee chairman,  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois.  Mr.  Frank  An- 
nunzio. He  has  seen  his  duty  and  tried 
to  relate  to  the  obligation  that  the 
House  has  given  the  Standards  Com- 
mittee. But  nevertheless,  I  feel  obliged 
to  part  company  from  them.  In  sub- 
committee I  voted  for  this  resolution 
because  it  had  to  move  forward.  It  had 
to  come  to  the  House  for  discussion. 
But  now  I  am  going  to  vote  against  it. 
I  think  it  is  time  that  we  said.  "Stop, 
we  have  had  enough." 

I  think  the  committee  staff  should 
be  able  to  handle  whatever  is  left  of 
the  problem  from  here  on  out.  I  am 
not  going  to  recommend  that  any 
other  Member  vote  against  this  or 
that  this  resolution  necessarily  be  de- 
feated. I  am  only  going  to  say  that  for 
one  Member  who  has  followed  the 
course  of  these  investigations,  we  have 
gone  far  enough. 

I  intend  to  request  a  vote,  if  no  one 
else  does.  I  intend  to  vote  against  the 
resolution  myself,  and  I  hope  that  the 
House  will  not  want  to  continue  this 
investigation  forever. 

I  close  with  a  further  commendation 
for  the  Standards  Committee  and  the 
leadership. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  assure  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  that  this  investigation  will 
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end.  As  the  gentleman  knows,  from 
the  hearings  of  the  subcommittee.  I 
talked  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Ethics  Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Stokes).  He  is  present 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  this  morn- 
ing, I  have  talked  with  Mr.  Califano. 
The  sex  portion  of  the  investigation  is 
over.  They  are  now  dealing  with  the 
drug  portion  of  the  investigation,  and 
this  investigation  will  be  concluded 
possibly  by  the  end  of  October. 

So  I  want  to  set  the  record  straight. 
As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  as  chairman 
of  the  Accounts  Subcommittee.  I  am 
taking  both  gentlemen  at  their  word 
that  this  investigation  will  be  conclud- 
ed. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  statement.  I  feel  much 
better  after  hearing  it. 

I  still  feel  compelled  to  vote  against 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Latta). 

The  SPEAKER.  It  was  the  under- 
standing of  the  Chair  this  morning 
that  this  debate  was  going  to  take  but 
a  few  moments  and  that  the  House 
would  proceed  to  the  business  of  the 
day. 

If  this  is  going  to  be  a  prolonged 
debate,  the  Chair  might  suggest  that 
the  gentleman  withdraw  the  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  intend  to  move  the  previous  question 
on  the  resolution. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  un- 
derstand the  time  constraints.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Latta).  and  further  than  that.  I 
have  no  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  take  this 
time  to  ask  a  question.  I  read  in  the 
local  "Gazette"  this  morning  that  the 
Justice  Department  has  already  indi- 
cated that  this  drug  investigation  is 
over.  Now.  if  the  Justice  Department 
has  indicated  that,  why  do  we  need  to 
spend  $200,000? 

Mr.  BADHAM.  I  said  earlier  on  the 
floor,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  to 
me— I  do  not  read  the  Gazette,  I  read 
the  Post  this  morning— a  complete  in- 
vestigation has  been  done  on  the  alle- 
gations sind  that  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment "has  determined  that  there  is  in- 
sufficient admissible,  credible  evidence 
to  support  criminal  charges." 

That  is  why  I  asked  that  this  resolu- 
tion be  defeated. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  as  far  as  the  Jus- 
tice Department  is  concerned,  the 
criminal  investigation  is  over.  But  as 
far  as  the  three  Congressmen  are  con- 
cerned, they  have  taken  all  of  the  ma- 
terial of  the  investigation,  and  have 
now  dumped  it   into  the   lap  of  the 

Ethics  Committee. 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not 
want  to  prolong  this  debate. 


Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  407,  nays 
3,  answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  22, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  277] 
YEAS— 407 


Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews  (NO 
Andrews  (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Aspin 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Baleman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bethune 
Bevlll 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bon  lor 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Dreaux 
Britt 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown  (CA) 
Broyhlll 
Bryant 
Burton  (CA) 
Burton  ( IN  1 
Byron 
Campt>ell 
Carney 
Carper 
Can- 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clay 
dinger 
Coats 
Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 
Coleman  <TX) 
Collins 


Conable 

Conte 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Crockett 

D' Amours 

[}aniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Eklwards(OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenl>om 

Evans (lA) 

Evans  ( ID 

Pascell 

Fazio 

Perraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Pish 

Flippo 

Plorio 

Poglietta 

Ford  (MI) 

Pord(TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Prank 

Franklin 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 


Gibtrans 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Doodling 

Oradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarlni 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkin 

HarrUson 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

HillU 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (OK) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaPalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

LatU 

L«ach 

L«ath 


Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (PL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (PL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ILi 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsul 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CTi 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murlha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 


Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Obey 

Oltn 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxiey 

Packard 

PanetU 

Parrls 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Paul 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

QuiUen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schrocder 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seit>erling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

Siljander 

Simon 

SUIsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 


Slattery 

Smith  (PL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Stump 

Sundqulst 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

WhitUker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young (AK) 

Young (PL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


NAYS-3 

Badham  Dickinson  Prenzel 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"- 1 
Dellums 

NOT  VOTING— 22 


Alexander 

Foley 

Jones  (NO 

Brown  (CO) 

Garcia 

Jones  (TN) 

Chappie 

Oilman 

Neal 

Conyers 

Gingrich 

Oberstar 

de  la  Garza 

Gore 

Rlnaldo 

Dixon 

Hansen  (ID) 

Wilson 

Dowdy 

Heftel 

Peighan 

Hunter 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
resolution  just  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MoAKLEY).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE 
ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 
TRANSPORTATION  TO  MEET 
TODAY  DURING  5-MINUTE 
RULE 

Mr.  McNULTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
direction  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Howard),  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  be  permit- 
ted to  meet  today  during  the  5-minute 
rule. 

The  matter  has  been  cleared  with 
the  minority. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 


quire,  has  this  been  cleared  with  the 
minority? 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Yes:  it  has  been 
cleared  with  the  minority.  All  we  are 
doing  is  appointing  conferees  to 
engage  in  a  conference  with  the 
Senate  on  the  military  construction 
bill.  It  has.  of  course,  been  cleared 
with  the  minority. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much,  and  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and,  without  objection,  ap- 
points the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Price.  Dellums,  Montgomery,  Kazen, 
Won  Pat,  Dickinson,  Kramer,  and 
Whitehurst. 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  OF  NEW  DEFERRALS 
OF  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  AF- 
FECTING ENERGY  ACTIVITIES 
AND  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUS- 
TICE—MESSAGE FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  98—88) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Moakley)  laid  before  the  House  the 
following  message  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States:  which  was  read 
and,  together  with  the  accompanying 
papers,  without  objection,  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

(For  message,  see  proceedings  of  the 
Senate  of  today,  July  28,  1983.) 


D  1045 
Mr.    WHITTEN    changed    his    vote 
from  "present"  to  "yea." 
So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES 
ON  H.R.  2972,  MILITARY  CON- 
STRUCTION AUTHORIZATION, 
FISCAL  YEAR  1984 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speakers  table  the  bill  (H.R.  2972)  to 
authorize  certain  construction  at  mili- 
tary installations  for  fiscal  year  1984, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  Senate 
amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  may  I  in- 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
2973,  INTEREST  AND  DIVI- 
DENDS TAX  WITHHOLDING 
REPEAL 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  call  up  the  conference  report  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  2973)  to  repeal  the  with- 
holding of  tax  from  interest  and  divi- 
dends, and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  state- 
ment, see  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
yesterday,  July  27,  1983,  at  page 
21219.) 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  statement  be 
considered  as  read. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rosten- 
kowski) will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Conable)  will  be  recognized 
for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkow- 
ski). 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  bringing  to  the 
floor  for  immediate  consideration  the 
conference  agreement  on  H.R.  2973. 
As  this  bill  left  the  House,  it  repealed 
withholding  on  interest  and  dividends 
and  provided  relief  from  estimated  tax 
penalties  for  those  who  had  relied  on 


withholding  taking  effect  in  making 
their  estimated  tax  payments.  The 
Senate  added  a  number  of  related  and 
unrelated  provisions  to  the  bill  includ- 
ing the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  and 
returned  it  to  the  House.  The  House 
later  added  its  version  of  the  Caribbe- 
an Basin  Initiative  to  the  legislation 
prior  to  going  to  conference. 

The  conference  agreement  I  bring  to 
you  today  only  contains  provisions  re- 
lating to  matters  which  have  been  con- 
sidered by  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  the  House.  The  House 
conferees  have  refused  to  agree  to 
those  provisions  added  by  the  Senate 
which  were  unrelated  to  the  original 
bill  or  which  had  not  been  considered 
previously  by  the  committee  and  the 
House.  Thus,  the  agreement  only  con- 
tains provisions  on  the  backup  with- 
holding system  contained  in  the 
Senate  amendment  and  on  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  Initiative.  It  does  not  con- 
tain provisions  of  the  Senate  amend- 
ment relating  to  trade  reciprocity,  en- 
terprise zones,  mortgage  subsidy 
bonds,  or  the  discharge  of  mortgage 
indebtedness.  These  matters  will  be 
considered  by  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  in  due  course  and  will  be 
brought  before  the  House  only  after 
full  and  complete  deliberations  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

As  to  withholding,  the  conferees 
agreed  to  repeal  withholding  on  inter- 
est and  dividends  and  to  include  in  the 
agreement  a  simplified  version  of  the 
backup  withholding  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  Senate  amendment.  The 
House  version  of  estimated  tax  penal- 
ty relief  was  accepted.  Under  the 
agreement,  backup  withholding  would 
be  extended  to  taxpayers  having  unre- 
ported interest  and  dividend  income, 
beginning  January  1,  1984.  Backup 
withholding  would  be  generally  ap- 
plied at  a  20-percent  rate  and  would  be 
instituted  on  a  taxpayer  only  after  an 
extensive  notice  period.  Once  institut- 
ed a  taxpayer  would  generally  stay  on 
the  backup  withholding  system  until 
the  end  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  problem  was  resolved. 

A  number  of  other  changes  were 
made  to  simplify  the  Senate  provisions 
on  backup  withholding  and  penalties. 
However,  the  House  conferees  basical- 
ly agreed  with  the  thrust  of  the 
Senate  amendments  which  are  intend- 
ed to  encourage  taxpayers  and  payors 
of  interest  and  dividends  to  provide 
correct  taxpayer  identification  num- 
bers, that  is  social  security  numbers, 
to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  It  is 
clear  that  if  the  information  reporting 
and  matching  process  is  to  operate  as 
a  substitute  for  withholding,  it  must 
be  greatly  improved.  Correct  identifi- 
cation numbers  are  crucial  as  is  payor 
reporting  by  magnetic  media. 

To  reach  that  end,  new  requirements 
are  included  for  providing  sworn  state- 
ments as  to  such  identification  num- 


21400 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  28,  1983 


July  28,  1983 


bers  and  as  to  one's  status  with  regard 
to  backup  withholding.  Reporting  on 
magnetic  media  is  required  for  all  by 
1985.  although  hardship  exceptions 
are  permitted.  Stiffer  penalties  are 
provided  for  payors  of  interest  and 
dividends  for  failures  to  accurately 
report  such  payments  to  the  IRS  and 
to  taxpayers  on  1099"s,  where  due  dili- 
gence has  not  been  exercised.  Due  dili- 
gence requires  an  annual  mailing,  in- 
cluding one  in  1983.  to  account  holders 
with  regard  to  the  need  for  correct 
identification  numbers.  We  are  hope- 
ful that  institutions  are  preparing  for 
such  mailings  now  so  that  their  files 
can  be  improved  in  this  regard  prior  to 
January  1,  1984,  We  assumed  in 
TEFRA  that  institutions  would  take 
the  actions  necessary  to  minimize  the 
number  of  taxpayers  who  will  face 
backup  withholding  on  January  1  as  a 
result  of  missing  identification  num- 
bers. The  conference  agreement  spe- 
cifically requires  a  mailing,  as  de- 
scribed, in  a  further  attempt  to  reach 
this  result. 

The  conference  agreement  also  re- 
quires a  new  1099  form  to  be  pre- 
scribed by  the  Department  of  Treas- 
ury and  sent  by  payors  of  interest  and 
dividends,  in  a  separate  mailing,  to 
inform  taxpayers  of  their  liability  for 
tax  on  these  income  amounts.  While 
the  conferees  agreed  not  to  require 
these  1099s  to  be  stapled  to  the  tax 
return  because  of  processing  difficul- 
ties, we  did  agree  to  take  these  other 
steps  as  a  means  of  insuring  that  tax- 
payers have  full  notice  of  these 
amounts  of  income  and  understand 
that  they  are  taxable.  The  adequacy 
of  such  notice  is  of  added  significance 
because  the  conferees  also  agreed  to  a 
recommendation  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Treasury  to  adopt  an  addi- 
tional negligence  penalty  instead  of 
the  added  fraud  penalty  contained  in 
the  Senate  amendment.  This  negli- 
gence penalty  would  apply  to  the  tax 
due  on  any  unreported  interest  and 
dividend  income  at  the  present  law 
rate  of  5  percent  plus  one-half  of  the 
interest  due.  unless  the  taxpayer  had 
clear  and  convincing  evidence  to  show 
that  the  failure  to  report  the  income 
was  not  negligent. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  also  stress  that 
in  repealing  the  withholding  provi- 
sions, the  conferees  provide  payors 
relief  for  whatever  actions  they  might 
have  taken  in  this  period  of  great  un- 
certainty about  the  status  of  the  with- 
holding provisions.  For  example,  some 
dividend  payors  had  to  make  decisions 
about  withholding  before  June  15  and 
before  Treasury's  announcement  of  an 
across-the-board  delay  for  30  days  in 
the  withholding  effective  date.  Other 
payors  may  find  themselves  in  the 
same  situation  as  the  expiration  of 
that  30-day  period  approaches.  The 
conference  report  provides  relief  for 
amounts  withheld  through  September 
1.  We  also  intend  that  payors  be  al- 


lowed to  return  withheld  amounts  to 
their  customers  under  procedures  to 
be  prescribed  by  the  Department  of 
Treasury. 

I  turn  now  to  the  provisions  of  the 
agreement  with  regard  to  the  Caribbe- 
an Basin  Initiative. 

Title  II  of  the  conference  report  con- 
tains the  Caribbean  Basin  Economic 
Recovery  Act,  better  known  as  the 
CBI.  This  legislation  provides  a  very 
important  package  of  trade  and  tax  in- 
centives to  encourage  economic  devel- 
opment and  revitalization  in  the  Car- 
ibbean Basin  region.  Its  centerpiece  is 
the  limited  grant  of  a  duty-free  ar- 
rangement for  qualifying  CBI  imports, 
subject  to  numerous  conditions  to  pro- 
tect vital  U.S.  interests.  It  also  in- 
cludes important  benefits  for  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  The  pro- 
gram is  designed  to  provide  a  means 
by  which  the  countries  of  the  Caribbe- 
an can  promote  their  own  economic 
growth  through  the  incentive  of  in- 
creased trade  and  pull  themselves  out 
of  an  endless  cycle  of  poverty  and  eco- 
nomic uncertainty. 

This  legislation  recognizes  the 
urgent  need  to  provide  greater  trading 
opportunities  for  the  Caribbean.  In 
1982,  their  combined  trade  deficit  with 
the  United  States  (excluding  petrole- 
um) was  $2.9  billion.  They  are  also 
amassing  a  huge  foreign  debt.  If  we  do 
not  give  them  the  means  and  the  in- 
centive to  sell  more  in  the  U.S.  market 
in  order  to  earn  vital  foreign  ex- 
change, they  will  be  forced  to  buy  less, 
and  American  industries  will  suffer  as 
a  result.  Passage  of  this  measure  will 
preserve  two-way  trade  and  thereby 
serve  America's  long-range  economic 
interests. 

The  conference  agreement  preserves 
all  of  the  basic  safeguards  included  in 
the  House  bill  to  protect  U.S.  indus- 
tries and  workers.  Items  which  are 
import-sensitive  in  the  context  of  Car- 
ibbean trade  are  still  exempt;  import 
relief  measures  are  still  included;  spe- 
cial restrictions  still  apply  to  sugar; 
and  the  conferees  accepted  the  House 
provision  calling  for  annual  reports  to 
Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  on 
the  impact  of  CBI  on  U.S.  workers. 

The  conference  report  provides  for 
payment  of  certain  rum  excise  taxes  to 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  U.S.  Virgin  Is- 
lands. It  also  allows  tax  deductions  for 
business  conventions  held  in  certain 
beneficiary  Caribbean  countries  or 
Bermuda  provided  the  country  enters 
into  an  exchange  of  information 
agreement.  The  conferees  agreed  to 
waive  the  exchange  of  certain  civil  tax 
information  for  a  particular  country 
when  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
determines  the  action  would  signifi- 
cantly assist  tax  administration  and 
the  President  determines  it  is  in  our 
national  security  interest.  The  Treas- 
ury Department  will  also  study  the 
impact  of  Caribbean  tax  havens  on 
U.S.  tax  revenues. 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  impact  of  this  legis- 
lation on  U.S.  trade  is  miniscule  and 
every  possible  safeguard  has  been  in- 
cluded. However.  I  want  to  reiterate 
the  commitment  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  to  maintain  vigorous 
oversight  of  this  program.  We  will  re- 
ceive regular  reports  from  the  Interna- 
tional Trade  Commission  and  Depart- 
ment of  Labor,  and  if  problems  that 
we  do  not  now  foresee  actually  develop 
we  will  recommend  modifications  to 
the  legislation. 

In  conclusion.  I  ask  your  support  on 
this  conference  agreement. 

D  1100 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  vield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  and  I  congratulate  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois,  as  well  as  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  New  York, 
on  the  conference  report  which  re- 
peals the  withholding  of  taxes  on  sav- 
ings and  dividends;  so  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate the  gentleman  for  his  hard 
work  in  the  conference  along  with 
that  of  my  neighbor  from  New  York 

(Mr.  CONABLE). 

What  concerns  me.  there  are  more 
than  165  bipartisan  cosponsors  of  a 
bill  to  encourage  development  in  the 
economies  of  the  inner  cities  of  this 
country  called  enterprise  zones. 

The  gentleman  mentioned  in  passing 
that  the  enterprise  zone  legislation 
which  had  passed  the  Senate  and  has 
a  number  of  cosponsors  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  was  dropped.  Could  the 
gentleman  tell  us  why  and  what  are 
the  plans  for  holding  hearings  on  en- 
terprise zones  in  1983  giving  this  vital 
piece  of  jobs  legislation  a  chance  to 
come  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Well,  in  the 
conference,  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  made  a 
commitment  to  hold  hearings  on  en- 
terprise zones  this  fall.  The  reason, 
naturally,  that  we  have  not  enter- 
tained any  consideration  of  it  is  be- 
cause our  calendar  has  been  so  full; 
but  it  is  the  intention  of  the  commit- 
tee to  engage  in  some  hearings  this 
fall. 

Mr.  KEMP.  So  there  is  not  going  to 
be  any  delay,  if  the  chairman  would 
yield  another  moment,  there  is  not 
going  to  be  any  delay  once  those  hear- 
ings are  held  this  fall  in  bringing  that 
legislation  forward  that  is  so  critical  to 
the  job  climate  of  the  inner  cities  of 
this  country? 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  I  think  the 
committee  will  make  that  judgment 
after  the  hearings  have  been  held. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  chairman. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.   ROSTENKOWSKI. 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  am  a  little  more  than  just  curious 
as  to  why  and  exactly  how  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  today  are  faced  with 
voting  on  a  conference  report  that 
contains  a  bill  that  was  passed  over- 
whelmingly by  the  House,  that  is,  the 
repeal  of  withholding,  which  passed 
overwhelmingly  in  the  House,  coupled 
with  another  bill  that  was  highly  con- 
troversial and  which  did  not  pass  over- 
whelmingly that  is.  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Well,  the 
Caribbean  Basin  bill  was  also  passed 
overwhelmingly  by  the  House.  The 
Senate  added  it  as  an  amendment  to 
H.R.  2973.  and  subsequently  the 
House,  by  unanimous  consent,  agreed 
to  add  the  House  version  of  CBI  to 
H.R.  2973  for  purpose  of  a  conference. 
Mr.  HARKIN.  I  know  it  was  passed 
by  the  House,  but  I  said  it  was  a 
highly  controversial  bill. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  I  think  that 
depends  on  how  you  define  "highly 
controversial."  There  were  only  129 
votes  against  the  Caribbean  Basin  Ini- 
tiative. It  had  overwhelming  biparti- 
san support.  It  even  had  a  large  major- 
ity of  Democrats  supporting  it. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  One  hundred  twenty- 
nine? 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  The  vote  on 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  was  289 
to  129. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  That  is  right;  129 
Members  of  the  House  were  strongly 
opposed  to  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initia- 
tive. 

What  was  the  vote  on  withholding, 
if  the  gentleman  can  tell  me,  in  the 
House? 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  I  do  not 
recall. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  do  not  think  there 
were  10  votes  against  it,  were  there? 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  But  both 
bills  were  passed  by  the  House  by  very 
large  majorities. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  But  it  would  seem  to 
me,  though,  that  Members  of  the 
House  today  are  faced  with  voting  on 
one  conference  report,  I  am  curious  as 
to  how  these  two  very  distinct  and  dif- 
ferent bills  could  be  put  together,  forc- 
ing Members  of  the  House  to  make 
one  vote  on  those  two. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  I  will  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  the  Senate  provi- 
sions and  the  House  bill  were  com- 
bined at  the  acquiescence  of  the 
House.  Obviously,  we  were  in  a  negoti- 
ating situation  with  the  Senate,  which 
first  added  CBI  to  this  bill.  We  had  no 
justification  for  turning  down  a  meas- 
ure the  House  overwhelmingly  sup- 
ported. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Then  I  have  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry,  Mr.  Speaker. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  under 
rule  28.  it  seems  to  me  that  after  the 
reading  of  any  conference  report  a 
point  of  order  lies  if,  in  fact,  there  is  a 
provision  in  the  conference  report 
that  is  not  germane  to  the  bill  that 
was  passed  by  the  House,  and  I  do  not 
think  CBI  is  germane  to  the  repeal  of 
withholding. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MoAKLEY).  In  answer  to  the  gentle- 
man, by  unanimous  consent  the 
House,  prior  to  sending  the  bill  to  con- 
ference, joined  both  issues  as  a  House 
amendment  to  the  Senate  amendment, 
so  there  is  no  germaneness  question. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
sorry,  I  cannot  hear  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  By 
unanimous  consent,  the  House  joined 
both  these  issues,  so  there  is  no  ger- 
maneness question. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  fur- 
ther parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  other 
words,  a  unanimous-consent  request 
was  offered  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
during  a  House  session  to  join  both 
these  issues  and  no  one  objected  to 
that  unanimous-consent  request? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  So  therefore  today 
the  Members  of  the  House  who  are  in 
favor  of  voting  for  repeal  of  withhold- 
ing would  also  find  themselves  voting 
for  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative;  is 
that  correct,  if  they  voted  "aye"? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  has  not  stated  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  review 
what  occurred  in  the  conjunction  of 
the  CBI  and  the  repeal  of  withhold- 
ing. The  Senate  had  added  to  the 
repeal  of  withholding  a  number  of 
nongermane  measures  including  the 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative.  Following 
the  subsequent  passage  of  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  Initiative  by  the  House, 
here  on  the  floor  we  by  unanimous 
consent  added  that  to  the  repeal  of 
withholding,  and  so  there  was  no  ques- 
tion they  were  properly  conjoined. 
This  was  an  effort  to  provide  some 
comity  to  the  Senate. 

The  other  nongermane  measures 
added  by  the  Senate  were  dropped  out 
in  conference. 

My  fellow  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  should  be  commended,  be- 
cause the  positions  of  this  body  were 
upheld  in  virtually  all  important  re- 
spects. 

I  think  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  other  body  also  fared  equitably 
and  I  commend  them  for  coming  to  an 
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agreement    on    this 
piece  of  legislation. 

This  has  been  delayed  to  this  point 
because  of  efforts  by  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  bargain  with  respect  to 
other  nongermane  amendments  not 
having  to  do  with  withholding. 

The  conference  action,  assuming  it  is 
ratified  by  both  bodies,  should  be 
signed  into  law  by  the  President  soon, 
and  this  should  end  a  long  and  painful 
ordeal  for  all  of  us  on  the  issue  of  in- 
terest and  dividend  withholding.  This 
has  not  been  among  the  more  glorious 
episodes  in  congressional  history,  and 
I  do  not  intend  to  relive  it  in  my  com- 
ments here  today.  I  merely  would  like 
to  note  that  the  conference  agreement 
achieves  an  accommodation  which  is 
workable  and  with  which  all  parties 
should  be  able  to  live  without  serious 
administrative  difficulty. 

Now,  quite  frankly,  as  the  repeal  of 
withholding  came  from  the  Senate,  I 
think  there  would  have  been  some  se- 
rious difficulties  in  the  administration 
of  backup  withholding. 

The   conference   agreement   repeals 
withholding  of  interest  and  dividends 
and  substitutes  in  its  place  a  modifica- 
tion   of    backup    withholding    system 
which  was  enacted  as  part  of  the  Tax 
Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act 
of  1982,  also  known  as  TEFRA.  The 
modified  backup  withholding  system 
has  the  effect  of  retaining  some  of  the 
revenue  which  would  have  been  raised 
through  withholding  on  interest  and 
dividends   and   does   improve   compli- 
ance with  respect  to  reporting  of  inter- 
est and  dividends.  The  backup  with- 
holding changes  which  were  adopted 
by  the  conferees  are  a  modification  of 
those   which  were  contained   in  the 
Senate  bill  also,  and  they  improve  the 
provisions  in  a  significant  manner.  It 
is  the  belief  of  the  House  conferees 
that  these  modifications  will   reduce 
significantly  the  burden  which  would 
have  been  placed  on  both  payors  and 
taxpayers  if  the  Senate  version  had 
been    adopted   without    change.    The 
conference   agreement    also   modified 
significantly  the  other  provisions  of 
the  Senate  bill  in  a  manner  which  was 
considered  to  be  less  burdensome  than 
would  have  occurred  if  the  Senate  pro- 
visions had  been  adopted. 

Now,  let  me  say  in  this  respect,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  ultimately  compliance 
with  this  important  aspect  of  our  tax 
law  is  going  to  depend  to  some  extent 
on  the  willingness  of  this  body  and  the 
other  body  to  make  available  money  to 
the  IRS  for  enforcing  the  compliance 
that  is  implicit  in  backup  withholding, 
and  the  information  requirements 
that  are  placed  on  the  ppyors  of  divi- 
dends and  interest. 

In  that  respect,  I  am  not  talking 
about  a  large  number  of  additional 
agents;  but  the  IRS  must  have  clerical 
help  to  bring  about  the  matching  of 
the  information  returns  that  are  pro- 
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vided  by  the  payors  and  the  returns 
filed  by  the  taxpayers.  There  also 
must  be  more  money  for  computer  use 
by  the  IRS.  We  should  make  available 
that  money;  but  of  course,  we  cannot 
do  that  in  a  germane  fashion  in  a  tax 
bill.  We  will  be  asking  later  for  addi- 
tional money  for  the  IRS  and  I  think 
it  will  be  money  well  spent  in  terms  of 
compliance.  It  is  one  of  our  obligations 
if  we  are  to  bring  about  enforcement 
of  the  tax  laws,  to  make  this  money 
available. 

This  conference  also  produced  what 
I  believe  to  be  an  excellent  resolution 
of  the  differences  on  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative.  The  results  should 
work  to  the  immediate  advantage  of 
our  good  friends  in  the  Caribbean 
region  and  the  long-range  advantage 
of  all  of  us  who  live  in  the  United 
States. 

The  conference  committee  declined 
to  accept  amendments  by  the  other 
body  which  were  not  germane  to  legis- 
lation passed  by  this  body.  We  did  not. 
for  example,  agree  to  the  Senate 
amendments  with  respect  to  enter- 
prise zone  legislation,  already  inquired 
atxiut  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Kemp);  but  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  did  agree 
to  hold  hearings  on  this  legislation  at 
some  point  in  the  fall,  and  I  intend. 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  press  for  those  hear- 
ings at  the  earliest  possible  opportuni- 
ty amd  for  appropriate  action  by  the 
committee  after  the  hearings  have 
been  held. 

We  do  not  agree  to  the  so-called  reci- 
procity legislation— the  International 
Trade  and  Investment  Act  provisions— 
which  the  Senate  also  added  to  the 
conference;  but  the  chairman  of  our 
Trade  Subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Florida,  agreed  to  arrange  action 
on  the  subject  as  soon  as  possible  and 
practicable,  to  the  reassurance  of  the 
Members  of  the  other  body  pressing 
that  particular  legislation. 

We  did  not  agree  to  an  amendment 
to  make  permanent  the  tax  exemption 
for  interest  on  qualified  mortgage  rev- 
enue bonds.  Here  again,  however,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  indicated  clearly  his  inten- 
tion of  further  and  more  definitive 
action  on  this  subject  later  in  the  year. 
That  is  a  matter  which  I  know  has 
considerable  interest  in  this  body  and 
it  will  be  acted  on.  I  am  sure,  as  the 
fall  progresses. 

All  in  all.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  was  a 
good  and  productive  conference— one 
of  our  better  cooperative  efforts.  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  conference  report,  and  the  hope 
the  President  will  be  able  to  sign  it 
into  law  very  soon. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONABLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Mexico. 


Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  want  to  also  commend  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  for  the  great  work 
that  they  did  in  the  conference. 

As  an  original  sponsor  of  one  of  the 
bills  for  repeal  of  withholding  on  in- 
terest and  dividends,  I  am  very  pleased 
with  the  results  of  the  work;  but  there 
is  one  question  in  my  mind.  That  is. 
when  we  are  dealing  with  this  topic, 
the  proposition  comes  up  every  time, 
or  the  issue  arises  that  it  is  the  U.S. 
Treasury  itself  that  is  having  prob- 
lems with  its  reporting. 

I  want  to  ask  both  gentlemen  what 
consideration  was  given  to  getting  the 
Treasury  to  do  a  better  job  of  report- 
ing what  they  pay  in  interest? 

I  think  that  would  probably  go  a 
great  distance  toward  helping  in  the 
recoupment  of  some  of  this  money. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  In  this  area,  as  in 
the  area  of  pollution,  the  Treasury 
and  the  other  agencies  of  Government 
are  frequently  among  the  worst  of- 
fenders. 

We  are  assured  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  and  by  the  representa- 
tives of  the  executive  branch  generally 
that  as  of  the  beginning  of  this  year  a 
much  more  serious  effort  has  been 
made  to  make  available  1099s.  for  in- 
stance, and  to  improve  their  reporting 
requirements  so  that  the  Government 
itself  will  not  be  a  major  offender  in 
this  area. 

I  must  say.  the  proof  of  the  pudding 
is  in  the  eating.  We  are  going  to  have 
to  check  that  further;  however,  it  is 
always  one  of  those  ironies  of  govern- 
ment that  the  Government  itself  is 
one  of  the  most  serious  lawbreakers 
when  it  comes  to  complying  with  laws 
which  we  impose  on  the  private  sector 
and  with  which  we  expect  total  com- 
pliance. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  reassurance  and 
I  thank  him  for  yielding. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONABLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  please  explain  to  me  what 
this  rate  of  backup  withholding  being 
increased  to  20-percent  means.  How- 
does  that  work? 

Mr.  CONABLE.  The  backup  with- 
holding will  be  available  as  a  compli- 
ance requirement  for  those  people 
who  have  been  demonstrated  not  to  be 
in  compliance  with  the  tax  law  with 
respect  to  investment  income. 

In  other  words,  that  is  part  of  the 
existing  law.  part  of  TEFRA.  It  would 
take  effect  next  year  and  people  who 
do  not  pay  taxes  on  their  dividends 
and  interest  can  expect  the  IRS  to 
come  in  with  the  power  to  order  the 
people  paying  them  dividends  and  in- 
terest to  withhold  20  percent. 
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That  is  not  a  generalized  withhold- 
ing, which  is  what  this  body  objected 
to  and  what  the  other  body  objected 
to. 

It  is,  however,  something  to  improve 
compliance  and  it  is  the  stick  that  we 
can  hold  over  the  heads  of  those  who 
have  been  found  not  to  be  in  compli- 
ance with  the  tax  requirements  with 
respect  to  investment  income. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  But  this  does  not  come 
into  effect  until  a  taxpayer  has  been 
found  not  to  have  been  in  compliance? 

Mr.  CONABLE.  That  is  correct,  until 
he  has  been  found  not  to  be  in  compli- 
ance. And  there  are  certain  minimum 
requirements  for  notice  to  him  before 
that.  It  is  a  way  of  enforcing,  however, 
the  payment  of  taxes  on  dividends  and 
interest. 

You  recall  we  got  into  withholding 
in  the  first  place  because  of  the  stud- 
ies which  showed  there  was  substan- 
tial noncompliance  on  the  part  of 
some  taxpayers  with  respect  to  invest- 
ment income. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONABLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  commend  the 
conferees.  I  know  it  was  not  an  easy 
process.  America  has  been  waiting. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  legislation  to 
repeal  immediately  mandatory  with- 
holding, to  provide  a  system  to  insure 
the  payment  of  taxes  due  by  those 
who  would  seek  to  underreport  inter- 
est and  dividend  income,  and  to  imple- 
ment the  trade  portion  of  the  Caribbe- 
an Basin  Initiative. 

In  the  months  since  the  Congress 
enacted  withholding  on  dividend  and 
interest  income  the  American  people 
have  spoken  out  clearly  to  demand 
repeal.  There  have  been  some  who 
criticized  this  grassroots  effort  but 
they  fail  to  understand  that  opposi- 
tion to  withholding  is  both  deep  and 
wide  in  this  Nation.  Over  the  years  the 
American  people  have  made  clear  that 
they  did  not  want  the  earnings  from 
their  interest  and  dividends  withheld 
at  the  source.  It  does  not  matter  that 
it  is  a  more  efficient  means  of  collec- 
tion. The  American  people  are  the 
final  arbiters  of  how  they  shall  be 
taxed.  When  the  Congress  would  defy 
the  clear  intent  of  the  electorate  it 
should  not  be  surprised  to  find  itself 
under  great— and  deserving— criticism. 

When  I  voted  against  withholding 
last  year  I  understood  that  although 
the  American  people  were  opposed  to 
it  in  principle  that  did  not  mean  that 
they  countenanced  those  persons  who 
underreport  interest  and  dividend 
income.  That  is  why  I  embrace  the  de- 
cision of  the  conference  committee  to 
include  this  strong  language  that 
leaves  unaffected  the  honest  taxpayer 
but   provides  mandatory   payment   of 


interest  and  dividends  when  due  for 
those  who  underreport.  This  is  a  fair 
provision  that  will  be  very  helpful  in 
seeing  that  no  American  has  to  pay  an 
unfair  share  of  the  tax  burden. 

The  implementation  of  the  trade 
portion  of  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initia- 
tive is  a  historic  landmark  in  our  rela- 
tions with  those  countries.  The  future 
of  the  United  States  is  to  a  very  great 
degree  dependent  upon  the  continuing 
peaceful  and  prosperous  relations  we 
now  enjoy  with  our  American  neigh- 
bors. 

This  legislation  will  inure  to  the  ben- 
efit of  each  one  of  us  while  at  the 
same  time  adding  greatly  to  the  eco- 
nomic and  political  growth  of  the  Car- 
ibbean region.  By  strengthening  the 
Caribbean  we  provide  the  opportunity 
for  increasing  American  exports  to 
that  region.  These  exports  will  mean 
more  jobs  in  this  country.  By  helping 
the  Caribbean  nations  in  this  fashion 
we  are  demonstrating  just  how  good  a 
neighbor  we  in  the  United  States  can 
be. 

H.R.  2973  is  that  all  too  rare  combi- 
nation in  legislation  considered  by  this 
Congress.  It  combines  the  wishes  of 
the  American  people  with  an  effort  of 
help  and  assistance  that  will  mean 
better  lives  both  for  those  who  receive 
it  and  those  who  will  provide  it. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  comments. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONABLE.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  CoNTE),  one  of  the  country's 
more  renowned  athletes. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  2973,  a  bill  which  repeals  with- 
holding of  interest  and  dividends,  and 
which  also  contains,  for  the  most  part, 
the  recently  passed  House  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative.  I  commend  my 
friends  from  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee— especially  Chairman  Ros- 
TENKOWSKi,  Barber  Conable,  Sam  Gib- 
bons, and  all  the  conferees  for  so 
quickly  bringing  this  important  legis- 
lation to  the  floor. 

Although  the  other  body  added  sev- 
eral controversial  tax  amendments  to 
this  legislation,  the  House  conferees 
rightfully  decided  to  delete  them  at 
this  time.  Although  such  provisions  as 
Urban  Enterprise  zones— of  which  I 
am  a  cosponsor— and  extending  the 
sunset  on  mortgage  revenue  bonds— of 
which  I  am  also  a  cosponsor— need  to 
be  looked  at  further,  and  hopefully 
will  be  considered  in  the  context  of  a 
larger  revenue  measure,  this  legisla- 
tion is  too  important  to  be  held  hos- 
tage to  these  provisions.  So  I  also  want 
to  commend  the  House  colleagues  for 
holding  firm  on  deleting  all  but  the 
two  most  important  provisions  of  the 
legislation. 

First,  this  legislation  repeals  with- 
holding of  taxes  on  interest  and  divi- 


dends. Unlike  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House  earlier  this  year,  however,  it  im- 
poses back-up  withholding  require- 
ments for  taxpayers  who  refuse  to  fur- 
nish a  taxpayer  identification  number, 
or  for  those  who  have  substantially 
under-reported  their  income.  For 
these  taxpayers,  withholding  will  be 
imposed  at  a  20-percent  rate.  Al- 
though withholding  was  not  a  new 
tax,  and  probably  would  have  hurt  the 
honest  taxpayer  more  than  necessary, 
it  is  good  that  we  are  coming  after 
those  who  are  tax  evaders— that  was 
the  point  of  withholding  in  the  first 
place. 

I  was  opposed  to  withholding  be- 
cause it  took  needed  capital  out  of  the 
economy  just  as  it  was  beginning  to 
expand.  If  we  are  serious  about  an  eco- 
nomic recovery— and  we  all  should 
be— then  we  do  not  want  to  take 
money  out  of  the  economy  that  could 
have  been  and  should  have  been  avail- 
able for  expansion.  The  conference 
report  gets  around  that  difficulty. 

I  also  support  the  provisions  relating 
to  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative. 
That  legislation  is  in  the  national  in- 
terest of  the  United  States.  The  eco- 
nomic security  of  this  country  depends 
on  a  politically  stable  Caribbean 
Basin.  Nearly  one-half  of  U.S.  trade- 
including  three-quarters  of  our  im- 
ported oil— passes  through  that 
region. 

The  net  effect  on  employment  of 
this  legislation  as  a  result  of  greater 
trade  opportunities  could  be  positive 
under  the  legislation.  Increased  Carib- 
bean imports  to  the  United  States  are 
likely  to  result  in  increased  American 
exports  to  the  Caribbean  Basin  coun- 
tries. 

On  balance,  the  CBI  provisions  of 
this  legislation,  with  repeal  of  with- 
holding, make  it  easy  to  support.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  act  quickly  for 
this  legislation,  pass  it,  and  send  it  to 
the  other  body  and  to  the  White 
House.  We  need  to  act  now. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel),  a  valued 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  good  conference  report.  As  the  two 
previous  speakers  have  indicated,  the 
House  position  was  upheld  pretty 
much  throughout. 

I  happen  to  be  one  who  did  not  find 
withholding  offensive.  On  the  other 
hand,  our  constituents  clearly  did,  and 
we  are  carrying  out  their  will  as  well 
as  the  will  of  the  majority  of  this  body 
in  this  report. 

The  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  is 
long  overdue.  It  is  important  that  we 
pass  it  promptly.  I  am  delighted  that 
the  conference  committee  has  chosen 
to  include  it  in  similar  form  to  that 
which  passed  the  House. 

One  part  about  this  conference 
report  that  causes  me  some  concern  is 
in  the  reporting  requirements  imposed 


on  interest  and  dividend  payers.  I 
think  we  will  find  smaller  financial  in- 
stitutions and  corporations  consider- 
ably less  pleased  when  they  read  this 
report  than  we  are  today. 

Nevertheless,  I  think  it  is  a  splendid 
report  and  I  believe  that  most  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  want  to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Giiibons). 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  historic  moment  for  23  million 
people  who  live  in  the  Caribbean.  It  is 
a  small  gesture  for  the  United  States, 
but  it  is  a  giant  stride  for  those  people. 

This  is  only  a  beginning  step,  howev- 
er. It  follows  in  the  wake  of  many  past 
efforts  to  improve  living  standards  in 
the  Caribbean. 

These  efforts  first  began  back  in  the 
early  1930's  under  President  Franklin 
Roosevelt  when  programs  were  initiat- 
ed for  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands that  greatly  assisted  those  sover- 
eign entities. 

In  the  1960's.  President  Kennedy  at- 
tempted to  take  other  steps  forward 
and  some  small  steps  were  taken. 
Then  we  were  caught  up  in  the  ex- 
penses of  the  Vietnam  war  and  the 
Caribbean  area  was  abandoned  again. 

During  subsequent  administrations, 
particularly  that  of  Jimmy  Carter,  the 
initiative  was  revived,  and  our  current 
President  has  followed  through. 

What  we  have  here  today  in  the  Car- 
ibbean Basin  Initiative  is  a  bipartisan 
effort  which  has  passed  this  House 
twice,  both  times  by  very  large  majori- 
ties. 

I  believe  the  Initiative  will  strength- 
en the  economy  of  the  United  States, 
and  I  know  that  it  will  strengthen  the 
economy  of  the  Caribbean  Basin.  It 
will  offer  a  true  hand  of  friendship. 
More  importantly,  it  will  offer  the 
most  important  form  of  assistance- 
private  sector  initiatives— to  strength- 
en our  Caribbean  allies. 

As  we  pass  this  legislation.  I  want  to 
pay  particular  tribute  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowsi), 
as  chairman  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee.  He  approached  this 
matter  in  his  usual  maimer,  with  cau- 
tion but  with  concern.  In  the  end,  he 
had  the  courage  and  the  initiative  to 
act.  I  would  also  like  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
CONABLE)  and  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel)  for  their  un- 
failing support,  and  to  the  many  other 
Members  whom  I  see  here.  This  is,  of 
course,  a  product  of  excellent  staff 
work  as  are  most  good  things  that 
come  out  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  and  I  want  to  thank  the 
staff  for  its  excellent  work. 

I  think  we  have  a  piece  of  legislation 
here  that  we  can  all  be  proud  of.  I 
hope  that  in  the  years  to  come  we  will 
resolve  to  take  other  steps  to  build 
peace  and  understanding  and  econom- 
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ic  strength,  not  only  for  ourselves  but 
for  our  friends  and  neighbors. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con- 
sume to  the  gentleman  from  Oklaho- 
ma (Mr.  Jones). 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  con- 
ference report.  I  am  very  pleased  that 
the  conference  committee  has  finally 
broken  the  deadlock  on  the  bill  which 
repeals  the  10-percent  withholding  of 
taxes  on  dividend  and  interest  income. 
I  am  equally  pleased  that  President 
Reagan  has  now  agreed  to  sign  the 
repeal  into  law  once  we  pass  the  con- 
ference report,  even  though  we  had  to 
push.  pull,  and  gnaw  to  bring  him  to 
this  point.  Thank  heavens  he  has 
agreed  to  put  that  veto  pencil  away 
that  he  kept  mentioning  every  time 
this  legislation  was  discussed. 

Mr.    Speaker,    let    me    lust    reflect 
briefly  on  the  history  of  this  legisla- 
tion. For  years,  members  of  both  par- 
ties threatened  to  implement  laws  to 
withhold  taxes  on  dividend  and  inter- 
est   income.    It    is    ironic    that    the 
Reagan  administration,  renowned  for 
its  reputed  antitax  sentiments,  was  the 
driving  force  behind  the  actual  imple- 
mentation of  this  notion.  As  a  member 
of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  I 
fought  against  withholding  for  years 
because  it  simply  did  not  make  much 
sense  to  me.  It  still  does  not.  Not  only 
does  such  a  law  unjustly  penalize  the 
vast  majority  of  Americans  who  are 
honest  and  conscientious  about  paying 
taxes,  but  it  is  an  inefficient  method 
to  improve  taxpayer  compliance.  My 
constituents  in  Oklahoma  recognized 
that  plain  truth  years  ago  when  this 
issue  first  came  up;   I  am  glad  that 
some  of  my  colleagues  and  the  Reagan 
administration  are  now  coming  around 
as  well  to  the  truth  on  this  legislation. 
In  summary,  I  am  proud  of  several 
actions    which    have    allowed    us    to 
repeal  this  bill.  First,  I  am  proud  that 
the  entire  Oklahoma  delegation   has 
cosponsored  bills  to  repeal  the  with- 
holding tax.  As  dean  of  our  delegation, 
it  is  an  honor  and  a  pleasure  to  work 
with  my  colleagues  on  such  an  impor- 
tant   project    which    called    for    true 
teamwork.  Second.   I  am  proud  that 
the  people  of  Oklahoma  became  in- 
volved  in   the   governmental    process 
and  made  their  feelings  known  to  the 
Congress  and  the  President.  The  Presi- 
dent  has  finally  started  listening  to 
the  people  on  this  issue.  Third.  I  am 
proud    of    the    conferees    who    broke 
their  deadlock  last  night  and  brought 
this  important  conference  report  to  us. 
Finally.  I  am  proud  to  vote  against 
this  ill-advised  tax. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  (Mr.  D' Amours). 
Mr.  DAMOURS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  for  yielding  to  me. 


Having  participated  in  attempts  to 
repeal  the  interest  and  dividends  with- 
holding scheme.  I  do  not  want  to  take 
any  time  now  to  further  delay  the  pas- 
sage by  this  body  of  this  legislation. 
We  all  know  that  it  is  going  to  pass 
rather  easily  here  in  this  body  and 
that  it  is  going  to  be  passed  rather 
easily  by  the  other  body  and  the  Presi- 
dent has  committed  himself  in  a 
speech,  a  press  conference  of  last 
Tuesday,  to  sign  it. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to 
commend,  as  has  already  been  done, 
the  House  conferees.  I  think  they  did 
a  marvelous  job  in  removing  most  of 
the  irrelevant  and  controversial  provi- 
sions that  the  other  body  had  at- 
tached to  this  legislation.  I  think  they 
did  a  pretty  good  job  in  clearing  up 
some  of  the  more  confusing  and  cum- 
bersome aspects  of  the  backup  with- 
holding which  the  other  body  had  al- 
ready attached  to  this  bill. 

I  think  there  still  are  some  problems 
involved  with  backup.  Hopefully  we 
can  work  those  out  in  the  months  and 
years  ahead. 

I  intend,  of  course,  to  very  strongly 
support  this  legislation  the  rest  of  the 
way.  I  believe  it  is  a  victory  for  the 
majority  of  the  House.  It  is  a  clear  vic- 
tory for  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
the  American  taxpayers  who  are 
honest,  who  do  pay  their  taxes  on 
time,  and  who  do  pay  them  fully. 

The  need  to  improve  compliance 
should  be  addressed  in  other  legisla- 
tion which  I  am  sure  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  will  be  considering 
down  the  road,  but  the  backup  with- 
holding will  make  some  beneficial  im- 
provement in  overall  compliance. 

So.  again  I  thank  the  House  confer- 
ees for  having  done  a  good  job,  and  I 
am  very  happy  that  the  American  tax- 
payers and  grassroots  America  can 
still  secure  victories  in  this  great  body 
of  ours. 

•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  we  are  about  to  correct 
an  error  we  made  nearly  a  year  ago— 
we  are  about  to  repeal  and  improve 
upon  the  provisions  of  the  Tax  Equity 
and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982 
that  require  financial  institutions  and 
corporations  to  withhold  for  income 
taxes  10  percent  of  all  interest  and  div- 
idend payments. 

By  repealing  the  withholding  provi- 
sion and  instituting  stricter  compli- 
ance measures.  Congress  will  be  rein- 
stating the  Internal  Revenue  Services' 
(IRS)  responsibility  to  collect  taxes 
owed  to  the  Federal  Government.  In- 
cluded in  the  stricter  compliance 
measures  is  backup  withholding  at  a 
rate  of  20  percent  interest  and  divi- 
dend payments  for  all  taxpayers  who 
either  have  interest  and  dividend 
income  and  fail  to  file  a  tax  return,  or 
underreport  interest  and  dividend 
income  by  a  certain  threshold  amount. 
IRS  is  to  determine  this  secret 
threshold     amount     based     on     the 


amount  of  funding  available  to  imple- 
ment backup  withholding.  After  decid- 
ing on  a  threshold  level,  the  IRS 
would  identify  nonfilers  and  underre- 
porters,  and  require  financial  institu- 
tions to  begin  backup  withholding  on 
these  individuals.  However,  no  individ- 
ual would  be  subject  to  backup  with- 
holding until  he  or  she  has  received 
four  notices  from  the  IRS  soliciting  an 
explanation.  This  backup  withholding 
would  remain  in  effect  until  the  end  of 
the  year. 

Financial  institutions  that  file  more 
than  50  form   1099s  are  required  to 
file  all  such  information  reporting  in- 
terest and  dividend  payments  to  the 
IRS  on  a  magnetic  tape.  These  institu- 
tions are  also  required  to  furnish  tax- 
payers with  the  same  information  and 
inform  them  that  these  amounts  are 
taxable  and  must  be  reported  to  IRS. 
The  tightening  of  compliance  meas- 
ures. I  believe,  will  help  to  offset  any 
revenue  losses  caused  by  the  repeal  of 
this  measure.  The  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  estimates  that  with  an  ad- 
ditional $300  to  $600  million  for  IRS 
compliance,   the   deficit   could   be   re- 
duced by  $2.4  to  $3.7  billion  from  fiscal 
year  1983  to  fiscal  year  1988.  It  is  an 
approach   we   should   have   originally 
initiated.    I    commend    the    Congress 
repeal  of  the  well  intended,  but  mis- 
guided,  attempt   to   force  compliance 
with    this    regulation.    This    new    ap- 
proach   is    a    much    wiser    one,    and 
should  be  given  a  chance  to  succeed.* 
Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative.  It  has  been  over  1  year  since 
this  initiative  was  first  proposed,  and 
the    tiny    Caribbean    nations    to    the 
south  are  awaiting  its  fruition.  There 
have  been  numerous  changes  in  this 
legislation    since    it    was    first    intro- 
duced. Sincere  eflorts  have  been  made 
to  address  the  concerns  of  all  parties, 
and  the  conference  committee  went  to 
great  lengths  to  work  out  lingering  dif- 
ferences   between    the    House-     and 
Senate-passed     versions.     All     efforts 
were  made  to  insure  that  the  econo- 
mies of  the  United  States  and  its  terri- 
tories and  possessions  would  not  be  de- 
stroyed as  a  result  of  our  opening  our 
markets   to   increased   Caribbean   im- 
ports. 

Now  some  Members  may  still  find 
fault  with  this  legislations  either  be- 
cause it  does  too  much  or  because  it 
does  not  do  enough.  I  remind  my  col- 
leagues, however,  that  this  legislation 
does  not  represent  the  save  all  end  all. 
This  alone  does  not  insure  the  eco- 
nomic future  of  these  Caribbean  na- 
tions. They,  too,  must  pursue  the  goal 
of  economic  revitalization  of  the  Car- 
ibbean region.  We.  Mr.  Speaker,  must 
be  encouraging  and  supportive  as  they 
strive  to  make  the  necessary  adjust- 
ments required  by  this  legislation.  The 
proposal  for  increased  economic  coop- 


eration and  improved  trading  relations 
was  received  enthusiastically  by  the 
Caribbean  nations.  Let  us  vote  today 
to  move  forward  with  this  initiative  in 
the  interest  of  future  strong  and 
viable  United  States-Caribbean  rela- 
tions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  withholding  issue 
has  been  unsettling  to  the  people,  fi- 
nancial institutions,  and  the  Congress. 
Although  I  did  not  favor  the  move  to 
unravel  TEFHA,  I  am  glad  to  see  the 
matter  put  to  rest.  I  think,  all  things 
considered,  that  the  conference  report 
takes  the  right  approach.  It  repeals 
the  10-percent  withholding,  but  it  also 
attempts  to  recoup  some  of  the  reve- 
nue lost  as  a  result  of  that  action. 
Most  importantly,  though,  it  addresses 
the  compliance  problem  which  started 
the  withholding  controversy  in  the 
first  place.  I  am  hopeful  this  compro- 
mise package  will  improve  compliance 
with  a  minimum  of  burden  on  both 
our  taxpayers  and  payers  of  interest 
and  dividends.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  conference  report. 
•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  an 
original  cosponsor  of  the  initial  bill  to 
repeal  the  withholding  tax  on  interest 
and  dividend  income.  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  the  conference  report  to  ac- 
company H.R.  2973.  At  long  last  the 
apprehensions  felt  by  millions  of 
Americans  who  would  face  a  new  and 
onerous  tax  can  be  put  to  rest  for  with 
the  adoption  of  this  conference  tax. 
this  tax  will  be  repealed  before  it  ever 
took  effect. 

Specifically,  the  conference  agree- 
ment repeals  the  provisions  of  the 
TEFRA  law  that  require  banks,  other 
financial  institutions,  and  corporations 
to  withhold  for  income  taxes  10  per- 
cent of  all  interest  and  dividend  pay- 
ments. The  bill  also  waives  penalties 
for  underpayment  of  estimated  tax  in 
the  first  two  quarters  of  1983  if  the  es- 
timated tax  payment  was  reduced  to 
reflect  amounts  that  were  expected  to 
be  withheld  under  the  withholding 
law. 

This  legislation  makes  great  strides 
in  trying  to  insure  full  compliance  by 
taxpayers.  The  IRS  together  with  fi- 
nancial institutions  would  embark  on  a 
new  partnership  to  crack  down  on 
those  who  would  underreport  their 
tax  liabilities.  It  is  felt  that  giving 
proper  resources  to  the  IRS  aimed  at 
recouping  delinquent  taxes  could  sig- 
nificantly reduce  the  negative  revenue 
impact  which  repeal  of  withholding 
might  produce. 

From  the  outset  this  tax  was  flawed 
policy.  First  it  was  attached  to  an  om- 
nibus tax  bill  meaning  that  it  never 
really  had  to  stand  the  test  of  individ- 
ual scrutiny  in  a  vote.  There  were  ef- 
forts which  I  joined  aimed  at  trying  to 
have  a  separate  recorded  vote  on  the 
withholding  issue  but  that  was  never 
permitted. 

In  addition  the  premise  upon  which 
this  tax  was  based  was  inaccurate.  It 


was  based  on  the  belief  that  the  Gov- 
ernment was  losing  large  sums  of 
money  from  taxpayers  not  fully  de- 
claring their  tax  obligation  related  to 
interest  and  dividends.  However,  a 
1981  Internal  Revenue  Service  study 
repudiated  this  when  it  revealed  that 
96.7  percent  of  all  interest  and  divi- 
dends income  reported  to  the  IRS  by 
financial  institutions  paying  the  inter- 
est is  also  reported  by  those  taxpayers 
earning  the  interest. 

It  was  also  shown  that  the  costs  of 
implementing  this  new  tax  would  have 
cut  directly  into  whatever  new  reve- 
nues might  have  been  raised.  Accord- 
ing to  a  survey  by  the  U.S.  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  withholding  would  force 
50.000  lending  institutions  to  spend  $1 
billion  or  more  to  implement  and  an- 
other $1  billion  to  maintain.  It  seems  a 
very  cost-ineffective  way  to  do  busi- 
ness. 

From  many  standpoints,  this  was  an 
idea  whose  time  should  not  have 
come— and  with  passage  of  this  resolu- 
tion it  will  not  come  to  pass.  It  would 
have  imposed  a  new  tax  burden  at  a 
time  when  other  policies  were  produc- 
ing a  lower  tax  burden.  It  would  inter- 
fere with  our  concerted  efforts  to  im- 
prove our  Nation's  woeful  savings  rate. 
It  would  have  produced  insignificant 
revenues  compared  to  the  administra- 
tive burdens  it  would  have  imposed. 

I  am  pleased  that  we  are  taking  this 
step  today  and  I  trust  it  will  be  fol- 
lowed posthaste  by  a  similar  vote  in 
the  Senate  and  the  Presidents  affix- 
ing of  his  signature  to  make  it  law. 
This  is  sound  legislation  both  with  re- 
spect to  the  repeal  issue  and  the  Car- 
ibbean Basin  Initiative  language  in  the 
bill. 

We  are  doing  the  American  working 
people,  the  elderly  and  any  other 
person  who  is  engaged  in  savings  a  tre- 
mendous service  today  with  the  pas- 
sage of  this  legislation.  We  have  avert- 
ed a  very  serious  mistake  and  one 
hopes  we  will  not  have  to  endure  a 
similar  experience  again  in  the 
future.* 

•  Mr.  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  regard  to  the  final  passage  of 
H.R.  2973.  Now  that  Congress  has 
agreed  on  the  conference  report  to 
repeal  the  withholding  of  interest  on 
savings  and  dividends,  I  would  like  to 
say  a  few  words  in  retrospect. 

Those  of  us  who  have  been  fighting 
for  the  repeal  of  withholding  on  inter- 
est and  dividends  are  relieved  that 
Congress  has  finally  passed  this  long 
overdue  legislation.  Thanks  to  the  dili- 
gent efforts  of  many  dedicated  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  we  have  been  suc- 
cessful despite  the  threat  of  a  Presi- 
dential veto.  Every  Member  of  Con- 
gress has  listened  to  their  constituents 
asking  for  this  repeal,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  their  voices  have  been 
heard.  Throughout  the  30th  District 
of  California,  there  has  been  an  over- 
whelming  consensus   to   repeal   with- 


holding, and  as  the  Representative  of 
that  district,  it  is  my  job  to  listen  and 
act  on  my  constituents'  wishes.  While 
Congress  is  often  occupied  with  issues 
like  unemployment,  foreign  affairs, 
and  high  interest  rates,  we  cannot 
forget  to  listen  to  the  concerns  of  the 
people  who  elected  us.  The  repeal  of 
withholding  demonstrates  that  we  in 
Congress  have  not  forgotten. 

The  alternative  backup  withholding 
system  we  agreed  upon  today  places 
the  burden  of  proof  where  it  belongs— 
on  the  small  percentage  of  taxpayers 
who  have  demonstrated  an  unwilling- 
ness to  comply  with  the  law.  I  know 
that  my  constituents  in  the  30th  Dis- 
trict of  California  will  agree  with  me 
that  Congress  was  correct  in  freeing 
law-abiding,  taxpaying  citizens  from 
the  burden  of  withholding  interest  on 
savings  and  dividend  income.* 
•  Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
May  17,  I  joined  an  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  my  colleagues  to  vote  to 
repeal  withholding  on  interest  and  div- 
idend income.  I  had  opposed  the  with- 
holding provisions  enacted  last  year 
because  I  believed  that  they  were 
unfair  to  the  taxpayer  and  excessively 
burdensome  on  the  Nation's  financial 
institutions. 

The  House  vote  in  favor  of  H.R.  2973 
was  a  sound  one. 

Today,  I  cannot,  however,  vote  for 
the  conference  report  on  H.R.  2973. 
Regrettably,  the  conference  report 
links  the  very  much  needed  provisions 
of  H.R.  2973  with  the  unfortunate  pro- 
visions of  H.R.  2769,  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  legislation.  Two  weeks 
ago.  I  led  the  fight  to  amend  H.R. 
2769.  Our  effort  to  secure  a  rule  allow- 
ing amendments  to  H.R.  2769  fell 
eight  votes  short  on  a  212-204  vote. 
Denied  the  opportunity  to  offer 
amendments  to  H.R.  2769  and  in  the 
firm  belief  that  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative  will  harm  American  workers, 
I  voted  against  H.R.  2769. 

The  choice  today  is  a  very  difficult 
one.  I  want  to  see  withholding  re- 
pealed. 

Withholding  at  the  source  would 
have  imposed  heavy  burdens  on  many 
honest  taxpayers,  96.7  percent  of  tax- 
payers according  to  the  studies  by  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service,  who  report 
and  pay  taxes  on  their  interest  and 
dividend  income.  Withholding  would 
have  penalized  this  large  majority  of 
taxpayers  to  catch  a  few  tax  cheaters. 
Congress  cannot  sanction  tax  cheat- 
ing, however,  and  the  conference 
report  provides  for  backup  withhold- 
ing for  those  identified  by  the  IRS  as 
nonfilers.  Backup  withholding,  at  a 
rate  of  20  percent,  will  be  imposed  on 
taxpayers  who  fail  to  file  tax  returns 
on  interest  and  dividend  income,  or 
who  underreport  interest  and  dividend 
income  by  a  threshold  amount,  to  be 
determined  by  the  IRS. 
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Unfortunately,  repeal  is  linked  to  a 
bad  bill,  the  CBI.  This  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  will  allow  multination- 
al corporations  to  take  advantage  of 
duty-free  status  for  goods  produced  in 
part  in  the  Caribbean.  The  bill,  howev- 
er, provides  no  protection  for  the 
health  and  safety  of  Caribbean  work- 
ers and  no  protection  for  the  jobs  of 
American  workers.  The  CBI  is  an  ill- 
considered  scheme  whose  principal 
effect  would  be  to  lay  off  American 
workers,  by  admitting  foreign  goods  to 
the  United  States  under  preferential 
terms  and  conditions  which  undercut 
similar  goods  produced  in  this  country. 

When  the  House  considered  H.R. 
2769.  I  sought  to  offer  aunendments  to 
include  human  rights  and  worker 
safety  conditions,  to  exempt  certain 
import-sensitive  items  such  as  steel, 
electronics,  and  watches  from  duty- 
free treatment,  and  to  stiffen  the  Car- 
ibbean content  requirement.  The  rule 
precluded  such  amendments,  regretta- 
bly. Without  those  necessary  amend- 
ments. I  cannot  support  CBI. 

I  will  vote  against  the  conference 
report  with  great  reluctance.  I  do  so, 
however,  as  a  protest  against  the  strat- 
egy followed  here,  of  merging  two  dis- 
similar issues,  with  no  intent  that  the 
popular,  and  needed  provision— repeal 
of  withholding  on  interest  and  divi- 
dend income— will  carry  this  very  un- 
popular and  antiworker  provision,  the 
CBI.  There  two  issues  should  be  divid- 
ed and  voted  upon  separately,  but,  be- 
cause they  are  joined.  I  must  vote 
against  the  package  as  a  protest 
against  the  process  and  a  protest 
against  the  CBI.* 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  have  no  further  requests  for  time, 
and  I  move  the  previous  question  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  392.  nays 
18,  answered  'present"  6.  not  voting 
17.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  2781 
YEAS-392 


Ackermiui 

Addabbo 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 


Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuColn 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bate  man 


Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Herman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Blaggi 

Bilirakis 


Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonlor 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Brilt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CAI 

Brown  (CO) 

BroyhlU 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MOi 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courter 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Crockett 

DAmours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Pish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Ford(TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Frank 

Franklin 

Frenzel 
Frost 


Puqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hai«en(UT) 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Htghtower 

Hller 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (OK) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaPalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leiand 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Long (LA) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

Mac  Kay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 


Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

MrDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  ( WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxiey 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reld 

Richardson 

Ridge 

RItter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Sharp 

Shelby 


Shumway 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

Siljander 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratton 


Bates 

Early 

Edwards  (CA) 
Ford  (MI) 
Long(MD) 
Lowry  (WA) 


Studds 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torrlcelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

NAYS- 18 

Markey 

Martin  (ID 

Matsui 

McHugh 

Murtha 

Oberstar 


Weaver 

Weber 

Wheal 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wort  ley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Oliey 

Panetta 

Paul 

Roybal 

Shannon 

Yates 


These  votes  would  be  consistent  with 
my  previous  votes  on  these  two  issues. 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT' -6 


Akaka 
Dellums 


Gonzalez 
Harkin 


Pritchard 
Weiss 


NOT  VOTlNG-17 


Chappie 

Conyers 

Dixon 

Dowdy 

Foley 

Oilman 


Gore  Rinaldo 

Hansen  (ID)  Rod i no 

Heftel  Shaw 

Jones  (NO  Simon 

Jones  (TN)  Smith  (FL) 
Kindness 
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Messrs.  MURTHA.  MARKEY, 
LONG  of  Maryland,  and  OBERSTAR 
changed  their  votes  from  "yea"  to 
"nay." 

Mr.  PRITCHARD  changed  his  vote 
from  "yea"  to  "present." 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  voted 
"present"  on  final  passage  of  the  con- 
ference report  on  H.R.  2973.  I  took 
this  unusual  step  because  the  legisla- 
tion contains  both  the  repeal  of  the 
law  requiring  withholding  of  taxes  on 
Interest  and  dividends  and  the  provi- 
sions contained  in  H.R.  2769.  the  Car- 
ibbean Basin  Initiative. 

While  I  strongly  support  the  repeal 
of  tax  withholding  on  interest  and 
dividends.  I  am  just  as  strongly  op- 
posed to  the  CBI  legislation.  Thus.  I 
was  faced  with  a  true  dilemma  and 
was  forced  to  vote  "present." 

I  feel  that  these  two  matters  should 
have  been  taken  up  separately  so  that 
Members  could  have  cast  their  vote  on 
the  merits  of  each.  Had  I  been  able  to. 
I  would  have  voted  "aye"  on  the  with- 
holding   repeal    and    "no"    on    CBI. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION  ON 
DEFENSE  BILL  VOTE 

(Mr.  BONKER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  BONKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Tuesday.  I  reluctantly  voted  against 
the  defense  authorization  bill.  All 
Americans  want  and  support  a  strong 
national  security,  and  certainly  I  do.  I 
have  faithfully  supported  DOD  au- 
thorizations and  appropriations  in  the 
past.  But  our  military  budget  is  be- 
coming so  excessive,  I  can  no  longer 
justify  voting  for  it. 

The  Reagan  administration's  $1.8 
trillion  5-year  arms  buildup  plan  is  not 
based  on  our  traditional  policy  of  de- 
terrence, but  upon  the  simplistic 
notion  that  more  is  better,  that  we 
must  meet  or  beat  the  Soviets  in  every 
type  of  weapons  system.  The  MX  mis- 
sile, B-1  bomber,  and  Pershing  II  are 
not  only  unnecessary  to  preserve  an 
effective  deterrent,  but  they  are  desta- 
bilizing and  will  most  definitely  fuel 
the  arms  race.  Especially  in  the  case  of 
the  MX  combination  of  high  threat  as 
a  counterforce  weapon  and  its  high 
vulnerability  would  make  it  an  attra- 
tive  target  in  time  of  conflict.  Both 
sides  would  be  tempted  to  use  or  lose 
such  weapons. 

Such  hugh  expenditures  also  impact 
our  budget  and  national  economy. 
Nearly  one-third  of  the  proposed 
budget  for  1985  will  be  devoted  to  de- 
fense, and  when  we  remove  the  social 
security  trust  funds  later  this  decade, 
it  will  be  closer  to  50  percent.  With 
projected  budget  deficits  of  $200  bil- 
lion a  year,  we  are  going  to  be  borrow- 
ing money  from  the  private  sector  to 
sustain  this  budget  outlay  for  years  to 
come. 

I  am  not  at  all  pleased  with  voting 
against  a  defense  bill,  but  I  simply 
cannot  in  good  conscience  support  the 
overall  direction  of  this  administra- 
tion's military  program  for  the  future. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  J.  GERMANIS 

(Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  today  to 
the  late  John  J.  Germanis.  deceased 
staff  member  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Taxation,  of  which  I  am  chairman. 

John  Germanis  served  with  distinc- 
tion as  an  economist  and  revenue  esti- 
mator on  the  Joint  Committee  staff 
since  October  1,  1968,  to  his  death  on 
June  30,  1983,  at  age  56.  As  you  all 
know,  the  Joint  Committee  staff,  in 
consultation   with   the   Congressional 


Budget  Office  and  the  Treasury  De- 
partment, provides  the  Congress  with 
revenue  estimates  on  all  tax  legislation 
considered  by  it. 

John  Germanis  was  the  senior 
member  of  the  revenue  estimating 
staff  on  which  the  tax-writing  commit- 
tees are  so  dependent.  He  was  looked 
up  to  by  the  other  estimators  as  their 
leader,  and  was  responsible  for  hiring 
and  training  many  of  them,  who  now 
must  carry  on  his  work. 

John  Germanis  will  be  missed  pro- 
fessionally by  Members  of  the  tax 
committees,  congressional  staff  col- 
leagues and  associates  from  other  com- 
mittee staffs,  as  well  as  Treasury  De- 
partment tax  staff  and  others  that 
John  worked  with  during  his  years 
with  the  Joint  Committee  staff.  John 
Germanis  was  the  complete  profes- 
sional staff  person,  providing  technical 
revenue  cost  analysis  on  a  nonpartisan 
professional  staff  to  both  the  majority 
and  minority  members  of  the  tax  com- 
mittees and  other  Members  of  Con- 
gress as  well.  During  congressional 
consideration  of  a  tax  bill,  John 
worked  long  hours  and  weekends  to 
make  sure  that  his  revenue  estimates 
were  the  best  and  most  adequately  re- 
searched estimates  that  could  be  made 
in  the  timeframe  allowed. 

Moreover,  John  Germanis  is  and  will 
be  greatly  missed  because  of  his  fine 
personal  qualities.  He  was  a  true  gen- 
tleman in  his  dealings  with  coworkers 
and  others— mild  mannered  and  pa- 
tient at  all  times.  He  also  always  had 
time  to  give  a  friendly  smile  and  a 
pleasant  word. 

Prior  to  joining  the  Joint  Committee 
staff,  John  Germanis  worked  as  a  fi- 
nancial economist  with  the  California 
State  Department  of  Finance  (1962- 
68),  as  an  assistant  statistician  with 
the  California  State  Highway  Division 
(1960-62),  and  as  an  investment  ana- 
lyst with  the  Wells  Fargo  Bank  in 
California  (1957-60).  John  received  his 
master  of  arts  degree  (economics)  in 
1957  from  Harvard  University  (as  well 
as  completing  his  doctoral  general 
exams),  and  his  B.A.  (summa  cum 
laude)  degree  in  1953  from  Claremont 
Men's  College.  He  was  a  member  of 
the  American  Economic  Association. 

John  Germanis  was  born  in  1927  in 
Riga.  Latvia,  and  immigrated  to  the 
United  States  in  1949  at  age  22.  after 
spending  5  years  in  a  displaced  persons 
camp  in  West  Germany  after  leaving 
Latvia  at  age  17.  He  served  2  years  in 
the  U.S.  Army.  John  Germanis  re- 
ceived appropriate  military  honor  at 
his  interment  on  July  11  at  the  Arling- 
ton National  Cemetery.  He  was  a 
member  of  the  American  Latvian  As- 
sociation and  the  Latvian  Evangelical 
Lutheran  Church  of  Washington.  D.C. 
Our  sincere  condolences  and  prayers 
go  to  his  wife.  Dzidra.  and  two  sons. 
Peter.  25,  and  Martin.  23,  all  of 
McLean.  Va.  Peter  is  an  economist 
(policy    analyst)    with    the    Heritage 


Foundation  here  in  Washington.  D.C. 
and  Martin  is  a  graduate  student  in  in- 
formation sciences  at  George  Mason 
University  in  Fairfax,  Va. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE ON  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS 
AND  GROUNDS  OF  COMMIT- 
TEE ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 
TRANSPORTATION  TO  SIT 
DURING  5-MINUTE  RULE 

TODAY 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Buildings  and 
Grounds  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  be  permit- 
ted to  sit  during  the  5-minute  rule  in 
the  House  on  Thursday.  July  28.  1983. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REAGAN'S  CIVIL  RIGHTS 
RECORD 

(Mr.  GARCIA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  today's 
Washington  Post  quotes  Attorney 
General  William  French  Smith  as 
blaming  "politically  motivated  criti- 
cisms and  irresponsible  journalism" 
for  what  he  calls  public  misconcep- 
tions about  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's record  on  civil  rights.  This  is 
just  another  astonishing  misrepresen- 
tation of  the  Reagan  administration's 
record  on  civil  rights. 

Such  an  assertion  is  absurd  and 
defies  the  reality  of  the  administra- 
tion's dismal  performance  on  civil 
rights  over  the  past  2y2  years.  Indeed, 
a  good  case  can  be  made  that  the  ad- 
ministration is  using  these  type  tactics 
to  mask  the  absolutely  abysmal  record 
it  has  compiled  in  virtually  every  area 
of  civil  rights  enforcement. 

Let  us  look  at  the  record  of  this  ad- 
ministration and  how  it  reflects  a  lack 
of  commitment  to  civil  rights.  The  ad- 
ministration: 

Led  for  many  months  the  opposition 
to  a  strong  and  effective  extension  of 
the  Voting  Rights  Act; 

Tried  to  reverse  the  well-established 
Federal  policy  of  denying  tax  exempt 
status  to  schools  which  discriminate 
on  the  basis  of  race; 

Has  opposed  the  equal  rights  amend- 
ment; 

Has  threatened  the  independence 
and  integrity  of  the  Federal  judiciary 
by  supporting  legislation  which  would 
strip  the  Supreme  Court's  jurisdiction 
over  certain  constitutional  issues; 

Attempted  to  abolish  the  Legal  Serv- 
ices Corporation; 

Has  jeopardized  the  independence  of 
the  Civil  Rights  Commission  by  trying 
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to  fire  every  member  of  the  Commis- 
sion; 

Has  repeatedly  sought  to  impose  an 
"intent"  test  in  discrimination  cases: 

Has  refused  to  endorse  the  Women's 
Economic  Equity  Act,  legislation  to 
eliminate  sex  discrimination  in  Icey 
economic  areas; 

Has  attempted  to  relax  the  obliga- 
tions of  school  systems  for  educating 
handicapped  children:  and. 

Has  tried  to  limit  the  coverage  of 
civil  rights  laws  by  narrowing  the  defi- 
nition of  "Federal  financial  assist- 
ance" and  by  prohibiting  discrimina- 
tion only  in  those  programs  and  activi- 
ties for  which  Federal  funds  are  given 
directly. 

The  record  is  clear.  Only  the  Reagan 
administration  can  begin  to  undo  the 
perception  of  unfairness  that  best 
characterizes  its  policies  regarding 
blacks,  Hispanics,  women,  and  other 
minorities. 


"PIKD  CLEAN" 

(Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California  asked 
was  given  permission 


to  address 


and 

the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  PIK  program  has  now 
cost  the  American  taxpayer  over  $12 
billion  and  has  pushed  many  farm-re- 
lated businesses  to  the  brink  of  bank- 
ruptcy. Total  farm  subsidies  now  ap- 
proximate $22  billion  as  compared 
with  $3.5  billion  under  President 
Carter.  PIK  started  with  great  prom- 
ise but  has  proven  itself  to  be  a  costly 
mistake  that  attacks  the  farmer's 
overproduction  problem  from  the 
wrong  angle. 

Rather  than  idling  80  million  acres 
of  America's  fertile  croplands,  we 
should  be  working  to  increase  the  mar- 
kets for  American  farm  products 
abroad.  Such  a  promotional  program 
would  create,  not  destroy,  farm-related 
employment  here  in  the  United  States, 
and  would  contribute  toward  the  long- 
term  health  of  our  economy.  The 
American  taxpayer  should  not  have  to 
pay  the  price  for  our  failure  to  pro- 
mote an  aggressive  trade  policy. 

Even  those  persons  administering 
the  PIK  program  admit  that  it  has 
been  poorly  administered.  They  had 
no  idea  of  the  program's  long-term  im- 
pacts, or  costs  to  the  Treasury.  Rather 
than  acting  as  the  panacea  the  admin- 
istration proposed.  PIK  has  opened  a 
Pandora's  box  of  troubles  for  Ameri- 
can agriculture,  agricultural  workers, 
and  the  American  taxpayer. 

It  is  now  evident  that  PIK  is  bad 
public  policy.  It  is  bad  farm  policy,  it 
is  bad  employment  policy,  and  it  is  bad 
fiscal  policy.  PIK  is  one  gift  horse  that 
should  have  been  looked  in  the  mouth. 


THE  CHARGE  OF  OUR  MIGHT 
BRIGADE 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker- 
Half  a  run.  Half  a  run. 
Half  a  run  onward. 
Out  of  the  Dugout  of  Doom 
Rose  the  mighty  fourteen. 
■Fonvard.  Mighty  Pachyderms! 
Charge  for  the  balls,"  I  screamed: 
Into  the  outfield  of  Death 
Rode  the  mighty  fourteen. 
Theirs  was  not  to  catch  the  fly. 
Theirs  was  not  to  tag  Faunt-ry 
Theirs  was  but  to  win,  or  tie 
Back  to  the  Dugout  of  Doom 
Rode  the  mighty  fourteen. 
Pitchers  to  the  right  of  them 
Pitchers  to  the  left  of  them 
Pitchers  right  in  front  of  them 
Volleyed  and  beaned. 
Oxley  ran  with  might  and  fleet 
Dan  Crane's  hits  could  not  be  beat 
Into  the  jaws  of  victory 
And  out  of  the  mouth  of  Defeat 
Rode  the  mighty  fourteen. 
Flash!  as  Pursell  leapt  in  air 
Flash!  as  Schaefers  arm  would  scare 
Striking  out  the  batters  fair 
While  Williams  called  the  shots  from  there 
And  Chappell  sat  and  steamed. 
Ran  out  Ron  Paul's  fast  ball's  smoke 
Through  their  outfield  line  we  broke 
Liberal  and  conservative 
Reeled  from  that  batters  stroke. 
What  a  mighty  team! 
The  donkeys  they  fell  back,  but  not 
Not  the  great  fourteen. 
Doubles  to  the  left  of  them 
Singles  to  the  right  of  them 
Triples  far  behind  them 
Volleyed  and  careened 
Bonior's  bat  could  feel  the  heat 
Russo's  strength  was  in  his  feet 
With  great  pop  flies  by  Alan  Wheat 
Dems,  they  sought  the  victory 
From  the  mighty  team 
It  would  have  to  be  hard  won 
From  the  great  fourteen. 
How  could  their  great  glory  fade? 
O,  the  errors  that  they  made 
A  tie  was  unforeseen 
Honor  true  the  charge  they  made 
Honor  true  our  Might  Brigade 
Noble,  great  fourteen. 


life.  They  do  not  sit  and  let  life  pass 
them  by.  I  did  not  introduce  this  reso- 
lution, though,  to  honor  only  those 
seniors  in  my  own  district.  I  did  this, 
so  that  all  America  might  focus  its  at- 
tention on  this  wonderful  resource  in 
our  society.  The  value  of  older  persons 
lies  in  their  time,  energies,  wisdom, 
and  experiences  that  they  have  to 
offer  all  of  us.  Seniors,  as  a  whole,  are 
interested  in  continuing  positive  in- 
volvement in  society  through  their 
volunteer  work,  political  advocacy  and 
employment.  Older  persons  demon- 
strate a  sense  of  self-esteem  and  a  con- 
fidence in  their  ability  to  cope  with 
what  life  gives  them. 

They  provide  a  continuity  to  family 
and  reinforcement  of  generational 
ties.  They  link  the  past  with  the 
present  and  help  guide  us  through  the 
future.  In  closing,  I  want  to  leave  you 
with  this  one  thought:  Someday,  each 
one  of  us  will  be  a  part  of  the  senior 
citizens  group  in  society  and  I  know 
that  I  will  appreciate  knowing  that 
someone  is  thinking  of  me. 


OUR     GOLDEN  AMERICANS' 
(Mr.    BILIRAKIS    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
cently introduced  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 323.  National  Senior  Citizens 
Awareness  Week.  This  bill  will  draw 
national  attention  to  our  golden  Amer- 
icans who,  many  times  are  forgotten 
and  neglected  by  society. 

On  many  occasions  I  have  said  that  I 
represent  the  Nation's  fastest  growing 
area  of  senior  citizens.  In  one  county 
alone,  nearly  50  percent  of  the  popula- 
tion is  at  least  60  years  old.  And  be- 
lieve me,  these  individuals  remain 
active  in  every  aspect  of  community 


THE  BOLAND-ZABLOCKI  BILL 

(Mr.  RITTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
debate  on  Boland-Zablocki  yesterday, 
most  of  its  supporters  appeared  willing 
to  admit  that  the  Sandinistas  have  be- 
trayed their  revolution.  They  were 
generally  willing  to  admit  that  those 
groups  opposed  to  the  regime  in  Mana- 
gua were  trying  to  regain  their  right- 
ful legacy  in  that  revolution.  In  sum. 
just  about  everyone  seems  to  charac- 
terize the  Sandinistas  as  anywhere 
from  nogoodniks  to  downright  despica- 
ble to  those  on  the  cutting  edge  of 
Soviet-style  Communist  expansion  in 
this  hemisphere.  Yet  these  same 
people  vigorously  fight  covert  aid  to 
those  opposing  the  Sandinistas. 

I  questioned  several  colleagues  who 
support  Boland-Zablocki  as  to  whether 
they  would  be  willing  to  convert  such 
covert  aid  to  overt  aid  to  those  fight- 
ing inside  Nicaragua.  They  avoided  an- 
swering the  question  by  describing  the 
overt  aid  to  friendly  governments  to 
interdict  in  their  own  countries. 

The  point  is  that  those  interested  in 
cutting  off  covert  aid  are  also  those 
who  would  not  help  the  opposition  in 
Nicaragua  one  iota.  Those  well-mean- 
ing individuals  then  become  the  en- 
forcers of  the  Brezhnev  doctrine  right 
here  in  our  hemisphere.  They  perform 
the  task  of  insuring  the  continuation 
in  perpetuity  of  the  Soviet/Cuban- 
style  regime  in  Nicaragua,  leaving  it 
home  free  to  continue  its  stated  "revo- 
lution without  frontiers. " 


AMNESTY  LAW  IN  EL  SALVADOR 

(Mr.  LAGOMARSINO  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
last  week,  the  constitutent  assembly  in 
El  Salvador  extended  for  an  additional 
30  days  the  amnesty  law  that  has  been 
in  effect  in  that  country  since  May  17. 

The  constituent  assembly  deputies 
took  this  action,  it  is  reported,  at  the 
request  of  President  Magana. 

During  the  first  2  months  of  the  am- 
nesty. 540  political  prisoners  have 
been  released  and  218  guerrillas  have 
laid  down  their  arms  to  return  to  a 
normal  life. 

The  extension  of  the  amnesty  is  in- 
tended to  provide  a  further  opportuni- 
ty for  the  guerrillas  to  lay  down  their 
guns  and  rejoin  Salvadoran  society. 


This  would  have  caused  needless  in- 
convenience and  expense  to  millions  of 
people.  To  avoid  that,  the  conference 
report  had  to  be  approved  today.  And 
so  I  voted  for  its  passage  even  though 
I  very  much  disapprove  of  the  Carib- 
bean Basin  Initiative  which  is  at- 
tached to  it  and  think  it  extremely  un- 
fortunate that  these  two  unrelated 
matters  were  brought  to  us  together. 


REPEAL  OF  THE  10-PERCENT 
WITHHOLDING  ON  INTEREST 
AND  DIVIDENDS 

(Mr.  HARRISON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
delighted  that,  after  a  very  long  time, 
the  will  of  the  people  as  expressed  by 
the  overwhelming  majority  of  this 
House  and  the  other  body  will  finally 
be  enacted  into  law.  Today,  we  have 
repealed  the  10-percent  withholding 
on  interests  and  dividends.  It  was, 
from  the  beginning,  a  bad  idea.  It  was 
unnecessary  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  and  was 
merely  an  effort  to  shift  the  burden  of 
enforcement  from  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Service,  where  it  belongs,  to  the 
private  institutions  of  this  country. 
More  importantly,  it  was  an  idea  that 
would  cause  inconvenience  and  ex- 
pense to  millions  of  people.  Today's 
repeal  is  a  victory  for  the  legislative 
process. 

I  very  much  regret  that  the  so-called 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  has  been 
attached  to  this  measure.  It  is  certain- 
ly irrelevant  to  raising  revenue.  It  is, 
moreover,  an  unwise  and  unfair  law.  I 
voted  against  it  when  it  came  before 
this  House  as  a  freestanding  bill  and  I 
would  like  to  have  done  so  again.  The 
fact  is,  however,  that  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  had  the  votes  to  pass 
this  House  and  the  other  body. 

It  was  essential  that  this  compro- 
mise pass  today.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  had  announced  that  he 
would  not  further  extend  the  effective 
date  of  the  withholding  provision.  It 
would  have  gone  into  effect  August  5 
unless  the  conference  report  were  ap- 
proved. That  would  have  required  all 
of  our  financial  institutions  to  begin 
withholding  even  though  it  is  perfect- 
ly apparent  that  the  withholding  pro- 
vision would  have  been  repealed,  in 
any  event,  within  a  very  short  time. 


FAIR  TEXTILE  IMPORT  QUOTAS 

(Mr.  SPRATT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks,) 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  call  for  vigorous  efforts  by 
the  United  States  in  negotiating  fair 
quotas  for  imports  of  textiles  from  for- 
eign nations,  and  in  particular  the 
People's  Republic  of  China.  I  also  urge 
vigorous  action  by  the  United  States 
to  bring  an  end  to  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices now  employed  by  foreign  nations, 
including  China,  in  their  efforts  to 
export  textiles  into  the  United  States. 

So  far  in  1983,  foreign  textile  ex- 
ports to  the  United  States  have  in- 
creased by  21  percent  over  the  same 
period  in  1982.  This  is  a  record  rate  of 
growth  following  a  record  rate  of  in- 
crease last  year  as  well. 

In  bilateral  negotiations  now  under- 
way with  China,  the  United  States 
should  insist  on  textile  quotas  provid- 
ing for  a  rate  of  growth  in  imports  not 
to  exceed  the  rate  of  growth  in  the  do- 
mestic textile  market.  This  is  simply 
the  goal  to  which  the  President  him- 
self pledged  his  written  commitment 
when  he  was  a  candidate.  In  the 
United  States-China  trade  negotia- 
tions which  resumed  July  25  in 
Geneva,  the  textile  industry-labor  ad- 
visers to  the  United  States  left  the  ne- 
gotiations after  1  day  because  of  their 
dissatisfaction  with  the  U.S.  proposal. 
With  the  surge  of  imports  from  China 
and  other  countries,  this  split  between 
the  industry-labor  advisers  and  the  ne- 
gotiating team  raises  serious  questions 
whether  the  President's  explicit  com- 
mitment to  control  the  rate  of  textile 
import  growth  is  being  honored  and 
pursued. 

In  addition  to  liberal  and  imprecise 
import  quotas,  unfair  trade  practices, 
such  as  dumping,  have  plagued  domes- 
tic textile  manufacturers.  Foreign  gov- 
ernment subsidies,  evasion  of  U.S. 
import  quotas,  and  foreign  barriers  to 
U.S.  textile  exports  have  made  it  diffi- 
cult for  domestic  textile  manufactur- 
ers to  compete  on  an  even  playing 
field  in  world  textile  markets. 

Last  Friday,  July  22,  the  Interna- 
tional Trade  Administration  (ITA) 
validated  complaints  of  the  textile  in- 
dustry about  foreign  imports.  The  ITA 
found  that  China  has  been  selling 
printcloth  in  the  United  States  at  22 
percent  below  fair  market  value.  In  a 
price-sensitive    market    like    textiles, 


this  is  a  large  margin,  indeed,  for  for- 
eign product  dumping.  This  finding 
confirms  that  the  Chinese  are  ship- 
ping textiles  to  the  United  States  at  a 
loss  to  build  market  share  and  accu- 
mulate foreign  exchange.  Their  strate- 
gem  is  not  limited  to  printcloth.  Faced 
with  the  imminence  of  the  ITA  deci- 
sion, the  Chinese  some  months  ago 
shifted  their  exports  of  printcloth  to 
broadcloth  and  batiste,  which  they  are 
now  selling  for  15  cents  per  yard  less 
than  their  own  quoted  price  last  year. 
In  South  Carolina,  this  means  a  loss  of 
jobs. 

The  ruling  by  the  International 
Trade  Administration  sends  the  right 
signal  to  foreign  textile  manufactur- 
ers. It  proves  that  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices have  been  used  against  U.S.  tex- 
tile manufacturers,  and  it  shows  that 
we  will  not  allow  these  practices  to 
continue.  I  urge  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration to  work  harder  to  prevent  for- 
eign abuses  of  the  U.S.  textile  market. 
It  is  time  to  put  a  halt  to  practices 
that  imperil  this  important  industry 
and  the  2  million  jobs  it  provides. 


D  1200 

AMENDMENT    TO    THE    INTELLI- 
GENCE    AUTHORIZATION     ACT 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1983 
The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  261  and  rule  XXIII,  the 
Chair  declares  the  House  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole   House  on   the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  2760. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2760)  to  amend  the  In- 
telligence Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1983  to  prohibit  U.S.  support  for 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in 
Nicaragua  and  to  authorize  assistance, 
to  be  openly  provided  to  governments 
of  countries  in  Central  America,  to 
interdict  the  supply  of  military  equip- 
ment from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  to  in- 
dividuals, groups,  organizations,  or 
movements  seeking  to  overthrow  gov- 
errunents  of  countries  in  Central 
America,  with  Mr.  Natcher  in  the 
chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  rose  on 
Wednesday,  July  27,  1983,  all  time  for 
general  debate  had  expired,  and  9 
hours  and  7  minutes  remained  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  under  the  5- 
minute  rule. 

Pending  was  an  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Yotmc)  and  an  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Barnes)  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
substitute  amendment  for  the  amend- 
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ment  offered  by  the  Kentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young)  at  the  desk. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  MICA.  I  have  a  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  MICA.  A  colleague  would  like  to 
be  recognized  at  this  time  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  speech  only.  Can  I,  at  this 
time,  withhold  my  amendment  so  that 
the  Chair  can  recognize  my  colleague? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
has  the  right  to  withhold  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  the  advent  of 
this  administration  we  have  seen  a  de- 
liberate policy  of  confrontation,  mili- 
tary escalation  and  illegal  covert  activ- 
ity. This  administration  has  fanned 
the  local  conflicts  to  the  extent  that 
we  are  at  the  brink  of  creating  and  in- 
volving ourselves  in  a  widespread  re- 
gional war. 

This  policy  must  stop.  It  is  bound  for 
defeat  and  disaster.  We  instead  must 
seek  to  resolve  differences.  It  should 
be  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
seek,  in  Central  America,  a  halt  to  the 
militarization,  an  end  to  foreign  inter- 
vention, withdrawal  of  foreign  mili- 
tary advisers  and  combat  personnel, 
and  the  removal  of  all  foreign  military 
bases. 

The  premise  of  our  policy  is  wrong. 
The  seeds  of  the  local  struggles  are  op- 
pression, poverty,  disease  and  hunger. 
They  are  not  Soviet  bloc  plots  against 
the  Americas.  Because  of  the  long- 
standing economic  inequities  of  the 
region,  there  would  still  be  revolution 
in  Central  America  if  the  U.S.S.R.  and 
Cuba  were  nonexistent.  It  is  time  for 
us  to  recognize  that  democracy  does 
mean  their  right  to  decide  their  form 
or  government  and  economy. 

The  Reagan  administration  is  com- 
mitted to  a  plan  that  is  aimed  at  the 
overthrow,  both  directly  and  indirect- 
ly, of  the  Sandanista  government  of 
Nicaragua  and  the  crushing  of  the 
guerrilla  movements  of  El  Salvador 
and  Guatemala.  I  believe  the  Presi- 
dent is  even  willing  to  intervene  with 
U.S.  troops  if  all  his  other  options  fail. 

The  U.S.  policy  is  an  amalgam  of  ev- 
erything that  is  or  has  been  wrong 
with  U.S.  foreign  policy: 

Aged  anticommunism; 

North  American  chauvinism: 

Racism; 

Imperialism:  and 

Militarism. 

We  cannot  be  and  should  not  be  the 
policeman  of  the  world  or  the  Ameri- 
cas. This  is  a  world  and  a  hemisphere 
of  many  diverse  nations,  and  we  must 
respect  our  neighbors.  We  must  work 
in  concert  with  them  to  .solve  our 
problems  in  peace. 

The  Reagan  administration's  covert 
war  against  the  Government  of  Nica- 


ragua is  clearly  illegal.  It  is  yet  an- 
other example  of  the  cowboy  mentali- 
ty of  the  President  and  the  CIA. 

It  cannot  succeed.  The  people  of 
Nicaragua  will  not  support  the  rem- 
nants of  the  Somoza  tyranny.  In  the 
long  term  we  will  lose  a  great  deal  as 
the  rest  of  the  hemisphere,  particular- 
ly the  democratic  elements,  see  us 
again  as  the  gun-wielding,  intemper- 
ate, insensitive  gringo.  The  Congress 
must  stop  the  U.S.  covert  operations. 

But  I  am  not  sure  that  stopping  the 
covert  funding  will  stop  the  covert 
war.  Clearly,  we  are  encouraging  other 
governments,  in  Central  America,  in 
Latin  America,  and  in  the  Middle  East 
to  help  the  "Contras. "  This,  too,  must 
stop  so  that  we  can  achieve  a  peaceful 
settlement. 

We  must  recognize  that  our  willing- 
ness to  support  tyranny  makes  revolu- 
tions inevitable.  Our  continued  politi- 
cal, military,  and  economic  pressure 
has  made  political  flexibility  less  possi- 
ble. 

The  administration  rejects  such  rev- 
olution. But  dramatic  evolution  or  rev- 
olution for  the  poor,  the  hungry,  the 
sick,  and  the  powerless  is  coming  to 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean.  We 
cannot  nor  should  we  stop  it. 

We  can  by  example,  with  peaceful 
aid  and  counsel,  foster  democracy. 

The  opposition  to  the  Sandinista 
government  was  heightened  by  allega- 
tions that  they  were  assisting  the 
rebels  in  El  Salvador.  The  nature  and 
extent  of  this  alleged  aid  is  still  not 
explained.  Senior  U.S.  advisers  in  El 
Salvador  now  say  that  weapons  are 
coming  to  the  rebels  from  U.S.  sup- 
plied troops.  The  revolution  in  El  Sal- 
vador continues  because  the  Govern- 
ment in  El  Salvador,  with  U.S.  back- 
ing, has  failed  to  correct  the  inequities 
of  that  society. 

The  atrocities  by  official  forces  con- 
tinue, while  we  certify  progress  toward 
human  rights.  Land  reform  has  not 
worked,  nor  can  it  work  under  this 
regime.  The  elections  of  1982  had  little 
to  do  with  the  internal  realities  of  El 
Salvador,  but  were  intended  to  legiti- 
mize an  unpopular  government  which 
the  administration  props  up  by  force 
of  arms.  According  to  press  accounts. 
El  Salvador  doubts  if  the  elections 
scheduled  for  this  year  will  be  held.  It 
is  time  for  negotiations,  without  condi- 
tions, between  all  parties  in  El  Salva- 
dor. 

In  the  last  year  and  a  half  a  civilian 
government  has  emerged  in  Hondurais. 
This  administration  has  attempted  to 
suffocate  this  fragile  democracy.  We 
have  strengthened  the  military  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  civilian  leaders. 
We  have  heightened  internal  political 
conflicts.  Worse,  we  have  pulled  Hon- 
duras into  conflicts  with  Nicaragua 
and  the  revolutionaries  of  El  Salvador. 
Clearly  the  nation  and  its  democratic 
government  are  in  peril. 


The  administration  is  seeking  a 
friendly  relationship  with  a  genocidal 
Guatemalan  dictatorship.  The  Guate- 
malan military  is  attempting  to  stop 
broad-based  opposition  by  systematic 
and  widespread  killing  of  civilians,  es- 
pecially indigenous  populations. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Del- 
LUMS)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Del- 
LUMs  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  be- 
sides genocide,  there  are  no  serious 
proposals  for  basic  reforms,  nor  any 
coherent  development  strategies.  If  we 
are  committed  to  democracy,  we  must 
continue  to  condemn  the  Rios  Montt 
government  in  Guatemala. 

The  military  aid  to  the  junta  of  El 
Salvador,  the  development  of  Hondu- 
ras as  a  U.S.  fortress,  and  the  not-so- 
secret  war  against  Nicaragua  have  not 
accomplished  President  Reagan's 
goals.  We  now  see  a  new  ploy— a  dis- 
play of  gunboat  diplomacy.  This  is  a 
dangerous  and  dubious  venture.  We 
are  risking  war  by  the  provocative  act 
of  an  actual  blockade.  The  Gulf  of 
Fonesca  must  not  become  another 
Tonkin  Gulf. 

I  fear  that  when  all  other  options 
fail.  President  Reagan  will  attempt  to 
gain  victory  with  air  strikes  from  our 
carriers  off  the  coast.  We  must  say  no 
to  that  option  now. 

The  alternative  to  our  present  policy 
of  military  aid  and  escalation  must  be 
a  political  approach,  but  not  the  Kis- 
singer Commission.  This  panel  is  a  cal- 
culated public  relations  ploy  designed 
to  end  run  around  Congress  and  to  es- 
tablish legitimacy  for  a  policy  of 
blockade,  military  threats  and.  finally, 
U.S.  military  intervention. 

We  must  support  an  end  to  violence, 
repression  and  killing.  We  must  assist 
the  end  of  political  and  economic 
privilege  and  seek  justice.  We  must 
assist  basic  economic  change.  We  must 
commit  ourselves  to  dialog  and  negoti- 
ation. It  is  time  to  turn  toward  peace. 

The  Congress  must  reject  the 
Reagan  Central  America  policy- 
No  covert  war: 

No  gunboat  diplomacy; 

No  increases  in  military  aid;  and 

No  armed  intervention. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MICA  AS  A  SUBSTI- 
TUTE FOR  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
YOUNG  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment  as  a  substitute  for  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mica  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Young  of  Florida:  On  page  2,  strike  out  line 
20  and  all  that  follows  through  line  10  on 
page  5  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

■■(b)  This  section  shall  take  effect  upon 
the  date  prescribed  in  the  rlassified  annex 
to  the  report  of  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 


mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  accompany  H.R.  2760  (98th 
Congress),  but  in  no  event  earlier  than  Oc- 
tober 1,  1983.  unless  before  that  effective 
date  the  President,  after  consultation  with 
the  Congress,  has  submitted  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  in  writ- 
ing a  new  plan  providing  for  the  interdiction 
of  arms  being  shipped  from  or  through 
Nicaragua  to  forces  hostile  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador.  In  formulating  such  a 
plan,  the  President  shall  consider  whether 
it  would  be  useful  to  pursue  direct  bilateral 
negotiations  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Govenment  of  Nicaragua:  multilateral 
negotiations  among  selected  Western  Hemi- 
spheric countries:  involving  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States,  the  United  Na- 
tions, or  any  other  nation  or  nations  in  a 
diplomatic  or  peacekeeping  role:  involving 
other  countries  in  the  process  of  arms  inter- 
diction using  United  States  military  supplies 
and  training:  and  any  other  policy  that  will 
stop  the  shipment  of  arms  from  Nicaragua 
to  El  Salvador.  The  plan  submitted  pursu- 
ant to  this  subsection  shall  cease  to  be  im- 
plemented and  the  prohibition  contained  in 
subsection  (a)  shall  take  effect  if— 

■■<1)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  has,  by 
formal  action,  agreed  that  it  will  cease  all  its 
activities  involving  the  furnishing  of  arms, 
personnel,  training,  command  and  control 
facilities,  or  logistical  support  for  military 
or  paramilitary  operations  in  or  against  any 
country  in  Central  America  or  the  Caribbe- 
an: and 

"(2)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is 
taking  steps  to  implement  the  commitments 
made  by  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  in  July  1979:  and 

■•(3)  the  cessation  of  such  activities,  and 
the  taking  of  steps  to  implement  such  com- 
mitments, has  been  verified  by  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States  or  the  President 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MICA  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to 
have  an  explanation  and  perhaps  a 
reading  of  the  amendment,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  withhold  his  request. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
withhold  my  request  at  this  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (during  the  read- 
ing). For  what  purpose  does  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
BoLAND)  rise? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts, under  a  reservation  of  my 
right  to  object,  is  made  in  order  that  I 
might  understand  precisely  what  is  in 
the  Mica  substitute.  My  understanding 
is  that— and  the  gentleman  can  correct 
me  if  I  am  wrong— that  there  is  a  dif- 
ference between  the  Mica  amendment 
as  it  is  printed  in  the  Record  and  this 
amendment,  and  we  would  like  to  un- 


derstand that.  We  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  understand  that  very  well 
unless  we  understand  what  is  in  the 
amendment  offered  as  a  substitute. 

Mr.  MICA.  There  is  a  difference  in 
the  substitute,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  All  right.  Is  it  my  un- 
derstanding that  the  gentleman  is 
going  to  explain  what  the  difference 
is? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  will  explain  the  differ- 
ence, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
that  understanding,  I  withdraw  my 
reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica)  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
onset  let  me  say  that  it  has  not  been 
my  intention  to  create  a  confrontation 
in  this  body,  but,  rather,  to  try  to 
bring  about  a  unanimity.  There  was  a 
working  group  on  this  subject.  It  was 
made  up  of  the  leadership  of  both  par- 
ties. It  did  not  achieve  its  task,  but  I 
would  like  to  submit  for  the  Record 
the  names  of  about  50  to  60  Demo- 
crats who  had  worked  as  recently  as 
this  week  and  tried  to  continue  at 
least  one  effort  to  see  unanimity  on 
this  floor  before  we  had  to  approach  it 
in  this  manner. 

The  list  of  names  is  as  follows: 

Don  Puqua.  Bill  Nelson,  Marvin  Leath. 
Bill  Chappell.  Jerry  Huckaby,  Glenn  Eng- 
lish, Charlie  Whitley.  Dan  Daniel.  Wes  Wat- 
kins,  Ben  Erdreich.  Ike  Andrews,  Ronnie 
Flippo,  Harry  M.  Reid,  Charlie  Bennett. 
Beverly  Byron,  Buddy  Roemer,  G.  V.  Mont- 
gomery. Charlie  Stenholm,  Kent  Hance. 
Robin  Britt.  Dante  Pascell.  Andy  Ireland. 
James  McClure  Clarke,  John  Murtha,  Bill 
Hefner,  Wayne  Dowdy.  Robert  A.  Young, 
Earl  Hutto,  John  Breaux,  J.  Roy  Rowland. 
Ike  Skelton.  Charles  Hatcher,  Roy  Dyson, 
Dave  McCurdy,  Richard  Ray,  Tom  Carper, 
Ralph  Hull,  Marilyn  Lloyd,  Tom  Lantos, 
Billy  Tauzin.  Daniel  Akaka,  Richard  Shelby. 
Ed  Jenkins,  Jack  Hightower,  Sam  Hall. 
Norman  Sisisky,  Bill  Nichols,  Samuel  Strat- 
ton,  Beryl  Anthony  Jr.,  Buddy  MacKay, 
James  R.  Jones,  Dan  Mica. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  second  point  I 
would  like  to  make  is  that  our  majori- 
ty leader,  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  Jim  Wright,  is  circulating  an 
amendment  that  he  intends  to  intro- 
duce later  today,  and  I  would  like  to 
be  very  direct  on  this  and  say  that  I 
would  totally  and  completely  support 
that  amendment.  I  think  the  findings 
that  are  stated  in  the  Wright  amend- 
ment to  chastise  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  and  indeed  to  direct  the 
President  to  try  to  find  some  diplo- 
matic solutions  are  in  effect  what  I  am 
hoping,  and  have  been  hoping,  to  do 
right  along  in  working  with  some  kind 


of  a  bipartisan  group  to  find  a  solution 
to  this  most  difficult  problem. 

Let  me  say  first  that  it  is  a  complex 
situation,  and  I  see  it  as  a  very  com- 
plex situation  involving  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  human  beings'  lives  in  which 
we  are  trying  to  impose  a  black  or 
white  solution.  It  is  against  the  law  so 
we  will  not  do  it,  or  it  is  not  against 
the  law  so  we  will  do  it;  I  do  not  see 
that  as  an  appropriate  resolution  to 
this  type  of  situation  where  lives  are 
involved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  simply  stated,  I  think 
the  President  is  probably  acting  in 
breach  of  American  laws,  and  I  know 
that  is  in  dispute.  I  think  that  Nicara- 
gua is  acting  wrongly.  There  is  no 
doubt  about  that,  and  I  will  read  from 
the  Boland  report  as  to  what  they  say 
Nicaragua  is  doing.  But  I  also  think 
the  direct  action  of  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki  amendment  is  not  correct. 

So  we  have  three  actions  that  this 
Member  feels  are  all  incorrect. 

Now,  what  does  my  amendment  do? 
Simply  stated  there  are  two  parts  to  it. 
First,  the  President  must  submit  a 
plan  to  the  Congress.  This  gives  the 
President  the  opportunity  to  set  forth 
in  writing  a  legal  approach  to  that 
which  may  be,  and  some  say  is,  illegal 
in  the  activities  that  are  being  con- 
ducted in  Central  America.  Certainly  a 
committee  that  has  approved  action 
after  action  after  action  prior  to 
saying  it  is  illegal  would  give  the  op- 
portunity to  allow  for  a  plan  to  be  put 
in  compliance  with  American  law,  and 
I  think  that  is  important.  We  need  to 
have  some  approach  other  than  just 
the  confrontation,  an  ability  to  make 
sure  that  what  we  do  as  a  nation— not 
Democrats  or  not  Republicans,  but  as 
a  nation— is  legal. 

Second,  and  more  importantly,  we 
believe  that  Nicaragua  should  take 
some  action  in  ceasing  its  inappropri- 
ate activities  in  the  region.  Now,  I  do 
not  think  that  is  asking  too  much,  par- 
ticularly if  each  and  every  Member 
reads  the  Boland  report,  and  I  intend 
to  read  from  that  report  here  today. 

Now,  I  have  made  a  change,  and  I  di- 
rectly refer  these  comments  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  who  asked 
about  a  change.  My  original  amend- 
ment, as  indicated  in  the  Record,  said 
that  these  actions  by  Nicaragua  could 
be  verified  first,  by  the  OAS,  second, 
by  the  Contadora  group,  or  third,  by 
the  President.  I  have  been  advised, 
and  I  agree,  that  the  Contadora  group, 
which  I  support  because  I  feel  it 
makes  a  good  faith  effort,  in  and  of 
itself  is  not  an  internationally  recog- 
nized body.  It  does  have  the  mecha- 
nism for  verification.  So  I  have 
changed  that  section  to  read  that  it 
can  be  verified  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  for  the  OAS. 

This  is  not  trying  to  impose  a  solu- 
tion on  Nicaragua.  It  is  not  saying  that 
"You  must  deal  with  our  President." 
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It  is  saying  that  "You  can  deal  with  us 
or  you  can  deal  with  your  peers  in  the 
region. " 

So  I  think  that  minor  change  is  ap- 
propriate, and  there  were  some  elo- 
quent speeches  made  about  that  yes- 
terday on  the  floor. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  will  yield  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  my  remarlts.  but  I  only  have  5 
minutes. 

Let  me  refer  to  not  anything  that 
this  Member  of  Congress  feels,  not  to 
any  opinion,  but  to  the  judgment  of 
the  Boland  committee,  and  I  think  the 
Members  should  read  this  before  we 
vote,  because  they  say  that  the  follow- 
ing judgment  is  made  "with  certain- 
ty"—not  with  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica) 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Hyde,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mica  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  5  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Boland  committee  says  that  the  fol- 
lowing judgment  is  made  "with  cer- 
tainty": 

A  major  portion  of  the  arms  and  other 
material  sent  by  Cuba  and  other  communist 
countries  to  the  Salvadoran  insurgents  tran- 
sits Nicaragua  with  the  permission  and  as- 
sistance of  the  Sandinistas. 

The  Boland  committee  goes  on  to 
say  this: 

The  Salvadoran  insurgents  rely  on  the  use 
of  sites  in  Nicaragua,  some  of  which  are  lo- 
cated in  Managua  itself,  for  communica- 
tions, command-and-control.  and  for  the  lo- 
gistics to  conduct  their  financial,  material 
and  propaganda  surtivities. 

And  the  Boland  committee,  not  this 
Member,  says  this  directly: 

The  Sandinista  leadership  sanctions  and 
directly  facUitates  all  of  the  above  func- 
tions. 
The  committee  also  says  this: 
Nicaragua  provides  a  range  of  other  sup- 
port activities,  including  secure  transit  of  in- 
surgents to  and  from  Cuba,  and  assistance 
to  the  insurgents  in  planning  their  activities 
in  El  Salvador. 

Here  is  a  Congress  that  is  concerned 
about  sending  direct  aid  to  El  Salva- 
dor, a  government  that  we  support  os- 
tensibly, and  now  we  are  saying  that 
we  will  not  try  in  any  way  to  stop  this 
activity. 

Now,  let  me  add  from  the  Boland 
committee  report.  This  is  an  item  that 
has  been  raised  for  the  last  year  prior 
to  all  this. 

Another  area  of  serious  concern  to  the 
Committee  is  the  significant  military  build- 
up going  on  within  Nicaragua.  The  Presi- 
dent and  other  executive  branch  officials 
have  addressed  this  subject  publicly  and  ex- 
haustively. Considering  the  small  popula- 
tion of  Nicaragua— 

And  I  am  continuing  to  report  from 
the  Boland  committee  report- 
two  and  one   half  million  people— and  its 
weakened  economic  status— such  a  buildup 


cannot  be  explained  away  as  solely  defen- 
sive. 

The  Nicaraguan  Government  said 
they  would  build  the  largest  standing 
army  in  this  hemisphere.  They  have 
no  threatening  neighbors,  they  have 
no  need  for  such  an  army.  At  this  very 
moment,  shiploads  of  Soviet  equip- 
ment are  on  their  way  to  Nicaragua. 

So  what  I  am  saying  is  this:  The  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana,  Mr.  Lee  Hamil- 
ton, made  an  eloquent  argument 
about  the  problem  of  our  approach  in 
that  region.  I  hope  I  have  made  some 
argument  al)out  the  problems  that  are 
going  on  in  Nicaragua,  and  the  conclu- 
sion is  that  what  is  going  on  in  Nicara- 
gua is  wrong.  What  we  are  doing  may 
be  wrong  and  it  must  be  corrected  by 
our  plan  and  by  the  President,  and  it 
is  of  such  a  serious  nature  that  we 
should  not  just  pick  up  our  marbles, 
just  stop  everything,  and  walk  away. 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  we  are  going 
to  give  $80  million  in  the  region,  and 
all  those  who  feel  that  the  overt  ap- 
proach is  correct,  but  do  not  want  to 
support  an  open  war  had  better  think 
about  that.  Honduras  and  Guatemala 
and  Nicaragua  went  to  war  over  a 
soccer  game.  As  for  that  $80  million,  if 
it  is  the  seed  money  for  an  open  war. 
are  we  prepared  to  vote  for  open  fund- 
ing for  war  in  that  region? 
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There  is  a  problem.  It  is  a  legitimate 
problem.  I  feel  deeply  about  this. 
There  is  nothing  that  says  that,  be 
you  a  Democrat  or  a  Republican,  that 
you  do  not  want  to  sometimes  stop 
and  look  at  the  human  situation. 
There  are  tens  of  thousands,  whether 
we  like  it  or  not,  who  have  alined 
themselves  with  a  cause  that  we  have 
supported  that  they  felt  was  for  free- 
dom, and  when  we  leave,  the  Sandinis- 
tas know  who  every  one  of  them  are. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  gather  that  one  change  the  gentle- 
man has  made  in  the  substitute  the 
gentleman  has  offered,  in  comparison 
to  the  amendment  that  was  put  in  the 
Record,  is  that  the  verification  of  the 
cessation  of  subversion  by  the  Govern- 
ment in  Nicaragua  now  has  to  be  done 
either  by  the  OAS  or  the  President  of 
the  United  States  and  that  the  refer- 
ence to  the  Contadora  countries  has 
been  eliminated. 

Mr.  MICA.  The  gentleman  made 
such  an  eloquent  speech  yesterday 
that  I  had  to  rethink  my  position. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  response. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 


Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  take  it  from  the  gentleman's  re- 
marks that  basically  what  he  is  telling 
us  here  today— and  I  think  this  is 
really  the  kernel  of  this  whole  argu- 
ment—is that  it  should  be  beyond  any 
shadow  of  a  doubt  now,  there  should 
be  no  argument  about  it  any  more, 
that  Nicaragua  is  indeed  furnishing 
arms  and  equipment  to  the  guerrillas 
in  El  Salvador. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lagomarsino, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mica 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  yield  fur- 
ther, there  should  be  no  argument, 
the  issue  should  be  laid  to  rest  as  to 
whether  or  not  Nicaragua  is,  indeed, 
furnishing  arms,  equipment,  training, 
logistics  and  so  on  to  the  guerrillas  in 
El  Salvador. 

Mr.  MICA.  There  is  no  question.  If 
every  Member  in  their  offices  or  on 
the  floor  would  get  a  copy  of  the 
Boland-Zablocki  report,  they  do  not 
make  any  bones  about  this.  A  great 
portion  of  that  report  recognizes, 
chastises,  and  condemns  the  activities 
in  great  detail  of  the  activities  of  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua.  I  do  not 
think  that  has  been  brought  out. 
Some  say  maybe  that  is  not  so. 

I  think  it  needs  to  be  put  to  rest.  It 
is  in  the  report. 

I  think  to  be  fair  to  the  committee, 
their  argument  is  not  that  these 
things  are  not  going  on.  Their  argu- 
ment is  that  maybe  it  is  illegal  and  we 
should  stop  it. 

My  argument  and  my  point  here 
today  is  that  I  do  not  think  a  lot  of 
people  realize  that  this  is  a  fact.  These 
are  judgments  made  wHh  certainty  by 
our  committee  in  this  Congress. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  yield  fur- 
ther, another  point  that  is  made  in 
that  report  is  that  we  should  do  some- 
thing about  it:  right? 

Mr.  MICA.  Well,  the  report  does  say 
that  we  should  take  some  action. 

I  might  say  that  my  feeling  is  this.  It 
is  a  pay  now  or  pay  later  situation. 
There  is  and  has  been  a  major  military 
buildup.  I  am  on  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee.  We  have  had  reports  of  it 
for  over  1  year  now  in  Nicaragua,  aside 
from  this  debate,  and  their  leaders 
have  said  that  it  will  be  the  strongest 
military  regime  in  the  hemisphere  out- 
side the  United  States. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  So  the  argu- 
ment here  today  and  yesterday  really 
should  be  whether  the  remedy  provid- 
ed in  the  bill  that  is  before  us  is  the 
correct  remedy  or  not.  There  should 
not  be  an  argument  anymore  whether 
there  should  be  a  remedy. 


Mr.  MICA.  I  think  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki resolution  addresses  a  very  sa- 
lient point,  a  difficult  problem,  a  very 
sincere  effort. 

I  just  think  the  way  it  approaches  it, 
the  final  answer  right  now,  with  the 
situation  where  there  are  thousands 
who  have  alined  themselves  with  this 
cause  in  Nicaragua,  should  be  consid- 
ered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hopkins,  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mica  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

As  the  author  of  the  amendment 
currently  on  the  floor,  is  it  the  opinion 
of  my  colleague  that  if  overt  oper- 
ations are  approved  by  this  Congress, 
in  the  gentleman's  opinion,  would  that 
lead  to  a  commitment  of  troops  in  the 
future  in  Central  America? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  think  there  is  every  bit 
the  possibility  that  with  overt  aid  we 
could  be  supplying  seed  money  for 
possible  military  actions  in  the  region. 
Then  those  of  us  or  those  of  you  who 
supported  it  will  have  to  make  a  judg- 
ment. 

Did  you  give  them  the  money  to  get 
it  started  and  now  you  want  to  stop, 
do  you  want  to  pull  away?  That  is  a  le- 
gitimate concern. 

There  are  other  concerns,  such  as 
immigration. 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  Will  the  gentleman 
give  me  his  opinion,  using  the  reverse 
side  of  that  coin?  Would  the  approval 
of  covert  operations  ultimately  be 
more  or  less  likely  to  result  in  the 
commitment  of  American  soldiers  in 
Central  America? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  think  if  the  covert  oper- 
ations meet  the  legal  guidelines  set 
forth  in  this  Congress  and  this  Com- 
mittee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mica 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  the  potential  exists  for 
problems,  military  problems,  in  that 
region  right  now.  Either  way,  we  are 
taking  a  risk. 

I  think  it  is  difficult.  I  said  that  it 
was  an  honest  effort;  but  if  I  may,  be- 
cause the  Chairman  has  asked  that  I 
point  out  the  changes  in  the  record 
and  I  just  recalled  one  minor  change 
that  I  would  like  to  point  out.  We 
changed  the  words,  "affirmed  its  com- 


mitments" on  page  2,  to  "is  taking 
steps  to  implement  the  commitment." 
It  is  not  a  major  change,  but  I  wanted 
to  point  that  out. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BOLAND  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MICA  AS  A  SUB- 
STITUTE FOR  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY 
MR.  YOUNG  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment  of- 
fered as  a  substitute  for  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Boland  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mica  as  a  substi- 
tute for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Young  of  Florida:  Strike  out  all  that  follows 
"On  page"  through  the  end  of  the  amend- 
ment and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 
3,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

"(c)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  cease  to  apply  if,  after  the  end 
of  the  30-day  period  beginning  on  the  effec- 
tive date  of  that  prohibition— 

"(1)  the  President  submits  to  the  Congress 
a  report,  classified  if  necessary,  stating  that 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is  continuing 
to  support,  directly  or  indirectly,  military  or 
paramilitary  operations  by  antigovernment 
forces  in  El  Salvador,  and  that  the  Presi- 
dent has  determined  that  the  assistance  for 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  prohibit- 
ed by  subsection  (a)  is  necessary,  such 
report  to  include  an  analysis  of  the  military 
significance  of  the  aid  provided  by  Nicara- 
gua to  antigovernment  forces  in  El  Salva- 
dor, a  justification  for  the  amount  and  type 
of  assistance  proposed  to  be  furnished,  a  de- 
scription of  the  objectives  of  such  assist- 
ance, and  an  explanation  of  why  the  pro- 
posed assistance  is  in  the  United  States  na- 
tional interest:  and 

"(2)  the  Congress  enacts  a  joint  resolution 
approving  the  resumption  of  assistance  for 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in  Nica- 
ragua. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 

SOLARZ). 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts, the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee  for  yielding  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  this  amendment 
to  the  substitute  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Mica). 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
reason  I  yielded  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  that  both  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia  were  cosponsors  of 
an  amendment  to  the  substitute  that 
was  going  to  be  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica). 

I  sought  the  floor  because  of  the 
fact  that  I  chair  this  committee  and 
probably  have  seniority  over  the  gen- 
tleman from  the  Foreign  Affairs  Com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Broomfield). 

I  sought  this  time  so  that  we  would 
have  an  opportunity  to  put  this  par- 
ticular amendment  before  the  House 
and  the  committee  itself  could  make  a 
judgment,  both  on  the  Mica  amend- 
ment and  also  on  the  amendment  to 


the  Mica  substitute  that  Is  offered  in 
my  name,  but  in  behalf  of  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Solarz). 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  once 
more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts (Mr.  Boland)  may  sit  while  I 
engage  in  my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
very  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Mica),  described  his  sub- 
stitute as  a  compromise  which  could 
hopefully  provide  a  basis  for  facilitat- 
ing a  broad  consensus  within  the 
House  with  respect  to  how  we  ought  to 
be  conducting  ourselves  toward  Nica- 
ragua. 

I  would  submit  that  this  amendment 
to  his  substitute,  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Boland)  on  behalf  of  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler)  and 
myself,  could  fairly  be  characterized 
as  a  compromise  to  the  compromise. 

Let  me  try  to  explain  exactly  what 
the  differences  are  between  the  Mica 
substitute  and  the  Boland  amend- 
ment. Under  the  Mica  substitute,  we 
would,  in  effect,  continue  our  para- 
military operations  against  Nicaragua, 
unless  Nicaragua  first  stops  its  efforts 
to  destabilize  the  Government  of  El 
Salvador  and  the  President  or  the 
OAS,  in  effect,  certifies  or  reports  to 
the  Congress  that  they  have,  in  fact, 
stopped  these  subversive  activities  di- 
rected toward  a  neighboring  govern- 
ment. 

Under  the  Boland  amendment,  we 
would  stop  upon  the  enactment  of  this 
legislation  or  paramilitary  operations 
directed  toward  Nicaragua,  but  we 
would  be  in  a  position  to  resume  those 
paramilitary  operations  if  the  Presi- 
dent within  30  days  after  the  enact- 
ment of  the  legislation  and  the  cessa- 
tion of  our  paramilitary  operations  re- 
ported back  to  the  Congress  that  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  was  con- 
tinuing its  efforts  to  destabilize  other 
governments  in  the  region  and  if,  at 
that  point,  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  adopted  a  joint  resolution  ap- 
proving the  President's  report. 
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What  then  is  the  fundamental  dif- 
ference between  the  Mica  substitute 
and  the  Boland  amendment? 

Under  the  Boland  amendment,  we 
would  take  the  first  step.  We  would 
terminate  our  paramilitary  operations 
directed  against  Nicaragua. 
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PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  have  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  this  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  since  we  are  playing  by  the 
strict  rules  here,  does  the  gentleman 
have  the  time  or  does  the  chairman 
have  the  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland)  has 
the  time. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 
Mr.  BOLAND.  My  understanding  is 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  SoLARZ)  asked  unanimous  consent 
that  I  be  permitted  to  sit  and  there 
was  no  objection  to  it.  So  I  yielded  the 
time  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
so  he  could  continue. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  think 
we  ought  to  be  kind  to  our  senior  citi- 
zens and  if  that  unanimous  consent 
has  already  been  passed,  far  be  it  for 
me  to  object. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  if  sometimes 
he  wants  to  go  down  to  the  gym  and 
get  involved  in  some  kind  of  a  little 
racket  game,  I  will  be  delighted  to  ac- 
commodate him. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  just 
for  the  record,  so  it  may  be  under- 
stood, my  unanimous  consent  request 
had  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  the 
age  or  the  physical  capacity  of  the 
very  distinguished  chairman  of  the  In- 
telligence Committee  who  could  out- 
last all  of  us.  It  was  merely  a  courtesy 
to  a  colleague  which  I  would  have  ex- 
tended even  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  if  the  situation  had  been  re- 
versed. 

If  I  may.  I  would  like  to  get  back  to 
the  explanation  of  the  differences  be- 
tween these  two  approaches.  Under 
the  Boland  amendment  we  take  the 
first  step. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Boland)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Mica  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Boland  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  5  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  that  request. 

Once  we  take  the  first  step,  it  is  then 
up  to  Nicaragua  to  take  the  second 
step.  And  if  they  refrain  from  taking 
the  second  step,  then  we  are  in  a  posi- 
tion to  resume  our  paramilitary  oper- 
ations against  Nicaragua  merely  by 
virtue  of  a  Presidential  report  that 
they  have  not  taken  the  second  step, 
and  through  the  adoption  of  a  joint 
resolution  approving  the  President's 
report;  whereas  under  the  Mica 
amendment,  we  insist  that  the  Nicara- 


guans  take  the  first  step  and  that  they 
in  effect  terminate  their  subversive  ef- 
forts against  El  Salvador  before  we 
terminate  our  paramilitary  operations 
against  them. 

Now,  I  happen  to  believe  that  the 
United  States,  a  nation  of  over  200 
million  people,  one  of  the  two  super- 
powers in  the  world,  engaged  in  a 
tense  confrontation,  as  it  were,  with  a 
small  nation  of  a  few  million  people 
like  Nicaragua,  is  big  enough  and  is 
powerful  enough  to  take  the  first  step. 
Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  MICA.  Just  for  purposes  of  clari- 
fication. I  understand  your  amend- 
ment would  just  stop  everything  for  30 
days  and  then  at  the  end  of  30  days, 
after  we  have  received  a  report  from 
the  President,  that  then  we  could 
either  go  ahead  or  continue  with  no 
action;  correct? 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Under  my  amend- 
ment, once  the  prohibition  on  the 
paramilitary  assistance  contained  in 
the  Boland-Zablocki  bill  comes  into 
effect,  we  stop  our  paramilitary  assist- 
ance directed  against  Nicaragua  and 
then.  30  days  after  that  cessation,  the 
President  is  empowered  to  report  back 
to  the  Congress,  if  he  so  chooses,  that 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is  con- 
tinuing its  subversive  efforts  against 
El  Salvador  or  anywhere  else. 

Then  if  the  Congress  adopts  a  joint 
resolution  approving  the  President's 
report  we  resume  our  paramilitary  op- 
erations against  Nicaragua. 

If  the  President  does  not  submit 
such  a  report  or  if  the  Congress  does 
not  adopt  a  joint  resolution  the  para- 
military assistance  does  not  continue. 

Mr.  MICA.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  I  would  like  a  clarifi- 
cation on  that.  But  let  me  just  ask  this 
and  then  I  will  ask  for  clarification. 

How  long  will  it  take  us  to  withdraw 
everybody  that  we  are  supporting 
there? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  The  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  and  myself  preserves  the  classi- 
fied date  for  cessation  of  hostilities 
contained  in  the  classified  annex  of 
the  intelligence  authorization  and  we 
keep  that  classified  date  for  the  termi- 
nation of  all  hostilities  by  the  United 
States  in  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill. 

So  what  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  and 
myself  would  do  would  be  after  that 
date,  when  military  activity  is  ceased 
by  the  United  States,  the  President 
would  then  have  30  days  from  the 
classified  date  to  submit  this  report  on 
the  cessation  of  Nicaraguan  activities. 
Mr.  MICA.  If  the  gentleman  would 
continue  to  yield,   my   problem   with 


this  would  be  that  if  we  are  going  to 
stop  everything  for  30  days  we  obvi- 
ously will  have  those  thousands  that 
were  referred  to  there,  no  one  there  to 
defend  them  while  we  are  waiting  on  a 
report. 

We  may  have  to  go  back  in  30  days 
to  a  very  difficult  situation. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Let  me  say  that  if  the 
groups  that  are  now  fighting  against 
the  government  in  Nicaragua  cannot 
maintain  themselves  for  at  least  30 
days  without  a  continuing  supply  of 
American  weaponry,  given  all  of  the 
assistance  they  have  already  gotten, 
they  are  not  a  very  viable  operation  to 
begin  with. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Would  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield,  but  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
would  allow  me  2  minutes  to  conclude 
my  remarks  and  then  I  will  yield. 

But    if    the    gentleman    prefers.    I 
would  ask  the  chairman  to  yield  now. 
Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  am  interested  in 
precisely  the  same  point  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica)  is 
making.  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Solarz)  is  trying  to 
deal  with  this  thing  from  a  legalistic 
point  of  view  instead  of  a  realistic 
point  of  view  of  the  military  situation 
that  exists  in  Nicaragua. 

It  is  not  a  question  of  whether  the 
individuals  that  we  are  supporting  can 
maintain  themselves  for  15  days,  30 
days,  45  days,  or  even  long  enough  for 
Congress  to  conduct  another  one  of 
these  debates  that  takes  13  or  14 
hours.  It  is  a  question  of  whether  this 
Congress  is  going  to  demonstrate  that 
the  United  States  is  not  willing  to  sus- 
tain an  operation  of  this  kind  to  assist 
those  who  are  fighting  for  freedom. 

You  just  cannot  turn  this  thing  off 
and  on  like  a  faucet.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment  is  highly  flawed 
in  comparison  with  that  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Boland)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Fascell  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Boland  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  just  would  like  to 
clarify  a  point.  I  understand  where  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  and  the  gen- 
tleman fron  New  York  that  just  left 
the  microphone  are  coming  from. 

But  from  a  practical  standpoint  are 
we  not  saying  that  since  this  is  an  au- 
thorization bill  for  1984,  that  because 
of  the  process  that  we  are  involved  in 
here  that  the  actual  termination,  if 
the  other  body  even  were  to  accept 


this  proposal,  would  not  occur  until 
October? 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Precisely. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  So  we  are  not  talk- 
ing about  a  spigot  being  turned  off  im- 
mediately. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Can  I  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  he  will  have  ample  oppor- 
tunity to  debate  the  amendment  but  I 
would  like  to  finish  the  explanation. 

I  am  sure  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  either  have  questions 
or  want  to  make  statements  about  it 
themselves. 

But  if  I  can  try  to  conclude  the  sum- 
mary and  the  description  of  what  the 
amendment  attempts  to  do,  as  I  was 
pointing  out,  the  big  difference  is  that 
under  the  Mica  substitute  the  Nicara- 
guans  have  to  take  the  first  step. 
Under  the  Boland  amendment  to  the 
Mica  substitute  we  take  the  first  step. 
But  if  they  do  not  reciprocate  we  are 
in  a  position  to  resume  paramilitary 
operations  against  Nicaragua. 
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It  seems  to  me  the  advantage  of 
combining  the  Boland  amendment 
with  the  Mica  substitute  is  that  it  puts 
the  Nicaraguan  Government  on  notice 
that,  if  they  want  us  to  refrain  from 
resuming  paramilitary  operations 
against  them,  all  they  have  to  do  is  to 
terminate  their  efforts  to  subvert  the 
government  in  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  on 
that  point? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Let  me 
read  to  you  from  page  12  of  the  Intel- 
ligence Committee  report.  It  says.  "No 
member  of  the  committee  believes 
that  ending  support  for  the  anti-San- 
dinista  insurgency  will  by  itself  induce 
a  corresponding  end  in  Sandinista  sup- 
port for  the  Salvadoran  insurgents."  It 
flies  right  in  the  face  of  what  the  gen- 
tleman just  got  through  saying. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  No. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  You 
even  put  it  in  print,  now  you  are  back- 
ing away  from  that  statement. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Well,  if  I  can  respond 
to  the  gentleman's  point,  it  says  noth- 
ing of  the  sort,  because  if  the  Boland 
amendment  to  the  Mica  substitute  is 
adopted,  and  if  we  take  the  first  step, 
which  that  amendment  would  have  us 
do  if  we.  under  the  terms  of  the 
Boland  amendment,  terminate  our 
paramilitary  assistance  against  Nicara- 
gua  

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Then 
what  should 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  If  I  can  complete  my 
response  to  your  question.  If  it  should 
turn  out  that  the  Government  of  Nica- 
ragua does  not  cease  and  desist  from 
its  efforts 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 


(On  request  of  Mr.  Fowler  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Boland  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  the  request.  And  if  it  turns 
out  that  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
does  not  cease  and  desist  from  its  ef- 
forts to  destabilize  El  Salvador,  then 
30  days  after  the  termination  of  the 
paramilitary  operations  we  are  direct- 
ing against  Nicaragua,  the  President 
would  submit  a  report  to  the  Congress 
in  which  he  would  say  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  is  continuing  its  ef- 
forts. He  would  describe  what  they  are 
doing.  Under  the  terms  of  the  amend- 
ment he  would  be  obligated  to  assess 
the  military  significance  of  what  they 
were  doing.  He  would  also  presumably 
request  us  to  authorize  a  continuation 
of  the  paramilitary  operation  against 
them.  He  would  describe  the  purposes 
of  that  operation.  If  necessary,  his 
report  could  be  classified. 

Once  that  report  was  submitted  to 
the  Congress,  upon  the  adoption  of  a 
joint  resolution  by  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  the  paramilitary  oper- 
ations would  resume. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  The 
gentleman  has  already  prejudged  his 
argument  in  this  committee  document 
because  you  have  just  said  and  I  just 
read  it  to  you  that  nobody  on  the  In- 
telligence Committee  thinks  that  this 
is  going  to  work,  for  30  days  or  what- 
ever. What  you  are  saying  is  you  are 
going  to  give  them  30  days  and  then 
come  back  with  the  report  that  the 
Congress  might  sit  on  for  30,  60,  90, 
120  days.  Members  of  the  Intelligence 
Committee  already  said  this  is  an  inef- 
fective method  to  use  because  by  itself 
the  Sandinistas  will  not  give  up.  It 
says  so  on  page  12  of  the  Intelligence 
Committee  report. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Let  me  say  that  I  did 
not  write  the  report;  I  do  not  think 
that  anybody  can  predict  with  abso- 
lute certainty  what  the  Sandinistas 
will  do. 

I  think  if  we  adopt  the  Boland 
amendment  we  will  put  the  onus  on 
them;  regional  pressure,  international 
pressure  will  be  focused  on  the  Sandi- 
nistas. I  think  our  political  position 
will  be  enormously  enhanced  both 
within  the  region  and  around  the 
world  and,  if  it  should  turn  out  that 
the  prediction  contained  in  the  com- 
mittee report  is  accurate,  and  the  San- 
dinistas continue  their  efforts  to  de- 
stablize  El  Salvador  anyway,  we  are  in 
a  position  to  resume.  I  can  assure  you 
that  there  is  no  intention  here  to 
bottle  up  joint  resolutions  of  approval. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  The 
gentleman  cannot  give  that  assurance. 


Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  have  not  yielded.  I 
am  sure  before  this  debate  is  over.  I  do 
not  want  to  speak  for  them,  but  I  be- 
lieve that  the  chairmen  of  the  rele- 
vant committees  would  be  prepared  to 
offer  assurance  that  this  legislation 
would  be  considered  in  a  timely  and 
expeditious  fashion,  and  that  the  Con- 
gress would  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
work  its  will.  Let  me  say  to  the  gentle- 
man, if  you  want  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment  providing  for 
expedited  procedures.  I  personally 
have  no  problem  with  that. 

The  whole  point  is,  however,  that  if 
the  amendment  is  adopted  and  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  does  not 
cease  and  desist  from  its  efforts  to  de- 
stabilize El  Salvador,  we  are  in  a  posi- 
tion to  resume. 

Now,  the  advantages  of  the  ap- 
proach are  twofold.  From  the  point  of 
view  of  those  who  believe  that  so  long 
as  Nicaragua  continues  to  subvert  El 
Salvador,  we  should  continue  our 
paramilitary  operations  against  Nica- 
ragua, the  advantage  is  that  the 
amendment  provides  for  a  mechanism 
for  resuming  the  paramilitary  oper- 
ations if  they  do  not  cease  and  desist. 
Whereas,  from  the  point  of  view  of 
those  Members  who  believe  that  even 
if  Nicaragua  does  not  cease  and  desist 
from  its  efforts  to  destabilize  El  Salva- 
dor, it  is  not  in  the  interest  of  the 
United  States  to  continue  what  we  are 
doing,  the  Boland  amendment  pro- 
vides for  the  termination  of  our  para- 
military assistance  toward  Nicaragua 
and  gives  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  the  right  to  prevent  the  re- 
sumption of  a  paramilitary  assistance 
program  directed  against  Nicaragua,  if 
the  Congress  does  not  pass  a  joint  res- 
olution approving  the  President's 
report. 

The  fundamental  difference  between 
the  Mica  substitute  and  the  Boland 
amendment,  in  addition  to  the  fact 
that  the  Mica  amendment  would  re- 
quire them  to  go  first  whereas  the 
Boland  amendment  would  have  us  go 
first,  is  that  under  the  Mica  amend- 
ment there  is  no  continuing  congres- 
sional control,  whereas  under  the 
Boland  amendment  the  Congress  re- 
mains in  a  position  to  prevent  a  re- 
sumption of  this  program  in  the  event 
it  decides  that  is  not  in  our  interest. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  MICA.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  gentleman  be  given  1  addi- 
tional minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object  and  I  shall  not  object 
to  it,  but  I  think  it  is  about  time  we 
get  a  balance  in  this  debate  here.  I 
would  like  to  see  someone  on  this  side 
recognized   to   answer   the   comments 
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made   by    the   gentleman    from   New 
York. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland)  is 
recognized  for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man (Mr.  Mica). 

Mr.  MICA.  I  would  like  to  clarify 
one  statement  that  the  gentleman 
made  when  he  said  that  with  the  Mica 
amendment  there  is  no  continuing 
congressional  oversight. 

At  any  time  this  body  can  stop  ev- 
erything. All  we  have  to  do  is  come  to- 
gether like  we  are  right  now  here  and 
act  on  an  appropriations  bill  or  a  limi- 
tation. So.  there  is  always  control. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  If  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  will  yield,  the  gentle- 
man's point  is  well  taken,  but  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  would  also  agree 
that  the  provision  requiring  the  adop- 
tion of  a  joint  resolution  of  approval 
contained  in  the  Boland  amendment 
to  your  substitute  gives  the  Congress  a 
greater  degree  of  control  over  what  we 
are  doing  with  respect  to  Nicaragua 
than  it  would  have  without  such  aj\  ar- 
rangement. 

Mr.  MICA.  If  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  will  yield,  I  would  agree 
it  would  give  some  other  type  of  con- 
trol, but  we  already  have  control. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Solarz  amendment. 

Mr.  SoLARZ  says  that  we,  the  United 
States,  should  take  the  first  step.  I 
really  do  not  know  why  we  should. 
Nicaragua  is  the  one  that  took  the 
first  step  in  the  first  place,  they  are 
the  ones  who  started  support  for  the 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador. 

They  are  the  ones  who  are  support- 
ing, according  to  the  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee report  and  something  we  all 
know,  line  5,  it  says: 

Such  judgments  nonetheless  constitute  a 
clear  picture  of  active  promotion  for  revolu- 
tion without  frontiers  throughout  Central 
America  by  Cuba  and  Nicaragua. 

In  the  gentleman's  remarks  about 
his  amendment,  in  speaking  about  the 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador,  he  added  the 
words,  "or  anywhere  else. "  But  that  is 
not  what  his  amendment  says.  The 
amendment  only  speaks  to  the  support 
of  the  guerrillas  in  El  Salvador.  I 
submit  to  you  that  you  could  have  a 
situation  where  it  might  be  that  the 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador  could  survive 
for  30  days  without  the  kind  of  activi- 
ties that  are  proscribed  in  the  bill.  But 
there  is  nothing  in  the  amendment 
that  would  prohibit  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua  from  continuing  to 
supply  subversive  elements  in  Costa 
Rica,  in  Honduras.  Guatemala  or  in 
any  plaw;e  else  in  the  Caribbean.  So 
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there  is  a  big  difference  between  the 
gentleman's  amendment  with  respect 
to  that  and  the  Mica  amendment  and 
others  before  us. 

I  would  suggest,  also,  that  even  if 
there  is  an  expedited  procedure  added 
to  this  amendment,  that  does  not  do 
very  much  good  if  the  Congress  is  not 
in  session  when  it  comes  before  us. 

What  happens  to  the  Contras  who 
are  in  Nicaragua  and  more  important- 
ly, perhaps,  what  happens  to  the 
people  who  have  attached  themselves 
to  their  cause,  the  civilians  in  the 
highland,  the  Miskito  and  other  Indi- 
ans on  the  east  coast?  What  happens 
to  them?  Are  they  supposed  to  go  out 
and  then  come,  back  later  if  that  is 
indeed  what  happens? 

I  think  the  gentleman's  amendment 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 
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Mr.  SOLARZ.   I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Just  for  the  purposes  of  clarifica- 
tion, the  gentleman  is  quite  right  in 
saying  that  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Boland)  refers  only  to  activities 
underway  on  the  part  of  Nicaragua 
with  respect  to  El  Salvador,  and  not 
the  other  countries  in  the  region,  but  I 
would  point  out  to  the  gentleman  that 
that  is  equally  true  of  the  substitute 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Mica),  which  if  the  gentleman 
reads  it.  clearly  applies  only  to  the 
provision  of  arms  from  or  through 
Nicaragua  to  forces  hostile  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  clarify 
exactly  what  these  amendments  do. 
The  Mica  amendment  sets  out  a  reci- 
procity formula  that  basically  says 
that  if  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
stops  its  actions  against  its  neighbor,  if 
it  fulfills  the  commitments  it  made  to 
OAS  and  if  a  third  party  verifies  that 
action,  that  we  will  cut  off  aid  to  the 
anti-Sandinista  freedom  fighters. 

Now.  compare  that  to  the  Boland 
amendment,  which  is  a  gutting  amend- 
ment. The  Boland  amendment  says, 
let  us  cut  off  aid  to  those  who  are 
fighting  for  freedom,  fighting  to 
achieve  important  American  objec- 
tives. Let  us  end  arms  assistance  for  30 
days  with  no  guaranteed  response. 
After  30  days,  let  us  call  on  the  Presi- 
dent to  send  evidence  to  the  Congress 
that  Nicaraguan  subversion  and  arms 
shipments  to  El  Salvador  has  not 
stopped  and  then  let  us  ask  the  Con- 
gress to  assess  that  information  and  if 


the  Congress  chooses  to  act  favorably, 
then  we  will  resume  support  for  those 
fighters  within  Nicaragua. 

Now,  how  can  we  believe  that  this 
Congress  will  be  objective  when  the 
committee  has  already  voted,  on  a 
straight  partyline  vote,  to  cut  off  aid 
even  through  there  is  total  agreement 
here  that  the  evidence  is  overwhelm- 
ing that  the  Nicaraguan  Government 
is  currently  engaged  in  subversion  in 
El  Salvador  and  elsewhere  in  Central 
America. 

Now  if  we  all  agree  on  the  facts 
today,  agree  that  Nicaragua  is  at- 
tempting to  overthrow  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  and  install  a 
Marxist  dictatorship,  and  yet  we  are 
voting  to  cut  off  aid  how  can  we  be- 
lieve the  Congress  is  going  to  be  a  neu- 
tral arbiter  of  any  evidence  submitted 
by  the  President?  I  think  there  is  a  le- 
gitimate reason  to  believe  it  will  not.  I 
think  we  are  seeing  rank  partisanship 
here  which  does  disservice  to  the 
American  people,  which  threatens  us 
in  Central  America  and  which  some 
day  may  bring  the  rifle  shots  to  our 
doorstep. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  grom  California  (Mr.  Lago- 
MARSiNO)  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gramm  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Lagomar- 
siNO  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  GRAMM.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  we  are  planting  the 
seeds  today  for  a  conflict  that  could 
bring  the  rifle  shots  to  our  hearing 
range,  at  least  within  our  hearing 
range  in  Texas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  have  here  is 
an  effort  to  simply  grant  a  30-day  ces- 
sation of  aid,  call  on  the  President  to 
present  evidence  to  a  committee  that 
agrees  on  the  evidence— there  is  no 
disagreement  here  that  subversion  and 
arms  shipments,  are  continuing  on  a 
massive  scale— but  yet  in  spite  of  the 
evidence  the  committee  voted  on  a 
straight  party  line  to  cut  off  aid.  How 
are  we  to  believe  that  this  committee 
or  the  Congress  is  going  to  be  more  re- 
ceptive to  evidence  in  the  future  than 
it  is  today?  I  submit  that  they  will  not. 
The  Mica  amendment  is  a  logical  ap- 
proach to  the  problem.  It  sets  out  an 
evidence  test.  It  sets  up  a  third  party 
as  an  arbiter  and  basically  creates  a 
system  of  reciprocity. 

If  the  Nicaraguans  want  peace,  if 
they  are  willing  to  stop  their  aggres- 
sion against  their  neighbor,  then  we 
will  stop  our  support  for  the  fighters 
within  their  borders.  If  they  do  not. 
we  will  not. 

I  would  like  to  make  one  additional 
point,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  that  is  we 
have  a  proposal  from  this  committee 
that  says  let  us  not  repeat  the  errors 
of  Vietnam,  but  let  us  repeat  the 
methods  of  Vietnam. 


How  are  we  going  to  throw  up  walls 
on  the  borders  of  all  of  Nicaragua's 
neighbors?  I  repeat  a  point  I  made  yes- 
terday: With  tens  of  billions  of  dollars, 
with  600,000  combat  troops,  with  abso- 
lute mastery  of  the  air  and  the  sea  and 
the  land,  we  never  shut  down  the  Ho 
Chi  Minh  Trail  and  we  never  stopped 
the  shipment  of  arms  and  the  move- 
ment of  men  and  materials  into  South 
Vietnam. 

How  can  we  believe  that  we  can  be 
successful  in  that  activity  in  Central 
America  when  it  did  not  work  in  Viet- 
nam? 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  following 
the  same  path  of  blunting  our  own 
effort,  granting  a  sanctuary,  which  is 
going  to  allow  communism  to  succeed 
again.  I  think  it  is  critical  that  we 
defeat  the  Boland  amendment  and 
then  we  move  forward  with  the  reci- 
procity proposal,  as  proposed  by  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  wanted  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Gramm)  that  I  sub- 
scribe to  his  analogy  with  Vietnam. 
The  Solarz  amendment  would  be  pre- 
cisely the  same  thing  we  did  with  all 
those  bombing  halts  that  we  put 
through  in  Vietnam.  They  certainly 
did  not  solve  the  problem.  They  just 
made  it  worse. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield. 

The  result  would  be  exactly  the 
same:  The  end  of  the  conflict  with  a 
clear-cut  defeat  for  freedom  and  de- 
mocracy and  for  the  United  States. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Boland 
amendment  would  produce  exactly 
that  result.  It  is  a  policy  of  retreat,  it 
is  a  policy  of  abrogation  of  our  respon- 
sibility, and  it  is  a  policy  of  surrender. 
Mr.  STRATTON.  And  also  a  policy 
unilateral  disarmament. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  clarify  the  issue,  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Solarz) 
tried  to  imply  or  did  imply  that  the 
Mica  amendment  was  the  same  as  his 
with  regard  to  the  support  by  Nicara- 
gua of  other  groups  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

If  one  reads  the  Mica  amendment, 
on  page  2,  line  7: 

The  Government  of  Nicaragua  has  by 
formal  action  agreed  that  it  will  cease  all  its 
activities  involving  the  furnishing  of  arms, 
personnel,  training,  command  and  control 
facilities,  or  logistical  support  for  military 
or  para-military  operations  in  or  against  any 
country  in  Central  America  or  the  Caribbe- 
an. 

So,  quite  different  from  the  Solarz 
amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  this  is  very 
significant.  The  Solara-Boland  amend- 


ment is  a  significant  retreat  from  the 
Boland-Zablocki  that  we  started  out 
with  yesterday. 

Now  yesterday  we  were  told  that  the 
right  thing  to  do  in  our  national  inter- 
est was  to  cut  off  all  covert  aid  to  the 
Contras  fighting  in  Nicaragua  to  re- 
capture their  own  country,  let  the  In- 
dians go,  let  Commander  Zero  fend  for 
himself  and  let  the  FMN  do  the  best 
they  can,  but  we  are  going  to  pour  in 
$80  million  for  overt  aid,  sea,  air,  and 
land  overt  interdiction  of  these  subver- 
sive arms. 

Now  today  the  unwisdom  of  that  po- 
sition has  obviously  been  seen  by  the 
chief  sponsor  of  that  legislation  be- 
cause we  have  moved  now  a  position  of 
tolerating  aid  to  the  paramilitary 
forces  inside  Nicaragua,  but  first  we 
have  to  stop  for  30  days.  We  tell  the 
Miskito  Indians.  'Hang  in  there.  We 
may  be  back.  Keep  fighting.  We  just 
may  come  back  if  we  can  get  a  joint 
resolution  through  Congress." 

Now  if  Congress  has  adjourned,  the 
President  can  call  a  special  session,  we 
can  then  return  from  wherever  we  are 
on  the  globe,  we  can  come  in  here  and 
then  have  a  secret  session  in  the 
Senate  and  in  the  House  and  just 
maybe  through  this  labyrinthine  proc- 
ess get  a  joint  resolution.  Then  we  will 
let  you  go  back  in,  and  I  hope  there 
are  some  Indians  left,  and  I  hope 
there  are  some  Contras  left,  so  we  can 
give  them  some  aid. 

Now  this  30-day  sanctuary,  this  free 
sanctuary  that  we  give  the  great  San- 
dinistas, those  people  of  conscience 
and  compassion  and  concern,  while 
they  have  that  30  days,  even  if  they 
step  up  the  export  of  subversion,  we 
are  impotent.  We  are  impotent  specta- 
tors, paralyzed  by  the  need  to  produce 
a  joint  resolution  to  give  the  President 
the  right  to  do  what  the  Constitution 
says  he  has  already  and  the  War 
Powers  Act  says  he  has  already.  We 
are  abrogating  all  that  with  the 
Solarz-Boland  amendment. 

I  see  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Zablocki)  is  not  a  part  of  this, 
but  I  can  only  speculate  why. 

Now,  why  do  you  limit  it  to  El  Salva- 
dor? What  if  they  export  revolution  to 
Honduras?  Or  Costa  Rica? 
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You  are  more  familiar  with  that 
map  than  I  am.  I  do  not  know  anyone 
who  knows  the  map  of  Central  Amer- 
ica as  well  as  you  do.  Both  of  the  gen- 
tlemen, the  Solarz-Boland  sponsor- 
ship, why  do  you  say  if  they  export 
subversion  to  El  Salvador?  What  if 
they  tried  Costa  Rica,  with  their  7,000 
police  force  and  a  few  mailmen  who 
are  aggressive  and  might  help  defend 
the  country? 

Honduras,  we  just  do  not  care  about 
exporting  revolution  to  Honduras? 

Now,  this  is  an  interesting  retreat, 
but  it  goes  in  the  wrong  direction.  So  I 
hope  the  Solarz  amendment  will  be  de- 


feated. And  ultimately  we  get  to  the 
Mica  amendment,  which  makes  emi- 
nent commonsense. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  We 
keep  repeating  the  same  error  and 
compounding  it.  It  is  not  30  days  we 
are  talking  about.  The  minimum  is  30 
days.  As  the  gentleman  said,  it  very 
well  could  be  60  to  90  days  on  top  of 
that  until  the  Congress  acts. 

I  might  remind  the  gentleman  that 
we  just  passed,  finally  today,  the 
repeal  of  the  withholding  of  interest 
bill  which  everybody  here  but  a  couple 
of  Members  voted  for.  How  many 
months  was  that  in  the  making?  With 
all  of  the  mail  we  got,  the  most  mail 
we  have  ever  gotten  on  any  subject  in 
Congress,  and  it  took  us  3  months  to 
get  that  little  bill  passed. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Is  the  gentleman  saying 
that  we  did  not  respond  to  public  pres- 
sure quickly  on  that? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  I  am 
saying  that  if  it  took  us  that  long  to 
respond  to  the  issue  that  we  have  re- 
ceived the  most  mail  on  in  the  history 
of  Congress,  how  long  would  it  take  to 
respond  to  the  situation  in  Central 
America. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Well,  this  is  known  as 
the  Trust  Nicaragua  Amendment, 
trust  them,  work  with  them  on  this, 
when  there  is  absolutely  nothing  in 
the  record  to  indicate  that  they  are 
worthy  of  any  trust. 

I  would  hate  to  be  telling  those  Mis- 
kito Indians,  "See  you  later;  we  may 
be  back." 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

My  friends  in  the  Congress,  if  this  is 
to  be  known  by  any  label,  I  hope  this 
amendment  offered  by  the  chairman 
will  be  known  as  the  trust  our  allies 
amendment,  because  that  is  actually 
what  it  is  designed  to  do. 

Let  me  lay  some  facts  out  on  the 
table  that  I  do  not  believe  are  in  dis- 
pute. There  is  nothing  covert  about 
this  war  anymore.  That  is  all  the  term 
covert  action  means.  It  means  a  secret 
military  or  paramilitary  action.  We  do 
not  have  that  anymore.  We  have  an 
open  war  that  the  United  States  is  uni- 
laterally financing  within  Nicaragua. 
The  only  thing  secret  left  about  it  is 
the  funding  mechanism.  If  we  refuse 
to  adopt  this  amendment,  we  will  have 
countenanced  an  undeclared  war  by 
the  United  States  in  Nicaragua  and 
violated  our  own  responsibility  to  ex- 
ercise congressional  oversight  over  the 
funding  of  a  war. 

And  that  is  why  I  say  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas,  who  has  criticized 
the  U.S.  Congress  as  being  an  unneu- 
tral arbiter  of  the  evidence. 
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Quite  the  contrary.  The  U.S.  Consti- 
tution gives  us  exclusive  authority  to 
d&cl&rc  w&r. 

Second,  the  simple  question  is:  What 
will  we  do  about  it? 

Well,  the  Mexicans  have  said, 
"Please  stop  it";  the  Colombians  have 
said.  "Please  stop  it"— largest  democ- 
racy, the  Venezuelans  have  said, 
"Please  stop  it." 

Why  have  they  said.  "Stop  this  mili- 
tary operation"? 

Because,  our  allies  have  said,  "your 
military  operation  is  actually  attract- 
ing, rather  than  containing,  these  hos- 
tile irvfluences.  By  you;  the  United 
States,  trying  to  go  it  alone,  you  are 
causing  the  opposite  effect  of  what  we 
all  want  to  happen.  You  are  solidify- 
ing the  Sandlnista  regime,  you  are  uni- 
fying the  Nicaraguan  people  against 
the  U.S.-sponsored  invasion,  and  you 
are  forcing  the  Sandinista  government 
to  ask  for  more  help  from  Cuba,  and 
the  Soviet  Union.  We  want  to  help  you 
eliminate  all  hostile  influences  and 
military  personnel.  But  you  cannot  do 
it  alone." 

Can  we  not  seize  this  moment  and 
accept  our  allies  offer  of  help  in  Cen- 
tral America? 

The  United  States  has  demanded, 
through  the  Reagan  administration, 
for  a  year  and  a  half  that  Nicaragua 
agree  to  multilateral  negotiations. 
That  has  been  the  sine  qua  non  of  any 
cessation  of  our  paramilitary  behavior. 
Ten  days  ago  the  Nicaraguans  said 
"We  accept  multilateral  negotiations, 
we  are  ready  to  negotiate.  Your  inter- 
diction program  has  seized  no  arms 
going  from  our  territory  into  El  Salva- 
dor, but  we  are  willing  to  sit  down  and 
talk  about  how  we  reach  a  negotiated 
solution  to  this  problem." 

And  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Missou- 
ri: I  signed  that  report  that  he  read, 
but  let  me  read  the  whole  paragraph 
and  try  to  discuss  the  point  he  raised, 
which  was  a  good  one. 

This  is  the  report  of  the  Intelligence 
Committee: 

No  member  of  the  committee  believes  that 
ending  support  for  the  anti-Sandinista  in- 
surgency will  by  itself  induce  a  correspond- 
ing end  in  Sandinista  support  for  the  Salva- 
doran  insurgents.  The  committee  does  not 
wish  to  impose  a  unilateral  restriction  on 
U.S.  policy.  Rather,  it  seeks  to  end  an  inef- 
fective program  which  does  real  harm  to  the 
image  of  the  United  States  as  a  defender  of 
democratic,  peaceful  change.  That  ineffec- 
tive program  must  be  replaced  by  a  scheme 
of  security  assistance  with  direct  U.S.  par- 
ticipation, openly  offered  and  received,  that 
aims  to  create  a  capability  among  friendly 
nations  where  none  now  exists. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler) 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Fowler 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
report  was  written  on  May  13,  1983, 
2V2  months  ago.  And  we  stand  by  it. 


We  will  not  get  reciprocity  by  itself. 
Things  have  changed  now.  What  has 
changed? 

Well,  first  of  all,  we  have  forced 
through  this  paramilitary  action  the 
Sandinistas  to  request  multilateral  or 
bilateral  negotiations.  They  have  suc- 
cumbed to  our  demand. 

Second,  there  is  no  by  itself.  We  are 
not  now  alone.  Our  allies,  the  demo- 
cratic nations  in  Central  America  are 
saying,  "We  want  to  help;  but  we 
cannot  help,  we  cannot  develop  a 
scheme  of  security  assistance,  of  arms 
interdiction,  of  the  containment  of 
communism  in  our  Hemisphere  unless 
you  let  us  help." 

And  the  only  thing  they  have  re- 
quested of  us  is  to  cease  this  military 
operation  and  give  us  30  days  to  work 
together  in  our  hemisphere  to  remove 
the  impression  of  the  great  gringo 
nation  of  the  north  trying  to  dictate 
by  the  use  of  American  military  power 
what  the  United  States  will  tolerate 
and  what  it  will  not  tolerate. 

This  amendment  presents  to  us  for 
the  first  time  the  opportunity  to  let 
our  allies  in  on  the  action  to  try  to 
stop  this  war  on  our  own  democratic 
terms. 
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All  that  this  amendment  is  trying  to 
say  is  that,  as  the  most  powerful 
nation  on  Earth,  we,  the  United  States 
of  America,  call  Nicaragua's  bluff.  We 
are  great  enough  to  act  as  a  powerful 
nation  and  say  that  we  will  accept  the 
recommendations  to  work  with  our 
allies,  cease  this  military  intervention 
in  a  sovereign  nation  for  at  least  30 
days  and  see  whether  or  not  this 
matter  can  be  settled  by  the  cessation 
of  Nicaraguan  hostilities  toward  El 
Salvador. 

If  that  is  too  great  a  risk  for  the 
most  powerful  nation  on  this  Earth  to 
take,  then,  my  friends,  we  ought  to  re- 
consider the  innumerable  missiles  and 
security  systems  and  military  might  of 
this  country  and  whether  our  Nations 
security  is  adequate. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  make 
three  quick  points.  I  am  sure  the  gen- 
tleman will  want  to  correct  his  state- 
ment concerning  the  United  States 
unilaterally  financing  the  war.  The 
gentleman  obviously  does  not  deny, 
since  he  signed  the  report,  that  the 
Soviet  Union.  Cuba,  the  Eastern  bloc 
and  the  Palestinian  Liberation  Organi- 
zation are  all  providing  funding  and 
assistance  for  Nicaragua  and  El  Salva- 
dor. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  would  be  delighted, 
if  that  was  the  interpretation  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas.  What  I  said, 
but  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  re- 


iterate, is  that  the  United  States  is 
unilaterally  financing  the  counterrevo- 
lution against  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment who,  certainly,  yes,  have  logisti- 
cal and  financial  support  from  the 
government  that  the  gentleman  men- 
tioned. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler) 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Gramm  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Fowler  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  GRAMM.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  making  my  two  other 
points  very  quickly,  all  the  Mica 
amendment  asks  is  not  that  the  Com- 
munists talk;  it  asks  that  they  act.  If 
they  want  to  end  this  war,  they  can  do 
it  very  quickly  by  simply  cutting  off 
their  assistance  to  those  who  are 
trying  to  overthrow  the  government  of 
their  neighbor. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  agree  that  that  is 
what  the  Mica  amendment  asks,  but 
unfortunately,  over  2  years  of  this  war 
that  we  are  participating  in,  and  all  of 
the  negotiating  process  that  we  have 
attempted,  has  not  accomplished  that 
fact.  The  reason  that  our  allies  in  Cen- 
tral America  tell  us  that  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  accomplish  by  the  Mica  ap- 
proach is  because  of  U.S.  unilateral 
military  intervention.  If  that  is  ceased, 
we  have  a  chance. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  If  the  gentleman 
would  continue  to  yield,  it  has  not  suc- 
ceeded because  the  Nicaraguans  have 
refused  to  act.  They  have  been  per- 
fectly willing  to  talk:  but  they  have  re- 
fused to  act. 

Finally,  it  is  hard  for  me  to  take  this 
amendment  as  credible  from  those 
who  have  voted,  in  the  face  of  over- 
whelming evidence  of  Nicaraguan  in- 
volvement in  El  Salvador,  to  cut  off 
aid  today.  When  you  are  ready  to 
move  today,  in  the  face  of  overwhelm- 
ing evidence,  to  deny  aid  how  am  I  to 
believe  that  you  would  move,  in  the 
face  of  additional  evidence,  to  support 
aid. 

That  credibility  factor  is  what  I 
think  destroys  this  amendment.  It  is 
not  a  question  of  Congress  not  being 
in  session,  when  the  President  asks  for 
aid.  It  is  not  even  a  question  of  the 
whole  revolt  inside  of  Nicaragua  hexns 
killed  off  while  we  talk.  But  it  is  a 
question  of  credibility.  Will  we  act 
even  if  there  is  more  evidence,  even  if 
there  is  greater  danger. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Miller  of  Cali- 
fornia and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
Fowler  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  4 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  FOWLER.  First  of  all,  although 
no  one  is  denying  the  support  by  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  for  the  in- 
surgents in  El  Salvador.  I  must  remind 


all  of  us  that  the  Salvadoran  insurgen- 
cy and  the  war  there  did  predate  Nica- 
raguan involvement,  and  has  its  roots, 
as  I  know  the  gentleman  would  agree, 
in  social,  economic,  and  political  fac- 
tors as  well  as  outside  military  inter- 
vention from  many  sides. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  That  is  true  of  every 
conflict  in  history. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  So  the  fact  that  if 
the  Nicaraguans  do  completely  cease 
and  desist,  we  still  have  a  serious  prob- 
lem in  El  Salvador.  But  more  impor- 
tantly, and  I  must  correct  the  record 
on  this,  there  is  no  massive  evidence 
that  has  been  established  of  the 
extent  of  arms  flow  from  Nicaragua 
into  El  Salvador.  We  believe  it  is 
taking  place,  but  we  have  not  captured 
a  shipment  by  land  or  sea  or  mule 
train.  Lacking  that  evidence,  should 
we  not  take  a  chance,  for  a  30-day 
period,  to  show  that  the  United  States 
can  call  the  bluff  of  the  Nicaraguans? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to 
commend  the  gentleman  for  his  state- 
ment and  point  out  to  Members  of  the 
House  who  are  both  uneasy  with  this 
administration  and  uneasy  with  the 
Sandinistas  that  this  amendment  is 
really,  in  fact,  the  best  compromise. 
Because  of  the  fact  that  the  cut-off 
date  is  classified  and  the  time  at  which 
the  30-day  period  would  begin  to  run  is 
classified  for  that  reason,  the  Sandi- 
nistas will  get  an  opportunity  to  prove 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
to  prove  to  the  Contadoras,  to  prove  to 
the  OAS  that,  in  fact,  they  are  serious 
about  what  they  said  on  the  fourth 
anniversary,  on  the  19th,  last  week, 
that  they  are  willing  to  engage  in  ef- 
forts to  secure  the  borders,  to  engage 
in  nonaggression  pacts,  to  engage  in 
stopping  the  flow  of  arms  through 
Latin  America.  If  they  are  not,  during 
the  time  in  which  they  are  mulling 
this  over,  there  will  be  4,000  troops 
placed  on  the  Honduran  border,  there 
will  be  two  of  these  carrier  task  forces 
steaming  on  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
coasts,  and  I  think  they  can  start  to 
appreciate  how  serious  this  adminis- 
tration is.  how  serious  this  Congress  is. 
about  this  effort. 

Now,  we  also  appreciate,  because  it 
has  been  cited,  the  ability  of  the  Intel- 
ligence Committee  and  the  intelli- 
gence community  to  monitor  their  ac- 
tivities. The  pictures  were  here,  and 
we  have  all  heard  in  the  secret  session 
of  our  ability  to  know  what  is  going 
on.  If  they  fail  to  meet  that  test,  I 
expect  what  they  will  find  is  a  finding 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States 
and/or  the  position  that  is  allowed  in 
this  amendment,  because  let  us  not 
forget,  there  is  nothing  in  this  amend- 
ment, there  is  nothing  in  Boland-Za- 


blocki.  that  prevents  the  President  of 
the  United  States  from  coming  back  to 
the  Intelligence  Committee,  laying  a 
finding  on  the  table,  and  commencing 
the  actions  that  he  thinks  are  desira- 
ble under  the  conditions  of  that  find- 
ing. 

So,  In  fact,  this  is  truly  the  compro- 
mise between  those  individuals  who 
are  uneasy  about  the  posturing  of  this 
administration  and  who  are  uneasy 
about  the  actions  of  the  Sandinistas, 
because  this  does  not  say  that  tom- 
morrow,  starting  30  days,  there  is  an 
opening.  What  it  says  is  there  Is  going 
to  be,  for  an  unspecified  time  in  the 
period,  not  to  exceed  a  great  deal  of 
time:  there  is  going  to  be  a  window  by 
which  the  Sandinistas  can  either  per- 
form concrete  acts  to  stop  actions  that 
are  bothering  this  administration,  or 
the  actions  of  this  administration  that 
we  are  currently  debating  will  resume. 
They  will  not  resume  in  an  illegal 
fashion.  They  will  resume  in  a  legal 
fashion,  not  In  violation  of  the  Boland 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Solarz  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Fowler  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  very  brief.  A 
little  bit  earlier  In  the  debate,  my  very 
good  friend  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde) 
and  my  good  friend  from  California 
(Mr.  Lagomarsino)  made  what  I 
thought  was  a  good  point.  They  re- 
ferred to  the  fact  that,  whereas  the 
Mica  amendment  would  permit  a  con- 
tinuation of  paramilitary  operations 
against  Nicaragua,  so  long  as  they  at- 
tempted to  subvert  any  country  in  the 
region,  the  Boland  amendment  would, 
in  effect,  require  a  termination  of  the 
paramilitary  assistance  against  Nicara- 
gua even  if  they  were  attempting  to 
subvert  other  countries  in  the  region 
other  than  El  Salvador,  even  if  they 
had  stopped  in  El  Salvador  Itself. 

Consequently,  to  rectify  that  omis- 
sion, Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland)  to  the 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica)  be  amended 
by  striking  our  "El  Salvador"  both 
places  it  appears  in  the  amendment 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof,  "any 
country  in  Central  America  or  the 
Caribbean." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler)  yield 
for  that  request? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  for  that  re- 
quest. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Solarz)? 
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Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  do  so 
for  the  purpose  of  trying  to  get  a  limi- 
tation on  the  amendment  before  us  at 
the  present  time,  the  Solarz  amend- 
ment, so  we  can  start  getting  some 
votes  here. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  the  amendment 
the  gentleman  wants  to  put  to  his 
original  amendment,  but  I  would  like 
to  get  a  limitation  on  time  to  the  Mica 
amendment  amended  by  the  Solarz 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  how  about  1:45? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
about  2  o'clock? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  Chair 
understand  the  request  Is  for  2  o'clock 
now? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  the  reason  I 
say  that  is  because,  as  we  know,  under 
the  rules  we  have  9  hours.  We  had  9 
hours  left,  and  we  have  started  this,  so 
we  have  about  8  hours  or  a  little  less 
than  8  hours  left.  I  do  not  know  what 
is  going  to  happen  to  the  amendment. 

As  we  know,  there  were  106  amend- 
ments printed  in  the  Record,  and  I  do 
not  know  how  many  of  those  are  going 
to  be  offered.  I  do  not  know  how  many 
we  will  be  offering.  We  may  offer  one 
or  two  on  this  side  at  the  appropriate 
time.  But  the  problem  of  how  long  we 
stay  here  really  will  be  controlled  by 
that  side.  These  are  the  most  impor- 
tant amendments,  the  Barnes  amend- 
ment and  whatever  other  amendments 
may  be  offered.  The  Mica  amendment 
is  obviously  one  of  the  most  Important 
ones. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  agree  that  the 
Young  amendment,  plus  all  amend- 
ments thereto,  end  at  2  o'clock  so  then 
we  can  at  least  have  a  vote  on  the 
Barnes  amendment? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  some  concern  on  this  side  that  that 
is  a  little  bit  too  early.  Let  us  make  It 
2:15. 

We  have  the  time.  That  will  eat  up 
some  time,  which  will  guarantee  us 
that  we  will  get  out  at  the  right  time. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  is 
the  procedure  for  allocating  the  time 
under  this  proposal?  Are  those  Mem- 
bers standing  to  be  recognized  for  an 
appropriate  number  of  minutes? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  will  be  up  to 
the  Chair  to  allocate  the  time  among 
the  Members  standing  or  between  the 
two  sides. 

Will  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  BROOMFIELD)  restate  his  request? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  first, 
under  my  reservation  of  objection,  let 
me  ask,  in  order  to  balance  the  time, 
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can  we  split  it  up  30  minutes  on  eacli 
side?  Would  that  be  agreeable? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELX).  That  will  be 
fine. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
that  is  pending  from  the  gentleman 
from  New  Yoric  (Mr.  Solarz)? 

Mr.  WEISS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the 
right  to  object  only  to  state  that  by 
not  objecting  certainly  this  gentleman 
does  not  intend  to  indicate  support  of 
the  thrust  either  of  the  unanimous 
consent  request  or  indeed  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts,  which  I  consider  to  be 
leading  us  in  exactly  the  opposite  di- 
rection from  where  we  started  out  in 
the  first  place. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  reservation 
of  objection  is  withdrawn. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  The  gentleman  can 
state  it  again,  when  we  have  worked 
out  the  time. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
trust  that  my  time  has  expired. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler) 
has  expired. 
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PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
not  clear  to  me  what  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  objected  to. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  impression  was 
that  the  minority  would  not  have  an 
objection  to  this  unanimous  consent 
request  to  amend  the  Boland  amend- 
ment to  meet  some  of  the  concerns 
they  express. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  inquire  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Gramm),  was  the  objection 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas  to  both 
the  unanimous  consent  request  to 
modify  the  amendment  and  to  the 
fixing  of  time? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  if  the  gentleman 
would  restate  his  request,  including  in 
that  request  a  limitation  on  debate  to 
include  debate  on  the  Boland  amend- 
ment and  on  the  Barnes  amendment, 
then  this  gentleman  will  not  object. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  restate 
that?  I  was  preoccupied  here. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  restate  his  unanimous- 


consent  request  to  include  something 
concerning  the  altering  of  the  Boland 
amendment,  with  the  inclusion  of  a 
limitation  of  debate  on  the  Boland 
amendment  to  the  Mica  amendment 
and  the  Barnes  amendment  to  the 
Young  amendment,  then  this  gentle- 
man will  not  object.  And  as  to  the  2:15 
time  limitation 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  what  about  a  ref- 
erence to  the  Mica  amendment?  Was 
that  included? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  At  this  point  the  Mica 
amendment  is  a  major  instrument  of 
debate,  and  I  do  not  feel  that  we 
should  limit  the  ability  of  Members  to 
speak  on  it,  but  I  think  we  need  to 
move  ahead  on  these  amendments  sub- 

cf  anti&ll  V. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  as  the  author  of 
the  amendment,  I  would  like  to  see  us 
move  on  this.  I  think  it  is  appropriate. 
There  has  been  a  day  and  a  half  of 
debate.  I  would  support  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  ask  the  gentle- 
man to  support  him. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cer- 
tainly would  defer  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida,  who  has  the 
right  to  object  himself. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  Boland  amendment  and  to  the 
Young  amendment,  and  also  any 
amendments  to  the  Barnes  amend- 
ment, and  the  Boland  to  the  Mica 
amendment,  and  all  pending  amend- 
menU,  cease  at  2:30.  with  the  time  to 
be  evenly  divided. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  does  the  gentle- 
man mean  the  Young  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Yes;  the  gentleman 
states  it  precisely. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman,  and  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 
Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  object. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  Chair 
understand  that  the  gentleman  ob- 
jects? 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
reserve  the  right  to  object. 

Reserving  the  right  to  object,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  original  request,  as  I 
understood  it,  was  to  have  a  time  limit 
on  everything  except  Young.  I  would 
have  no  problem  with  that,  but  Young 
has  a  portion  which  has  not  even  been 
addressed  yet  in  the  course  of  debate. 
There  will  be  amendments  which  will 
be  pending  to  that,  so  if  we  in  fact  dis- 
pose of  that  by  2:30.  we  will  be  fore- 
closing all  amendments  to  the  first 
part  of  it.  So  it  seems  to  me  that 
Young  should  not  be  included  in  this. 


That  is  my  reservation.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man object? 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  am  pleased  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
it  satisfactorily  address  the  concerns 
of  the  gentleman  and  the  concerns  of 
the  Members  on  the  other  side  if  the 
unanimous-consent  request  to  limit 
debate  would  apply  to  all  pending 
amendments?  It  would  apply,  in  other 
words,  to  the  pending  amendments, 
which  leaves  the  gentleman  free  to 
offer  subsequent  amendments  to 
Young  after  the  pending  amendments 
are  resolved.  So  the  gentleman's  right 
to  amend  those  provisions  of  the 
Young  amendment  which  he  finds  ob- 
jectionable would  be  preserved. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
that  explanation  or  that  understand- 
ing. I  have  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland) 
restate  his  request? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
understand  it  now.  we  have  agreed  to 
limit  debate  to  2:30  on  all  pending 
amendments,  designed  to  be  equally 
divided  on  both  sides. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland)  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Broomfield)  will  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 


PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
assume  that  the  unanimous-consent 
request  which  was  just  approved  also 
included  the  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest I  had  offered  amending  the 
Boland  amendment  to  the  Mica  substi- 
tute? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
state  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
that  it  did  not  include  the  gentleman's 
request.  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Solarz)  to  modify  the 
amendment? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr.  SMITH  of  Flordia.  A  parliamen- 
tary inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, does  the  Chair  intend  the  motion 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 


chusetts (Mr.  Boland)  and  now  accept- 
ed and  consented  to.  to  include  the 
Mica  substitute,  which  would  not  be 
included  under  the  pending  amend- 
ments provision? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct,  the  Mica  substitute  is  a  pend- 
ing amendment. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Mrazek). 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts for  giving  me  3  minutes. 

I  was  listening  with  mounting  inter- 
est a  little  earlier  when  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  was  talking  about  our 
policy  in  Vietnam  and  how  he  de- 
scribed our  efforts  in  Vietnam  as  half- 
hearted and  how  this  contributed  to 
the  failure  of  our  policy  in  Vietnam. 

Well,  we  all  know  how  gallantly  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  fought  for  this 
country  during  those  years  and  how  so 
many  other  Americans  fought  to  stay 
on  campuses  in  this  country  or  went  to 
Canada.  Some  of  us  enlisted  in  the 
service  during  those  years  because  we 
accepted  what  our  national  leaders 
told  us  we  were  fighting  for. 

Some  of  us  saw  some  bad  things  in 
the  service,  and  I  am  sure  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  saw  some  bad  things 
on  his  campus.  But  I  can  remember  an 
August  day  in  1964  when  we  Ameri- 
cans watched  on  television  as  the 
President  of  the  United  States  de- 
scribed an  unprovoked  attack  against 
our  destroyers,  the  Mattox  and  the 
Turner  Joy,  by  North  Vietnamese  gun- 
boats near  Hainan  Island.  It  was  not 
until  many  years  later  that  we  found 
out  there  was  no  such  unprovoked 
attack. 

Now  in  the  debate  we  have  heard  in 
the  last  couple  days,  it  is  fair  to  say 
there  is  room  for  honest  disagreement, 
and  I  can  only  say  that  it  is  not  easy 
to  make  foreign  policy  decisions  on 
behalf  of  this  Nation  in  the  face  of 
Soviet  and  Cuban  aggression;  but  one 
thing  we  do  not  need  as  we  listen  in 
this  debate  is  to  hear  from  another 
crop  of  armchair  warriors. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  Yes;  I  will  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
is  not  referring  to  some  of  us  who  were 
there  as  armchair  warriors. 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  I  am  not  referring  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona. I  only  referred  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Well,  since  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  and  I.  if  the  gentle- 
man will  yield  further,  are  in  total 
agreement,  then  I  think  the  gentle- 
man should  direct  his  remarks  at 
those  of  us  who  served  there  also. 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  Well,  the  gentleman 
has  every  right  to  speak. 


Mr.  McCAIN.  I  will  be  glad  to  re- 
spond. Our  involvement  in  Vietnam 
was  exactly  only  more  particularly  de- 
scribed as  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
did  and  there  is  an  exact  parallel  be- 
tween what  is  happening  now  and 
what  happened  there. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
1  additional  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  No.  I  will  not  yield 
further  at  this  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  McCain).  I  would 
simply  like  to  say  that  we  are  in  a  very 
similar  position  to  the  one  we  were  in 
back  in  those  early  1960's.  A  lot  of  us 
at  that  time  took  at  face  value  what 
our  national  leaders  told  us  were  the 
reasons  for  their  foreign  policy  deci- 
sions in  this  country. 

I  think  the  chairman  of  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  has  pointed  out 
very,  very  effectively,  that  we  are 
heading  down  a  similar  road. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
has  acted  illegally  in  contradiction  to  a 
law,  the  Boland  amendment,  passed  by 
this  House  last  December. 

The  more  troops  we  send  down  to 
Central  and  South  America,  the  better 
the  chances  that  some  night  the  same 
thing  will  happen  to  American  soldiers 
that  happens  every  night  to  four  or 
five  Camposinos  who  are  taken  out  in 
the  jungle  and  tortured. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
1  additional  minute  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  All  it  is  going  to  take. 
Mr.  Chairman,  are  a  few  of  our  troops 
or  advisers  to  be  taken  out  some  night 
in  the  jungle  where  they  will  have 
hand  grenades  strapped  on  to  their 
arms,  as  was  the  case  with  a  journalist 
from  New  Jersey  who  made  the  mis- 
take of  going  down  to  El  Salvador,  and 
when  that  happens,  the  rage  of  the 
American  people  is  going  to  be  uncon- 
trollable. 

We  are  literally  playing  with  dyna- 
mite when  it  comes  to  the  lives  of  an- 
other generation  of  young  Americans. 

I  would  only  ask  that  this  Congress 
act  as  responsibly  as  I  am  confident  we 
will  act  today. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereu- 

TER). 

Mr.  BFREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  my  first  time  to  take  the  well 
on  the  resolution,  although  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Western  Hemisphere 
subcommittee. 

We  are  talking  about  a  very  serious 
matter,  of  course.  I  think  there  is  per- 
haps a  more  important  matter  that 
ought  to  be  discussed  at  least  briefly; 


that  is.  the  failure  of  the  Intelligence 
Committee.  It  concerns  me  greatly 
that  the  process  has  become  so  politi- 
cized that  we  have  straight  line  parti- 
san votes  coming  from  that  commit- 
tee. It  places  this  body  in  great  jeop- 
ardy and  all  of  us  not  serving  on  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence.  If 
that  body  does  not  have  credibility, 
where  are  we  Members  to  turn? 

I  might  also  say  as  a  former  counter- 
intelligence officer  concerned  with  se- 
curity matters  that  I  am  very  con- 
cerned by  the  way  classified  informa- 
tion is  handled  by  Congress.  Perhaps  I 
come  to  this  task  with  a  little  different 
orientation,  coming  out  of  the  only 
nonpartisan  legislature  in  the  country. 
Perhaps  I  still  believe  that  the  civics 
book  discussion  about  foreign  policy  is 
correct,  that  we  should  at  least  aim  for 
bipartisanship  in  our  foreign  policy. 

Now.  let  us  take  a  look  at  the 
Boland-Zablocki  bill  that  was  present- 
ed to  us.  In  section  802.  the  dollar 
amounts  in  that  are  as  phony  as  a 
three-dollar  bill.  Furthermore,  the  to- 
tally inadequate  $80  million  over  a  2- 
year  period  creates  great  danger  for 
the  surrounding  nations  of  Honduras 
and  Costa  Rica  and  it  certainly  places 
larger  requirements  upon  this  country 
in  terms  of  our  own  military  person- 
nel. 

I  think  it  is  very  counterproductive 
and  unfair  for  a  member  of  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  to  come  up  here  and 
look  at  the  minority  side  of  the  aisle 
and  say.  'Your  covert  aid  programs 
are  counterproductive  and  not  work- 
ing." 

I  too  happen  to  think  that  covert  aid 
is  probably  counterproductive,  but 
those  activities  were  approved  about 
19  months  ago  by  the  Intelligence 
Committee  of  which  he  is  a  member. 
Those  operations  were  approved  as 
suggesteci  by  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee. 

Now  the  question  is.  What  should  re- 
place covert  operations?  Well.  I  am 
suggesting  to  you  that  if  you  put  aside 
your  partisanship,  you  have  already 
been  presented  with  an  alternative 
that  is  a  reasonable  step,  and  it  is  the 
Mica  amendment. 
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That  amendment  would  bring  re- 
sults. It  places  verification  in  the 
hands  of  the  OAS  or  the  President  of 
the  United  States. 

I  think  those  of  you  who  might  be 
concerned  about  the  latter  realize  that 
you  would  not  have  that  concern  as 
long  as  the  Organization  of  American 
States  is  involved,  and  they  ought  to 
be.  The  OAS  ought  to  be  strength- 
ened. That  is  one  of  its  purposes. 

Verification  is  placed  in  that  respect. 

I  think  the  majority  of  the  Members 
in  this  body  are  willing  to  accept  a  sit- 
uation where  we  say  to  Nicaragua  we 
are  no  longer  going  to  try  to  influence 
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what  happens  inside  of  your  country. 
In  turn,  we  expect  the  same  kind  of  re- 
action from  you  and  we  expect  it  to  be 
demonstrated.  We  expect  you  to  keep 
yourself  out  of  Costa  Rica,  out  of  El 
Salvador,  and  out  of  all  the  countries 
of  Central  America  and  the  Caribbean. 

That  is  a  reasonable  expectation. 
That  is  what  the  Mica  amendment 
now  does. 

I  think  we  ought  to  move  to  the 
Mica  amendment.  We  should  quit 
trying  to  be  cute  about  it  and  come  up 
with  a  variety  of  reasons  why  we  are 
not  voting  on  this  issue.  Now  is  the 
time  to  take  that  action.  That  country 
is  watching  to  see  if  we  are  going  to 
approach  this  in  some  kind  of  an  even- 
handed  fashion  and  set-aside  partisan- 
ship. 

This  body  has  not  conducted  itself 
very  well;  it  has  been  far  too  partisan 
on  this  matter.  I  think  we  are  particu- 
larly crippled  when  we  have  had  the 
kind  of  partisan  demonstration  from 
the  Intelligence  Committee  and  the 
House. 

If  we  carmot  receive  unbiased  infor- 
mation, where  are  we  going  to  get  it? 
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PARLIAMDITARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  wonder  if  you  could  take  a  moment 
to  outline  to  the  Members  the  proce- 
dure that  we  will  be  following  after 
the  termination  of  our  debate  in  this 
particular  segment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  advise  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfield)  that  fol- 
lowing the  vote  on  the  Barnes  amend- 
ment, amendments  would  still  be  in 
order  at  that  time,  that  is  perfecting 
amendments  to  the  Young  amend- 
ment. 

If  no  amendments  were  offered  at 
that  time,  the  sequence  would  then  be 
a  vote  next  on  the  Boland  amendment; 
then,  following  that,  a  vote  on  the 
Mica  substitute;  following  that,  a  vote 
on  the  Young  amendment  as  or  as  not 
amended. 

That  would  be  the  procedure  we 
would  follow. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Does 
that  mean  one  would  be  precluded 
from  offering  an  aunendment  to  the 
Mica  amendment  if  the  Boland 
amendment  does  not  pass? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  that  would  not 
be  the  situation. 

Mr.  COLEIMAN  of  Missouri.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Zschau). 


Mr.  ZSCHAU.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  compliment  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Mica)  for  offering  his  amendment  in 
the  form  of  a  substitute.  I  would  also 
like  to  thank  him,  not  only  for  me,  but 
for  many  others  in  this  body  because  I 
think  his  amendment  gets  many  of  us 
off  the  horns  of  a  difficult  dilemma. 

All  of  us  agree  there  is  a  problem  in 
Nicaragua.  Nicaragua's  support  for  the 
insurgents  in  El  Salvador  is  destabiliz- 
ing to  that  country.  The  question  is: 
What  do  we  do  about  it? 

Like  many  of  my  colleagues,  I  am 
troubled  by  our  covert  operations. 
Like  many  of  my  colleagues,  I  am  even 
more  troubled  by  the  proposed  $80 
million  overt  interdiction  program 
that  is  in  H.R.  2760. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  must  be  a  better  way.  Why  is  it 
that  we  always  pursue  military  solu- 
tions only?  Why  do  we  not  consider 
more  seriously  diplomatic  approaches? 
What  we  need  is  new  thinking.  We 
need  new  approaches  to  these  vexing 
problems.  What  we  need  is  a  new  plan, 
a  new  plan  that  is  based  on  the  whole 
range  of  alternatives.  That  is  precisely 
what  is  mandated  by  the  Mica 
substitute. 

The  Mica  substitute  requires  the 
President  to  explore  a  whole  range  of 
alternatives— bilateral  and  multilater- 
al negotiations,  the  involvement  of  the 
OAS  or  the  United  Nations,  and  what- 
ever might  be  effective  in  ceasing  the 
activities  of  Nicaragua  in  the  destabili- 
zation  of  El  Salvador. 

In  addition  to  insisting  on  a  new  ap- 
proach, the  Mica  amendment  also  de- 
fines the  criteria  for  success— our  ob- 
jectives. I  am  one  of  many  who  have 
been  frustrated  by  the  fact  that  we 
lack  clarity  in  our  objectives  in  Cen- 
tral America  and  for  our  actions  in 
Nicaragua.  Those  objectives  are  clear- 
ly defined  in  the  Mica  amendment. 
There  are  two. 

First,  we  are  seeking  a  cessation  of 
those  activities  by  Nicaragua  in  sup- 
port of  the  insurgents  in  El  Salvador. 
Second,  we  want  Nicaragua  to  begin 
taking  steps  to  implement  those  com- 
mitments that  the  Sandinistas  made 
to  the  Organization  of  American 
States.  Those  are  the  two  objectives 
that  the  new  plan  would  be  designed 
to  achieve. 

Because  it  both  clarifies  our  objec- 
tives and  because  it  mandates  a  new 
plan  for  achieving  them,  I  strongly 
support  the  Mica  amendment. 

What  would  happen  if  the  Mica 
amendment  were  adopted? 

No.  1,  after  the  effective  date  that  is 
contained  in  the  confidential  appendix 
to  the  Intelligence  Committee  report, 
covert  aid  would  be  cut  off. 

In  the  interim,  the  President  would 
be  required  to  submit  a  new  plan 
based  on  the  whole  range  of  diplomat- 
ic as  well  as  military  alternatives.  That 
plan  would  be  implemented,  but  only 


until  such  time  as  success  is  achieved; 
that  is  when  criteria  are  met.  Under 
the  Mica  amendment,  whether  or  not 
the  criteria  are  met  would  be  judged 
by  the  Organization  of  American 
States  or  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  approach  of  the 
Mica  amendment  is  a  breath  of  fresh 
air  in  addressing  this  problem.  It  sug- 
gests that  we  should  develop  a  new 
plan— a  plan  based  on  diplomacy  as 
well  as  military  solutions,  a  plan  which 
would  only  be  implemented  until  its 
objectives  are  achieved  in  the  judg- 
ment of  an  outside  organization,  the 
Organization  of  American  States. 

The  Mica  amendment  is  a  responsi- 
ble and  an  effective  response  to  a  very 
vexing  problem  that  we  have  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  Mica  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander). 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  I  have  listened  to  the  debate  yester- 
day and  today  on  the  Boland-Zablocki 
bill,  I  have  heard  Members  of  the 
party  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
defend  Mr.  Reagan's  war  in  Central 
America.  I  could  not  help  but  be  im- 
pressed by  the  perception  that  the 
ghost  of  Somoza  walks  very  heavily  in 
this  Chamber. 

For  50  years,  this  Nation  supported 
the  policy  in  Nicaragua  of  supporting 
a  corrupt  dictatorship  that  oppressed 
the  people  of  his  country.  Today  we 
are  paying  the  price  for  that  policy 
and  today  we  are  trying  to  repeat  a 
similar  policy  of  militarism  that  would 
impress  upon  a  people  the  will  of  the 
United  States. 

Last  weekend,  I  visited  the  200th  an- 
niversary of  Simon  Bolivar,  the  great 
liberator  of  Latin  America,  and  had  oc- 
casion to  talk  to  many  Latin  American 
leaders  at  this  celebration,  men  of 
peace,  and  I  asked  one  leader  in  par- 
ticular. Senator  Tejera-Paris,  who  is  a 
peace-loving  man,  what  is  your  recom- 
mendation of  the  best  action  of  the 
United  States  in  helping  to  bring 
about  peace  in  Central  America. 

His  response  was  as  follows:  "Please 
leave  us  alone.  Please  allow  the  Latin 
Americans  to  resolve  these  problems 
with  democratic,  bipartisan  political 
solutions.  Please  send  your  Navy  back 
to  the  Atlantic.  Please  let  Latins  re- 
solve their  own  problems." 

I  was  ashamed  of  our  policy  in  Cen- 
tral America  because  our  allies  in  Cen- 
tral America  are  being  united  against 
us.  Only  Honduras,  El  Salvador,  and 
our  friend.  Great  Britain,  support  this 
policy. 

The  Latin  Americans  are  placing  the 
United  States  in  the  same  category  as 
the  Soviet  Union.  The  Venezuelan 
Congress  passed  a  resolution  while  I 
was    there    which    asked    the    Latin 


people  to  unite  to  rid  this  hemisphere 
of  all  traces  of  colonialism.  They  are 
talking  about  us  and  the  Soviet  Union. 
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What  good  it  would  do  us  in  this 
Congress  to  see  ourselves  as  others  see 
us. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  We  have  a  tend- 
ency to  be  inward  in  this  country. 
People  in  the  East  look  to  Western 
Europe  and  to  the  Middle  East,  the 
people  in  the  West  look  to  the  Orient, 
the  people  in  the  North  to  Canada  and 
those  of  us  from  the  South  look  to 
Latin  America  as  our  foreign  interests. 

Our  foreign  allies  in  Central  Amer- 
ica are  alienated  by  President  Rea- 
gan's policy  and  we  are  losing  our  tra- 
ditional role  of  leadership.  The  Conta- 
dora  countries  are  saying,  'We  cannot 
depend  upon  the  United  States  for 
leadership  for  peace.  We  have  to  seize 
the  initiative  ourselves." 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Will  he  tell  me  when  and  where  the 
Contadora  group  said  what  he  just 
said  they  said? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  They  said  it  over 
and  over  and  over  at  Cancun. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Where  do  I  find  that? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  will  present 
you  a  resolution,  I  will  make  it  part  of 
the  Record.  I  will  make  a  part  of  this 
Record  the  resolution  of  the  Congress 
of  Venezuela,  the  Bolivarian  manifes- 
to. 
(Text  of  "declaration  of  Cancun  concerning 

peace  in  Central  America  ",  July  18,  1983) 

In  view  of  the  worsened  conflicts  in  Cen- 
tral America,  the  presidents  of  Colombia, 
Bellsario  Betancur;  Mexico,  Miguel  de  la 
Madrid;  Panama,  Ricardo  de  la  Espriella: 
and  Venezuela,  Luis  Herrera  Campins.  de- 
cided to  meet  in  Cancun,  Mexico,  today  July 
17.  1983. 

We  analyzed  the  critical  Central  American 
situation  and  agreed  on  our  deep  concern 
over  its  quick  deterioration,  and  the  in- 
Ciease  in  violence,  the  progressive  increase 
in  tension,  the  border  incidents,  and  the 
threat  of  a  war  confrontation  that  might 
become  generalized.  To  this  we  must  add 
the  rash  arms  buildup  and  foreign  interven- 
tion, to  comprise  a  dramatic  picture  that  af- 
fects the  political  stability  of  the  region, 
which  does  not  allow  the  advance  and  con- 
solidation of  institutions  that  answer  to  the 
democratic  desire  for  liberty  social  justice, 
and  economic  development. 

The  Central  American  conflicts  provide  to 
the  international  community  the  alternative 
decidedly  supporting  and  strengthening  a 
political  agreement,  contributing  with  con- 
structive solutions,  or  passively  accepting 
the  worsening  of  factors  that  might  lead  to 
even  more  dangerous  armed  confrontations. 

The  use  of  force  as  an  alternative  solution 
does  not  solve,  but  worsens  the  underlying 
tensions.  Central  American  peace  will  only 


become  a  reality  to  the  degree  that  the  fun- 
damental principles  for  coexistence  between 
nations  are  respected:  non-intervention, 
self-determination,  the  sovereign  equality  of 
States,  cooperation  for  social  and  economic 
development,  peaceful  solution  to  controver- 
sies, as  well  as  free  and  authentic  expression 
of  the  people's  will. 

The  creation  of  favorable  conditions  for 
peace  in  the  region  depends  mainly  on  the 
attitude  and  genuine  willingness  to  establish 
a  dialogue  by  the  Central  American  coun- 
tries, who  have  the  foremost  responsibility 
and  greatest  effort  in  the  search  for  agree- 
ments that  assure  their  coexistence. 

In  this  sense,  it  is  necessary  that  the  polit- 
ical will  for  understanding,  already  states 
since  the  early  negotiations  by  the  Conta- 
dora group,  is  clearly  expressed  again  in  the 
prosecution  of  peace  efforts,  so  that  they 
may  become  specific  actions  and  pledges. 

It  is  likewise  necessary  that  other  states 
with  interests  and  links  in  the  region  con- 
tribute with  their  political  influence  to 
strengthen  the  means  for  an  understanding 
and  pledge  themselves,  without  reserva- 
tions, to  a  diplomatic  option  for  peace. 

The  efforts  by  the  contadora  group  have 
made  it  possible,  so  far.  to  start  a  dialogue 
with  the  participation  of  all  the  govern- 
ments in  Central  America,  the  establish- 
ment of  a  mechanism  for  consultations,  and 
the  unanimous  definition  of  an  agenda  that 
includes  the  most  relevant  aspects  of  region- 
al problems. 

These  achievements,  even  though  still  in- 
sufficient, have  been  encouraged  by  support 
from  many  countries,  several  organizations, 
and  the  most  assorted  groups  at  interna- 
tional level.  They  all  agree  that  the  Conta- 
dora group's  efforts  have  helped  moderate 
the  dangers  and  reduce  the  risks  of  a  gener- 
alized confrontation.  Their  actions  have  al- 
lowed the  identification  of  problems  and 
causes  of  an  scenario  that  today  is  ex- 
pressed in  conflicts  and  fear. 

This  generous  support  from  the  interna- 
tional community  pledges  us  to  persist  in 
our  endeavors  and  make  all  the  necessary 
efforts  for  a  cause  whose  noble  goals  more 
than  compensate  for  any  possible  misunder- 
standing. 

Encouraged  by  the  broad  spirit  of  solidari- 
ty of  our  countries  with  the  brother  peoples 
of  Central  America.  We  deem  it  necessary  to 
hasten  the  processes  that  interpret  the  will 
for  peace  into  proposals  that,  only  devel- 
oped, may  efficiently  contribute  to  the  solu- 
tion of  these  conflicts. 

In  this  concern,  we  have  agreed  on  the 
general  guidelines  of  a  program  that  will  be 
proposed  to  the  Central  American  countries, 
which  represents  strict  compliance  with  the 
essential  principles  that  underlie  interna- 
tional relations  and  comprises:  approval  of 
political  agreements  and  pledges  that  lead 
to  effective  control  of  the  rash  arms  buildup 
in  the  region:  the  withdrawal  of  foreign  ad- 
visors; the  creation  of  demilitarized  zones;  a 
ban  on  the  use  the  territory  of  any  state  to 
carry  out  political  and  military  destabiliza- 
tion  actions  against  other  states;  the  eradi- 
cation of  trafficking  and  transfer  of  weap- 
ons; and  a  ban  on  other  forms  of  aggression 
or  interference  in  the  internal  affairs  of  any 
country  in  the  area. 

In  order  to  render  this  general  program 
effective,  we  need  to  reach  agreements  es- 
tablishing political  commitments  aimed  at 
guaranteeing  regional  peace.  These  agree- 
ments could  cover: 

The  commitment  to  put  an  end  to  all  ex- 
isting warlike  situations. 

The  commitment  for  a  top-level  freeze  on 
existing  offensive  weapons. 


The  commitment  for  a  start  on  talks  on 
agreements  to  control  and  reduce  the 
present  inventory  of  armament,  with  ade- 
quate supervisory  mechanisms. 

The  commitment  to  prohibit  the  existence 
of  foreign  military  installations  in  their  ter- 
ritories. 

The  commitment  to  give  previous  notice 
of  troop  movements  near  the  border,  when- 
ever these  contingents  are  in  excess  of  the 
number  stated  in  the  agreement. 

The  commitment  to  carry  out.  as  needed, 
joint  border  patrols  or  international  super- 
vision of  borders,  by  observers  chosen  by 
common  agreement  by  the  interested  par- 
ties. 

The  commitment  to  form  joint  security 
commissions  in  order  to  prevent,  and  if  nec- 
essary to  settle  border  incidents. 

The  commitment  to  establish  internal 
control  mechanisms  to  prevent  the  supply- 
ing of  arms  from  the  territory  of  any  coun- 
try in  the  area  to  another  country. 

The  commitment  to  promote  a  climate  of 
detente  and  trust  in  the  area,  avoiding  dec- 
larations which  might  endanger  the  indis- 
pensable climate  of  political  confidence  re- 
quired. 

The  commitment  to  coordinate  systems  of 
direct  communications  among  the  govern- 
ments, in  order  to  prevent  armed  conflicts 
and  to  generate  an  atmosphere  of  reciprocal 
political  trust. 

We  also  believe,  that,  simultaneously  with 
the  carrying  out  of  this  general  program, 
the  task  of  settling  specific  differences 
among  countries  should  start  with  the  sign- 
ing of  memoranda  of  understanding  and  the 
creation  of  mixed  commissions  that  will 
allow  the  parties  to  develop  joint  actions 
and  guarantee  the  effective  control  of  their 
territories,  especially  along  border  areas. 

These  measures,  aimed  at  eliminating  the 
factors  that  disturb  regional  peace,  should 
be  accompanied  by  a  great  effort  to 
strengthen  democratic  institutions  and 
guarantee  the  observance  of  human  rights. 

To  this  end,  we  must  perfect  the  methods 
of  popular  consultation,  guarantee  free 
access  of  the  different  currents  of  opinion 
to  the  electoral  process,  and  promote  the 
full  participation  of  citizens  in  their  coun- 
try's political  life. 

The  strengthening  of  democratic  political 
institutions  is  closely  tied  to  the  evolution 
and  progress  made  in  the  matter  of  econom- 
ic development  and  social  justice.  We  are 
therefore  dealing  with  two  dimensions  of 
the  same  process,  which  is  ultimately  aimed 
at  the  achievements  of  man's  basic  values. 

Within  this  viewpoint,  economic  back- 
wardness must  be  curbed,  because  it  is  the 
root  of  regional  instability  and  is  the  main 
cause  of  many  of  the  area's  conflicts. 

The  strengthening  of  integrational  mech- 
anisms, an  increase  in  inter-zone  trade,  and 
use  of  the  possibilities  of  industrial  comple- 
mentation, are  among  the  most  urgent  ac- 
tions needed  to  neutralize  the  effects  of  the 
world  economic  crisis. 

Local  efforts,  however,  must  be  comple- 
mented with  help  from  the  international 
community,  especially  the  industrialized 
countries,  through  development  credits,  co- 
operation programs,  and  the  access  of  Cen- 
tral American  products  to  their  markets. 

The  governments  of  the  Contadora  group 
countries  reiterate  their  determination  to 
continue  with  the  cooperation  programs  in 
favor  of  the  sub-region;  and  to  offer  their 
help  to  channel  international  support 
toward  these  economic  reactivation  pro- 
grams. 
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Within  these  general  guidelines,  we  have 
entrusted  to  our  foreign  ministers  the  draft- 
ing of  specific  proposals  to  be  presented  for 
the  perusal  of  the  Central  American  coun- 
tries at  the  next  foreign  ministers  meeting. 
We  call  on  all  the  members  of  the  Interna- 
tional community,  especially  those  who 
have  expressed  sympathy  with  the  efforts 
being  carried  out  by  the  Contadora  group, 
as  well  as  on  UN  Secretary  General  and 
President  of  the  OAS  Permanent  Council, 
to  contribute  their  experience  and  diplomat- 
ic ability  to  help  in  the  peaceful  solution  of 
Central  American  problems. 

For  all  these  reasons,  we  have  called  on  all 
the  rulers  of  the  American  continent  in  the 
quest  of  the  solidarity  that  we  need. 

The  Chiefs  of  State  of  Colombia,  Mexico. 
Panama,  and  Venezuela  reaffirm  the  aims 
which  have  united  our  governments  in  this 
task  of  building  the  just  and  lasting  peace 
cherished  by  the  peoples  of  Central  Amer- 
ica. 
Dated:  Cancun,  Mexico,  17  July  1983. 
Signed:  Belisario  Betancur.  President  of 
Colombia;  Miguel  de  la  Madrid.  President  of 
Mexico;  Ricardo  de  la  Espriella.  President  of 
Panama;  Luis  Herrera  Campins.  President 
of  Venezuela. 

Mr.  HYDE.  The  Contadora  group, 
the  gentleman  said. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr. 
Roth). 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  many 
analogies  here  in  the  last  couple  of 
days  in  this  debate  about  Vietnam. 

I  would  like  to  have  you,  if  you  are 
really  concerned  about  that  point, 
have  you  join  me  in  opposing  the 
Boland  and  Zablocki  amendment.  I 
think  adoption  of  this  amendment  un- 
amended would  lead  to  another  Viet- 
nam. If  we  elect  to  accept  covert  aid 
rather  than  overt  aid  we  are  going  to 
be  setting  countries  like  Honduras  and 
Costa  Rica,  against  Nicaragua.  Costa 
Rica  has  no  armed  force  right  now. 
Honduras  does  not  have  a  force  that 
can  stand  up  to  Nicaragua's  75,000 
troops.  But  what  concerns  me  even 
more  is  that  even  if  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki  amendment  were  followed,  that 
if  we  go  the  overt  route  that  we  are, 
possibly  going  to  involve  U.S.  troops. 

We  do  not  have  any  fighting  U.S. 
troops  in  Central  America  now.  How- 
ever, if  we  switch  to  covert  aid  then 
U.S.  troops  would  likely  be  involved. 
To  quote  the  committee: 

The  committee  expects  that  much  of  the 
assistance  particularly  training,  technical 
assistance  or  advice  provided  under  the  au- 
thority of  this  section,  could  involve  the  use 
of  U.S.  military  personnel. 

And  it  goes  on  to  say  that  with 
regard  to  restrictions  to  the  number  of 
U.S.  military  advisers,  that  this  restric- 
tion would  have  to  be  considered  and 
the  efficacy  of  this  program,  as  set 
forth  in  Boland-Zablocki.  would  not  be 
viable  if  we  did  not  allow  U.S.  troops 
to  be  involved.  Acordingly.  any  such 
restriction  should  be  reviewed  by  the 
Committee    on    Foreign    Affairs    with 


this  in  mind.  Now  is  this  the  route  we 
want  to  take?  Do  we  want  to  go  the 
route  of  another  Vietnam?  I  do  not 
think  so.  That  is  why  I  think  the 
President  is  right  in  this  particular 
program.  There  are  many  analogies  to 
a  Vietnam  if  we  chose  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki alternative.  But  if  we  side  with 
continued  covert  aid,  i.e.  the  alterna- 
tive that  we  have  today  I  think  we  can 
eliminate  that  possibility. 

So,  for  that  particular  reason  I  think 
it  is  important  that  we  oppose  the 
Boland-Zablocki  amendment. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Barnes). 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
colleagues  in  the  committee.  This  past 
week  the  President  of  the  United 
States  sent  a  letter  to  the  Presidents 
of  the  four  so-called  Contadora  coun- 
tries. Panama.  Colombia.  Mexico,  and 
Venezuela.  It  is  an  excellent  letter,  a 
very  positive  letter,  a  positive  initiative 
by  President  Reagan. 

I  would  like  to  read  just  a  couple  of 
sentences  from  the  President's  letter 
which  are  extremely  relevant  to  the 
discussion  we  are  engaged  in  this 
afternoon. 

President  Reagan  said  to  his  fellow 
Presidents  in  the  hemisphere: 

There  must  be  respect  for  the  principle  of 
nonintervention,  including  a  ban  on  support 
for  subversive  elements  that  seek  to  destabi- 
lize other  countries. 

That  is  a  quote,  not  from  Mr. 
BoLAND.  the  chairman  of  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  who  has  brought 
such  a  ban  before  the  House  today, 
but  a  quote  from  President  Reagan. 
President  Reagan  goes  on  to  say  in  his 
letter: 

The  Charter  of  the  Organization  of  Amer- 
ican States  makes  clear  that  it  should  be 
the  purpose  of  the  OAS  to  either  prevent 
unjust  acts  committed  by  one  state  against 
another  or  to  provide  for  common  action  on 
the  part  of  meml)ers  in  the  event  of  difficul- 
ties. 
President  Reagan  said: 
I  believe  the  OAS.  as  this  hemispheres  re- 
gional forum,  is  the  appropriate  mechanism 
to  make  sure  that  those  who  make  commit- 
ments comply  with  them. 

President  Reagan  did  not  say  in  his 
letter  to  the  four  Presidents  that  the 
appropriate  mechanism  is  for  one 
country  to  invade  another  in  order  to 
get  them  to  keep  their  commitments. 
He  said  the  appropriate  mechanism  is 
to  go  to  the  Organization  of  American 
States.  That  is  not  what  the  United 
States  has  done;  as  everybody  in  this 
room  knows,  as  everybody  in  the  world 
knows,  what  the  United  States  decided 
to  do  was  to  unilaterally  hire  10.000. 
12.000  maybe  in  the  future  20.000. 
50.000.  we  do  not  know  how  many 
people,  to  invade  Nicaragua,  not  to  use 
the  OAS  as  he  said. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  address  those 
who  have  some  self-doubt  about  this 
policy.  I  know  there  are  some  commit- 


ted solidly  on  both  sides,  but  those 
wondering  what  we  should  do,  what  is 
the  right  thing  to  do,  I  ask  you  to  act 
on  the  side  of  restraint. 

We  are  financing  a  war.  There  are 
10.000.  12.000  guerrillas  engaged  in 
fighting  right  now  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  in  Nicaragua. 

It  is  a  war.  If  you  have  any  doubt  as 
to  whether  or  not  this  is  the  right 
policy,  act  on  the  side  of  restraint, 
show  some  caution,  and  you  will  not 
be  acting  just  because  a  lot  of  left- 
leaning  liberals  have  said  this  is  the 
way  to  do  it.  you  will  be  getting  sup- 
port in  your  view  of  restraint  and  cau- 
tion from  some  of  the  most  responsi- 
ble former  leaders  of  our  Nation.  I 
urge  you  to  take  a  look  at  the  state- 
ment put  out  by  former  Secretary  of 
Defense  Robert  McNamara.  three 
former  Secretaries  of  State.  Secretary 
Muskie.  Secretary  Rusk.  Secretary 
Vance,  and  former  Special  Assistant  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  for 
National  Security  Affairs,  McGeorge 
Bundy.  who  urged  the  passage  of  the 
Boland-Zablocki  amendment  and  the 
amendments  we  have  before  us  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Stratton). 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Mica 
amendment  and  I  also  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  the  Solarz-Boland  substi- 
tute. 

The  Mica  amendment  is  a  realistic 
amendment.  If  the  Nicaraguans,  as  the 
gentleman  trom  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler) 
has  indicated,  are  really  interested  in 
negotiations,  are  really  interested  in 
stopping  their  intervention  in  El  Sal- 
vador, the  Mica  amendment  certainly 
will  give  them  an  opportunity  to  prove 
it;  not  just  by  words  but  by  action. 
And  if  they  desist,  we.  too.  will  desist. 
But  the  Solarz-Boland-Fowler 
amendment  is  just  a  legalistic  gimmick 
without  any  appreciation  of  what  goes 
on  in  a  real  military  situation. 

We  are  asked  to  be  the  first  ones  to 
exercise  unilateral  restraint.  Well,  we 
had  unilateral  restraint  in  the  Carter 
administration  when  we  gave  up  the 
B-1.  when  we  gave  up  the  neutron 
bomb.  But  it  did  not  stop  that  relent- 
less military  buildup  by  the  Soviet 
Union.  Unilateral  restraint,  with  an 
endless  series  of  bombing  halts  did  not 
produce  any  results  for  us  in  Vietnam. 
Instead  it  increased  the  losses  of  our 
men  because  of  that  off-and-on  proce- 
dure. 

It  was  George  Santayana  who  said 
those  who  are  unable  to  profit  from 
the  mistakes  of  the  past,  are  going  to 
be  condemned  to  repeat  them. 

I  do  hope  we  will  not  repeat  those 
mistakes  now  in  dealing  with  the 
Soviet  and  the  Cuban  threat  that  we 
are  facing  in  the  Caribbean.  And  let  us 
make  no  mistake  about  who  started 


this  illegal  aggression  in  the  first 
place.  It  was  not  the  United  States;  it 
was  the  Soviets  and  their  surrogates  in 
the  Caribbean:  Cuba  and  Nicaragua. 
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Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  McHugh). 

Mr.  McHUGH.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
judging  the  pending  amendments  and 
any  other  amendments  that  may  be 
offered  later.  I  think  it  is  terribly  im- 
portant to  keep  in  mind  the  funda- 
mental question  before  this  House. 

The  fundamental  question  is  wheth- 
er the  House  of  Representatives  is  pre- 
pared to  terminate  an  activity  which  is 
illegal  under  U.S.  law  or,  in  the  alter- 
native, whether  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives is  prepared  to  condone  an 
activity  which  is  illegal  under  U.S.  law. 

We  can  stipulate  in  this  argument  to 
a  number  of  facts.  First,  that  in  De- 
cember of  last  year  we  enacted  a  law, 
the  Boland  amendment,  which  pre- 
cludes the  use  of  U.S.  funds  for  the 
purpose  of  overthrowing  the  govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua. 

Second,  we  can  stipulate  that  U.S. 
funds  are  now  being  used  to  support 
counterrevolutionary  activities  in 
Nicaragua. 

The  administration  and  some  others 
in  the  House  have  argued  that  the  ac- 
tivities of  the  counterrevolutionaries 
are  not  for  the  purpose  of  overthrow- 
ing the  Government,  but  rather  for 
the  purpose  of  interdicting  arms  going 
into  El  Salvador  or  perhaps  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  some  pressure  on 
the  Nicaraguan  Government.  On  this 
basis,  they  then  conclude  that  the  ad- 
ministration is  doing  nothing  illegal. 

The  facts  are  clearly  to  the  contrary. 
The  facts  establish  that  the  purpose 
of  the  counterrevolutionary  activities 
is  to  overthrow  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment. The  counterrevolutionaries  say 
so  themselves  and  commonsense  dic- 
tates the  same  conclusion.  For  the 
most  part  the  counterrevolutionaries 
are  former  Somozistas;  some  are  Mis- 
kito  Indians.  Their  grievance  is  against 
the  Sandinista  government.  They  are 
not  risking  their  lives  to  stop  a  flow  of 
arms  into  El  Salvador  or  to  put  a  bit  of 
pressure  on  the  Sandinistas.  They  are 
risking  their  lives,  as  they  themselves 
admit,  to  secure  a  fundamental  change 
in  Nicaragua,  to  secure  political  power. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
that  if  we  are  serious  about  the  rule  of 
law,  if  we  are  concerned  that  this  ad- 
ministration act  within  the  law,  we 
have  no  alternative  but  to  vote  for  the 
resolution  before  us  and  to  reject  any 
amendments  which  would  condone  the 
illegal  activity  which  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration is  now  engaged  in. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Boland  and  the  Barnes  amendments 
both  of  which  would  stop  the  illegal 
activity.  The  Mica  amendment  and  the 


Young  amendment  should  be  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  they  would  permit 
the  illegal  activity  to  continue. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  Rudd). 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  be- 
cause I  am  distressed  by  what  I  think 
is  a  wrong  picture  or  message  being 
conveyed  to  our  fellow  citizens. 

I  have  heard  words  that  add  up  to 
the  theme  that  a  powerful  United 
States  of  America  is  attacking  a  de- 
fenseless Nicaragua,  in  fact,  waging 
war  against  Nicaragua,  and  that  is  a 
wrong  impression.  It  is  not  true. 

The  other  wrong  impression  con- 
veyed by  those  words  is  that  we  as 
Americans  are  ashamed  that  the 
United  States  of  America  is  powerful, 
that  perhaps  we  might  wish  to  see  it 
reduced  to  impotence  so  that  we  could 
experience  the  misery  of  slavery  under 
the  Soviet  Union  from  Moscow 
through  Havana,  Cuba,  through  Ma- 
nagua, Nicaragua.  America  doesn't 
want  this. 

The  other  point  that  I  would  like  to 
make  is  that  the  Contadora  group  is 
being  mentioned  frequently  here  and  I 
will  tell  my  colleagues  that  the  citi- 
zens of  El  Salvador  and  that  the  Gov- 
ernment of  El  Salvador  do  not  wish 
for  the  Contadora  group's  decisions  to 
be  imposed  upon  them,  a  decision  for 
unilaterial  withdrawal  of  U.S.  aid  from 
Honduras  and  El  Salvador.  A  decision 
which  would  permit  that  we  can  give 
them  sympathy,  but  no  aid.  El  Salva- 
dor and  Honduras  do  need  our  aid.  Not 
troops,  not  men  and  arms,  but  aid.  Aid 
that  they  survive.  Aid  that  we  survive. 
Aid  that  America  may  survive. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Weiss). 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
Ronald  Reagan  is  listening  I  would 
expect  that  he  would  turn  to  his  staff 
and  say,  "That  Boland  amendment 
sounds  pretty  good  to  me." 

And  I  am  surprised  that  Members  on 
the  minority  side  of  the  aisle  have  not 
caught  the  drift  of  the  Boland  amend- 
ment. What  in  essence  Boland.  as  ex- 
plained by  my  dear  friend  from  New 
York,  does  is  to  go  against,  to  under- 
cut, the  original  Zablocki-Boland 
amendment  which  said  that  covert  ac- 
tivities are  illegal;  instead  it  says  that 
covert  activities  will  be  illegal  for  30 
days.  But  if  Ronald  Reagan  comes 
along  and  gives  us  a  report  which 
spells  out  why  covert  aid  ought  to  be 
continued  and  if  the  two  Houses, 
which  in  that  kind  of  situation  would 
be  expected  to  go  along  with  him,  then 
all  of  a  sudden  this  illegal  covert 
action  which  we  say,  in  Boland-Za- 
blocki itself  in  the  absence  of  a  state 
of  declared  war  is  in  fact  in  violation 
of  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations, 

the  Charter  of  the  OAS,  the  Rio 
Treaty,  it  becomes  transformed  into 
something  legal. 


I  would  hope  that  we  would  not  be 
adopting  another  Gulf  of  Tonkin  reso- 
lution. I  urge  that  we  vote  down  the 
Boland-Solarz  amendment,  that  we 
vote  down  the  Mica  amendment,  that 
we  adopt  the  Barnes  amendment  and 
adopt  Boland-Zablocki  as  it  came  out 
of  the  Intelligence  and  Foreign  Affairs 
Committees. 

I  can  assure  my  colleagues  that 
many  of  us  who  voted  for  Boland-Za- 
blocki in  the  form  in  which  it  came 
out  of  committee  would  not  have 
voted  for  it  if  it  incorporated  Boland- 
Solarz  as  it  will  if  this  is  adopted. 

I  think  that  this  is  indeed  an  histori- 
cal time.  The  then  Members  of  Con- 
gress when  they  voted  for  the  Gulf  of 
Tonkin  resolution  had  no  idea  of  the 
repercussions  of  what  they  were  doing. 
We  have  no  idea  either,  but  I  am  fore- 
warning the  Members  that  in  fact  we 
are  sending  a  message  that  covert 
action  is  OK  so  long  as  Ronald  Reagan 
and  the  Congress  say  it  is  OK.  I  think 
it  would  be  a  terrible  mistake. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Chandler). 

Mr.  CHANDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
historic  secret  debate  on  the  question 
of  covert  aid  to  rebels  in  Nicaragua 
last  week,  raised  a  number  of  ques- 
tions in  my  mind  about  our  policy  in 
Central  America. 

One  question  was.  Do  we  have  a 
right  to  interfere  in  the  internal  af- 
fairs of  another  country?  Are  we 
guilty  of  doing  in  Nicaragua  what  we 
accuse  the  Nicaraguans.  the  Cubans, 
and  the  Soviets  of  doing  in  El  Salva- 
dor? 

And  then  I  had  to  ask  myself,  after  I 
had  heard  that  debate,  what  is  the 
aim  of  our  current  policy?  What  is  it 
we  are  trying  to  accomplish?  Are  we 
trying  to  interdict  the  flow  of  arms 
into  El  Salvador?  Are  we  trying  to 
overthrow  the  government  in  Mana- 
gua? 

If  those  are  indeed  our  aims,  it 
became  clear  in  that  debate  that  nei- 
ther is  succeeding.  And  if  we  were,  in 
fact,  successful  in  overthrowing  the 
Nicaraguan  Government.  I  became 
convinced  that  we  would  not  bring 
peace  to  the  region,  and  in  fact  what 
we  are  doing  may  well  be  creating 
more,  rather  than  less,  popular  sup- 
port for  the  Sandinistas. 

But  it  is  not  just  that  simple,  it  is 
not  just  our  policy  that  is  at  play  here. 
We  know  that  the  Sandinistas  in  Nica- 
ragua are  creating  a  haven  for  the 
guerrillas  operating  in  El  Salvador.  We 
know  that  it  is  a  conduit  for  Cuban 
and  Soviet  support  for  the  revolution 
that  is  going  on  there.  For  that 
reason,  it  is  clearly  too  extreme  to  cut 
off  the  aid  as  would  be  the  case  with 
the  Boland-Zablocki  amendment. 

I  stand  here  today  to  support  the 
Mica  amendment,  as  my  good  friend 
and    colleague,    the    gentleman    from 
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California  (Mr.  Zschau)  described  it 
earlier,  as  a  midground,  an  acceptable 
way  to  find  our  way  to  a  new  policy. 
one  that  will  answer  the  kinds  of  ques- 
tions that  I  have  raised  here  satisfac- 
torily. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  pursue  a 
middle  course.  Do  not  put  blinders  on 
to  the  reality  of  Nicaraguan.  Cuban, 
and  Soviet  interference  in  the  internal 
affairs  of  Central  American  countries. 
At  the  same  time,  let  us  not  kid  our- 
selves that  U.S.  armed  surrogates  will 
ever  bring  about  peace  in  that  trou- 
bled region.  Let  us  provide  the  Nicara- 
guans  an  incentive  to  act  and  act  now 
for  peace  in  Central  America. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Solarz). 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  concentrate  on  the  dif- 
ference between  the  Mica  substitute 
and  the  Boland  amendment. 

The  fundamental  difference  is  that 
under  the  Mica  substitute  our  para- 
military operations  against  Nicaragua 
would  continue  unless  and  until  the 
Nicaraguans  cease  their  efforts  to  de- 
stabilize El  Salvador  or  other  coun- 
tries in  Central  America. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Boland 
amendment  to  the  Mica  substitute, 
however,  the  original  prohibitions  con- 
tained in  the  Zablocki-Boland  legisla- 
tion would  remain  intact.  Our  para- 
military operations  against  Nicaragua 
would  be  terminated  and  they  could 
only  be  resumed  if  the  President  sub- 
mitted a  report  to  the  Congress  that 
the  Nicaraguans  were  continuing  their 
efforts  to  destabilize  the  region  and  If 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
adopted  a  joint  resolution  providing 
for  the  resumption  of  that  paramili- 
tary assistance  to  groups  acting 
against  Nicaragua. 
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I  say  to  my  good  friend  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Weiss)  that  the  very  last 
thing  the  Boland  amendment  to  the 
MICA  sulwtltute  Is.  Is  another  Gulf  of 
Tonkin  resolution.  If  the  Boland 
amendment  is  adopted,  our  paramili- 
tary assistance  against  Nicaragua  is 
terminated.  Of  course,  if  the  Congress 
subsequently  adopted  a  joint  resolu- 
tion approving  the  resumption  of 
paramilitary  assistance,  it  would  be  re- 
sumed. But  the  answer  to  that  is.  even 
without  the  Boland  amendment  to  the 
Mica  substitute.  If  the  Boland-Za- 
blockl  bill,  as  originally  reported  out 
of  committee,  was  adopted  and  we 
flatly  terminated  our  paramilitary  op- 
erations against  Nicaragua,  the  Con- 
gress would  be  free  the  very  next  day 
to  adopt  legislation  providing  for  a  re- 
sumption of  aid. 

So  this  Is  no  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolu- 
tion. This  Is  a  way  to  bring  to  an  end 
our  operations  against  Nicaragua  but 
to  give  the  Congress  the  right  to 
decide  what  to  do  In  the  future. 


Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Young). 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, those  of  us  in  the  House  today 
are  going  to  make  a  very  major  deci- 
sion and  one  that.  If  it  goes  through 
the  entire  legislative  process  and  be- 
comes a  part  of  our  law.  Is  going  to  be 
with  us  and  with  our  friends  In  Cen- 
tral America  for  a  long,  long  time. 

If  the  Castro-Sandinista  movement 
that  Is  underway  In  Central  America  Is 
allowed  to  continue,  and  if  Central 
America  comes  under  this  Castro-San- 
dlnlsta  jurisdiction.  Influence  and  con- 
trol, we  have  serious  problems,  and 
years  from  now  we  are  going  to  be  sit- 
ting around  wishing  that  we  had  done 
something  different.  Much  as  we  do 
today,  wishing  we  had  done  something 
different  when  Fidel  Castro  was  just  a 
blip  on  the  TV  screen  many  years  ago. 
The  Sandinistas  In  connection  with 
their  Castro  friends  are  Marxists,  they 
are  Leninists,  they  are  Communists. 
And  this  is  their  revolution.  And  make 
no  mistake  about  It.  In  fact,  they  have 
said  that  to  some  of  us  very  personal- 
ly, that  that  is  the  type  of  revolution 
they  have  and  that  It  goes  beyond  any 
borders.  It  Is  not  limited  to  their  own 
country. 

They  have  direct  association  with 
the  PLO.  they  are  receiving  consider- 
able support  from  Libya,  they  have 
supported  terrorist-type  raids  into 
friendly  Honduras,  their  neighbor.  We 
know  exactly  what  they  are  doing  In 
El  Salvador  In  supporting  that  insur- 
gency. The  headquarters,  the  com- 
mand and  control  headquarters  for 
the  Salvadoran  insurgency,  make  no 
mistake  about  it.  it  in  Nicaragua.  The 
Sandinistas  know  about  It  and  they 
know  where  It  Is. 

The  Sandinistas  have  practiced  a 
policy  of  near  genocide  to  the  Mlsklto 
Indians,  who  are  Nicaraguans.  Their 
treatment  of  the  Jewish  community 
cannot  be  excused.  Those  few  Jews 
who  were  able  to  stay  in  Nicaragua 
have  been  expelled.  Others  who  were 
expelled  have  had  their  property  con- 
fiscated. They  have  been  thrown  out 
of  the  country  with  nothing. 

Many  of  the  original  Sandlnlsta 
leaders  who  were  Involved  In  the  origi- 
nal revolution  are  no  longer  part  of 
the  junta.  They  have  either  left  or 
they  have  been  thrown  out  by  the 
Marxist  group  of  the  junta.  In  fact, 
many  of  those  original  Sandlnlsta 
leaders  are  now  the  leaders  of  the  ac- 
tivity against  the  Sandinistas  in  Nica- 
ragua because  they  reneged  on  the 
promises  of  freedom,  of  free  elections, 
of  free  speech,  of  free  press,  of  free  re- 
ligion, and  so  on  and  so  forth. 

H.R.  2760  allows  the  Sandinistas  to 
roam  freely  because  It  stops  any  covert 
activity  that  we  might  be  Involved 
with  In  Nicaragua. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Young)  and 


the  substitute  to  that  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Mica)  are  good  amendments,  and 
I  strongly  support  either  or  both,  be- 
cause they  make  us  all  play  by  the 
same  rules.  They  suggest  that  what- 
ever rules  are  going  to  apply  to  us  by 
this  Congress  should  also  apply  to  the 
Sandlnlsta.  And  what  Is  wrong  with  all 
of  the  players  playing  by  the  same 
rules? 

The  amendment  offered  by  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Barnes),  takes  the  heart  out  of 
the  Young  amendment.  It  no  longer 
makes  it  a  mutual  rule.  What  it  does. 
In  very  nice  language,  it  says  that  the 
Sandinistas  ought  to  be  good,  but  It 
does  nothing  to  make  them  be  good.  It 
does  nothing  to  support  any  effort  or 
any  of  our  friends  In  the  region  to 
help  convince  the  Sandinistas  that  we 
ought  to  talk  about  our  problems  and 
we  ought  to  solve  them. 

My  friends,  we  are  going  to  make 
that  major  decision  today,  and  I  really 
think  if  you  search  your  heart  and  if 
you  search  your  soul  and  if  you  search 
your  conscience,  you  are  going  to  find 
it  difficult  to  vote  for  the  Barnes 
amendment  to  gut  the  Young  amend- 
ment. I  think  you  can  conscientiously 
vote  for  the  Mica  substitute  or  you  can 
conscientiously  vote  for  the  original 
Young  amendment  because  all  it  does 
is  establish  fair  play,  establish  that  we 
are  going  to  abide  by  the  same  rules. 
And  I  see  nothing  wrong  with  that.  I 
do  not  want  a  communistic  or  a  Marx- 
ist or  a  Leninist  Central  America 
under  the  control  of  Fidel  Castro 
today  and  turned  over  to  Ortega  or 
Ramirez,  or  someone  like  that,  tomor- 
row when  Castro  eventually  fades 
away  from  the  picture. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlemnn  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  one  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle  who  has  some  serious 
problems  about  the  covert  approach  In 
Central  America.  I  have  looked  care- 
fully at  the  different  amendments 
that  have  been  brought  up.  and  I  do 
not  dispute  the  meaning  or  the  effort 
of  the  Boland-Solarz  approach  on  this, 
attempting  to  get  some  kind  of  middle 
ground  here,  but  I  just  do  not  think  it 
is  practical.  I  think  the  Mica  approach 
does  give  us  middle  ground  and  Is  ef- 
fective, and  I  hope  we  follow  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
state  that  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts (Mr.  Boland)  has  10  minutes 
remaining,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfield)  has  7  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Mica). 


Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  :  would 
just  like  to  conclude  with  my  30  sec- 
onds by  saying  that  I  would  like  to  see 
the  Barnes  amendment  defeated,  the 
Solarz-Boland  amendment  defeated, 
the  Mica  amendment  approved,  and 
the  Wright  amendment  after  that  ap- 
proved. I  recognize  none  of  these 
people  support  my  amendment.  But 
that  is  what  this  author  of  this  legisla- 
tion would  like  to  see  done.  I  would  ap- 
preciate your  support  on  the  Mica 
amendment. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Ging- 
rich). 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  we  are  going  to 
be  voting  first  on  the  Barnes  amend- 
ment, I  think  It  useful  to  focus  on  the 
Barnes  amendment,  because  the 
Barnes  amendment  really  poses  the 
fundamental  question  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy  In  the  1980's.  It  poses  that  ques- 
tion squarely  between  radicals  who 
favor  unilateral  disarmament  and  the 
rest  of  us. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric,  but 
let  us  look  at  the  words,  the  precise 
words,  of  this  amendment.  It  says  that 
we  would  substitute  a  negotiated 
agreement  Involving  Nicaragua  where 
they  had  to  agree  to  quit  trying  to 
fight  and  destroy  their  neighbors,  it 
would  substitute  for  it  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  should  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment. 

Now,  let  me  suggest  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  (Mr.  Pritch- 
ard)  was  exactly  right  in  focusing  on 
practicality.  If  we  are  serious  about 
bringing  peace  to  Central  America,  if 
we  are  serious  about  stopping  the 
Soviet  KGB,  the  Cuban  Communists 
and  their  Nicaraguan  allies  from  sub- 
verting a  neighbor,  then  we  have  to 
stop  this  effort  In  the  Barnes  amend- 
ment for  preemptive  self-disarmament 
by  the  United  States.  We  have  to  stop 
this  effort  in  the  Barnes  amendment 
for  self-imposed  Impotence  which 
would  strip  our  diplomats  of  any 
effect. 

Can  you  imagine  negotiating  and 
saying.  "By  the  way,  it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  you  should  quit  doing 
what  9,000  Soviet  advisers  are  encour- 
aging"? 

Imagine  that  today,  tonight,  in  Cas- 
tro's Cuba,  In  Nicaragua,  in  Moscow, 
that  the  people  who  have  planned  the 
guerrilla  war  in  El  Salvador  sit  and 
watch  C-span  and  they  watch  today's 
results.  If  those  Cuban  Communists 
and  Soviet  advisers  see  this  Congress 
tie  up  the  United  States  In  impotence, 
if  they  see  us  unilaterally  disarm— and 
the  Barnes  amendment  is  in  effect  a 
vote  to  unilaterally  disarm— then  they 
will  say  to  the  Nicaraguan  dictator- 
ship, "Go  full-steam  ahead,  the  United 
States  is  helpless,   the  Congress  has 


once  again  gutted  the  American  Na- 
tion's ability  to  do  anything." 
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But  If  we  vote  "no"  on  Barnes,  If  we 
defeat  Barnes,  then  we  send  a  signal 
to  every  Communist  agent,  we  send  a 
signal  to  every  Nicaraguan  dictator. 
We  say  clearly.  "You  have  to  negoti- 
ate. You  have  to  come  to  the  table. 
You  have  to  deal  with  the  American 
Nation,  which  Is  capable  of  moving  de- 
cisively, and  which  is  capable  of  pro- 
tecting its  friends  and  neighbors." 

Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  created 
the  Good  Neighbor  Policy.  He  did  not 
say.  "Why  do  we  not  send  a  message  to 
Adolph  Hitler  and  tell  him  It  is  the 
sense  of  Congress."  We  did  not  say, 
'Let  us  react  to  Pearl  Harbor  by  send- 
ing a  note  saying  it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress." 

This  is  a  clear,  decisive  step  on  the 
radical  part  of  this  Congress  to  say, 
"Let  us  unilaterally  disarm." 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Bonior). 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  central  question 
that  we  face  here  today  Is  whether  or 
not  this  country  Is  a  country  of  laws  or 
Is  not  a  country  of  laws. 

Since  coming  into  office,  from  the 
very  early  days,  this  administration 
has  failed  to  adhere  to  international 
obligations  and  to  domestic  statutes.  I 
refer  specifically  to  the  early  days  of 
the  administration  when  they  blindly 
turned  their  heads  to  the  activities 
that  were  going  on  in  camps  in  Florida 
and  California,  camps  that  were  sup- 
porting the  revolutions  that  we  are 
now  having  to  debate  on  this  floor. 

I  testified  before  Mr.  Barnes'  com- 
mittee early  in  1981.  after  having  vis- 
ited these  areas,  and  it  was  clear  to  me 
then  and  it  Is  clear  to  me  now  that 
this  administration  failed  to  take  Into 
account  the  laws  of  this  country  pro- 
hibiting any  support  for  expeditions 
against  foreign  nations,  a  clear  viola- 
tion of  U.S.  law,  prohibiting  conspira- 
cy to  injure  the  property  of  a  foreign 
nation,  prohibiting  the  export  of  war 
materials  and.  of  course,  violating  our 
own  Neutrality  Act.  which  is  clearly  as 
old  as  the  Nation  Itself. 

That  was  the  first  phase.  The  second 
phase  was  In  this  Congress  during  the 
last  lame  duck  session  when  we  unani- 
mously adopted  In  this  body  the 
Boland  amendment. 

Now  we  are  at  a  third  stage,  whether 
we  will  continue  to  ignore  the  laws  of 
this  country  and  the  International 
laws  under  which  we  have  hopefully 
and  will  hopefully  operate  under  in 
the  coming  years. 

I  urge  you  to  vote  for  the  Boland 
amendment.  I  urge  you  to  reject  those 
amendments  which  seek  to  move  us 
away  from  law. 


Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
may  I  inquire  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Intelligence  Committee  how  many 
speakers  he  has  left?  We  have  just 
one. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  We  have  one  speaker 
left. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde). 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  simply 
say  that  several  colleagues  have 
argued  to  the  effect  that  somehow  the 
Contadoras  are  going  to  restrain  the 
Nicaraguans.  I  think  it  is  important 
for  us  to  realize  that  the  Contadora 
group  is  scared  stiff  at  this  point. 
They  are  going  to  be  able  to  enforce 
no  restraint  on  the  part  of  the  radical 
leaders  of  Nicaragua.  They  are  in  es- 
sentially the  same  position  that  Saudi 
Arabia  is  In  in  the  Middle  East.  Saudi 
Arabia  is  not  going  to  restrain  the 
PLO  because  they  are  intimidated  by 
the  PLO.  That  is  why  they  pay  them 
money.  That  is  why  they  pay  them  lip- 
service. 

That  is  the  reason  the  Contadora 
group  has  said  nothing  about  Fidel 
Castro's  excursions  In  Africa  or  any  of 
the  other  aggressive  actions  that  he 
has  taken,  and  that  is  the  reason  they 
are  not  going  to  do  anything  effective 
that  would,  in  fact  restrain  the  Nicara- 
guans. 

I  think  we  have  to  realize  there  Is 
one  nation  In  this  Hemisphere  that 
can  prevent  a  Marxist  takeover  In  Cen- 
tral America.  That  nation  is  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

Very  briefly,  we  are  confronted  with 
a  Barnes  amendment,  with  a  Solarz- 
Boland  amendment,  with  a  Mica 
amendment,  and  then  a  Young  amend- 
ment. 

The  Barnes  amendment  Is  paper 
chase.  It  Is  no  solution.  It  is  more  pa- 
ralysis. It  Is  words,  words,  designed  to 
bring  the  Sandinistas  to  their  knees.  It 
informs  them  in  no  uncertain  terms 
that  It  Is  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
they  should  reach  an  agreement  with 
their  neighbors  to  be  decent  members 
of  the  human  family  down  there.  It 
will  be  about  as  effective  as  a  butter- 
fly's hiccup. 

The  Solarz-Boland  puts  the  cart 
before  the  horse.  The  Solarz-Boland 
says,  based  on  a  phantasy,  that  we  are 
going  to  stop  covert  aid  and  that  will 
Induce,  if  not  seduce,  the  Sandinistas 
to  stop  exporting  revolution  to  their 
neighbors.  But  If  they  do  not,  and  If 
we  find  out.  we  may  be  back  if  we  can 
get  a  joint  resolution  through  Con- 
gress some  year. 
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Then  we  move  to  the  Mica  amend- 
ment, which  is  a  compromise,  which 
involves  the  Organization  of  American 
States  in  a  very  important  function. 
Mica  says.  "We  will  stop  when  you 
stop.  "  That  is  all.  It  makes  some  sense. 
One  other  thing  that  I  would  like  to 
say.  I  listened  to  Mr.  Alexander,  a 
gentleman  whom  I  admire  and  whose 
knowledge  of  Central  America  is  un- 
equaled.  and  he  said  "Let  the  Latins 
solve  their  own  problems."  Well.  Cuba 
is  a  Latin  power,  and  I  would  just  as 
soon  they  did  not  have  too  much  influ- 
ence In  settling  the  problems  of  Cen- 
tral America. 

I  have  said  before,  and  I  say  again. 
Cuba  is  the  largest  country  in  the 
world.  Their  administration  is  in 
Havana,  their  government  is  in 
Moscow,  their  army  is  in  Africa,  and 
their  population  is  in  Miami. 
Support  Mica. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume, 
and  then  I  will  yield  some  time  to  the 
majority  leader. 

The  pending  vote  at  2:30  or  a  little 
thereafter  will  be  on  the  Barnes 
amendment.  That  preserves  a  cutoff, 
of  course,  of  the  secret  war.  and  the 
Young  amendment  does.  Like  the 
Young  amendment.  the  Barnes 
amendment  puts  the  Congress  on 
record  as  opposing  Nicaraguan  support 
for  the  Salvadoran  insurgency,  and  all 
of  us  agree  to  that. 

Like  the  Young  amendment,  it  em- 
phasizes that  the  solution  to  the  con- 
flict in  Central  America  is  a  negotiated 
solution  based  on  the  principles  of  the 
San  Jose  Conference  and  Nicaragua's 
pledges  to  the  OAS  in  July  1979.  and 
we  all  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  to  the  distinguished  major- 
ity leader,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Wright). 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
want  to  congratulate  all  those  who 
have  taken  part  in  this  debate,  and 
particularly  those  who  have  taken 
part  in  the  very  arduous  effort  that 
has  been  underway  to  strike  some  sem- 
blance of  a  reasonable  compromise. 

I  want  to  congratulate  Mr.  Mica.  Mr. 
BoLAND.  Mr.  SoLARZ.  Mr.  Young.  Mr. 
Barnes.  Mr.  Fascell.  Mr.  Broomfield. 
Mr.  McCurdy.  and  all  those  with 
whom  I  have  worked  for  several  weeks 
in  that  yet  unavailing  effort  to  find  a 
magic  formula  that  will  be  satisfactory 
to  everybody.  I  think  everyone  in- 
volved has  acted  in  good  faith.  I  think 
Mr.  Young  acted  in  good  faith.  I  think 
Mr.  Mica  has  acted  in  good  faith,  and 
Mr.  Barnes  and  Mr.  Solarz.  all  of 
those  who  have  participated  in  this 
search. 

The  difficulty  is  that  while  we  all 
agree  on  certain  things,  we  come  to 
one  unbridgeable  gulf.  I  believe  all  of 
us  who  participated  in  this  agree  that 
what  the  Sandinistas  are  doing  in  at- 
tempting to  subvert  the  government  of 


their  neighboring  country  is  funda- 
mentally wrong.  It  is  a  violation  of  the 
Organization  of  American  States  char- 
ter, and  it  is  a  violation  of  the  common 
rules  of  decency  among  humankind. 
All  of  us  want  to  see  that  come  to  an 
end. 

On  the  other  hand.  I  think  all  of  us 
who  have  been  involved  in  this  are 
more  than  just  a  little  bit  nervous  and 
apprehensive  and  uneasy,  and  frankly 
a  bit  embarrassed  that  our  country  is 
pretending  it  is  not  doing  something 
when  in  reality  we  know  that  it  is.  I  do 
not  think  any  of  us  wants  to  engage  in 
subterfuge  or  a  deception,  and  I  think 
all  of  us  know  that  there  has  been 
some  deception  in  this  matter. 

All  of  us  want  to  put  an  end  to  this 
covert  financing  of  an  invasion  of 
Nicaragua,  and  we  recognize  that  its 
purpose  really  is  to  overthrow  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  contrary  to 
the  provision  of  law  approved  unani- 
mously by  the  House  last  December. 
Certainly  that  has  been  the  purpose  of 
those  who  have  been  the  recipients  of 
our  aid.  Those  whom  we  have  recruit- 
ed, trained,  financed,  equipped,  and 
sent  into  that  country  state  unequivo- 
cally that  their  purpose  is  to  over- 
throw the  government  of  that  coun- 
try. For  us  to  say  that  it  is  otherwise 
really  is  to  evade  the  fact  and  to 
render  ourselves  subject  to  the  cen- 
sure of  our  friends  and  colleagues 
throughout  the  hemisphere  who  see 
our  denial  of  that  purpose  lacking  in 
credibility. 

We  want  to  put  a  stop  to  that  U.S.- 
financed  military  intervention,  and  we 
want  to  put  a  stop  to  what  the  Sandi- 
nistas are  doing.  But  the  question 
always  comes  down  to  this:  Who  goes 
first?  That  is  really  what  we  have  to 
resolve  in  these  amendments:  Who 
goes  first? 

Is  that  not  the  fundamental  flaw  in 
human  character  that  has  always  led 
to  war?  Is  that  not  the  fundamental 
question  that  always  stands  in  the  way 
of  peace?  Every  page  of  history  is 
stained  with  the  blood  of  common 
people  who  have  died  while  national 
leaders  on  both  sides  insist  that  the 
other  one  go  first. 

Yesterday  Armenians  bombed  and 
killed  people  in  a  Turkish  Embassy  be- 
cause of  sins  that  were  committed  by 
the  Turks  against  Armenians  before 
most  of  us  were  born.  Who  goes  first 
in  seeking  peace? 
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We  are  not  able  to  get  the  Palestini- 
an Arabs  and  the  Israelis  to  sit  down 
and  talk  together  because  each  says 
the  other  must  go  first  in  recognizing 
the  legitimacy  of  the  other,  and  we 
have  not  been  able  to  get  them  both 
simultaneously  to  sit  down  and  do  it. 

Who  goes  first?  In  the  meantime, 
men  go  on  dying,  and  infants  crying  at 
mothers'  breasts,  and  blood  comes  in- 
stead of  milk  because  the  statesmen  of 


the  world  are  insisting  that  "no.  you 
go  first,  and  then  we  will  follow  suit." 
What  the  Nicaraguans  are  doing  is  a 
violation  of  the  OAS  Charter,  and 
what  we  are  doing  is  a  violation  of  the 
OAS  Charter,  let  there  be  no  doubt 
about  it.  We  are  signatories  to  article 
18  of  the  charter  that  says  that  no 
state  has  a  right  to  intervene,  directly 
or  indirectly,  for  any  reason  whatso- 
ever, in  the  internal  or  external  affairs 
of  any  other  state. 

We  are  in  violation  of  the  Presi- 
dents  own  suggestions  in  a  letter  he 
released  only  the  night  before  last 
over  his  signature  to  the  Presidents  of 
the  four  countries  which  make  up  the 
Contadora  group. 

Ronald  Reagan,  in  writing  to  those 
Presidents,  said: 

Second,  there  must  be  respect  for  the 
principle  of  nonintervention,  including  a 
ban  on  support  for  subversive  elements  that 
seek  to  destabilize  other  countries. 

How  else,  I  ask  my  colleagues,  could 
we  honestly  describe  what  we  are  fi- 
nancing at  this  moment? 

So  let  us  wash  our  hands  clean,  come 
into  the  court  with  clean  hands,  ex- 
punged of  our  own  sin,  and  then  say  to 
the  court,  "require  the  same  compli- 
ance from  Nicaragua."  That,  it  seems 
to  me,  is  the  rightful  order  of  events. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland  (Mr.  Barnes)  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Young). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  213.  noes 
214.  not  voting  7.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  279) 


Ackemian 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnes 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Herman 

Bevill 

BiagKi 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bcsco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Brltl 


AYES-213 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Carper 

Carr 

Clarke 

Clay 

Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Dixon  for,  with  Mr.  Chappie  against. 

Messrs.  McKAY.  VANDER  JAGT. 
CARNEY,  JENKINS,  and  BOEH- 
LERT changed  their  votes  from  "aye" 
to  "no." 

Messrs.  BIAGGI.  MOLLOHAN.  and 
ANNUNZIO  changed  their  votes  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 
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AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROOMFIELD  TO 
THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  YOUNG  OF 
FLORIDA 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  offer  an  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  a  clarification  on  the  procedure 
from  this  point. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  we  can 
tcke  one  amendment,  then  take  the 
Solarz-Boland,  and  then  the  Mica 
amendment.  Is  that  correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  advise  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  that  further  amendments  to 
the  Young  amendment  are  in  order 
one  at  a  time  and  are  debatable. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Broomfield  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Young  of 
Florida:  After  the  last  line  of  the  text  of  the 
proposed  amendment  insert  the  following 
new  section  3: 

"Sec  3.  The  President  shall  commission  a 
study  to  assess  the  potential  consequences 
of  a  failure  to  halt  Cuban  and  Nicaraguan 
directed  revolution  and  subversion  in  Cen- 
tral America.  Such  study  shall  include  but 
not  be  limited  to  the  issues  of  refugee  pat- 
terns and  U.S.  dollar  outlays  which  may  be 
necessary.". 


Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  a  noncontroversial  amendment. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  would  like  at 
this  time  to  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  (Mr.  Coleman). 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  may  be  characterized 
as  a  noncontroversial  amendment,  but 
I  am  going  to  take  some  time,  since  we 
have  12  hours  of  debate,  to  talk  about 
it. 

We  have  not  talked  about  the  prob- 
lems of  refugees  coming  into  the 
United  States  from  Central  America 
and  it  is  an  important  topic  on  all  of 
these  amendments  that  we  have 
before  us. 

We  have  talked  about  national  secu- 
rity and  security  issues  but  I  want  to 
focus  for  just  a  minute  on  the  social- 
economic  issues. 

D  1500 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  Communist  govern- 
ments indeed  come  to  power  in  Cen- 
tral America,  we  can  expect  to  see  a 
massive  influx  of  refugees  into  the 
United  States.  If  the  historical  experi- 
ence bears  this  out  certainly  the  cost 
in  both  dollars  and  social  and  econom- 
ic terms  would  be  tremendous. 

In  my  few  moments,  I  would  like  to 
tell  a  little  bit  of  what  I  see  the  social 
and  economic  consequences  to  be. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  finding  it  almost  impossible  to 
hear  the  gentleman.  I  am  just  a  few 
feet  away  from  him. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman's 
point  of  order  is  well  taken.  We  will 
not  proceed  until  we  have  better 
order. 

The  gentleman  may  proceed. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  If  one 
looks  at  recent  refugee  trends  it  is 
clear  that  the  United  States  is  almost 
invariably  the  preferred  destination. 

Furthermore,  it  appears  that  a  gen- 
eral rule  of  thumb  can  be  established 
regarding  the  percentage  of  a  nation's 
population  which,  in  the  final  analy- 
sis, ends  up  in  the  United  States. 

For  example,  since  Cuba  fell  to  the 
Communist  revolutionaries  over  a  mil- 
lion Cubans  have  come  to  the  United 
States.  This  represents  over  10  percent 
of  the  Cuban  population. 

If  one  wanted  to  use  this  as  a  base- 
line you  could  say  10  percent,  but  even 
if  you  use  a  conservative  baseline  of  8 
percent  it  would  seem  a  normal  refu- 
gee pattern. 

Because  of  the  varying  proximity  of 
the  Central  American  countries  to  the 
United  States 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  sounds  as  noisy  as  if 
there  are  already  about  8  million  refu- 
gees in  this  Chamber.  If  we  could  have 
it  quiet  down  a  little  bit  we  might  be 
able  to  hear  the  gentleman. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee 
will  be  in  order. 

The  gentleman  may  proceed. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  If  you 
took 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield  to  me  brief- 
ly? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Listen.  I 
have  not  even  had  a  chance  to  open 
my  mouth  on  this  amendment.  We 
have  12  hours  of  debate.  I  am  offering 
a  little  amendment. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  If  the  gentleman 
would  not  yield,  I  would  appreciate 
the  gentleman  telling  me  whether  he 
will  yield  or  not. 

The  gentleman  said  there  were  8,000 
refugees  here.  I  want  to  know  is  that  a 
racist  statement? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  has  the  time. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  He 
could  not  hear  this  gentleman.  I  said 
there  are  8  million.  There  is  too  much 
noise. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  wanted  to  ask  a 
question:  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
briefly? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Give  me 
5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  Jisk  unanimous 
consent  the  gentleman  may  have  6  ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  yield  for  a  minute. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  am  certainly  not 
trying  to  harass  the  gentleman.  I  was 
sitting  here  trying  to  hear  my  col- 
league. What  I  asked  the  gentleman  to 
yield  for  was  my  distinguished  col- 
league on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
made  the  statement  that  it  sounded  as 
if  there  were  8.000  refugees  in  this 
room.  There  are  black  refugees,  brown 
refugees,  yellow  refugees,  and  white 
refugees. 

Is  the  gentleman  suggesting  that 
refugees  by  definition  are  rowdy 
human  beings?  And  if  that  is  the 
statement  of  the  gentleman,  I  hope  he 
will  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
will  not  withdraw  the  statement  that  I 
actually  stated.  I  did  not  refer  to  the 
race  of  any  refugees,  which  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  himself  ac- 
knowledged, is  a  desperate  condition 
affecting  all  races. 

If  the  gentleman  will  yield.  I  would 
be  pleased  to  correct  the  gentleman. 
He  could  not  hear  what  I  was  saying 
because  it  was  so  noisy.  What  I  said 
was  it  sounds  as  noisy  as  if  there  are 
8.000.000  refugees  here,  million.  I  said 
8.000.000  refugees,  not  8.000. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  That  makes  the 
point  even  worse.  I  thank  my  col- 
league. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  If  you 
take  a  conservative  estimate  of  just  8 


percent  as  the  normal  refugee  pattern 
from  these  countries  and  apply  it  to 
the  populations  of  Central  America, 
and  if  you  took  just  the  Central  Amer- 
ican countries  it  is  a  potential  of  2.3 
million  refugees.  If  you  take  into  con- 
sideration the  population  of  Mexico,  a 
country  which  many  analysts  see  as 
vulnerable  to  leftist  insurgency  then 
the  numbers  are  even  more  imposing 
and  astronomical. 

In  the  case  of  Mexico,  the  figures 
may  be  very  conservative  because  as 
you  know,  people  are  already  crossing 
the  Mexico-Texas  land  bridge  today. 

How  many  of  them  would  pass 
through  if  they  were  fleeing  commu- 
nist persecution?  Our  present  experi- 
ence indicates  that  the  Rio  Grande 
River  is  hardly  an  imposing  obstacle  to 
determined  people  attempting  to  get 
into  the  United  States.  Thus,  if  you 
take  a  look  at  the  figures,  a  number  of 
disturbing  possibilities  emerge.  For  ex- 
ample, if  one  looks  at  just  the  country 
of  El  Salvador,  with  a  population  of 
4.7  million  people,  if  that  government 
were  to  totally  fall  to  the  leftist  gov- 
ernment patterned  on  the  Cuban 
model  which  we  see  developing,  you 
could  probably  have  300,000  to  400.000 
Salvadorans  immediately  trying  to 
gain  access  and  entry  into  the  United 
States. 

If  you  proceed  one  step  further  and 
look  at  the  consequences  of  the  region 
as  a  whole  including  Mexico,  with  a 
combined  population  of  90  million 
people,  then  the  total  figure  becomes 
staggering,  perhaps  as  high  as  7  to  9 
million  refugees. 

If  you  want  to  put  this  into  perspec- 
tive you  are  talking  about  the  com- 
bined populations  of  10  States  in  the 
United  States.  The  number  of  refugees 
could  potentially  equal  the  population 
of  Alaska.  Wyoming.  Vermont.  Dela- 
ware, North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 
Montana.  Nevada.  New  Hampshire 
and  Idaho  and  if  you  take  the  less  con- 
servative figure  you  could  add  the 
States  of  Rhode  Island  and  Hawaii's 
population  in  there  to  total  9  million 
people  trying  to  gain  access  to  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  How 
would  we  cope  financially?  Let  me 
finish  and  I  will  yield  to  my  friend. 

How  will  our  Nation  cope  financially 
with  supporting  7  to  9  million  poten- 
tial refugees?  What  would  the  cost  be? 
The  State  Department  says  that  the 
average  cost  to  support  an  individual 
refugee  is  $3,500  to  $4,500.  Some  of 
them  get  on  their  feet  financially, 
others  do  not.  But  the  average  is 
$3,500  to  $4,500.  This  includes  living, 
eating,  and  medical  expenses  and  it  in- 
cludes revenues  from  State  as  well  as 
Federal  sources. 

The  possible  costs  are  astronomical 
and  if  you  take  the  figures  of  $3,500.  a 
conservative   figure,   per   refugee   and 


multiply  it  times  the  conservative  8 
percent  normal  refugee  pattern,  you 
would  have  a  refugee  price  tag  for  the 
American  taxpayer  if  the  country  of 
El  Salvador  fell  could  total  a  $1  billion 
expenditure. 

And  if  one  uses  the  higher  estimates 
of  10  percent  normal  refugee  pattern, 
and  a  $4,500  per  refugee  then  you  are 
talking  about  a  potential  $40  billion 
expenditure  for  all  of  these  refugees 
coming  into  the  country.  The  point  of 
all  this  is.  and  I  will  yield  when  I  am 
through  here,  the  point  of  it  is  there 
are  a  lot  of  questions  left  unanswered, 
a  lot  of  consideration  we  have  not 
given  to  the  refugee  problem.  And  I 
think  it  goes  to  the  heart  of  many  of 
the  amendments  we  have  pending. 

The  Boland-Solarz  amendment 
would  encourage  refugees  fleeing  this 
area.  Now  the  only  sensible  amend- 
ment that  would,  I  think,  recognize 
the  refugee  issue  are  the  various  sym- 
metry amendments.  Mr.  Mica  and  Mr. 
Young's  amendments,  because  they 
say  we  will  not  cut  off  this  aid  unless 
they  cut  off  their  aid  and  we  are  not 
going  to  see  this  massive  migration 
pattern  develop.  But  we  need  to  ask 
ourselves  as  we  debate  the  issues  of 
Central  America,  are  the  taxpayers  of 
the  United  States  willing  to  spend  $25 
to  $40  billion  to  support  7  to  9  million 
refugees  that  would  be  fleeing  into  our 
country?  That  is  a  question  we  have  to 
concentrate  on  and  the  consequences 
of  that  have  never  really  been  dis- 
cussed. 

Who  is  to  pay  the  bill?  Can  we  cope 
with  such  a  large  influx  of  refugees? 

I  think  these  are  issues  that  are  seri- 
ous and  need  to  be  debated  and  dis- 
cussed as  we  talk  about  the  entire  Cen- 
tral American  area. 

This  is  not  an  amendment  or  sugges- 
tion that  refugees  are  good  or  bad 
people  or  what  part  of  the  country 
they  come  from,  or  the  color  of  their 
skin:  the  question  is  7  to  9  million 
people  coming  into  the  United  States 
as  a  consequence  of  our  action  or  inac- 
tion dealing  with  this  particular  bill 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
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Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman  in 
the  well  for  offering  this  amendment. 
This  is  one  of  the  critical  issues  that 
we  should  all  be  considering  very  care- 
fully, because  if  Communist  govern- 
ments do  take  over  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, there  undoubtedly  will  be  a  great 
flood  of  refugees.  There  is  absolutely 
no  question  about  it. 

When  we  consider  that  we  have  over 
640,000    Indochinese    in    the    United 


States  who  were  brought  across  the 
Pacific  Ocean,  many  of  whom  had  al- 
ready gone  across  oceans  themselves 
to  get  to  their  original,  safe  havens,  I 
think  there  is  no  doubt  at  all  that  we 
would  have  the  numbers  that  the  gen- 
tleman is  talking  about  when  you  con- 
sider that  they  would  be,  for  the  most 
part,  foot  people. 

I  might  point  out  this  is  not  just 
something  that  the  gentleman  in  the 
well  has  calculated  himself.  Our  U.S. 
Coordinator  for  Refugee  Affairs  has 
said  exactly  the  same  thing. 

So  I  commend  the  gentleman  and 
hope  his  amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  We 
have  a  land  bridge  between  this  area 
to  the  United  States  and  we  have 
never  recognized  this  consequence  of 
our  actions  here  today. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  in  the  well,  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri  (Mr.  Coleman).  He 
has  worked  long  and  hard  on  this 
entire  issue,  not  only  on  refugees  but 
the  entire  Central  American  problem. 
He  has  given  it  great  study,  great 
detail  and  he  has  been  very,  very  pa- 
tient, waiting  for  his  opportunity  to 
offer  this  amendment.  And  I  compli- 
ment the  gentleman. 

As  the  Member  who  introduced  the 
basic  amendment  that  he  wishes  to 
amend  and  as  the  Member  from  Flori- 
da who  recently  received  some  130,000 
Cubans  during  the  recent  Mariel  boat 
lift,  I  can  say  to  the  gentleman  that 
his  amendment  is  extremely  impor- 
tant because  the  issue  of  refugees,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  real. 

And  I  would  hope  the  House  would 
adopt  this  amendment.  And  again,  I 
want  to  compliment  my  colleague  for 
the  outstanding  work  and  leadership 
that  he  has  exhibited  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  my  col- 
league from  Missouri  has  hit  the  nail 
on  the  head  in  this  particular  in- 
stance. Quite  a  few  people  in  our  dis- 
trict back  home  in  Missouri  ask  about 
this  very  subject.  What  about  the 
influx  of  people  coming  in  from  Latin 
America  with  the  fact  that  there  are 
some  450,000,  the  statistics  tells  us,  un- 
documented workers  coming  from 
Mexico  each  year.  I  can  imagine  what 
tremendous  problems  would  arise  in 
the  relation  to  the  job  problems  that 
we  have  in  this  country  should  the 
gentleman's  prediction  come  to  pass. 

I  think  a  study  such  as  the  gentle- 
man proposes  is  very  much  on  point 


and  I  compliment  the  gentleman  on  was  seeking  to  raise  the  point  earlier, 

pointing  it  out.  we  must  be  very  attentive  to  actions 

I  hope  that  we  will  make  the  deci-  which  if  faultily  taken  in  this  Con- 

sion  in  this  body  today  so  that  we  can  gress  will  force  them  to  become  refu- 

head  this  problem  off  in  the  future.  gees  from  their  land  and  force  us  to 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  find  some  way  to  accommodate  them 

gentleman      from      Michigan      (Mr.  within  this  country.  We  need  to  decide 

BROOMFIELD)  has  expired.  how  we  are  going  to  share  that  accom- 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mitchell  and  modation   throughout   all   regions   of 

by   unanimous   consent,   Mr.    Broom-  this  country. 

FIELD  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad-  The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 

ditional  minute.)  gentleman      from      Michigan      (Mr. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  broomfield)  has  expired, 

the  gentleman  yield?  (gy  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Broom- 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  pjeli,  ^.^  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
gentleman  from  Maryland.  ditional  minutes.) 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  thank  the  gentle-  ^r.    SILJANDER.    Mr.    Chairman, 

man  for  yieldmg.  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  heard  the  gentle-  ^^    BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 

man  talking  in  general  about  a  refu-  gentleman  from  Michigan, 

gee-immigration  problem    but  honest-  ^^    SILJANDER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 

ly,  I  missed  hearing  what  the  gentle-  ^^^^^  ^^^  gentleman  for  yielding. 

""fiV  ^  fni"        '^^           .  n  Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  needs  to  be 

^°"^o\^i5Tm  .?1^i«^  ,^^T  „,«niH  niade  here  in  the  House  and  to  the 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri,  I  would  „„„t,„^„„  f,„,„  r-onf^-r^io    thot  .-..fii 

love  to  tell  the  getleman  again.  The  T^^Z  nlt^S'ToT  They   Ire 

Members   feel   that  we   are   going  to  ^^^^   ^"^^      °  „f  0,1  n^w=  oiiV^^L  Jn 

have  a  serious  vote  here  pretty  soon  men,  women  of  all  colors  all  races  all 

and  that  is  not  necessarily  the  case,  on  P^OP^^^   'hat   are   fleeing   tyranny   m 

some  of  these  other  amendments,  but  many     many    cases.    We    have    been 

I  would  be  glad  to  explain  it.  blessed  in  this  country  as  a  melting 

It  requires  the  President  to  commis-  P°t.  and  people  from  all  cultures  and 

sion  a  study  of  refugees  and  the  poten-  all  backgrounds  have  helped  expand 

tial  of  refugees,  the  economic  ramifi-  the   intellect  and  the  capabilities  of 

cations    of    a    number    of    refugees  °"X  EToat  Nation, 

coming  into  our  country  as  a  conse-  Over  the  years  we  have  had: 

quence  of  Nicaraguan/Cuban  involve- 

ment  in  Central  America. 

Mr.    MITCHELL.    A   study   commis-  lotai  refugees 

sion.  

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.         S „„ 'oo.ooo 

Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield?  R»™"» — ■- "^ 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  ffimtaitoZZrZZIlZ;        110:000 

gentleman  from  North  Carolina.  ^'^i'^ moooo 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  I  '"^"^ ?^^ 

thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  Subtoui _    '■^'°°'" 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend    fasioetmany e.soo.ooo 

the  gentleman  from  Missouri  for  the    soviet  u™^ _ »oo.ooo 

work  that  he  has  already  done  on  this    °»|^« '*««■» ■  — — -      4000000 

question.  He  has  pursued  it  in  a  very    Tibet _ _ ^ —      1 250000 

sensitive   way    in    which    I    think   all    ylj,^^ " ""  ""      \mm 

Members  would  be  very  pleased  and    uos W.^ 

very  proud.  AfghanBtan ^ 3.300.000 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the     Nicaragua 100.000 

gentleman      from      Michigan      (Mr.  ^^    riZIZ'ZIZZZZZ.       mm 

BROOMFIELD)  has  expired.  ,  _                                ,„.„^ 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.   Martin  of  ^'^ ^"•"^•°°° 

North    Carolina    and    by    unanimous 

consent.  Mr.  Broomfield  was  allowed  We   have  had  millions  of  refugees 

to  proceed  for  1  additional  minute.)  who  have  come  to  this  Nation  because 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  If  they  are  seeking  freedom  and  opportu- 

the   gentleman   will   yield   further,    I  nity. 

would  say  that  the  point  here  is  for  The  point  of  the  gentleman  in  the 

this  government  to  recognize  that  its  well  is  that  our  Nation  is  now  under  a 

inaction  or  its   faulty  action   in  this  terrible     burden     of     unemployment, 

case  could  very  well  produce  a  crisis  in  social     and    economic    readjustment. 

Central  America  which  would  have  a  And  it  is  just  an  issue  of  how  many 

devastating   effect   on   the   people   of  people   this  country  can  absorb   and 

those  countries  and  which  would  force  handle,    especially    with    the    major 

them  to  be  and  to  become  refugees  influx    of    the    potential    of    Central 

from  their  own  country.  America,  anywhere  from  7  to  12  mil- 

If  we  are  going  to  be  sensitive  to  the  lion, 

plight  of  those  potential  refugees,  as  That   is   the   issue.   Can   we   handle 

my  colleague  from  California  I  think  adequately  the  influx  of  many  peoples 
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from  all  over  the  world,  especially  the 
potential  crisis  that  could  occur  in 
Central  America. 

Can  we  handle  the  economic  and 
social  needs  of  people  fleeing  from  tyr- 
anny. 

The  bottom  line,  if  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  California,  is  how  can 
we  assist  them  in  maintaining  stability 
and  prosperity  in  their  own  nations,  as 
they  probably  would  rather  remain  in 
their  own  countries  to  begin  with. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 
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Mr.  GARCIA.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  sponsor  of  the  amendment 
a  question  or  two. 

Is  this  amendment  that  the  gentle- 
man is  putting  forth  an  amendment 
based  on  Boland-Zablocki?  Is  it  part  of 
what  we  are  discussing  right  now? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  It  is  an 
amendment  to  the  Young  amendment. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  An  amendment  to  the 
Young  suTiendment  to  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki. Yes. 

I  want  my  colleague,  who  sponsored 
this  amendment,  to  know  that  right 
now  in  the  city  of  Washington,  D.C.. 
there  are  at  least  100.000  Salvadorans 
at  this  moment.  In  the  city  of  New 
York.  I  am  certain  an  equal  number, 
as  well  as  from  Honduras,  from  El  Sal- 
vador, from  Nicaragua  and  from  many 
of  those  countries  that  we  are  now 
talking  about. 

Why  are  they  there? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Broomfield)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  GARCIA  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Broomfield 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  really  do  not  have  a 
problem  with  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. I  think  it  is  important.  But  I 
really  do  not  know  of  its  usefulness  at 
this  point,  liecause  by  the  escalation 
and  our  intervention  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, many  of  these  people  already  have 
fled. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield.  I  think  the  point 
has  got  to  be  made  that  we  do  not 
want  to  create  refugees  by  our  actions 
today.  We  happen  to  have  a  difference 
of  opinion  as  to  what  policy  creates 
refugees.  We  want  to  provide  stable 
governments  down  there  for  these 
people  to  stay  at  home,  to  have  their 
own  country,  to  l)e  their  own  leader- 
ship, and  not  have  to  flee  to  the 
United  States.  That  would  be  the  best 
possible  scenario.  The  only  thing  that 
this  amendment  does  is  to  study  the 
ramifications  if  we  do  not  act  properly, 
and  that  is  a  matter  of  decision  today 
and  difference  of  opinion.  But  if  we  do 


not  act.  or  whatever  our  resultant  act 
is.  that  the  President  study  this  thing, 
report  back  here  so  we  know  how  to 
deal  with  7  million  to  9  million  addi- 
tional people  coming  to  the  United 
States  seeking  jobs,  seeking  public  as- 
sistance payments  of  $25  billion  to  $40 
billion  additional  payments  from  the 
taxpayers.  We  have  to  know  this.  We 
have  to  plan  for  it. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  do  not  know  whose 
time  it  is.  but  if  I  may,  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  yielded  to  me. 

The  difference  between  Vietnam  and 
Central  America  is  that  the  people  in 
Vietnam  could  not  cross  the  Pacific  to 
get  here.  I  assure  you  that  the 
moment  we  escalate  and  we  start  to 
send  military  forces  into  these  coun- 
tries, those  people  will  head  north. 
And  I  will  tell  you  how  they  will  get 
here.  They  will  come  up  through 
Mexico,  through  Tijuana,  through 
Juarez,  and  they  will  find  themselves 
here,  or  they  will  find  themselves  in 
one  of  the  Caribbean  nations  and  then 
come  up  here.  It  is  happening  every 
day  right  now.  And  your  amendment 
is  not  going  to  do  anything  as  it  re- 
lates to  the  study  of  what  is  happen- 
ing because  it  is  already  happening. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Broomfield)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Coleman  of  Mis- 
souri and  by  unanimous  consent.  Mr. 
Broomfield  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  this  is  a 
fundamental  problem  with  this  legisla- 
tion. It  says  on  page  13  of  the  report 
that  they  reject  the  fact  that  if  we  end 
our  support  for  the  anti-Sandinistas. 
that  these  people  will  not  be  fleeing 
into  the  United  States.  That  is  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion.  But  the  gentleman 
makes  an  excellent  point  why  we 
ought  to  have  the  amendment  adopt- 
ed. We  may  differ  on  the  reasons,  but 
I  do  not  think  people  are  going  to  flee 
their  homeland,  their  own  country,  if 
they  are  not  being  pushed  out  by  a 
Communist-Marxist  people  coming  out 
of  Nicaragua  and  Cuba.  Now.  that  is 
the  essence  of  these  peoples  problem. 
They  are  being  pushed,  as  the  gentle- 
man says,  through  Mexico  and  into 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  we.  the  United  States,  with  our 
intervention  at  this  very  moment  are 
pushing  those  people  out.  It  is  not  the 
Marxists.  It  is  not  the  Soviets.  We  are 
the  ones  who  are  pushing  them  out. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  They 
are  not  coming  to  the  United  States 
because  we  are  pushing  them  out. 
Why  would  they  come  to  the  United 
States  if  we  are  pushing  them  out  of 
their  own  country?  They  would  want 
to  go  to  another  country  if  we  were 
pushing  them  out  of  their  homeland. 
That  is  not  an  argument  that  holds 


water.  They  would  go  to  the  Soviet 
Union  if  they  wanted  to  do  that. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin). 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  tell  my  colleagues  what  offends 
me  about  the  amendment. 

What  offends  me  is  that  it  calls  for 
the  President  to  commission  a  study  of 
any  refugee  problems  that  would  be 
created  by  Cuban-  and  Nicaraguan-di- 
rected  subversion  in  Central  America. 

I  am  sure  that  there  would  be  immi- 
gration problems  and  refugee  prob- 
lems caused  by  such  subversion.  But 
what  this  amendment  leaves  out  com- 
pletely is  the  much  greater  refugee 
problem  as  a  direct  consequence  of 
bombs  bursting,  borders  flaring  in  a 
full-scale  regional  war  which  the 
covert  war  is  leading  to. 

It  is  a  one-sided  amendment.  But 
worse.  I  have  listened  carefully  to  this 
debate  over  the  last  several  days.  I 
have  listened  to  the  administration 
subtly  change  its  rationale  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  not-too-secret  war  in  Nica- 
ragua. It  has  changed  its  rationale 
from  arms  interdiction. 

Of  late  what  we  have  begun  to  hear 
is  a  subtle  reference  to  "feet  people." 
There  are  those  who  are  now  telling 
us  that  we  had  better  not  stop  this 
war  in  Nicaragua,  because  if  we  do  we 
are  going  to  have  feet  people  coming 
in  by  the  millions  into  the  United 
States. 

I  would  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
when  you  have  a  bankrupt  case— and 
the  policy  that  the  administration  is 
following  in  Nicaragua  is  an  illegal 
war.  illegal  by  U.S.  law  and  interna- 
tional law.  is  a  bankrupt  case— when 
you  have  a  bankrupt  case  you  reach 
for  other  arguments  to  defend  that 
bankrupt  case.  And  you  play  to  emo- 
tions and  frighten  people. 

To  this  end.  I  have  heard  subtle  sug- 
gestions that  those  who  oppose  the 
war  are  soft  on  communism.  I  actually 
heard  the  word  appeasement  used  on 
the  floor. 

But  lately  I  have  begun  to  hear  the 
argument.  If  we  do  not  support  the 
President  in  this  covert  war  in  Nicara- 
gua, we  are  going  to  have  millions  of 
feet  people— refugees— swarming  into 
the  United  States. 

You  know  what  this  is.  This  is  an  at- 
tempt to  raise  dark  fears  on  the  part 
of  the  American  people  that  millions 
of  little  brown  people  are  going  to  be 
coming  into  the  United  States.  I  resent 
that  argument.  I  resent  it  very  much.  I 
do  not  care  if  it  was  intended  by  the 
author  of  the  amendment  or  not.  This 
element  is  creeping  into  the  debate  on 
this  issue,  and  I  resent  it  very,  very 
deeply.  And  I  believe  every  minority 
group  in  this  country  will. 


Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield, 
since  he  has  questioned  my  integrity 
and  intention? 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  will  yield  in  a 
minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland)  has 
the  time. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  will  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman in  a  minute  because  he  is  the 
author  of  the  amendment. 

I  indicated  to  the  gentleman  that 
this  may  not  be  his  intention,  but  the 
gentleman  has  listened  to  the  argu- 
ments in  the  news,  in  the  media,  and 
here  on  the  floor  for  the  last  several 
days,  as  have  I.  He  knows  that  this  ar- 
gument has  been  introduced  into  this 
debate.  I  resent  it  very  much. 

We  ought  to  decide  this  question  on 
the  basis  of  international  law  and  do- 
mestic law.  We  ought  to  decide  wheth- 
er we  are  doing  what  is  in  the  ultimate 
best  interests  of  the  United  States  on 
the  merit  of  the  question,  not  on  the 
side  issues  that  are  being  introduced. 

Now.  the  gentleman  may  not  have 
intended  that,  and  I  am  sure  he  does 
not,  but  this  has  been  introduced,  and 
this  is  one  reason  why  I  fault  his 
amendment. 

I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman,  or  per- 
haps the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts will  yield  to  him.  as  soon  as  I  say 
this:  If  this  is  not  what  is  intended  by 
the  gentleman's  amendment,  then  I 
think  he  really  ought  to  withdraw  it 
and  draft  it  in  a  way  that  would  call 
upon  the  President  to  do  a  refugee 
analysis,  not  only  as  a  result  of  any 
subversion  that  is  started  by  Cuba  or 
Nicaragua,  but  any  refugee  problems 
that  might  come  to  this  country  on 
the  basis  of  a  full-scale  regional  war 
that  could  explode  and  escalate  from 
our  current  covert  war  in  Nicaragua.  If 
he  is  willing  to  do  that,  then  I  think 
we  might  have  a  fair  amendment.  But 
I  resent  those  arguments,  and  I  hope 
my  colleagues  do,  as  well. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  not  only  did  I  not  have  the 
courtesy  of  being  heard  on  the  amend- 
ment. I  now  have  to  fight  and  have  to 
get  time  from  the  Chairman  to  defend 
my  integrity. 

Of  course,  it  is  not  my  intention,  and 
I  want  the  record  straight.  Why  would 
the  gentleman  even  raise  the  question 
unless  he  wanted  to  put  me  in  a  posi- 
tion of  having  to  defend  myself?  That 
is  a  very  basic  type  of  argument  that 
you  can  make  to  make  someone  look 
bad.  Talk  about  the  amendment,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  just  in- 
dicated to  me  that  he  would  accept  the 
amendment. 
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I  ask  the  gentleman,  because  it  is  a 
good  amendment,  and  there  is  no  in- 
tention or  hidden  agenda  or  anything 
else,  he  can  question  the  amendment, 
but  do  not  question  why  I  introduced 
it.  I  think  the  taxpayers.  I  think  the 
citizens  of  this  country,  have  got  to 
recognize  the  consequences  of  what  we 
do. 

Now.  we  may  disagree  on  how  we  ac- 
complish this,  but  we  do  not  have  to 
question  the  integrity  of  people  who 
offer  amendments  here  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  gentleman  from  Missou- 
ri, let  me  say  that  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  has  some  very  deep  reserva- 
tions about  it,  and  I  am  delighted  to 
have  given  him  some  time. 

My  own  judgment  on  the  matter  is 
that  I  can  accept  the  amendment  be- 
cause I  think  the  administration 
would  like  another  commission,  and  on 
that  basis,  I  have  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Boland)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Boland 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Oregon. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman over  here  who  seems  to  be  of- 
fended by  the  remarks  I  made  that  I 
do  not  call  into  question  his  motives  in 
offering  this  amendment.  I  find  fault 
in  his  amendment  because  it  is  one- 
sided. 

But  this  is  the  time  to  focus  the 
light  of  day  on  a  regrettable  element 
in  the  national  debate  on  this  issue. 
My  effort  was  to  do  so. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Oregon. 

I  understand  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  is  going  to  accept  the 
suggestion  of  this  commission.  I  would 
just  hope  there  would  be  a  few  compo- 
nents to  this  so-called  commission. 

No.  1,  I  would  like  us  to  include  in 
there  the  question:  Why  are  the 
people  refugees? 

No.  2,  who  are  the  refugees?  The 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland  has  gone 
to  the  border  of  El  Salvador  and  Hon- 
duras and  personally  talked  to  the  ref- 
ugees and  found  that  95  percent  of 
them  were  women  and  children  who 
had  no  intention  of  coming  to  the 
United  States  but  were  just  waiting 
for    the    Salvadoran    Government    to 


stop  burning  their  crops  so  they  could 
return  home. 

So  I  would  like  to  know  who  are  the 
refugees,  why  are  they  refugees,  and 
what  can  be  done  to  prevent  people 
from  being  refugees,  one  being  no  civil 
war. 

The  gentlewoman  feels  that  if  you 
practice  gunboat  diplomacy,  you  have 
to  be  prepared  for  the  lifeboats  and 
your  shore. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  simply  re- 
spond to  the  previous  speaker  by 
saying  that  I  think  that  is  the  purpose 
that  the  author  of  the  amendment 
wishes  to  accomplish,  to  find  out  ex- 
actly who  will  be  the  refugees  and 
where  the  impact  of  those  refugees 
will  find  itself. 

I  would  say  further  that  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman's  lofty  idealism  and  re- 
sentment of  some  ramifications  of  the 
amendment,  but  I  would  point  out  to 
the  gentleman  that  he  lives  in  Oregon. 
He  is  probably  the  least  likely  individ- 
ual Congressman  in  this  whole  Cham- 
ber to  be  affected  by  the  inflow  of  ref- 
ugees when  and  if  there  is  an  inflow, 
when  and  if  those  8  million  to  10  mil- 
lion people  start  coming  across  the 
border. 

I  happen  to  be  from  the  city  of  New 
Orleans.  I  can  tell  the  gentleman  that 
the  Congressmen  from  Texas,  from 
Louisiana,  from  Florida,  and  from 
California  are  going  to  be  the  ones 
who  are  most  impacted,  and  I  doubt 
that  they  have  any  right  or  any  incli- 
nation to  exhibit  such  righteous  indig- 
nation at  a  simple  request  for  the 
President  to  appraise  the  type  of 
impact  that  this  country  is  going  to 
suffer  as  a  result  of  such  a  massive 
inflow  of  refugees. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  wiU  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
for  a  response  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin). 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  tell  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  that  in  the 
State  of  Oregon  we  have  done  more 
than  most  States  in  the  Nation  to  take 
in  boat  people  from  Southeast  Asia  as 
a  result  of  the  misbegotten  adventure 
over  there,  and  we  have  accepted  refu- 
gees from  Central  America.  We  are 
not  unaffected. 

I  understand  what  I  am  talking 
about.  The  gentleman  does.  too.  And 
the  gentlewoman  from  Maryland  said 
it  very  well. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Boland)  has  again  expired. 
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(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Boland 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  MAZZOLI.  Mr.  Chairman  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kentucky  who  chairs  the 
Immigration  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Mr.  MAZZOLI.  I  thank  my  distm- 
guished  chairman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  re- 
spond very  briefly  to  some  of  the 
debate  that  has  gone  on  today.  I  would 
yield  to  my  friend  from  Massachusetts 
if  he  feels  that  this  amendment  ought 
to  be  accepted,  but  there  are  some 
problems  I  find  in  accepting  this  addi- 
tional commission. 

I  do  share  the  observations  of  my 
friend  from  Oregon  in  saying  that  this 
amendment  tends  to  be  a  one-sided 
proposition,  because  there  are  right 
now  tens  and  scores  and  hundreds  and 
thousands  of  people  who  are  the  so- 
called  feet  people  already  coming  into 
the  United  States  as  a  result  of  the 
problems  in  Central  America. 

So  it  is  not  what  will  go  on  thereaf- 
ter, but  what  is  happening  in  Central 
America  right  today. 

Second,  if  I  might  also  beg  the  gen- 
tleman's approval  for  further  time.  I 
believe  this  debate  points  out  the  very 
strong  need  for  this  House  to  deal 
with  the  immigration  reform  issue. 
The  immigration  reform  bill  was 
brought  before  the  House  last  year:  it 
is  l)efore  the  House  again  this  year, 
before  the  Committee  on  Rules.  It 
deals  with  the  subject  of  immigration 
on  a  comprehensive  basis,  but  it  deals 
with  it  in  one  specific  area:  how  you 
determine  who  is  a  refugee  and  who  is 
an  asylee. 

The  problem  that  we  have  now  is 
that  there  are  political  decisions  being 
made  about  who  can  be  clothed  with 
the  status  and  sanction  of  being  a  ref- 
ugee and,  therefore,  entitled  to  stay  in 
the  United  States,  and  which  people 
are  summarily  to  be  sent  back  to  their 
homes.  Our  bill  changes  that.  It  sepa- 
rates the  question  of  enforcement  of 
the  immigration  law  and  puts  the 
question  of  asylum  before  separate 
and  independent  arbiters. 

Let  me  also  say  that  unless  we  deal 
with  this  subject  in  a  comprehensive 
way.  we  will  have  this  kind  of  ad  hoc 
treatment,  and  again,  the  refugee 
issue  really  should  have  come  before 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  This 
kind  of  an  amendment  really  ought  to 
come  before  the  Immigration  Sul)com- 
mittee.  I  wish  it  had. 

Again.  I  defer  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  if  he  wishes  to  accept 
the  amendment,  but  I  personally  have 
some  misgivings  about  this  whole  com- 
mission approach. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  that  I  might  have  misspoken  when 
I  said  I  would  accept  it.  I  do  not  have 
any  particular  problem  with  it.  That 


puts  it  in  a  better  perspective  from  the 
point  of  view  of  others  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle. 

Mr.  MAZZOLI.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further.  I  think  it  also  brings  out 
the  question  of  what  to  do  with  the 
Salvadorans  and  the  Guatemalans  and 
others  from  Central  America  who  are 
already  here  in  the  United  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfielo) 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Young). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  being  in  doubt,  the  commit- 
tee divided,  and  there  were— ayes  69. 
noes  29. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland) 
as  modified,  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Mica)  as  a  substitute  for  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young),  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  221,  noes 
205.  not  voting  7.  as  follows 

[Roll  No.  280) 


AYES-221 

Ack«rman 

Crockett 

Harkin 

Addabbo 

D' Amours 

Harrison 

Akaka 

Daschle 

Hawkins 

Albosta 

de  la  Garza 

Hefner 

Alexander 

Dellums 

Hertel 

Anderson 

Derrick 

Howard 

Andrews  (TX) 

Dicks 

Hoyer 

Anthony 

Dingell 

Hughes 

Applegale 

Donnelly 

Jacobs 

Aspin 

Dorgan 

Jeffords 

AuCoin 

Downey 

Jones  (NCI 

Barnes 

Durbin 

Jones  (OK) 

Bates 

Dwyer 

Kaptur 

Bedell 

Dymally 

Kastenmeier 

Beilenson 

Early 

Kennelly 

Bennett 

Eckart 

Kildee 

Berman 

Edgar 

Kogovsek 

Biaggi 

Edwards  (CA) 

Kolter 

Boehlert 

English 

Kostmayer 

Boggs 

Evans  (ID 

LaPalce 

Boland 

Fazio 

Lanlos 

Boner 

Feighan 

Leach 

Bonior 

F  erraro 

Lehman  (CAi 

Bonker 

Florio 

Lehman  (FL) 

BorskI 

Poglietta 

Leland 

Bosco 

Ford  (MI) 

Levin 

Boucher 

Ford(TN) 

Levine 

Boxer 

Fowler 

Lipinski 

Britt 

Prank 

Long (LAI 

Brown  (CA) 

Frost 

Long  (MD) 

Bryant 

Garcia 

Lowry(WA) 

Burton  <CAi 

Gejdenson 

Luken 

Carper 

Gephardt 

Lundine 

Carr 

Gibbons 

MacKay 

Clarke 

Glickman 

Markey 

Clay 

Gonzalez 

Martinez 

Coelho 

Gore 

Matsui 

Coleman  <TX) 

Gray 

Mavroules 

Collins 

Green 

Mazzoli 

Conte 

Guarini 

McCloskey 

Conyers 

Hall  (INI 

McCurdy 

Cooper 

Hall  ( OH  1 

McHugh 

Coyne 

Hamilton 

McKernan 

McKinney 

Rahall 

SUrk 

McNulty 

Rangel 

Stokes 

Mikulski 

Ratchford 

Studds 

Miller  (CAi 

Held 

Swift 

Mineta 

Richardson 

Synar 

Minish 

Rodino 

Torres 

Mitchell 

Roe 

Torrlcelll 

Moakley 

Rose 

Towns 

Mollohan 

Rostenkowski 

Traxler 

Moody 

Roukema 

Udall 

Morri.son  ( CT ) 

Roybal 

Valentine 

Mrazek 

Russo 

Vento 

Murphy 

Sabo 

Volkmer 

Natcher 

Savage 

Walgren 

Neal 

Scheuer 

Watkins 

Nowak 

Schneider 

Waxman 

Oakar 

Schroeder 

Weaver 

Oberstar 

Schumer 

Wheat 

Obey 

Seiberling 

Whitley 

Olin 

Shannon 

Whitten 

Ortiz 

Sharp 

Williams  (MT) 

Ottinger 

SikorskI 

Wirth 

Owens 

Simon 

Wise 

Panetla 

Slattery 

Wolpe 

Patterson 

Smith  (FL) 

Wright 

Pease 

Smith  (lA) 

Wyden 

Penny 

Snowe 

Yates 

Pepper 

Solarz 

Yatron 

Perkins 

Spratt 

Young  (MO) 

Pickle 

St  Germain 

Zablocki 

Price 

Staggers 
NOES- 205 

Annunzio 

Gradison 

Molinari 

Archer 

Oramm 

Montgomery 

Badham 

Gregg 

M(x>re 

Barnard 

Gunderson 

Moorhead 

Bartlptt 

Hall.  Ralph 

Morri.son  (WA) 

Batpman 

Hall.  Sam 

Murtha 

Bereuter 

Hammerschmidt  Myers 

Bethune 

Hance 

Nelson 

Bevill 

Hansen  (ID) 

Nichols 

Bilirakis 

Hansen  (UT) 

Nielson 

Bliley 

Hart  net  t 

O'Brien 

Breaux 

Hatcher 

Oxiey 

Brooks 

Highlower 

Packard 

Broomfield 

Hiler 

Parris 

BrowTi  ( CO  1 

Hillls 

Pashayan 

Broyhill 

Holt 

Patman 

Burton  (INi 

Hopkins 

Paul 

Byron 

Horton 

Petri 

Campbell 

Hubbard 

Porter 

Carney 

Huckaby 

Pritchard 

Chandler 

Hunter 

Pursell 

Chappell 

Hutto 

Quillen 

Cheney 

Hyde 

Ray 

dinger 

Ireland 

Regula 

Coats 

Jenkins 

Ridge 

Coleman  (MO) 

Johnson 

Rinaldo 

Conable 

Kasich 

Ritter 

Corcoran 

Kazen 

Roberts 

Coughlin 

Kemp 

Robinson 

Courier 

Kindness 

Roemer 

Craig 

Kramer 

Rogers 

Crane.  Daniel 

Lagomarslno 

Roth 

Crane.  Philip 

Latta 

Rowland 

Daniel 

Leath 

Rudd 

Dannemeyer 

Lent 

Sawyer 

Daub 

Levitas 

Schaefer 

Davis 

Lewis  (CA) 

Schulze 

DeWine 

Lewis  (FL) 

Sensenbrenner 

Dickinson 

Livingston 

Shaw 

Dreier 

Lloyd 

Shelby 

Duncan 

Loeffler 

Shumway 

Dysun 

Lott 

Shuster 

Edwards  (ALl 

Lowery  (CA) 

Siljander 

Edwards  (OK) 

Lujan 

Sisisky 

Emerson 

Lungren 

Skeen 

Erdreich 

Mack 

Skelton 

Erienbom 

Madigan 

Smith  (NE) 

Evans  (lA) 

Marlenee 

Smith  (NJ) 

Fascell 

Marriott 

Smith.  Denny 

Fiedler 

Martin  (ID 

Smith.  Robert 

Fields 

Martin  (NO 

Snyder 

Fish 

Martin  (NY) 

Solomon 

Flippo 

McCain 

Spence 

Forsythe 

McCandless 

Stangeland 

Franklin 

McCollum 

Stenholm 

Frenzel 

McDade 

Stratton 

Fuqua 

M(^Donald 

Stump 

Gaydos 

McEwen 

Sundquist 

Gekas 

McGralh 

Tallon 

Oilman 

Mica 

Tauke 

Gingrich 

Michel 

Tauzin 

Coodling 

Miller  (OH) 

Taylor 
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Thomas  (CA) 

Weiss 

Wortley 

Thomas  (GA) 

WhitehursI 

Wylie 

Vander  Jagt 

Whittaker 

Young  (AK) 

Vandergrlff 

Williams  (OH) 

Young (FL) 

Vucanovlch 

Wilson 

Zschau 

Walker 

Winn 

Weber 

Wolf 

NOT  VOTING- 

-7 

Andrews  (NO 

Dowdy 

Jones  (TN) 

Chappie 

Foley 

Dixon 

Heftel 

D  1550 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 
Mr.  Dixon  for.  with  Mr.  Chappie  against. 

Mr.  McDADE  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  WHITLEY  changed  his  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment,  as  modified  to 
the  amendment  offered  as  a  substitute 
for  the  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  th"  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROOMFIELD  TO 
THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BV  MR.  YOUNG  OF 
FLORIDA.  AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment, as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Broomfield  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Young  of 
Florida,  as  amended:  strike  out  all  that  fol- 
lows page  2,  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

Strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  10  page  5  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following; 

"(b)  This  section  shall  take  effect  upon 
the  date  prescribed  in  the  classified  annex 
to  the  report  of  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  accompany  H.R.  2760  (98th 
Congress),  but  in  no  event  earlier  than  Oc- 
tober 1.  1983.  unless  before  that  effective 
date  the  President,  after  consultation  with 
the  Congress,  has  submitted  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  in  writ- 
ing a  new  plan  providing  for  the  interdiction 
of  arms  being  shipped  from  or  through 
Nicaragua  to  forces  hostile  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador.  In  formulating  such  a 
plan,  the  President  shall  consider  whether 
it  would  be  useful  to  pursue  direct  bilateral 
negotiations  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua:  multilateral 
negotiations  among  selected  Western  Hemi- 
spheric countries:  involving  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States,  the  United  Na- 
tions, or  any  other  nation  or  nations  in  a 
diplomatic  or  peacekeeping  role:  involving 
other  countries  in  the  process  of  arms  inter- 
diction using  United  States  military  supplies 
and  training:  and  any  other  policy  that  will 
stop  the  shipment  of  arms  from  Nicaragua 
to  El  Salvador.  The  plan  submitted  pursu- 
ant to  this  subsection  shall  cease  to  be  im- 
plemented and  the  prohibition  contained  in 
subsection  (a)  shall  take  effect  If— 

"(1)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  has.  by 
formal  action,  agreed  that  it  will  cease  all  its 
activities  involving  the  furnishing  of  arms, 
personnel,  training,  command  and  control 
facilities,  or  logistical  support  for  military 
or  paramilitary  operations  in  or  against  any 
country  in  Central  America  or  the  Caribbe- 
an: and 


••(2)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is 
taking  steps  to  implement  the  made  by  the 
Government  of  National  Reconstruction  of 
Nicaragua  to  the  Organization  of  American 
States  in  July  1979:  and 

"(3)  the  cessation  of  such  activities,  and 
the  taking  of  steps  to  implement  such  com- 
mitments, has  been  verified  by  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States  or  the  President 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 
There  was  no  objection. 
(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Broom- 
field  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an  ad- 
ditional 5  minutes.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfield)  is 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  I  am  offering  is  a  bi- 
partisan amendment  representing  the 
views  of  Mr.  Mica  and  myself.  It  offers 
a  creative  solution  to  our  dilemma.  It 
not  only  forgoes  the  overt  program 
idea,  but  it  also  sets  a  date  to  end  the 
present  covert  program.  Under  this 
amendment,  the  current  covert  efforts 
will  cease  unless  the  President,  after 
consulting  with  all  of  us  here  in  Con- 
gress, submits  a  new  arms  interdiction 
plan. 

For  those  of  us  concerned  about  ne- 
gotiations, the  President's  plan  must 
consider  the  usefulness  of  bilateral  ne- 
gotiations with  Nicaragua  and  multi- 
lateral talks  with  other  nations  in  this 
hemisphere. 

Most  importantly,  this  approach 
calls  for  ending  any  covert  program 
should  the  Sandinistas  agree  to  halt 
their  various  subversive  activities  and 
reaffirm  their  commitments  to  the 
OAS. 

An  important  facet  of  this  amend- 
ment is  verification.  Any  agreement 
that  is  worth  its  salt  must  be  verifia- 
ble. To  guard  against  the  possibility  of 
cheating,  this  amendment  also  re- 
quires that  a  verification  procedure  be 
established  to  insure  the  Sandinistas 
are  in  full  compliance  with  their 
agreement  to  cease  all  their  subversive 
activities. 

Finally,  the  Broomfield-Mica  amend- 
ment gives  all  of  us  in  the  House  the 
opportunity  to  march  together. 
Through  this  bipartisan  approach  to 
this  complex  issue,  we  can  work  as  a 
team  to  solve  this  vital  foreign  policy 
challenge. 

We  owe  this  to  our  institution,  to 
our  country,  and  to  future  generations 
of  Americans. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  support  this 
effort. 


Mr. 
yield? 


MICA. 


D  1600 
Will     the 


gentleman 


Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida,  the  original 
sponsor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
come  to  a  point  where  we  are  going  to 
have  a  straight  up-or-down  vote  on  the 
Mica  amendment.  I  have  made  the 
plea  that  I  thought  was  appropriate 
before  this  body.  I  had  earlier  made 
the  plea  that  I  thought  was  appropri- 
ate before  this  body  and  I  would  be 
very  concise.  There  is  no  need  to  go 
through  the  debate  again. 

But  I  simply  feel  very  strongly  and 
personally  that  the  way  the  President 
is  handling  this  may,  indeed,  be  inap- 
propriate if  not  illegal.  It  would  take  a 
court  decision  to  render  that  judg- 
ment. I  do  not  want  to  wait. 

My  amendment  would  call  for  the 
President  to  submit  a  plan.  I  think  the 
President  is  acting  improperly,  if  not 
directly,  but  possibly  in  the  spirit  of 
the  law. 

I  know,  and  the  Boland  report  has 
said  repeatedly  that  the  Nicaraguans 
are  acting  improperly  and  in  violation 
of  a  half  a  dozen  treaties  that  we  all 
are  signatories  to.  There  is  no  doubt. 
So  there  is  one  improper  action. 
A  second  improper  action,  and  I  per- 
sonally think  that  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki  approach  to  just  walk  away 
from  it  on  the  basis  that  we  are  acting 
improper  is  incorrect.  It  is  a  black  and 
white  solution  to  a  very  complex  prob- 
lem. The  problem  is  very  difficult. 

I  have  studied  this.  I  have  been  on 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  for 
over  5  years  now.  It  is  not  easy  and  I 
am  not  saying  that  the  Boland  com- 
mittee has  not  done  its  job.  They  have 
done  a  magificent  job  in  pointing  out 
problems  both  from  our  administra- 
tion and  our  activities  and  also  what  is 
happening  in  Nicaragua.  There  is  no 
doubt. 

But  to  say  we  are  going  to  now  stop 
covert  activity,  and  I  say  this  to  my 
colleagues  who  have  had  troubles  over 
the  last  few  years  with  direct  aid,  mili- 
tary aid  to  El  Salvador,  we  are  going  to 
give  $80  million  to  an  unstable  region 
of  the  world,  open,  above  board.  Is 
that  your  commitment  that  that  seed 
money,  if  it  turns  into  an  open  con- 
flict, that  we  indeed  will  support  that 
war? 

There  is  a  problem  I  think  the  com- 
mittee approved  in  increments.  Mr. 
President,  administration,  you  may  do 
this.  You  may  do  this.  You  may  do 
this.  And  at  a  point  they  said,  you 
have  gone  too  far. 

What  I  am  saying  they  did  not  say  is 
come  back  to  here  or  back  to  here  or 
back  to  here.  They  said  no.  nothing. 

Now  we  have  thousands  of  people  in 
that  region  of  the  world,  thousands 
who  have  aligned  themselves  with  the 
people  we  are  supporting,  whether  you 
agree  with  them  or  not.  What  do  we 
do  with  those  people  when  we  with- 
draw? What  would  be  our  excuse  to 
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people  who  have  stepped  forward  to 
fight  for  what  they  thought  was  de- 
mocracy? 

So  I  will  not  belabor  the  point.  I 
simply  think  there  are  three  improper 
actions. 

I  think  my  amendment  would  allow 
the  President  to  submit  a  plan,  to  put 
into  appropriate  context  what  is  legal, 
what  is  the  action  and  the  intent  of 
the  present  administration,  and  we 
can  make  judgments  on  a  legal  docu- 
ment. 

Second,  that  we  will  stop  and  the 
Nicaraguans  will  stop,  and  I  do  not 
even  say  you  have  to  have  it  verified 
by  our  President.  It  can  be  verified  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States  or 
it  can  be  verified  by  the  Organization 
of  American  States,  either  one. 

So  we  have  had  the  debate.  I  appre- 
ciate the  up  or  down  opportunity. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing,   and    I    am    inquiring,    that    the 
amendment  now  being  offered  by  the 
gentleman      from      Michigan      (Mr. 
Broomfield)    to   the   amendment   of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Young)  is  the  Mica  amendment? 
Mr.  MICA.  Straight  up  or  down. 
Mr.    FOWLER.    The   same    amend- 
ment that  this  House  just  rejected? 
Mr.  MICA.  No.  sir. 
Mr.  FOWLER.  I  am  sorry. 
Mr.    MICA.    Did    you    vote    for    or 
against  it? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Let  me  clarify.  I  am 
the  one  that  is  confused.  I  am  trying 
to  get  us  out  of  this  and  I  am  the  one 
confused. 

The  amendment  that  was  just  adopt- 
ed by  this  House  was  the  Boland 
amendment  which  amended  Mica. 
Now  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Broomfield  is  the  Mica  amendment 
again  in  its  pure  form? 
Mr.  MICA.  Yes. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Despite  the  fact  that 
this  body  just  amended  the  pure  Mica 
form  by  Boland:  is  that  not  correct? 
Mr.  MICA.  That  is  correct. 
Let  me  just  state  this:  I  think  from 
this  author's  standpoint  that  it  would 
frankly  be  better  to  vote  straight  out 
for  Boland-Zablocki  or  straight  out  for 
the  Mica  amendment  than  do  what  we 
have  just  done  on  the  floor  of  this 
House,  to  leave  this  situation  where 
we  cut  off  for  30  days,  tell  them  all 
down  there  just  hold  on  to  everything 
for  30  days  until  you  see  if  a  joint  res- 
olution of  Congress  is  passed  to  con- 
tinue. 

I  personally  think  I  could  live  more, 
sleep  better  with  a  straight  vote  just 
in  favor  of  Boland-Zablocki. 

But  I  think  what  we  have  done  now. 
we  say  to  them  for  30  days  we  are 
going  to  cut  it  off  and  you  wait,  all  the 
troops  and  all  of  those  who  support  it, 
everybody  that  is  down  there,  you  wait 


until  the  Congress  passes  the  resolu- 
tion. I  think  that  is  worse. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  continue  to  yield,  if  you  could 
persuade  your  friend  from  Michigan 
to  withdraw  this  amendment  then  we 
could  have  a  clean  vote  on  Boland-Za- 
blocki. That  is  what  we  have  been 
trying  to  get  all  along. 

But  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  revote 
on  Mica  and  continue  this  process  we 
will  never  get  to  the  major  part  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  MICA.  This  will  be  the  only 
clean  vote  we  will  have,  as  I  under- 
stand, this  opportunity,  on  the  Mica 
amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Flori- 
da. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  hope  everyone  paid  close  atten- 
tion to  what  our  colleague  from  Flori- 
da (Mr.  Mica)  had  to  say  because  I 
agree  with  the  position  he  has  taken. 
What  he  does  is  amend  my  amend- 
ment and  I  am  willing  to  do  that  and  I 
am  willing  to  support  his  amendment 
to  my  amendment  because  they  em- 
brace the  same  basic  fundamental  con- 
cept. 

But  the  gentleman  is  exactly  correct. 
Rather  than  play  games  with  the 
Solarz-Boland  language  and  expect 
people  in  Central  America  to  stop 
what  they  are  doing  and  hang  it  up  for 
30  days  just  is  not  realistic  and  is  not 
practical. 

We  ought  to  either  get  a  straight 
vote  on  the  Mica  amendment  or  Mica 
as  a  substitute  or  the  Young  amend- 
ment or  Boland-Zablocki  as  a  bill,  but 
let  us  not  confuse  the  issue  and  make 
the  people  in  Central  America  think 
we  are  any  more  strange  than  they 
think  we  are  today  after  some  of  the 
things  they  have  heard  said  during 
this  debate. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

The  issue  is  not  30  days  from  now,  it 
is  not  6  months  from  now  and  it  is  not 
a  year  from  now.  The  decision  that 
has  to  be  made  has  to  be  made  today. 
It  confronts  the  Congress  today. 

I  do  not  care  what  kind  of  an  amend- 
ment you  write  that  says  put  it  off. 
and  I  have  great  respect  for  my  col- 
league on  the  Foreign  Affairs  Commit- 
tee who  authored  the  last  amendment, 
and  was  successful  in  this  House  in 
getting  that  amendment  passed,  but 
what  it  does  is  put  off  the  vote  until 
some  other  time.  The  vote  is  now  and 
the  issue  is  now.  You  either  want  to 
cut  off  the  covert  aid  or  you  want  to 
go  for  a  proposition  that  says  we  have 
to  put  some  pressure  not  only  on  our 
own  Government  but  we  have  to  put 


some  pressure  on  the  Nicaraguan  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  issues  are  quite  clear  and  there 
is  no  point  in  putting  it  off. 

If  we  go  the  Solarz  route  as  the 
proposition  in  this  House  we  defer 
until  another  time  the  issue  of  what 
we  are  going  to  do  with  respect  to  our 
policy  in  Latin  America.  I  think,  there- 
fore, my  colleague  from  Florida  is 
right.  We  can  decide  right  now  one 
way  or  the  other.  You  have  the  two 
issues  before  you.  I  see  no  other  issue. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  would  like  to  take  just  a  moment  to 
congratulate  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida (Mr.  Mica).  He  has  worked  very, 
very  hard.  He  has  been  very  sincere  in 
trying  to  develop  a  bipartisan  ap- 
proach and  I  really  think  the  stakes 
are  as  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Fascell)  has  pointed  out. 

The  bottom  line  is  right  now.  Either 
you  are  for  or  you  are  against  the 
policy  that  we  have  as  representing 
the  U.S.  Government,  or  are  you  going 
to  have  more  confidence  in  the  Sandi- 
nistas. 

I  think  the  issue  is  extremely  clear. 
That  is  why  I  think  it  is  vital  to  have 
an  up  or  down  vote  on  the  Mica 
amendment  without  any  other  amend- 
ments added  to  it. 

So  I,  therefore,  urge  everybody  in  a 
bipartisan  effort  to  support  our  Gov- 
ernment and  to  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman.  H.R.  2760 
presents  Members  with  only  two  op- 
tions: Covert  aid  or  overt  assistance  to 
Central  America.  The  bill  fails  to  ad- 
dress the  fundamental  question  of 
whether  or  not  we  should  be  sending 
any  assistance  to  Central  America. 
Throwing  U.S.  tax  dollars  at  Central 
America  is  a  shortsighted,  regional  re- 
sponse to  the  global  problem  of  Soviet 
aggression. 

I  believe  that  aid  to  the  region, 
which  is  supposedly  designed  to  stop 
the  spread  of  communism,  would  be 
unnecessary  if  the  United  States 
would  quit  subsidizing  communism  at 
its  source— the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
Eastern  bloc.  At  the  present  time,  the 
Soviets  and  other  Comcon  nations  owe 
almost  $100  billion  to  Western  nations, 
particularly  the  United  States:  $100 
billion  buys  a  lot  of  arms  for  insur- 
gents. 

Many  proponents  of  aid  to  Commu- 
nist nations  claim  that  the  funds  we 
give  them  are  used  only  for  peaceful 
purposes.  However,  funds  are  fungible. 
The  grants,  credits,  and  below-market 
loans  the  United  States  gives  Commu- 
nist nations  for  so-called  peaceful  rea- 
sons free  up  their  own  limited  capital 
for  fomenting  revolution  abroad. 
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All  of  us  are  concerned  about  the 
flow  of  arms  from  Cuba  to  Marxist 
rebels  in  Central  America.  Unfortu- 
nately, Congress  has  failed  to  examine 
the  extent  to  which  the  Soviet  Union 
is  subsidizing  Cuba.  The  amounts  are 
staggering.  In  recent  years,  the  Soviet 
Union  has  been  spending  over  $10  mil- 
lion a  day  on  Cuba.  Soviet  economic 
assistance  to  Cuba  in  1982  amounted 
to  $4.7  billion,  accounting  for  almost 
25  percent  of  Cuba's  GNP.  Further, 
Soviet  military  assistance  to  Cuba 
since  1961  is  estimated  at  $10  billion. 
This  massive  flow  of  rubles  into  the 
Caribbean  is  being  supported  by  the 
U.S.  Government's  credit  policies. 

The  Soviets  are  not  foolhardy.  They 
are  actually  cautious  and  quite  calcu- 
lating in  their  foreign  policy.  They 
have,  however,  reached  the  stage  in 
their  empire  building  where  they  are 
having  trouble  controlling  their  subju- 
gated nations. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  this:  The 
Central  American  region  is  peripheral 
to  Soviet  interests.  If  the  United 
States  would  cut  off  aid  to  the  Eastern 
bloc,  the  resultant  belt  tightening 
would  probably  force  the  Soviets  to 
end  their  military  adventurism  in  the 
Caribbean  and  Central  America  in 
order  to  maintain  control  over  the 
Warsaw  Pact  nations  and  Afghanistan. 

While  I  would  prefer  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent course  of  action  to  the  one  pro- 
posed in  H.R.  2760,  let  me  state  that  in 
the  context  of  the  bill  I  am  opposed  to 
any  covert  military  actions  by  the  U.S. 
Government.  Such  actions  have  no 
place  in  a  free  society.  Any  action  the 
Government  takes  must  be  open  to  ex- 
amination by  all. 

Beyond  the  ethical  questions  in- 
volved, there  are  practical  consider- 
ations. Covert  actions  in  the  past  have 
usually  failed.  And  when  these  failures 
have  been  uncovered,  they  have  been 
used  against  us  by  our  enemies.  In  the 
struggle  between  freedom  and  tyranny 
in  the  Third  World,  the  United  States, 
as  the  freest  nation  in  the  world,  is 
losing  the  battle  of  ideas.  This  loss  of 
stature  is  not  for  objective  reasons. 
Our  capitalist  economy  still  provides 
the  best  model  for  development.  Our 
largess  has  resulted  in  $2  trillion 
worth  of  foreign  aid  programs  since 
the  end  of  World  War  II.  Yet  we  are 
viewed  as  an  imperialist  power  by 
many  wary,  if  not  hostile.  Third  World 
nations.  This  is  largely  the  result  of 
effective  Communist  propaganda,  and 
our  own  clumsy  attempts  at  covert  ac- 
tions designed  to  bring  about  U.S.  ob- 
jectives. 

While  overt  aid  is  always  preferable 
to  covert  aid,  the  so-called  interdiction 
assistance  proposed  in  H.R.  2760  has 
many  drawbacks.  Many  foreign  policy 
experts  believe  that  the  $80  million 
called  for  in  the  bill  is  far  too  low  to 
end  the  flow  of  arms  to  El  Salvador. 
Further,  the  program's  success  rests 
completely  on  the  cooperation  of  our 


Central  American  neighbors.  I  am  also 
concerned  because  the  bill  would  actu- 
ally deepen  U.S.  involvement  in  the 
region.  Covert  assistance  is  currently 
going  only  to  the  rebels  in  Nicaragua. 
The  interdiction  assistance  would  be 
spread  among  friendly  nations  in  the 
region. 

The  time  has  come  to  end  the  vi- 
cious cycle  of  funding  communism  and 
then  funding  those  fighting  commu- 
nism. Instead  of  paying  other  nations 
to  cut  off  the  flow  of  arms  into  El  Sal- 
vador, Eis  H.R.  2760  proposes,  let  us 
simply  stop  paying  for  the  arms. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  on  the  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  insist  upon 
his  reservation? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  The  gentleman  from 
Mfissachusetts  does  not  insist  upon  his 
reservation. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Mica)  as  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfield). 

The  important  thing  for  Members  to 
understand  here  is  that  we  are  just 
voting  again  on  the  same  issue  we  just 
voted  on.  Those  who  voted  yes  last 
time  on  the  Boland  amendment 
should  vote  no  now. 

The  key  issue  is  exactly  as  it  has 
been  described.  Do  you  or  do  you  not 
want  the  covert  action  to  continue? 

D  1610 

That  is  the  key  issue.  If  you  want 
that  covert  action  to  continue,  then 
you  will  vote  for  Mr.  Mica's  amend- 
ment. If  you  oppose  that  covert  action, 
then  you  will  vote  no.  This  is  the 
heart  of  the  issue.  We  all  understand 
that  now.  Our  position  here  is  that  it 
is  a  mistake  for  U.S.  policy  to  permit 
that  covert  action  to  continue.  It  is 
therefore,  a  mistake  to  adopt  the  Mica 
amendment.  The  Mica  amendment  re- 
quires Nicaragua  to  do  certain  things 
which  Nicaragua  will  not  be  able  to  do 
and  in  effect  that  means  the  covert 
action  continues.  The  covert  action  is 
not  in  the  American  national  interest, 
for  all  of  the  reasons  that  we  have 
cited  here  again  and  again.  It  is  not 
working,  it  has  not  accomplished  its 
purposes,  it  risks  a  wider  war,  it  is  ille- 
gal, it  diminishes  the  chance  for  nego- 
tiations, it  damages,  the  U.S.  image 
abroad,  it  is  opposed  by  the  American 
people,  it  holds  us  up  to  ridicule  for 
doing  that  which  we  claim  we  are  not 
doing,  it  is  not  in  keeping  with  the 
American  character. 

I  strongly  urge  a  vote  against  the 
Mica  amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Mica 
amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
heard    the    American    character    de- 


scribed, very  interestingly,  by  several 
people  in  this  Chamber.  I  have  my 
own  view  of  the  American  character. 
That  view  encompasses  the  notion 
that  we  fight  for  freedom,  we  fight  for 
the  underdog,  we  help  people  defend 
themselves  when  they  are  attacked  by 
a  vicious  aggressor.  We  have  done  it  in 
every  world  war,  we  did  it  in  Vietnam. 
We  did  not  get  anything  out  of  that 
war  but  death,  destruction  and  a  na- 
tional guilt  complex.  I  know  that. 
They  say  "learn  the  lessons  of  Viet- 
nam in  Central  America. "  The  lesson 
of  Vietnam  is  that  you  have  to  be 
behind  your  troops  when  they  are 
fighting  in  combat.  You  have  to  have 
the  will,  the  will  to  assert  your  nation- 
al interest.  And  communism  means 
refugees.  I  have  heard  the  argument 
made  that  we.  are  trying  to  inject 
racism  into  this  argument.  There  was 
no  bombing  in  Cuba  when  1  million  of 
them,  1  million  Cuban  refugees  swam 
across  the  sea  to  get  here.  We  have 
500,000  Salvadorans  here  now.  And  I 
am  suggesting  to  you  that  if  we  turn 
Central  America  over  to  become  a 
Soviet  beachhead  through  Cuba, 
through  Nicaragua  and  then  El  Salva- 
dor, then  Honduras,  then  Costa  Rica, 
then  Guatemala,  you  have  not 
dreamed  of  the  refugee  problem  that 
you  will  have  in  this  country  from,  not 
illegal  aliens,  not  undocumented  work- 
ers, but  refugees  by  definition  who  are 
entitled  to  all  of  the  welfare  benefits 
that  this  country  bestows,  as  rightly 
they  should,  on  refugees.  Now  we  have 
a  choice.  We  are  either  going  to  con- 
tinue covert  aid  until  the  Nicaraguans 
stop  exporting  subversion,  killing,  am- 
munition, weapons,  training,  subver- 
sive command  and  control  to  bleeding 
El  Salvador;  we  are  going  to  extract  a 
price  from  them  by  saying  "the  Con- 
tras  are  still  going  to  give  you  trouble 
in  your  own  country  unless  you  stop 
exporting  trouble  to  your  neighbors." 
But  once  Nicaragua  stops  exporting 
subversion,  the  President  or  the  OAS, 
Organization  of  American  States,  can 
certify  that  they  have  stopped  export- 
ing revolution  and  we  still  stop  sup- 
porting the  Contras. 

Now  that  seems  to  me  to  be  equity 
and  justice  and  fully  in  keeping  with 
the  American  character.  On  the  other 
hand  we  have  the  Solarz-Boland 
amendment  which  we  have  just  adopt- 
ed which  says  we  stop,  right  now,  we 
pull  out,  we  cut  and  run,  we  withhold 
any  further  aid  to  the  three  groups  of 
insurgents  that  are  fighting  in  their 
own  country  for  their  own  revolution, 
fighting  for  freedom,  fighting  for  free- 
dom of  religion,  freedom  of  speech, 
freedom  of  assembly,  political  plural- 
ism; we  are  going  to  say,  "stay  there, 
ladies  and  gentlemen,  children,  women 
and  men,  we  are  pulling  out."  But  if 
Nicaragua  continues  to  do  what  it  has 
done  since  6  weeks  after  they  took 
over  in  1979,  exporting  their  revolu- 
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tion  without  frontiers,  then  the  Presi- 
dent comes  in  with  a  long  petition  set- 
ting out  a  lot  of  things  and  then 
maybe  a  joint  resolution  by  both 
Houses  and  then  we  will  restore  covert 
aid  to  whom?  There  will  not  be  any- 
body left  there  to  aid.  They  will  have 
been  cut  to  ribbons. 

Is  that  in  keeping  with  the  American 
character?  I  do  not  think  it  is. 

So,  I  suggest,  and  do  not  tell  me  that 
the  covert  action  has  not  worked,  be- 
cause Eden  Pastora  has  been  there  for 
only  3  months.  April  15  is  when  he  got 
in  there,  and  he  is  the  one  that  can  do 
the  job.  if  auiyone  can.  harass,  pres- 
sure the  Sandinistas  to  live  up  to  the 
promises  they  made  in  1979  to  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States.  Do  not 
say  that  we  are  alone  and  isolated 
down  there.  We  have  allies. 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  No. 

Honduras  wants  us  down  there, 
Costa  Rica  wants  us  down  there.  El 
Salvador  wants  us  down  there  and  do 
not  think  that  the  other  countries  are 
not  concerned  about  what  is  happen- 
ing. 

I  will  yield  to  my  friend  from  Mary- 
land. 

Mr.  BARNES.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Yesterday  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
had,  I  thought,  a  fascinating  article 
about  the  Contras  the  United  States  is 
supporting.  You  mentioned  Eden  Pas- 
tora; the  front  page  of  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  yesterday  noted  that  Mr.  Pas- 
tora, who  you  just  cited  with  great 
praise  for  what  he  is  doing,  has  gone 
on  clandestine  radio  to  urge  the  Nica- 
raguan  Army  to  fight  harder  against 
the  forces  that  the  United  States  has 
been  supporting,  the  Contras,  because 
if  they  win,  he  says,  things  will  be 
worse  off  than  they  are  now  under  the 
Sandinistas. 

So  the  man  that  you  say  we  ought  to 
be  helping,  and  as  you  know  we  have 
not  been,  has  been  urging  the  Sandi- 
nistas to  fight  hard  against  the  people 
we  are  helping. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

My  colleagues,  I  want  to  apologize  to 
this  body.  I  have  spoken  more  today 
than  I  have  spoken  in  the  7  years  that 
I  have  been  in  the  U.S.  Congress.  Now 
I  will  be  very  brief. 

The  issue  now,  after  much  debate,  is 
clear:  Are  we  or  are  we  not  going  to 
continue  covert  paramilitary  oper- 
ations in  Nicaragua. 

Many  people  have  asked— and  it  is  a 
legitimate  question— what  is  a  covert 
action?  Let  me  read  you  the  definition 
out  of  one  of  our  unclassified  reports 
in  the  Intelligence  Committee. 

Covert  activities  are  efforts  to  influence 
foreign  governments,  organizations  or 
events  which  are  planned  and  executed  so 


that  the  role  of  the  United  States  is  not  ap- 
parent. They  may  include  political,  econom- 
ic, propaganda  and/or  paramilitary  activi- 
ties. 

Now.  my  colleagues  in  the  Congress, 
though  some  facts  are  in  dispute,  the 
following  facts  are  not  in  dispute:  This 
covert  activity,  covert  simply  means 
secret,  is  not  secret  any  longer.  It  is  a 
paramilitary  operation  of  thousands  of 
people  that  we  are  unilaterally  sup- 
porting inside  Nicaragua.  Against  the 
existing  Government  of  Nicaragua 
which  we  all  find  repulsive. 

Our  democratic  allies  in  Central 
America  have  said  that  the  major  im- 
pediment to  ceasing  the  violence  is  the 
U.S.  unilateral  military  operation,  and 
urged  us  to  stop  it,  so  that  we  can  all 
bring  pressure  together  in  our  hemi- 
sphere to  act  to  contain  these  hostile 
influences.  Colombia,  the  largest  de- 
mocracy in  our  hemisphere  after  the 
United  States  of  America,  Venezuela, 
another  democracy,  Mexico,  Costa 
Rica— these  friends  do  not  want  Soviet 
masters  or  Cuban  masters.  These 
countries  want  to  be  regional  powers, 
to  retain  their  own  influence,  and  they 
want  to  pursue  democratic  means  and 
democratic  institutions  to  contain 
Marxism  in  concert  with  the  United 
States  of  America. 

And  they  have  said  this  publicly. 
The  Presidents  of  the  Contadora 
group,  as  well  as  many  of  our  Western 
European  allies,  have  urged  us  to 
cease  financing  an  effort  to  overthrow 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua  in  viola- 
tion of  our  treaty  obligations— at  least 
for  30  days— and  act  as  a  great  power 
and  a  great  nation  who  could  squash 
in  30  seconds  the  2 '/a  million  people  in 
Nicaragua  or  in  Cuba  if  we  choose  to 
do  so.  Will  you  stop  it  long  enough  for 
us  to  work  with  you  in  the  United 
States  to  develop  a  security  strategy 
that  will  work  to  eliminate  these  hos- 
tile influences.  That  is  the  vote  that  is 
coming  up  right  now. 

There  is  nothing  secret,  there  is 
nothing  covert  about  the  U.S.  oper- 
ation in  Nicaragua  except  the  under- 
the-table  funding  and  the  under-the- 
table  numbers  that  continue  to  grow 
because  we  do  not  have  the  courage  to 
exercise  our  constitutional  responsibil- 
ity for  congressional  oversight  in  the 
midst  of  a  war  that  the  United  States 
is  financing. 

D  1620 

This  vote  is  a  rerun  of  Mica.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  exercise  our  constitu- 
tional responsibility,  our  exclusive  au- 
thority under  our  Constitution  in  mat- 
ters where  the  forces  of  the  United 
States  or  the  proxies  of  the  United 
States  are  being  used  militarily,  to 
bring  this  matter  before  the  American 
people  and  reject  the  continuation  of 
this  illegal  war  by  preserving  the  30- 
day  cessation  of  hostilities  which  we 
just  voted.  Then,  and  only  then,  can 
we  accept  the  offer  of  our  alli*;s  in 


Central  America  and  bring  this  matter 
to  the  negotiating  table  where  a  final 
resolution  that  will  eliminate  this 
cancer  of  communism  can  have  a 
chance  of  attainment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words  and  in  support  of  the 
Broomfield-Mica  amendment  to  the 
Young  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  colleague  from 
Georgia  has  just  made  a  very  impas- 
sioned plea  mentioning  the  names  of 
some  of  our  best  allies  who  do  not 
want  us  to  be  involved  in  Central 
America. 

And  I  would  respond  to  that  gentle- 
man that  we  came  to  the  aid  of  those 
allies  on  numerous  occasions  at  the 
great  loss  of  American  lives  and  ex- 
penditures of  American  dollars.  They 
certainly  have  a  right  to  their  opinion, 
but  I  have  listened  very  closely  in  the 
seven  times  that  I  have  stood  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  and  taken  the  oath 
of  office,  when  the  Speaker  read  my 
oath,  where  I  swore  to  defend  the 
United  States.  I  am  here  to  help  those 
other  nations  that  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler)  men- 
tioned, but  I  came  here  first  and  fore- 
most swearing  my  allegiance  to  the 
United  States  and  to  what  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  my  country,  not  some 
other  country  that  I  want  to  help,  but 
my  first  allegiance  is  to  the  United 
States. 

Now  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
said  those  other  countries  he  men- 
tioned did  not  want  to  live  under  the 
yoke  of  communism.  Well  neither  did 
the  people  of  the  Balkan  nations,  nei- 
ther did  the  people  of  Poland  or  Hun- 
gary or  Czechoslovakia  and  neither  do 
the  people  of  Afghanistan  today  want 
to  live  under  the  yoke  of  the  Soviet 
Communists  or  any  other  form  of 
communism. 

Now.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  a  great 
and  a  powerful  nation  and  there  is  no 
question  about  that.  I  do  not  believe 
that  anyone  in  this  world  can  match 
the  industrial  might  of  the  United 
States.  We  can  build  almost  anything 
better,  more  effective  and  if  we  have 
enough  time,  in  larger  numbers  than 
any  other  nation  in  the  world.  But, 
Mr.  Chairman,  most  of  the  raw  mate- 
rials that  we  will  use  in  this  great  in- 
dustry of  ours  comes  to  us  from  some- 
where else  because:  First,  we  either  do 
not  have  them  in  the  United  States; 
or,  second,  we  are  not  allowed  to  get 
them  because  the  lands  have  been  set 
aside  for  other  than  commercial  ex- 
ploitation. 

So,  all  of  a  sudden  we  become  very 
dependent  upon  other  parts  of  the 
world  for  raw  materials  we  use  in  our 
industry. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  most  of  those 
materials  that  come  to  the  United 
States  and  most  of  the  products  that 
we  build  and  ship  out,  that  includes 


our  energy,  come  in  through  the  Car- 
ibbean and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and 
our  gulf  ports.  That  part  of  the  world 
is  very  important  to  our  Nation's  econ- 
omy. 

In  World  War  II,  Hitler's  submarines 
sank  more  tonnage  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  than  all  of  the  North  and 
South  Atlantic. 

Now,  can  the  Members  imagine  what 
the  Soviets  could  do  in  a  case  like  that 
with  all  of  their  sophisticated  war  ma- 
chine? Imagine  how  many  more  times 
effective  the  Soviets  can  be  when  they 
have  the  Soviet  Union  and  Cuba  for  a 
base?  Imagine  how  much  more  effec- 
tive the  Soviets  can  be  when  they  have 
the  Soviet  Union,  Cuba,  Nicaragua, 
and  Granada  and  possibly  eventually 
El  Salvador.  What  about  the  Panama 
Canal?  How  important  does  all  this 
become  to  the  great  industrial  might 
of  the  United  States  if  we  cannot  get 
the  raw  materials  that  we  need 
through  the  Panama  Canal,  through 
the  Caribbean,  through  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  into  the  United  States. 

Considering  all  of  this  then,  those 
countries  of  Central  America  become 
even  more  important  to  us,  not  just 
the  politics  of  Central  America,  not 
just  the  politics  of  El  Salvador  and 
Nicaragua,  but  the  security  of  the  in- 
dustrial capability  of  the  United 
States  which  is  essential,  without 
which  we  could  never  defend  the 
United  States  against  the  Soviet 
Union  or  any  other  industrial  power.  A 
nation  dependent  upon  that  type  of 
shipping,  that  type  of  commerce,  that 
could  easily  be  disrupted  by  any  major 
power,  if  they  have  bases  all  over  the 
Caribbean  for  their  submarines,  for 
their  ships,  for  their  airplanes  and  for 
their  rockets  is  at  risk. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  make  a 
grave  mistake  allowing  the  Sandinis- 
tas, directed  by  Fidel  Castro,  to  roam 
throughout  the  region  to  plant  the 
seeds  of  Marxism  or  communism  or 
call  it  what  you  will.  It  is  time  for  we 
here  in  the  Congress  as  Representa- 
tives of  those  American  people  who 
believe  in  and  who  have  died  for  free- 
dom and  liberty  against  nazism  and 
communism.  I  think  it  is  time  for  Con- 
gress to  establish  that  position  solid 
today.  We  are  going  to  make  a  decision 
and  we  are  going  to  live  with  it  for  a 
long,  long  time. 

So,  my  friends,  lay  aside  the  parti- 
sanship. Lay  aside  the  little  games  we 
might  seek  to  play  from  time  to  time 
and  let  us  vote,  as  we  pledged  to  do 
when  we  all  took  the  oath  of  office  in 
the  well  of  this  House,  let  us  vote 
what  is  best  for  the  United  States  of 
America. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  only  one 
reason  why  we  are  here  today  and 
that  is  to  consider  the  bill  which  stops 
covert  action  in  Nicaragua.  For  more 


than  1  year  and  one-half  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  has  struggled  with 
this  problem.  It  has  not  been  an  easy 
task. 

I  know  that  there  has  been  a  split 
within  the  committee.  Because  of  the 
attitude  of  the  administration  this 
particular  problem  has  deteriorated  at 
this  moment  into  one  cf  partisanship. 
I  have  made  a  real  effort  in  that 
committee  to  get  away  from  partisan- 
ship and  I  think  we  have  been  greatly 
successful.  And  I  would  say  that  we 
have  won  from  the  intelligence  com- 
munity, whether  it  is  the  DIA  or  the 
National  Security  Agency  or  the  CIA, 
you  name  it,  I  think  one  could  say 
that  this  committee  has  won  the  re- 
spect of  the  intelligence  community 
and  has  won,  the  respect  of  this 
House. 

Now  this  House  has  a  judgment  to 
make  with  respect  to  a  problem  the 
Intelligence  Committee  has  had  to 
deal  with. 

The  credo  that  I  have  tried  to 
follow— and  I  think  other  members  of 
this  committee  have  tried  to  follow— is 
that  we  recognize  that,  'Among  the 
increasingly  intricate  arsenals  across 
the  world  intelligence  is  an  essential 
weapon,  perhaps  the  most  important, 
but  it  is,  being  sacred,  the  most  dan- 
gerous. Safeguards  to  prevent  its 
abuse  must  be  devised,  revised,  and 
rigidly  applied.  But,  as  in  all  enter- 
prise, the  character  and  wisdom  of 
those  to  whom  it  is  entrusted  will  be 
decisive.  In  the  integrity  of  that 
guardianship,  lies  the  hopes  of  free 
people  to  endure  and  prevail." 

That  is  a  quote  that  was  taken  from 
"The  Man  Called  Intrepid".  It  is  a 
credo  that  was  established  by  William 
Stevenson,  who  was  the  chief  intelli- 
gence officer  for  the  British  in  World 
War  II. 

We  have  tried  to  adhere  to  that 
credo.  I  think  it  is  an  important  one. 

I  said  the  other  day  that  there  must 
be  Members  within  this  body  who 
were  here  when  the  Tonkin  Gulf  reso- 
lution was  up  and  I  am  sure  there  are 
Members  who  are  here  today,  who 
were  here  at  that  time,  who  would  like 
to  have  that  vote  back. 

Oftentimes  in  these  matters  we  vote 
in  the  dark.  The  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee has  a  responsibility  to  be  sure  that 
those  who  are  in  this  Chamber  know 
what  is  going  on  if  a  particular  covert 
action  program  is  one  that  deserves  to 
be  changed. 

D  1630 

That  is  the  particular  position  to 
which  we  came.  As  I  said  the  other 
day,  we  had  a  couple  findings  in  this 
matter,  one  in  March  1981.  with  which 
we  did  not  disagree.  It  was  a  covert 
action,  to  do  certain  things  in  that 
part  of  the  world.  And  we  agreed  to  it. 
Along  comes  December  of  1981,  and 
the  ball  game  has  changed:  A  para- 
military operation,  but  a  paramilitary 


operation  that  was  going  to  be  con- 
trolled, they  tell  us— controlled— and 
we  believed  them.  And  because  it  was 
so  serious,  we  asked  that  we  would  be 
updated  every  2  months  in  this  area, 
and  we  were.  And  over  that  period  of 
time,  some  12  or  14  briefings  were  held 
on  this  matter  because  it  was  our  re- 
sponsibility to  be  sure  that  whatever 
the  finding  was,  that  it  was  being  ad- 
hered to.  And  eventually  we  decided 
that  it  was  not.  And  in  May  of  this 
year,  we  took  this  decision.  It  was  split 
vote,  a  partisan  split,  9  to  5. 

Yet  we  also  had  earlier  made  a  deci- 
sion in  the  budget  conference  report 
for  fiscal  year  1983,  which  specifically 
limited  the  funds  to  the  interdiction  of 
arms,  and  the  Boland  amendment,  to 
which  we  agreed  to  back  in  December 
of  1982.  That  amendment  specifically 
forbade  the  effort  to  overthrow  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  or  to  provoke 
a  military  exchange  between  Hondu- 
ras and  Nicaragua. 

That  is  where  we  are  headed.  Believe 
me,  that  is  where  we  are  headed.  So 
that  is  the  reason  why  this  committee 
acted. 

Do  not  get  away  from  the  basic  pur- 
pose of  this  bill.  The  basic  purpose  of 
this  bill  is  to  stop  covert  operation.  If 
you  vote  for  the  Mica  amendment,  you 
are  reversing  yourself  on  the  last  vote. 
I  ask  you  not  to  do  it. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Mica  amendment. 

My  colleagues,  my  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts,  has 
just  made  a  very  wonderful  appeal  on 
behalf  of  bipartisanship  with  regard  to 
his  opening  remarks,  suggesting  that 
he  has  tried  to  keep  us  moving  in  that 
direction,  when,  throughout  the  total 
debate  that  we  have  had  with  regard 
to  this  particular  subject,  there  has 
been  nothing  but  partisanship. 

Now,  I  say  to  you  here  this  after- 
noon, the  first  time  that  I  have  been 
on  my  feet  today,  that  this  is  our  last 
chance  for  a  reasonable  bipartisan 
effort  that  protects  our  allies  and 
friends  and  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States. 

This  is  the  compromise  amendment 
that  is  the  product  of  the  only  biparti- 
san effort  that  has  gone  on  with 
regard  to  this  whole  matter.  And  that 
was  the  effort  that  began  at  the  White 
House,  moved  to  the  majority  leader's 
office,  and  has  continued  more  or  less 
since  that  time. 

There  are  more  things  at  stake  here 
than  whether  or  not  we  cut  off  covert 
activity.  The  gentleman  from  Florida 
suggests  how  important  it  is  that  we 
look  at  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States  and  the  way  that  the  United 
States  is  perceived  in  other  countries 
with  regard  to  its  ability  to  stand  as 
the  best  friend  that  freedom  has  in 
the  free  world.  And  indeed  we  can  do 
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that  only  if  we  are  able  to  keep  on 
helping  those  people  down  there. 

Now.  something  has  been  made  on 
more  than  one  occasion  of  the  pro- 
spective deployment  of  additional 
troops  down  there  in  that  part  of  the 
world.  Let  me  quote  for  you  not  some- 
thing from  the  administration,  not 
something  from  the  Republican 
Caucus,  but  something  from  the  ma- 
jority committee  report  that  accompa- 
nies this  bill.  This  is  with  regard  to 
the  overt  action,  the  overt  assistance 
that  is  suggested  by  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki  bill. 

The  Committee  expects  that  much  of  the 
assistance— particularly  training,  technical 
assistance  or  advice— provided  under  the  au- 
thority of  this  subsection  could  involve  the 
use  of  U.S.  military  personnel.  It  should  be 
emphasized  that,  since  the  program  of  as- 
sistance envisioned  by  this  subsection  is  in- 
tended to  supplement  other  types  of  securi- 
ty assistance,  any  outstanding  restrictions 
on  the  numbers  of  U.S.  military  advisors 
permitted  within  a  recipient  country  would 
constrain  significantly  the  efficacy  of  that 
program.  Accordingly,  any  such  restrictions 
should  be  reviewed  by  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  with  this  in  mind. 

Which,  of  course,  endorses  indeed 
the  matter  that  we  will  be  committing 
additional  troops  down  there  and  have 
them  in  a  position  where  they  can  cer- 
tainly be  in  danger  in  more  ways  than 
one. 

The  Mica  amendment  does  indeed  go 
beyond  just  the  matter  of  cutting  off 
covert  aid.  It  reflects  the  reciprocity 
and  symmetry  concept  which  has  been 
accepted  as  the  reasonable  way  to  go.  I 
think,  by  a  majority  of  my  colleagues 
here.  It  rejects,  as  proper,  the  putting 
off  of  a  decision  on  U.S.  policy  in  Cen- 
tral America  that  leaves  our  allies 
hanging  as  to  what  the  United  States 
is  going  to  do.  It  forgoes  the  overt  pro- 
gram but  stipulates  covert  programs 
cannot  continue  unless  the  President 
submits  a  new  and  acceptable  plan. 
And  first  and  foremost,  when  the  San- 
dinistas halt  support  for  the  insur- 
gents in  Central  America,  the  covert 
program  is  terminated. 

Is  that  not  what  we  want  to  bring 
about?  I  ask  for  your  support  for  the 
Mica  amendment  as  the  last  chance 
for  a  reasonable  bipartisan  approach 
to  the  whole  problem. 

Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  Boland-Zablocki  alternative.  I 
strongly  believe  this  bill  will  provide 
for  a  legal  and  more  effective  interdic- 
tion policy.  I  will  not  waste  the  time  of 
my  colleagues  elaborating  on  the  vari- 
ous reasons  I  support  this  bill.  Most  of 
them  have  already  been  discussed 
before  this  body,  so  I  will  confine  my 
remarks  to  one  aspect  of  this  debate 
which  I  feel  warrants  closer  attention. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Human  Rights.  I  have  studied  in 
detail  the  death  tolls  of  innocent 
people   throughout   Central   America. 


and  especially  in  El  Salvador.  Any 
time  you  have  a  major  guerrilla  insur- 
rection innocent  lives  are  lost.  If  we 
continue  to  pursue  a  covert  aid  pro- 
gram supporting  groups  actively  seek- 
ing to  overthrow  the  Nicaraguan  Gov- 
ernment, we  risk  initiating  a  major 
conflict  within  that  country.  A  full 
scale  guerrilla  war  in  Nicaragua  would 
inevitably  lead  to  a  bloodbath  which 
could  result  in  the  deaths  of  thou- 
sands of  innocent  people.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have,  and  will  continue  to  be, 
an  outspoken  critic  of  the  Sandinista 
Government  and  its  repressive  poli- 
cies. To  this  end,  the  Human  Rights 
Subcommittee  will  conduct  a  full-scale 
review  of  human  rights  in  Nicaragua 
in  the  near  future.  However,  if  we  con- 
tinue to  support  guerrilla  groups 
within  Nicaragua,  the  Sandinistas  will 
tighten  their  grip  on  the  Nicaraguan 
people,  the  conflict  will  escalate  and 
thousands  will  die. 

The  Boland-Zablocki  alternative 
would  terminate  support  for  these 
guerrilla  groups  thereby  absolvng  us 
of  responsibility  for  what  might 
become  a  crisis  of  epic  proportions.  In 
the  final  analysis,  while  it  is  absolute- 
ly essential  to  interdict  arms  ship- 
ments to  the  insurgents  in  El  Salva- 
dor, we  cannot  continue  to  sponsor  a 
policy  which  disregards  the  human 
rights  of  the  Nicaraguan  people.  The 
Boland-Zablocki  alternative  seeks  to 
secure  our  national  interests  and,  at 
the  same  time,  to  uphold  the  U.S. 
commitment  to  the  human  rights  of 
all  peoples. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATRON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  MICA.  First,  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  the  gentleman  says  he 
opposes  all  covert  aid.  This  committee 
consistently  has  approved  covert  aid. 
There  is  an  appropriate  place  in  the 
report  of  the  committee. 

And,  second,  with  regard  to  human 
rights.  I  ask  all  of  my  colleagues, 
before  you  go  home  and  try  to  discuss 
this  issue,  read  the  Boland-Zablocki 
report,  because  that  is  the  most  devas- 
tating document  with  regard  to  what 
is  going  on  in  Nicaragua  and  their 
military  buildup  in  this  region  of  any 
document  I  have  ever  seen. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATRON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota. 
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Mr.  VENTO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  his  statement  with 
regard  to  human  rights  because  fre- 
quently the  view  has  been  that  if  you 
can  mouth  U.S.  slogans  on  democracy, 
free  elections,  and  a  variety  of  other 
values,  that  somehow  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment is  going  to   be  there  ready   to 


fund  and  assist  you  no  matter  your 
true  motives. 

Indeed,  all  of  us  have  serious  ques- 
tions with  regard  to  what  is  going  on 
specifically  in  Honduras  and  in  Nicara- 
gua and  in  El  Salvador  today.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is.  on  government-to- 
government  basis,  we  are  dealing 
largely  if  not  exclusively  with  the  mili- 
tary: we  are  not  even  dealing  with  the 
freely  elected  governments  in  these 
countries  that  we  profess  to  support. 

The  real  question  is  whether  Con- 
gress is  going  to  assert  itself;  whether 
we  are  going  to  have  an  effective  voice 
in  terms  of  the  Central  American  for- 
eign policy  issue.  Some  raise  the  fact 
that  we  took  an  oath  of  office  to  sup- 
port our  country,  but  the  question  is 
the  character  of  that  support.  Are  we 
going  to  do  it  under  the  table  or  over 
the  table?  We  should  be  doing  it  out 
front.  We  should  be  proud  of  what  we 
are  doing.  I  am  certainly  not  very 
proud  of  the  actions  of  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration in  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  concerned 
that  we  are  involved  with  illegal  covert 
activities  in  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and 
Central  America. 

I  am  very  concerned  about  the  direc- 
tion of  our  foreipn  policy,  we  are  at  a 
crossroad,  either  we  can  continue  as  a 
nation  to  pursue  questionable  covert 
U.S.  activities  or  seek  a  path  of  overt 
actions  which  I  hope  would  be  a  U.S. 
role  as  a  negotiator,  and  arbitrator  not 
primarily  a  military  role. 

The  United  States,  the  past  3  years, 
this  Congress  specifically  has  provided 
the  administration  what  it  wanted. 
Certainly  not  without  dissent,  not 
without  debate,  but  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration has  by  and  large  received 
economic  and  military  assistance 
sought.  However,  one  important  limi- 
tation, the  Boland  amendment,  in  De- 
cember 1982  was  written  into  law.  The 
Boland  provision  permitted  the  use  of 
funds  for  interdiction  of  arms  going  to 
El  Salvador,  but  very  specifically  pro- 
hibited any  U.S.  support  or  aid  for  any 
covert  activities  with  the  expressed  in- 
tention of  overthrowing  the  Nicara- 
guan Government. 

Today  it  is  clear  that  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration and  some  House  Mem- 
bers want  to  rewrite  the  meaning  of 
the  law.  They  would  reinterpret  and 
torture  its  meaning  to  accommodate 
the  current  administration's  actions 
and  apparently  future  intent  rather 
than  be  limited  by  the  law. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Congress 
maintain  an  effective  voice  and  estab- 
lish better  accountability  concerning 
the  law  and  the  conduct  of  foreign 
policy. 

The  essence  of  the  debate  today  is 
whether  this  House  is  going  to  permit 
the  law  as  manifest  in  the  Boland 
promise  to  be  stretched  and  tore  into 
something  never  intended  or  are  we 
going  to  stand  up  and  tell  the  Reagan 


administration  they  are  wrong,  that 
these  covert  activities  are  inappropri- 
ate and  illegal. 

Whether  the  U.S.  Government  is 
going  to  pursue  sneak  and  covert  ac- 
tivities under  the  table,  shielded  from 
view  or  review  of  the  Congress  and  the 
American  people  or  can  we  pursue  for- 
eign policy  in  the  full  light  of  U.S.  and 
world  opinion  with  the  U.S.  Congress 
participating  in  a  balanced  manner  as 
is  envisioned  in  the  Constitution. 

I  am  concerned  that  only  after  we 
read  in  the  media  about  secret  wars  is 
the  Congress  informed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Marxism  has  existed 
for  50  years  in  Central  America;  com- 
munism is  not  new  to  the  Western 
Hemisphere. 

It  is  an  appropriate  concern  of  the 
U.S.  people  and  their  elected  officials. 

But  let  us  not  be  indifferent  to  the 
many  other  problems  of  that  region. 
Few  nations  in  that  area  of  the  world 
could  ever  have  been  pointed  to  as 
ideal  democracies.  Frankly  economic, 
political,  or  social  justice  is  simply  not 
a  reality  for  most  people  in  Central 
America.  The  United  States,  of  course, 
supports  correcting  these  inequities, 
proding  these  nations  into  action,  ad- 
dressing these  serious  shortcomings. 

But  our  covert  and  overt  military 
support  deal  most  often  not  with  elect- 
ed leadership,  the  products  of  the 
process  we  sponsored  in  many  in- 
stances, but  rather  with  the  self-ap- 
pointed Central  American  military 
leadership,  the  repressive  powers,  the 
tools  of  the  wealthy  landowners,  and 
the  remnants  of  military  governments 
that  so  long  have  denied  the  basic 
human  rights  to  the  people  of  Central 
America. 

We  must  move  U.S.  policy  away 
from  the  covert  action  and  simplistic 
military  support  for  anyone  who 
waves  an  anti-Communist  banner. 

This  Congress  must  not  act  blindly 
in  support  of  any  and  all  means  to  an 
end,  no  matter  how  much  we  believe 
in  the  goal,  the  objective,  our  actions 
to  attain  the  outcome  are  very  impor- 
tant. In  the  final  analysis  inappropri- 
ate covert  actions,  actions  which  say 
democracy  is  only  important  at  home 
in  the  U.S.A.  will  be  self-defeating. 

No  one  can  beat  us.  but  surely  we 
can  beat  ourselves,  if  we  sacrifice  our 
values  and  compromise  our  system  of 
decisionmaking  in  the  heat  of  pursu- 
ing an  objective  or  political  support  of 
the  Reagan  administration  we  will  lose 
much  more  than  the  issue  before  us 
today. 

It  is  clear  that  President  Reagan  be- 
lieves that  some  expansion  of  the  cur- 
rent conflicts  in  Central  America  are 
desirable.  I  strongly  disagree  with  this 
view  and  the  President's  actions. 

Our  allies  in  Central  America  and 
Europe  differ  with  this  view  as  well. 

I  hope  that  President  Reagan  will 
reconsider  his  announced  intentions. 
The   massive    naval    training   deploy- 


ment off  the  coast  of  Honduras  and 
Nicaragua,  the  intent  to  send  4.000  so- 
called  military  advisers  to  assist  the  in- 1 
surgents  in  Honduras,  all  spell  trouble 
and  an  uncertain  future. 

When  confronted  by  questions  from 
the  media  or  Members  of  Congress  the 
insurgents  unabashedly  report  their 
objective  to  overthrow  the  Nicaraguan 
Government,  in  spite  of  the  Presi- 
dent's assurances  to  the  contrary. 

We  do  not  need  more  military  pres- 
ence, or  more  arms  in  this  part  of  the 
world.  No;  rather  we  urgently  need  a 
new.  a  tempered  policy  for  Central 
America. 

The  appointment  of  a  commission 
maybe  a  good  diversion,  but  that  pro- 
vide no  answers  for  today  or  in  the 
near  future. 

There  is  no  framework  or  symmetry 
to  the  current  policy  in  this  region  or 
logical  consequence  as  to  where  we 
will  come  out. 

It  is  a  jump  into  the  dark  and  so  far 
has  resulted  in  blackened  eyes  for  the 
United  States  and  far  worse  for  the 
people  of  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  legislation  before 
us  will  serve  to  .send  a  much  needed 
message  to  President  Reagan  from  the 
American  people.  This  Congress  repre- 
sents the  people  and  if  we  do  our  job 
right  we  will  hold  the  administration 
accountable  to  the  law  for  its  actions 
and  inept  policy  in  Central  America. 

It  is  of  paramount  importance  that 
we  defeat  the  Young  and  Mica  amend- 
ments and  similar  efforts  that  either 
shrink  from  expressing  a  view  or  worse 
yet  attempt  to  legitimize  the  illegit- 
imate Reagan  administration  policies 
in  Central  America. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question  to 
the  last  speaker? 

Mr.  YATRON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  since 
he  is  interested  in  up  front  rather 
than  under  the  table,  overt  rather 
than  covert,  would  he  support  covert 
aid  and  assistance  to  the  Miskito  Indi- 
ans fighting  against  genocide  inside  of 
Nicaragua,  to  the  Eden  Pastora  group 
and  to  the  FEN?  It  is  ironic  that  the 
gentleman  is  now  the  fourth  Member 
of  the  other  side  who  has  neglected  to 
respond  to  that  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Yatron)  has  expired. 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  Broomfield-Mica  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
committee,  in  a  few  minutes  we  are 
going  to  be  voting  on  the  Broomfield- 
Mica  amendment.  It  will  be  one  of  the 
most    important    votes    that    we    are 


going  to  have  on  this  issue.  Therefore, 
I  think  it  is  appropriate  to  understand 
why  this  amendment  was  introduced 
and  what  it  will  actually  do.  We  have 
heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric  today  focusing 
on  generalities,  but  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  understand  the  details  of  the 
amendment  and  its  rationale. 

It  was  proposed  because  there  are 
many  of  us  in  this  body,  including 
myself,  who  are  not  supporters  of 
covert  aid  but,  on  the  other  hand,  are 
troubled  by  the  prospect  of  an  $80  mil- 
lion overt  military  program  involving 
the  "friendly  countries"  around  Nica- 
ragua to  interdict  arms  shipments 
been  Nicaragua  and  the  insurgents  in 
El  Salvador. 

The  Intelligence  Committee  report 
clearly  states  we  have  a  problem  there. 
It's  a  problem  we  can't  ignore.  The 
Sandinistas  are  attempting  to  over- 
throw the  government  of  El  Salvador 
by  providing  assistance  to  the  insur- 
gents there.  The  Boland-Zablocki 
amendment  would  cut  off  covert  aid 
but  it  would  substitute  an  overt  mili- 
tary program  which  I  think  would  be 
both  ineffective  and  dangerous.  That 
puts  many  of  us  in  the  body  on  the 
horns  of  a  dilemma. 

Many  of  us  are  troubled  by  the  use 
of  covert  operations  but  many  of  us 
are  also  troubled  by  the  prospect  of  a 
new  $80  million  military  extravaganza. 
We  musi  look  to  other  alternatives. 
We  cannot  keep  looking  to  the  same 
old,  tired  military  solutions.  Why  not 
look  at  other  alternatives— diplomatic 
approaches  and  other  ways  of  solving 
this  problem  that  do  not  involve  reli- 
ance strictly  on  military  solutions. 

We  need  a  new  plan  for  dealing  with 
this  problem,  a  plan  that  is  based 
upon  considering  bilateral  and  multi- 
lateral negotiations,  involvement  of 
the  OAS  or  the  United  Nations,  and 
any  other  approach  that  would  stop 
the  actions  of  Nicaragua  against  the 
Government  of  El  Salvador.  That  is 
precisely  what  the  Mica  amendment 
proposes.  It  proposes  a  cutoff  of  the 
covert  aid  and  in  its  place  mandates 
the  administration  to  prepare  a  new 
plan,  a  plan  based  on  wider  set  of  al- 
ternatives. 

How  will  we  know  whether  that  plan 
should  be  continued  or  terminated? 
The  Mica  amendment  proposes  some 
very  specific  objectives.  When  the 
Sandinistas  have  stopped  their  activi- 
ties against  El  Salvador  and  when  the 
Sandinistas  have  started  to  take  steps 
to  implement  their  commitment  to  the 
OAS,  then  the  plan  would  be  termi- 
nated. 

How  would  that  be  determined?  It 
would  be  determined  by  the  OAS  or  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

We  have  with  the  Mica  amendment 
a  proposal  that  gets  us  off  the  horns 
of  the  dilemma.  It  does  not  just  ignore 
the  problem.  Rather  in  supporting  it 
you  would  saying,  "I  do  not  like  to 
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covert  aid  and  I  do  not  like  the  overt 
program  in  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill. 
Let  us  charge  the  administration  to 
formulate  a  better  plan.  Let  us  have 
specific  objectives  for  that  plan  and 
let  us  have  outside,  third  party: 
namely,  the  OAS.  determine  when 
those  objectives  have  been  achieved." 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Broomfield-Mica 
amendment. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  refers 
to  an  $80  million  extravaganza  in 
terms  of  the  overt  program.  I  would 
like  to  read  from  a  letter  to  me  from 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  dated  the 
23d  of  June.  A  paragraph  reads  as  fol- 
lows: 

An  interdiction  program  which  treats 
Nicaragua  sis  a  sanctuary  would  be  prohibi- 
tively expensive.  For  example,  interdiction 
against  ground  supply  flow  alone  could  cost 
upwards  of  $300  million  the  first  year,  and 
at  least  $100  million  for  each  subsequent 
year.  Even  at  these  levels,  little  interdiction 
could  be  achieved  against  air  or  waterbome 
infiltration. 

So  the  $80  million  that  is  suggested 
is  a  drop  in  the  bucket. 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  reclaim  my  time,  let  me  just  once 
again  urge  my  colleagues:  Let  us  look 
beyond  the  tired,  old  military  ap- 
proaches. Let  us  expand  the  scope  of 
our  planning  to  include  diplomacy  in 
order  to  stop  the  actions  of  the  Sandi- 
nista  government  that  are  destabiliz- 
ing the  country  of  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  on  his  statement  and 
for  his  very  hard  and  sincere  work  on 
this  issue. 

He  makes  a  couple  of  very  good 
points. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Lagomarsino  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Zschau 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  If  the  gentle- 
man will  yield  further,  one  of  the 
points  is,  of  course,  is  that  we  should 
not  be  looking  to  purely  military  solu- 
tions. However,  I  think  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki bill  that  is  before  us  would  lead 
to  more,  not  less,  military  interven- 
tion. 

For  example,  Costa  Rica,  a  long-time 
democracy,  has  no  army.  How  are  they 
going  to  take  part  in  any  kind  of  inter- 
diction program?  The  only  way  would 
be  by  some  type  of  militarization  of 
that  country. 


You  make  the  point,  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Virginia  makes  the  point, 
that  the  money  in  the  bill  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  do  the  job  anyway.  The  report 
of  the  Intelligence  Committee  also 
points  out  very  clearly  that  it  would 
take  additional  American  service  per- 
sonnel to  carry  this  out. 

So  I  think  the  Boland-Zablocki  thing 
will  lead  to  more  military  activity,  not 
less.  I  support  the  gentleman's  state- 
ments. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  I  agree  with  the  state- 
ments of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia. 

The  fact  that  the  military  program 
proposed  in  the  Boland-Zablocki 
amendment  would  be  both  ineffective 
and  dangerous  is  the  reason  why  we 
have  to  consider  other  alternatives. 
The  Broomfield-Mica  amendment  re- 
quires the  administration  to  consider 
such  alternatives.  That  is  why  I  urge 
its  adoption. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman's analysis  of  exactly  what  the 
Broomfield-Boland  amendment  does.  I 
certainly  support  it. 

On  the  reverse,  I  think  we  ought  to 
take  a  look  at  what  the  Solarz-Boland 
proposal,  in  fact,  which  is  on  the 
board  right  now,  on  the  table,  does. 

For  one  thing,  we  are  not  talking 
about  a  30-day  period,  an  impossible, 
impractical  30-day  period  of  time 
when  we  are  going  to  stop  covert 
action. 
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It  is  30  days,  I  would  say  to  all  my 
colleagues,  and  then  the  President 
may  seek  a  joint  resolution  from  the 
Congress  and  you  know  how  long  that 
would  take. 

And  what  would  we  be  starting  if  in 
fact  it  was  approved  by  the  Congress? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  ex- 
pired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bereuter,  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Zschau 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  ZSCHAU.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  would  we  be  starting  under  a 
joint  resolution  by  the  Congress?  We 
would  be  returning  to  covert  aid— bear 
that  in  mind,  covert  assistance,  and  I 
thought  that  is  what  we  were  trying  to 
get  rid  of  here.  You  know,  when  we 
started  some  19  months  ago  going 
down  this  process  of  covert  assistance, 
you  ought  to  have  been  able  to  predict 
what  was  going  to  happen.  We  might 
have  been  talking  about  interdiction, 
but  the  people  affected  were  interest- 


ed in  the  overthrow  of  the  Sandinista 
government,  and  all  of  us  have  the  re- 
sponsibility. We  have  left  the  people 
sitting  in  Nicaragua  out  on  a  limb. 

This  is  not  the  appropriate  ap- 
proach. The  appropriate  approach, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  Broomfield 
amendment  now  before  us,  offered 
originally  by  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida (Mr.  Mica). 

Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words.  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  not  spoken  on 
this  matter,  but  I  have  listened  very 
carefully  to  the  debate,  and  without 
attempting  to  characterize  part  of  the 
debate,  it  appears  as  though  some  of 
my  colleagues  have  transited  the  last 
30  years  without  learning  very  much 
about  American  diplomatic  history  or 
the  history  of  Central  America. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  worth  debating 
again  the  lessons  that  we  should  have 
learned  in  this  country.  Some  of  the 
blackest  pages  of  American  history 
have  been  written  in  that  portion  of 
the  world.  We  have  talked  over  and 
over  again  about  the  fact  that  Ameri- 
can troops  have  been  there  twice  in 
this  century.  The  only  thing  that  is 
different  is  that  no  longer  are  we  in- 
terested in  directly  sending  in  Ameri- 
can troops,  although  that  is  not  yet 
completely  resolved;  we  are  prepared 
to  do  a  land  version  of  the  Bay  of  Pigs, 
with  the  10,000  thugs,  brigands  and 
thieves.  We  are  prepared  to  finance  an 
overthrow,  since  that  is  what  they  are 
interested  in  doing,  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hamilton)  and  the  majority  leader 
have  talked  eloquently  to  the  issue 
that  this  is  a  policy  that  will  not  work. 
First,  it  is  not  working  now;  and 
second,  there  is  little  support  political- 
ly in  Nicaragua  for  the  group  that  we 
are  financing. 

What  we  are  saying,  and  it  is  re- 
markable that  we  are  even  having  this 
debate,  that  in  El  Salvador  we  will  not 
allow  the  guerrillas  to  shoot  their  way 
into  the  Government,  so  do  not  negoti- 
ate with  them;  but  in  Nicaragua  we 
are  prepared  to  force  the  Government 
to  the  bargaining  table  or  force  the 
Government  to  have  elections  or  at- 
tempt to  interdict  arms  by  the  financ- 
ing of  a  rebellion  from  the  United 
States;  so  what  is  not  good  in  El  Salva- 
dor, our  country  says,  is  perfectly  ac- 
ceptable in  Nicaragua— preposterous, 
preposterous. 

We  can  get  out  of  this  if  we  seize  the 
golden  moment  that  has  presented 
itself  to  us.  The  countries  of  this 
region  want  to  resolve  this  dispute 
peacefully. 

To  those  of  my  colleagues  whose 
myopia  on  viewing  the  Red  menace  ob- 
scures the  enormous  suffering  of  the 
people   in   this  region,   I  say   this  to 


them.  Is  our  arrogance  so  infinite  that 
we  can  suggest  that  these  countries 
are  ours  to  lose?  That  presupposes 
that  they  are  ours  to  begin  with.  It  is 
the  millions  of  poor,  innocent  people 
who  would  like  to  live  in  peace,  have 
something  for  their  families,  that 
should  concern  us  first,  not  whether 
we  lose  or  win  Nicaragua,  but  whether 
or  not  these  people  can  live  a  life  of 
hope  and  opportunity.  They  can  live  a 
life  of  hope  and  opportunity,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  we  stop  the  killing.  We 
can  stop  the  killing  by  negotiating.  We 
can  stop  the  killing  by  pursuing  poli- 
cies that  are  not  wrong  and  we  can 
start  it  by  voting  against  the  Mica 
amendment. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  7  years  that  I 
have  been  in  the  Congress  I  have  been 
faced,  as  we  all  have,  with  issues  that 
are  simple  and  clear  and  with  issues 
that  are  very  confusing  and  very  com- 
plex. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  that 
we  are  about  to  vote  on  is  as  clear  and 
as  unambiguous  as  any  we  have  ever 
considered  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
We  will  stop  our  aid  to  the  Contras  in 
Nicaragua  when  Nicaragua  stops  ex- 
porting death  and  revolution  to  its 
neighbors  in  Central  America. 

Now,  there  are  those  in  this  Cham- 
ber who  will  say  they  are  for  the  Mica 
amendment,  who  will  say  they  are  for 
symmetry,  and  yet  they  voted  for  the 
Boland-Solarz  amendment. 

Well,  that  option,  that  shelter,  is  not 
going  to  be  available  on  this  next  vote. 
The  choices  are  very,  very  simple.  If 
you  vote  yes  on  the  Mica  amenclment, 
you  vote  for  a  plan  to  stop  the  fight- 
ing and  the  death  in  Nicaragua.  If  you 
vote  no  on  the  Mica  amendment,  you 
vote  to  cut  the  ground  out  from  under 
the  people  who  are  fighting  for  the 
right  to  live  in  a  free  society,  the  right 
to  have  free  elections,  the  right  to 
have  a  free  press. 

If  you  vote  no  on  the  Mica  amend- 
ment, you  vote  to  give  a  free  hand  for 
the  next  30  days  to  those  who  believe 
in  seizing  power  by  killing  and  bomb- 
ing and  burning,  who  seized  power  in 
Nicaragua  that  way  and  who  are 
trying  to  seize  power  in  El  Salvador 
that  way. 

What  is  wrong  with  us  that  we  sit 
here  in  this  Chamber  using  subterfuge 
and  semantics  and  partisan  politics  to 
help  pound  the  nails  into  the  lid  on 
the  coffin  of  freedom  in  Central  Amer- 
ica? 

We  are  all  politicians,  all  of  us  want 
to  win  our  elections;  but  are  our  elec- 
tions so  important  to  us  and  our 
values  so  mixed  up  that  we  are  going 
to  sit  here  and  play  partisan  politics 
with  the  freedoms  and  the  lives  of  mil- 
lions of  people  in  Central  America? 

When  Europeans,  white  Europeans 
were  threatened  with  the  loss  of  free- 


dom in  World  War  II,  Americans  went 
to  their  aid  with  men  and  money  and 
guns,  and  now  millions  of  dark- 
skinned  Latins  and  Indians  are  being 
deprived  of  freedom  and  we  make  ex- 
cuses why  we  cannot  help  them. 

A  nation  is  like  a  person.  We,  too.  as 
a  nation,  can  lose  our  soul.  We,  as  a 
nation,  can  hide  our  face  and  pretend 
not  to  see,  while  neighbors  lost  their 
lives  and  their  freedoms.  We  must  not 
hide  our  faces  from  those  who  need 
our  help,  not  because  we  are  big,  not 
because  we  are  strong,  but  because  we 
care  about  our  neighbors.  That  is  the 
character  and  the  strength  of  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  had  not  intended  to  speak  on 
this  amendment,  but  something  was 
said  that  surprised  me. 

I  had  been  looking  for  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Dan 
Mica)  and  I  have  not  been  able  to  find 
him.  I  just  wonder  if  the  gentleman  is 
in  the  chamber? 

If  not.  let  me  then  address  this  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Broomfield),  who  is  ostensibly  the 
author  of  this  amendment. 

Some  of  the  debate  leads  me  to  the 
belief,  heretofore  unexpected,  that  the 
Mica  amendment  as  it  is  now  offered 
would  strike  out  that  provision  in  the 
bill  which  provides  $80  million  for  as- 
sistance to  friendly  governments  in 
the  hemisphere  who  want  to  seal  off 
and  sanitize  their  borders  from  the  in- 
trusion of  arms. 

Does  it  do  that?  Does  it  strip  the  bill 
of  that? 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  would  answer 
the  majority  leader,  that  is  very  true, 
for  two  reasons.  First  of  all,  many  of 
us  on  this  side,  at  least,  and  I  think 
many  on  the  Democrats'  side  feel  that 
covert  aid  is  not  the  way  to  deal  with 
arms  control  down  there. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  answer.  I  must  say  I  am 
surprised  and  disappointed  if  you  do 
not  want  to  provide  anything  on  top  of 
the  table,  you  just  want  to  do  it  all 
under  the  table.  I  was  not  feeling  too 
bad  about  the  Mica  amendment,  and  I 
thought  it  was  done  in  good  faith.  But 
now  I  must  express  my  concern  over 
the  deletion  of  this  provision. 

D  1700 

When  I  was  involved  in  the  effort  to 
try  to  achieve  some  compromise,  and  I 
do  not  want  to  criticize  anybody  on 
the  grounds  of  bad  faith,  we  were 
never  contemplating  striking  from  the 
bill  the  very  thing  that  makes  us  hon- 
orable and  aboveboard  and  straight- 
forward. 

If  we  are  going  to  be  believed  in  this 
hemisphere,  if  we  expect  anybody  to 
have  any  confidence  at  all  in  the 
promises  that  we  make,  the  first  thing 


we  have  to  do  is  be  honest.  Renounce 
deception,  be  straightforward,  be  open 
and  aboveboard. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  may  yield  a  little 
bit  later.  I  just  cannot  yield  at  this 
time  to  the  gentleman.  He  believes 
what  we  are  doing  in  Nicaragua  is  self- 
defense.  In  my  opinions  it  is  not  self- 
defense  to  invade  another  country. 
That  is  just  not  my  view  of  things,  and 
I  cannot  yield  to  the  gentleman  right 
now. 

I  want  to  make  this  one  point.  I  was 
not  prepared  to  be  involved  in  this 
particular  debate  over  this  particular 
amendment. 

I  thought  Mr.  Mica  simply  allowed 
the  continuance  of  the  covert,  so- 
called  covert  aid  until  certains  findings 
were  made.  We  know  it  is  not  covert. 
It  is  sneaky.  We  pretend  we  are  not 
doing  it  and  we  know  we  are  doing  it. 
The  whole  world  knows  we  doing  it. 
Our  enemies  know  we  are  doing  it  and 
our  friends  know  we  are  doing  it.  The 
Mica  amendment  permits  us  to  contin- 
ue it  until  the  Sandinistas  have  been 
found  either  by  our  President  or  by 
the  OAS  to  have  ceased  and  desisted 
from  what  they  are  doing.  We  all  un- 
derstood that.  But  I  did  not  realize 
that  this  amendment  strips  from  the 
bill  the  one  straightforward  thing  that 
the  bill  permits  and  that  is  help,  help 
for  those  who  need  help.  That  is  true 
self-defense,  for  goodness  sake. 

When  other  people  invade  your 
country  with  arms  and  you  ask  the 
United  States  for  help,  that  is  the  kind 
of  help  we  ought  to  be  able  to  give 
when  we  are  invited  in  by  a  friendly 
government  that  wants  to  protect  its 
borders  from  the  intrusion  of  arms. 

That  is  what  this  bill  permits.  But  it 
is  on  top  of  the  table.  It  is  only  where 
invited,  and  it  is  not  to  be  used  for  in- 
vading another  country.  It  is  not  going 
in  uninvited  with  military  and  para- 
military forces  that  we  have  paid  for. 
that  we  recruited,  equipped,  armed, 
trained,  and  sent  into  the  borders  of  a 
sovereign  nation  while  pretending  that 
we  are  not  doing  it. 

That  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  I  dis- 
cover the  amendment  would  permit  to 
continue.  But  it  would  disallow  the 
very  honorable,  straightforward  and 
decent  thing  that  the  bill  does  permit, 
and  that  is  $80  million  on  top  of  the 
table  to  friendly  governments  who 
want  to  protect  their  borders  from  the 
intrusion  of  arms. 

Why  in  the  name  of  reason  do  you 
cut  that  out?  If  you  really  believe 
what  you  are  saying,  that  we  have  a 
responsibility  to  help  countries  defend 
and  maintain  their  freedom,  then  is 
this  not  precisely  the  kind  of  thing  we 
ought  to  be  doing?  Surely  we  should 
not  be  saying  that  the  only  thing  we 
permit  is  the  sneaky  thing  that  Con- 
gress does  not  know  about,  that  Con- 
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gress  has  no  control  over,  that  Con- 
gress has  already  forbidden  by  a  unan- 
imous vote  in  this  House  as  recently  as 
last  December. 

You  want  to  permit  that  to  continue, 
behind  our  backs,  under  the  table,  but 
you  do  not  want  to  permit  us  to  help 
countries  that  come  to  us  and  ask  for 
assistance  in  the  way  of  money  that 
they  themselves  might  defend  their 
borders  within  their  countries  from  in- 
trusion of  the  flow  of  arms  from  out- 
side. That  seems  inconsistent  in  the 
extreme. 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
yielding. 

I  would  just  like  to  tell  this  body 
that  the  gentleman  who  was  just  in 
the  well  who  made  his  usual  marvel- 
ous speech.  I  asked  him  one  time  at  a 
committee  hearing  how  do  you  then 
characterize  aiding  the  Afghan  rebels 
who  are  fighting  against  a  Soviet 
puppet  regime  in  their  own  country? 
How  do  you  deny  aid  to  the  insurgents 
in  Nicaragua  and  at  the  same  time 
think  it  is  moral  and  good  and  not 
sneaky  to  help  the  rebels  in  Afghani- 
stan? 

After  a  slight  pause,  after  a  slight 
pause,  the  gentleman  said.  "I  have  no 
answer  to  that." 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  frankly  to  respond  to  the  last  two 
speakers  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  be- 
cause I  think  they  put  it  pretty  clear- 
ly. This  is  the  day  before  the  150th  an- 
niversary of  the  death  of  William  Wil- 
berforce.  Most  of  you  do  not  know 
who  William  Wilberforce  was.  or  he  is 
not  a  big  factor  in  your  lives.  But  Wil- 
liam Wilberforce  was  the  man  who  led 
the  crusade  that  ended  slavery  in  the 
British  Empire,  a  convert  to  Method- 
ism, a  man  who  spent  his  lifetime  dedi- 
cated to  the  idea  that  the  abolition  of 
slavery  was  worthwhile. 

It  is  interesting  to  vote  the  day 
before  the  anniversary  of  his  death 
and  to  think  about  William  Wilber- 
force would  have  voted— he  was  a 
member  of  Parliament— had  he  been  a 
Member  of  this  Congress. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  just  said 
and  I  quote:  "You  think  you  don't 
want  to  do  it  on  top  of  the  table,  you 
just  want  to  do  it  under  the  table." 
And  he  said.  "It  is  not  self-defense  to 
invade  another  country." 

But.  of  course,  he  will  vote  for  aid  to 
Israel  despite  the  invasion  of  Lebanon. 
He  will  even,  in  fact,  break  precisely 
the  principles  he  establishes  when  it  is 
politically  appropriate. 

This  is  not  a  vote  on  morality.  This 
is  not  a  vote  on  whether  this  country 


is  pure  and  is  doing  everything  above- 
board. 

This  is  a  vote  on  whether  or  not  we 
are  going  to  cripple  the  forces  of  free- 
dom. This  is  a  vote  on  whether  we  are 
going  to  help  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
Cubans  and  the  9.000  Communist  bloc 
advisers  who  are  in  Nicaragua.  This  is 
what  this  is  a  vote  about. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  ar- 
ticulated brilliantly  the  radical  doc- 
trine of  his  wing  of  his  party.  He  said 
at  one  point  we  support,  and  I  quote: 
"10,000  thugs,  brigands  and  thieves"; 
strong,  harsh  language. 

He  did  not  say  anything  about  the 
Soviets  who  are  in  fact  arming  people, 
trying  to  kill  innocent  folks  in  El  Sal- 
vador. He  did  not  say  anything  about 
the  nature  of  reality  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

If  you  are  for  America,  what  he  said 
was.  across  this  planet,  on  this  floor,  if 
you  are  for  America  you  can  expect  an 
American  Congressman  to  call  you  a 
thug,  brigand,  or  thief.  But  if  you  are 
in  fact  willing  to  subvert  El  Salvador, 
if  you  are  in  fact  willing  to  support  a 
dictatorship  in  Nicaragua,  it  is  not 
worth  mentioning.  That  is  not  a  bad 
thing  to  do. 

He  said  are  we  so  arrogant  and  so  in- 
finite that  we  can  suppose  we  have 
this  land  to  lose?  Well.  I  think  that  a 
number  of  people  in  this  body  would 
say  over  and  over  again  about  Israel, 
about  Germany,  about  Prance,  about 
England,  yes.  as  a  free  people  we 
Americans  do  have  an  obligation  to 
help  our  neighbors;  yes.  in  Japan, 
there  is  a  country  that  we  would  help. 

But  El  Salvador  is  different.  For 
some  reason  that  is  not  as  important. 

It  is  reasonable  to  doubt  that. 

He  says  people  who  would  like  to 
live  in  peace,  and  I  think  that  is  true.  I 
say  to  you  if  you  honestly  believe  the 
war  in  El  Salvador  was  started  in 
Washington,  then  you  ought  to  vote 
against  the  Broomfield-Mica  amend- 
ment. If  you  honestly  believe  that  the 
CIA  is  more  dangerous  than  the  KGB, 
then  you  ought  to  vote  against  Broom- 
field-Mica. If  you  honestly  believe  that 
the  people  who  want  to  live  in  peace- 
let  the  gentlemen  hiss.  That  is  a 
useful  game— I  think  it  reasonable 
that  people  who  would  describe  our 
allies  as  thugs,  brigands,  and  thieves 
would  hiss. 

But  the  fact  is  that  if  you  vote 
against  Broomfield-Mica.  what  you  are 
voting  for  is  not  peace;  you  are  voting 
for  slavery. 

Why  do  we  do  it  under  the  table, 
and  it  is  not  under  the  table,  it  is  not 
covert.  There  has  not  been  anything 
covert  in  this  city  since  the  Watergate 
era  and  since  the  publication  of  the 
Pentagon  Papers.  This  is  the  most 
open  circus  on  the  planet. 

We  do  it  without  legally  defining  it 
because  weaker  countries  cannot  possi- 
ble police  their  borders  overtly.  Have 
we  learned  none  of  the  lessons  of  the 


last  30  years,  as  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  said? 

Do  you  honestly  believe  that  those 
of  you  who  are  going  to  vote  against 
Broomfield-Mica  would  vote  for  the 
kind  of  overt  actions  that  are  neces- 
sary? Do  you  want  to  vote  for  a  block- 
ade? No. 

Do  you  want  to  vote  Tor  adequate 
forces  in  the  field  to  stop  this?  No. 

If  you  want  to  be  moral  about  this, 
and  you  want  to  talk  about  being 
above  the  table,  why  do  you  not  stand 
up  and  tell  the  American  people  that 
in  fact  if  El  Salvador  goes  down  the 
drain  that  is  the  breaks,  that  it  is  not 
worth  in  fact  trying  to  do  realistic 
things  that  are  necessary. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  somewhat 
amazed  by  the  comments  that  have 
been  voiced  today  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle. 
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Some  Members  have  said  that  if  op- 
ponents of  this  covert  action  are  on- 
the-table  action,  if  we  truly  believe  in 
support  for  the  governments  in  the 
region,  then  why  does  one  of  us  not 
stand  up  and  say  so?  Well,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  am  standing  up  today  and  tell- 
ing you  just  that.  I  voted  the  other 
day  not  to  cap  the  number  of  advisors 
in  El  Salvador;  I  voted  not  to  put  pro- 
hibitions on  the  use  of  military  exer- 
cises in  the  region  and  I  will  match  my 
national  security  voting  record  with 
Members  on  either  side  of  the  aisle.  I 
am  one  that  will  proudly  stand  up  and 
make  that  statement  anywhere  in  this 
country  or  elsewhere  in  the  world. 

Other  Members  have  come  today 
and  said  it  is  not  the  American  charac- 
ter, it  is  not  mainstream  America  what 
we  are  doing  today.  But,  I  would 
submit  to  you  that  the  American  char- 
acter, and  mainstream  America  will 
support  honest,  well  thought  out. 
clearly  enunciated  policies. 

The  beauty  of  this  country  and  insti- 
tution is  that  we  do  have  the  opportu- 
nity to  debate  and  to  inform  our  con- 
stituents on  the  issues  of  the  day. 

The  Intelligence  Committee  per- 
forms a  very,  very  important  function. 
One  of  our  important  responsibilities 
is  to  excercise  oversight  and  to  inform 
this  body  on  U.S.  foreign  and  intelli- 
gence policy.  What  we  have  today  is  a 
substitute  for  policy,  because  the  ad- 
ministration has  not  sufficiently  ar- 
ticulated a  policy  for  Central  America. 

It  is  a  lack,  it  is  the  very  absence  of 
that  clear  policy,  ladies  and  gentlemen 
that  brings  us  here  today. 

This  is  no  longer  a  secret  war.  Mem- 
bers, many  Members  will  use  the 
covert  action,  the  unlimited,  uncon- 
trolled covert  action  as  something,  as  a 
cover  to  hide  behind. 


This  Member  stands  up  today  and 
says  we  have  a  stake  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, but  I  plead  with  you.  let  us  do  it 
based  on  sound,  clearly  enunciated 
policy,  not  five  or  six  different  direc- 
tions at  once,  not  voices  coming  from 
every  direction,  but  one  strong  clear 
policy. 

Mr.  ENGLISH.  Would  the  gentle- 
man yield  to  me? 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ENGLISH.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  his  state- 
ment, particularly  in  behalf  of  those 
of  us  who  certainly  would  be  willing  to 
support  an  open  effort  to  cease  the 
arms  flow  from  Nicaragua  into  El  Sal- 
vador, but  who  raise  serious  questions 
about  the  wisdom  of  following  a  covert 
policy  that  is  no  longer  covert  and  has 
not  been  for  some  time.  So.  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  statement 
and  I  think  that  he  speaks  for  far 
more  than  just  himself  with  those  elo- 
quent words. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  because  he  has 
been  a  very  responsible  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  and  he  has 
voted  for  a  strong  defense.  And  it  is 
quite  true  that  he  is  prepared  to  sup- 
port whatever  might  be  required  in  an 
overt  operation.  But  I  was  a  little  dis- 
turbed when  I  heard  the  majority 
leader  say  that  one  of  the  reasons  he 
was  going  to  vote  against  the  Broom- 
field-Mica bill  was  that  it  eliminated 
$80  million  that  could  be  supplied  for 
overt  activities  that  would  do  the  same 
job  with  respect  to  Central  America  as 
the  covert  operations  are  doing. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Stratton  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  McCurdy  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  The  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma,  as  a  member  of  the 
committee,  is  well  aware,  I  am  sure, 
that  $80  million  is  only  a  drop  in  the 
bucket  for  what  would  be  required  to 
do  the  same  job  on  interdicting  arms 
to  El  Salvador  on  an  overt  basis. 

The  committee.  I  think,  has  already 
been  advised  that  to  do  the  same  job 
being  done  now  covertly,  it  would  cost 
some  $300  million  for  the  first  year 
and  at  least  $100  million  for  every  year 
thereafter.  And  if  a  quarantine  were 
required  that  would  cost  $1.2  billion 
for  a  single  year. 

Now,  surely  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Wright)  realizes  that  the 
House  is  certainly  not  prepared  to  sup- 
port that  kind  of  money.  And  to  sug- 
gest   that    we    are    undermining    the 


future  of  the  Costa  Rica  and  Hondu- 
ras and  El  Salvador  because  we  are  re- 
jecting $80  million  is  simply  not  realis- 
tic. The  job  will  cost  a  great  deal  more, 
and  this  Congress  would  never  ap- 
prove that  kind  of  military  expendi- 
ture. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  wonder  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield  to  me  so  I  can  re- 
spond to  what  my  friend  from  New 
York  has  just  said. 

Mr.  McCURDY.  I  yield  to  the  major- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  It  was  not  my  sugges- 
tion that  the  $80  million  in  overt  and 
open  assistance  for  countries  who 
want  to  seal  their  borders  from  the  in- 
trusion of  outside  arms  would  do  the 
same  thing  that  we  are  doing,  sup- 
posedly, covertly.  That  was  not  my 
suggestion.  I  did  not  mean  to  leave 
that  implication.  What  the  $80  million 
does  is  quite  honorable  and  quite  fully 
accepted  in  the  family  of  nations. 

It  helps  nations  who  ask  for  that 
help  to  perform  within  their  own  bor- 
ders thoroughly  legitimate  activities  in 
self-defense  and  self-protection.  But 
this  $80  million  of  overt  aid  which  is 
stricken,  I  discover,  by  the  Mica 
amendment,  was  not  intended  to  fi- 
nance an  invasion  of  Nicaragua;  that  is 
not  what  that  was  for.  It  was  to  be 
held  within  the  borders  of  countries 
that  ask  for  it,  that  seek  our  aid  and 
who  want  to  monitor  and  control  and 
stop  the  flow  of  armaments  into  their 
own  country.  And  I  think  that  is  thor- 
oughly legitimate.  Maybe  $80  million 
is  not  enough;  I  do  not  know  how 
much  it  will  take.  But  it  is  more  than 
they  have  now. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  to  me,  if  we  stop  the 
present  covert  aid,  Honduras  and 
Costa  Rica  are  going  to  be  very  much 
concerned  about  their  future  and 
about  their  borders  $80  million  is  not 
going  to  do  anything  substantial  to 
protect  the  borders  of  Honduras  and 
certainly  not  the  borders  of  Costa 
Rica.  We  are  just  kidding  ourselves  on 
that. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  intend  to 
take  my  5  minutes.  I  rise  really  only  to 
call  attention  again  to  the  tone  and 
the  path  which  debates  on  this  floor 
on  this  and  related  issues  have  a  tend- 
ency to  take. 

The  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
Gingrich)  in  the  statement  that  he 
just  made  indulged  himself  in  some 
rhetorical  excesses  which  I  would 
hope  that  he  would  want  to  reconsider 
and  withdraw. 

I  would  like  to  think  that  those 
Members  on  his  side  of  the  aisle  who 
applauded  those  statements  would 
also  want  to  rethink  and  reconsider. 
Does  anybody,  does  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  really  believe  that  there 
is  any  Member  in  this  body  on  either 


side  of  the  aisle  who  really  prefers  and 
thinks  better  of  the  KGB  than  of  the 
CIA?  The  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Hartnett)  indicates 
that  he  does.  So  there  are  a  couple  of 
people  who  really  question  the  loyalty 
and  the  motivation  of  other  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

I  think  that  that  is  reprehensible, 
shameful,  despicable,  and  has  no  place 
in  this  body. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
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Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too,  would  hope 
that  we  would  not  question  the  moti- 
vations of  our  fellow  Members.  But 
when  we  review  these  issues  realisti- 
cally, I  think,  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
have  to  question  the  double  standard 
that  is  so  evident  here  in  this  Cham- 
ber. 

For  example,  when  we  in  the  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee  debated  the 
foreign  aid  authorization  bill,  we  had 
all  kinds  of  restrictions,  all  kinds  of  de- 
mands, all  types  of  criteria  that  El  Sal- 
vador had  to  follow.  Free  elections, 
human  rights,  all  things  that  we  ap- 
plaud, unconditional  dialog  with  the 
rebels  and  all  those  other  high  sound- 
ing goals  we  invoke  here  in  this  House. 

And  yet,  when  it  comes  to  Nicara- 
gua, a  country  whose  government  re- 
peatedly has  said  that  they  live  ac- 
cording to  the  Marxist-Leninist  philos- 
ophy, a  government  like  that,  we  in 
this  House  will  do  nothing  to  impede 
their  aggression,  we  have  to  keep  our 
hands  off. 

We  hear  that  we  have  inflamed  the 
rhetoric  in  this  House  today.  I  dis- 
agree. When  I  review  the  rhetoric  of 
the  leaders  on  your  side  of  the  aisle— I 
find  that  historically  they  have 
spoken  in  the  tone  and  content  of  the 
rhetoric  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  today. 

For  example,  this  side  the  Democrat 
side  had  a  President  some  23  years 
ago.  he  in  his  inaugural  address  spoke 
in  determined  tone  and  rhetoric  about 
Central  America.  What  did  he  say? 

He  said: 

To  our  sister  republics  south  of  the  border 
we  offer  a  special  pledge,  to  convert  our 
good  words  into  good  deeds,  to  assist  free 
men  and  free  governments  in  casting  off  the 
chains  of  poverty,  but  this  peaceful  revolu- 
tion cannot  become  the  prey  of  hostile 
powers. 

President  Kennedy  has  a  message 
for  us  today.  In  his  inaugural  address 
John  Kennedy  went  on  to  say: 

Let  all  our  neighbors  know  that  we  shall 
join  with  them  to  oppose  oppression  and 
subversion  anywhere  in  the  Americas  and 
let  every  other  power  know  that  this  hemi- 
sphere intends  to  remain  the  master  of  its 
own  house. 

That  was  a  Democratic  President, 
from  your  side  of  the  aisle,  John  Ken- 
nedy. 
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And  I  am  proud  of  the  Members  on 
our  side  of  the  aisle  because  I  think 
that  the  speeches  they  have  made 
have  had  a  historical  perspective. 

If  I  had  to  judge  about  where  the 
Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  are 
coming  from,  I  would  conclude  they 
are  carrying  on  the  traditions,  they 
are  carrying  on  the  philosophy  and 
the  principles  set  forth  by  our  leaders 
for  the  last  200  years. 

We  have  debated  here  for  2  days. 
Seldom  is  the  Monroe  Doctrine  in- 
voked. I  think  we  have  to  take  a  look 
at  our  principles,  our  heritage,  our 
roots  and  debate  from  an  historical 
perspective. 

I  am  proud  of  the  statements  that 
were  made  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  be- 
cause they  have  been  in  historical  per- 
spective, which  I  am  thankful  we  have 
not  lost  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  accept  the  thrust  of  the  gentle- 
man's argument  and  that  is  that  of- 
tentimes we  do  engage  in  a  dual  stand- 
ard in  terms  of  how  we  evaluate  the 
conduct  of  other  nations. 

And  let  us  accept,  for  example,  the 
gentleman's  criticism  of  Nicaragua. 
This  gentleman's  basic  question  is  do 
we  move  Nicaragua  closer  to  our  defi- 
nition of  democracy  through  threaten- 
ing war  or  do  we  move  them  closer  to 
our  definition  of  democracy  by  advo- 
cating peaceful  solutions  and  political 
solutioris  to  the  problems.  That  is  this 
gentleman's  concern. 

If  you  want  to  move  Nicaragua  in 
that  direction,  do  we  have  to  do  it  with 
gunboat  diplomacy  and  the  deploy- 
ment of  20.000  troops  or  do  we  use  the 
magnificent  power  of  this  Nation  to 
advocate  peace.  That  is  what  the  guts 
of  this  whole  issue  is  all  about. 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's conunents.  but  we  talked  about 
synunetry.  Well,  why  do  we  not  apply 
the  same  standards  to  Nicaragua  that 
we  are  applying  to  El  Salvador?  Why 
do  we  not  do  that.  Then  we  would 
have  real  symmetry. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia raises  a  good  point.  Which  is  the 
better  way  to  go?  And  I  would  remind 
the  gentleman  and  our  colleagues  that 
we  helped  install  the  Sandinista  gov- 
ernment based  on  the  promises  that 
they  made  to  us  and  our  neighl>ors  in 
the  Organization  of  American  States. 

I  would  also  remined  the  gentleman 
that  the- American  taxpayer  gave  the 
Sandinista  government  $125  million  to 

help  them  get  started  with  their  prom- 


ised program  of  peace,  along  with  the 
program  of  freedom,  free  speech,  free 
elections,  free  press.  All  of  these 
things  they  reneged  on. 

We  tried  what  the  gentleman  is  sug- 
gesting and  we  tried  hard. 

Now  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to 
defend  our  other  friends  in  the  region 
from  these  very  people  who  went  back 
on  specific  promises. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Roth) 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dellums  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Roth  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  accept  that  the 
statement  of  my  colleague  is  fact.  I 
still— and  even  the  gentleman's  re- 
sponse to  my  question— I  ask  the  ques- 
tion again.  Even  if  we  establish  the 
same  criteria  for  El  Salvador  as  we  do 
for  Nicaragua,  the  gut  question  that 
we  still  must  ask.  even  if  we  have  used 
some  time,  does  that  mean  we  use  the 
awesome  power  of  the  United  States 
to  engage  in  war?  That  is  my  concern. 
What  split  this  country  apart  in  the 
1970's  was  our  preoccupation  with  kill- 
ing and  death  in  Vietnam  and  what 
American  people  are  talking  about  is 
peace. 

And  what  I  am  saying  to  my  col- 
league is:  Can  we  move  Nicaragua 
closer  to  our  concept  of  democracy 
through  advocating  peace  as  opposed 
to  this  insanity,  this  insane  preoccupa- 
tion with  war? 

Mr.  ROTH.  If  I  may  reclaim  my 
time,  I  think  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia makes  a  good  statement,  but  I 
hope  that  the  gentleman  is  as  impas- 
sioned in  his  pleas  when  we  debate  the 
foreign  aid  authorization  bill  and 
when  we  debate  and  weigh  the  stipula- 
tions for  El  Salvador. 

I  hope  the  gentleman  will  come  to 
the  floor  and  support  me  in  that 
effort.  And  if  we  have  a  chance  to  in- 
troduce an  amendment  to  apply  the 
same  standards  to  Nicaragua  as  we 
have  applied  to  El  Salvador.  I  hope  my 
good  friend  will  come  to  the  floor  and 
help  me. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin  has  put  his  finger 
on  the  real  issues  and  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  has  responded 
to  it  earnestly  even  though  I  disagree 
completely  with  his  conclusion. 

This  business  about  secret  or  covert 
aid  versus  open  or  overt  aid  is  non- 


sense. The  phony  business  about  some 
aid  being  sneaky  or  under  the  table  or 
over  the  table,  it  is  just  a  lot  of  hot  air. 
Everybody  in  the  world,  who  cares, 
knows  about  the  aid  and  the  oper- 
ations, and  it  is  absurd  to  talk  about 
one  type  being  bad  or  another  being 
good.  After  all  should  we,  and,  indeed, 
are  we  supporting  the  insurgency  in 
Afghanistan?  Should  we  abandon 
those  freedom  fighters  because  of 
some  covert  aid  rhetoric? 

Everybody  knows  the  issue  is:  Are  we 
going  to  continue  to  supply  aid  and  as- 
sistance to  people  who  are  fighting 
against  the  Government  in  Nicaragua, 
the  insurgents.  It  is  no  secret.  Every- 
body knows  about  it.  So  that  is  not  the 
question.  Should  we  or  should  we  not 
provide  this  aid? 

Now  the  real  question  is  this,  it 
seems  to  me.  Since  we  know  that  Nica- 
ragua and  Cuba  and  Russia  are  sup- 
plying the  insurgents  in  El  Salvador 
for  the  purpose  of  overthrowing  the 
Government  of  El  Salvador,  is  it  ap- 
propriate and  is  it  justifiable  for  the 
allies  of  El  Salvador,  including  the 
United  States,  to  provide  aid  to  people 
who  are  trying  to  change,  or  change 
the  conduct  of,  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua.  That  is  the  question.  As 
long  as  Nicaragua  is  aiding  foreign  in- 
surgency, is  it  justifiable  for  the 
United  States  to  do  so  as  well,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  Nicaraguan  action? 

And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Mica)— regardless  of  how  one 
votes  on  the  final  outcome  of  this 
bill— addresses  that  question. 

When  Nicaragua,  Cuba,  and  Russia 
stop  supplying  the  insurgents  in  El 
Salvador  to  overthrow  that  Govern- 
ment, then  the  United  States  certainly 
ought  to  stop  supplying  insurgents  in 
Nicaragua. 

What  we  really  need  is  a  political 
and  nonviolent  resolution  of  the  prob- 
lems in  Central  America.  We  need  ne- 
gotiation. We  need  the  help  of  our 
Latin  American  allies  as  mediators.  We 
need  an  end  to  oppression  and  the 
denial  of  human  rights  and  the  killing 
of  innocent  people.  We  should  let  the 
Central  Americans  solve  their  own 
problems  without  outside  intervention 
of  military  power  and  we  should  sup- 
port the  tender  buds  of  emerging  de- 
mocracy. 

But.  in  order  to  do  this  we  must  not 
let  Cuba  and  Russia  have  a  free  hand 
to  support  exported  violent  revolution 
and  military  assassins  to  be  used 
against  friendly  regimes.  When  they 
stop  aiding  insurgency,  then  we  should 
too— at  once. 

Let  us  help  bring  peace,  justice,  sta- 
bility, democracy  and  economic  well- 
being  to  this  region. 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  for  making  that  state- 
ment. 


Again  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  has  demonstrated  that  he  can 
put  into  a  nutshell  of  2  minutes  what 
it  takes  us  10  hours  to  debate  here  on 
the  floor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Roth) 
has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Walker  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Roth  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  there  is  one 
other  point  that  does  answer  the  very 
legitimate  points  made  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  and  that  is  that 
covert  aid  is  at  least  going  to  people 
who  are  fighting  within  their  own 
country.  We  are  not  adopting  a  policy 
of  militarism.  If  you  go  to  overt  aid, 
you  are  very  definitely  to  a  policy  of 
militarism  in  that  part  of  the  world. 
And  that  is  specifically  why  the  covert 
aid  type  of  policy  is  preferable  to  overt 
aid. 
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Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  sat  here  for 
the  last  3  or  4  hours  and  I  have  heard 
us  talk  about  Nicaragua  and  Central 
America,  that  we  are  in  danger  of 
losing  Central  America. 

I  just  wonder  who  gives  us  the  right 
to  tell  the  p>eople  of  Central  America 
what  to  do  and  what  not  to  do.  It  is 
not  ours  to  win  or  lose.  Central  Amer- 
ica belongs  to  the  Central  Americans. 
Who  in  God's  name  gives  us  the  right 
to  stand  up  here  and  decide  the  fate  of 
millions  of  people  who  live  in  Central 
America,  as  if  we  are  all-powerful  and 
God.  We  are  not  God. 

Let  me  tell  you  something  about 
Central  America;  50  years  ago,  we  sent 
our  soldiers  into  Nicaragua.  I  want  to 
remind  you  that  Somoza,  who  created 
these  problems  we  are  in  today,  was  a 
West  Point  graduate.  Has  anybody 
brought  that  up? 

We  have  been  in  Nicaragua  for  50 
years.  And  in  this  debate  here,  before 
the  world,  once  again  we  are  telling 
them  what  they  should  do.  And  every 
time  we  do,  what  we  are  really  saying 
to  them  is,  "Get  closer  to  the  Soviets, 
move  closer  to  the  Soviets." 

They  have  enough  problems  in  Nica- 
ragua today.  If  we  stepped  aside,  there 
is  no  doubt  in  my  mind,  the  people  of 
Nicaragua  themselves  would  rise  up 
and  say,  'We  want  democracy,  we 
have  had  enough  of  Somoza,  we  have 
had  enough  of  the  other,  of  the 
Soviet-led  Sandinistas." 


I  just  want  to  make  it  very  clear  to 
all  of  you,  we  have  sat  around  here 
and  made  it  very  clear  that  we  are  the 
big  macho.  And  you  know,  the  saddest 
part  of  all  in  our  decisions  today,  is 
not  going  to  affect  the  young  people  in 
many  of  your  districts.  They  will  find 
a  way  to  get  out  of  it.  I  will  tell  you 
who  is  going  to  fight  this  war.  It  is 
going  to  be  a  lot  of  young  Hispanics 
and  blacks  from  the  Southwest  and 
from  the  Northeast  who  will  go  in 
there.  Others  will  find  a  way  to  make 
certain  that  they  are  not  participants 
in  a  shooting  war. 

I  say  that  to  my  colleagues  because 
if  you  look  up  the  number  of  your 
people  who  have  died  in  Vietnam  and 
look  at  it  and  analyze  it,  most  of  those 
were  poor  young  men  and  women  who 
grew  up  in  the  ghettoes  of  America. 

The  Contadora  group.  For  the  first 
time  Hispanics  in  Central  and  South 
America  are  trying  to  work  together. 
Why  are  we  forcing  their  hand?  Why 
are  we  telling  them  that  we  as  Ameri- 
cans know  better?  For  the  first  time 
they  are  uniting  and  joining  together 
in  a  common  cause  to  stop  tyranny. 
Why  can  we  not  listen  to  them?  Why 
can  we  not  give  them  an  opportunity 
to  say  to  themselves,  "Hey,  we  are 
doing  something  for  bur  own  hemi- 
sphere." 

It  is  important  that  we  understand 
that.  I  do  not  question  the  morality  of 
any  Member  of  this  Congress.  I  think 
this  is  a  partisan  issue. 

The  President  said  at  his  Tuesday 
night  press  conference  that  it  would 
be  a  "very  grave  mistake  if  the  legisla- 
ture interfered  with  what  we're  trying 
to  do"  with  covert  aid.  Are  we  interfer- 
ing, either  Republican  or  Democrat, 
by  deciding  whether  or  not  we  will  au- 
thorize or  appropriate  funds  for  these 
operations?  It  is  not  only  our  right  to 
do  so,  it  is  our  responsibility. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  we  do 
debate  this  issue,  because  today  we 
may  just  be  starting  the  next  world 
war. 

In  this  hemisphere  we  have  long  ne- 
glected Central  and  South  America. 
We  have  long  said  to  them  south  of 
our  borders  and  in  Central  America, 
"Tomorrow,  manana,  manana  we  will 
get  together  with  you."  And  now  it 
has  all  come  to  roost. 

And  I  say  that  to  my  colleagues  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  important  that  you 
understand  that  as  Hispanics— and, 
yes,  I  am  an  American,  I  am  proud  to 
be  an  American,  I  was  born  in  this 
country  and  I  love  this  country  and  I 
fought  for  this  country  in  Korea.  But 
I  am  going  to  say  something  to  you: 
Please  give  us  a  chance  to  discover  for 
ourselves  that  we  can  stand  up. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Garcia)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Wolpe  and  by 
unanimous  consent,   Mr.   Garcia  was 


allowed   to   proceed   for   3   additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  congratu- 
late the  gentleman  on  the  eloquence 
of  the  statement  he  just  made. 

As  we  reflect  upon  the  debate  that  is 
taking  place  today,  probably  one  of 
the  most  extraordinary  aspects  of  that 
debate  is  that  there  are  probably  no 
more  than  a  dozen  Members  of  this 
Chamber  who  could  identify  on  a  map, 
if  they  were  given  that  map,  the  coun- 
tries of  Central  America. 

It  is  a  harsh  reality,  but  it  is  the 
truth.  There  are  very  few  Members  of 
this  body,  just  as  there  are  very  few  of 
our  constituents,  who  know  much 
about  any  of  the  societies  within  Cen- 
tral America. 

So  what  is  happening  is  that  this 
entire  debate  is  turning  not  upon  our 
knowledge  of  those  societies,  because 
that  is  not  what  is  really  at  issue. 
Rather,  the  debate  is  turning  on  labels 
and  slogans  with  which  we  are  famil- 
iar, and  we  are  responding  to  lots  of 
labels  and  slogans  without  under- 
standing the  reality  behind  either  in 
Central  America.  When  that  happens, 
we  get  suckered. 

Time  and  time  again  there  have 
been  governments  that  have  arisen  in 
Central  America,  or  Latin  America 
more  generally,  that  have  taken  upon 
themselves  the  label  of  anti-Commu- 
nist. And  the  moment  they  have  done 
that,  knowing  in  advance  that  that 
was  a  sure-fire  means  of  guaranteeing 
an  American  response,  we  have  come 
trotting  to  their  assistance.  And  in  the 
name  of  anticommunism,  we  have  sup- 
ported time  and  time  again  rightwing 
dictatorships  that  have  been  violative 
of  the  rights  of  the  people,  that  have 
been  protective  of  a  few  land-owning 
families  who  are  maintained  in  power 
with  the  support  of  rightwing  military 
groups. 

In  Chile,  in  Guatemala,  in  El  Salva- 
dor, in  Nicaragua,  that  has  been  the 
pattern  of  American  response  to  the 
region. 

So  the  point  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Garcia)  makes  has  two 
sides  to  it.  One  side  is  that  we  do  not 
understand  and  do  not  identify  with 
the  human  reality  of  the  countries 
themselves.  And  when  we  respond  on 
the  basis  of  labels  and  stereotypes, 
what  we  do  is  to  compromise  the  inter- 
ests of  the  countries  involved  and  the 
peoples  in  those  countries.  And  the 
other  side  of  the  coin  is  that  we  com- 
promise our  own  interests  as  well,  be- 
cause at  that  point  we  play  directly 
into  the  hands  of  those  who  want  to 
portray  the  United  States  as  the  impe- 
rialist, as  the  intervenor. 
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We  have  an  opportunity  now.  as  the 
gentleman  has  noted  so  eloquently,  to 
ally  ourselves  with  our  key  friends  and 
allies  within  the  region  who  do  share 
our  values,  the  Mexicans,  the  Venezu- 
elans, the  Colombians,  the  Panama- 
nians, who  are  trying  to  mediate,  to 
bring  about  a  lasting  political  solution. 
Instead,  here  we  are.  in  the  midst  of 
their  peace  initiative,  sending  new 
military  forces  into  the  region.  That 
has  been  our  response  to  their  initia- 
tive. 

That  is  silly.  It  is  silly  in  terms  of 
our  goal  of  long-term  stability  in  the 
region,  and  it  is  counterproductive  in 
terms  of  our  interests  in  resisting  the 
expansion  of  communism. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Mica  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I,  too,  have  been  sit- 
ting and  listening  to  this  debate,  and  I 
have  made  some  notes  as  it  went 
along,  because  it  seems  to  me  that  we 
are  engaged  in  a  very  important  dis- 
cussion that  goes  to  the  heart  of  what 
the  foreign  policy  of  this  country  may 
be.  not  only  toward  Central  America 
in  the  future,  but  toward  the  world  in 
the  future. 

And  what  I  have  leard  is  a  debate 
that  borders  upon  disinformation.  I 
have  heard  a  human  rights  argument 
made  to  defend  a  government  that 
even  the  committee  report  that  we 
have  before  us  says  is  an  abuser  of 
human  rights. 

I  have  heard  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  referred  to  as  a  freely  elect- 
ed government. 

I  heard  the  majority  leader  dispar- 
age covert  aid  and  leave  us  with  the 
idea  that  we  probably  should  not  even 
be  supporting  the  rebels  in  Afghani- 
stan. 

Now,  that  kind  of  criticism  I  under- 
stand comes  from  deep  feeling.  I  un- 
derstand that  the  critics  are  obviously 
concerned  about  the  covert  aid  in 
Nicaragua  and  Central  America.  But 
as  I  sat  here  and  listened.  I  have  come 
to  the  question  of:  What  is  it  they  are 
really  concerned  about?  Are  they  con- 
cerned about  what  we  are  doing?  Or 
are  they  concerned  about  the  fact  that 
we  may  be  winning? 

It  sounds  to  me  like  the  critics  of  our 
Nicaraguan  policy  are  most  upset 
about  the  fact  that  it  has  been  some- 
what successful.  Let  us  look  at  the 
record.  What  we  have  heard  said  here 
on  the  floor  by  the  critics  is  that  the 
Interdiction  of  supplies  has  not 
worked.  And  yet  there  has  been  evi- 
dence presented  that  it  has  worked, 
that  it  has  been  somewhat  successful. 
It  has  not  been  perfect,  it  has  not 
done  everything  we  would  want  it  to 
do.  It  has  not  even  done  all  of  the 
things  that  we  would  hope  that  a  mod- 
estly successful  program  would  do.  But 


it  has  done  some  things  well.  It  has 
stopped  the  flow  of  some  arms,  it  has 
made  them  go  to  smaller  caches  of 
arms  in  terms  of  their  shipments.  It 
has  done  some  good. 
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The  critics  have  also  said  that  the 
fact  that  the  freedom  fighters  within 
Nicaragua  are  beginning  to  worry  the 
Sandinista  government  some  is  a  sign 
that  we  are  wrong.  They  have  also  said 
that  because  there  are  now  thousands 
of  freedom  fighters  In  Nicaragua 
rather  than  the  hundreds  that  started 
out,  that  that  that  is  somehow  a 
reason  why  we  ought  to  abandon  the 
fight. 

In  my  book,  those  are  arguments 
that  add  up  to  trying  to  stop  some- 
thing that  we  are  winning.  If  you  look 
at  it  another  way.  we  heard  talk  about 
a  double  standard  here  a  few  minutes 
ago.  Let  us  look  at  it  another  way.  Let 
us  look  at  what  these  same  critics 
would  be  saying  if  there  were  similar 
Communist  successes  taking  place  in 
El  Salvador. 

Suppose,  for  example,  that  the 
stated  goals  of  a  Communist  action  in 
El  Salvador  were  being  achieved  with 
even  modest  success.  The  critics  would 
then  point  to  such  successes  as  a 
reason  to  force  our  ally  to  accommo- 
date those  Communists.  If  the  Gov- 
ernment in  El  Salvador  were  being 
thrown  into  turmoil  by  Communist 
guerrilla  activities,  these  critics,  the 
same  critics,  would  be  out  here  saying 
that  that  is  a  sure  sign  of  the  failure 
of  that  society. 

If  the  Communist  guerrilla  move- 
ment had  increased  in  size  by  10  or  20 
fold  in  a  period  of  just  a  few  months, 
the  liberal  critics  here  would  tell  us 
the  whole  country  was  doomed  and 
that  we  ought  to  beat  a  hasty  retreat. 
In  other  words,  what  the  critics  will 
accept  as  success  in  terms  of  Commu- 
nist activity  they  are  prepared  to  deny 
to  our  own  policies.  By  the  standards 
used  by  our  own  foreign  policy  critics 
to  tell  us  whether  the  Communists  are 
winning  or  losing  when  they  are  bat- 
tling our  friends,  by  those  standards 
we  seem  to  be  winning  in  Nicaragua 
and  that  is  what  seems  to  upset  the 
critics  the  most.  They  are  prepared  to 
accept  and  accommodate  Communist 
successes.  They  are  unprepared  and 
unwilling  to  accept  successful  activi- 
ties by  pro- Western  freedom  fighters. 

Now,  that  is  a  double  standard  with 
tragic  consequences  for  now  and  for 
the  future.  Let  us  end  that  kind  of 
double  standard.  Let  us  vote  for  the 
Broomfield-Mica  amendment  and 
permit  us  to  get  on  with  the  job  of 
making  Central  America  safe  for  free- 
dom. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Lagomarsino  and 
by   unanimous   consent,   Mr.   Walker 


was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman's  strtement.  It 
seems  to  me  that  he  is  right  on  target; 
that  the  interdiction  is  showing  some 
signs  of  success,  and  the  ultimate 
interdiction  of  all  would  be  for  Nicara- 
gua to  stop  exporting  arms  and  revo- 
lution. That  is  exactly  what  the 
amendment  before  us  would  call  for. 

It  is  interesting  although  this  activi- 
ty goes  on.  for  the  first  time,  as  it  con- 
tinues, that  Nicaragua  is  now  starting 
to  talk  about  knocking  off  the  supply- 
ing of  arms  to  guerrilla  groups  in  Cen- 
tral America.  I  think  the  gentleman  is 
right  on  target. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man makes  an  excellent  point,  and,  of 
course,  that  is  precisely  what  we  could 
achieve  through  the  Broomfield-Mica 
amendment. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  I  thank  my  col- 
league for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  my  col- 
league the  same  question  I  just  asked 
the  other  gentleman  because  no  one 
gave  me  a  satisfactory  answer. 

The  gentleman  spoke  articulately 
about  a  double  standard.  Let  us  accept 
the  premise  of  your  argument.  I  ask 
you  to  answer  this  question: 

Do  we  move  beyond  the  double 
standard  by  moving  hastily  and  ag- 
gressively toward  the  principles  of  war 
or  do  we  better  accomplish  that  by  at- 
tempting negotiation,  political  solu- 
tion, and  a  peaceful  orientation  to  the 
problem?  Why  such  great  haste  to 
move  toward  war  that  may  ultimately 
end  up  in  tragic  death  of  not  only 
people  in  Central  America,  but  som.e 
of  our  own  young  people  in  this  coun- 
try? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Dellums  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Walker  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  ask  this  question 
very  sincerely,  because  I  think  that  is 
an  issue  that  has  to  be  faced  here. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man and  I  agree  with  him.  I  would  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  we  should  be 
moving  toward  peace,  and  what  we 
ought  to  be  doing  is  making  certain 
that  we  are  not  the  only  ones  trying  to 
move  toward  peace,  but  that  our  ad- 


versaries in  that  area  of  the  world  also 
have  some  stimulation  to  move  toward 
peace. 

That  is  what  Broomfield-Mica  is  all 
about.  It  says  that  we  will  end  the 
covert  aid  as  soon  as  the  Sandinista 
government  ends  its  subversion  of 
other  governments  in  that  area.  So  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman  that  his 
point  is  spoken  to  well  by  the  Broom- 
field-Mica approach.  It  is  precisely  the 
kind  of  thing  that  will  get  us  to  the 
symmetry— that  is  the  argument  that 
is  being  used— that  may  bring  peace  to 
the  area. 

No  one  wants  to  put  us  on  a  war 
footing.  Everyone  wants  to  move 
toward  peace,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
peace  is  best  achieved  when  you  take 
actions  that  force  both  sides  to  accept 
human  rights,  that  force  both  sides  to 
accept  peaceful  settlement  of  the  con- 
flicts of  that  area. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr,  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
■  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  would  the  gentleman 
just  answer  a  question  for  me?  I  have 
been  here  a  short  time,  and  I  have 
found  a  great  deal  to  disagree  with  the 
gentleman  about,  but  in  this  case  I  can 
agree  with  his  statement  that  we  have 
really  brought  them  to  the  point 
where  it  looks  like  we  are  winning  to 
some  degree. 

That  is  the  very  point,  however,  that 
I  wish  to  query  the  gentleman  on.  Last 
week  the  Sandinista  government, 
through  Mr.  Ortega,  made  the  state- 
ment that  they  would  be  willing  to 
accept  multilateral  negotiations.  Does 
the  gentleman  have  any  reason  why 
since  that  time  no  mention  of  that  has 
been  made  by  the  administration,  no 
one  has  done  anything  to  move  for- 
ward from  this  point  now  and  move  on 
to  those  negotiations? 

Why  do  we  have  to  continue  with 
the  covert  aid  when  it  has,  in  fact, 
achieved  its  desired  result  and  now  we 
need  to  take  the  diplomatic  channel 
and  show  them  that  we  really  mean 
what  we  say? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  statement.  I  am  not  a 
spokesman  for  the  administration.  I 
think  that  we  ought  to  have  negotia- 
tions toward  that  end. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker)  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kemp  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Walker  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  we  ought  not  cut  off 
the  option  of  covert  aid  which  has 
seemed  to  have  brought  us  to  this  situ- 
ation where  the  Nicaraguan  Govern- 
ment would  begin  to  make  those  kinds 
of  concessions. 


What  We  are  debating  on  the  floor 
here  today  is  whether  or  not  we  cut 
off  that  option. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  with  the  Boland  amendment 
to  the  Mica  substitute,  we  have  not 
cut  off  that  aid,  we  have  not  cut  off 
the  option?  We  are  merely  for  termi- 
nating for  a  30-day  period,  which 
almost  everyone  agrees  will  not  harm 
the  troops  in  the  field. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  would  disagree  with 
the  gentleman  absolutely  on  that,  be- 
cause it  would  take  a  joint  resolution 
to  get  back  the  aid,  and  that  could 
take  months,  as  the  gentleman  knows, 
the  way  this  body  works. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  makes 
an  outstanding  point.  And  to  my  col- 
leagues who  just  made  mention  of  the 
fact  that  Ortega  had  suggested  that 
maybe  diplomacy  was  a  way  of  bring- 
ing this  crisis  to  some  resolution,  does 
anyone  rationally  think  that  Ortega 
would  have  made  that  statement  had 
it  not  been  for  the  impact  of  some  of 
the  events  of  the  past  few  weeks? 

Now,  to  shut  off  our  assistance  mid- 
stream seems  to  me  to  preclude  the 
success  of  that  opportunity.  The  Presi- 
dent has  expressed  strong  support  for 
a  diplomatic  resolution  of  the  crisis, 
and  Ambassador  Stone  is  working 
right  now  throughout  Central  Amer- 
ica to  that  end;  and  to  suggest  that  we 
are  just  going  to  cut  off  our  efforts 
unilaterally  seems  to  me  to  vitiate  all 
of  the  good  impact  our  efforts  have 
had  on  Ortega  and  other  Sandinistas 
over  the  past  few  months. 

So  I  would  beg  the  House  to  support 
the  Mica  amendment.  If  this  bill 
should  pass  without  the  Mica  amend- 
ment at  this  point  would  simply  vitiate 
the  progress  that  has  taken  place 
which  is  persuading  General  Ortega  to 
seek  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the  con- 
flict. 

So  if  you  are  for  peaceful  resolution 
of  these  disputes,  you  should  be  for 
the  Mica-Broomfield  substitute.  If  you 
are  for  retreat  and  retrenchment  in 
the  face  of  Marxist  advances,  then  you 
should  shut  off  U.S.  assistance  and 
vote  for  Solarz. 

Let  me  elaborate,  at  this  point  Mr. 
Chairman, 

The  overall  purpose  of  the  Boland- 
Zablocki  bill  is  to  limit  the  options 
available  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  combat  hostile  activi- 
ties directed  at  peaceful  American 
States  and  friends. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  are  to  take 
such  an  unprecedented  step,  we  should 
be  bluntly  honest  about  what  we  are 
doing,  and  why,  and  the  international 


ramifications  of  such  a  move  toward 
isolationism. 

It  is  an  established  fact  by  even  the 
critics  that  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua is  actively  engaged  in  an  effort  to 
destabilize  the  governments  of  its 
neighbors  in  Central  America.  It  is  an 
established  fact  that  Cuba,  supported 
by  the  Soviet  Union,  is  providing  mili- 
tary arms  and  equipment  and  support 
personnel  to  sustain  guerrilla  forces  in 
Central  America.  These  facts  are  not 
disputed  even  by  the  Intelligence 
Committee. 

In  other  words,  it  is  an  established 
fact  that  for  the  first  time  in  our  his- 
tory, there  is  a  clear  and  present 
danger  to  the  security  and  territorial 
integrity  of  Latin  American  allies,  re- 
sulting from  the  deliberate  actions  of 
nonhemispheric  outside  forces  to  un- 
dermine the  stability  of  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

This  is  a  stunning  alteration  in  the 
global  strategic  setting.  In  the  past, 
our  hemisphere  has  been-  character- 
ized by  the  absence  of  international 
conflict.  Today,  we  are  faced  with  the 
realization  that  that  era  has  passed, 
and  we  must  confront  the  extension  of 
hostile  power  into  our  hemisphere. 
Should  that  hostile  presence  continue 
to  grow,  we  would  be  forced  into  a  rad- 
ical reorientation  of  our  defense  pos- 
ture, and  our  ability  to  protect  our 
vital  interests  elsewhere  in  the  world 
would  erode. 

These  facts  do  not  come  as  news  to 
anyone  in  this  Chamber.  Only  last 
week,  we  gathered  here  to  listen  to 
classified  briefings  on  developments  in 
Central  America,  in  which  all  this  was 
discussed  at  length.  Frankly.  I  came 
away  from  that  session  puzzled  as  to 
why  we  needed  a  secret  session  at  all. 
There  was  nothing  new  or  startling 
presented  at  that  meeting,  nothing  we 
had  not  heard  before,  publicly.  I  only 
wish  the  American  people  could  have 
listened  in.  "^ 

The  point  is  that  no  one  can  say 
that  the  Members  of  this  House  are 
unaware  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
threat  to  Central  America,  and  to  our 
own  security.  No  one  can  say  that  the 
Members  of  this  House  are  not  inti- 
mately acquainted  with  the  forces  at 
work  in  the  region.  And  no  one  can  say 
that  the  Members  of  this  House  do 
not  understand  the  implications  of  our 
vote  here  today. 

For  the  question  before  us  is  a 
simple  one.  Are  we,  as  a  nation,  com- 
mitted to  maintaining  the  peace  and 
integrity  and  security  of  our  hemi- 
sphere, or  are  we  not?  If  we  are  not, 
then  let  us  say  so  publicly.  If  we  do 
not  believe  that  the  security  of  Cen- 
tral America  merits  the  commitment 
of  our  resources,  then  let  us  so  declare. 
But  if  we  are  determined  to  preserve 
the  peace  and  stability  of  our  hemi- 
sphere, if  this  is  a  worthy  goal  of  our 
national  policy,  if  these  are  vital  inter- 
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ests  of  the  United  States,  then  it 
makes  no  sense  whatsoever  for  us  to 
tie  the  President's  hands  in  effecting 
our  purpose. 

But  it  has  to  be  one  way  or  the 
other.  There  may  be  Members  of  this 
House  who  believe  that  we  should  re- 
frain from  military  involvement, 
covert  or  overt,  in  Central  America, 
even  if  it  means  the  expansion  of 
Marxist  power  in  the  region.  If  so.  let 
them  come  forward,  said  state  their 
position  clearly,  so  that  we  may  debate 
the  issue.  But  it  is  a  blatant  abdication 
of  our  responsibility  as  legislators  to 
enact  piecemeal  legislation,  in  a  policy 
fog,  that  chips  away  at  the  Presidents 
ability  to  act  without  offering  a  substi- 
tute goal. 

Prom  my  perspective,  this  legislation 
is  incomprehensible.  It  does  not  pro- 
scribe U.S.  efforts  to  interdict  arms  in- 
tended for  leftist  guerrillas.  On  the 
contrary,  it  would  set  up  a  specific 
fund  for  such  a  program,  so  long  as  it 
is  an  overt  program. 

So  apparently  the  objection  is  not  to 
the  goal  of  the  program,  but  only  the 
means.  OK.  How  does  an  overt  pro- 
gram differ  from  a  covert  program? 
Well,  for  one  thing,  it  would  insure 
that  our  assistance  did  not  accidental- 
ly help  the  democratic  forces  in  Nica- 
ragua. It  would  tell  the  world  that  this 
country  is  no  closet  supporter  of  de- 
mocracy; that  we  will  not  let  our  funds 
be  used  to  aid  and  abet  peoples  fight- 
ing against  totalitarian  injustice. 

What  is  happening  here?  Why  are 
some  Members  of  this  body  so  anxious 
to  dissociate  U.S.  support  from  people 
fighting  to  reclaim  their  just  rights?  If 
Members  of  this  Chamber  believe  that 
covert  assistance  is  inherently  bad, 
then  why  do  we  not  pass  a  law  prohib- 
iting covert  assistance  to  freedom 
fighters  in  Afghanistan?  And  if  covert 
assistance  is  not  inherently  bad,  then 
what  is  the  policy  rationale  explaining 
why  we  should  not  use  it  in  Central 
America  against  forces  threatening 
the  security  of  our  friends  and  allies? 
What  is  the  policy  behind  this  legis- 
lation? Is  there  one? 

Let  me  be  clear.  There  are  many 
questions  left  unanswered  to  date 
about  the  Presidents  policy  in  Central 
America,  questions  we  have  every 
right  to  expect  the  President  to 
answer.  For  example,  what  are  we  will- 
ing to  do  in  order  to  keep  Central 
America  out  of  the  Soviet-Cuban 
sphere  of  influence? 

People  in  the  region,  friend  and  foe 
alike,  are  constantly  looking  for  signs 
to  indicate  whether  the  situation  is 
moving  in  our  favor  or  in  favor  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  How  do  we  make  sure 
that  friend  and  foe  alike  come  to  be- 
lieve that  the  situation  will  go  our 
way? 

Some  very  different  groups  are  con- 
tending for  power  in  the  region. 
Whom  do  we  recognize  as  the  best  rep- 
resentatives of  the  cause  of  freedom? 


Since  somebody  will  triumph  in  Cen- 
tral America,  what  are  we  going  to  do 
to  see  to  it  that  the  right  people  do? 

I  do  not  pretend  to  have  all  the  an- 
swers to  these  questions.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  President  has  given  us 
answers  to  all  these  questions  but  I 
know  that  the  sponsors  of  this  legisla- 
tion have  not  provided  any  answers  at 
all  to  these  questions. 

But  at  present,  at  least  we  have  a  di- 
rection. The  President  is  determined 
that  the  United  States  will  not  allow 
Soviet/Cuban  expansion  in  our  hemi- 
sphere. He  is  determined  that  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  client  states  un- 
derstand that  their  drive  in  Central 
America  will  not  succeed  and  I  support 
him. 

The  Boland-Zablocki  bill  is  flatly  in- 
consistent with  that  policy  direction. 
Its  purpose  is  to  prohibit  funding  for 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in 
Nicaragua  that  oppose  the  spread  of 
Soviet/Cuban  influence  and  control.  If 
it  passes,  whatever  the  intent  of  its 
sponsors,  it  would  signal  a  change  in 
direction  in  U.S.  policy.  Both  friends 
and  enemies  alike  would  perceive  that 
the  U.S.  Congress  is  pulling  American 
power  out  of  the  region  and  leaving  a 
vacuum  that  our  adversaries  would  be 
encouraged  to  redouble  their  efforts  to 
fill.  And  sooner  or  later,  we  could  well 
be  forced  to  act  militarily,  on  a  large 
scale,  under  adverse  circumstances,  to 
keep  from  losing  Central  America.  Is 
that  not  the  lesson  of  the  thirties? 

Is  this  the  same  direction  we  will 
follow?  I  hope  not. 

I  urge  support  for  the  Mica  biparti- 
san effort  as  the  best  compromise  pos- 
sible on  behalf  of  our  Nation  and  our 
friends  in  Central  America. 

The  fundamental  question  facing  us 
as  a  nation  is  how  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenge of  aggression  in  this  hemisphere. 
Never  before  has  our  country  faced 
the  threat  of  international  instability 
on  our  very  borders.  Never  before  have 
our  neighbors  so  needed  our  support 
and  that  is  why  I  urge  support  for 
Mica-Broomfield  and  defeat  of 
Boland-Zablocki. 

What  we  need  are  initiatives  that  re- 
strict the  ability  of  our  adversaries  to 
succeed.  What  we  have  is  a  partisan 
attempt  that  restricts  our  own  coun- 
try. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man have  1  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  some  of  us 
have  been  sitting  here  for  many,  many 
hours  waiting  to  make  our  statements 
not  only  on  this  bill  but  on  one  or 
more  of  the  amendments  that  have 
been  offered.   I  know  myself  I  have 


been  here  for  several  hours  and  some 
of  my  colleagues  sitting  by  me  have 
been  here  for  2  hours  waiting  to  speak. 

I  do  not  want  to  cut  off  any  debat  at 
all.  but  I  have  a  feeling  that  as  the 
hour  gets  later  that  those  of  us  who 
have  been  waiting  a  long  time  to  speak 
will  be  precluded  from  making  our 
statements. 

So  I  will  not  object,  but  I  just  hope 
that  those  who  have  the  well  and  who 
go  beyond  the  5  minutes  will  accord  us 
the  same  kind  of  courtesy  when  our 
time  comes  to  speak. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  reser- 
vation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walker)  is 
recognized  for  1  additional  minute. 
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Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. 

To  clear  the  record,  I  am  one  of 
those  who  have  been  waiting  for  a 
long  time  to  speak.  I  would  not  have 
asked  this  if  I  did  not  think  it  should 
be  pointed  out;  but  I  would  like  to 
inform  all  the  Members  that  this  gen- 
tleman was  in  Nicaragua  several  weeks 
ago  and  they  literally  were  pleading 
with  this  gentleman  to  let  our  people 
know  that  they  wanted  to  negotiate  at 
that  time.  I  hope  our  people  will  un- 
derstand that  very  clearly  as  we 
debate  this  issue. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  I  think  our 
point  is  that  one  of  the  reasons  why 
they  may  be  pleading  to  negotiate  is 
because  we  have  had  some  successes  in 
our  policy,  which  is  the  statement  I 
made  in  my  original  presentation. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  Young  amendment  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  close  at  10  minutes  to  7 
and  that  that  time  be  split,  one-half 
hour  on  the  minority  side  and  one-half 
hour  on  the  majority  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Reserving 
the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
so  to  inquire  if  the  chairman,  if  he  in- 
tends that  the  time  for  a  vote  on 
either  the  Mica  amendment  or  the 
time  for  a  vote  on  the  Boland-Solarz 
amendment  would  be  included  in  that 
time,  or  would  the  time  be  in  excess  of 
that? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Well.  I  would  expect 
that  it  would  not  be  included  because  I 
do  not  know  how  many  votes  are  going 
to  come  in  that  period  of  time  but  I 
am  sure  it  would  prevent  that  side  and 
this  side  from  expressing  their  views 


on   whatever   we   are   expressing   our 
views  on  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  inquire  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts,  was  the  time  10  min- 
utes to  7? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  One  hour,  that  all 
debate  on  the  Young  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto  close  in  1 
hour,  with  one-half  hour  reserved  to 
the  minority  side  and  one-half  hour 
reserved  to  the  majority  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel 
that  the  Broomfield-Mica  amendment 
is  really  the  entire  issue.  I  mean,  this 
is  really  an  up  or  down  vote  on  covert 
aid  or  no  covert  aid  to  Nicaragua. 

Now,  it  is  my  understanding,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  would  inquire  of  the 
Chair  if  this  is  not  correct,  that  we 
had  9  hours  of  debate  scheduled  on  all 
these  amendments,  which  began  at  ap- 
proximately 12  o'clock  and  which 
therefore  should  expire  at  approxi- 
mately 9  o'clock  this  evening,  which  is 
only  2  hours  past  the  time  which  the 
distinguished  chairman  wishes  to  cut 
off  debate  on  this  amendment;  is  that 
correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
view  of  that  and  because  I  think  this 
Broomfield-Mica  amendment  is  the 
entire  issue,  I  think  all  the  other 
amendments  are  just  window  dressing, 
that  this  is  the  entire  issue,  the 
Broomfield-Mica  amendment.  I  would 
object,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  only  reason  I 
made  that  unanimous-consent  request 
is  perhaps  there  was  some  indication 
there  would  be  accommodation  on  the 
other  side.  Since  there  is  no  accommo- 
dation on  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest and  I  recognize  the  fact  that  we 
would  be  closing  at  9  o'clock  under  the 
rule,  then  I  guess  that  is  what  a  lot  of 
the  Members  on  that  side  and  this  side 
want,  and  so  be  it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  this  before 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa.  In 
response  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  who  said  that  we  should  contin- 
ue to  keep  up  the  pressure,  is  there 
anyone  who  really  believes  that  with 
two  carrier  task  forces  now  in  place  in 
South  America  or  about  to  be  there 
around  Central  America,  with  some- 
where between  3,000  to  5,000  and 
maybe  6,000  troops  being  deployed 
overall  on  those  ships,  plus  the  troops 


in  Honduras,  that  we  are  not  going  to 
keep  up  the  pressure? 

There  is,  in  fact,  no  way  to  withdraw 
those  by  a  sense  of  Congress  resolu- 
tion at  this  luuinent. 

I  would  suggest  very  strongly  that 
what  we  have  here  is  a  situation  where 
we  have  accomplished  some  of  the 
goals  that  we  have  set  out  to  accom- 
plish. The  President  took  the  well  of 
this  House  and  spoke  about  wanting  to 
have  an  interdiction  policy  and  to 
force  Nicaragua  to  come  to  multilater- 
al negotiations.  The  stage  has  been  set 
for  that.  We  have  effectively  shown 
them  that  the  power  that  we  wish  to 
exercise  can  be  exercised.  We  are  de- 
ploying troops.  We  are  deploying 
boats.  We  are  deploying  our  Navy,  our 
Marines,  et  cetera. 

Does  that  mean  that  if  we  now 
remove  covert  aid  for  a  period  of  30 
days,  as  is  called  for  in  the  Boland 
amendment  to  the  Mica  substitute, 
that  we  are  removing  the  pressure?  I 
think  not.  I  think  that  pressure  is  very 
evident.  It  will  continue  to  stay  where 
it  is  in  place  because  Congress  cannot 
remove  it  early  on. 

So  I  would  suggest  that  the  Boland 
substitute  is  the  way  to  go,  show  them 
that  we  will  deal  from  both  sides. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  re- 
member that.  We  are  not  removing 
pressure.  We  are  removing  an  obstacle 
to  proper,  legitimate  negotiations,  that 
may  arrive  at  a  good  conclusion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa  (Mr.  Harkin). 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and 
I  appreciate  his  giving  me  his  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  been  waiting 
to  focus  a  little  bit  of  attention  outside 
of  some  of  the  things  we  have  been 
talking  about.  I  think  it  is  important 
that  the  House  focus  a  little  bit  on 
just  who  is  being  aided  by  the  covert 
training  and  supplies  that  we  are 
giving  to  the  Nicaraguans  who  are  at- 
tacking the  Sandinista  government, 
the  so-called  freedom  fighters  that  we 
hear  so  much  about. 

I  do  not  intend  to  quote  from  press 
releases  or  even  from  what  we  have 
heard  in  our  various  sessions.  Rather. 
I  will  take  my  lead  from  other  Nicara- 
guan  exiles,  including  those  who  are 
grouped  around  Eden  Pastora. 

Most  U.S.  covert  aid,  as  we  know, 
goes  to  the  group  fighting  from  the 
base  in  Honduras,  the  FDN.  Arturo 
Cruz,  a  former  member  of  the  junta, 
former  director  of  the  Central  Bank  of 
Nicaragua,  former  Nicaraguan  Ambas- 
sador to  the  United  States  until  he 
became  what  he  calls  a  dissident, 
wrote  just  recently  in  Foreign  Affairs: 

The  fact  remains,  however,  that  most  of 
those  persons  in  positions  of  military  au- 
thority within  the  FDN  are  ex-members  of 
the  national  guard  who  unconditionally  sup- 
ported Somoza  until  the  end,  against  the 
will  of  the  Nicaraguan  people. 


Arturo  Cruz  went  on  to  write  that  in 
the  event  of  a  complete  FDN  victory, 
there  might  well  be  a  "reinitiation  of 
the  vicious  cycle  of  extreme  rightwing 
oppression  and  exploitation."  He  con- 
tinued: 

Backing  the  "Contra"  indiscriminately 
could  prove  self-defeating  to  the  United 
States.  It  weakens  the  moderating  forces 
and  sanctions  the  rule  of  the  extremists  in 
Nicaragua. 

Or  listen  to  the  words  of  Alfonso 
Robelo,  also  a  former  member  of  the 
junta,  now  allied  with  Eden  Pastora: 

•  •  •  the  military  leadership  (of  the  FDN) 
is  made  up  of  former  members  of  the  Na- 
tional Guard.  This  poses  a  problem  for  the 
return  to  power  of  the  guard  as  a  military 
institution. 

Or  listen  to  Eden  Pastora  himself, 
responding  to  a  question  from  an  Hon- 
duran  journalist: 

Pastora: 

They  (the  FDN)  are  the  objectives  of  a 
general  staff  of  former  Somozan  guards- 
men. For  example,  their  staff  includes  Cap- 
tain Lagos,  the  feared  member  of  the  Na- 
tional Security  Office,  lieutenant  colonels 
and  captains  of  the  Somozan  guard.  In 
other  words.  I  don't  think  that  they  want  a 
revolution  full  of  love.  They  have  lists  of 
the  people  they  kill.  They  have  not  even 
presented  a  single  prisoner  that  they  have 
taken. 
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I  continue  to  quote  from  Eden  Pas- 
tora: 

The  people  will  not  help  the  National 
Guard.  The  National  Guard  killed  our 
people  for  45  years.  The  guardsmen  killed 
this  guy's  brother.  They  killed  my  father. 
Everybody  in  Nicaragua  has  a  relative  killed 
by  the  National  Guard.  Therefore,  the  Nica- 
raguan people  will  not  support  the  National 
Guard.  So  they— [the  United  States,  he 
refers  to]  are  doing  the  National  Director- 
ate a  big  favor  by  trying  to  win  through  a 
general  staff  of  former  Somozan  guards- 
men. This  must  be  clearly  stated  and  under- 
stood. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Smith) 
has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Smith 
of  Florida  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  These  are  descrip- 
tions of  the  Nicaraguan  freedom  fight- 
ers by  exiles  from  Nicaragua.  These 
are  the  so-called  freedom  fighters. 

But  let  us  look  at  other  instances. 

How  many  here  remember  that  day 
on  June  20,  1979,  when  Bill  Stewart, 
an  ABC  newsman,  walked  up  to  a  na- 
tional guard  checkpoint  and  they  told 
him  to  lie  down  and  he  lay  down  in 
the  street,  totally  unarmed,  and  one  of 
the  national  guardsmen  came  up  to 
him  and  very  methodically  blew  his 
brains  out.  You  all  saw  it  on  television. 

That  was  not  unique.  That  was  not 
different.  What  was  unique  about  it 
was  that  it  was  captured  on  film. 
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Again,  this  is  the  kind  of  thing  we 
are  dealing  with  in  the  so-called  free- 
dom fighters. 

But  there  is  even  more.  Prom  1974 
to  1978,  the  national  guard  was  en- 
gaged in  a  massive  counterinsurgency 
campaign  in  the  rural  areas.  Amnesty 
International,  in  its  1978  annual 
report,  said  that  up  to  3.000  peasants 
either  disappeared  after  arrest  or  were 
killed  outright  by  the  national  guard 
during  this  campaign. 

In  September  1978  there  was  an  up- 
rising by  the  Tercistas  group  of  the 
Sandinistas.  Very  quickly  the  national 
guard  regained  control.  The  Tercistas 
left  the  cities,  but  did  the  national 
guard  stop? 

For  19  days  starting  on  September  9, 
1978,  there  was  a  massive  and  deliber- 
ate effort  in  five  Nicaraguan  cities 
where  the  national  guard  went  on  a 
terrorist  campaign,  not  combat  be- 
cause the  Sandinistas  had  already  left, 
but  a  terrorist  operation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Smith) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Garcia  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Smith  of  Flor- 
ida was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes. ) 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Over  3.000  people 
were  killed.  Who  were  the  targets?  Not 
the  Sandinistas  but  any  young  man 
between  the  age  of  12  and  25. 

The  standard  procedure  for  the  na- 
tional guard  was  to  go  into  a  city, 
round  up  the  families,  separate  the 
young  men  out.  and  take  them  out 
back  and  blow  their  brains  out. 

Three  thousand  were  killed  in  19 
days  in  September  1978  by  the  nation- 
al guard. 

During  those  years  Amnesty  Inter- 
national, church  sources,  and  others 
pointed  out  what  the  national  guard 
was  doing  but  do  not  take  my  word  for 
it.  Again,  listen  to  the  words  of  Arturo 
Cruz  writing  in  a  recent  issue  of  For- 
eign Affairs  Quarterly.  Listen  to  what 
he  says: 

Carrying  perhaps  an  even  greater  respon- 
sibility, those  who  sustain  the  forces  inimi- 
cal to  the  Sandinistas,  and  he  is  talking 
atwut  the  ex-Guardsmen,  must  not  ignore 
the  fact  that  idealistic  young  boys  and  girls 
constitute  the  revolution's  rank  and  file. 
Therefore  those  who  aid  insurrection  in  my 
country— whose  disenchantment  with  the 
revolution's  course,  and  concern  for  the  se- 
curity of  their  own  country  I  do  not  dis- 
pute—should be  aware  of  the  risk  they  take 
of  bearing  a  historical  responsibility  for  con- 
tributing, albeit  indirectly  and  unintention- 
ally, to  a  possible  mass  execution  of  the 
flower  of  our  youth.  A  line  of  distinction 
should  be  drawn,  now  more  than  ever,  be- 
tween Contra^'  and  armed  dissidents. 

Now.  those  who  say  the  Sandinistas 
are  not  Boy  Scouts,  I  agree,  they  are 
not  Boy  Scouts.  But  compared  to  the 
Contras,  whom  we  are  supporting  with 
this  covert  aid,  they  are  Eagle  Scouts. 

Let  me  point  out  one  thing.  In  July 
1979,  within  a  few  days  after  the  San- 


dinistas had  taken  over,  after  they  had 
won  the  revolution,  do  you  know  what 
their  first  act  was?  Was  it  to  go  out 
and  round  up  the  guardsmen  and  kill 
them?  No.  Their  first  act  was  to  abol- 
ish the  death  penalty. 

Now,  understand  that.  Their  first 
act,  to  abolish  the  death  penalty.  Who 
here  could  argue  with  any  substance, 
that  if  the  Contras  were  to  succeed  in 
overthrowing  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment, that  they  would  abolish  the 
death  penalty?  The  fact  is,  if  the  Con- 
tras, the  old  national  guardsmen 
whom  Mr.  Reagan  is  supporting,  were 
to  succeed  with  U.S.  backing,  there 
would  be  a  bloodbath  against  the 
young  people  of  Nicaragua. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Smith) 
has  again  expired. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man have  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

Mr.  HUCKABY.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  to  the  gentleman  in 
the  well  that  he  has  now  consumed  13 
minutes,  and  19  minutes  ago  he  re- 
served the  right  to  object  because  a 
Member  asked  for  an  extension  of  2 
minutes. 

I  shall  not  object  this  time,  but  I  will 
the  next  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  withdraw  my  reser- 
vation of  objection. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  only  asked  for  the 
same  courtesy  to  be  extended  here, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  object,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Mica  amendment. 

The  hour  is  late  and  I  doubt  if  many 
votes  are  going  to  be  changed,  certain- 
ly not  from  my  speech.  But  I  must  say 
that  for  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  to 
equate  the  Sandinistas  with  Eagle 
Scouts  is  the  height  of  the  ridiculous. 
To  say  that  the  Sandinistas  did  away 
with  the  death  penalty  is  the  height 
of  the  ridiculous. 

About  4,000,  to  5,000  of  the  national 
guardsmen  were  executed  by  the  San- 
dinistas who  did  away  with  the  death 
penalty;  7,000  of  the  national  guards- 
men are  still  in  prisons,  which  leaves  a 
couple  or  3,000  guardsmen,  which  even 
if  every  single  one  of  them  was  in  the 
Contras,  which  they  are  not,  they 
would  still  constitute  a  small  minority 
of  those  opposing  the  Sandinistas. 

Adolfo  Colero.  who  happens  to  be 
the  leader  of  the  FDN,  was  himself  im- 
prisoned by  Somoza.  Testimony  that 
we  have  heard  from  Miguel  Bolanos.  a 
senior  officer  in  the  Nicaraguan  State 


Security  Apparatus  stated  that  there 
are  very,  very  few  former  Somocistas 
involved  in  the  FDN,  and  I  can  tell 
you  there  are  virtually  zero  involved  in 
the  Pastora  group  or  in  the  Miskito 
Indian  group.  Those  opposing  the  San- 
dinistas are  Miskito  Indians. 

Now  I  would  like  to  share  with  my 
colleagues  a  conversation  which  I  had 
with  one  of  the  Miskito  Indians  not 
long  ago,  the  leader  of  the  major  Mis- 
kito Indian  movement,  the  Masurisata 
Steadman  Fagoth,  who  personally  told 
me  that  whether  or  not  the  aid  contin- 
ues, his  people  will  continue  to  fight. 
They  will  continue  to  fight  for  their 
homeland  because  they  feel  that  geno- 
cide is  being  perpetrated  against  them 
and  that  under  presently  constituted 
Sandinista  rule  they  are  doomed. 

I  had  a  variety  of  pictures  blown  up 
for  a  particular  amendment  relating  to 
the  Miskitos  but  I  felt  that  I  had 
better  give  this  speech  tonight  because 
this  is  certainly  the  key  vote.  I  do  not 
have  the  pictures  with  me  but  what 
they  show  is  the  systematic  destruc- 
tion of  an  entire  people. 

A  report  written  by  Berkeley  profes- 
sor, Bernard  Nietschmann,  recently 
said  that: 

The  Sandinista  invasion  and  occupation  of 
eastern  Nicaragua  has  turned  into  an  out- 
right war  against  all  ethnic  minority  groups. 
Wisquito.  Sumo,  and  Rama  Indians.  Creoles, 
and  Black  Caribs  have  been  killed,  impris- 
oned, relocated  by  force. 

The  tales  of  torture,  and  I  will  share 
them  with  my  colleagues  if  they  are 
interested,  the  tales  of  torture  docu- 
mented by  the  Masurisata  are  inches 
thick. 

Now,  if  our  help  is  cut  off,  these 
people  will  continue  to  fight.  They  will 
fight  and  die  because  the  Sandinista 
offer  them  only  destruction  of  their 
culture  and  'relocation." 

But  why.  I  ask.  why  brand  them  So- 
mocistas? Why  equate  them  with  the 
national  guard  as  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  has  done  and  why,  if  they  are 
going  to  fight  and  die,  should  they  not 
have  a  chance  to  succeed  in  preventing 
their  own  genocide? 

That  is  what  this  bill,  if  the  Boland- 
Zablocki  or  its  sister,  Solarz-Boland, 
prevails,  genocide  is  what  these  people 
face;  genocide  without  ability  to  resist. 
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Out  of  240  churches.  162  have  been 
shut  down.  These  are  basically  of  the 
Moravian  faith,  about  90  percent  of 
them;  57  churches  have  been  burned 
to  the  ground.  Six  communities  of  the 
Miskitos  have  been  completely  de- 
stroyed in  the  last  15  days.  These 
people  are  fighting  the  Sandinistas  for 
their  very  existence. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  RITTER.  Let  me  add  one  com- 
ment. 

Mr.  KEMP.  On  that  point  would  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  RITTER.  I  did  not  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  the  other  side  (Mr. 
McCloskey)  and  I  do  not  want  to 
appear  to  be  partisan  in  this  discus- 
sion. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  was  not  going  to  make 
a  partisan  statement,  just  praise  the 
gentleman  for  his  statement. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  think  in  all  fairness  I 
would  wait  until  the  end  of  my  speech. 
On  the  8th  of  February  in  jail  No.  3  of 
the  state  security  prison  in  Managua 
at  7  p.m.,  Tomas  Borge,  the  Minister 
of  the  Interior  told  then-captured  Mis- 
kito leader  Stedman  Fagoth  that  "to 
bring  Sandinista  ideology  to  the  Atlan- 
tic coast  and  to  the  Indians,  if  need  be, 
they  would  kill  the  last  Indian." 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Ritter 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  RITTER.  There  are  three  wit- 
nesses, and  if  my  colleagues  in  this 
Chamber  wish  the  documentation  of 
those  witnesses  I  will  provide  it  to 
them. 

Stedman  Fagoth  said  that  if  the  aid 
is  cut  there  will  be  a  holocaust,  there 
will  be  dying  in  jail,  dying  in  concen- 
tration camps  and  dying  from  starva- 
tion and  exposure  in  the  mountains. 

He  said,  "The  fight  is  not  because 
the  CIA  is  involved,  the  fight  is  to  pre- 
vent the  genocide  of  our  people." 

If  anyone  thinks  that  10,000  to 
15,000  Nicaraguans  have  been  recruit- 
ed by  the  CIA  which  would  be  equiva- 
lent to  an  army  in  the  United  States  if 
we  take  equal  proportions,  which 
would  be  equivalent  to  an  army  of  1.5 
million.  Does  anybody  think  that  our 
CIA  are  such  good  recruiters? 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

I  think  you  made  the  point  very 
well. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  want  to  make  an  ob- 
servation on  people  who  have  said 
today,  indeed  the  majority  leader  said 
it  is  "sneaky. '  Well,  if  we  are  going  to 
resign  from  doing  covert  aid  all  over 
the  world,  we  had  better  invite  the 
KGB  here  today,  because  they  are  not 
resigning;  they  have  stepped  up  their 
active  measures,  they  have  expanded 
their  horizons  and,  indeed,  the  leader 
of  the  Soviet  Union  is  himself  a  15- 
year  veteran  of  KGB  leadership. 

We  have  many  covert  operations; 
should  we  gut  them  all?  Why  not  cut 
off  our  limited  help  to  Afghanistan  if 
the  mentality  prevails  that  all  covert 
aid  "is  sneaky,  under  the  table,"  and 
so  forth. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  will  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  (Mr.  McClos- 
key) first  since  he  was  the  first  to  ask 
and  I  will  then  reclaim  my  time  and 
yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman very  much. 


Two  brief  questions  and  I  think  it 
goes  to  the  heart  of  the  gentleman's 
argument.  Would  you  say  Eden  Pas- 
tora is  a  reasonably  informed  observer 
of  the  Nicaraguan  problems? 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  would  say  that  Eden 
Pastora  as  the  leading  commander  of 
the  taking  of  Managua,  as  having  had 
family  killed  and  going  out  there  with 
2,000  supporters  is  accepting  our  aid  in 
spite  of  his  anti-American  rhetoric,  is 
accepting  cooperation  with  other  op- 
position groups. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Ritter 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  appreciate  my  friend 
yielding. 

I  tried  to  get  some  time  earlier  to 
stand  up  and  congratulate  him  for  his 
statement  concerning  those  people 
who  are  fighting  not  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  but  on  their 
own  behalf.  He  eloquently  testified  to 
the  fact  that  the  native  Miskito  Indi- 
ans are  the  victims  of  a  true  genocide 
that  has  begun  already  and  may 
become  even  more  extensive  unless  we 
can  bring  pressure  on  the  Sandinista 
govenment  to  stop.  Just  a  few  minutes 
ago,  someone  stood  up  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  and  labeled  the  people 
resisting  that  totalitarian  government 
"thugs,  thieves  and  brigands." 

But  to  speak  of  these  people  who  are 
fighting  for  their  own  just  rights,  and 
as  the  gentleman  testified,  on  their 
own  behalf,  in  such  disdainful  and  pej- 
orative terms  as  pirates  and  thugs  and 
thieves  does  a  great  disservice  to  this 
great  deliberative  body,  but  even  more, 
a  disservice  to  some  very  decent  and 
courageous  people.  Consider  the  paral- 
lel situation  in  Afghanistan.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  a  Member  in  this  body 
who  would  stand  up  and  say  the  Muja- 
hadin  who  are  taking  on  the  whole  to- 
talitarian machinery  of  the  imperialis- 
tic Soviet  Union  are  thugs  and  thieves. 

The  anti-Sandinistas  in  Nicaragua 
are  the  very  same  types  of  people  who 
are  fighting  in  their  own  country  as 
are  fighting  in  Afghanistan.  It  does  a 
great  disservice  to  this  body  to  employ 
derogatory  language  to  describe  their 
courageous  efforts.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
to  help  explain  Mr.  Downey's  use  of 
the  English  language. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
the  time. 

Mr.  KEMP.  That  is  an  outrage; 
words  become  meaningless  unless  we 
keep  our  language  consistent  with  the 
truth  and  the  merits  of  the  case. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  California. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  assume  that  if  we 


are  helping  the  people  in  Afghanistan 
who  are  fighting  the  occupation  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  we  are  doing  it  in  a 
covert  fashion,  that  we  are  doing  it  in 
compliance  with  the  law,  that  there 
must  have  been  a  finding  of  some 
type. 

I  do  not  know  this  to  be  the  fact  but 
I  assume  there  is  a  finding  and  the  In- 
telligence Committee  reviewed  it  and 
they  determined  that  it  makes  sense. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Miller  of  Cali- 
fornia and  by  unanimous  consent.  Mr. 
Ritter  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  doing  that.  That  is 
how  this  operation  started  out.  There 
was  a  determination  and  a  finding. 
Now  18  months  later  what  we  have 
found  out  is  that  because  of  the  impo- 
sition—let me  just  finish— because  of 
the  imposition  of  the  Boland  amend- 
ment this  particular  covert  action,  cor- 
responding to  the  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee is  now  illegal. 

That  says  nothing  about  any  other 
covert  action. 

Mr.  RITTER.  If  I  might  reclaim  my 
time,  I  think  the  gentleman  has  made 
a  good  point.  If  I  might  reclaim  my 
time  and  ask  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia before  he  leaves  whether  or  not 
he  would  transfer  that  covert  aid  to 
the  Miskitos,  to  the  Epadayans,  to 
Borge  and  Pastora,  whether  he  would 
transfer  that  into  a  kitty  called  overt 
aid  to  aid  the  freedom  fighters  in  Nica- 
ragua? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Your 
definition  of  freedom  fighters  and 
again  the  history  of  the  Miskito  Indi- 
ans at  the  particular  time  where  the 
base  was  established  in  Honduras  on 
the  Miskitos  in  1981,  with  American 
money  which  instigated  the  Miskito 
Indians  and  in  fact  started  shutting 
off  Miskito,  so  there  is  a  difference. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  aok  unanimous  consent 
that  the  gentleman  be  permitted  1  ad- 
ditional minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  was  in 
the  well,  I  spoke  for  7  minutes.  I  asked 
for  2  additional  minutes.  The  gentle- 
man in  the  well  objected. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  he  has 
had  9  minutes.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  there- 
fore object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 
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I  thank  the  Chairman. 

I  think  it  is  time  to  refocus  this 
debate  back  to  the  original  purpose  of 
the  covert  aid  program.  The  alleged 
purpose  of  the  covert  aid  sought  by 
the  administration  is  to  interdict  the 
supposed  arms  flow  from  Nicaragua  to 
El  Salvador,  in  order  to  protect  what  is 
alleged  to  be  a  democracy,  a  so-called 
democratic  government  in  El  Salvador. 

There  are  perhaps  a  handful  of  de- 
mocracies in  Central  America  and 
South  America.  El  Salvador  is  not 
among  them.  The  colonels  in  El  Salva- 
dor have  no  idea  of  what  the  word  'de- 
mocracy" means.  I  have  been  twice  in 
that  country.  I  have  lived  in  the  Carib- 
bean for  3'/2  years,  in  Haiti,  under  a 
dictatorship. 

D  1820 

I  know  what  repression  means  in  the 
daily  lives  of  innocent  and  decent 
people. 

In  El  Salvador  the  colonels  have 
killed  or  jailed  labor  leaders.  They 
have  closed  the  national  university, 
closed  its  medical  school  and  jailed  the 
intellectuals  or  put  them  to  death. 
They  have  closed  the  two  independent 
newspapers  in  that  country.  They 
jailed  two  American  journalists  while 
we  were  there  just  earlier  this  year. 
They  killed  four  Dutch  reporters. 
They  smashed  the  radio  transmitter  of 
the  Catholic  Church  in  the  city  of  San 
Salvador.  They  have  persecuted  char- 
ismatic Christian  communities.  They 
murdered  Archbishop  Romero  and 
four  American  churchwomen.  They 
have  massacred  members  of  the  Salva- 
doran  Indian  population,  working  in  a 
native  Indian  cooperative  in  Sonsonati 
Province.  They  have  put  land  reform 
in  the  hands  of  the  land-grabbing  oli- 
garchy. And  they  have  dispossessed 
peasants  of  the  land  that  is  rightfully 
theirs.  They  have  made  a  mockery  of 
civil  and  criminal  justice.  And  they 
have  made  homicide  the  leading  cause 
of  death  in  El  Salvador. 

That  is  not  a  concept  of  democracy, 
not  one  by  which  I  swear. 

If  ever  interdiction  of  arms  flow 
were  the  goal  of  our  covert  operation, 
it  is  no  longer.  I  would  remind  my  col- 
leagues that  30  years  ago  this  year,  30 
years  ago  this  spring.  Honduras  was 
the  launching  pad  for  an  invasion  of 
Guatemala,  of  the  reformist-minded 
Arbenz  government.  Honduras  is  again 
the  launching  pad  for  invasion,  only 
the  target  is  different.  This  time  the 
target  is  Nicaragua. 

After  30  years  of  our  reliance  In  Cen- 
tral and  South  America,  essentially 
upon  the  CIA  and  other  conspiratorial 
agencies  for  undercover  activities 
against  friendly  governments  with 
whom  we  have  diplomatic  relations,  it 
is  difficult  to  see  what  gains  we  have 
made  in  that  region.  If  anything,  on 
the  balance  sheet,  we  find  peoples 
turned  off  and  turned  against  the 
United  States. 


Let  us  not  give  a  blank  check— which 
this  administration  wants— with  which 
to  underwrite  activities  by  the  CIA  or 
any  other  organization  to  subvert,  to 
overthrow  an  established  government 
by  armed  invasion. 

Vote  no  on  the  Mica  amendment. 

Vote  yes  on  the  Boland  amendment. 

That  is  the  way  to  bring  peace  in 
this  region,  end  the  covert  action,  and 
get  us  out  of  the  business  of  subvert- 
ing our  Latin  American  nations. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  just  want  to  see  if  I  understand 
thoroughly  what  the  gentleman  is 
saying. 

Is  the  gentleman  suggesting  that  the 
reason  for  the  gentleman  voting  the 
way  he  is  is  that  the  gentleman  does 
not  want  to  have  the  supply  of  arms 
cut  off  from  Nicaragua 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Make  it  very  clear 
what  I  said  that  the  stated  purpose  of 
the  administration's  policy  is  interdic- 
tion of  arms  flow.  That  is  not  the  real 
purpose  of  the  administration's  policy, 
it  is  the  invasion  of  Nicaragua.  That  is 
why  the  troops  are  massed.  That  is 
why  this  side  of  the  aisle  is  fighting, 
clawing,  and  scratching  to  pass  this 
legislation.  It  is  dead  wrong. 

I  yield  no  further.  I  reclaim  my  time. 

I  have  made  my  point  and  the  point 
is  simply  that  the  purpose  of  adminis- 
tration policy  is  no  longer— if  it  ever 
was— interdiction  of  arms  flow.  It  is 
the  invasion  of  Nicaragua.  That  policy 
and  that  invasion  must  be  stopped. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  response  to  the 
last  speaker  I  would  simply  point  out 
that  this  whole  discussion  is  intended 
to  center  around  Nicaragua,  not  El 
Salvador.  Having  been  an  observer  to 
the  elections  in  El  Salvador,  I  grant 
him  that  there  have  been  excesses  on 
behalf  of  the  Army  in  that  country. 
But  despite  those  excesses  there  is  a 
duly  elected  government  in  existence 
in  El  Salvador.  Eighty  percent  of  the 
people  trooped  out  to  the  polls  on  that 
hot  day  to  declare  their  distaste,  dis- 
trust, lack  of  desire  for  the  alternative 
offered  by  the  guerrillas,  supplied  by 
the  Nicaraguan-Soviet-Cuba-Eastern 
bloc  coalition. 

And  I  submit  to  the  gentleman  if 
there  is  a  launching  pad  of  any  sort  in 
Central  America,  that  he  need  look  no 
further  than  to  Nicaragua  which  now 
has  currently  approximately  100,000 
troops  under  arms  compared  to  the 
some  15,000  troops  which  were  under 
arms  under  the  Somoza  government, 
which  was  descrilwd  in  so  eloquent 
terms  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
(Mr.  Harkin). 


Mr.  Chairman,  how  many  angels  can 
dance  on  the  head  of  a  pin?  What 
should  be  the  size  or  the  shape  of  the 
negotiating  tables  in  Vietnam?  And 
how  many  meaningless  speeches  and 
amendments  should  we  address  on 
H.R.  2760  to  make  it  less  unacceptable 
than  it  already  is? 

These  are  rhetorical  questions  that 
will  go  down  in  history  as  being  inter- 
esting to  think  about,  but  totally 
worthless  in  substance.  No  one  cares 
what  the  answers  are  to  these  ques- 
tions; but  if  we  care  to  indulge  in  mat- 
ters of  substance,  then  I  suggest  we 
direct  our  attention  to  other  questions 
instead. 

Where  are  those  freedoms  that  were 
promised  by  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment in  Nicaragua  only  a  few  years 
ago,  that  Sandinista  group  of  Eagle 
Scouts,  which  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  described? 

Why  is  there  no  freedom  of  press  in 
Nicaragua? 

Why  are  they  repressing  the 
church? 

How  many  Miskito  Indians  have 
been  uprooted  from  their  homes?  Had 
their  property  pillaged?  Their  villages 
burned?  How  many  have  been  forced 
into  relocation  camps  or  just  plain 
killed? 

Why  have  Nicaraguan  Jews  been 
forced  to  emigrate  from  their  home- 
land? And  their  property  confiscated? 

Why  are  not  Sandinista  leaders  con- 
tent with  improving  the  standard  of 
living  of  their  own  people  instead  of 
fomenting  revolution  and  spreading 
communism  throughout  Central 
America? 

Why  are  2,000  Cuban  military  advis- 
ers and  6,000  more  Cubans  in  high  ex- 
ecutive offices  in  Nicaragua? 

Why  are  PLO  permeating  Nicara- 
gua's military  as  advisers  and  pilots? 

Why  are  Libyans  flying  arms  and 
ammunition  to  Nicaragua  under  the 
guise  of  medical  supplies? 

Why  do  the  Sandinistas  not  grant 
free  elections  to  their  people  as  we 
have  seen  occur  in  El  Salvador? 

And  why  indeed  has  a  motley  group 
of  500  Nicaraguan  nationals  now- 
grown  to  a  ground  swell  of  some  10,000 
to  15,000  people,  complained  of  by 
some  people  in  this  Chamber,  a 
number  admittedly  getting  larger 
every  day?  Why  does  it  grow? 

Why  are  such  people  prepared  to 
gamble  their  lives  and  the  lives  of 
their  families  to  rise  up  against  the 
Sandinista  regime? 

And  most  importantly,  why  are  a 
vast  number  of  Members  in  this  body 
turning  their  backs,  covering  their 
eyes  and  ears,  and  ignoring  their  cries 
and  pleas  for  freedom  in  Central 
America? 

Is  it  naivete?  Is  it  isolationism?  Is  it 
partisan  politics?  Or  is  it  worse? 

Yesterday,  I  read  the  comments  of 
the  leaders  of  the  Sandinista  move- 


ment. There  can  be  no  question  about 
the  motivation  of  those  people.  They 
are  hellbent  on  the  total  subversion, 
conquest,  and  domination  of  all  Cen- 
tral America,  and  ultimately  North 
America,  by  the  Communist  move- 
ment. They  are  supplied  by  the  Soviet- 
Eastern  bloc-Cuban  coalition,  and 
their  primary  focus  at  this  time  is  so- 
lidifying their  hold  in  Nicaragua  and 
eventually  overthrowing  El  Salvador. 

And  then  there  is  Honduras,  and 
Costa  Rica,  Belize,  Panama,  Guatema- 
la, Mexico,  and  so  forth. 

D  1830 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Liv- 
ingston) has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Living- 
ston was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
yet  we  continue  to  engage  in  rhetori- 
cal excesses  which  blind  us  to  the 
truth  and  divert  our  attention  away 
from  what  we  really  should  be  about. 

Contrary  to  most  of  the  speakers  in 
this  well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that 
we  should  be  standing  up  to  the  Sandi- 
nistas, like  the  major  power  that  we 
are,  rather  than  imitating  the  three 
China  monkeys,  "Hear  no  evil,  see  no 
evil,  speak  no  evil." 

We  should  be  standing  strong  and 
dealing  firmly  with  any  government  or 
any  individuals  who  are  overtly  or  cov- 
ertly supplying  arms  and  munitions  to 
Marxist-oriented  insurgents  who 
would  topple  governments  of  other- 
wise peaceful  neighbors. 

We  should  be  assisting  Nicaraguan 
nationals  who  want  freedom  for  their 
country  and  who  are  trying  to  bring 
forth  the  pluralistic  benefits  of  democ- 
racy promised,  but  not  delivered,  by 
the  Sandinistas. 

We  should  reject  the  entire  context, 
intent  and  philosophy  of  H.R.  2760. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  have  been  re- 
luctant to  say  it,  but  I  am  not.  A  vote 
for  this  ill-advised  and  wrongful  bill  is 
a  vote  to  pave  the  lanes  of  Central 
America  for  the  Communist  move- 
ment. If  this  bill  is  successful— and  I 
suspect  it  will  be— if  it  were  passed  and 
signed  into  law,  this  Congress  will  be 
writing  off  the  futures  of  countless 
millions  of  Central  American  citizens, 
insuring  economic  chaos  throughout 
the  United  States  by  inviting  addition- 
al millions  of  Latin  Americans  to  stam- 
pede into  this  country  in  flight  from 
Communist  oppressors,  and  threaten- 
ing the  very  security  of  this  Nation 
and  all  her  citizens  by  giving  the  Sovi- 
ets a  launch  pad  from  our  own  door- 
step. 

This  bill  would  have  us  turn  our 
backs  on  a  few  brave  people  who  dare 
to  stand  up  to  the  Soviet  empire  and 
thereby  spare  us  from  those  disastrous 
consequences. 

Is  that  what  you  want  on  your  con- 
science? If  not,  I  urge  you  to  first  sup- 


port the  Mica  amendment,  if  neces- 
sary, but  then  vote  against  H.R.  2760, 
regardless  of  any  amendments,  no 
matter  how  beneficial  they  may  be. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
wonder  how  the  gentleman  will  ex- 
plain this  one  small  point,  that  in  El 
Salvador,  where  they  had  this  so- 
called  election  that  the  gentleman  ob- 
served, in  El  Salvador  today  there  is 
no  opposition  newspaper,  but  in  Nica- 
ragua there  is  still  one  newspaper  op- 
erating, functioning,  opposed  to  the 
Sandinista  government.  And  in  El  Sal- 
vador there  is  no  opposition  press. 
How  does  the  gentleman  explain  that? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  would  be  de- 
lighted to  tell  the  gentleman  that 
there  is  plenty  of  opposition  in  El  Sal- 
vador, and  they  are  expressing  them- 
selves constantly  up  here  and  down 
there. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  The  gentleman  dis- 
cussed free  press,  and  I  am  just  telling 
the  gentleman  that  in  El  Salvador 
there  is  no  newspaper  operating  today 
that  is  opposed  to  the  government. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  listening 
to  the  debate,  and  I  know  a  lot  of  our 
Members  are  listening  in  their  offices 
and  watching,  and  I  have  heard  all  of 
these  comments  about  the  morality 
issue,  that  this  was  not  a  moral  issue, 
that  really  we  are  going  at  halt 
progress  if  we  do  not  support  convert 
action.  And  I  also  heard  some  of  my 
fellow  Members  impugn  reputations 
by  suggesting  that  those  who  do  not 
agree  with  the  administration  some- 
how are  members  of  the  KGB,  and  so 
on.  I  also  heard  Members  whom  I  con- 
sider very  knowledgeable,  like  Con- 
gressman Garcia,  himself  Hispanic, 
talk  about  the  superficiality  with 
which  Americans  act  sometimes  in 
areas  of  the  world  that  they  are  not 
particularly  as  familiar  about  as  they 
should  be,  and  the  loss  of  good  will 
that  we  have  in  those  areas  of  the 
world. 

But  somehow  nothing  was  more 
poignant  to  me.  in  focusing  in  on  this 
issue  and  how  I  would  vote,  than  a 
phone  call  that  I  received  last  night 
from  my  nephew.  Jeff,  who  is  going  to 
be  18  in  about  2  months.  Now,  he  is 
what  I  have  always  considered— and  I 
have  23  nieces  and  nephews— of  all  of 
them  he  is  kind  of  the  all-American 
kid.  He  is  a  graduate  of  a  very  fine 
catholic  boys  high  school  and  he  loves 
sports  and  he  is  bright  and  he  is  good 
looking  and  he  is  proud  to  be  Ameri- 
can; to  Members  on  the  other  side,  he 
is  not  a  Communist,  his  father  served 
in  the  Korean  war  and  his  grandfa- 
ther served  in  World  War  II,  and  he 


has  always  been  raised  to  be  very  pa- 
triotic. And  he  called  me  last  night 
and  he  said,  "What's  happening?  "  And 
I  thought  maybe  he  wanted  to  ask  my 
advice  about  what  college  he  should  go 
to,  or  maybe  he  needed  a  few  dollars 
to  borrow.  But  my  nephew  wanted  to 
know  what  is  happening  in  terms  of 
our  Government's  covert  activities  and 
how  that  would  affect  him.  He  wanted 
to  know  if  it  was  really  true  that  in  an 
undercover  way,  without  telling  the 
American  people,  our  Government 
indeed  was  financing  more  than  10,000 
insurgents,  and  he  wanted  to  know 
whether  or  not  I  felt  the  President 
was  being  totally  forthright  with  the 
American  people  during  his  press  con- 
ference. He  wanted  to  know  why  we 
are  sending  thousands  of  combat 
troops  to  Honduras  and  why  are  we 
sending  these  carriers  and  are  we 
indeed,  as  some  journalists  were  sug- 
gesting in  terms  of  the  point  of  view  of 
some  Members  of  Congress,  in  terms 
of  our  covert  action,  was  our  Govern- 
ment breaking  its  own  law  and  was  our 
Government  breaking  international 
law.  Almost  within  hours  this  young 
boy  had  very  serious  adult  consider- 
ations. 

I  think  this  young  man  put  it  right 
on  the  line.  Are  we  breaking  the  law 
by  our  very,  very  secretive— or  as  the 
majority  leader  called  it  sneaky— ac- 
tivities in  the  area  of  Central  America? 

And  do  you  know  what?  I  heard  one 
Member  say  our  bombs  and  our  bullets 
and  our  boys,  will  be  ready,  as  they 
have  been  ready  in  the  past,  for  war. 
And  I  say  to  you  Members  here,  most 
of  whom  are  over  40  and  will  not  be 
drafted,  will  not  be  called  upon  to 
serve  our  country,  that  my  nephew 
and  the  other  young  people  in  this 
country  and  those  who  will  be  called 
upon  to  serve,  such  as  the  ones  Bob 
Garcia  described,  he  has  a  right  to 
know,  my  nephew  has  a  right  to  know 
whether  our  Government  is  breaking 
the  law  and  why  we  are  engaging  in 
such  secretive  actions  and  whom  we 
are  really  supporting  and  what  the* 
issue  is. 

Now,  he  cannot  wait  until  1984  be- 
cause he  is  probably  going  to  be 
among  the  group  that  is  the  first  to  be 
sent  to  Central  America  if  there  is  a 
war.  And  before  all  this  activity,  his 
focus  was  on  going  to  college  and  en- 
gaging in  subjects  like  computer  tech- 
nology and  perhaps  less  sophisticated 
issues.  Now  his  focus  is  on  whether  or 
not  he  will  go  to  war  and  why  he  does 
not  know  about  our  Government's 
covert  activities. 

Now,  he  has  a  right  to  know  whether 
or  not  we  are  breaking  the  law,  and 
that  is  what  this  bill  is  all  about, 
whether  or  not  we  want  to  be  forth- 
right—yes, my  friends,  and  moral— 
about  our  activities.  I  think  we  are 
going  to  be  judged  morally  and  histori- 
cally by  our  actions. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Ms.  Oakar 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  say.  with  all  of  this 
pompous  discussion  about  who  is  right 
and  who  is  wrong,  as  if  we  could  judge 
all  individuals  and  put  them  in  nice 
neat  categories,  when  most  of  those 
people  are  interested  in  the  same 
things  we  are  interested  in,  survival 
and  food  on  the  table  and  education 
and  health  care,  tmd  work— all  this  su- 
perficial phony  baloney  talk  about 
who  is  who.  I  say  think  of  the  young 
people  and  what  we  are  getting  them 
into.  We  are  getting  them  and  our 
country  into  a  war.  and  it  is  wrong  and 
shameful  and  outrageous,  and  I  urge 
defeat  of  the  Mica  amendment  be- 
cause my  nephew  and  other  young 
people  and  indeed  all  Americans  have 
a  right  to  know  for  what  our  Govern- 
ment stands  and  in  what  covert  activi- 
ties our  Goverrunent  is  engaged. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  know  that  I 
have  heard  any  more  absurd  conten- 
tion than  we  have  heard  just  recently 
which  maintains  that  what  we  are 
doing  is  deciding  to  get  the  United 
States  and  our  people  into  war. 

Whether  we  provide  covert  aid  to 
the  Nicaraguan  insurgents  or  overt  aid 
to  the  Hondurans  and  Costa  Ricans.  to 
try  to  contain  Communist  expansion 
in  that  area,  we  are  not  talking  in 
either  case  about  committing  our  own 
forces  to  war  there.  In  fact,  it  may 
well  be  that  if  we  fail  in  striking  the 
correct  policy  at  this  time,  if  we  put 
such  limits  on  aid.  if  we  so  constrain  it 
that  it  cannot  succeed,  that  will  pose 
the  greatest  risk  leading  out  of  des- 
peration, to  later  on  having  to  face 
that  kind  of  choice. 

a  1840 

Earlier,  one  of  our  most  respected 
Members,  himself  with  a  proud  His- 
panic ancestry  and  surname,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  said  to  us, 
"Central  America  belongs  to  Central 
Americans."  Exactly  so.  It  does  not 
belong  to  us.  But  neither  does  it 
belong  to  Cuba  and  the  Soviet  Union. 
It  is  not  ours  to  lose.  Indeed  not. 

We  have  heard  that  over  and  over.  It 
is  not  ours  to  lose;  but  neither  is  it 
theirs  to  take. 

Our  purpose  is  to  find  some  way  to 
help  Central  Americans  to  solve  their 
own  problems  without  being  overpow- 
ered by  outside-directed  Communist 
aggression.  That  is  the  nub  of  it;  to 
help  them  to  solve  those  problems  and 
to  resist  that  effort,  not  to  send  the 
nephew  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Ohio. 

The  reason  we  have  to  help— the 
reason  we  have  to  help— is  because 
there  is  no  one  else  who  can  provide 


the  resources  to  counter  the  Cubans 
and  the  Soviets  and  the  Nicaraguans 
from  spreading  their  venom,  their  rev- 
olution without  borders,  in  this  hemi- 
sphere. 

This  so-called  covert  aid  program  is 
covert  only  in  the  sense  that  it  is  not 
announced  in  advance;  it  is  always  sud- 
denly announced  by  leaks  after  the 
fact.  It  is  working  partially,  at  least, 
because  it  forces  the  Nicaraguan  sur- 
rogates of  the  Soviet  Union  to  devote 
much  of  their  resources  against  the  in- 
surgency in  their  own  country. 

Miguel  Bolanos.  a  Sandinista  intelli- 
gence official  who  defected  just  re- 
cently, in  May,  told  me  2  days  ago  that 
the  Contras.  that  is.  the  Nicaraguans 
who  are  against  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment, have  reduced  covert  Nicaraguan 
access  across  the  Honduran  borders. 
That  is  what  we  were  seeking  to  do 
under  the  terms  worked  out  with  the 
Intelligence  Committee,  and  those 
who  believe  that  what  has  been  going 
on  amounts  to  something  which  has 
been  proven  illegal  ought  to  go  back  to 
the  debates  we  have  had  here  in  open 
session  involving  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young). 

Miguel  Bolanos  said  that  we  have  re- 
duced their  access,  their  control,  of 
the  Honduran  borders.  Now.  many  ask 
why  cannot  our  aid  be  overt?  Despite 
what  they  are  doing  covertly,  why. 
they  ask.  cannot  our  aid  be  overt? 
Well,  it  could  be  overt  or  it  could  be 
covert,  but  the  real  test  is  whether  it 
can  be  adequate  to  do  the  job. 

In  the  first  place,  the  bill,  in  its 
present  and  original  form  as  well,  bars 
all  aid  to  the  Nicaraguan  rebels.  It 
bars  covert  aid;  it  bars  overt  aid  to  the 
Nicaraguan  rebels,  the  Contras.  the 
only  people  who  are  willing  to  take  on 
the  massive  Soviet  arms  that  dominate 
their  country.  They  would  be  aban- 
doned by  this  bill.  The  bill  in  its 
present  form  would  abandon  them. 
Only  other  governments  like  Hondu- 
ras and  Costa  Rica  would  be  eligible, 
yet  they  may  not  be  able,  they  may 
not  be  willing,  they  may  not  be  a 
match  for  taking  sole  responsibility 
for  containing  the  export  of  this  revo- 
lution without  borders. 

What  will  they  say  in  Honduras  and 
Costa  Rica  when  they  are  asked  to 
take  on  the  much  greater  power  of 
Nicaragua  all  alone,  with  only  the  $50 
million  a  year,  plus  $30  million  in  the 
first  half  of  the  year  that  this  bill 
allows  them,  to  counter  the  $500  mil- 
lion in  Soviet  weapons?  That  is  the 
minimum  estimate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Martin)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Martin 
of  North  Carolina  was  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed for  2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
$500  million  is  the  estimate  of  Miguel 
Bolanos.  defector  from  the  Nicaraguan 
Sandinista  Security  Agency.   That  is 


what  he  says  is  the  minimum  of  his  es- 
timate of  what  the  Soviets  have  sent 
into  Nicaragua.  He  ought  to  know. 

What  will  Honduras  say  to  us  when 
they  are  handed  responsibility,  that 
we  do  not  want,  to  challenge  all  that 
violence  alone?  They  may  not  want  to 
carry  that  responsibility.  They  are 
brave  people,  but  if  they  see  that  we 
lack  courage,  they,  too,  will  lack  a  feel- 
ing of  responsibility  for  El  Salvador, 
even  though  they  know  they  will  be 
next.  They  should  not  be  given  that 
burden  alone. 

Finally,  the  Nicaraguans  and  the 
Cubans,  as  detailed  in  the  report  of 
the  House  Intelligence  Committee, 
have  exported  their  Communist  revo- 
lution into  El  Salvador,  giving  exten- 
sive support  to  the  Salvadoran  guerril- 
las. Yet  this  bill  tells  us  no  one  should 
be  enabled  to  reply  in  kind. 

Honduras  would  not  be  allowed  by 
this  bill  to  move  into  Nicaragua.  It 
provides  that  only  Communist  guerril- 
las should  be  armed  in  this  world.  But 
why  should  only  Communist  rebels  be 
entitled  to  covert  support?  Why  must 
only  Communist  rebels  be  guaranteed 
sanctuary?  Why  must  we  enforce  the 
Brezhnev  doctrine  of  one-way  subver- 
sion? Yet  that  is  what  this  bill  does, 
and  it  ought  to  be  defeated. 

If  you  really  want  to  avoid  sending 
our  forces  and  our  young  people  from 
Ohio,  and  Pennsylvania,  and  North 
Carolina,  to  wage  war.  then  you 
should  support  the  Broomfield-Mica 
amendment  to  insure  that  we  will  stop 
arming  insurgents  against  Nicaragua 
just  as  soon  as  Nicaragua  leaves  its 
neighbors  alone.  When  they  leave  El 
Salvador  to  El  Salvadorans.  when 
Nicaragua  leaves  Honduras  to  Hondur- 
ans. when  Nicaragua  leaves  Guatema- 
la to  Guatemalans,  when  Nicaragua 
leaves  Costa  Rica  to  Costa  Ricans. 
when  Nicaragua  leaves  Panama  to 
Panamanians,  when  Nicaragua  leaves 
Central  America  of  the  other  coun- 
tries to  Central  Americans  in  the 
other  countries,  then  we  can  reply  in 
kind.  Until  they  do,  then  we  must 
reply,  again,  in  kind. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  qual- 
ity of  this  debate,  and  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  engage  in  it.  I  must  say 
that  I  think  there  are  merits  to  the  ar- 
guments from  both  sides  as  expressed 
here,  but  I  would  like  to  share  with 
you  why  I  support  the  Mica  amend- 
ment. 

Seven  weeks  ago.  while  in  Managua. 
Nicaragua,  the  delegation  that  I 
headed  received  a  number  of  signals 
that  the  Sandinistas  wanted  to  talk, 
talk  about  a  regional  peace  plan.  In 
the  morning,  a  Comandante  Torres 
went  to  elaborate  lengths  to  explain  to 
us  why  Nicaragua  considered  it  an  of- 
fense that  counterrevolutionaries  were 


engaged  in  activities  throughout  the 
country.  He  pointed  out  certain  activi- 
ties near  the  Honduran  border.  He 
brushed  over  the  fact  that  Comandan- 
te Zero.  Eden  Pastora.  was  leading  a 
guerrilla  band  to  the  south  near  the 
Costa  Rican  border.  And  he  did  not 
mention  the  Miskito  Indians  and  their 
revolt  against  the  Sandinistas. 

The  long  and  short  of  it  is  that  they 
were  recognizing  that  heat  is  being  ap- 
plied to  the  Nicaraguan  Sandinista 
government.  Now,  I  simply  support 
the  Mica  amendment  for  this  reason: 
That  the  timing  is  absolutely  wrong  to 
cut  off  the  covert  aid  at  this  point  if. 
as  there  obviously  has  been,  some  fruit 
born  as  a  result  of  the  heat  that  has 
been  applied.  Just  within  the  past 
week  we  have  heard  the  public  an- 
nouncement of  the  Sandinista  change 
in  policy— calling  for  talks  about  re- 
gional peace. 

Comments  that  have  been  made 
here  about  the  sins  of  the  past.  It  is 
true,  we  need  a  more  enlightened  for- 
eign policy  so  that  we  do  not  cozy  to 
regimes  the  likes  of  Somoza. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Sir.  I  have 
been  waiting  for  3  hours  to  speak,  and 
I  must  continue  my  statement  since  I 
have  only  5  minutes  allotted.  Then,  if 
I  have  time,  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  true  that  we 
have  sins  of  the  past,  but  I  cannot  do 
anything  about  that.  The  issue  here 
before  us  is  the  question  of  whether  or 
not  we  are  going  to  cut  off  the  covert 
aid  at  this  time.  And  my  conclusion 
simply  is  that  the  timing  is  wrong. 
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We  may  want  to  cut  covert  aid  in  the 
future,  but  the  timing  is  wrong  right 
now  particularly  since  we  see  some 
progress  of  movement  toward  the 
table  to  talk  peace. 

Now  I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
appreciate  the  frustration  of  the  long 
day  which  we  all  share. 

I  do  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
that,  as  he  knows,  the  administration 
has  been  demanding,  I  think  I  use  the 
correct  word,  that  the  Nicaraguan 
Government  accept  multilateral  nego- 
tiations on  our  conflict  in  Nicaragua. 

As  the  gentleman  said  last  week, 
after  2  years  of  demands  and  2  years 
of  considerable  pressure  by  the  United 
States,  which  we  have  supported,  they 
accepted  and  agreed  upon  multilateral 
negotiations. 

Now,  the  problem  was  that  we  re- 
jected it.  Why  have  we  rejected  it? 
That  is  why  we  are  here  today.  If  they 
would  accept  that  which  they  have 
agreed  to  accept,  we  might  not  be  here 
today,  but  our  country  after  demand- 


ing it  and  bringing  this  pressure  now 
refuses  to  talk. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  The  gentle- 
man makes  his  point  and  let  me  re- 
spond. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Yes.  I  just  say,  that 
is  why  we  are  offering  the  amend- 
ments that  we  are  offering  to  the  Mica 
amendment. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  share  with  the  gentleman, 
there  is  a  lot  that  this  administration 
has  done  with  which  I  do  not  agree  in 
handling  Central  American  policy.  But 
that  is  not  the  issue  before  us  tonight. 
The  question  before  us  tonight  is 
whether  or  not  we  do  something  that 
would  hinder  the  progress  toward  re- 
gional peace  talks. 

There  is  an  issue  raised  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts,  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, that  he  feels  the  committee  has 
been  misled  by  the  CIA. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Nelson 
of  Florida  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  feel  very  upset,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  and 
his  committee  members  must  feel, 
that  they  have  been  misled;  but  that  is 
not  the  main  issue  before  us  tonight. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  We  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  The  issue 
is,  can  we  continue  the  progress  to  the 
peace  table.  I  support  the  Mica 
amendment  because  I  think  it  would 
be  counterproductive  for  us  to  cut  that 
aid.  It  would  give  all  the  wrong  signals 
about  the  necessity  of  the  Sandinistas 
moving  to  the  peace  table. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  I  will  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida  and 
then  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
just  like  to  take  a  moment  and  thank 
the  gentleman  for  raising  a  very  criti- 
cal issue,  that  of  timing. 

I  might  say  that  if  our  colleagues 
had  been  following  the  issue,  just  last 
week,  as  the  gentleman  indicated,  a 
six-point  plan  has  been  put  forth  by 
the  Sandinista  regime.  The  heat,  the 
pressure  being  applied,  is  working,  and 
this  would  probably  be  the  worst  time 
to  make  the  change. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kemp,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Nelson  of 
Florida  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
wanted  to  say  that  I  want  to  congratu- 


late the  gentleman  from  Florida  for 
his  statement  and  particularly  for 
bringing  a  very  thoughtful  measure  of 
objectivity  and  bipartisanship  to  this 
debate:  That  the  timing  could  not  be 
worse.  The  progress  that  has  been 
made  in  terms  of  eliciting  that  six- 
point  plan  would  be  vitiated  by  us  uni- 
laterally removing  an  advantage  that 
should  figure  into  the  process  of  nego- 
tiation. 

To  impart,  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida has  made  an  extremely  important 
point  in  that  not  only  would  the 
timing  be  bad,  but  to  terminate  our  as- 
sistance would  be  a  very  bad  signal  to 
send  to  those  with  whom  we  would  ne- 
gotiate, should  we  preemptionally  con- 
cede a  major  advantage  as  potential 
negotiations  near,  it  might  very  well 
allow  for  talks  to  take  place  that 
would  go  on  and  on.  indefinitely,  and 
probably,  as  I  said  earlier,  foreclose  a 
resolution  of  this  very  serious  conflict. 
So  thanks  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida for  bringing  a  note  of  bipartisan- 
ship and  reason  to  this  debate. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WRIGHT  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MICA.  AS  AMEND- 
ED, AS  A  SUBSTITUTE  FOR  THE  AMENDMENT  OF- 
FERED BY  MR.  YOUNG  OF  FLORIDA.  AS  AMEND- 
ED 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment, as  amended,  offered  as  a  substi- 
tute for  the  amendment,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wright  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mica,  as  amend- 
ed, as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Young  of  Florida,  as  amended: 
At  the  end  of  the  Mica  substitute,  as  amend- 
ed, insert  the  following: 

Page  5,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  Government  of  National  Recon- 
struction of  Nicaragua  has  failed  to  keep 
solemn  promises,  made  to  the  Organization 
of  American  States  in  July  1979.  to  establish 
full  respect  for  human  rights  and  political 
liberties,  hold  early  elections,  preserve  a  pri- 
vate sector,  permit  political  pluralism,  and 
pursue  a  foreign  policy  of  non-aggression 
and  non-intervention; 

(2)  by  providing  military  support  (includ- 
ing arms,  training,  and  logistical,  command 
and  control,  and  communications  facilities) 
to  groups  seeking  to  overthrow  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  and  other  Central 
American  governments,  the  Government  of 
National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua  has 
violated  article  18  of  the  Charter  of  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  which  de- 
clares that  no  state  has  the  right  to  inter- 
vene, directly  or  indirectly,  for  any  reason 
whatsoever,  in  the  internal  or  external  af- 
fairs of  any,-other  state: 

(3)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  should 
be  held  accountable  before  the  Organization 
of  American  States  for  activities  violative  of 
promises  made  to  the  Organization  and  for 
violations  of  the  Charter  of  that  Organiza- 
tion: and 

(4)  working  through  the  Organization  of 
American  States  is  the  proper  and  the  most 
effective  means  of  dealing  with  threau  to 
the  peace  in  Central  America,  of  providing 
for  common  action  in  the  event  of  aggres- 
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sion.  and  of  providing  the  mechanisms  for 
peaceful  resolution  of  disputes  among  the 
countries  of  Central  America. 

(b)  The  President  shall  seek  a  prompt  re- 
convening of  the  Seventeenth  Meeting  of 
Consultation  of  Ministers  of  Foreign  Affairs 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States  for 
the  purpose  of  reevaluating  the  compliance 
by  the  Government  of  National  Reconstruc- 
tion of  Nicaragua- 
CD  with  the  commitments  made  by  the 

leaders  of  that  Government  in  July  1979  to 
the  Organization  of  American  States:  and 

(2)  with  the  Charter  of  the  Organization 
of  American  States. 

(c)  The  President  shall  vigorously  seek 
prompt  actions  by  the  Organization  of 
American  States  that  would  provide  for  a 
full  range  of  effective  measures  by  the 
member  states  to  bring  about  compliance  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  with  those  obligations,  includ- 
ing verifiable  agreements  to  halt  the  trans- 
fer of  military  equipment  and  to  cease  fur- 
nishing of  military  support  facilities  to 
groups  seeking  the  violent  overthrow  of  gov- 
ernments of  countries  in  Central  America. 

(d)  The  President  shall  use  all  diplomatic 
means  at  his  disposal  to  encourage  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  to  seek  reso- 
lution of  the  conflicts  in  Central  America 
based  on  the  provisions  of  the  Pinal  Act  of 
the  San  Jose  Conference  of  October  1982. 
especially  principles  (d),  <e).  and  (g).  relat- 
ing to  non-intervention  in  the  internal  af- 
fairs of  other  countries,  denying  support  for 
terrorist  and  subversive  elements  in  other 
states,  and  international  supervision  of  fully 
verifiable  arrangements. 

(e)  The  United  States  shall  support  meas- 
ures at  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  as  well  as  efforts  of  the  Contadora 
Group,  which  seek  to  end  support  for  ter- 
rorist, subversive,  or  other  activities  aimed 
at  the  violent  overthrow  of  the  governments 
of  countries  in  Central  America.  Funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  provide  United  States  support  for 
activities  with  respect  to  Nicaragua  which 
are  designed  to  end  the  conflict  in  the 
region  and  which  are  approved  by  the  Orga- 
nization of  American  States,  including  inter- 
national surveillance  and  supervision  activi- 
ties, peacekeeping  forces,  border  patrols, 
and  election  supervisors. 

(f)  Not  later  than  March  15.  1984,  the 
President  shall  report  to  the  Congress  on 
the  results  of  his  efforts  pursuant  to  this 
Act  to  achieve  peace  in  Central  America  and 
to  end  the  flow  of  arms  to  Central  America. 
Such  report  may  include  such  recommenda- 
tions as  the  President  may  consider  appro- 
priate for  further  United  States  actions  to 
achieve  these  objectives,  including  requests 
for  the  authorization  and  appropriation  of 
additional  funds  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

Mr.  WRIGHT  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  MICA.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  majority  leader  if  this  amend- 
ment is  an  addition  to  the  Mica 
amendment? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  it  is  an  addition 


to  the  Mica  amendment,  as  amended 
by  the  Boland  amendment,  and  it 
would  simply  add  additional  language 
thereto. 

Mr.  MICA.  To  the  original  Mica 
amendment? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  To  the  Mica  substi- 
tute, that  is  correct.  It  does  not  have 
anything  to  do  with  the  pending 
Broomfield  amendment. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wonder  if  I  could  ask  a  question  of  the 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  By  all  means. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  would  like  to 
ask  if  by  unanimous  consent  we  could 
incorporate  this  amendment— as  I  un- 
derstand, this  is  the  original  Wright 
amendment  that  the  gentleman 
wanted  to  sponsor,  anyway,  to  the 
Mica  amendment  why  we  cannot  put 
it  on  the  pending  one  that  I  have  of- 
fered. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Well,  the  gentleman 
can  be  free  to  do  that  at  his  own 
option,  but  I  am  offering  it  at  this 
point,  because  if  I  understand  the  par- 
liamentary situation,  I  am  privileged 
only  at  this  point  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Mica  substitute,  as 
amended  by  the  Boland  amendment. 

The  other  pending  amendment  and 
the  amendment  pending  thereto  are 
not  available  for  further  amendment, 
and  therefore  I  could  not  offer  it  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  My  question 
was.  By  unanimous  consent  could  the 
gentleman  do  it  and  would  the  gentle- 
man do  it? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Well,  I,  of  course, 
have  no  objection  whatever  to  its 
being  offered  at  any  point,  but  I  would 
like  to  have  it  considered  as  read,  so 
that  I  could  explain  it,  and  then  after 
I  have  explained  the  amendment,  if 
the  gentleman  wants  to  ask  unani- 
mous consent,  I  would  have  no  objec- 
tion to  that. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Well,  we  accept 
it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  the  Wright  amendment  be 
put  on  the  Broomfield-Mica  amend- 
ment at  this  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Wright)  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record? 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Wright)  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  do  not 
have  any  objection  to  its  being  added 
at  any  point,  because  I  think  it  is 
really  what  we  need  to  be  doing. 

Let  me  explain  what  this  does.  This 
amendment  makes  a  formal  finding  of 
the  Congress  to  precisely  the  effect 
that  many  Members  on  both  sides 
have  been  discussing  all  evening,  and 
that  is  that  the  Nicaraguan  Govern- 
ment under  the  present  Sandinista 
rule  has  grossly  violated  the  charter  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States 
and  have  violated  its  formal  commit- 
ments to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  made  in  1979. 

It  further  calls  on  the  President  to 
use  all  of  his  diplomatic  offices  in  an 
effort  to  prevail  upon  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  to  reconvene 
the  foreign  ministers  of  that  organiza- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  assuming  a  po- 
sition of  reexamining  and  monitoring 
the  compliance  by  or  noncompliance 
by  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  with 
its  solemn  pledge  to  the  Organization 
of  American  States  on  the  basis  of 
which  that  organization  took  formal 
action  in  1979  to  withdraw  its  recogni- 
zation  from  the  Somoza  government 
and  instead  to  confer  legitimacy  upon 
this  junta. 

D  1900 

It  seems  that  the  Organization  of 
American  States  is  the  very  entity 
which  has  the  initial  responsibility  to 
command  compliance  with  those 
promises. 

What  were  those  promises?  They 
we-e  the  very  same  that  were  made  to 
some  of  us,  including  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Neal),  who 
is  sitting  here  in  front  of  me.  and  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alex- 
ander), and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Hance).  and  certain  others. 

We  asked  them,  can  we  tell  our  col- 
leagues in  the  Congress  that  you  will 
assiduously  observe  the  political 
rights,  free  speech,  free  press,  free  as- 
sembly? Yes,  they  said,  you  may. 

They  have  not  done  that. 

We  said  can  we  tell  our  colleagues  in 
the  Congress  that  you  will  observe  a 
pluralistic  political  system  in  which 
you  honor  the  rights  of  other  political 
parties  to  participate.  They  said  yes, 
you  may. 

They  have  not  done  that. 

And  we  asked  if  they  would  observe 
the  rights  of  private  property,  refusing 
to  confiscate  such  property  except  by 
due  process  of  law.  and  they  said,  yes, 
you  may.  indeed. 

We  asked  if  we  might  report  that 
they  would  have  early,  free  elections 
to  ratify  by  the  vote  of  the  people  the 
government  by  which  they  would  be 
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governed.  They  said  yes,  we  intend  to 
do  that  very  soon. 

They  have  not  really  obeyed  the 
spirit  or,  I  am  convinced,  the  letter  of 
those  commitments. 

In  addition  to  that,  they  have  violat- 
ed article  18  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States  Charter. 

The  truth  of  it  is  I  am  afraid  we  too 
are  in  violation. 

When  we  do  come  to  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  and  ask  them 
to  command  compliance,  if  we  still  are 
involved  in  financing  an  invasion  of 
another  country,  then  the  Sandinistas 
and  Nicaraguans  will  say,  we  will  talk 
to  you  about  compliance  when  first 
you  make  the  Yankee  behemoth 
comply. 

We  can  quarrel  about  whether  or 
not  this  invasion  is  having  a  benign 
effect.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  or 
not.  Those  who  talk  with  me  from 
friendly  countries  in  Latin  America 
tell  me  that  they  believe  the  inclina- 
tion recently  exhibited  on  the  part  of 
the  Sandinistas  to  sit  down  and  engage 
in  some  form  of  dialog  toward  negotia- 
tions has  been  brought  about  more  by 
the  pressures  of  disapproval  on  the 
part  of  their  fellow  Latin  American 
countries  than  by  intimidation  from 
the  United  States. 

I  do  not  know  whether  that  is  true 
or  not. 

I  do  know,  however,  that  people  like 
Arturo  Cruz  and  Alfonso  Robelo,  who 
were  two  of  the  initial  members  of  the 
junta,  after  this  pluralistic  group  from 
private  as  well  as  public  and  church 
organizations  has  gathered  and  over- 
thrown the  Somoza  regime,  these 
people  believe  in  democracy.  Arturo 
Cruz  and  Alfonso  Robelo,  who  were 
thrown  out  of  the  junta  because  they 
did  not  embrace  the  Marxist  views  of 
those  who  now  control  the  governing 
junta  of  Nicaragua,  those  people  have 
come  to  us  and  suggested  this  very 
thing.  They  have  said  that  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States  is  the 
entity. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright) 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Wright 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  These  people  who 
were  freedom  fighters,  and  who  feel 
that  the  goals  of  the  revolution  have 
been  crassly  betrayed  by  the  Sandi- 
nista Marxists,  suggest  that  the  Orga- 
nization of  American  States  is  the 
proper  custodian  of  the  liberties  of  the 
hemisphere. 

We  require  in  this  amendment  that 
the  President  shall  vigorously  seek 
prompt  action  by  the  Organization  of 
American  States  that  would  provide 
for  a  full  range  of  effective  measures 
by  the  member  states  to  bring  about 
compliance  of  Nicaragua  with  those 
obligations,  including  verifiable  agree- 
ments to  halt  the  transfer  of  military 


equipment  and  to  cease  furnishing  of 
military  support  facilities  to  groups 
seeking  the  violent  overthrow  of  gov- 
ernments of  countries  in  Central 
America. 

The  question  is  this:  Do  we  go  it 
alone?  Do  we  postulate  ourselves  as  a 
sort  of  hemispheric  Lone  Ranger 
riding  throughout  the  hemisphere 
shooting  silver  bullets  at  people  who 
misbehave  from  our  point  of  view,  or 
do  we  call  upon  that  organization 
which  has  been  created  for  that  ex- 
press purpose  to  exercise  its  authority, 
as  it  did  in  the  case  of  the  Dominican 
Republic  in  1965,  if  my  memory  serves 
right? 

I  believe  we  should  do  the  latter. 
Our  friends  in  the  hemisphere  believe 
we  should  do  the  latter,  that  we 
should  not  attempt  to  be  the  exclusive 
custodian  of  right  and  peace  but, 
rather,  that  we  should  call  upon  all  of 
the  hemisphere,  the  free,  democratic 
governments  in  the  hemisphere,  repre- 
sented in  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States,  to  apply  the  moral  sanc- 
tion which  I  believe  will  be  far  more 
embarrassing  to  the  rulers  of  Nicara- 
gua than  we  are  intimidating  to  them. 
There  was  a  statesman  in  Brazil 
whose  name  I  cannot  recall,  but  may 
be  able  to  find  and  supply  for  the 
record,  a  democratic  statesman  who  a 
few  years  ago  said,  "God  bless  the 
Communists.  Let  us  keep  them  well, 
for  without  them  we  would  never  get 
any  attention  from  the  United 
States." 

Unfortunately,  that  is  the  view  of 
many  in  Central  and  South  America, 
that  we  rush  down  to  put  out  fires, 
and  then  once  the  fire  is  out,  retire  to 
look  upon  them  in  benign  neglect  until 
another  fire  erupts. 

They  are  desperately  afraid  that  in 
this  vigilantism  by  which  we  have  re- 
cruited and  trained  and  armed  and 
sent  into  Nicaragua  from  outside,  an 
invading  force,  we  are  courting  an  ex- 
plosion which  will  send  shock  waves 
all  the  way  from  the  Rio  Grande  River 
to  the  Andes  in  the  South. 
That  is  their  apprehension. 
I  would  recite  to  you  only  one  other 
authority,  one  other  person  who  be- 
lieves that  this  is  the  place  in  which  to 
repose  the  sanctions  that  ought  to  be 
imposed,  and  that  is  President  Ronald 
Reagan  in  his  letter  to  the  four  Presi- 
dents of  the  Contadora  nations. 

This  statement  is  contained  in  the 
letter  written  by  President  Reagan, 
and  I  am  quoting: 

I  believe  the  OAS.  as  the  hemisphere's  re- 
gional forum,  is  the  appropriate  mechanism 
to  insure  that  those  who  make  commit- 
ments comply  with  them. 

This  is  precisely  what  we  would  do 
by  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 
We  would  place  it  in  the  forum  that 
has  been  established,  in  a  democratic 
way.  and  in  which  all  the  member  gov- 
ernments of  the  hemisphere  partici- 
pate freely  and  openly. 


We  would  call  upon  the  other  free- 
dom loving  people  in  this  hemisphere 
to  join  in  a  concerted  effort,  a  multi- 
national effort  10  require  compliance 
on  the  part  of  Nicaragua  or  any  other 
vagabond  adventurer  who  would  enter 
into  war  on  others  soil. 

But  in  order  to  do  that  it  seems  to 
me  that  we  really  must  come  into  that 
court  with  clean  hands,  having  ex- 
punged ourselves  of  that  which  the 
Organization  of  American  States 
would  rightly  regard  as  a  violation  on 
our  behalf  of  its  charter. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  I  just 
want  to  ask  the  gentleman  a  question. 
I  commend  him  on  a  very  good  state- 
ment and  a  very  good  amendment. 

I  wanted  to  ask  the  gentleman 
whether  in  the  case  of  the  Broomfield- 
Mica  amendment  prevailing  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  would  support 
having  the  same  language  then  added 
to  that  amendment. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  would  have  no  ob- 
jection to  that.  I  have  no  objection  to 
that  at  all. 
I   really   prefer,   I   must  say   in   all 

candor 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Huckaby  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Wright  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Permit  me  to  contin- 
ue to  respond  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma. 

I  must  say  in  all  honesty  I  really 
would  prefer  to  have  this  kind  of  an 
approach  in  lieu  of  the  so-called  covert 
action  by  which  the  U.S.  Government 
somewhat  unilaterally  has  been  fi- 
nancing the  military,  paramilitary  ac- 
tivities in  Nicaragua. 

D  1910 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  I  just 
want  to  say  so  that  it  is  very  clear  that 
the  purpose  is  to  make  these  state- 
ments about  Nicaragua  and  not  merely 
to  enhance  the  other  version  of  the 
legislation  that  is  before  us,  to  remove 
that  political  connotation  from  it,  that 
is  why  I  asked  the  gentleman  if  he 
indeed  would  support  putting  the 
same  language  into  Broomfield-Mica. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  would  support  this 
language  as  a  helpful  addition  to  any 
of  the  alternatives  before  us  this 
evening.  But  again,  I  must  say  my 
preference  is  to  have  it  added  to  Mica 
as  amended  by  Boland  in  order  that 
we  would  shut  off  the  covert  aid  and 
this  would  supplant  and  substitute  for 

it. 

Mr.  HUCKABY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  HUCKABY.  The  intent  of  a 
statement  that  says: 

Seek  to  end  support  for  terrorist,  subver- 
sive, or  other  activities  aimed  at  the  violent 
overthrow  of  the  governments  of  countries 
in  Central  America. 

Does  that  mean  that  the  United 
States  can  no  longer  support  the 
rebels  in  Nicaragua? 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Wright 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  This  language  in  and 
of  itself  does  not  preclude  that.  How- 
ever, if  it  is  read  in  context  with  the 
original  Boland-Zablocki  bill  to  which 
it  would  be  amendatory,  then  that 
Boland-Zablocki  bill  does  shut  off 
such  covert  aid. 

And  even  in  the  amendment  to 
which  it  would  be  amendatory,  that  is 
to  say  the  Mica  amendment  as  now 
amended  by  the  Boland  amendment, 
covert  aid  would  be  shut  off  for  a 
period  of  time  and  it  could  be  resumed 
under  that  language. 

This  does  not  affect  that  one  way  or 
the  other,  except  that  this  language 
seeks  to  slant  such  unilateral  action  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  by  a 
multinational  action  and  it  says  that 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  this  act  may  be  used  to  provide  U.S. 
support  for  activities  with  respect  to 
Nicaragua  which  are  designed  to  end 
the  conflict  in  the  region  and  which 
are  approved  by  the  Organization  of 
American  States,  including  interna- 
tional surveillance  and  supervision  ac- 
tivities, peacekeeping  forces,  border 
patrols  and  election  supervisors.  In  the 
case  that  we  obtain  agreement  which  I 
should  hope  that  we  would  achieve,  to 
have  all  parties  participate  in  free 
elections  in  El  Salvador,  and  let  us 
hope  some  day  soon  in  Nicaragua,  if 
the  OAS  were  to  sponsor  some  form  of 
supervision  of  those  elections  to  guar- 
antee all  sides  that  they  are  fair  and 
they  are  free  and  that  everybody  is 
given  an  opportunity  to  participate  in 
safety,  then  we  would  participate  in 
those  supervisory  forces  if  asked  to  do 
so  by  the  Organization  of  American 
States. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?    • 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica). 

Mr.  MICA.  I  would  just  like  to  say  as 
the  author  of  the  original  unamended 
Mica  amendment  I  appreciate  your 
offer  if  that  amendment  passes  this 
House  to  attach  that  amendment  to  it. 
I  think  it  would  immensely  strengthen 
my  legislation  and  I  say  not  only  do  I 
appreciate  the  offer  but  I  would  insist 
that  the  right  language  be  part  of  the 
unamended  Mica  provision  if  it  passes 
the  House. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 


(On  request  of  Mr.  Roemer  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Wright  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  for  a  brief  question? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Yes.  I  gladly  yield. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader  for  yielding. 

In  reading  his  amendment  earlier 
today  and  again  the  last  few  minutes, 
at  the  heart  of  it  seems  to  be  whether 
we  are  talking  covert  or  overt  aid. 

The  removal  of  the  United  States 
from  unilateral  action,  substituting  in 
its  place  the  language  in  paragraph  G 
which  says  that: 

Funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  act  may  be  used  to  provide  U.S.  support 
for  activities  with  respect  to  Nicaragua 
which  are  designed  to  end  the  conflict  in 
the  region  and  which  are  approved  by  the 
Organization  of  American  States. 

Does  the  majority  leader  feel  that  in 
any  way  compromises  or  enhances  the 
foreign  policy  position  of  the  United 
States  in  regard  to  Central  America? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  think  it  enhances 
that  position.  It  does  not  diminish  nor 
in  any  other  way  limit  any  authority 
or  power  we  would  possess  other  than 
this.  It  simply  gives  us  an  additional 
direction  and  an  additional  layer  of 
strength,  it  would  seem  to  me.  if 
indeed  we  can  work  harmoniously 
hand  in  glove  with  the  other  democra- 
cies in  the  hemisphere,  all  jointly 
seeking  to  achieve  this  same  objective 
of  peace  and  free  elections  and  govern- 
ments that  will  respect  the  borders  of 
other  nations  so  that  there  need  not 
be  a  continual  conflagration  through- 
out Latin  America. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  If  you  will  yield  for 
one  final  question.  I  do  not  think  it 
does  affect,  but  confirm  that  feeling 
on  my  part,  it  does  not  affect,  it  seems 
to  me,  anything  we  do  with  El  Salva- 
dor. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Absolutely  not. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  It  relates  specifically 
to  Nicaragua? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Absolutely  not.  Noth- 
ing in  this  language  would  diminish  in 
any  respect  our  rights  to  continue  to 
assist  the  Government  of  El  Salvador 
to  defend  itself  against  external  and 
internal  foes  that  are  supported  by  ex- 
ternal people  and  to  provide  for  that 
embryonic  democracy  an  opportunity 
to  attain  stability  and  give  those 
people,  who  have  been  so  long  denied, 
the  opportunities  of  freedom,  the 
privileges  of  a  free  nation.  It  does  not 
in  any  way  diminish  that.  I  support 
what  we  are  doing  in  El  Salvador  and 
would  not  participate  in  stopping  it. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requi- 
site number  of  words. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  a  few 
words  about  the  plight  ot^Nlcaraguan 
Jews. 


The  fact  of  the  matter  is  there  are 
few.  if  any.  Nicaraguan  Jews  left  in 
their  country  because  of  the  harass- 
ment by  the  Sandinistas  in  that  coun- 
try. 

The  main  reason  why  most  of  the 
Nicaraguan  Jews  have  left  their  home- 
land was  the  discriminatory  manner  in 
which  the  revolutionary  government 
treated  them.  Their  properties  were 
the  first  to  be  confiscated.  Jews  who 
owned  factories  and  stores  were  sum- 
marily ejected  from  their  homes  and 
places  of  business,  their  properties 
were  turned  over  to  workers.  Many  ac- 
cusations were  made  against  them 
without  proof  and  often  their  individ- 
ual safety  was  threatened. 

In  September  1978.  the  doors  of  the 
synagogue  were  torched  by  Sandinista 
supporters  while  the  congregation  was 
actually  inside  the  synagogue  worship- 
ing. 

Now  the  synagogue  is  a  Sandinista 
building  with  propaganda  posters  cov- 
ering the  religious  symbols  at  the 
front  entrance  and  anti-Zionist  posters 
are  on  the  walls.  This  is  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  that  I  am  talking 
about,  the  Sandinista  government. 

The  Government  of  Nicaragua  re- 
fused to  respond  to  actions  taken  by 
Nicaraguan  Jews  within  the  Nicara- 
guan legal  system  seeking  to  recover 
their  properties. 

More  than  2  years  ago,  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  was  asked  by  the 
Anti-Defamation  League  of  B'nai 
B'rith  to  explain  the  status  of  the  syn- 
agogue in  Managua,  list  conditions 
under  which  Nicaraguan  Jews  could 
return  to  their  country,  and  review  the 
status  of  claims  against  the  Govern- 
ment filed  by  Nicaraguan  Jews. 

The  Nicaraguan  Government— the 
Sandinista  Government— despite 

promises  to  the  contrary,  has  not  re- 
sponded to  the  Anti-Defamation 
League. 

Last  week,  Mr.  Isaac  Stavisky,  a 
member  of  the  Nicaraguan  Jewish 
community  now  forced  into  exile  in 
the  United  States,  speaking  on  behalf 
of  that  community,  asserted  that  the 
Nicaraguan  Jews  had  no  anti-Semitic 
problems  until  the  Sandinistas  started 
their  revolution. 

He  said  that  a  favorite  tactic  was  to 
anonymously  telephone  Jewish  homes 
with  warnings  that,  "We  are  going  to 
get  you  Jews." 

The  clandestine  Sandinista  radio  an- 
nounced that  the  Honorary  Counsel  of 
Israel  would  be  executed  forcing  him 
to  flee  1  year  before  the  Sandinistas 
came  to  power. 

The  clearest  message  of  Sandinista 
intentions  against  the  Jewish  commu- 
nity, Mr.  Stavisky  says,  was  the  arson 
attack  on  the  synagogue  in  1978. 

I  would  like  to  quote  this  leader  of 
exiled  Nicaraguan  Jews,  verbatim,  and 
I  quote: 


This  was  an  especially  traumatic  experi- 
ence for  members  of  the  Jewish  community 
who  were  survivors  because  it  evoked  terri- 
ble memories  they  thought  they  had  put 
behind  them  when  they  fled  from  Nazi 
terror  and  found  refuge  in  Nicaragua. 

I  further  would  like  to  quote  Mr. 
Isaac  Stavisky.  the  exiled  Jewish 
leader  in  the  United  States: 

The  Sandinistas  threatened  to  take  our 
property  and  they  did.  They  threatened  our 
lives  and  for  that  reason  we  left  our  coun- 
try. We  want  to  return  to  Nicaragua  and 
live  with  our  fellow  countrymen  under  a 
democratic  government  which  respects 
human  rights.  We  hope  that  we  will  be  able 
to  do  that  soon. 

D  1920 

And  his  closing  two  sentences  add 
impact  to  his  statement. 

Permit  me  a  final  word  of  warning  to  Jews 
and  other  people  of  Central  America. 
Beware  of  the  Sandinista  threat. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  sure  that  we 
are  aware  of  the  Sandinista  threat, 
but  the  words  of  this  exiled  member  of 
the  Jewish  community  ought  to  ring 
in  our  ears  as  we  are  called  upon  to 
vote  in  the  next  hour  and  a  half,  and 
that  is  why  the  only  way  to  vote  is  to 
vote  for  the  Broomfield-Mica  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  take  this  time  not 
to  debate  the  substance  of  the  issue 
except  in  pjissing.  but  I  do  want  to 
take  just  a  moment  to  address  the 
quality  and  character  of  some  of  the 
debate  of  the  last  2  hours. 

I  regret  that  I  do  not  see— I  am 
sorry,  he  is  here.  I  am  glad  he  is  here. 
I  just  want  to  say  that  I  think  a 
number  of  speeches  earlier  this 
evening,  particularly  those  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker),  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Young),  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
several  other  speeches,  have  bordered 
on  the  outrageous,  not  in  terms  of 
their  content,  but  because  they  have 
at  least  indirectly  called  into  question, 
in  my  judgment,  the  motives  and  the 
patriotism  of  a  number  of  Members  of 
this  House. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Would  the 
gentleman  be  willing  to  yield  and  sug- 
gest exactly  what  words  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  he  is  concerned 
about.  Who  questioned  any  motives? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Just  let  me  finish  my 
statement,  then  I  will.  That  is  what  I 
am  about  to  say.  That  is  why  I  asked 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  to 
come  to  the  floor  so  that  I  would  not 
say  it  without  his  being  here. 

What  I  find  outrageous  in  the  re- 
marks of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania—and perhaps  he  did  not  mean 
it.  if  he  did  not.  I  am  happy  about 
that— but  I  do  find  outrageous  even 
the  suggestion  that  perhaps  the 
reason  some  Members  of  this  House 
are  opposed   to   the  covert   activities 


and  want  to  see  them  cutoff  is  precise- 
ly because  they  appear  to  be  working. 
I  do  not  know  if  I  am  quoting  direct- 
ly, but  I  am  certainly  characterizing  or 

paraphrasing 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  think  it  is 
important  that  the  gentleman  quote 
directly. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  do  not  have  a  text  of 
the  gentleman's  remarks,  so  it  is  im- 
possible for  me  to  do.  I  will  stand  by 
what  is  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  to  me.  because  I  do  remember 
what  I  said. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Not  unitl  I  finish  my 
statement.  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  sat  for  3  hours  listening  to  every- 
body talk  here.  I  want  my  5  minutes 
and  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions  after  that. 

My  objection  to  Mr.  Young's  speech 
is  that  after  Mr.  Fowler  observed  that 
a  number  of  our  allies  were  begging  us 
to  stop  this  covert  operaton  that  Mr. 
Young  indicated  in  his  later  remarks 
that  that  was  fine  but  that  our  first  al- 
legiance was  to  our  own  (government. 
Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,   I  plead  guilty  to 
that. 
Mr.  OBEY.  Well,  let  me  finish. 
Mr.   Chairman.   I  would   appreciate 
not  being  interrupted.  I  did  not  yield. 
The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  re- 
fuses to   yield.   The   gentleman   from 
Wisconsin  has  the  floor.  The  gentle- 
man refuses  to  yield. 
The  gentleman  is  recognized. 
Mr.  OBEY.  To  imply.  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  listening  to  the  advice  of  close 
allies  is  something  akin  to  substituting 
primary  allegiance  to  another  country 
for  allegiance  to  your  own  is,  I  think,  a 
little  bit  out  of  line  on  this  House 
floor. 

The  question  that  opponents  of  the 
covert  operation  are  trying  to  address 
is  this:  It  is  not  a  question  of  whether 
we  ought  to  fight  the  Marxists.  It  is  a 
question  of  how.  It  is  a  question  of 
whether  we  fight  them  dumb,  or 
whether  we  fight  them  smart. 

I  personally  do  not  know— and  that 
does  not  mean  that  people  have  to 
agree  with  me— but  I  personally  do  not 
know  how  anyone  who  sat  through 
the  closed  session  last  week  and  heard 
Mr.  Hamilton  review  the  combined  in- 
telligence estimates  of  this  administra- 
tion, not  of  anybody  else,  but  of  this 
administration,  I  do  not  know  how 
anybody  who  listened  to  that  speech 
can  say  that  this  covert  operation  does 
serve  our  national  interests.  But  there 
can  be  honest  debate  about  that  and 
honest  disagreement  about  that. 

We  happen  to  think  that  this  policy 
makes  it  easier  for  Marxists  to  make 
us  the  issue,  rather  than  to  make  their 
conduct  the  issue  in  Central  America. 
We  question  whether  we  and  our 
allies— following  this  policy— can  win. 

The  question  is  not  whether  we  like 
or  dislike  the  Sandinistas.  The  ques- 


tion is  how  best  we  can  contain  their 
influence  throughout  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

And  as  I  say,  we  ought  to  be  able  to 
have  honest  disagreement  without 
having  implications,  intentional  or 
otherwise,  that  somehow  if  you  do  not 
support  this  specific  policy,  that  some- 
how your  patriotism  is  defective  and 
somehow— at  least  some  Members  of 
the  House  might  be  a  little  glad  if 
they  can  stop  a  policy  which  some 
people  seem  to  think  is  working  to 
contain  the  Sandinista  influence. 

I  have  been  frankly  disturbed  on  the 
floor,  very  disturbed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Obey) 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Walker  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Obey  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  am  concerned,  as  I  said, 
about  the  statements  that  I  have 
heard  on  the  floor  today,  because  I  be- 
lieve that  what  they  have  a  tendency 
to  do,  even  though  that  may  not  be 
the  intention,  I  think  they  have  the 
tendency  to  try  to  assassinate  the 
character  of  the  person  making  the 
statement  rather  than  to  effectively 
assassinate  the  argument. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  that  the  gentleman's 
words  be  taken  down. 


n  1930 
The    CHAIRMAN.    Words    will    be 
taken  down. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  why 
could  we  not  have  the  words  read  back 
promptly? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  action  is 
taking  place  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Excuse  me? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  They  are  being 
taken  down,  the  words  are. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  are  we 
not  taking  down  the  proceedings  of 
the  House  verbatim? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  As  soon  as  the 
words  can  be  transcribed,  as  the  gen- 
tleman knows,  the  Speaker  will  then 
pass  upon  the  words  that  are  being 
taken  down. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  words. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

I  am  concerned,  as  I  said,  about  the  state- 
ments that  I  have  heard  on  the  floor  today, 
because  I  believe  that  what  they  have  a 
tendency  to  do,  even  though  that  may  not 
be  the  intention.  I  think  they  have  the 
tendency  to  try  to  assassinate  the  character 
of  the  person  making  the  statement  rather 
than  to  effectively  assassinate  the  argu- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee 
will  rise. 
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Accordingly  the  committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Natcher.  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  2760)  to  amend  the 
Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1983  to  prohibit  U.S.  sup- 
port for  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations in  Nicaragua  and  to  authorize 
assistance,  to  be  openly  provided  to 
governments  of  countries  in  Central 
America,  to  interdict  the  supply  of 
military  equipment  from  Nicaragua 
and  Cuba  to  individuals,  groups,  orga- 
nizations, or  movements  seeking  to 
overthrow  governments  of  countries  in 
Central  America,  certain  words  used  in 
debate  were  objected  to  and  on  re- 
quest were  taken  down  and  read  at  the 
Clerk's  desk,  and  he  herewith  reported 
the  same  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  reports  that 
during  the  consideration  of  the  bill, 
H.R.  2760.  certain  words  used  in  the 
debate  were  objected  to  and  on  re- 
quest were  taken  down  and  read  at  the 
Clerk's  desk  and  does  now  report  the 
words  objected  to  the  House. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  words  ob- 
jected to  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

I  am  concerned,  as  I  said,  about  the  state- 
ments that  I  have  heard  on  the  floor  today, 
because  I  believe  that  what  they  have  a 
tendency  to  do,  even  though  that  may  not 
be  the  intention,  I  think  they  have  the 
tendency  to  try  to  assassinate  the  character 
of  the  person  making  the  statement  rather 
than  to  effectively  assassinate  the  argu- 
ment. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  words  having 
been  read,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  having  very  definitely  in- 
cluded in  his  statement  a  disclaimer 
that  he  does  not  impugn  the  motives 
or  intentions  of  any  Member  of  the 
House,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  in 
his" legislative  argument  the  words  of 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  are  not 
unparliamentary  and  the  gentleman 
may  proceed. 

The  committee  will  resume  its  sit- 
ting. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill,  H.R.  2760,  with  Mr.  Natcher 
in  the  chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Obey)  has  I'/i 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
may  proceed. 

Mr.  WALKER.  That  last  sentence 
turned  out  to  be  a  pretty  long  one. 
Could  he  yield? 


Mr.  OBEY.  Yes:  let  me  simply  say, 
before  I  do.  that  I  think,  to  be  perfect- 
ly clear.  I  should  say  that  my  sentence 
would  have  been  better  if  I  had  not  in- 
cluded the  two  words  "to  try.  "  I  think 
the  gentleman  knows  what  I  mean. 

The  only  reason  I  made  that  state- 
ment is  because  we  know  each  other 
here.  I  just  got  back  trom  an  11 -day 
trip  to  the  Soviet  Union,  where  Mem- 
bers on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  dealt 
with  the  Soviets  in  a  very  hard-nosed 
fashion.  You  would  not  have  seen  par- 
tisanship on  either  side  of  the  aisle. 
And  I  think  it  is  regrettable,  when 
that  spirit  seems  to  be  eroded,  when 
we  come  here,  and  in  the  heat  of 
debate  start  to  indicate  in  any  way 
that  a  Member's  position  on  this  very 
crucial  item  is  not  motivated  by  any- 
thing except  the  highest  patriotism, 
and  that  is  the  reason  that  I  made  the 
statement,  and  I  would  urge  Members 
of  this  House  tonight,  if  they  want  to 
strongly  disagree  on  the  merits,  at 
least  grant  the  right  that  what  we  are 
iKJth  talking  about  is  not  whether  we 
defend  this  country  but  how. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Would  the  gentle- 
man now  yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding,  finally,  and  I  would 
say  to  him  that.  No.  1,  this  gentleman 
impugned  the  motives  of  no  one.  My 
statement  was  quite  clear.  I  said  that 
what  bothered  me  in  the  debate  I  had 
heard  up  until  now  was  the  fact  that 
the  policy  that  was  being  criticized 
seemed  to  be  one  that  was  successful 
and.  therefore,  the  critics  of  the  policy 
seemed  to  be  arguing  with  success. 

I  went  on  to  define  exactly  what  I 
meant  by  that,  and  I  pointed  out  that 
what  we  regard  as  success  when  the 
Communists  are  doing  it  was  also  a 
case 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Obey) 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Walker  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Obey  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  WALKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
continue  to  yield? 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

And  I  went  on  to  point  out  that 
what  we  often  refer  to  as  Communist 
success  we  will  not  grant  £is  success 
when  our  own  policies  appear  to  be 
doing  the  same  thing. 

That  was  the  point  of  my  statement, 
that  impugned  nothing  on  the  part  of 
the  critics.  It  simply 

Mr.  OBEY.  If  I  can  take  back 

Mr.  WALKER.  Well,  the  gentleman 
has  attacked  me  personally.  He  might 
at  least  let  me  make  my  statement. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  would  like  some  of  the 
time  the  gentleman  got  simply  to 
make  the  point  that  I  am  sure  that  is 
what  the  gentleman  thinks  his  state- 
ment said,  but  I  invite  him  to  simply 
reread  it  carefully  when  he  gets  the 


transcript,  and  I  think  you  will  see 
why  some  Members  of  the  House  were 
upset  with  the  statement. 

Mr.  WALKER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  if  the  gentleman  would 
yield  further 

Mr.  OBEY.  Sure. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  have  reread  the 
statement.  I  got  it  back  from  the  re- 
porter. It  said  precisely  what  I  am 
saying  it  said  here,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  gentleman  throughout  his  re- 
marks, in  attacking  both  Mr.  Young 
and  me  personally,  said  he  drew  those 
inferences.  It  was  not  in  our  state- 
ment. He  said  he  drew  those  infer- 
ences. That  is  a  pretty  thin  reed  upon 
which  to  launch  a  personal  attack. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Could  I  ask  the  gentle- 
man, did  the  gentleman  edit  the  text 
of  his  statement  tonight,  or  did  he 
leave  it  unedited? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Yes,  if  you  will  answer 
the  question  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Yes,  I  will  answer 
the  question. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WALKER.  No,  I  did  not  edit  one 
word  of  the  statement. 

Mr.  OBEY.  All  right.  Then  why  do 
we  not  just  let  the  House  decide  to- 
morrow  

Mr.  WALKER.  It  seems  to  me  the 
altering  of  records  around  here  is  on 
the  other  side. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Then  just  let  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  decide  tomorrow 
whether  your  statement  was  fair  or 
not,  OK? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Well,  if  the  gentle- 
man will  yield,  I  think  the  gentleman 
does  owe  me  an  apology,  from  the 
standpoint  of  whether  or  not  I  im- 
pugned the  motives  of  any  Member, 
because  the  gentleman  said  he  drew 
that  by  inference. 

Mr.  OBEY.  No. 

Mr.  WALKER.  He  did  not  give  us 
one  direct  quote. 

Mr.  OBEY.  No:  I  do  not  owe  the  gen- 
tleman an  apology.  Let  me  say.  howev- 
er, that  I  would  have  been  shocked 
had  any  other  Member  but  the  gentle- 
man made  that  statement  earlier, 

Mr.  WALKER.  Well,  if  the  gentle- 
man will  yield  further 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  would  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further?  The  gentleman  will  not 
yield  further? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  have  two  people  who 
have  asked  me  to  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  No,  no.  I  am 
going  to  ask  for  my  own  time.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Because  I  mentioned  his 
name  also. 

Mr.  WALKER.  The  gentleman  will 
not  yield  further? 


Mr.  OBEY.  I  said  I  had  mentioned 
two  people's  names.  I  am  trying  to 
yield  to  both  of  them, 

Mr.  WALKER.  The  gentleman  will 
not  yield  further. 

Mr.  OBEY.  The  gentleman  is  wel- 
come to  his  interpretation. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman's  offer  to  yield.  I  would 
prefer  to  ask  for  my  own  time. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Fine.  Thank  you. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida 


Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  just  wit- 
nessed an  unfortunate  turn  of  events 
in  this  debate.  It  has  been  heated  at 
times,  and  there  is  no  question  about 
that.  There  have  been  some  people 
who  have  waved  their  arms  and  made 
accusations  about  racist  amendments 
and  racist  statements,  and  those 
things  have  taken  place  in  here  today 
and  no  one  raised  any  points  of  order 
or  accused  anybody  of  being  out  of 
order  or  questioned  their  motives  or 
accused  them  of  character  assassina- 
tion. 

In  hearing  a  rereading  of  the  gentle- 
mans  words  on  character  assassina- 
tion. I  could  agree  with  the  speaker 
and  I  could  have  easily  ruled  the  other 
way  as  well,  because  there  is  no  ques- 
tion that  what  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin's  words  were  was  a  strong 
inference  and  a  strong  innuendo  that 
one  of  the  two  or  both  of  these  gentle- 
men had  in  fact  attempted  to  assassi- 
nate someone's  character. 

Now,  I  have  been  involved  in  this 
House  for  a  number  of  years  in  some 
very  heated  debates.  Dr.  Long  and  I 
have  presided  over  the  debates  on  the 
foreign  aid  bills  for  a  number  of  years, 
and  they  got  very  heated,  and  I  just 
would  find  it  hard  for  even  Mr.  Obey 
to  think  that  during  any  of  those  dis- 
cussions that  this  gentleman  had  ever 
offended  anyone,  questioned  anyone's 
motives,  or  attemped  to  assassinate 
character. 

I  wonder  if  Mr.  Obey  would  yield  to 
a  question,  because  I  have  in  my  very 
hands  here  the  transcript,  and  he  is 
free  to  look  at  it,  the  transcript  of  the 
remarks  that  he  apparently  objected 
to,  and  I  would  ask  Mr.  Obey  what 
words  or  what  sentences  or  what 
phrases  he  found  that  would  come 
anywhere  near  the  suggestion  he  has 
made  that  someone's  character  was  as- 
sassinated. 

Mr.  OBEY,  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield,  at  this  point  the  gentleman  has 
the  text.  I  still  do  not.  I  will  simply  say 
that  since  I  have  been  trying  to  get 
the  floor  for  an  hour,  I  do  not  recall 
with  the  exact  clarity  that  I  did  an 
hour  ago  what  the  words  were,  but  I 
do  know  that— I  assume  you  are  talk- 


ing about  the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
at  this  point,  his  remarks. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Exactly.  Of 
course  I  am  talking  about  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida.  In  fact,  I  intend  to 
read  the  language  that  you  are  talking 
about  so  that  we  can  have  a  discus- 
sion, you  and  I,  as  to  whether  or  not 
that  attacked  anyone's  character. 

Mr.  OBEY.  As  I  explained  in  my  pre- 
vious remarks,  what  bothered  me 
about  the  gentleman's  speech,  very 
frankly,  was  the  reference  after  Mr. 
Fowler's  speech. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  would  say 
to  my  friend,  and  he  is  my  friend,  that 
because  the  gentleman  did  not  like 
what  this  gentleman  might  have  said 
or  might  have  felt  some  pang  of  con- 
science or  something,  does  not  give 
him,  unless  he  can  specifically  point 
out  some  language  or  some  words  that 
this  gentleman  used,  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman is  really  off  base  to  suggest 
that  anyone's  motives  were  questioned 
or  that  anyone's  character  was  assassi- 
nated. 

I  invite  the  gentleman  to  read  this 
and  then  to  tell  me  and  all  of  our  col- 
leagues who  have  heard  this  colloquy 
now  to  tell  us  which  of  those  words 
would  be  found  offensive  to  anyone  in 
this  Chamber. 

Mr.  GORE.  Regular  order,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Regular  order. 
The  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Young  )  and  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  Obey)  know  the  rules  of 
the  House.  These  two  gentlemen  are 
well  acquainted  with  the  rules.  The 
debate  will  be  on  the  pending  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  response? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida,  I  would  be 
happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  OBEY.  As  I  said,  what  I  object- 
ed to  is  the  even  indirect  sugges- 
tion  

Mr.  GORE.  Regular  order,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Regular  order  will 
be  maintained.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Young)  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Obey)  know 
the  rules  of  the  House.  The  debate 
will  be  on  the  amendment  pending 
before  the  Committee. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  to  seek  recognition  on  a 
point  of  personal  privilege. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  that  would  not 
be  in  order  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  has  become  very  obvious  that 
the  accusation  side  is  going  to  have  all 
the  time  it  needs  and  the  defense  side 
is  not  going  to  be  entitled  to  its  5  min- 
utes. I  am  not  going  to  make  the  case 
any  further.  I  think  the  case  has  been 
made  very  well.  No.  1,  by  Mr.  Obey's 
lack  of  ability  to  mention  the  language 


directly,  and  Mr.  Gore's  unwillingness 
to  allow  the  accused  to  have  his  day  in 
court. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Obviously,  we  have  departed  far 
from  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Wright  to  the  substitute  offered  to 
the  Mica  amendment  by  Solarz, 
BoLAND,  and  Fowler, 

We  have  now  been  on  the  Broom- 
field  amendment  for  4  hours  and  15 
minutes.  I  have  been  around  here  long 
enough  to  know  that  the  clock  means 
an  awful  lot  at  a  particular  time.  I  am 
also  conscious  of  the  procedure  under 
which  this  bill  was  brought  to  the 
floor  and  the  particular  amendments 
that  will  be  voted  on  before  9  o'clock, 
and  also  the  possibility  of  additional 
amendments. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  all 
debate  on  the  Young  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto  close  in  5  min- 
utes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Boland). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
divide  the  debate  time  21/2  minutes  on 
each  side.  The  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts (Mr.  Boland)  will  receive  2'/2 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfield)  will  be  al- 
lotted 2^2  minutes. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  (Mr.  Broom- 
field). 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde). 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  has 
been  one  of  the  more  interesting  days 
in  Capitol  history,  but  once  in  awhile 
we  must  return  to  reality.  We  are 
going  to  have  an  opportunity  shortly 
to  vote  on  the  only  amendment  that 
has  been  offered  in  this  body  that  is 
bipartisan  in  nature. 

We  are  dealing  with  an  enormously 
important  issue.  We  are  dealing  with 
matters  of  life  and  death.  I  must  take 
some  exception  to  the  term  that  the 
majority  leader  uses  when  he  refers  to 
an  "invasion"  of  Nicaragua.  It  would 
seem  to  me  when  people  who  live  in 
Nicaragua,  such  as  Miskito  Indians, 
people  who  were  born  and  raised  and 
who  were  citizens  of  Nicaragua,  are 
trying  to  fight  within  the  confines  of 
their  own  country,  it  is  hardly  an  inva- 
sion. 

But  nevertheless,  the  Mica  amend- 
ment is  truly  bipartisan.  The  Mica 
amendment  recognizes  that  the  Sandi- 
nista  government  is  exporting  the 
cancer  of  revolution  throughout  Cen- 
tral America,  and  it  seeks  to  extract 
through  symmetry  a  penalty.  By 
aiding  the  Contras  who  are  fighting 
within  their  own  country,  they   will 
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put  pressure,  they  will  harass,  they 
will  interdict  the  Sandinistas,  and  just 
maybe  get  them  to  stop  exporting  rev- 
olution to  democratic  El  Salvador. 

D  1950 

Now,  if  you  reject  that,  we  are  left 
with  the  Solarz-Boland  amendment, 
which  says  we  stop  aiding  the  Contras, 
we  stop  the  covert  aid  for  a  period  of 
30  days,  which  is  just  enough  time  to 
cut  them  to  ribbons  and  then  maybe 
we  will  come  back  if  symmetry  is  vio- 
lated by  the  Nicaraguans  and  we  get 
both  Houses  of  Congress  to  agree.  It 
trusts  the  Nicaraguans,  the  Sandinis- 
tas, for  30  days. 

I  say  to  you  that  this  is  a  very  im- 
portant amendment.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfield)  and 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Mica)  are  offering  it  as  a  bipartisan 
amendment. 

We  are  so  close  in  our  decision,  with 
10  votes  give  or  take. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  just  simply  want  to 
say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  fancy  our- 
selves as  chairmen  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff.  Directors  of  the  CIA,  Secre- 
tarys  of  State  and  even  clergy,  making 
decisions  on  the  future  of  the  lives  and 
freedom  of  people  in  Central  America. 

I  suggest  we  are  so  divided  among 
ourselves  that  it  would  be  helpful  if 
we  could  depoliticize  this  for  a  little 
bit  and  let  the  professionals,  the  mili- 
tary, let  the  State  Department,  let  the 
people  who  are  also  most  knowledge- 
able and  equally  committed  to  a  solu- 
tion, solve  this  problem. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  now 
recognizes  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts (Mr.  BOLAND). 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  (Mr. 

HUCKABY). 

Mr.  HUCKABY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  rise  in  support  of  the  Mica  amend- 
ment. I  regret  I  have  only  2' 2  minutes. 

I  would  like  to  relate  a  story.  I  spoke 
last  month  to  a  lady  who  had  just  ar- 
rived in  the  United  States  from  Cuba. 
We  spoke  into  the  late  hours  of  the 
night.  We  talked  about  the  tragic  eco- 
nomic experiences  that  are  happening 
there.  I  said  to  her.  ■Well,  cant  we  get 
together  again.  Cant  our  countries, 
our  governments,  get  together?" 

She  said.  "You  don't  understand.  Its 
too  late.  It's  too  late.  Those  people 
that  are  under  30  years  of  age  who 
have  grown  up  under  the  Castro  gov- 
ernment, they  hate  Americans.  Their 
mission  is  to  spread  Marxism  through- 
out the  Caribbean." 

I  thank  the  Chairman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana. 


Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  indicate  what 
the  scenario  is  going  to  be  over  the 
next  hour  or  so 

First  of  all.  there  will  be  a  vote  on 
the  Broomfield  amendment.  I  would 
hope  that  amendment  would  be  voted 
down. 

I  would  ask  for  a  no  vote  on  the 
Broomfield  amendment. 

The  second  vote  will  come  on  the 
Wright  amendment  to  the  Mica  substi- 
tute, as  amended  by  Boland.  That  sub- 
stitute has  been  amended  in  a  way 
which  apparently  meets  the  approval 
of  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  We  should 
vote  yes  on  the  Wright  amendment. 

The  third  vote  will  be  on  the  Mica 
amendment,  as  amended  by  the 
Boland  amendment.  I  would  ask  for  a 
yes  vote  on  that. 

I  presume  there  will  be  three  rollcall 
votes  in  addition  to  a  rollcall  perhaps 
on  the  motion  to  close  debate. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  say  that  I 
appreciate  the  tolerance  of  everybody 
here.  I  hope  that  any  Members  who 
are  a  little  disappointed  will  go  to 
lunch  tomorrow  with  each  other.  They 
can  probably  clear  up  some  of  the 
problems  that  have  developed  on  this 
floor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Broomfield) 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Young),  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  203,  noes 
223,  not  voting  7.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  2811 
AYES- 203 


Archer 

Daniel 

Gunderson 

Badham 

Dannemeyer 

Hall.  Ralph 

Barnard 

Daub 

Hall.  Sam 

Bartlett 

Davis 

Hammerschmidt 

Bateman 

DeWine 

Hance 

Bereuter 

Dickinson 

Hansen  (ID) 

Bethune 

Dreier 

Hansen  (UT) 

Bevill 

Duncan 

Hartnetl 

Bilirakis 

Dyson 

Hatcher 

Bliley 

Edwards  (AL) 

Hightower 

Boner 

Edwards  (OK) 

Hiler 

Breaux 

Emerson 

Hillis 

Broomfield 

Erdreich 

Holt 

Brown  (CO) 

Erlenborn 

Hopkins 

Broyhlll 

Evans  (lA) 

Horton 

Burton  (IN) 

Fascell 

Hubbard 

Byron 

Fiedler 

Huckaby 

Campbell 

Fields 

Hunter 

Carney 

Fish 

Hutto 

Chandler 

Flippo 

Hyde 

Chappell 

Forsythe 

Ireland 

Cheney 

Franklin 

Jenkins 

Clinger 

Frenzel 

Johnson 

Coats 

Fuqua 

Kaslch 

Coleman  (MO> 

Gaydos 

Kazen 

Conable 

Gekas 

Kemp 

Corcoran 

Oilman 

Kindness 

Coughlin 

Gingrich 

Kramer 

Courier 

Goodling 

Ijtgomarsino 

Craig 

Gradison 

Latta 

Crane.  Daniel 

Gramm 

Leath 

Crane.  Philip 

Gregg 

Lent 

Levitas 

Nielson 

Skellon 

Lewis  (CA) 

O'Brien 

Smith  (NE) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Oxiey 

Smith  (NJ) 

Lipinski 

Packard 

Smith.  Denny 

Livingston 

Parris 

Smith,  Robert 

Uoyd 

Pashayan 

Snowe 

Loeffler 

Patman 

Snyder 

Lott 

Paul 

Solomon 

Lowery  (CA) 

Petri 

Spence 

Lujan 

Porter 

Stangeland 

Lungren 

Pritchard 

Stenholm 

Mack 

Pursell 

St  rat  ton 

Madigan 

Quillen 

Stump 

Marlenee 

Ray 

Sundqulst 

Marriott 

Regula 

Tauke 

Martin  (NO 

Ridge 

Tauzin 

Martin  (NY) 

Rinaldo 

Taylor 

McCain 

Ritter 

Thomas  (CA) 

McCandless 

Roberts 

Thomas  (GA) 

McCollum 

Robinson 

Vander  Jagt 

McDonald 

Roemer 

Vandergriff 

McEwen 

Rogers 

Vucanovich 

McGrath 

Roth 

Walker 

McKernan 

Rowland 

Weber 

Mica 

Rudd 

Whitehurst 

Michel 

Sawyer 

Whittaker 

Miller  (OH) 

Schaefer 

Williams  (OH) 

Molinari 

Schulze 

Wilson 

Montgomery 

Sensenbrenner 

Winn 

Moore 

Shaw 

Wolf 

Moorhead 

Shelby 

Wortley 

Morrison  (WA) 

Shumway 

Wylie 

Murlha 

Shuster 

Young  (AK) 

Myers 

Siljander 

Young (FL) 

Nelson 

Sisisky 

Zschau 

Nichols 

Skeen 
NOES-223 

Ackerman 

Durbin 

Levlne 

Addabbo 

Dwyer 

Long (LA) 

Akaka 

Dymally 

Long  (MD) 

Albosta 

Early 

Lowry  (WA) 

Alexander 

Eckart 

Luken 

Anderson 

Edgar 

Lundine 

Andrews  (NO 

Edwards  (CA) 

MacKay 

Andrews  <TX) 

English 

Markey 

Annunzio 

Evans  (ID 

Martin  (ID 

Anthony 

Fazio 

Martinez 

Applegate 

Feighan 

Matsut 

Aspin 

Ferraro 

Mavroules 

AuCoin 

Foglietta 

Mazzoli 

Barnes 

Foley 

McCloskey 

Bates 

Ford  (MI) 

McCurdy 

Bedell 

Ford  (TN) 

McHugh 

Beilenson 

Fowler 

McKinney 

Bennett 

Frank 

McNulty 

Berman 

Frost 

Mikulski 

Biaggi 

Garcia 

Miller  (CA) 

Boehlert 

Gejdenson 

Mineta 

Boggs 

Gephardt 

Minish 

Boland 

Gibbons 

Mitchell 

Bonior 

Glickman 

Moakley 

Bonker 

Gonzalez 

Mollohan 

Borski 

Gore 

Moody 

B0.SC0 

Gray 

Morrison  (CT) 

Boucher 

Green 

Mrazek 

Boxer 

Hall  (IN) 

Murphy 

Britt 

Hall  (OH) 

Natcher 

Brooks 

Hamilton 

Neal 

Brown  ( CA ) 

Harkin 

Nowak 

Bryant 

Harrison 

Oakar 

Burton  (CA) 

Hawkins 

Oberstar 

Carper 

Hefner 

Obey 

Carr 

Hertel 

Olin 

Clarke 

Howard 

Ortiz 

Clay 

Hoyer 

Ottinger 

Coelho 

Hughes 

Owens 

Coleman  (TX) 

Jacotjs 

Panetta 

Collins 

Jeffords 

Patterson 

Conte 

Jones  (NO 

Pease 

Conyers 

Jones  (OK) 

Penny 

Cooper 

Kaptur 

Pepper 

Coyne 

Kastenmeier 

Perkins 

Crockett 

Kennelly 

Pickle 

D'Amours 

Kildee 

Price 

Daschle 

Kogovsek 

Rahall 

de  la  Garza 

Kolter 

Rangel 

Dellums 

Kostmayer 

Ralchford 

Derrick 

LaFalce 

Reid 

Dicks 

Lanlos 

Richardson 

Dingell 

Leach 

Rodino 

Dixon 

Lehman  (CA) 

Roe 

Donnelly 

Lehman  (FL) 

Rose 

Dorgan 

Leland 

Rostenkowski 

Downey 

Levin 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Solarz 

Spratt 


Chappie 

Dowdy 

Florio 


St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 

NOT  VOTING- 

Guarini 
Heftel 
Jones  (TN) 


Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whitlen 

Williams  (MT) 

WIrth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wyden 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 
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D  2000     ■ 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Dowdy  of  Mississippi  for.  with  Mr. 
Guarini  against. 

Mr.  McDade  for.  with  Mr.  Florio  against. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee  changed  his 
vote  from  "aye"  to  'no." 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment, as  amended,  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

D  2010 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright)  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica),  as  amended, 
as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Young),  as  amended. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment, 
as  amended,  offered  as  a  substitute  for 
the  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Mica)  as 
amended,  as  a  substitute  for  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Young)  as  amended. 
The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Mica  substi- 
tute, as  amended,  is  agreed  to. 

So  the  amendment,  as  amended,  of- 
fered as  a  substitute  for  the  amend- 
ment, as  amended,  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Solarz)  rise? 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
that  I  ask  for  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  request  of 
the  gentleman  comes  too  late. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Young)  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

•  Mr.  WIRTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  recent- 
ly our  Ambassador  to  Nicaragua.  An- 
thony Quainton,  described  the  goals  of 


the  Reagan  administration's  policy 
toward  that  nation.  "Our  policy."  he 
said,  "is  to  try  and  modify  the  Sandi- 
nista  government's  behavior  in  some 
substantial  ways  which  are  consistent 
with  our  interests."  This  followed  by  1 
day  the  suggestion  by  U.N.  Ambassa- 
dor Jeane  Kirkpatrick  that  U.S.  mili- 
tary interdiction  of  arms  shipments  on 
the  high  seas  would  have  a  positive 
effect. 

Taken  together,  the  import  of  these 
statements  is  chilling,  as  it  signals 
nothing  less  than  a  return  to  the  bad 
old  days  of  gunboat  diplomacy.  Had 
the  year  been  1903,  and  the  adminis- 
tration been  Theodore  Roosevelt's, 
one  could  understand  the  quiet  accept- 
ance of  such  crude  foreign  policy  by 
the  Congress.  But  the  year  is  1983,  and 
if  we  have  learned  anything  about 
mature  international  relations  in  the 
intervening  four  generations,  it  is  in- 
cumbent upon  us  to  speak  out  now. 

We  should  be  basing  our  policy 
toward  Central  America  on  our  coun- 
try's best  values:  Respect  for  human 
rights,  the  peaceful  settlement  of  con- 
flict through  negotiation,  and  adher- 
ence to  the  principles  of  self-determi- 
nation. Instead,  the  administration  is 
emphasizing  a  policy  reliant  on  some 
of  our  sorriest  mistakes  of  the  past: 
Support  for  oppressive  regimes,  covert 
action,  and  heavyhanded  military  pos- 
turing. Our  country  does  have  a  legiti- 
mate role  to  play  in  the  region,  but 
our  efforts  should  focus  on  facilitating 
peaceful  solutions  to  conflict,  not  on 
measures  which  increase  the  risk  on 
new  bloodshed.  Unfortunately,  the 
recent  actions  of  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration unequivocally  endorse  the 
latter  course. 

Currently  taking  up  positions  off  the 
east  and  west  coasts  of  the  region  are 
two  U.S.  Navy  aircraft  carrier  groups. 
Plans  are  also  underway  for  a  major 
United  States-Honduran  military  "ex- 
ercise" which  administration  officials 
have  said  could  involve  up  to  5,000 
military  personnel.  And  Pentagon  offi- 
cials have  recently  made  a  request  to 
more  than  double  the  amount  of  U.S. 
military  advisers  in  El  Salvador.  This 
is  in  addition  to  the  seemingly  endless 
requests  for  more  and  more  military 
aid  for  that  nation. 

The  destructive  effects  of  such  a 
course  are  twofold.  A  progressively  in- 
creasing U.S.  military  commitment  to 
Central  America  not  only  escalates 
and  broadens  the  scope  of  the  violence 
now,  but  it  also  makes  the  prospects 
for  a  negotiated  and  equitable  solution 
ever  more  dim.  Each  new  military  step 
that  we  take  in  the  region  may  per- 
haps buy  more  strength  in  the  short 
run.  but  in  the  long  run  it  will  irrep- 
arably weaken  the  bonds  of  faith  that 
must  exist  between  truly  cooperative 
nations.  At  best,  it  would  be  an  under- 
statement to  say  that  the  saber-rat- 
tling politics  of  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration is  counterproductive. 


In  the  case  of  Nicaragua,  no  one  can 
argue  with  the  administration's  assess- 
ment of  the  deplorable  political  turn 
that  the  Sandinista  regime  has  taken 
since  assuming  power  in  1979.  But  the 
argument  that  this  gives  the  United 
States  the  right  to  intervene  is 
counter  to  both  our  long-range  inter- 
ests and  our  principles.  Our  hostile 
policy  toward  Nicaragua  is  increasing 
that  country's  tendency  toward  au- 
thoritarian rule  and  reliance  on  Soviet 
aid. 

It  is  time  to  bring  our  Central  Amer- 
ican policy  out  into  the  open  and 
assure  that  it  is  consistent  with  our 
real  aims  and  ideals.  To  establish  a 
farsighted  policy,  we  first  need  to  take 
Central  America  out  of  the  cold  war 
framework  and  recognize  that 
change— brought  on  by  the  genuine  as- 
pirations of  the  people  of  the  region- 
is  a  fact.  We  must  then  recognize  in 
our  actions  the  sovereignty  of  Central 
American  nations,  and  the  right  of  the 
peoples  of  the  region  to  peaceful  self- 
determination.  Accommodating  the 
change  sweeping  through  Central 
America,  while  protecting  legitimate 
American  interests  in  the  region,  is 
the  challenge  facing  our  policy.  It  is  a 
challenge  that  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion has  so  far  refused  to  recognize, 
much  less  taken  steps  to  meet. 

The  United  States  should  have 
grown  beyond  the  paternalistic  and  in- 
sensitive policies  which  have  so  seri- 
ously damaged  our  Nation  in  the  eyes 
of  our  Latin  American  neighbors  for 
the  past  50  years.  Instead  of  pursuing 
those  outworn  policies,  we  should  be 
working  to  increase  our  cooperation 
and  partnership  with  our  neighbors  to 
support  security  and  self-determina- 
tion in  our  hemisphere.* 
•  Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  2760  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  reject  all  weakening  amend- 
ments which  would  place  conditions 
on  the  prohibition  of  covert  activities 
against  Nicaragua. 

H.R.  2760  would  halt  the  funding  of 
the  counterproductive  paramilitary 
operations  within  Nicaragua,  while  au- 
thorizing overt  security  assistance  to 
friendly  countries  in  Central  America 
to  use  to  interdict  arms  transfers  from 
Nicaragua  and  Cuba. 

The  covert  military  operations  have 
not  achieved  their  intended  goal  of 
interdicting  arms  supplies  to  the  guer- 
rillas in  El  Salvador.  Worse,  these  ac- 
tivities have  added  to  the  tensions  in 
the  area  and  have  greatly  increased 
the  likelihood  of  expanded  conflict  in 
Central  America  and  more  extensive 
U.S.  involvement. 

The  Reagan  administration's  policies 
toward  Central  America  indicate  a 
fundamental  misunderstanding  of  the 
social,  economic,  and  political  forces  at 
work  in  that  region  of  the  world.  In- 
stead, the  administration  continues  to 
insist  on  portraying  the  situation  as 
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strictly  a  West  versus  East  conflict  and 
to  pursue  a  policy  of  military  buildup. 
None  of  us  is  under  the  delusion  that 
the  goal  of  the  Sandinistas  is  a  free 
democratic  society,  but  covert  military 
aid  to  insurgents  simply  cannot  pro- 
vide the  basis  for  democractic  rule  in 
that  country.  Such  a  policy  only  plays 
into  the  hands  of  those  who  are  pre- 
pared to  take  advantage  of  the  turmoil 
in  Central  America. 

Virtually  no  friend  or  ally  of  the 
United  States  supports  our  present 
policy  in  Central  America.  I  find  this 
very  disturbing.  The  Contadora  Group 
consisting  of  Mexico,  Venezuela,  Co- 
lombia, and  Panama  have,  for  some 
time,  been  urging  the  United  States  to 
support  regionwide  negotiations  to  end 
the  conflict  in  Central  America.  Later 
this  week  the  Contadora  Group  along 
with  the  Foreign  Ministers  of  El  Sal- 
vador, Nicaragua,  Costa  Rica,  Guate- 
mala, and  Honduras  will  meet  to  begin 
talks  aimed  at  resolving  the  problems 
and  lessening  the  tensions  in  the  area. 
The  Reagan  administration  has  said 
that  it  welcomes  and  supports  these 
efforts,  yet  at  the  same  time  has  or- 
dered the  deployment  of  a  large  naval 
battle  group  off  the  coast  of  Central 
America  and  has  announced  plans  to 
send  between  3,000  and  4,000  battle 
troops  to  Honduras  to  participate  in 
joint  exercise. 

When  questioned  about  the  in- 
creased U.S.  military  presence  in  the 
region  at  his  press  conference  last 
night.  President  Reagan  stated  that 
these  maneuvers  had  been  planned  for 
some  time  and  were  nothing  more 
than  regularly  scheduled  exercises.  If 
that  is  indeed  the  case,  it  seems  to  me 
that  these  maneuvers  should  have 
been  delayed.  To  say  that  you  support 
negotiations  in  one  breath  and  then 
order  up  an  increased  military  pres- 
ence in  the  next,  not  only  leads  to  fur- 
ther doubts  about  our  goals  in  the 
area,  but  also  further  increases  ten- 
sions. 

Once  again  I  urge  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration to  commit  our  consider- 
able resources  to  regionwide  negotia- 
tions. National  opinion  is  growing 
daily  in  opposition  to  U.S.  military 
intervention  in  Central  America.  Pas- 
sage of  H.R.  2760  will  send  a  clear 
signal  to  our  democratic  partners 
around  the  world  and  to  our  Latin 
American  neighbors  that  the  Ameri- 
can people  have  said  "enough  is 
enough."  It  is  time  to  bring  an  end  to 
this  military  adventurism. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in  favor 
of  H.R.  276O.0 

•  Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
support  this  legislation  as  a  means  of 
attempting  to  secure  democracy  and 
peace  in  Central  America.  However 
well  intentioned,  the  current  covert  ac- 
tivity in  Nicaragua  no  longer  serves 
the  cause  of  democracy  and  peace  in 
that  area,  nor  of  our  own  national  se- 
curity. Henceforth,  we  should  attempt 


to  work  in  concert  with  our  friendly 
allies  in  this  area  for  our  mutual  secu- 
rity and  the  principles  of  democracy 
and  freedom.* 

•  Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  today 
we  have  an  opportunity  to  cut  off  U.S. 
involvement  in  the  secret  war  in  Nica- 
ragua. The  covert  action  we  are  spon- 
soring in  that  country  is  contrary  to 
U.S.  and  international  law,  unwise,  un- 
productive, and  harmful  to  our  nation- 
al interests.  The  operation  in  Nicara- 
gua has  not  stopped  the  civil  war  in  El 
Salvador,  it  has  just  opened  up  a  new 
civil  war.  With  the  scope  of  war  in  the 
region  expanded,  the  possibility  of 
general  regional  war  has  increased 
drastically  along  with  the  increased 
likelihood  of  direct  U.S.  military  in- 
volvement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  must  decide 
whether  we  want  the  United  States  to 
support  a  war  in  which  thousands  of 
people,  including  innocent  civilians, 
may  be  killed.  The  decision  to  support 
a  war  and  sacrifice  human  lives  should 
only  be  taken  after  a  painstaking  ex- 
amination of  the  motives  for  that  war 
and  after  thorough  examination  of 
the  possible  alternatives  to  war.  The 
United  States  should  only  be  directly 
involved  in  the  initiation  of  a  war 
when  the  security  of  the  United  States 
or  the  lives  of  U.S.  citizens  depend  on 
that  extreme  action.  Unfortunately, 
this  administration  has  ignored  these 
basic  principles. 

Perhaps  the  most  frightening  aspect 
of  this  covert  operation  in  Nicaragua 
is  that  it  is  only  one  part  of  this  ad- 
ministrations  overall  military  ap- 
proach to  Central  America.  The  most 
recent  example  of  that  approach  was 
the  dispatching  of  an  armada  to  Cen- 
tral America.  It  is  apparent  to  me  that 
we  are  witnessing  a  repetition  of  the 
incremental  escalation  of  military  in- 
volvement that  characterized  our  in- 
volvement in  Vietnam. 

How  did  we  get  so  enmeshed  in  the 
Vietnam  war?  The  answer  is  that  the 
political  leadership  of  both  parties 
failed  this  country.  Let  us  not  fail  the 
American  people  again.  If  Congress 
again  fails  to  stop  the  President,  we 
will  share  responsibility  for  this  new, 
open-ended,  and  unnecessary  war.  Let 
us  avoid  deceiving  ourselves  again.  We 
must  not  hide  from  the  fact  that  the 
unchecked  continuation  of  President 
Reagan's  current  policies  in  Central 
America  will  lead  to  the  direct  involve- 
ment of  U.S  forces. 

If  we  fail  as  we  did  in  the  case  of 
Vietnam,  and  American  lives  are  need- 
lessly sacrificed,  our  children  will 
wonder  how  we  let  the  same  tragedy 
occur  twice  within  one  generation. 
They  will  look  at  votes  such  as  the  one 
we  face  today  and  ask  how  Members 
could  have  supported  the  current  ad- 
ministrations  approach.  Members 
may  answer  that  they  were  voting  for 
democracy  or  voting  to  stop  commu- 
nism, but  in  reality  a  vote  against  H.R. 


2760  or  a  vote  to  gut  it  through 
amendments  is  a  vote  to  allow  the 
President  to  continue  to  draw  our 
country  toward  war. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  the  Members 
of  this  House  are  faced  with  a  grave 
choice.  Will  we  allow  the  President  to 
continue  our  Nation  on  a  path  toward 
war  in  Central  America  or  will  we  take 
a  step  toward  peace? 

The  question  before  us  is  not  wheth- 
er the  United  States  condones  the 
policies  of  the  Nicaraguan  Govern- 
ment but  whether  we  want  to  commit 
the  United  States  to  supporting  war  in 
an  attempt  to  change  those  polices  or 
to  overthrow  that  Government. 

It  is  now  clear  that  unless  we  pre- 
vent the  President  from  continuing  his 
open-ended  military  commitment,  citi- 
zens of  this  Nation  may  end  up  fight- 
ing and  dying  in  Central  America  for  a 
policy  doomed  to  failure.  In  order  to 
help  avoid  that  outcome  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  H.R.  2760  and 
oppose  all  amendments  that  remove 
the  basic  prohibition  on  U.S.  support 
for  the  war  in  Nicaragua.  We  must 
take  this  opportunity  before  it  is  too 
late,  take  it  before  our  country  pays 
the  tragic  price  of  another  war.» 
•  Mr.  BONKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
reason  there  is  so  much  debate  on  this 
issue  and  division  in  the  country,  is 
that  many  of  us  in  Congress  and 
American  public  do  not  really  under- 
stand, let  alone  support,  our  policies 
there. 

The  President  has  not  come  before 
the  Nation  with  a  clearly  enunciated 
policy:  our  activities,  covert  and  overt, 
do  not  give  us  clear  direction  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

Once  again,  we  are  forming  policies 
along  East-West  lines  not  unlike  the 
1960's  and  our  deepening  entangle- 
ment in  Southeast  Asia. 

I  have  always  felt  we  need  to  have  at 
least  four  fundamental  policy  guide- 
lines: First,  what  are  the  U.S.  political 
and  security  interests:  second,  to  what 
extent  are  we  willing  to  commit  our- 
selves in  the  internal  political  and  se- 
curity problems  of  these  unstable 
countries:  third,  what  price  are  we 
willing  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  military 
involvement  and  possible  use  of  U.S. 
personnel:  and  fourth,  are  U.S.  policies 
and  actions  compatible  with  our  own 
values  and  beliefs? 

Earlier  this  week,  the  President  sent 
a  letter  to  the  Contadora  Group.  The 
President  wrote  in  this  letter  that:  "A 
solution  to  the  crisis  in  Central  Amer- 
ica must  encompass  four  basic  princi- 
ples" 

First.  the  establishment  and 
strengthening  of  democratic  institu- 
tions: 

Second,  respect  for  the  principle  of 
nonintervention; 

Third,  removal  of  the  conflict  in 
Central  America  from  the  context  of 
East- West  confrontation;  and 


Fourth;  cooperation  among  the 
countries  of  Central  America  to 
achieve  and  sustain  a  level  of  econom- 
ic growth  that  will  guarantee  the  basic 
needs  of  their  people. 

In  practice,  however,  the  administra- 
tion is  pursuing  actions  toward  and  in 
this  region  which  are  not  only  in 
direct  contradiction  to  the  words  of 
the  President,  but  which  undermine 
the  Contadora  Group  process  and 
which  threaten  the  legitimate  foreign 
policy  and  national  security  interests 
which  I  believe  we  have  in  the  region. 
The  President  endorses  strengthen- 
ing democratic  institutions— yet  he 
continues  to  bolster  the  regimes  of 
Salvador  and  Guatemala. 

The  President  endorses  respect  for 
the  principle  of  nonintervention— yet 
he  is  fighting  to  continue  covert  aid  to 
overthrow  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua, he  is  contemplating  an  increase  in 
the  number  of  U.S.  military  advisers  in 
Salvador,  and  intends  to  send  4,000 
combat  troops  to  Honduras  and  a 
major  naval  detachment  to  the  sur- 
rounding seas. 

The  President  endorses  removing 
the  Central  American  conflict  from  an 
East-West  context— yet  he  first  chose 
this  context  for  describing  the  nature 
of  our  interests  in  the  crisis  there. 

And  finally,  the  President  urges  the 
countries  of  Central  America  to  boost 
their  economic  growth  to  guarantee 
the  basic  needs  of  their  people.  Yet, 
the  President  has  drastically  skewed 
the  balance  of  our  aid  to  the  region  in 
favor  of  military  assistance. 

In  short,  the  President  is  fooling  no 
one,  least  of  all  the  American  people, 
when  he  says  he  is  working  for  peace 
and  at  the  same  time  pursuing  mili- 
tary objectives. 

The  President  has  consistently  re- 
ferred to  our  security  interests  in  the 
region.  But  what  are  those  interests  if 
they  are  the  basis  for  our  political  and 
military  involvement  in  Central  Amer- 
ica? 

Twenty-five  years  ago,  we  Americans 
experienced  considerable  discomfort 
with  Castro  coming  to  power  and  the 
installation  of  a  Communist  govern- 
ment next  to  our  borders.  Did  that  in 
itself  threaten  our  security?  Castro 
has  failed  miserably  in  seeking  to 
export  his  revolution  in  the  interven- 
ing years.  President  Kennedy  attempt- 
ed to  overthrow  that  regime,  which  re- 
sulted in  a  fiasco  known  as  the  Bay  of 
Pigs.  However,  when  the  Soviet  Union 
attempted  to  plant  missiles  in  Cuba, 
there  was  no  question  about  our  secu- 
rity being  threatened.  President  Ken- 
nedy drew  the  line  and  everybody 
knew  exactly  where  it  was,  including 
the  Russians. 

The  American  public  fully  under- 
stood and  supported  that  policy. 
Today,  we  do  not  know  where  that 
line  is  being  drawn.  The  President  has 
neither  enunciated  our  policy,  nor 
clearly  established  what  our  security 


interests  are  in  Central  America.  Until 
he  does,  this  administration's  policies 
will  only  bring  further  confusion  and 
uncertainty  to  the  American  people, 
not  only  about  America's  interests  in 
the  region,  but  about  our  resolve  as 
well. 

We  must,  I  believe,  redouble  our  dip- 
lomatic efforts  in  pursuit  of  a  peace- 
ful, negotiated  settlement  in  Nicara- 
gua and  elsewhere  in  Central  America. 
We  must  give  the  Contadora  process 
support  in  deed  as  well  as  in  word.  The 
Boland-Zablocki  bill  is  intended  to  be 
one  important  step  toward  erasing  the 
administration's  double  standard, 
toward  restoring  American  credibility 
in  Central  America,  and  toward  cor- 
recting the  balance  in  favor  of  a  peace- 
ful solution  to  the  conflict  there. 

We  are  condemned  to  failure  in  Cen- 
tral America  unless  our  policy  exem- 
plifies what  we  stand  for  as  a  Nation. 
We  cannot  succeed  in  combating  en- 
demic poverty,  or  in  bringing  an  end  to 
social  injustices  and  gross  violations  of 
human  rights  by  blindly  lending  our 
overt  support  to  those  who  brandish 
an  anti-Communist  flag  and  at  the 
same  time  funnel  covert  support  to 
forces  committed  to  overthrowing  a 
neighboring  government.  The  Reagan 
administration's  double  standard  is 
glaring,  and  certainly  does  not  encour- 
age any  country  in  the  region  to  opt 
for  a  peaceful  solution  to  its  prob- 
lems.* 

•  Mr.  MARRIOTT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  opposition  of  H.R.  2760.  the 
Boland-Zablocki  bill,  which  would  pro- 
hibit all  covert  assistance  to  groups  at- 
tempting to  overthrow  the  Sandinista 
junta  in  Nicaragua.  Quite  simply.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  measure  cuts  off  U.S. 
aid  to  the  freedom  fighters  rebelling 
against  the  Sandinista  dictatorship 
which  is  disrupting  peace  in  the  region 
by  exporting  weapons,  violence,  and 
terror  to  surrounding  nations:  namely, 
to  the  insurgents  in  El  Salvador  and 
Honduras. 

My  opposition  to  this  measure  cen- 
ters around  the  following  points: 

This  measure  unilaterally  restricts 
U.S.  conduct  without  regard  to  Nicara- 
guan behavior  in  Central  America: 

This  measure  authorizes  an  overt 
interdiction  fund  which  has  not  been 
requested  by  our  friends  or  allies  in 
Central  America; 

This  measure  makes  it  more  difficult 
to  negotiate  a  peaceful  verifiable  reso- 
lution of  the  conflicts  in  Central 
America; 

This  measure  provides  a  type  of 
sanctuary  for  Nicaraguan/Cuban- 
based  guerrillas  who  strike  out  with 
impunity  against  their  neighbors  with- 
out fear  of  retaliation  behind  their 
own  borders;  and 

This  measure  deprives  the  United 
States  of  an  important  tool  to  thwart 
Nicaraguan  /Cuban-based  insurgency 
in  Central  America. 


In  addition  to  these  negatives,  the 
bill  does  not: 

Deter  the  massive  arms  buildup  in 
Nicaragua: 

Request  Nicaragua  to  cease  the 
export  of  arms  and  revolution  to  other 
Central  American  countries; 

Halt    Nicaraguan    efforts    to    over- 
throw the  Government  of  El  Salvador; 
Provide    any    incentive    for   Nicara- 
guan Government  to  negotiate  to  end 
hostilities:  and 

Protect  any  of  our  friends  in  Central 
America  against  Nicaraguan/Cuban- 
backed  insurgencies  in  their  countries. 
During  the  Carter  administration, 
shortly  after  Sandinista  assumed 
power  in  Nicaragua,  the  United  States 
attempted  to  develop  normal  relations 
with  this  country  following  Somoza's 
ouster.  But  what  has  occurred  are  fla- 
grant violations  of  human  rights  and 
the  export  of  revolution  to  its  next 
door  neighbor.  El  Salvador.  Passage  of 
the  bill  on  the  floor  today,  H.R.  2760. 
could  subject  not  just  those  directly 
involved,  but  also  anti-Sandinista  sym- 
pathizers to  reprisals  by  the  Nicara- 
guan army,  initiate  an  influx  of  refu- 
gees into  the  United  States,  trigger  a 
military  clash  between  Honduras  and 
Nicaragus  and  indicate  a  lack  of  re- 
solve that  would  have  grave  repercus- 
sions not  only  in  Central  America,  but 
to  U.S.  allies  throughout  the  world. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Intelligence 
Committee  will  be  providing  the  Mem- 
bers with  a  documented  closed-door 
briefing  on  activities  in  Central  Amer- 
ica so  that  the  full  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives can  understand  all  the 
ramifications  of  pulling  out  our  covert 
aid  at  this  time.  It  is  important  that 
we  repudiate  this  dangerous  legisla- 
tion and  help  our  President  resolve 
the  serious  problems  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
to  ask  this  question:  Why  should  the 
United  States  arm  every  friendly  Cen- 
tral American  country,  including 
Costa  Rica,  which  by  law  has  no 
standing  army,  instead  of  disarming 
Nicaragua?  Given  the  high  stakes  in- 
volved and  the  lack  of  resolve  that 
would  be  demonstrated  by  the  United 
States  deserting  the  anti-Sandinistas.  I 
doubt  Central  American  governments 
will  be  willing  to  work  with  the  United 
States  in  the  overt  interdiction  pro- 
gram. In  effect,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
handing  to  Nicaragua  a  victory  on  a 
silver  platter,  but  it  is  a  victory  at  the 
price  of  increased  human  suffering 
and  loss  of  lives  in  Central  America 
and  a  greatly  expanded  immigration  to 
the  United  States. 

The  current  program  is  consistent 
with  U.S.  law.  is  wise,  will  help  to  end 
all  the  fighting  in  Central  America  by 

•forcing  the  Nicaraguans  to  the  con- 
ference table  to  solve  the  problems  of 
the  region"— Mr.  Bill  Young  of  Flori- 
da in  his  dissenting  views— and  is  ef- 
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fective  in  the  interdicting  arms  sup- 
plies from  Nicaragua. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  stand  in  opposition 
to  the  measure  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  this  ill-timed  bill  down. 
The  United  States  cannot  turn  its 
back  on  the  encroaching  Marxist  con- 
trol in  our  southern  neighboring  coun- 
tries.* 

•  Mr.  RATCHFORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  President  told  us  clearly  this  week 
that  he  has  bigger  fish  to  fry  in  send- 
ing 4.000  U.S.  military  personnel  to 
Honduras.  This  reckless  military  build- 
up makes  the  CIA  covert  operation 
against  Nicaragua  seem  pale  by  com- 
parison. Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  urge 
the  swift  and  decisive  approval  of  H.R. 
2760  by  my  colleagues.  The  adminis- 
tration's policy  in  Central  America  is  a 
bankrupt  one.  Putting  an  end  to  the 
covert  operation  must  be  only  a  begin- 
ning. There  are  now  bigger  fires  to  put 
out,  but  lets  be  sure  to  take  care  of 
this  one. 

This  policy  is  wrong  morally.  It  is 
wrong  legally.  It  hasn't  achieved  its 
objectives.  In  fact,  it  is  wreaking  havoc 
where  it  is  supposed  to  be  sowing  the 
seeds  of  peace.  It  is  time  for  a  change, 
and  time  for  this  body  to  exercise 
some  leadership  in  an  area  we  can  all 
agree  is  critical  to  our  interests. 

I  am  somewhat  bemused  that  this 
measure  has  become  so  controversial. 
It  in  no  way  attempts  to  usurp  the 
President's  prerogatives  in  the  foreign 
policy  arena.  It  upholds  his  goal  of 
helping  to  foster  democratic,  pluralis- 
tic, responsive  governments  in  the 
region.  Who  could  differ  with  that 
goal?  The  President  is  right.  Central 
America  is  central  to  our  security  in- 
terests. We  must  demonstrate  our  un- 
derstanding that  our  interests  are  syn- 
onomous  with  those  of  the  people  of 
the  region.  This  measure  seeks  only  to 
change  the  means  of  achieving  the 
President's  goals,  acknowledging  the 
fact  of  Cuban  and  Nicaraguan  aggres- 
sion, but  calling  a  halt  to  U.S.  policy 
failures  in  Nicaragua. 

Every  legislative  body  has  a  love  of 
semantics,  of  the  richness  of  words, 
the  endless  possibilities  of  interpreta- 
tion. But  let  us  not  kid  ourselves.  The 
letter  and  the  spirit  of  American  and 
international  law  are  being  broken  in 
Nicaragua.  The  CIA  must  cringe  every 
time  the  antigovernment  forces  it  is 
aiding  assert  that  they  are  waging  war 
on  the  Sandinista  regime.  This  does 
not  stop  the  President,  however.  He 
has  publicly  expressed  support  for 
their  objectives.  Not  surprisingly,  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  has  protested 
that  this  is  tantamount  to  a  declara- 
tion of  war.  One  need  not  love  the 
Sandinistas  to  see  that  they  have  a 
point.  I  have  little  doubt  that  Jeanne 
Kirkpatrick  would  make  the  same 
point  were  the  roles  reversed. 

If  the  legality  of  this  policy  is  a 
matter  of  indifference,  consider  the 
fact    that    it   is   not   working.    In    18 


months  there  has  been  no  slowdown  in 
the  arms  flow  to  the  Salvadoran 
rebels.  If  anything,  the  Sandinista 
commitment  to  the  insurgency  has 
strengthened.  U.S.  hostility  has  thus 
had  a  disastrous  threefold  effect.  It 
has  strengthened  Nicaraguan  resolve 
to  aid  the  leftists  in  El  Salvador.  It  has 
contributed  to  a  corresponding  in- 
crease in  repressive  measures  by  the 
Sandinistas  internally,  in  an  effort  to 
consolidate  their  hold  on  the  country. 
And  it  has  escalated  the  intensity  and 
scope  of  violence  in  the  region,  threat- 
ening the  fragile  2-year-old  Honduran 
Government.  It  would  be  difficult  to 
construct  a  policy  which  could 
produce  results  more  destructive  of 
the  interests  of  all  concerned. 

My  colleagues,  all  this  measure  will 
do  is  redirect  U.S.  policy  away  from  a 
purely  military  solution— how  many 
times  must  we  learn  this  lesson— and 
toward  support  for  regional  negotia- 
tions for  an  end  to  the  bloodshed. 
Democratic  institutions  cannot  grow 
in  an  atmosphere  of  violence.  We  can 
continue  to  provide  money  to  stop  the 
arms  flows.  We  can  encourage  the 
recent  peace  initiatives  of  the  Sandi- 
nistas. And  we  can  enlist  the  goodwill 
and  aid  of  our  European  allies,  and  the 
members  of  the  Contadora  group  and 
the  Organization  of  American  States 
for  peaceful  settlements  of  the  con- 
flicts. The  situation  is  not  hopeless 
unless  we  make  it  so.  The  structure  of 
regional  cooperation  exists  now  in 
fledgling  form.  Let  us  seize  this  oppor- 
tunity to  change  directions  and  help  it 
grow.  Strong  support  for  H.R.  2760 
will  demonstrate  our  resolve,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  give  this  meas- 
ure their  support.* 

•  Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  legislation  we 
are  debating,  H.R.  2760,  which  would 
cut  off  aid  to  rebels  fighting  in  Nicara- 
gua. I  believe  approval  of  this  bill  will 
send  a  clear  message  to  the  President 
that  the  American  people  do  not  sup- 
port covert  action  against  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  and  do  not  support 
escalation  of  U.S.  military  involvement 
in  the  region. 

As  we  are  all  aware,  administration 
officials  have  justified  support  of  the 
guerrillas  on  the  basis  that  they  would 
force  the  Sandinista  government  to 
"turn  inward  "  and  curtail  its  efforts  to 
support  rebel  forces  in  El  Salvador. 
But  the  administration  and  its  critics 
alike  agree  this  policy  has  not  worked. 

Rather  than  reducing  Nicaragua's 
military  activity,  covert  action  has 
turned  the  border  of  Nicaragua  and 
Honduras  into  a  battle  zone,  where 
hundreds  of  people  have  lost  their 
lives  and  many  more  have  lost  their 
homes  and  property.  The  conflict 
threatens  to  turn  into  a  full-scale  war, 
with  the  result  of  wider  instability  in 
the  region  and  the  temptation  for  a 
direct  U.S.  role. 


Rather  than  threatening  the  Sandi- 
nista government,  U.S.  policy  has 
given  it  a  political  shot  in  the  arm.  It 
has  galvanized  the  Nicaraguan  people 
behind  the  government  and  turned 
their  attention  away  from  the  daily 
shortages  of  bread  and  gasoline 
toward  the  alarming  threat  of  Yankee 
intervention.  The  Sandinistas  have 
been  able  to  blame  their  failed  eco- 
nomic policies  on  the  United  States, 
and  at  the  same  time,  set  themselves 
up  as  heroes  and  freedom  fighters. 

Instead  of  looking  for  an  alternative 
to  its  failed  policy,  the  administration 
decided  to  raise  the  military  stakes.  It 
developed  secret  plans  for  nearly  dou- 
bling the  level  of  covert  activity  and  is 
now  undertaking  a  massive  show  of 
force  in  Honduras  and  off  the  coast  of 
Nicaragua.  I  believe  this  will  only  ex- 
acerbate the  conflict  and  lead  the 
United  States  ever  closer  to  direct 
intervention.  But  the  administration 
continues  to  be  deluded  by  the  myth 
that  military  force  can  remedy  the  re- 
gion's political  problems. 

Recently  Nicaraguan  leader  Daniel 
Ortega  Saavedra  called  for  regionwide 
negotiations,  a  mutual  ban  on  arms 
shipments  to  El  Salvador  and  a  non- 
aggression  pact  between  Honduras  and 
Nicaragua.  Although  Saavedra's  state- 
ment was  considered  a  diplomatic 
breakthrough.  President  Reagan 
coolly  dismissed  it  by  asserting  that 
Nicaragua  must  agree  to  implement 
internal  political  reforms  before  talks 
could  be  started.  The  President  went 
so  far  as  to  say  that  as  long  as  the  cur- 
rent junta  was  in  power,  it  would  be 
"extremely  difficult"  to  make  peace 
with  Nicaragua.  The  President  clearly 
prefers  big  stick  diplomacy  to  negotia- 
tions. 

I  believe  it  is  imperative  that  we  in 
the  Congress  approve  this  legislation, 
H.R.  2760,  in  order  to  convince  the 
President  he  must  call  a  halt  to  covert 
activity  and  reduce  the  threat  of 
direct  U.S.  military  intervention.  We 
must  also  encourage  him  to  take  the 
Sandinistas  at  their  word  and  chal- 
lenge them  publicly  before  the  world 
to  engage  in  serious  negotiations. 
Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  support  of  this  important 
measure.* 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  WRIGHT 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
offered  by  Mr.  Wright:  Strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following: 

That  the  Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1983  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  title: 


•TITLE  VIII-PROHIBITION  ON 

COVERT  ASSISTANCE  FOR  MILITARY 
OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA:  AU- 
THORIZATION OF  OVERT  INTERDIC- 
TION ASSISTANCE 


•■prohibition  on  covert  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
MILITARY  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

■Sec  801.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

••(b)  This  section  shall  take  effect  upon 
the  date  prescribed  in  the  classified  annex 
to  the  report  of  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  accompany  the  bill  H.R.  2760 
(98th  Congress). 

"AtrrHORIZATION  OF  OVERT  INTERDICTION 
ASSISTANCE 

"Sec  802.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 
"(1)  in  the  absence  of  a  state  of  declared 
war.  the  provision  of  military  equipment  to 
individuals,  groups,  organizations,  or  move- 
ments seeking  to  overthrow  governments  of 
countries  in  Central  America  violates  inter- 
national treaty  obligations,  including  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  the  Charter 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States,  and 
the  Rio  Treaty  of  1949:  and 

••(2)  such  activities  by  the  Governments  of 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua  threaten  the  independ- 
ence of  El  Salvador  and  threaten  to  destabi- 
lize the  entire  Central  American  region,  and 
the  Governments  of  Cuba  and  Nicaragua 
refuse  to  cease  those  activities. 

••(b)  The  President  is  authorized  to  fur- 
nish assistance,  on  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  he  may  determine,  to  the  govern- 
ment of  any  friendly  country  in  Central 
America  in  order  to  provide  such  country 
with  the  ability  to  prevent  use  of  its  terri- 
tory, or  to  prevent  to  the  extent  permitted 
by  international  law  the  use  of  international 
territory,  for  the  transfer  of  military  equip- 
ment from  or  through  Cuba  or  Nicaragua  or 
any  other  country  or  agents  of  that  country 
to  any  individual,  group,  organization,  or 
movement  which  the  President  determines 
seeks  to  overthrow  the  government  of  such 
friendly  country  or  the  government  of  any 
other  country  in  Central  America.  Assist- 
ance under  this  section  shall  be  provided 
openly,  and  shall  not  be  provided  in  a 
manner  which  attempts  to  conceal  United 
States  involvement  in  the  provision  of  such 
assistance. 

•■(c)  Assistance  may  be  provided  to  a 
friendly  foreign  country  under  this  section 
only  if  that  country  has  agreed  that  it  will 
not  use  any  assistance  provided  by  the 
United  States  under  this  section,  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961.  or  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  to  destabilize  or  over- 
throw the  government  of  any  country  in 
Central  America  and  will  not  make  any  such 
assistance  available  to  any  nation,  individ- 
ual, group,  organization,  or  movement 
which  seeks  to  destabilize  or  overthrow  any 
such  government. 

•■(d)  At  least  15  days  before  providing  as- 
sistance to  a  foreign  country  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  President  shall  submit  an  unclassi- 
fied report  which  describes  the  proposed  as- 
sistance to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  chairman  of  the 
appropriate  committees  of  the  Senate. 


■■(e)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  President  to  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion $30,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1983  and 
$50,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1984. 

■■(f)  Funds  to  carry  out  this  section  shall 
be  made  available  for  any  friendly  country 
in  Central  America  only  for  the  purpose  of 
interdicting  the  transfer  of  military  equip- 
ment to  any  country  in  Central  America.". 

Sec  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  Government  of  National  Recon- 
struction of  Nicaragua  has  failed  to  keep 
solemn  promises,  made  to  the  Organization 
of  American  Stales  in  July  1979,  to  establish 
full  respect  for  human  rights  and  political 
liberties,  hold  early  elections,  preserve  a  pri- 
vate sector,  permit  political  pluralism,  and 
pursue  a  foreign  policy  of  non-aggression 
and  non-intervention; 

(2)  by  providing  military  support  (includ- 
ing arms,  training,  and  logistical,  command 
and  control,  and  communications  facilities) 
to  groups  seeking  to  overthrow  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  and  other  Central 
American  governments,  the  Government  of 
National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua  has 
violated  article  18  of  the  Charter  of  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  which  de- 
clares that  no  state  has  the  right  to  inter- 
vene, directly  or  indirectly,  for  any  reason 
whatsoever,  in  the  internal  or  external  af- 
fairs of  any  other  state; 

(3)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  should 
be  held  accountable  before  the  Organization 
of  American  States  for  activities  violative  of 
promises  made  to  the  Organization  and  for 
violations  of  the  Charter  of  that  Organiza- 
tion: and 

(4)  working  through  the  Organization  of 
American  States  is  the  proper  and  the  most 
effective  means  of  dealing  with  threats  to 
the  peace  in  Central  America,  of  providing 
for  common  action  in  the  event  of  aggres- 
sion, and  of  providing  the  mechanisms  for 
peaceful  resolution  of  disputes  among  the 
countries  of  Central  America. 

(b)  The  President  shall  seek  a  prompt  re- 
convening of  the  Seventeenth  Meeting  of 
Consultation  of  Ministers  of  Foreign  Affairs 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States  for 
the  purpose  of  re-evaluating  the  compliance 
by  the  Government  of  National  Reconstruc- 
tion of  Nicaragua- 
CD  with  the  commitments  made  by  the 

leaders  of  that  Government  in  July  1979  to 
the  Organization  of  American  States;  and 

(2)  with  the  Charter  of  the  Organization 
of  American  States. 

(c)  The  President  shall  vigorously  seek 
prompt  actions  by  the  Organization  of 
American  States  that  would  provide  for  a 
full  range  of  effective  measures  by  the 
member  states  to  bring  about  compliance  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  with  those  obligations,  includ- 
ing verifiable  agreements  to  halt  the  trans- 
fer of  military  equipment  and  to  cease  fur- 
nishing of  military  support  facilities  to 
groups  seeking  the  violent  overthrow  of  gov- 
ernments of  countries  in  Central  America. 

(d)  The  President  shall  use  all  diplomatic 
means  at  his  disposal  to  encourage  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  to  seek  reso- 
lution of  the  conflicts  in  Central  America 
based  on  the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  of 
the  San  Jose  Conference  of  October  1982. 
especially  principles  (d).  (e).  and  (g).  relat- 
ing to  non-intervention  in  the  internal  af- 
fairs of  other  countries,  denying  support  for 
terrorist  and  subversive  elements  in  other 
states,  and  international  supervision  of  fully 
verifiable  arrangements. 

(e)  The  United  States  shall  support  meas- 
ures   at    the    Organization    of    American 


States,  as  well  as  efforts  of  the  Contadora 
Group,  which  seek  to  end  support  for  ter- 
rorist, subversive,  or  other  activities  aimed 
at  the  violent  overthrow  of  the  governments 
of  countries  in  Central  America.  Funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  provide  United  States  support  for 
activities  with  respect  to  Nicaragua  which 
are  designed  to  end  the  conflict  in  the 
region  and  which  are  approved  by  the  Orga- 
nization of  American  States,  including  inter- 
national surveillance  and  supervision  activi- 
ties, peacekeeping  forces,  border  patrols, 
and  election  supervisors. 

(f)  Not  later  than  March  15.  1984.  the 
President  shall  report  to  the  Congress  on 
the  results  of  his  efforts  pursuant  to  this 
Act  to  achieve  peace  in  Central  America  and 
to  end  the  flow  of  arms  to  Central  America. 
Such  report  may  include  such  recommenda- 
tions as  the  President  may  consider  appro- 
priate for  further  United  States  actions  to 
achieve  these  objectives,  including  requests 
for  the  authorization  and  appropriation  of 
additional  funds  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 


POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  HYDE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  a 
point  of  order  that  the  amendment 
now  being  offered  was  not  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
that  that  is  not  necessary.  It  is  offered 
by  the  majority  leader,  and  it  is  per- 
mitted in  the  rule. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  have  an  amendment 
that  was  printed  in  the  Record.  Will  I 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  offer  it? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  gentleman  that  a  printed 
perfecting  amendment  to  the  bill  can 
be  offered  before  the  vote  on  the 
Wright  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The    CHAIRMAN.    The    Clerk    will 

read.  _,.         , 

The  Clerk  continued  the  readmg  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE,  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.    VOLKMER.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 

object. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  object. 

The      CHAIRMAN.      Objection      is 

heard. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California  (dunng 
the    reading).    Mr.    Chairman,    I    ask 
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unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

□  2020 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  have  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  will  state  his  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  I 
wonder  if  the  Chairman  can  tell  us  if 
copies  of  that  amendment  are  avail- 
able to  Members  of  the  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  question  can 
be  answered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  I 
thank  the  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
continue  to  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  COURTER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objcjiion 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  object,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  gentleman  that  would  not 
be  a  proper  motion,  since  the  amend- 
ment has  not  been  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina 
(during  the  reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  if  we  are 
going  to  hear  the  reading  of  this 
amendment  that  we  have  the  unani- 
mous courtesy  to  be  quiet  so  that  we 
can  hear  it.  It  is  impossible  to  tell 
what  the  amendment  is  from  the  read- 
ing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
continue  to  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  LOTT  (during  the  reading).  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  object.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  LAGOMARSINO  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina 
(during  the  reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Clerk 
read  faster  since  we  cannot  hear 
anyway. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  there  are  only 
four  more  lines. 

The  Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 

The  Clerk  concluded  reading  of  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright)  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
has  been,  for  the  most  part.  I  think,  a 
high  level,  enlightening  and  elevated 
debate  on  a  subject  of  the  very  highest 
possible  importance  to  our  Nation  and 
to  the  peace  of  the  hemisphere  in 
which  we  live. 

Tempers  have  grown  short  at  times. 
The  hour  has  grown  late.  Members 
have  been  sorely  strained  to  speak  in 
terms  less  temperate  than  normal  on 
only  rare  occasions  today. 

For  the  most  part  I  believe  Members 
on  both  sides  have  conducted  and  de- 
meaned themselves  in  a  manner  that 
reflects  credit  upon  the  finest  tradi- 
tions of  this  institution  of  ours.  I  want 
to  congratulate  all  of  my  colleagues, 
including  those,  who,  on  occasion, 
have  had  disagreements  with  me.  And 
I  want  to  thank  them  that  on  those 
occasions  when  they  have  disagreed 
with  me,  they  have  disagreed  without 
being  disagreeable.  I  hope  that  I  have 
done  the  same.  And  I  believe  that 
most  of  the  Members  on  our  side  have 
been  at  some  pains  to  respect  the  in- 
tegrity and  the  good  will  of  the  Mem- 
bers on  the  other  side.  I  hope  that  ap- 
plies to  all  of  us. 
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a     recodification      of     the     original 


Roland-Zablocki  language,  with  the 
addition  of  the  entirety  of  the  lan- 
guage which  I  offered  earlier  and 
which  was  adopted  as  an  amendment 
to  the  Mica  substitute,  as  amended  by 
the  Boland  amendment. 

In  effect,  what  it  does  is  to  remove 
the  verbiage  which  was  contained  in 
the  Boland-Solarz  amendment.  It 
would  contain  the  following  clear  pro- 
visions: 

First,  that  this  country  will  cease  at 
a  given  date  privy  to  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Intelligence  its 
covert  activities  of  a  military  or  para- 
military type  inside  the  sovereign  ter- 
ritory of  Nicaragua. 

Second,  that  it  will  provide  $80  mil- 
lion for  those  friendly  countries  in  the 
hemisphere  who  seek  such  assistance 
in  sanitizing  their  borders  against  the 
intrusion  of  arms  from  outside. 

Then,  third,  it  will  make  an  indict- 
ment of  the  Nicaraguan  Government 
for  its  violation  of  pledges  made  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States  and 
for  its  violation  of  the  charter  of  the 
Organization  of  American  States  in  its 
intrusions  into  its  neighbor  El  Salva- 
dor. 

It  will  call  upon  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  use  the  good  offices 
of  the  Presidency  to  ask  for  an  imme- 
diate reconvening  of  the  17th  confer- 
ence of  the  foreign  ministers  of  the 
Organization  of  American  States  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  such  action  as 
they  would  deem  appropriate  to  moni- 
tor and  supervise  breaches  of  commit- 
ment that  have  been  made  by  Nicara- 
gua. 

And.  finally,  it  would  permit  the 
United  States  to  participate  if  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  and  the  President 
deemed  appropriate,  financially  and 
otherwise,  in  peacekeeping  measures 
and  in  measures  designed  and  sanc- 
tioned by  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  of  a  multilateral  nature,  to 
prevent  the  flow  of  arms  from  one 
country  into  another  in  the  Central 
American  region,  to  monitor  that  pro- 
hibition against  the  flow  of  arms  and 
to  provide  such  other  means  as  may  be 
necessary  to  create  the  conditions  of  a 
lasting  peace,  including  free  elections 
and,  if  necessary,  joint  supervision  of 
those  free  elections  by  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Virginia  will  state  his  parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  My  parliamentary 
inquiry.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  this:  If  the 
Wright  substitute,  as  just  introduced, 
is  adopted  by  the  House,  does  it  then 
prevent  the  minority  from  introducing 
a  motion  to  recommit  with  instruc- 
tions that  would  be  reported  back  to 
the  floor  immediately? 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  that  the  rule 
does  not  protect  such  a  motion  to  re- 
commit, but  that  would  be  up  to  the 
Speaker  when  we  go  back  into  the 
House  to  answer  that  question  specifi- 
cally. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HYDE  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  WRIGHT 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hyde  to  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Wright.  At  the  end  of  Section 
1  of  the  amendment  insert: 

"EFFECTIVE  DATE 

"Sec.  803.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall 
take  effect  30  days  after: 

■(a)  the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  and  the  Committees  on  Foreign 
Affairs  and  Armed  Services  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  have  held  hearings  on  the 
feasibility  of  the  overt  interdiction  assist- 
ance program  which  would  be  authorized  by 
section  802  of  this  title  on  the  costs  and 
number  and  type  of  U.S.  personnel  and  the 
amount  and  type  of  equipment  required  to 
implement  such  a  program  that  would 
overtly  and  effectively  interdict  arms  and 
supplies  shipped  from  or  through  Nicaragua 
to  support  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations against  any  nation  in  Central  Amer- 
ica: and 

Mr.  HYDE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  object. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The      CHAIRMAN.      Objection      is 
heard. 
The  Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 
The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  BARNES  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  objec- 
tion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde)  that  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  print- 
ed in  the  Record? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The      CHAIRMAN.      Objection     is 
heard. 
The  Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 
The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
Fowler). 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois. 

We    simply    need    a    copy    of    the 
amendment  which  we  do  not  have  on 
this  side. 
I  thank  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  simply  says  that  the  bill 
will  take  effect,  the  legislation  will 
take  effect,  30  days  after  the  Perma- 
nent Select  Committee  on  Intelli- 
gence, the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee 
and  Armed  Services  have  held  hear- 
ings on  the  feasibility  of  the  overt 
interdiction  assistance  program  which 
would  be  authorized  by  section  802. 
Hearings  should  deal  with  the  cost 
and  number  and  type  of  U.S.  person- 
nel, the  amount  and  type  of  equip- 
ment required  to  implement  such  a 
program  that  would  overtly  and  effec- 
tively interdict  arms  and  supplies 
shipped  from  or  through  Nicaragua  to 
support  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations against  any  nation  in  Central 
America. 

Now,  the  reasons  for  this  is  rather 
simple.  We  are  taking  a  course  of 
action  by  shutting  off  covert  aid,  and 
we  are  moving  to  the  interdiction  of 
the  export  of  revolution  overtly,  but 
we  do  not  have  any  money  in  the  bill 
that  relates  to  the  reality  of  that  prob- 
lem. We  have  taken  $30  million  in 
fiscal  1983  and  $50  million  in  fiscal 
1984  literally  out  of  the  sky.  Where 
did  those  numbers  come  from?  Those 
are  the  sums  that  the  administration 
wanted  for  covert  interdiction. 

Now,  covert  interdiction  and  overt 
interdiction  are  two  separate  oper- 
ations. Overt  interdiction  involves  a 
lot  more  than  covert  interdiction.  So  it 
just  seems  to  me,  if  we  are  going  to 
start  a  program,  we  ought  to  know 
what  it  costs.  We  ought  to  know  what 
is  involved.  We  have  held  no  hearings 
on  this  very  important  strategic,  not 
to  say  economic,  move  from  trying  to 
interdict  covertly  to  overt  interdiction. 
We  are  talking  about  Honduras,  we 
are  talking  about  El  Salvador,  we  are 
talking  about  Costa  Rica.  We  really  do 
not  know  what  we  are  talking  about. 
But  it  seems  to  me  one  should  not 
launch  into  a  program,  at  least  as  far 
as  the  taxpayers  are  concerned,  not  to 
say  our  friends  in  Central  America, 
without  some  idea  as  to  what  it  will 
cost. 

Now,  it  just  seems  to  me  very  foolish 
to  say  we  are  going  to  overtly  interdict 
and  we  pick  figures  that  obviously  are 
not  related  to  overt  interdiction.  And 
all  my  amendment  says  is:  Please,  let 
us  hold  hearings,  let  us  get  the  facts, 
and  then  the  bill  may  take  effect. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man is  making  a  very  excellent  amend- 
ment. We  have  just  passed  in  this 
Chamber  a  bill  for  a  1984  budget  of 
some  $187  billion.  A  number  of  Mem- 
bers in  this  Chamber,  more  than  100, 
were  opposed  to  the  legislation.  And  if 
we  are  going  to  get  in,  as  the  gentle- 
man has  suggested,  to  overt  military 
action,  which  the  Pentagon  has  indi- 


cated to  be  extremely  costly,  certainly 
there  ought  to  be  hearings  in  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  so  that 
we  could  understand  what  impact  this 
will  have  on  our  defense. 

I  would  strongly  support  the  gentle- 
man's amendment,  and  it  would 
appear  to  be  noncontroversial. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  wonder  if  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  who  just 
spoke,  would  perhaps  answer  a  ques- 
tion. 

I  have  no  problem,  speaking  just  for 
myself,  with  this  amendment.  It  re- 
quires a  hearing,  but  I  assume  the 
hearing  can  be  held  in  a  timely  and  ex- 
peditious fashion. 

Mr.  HYDE.  They  are  within  your 
control,  as  you  know. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Well,  I  am  neither  on 
the  Intelligence  Committee  nor  the 
Armed  Services  Committee.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  Intelligence  Committee 
would  be  prepared  to  have  an  expedi- 
tious hearing  on  this. 

Can  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
give  us  some  reasonable  assurances 
that  Armed  Services  would  proceed,  if 
this  is  adopted,  to  have  a  hearing  as 
well? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Well,  I  cannot 
speak  for  the  committee,  but  I  am  sure 
that  the  chairman  would  move  very 
expeditiously,  because  this  is  going  to 
have  a  major  impact  on  the  budget  we 
just  passed,  and  it  might  require  that 
some  of  the  things  that  have  been 
added  to  the  budget  would  have  to  be 
taken  out. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  do  I  interpret  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment  correctly  to  read 
that  if  the  hearings  envisioned  in  the 
amendment  are  held,  even  before  the 
legislation  is  enacted,  it  would  satisfy 
the  requirement  of  the  amendment  to 
have  such  a  hearing? 

Mr.  HYDE.  That  is  correct.  I  simply 
want  hearings  held  so  we  do  not  leap 
into  the  dark,  into  a  new  operation  in 
Central  America  and  not  have  any 
idea  what  it  costs. 


D  2040 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The 
Illinois 


time 
(Mr. 


of  the 
Hyde) 


gentleman   from 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Courter  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hyde  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  know 
if  this  30-clay  prohibition  until  after 
those  enumerated  committees  have 
their  hearings  applies  not  only  to  the 
$80  million  in  overt  aid  but  also  the 
covert  aid  as  well? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Yes.  sir;  it  is  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  legislation  must  wait 
until  the  hearings  are  held. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  If  the  gentle- 
man would  yield  further,  in  essence, 
then,  if  their  hearings  were  to  be 
stretched  out  over  any  period  of  time 
for  any  reason  whatsoever,  that  all  the 
covert  aid  would  continue  to  flow 
while  those  hearings  were  held? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Well,  if  I  may  say,  Mr. 
Smith,  the  chairmen  of  the  three  com- 
mittees involved  are  Democrats,  and 
they  are  pretty  strong  people.  They 
can  open  the  hearings  and  close  the 
hearings.  They  can  determine  whether 
they  are  moving  along,  and  control  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  hearings.  So  I  am 
not  concerned  with  that. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  The  answer 
is  yes.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Well.  yes. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  observe  for 
the  benefit  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  who  was  inquiring  about  the 
effective  date  that  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
does  not  in  any  way  supersede  the  pro- 
visions that  is  already  in  the  Wright 
substitute,  which  says  it  takes  effect 
upon  the  date  prescribed  in  the  classi- 
fied annex  to  the  report  of  the  select 
committee. 

That  certainly  is  not  going  to  be  re- 
voked by  this  30-day  provision  which 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  has  pro- 
vided. 

If  the  gentleman  would  yield  fur- 
ther, I  would  want  to  commend  him 
for  his  amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  always  yield  to  be  com- 
mended. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey,  because  I  suspect  he 
may  have  a  commendation  in  mind. 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  do.  but  that  is  not 
the  main  reason  I  want  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  my  understand- 
ing that  the  purpose  for  your  bringing 
this  amendment  is  the  fact  that  there 
has  been  no  hearings  or  independent 
determination  on  adequacy  of  the  $80 
million? 

Mr.  HYDE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Is  the  gentleman 
saying  that  we  are  about  to  pass  legis- 
lation that  requires  an  $80  million  ex- 
penditure with  no  determination  as  to 
its  adequacy? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  am  saying  that  we  are 
moving    from    a    program    of    covert 


interdiction  into  overt.  They  are  two 
different  animals  entirely,  with  differ- 
ent requirements,  so  we  ought  to  have 
hearings  to  see  what  it  will  cost. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield 
for  a  partial  answer? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
think  I  can  remind  the  Members  of  a 
partial  answer  that  was  developed  ear- 
lier, if  I  may  have  the  attention  of  the 
gentleman,  when,  in  debate,  we  point- 
ed out  that  a  recently  defected  former 
member  of  the  Sandinista  secret  police 
gave  us  his  estimate  that  the  amount 
that  had  been  brought  into  Nicaragua 
for  export  was  somewhere  in  excess  of 
$500  million. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Bedell  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Hyde  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes. ) 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  that 
needs  to  be  clarified  is  the  gentleman 
says  "have  held  hearings."  Does  this 
mean  one  hearing,  or  does  this  mean 
that  the  committee  could  string  it  on 
and  on.  and  on  and  on  if  it  was  the  will 
of  the  committee  to  do  so  and,  there- 
fore, hold  this  up  for  an  indefinite 
period  of  time? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  would  say  it  would  be 
within  the  control  of  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  the  members  of 
the  committee,  and  since  your  party  is 
in  the  majority.  I  have  total  confi- 
dence in  them. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman  if  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  could  be  heard 
further,  then  the  net  result  of  this 
amendment  is  to  leave  it  up  to  any  one 
of  those  committees  to  delay  this 
thing  for  as  long  as  they  wish  to  do  so. 
This  Member  of  this  body  thinks  this 
is  a  responsibility  of  the  Members  of 
this  body,  and  I.  for  one.  am  not  will- 
ing to  turn  it  over  to  any  one  of  our 
committees  to  delay  it  forever. 

Mr.  HYDE.  This  Member  can  only 
express  dismay  at  the  lack  of  confi- 
dence in  the  committee  structure  es- 
tablished by  the  Democratic  rules.  I 
reaffirm  my  confidence  in  the  chair- 
men. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  would  like  to 
ask,  does  the  gentleman's  amendment 
cover  the  requirement  to  look  at  addi- 
tional   U.S.    military    assistance    that 


would  be  involved  in  an  overt  interdic- 
tion program? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Yes.  sir. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Including  person- 
nel. U.S.  personnel? 

Mr.  HYDE.  Yes.  sir.  You  see.  if  we 
are  going  to  be  involved  down  there  in 
terms  of  money  and  personnel,  the 
least  thing  we  can  do  is  hold  hearings 
to  find  out  how  many  personnel  and 
how  much  money. 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Wright  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  address  the 
merits  of  the  Wright  substitute  and 
the  Hyde  amendment  to  it  which  are 
pending  before  us,  I  just  want  to  com- 
ment that  I  think  the  leadership  that 
we  have  seen  from  the  chairman  of 
the  Intelligence  Committee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
BoLAND)  has  been  absolutely  remarka- 
ble, and  I  know  the  Members  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  have  seen  their  re- 
spect for  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts grow  today.  I,  for  one,  have 
found  it  an  honor  to  work  with  our 
chairman  on  this  issue. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  we  throw  our 
titles  around  here  a  lot.  We  are  all 
proud  of  the  titles  we  have  as  chair- 
men or  whatever,  but  the  title  'major- 
ity leader"  has  taken  on  a  new  dimen- 
sion, I  think,  in  the  context  of  the 
debate  today  and  I  am  very  proud  of 
the  role  that  the  majority  leader  has 
played  in  leading  the  majority  of  this 
House  on  an  important  issue. 

The  leader's  substitute  could  not  be 
more  appropriate.  Earlier  today  some 
of  us  noted  the  excellent  letter  that 
President  Reagan  sent  to  the  presi- 
dents of  the  four  Contadora  countries, 
the  presidents  of  Panama,  Colombia, 
Mexico,  and  Venezuela,  in  which 
President  Reagan  said,  and  I  quote: 

The  charter  of  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  makes  clear  that  it  should  be  the 
purpose  of  the  OAS  to  either  prevent  unjust 
acts  committed  against  one  state  against  an- 
other, or  to  provide  for  common  action  on 
the  part  of  the  members  in  the  event  of  dif- 
ficulties. 

The  President  said: 

I  believe  the  OAS.  as  this  Hemisphere's 
regional  forum,  is  the  appropriate  mecha- 
nism to  insure  that  those  who  make  com- 
mitments comply  with  them. 

Well,  the  substitute  that  we  have 
before  us  now  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  calls  upon  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to 
go  to  the  Organization  of  American 
States  as  the  proper  forum  for  consid- 
eration of  the  concerns  that  we  have 
with  respect  to  the  actions  of  Nicara- 
gua. It  is  totally  consistent  with  the 
statement  that  the  President  made  in 
his  letter  to  the  four  Presidents. 

I  would  urge  strong  support  for  the 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Wright).  I  would 
urge  opposition  to  the  amendment  to 


the  Wright  substitute  that  has  been 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Hyde).  There  is  no  need  for  any 
amendment  to  this  bill  that  would 
delay  the  implementation  of  the  ter- 
mination of  the  covert  action  and  the 
movement  of  the  United  States  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States  to 
begin  the  action  that  is  called  for 
under  the  Wright  substitute.  There  is 
no  need  for  us  to  await  action. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARNES.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  ask  one  ques- 
tion, and  it  is  a  very  serious  question. 
I  am  in  agreement  that  the  OAS 
ought  to  act.  What  does  the  Wright 
substitute  provide  for  if  they  do  not 
act  and  if  Nicaragua  continues  with 
their  actions? 

Mr.  BARNES.  The  Wright  substi- 
tute incorporates,  as  did  the  original 
Boland-Zablocki  language  that  was 
before  the  House  at  the  beginning  of 
this  debate,  assistance  for  our  friends 
in  the  hemisphere,  and  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  Intelligence  Committee 
and  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  said  earlier  this 
week  in  a  "Dear  Colleague"  that  all  of 
us  received,  if  the  assistance  that  is 
provided  in  this  legislation  turned  out 
at  some  date  in  the  future  not  to  be 
adequate,  they  would  expeditiously 
bring  to  the  floor  of  the  House  legisla- 
tion to  provide  adequate  assistance. 

D  2050 

So  that  is  taken  care  of. 

I  want  to  make  one  final  point  in  the 
time  that  is  remaining  to  me.  and  I 
apologize  that  I  do  not  have  much 
time,  but  I  want  to  make  one  final 
point. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  will  ask  for  more 
time  for  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BARNES.  It  demonstrates  the 
significance  of  what  we  have  done 
today,  the  timeliness  and  the  impor- 
tance of  what  we  have  done  today. 

On  the  evening  news  tonight,  on 
CBS,  there  was  this  report.  CBS  re- 
ported: 

There  are  deep  divisions  within  the  CIA's 
clandestine  operations  directorate  over 
plans  to  expand  covert  operations  against 
Nicaragua. 

CBS  reported  further: 

Senior  career  officers  are  warning  the 
plans  pose  a  major  danger  of  escalating  the 
conflict. 

They  went  on  to  say: 

According  to  very  reliable  sources,  CIA  Di- 
rector William  Casey  proposed  expanding 
the  covert  operations  over  the  objections  of 
a  number  of  his  senior  advisors. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Barnes)  has  expired. 


Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  object.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BEREUTER  AS  A 
SUBSTITUTE  FOR  THE  AMENDMENT  IN  THE 
NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
WRIGHT 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  as  a  substitute 
for  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bereuter  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  offered  by  Mr.  Wright: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the  following: 
That  the  Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1983  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  title: 
Title  VIII— Prohibition  on  Covert  Assist- 
ance FOR  Military  Operations  in  Nicara- 
gua; Authorization  of  Overt  Interdic- 
tion Assistance 
"prohibition  on  covert  assistance  for 

military  OPERATIONS  IN  NICARAGUA 

■Sec  801.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated for  fiscal  year  1983  or  1984  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  or  any  other  de- 
partment, agency,  or  entity  of  the  United 
States  involved  in  intelligence  activities  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  purpose  or 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  supporting, 
directly  or  indirectly,  military  or  paramili- 
tary operations  in  Nicaragua  by  any  nation, 
group,  organization,  movement,  or  individ- 
ual. 

••(b)  This  section  shall  take  effect  upon 
the  date  prescribed  in  the  classified  annex 
to  the  report  of  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  accompany  H.R.  2760  (98th 
Congress),  but  in  no  event  earlier  than  Oc- 
tober 1.  1983,  unless  before  that  effective 
date  the  President,  after  consultation  with 
the  Congress,  has  submitted  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  in  writ- 
ing a  new  plan  providing  for  the  interdiction 
of  arms  being  shipped  from  or  through 
Nicaragua  to  forces  hostile  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador.  In  formulating  such  a 
plan,  the  President  shall  consider  whether 
it  would  be  useful  to  pursue  direct  bilateral 
negotiations  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua;  multilateral 
negotiations  among  selected  Western  Hemi- 
spheric countries;  involving  the  Organiza- 
tion of  Amer.can  States,  the  United  Na- 
tions, or  any  other  nation  or  nations  in  a 
diplomatic  or  peacekeeping  role:  involving 
other  countries  in  the  process  of  arms  inter- 
diction using  United  States  military  supplies 
and  training;  and  any  other  policy  that  will 
stop  the  shipment  of  arms  from  Nicaragua 
to  El  Salvador.  The  plan  submitted  pursu- 
ant to  this  subsection  shall  cease  to  be  im- 
plemented and  the  prohibition  contained  in 
subsection  (a)  shall  take  effect  if— 

■•(1)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  has,  by 
formal  action,  agreed  that  it  will  cease  all  its 
activities  involving  the  furnishing  of  arms, 
personnel,  training,  command  and  control 

facilities,  or  logistical  support  for  military 
or  paramilitary  operations  in  or  against  any 


country  in  Central  America  or  the  Caribbe- 
an: and 

■•(2)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is 
taking  steps  to  implement  the  commitments 
made  by  the  Government  of  National  Re- 
construction of  Nicaragua  to  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  in  July  1979:  and 

'•(3)  the  cessation  of  such  activities,  and 
the  taking  of  steps  to  implement  such  com- 
mitments, has  been  verified  by  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States  or  the  President 
of  the  United  States. ". 

"AUTHORIZING  OF  OVERT  INTERDICTION 
ASSISTANCE 

Sec  802.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 
•(1)  in  the  absence  of  a  state  of  declared 
war.  the  provision  of  military  equipment  to 
individuals,  groups,  organizations,  or  move- 
ments seeking  to  overthrow  governments  of 
countries  in  Central  America  violates  inter- 
national treaty  obligations,  including  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  the  Charter 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States,  and 
the  Rio  Treaty  of  1949;  and 

•(2)  such  activities  by  the  Governments  of 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua  threaten  the  independ- 
ence of  El  Salvador  and  threaten  to  destabi- 
lize the  entire  Central  American  region,  and 
the  Governments  of  Cuba  and  Nicaragua 
refuse  to  cease  those  activities. 

■■(b)  The  President  is  authorized  to  fur- 
nish assistance,  on  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  he  may  determine,  to  the  govern- 
ment of  any  friendly  country  in  Central 
America  in  order  to  provide  such  country 
with  the  ability  to  prevent  use  of  its  terri- 
tory, or  to  prevent  to  the  extent  permitted 
by  international  law  the  use  of  international 
territory,  for  the  transfer  of  military  equip- 
ment from  or  through  Cuba  or  Nicaragua  or 
any  other  country  or  agents  of  that  country 
to  any  individual,  group,  organization,  or 
movement  which  the  President  determines 
seeks  to  overthrow  the  government  of  such 
friendly  country  or  the  government  of  any 
other  country  in  Central  America.  Assist- 
ance under  this  section  shall  be  provided 
openly,  and  shall  not  be  provided  in  a 
manner  which  attempU  to  conceal  United 
States  involvement  in  the  provision  of  such 
assistance. 

■•(c)  Assistance  may  be  provided  to  a 
friendly  foreign  country  under  this  section 
only  if  that  country  has  agreed  that  it  will 
not  use  any  assistance  provided  by  the 
United  States  under  this  section,  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961.  or  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  to  destabilize  or  over- 
throw the  government  of  any  country  in 
Central  America  and  will  not  make  any  such 
assistance  available  to  any  nation,  individ- 
ual, group,  organization,  or  movement 
which  seeks  to  destabilize  or  overthrow  any 
such  government. 

■■(d)  At  least  15  days  before  providing  as- 
sistance to  a  foreign  country  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  President  shall  submit  an  unclassi- 
fied report  which  describes  the  proposed  as- 
sistance to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  chairman  of  the 
appropriate  committees  of  the  Senate. 

•■(e)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  President  to  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion $30,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1983  and 
$50,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1984. 

■■(f)  Funds  to  carry  out  this  section  shall 
be  made  available  for  any  friendly  country 
in  Central  America  only  for  the  purpose  of 
interdicting  the  transfer  of  military  equip- 
ment to  any  country  in  Central  America.". 
Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 
(1)  the  Government  of  National  Recon- 
struction of  Nicaragua  has  failed  to  keep 
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solemn  promises,  made  to  the  Organization 
of  American  States  in  July  1979.  to  establish 
full  respect  for  human  rights  and  political 
liberties,  hold  early  elections,  preserve  a  pri- 
vate sector,  permit  political  pluralism,  and 
pursue  a  foreign  policy  of  non-aggression 
and  non-inter%'ention: 

(2)  by  providing  military  support  (includ- 
ing arms,  training,  and  logistical,  command 
and  control,  and  communications  facilities) 
to  groups  seeking  to  overthrow  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  and  other  Central 
American  governments,  the  Government  of 
National  Reconstruction  of  Nicaragua  has 
violated  article  18  of  the  Charter  of  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  which  de- 
clares that  no  state  has  the  right  to  inter- 
vene, directly  or  indirectly,  for  any  reason 
whatsoever,  in  the  internal  or  external  af- 
fairs of  any  other  state: 

(3)  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  should 
be  held  accountable  before  the  Organization 
of  American  States  for  activities  violative  of 
promises  made  to  the  Organization  and  for 
violations  of  the  Charter  of  that  Organiza- 
tion: and 

(4)  working  through  the  Organization  of 
American  States  is  the  proper  and  the  most 
effective  means  of  dealing  with  threats  to 
the  peace  in  Central  America,  of  providing 
for  common  action  in  the  event  of  aggres- 
sion, and  of  providing  the  mechanisms  for 
peaceful  resolution  of  disputes  among  the 
countries  of  Central  America. 

<b)  The  President  shall  seek  a  prompt  re- 
convening of  the  Seventeenth  Meeting  of 
Consultation  of  Ministers  of  Foreign  Affairs 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States  for 
the  purpose  of  re-evaluating  the  compliance 
by  the  Government  of  National  Reconstruc- 
tion of  Nicaragua— 

(1)  with  the  commitments  made  by  the 
leaders  of  that  Government  in  July  1979  to 
the  Organization  of  American  States:  and 

(2)  with  the  Charter  of  the  Organization 
of  American  States. 

(c)  The  President  shall  vigorously  seek 
prompt  actions  by  the  Organization  of 
American  States  that  would  provide  for  a 
full  range  of  effective  measures  by  the 
member  states  to  bring  about  compliance  by 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruction 
of  Nicaragua  with  those  obligations,  includ- 
ing verifiable  agreements  to  halt  the  trans- 
fer of  military  equipment  and  to  cease  fur- 
nishing of  military  support  facilities  to 
groups  seeking  the  violent  overthrow  of  gov- 
ernments of  countries  in  Central  America. 

(d)  The  Fh-esident  shall  use  all  diplomatic 
means  at  his  disposal  to  encourage  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States  to  seek  reso- 
lution of  the  conflicts  in  Central  America 
based  on  the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  of 
the  San  Jose  Conference  of  October  1982. 
especially  principles  (d).  (e).  and  (g).  relat- 
ing to  non-intervention  in  the  internal  af- 
fairs of  other  countries,  denying  support  for 
terrorist  and  subversive  elements  in  other 
states,  and  international  supervision  of  fully 
verifiable  arrangements. 

(e)  The  United  States  shall  support  meas- 
ures at  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  as  well  as  efforts  of  the  Contadora 
Group,  which  seek  to  end  support  for  ter- 
rorist, subversive,  or  other  activities  aimed 
at  the  violent  overthrow  of  the  governments 
of  countries  in  Central  America.  Funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  provide  United  States  support  for 
activities  with  respect  to  Nicaragua  which 
are  designed  to  end  the  conflict  in  the 
region  and  which  are  approved  by  the  Orga- 
nization of  American  States,  including  inter- 
national surveillance  and  supervision  activi- 


ties,   peacekeeping    forces,    border    patrols, 
and  election  supervisors. 

(f)  Not  later  than  March  15.  1984.  the 
President  shall  report  to  the  Congress  on 
the  results  of  his  efforts  pursuant  to  this 
Act  to  achieve  peace  in  Central  America  and 
to  end  the  flow  of  arms  to  Central  America. 
Such  report  may  include  such  recommenda- 
tions as  the  President  may  consider  appro- 
priate for  further  United  States  actions  to 
achieve  these  objectives,  including  requests 
for  the  authorization  and  appropriation  of 
additional  funds  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

Mr.  WEISS.  Reserving  a  point  of 
order,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  BEREUTER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  Clerk  will  continue  the  reading 
of  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  SOLARZ  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Weiss) 
insist  upon  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do 
insist  on  my  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  be 
glad  to  hear  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  substitutes,  except 
for  the  one  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  the  majority  leader,  have 
to  be  in  written  form  and  filed  in  ad- 
vance. I  understand  that  this  particu- 
lar substitute  had  not  been,  and  that 
is  the  basis  of  my  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Nebraska  desire  to  be 
heard? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  do  not.  Mr. 
Chairman. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Weiss)  that  this  is  an  amend- 
ment offered  as  a  substitute  for  the 
Wright  amendment  and  the  rule  does 
not  require  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
SoLARZ)  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereuter)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  have  offered  can  be  ex- 
plained very  briefly  in  that  the  three 
components  in  this  amendment  have 
been  thoroughly  discussed,  have  been 
read,  have  been  debated  at  great 
length. 

The  three  components  of  this 
amendment  that  I  am  offering  are. 
first,  the  so-called  Broomfield-Mica 
amendment  offered  earlier;  second, 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  majori- 
ty leader,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Wright),  which  relates  to  the 
promises  made  by  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  and  involves  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States.  I  think  we 
recall  that,  and,  third,  would  be  to  re- 
instate section  802  from  the  original 
Boland-Zablocki  bill  or  resolution. 
That  section,  of  course,  relates  to  the 
overt  interdiction  aid  provided  to  adja- 
cent Central  American  nations  in  the 
amount  of  $30  million  for  fiscal  year 
1983  and  $50  million  for  fiscal  year 
1984. 

I  think  that  is  an  adequate  explana- 
tion. We  have  been  over  it  before. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  just 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ne- 
braska. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  of  course,  absolutely  rein- 
states the  Broomfield  amendment. 
There  is  no  doubt  about  that. 

This  House  has  already  voted  twice 
on  that  particular  amendment.  We 
ought  to  vote  it  down  for  a  third  time. 
I  have  some  problem  with  the  Hyde 
amendment,  I  must  say.  I  have  no 
problem  with  the  individual.  I  think 
he  is  one  of  the  nicest  men  you  would 
ever  want  to  meet  and  perhaps  one  of 
the  cleverest  lawyers  here. 

I  am  a  little  concerned  about  the  ef- 
fective date.  The  covert  action,  of 
course,  would  go  on  until  the  effective 
date  has  been  accomplished  and  that 
effective  date  would  be  30  days  after 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  the 
Intelligence  Committee,  and  the  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee  have  held 
hearings. 


Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  have  no  problem  with 
7  days  after  hearings.  I  just  want  hear- 
ings to  be  held  before  we  launch  into  a 
new  program  and  7  days  is  fine  with 
me. 

The  chairman  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  is  here  and  he  hears  what 
we  are  saying.  I  know  him,  as  the  gen- 
tleman knows  him,  to  be  an  honorable 
man  who  will  move  with  dispatch. 

This  is  simple  to  do  things  in  a  sensi- 
ble, reasonable,  orderly  way. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  if  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
had  restricted  this  particular  amend- 
ment to  any  one  of  the  three,  I  would 
have  no  objection  to  it;  but  it  offers  a 
way  to  delay  this  about  as  long  as  you 
want. 

For  my  part,  I  am  not  about  to  hold 
a  hearing  all  during  August  on  this 
particular  matter,  I  can  tell  you  that.  I 
do  not  know  what  is  going  to  happen 
with  the  other  two  committees. 

I  think  it  is  an  ineffective  amend- 
ment. I  do  not  say  it  is  a  gutting 
amendment.  I  just  say  it  is  a  very 
clever  amendment.  I  would  hope  that 
the  membership  would  vote  "no"  on 
the  amendment. 

On  the  final  vote.  I  would  hope  the 
Members  would  vote  "aye"  on  the 
Wright  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde)  to  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  194,  noes 
229,  not  voting  10,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  282] 
AYES- 194 


Archer 

Coleman  (MO) 

Fields 

Badham 

Conable 

Fish 

Barnard 

Corcoran 

Forsythe 

Bartlett 

Coughlin 

Frenzel 

Batcman 

Courier 

Gekas 

Bereuter 

Craig 

Oilman 

Bethune 

Crane.  Daniel 

Gingrich 

Biaggi 

Crane.  Philip 

Goodling 

Bilirakis 

Daniel 

Oradison 

Bliley 

Dannemeyer 

Oramm 

Breaux 

Daub 

Gregg 

Broomfield 

Davis 

Gunderson 

Brown  (COi 

DeWine 

Hall.  Ralph 

Broyhill 

Dickinson 

Hall.  Sam 

Burton  (IN) 

Dreier 

Hammerschmidt 

Byron 

Duncan 

Harisen  (ID) 

Campbell 

Dyson 

Hansen  (UT) 

Carney- 

Edwards  (AD 

Hartnett 

Carper 

Edwards  (OK) 

Hatcher 

Chandler 

Emerson 

Hightower 

Chappell 

Erdreich 

Hiler 

Cheney 

Erlenborn 

Hillis 

Clinger 

Evans  (lA) 

Holt 

Coat.s 

Fiedler 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Johnson 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leath 

Lent 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McOrath 


Ackerman 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews  (NO 
Andrews  (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
'  Aspin 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boxer 
Britt 
Brooks 
Brown  (CA) 
Bryant 
Burton  (CA) 
Carr 
Clarke 
Clay 
Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daschle 
de  la  Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 


McKernan 

McKinney 

Michel 

Miller  (OH) 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Myers 

Nichols 

Nielson 

O'Brien 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Paul 

Petri 

Porter 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Ray 

Regula 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schneider 

Schulze 

Sensenbrenner 

NOES— 229 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

English 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (Ml) 

Ford  (TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Glickman 

Gonzalez  v 

Gore 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hughes 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 


Shaw- 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skellon 
Smith  (NE) 
Smith  (NJ) 
Smith.  Denny 
Smith.  Robert 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas  (CA) 
Thomas  (GA) 
Vander  Jagt 
Vandergriff 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Williams  (OH) 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 

Young  (AK) 
Young  (FL) 
Zschau 


Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Low-ry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

MacKay 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McHugh 

McNulty 

Mica 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Obcrstar 

Obey 


Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panelta 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Price 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Reid 

Richardson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 


Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 


Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Walkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wydcn 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


NOT  VOTING- 10 


Addabbo 
Boucher 
Chappie 
Dowdy 


Molinari 
Stangeland 


Franklin 
Heftel 
Jones  (TN) 
McDade 

D  2110 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair; 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Molinari  for.  with  Mr.  Addabbo 
against. 

Mr.  GUARINI  changed  his  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  COUGHLIN  changed  his  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  was 
rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
state  that  all  time  under  the  5-minute 
rule  on  the  bill  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ne- 
braska (Mr.  BEREUTER)  as  a  substitute 
for  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  TexEis  (Mr.  Wright). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.   BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  196,  noes 
228,  not  voting  9,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  283] 
AYES- 196 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

Davis 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dyson 

Edwards  (AD 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

Erdreich 

Erlenborn 

Evans  (lA) 

Fascell 


Archer 

Byron 

Badham 

Campbell 

Barnard 

Carney 

Bartlett 

Chandler 

Bateman 

Chappell 

Bereuter 

Cheney 

Bethune 

Clinger 

Bevill 

Coats 

Bilirakis 

Coleman  (MO) 

Bliley 

Conable 

Boner 

Corcoran 

Breaux 

Coughlin 

Broomfield 

Courier 

Brown  (CO) 

Craig 

Broyhill 

Crane.  Daniel 

Burton  (IN) 

Crane.  Philip 
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Fiedler 

Fields 

FUh 

Fllppo 

Forsythe 

Prenzel 

Fuqua 

Gekas 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Ounderson 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  <ID> 

Hansen  cUTi 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hightower 

Hiler 

HlUis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarstno 

Latta 

Leath 

Lent 

Levltaa 

Lewis  (CA> 

Lewis  (PL) 

Upinski 


IMI 


Ackerman 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews  i  NC  i 
Andrews  (TXi 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Aspm 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Britt 
Brooks 
Brown  (CA) 
Bryant 
Burton  (CA) 
Carper 
Can- 
Clarke 
Clay 
Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 


Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loeffler 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mark 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NYi 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

Mica 

Michel 

Miller  <OHi 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Myers 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

O'Brien 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Pat  man 

Paul 

Petri 

Porter 

Pritchard 

Piirsell 

QuiUen 

Ray 

Regula 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

NOES- 228 

Coyne 

Crockett 

D' Amours 

Daschle 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

[>rrick 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Durbin 

l>wyer 

Dymally 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

English 

Evans  (ILi 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Florlo 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  <  MI  I 

Ford(TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frost 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibtwns 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gray 


RO0gfS 

Roth 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schuize 

Sensenbrenner 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Siljandrr 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (NEi 

Smith  (NJi 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Stenholm 

St rat  ton 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Weber 

Whitehurst 

Whittaker 

Williams  I  OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

woir 
Wort  ley 
Wylie 

Young  I AK I 
Young (FLi 
Zschau 


Green 


Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH I 

Hamilton 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hughes 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jones  ( NC  < 

Jones  ( OK  i 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CAi 

Lehman  iFL) 

L^land 

Levin 

Levine 

Long  (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

MacKay 

Markey 

Martin  (ID 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOmilT  OFTERED  BY  MR. 
BROOMFIELD 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
offer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  I  certainly  am. 
Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD  moves  to  recommit  the 
bill.  H.R.  2760.  to  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  and  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Affairs. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The   vote   was   takenT  by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  189,  nays 
234,  not  voting  10.  as  follows: 
(Roll  No.  2841 
YEAS- 189 
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McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

MikuUki 

Miller  (CAi 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottlnger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 


Perkins 

Pickle 

Price 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Hatch  ford 

Reid 

Richard.son 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Slaltery 

Smith  (FLi 

Smith  (lA) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

St  Germain 


Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whilten 

Williams  I MT) 

WIrth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wyden 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


NOT  VOTING-9 


Addabtio 
Chappie 
Dowdy 


Franklin 
Heftel 
Jones  (TN I 


McDade 
Molinari 
Stangeland 


D  2130 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr  Molinari  for.  with  Mr.  Addabbo 
against. 

So  the  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  sulwtitute  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 

The  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
sutistitute  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wright)  having  assumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Natcher.  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consid- 
eration the  bill  (H.R.  2760)  to  amend 
the  Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1983  to  prohibit  U.S.  sup- 
port for  military  or  paramilitary  oper- 
ations in  Nicaragua  and  to  authorize 
assistance,  to  be  openly  provided  to 
governments  of  countries  in  Central 
America,  to  interdict  the  supply  of 
military  equipment  from  Nicaragua 
and  Cuba  to  individuals,  groups,  orga- 
nizations, or  movements  seeking  to 
overthrow  governments  of  countries  in 
Central  America,  pursuant  to  House 
resolution  261.  he  reported  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  an  amendment 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 


Archer 

Emerson 

Jenkins 

Badham 

Erdreich 

Johnson 

Barnard 

Erienbom 

Kaslrh 

Bartlett 

Evans  ( lA  i 

Kazen 

Bateman 

Fiedler 

Kemp 

Bereuter 

Fields 

Kindness 

Bet  hunt- 

Fish 

Kramer 

Bevill 

Flippo 

Lagomarsino 

Bilirakis 

Forsythe 

Latta 

Bliley 

Frenzel 

Leath 

Breaux 

Fuqua 

Lent 

Broomfield 

Gekas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Oilman 

Lewis  (FL) 

Broyhill 

Gingrich 

Lipinski 

Burton  (IN) 

Goodling 

Livingston 

Campbell 

Gradison 

Uoyd 

Carney 

Gramm 

Loeffler 

Chandler 

Gregg 

Lot! 

Chappell 

Gunderson 

Low  ery  ( CA ) 

Cheney 

Hall.  Ralph 

Lujan 

dinger 

Hall.  Sam 

Lungren 

Coats 

Hammerschmidt  Mack 

Coleman  (MO) 

Hance 

Madigan 

Conable 

Hansen  (ID) 

Marlenee 

Corcoran 

Hansen  (UT) 

Marriott 

Courter 

Hartnett 

Martin  (ID 

Craig 

Hatcher 

Martin  (NC) 

Crane.  Daniel 

Hightower 

Martin  (NY) 

Crane.  Philip 

Hiler 

McCain 

Daniel 

Hillis 

McCandless 

Dannemeyer 

Holt 

McCollum 

Daub 

Hopkins 

McDonald 

Davi.s 

Horton 

McEwen 

DeWlne 

Hubbard 

McGrath 

Dickinson 

■  Huckaby 

McKernan 

Dreier 

Hunter 

Mica 

Duncan 

Hutto 

Michel 

Edwards  (AL) 

Hyde 

Miller  (OH) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Ireland 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Roberts 

Spence 

Moorhead 

Robinson 

Stenholm 

Morrison  (WA) 

Roemer 

Stratton 

Myers 

Rogers 

Stump 

Nelson 

Roth 

Tauke 

Nichols 

Rudd 

Tauzin 

Nielson 

Sawyer 

Taylor 

OBrien 

Schaefer 

Thomas  (CA) 

Oxley 

Schuize 

Vander  Jagt 

Packard 

Sensenbrenner 

Vandergriff 

Parris 

Shaw 

Vucanovich 

Pashayan 

Shelby 

Walker 

Pat  man 

Shumway 

Weber 

Paul 

Shuster 

Whitehurst 

Petri 

Siljander 

Whittaker 

Porter 

Sisisky 

Williams  (OH) 

Pritchard 

Skeen 

Wilson 

Pursell 

Skelton 

Winn 

Qiiillen 

Smith  (NE) 

Wolf 

Ray 

Smith  (NJ) 

Wortley 

Regula 

Smith.  Denny 

Wylie 

Ridge 

Smith.  Robert 

Young  (AK) 

Rinaldo 

Snyder 

Young (FL) 

Ritter 

Solomon 
NAYS-234 

Zschau 

Ackerman 

Fascell 

McNulty 

Akaka 

Fazio 

Mikulski 

Albosta 

Feighan 

Miller  (CA) 

Alexander 

Ferraro 

Mineta 

Anderson 

Florlo 

Minish 

Andrews  (NC) 

Foglietta 

Mitchell 

Andrews  (TX) 

Foley 

Moakley 

Annunzio 

Ford  (MI) 

MoUohan 

Anthony 

Ford(TN) 

Moody 

Applegate 

Fowler 

Morrison  (CT) 

Aspin 

Prank 

Mrazek 

AuCoin 

Frost 

Murphy 

Barnes 

Garcia 

Murtha 

Bates 

Gaydos 

Natcher 

Bedell 

Gejdenson 

Neal 

Beilenson 

Gephardt 

Nowak 

Bennett 

Gibbons 

Oakar 

Berman 

Glickman 

Oberstar 

Biaggi 

Gonzalez 

Obey 

Boehlert 

Gore 

Olin 

Boggs 

Gray 

Ortiz 

Boland 

Green 

Ottinger 

Boner 

Guarini 

Owens 

Bonior 

Hall  (IN) 

Panetta 

Bonker 

Hall  (OH) 

Patterson 

Borski 

Hamilton 

Pease 

Bosco 

Harkin 

Penny 

Boucher 

Harrison 

Pepper 

Boxer 

Hawkins 

Perkins 

Britt 

Hefner 

Pickle 

Brooks 

Hertel 

Price 

Brown  (CA) 

Howard 

Rahall 

Bryant 

Hoyer 

Rangel 

Burton  (CA) 

Hughes 

Ratchford 

Byron 

Jacobs 

Reid 

Carper 

Jeffords 

Richardson 

Carr 

Jones  (NC) 

Rodino 

Clarke 

Jones  (OK) 

Roe 

Clay 

Kaptur 

Rose 

Coelho 

Kastenmeier 

Rostenkowski 

Coleman  (TX) 

Kennelly 

Roukema 

Collins 

Kildee 

Rowland 

Conte 

Kogovsek 

Roybal 

Conyers 

Kolter 

Russo 

Cooper 

Kostmayer 

Sabo 

Coughlin 

LaFalce 

Savage 

Coyne 

Lantos 

Scheuer 

Crockett 

Leach 

Schneider 

D' Amours 

Lehman  (CA) 

Schroeder 

Daschle 

Lehman  (FD 

Schumer 

de  la  Garza 

Leland 

Seiberling 

Dellums 

Levin 

Shannon 

Derrick 

Levine 

Sharp 

Dicks 

Levitas 

Sikorski 

Dingell 

Long (LA) 

Simon 

Dixon 

Long(MD) 

Slattery 

Donnelly 

Lowry  (WA) 

Smith  (FL) 

Dorgan 

Luken 

Smith  (lA) 

Downey 

Lundine 

Snowe 

Durbin 

MacKay 

Solarz 

Dwyer 

Markey 

Spratt 

Dymally 

Martinez 

St  Germain 

Dyson 

Matsui 

Staggers 

Early 

Mavroules 

Stark 

Eckart 

Mazzoli 

Stokes 

Edgar 

McCloskey 

Studds 

Edwards  (CA) 

McCurdy 

Swift 

English 

McHugh 

Synar 

Evans  (ID 

McKinney 

Tallon 

Thomas  (GA) 

Walgren 

Wirth 

McCurdy 

Price 

Stark 

Torres 

Watkins 

Wise 

McHugh 

Pritchard 

Stokes 

Torricelli 

Waxman 

Wolpe 

McKernan 

Rahall 

Studds 

Towns 

Weaver 

Wright 

McKinney 

Rangel 

Swift 

Traxler 

Weiss 

Wyden 

McNulty 

Ratchford 

Synar 

Udall 

Wheat 

Yates 

Mikulski 

Reid 

Torres 

Valentine 

Whitley 

Yatron 

Miller  (CA) 

Richardson 

Torricelli 

Vento 

Whitten 

Young  (MO) 

Mineta 

Ridge 

Towns 

Volkmer 

Williams  (MT) 

Zablocki 

Minish 

Rodino 

Traxler 

Mitchell 

Roe 

Udall 

NOT  VOTING- 

-10 

Moakley 

Rose 

Valentine 

Addabbo 

Heftel 

Stangeland 

MoUohan 

Rostenkowski 

Vento 

Chappie 

Jones  (TN) 

Sundquist 

Moody 

Roukema 

Volkmer 

Dowdy 

McDade 

Morrison  (CT) 

Roybal 

Walgren 

Franklin 

Molinari 

Mrazek 

Russo 

Watkins 

Murphy 

Sabo 

Waxman 

D  2150 

Natcher 

Savage 

Weaver 

Neal 

Scheuer 

Weiss 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

Nowak 

Schneider 

Wheat 

pair: 

Oakar 

Schroeder 

Whitley 

Oberstar 

Schumer 

Whitten 

On  this  vote: 

Obey 

Seiberling 

Williams  (MT) 

Mr.    Molinari    for.    with 

Mr.    Addabbo 

Olin 

Shannon 

Williams  (OH) 

against. 

Ortiz 

Sharp 

Wirth 

Ottinger 

Sikorski 

Wise 

Mr.  WEISS  changed 

his  vote  from 

Owens 

Simon 

Wolpe 

"yea"  to  "nay." 

Panetta 

Slattery 

Wright 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re- 

Patterson 
Pease 

Smith  (FD 
Smith  (lA) 

Wyden 
Yates 

jected. 

Penny 

Snowe 

Yatron 

The    result    of    the 

vote    was    an- 

Pepper 

Spratt 

Young  (MO) 

nounced  as  above  recorded. 

Perkins 

St  Germain 

Zablocki 

The   SPEAKER    pro 

tempore   (Mr. 

Pickle 

Staggers 

Zschau 

Wright).  The  question 

is  on  the  pas- 

NOES-195 

sage  of  the  bill. 

Applegate 

Gradison 

Miller  (OH) 

The   question   was   taken;   and   the 

Archer 

Gramm 

Montgomery 

Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appear  to  have  it. 

Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 

Gregg 
Gunderson 
Hall.  Ralph 

Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison  (WA) 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Bateman 

Hall.  Sam 

Murtha 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

Bereuter 
Bethune 

Hammerschmidt  Myers 
Hance                    Nelson 

demand  a  recorded  vote. 

Bevill 

Hansen  (ID) 

Nichols 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

Bilirakis 

Hansen  (UT) 

Nielson 

The   vote 

was   taken 

by   electronic 

Bliley 
Boner 

Hartnett 
Hatcher 

OBrien 
Oxley 

device  and  there  were— 

ayes  228,  noes 

Breaux 

Hightower 

Packard 

195,  not  voting  10,  as  follows: 

Broomfield 

Hiler 

Parris 

Brown  (CO) 

Hillis 

Pashayan 

[Roll  No.  285] 

Broyhill 

Holt 

Patman 

AYES— 228 

Burton  (IN) 

Hopkins 

Paul 

Byron 

Hubbard 

Petri 

Ackerman 

Coyne 

Guarini 

Campbell 

Huckaby 

Porter 

Akaka 

DAmours 

HalKIN) 

Carney 

Hunter 

Pursell 

Albosta 

Daschle 

Hall  (OH) 

Chandler 

Hutto 

Quillen 

Alexander 

de  la  Garza 

Hamilton 

Chappell 

Hyde 

Ray 

Anderson 

Dellums 

Harkin 

Cheney 

Ireland 

Regula 

Andrews  ( NC ) 

Derrick 

Harrison 

dinger 

Jenkins 

Rinaldo 

Andrews  (TX) 

Dicks 

Hawkins 

Coats 

Johnson 

Ritter 

Annunzio 

Dingell 

Hefner 

Coleman  (MO) 

Kasich 

Roberts 

Anthony 

Dixon 

Hertel 

Conable 

Kazen 

Robinson 

Aspin 

Donnelly 

Horton 

Corcoran 

Kemp 

Roemer 

AuCoin 

Dorgan 

Howard 

Courter 

Kindness 

Rogers 

Barnes 

Downey 

Hughes 

Craig 

Kramer 

Roth 

Bates 

Durbin 

Jacobs 

Crane.  Daniel 

Lagomarsino 

Rowland 

Bedell 

Dwyer 

Jeffords 

Crane.  Philip 

Latta 

Rudd 

Beilenson 

Dymally 

Jones  (NC) 

Crockett 

Leath 

Sawyer 

Bennett 

Early 

Jones  (OK) 

Daniel 

Lent 

Schaefer 

Berman 

Eckart 

Kaptur 

Dannemeyer 

Levitas 

Schuize 

Biaggi 

Edgar 

Kastenmeier 

Daub 

Lewis  (CA) 

Sensenbrenner 

Boehlert 

Edwards  (CA) 

Kennelly 

Davis 

Lewis  (FL) 

Shaw- 

Boggs 

English 

Kildee 

DeWine 

Lipinski 

Shelby 

Boland 

Evans (lA) 

Kogovsek 

Dickinson 

Livingston 

Shumway 

Bonior 

Evans  (ID 

Kolter 

Dreier 

Lloyd 

Shuster 

Bonker 

Fazio 

Kostmayer 

Duncan 

Loeffler 

Siljander 

Borski 

Feighan 

LaFalce 

Dyson 

Lott 

Sisisky 

Bosco 

Ferraro 

Lantos 

Edwards  (AD 

Lowery  (CA) 

Skeen 

Boucher 

Fish 

Leach 

Edwards  (OK) 

Lujan 

Skelton 

Boxer 

Florlo 

Lehman  (CA) 

Emerson 

Lungren 

Smith  (NE) 

Britt 

Foglietta 

Lehman  (FD 

Erdreich 

Mack 

Smith  (NJ) 

Brooks 

Foley 

Leland 

Erlenborn 

Madigan 

Smith.  Denny 

Brown  (CA) 

Ford  (MI) 

Levin 

Fascell 

Marlenee 

Smith.  Robert 

Bryant 

Ford(TN) 

Levine 

Fiedler 

Marriott 

Snyder 

Burton  (CA) 

Fowler 

Long (LA) 

Fields 

Martin  (ID 

Solomon 

Carper 

Frank 

Long  (MD) 

Flippo 

Martin  (NC) 

Spence 

Carr 

Frost 

Lowry  (WA) 

Forsythe 

Martin  (NY) 

Stenholm 

Clarke 

Garcia 

Luken 

Franklin 

McCain 

Stratton 

Clay 

Gejdenson 

Lundine 

Frenzel 

McCandless 

Stump 

Coelho 

Gephardt 

MacKay 

Fuqua 

McCollum 

Sundquist 

Coleman  (TX) 

Gibbons 

Markey 

Gaydos 

McDonald 

Tallon 

Collins 

Glickman 

Martinez 

Gekas 

McEwen 

Tauke 

Conte 

Gonzalez 

Matsui 

Gilman 

McGrath 

Tauzin 

Conyers 

Gore 

Mavroulte 

Gingrich 

Mica 

Taylor 

Cooper 

Gray 

Mazzoli 

Goodling 

Michel 

Thomas  (CA) 
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Thomas  (GA) 

Weber 

Wolf 

Vander  Jagt 

Whitehurst 

Wort  ley 

Vandergrifr 

Whittaker 

Wylie 

Vucjuiovich 

Wilson 

Young  (AK) 

Walker 

Winn 

Young (FL) 

NOT  VOTING- 

-10 

Addabbo 

Hoyer 

Solarz 

Chappie 

Jones  (TN) 

Stangeland 

Dowdy 

McDade 

Heftel 

Molinari 

S.  Con.  Res.  58.  Concurrent  resolution  cor- 
recting the  enrollment  of  S.  272. 


n  2210 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Addabo  for.  with  Mr.  Molinari 
against. 

Mr.  Hoyer  for.  with  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennes- 
see against. 

Mr.  MICA  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERMISSION     FOR    SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE    ON     WATER     RESOURCES 
OF     COMMITTEE      ON      PUBLIC 
WORKS       AND       TRANSPORTA- 
TION      TO       SIT       TOMORROW 
DURING  THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 
Mr.  ROE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Water  Resources  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 
be    permitted    to    sit    during    the    5- 
minute  rule  in  the  House  on  Friday, 
July  29.  1983. 

The    SPEAKER     pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 
There  was  no  objection. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate, 
by  Mr.  Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  2973)  entitled 
"An  act  to  repeal  the  withholding  of 
tax  from  interest  and  dividends." 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  with  amend- 
ments in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  3263.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  military  construction  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  insists  upon  its  amend- 
ments to  the  bill  (H.R.  3263)  entitled 
"An  act  making  appropriations  for 
military  construction  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30.  1984.  and  for 
other  purposes."  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Mattingly.  Mr.  Laxalt. 
Mr.  Garn,  Mr.  Hatfield.  Mr.  Sasser. 
Mr.  Inouye.  and  Mr.  Stennis  to  be  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill,  joint  res- 
olutions, and  a  concurrent  resolution 
of  the  following  titles,  in  which  the 
concurrence  of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1340.  An  act  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973  and  to  extend 
the  Developmental  Disability  Assistance 
and  Bill  of  Rights  Act  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: 

S.J.  Res.  116.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  4.  1983.  through 
September  10.  1983.  as  'Youth  of  America 
Week"; 

S.J.  Res.  131.  Joint  resolution  designating 
"National  Cystic  Fibrosis  Week";  and 


IMF  INCREASE  NEEDED 

(Mr.  WYLIE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks,  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  par- 
ticularly pleased  by  the  editorial  in 
the  Columbus  Dispatch  yesterday, 
headlined,  "IMF  Increase  Needed." 
The  editorial  is  well  reasoned  and  very 
supportive  of  the  IMF  quota  legisla- 
tion. This  is  significant  because  it 
comes  from  a  Midwestern,  conserva- 
tive, established  newspaper  which  is 
now  the  second  largest  in  circulation 
for  the  State  of  Ohio. 

The  Columbus  Dispatch  is  too  sound 
to  take  an  editorial  position  of  this 
magnitude    without    first    thoroughly 
evaluating   both   sides   of    this   issue. 
This  is.  indeed,  very  good  news  today. 
[From  the  Columbus  Dispatch] 
IMF  Increase  Needed 
The  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  may 
vote  this  week  on  a  bill  to  increase  this  Na- 
tions    contribution    to    the    International 
Monetary  Fund.  It  is  important  that  this  in- 
crease  be   approved   and   vital   that   voters 
help  push  the  hike  through. 

The  IMF  has  146  member  nations  which 
contribute  funds  to  a  central  account.  These 
funds  can  then  be  loaned  to  nations  in  need 
of  financial  help.  The  present  U.S.  contribu- 
tion to  the  IMF  is  $16  billion,  and  the  bill 
before  the  House  would  increase  that 
amount  by  $8.4  billion. 

Strengthening  the  IMF  is  important  to 
the  United  States  for  several  reasons.  One 
of  the  most  important  reasons  is  that  the 
loaned  money  enables  borrowing  nations  to 
safeguard  their  own  economies.  Strong— or 
at  least  stable— foreign  economics  are  abso- 
lutely essential  to  the  well-being  of  the  U.S. 
economy  since  this  nation  exports  so  much 
of  the  goods  it  produces  to  consumers  over- 
seas. If  foreign  consumers  cannot  afford  to 
buy  U.S.  goods,  American  production  and 
employment  will  suffer.  It  is  estimated,  for 
instance,  that  one  in  five  American  jobs  is 
dependent  upon  foreign  consumer.  U.S. 
Rep.  Chalmers  Wylie.  R-Columbus,  a  strong 
supporter  of  the  IMF  increase,  points  out 
that  one-third  of  all  goods  consumed  in 
Mexico  are  produced  in  the  United  States.  A 
dropoff  in  trade  with  Mexico,  which  could 


happen  if  the  IMF  is  unable  to  assist  that 
nation  in  getting  back  on  its  feet,  could 
result  in  a  substantial  loss  of  jobs  for  U.S. 
workers. 

In  short,  the  money  the  United  States 
contributes  to  the  IMP  works  for  the  Ameri- 
can citizen.  Not  only  is  interest  paid  on  the 
loans,  but  the  U.S.  money  helps  prime  the 
pump  of  international  trade  which  results 
in  jobs,  production  and  tax  revenues  bene- 
fiting all  Americans. 

The  IMF  is  important  in  another  way  to 
this  country,  since  the  United  States  is  both 
a  borrower  and  a  lender.  Indeed,  Washing- 
ton is  the  IMF's  second  highest  all-time  bor- 
rower, having  gone  to  the  IMF  well  on  24 
.separate  occasions,  the  last  being  in  1978 
when  President  Carter  looked  for  help  in 
strengthening  the  U.S.  dollar  and  borrowed 
$2.28  billion  for  this  purposes.  England  is 
the  IMF's  all-time  top  l>orrower. 

Despite  these  obvious  benefits,  the  IMP 
increase  legislation  is  in  danger  in  the 
House,  not  because  of  Democratic  opposi- 
tion but  because  some  Republicans  do  not 
like  the  idea  of  this  form  of  international 
assistance.  What  needs  to  emerge  is  a  ma- 
jority of  moderate  representatives  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  see  the  wisdom 
in  a  free  global  marketplace  but  who  also 
recognize  the  need  to  insure  that  credit  is 
available  to  those  countries  which  need  help 
from  time  to  time  getting  through  economic 
difficulties.    As    Wylie    rightly    points    out 

■The  international  financial  system  is  a  dis- 
array. There  is  a  critical  need  for  the  IMF 
to  help  countries  weather  the  current  finan- 
cial crisis." 

The  IMF  increase  has  the  strong  support 
of  the  Reagan  White  House  and  it  deserves 
broad  support  from  the  citizens  of  this  land. 
Voter  views  should  be  voiced  in  Washington 
to  guarantee  this  bill's  passage. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  953 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  my  name  removed  as  a  cosponsor 
of  H.R.  953. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EcKART).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Oklaho- 
ma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


WAIVING     CERTAIN    POINTS     OF 
ORDER      AGAINST      CONSIDER- 
ATION   OF    THE    AMENDMENTS 
IN      DISAGREEMENT     TO     THE 
CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069.     SUPPLEMENTAL     APPRO- 
PRIATIONS. 1983 
Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  284  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  284 
Resolved.  That  during  the  consideration 
of  the  amendments  reported  from  confer- 
ence in  disagreement  on  the  bill  (H.R.  3069) 
making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1983.  and 
for  other  purposes,  all  points  of  order  under 
clause  7  of  rule  XVI  are  hereby  waived 
against   the  proposed   House  amendments. 


printed  on  the  following  pages  of  the  joint 
statement  of  managers  accompanying  the 
conference  report,  to  the  following  num- 
bered Senate  amendments  reported  from 
conference  in  disagreement:  on  pages  9 
through  10,  to  number  1;  on  page  11.  to 
number  8;  on  page  35.  to  number  83;  on  page 
45.  to  number  119;  on  page  48.  to  numbers 
128  through  132;  on  page  56.  to  number  164; 
on  page  57,  to  number  168;  and  on  page  67, 
to  number  231. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Frost)  is 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only.  I  yield  30  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  QuiLLEN).  pending  which  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on 
Rules  has  reported  House  Resolution 
284  to  provide  for  the  orderly  and  ex- 
peditioijs  disposition  of  the  conference 
report  on  the  fiscal  year  1983  supple- 
mental appropriation  and  its  amend- 
ments in  disagreement.  The  rule  spe- 
cifically waives  points  of  order  on  pro- 
posed House  amendments  to  certain 
amendments  in  disagreement.  The 
rule  waives  clause  7  of  Rule  XVI,  the 
germaneness  rule,  against  12  specified 
amendments  to  the  Senate  amend- 
ments reported  from  the  conference  in 
di-sagreement. 

This  unusual  procedure  is  necessary 
in  order  that  the  House  might  consid- 
er these  12  amendments  on  their 
merit,  for  otherwise,  it  would  be  possi- 
ble for  any  one  Member  of  the  House 
to  raise  a  point  of  order  against  con- 
sideration of  each  of  these  amend- 
ments and  would  thereby  preclude  the 
House  the  opportunity  to  come  to  a 
decision  on  these  amendments.  The 
waivers  granted  in  the  rule  in  no  way 
change  the  normal  procedure  under 
which  conference  reports  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  are  consid- 
ered, and  as  is  customary,  the  confer- 
ence report  will  be  considered  in  the 
House  under  the  hour  rule.  Once  it 
has  been  adopted,  the  manager  of  the 
conference  agreement,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  Mr.  Whitten,  will 
then  bring  up  each  of  the  105  amend- 
ments in  disagreement  which  will  be 
considered  and  subject  to  a  vote.  In 
the  12  specific  instances  where  waivers 
have  been  granted  in  the  special  order 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
the  waiver  will  enable  each  amend- 
ment to  be  called  up.  debated  and 
voted  on  without  a  point  of  order 
being  raised  and  sustained.  Each  of 
the  amendments  in  disagreement  is  al- 
lowed 1  hour  of  debate,  equally  divid- 
ed and  each  is  subject  to  a  roUcall 
vote. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  agree- 
ment contains  $7  billion  in  supplemen- 
tal appropriations  for  the  remainder 
of  this  fiscal  year.  Contained  in  this 
amount  are  critically  needed  funds  for 
the  food  stamp  program— failure  to 
pass  the  supplemental  before  the  end 


of  this  month  will  result  in  mandatory 
across-the-board  benefit  reductions  for 
food  stamp  recipients  in  the  month  of 
August  and  the  elimination  of  benefits 
in  September.  The  conference  agree- 
ment contains  $1.2  billion  in  food 
stamp  funding  which  will  enable  the 
program  to  operate  at  current  levels 
through  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  In 
total  mandatory  spending,  the  supple- 
mental conference  agreement  contains 
$4,5  billion  in  administration  request- 
ed moneys  for  five  programs,  including 
food  stamps. 

The  waivers  provided  in  the  rule 
extend  to  a  number  of  areas  that,  in 
addition  to  food  stamps,  need  to  be  ad- 
dressed in  the  supplemental.  Included 
in  the  12  specific  amendments  is  a  pro- 
vision to  incorporate  the  exact  text  of 
H.R.  3385,  which  passed  the  House  on 
July  19  by  a  vote  of  312  to  97.  H.R. 
3385  seeks  to  prevent  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  from  imposing  substan- 
tial hardships  on  upland  cotton  pro- 
ducers who  are  participating  in  the  ad- 
ministration's PIK  program.  This  bill 
received  the  overwhelming  support  of 
the  House,  and  as  such,  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  has  made  special  provi- 
sion for  this  amendment  to  the  supple- 
mental in  the  rule  before  us  today. 

In  addition,  the  rule  waives  point  of 
order  for  amendments  in  disagreement 
relating  to  the  school  lunch  program, 
the  creation  of  a  hazardous  waste 
center  within  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency,  the  creation  of  a  com- 
mission to  review  the  coal  leasing  pro- 
cedures of  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, funding  for  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  for  further  research 
on  AIDS,  extention  of  the  availability 
of  Federal  funds  for  highway  crossing 
Federal  projects,  provision  of  addition- 
al funding  for  a  methane  conversion 
study  authorized  by  the  Surface 
Transportation  Assistance  Act  of  1982, 
recapture  of  funds  for  a  bridge  project 
in  Florida  and  provision  of  additional 
funding  for  three  integrated  Veterans' 
Administration  hospital  system 
projects. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  to  meet  our 
commitments  to  the  people  of  this 
Nation,  time  is  of  the  essence.  It  is  cru- 
cially important  that  the  House  act  on 
this  conference  agreement  in  the  most 
expeditious  manner  possible,  and  the 
rule  before  us  affords  the  House  that 
opportunity.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  rule  so  that  we  may  quick- 
ly proceed  to  the  conference  report 
and  the  important  programs  which  it 
contains. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  hour  is  late.  Some 
of  the  departments  of  Government 
will  be  short  of  funds  unless  this  sup- 
plemental appropriation  conference 
report  is  passed. 

I  would  like  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  Members  of  the  House  that 
when  this  supplemental  appropriation 


bill  was  first  considered  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  on  May  25,  some  41  pages 
out  of  77  pages  had  to  be  protected  by 
waivers  of  points  of  order.  Tonight, 
what  we  have  in  this  rule  is  a  whole 
new  set  of  waivers  of  the  House  rules. 
These  waivers  are  included  to  protect 
specified  amendments  in  disagreement 
from  points  of  order  for  failure  to 
comply  with  the  germaneness  rule. 

I  think  the  waivers  are  being  mis- 
used, 

I  feel  that  this  House  should  limit 
its  use  of  supplemental  appropriations, 
A  supplemental  appropriation  should 
be  used  only  for  departments  and 
agencies  that  have  run  short  of  funds. 
But  instead,  we  are  using  supplemen- 
tal appropriations  for  many  other  pur- 
poses. In  the  future  I  hope  the  supple- 
mental appropriation  can  again 
become  a  means  for  supplementing 
programs  that  have  run  short,  rather 
than  a  vehicle  for  new  initiatives. 
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But,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hour  is  late. 
We  cannot  let  the  Government  come 
to  a  screeching  halt. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  requests  for 
time  and  I  do  not  oppose  the  rule. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
requests  for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

the  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  ordering  the  previous 
question. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  a  recorded  vote, 
and  pending  that,  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  count.  Two  hundred  and 
twenty-two  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Thomas)  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

Mr,  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  a  division. 

On  a  division  (demanded  by  Mr. 
Thomas  of  California)  there  were— 
ayes  178.  noes  51. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Thomas  of 
California)  there  were— ayes  161.  noes 
63. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr, 
Speaker,  I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Was 
the  gentleman  on  his  feet  at  the  time 
the  vote  was  announced? 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  was  on  my  feet,  and  as  in 


21480 

previous  operations,  the  Chair  did  not 
recognize  me  immediately. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  267,  noes 
138,  answered  present"  1.  not  voting 
27,  as  follows; 
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IMI 


Ackerman 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Andrews!  NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Applegate 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bales 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Berman 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Brown  (CAi 

Bryant 

Byron 

Carper 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Clarke 

Clay 

Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Cooper 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

D' Amours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edwards  lAL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

English 

Erdreich 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

FUh 

Plorio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford(TN) 

Fowler 

Prank 

Frost 

Fuqua 


[Roll  No.  2861 

AYES-267 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibt>ons 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  ( OH  1 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Horton 

Howard 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hutto 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Leland 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Long (LA) 

Long(MD) 

Lowry  ( WA ) 

Lujan 

Luken 

MacKay 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McHugh 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 


Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Price 

Purscll 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Rinaldo 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (IA> 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Sprat  t 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratlon 

Studds 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauzin 

Thomas  (OA) 

Torres 

Torricelll 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 


Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whitlen 

Williams  (MT) 


Anderson 

Archer 

Badham 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Campbell 

Carney 

Cheney 

dinger 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Conable 

Conte 

Corcoran 

Courter 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dreier 

Edgar 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

Erientjorn 

Evans  (lA) 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Forsythe 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Cekas 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Goodling 

Gradison 


Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wlrth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wright 

NOES— 138 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnett 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Hughes 

Hunter 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  objected  to  the  question  of 
laying  the  motion  to  reconsider  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  move  to  table 

the  motion. 

Is  there  a  motion  before  the  House? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There 
is  no  motion  pending  before  the 
House. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  reconsider  House  Resolution 

284. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  table. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  271,  nays 
125,  not  voting  37,  as  follows; 
[Roll  No.  287] 
YEAS- 271 


So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EcKART).  Without  objection,  a  motion 
to  reconsider  is  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  object. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker, 
was  there  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest? Is  that  all  it  was? 
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So  the  motion  to  table  was  agreed 
to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
on  H.R.  3069,  and  on  all  amendments 
reported  in  disagreement,  and  that  I 
may  include  extraneous  and  tabular 
matter. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  am  reserving  the  right  to  object  to 
take  this  time  to  indicate  that  this 
House  functions  primarily  under  the 
spirit  of  the  rules. 

When  Members  exercise  the  rules  to 
the  letter  this  House  does  not  func- 
tion. I  am  asking  Members  to  consider 
their  actions  in  the  spirit  of  the  rules 
rather  than  the  letter  of  the  rules,  and 
I  am  referring  specifically  to  objec- 
tions under  the  previous  bill  for  pur- 
poses of  dilatory  tactics  in  using  up 
the  time  when  there  was  a  set  time  for 
consideration  under  the  bill. 

I  will  not  object,  but  I  would  only 
ask  that  we  consider  the  spirit  of  the 
rules  rather  than  the  letter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  reserve  the  right  to  object  to  make  a 
point.  Some  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  apparently  thought  that 
the  gentleman  from  California  made  a 
funny  remark. 

I  have  been  in  this  body  for  7  years. 
This  is  the  first  time  on  the  last  bill 
that  I  ever  saw  anybody,  when  we  had 
a  time  limit  on  debate,  object  to  the 
waiving  of  the  reading  of  an  amend- 
ment solely  for  the  purpose  of  using 
up  the  time  to  prohibit  Members  from 
offering  amendments  or  debating 
them  fully. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  funny.  I  would 
think  the  gentlemen  on  that  side 
would  not  think  it  was  funny,  either. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, 1983 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 


(H.R.  3069)  making  supplemental  ap- 
propriations for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1983,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  conference  report 
is  considered  as  having  been  read. 

(For  conference  report  and  state- 
ment, see  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
July  20,  1983.) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten)  will  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr.  CoNTE)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten). 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  at  this  time.  I  realize 
that  all  of  us  are  tired  and  there  have 
been  many  problems  that  have  arisen 
throughout  the  day.  But  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  certainly  did  not 
cause  those  problems  and  we  are  just 
trying  to  serve  the  interests  of  the 
House  on  a  conference  agreement  that 
is  absolutely  essential  we  adopt  this 
week. 

This  supplemental  appropriations 
bill  is  necessary.  Sixty-five  percent  of 
this  bill  is  considered  as  mandatory 
under  existing  law.  It  contains  pay- 
ments to  the  social  security  trust  fund 
of  $1,300,000,000  and  $1,189,484,000 
for  food  stamps.  It  is  critical  that  this 
measure  be  signed  by  the  President 
soon  because  notice  has  been  sent  that 
if  we  do  not  act  on  this  bill  this  week, 
on  Monday  there  will  be  no  food 
stamps. 

The  pay  supplementals  total 
$785,664,602.  This  is  also  considered  a 
mandatory  item  as  is  $615,000,000  for 
advances  to  the  unemployment  insur- 
ance trust  fund.  Other  mandatory 
items  include  $342,264,000  for  pay- 
ment to  the  civil  service  retirement 
system.  $186,000,000  for  black  lung 
benefits,  and  $118,000,000  for  the 
school  lunch  program. 

May  I  say  to  you  again  that  65  per- 
cent of  the  conference  agreement  is 
required  by  law  and  your  committee  is 
the  only  one  you  can  turn  to  to  handle 
the  matter  and  bring  it  to  your  atten- 
tion. 

My  understanding  of  the  schedule 
for  the  rest  of  the  evening  is  that  we 
will  debate  this  conference  report  for 
not  to  exceed  1  hour,  vote  on  the  con- 
ference report,  and  then  adjourn  until 
tomorrow.  So  I  hope  you  will  bear 
with  us  for  a  little  while  more  tonight. 
The  amendments  in  disagreement  will 
be  disposed  of  tomorrow. 

The  other  body  made  254  amend- 
ments to  this  bill  which  had  to  be  re- 
solved in  conference.  The  other  body 
added  the  IMF  funds  of  about  $8.5  bil- 
lion. We  did  not  go  along  with  that  be- 
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cause  it  is  not  authorized.  We  are 
bringing  that  to  you  in  true  disagree- 
ment. Unless  the  House  should  ap- 
prove the  authorization  for  it  in  the 
meantime,  we  will  move  to  insist  on 
fhe  House  position  at  this  time,  not  on 
the  merits  of  the  funding  for  IMF  but 
because  it  should  not  be  in  a  supple- 
mental appropriation  without  the 
House  having  an  opportunity  to  act  on 
the  authorization. 

D  2310 
This  conference  agreement  provides 
$7,038,061,267  in  budget  authority  for 
fiscal  year  1983.  This  is  only 
$100,616,235  over  the  amounts  re- 
quested by  the  administration,  or  ap- 
proximately 1  percent.  Excluding 
funding  for  the  IMF,  this  conference 
report  is  $600  million  below  the 
amount  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  is 
well  within  the  budget  ceilings. 

Now.  after  going  through  2  days  of 
wrestling  with  254  amendments,  cer- 
tainly we  appreciate  your  help  in 
winding  up  the  conference  report  in  a 
hurry  tonight  so  we  can  go  home  and 
come  back  tomorrow  and  dispose  of 
the  amendments  in  disagreement. 

I  would  like  you  to  know  again  that 
notice  has  already  gone  out  and  if  the 
Congress  does  not  get  this  bill  to  the 
President  by  the  weekend,  there  will 
be  no  food  stamps  on  Monday. 

May  I  add  that  last  Wednesday,  a 
week  ago.  I  asked  unanimous  consent 
to  bring  this  bill  up  on  Friday.  We 
were  ready  then  or  any  day  thereafter. 
Your  committee  has  been  ready  to 
bring  up  the  conference  report. 

I  want  to  mention  a  specific  provi- 
sion that  the  conferees  agreed  to.  We 
have  in  this  bill  a  provision  that  was 
passed  by  the  House  in  identical  form 
by  a  vote  of  312  to  97.  It  corrects  an  in- 
justice that  happened  by  representa- 
tions that  proved  to  be  unfair  and 
untrue  made  by  the  administration  in 
connection  with  the  operation  of  the 
PIK  program  and  upland  cotton. 

We  have  put  it  here  with  the  agree- 
ment of  our  friends  on  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  I  expect  them  to 
help  us  handle  it.  It  puts  it  on  the 
track  to  perhaps  get  it  through  in  time 
to  be  of  some  benefit. 

I  see  my  good  friend,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
KiKA  DE  LA  Garza,  and  others.  I  am 
sure  they  would  agree  with  me.  As  I 
say.  our  position  on  amendment  No.  1 
is  exactly  the  same  as  the  bill  that  the 
House  passed  by  312  to  97. 

Another  issue  we  have  is  the  restora- 
tion of  the  west  front  of  the  Capitol. 
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Funds  have  been  included  to  accom- 
plish this,  which  is  in  agreement  with 
the  House  position.  We  also  have  the 
coal  leasing  provision  which  we 
worked  out  in  conference.  It  provides 
for  the  establishment  of  a  commission 
to  review  current  policies  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  Congress  on 
the  Department  of  Interior's  coal  leas- 
ing program.  It  is  the  conferees'  hope 
that  this  commission  will  be  a  positive 
step  in  the  resolution  of  a  very  signifi- 
cant problem. 

Other  major  items  in  the  conference 
agreement  include  $152,000,000  for  the 
small  business  loan  and  investment 
fund,  $22,000,000  to  repair  the  Beirut 
Embassy  as  a  result  of  the  bombing, 
and  $97,000,000  for  education  pro- 
grams. 

So.  I  ask  you  again,  just  give  a  little 
consideration  of  what  we  have  gone 
through  to  bring  this  to  you.  and  we 
bring  it  to  you  because  we  are  the  only 
ones  that  can.  We  need  to  get  busy  on 
it  because  tomorrows  paper  is  going  to 
say  if  you  do  not  get  this  passed  by 
Friday,  there  will  be  no  food  stamps 
Monday. 

So.  I  hope  you  will  go  along  with  us. 
We  have  done  a  good  job  for  you.  We 
ask  your  approval. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  reason  why 
we  are  faced  with  the  food  stamp  crisis 
at  this  point  is  because  last  year  we 
did  not  fully  fund  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram for  the  entire  year?  So  therefore 
we  come  down  to  the  point  that  we  are 
9  months  into  the  program,  have  no 
money  because  we  did  not  go  through 
a  full  year?  And  is  it  not  also  a  fact 
that  you  opposed  an  amendment  that 
I  offered  at  that  time  to  fund  it  for  a 
full  year  so  we  would  not  be  in  this 
crisis  at  this  point,  hanging  a  big 
spending  bill  on  the  crisis  of  the 
hungry  people  in  this  country?  I  think 
that  the  very  kind  of  policies  we 
adopted  some  years  ago  is  the  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Will  the  gentleman 
let  me  answer  his  question  first? 

The  gentleman  is  incorrect;  it  is  here 
because  of  the  increase  in  unemploy- 
ment which  made  many  more  people 
eligible  for  the  program. 

The  gentleman  is  right  that  at  one 
time  we  proposed  to  appropriate  less 
than  the  money  required  for  a  full 
year,  but  that  was  because  the  admin- 


istration had  asked  for  changes  in  the 
law  which  did  not  occur. 

They  refused  to  request  the  money 
to  carry  out  the  law  as  it  was.  So  what 
we  did.  instead  of  us  taking  the  credit 
for  cutting  down  the  amount  which  is 
required  by  law,  we  took  the  money 
they  asked  for  in  the  budget  and  ap- 
plied it  for  a  period  of  less  than  1  year. 
In  conference  with  the  Senate  we 
worked  that  out.  We  did  appropriate 
the  full  amount  of  money  called  for  by 
law.  We  were  able  to  do  that  because 
the  President  submitted  a  revised  re- 
quest. But  due  to  the  period  of  great 
unemployment,  more  and  more  people 
became  eligible  and  the  request  was 
understated.  I  assure  the  gentleman 
the  money  here  is  to  take  care  of  the 
increased  eligibility  by  reason  of  un- 
employment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further?  The  gentleman  does 
admit  though  that  when  we  funded 
this  program  last  year  the  problem  is 
that  we  did  not  fund  it  for  a  full  year 
and  the  gentleman  did  oppose  an 
amendment  designed  to  fund  it  for  the 
full  year? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  appropriated 
the  full  amount  requested  by  the 
President  and  the  OMB  to  run  the 
program  for  a  full  year. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Yes,  but  only  for  a  9- 
month  period. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  money  they  fi- 
nally requested  was  for  a  full  year  so 
we  gave  it  to  them.  We  refused  to 
change  the  law  which  we  had  no  au- 
thority to  do. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
chairman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man for  yielding. 

In  reading  a  report  on  our  supple- 
mental tonight,  the  numbers  say  that 
it  is  $2.23  billion  more  than  the  House 
bill  that  we  passed.  Would  you  explain 
to  the  Members  of  the  House  why 
that  much  more,  what  area  it  is  in? 
You  might  want  to  hit  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  has 
a  copy  of  the  report,  which  includes 
an  explanation  of  those  items.  Since 
we  are  trying  to  get  through  at  a  rea- 
sonable time  this  evening  I  would 
hope  the  gentleman  would  read  the 
report.  At  this  point  in  the  Record  I 
will  insert  a  table  detailing  the  budget 
estimates  considered,  the  House  and 
Senate  recommendations,  and  the  con- 
ference agreement. 
[The  table  follows:] 
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Conf«r»nc* 


Corif  tr«[ii« 
Loa^flred  with 


2 > 000* 000 


»«*#«f#00 


BS£SES=Sfi 


TIILl    I 

CHAPTEfl    1 

■EPARTMtNT   Of    AGRICUIIURE 

Asriculiur*!   Rt .c^rch  Service 

Scitfitific    «ctiviii«%   overft««ft    (forffiAn  curr«r>c» 

rra<r«B) Iil72>000 

•niaal  end  PlMit  MsalU)  Inspection  Service 

Silcrm  »nt   exptnee* *'~ 

Feraart  Hoae  Adainlttretiori 

Aariculture  Credit  Inturence  Fund! 

Reel  ettete  loent — 

Bvierenteed  operitini  loeni  (incre<»e  in 

liaitetion) — 

Rural  develoeaent  In&urence  Fund 

M«ter  end  >e«er  fecilitu  loen« 

Rural  aater  and  aatta  diteotal  tranta 

Soil  Con«erv«tlon  Service 

Eeereencn  w<terthed  oreretion* 

Resource  conservation  end  developaent 

6reet  Pleins  conservation  proaraa 

NjtcMnl  arints 

Special  erets 

Total •  Soil  Conservation  Service 

Agricultural  Stabiliaatia*  and  Conservation  Service: 
tdricultural  contarvatian  rroiraa 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

Chilo  nutrition  proarae 

Coaeoditu  suppleaantal  food  proiraai 

Appropriation 

(Transfer  froa  Coaaoditx  Credit  Corporation) 

Food  staap  predraa 

Food  donations  prearaasi 

Elderlv  feedinf  proirea 

Total  I  Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

Office  of  International  Cooaoratioii  and  tavelopaent 

SaUries  and  expenses SOOiOOO 

RElATEt  A6ENCIES 

DEf'ARTHENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  NUNAN  SERVICES 

Food  end  Urua  Adainivtretion! 

Salenes  end  expenses 3tO00>UO0 

Standard  level  User  Cheraes  (b«  transfer) <SOOiOOO) 

Independent  Aeencles 

Loeaoditv  futures  liedina  Coaai>«ion '  ~' 

total >  Charter  i; 

Ne«  budaat  (obi  laational  >  euthoritv l>iU>lMiOO0 

(Trantfar  fro*  Coa*odit»  Credit  Corporetion)  

(Irtcraaaa  in  lialtation  en  direct  loans)...,  

(Increase  in  lialtation  on  guaranteed  loans)  


2 .000 .000 


]. 600.000 


2.000.000 


1.600.000 


I.I/2.0M 


«i. 600. 000 


(lOO.OCO.OOO)      <2S.0OC.O00)     («2».000.00ui 
(SO.OOO.OOO)      (SO.OOO.OOOI      (SO.OOO.OOOI     (4S0. 000.0001 


■cs  saxc 


■KBSSSSBSS   33K&SBS3SSa3SKE& 


< 22b. 000. 000) 
73iO«0.000 


10. 000 f 000 

10.000.000 

3.V0O.OO0 

10.000.000 

600.000 


25.000.000     *2s.oeo>ooo 


S. 000 .000 


34.500.000 


S>  000. 000 


f&.OOO.OOU 


fb.OOO.OOO 


c=B3BSa   S>3 


10.000.000 


llBiOOO.OOO 


1.189.484.000 


1.307.484.000 


750.000 
(58S.000) 
1.038.484.000 

UfOOO.OOO 

LOSS. 234. 000 


7S0.0O0 
(S8S.O0OI 
l.ie«.484.0«0 

16.000.000 

1.206.234.000 


118.000.000 

750.000 
(585.000) 
1. lev. 484. 000 

16.000.000 

lf324,234.000 


«/50.000 
(«585.000i 


«I6.00V.OOO 
« 16. 750.000 


500.000 


3OU.0OU 


1.000.000 

s.oou.oeo 

1.000.000 

4.000.000 

... 

(500.000) 

(500.000) 

V6b<000 

965.000 

tVo^.OUU 

Ir«61i834.000 

1.337. /tV. 000 

I. 361. 7*9.000 

«45>64i.00u 

(SSS.O**) 

(585.0001 

(585.0001 

0585.000) 



(325.000.000) 

(25.000.000) 

(«^5.000.000) 

(50.000.000) 

(50.000.000) 

(50.000.000) 

(«50.000.000) 

BSBSscsssscs     ac£s«KSc*aaasBs± 
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Hau»* 


t*n<t« 


toiiftrvnc* 


Cuitf  tr*i>ct 
Ktauftt 


CHATUK   II 
■iPMINCNI   or   COIMlKCt 
B«n«r«l   *4ainittration 

W*ci«l    forailn   currtncn   »ra4r<B 

Econoaic  Itytlopacnt  *daini»tr*l>en 
S«l«ri*»   end  taPtnt*t 


(Im   »r»«<»ftr> 

(conaaic  4*v*lar*«nl  rcvolvin*  fund  (b*  trtniftr). . . . 

Int*rnalion<l  Tr*d«  *dainitlration 

Ortr«tiaflt  and  adainittration  ( liatlatien- on  diracl 
loans) 

national  Ocoanic  and  Ataotrharic  Moinittraiien 

•^•rations*  r*%aarch>  and  faetlitia* 

letalf  Wvariaani  of  Coaaarca ■ 


SOO.OOO 


(i.tsi.oeo) 

I23>400.000) 


l-ll>M4>000) 


20 > 000. 000 


SOOiOOO 


I f too > 00* 


300 I 000 


1.100.000 


soo.ooo 


l.t»0>< 


tl.BOO.OOO 

1-1. 831.000) 

(-21.400.000) 


(tll.8lt4.000) 


RtLATEl  MENCUS 

Offica  of  ilta  Unitad  Siatot  Trada  Karratantativa 

talariaa  and  oarantat 

Soall  iu«ina«t  Mainittration 

tukina**  loan  and  inya»t»ant  fund 

(I«  tranafar) 

follution  control   aauiraant  contract   tuarantao  fund 
(lioitation  en  ouarantaod  leant) 


20.300.000 


II*. 000 


132.000.000 
(I78.A00.000) 

<-IOO.OOO.OOO) 


2t. 700.000 
2f. 000. 000 


4«>871.000  48.871.000  «28.t7).000 


■  •^■■••■■•■■■*   •. 


130.000 


31.171.000 


110.000 


132.000.000 


Sl.171.000  ♦10.471.000 

■«■■■«■■■■■«     «2^ sssaBa=s*SKB* 


110.000 


132.000.000 


-4.000 

( -178.400.000) 
(ilOO.OOu.OOO) 


DEPMIHENT   Of   JUS  I  ICE 
leaal   4ctkviti*k 


Silartak  and  aitraf>M*.   aanaral    laaal   activitia*. . . . 
S«Utia«  and  axrantat.   U.S.    attornava  and  aariltalt. 

(b«   tranifar) 

Suprart  of  U.I.    »ri»onart 


3.211.000 

3.:oo.ooo 

(792.000) 
1.300.000 


3.211.000 
5.f»2.000 


4,400.000 
3 .800 .000 


411 .000 

« 400. 000 

(-792.000) 


total.   Laoal  Actlvitk 


11.911.000 


1.300.000 
12.701.000 


1.300.000 
11.900.000 


-11.000 
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Suprlaeantal 
••autet 


Neuae 


Senate 


Conf aranca 

coerarad  with 

Conference        Reeueat 


RELATE8  A6ENCIES 

Area  Control  and  Bitaraaaent  Aaancv 

Salaries  and  axFentet 

(oard  for  International  iroadcattinl 

6rant»  and  axrenset 

tMiied  (tatet  Infereatien  Aeencn 

Salariea  and  aaeeaeet 

Aceulattion  and  conttruction  of  radio  facilitiet. 

Total.  United  8tate*  Inforaatian  *eenc«.... 

Tt«{  JUDICIART 

Court*  ef  Arpealt.  District  Courts, 
and  Dther  Judicial  Services 


344.000 


29.840.000 


21.300.000 


344.000 


21.100.000 


344.000 


21.100.000 


-i.540.000 


Salaries  of  judlet 

Salaries  of  suprortina  Personnel 

Defender  services 

lankruptcn  courts,  salaries  and  expenses 

Total,  courts  ef  appeals,  district  courts,  and 
ot)<er  Judicial  services 


Total.  Chapter  Ii: 

■ea  budMt  (obliaatioAal)  authsrita. 

(I«  transfer) 

(Liaitation  on  direct  loans) 

(Lialtatioo  on  guaranteed  loans) •.•• 


CHAPIER  III 
MPA8TNCHT  Of  REFENSE  -  nil  MART 

OPEKATlUM  AND  MAINTENANCE 


Oreraliuc.  and  aaintanance.  Arav 

Oreration  and  aaintenance.  Naw 

(Liauidation  of  contract  authority). 
Oripratia*  and  •ai»ia*ance>  Air  Force.... 


Total.  Operation  and  aaintcnancel 

Meu  buddet  (ohliiational)  authority 

(Liauidation  of  contract  autliarils) 


PRQCUREHENT 


M.M7.008 
Ilt«33iOO0 


42.700.0M 


;4>e»e.ooo 

10.800.000 
14.800.000 


9.000.000 
11.833.000 


20.833.000 


13.000.000 
10.800.000 


23.800.000 


-17.847.000 
-1.033.000 


-18.900.000 


1.400.000 
2.430.000 
2.400.000 
2.7SO.OOO 


9.000.000 


1.400.000 


1.400.000 
2.300.000 


3.100.000 


1.400.000 


1.400.000 
2.S00.000 


3.300.000 


1.400.000 

1.400.000 
2.300.000 


3.300.000 


2.430.000 

-1.000.000 

-230.000 


-1.700rOOO 


I07f««4.0«0 

(204.443.000) 

(-11.884.000) 

(-100.000.008) 


100fl««.000 


104.314.000 


308.700.000 


«1. 416. 000 
(-204.441.000) 
(ill. 884. 000) 
<4100>000.000) 


4.190.000 


(23.000.000) 
110.000 


4.190,000 


(23.000.000) 
110.000 


4.1VO,000 


(23.000.000) 
310.000 


4,190,000 


(23.000.000) 
310.000 


4.300.000 
(23.000.000) 


4.300.000 
(23.000.000) 


4.300,000 
(25,000.000) 


4.300.000 
(23.000.000) 


Federal  8uroau  ef  Invest laat ion 

Salaries  and  expenses 

tru*  Enforceoent  Adeinistration 

Salarta*  and  axrenses 

Federal  Prison  Sastee 

Salaries  and  e«'ense» 

lolal,  leparteent  of  Justice 

ktKAMTNENT  OF  blAlt 
AOair>i;>trat  ion  of  Futeil.i  Affairs 


&«laii«>    ai.d   ei.»»n>es 

Aceuiiition.    operation.    ar,d  eair.tenance   of   bulltiinas 

atroad   (special    fortiar.   currai.ca   prosr.a) 

Pa-ioent   to  the  Foreiin  Service  Retireaent   and 

l<i->ibi  lit*  Fund 


Other 

The  Asia  Foundation 

Fisheraen's  fratective   Fund... 

fatal.   tepartMnt  of  Sta 


1.000.000 


ioo.ooo 


1./34.0UO 


14.943.000 

asss«aasssa«  » 


7.983.008 

2.'.  234.000 
4.4311.000 

300.000 


1.000.000 


•  aa«aa*'aaAaas-5 


3.734.000 
17.437.000 


7.983.000 

22.234.009 

4. 438.000        4.438,000 


3.000.000 


2,900.000 


1,000.000 


S.7J4.000 
14.434.000 


7.yb:>,ooo 

22.234,000 
4,438,000 

J. 900. 000 


100.000 


-311,000 


« 2, 900,000 
-300.000 


Oirier  rrocureaent.  Arav 

Other  procureaent.  Air  Force. 


Total.  Procureeent. 


478.600,000 
4.940.000 
3.210.000 


433,400,000 
4.960.000 
3.210.000 


433,600.000 
4.960.000 
3.210,000 


433,600,000 
4.960,000 
3,210.000 


-23,000,000 


484.770.000 


441.770.000 


461.770.000 


441.770.000 


-23.000.000 


MEStAKCH.  BEVELOPHENI.  lESI .  ANO  EVALUATIUN 

fcekvareh,  develoraent.  test  ai.d  evaluation,  Navv 

lutal.  Charter  lit: 

Neu  budaet  (obi isat lonal )  authurit^ 

(liauidation  of  contract  authority) 


4»i,J70,O00 
(23,000.000) 

-«— saBssaass£3c  j^ 


468.2/0,000 
(23.000.000) 


1,300.000 


469, //O, 000 
(23,000,000) 


449.7/O.OuO 
(23.000.000) 


«  1,300, 000 


2i. jOu.OOO 


aaaaaaascEx  -^£-4 


CHAPIIR  10 

DtPARINENI  OF  DEFENSE  -  Civil 

DEPARInENT  OF  THE  AkHT 

Corps  of  EnSincarsClvil 

8*i.eral  invasti  satlons 

Construction  aeneril — 

Flood  control  and  coastal  eairaencies — 

Flood  control.  Nisslssippi  River  and  tributaries 

(be  transfer) (30.000.000) 

Operation  and  aaintanance.  eencral  (b«  transfer) (110.000.000) 

Total.  Corps  of  Endineers-Civil ,,,.  


10.000.000 
23.000.000 


33.000.000 


IO.OOU,OvO 

2,000,000 
23,000,000 


37.000.000 


10,000,000 

2,000.000 

23,000.000 


37.000.000 


*10,U0O,OUO 

42,000,000 
t 23, 000, 000 

(-30,000,000) 
(-110.000,000) 

437.000.000 
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July  28,  1983 


Confcrvnct 

coartrad  with 

Conftrioc*  »t«ut«t 


tEPMTHENT   OF   ENIRGT 


En«r*«  SurrWi    ll*t««rch   *nd  ••vtloPMni  «clivii»t< 
•rariiina  •xr»nt»« 

AiMIC   En«r««   Icfcnta   »ct»viJHi: 

ri»nt   tni   c»»»l«l    ••u»P»«nt 

Mcstarn  *rt«  Po*«r  Mainittrtiionf  con»tructian> 
r»h«b«lil«tiooi  »»trit«on  tnd  ■«int*n«nct 

ftdtral  En*ri»  R««ul<lor«  Coaaitiian: 

laUrics  an4  turanaa*  1/ 

fatal  I  Rapariaant  ef  En*r*« 

Taialf  Chartar  IV: 

Haw  budaat  (e61i««lian«U  authorii* 

(R«  trantfar) 

1/  Raauatia«  a«  ran  cost*. 

CHAPTER  V 

MULTILATERAL  ECOMNIC  ASSISTANCE 

Fun4»  Arrrerriatad  te  tha  Pratidant 

Intarnatianal  Financial  Inatitutien* 

Iniarnatienal  lavalopaant  Attistanct 

Contributien  le  tha  Intarnallonal  Bavaleraani 

A»»oc I *t 1 on  ( 1 M  VI) 


Intarnatianal  Honatarit  Fund 

Incraata  in  Unitad  Stata*  Buoti 

tanaral  arrtnAtMntt  la  borrtv 

letAli  Initrnalional  Honatarv  Fund  1/ 

1/  loat  not  rariact  attiaata  of  *8>4a4>008)77a  far 
IHF  rtrortad  in  trua  diiadraaaant. 

•arartaant  of  Stata 

Inlarnational  organization*  and  rroaraas 


RILATERAL  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
Fundi  Arrrorriatad  to  tha  Pratldant 
Aaancv  for  Intarnatianal  lavaloraant 

Asr  ii.ultura>  rural  davaloraanti  and  nutrition 
davalopaant  attistanca 

Paitaant  to  tha  Forailn  Sarvica  Ratiraaant  and 
Dl»abilitii  Fund 

iconoaic  »urport  fund 

(Liaitalion  on  diract  leant) 


lotal>  Asadra  for  Intarnat lunal  Davcluraaul . 


Uvaiia«i  ^iivata  li.vaslaviit  luri^uratiui. 


«li.<iv«sa  in  liailation  ori  direct  loafis) 

(liiirvaka  in  liait«tion  on  auar«f,tatd  laani). 

nllllART  ASSISTANCE 

» >«iO»  A»prorri*ted  tu  tli«  fraiiiri.t 


ililitarv  a%>i->t<i.c*  f'rosraB 

F'lman  ailitarv  <<la%  cradit:  I  u«n  auar^ntaa*. 
International  ailitarv  aducatioii  and  trdinina.. 

Total  I  Charter  v: 

Nau  budaat  (obliaational <  authority. ■ 

(Loan  luarantae) 

ILiaitation  on  diract  loans) 

(liBitjtion  on  luarantaed  loani) 


IB.IOO>000 


2>«RO>000 


S00>000 

Ili300f000 

30 f 000 • 000 

2 1  tit 1 000 


300>00« 
lliJOOiOOO 
IS. 000)000 

i.vta.ooo 


soo.ooo 

IBiJOO.OOO 

30. 000 • 000 

3.488.000 


«SO0.O0O 

«30.000.000 

tsoo.ooo 


'"  2ii2e8ioOo"  '    51.780.000  37.788.000       52.2W,0OO  Ul.OOO.OOO 

.....1.!...-. -  ....."— — • ...".... ....=..=....."- 

21.288.000       8*. 788. 000  74.788.000       8t. 288. 000  US. 000. 000 

.MO.ioO.OOO)             —  —             —  «-!«. 000.000, 


243.000.000 


243.000.000 


12S.000.000 


24S.0OO.0OO 


3.8I2.SII.27* 
2.i31.4f7.S00 


■Bx-S3cacssx: 


8.464.008.77* 

S3     asxsszBBiaxxssBs 


£Bs±     f ss5S£^s-£aA*sxs     s- 


4.soo.ooe 


4.300.000       22.186.000 


2U.SOO.000 


*16.000.000 


3.0UU.000 
1.114.000 

i:>4.soo.ooo 

<f 1.000. 000) 


I, IJ4.0U0 
233.000.000 
(100.000.000) 


360.634,000       2S4. 134.000 


<^,ooo.oool 

(.'0.000.000) 


lU/.OuU'UuO 
li.'S.OOO.OOO) 
1.000.000 


7Ve. 114.000 

(i25.000.000) 

(96.000.000) 

(20.000.000) 


31  .U0(j.000 
( 1 8V. 000. 000  I 
1.000.000 


Sii. 634.600 
(IBV. 000. 0001 
( 100.000.000) 


S. 000. 000 

I. IJ4.000 
3J2.SOO.000 
(43.000.000) 

328.634.000 


iS.OuO.OOUi 
(20.0V0.OOU) 


Ii'..«ti0.000 
i]98.000.000i 
t. 000. 000 


9.096.478.774 
(398.000.0001 
(50.000.0001 
(20.000.000) 


5.000.000 

I. 134.000 
lu I. 250. 000 


3o;.ju4.ooo 


5l,2iy.uu0 
I  91.000.000' 


53.250. OuO 


•u.OOO.U'iOl 


VJ.  1.5.000 
<  .'V 3. 500. 000)    I 
1.000.000 


Vi.6'-...0  U 

.'11  .SOO.OuUi 


667.209.000       li0.925.0(;U 
(293.500.000)    (  231.500.000) 
(  96.000.000) 
(•20.000.000) 
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Sup^laaantal 
Raauaat 


Heufa 


8anate 


Conferanca 

coararad  alUi 

Confaranca        Raauaat 


CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  Of  HOUSINS  ANI  UR8AM  DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING  PR06RAMS 

Rant  lurrlaaant  (raaciiiion  ef  contract  autharitat 

indafinita) -I.  If  8. 439. 000 

(Liaitation  en  annual  contract  authoritw. 

Indafinita) (-2St3*4>000) 

Rental  heutin*  atflttanca  (raiciiiion  ef  contract 

author it«.  Indafinita) -380.772.000 

(Liaitation  oA  annual  contract  authority. 

indafinita) (-6.«17.000> 

Pavaantt  for  orarttion  ef  lou-incoee  houiina  rrojacta 

(effect  of  new  deferral) — 

Federal  Noutina  Adainittration  Fund  (liaitation  on 

(uaranteed  leant) , (3.000.000.000) 

SOLAR  ENEROT  AND  ENER6T  CONSERVATION  DANK 

Attiatance  for  Solar  and  Contarvation  laerovaaant* 

(trantfar  to  low  incoae  hoae  anarau  attittance) (11.000.000) 

COMMUNITY  PLANNING  AMD  DEVELOPMENT 

Urban  ranaual  rroaraat 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

Salarlat  and  axpentat 

Hazardout  Subttanca  Retronte  trutt  fund  (increata  in 

liaitation  on  adainittrativa  axpantet) 

VETERANS  ADMINISTRATION 

Medical  care 2.280.000 

Centtructloni  aaJor  rrojectt 263.400.000 

BSKzaBsaa. ■■.■■■ 

Total.  Chapter  VIS 

Nea  budaet  (obliaational )  authoritv 263.680.000 

Retcittion  of  contract  authority -1.379.231.000 

(Dm  trantfar) (11.000.000) 

(Liaitation  on  annual  contract  authorita). ..  (-32.031.000) 
(Increata  in  liaitation  on  adainittrativa 

expenac*  > — 

(Liaitation  en  auarantaed  leant) (3.000.000.000) 

(Effect  ef  nea  deferral ) 

CHAPTER  VII 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Manaiteaant 

Hanaaeacnt  of  landt  and  ratourcet 45.000.000 

Unite.)  Statat  Fith  and  Hildlift  Service 

Cunstr jction  and  anadroaout  fxth „.,  

National  Park  Service 

Operation  of  tha  national  park  tvstea 

Construction — 

(Effect  of  new  deferral) — 

Land  and  uater  conservation  fund 

(ratcittion  of  contract  authoritv) 

land  aceuitition  and  state  attittance 

Federal  Hithuav  A4ainistration 

Federal  aid  hiahuavt  (liuuidation  of  contract 

of  contract  authorization)  (trust  fund) •  - 

Beoloaical  Survav 

Surveys.  Investigations,  and  Research  (transfer  froa 

EKPloration  of  National  Petrolcua  Reserve  in  Alaska)  

(Effect  of  neu  deferral) 

Office  of  Surface  Minina  Reclaaation  and  Enforceaent 

Abandoned  aina  reclaaation  fund  (definite,  trust  fund)  


-499.336.000 
(48.434.000) 
536.739.000 
(63.137.000) 

(-69.000.000) 


-499.356.000 
(48.434.000) 
336.759.000 
(65.157.000) 


-499.336.000 
(48.434.000) 
536.759.000 
(65.137.000) 


(-69.000.000)     (-69.000.000) 
(3.000.000.000)   (3.000.000.000) 


F699. 103.000 

(473.828.000) 

9937.331.000 

(i71.794.000) 

(-69.000.000) 


6.000.000 

6. BOO. 000 
(t. 000.000) 


11.128.400 
(2rOOO.OOO) 


2.280.000        2.280.000 
263.400.000      263.400.000 

■B.asB.a....*  aaaa. ........ ..a  a« 


6.000.000 


9.000.000 
(2.000.000) 


2.280.000 
263.400.000 


(-11.000.000) 


t6. 000. 000 


*9. 000. 000 
(«2. 000. 000) 


278.480.000  276.808.400  280.680.000  flS.000.000 

57.403.000  57.403.000  57.403.000  tl .636.634.000 

(-11.000.000) 

(113.591.000)  (113.591.000)  (113.391.000)  (4145.622.000) 

(2.000.000)  (2.000.000)  (2.000.000)  (»2.000iO00) 

(3.000.000.000)  (3.000.000.000) 

(-69.000.000)  (-69.000.000)  (-49.000.000)  (-69,000.000) 


45.000.000 


4.000.000 


500.000 
4.280.000 
(-63.600.000) 

-30.000.000 
30.000.000 


(24.000.000) 
(-24.000.0001 


I -63.600.000) 


-30.000.000 
64.000.000 


(14.000.000) 


(24.000.000) 
(-24.000,000) 


34.730.000 


4.000.000 


500.000 
1.000.000 
(-63.600.000) 

-30.000.000 
68.200,000 


-45.UO0.du0 


44.OuO.OuO 


«500.0uv 
(1.000.000 
(-63.600.000) 

30.000.000 
468.200.000 


(24.000.000)     (424.000,000) 
(-24.000.000)     (-24.000.000) 


31.870.000 


451.8/0.000 
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Confcrtnct 


Canf«r«nc* 
c*arir*4  with 


•«ir*a«i  af  Indicn  Affttr* 


Orcrttion  of  Iridia*  fro«r««i • 

Conti  ruction • • 

Rotd  cool  true  I  ton,  •••••••• »,..,•••••••••••« 

Popoflo  Tru*t  Fundi • #•••••«» •••••••••••••••••*•< 

Coortrttivo  Fund  (P«»»«o) 

Torritorlol  and  Intirn«tion«l  Affalrt 

Adoinittration  of  Itrr«tor»t» ■ 

(tffact  af  dafarral  dt»a»»rov«l» • 

0»»artaan»Bl  Offioaa 

Orrua  •f  U<a  tolUttor 

tUATU  *KNCieS 

KPMTNENT   Of   HCRICULIUM 

Foratt  Sarvtca 


OECARTtlEMT   OF   ENER6T 
itrataalc  Patrolaua  Rctarva 

•toraaa  Facilittaa  tavalopaant 

•PR  Patrolaua  Account 


l4tOO0>OM 
240>OOI 

iS.OOOtOM 
S. 230. DM 


If. 000. 000 


Stor«aa  Fccilitiai  Bavtlovaant. 
(Efftct  of  dafarral   ditarpr 


BEPamniNi  or  merltn  md  huhm  urviccr 
Naaltn  larvlcaa  Matnttiraiion 
Indian  Maalth  »»ryica« 

DEPARTNCNT   OP   COUCATIOM 
Offict  af  Ilaaaritarit  and  Sacuridara  Education 

Indian  aducation 

ftalTMSMlM   INtlltUIlM 
S.l*ri*«   «..d  a.  »«i.»a» 


ISftOO.OM 

240100* 

120t000 

iS.OOOtOO* 

S.JSOiOO* 


jiiie.oo* 


4a4>00« 


4t.000i00« 


(170i000>000) 


IIOiOOO 


3I>IS«>0M 

240 • 000 

IS. 000(000 
S.NOiOM 


i2.osa.o«e 

(1. !••••«•> 


I7O.OOO.O00 


(M«.000>000> 


It.i39.000  21.7i4.00* 


I. f 38 .000 


240>MO 

IS.OOOtMO 
SrtMlM* 


l2.*MfM« 


it.i3f.oeo 


i.tja.ooe 


letal.  Charter  Vlll 

Nau  budaat  (oblldattenaJ )  aull>aiil«.. 

Raicission  of  contract  authorttx 

(I»  transfer) 

<A»rropriatioo   to   liauiOata   coiitrat.t 

authority) 

(Effact  of  nau  dafarral) 

(Effact  of  dafarral  ditarrrov.l) 


llB.4te.000 


Itl.l3t.000 
-30.000.000 
(24.000.0001 


«  8/. too. 000) 


ftt«.e4«.ooo 

-iO. 000. 000 
(24.000.COO) 

(14.000.000) 

(-b;. too. 000) 

(801.188.000) 


2il,.04t.000 
-30.000.000 
(24.000. 000) 


(  d/.aOOrOOOl 


4i9>lS0.0O0 


M2.038.*0« 


44»4f00e 


-5t.000.000 


tit.i3v.oue 


ri.vld.uoo 


♦  y4.  jS».(>00 

10.000.000 

I •^4.000.000) 


e  /  >  6u(/.00ut 
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•upplaaanUl 
Raau««t 


Houta 


•anata 


Conf a  ranca 


Conforanca 

cea^arad  ulth 

Raauatt 


NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 

Natianal  Caocar  Inttltuia..... • • 

National  Nairti  L(indf  and  Hood  Inttiiuta •...• 

National  InttituU  af  Naurelodical  and  Coaaunicativa 

Ploofdara  and  a*ralia. •*...••••.*»•••*.•••■.••••*•(*• 
National  Inttitutt  af  Allarda  and  Infactious  iiaaaaai. 

Total >  National  Inttitutat  of  Haalth 


ALCOHOLf  IRIM  ASUSEr  AN!  MENTAL  HEALTN  ASHINISTRATION 

AlcoAolr  drut  abutai  and  aantal  haalih... 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  HEALTH 


I. 300.00* 
l.OlOfOO* 

•S4S>00« 
liSOOtOO* 

*. 373. 000 


i.ieo.ooo 
iioie.ftoo 

343 I 0*0 
4.304.000 

*• 173. 0*0 


1.300.000 
1.030(00* 

343.000 
4.300.000 

9.373.000 


^3.300.000 
«1 .030(000 


f343i000 
44. 300(000 


4t.  373. 000 


400(000 


400(000 


400.000 


4400(000 


HMO  Loan  and  Laaa  Buarantaa  Fund 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  AOHINISTRATION 


Paaaantt  ta  Sacial  Sacurita  Trust  Fund*. 
Haalth  cara  banafiti  far  tha  unaaplonad. 


2(430(00* 


1(300(000(000 


2(430(000        2(430.000 


1(300(000(000    1(300.000.000 
223(000(000 


Totalf  lapirtaant  of  Haalth  and  Huaan  Sarvtcai.. 

BEPARTNENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Coarantator*  aducattan  for  tha  diiadvantaaadS 
Srantt  te  local  education  aaanciaa... 


1(302(430(000 


12(000(000    1(339.430(0*0    1(314.650.000      «12.000.000 


Education  for  tha  handicaprao: 

Stata  Irant  rraaraa.... 

Radianal  Ratourca  Cantart.... 


Rahatilitation  aarvicai  and  handicaraad 
Miahar  and  continuind  aducation 


4iS14(000 


4.814.000 


Studant  Financial  AatlitancaS 
Surrlaaartal  Sarortunitu  Sri 


total.  Saaartaant  of  Education. 


4(814.000 


4(814.000 


40(000(000 


47.900.000 
2.300(000 

1.420.000 
4(814(000 


4.400.000 
103(434.000 


40(000.000 


47. too. 000 
1(230(000 


3.420.000 
4(814(000 


«40.«oo.ooe 


f47.too.eoo 

41.250.000 


43.420.000 


t7. 584. 000 


tt2. 770.000 


■»•&•■  •.*• 


FACILITIES  DEVELOPhENT 

Naalth  ratourcat  and  tarvica* 

National  Librtra  of  Hadicina 

Srantt  for  centtruction^of  acadaaic  facilitia*. 

Total.  Chtrtar  VIIi: 

Nau  buddat  (oblidatlonal >  authority.. 


CHAPTER  IX 

LC8ISLATIVE  BRANCH 

URATE 

Coarantation  af  Sanatart  (affact  af  raa  incraaaa  - 
raraanant) 


14(500.000 

3. too. 000 

22.500.000 


14.500.000 

5. too. 000 

22.500.000 


»1 4 .500.000 

*5>t00.000 

(22.500.000 


2.108(444.000 


817.814.000 


2.514.t84.000    2.254.114.000 

aaaaaaaaaaaaasa     asaaaaaaaaaaaaa* 


4147.4/0.000 


220.000 


220(000 


•220(000 


CHAPILIi   Vlll 

ttPAKrilCNT   Uf   lABuR 

inPLDTnlMT    ANB    TRAIMIMG    AUnlNI&TRAlIO* 

tarlovaant   and   Irair.ind  Aatlatancal 

Suaaar   louth  Earlouaant 

Advai'.a*   to   tha   Ur.aarlaiiaai.t   Irutt   Fund  a.-d  athai 

f  ui'di 

EltnOtlttNl    SIAHBAkbS   AOhlNlSrKAIlOM 

Blaik   lund  Vikabllita    I ru»t   Fund!    Bafinita 

total.   Barartatnt  af  labor 

BfPARTHEtiT    OF    HEALTH    AND    MUHAN    SERVICES 
CENIERS  FOR  BlbEASE   COMIkUL 
Pravai.tiva  haalth  aarvicaa 


30.000.000 

ai5.ovu.0(»*              al5.000.00e              415.000.000  aii.COO.OOO 

iBt.uou.ooo     iB4.ooo.ooo     iB4.ouO.ooe  id4.oue.ooo 

801.000.000      801.000.000      811.000.000  801.000.000 

......  ......aaaBaaaaBa  aaaaaaaaaaaaaa* «  »»^««a»iaaaaaa»a 


2.225.000 


2.225.000 


2.229*000       •2.^25.000 

ka«saaaaaa»  •--*-«*••««■»*-- 


Exranaa  alloaancaa  of  tha  Vtca  Praaldant.  Pratident 
Pra  Taarera(  HaJorlta  and  Minarlta  Laadara  and 
Rajorita  and  Nlneritu  Hhirii 
Haiarita  Hhia  af  tha  Sanata.. 
Ninarlta  MhtP  af  tha  Sanata.. 


and  Ea»la«aaa 


Adaintiirttivat  clarical(  and  ladttlatlvo 

ataitttoca  ta  Sanatart • • 

Canf aranca  ca#aittaat. .«•••.••••...••••(•••.••«.•....• 

Exranaa  allaaanc*  far  tha  Saeratarv  of  tha  Sanatar 
Sarsaant  at  Ar^a  and  Baarkaoaar  af  tha  Sanatai  and 
Sacratarlat  far  tha  NaJarlta  and  far  tha  Ninarlta  af 
tlw  SoMte 

Cantlnaant  Enrantai  af  tha  Sanata 

■local lanaaua  itaa* •  • . • 


to 


2(30* 
2.30* 


197. **• 
l*«t**« 


4(0*« 


240(00* 
344(00* 


2.300 

2.500 


197(000 
100(00* 


*(»*« 


240.000 
744.000 


2.500 
2.500 


197.000 
100.000 


4.000 


240.000 
; 44. 000 


«220.U00 


a.aa«a«a>«aaa 
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••nat* 
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Conf vrvnc* 

co»p«rtd  with 

Cenftranc*  Itaauati 


MOMC   ar   HPMSfNTATIVCS 


P«M«nt*  ia  MiMm  M4  Mairt  af 
sf  Cenaraa* 


•#•••••••••••••* 


•rati>itia»>   *acaa»a«  iaatar* 

ConttaMni  fxaanaa*  •♦  »*•  !*«••• 
•Ilawancat  an«  iKaanaa* 

AllaMaiicaa  and  eapenaaa y.« 

Iolal>   HouM  af  ta^raaawtatiK** 

lk«tcal   auarUaai  MMl>«Mi>  a«»^a«».   aM  •*» »• 

<fa^>fa»tat"ta«>««--- •••••••••! 

•rttclal  latl  CMto 


tW'Mt 


mt 


lltiM* 


illV>*00 


ll.fMtM* 

a.Ms.m            t.tn.m 

7t*4a>00« 

«.000>000 

IW*U>«0« 

-i.taO'AM 

l*t«M 


a».«*».«M  •».«M'«M 


l«f«M 


|7ftM«4 


•atarta*  mm4  a«pa«aaa 

MCM1KI  V  n«  o»n«k 

Caalial  IvlUlnM  wmt  traiMM 

(anata  afflca  *«1141a*« 

M»un  affica  kvlltflKM*.* •••••••• 

«••!  taniral  »»a»t  •#  tlw  Caalial • 

lalal.  Caalial  iitlUinaa  m*  %tmm4» 

tl»rar«  KildiMa  an«  trvufiW 

rUataratlaa  aM  namattao  •♦  im1f»t%tm  iM  MMa 
•ulUinm 

IIMM«   W   COMMiSI 

Famtiwra  aM4  f urnitttlaw 

fatal  I   Ckaaiar   Ul 

Has  >Mrt»a«   (atoliiatianal)   auMartta 

A^praa rial  tana. •••••••••••■••••>••••• 

■aaaaraartaiiao .•».«•• 

CHAPIl*    I 

KfMliniNT   Of    IkMbKORIAMOM 

Coat!  (u*r4 

N.liunat    ratraatiaoal   bo4t>r.a   tafat*   at.*   f«cilitla» 
ia»fa««aani   fundi 

<l  iiiuidatian  af   Co*. trail   aulhoriiat i«»> 

(Iiailatlon   an   abl  llat  ia<.*> 

fadaral   AvKtian   Adaii.istraiien 

Ortral  lut.ft 

•irtraft   »urchi»a   loan   auarantaa   proaraa   (lialtatlon 
sn  berreoiti*  a«lhorit»» 

fadaral  Ni«n><««  Ddainitiratlon 

tiBit<ti»<.   on   aanaral   a»ar«lini  a.<rai.»aa   t»ii«ra«»a   in 

liaitatiuri) 

fadaralaid  niahaani    ni«ui<J*ll»n  of   tonlracl 

authoriKttdnl    (truit   fundi 

Ni«h«.«t  cru»llna  fadar.l  ►roj.cl*  ( ra*»rro»r l «t lun) . . 
Intarrhar.ia   racon»trocli jh  daaon»tr»lion  projacl 

(contract  author  ltd) 


tT%,m» 


•.OMtOM 
17St«M 


n.27».«M 


U'21%'*** 


;.70«>»M 


4f.2ra>e«« 


in,*** 


M.S2S.0M 


l*f 


17.t*3.*M 


!«>.«•« 


4riUs.»o« 


ttiO(»« 


t9.444i*0« 
(t«>42Si»0e) 
(it. MO) 

•aa»«a«aaaa   •••«•••••••••■■* 


Ill.MSfOM 
(212>»44>000) 
Il«i00«) 


(n>3t4>400> 
(ItiOOOl 


t*4i30A.&O0i 
(If. 0001 


-24.000. 000 
-ilf /30.000 


ti.tlO'tO'i 


ii3.:>i«.«<)0 
I  IS. -J  ly.  400/ 


i3.ooo.ooai 

(}.000>0«OI 


ts.poo.oooi 

«3. 000. 0401 


43.000.000  44.000.000 

waO.OOOfOOOl  <|34. 000.0001 


(lO.OUO.OOOl 
(10.000.000) 


44.000.0ua 
(130.000.0001 


1/. jOV.««0» 

(7i:>oo.oooi 


,1..  .•)'<.  001)  I 


44.000.000         l.ituu.uuu 
(  I  so .  000  .  000 1    '  I  u« .  OU') .  iiOu  ■ 


(1. /Su.oOOl 

.iuO.000.0O0>     liOO.OO0.0O0»     (iOO.000.000.     .JOO.OOO.OOO. 
400.000 

4.i4*>iiy 


i  t  1  .  '  ju.uuu  « 


»40U<000 


Natlanal  MldlMaw  Traffic  lafata  Malnlttratlon 

Itata  and  ceaaunlta  hIMMaa  aafatu  (llauldation  of 
contract  authorliatlan)  (truit  fund) 

Hiahitav  tafata  aducatlan  and  Inforaation  (llauldation 
af  contract  autltarliotiani  (trutt  fund) 

Fa4aral  lailroad  Matnlatratian 

Rail  larvica  Aaoittancd 

dpproarlatlan  far  4ibt  raductlon 

■attlaaanti  of  railroad  lltltatian 

Arrrorrlatlon  far  dakt  raductlan 

Railroad  Rahakllitatlaa  and  larrawaaont  Flnanclna 
Fundi I 

lkprrearlatlan>.<°«<> 

Appraariatian  far  tfakt  raductlan... 

Urkan  Natt  Trantaartatlon  Malnlttritlan 

(last  Tranarartatlen  Caaltal  Fund  (llauldation 

af  cantract  autharliatlan)  (truat  fund) 

RCLATU  MCNCUI 

Hctar  Carrlar  Raiaaaklng  ttudv  Caaaitiian 

talarlai  and  aapenaat  (raacltaten  af  unoblllatad 
kalancai) 

Fanaaa  Canal  Conaltdan 

Oparatlna  aipanaaa 

KMUM.  niOVItllMI 

Fadaral  Mldh«*»  Adalnlttratlant 

Fadaral-aid  hiahaasi  (lialtatlon  an  atoltaatlona). . 
Urban  Natl  Traniportatian  Mainitiratlont 

Foraula  dranta  (lialtatlon  on  aklldatlana) 

Tatalr  Chaatar  XI 

Naa  buddat  (akllaatlanal)  aatliartta 

Aaprorrlatlana. 

Aarraprlatlan  far  dobt  raductlan 

Cantract  aatharii* • 

Roaarraarlailan .«•■ 

Raacltaian 

(Mpraa  rial  Ian  ta  Uauldata  cantract 

(Llaltaiian  an  berroalni  autharltv) 

(Llaltatlan  an  abliiationt) 

CIMPTER  XI 

HPMINCN1  Qf  TM  TRCMIWT 

Unltad  (lata*  Cuttaaa  tarvica 

l.:«iat  aaainat  tha  Unitad  Statai  Cuataat  tarvica 

EUCUTIVE  OFFICE  Of  1HC  PNCtlMHI 

urficial  ratidano  of  tha  Uic*  Pratidant 

Orfica  of  Hanataaant  and  (udaat 

IHKFENMMT  »atNCICt 

(ianaral  gar«ica>  Adalnittrationl 
Fadaral  (uildinst  Fundi 

I  laititian  on  availability  of  ravanua! 

Conitruction  and  acauiiitlon  af  facilitiai. • ■ • 

Fadaral  Faraonnal  Activlttat 

Orfic*  uf  ParionntI  Nanaaaaant: 

Pavaant  ta  civil  tarvica  ratiraaant  af»d  ditabillta 
fund 

Sa 1  a  r 1  at  and  anaanttt 

Narit  Sattaat  Frotactlon  Roardl  Baliriai  and  aaaantat. 

Total •  Chapiar  XII 

Ma«  buddat  (eblilationtl )  autharitu 

(Llaltatlan  on  •vallabllita  af  ravanua) 


(iroaOiOM) 

(2tO««>»«OI 

(2iOOOiOOO) 

(2tMO>»0«) 

(1.000.000) 

— 

(liOOOiOM) 

(l.OOOiOOO) 

(IrMO.OMI 

(il.OOO.OOO) 

1.IS4.0M 
-1.IS4.0M 
lt.4ff.0a« 
lt.4ff.M« 

lRt4»f.0«« 
-lt>4tf>00« 

lti4Vf>0«« 
-lt.4ft.0M 

Ut4*V.000 
-Ui4f«.00« 

-1.134.000 
41. IS*. 000 

7. 1*0. AM 
-7.1M>M« 

7>100iOOO 
-7ilOO.OO« 

7.100.000 
-7.1M.0M 

7.10«>»«0 
-7.106. 000 

— 

(33.000.000) 


(SS.000.000) 


(33.000.000) 


(3S.000.000) 


I7S.0M 


(-300.000.004) 
(330.000.000) 


43.173.0M 

(72.]30.0M> 

(-2t.tSS.*0«) 


(343.000.000) 

(2S0.000i0Ot) 

OS. 000. 000) 


-434.000 


37t.4IS 


37I.439 


171.433 


44.376.413       30.744.774 

(49.V77.43S)     (4V.V77.433) 

(-23.3W.0O0)     (-2S.SVV.000) 


44 1 770.433 

(4V.V77.433) 

(-2S.SVV.000) 

(400.000) 


43.433 


(4300.000.000) 
(-330.000.000) 


-3V4.343 
(-2.332.343) 
(41.334.000) 

(  «  404 .  000 ) 


-434.000 

(141.000.000) 

(ISOiOOO.OOO) 

(3.000.000) 


(340.000.000) 

(130.000.000) 

(10.000.000) 


(143.300.000)      (t2.300.000) 

(130.000.000)    (-100.000.000) 

(V.2S0.0OO)    (-43.730.000) 


«■■••■>•«• ■•■•■•  •■■■■•■■■•■■•■■■  »m 


2 .410 


141.000 
44V 1 000 


(1.102.000) 


342  •24V 1 000 
1.000.000 


144.001.430 
(0.102.000) 


2.430 


141.000 
44V.  000 


(1.027.000) 


142. 24V. 000 
1.400.000 


344.401.430 
(1.027.000) 


2.410 


141.000 
44V. 000 


(0.102.000) 


342. 24V.  000 

1.300 

1.400.000 


144. 402. 930 
(0.102.000) 


2.430 


141.000 
449.000 


(0.I02.OOO) 


342.249.000 

1.000 

1.400.000 


344.a02.430 
(0.102.0001 


tl.OOO 
«400.000 

4401.000 


11-059  0-87-7  (Pt  161 
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l<irrl*a«iti«l 
Rtwitst 


••IMi* 


C*nf«r*nc« 
Conftrvnc*  •••«»it 


CIMPTCI  III 

•  tITtlCT   or   COLUHIU 

•rcratln*  («»•«>»•• 

•avcrnaantal  dtrfctlon  in4  (urrert  (ri«cl*%ion> 

Econaate  davvla^Mcii  m>4   ra«uIitlon  (mcl*tt«n> 

Public  tcfalK  end  Ju«tie« • 

Publkc  tducttion  »»«i*a  (rvMltston) 

H<j*a«  tmrrotX   (•rvlecs 

Trin«»ariation  tarvleaa  aad  ••tittanc*  lratcit«tan>.. . 

Envlranaanicl  aarvieaa  m<4   tur»lii  (raacitaian) 

Partanal  larvicta  (r»»«lMian) 

Enarati  •dJuttaant 

lintlloc*ia4  tanaral  Fund  Mjutiaant  (raacittlaal 

Tatalt  aaaratina  a>ranaa«>  •aaartl  fund 

Eniararlta  fund* 

MatMnaton  Convanitan  Cantar  antarpriaa  fund 

Lettara  and  Charttabla  laaa*  antararlaa  fund 

leiali  Chartar  XIII 

•latrtci  af  Caluabla  fund* 

TITLE  II 
INCREMEI  P*f  COtTI 
LEdlLATIA  MailCN 
UMTi 


«-2t79t.0««> 

<-2.402i7M) 

(IS>02tttM> 

«-t.a7f.7««> 

(4.402.7M) 

(-344. *M> 

<-5.504.50«) 

1-17. 717. 10«) 

(2.07StS00> 

(-IS.lD.tM) 

(-21>l33>t«0) 


(110.700) 
(l>00Oi»0«) 


( -22.023. 20«> 


<-2.73f.0O0) 
(-2.91I.M0) 

(t. 110.400) 
l-l.t7l.100) 

12.017.400) 

(-344.400) 

<-S.3O4.S0«) 

(-•.74t.l00) 

<2.07t.S««) 


(-2.79tf0O0) 

(-2f9n>l00) 

(*.l30.iOO) 

(-i.t7i.ieo) 

<2iO«7i40C) 

(-344.400) 

(-SfM4.S00) 

(-•i74a>800) 

(2.07«.S0O) 

(-I9>lt3t«00) 


(-1J4.100) 
(-3.ttS.SeO) 

(-iti.4ee> 

(-2.31S>3e«) 


(tttSJt.300) 


(-1.470. 300)    (-23.t33.»e0) 


(4t0.700) 

(1. see. 000) 


(-4i4tt.4e0) 


(030.700) 
(l.OOO.OOO) 


(-22.023.200) 


•alarlaa.  afficara  and  aaalaaaaa 

Of flea  af  tha  Laaltlatkaa  Caunaal  af  taa  lanaia.. 

Dfflca  af  lanaia  LaMi  Caunaal 

lanaia  ralica  caaaiiiaaa •••••••••••••• 

lA«uirlat  and  Invattidailana...*. .••••#•.•••••••* 

Tatal f  tanata 


HOUU  or  KP*EKM««TIV(S 

Nauaa  laederaMa  affteaa ...•«.«•••....... 

talartatt  afficart  and  aaalaaaat • 

Caaaliiaa  aa^lavaaa •••■••••••••*•••••• 

naabara'  dark  hira ••••••• 

Allaaancaa  and  an^anaaa... ••••••••••••••• 


laialf  Hnuaa  af  tarra*antati«aa. 


JOINT  ITEM 

Joint  Ecanaalc  Caaatllaa 

Jalnt  Ceaaitiaa  an  frlnitna • 

Jalni  Coaaiilaa  an  Taiatlan • 

faucaiion  af  Ptt9% ••• 

Carliol  Ouida  Sarvlca 


;.027>0«« 
47. to* 
12.0M 
7t>0«« 

1. 744.00* 

o.t2t.oe« 


i«7.oe« 

1.733.000 
1.474.000 
3.t44.000 
1.140.000 

i2.tso.eeo 


7.027.e«0 

7.027.000 

47.000 

47.000 

12.000 

12.000 

7t.0«0 

Tt.OOO 

1.744.000 

l.744.e«0 

._....._.•«.•- 

t.t2e.eoo 

o.f2t>eeo 

ir7.oee 
i.7si.eoe 

1.474.000 

s.n4.oeo 

1.140.000 

lO.fso.ooe 


iv7.ooe 

1.731.000 
1.474.000 
9>t44.000 
l.MO.OO* 

lO.tSO.OOO 


tf7.000 
1.731.000 
1.474.000 
S.t44.000 

t.iM.eoo 
lo.rso.oeo 


-2.000.000 
-2.000.000 


Tatalt  Jam!  Itaa* 

COMMEStlOMM.   tUMET   trflCC 
talarta*  and  aivaftaa*.. 


40.000 

40.000 

40.000 

40.00% 

It. 000 

it.eoo 

It. 000 

It. 000 

144,000 

144.000 

144.000 

144.000 

22.000 

22.000 

22.000 

22.000 

11.000 

31.000 

31.000 

11.000 

....»— — — — » 

2t4.00« 

2t4.0O0 

2f*.00* 

2f«.eoo 

440.000  24t.0OO 


24t.0OO 


24* .000 


-l/t.OOO 
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SUfPltHtNIAl    »Pt'in)P(»l*I10NS.     1»BJ    (M.R.    3049) 

Supr Icaantal 

taauatt  Huu&>  SeiKta  Coi<r<i  .mi  t 

MCHITECT  or    TNE   CAPITOL 

Offica  af  tha  Architact  af   tha  Caritolt 

•.Una.  and  ..Panaa "'••••                     "'•••«                       ^^I'^SS.                      ?ii'S«« 

Capital   bulld.n.. 2*1.000                       100.000                         100.000                       100.000 

Capital   araund ••••^                        «••••<>                         "'O'J                        "'"J 

lanata  afflra  buUdlna. SJLOOO                              -"                       400.000                      400,000 

Mauaa  aff>ca  bulUM* ^07.000                     200.000                       200,000                      200,000 

Capital   PaMf  Plant nO.OOO                        SO. 000                         30.000                        50.000 

t tbtara  butldinai  aad  araundal  ^  ,_^ 

Structural  and  aa.lianical  cara 137.000                       tO.OOO                         00.000                 „^,'.^.. 

Total.   tfcMtact  of  tha  Capital 2.101.000                     407.000                   1.147.000                  1.147.000 

«••••«•••■■■■■•■  •■•>■■■•■•■■■»■«     ■■««■■■•■■■■■■•■  ■•••■■■■■•■«■■«■    . 

LIMUMT  or   CONGRESS 

kalaria*  and  aipanaM 4.437.000                 l.tS7.000                   l.«17.00e                 l.t37.0O0 

Cop.riaht  Offical   Ularla.  and  a«pan»ai 400,000                      100.400                        180.000                      180.000 

Candraaaional  Raaaarcb  tarvical   Salarlat  and  t,'Panta*.  1.489.000                 1.389,000                   1.109.000                  1.109.000 
toaka  far  tha  blind  and  rhaaicalU  hafidicappadi 

Salaria*  and  axpantat 170.000 

Collactian   and   Dittributlon  of  Librarv  Hatariala 

(Sraoal  Eoraian  Curranc*  Proaraa) 18.000 

Tatal.  Librara  af  Canaratt 4.994.000                 5.504.000                   3.304.000                 S.S04.000 

SENERAL   ACCOUNT  IMG  OTFICE 

Salaria*  and  anpantaa 1. 150. 000                 7.480.000                   8.050.000                 7.745.000 

lOTANIC   GARDEN 

Salariaa  and  a.Panaai 70.000                        70.000                          70,000                        70.000 

C0PTRI6HT   ROTALTT   TR18UNAL 

B.l.rta.   and  aKPanta. 35.000                         20.000                           20.000                          JO.OOO 

OFFICE   OF    TECHNOLOGT   ASSESSMENT 

m 

S.l.ri.»  .od  a«Pan.at i»*>00<>        ."*:?" "tl!«.  ....„.."Il!!!. 

Total.  Laalilatl.a  Iranch '    41.568.000  25.422.000       35.652.000      35.115.000 

^«.s«aacs«a«saaa  ■■■■casssaaaaa«s   ««•■■«■■••■•■•»*  •••^■•••■••••••« 

THE  JUDICIAKT 

SUPREHE  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

SaUri*.   and  a>sPfn»a» 480.000 

Cara  of   tha  buildind  and  aroundt JA.OOO                               ---                                                       ^                ' 

lutdl,    Sufraaa   Court   of    tha   United   Sl*te^ SI6.000 

UNlItU   SIAIlb   LUUK1    OF    APPLAtb   )0K    IHL   FLbthAl    lIKIIIII 

6.Wr...    .r.d   .-,,.r,».. 1*4. OuO                          W.Ov>0                          1 1 .  ^^0                          */.OuU 

UNIILD    SIAfLS    COUKI    U)     INILKNAIIUNAL     iKAl't 

S-I.r.a*    ...d   a.ranaat 1«0'0«*>                        Xi'l.QUO                        ['[[".^l,                  ..'•"''""^ 

LIMIMS    0)     At-tlALS,    IlIblMll    LiMlklbi    ANU    UIHtK 
JUL'ICIAI     bthURtS 

i..,l,r..»   uf     KJa.> i,f.t0.oi,0                   A-.1.,0(,0                    .'.....ooo                   2.MC.UVU 

S..l*r.a»   of   Surrortina   Parso,..i-. .ft, BOO. 000                   *, .•',0.000                   6.?-,0.C.00                   *'^-'"'f*°, 

,.   ,     ,   )  --        i»,"U0-0O0)      (9,000,0001       (9.000,0001 

oef.f.d.r  s.rv.c.*::::!:::;!!:::;::;"!. :;■... .;;::.:..;  '00.0.0         6OC.000         6co,o(.o         too. 000 

»,„tr.Ptc.  Courts,  Sal. I.e.  ...,'J  f,-.n.,» 4,100,000         4, 100. 000         I''"":""*         4.1(-0,000 

loKI'    Luurtt    of    Dfhtalii    Diktrlit    Cix.tik.    411J 

otha.     J.,dlc.«l    S.,rvi>.r, M.110,.JUU                   11,460,000^                11.4oO,.u,/                   lJ,460.o.u^ 

AUnlNISIRAdVt    OFFICf    OF     IHt    UNlltb    SlAltb    (  UlIK  I  a 

S.l.r.a*   a..d   ..p.n«. "'".OOO                        460.000                        6»0.000                        6^0.000 

FEDERAL    JUDICIAL    CtNUR 

S.lar...   .»d  a.Panaai ^n.OOO                        66,000                        66,000                        66.000 

Total.    Tha  Jud.c.r, 25.981.000                14,412,000                14.412.000                14.412.000 

as  ■■BSaa  ■■■•«>*»     ■»c»Ks:*Bs«»«a«£«     es«=:as=«3«o»e««     ■«=-«ssi-s»=i.sa  =  = 


21493 


Cor.fartnci! 

cuacarad  uith 

Rauuast 


-141.000 
-30.000 
-31.000 

-507.000 
-00.000 

-77.000 

-934.000 


-500.000 
-500.000 
-300.000 

170.000 

18,000 

1 . 488 , 000 


-1.585.000 


•15.000 


6.251.000 


4du,ou0 
-i6,000 


:ii6,ooo 


lu.--  „..  ,0 

I  (v.0"O.u)(, 

100.000 


iy  .  •  ....  (/(,(, 


105,000 
11.571.000 
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SUPPLtmMl»L    »(-t-H)H(I*UONb.    l»8J    <M.fl.     JOA») 

Mvu*«  S«n»tt 


Rcsuttt 


Conftrtnct 


Cunf trvnct 


CXECUTIVC  OfFlCt  Of  TMl  fUSlDENI 

Ih.  Mhiit  Neut*  Off«c«l  taUrit*  in-i  •■<»•««•» 

EKtcutiv*  «»ii<>«nc»  t\   lh«  "hit*  Hou»»! 

OPtratint  tK»tn»t» 

Sp»ci*1  •»»ittic>c«  »•  tot  frtiidtr.t: 

Salaritt  »«d  •»»#«»#§ 

Council  of  Iconooie  Adviitri:  S*Uritt  »nd  ox^on***... 
Offico  of  rolic»  »ov»lo»««»t:  S»l»rit»  ond  •«»»«»•»... 

Nationil  B»cur>t»  Council:  S»l«r»»»  »nt   tKftnit* 

Offico  of  »d«in»»tr»tion;  Sjlarios  «nd  »xrtn»o» 

OTfict  of  H»n*««Mnt  tnd  »udlat :  Salantt  and  txp«r.»ai 
Offica  of  Fodoral  Procurooanl  Policol 

Salaritt  and  t«r»n»t» •• 

Offict  of  Scitnct  and  TtchnoloJii  PoUc»: 

Salanat  and  o«Pon»«» 

Offict  of  tht  Unittd  Stattt  Iiadt  ««»rt»tfitativt: 

Salaritt  and  t«»tn»t» 

Toiali  l«tcutivt  Offict  of  Iht  Prtaidtnt 


FUNDS  »PPI«OPftUTEI  TO  THC  PRtSlDlHT 

InltrnaHonal  Itvtlopotnt  *«*i*l«nctl  Qptr.tini 

txrtnats  of  tht  ««tric»  for  Interaational  Oovtlopoenl 


«40. 

000 

H». 

000 

11. 

OM 

77i 

OM 

III. 

rOO« 

U4< 

.000 

;o«i 

>00« 

l.]18 

>0»0 

♦5 

.000 

73 

.000 

40* 

.000 

•  S^KS 

1.272 

.000 

.a~*3t~ 

.■■&■ 

V.?J8fOO0 


£««-  =  ■>«■- 


DEPARTNCNT  or  AGRICULTURE 

Offict  of  tht  Sacrtiarn 

ItPartotnlal  adoinittralion 

Dffict  of  Govtrnatntal  and  Public  Affair* 

Offica  of  Con«rt»»ional  Affair* 

Offict  of  tht  IntPtcior  Stntral 

(Tranaftr  fro«  Food  8ta«»  Prodraa) 

Offict  of  Iht  Stntral  Counaal 

Agricultural  Rtttarch  Strvict 

National  Aaricultural  Librarn • 

Econooic  Raatarch  Strvict • 

Statiatical  (lt»orting  Strvict 

Morld  Agricultural  Outlook  Soard 

Fortian  Agricultural  Strvict 

Offict  of  Inttrnational  Cooptration  and  Otvtlo»otnt . . . 

Offict  of  Rural  ItvtlOPttnt  PoIick 

Ftdtral  Crop  ln»urar>ct  Corporation; 

Adtinittrativt  and  OPtrating  txptntt* 

Rural  Eltctrif ication  Adainiatrat ion*. 

Salaritt  and  aKPtntt* 

farttrt  Hoot  Adtinittration;  Salaritt  and  txPtnttt. . . • 
Soil  Conttrvation  Sarvict! 

Conttrvation  optrationt  (b»  trantftr) 

Conttrvation  oPtrttiont 

Rivtr  latin  Survtot  and  Invttt iiationt 

(b«  trantfar) 

Rivtr  latin  Survtwt  and  Invtttigationt 

Hattrthtd  Planning  (bw  trantftr) 

Nattrthtd  planning 

Ftdtral  Sr^in  Intptction  Strvict! 

Salaritt  and  txptnttt 

Aaricultural  llarktting  Strvict: 

Narktting  ttrvictt 

TrantPortation  Offict 

Fundt  for  ttrtngthtning  oarkttt.  incoot  and  tuppU 

(ttc.  32)  (incrtait  in  lititation) 

Fagd  Saftt»  tnd  IntPtction  Strvict: 

S<laritt  and  txptntt* 

food  and  Nutrition  StrvictI 

Food  progrto  adoinittPation 

Hjtan  Nutrillan  Infortatior.  Servile 

Ai.iail  and  Plant  Mtalth  Intrectioi.  Suvica 

Pjcktrt  ar.d  Sloc>ajr4i  Adoim -I  rat  lo •_•• 

Atriculturjl  Stabilwition  a<d  Cbi.vfer -dl  ion  S.ivn*: 
Salaritt  ar.d  t«pensti  <b»  lr»i.if*r  frca 

Cotaodilv  I  ltd  it  Corporjliji' 


»ur«tt  Sarvlit: 

Forttt  rtstarih 

Stat*  *nd  prlvalt  forttlr 
National  forttt  tuttt*. . . 
Conttruction 


Total.  Forttt  Strvic* 

Total.  ItPartotnt  of  A»r  icult.jrt. 


318.000 

S24.000 

206.000 

10.009 

273.000 

(555.000) 

686.000 

6.442.000 

111.000 

1.028.000 

1.061.000 

60.000 

605.000 

45.000 

30.000 

yyi.ooo 

581.000 
t,7fl.OO0 

(f. 776.000) 


(351.0001 
(202.000) 

17y.000 

3.032.000 
49.000 

(170.000) 

12.520.000 

313.000 

56.000 
3.600.000 

166.000 


35/.0O0 

I8.94l.000 

4.13^.000 

25. 01)4. 000 

1.-.   .-iiimx 

67.761.000 


565.000 

149.000 

31.000 

7/. 000 

112.000 

164.000 

204.000 

1,318.000 

95.000 

24.000 

409.000 

1.148.000 


9.938.000 

■  ■■StBSaSSSBSSS 


318.000 

S24.000 

206.000 

10.000 

27J.000 

(555.000) 

686.000 

6.442.000 

111.000 

1.028.000 

1.061.000 

60.000 

605.000 

45.000 

30.000 


991.000 


581.000 
9.791.000 


9.776.000 

351.000 

202.000 

179.000 

1.132. 000 
49.000 

(170.000) 

12.520.000 

313.000 

56.000 

i. 600. 000 

I66.0U0 

(I2.400.000' 

2.6"jl  -OJO 

4'.?.000 

29.941.000 

VI  <5.000 

37.384,000 

88.490.000 


56$. 000 

149.000 

77.000 

112.000 

164.000 

204.000 

1.318.000 

95.000 

24.000 

409.000 

xaxraxr  i; -i  »  « 

3.117.000 


9.938.000 


318.000 

524.000 

206.000 

10.000 

273.000 

(555.000) 

686.000 

6.442.000 

111.000 

1.028.000 

1.061.000 

60.000 

605.000 

45.000 

30.000 

991.000 

581.000 
9.791.000 


9.776.000 

351.000 
202.000 

1/9,000 

I, 132-000 
49.000 

(1/0,000) 

12,520.000 

313.000 

jt.i.oO 

3.600.000 

It6-')i0 

ll.',  IllOrCUC 


1.6M  ,011) 

3!)'.0.)-- 

18.941    nuO 

4.135,000 

25.084-000 

76.193.000 


565.000 
149.000 


77.000 

112.000 

I64i0«0 

204.00C 

1.318.000 

95.000 

24.000 

409.000 

■xasscsaaa-  sa 

3.117.000 


9.938.000 


318.000 

524.000 

206.000 

10.000 

273.000 

(555.000) 

6B6.000 

6.442.000 

II 1.000 

1.028. COO 

l>r)61.000 

60.000 

605.000 

45.000 

30.000 

991.000 

581.000 
9.791.000 


9.776.000 

351 • 000 

202.000 

W9.0C0 

1.132.000 
49.000 

ll/O.OUUI 

12.520.000 

313.000 

■jO.OOO 

J.iOO.OOO 

166.000 

(  U'.  <ijj,0(u. 

.',iM  .0  J> 

•jO/.OO) 

.■1,441.000 

4.135.000 

10.734.000 

81,840.000 


-75.000 


31.000 


-49.000 


- aaisaaa 

-155.000 


(    9.//6,000l 
•9,776,000 

(  351,000) 
♦351,000 

(  202.000) 
(202,000 


1  ,yoo,oui/ 


til,'    ;..'i .  \j\f 


111',     .tv 

1150.000 
t  '. .'  ?0'i'>i. 


(5-»'j0-('1''' 
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DEPAHniNi  0)    LUnnthLl 

bENEkHL    Al.nlNlSlkhl  ION 

balarit^    at.d    t..p«nstt 

bUKLAU    Of     iMt    ttWSIIS 

Saldrir^    ar.d   t.rei.ttt 

Ptnodic   ctrib'jtet  and  prusrdts 


Tulal,    lijreau   of    the   Cer.^.j 


tCUNQniC    AN1>    SIAIIbllLAL    ANAITSIS 

Salaries   ar.d   r>.prr.^es 

INIERNATIONAl     IkAlit    AlmlNiblKAI  1(. « 

Qptraliont    ar.d   adaini  jt  r  dt  lui 

niNOKITT    8USINLSS   liL<.'tLOF  nlNI    AGtN(  1 

Ntnorit^    b.jbliie^b    dtvtlOFaei.l 

NAIIONAL    OCtANlC    AND    AlhUafHlKlL    Al.nlNI  b  1  hfc  I  lUN 


Ofprat  luD'..    rp&earch.    and    fjuiliti 
(8v    trar.-,ftr) 


PAItNI    ANIi    IRAUtflftliK    OOlLt 
balaries    ar.d    r-FL-ntet 

NATiQNAL    l>Uf(LAU    UF    SIANDAKOb 
Siiei.tific    and   techniidl    re>,.forih   ar.d    >trvii.ej 
lotal,    Oepartati.t   of   Luiiaerce.., 

liLFAMNtWr    Of     DLftNbt       ClVil 
UEPAftTNENI    df    IHl    Aknr 
CtHETEHAL    IXftNbtb,    AKMl 
Salaries   ai.d   exherises  .  .  .  . 

COkfS   Of    INblNLthb      Civil 

llf-eiatiui.    ai.d   tdlr.ttnancw.    iienefdl... 

Gtfi.cidl    if...-e(i^es..., 


Iiflal,    Corh^    of    Ei.riii.eet^      (i 


1  1  - 


SuPPlrttntil 

Rttuttt  Huust  Senate 


Lui.t  r  <  ei.t  tf 
Luararrd   witli 


Conf  ereiii  t 


Rtfuue^t 


1.232,006 


1,230.000 


2,665.0J0         '         ?.c8v,0C0 
1.651,000  1.6:.0,000 

4.336.000  4.330.000 


1.333.000  1.330,000 


(2,000.000) 


4.658,000 


2,737.000 
M. 742,000 


3,800,000 


440,000 


23.BJf),CO0 
(4,00'JrOOO) 


4,640.000 


2.730.000 
42,-   8.000 


68,000 


13,  /00,UUO 

4.100.000 


I/. 800. 000 


bUlMbKS     ANli  AUniN   b  Hunt 

U,-lrtatiui>    ai'-l    pol(.ler.£iiie 

lulal.    L'L  .-ar  tter.t    of    lietvi.^e       C  1  .- 1  1 

bf  f'Ak  Int  Nl    Ul     I  III  Mil 

ti.iriilj    r.turaatiuh    Adi.  li.i  st  I  ■(  1  Ul .... 

El  ur.oi.i  L    ret'ilat  lor 

lulal.     t'ehar  ttei.l    of    li.eia-^ 

l/l)HKlniNI    OF    MlAI  III    ANIi    MIlnf.N    GlhVJll. 

fUDll    AND    DKIIG    AlmlNl'^lhAI  loti 

Sdlaiieii    add   «>;rei.sts 

(8^    transfer) 


341, OOu 
It.  .'OV.OOJ 


V46..".JU 
6/5,000 


1.821,000 


13,  .'OO.OOi' 
4, 100-000 


l7,bUO.O0O 


341  .Ol/u 
18.141,000 


.  Idl'.  J'.iii 
8/5,000 


3.C^/,0OC' 


I  12.596.0001 


714. OuU 
( 11 ,882.0001 


930, OOU 
I 


2,680,CPO 
2.6B0-C00 


2J.tf.  l-.OOO 
(4,Cu0,000i 


4,640,000 


2,/30.000 
35,473,000 


13,  /i.0,00(/ 
4,  IO'J,COO 


1  ',doo,ooo 


141  ..JoO 
I'l,  141,000 


.  111.  .  luU 
tdO.OuO 


2,  /4J,i.'U0 


lJ,'.yVi,000 


'•..O.OCO 


2.6a0,0C0 
1,61.0,000 


4.3'.0.0../0 


23,e2B,OO0 
r  4 -000.  DM.) 


4.64C.0CU 


13,  'uu.ooO 
4,lUu,0i.O 


17,buo.ouo 


I'll  ."1 '. 
18,Ml-u   t- 


2.  i;:.  •  ./JO 

t»6'j  '  '.'jO 


2.  .U'-iluO 


(02,000 


■  ,.i.jo 
I  ..ibU 


6,00(« 


3.800,000  I  !,Lj0.l;00 


(25.U.B,0O0 
(1  J. 000. 000, 


3./ 30, 000  ',.-Ju 

40.923.000  «26, 181,000 


I  i  , .  »• ..  ,\. 

I    ..I-IA 


14,000  I      1  4...00 

(ll,aB-',000)  I     ■M.Oo'.'i 
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MCM-TH  RfSOUftCES   *M>  SCkVIClS   AbtllHISIR*!  lUH 

H**Hh   rt*o<jrc*t   and   ttrvictk 

(I«    lr»niftr) 

Inditn  health  tvrwtcc* 

(In  lr«nifir) 

Totdi   N««lth  ttiourc**   Mid  S«>victi 

*dainitlr«tlon 


4.073.000 
<4.3ei>000> 

7.S74>0«« 
(4.700>000) 


tl>*4Vi000 


).4;5.000 
(4.423 •000) 
M>274>0a0 


i.644>000 
t4.2:>i>000l 
14>274>OO0 


Coi*f  tf  rvi>i  V 


ii4/;i.ooo 

(4.425.000) 
14.274.000 


17.74».000  17.V18.000  17.74*. 000 


kru'jr.t 


600.  Ji'O 
((44.0001 
«6.700.000 
(    6./00.000) 


46.IOC.000 


CINTERS  FW   DISEASE   CDMIKOl 

frvvdr.tivt   Health   Sdrvicct 

<•«   traniftr) 

NATIOMH.  INSIIIUIES  Of  MEAl  TH 

National  Cancer  Institute 

National  Heart.  Lund,  and  tlood  Inatitute 

National  Inititute  of  Dental  »e»earch 

National  Institute  of  Arthritit.  Diabetes,  and 

Didettive  and  Kidnen  Diteatet 

National  Institute  of  Neuroloeical  and  ConeuMcative 

Disorders  and  Stroke 

National  Institute  of  »llert»  and  Infeitious  Diseases. 

National  Institute  of  Bet.eral  Nedical  Sciences 

National  Institute  of  Child  Health  and  liuoan 

Developeent 

National  Ene  Institute 

National  Institute  of  Envxronoental  Health  Sciences... 

Research  resources 

John  E.  fblarte  International  Cei.ter  for  Advanced 

Stud»  in  the  Health  Sciences  (b»  transfer) 

National  tiOrare  of  Nedicine 


2. VIA. 000 
(3.0S4.000) 


4.300.000 
(1.400.000) 


4.390.000 
(1.400.0001 


Ba«   SAI*C&*K3=S 


3=s:r:SK  r « r « £ i a i «= ^ « * « 


(Dit  transfer) 

Office  of  the  Director 

<•»  transfer) 

total.    National    Institutes   of   Health 


AILUHUt.    0kU6    AkUSE.    ANI>    MNIAl    HlALlH    AbMlNlS  I KAMUN 


(U3.000) 

(I.07lf000) 
tliDAStOOO 


(J-.if.000) 
(1.043.000) 


Alcohol.    droS   abuse,    and   oer.til   hialt^ 

Saint   Eluabeths   Hosrital 

((a    transfer) 

ASSlSIAHt   SlCktlAkT   F0».    HtrtllH 

Health   s«>»ice   e^naieeent 

ID^   transfur) 

HIAI  IM    CARE    UNANllHl.    AIiHlNlS'liA' IDH 

I'roerae   •«f.««eei..'t 

(Ir.isl    f.jnd   transfer) 

SOCIAl    SEIUklU    AimimilKAllOH 


■  SsSBxasB     ••■■■i<a«->--3 


(^.   "CI. 000' 


1,332.000 
fit. 000 
864.000 

2.421.000 

1.399.000 

2.097.000 

304.000 

1.336.000 
480.000 

1.000.000 
224.000 


3:.9.000 


1.06:.. 000 


14.833.000 


J?!..000 
I. »t 1.000 


l.l.'^...•  ■ 


(2J42.C00; 


4.iV0.000 
(1.400.000) 


766.000 
484.000 
432.000 

1.310.000 

800.000 
1.048.000 

252.000 

449.000 
340.000 

300.000 
113.000 


(3:>v.ooo) 

(1>U63>000> 
it714.0v0 

i.3iB.(yo 
(S.-'ui.  ;oo. 


l.|  ■•..u'O 
;.'  .OvC' 


l.«54.i>00 

J.  6^  1')'jn 

|..-'.4-l"  0 

1. 0-. 4.0^0 

3. 200.000 • 

•s.roo.oot" 

'3.2-'\'.v)U''' 

C.'OO.cC'' 

As«i*tai'e   »'a^>oeft<   ^roiir.e 

(k«    trai..fer) 

lieitatior.   or.   Ale ir.ist t at i»e  E    fei.st^ 

ilf.tir^^a    in    lieitatiot.' 

OM  ICl    Of    HUrAH   Dk'.'HOtmNI    it  n.- lilt 

N.jaai.    l'»v.lo»eer.l   Ser»ii»»    d'j   )i«<>'ei>- 

lulal.    De.artoent   of    M..Hh   anrt  H.jooi.  ■!.»..  i.r^ 

kEfAKIntNl    U»    MOUSlHb   ANl.   uk«i-N   UkvliOfmm 

HANAUtnENI     ~N1'    AlmlHIIIkAl  l')k 

b«laiir>    and   e   ren-^es.    I.-j    ti<..»r«i    tHA    iii.i.««>*    ii. 
liBit»tiat.    01.   fMA   coi>    1  .Iw-    f.jnOi     lo      liai.    f.-    )■ 


■5o0..i('0. 
.I'.'l    414. OOO. 

I  |.414.'>00> 
14..'39.»00 


^00.(.••n 


<  K.<.  •  ••l.i't  •• '  1 1"'-  M*-fy' 


j.)0 .  •  0" 


1  1 0  !  •  *  !  4  .  >'\  0  ' 


}■>■  !!;.tOo 


61,  a  '.000 


(lo.woo.ooo)  (ii».oO'j.O'u>  1 1  j.ioo.  :^o  ■ 


1 10.  (!">..  vO. • 


(1.6^4.100 

(-1.454.000) 


l'66>000 
(484.000 
1412.000 

t I . llu.uOO 

(MOO.OOU 

(1,048.000 

(2^2.000 

(669.000 
(340.000 
(300.000 
(113.000 

(    143.00UI 


I    /1 2. 000 1 


(»./14>000 


(I . I. ■  •  -yi 

.     1.  •.!!'..■.•■)■ 


1      I  .414.   )  ■ 

34,4J4.u.2  (".    I"'       I- J 
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bur-^  leoental 
Reeucst 


House 


Sei.^l.j 


Confei  t  i.^e 


Cunf  e.  icnce 

coerared  uith 

Keauest 


DEPARTNENI  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  CANO  NANACEHENT 

Hanaieeent  of  lands  and  resources 

Oredon  and  California  grant  lands.  ••.  

lotal.  Dureau  of  Land  HanadeNOnt • 

DUREAU  OF  RECLAHAriON 

Construction  ^rodrao 

General  invest  nations 

Operation  and  eiiintentnce 

General  adainistrative  expenses..,.. 

lotal.  Dureau  of  Reclaeation 

UNITED  STATES  FISH  AHb  yRDLIFE  SERVICE 

Resource  eanateaent 

NATIONAL  PARk  SERVICE 

O.'eratton  of  the  national  eark  svsteo 

National  recreation  and  preservation 

John  F.  kenned*  Center  for  the  Ferforoine  Arts 

Total.  National  Park  Service 

GEOLOGICAL  SUkVET 

Surveys,  investidationi  and  research 

HINERALS  NAHA6ENENT  SERVICE 

Hinerals  and  ro«alt»  oanaeeeent 

UfrltE  OF  SURFACE  niHIHe  RECLAHAIION  AND  ENFOkCEllENI 

kedulation  «r.d  tcchnoloiv 

DUREAU  OF  HINLS 

nir.cs  and  einerals , 

DUREAU  OF  INDIAM  AFFAlkb 
J.-eration  of  Indian  proarasb 

OFFICE  Of  lEkklTORIAl  AND  IN  lEhNAUONAI  AtFAIKb 

At]»ir.i  ~^t  f  at  lun  of  terrilurie» 

Tr.jit  T*rrilor»  of  the  Facific  Islands 

Iut<l,  Office  of  !*rflluri<l  Affairs 

UF>  ICE  OF  IHt  bUI  U  1  ink 

Ualaiivk  ai.d  •r-ensos .,,..,.. 

OFF  ICE  OF  IHt  btl  l^l  lAhT 

Iter  at  tan. lal  ear.aeeeent 

OFFICE  OF  IHt  INSPtClUK  UFNIKAl 

balaiic*'  *..d  e^.-enses 

luldl,    Derarteei.t   uf   tdc    |..lrriur    

iitF-AkiniNi   UF    JUbiat 

litNEkAl     AUnlNUIkAl  lUH 

balarie»   and   e..f-en5es 

UNITED   STATES   PAktJI  E   COflHISSIOH 
Salaries   and   eiipenses. 


4,b93.000  4,595.000        4.595.000 

457.000  437.000          437,000 

3,252.000  3.252.000        5.232.000 

csssasassBa  a=isB==ai»aaa»a«  saacKastrsBasa--  »* 


4,593.000 
457.000 


5,252,000 


^  x  =  =  sss.x  = 


2,605,000 
397,000 

1.458.000 
799,000 


2.405.000 
397.000 

1.438,000 
799.000 


2.405.000 
397.000 

1,458.000 
799.000 


2.60t>.000 
397.000 

1.458.000 
799.000 


5.459,000 


5.459,000  5.459,000 

EBB  £zas< -a^sa  r  BBEs  =  aB:^aaBBBB  =  = 


5,459.000 


1.530,000        6.462,000 

^BcasBs  =  sa-xs  a  .BB  =  3asa  =  =  =  sbsb 


9.019,000 

168.000 
89.000 

9.274,000 


13,029,000 

148,000 

89,000 

15,284,000 

BCSBBBBBCBSS 


1,'j. (0.000 

=BBaBBBE=SBSBaS3 


9.019.000 

148.000 
89.000 

9.274.000 

a SV 3B =aBSBBa 5 ==c 


^  =  E  =  BBB£BBBEBS:   =a^a^ 


4,030.000       42.500.000 

=  .-rBris--   sat;    ;.  i  -  :  :  s  ;  a  .  iB  =  =  B  = 


(1.000.000 


S. 895, 000        9,895.000        4,895.000 


1.989.000        1.989,000        1.989.000 


12,019.000 

148.00' 

89.000 

12,274.000        (3,000.000 


8.395.000        »1.50.j.OvU 


522,000 


522.000 


522.000 


1,969,000 


i22,VOO 


1,M5.000         I. Mi. 000         l.'jf.-oOO 


;. 469, 000         7.449,000         /,44V, 000 


IV. 000 
30,000 


69,000 


66J.0UO 


9yB.Ouo 


39,000 
30.000 


49.000 


aci.ooo 


.(V.OOO 
30.000 


4V.V00 


7,4ev.ouo 


iv.udu 
If.,  000 


tv.OCO 


*•/((.  (.•■.0 


4O0.OOO  4UO.OU0  400. OOO  4UO.0UO 

42.037.000       5... 9/9. 000        42. 01.'. 000        49.03/. OoO        (  •  ,0.0  .<iuu 


1.831,000 


214,000 

^^  =  =  axs=  =  a: -  - 


i.aoo.ooo 


214.000 


1 .800.000 


216.000 

k— a  - a^a^c 


l.bOO.0-0 


216,000 


31.U00 
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LCGM    ACIIVllltS 

S«l«ri«»  tnt   ■>r*i.t««t  (•■«*r«l  l*««l  •<  ttvit  !••... . 

$«l«rit«  «nd  (xrvfi***.  Antilrutt  livitioA 

S*l«riti  *r>d  t>r»ttt»««  F«r«Kn  Cl«i»*  l«tll**«r<t 

C  amm  i  s  %  i  on « 

S4l*ri«i  and  t>»*r.kat.  Unit**  &l«L**  *ttern*»»  »n* 

Njrthjit 

$«liri»«  <nd  •>(»•«*•••  Caaxanila  Kclslians  torvtc*. 


(••«l«*t 

Moo** 

B*n«t* 

Conferee* 

1  ui.fr  i  »..(• 

4./20.000 
1. 111.000 

4.700.000 
1. 100.00 > 

4.700.000 

4.700.000 
1.100.000 

-^0.000 
-11.000 

lotcl.  L*««l  Activilit* 

rtblKM     MMAU  W     IWViSIIbAIIOM 
S«l4ri«k    «f>d    ti.r*.i««t '• 

•l<U&   INFOaClnial   AMiHISTMIIM 

S*l*rl«»    «nd    *«r«n»«t 

1IWU«I*M(M  MIO  N«1UR*(.U*II0M  UkVlCC 

FCOCRM.  rkisON  irsTtn 


21.000 


lO.tlO.OOO 
M»<«00 


l*.l«4.00« 


10.  300 1 00* 
lOV.OOO 


U. 400.000 


lO.MO.OOO 
200.000 

1S.400.000 


lO.SOO'OOO 

100.000 

UtOOO.OO* 


?a.ooo 


'310.000 
-101.000 


-4«4.000 


!i«l«rl«t    «n*   •.»*r>t*« 

f*a«r<l    Priton    In4u»tri«i.    lncor»ar«t**t    (Iricrtat*   in 
li*tt«tia«   Ml   •*ataiktr«ti«*  •»*  «*c*iien*l    traiMn* 

*ar»ii»a*) 

UtflCl   0(    JUblKf    ASSISUNCI.    MS)  IklN  AMI*  SIAIIallCS 

R*>*<ri.-h   aixl   >t<ti»t>ct    <t>«   lr«ntf*rl 

1ol<l.    k«Mit*«i<t    of    Juttic* 


2«.l*&i*M  }*.  100.00*  ?«.  100.000  7«. 100.000 

7.JJ4.*0*  7.414.000  7. 114.00*  7.114.000 

il.2*I>0«0  11.7««.0«0  IL.'OO.uOO  ll«200.00e 

I0.I7].***  10.100.00*  lO.lftO.OOO  10.100.000 

«272.*00>  1^00.0001  <200>0e0)  <200.000l 


-fV.OOO 


'41.V60 


-71.000 


(.J-'.OOu) 


Oir«lilNk.MI    Of    I  *kUt> 
int'tuiMNl  *N»  TkAlMlMS  «blilNlbl))AllO« 


f<u«r««    «(>»i'<lttr«t  l*n.  .  . . 
Ilruti    fund    tr«n«f*t). 


tnflUfRiNI    SlANUAkDS    AUIIIHIblil*)  ION 

&«l«ffi««  «f>0  •A^»n%»« 

Ilrukt  fund  tr«ntftr> 

■lack  lun*  ditabilila  irukt  fund 


lulal.  larloitaant  St«>id«ra»  *d«ini»tr*tian 

OLLUfAlltMAl    iAFEIr    ANb    HtAIIH    AbNlNISIftNl  ION 

S.l«rir>   •(.It   •i-r»n%t»    U>«   ti«ii%far) 

bUHEAU  Of  LAkON  blAllbllLa 

b<l<ii*t   «>.<>  »>rmsa» 

OlPAKTnlNlAi    HAMAbinlNI 


!>«l*ri*k   *.<d  axpaiitai 

Ilru»t    fund   traniftr). 


lutal.    b*r*rtaant   uf   labai... 
4  I ru«t    fund    transfer  1 


ktKAKIM.NI    0*    klAU 
AbHINISlHAUUN    IN    »UI<libH    A»tAINt 


balariva   and   *A^t.ika%... 
(•«  trantfarl 


INIEIcNAMUNAI    lUnniSblUNb 


litltfrr.at ioi>«l    leundarw   and  Mattr   Loaaitbton.   Unitad 
Stattk   and   Na^ico!    Salarit*    and   tort  i«at •••. 


I3V2.OO0)  ll»:.0OO)  IJ»2.00(»>  (iV2.0«0) 

7*. 07*. 000  73.450.000  74.130.000  73.2jO.00O 


-72a. 000 


2.432.000 
(lit. 000) 


732.000 

(tl9.000) 


732.000 
lilV.OOOl 


53/.OUO 
lll*.000> 


I.VOu.Oxv 


4.1*0.000 
127.000) 
Ut.OOO 

4.731.000 


(l.ltl.OOO) 


1.400.000 


400.0U0 
1400.000) 


11.410.000 
1 1. 24*. 000) 


I. ■66.000 
127.000) 


S.MA.OOO 


i.tia&.OUO 
<27.0O0l 


1.864.000 


1.(46.000 
127.000) 


(I.IVI.OOO)  (l.Jfl.OOO) 


lottl.    Ovpartaanl  of  Slat*. 


M'642.000 
II. 111. 000) 


1 74 1 000 

ii.tu.ooo 


l.aOO.uuO 


400.00* 
<4>0.00*) 

4.618.000 
(I. 244.000' 


ll.600.0«j'i 
(■till. 000 1 


W4.0V0 
13.774.000 


I .400 .Oub 


«bu.v<>0 
( 400 1  000  I 

4.618.000 
<1.246.000l 


IJ.600.UW6 
18. II 1.000 1 


174. OOO 
13.774.000 


1.846.000 


ll.lT t.uOOl 


l.60W.0tf* 


460.000 
(400.000) 

t. 618. COO 
(1.246.000) 


j.'4.oua 
161.000 

-iiy2.ooo 


4.;y.',0u0 


I1.600.OUO 
(S.Ul.OOOi 


1/4.000 
■■■as* ■■«=£■ 

13.774.000 
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SUPPltniNIAl  APPNOPklATIONS.  I'^Sl  (M.R.  106*) 

s.jrn»»*t.t  1  •-"-  "■"■•■'  "'-'' 

Haauast  Nous*  bpi.^tc       Ct'..f«ri-..>  c         kc^.uett 

OEPAKTNENI    OF    IKANSPOfclAtlON 
OFFICE   OF    IHE   bELht lAKr 

iaiar.aa   and   aK.an... 1.040.0'.0  —  400-000  400.000  640,000 

do   traniftr) -  (400,000) 

COAST  euAia 

Naadauartar.   ad..ni.tr.l..« 7.7*0.000  2,630.000  ,j,,.o,POO.  (:.630,oic.  <.2;6?o:SoO. 

'•*  »'•""' 578,000  —  —  i:.t^'eooo 

(li^tr"'****!'.!".!!!!!!'.!!".!!'.!!'.".!!!'.!"!'.!!".!"!         "     '—        (i2.«o.eoo»       no.ooo.ooo)       dc.ooo.ooo)      mcoccooo) 

FCaCRAL   AVIATION  ADKINlSIFtAI  ION 

Naadauartar.   adainlatration 1.527.000  1-400.000  ''\Z'V1  li'Joo'ooO                 nlu'oOO 

Orarationt 28.311.000  U. '00-000  16.:'00.000  14.700.000               -11.611-000 

Oraration  and  aaintananc*.   Hatrapolitan  Naihiniton 

A.rsort.  (*.  tr.A.f.r (300.000)  (500.000)  .'.00.000)        (500.000) 

FEDERAL  HICHHAT  ADNINISTRATION 

Llaitation  on  aanaral  o»*rati(i»  axrantt*  (i-icraa** 

in  l.altal.o..) (2,743.000)      (2.OOO.OO0>      (2.000.000)      (2.000-000)       <  ''i'l^.'V 

in  iiaiiaiien.... ,n«.ooa  — -  200. 000  200.000  V.OOO 

Notgr  carriar  aafaiv 20V. 000 

>l«  trtntfar) —         (200.000) 

NATIONAL    MIGHUAT    TRAFFIC    tAF  E  I T    ADI^lNISTFtAI  ION 

''''nn:.::n:r":^?::::::::::::::;::;::::::;::::::        ""'--'        ."o.ooo,        """"        ooo.ooo.      .t^;;:::. 

rCDERAL  RAILROAD  ADNINISIRATION 

tff.ca  af  th*  AdoinUtrato «2.00*  —  2:1-000  ,,„„.„,  ,.-''oco. 

(I.  (rantr.r) —        (225.000)  --         (225.000)       ......OCO. 

URiAN  MASS  TRANSPORIAUON  ADNINISIKAI  ION 

«-l*  Aft*  3   -602  3;3.402  V.OOU 

Adainiatrativa  aiiP«nt*t 334.402  >      ••>"•■  ,Zt,„„, 

(i.  trantfar) ^ 12*4. JVB)        (510.000)        (204,3*8)        .204.3»Bi 

■AINT  LAWRENCE  tEAWAT  DEVELOPtlENT  CORPORATION 

lialtation  an  adolniatrativa  *xp»n»a»  . 

(lacraaaa  in  l..it*t.or,. <24,000.         (24,000)         (24.000)         u^.OOO. 

OFFICE  ar  THE  INSPECTOR  SENERAl 

•no  nnn  40*.000  40*>000 

Salariaa  and  airana** 40*. 000 

(i»  trantfar) —        (40*. 000) 

^ ^ ^^  , .,.«.„..»  =  ....  ....=......-«.-  .......----..- 

total.  •«.arf.nt  of  T tat.«. 4..142.602       2.,73*.000       1*.*5*.602       I*.414.*02      -28.726.000 

■  ..••■■•■•■■■•aa    ■.■■••■i»«»«««"»    ■»i»«.«»«»»iJi»-    -ii.-i.s^-       •-- - 

UPARTNENT   Of    TNI    IMASUXf 
Offica  ef   tha  8*cr»tari«l  .   „ 

*-!;;'"a::?.:r?::!:::::::::::::::::::::::::;:::       '\^'^>       -5-.       ';---        ---  • 

Off.ca  of  Rawanua  fharinil  Salariat  and  *«Ptn.* 233,00*  —         25^.000         .55.000 

Fadaral  Lao  Enforcaaant  Trainina  Canttr: 

I.  .r>..  and  oaPan... 304.000  106.000  306.000  106,000 

ll""a"?.T  ?...:.:::..::.::::.::!...:....        <«.ooo)        (45.000)        (45.000.        (45.000. 

luraau  of  6ov*rn**nt  Financial  Oraratlunti 

Chrailar  Corporation  loan  auararta*  rroaraa.  ii.iou 

adainiatrativa  axptnata 11.000 

lurtau  af  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Firtarat! 

Sa.ar...  and  .««n.a.  (b.  tran.f.D <2.4»2.000)      (2.4*2-000.      <'-";-0^^'      "m'ooo 

Unitadttata.  Coat...  »ar«.ca:  «aUr,..  and  axrar......      17.417,000       17.617.000       17. 61,'. 000       17.617,000 

Inlarnal  Ravanu*  Sarvleai  ,  ao,  ooo       8.443.000       8.443,000        8.441,000       .l.u^i.i.^o 

!i=.H^!H•E:;•■'"•i":"i:^;:;:::::;;   i       B^    .;:»:;»    ^^^    ^^^ 

l^niuMul^Ind^Imuo;;::::::. .:..:.: "::!!:?!!. it:liv.'M !*:'"':-?. ?*:?'":!?'.   .  :'.['''■''' 

Total,    lnt.rn.1   Ravanua  larv.c. r4r822^oio  »i.822.000  ♦4.822.000  t4. 822. 000 

..^^■■■■■••Kasas     ««s<ia«ssasssaBas     a»«««a»»«»»«»«»«     « -i sa«s««  =  s-m»_-     * =  .-     ...     --- 

Onilad  Itala.  Sacral  Sarvic..  Sal.ria.  and  ...,n>.,...       3.442.000   ^^^^^^^•J*^^^®^^  ...  „.!;!!!l°!!=  ...^^■^l!!:!"!!. 

Total.  ..Parfant  of  ih.  Iraa.ur« ""I20*m'm  '""w'^i'ooi*  '   120,488,000      i^^l^B:*?".  ,.^  .  ^      '[''"^.^ 

NATIONAL  AERONAUTICS  ANI  SPACE  ADHINISTRAI ION 
R*»*arch  and  prodrao  aanaaeaant 30, 150. W*       28.300.000       .8.300,000       28.500.000        1.650.000 


-42.000 
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riitf  la 


VET[lt*MS    ADI«INI!ilk«)ION 


ll«dic«l    c*r» 

N*dic«l    «nd   rrattrwtic    rtttirth 

Il«dic«1    «4*ini%iritiafi   4r<d   ki><.tn4r>*ou%   o»*i«tii>« 

t<»tnt»k 

Geritral    ap«r«lin*   tic^*n%»ft 


lot*! 


V»t»r«nt   AOtti)ii%i(«l  turi.  ■ . 


II«I.44S>000 
2>U4tOO0 

*IJ>000 
J.IS2>000 

ia7>384fOO0 


18I.44S.000 
2t 174.000 

613.000 
?.l5?.0fl0 

ia«. .'94.000 


b J ai  .  ^z. sxaasS'B  aaaaaaaiaa- a »a 


OTHER   INbEftNOiNI    AbENCliS 

Action ■ 

A<l*>r.iktr«tivt   Conftrvnc*   of    Ih*   U(.it»d  St4l»t: 

S«l«ritt   and  »AP*t>%»\ 

Advitor*  Council  on  Nittoric  Pi  tsc>  vit  lur.; 

Solarit*  «iid  r<r»n»fs 

Aro»  Control  «nd  Oitaro«o*nt  Atonca: 

Aroft  control  and  ditaroaoont  activities 

Civil  Aoronautici  loard:  Salariot  and  txrontat 

Coaaittion  of  fino  Artt!  Salariot  and  ortnttt 

Coaoittion  on  Civil  (lahts:  Salaries  and  axroiiiak 

Cosoittto  for  Purcha**  frao  tha  llind  and  other 

Sovortl*  Handicaprtd:  Sal^rir-  jrid  a<H«f.tt» 

Con«ua«r  Product  Saftts  Coaaitiioi  ° 

Salaritt  and  axrontat 

toual  EarlonBont  O^rortunitv  Coaoi%siun: 

Salarit*  and  txpontat 

faro  Cradit  Adainittration: 

llncraata  in  liaitation  on  adaimst rat  iva 

•xpantai ) 

fadoral  Coaaunicationt  CaooikSiocii 

Salaritt  and  txrankct 

((daral  Eltction  CoAAittion:  Salarits  and  t^aiitt>.... 
Frdoral  Eoariancv  Hanataaant  A«enc«: 

Salaritt  and  axeantat 

fadaral  Hoaa  Loan  lank  loar^: 

Liaitation  on  adainistrat iva  aiiraii^tfk 

(incraaka  in  liaitation) 

tiaitation  on  nonadainist  i  ativa  titi-ant** 

(inc.tata  in  liaitation) 

fadaral  Savinlt  and  Loan  Inturanca  Cor>'Oia(ian: 
liaitation  on  adainiatrativt  a»r»n»ts 

(Incrtata  in  liaitatun) 

(claral  labor  Ralationt  Autnoritv! 

Salari(»  and  t«rtr>tas 

Fadaral  Haritiaa  Coaait^ion:  Salaritt  and  a.rantat . . . . 
Fadaral  Nadiation  and  Conci  liatioi.  Sarvica! 

Salariat  and  eiircntas 

Fadaral  Hin*  Safatv  and  Health  RavitM  Coaaittioi.: 

Salariat  and  axrantat 

adaral  Trade  Coaaittion:  Salariat  and  enPtntrt 

Sereral  Sarvicct  Adainitt rat  ion: 
Federal  luildinat  Fundi 

liaitation  on  aval labi I i l»  or  revenue  <inifta>e 

in  liaitation):  Prolraa  direitiun 

reOrial  Suprla  Service,  operatic.a  exrankat 

itM  trantfer) 

I  lai'Srortation  and  Public  Utiltlitt  Service. 

operatint  expentet 

National  Archivet  and  Hacordt  Service,  oretatinl 

earentat 

Autoaated  Data  and  lalecoaa'inicationt  Servue: 

Oteratin*  exptntet 

lontuaer  Inforaation  Center 

Federal  rrorertv  retourcet  service,  oaetatini 

e>  rentrt 

Saneral  aa..aiea«nt  arid  adaioiitratianf  talariat 

and  e<p»f.%et 

Office   of    Intrector   Geiieral 

(I<   trantfer I 

li.tartuvarnaentil  Aierniet: 

Ativitorv  Coaaittion  en  Ifiterauvei  naenlal 

Relativnt;  Salanet  and  e»rentet • 

Delauare  and  Sutauehanna  River  tatin  Coaai  t%  ioi.>: 
Salariat  and  expentat • 

International  I radc  Coaait^iun:  Salai iv>  and  *  ransvk. 

Merit  Svtteat  Protection  Roaid: 

Salariat  arid  expantat 

Office  of  the  Saecial  Countal.  talaiiet  and 

expentet 

lotal.  Merit  Svtteat  Protection  loard 


3'jO.OOO 

S9.000 

2?.000 

101.000 
700.000 

t.ooo 

3S&.000 

9.000 

S8I .000 

4.«tli000 

(.'32.000) 
J.IIV.OOO 

iv;.ooo 

I.t43>000 

tt^OtOwOl 
IVOO.OOO) 

I lO.UOOi 

314.000 
271.000 


US.OOO 
1.233.000 


if. 000 

2?. 000 

300.000 

700.000 

9.000 

320.000 

*>oeo 

:i3o.ooo 

4i«'i0.000 

(:>32.000i 

3.100.000 
197.000 

1.64^.000 
<6*0>b00i 

(ioo.ooo) 

I JO.OUOl 

314.001/ 
270.000 

t94.0U0 

ii.'ii.ouo 


180. 168.000 
2.174.000 

613.000 
2. 122.000 

■•2>IO:.000 

;  a  a     .--.•-  i        -  * 

ISO. 000 

59.000 

22.000 

300tOuO 

700.000 

9.000 

3;.o.ooo 

9.000 
230.000 

4.6riO''>oo 

(232.0001 

3.100.000 
19'. 000 

1.642.000 
(r'.O.uliOi 

(400. jooi 

I  ju.uOOl 

/'■•  ouo 

It*  .'lOO 
3a.'3i>000 


Luiil  V  I  rill  < 

vuaPaiirU    witti 

CautaiaM*  kavuaal 
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180.168.000 
2.174.000 

613.000 
talSt.OOO 

llSf 107.000 


19. 

000 

22. 

00« 

100, 

.000 

700. 

.008 

9, 

.000 

310 

lOCO 

» 

.000 

5iu 

.000 

4.*20 

.  Ov>0 

(.1.  .00  Ji 

S.IOOiOuO 
197. Ouo 

1.642.00v. 

(a'vO.OOO. 
(4bU.Uu  .1 

(30. OKI. 

.'/U.OOO 
6V4,00b 

J..'33.O«0 


I, 277.000 


I  .WUU.(/UV 

2..'7/.uOk 


I.OOii 


2.600 


21 .Obu 
ll.OOt. 


M  4.I.UI' 


I  f..(/'JI. 

t.'.OOuiOvu 


<2.272.00UI 
4.360.000 

i2.:72.ooO) 
I -.000. 000) 

l2.J/2.00l'> 
1.  .000.0(10' 

(2 
(2 

.  .'/2.0O0I 
. Ovo.OOOi 

4  r  Jcv.uuO 
1  4.'.000.ll0b. 

344.OI.0 

- i44.uO0 

2. IJV.UuO 

.'.  1  .ViO.  . 

1.441 .000 
31.000 

-  . 

31 .000 

1,441 .UOO 

31 .Oou 

360.00 

if  0. oov 

4.2IS.0O0 
7  70.000 

I/.jO.UOO) 

I  '00. 000 1 

I  /OuOOo . 

4..i;..i.i.' 

7 70.0  JO 
1 t /OOiOOO 

40.00O 

40.000 

40.000 

40.000 

16.00. 

U.OOO 

16.000 

I6.0v0 

731.000 

200 . 000 

200.000 

200.000 

.11.  o-jt 

*i.:  :ari 

-._-»-t-=a=ias. 

._.-i_-    .IE--*. 

•  -  -  »- 

.._  :    - 

422.000 

422.000 

422.000 

4-..'.0C'. 

139.000 

139.000 

13V.000 

139.000 

S91.000 

591.000 

291.000 

591.000 

^e^.:e2<   s  =  a^  =  ;». 

^      -.a_  .  -  i  ^  t  -  -  - 
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Suppltatntil 
■taatvt 


Hoti*« 


Senate 


Conference 

coBPared  with 

Co  ference        Seautti 


129.000 

231.000 

187.000 
2.000.000 

liMOiOOO 
li770.0M 

1.009.000 

(IttTSfOOO) 

(699.000) 
2.000.000 
4 1 980 .000 


Ifl90>000 
40* 1 000 

10.000 


26.000 
16.000 


National  Capital  flanolA*  Coaalttlool 

Salarie*  end  tDPtntaa 129.000 

MaUaMi  FaaadatiM  M  Ww  Ortt  »n*   IM  HuMAiil**! 
Natieaal  an 8a —at  f»p  ibi  artti  laUriN 

an4  aapentea, 23 JrOOt 

Mttianal  anda«i»e««t  far  the  huaaaltiaal  •alarlet 

and  expeniet il.An* 

National  Labor  Ralatlant  loardl  talirtat  and  txpantt*.      2.949.000 
NatioBtl  talanca  Fa«M4Mlw«i 

letaarch  an4  ralaUd  Mitvltiei 1.700iOO» 

NMlaar  ReNulitorv  CMMlttlonl  SaUriai  and  txpantet..      1.470. OH 
•fftea  af  raaaonnsl  ■•MMatall 

•alar.e.  and  e.panM. 1.809.000 

(Incraaaa  In  UalUtiaa) <J,479.000) 

latlPMd  taitraaaai  Ua»*\ 
lallread  patlpt«»nt  accaunt  tinertato  in 

llaliationl <4y9.(i«»» 

toMPlilM  .nd  I.oMM.  e^l.tlonl  ..JOO.OOO 

tel»PlM  Nnd  wmwm, ,!!  oS 

•al.ctl»«  •.€»!€•  iMiMl  t^ariaa  m4  •••naa.. . .....  .Hi:  J  J! 

••all  •vtlnM*  M»lnUi»aiion«  lilariat  and  tupanata..  1.780. ooo 

■aditawiM  inttli«tl*»t  2.190,000 

lelarie*  and  aapwtaM *'' 

taltrlet  and  anpanaaa.  National  Sallara  df  Ort....  409.000 
•altrtai  and  axptntta.  deodPOM  dtliow 

Uivmational  tutkmr  tar  tchoUp* „„". 

,.t.l.  Ulih-nian  ln.titutl«, ^iil'-l^t^ I'MlllV., 

tat...  .thar  .nddP^d.nt  .^i «:2i::;i». IVMl.llL 

Oihar  laaporapw  Coaaitilonil 

■avtjo  and  Hopi   Indian  •eloeation  CoMiatianI 

•alarlai  and  aaPMStt • <a>v»» 

•nliad  liMdi  Holaee»»l  Nnarlal  Counctll 

Nelocautt  Haaorial  CaoiKll 

•nliad  Uataa  Infar#at»«.  «danc»J  f.siO.OOO  8.810.000 

•aUfiia  and  anPtnta* aw.ooo  917,000 

Unliad  Itala.  t.»  CouPtI  S.l.rla.  and  .«P.n.d. ^^ ..IV.'JiZ 

TITLE   II   -  INCREASED  fAT  COSTS 

(Incraaaa  «  U.4UU.n.)..^.. J.OOO.OOO)  <10.000.000» 

<Liait.tion  on  capparata  fundt) iin  oo«i  (170.000) 

(Sectian  32  -  Incpaaaa  .«  U.it.ti*. ,4  u  J^J  .4lin:M0) 

(Trutt  fund  lPan.f.P> ds  J70.19i)  (49.99l,000) 

(•«  trentftf) • ••••••  l43.3/o.aTai  ,,j,,^,ooo) 

iTr^tfap  traa  CoMtodite  Cradit  CafParation)..  *  «ia,»wv,wu. 
(irantrar  rroa  i,eaw>aiv>  v  w.                                        .....■..•••■•••o  •..•..•••••■•••• 

TITLE   IV 
BENERM.  PROVISIONS 
Fundt  Apppopfiatad  lo  the  fratldant 
A.««.  for   International   f.v.loP.ent   ( raa^ProPr.at.o.,)   ^^^I^O;"*;:?;;.  ..^, 

TITLE   I    -   tCNERM.   8UPPLENENTM.S 

CnaPiar  I 

Odriculturet  „^ 

Ne.  budaet  (otiliational )  authorit- 1,314,124,000 

(Trantfer  fra«  Coooodit*  Cradit  Coppofatloo).  — ^ 

(Liaitation  an  dlroct  loan*) 

(Liaitation  en  auaranteed  leant) 

Chapter  II  .  .  ,   , 

Ceoaarce,  Jutticet  State  end  tha  JudiciaraJ 

Neo  buddat  (oblldattohal)  authoriti. "I'"!!'!!!. 

(8.  tpantfar) :'?J'«J;So2 

(Liaitation  on  dlroct  loans) ':ii'!!^nnn 

(Liaitation  on  *iapanteed  loans) (-100,000,000) 

Chapter  III 

tafansel  -n- 

■aa  budaat  (obliiational)  authoritu ^....     493. 270, 000 

(Appropriation  U  llouidata  contpact 

author.t.) (29,000.0001 

Chapter   IV 

Enarda  and  NaUf  iawalopoentl 

Nati  btiddot   (obllMtional)   authorlta 21,288,000 

(I.  ironsf.r) .140.000.000) 


129,000 


187,000 
2,000,000 

1,100,000 
1,470,000 

l,BOf,000 

(1,479,000) 

(499,000) 


-233,000 


-369,000 

-400.000 
-700,000 


123,000 


187,000 
2,000,000 

1,100,000 
2.770,000 

1. 809. 000 

(1.479,000) 

(490,000) 


1.690.000  fSSO.OOO 

400,000  -144.000 

4.380,000  +2.800.000 


2>«9OrO00 
239.000 

20r000 

1,149,000 

■■■•■■■■■■■a 

19,000.000 

•■■■••SBsasa 


24.000 

14,000 

9.300,000 
917,000 


791,944,402 

(111,419,000) 

(10,000,000) 

(170,000) 

(4,444,000) 

(47,940.398) 

(12.400.000) 


2. •90,000 
259.000 


t200.000 
-150.000 


M,000 
1,149,000 


4350,000 

■SHaaasPvaaaPBa  saaasaaaaaaaaaaa 


36,909,000      -11,114,000 

ftaaaaaaaaaaa  aeaaaaaasassaa** 


24,000 
14,000 


8,810,000 
517,000 


785,444,602 

(111,419,000) 

(10,000,000) 

(170,000) 

(4,444,000) 

(68,714,398) 

(12,400,000) 


700,000 


-t.Tll .000 

(-1,265,000) 


l»3.346.000) 
(412, 400. 000) 


100,000.000 

■saa  aaaaa aaaaaaaaaaa 


1,061.834.000 

(583,000) 
(90,000.0001 


100,188.000 


44B,270,000 
(29,000,000) 

•4,788.000 


1.337,799.000 
(385.000) 
(325.000.000) 
(30.000.000) 


104.514.000 


449.770,000 
(23,000.000) 

74.788.000 


100.000.000 

.ans^aaEaxaaa 


1.361.799.000 
(589.000) 
(23.000,000) 
(50,000.000) 


308. 700.000 


449,770,000 
(23,000,000) 

89,288,000 


»42.64J.OOU 
(1282.0001 
(»25.OO0.O0O) 
050.000. 000) 


♦  1.614.00.J 
(-204.643.000( 
(111,884,000) 
(tlOO.OOO.OOO) 


21.500.000 


« 68 .000 .000 

I4U.  M.r.  Omi 
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•UPPIEMHTAL  APPKOriUTIONSi  IflJ  (H-,R.  lOif) 

Canftranct 

SurpliiMttl  co«P»r»d  Kilh 

(••«*it  Hout*  8*n*t«      Canfcrtnct         Rttuatt 

Chapter  W 

Fartiin  Oraraiiank: 

»9n  budaal   (oblilatlonal >   auihorli* 7V«>lJ4f00e  5J5.4H.000  f .•»*.47».774              447.20».OOO            -JJO.tJS.OOO 

(Loan  fiarantaa) (92S>0M>*00>  (lit .000.00«)  (IM.OOtiOOO)          (2fl>t00>0««)        (-211.900.000) 

(Llaitalian  an  diraci  laant) (n.00«.»0«)  (100.000.000)  (30.000.000)            —     (-t4. 000. 000) 

(Llaltaiion  an  iuarantaaa  laana) (20.000.000)  —  (20000.000)           —     (-20.000.000) 

Char tar  VI 

Hauaina  I  (Jrban  •avalopaani-lndarandani  ilanciaat 

Ha«  budaat  (ebliaational)  autXoriU 243.410.000  27l.4t0.000  274.108.400      28«t4t0.0O«      *13.000.000 

Ratcittion  af  eentraci  auiharlt« -l.S7f .231.000  37.403.000  37.401.000       37.401.000   «1. 434. 434. 000 

(l»  Iranifar) (11.000.000)  —     (-11.0O0.000) 

(Lialtaiian  an  annual  cantract  authariiv). . . .  (-I2t»lti000)  (111.3*1. 000)  (113.3*1. 000)    (UltSfl.OOO)   (*143.422.000) 
(Incraata  1*  lialiatlan  »^   adainittratlva 

axranaat) (2>0«0.000)  (2.000.000)      (2.000.000)     («2. 000. 000) 

(Liaiiaila*  an  Marantaa^  laana) (S.OOO.OOOtOOO)  —  (3.000.000.000)      (3.000.000.000) 

(Iffact  af  aa*  dafarral —  (-4*.K0.000)  (-40.000.000)         (-4».»00.000)         (-4». 000. 000) 

Chariar  VII 

Iniartar  a^d  Ralaiad  AaanclatI 

Na»  budtat  (abltiaiional)  authariia I3«.4t0.000  ltl,J3».000  3V4.t44.000      231.04*.*O«      4t4.SSf.00e 

Ratcittlan  af  cantract  auiharlia -10.000,000  -lO.OOO.OOt      -M.OOO.OtO      -3«. 000.000 

(l»  tranafar) <24.0«0>0««)  (24.tM.0O0)     (24.000. ttO)    (424.000.000) 

(*rpra»riatlan  ta  liauidata  cantract 

autherital —  (14.000.000) 

(Effact  af  na«  dafarralt) (-•7.400.000)  (-•7.400.0*0)    (-•7.40t.0tt)     (-t7. 400. 000) 

(tafarral  di«a»»raval) -~  —  (••J.ltt.OOO)           — 

Ctiaatar  VIII 

Labar.  Haalth  and  )*<iaan  larvlcaa.  and  Cducatiant 

Naa  budaat  (abliaatianal)  autnoritv 2.10^.444.0«t  OW.tU.OOO  2.314. *««.Ott    2t2S4ilU.OOO     4147. 470. 000 

Cteartar  IX 

Laditlativa  IranchI 

Na»  budaat  (ebllaatianal)  authartta 212.043.tet  03. 444.400  03. 313.400      04.323. 40t     -113. 530.400 

Arrrarriatlant (212. 044.000)  (03.423.400)  (03.314. 400)     (04.304.4001    (-113.310.400) 

Raarrrerrlatian  FT  1*11 (IV. 000)  (It.tOO)  (It.tOO)        (It. 000) 

Chaptar  I 

Trantpertaliant 

Na«  budaat  (ebliaatienal)  authorita 43.173.000  44.170. 413  90.744.774      44t77i.433         -3t4.14S 

4rrra»riatian« (72.110.000)  (4t.t77.419)  (4t.t77.433)     (4t.t77.4I9>      (-2.132.345) 

*r>ra>rlatian  far  dabt  raductian (-24.t3S.tOO)  (-2S.3tt.OOO>  (-23.30*. 000)    (-2S.3tt.OOO>     (41.154.000) 

Contract  autnnrit* -~  —  (4.144.110) 

Raarrrorrlatlan -^  —        (400.000)       (*400.000> 

Raicittion ■....  - —  -414.000  —            —             — 

(Arrrorriatlan  ta  Uauidata  cantract 

authorltv) (143.000.000)  (341.000.000)  (141.000.000)     ( 345 .  500 .  OOO )      (t2.S00.000) 

(Liaitatien  an  barrautna  autharlta) (250.000.000)  (150.000.000)  (130.000.00«)    (150.004.000)    (-100.000.000) 

(Liaitition  an  oblilatiant) (55.000.000)  (3.000.000)  (10.000.000)      (t. 250. 000)     (-43.750.000) 

Chavtar  II 

Traaaum.  Foatal  larvica  I  tanaral  tevarfwantl 

Mow  budaat  (obliaatlonal)  authorita 144.0ll.4It  144.4tl.43t  144.402. tit      144i4l2.4J0         ««0I.400 

(Liaitatian  en  avatlabilil*  af  revanua) (1.102.000)  (1.027. 000)  (i. 102.000)      (••102.000) 

Charter  XII 

ttttrict  of  Coluabtat 

tittrict  af  Coluabia  furtd*  (nat) (-22.021.2001  l-4.4Bt.400)    (-22f027>200> 

TITLl  I  -  KHERM.  SUPPlEHENTALS 

lOIAl   Hau  budaat  (obliaational >  autharita 4.034.08*. 430  4.024.853.443  13.l44.t7S.4tO    4.152.417.443      «102.S^t.23S 

*rrrarriition».  1*83 (4.077.025.410)  (4.050.433.445)  (13.184. 18t. 341 )   (4.177.7t7.443)    (4100. 772.2151 

Ra.prrorriation (It. 000)  (It. 000)  (It. 000)        (41t.0O0)        (MOO. 000) 

4r»rorriation.  for  dabt  raductian...! (-24.t55.tOO)  (-2S.5tt.000)  (-2S.Stt.00t)    (-23.5tt.0O0)      (tl. 354. 000) 

Cor.lract  autr>orit» —  -"-  (4.344.l3t) 

Raiciiiioni I.S7t.231  .ttt  24  76/. 000  27.403.000       27.403.000    ♦1.404.414,000 

(Effact  of  nau  dafarraU) —  (-154.400.000)  (-134.400.000)    '  -  I34t400.000)    (-154.400.000) 

IBafarrd  ditarrroval) -"  (103.108. 000) 

(Arrrorriatian  ta  liauidata  contract 

authoriK) (388.000.000)  1388.000.000)  (407,000.000)     <  JtO.300,000)      (t2, 500,000. 

i(«  tranafar) (354.143.000)  (24,000.000)  (24.500.000)     (24.900.000)    (-331,443.0001 

(Tr#n»far  froa  Coaaodil»  Cradit  Corroralion) .  — -  (585. 000)  (585.000)        (989.000)        (♦SBS.OOOt 

(Daitation  on  annual  contract  «ulhoril<) . . . .  (32.031.000)  (113,541.000)  (113.5*1.000)    ( 111.901 .000)    («145, 422, 0001 

(Liaitation  en  obi  laatient) (55,000.000)  (5. 000. OOO)  (10.000.000)      (t.290.000)     (-45.750.000) 

(liaitatten  an  borrouina  authority) (290.000.000)  (150.000.000)  (190.000.000)     ( I9tft00.000)    (-100. 000. 000) 

(Incraata  in  Imitation  an  adalniatratiwa 

a«ran«a») "-  (2,000,0001  (2.000,000)      (2.000.000)      («2, 000, 000) 

(Loan  auarantaa) (925.000.000)  (Itt.OOO.OOO)  ( Itt . 000 , 000 )    (2tl.90«.000>    (-211.900.000) 

(Bittrict  af  Coluabia  fund*) (-22.021.200)  —  (-4. 480.400)     (-22.023.200) 

(Chania  in  liaitatien  on  diracl  laana) (84.ll4.ttO)  (100,000,000)  (175,000.000)     (25.000.000)     (-St. 114. 000) 

(Chanaa  in  liaitation  on  auarantaad  lean*)...  (4.020.000.000)  (50.000.000)  (3.070.000. 000)   (S.050.000.000)    (f 130. 004. ttt) 

(Liaitation  an  availability  af  ravanua) (8.102.000)  (1.027.0401  (8.102.000)      (^.102.040) 


July  28,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

SUPPLEItENItl    APPROPRUTUmS.    1*83    (M.R.    104*1 


21503 


IITLE  II  -  INCREASED  PAf  C0818 

TOTAt  -  Nau  budaat  (oblidatienal)  autharita 787.133.«t2  784. 377. ttt  Tfl. 444.402  7«3t444.402 

(Incraaaa  in  liaitation*) (112.084. 040)  ( 111. 81*. 004)  (111. 41*. 444)  (111.41*. 444) 

(Liaitation  on  caraarata  fund*) (10.000,000)  (10.000.004)  110.000.000)  (It.tOO. 000) 

(Section  12  -  Incraaae  In  lialtatlanl. (170.040)  (170.000)  (170.000)  (170.000) 

(Trutt  fund  tran*fer) (4.444.000)  (4.444.040)  (4.444.040)  (4i444.tt4> 

((<.  tranafar) (43.174.1*1)  (4*.*3I.444)  (47.*44.1*tl  (4a.714.1*t) 

Orantfar  frea  Coeaedita  Cradit  Ceraaratianl..  —-  (12.440.000)  (12.400,0001  (13.400,000) 


-1. 011.444 
(-1.243.444) 


(41, 344, 004) 
(•I2.400'004> 


fcu>rlan«<ta4 
Raaita*t 


NauKt 


Senate 


Lonfaraiu..! 

coa. arrd  aith 

Cenferak^e  taaweet 


TITLE    IV  -  teHERAL   pmvI6I8NS 


TOTAL   -  New  budiet  (ekliiatienal)  auihorila. 
Raappraarlation , , 


UMl   TOUL 

TSTAL  -  Mau  budaat  (aklleational)  autAoritu  1/ 

•raroarlattana.  l*tl 

Raeparaarlailan., . .  .^. 

Arrraarlatiana  for  dabt  ra4uctian 

Contract  authority 

Raaclaalana • •••• 

(Effect  af  mm   deferral*) 

(teferral  dieaparoval) 

(4»rropriatta«  to  liauidata  centrect 

authorltx) 

(B«  tranafar) i 

(Traaafaf  fr«B  Coaaadita  Cradit  Cereoration). 

(Incraaaa  in  liaitation*) 

(Section  12  -  Incraaaa  ie  liaitation).. ...... 

(Liaitatien  an  obltaation*) •> 

(Liaitatlaa  a*  borroaind  autharital 

(Lieitetien  an  cerrorata  funda) 

(Incraaaa  in  liaitatien  on  e4ainiatrativa 

earenae* ) • • 

(Loon  auerentee) 

(Trutt  fMad  tranafer) 

(Diatrict  of  Celuebia  fund*) •>. 

(Liaitatien  as  annual  cantract  aathorlta) .. . . 

(Chanaa  in  liaitation  on  direct  lean*) 

(Chenaa  in  liaitatien  en  auerantaed  loan*)... 
(Liaitatlaa  an  availabiliiv  af  revanae). 

1/  Doe*  not  reflect  eitiaate  of  48.444.008.774  for 
IMF  reported  in  true  dttaeraaeent. 


100rOt«>««t 
(lOO.OtO.etO) 


ItttOOOrOOO      1 
(100r«04rt4t)     (1 


Ott 
4. ttt) 


■  SBCSKBBa«Bava«s'  aaBMSBCBcsaea 


4.*17.443.tS> 
(4.444.  Ul.tU) 
(14t.«l*>tM> 
(-34.*35r«tt) 


-1.97*. 211 .tot 


(388.000.000) 
(421.31I.i*t) 

(112.B»4.«tt) 

(170.040) 

(53,000.040) 

(250,000.0001 

(10.004tOOO) 


(92S.OOt.teO) 

(4.444rl04) 

(-22.421.244) 

(-12. 411. tot) 

(84.114.000) 

(4.*20.t4t.tet) 

(8.1t2.tM> 


4.800.4S0.443 
(4. (It .414. 443) 
(l*.0*t) 
(-21. 94*  .ttt) 

24.747.444 
(-lt««*44.ttt> 


(388.000.000) 

(tl.43l.00e) 

(L2.*«t.tOt> 

(III.IIO.OM) 

(170.440) 

(5.000.000) 

(IM.  044*444) 

(It. ttt. 404) 

(2.444.000) 

(11*. 004. 444) 

(4.444.440) 

(113.5*1.0041 

(140.000.000) 

(50.440.044) 

(1.427.440) 


14.05«.*20.482 

(15.*78.113.*41) 

(144. 41*. 004) 

(-23. 34*. 004) 

(4.344. 119) 

27.403.000 

(-134.440.400) 

(lOI.ltt.ttO) 

(407.004.000) 
(72,440.1*8) 
(12.*8S,044) 

(111.41*.40t) 

(174. OCO) 

(10.000,000) 

(194.040.440) 
(14.444.000) 

(2,004.000) 

(3*8.000,000) 

(4,444i000) 

(-4. 41*. 400) 

(111.5*1.440) 

(373.000.440) 

(3.070.000.000) 

(8.102.040) 


7.  OU.  442.247 
(4.*4b242,247) 
(I0»r4l*,044) 
(-2Vir«.444* 

27.403.000 
(- 194.444. 440) 


(>«ttlt4t444) 

(*I. 214.1*8) 

(12. m. 440) 

(lllr41*«44e) 

(17*. ttt) 

(*.2M.tM) 

(190.044.444) 

(14.444.000) 

(2. ttt. 044) 

(2*1.944.004) 

(4.444.000) 

(-2lt023.2e0) 

(111*9*1. 000) 

(2V  044. 040) 

(5.054.440.000) 

(1.102.0001 


4ltt.4l7.21S 

(4*1.841,215) 

(4444.444) 

(41.194.444) 

41,444.414.440 
(-154.400.000) 


(42,504.400) 

(-328,2*7,000) 

(412,985.000) 

(-1.249.044) 

(-49.750.4*4) 
(-100,000.000) 


142,040.0001 
(-231,500.004) 


(4143,432.040) 

(-5*. 114. 000) 

(4130,000,000) 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Conte). 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  did  not  sign  the  con- 
ference report  on  this  supplemental. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  to  my  col- 
leagues that  I  will  vote  for  the  confer- 
ence report. 

Except  for  a  few  items,  this  Is  a  good 
conference  report. 

We  went  to  conference  with  254 
Senate  amendments.  The  Senate  bill 
was  over  the  President's  budget  by 
$1.4  billion,  which  consisted  of  $775 
million  in  budget  authority,  $647  mil- 
lion in  deferrals,  and  $7  million  in 
other  forms  of  obligational  authority, 
such  as  transfers,  loans,  and  limita- 
tions. 

The  conference  agreement  is  $530 
million  under  the  Presidents  budget 
estimates.  While  we  are  $101  million 
over  in  budget  authority,  we  are  $157 
million  under  in  deferrals,  and  $474 
million  under  in  transfers,  loans,  and 
limitations. 

All  in  all,  v.e  reduced  the  Senate  bill 
by  $1.9  billion.  The  major  reductions 
were  an  $800  million  deferral  and  a 
$370  million  appropriation  for  the 
strategic  petroleum  reserve,  $350  mil- 
lion in  direct  loans,  $105  million  in 
military    sales    loan    guarantees,    and 


$225  million  for  health  care  benefits 
for  the  unemployed. 

These  cuts  were  very  difficult  for 
the  conferees  to  make.  However,  in 
the  end,  there  was  agreement  that  we 
wanted  a  bill  that  would  be  signed, 
and  not  a  veto,  and  the  necessary 
agreements  were  reached. 

In  making  those  agreements,  I  par- 
ticularly want  to  recognize  the  out- 
standing contributions  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois,  the  chairman 
of  the  Interior  Subcommittee,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi,  the  chair- 
man of  the  full  committee. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  was  the 
key  to  an  agreement  on  the  strategic 
petroleum  reserve.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  was  they  key  to  an 
agreement  on  direct  loans. 

While  in  both  cases  the  disagree- 
ments were  strong,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  and  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  stoutly  defended  their 
positions,  when  the  chips  were  down, 
agreements  were  reached. 

Although  there  was  some  rhetoric  in 
the  conference  about  cutting  domestic 
spending  at  the  expense  of  spending 
for  defense  and  foreign  aid,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  that  was  not  a  real 
issue. 

The  conference  agreement  on  for- 
eign aid  is  $478  million  below  the  ad- 
ministration's request.  Further  cuts 
would  have  been  irresponsible  in  the 


extreme.  And  virtually  all  of  the  addi- 
tional funds  in  the  defense  chapter 
were  $453.6  million  for  Army  missile 
procurement,  which  was  in  the  House 
bill,  and  was  not  amended  by  the 
Senate,  and  was,  therefore,  not  a  con- 
ference item. 

Members  may  also  be  interested  to 
know  how  the  conference  report  com- 
pares to  the  budget  resolution  for 
fiscal  1983. 

If  we  compare  the  original  budget 
resolution  with  the  conference  report, 
the  amendments  in  technical  disagree- 
ment, and  the  House  position  on  the 
four  amendments  in  true  disagree- 
ment, we  would  be  under  the  original 
1983  ceilings  by  $8.1  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  by  $479.6  million  in  out- 
lays. 

If  we  make  the  same  comparison, 
using  the  Senate  position  on  the  four 
amendments  in  disagreement,  we 
would  be  $356  million  over  the  original 
ceiling  for  budget  authority,  and 
$473.9  million  under  the  original  ceil- 
ing for  outlays. 

However,  in  the  Rube  Goldberg 
world  of  the  congressional  budget 
process,  the  ceilings  in  the  budget  r?s- 
olution  we  passed  on  June  23  are  not 
the  same  ceilings  any  more. 

Section  2  of  that  resolution  estab- 
lished a  reserve  for  fiscal  1983  of  $6 
billion  in  budget  authority,  and  $5.4 
billion  in  outlays. 
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The  Budget  Committee  met  on 
Tuesday  of  this  week,  and  through  a 
report  to  the  House  released  $696  mil- 
lion in  budget  authority  and  $381  mil- 
lion in  outlays  for  fiscal  1983. 

The  Budget  Committee  specifically 
released  those  funds  for  H.R.  1190,  the 
Emergency  Agricultural  Credit  Act  of 
1983.  and  H.R.  3521.  the  Health  Care 
for  the  Unemployed  Act,  plus  related 
interest. 

However,  under  section  3(e)  of  the 
budget  resolution,  any  reserves  re- 
leased simply  increase  the  total  ceil- 
ings for  budget  authority  or  outlays. 

So  the  amounts  released  by  the 
Budget  Committee  for  emergency  agri- 
culture programs  and  health  insur- 
ance for  the  unemployed  have  the 
effect  of  increasing  the  1983  ceilings 
enough  to  accommodate  the  confer- 
ence report,  all  of  the  amendments  in 
technical  disagreement,  and  the 
Senate  position  on  the  amendments  in 
true  disagreement,  including  IMF. 

If  Rube  Goldberg  were  alive  today 
he  could  not  make  a  living.  People 
would  be  too  busy  watching  the 
budget  process. 

In  summary,  we  have  a  conference 
agreement  that  is  acceptable  to  the 
administration,  with  two  exceptions. 

Those  exceptions  are  the  IMF. 
where  I  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment 
which  provides  the  funds  for  IMF.  and 
the  cotton-PIK  program,  which  will  be 
subject  to  a  separate  vote. 

In  my  opinion,  however  these  two 
items  are  disposed  of.  the  bill  will  be 
enacted  into  law.  provided  no  further 
changes  are  made  on  the  House  or 
Senate  floor. 

The  bill  contains  $1.2  billion  which 
is  needed  immediately  for  the  food 
stamp  program  and  other  funds  which 
are  required  under  existing  law  such 
as  $342  million  for  the  civil  service  re- 
tirement fund,  $786  million  for  pay 
costs,  $118  million  for  child  nutrition. 
$615  million  for  the  unemployment 
trust  fund,  $186  million  for  black  lung 
benefits,  and  $1.3  billion  for  the  social 
security  trust  fund. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
conference  report,  and  I  will  urge  the 
President  to  sign  it. 

AGRICULTURE 

The  Agriculture  portion  of  the  sup- 
plemental appropriations  conference 
report  resolved  seven  items  of  differ- 
ence with  the  Senate  version  of  the 
bill— funding  of  $1.2  billion  in  food 
stamps.  unbudgeted  request  for 
$965,000  for  the  Commodity  Futures 
Trading  Commission,  deletions  and  ad- 
ditions for  rural  water  and  waste  dis- 
posal grants,  and  deletion  of  money 
for  salaries  and  expenses  for  the 
OICD  for  the  Caribbean  Initiative. 

There  are  nine  agriculture  items  in 
technical  disagreement.  The  main  con- 
troversy revolves  around  the  cotton 
PIK  provision  (amendment  I).  The 
Senate  added  to  the  House  language 


which  brought  rented  and  leased  land 
farmed  by  the  same  person  or  persons 
the  year  before  into  the  PIK  program. 
The  Senate  action  would  increase  the 
amount  available  to  $100  million  over 
the  currently  estimated  $2.5  billion  for 
the  cotton  program. 

The  administration  opposes  this 
action  because  it  relieves  the  contrac- 
tual obligation  farmers  agree  to  under 
the  program.  In  the  face  of  rising 
cotton  prices  and  the  need  to  provide 
more  cotton  to  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  the  program,  the  administration  be- 
lieves that  this  is  an  undesirable 
action  and  urges  the  support  of  the 
House  language. 

The  other  amendments  in  technical 
disagreement  make  adjustments  in 
FmHA,  salaries  and  SLUC  charges  in 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
and  provide  for  announcement  of  farm 
program  dates.  They  are  considered 
noncontroversial  and  have  the  approv- 
al of  the  administration. 

The  main  public  concern  with  the 
agriculture  portion  of  the  bill  is  that 
food  stamps  will  have  to  be  reduced  if 
a  bill  is  not  signed  into  law  before  the 
August  recess. 

The  conference  report  provides 
$308,700,000  for  the  Departments  of 
Commerce,  Justice,  and  State  and  for 
the  Judiciary  and  related  agencies,  an 
increase  of  $208,512,000  over  the 
House  bill  and  $2,164,000  over  the 
Senate  bill.  Ninety-seven  percent  of 
the  increase  over  the  House  bill  is  for 
three  items:  $152  million  to  cover  ex- 
pected defaults  on  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration guaranteed  loans.  $20 
million  for  a  trust  fund  for  the  Pribi- 
lof  Inlands,  and  $30  million  for  the  re- 
placement of  the  Embassy  and  other 
emergency  costs  related  to  the  Beirut 
bombing  tragedy. 

Senate  conferees  refused  to  accept 
$15  million  provided  in  the  House  bill 
for  Project  Democracy  activities  of  the 
U.S.  Information  Agency.  Funding  is 
provided  in  the  reported  fiscal  1984 
appropriations  bill  for  the  National 
Endowment  for  Democracy,  a  related 
but  separate  activity  to  be  adminis- 
tered by  the  two  major  political  par- 
ties, the  AFL-CIO  and  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce. 

The  conferees  also  agreed  to  the 
Senate  amount  of  $2.9  million  for  the 
Asia  Foundation  instead  of  the  $5  mil- 
lion provided  by  the  House.  It  is  ex- 
pected that  the  amount  provided  will 
be  sufficient  in  the  relatively  short 
time  remaining  in  fiscal  1983.  and  $10 
million  is  included  for  the  foundation 
in  the  fiscal  1984  bill. 

The  conferees  did  not  agree  to 
Senate  language  extending  the  avail- 
ability of  money  provided  in  the  so- 
called  jobs  bill  for  SBA  tree-planting 
projects  l)eyond  the  current  fiscal  year 
which  ends  September  30,  1983.  I  op- 
posed the  appropriation  of  these  funds 
all  along,  but  since  the  money  was  ap- 
propriated for  short-term  employment 


assistance,  it  should  be  spent  prompt- 
ly. Language  is  included  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  managers  insuring  that 
the  funds  can  be  used  for  purposes 
other  than  planting  trees  as  long  as 
the  money  is  spent  before  October  1, 
1983. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

In  chapter  12,  the  D.C.  section,  the 
conferees  have  reduced  the  District's 
budget  authority  for  District  funds  by 
some  $22  million.  The  House  version 
of  the  supplemental  did  not  reflect 
District  requests  because  those  re- 
quests were  not  available  at  the  time 
the  House  passed  its  version  of  the 
supplemental. 

The  action  taken  by  the  conferees  in 
chapter  12  reflects  two  considerations 
in  the  Districts  budget  pursuant  to  a 
review  of  the  District's  financial  pos- 
ture: First,  various  District  agencies 
have  been  determined  to  have  excess 
and  unneeded  authority,  while  others 
have  unmet  needs;  second,  there  is 
projected  to  be  a  revenue  shortfall  in 
the  District  this  year  of  some  $24  mil- 
lion below  the  amount  originally  an- 
ticipated when  the  budget  was  ap- 
proved. 

As  I  said,  the  District  of  Columbia 
section  contains  a  net  reduction  of 
some  $22  million  overall.  However, 
conferees  have  provided  additional  au- 
thority in  the  amount  of  $9.1  million 
in  the  public  safety  and  justice  catego- 
ry. 

Most  of  the  new  authority  for  public 
safety  and  justice  will  go  to  support  a 
correctional  institution  population 
which  is  larger  than  originally  antici- 
pated, and  to  support  additional  cor- 
rectional officers  pursuant  to  a  court 
order. 

The  remainder  of  the  public  safety 
and  justice  funds  will  go  to  the  fire  de- 
partment and  the  District  of  Columbia 
court  system. 

Other  conferee  actions  which  will 
result  in  a  rise  in  District  funds  spend- 
ing authority  include  $2.1  million  in 
additional  human  support  service 
funding,  $2.1  million  in  energy  adjust- 
ments, and  additional  authority  for 
the  District  Convention  Center  and 
lottery  games  enterprise  funds  for  sup- 
port for  those  funds. 

All  in  all.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
conference  action  taken  with  respect 
to  the  District  of  Columbia  will  result 
in  aiding  the  District  government  in 
moving  toward  a  balanced  budget. 

DEFENSE 

The  Defense  portion  of  the  confer- 
ence approves  $185  million  for  pro- 
curement of  certain  long-lead  time 
items  for  the  B-1  bomber  program. 
This  Is  not  new  money.  It  comes  from 
the  funds  already  appropriated  in  the 
1983  bill  for  the  B-1.  In  no  way  does 
this  action  approve  multiyear  procure- 
ment for  the  bomber.  That  matter  will 
be  addressed  in  the  fiscal  1984  bill. 


Conferees  also  agreed  to  continue  to 
deny  the  Army  authority  to  move 
more  equipment  to  Europe  for  storage 
in  pre-positioned  sites,  but  this  issue 
as  well,  will  be  taken  up  in  the  fiscal 
1984  bill. 

ENERGY  AND  WATER 

Within  chapter  IV.  the  energy  and 
water  development  section  of  the  bill, 
there  are  several  items  worth  mention- 
ing. First,  the  conferees  have  agreed  to 
the  House  position  in  approving  $30 
million  for  the  Western  Area  Power 
Administration,  to  be  used  for  a  direct 
current  intertie  near  Sidney,  Nebr. 
This  project  will  be  of  great  benefit  to 
power  consumers  in  the  Western  Area 
Power  Administration  service  area, 
who  should  benefit  from  lower  electri- 
cal rates  when  this  intertie  becomes 
operational.  In  addition,  this  project 
should  generate  much-needed  work 
for  manufacturers  of  the  electrical 
equipment  needed  for  the  intertie. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  several 
legislative  provisions  relating  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  For  the  Bureau  of  Recla- 
mation, these  include  the  authoriza- 
tion of  a  feasibility  study  for  the  Prai- 
rie Bend  unit  of  the  Pick-Sloan  pro- 
gram. This  study  will  include  a  de- 
tailed report  on  any  effects  the  pro- 
posed project  may  have  on  wildlife 
habitat,  including  habitat  of  the  sand- 
hill crane  and  the  endangered  whoop- 
ing crane.  The  study  will  also  develop 
alternative  water  management  plans 
that  are  consistent  with  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  and  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act. 

The  conference  agreement  also  au- 
thorizes the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  engage  in  a  joint  study  with  the 
State  of  Nebraska  of  cost-effective  al- 
ternatives to  the  Norden  Dam  of  the 
O'Neill  unit.  No  funds  will  be  expend- 
ed for  any  construction  activity  on  the 
Norden  Dam  prior  to  the  completion 
of  this  study. 

The  conferees  agree  with  the  House 
report  language  regarding  the  falls  of 
the  Ohio  National  Wildlife  Conserva- 
tion area  in  Kentucky,  and  with  the 
Senate  report  language  regarding  the 
South  Metropolitan  Atlanta  Study  in 
Georgia. 

FOREIGN  OPERATIONS 

The  conference  report  provides 
$667,209,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$293,500,000  in  loan  guarantees  for 
foreign  assistance  activities.  In  budget 
authority  the  amount  provided  is 
$131,575,000  over  the  House  bill  and 
$8,429,269,776  below  the  Senate  bill. 
The  amount  agreed  to  for  loan  guar- 
antees, which  is  entirely  for  foreign 
military  sales  credits,  represents  an 
exact  split  between  the  House  and 
Senate— $104.5  million  over  the  House 
bill  and  the  same  amount  below  the 
Senate  bill. 

Senate  conferees  accepted  the  House 
amount  of  $245  million  for  an  addi- 
tional U.S.  contribution  to  the  sixth 


replenishment  of  the  International 
Development  Association,  the  soft 
loan  window  of  the  World  Bank.  The 
Senate  had  included  only  $125  million 
for  IDA  VI.  I  offered  the  amendment 
in  our  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
adding  this  $245  million  to  the  bill, 
and  I  am  pleased  that  this  will  put  us 
within  shooting  distance  of  completing 
our  commitment  to  IDA  VI  during 
fiscal  1984. 

The  conference  report  includes  the 
Senate  amount  of  $16  million  for  the 
International  Fund  for  Agriculture 
Development.  The  House  bill  con- 
tained no  funds  for  IFAD.  When  com- 
bined with  funds  in  the  continuing  res- 
olution, the  total  U.S.  contribution  to 
IFAD  in  fiscal  1983  will  be  $40  million, 
or  $25.4  million  below  the  President's 
request. 

Lebanon  will  receive  a  total  of  $251 
million  under  the  conference  agree- 
ment, including  $150  million  in  grant 
aid  in  economic  support  funds,  $100 
million  in  foreign  military  sales  cred- 
its, and  $1  million  in  military  training. 
El  Salvador  is  limited  to  $25  million 
in  military  assistance,  compared  to  $50 
million  in  the  Senate  bill  and  no  fund- 
ing in  the  House  bill.  Together  with 
amounts  provided  under  the  continu- 
ing resolution  and  a  reprograming.  El 
Salvador  will  receive  $18.3  million  in 
military  assistance  in  fiscal  1983.  The 
administration  plans  to  provide  nearly 
three  times  that  amount,  or  $232  mil- 
lion, in  economic  assistance  during  the 
same  period. 

In  the  security  assistance  area,  the 
conferees  agreed  to  strong  administra- 
tion requests  to  avoid  earmarking 
funds  for  specific  countries  in  order  to 
allow  the  maximum  amount  of  flexi- 
bility with  the  reduced  funding  provid- 
ed. In  dollar  terms  the  report  includes 
$301,250,000  for  the  economic  support 
fund,  an  increase  of  $48  million  over 
the  House  bill  and  a  reduction  of  $21 
million  below  the  Senate  bill.  The  con- 
ferees split  the  dollar  differences  in 
the  military  assistance  grant  program 
and  the  foreign  military  sales  guaran- 
tees, providing  $93,325,000  for  the 
former  and  $293,500,000  for  the  latter. 
In  summary,  the  foreign  assistance 
chapter  of  this  supplemental  bill  rep- 
resents the  usual  compromise  between 
those  who  favor  more  economic  assist- 
ance and  those  who  support  more  se- 
curity assistance.  We  should  support 
this  agreement. 


The  HUD  portion  of  the  supplemen- 
tal was  relatively  noncontroversial, 
and  moved  through  the  conference 
quickly.  The  conferees  accepted 
Senate  language  to  provide  the  Secre- 
tary of  HUD  authority  under  section  8 
housing  to  add  up  to  6.000  units  of 
loan  management.  7,000  units  of  prop- 
erty disposition,  900  new  or  substantial 
rehabilitation  units,  and  up  to  100 
public  housing  units. 


The  House  also  accepted  a  Senate 
amendment  which  increased  the  au- 
thority the  Secretary  of  HUD  has 
under  section  203  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  to  provide  emergency  dis- 
aster assistance.  Under  current  law, 
the  Secretary  is  granted  emergency 
authority  to  insure  replacement  of 
single  family  residences  destroyed  in 
natural  disasters  up  to  100  percent  of 
the  assessed  value  of  the  property,  not 
to  exceed  $14,400.  The  amendment  by 
the  other  body  increased  that  limit  to 
$67,500. 

Mr.  Speaker,  another  provision  in 
the  HUD  portion  of  the  supplemental 
increased  the  salaries  and  expenses  ac- 
count for  EPA  by  $9  million,  some  $2.2 
million  above  the  House-passed  bill.  In 
addition,  the  conferees  agreed  to  in- 
clude report  language  requesting  a 
university  study  on  toxic  waste. 

Other  appropriations  in  the  legisla- 
tion include  nearly  $180  million  for 
medical  care  at  VA  hospitals.  $225,000 
for  the  Office  of  Revenue  Sharing, 
$1.3  million  for  the  National  Science 
Foundation  to  remain  available 
through  fiscal  year  1984.  and  $400,000 
for  the  Selective  Service  System. 

Also  of  importance,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
the  deletion  of  House  language  which 
would  have  prohibited  HUD  from  im- 
plementing its  proposed  cost-saving 
rules  on  construction  of  section  202 
housing.  The  proposed  HUD  rules 
would  have  required  competitive  bid- 
ding by  the  contractors  of  section  202 
dwellings,  which  are  sponsored  by 
nonprofit  organizations.  The  proposed 
rules  were  a  cost-saving  device,  and  I 
was  upset  to  see  a  prohibition  against 
implementing  those  rules  in  the  House 
bill.  However,  the  conferees  agreed  to 
delete  the  House  language,  allowing 
HUD  to  begin  implementing  the  new 
regulations  shortly. 

INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

H.R.  3069  will  appropriate 
$327,931,000  for  pay  and  program  ac- 
tivities during  the  remainder  of  fiscal 
year  1983  at  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  related  agencies.  The  bill 
was  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  on  July 
20,  1983. 

The  conference  agreement  on  this 
supplemental  appropriation  drops  the 
House  prohibition  on  the  sale  or  lease 
of  coal  on  public  lands  for  the  balance 
of  1983.  Instead,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall,  within  30  days  after  the 
enactment  of  this  act.  appoint  a  com- 
mission to  study  the  Department's 
coal  leasing  procedures.  Within  6 
months,  this  commission  will  make  its 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  to 
insure  the  Department  receives  fair 
market  value  under  its  coal  leasing 
program.  Under  this  language,  the 
Secretary  may  proceed  with  a  leasing 
program  for  the  balance  of  fiscal  year 
1983. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  drop  the 
prohibition  on  lease  sale  No.  78  from 
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taking  place  during  the  balance  of 
fiscal  year  1983.  This  prohibition  was 
dropped  after  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  NASA  agreed  that  oil  rigs  would 
not  be  located  under  NASA  flight 
plans. 

Finally,  at  the  insistence  of  the  ad- 
ministration, the  managers  have  reluc- 
tantly recommended  no  funds  in  this 
bill  for  further  construction  of  the  Big 
Hill.  Tex.  storage  site. 

Additional  funds  for  the  construc- 
tion will  be  presented  in  the  fiscal  year 
1985  budget  request  from  the  adminis- 
tration. The  managers  reaffirm  their 
strong  commitment  to  an  average 
daily  fill  rate  of  220.000  barrels,  as  re- 
quired by  law.  for  the  strategic  petro- 
leum reser\e. 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

The  conference  report  provides 
$96,305,600  for  legislative  branch 
items,  which  is  an  increase  of  $861,000 
over  the  House  bill  and  $990,000  over 
the  Senate  bill;  90  percent  of  the 
funds  provided  is  for  two  items:  $49 
million  for  the  restoration  of  the  west 
front  of  the  Capitol,  and  $37.9  million 
for  official  mail  costs. 

Concerning  the  west  front,  the  con- 
ferees agreed  to  the  House  amount  of 
$49  million  instead  of  the  $48  million 
provided  by  the  Senate.  The  funds  are 
to  be  used  for  restoration  only,  not  for 
extension.  House  conferees  agreed  to 
Senate  language  providing  for  a  fixed- 
cost  contract  and  for  the  appointment 
of  a  consulting  architect  to  "assist" 
the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  on  this 
project. 

The  conferees  also  agreed  to  lan- 
guage allowing  Senators  a  15-percent 
pay  increase,  thus  placing  Senators' 
pay  at  the  same  level  as  House  Mem- 
bers. $69,800.  Language  is  also  ap- 
proved imposing  a  statutory  limitation 
on  income  from  honoraria  for  both 
House  and  Senate  Members  at  30  per- 
cent of  congressional  pay.  effective 
January  1.  1984. 

The  Senators"  pay  raise  is  effective 
July  1.  1983.  And  finally,  the  Commis- 
sion on  Executive.  Legislative  and  Ju- 
dicial Salaries  is  directed  to  assume  a 
prohibition  on  the  receipt  of  honorar- 
ia by  Members  when  recommending 
an  appropriate  salary  for  Members. 

As  the  long-time  sponsor  of  an  equal 
limitation  on  honoraria  for  both 
Houses  of  Congress,  I  heartily  applaud 
the  conferees  for  this  action.  I  will  do 
whatever  I  can  to  assure  that  never 
again  are  the  two  Houses  treated  dif- 
ferently in  matters  of  pay  and  other 
income. 

LABOR/HHS/EDUCATION 

When  H.R.  3069  passed  the  House, 
the  Labor/Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices/Education chapter  was  almost 
precisely  at  the  amount  of  the  supple- 
mental budget  request.  In  fact,  the 
program  supplementals  were  exactly 
at  the  budget  request— $615  million 
for   advances    to    the    unemplo.vment 


trust  fund;  $186  million  for  the  black 
lung  trust  fund;  and  $4.8  million  for 
title  III  of  the  Higher  Education  Act. 
Those  items  were  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate. 

For  pay  supplementals.  we  provided 
some  $3  million  less  than  requested,  a 
figure  that  the  Department  subse- 
quently agreed  with. 

Then  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  the 
subcommittee  chairman  and  I  added 
$12.5  million  for  stepped-up  research 
on  acquired  immune  deficiency  syn- 
drome (AIDS).  I  might  add  at  this 
point  that  the  $12.5  million  for  AIDS 
was  retained  in  conference,  with  an 
amendment  that  I  offered  making  the 
money  available  through  fiscal  year 
1984.  in  the  event  there  is  not  time  to 
obligate  it  in  the  remaining  months  of 
fiscal  year  1983. 

The  Senate,  in  its  inimitable  style, 
made  some  39  amendments  in  this 
chapter  alone.  It  added  funding  for 
two  late  administration  requests;  $2.6 
million  for  defaults  under  the  health 
maintenance  organization  loan  fund, 
and  $1.3  billion  for  crediting  the  Social 
Security  Administration  checks,  as  re- 
quired in  the  Social  Security  Act  of 
1983. 

It  also  added  some  $418  million  in 
unrequested  supplementals  for  a 
number  of  different  programs.  In  con- 
ference, we  cut  that  figure  back  sub- 
stantially, by  over  two-thirds,  to  about 
$140  million,  and  did  a  good  job.  I 
think,  of  bringing  this  chapter  into 
line  with  the  overall  requirements  of 
the  bill. 

We  deleted  the  $225  million  the 
Senate  had  provided  for  health  care 
for  the  unemployed,  since  that  legisla- 
tion has  not  yet  been  enacted.  But  we 
did  add.  at  my  request,  language  indi- 
cating that  we  will  act  expeditiously  to 
provide  funds  when  the  health  care 
for  the  unemployed  legislation  is  en- 
acted. That  is  an  important  piece  of 
legislation,  and  we  will  act  on  it  as 
soon  as  it  is  in  place. 

We  retained  $47.9  million  for  Public 
Law  94-142.  education  for  the  handi- 
capped, grants  to  States;  $40  million 
for  chapter  I.  compensatory  education 
for  the  disadvantaged,  to  take  care  of 
14  States,  mostly  in  the  South,  that 
were  losing  a  significant  proportion  of 
funds  in  fiscal  year  1983  due  to  the  ef- 
fects of  the  1980  census  data  on  the 
distribution  formula;  $42.9  million  for 
academic  facilities  at  the  University  of 
Oregon,  the  University  of  New  Hamp- 
shire, and  Boston  College;  $2.1  million 
for  independent  living  centers;  $1.5 
million  for  two  rehabilitation  centers; 
and  $1.25  million  for  regional  resource 
centers  under  education  for  the  handi- 
capped. We  added  about  $8  million  in 
pay  supplementals.  approximately 
half  of  the  Senate  figure,  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  reprogramming  re- 
quired from  other  programs  in  the 
Public  Health  Service  in  order  to  meet 
additional  pay  costs.  Under  this  cate- 


gory. I  was  able  to  obtain  agreement 
to  add  $1.2  million  to  the  National  In- 
stitute of  Mental  Health  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  reprogramming  necessary 
from  clinical  training  and  research 
funds,  and  to  assure  that  NIMH  is 
treated  on  a  par  with  NIH. 

I  was  also  able  to  obtain  the  agree- 
ment of  the  conferees  to  retain  the  bill 
language  requested  by  the  administra- 
tion and  included  in  the  House  bill  to 
reimburse  outside  debt  collectors  from 
the  amounts  of  defaulted  student 
loans  collected  by  the  outside  collec- 
tors. This  will  allow  the  Department 
to  pursue  aggressively  the  debt  collec- 
tion program  it  has  commenced. 

The  Heinz  amendment— to  impose  a 
moratorium  on  social  security  disabil- 
ity reviews— was  not  included  in  the 
conference  report  because  of  the  ac- 
tions taken  by  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  to  enact  reforms  needed  in 
the  disability  review  process.  We 
stated  in  our  conference  report  the 
following: 

The  conferees  strongly  support  the  au- 
thorizing committees  in  drafting  legislation, 
and  urge  prompt  action  to  achieve  enact- 
ment. The  conferees  direct  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  to  proceed  with 
extreme  caution  in  the  termination  of  bene- 
fits, pending  enactment  of  this  legislation. 

You  can  be  sure  I  would  never  have 
agreed  to  this  outcome  because  of  my 
strong  position  on  the  necessity  to 
enact  such  reforms  unless  I  had  re- 
ceived the  strong  personal  assurances 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Social  Security  that  legislation 
would  be  forthcoming. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Chapter  X  of  this  supplemental 
measure  appropriates  funds  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  re- 
lated agencies.  For  the  Coast  Guard, 
the  conferees  provided  $7.5  million  for 
the  national  boating  safety  and  facili- 
ties improvement  fund.  I  have  long  op- 
posed funding  for  this  activity  as  an 
unwarranted  intrusion  into  what 
should  be  a  State  and  local  matter, 
and  can  take  only  small  comfort  in  the 
fact  that  the  conference  compromise 
is  $2.5  million  below  the  Senate 
amount. 

The  conferees  have  directed  that  $15 
million  in  funds  previously  appropri- 
ated to  Amtrak  for  the  rehabilitation 
of  a  line  between  Attleboro  and  Hyan- 
nis.  Mass..  be  made  available  to  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 
These  funds,  which  represent  the  total 
Federal  participation  in  the  capital 
cost  of  this  project,  will  permit  work 
to  get  underway  this  construction 
season  in  restoring  this  line  for  rail 
passenger  service. 

The  conferees  have  also  provided 
$1.75  million  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  to  perform  a  study  of 
methane  conversion,  as  authorized  in 
section  152  of  the  Surface  Transporta- 
tion Assistance  Act  of  1982.  The  House 


report  provided  that  this  would  be  an 
analytical  demonstration  of  the  com- 
mercial practicability  of  offshore 
methane  conversion  for  highway  fuel 
use,  and  directed  the  Department  to 
contract  for  the  necessary  data  base 
development  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

Finally,  the  conferees  have  agreed  to 
delete  language  contained  in  the 
House  passed  bill  that  would  have  pro- 
hibited the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation from  limiting  the  applicability 
of  the  "buy  America"  provision  in  sec- 
tion 165  of  the  Surface  Transportation 
Assistance  Act  to  projects  above  a 
specified  dollar  amount.  The  Federal 
Highway  Administration's  interim 
$450,000  project  cost  threshold  has 
been  eliminated,  and  a  final  rule  in 
this  area  will  be  issiied  later  in  the 
year  following  a  Transportation  Sys- 
tems Center  assessment  of  the  impact 
of  the  "buy  America"  provision  on 
transportation  grantees. 

TREASURY.  POSTAL  SERVICE 

Mr.  Speaker,  chapter  11  of  the  con- 
ference report,  the  Treasury,  Postal 
Service  section,  had  only  a  few  points 
of  difference  between  the  two  bodies, 
and  those  points  of  difference  were  of 
minor  consequence. 

Total  funding  in  the  supplemental 
for  those  entities  under  the  Treasury/ 
Postal  Service  jurisdiction  is  $344.7 
million.  Of  that  sum,  $342.3  million 
will  provide  for  the  Government's 
share  of  the  retirement  cost  of  the  un- 
funded liability  in  the  civil  service  re- 
tirement and  disability  fund  generated 
by  the  October  1982  pay  raise. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  provide 
small  additional  sums  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Treasury  for  official  represen- 
tation expenses  so  that  U.S.  officials 
do  not  have  to  put  forth  out-of-pocket 
moneys  when  representing  our  Gov- 
ernment at  official  business  functions 
such  as  international  conferences. 

The  conferees  have  provided  for  a 
raising  of  the  limitation  on  availability 
of  revenue  in  the  Federal  buildings 
fund  of  the  General  Services  Adminis- 
tration. The  raising  of  this  figure  will 
accommodate  the  reimbursement  to 
the  Treasury  for  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain construction  claims. 

Among  these  claims  is  one  for  $7 
million  for  a  Federal  courthouse  and 
office  building  project  in  Atlanta,  Ga. 
The  House  had  disallowed  reimburse- 
ment for  that  claim  while  the  Senate 
had  provided  for  it. 

While  the  conferees  agreed  to  pro- 
vide for  the  reimbursement  on  this 
project,  it  is  stipulated  in  the  manag- 
er's statement  that  the  General  Serv- 
ices Administration  and  the  Federal 
courts  are  to  work  together  to  monitor 
Federal  court  construction  projects  to 
prevent  recurrence  of  a  situation  such 
as  the  overrun  in  Atlanta  where  a  sub- 
stantial amount  of  already  completed 
work  was  torn  down  and  redone. 

Also  included  in  the  conference 
report  is  an  amendment  I  originally  in- 


troduced in  full  committee  to  prohibit 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  from 
moving  forward  to  enforce  any  regula- 
tion, ruling,  procedure  or  other  activi- 
ty to  tax  campus  faculty  housing  fur- 
nished at  colleges  and  universities.  I 
might  point  out  that  while  I  wanted  to 
help  the  schools,  I  offered  this  amend- 
ment reluctantly. 

Without  this  provision,  which  seeks 
only  to  buy  time  to  allow  the  appropri- 
ate tax-writing  committees  to  address 
the  subject,  the  IRS  will  go  forward 
with  issuing  to  educational  institu- 
tions, notices  of  back  taxes  due,  which 
could  run  into  the  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  dollars  for  each  of  many  insti- 
tutions across  the  country. 

With  most,  if  not  all  of  the  affected 
institutions,  plagued  by  sliding  endow- 
ments and  borderline  cash  flow  pos- 
tures, the  requirement  to  all  of  a 
sudden  pay  out  large  sums  for  back 
taxes  would  have  a  devastating  effect. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  call  attention  to  one  of  the  ad- 
ministrative provisions  in  chapter  11 
on  which  the  two  bodies  disagreed, 
and  on  which  the  Senate  receded  to 
the  House.  That  provision  prohibits 
the  Office  of  Personnel  Management 
from  going  forward  with  needed  per- 
sonnel management  changes. 

With  the  publishing  of  new  regula- 
tions by  OPM,  this  prohibition,  which 
refers  to  proposals  published  in  the 
March  30,  Federal  Register,  is  a  moot 
point.  That  being  the  case,  however,  I 
would  strongly  suggest  to  this  body 
that  the  appropriate  committees  in 
Congress  work  with  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management  in  putting  forth 
constructive  changes  in  our  personnel 
management  system,  rather  than 
trying  to  block  activity  in  this  area. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  H.R.  2760  as  reported  by 
the  Intelligence  and  Foreign  Affairs 
Committees. 

In  July  1979,  the  Sandinistas 
pledged  that  their  government  would 
be  democratic,  nonalined,  and  pluralis- 
tic. In  response,  from  July  1979 
through  1981  the  United  States  pro- 
vided $120  million  in  economic  aid,  and 
sponsored  $262  million  in  loans  from 
international  lending  institutions— 
twice  that  received  by  Somoza  in  the 
previous  19  years.  Total  Western  aid 
came  to  $1.6  billion— an  amount  equal 
to  about  three  quarters  of  Nicaragua's 
annual  GNP. 

In  return,  the  Sandinistas  did  not 
welcome  a  friendly  relationship  with 
the  United  States.  An  excellent  article 
written  by  Lawrence  E.  Harrison,  the 
Director  of  U.S.  Agency  for  Interna- 
tional Development  in  Nicaragua  from 
1979  to  1981.  recently  appeared  in  the 
Washington  Post.  I  commend  this  arti- 


cle, which  follows,  as  an  interesting 
first-hand  account. 

Since  the  success  of  the  Sandinista 
revolution,  and  to  this  day.  Nicaragua 
has  been  propping  up  the  guerrillas  in 
El  Salvador.  According  to  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  report  which  accom- 
panies this  bill: 

It  is  not  popular  support  that  sustains  the 
(Salvadoran)  insurgents.  *  *  *  This  insur- 
gency depends  for  its  lifeblood— arms,  am- 
munition, financing,  logistics,  and  command 
and  control  facilities— upon  outside  assist- 
ance from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba.  *  *  •  It 
began  shortly  after  the  overthrow  of 
Somoza  in  July  1979.  It  had  provided— by 
land,  sea,  and  air- the  great  bulk  of  the 
military  equipment  and  support  received  by 
the  insurgents. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  absurd  to  claim 
that  Nicaraguan  radicalism  abroad, 
and  at  home,  is  caused  solely  by  U.S. 
support  of  anti-Sandinistan  guerrillas. 
The  Intelligence  Committee  report  in- 
dicates that  U.S.  support  began  about 
December  1981.  Before  that  the  Sandi- 
nistas were  actively  supporting  Salva- 
doran violence.  Defections  from  the 
ruling  Sandinista  junta  had  already 
begun.  Dissent  of  business,  labor,  and 
church  groups  had  already  begun  in 
response  to  persecution.  While  there 
may  be  other  merits  to  this  bill,  it 
seems  highly  unlikely  that  it  will  quell 
Sandinistan  radicalism. 

For  that  reason.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
intend  to  support  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan. Mr.  Broomfield.  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida.  Mr.  Mica,  which 
would  predicate  the  cessation  of  U.S. 
covert  assistance  upon  Nicaragua  ceas- 
ing its  covert  and  overt  actions  in  El 
Salvador.  In  my  judgment,  that 
amendment  provides  the  first  worth- 
while incentive  to  help  stop  export  of 
militarism  in  the  region.  Such  a 
mutual  ban  has  been  endorsed  both  by 
President  Reagan  in  his  April  27.  1983 
speech  to  Congress,  and  by  Daniel 
Ortega  of  the  Sandinistan  junta  in  his 
July  19,  1983  speech. 

This  amendment  is  also  important,  I 
feel,  to  help  begin  regional  or  bilateral 
negotiations  to  settle  more  fundamen- 
tal questions.  I  support  negotiations  in 
the  region,  particularly  those  spon- 
sored by  the  Contadora  Group  (Co- 
lombia, Mexico,  Panama,  Venezuela). 
Those  nations  have  an  even  larger 
stake  in  the  future  of  Central  America 
than  does  the  United  States,  and 
would  appear  to  have  a  greater  ability 
to  hammer  out  a  workable  solution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  of  the 
Broomfield-Mica      amendment.      and 
urge  the  subsequent  passage  of  H.R. 
2760. 
The  subsequent  article  follows: 
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tFYom  the  Washington  Post,  June  30.  19831 
We  Tried  To  Accept  Nicaragua's  Revolu 
TiON— The    Sandinistas    Couldnt     Live 
With  a  Positive   Image  or  the  United 
States 

(By  Lawrence  E.  Harrison) ' 
The  Sandinista  Government  of  National 
Reconstruction  was  installed  four  years  ago. 
on  July  19.  1979.  Three  days  later.  I  arrived 
in  Nicaragua  in  a  Flying  Tigers  DC-8 
stretch  jet  loaded  with  food— the  first  of 
many  such  flights— to  take  charge  of  U.S. 
assistance  programs,  the  most  tangible  evi- 
dence of  our  commitment  to  build  a  new  re- 
lationship with  Nicaragua. 

I  left  Nicaragua  two  years  later,  on  July  1. 
1981.  During  those  two  years,  the  U.S.  gov- 
ernment was  the  most  important  source  of 
food  aid  and  one  of  the  most  important 
source  of  financial  aid  to  revolutionary 
Nicaragua.  We  provided  assistance  valued  at 
$120  million,  including  100.000  tons  of  food. 
We  had  tried  very  hard  to  build  that  new  re- 
lationship. But  the  effort  failed,  principally. 
I  t>elieve.  because  the  Sandinistas  could  not 
live  with  a  positive  image  of  the  U.S.  gov- 
ernment. They  did  not  try  at  all.  And  many 
in  the  United  States  cheered  them  on. 

Within  a  few  months  of  the  installation  of 
the  Government  of  National  Reconstruc- 
tion, an  article  appeared  in  the  Sandinista 
newspaper  Barricada  announcing  the  immi- 
nent arrival  of  600  Cuban  teachers.  I  called 
on  the  minister  of  education,  with  whom  I 
had  been  working  to  reactive  an  old  school 
construction  loan,  to  express  concern  that 
so  large  a  numl)er  of  Cuban  teachers  would 
be  interpreted  in  the  United  States  as  a 
Cuban  takeover  of  the  Nicaraguan  educa- 
tion system.  The  minister  replied  that  the 
government  would  welcome  qualified  teach- 
ers from  any  country. 

I  told  him  that  the  United  States  would 
certainly  be  interested  in  sending  teachers, 
possibly  through  the  Peace  Corps.  He  re- 
sponded, somewhat  apologetically.  "You 
know,  we  Latin  Americans  have  a  view  of 
the  Peace  Corrw  which  would  make  it  an  in- 
appropriate vehicle."  (He  meant,  "We  Latin 
Americans  of  the  Left."  What  he  had  in 
mind  was  symbolized  by  the  movie  "Blood 
of  the  Condor."  which  depicts  Aryanlooking 
Peace  Corps  volunteers  engaging  in  genoci- 
dal  sterilization  programs  in  Bolivia.) 

At  the  end  of  1979.  as  a  result  of  the  inter- 
vention of  then  junta  member  Alfonso 
Robelo  (who  is  now  allied  with  ex-Sandi- 
nista  Eden  Pastora's  guerrilla  movement), 
we  received  Sandinista  approval  in  principle 
to  start  a  Peace  Corps  program.  After  a 
lengthy  study,  the  Peace  Corps  sent  in  a 
husband-wife  team  as  co-directors.  Both 
were  experienced  in  Latin  American,  altruis- 
tic and  totally  committed  to  building  a  new 
relationship  with  Nicaragua.  After  six 
months  of  being  fobbed  off  by  the  Sandinis- 
tas, they  left.  Not  one  Peace  Corps  volun- 
teer was  accepted. 

We  often  expressed  our  concern  to  Sandi- 
nista officials  at>out  the  line  in  the  Sandi- 
nista anthem.  We  shall  fight  against  the 
Yankee,  enemy  of  humanity."  In  November 
1979.  Jaime  Wheelock.  one  of  the  most  in- 
fluential comandantes  and  a  person  with 
whom  I  sustained  a  very  frank  dialog 
throughout  my  two  years  in  Managua,  told 
me  that  the  word  "poverty"  was  going  to  be 
substituted  for  "the  Yankee."  Soon  thereaf- 
ter. I  was  told  the  same  thing  by  then  eco- 


'  The  writer,  director  of  USAID  in  Nicaragua 
from  1979  to  1981.  is  now  at  Harvard's  Center  for 
International  Affairs. 


nomic  czar  (and  Stanford  MBA)  Alfredo 
Cesar,  who  has  since  defected.  The  change 
was  never  made. 

At  about  the  same  time,  a  U.S.  congres- 
sional delegation,  led  by  Rep.  Dante  Pascell 
(D-Pla.),  visited  Managua  at  Ambassador 
Larry  Pezzullo's  initiative.  Pascell  was  ex- 
tremely effective,  as  were  his  colleagues. 
Lee  Hamilton  (D-Ind).  Matthew  McHugh 
(D-N.Y.)  and  David  Obey  (D-Wis).  They 
pressed  hard  on  the  issues  of  political  plu- 
ralism and  nonalinement  in  very  intense 
meetings  with  both  the  junta,  which  was  in- 
creasingly becoming  a  figurehead,  and  San- 
dinista National  Directorate,  which  is  where 
the  real  power  resides.  The  congressional 
group  was  particularly  forceful  on  the  ques- 
tion of  elections.  In  each  session  they  were 
told  that  national  reconstruction  had  to  be 
the  first  priority  but  that  the  Sandinistas 
were  committed  to  elections. 

When  Alfonso  Robelo  resigned  from  the 
junta  in  April  1980  and  went  into  opposi- 
tion, he  was  promptly  labeled  a  traitor  by 
the    Sandinistas.    In    a   conversation    with 
Jamie  Wheelock.  I  tried  to  explain  our  con- 
cept of  dissent.  I  got  nowhere— there  is  no 
Spanish  word  that  accurately  captures  the 
nuances  of    "dissent. "  A  day  or  two  later  I 
experienced  similar  frustration  in  a  conver- 
sation  about   dissent   with   a   young   U.S.- 
trained  cabinet   minister  who   had  on   his 
desk  a  bottle  of  Cuban  rum.  and  a  copy  of 
"Das  Kapital. "  At  one  point,  he  suddenly 
beamed  and  said,  in  English.  "Now  I  know 
what  you're  talking  about— Civil  disobedi- 
ence!" 
He  has  since  defected. 
A  few  months  later,  Larry  Pezzullo  and  I 
were  in  Washington  to  lobby  in  Congress 
for  the  much-delayed  $75  million  special  ap- 
propriation for  Nicaragua.  The  Sandinista 
minister  of  health,  with  whom  I  was  work- 
ing on  several  programs,  was  also  in  Wash- 
ington, and  we  had  dinner  together.  During 
the  conversation  I  complained  about  inaccu- 
racies and  distortions  in  Barricada.  the  offi- 
cial  Sandinista   newspaper,    and   el    Nuevo 
Diario.  which  closely   followed  the  Sandi- 
nista  line.   Both   sounded   very   much   like 
Cuba's  official  newspaper.  Granma.  particu- 
larly   in    their    treatment    of    the    United 
States.  The  minister's  response  :  "You  don't 
understand    revolutionary    truth.    What    is 
true  is  what  serves  the  ends  of  the  revolu- 
tion." 

The  August  1980  ceremony  to  celebrate 
completion  of  the  literacy  campaign  was  a 
chilling  experience.  I  had  been  invited  to  sit 
with  the  commandantes  and  the  cabinet  be- 
cause AID  had  contributed  food  and  some 
vehicles  to  the  campaign.  The  ambassador 
sat  in  nearby  stands  with  the  diplomatic 
corps. 

The  Plaza  of  the  Revolution  was  mobbed 
with  kids  in  uniform  shouting  slogans  in  re- 
sponse to  the  urgings  of  leaders  on  the  plat- 
form. I  was  reminded  of  films  I  had  seen  of 
Nurejnberg  in  the  1930s. 

Commandante  Huml)erto  Ortega  gave  the 
principal  address.  In  the  midst  of  a  series  of 
attacks  on  the  United  States,  he  announced 
that  elections  would  not  be  held  until  1985. 
thereby  reneging  on  a  commitment  to  oppo- 
sition groups  for  early  elections.  Moreover, 
he  assured  his  audience,  the  elections  of 
1985  would  be  nothing  like  the  corrupted 
elections  held  in  the  United  States.  Larry 
Pezzullo  and  I  both  walked  out. 

My  youngest  daughter.  Amy,  then  16 
years  old,  worked  during  the  summer  of 
1980  as  a  volunteer  with  a  Nicaraguan  orga- 
nization. Genesis  II.  which  promoted  breast- 
feeding and  provided  help  to  orphanages. 


The  head  of  the  organization  was  Geraldine 
Macias.  a  former  American  Maryknoll  nun 
married  to  Edgard  Macias.  vice  minister  of 
labor.  At  the  end  of  the  summer  (shortly 
after  the  completion  of  the  literacy  cam- 
paign), we  had  a  get-together  at  our  house 
for  Amy  and  her  co-workers.  The  evening 
was  a  little  strained  because  some  of  the 
Genesis  II  people  were  totally  committed  to 
the  Sandinista  cause  and  doubtless  felt  un- 
comfortable being  in  the  USAID  directors 
house.  The  Maciases  may  have  felt  that 
way. 

Two  years  later,  after  the  Sandinista  secu- 
rity police  threatened  his  life.  Edgard 
sought  asylum  in  the  Venezuelan  embassy. 
The  Maciases  and  their  children  arrived  in 
Washington  soon  thereafter.  They  were 
treated  as  lepers  by  many  left-leaning 
church  people  in  the  Washington  area  who 
had  formerly  been  their  friends.  The  Ma- 
ciases have  found  it  very  difficult  to  get 
work  and  have  been  living  on  a  shoestring 
ever  since. 
In  a  recent  letter  to  friends,  they  said: 
"Since  leaving  Nicaragua  we  have  had 
access  to  documentation  of  (the  Sandinis- 
tas] and  some  of  [their]  former  members 
that  proves  beyond  a  doubt  that  their  plans 
from  1979  on  were  to  deny  political  and  reli- 
gious freedom.  Documents  that  also  show 
how  their  methods  resemble  Somoza  to  the 
point  they  appear  as  a  mirror  image:  rapes, 
torture,  disappearances,  murders,  threats, 
and  control  of  unions  and  community 
groups  through  the  formation  of  their  elite" 
political  party." 

During  the  last  part  of  1980.  the  Partners 
of  the  Americas  program  between  the  state 
of  Wisconsin  and  Nicaragua,  which  had  en- 
dured for  some  15  years,  ran  into  trouble. 
Most  of  the  activities  were  focused  on  the 
Atlantic  Coast.  Among  other  problems,  the 
Sandinistas  attempted  to  take  over  the 
Partners'  educational  radio  station  (they 
subsequently  did  take  it  over):  two  Wiscon- 
sin plastic  surgeons  were  harassed  during  a 
visit  to  Puerto  Cabezas,  where  they  did 
some  highly  complicated  surgery  free:  and 
the  Sandinistas  circulated  the  word  that 
Partners  personnel  were  CIA  agents. 

The  ambassador  sent  a  letter  to  the  junta 
expressing  his  concern,  and  I  called  on  the 
comandante  responsibile  for  the  Atlantic 
Coast.  After  I  ran  down  the  litany  of  prob- 
lems, the  comandante  said.  "You  have  to 
understand.  Mr.  Harrison,  that  Americans 
are  not  very  popular  in  this  country."  I  re- 
plied that  I  had  lived  in  Nicaragua  for  18 
months,  traveled  extensively,  and  had  the 
impression  that,  notwithstanding  Sandinista 
efforts  to  paint  us  as  devils,  most  Nicara- 
guans  liked  Americans.  I  added  that  this 
seemed  to  be  particularly  true  on  the  Atlan- 
tic Coast. 

He  paused  for  a  few  moments,  then  broke 
into  a  broad  grin  and  said,  "You're  right." 

Norma  Pineda,  an  accountant,  was  the 
senior  Nicaraguan  employee  of  the  USAID 
mission,  an  admirable  professional  and 
human  being.  Her  husband.  Byron,  had 
been  a  lieutenant  colonel  in  a  noncombatant 
unit  of  the  National  Guard.  Just  prior  to 
their  triumphal  entry  into  Managua,  the 
Sandinistas  announced  that  National  Guard 
members  who  had  committed  no  crimes  had 
nothing  to  fear.  Despite  the  pleadings  of 
family  and  friends  to  seek  asylum  in  a 
nearby  embassy.  Byron  Pineda  chose  to  stay 
in  his  house  because,  as  he  told  his  wife.  "I 
have  done  nothing  wrong." 

About  two  weeks  after  the  installation  of 
the  Sandinista  government.  Pineda  was  ar- 
rested and  much  of  his  property  was  confis- 
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cated.  He  was  tried  some  six  months  later 
and  sentenced  to  11  years  in  jail.  As  in  thou- 
sands of  others  cases,  all  that  was  proven  by 
the  prosecution  was  that  he  had  been  a 
member  of  the  National  Guard. 

A  few  months  later,  the  Sandinistas  told 
Pineda  that  he  would  be  freed  if  his  wife 
would  provide  information  on  USAID  activi- 
ties to  the  government.  She  refused.  He  was, 
however,  released  to  house  arrest  toward 
the  end  of  1980.  perhaps  because  of  repre- 
sentations the  ambassador  and  I  made  at 
high  levels  of  government.  Shortly  after,  he 
was  told  that  he  would  be  returned  to 
prison  if  he  failed  to  persuade  his  wife  to 
become  a  spy  and  if  he  refused  to  engage  in 
spying  activities  himself. 

A  few  weeks  after  that  Norma  Pineda  left 
Nicaragua.  Byron  Pineda  sought  asylum  in 
the  Peruvian  Embassy  in  Managua,  where 
he  has  lived  for  more  than  2  years. 

Late  in  1980.  the  Latin  American  Studies 
Association,  an  organization  of  U.S.  intellec- 
tuals interested  in  Latin  America,  held  its 
annual  meeting  in  Bloomington.  Ind.  Junta 
member  Sergio  Ramirez  and  Foreign  Minis- 
ter Miguel  d'Escoto  attended  and  were  given 
a  hero's  ovation.  James  Cheek,  then  deputy 
assistant  secretary  of  state  for  Latin  Amer- 
ica, was  jeered  and  heckled.  (Cheek,  one  of 
the  Foreign  Service's  most  distinguished 
and  enlightened  specialists  on  Latin  Amer- 
ica, had  played  a  crucial  role  in  U.S.  disen- 
gagement from  Somoza  as  far  back  as  1974). 
In  a  subsequent  Latin  American  Studies 
Association  newsletter,  Harvard  Professor 
and  Association  President  Jorge  Dominguez 
described  the  Bloomington  meeting  as  "one 
of  the  darkest  moments  of  my  professional 
life  .  .  .  appalling  .  .  .  scandalous  .  .  .  dam- 
nable." 

I  returned  to  the  United  States  on  July  1. 
1981.  and  retired  from  AID  early  in  1982.  I 
have  been  at  Harvard  working  on  a  book  on 
the  relationship  between  culture  and  devel- 
opment. In  December  1982.  I  was  asked  to 
appear  on  a  panel  at  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
School  of  Government  at  Harvard.  The 
principal  speaker  was  Francisco  Fiallos, 
then  Nicaraguan  ambassador  to  the  United 
States.  Despite  a  subdued  speech  on  Nicara- 
gua's economic  problems,  Fiallos  was  given  a 
hero's  ovation  by  the  300  people  in  attend- 
ance. My  comments  focused  on  Sandinista 
human  rights  abuses  and.  in  particular.  San- 
dinist  reneging  on  commitments  to  plural- 
ism and  nonalinement.  I  was  booed  and 
jeered  repeatedly. 
One  week  later.  Fiallos  defected. 

Mr.  CONTE.  OK,  $1.3  billion,  social 
security. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Got  that. 

Mr.  CONTE.  $118  million  child  nu- 
trition; $115  million  food  stamps;  $22 
million  for  NOAA,  $152  million  for 
SBA;  $232  million  more  for  foreign  aid, 
$38  million  more  for  National  Park 
Service,  $52  million  for  the  abandoned 
mine  reclamation  fund,  $38  million  for 
Indian  programs,  $40  million  for  edu- 
cation grants,  and  $48  million  for 
State  grants  for  the  handicapped. 
That  is  it. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  could  go  on  in  great 
detail,  but  after  a  2:30  session  here  the 
other  night  and  almost  a  1:30  session 
on  that  baseball  field,  I  quit. 


Mr.  WRITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Long). 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  Foreign  Operations  portion  of 
the  supplemental  totals  $677  million 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $293  mil- 
lion in  loan  guarantees. 
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In  addition  to  this,  the  conferees 
have  brought  back  in  true  disagree- 
ment the  matter  of  funding  for  the 
International  Monetary  Fund. 

The  principal  items  in  the  confer- 
ence report  include  the  International 
Development  Association,  affection- 
ately known  as  IDA,  $245  million;  the 
economic  support  fund,  $301  million; 
military  assistance  program,  $93  mil- 
lion; and  military  credit  sales  of  $293 
million. 

Now  contained  in  the  figure  for  mili- 
tary assistance  is  $25  million  for  El 
Salvador.  Funding  for  El  Salvador  was 
clearly  the  most  difficult  subject  of  all 
the  foreign  assistance  issues. 

Frankly  I  feel  that  $25  million  is  too 
large  a  sum  for  military  aid  to  El  Sal- 
vador at  this  time,  given  both  the 
human  rights  situation  and  the  un- 
availability of  reliable  information 
about  how  effectively  our  military  as- 
sistance funds  are  being  used. 

Substantial  improvements  have  oc- 
curred in  the  human  rights  situation 
in  El  Salvador,  notably  the  decline  of 
murders  in  1  year  to  half  their  1981 
number;  namely,  10.000  to  5,000;  the 
recent  release  of  540  political  prisoners 
as  a  result  of  the  agreement  with  Sec- 
retary Shultz  and  President  Magana 
as  a  condition  of  the  reprograming  of 
$30  million  in  military  aid;  the  agree- 
ment of  El  Salvador  to  permit  the  in- 
spection, unannounced  and  unsuper- 
vised, of  the  prisons  and  detention 
centers  by  the  International  Red 
Cross  to  determine  whether  prisoners 
are  being  held  without  due  process  or 
being  mistreated;  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  retired  Federal  Judge  Harold 
Tyler  to  inspect  the  raw  FBI  files  to 
determine  whether  vital  information 
was  overlooked  by  the  Salvadoran  pros- 
ecuting authorities  in  remanding  the 
cases  of  the  accused  murderers  of  the 
four  American  nuns.  America's  Watch 
has  referred  to  the  release  of  the  pris- 
oners as  the  most  encouraging  devel- 
opment in  the  recent  history  of  the 
Salvadoran  human  rights  problem. 

In  addition,  there  is  some  reason  to 
hope  that  former  Senator  Richard 
Stone,  appointed  as  Ambassador  under 
the  Long-Shultz  agreement  may  be 
making  progress  in  getting  the  two 
sides  to  negotiate  for  a  political  settle- 
ment and  that  it  constitutes  a  move 
toward  a  broad  base  and  honest  elec- 
tion in  which  all  elements  of  the  Sal- 
vadoran nation  may  participate  with- 
out fear  or  discrimination. 

These  developments  are  encourag- 
ing. However,  himian  rights  violations 


are  still  far  too  high  and  may  even  be 
increasing  again. 

Further,  the  war  goes  on  with  great 
loss  of  life  and  damage  to  property 
and  standards  of  life  and  health. 

In  view  of  these  somewhat  less  en- 
couraging recent  developments,  the 
Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
must  serve  notice  therefore  that  in  the 
future  the  provision  of  additional  mili- 
tary assistance  to  El  Salvador  will  con- 
tinue to  depend  on  evidence  of  im- 
provement in  the  human  rights 
records  and  the  more  effective  use  of 
military  personnel  and  the  movement 
toward  a  political  rather  than  military 
solution. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
quite  a  few  requests  here,  but  I  am  re- 
serving them,  because  I  have  been  as- 
sured by  the  majority  that  they  do  not 
have  any  requests. 

I  will  reserve  them,  but  they  keep 
talking. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Biaggi). 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  pose  a  question  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  re- 
garding some  of  the  funds  provided  to 
programs  under  the  Older  Americans 
Act  in  this  bill. 

As  the  gentleman  knows,  the  House 
earlier  this  year  passed  legislation  I 
authored,  H.R.  2807,  which  raised  au- 
thorization levels  in  the  commodity 
distribution  program  under  title  III  of 
the  act  by  $5  million  in  fiscal  1982  and 
$16  million  in  fiscal  1983.  This  increase 
was  necessary  in  order  to  increase 
funding  for  this  program  this  year  to 
avert  cutbacks  in  the  meals  programs 
supported  by  the  commodity  program. 
I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  House 
bill  reflected  the  need  for  added  fimds 
in  this  program.  If  this  money  is  not 
provided  to  allow  for  States  to  be  re- 
imbursed 51.5  cents  for  each  meal  that 
they  serve,  major  cutbacks  in  the 
meals  program  will  have  to  be  effected 
this  year.  Can  the  gentleman  tell  me  if 
funds  are  included  in  the  conference 
report  for  the  commodity  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  my  col- 
league the  $16  million  for  1983  is  in- 
cluded in  the  bill.  The  $5  million  for 
1982  was  funded  out  of  available  funds 
by  the  Department. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Smith). 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker.  40 
amendments  were  added  to  the  Com- 
merce. Justice,  and  State  portion  of 
the  supplemental  by  the  Senate.  And  I 
have  been  asked  some  questions  about 
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three  of  four  of  these  items  that   I 
want  to  mention  very  briefly. 

The  money  for  Project  Democracy  is 
not  in  the  bill  because  it  was  not  au- 
thorized. 

The  $152  million  for  repurchase  of 
defaulted  loans  guaranteed  by  SBA  is 
in  the  bill. 

The  money  for  replacing  the  Embas- 
sy in  Lebanon.  $22  million,  is  in  the 
bill. 

A  number  of  Members  were  interest- 
ed in  trade  adjustment  assistance.  $3.8 
million  is  in  the  bill  to  take  care  of  the 
increased  pay  cost  requirements  for 
ITA.  and  $5.1  million  in  carryover  bal- 
ances for  the  trade-adjustment-assist- 
ance program  is  earmarked  in  the 
statement  of  the  managers  to  take 
care  of  some  of  the  applications  for 
this  program  that  Members  were  in- 
terested in. 

A  total  of  $2  million  is  in  the  bill 
that  will  permit  the  continuation  of 
FTC's  10  regional  office  structure. 

A  total  of  $1.65  million  is  in  the  bill 
for  the  SEC  for  increased  pay  costs 
and  33  additional  positions,  which 
some  Members  were  interested  in  be- 
cause of  the  increase  in  the  SEC's  ac- 
tivity. 

I  think  this  supplemental  bill  is  very 
essential  and  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  conference  report. 
•  Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  chapter 
VI— the  HUD-Independent  Agencies 
Subcommittee's  chapter— is  noncon- 
troversial.  The  chapter  includes  sup- 
plemental program  appropriations  to- 
taling $280,680,000  in  budget  author- 
ity—an increase  of  $15  million  above 
the  budget  estimates.  We  are  also  rec- 
ommending that  $1.6  billion  of  recap- 
tured rent  supplement  and  rental 
housing  assistance  authority  be  set 
aside  for  contract  amendments  for 
33,700  State  aided,  noninsured  housing 
units.  The  administration  had  pro- 
posed rescinding  this  authority.  I  will 
go  into  greater  detail  on  that  matter 
in  a  few  minutes. 

Let  me  now  review  briefly  the  con- 
ference agreements. 

You  may  recall  that  funds  for  the 
1983  assisted  housing  programs  were 
included  in  the  further  continuing  res- 
olution enacted  last  December.  The 
Department  did  not  comply  with  the 
distribution  of  1983  assisted  housing 
funds  as  outlined  in  that  conference 
report.  As  a  result,  the  1983  housing 
distribution  table  was  included  in  the 
jobs  bill  as  a  statutory  provision.  How- 
ever, having  the  table  in  law  removes 
all  flexibility  in  meeting  changing 
needs. 

Because  of  that  problem,  bill  lan- 
guage is  included  under  the  annual 
contributions  for  assisted  housing 
heading  that  will  allow  funds  to  be 
shifted  between  individual  housing 
programs  with  the  approval  of  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations.  In  ad- 
dition to  the  general  reprograming 
language,   the   conference   agreement 
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agement,  up  to  an  additional  7.000 
units  of  property  disposition,  up  to  900 
units  of  section  8  new  or  substantial 
rehabilitation  pursuant  to  a  court 
order,  up  to  100  additional  public 
housing  units  for  conversion  from  sec- 
tion 23  assistance,  and  $245  million  in 
budget  authority  for  amendments  for 
existing  section  8  units.  The  cost  of 
these  additional  units  is  approximate- 
ly $1.2  billion. 

Instead  of  giving  HUD  discretion  as 
to  which  programs  to  reduce,  the  con- 
ferees made  those  decisions.  Offset- 
ting the  increases,  the  bill  language  re- 
duces the  budget  authority  available 
for  public  housing  interest  rate  adjust- 
ments by  $340  million— section  23  con- 
versions by  $63,450,000,  public  housing 
amendments  by  $62  million  and 
amendments  for  section  8  new  con- 
struction and  substantial  rehabilita- 
tion by  $198  million. 

However,  the  offsetting  items  car- 
ried as  decreases  total  only  approxi- 
mately $663  million.  Therefore,  lan- 
guage has  also  been  included  which 
permits  the  Department  to  make  up 
the  difference  by  the  use  of  any  recap- 
tured funds  exceeding  $2.4  billion.  The 
Department  is  to  choose  the  order  of 
priority  for  the  additional  funding. 

Next,  let  me  address  the  administra- 
tion's rescission  request  for  the  rent 
supplement  and  rental  housing  assist- 
ance programs.  This  is  a  complicated 
proposal— but  it  is  an  action  which 
both  the  House  and  Senate  conferees 
believe  is  necessary  at  this  time. 

The  administration,  because  of  inad- 
equate amendment  funds,  is  convert- 
ing units  covered  by  the  rent  supple- 
ment and  rental  assistance  payment 
programs  to  section  8  assistance.  The 
Congress  has  provided  section  8  funds 
to  make  the  conversions  for  the  past  4 
years.  However,  despite  directions  to 
fund  cost  increases  for  State  aided, 
noninsured  projects,  the  Department 
has  announced  its  intention  not  to  do 
so.  The  conferees  disagree  with  the  ad- 
ministration's proposal  regarding  non- 
insured  projects  and  are  recommend- 
ing a  long-term  solution  to  this  prob- 
lem. The  recommendation  permits  the 
Department  to  continue  converting  in- 
sured rent  supplement  and  rental 
housing  assistance  projects  to  section 
8  assistance.  However,  instead  of  re- 
scinding an  estimated  $1.6  billion, 
those  funds  will  be  reserved  for  con- 
tract amendments  for  an  estimated 
33,700  State  aided,  noninsured  rent 
supplement  and  rental  housing  assist- 
ance units. 

The  State  agencies  would  like  to 
have  100  percent  of  the  increased  costs 
covered.  However,  the  bill  includes  a 
long-term  solution  that  provides  for  90 
percent  of  these  increased  costs  to  be 
funded  with  Federal  funds.  Although 
the  State  agencies  believed  that  the 


the  case.  In  fact,  the  Department's 
general  counsel  has  issued  an  opinion 
that  there  is  no  legal  Federal  responsi- 
bility to  fund  cost  increases. 

The  bill,  therefore,  includes  lan- 
guage covering  90  percent  of  the 
amendment  costs  because  the  nonin- 
sured projects  belong  to  the  States. 
This  approach  will  insure  that  the 
States  contribute  at  least  10  percent  of 
the  costs  which,  in  turn,  suggests  that 
the  State  governments  have  some  re- 
sponsibility in  this  area.  In  view  of  the 
large  Federal  deficit  it  does  not  seem 
unreasonable  to  ask  the  States  to  con- 
tribute 10  percent  of  the  cost  increases 
on  projects  owned  by  the  States.  The 
only  change  from  the  original  House 
language  which  passed  in  May  is  that 
the  implementation  date  of  the  90-per- 
cent provision  is  delayed  until  October 
1,  1983,  in  order  to  provide  an  orderly 
transition  to  the  cost-sharing  stipula- 
tion. 

The  conference  agreement  also  in- 
cludes $5  billion  of  additional  loan 
guarantee  authority  under  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration  mortgage  in- 
surance program.  This  will  insure  that 
as  housing  activity  continues  to  esca- 
late—sufficient authority  is  available 
for  FHA  mortgage  commitments. 

Language  has  also  been  included  in 
the  bill  which  amends  section  203(h) 
of  the  National  Housing  Act  by  raising 
the  amount  insurable  for  mortgages 
on  residences  replacing  residences  de- 
stroyed by  natural  disasters  from 
$14,400  to  $67,500,  more  in  high-cost 
areas.  In  view  of  the  significant 
number  of  natural  disasters  occuring 
in  the  past  3  months  throughout  the 
Western  States— this  legislative 
change  is  critical. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  $6  million 
for  an  urban  renewal  grant  for  the 
Kendall  Square  project.  This  grant 
will  be  the  final  funding  for  the 
project  and  fulfills  a  unique  and  long- 
standing Federal  Government  respon- 
sibility to  finance  the  completion  of 
the  Kendall  Square  project. 

The  bill  includes  $9  million  in  sup- 
plemental funds  for  salaries  and  ex- 
penses of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency.  This  amount  includes  $2 
million  to  be  transferred  to  the  re- 
search and  development  account  for 
establishing  a  hazardous  waste  man- 
agement center  to  bring  together  tech- 
nical, medical,  and  public  policy  ex- 
perts in  a  modern  research  and  educa- 
tional facility.  I  believe  that  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  center  for  hazardous 
waste  management  is  essential  to  solv- 
ing the  Nation's  serious  hazardous 
waste  problems. 

The  conferees  adopted  highly  tech- 
nical language  for  the  Consumer  In- 
formation Center.  The  Senate  added 
language  setting  up  a  fund  to  be  de- 


rived from  appropriations,  reimburse- 
ments, and  fees  that  will  be  used  to 
pay  for  activities  of  the  Consumer  In- 
formation Center— including  those 
dealing  with  the  cost  of  distributing 
consumer  pamphlets  to  recipients. 

The  conferees  reached  agreement  on 
several  matters  relating  to  the  Veter- 
ans' Administration.  A  Senate  amend- 
ment proposed  transferring  less  than  2 
acres  of  land  from  the  National  Park 
Service  and  the  Forest  Service  to  the 
Veterans'  Administration  for  the  Sitka 
National  Cemetery.  Frankly.  I  ques- 
tioned why  this  legislation  needed  to 
be  in  an  appropriations  bill.  However, 
the  Senate  conferees  insisted  on  their 
amendment,  with  a  technical  modifica- 
tion. 

The  conference  agreement  also  in- 
cludes $180,168,000  for  increased  pay 
costs  for  the  medical  care  appropria- 
tion and  a  provision  regarding  three 
integrated  hospital  system  computer 
projects.  The  conferees  were  con- 
cerned that  integrated  hospital  system 
(IHS)  computer  projects  proposed  for 
three  VA  medical  centers  were  not 
proceeding  forward.  To  address  this 
concern  and  carry  out  the  previously 
planned  IHS  projects,  language  ear- 
marking $4,200,000  for  this  purpose 
from  available  fiscal  year  1983  medical 
care  funds  has  been  included  in  the 
bill.  The  $4,200,000  is  to  be  derived 
from  the  reprograming  of  funds  that 
the  VA  is  unable  to  obligate  for  the 
purposes  planned.  The  VA  has  been 
unable  to  effectively  obligate 
$4,200,000  of  the  $11,200,000  assumed 
for  the  contractual  component  of  the 
psychological  readjustment  counseling 
program.  It  is  not  intended  that  fund- 
ing for  the  IHS  projects  be  derived 
from  decentralized  hospital  computer 
program  moneys. 

The  $4,200,000  together  with  suffi- 
cient fiscal  year  1984  moneys,  estimat- 
ed to  be  $6,300,000,  will  be  made  avail- 
able to  fully  fund  the  three  IHS 
projects  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.;  Saginaw. 
Mich.;  and  Big  Spring,  Tex.  It  is  ex- 
pected the  the  contracts  for  these 
multiyear  pilot  projects  will  be  award- 
ed by  February  1,  1984. 

Finally,  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
ference agreement  on  the  1983  HUD- 
Independent  Agencies  Appropriation 
Act,  this  bill  includes  the  requested 
amounts  of  $254  million  for  the  re- 
placement hospital  at  Minneapolis  and 
$9,400,000  for  the  clinical  addition 
project  at  Cleveland.  While  the  fund- 
ing for  these  two  projects  is  requested 
in  the  1984  budget,  the  conferees  be- 
lieve that  construction  funding  should 
be  provided  at  this  time  in  order  that 
construction  can  begin  on  the  hospi- 
tals during  the  1983  construction 
season.* 

•  Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  con- 
ference report  includes  funds  to  re- 
store the  structural  integrity  of  the 
west  central  front  of  the  Capitol.  The 
House  had  approved  $49  million;  the 


Senate  approved  $48  million.  The  con- 
ferees agreed  to  the  $49  million  with 
specific  reference  to  including  funds  to 
repair  and  replace  the  old  terrace 
courtyard  walls.  However,  the  funding 
level.  $49  million  may  well  not  be 
enough  to  do  the  work  properly.  Our 
best  estimate,  developed  by  competent 
and  experienced  architectural  and  en- 
gineering consultants  after  more  than 
1  year  of  extensive  study  and  after  the 
development  of  detailed  working  draw- 
ings, was  $66  million.  In  order  to  be 
sure  the  job  is  done  thoroughly  and  to 
assure  sufficient  resources,  that  is  the 
amount  that  should  be  appropriated. 

The  fact  that  insufficient  funds  will 
be  available  will  likely  result  in  the  ne- 
cessity to  appropriate  additional 
amounts  in  the  future.  In  their  ardor, 
the  opponents  of  the  west  front  exten- 
sion, including  the  American  Institute 
of  Architects,  forced  this  arbitrary  re- 
duction in  order  to  make  the  debate 
between  extension  and  restoration 
into  an  economic  issue.  Although  the 
AIA  did  not  share  with  us  the  details 
of  this  revised  estimate,  we  have  to 
assume  it  comports  with  the  actions  of 
the  Senate  subcommittee  in  marking 
up  the  restoration  proposal.  We  have 
been  able  to  remedy  one  defect. 
Among  the  obvious  deficiencies  of  the 
arbitrary  reduction  was  that  of  the  old 
courtyard  walls.  The  cost  for  their 
repair  had  been  eliminated  by  the 
Senate  and  has  been  restored  in  con- 
ference in  order  to  retain  the  earth 
that  forms  the  footings  and  founda- 
tion area  for  the  main  north  and 
south  original  wings. 

Other  inadequacies  remain  unre- 
solved. The  reduction  in  the  contin- 
gency percentage  of  35  percent,  recom- 
mended by  the  consultants  as  typical 
and  prudent  for  a  project  of  this 
nature,  is  another  weakness  in  the  last 
minute  estimate.  For  example,  the 
consultants  estimated  that  only  5  per- 
cent of  the  sandstone  in  the  west  front 
wall  will  have  to  be  repaired  or  re- 
placed. However,  if  there  should  be  a 
need  to  repair  or  replace  just  10  per- 
cent of  the  stone— not  an  unlikely  pos- 
sibility—the cost  of  doing  that  work 
will  increase  from  $7,281,534  to 
$14,563,068.  using  escalated  figures. 
The  cost  difference  of  $7,281,534 
would  almost  exhaust  the  remaining 
contingency  amount  of  $8,355,077. 

In  addition,  there  will  be  delays  re- 
sulting from  noisy  and  potentially  dis- 
ruptive work  having  to  be  accom- 
plished outside  of  regular  working 
hours,  in  order  not  to  interfere  with 
legislative  activities  in  the  Capitol. 
That  is  a  common  experience  in  con- 
struction and  renovation  work  in  the 
area  of  the  Capitol  and  was  provided 
for  in  the  more  carefully  developed 
cost  estimates  of  the  consulting  engi- 
neers and  had  been  incorporated  in 
the  official  $66  million  estimate. 

Furthermore,  although  the  terrace 
walkways  are  not  necessarily  a  part  of 


the  wall  project,  they  are  unarguably 
in  need  of  restoration  and  should  be 
repaired  concurrently  with  the  wall 
project  so  that  the  entire  west  front  is 
completed  over  a  relatively  short 
period  of  time  and  with  minimum 
future  disruption  to  its  use  and  enjoy- 
ment by  all.  But  the  funds  to  restore 
the  terraces  were  eliminated  by  the 
AIA-backed  House  amendment  and 
the  Senate  provision— a  fact.  I  believe, 
that  most  Members  were  not  aware  of. 

Mr.  Speaker,  early  this  year  my  sub- 
committee began  the  move  to  resolve 
the  west  front  issue.  Mr.  Lewis,  the 
ranking  minority  member,  and  I  urged 
the  Commission  to  act  and  committed 
ourselves  to  taking  the  necessary  ap- 
propriation action.  We  felt  the  situa- 
tion had  gone  too  long  without  resolu- 
tion and  I  am  proud  that  we  have  ac- 
complished the  primary  objective. 

In  short,  Mr.  Speaker,  whereas  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Congress  has  finally 
acted  on  the  west  central  front  issue.  I 
believe  we  have  cut  too  many  corners. 
The  Capitol  Building  is  a  national 
treasure  and  we  should  be  prudent 
and  realistic  in  appropriating  the 
funds  needed  to  properly  restore  it.  In- 
stead, what  we  have  here  is  a  situation 
where  the  extension  proponents  may 
well  have  low  balled  the  estimate.  If 
additional  funds  are  required  in  the 
future  to  finish  the  job,  I  hope  we  find 
support  among  those  who  have  sold  us 
this  restoration  at  a  discount  price. 

AMENDMENT  NO.   153— CONTRACT  PROVISIONS 

The  Senate  added  language  to  the 
bill— which  is  a  portion  of  amendment 
153— regarding  vendor  contracts  with 
the  House  and  Senate.  Under  current 
law.  if  a  vendor  wishes  to  provide  a  dis- 
count or  special  terms  and  conditions 
on  a  product  or  service,  he  must  offer 
that  discount  or  terms  and  conditions 
to  every  agency  of  the  Government. 

The  language  exempts  House  and 
Senate  transactions  from  that  provi- 
sion. 

Now  there  are  many  cases  where 
suppliers  and  GSA  have  negotiated  so- 
called  schedule  contracts  for  items— 
which  saves  a  great  deal  of  administra- 
tive time  and  saves  the  Government 
and  industry  a  great  deal  of  money 
each  year. 

If  a  House  or  Senate  office  has  a 
need  for  a  special  device— whether  in  a 
routine  or  experimental  application- 
it  is  not  able  to  accept  a  discount  or 
slightly  different  terms  and  condi- 
tions—even if  warranted  under  the  cir- 
cumstances—without potentially  forc- 
ing a  complete  adjustment  in  the 
highly  detailed  scheduled  contracts  or 
in  the  vendor's  normal  price  line. 

This  is  an  unnecessary  burden  for 
both  industry  and  Government.  It  also 
works  a  great  disadvantage  to  House 
and  Senate  offices  who  do  not  have  an 
elaborate  procurement  bureaucracy  at 
their  disposal  as  does  the  executive 
branch. 


July  28,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


21513 


21512 

We  agreed  to  the  Senate  provision  in 
conference  because  it  makes  good  busi- 
ness sense. 

AMENDMENT  NO.   I  58  — HONORARIA  INCOME 

The  House  receded  to  the  Senate  in 
the  matter  of  honoraria  income  and 
an  increase  in  the  salaries  of  Senators. 
We  had  an  honoraria  limitation— 30 
percent  of  a  Members  salary— in  the 
bill  sent  to  the  Senate.  The  House  lan- 
guage was  added  when  the  full  Appro- 
priations Committee  considered  and 
reported  H.R.  3069  to  the  House. 

The  Senate  adopted  a  similar  30-per- 
cent limit  which  will  become  effective 
on  January  1.  1984.  While  not  a  word- 
for-word  copy  of  the  language  in  the 
House  bill— which  had  been  patterned 
after  the  honoraria  limitations  which 
have  applied  to  all  Members  of  the 
House  for  many  years  in  rule  XLVII— 
the  effects  are  almost  identical. 

Very  simply,  beginning  January  1. 
1984.  all  Members  of  Congress  will  be 
covered  by  a  limit  on  their  income 
from  honoraria  of  30  percent  of  their 
congressional  salaries. 

For  Members  of  the  House  this  rep- 
resents no  change  at  all.  They  have 
been  covered  by  an  honorarium  limita- 
tion all  along. 

For  Members  of  the  Senate,  they 
have  not  been  covered  by  any  limita- 
tion—but now  will  be. 

I  think  that  restores  a  sense  of 
equity  to  congressional  compensation 
and  eliminates  the  potential  for  seri- 
ous abuse  of  our  public  trust. 

The  language  also  lifts  the  limita- 
tion as  the  salaries  of  Members  of  the 
other  body.  Henceforth,  Members  of 
both  bodies  will  now  make  the  same 
salaries— which  is  as  it  should  be. 

AMENDMENT  NO.   1  59— CHARITABLE 
CONTHIBUTIONS 

The  Senate  added  this  language  in  a 
floor  amendment.  The  language 
amends  the  Federal  Elections  Cam- 
paign Act  at  2  U.S.C.  441i(b)  to  define 
the  conditions  ujjon  which  a  charita- 
ble contribution  can  be  made  without 
being  counted  in  the  $2,000  limitation 
on  honoraria  imposed  by  the  act. 

Under  current  law,  a  Government 
official  has  to  undertake  a  very  elabo- 
rate procedure  whereby  five  chanties 
are  designated,  and  the  sponsoring  or- 
ganization actually  makes  the  pay- 
ment. We  are  told  that  frequently  the 
sponsors  do  not  complete  the  paper- 
work, or  that  the  Government  official 
or  Member  is  not  advised  of  the  actual 
payment  for  tax  purposes. 

We  are  just  simplifying  the  proce- 
dure in  this  amendment.  Henceforth, 
in  applying  the  $2,000  test  under  2 
U.S.C.  441i(b),  the  official  may  make 
direct  payment  to  the  charity.  This 
will  facilitate  the  paperwork  and  make 
it  easier  to  maintain  our  records  for  fi- 
nancial disclosure.* 
•  Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  chapter 
VII  includes  several  matters  which 
posed  a  number  of  difficult  problems. 
First  is  the  issue  of  the  strategic  petro- 
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leum  reserve.  At  the  insistence  of  the 
administration,  the  managers  reluc- 
tantly have  recommended  no  funds  in 
this  bill  for  further  construction  of 
the  Big  Hill.  Tex.,  permanent  storage 
site.  The  conferees,  after  lengthy  de- 
liberation, agreed  to  delete  the  appro- 
priation for  the  construction  of  phase 
III  to  avoid  the  consequences  of  a 
threatened  veto.  The  administration 
has  committed  in  writing  to  submit  a 
budget  request  for  further  construc- 
tion at  Big  Hill  in  fiscal  year  1985.  The 
fill  rate  for  the  reserve  remains  at 
220.000  barrels  per  day  in  fiscal  year 
1983  and  the  managers  reaffirmed  the 
Congress  resolve  to  maintain  this  fill 
rate. 

Coal  leasing,  another  important 
energy  concern,  is  also  a  major  compo- 
nent of  this  chapter.  The  managers 
have  agreed  that  the  Secretary  shall 
appoint  a  commission  to  review  the 
Departments  coal-leasing  procedures 
to  insure  fair  market  value  and  that 
they  shall  make  their  recommendation 
within  6  months  after  enactment  of 
this  act. 

The  Secretary   is  reported  to  have 
asked     David     Lanowes     and     Elmer 
Staats,   members   of   the   former   Lin- 
owes  Commission  on  Royalty  Manage- 
ment to  serve  on  the  Commission.  It  is 
the  expectation  that  people  of  similar 
caliber     exemplifying      independence 
and  expertise  will  be  selected.  It  is  also 
the  expectation  that  the  Commission 
will  make  clear  any  problems  with  the 
coal  program  stemming  from  deficien- 
cies   in    the    authorizing    legislation: 
review  the  methodology  for  estimating 
fair     market     value;     determine     the 
impact   of   competition   on   achieving 
fair  market  value;  review  the  proce- 
dures for  evaluating  tracts  to  reflect 
regional  differences  in  coal  and  estab- 
lishing cents  per  ton  minimums  on  a 
regional  basis:  determining  if  presale 
planning  procedures  are  adequate;  and 
of   equal    importance,    holding    public 
hearings  on  proposed  lease  sales. 

We  reluctantly  yielded  to  the  Senate 
on  a  moratorium  on  coal  leasing  since 
it  appears  that  the  Fort  Union  coal 
lease  sale  scheduled  by  the  SecreUry 
of  Interior  has  slipped  and  will  prob- 
ably not  occur  in  fiscal  year  1983.  In 
addition  we  considered  the  threat  of  a 
veto  which  would  have  a  nationwide 
impact  since  items  such  as  food  stamps 
and  funds  for  payment  of  salaries  are 
contained  within  this  bill.  We  are  re- 
solved to  bring  the  proposed  moratori- 
um back  in  the  appropriation  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1984  because  we  believe  so 
strongly  that  it  is  the  course  of  action 
which  must  be  taken  if  we  are  to  pro- 
tect the  American  public  against  give- 
away coal-leasing  practices  and  assure 
fair  value  to  the  American  people  for 
their  resources. 

In  respect  to  land  acquisition,  this 
chapter  contains  partial  compensation 
for  the  legislative  taking  in  1978  in 
Redwoods  National  Park.  The  money 


is  to  be  allocated  to  the  three  major 
timber  owners  according  to  the  distri- 
bution formula  agreed  to  by  the 
owners  and  the  court.  Language  has 
also  been  added  that  requires  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  to  order  an  update 
of  the  appraisal  of  Sweeney  Ridge 
within  30  days  and  to  begin  good-faith 
negotiations  with  the  owners  of  that 
tract  in  the  Golden  Gate  National 
Recreation  Area  within  30  days  after  .>. 
the  updated  appraisal  is  approved  by 
the  service. 

In  this  bill  we  have  yielded  to  the 
Senate  on  many  occasions  in  order  to 
effect  a  timely  bill  that  does  not  jeop- 
ardize meeting  the  needs  of  the  people 
by  being  vetoed.  However,  there  is  one 
issue  where  we  did  not  agree.  That  is 
the  Cumberland  Gap  Tunnel.  We  did 
not  agree  with  the  Senate  in  adding 
$14  million  in  liquidating  cash  to  fi- 
nance engineering,  roadway  and 
bridge  access,  and  pilot  tunnel  boring 
for  Cumberland  Gap  National  Historic 
Park.  This  funding  is  the  tip  of  the 
iceberg  on  a  $125  million  project.  I  am, 
therefore,  requesting  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  their  support  for  this  dis- 
agreement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  recommend  that  the 
conference  report,  and  this  specific 
chapter,  be  agreed  to.« 
•  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Speaker,  at  the  appropriate  time  a 
preferential  motion  will  be  offered  on 
amendment  169,  which  is  in  true  dis- 
agreement, to  recede  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendment.  This  is  a 
change  in  the  position  the  House  con- 
ferees first  agreed  to  on  July  19.  which 
is  necessitated  by  changed  circum- 
stances. 

Originally,  the  House  conferees 
chose  to  bring  this  Senate  amendment 
which  appropriates  $5  million  for 
design  and  engineering  work  to  re- 
place the  Talmadge  Bridge  in  Savan- 
nah. Ga..  back  to  the  House  floor  in 
true  disagreement.  We  took  this  action 
based  on  the  objections  of  the  House 
authorizing  committee  chairman.  Mr. 
Howard,  and  the  Senate  authorizing 
committee  chairman.  Senator  Staf- 
ford. Since  that  time,  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Thomas)  has 
brought  to  our  attention  the  fact  that, 
on  July  23  a  cargo  boom  from  a  ship 
passing  under  this  bridge  struck  the 
primary  support  beam  on  its  center 
span  causing  the  bridge  to  be  closed 
for  at  least  3  months.  We  are  advised 
that  the  total  collapse  of  this  bridge 
was  only  narrowly  averted. 

Due  to  these  changed  circumstances, 
the  chairman  of  the  House  authoriz- 
ing committee.  Mr.  Howard,  has  noti- 
fied the  committee  that  he  has  with- 
drawn his  objection  to  inclusion  of 
this  provision  in  the  bill.  Similarly,  as 
chairman  of  the  Transportation  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee.  I  feel 
that,  in  light  of  these  changed  circum- 


stances, the  House  should  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

As  a  point  of  clarification,  the 
Senate  amendment  appropriates  $5 
million  from  the  general  fund  for 
planning  and  engineering  work  only. 
This  appropriation  is  not  intended  to 
distort  any  priorities  that  have  been 
established  with  respect  to  projects 
funded  under  section  144  of  title  23. 

Finally.  I  want  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  (Mr.  Thomas) 
for  the  outstanding  work  he  did  in 
educating  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee on  the  need  for  this  appropriation. 
He  was  highly  effective  in  covering 
the  necessary  bases.  I  doubt  if  this 
project  would  have  made  it  this  far 
without  his  diligence.* 
•  Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  to 
H.R.  3069  making  supplemental  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1983  and  to 
urge  its  adoption  by  this  House. 

The  Interior  chapter  contains  a  pro- 
vision that  is  particularly  critical  to 
the  citizens  of  the  entire  east  coast  of 
the  United  States  and  especially  the 
residents  of  northeastern  Pennsylva- 
nia. It  provides  a  framework  that  will 
allow  us  to  save  lives  and  save  jobs  in 
the  area  adjacent  to  and  including  the 
Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recrea- 
tion Area.  It  represents  a  light  at  the 
end  of  the  tunnel  for  both  the  resi- 
dents along  Route  209  and  the  people 
who  must,  for  work  or  for  pleasure, 
cross  highway  209  through  the  park. 
It  is  an  integral  part  of  the  entire 
stream  of  commerce  that  passes  from 
New  England  through  the  Middle  At- 
lantic States  to  the  south  and  west. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  thank 
the  Senator  from  New  York.  Senator 
D'Amato.  the  Senator  from  Idaho, 
Senator  McClure,  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  Senator  Hatfield,  the  Sena- 
tor from  West  Virginia,  Senator  Byrd, 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky,  Senator 
Huddleston,  and  my  own  chairman  of 
the  Interior  Subcommittee  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Yates)  along 
with  all  of  the  House  conferees  for 
their  support  and  their  willingness  to 
hear  the  pleas  of  my  constituent  for 
relief  from  the  Route  209  problem. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conferees  did  agree 
to  apply  an  immediate  ban  on  all 
through  trucks  except  those  trucks  in 
the  three  counties  of  Monroe,  Pike, 
and  Northampton  adjoining  the  Dela- 
ware Water  Gap  National  Recreation 
Area.  Those  trucks  will  be  given  access 
to  the  road  paying  a  toll,  receipts  from 
which  will  be  retained  by  the  National 
Park  Service  for  permanent  mainte- 
nance and  safety  improvement  along 
the  highway.  The  ban  on  through 
trucks  will  take  effect  immediately 
upon  enactment  of  the  supplemental 
and  will  terminate  on  December  31  of 
this  year,  absent  other  actions.  The 
tolls  meanwhile  will  continue  in  place 
for  maximum  of  10  years.  It  is  the  ex- 
pectation of  all  of  us  that  should  con- 


struction begin  on  a  permanent  alter- 
native to  Route  209  those  tolls  would 
terminate  much  before  that. 

Meanwhile,  the  legislation  author- 
izes the  creation  of  a  three-State,  five- 
member  Commission  to  be  called  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  consist- 
ing of  Secretary  Watt.  Transportation 
Secretary  Dole,  and  the  Governors  of 
Pennsylvania.  New  Jersey  and  New 
York.  The  Commission  will  be  estab- 
lished within  15  days  and  within  90 
days  that  Commission  will  report  back 
to  Congress  on  a  permanent  solution 
to  the  Route  209  traffic  problem.  In 
shaping  that  solution  the  Commission 
will  look  very  hard,  not  only  at  the 
best  way  to  clean  up  Route  209.  but 
will  also  explore  the  consequences  of 
truck  bans  on  the  smaller  roads  of  all 
three  States.  Should  the  Commission 
find  that  a  new  through  route  linking 
the  interstate  is  necessary  this  legisla- 
tion provides  the  authority  and  the  fi- 
nancial assistance  necessary  to  build 
that  road.  The  Commission  is  on  a 
tight  schedule.  Its  creation  insures 
that  all  three  States  will  meet  at  high- 
est levels,  something  they  have  never 
done  before,  to  grapple  with  the  Route 
209  problem  head  on.  The  National 
Park  Service,  because  it  has  a  road  to 
manage  and  park  to  run,  has  a  tremen- 
dously vital  stake  in  the  outcome  of 
the  Commission  deliberations  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  residents  of  north- 
eastern Pennsylvania  have  waited  for 
nearly  two  decades  for  a  solution  to 
the  Route  209  dilemma.  Regrettably 
Route  209  has  become  something  for 
which    it   was    never   intended   when 
built— a  link  between  two  major  inter- 
states— Route   80   on   the   south   and 
Route    84    on    the    north.    Winding 
through  both  Pennsylvania  and  New- 
York,  U.S.  Route  209  was  originally 
built  as  a  small  farm  road  to  enable 
trucks  to  get  to  market.  This  was  long 
before   the   advent   of   the   Delaware 
Water  Gap  National  Recreation  Area. 
Because  of  delays  in  completing  the 
Interstate     System     in    northeastern 
Pennsylvania,     especially     delays     in 
completing  Interstate  84,  trucks  from 
the  south  and  west  were  forced  onto 
Route  209  as  the  quick,  easy  way  to 
avoid  New  England.  The  problem  and 
the  resulting  confusion  was  aggravat- 
ed by  the  heavyhanded  presence  of 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  end- 
less turmoil  that  surrounded  the  cre- 
ation of  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  Na- 
tional   Recreation    Area.    Land    was 
being  acquired  to  create  a  park  whose 
overall  design  and  scope  was  still  sub- 
ject to  violent  debate  and  legislative 
challenge.   The   terrible   problems   of 
Route  209  were  caught  up  in  a  wave  of 
redtape    and    bureaucratic   confusion. 
All   the  while   lives  were   threatened 
daily.   Unfortunately,   even  after  the 
completion  of  Route  84  the  trucks  did 
not  leave  Route  209,  staying  in  droves 
until  this  35-foot  highway  was  carry- 
ing 10,000  vehicles  per  day,  3,000  of 


which  were  large  trucks.  Mingled  with 
schoolbuses,  tourists  to  the  park,  and 
resort  goers,  the  traffic  situation 
became  unbearable. 

In  1972,  I  held  a  meeting  in  my 
office  to  try  to  bring  all  the  affected 
parties  together  to  find  a  common 
ground  for  attacking  the  Route  209 
problem.  At  this  time  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  proposed  construction  of 
the  Tocks  Island  Dam  creating  a  37- 
mile  square  lake  in  the  middle  of  the 
park.  This  would  provide  a  possible  so- 
lution to  the  Route  209  problem  since 
the  legislation  authorizing  the  Tocks 
Dam  would  have  to  relocate  Route  209 
over  the  mountain  and  west  of  the 
park.  At  that  meeting  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Pennsylvania,  repre- 
sentative of  local  counties  adjacent  to 
Route  209.  and  the  National  Park 
Service  all  agreed  that  a  relocated 
Route  209  should  be  pursued. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  would  ac- 
quire the  land,  complete  the  design, 
and  complete  the  environmental 
review  for  a  new  four-lane  highway 
linking  the  Interstates  80  with  84 
around  the  western  boundary  of  the 
park.  But  the  authority  to  relocate 
Route  209  contained  in  the  Tocks  Dam 
authorization  allowed  the  corps  to 
construct  two  lanes  only.  The  Com- 
monwealth of  Pennsylvania  would 
then  construct  the  two  outside  lanes 
of  the  four-lane  highway  and  the  nec- 
essary interchanges.  Congress  even 
went  so  far  as  to  provide,  at  my  re- 
quest, an  initial  payment  of  $5  million 
to  begin  the  process. 

Regrettably,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Permsylvania  reneged  on  its  promises, 
a  rejection  based  upon  the  lack  of  con- 
struction funds.  This  rejection  left  us 
with  funds  and  authority  for  a  two- 
lane  highway  around  the  edge  of  the 
park.  However  building  a  two-lane 
highway  around  the  park  was  not  the 
answer.  It  would  not  have  solved  the 
Route  209  traffic  problem.  It  simply 
would  have  moved  it  over  the  moun- 
tain. There  would  be  a  new  two-lane 
road  carrying  too  many  trucks  deposit- 
ing them  23  miles  down  Route  209  at 
the  parks  edge.  Instead  of  solving  the 
problem,  we  were  making  it  worse.  A 
new  course  had  to  be  charted. 

It  was  then  decided  that  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Pennsylvania  would 
deed  Route  209  to  the  National  Park 
Service.  The  Park  Service,  faced  with 
an  unsafe  highway  cutting  through 
the  park,  stipulated  that  they  would 
accept  title  to  the  highway  only  if 
they  could  be  allowed  to  manage  it 
properly  and  if  funds  were  provided 
for  necessary  safety  improvements.  It 
took  2  years  to  secure  a  unanimous  act 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Legislature  to 
achieve  but  the  legislation  passed  and 
was  signed  by  the  Governor. 

One  final  hurdle  remained.  A  com- 
plete truck  ban  in  accordance  with  ex- 
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isting  regulations  would  have  led  to 
the  direct  loss  of  at  least  1.000  verifia- 
ble jobs  in  the  northeastern  regions  of 
the  State.  The  legislation  contained  in 
the  conference  report  gives  the  relief 
necessary  to  allow  those  people  the 
opportunity  to  live  and  work  in  the 
region  near  the  park.  It  is  a  reasonable 
approach  for  the  through-truck  access 
around  the  park  on  the  Interstate 
System  remains  available.  For  the 
local  trucks,  a  reasonable  amount  of 
access  is  guaranteed. 

Throughout  the  entire  debate  over 
what  to  do  with  this  highway,  several 
things  have  become  clear.  First,  that 
this  23-mile  segment  of  road  is  far  too 
small,  far  too  unsafe,  far  too  inad- 
equate to  handle  a  3.000-vehicle 
volume  per  day  load.  It  is  also  appar- 


States  to  come  up  with  a  permanent 
solution.  The  report  includes  the 
House  provision  providing  90  percent 
trust  fund  money  and  another  10  per- 
cent from  general  revenues  to  facili- 
tate construction.  It  is  to  be  hoped 
that  this  will  serve  as  a  further  incen- 
tive to  help  the  three  States  arrive  at 
a  long-term  solution.  I  hope  my 
friends  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  can 
support  this  compromise  and  support 
this  conference  report.* 

Mr.  WRITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time,  and  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the 
conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  conference  report. 

The   question   was   taken;   and   the 


ent  that  seldom  in  the  history  of  this    Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 


Nation  has  there  been  such  confusion 
of  responsibility  as  to  who  should  take 
the  initiative  and  try  to  solve  a  high- 
way problem.  Route  209  has  become 
an  unintended  consequence  of  delays 
in  completion  of  the  interstate  and 
delays  surrounding  the  creation  of  the 
park,  with  big  trucks  and  small  school- 
buses  blending  together  in  a  witch's 
brew  that  threatens  lives.  For  the 
Congress  to  step  in  and  act  to  save 
lives  is  proof  that  the  peoples  branch 
of  Government,  on  welcome  occasions, 
does  overcome  adversity. 

With  the  legislation  herein  Congress 
is  going  fully  and  forcefully  on  record 
that  Route  209  in  northeastern  Penn- 
sylvania is  a  vital  link  in  interstate 
commerce.  The  Congress  has  found 
that  Route  209  as  presently  construct- 
ed constitutes  an  inherent  and  critical 
public  safety  problem  resulting  from 
excessive  interstate  truck  traffic.  The 
Congress  has  further  found  that  such 
unlimited  truck  traffic  seriously  af- 
fects the  public  health  of  and  safety  of 
citizens  in  the  United  States.  The  Con- 
gress has  found  that  such  unlimited 
truck  passage  must  be  limited  in  the 
public  interest  and  under  the  author- 
ity of  its  inherent  power  to  regulate 
commerce  and  such  other  powers  as 
may  be  available  and  in  recognition  of 
the  current  emergency  on  Route  209, 
the  legislation  contained  in  this  bill 
has  been  agreed  upon. 

This  language  is.  in  my  judgment, 
the  way  to  proceed.  It  is  a  compromise. 
Yet  we  did  not  compromise  with  peo- 
ple's lives.  What  we  did  do  was  to  give 
the  impacted  States  the  chance  to 
devise  a  permanent  solution  to  this 
problem.  What  we  did  was  draw  the 
framework  for  that  solution;  90  to  95 
percent  of  these  big  trucks  will  come 
off  Route  209  now.  Those  who  remain 
will  have  access  that  will  alleviate 
their  economic  difficulties.  The  Na- 
tional Park  Service  will  accomplish 
these  goals  through  revisions  in  their 
regulations. 

It  was  the  conferees  clear  intention 
•that  the  availability  of  funding  not  be 
a  barrier  to  the  ability  of  the  three 


the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  257,  nays 
133,  answered  "present  "  1.  not  voting 
42,  as  follows: 

(Roll  No.  288) 
YEAS- 257 


Ackerman 

Akaka 

Albosla 

Andrews  ( NC ) 

Andrews  (TX) 

Barnes 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Berman 

Bevill 

BiagKi 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Britt 

Brooks 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Byron 

Carney 

Carper 

Chappell 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MOi 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conte 

Cooper 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

D' Amours 

Daschle 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

Dickinson 

DIngell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Downey 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 


Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AD 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  (OK) 

English 

Erdreich 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford(TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gllckman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

GradLson 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 


Kastenmeter 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FD 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (FD 

Lipinski 

Uoyd 

Long ( LA ) 

Long(MD) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

Markey 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McNulty 

Mica 


Hammerschmidt  Michel 
Hance  Miller  (CA) 


Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hillis 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Kaptur 


Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Morrison  (CT) 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nowak 

O'Brien 


Oakar 

ObersUr 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Rodino 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Rowland 


Anderson 

Applegate 

Archer 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bart  left 

Bateman 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bilirakis 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Campbell 

Chandler 

Cheney 

Coats 

Conable 

Corcoran 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

Dellums 

DeWinc 

Dorgan 

Dreier 

Emerson 

Erlenborn 

Feighan 

Fields 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Gekas 

Gingrich 

Gocxiling 

Gramm 


Roybal 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Selberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skelton 

Smith  (FD 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Sundquist 

Swift 

NAYS- 133 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnett 

Hertel 

Hiler 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Hubbard 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Jacobs 

Jones  (OK) 

Kasich 

Kindness 

Kramer 

lAgomarsino 

Latta 

Leath 

Lewis  (CA) 

Livingston 

Loeffler 

Lot  I 

Lowery  ( CA ) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McDonald 

McEwen 

Miller  (OH) 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Nielson 

Olin 


Synar 

Tallon 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vento 

Vucanovlch 

Watkins 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whitten 

Willianw(OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young (FL) 

Zablocki 


Oxiey 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Paul 

Petri 

Prilchard 

Pursell 

Ray 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Roth 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schulze 

Sensenbrenner 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Siljander 

Skeen 

Slattery 

Smith.  Denny 

Solomon 

Spence 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Walker 

Weaver 

Weber 

Williams  (MT) 

Wyden 

Zschau 


Addabbo 
Alexander 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Aspin 
Bonior 
Can- 
Chappie 
Conyers 
Crockett 
Dicks 
Dowdy 
Fish 
Flippo 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 1 
Burton  (CA) 
NOT  VOTING— 42 

Molinari 
Montgomery 


Foley 

Forsylhe 

Hall  (OH) 

Hawkins 

Heftel 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NC) 

Jones  (TN) 

Martin  (NC) 

McDade 

McKinney 

Mikulski 


Moody 

Neal 

Ottinger 

Roe 

Solarz 

Vander  Jagt 

Waxman 

Whitehurst 

Whittaker 

Wylie 

Young (AK) 

Young  (MO) 


July  28,  1983 

U  2240 

Messrs.  NIELSON  of  Utah,  WIL- 
LIAMS of  Montana,  HUTTO, 
WYDEN,  and  HERTEL  of  Michigan 
changed  their  votes  from  "yea"  to 
"nay." 

Mr.  GLICKMAN  changed  his  vote 
from  "nay"  to  "yea. " 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 
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EXPLANATION  FOR  MISSED 
VOTES 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
unavoidably  detained  earlier  today, 
and  was  unable  to  cast  my  vote  on 
House  Resolution  267,  relating  to  ac- 
tivities of  the  Committee  on  Standards 
of  Official  Conduct  and  the  vote  on 
the  conference  report  to  H.R.  2973. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "aye"  on  House  Resolution  267, 
and  "aye"  on  the  vote  on  the  confer- 
ence report  to  H.R.  2973,  to  repeal 
withholding  on  interest  and  dividends 
and  the  report  on  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative. 


IRREGULARITIES  IN  PIK 
PROGRAM 

(Mr.  MRAZEK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  front 
page  story  in  today's  Washington  Post 
details  blatant  irregularities  in  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture's  payment-in- 
kind  program,  including  a  $214,000 
windfall  in  free  cotton  for  the  pro- 
gram's administrator,  Everett  G.  (Bud) 
Rank,  Jr. 

The  story  goes  on  to  detail  how 
major  conglomerates  such  as  Tenneco, 
Shell  Oil,  Chevron  USA  and  others 
stand  lo  receive  millions  of  dollars  in 
free  cotton  through  the  PIK  program. 
At  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum,  the 
small  farmer  who  needs  help  most  des- 
perately during  these  hard  times  for 
agriculture  in  our  country  is,  not  sur- 
prisingly, benefiting  the  least  from 
PIK. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  allegations  lend 
strong  support  to  the  notion  that  we 
in  this  body  bought  ourselves  a  pig  in 
a  poke  when  the  House  gave  recent  ap- 
proval to  the  PIK  program.  As  in  the 
case  of  tobacco  subsidies,  and  peanut 
subsidies,  and  a  lot  of  other  programs 
to  benefit  the  few,  we  are  seeing  the 
results  of  this  stupidity  in  Mr.  Rank's 
bulging  coffers. 

At  a  time  of  $200  billion  deficits 
which  threaten  to  choke  off  the  limit- 
ed economic  recovery  we  have  realized 
by  forcing  interest  rates  back  up,  I 
need  not  impress  upon  my  colleagues 
the  overwhelming  necessity  incumbent 
upon  us  to  choose  our  priorities  wisely 


for  the  expenditure  of  Federal  dollars. 
As  in  all  other  spheres,  subsidies  to 
the  truly  needy  among  our  farmers 
can  be  justified  when  net  farm  income, 
adjusted  for  inflation,  has  just  hit  its 
lowest  ebb  since  the  Great  Depression. 
I  would  suggest  that  Bud  Rank  and 
Big  Oil  do  not  qualify  as  truly  needy. 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  could  well  be  that  an 
agonizing  reappraisal  is  in  order  with 
respect  to  the  PIK  program. 

The  following  article  was  submitted 
for  the  Record. 

tFrom  the  Washington  Post.  July  28.  1983] 
Agribusiness  Windfall:  Conglomerates  To 
Reap  Millions  From  PIK 
(By  Ward  Sinclair) 
Fresno.   Calif.— Dozens   of  big  farms   in 
the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  some  owned  by 
such  conglomerates  as  Bangor  Punta.  Ten- 
neco. Chevron  USA,  Shell  Oil  and  Superior 
Oil.  will  receive  millions  of  dollars  worth  of 
free  cotton  through  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's payment-in-kind  (PIK)  program. 

In  Fresno,  Kings,  Kern  and  Tulare  coun- 
ties, nearly  50  farms  will  receive  cotton 
worth  $1  million  or  more  each,  according  to 
Department  of  Agriculture  records  at 
county  offices  of  the  Agriculture  Stabiliza- 
tion and  Conservation  Service.  They  also 
show  that  dozens  of  smaller  farms  in  the 
four  counties  will  receive  free  cotton  worth 
more  than  $500,000  through  the  federal  pro- 
gram. 

Among  the  beneficiaries  is  Everett  G. 
(Bud)  Rank,  Jr..  chief  administrator  of  the 
PIK  program  and  head  of  the  Agriculture 
Department's  Stabilization  and  Conserva- 
tion Service  since  1981.  He  and  four  part- 
ners in  a  Fresno  County  operation,  Cinco 
Farms,  will  receive  1.3  million  pounds  of 
cotton,  worth  slightly  more  than  $1  million, 
in  return  for  idling  their  entire  cotton  base 
of  2,163  acres. 

The  PIK  program  will  give  farmers 
amounts  of  free  cotton,  wheat,  corn  and  rice 
in  return  for  not  planting  all  or  part  of  their 
1983  crop.  It  is  intended  to  reduce  market- 
depressing  surpluses  and  increase  farm 
prices.  Last  year,  net  farm  income,  adjusted 
for  inflation,  hit  its  lowest  mark  since  the 
Depression. 

But  PIK  is  coming  under  increasing  fire  in 
Congress  and  across  the  farm  belt.  Critics, 
charging  that  the  program  is  too  generous, 
estimate  that  it  will  cost  taxpayers  $12  bil- 
lion or  more  and  claim  that  it  undermines 
farm-supply  companies  and  gives  outsized 
benefits  to  big  farmers,  who  in  many  in- 
stances need  help  the  least. 

Rank,  in  a  meeting  with  farmers  here  last 
week,  touched  on  these  issues.  He  said  farm 
program  costs  are  becoming  "kind  of  embar- 
rassing" and  are  "bleeding  the  taxpayer."" 

"Being  from  California,  our  philosophy  is 
for  a  market-oriented  agriculture,"'  Rank 
said.  "We  cant  expect  the  American  taxpay- 
er to  keep  subsidizing  agriculture.  .  .  .  The 
American  taxpayer  at  some  point  is  going  to 
say  "that"s  enough".  .  .  .  We  farmers  bitch 
about  welfare  and  we  all  have  our  hands 
out.  You  have  to  relaize  the  taxpayers  are 
not  going  to  guarantee  your  profit."' 

Willoughby  Houk.  a  rancher  near  the 
community  of  Firebaugh  who  idled  91  acres 
and  stands  to  get  only  98  bales  of  free 
cotton,  said,  "The  rich  just  get  richer  in  this 
program.  They  never  should  have  waived 
that  $50,000  limit  on  federal  paymenfs  to  in- 
dividual farmers."" 

As  PIK  was  being  designed  late  last  year. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  John  R.  Block  in- 


sisted that  the  program  would  not  work 
unless  it  was  open  to  all  farmers.  He  argued 
that  it  would  not  attract  enough  partici- 
pants if  a  congressionally  imposed  limit  of 
$50,000  on  federal  aid  payments  to  individ- 
ual farmers  was  left  in  place. 

The  Agriculture  Department,  which  failed 
to  win  congressional  authorization  for  the 
PIK  with  a  waiver  of  the  payment  limita- 
tion, went  ahead  on  its  own.  Government 
lawyers  reasoned  that  the  $50,000  limit 
would  not  apply  because  farmers  would  be 
given  a  commodity  rather  than  cash. 

That  decision  has  turned  out  to  be  a  boon 
for  many  of  the  country's  largest  grain  and 
cotton  farmers.  In  the  four  major  cotton- 
growing  counties  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 
503,479  acres— two  of  every  five  eligible 
acres— have  been  enrolled  in  the  program. 

In  this  valley,  where  farmers  traditionally 
have  been  harsh  critics  of  federal  agricul- 
tural support  programs,  yet  have  been  quick 
to  take  advantage  of  them,  there  is  an  addi- 
tional dimension  to  benefits  from  Washing- 
ton. 

Federally  subsidized  irrigation  water  avail- 
able to  many  farmers  here  at  a  fraction  of 
its  real  cost  has  contributed  to  extraordi- 
nary cotton  yields  from  a  desert  landscape 
that  otherwise  would  produce  little.  Farm- 
ers from  this  area  mounted  a  major  lobby- 
ing effort  to  persuade  Congress  to  retain 
their  water  subsidies  in  last  year's  revision 
of  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902. 

The  large  PIK  payments  to  the  valley's 
farmers  are  based  on  these  high  yields, 
which  range  between  two  and  three  bales 
per  acre  of  high-demand,  top-quality  cotton, 
compared  with  one  bale  per  acre  for  the 
typical  dry-land  farmer  in  the  South  and 
Southeast. 

They  also  are  getting  another  break  in  the 
PIK  program.  Because  of  the  cost  of  irriga- 
tion water  here,  they  have  been  exempted 
from  the  program's  requirement  to  plant 
their  idled  fields  with  cover  crops  to  prevent 
erosion. 

The  Agriculture  Department  also  is  per- 
mitting farmers  here  to  use  a  "skip-row"" 
cropping  technique  that  will  enhance  yields 
further  by  alternating  planted  strips  of  land 
with  idled  strips,  thus  creating  more  "out- 
side"" rows  that  get  more  full  sunlight.  Some 
farmers  in  the  valley  also  are  being  allowed 
to  plant  grapevines  on  idled  land  if  they 
intend  to  give  up  cotton  as  a  crop. 

Some  of  the  biggest  recipients  of  PIK 
cotton  here  also  cashed  in  handsomely  in 
1979  when  the  federal  government  paid  mil- 
lions of  dollars  in  low-yield  disaster  pay- 
ments to  cotton  farmers  stricken  by  drought 
the  previous  year. 

One  such  operation  is  South  Lake  Farms, 
owned  by  Producers  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  a  sub- 
sidiary of  the  Bangor  Punta  Corp..  a  Con- 
necticut-based conglomerate  that  makes  air- 
planes, boats,  firearms,  sporting  goods  and 
other  industrial  products.  South  Lake 
Farms,  in  Kings  County,  received  $1  million 
in  diaster  aid  in  1979.  This  year  it  will  get  at 
least  4.524.329  pounds  of  PIK  cotton,  worth 
about  $3.6  million,  according  to  the  Govern- 
ment records. 

Producers  Cotton  Oil  Co.  President 
Gerald  Brewer,  who  is  also  president  of  the 
National  Cotton  Council,  refused  to  divulge 
details  of  his  company's  participation  in 
PIK.  although  he  said  that  the  company 
has  farms  "in  two  or  three  counties."  Pro- 
ducers Vice  President  Sid  Cox  refused  to 
identify  the  counties  or  to  name  the  farms, 
then  hang  up  the  telephone. 

South  Lake  is  only  one  of  a  number  of 
conglomerate-owned      farming     operations 
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that  will  benefit  from  the  cotton  portion  of 
PIK 

In  Kern  County.  Belridge  Farms,  an  affili- 
ate of  Shell  Oil.  is  due  to  get  3.1  million 
pounds  of  cotton,  worth  about  $2.5  million, 
plus  37.000  bushels  of  free  Federal  wheat, 
worth  about  $150,000.  through  another  part 
of  the  PIK  program. 

In  Kern  and  Tulare  counties,  farming  sub- 
sidiaries of  Tenneco  West,  an  arm  of  the 
Houston-based  Tenneco  oil  and  gas  multina- 
tional, will  get  slightly  more  than  2  million 
pounds  of  cotton,  with  a  current  resale 
value  of  about  $1.7  million. 

Chevron  USA.  although  not  directly  in- 
volved in  farming,  will  cash  in  on  PIK 
through  its  ownership  of  extensive  agricul- 
tural land  put  in  to  the  program  by  farmers 
who  operate  on  leases. 

At  least  nine  of  these  operations  in  Kern. 
Fresno  and  Kings  counties  will  give  Chev- 
ron more  than  502.000  pounds  of  cotton, 
with  a  value  of  at  least  $401,000.  as  its  share 
from  the  PIK  program.  Chevron  also  stands 
to  get  at  least  2,346  bushels  of  PIK-program 
wheat  from  two  of  its  Kern  lease  operations. 
In  Tulare  County,  the  Superior  Farming 
Co..  a  subsidiary  of  Superior  Oil.  will  get 
222.707  pounds  of  cotton  through  PIK, 
while  the  Standard  Oil  Co..  operator  of  an- 
other farm,  will  receive  43.641  pounds  of 
cotton. 

Farmers  in  Fresno  County,  the  richest  ag- 
ricultural county  in  the  world,  stand  to  get 
73.2  million  pounds  of  PIK  cotton,  with  26 
of  the  growers  receiving  more  than  1  million 
pounds  each.  Many  of  them  are  in  the  West- 
lands  Water  District,  a  600.000-acre  federal- 
ly irrigated  zone  where  farms  of  1.000  acres 
and  more  with  high  yields  are  common. 

Westlands  farmers,  represented  by  a  pha- 
lanx of  Washington  and  California  lawyers, 
lobbied  Congress  to  rewrite  in  1902  reclama- 
tion law  in  ways  that  would  protect  their 
large  holdings  and  their  access  to  the  cheap 
Federal  water. 

Federal  district  and  appellate  courts  had 
held  that  the  1902  law  limiting  an  individual 
to  160  acres  of  federally  irrigated  land  and 
requiring  owners  to  reside  on  the  land,  had 
been  violated  on  a  wholesale  basis  in  West- 
lands.  The  1982  revision  of  the  law  will  in- 
crease water  rates  in  Westlands.  but  it 
wiped  out  the  tight  restrictions  on  farm  size 
and  residency. 

The  biggest  PIK  recipients  from  Fresno 
County  include  Hillside  Farms,  owned  by 
Steven  H.  Hall,  and  El  Dorado  Farms,  oper- 
ated by  Yataro  and  Isamu  Minami.  with 
more  than  4.6  million  pounds  of  cotton 
each.  Harris  Farms,  operated  in  Westlands 
by  John  Harris,  will  get  3.4  million  pounds. 
The  largest  individual  PIK  recipient  in 
the  valley  apparently  will  be  C.  J.  Ritchie 
Farms  in  Tulare  County,  which  is  scheduled 
to  get  4.798.862  pounds  with  a  market  value 
of  $3.8  million. 

Don  Jackson,  who  operates  alone  and  in 
partnerships  on  about  25.000  acres  in  Kings 
and  Tulare  counties,  according  to  govern- 
ment records,  will  get  about  3.5  million 
pounds  of  cotton,  which  could  be  resold 
today  for  more  than  $2.8  million. 

Jackson  said  in  an  interview  that  he  had 
no  qualms  about  accepting  federal  aid  be- 
cause he  felt  that  federal  farm  policies  were 
the  root  of  his  and  other  farmers'  economic 
troubles. 

"They're  helping  us  out  of  something 
they  got  us  into."  Jackson  said.  "It  is  a  sal- 
vation for  farmers  across  the  United  States. 
There  would  be  wholesale  bankruptcies 
without  it  .  .  .  The  government  uses  food  as 
a  big  hammer  over  the  markets.  The  whole 
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concept  of  federal  support  levels  is 
wrong  ...  If  they  kept  their  hands  off.  we 
would  be  okay." 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 
By   unanimous   consent,   permission 

to    revise    and    extend    remarks    was 

granted  to: 
Mr.  Pickle,  in  connection  with  the 

bill   H.R.   2973,   the   Caribbean   Basin 

Initiative. 


SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED 

Joint  resolutions  of  the  Senate  of 
the  following  titles  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and,  under  the 
rule,  referred  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  116.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  4,  1983.  through 
September  10.  1983.  as  'Youth  of  America 
Week  ":  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 

S.J.  Res.  131.  Joint  resolution  designating 
■National  Cystic  Fibrosis  Week":  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to:  accord- 
ingly (at  11  o'clock  and  45  minutes 
p.m.)  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Friday.  July  29,  1983,  at  10 
a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1634.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  (Logistics  and  Communications), 
transmitting  notice  of  the  Air  Force's  deci- 
sion to  convert  to  contractor  performance 
the  mess  attendant  function  at  Loring  Air 
Force  Base.  Maine,  pursuant  to  section 
502(b>  of  Public  Law  96-342;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services. 

1635.  A  letter  from  the  Principal  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Shipbuild- 
ing and  Logistics),  transmitting  notice  of 
the  Navy's  decision  to  convert  to  contractor 
performance  the  food  services  function  at 
the  Naval  Regional  Medical  Center. 
Charleston.  S.C.  pursuant  to  section  502(b) 
of  Public  Law  96-342;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

1636.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Informa- 
tion Security  Oversight  Office.  General 
Services  Administration,  transmitting  an  in- 
formation copy  of  that  Office's  annual 
report  to  the  President  for  fiscal  year  1982; 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Oper- 
ations. 

1637.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General.  Office  of  Legislative  Affairs.  De- 
partment of  Justice,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  amend  certain  provi- 
sions applicable  to  compensation  for  the 
overtime  inspectional  service  of  employees 
of  the  U.S.  Customs  Service  and  Immigra- 
tion and  Naturalization  Service,  and  for 
other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Committees 
on  the  Judiciary  and  Ways  and  Means. 


Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  PERKINS:  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor.  Report  pursuant  to  section 
302(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  (Rept.  No.  98-326).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina:  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries.  H.R. 
1256.  A  bill  to  amend  title  14.  United  States 
Code,  to  provide  for  selective  preappoint- 
ment  travel  to  the  Coast  Guard  Academy 
for  cadet  applicants;  with  amendments 
(Rept.  No.  98-327).  Referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI:  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  H.R.  3409.  A  bill  to  amend 
the  Federal  Supplemental  Compensation 
Act  of  1982  with  respect  to  the  number  of 
weeks  of  benefits  paid  in  any  State;  with  an 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  98-328).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  HAWKINS:  Committee  on  House  Ad- 
ministration. House  Joint  Resolution  297. 
Joint  resolution  providing  for  appointment 
of  Jeannine  Smith  Clark  as  a  citizen  regent 
of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the  Smithsonian 
Institution  (Rept.  No.  98-329).  Referred  to 
the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  HAWKINS;  Committee  on  House  Ad- 
ministration. S.  930.  An  act  to  authorize  the 
Smithsonian  Institution  to  purchase  land  in 
Santa  Cruz  County.  Ariz.  (Rept.  No.  98-330). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  HAWKINS:  Committee  on  House  Ad- 
ministrations. Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 7.  Concurrent  resolution  to  authorize  a 
bust  of  Carl  Hayden  to  be  placed  in  the 
Capitol  (Rept.  No.  98-331).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA:  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture. H.R.  3564.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier  an- 
nouncement of  the  1984  crop  feed  grain  pro- 
gram; with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  98-332). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI:  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  H.R.  3677.  A  bill  to  amend 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  in- 
crease the  cap  amount  allowable  for  reim- 
bursement of  hospices  under  the  medicare 
program  (Rept.  No.  98-333).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BILIRAKIS: 

H.R.  3686.  A  bill  to  provide  benefits  under 
the  survivor  benefit  plan  to  surviving 
spouses  of  certain  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  retired  before  September  21.  1972:  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
By  Mr.  DERRICK: 

H.R.  3687.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  to  prohibit  certain  practices  in 
administering  and  using  polygraph  exami- 
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nations   for   purposes   of   hiring,   demoting, 
promoting,  disciplining,  and  dismissing  em- 
ployees; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California: 
H.R.  3688.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Clayton 
Act  to  limit  the  liability  of  units  of  local 
government  under  the  antitrust  laws;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  KASTENMEIER: 
H.R.  3689.  A  bill  to  eliminate  diversity  of 
citizenship  as  a  basis  of  jurisdiction  of  Fed- 
eral district  courts,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3690.  A  bill  to  modify  diversity  of 
citizenship  as  a  basis  of  jurisdiction  of  Fed- 
eral district  courts:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

H.R.  3691.  A  bill  to  amend  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  to  increase  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy in  diversity  cases  to  $100,000.  and 
to  require  certain  diversity  cases  to  be 
brought  in  State  court;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3692.  A  bill  to  amend  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  to  increase  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy in  diversity  cases  to  $100,000.  and 
to  require  diversity  cases  to  be  first  submit- 
ted to  arbitration;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

H.R.  3693.  A  bill  to  restrict  diversity  of 
citizenship  as  a  basis  of  jurisdiction  of  Fed- 
eral district  courts,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  LIVINGSTON: 
H.R.   3694.   A   bill   to   repeal  the   Boland 
amendment,  relating  to  the  use  of  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  funds  in  Central  Amer- 
ica: to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
By  Mr.  PEASE: 
H.R.  3695.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  require  that 
30  percent  of  the  amounts  granted  for  con- 
struction of  treatment  works  in  a  State  be 
used  in  labor  surplus  areas:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Public  Works  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  DICKS: 
H.R.  3696.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  cer- 
tain hospice  programs  may  provide  nursing 
care   through   arrangements  with   certified 
medicare  providers  in  rural  and  medically 
underserved  regions:  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Ways  and  Means  and  Energy  and 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York  (for 
himself.  Mr.  Mrazek.  Ms.  Ferraro. 
and  Mr.  Solarz): 
H.R.  3697.  A  bill  to  modify  Federal  land 
acquisition  and  disposal  policies  carried  out 
with   respect  to  Fire   Island  National  Sea- 
shore, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  ERLENBORN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  HoRTON): 
H.R.  3698.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  to  require  that  information 
be  made  available  to  Congress;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Operations. 
By  Mr.  FAUNTROY: 
H.R.  3699.  A  bill  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia    Self-Government    and    Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act   to  provide  au- 
tonomy for  the  District  of  Columbia  Gov- 
ernment over  expenditure  of  funds  derived 
from  revenues  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Government:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia. 

H.R.  3700.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol  to  relocate  certain  green- 
house and  nursery  facilities  presently  locat- 
ed at  Poplar  Point,  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  permit  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate 
certain  transportation  improvements;  joint- 


ly, to  the  Committees  on  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia and  House  Administration. 

By  Mr.  STARK: 
H.R.  3701.  A  bill  to  designate  the  main 
channel  for  the  project  for  San  Leandro 
Marina.  California,  as  the  "Jack  D.  Maltes- 
ter  Channel":  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation. 

By    Mr.    WEISS    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Waxman,     Mrs.     Boxer,     and     Mr. 

ROYBAL): 

H.R.  3702.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  funds  for  the 
prevention  and  treatment  of  public  health 
emergencies;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce. 

By  ERDREICH: 
H.R.  3703.  A  bill  to  amend  section  1086(c) 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
for  payment  under  the  CHAMPUS  program 
of  certain  health  care  expenses  incurred  by 
certain  members  and  former  members  of 
the  uniformed  services  and  their  dependents 
to  the  extent  that  such  expenses  are  not 
payable  under  medicare;  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  GREEN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Rangel.  and  Mr.  Weiss): 
H.J.  Res.  333.  Joint  resolution  to  con- 
gratulate the  people  of  the  county  of  New 
York  on  the  occasion  of  the  tricentennial  of 
the  founding  of  the  county  of  New  York;  to 
the  Conmiittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

By  Mr.  FISH  (for  himself.  Mr.  Pepper. 

Mr.  Solomon.  Mrs.  Schroeder.  Mrs. 

Hall  of  Indiana.  Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr. 

McHuGH.  Mr.  Oilman.  Mrs.  Boxer. 

Ms.  Kaptur.  and  Mr.  Garcia): 

H.J.  Res.  334.  Joint  resolution  to  establish 

a   Commission    on    the    Eleanor    Roosevelt 

Centennial;  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  and  Interior 

and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  MOAKLEY: 
H.  Con.  Res.  152.  Concurrent  resolution 
directing  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Securi- 
ty and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  to  immediately  conduct  a  study  and 
report  to  Congress  on  steps  which  can  be 
taken  to  correct  the  benefit  disparity  known 
as  the  notch  problem,  in  order  to  insure  eq- 
uitable and  fair  treatment  for  those  who 
have  based  their  retirement  plans  on  bene- 
fit levels  which  have  existed  for  the  past 
decade;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  STANGELAND: 
H.    Res.    288.    Resolution    abolishing    the 
page  system  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives; to  the  Committee  on  House  Adminis- 
tration. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 
By  Mr.  DYSON: 

H.R.  3704.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Emiliana 
Raqueno;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

By  Mr.  FRANK: 

H.R.  3705.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dennis 
Brutus:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 


H.R.  408:  Mr.  Oilman.  Mr.  Waxman.  Mrs. 
Boxer.  Mr.  Dellums.  and  Mr.  Ford  of  Ten- 
nessee. 
H.R.  433:  Mr.  Gray. 

H.R.  601:  Mr.  Gejdenson.  Mr.  Evans  of 
Iowa.  Mr.  Corrada.  Mr.  Obey.  Mr.  McHugh. 
Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr. 
LiPiNSKi.    Mr.    HoRTON.    Ms.    Oakar.    Mr. 
Owens,   Mr.   Harrison,   Mr.   LaFalce.   Mr. 
BiAGGi.     Mr.     Harkin.     Mr.     Garcia.     Mr. 
Towns.  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Kost- 
MAYER,  Mr.  Rose.  Mr.  Schumer.  Mr.  Yatbon. 
Mr.  Lowry  of  Washington.  Mr.  Dicks.  Mr. 
McCloskey,  and  Mr.  Jacobs. 
H.R.  700:  Mr.  Howard. 
H.R.  1016:  Mr.  Horton.  Mr.  Lagomarsino, 
Mr.  Ottinger.  and  Mrs.  Schneider. 
H.R.  1176:  Mr.  Torres. 
H.R.    1199:    Mr.    Daniel    B.    Crane.    Mr. 
Mrazek.  Mr.  Aspin.  Mr.  Craig.  Mrs.  Boccs. 
Mr.  BoLAND.  Mr.  Brown  of  California.  Mr. 
CoELHO,   Mr.   Donnelly.   Mr.   Fascell.   Mr. 
Hawkins.  Mr.  Loekfler.  Mr.  McHugh.  Mr. 
Mica.  Mr.  Michel.  Mr.  Miller  of  California. 
Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Myers,  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr. 
Obey.  Mr.  Panetta.  Mr.  Roemer.  Mr.  Ros- 
tenkowski.  Mr.  Savage.  Mr.  Shannon.  Mr. 
Simon.  Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Brooks,  and  Mr. 
Early. 
H.R.  1263:  Mr.  Forsythe. 
H.R.  1376:  Mr.  Martin  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Pritchard.  Mr.  Rahall.  and  Mr.  Weiss. 
H.R.  1415:  Mr.  Duncan. 
H.R.   2036:   Mr.   Ratchford.  Mrs.   Boxer. 
Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Mrazek. 
Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Corrada.  and  Ms.  Ferraro. 
H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Albosta.  Mr.  Sikorski.  Mr. 
Oberstar.  and  Mr.  Gaydos. 

H.R.    2097:    Mr.    Nielson    of    Utah.    Mr. 
Hansen  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Wortley.  Mr.  Bonior 
of  Michigan,  Mr.  Fish.  Mr.  Levin  of  Michi- 
gan. Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  McCurdy.  Mr.  Rangel. 
Mr.  Bethune.  Mr.  Conable.  Mr.  Hartnett. 
Mr.  Oilman.  Mr.  Bilirakis.  Mr.  Porter.  Mr. 
Packard,  and  Mr.  Broyhill. 
H.R.  2145:  Mr.  Britt  and  Mr.  Swift. 
H.R.  2169:  Mrs.  Collins  and  Mrs.  John- 
son. 
H.R.  2176:  Mr.  Jeffords. 
H.R.  2191:  Mrs.  Collins.  Mr.  DeWine.  Mr. 
Gejdenson.  and  Mr.  Rahall. 
H.R.  2351:  Mr.  Stark  and  Mr.  Roybal. 
H.R.  2382:  Mr.  Luken.  Mr.  Sisisky.  Mr.  St 
Germain.  Mr.  Siljander.  Mr.  Nowak.  Mr. 
Olin.  Mr.  Forsythe.  and  Mr.  Wortley. 

H.R.  2440:  Mr.  Corcoran.  Mr.  Edwards  of 
Oklahoma.  Mr.  Goodlinc.  and  Mr.  Pritch- 
ard. 
H.R.  2702:  Mr.  Bedell  and  Mr.  McKinney. 
H.R.  2711:  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr.  Campbell. 
Mr.  Oilman,  Mr.  Pashayan.  Mr.  Staggers, 
and  Mr.  Wolpe. 

H.R.  2715:  Mr.  Puqua.  Mr.  Levin  of  Michi- 
gan, and  Mr.  Vandergriff. 

H.R.   2817:   Mr.   Harrison.   Mr.  Shuster. 
and  Mr.  Murphy. 

H.R.  2837:  Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Badham. 
and  Mr.  Daschle. 
H.R.  2887:  Mr.  Stump. 
H.R.  3031:  Mr.  Kramer  and  Mr.  McNolty. 
H.R.  3072:  Mr.  Mitchell. 
H.R.  3091:  Mr.  Frenzel.  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr. 
Kemp.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Winn.  Mr.  McEwen. 
Mr.   McDonald.  Mr.  Dreier  of  California. 
Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Wortley.  Mr.  Roe.  Mr. 
Sensenbrenner.  Mr.  Florio.  Mr.  Wolf,  and 
Mr.  Lagomarsino. 
H.R.  3105:  Ms.  Ferraro. 
H.R.  3139:  Mrs.  Collins. 
H.R.  3254:  Mr.  Howard.  Mr.  Conyers.  Mr. 
Sunia.  Mr.  Gray.  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Seiber- 
LiNG.  and  Ms.  Ferraro. 

H.R.  3255:  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Carney.  Mr. 
Sunia.  Mr.  McKernan.  Mr.  Franklin.  Mrs. 
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BoGGS.  Mr.  Swift.  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Long  of 
Louisiana.    Mr.    Britt.    Mr.    Bfvill,    Mr. 
Frank.  Mr.  Sisisky.  and  Ms.  Kaptur. 
H.R.  3277:  Mr.  Ottincer  and  Mr.  Cough- 

LIN. 

H.R.  3314:  Mr.  Guarini.  Mr.  Morrison  of 
Connecticut,  and  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.R.  3321:  Mr.  Feichan.  Mr.  Coleman  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Kostmayer.  Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr. 
Downey  of  New  York.  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr. 
Ratchford.  Mr.  Albosta.  Mr.  Carr.  Ms.  Mi- 
kulski.  Mr.  LaFalce,  Mr.  Patterson.  Mr. 
Kastenmeier.  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Stark.  Mr.  Coelho.  Mr.  Bedeh..  Mr. 
Matsui.  Mr.  ScHEUER.  Mr.  Roybal.  Mr.  Long 
of  Maryland.  Ms.  Oakar.  Mrs.  Smith  of  Ne- 
braska. Mr.  DwYER  of  New  Jersey.  Mrs. 
Burton  of  California.  Mr.  Moakley.  Mr.  Ot- 
tinger.  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr. 
Schumer.  Mr.  Nelson  of  Florida.  Mr.  Ire- 
land. Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Whitley. 
Mr.  Skelton.  Mr.  Rose.  Mr.  Howard.  Mr. 
Thomas  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Hefner.  Mr.  Ray. 
Mr.  VoLKMER.  Mr.  Foclietta.  Mr.  Dellums. 
Mr.  Torres.  Mr.  Gore.  Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr. 
Sisisky.  Mr.  Gray.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michi- 
gan. Mr.  Fowler.  Mrs.  Schroeder.  Mr.  Mav- 
ROULES.  Mr.  AuCoiN.  Mr.  Barnard.  Mrs. 
Holt.  Mr.  Carper.  Mr.  Patman.  Mr.  Kazen. 
Mr.  MiNisH.  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Hawkins.  Mr. 
Markey.  Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr. 
Brooks.  Mr.  Brown  of  California.  Mr.  Neal. 
Mr.  St  Germain.  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr.  Shannon. 
Mr.  Pease.  Mr.  Crockett.  Mr.  Smith  of 
Iowa.  Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr.  Mrazek. 
Mr.  Guarini.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  Sharp.  Mr. 
Beilenson.  Mr.  Jones  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  An- 
thony. Mr.  Pickle.  Mr.  Jones  of  North 
Carolina.  Mr.  Eckart.  Ms.  Ferraro.  Mr. 
Early.  Mr.  Staggers.  Mr.  Ortiz.  Mr.  Ben- 
nett. Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Glickman.  Mr.  Kildee. 
Mr.  Gonzalez.  Mr.  Young  of  Florida,  and 
Mr.  Gejdenson. 

H.R.  3344:  Mr.  Stump.  Mr.  McDonald,  and 
Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R.  3352:  Mr.  Gekas.  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr. 
Roe.  and  Mr.  Goodling. 

H.R.  3405:  Mr.  Edwards  of  California. 

H.R.  3419:  Mr.  Sensenbrenner  and  Mr. 
Richardson. 

H.R.  3420:  Mr.  Nielson  of  Utah.  Mr. 
Daub.  Mr.  Glickman.  Mr.  AuCoin.  Mr. 
Badham.  Mr.  Vandergriff.  Mr.  Dreier  of 
California.  Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Roemer.  Mrs. 
Lloyd.  Mr.  Simon,  and  Mr.  Weiss. 

H.R.  3491:  Mr.  Lagomarsino.  Mr.  Tauke. 
Mr.  Bateman.  Mr.  Bilirakis.  Mr.  Oxley. 
Mr.  Solomon.  Mr.  DeWine.  and  Mrs.  Boxer. 

H.R.  3512:  Mr.  Moody. 

H.R.  3545:  Mr.  Gunderson  and  Mr.  Denny 
Smith. 

H.R.  3626:  Mr  Archer. 

H.R.  3643:  Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr. 
Thomas  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Staggers.  Mr.  Bou- 
cher. Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Roth.  Mr.  Tauke.  Mr. 
Wise,  and  Mr.  Spence. 

H.R.  3678:  Mr.  Rowland. 

H.J.  Res.  71:  Mr.  McEwen  and  Mrs. 
Schneider. 

H.J.  Res.  103:  Mr.  Flippo.  Mr.  Ford  of 
Tennessee.  Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Hubbard,  and 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana. 

H.J.  Res.  205:  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.J.  Res.  218:  Mr  Green. 

H.J.  Res.  240:  Mr.  Dellums.  Mr  Downey 
of  New  York.  Mr.  Edwards  of  California. 
Mr.  Gray.  Mr.  Leland.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr. 
Fazio.  Mr.  Won  Pat.  Mr.  Savage.  Mr. 
Garcia.  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr.  Hawkins.  Mr. 
Howard.  Mr.  Lundine.  Mr.  Weaver.  Mr. 
Levin  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Carper.  Mr.  Ratch- 
ford. Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  Borski.  Mr.  Morrison 
of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  Lowry  of 
Washington,  and  Mr.  Markey. 


H.J.  Res.  241:  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Won  Pa-/. 
Mr.  Savage.  Mr.  Garcia.  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr. 
Hawkins.  Mr.  Howard.  Mr.  Lundine.  Mr. 
Weaver.  Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Carper. 
Mr.  Ratchford.  Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  Borski.  Mr. 
Morrison  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr. 
Lowry  of  Washington,  and  Mr.  Markey. 

H.J.  Res.  307:  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan. 
Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Chandler.  Mr.  Clincer. 
Mr.  CoNYERs.  Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Fauntroy. 
Mr.  Hammerschmidt,  Mr.  Hughes.  Ms. 
Kaptur.  Mr.  Kastenmeier.  Mr.  Kemp.  Mr. 
Lantos.  Mr.  McEwen.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr. 
Rahall.  Mr.  ScHEUER.  Mr.  Shumway.  Mr. 
Skelton.  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Stenholm. 
Mr.  Tallon.  Mr.  Wilson.  Mr.  Wirth.  Mr. 
Ackerman.  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  Akaka.  Mr. 
Andrews  of  Texas.  Mr.  Alexander.  Mr.  An- 
NUNZio.  Mr.  Bateman.  Mr.  Boland.  Mr. 
Frank.  Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho. 
Mr.  Hatcher.  Mr.  Hightower.  Mr.  Jeffords, 
Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Jones  of  North 
Carolina.  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr.  Lent.  Mr.  Luken. 
Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Rodino. 
Mr.  Rowland.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  Savage.  Mrs. 
Schroeder.  Mr.  Siljander.  Mr.  Stokes.  Mr. 
Swift,  and  Mr.  Weber. 

H.J.  Res.  311:  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr.  Conte. 
Mr.  Edwards  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Jenkins. 
Mr.  Pickle,  and  Mr.  Wylie. 

H.  Con.  Res.  112:  Mr.  Markey. 

H.  Con.  Res.  136:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana. 
Mr.  Solomon.  Mr.  Shumway.  Mrs.  Martin 
of  Illinois.  Mr.  Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Simon, 
Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Sawyer.  Mr.  Gradison.  Mr. 
Hopkins.  Mr.  Dorgan.  and  Mr.  Madigan. 

H.  Res.  46.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Kost- 
mayer. Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr. 
Savage,  Ms.  Oakar.  Mr.  Downey  of  New 
York.  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Guarini.  Mr.  Bates.  Mr. 
Brown  of  California,  Mr.  Bedell,  Mr. 
Bosco.  Mr.  Yates,  and  Mrs.  Kennelly. 

H.  Res.  139:  Mr.  Torricelli  and  Mr. 
McKinney. 

H.  Res.  171:  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Annunzio. 
Mr.  AsPiN.  Mr.  Bates.  Mr.  Beilenson.  Mr. 
Berman.  Mr.  DwYER  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Fazio.  Mr.  Feighan.  Ms.  Ferraro.  Mr.  Fish. 
Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Forsythe.  Mr. 
Frank.  Mr.  Green.  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana. 
Mr.  Howard.  Mrs.  Johnson.  Mr.  Kasich. 
Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr.  Leland.  Mr.  Lehman  of 
California.  Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Levine  of  California.  Mr.  Lipinski.  Mr. 
LowERY  of  California.  Mr.  Lungren.  Mr. 
McGrath.  Mr.  McKinney.  Mr.  Markey.  Mr. 
Moakley.  Ms.  Oakar.  Mr.  Parris.  Mr.  Pat- 
terson. Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Rodino.  Mr.  Roe. 
Mrs.  Schneider.  Mr.  Scheuer.  Mr.  Schumer. 
Mr.  Torres.  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr.  Traxler. 
Mr.  Vandergriff.  Mr.  Weiss,  and  Mr.  Yates. 

H.  Res.  190:  Mr.  Coughlin. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows; 

H.R. 2780 
By  Mr.  LEVITAS: 
—Page  2.  beginning  on  line  18.  strike  out  all 
of  section  4  through  line  22  and  redesignate 
the    succeeding    sections    (and    references 
thereto)  accordingly. 


H.R.  2867 
By  Mr.  EDGAR: 
—On  page  59.  after  line  4  add  the  following 
new  section: 

NATIONAL  ground  WATER  COMMISSION 

Sec.  26.  (a)  Establishment —There  is  es- 
tablished a  commission  to  be  known  as  the 
National  Ground  Water  Commission  (here- 


inafter in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "Com- 
mission"). 

(b)  Duties  of  Commission.— The  duties  of 
the  Commission  are  to: 

(1)  Assess  generally  the  amount,  location, 
and  quality  of  the  Nation's  ground  water  re- 
sources. 

(2)  Identify  generally  the  sources,  extent, 
and  types  of  ground  water  contamination. 

(3)  Assess  the  scope  and  nature  of  the  re- 
lationship between  ground  water  contami- 
nation and  ground  water  withdrawal  and  de- 
velop projections  of  available,  usable  ground 
water  in  future  years  on  a  nationwide  basis. 

(4)  Assess  the  relationship  between  sur- 
face water  pollution  and  ground  water  pol- 
lution. 

(5)  Assess  the  need  for  a  policy  to  protect 
ground  water  from  degradation  caused  by 
contamination. 

(6)  Assess  generally  the  extent  of  over- 
drafting  of  ground  water  resources,  and  the 
adequacy  of  existing  mechanisms  for  pre- 
venting such  overdrafting. 

(7)  Assess  generally  the  engineering  and 
technological  capability  to  recharge 
aquifers. 

(8)  Assess  the  adequacy  of  the  present  un- 
derstanding of  ground  water  recharge  zones 
and  sole  source  aquifers  and  assess  the  ade- 
quacy of  knowledge  regarding  the  interrela- 
tionship of  designated  aquifers  and  re- 
charge zones. 

(9)  Assess  the  role  of  land-use  patterns  as 
these  relate  to  protecting  ground  water 
from  contamination. 

(10)  Assess  methods  for  remedial  abate- 
ment of  ground  water  contamination  as  well 
as  the  costs  and  benefits  of  cleaning  up  pol- 
luted ground  water  and  compare  cleanup 
costs  to  the  costs  of  substitute  water  supply 
methods. 

(11)  Investigate  policies  and  actions  taken 
by  foreign  governments  to  protect  ground 
water  from  contamination. 

( 12)  Assess  the  use  and  effectiveness  of  ex- 
isting interstate  compacts  to  address  ground 
water  protection  from  contamination. 

(13)  Analyze  existing  legal  rights  and  rem- 
edies regarding  contamination  of  ground 
water. 

1 14)  Assess  the  adequacy  of  existing  .stand- 
ards for  ground  water  quality  under  State 
and  Federal  law. 

(15)  Assess  monitoring  methodologies  of 
the  States  and  the  Federal  Government  to 
achieve  the  level  of  protection  of  the  re- 
source as  required  by  State  and  Federal  law. 

(16)  Assess  the  relationship  between 
ground  water  flow  systems  (and  associated 
recharge  areas)  and  the  control  of  sources 
of  contamination. 

(17)  Assess  the  role  of  underground  injec- 
tion practices  as  a  means  of  disposing  of 
waste  fluids  while  protecting  ground  water 
from  contamination. 

(18)  Assess  methods  for  abatement  and 
containment  of  ground  water  contamination 
and  for  aquifer  restoration  including  the 
costs  and  benefits  of  alternatives  to  abate- 
ment and  containment. 

(19)  Assess  State  and  Federal  ground 
water  law  and  mechanisms  with  which  to 
manage  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
ground  water  resource. 

(20)  Assess  the  adequacy  of  existing 
ground  water  research  and  determine  future 
ground  water  research  needs. 

(21)  Assess  the  roles  of  State,  local,  and 
Federal  Governments  in  managing  ground 
water  quality  and  quantity. 

(c)  Membership.— (1)  The  Commission 
shall  be  composed  of  seventeen  members  as 
follows: 


(A)  Pour  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
from  among  the  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  two  of  whom  shall  be 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  and  two  of  whom  shall 
be  members  of  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce; 

(B)  Four  appointed  by  the  majority  leader 
of  the  United  States  Senate  from  among  the 
Members  of  the  United  States  Senate: 

(C)  Eight  appointed  by  the  President  as 
follows: 

(i)  Pour  from  among  a  list  of  nominations 
submitted  to  the  President  by  the  National 
Governors  Association,  two  of  whom  shall 
be  representatives  of  ground  water  appro- 
priation States  and  two  of  whom  shall  be 
representatives  of  ground  water  riparian 
States: 

(ii)  One  from  among  a  list  of  nominations 
submitted  to  the  President  by  the  National 
League  of  Cities: 

(iii)  One  from  among  a  list  of  nominations 
submitted  to  the  President  by  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences; 

(iv)  One  from  among  a  list  of  nominations 
submitted  to  the  President  by  groups,  orga- 
nizations, or  associations  of  industries  the 
activities  of  which  may  affect  ground  water: 
and 

(V)  One  from  among  a  list  of  nominations 
submitted  to  the  President  from  groups,  or- 
ganizations, or  associations  of  citizens  which 
are  representative  of  persons  concerned 
with  pollution  and  environmental  issues  and 
which  have  participated,  at  the  State  or 
Federal  level,  in  studies,  administrative  pro- 
ceedings, or  litigation  (or  any  combination 
thereof)  relating  to  ground  water;  and 

(vi)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Technol- 
ogy Assessment. 

A  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  be  filed 
in  the  manner  in  which  the  original  ap- 
pointment was  made.  Appointments  may  be 
made  under  this  subsection  without  regard 
to  section  5311(b)  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code.  Not  more  than  two  of  the  four  mem- 
bers appointed  under  subparagraph  (A)  and 
not  more  than  two  of  the  four  members  ap- 
pointed under  subparagraph  (B)  may  be  of 
the  same  political  party.  No  member  ap- 
pointed under  paragraph  (C)  may  be  an  of- 
ficer or  employee  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

(2)  If  any  member  of  the  Commission  who 
was  appointed  to  the  Commission  as  a 
Member  of  the  Congress  leaves  that  office, 
or  if  any  member  of  the  Commission  who 
was  appointed  from  persons  who  are  not  of- 
ficers or  employees  of  any  government  be- 
comes an  officer  or  employee  of  a  govern- 
ment, he  may  continue  as  a  member  of  the 
Commission  for  not  longer  than  the  ninety- 
day  period  beginning  on  the  date  he  leaves 
that  office  or  becomes  such  an  officer  or 
employee,  as  the  case  may  be. 

(3)  Members  shall  be  appointed  for  the 
life  of  the  Commission. 

(4)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(2).  members  of  the  Commission  shall  each 
be  entitled  (subject  to  appropriations  pro- 
vided in  advance)  to  receive  the  daily  equiv- 
alent of  the  maximum  annual  rate  of  basic 
pay  in  effect  for  grade  GS-18  of  the  Gener- 
al Schedule  for  each  day  (including  travel 
time)  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the 
actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission.  While  away  from  their  homes 
or  regular  places  of  business  in  the  perform- 
ance of  services  for  the  Commission,  mem- 
bers of  the  Commission  shall  be  allowed 
travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu 
of  subsistence,  in  the  same  manner  as  per- 


sons employed  intermittently  in  Govern- 
ment service  are  allowed  expenses  under 
section  5703  of  title  5  of  the  United  States 
Code. 

(5)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are 
Members  of  the  Congress  shall  receive  no 
additional  pay.  allowances,  or  benefits  by 
reason  of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

(6)  Five  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  but  two  may  hold  hear- 
ings. 

(7)  The  Chairman  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  among  mem- 
bers appointed  under  paragraph  (1)(A)  of 
this  subsection  and  the  Vice  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
majority  leader  of  the  Senate  from  among 
members  appointed  under  paragraph  (2)(B) 
of  this  subsection.  The  Chairman  and  the 
Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission  shall 
serve  for  the  life  of  the  Commission  unless 
they  cease  to  be  members  of  the  Commis- 
sion before  the  termination  of  the  Commis- 
sion. 

(8)  The  Commission  shall  meet  at  the  call 
of  the  Chairman  or  a  majority  of  its  mem- 
bers. 

(d)  Director  and  Staff  of  Commission; 
Experts  and  Consultants.— (1 )  The  Com- 
mission shall  have  a  Director  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  Chairman,  without  regard 
to  section  5311(b)  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

(2)  The  Chairman  may  appoint  and  fix 
the  pay  of  such  additional  personnel  as  the 
Chairman  considers  appropriate. 

(3)  With  the  approval  of  the  Commission, 
the  Chairman  may  procure  temporary  and 
intermittent  services  under  section  3109(b) 
of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code. 

(4)  The  Commission  shall  request,  and  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Director  of  the 
Geological  Survey  are  each  authorized  to 
detail,  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  any  of  the 
personnel  of  their  respective  agencies  to  the 
Commission  to  assist  it  in  carrying  out  its 
duties  under  this  section.  Upon  request  of 
the  Commission,  the  head  of  any  other  Fed- 
eral agency  is  authorized  to  detail,  on  a  re- 
imbursable basis,  any  of  the  personnel  of 
such  agency  to  the  Commission  to  assist  it 
in  carrying  out  its  duties  under  this  section. 

(e)  Powers  of  Commission.— (1)  The  Com- 
mission may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  this  section,  hold  such  hearings,  sit  and 
act  at  such  times  and  places,  take  such  testi- 
mony, and  receive  such  evidence,  as  the 
Commission  considers  appropriate. 

(2)  Any  member  or  agent  of  the  Commis- 
sion may.  if  so  authorized  by  the  Commis- 
sion, take  any  action  which  the  Commission 
is  authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

(3)  The  Commission  may  use  the  United 
States  mails  in  the  same  manner  and  under 
the  same  conditions  as  other  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  United  States. 

(4)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services 
shall  provide  to  the  Commission  on  a  reim- 
bursable basis  such  administrative  support 
services  as  the  Commission  may  request. 

(5)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly 
from  any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  information  necessary  to 
enable  it  to  carry  out  this  section.  Upon  re- 
quest of  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission, 
the  head  of  such  department  or  agency 
shall  furnish  such  information  to  the  Com- 
mission. 

(f)  Report.— (1)  The  Commission  shall 
transmit  to  the  President  and  to  each  House 
of  the  Congress  a  report  not  later  than  Oc- 
tober 30,  1985.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
detailed  statement  of  the  findings  and  con- 


clusions of  the  Commission  with  respect  to 
each  item  listed  in  subsection  (b),  together 
with  its  recommendations  for  such  legisla- 
tion; and  administrative  actions,  as  it  consid- 
ers appropriate. 

(2)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  the  en-  ■ 
actment  of  this  Act,  the  Commission  shall 
complete  a  preliminary  study  concerning 
ground  water  contamination  from  hazard- 
ous and  other  solid  waste  and  submit  to  the 
President  and  to  the  Congress  a  report  con- 
taining the  findings  and  conclusions  of  such 
preliminary  study.  The  study  shall  be  con- 
tinued thereafter,  and  final  findings  and 
conclusions  shall  be  incorporated  as  a  sepa- 
rate chapter  in  the  report  required  under 
paragraph  (1).  The  preliminary  study  shall 
include  an  analysis  of  the  extent  of  ground 
water  contamination  caused  by  hazardous 
and  other  solid  waste,  the  regions  and  major 
water  supplies  most  significantly  affected 
by  such  contamination,  and  any  recommen- 
dations of  the  Commission  for  preventive  or 
remedial  measures  to  protect  human  health 
and  the  environment  from  the  effects  of 
such  contamination. 

(g)  Termination.— The  Commission  shall 
cease  to  exist  on  January  1.  1986. 

(h)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  fiscal  years  1983  through  1985  not  to 
exceed  $7,000,000  to  carry  out  this  section. 

By  Mr.  FROST: 
—Page  21,  line  15,  after  "as  a  fuel."  insert: 
"Aft(!r  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsec- 
tion and  until  standards  are  promulgated 
and  in  effect  under  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  no  fuel  which  contains  any  haz- 
ardous waste  identified  or  listed  under  sec- 
tion 3001  may  be  burned  in  any  cement  kiln 
which  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of 
any  incorporated  municipality  with  a  popu- 
lation greater  than  500.000  (based  on  the 
most  recent  census  statistics)  unless  such 
kiln  fully  complies  with  the  regulations  (as 
in  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  subsection)  under  this  subtitle  which 
are  applicable  to  incinerators.  Any  person 
who  knowingly  violates  the  prohibition  con- 
tained in  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  violated  section 
3008(d)(2).". 

By  Ms.  MIKULSKI: 
—Page  30.  after  line  25.  insert: 

export  of  hazardous  waste 
Sec  11.  (a)  Export.— Subtitle  C  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  the  following  new  section  at 
the  end  thereof: 

"EXPORT  OF  hazardous  WASTE 

"Sec  3004.  (a)  General.— Beginning 
twenty-four  months  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control  and 
Enforcement  Act  of  1983.  no  person  may 
export  any  hazardous  waste  identified  or 
listed  under  section  3001  unless— 

"(1)  such  person  has  provided  the  notifica- 
tion required  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec- 
tion, 

"(2)  the  receiving  country  has  consented 
to  accept  such  hazardous  waste,  and 

"(3)  a  copy  of  the  receiving  country's  writ- 
ten consent  is  attached  to  the  manifest  ac- 
companying each  waste  shipment. 

"(b)  Regulations.— Not  later  than  12 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  Enforcement  Act 
of  1983.  the  Administrator  shall  promulgate 
the  regulations  necessary  to  implement  this 
section. 

"(c)  Notification.— Any  person  who  in- 
tends to  export  a  hazardous  waste  identified 
or  listed  under  section  3001  after  the  date 
beginning  twelve  months  after  the  date  of 
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enactment  of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control 
Enforcement  Act  of  1983.  shall,  before  such 
hazardous  waste  is  scheduled  to  leave  the 
United  States,  provide  notification  to  the 
Administrator.  Such  notification  shall  con- 
tain the  following  information— 

(1)  the  name  and  address  of  the  exporter; 

■•(2)  the  types  and  estimated  quantities  of 
hazardous  waste  to  be  exported; 

•(3)  the  estimated  frequency  or  rate  at 
which  such  waste  is  to  l)e  exported,  and  the 
period  of  time  over  which  such  waste  is  to 
be  exported; 

■•(4)  the  ports  of  entry; 

"(5)  a  description  of  the  manner  in  which 
such  hazardous  waste  will  l)e  transported  to 
and  treated,  stored,  or  disposed  in  the  re- 
ceiving country;  and 

■(6)  the  name  and  address  of  the  ultimate 
treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  facility. 

■•(d)  Procedures  for  Requesting  Consent 
OF  THE  Receiving  Country. —Within  30  days 
of  the  Administrator's  receipt  of  a  complete 
notification  under  this  section,  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator, shall— 

•■(1)  forward  a  copy  of  the  notification  to 
the  government  of  the  receiving  country; 

■■(2)  advise  the  government  that  United 
States  law  prohibits  the  export  of  hazard- 
ous waste  unless  the  receiving  country  con- 
sents to  accept  the  hazardous  waste; 

••(3)  request  the  government  to  provide 
the  Secretary  with  a  written  consent  or  ob- 
jection to  the  terms  of  the  notification;  and 

"(4)  forward  to  the  receiving  country  a  de- 
scription of  the  Federal  regulations  which 
would  apply  to  the  treatment,  storage,  and 
disposal  of  the  hazardous  waste  in  the 
United  States. 

"(e)  Conveyance  of  Written  Consent  to 
Exporter.— Within  30  days  of  receipt  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  receiving  country's 
written  consent  or  objection  (or  any  subse- 
quent communication  withdrawing  a  prior 
consent  or  objection),  the  Administrator 
shall  forward  such  a  consent,  objection,  or 
other  communication  to  the  exporter. 

"(f)  International  Agreements.— Where 
there  exists  an  international  agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  receiving 
country  establishing  notice  and  export  pro- 
cedures for  the  transportation,  treatment, 
storage,  and  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes, 
only  the  requirements  of  subsection  (g) 
shall  apply. 

"(g)  Reports.— After  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control  En- 
forcement Act  of  1983.  any  person  who  ex- 
ports siny  hazardous  waste  identified  or 
listed  under  this  subtitle  shall  file  with  the 
Administrator  no  later  than  March  1  of 
each  year,  a  report  summarizing  the  types, 
quantities,  frequency,  and  ultimate  destina- 
tion of  all  such  hazardous  waste  exported 
during  the  previous  calendar  year. 

"(h)  Other  Standards.— Nothing  in  this 
section  shall  preclude  the  Administrator 
from  establishing  other  standards  for  the 
export  of  hazardous  wastes  under  section 
3002  or  section  3003  of  this  subtitle .". 

(b)  Penalties— Section  3008(d)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph 
at  the  end  thereof: 

"(6)  knowingly  exports  a  hazardous  w:iste 
identified  or  listed  under  section  3001  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  receiving  country;". 

CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS. 

Page  39.  line  12.  strike  out  'or". 
Page  39,  line  18,  insert    or". 


H.R.  2957 
By  Mr.  PATMAN: 
—Strike  title  III  of  H.R.  2957. 


By  Mr.  ST  GERMAIN: 
-Page  18.  after  line  13.  insert  the  following: 

PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

Sec  301.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  <22  use.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

'PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  THE 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

"Sec  46.  (a)  In  order  to  help  assure  that 
the  resources  provided  under  section  40  are 
used  to  support  pro-growth  policies  which 
will  help  establish  the  economic  conditions 
necessary  for  greater  financial  and  ex- 
change rate  stability,  it  is  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  work  for  adoption 
of  policies  in  the  Fund,  both  within  the 
framework  of  Article  IV  consultations  and 
with  respect  to  the  conditions  associated 
with  Fund-supported  balance  of  payments 
adjustments  programs,  that— 

"(1)  promote  sustained  noninflationary 
economic  growth,  monetary  stability,  and 
higher  levels  of  productive  employment; 

"(2)  support  the  evolution  of  broadly 
based,  nondiscriminatory,  low-rate  tax  sys- 
tems which  will  encourage  private  sector 
savings  and  provide  incentives  for  produc- 
tive employment,  investment,  and  private 
sector  growth; 

••(3)  encourage  the  establishment  of  sound 
monetary  and  fiscal  policies  which  limit  gov- 
ernment preemption  of  real  and  financial 
resources  and  which  are  conducive  to  sus- 
tainable economic  recovery  and  growth,  full 
employment,  and  price  and  exchange  rate 
stability; 

••(4)  discourage  government  regulation 
and  government  allocation  of  real  and  fi- 
nancial resources; 

(5)  encourage  international  capital  flows 
and  investment  by  providing  a  predictable 
economic  and  legal  climate  based  on  sancti- 
ty of  contracts  with,  and  property  rights  of. 
foreign  investors; 

"(6)  ensure  that  policies  adopted  by  third 
world  countries  pursuant  to  their  borrowing 
from  the  Fund  are  fair  and  equitable  to  all 
strate  of  their  economy  and  society;  and 

(7)  would  allow  prices  to  better  reflect 
underlying  market  forces. 

"(b)  In  negotiating  with  third  world  coun- 
tries, the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  shall  work  through  the  Fund 
for  policies  which  assist  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families  to  maintain  and  increase 
their  level  and  standard  of  living,  and  which 
provide  for  and  foster  the  creation  of  demo- 
cratic institutions. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  also  instruct  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  to  propose  and  work  for  the  adoption 
of  policies  by  the  Fund  that  would  strength- 
en efforts  to  promote  conditions  contribut- 
ing to  greater  stability  of  exchange  rates. 
Among  other  steps,  the  United  States  Exec- 
utive Director  of  the  Fund  shall  propose 
that— 

"(1)  Fund-approving  economic  adjustment 
programs  seek  to  promote  greater  exchange 
rate  stability  by  supporting  policies  which 
would  reduce  the  need  for  abrupt  or  damag- 
ing exchange  rate  changes; 

"(2)  as  part  of  the  Article  IV  consultation 
process,  the  Fund  review  the  efforts  of  each 
Fund  member  to  collaliorate  with  the  Fund 
to  promote  stable  exchange  rates.  If  as  a 
result  of  such  review,  it  is  determined  by  the 
Fund  that  a  member  is  not  pursuing  policies 
which  promote  a  stable  system  of  exchange 
rates,  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  en- 


courage the  adoption  of  policy  changes  to 
better  promote  greater  economic,  price  and 
exchange  rate  stability. 

•(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  the 
United  States  Governor  of  the  Fund,  shall 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  a  semi-annual  basis  concerning  the 
above  directives  to  the  United  States  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Fund.". 

Page  18.  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  19.  line  3.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(A)  by  striking  out  decision  of  January  5. 
1962.  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •decisions 
of  January  5.  1962.  and  February  24.  1983. 
as  amended  in  accordance  with  their 
terms,  ";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "not  to  exceed 
$2,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time. " 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  4.250.000.000 
Special  Drawing  Rights,  limited  to  such 
amounts  as  are  appropriated  in  advance  in 
appropriation  Acts,  except  that  prior  to  ac- 
tivation the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
certify  that  supplementary  resources  are 
needed  to  forestall  or  cope  with  an  impair- 
ment of  the  international  monetary  system 
and  that  the  Fund  has  fully  explored  other 
means  of  funding.": 

(2)  in  section  17(b).  by  striking  out 
•"$2,000,000,000.  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of 4.250.000.000  Special  Drawing  Rights, 
except  that  prior  to  activation  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  certify  that  supple- 
mentary resources  are  needed  to  forestall  or 
cope  with  an  impairment  of  the  internation- 
al monetary  system  and  that  the  Fund  has 
fully  explored  other  means  of  funding,"; 

Page  19,  line  16.  insert  (a) "  after  'Sec. 
40". 

Page  19.  after  line  20.  insert  the  following: 

"(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consult  with  the  Chairman  and  the  Banking 
Minority  Member  of— 

••(1)  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  any  appropriate  sul>committee  of 
each  such  committee;  and 

"(2)  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate,  and  any  appropriate 
subcommittee  of  each  such  committee,  for 
purposes  of  discussing  the  position  of  the 
executive  branch  and  the  views  of  the  Con- 
gress with  respect  to  any  international  ne- 
gotiations being  held  to  consider  any  future 
quota  increase  for  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  which  may  involve  an  increased 
contribution,  subscription,  or  loan  by  the 
United  States.  Such  consultation  shall  be 
made  (A)  not  later  than  30  days  before  the 
initiation  of  such  international  negotiations. 
(B)  during  the  period  in  which  such  negotia- 
tions are  t)eing  held,  in  a  frequent  and 
timely  manner,  and  (C)  before  a  session  of 
such  negotiations  is  held  at  which  the 
United  States  representatives  may  agree  to 
such  quota  increase." 

Page  25.  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  27.  line  5.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

•'Sec.  307.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following; 
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••SU^AINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

•Sec.  47.  (a)(1)  The  President  shall  in- 
struct the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  other  appropriate 
Federal  officials,  including  the  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  to  use  all  appropriate  means 
to  encourage  countries  to  formulate  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  to  deal  with 
their  balance  of  payment  difficulties  and  ex- 
ternal debt  owed  to  private  banks. 

"(2)  Such  economic  adjustment  programs 
should  be  designed  to  safeguard,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  international  eco- 
nomic growth,  world  trade,  employment, 
and  the  long-term  solvency  of  banks,  and  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  civil  disturbances 
in  countries  needing  economic  adjustment 
programs. 

■•<b)  To  ensure  the  effectiveness  of  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  supported  by 
Fund  resources— 

"(l)  the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  shall 
work  for  changes  in  Fund  guidelines,  poli- 
cies, and  decisions  which  would— 

"(A)  convert  short-term  bank  debt  which 
was  made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long- 
term  debt  at  lower  rates  of  interest; 

•■(B)  assure  that  the  annual  external  debt 
service,  which  shall  include  principal,  inter- 
est. poinU.  fees,  and  other  charges  required 
of  the  country  involved,  is  a  manageable 
and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
annual  export  earnings  of  such  country;  and 
"(C)  provide  that  in  approving  any  eco- 
nomic adjustment  program  the  Fund  shall 
take  into  account  the  number  of  countries 
applying  to  the  Fund  for  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  and  the  aggregate  effects 
that  such  programs  will  have  on  interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

••(2)<A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  oppose  and  vote 
against  providing  assistance  from  the  Fund 
for  any  economic  adjustment  program  for  a 
country  in  which  the  annual  external  debt 
service  exceeds  85  percent  of  the  annual 
export  earnings  of  such  country  unless  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
F\ind  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Pi- 
nance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

••(i)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
converts  short-term  bank  debt  which  was 
made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long-term 
debt  at  lower  rates  of  interests; 

"(ii)  the  annual  external  debt  service  re- 
quired of  the  country  involved  is  a  manage- 
able and  prudent  percentage  of  the  project- 
ed annual  export  earnings  of  such  country; 
and 

■•(iii)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
will  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports, and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

"(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Fi- 


nance, and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

"(i)  an  emergency  exists  in  a  nation  that 
has  applied  to  the  fund  for  assistance  that 
requires  an  immediate  short-term  loan  to 
avoid  disrupting  orderly  financial  markets; 

••(ii)  a  sudden  decrease  in  export  earnings 
in  the  country  applying  to  the  fund  for  as- 
sistance has  increased  the  ratio  of  annual 
external  debt  service  to  annual  export  earn- 
ings, to  greater  than  85  percent  for  a  period 
projected  to  be  no  more  than  one  year;  or 

"(iii)  other  extraordinary  circumstances 
exist  which  warrant  waiving  the  provisions 
of  subparagraph  (A). 

■•'O  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  include  in  each  of  its  annual  re- 
ports to  the  Congress  copies  of  the  analyses 
and  any  written  documentation  prepared  by 
the  United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (2)(A)  or 
(2)(B)  of  subsection  (b)  and  a  statement  de- 
tailing the  actions  and  progress  made  in  car- 
rying out  the  requirements  of  subsections 
(a)  and  (b).". 


PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

•'Sec  48.  (a)(1)  The  cornerstone  of  a 
healthy  world  economy  and  international 
trading  and  financial  system  is  a  growing 
domestic  economy  in  the  United  States  with 
price  stability  and  low  interest  rates. 

■•(2)  Sustained  noninflationary  economic 
growth  in  the  United  States,  full  employ- 
ment in  United  States  basic  industries,  and 
a  robust  economy  are  essential  to  avoiding 
the  imposition  of  protectionist  barriers  that 
would  inhibit  the  free  flow  of  trade  and  un- 
dermine the  economic  and  financial  stabili- 
ty of  countries  using  the  Fund. 

■•(3)  Provision  of  adequate  credit  at  afford- 
able rates  of  interest  to  the  United  States 
economy  by  the  United  States  banking 
system  is  essential  to  promoting  a  growing 
domestic  economy. 

••(b)  To  that  end.  and  especially  to  provide 
working  capital  to  promote  the  expansion  of 
domestic  industries,  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies,  as  defined  in  section  402 
of  the  International  Lending  Supervision 
Act  of  1983,  are  directed  to  develop  regula- 
tions to  implement  subsections  (c)  through 
(f)  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section. 

"(c)  This  section  shall  apply  to  all  banking 
institutions  which  have  foreign  loans  which 
are  excessive.  A  banking  institutions  loans 
shall  be  considered  excessive  if  the  aggre- 
gate of  such  loans  to  public  and  private 
sector  borrowers  in  a  foreign  country  de- 
scribed in  section  404  of  such  Act  exceeded 
such  banking  institution's  primary  capital 
on  June  30.  1983,  or  on  any  date  thereafter 
until  January  1,  1986. 

••(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsections 
(e)  and  (f),  from  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  until  January  1,  1986,  no 
banking  institution  having  excessive  loans 
under  subsection  (c)  shall  make  any  new 
loans  to  foreign  countries  described  in  sec- 
tion 404  of  such  Act  if  such  loans  shall 
cause  the  growth  rate  of  such  banking  insti- 
tution's aggregate  loans  to  all  such  foreign 
countries  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  growth 
rate  of  such  banking  institutions  aggregate 
loans  to  all  such  foreign  countries  during 
the  period  of  January  1.  1980.  through  June 
30,  1982. 


••(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  banking  institutions  may  honor 
binding  commitments,  which  were  effective 
before  July  30,  1983.  to  lend  in  such  coun- 
tries. 

••(e)(1)  Any  banking  institution  having  ex- 
cessive loans  under  subsection  (c)  may 
exceed  the  limits  set  forth  in  subsection  (d) 
if  the  annual  rate  of  growth  of  such  bank- 
ing institution's  domestic  lending  exceeds 
the  limit  so  specified. 

••(2)  In  such  cases,  the  rate  of  growth  of 
aggregate  loans  to  all  foreign  countries  de- 
scribed in  section  404  of  such  Act  shall  not 
exceed  the  rate  of  growth  of  domestic  lend- 
ing. 

•(f)  This  section  shall  not  be  enforced  if— 
"(1)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  find  that  such  en- 
forcement would  adversely  affect  the  do- 
mestic economy;  or 

••(2)  the  President  determines  that  en- 
forcement of  this  section  would  be  detri- 
mental to  the  national  interest. ". 

PROHIBITION  OF  FRONT  END  FEES 

Sec.  309.  (a)  In  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  debtor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fee  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring  unless  it 
amortizes  such  fee  over  the  effective  life  of 
each  such  loan. 

(b)  The  requirement  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section.  Each  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 


OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOUTS  OF  BANKS 

Sec.  310.  The  Bretton  Wood  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

••OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOUTS  OF  BANKS 

•Sec  49.  Except  as  provided  in  section  47 
(a  section  entitled  Sustaining  Economic 
Growth),  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  F^ind— 

••(1)  to  oppose  and  vote  against  any  Fund 
drawing  by  a  member  country  where,  in  his 
judgment,  the  Fund  resources  would  be 
drawn  principally  for  the  purpose  of  repay- 
ing loans  which  have  been  imprudently 
made  by  banking  institutions  to  the  member 
country;  and 

"(2)  to  work  to  insure  that  the  Fund  en- 
courages borrowing  countries  and  banking 
institutions  to  negotiate,  where  appropriate, 
a  rescheduling  of  debt  which  is  consistent 
with  safe  and  sound  banking  practices  and 
the  country's  ability  to  pay.". 

FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

SEC.  311.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•'FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

"Sec  50.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  United  States  Trade  Repre- 
sentative, initiate  discussions  with  other 
countries  regarding  the  economic  disloca- 
tions which  result  from  structural  exchange 
rate  imbalances. 

"(b)  Not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  shall  transmit  a  report 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
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mittee  on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs of  the  House  of  Representatives  re- 
garding proposals  to  reform  the  floating  ex- 
change rate  system.  Such  report  shall  con- 
tain such  recommendations  for  legislative  or 
administrative  actions  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  considers  advisable.". 

SURPLUS  COMMODITIES  REPORT 

Sec.  312.  (a)  Section  4(b)  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  Agreement  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286b)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (5)— 

(A)  by  inserting  •(A)"  after  "(S)";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•■(B)  Beginning  180  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  and  at  in- 
tervals of  180  days  thereafter  for  the  next 
three  years,  the  Council  shall  prepare  and 
transmit  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  listing  all  applications  which 
have  been  filed  during  the  preceding  180 
days  with  the  Fund  for  project  assistance 
which  would  establish  or  enhance  the  ca- 
pacity of  any  country  to  produce  a  commod- 
ity for  export,  if— 

•■(i)  such  commodity  is  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  or  is  likely  to  be  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  at  the  time  the  resulting  productive 
capacity  is  expected  to  become  operative: 
and 

■(ii)  such  project  assistance  will  cause  sub- 
stantial injury  to  the  United  States  produc- 
ers of  the  same,  similar,  or  competing  com- 
modity.": and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "(8)  The  general  policy  objectives 
for  the  guidance  of  the  United  States  Exec- 
utive Director  of  the  Fund  shall  take  into 
account  the  effect  that  country  adjustment 
programs  have  upon  individual  industry  sec- 
tors and  international  commodity  markets— 

■(A)  to  minimize  projected  adverse  im- 
pacts: and 

•■(B)  to  avoid,  wherever  possible,  govern- 
ment subsidization  of  production  and  ex- 
ports of  international  commodities  without 
regard  to  economic  conditions  in  the  mar- 
kets for  such  commodities. '. 

HUMAN  NEEDS  REPORT 

Sec  313.  Section  33  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreement  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286s)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•(d)  Not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  transmit  a 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Finance,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
specifying  the  actions  which  have  been 
taken  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion.". 

NON-PROLIFERATION  OF  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

Sec.  314.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■NON-PROLIFERATION  OF  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

•Sec.  51.  The  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  consider,  if  appro- 
priate, in  carrying  out  his  duties,  whether  a 
recipient  country  has  detonated  a  nuclear 
device,  whether  the  country  is  not  a  State 
Party  to  the  Treaty  on  Non-Proliferation  of 
Nuclear  Weapons,  and  whether  the  country 
is  not  a  State  Party  to  the  Treaty  Banning 
Nuclear  Weapon  Tests  in  the  Atmosphere, 
in  Outer  Space,  and  Under  Water.". 

By  Mr.  WYLIE: 
—Page  18.  after  line  13.  insert  the  following: 


PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

Sec  301.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  THE 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

"Sec  46.  (a)  In  order  to  help  assure  that 
the  resources  provided  under  section  40  are 
used  to  support  progrowth  policies  which 
will  help  establish  the  economic  conditions 
necessary  for  greater  financial  and  ex- 
change rate  stability,  it  is  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  work  for  adoption 
of  policies  in  the  Fund,  both  within  the 
framework  of  Article  IV  consultations  and 
with  respect  to  the  conditions  associated 
with  Fund-supported  balance  of  payments 
adjustments  programs,  that— 

••(1)  promote  sustained  noninflationary 
economic  growth,  monetary  stability,  and 
higher  levels  of  productive  employment; 

••(2)  support  the  evolution  of  broadly 
based,  nondiscriminatory,  low-rate  tax  sys- 
tems which  will  encourage  private  sector 
savings  and  provide  incentives  for  produc- 
tive employment,  investment,  and  private 
sector  growth: 

■•(3)  encourage  the  establishment  of  sound 
monetary  and  fiscal  policies  which  limit  gov- 
ernment preemption  of  real  and  financial 
resources  and  which  are  conducive  to  sus- 
tainable economic  recovery  and  growth,  full 
employment,  and  price  and  exchange  rate 
stability; 

■•(4)  discourage  government  regulation 
and  government  allocation  of  real  and  fi- 
nancial resources: 

■•(5)  encourage  international  capital  flows 
and  investment  by  providing  a  predictable 
economic  and  legal  climate  based  on  sancti- 
ty of  contracts  with,  and  property  rights  of. 
foreign  investors; 

••(6)  ensure  that  policies  adopted  by  third 
world  countries  pursuant  to  their  borrowing 
from  the  fund  are  fair  and  equitable  to  all 
strata  of  their  economy  and  society;  and 

••(7)  would  allow  prices  to  better  reflect 
underlying  market  forces. 

"(b)  In  negotiating  with  third  world  coun- 
tries, the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  shall  work  through  the  Fund 
for  policies  which  assist  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families  to  maintain  and  increase 
their  level  and  standard  of  living,  ajid  which 
provide  for  and  foster  the  creation  of  demo- 
cratic institutions, 

••(c)  The  Secretary  shall  also  instruct  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  to  propose  and  work  for  the  adoption 
of  policies  by  the  Fund  that  would  strength- 
en efforts  to  promote  conditions  contribut- 
ing to  greater  stability  of  exchange  rates. 
Among  other  steps,  the  United  States  Exec- 
utive Director  of  the  Fund  shall  propose 
that— 

••(1)  Fund-approved  economic  adjustment 
programs  seek  to  promote  greater  exchange 
rate  stability  by  supporting  policies  which 
would  reduce  the  need  for  abrupt  or  damag- 
ing exchange  rate  changes; 

•■(2)  as  part  of  the  Article  IV  consultation 
process,  the  Fund  review  the  efforts  of  each 
Fund  memlier  to  collaborate  with  the  Fund 
to  promote  stable  exchange  rates.  If  as  a 
result  of  such  review,  it  is  determined  by  the 
Fund  that  a  member  is  not  pursuing  policies 
which  promote  a  stable  system  of  exchange 
rates,  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  en- 
courage the  adoption  of  policy  changes  to 
letter  promote  greater  economic,  price  and 
exchange  rate  stability. 


■•(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  the 
United  States  Governor  of  the  Fund,  shall 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking.  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  a  semi-annual  basis  concerning  the 
above  directives  to  the  United  States  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Fund.". 

Page  18.  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  19,  line  3,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(A)  by  striking  out  •decision  of  January  5, 
1962,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •decisions 
of  January  5,  1962,  and  February  24,  1983, 
as  amended  in  accordance  with  their 
terms,":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  not  to  exceed 
$2,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time, " 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '•in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  4.250.000.000 
Special  Drawing  Rights,  limited  to  such 
amounts  as  are  appropriated  in  advance  in 
appropriation  Acts,  except  that  prior  to  ac- 
tivation the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
certify  that  supplementary  resources  are 
needed  to  forestall  or  cope  with  an  impair- 
ment of  the  international  monetary  system 
and  that  the  Fund  has  fully  explored  other 
means  of  funding."; 

(2)  in  section  17(b).  by  striking  out 
•■$2,000,000,000."  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "4,250,000,000  Special  Drawing  Rights, 
except  that  prior  to  activation  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  certify  that  supple- 
mentary resources  are  needed  to  forestall  or 
cope  with  an  impairment  of  the  internation- 
al monetary  system  and  that  the  Fund  has 
fully  explored  other  means  of  funding,"; 

Page  19,  line  16,  insert  (a)"  after  "Sec. 
40.'. 

Page  19.  after  line  20.  insert  tne  following: 

••(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consult  with  the  Chairman  and  the  Ranking 
Minority  Member  of — 

••(I)  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Hou.se  of  Representa- 
tives, and  any  appropriate  subcommittee  of 
each  such  committee;  and 

••(2)  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate,  and  any  appropriate 
subcommittee  of  each  such  committee,  for 
purposes  of  discussing  the  position  of  the 
executive  branch  and  the  views  of  the  Con- 
gress with  respect  to  any  international  ne- 
gotiations being  held  to  consider  any  future 
quota  increase  for  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  which  may  involve  an  increased 
contribution,  subscription,  or  loan  by  the 
United  States.  Such  consultation  shall  be 
made  (A)  not  later  than  30  days  before  the 
initiation  of  such  international  negotiations. 
(B)  during  the  period  in  which  such  negotia- 
tions are  being  held,  in  a  frequent  and 
timely  manner,  and  (C)  before  a  session  of 
such  negotiations  is  held  at  which  the 
United  States  representative  may  agree  to 
such  quota  increase. 

Page  25,  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  27.  line  5.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

•Sec  307.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

•Sec  47.  (a)(1)  The  President  shall  in- 
struct the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  other  appropriate 


Federal  officials,  including  the  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  to  use  all  appropriate  means 
to  encourage  countries  to  formulate  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  to  deal  with 
their  balance  of  payment  difficulties  and  ex- 
ternal debt  owed  to  private  banks. 

••(2)  Such  economic  adjustment  programs 
should  be  designed  to  safeguard,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  international  eco- 
nomic growth,  world  trade,  employment, 
and  the  long-term  solvency  of  banks,  and  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  civil  disturbances 
in  countries  needing  economic  adjustment 
programs. 

••(b)  To  ensure  the  effectiveness  of  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  supported  by 
Fund  resources— 

■•(1)  the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  shall 
work  for  changes  in  Fund  guidelines,  poli- 
cies, and  decisions  which  would— 

"(A)  convert  short-term  bank  debt  which 
was  made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long- 
term  debt  at  lower  rates  of  interest; 

"(B)  assure  that  the  annual  external  debt 
service,  which  shall  include  principal,  inter- 
est, points  fees,  and  other  charges  required 
of  the  country  involved,  is  a  manageable 
and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
annual  export  earnings  of  such  country;  and 

••(C)  provide  that  in  approving  any  eco- 
nomic adjustment  program  the  Fund  shall 
take  into  account  the  number  of  countries 
applying  to  the  Fund  for  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  and  the  aggregate  effects 
that  such  programs  will  have  on  interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

••(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  oppose  and  vote 
against  providing  assistance  from  the  F\ind 
for  any  economic  adjustment  program  for  a 
country  in  which  the  annual  external  debt 
service  exceeds  85  percent  of  the  annual 
export  earnings  of  such  country  unless  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives— 

••(i)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
converts  short-term  bank  debt  which  was 
made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long-term 
debt  at  low  rates  of  interest; 

••(ii)  the  annual  external  debt  service  re- 
quired of  the  country  involved  is  a  managea- 
ble and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
annual  export  earnings  of  such  country;  and 

'•(iii)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
will  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports, and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

•'(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Fi- 
nance, and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

"(i)  an  emergency  exists  in  a  nation  that 
has  applied  to  the  Fund  for  assistance  that 
requires  an  immediate  short-term  loan  to 
avoid  disrupting  orderly  financial  markets; 


"(ii)  a  sudden  decrease  in  export  earnings 
in  the  country  applying  to  the  Fund  for  as- 
sistance has  increased  the  ratio  of  annual 
external  debt  service  to  annual  export  earn- 
ings, to  greater  than  85  percent  for  a  period 
projected  to  be  no  more  than  one  year;  or 

"(iii)  other  extraordinary  circumstances 
exist  which  warrant  waiving  the  provisions 
of  subparagraph  (A). 

"(c)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  include  in  each  of  its  annual  re- 
ports to  the  Congress  copies  of  the  analyses 
and  any  written  documentation  prepared  by 
the  United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (2)(A)  or 
(2 KB)  of  subsection  (b)  and  a  statement  de- 
tailing the  actions  and  progress  made  in  car- 
rying out  the  requirements  of  subsections 
(a)and(b).". 

PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

'Sec  48.  (a)(1)  The  cornerstone  of  a 
healthy  world  economy  and  international 
trading  and  financial  system  is  a  growing 
domestic  economy  in  the  United  States  with 
price  stability  and  low  interest  rates. 

••(2)  Sustained  noninflationary  economic 
growth  in  the  United  States,  full  employ- 
ment in  United  States  basic  industries,  and 
a  robust  economy  are  essential  to  avoiding 
the  imposition  of  protectionist  barriers  that 
would  inhibit  the  free  flow  of  trade  and  un- 
dermine the  economic  and  financial  stabili- 
ty of  countries  using  the  Fund. 

"(3)  Provision  of  adequate  credit  at  afford- 
able rates  of  interest  to  the  United  States 
economy  by  the  United  States  banking 
system  is  essential  to  promoting  a  growing 
domestic  economy. 

"(b)  To  that  end.  and  especially  to  provide 
working  capital  to  promote  the  expansion  of 
domestic  industries,  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies,  as  defined  in  section  402 
of  the  International  Lending  Supervision 
Act  of  1983.  are  directed  to  develop  regula- 
tions to  implement  subsections  (c)  through 
(f)  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section. 

"(c)  This  section  shall  apply  to  all  banking 
Institutions  which  have  foreign  loans  which 
are  excessive.  A  banking  institution's  loans 
shall  be  considered  excessive  if  the  aggre- 
gate of  such  loans  to  public  and  private 
sector  borrowers  in  a  foreign  country  de- 
scribed in  section  404  of  such  Act  exceeded 
such  banking  institution's  primary  capital 
on  June  30,  1983.  or  on  any  date  thereafter 
until  January  1,  1986. 

"(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsections 
(e)  and  (f),  from  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  until  January  1.  1986.  no 
banking  institution  having  excessive  loans 
under  subsection  (c)  shall  make  any  new- 
loans  to  foreign  countries  described  in  sec- 
tion 404  of  such  Act  if  such  loans  shall 
cause  the  growth  rate  of  such  banking  insti- 
tution's aggregate  loans  to  all  such  foreign 
countries  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  growth 
rate  of  such  banking  institution's  aggregate 
loans  to  all  such  foreign  countries  during 
the  period  of  January  1,  1980,  through  June 
30.  1982. 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  banking  institutions  may  honor 
binding  commitments,  which  were  effective 
before  July  30,  1983.  to  lend  in  such  coun- 
tries. 


"(e)(1)  Any  banking  institution  having  ex- 
cessive loans  under  subsection  (c)  may 
exceed  the  limits  set  forth  in  subsection  (d) 
if  the  annual  rate  of  growth  of  such  bank- 
ing institution's  domestic  lending  exceeds 
the  limit  so  specified. 

■■(2)  In  such  cases,  the  rate  of  growth  of 
aggregate  loans  to  all  foreign  countries  de- 
scribed in  section  404  of  such  Act  shall  not 
exceed  the  rate  of  growth  of  domestic  lend- 
ing. 

"(f)  This  section  shall  not  be  enforced  if— 

"(1)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  find  that  such  en- 
forcement would  adversely  affect  the  do- 
mestic economy:  or 

"(2)  the  President  determines  that  en- 
forcement of  this  section  would  be  detri- 
mental to  the  national  interest.". 

PROHIBITION  OF  FRONT  END  FEES 

Sec.  309.  (a)  In  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  debtor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fee  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring  unless  it 
amortizes  such  fee  over  the  effective  life  of 
each  such  loan. 

(b)  The  requirement  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section.  Each  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOUTS  OF  BANKS 

Sec  310.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

••OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOUTS  OF  BANKS 

••Sec  49.  Except  as  provided  in  section  47 
(a  section  entitled  Sustaining  Economic 
Growth),  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund— 

••(1)  to  oppose  and  vote  against  any  Fund 
drawing  by  a  member  country  where,  in  his 
judgment,  the  Fund  resources  would  be 
drawn  principally  for  the  purpose  of  repay- 
ing loans  which  have  been  imprudently 
made  by  banking  institutions  to  the  member 
country;  and 

•(2)  to  work  to  insure  that  the  fund  en- 
courages borrowing  countries  and  banking 
institutions  to  negotiate,  where  appropriate, 
a  rescheduling  of  debt  which  is  consistent 
with  safe  and  sound  banking  practices  and 
the  country's  ability  to  pay.  ". 

FLOATING  exchange  RATES 

Sec  311.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

"Sec  50.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  United  States  Trade  Repre- 
sentative, initiate  discussions  with  other 
countries  regarding  the  economic  disloca- 
tions which  result  from  structural  exchange 
rate  imbalances. 

"(b)  Not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  shall  transmit  a  report 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs of  the  House  of  Representatives  re- 
garding proposals  to  reform  the  floating  ex- 
change rate  system.  Such  report  shall  con- 
tain such  recommendations  for  legislative  or 
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administrative  actions  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  considers  advisable.". 

SURPLUS  COMMODITIES  REPORT 

Sec.  312.  (a)  Section  4(b)  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  Agreement  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286b)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (5)— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(S)":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•■<B)  Beginning  180  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  and  at  in- 
tervals of  180  days  thereafter  for  the  next 
three  years,  the  Council  shall  prepare  and 
transmit  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  listing  all  applications  which 
have  been  filed  during  the  preceding  180 
days  with  the  Fund  for  project  assistance 
which  would  establish  or  enhance  the  ca- 
pacity of  any  country  to  produce  a  commod- 
ity for  export,  if— 

■•(i)  such  commodity  is  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  or  is  likely  to  be  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  at  the  time  the  resulting  productive 
capacity  is  expected  to  tjecome  operative: 
and 


■(ii)  such  project  assistance  will  cause  sub- 
stantial injury  to  the  United  States  produc- 
ers of  the  same,  similar,  or  competing  com- 
modity.": and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(8)  The  general  policy  objectives  for  the 
guidance  of  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  take  into  account 
the  effect  that  country  adjustment  pro- 
grams have  upon  individual  industry  sectors 
and  international  commodity  markets— 

"(A)  to  minimize  projected  adverse  im- 
pacts: and 

•(B)  to  avoid,  wherever  possible,  govern- 
ment sut>sidi2^tion  of  production  and  ex- 
ports of  international  commodities  without 
regard  to  economic  conditions  in  the  mar- 
kets for  such  commodities.". 

HUMAN  NEEDS  REPORT 

Sec.  313.  Section  33  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreement  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286s)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•(d)  Not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  transmit  a 


report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Finance,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
specifying  the  actions  which  have  been 
taken  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion.". 

non-proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons 
Sec.  314.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"non-proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons 
Sec  51.  The  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  consider,  if  appro- 
priate, in  carrying  out  his  duties,  whether  a 
recipient  country  has  detonated  a  nuclear 
device,  whether  the  country  is  not  a  State 
Party  to  the  Treaty  on  Non-Proliferation  of 
Nuclear  Weapons,  and  whether  the  country 
is  not  a  State  Party  to  the  Treaty  Banning 
Nuclear  Weapon  Tests  in  the  Atmosphere, 
in  Outer  Space,  and  Under  Water.". 
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HON.  NICHOLAS  MAVROULES 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Speaker, 
judfeing  from  the  deluge  of  press  re- 
leases of  the  past  2  months,  the  ad- 
ministration would  have  us  believe 
that  our  economy  is  undergoing  the 
greatest  surge  of  prosperity  of  the 
present  century.  While  it  is  true  that 
some  economic  signals  have  turned  for 
the  better,  the  optimistic  forecasts  we 
hear  from  the  administration  do  not 
tell  the  whole  story.  When  taken  at  a 
second  glance,  the  simple  facts  about 
the  economic  recovery  hold  much 
more  behind  their  rosy  surface. 

To  start  with,  the  recovery  must  be 
taken  in  its  proper  perspective.  In  Jan- 
uary 1981,  Reaganomics  plunged  the 
economy  into  the  most  severe  crisis 
since  the  Great  Depression.  Since 
then,  our  Nation  has  struggled  to 
regain  the  billions  of  dollars  of  output 
lost  as  a  result  of  these  disastrous  poli- 
cies. Moreover,  the  pace  of  the  recov- 
ery has  been  slow  from  a  historical 
context.  Martin  Feldstein  himself  has 
confessed  that  this  year's  growth  in 
GNP  has  been  33  percent  below  the 
average  of  the  last  seven  recoveries. 
Considering  the  poor  performance  of 
other  factors  such  as  unemployment, 
budget  deficits,  and  business  failures 
during  1981-82,  expectations  about  the 
recovery  are  doubtful  at  best. 

However  the  validity  of  the  so-called 
recovery  lies  not  so  much  in  where  we 
are  coming  from  as  in  where  we  are 
heading.  The  true  implications  of  the 
Reagan  economic  policies  can  best  be 
shown  through  careful  analysis  of 
some  of  our  Nation's  vital  economic 
signs.  As  I  will  prove,  these  signs  show 
virtually  no  promise  for  a  strong,  sus- 
tained recovery. 

Certainly  the  root  of  the  problem 
lies  in  the  basic  Reagan  economic  pro- 
gram. In  his  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1984,  for  instance,  the  President  clear- 
ly made  known  his  priorities.  Defense 
expenditures  would  grow  by  14  per- 
cent while  a  number  of  programs 
would  be  cut  drastically:  education  by 
8  percent,  job  training  funds  by  18  per- 
cent, environmental  expenditures  by 
21  percent,  and  medicaid  by  3  percent. 
The  amount  of  low-income  housing 
units  being  built  would  be  reduced  by 
more  than  half  and  rents  would  be 
raised  for  3.5  million  low-income  fami- 
lies and  elderly.  In  addition,  localities 


would  be  affected  by  the  scheduled  46 
percent  reduction  of  block  grants  for 
community  development  by  1986. 
Granted,  Congress  must  tighten  its  fi- 
nancial belt,  but  such  a  lopsided  distri- 
bution of  cuts  places  an  unfair  and  un- 
warranted burden  on  certain  members 
of  society. 

The  question  of  equity  arises  in  the 
distribution  of  benefits  as  well.  The 
President's  3-year  tax  cut  serves  as  a 
perfect  example.  In  the  midst  of  the 
Kemp-Roth  tax  debate  of  1981,  OMB 
Director    David    Stockman    admitted 
that  "the  Kemp-Roth  was  always  a 
Trojan  horse  to  bring  down  the  top 
rate."  As  many  economic  experts  could 
foresee.  Stockman  was  right.  The  tax 
cut,   though   justified   by   the   trickle 
down  theory,  was  in  reality  a  deceptive 
Republic  ploy  designed  to  conceal  ben- 
efits to  the  rich.  As  evidence  of  this, 
the  Joint  Congressional  Committee  on 
Taxation    has    determined    that    the 
wealthiest  5  percent  of  the  taxpayers 
will  derive   35   percent  of  the  plan's 
benefits  over  the  next  3  years.  Put  an- 
other way,  those  with  income  below 
$10,000  will  lose  more  than  $20  billion 
while  those  with  incomes  over  $80,000 
will   save    $64    billion.    Can    such    an 
uneven  tax  cut  be  deemed  fair  to  all 
citizens?  Must  the  middle  and  lower 
classes  be  forced  to  accept  the  worst  in 
both  services  and  tax  benefits? 

The  President's  combination  of  large 
tax  cuts,  uncontrollable  defense  spend- 
ing, and  cuts  in  domestic  services  have 
created  an  even  greater  economic  mon- 
ster: the  budget  deficit.  In  1981,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  stated: 

This  administration  is  committed  to  a  bal- 
anced budget,  and  we  will  fight  to  the  last 
blow  to  achieve  it  ...  we  will  not  sit  on  our 
hands  and  watch  helplessly  as  the  deficit 
swells  and  swells. 

Evidently,  the  President  could  not 
have  been  serious  about  his  commit- 
ment. 

Currently,  budget  deficits  of  at  least 
$200  billion  are  proj^^-ted  through 
1985.  Taken  cumulatively,  this  means 
that  the  national  debt  during  the 
Reagan  administration  approaches  the 
$1  trillion  mark,  an  amount  greater 
than  the  total  debt  incurred  during 
the  first  200  years  of  the  Republic. 
And  this  from  a  President  who  even 
now  says  he  supports  a  constitutional 
amendment  for  a  balanced  budget. 

Virtually  every  economist  acknowl- 
edges the  relationship  between  huge 
budget  deficits  and  high,  long-term  in- 
terest rates  which  stand  in  the  way  of 
recovery.  Everyone  except  Mr. 
Reagan,  that  is.  He  has  sidestepped 
the  issue  whenever  possible  and,  when 


confronted,  often  defends  himself  by 
noting  that  interest  rates  have  de- 
clined approximately  8  percentage 
points  since  the  start  of  his  Presiden- 
tial tenure.  However,  Americans 
should  realize  that  this  sudden  drop 
was  attributable  to  a  sudden  growth  in 
the  money  supply  and  not  at  all  due  to 
the  administration's  economic  policies. 

No  one  can  be  fooled  about  the  dam- 
aging effects  of  high  rates  of  interest 
on  the  economy.  Federal  Reserve 
Board  Chairman  Paul  Volcker  has 
stressed  that  extensive  Treasury  bor- 
rowing could  take  away  about  three- 
fourths  of  all  net  private  saving.  The 
President's  chief  economic  adviser 
Martin  Feldstein  has  even  warned 
that: 

The  primary  cause  of  the  high  real  inter- 
est rates  is  the  very  large  budget  deficits 
that  will  hang  as  a  cloud  over  the  economy 
for  the  entire  decade  of  the  1980's. 

These  high  interest  rates  cripple  any 
kind  of  recovery  by  discouraging  mort- 
gage buying,  business  investment,  and 
consumer  credit.  In  these  ways,  per- 
haps Mr.  Reagan  was  correct  in  pre- 
dicting that  the  effects  of  his  program 
would  trickle  down  to  middle-  and 
lower-class  society. 

Then  there  are  the  devastating  ef- 
fects of  Reaganomics  on  business. 
Bankruptcies  are  the  highest  since  the 
1930's.  Most  specifically,  small  busi- 
ness firms,  the  backbone  of  our  econ- 
omy, were  beset  with  a  38-percent 
bankruptcy  rate  for  1981-82,  and  small 
business  failures  increased  49  percent 
during  that  same  period.  Moreover, 
high  interest  rates  pulled  down  busi- 
ness investment  in  1982  by  5  percent 
and  decreases  of  the  same  magnitude 
are  expected  in  1983. 

Another  well-kept  secret  of  the 
President  is  the  unevenness  of  the  re- 
covery. The  many  industries  that  have 
shown  no  improvement  include  steel, 
construction  machinery,  coal  mining, 
oil  and  gas  drilling,  commercial  air- 
craft, insurance,  and  industrial  con- 
struction. In  addition,  bank  failures 
have  tripled.  But  hard  times  are  not 
only  limited  to  business  and  banking, 
they  have  also  come  to  agriculture. 
Farm  foreclosures  are  running  at  two 
to  three  times  the  normal  rate  and 
rising.  Farm  equipment  manufacturers 
are  on  the  ropes.  Furthermore,  we 
must  bear  in  mind  that  the  visible  in- 
dustries are  not  the  only  ones  affected 
by  the  Reagan  policies.  Suppliers  and 
distributors  of  these  crucial  industries 
are  hit  just  as  hard.  With  so  many  lag- 
ging parts  of  the  business  sector,  to 
call  what  has  happened  in  the  last  2 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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months  a  recovery  is  hardly  appropri- 
ate. 

Let  us  looli  further  at  the  other  side 
of  the  coin:  the  consumers  who  serve 
and  buy  from  business.  According  to 
the  administrations  economic  plan, 
unemployment  will  remain  at  or  above 
the  8-percent  level  until  1986.  Consid- 
ering a  normal  increase  in  the  labor 
force,  this  means  that  there  will  be  3 
million  more  jobless  workers  in  1986  as 
there  were  when  President  Reagan 
took  office.  This  is  a  far  cry  from  the 
13  million  new  jobs  the  President 
promised  to  create  back  in  1981. 

None  of  us  can  underestimate  the 
psychological  indignity  and  financial 
hardship  that  unemployment  causes 
many  Americans.  All  around  us,  in 
every  walk  of  life,  Americans  struggle 
to  make  ends  meet.  Despite  all  of  its 
talk  about  inflation,  the  administra- 
tion has  failed  to  mention  that  wages 
have  decreased  just  as  much  as  prices. 
The  net  result  has  been  that  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  the  average  Ameri- 
can has  experienced  virtually  no  gain 
since  1981.  According  to  the  Com- 
merce Department,  individual  pur- 
chasing power  has  increased  by  0.4 
percent  yearly,  a  rate  of  increase 
slower  than  the  rate  under  every  other 
President  for  the  past  30  years.  It 
comes  as  no  surprise  then  that  the  av- 
erage Americans  standard  of  living 
has  actually  decreased  since  President 
Reagain  took  office.  Again,  can  this  be 
seen  as  an  economic  recovery? 

I  have  thus  far  discussed  the  major 
domestic  effects  of  the  Reagan  poli- 
cies. Lastly,  I  would  like  to  say  a  word 
about  the  implications  of  these  poli- 
cies on  foreign  nations  and  on  the 
present  worldwide  recession.  At  the 
recent  Williamsburg  summit,  foreign 
leaders  stressed  that  the  Presidents 
economic  pursuits  greatly  endanger 
worldwide  recovery.  A  major  concern 
is  the  present  U.S.  trade  deficit  which 
reached  a  record  high  of  $42  billion  in 
1982  and  is  expected  to  reach  an  even 
greater  $75  billion  in  1983.  The  deficit, 
a  result  of  the  strength  of  the  dollar 
abroad  caused  by  high  interest  rates, 
could  abort  a  world  recovery  in  several 
ways.  First,  with  a  persistence  of  the 
deficit,  the  liberal  trade  system,  im- 
portant for  both  the  economy  and 
friendly  relations,  could  be  in  danger 
of  reform.  Second,  with  its  high  unem- 
ployment and  interest  rates,  the 
United  States  is  forced  to  finance  the 
deficit  by  drawing  off  investment 
funds  from  abroad.  Lastly,  the 
strength  of  the  dollar  hurts  U.S.  ex- 
ports abroad:  this  will  eventually 
affect  the  over  20  percent  of  industrial 
output  destined  for  export  use. 

The  trade  deficit  is  not  the  only  way 
in  which  U.S.  policies  influence  the 
world  economy.  The  international 
debt  is  another  issue  of  grave  concern. 
Again,  high  interest  rates  and  the 
drawing  off  of  capital  impede  the  abili- 
ty of  underdeveloped  nations  to  serv- 
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ice  their  debts.  We  must  change  our 
policies  at  home  now  in  order  to  pre- 
vent possible  defaults  by  countries 
such  as  Brazil,  Mexico,  or  any  of  our 
Latin  American  neighbors. 

In  conclusion,  the  failure  of  the 
Presidents  economic  policies  can  be 
demonstrated  from  a  number  of  stand- 
points, both  foreign  and  domestic.  To 
put  it  simply,  the  economy  just  cannot 
survive  if  it  remains  headed  in  its 
present  direction.  Through  the  pursuit 
of  controlled  defense  spending,  greater 
sources  of  revenue,  responsible  in- 
creases in  social  programs,  and 
through  a  serious  commitment  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget,  the  economy 
can  be  restored.  Without  the  adoption 
of  these  measures,  there  is  a  long  way 
to  go  before  a  recovery  is  in  sight.* 


SPENDING  CUTS  A  MYTH 


HON.  DOUGLAS  K.  BEREUTER 

OF  NEBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  an  excerpt  from  a  recent 
editorial  that  appeared  in  the  Beatrice 
Daily  Sun.  The  subject  of  the  editorial 
is  spending  cuts  and  some  of  the 
myths  that  have  been  reported  about 
what  has  and  has  not  been  done  in 
Congress.  The  editor  makes  some  very 
good  points  that  deserve  attention  by 
my  colleagues. 

I  commend  a  portion  of  the  editorial 
to  the  Congressional  Record. 

tProm  the  Beatrice  Daily  Sun.  July  20, 
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Spending  Cuts  a  Myth 

Those  bleeding  heart  liberals  who  claim 
the  Reagan  Administration  has  sacrificed 
social  programs  in  favor  of  a  massive  de- 
fense buildup  are  wrong  again. 

The  facts  show  otherwise.  Domestic 
spending  this  year  is  $149.5  billion  higher 
than  it  was  during  the  last  year  of  the 
Carter  Administration. 

Yes,  defense  spending  has  increased,  loo- 
by 178.9  billion  since  the  last  year  of  the 
Carter  term.  But  let  the  record  also  show 
that  President  Carter's  last  budget  message 
projected  a  defense  budget  of  $210.4  billion 
for  1983;  were  actually  spending  $214.8  bil- 
lion—a modest  increase  compared  to  that  in 
domestic  programs. 

Without  question  our  federal  deficit  is  un- 
acceptably  high,  but  it's  certainly  not  be- 
cause people  aren't  paying  enough  taxes: 
rather  because  Congress  is  not  willing  to 
control  spending.9 


NERVE  GAS 

HON.  ED  BETHUNE 

OF  ARKANSAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  be- 
lieve all  Members  will  find  the  en- 
closed article  which  appeared  in  the 


July  28,  1983 

New  York  Times.  July  28.  1983.  to  be  a 
clear  statement  of  the  reasons  why  we 
should  not  produce  nerve  gas.  Speak- 
ing for  myself.  I  simply  do  not  believe 
the  minute  questionable  benefit  to  be 
gained  from  producing  unneeded  artil- 
lery shells  and  suspect  aerial  bombs  is 
worth  the  loss  of  high  ground  we  now 
hold  in  world  opinion.  Why  the  admin- 
istration refuses  to  capitalize  on  the 
stark  contrast  between  our  policy  and 
practice  and  that  of  the  Soviets  can 
only  be  attributed  to  an  intractable 
mindset  that  world  opinion  has  little 
or  no  value  in  arms  control. 
The  article  follows: 
[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  July  28.  19831 

NERVE  gas:  a  chance  to  bolster  CREDIBILITY 

(By  David  Pryor  and  Ed  Bethune) 

Washington.— The  recent  vote  in  the 
Senate  providing  $130  million  for  the  pro- 
duction of  nerve  gas  raises  a  fundamental 
question  concerning  the  larger  issue  of  arms 
control:  Does  the  United  States  mean  what 
it  says?  Our  credibility  is  already  suspect  on 
the  issue  of  nuclear  weapons.  We  are  now 
running  the  same  risk  on  the  issue  of  chemi- 
cal weapons.  At  the  very  least  we  are  send- 
ing out  mixed  signals. 

Many  people  think  the  United  States  is 
not  serious  about  arms  control.  Almost 
every  proposal  we  have  made  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  nuclear  weapons  has  been  met 
with  suspicion  at  the  outset. 

When  it  comes  to  nuclear  weapons,  people 
tend  to  see  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  as  partners  in  crime  because  both 
build  and  deploy  more  and  more  weapons 
while  calling  for  nuclear  treaties.  For  com- 
plicated reasons,  this  regrettable  contradic- 
tion may  persist.  But  there  is  no  real  reason 
why  the  United  States  should  allow  itself  to 
be  caught  in  the  same  bind  on  chemical 
weapons. 

The  United  States  has  not  produced 
chemical  weapons  since  1969.  The  Soviet 
Union,  on  the  other  hand,  is  producing 
chemical  and  other  toxic  weapons  and  using 
them  as  well.  The  stories  out  of  Sverdlovsk 
and  Afghanistan  clearly  show  that  the 
Soviet  Union  is  in  the  wrong. 

On  Feb.  4  in  Geneva.  Vice  President  Bush 
announced  a  comprehensive  initiative  on 
chemical  weapons,  calling  for  a  treaty  ban- 
ning the  development  of  new  chemical 
weapons  and  eliminating  all  existing  ones. 
His  proposal  generated  good  will  among  our 
allies  and  third  world  nations.  Yet  our  nego- 
tiating strategy  is  not  playing  as  well  as  it 
should.  Why? 

The  reason  is  that  while  our  negotiators 
seek  a  treaty,  the  Administration  is  asking 
for  money  to  start  producing  a  whole  new 
age  of  chemical  weapons,  presumably  on  the 
assumption  that  such  weapons  are  neces- 
sary to  induce  the  Soviet  Union  to  bargain. 
The  euphoria  surrounding  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent's proposal  in  February  has  disappeared 
because  the  Soviet  Union  and  its  allies  con- 
tinue to  say  we  are  not  serious  about  our  po- 
sition. 

The  new  "binary"  weapons  keep  two 
chemical  substances  separate  until  the  last 
moment,  when  they  are  mixed  to  create 
deadly  nerve  gas.  In  a  recent  Government 
Accounting  Office  report,  scientists  said  the 
chemical  agents  in  binaries  are  "dangerous 
substances"  and  that  one  of  them  is  "ex- 
tremely toxic  as  an  oral  poison.  "  These 
weapons  would  replace  the  "ready  mix"  uni- 
tary weapons  we  have.  The  Chemical  Corps. 
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advancing  the  notion  that  the  new  weapons 
would  be  safer,  wants  to  replace  our  existing 
stock  of  155-millimeter  unitary  artillery 
shells  with  the  new  binaries,  and  they  want 
to  build  a  new  binary  aerial  bomb  called  the 
Bigeye. 

We  don't  need  the  shells,  and  the  Bigeye 
is  a  mechanical  nightmare.  In  fact,  this 
"deep  strike"  weapon  is  more  likely  to  blow 
up  on  us  than  on  the  enemy— which  it  has 
done  twice  in  recent  testing. 

Our  chemical  weapons  stockpile  now  in- 
cludes a  large  supply  of  155-millimeter  uni- 
tary shells,  most  of  them  in  good  shape.  The 
Defense  Department  had  to  admit  that  this 
supply  would  be  serviceable  at  least  to  the 
end  of  this  decade  and  perhaps  longer.  They 
have  an  excellent  safety  record,  we  have  the 
means  to  deliver  them  and  they  have  been 
dynamically  tested,  which  the  binaries  have 
not. 

Our  point  is  this:  The  current  stockpile  is 
sufficient  to  see  us  through  treaty  negotia- 
tions. The  Administration  should  pull  back 
its  request  to  start  producing  binary  nerve 
gas  weapons.  And  it  should  expressly  restate 
the  policy  begun  by  President  Nixon  in  1969 
against  producing  and  using  chemical  weap- 
ons. The  House  of  Representatives  has 
taken  that  position  two  years  in  a  row. 

Furthermore,  the  Administration  should 
join  Congress  in  speaking  proudly  of  our 
record  and  our  policy.  We  should  point  out 
that  even  though  the  Soviet  Union  produces 
and  uses  chemical  weapons,  the  United 
States  does  not.  We  are  a  good  people,  a 
people  of  hope,  and  we  want  nothing  to  do 
with  these  weapons. 

The  Committee  on  Disarmament  is  meet- 
ing in  Geneva.  It  will  be  in  session  again  in 
February.  Before  giving  up  the  high  ground 
from  our  freeze  on  nerve  gas,  we  should 
define  a  comprehensive  political  strategy 
that  puts  world  pressure  on  the  Soviet 
Union— then  see  what  it  will  do. 

And  we  can  take  further  constructive 
action  at  home.  While  the  Senate  has  ap- 
proved money  for  chemical  weapons,  the 
House  has  defeated  the  proposal.  This 
leaves  the  issue  up  to  a  conference  commit- 
tee, where  the  right  move  can  still  be  made. 
If  the  people  of  the  world  understand  that 
the  United  States  is  serious  and  that  we  are 
trying  to  do  the  right  thing,  they  will  trust 
us.  And  their  trust  will  not  only  serve  us 
well  in  chemical  weapons  discussions,  it  will 
carry  over  into  other  arms  negotiations  as 
well.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  A  HERO:  MR. 
DELBERT  HALYARD 

HON.  AUGUSTUS  F.  HAWKINS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Oc- 
tober 10,  1980,  Mr.  Delbert  R.  Halyard 
lost  his  life  trying  to  help  another 
man— a  stranger  he  had  never  seen 
before. 

Mr.  Halyard  was  killed  while  pre- 
venting the  senseless  beating  of  a  lone 
man  by  six  youths  in  front  of  a  liquor 
store  in  Downey,  CA.  The  man  Hal- 
yard assisted  is  alive  today  because  of 
his  special  heroics. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  honored  to  nomi- 
nate Delbert  Halyard  as  recipient  for 
the  Carnegie  Hero  Fund  Award,  which 
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would  go  to  benefit  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren who  are  still  trying  to  cope  with 
the  tragic  reality  of  his  death.  All  of 
us  can  be  proud  of  Mr.  Halyard's  cou- 
rageous action.  When  he  first  saw  the 
man  being  brutally  assaulted,  he  said 
to  a  bystander,  'I  can't  stand  to  see 
this.  I've  got  to  go  break  it  up."  Mr. 
Halyard's  willingness  to  place  another 
man's  welfare  ahead  of  his  own  epito- 
mizes the  characteristics  to  which  we 
all  should  strive  to  achieve. 

There  is  not  a  logical  way  to  commu- 
nicate to  Mr.  Halyard's  sons  the  rea- 
soning of  his  untimely  death.  But  they 
should  know  that  he  stood  for  what  is 
decent  and  right  in  our  society  and 
that  his  Good  Samaritan  act  is  a 
source  of  inspiration  to  us  all. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  submit  to  my  col- 
leagues a  poem  written  in  behalf  of 
Delbert  Halyard  honoring  him  for  his 
valiant  and  unselfish  bravery: 

Delbert  Halyard  The  Brave  One 
I  have  written  of  great  men. 
Things  courageous  they've  done. 
But  none  ever  gave  more. 
Than  Halyard  the  brave  one. 
Who  went  against  six, 
To  aid  a  lone  stranger, 
Without  thought  for  himself. 
Or  the  risk  of  great  danger. 
For  he  just  couldn't  stand. 
Seeing  one  kicked  around. 
So  he  went  to  his  aid. 
And  was  knocked  to  the  ground. 
Where  they  beat,  kicked  and  shot  him. 
Yes  it  cost  him  his  life. 
He  leaves  two  children. 
And  his  expecting  wife. 
But  the  other  man  was  saved. 
Who  walked  away  knowing. 
That  this  hero  most  brave. 
He  would  always  be  owing. 
We  owe  him  in  Downey. 
As  good  hearts  everywhere. 
To  care  for  his  family. 
As  he  did  when  here. 
For  he  set  an  example, 
A  great  blazing  show. 
Of  most  splendid  courage. 
On  which  we  may  grow. 

That  we  all  survive. 
We  must  encourage  his  kind. 
Rewarding  those  who  are  always. 
The  back  bone  of  mankind.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  FAST  AND 
PRAYER  VIGIL  FOR  SOVIET 
JEWRY  SENDS  STRONG  MES- 
SAGE TO  SOVIETS 


HON.  JOHN  EDWARD  PORTER 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  July 
14,  1983,  I  was  proud  to  sponsor  with 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  New 
York,  Congressman  Robert  Mrazek, 
the  National  Congressional  Fast  and 
Prayer  Vigil  for  Soviet  Jewry.  The  day 
marked  the  fifth  anniversary  of  the 
imprisonment  of  Anatoly  Shchar- 
ansky.    Our   observance   at   the   west 
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front  of  the  Capitol  was  highlighted 
by  speeches  by  Jack  Kemp  and  Jim 
Wright,  by  leaders  of  the  religious 
community,  by  Lynn  Singer,  president 
of  the  Union  of  Council  for  Soviet 
Jews,  Morris  Abram,  chairman  of  the 
National  Conference  on  Soviet  Jewry 
and  especially  by  Anatoly's  wife. 
Avital,  who  has  worked  tirelessly  for 
his  release  and  for  the  release  of  all 
refuseniks  and  prisoners  of  conscience 
in  the  Soviet  Union. 

I  am  particularly  proud  that  over 
100  Members  of  Congress  participated 
in  the  fast  and  prayer  vigil  and  helped 
send  to  the  Soviet  authorities  the 
strong  message  that  we  in  the  Con- 
gress will  continue  to  fight  against  vio- 
lations of  basic  human  rights  in  the 
Soviet  Union  and  will  bring  before  the 
world,  wherever  possible,  the  repres- 
sion, anti-Semitism,  and  discrimina- 
tion that  characterize  Soviet  policy 
and  action  toward  Jews  in  their  coun- 
try today. 

My  remarks  on  July  14,  follow: 

Today  all  of  us  on  Capitol  Hill  join  with 
people  from  all  over  the  country,  people 
from  all  over  the  world  in  commemoration 
of  an  anniversary.  But  it  is  an  anniversary 
not  of  a  happy  remembrance.  It  is  not  a 
time  to  celebrate  or  rejoice. 

For  unfortunately  today  marks  another 
milestone  in  the  lengthy  record  of  flagrant 
human  rights  violations  and  the  long  histo- 
ry of  Jewish  oppression  that  has  character- 
ized the  Soviet  Union. 

For  today  marks  for  one  man,  Anatoly 
Shcharansky.  the  fifth  year  of  his  imprison- 
ment simply  because  of  his  conviction  to 
stand  by  his  religious  beliefs  and  the  princi- 
ples of  human  freedom.  Today  marks  a  sad 
moment  for  his  wife.  Avital.  who  has  not 
seen  her  husband  since  the  day  after  their 
wedding,  ten  years  ago.  But  today  provides 
to  all  of  us  who  believe  in  freedom,  democ- 
racy and  human  rights  the  opportunity  to 
show  our  commitment  that  the  injustices 
suffered  by  millions  of  Soviet  Jews  be 
ended,  once  and  for  all. 

Today  we  join  together  by  fasting  and 
standing  together  on  the  steps  of  the  Cap- 
itol, a  building  that  represents  freedom  of 
speech,  freedom  of  religion  and  the  many 
other  freedoms  guaranteed  by  our  Constitu- 
tion. We  join  together  in  solidarity,  hope 
and  prayer  for  Anatoly  Shcharansky  and  all 
refuseniks  and  prisoners  of  conscience  living 
in  the  oppressed  society  of  the  Soviet 
Union. 

In  prayer  I  turn  to  the  words  of  one  who 
understood  the  meaning  of  both  suffering 
and  hope  far  better  than  I  ever  could.  I 
offer  to  you.  to  Anatoly  and  to  Avital  the 
words  from  the  diary  of  Anne  Prank,  a 
young  Jewish  girl  forced  to  hide  from  Nazi 
oppression.  Anne  Prank  beautifully  ex- 
presses her  prayer  for  the  suffering  she  felt 
and  the  faith  that  kept  her  alive.  These  are 
the  words  of  Anne  Frank,  words  we  offer  to 
all  those  living  in  the  Soviet  Union: 

■That's  the  difficulty  in  these  times: 
ideals,  dreams  and  cherished  hopes  rise 
within  us.  only  to  meet  the  horrible  truth 
and  be  shattered.  Its  really  a  wonder  that  I 
haven't  dropped  all  my  ideals,  because  they 
seem  so  absurd  and  impossible  to  carry  out. 
Yet  I  kept  them,  because  in  spite  of  every- 
thing, I  still  believe  that  people  are  really 
good  at  heart.  I  simply  can't  build  up  my 
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hopes  on  a  foundation  consisting  of  confu- 
sion, misery,  and  death.  I  see  the  world 
gradually  being  turned  into  a  wilderness.  I 
hear  the  ever-approaching  thunder,  which 
will  destroy  us  too.  I  can  feel  the  sufferings 
of  millions  and  yet.  if  I  look  up  into  the 
heavens.  I  think  that  it  will  all  come  right, 
that  this  cruelty  too  will  end.  and  that 
peace  and  tranquility  will  return  again.  In 
the  meantime.  I  must  uphold  my  ideals,  for 
perhaps  the  time  will  come  when  I  shall  be 
able  to  carry  them  out." 

These  words  of  hope,  of  dreams,  and  of 
prayer  reflect  the  thoughts  of  Anatoly  him- 
self At  the  end  of  his  trial  Shcharansky 
said:  'Now  when  I  am  farther  than  ever 
from  my  people  and  my  Avital.  now.  when  I 
face  long,  hard  years  of  imprisonment.  I 
turn  to  my  people  and  to  my  Avital  and  say; 
Next  Year  in  Jerusalem!  Next  Year  in  Jeru- 
salem!' " 

Both  Anne  Frank  and  Anatoly  Shchar- 
ansky were  persecuted  merely  for  their 
belief  in  the  Jewish  religion.  We  must  con- 
fess that  we  allowed  anti-Semitism  to 
darken  our  world  once— we  will  not  allow  it 
to  happen  again. 

Soviet  propagandists  have  engineered  a 
multi-media  campaign  against  the  Soviet 
Jews  through  anti-Semitic  literature  and 
broadcasts.  Anti-Semitic  propaganda  supple- 
ments the  Soviet  government-sanctioned 
raids  on  Jewish  homes,  confiscation  of  per- 
sonal property,  suppression  of  Jewish  cul- 
ture and  threats  of  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment. Last  month  an  official  Soviet  Anti-Zi- 
onist Committee  claimed  that  virtually  all 
those  who  wanted  to  leave  the  Soviet  Union 
had  done  so.  This  is  an  outrageous  lie!  Over 
a  hundred  members  of  Congress  are  joining 
together  today  in  fasting  and  prayer  on 
behalf  of  individuals  who  are  denied  the 
right  to  emigrate.  Let's  make  it  clear  to 
Radio  Moscow  and  the  Soviet  authorities, 
who  don't  believe  us.  that  there  are  over 
750.000  Soviet  Jews  alone  who  would  wel- 
come the  chance  to  escape  their  repression. 
There's  one  simple  way  for  the  Soviets  to 
find  out  who  tells  the  truth.  Allow  all  who 
want  to  leave  to  do  so  now. 

We  cannot  stand  idle  and  allow  the  Sovi- 
ets to  use  the  r  people  as  political  hostages. 
We  cannot  allow  the  Soviets  to  continue  to 
violate  international  human  right  treaties. 
We  must  continue  to  speak  out— forcefully, 
so  that  the  Kremlin  knows  we  will  not  give 
up  our  fight.  For  the  last  four  months  I 
have  tried  to  get  an  appointment  with  some- 
one at  the  Soviet  Embassy  in  Washington. 
Again  and  again  they  have  set  up  appoint- 
ments and  cancelled.  I  had  an  appointment 
with  the  First  Secretary  of  the  Embassy  for 
today.  Two  days  ago  he  cancelled  due  to  a 
"scheduling  conflict".  The  Soviets  can  con- 
tinue to  refuse  to  discuss  this  issue,  but  we 
in  the  Congress— members  of  the  Congres- 
sional Human  Rights  Caucus  and  all  who 
believe  m  human  rights— will  continue  to 
speak  out. 

Let  us  join  together  in  prayer  for  Anatoly 
Shcharansky  for  all  refuseniks  and  for  all 
the  prisoners  of  conscience.  Anatoly  turned 
to  us  five  years  ago  today  and  said  "Next 
Year  in  Jerusalem!"  This  can  happen  only 
if.  like  Anne  Frank,  we  uphold  our  ideals, 
fight  for  the  principles  of  democracy  and 
continue  to  work  for  human  rights.  We  turn 
to  you  and  praise  your  continued  struggle 
on  behalf  of  those  under  the  hand  of  op- 
pression. We  turn  to  the  Soviets  and  cry  out 
we  will  not  give  up  our  fight.  Next  Year  in 
Jerusalem!  ...  for  Anatoly  Shcharansky 
.  .  .  and  for  all  who  wish  to  be  free.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

AMENDMENT  TO  RCRA  ON 
HAZARDOUS  WASTES  EXPORTS 

HON.  BARBARA  A.  MIKULSKl 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Ms.  MIKULSKl.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
offering  this  amendment  today  in 
order  to  close  a  major  loophole  in  the 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act. 

Currently  EPA  has  no  authority  to 
prevent  the  export  of  hazardous 
wastes  to  other  countries.  My  amend- 
ment will  provide  EPA  with  the  au- 
thority to  prohibit  the  export  of  haz- 
ardous wastes  if  the  receiving  nation 
does  not  certify  that  it  is  aware  of  the 
hazardous  nature  of  the  waste,  and 
that  it  is  willing  to  receive  the  ship- 
ment. 

This  amendment  does  not  mandate 
an  outright  ban  on  such  shipments.  I 
recognize  the  fact  that  there  are  sever- 
al legitimate  reasons  for  exporting 
hazardous  wastes,  such  as  for  scientif- 
ic testing,  reprocessing,  and  recycling. 
My  amendment  is  not  aimed  at  these 
shipments. 

The  focus  of  my  amendment  is  those 
wastes  which  are  exported  to  avoid  the 
stringent  and  more  expensive  require- 
ments which  govern  the  disposal  of 
hazardous  wastes  in  this  country. 

We  must  prevent  the  dumping  of 
hazardous  waste  in  unsuspecting 
Third  World  nations  and  we  must 
make  it  very  clear  to  other  countries 
that  we  will  not  export  our  problems 
onto  their  shores. 

There  have  been  several  incidences 
in  the  past  few  years  where  American 
companies  have  sought  to  export 
wastes  in  order  to  dump  them  in  some- 
one else's  backyard.  This  reflects 
poorly  on  our  country  and  harms  our 
foreign  policy  interests. 

In  Mexico,  an  American  citizen  ille- 
gally disposed  of  PCB's  and  mercury 
sludge— both  extremely  hazardous 
substances— in  an  abandoned  mine 
without  adequate  safeguards  to  the 
surrounding  area. 

Last  year  a  Florida  company  pro- 
posed to  incinerate  large  quantities  of 
PCB-contamJnated  wastes  in  a  Hondu- 
ran  facility  after  it  had  been  denied  an 
EPA  permit  for  PCB  incineration  in 
this  country.  Once  the  Honduran  Gov- 
ernment learned  of  the  hazardous 
nature  of  the  waste,  it  refused  to 
permit  the  activity. 

In  both  of  these  cases,  if  the  receiv- 
ing country  was  notified  of  the  nature 
of  the  waste,  and  certified  it  was  will- 
ing to  accept  it.  this  amendment  would 
provide  no  obstacle  to  the  shipment. 
However,  if  the  receiving  country  does 
not  want  the  shipment.  EPA  would 
have  the  authority  to  stop  the  ship- 
ment. 

Both  the  State  Department  and 
EPA  agree  that  the  RCRA  legislation 
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is  the  appropriate  place  to  deal  with 
this  issue  and  I  have  worked  with  the 
EPA  to  create  the  least  administrative 
burden  on  that  Agency. 

Our  own  country  will  have  safe- 
guards from  the  ill  effects  of  hazard- 
ous waste  upon  passage  of  this  legisla- 
tion. We  should  take  an  equally  firm 
stand  on  the  transportation  of  hazard- 
ous waste  bound  for  export  to  other 
countries.  I  urge  you  to  support  my 
amendment  to  insure  such  a  clear  mes- 
sage to  the  rest  of  the  world.* 


STAKES  ARE  HIGH  IN  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 


HON.  JAMES  G.  MARTIN 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  each  of  us  faces  a  com- 
plex problem  in  voting  on  the  Boland- 
Zablocki  amendment.  Several  impor- 
tant issues  are  involved,  and  there  are 
different  ways  of  looking  at  the  prob- 
lem. Because  the  stakes  are  high,  it  is 
vital  that  we  identify  the  most  funda- 
mental issue  and  view  the  matter  in 
the  clearest  possible  light. 

The  fundamental  issue  is  whether 
the  United  States  has  the  political  will 
to  help  stop  the  advance  of  commu- 
nism in  Central  America.  Other  issues 
are  of  deep  and  legitimate  concern  to 
many,  but,  I  believe,  this  one  is  para- 
mount. 

It  is  true  that  the  underlying  causes 
of  the  crisis  in  Central  America  are 
poverty  and  oppression.  But  it  is  also 
true  that  popular  discontent  is  being 
exploited  by  Communist-led  forces, 
aided  and  abetted  by  Cuba  and  the 
Soviet  Union,  in  order  to  impose  Com- 
munist rule.  This  threatens  our  na- 
tional security  as  well  as  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  Central  America.  It  is 
the  Communists  who  have  turned 
Central  America  into  an  East-West 
issue.  To  those  who  claim  there  can  be 
no  military  solution,  I  say:  you  are  so 
wrong:  If  we  turn  our  backs  and  aban- 
don any  responsibility  to  non-Commu- 
nist latin  countries,  there  will  be  a 
military  solution.  The  Cubans  and  So- 
viets and  Nicaraguans  and  Sandinistas 
will  impose  a  military  solution. 

Decades  of  repression  by  Somoza 
brought  the  Sandinistas  to  power  in 
1979.  The  United  States  did  not 
oppose  their  takeover  and  gave  consid- 
erable aid  to  the  new  regime.  But  the 
Sandinistas  spurned  our  friendship,  re- 
pudiated their  promises  of  democracy, 
and  turned  to  Cuba  and  Russia  for 
help.  As  the  veil  of  Communist  totali- 
tarianism falls  across  Nicaragua,  the 
people  find  they  have  merely  ex- 
changed one  oppressor  for  another. 

This  would  not  be  our  business,  but 
for  the  Sandinistas'  aggression  against 
El  Salvador,  by  providing  the  major 
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support  for  the  Communist  guerrillas 
in  that  country,  and  by  providing  their 
main  operations  center  outside  Mana- 
gua. The  majority  report  of  the  House 
Intelligence  Committee  on  H.R.  2760 
concedes: 

It  is  not  popular  support  that  sustains  the 
insurgents  •  •  •  (t)his  Insurgency  depends 
for  its  lifeblood— arms,  ammunition,  financ- 
ing, logistics  and  command-and-control  fa- 
cilities—upon outside  assistance  from  Nica- 
ragua and  Cuba. 

Nicaragua  is  rapidly  becoming  a 
Cuban-Soviet  client  state.  It  has  wel- 
comed 4.000  to  5,000  Cuban  civilian 
"advisers"  and  2,000  military  and 
secret  police  personnel.  It  has  a  full- 
fledged  Department  of  "State  Securi- 
ty"—"KGB"  in  Russian.  The  militari- 
zation of  the  country  has  proceeded  to 
the  point  that  its  armed  forces  exceed 
the  rest  of  Central  America's  com- 
bined, and  there  are  50  Soviet  military 
advisers  as  well. 

The  Soviet-Cuban-Sandinista  effort 
to  take  advantage  of  instability  in 
Central  America  poses  a  potentially 
grave  threat.  It  could  lead  to  an  exten- 
sive, permanent  Soviet  presence  in  the 
region,  leaving  us  exposed,  for  the 
first  time,  in  our  own  hemisphere. 
Who  among  us  wants  to  take  responsi- 
bility for  that? 

Following  is  documentation  of  the 
massive  Soviet  buildup  in  Cuba  and 
the  comparable  growth  in  Cuban 
forces.  In  addition,  I  submit  for  the 
Record  a  list  of  the  possible  military 
consequences  of  an  increased  Soviet 
presence  in  Central  America  and  the 
Caribbean  area. 

All  members  agree  that  our  policy 
ought  to  be  to  foster  democracy  and 
freedom  in  the  region.  Communist 
Nicaragua  is  threatening  democratic 
development  throughout  the  area.  Re- 
gardless of  past  policies,  U.S.  policy 
today  is  nurturing  the  seed  of  democ- 
racy. We  are  giving  solid  backing  to 
the  elected  Governments  of  Costa 
Rica  and  Honduras,  and  are  making 
slow  progress  against  difficult  obsta- 
cles in  El  Salvador.  The  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  is  the  centerpiece  of 
our  efforts  to  address  the  underlying 
economic  causes  of  turbulence  and 
revolution. 

Another  issue  that  rightly  concerns 
many  of  us  is  covert  action  against  a 
foreign  government.  Two  points 
should  be  considered.  First,  Nicaragua 
and  Cuba  are  doing  exactly  that  in 
their  attempt  to  subvert  the  freely 
elected  Government  of  El  Salvador. 
Our  assistance  to  those  fighting  the 
Sandinistas  is  legitimate  self-defense 
on  behalf  of  El  Salvador.  Second,  the 
widening  revolt  against  the  Sandinis- 
tas is  a  spontaneous  uprising  against 
repression  and  the  betrayal  of  the  rev- 
olution that  expelled  Somoza;  it  is  not 
a  creation  of  the  CIA.  It  would  be 
derogation  of  the  historic  traditions  of 
our  country  not  to  aid  these  coura- 
geous  people,    the   vast   majority   of 
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whom  are  fighting  for  the  ideals  we 
share. 

The  fundamental  issue  stands  out 
for  all  to  see.  American's  capability  to 
defend  its  interests  also  is  clear.  What 
is  not  clear,  however,  is  our  will  to 
defend  our  interests  and  the  cause  of 
freedom  in  Central  America.  Some  do 
not  believe  our  country  has  the  moral 
right  to  do  this.  Their  success  would 
send  an  unmistakable  message  to  our 
foes  and  allies  that  the  United  States 
will  not  exert  its  power,  where  neces- 
sary, to  oppose  aggression  and  meet  its 
obligations,  even  on  its  own  doorstep. 
The  world  will  become  more  unstable, 
the  influx  of  refugees  will  reach  flood- 
tide,  and  the  descent  into  chaos  will 
accelerate. 

A.  The  Characteristics  of  the  Soviet/ 
Cuban  Buildup:  Men.  Money,  Materiel 
The    Soviet    Union    maintains    and    rein- 
forces its  presence  by: 

Deploying  its  long  range  Bear  Bombers  to 
the  region  on  an  almost  back-lo-back  basis. 
Deploying  its  naval  combatants  for  joint 
training  exercises  with  Cuba. 

Providing  a  palace  guard  of  approximately 
3,000  men  of  its  Soviet  Brigade  near  Havana 
and  an  additional  presence  of  2,500  military 
advisors. 

Providing  Cuba  with  8,000  civilian  advi- 
sors. 

In  1982.  the  Soviets  and  Cubans  had  50 
times  as  many  military  advisors  in  Latin 
America  as  did  the  U.S.  Last  year  the  Sovi- 
ets increased  their  military  advisors  in  Cuba 
by  500. 

The  U.S.S.R.  has  also  provided  a  steady 
stream  of  military  equipment  to  Cuba.  In 
1981  alone.  Moscow  provided  66.000  metric 
tons  in  military  assistance  valued  at  $600 
million.  Deliveries  in  1982  exceeded  1981  by 
2,000  metric  tons  and  amounted  to  over  $1 
billion  in  military  assistance  in  the  last  two 
years. 

Cuban  armed  forces  have  grown  to  a  size 
disproportionate  for  defensive  needs: 

Cuba  posesses  an  Army  of  over  225.000:  a 
Navy  of  11.000  and  air  and  air  defense 
forces  of  16.000  not  including  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  paramilitary. 

Cubans  have  well  over  200  MIG  fighter 
aircraft. 

Castro  has  about  65.000  Cubans  serving 
overseas.  40.000  military  (25.000  troops  in 
Angola,  about  12.000  in  Ethiopia)  and  25,000 
civilian  technicians. 

Cuba  has  2.3  percent  of  its  population  in 
the  regular  armed  forces,  one  of  every  20 
Cubans  participates  in  some  security  mis- 
sion. 

Moscow  underwrites  the  activities  of  its 
Cuban  surrogate  at  a  cost  exceeding  $4  bil- 
lion annually  C'l  of  Cuba's  GNP)  and  sup- 
ports efforts  to  collect  funds,  arms,  and  sup- 
plies from  the  communist  bloc  for  guerrilla 
activities  in  Central  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean. 

The  number  of  Soviet  Bloc  academic 
grants  offered  annually  to  Latin  American 
students  jumped  from  400  in  the  1960's  to 
about  7,000  now.  In  1979  Moscow  admitted 
to  sponsoring  7,000  Cubans  for  studies  in 
the  Soviet  Union.  Last  year  700  Nicaraguans 
were  reported  studying  there  and  an  addi- 
tional 300  scholarships  were  being  provided. 
Scholarships  include  free  room,  board,  tui- 
tion, transportation,  medical  care  and  a 
small  stipend. 

About  3.000  Latin  American  students,  in- 
cluding 1.600  Nicaraguans  are  studying  in 
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Cuba.  Cuba  has  constructed  17  schools  for 
foreigners  each  costing  about  $2  million  to 
build  and  $600,000  to  operate  annually. 

B.  The  Threat  Posed  by  Soviet 
Expansionism 

Such  communist  expansion  could  lead  to 
an  extensive  and  permanent  Soviet  pres- 
ence, and  an  increased  Soviet  strategic  capa- 
bility in  the  region  which  would  create  sig- 
nificant military  consequences  for  the  U.S. 

It  could  place  hostile  forces  and  weapons 
systems  within  striking  distance  of  targets 
in  the  U.S. 

It  could  provide  air  and  naval  bases,  such 
as  those  in  Nicaragua  and  Grenada,  for  re- 
covery of  Soviet  aircraft  after  strategic  mis- 
sions. 

It  would  furnish  missile  sites  for  launch- 
ing attacks  against  the  U.S.  with  short  and 
intermediate  range  missiles. 

It  could  provide  bases  for  use  in  covert  op- 
erations against  the  U.S.  and  our  neighbors. 

It  could  provide  for  pre-positioning  of 
Soviet  equipment,  supplies  and  ammunition 
in  our  hemisphere. 

It  could  allow  the  Soviet  Pacific  and  At- 
lantic fleets  to  operate  near  our  shores  with- 
out having  to  return  to  the  U.S.S.R.  for 
maintenance. 

It  could  threaten  our  Caribbean  Sea  Lines 
of  Communication  through  which  a  large 
volume  of  our  goods  pass:  thus  endangering 
the  economic  well-being  of  our  nation. 

And  finally,  it  could  cause  the  U.S.  to 
divert  scarce  resources  in  manpower  and 
materiel  from  other  areas  of  the  world  to 
protect  an  area  previously  considered  mili- 
tarily secure.* 


END  COVERT  MILITARY  AID  TO 
NICARAGUA 


HON.  BOB  EDGAR 

OF  pennsy;,vania 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 
•  Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  share  with  my  colleagues  a  very 
strong  statement  by  Catholic  theolo- 
gian Father  Henry  Nowan  and  signed 
by  68  Catholic  orders  and  organiza- 
tions, appealing  to  Congress  to  end  the 
attacks  on  Nicaragua  by  our  Govern- 
ment. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  careful 
consideration  to  the  statement  and  im- 
mediately end  covert  military  aid  to 
Nicaragua. 

At  this  critical  moment,  in  which  the 
rumors  and  threats  of  a  war  with  Nicaragua 
are  increasing  day  by  day.  we,  members  of 
the  Catholic  Church  in  the  United  States, 
want  to  repeat  loudly  and  clearly  the  words 
of  Pope  John  Paul  II,  'War  should  belong 
to  the  tragic  past."  We  affirm  the  U.S. 
Catholic  Bishops'  conviction,  so  strongly 
stated  in  their  recent  Peace  Pastoral  Letter, 
that  peacemaking  is  not  an  optional  com- 
mitment but  a  requirement  of  our  faith. 

Therefore,  in  the  name  of  Our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  and  in  the  name  of  His  Gospel  of 
peace,  we  call  for  an  immediate  halt  to  any 
form  of  U.S.  intervention  in  Nicaragua.  We 
condemn  any  intervention  in  the  Nicara- 
guan  struggle  for  self-determination  as  un- 
justifiable, illegal  and  immoral. 

We  call  upon  our  government  to  cease  any 
support  of  armed  attacks  upon  the  govern- 
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ment  and  the  people  of  Nicaragua.  We  call 
upon  the  people  of  the  United  States  to 
resist  thoughts,  words,  and  actions  that  can 
lead  to  war  and  we  promise  to  call  on  the 
members  of  our  organizations,  as  well  as  on 
those  with  whom  we  live  and  work,  to  join 
us  In  our  attempt  to  seek  a  constructive  rec- 
onciliation with  the  Nicaraguan  people. 

PARTIAL  LIST  OF  SIGNERS  OF  STATEMENT 

Adrian  Dominicans.  Chapter  Prioress  Mid- 
west Mission— Marge  Hehigan.  OP 

Adrian  Dominicans.  Chapter  Prioress 
Upper  Midwest  Mission— Denise  Debitt.  OP 

Alliance  for  Justice— Sr.  Mary  Louise 
Lynch.  SCMM 

Baltimore  Archdiocesan  Justice/Peace 
Commission— C.  William  Michaels 

Benedictine  Srs.  of  Baltimore— Sr.  Joan 
Marie  Stief.  OSB 

Benedictines  for  Peace— Mary  Lou 
Kowanacki.  OSB.  Director 

Bishop  of  Rockville  Centre,  NY— Most 
Rev.  John  R.  McGann.  DD 

Blessed  Sacrament  Fathers— Rev.  Donald 
Pelotte.  SSS.  Provincial  Superior 

Chicago  Catholic  Women— Maureen  Reiss. 
Convenor 

Christie  Institute— William  J.  Davis,  SJ 

Cara— Cassian  Yuhaus,  CP,  President 

Catholic  Theological  Union  (Chicago- 
John  Linnan,  CSV.  President 

Catholic  Theological  Union  (Chicago)— 
Carolyn  Osiek,  RSCJ,  Acting  Dean 

Center  of  Concern— Peter  Henriot.  SJ.  Di- 
rector 

Conununity  Creativity,  Inc.— Sr.  Barbara 
Valukas,  SSND 

Conference  of  Major  Superiors  of  Men- 
Ronald  Carigan.  OMI.  President  and 
Donald  Skwor.  SDS.  Executive  Director 

Consolata  Fathers  &  Bros.— Rev.  Aristide 
Bruni.  IMC.  Regional  Superior 

Conventional  Franciscan  Conference  of 
N.A.  &  England— Rev.  Juniper  Cummings, 
OFM  Con..  President 

Divine  Word  Missionaries  (Midwest)— Rev. 
Donald  Mulrenan,  SVD,  FYovincial  Superior 

Divine  Work  Missionaries  (South)— Rev. 
Terry  Steib.  SVD.  Provincial  Superior 

8th  Day  Center.  Chicago 
"  FYanciscan         Conference— Rev.         Alan 
McCoy.  OFM.  Executive  Director 

Glenmary  Commission  on  Justice— Rev. 
Gerry  Conroy.  OFM 

Institute  of  Women  Today— Margaret 
Traxler.  SSND.  President 

Intercommunity  Center  on  Justice  & 
Peace  (NY)— Sr.  Regina  Murphy,  SC 

Intercommunity  Center  for  Justice  & 
Peace  (NY)  School  Program  Director- 
Kathleen  Kanet.  RSHM 

International  Justice  Network— Sr.  Ann 
Gormly.  SNDdeN 

Jesuit  Missions,  Inc.— Rev.  Simon  Smith. 
SJ,  Executive  Secretary 

Justice  &  Peace  Coordinator  of  Mission- 
hurst— Rev.  Joseph  Lapauw.  CICM 

Leadership  Conference  of  Women  Reli- 
gious—Helen Flaherty.  SC,  President 

Marianist  Office  of  Justice  St  Peace- 
Richard  E.  Ullrich.  Director 

Maryknoll  Fathers  &  Bros.— Rev.  James 
Noonan.  MM 

Marylinoll  Sisters— Sr.  Josephine  Kollmer, 
MM.  Central  Governing  Board 

Medical  Mission  Sisters— Sr.  Janet  Gotts- 
chalk.  SCMM 

Mexican  American  Cultural  Center 
(Texas)— Rev.  Virgil  Elizondo.  President 

Mission  Education  Center— Srs.  of  Notre 
Dame  de  Namur 

Missionaries  of  Africa— Rev.  John  Heigl, 
WP,  Provincial  Superior 
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Missionhurst— Rev.  Walter  D'Heedene, 
CICM,  Provincial  Superior 

Monroe  IHM's  Central  Administration- 
Sr.  Carol  Quigley 

National  Assembly  of  Women  Religious— 
Sr.  Marjorie  Tuite,  OP,  National  Coordina- 
tor 

National  Assembly  of  Women  Religious 
(NY  region)— Sr.  Susan  McCarthy.  Director 

National  Association  of  Religious  Broth- 
ers—Bro.  Patrick  Hanson,  CP.  President 

National  Coalition  of  American  Nuns- 
Donna  Quinn,  OP 

National  Federation  of  Priests  Councils- 
Rev.  Robert  Johnson,  President 

National  Sisters  Vocation  Conference— Sr. 
Maureen  Clark,  CSJ,  President 

Network/Catholic  Social  Justice  Lobby 
Group— Nancy  Sylvester,  IHM 

New  York  Archdiocesan  Council  of 
Women  Religious— Sr.  Mary  Mitchell,  Presi- 
dent 

Office  of  Social  Concerns— Maryknoll  Sis- 
ters—Sr.  Helene  OSullivan.  NM 

Paulist  National  Catholic  Evangelization 
Association— Rev.  Alvin  Illig,  CSP,  Director 

Pax  Christ!  USA— Paul  Mazur.  National 
Coordinator  and  John  Szura,  OSA 

Peace  &  Justice,  Office  of  (Chicago)— Rev. 
Francis  Kane.  Director 

Peace  &  Justice  Office— Maryknoll  Fa- 
thers &  Bros.— Rev.  Daniel  P.  DriscoU,  NM 

Peace  Studies  Institute— Manhattan  Col- 
lege—Dr.  Joseph  Pahey,  Director 

Priests  for  Equality 

Queensboro  Community  College  Newman 
Center— Sr.  Seton  Cunneen,  SND 

Quixote  Center— William  Callahan,  SJ 

Religious  Formation  Conference— Sr. 
Carol  Ann  Jokerst,  CCVI 

Religious  Task  Force  on  Central  Amer- 
ica—Lee Miller  and  Marge  Swedish,  Co-Di- 
rectors 

Salvatorian  Fathers  &  Bros.— Board  of  Di- 
rectors 

SSND— Peace  &  Justice  Commission  (Bal- 
timore Province)— Sr.  Sharon  Dei.  SSND 
Co-Chair 

Sisters  of  Charity.  Region  X— Catherin 
McHugh,  BVM,  Regional  Representative 

Sisters  of  Loretto,  Marion  McAvoy,  SL, 
President 

Sisters  of  Mercy  of  the  Union  of  the 
USA— Sr.  M.  Theresa  Kane,  RSM  President 

Sisters  of  Mercy  of  the  Union  of  the  USA 
(Chicago  Province  Team)- Sr.  Catherine 
Gallagher.  RSM:  Ruth  Mutchler.  RSM: 
Elizabeth  Smith.  RSM;  Kathleen  McClel- 
land. RSM;  Judy  Niemt,  RSM;  and  Lois 
Graver,  RSM 

Sisters  of  Notre  Dame  de  Namur— Sr. 
Mary  Daniel  Turner.  Superior  GenerU 

Sisters  of  Providence  (Sacred  Heart  Prov- 
ince)—Sr.  Ann  Casper.  Provincial 

Sisters  of  Providence  (Chicago)— Sr.  Mari- 
lyn Ginder.  SP,  Provincial  Councilor 

Sisters  of  Providence  (St.  Gabriel  Prov- 
ince)— Mary  Catherine  Duffy.  SP 

Sisters  of  Providence  of  Holyoke— Sr. 
Catherine  Laboure  Fitman.  SP.  Director 

Sisters  of  St.  Joseph  of  Peace— Sr.  Patricia 
Lynch.  CSJP  &  Sr.  Dorothy  Vidulich.  CSJP. 
Executive  Council 

Sisters  of  the  Sacred  Heart  of  Mary— St. 
Helene  Louise  Vimmerman  and  Sr.  Carol 
Schommer.  Province  Administration 

Society  of  African  Missions— Ted  Hayden, 
SMA 

U.S.  Catholic— Mark  Brummel,  CMF 
Editor  (Chicago) 

U.S.  Catholic  Missions  Association— Sr. 
Mary  Ann  Dillon.  RSM.  President;  Rev.  An- 
thony Bellagamba,  IMC,  Executive  Direc- 
tor. 
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Villa  Center  for  Renewal— Barbara  Blake, 
RSM,  St.  Charles,  IL 

Womens  Alliance  for  Theology  Ethics  and 
Rituals— Ms.  Mary  E.  Hunt  and  Ms.  Diann 
Neu 

World  Justice  and  Peace  Commission/Dio- 
cese of  Bridgeport— Ms.  Rosemarie  Gorman. 

INDIVIDUALS 

Abramozich.  OP:  Rosemary 
Barrett,  RSM:  Betty 
Bergant.  Dianne  (CTU) 
Blacquiere.  RSM:  Theresa 
Bossie.  SCJ;  Rev.  Robert  (8th  Day) 
Brennan.  OP:  Peggy 
Brooks.  Rev.  Robert 
Brin,  Shirley  (CTU) 
Brucks,  Rev.  Kenneth 
Bruska.  Julianne  (CTU) 
Carek.  OP:  Cyrilla 
Carolan,  Rev.  John 
Carrol.  Rev.  Robert 
Corbeth,  OSF;  Jennifer 
Crippner,  BVM:  Catherine 
Daly,  RSM;  Mary  Catherine 
Dahm,  OP:  Charles  (8th  Day) 
Dempsey,  OP:  Dorothy 
Donahue,  RSM;  Karen  (8th  Day) 
Dressier,  Rev.  Philip 
Eaton,  SP:  Rose  Ann 
Egan,  MSGR.  John  J. 
Fallon.  SP;  Sr.  Maureen 
Finnegan.  RSM;  Mary 
Flynn,  OP:  Julie 
Preedman,  Jane 
Gallagher,  OP:  Maureen 
Gartland,  SP:  Dorothy  (8th  Day) 
Gemska,  OFM;  De  Paul 
Goeddeke,  OP;  Marion  (8th  Day) 
Hargadon,  RSM;  Nadine 
Hollahan,  BVM;  Dorothy 
Hund,  CP:  Carl 
Hyland,  Connie  (CTU) 
Keifer,  OP:  Eugenia  Clare 
Madden.  OP;  Colette 
Maher.  RSM;  Berchmans 
Maloney.  OP;  Ann 
McGrory.  SP;  Sr.  Frances 
McLaughlin.  SP;  Sr.  Laura  Ann 
McManigal.  BVM;  Bernadette 
McMillan,  RSM;  Betsy 
McNamara,  SP;  Sr.  Margaret  Ann 
Meyer.  BVM;  Rose  Mary  (8th  Day) 
Michalowski  SSSF;  Laurie 
Misciasci.  CSJ;  Mary  Lou 
Niemel,  RSM;  Judith 
OMalley,  CP:  Kenneth 
Perkins,  RSM;  Madeleine 
Petruziello,  CSJ;  Catherine 
Pinkerton,  CSJ:  Catherine 
Rea,  OP:  Mary  Richard 
Scott,  Juandine  (CTU) 
Senior,  CP;  Donald 
Specht,  RSM;  Joan 
Specht,  Joseph  and  Ruth 
Studer.  SSND;  Sr.  Rita 
Uline,  OP;  Marilyn 
Ventura,  Rev.  Tom 
Zachmann,  Alice.* 


THE  EFFECT  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SE- 
CURITY SYSTEM  ON  BLACK 
AMERICANS 


HON.  WILLIAM  (BILL)  CLAY 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  the 
last  decade  preceding  the  signing  into 
law  of  Public  Law  98-21,  the  Social  Se- 
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curity  Amendments  of  1983,  a  great 
number  of  adverse  financial  reports 
was  discussed  pertaining  to  our  Social 
Security  system.  These  reports  created 
a  significant  degree  of  public  pessi- 
mism regarding  the  longevity  of  the 
social  Security  System, 

Public  opinion  polls  consistently 
showed  that  substantial  doubts  existed 
as  to  whether  the  Social  Security 
system  would  survive.  In  addition,  the 
public's  view  was  that  even  if  the 
system  did  survive,  it  was  doubtful 
whether  it  would  provide  much  of  a 
retirement  benefit. 

Even  after  the  amendments  were 
signed  into  law  on  April  20.  1983,  in  an 
attempt  to  resolve  the  financing  prob- 
lems. Mr.  Spealcer.  discussions,  re- 
search, and  controversy  pertaining  to 
our  Social  Security  system  continue. 

A  Dallas-based  think  tank  recently 
conducted  a  Social  Security  reform 
study  and  found  that  raising  the  re- 
tirement age  gradually  to  age  67  in  the 
next  century  will  adversely  affect 
black  workers.  While  most  people  rec- 
ognize that  our  Social  Security  system 
favors  the  old  over  the  young;  few  re- 
alize that  the  system  also  favors  some 
individuals  over  others  within  the 
same  age  group.  According  to  the  at- 
tached article,  the  black  population 
can  expect  to  receive  considerably 
fewer  benefits  from  Social  Security. 

I  commend  the  following  article  re- 
ported in  the  Globe-Democrat  News- 
paper of  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  on  July  15. 
1983,  for  the  consideration  of  my  col- 
leagues: 

Social  Security  Reform  Costs  Blacks  the 
Most,  Study  Says 

Dallas  (AP)— Raising  Social  Security's  re- 
tirement age  to  67  in  the  next  century  wili 
hurt  black  workers  the  most  because  of 
their  lower  life  expectancy  and  will  result  in 
a  'massive  transfer  of  wealth  from  blacks  to 
whites"  a  Dallas-based  think  tank  contends. 

"It  would  appear  that  Social  Security  is 
becoming  a  system  under  which  black  work- 
ers pay  taxes  to  support  white  retirees." 
John  Goodman,  president  of  the  National 
Center  for  Policy  Analysis,  said  in  an  inter- 
view Wednesday. 

The  center  has  issued  a  report  detailing 
how  the  recently  enacted  two-year  increase 
in  the  retirement  age  will  affect  blacks. 

"A  black  male  born  today  has  a  life  ex- 
pectancy of  64  years,'  said  Goodman. 

"Over  his  working  life  he  will  pay  more 
than  $60,000  in  Social  Security  taxes.  Yet 
he  can  expect  to  die  three  years  before  he 
reaches  full  retirement  age,  which  at  that 
time  will  be  67." 

In  1979  the  Advisory  Council  on  Social  Se- 
curity, a  panel  of  outside  experts  who  stud- 
ied the  system  for  Congress,  concluded  that 
although  a  disproportionate  number  of  mi- 
nority workers  do  not  live  to  retirement  age, 
"they  are  more  likely  to  have  surviving 
spouses  and  children  who  collect  Social  Se- 
curity survivor  benefits." 

The  council  said  that  in  1977  blacks,  who 
constitute  about  12  percent  of  the  U.S.  pop- 
ulation, made  up  7.8  percent  of  retired 
workers,  but  10.3  percent  of  all  Social  Secu- 
rity beneficiaries.  Blacks  also  were  16.5  per- 
cent of  disabled  workers  and  21  percent  of 
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the  children  of  retired,  dead  or  disabled 
workers. 

Social  Security  experts  estimate  that  rais- 
ing the  age  to  66  by  the  year  2009  and  to  67 
by  2027  amounts  to  about  a  13  percent  bene- 
fit cut  on  average  for  everyone  born  since 
1960.  All  those  born  since  1938  will  be  af- 
fected, to  some  degree. 

The  think-tank  study  said  the  change 
means  a  black  male  age  25  today  lost  more 
than  80  percent  of  his  expected  benefits.  By 
contrast,  a  white  male  the  same  age  lost  less 
than  22  percent  of  his. 

"Exact  statistics  are  not  available,  but  it  is 
probably  true  that  considerably  more  is 
being  taken  from  the  black  population  in 
Social  Security  taxes  than  is  being  paid 
back  to  the  population  in  the  form  of  bene- 
fits," the  study  said. 

Social  Security  Administration  spokesman 
James  M.  Brown  in  Baltimore  said  Thurs- 
day the  agency  had  no  immediate  comment 
on  the  study.* 


DEFLATING  THE  CLAIMS  OF 
THE  AIR-BAG  STUDIES 


HON.  ELWOOD  HILLIS 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  HILLIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
recent  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court 
overturning  the  administration's  deci- 
sion to  forgo  a  mandatory  passive  re- 
straint standard  for  automobiles  is 
only  the  last  in  a  very  long  list  of 
events  surrounding  air  bags.  The 
debate  has  raged  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation,  the  Congress, 
and  now  the  Supreme  Court  for  years. 
No  issue  is  memory  has  been  more  de- 
bated, more  studied,  more  reviewed 
without  being  resolved. 

I  personally  felt  that  the  administra- 
tor. Raymond  Peck  of  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion, was  correct  in  his  decision  not  to 
implement  the  passive  restraint  stand- 
ard. I  think  the  Supreme  Court  was 
mistaken  in  its  interpretation  of  the 
law  requiring  NHTSA  to  review  its 
passive  restraint  decision. 

The  Wall  Street  Journal  on  July  21 
ran  an  article  written  by  Sam  Kazman 
entitled  'Deflating  the  Claims  of  the 
Air-Bag  Studies."  which  presents  a 
clear  argument  agaiiist  the  Court's  po- 
sition. Because  I  feel  that  the  Con- 
gress will  once  again  be  forced  to  con- 
sider this  issue.  I  am  placing  the  arti- 
cle in  the  Congressional  Record  at 
this  point.  I  recommend  it  to  every- 
one's reading. 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  July  21, 
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Deflating  the  Claims  of  the  Air-Bag 

Studies 

(By  Sam  Kazman) 

The  Supreme  Court's  recent  overturning 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation's  deci- 
sion to  rescind  its  requirement  of  passive  re- 
straints in  autos  has  been  widely  character- 
ized as  a  judicial  defeat  for  President  Rea- 
gan's deregulatory  effort.  However,  when 
nine   Supreme    Court    justices   manage    to 
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agree  unanimously  that  an  agency  arbitrar- 
ily assessed  such  a  factbound  issue,  one 
begins  to  suspect  that  the  setback  was  dealt 
less  by  the  court  than  by  the  agency  itself. 

That  suspicion  isn't  allayed  in  the  least  by 
a  review  of  DOT'S  handling  of  the  issue,  for 
the  agency's  course  was  fundamentally 
marred  by  an  administrator's  failure  to 
challenge  his  staff's  advocacy  of  a  techno- 
logical fix. 

The  decision  to  rescind  the  passive  re- 
straint rule  was  made  by  Raymond  Peck  Jr., 
head  of  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  within  DOT.  The 
most  crucial  aspect  of  his  decision  was  his 
acceptance  of  the  assessment  that  his  prede- 
cessor. Joan  Claybrook,  had  made  concern- 
ing air  bags— that  their  effectiveness  had 
been  confirmed  by  the  field  experience  of 
those  air  bag-equipped  cars  that  were  on  the 
road.  Most  of  these  cars  had  been  manufac- 
tured by  General  Motors  from  1974-76; 
while  GM  had  hoped  to  sell  several  hundred 
thousand  cars  so  equipped,  it  succeeded  in 
selling  only  10,000  and  subsequently 
stopped  offering  the  optional  device. 

bureaucratic  infatuation 

In  fact,  there  was  good  reason  to  doubt 
the  claim  that  air  bags  were  a  proven  tech- 
nology. Had  Mr.  Peck  openly  questioned 
that  claim  as  part  of  his  basis  for  rescinding 
the  rule,  then  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  the 
Supreme  Court  would  have  ruled,  as  it  did, 
that  the  agency  had  illegally  failed  to  con- 
sider an  air  bag-only  requirement.  Instead, 
NHTSA  blandly  asserted  that  it  had  "no 
basis  .  .  .  for  changing  its  earlier  conclu- 
sions" on  this  issue.  There  were  few  ways 
indeed  that  NHTSA  could  have  made  things 
harder  for  itself  in  court  than  through  this 
approach.  NHTSA's  action  illustrates  how 
an  agency  can  become  so  wedded  to  a  notion 
that  even  a  new  administrator,  riding  a  pop- 
ular mandate  for  political  change,  is  unable 
to  break  the  knot  and  instead  ends  up  being 
hanged  by  it. 

In  the  case  of  air  bags,  the  indications  of 
bureaucratic  infatuation  are  clear— NHTSA 
has  misrepresented  the  device  to  the  public, 
and  it  has  concealed  adverse  data  and  analy- 
sis regarding  air-bag  performance. 

The  agency  has  long  know-n  that  air  bags 
alone  don't  offer  full  occupant  protection 
but  must  be  used  together  with  manually 
buckled  lap  belts.  For  an  agency  committed 
to  the  dream  of  totally  passive  protection, 
however,  this  is  an  exceedingly  inconvenient 
fact  that  must  be  ignored  or  glossed  over. 
For  example,  a  1977  NHTSA  brochure, 
aimed  at  the  general  public,  describes  air 
bags  as  "systems  that  protect  automobile 
occupants  from  collision  injuries  automati- 
cally, without  the  need  to  fasten  belts  or  to 
take  any  other  action. "  Pity  the  person  who, 
believing  that,  finds  himself  unbelted  in  a 
side.  rear,  or  rollover  collision,  where  air 
bags  offer  little  or  no  aid. 

NHTSA's  attitude  doesn't  change  when 
one  moves  from  its  public  relations  to  its  an- 
alytical work. 

In  April  1976,  a  NHTSA  statistician  exam- 
ined the  four  deaths  that  were  then  known 
to  have  occurred  in  air-bag  cars  and  con- 
cluded that  "the  actual  number  of  deaths 
(in  these  cars)  was  at  least  four  times  as 
high  as  the  expected  number— a  discrepancy 
that  he  found  to  be  'statistically  significant 
at  the  99%  confidence  level "  and  which  su- 
gested  "that  the  air  bag  is  totally  ineffective 
in  fatality  reduction."  This  wasn't  the  sort 
of  finding  that  would  be  joyously  received 
by  an  agency  enthralled  by  air  bags.  In- 
stead, the  study,    "A  Statistical  Analysis  of 
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Air  Bag  Deaths.'  was  concealed  for  2'v 
years  until  it  was  forced  into  the  open  in 
1979  during  the  Pacific  Legal  Foundation's 
suit  against  the  passive-restraint  rule. 

The  agency's  most  recent  examination  of 
the  accident  data  appeared  in  July  1980.  in 
its  Automobile  Occupant  Crash  Protec- 
tion—Progress Report  No.  3.'  On  the  basis 
of  six  reported  fatalities,  that  study  con 
eludes  that  the  demonstrated  effectiveness 
of  air  bags  is  consistent  with  earlier  esti- 
mates made  by  the  Department.  .''  Be- 
cause this  effectiveness  was  calculated  by 
comparing  the  known  fatalities  in  air  bag 
cars  with  the  expected  fatality  experience 
of  a  conventional  fleet  of  similar  model  cars, 
its  value  was  critically  dependent  on  the  ac- 
curacy of  the  air-bag  fatality  count. 

However,  at  the  time  NHTSA  issued  this 
report  it  knew  not  of  six  but  of  seven  air  bag 
fatalities.  That  seventh  death,  resulting 
from  a  1974  acci'^ent  in  Florida,  was  simply 
omitted  from  the  agency's  analysis  because 
it  occurred  more  than  30  days  after  the  acci- 
dent and  thus  exceeded  the  usual  time  cut 
off  for  defining  a  fatality.  While  this  30-day 
standard  may  be  acceptable  in  computing 
national  statistics,  its  appropriateness  is 
highly  questionable  when  data  are  as  scarce 
as  those  on  airbag  fatalities.  One  would 
expect  at  least  a  footnote  indicating  the 
omission  of  a  fatality,  instead  one  finds 
total  silence. 

More  importantly,  the  1980  report  illus- 
trates NHTSA's  unfounded  assumption  that 
it  knows  of  every  fatality  that  has  occurred 
in  an  air-bag  car.  This  assumption  is  crucial 
because,  given  the  single-digit  numbers  at 
issue  here,  every  such  fatality  that  NHTSA 
doesn't  know  about  (or  knows  about  and  ig- 
nores) significantly  reduces  the  calculated 
effectiveness  of  these  devices. 

The  tenuous  nature  of  this  assumption  of 
omniscience  should  have  been  evident  to 
the  agency  from  the  very  pattern  of  the  fa- 
talities described  in  its  report. 

Generally,  about  38'^c  of  all  occupant  fa- 
talities occur  in  non-frontal  impacts.  One 
would  expect  to  find  at  least  several  such 
accidents  among  the  six  fatal  collisions  re- 
ported for  the  air-bag  cars.  In  fact,  however, 
there  wasn't  a  single  such  case  among  them; 
all  six  deaths  occurred  in  frontal  collisions 
with  full  air-bag  deployment.  This  absence 
of  non-frontal  accident  deaths  could  hardly 
be  credited  to  air  bags,  because  those  de- 
vices are  unlikely  to  deploy  in  such  impacts. 
It  is  far  more  likely  that  non-frontal  acci 
dent  fatalities  were  simply  being  missed  by 
NHTSA's  reporting  system,  because  the  col- 
lision of  a  non-deployed  air-bag  car  could 
easily  be  mistaken  as  involving  only  a  con- 
ventional vehicle. 

In  effect,  much  of  the  fatality  reduction 
that  NHTSA  was  touting  was  probably  due 
not  to  air  bags  but  to  the  inadequacy  of  the 
agency's  own  reporting  system. 

Strangely  enough.  NHTSA  received  strong 
evidence  of  this  inadequacy  in  the  same 
month  that  it  issued  its  Progress  Report.  In 
July  1980.  the  agency  learned  of  a  non-de- 
ployment fatality  in  the  non-frontal  roll 
over  collision  of  an  air-bag  car  in  Washing- 
ton State.  However,  lest  one  think  NHTSA's 
reporting  system  had  suddenly  t)egun  to 
function  properly,  the  accident  itself  had 
occurred  in  September  1977.  NHTSA  had 
simply  t>een  unaware  of  it  for  nearly  three 
years.  NHTSA's  chief  counsel.  Frank 
Berndt.  wasn't  the  least  bit  apologetic  for 
this  delay;  in  a  surprisingly  candid  letter,  he 
stated  that  the  agency  felt  quite  fortunate 
to  have  discovered  the  Washington  State  ac- 
cident at  all.  let  alone  34  months  after  its 
occurrence." 
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Fortunate  indeed!  Between  this  nearly  un- 
discovered accident  and  the  Florida  fatality 
that  NHTSA  neatly  ignored,  the  54%  effec- 
tiveness that  NHTSA  calculated  for  air  bags 
is  reduced  by  more  than  one-quarter;  it 
would  take  only  a  few  more  undiscovered  fa- 
talities to  shrink  that  effectiveness  figure 
down  to  insignificance. 
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CAMPAIGN  FOR  AIRBAGS 

Misleading  advertising,  concealed  studies, 
conveniently  incomplete  data— this  sounds 
like  the  archetypal  accusation  that  Joan 
Claybrook  would  throw  at  the  auto  indus- 
try Instead,  it  characterizes  NHTSA's  own 
campaign  for  air  bags.  Unlike  the  market 
activities  of  car  manufacturers,  however, 
that  campaign  is  restrained  by  neither  com- 
petition nor  product  liability. 

This  isn't  to  say  that  air  bags  themselves 
are  inherently  ineffective.  The  issue  of 
whether  and  when  they  should  be  reintro- 
duced into  the  market,  however,  isn't  a 
question  that  can  be  entrusted  to  NHTSA. 
Unfortunately,  that  is  exactly  where  it  cur- 
rently rests. 

Coming  to  office  in  the  wake  of  th  Reagan 
election.  Raymond  Peck  was  ideally  situated 
to  question  the  conventional  wisdom  that 
air  bags  have  been  proven  in  the  real  world. 
Because  he  didn't,  that  bromide  has  re- 
ceived the  imprimatur  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  It  is  doubtful  that  the  issue  will  be 
examined  any  more  critically  by  the  new 
transportation  secretary.  Elizabeth  Dole, 
who  saw  fit  to  publicly  praise  air  bags  one 
week  before  the  case  was  argued  before  the 
court. 

In  1972  NHTSA  mandated  ignition  inter- 
locks, which  so  enraged  the  public  that  Con- 
gress soon  banned  their  requirement.  In 
1978.  NHTSA's  requirement  of  complex  an 
tilock  devices  for  air-braked  buses  and 
trucks  was  overturned  by  a  federal  court 
when  it  found  that  the  agency  had  created 

a  potentially  more  hazardous  highway  situ- 
ation than  existed  before  ..."  The  cost  of 
these  fiascoes  was  ultimately  borne  by  con- 
sumers. From  the  looks  of  things,  the  public 
is  in  for  an  even  heftier  tab  in  the  future.* 


THE  DEFECTION  OF 
COMANDANTE  MONTENEGRO 

HON.  JAMES  G.  MARTIN 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 
•  Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  most  remarka- 
ble sources  of  information  about  the 
Communist  direction  and  domination 
of  the  guerrilla  forces  in  El  Salvador 
has  come  to  us  in  the  person  of  Arqui- 
medes  Canadas,  who  defected  from  his 
military  leadership  position  with  the 
Salvadoran  guerrillas,  where  he  was 
known  as  Comandante  Montenegro. 
Many  of  us  have  visited  with  this  cou- 
rageous man  and  been  impressed  by 
his  narrative.  I  spread  this  interview 
on  the  Record  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Congress. 
The  article  follows: 


[From  the  New  YoT\t.  Times.  July  28,  1983] 
Cuba  Directs  Salvador  Insurgency, 
Former  Guerrilla  Lieutenant  Says 
(By  Bernard  Weinraub) 
Washington.  July  27. -A  former  Salvador- 
an guerrilla  who  played  a  key  role  in  anti- 
Government  raids  in  San  Salvador  has  told 
United  States  officials  that  Cuba  has    "di- 
rected the  activities"  of  the  insurgency  since 
1980  and   that   the   guerrilla  leadership  is 
now  operating  from  bases  in  Nicaragua. 

The  former  rebel.  Arquimedes  Canadas. 
also  known  as  Comandante  Alejandro  Mon- 
tenegro, said  in  an  interview  here  that 
before  1980  the  guerrilla  movement  was 
largely  nationalistic.  "  made  up  of  a  multi- 
tude ot  political  and  arm*  d  groups.  But  he 
said  it  gradually  moved  under  Havana's  in- 
fluence to  the  point  that  Cuban  military 
aides  specifically  advised  Salvadoran  guer- 
rillas on  tactics  to  cripple  Government 
forces. 

Mr.  Canadas,  who  has  been  sentenced  to 
death  by  guerrilla  forces  and  is  under 
United  States  Government  protection  here, 
said  he  and  four  other  leaders  of  the  Peo- 
ples  Revolutionary  Army  met  four  Cuban 
military  officials,  three  men  and  a  woman, 
in  Havana  and  Managua  in  July  and  Octo- 
ber 1981.  At  that  point  Mr.  Canadas.  the  28- 
year-old  son  of  a  civil  servant,  was  an  under- 
ground leader  in  the  "central  front. "  which 
includes  San  Salvador,  the  capital. 

As  far  as  the  central  front  was  con- 
cerned."  Mr.  Canadas  said,  they  said  the 
principal  activity  should  be  the  sabotage  of 
electric  power  and  telephone  lines  to  pre- 
vent the  national  army  from  using  the  tele- 
phone as  a  principal  means  of  communica- 
tion and  force  them  to  use  only  radio." 
report  has  "checked  out" 
Two  State  Department  officials  said  Mr. 
Canadas's  background  and  the  details  of  his 
report  had  been  checked  in  recent  months 
by  the  State  Department  and  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency.  His  bona  fides  have 
been  established. "  an  official  said.  We  have 
checked  what  he's  said  with  other  sources 
and  it's  checked  out." 

The  official  said  there  was  special  concern 
in  validating  the  report,  given  the  embar- 
rassment last  March  when  a  Nicaraguan 
publicly  recanted  statemenU  given  to  the 
State  Department  and  the  C.I.A.  about  Nic- 
araguan and  Cuban  involvement  in  El  Sal- 
vador. 

Mr.  Canadas  was  seized  last  Aug.  22  by 
Honduran  security  forces  at  a  cafe  in  Tegu- 
cigalpa while  on  his  way  to  a  meeting  of  Sal- 
vadoran rebel  leaders  in  Managua.  Since 
then  he  has  told  his  story  to  United  States 
officials,  ranging  from  a  teen-ager  who  ab- 
horred what  he  called  the  Salvadoran  Gov- 
ernment's "military  repression"  to  an  un- 
derground leader  who  directed  one  of  the 
guerrilla  movement's  major  propaganda  tri- 
umphs, the  destruction  of  seven  American- 
made  helicopters  and  eight  planes  at  the 
Ilopango  Air  Base  near  San  Salvador  in  Jan- 
uary 1982. 

The  seven  soldiers  that  carried  out  the 
operation  were  trained  for  six  months  in 
Havana. "  Mr.  Canadas  said.  In  October, 
when  I  was  in  Managua.  Villalobas  had  put 
me  in  charge  of  the  mission. "  Joaquin  Villa- 
lobas leads  the  People's  Revolutionary 
Army. 

OPPOSED  CUBAN  INVOLVEMENT 

Although  several  other  guerrilla  leaders 
have  been  seized  and  accepted  amnesly- 
and  quietly  fled  to  other  Latin  American 
countries    after    privately    yielding    intelli- 


gence information— Mr.  Canadas  said  he 
had  decided  to  speak  publicly  for  several 
reasons. 

At  the  time  he  drifted  Into  the  under- 
ground in  1974.  after  30  people  died  when 
the  military  opened  fire  on  a  peaceful  dem- 
onstration by  students,  anti-Government  ac- 
tivity was  "nationalistic,"  he  said. 

""We  wanted  an  end  to  oppression  in  our 
homeland,"  Mr.  Canadas  said.  "We  did  not 
want  Communists  and  Cubans."" 

Even  before  his  arrest,  he  said,  he  had 
made  known  his  dissatisfaction  "that  the 
process  was  being  transformed  and  manipu- 
lated by  other  interests,  the  Cubans  and 
Nicaraguans." 

""At  the  moment,"  he  continued,  "we 
should  fight  for  peaceful  political  alterna- 
tives so  that  the  bloodshed  will  be  stopped.  I 
want  to  take  that  message  and  direct  it  to 
my  ex-companions." 

The  Salvadoran  spoke  in  Spanish  in  the 
interview,  held  at  the  institute  on  Religion 
and  Democracy,  a  foundation  and  church- 
supported  group. 

"PEOPLE  CLOSED  THEIR  DOORS"" 

Mr.  Canadas  said  he  grew"  aware  of  Cuba's 
involvement  in  mid- 1980  when  the  Fara- 
bundo  Marti  National  Liberation  Front  was 
set  up  as  the  umbrella  organization  for  Sal- 
vador's guerrilla  groups,  inlcuding  the  Peo- 
ple's Revolutionary  Army.  Overseeing  the 
front  was  a  supreme  executive  body,  the 
Unified  Revolutionary  Directorate,  or 
D.R.U..  that  was  formed,  he  said,  at  a  secret 
meeting  in  Havana. 

"FVom  the  political  and  military  point  of 
view,  all  the  decisions  that  the  D.R.U. 
took— from  the  strategic  sense,  from  the 
military  sense— were  done  in  coordination 
with  the  Cubans,"  he  said. 

For  example,  in  November  1980,  when 
guerrilla  leaders  met  in  Havana,  '"the  mili- 
tary plan  for  the  final  offensive  in  January 
"81  was  authorized  by  the  Cubans,'"  he  said. 

That  offensive,  in  which  guerrilla  forces 
attacked  key  points  in  hopes  of  a  general 
uprising,  fizzled.  ""There  was  no  popular 
backing  for  an  insurrection,""  Mr.  Canadas 
said,  adding  that  the  umbrella  guerrilla 
group  had  "never  agreed  on  a  common 
strategy;  there  were  ideological  differ- 
ences."' 

He  said  he  was  in  Soyapango,  just  east  of 
San  Salvador,  on  Jan.  10  and  ""the  people 
closed  their  doors  on  us." 

According  to  Mr.  Canadas.  the  guerrillas 
made  a  crucial  mistake  in  March  1980  when 
the  highly  popular  Archbishop  Oscar  Ar- 
nulfo  Romero,  who  had  advocated  social 
change,  was  murdered.  "There  could  have 
been  the  insurreciton  then  and  there."'  he 
said.  "The  people  were  waiting  for  the  call." 
But  "the  Communists  in  the  movement  said 
wait,"  he  said,  adding.  "It  was  a  major  polit- 
ical error." 

By  June  1980.  Mr.  Canadas  said,  after 
guerrilla  leaders,  not  including  him,  went  to 
Havana,  "arms  began  coming  in  and  the 
commanders  after  that  meeting  did  not 
return  to  Salvador.'"  He  said  that  was  when 
the  leaders  moved  their  operations  to  Nica- 
ragua. 

""They  never  returned,"  he  said,  with  the 
exception  of  Villalobas.  who  was  the  last 
one  to  leave  Salvador  in  February  '81." 

""Before  that  we  did  not  have  much  arms 
coming  in."  he  said.  "After  that  the  majori- 
ty of  arms  was  given  by  Vietnam.  American 
M-16"s.  The  arms  came  from  Vietnam  to 
Havana.  Havana  to  Managua.  Managua  to 
Salvador."' 

Mr.  Canadas  said  that  although  the  guer- 
rillas' umbrella  group  includes  several  fac- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

tions  of  either  nationalist  or  Communist 
grouping,  it  moved  into  closer  alignment 
with  Cuba  ""because  they  thought  they  were 
going  to  win  militarily;  they  felt  with  Cuban 
aid  the  success  would  come  more  quickly."' 

Mr.  Canadas.  a  hefty  man  with  an  engag- 
ing smile,  said  he  now  lives  in  Costa  Rica 
and  Panama.  He  is  in  Washington  for  sever- 
al days  and  declined  to  discuss  further  de- 
tails about  his  whereabouts. 

On  his  first  visit  to  Cuba  in  July  1981,  he 
recalled,  he  and  three  other  People's  Revo- 
lutionary Army  leaders— Jorge  Melendez  of 
the  Morazan  area,  Juan  Ramon  Medrano  of 
the  "southern  front"  and  Miguel  Ramirez  of 
the  "western  front"— met  the  four  Cubans. 

The  Cubans  ""told  us  what  had  to  be  done 
in  the  interior  of  the  country.'"  Mr.  Canadas 
said.  ""They  directed  the  activities.  In  the 
case  of  Morazan.  they  said  the  principal  ac- 
tivities should  be  to  take  the  fight  from  the 
mountain  to  the  city  because  we  had  to  get 
the  city  population  on  our  side."  Morazan 
Province,  northeast  of  San  Salvador  on  the 
Honduran  border,  is  a  key  battleground. 

Three  months  later,  in  October,  he  said, 
the  same  group  of  Salvadorans  and  Cubans 
met  in  Managua.  "We  examined  everything 
that  had  been  done  since  July."'  he  said. 
"We  analyzed  the  taking  of  Villa  el  Rosario 
in  Marazan.  It  was  a  village  occupied  by  the 
guerrillas.  It  showed  how  much  we  had  ad- 
vanced. As  far  as  the  central  front,  they  in- 
dicated that  the  sabotage  of  the  electric 
power  and  telephone  lines  was  not  enough, 
not  sufficient.  We  had  to  make  greater  ef- 
forts in  these  activities. 

Mr.  Canadas  said  he  hoped  the  United 
States  would  back  away  from  any  military 
solution  in  El  Salvador  and  press  the  Salva- 
doran Government  for  ""a  political  agree- 
ment among  all  sectors." 

""You  have  to  take  into  account  the  guer- 
rilla forces  in  any  settlement."'  he  said.* 


SCHOLARSHIP  FUND 


HON.  MICHAEL  DeWINE 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
April,  two  of  my  constituents.  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Robert  T.  Rice,  of  Springfield, 
Ohio,  contacted  all  Members  of  Con- 
gress to  explain  their  efforts  to  devel- 
op a  scholarship  fund  in  memory  of 
their  son.  Bob,  who  died  in  action  in 
Vietnam.      ' 

Bob  was  a  graduate  of  Xavier  Uni- 
versity, in  Cincinnati,  Ohio  where  he 
was  a  member  of  ROTC,  Pershing 
rifles  and  the  corps  drill  team.  In  rec- 
ognition of  this  outstanding  leadership 
and  scholastic  achievement.  Bob  was 
awarded  in  his  freshman  year  the 
Presidents'  trophy  and  the  superior 
cadet  decoration.  Later  in  his  college 
career  he  received  awards  for  out- 
standing proficiency  in  leadership, 
drill  and  the  exercise  of  command.  He 
and  his  men  won  many  awards  in  drill 
meets  around  the  country.  In  1969. 
Bob  received  his  bachelor  of  science 
degree  and  was  awarded  a  regular 
commission  in  the  U.S.  Army  Infantry. 
The  regular  commission  was  awarded 
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on  the  basis  of  his  graduating  as  a  dis- 
tinguished military  student. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rice  have  worked  since 
Bob's  death  to  memorialize  his  enthu- 
siasm and  his  desire  to  help  others  by 
building  a  scholarship  fund  at  Xavier 
University.  It  is  their  hope  to  raise 
enough  money  to  provide  a  4-year  tui- 
tion scholarship  to  be  granted  to  at 
least  one  incoming  freshman  each 
year.  In  addition  to  their  own  substan- 
tial contributions,  the  Rices  have 
asked  almost  11.000  individuals,  corpo- 
rations, funds  and  foundations  for 
contributions  for  the  scholarship  fund. 
Their  appeal  is  not  professional,  but  is 
heartfelt  and  earnest.  In  fact,  their 
letter  asks  its  readers  to  make  a  contri- 
bution to  the  college  or  university  of 
your  choice  in  honor  of  all  our  service- 
men. 

I  believe  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rice's 
desire  to  help  their  son's  university  is 
exemplary.  Many  parents  throughout 
the  United  States  lost  sons  in  Vietnam 
conflict.  There  is  no  way  to  replace 
this  loss  to  thousands  of  American 
families.  However,  the  hard  work  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rice  to  bring  positive  re- 
sults in  order  to  help  other  college  stu- 
dents build  meaningful  lives  should  be 
applauded.* 


DAIRY  TAX  SHOULD  BE 
REPEALED 


HON.  RICK  BOUCHER 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  BOUCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  direct  my  colleagues'  at- 
tention to  legislation  introduced  by 
my  good  friend  and  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia.  (Mr.  Olin).  In  a 
dear  colleague  letter  of  July  25.  1983. 
Representative  Olin  announced  that 
he  is  introducing  a  bill  to  repeal  the 
second  50-cent  assessment  on  milk  pro- 
duction, which  is  scheduled  to  take 
effect  on  September  1  of  this  year. 

Everyone  associated  with  the  dairy 
industry  knows  that  the  assessment 
program  has  been  a  disaster.  Original- 
ly designed  to  decrease  large  dairy  sur- 
pluses and  the  cost  of  the  dairy  pro- 
gram, the  assessment  has  only  encour- 
aged dairy  farmers  to  produce  more 
milk  in  anticipation  of  revenue  short- 
falls arising  from  the  assessment. 

In  an  effort  to  restore  stability  to 
the  dairy  program,  the  Livestock, 
Dairy  and  Poultry  Subcommittee  of 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee  has 
reported  H.R.  1875,  the  Dairy  Produc- 
tion Stabilization  Act  of  1983.  This 
comprehensive  legislation,  which  re- 
peals the  Secretary's  authority  to 
impose  the  second  50-cent  assessment, 
holds  great  promise  for  a  more  equita- 
ble and  responsible  dairy  program. 
However,  it  now  appears  that  H.R. 
1875  will  not  be  acted  upon  before  the 
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summer  recess  and  that  unless  we 
adopt  Representative  Ohn"s  bill,  the 
second  assessment  will  go  into  effect 
on  September  1. 

Representative  Olins  bill  addresses 
the  most  serious  problem  of  the  cur- 
rent dairy  program,  and  it  encom- 
passes one  of  the  major  components  of 
H.R.  1875.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  act 
upon  this  bill  immediately  so  that  it 
may  become  law  before  the  recess.* 


DISCRIMINATION  IS  STILL  WITH 
US 


IMI 


HON.  AUGUSTUS  F.  HAWKINS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  ?S.  1983 
•  Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Washington  Post  has 
provided  the  opportunity  to  present  a 
civil  rights  viewpoint  shared  by  mil- 
lions of  our  citizens.  Unfortunately, 
for  our  Nation  and  our  people,  dis- 
crimination   is    still    with    us.    Only 
through    a   vigorous   enforcement   of 
civil  rights  statutes  can  we  insure  that 
all  Americans  benefit  from  an  improv- 
ing economy.  I  sincerely  trust  that  the 
administration   will   join   with    us   in 
fighting    discrimination    wherever    it 
exists.  I  submit  my  article  from  yester- 
day's Post  to  further  this  effort. 
[FYom  the  Washington  Post.  July  26.  1983] 
(By  Augustus  F.  Hawkins) 
Discrimination  Is  Still  With  Us 
Attorney  General  William  French  Smith 
contends  fYes.  We  Do  Enforce  Civil  Rights 
Laws,"  Outlook,  July  10]  that  criticism  of 
the    administration's    civil    rights    enforce- 
ment policies  and  record  unfairly  focuses  on 
the  administration's  opposition  to  busing  as 
a  remedy  for  school  segregation  and  quotas 
as  a  remedy  for  employment  discrimination. 
Unfortunately,  once  again  this  administra- 
tion seems  to  have  missed  the  mark. 

While  the  administration  may  not  be  will- 
ing to  admit  it,  discrimination  on  the  basis 
of  race,  sex.  and  national  origin  exists  in  vir- 
tually all  phases  of  our  society.  As  a  result, 
minorities  and  women  continue  to  lag  well 
behind  white  males  when  it  comes  to  earn- 
ings or  in  access  to  employment,  education 
or  housing  opportunities. 

The  magnitude  of  the  disparity  takes  on 
greater  significance  when  we  consider  just 
the  area  of  employment  and  the  following 
facts:  the  lowest  black  unemployment  rate 
for  the  last  decade  is  greater  than  the  high- 
est white  unemployment  rate  for  the  same 
period.  In  the  last  few  months,  while  the 
unemployment  rate  for  whites  has  been  on 
the  decline,  the  unemployment  rate  for 
blacks  has  remained  constant  at  more  than 
double  that  of  whites.  Despite  the  federally 
enacted  programs  that  prohibit  maintaining 
different  pay  scales  for  men  and  women 
who  perform  •equal  work."  there  is  ample 
evidence  that  women  continue  to  lag  well 
behind  white  males  with  respect  to  pay. 

There  are  strong  indications  that  these 
persistent  disparities  are  not  chance  occur- 
rences. Data  compiled  and  analyzed  in  a 
recent  study  by  the  U.S.  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights  showed  that  improvement  in 
the  overall  health  of  the  economy  and  in 
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the  education  or  skill  level  of  blacks.  His- 
panics.  and  women  lead  in  some  cases  to  the 
reduction  of  disparities,  but  not  to  their 
elimination."  The  commission  conservative- 
ly concluded:  "The  suspicion,  therefore,  re- 
mains that  discrimination  continues  to  have 
a  major  effect  on  blacks,  Hispanics  and 
women  in  their  struggle  to  find  jobs  com- 
mensurate with  their  qualifications  and  ex- 
perience." 

Elaborating  on  the  conclusions  of  the 
study,  the  commission  observed  further: 
We  believe  this  report  does  an  excellent 
job  of  exploding  the  myth  that  the  younger 
age  of  black  and  Hispanic  populations,  the 
lack  of  adequate  education  and  skills,  or  the 
changes  in  economic  cycles  are  the  principal 
cause  of  minority  underemployment  and  un- 
employment."  The  commissioners  conclud- 
ed, as  I  believe  this  administration  must, 
that  Instead,  we  must  try  to  end  discrim- 
ination directly  by  enforcing  the  law" 

Enforcing  the  law,  if  it  is  to  be  effective, 
may  mean  relying  for  a  time  on  remedial 
relief  that  imposes  temporary  group  prefer- 
ences. The  alternative  would  be  to  provide 
no  relief  or  meaningless,  symbolic  relief 
which  serves  only  to  perpetuate  the  commu- 
nity-wide harmful  effects  of  the  unlawful 
conduct. 

The  characterization  of  the  concerns  of 
women  and  minorities  as  dissatisfaction 
with  the  administrations  policies  on  busing 
and  quotas  is  a  poor  attempt  to  hide  the 
truth.  Busing  and  quotas  are  remedies  of 
last  resort,  which  are  used  by  courts  when 
discrimination  has  been  proven  and  where 
other  relief  would  be  ineffective.  Neither 
has  been  defended  as  being  without  nega- 
tive aspects.  They  have  been  used,  often 
with  reluctance,  because  on  balance  the 
negative  results  they  may  generate  are  far 
outweighed  by  the  clear  and  present  injury 
that  results  from  permitting  present  dis- 
crimination and  the  effects  of  past  discrim- 
ination to  persist. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  this  administration 
often  tries  to  equate  goals  and  timetables 
with  quotas,  notwithstanding  the  clear  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  devices.  As  Ellen 
Feingold.  a  member  of  the  board  of  the 
American  Civil  Liberties  Union,  noted  in 
comments  before  the  House  subcommittee 
on  employment  opportunities,  which  I 
chair: 

Goals  and  quotas  are  both  numbers,  as 
pineapples  and  lemons  are  both  fruits.  But 
there  the  similarities  cease.  A  quota  is  a  ceil- 
ing; it  is  rigid,  it  is  usually  small,  it  has  no 
relationship  to  equity  or  to  availability,  and 
it  is  designed  to  be  exclusionary.  The  fact 
that  it  is  a  number  is  not  its  essential  qual- 
ity. 

"A  goal  is  just  that— it  is  an  objective 
which  is  set  and  toward  which  one  strives.  It 
is  rooted  in  reality— related  to  an  organiza- 
tion's policies  and  needs,  and  to  the  con- 
straints and  opportunities  of  the  organiza- 
tion's environment.  It  is  one  of  the  most 
normal  business  practices,  described  by 
every  major  treatise  on  good  management 
since  the  1940s  as  an  essential  component  of 
proper  business  management.  Goals,  objec- 
tives, targets,  deadlines,  milestones— these 
are  standard  components  of  good  manage- 
ment planning,  and  no  manager,  senior  or 
mid-level,  who  wishes  to  do  well  would 
dream  of  doing  without  these  necessary 
tools  for  business  success." 

This  administration  would  have  us  believe 
that  the  battle  for  equal  opportunities  for 
minorities  and  women  has  been  won.  It 
would  have  us  believe  that  discrimination, 
where  it  does  exist,  affects  only  a  few  indi- 
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viduals  and  hence  should,  and  can,  be 
fought  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  It  would  also 
have  us  believe  it  has  been  doing  everything 
possible  to  end  discrimination  and  make  the 
dream  of  equal  opportunity  for  all  Ameri- 
cans a  reality. 

When  it  comes  to  equal  opportunities  and 
civil  rights  for  women  and  minorities,  the 
attorney  general  seems  to  be  satisfied  with 
carrying  out  the  letter,  but  not  the  spirit  of 
the  law.  and  with  resting  the  administra- 
tions civil  rights  record  on  the  number  of 
cases  it  has  initiated.  However,  after  dec- 
ades of  struggling,  we  know  the  error  of  ele- 
vating form  over  substance.  And,  unlike  this 
administration,  we  know  that  the  signifi- 
cant variables  in  the  quest  for  civil  rights 
and  equal  opportunity  are  the  results 
achieved,  and  not  merely  efforts  allegedly 
expended. 

To  assess  the  success  of  the  civil  rights 
struggle,  there  are  no  substitutes  for  objec- 
tively measurable  factors  such  as  the 
number  of  women  and  minorities  in  profes- 
sional schools,  the  percentage  of  minorities 
and  women  in  a  given  industry  or  the 
number  and  type  of  loans  a  lender  is  willing 
to  make  to  minorities  and  women. 

The  administrations  opposition  to  serious 
affirmative  action  measures  justifies  the  ac- 
cusation, which  the  attorney  general  now 
seeks  to  rebut,  that  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice and,  indeed,  the  entire  administration, 
lack  any  real  commitment  to  enforcing  this 
nations  civil  rights  laws  or  ensuring  equal 
opportunities  for  all  its  citizens. 

Paraphrasing  Lyndon  Johnson:  you  do  not 
wipe  away  the  scars  of  centuries  by  saying. 
Now  you  are  free  to  go  where  you  want, 
and  do  as  you  desire,  and  choose  the  leaders 
you  please."  You  do  not  take  a  person  who. 
for  years,  has  been  hobbled  by  chains  and 
liberate  him.  bring  him  to  the  starting  line 
of  a  race  and  then  say,  "You  are  free  to 
compete  with  all  the  others,"  and  still  justly 
believe  that  you  have  been  completely  fair. 
Thus,  it  is  not  enough  in  1983  for  the  ad- 
ministration to  say  that  it  is  going  to  treat 
everyone  the  same  and  expect  the  goal  of 
civil  rights  for  all  Americans  to  be 
achieved.* 
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HON.  THOMAS  A.  DASCHLE 

OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
inserting  for  the  benefit  of  my  col- 
leagues an  article  which  appeared  in 
the  July  28.  Washington  Post,  which 
provides  further  evidence  that  the 
chemical  contaminant  in  agent  orange, 
dioxin,  is  carcinogenic  in  humans.  Of 
special  interest  is  the  fact  that  some  of 
the  Monsanto  workers  died  of  soft 
tissue  cancer  fully  30  years  after  ini- 
tial exposure. 

Two  independent  studies  conducted 
in  Sweden  confirm  the  NIOSH  find- 
ings as  does  the  following  chart  I  am 
inserting  which  reveals  a  771 -percent 
increase  in  soft  tissue  sarcomas  over 
the  past  20  years  among  white  women 
in  Midland,  Mich.,  not  coincidentally 
the  location  of  a  Dow  Chemical  Co. 
plant  where  agent  orange  and  other 


dioxin  contaminated  herbicides  were 
produced. 

Following  is  the  Washington  Post 
story  and  the  chart  from  the  National 
Cancer  Institute/Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  Interagency  Agree- 
ment on  Environmental  Carcinogene- 
sis: 

[Prom  the  Washington  Post.  July  28,  1983] 

Evidence  Called  Strong— Dioxin  Tied  to 
Chemical  Workers"  Cancer 

(By  Victor  Cohn  and  Felicity  Barringer) 

A  rare  form  of  Cancer  contracted  by  seven 
herbicide  manufacturing  workers  "strongly 
suggests"  that  dioxin  can  cause  cancer  in 
humans,  according  to  the  chief  of  surveil- 
lance for  the  National  Institute  for  Occupa- 
tional Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH). 

If  diagnoses  by  the  victims'  doctors  are 
confirmed  by  the  Armed  Forces  Institute  of 
Pathology,  the  cases  will  become  evidence 
that  the  controversial  chemical— highly  car- 
cinogenic in  animals— can  cause  cancer  in 
humans. 

The  seven  rare  cancers,  called  soft  tissue 
sarcomas  because  they  attack  muscle,  fat. 
nerves  or  connective  fibers,  were  discovered 
in  studies  of  between  3,000  and  4,000  work- 
ers exposed  to  dioxin.  Soft  tissue  sarcomas 
normally  appears  once  in  50,000  persons  in 
the  general  population,  suggesting  that  the 
incidence  in  the  chemical  workers  may  be 
related  to  dioxin  exposure. 

Dioxin,  an  unwanted  contaminant  of  the 
manufacture  of  herbicides  and  related 
chemicals  is  one  of  the  substances  most 
toxic  to  animals. 

Dioxin  was  contained  in  an  oil  compound 
that  was  sprayed  on  roads  to  keep  down 
dust  in  dozens  of  Missouri  communities,  and 
has  been  recently  discovered  in  other  sites 
across  the  country.  The  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  evacuated  and  bought  the 
entire  towTi  of  Times  Beach  Mo.,  after 
dioxin  washed  through  the  community 
during  a  flood  this  spring. 

Chemical  companies"  officials,  however, 
have  said  that  there  is  no  proof  that  dioxin 
causes  anything  more  serious  in  humans 
than  a  sometimes  severe  skin  disease,  called 
chloracne. 

Dr.  Philip  Landrigan.  chief  of  surveil- 
lance, evaluation  and  field  studies  for 
NIOSH,  cautioned  that  samples  of  the  sus- 
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pected  cancers  are  being  studied  at  the 
Armed  Forces  lab  for  final  confirmation  of 
diagnoses. 

'"To  be  absolutely  certain  there's  a  cause- 
and-effect  relationship"  between  dioxin  ex- 
posure and  cancer,  "we  want  this  confirma- 
tion" and  "we  need  to  investigate  more 
cases,"  Landrigan  said. 

"But  to  me,"  he  added,  "the  evidence  is 
very  strongly  suggestive  that  occupational 
exposure  to  dioxin  can  cause  cancer." 

Although  workers  for  other  companies 
were  included  in  the  studies,  the  seven  can- 
cers were  found  in  workers  at  the  Dow 
Chemical  Co.  and  the  Monsanto  Co. 

Dow  and  Monsanto  doctors  have  said  the 
findings  on  dioxin's  role  as  a  long-time 
hazard  are  inconclusive.  "If  you  force  me  to 
say  is  it  or  is  it  not,  Td  have  to  say  no.  I 
want  to  see  some  further  research,"'  said  Dr. 
Ralph  Cook,  director  of  epidemiology  for 
Dow. 

Dr.  William  Gaffey.  who  holds  the  same 
position  at  Monsanto,  said.  "I  don't  think 
we  can  say  until  we  have  an  opportunity  for 
a  longer  look." 

Four  of  the  workers,  all  now  dead,  were 
involved  in  the  manufacture  of  2.4, 5-T  and 
related  herbicides  or  their  chemical  compo- 
nents, compounds  commonly  contaminated 
by  dioxin,  Landrigan  said. 

The  other  three,  he  said,  may  have  been 
exposed  because  they  workeci  in  plants 
where  such  products  were  made.  One  of  the 
three  is  still  alive. 

Officials  at  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  Health  Effects  Research  Laborato- 
ry in  Cincinnati  are  examining  independ- 
ently a  set  of  EPA  reports  saying  that  this 
and  other  evidence  show  that  dioxin  "prob- 
ably" can  cause  human  cancers,  an  EPA 
spokesman  said. 

The  Dow  and  Monsanto  cases  were  dis- 
closed in  medical  journals  two  years  ago. 
But  their  significance  was  debated  at  the 
time,  because  of  varying  results  in  different 
studies. 

It  is  unclear,  too,  whether  these  studies 
show  major  hazards  from  lower-level  expo- 
sures, the  kind  that  might  be  more  applica- 
ble to  the  general  population.  Most  of  the 
chemical  workers  were  .either  exposed  for 
several  years,  had  massive  shorter-term  ex- 
posures or  both. 

The  Dow  and  Monsanto  experiences 
"don't  tell  us  whether  or  not"'  low-level  ex- 
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posure  is  harmful  but  do  dictate  caution, 
Landrigan  said. 

Chemical  industry  officials  say  that  indus- 
trial exposure  to  dioxin  has  caused  many 
cases  of  chloracne.  a  skin  disorder  that  can 
sometimes  escalate  into  serious  liver,  blood 
or  nerve  problems.  But  both  industry  and 
government  officials  have  repeatedly  said 
that  there  is  no  proof  that  dioxin  has 
caused  even  worse  effects,  like  cancer. 

Swedish  scientists  first  reported  five  years 
ago  that  lumberjacks  and  other  laborers  ex- 
posed to  dioxin  suffered  five  to  six  times  the 
expected  number  of  soft  tissue  sarcomas. 

Dow  and  Monsanto  independently  studied 
four  groups  of  their  workers  at  plants  in 
Midland.  Mich.,  and  Nitro.  W.  Va.  None  of 
these  studies  seemed  to  show  a  statistically 
abnormal  number  of  the  rare  tumors. 

But  NIOSH  epidemiologists  added  up 
these  populations  and  added  possible  cases 
reported  by  other  doctors.  This  produced 
the  seven  cases  under  investigation,  two 
among  Dow  workers,  five  among  Monsan- 
to's. 

Information  on  the  length  and  intensity 
of  the  workers'  exposures  is  incomplete. 
Dow's  Cook  said  that  one  of  the  Dow  work- 
ers was  first  exposed  to  suspect  substances 
in  1964  and  died  in  1975.  The  other  was  first 
exposed  in  1951  and  died  this  year.  Both 
were  part  of  a  group  inadvertently  over-fx- 
posed  for  three  to  nine  months  in  1963-64 
when  a  manufacturing  change  released  un- 
expectedly large  quantities  of  chemicals. 

At  least  two  of  the  seven  victims  being 
studied  by  NIOSH  were  heavy  smokers, 
Cook  said.  Scientists  know  cancer  may 
sometimes  be  caused  by  smoking  in  combi- 
nation with  a  chemical  exposure. 

Gaffey  said  three  of  the  Monsanto  victims 
worked  at  the  Nitro  plant  where  a  1949  ex- 
plosion may  have  spread  chemicals.  He  said 
two  of  the  three  might  have  been  involved 
in  the  cleanup  after  the  accident.  The  third, 
a  clerk,  had  '"minimal  opportunity"'  for  ex- 
posure, he  said. 

The  final  Monsanto  cases  involved  a 
father  and  son  who  worked  at  an  East  St. 
Louis.  111.,  plant.  Gaffey  said  that  the  father 
was  a  maintenance  worker  exposed  to  un- 
known amounts  of  dioxin  and  that  the  son, 
a  clerk,  was  diagnosed  as  having  a  soft 
tissue  sarcoma  two  years  after  he  went  to 
work.  The  son  is  dead:  the  father  is  alive. 


U.S.  CANCER  MORTALITY  RATES  AND  TRENDS  1950-78-CONNECTIVE  AND  SOFT  TISSUE  CANCER.  WHITE  FEMALES 


County  and  Slate 

1950-59 

1960-69 

1970-78 

Petcent  change 

Pcfcentile 

Deaths 

Rate 

Deaths 

Rate 

Deaths 

Rate 

1960-50        1970-60 

1970-50 

Percent 
change 
1970-50 

Rates  1970 

OopiK.  Mtth  „  .. 

1 
1 

0  7 
.5 

I  2 

■21 

I I 

0.9.. 
1.4 

.7  . 
1.2 
1.0.. 

.5 
10 
1.2.. 
\S.. 

3 

.5.. 
U 

10.0- 
2.8.. 

_.                  23-. 

1              159 

34            -20 

"-37 is 

46                12 

74 

(iainJ  Idvwse.  Mdl 

] 

OS 

,5   . 
11 
12  . 

7 

.6 

162 
28 

7 

-13 

-27 

63 

87 
52 
42 
30 
21 
67 

84 

6S 

Gratiol,  Midi      ...     „ 

1 

Houghloo  Mch  

2 

3 

1.5 

80 

Huron,  Midi    

_    ......                2 

78 

Intlum.  Midi 

5 

4 

2 

1 
4 
3 
i 

.5 

.9 

.._„„.. 

.7 
4 

4 

59 

Imia.  Mdl 

I 

76 

Iosco,  Midi           .,, , 

81 

Iran.  Wdi 

S3... 
18            -S3 

.._ 12  ... 

26              161 

_.     ,     -42... 

-44 

229' 

12 

93" 

90 

Jidum.  Midi 

3 

.6 

52 

Mamioo  Mck 

57 
80 

iMtMEll ^^. 

i 

.4 

,i   - 

99 

lake,  Midi 

M 

1 

4.9 

.5... 

95 

Lalw.  Mdl 

■ 

LeeUnau.  Mdi 

18 

3.1  . 

2 

8 
2.6 

7 

.8.. 

.4.. 

.7.. 
10  . 
1.5  . 

35             -67 
-36                77 

78                13 
-1 .. 

-55" 

13 

.7 
45 

% 

Lwamw.  Mdl 

r                     1 

.3 
.7 

2 

1 

13" 

1 

5 
.5 

J 

.8 

Sg 

Livingiton.  Mdl , 

_.i                                   1 

71 

Loce.  Mdl       •„._ 

94 

Macomb.  Mdi    

Marasttt.  Mich 

_ 3 

'2 

< 

1.9.. 

101 
-59 
-22 

1 

77 
t 
24 

39 

87 
TO 

Maiqutttu,  Mdi  ...^ .„. 

1 

56 

Mason.  Mich    ....: 

88 

Mecosya.  Mdi 

1 

n. 

76 

- 

85 

21536 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS  Jub  28,  1983 

us.  CANCER  MORTALITY  RATES  AND  TRENDS  1950-78-CONNECTlVE  AND  SOFT  TISSUE  CANCER.  WHITE  FEMALES-Continued 


1950-59 

1960-69 

1970-78 

Percent  ctunce 

PerccRlile 

County  an)  Suit 

IMS 

Rak 

DNlks 

Mk           Deaths 

Rale           1960-50        1970-60        1970-50 

diann       Rales  1970 
1970-50 

"m  MKft 

'  1 

3 
1 
6 
9 

'5 
4 

1 
3 
2 

i; 

23              W 
9                 4 
6                 3 
4                  4 

1 7 

6               34 
'2 

2  8             618               21              m 
9               16                9               27 

1.4             -11               154              127 
6            -S3               52            -29 

99              '95 
51                '5 

■nm  liirk 

2 
1 

12                85 

-i  jfi*-  qid) 

19                64 

■»ii'm-  ifift 

* 

T"~ »  •  ■•  ■   S7          ii 

2J 

74               74 

• 

.5 

94 

Opm.  IWi            

" '.17.         '  \ 

\1 
M 

4 

1 

2 
14     . 

.;  ' 

I 

«-=T 

,5    ._.-"-z::^: -rsi"- 

4-2                8                6 
7           -X             33           -16 
i            Va           -79           -21 

i          JK 

4°                56 

1 

t 

4 
4 

4                2 
J                1 

29               65 

5 

20              SO 

a  ow.  lui ^i —- 

1 

SI  Kwpli.  «*                  

Sanbc.  Mrt                    • 

'3 

I 

i 

".    r 

J—  -  n       -%       -22 

«  — _._ — — 

.._....  "_      SI 

Tnnto,  1^              , 

"■":::;:....        i 

1 

-4 
.4 

2 

2 
1 

; 

75 
1 

'136 

1 
4 

2 

I 
t 

J ,  - 

11     1 

5                 4 
9                 S 
>              SI 

10 

"S"     "■        «|            -S            -13 

15            -23             221              148 

30                58 

86                86 

Um  %mm  MM 

1 

88                80 

■"  -" Mrfe                                                   ...    -.. , - 

1 

69               64 

:: ;.;. _       % 

mWort.  Midi                      

MHMCSOta 

u 

;~"7'            2 

i 

7 

9 

8  140 
11                  1 
11                 2 
15                2 

9  1 
.5                1 

8                44                 1                4S... 

....      ifg 

Ukm  Iten                                                                 

•r:_;.„......_      -ilz::::::;: 

1,6 — 

45              69 

teAl   IhM , 

72               86 

tWar  Mm 

1 

81 

67 

BmNm.  »•.,.- ^ 

......    _               17 

Bf  Stow,  mm — — 

■^  rwlh   Mte 

.      2 

» 

22 

9 

•4 
2 
1 
2 

14                 2 
1                 1 

5               91            -70            -44 

10  -37            -29            -55 
7            -15             -4            -18 

1 1  _11 

12               59 

8                76 

Iki^   I^H 

_     .                      '3 

27                68 

rvftM  ikM                                 

„:         1 

86 

C«».  Mm — ,— ~ -.- 

.1 . 

71 

Cass.  Urn ____ — 

1 

'2 
'2 

zziizzr"' V" 

U  ... 

28 
11 

1 
'4 

•«                            .„.   _„ 

""■"""'"•""""""^ ~ '" 

OniiD  Mm 

"     ^! 

i        le        -71       -s' 

U —■- 

"    -~"j               57 

&ri~z:  : 

.u 92 

QmwiK.  Mm      

i 

i 

2 
I 

■;1-    > 

U               1 

2 

"       13              43              M            isi 

""     "17               13 

Pli^  ilin                                                  

1 

.".             M 

^gStt  Mm                                                

— . ^-~. 

Li -7          w        "  / 

42               79 

FanSiJi  Mm                                                

1 

1 
..,._  ._ 1 

-27 --- 

3                               -46 

I. " 11 

1,   ,_5,     --.! -.!'- 

Fillmore,  Min 

Frtctorn.  M«_ - 

10              53 

72                7? 

44               69 

69 

GtadhM.  M«i.- 

34 

1 
1 

t               34 

12                  1 

1.9 

itaBii.Mha.„ — _ 

■Sttiri  Wm               

Rao.  Mm. 

Jaduoi.  Mm..._ - 

Unabcc.  Mm 
Ramr^.  Maw 

— 



1 

'2 
2 

J      --r 

4.1                1 

U --™ 

a--  .  -TT.--  :- 

_         i\ 

_     „.-                90 

I 

.7 

3.1 »' -.-r- 

""'" 96 

Kiltson,  Mmn 

-:;:,,,  -,,..,          1 

.1 

1 

1  J 

\\                1 

1 

It                1 

13             »             22             S5 

14              » 

Uc  qw  Parte.  Mmn                     

._ M^^-— »..^.— ■— ■ 

14     ._.; - -- ™— 

14        -62 ^ — 

14 

Le  Synir.  Mm ^ ■ 

LmCQln  Min 

M 

" '22 

20 
J 

1 

•3 

I 

J!       ^3- 

J                2 

1 

2i              30 "  ~  ■  15              49 

14              -9               17                70 

1  «                                                                            „       „. 

■      62               M 

l,ra  ifaM                                                          „      

„... >2 

69              84 

I 

86 

';7:::-::ii: -»..:.- ^■ 

; zl 

66 

i 

1 

2 

I 

.»„ —    -. 

\               \ 

1                1 

"      16               67 

1 

11  . 
15 

9 

.7 

M              70 

UtlU   1  irc     llinn                                                                                         

.     .                          1 

'      "-^       1     -"          " 

Morrison  Mm.                                            

1 

"*                                        4C 

■"" 

Mdmt.  «M.™ - 

» 

U      . : 'r- 

"""  98 

Mwray.  Mm  „ -..                  

Nrniit  Wm                                             

1 

\ 

T~ 

2 

1 

.1=--    t  . 

'  , 17 

„  „.„_ 

fevnw  Mte 

-"■• :,             1 

L7 

U -.-            22.     -.,.^^ 

;■  ■■ 79 

nbiwtari  ifaM                                                 ., 

IS               51 

OtiH  Tail.  Mmn     ._ _ — 

.  _         i 

.4 

renmngron.  ■win    — ^.. — -— — 

Pm.  Mnn 

1 

10      ,           

76 

'  Sig<iit<ca<i»y  urn  deatlK  than  otected  • 

ON  INTRODUCTION  OF  HIS  FOR- 
GOTTEN WIDOWS  LEGISLA- 
TION 


IMI 


HON.  MICHAEL  BILIRAKIS 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.      BILIRAKIS.      Mr.      Speaker, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  to 
provide  benefits  under  the  Uniformed 
Services  Survivor  Benefit  Plan  to  a  de- 


serving group  of  military  widows  who 
have  thus  far  been  denied  the  recogni- 
tion and  compensation  they  have 
earned  through  their  contributions  to 
their  husbands'  long  service  careers 
and  to  this  Nation  as  military  wives. 
My  bill  would  provide  survivor  bene- 
fits to  widows  whose  husbands  retired 
and  died  prior  to  enactment  of  the 
SBP  in  1972. 

These  forgotten  widows  are  receiv- 
ing no  military  annuity  benefits  de- 
spite   the    fact    that    their    husbands 


served  for  20.  30,  or  even  40  years. 
These  are  women  who  for  the  most 
part  worked-and  I  emphasize 
worked— as  traditional  wives,  home- 
makers,  and  mothers  throughout  their 
spouses'  career.  Providing  a  home  for 
their  family  and  supporting  their  hus- 
band through  the  separations,  fre- 
quent moves,  and  often  inadequate 
pay  that  charactize  military  life,  these 
widows  usually  had  no  personal  work 
experience  and  only  meager  savings,  if 
any.  to  fall  back  on  when  their  hus- 
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bands  died.  After  giving  the  best  years 
of  their  lives  in  service  to  the  military, 
many  of  them  assumed— incorrectly 
perhaps  but  in  good  faith  neverthe- 
less—that they  would  be  cared  for  as 
widows.  And  because  there  was  no  re- 
quirement when  their  spouses  retired 
prior  to  1972  that  they  be  notified  if 
their  husband  chose  not  to  participate 
in  a  survivor  plan,  they  did  not  find 
out  until  his  death  that  their  years  of 
service  had  earned  them  nothing. 

Unfortunately,  these  widows  were 
not  included  in  the  Survivor  Benefit 
Plan  when  it  was  enacted  in  Septem- 
ber 1972.  In  1980,  the  Congress 
brought  some  pre-1972  widows  under 
the  plan  when  it  extended  the  SBP  to 
those  widows  whose  husbands  died  on 
active  duty  before  1972  after  becoming 
eligible  for  retirement.  My  bill  would 
at  long  last  provide  benefits  to  women 
whose  spouses  died  in  retirement  prior 
to  the  plan's  enactment.  These  service 
members  had  at  least  20  years  of 
active  duty  service  but  did  not  have 
the  opportunity  to  join  the  Survivor 
Benefit  Plan. 

The  rationale  for  failing  to  include 
these  widows  when  the  SBP  was  cre- 
ated and  for  continuing  to  exclude 
these  elderly  women  from  the  plan  is 
based  on  the  assumption  that  their 
husbands  had  an  opportunity,  at  the 
time  of  retirement,  to  choose  partici- 
pation in  a  survivor  plan.  The  argu- 
ment goes  that  since  these  men  did 
not  choose  to  participate,  their  widows 
should  not  be  entitled  to  any  survivor 
benefits. 

This  argument  requires  a  closer 
look,  however.  Prior  to  1972,  the  only 
survivor  plan  available  to  service- 
members  was  the  Retired  Service- 
man's Family  Protection  Plan,  com- 
monly referred  to  as  the  RSFPP.  In 
truth,  this  plan  had  many,  many 
shortcomings. 

The  cost  of  participating  in  the 
RSFPP  was  often  prohibitive  in  light 
of  the  low  military  pay  at  that  time 
and  only  a  very  small  percentage  of 
military  personnel  could  afford  to  pur- 
chase coverage.  In  some  cases,  the  pre- 
miums were  2 '72  to  5  times  higher  than 
those  charged  civilians  for  comparable 
coverage.  Because  of  flaws  such  as 
this,  many  members  earnestly  believed 
they  could  better  provide  for  their 
spouse  by  other  means.  And  it  was  this 
obvious  inadequacy  of  the  RSFPP 
that  prompted  Congress  to  enact  a 
more  solid  and  substantial  survivor 
plan  in  1972. 

If  we  could  honestly  say  that  these 
men  had  access  to  a  fair  and  afford- 
able survivor  plan  and  that  these 
women  were  fully  aware  of  what  their 
circumstances  would  be  in  the  event 
their  husband  died,  then  the  argu- 
ment that  congressional  action  is  inap- 
propriate would  hold  water.  The  facts, 
however,  clearly  state  that  this  was 
not  the  case. 
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While  it  is  difficult  to  determine  the 
exact  number  of  these  forgotten 
widows  because  the  military  files  kept 
prior  to  1972  are  inadequate  in  many 
ways,  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
proposed  an  estimate  that  there  are 
fewer  than  27,000  of  these  women 
today.  However,  a  recent  search  of 
computer  files  at  the  Defense  Man- 
power Data  Center  indicated  that 
there  could  be  fewer  than  4,000 
widows  who  would  receive  benefits 
under  my  bill.  The  National  Organiza- 
tion of  Military  Widows  estimates 
from  their  firsthand  contact  with  for- 
gotten widows  that  this  lower  figure 
may  be  more  accurate. 

As  a  fiscal  conservative,  I  would 
point  out  that  the  cost  of  providing 
benefits  to  these  widows  would  decline 
in  future  years  because  of  the  ad- 
vanced age  of  most  of  these  women. 
However,  I  firmly  believe  that  the  pri- 
mary question  here  is  one  of  equity 
and  not  cost.  It  is  terribly  unfair  that 
these  women  are  being  penalized  be- 
cause of  the  inadequacies  of  the 
system  now  and  at  the  time  of  their 
spouse's  retirement.  Certainly  it  is 
through  no  fault  of  their  own  that 
they  are  not  eligible  for  benefits  as 
compensation  for  their  contributions 
to  a  long  military  career. 

I  also  want  to  make  the  point  that 
there  is  precedent  for  this  change. 
The  civil  service  survivor  benefit  plan 
was  amended  25  years  ago  to  provide 
benefits  to  those  widows  whose  hus- 
bands retired  prior  to  the  plan's  enact- 
ment in  1948.  Our  military  widows  de- 
serve no  less  and  this  legislation  will 
bring  the  uniformed  services  SBP  up 
to  date  in  this  regard. 

My  bill  will  not  provide  retroactive 
benefits  to  these  widows,  but  it  will 
provide  them  with  the  same  benefits 
as  other  widows  presently  covered  by 
SBP  whose  husband  died  before  1972. 
These  annuities  would  be  based  on  the 
same  formula  already  in  place— 55  per- 
cent of  their  decesised  husband's  re- 
tired pay,  adjusted  by  the  overall  per- 
centage increase  in  retired  pay  since 
his  death.  The  annuity  would  be  sub- 
ject to  future  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ments. 

The  great  majority  of  the  forgotten 
widows  are  elderly  and  many  of  them 
are  living  at  or  near  the  poverty  level. 
Some  must  rely  solely  on  meager 
social  security  benefits  but  others 
have  no  pension  income  of  any  kind.  I 
am  very  concerned  that  these  women 
are  suffering  severe  and  unnecessary 
hardships  and  I  firmly  believe  that 
they  were  cocontributors  to  their  hus- 
band's career  and  equal  partners  in 
their  family's  service  to  this  country. 
They  gave  the  best  years  of  their  lives. 
We  can  and  must  afford  to  provide  for 
them  in  these  their  later  years  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  this 
effort  on  behalf  of  these  women.* 
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THE  BAY  CLIFF  HEALTH  CAMP 


HON.  ROBERT  W.  DAVIS 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  sub- 
mitting to  my  colleagues  an  essay  writ- 
ten by  Ms.  Dixie  Franklin  which  tells 
the  story  of  a  special  place  in  northern 
Michigan.  At  the  Bay  Cliff  Health 
Camp  handicapped  children  of  all  ages 
have,  for  50  years,  been  given  the  af- 
fection and  devotion  of  dedicated 
staffers  and  the  financial  and  emo- 
tional support  of  an  enthusiastic  com- 
munity. In  this.  Bay  Cliff's  50th  anni- 
versary year,  I  congratulate  everyone 
involved  with  Bay  Cliff's  efforts  and 
hope  for  many  more  happy  summers 
for  the  handicapped  children  of  north- 
ern Michigan. 

Bay  Cliff 

The  note  was  pinned  to  a  cabin  wall  at  the 
Bay  Cliff  Health  Camp,  its  author  a  lO-year- 
old  handicapped  camper. 

It  read  in  part: 

"You  call  me  'cripple  Billy' 
And  I  guess  that  is  my  name 
But  the  cripple  part  is  not  my  heart 
My  legs  are  all  that's  lame  .  .  ." 

Therapists  who  found  the  note  never  met 
the  author  of  the  poem,  but  they  are  work- 
ing with  195  handicapped  youngsters  like 
Billy  during  their  six  weeks  of  training  here. 

Handicapped  children  ages  4  to  18  occupy 
the  cabins  at  this  170-acre  camp  located  on 
the  shores  of  Lake  Superior  at  Big  Bay  30 
miles  northwest  of  Marquette.  The  camp 
serves  handicapped  children  primarily  from 
the  Upper  Peninsula. 

"There  are  many  day  camps  for  handi- 
capped children  but  Bay  Cliff  is  unique  in 
that  it  serves  children  with  a  variety  of 
handicaps  on  a  live-in  basis."  said  camp  di- 
rector John  Vargo. 

Children  receive  daily  therapy  designed  to 
meet  their  special  needs  through  programs 
approved  by  their  physicians.  This  includes 
occupational  therapy,  physical  therapy, 
reading  and  speech. 

Wheelchair  campers,  children  in  braces 
and  children  with  other  handicaps  partici- 
pate in  activities  such  as  camping,  swim- 
ming and  cookouts. 

One  therapist  said  working  with  campers 
here  gives  her  the  opportunity  to  see  chil- 
dren in  all  their  moods;  in  therapy,  in  their 
cabins  at  rest  hour,  at  meals  and  play. 

"I  am  seeing  them  as  people,  not  merely 
as  clients."  said  Janette  Tews  of  Milwaukee. 

Here  some  children  learn  to  dress  them- 
selves for  the  first  time,  learn  to  eat  alone, 
attempt  faltering  steps,  "accepting  them- 
selves, believing  themselves  and  learning  to 
like  themselves,"  one  therapist  said. 

Bay  Cliff  attracts  therapists  and  counsel- 
ors from  across  the  nation.  Vargo  said  part 
of  the  success  of  the  camp  was  due  to  the 
enthusiasm  generated  by  the  youthful  staff 
members  who  work  with  the  children  day 
and  night  and  become  their  parents  away 
from  home. 

Counselors  offer  piggy-back  rides  to  5- 
year-olds,  with  other  preschoolers  hanging 
on  to  outstretched  hands  or  tagging  along 
behind.  Tliey  take  time  to  listen  to  teen 
problems  and  save  hugs  for  nine-year-olds. 
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Bay  Cliff  is  a  non-profit,  tax-deductible 
organization  financed  by  contributions. 
Each  of  the  Upper  Peninsulas  15  counties 
attempts  to  raise  money  for  support  of  chil- 
dren from  their  area.  Vargo  said. 

The  health  camp  was  established  in  1933 
by  Elba  L.  Morse.  R.N..  (deceased)  of  Mar- 
quette and  Goldie  B,  Corneliuson,  M.D..  of 
Drummond  Island.  Mi.  and  Ft.  Myers.  Fla.« 


INEXHAUSTIBLE  ENERGY:  THE 
CLINCH  RIVER  BREEDER  RE- 
ACTOR 


HON.  SID  MORRISON 

OF  WASHINGTON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 


•  Mr.  MORRISON  of  Washington. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  United  States  is  on 
the  threshold  of  tapping  an  inexhaust- 
ible energy  source  that  is  known  to  be 
both  technically  feasible  and  within 
economic  reach.  I  am  referring  to  the 
Clinch  River  breeder  reactor  plant 
project. 

It  has  been  correctly  assessed  that 
this  project  is  locked  in  a  struggle  that 
may  reach  a  climax  in  this  session  of 
Congress.  What  needs  to  be  under- 
stood is  that  the  price  to  build  Clinch 
River  is  well  worth  the  cost  of  the 
struggle.  Nothing  of  great  value  to  the 
Nation  comes  without  an  enormous 
amount  of  controversy  and  effort. 

The  Clinch  River  project  now  stands 
poised  to  begin  construction  work  at 
the  end  of  1983.  Tremendous  progress 
has  been  made  since  site  preparation 
began  almost  a  year  ago.  Over  $1.5  bil- 
lion has  been  invested  in  the  project 
and  $750  million  worth  of  components 
have  either  been  delivered  or  ordered. 
Research  and  development  work 
stands  almost  98  percent  complete, 
and  the  plant  design  is  over  90  percent 
complete.  All  this  tremendous  invest- 
ment will  be  irretrievably  lost  if  the 
project  were  sacrificed  at  this  late 
date.  Even  more  devastating  would  be 
the  loss  of  the  R&D  benefits  should 
this  national  project  be  canceled. 

Recently,  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  issued  a  limited  work  au- 
thorization (LWA)  for  the  Clinch 
River  project.  Issuance  of  this  LWA 
represents  a  major  step  in  the  licens- 
ing process  and  demonstrates  the  li- 
censability of  breeder  reactors  in  the 
United  States.  The  LWA  also  com- 
pletes the  plants  environmental 
review  and  affirms  that  the  Clinch 
River  reactor  and  plant  site  meet  all 
environmental  regulations  and  are  en- 
vironmentally acceptable. 

The  plant  is  also  on  a  fast  track  con- 
struction schedule.  With  the  issuance 
of  a  construction  permit,  work  can 
begin  late  this  year  and  the  plant  can 
begin  producing  power  by  1990.  The 
project  is  supported  by  the  majority  of 
the  scientific  community  and  by  the 
Committee  on  Jobs.  Environment,  and 
Technology  (CJET),  which  is  an  ex- 
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traordinary  coalition  of  very  diverse 
groups— the  likes  of  which  have  prob- 
ably never  been  associated  before  in 
support  of  a  single  project.  Its  highest 
priority  is  support  for  the  Clinch 
River  project.  CJET  members  include 
such  organizations  as  the  Building  and 
Construction  Trades  Department  of 
the  AFL-CIO.  the  National  Associa- 
tion for  the  Advancement  of  Colored 
People,  the  U.S.  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce, the  National  Federation  of 
Women's  Clubs,  and  30  other  national 
and  local  organizations. 

Congress  has  clearly  indicated  that 
increased  funding  for  the  Clinch  River 
project  must  be  provided  by  the  pri- 
vate sector.  This  financing  is  being  de- 
veloped in  the  alternate  financing  plan 
proposed  by  the  utility  industry.  The 
proposals  outlined  in  this  plan  would 
provide  the  basis  for  private  sector  fi- 
nancing of  about  40  percent  of  the  re- 
maining cost  to  completion.  There  is 
substantial  and  general  agreement 
among  the  Government,  the  invest- 
ment community,  and  the  utility  in- 
dustry that  about  $1  billion  can  be 
raised.  This  should,  once  and  for  all. 
end  any  impression  that  private  indus- 
try is  not  committed  to  seeing  Clinch 
River  built,  or  that  confidence  in  the 
project  and  its  technology  does  not 
exist. 

The  utility  industry  has  already 
pledged  $257  million  to  the  project. 
With  the  accumulated  interest  to  be 
paid  on  this  money,  the  total  commit- 
ment from  the  electric  systems  of  this 
country  will  come  to  almost  $350  mil- 
lion. This  is  the  largest  financial  com- 
mitment ever  made  by  the  electric  sys- 
tems of  this  country  to  a  single  re- 
search and  development  project  and, 
together  with  the  positive  approach 
now  being  developed  for  new  source  fi- 
nancing, the  private  sector  will  be  pro- 
viding about  two-thirds  of  the  CRBR 
plant  cost  of  $1.7  billion.  There  are  a 
number  of  other  significant  points 
that  I  wish  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues. 
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JOBS 


About  4.000  people  in  32  States  and 
the  District  of  Columbia  are  presently 
employed  on  the  Clinch  River  breeder 
reactor  project.  Proceeding  to  con- 
struction will  provide  additional  jobs 
which  will  peak  over  the  next  3  years 
providing  12,000  to  15,000  more  work- 
ers in  the  construction  and  manufac- 
turing trades  and  in  the  raw  materials 
and  resource  supply  industries. 

If  the  project  is  abandoned,  these 
jobs  will  be  lost  forever.  It  is  quite 
likely  that  these  jobs,  and  thousands 
of  others  created  by  the  new  breeder 
industry,  would  be  simply  exported  to 
countries  that  are  developing  breeder 
technology.  We  would  once  again  be 
putting  ourselves  in  the  position— as 
we  have  in  the  automobile  industry— 
of  creating  an  industry  and  letting 
other  countries  harvest  the  benefits  of 
our  efforts. 


ENDLESS  ENERGY 

The  breeder  reactor  is  about  60 
times  more  efficient  than  todays  nu- 
clear reactors.  Breeders  can  utilize  de- 
pleted uranium  reserves  and  produce 
electricity  for  centuries.  This  existing 
stockpile  of  uranium  for  breeder  reac- 
tors is  worth  trillions  of  dollars  and 
will  produce  energy  equivalent  to  all 
U.S.  coal  reserves  or  three  times 
OPEC  oil  reserves. 

ELECTRIC  GROWTH  RATE 

Nobody  really  knows  what  the 
demand  for  electricity  will  be  in  the 
future.  However,  even  using  conserva- 
tive growth  estimates  of  1  or  2  percent 
annually,  America  will  still  have  to 
double  its  electrical  energy  capacity  by 
early  in  the  next  century.  We  will 
need  to  build  more  nuclear  power 
plants  to  keep  up  with  the  energy 
demand.  Sooner  or  later  we  will  need 
to  have  breeders  or  forgo  the  option  of 
the  energy  that  can  be  provided  from 
uranium. 

BREEDER  DEVELOPMENT  WORLDWIDE 

All  advanced  countries  are  develop- 
ing the  breeder  reactor.  Japan,  Ger- 
many, Great  Britain,  Prance,  and  the 
Soviet  Union  are  pushing  ahead  with 
breeder  programs  because  they  know 
that  those  who  lead  the  world  in 
energy  development  will  lead  the 
world  economically  and  thereby  influ- 
ence it  politically. 

THE  CLINCH  RIVER  PROJECT  IS 
TECHNOLOGICALLY  ADVANCED 

Those  who  claim  that  the  Clinch 
River  project  is  obsolete  are  simply 
wrong.  From  a  technical  standpoint, 
the  Clinch  River  project  is  at  the  cut- 
ting edge  of  breeder  technology.  Some 
of  its  components  and  technical  ad- 
vancements are  not  yet  even  incorpo- 
rated in  breeders  in  other  parts  of  the 
world.  The  Clinch  River  breeder  reac- 
tor will  be  the  finest  reactor  of  its  kind 
in  the  world  when  it  goes  into  oper- 
ation in  1990. 

What  it  comes  down  to  is  whether 
the  United  States  is  going  to  turn  its 
back  on  nuclear  energy  and  the 
future.  As  the  General  Accounting 
Office  concluded  in  one  of  its  reports 
on  Clinch  River,  the  project  is  an  im- 
portant and  necessary  step  in  develop- 
ing the  breeder.  With  the  breeder  re- 
actor, nuclear  energy  has  an  unlimited 
future.  Lack  of  willingness  to  build  the 
Clinch  River  project  implies  a  willing- 
ness according  to  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  to  "foreclose  on  the 
long-term  future  of  a  major  energy 
option— nuclear  fission." 

Alvin  Weinberg,  a  world-famous  sci- 
entist and  currently  director  of  the  In- 
stitute for  Energy  Analysis  of  Oak 
Ridge  Associated  Universities,  recently 
summed  up  his  position  on  breeders  by 
saying  that  development  of  an  inex- 
haustible energy  source  must  be  re- 
garded as  an  effort  at  least  as  noble  as 
going  to  the  Moon.  I  concur. 
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The  question  is  not  whether  we  can 
afford  to  build  the  Clinch  River 
project.  The  question  is.  Can  we  afford 
not  to?» 


JUSTIFYING  AN  UNJUSTIFIABLE 
CENTRAL  AMERICAN  POLICY 


HON.  DON  EDWARDS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  recent  polls  assert  that  over 
three  quarters  of  all  Americans  are  op- 
posed to  this  administration's  plan  to 
overthrow  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua. In  fact,  a  majority  of  Americans 
feel  that  the  real  threat  in  Central 
America  lies  not  in  the  spread  of  com- 
munism, but  in  U.S.  entanglement  in 
the  internal  conflicts  of  the  nations 
within  that  region.  Yet.  in  spite  of  this 
opposition,  the  Reagan  administration 
continues  to  maintain  its  antagonistic 
position  toward  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment to  the  extent  of  possibly  involv- 
ing the  United  States  in  an  undeclared 
war. 

Jay  Friedman,  an  associate  research- 
er at  the  Council  on  Hemispheric  Af- 
fairs, recently  prepared  a  thought-pro- 
voking analysis  of  the  situation  in 
Central  America  and  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration's Central  American 
policy.  I  would  encourage  each  of  my 
colleagues  to  take  the  time  to  read 
this  insightful  article.  I  am  enclosing  a 
copy  of  the  article  for  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 


The  Reagan  Administration  and  Congress 
are  in  grim  embrace  over  Central  American 
policy.  One  of  the  administration's  new 
weapons  in  its  battle  against  Congressional 
opponents  is  the  State  Department's  recent- 
ly released  White  Paper  on  Central  Amer- 
ica. Pending  action  by  Congress  on  the 
Boland-Zablocki  bill  to  -prohibit  United 
States  support  for  military  or  paramilitary 
operations  in  Nicaragua "  will  mark  the  leg- 
islative response  to  a  presidential  challenge 
whose  outcome  will  affect  not  only  the 
future  of  U.S. -Latin  American  relations,  but 
also  the  balance  of  power  in  the  U.S.  foreign 
policy-making  process. 

The  May  27  release  of  the  White  Paper 
coincided  with  a  series  of  staff  changes  by 
which  Reagan  sought  to  buttress  his  capac- 
ity to  promote  military  objectives  in  Central 
America.  Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter- 
American  Affairs  Thomas  O.  Enders.  who 
had  been  a  prime  architect  of  administra- 
tive policy  in  the  area,  clashed  with  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  Caspar  W.  Weinberger  over 
the  contents  of  the  new  White  Paper.  This 
encounter  contributed  to  the  causes  lying 
behind  his  being  ousted  in  favor  of  a  pre- 
sumably more  responsive  Langhorne  A. 
Motley.  Although  Secretary  of  State  George 
P.  Shultz  said  Enders  performed  "as  well  as 
anyone  in  memory."  he  failed  to  protect 
Enders  against  an  even  tougher  line  being 
promoted  by  National  Security  head  Wil- 
liam Clark  and  United  Nations  ambassador 
Jeane  Kirkpatrick. 

The  preface  to  the  White  Paper  states 
that  it  is  "being  issued  in  the  interest  of 
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contributing  to  a  better  public  understand- 
ing of  the  history  of  developments  in  the 
region."  This  latest  document,  however,  is 
little  more  than  a  rehash  of  an  original 
White  Paper  released  February  23,  1981  en- 
titled "Communist  Interference  in  El  Salva- 
dor."  Several  months  later,  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  exposed  errors  and  distortions  in 
the  paper,  and  the  finding  quickly  lost 
credibility. 

The  new  White  Paper,  like  its  predecessor, 
attempts  to  detail  the  alleged  Cuban,  Nica- 
raguan  and  Soviet  activities  in  Central 
America.  More  specifically,  it  "describes 
how  politically  motivated  violence  Is  being 
used  to  exploit  the  demands  for  more  de- 
mocracy, social  justice,  and  economic  devel- 
opment in  Central  America  in  order  to  bring 
extreme  leftist  groups  in  power." 

The  major  failing  of  the  new  State  De- 
partment release,  and  perhaps  Reagan's 
Central  American  policy  as  well,  is  clearly 
established  by  a  sentence  in  its  own  preface: 
"This  background  paper  does  not  attempt  to 
analyze  social  and  economic  conditions  in 
the  Central  American  countries."  The 
Reagan  administration  consistently  has 
given  little  more  than  a  pro  forma  nod  to 
the  indigenous  nature  of  Central  America's 
social  and  economic  problems  and  attempts. 
Instead,  it  insists  on  continually  pressing 
upon  Congress  and  U.S.  public  opinion  its 
messianic  vision  that  the  region  is  in  strife 
because  of  a  Moscow-inspired  communist 
contagion. 

Even  some  State  Department  experts 
knowledgeable  on  Central  American  affairs 
privately  downgrade  what  may  well  be  the 
myth  of  inevitable  Soviet  penetration.  The 
favor  Senator  Christopher  J.  Dodd's  (D- 
Conn)  response  to  Reagan's  address  to  a 
joint  session  of  Congress  in  April:  "If  Cen- 
tral America  were  not  wracked  with  pover- 
ty, there  would  be  no  revolution. " 

In  Honduras,  according  to  news  of  a  few 
days  ago.  the  CIA  is  planning  to  double  its 
secret  war  effort  by  supporting  a  Nicara- 
guan  exile  army  that  is  increasing  to  12.000 
to  15,000  armed  combatants.  While  this 
force's  original  mission  was  to  interdict  the 
flow  of  military  supplies  from  Nicaragua  to 
the  Salvadoran  guerrillas,  the  exiles  them- 
selves have  flaunted  their  real  intention 
which  is  to  topple  the  Sandinista  regime.  In 
recent  days,  the  administration  has  also 
ceased  to  cite  the  interdiction  function  as 
the  reason  why  It  is  financing  the  exile 
forces. 

Despite  the  administration's  effort  to  edu- 
cate the  public  on  its  version  of  what  is  hap- 
pening in  Central  America,  a  recent  nation- 
al poll  reveals  that  more  than  three-quar- 
ters of  Americans  oppose  a  secret  campaign 
to  overthrow  the  Sandinistas;  and  a  majori- 
ty believes  U.S.  entanglement  In  the  prob- 
lems of  Central  America  pose  a  greater 
threat  than  the  spread  of  communism  In 
the  region.  In  response  to  the  unease  of  the 
U.S.  public,  the  Reagan  administration  con- 
tinues to  maintain  a  painfully  obvious 
double  standard  in  Central  America.  Its 
uneven  foreign  policy  condemns  violence 
and  subverison  against  the  governments  In 
El  Salvador  and  Guatemala,  while  support- 
ing It  In  Nicaragua.  Indeed,  even  ex-CIA  di- 
rector Stansfleld  Turner  recently  remarked 
that  "Congressional  and  public  Instinct  on 
Nicaragua  Is  correct  today.  "• 
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THE  GENIUS  OF  RONALD 
EDMONDS,  EDUCATOR 


HON.  AUGUSTUS  F.  HAWKINS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of 
America's  great  educators.  Prof. 
Ronald  Edmonds,  died  on  July  15. 
1983.  creating  a  great  void  in  the  field 
of  education  for  those  who  credited 
Professor  Edmonds  with  speaking 
most  clearly  on  matters  pertaining  to 
urban  education. 

His  most  outstanding  work  was  in  ef- 
fective schools  research,  where  he 
gained  a  national  reputation  for  ar- 
ticulating the  view  that  all  schools 
have  the  potential  to  educate  all  their 
students,  regardless  of  a  student's  so- 
cioeconomic status. 

His  research  efforts  took  him  to 
Harvard  University's  Graduate  School 
of  Education  where  he  taught,  and 
where  he  directed  Harvard's  Center 
for  Urban  Studies. 

Concurrent  with  his  appointment  at 
Harvard.  Professor  Edmonds  served  as 
the  senior  assistant  to  the  chancellor 
for  instruction  for  the  New  York  City 
school  system,  and  organized  the  na- 
tionally recognized  school  improve- 
ment program. 

On  numerous  occasions  he  provided 
assistance  to  me  and  my  staff  on  mat- 
ters pertaining  to  urban  education, 
and  on  methodologies  for  improving 
classroom  teaching,  curriculum  devel- 
opment, and  leadership  enhancement 
for  school  administrators.  His  expert 
guidance  was  sought  on  other  occa- 
sions in  helping  to  plan  seminars  and 
conferences  on  education. 

In  1981,  Professor  Edmonds  re- 
turned to  his  home  State  of  Michigan, 
where  he  assumed  teaching  assign- 
ments at  Michigan  State  University, 
and  where  he  was  senior  researcher  at 
the  Institute  for  Research  in  Teaching 
in  MSU's  College  of  Education. 

His  major  contribution  to  education 
was  his  assertion,  based  on  years  of 
study  and  teaching,  that  strong  in- 
structional leadership  from  principals, 
that  high  expectations  of  academic  ex- 
cellence of  students  by  their  teachers, 
and  that  the  climate  of  the  school- 
were  significant  contributions  to  stu- 
dent achievement. 

This  giant  of  an  educator  will  be 
sorely  missed.» 
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LEGISLATION  INTRODUCED  TO 
CLARIFY  APPLICATION  OF 
ANTITRUST  LAWS 

HON.  DON  EDWARDS 

or  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  pleased  to  introduce 
today  legislation  that  will  clarify  the 
application  of  the  antitrust  laws  to  a 
city,  county,  or  other  local  government 
unit.  The  antitrust  laws  remain  the 
cornerstone  of  our  economic  policy 
based  upon  a  system  of  free  enterprise 
that  has  proven  the  most  effective 
way  to  distribute  goods  and  services  in 
our  economy.  Antitrust  laws,  however, 
do  not  serve  us  well  when  applied  to 
legitimate  governmental  activity  that 
is  based  upon  the  will  of  the  majority 
and  provides  our  citizens  with  services 
and  protections  that  cannot  fairly  and 
sufficiently  be  distributed  by  a  private 
market  economy. 

Having  recognized  these  fundamen- 
tal distinctions,  the  courts  generally 
did  not  extend  the  Federal  antitrust 
laws  to  governmental  activity  at  any 
level.  See.  for  example.  Parker  v. 
Brown.  (317  U.S.  341  (1943>).  Recent 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  how- 
ever, have  now  limited  the  immunity 
available  to  actions  of  city  and  local 
governments.  See  Community  Com- 
munications Co.,  v.  City  of  Boulder, 
Colo.  (455  U.S.  40  (1982)).  Local  gov- 
ernments occasionally  engage  in  activi- 
ty in  competition  with  private  enter- 
prise, and  probably  should,  to  that 
extent,  be  subject  to  the  same  rules  of 
competition  applicable  to  others. 
There  is,  however,  little  dispute  that 
governments  should  be  free,  to  exer- 
cise their  police  and  regulatory  powers 
free  of  concern  with  potential  anti- 
trust liability. 

Two  other  distinguished  members  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  have 
preceded  me  in  introducing  clarifying 
legislation  concerning  antitrust  immu- 
nity for  local  governments.  I  share  the 
concerns  which  have  motivated  their 
action.  The  bill  I  offer  today  differs 
somewhat  from  each  of  the  other  pro- 
posals. Most  significantly,  it  extends 
antitrust  immunity  to  those  activities 
engaged  in  by  a  lo<ftl  governmental 
unit  that  are  an  "exercise  of  the  sover- 
eign power  of  the  State"  in  which 
such  unit  is  located.  There  is  no  ex- 
press condition  that  the  State  confer 
authority  to  the  governmental  body 
before  antitrust  protection  attaches.  I 
do  not  maintain  the  belief  that,  in  in- 
stances where  a  local  government  is 
engaged  in  undisputed  regulatory  con- 
duct for  the  benefit  of  its  citizens, 
antitrust  immunity  for  municipalities 
or  other  local  bodies  should  turn  on 
the  frequently  technical,  or  subtle, 
point  of  whether  authority  to  act  was 
first   conferred   by   the  State   legisla- 
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ture.  Certainly,  that  line  of  inquiry 
was  not  decreed  by  the  Congress 
which  passed  the  Sherman  Act  and,  in 
numerous  other  contexts.  Congress 
has  acted  not  to  disturb  the  relation- 
ship between  States  and  their  sub- 
governmental  local  units.  This  is  not 
to  say.  of  course,  that  courts  are  pro- 
hibited from  looking  to  legislative  en- 
actments or  other  actions  by  States  in 
order  to  reach  a  conclusion  about  the 
character  of  a  particular  activity  en- 
gaged in  by  local  bodies.  Rather,  the 
threshold  question  is  deciding  whether 
or  not  anticompetitive  conduct  is  of 
the  type  the  Sherman  Act  meant  to 
proscribe  involves  a  determination  as 
to  whether  such  activity  is  required  of 
the  governmental  unit  in  carrying  out 
its  duties  as  sovereign. 

I  also  note  here  that  while  antitrust 
immunity  under  this  bill  will  ultimate- 
ly turn  on  the  court's  interpretation  of 
a  flexible  standard:  nonetheless,  that 
standard  is  one  that  reaches  back  far 
into  America's  legal  history.  The  dis- 
tinction l)etween  actions  sovereign  in 
character,  and  those  more  commericial 
in  nature,  was  recognized  early  in  our 
Nation's  history  by  Chief  Justice  John 
Marshall,  who  effectively  described 
the  rationale  supporting  such  a  stand- 
ard; 

It  is.  we  think  a  sound  principle,  that 
when  a  government  becomes  (involved  with] 
a  trading  company,  it  divests  itself,  so  far  as 
it  concerns  the  transactions  of  that  compa- 
ny, of  its  sovereign  character,  and  takes 
that  of  a  private  citizen.  Instead  of  commu- 
nicating to  the  company  its  privileges  and 
its  prerogatives,  it  descends  to  a  level  with 
those  with  whom  it  associates  itself,  and 
takes  the  character  which  belongs  to  its  as- 
sociates, and  to  the  business  which  is  to  be 
transacted.  22  U.S.  <9  Wheat)  398.  399 
(1824). 

Laws  in  other  areas  have  recognized 
similar  distinctions  between  the  exer- 
cise of  governmental  or  regulatory 
powers,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  con- 
duct of  commercial  or  proprietary  ac- 
tivity, on  the  other  hand.  For  exam- 
ple, the  Foreign  Sovereign  Immunities 
Act,  28  U.S.C,  section  1605.  does  not 
confer  immunity  on  the  actions  of  for- 
eign states  that  are  commercial  or  pro- 
prietary in  nature.  Similarly,  a  1982 
amendment  to  the  Clayton  Act  draws 
a  distinction  between  foreign  govern- 
ment-owned enterprises  that  engage 
primarily  in  commercial  activities  and 
those  that  do  not.  Public  Law  97-393, 
96  Stat.  1965.  For  a  review  of  some 
other  applications,  see  Yosemite  Park 
and  Curry  Co.  v.  United  States,  686 
F.2d  925.  933  n.40  (Ct.Cl.  1982). 

Hearings  on  this  bill  and  other  pro- 
posed legislation  dealing  with  this  sub- 
ject will  surely  aid  in  building  a  record 
for  distinguishing  sovereign  acts  from 
those  that  should  be  viewed  as  com- 
mercial or  proprietary.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  may  well  be  able  to  offer 
expert  advice  on  the  types  of  activities 
that  should  remain  under  the  protec- 
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tive  wing  of  antitrust  law  and  policy, 
even  when  engaged  in  by  local  govern- 
ments. 

My  hope  now  is  that,  following  full 
and  constructive  debate.  Congress  will 
act  promptly  to  resolve  this  question 
in  the  interest  of  local  governments 
and  the  citizens  they  represent.* 
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WHY  CLINCH  RIVER? 


HON.  JOE  SKEEN 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  over  the 
next  few  weeks  as  the  alternative  fi- 
nancing plan  for  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  reactor  is  debated,  the 
projects  merits  will  likely  again 
become  an  issue. 

I  would,  therefore,  like  to  bring  to 
my  colleagues'  attention  the  assess- 
ment by  Dr.  Alvin  Weinberg.  Director 
of  the  Institute  fur  Energy  Analysis  at 
Oak  Ridge,  entitled.  "Why  Clinch 
River?"  (Public  Utilities  Fortnightly, 
April  14.  1983).  and  ask  that  this  be 
entered  in  the  Record. 

(From  Public  Utilities  Fortnightly.  Apr.  14. 
1983] 

Why  Clinch  River? 

(By  Alvin  M.  Weinberg) 

Nuclear  power  is  proving  to  be  a  difficult, 
demanding  enterprise.  At  this  moment,  we 
are  in  the  throes  of  a  nuclear  moratorium: 
No  new  reactor  has  been  ordered  in  the  U.S. 
since  1978,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  a  new  one 
will  be  ordered  in  this  decade.  Why,  then, 
do  I  believe  that  we  should  build  the  Clinch 
River  breeder? 

We  must  distinguish  between  energy 
strategy  and  energy  tactics.  By  energy 
"strategy"  I  mean  the  overall  policies  that 
govern  the  long-term  development  of  our 
energy  future:  by  energy  "tactics"  I  mean 
the  short-term  decisions  that  implement  the 
overall  strategy.  Our  failure  to  distinguish 
between  strategy  and  tactics  has  confused 
the  debate  over  Clinch  River. 

Since  fofssll  fuels  are  limited,  either  be- 
cause they  may  be  exhausted,  or  because 
their  environmental  impact  may  be  unac- 
ceptable, our  government  has  always  accept- 
ed as  a  cornerstone  of  energy  policy  the  de- 
velopment of  the  so-called  inexhaustible 
energy  sources.  These  include  solar  energy 
in  all  manifestations  (wind,  hydro,  direct 
solar,  biomass):  thermonuclear  fusion:  and 
the  breeder.  Any  one  of  these  represents  an 
essentially  inexhaustible  energy  source. 
When  we  shall  need  any  of  the  inexhausti- 
bles  is  hard  to  say— it  may  well  be  as  much 
as  fifty  or  even  100  years  from  now.  But 
every  administration,  since  President  Tru- 
man's, has  accepted  as  national  policy  the 
necessity  of  investigating  these  long-range 
energy  sources  including  the  breeder,  and  it 
has  committed  many  millions  of  dollars  to 
each  of  them:  at  present  more  than  $1  bil- 
lion is  being  spent  on  developing  these  inex- 
haustible energy  sources.  Even  Jimmy 
Carter  accepted  the  necessity  of  pursuing 
breeders,  although  he  rejected  Clinch  River. 

Various  tactics  can  be  adopted  for  achiev- 
ing the  strategic  goal  of  a  successful  breed- 
er. An  alternative  tactic  to  building  Clinch 


River  would  focus  on  testing  components 
rather  than  building  an  operating  breeder. 
This  course  is  being  advanced  both  by  those 
of  the  Clinch  River  opponents  who  accept 
the  long-range  strategic  goal  of  breeders, 
and  by  the  nuclear  nihilists  who  see  killing 
Clinch  River  as  a  step  to  killing  nuclear 
energy.  My  own  forty  years  of  experience  in 
nuclear  energy  has  shown  over  and  over 
that  the  least  effective  way  to  do  heavy  en- 
gineering development  is  to  spend  too  much 
effort  on  components  without  focusing  on  a 
fully  integrated  operating  device  in  which 
the  real  problems  reveal  themselves.  One 
reason  other  countries  are  so  far  ahead  of 
the  United  States  in  breeder  development  is 
that  they  built  operating  reactors,  while  we 
fiddled  with  components.  Clinch   River  is 
our  first  full  integrated  large-scale  breeder: 
It  represents  a  shift  in  research  tactics  from 
never-ending  development  of  components  to 
the  building  of  an  integrated  device  that 
will  exhibit  the  true  problems  and  possibili- 
ties. I  can  only  say  we  lost  ten  years,  and 
suffered    tremendous    cost    escalation,    by 
choosing  the  wrong  tactics  in  developing  the 
breeder. 

The  second  reason  for  building  Clinch 
River  has  to  do  with  time  scale.  I  often  have 
felt  that  we  went  too  fast  in  our  convention- 
al light  water  reactor  deployment,  that 
much  of  nuclear  energy's  travail  would  have 
been  avoided  had  we  moved  more  deliber- 
ately. We  forget  that  a  1.000-megawatt-elec- 
tric  power  plant,  if  it  is  to  be  fully  economi- 
cal, is  expected  to  last  as  long  as  thirty 
years;  but  if  we  build  reactors  too  quickly 
we  have  no  way  of  knowing  whether  the 
system  will  last  anywhere  near  thirty  years, 
nor  can  we  incorporate  lessons  learned  in 
earlier  reactors  into  later  ones  without  ex- 
pensive backfils.  This  is  now  happening 
with  many  light  water  reactors— steam  gen- 
erators and  pipe  cracking  may  limit  their 
lifetime  seriously,  even  though  we  have 
learned  ways  of  dealing  with  these  prob- 
lems. 

Can  we  not  learn  from  this  experience?  If 
we  have  fifty  years  before  breeders  are 
needed  on  a  large  scale,  we  do  not  have  all 
that  much  time  to  wait.  If  Clinch  River  is 
built  by  1990.  it  will  be  2020  before  we  know 
whether  the  device  has  lasted  thirty  years— 
or  whether  serious  deficiencies,  that  appear 
after  extended  operation,  will  limit  its  life- 
time. 

We  are  unaccustomed  to  think  about  tech- 
nologies that  are  as  slow  moving  and  pon- 
derous as  are  large  nuclear  power  plants.  In 
this  age  of  computers  and  jet  travel,  time  is 
foreshortened,  and  we  forget  that  only  with 
the  passage  of  thirty  years  will  we  know 
that  a  big  device  will  last  for  thirty  years. 
We  do  not  have  time  to  waste.  We  ought 
therefore  to  get  on  with  Clinch  River.  The 
great  French  Marshal  Lyautey  once  said  to 
his  gardener:  Plant  a  seedling  tomorrow." 
And  that  gardener  said,  "It  won't  bear  fruit 
for  a  hundred  years. "  "In  that  case."  Lyau- 
tey said  to  the  gardener,  "plant  it  this  after- 
noon."  Clinch  River  is  such  a  seedling. 

Dr.  Weinberg  thus  makes  the  impor- 
tant point  that  we  do  not  have  time  to 
waste  and  we  must,  therefore,  get  on 
with  Clinch  River.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  consider  the  wisdom  of  his 
analysis  and  to  strongly  support  his 
conclusions.* 
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TUITION  CREDIT  ISSUE 

HON.  AUGUSTUS  F.  HAWKINS 


or  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28.  1983 
•  Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
recent  Supreme  Court  decision  allow- 
ing tax  deductions  for  certain  school 
expenses  to  parents  of  Minnesota 
schoolchildren,  at  first  reading  seems 
to  promise  more  than  it  actually  does. 
Initially  there  was  talk  that  the  Court 
decision  was  supportive  of  the  admin- 
istration's tuition  tax  credit  scheme. 
This  is  far  from  the  case;  The  tax  ben- 
efits in  this  case  could  be  received  by 
parents  of  students  who  attend  either 
private  school  or  public  school.  And 
the  Minnesota  tax  benefit  is  a  deduc- 
tion. The  administration's  bill  provides 
tax  credits— not  tax  deductions,  for 
private  schools— not  public  schools. 

Even  with  the  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion, which  somewhat  broadens  an  un- 
derstanding of  who  may  participate  in 
a  school  tax  benefit  plan,  there  are 
very  serious  problems  concerning  any 
tuition  tax  credit  plan.  For  example; 
What  would  be  the  nature  of  the  tui- 
tion tax  credit  revenue  loss?  Is  the  tui- 
tion tax  credit  scheme  a  "budget  bust- 
ing" initiative?  Would  the  middle-and 
upper-class  benefits  be  unfair  in  com- 
parison to  other  economic  groups?  Of 
what  benefit  would  tuition  tax  credits 
be  to  poor  people? 

A  more  extended  discussion  of  this 
most  important  issue  appeared  in  a 
recent  edition  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Times.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read 
the  article  which  I  have  submitted  for 
their  information; 

[Prom  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  July  13,  19831 
Tax  Credits  for  Tuition  Address  the 
Wrong  Issue 
(By  Edwin  Dorn  and  Mary  Frances  Berry) 
The  U.S.  Supreme  Court's  recent  5-4  deci- 
sion  upholding  a  Minnesota  law  allowing 
tax   deductions   for   certain   education   ex- 
penses including  private-school  tuition  rep- 
resents a  narrow  victory  for  someone,  but  it 
is  hard  to  say  for  whom.  It  would  seem  to  be 
a  victory  for  proponents  of  tuition  tax  cred- 
its, except  for  two  points:  The  courts  major- 
ity made  clear  that  it  supported  the  Minne- 
sota law  because  the  tax  benefits  are  avail- 
able to  parents  of  students  who  are  enrolled 
in  private  and  public  schools.  And  the  oper- 
ative mechanism  in  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion's proposal  is  credits— not  deductions— 
for  private-school  tuition. 

Thus,  in  order  to  survive  this  court's  scru- 
tiny, it  appears  that  the  Reagan  plan  would 
have  to  be  revised  to  allow  parents  of  all 
schoolchildren  to  obtain  tax  benefits  for 
educationally  related  expenses.  When  one 
adds  up  all  the  potential  deductions  (or 
credits)  for  all  the  nations  50  million  stu- 
dents—gym clothes,  materials  for  home 
work  projects,  transportation,  field  trips, 
textbooks  and  tuition— losses  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  could  become  astronomical. 

Indeed,  the  court  may  have  opened  a  door 
through  which  Congress  could  authorize  bil- 
lions of  dollars  worth  of  tax  expenditures 
for  education,   thereby   canceling  out   the 
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federal  government's  recent  cutbacks.  Even 
as  indirect  support,  this  could  be  very  help- 
ful to  the  nations  educational  needs,  and  it 
would  raise  another  set  of  problems.  Tax  ex- 
penditures generally  are  regarded  as  ineffi- 
cient public-policy  mechanisms,  because 
their  benefits  are  difficult  to  target.  They 
also  tend  to  be  inequitable,  because  low- 
income  people  who  pay  little  or  no  taxes  can 
claim  few  if  any  deductions. 

Whatever  the  ultimate  implications  of  the 
high  court's  decision,  its  immediate  effect  is 
to  eliminate  some  of  the  constitutional  ar- 
guments from  the  debate  over  tax  credits. 
This  should  cause  the  Adminstration,  its 
supporters  and  its  critics  to  focus  on  the 
educational  merits  of  the  private-school  tui- 
tion issue. 

On  key  question  that  proponents  of 
schemes  to  assist  private  schools  must  now 
address  is  this:  What  will  additional  support 
for  private  schools,  which  enroll  only  10 
percent  of  the  nations  schoolchildren,  do  to 
improve  the  quality  of  American  education? 
The  National  Commission  on  Excellence  in 
Education  reported  recently  that  our  na- 
tion"s  future  is  "at  risk"  because  our  educa- 
tion system  has  been  turning  out  under- 
achieving students  trained  in  the  wrong  sub- 
jects. Ninety  percent  of  the  nations  stu- 
dents are  enrolled  in  public  schools,  and  it  is 
in  those  schools  that  the  problems  are  most 
pronounced.  Clearly  tuition  tax  credits  do 
not  address  those  problems. 

Tax  credits  may  enable  more  public- 
school  studenU  to  enroll  in  private  schools. 
However,  that  is  not  likely  to  happen  quick- 
ly, because  few  quality  private  schools  have 
vacancies:  some  have  years-long  waiting 
lists.  Where  room  does  become  available  in 
the  better  private  schools,  it  will  attract  the 
most  talented  public-school  students  and 
their  committed  parents  thereby  adding 
grease  to  the  slippery  slope  of  decay  that 
many  public  schools  have  been  sliding  down. 
Even  some  low-income  parenU  who  have 
moved  their  children  from  public  to  private 
schools  do  not  want  to  see  measures  taken 
that  would  erode  further  the  quality  of 
public  education. 

The  ability  to  be  selective  is  one  major  ad- 
vantage that  private  schools  have  over 
public  schools.  Selectivity  is  the  reason  why 
comparisons  between  public  and  private 
schools  often  are  misleading,  and  also  why 
talk  about  fostering  competition  between 
public  and  private  schools  borders  on  soph- 
istry. ,     ^. 

The  better  private  schools  are  selective  on 
the  grounds  of  merit.  But  many  others  are 
selective  on  the  grounds  of  race  and  other 
prohibited  criteria.  Thus  a  second  question 
that  supporters  of  tax  credits  must  answer 
is:  How  will  civil-rights  enforcement  efforts 
be  stepped  up  to  ensure  against  discrimina- 
tion"' That  question  would  become  especial- 
ly important  if  federal  funds  were  to  start 
flowing,  however  indirectly,  into  the  coffers 
of  "segregation  academies."  One  wonders 
whether  the  proponents  of  tuition  tax  cred- 
its have  thought  carefully  about  the  impli- 
cations of  closer  government  scrutiny. 

Discrimination  has  as  much  to  do  with  the 
quality  of  education  as  school  finance  does. 
The  Commission  on  Excellence  in  Education 
found  cause  for  alarm  not  only  in  the  fail- 
ure of  schools  to  teach  relevant  skills  but 
also  in  their  failure  to  convey  the  "intellec- 
tual, moral  and  spiritual  strengths  .  .  . 
which  knit  together  the  very  fabric  of  socie- 
ty." Our  young  people  will  not  learn  the 
value  of  our  richly  diverse  society  if  they 
attend  schools  that  are  segregated  by  race, 
class  or  religion. 


21542 

Americas  historic  commitment  to  public 
schools  has  stood  for  more  than  a  minimal 
guarantee  of  training  for  work:  it  has  been  a 
great  cohesive  force  in  the  life  of  the 
nation.  In  principle,  if  not  always  in  fact, 
our  system  of  public  education  has  been  a 
proving  ground  for  our  democratic  ideals. 
The  public  base  of  our  schools  should  be  a 
source  of  pride,  not  begrudgement. 

The  Supreme  Court's  decision  may  pro- 
vide mild  encouragement  to  the  supporters 
of  tuition  tax  credits.  At  the  same  time,  it 
presents  a  constructive  challenge  to  those  of 
us  who  sincerely  want  to  arrest  the  "unilat- 
eral educational  disarmament"  that  the 
conunission  described.  We  must  now  think 
very  hard  about  ways  by  which  the  nation 
can  provide  quality  education  to  all  its 
young  people.  In  a  united  re-dedication  to 
strengthening  public  education,  the  people 
of  this  country  could  find  a  new  sense  of 
purpose  and  cohesion.* 


FIRE  ISLAND  NATIONAL 
SEASHORE 


IMI 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  DOWNEY 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  introduced  legislation 
to  amend  the  Fire  Island  National 
Seashore  Act.  The  Fire  Island  Nation- 
al Seashore  wais  established  in  1964  to 
preserve  and  protect  one  of  the  last 
relatively  unspoiled  natural  barrier  is- 
lands in  the  Northeast  for  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  future  generations. 

Fire  Island  is  a  unique  resource.  It  is 
located  only  50  miles  from  New  York 
City  and  has  one  of  the  finest  ocean 
beaches  in  the  world.  It  also  has  mag- 
nificent dunes  and  spectacular  mari- 
time forests  including  the  famous 
Sunken  Forest  preserve.  Although 
there  are  bridges  at  either  end  of  Fire 
Island,  there  are  no  roads  to  mar  the 
beauties  of  the  island.  Access  to  most 
of  the  seashore  is  by  ferry  or  footpath. 
Within  the  boundaries  of  the  seashore 
are  18  scattered  small,  heavily  devel- 
oped communities,  primarily  consist- 
ing of  single-family  homes  and  cot- 
tages and  the  businesses  serving  them 
and  day  visitors.  There  are  about  4.500 
such  structures  today  compared  with 
fewer  than  3,000  when  the  seashore 
was  established.  Future  growth  is  esti- 
mated at  about  1.000  additional  struc- 
tures. 

The  act  exempts  private  property 
within  these  communities  from  con- 
demnation, with  some  exceptions,  pro- 
vided that  the  local  authorities  have 
in  effect  zoning  ordinances  which  con- 
form to  standards  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  and  which  are  approved  by 
him.  No  current  local  zoning  ordi- 
nances have  been  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary, although  three  of  the  four 
zoning  authorities  have  made  the  nec- 
essary amendments  and  the  fourth 
one  is  expected  to  follow  shortly.  No 
new  commercial  use  or  expansion  of 
existing  ordinances  is  permitted  with- 
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out  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of 
Interior.  Property  subject  to  a  vari- 
ance or  nonconforming  use  loses  this 
exemption.  Since  the  subdivision  in 
many  communities  originally  was  in- 
tended for  modest  cottages,  under 
present  zoning  laws  many  plots  are 
buildable  only  under  a  variance.  More 
than  one-third  of  the  structures  built 
since  1964  received  a  legal  variance 
under  New  York  law. 

Public  Law  95-625  created  an  ocean- 
front  development  on  the  protective 
dune  system.  Owners  of  undeveloped 
property  within  the  dune  district  are 
permitted  to  retain  title  provided  the 
dune  is  kept  in  its  natural  state. 

The  first  zoning  standards  were  pro- 
mulgated by  the  Secretary  in  1967;  the 
latest  revision  was  in  September  1980. 
The  standards  contemplated  low  den- 
sity of  use  to  protect  the  environment, 
mostly  single-family  homes,  and  limi- 
tation of  commercial  uses  to  those 
serving  the  needs  of  the  communities. 
The  idea  was  to  keep  private  develop- 
ment within  bounds  appropriate  for  a 
national  park.  Unfortunately  this 
scheme  has  not  been  entirely  success- 
ful. The  high  demands  for  vacation 
rentals  on  this  most  desirable  island 
has  led  to  the  sometimes  illegal  con- 
version of  single-family  homes  into 
multiple  dwellings  or  roominghouses. 
Bars,  discos,  and  hotels  have  been  es- 
tablished in  violation  of  zoning  stand- 
ards. 

Enforcement  of  standards,  by  and 
large,  has  been  a  failure  because  Con- 
gress authorized  condemnation  as  the 
only  enforcement  tool.  The  Secretary 
has  no  authority  to  obtain  an  injunc- 
tion in  Federal  court.  We  twice  have 
raised  the  authorized  ceiling  for  land 
acquisitions,  but  annual  appropria- 
tions have  not  been  adequate.  Fur- 
thermore, in  these  times  of  fiscal  con- 
straints, the  National  Park  Service 
puts  a  low  priority  on  using  scarce 
land  acquisition  funds  for  enforce- 
ment. A  Federal  court  has  criticized 
this  scheme  as  follows: 

In  their  justifiable  frustration  plaintiffs 
have  sought  relief  from  the  courts  but  it  is 
clear  that  only  Congress  can  provide  the 
remedy  .  .  .  nevertheless,  precatory  though 
our  words  must  necessarily  be.  we  cannot 
help  but  urge  those  with  the  power  and  au- 
thority to  preserve  this  gem  of  an  island  to 
halt  their  procrastination  and  get  on  with 
the  urgent  business  of  saving  this  charming 
and  fragile  outpost  of  nature  before  the  en- 
croachment of  haphazard  development  ir- 
revocably despoil  it.  (Biderman  v.  Morton. 
497  F.2d  at  page  1148-49) 

This  bill  offers  a  way  out  of  the  di- 
lemma. It  is  one  which  will  cost  the 
taxpayer  little  or  nothing.  It  is  one 
which  avoids  retiring  from  private  use 
expensive  property  with  little  or  no 
public  value.  It  also  is  more  flexible 
and  respectful  of  private  property 
owners. 

It  is  important  to  emphasize  that 
the  broad  powers  the  Secretary  now 
has  and  the  additional  powers  this  bill 
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would  grant  are  intended  to  be  used 
only  in  instances  when  the  municipali- 
ties are  unable  or  unwilling  to  enforce 
the  zoning  standards.  The  principle  of 
home  rule  in  this  area  is  primary.  The 
Secretary's  powers  are  a  court  of  last 
resort. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Secretary 
shall  use  the  powers  given  to  him  only 
in  cases  of  gross  violations  which  de- 
grade the  character  of  the  communi- 
ties or  which  threaten  the  natural  re- 
sources which  the  seashore  was  estab- 
lished to  protect.  The  seashore  now 
has  a  land-acquisition  plan  that  takes 
into  account  these  fine  distinctions. 
Congress  cannot  take  on  the  burden  of 
enforcing  the  Secretary's  zoning  regu- 
lations or  making  judgments  on  indi- 
vidual instances.  But  we  can  provide  a 
better  and  more  cost-efficient  mecha- 
nism than  now  exists. 

This  bill  does  two  things:  It  allows 
the  Secretary  to  sell  acquired  property 
with  a  covenant  for  a  conforming  use 
and  to  retain  the  proceeds  for  future 
enforcement  action.  It  also  gives  the 
Secretary  the  option  of  applying  to 
the  U.S.  district  court  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  the  nonconforming  use 
pending  the  condemnation.  These  are 
not  new  powers.  What  is  new  is  the 
way  in  which  they  are  being  applied. 

The  turn-around  provision,  acquir- 
ing a  nonconforming  property  and 
selling  it  for  a  conforming  use,  has 
been  in  the  Lands  and  Waters  Conser- 
vation Act.  It  has  not  been  used  in  the 
seashore  because  the  proceeds  from 
such  sales  do  not  go  back  in  the  sea- 
shore but  into  the  general  fund.  This 
bill  would  establish  a  revolving  fund  to 
put  proceeds  of  the  sales  right  back 
into  the  seashore  only  for  the  pur- 
poses of  implementing  the  act. 

One  reason  the  deterrent  has  not 
been  effective  is  that  the  safeguards 
Congress  has  built  into  land-acquisi- 
tion procedures  to  protect  the  inter- 
ests of  private  property  owners  have  a 
built-in  time  delay.  Where  develop- 
ment pressures  are  as  great  as  they 
are  at  Fire  Island,  these  put  the  prop- 
erty owner  who  is  determined  to  vio- 
late the  standards  in  a  no-risk  situa- 
tion, which  guarantees  a  loss  to  the 
taxpayers. 

Testimony  before  the  House  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  on  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies.  March  17,  1980, 
documented  a  number  of  recent  in- 
stances in  which  building  in  violation 
of  standards  was  carried  on  even  after 
the  Secretary  had  initiated  use  of  his 
condemnation  powers.  Before  the  re- 
quired proceedings  had  been  complet- 
ed, the  Government  was  faced  with 
paying  fair  market  value  for  a  devel- 
oped tract  instead  of  for  vacant  land. 
The  National  Park  Service  then  either 
backed  away  from  the  whole  situation 
or  expended  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars  needlessly. 
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The  provision  to  permit  the  Secre- 
tary to  apply  for  an  injunction  will 
give  him  the  ability  to  act  swiftly  to 
prevent  such  exploitation.  It  does  not 
confiscate  property  rights  because  at 
the  end  of  this  procedure  one  of  two 
things  happens:  either  the  property 
owner  is  paid  fair  market  value  for  his 
property,  or  he  decides  to  use  it  in  con- 
formity with  the  zoning  standards.  If 
the  property  is  acquired,  this  bill  pro- 
vides for  the  turnaround  and  the  abili- 
ty to  use  appropriate  funds  similarly 
for  future  potential  violations. 

This  is  not  exactly  a  "free  lunch" 
proposal.  There  will  be  some  costs.  But 
it  does  protect  both  the  public  interest 
in  preserving  the  island  and  the  public 
treasury.  It  also  is  more  equitable  for 
private  property  owners  than  what  we 
now  have  and  will  allay  the  concerns 
some  Fire  Islanders  have  expressed  in 
the  past  about  the  seashore's  acquisi- 
tion and  condemnation  policies. 

Since  this  proposal  was  introduced 
in  the  last  session  of  the  97th  Con- 
gress, the  Park  Service  has  issued  a 
land  protection  plan  for  the  seashore. 
That  plan  attempts  to  offer  coopera- 
tion and  good  faith  as  principle  vehi- 
cles for  resolving  land-use  issues.  We 
applaud  that  attitude  and  sincerely 
hope  that  it  will  be  met  with  a  positive 
response  locally.  However,  intervening 
development  actions  that  contravene 
local  zoning  standards  indicate  a  need 
for  a  viable  enforcement  mechanism. 
This  legislation  will  prove  such  a  tool 
and  will  insure  that  the  will  of  Con- 
gress—to permit  compatible  develop- 
ment within  the  national  seashore- 
will  be  upheld. 

H.R.  - 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Fire  Island  Nation- 
al Seashore  Amendments  Act  of  1983". 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  establish  the  Fire  Island  National 
Seashore,  and  for  other  purposes",  ap- 
proved September  11,  1964  (16  U.S.C.  459e- 
1).  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

"(hXlKA)  The  Secretary  shall  sell  any 
property  described  in  subparagraph  (B)  of 
this  paragraph  acquired  by  condemnation 
under  this  Act— 

"(i)  to  the  highest  bidder: 

"(ii)  at  not  less  than  the  fair  market  value: 
and 

"(iii)  subject  to  covenants  or  other  restric- 
tions that  will  ensure  that  the  use  of  such 
property  conforms  to  the  standards  speci- 
fied in  regulations  issued  under  section  3(a) 
of  this  Act  which  are  in  effect  at  the  time  of 
such  sale  and  to  any  approved  zoning  ordi- 
nance or  amendment  thereof  to  which  such 
property  is  subject. 

"(B)  The  property  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  of  this  paragraph  is  any  property 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  national  sea- 
shore as  delineated  on  the  map  mentioned 
in  section  1  except— 

"(i)  property  within  the  Dune  district  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  <g)  of  this  section: 

"(ii)  be^h  or  waters  and  adjoining  land 
Within  the  exempt  communities  referred  to 
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in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (e)  of  this 
section:  and 

"(iii)  property  within  the  eight-mile  area 
described  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsec- 
tion (e)  of  this  section:  and 

"(iv)  any  property  acquired  prior  to  Octo- 
ber 1.  1982.  that  the  Secretary  determines 
should  be  retained  to  further  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  all  moneys  received  from  sales  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  section  may  be  re- 
tained and  shall  be  available  to  the  Secre- 
tary, without  further  appropriation,  only 
for  purposes  of  acquiring  property  under 
this  Act. 

"(i)(l)  Upon  or  after  the  commencement 
of  any  action  for  condemnation  with  respect 
to  any  property  under  this  Act,  the  Secre- 
tary, through  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States,  may  apply  to  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York  for  a  temporary  restrain- 
ing order  or  injunction  to  prevent  any  use 
of,  or  construction  upon,  such  property 
that— 

"(A)  falls,  or  would  result  in  a  failure  of 
such  property,  to  conform  to  the  standards 
specified  in  regulations  issued  under  section 
3(a)  of  this  Act  in  effect  at  the  time  such 
use  or  construction  began:  or 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  undeveloped  tracts  in 
the  Dune  district  referred  to  in  subsection 
(g)  of  this  section,  would  result  in  such  un- 
developed property  not  being  maintained  in 
its  natural  state. 

"(2)  Any  temporary  restraining  order  or 
injunction  issued  pursuant  to  such  an  appli- 
cation shall  terminate  on  the  date  the 
United  States  acquires  title  to  such  property 
or  if  such  proceedings  are  terminated  with- 
out the  United  States  acquiring  title  to  such 
property,  on  the  date  of  such  termination.". 

Sec  3.  Section  3(e)  of  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  establish  the  Fire  Island  National 
Seashore,  and  for  other  purposes",  ap- 
proved September  11.  1964  (16  U.S.C.  459e- 
2(e)).  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)  If  any  property,  including  improved 
property  but  excluding  undeveloped  proper- 
ty in  the  Dune  district  referred  to  in  section 
2(g)  of  this  Act.  with  respect  to  which  the 
Secretary's  authority  to  acquire  by  condem- 
nation has  been  suspended  under  this  Act— 

"(1)  is.  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Fire  Island  National  Seashore  Amend- 
ments Act  of  1982,  made  the  subject  of  a 
variance  under,  or  becomes  for  any  reason 
an  exception  to.  any  applicable  zoning  ordi- 
nance approved  under  this  section:  and 

"(2)  such  variance  or  exception  results,  or 
will  result,  in  such  property  being  used  in  a 
manner  that  fails  to  conform  to  any  applica- 
ble standard  contained  in  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this  section 
and  in  effect  at  the  time  such  variance  or 
exception  took  effect: 

then  the  suspension  of  the  Secretary's  au- 
thority to  acquire  such  property  by  condem- 
nation shall  automatically  cease. ".• 


THE  FAIR  CAMPAIGN  ACT  OF 
1983 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  time 
has  come  to  take  political  power  out  of 
the  hands  of  special  interest  groups 
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and  return  it  to  the  people.  Political 
action  committees  organized  by  busi- 
ness and  other  groups  with  special  in- 
terests and  narrow  concerns,  exercise 
influence  that  frequently  contradicts 
the  general  interests  of  the  majority 
of  the  people  of  this  Nation. 

The  tremendous  power  of  these  spe- 
cial interests  is  wielded  through  their 
substantial  contributions  to  political 
campaigns.  In  the  1982  elections, 
PAC's  contributed  almost  24  percent, 
$82  million,  of  the  $344  million  spent 
in  all  races  for  Senate  and  House 
seats.  The  proportion  of  funds  contrib- 
uted by  PAC's  was  even  higher  when 
amounts  spent  by  candidates  who  lost 
in  the  primary  elections  are  ex- 
cluded—over 27  percent  of  the  $290 
million  spent. 

Nearly  all  of  us  who  have  been  elect- 
ed Members  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  the  Senate  have  re- 
ceived money  from  these  organiza- 
tions. As  long  as  we  are  subject  to  ex- 
isting election  finance  laws,  there  is 
little  that  we  as  individual  public  offi- 
cials can  do  to  limit  the  influence  of 
special  interests  upon  the  political 
process,  no  matter  how  much  we  may 
wish  to  do  so.  Acting  together,  howev- 
er, we  can  limit  their  influence  by 
changing  the  rules,  and  amending  the 
laws  that  govern  campaign  contribu- 
tions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  deal  with  these 
problems,  I  recently  introduced  H.R. 
3610— the  Fair  Campaign  Act  of  1983. 
This  legislation  makes  two  major 
changes  in  campaign  financing  in 
order  to  reduce  special  interest  influ- 
ence in  the  political  process. 

First,  it  imposes  a  ceiling  on  contri- 
butions from  PAC's.  For  campaigns 
for  seats  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, the  limit  which  could  be  contrib- 
uted by  all  such  committees  would  be 
$75,000  for  a  general  or  special  elec- 
tion. An  additional  $25,000  maximum 
would  be  permitted  in  the  case  of  a 
runoff  election.  In  election  campaigns 
for  Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  the 
limit  for  contributions  from  rniitican- 
didate  political  committees  would  be 
the  greater  amount  of  either  $75,000 
or  the  product  of  $37,500  times  the 
number  of  U.S.  Representatives  elect- 
ed from  that  State  up  to  a  maximum 
amount  of  $500,000.  For  runoff  elec- 
tions, an  additional  amount  of  either 
$37,500  or  the  product  of  $12,500  times 
the  number  of  U.S.  Representatives 
elected  from  that  State  would  be  per- 
mitted. 

A  second  set  of  changes  which  H.R. 
3610  makes  would  encourage  individ- 
ual participation  in  funding  political 
campigans.  The  bill  will  increase  the 
tax  credit  allowed  to  individuals  for 
campaign  contributions  made  to  candi- 
dates for  public  office.  Under  current 
law  a  tax  credit  of  $50  per  individual 
and  $100  per  couple  filing  a  joint 
return  is  allowed  for  political  contribu- 
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tions.  H.R.  3610  will  double  that 
amount  to  permit  a  tax  credit  of  $100 
per  individual  and  $200  for  a  joint 
return. 

Another  provision  of  the  bill  to  en- 
courage individual— as  opposed  to 
group— contributions  will  increase  the 
ceiling  for  individual  contributions  for 
political  campaigns  for  seats  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  $1,000 
to  $2,500  per  campaign. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  the  Fair 
Campaign  Act  of  1983  is  to  return  the 
elections  to  the  people— to  reduce  the 
influence  of  special  interests,  and  to 
encourage  individual  participation  in 
the  electoral  process. 

Let  us  set  aside  partisan  consider- 
ations. Let  us  act  to  return  political 
campaigns  to  the  people  and  limit  the 
influence  of  special  interests.  I  invite 
my  colleagues  in  the  House  to  join 
with  me  in  cosponsoring  and  support- 
ing this  important  legislation.* 


SAN  JOSE  MERCURY  ON  U.S. 
COVERT  ACTIVITIES  IN  NICA- 
RAGUA 


HON.  NORMAN  Y.  MINETA 

OF  CALIPORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
repeatedly  voiced  my  opposition  to  the 
administration's  overt  covert  war  in 
Nicaragua.  In  the  House  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence,  on  the  floor  of 
this  House,  and  in  the  news  media.  I 
have  tried  to  point  out  the  folly  of 
using  U.S.  resources  for  the  aggressive 
purpose  of  sponsoring  a  civil  war. 

Today,  my  colleague  Don  Edwards 
and  I  are  pleased  to  acknowledge  the 
outstanding  editorial  stance  which  our 
hometown  paper,  the  San  Jose  Mercu- 
ry, has  consistently  taken  on  this  cru- 
cial issue.  For  my  colleagues  and  their 
staff,  we  now  submit  into  the  record 
one  of  the  Mercury's  many  outstand- 
ing editorials  about  U.S.  policy  in  Cen- 
tral America.  This  editorial  highlights 
the  "rapidly  escalating  Americaniza- 
tion of  the  fighting  in  Central  Amer- 
ica." and  it  offers  the  well-reasoned 
recommendation  that  we  move  to  end 
the  administrations  overt  covert  war. 

We  hope  our  colleagues  take  that 
advice. 

[Prom  the  San  Jose  Mercury.  July  26.  1983] 

Stopping  the  "Covert  "  War  With  "Oveht" 

$80  Million 

Almost  daily  there  is  more  evidence:  The 
United  States  is  drifting  into  war  in  Central 
America.  With  the  administration  setting  an 
ever  more  militaristic  course,  it  is  left  to 
Congress  to  demonstrate  the  caution  called 
for  by  the  majority  of  Americans.  That  can 
be  an  awkward  process,  as  events  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  demonstrate 
this  week. 

The  House  today  takes  up  a  bill  that  cuts 
off  money  for  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency's  S19  million  a  year  covert  operation 
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in  Nicaragua  and  substitutes  for  it  an  overt 
$80  million  anti-gunrunning  program.  That 
amount  would  be  parceled  out  to  friendly 
Central  American  nations  willing  to  help 
halt  the  flow  of  Cuban  arms  through  Nica- 
ragua to  El  Salvador. 

This  alternative,  above-board  arms  inter- 
diction effort  has  been  endorsed  by  the  two 
House  Committees  most  intimately  involved 
with  the  problem.  Intelligence  and  Foreign 
Affairs.  The  House  has  scheduled  two  hours 
of  general  debate  on  the  bill  and  10  hours 
for  consideration  of  the  more  than  150 
amendments  that  have  been  offered  to  it. 

Were  not  persuaded  that  spending  $80 
million  this  way  will  contribute  greatly  to 
defeating  the  leftist  insurgency  in  El  Salva- 
dor or  to  stabilizing  Central  America.  But 
we  are  convinced  that  the  CIA"s  secret  war 
against  Nicaragua  is  wrong,  dangerous  and 
must  stop. 

We  urge  our  congressional  delegation  to 
vote  for  the  Boland-Zablocki  arms  interdic- 
tion bill  because  it's  the  only  measure  now 
before  Congress  that  shuts  off  the  money 
the  CIA  needs  to  arm  and  supply  its  anti- 
Sandinista  army.  That's  the  Hobson's 
choice  facing  the  House. 

The  Reagan  administration  insists  it  is  se- 
cretly arming  and  training  upward  of  15.000 
guerrillas  so  they  can  halt  the  flow  of  arms 
to  El  Salvador.  The  guerrillas  say  their  goal 
is  to  shoot  their  way  to  power  in  Managua,  a 
purpose  that  makes  them  legally  ineligible 
for  American  aid.  Last  December  Congress 
enacted  the  Boland  amendment,  which  spe- 
cifically outlaws  aid.  direct  or  indirect,  to 
any  force  dedicated  to  overthrowing  the 
government  of  Nicaragua. 

If  the  Boland  amendment  is  to  have  any 
meaning.  Congress  must  make  it  impossible 
for  the  CIA  to  flout  it.  That's  what  this 
week's  debate  and  vote  in  the  House  is  all 
about.  If  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill  passes  the 
Democratic  House,  it  faces  an  uncertain  fate 
in  the  Republican  Senate,  which  is  more  fa- 
vorably disposed  toward  President  Reagan's 
Central  American  policies. 

Those  policies,  as  expressed  in  administra- 
tion actions  to  date,  are  frightening.  We 
fear  they  will  lead  to  a  regional  war  in  Cen- 
tral America  that  will  ultimately  involve 
direct  American  participation  in  the  fight- 
ing. The  parallel  to  Vietnam  is  chilling. 

We  are  disturbed  at  the  apparent  contra- 
diction between  the  administration's  words 
on  Central  America  and  its  actions  there. 
The  president  has  convened  a  National  Bi- 
partisan Commission  on  Central  America 
and  given  it  until  Dec.  1  to  produce  a  coher- 
ent consensus  policy  toward  the  region. 

At  the  same  time  he  has  authorized  six 
months  of  ""routine"  naval  maneuvers  off 
Nicaragua.  The  ships  will  practice  blockade 
tactics. 

Meanwhile,  Army  Green  Beret  troops 
have  opened  a  training  center  for  Salvador- 
an  troops  in  Honduras,  and  an  additional  26 
Army  doctors  have  joined  the  40-odd  Ameri- 
can military  advisers  in  El  Salvador.  The 
Pentagon  says  it  may  want  to  increase  the 
number  of  advisers  from  the  present  au- 
thorized level  of  55  to  as  many  as  140  if 
Congress  fails  to  give  the  administration  the 
$110  million  in  military  aid  it  has  requested 
for  El  Salvador. 

Further,  the  president  has  criticized  as 
"not  going  far  enough"  Nicaragua's  offer  to 
join  other  Central  American  nations  in  ne- 
gotiating a  settlement  of  the  region's  prob- 
lems, "yet  he  has  offered  little  more  than  lip 
service  to  this  process,  first  proposed  last 
February  by  the  governments  of  Mexico, 
Panama.  Colombia  and  Venezuela,  the  Con- 
tadora  Group. 
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These  developments,  coupled  with  the 
guerrilla  invasion  of  Nicaragua  the  CIA  is 
bank-rolling,  constitute  a  rapidly  escalating 
Americanization  of  the  fighting  in  Central 
America.  Public  opinion  polls  consistently 
have  found  the  American  people  disapprov- 
ing of  this.  Congress  is  correct  to  reflect 
that  disapproval  in  its  votes  on  measures 
like  the  one  before  the  House  this  week.  If 
the  administration  plunges  ahead  militarily 
now,  it  may  make  little  difference  what  the 
bipartisan  commission  on  Central  America 
says  should  be  done  come  December.* 
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FOOD  FOR  THE  TABLE.  NOT 
THE  WAREHOUSE 


H.R.  2969 


HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER 

or  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 

•  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  our  consideration  of  the  De- 
fense authorization  bill  (H.R.  2969)  on 
Tuesday  evening.  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment to  authorize  the  payment  of  hos- 
tile fire  pay  to  service  members  in  Leb- 
anon and  El  Salvador.  The  amend- 
ment was  adopted  by  the  House. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment 
should  mean  that  our  soldiers  and  sail- 
ors in  these  locations  receive  special 
pay  for  being  subject  to  hostile  fire  or 
imminent  danger  after  October  1. 
1983.  The  following  letter  from 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Paul 
Thayer  to  Chairman  Les  Aspin  of  the 
Military  Personnel  and  Compensation 
Subcommittee  states  the  intention  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  to  make 
such  payments: 

The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Washington.  D.C..  July  20.  1983. 
Hon.  Les  Aspin, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Military  Per- 
sonnel and  Compensation.  Committee 
on  A  rmed  Services.  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  responds  to 
your  letter  concerning  the  amendment  to 
Section  310  of  Title  37,  United  States  Code, 
relative  to  "special  pay:  duty  subject  to  hos- 
tile fire  or  imminent  danger." 

The  Department  of  Defense  supports  the 
proposed  amendment  enclosed  with  your 
correspondence  of  July  12,  1983.  If  adopted, 
this  amendment  will  extend  eligibility  for 
payment  of  this  "special  pay""  to  members 
serving  outside  the  United  States  in  areas 
where  the  member  is  exposed  to  imminent 
danger  because  of  civil  insurrection,  civil 
war,  terrorism,  or  wartime  conditions. 

If  the  '"special  pay"'  amendment  is  adopt- 
ed, it  will  permit  the  payment  of  "special 
pay"  to  members  serving  in  Lebanon  and  in 
El  Salvador.  In  the  event  of  adoption  of  this 
amendment,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  De- 
partment to  take  advantage  of  the  expand- 
ed eligibility  and  to  declare  Lebanon  and  El 
Salvador  as  areas  in  which  members  are  eli- 
gible to  receive  the  "special  pay.'" 
Sincerely. 

Paul  Thayer.* 


HON.  ROBERT  GARCIA 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  cur- 
rent withholding  of  excess  food  from 
the  needy  by  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture is  a  crime  against  this  Nation's 
poor. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  surplus  of 
cheese,  milk,  and  butter  bought  by  the 
USDA  greatly  increased.  Confronted 
with  overflowing  reserves,  the  USDA 
permitted  and  encouraged  States  to 
distribute  food  to  the  needy  as  they 
deemed  necessary,  and  as  long  as  sup- 
plies lasted.  As  the  demand  for  food 
continued  to  rise,  by  as  much  as  100 
percent  in  some  States,  the  USDA  dis- 
tributed up  to  60  million  pounds  of 
cheese  per  month. 

However,  following  a  midyear  study 
which  indicated  a  15-percent  decline  in 
cheese  sales,  the  USDA  limited  the 
amount  of  cheese  a  State  could  receive 
to  35  million  pounds.  Why  has  this 
action  been  taken  when  the  level  of 
needy  people  in  this  country  is  at  an 
all  time  high?  The  USDA  believes  that 
some  State  procedures  permit  the  in- 
equitable distribution  of  free  food  to 
those  not  in  dire  need  and  holds  that 
increased  supplies  of  cheese  contribute 
to  the  drop  in  commercial  sales. 
Should  alleged  loopholes  in  the  distri- 
bution procedures  of  some  States  pre- 
vent others  in  need  from  receiving  in- 
creased allotments  of  food  subsidies? 
Should  people  be  permitted  to  go 
hungry  while  our  Government  pays 
for  the  purchase  and  storage  of  vast 
amounts  of  cheese  and  other  produce? 
The  following  editorial  from  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor  "Food  for 
the  Table,  Not  the  Warehouse. "  high- 
lights these  points. 

[Prom  the  Christian  Science  Monitor.  July 
21.  19831 


Food  for  the  Table.  Not  the  Warehouse 
It  has  always  seemed  inexplicable  that  in 
a  land  so  richly  endowed  with  a  flourishing 
agricultural  economy  as  the  United  States, 
dire  poverty  and  hunger  should  still  be 
found  in  substantial  parts  of  American  soci- 
ety. Yet.  hunger  is  now  the  "most  prevalent 
and  the  most  insidious"  challenge  facing 
U.S.  cities,  according  to  the  United  States 
Conference  of  Mayors.  And  a  recent  report 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office  deter- 
mined that  hunger  has  increased  through- 
out the  United  States  during  the  past  sever- 
al years  as  a  result  of  recession  and  high  un- 
employment. 

What  that  rising  level  of  hunger  has 
translated  into,  as  many  mayors  repeatedly 
point  out  to  Washington  these  days,  is  the 
development  of  scores,  even  hundreds,  of 
food  distribution  and  private  relief  centers. 
The  numbers  by  themselves  indicate  what 
is  happening:  a  75  percent  increase  in  food 
centers  in  Rochester,  N.Y.,  last  year;  re- 
quests for  food  assistance  jumping  by  112 
percent  in  Cleveland  from  1981  to  1982:  a 
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fivefold  hike  in  the  number  of  households 
served  by  food  programs  in  the  Detroit  area 
from  1980  to  1982. 

Given  such  an  increase  in  assistance  and 
food  distribution  programs,  it  hardly  seems 
appropriate  for  the  U.S.  government  to  be 
cutting  back  on  its  programs  to  feed  the 
needy.  Yet  the  government  is  doing  just 
that  despite  huge— and  growing— surpluses 
of  such  commodities  as  cheese,  milk,  and 
butter. 
Take  cheese,  for  example. 
Since  December  1981,  Washington  has  dis- 
tributed 450  million  pounds  of  cheese.  This 
past  March  alone  some  60  million  pounds  of 
cheese  were  turned  over  to  the  public. 
Cheese  stockpiles  have  grown  about  50  per- 
cent since  late  1981. 

But  now,  the  Department  of  Agiiculture 
has  cut  back  cheese  distribution  programs 
to  a  limit  of  25  million  to  35  million  pounds 
a  month. 

Why?  An  official  explains  that  free  distri- 
bution programs  are  believed  to  be  partly 
responsible  for  a  decline  in  the  commercial 
sale  of  cheese  at  the  supermarket  counter. 
Such  an  argument  strains  credulity. 
The  government  should  be  alert  to  graft 
and  misuse  in  the  food  distribution  pro- 
grams—i.e.,  cases  where  food  stocks  are  de- 
livered to  persons  not  actually  needing  the 
commodities.  The  US  Department  of  Agri- 
culture will  be  remiss  if  it  does  not  tighten 
up  its  administrative  procedures  involving 
distribution  programs. 

But  beyond  ensuring  tighter  administra- 
tion, there  is  still  the  larger  issue  of 
hunger— and  what  to  do  with  the  available 
food  stocks  now  on  hand. 

The  robust  recovery  under  way,  as  well  as 
increasing  employment,  will  no  doubt  allevi- 
ate some  of  the  cases  of  hunger. 

But  administration  economists  concede 
that  unemployment  will  remain  historically 
high  throughout  1983  and  1984.  That  being 
the  case,  it  seems  only  reasonable  that 
Washington  draw  on  existing  food  stocks  to 
help  Americans  truly  in  need. 

Legislation  introduced  by  Congressman 
Leon  Panetta  and  Senator  Robert  Dole 
would  actually  increase  federal  food  distri- 
bution programs.  The  legislation,  which  has 
cleared  the  full  House  and  the  Senate  Agri- 
culture Committee,  should  be  approved  by 
Congress  and  sent  to  President  Reagan  for 
signature. 

In  a  land  as  blessed  as  the  United  States, 
no  American  should  have  to  go  to  bed 
hungry.* 


RANCHERS  TELL  STORIES  OF 
COAL  SLURRY  PIPELINE  COER- 
CION 


HON.  BERKLEY  BEDELL 

OF  IOWA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
15  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on 
Conservation,  Credit,  and  Rural  Devel- 
opment held  a  hearing  on  legislation  I 
have  introduced,  H.R.  1749,  regarding 
the  sale  by  one  State  of  water  re- 
sources shared  with  other  States.  I  am 
pleased  to  note  that  the  hearing  was 
extremely  productive. 

A  number  of  witnesses  expressed 
their  serious  concern  that,  in  the  wake 
of  the  Sporhase  and  El  Paso  decisions, 
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the  States  have  constitutionally  ques- 
tionable authority  to  protect  their 
water  resources  from  interstate  trans- 
fer and  particularly  with  regard  to 
shared  water  resources. 

Mr.  Speaker,  agriculture  and  the 
rural  Midwest  stand  to  lose  a  great 
deal  if  wholesale  water  transfers  are 
allowed  to  take  place.  Our  Nation's  ag- 
ricultural productivity  would  be  se- 
verely hampered  as  a  result. 

One  of  the  related  issues  that  sur- 
faced during  the  hearing  was  the 
impact  of  transporting  the  water  by 
pipeline.  Realizing  that  such  pipelines 
would  generally  be  routed  across  farm- 
land, the  farmer/landowner  would  be 
confronted  with  environmental  haz- 
ards to  his/her  land.  Farmers  are 
some  of  our  Nations  best  conserva- 
tionalists  and  go  to  great  lengths  to 
protect  and  promote  the  integrity  of 
their  land. 

One  panel  of  witnesses  at  the  June 
15  hearing  was  a  group  of  four  ranch- 
ers from  western  South  Dakota  who 
have  experienced  a  great  deal  of  diffi- 
culty with  the  ETSI  pipeline  attempt- 
ing to  route  a  water  pipeline  across 
their  land  for  use  in  a  coal  slurry  oper- 
ation. At  this  point.  I  submit  for  the 
Record  an  article  on  their  testimony 
from  the  Missouri  Times: 
Ranchers  Tell  Stories  of  Coal  Slurry 
Pipeline  Coercion 
(By  Joan  Edwards) 
Washington.— Four  South  Dakota  ranch- 
ers in  cowboy  hats  came  to  Washington  re- 
cently to  tell  a  congressional  subcommittee 
a  shocking  tale  of  intimidation  and  threats 
by    Energy    Transportation    Systems    Inc. 
(ETSI).  which  is  seeking  land  to  construct  a 
coal  ^urry  pipeline  from  South  Dakota  to 
Arkansas. 

The  project  has  created  major  controver- 
sies, since  it  involves  a  diversion  of  Missouri 
River  water  and  obtaining  a  right  of  way  for 
construction.  Railroads,  the  traditional  coal 
carriers,  could  be  hurt  by  the  loss  of  coal 
revenues.  But  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  could 
be  an  important  energy  source  for  some 
states  and  bring  water  to  them. 

All  of  these  considerations  took  a  back 
seat,  however,  as  the  ranchers  told  of  their 
struggles  to  retain  some  sort  of  control  over 
the  use  of  their  land  by  the  powerful  ETSI, 
which  seeks  federal  righU  of  eminent 
domain,  so  it  can  take  the  property  it  needs 
for  its  pipeline. 

Rep.  Tom  Coleman,  R-Mo.,  who  is  ranking 
minority  member  on  the  House  Agriculture 
Committees  Conservation,  Credit  and  Rural 
Development  Subcommittee,  said  to  the 
ranches: 

"I  would  like  every  members  of  Congress 
to  hear  your  story,  so  that  their  constitu- 
ents will  not  be  turned  into  people  who  will 
be  affected  as  you  are." 

Congressional  passage  of  pending  eminent 
domain  legislation  would  permit  ETSI  to 
condemn  privately-owned  land. 

■The  farmers  have  been  coerced  and 
threatened."  Coleman  said.  "I  am  not  at  all 
sure  I  want  to  allow  companies  the  power  to 
back  those  threats  up." 

South  Dakota  has  contracted  with  ETSI 
to  sell  water  from  the  Oahe  Reservoir, 
which  is  connected  with  the  Missouri  River. 
ETSI  would  pay  the  state  $1.4  billion  over 


21546 

50  years  to  take  about  16  billion  gallons  of 
water  per  year  from  the  reservior  to  the 
Powder  River  Basin  coal  mining  region  in 
Wyoming.  The  water  would  be  mixed  with 
crushed  coal  and  sent,  via  a  1.300-mile  pipe- 
line, to  Arkansas,  where  utilities  from  Ar- 
kansas, Louisiana  and  Oklahoma  could  pur- 
chase the  coal. 

ELOQUENT  RANCHES 

One  of  the  ranchers,  Pat  Trask,  gave  an 
eloquent  Mr.  Deeds  Goes  to  Washington 
presentation  of  ETTSI's  misdeeds.  Trask 
proudly  noted  that  his  family  had  come  to 
South  Dakota  the  year  after  General  Custer 
was  defeated  by  the  Indians  at  Little  Big 
Horn.  Then  Trask  told  how  his  father,  who 
was  an  expert  in  such  matters,  tried  to  per- 
suade the  ETSI  respresentative  that  the 
path  ETSI  had  chosen  across  his  land  for 
the  pipeline  was  "almost  impassable,  and 
ecologically  and  financially  unsound— but 
ETTSI  wants  to  take  its  pipeline  to  areas 
where  people  might  buy  its  water."  The 
Trasks  wanted  the  least  damaging  and 
shortest  route  for  the  100-foot  right  of  way. 

Trask  said  ETSI  threatened  his  father: 
"Take  the  contract  now.  l)efore  it's  too  late 
or  we'll  go  to  the  condemnation  process." 

The  rancher  said.  "We  do  not  support 
eminent  domain  for  any  entity  that  is  a  pri- 
vate cori>oration  for  profit— it's  not  in  the 
Constitution.  But  ETSI  got  the  politicians 
to  work  for  them  in  South  Dakota." 

The  ETSI  plan  had  originally  been  sold  to 
South  Dakota  citizens  and  state  officials  as 
a  way  to  "save  the  Madison  Formation"  (a 
large  underground  water  supply  in  western 
South  Dakota  and  Wyoming)  and  use  Mis- 
souri River  water  for  the  coal  slurry  pipe- 
line. The  pipeline  also  was  supposed  to 
supply  water  to  "drought-sticken  communi- 
ties" along  its  path. 

Another  rancher  said.  "ETrSI's  a  four 
letter  word  in  South  Dakota"  and  recalled 
how  the  ETSI  representative  has  harassed 
"My  74-year-old  dad.  who  has  poor  eye- 
sight, with  a  lengthy  contract  in  tiny  print. 
The  contract  permits  ETSI  to  take  a  100- 
foot  right  of  way  which  they  can  select,  to 
carry  any  water,  gas.  oil  or  other  substance. 
Land  owners  are  held  liable  for  any  damage 
to  the  pipeline,  accidental  or  otherwise." 

ETSI  on  the  other  hand,  would  not  be 
held  liable  for  accidents  to  the  pipeline  that 
would  prevent  delivery  of  water  to  a  com- 
munity. 'If  ETSI  decides  to  cut  off  its  water 
to  a  town,  they  only  have  to  let  the  people 
know  a  day  ahead."  the  rancher  said. 

Pat  Trask  said  ETSIs  plan  does  not 
bring  water  to  South  Dakota  communities. 
not  one  single  community  has  contracted 
for  this.  If  the  government  gives  ETSI  emi- 
nent domain  for  the  pipeline,  the  people 
will  just  have  to  borrow  more  money  from 
the  federal  government  to  buy  the  water 
back. 

■It's  a  wrong  concept  that  the  people  of 
South  Dakota  are  buying  this  garbage. 
When  multinationals  and  government  offi- 
cials use  government  power  and  finances  in 
states,  we're  in  a  last  ditch  struggle. 

"The  lawyers  of  the  state  are  at  ETSIs 
disposal,  and  they  threaten  land  owners  if 
they  don't  concede  in  the  case— they  can 
start  pumping.  The  government  canceled 
250  water  rights  in  the  state  so  it  could  have 
the  water  to  sell  to  ETSI  " 

DOMAIN  GRANT  REFUSED 

The  state  legislature,  after  a  major  flurry 
of  news  stories  about  ETSI's  activities, 
voted  2-to-l  to  refuse  to  grant  ETSI  eminent 
domain.  ETSI  officials  have  claimed  the 
firm  must  have  eminent  domain  to  begin 
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the  pipeline,  and  it  is  lacking  about  10  to  20 
percent  of  the  land  it  needs. 

Coleman  said.  "It  does  not  speak  well  for 
the  company  to  abuse  this  power,  and  we're 
being  asked  to  extend  it  (in  a  House  bill 
sponsored  by  Morris  Udall,  D-Ariz..  and 
Dick  Cheney.  R-Wyo.,  among  others).  You 
people  represent  the  ranchers,  and  the  2-to- 
1  vote  in  the  state  legislature  is  very  impor- 
tant." 

Coleman  then  asked  the  ranchers  how  the 
governor  had  responded  to  their  complaints 
and  the  requests  that  the  pipeline  take  the 
shortest,  least  damaging  route.  Trask  said 
he  usually  waited  six  weeks  to  two  months 
for  a  response,  and  at  one  point  he  was  told 
it  was  up  to  the  judiciary  to  decide.  Cole- 
man snapped,  "Is  this  the  same  person  who 
tried  to  get  books  taken  off  the  shelves  of 
stores  in  an  attempt  to  curtail  freedom  of 
speech?" 

South  Dakota  Gov.  Bill  Janklow  reported- 
ly has  been  in  a  fury  over  a  recent  book  on 
the  Indians  in  South  Dakota  in  which  he  is 
prominently  featured.  The  book.  In  the 
Spirit  of  Crazy  Horse  reportedly  alleges  the 
governor,  when  he  was  working  on  an 
Indian  reservation,  committed  rape,  random 
shooting  of  animals,  public  drunkenness  and 
public  nudity.  Janklow  has  said  these 
charges  are  all  unfounded,  and  he  is  suing 
the  author  and  publisher.  But  the  book  is  a 
major  best  seller  in  South  Dakota. 

Rep.  Tom  Daschle  (D-S.Dak.),  told  the 
ranchers; 

"I'm  proud  you  represent  my  state  .  .  . 
I've  come  to  the  reluctant  conclusion  that 
ETSI  does  leave  something  to  be  desired.  If 
we  fail  to  provide  the  Missouri  River  water, 
they  have  the  legal  right  to  take  the  Madi- 
son Aquifer  water." 

The  whole  issue  of  the  ETTSI  pipeline  is 
enmeshed  in  legal  controversy.  The  U.S.  Su- 
preme Court  decided,  in  Sporhase  vs.  Ne- 
braska, that  water  is  an  article  of  commerce, 
and  therefore,  a  state  cannot  place  a  blan- 
ket embargo  on  export  of  water— just  as  no 
state  could  place  an  embargo  on  the  export 
of  oil  or  coal.  But  the  ruling  does  prohibit 
the  export  of  water  "for  wasteful  purposes." 

AN  IMPORTANT  PRECEDENT 

"The  quantity  of  the  water  (in  the  pro- 
posed ETSI  diversion)  is  not  germane  to  the 
issue,  but  the  precedent  is."  Coleman  said. 
"There  are  proposals  on  the  drawing  board 
that  would  siphon  off  10  million  acre  feet  of 
water  per  year,  which  is  nearly  half  the  flow 
of  the  Missouri  River  at  Sioux  City,  Iowa. 

"The  Colorado  River  is  nearly  exhausted 
by  the  time  it  reaches  Mexico  .  .  .  Distribu- 
tion of  its  water  by  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
has  not  worked.  Because  of  a  tangle  of  un- 
reasonable demands  and  court  decisions, 
states  and  Mexico  have  legal  rights  to  more 
water  than  the  Colorado  contains.  Before  a 
similar  point  of  no  return  is  reached  in  ref- 
erence to  the  diversion  of  the  Missouri 
River  water,  a  solution  must  be  achieved." 

The  subcommittee  hearing  was  on  a  bill, 
co-sponsored  by  Coleman  and  Rep.  Berkley 
Bedell,  D-Iowa,  who  is  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, to  create  an  interstate  compact 
in  conjunction  with  out-of-state  transfers  of 
water. 

On  the  Senate  side.  Missouri's  Jack  Dan- 
forth  has  introduced  an  amendment  to  coal 
slurry  legislation  that  would  also  require 
consent  by  downstream  states  to  water 
transfers  and  promote  the  formation  of  an 
interstate  compact. 

Steve  Hilton,  press  aide  to  Danforth  said 
"There  will  not  ever  be  a  Missouri  Basin 
compact  (to  allocate  water  among  the 
states)  unless  the  upstream  states  have  the 
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incentive  to  negotiate  a  contract.  Under  our 
present  water  laws,  there  is  no  reason  for 
upstream  states  to  work  out  a  compact.  If 
the  coal  slurry  goes  through,  this  situation 
will  be  exacerbated." 

Danforth  said  there  are  only  two  ways  to 
deal  with  this  situation,  "either  prevent  pas- 
sage of  the  coal  slurry  bill,  or  attach  provi- 
sions so  that  other  states  could  have  control 
over  decisions." 

Danforth  said  the  issue  of  environmental 
effects  of  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  has  not 
been  sufficiently  addressed— the  end  prod- 
uct of  the  coal  slurry  would  be  a  "corrosive, 
pollutive  product." 

He  added  that  ""economic  consequences  of 
the  coal  slurry  pipeline"  could  be  severe  if 
the  coal  traffic,  which  is  traditionally  a 
major  source  of  revenue  for  railroads,  were 
to  be  moved  to  the  slurry. 

"Railroads  are  multi-commodity  carriers, 
and  if  they  lost  their  major  source  of  reve- 
nue—coal—other commodities,  such  as 
grain,  would  feel  this  loss,"  Danforth  said. 

Hilton  said  a  former  federal  railroad  ad- 
ministrator has  estimated  that  the  railroad 
transportation  rate  for  farm  commodities 
could  increase  up  to  40  percent  if  the  rail- 
roads lost  their  principal  source  of  reve- 
nue—coal. 

"Railroads  represent  a  transportation 
system  that  is  in  place."  Danforth  said. 
"The  coal  slurry  system  of  transportation, 
in  terms  of  being  a  competitive  element,  is 
silly.  It  is  a  single  commercial  carrier  with 
no  common  carrier  responsibilities.  The 
slurries  would  be  competing  with  nothing- 
operating  under  take-or-pay  contracts  rang- 
ing from  20  to  30  years." 

The  Senate  bill  on  the  coal  slurry  issue  is 
expected  to  come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
very  soon.  On  the  House  side,  there  will  be 
additional  committee  hearings.* 


REAGAN'S  BIG  STICK 


HON.  RICHARD  L.  OTTINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
having  attempted  to  turn  the  clock 
back  in  many  areas  of  (iomestic  policy, 
the  Reagan  administration  is  now 
demonstrating  a  dangerously  nostalgic 
attitude  toward  the  crisis  in  Central 
America.  Preferring  arrogant  displays 
of  military  force  to  sincere  and  ener- 
getic efforts  at  negotiation,  Mr. 
Reagan  evidently  yearns  for  the  days 
of  gunboat  diplomacy.  The  deploy- 
ment of  several  naval  task  forces  off 
the  Nicaraguan  coasts,  the  buildup  of 
the  U.S.  military  presence  in  Hondu- 
ras and  the  increased  support  being 
provided  to  groups  attempting  to  over- 
throw the  Nicaraguan  Government 
are  only  the  most  recent  signs  of  the 
President's  desire  to  wield  an  Ameri- 
can "Big  Stick  "  in  Central  America.  A 
recent  article  by  Tom  Wicker  of  the 
New  York  Times  eloquently  explains 
the  self-defeating  character  of  this 
short-sighted  policy.  I  commend  it  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues: 


[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  26.  1983] 

Reagan's  Big  Stick 

(By  Tom  Wicker) 

Managua,  Nicaragua,  July  25.— If  Presi- 
dent Reagan  set  out  last  week  to  convince 
the  people  of  Nicaragua  that  he  means  to 
make  war  on  them  and  overthrow  the  San- 
dlnista  Government,  he  scored  a  consider- 
able success.  But  it  may  prove  a  costly  one 
that  the  United  States  will  long  regret. 

Henry  Kissinger,  the  Great  Destabilizer  of 
Chile,  the  scourge  of  Cambodia,  is  named  to 
head  a  study  of  Central  American  policy. 
Maneuvers  involving  U.S.  ground  forces  are 
announced  for  neighboring  Honduras.  An 
American  flota  de  guerre  is  ordered  to  each 
of  Nicaragua's  coasts,  amid  talk  of  blockade 
and  quarantine.  Mr.  Reagan  himself,  waving 
the  biggest  stick  since  Theodore  Roosevelt 
seized  Panama,  says  he  doesn't  see  how  the 
United  States  could  reach  an  agreement 
with  the  Sandinistas. 

All  this  came  to  Managua  (in  the  glaring 
headlines  of  a  controlled  press)  on  top  of 
the  border  fighting  between  Nicaraguan 
forces  and  the  "contras"  recruited  and  fi- 
nanced by  the  C.I. A.,  and  in  the  wake  of  a 
history  that  includes  occupation  by  the  U.S. 
Marines  from  1911  to  1933  and  the  U.S.-cre- 
ated  and  supported  Somoza  family  dynasty 
(1934-79).  Some  of  the  contras,  U.S.  officials 
do  not  deny,  formerly  were  members  of  the 
brutal  National  Guard  that  terrorized  the 
country  during  the  Somoza  regime. 

Prom  all  this  it  seems  clear— certainly  to 
the  Nicaraguans— that  Mr.  Reagan  aims  to 
overthrow  the  Sandinista  Government  by 
military  force.  If  so,  he  probably  hopes  to 
stop  short  of  U.S.  troop  involvement;  but 
whether  he  can  or  not,  in  the  unpredictable 
winds  of  a  Central  American  war,  his  is  a 
policy  that  may  prove  far  more  self-defeat- 
ing than  the  C.I.A.'s  celebrated  overthrow 
of  the  Arbenz  Government  in  Guatemala  30 
years  ago. 

It's  true  that  the  Sandinistas  follow  the 
Soviet  line  in  foreign  affairs,  censor  the 
press  at  home  and  have  made  some  serious 
mistakes— including  the  mistreatment  of 
the  Miskito  Indians  on  the  Atlantic  coast. 
But  the  economy  here  is  still  mixed,  and  the 
dominant  reality  in  Nicaragua  today,  as  the 
people  of  the  barrios  are  eager  to  testify,  is 
that  they  are  free  of  the  terror  and  brutal- 
ity of  the  Somozas'  National  Guard.  The 
human  rights  problem,  as  even  American  of- 
ficials concede,  is  minor  compared  to  those 
of  Guatemala,  where  Mr.  Reagan  supports  a 
repressive  Government,  and  El  Salvador,  for 
which  he  constantly  seeks  more  U.S.  aid. 

But  the  bone  in  Ronald  Reagan's  throat  is 
the  fear  that  Nicaragua  will  try  to  "export 
revolution."  No  one  can  say  for  sure  that  it 
won't.  But  this  is  a  small,  poor  country  that 
desperately  needs  all  its  resources  at  home: 
and  the  threat  of  exporting  revolution 
seems  hardly  so  menacing  as  to  justify  Mr. 
Reagan's  militarist  reaction  (which  may  be 
in  compensation  for  his  ineffective  war  in  El 
Salvador). 

His  policy,  moreover,  backfired  in  numer- 
ous ways,  playing  often  into  the  hands  of 
the  Sandinistas.  The  threats  of  war  and  in- 
vasion serve  to  mobilize  the  nationalism  and 
fighting  spirit  of  the  people,  for  instance, 
just  when  the  enthusiasm  of  the  four-year- 
old  revolution  might  have  begun  to  fade. 
The  incursions  of  the  conflict  even  give  the 
Government  an  excuse  to  send  militia  units 
to  the  front  for  combat  training  and  experi- 
ence. 

One  of  the  problems  of  the  Sandinistas  is 
ineffective  economic  management,  resulting 
in  shortages  of  cooking  oil,  soap,  gasoline 
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and  other  necessities.  U.S.  hostility  allows 
the  Government  to  blame  these  shortages 
on  the  Reagan  Administration;  people 
standing  in  bread  lines  at  the  supermercado 
talk  as  much  about  invasion  as  about  mis- 
management, and  a  poster  shows  Uncle 
Sam's  many-forked  tongue  spouting  the  lie: 
""They're  sending  all  the  soap  to  Cuba." 

A  people  already  suspicious  of  the  Colos- 
sus of  the  North  are  far  more  so  now;  a  Gov- 
ernment already  trending  toward  the  Soviet 
bloc— although  Moscow  has  never  formally 
adopted  Nicaragua  and  has  no  apparent 
wish  to— has  been  pushed  farther  in  that  di- 
rection. Thus,  while  U.S.  aid  dropped  from 
$123  million  in  1981  to  zero  this  year,  the 
Socialist  countries  are  making  up  nearly 
$300  million  of  the  estimated  $518  million 
Nicaragua  needs  in  addition  to  its  foreign 
earnings  for  1983. 

Therefore,  the  Reagan  policy  is  to  a  great 
extent  self-defeating,  even  if  he  isn't  trying 
to  overthrow  the  Sandinistas:  and  if  he  is, 
using  contras  and  the  Honduran  armed 
forces  as  surrogates,  he  has  little  chance  to 
gain  his  object  that  cheaply.  Honduras  is 
one  of  the  world's  poorest  countries,  and  its 
ill-trained  soldiers  would  be  reluctant  tigers 
indeed  against  the  highly  motivated  and 
spirited  Nicaraguans. 

But  even  the  possibility  that  American 
forces  might  have  to  extricate  Ronald 
Reagan  from  a  new  Bay  of  Pigs  is  not  as 
grim  as  his  arrogant  assertion  of  the  right 
to  dominate  other  countries  of  the  hemi- 
sphere by  force.  Teddy  Roosevelt  at  least 
had  the  excuse  that  in  his  day  the  20th  cen- 
tury was  only  beginning:  while  Mr.  Reagan 
seems  to  have  learned  nothing  from  its 
bloody  passage.* 


HEALTH  EMERGENCY 
TREATMENT  FUND 


HON.  TED  WEISS 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr,  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker.  When  a 
community  is  injured  by  a  hurricane, 
flood,  or  crippling  fire,  a  wide  range  of 
Federal  assistance  programs  are  avail- 
able to  State  and  local  governments. 
When  these  natural  disasters  strike  we 
do  not  expect  States  or  communities 
to  be  able  to  shoulder  the  burden  of 
protecting  public  health  and  rebuild- 
ing property  alone.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  long  been  committed  to 
supplementing  local  efforts. 

I  believe  the  same  rationale  should 
apply  when  a  public  health  emergen- 
cy, such  as  the  recent  outbreak  of  ac- 
quired immune  deficiency  syndrome, 
arises.  Epidemics  are  often  localized  in 
certain  cities  or  regions.  Yet  State  and 
local  governments  cannot  anticipate 
these  sudden  crises  when  formulating 
their  budgets.  Hospitals  and  health  de- 
partments may  be  unable  to  transfer 
adequate  resources.  Sufficient  funding 
for  facilities,  personnel  and  equipment 
may  simply  not  be  available. 

A  mechanism  that  permits  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  step  in,  as  needed. 
is  essential.  Understanding  and  com- 
passion are  not  enough. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  a  bill  I  am  introducing 
today  along  with  three  of  our  col- 
leagues, Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Roybal  and 
Mr.  Waxman,  would  establish  a  revolv- 
ing fund  for  treatment  and  prevention 
services  in  response  to  a  public  health 
emergency.  The  money  would  be  pro- 
vided, on  an  emergency  basis  only, 
through  grants  and  contracts  to  State 
and  local  governments  in  areas  par- 
ticularly hard  hit  by  a  health  crisis. 
Those  governing  bodies  would  have 
the  option  of  contracting  out  services 
to  institutions  such  as  hospitals,  hos- 
pices and  nonprofit  organizations,  I 
am  requesting  $60  million  for  the  first 
year  of  the  revolving  fund. 

This  legislation  would  amend  the 
public  health  emergency  fund  recently 
enacted  into  law.  The  act,  authored  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Waxman),  provides  emergency  funds 
for  research  into  the  cause,  treatment 
and  prevention  of  health  crises.  The 
revolving  fund  I  am  proposing  today 
would  complement  the  public  health 
emergency  fund  by  providing  for 
actual  treatment  and  prevention. 

The  best  example  of  the  need  for 
these  funds  is  also  the  most  timely  ex- 
ample. AIDS  has  hit  particularly  hard 
in  certain  cities  such  as  New  York,  San 
Francisco.  Newark.  Los  Angeles.  Hous- 
ton, and  Washington.  D.C.  The  local 
governments  are  doing  the  best  they 
can  to  respond  with  treatment  and 
prevention  efforts,  but  they  are  draw- 
ing on  already  scarce  resources.  Public 
hospitals  are  overwhelmed. 

The  cost  of  treatment,  estimated  at 
about  $60,000  per  patient,  is  stagger- 
ing. About  1,700  persons  have  con- 
tracted AIDS  nationwide;  we  are 
therefore  looking  at  a  $360  million 
medical  bill.  And  if  the  number  of 
AIDS  cases  continues  to  double  every 
6  months,  the  cost  of  this  health  care 
will  be  in  the  billions. 

The  tremendous  cost  is  compounded 
by  the  unfortunate  reality  that  many 
persons  with  AIDS  do  not  have  health 
insurance.  Those  who  are  covered  may 
carry  a  policy  that  does  not  reimburse 
for  experimental  treatment  or  runs 
out  because  of  the  size  of  the  medical 
bills.  Victinis  must  wait  2  years  before 
they  qualify  for  medicare  disability 
benefits.  Many  do  not  qualify  for 
public  assistance  medicaid. 

In  a  letter  to  the  Journal  of  the 
American  Medical  Association,  a  group 
of  physicians  from  New  Jersey  report- 
ed: 

We  find  that  a  large  portion  of  our  AIDS 
population  is  indigent  and  unable  to  obtain 
requisite  outpatient  care.  Once  discharged, 
they  can  neither  eat  well  enough  to  bolster 
their  deficient  nutritional  state  nor  afford 
the  many  drugs  required  for  their  multiple 
infections. 

Without  outside  help,  local  efforts 
can  be  expected  to  focus  only  on  the 
most  immediate  needs.  However,  the 
nature  of  AIDS.  I  believe,  requires  an 
outpouring  of  psychological  and  social 
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support.  Needed  services  cover  a  broad 
spectrum:  individual  and  group  tlier- 
apy,  legal  assistance,  home  care,  hos- 
pice care,  medical  referrals,  training 
for  health  professionals,  crisis  interve- 
tion,  and  guidance  through  a  maze  of 
public  assistance,  health  and  disability 
programs. 

In  many  instances,  patients  require 
additional  support  to  deal  with  the 
feelings  of  isolation  and  loss  that 
result  from  disruptions  in  their  jobs, 
personal  lives  and  social  networks. 
Prevention,  in  the  form  of  extensive 
public  education,  outreach  and  early 
screening,  may  save  lives  as  well  as 
money. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  small  but  growing 
number  of  Americans  are  suffering 
from  a  frightening  disease  of  which  we 
do  not  know  the  cause  or  the  cure.  It 
is  imperative  that  the  Congress  com- 
municate to  those  individuals— as  well 
as  the  health  authorities  in  the  com- 
munities in  which  they  reside— that 
they  need  not  face  the  struggle  alone. 

I  strongly  urge  may  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  cosponsoring  this  important 
legislation.  The  text  of  the  bill  follows: 
H.R.  3702 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Health  Ser\ice 
Act  to  provide  funds  for  the  prevention 
and  treatment  of  public  health  emergen- 
cies 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 319  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  247d)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

(cMl)  The  Secretary,  acting  through  the 
Director  of  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control, 
may  make  grants  to  and  enter  into  contracts 
with  States  and  political  subdivisions  of 
States  for  programs  conducted  or  supported 
by  the  States  and  political  subdivisions  for 
the  prevention  and  treatment  of  public 
health  emergencies  determined  under  sub- 
section (a)  to  exist.  Funds  provided  under 
grants  and  contracts  under  this  paragraph 
may  be  used  by  States  and  political  sulxlivi- 
sions  to  conduct  such  programs  and  to  pro- 
vide grants  and  contracts  for  public  and 
nonprofit  private  entities  to  conduct  such 
programs.  Applications  for  grants  and  con- 
tracts from  the  Secretary  shall  be  subject  to 
such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  by 
regulation  prescribe. 

(2)  There  is  established  in  the  Treasury  a 
fund  designated  the  Public  Health  Emer- 
gency Prevention  and  Treatment  Fund'  to 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  without  fiscal 
year  limitation  to  carry  out  paragraph  ( 1 ). 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  fund  $60,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1984. 
For  fiscal  year  1984  and  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter  there  is  authorized  to  be  appro 
priated  to  the  fund  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  have  $60,000,000  in  the  fund  at 
the  beginning  of  such  fiscal  year. 

"(3>  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  of  the 
Senate  not  later  than  ninety  days  after  the 
end  of  a  fiscal  year— 

"(A)  on  the  expenditures  made  from  the 
Public  Health  Emergency  Prevention  and 
Treatment  Fund  in  such  fiscal  year,  and 
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••(B)  describing  each  public  health  emer- 
gency for  which  the  expenditures  were 
made  and  the  activities  undertaken  with  re- 
spect to  each  emergency  which  were  con- 
ducted or  supported  by  expenditures  from 
the  Fund. '. 

Sec  2.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  319  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  Fund'  each  place  it  occurs  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof    Research  Fund  "• 


HOSPICE  SERVICES 


HON.  NORMAN  D.  DICKS 

or  WASHINGTON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 
•  Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  year 
the  Congress  approved  the  new  medi- 
care hospice  program.  Thus  beginning 
in  October  of  this  year,  hospice  serv- 
ices will  for  the  first  time  be  reimburs- 
able by  medicare. 

Hospice  exists  to  provide  support 
and  care  for  persons  in  the  last  phase 
of  incurable  disease  so  that  they 
might  live  as  fully  and  comfortably  as 
possible.  Death  is  the  natural  end  of 
life,  but  it  is  only  a  fraction  of  a 
moment.  During  all  the  hours  and 
days  and  weeks  before  that  moment, 
the  dying  person  is  a  living  human 
being,  entitled  to  all  the  comfort,  re- 
spect, and  dignity  to  which  everyone  is 
entitled. 

Mr.  Speaker,  unfortunately  it  now 
appears  under  the  current  law,  thou- 
sands of  deserving  medicare  recipients, 
residing  in  rural  or  medically  under- 
served  areas,  could  be  denied  this  ben- 
efit. This  occurs,  not  because  these 
people  are  ineligible  for  the  benefit, 
but  l>ecause  there  will  not  be  any  hos- 
pices in  their  area  that  are  able  to  con- 
tract out  for  nursing  services. 

The  law  as  presently  written  states 
that  a  hospice  must,  'routinely  pro- 
vide directly  substantially  all"  of  four 
basic  care  services.  These  services  in- 
clude: nursing  care,  medical  social 
services,  physician  services,  and  coun- 
seling. 

Simply  stated,  this  particular  provi- 
sion of  the  law  prohibits  the  contract- 
ing out  of  any  of  these  services. 

The  inability  to  have  reasonable 
flexibility  in  sul)Contracting  for  nurs- 
ing services  severely  limits  the  ability 
of  many  existing  programs  to  contin- 
ue. The  problem  is  particularly  acute 
in  rural  and  underserved  areas  where 
flexibility  in  subcontracting  for  nurs- 
ing services  is  the  only  way  hospice 
care  can  be  provided.  The  combination 
of  limited  manpower  and  limited  fiscal 
capital  investment  moneys  in  such 
areas  makes  sul)contracting  essential 
in  order  to  provide  care.  There  are 
areas  where  there  Is  only  one.  or  a  few- 
nurses,  physicians,  or  medical  social 
workers  in  a  geographic  area.  They 
caimot  be  hired  directly  and  no  hos- 
pice will  exist  in  such  areas  if  subcon- 
tracting is  not  permitted. 
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In  a  National  Association  for  Home 
Care  report  dated  June  13.  1983, 
Charles  Frickey.  vice  president  of  the 
Association  of  Kansas  Hospices  stated 
in  a  letter  to  Senator  Robert  Dole: 

A  community-based,  volunteer  hospice, 
which  attempts  to  utilize  and  coordinate 
services  already  available,  will  find  it  diffi- 
cult if  not  impossible  to  participate  in  the 
Medicare  hospice  benefit.  The  vast  majority 
of  Kansas  hospices  fall  into  this  classifica- 
tion. 

In  a  similar  letter  to  members  of  the 
New  Jersey  congressional  delegation, 
Maureen  Eng,  director  of  the  New 
Jersey  Hospice  Organization,  stressed 
the  importance  of  preserving  the  coali- 
tion model  of  hospice.  She  responded 
to  their  survey  by  stating  that  over 
half  of  the  hospices  in  New  Jersey 
would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  in- 
ability to  subcontract  for  nursing  serv- 
ices. 

Ann  Katterhagen,  executive  director 
of  Hospice  of  Tacoma,  in  a  letter  to  me 
stated: 

This  amendment  will  improve  the  access 
to  hospice  care  for  patients  with  terminal 
disease,  who  happen  to  live  in  rural,  under- 
served  areas.  Hospices  in  these  areas  need 
the  flexibility  to  be  able  to  contract  for 
nursing  care  thus  preserving  the  community 
nature  of  this  model  of  hospice  care  so  prev- 
alent in  small  rural  areas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  believe  that  it 
was  the  deliberate  intent  of  Congress 
to  penalize  medicare  recipients  resid- 
ing in  rural  or  medically  underserved 
areas.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  have 
introduced  this  bill  to  provide  for  con- 
tracting out  of  the  nursing  care  service 
under  certain  specific  conditions.  Key 
provisions  of  the  bill  include: 

First,  a  "Grandfather"  clause  which 
allows  contracting  out  of  nursing  serv- 
ices for  hospices  which  were  incorpo- 
rated or  licensed  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Respon- 
sibility Act. 

Second,  permits  for  hospices  located 
in  rural  areas  or  areas  designated  as 
•medically  underserved"  to  contract 
out  for  nursing  services. 

Third,  a  requirement  that  if  a  hos- 
pice does  contract  out  it  must  do  so 
with  an  agency  that  is  medicare  certi- 
fied to  protect  against  fraud. 

As  Senator  Jepsen  said  in  his  recent 
statement  concerning  S.  1511.  the 
Senate  counterpart  of  this  legislation: 
It  is  hard  enough  to  encourage  qualified 
people  to  come  to  rural  areas  and  work,  let 
alone  requiring  services  which  inevitably 
would  necessitate  additional  medical  person- 
nel. 

Mr  Speaker,  it  is  extremely  impor- 
tant that  we  allow  greater  flexibility 
in  the  law.* 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  HERBERT  M. 
FRISBY-SCIENTIST  AND  EX- 
PLORER 


HON.  PARREN  J.  MITCHELL 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
week,  my  city  of  Baltimore  lost  one  of 
our  treasured  citizens,  Herbert  M. 
Frisby.  Mr.  Frisby,  a  noted  former  sci- 
ence teacher  at  Douglass  High  School, 
was  also  a  determined  explorer  who 
was  among  those  who  explored  and 
lived  in  Alaska. 

Herbert  Frisby's  life  was  marked  by 
the  achievement  of  laudable  goals 
amidst  formidable  obstacles.  His  re- 
search and  exploration  in  such  places 
as  Norway  and  Canada  and  his  insist- 
ence on  pursuing  certain  courses  of- 
fered to  whites  only,  back  in  the 
1940s,  substantiated  his  refusal  to 
accept  racism  as  a  deterrent.  I  am 
proud  to  share  comments  about  the 
life  of  Herbert  Frisby  as  presented  in 
this  morning's  Baltimore  Sun  newspa- 
per: 

Frisby  of  the  North 
Not  long  after  Robert  E.  Peary  and  five 
other  men  reached  the  North  Pole  in  1909.  a 
teacher  told  sixth  graders  in  a  Baltimore 
Jim  Crow  school  about  Matthew  A.  Henson, 
the  Marylander  in  the  group,  the  first  black 
man  at  the  Pole.  '  Im  going  to  be  second. '  a 
boy  blurted  out.  For  this  he  was  made  to 
write  500  times.  I  will  not  talk  about  fool- 
ish things  in  class." 

In  1956,  a  U.S.  Air  Force  plane  swooped 
low  over  the  North  Pole.  Out  dropped  a 
tablet  honoring  Henson  and  the  flags  of  the 
United  States  and  Maryland.  They  fell  from 
the  hands  of  that  boy.  who  at  that  moment 
because  the  second  black  man  to  reach  the 
Pole. 

Herbert  M.  Frisby's  message  in  a  life 
career  as  teacher  in  Baltimore  schools, 
mostly  segregated,  was  the  opposite  of  the 
admonition  he  received.  He  taught  by  dem- 
onstration to  pick  an  impossible  goal  and 
get  there.  ■•There  are  no  Alps."  he  said. 

Most  boys  drop  their  11-year-old  obses- 
sions. Mr.  Frisby  clung  to  his.  for  the  Arctic 
and  for  Henson.  It  took  World  War  II  and 
service  as  a  correspondent  for  the  Afro- 
American  newspapers  to  get  north,  follow- 
ing black  servicemen  wherever  they  went, 
including  Alaska  and  Greenland.  He  re- 
turned again  and  again,  often  on  his  own 
teacher's  salary,  more  than  20  times,  even  in 
his  70s. 

"Living  in  the  Arctic  is  rough,  rugged, 
harsh  and  everything  negative  to  human  ex- 
istence." he  said.  But  he  had  Arctic  fever." 
He  lived  with  Inuit  or  Eskimos  in  Alaska, 
toured  scientific  installations  in  Spitzbergen 
in  International  Geophysical  Year,  inspect- 
ed facilities  in  Norway  and  a  Canadian  sta- 
tion on  Baffin  Island.  His  home,  "the 
Igloo."  was  filled  with  Arctic  hides  and 
Eskimo  artifacts. 

Mr.  Frisby  believed  that  Henson  reached 
the  Pole  45  minutes  before  Peary.  His  15- 
year  crusade  to  obtain  proper  honors  for 
Henson  succeeded  in  1961  with  placement  of 
a  memorial  to  the  'co-discoverer  of  the 
North  Pole"  in  the  State  House. 
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The  dogged  Douglass  High  School  science 
teacher  crossed  terrain  closer  to  home  that 
was  harsh  and  negative  to  human  existence. 
His  insistence  on  taking  a  course  in  green- 
house gardening  offered  to  whites  in  1949 
by  the  parks  department  broke  the  color 
bar  at  Druid  Hill  Park.  Denied  access  to  an 
anthropology  summer  course  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Maryland  College  Park  because  of 
race,  he  took  it  at  the  University  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  Frisby,  who  died  well  up  in  years  on 
Tuesday,  combined  research  with  the  hon- 
orable profession  of  science  teaching.  He 
overcame  barriers  no  American  today  need 
face.  He  said,  "No  worthy  task  is  to  be  left 
undone  because  it  seems  impossible."  He 
personified  achievement  in  the  Baltimore 
city  schools.* 


EXECUTIVE  PRIVILEGE 


HON.  JOHN  N.  ERLENBORN 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
permit  me  to  explain  a  bill  Represent- 
ative HoRTON  and  I  are  introducing 
today  to  define  the  narrow  circum- 
stances and  procedure  under  which  a 
President  could  withhold  information 
from  Congress. 

One  of  the  recurring  problems  that 
plagues  the  Congress  is  difficulty  in 
gaining  access  to  documents  of  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  which  are  relevant  to 
our  work.  These  problems  became 
newsworthy  again  this  year,  as  offi- 
cials of  an  agency  which  was  under  in- 
vestigation tried  to  deny  Congress  var- 
ious documents,  and  one  official  and 
one  of  her  former  aides  were  even 
cited  for  contempt  by  the  House. 

Throughout  all  these  disputes,  the 
words  "executive  privilege"  lurk  in  the 
background.  Occasionally,  they  are 
even  uttered.  Never,  though,  are  they 
defined.  No  one  knows  what  the  term 
means. 

Our  bill,  which  is  identical  to  one  we 
introduced  and  the  House  Govern- 
ment Operations  Committee  approved 
in  1974.  would  put  an  end  to  guessing 
about  what  the  mysterious  doctrine  of 
executive  privilege  is.  It  establishes  a 
specific  statutory  procedure  to  restrict 
the  executive  branch's  ability  to  with- 
hold information  from  Congress. 
Under  that  procedure,  no  individual  in 
the  executive  branch  except  the  Presi- 
dent could  decide  to  withhold  docu- 
ments or  testimony  from  us.  If  either 
House  objected  to  the  decision,  it 
could  take  the  matter  to  court:  and  if 
we  pursued  the  matter  there,  the 
President  would  bear  the  burden  of 
proof  in  overcoming  the  presumption 
that  all  information  should  be  provid- 
ed. He  would  have  to  demonstrate  a 
"compelling  national  interest"  which 
would  include  protecting  the  essential 
ability  of  the  President  to  confer  with 
his  close  advisers,  in  order  to  prevail. 

By    greatly    narrowing    the    Execu- 
tive's prerogative  to  withhold  material 
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and  balancing  the  burden  of  proof  in 
executive-legislative  information  con- 
flicts, the  bill  would  greatly  enhance 
the  Congress  capacity  to  secure  mate- 
rials it  needs  to  carry  out  its  legislative 
and  constitutional  responsibilities. 

This  would  be  a  great  improvement 
over  the  present  situation,  in  which 
our  ultimate  weapon  against  a  recalci- 
trant executive  official  is  to  cite  him 
for  contempt  of  Congress  and  ask  that 
he  be  prosecuted  on  that  charge.  As 
demonstrated  in  a  recent  case,  this 
procedure  leaves  us  at  the  mercy  of 
executive  branch  officials,  who  may 
choose  not  to  bring  suit. 

If  we  won  such  a  legal  proceeding, 
all  we  would  accomplish  is  to  throw  a 
Government  official  into  the  Capitol 
dungeon.  That  strikes  me  as  an  un- 
seemly way  to  operate.  Furthermore,  I 
doubt  very  much  that  we  would  win. 
Courts  just  do  not  place  much  stock  in 
Congress  claims  that  certain  material 
is  essential  to  its  work. 

When  Senator  Sam  Ervin's  Water- 
gate Committee  sued  President  Nixon 
to  secure  important  information,  for 
example,  the  court  of  appeals  ruled 
that  the  committee  had  failed  to  show 
that  its  duties  'cannot  responsibly  be 
fulfilled  without  access  to  (the) 
records."  The  court  indicated  that 
such  a  showing  could  rarely,  if  ever,  be 
made,  when  it  stated: 

While  fact-finding  by  a  legislative  commit- 
tee is  undeniably  a  part  of  its  task,  legisla- 
tive judgments  normally  depend  more  on 
the  predicted  consequences  of  proposed  leg- 
islative actions  and  their  political  accept- 
ability, than  on  precise  reconstruction  of 
past  events. 

Enactment  of  our  bill  would  make 
clear  Congress'  ability  to  enforce  our 
rightful  demands  on  the  Executive. 
Importantly,  it  provides  a  civil  forum 
for  the  resolution  of  these  disputes, 
rather  than  the  criminal  contempt 
procedure. 

Before  another  conflict  between  the 
legislative  and  executive  branches  de- 
teriorates into  a  bitter  stalemate.  I 
urge  enactment  of  this  bill  to  establish 
a  reasonable  means  for  settling  our 
differences.* 


THE  DEATH  OF  JOE  DELANEY 


HON.  W.J.  (BILLY)  TAUZIN 

OF  LOUISIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  some  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  may  have 
heard  about  the  death  of  Joe  Delaney, 
a  24-year-old  rimning  back  for  the 
Kansas  City  Chiefs.  Mr.  Delaney.  a 
resident  of  Haughton.  La.,  drowned 
earlier  this  month  while  trying  to 
rescue  three  children  from  a  water 
pond  in  Monroe,  La.  Although  Mr.  De- 
laney could  not  swim,  he  did  not  hesi- 
tate to  jump  into  the  pond  to  try  to 
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save  the  drowning  children.  He  thus 
demonstrated  the  highest  form  of 
love,  when  he  sacrificed  his  life  in 
order  to  save  others. 

President  Reagan  has  awarded  the 
Presidential  Citizen's  Medal  to  Mr.  De- 
laney  posthumously.  I  can  think  of  no 
more  fitting  recipient  for  this  award, 
and  I  commend  the  President  for  hon- 
oring Joe  Delaney's  memory .# 


DEDICATION.  CANDOR.  AND  RE- 
AUSM:  AMBASSADOR  KAMPEL- 
MAN  AT  MADRID 


HON.  JACK  F.  KEMP 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
Madrid  Conference  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe  draws  to  a 
close.  Americans  can  take  deep  pride 
in  the  quality  and  dedication  of  the 
U.S.  delegation,  headed  by  our  dedi- 
cated Ambassador,  Max  Kampelman. 
Thanks  to  his  skillful  leadership,  and 
the  support  amd  solidarity  of  our 
allies,  Soviet  efforts  to  turn  aside  com- 
pliance questions  and  to  divide  the 
West  were  defeated:  and  Madrid 
became  the  single  most  comprehensive 
forum  for  public  exposure  of  the 
nature  of  Soviet  behavior. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
express  my  personal  thanks  to  Max 
Kampelman  for  his  dedicated  service 
to  the  Nation.  When  he  was  appointed 
by  President  Carter  to  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion to  the  CSCE  in  May  of  1980.  no 
one  could  have  guessed  that  he  was 
embarking  on  a  3-year  tour,  or  that 
during  his  tenure  he  would  deliver 
close  to  100  speeches  on  Soviet  and 
East  European  violations  of  human 
rights.  He  has  proven  himself  to  be  a 
brilliant  spokesman  on  behalf  of  the 
values  all  Americans  hold  dear.  Little 
wonder  President  Reagan  called  upon 
him  to  lead  our  delegation  at  Madrid. 

More  than  any  single  individual. 
Ambassador  Kampelman  has  spoken 
out  forcefully  and  bluntly  to  call  the 
world's  attention  to  ongoing  Soviet 
and  Eastern  bloc  violations  of  human 
rights  in  contravention  of  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act.  His  closing  address  before 
the  CSCE  is  an  unflinching  recitation 
of  the  limits  of  high  sounding  prom- 
ises in  the  face  of  continuing  bad  faith 
actions.  Ambassador  Kampelmans  re- 
marks were  inspired  by  his  deep  faith 
in  human  rights,  and  the  commitment 
of  the  United  States  to  that  cause,  as 
embodied  in  the  principles  set  forth  in 
the  Helsinki  accords.  Equally  heartfelt 
and  true  is  the  Ambassador's  warning 
that  "unless  these  principles  are  taken 
seriously,  the  accords  will  become  his- 
torically irrelevant." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  Ambassador 
Kampelmans  final  address  before  the 
Conference  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
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tion    in    Europe    be    printed    in    the 
Record. 

The  address  follows: 
Speech  by  Ambassador  Max  M.  Kampelman, 

Chairman.  U.S.  Delegation.  Conperence 
ON  Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe. 
July  18.  1983 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman: 
After    two    years    and    more    than    ten 
months  of  negotiation,  we  are  close  to  the 
end  of  our  Madrid  meeting. 

We  have  just  been  informed  by  the  dele- 
gate from  Malta  that  he  intends,  as  is  his 
right,  to  continue  to  pursue  the  amend- 
ments about  which  he  has  fully  informed 
us.  He  is  aware  that  our  delegation,  among 
others,  will  continue  to  oppose  those  amend- 
ments and  will  not  provide  the  necessary 
consensus  to  them. 

The  American  delegation  is  pleased  with 
the  draft  concluding  document  that  has 
emerged  out  of  our  deliberations.  We  con- 
sider it  noteworthy  that  in  a  number  of  re- 
spects, such  as  in  provisions  dealing  with 
the  reunification  of  families,  religious 
rights,  trade  unions,  terrorism,  rights  of 
journalists,  access  to  missions,  and  Helsinki 
monitors,  the  Madrid  document  goes  beyond 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act  of  1975. 

We  also  consider  the  decision  to  hold  a 
conference  on  security  and  confidence  build- 
ing to  be  important.  This  can  be  a  signifi- 
cant step  toward  strengthening  security  and 
cooperation  in  Europe.  The  need  to  mini- 
mize the  risk  of  surprise  military  attack  is 
of  great  significance  to  all  of  us.  We  wel- 
come a  decision  to  hold  such  a  conference,  a 
proposal  we  joined  in  supporting  as  early  as 
February,  1981. 

We  look  for  a  conference  which  will 
produce  more  than  vaguely  worded  declara- 
tions. We  take  very  seriously  the  provisions 
in  the  mandate  that  the  conference  would 
concern  itself  with  confidence  and  security 
building  measures  which  are  militarily  sig- 
nificant, politically  binding,  verifiable,  and 
applicable  to  the  whole  of  Europe.  The  con- 
ference must  complement,  and  not  inter- 
fere, with  other  arms  control  negotiations. 
The  United  States  will  take  a  constructive 
approach  to  the  wish  of  the  conference,  and 
hopes  that  others  will  do  the  same. 

Agreement  to  notify  military  activities 
which  will  take  place  on  land  in  Europe  is 
an  example  of  the  kind  of  measure  we  be- 
lieve could  be  a  valuable  result  of  this  con- 
ference. 

It  is  also  gratifying  to  all  of  us  that 
Madrid  is  firmly  establishing  the  continuity 
of  the  Helsinki  process.  We  have  done  so  ex- 
plicitly; and  we  are  doing  so  with  our  deci- 
sion to  hold  another  follow-up  meeting  in 
Vienna  in  1986.  preceded  by  a  tenth  anni- 
versary meeting  in  Helsinki  in  1985.  This 
continuity  is  strengthened  by  a  decision  to 
hold  meetings,  between  the  sessions  in 
Madrid  and  Vienna,  on  human  rights, 
human  contacts,  cultural  activities,  the 
Mediterranean  and  the  peaceful  resolution 
of  international  disputes. 

The  United  States  recognizes  the  special 
importance  of  arriving  at  an  agreement  in 
Madrid  at  a  time  when  international  ten- 
sions and  differences  continue  to  dominate 
our  consciousness.  We  hope  Madrid  will  be  a 
significant  signal  of  a  new  beginning  in  our 
earnest  pursuit  of  peace. 

We  must,  however,  not  be  blind  to  the  dif- 
ficulties of  the  task  ahead.  These  difficul- 
ties were  dramatized  by  a  first-page  editorial 
in  the  July  14  issue  of  Pravda.  which  I  read 
shortly  after  leaving  this  hall  on  Friday, 
when  34  of  us  signified  our  provisional  ap- 
proval of  a  final  document.  The  editorial 
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sharpens  for  us  not  only  the  real  meaning 
of  the  Madrid  agreement,  but  its  decided 
limitations  as  well. 

The  editorial's  theme  is  the  speech  made 
to  the  June  Plenum  of  the  Communist 
Party  Central  Committee  by  the  leader  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  during  which  he  said: 
There  is  a  struggle  for  the  hearts  and 
minds  of  billions  of  people  on  this  planet." 
Concerned  that  the  USSR  may  not  be  doing 
too  well  in  that  struggle.  Pravda  urges  that 
Soviet  citizens  be  "immunized"  against  hos- 
tile ideas.  Sp>ecifically.  it  aims  at  religion  in 
the  USSR  as  a  danger. 

The  United  States  understands  the  pro- 
found seriousness  of  the  inherent  contradic- 
tions between  the  Soviet  totalitarian  system 
and  the  system  of  liberty  and  individual  dig- 
nity which  is  a  hallmark  of  democratic  gov- 
ernments. Reaching  agreements  such  as  we 
did  in  Helsinki  and  now  in  Madrid,  do  not. 
by  themselves,  automatically  minimize 
those  differences  or  end  the  competition. 

We  intend  to  be  in  the  competition  for 
"hearts  and  minds  "  to  which  Pravda  refers. 
We  welcome  a  competition  of  ideas  and 
values.  In  many  ways  the  Madrid  forum  has 
been  and  remains  a  vehicle  for  that  compe- 
tition. What  concerns  us  deeply,  however,  is 
that  the  Soviet  Union  may  believe  that  it 
cannot  win  a  competition  of  ideas  and 
values  without  the  threat  and  use  of  armed 
force  and  repression,  both  within  and  out- 
side its  borders. 

The  Helsinki  Pinal  Act  and  the  Madrid 
Agreement  are  efforts  to  channel  the  com- 
petition of  values  within  civilized  con- 
straints; and  at  the  same  time  to  strive  for 
understanding  so  that  we  can  learn  to  live 
with  one  another  in  peace.  The  fact  that 
these  agreements  continue  to  be  violated, 
even  during  this  very  period  of  negotiation 
and  agreement,  is  discouraging. 

We  cannot  in  good  conscience  permit  a 
limited  negotiating  success,  important  as  we 
believe  it  to  be,  to  make  us  forget,  much  to 
our  regret,  that  signatures  on  a  document 
do  not  necessarily  produce  compliance  with 
its  provisions.  The  continued  fighting  in  Af- 
ghanistan, where  more  than  100.000  invad- 
ing troups  remain,  violating  the  sovereignty 
of  that  unhappy  country  and  abusing  the 
humanity  of  its  people,  stands  as  an  affront 
to  the  peace  we  in  Helsinki  professed  to 
pursue. 

The  people  of  Poland  remain  today  subju- 
gated by  a  martial  law  which  attacked  the 
legitimacy  of  their  free  trade  union.  Solidar- 
ity, and  continues  to  keep  in  internment 
and  imprisonment  thousands  of  persons 
who  declare  and  champion  their  human 
rights. 

Our  delegation  believes  in  the  importance 
of  words.  But  we  cannot  permit  an  agree- 
ment on  words  to  obfuscate  unpleasant  re- 
alities. 

We  have  sought  and  welcome  the  agree- 
ment represented  by  our  decision  in  Madrid. 
We  do  not  wish  to  minimize  the  importance 
of  that  agreement.  But  we  also  do  not  wish 
to  minimize  the  consequence  of  undermin- 
ing such  agreements  when  they  are  not 
complied  with  in  letter  and  in  spirit. 

What  are  we  to  think  when  at  the  very 
time  we  were  coming  to  agreement  on  provi- 
sions dealing  with  religious  rights,  Pravda 
Vostoka  of  Uzbekistan  informed  us  that 
leading  members  of  the  Seventh  Day  Ad- 
ventist  Church  have  been  imprisoned  by 
government  authorities,  precisely  because  of 
their  wish  to  practice  their  religion? 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  December  1,  1981,  I  re- 
luctantly brought  to  the  attention  of  this 
body  a  detailed  report  of  what  clearly  ap- 
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peared  to  be  a  government-sponsored  anti- 
Jewish  campaign  in  the  Soviet  Union.  It  was 
my  hope,  obviously  misplaced,  that  I  would 
never  have  reason  to  raise  that  issue  again. 
The  facts,  however,  force  me  to  do  so. 

The  decline  in  Soviet  Jewish  immigration 
is  to  the  lowest  levels  since  the  1960's,  a 
tragic  violation  of  the  Helsinki  Accords.  An 
important  escape  valve  has  thus  been  cut 
off  for  one  of  the  most  presecuted  religious 
groups  in  that  society.  We  note  too.  with 
sadness,  that  many  Jewish  scientists  and 
professionals  have  been  stripped  of  their 
educational  degrees;  that  the  teaching  of 
the  Hebrew  language  brings  on  police  har- 
assment and  arrest;  and,  perhaps  most  dis- 
tutbing  of  all,  that  extreme  anti-semitic  ar- 
ticles are  appearing  in  the  Soviet  press  with 
increasing  frequency. 

Soviet  officials  sometimes  respond  to 
these  facts  with  assertions  of  "indignation" 
and  "libel".  I  fully  understand  such  indigna- 
tion in  the  light  of  the  horrendous  memo- 
ries of  anti-semitism  during  and  prior  to 
world  war  II.  As  to  libel,  in  many  of  our  so- 
cieties truth  is  a  defense  to  a  charge  of  libel. 
We  pray  that  this  issue  may  soon  disappear 
as  an  issue  between  us.  Until  the  facts  justi- 
fy that  change,  however,  I  quote  from  a 
statement  made  last  week  by  President 
Reagan:  "We  have  repeatedly  stated  that 
our  concern  for  human  rights  in  general, 
and  Soviet  Jewry  in  particular,  is  integral  to 
our  national  interest  and  remains  a  major 
focus  of  our  national  policy. " 

The  picture  is  no  more  encouraging  when 
we  turn  to  the  very  marrow  of  our  objec- 
tives, the  search  for  peace. 

A  Soviet  pacifist,  Alexlander  Shatravka, 
was  recently  sentenced  to  three  years  in 
prison  for  circulating  a  petition  calling  for 
the  universal  abolition  of  nuclear  weapons. 
The  document  had  urged  both  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  scrap  their 
nuclear  arsenals.  Mr.  Shatravka  had  earlier 
been  associated  with  a  group  of  young 
people,  who,  a  year  ago,  had  been  arrested 
for  unfurling  a  banner  in  red  square  bearing 
only  the  Russian  words  for  "bread-life-disar- 
mament." 

The  arrest  of  these  young  Soviet  citizens 
seeking  peace  stands  in  sharp  contrast  to 
the  enthusistic  editorial  which  appeared  in 
Pravda  last  January  hailing  anti-war  move- 
ments in  Western  Europe  as  "vital  causes  of 
the  people."  Is  it  any  wonder  that  we  are  re- 
minded of  a  perceptive  statement  by  Clause- 
witz:  "The  aggressor"  he  said,  "is  always 
peace  loving.  We  would  like  to  make  his 
entry  into  our  country  undisturbed." 

We  know  that  the  people  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  like  all  of  our  peoples,  are  peace 
loving.  But  we  also  know  from  the  Pravda 
editorial  of  last  week  that  Soviet  authori- 
ties, who  are  not  elected  by  their  people, 
fear  independent  ideas  and  want  their 
people  "immunized"  against  them.  General 
Aleksei  Yepishev,  the  political  head  of  the 
Soviet  Army,  recently  complained  that 
Soviet  youth  was  being  infected  by  pacifism. 
To  stop  independent  ideas  is  a  lost  cause. 
Ideas,  like  the  wind  currents  and  the  cli- 
mate, reach  all  lands  and  cannot  be  stopped 
by  artificial  barriers. 

It  is  the  view  of  our  delegation,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  in  arresting  and  harassing  those 
of  its  citizens  who  work  for  peace  and  uni- 
versal nuclear  disarmament,  Soviet  authori- 
ties not  only  maintain  an  indefensible 
double  standard,  they  clearly  demonstrate 
that  the  mantle  of  peace,  in  which  they 
would  like  to  cloak  themselves,  simply  does 
not  fit  their  shape,  their  ideology,  or  their 
practices,  and  it  is  not  simply,  Mr.  Chair- 
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man.  one  country  that  we  wish  to  address 
these  comments. 

Similarly,  a  few  weeks  ago,  more  than  390 
Czechoslovak  young  people  were  clubbed  by 
the  police,  with  many  arrested,  for  holding 
a  peace  demonstration  in  Prague  and  chant- 
ing "we  want  peace  and  freedom."  And  in 
that  country,  Ladislav  Lis,  a  spokesman  for 
the  Charter  77  Human  Rights  and  Peace 
Organization,  a  Helsinki  monitoring  group, 
is  expected  to  go  on  trial  this  week  for  his 
activities.  Religious  believers  are  also  facing 
renewed  repression  for  their  expressions  of 
faith. 

In  East  Germany,  where  there  is  a  grow- 
ing unofficial  peace  movement  that  opposes 
all  nuclear  arms,  including  those  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States,  young 
people,  many  of  them  associated  with 
churches,  also  find  themselves  harassed.  At 
least  22  members  of  this  group  have  recent- 
ly been  expelled.  Patches  worn  on  clothing 
depicting  "swords  into  plowshares,"  distrib- 
uted by  East  German  church  leaders,  have 
been  outlawed  as  "the  expression  of  a  men- 
tality hostile  to  the  state  and  proof  of  mem- 
bership in  an  illegal  political  association." 
Students  wearing  the  patch  were  threat- 
ened with  expulsion  from  their  schools  and 
workers  from  their  jobs. 

The  irony  is  not  lost  on  us  as  we  remind 
ourselves  that  the  statue  of  peace  given  by 
Moscow  to  the  United  Nations  has  the  same 
motif  of  "swords  into  plowshares." 

A  double  irony  is  that  the  harassment  of 
those  who  try  to  demonstrate  for  peace 
stands  in  stark  contradiction  to  a  United 
Nations  General  Assembly  resolution  of  last 
December,  co-sponsored  by  the  United 
States,  calling  on  all  states  "to  encourage 
their  citizens  freely  and  publicly  to  express 
their  own  views  on  disarmament  changes 
and  to  organize  and  to  meet  publicly  for 
that  purpose." 

Once  again,  we  have  words:  and  we  have 
deeds  contrary  to  those  words.  We  have 
that  continuation  of  a  pattern  which  has 
plagued  the  Helsinki  process  since  1975,  and 
which  continues  to  plague  this  meeting  to 
this  day. 

The  question  might  well  be  asked,  there- 
fore, and  many  in  my  country  understand- 
ably ask,  why  do  we  negotiate  about  words? 
Why  do  we  seek  to  forge  a  concluding  docu- 
ment? Why  do  we  enter  into  an  agreement 
at  a  time  when  the  repression  of  human 
beings  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  greater  than  at 
any  time  since  the  Helsinki  accords  were 
signed  in  1975? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  delegation 
has  pursued  these  activities  here  in  Madrid 
because  the  pursuit  of  peace  is  too  vital,  the 
need  for  understanding  too  indispensible, 
the  importance  of  the  Helsinki  accords  too 
great  to  permit  us  to  be  discouraged  by  the 
task  or  by  the  obstacles  we  face. 

We  are  convinced  that  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act  has  within  it  a  formula  for  peace  which 
is  indispensible  in  this  age  of  potential  nu- 
clear devastation.  It  is  our  conviction,  fur- 
thermore, that  unless  these  principles  are 
taken  seriously,  the  accords  will  become  his- 
torically irrelevant.  We,  therefore,  continue 
to  express  ourselves  on  this  issue,  even 
during  these  closing  days  of  our  meeting,  in 
order  to  help  mobilize  a  wider  moral  and  po- 
litical insistence  upon  universal  respect  for 
the  act  by  compliance  with  its  provisions. 
Anything  less  threatens  the  integrity  of  our 
process  and  of  our  relationships  under  it. 

The  American  delegation  makes  this 
statement  today  not  to  irritate  or  offend 
any  delegation  here.  We  understand  the 
need  for  patience  in  building  the  structure 
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of  peace  and  understanding  among  us.  We 
cannot,  however,  lull  our  publics  into  believ- 
ing that  words  alone  are  adequate  to  erase 
the  pressing  threats  to  the  integrity  of  the 
Helsinki  and  Madrid  principles. 

We  earnestly  desire  to  enter  into  a  con- 
structive dialogue  at  all  levels  in  order  to 
achieve  understanding  and  restore  the  "de- 
tente" contemplated  in  the  Helsinki  Ac- 
cords. We  wish  to  negotiate  reductions  in 
arms  of  all  kinds  to  ease  the  burdens  of  mili- 
tary spending  on  all  of  us.  We  wish  peace 
with  every  state  here.  We  wish  to  resolve  all 
potential  conflicts  between  us,  bilateral,  re- 
gional, and  international.  We  seek  to  do  so 
on  the  basis  of  reciprocity  and  mutuality. 

We  appreciate  that  in  order  to  have  a  suc- 
cessful dialogue,  we  must  be  as  attentive 
and  responsive  to  the  concerns  of  others  as 
we  ask  them  to  be  with  respect  to  ours.  We 
are  prepared  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  conclude  with  an  extract 
from  a  statement  issued  by  President 
Reagan  in  Washington  last  Friday  evening: 

"In  concluding  the  Madrid  meeting,  we  re- 
affirm our  commitment  to  the  Helsinki 
process.  We  will  not  flag  in  our  continued 
determination  to  work  with  all  governments 
and  peoples  whose  goal  is  the  strengthening 
of  peace  in  freedom.  As  Madrid  has  shown, 
dialogue,  when  based  on  realistic  expecta- 
tions and  conducted  with  patience,  can 
produce  results.  These  results  are  often 
gradual  and  hard-won  but  they  are  the  nec- 
essary building  blocks  for  a  more  secure  and 
stable  world.  The  challenge  remains:  We 
must  all  consolidate  and  build  on  these 
gains;  we  must  ensure  that  good  words  are 
transformed  into  good  deeds  and  that  the 
ideals  which  they  embody  are  given  con- 
crete expression.  Giving  substance  to  the 
promises  of  Madrid  and  Helsinki  will  remain 
one  of  our  prime  objectives." 

Thank  you.* 


SAY  NO  TO  COVERT  AID 


HON.  RICHARD  L.  OTTINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
incensed  by  this  administration's  war- 
mongering in  Central  America.  The 
most  odious  of  our  involvements  is  the 
support  by  the  United  States  for 
Somoza  adherents  in  their  endeavor  to 
reestablish  a  rightwing  dictatorship  in 
Nicaragua.  Even  putting  aside  the 
critically  important  issue  of  abandon- 
ing our  historic  concern  for  human 
rights  and  democracy,  this  act  of  folly 
is  the  single  most  important  factor  en- 
couraging the  expansion  of  commu- 
nism in  the  area,  driving  Nicaraguans 
to  rally  around  the  Sandinistas,  the 
Sandinistas  to  turn  ever  more  to  Cuba 
and  Russia  for  support,  and  the  rest  of 
the  region  to  justly  fear  the  imperial- 
istic and  repressive  aims  and  results  of 
American  policy.  The  stupidity  of 
maintaining  this  position  in  Nicaragua 
is  astounding. 

The  President's  ambiguity  in  his 
press  conference  this  week  about  the 
expanding  U.S.  military  involvement 
in  Nicaragua  makes  it  more  important 
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than  ever  to  pass  the  Boland/Zablocki 
amendment.  Fueling  a  guerrilla  war 
within  Nicaragua  brings  us  no  closer 
to  the  peace  and  prosperity  Mr. 
Reagan  claims  to  desire  for  that 
region.  It  accomplishes  the  opposite. 

I  wonder  at  the  President,  whose 
own  words  should  be  enough  to  con- 
vince us  immediately  to  halt  the 
covert  aid  he  so  fervently  desires.  Con- 
sider some  of  his  points  from  last 
nights  press  conference,  "dialog  and 
negotiations  can  best  succeed  when 
the  parties  are  convinced  that  their 
goals  cannot  be  achieved  through  the 
barrel  of  the  gun."  Why.  then,  are  we 
concentrating  on  military  and  paramil- 
itary operations  to  elicit  the  violent 
overthrow  of  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment? Mr.  Reagan  said:  "we  want  to 
help  our  neighbors  lift  themselves  up 
to  prosperity."  Is  this  why  our  eco- 
nomic support  to  Nicaragua  fell  to 
zero  this  year?  How  will  a  gaudy  dis- 
play of  military  might  help  the  Nica- 
raguans  to  implement  land  reform,  or 
improve  health,  and  education?  Mr. 
Reagan  says:  "we  want  a  political  and 
peaceful  solution."  and  responds  with 
a  massive  naval  maneuver  on  both 
ocean  sides  of  Nicaragua  accompanied 
by  a  threat  of  a  blockade  and  the  dis- 
patch of  4.000  combat  troops  to  Hon- 
duras. 

I  hail  the  sagacity  of  one  of  Mr.  Rea- 
gan's strongest  statements.  He  told 
the  Nation: 

You  have  got  to  prevent  what  is  happen- 
ing down  there  to  people  who  want  peace, 
but  are  not  allowed  to  have  it  because  of 
outside  forces  that  are  seizing  upon  their 
situation  and  hoping  to  further  their  own 
ideological  aims. 

That  is  the  most  cogent  argument 
for  the  Boland/Zablocki  amendment 
to  stop  covert  aid  to  Nicaragua.  What 
the  Presidents  response  should  be  is 
to  endorse  the  offer  of  the  Contadora 
group  for  reciprocal  negotiations  to 
ban  all  foreign  troops  and  military 
equipment  from  the  area,  supervised 
by  a  regional  international  force,  and 
a  significant  regional  effort  to  improve 
the  economic  lot  of  Central  Ameri- 
cans. That  would  achieve  Reagan's 
stated  aims  of  stopping  the  flow  of 
Soviet  and  Cuban  military  assistance 
and  offer  a  real  hope  for  peace. 

Let  us  take  the  opportunity  today  to 
take  a  step  in  the  direction  of  peace  in 
Central  Ainerica.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  necessary  amend- 
ment.* 
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fessionals  a  chance  to  participate  in 
the  political  process  via  the  congres- 
sional fellowship  program. 

In  the  real  world  of  Congress.  1.024 
fellows— many  of  these  fellows,  I 
might  add.  have  been  women— have 
had  a  chance  to  see  how  practical  poli- 
tics and  political  theory  work  hand  in 
hand  to  create  our  Nation's  legislative 
system. 

I  have  firsthand  knowledge  of  the 
value  of  this  program,  having  enjoyed 
the  services  of  two  congressional  fel- 
lows in  1981-82.  I  know  they  contribut- 
ed significantly  to  my  office  and  I  am 
confident  that  they  took  with  them  a 
much  deeper  understanding  of  the 
way  our  Government  works. 

In  an  era  when  public  discourse 
tends  to  foster  distrust  and  lack  of 
confidence  in  our  governmental  insti- 
tutions, I  commend  the  APSA.  For  30 
years.  APSA  has  brought  our  best  and 
brightest  to  Washington  and  to  Con- 
gress to  see  and  understand.* 


July  28,  1983 
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THE  AMERICAN  POLITICAL 
SCIENCE  ASSOCIATION 


HON.  GERALDINE  A.  FERRARO 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 

•  Ms.  FERRARO.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  30 
years  the  American  Political  Science 
Association  has  been  giving  young  pro- 


ALL-VOLUNTEER  FORCE 

HON.  RON  PAUL 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  month 
marks  the  10th  anniversay  of  the  end 
of  the  military  draft  and  the  birth  of 
the  All-Volunteer  Force.  Despite  the 
record  of  the  All-Volunteer  Force  we 
nevertheless  continue  to  hear  in  this 
Chamber  and  in  the  Nation  an  outcry 
for  a  return  to  conscription.  This,  as 
Doug  Bandow  makes  clear  in  this 
timely  article  in  the  July  26  Wall 
Street  Journal,  would  be  a  serious  mis- 
take. Mr.  Bandow.  moreover,  is  a 
writer  to  be  reckoned  with,  former 
staffer  with  the  President's  Military 
Manpower  Task  Force,  editor  of  In- 
quiry magazine,  and  contributor  on 
public  policy  to  a  wide  range  of  news- 
papers and  magazines.  I  commend  this 
superb  essay  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues. 

All- Volunteer  Force 
(By  Doug  Bandow) 
Ten  years  ago  this  month.  America  inau- 
gurated the  all-volunteer  force,  ending  a 
costly  30-year  experiment  with  a  peacetime 
draft.  American  society  is  no  longer  being 
torn  apart  by  conscription.  The  social  and 
economic  costs  of  raising  a  military  have  de- 
clined. And  the  services  are  having  their 
best  recruiting  year  ever.  In  short,  the  AVF 
is  working. 

Despite  volunteerism's  success,  however, 
conscription  remains  an  issue.  Draft  regis- 
tration has  entered  its  third  year,  and  sever- 
al politicians,  including  presidential  hopeful 
Sen.  Fritz  HoUings  (D..  S.C).  support  a 
return  of  the  draft. 

Among  the  AVF's  most  important  benefits 
has  been  a  lowering  of  the  cost  to  society  of 
raising  the  military.  Though  a  draft  lets  the 
government  pay  some  soldiers  a  lower 
salary,  it  increases  overall  people"  costs, 
simply  moving  most  of  the  increased  burden 


onto  the  draftees,  who  must  disrupt  their 
career  plans.  The  rest  of  us  also  pay  for  the 
waste  caused  by  the  draft  taking  people  out 
of  their  best  occupations  and  education  pro- 
grams, increasing  employee  turnover  and 
causing  costly  draft-avoidance  activities. 

A  draft  probably  wouldn't  even  reduce 
federal  budgetary  costs.  Of  the  $80.8  billion 
spent  on  personnel  in  fiscal  1981.  for  exam- 
ple, only  $6  6  billion  went  to  first-term 
active  servicemen,  who  would  be  drafted. 
The  rest  supported  soldiers,  civilians  and  re- 
tirees. The  small  savings  from  severely  cut- 
ting this  amount  would  be  more  than  offset 
by  the  costs  of  conscription,  as  well  as  the 
increased  expense  of  maintaining  the  career 
force.  (Draftees  reenlist  in  fewer  numbers 
than  volunteers,  so  training  costs  would  rise, 
and  pay  for  careerists  would  have  to  be  in- 
creased.) 

What's  more,  by  almost  any  measure,  the 
services  today  are  taking  in  higher-quality 
recruits  than  ever  before.  For  example,  in 
fiscal  1982  60  percent  of  the  recruits  scored 
above  average  on  the  Armed  Forces  Qualifi- 
cation Test,  which  divides  the  population 
into  five  separate  mental-ability  groups, 
compared  with  53  percent  of  their  civilian 
counterparts.  Among  recruits  of  the  Army, 
which  traditionally  has  had  the  greatest  re- 
cruiting problems.  53  percent  scored  above 
average.  And  no  service  is  drawing  enlistees 
from  the  bottom  7  percent  of  the  popula- 
tion. 

In  any  case,  a  draft  would  do  little  to  raise 
the  quality  of  recruits.  Bernard  Rostker.  a 
former  Selective  Service  director,  estimates 
that  even  a  draft  with  few  exemptions 
would  do  little  to  change  the  percentage  of 
Army  recruits  in  the  lowest  and  highest  cat- 
egories. Indeed,  a  truly  universal  draft 
would  result  in  a  lower-quality  military. 

The  AVF  also  has  succeeded  in  building  a 
military  that  is  fairly  representative  of  soci- 
ety. Recruits  in  fiscal  1982  were  better  edu- 
cated than  their  civilian  counterparts:  86 
percent  of  all  service  recruits  and  of  Army 
recruits  were  high  school  graduates,  com- 
pared with  74  percent  of  young  people  gen- 
erally. These  levels  are  far  higher  than  they 
ever  were  under  the  draft.  The  military  as  a 
whole  has  almost  the  same  percentage  of 
college  graduates  as  does  the  civilian  work 
force,  and  the  new  enlistees  are  as  qualified 
as  civilian  young  people  to  attend  a  repre- 
.sentative  group  of  colleges.  Moreover,  an 
Ohio  State  University  study  found  that  re- 
cruits had  much  higher  educational  aspira- 
tions than  their  civilian  counterparts. 

The  AVF's  socioeconomic  composition  re- 
flects the  rest  of  society.  Officers  and  career 
enlisted  personnel  make  up  half  of  the  mili- 
tary and  are  solidly  middle-class.  The  educa- 
tional background  of  young  servicemen's 
parents  is  virtually  identical  to  that  of  the 
parents  of  all  civilian  young  men.  and  the 
occupational  background  of  the  recruits' 
parenU  is  only  slightly  more  bluecollar. 

Blacks  are  overrepresented  in  the  mili- 
tary, but  the  percentage  of  black  Army  re- 
cruits has  declined  for  two  years  in  a  row. 
Moreover,  since  black  recruits  are  qualified 
to  serve  and  are  volunteers,  there  isn't  any 
demonstrated  military  or  social  problem 
with  their  role. 

Anyway,  a  draft  wouldn't  significantly 
reduce  blacks'  representation,  unless  they 
were  prevented  from  volunteering  and  reen- 
listing.  And  doing  that  would  suggest  the 
purpose  of  the  military  is  to  promote  racial 
quotas  rather  than  national  defense. 

Finally,  the  AVF  is  raising  a  military  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  principles  that  un- 
derlie  the   founding  of  our  republic.  The 


government  is  the  protector,  not  grantor,  of 
our  rights;  individual  freedom  is  a  right,  not 
an  "unearned  benefit"  to  be  paid  for  by 
service  to  the  state.  (Although,  to  the 
extent  that  people  believe  there  is  such  an 
obligation,  the  AVF  is  still  the  best  system. 
It  most  fairly  distributes  the  burden  of  de- 
fending our  nation  throughout  society  by 
having  everyone  share  the  expense  of  rais- 
ing a  military.  In  contrast,  a  draft  concen- 
trates the  cost  on  one  narrow  segment  of 
the  population.) 

The  AVF  faces  a  number  of  challenges  in 
the  future.  But  it  can  meet  them  with  a 
mixture  of  traditional  incentives  and  inno- 
vative management.  In  particular,  pay 
should  keep  pace  with  the  cost  of  living: 
However  patriotic  young  Americans  are, 
they  will  be  less  likely  to  volunteer  for  mili- 
tary service  if  they  must  work  at  poverty 
levels. 

The  draft's  proponents  are  nostalgic 
about  a  past  that  never  was.  The  draft 
wouldn't  enhance  our  national  security. 
Moreover,  it  would  violate  the  democratic 
traditions  and  the  values  of  freedom  that 
set  this  nation  apart  from  so  many  others. 
If  America  has  lost  the  moral  authority  to 
persuade  its  people  to  voluntarily  defend 
this  society,  then  it  has  lost  something  that 
no  amount  of  coercion  can  restore.* 
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AFRICAN  DROUGHT:  LESSONS 
FROM  THE  PAST 


THE  25TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
CAPTIVE  NATIONS  WEEK 


HON.  SAM  GEJDENSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  tS53 

•  Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
week  we  again  commemorated  the 
struggle  and  suffering  of  those  living 
under  Soviet  domination  with  the  25th 
anniversary  of  Captive  Nations  Week. 
The  grim  histories  of  the  Baltic  repub- 
lics, the  Ukraine,  the  nations  of  East- 
ern Europe,  and  most  recently,  the 
brutal  occupation  of  Afghanistan,  are 
well  known  to  all  of  us.  This  year. 
Captive  Nations  Week  is  an  especially 
significant  occasion  as  we  recall  the 
millions  who  died  in  the  Ukrainian 
famine  50  years  ago— a  calamity  not 
caused  by  natural  forces,  but  by  the 
ruthless  directives  of  Stalin's  regime. 

Unfortunately,  the  terror  and  re- 
pression of  totalitarian  governments 
are  not  limited  to  a  few  isolated  exam- 
ples, or  to  one  political  ideology.  Innu- 
merable abuses  of  human  rights  con- 
tinue throughout  the  world  today.  As 
we  remember  the  plight  of  the  Ukrain- 
ians, the  Poles,  and  many  other  peo- 
ples and  nations  under  Soviet  control, 
it  is  vital  that  we  take  a  clear  and  un- 
wavering stand  against  tyranny  in  all 
its  forms,  as  inimical  to  democracy  and 
to  humanity.* 


HON.  HOWARD  L.  HERMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  10 
years  after  the  devastating  drought  in 
Africa's  Sahelean  region,  a  similar  ca- 
tastrophe has  struck  an  even  larger 
area  of  Africa.  If  the  United  States 
does  not  immediately  expand  its  belat- 
ed and  inadequate  disaster  relief,  we 
will  have  learning  nothing  from  the 
disaster  that  cost  so  many  lives  just  a 
decade  ago. 

As  happened  with  the  Sahel,  a  U.S. 
Government  preoccupied  with  military 
challenges  in  other  regions  has  been 
slow  to  respond  to  famine  in  the 
world's  poorest  countries.  A  decade 
ago,  hundreds  of  thousands  died  be- 
cause aid  arrived  too  late.  Today, 
thouands  face  starvation.  There  are  50 
to  100  children  dying  daily. 

Just  as  10  years  ago,  drought-affect- 
ed nations  have  been  deemed  someone 
else's  problem  because  they  have  not 
been  counted  among  America's  strate- 
gically important  friends.  This  is  espe- 
cially true  of  Ethiopia,  where  the 
drought  is  most  severe. 

As  happened  with  the  Sahelean 
drought,  the  press  and  Congress  have 
taken  the  lead  in  calling  attention  to 
the  need  for  disaster  relief  and  press- 
ing for  action. 

As  we  learned  in  the  Sahel,  a  slow 
American  response  to  famine  is  costly 
in  both  economic  and  political  terms. 

By  the  time  aid  is  finally  sent,  it 
must  be  delivered  by  the  costliest 
means  in  order  to  curtail  famine. 

Friendly  governments  can  fall  before 
American  relief  arrives.  This  hap- 
pened during  the  last  drought  in  Ethi- 
opia. 

Today,  drought  in  Ethiopia  con- 
fronts the  United  States  with  a  differ- 
ent but  equally  grave  political  prob- 
lem. Many  of  us  have  made  appeals  to 
the  Ethiopian  Government  on  behalf 
of  the  Falashas,  Ethiopia's  Jews  who 
have  courageously  practiced  their  reli- 
gion for  thousands  of  years.  How  seri- 
ously will  our  appeals  for  justice  and 
humanity  be  taken  if  we  do  not  help 
the  multitude  of  Ethiopians  who  now 
face  starvation? 

I  am  proud  to  join  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Weiss)  in  intro- 
ducing a  resolution  calling  for  desper- 
ately needed  U.S.  assistance  to  the  vic- 
tims of  drought  in  Ethiopia. 

If  we  have  learned  anything  from 
the  Sahelean  drought,  it  is  that  the 
United  States  must  respond  quickly 
and  generously  when  our  fellow 
human  beings  are  threatened  by 
drought  and  famine. 

There  are  other  lessons  from  the 
Sahel  that  we  should  apply  in  re- 
sponding to  today's  drought  in  Africa. 
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First,  it  is  critical  that  development 
assistance  to  African  nations  focus  on 
food  production.  People  who  live  con- 
stantly at  the  margin  have  no  reserves 
for  times  of  scarcity.  Subsistence 
farmers  using  Biblical  methods  have 
not  even  the  simplest  means  to  over- 
come the  effects  of  drought,  though 
they  live  on  a  continent  where  weath- 
er varies  more  than  anywhere  else  on 
Earth. 

In  this  regard,  I  am  deeply  con- 
cerned about  AID'S  current  shift  in 
emphasis  from  aiding  the  poor  majori- 
ty to  aiding  large  businesses.  This 
strategy  makes  little  sense  on  a  conti- 
nent where  75  percent  of  the  people 
still  depend  on  farming  for  their  liveli- 
hood, and  most  are  subsistence  farm- 
ers. 

A  second  lesson  from  the  Sahel  is 
that  donor  and  recipient  nations  can 
cooperate  productively  to  prevent 
future  catastrophes.  The  nations  of 
the  Sahel  and  Western  donors  have 
cooperated  in  making  that  region 
drought-resistant  and  raising  its  food 
production.  This  model  should  be  ap- 
plied in  other  drought-affected  regions 
in  Africa. 

In  this  regard,  the  United  States' 
support  for  regional  cooperation  in 
southern  Africa  is  critical.  The  admin- 
istration and  Congress  have  joined  in 
bipartisan  support  for  this  program.  I 
have  authored  a  provision  of  the  for- 
eign aid  bill  to  earmark  funds  for  the 
southern  African  program,  in  order  to 
prevent  this  critical  assistance  from 
being  again  reprogrammed  into  less 
worthy  projects. 

Mr.  Speaker,  America's  interests  and 
values  demand  that  we  respond  ur- 
gently and  generously  to  the  drought 
and  famine  in  Africa,  and  that  we 
work  with  African  nations  in  their  re- 
gional efforts  to  prevent  starvation  in 
the  future.* 


THE  ISSUE  OF  UNIVERSAL 
TELEPHONE  SERVICE 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

*  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today, 
the  House  and  Senate  begin  consider- 
ation of  no  less  than  13  bills  on  the 
issue  of  universal  telephone  service. 
That  is  quite  a  legislative  bounty  at  a 
time  when,  only  4  months  ago,  com- 
mittee leaders  in  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress were  predicting  that  we  were  im- 
likely  to  see  common  carrier  legisla- 
tion this  year. 

Why  the  change? 

I  think  that  the  change  is  a  response 
to  a  perceived  national  crisis:  The 
threat  that  millions  of  Americans, 
urban  and  rural,  might  lose  one  of 
modern  life's  most  basic  necessities, 
the    telephone.    Many    in    Congress. 
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myself  included,  believe  that  such  a 
prospect  would  result  in  the  most  seri- 
ous of  consequences— the  creation  of 
an  information  aristocracy  and  an  in- 
formation underclass  in  our  society. 
And  while  I  have  been  skeptical  about 
the  value  of  legislation  to  deal  with 
this  problem  during  this  period  of 
grave  uncertaintly.  I  think  it  is  time 
for  everyone  involved  in  the  process  to 
recognize  the  overwhelming  consensus 
of  the  members  of  both  committees  to 
have  legislation  this  year.  We  may 
well  be  beyond  asking.  "Should  there 
be  a  bill?"  and  now  appear  ready  to 
ask  instead.  "What  bill  should  there 
be?" 

On  Tuesday.  Mr.  Luken  and  I  intro- 
duced a  bill  which  proposes  one  solu- 
tion to  this  problem.  The  Consumer 
Communications  Act  of  1983,  H.R. 
3647.  seeks  to  solve  the  impending  dif- 
ficulties which  Members  perceive  in 
the  telecommunications  industry  from 
a  pro-consumer,  pro-competition  view- 
point. I  use  both  of  these  terms  in  the 
same  breath  because  I  remain  con- 
vinced that  competition  will  ultimate- 
ly serve  to  build  the  best  national  tele- 
phone network  available  to  the  great- 
est number  of  cor^umers  at  the  lowest 
possible  rates.  For  those  who  still  need 
proof  that  competition  benefits  their 
constituents,  the  consumers  of  this  in- 
dustry. I  recommend  the  most  basic 
evidence:  the  morning  newspaper. 
There  you  will  find  ads  selling  tele- 
phones for  under  $10,  or  promoting 
long  distance  service  at  half  the 
normal  rate.  Thus,  I  feel  enthusiastic 
about  dubbing  the  Markey-Luken  bill 
as  the  pro-consumer  and  pro-competi- 
tion approach. 

What  are  the  elements  of  the  Con- 
sumer Communications  Act?  I  believe 
that  the  act  is  best  understood  by 
grouping  its  provisions  into  five  cate- 
gories: 

First,  it  softens  the  impact  that  legal 
and  regulatory  changes  have  on  con- 
sumers without  distorting  the  new 
competitive  communications  market. 
H.R.  3647  lowers  the  residential  access 
charge  to  50  cents  a  month  in  1984. 
down  from  $2  a  month  under  the 
FCC's  plan.  It  proposes  a  10-year— as 
opposed  to  a  6-year— phasein  of  the 
charges.  To  make  up  the  difference,  it 
pegs  business  charges  slightly  higher. 
It  also  includes  so-called  "provider  of 
last  resort"  safeguards  for  consumers. 
Over  a  10-year  period,  then,  it  elimi- 
nates the  uneconomic  trap  of  subsidiz- 
ing local  rates  with  heavy  long  dis- 
tance add-on  charges. 

Second,  it  provides  help  to  those 
who  cannot  afford  basic  telephone 
service  in  the  new  environment.  The 
bill  targets  moneys  for  a  special  "life- 
line telephone  service"  rate  for  low- 
Income  Americans.  Recognizing  that 
poverty  is  not  a  rural  or  an  urban 
problem,  H.R.  3647  establishes  a  na- 
tional lifeline  telephone  service  fund 
to  provide  the  resources  needed  to  sus- 
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tain  such  service.  The  fund  is  financed 
through  a  minimal  surcharge  on  long- 
distance usage  and  local  network  by- 
passers. 

Third,  it  attempts  to  aid  those  in 
high-cost  areas  without  oversubsidiz- 
ing  the  unneedy  or  promoting  ineffi- 
ciency in  the  national  telephone  net- 
work. Recognizing  that  some  areas 
face  particular  problems,  we  have  sup- 
ported limited  subsidies  for  high-cost 
areas.  H.R.  3647  adopts  the  joint  board 
formula  with  its  efficiency  rewarding 
subsidy  taper  as  a  reasonable  compro- 
mise between  the  differing  approaches 
outlined  thus  far. 

Fourth,  it  seeks  to  enhance  the  pros- 
pects for  competition  within  the  in- 
dustry. To  this  end.  we  have  suggested 
in  this  bill  that  jurisdiction  over  intra- 
state toll  policy  should  be  moved  to 
the  FCC  in  an  effort  to  speed  up  the 
growth  of  competitive  long  distance 
service.  Also,  we  have  prohibited  cross- 
subsidization  of  regulated  and  unregu- 
lated services  so  as  to  insure  that  all 
competitors  are  playing  on  a  level 
field. 

Finally,  fifth,  it  hopes  to  improve 
the  effectiveness  of  the  regulatory 
process.  The  Consumer  Communica- 
tions Act  provides  for  the  funding  of 
public  participation  at  the  FCC  to  im- 
prove the  breadth  of  debate  at  that 
forum.  It  also  insists  that  a  compre- 
hensive study— even  broader  than  the 
one  the  FCC  ordered  yesterday— be 
conducted  to  examine  the  future  of 
universal  service  and  the  basis  for 
local  rate  increase  requests.  Reports 
on  this  study  are  to  be  made  annually 
to  the  Congress  and  the  State  commis- 
sions. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge 
all  Members  of  both  Houses  to  consid- 
er the  bills  before  us  carefully  and  not 
agree  to  any  quick  fix  of  one  of  our 
Nation's  most  important  and  success- 
ful industries.  I  especially  urge  my 
House  colleagues  to  examine  H.R. 
3647  closely,  and  join  me  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  this  bill  in  the  weeks  ahead. 
Major  Provisions  of  H.R.  3647 
Sec.  1— Title  and  Table  of  Contents. 
Sec.  2— Statement  of  Findings  and  Pur- 
poses: Substantially  the  same  as  Wirth-Din- 
gell  bill  (H.R.  3621).  The  only  differences 
are  in  Finding  No.  5  on  competition  and 
technological  innovation  and  the  deletion  of 
Purpose  No.  3,  increasing  state  regulatory 
powers. 

Sec.  3— Definitions:  This  section  is  identi- 
cal to  H.R.  3621.  Note  that  completely  pri- 
vate systems  are  not  considered  indirect  in- 
terconnectors. 

Sec.  4— Access  Charges:  This  section  pre- 
ser\'es  in  place,  with  some  major  changes, 
the  FCC  Access  Charge  decision  (CC  Docket 
78-72).  Elements  of  the  decision  not  ad- 
dressed in  the  bill  remain  unchanged.  This 
includes  preservation  of  Premium  Access 
fees  on  AT&T  or  the  role  of  the  Joint 
Board.  Likewise,  long-distance  carriers  will 
continue  to  only  pay  for  the  access  they  re- 
ceive. To  minimize  the  impact  of  the  Access 
Charge  on  consumers  this  section  changes 
the  ratio  of  residential  to  business  access 
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charges  so  that  residential  customers  pay 
one-third  of  what  businesses  pay.  In  1994 
residential  access  charges  would  be  $5.35  per 
month  and  $16.10  for  business  customers. 
This  lowers  residential  costs  by  $40  and 
raises  business  costs  by  $90  per  year. 

This  section  spreads  out  the  access  charge 
phase-in.  Under  the  FCC  plan,  customers 
face  $2/mo.  in  1984  rising  to  $8.50  in  1989. 
Under  this  bill,  residential  users  begin  at 
50t/mo.  and  rises  to  only  $5.35  by  1994. 
Businesses  begin  at  $1.50  (instead  of  $6 
under  the  FCC  plan)  rising  to  $16.10  in 
1994.  Both  would  save  substantially  in  re- 
duced long-distance  charges  in  comparison 
to  H.R.  3621. 

Indirect  interconnectors  pay  a  "compara- 
ble" charge  less  than  that  for  direct  connec- 
tors, who  remain  covered  under  the  FCC's 
AC  decision.  Completely  private  systems  are 
exempt  from  charges. 

Sec.  5-Lifeline  Services:  Lifeline  Service 
is  basic  telephone  service  intended  to  in- 
clude a  ■limited  "  number  of  calls  with  a  per- 
call  charge  for  additional  calls.  Lifeline 
Service  could  not  include  LMS  or  OMS 
(measured  service).  Persons  eligible  for 
AFDC.  SSI.  or  Food  Stamps  would  be  eligi- 
ble for  the  subsidized  rate.  State  Commis- 
sions would  establish  specific  application 
rules,  but  eligibility  certification  would  be 
simple.  Most  phone  companies  would  offer 
this  service  at  30%  of  the  cost  of  service,  ap- 
proximately $2  to  $3  per  month. 

Sec.  6— Intrastate  Competition:  To  further 
intrastate  toll  route  competition,  the  bill 
shifts  jurisdiction  over  these  routes  to  the 
FCC. 

Sec.  7— Lifeline  Service  Fund:  This  estab- 
lishes a  fund  to  reimburse  exchange  carriers 
for  their  losses  in  providing  Lifeline  Service 
below  cost.  Revenues  will  come  from  Carrier 
Common  Line  Charges  and  indirect  inter- 
connectors. the  fund  will  be  administered  by 
the  Joint  Board  which  also  oversees  the 
High  Cost  Service  Fund. 

Sec.  8-High  Cost  Service  Fund:  This  is 
what  is  known  as  the  Universal  Service 
Fund.  This  section  codifies  the  proposed  50- 
60-95-100  reimbursement  taper  the  Joint 
Board  proposed  in  CC  Docket  80-286.  The 
FCC  is  estimating  the  cost  of  this  set-up  at 
$400  million  and  will  ensure  that  no  rate- 
payer pays  more  than  158%  of  the  national 
average. 

Sec.  9— Universal  Service  Study:  This  sec- 
tion directs  the  FCC  to  conduct  a  five-year 
study  into  the  future  of  universal  service. 
The  FCC  is  required  to  make  annual  inter- 
im reports  to  Congress  and  state  PUCs.  The 
study  is  also  to  examine  the  basis  and  back- 
ground for  the  cost  structures  claimed  by 
local  telephone  companies  in  their  filings 
before  state  PUCs. 

Sec.  10— Public  Participation:  This  section 
provides  for  the  reimbursement  of  partici- 
pants in  FCC  or  Joint  Board  proceedings.  It 
is  designed  to  increase  the  level  of  potential 
participation  by  the  public-interest  sector  in 
such  proceedings.  It  is  adapted  from  the 
Committee  print  of  H.R.  5158  (97th  Con- 
gress). 

Sec.  11— Provider  of  Last  Resort:  This  sec- 
tion granU  to  sUte  PUCs  the  authority  to 
require  local  exchange  carriers  to  be  provid- 
ers of  last  resort  of  basic  telephone  instru- 
ments and  inside  wiring.  If  such  service  is 
required,  it  is  to  be  provided  at  no  less  than 
cost. 

Sec.  12-Competitive  Equity:  This  section 
prohibits  ■cross-subsidization."  It  prohibits 
carriers  from  subsidizing  unregulated  serv- 
ices with  revenues  from  regulated  services. 
At  the  same  time,  it  prohibits  the  FCC  and 
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state  PUCs  from  requiring  a  carrier  to  use 
revenues  from  unregulated  services  to 
defray  the  cost  of  providing  regulated  serv- 
ices. Yellow  Pages  revenues  are  excluded. 

Sec.    13— Effective   Date:   The  Act   takes 
effect  upon  enactment. • 
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I  am  most  proud  to  call  Mr.  Moran  a 
constituent.  I  know  all  my  colleagues 
join  me  in  extending  our  congratula- 
tions to  an  outstanding  American 
hero,  Gerard  B.  Moran.» 


AN  AMERICAN  HERO:  GERARD 
B.  MORAN 


HOUSE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  139 


HON.  NORMAN  F.  LENT 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  LENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues the  news  of  a  truly  heroic  act 
performed  by  Mr.  Gerard  B.  Moran, 
who,  I  am  proud  to  say,  lives  in  Sea- 
ford,  N.Y.,  in  my  Fourth  Congression- 
al District. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  rare  occasions,  we 
all  have  heard  stories  of  brave  men 
and  women  who,  at  tremendous  per- 
sonal risk,  perform  great  deeds  on 
behalf  of  others.  Yet  what  Mr.  Moran 
did  on  a  day  back  in  November  1982, 
was  truly  a  heroic  act  above  and 
beyond  the  call  of  bravery  and  duty. 

Gerard  Moran.  31  years  of  age,  was 
working  at  his  daily  chores  as  the  as- 
sistant director  of  personnel  at  a  New 
York  City  hospital  when  an  armed 
man,  carrying  a  machinegun  and  two 
pistols,  burst  into  a  hospital  office 
suite.  Firing  a  warning  shot,  this 
would-be  killer  rounded  up  all  the  in- 
nocent bystanders  and  forced  them 
into  a  nearby  conference  room. 

The  gunman  then  started  toward 
the  suite's  occupied  offices.  Having 
witnessed  what  took  place,  Gerard 
Moran,  disobeying  the  gunman's 
orders,  ran  to  the  offices  to  alert  its 
occupants  of  the  oncoming  criminal. 

At  this  point,  the  gunman  began 
firing  his  guns,  wounding  two  hospital 
employees.  He  then  lowered  his  sights 
on  Gerard  Moran  who  stood  nearby. 
At  the  moment  he  was  about  to  pull 
the  trigger.  Mr.  Moran  lunged  forward 
and  grabbed  the  barrel  of  the 
machinegun.  As  the  two  men  strug- 
gled, the  gunman  managed  to  fire  an- 
other shot  before  Mr.  Moran  was  fi- 
nally able  to  subdue  him.  After  dis- 
arming the  assailant.  Mr.  Moran  de- 
tained him  until  the  police  arrived. 

In  recognition  of  his  heroism,  the 
Carnegie  Hero  Fund  Commission  of 
Pittsburgh  has  just  awarded  Mr. 
Moran  a  special  medal.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
believe  Mr.  Moran  is  truly  one  of 
America's  heroes  and  we  too  should 
honor  him  for  his  heroic  act. 

His  courage  and  bravery  in  saving 
the  lives  of  so  many  innocent  men  and 
women  deserve  our  commendation.  It 
is  a  rare  man  who  would  step  forward, 
face  to  face  with  death,  to  save  the 
lives  of  those  around  him.  Yet  this  is 
just  what  Gerard  B.  Moran  did  on  No- 
vember 4.  1982. 


HON.  MARY  ROSE  OAKAR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mrs.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Feb- 
ruary 10,  I  introduced  House  Joint 
Resolution  139,  a  measure  designating 
the  week  of  June  24,  1984,  as  "Federal 
Credit  Union  Week."  It  is  during  that 
week  that  our  Nation's  11,400  Federal 
credit  unions  will  join  in  celebrating 
the  50th  anniversary  of  the  signing  of 
the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act.  I  want 
to  thank  all  the  Members  who  cospon- 
sored  this  resolution. 

From  their  inception  on  June  24, 
1934,  and  continuing  today,  Federal 
credit  unions  have  faithfully  met  their 
statutory  mandate  to  promote  thrift 
among  their  members  and  to  provide 
credit  for  productive  purposes.  Federal 
credit  unions  have  grown  tremendous- 
ly over  the  past  50  years.  Today,  they 
hold  more  than  $45  billion  in  savings 
and  serve  more  than  26  million  mem- 
bers. Yet  the  orientation  of  Federal 
credit  unions  remains  toward  smaller, 
local  institutions,  with  87.7  percent  of 
Federal  credit  unions  having  assets  of 
less  than  $5  million. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  once  again  for 
their  support  of  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 139.* 
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moment,  Ida  Nudel  waits  in  some 
small  Soviet  backwater  for  the  au- 
thorities to  tell  her  she  has  no  right  to 
reside  in  that  area  and  must  move  on. 
This  woman  who  was  sent  to  Siberia, 
imprisoned  with  felons  and  madmen, 
forced  for  her  own  safety  to  sleep  with 
an  ax  under  her  bed,  then  released 
from  prison,  but  denied  the  vital  resi- 
dence permit,  has  been  forced  to 
wander  throughout  the  Soviet  Union 
in  search  of  some  town  that  would 
allow  her  to  stay  for  more  than  1  or  2 
nights,  all  the  while  suffering  from  a 
weak  heart.  For  these  and  other 
Soviet  Jews,  the  Holocaust  has  not  yet 
ended.  Like  Shakespeare's  "Macbeth" 
they  have  supped  full  with  horrors. 

Let  us  not  forget  these  unfortunate 
people.  I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to 
take  the  initiative  and  individually 
write  to  Yuri  Andropov  to  ask  him  to 
allow  Shcharansky  and  Nudel  to  leave 
for  Israel.* 


REMEMBER  SHCHARANSKY  AND 
NUDEL 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODLING 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  the  past  few  days  we  have  been 
much  occupied  with  Central  America. 
Attention  has  primarily  been  focused 
on  covert  action  in  Nicaragua  and  the 
state  of  human  rights  in  El  Salvador- 
lively  discussion  on  these  issues  has 
emanated  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
But  in  our  zeal  to  determine  the  legali- 
ty of  action  in  Nicaragua,  and  the  con- 
dition of  human  rights  throughout 
that  region,  let  us  not  forget  those  on 
the  other  side  of  the  globe  whose 
human  rights  are  being  trampled  upon 
daily.  I  speak  of  the  Jews  of  the  Soviet 
Union.  I  speak  of  Anatoly  Shchar- 
ansky, of  Ida  Nudel.  and  of  countless 
others. 

At  this  moment.  Anatoly  Shchar- 
ansky lies  in  a  prison  cell  watching  his 
life  slip  away  from  him  as  the  terrible 
conditions  of  his  prison  eat  away  at 
the   remains   of   his   health.   At   this 


MEDICARE  HOSPITAL 
INSURANCE  PROGRAM 


HON.  NORMAN  Y.  MINETA 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
sponsoring  H.R.  3405  to  reform  an  ex- 
cessively and  needlessly  burdensome 
provision  of  the  medicare  program. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  the  basic 
medicare  hospital  insurance  program, 
known  as  part  A,  is  automatically 
available  to  most  individuals  when 
they  reach  the  age  of  65.  Those  people 
who  during  their  working  career  did 
not  participate  in  social  security,  such 
as  teachers  and  other  public  employ- 
ees, are  not  automatically  eligible  for 
part  A,  but  do  have  the  opportunity  to 
purchase  such  coverage  at  a  rate  of 
$113  a  month. 

In  order  to  exercise  that  option  to 
enroll  in  medicare,  you  are  required  to 
sign  up  during  an  initial  enrollment 
period  at  the  time  of  your  65th  birth- 
day. Those  people  who  sign  up  after 
that  initial  enrollment  period  are 
charged  a  late  penalty  of  10  percent  of 
the  basic  medicare  part  A  premium  for 
each  year  they  are  late  in  enrolling. 

Thus,  individuals  who  are  1  year  late 
in  enrolling  pay  a  10-percent  penalty; 
those  2  years  late  pay  a  20-percent 
penalty,  and  so  forth.  Under  current 
law,  this  penalty  is  paid  each  and 
every  month  of  coverage  for  the  rest 
of  the  beneficiary's  life. 

My  bill  would  keep  the  existing  pen- 
alty structure  in  place,  with  one  signif- 
icant change.  Under  my  bill,  the  penal- 
ty would  be  paid  for  twice  the  number 
of  years  the  enrollment  was  delayed 
past  the  appropriate  time,  after  which 
time  the  premium  would  revert  to  the 
regular  monthly  charge  in  effect  at 
that  time. 
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Thus,  someone  1  year  late  in  enroll- 
ing would  pay  a  10-percent  penalty  for 
2  years:  someone  2  years  late  would 
pay  a  20-percent  penalty  for  4  years, 
and  so  on.  Such  individuals  would  re- 
ceive credit  toward  the  total  years  re- 
quired for  the  time  they  have  already 
paid  penalties.  No  refunds,  however, 
would  be  available. 

For  example,  at  the  current  monthly 
rate  of  $113.  a  10-percent  penalty  is 
$11.30.  Under  current  law.  someone  el- 
igible to  pay  that  penalty  would  pay  it 
each  and  every  month  for  the  rest  of 
their  lives.  Under  H.R.  3405.  the  penal- 
ty would  be  paid  for  only  2  years.  The 
following  table  shows  the  differences 
under  current  law  and  as  changed  by 
this  legislation: 

MEDICARf  PtNALTIES  UNDER  CURRENT  LAW  AND  UNDER 
H.R  3405 
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time  eliminating  its  most  oppressive 
aspects. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  the  support  of 
my  colleagues  from  California,  Mr.  Pa- 
NETTA  and  Mr.  Edwards,  for  this  legis- 
lation and  I  urge  its  careful  and 
thoughtful  consideration  by  the  Con- 
gress. 

Thank  you.» 
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In  addition  to  part  A,  this  legislation 
would  also  affect  the  penalties  now- 
charged  for  late  enrollment  in  part  B, 
the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
coverage. 

These  penalty  fees  can  be  a  terrible 
burden  for  seniors.  To  be  sure,  the 
Government  has  a  legitimate  need  to 
encourage  prompt  enrollment.  With- 
out such  a  graduated  system  of  penal- 
ties, it  would  only  be  natural  for  some 
individuals  to  delay  enrollment  until 
the  onset  of  a  major  illness.  Such 
delays  in  enrollment  would,  of  course, 
deny  the  system  significant  revenues 
needed  to  keep  the  system  solvent. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  practice  this 
penalty  has  excessively  penalized  a 
small  group  of  individuals.  According 
to  one  estimate  only  about  18,000 
people  nationwide— mostly  retired 
public  employees— purchase  the  part 
A  insurance,  and  only  about  5,000  of 
them  are  paying  some  form  of  penalty. 
One  group  that  I  am  aware  of,  in 
particular,  are  retired  school  teachers 
in  California,  who  believed  in  good 
faith  that  they  had  health  insurance 
from  Blue  Cross.  That  Blue  Cross 
policy  was  canceled,  however,  and  by 
the  time  the  retired  teachers  learned 
what  had  happened  and  understood 
that  they  needed  to  sign  up  for  medi- 
care, many  of  them  were  assessed  pen- 
alties of  from  1  to  3  years.  Under  cur- 
rent law.  these  teachers  will  pay  these 
penalties  for  the  rest  of  their  lives. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  important 
measure.  For  those  who  are  forced  to 
it.  the  penalty  is  a  burdensome  and 
difficult  requirement.  This  is  a  moder- 
ate measure  which  maintains  the  basic 
premise  and  operation  of  the  graduat- 
ed penalty  system,  while  at  the  same 


ALZHEIMER  S  DISEASE 


HON.  SILVIO  0.  CONTE 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOi;SE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 
•  Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  an  article  from  Time  maga- 
zine (July  11,  1983)  describing  the  seri- 
ous national  health  problem  of  Alzhei- 
mer's disease. 

An  estimated  5  percent  of  Americans 
over  the  age  of  65  suffer  from  this  de- 
menting disorder.  Equally  startling, 
some  60,000  Americans  in  their  forties 
and  fifties— people  still  in  the  prime  of 
life— are  victims  of  what  was  once 
thought  to  be  a  disease  of  old  age. 

Scientists  now  know  that  Alzhei- 
mer's disease  is  not  a  natural  result  of 
old  age.  It  is  a  disease.  Mercifully,  not 
every  older  person  is  afflicted.  But 
enough  are— and  with  the  steadily 
growing  number  of  Americans  reach- 
ing age  65,  more  and  more  will  fall 
victim— that  conquering  this  devastat- 
ing disease  must  be  a  national  task  of 
utmost  priority. 

In  the  forefront  of  the  battle  against 
Alzheimer's  disease  is  the  National  In- 
stitute of  Neurological  and  Communi- 
cative Disorders  and  Stroke 
(NINCDS).  The  NINCDS  is  the  focal 
point  within  the  Federal  Government 
for  brain  research,  and  is  the  world's 
leader  in  developing  the  new  technolo- 
gy scientists  are  now  using  to  learn 
more  about  how  the  brain  works  and 
what  goes  wrong  in  Alzheimer's  dis- 
ease. 

I  commend  the  NINCDS  for  its  care- 
fully planned  research  attack  on  Alz- 
heimer's disease  and  pledge  my  contin- 
ued support  for  this  effort  until  a  cure 
and  a  prevention  are  found.* 


THE  STATUS  OF  INSURANCE 
TAXATION  REVISION 


HON.  FORTNEY  H.  (PETE)  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 
•  Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Select  Revenue  Measures  Subcommit- 
tee, which  I  chair,  has  spent  the  past 
few  months  developing  a  proposal  for 
the  taxation  of  life  insurance  compa- 
nies. 

This  proposal,  which  has  been  the 
subject  of  subcommittee  hearings,  is 
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the  product  of  enormous  staff  work 
aided  by  the  assistance  and  coopera- 
tion from  the  life  insurance  industry. 
The  proposal.  I  believe,  represents  a 
sound  starting  point  for  the  develop- 
ment of  a  final  legislative  product, 
which  will  establish  realistic  tax  policy 
reflecting  the  current  nature  of  the 
life  insurance  industry. 

However,  to  achieve  legislation  that 
is  fair  and  reasonable  to  all  parties  in- 
volved will  required  the  continued  co- 
operation and  hard  work  that  have 
marked  these  past  few  months.  I  be- 
lieve Hon.  Dan  Rostenkowski.  chair- 
man of  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  described  the  issue  at 
hand  and  set  the  tenor  for  the  upcom- 
ing legislative  effort  in  a  speech  to  the 
Massachusetts  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Co.  delivered  July  26.  I  would  like  to 
call  members'  attention  to  that  speech 
which  I  feel  explains  the  situation 
well. 

The  speech  follows: 

Insurance  Speech  by  Dan  Rostenkowski 
Insurance  taxation  is  about  as  arcane  and 
complex    as    any    provisions    of    the    code. 
Those  of  you  who  practice  the  art  have  my 
admiration— if  not  my  envy. 

My  reason  for  accepting  your  invitation  is 
not  to  duel  over  the  fine  points  of  insurance 
taxation,  but  to  make  the  strongest  case 
possible  for  continuing  a  working  relation- 
ship between  Congress  and  the  life  insur- 
ance industry  in  the  months  to  come.  We 
are  bound  by  two  contracts:  first,  is  the 
budget  instruction  on  revenue  and  second,  is 
the  expiration  of  the  stop  gap"  provisions 
at  the  end  of  this  year.  The  first  is  a  target. 
The  second  is  a  demand. 

"Stop  gap"  was.  as  we  all  agreed  last  year, 
the  best  we  could  work  out  in  a  short  time. 
It  serves  as  a  temporary  remedy  while  we 
pursue  our  mutual  commitment  to  seek  a 
more  rational,  more  balanced  and  perma- 
nent formula.  Modified  co-insurance  was 
the  fi^^t  leg  of  the  journey  Stop  gap  was  the 
second  leg.  We  have  now  begun  the  last. 

Our  earliest  and  most  significant  decision 
was  to  make  Capitol  Hill— not  the  chambers 
of  the  ACLI  or  the  Treasury— the  foriim  for 
legislative  choice.  It  is  more  than  a  symbol 
of  our  sense  of  jurisdictional  prerogatives.  It 
is  a  declaration  that  we  are  not  willing,  as 
we  have  in  the  past,  to  cede  legislative  con- 
trol to  the  insurance  industry— that  we 
want  to  complete  a  broad  and  durable  re- 
structuring of  insurance  taxation  that  has 
public  understanding  and  approbation. 

We  understood  then,  as  we  do  today,  that 
ultimate  legislative  success  rests  largely  on 
flexibility  and  the  willingness  to  work  with 
you  in  the  industry.  We  are  fully  aware  that 
we  cannot  pick  our  way  through  the  forest 
alone— and  achieve  both  fairness  and  sim- 
plicity. 

The  most  recent  benchmark  in  this  proc- 
ess is  the  Stark-Moore  discussion  draft  now 
under  consideration  in  the  Select  Revenue 
Measures  Subcommittee.  Both  men  have  de- 
voted enormous  amounts  of  time  and  energy 
in  an  attempt  to  frame  the  issues  and  offer 
a  more  rational,  simpler  tax  structure  for 
life  insurance.  Hundreds  of  hours  have  been 
logged  since  January  examining  all  facets  of 
the  life  insurance  business  and  the  complex- 
ities of  the  1959  Act  and  its  predecessors- 
many  of  them  spent  with  your  industry's 
best  technicians. 
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The  Stark-Moore  concept  is  a  start,  not  an 
end.  It  is  not  perfect.  It  is  not.  perhaps, 
without  political  as  well  as  technical  flaws. 
But  it  is  a  significant  product  and  stands  as 
the  point  of  reference  for  Thursday's  hear- 
ings. 

We  are  aware  of  the  contradictory  posi- 
tions the  mutuals  and  stocks  have  taken 
this  year.  We  understand  the  economic  and 
competitive  stakes  in  restructuring.  It  is  axi- 
omatic, however,  that  any  long-lasting  revi- 
sion of  tax  rules  for  life  insurance  compa- 
nies must  be  built  by  consensus.  And  my  job 
as  chairman  is  to  husband  that  consensus. 

Pete  Stark  and  Henson  Moore  have  drawn 
up  the  preliminary  blueprints  for  a  new  in- 
surance taxation  structure.  We  all  under- 
stand that  it  does  not  perfectly  suit  the 
stocks  or  the  mutuals.  We  sincerely  invite 
you  to  suggest  alterations.  I  would  caution, 
however,  that  blatant  attempts  to  under- 
mine the  basic  structure  of  the  Stark-Moore 
proposal  will  be  met  with  resistance.  I  want 
to  be  very  clear  on  that  point. 

The  ultimate  level  of  the  aggregate  tax 
burden  on  the  life  insurance  industry  will  be 
determined  much  less  by  the  recent  budget 
instruction  than  what  we  on  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  believe  is  proper  and 
fair  relative  to  other  economic  sectors. 
Again,  we  are  far  more  concerned  with  the 
structure  than  the  precise  cost,  or  revenue 
impact. 

We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  unsettled 
state  of  financial  intermediary  deregulation 
and  competition.  Some  have  argued  that 
even  if  we  were  to  succeed  in  a  good  faith 
effort  to  accurately  measure  the  economic 
income  of  life  insurance  companies,  any  tax 
increase— no  matter  how  fair— would  ad- 
versely affect  life  insurance  companies  rela- 
tive to  banks,  property /casualty  companies 
and  holding  companies.  Therefore,  goes  the 
argument,  the  aggregate  burden  on  life  in- 
surance companies  shouldn't  increase  much 
at  all. 

This  argument,  of  course,  is  a  convenient 
reason  to  abandon  any  effort  to  reform  the 
tax  code.  As  it  applies  to  the  insurance  in- 
dustry, however,  it  has  three  fundamental 
flaws: 

First,  the  industry  itself  suggested  a  two- 
year  stop  gap— which  expires  in  five 
months. 

Second,  as  much  as  we  would  like,  we 
cannot  reform  the  entire  tax  code  in  one 
session  of  Congress. 

And  third,  there  is  a  broad,  if  not  yet  well 
organized,  effort  underway  to  examine  the 
tax  treatment  of  property  and  casualty  com- 
panies, banks,  and  other  financial  interme- 
diaries. But  we  have  to  start  somewhere. 

The  alternatives  to  failing  to  reach  a  com- 
promise between  Congress  and  the  insur- 
ance industry  before  year's  end  are  forbid- 
ding. 

Returning  to  the  provisions  of  the  1959 
Act  would  undermine  your  economic  stand- 
ing. 

In  the  event  that  the  Stark-Moore  initia- 
tive stalls  or  fails,  we  might  have  to  develop 
a  set  of  temporary  tax  rules  to  replace  the 
stop  gap  provisions— with  perhaps  another 
stop  gap.  But  given  budget  realities,  we 
might  be  forced  to  add  some  sort  of  "toll 
charge."  Such  a  development  at  best  would 
be  of  speculative  help  to  your  industry  and, 
at  worst,  could  be  harsh  by  current  stop  gap 
standards.  This  is  not  a  bargaining  posture. 
It  is  a  budgetary  reality— given  the  shortfall 
in  revenues  estimated  with  regard  to  the 
current  stop  gap  provisions. 

That's  why  Thursday's  hearings  are  so  im- 
portant.  They   offer   the   forum   to   make 
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changes  In  the  Stark-Moore  design.  And 
perhaps  more  critical,  they  will  set  the 
temper  of  our  relationship  for  some  time  to 
come.  Intemperate  broadsides  and  biased 
substitutes  won't  do. 

We've  all  been  negotiating  on  insurance 
taxation  for  nearly  three  years.  Your  repre- 
sentatives have  been  enormously  coopera- 
tive and  instructive.  Our  representatives 
have  been  receptive  and  appreciative.  To- 
gether, we  have  the  time  and  the  knowledge 
to  bring  about  an  historic  adjustment  in  in- 
surance taxation.  I  am  committed  to  that 
end.  My  committee  is  committed  to  that 
end— both  in  substance  and  in  spirit.  I  urge 
your  continued  partnership  in  that  effort.* 
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WAGE  EQUITY  FOR  ALL  WORK- 
ERS: INCREASE  THE  MINIMUM 
WAGE 


WHEELING-PITTSBURGH/BRAZIL 
DEAL  EQUALS  LOSS  OF  AMERI- 
CAN JOBS 


HON.  PETER  H.  KOSTMAYER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
hate  to  say  I  told  you  so,  but  I  told 
you  so. 

News  reports  this  morning  indicate 
that  the  Wheeling-Pittsburgh  Steel 
Corp.  is  presently  negotiating  with 
Brazil  to  import  unfinished  steel  slabs 
for  finishing  in  this  country. 

What  is  ominous  about  this  report, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  Wheeling-Pitts- 
burgh is  the  second  major  steel  com-- 
pany  trying  to  import  foreign  steel  for 
finishing,  following  United  States 
Steel's  announcement  that  it  was  ne- 
gotiating such  a  deal  with  the  Govern- 
ment owned  British  Steel  Corp. 

It  is  clear  that  such  arrangements 
pose  a  threat  to  America's  steelmaking 
capacity.  Foreign  steel  is  subsidized  in 
contravention  of  American  trade  laws, 
and  its  importation  into  our  country 
means  that  American  steelworkers  will 
lose  their  jobs  so  that  foreign  workers 
can  keep  theirs.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 
Unless  these  proposals  are  stopped 
the  Reagan  administration  will  have 
to  answer  not  just  to  the  thousands  of 
steel  workers  who  lost  their  jobs,  but 
to  our  countrymen  who  will  shortly 
live  in  a  country  that  has  lost  the  abil- 
ity to  produce  any  steel  at  all. 

In  September  the  Subcommittee  on 
International  Policy  and  Trade  under 
the  chairmanship  of  Representative 
BoNKER  will  hold  hearings  on  the  pro- 
posed deal  between  United  States 
Steel  and  British  Steel.  As  the  Wheel- 
ing-Pittsburgh/Brazil deal  now  con- 
firms, the  issue  of  foreign  investment 
in  our  steel  industry  demands  the  at- 
tention of  the  Congress  because  of  its 
potential  impact  on  our  domestic  steel- 
making  capacity.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  help  insure  our  trade  laws  are  en- 
forced, and  to  support  efforts  to  stop 
these  two  deals  from  displacing  Ameri- 
can workers.* 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  to  provide 
for  a  long-overdue  increase  in  the  min- 
imum wage  from  the  current  $3.35  per 
hour  to  $4.15  per  hour.  I  propose  this 
legislation  in  order  to  bring  equity  to 
our  lowest-paid  working  men  and 
women  who  depend  upon  this  wage  for 
their  daily  existence. 

The  last  time  the  minimum  wage 
was  increased  was  on  January  1.  1981. 
The  ravages  of  inflation  have  dealt  a 
severe  blow  to  the  purchasing  power 
of  the  dollar  and  its  ability  to  insure 
an  adequate  income  to  American  work- 
ers. The  current  level  of  $3.35  is  no 
longer  acceptable.  An  increase  is  long 
overdue  when  one  considers  that  a 
1981  dollar  is  worth  83  cents  today— a 
17-percent  decline. 

A  closer  look  at  who  receives  the 
minimum  wage  as  provided  by  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  will  paint 
a  stark  picture  of  the  kinds  of  workers 
this  bill  will  assist.  Of  the  98.3  million 
total  American  workers,  61.3  million 
are  covered  by  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act  which  guarantees  them  the 
minimum  wage.  Of  these  61.3  million 
workers,  at  least  11  million  receive  the 
minimum  wage  of  $3.35  per  hour  and 
would  directly  benefit  from  this  legis- 
lation. Higher  wage  earners  would  in- 
directly benefit  as  well  as  a  result  of  a 
hierarchical  wage  ordering/pay 
system. 

Who  do  these  11  million  wage  earn- 
ers represent?  Examination  by  age 
groups  reveals  that  teenage  and  elder- 
ly workers  are  much  more  likely  to  re- 
ceive the  minimum  wage  than  mem- 
bers of  other  age  groups.  Almost  70 
percent  of  all  minimum  wage  workers 
are  adults  20  years  of  age  and  older;  50 
percent  are  25  or  o\w.  Looking  at 
these  earners  by  households  will  show 
that  role  of  the  minimum  wage  earner 
within  the  family  unit.  Over  half  of  all 
minimum  wage  earners  are  either 
household  heads— or  spouses  of  house- 
hold heads.  Although  male  and  female 
household  heads  together  account  for 
more  than  one-fourth  of  all  minimum 
wage  workers,  women  who  head 
households  are  much  more  likely  to 
earn  the  minimum  wage  than  their 
male  counterparts. 

The  impact  of  low  wages  dispropor- 
tionately hurts  women  who  are  over- 
represented  in  the  entire  minimum 
wage  population.  Women  are  three 
times  more  likely  to  be  heading  house- 
holds while  earning  the  minimum 
wage  than  men  who  are  earning  it. 
There  are  at  least   1  million  women 
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who  are  the  only  workers  in  their  fam- 
ilies—which represents  10  percent  of 
all  minimum  wage  workers  and  over  40 
percent  of  all  low-income  single  wage 
earners. 

Looking  at  the  impact  upon  women 
in  differing  marital  situations  does  not 
improve  their  earnmgs  record.  Four- 
teen percent  of  married  women,  as 
compared  to  only  4  percent  of  married 
men  are  minimum  wage  workers.  In 
addition,  widowed,  divorced  or  separat- 
ed are  especially  burdened— twice  as 
many  of  them  as  their  male  counter- 
parts are  employed  but  nearly  four 
times  as  many  of  them  work  for  the 
minimum  wage  or  less. 

An  increase  in  the  current  $3.35  per 
hour  is  needed  to  help  the  poorest  of 
American  families.  One-quarter  of  all 
minimum  wage  earners  have  family  in- 
comes of  $6,000  per  year  or  less  ac- 
cording to  the  most  recent  data.  An 
added  17.2  percent  earn  between 
$6,000  and  $10,000  per  year.  Clearly, 
these  families  are  the  very  same  fami- 
lies that  have  been  caught  in  the  polit- 
ical and  economic  bondage  of  the  past 
3  years.  They  are  the  very  same  people 
that  the  now  infamous  safety  net  is 
supposed  to  assist.  We  now  know  that 
in  fact,  these  very  same  people  are 
those  Americans  who  have  been  forced 
to  bear  the  full  weight  of  our  past  and 
present  economic  woes  while  at  the 
same  time  living  with  woefully  inad- 
equate wages. 

Mr.  Speaker.  31  months  is  an  unac- 
ceptably  long  time  to  wait  for  a  wage 
increase.  However,  for  the  11  million 
Americans  who  are  receiving  the  mini- 
mum wage  currently,  this  has  been 
the  amount  of  time  they  have  been 
forced  to  accept  this  level  of  pay.  The 
sheer  demographics  of  this  issue 
compel  us  to  act  to  increase  this  level 
to  $4.15  which  would  be  the  amount 
needed  if  we  are  to  compensate  for  in- 
flation as  well  as  build  upon  the  histo- 
ry of  increases  of  the  minimum  wage 
since  it  was  first  enacted  in  1938. 

The  same  reasons  for  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  that  were  given  when 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  was  first 
adopted  apply  to  the  workforce  today. 
The  minimum  wage  guarantees  a 
basic,  adequate  income  for  working 
men  and  women  in  this  country.  I  be- 
lieve that  minimum  wage  earners  have 
had  to  wait  for  too  long  for  such  a 
guarantee.  If  we  are  to  adhere  to  the 
intent  of  the  FLSA,  then  we  must  act 
accordingly  to  increase  this  wage  base, 
otherwise,  the  working  poor  of  this 
country  will  be  forced  into  poverty  be- 
cause we  have  ignored  their  needs  and 
not  given  them  the  proper  ammuni- 
tion with  which  to  combat  inflation. 
Dollars  now  buy  less  than  they  did  31 
months  ago— it  is  time  to  recognize 
that  fact  and  give  working  Americans 
who  rely  on  ihis  wage  as  their  sole  or 
primary  source  of  income  a  long  in 
coming  increase. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

As  a  senior  member  of  the  House 
Education  and  Labor  Committee.  I 
intend  to  actively  work  to  focus  atten- 
tion on  this  issue  in  order  that  we 
might  pass  this  legislation  in  a  timely 
fashion.  To  delay  this  bill  would  be  to 
continue  to  delay— and  deny  the 
basic  needs  of  the  poorest  of  our 
work  force.* 


DENSE  PACK  OR  ACID  RAIN. 
WHITE  HOUSE  "SCIENCE"  IS 
ALL  THE  SAME 


HON.  NICK  JOE  RAHALL  II 

OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
the  following  editorial  from  the  July 
26.  1983.  edition  of  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  is  highly  illuminating.  I  ask 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
What  Acid  Rain? 

We  seem  to  be  experiencing  a  sudden 
shower  of  "acid-rain"  studies.  The  White 
House  has  just  published  two.  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  another  and  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  is  working  on 
one.  Whafs  apparent  so  far  isn't  how  much 
we  know  about  acid  rain,  it's  how  little.  But 
some  members  of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion have  been  put  in  such  fear  of  the  envi- 
ronmental lobby  that  they  want  private  in- 
dustry—and its  customers,  of  course— to 
throw  billions  of  dollars  at  the  problem 
while  its  causes  still  are  clouded  with  doubt. 

The  point  man  of  this  effort  is  presiden- 
tial science  adviser  George  A.  Keyworth  II. 
better  known  as  the  man  who  tried  to  give 
us  'dense-pack  "  basing  for  the  MX  missile. 
Mr.  Keyworths  acid-rain  study  isn't  due  out 
until  fall,  but  he  has  been  in  such  a  hurry  to 
get  on  the  record  that  he  has  issued  a 
sketchy  five-page  summary.  It  recommends 
that  additional  steps  should  be  taken  now" 
to  make  a  "meaningful  reduction"  in  the 
emissions  of  sulfur  compounds  into  the  at- 
mosphere. Presumably  those  steps  include 
adding  more  super-costly  scrubbers  to  the 
Midwest  power  plants  the  acid-rain  lobby- 
ists claim  are  ruining  lakes  in  the  Northeast 
U.S.  and  Southeast  Canada. 

What's  the  scientific  basis  for  recommend- 
ing   such    huge    expenditures?    Not    much. 

"The  overall  scientific  understanding  of  the 
various  aspects  of  acidic  precipitation  is 
quite  incomplete  at  the  present  time  and 
will  continue  to  have  major  uncertainties 
well  into  the  future."  the  Keyworth  summa- 
ry admits.  It  says  getting  at  the  truth  will 
take  "at  least  10  or  20  years"  of  additional 
research.  While  recommending  action  now 
based  on  "imperfect  data"  runs  the  risk  of 
error,  the  White  House  science  types  insist 
that  inaction  pending  more  research  entails 
"even  greater  risk  of  damage."  And  after  all, 
we  might  add.  it's  someone  else's  money. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  report 
takes  a  different  tack.  Curbing  sulfur  diox- 
ide emissions  throughout  eastern  North 
America  would  reduce  acid  deposition  in  the 
region,  it  argues.  But  the  NAS  can't  predict 
whether  substantially  reducing  emissions 
from  Midwest  power  plants  would  help  the 
Northeast  U.S.  and  Canada.  Moreover,  the 
academy's  scientists  say  they  really  don't 
fully  understand  the  meteorological  process- 
es that  may  (or  may  not)  be  making  precipi- 
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tation  more  acidic.  Their  modeling  suffers 
from  a  limited  data  base.  "There  is.  admit- 
tedly, much  to  be  learned  about  the  rela- 
tionships between  emissions  and  deposi- 
tion." the  study  states. 

Neither  the  Keyworth  nor  NAS  studies 
pay  much  heed  to  that  considerable  number 
of  scientists  who  believe  that  what's  called 
acid  rain  probably  is  more  the  result  of 
changing  natural  conditions  than  man-made 
pollution.  The  Western  U.S.  has  been  less 
dry.  on  the  whole,  in  recent  years,  which 
means  that  less  alkaline  dust  is  being  picked 
up  to  neutralize  the  natural  acidity  of  rain 
clouds  as  they  move  eastward,  one  such 
theory  holds. 

In  addition,  changes  in  local  farming  and 
forestry  practices  near  the  affected  lakes 
and  streams  may  be  increasing  the  amount 
of  acidic  runoff.  Rising  precipitation  levels 
may  also  be  overwhelming  the  natural  buf- 
fering capacity  of  sensitive  areas  in  the 
Northeast.  Declining  fish-stocking  in  Adi- 
rondack lakes,  coupled  with  Increased  fish- 
ing, may  be  more  responsible  for  declining 
fish  populations  than  those  suspected  rain 
clouds  from  Ohio  and  West  Virginia. 

These  and  other  nagging  questions  about 
the  acid-rain  hypothesis  were  given  more 
consideration  by  the  White  House  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality,  which  in  its 
annual  report  noted  that  the  air  generally  is 
getting  cleaner  (something  that  seems  self- 
evident  and  makes  us  wonder  why,  if  acid 
rain  is  a  result  of  pollution,  it  is  said  to  be 
getting  worse).  Emphasizing  the  need  for 
more  long-term  acid-rain  research,  it  says 
that  the  work  over  the  past  10  years  shows 
that  "the  causes  and  effects  of  acid  rain  are 
certainly  more  complicated  than  once  be- 
lieved." 

As  part  of  a  joint  U.S.-Canadian  acid-rain 
study  published  earlier  this  year,  the  U.S. 
team  concluded  that  "cause-and-effect  rela- 
tionships have  often  not  been  clearly  estab- 
lished "  It  couldn't  differentiate  between 
manmade  and  natural  causes,  for  example, 
and  cited  our  lack  of  knowledge  about  key 
chemical  and  biological  processes  that  may 
effect  water  acidity. 

In  the  face  of  all  this  scientific  uncertain- 
ty, the  call  for  'immediate  action"  is 
strange  indeed.  Peabody  Holding  Co..  admit- 
tedly with  some  bias  as  a  result  of  its  coal 
interests,  estimates  tighter  emission  rules 
would  cost  Midwestern  and  Southern  resi- 
dents $7  billion  annually  in  higher  electrici- 
ty bills  and  would  create  a  loss  of  $5  billion 
in  annual  mining  wages.  Edison  Electric  In- 
stitute calculates  electricity  bills  in  some 
parts  of  the  U.S.  would  rise  as  much  as  50%. 

That  seems  to  us  like  a  lot  of  money  to  ex- 
tract from  ratepayers  on  the  basis  of  so 
little  understanding.  Perhaps  Mr.  Keyworth 
should  be  promoted  to  a  political  post  and 
let  someone  else  take  over  the  job  of  evalu- 
ating scientific  inquiry.* 


WELFARE  FOR  THE  RICH 


HON.  GLENN  M.  ANDERSON 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 
m  Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
seems  that  every  day  we  are  informed 
of  new  outrages  occurring  under  the 
Payment-in-Kind  Tax  Treatment  Act 
of  1983,  the  so-called  PIK  program.  In 
today's    Washington    Post,    July    28, 
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1983,  is  an  article  explaining  how  large 
conglomerates,  such  as  Bangor  Punta, 
Tenneco,  Chevron  USA,  Shell  Oil,  and 
Superior  Oil  will  reap  millions  of  dol- 
lars worth  of  free  cotton  from  PIK. 
These  companies  own  farms  in  Fresno, 
Kings,  Kern,  and  Tulare  Counties  in 
California  where  'nearly  50  farms  will 
be  given  cotton  worth  $1  million  or 
more  each,  according  to  Department 
of  Agriculture  records  at  county  of- 
fices of  the  Agriculture  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service.  They  also 
show  that  dozens  of  smaller  farms  in 
the  four  counties  will  receive  free 
cotton  worth  more  than  $500,000 
through  the  Federal  program. 

The  article  cites  the  South  Lake 
Farms,  owned  by  Producers  Cotton  Oil 
Co.,  a  subsidiary  of  the  Bangor  Punta 
Corp.,  a  Connecticut-based  conglomer- 
ate, which  "received  $1  million  in  dis- 
aster aid  in  1979.  This  year  it  will  get 
at  least  4,524.329  pounds  of  PIK 
cotton,  according  to  the  Government 
records." 

In  addition,  "in  Kern  County.  Bel- 
ridge  Farms,  an  affiliate  of  Shell  Oil. 
is  due  to  get  3.1  million  pounds  of 
cotton,  worth  about  $2.5  million,  plus 
37,000  bushels  of  free  Federal  wheat, 
worth  about  $150,000,  through  an- 
other part  of  the  PIK  program." 

"In  Kern  and  Tulare  Counties,  farm- 
ing subsidiaries  of  Tenneco  West,  an 
arm  of  the  Houston-based  Tenneco  oil 
and  gas  multinational,  will  get  slightly 
more  than  2  million  pounds  of  cotton, 
with  a  current  resale  value  of  about 
$1.7  million." 

"Chevron  USA.  although  not  direct- 
ly involved  in  farming,  will  cash  in  on 
PIK  through  its  ownership  of  exten- 
sive agricultural  land  put  into  the  pro- 
gram by  farmers  who  operate  on 
leases." 

"At  least  nine  of  these  operations  in 
Kern,  Fresno,  and  Kings  Counties  will 
give  Chevron  more  than  502,000 
pounds  of  cotton,  with  a  value  of  at 
least  $401,000.  as  its  share  from  the 
PIK  program.  Chevron  also  stands  to 
get  at  least  2,346  bushels  of  PIK-pro- 
gram  wheat  from  two  of  its  Kern  lease 
operations." 

"In  Tulare  County,  the  Superior 
Farming  Co.,  a  subsidiary  of  Superior 
Oil,  will  get  222,707  pounds  of  cotton 
through  PIK,  while  the  Standard  Oil 
Co.,  operator  of  another  farm,  will  re- 
ceive 43,641  pounds  of  cotton." 

In  the  same  edition  of  the  Post,  is 
another  article  outlining  how  Everett 
G.  Rank,  chief  administrator  of  the 
PIK  program,  will  receive  about 
$214,000  worth  of  free  cotton  from 
PIK.  I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
take  notice  of  this  story.  As  the  only 
Member  of  Congress  to  vote  against 
the  PIK  program,  I  must  reluctantly 
say,  'I  told  you  so."  The  article  fol- 
lows: 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
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tProm  the  Washington  Post.  July  28.  19831         THE  GANDHI  NOBODY  KNOWS 
Top  PIK  Official  Has  Farm  in  Program 


(By  Ward  Sinclair) 
Everett  G.  (Bud)  Rank  Jr.,  on  leave  from 
his  California  farm  to  work  in  the  Reagan 
administration,  will  receive  about  $214,000 
worth  of  free  cotton  from  the  federal  pay- 
ment-in-kind (PIK)  program  that  he  admin- 
isters in  the  Agriculture  Department,  ac- 
cording to  government  records. 

Rank  is  one  of  five  partners  in  Cinco 
Farms,  a  Fresno  County  farming  operation 
that  is  scheduled  to  receive  1.338.820  pounds 
of  free  surplus  cotton  through  PIK.  His 
share  would  be  267.764  pounds  of  cotton, 
which  could  be  sold  at  today's  prices  for 
about  80  cents  a  pound,  according  to  cotton 
handlers  in  Fresno,  the  center  of  San  Joa- 
quin Valley  agriculture. 

Rank  said  in  an  interview  that  he  did  not 
learn  until  last  week  that  his  farm  had  been 
enrolled  in  the  PIK  program  and  that  he 
saw  no  conflict  between  that  and  his  role  as 
chief  administrator  of  the  PIK  program. 

But  David  Scott,  chief  counsel  of  the 
Office  of  Government  Ethics  at  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management,  said  yesterday. 
•"There  clearly  is  a  problem  here.  We  will 
want  to  take  a  look  into  it.  and  will  begin  by 
contacting  ethics  people  at  USDA  to  take  a 
look  at  this." 

William  J.  Riley  Jr..  the  Agriculture  De- 
partment's director  of  personnel,  said  that 
he  was  not  aware  that  Rank's  farm  was  en- 
rolled in  PIK. 

"Yes.  of  course,  we  will  take  a  look  at  it." 
he  said.  "But  I  don't  know  if  we  would  come 
to  a  different  conclusion  than  Mr.  Rank 
has." 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  John  R.  Block 
said  that  he  also  was  unaware  of  Rank's  en- 
rollment in  PIK.  but  he  added  that  Rank 
had  met  federal  requirements  by  giving  up  a 
directorship  of  the  operation. 

In  contrast  to  Rank,  Block  has  pledged 
that  his  own  large  farm  operations  in  Illi- 
nois would  not  take  part  in  federal  farm  aid 
programs,  thus  avoiding  any  real  or  appar- 
ent conflicts. 

Block  appointed  Rank,  a  Republican,  as 
national  administrator  of  the  Agriculture 
Department's  Stabilization  and  Conserva- 
tion Service  shortly  after  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration took  office  in  1981.  Rank 
became  chief  of  the  PIK  program  when  it 
was  set  up  early  this  year  to  prop  up  farm 
prices  and  reduce  crop  surpluses. 

Rank  said  that,  to  avoid  conflicts  of  inter- 
est, he  gave  up  his  directorship  of  Cinco 
Farms  when  he  came  to  Washington.  He 
said  that  he  was  unable  to  sell  his  stock  in 
the  partnership  when  he  came  here  and 
continues  to  receive  rent  from  the  farming 
operation  in  the  huge  Westlands  Water  Dis- 
trict of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 

Cinco  Farms  is  headed  by  William  McFar- 
lane.  a  Fresno  County  grower  who  was 
president  of  a  coalition  of  agribusiness  in- 
terests that  lobbied  Congress  heavily  in 
1981  and  1982  to  retain  federal  irrigation 
subsidies  in  Westlands  and  in  other  western 
states. 

Government  records  indicate  that  Cinco 
Farms  enrolled  its  entire  eligible  base  acre- 
age of  2,163  acres  in  the  PIK  cotton  pro- 
gram. Under  terms  of  the  federal  surplus-re- 
duction scheme.  Cinco  Farms  is  leaving  that 
land  idle  this  year  and  will  receive  1.3  mil- 
lion pounds  of  surplus  cotton  for  resale  in 
the  fall.* 


HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

OF  GEORGIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.    McDONALD.    Mr.    Speaker,    a 
myth  is  being  carefully  built  with  the 
movie  entitled:    "Gandhi."  It  builds  a 
myth  of  the  man  that  is  not  entirely 
accurate.  The  film  is,  in  reality,  almost 
a  pure  propaganda  film,  as  Mr.  Rich- 
ard Grenier,  the  movie  reviewer  for 
the    magazine    Commentary    pointed 
out  in  the  March  1983  issue.  Mr.  Gren- 
ier indicates  some  of  the  myths  and 
unrealities  of  the  movie  in  most  pre- 
cise way. 
Extracts  from  his  a-ticle  follow: 
[From  Commentary.  March  1983] 
The  Gandhi  Nobody  Knows 
(By  Richard  Grenier) 
I  had  the  singular  honor  of  attending  an 
early  private  screening  of  Gandhi  with  an 
audience  of  invited  guests  from  the  National 
Council  of  Churches.  At   the  end  of  the 
three-hour  movie  there  was  hardly,  as  they 
say.  a  dry  eye  in  the  house.  When  the  lights 
came   up   I   fell   into  conversation   with   a 
young    woman    who    observed,    reverently, 
that  Gandhi's  last  words  were    "Oh.  God." 
causing  me  to  remark  regretfully  that  the 
real  Gandhi  had  not  spoken  in  English,  but 
had  cried.  Hai  Rama!  ("Oh.  Rama  ").  Well. 
Rama  was  just  Indian  for  God.  she  replied, 
at  which  I  felt  compelled  to  explain  that, 
alas.  Rama,  collectively  with  his  three  half- 
brothers,  represented  the  seventh  reincar- 
nation of  Vishnu.  The  young  woman,  who 
seemed  to  have  been  under  the  impression 
that  Hinduism  was  Christianity  under  an- 
other name,  sensed  somehow  that  she  had 
fallen  on  an  uncongenial  spirit,  and  the  con- 
versation ended. 

At  a  dinner  party  shortly  afterward,  a 
friend  of  mine,  who  had  visited  India  many 
times  and  even  gone  to  the  trouble  of  learn- 
ing Hindi,  objected  strenuously  that  the  pic- 
ture of  Gandhi  that  emerges  in  the  movie  is 
grossly  inaccurate,  omitting,  as  one  of  many 
examples,  that  when  Gandhi's  wife  lay 
dying  of  pneumonia  and  British  doctors  in- 
sisted that  a  shot  of  penicillin  would  save 
her,  Gandhi  refused  to  have  this  alien  medi- 
cine injected  in  her  body  and  simply  let  her 
die.  (It  must  be  noted  that  when  Gandhi 
contracted  malaria  shortly  afterward  he  ac- 
cepted for  himself  the  alien  medicine  qui- 
nine, and  that  when  he  had  appendicitis  he 
allowed  British  doctors  to  perform  on  him 
the  alien  outrage  of  an  appendectomy.)  All 
of  this  produced  a  wistful  mooing  from  an 
editor  of  a  major  newspaper  and  a  recalci- 
trant, "But  still.  ..."  I  would  prefer  to  ex- 
plicate things  more  substantial  than  a  wist- 
ful mooing,  but  there  is  little  doubt  it  meant 
the  editor  in  question  felt  that  even  if  the 
real  Mohandas  K.  Gandhi  had  been  differ- 
ent from  the  Gandhi  of  the  movie  it  would 
have  been  nice  if  he  had  been  like  the 
movie-Gandhi,  and  that  presenting  him  in 
this  admittedly  false  manner  was  beautiful, 
stirring,  and  perhaps  socially  beneficial.  As 
it  happens,  the  government  of  India  openly 
admits  to  having  provided  one  third-of  the 
financing  of  Gandhi  out  of  state  funds, 
straight  out  of  the  national  treasury— and 
after  close  study  of  the  finished  product  I 
would  not  be  a  bit  surprised  to  hear  that  it 
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was  100  percent.  If  Pandit  Nehru  is  por- 
trayed flatteringly  in  the  film,  one  must  re- 
memt)er  that  Nehru  himself  took  part  in 
the  initial  story  conferences  (he  originally 
wanted  Gandhi  to  be  played  by  Alec  Guin 
ness)  and  that  his  daughter  Indira  Gandhi 
is.  after  all.  Prime  Minister  of  India 
(through  no  relation  to  Mohandas  Gandhi). 
The  screenplay  was  checked  and  rechecked 
by  Indian  officials  at  every  stage,  often  by 
the  Prime  Minister  herself,  with  close  con- 
sultations on  plot  and  even  casting.  If  the 
movie  contains  a  particularly  poisonous  por- 
trait of  Mohammed  Ali  Jinnah.  the  founder 
of  Pakistan,  the  Indian  reply.  I  suppose 
would  be  that  if  the  Pakistanis  want  an  at- 
tractive portrayal  of  Jinnah  let  them  pay 
for  their  own  movie.  A  friend  of  mine, 
highly  sophisticated  in  political  matters  but 
innocent  about  film-making,  declared  that 
Gandhi  should  be  preceded  by  the  legend: 
The  following  film  is  a  paid  political  adver- 
tisement by  the  government  of  India. 

Gandhi,  then,  is  a  large,  pious,  historical 
morality  tale  centered  on  a  saintly,  sanitized 
Mahatma  Gandhi  cleansed  of  anything  too 
embarrassingly  Hindu  (the  word  'caste"  is 
not  mentioned  from  one  end  of  the  film  to 
the  other)  and,  indeed,  of  most  of  the  rest 
of  Gandhi's  life,  much  of  which  would  dras- 
tically diminish  his  saintliness  in  Western 
eyes.  There  is  little  to  indicate  that  the 
India  of  today  has  followed  Gandhis  pre- 
cepts in  almost  nothing.  There  is  little,  in 
fact,  to  indicate  that  India  is  even  India. 
The  spectator  realizes  the  scene  is  the 
Indian  subcontinent  t)ecause  there  are  thou- 
sands of  extras  dressed  in  dhotis  and  saris. 

I  cannot  honestly  say  I  had  any  reasona- 
ble expectation  that  the  film  would  show 
scenes  of  Gandhi's  pretty  teenage  girl  fol- 
lowers fighting  "hysterically"  (the  word  was 
used)  for  the  honor  of  sleeping  naked  with 
the  Mahatma  and  cuddling  the  nude  septua- 
genarian in  their  arms.  (Gandhi  was  "test- 
ing" his  vow  of  chastity  in  order  to  gain 
moral  strength  for  his  mighty  struggle  with 
Jinnah.)  When  told  there  was  a  man  named 
Freud  who  said  that,  despite  his  declared  in- 
tention, Gandhi  might  actually  be  enjoying 
the  caresses  of  the  naked  girls,  Gandhi  con- 
tinued, unperturbed.  Nor.  frankly,  did  I 
expect  to  see  Gandhi  giving  daily  enemas  to 
all  the  young  girls  in  his  ashrams  (his  daily 
greeting  was,  "Have  you  had  a  good  bowel 
movement  this  morning,  sisters?"),  nor  see 
the  girls  giving  him  his  daily  enema.  Al- 
though Gandhi  seems  to  have  written  less 
about  home  rule  for  India  than  he  did  about 
enemas,  and  excrement,  and  latrine  clean- 
ing ("The  bathroom  is  a  temple.  It  should 
be  so  clean  and  inviting  that  anyone  would 
enjoy  eating  there"),  I  confess  such  scenes 
might  pose  problems  for  a  Western  director. 

Gandhi  rose  early,  usually  at  three-thirty, 
and  before  his  first  bowel  movement  (during 
which  he  received  visitors,  although  possi- 
bly not  Margaret  Bourke- White)  he  spent 
two  hours  in  meditation,  listening  to  his 
"inner  voice."  Now  Gandhi  was  an  extreme- 
ly vocal  individual,  and  in  addition  to  spend- 
ing an  hour  each  day  in  vigorous  walking, 
another  hour  spinning  at  his  primitive  spin- 
ning wheel,  another  hour  at  further  pray- 
ers, another  hour  being  massaged  nude  by 
teenage  girls,  and  many  hours  deciding  such 
things  as  affairs  of  state,  he  produced  a 
quite  unconscionable  numt>er  of  articles  and 
speeches  and  wrote  an  average  of  sixty  let- 
ters a  day.  All  considered,  it  is  not  really 
surprising  that  his  inner  voice  said  different 
things  to  him  at  different  times.  Despising 
consistency  and  never  checking  his  earlier 
statements,   and   yet    inhumanly   obstinate 
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about  his  position  at  any  given  moment. 
Gandhi  is  thought  by  some  Indians  today 
(according  to  V.S.  Naipaul)  to  have  been  so 
erratic  and  unpredictable  that  he  may  have 
delayed  Indian  independence  for  twenty- 
five  years. 

Anti-racism:  the  reader  will  have  noticed 
that  in  the  present-day  community  of  na- 
tions South  Africa  is  a  pariah.  So  it  is  an  ab- 
solutely amazing  piece  of  good  fortune  that 
Gandhi,  born  the  son  of  the  Prime  Minister 
of  a  tiny  Indian  principality  and  received  as 
an  attorney  at  the  bar  of  the  Middle  Temple 
in  London,  should  have  begun  his  climb  to 
greatness  as  a  member  of  the  small  Indian 
community  in.  precisely.  South  Africa. 
Natal,  then  a  separate  colony,  wanted  to 
limit  Indian  immigration  and.  as  part  of  the 
government  program,  ordered  Indians  to 
carry  identity  papers  (an  action  not  without 
similarities  to  measures  under  consideration 
in  the  U.S.  today  to  control  illegal  immigra- 
tion). The  films  lengthy  opening  sequences 
are  devoted  to  Gandhi's  leadership  in  the 
fight  against  Indians  carrying  their  identity 
papers  (burning  their  registration  cards), 
with  for  good  measure  Gandhi  being  ex- 
pelled from  the  first-class  section  of  a  rail- 
way train,  and  Gandhi  being  asked  by 
whites  to  step  off  the  sidewalk.  This  in- 
spired young  Indian  leader  calls,  in  the  film, 
for  interracial  harmony,  for  people  to  "live 
together." 

The  film,  moreover,  does  not  give  the 
slightest  hint  as  to  Gandhi's  attitude 
toward  blacks,  and  the  viewers  of  Gandhi 
would  naturally  suppose  that,  since  the 
future  Great  Soul  opposed  South  African 
discrimination  against  Indians,  he  would 
also  oppose  South  African  discrimination 
against  black  people.  But  this  is  not  so. 
While  Gandhi,  in  South  Africa,  fought  furi- 
ously to  have  Indians  recognized  as  loyal 
subjects  of  the  British  empire,  and  to  have 
them  enjoy  the  full  rights  of  Englishmen, 
he  had  no  concern  for  blacks  whatever.  In 
fact,  during  one  of  the  Kaffir  Wars"  he 
volunteered  to  organize  a  brigade  of  Indians 
to  put  down  a  Zulu  rising,  and  was  decorat- 
ed himself  for  valor  under  fire. 

For,  yes,  Gandhi  (Sergeant-Major 
Gandhi)  was  awarded  Victoria's  coveted 
War  Medal.  Throughout  most  of  his  life 
Gandhi  had  the  most  inordinate  admiration 
for  British  soldiers,  their  sense  of  duty, 
their  discipline  and  stoicism  in  defeat  (a 
trait  he  emulated  himself).  He  marveled 
that  they  retreated  with  heads  high,  like 
victors.  There  was  even  a  time  in  his  life 
when  Gandhi,  hardly  to  be  distinguished 
from  Kipling's  Gunga  Din,  wanted  nothing 
so  much  as  to  be  a  Soldier  of  the  Queen. 
Since  this  is  not  in  keeping  with  the  "spirit ' 
of  Gandhi,  as  decided  by  Pandit  Nehru  and 
Indira  Gandhi,  it  is  naturally  omitted  from 
the  movie. 

It  should  be  understood  that  It  is  unlikely 
Gandhi  ever  truly  conceived  of  "becoming" 
an  Englishman,  first,  because  he  was  a 
Hindu  to  the  marrow  of  his  bones,  and  also, 
perhaps,  because  his  democratic  instincts 
were  really  quite  weak.  He  was  a  man  of  the 
most  extreme,  autocratic  temperament,  ty- 
rannical, unyielding  even  regarding  things 
he  knew  nothing  about,  totally  intolerant  of 
all  opinions  but  his  own.  He  was,  further- 
more, in  the  highest  degree  reactionary, 
permitting  in  India  no  change  in  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  feudal  lord  and  his 
peasants  or  servants,  the  rich  and  the  poor. 
In  his  The  Life  and  Death  of  Mahatma 
Gandhi,  the  best  and  least  hagiographic  of 
the  full-length  studies,  Rot)ert  Payne,  al- 
though admiring  Gandhi  greatly,  explains 
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Gandhi's    "new  direction"  on  his  return  to 
India  from  South  Africa  as  follows: 

He  spoke  in  generalties,  but  he  was 
searching  for  a  single  cause,  a  single  hard- 
edged  task  to  which  he  would  devote  the  re- 
maining years  of  his  life.  He  wanted  to 
repeat  his  triumph  in  South  Africa  on 
Indian  soil.  He  dreamed  of  assembling  a 
small  army  of  dedicated  men  around  him.  is- 
suing stern  commands  and  leading  them  to 
some  almost  unobtainable  goal. 

Gandhi,  in  short,  was  a  leader  looking  for 
a  cause.  He  found  it,  of  course,  in  home  rule 
for  India  and.  ultimately  in  independence. 

The  idea  of  swaraj,  originated  by  others, 
crept  into  Gandhis  mind  gradually.  With  a 
fair  amount  of  winding  about,  Gandhi, 
roughly,  passed  through  three  phases.  First, 
he  was  entirely  pro-British,  and  merely 
wanted  for  Indians  the  rights  of  English- 
men (as  he  understood  them).  Second,  he 
was  still  pro-British,  but  with  the  belief 
that,  having  proved  their  loyalty  to  the 
empire,  Indians  would  be  granted  some 
degree  of  swaraj.  Third,  as  the  home-rule 
movement  gathered  momentum,  it  was  the 
swaraj,  the  whole  swaraj,  and  nothing  but 
the  swaraj.  and  he  turned  relentlessly 
against  the  crown.  The  movie  to  the  con- 
trary, he  caused  the  British  no  end  of  trou- 
ble in  their  struggles  during  World  War  II. 

Nonviolence:  but  the  real  center  and 
raison  d'etre  of  Gandhi  is  ahimsa,  nonvio- 
lence, which  principle  when  incorporated 
into  vast  campaigns  of  noncooperation  with 
British  rule  the  Mahatma  called  by  an  odd 
name  he  made  up  himself,  satyagraha, 
which  means  something  like  "truth-striv- 
ing." During  the  key  part  of  his  life.  Gandhi 
devoted  a  great  deal  of  time  explaining  the 
moral  and  philosophical  meanings  of  both 
ahimsa  and  satyagraha.  But  much  as  the 
film  sanitizes  Gandhi  to  the  point  where 
one  would  mistake  him  for  a  Christian 
saint,  and  sanitizes  India  to  the  point  where 
one  would  take  it  for  Shangri-la,  it  quite 
sweeps  away  Gandhi's  ethical  and  religious 
ponderings.  his  complexities,  his  qualifica- 
tions, and  certainly  his  vacillations,  which 
simplifying  process  leaves  us  with  our  old 
European  friend:  pacifism.  It  is  true  that 
Gandhi  was  much  impressed  by  the  Sermon 
on  the  Mount,  his  favorite  passage  in  the 
Bible,  which  he  read  over  and  over  again. 
But  for  all  the  Sermon's  inspirational  value, 
and  its  service  as  an  ideal  in  relations  among 
individual  human  beings,  no  Christian  state 
which  survived  has  ever  based  its  policies  on 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  since  Constantine 
declared  Christianity  the  official  religion  of 
the  Roman  empire.  And  no  modern  Western 
state  which  survives  can  ever  base  its  poli- 
cies on  pacifism.  And  no  Hindu  state  will 
ever  base  its  policies  on  ahimsa.  Gandhi 
himself— although  the  film  dishonestly  con- 
ceals this  from  us— many  times  conceded 
that  in  dire  circumstances  "war  may  have  to 
be  resorted  to  as  a  necessary  evil."  But  it  is 
not  widely  realized  (nor  will  this  film  tell 
you)  how  much  violence  was  associated  with 
Gandhi's  so-called  "nonviolent"  movement 
from  the  very  beginning.  India's  Nobel 
Prize-winning  poet,  Rabindranath  Tagore, 
had  sensed  a  strong  current  of  nihilism  in 
Gandhi  almost  from  his  first  days,  and  as 
early  as  1920  wrote  of  Gandhis  "fierce  joy 
of  annihilation,"  which  Tagore  feared  would 
lead  India  into  hideous  orgies  of  devasta- 
tion—which ultimately  proved  to  be  the 
case.  Robert  Payne  has  said  that  there  was 
unquestionably  an  "'unhealthy  atmosphere" 
among  many  of  Gandhi's  fanatic  followers, 
and  that  Gandhi's  habit  of  going  to  the 
edge  of  violence  and  then  suddenly  retreat- 
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ing  was  fraught  with  danger.  "In  matters  of 
conscience  I  am  uncompromising."  pro- 
claimed Gandhi  proudly.  "Nobody  can  make 
me  yield."  The  judgment  of  Tagore  was  cat- 
egorical. Much  as  he  might  revere  Gandhi 
as  a  holy  man.  he  quite  detested  him  as  a 
politican  and  considered  that  his  campaigns 
were  almost  always  so  close  to  violence  that 
it  was  utterly  disingenuous  to  call  them 
nonviolent. 

At  the  famous  Amritsar  massacre  of  1919, 
shot  in  elaborate  and  loving  detail  in  the 
present  movie  and  treated  by  post-independ- 
ence Indian  historians  as  if  it  were  Ausch- 
witz, Ghurka  troops  under  the  command  of 
a  British  officer.  General  Dyer,  fired  into  an 
unarmed  crowd  of  Indians  defying  a  ban 
and  demonstrating  for  Indian  independence. 
The  crowd  contained  women  and  children: 
379  persons  died;  it  was  all  quite  horrible. 
Dyer  was  court-martialed  and  cashiered,  but 
the  incident  lay  heavily  on  British  con- 
sciences for  the  next  three  decades,  produc- 
ing a  severe  inhibiting  effect.  Never  again 
would  the  British  empire  commit  another 
Amritsar,  anywhere. 

As  soon  as  the  oppressive  British  were 
gone,  however,  the  Indians— gentle,  tolerant 
people  that  they  are— gave  themselves  over 
to  an  orgy  of  bloodletting.  Trained  troops 
did  not  pick  off  targets  at  a  distance  with 
Enfield  rifles.  Blood-crazed  Hindus,  or  Mus- 
lims, ran  through  the  streets  with  knives, 
beheading    babies,    stabbing    women,    old 
people.  Interestingly,  our  movie  shows  none 
of  this  on  camera  (the  oldest  way  of  slack- 
ing the  deck  in  Hollywood).  All  we  see  is  the 
aged  Gandhi,  grieving,  and  of  course  fast- 
ing, at  these  terrible  reports  of  riots.  And. 
naturally,  the  film  doesn't  whisper  a  clue  as 
to  the  total  number  of  dead,  which  might 
spoil  the  mood  somehow.  The  fact  is  that 
we  will  never  know  how  many  Indians  were 
murdered  by  other  Indians  during  the  coun- 
try's Independence  Massacres,   but  almost 
all  serious  studies  place  the  figure  over  a 
million,  and  some  such  as  Payne's  sources, 
go  to  4  million.  So,  for  those  who  like  round 
numbers,  the  British  killed  some  400  sedi- 
tious colonials  at  Amritsar  and  the  name 
Amritsar  lives  in  infamy,  while  Indians  may 
have   killed  some   4   million   of   their  own 
countrymen  for  no  other  reason  than  that 
they  were  of  a  different  religious  faith  and 
people  think  their  great  leader  would  make 
an  inspirational  subject  for  a  movie. 

But  Gandhi's  monstrous  behavior  to  his 
own  family  is  notorious.  He  denied  his  sons 
education— to  which  he  was  bitterly  hostile. 
His  wife  remained  illiterate.  Once  when  she 
was    very    sick,    hemorrhaging    badly,    and 
seemed  to  be  dying,  he  wrote  to  her  from 
jail  icily:   "My  struggle  is  not  merely  politi- 
cal. It  is  religious  and  therefore  quite  pure. 
It  does  not  matter  much  whether  one  dies 
in  it  or  lives.  I  hope  and  expect  that  you  will 
also  think  likewise  and  not  be  unhappy."  To 
die.  that  is.  On  another  occasion  he  wrote, 
speaking  about  her:    "I  simply  cannot  bear 
to  look  at  Ba's  face.  The  expression  is  often 
like  that  on  the  face  of  a  meek  cow  and 
gives  one  the  feeling,  as  a  cow  occasionally 
does,  that  in  her  own  dumb  manner  she  is 
saying  something.  I  see,  too,  that  there  is 
selfishness  in  this  suffering  of  hers.  .  .  ." 
And  in  the  end  he  let  her  die,  as  I  have  said, 
rather  than  allow  British  doctors  to  give  her 
a  shot  of  penicillin  (while  his  inner  voice 
told  him  that  it  would  be  all  right  for  him 
to  take  quinine).  He  disowned  his  oldest  son. 
Harilal,  for  wishing  to  marry.  He  banished 
his  second  son  for  giving  his  struggling  older 
brother  a  small  sum  of  money.  Harilal  grew 
quite  wild  with  rage  against  his  father,  at- 
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tacked  him  in  print,  converted  to  Islam, 
took  to  women,  drink,  and  died  an  alcoholic 
in  1948.  The  Mahatma  attacked  him  right 
back  in  his  pious  way,  proclaiming  modestly 
in  an  open  letter  in  young  India,  "Men  may 
be  good,  not  necessarily  their  children." 

What  are  we  to  make  of  this  Gandhi?  We 
are  dealing  w"ith  two  strangenesses  here,  In- 
dians and  Gandhi  himself.  The  plain  fact  is 
that  both  Indian  leaders  and  the  Indian 
people  ignored  Gandhi's  precepts  almost  as 
thoroughly  as  did  Hitler.  They  ignored  him 
on  sexual  abstinence.  They  ignored  his 
modifications  of  the  caste  system.  They  ig- 
nored him  on  the  evils  of  modern  industry, 
the  radio,  the  telephone.  They  ignored  him 
on  education.  They  ignored  his  appeals  for 
national  union,  the  former  British  Raj 
splitting  into  a  Muslim  Pakistan  and  a 
Hindu  India.  No  one  sought  a  return  to  the 
Arcadian  Indian  village  of  antiquity.  They 
ignored  him.  above  all,  on  ahimsa.  nonvio- 
lence.» 
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HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier 
today  the  House  approveci  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  2973,  Interest  and 
Dividends  Tax  Withholding  Repeal,  in 
a  vote  of  392  to  18. 

I  was  on  the  floor  at  the  time  of  the 
vote  and  certainly  intended  to  cast  an 
"aye"  vote,  reflecting  my  longstanding 
support  for  this  action  in  repealing 
the  program  of  withholding  set  to 
begin  next  month.  Though  I  have  a 
recollection  of  voting  as  such,  my  vote 
was  not  recorded,  for  whatever  reason. 
Even  if  one  vote  would  not  have  made 
a  difference  in  this  decision,  my  con- 
stituents feel  as  strongly  as  I  do  about 
this  issue,  and  they  will  want  to  know 
that  I  approved  today's  favorable 
action  on  H.R.  2973.» 
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Mr.  Jarboe's  father  was  the  overseer 
of  the  farm  before  it  was  sold  to  the 
U.S.  Government.  As  a  young  man  he 
went  to  work  for  the  contractors  who 
were  building  the  new  Navy  base. 
With  this  work  experience,  he  learned 
the  skills  which  eventually,  combined 
with  his  dedication,  won  him  a  job 
when  the  Navy  officially  opened  the 
station  in  1943. 

Parran  Jarboe  was  one  of  the  very 
first  civil  servants  hired  to  work  at 
this  military  installation  and  after  40 
years,  he  is  retiring.  His  contributions 
and  cost-saving  measures  will  be  in  iise 
for  many  years  to  come.  His  ingenuity 
and  precision  earned  him  the  reputa- 
tion of  being  one  of  the  top  carpenters 
in  the  region.  His  patience  and  knowl- 
edge have  been  instrumental  in  train- 
ing many  apprentices  and  his  methods 
serve  as  a  model  for  those  who  were 
trained  under  him. 

The  Department  of  Navy  realized 
the  talents  of  Parran  Jarboe  and  ad- 
vanced him  to  the  eventual  position  of 
foreman  of  trades,  where  he  was  re- 
sponsible for  all  construction  and 
trade  shops  at  the  base.  The  Federal 
work  force  is  losing  an  exceptional 
craftsman  who  will  be  difficult  to  re- 
place. He  has  left  his  mark  with  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  at  Patux- 
ent  River.  He  will  be  missed  by  his  co- 
workers who  enjoyed  his  patience  and 
congeniality. 

I  am  proud  to  know  Parran  Jarboe 
and  represent  him  in  Congress.  It  also 
gives  me  great  pleasure  to  join  with 
his  family  and  friends  in  congratulat- 
ing him  and  wishing  him  well,  I  know 
the  years  ahead  will  be  enjoyable  for 
Parran  and  his  wife  Alyce.  I  wish  them 
only  the  best  in  years  to  come.« 


A  DEDICATED  MAN- 
JARBOE 


-PARRAN 


HON.  ROY  DYSON 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  praise  a  most  dedicated  civil 
servant  who  is  retiring  from  the  Fed- 
eral Civil  Service  on  July  29,  1983. 
after  40  years  as  a  craftsman.  Mr. 
Parran  B.  Jarboe  leaves  behind  many 
years  of  solid  contribution  and  experi- 
ence to  the  Patuxent  River  Naval  Air 
Station.  His  life  is  a  story  of  hard  work 
and  diligence.  A  life  that  shows  us  how 
an  individual  with  a  strong  spirit  can 
achieve  almost  any  goal. 

Mr.  Jarboe  was  not  a  strapiger  to  the 
area  when  the  Department  of  the 
Navy  purchased  the  property  called 
Cedar  Point  Farm,  where  they  pro- 
ceeded to  build  a  naval  air  test  center. 


IN  PRAISE  OF  NIAGARA  COUNTY 

HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28,  1983 
•  Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  all 
know  the  words  from  Acts  (20:  35),  "It 
is  more  blessed  to  give  than  to  re- 
ceive." But.  do  we  practice  what  we 
preach— all  of  us?  No,  but  a  coalition 
of  professional  and  volunteer  organi- 
zations in  Niagara  County  does  follow 
this  precept, 

A  recently  formed  Health  Care  Coa- 
lition, sponsored  by  the  Medical  Socie- 
ty of  the  County  of  Niagara,  has  es- 
tablished a  program  to  provide  free 
medical  care  to  the  unemployed  who 
have  no  health  insurance  or  health 
care  coverage  under  medicare  or  med- 
icaid. The  coalition  estimates  that  500 
individuals  will  meet  its  criteria  for 
free  health  care  and  will  receive  free 
doctors  care,  prescription  drugs  and 
certain  hospital  services. 

Participating  organizations  and  hos- 
pitals include:  Catholic  Charities,  the 
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Salvation  Army,  the  Family  and  Chil- 
dren's Service  of  Niagara  Falls,  Niaga- 
ra Palls  Memorial  Medical  Center. 
Mount  St.  Mary's  Hospital,  and  Inter- 
Community  Memorial  Hospital.  They 
have  set  an  example  worth  replicating 
in  communities  throughout  the 
Nation. 

A  news  release  issued  by  the  Niagara 
County  Medical  Society  which  de- 
scribes the  coalition  follows: 

Niagara  County  Medical  Society 
Announces  Health  Care  Coalition 

The  Medical  Society  of  the  County  of  Ni- 
agara. Inc.  is  pleased  to  announce  a  first  for 
New  York  State,  a  Health  Care  Coalition. 

This  unique  program  was  developed  for 
the  recently  unemployed  in  cooperation 
with  the  United  Way  of  Niagara.  SPURNi- 
agara  Palls  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
Catholic  Charities  of  Niagara  County,  the 
Salvation  Army  of  Niagara  County.  Family 
&  Children's  Service  of  Niagara  Falls.  Niag- 
ara Palls  Memorial  Medical  Center.  Mount 
St.  Mary's  Hospital,  and  Inter-Community 
Memorial  Hospital. 

The  purpose  of  this  Coalition  is  to  provide 
access  to  quality  medical  care  without  fee 
for  service  to  Niagara  County  residents  who 
meet  all  of  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Require  urgent  but  not  emergent  medi- 
cal care: 

2.  Unemployed: 

3.  Have  no  medical  insurance: 

4.  Not  be  eligible  for  Medicare  or  Medic- 
aid: 

5.  Must  be  a  resident  of  Niagara  County. 
New  York. 

Members  of  the  Medical  Society  of  the 
County  of  Niagara  have,  and  continue  to 
render  medical  care  to  needy  individuals 
without  fee.  However,  with  the  extenuating 
economic  conditions  impacting  upon  the 
County,  the  Medical  Society  of  the  County 
of  Niagara  initiated  this  program  to  encour- 
age those  who  need  urgent  medical  care  and 
meet  the  criteria  to  come  forward. 

Specifically,   there  are  those   individuals 
who  may  require  urgent  medical  care  who. 
due  to  their  sense  of  pride  and  integrity, 
may  not  readily  seek  the  care  of  their  physi- 
cian.   Any    Niagara    County    resident    who 
meets  all  of  these  criteria  should  contact: 
The  Salvation  Army  of  Niagara  County: 
Catholic  Charities  of  Niagara  County: 
Family  &   Children's  Service  of  Niagara 
Palls. 

Special  forms  for  ase  by  these  three  agen- 
cies and  physicians  have  been  developed  by 
the  Niagara  County  Medical  Society  and  the 
United  Way  of  Niagara.  Eligible  persons  will 
be  referred  from  any  of  the  three  agencies 
to  the  Niagara  County  Medical  Society.  In 
turn,  the  Niagara  County  Medical  Society 
will  refer  the  individual  to  a  physician 
member  on  an  alpha-geographic  rotating 
basis  if  they  have  no  personal  physician. 

PHARMACEUTICALS 

If  a  physician  prescribes  for  the  patent,  a 
special  prescription  blank  will  be  utilized.  A 
"Niagara  Pharmaceutical  Bank"  has  been 
established  thanks  to  the  total  and  com- 
plete cooperation  of  the  United  Way  of  Ni- 
agara. Inc..  the  Niagara  Food  Bank,  and 
SPUR-Niagara  Palls  Area  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce. United  Way  of  Niagara  will  act  as 
fiscal  agent  for  all  donations  through  this 
"pharmaceutical  bank." 

Numerous  pharmacists  throughout  Niaga- 
ra County  have  agreed  to  provide  medica- 
tions at  cost,  to  be  paid  for  from  the  "phar- 
maceutical bank."  It   has  t>een  impractical 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

for  the  Medical  Society  of  the  County  of  Ni- 
agara, due  to  time  restraints,  to  contact  all 
Niagara  pharmacists  to  ascertain  their  par- 
ticipation. However,  any  pharmacist  who 
has  not  as  yet  been  contacted  and  is  inter- 
ested in  participating  is  encouraged  to  con- 
tact the  Medical  Society  of  the  County  of 
Niagara  as  soon  as  possible. 

HOSPITALIZATION 

To  date,  three  Niagara  County  hospitals 
have  agreed  to  participate  in  this  program: 

Niagara  Falls  Memorial  Medical  Center: 

Mount  St.  Mary's  Hospital: 

Inter-Community  Memorial  Hospital. 

Each  hospital  has  agreed  to  make  every 
effort  possible  to  provide  free  medical  care 
when  and  only  all  other  sources  of  income 
and  assistance  are  exhausted.  In  addition, 
each  hospital  will  Initiate  their  own  screen- 
ing to  determine  when  charity  is  deemed 
necessary  and  essential.  General  guidelines 
have  been  developed  and  agreed  upon  in 
principle  by  these  hospitals. 

The  Medical  Society  of  the  County  of  Ni- 
agara wishes  to  express  their  sincerest  ap- 
preciation to  all  those  individuals  and  agen- 
cies who  have  assisted  in  the  development 
of  this  very  worthwhile  Health  Care  Coali- 
tion. 

Mr.  Joseph  P.  Macaluso-Niagara  Palls  Me- 
morial Medical  Center. 

Mr.  Roy  Clark-Inter-Community  Memori- 
al Hospital. 

Mr.  Richard  Russel-Mount  St.  Mary's 
Hospital. 

Francis  J.  Clifford.  M.D.-Commissioner  of 
Health. 

Mr.  Vincent  S.  Buccirosso-United  Way  of 
Niagara.  Inc. 

Mr.  Henry  J.  Kalfas-SPUR-Niagara  Falls 
Area  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Gerald  J.  Kozak-Family  &  Children's 
Service  of  Niagara  Palls. 

Mr.  John  Lynch-Catholic  Charities  of  Ni- 
agara County. 

Cpt.  Raymond  Patrick-Salvation  Army  of 
Niagara  County. 

Mr.  David  Slepian-Community  Medical 
Pharmacy.  Inc. 

Mr.  Frank  Marotta-Jay's  Drug  Stores,  Inc. 

Mr.  Art  Ceccato-Moore  Business  Forms. 
Inc. 

Mr.  Gary  P.  Andelora-Medical  Society  of 
the  State  of  New  York. 

A  special  thanks  to  Steven  V.  Grabiec. 
M.D.  of  Niagara  Palls  and  his  County  Medi- 
cal Society  Committee  members  who  have 
expended  a  great  deal  of  hard  work  in  the 
leadership  and  implementation  of  this  pro- 
gram: 

Steven  V.  Grabiec.  M.D..  Chairman. 

James  P.  Moore.  M.D. 

Theodore  C.  Gerwig.  Jr..  M.D. 

Mary  Ann  Z.  Bishara.  M.D..  President  of 
Medical  Society. 

William  C.  Stein.  M.D. 

Mr.  William  J.  Carbone.  Executive  Offi- 
cer.« 


DRUG  ENFORCEMENT 

HON.  EDWARD  F.  FEIGHAN 

or  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  27.  1983 

•  Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  of 
us  know  the  hateful  effects  of  narcot- 
ics abuse.  It  breaks  up  families;  it  de- 
stroys lives;  and  it  robs  people  of  hope. 
If  we  believe  in  families— and  our  chil- 
dren—we must  find  effective  answers 
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to  the  corrosive  cancer  of  drug  traf- 
ficking and  abuse. 

And  to  find  those  solutions,  we  have 
to  begin  at  the  source.  The  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment must  show  the  world  that  we 
attach  a  high  priority  to  international 
narcotics  control,  and  that  we  expect 
more  effective  international  coopera- 
tion to  help  prevent  the  initial  cultiva- 
tion of  narcotics. 

So  far.  the  political  will  is  missing. 
True,  the  administration  has  imple- 
mented a  number  of  drug  enforcement 
initiatives,  like  the  South  Florida  Task 
Force,  and  the  establishment  of  six 
interdiction  operations  centers  across 
the  Nation.  But  all  of  these  fine  ef- 
forts must  be  seen  in  the  context  of 
the  administration's  failure  to  develop 
a  coordinated  and  comprehensive  ap- 
proach to  international  cooperation  on 
control  of  the  drug  trade. 

Without  a  vigorous,  multilateral 
effort,  all  of  the  millions  spent  on  do- 
mestic drug  enforcement  will  only 
scratch  the  surface  of  the  worldwide 
narcotics  trafficking  network.  Attor- 
ney General  William  French  Smith  es- 
timates that  a  dollar  spent  on  drug  en- 
forcement overseas  is  worth  $10  spent 
in  the  United  States.  Despite  a  tripling 
of  the  budget  for  stopping  drugs  at 
our  borders  between  1977  and  1982,  we 
still  are  able  to  stop  only  about  1 
pound  of  heroin  or  cocaine  for  every 
19  pounds  that  get  through.  This 
costly  and  ineffective  program  of 
trying  to  seize  drugs  at  our  borders,  in- 
stead of  cooperating  with  foreign  gov- 
ernments to  try  to  stop  them  at  the 
source,  has  placed  an  awesome  burden 
on  the  shoulders  of  our  State  and  local 
governments,  which  must  pick  up  the 
tab  for  crime  control,  drug  rehabilita- 
tion centers,  welfare,  and  other  costs. 

Ninety  percent  of  the  drugs  used  in 
this  country  originate  in  a  handful  of 
countries  overseas.  That  is  why  our  ef- 
forts to  control  drugs  at  home  must 
also  begin  overseas— with  a  strong,  co- 
ordinated, and  cooperative  effort  by 
our  Government  to  work  with  the  gov- 
ernments of  drug-producing  countries 
and  our  other  allies,  who  also  have  a 
vital  interest  in  halting  the  interna- 
tional flow  of  narcotics. 

The  administration  has  no  such  pro- 
gram. International  narcotics  control 
is  the  stepchild  of  both  foreign  and  do- 
mestic policy.  That  is  why  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Foreign  Af- 
fairs Committee,  Mr.  Zablocki.  has  es- 
tablished a  task  force  to  oversee  the 
administration's  activities  in  this  area 
and  to  investigate  ways  that  the 
United  States  can  best  encourage  and 
coordinate  international  drug  control 
efforts.  I  am  honored  that  Chairman 
Zablocki  chose  me  to  chair  this  effort, 
and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  my 
colleagues— Mr.  Gilman,  Mr.  Smith, 
and  Mr.  Reid— in  developing  construc- 
tive and  workable  proposals  to  address 
the  International  drug  problem.* 


July  28,  1983 


THE  PRESIDENTS  PRESS  CON- 
FERENCE ON  CENTRAL  AMER- 
ICA 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

THE  RIGHT  POLICY  IN  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28,  1983 

•  Mr.  LE'VIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  President  said  Tuesday  night 
that  he  supports  dialog  and  negotia- 
tions among  and  within  countries  of 
Central  America.  But  while  the  Presi- 
dent talks  dialog,  he  acts  by  deploying 
battleships  and  U.S.  troops. 

He  said  Tuesday  night  that  he  sup- 
ports democracy,  reform,  and  human 
rights.  But  components  of  the  U.S.- 
backed  armed  forces  undermining  the 
Sandinlsta  government  bear  the  taint 
of  the  authoritarian  Somoza  regime. 

The  President  said  Tuesday  night 
that  he  supports  a  security  shield  for 
the  regions  threatened  nations  in 
order  to  protect  these  other  goals.  But 
his  policies  do  not  focus  on  creating  a 
shield,  from  destruction  by  military  vi- 
olence, for  the  fragile  prospects  for  de- 
mocracy, economic  justice,  and  human 
rights  in  El  Salvador.  Instead,  his  poli- 
cies assume  that  any  such  shield  in  El 
Salvador  must  be  combined  with  a 
spear  launched  through  the  borders  of 
Nicaragua,  thereby  broadening,  in- 
stead of  trying  to  confine,  the  span  of 
conflict  in  El  Salvador. 

The  President's  approach  presumes 
that  a  wider  threat  of  force  in  Central 
America  as  a  region  will  increase  the 
chances  of  peace  in  each  Central 
American  country. 

On  Tuesday  night  the  President  said 
that— 

The  trouble  that  is  going  on  down  there 
comes  from  outside  the  area— is  revolution 
exported  from  the  Soviet  Union  and  from 
Cuba,  and  from  others  of  their  allies  •  •  • 

His  statement  demonstrates  a  tragic 
failure  to  understand  the  total  sources 
of  trouble  in  Central  American  coun- 
tries. Clearly,  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Cuba  are  supporting,  militarily  and 
otherwise,  revolutionary  activities  in 
El  Salvador.  At  the  same  time,  the 
U.S.S.R.  and  Cuba  did  not  create  nu- 
merous conditions  there  which  have 
historically  fomented  revolution.  In- 
grained social  and  economic  injustices 
in  El  Salvador  have  a  home-made 
label;  there  are  Salvadorans  fighting 
Salvadorans  in  El  Salvador  today,  and 
our  country's  policies  will  never  suc- 
ceed in  Central  America  until  we  un- 
derstand that  social  and  economic  in- 
justices subvert  democratic  political 
goals  and  that  the  policies— Central 
American  nations  and  ours— either  ad- 
dress those  injustices  or  fail.* 


IMI 


HON.  BYRON  L.  DORGAN 

OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  all 
along,  the  Reagan  administration  has 
pretended  that  no  secret  war  was 
being  supported  in  Central  America. 
But  for  several  months  the  news 
media  has  made  clear  that  the  admin- 
istration-supported secret  war  against 
Nicaragua  is  no  secret. 

Now  Congress  again  has  taken  up 
the  cudgels  in  the  debate  on  our  policy 
in  Central  America.  In  a  historic 
effort.  Congress  has  begun  to  put 
teeth  In  the  Boland  amendment, 
which  it  passed  last  year  in  the  hope 
of  curbing  covert  military  assistance 
for  use  against  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua.  Congress  will  soon  decide 
whether  to  stop  illegal  "covert"  mili- 
tary aid  to  counterrevolutionary  forces 
to  overthrow  another  sovereign  gov- 
ernment and  to  allow  only  overt  aid  to 
prevent  Nicaragua  from  shifting  arms 
to  rebels  in  El  Salvador  or  elsewhere 
in  Central  America. 

If  we  are  a  nation  of  laws,  then  the 
President  and  his  officials  must  obey 
the  law  like  everyone  else. 

In  the  wake  of  this  debate,  the  Presi- 
dent has  established  a  new  Commis- 
sion to  develop  a  long-term  bipartisan 
policy  for  Central  America.  The  idea 
has  some  merit,  but  Its  mission  now 
seems  to  be  In  jeopardy. 

On  the  heels  of  this  announcement, 
we  now  learn  that  the  President  has 
decided  to  expand  covert  aid  in  Cen- 
tral America  and  ordered  a  major  mili- 
tary exercise  in  and  on  the  coast  of 
Honduras.  The  4,000-soldier  contin- 
gent and  accompanying  carrier  task 
force  that  the  United  States  will  send 
to  the  region  have  raised  fears  in  Con- 
gress and  with  the  American  people 
that  the  administration  will  move 
from  a  secret  war  by  proxy  to  an  open 
war  with  U.S.  troops.  The  action  has 
also  raised  questions  about  the  gaps  in 
our  defense  of  Middle  East  oil  lanes 
and  Pacific  sealanes  which  will  result 
from  this  redeployment  of  carrier  task 
forces. 

This  military  move  has  also  dis- 
turbed and  puzzled  our  Latin  Ameri- 
can allies  who  thought  that  the  ad- 
ministration was  committed  to  the 
Contadora  Initiative,  which  seeks  to 
bring  about  a  negotiated  settlement  to 
conflicts  in  Central  America.  Now  they 
are  wondering  whether  the  adminis- 
tration really  meant  what  it  said. 

There  is  one  central  issue  at  stake  in 
the  House  debate:  Is  the  administra- 
tion breaking  the  law?  Stopping  com- 
munism is  one  thing.  I  heartily  sup- 
port constructive  efforts  to  do  so.  But 
breaking  the  law  through  action  ap- 
proaching an  undeclared  war  is  quite 
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another  thing.  The  House  Intelligence 
Committee  has  made  crystal  clear  that 
the  administration  has  broken  the 
rules  by  aiding  groups  who  actively 
seek  the  overthrow  of  the  Nicaraguan 
Government. 

The  Issue  here  is  not  a  beauty  con- 
test between  Nicaragua,  which  the 
Cubans  support,  and  El  Salvador, 
which  our  Government  supports.  Both 
have  dismal  records  on  human  rights, 
civil  freedom,  and  respect  for  interna- 
tional law  and  the  Charter  of  the  Or- 
ganization of  American  States.  I  have 
no  enthusiasm  for  either  regime  or  for 
any  military  aid  to  the  region. 

But  neither  can  I  support  a  policy 
which  does  not  work.  The  administra- 
tion's policy  has  failed  to  intercept 
arms  shipments  or  to  bring  peace.  It 
has  only  succeeded  in  alienating  our 
Latin-American  neighbors  and  alarm- 
ing the  American  people. 

I  hope  the  administration  will  look 
to  negotiated  settlements,  creative  use 
of  economic  and  food  aid,  and  congres- 
slonally  approved  open  military  aid  as 
the  best  antidote  to  unrest  in  Central 
America.  Unless  it  does,  I  fear  that  the 
Bay  of  Fibs  will  become  the  Bay  of 
Pigs  II.  A  New  York  Times  editorial 
which  follows  shows  why  Abraham 
Lincoln  would  likely  be  joining 
modern-day  Congressmen  in  restrain- 
ing unbridled  and  unwise  action  by  the 
President.  The  editorial  included  is  en- 
titled, "Yankees,  Bats  and  Nicaragua," 

And  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  sup- 
port H.R.  2760,  the  Boland-Zablocki 
bill,  to  put  our  policy  in  Central  Amer- 
ica back  on  course. 

Yankees.  Bats  and  Nicaragua 

As  a  Yankee  fan.  New  York's  Senator 
D'Amato  has  no  trouble  seeing  why  a  bat 
with  too  much  pine  tar  cost  George  Brett  a 
home  run  and  the  Kansas  City  Royals  a 
ninth-inning  victory  Sunday.  Baseball  rules 
1.10(b)  and  6.06(d)  forbid  any  foreign  sub- 
stance more  than  18  inches  above  the 
handle.  "Sure,  it  was  fine  print,"  says  the 
Republican  Senator,  "but  a  rule's  a  rule." 

It  certainly  is.  in  every  American's  congen- 
ital sense  of  law  and  fair  play.  So  what 
about  the  rules— Congress's  rules— against 
undeclared  war  in  foreign  countries  like 
Nicaragua?  Respect  for  the  rules,  and  for 
the  Constitution,  is  not  an  empty  ritual.  It's 
as  American  as  baseball,  whose  thick  rule- 
book  is  the  first  Constitution  of  most  Amer- 
ican youngsters.  The  book  binds  Yankees  as 
well  as  Royals.  Slugger  Reagan  may  not  like 
the  fine  print,  but  who  exempted  him? 

Congress  has  been  willing,  with  misgiv- 
ings, to  vote  for  open  aid  to  Honduras,  if 
that  can  be  shown  as  necessary  to  stop  Nica- 
ragua from  slipping  arms  to  rebels  in  El  Sal- 
vador. But  Congress  has  expressly  forbidden 
a  secret  war  to  overthrow  Nicaragua's  leftist 
regime.  The  President  denies  any  such  in- 
tention, but  the  telltale  grease  is  all  over  his 
bat. 

The  small  bands  of  Nicaraguan  exiles 
hitherto  used  to  "harass"  the  alleged 
weapon  routes  are  said  to  be  failing.  So  now 
the  C.I.A.  wants  a  10,000-man  invasion 
force.  Cuba's  training  and  aid  missions 
inside  Nicaragua  are  to  become  targets  for 
its  sabotage  and  destruction.  American  ships 
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and  planes  are  to  fly  in  support  of  these  op- 
erations. And  Mr.  Reagan,  defining  his  ob- 
jectives, says  peace  is  incompatible  with 
Sandinista  rule  in  Nicaragua. 

These  plans  were  not  supposed  to  be  re- 
vealed until  after  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives had  voted  this  week  on  the  new  aid  re- 
quest for  the  anti-Sandinista  army  of  Nica- 
raguan  contras."  The  plans  were  in  any 
case  to  be  misrepresented  as  something 
other  than  what  they  are;  acts  of  war. 

Since  President  Reagan  feels  uninhibited 
by  the  law  so  far.  it  is  important  that  Con- 
gress now  make  its  meaning  unmistakably 
clear. 

Representatives  Boland  and  Zablocki  two 
mainstream  Democrats,  propose  that  $80 
million  be  allocated  for  curbing  any  arms 
traffic-provided,  however,  that  the  plans 
are  public  and  can  be  shown  to  have  no 
more  devious  purpose.  If  any  of  the  money 
turned  out  to  be  financing  a  secret  war  to 
overthrow  the  Nicaraguan  junta,  the  money 
authorization  would  be  terminated  forth- 
with. 

This  is  not  a  case  of  writing  rules  in  mid- 
game:  the  proposed  limitation  only  takes 
President  Reagan  at  his  word.  As  freshly  re- 
stated by  his  Ambassador  to  Managua.  An- 
thony Quainton.  the  word  is  that  American 
policy  aims  not  to  topple  the  Sandinista 
regime  but  rather  to  modify  its  behavior  in 
some  substantial  ways."  Congress  has  al 
ready  said  that  the  only  justifiable  behav 
ior  modification"  by  force  has  to  be  con- 
fined to  external  behavior— the  kind  that 
clearly  threatens  other  nations. 

Yet  Administration  officials  already  plan 
to  use  the  money  for  the  biggest  covert  op 
eration  since  Vietnam,  for  also  doubling  the 
numl)er  of  American  soldier-advisers  in  El 
Salvador,   for  permitting   them  to  operate 

in    the    field"    though    not      in    combat 
(whatever  that  distinction  means)  and  of  an 
ail-American  naval  blockade  against  Nicara- 
gua. 

The  United  States  is  being  taken  to  war 
not  only  without  a  declaration  from  Con- 
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gress  but  against  its  expressed  desire.  Amer- 
icans, including  Congress,  are  being  asked  to 
let  the  President  and  his  C.I. A.  be  the  only 
judges  of  the  national  interest,  irrespective 
of  either  international  or  domestic  law. 

We  don't  know  what  George  Brett  thinks 
about  that,  but  we  feel  certain  that  a  young 
Illinois  Congressman  in  1848  would  have 
voted  for  Zablocki-Boland  as  the  best  way  to 
affirm  his  sense  of  the  nations  values. 

Allow  a  President  to  invade  a  neighbor- 
ing nation  whenever  he  deems  it  necessary." 
he  said.  "...  and  you  allow  him  to  make 
war  at  pleasure.  Study  to  see  if  you  can  fix 
any  limit  to  his  power  in  this  respect  after 
you  give  him  so  much  as  you  propose." 

That  Congressman  was  Abraham  Lincoln, 
whom  you  might  call  a  home-run  hitter. • 


July  28,  1983 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  JAMES  S. 
SPENCER 

HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  Dr.  James 
S.  Spencer,  chancellor  of  Illinois  East- 
ern Community  Col'eges,  will  retire 
this  year.  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  the  enor- 
mous contributions  to  the  cause  of 
public  higher  education  that  Dr.  Spen- 
cer has  made  during  his  career. 

He  began  as  a  high  school  social  sci- 
ence teacher  and  went  on  to  become  a 
principal,  a  superintendent,  a  profes- 
sor, a  college  president,  and,  finally,  a 
chancellor.  In  each  of  these  capacities 
and  in  his  numerous  positions  on 
State-level  committees.  Dr.  Spencer 
has  worked  tirelessly  as  an  advocate  of 
public  education  for  all  citizens.  He  be- 


lieved that  free  higher  education 
should  be  accessible  to  all,  that  Illinois 
should  have  a  system  of  tuition  free 
community  colleges,  and  that  the  gov- 
ernment should  provide  equalization 
funding  for  community  colleges  in  Illi- 
nois that  do  not  have  a  substantial  tax 
base. 

While  chancellor  of  Illinois  Eastern 
Community  Colleges  he  developed  col- 
lege transfer,  vocational-technical, 
adult,  and  continuing  education  pro- 
grams at  his  colleges.  He  also  advocat- 
ed funding  for  tribally  controlled  com- 
munity colleges  and  chaired  the  north 
central  accreditation  visits  to  two 
Indian  schools. 

But  Dr.  Spencer  was  not  satisfied 
with  just  increasing  the  availability  of 
higher  education,  he  was  also  devoted 
to  increasing  the  quality  of  education. 
He  saw  the  need  for  foreign  language 
training  and  high  standards  for  ath- 
letes, and  increased  the  quality  of  spe- 
cialized, high-cost  programs  by  devel- 
oping the  collegiate  common  market. 

At  a  time  when  our  Nations  public 
education  system  is  receiving  sudden 
and  some  unfavorable  publicity.  Dr. 
Spencer  serves  as  a  testimonial  to  the 
many  men  and  women  who  have  dedi- 
cated their  lives  to  improving  the 
system.  Dr.  Spencer  opened  the  door 
for  many,  from  high  schoolers  who 
thought  they  could  not  afford  to  go  to 
college  to  working  parents  who  never 
got  a  chance  to  finish  high  school.  It  is 
my  privilege  to  pay  tribute  to  James 
Spencer.  I  hope  his  retirement  is  as  re- 
warding to  him  as  his  years  of  service 
have  been  to  the  people  of  the  State 
of  Illinois.* 
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(.Legislative  day  of  Monday,  July  25,  1983) 


The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m.,  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Rich- 
ard C.  Halverson,  D.D.,  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer. 

Let  us  pray. 

Almighty  God,  great  forests  in  our 
land— thousands  of  acres  of  valuable 
timber— have  been  destroyed  by  fire 
started  by  a  little  spark.  Central  Amer- 
ica is  like  a  tinder  box  of  confusion 
and  conflict.  Dear  God.  guide  our  Gov- 
ernment in  its  involvement.  Remem- 
bering the  words  of  St.  James.  ■•  *  • 
the  tongue  is  a  fire,  a  world  of  iniquity 
•  •  *  that  setteth  on  fire  the  course  of 
nature  *  *  '  "  (James  3:  6),  help  the  ad- 
ministration, the  Congress,  and  all  re- 
sponsible individuals  not  to  say  or  do 
anything  which  will  ignite  a  conflagra- 
tion. Dear  God,  guide  the  leaders  of 
our  Nation  and  the  nations  in  Central 
America  that  we  may  have  peace.  We 
pray  this  in  the  name  of  the  Prince  of 
Peace.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  MR.  GELINDO 
DURANTE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  those 
who  waited  patiently  until  today  for 
this  weeks  poem  will,  I  trust,  not  be 
disappointed  by  the  selection.  It  is  a 
poem  written  in  memory  of  Mr.  Ge- 
lindo  Durante,  who  died  of  Lou  Geh- 
rig's disease.  The  author  is  Kent  Fred- 
erickson.  a  resident  of  the  U.S.  Veter- 
ans' Administration  Medical  Center  in 
Leeds,  Mass.  Kent  describes  himself  as 
completely  quadriplegic,  but  that  obvi- 
ously does  not  deter  from  his  excellent 
prose  and  uncommon  compassion.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  his  poem 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  and  that  an 
article  about  Kent  which  appeared  in 
the  Daily  Hampshire  Gazette  also  be 
printed. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
A  Veterans  Project  Teaches  More  Than 

Writing:  One  of  the  Poets:  Kent  Preder- 

ICKSON 

It  takes  less  than  an  hour  for  Kent  Fred- 
erick.son  to  remind  you  that  there  is  much 


about  learning,  and  about  life,  that  you  do 
not  know. 

He  lives  in  a  room  at  the  U.S.  Veterans 
Administration  Medical  Center  in  Leeds. 
Twenty-one  years  ago.  when  he  was  teach- 
ing at  Greenfield  Community  College,  he 
was  diagnosed  as  having  multiple  sclerosis. 
Today,  he  describes  himself  as  "completely 
quadriplegic." 

He  sits  in  a  wheelchair,  a  white  blanket 
spread  over  his  legs,  motionless  hands 
folded  in  his  lap.  On  the  ledge  above  his  bed 
are  photographs  of  his  parents. 

"I  got  the  glad  news  in  1962  about  what 
my  trouble  was."'  he  says.  It  got  worse  with 
time.  'Like  a  rat.  I  was  hugging  the  walls,  so 
I  wouldn't  fall  over." 

By  1967  he  could  only  teach  parttime. 
"Three  years  later.  I  went  on  sabbatical, 
and  I  never  went  off."  By  1972.  "I  was 
trapped  in  my  bedroom."  The  only  place  to 
go  was  to  the  hospital,  and  he  has  been  in 
and  out  of  several  ever  since.  He  has  been  at 
Leeds,  he  says  quietly,  "too  long." 

Frederickson  met  Douglas  Whynott  and 
Domenic  Stansberry  last  fall. 

"He  was  excited,"  recalls  Whynott,  about 
their  first  meetings.  "It  meant  he  would 
have  a  chance  to  talk  with  someone  about 
literature.  I  think  he  was  somewhat  of  an 
outsider  up  there,  and  this  became  his 
major  social  outlet.  " 

And  talk  they  did— or  Frederickson  did.  as 
the  student-teacher  role  quickly  reversed 
itself.  "He's  articulate,  brilliant."  says 
Stansberry.  "We  more  or  less  just  listened." 
As  the  weeks  went  by.  the  sessions  in  Fred- 
erickson"s  room  grew  less  formal.  "I'd  sit  in 
the  wheelchair,  and  spin  around,  Domenic 
would  put  his  feet  up  on  the  bed,  and  we'd 
talk,"  Whynott  recalls. 

Some  days.  Frederickson  would  recite  fa- 
vorite poems  by  Frost  and  Pope,  or  talk 
about  his  recent  readings  or  thoughts  about 
the  Greek  influence  on  Christian  civiliza- 
tion, or  ruminate  about  what  he  calls  those 
•curious  links  in  history."  What  does  it 
mean  that  Thomas  Jefferson  and  John 
Adams  both  died  on  the  same  day.  and  both 
on  July  4?.  he  wonders. 

And  the  former  teacher  wasnt  shy  about 
handing  out  a  gentle  reprimand  now  and 
then.  "Youd  walk  into  his  room,"  Stans- 
berry remembers,  "and  hed  say,  last  week, 
you  remarked  on  a  line  I'd  written— and  I 
don't  think  you  were  correct.'  " 

But  Frederickson.  of  course,  realizes  he 
should  know  more  than  the  two  students.  "I 
have  a  Ph.D.."  he  says  with  a  smile. 
"Theyre  only  working  on  theirs."  He  en- 
joyed them  both.  The  tall,  sandy-haired 
Whynott  was  the  "good  New  Englander,  "  he 
says,  but  Frederickson  can't  resist  a  barb  at 
Stansberry's  let-it-all-hang-out  California. 
The  right  eyebrow-  arches  ever  so  slightly. 
"Well,  I  think  you  ought  to  keep  something 
back." 

Together,  the  three  of  them  rediscovered 
Frederickson "s  writings.  "I'd  forgotten  some 
of  them  completely,"  says  Frederickson.  For 
the  two  younger  writers,  seeing  Frederick- 
son's  work  in  print  was  deeply  satisfying. 
"He  had  all  that  work  sitting  in  a  drawer 
somewhere,  and  we  came  along  and  helped 


him  bring  it  back  to  life."  Whynott  says. 
They  chose  eight  to  be  printed  in  'Voices 
from  the  Hill.  " 

Frederickson  began  writing  during  his 
graduate  years  at  Harvard  University  in  the 
1950s,  when  he  wrote  the  first  of  what  is 
now  a  collection  of  50  sonnets. 

There  are.  he  says  with  a  smile,  those 
•persnickety  types  "  who  insist  that  the  only 
perfect  .sonnets  are  those  written  in  the  8/6 
rhyme  scheme  used  in  the  Italian  sonnet. 
But.  he  says.  English  has  so  few  rhyming 
words  that  it  is  'poverty-stricken"  compared 
to  Italian.  "So  I  invented  what  I  call  the 
American  sonnet"  to  remedy  that.  In  it.  he 
adapts  a  more  flexible  rhyme  scheme  to  the 
14  lines. 

Some  of  his  sonnets  are  about  people  he 
has  shared  time  and  exp>eriences  with 
during  his  hospital  stays.  In  others,  inspira- 
tion came  from  the  material  world,  and 
imagination. 

He  finds  much  contemporary  poetry 
•badly  written,  illogically  chopped  up 
prose."'  That  leaves  him.  he  says,  securely 
outside  the  mainsteam— at  least  "I  hope  so." 
he  says. 

These  days,  he  'reads"  politics,  science, 
and  economics  by  listening  to  books  record- 
ed on  tape.  'I've  been  turned  off  fiction  ever 
since  I've  been  here, "  he  says,  except  for 
novels  by  P.  G.  Wodehouse.  When  he  listens 
to  those  tapes.  'I'm  lying  there  laughing  so 
hard  the  tears  run  down  my  face."  Another 
recent  favorite  was  Henry  Fairlie's  •The 
Two  Parties."— "I  think  I've  listened  to  that 
one  three  times." 

Finding  the  books  he  wants  to  read  on 
tape  can  be  frustrating.  Many  books  are  not 
on  tape  at  all.  and  those  that  are  are  not 
always  what  he  wants  to  read.  •You 
wouldn't  believe  the  junk."'  he  says.  He 
looks  to  other  outlets,  too. 

The  radio  next  to  his  bed  is  often  tuned  to 
classical  music  stations.  Sometimes  in  the 
morning,  he  watches  the  early  news  on  tele- 
vision. But  •when  a  commercial  comes  on.  I 
turn  away  and  think.  On  weekends,  I  listen 
to  music  and  daydream." 

He  does  not  elaborate  "So  ...  we  go  back 
to  the  verse." 

In  memory  of  Mr.  Gelindo  Durante,  who 
died  of  Lou  Gehrig's  disease. 
A  bony  little  old  Italian  man 
Wasting  incurably,  he  never  spoke 
Of  dread  to  me.  He'd  rather  crack  a  joke 
About  the  nurse  or  omnipresent  pan. 
He  called  his  wheelchair  his  deluxe  sedan. 
I'd  light  his  cigarette.  He  still  could  smoke 
Despite  his  useless  arms. 
Against  his  yoke 

He'd  lean  to  drop  his  ashes  in  a  can. 
Once  dolce  far  niente  crossed  my  mind 
To  make  sport  of  this  sweet  man's  bitter 

case. 
His  life-enhancing  manner  was  enshrined 
In  that  mortal  hall  of  fame  we're  all  as- 
signed 
Called  death,  the  dull  and  final  common- 
place. 
Spirit  prevails.  I've  seen  it  face  to  face. 

—Kent  Frederickson. 


IMI 


•  This  "bullec"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning,  after  the  two  leaders  are  rec- 
ognized, there  will  be  special  orders  in 
favor  of  three  Senators.  However,  the 
time  allocated  to  the  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader  on  a  special  order  has 
been  assigned,  at  his  request,  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  RiEGLE).  All  together,  the  leader 
time  and  the  three  special  orders  will 
take  about  an  hour. 

ORDER  FOR  ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  after  the  execution  of  the 
special  orders,  there  be  a  period  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business,  not  to  extend  past  12  noon, 
in  which  Senators  may  speak  for  not 
more  than  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore. 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

RADIO  MARTI 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  at  12 
noon,  the  Senate  will  resume  the  con- 
sideration of  the  unfinished  business, 
which  is  a  motion  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  S.  602.  the  Radio 
Marti  bill. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS— CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

If  possible  and  available,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senate  to  take  up  the 
supplemental  appropriations  confer- 
ence report  this  afternoon. 

The  House  of  Representatives  did 
not  pass  that  measure  last  evening.  I 
understand  that  it  is  not  likely  that  we 
will  have  it  here  before  midafter- 
noon— after  3  p.m.  Based  on  that,  it 
appears  that  we  will  have  a  late  Friday 
afternoon. 

I  urge  and  caution  Senators  not  to 
expect  to  be  able  to  leave  early.  I  indi- 
cated to  some  Senators  yesterday  that 
I  hoped  we  could  be  out  by  2  or  3  p.m. 
today,  and  I  especially  invite  their  at- 
tention to  this  announcement,  because 
I  do  not  want  them  to  be  taken  un- 
aware. That  estimate  was  based  on  the 
assumption  that  the  House  would  deal 
with  that  conference  last  evening,  as 
first  indicated  to  me.  That  did  not 
occur.  Therefore,  we  will  be  in  later,  in 
all  likelihood,  than  I  anticipated. 

Let  me  repeat:  The  predictions  I 
made  yesterday  about  midafternoon 
are  off.  I  think  it  will  be  later  in  the 
day;  and  if  pressed  to  make  an  esti- 
mate. I  would  say  it  probably  will  be  6 
p.m.  before  we  finish. 

I  still  do  not  expect  a  Saturday  ses- 
sion. It  is  not  impossible,  but  as  of  this 
moment.  I  do  not  see  it.  The  Senate 
will  be  in  Monday,  of  course. 

REQUEST  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  I  1  A.M.  ON 
MONDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  when  the  Senate  completes 
its  business  today,  it  stand  in  adjourn- 
ment until  11  a.m.  on  Monday  next. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  object 
for  the  moment.  I  know  that  the 
leader  can  do  whatever  he  wants  on 


this  matter  because  the  motion  to  ad- 
journment is  not  debatable,  but  I  wish 
he  would  withhold  that  request  for 
the  moment,  until  we  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
withhold  that  request. 

That  is  all  I  have  at  the  moment.  I 
reserve  1  minute  of  my  time,  if  I  may. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Kassebaum).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield  the  floor. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER, 
minority  leader  is  recognized. 


The 


EMERGENCY  HEARINGS  ON 
CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President,  on  a 
daily  basis  the  Congress  and  the 
American  people  are  informed 
through  the  news  media  of  our  ever- 
escalating  military  involvement  in  the 
turmoil  in  Central  America.  There  is 
no  issue  of  greater  importance  to  the 
American  people  than  the  commit- 
ment of  our  national  honor  and  possi- 
bly our  men  and  women  in  the  armed 
services  in  foreign  military  activities. 

To  date,  not  only  has  there  been 
little  or  no  consultation  from  the  ad- 
ministration on  the  maneuvers  in  Hon- 
duras and  in  the  Caribbean  and  Pacif- 
ic Oceans,  but  also  the  Senate  itself 
has  not  exerted  its  institutional  re- 
sponsibilities, through  its  committee 
system,  to  apprise  itself  thoroughly  of 
the  nature,  scope,  and  risk  inherent  in 
our  growing  involvement. 

For  that  reason  I  have  written  a 
letter  today  to  Senator  Claiborne 
Pell,  ranking  member  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations,  to  urge  him, 
in  cooperation  with  Chairman  Percy, 
to  conduct  thorough  and  intensive 
hearings  on  our  military  maneuvers  in 
that  region.  Specifically.  I  have  recom- 
mended that  the  committee  study  the 
extent  to  which  our  military  forces  are 
being  put  at  risk  with  these  maneu- 
vers, and  the  impact  of  the  maneuvers 
on  the  war  powers  resolution. 

I  have  pointed  out  that  if  it  is  neces- 
sary to  have  a  closed  session,  the  com- 
mittee has  the  authority  to  do  that. 
But  whether  the  hearings  are  closed 
or  open,  I  strongly  believe  the  Senate 
has  over-riding  institutional  reasons  to 
be  fully  informed  about  our  escalating 
military  involvement  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Madam  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  copy  of  my  letter  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Office  of  the  Democratic  Leader, 

Washington.  D.C.  July  29,  1983. 
Hon.  Claiborne  Pell, 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Claiborne.  I  write  you  in  your  ca- 
pacity as  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  to  urge 
you.  in  the  strongest  terms,  to  make  every 
effort,  in  cooperation  with  Chairman  Percy, 
to  convene  emergency  hearings  to  review 
the  role  of  U.S.  military  forces  in  Central 
America. 

According  to  press  reports,  the  military 
presence  of  the  United  States  is  being  sig- 
nificantly increased  in  this  volatile  region  of 
the  world.  At  his  press  conference  Tuesday 
night,  the  President  assured  the  American 
people  that  Americans  are  not  going  to  be 
put  in  any  reasonable  proximity  to  the 
border."  However,  today's  Washington  Post, 
citing  senior  United  States  and  Honduran 
military  officials,  reports  that: 

■A  major  aim  of  the  rapidly  escalating 
U.S.  military  presence  in  and  around  Hon- 
duras is  to  provide  a  protective  shield  for 
this  country  as  U.S.-backed  rebel  forces  op- 
erating along  the  border  with  neighboring 
Nicaragua  expand  their  efforts  to  overthrow 
the  Sandinista  government  there." 

The  Post  further  reports  that  the  first  op- 
erations of  the  maneuvers  ".  .  .  according  to 
U.S.  military  officials,  will  take  place  in  the 
province  of  Choluteca  which  borders  on 
Nicaragua." 

As  you  well  know,  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  been  kept  completely  in 
the  dark  as  to  the  purpose,  scope,  and 
danger  to  American  forces  of  this  signifi- 
cant projection  of  American  military  forces. 
Therefore.  I  belive  it  is  essential  that  your 
Committee,  which  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
War  Powers  Resolution,  ascertain  as  quickly 
as  possible  the  extent  to  which  American 
forces  will  be  put  at  risk  by  these  maneu- 
vers. It  is  also  essential  that  your  Commit- 
tee determine  whether  or  not  these  maneu- 
vers, especially  those  of  our  ground  forces  in 
Honduras,  would  trigger  Section  1543(a)  of 
the  War  Powers  Resolution  requiring  Con- 
gressional approval  for  deployment  of  these 
forces  beyond  60  days. 

I  strongly  urge  that  these  hearings  be 
held  prior  to  the  August  recess,  that  they  be 
thorough  and  intensive,  and  that  the  Com- 
mittee issue  a  report  on  these  hearings  as 
soon  as  possible. 

Committee  members  may  determine  that 
certain  elements  in  the  testimony  need  to  be 
reviewed  in  closed  session.  Whether  the 
hearings  are  closed  or  open.  I  strongly  be- 
lieve that  the  Senate  has  the  most  powerful 
institutional  reasons  to  be  fully  informed 
about  our  excalating  military  involvement 
in  Central  America. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  criti- 
cal matter. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Robert  C.  Byrd. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President,  I  un- 
derstand that  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Wisconsin  wishes  to  have  a 
little  of  my  time.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader. 


CAN  WE  STOP  THE  NUCLEAR 
ARMS  RACE?  VERY  DOUBTFUL 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Madam  President, 
what  has  happened  to  nuclear  arms 


control  negotiations?  Not  much  news 
from  that  source  lately  and  here  the 
answer,  unfortunately,  is  that  no  news 
is  bad  news.  Both  this  country  and  the 
Soviet  Union  race  ahead  in  the  nucle- 
ar arms  race.  The  Russians  continue 
the  massive  buildup  that  has  moved 
them  sharply  ahead  of  this  country  in 
stationary  land-based  missiles,  in  hard 
target  kill  capacity,  in  megatonnage, 
and  lift  capacity.  If  there  has  ever 
been  any  doubt  about  the  Russian 
ability  to  destroy  this  country  in  a  sur- 
prising first  strike,  or  in  retaliation 
after  they  have  been  hit  with  a  first- 
strike  attack,  the  Russians  certainly 
have  erased  that  doubt.  But  do  they 
stop?  No,  they  go  on  and  on. 

On  our  side,  we  have  a  wide  lead  in 
survivable,  virtually  invulnerable  nu- 
clear power.  We  have  far  more  war- 
heads on  our  submarines  than  the  So- 
viets have.  Our  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
and  the  Chief  of  U.S.  Naval  Command 
have  both  testified  that  not  only  is  our 
submarine  deterrent  invulnerable; 
they  say  it  will  become  even  more  in- 
vulnerable as  the  years  go  by.  At  this 
very  moment,  our  submarines  carry 
3,000  nuclear  warheads  at  sea  at  all 
times,  compared  to  an  estimated  300 
carried  by  Russian  submarines.  Simi- 
larly, we  have  far  more  nuclear  war- 
heads borne  by  our  bombers  and  we 
carry  many  times  more  nuclear  bombs 
in  the  air  at  all  times  than  the  Soviets, 

So  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  we, 
like  Russia,  also  have  an  absolutely 
certain  survivable  deterrent— a  capa- 
bility of  striking  back  with  an  utterly- 
and  totally  destructive  retaliation 
against  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  event 
they  would  institute  an  attack  against 
us. 

Both  superpowers  have  ample,  com- 
plete deterrents.  And  additions  of 
more  nuclear  arms  now  are  redundant. 
Even  the  most  bloodthirsty  hawks- 
American  or  Russian— can  or  should 
be  satisfied  with  a  freeze  on  nuclear 
weapons,  because  both  sides  have  all 
the  nuclear  military  power  they  can 
use. 

The  two  arsenals  differ.  The  Rus- 
sians' arsenal  is  heavier  in  megaton- 
nage and  throw-weight.  We  have  more 
warheads  and  have  a  more  survivable 
arsenal.  But  the  comparisons  mean 
nothing,  because  the  real  message  is 
that  right  now  with  no  additional  nu- 
clear testing  or  deployment,  both  sides 
can  destroy  the  other,  utterly  and 
completely,  as  organized  societies. 

Yes.  we  go  on  and  on.  Why?  We  are 
insisting  on  deploying  intermediate 
nuclear  weapons  in  Europe.  And  the 
best  evidence  now  tells  us  that  we 
almost  surely  will.  The  intermediate 
range  missile  negotiations  seem  to 
have  ground  to  a  virtual  halt.  With 
every  day  that  passes  without 
progress,  the  likelhood  of  succesful  ne- 
gotiations dims.  But  if  we  go  ahead 
and  deploy,  as  very  likely  we  will,  the 
Russians  have  assured   us  that  they 


will  increase  their  nuclear  missiles 
trained  on  Europe.  And  they  will. 

Meanwhile,  we  go  ahead  with  our  10- 
warheads  per  missile,  100  missiles  MX 
program.  The  Russians  have  indicated 
they  will  match  that.  Also,  we  are 
going  to  build  more  Trident  subma- 
rines and  equip  them  with  by  far  the 
most  devastating,  hard  target  kill  nu- 
clear missile  ever  deployed  at  sea— the 
D-5.  And  there  is  no  sign  we  will  slow 
down,  let  alone  abort,  our  construction 
of  B-IB  bombers,  to  be  followed  short- 
ly by  Stealth  bombers. 

The  Russians  undoubtedly  will  do 
their  best  to  match  these  U.S.  ad- 
vances one  way  or  another.  On  and  on 
the  nuclear  arms  race  rolls.  And  that 
is  not  all.  A  few  weeks  ago.  the  Presi- 
dent announced  his  intentions  to  move 
ahead  with  a  new  antiballistic  missile 
initiative.  President  Reagan  said  that 
we  have  the  potential  scientific  know- 
how  and  we  would  move  to  exploit 
that  know-how  to  develop  missiles 
that  will  intercept  Russian  missiles  in 
space  and  shoot  them  down.  Of  course, 
this  would  be  a  true  disaster  for  arms 
control,  because  it  would  kill  one  of 
the  few  successful  arms  control  agree- 
ments—the Antiballistic  Missile 
Treaty  of  10  years  ago.  It  would  surely 
destabilize  the  nuclear  balance  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union.  It  would  force  the  Sovi- 
ets into  the  same  kind  of  rush  to  be 
first  in  a  new  space  war,  and  it  would 
put  whoever  seemed  to  be  losing 
ground  in  such  a  race  in  the  posture  of 
striking  before  the  other  nation  devel- 
oped the  facility  that  would  destroy  its 
deterrant. 

And  even  that  is  not  all.  The  Rus- 
sians have  developed  a  crude,  partially 
effective  satellite  killer.  So  what  fol- 
lows? That  is  right:  this  country  is  in 
the  process  of  developing  a  more  effec- 
tive and  assured  satellite  killer.  This 
constitutes  the  most  serious  threat  of 
all  to  nuclear  peace,  because  satellites 
provide  the  prime  prerequisite  for  any 
kind  of  arms  control. 

So  on  many  fronts.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, the  two  superpowers  are  rushing 
ahead  to  the  edge  of  the  cliff.  Then 
what  hope  is  there?  "In  Living  With 
Nuclear  Weapons,"  the  Harvard  study 
group  sets  forth  in  a  brief  passage  the 
role  of  public  opinion  to  stop  the  arms 
race.  Unfortunately,  public  opinion 
plays  its  role  only  in  this  country.  It 
plays  no  role  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

But  there  is  another  force  that  may 
be  at  work  in  the  Soviet  Union  about 
which  I  shall  say  more  in  the  future. 
It  is  the  limiting  effect  of  a  ponderous 
and  inefficient  economic  system  that 
seems  to  be  slowing  more  and  more 
with  each  passing  year  and  that  limits 
not  only  the  Soviet  living  standards 
but  also  their  military  potential  and 
offers  the  Soviets  the  tough  choice  of 
continuing  to  race  ahead  militarily 
while  starving  their  industrial  base,  or 
to  slow  down  their  pace  of  military 


buildup  to  give  their  industrial  base  a 
chance  to  move  ahead  and  give  them  a 
stronger  long-run  position. 

The  Harvard  study's  analysis  of  the 
role  of  public  opinion  in  arms  control 
in  our  country  is  perceptive  and  realis- 
tic, and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
it  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Role  of  Public  Opinion 

Arms  control  has  tended  to  succeed  in  the 
United  States  in  periods  of  significant 
public  involvement  and  concern.  The  1963 
Test-Ban  Treaty  and  the  1972  ABM  Treaty 
both  were  achieved  during  such  periods. 
One  of  the  most  interesting  developments 
of  the  early  1980s  was  the  remarkable  rise 
of  public  interest  and  public  protest  in  the 
area  of  nuclear  policy.  Failure  of  the  U.S.  to 
ratify  SALT  II,  after  a  similar  failure  to 
ratify  two  treaties  negotiated  in  1976  to  fur- 
ther limit  nuclear  tests,  suggested  to  the 
public  that  arms  control  was  not  working, 
and  that  the  principal  diplomatic  lever  for 
controlling  the  arms  competition  was  stuck. 
The  1980  election  was  filled  with  rhetoric 
about  rearmament.  Concern  in  Europe 
about  these  events  and  the  plans  to  deploy 
new  nuclear  weapons  helped  to  stimulate 
mass  movements.  A  year-long  series  of  pro- 
nouncements by  the  U.S.  president  and  his 
secretaries  of  state  and  defense  which  re- 
flected a  preoccupation  with  improving  U.S. 
nuclear  war-fighting  capability  and  a  new- 
level  of  hostility  toward  the  Soviet  Union 
followed.  This  was  accompanied  by  rapidly 
increasing  military  budgets. 

As  budgets  and  rhetoric  escalated,  so  did 
the  memberships  and  the  influence  of 
public  and  professional  groups  opposed  to 
nuclear  war.  Physicians'  groups,  some 
dating  from  the  campaign  against  nuclear 
testing  two  decades  earlier,  were  particular- 
ly effective  in  reminding  Americans  of  the 
horrible  human  suffering  and  death  that 
would  accompany  nuclear  war.  Because  of 
this  revival  of  public  interest  in  arms  con- 
trol, the  current  nuclear  freeze  movement, 
the  careful  examination  of  the  moral  basis 
of  nuclear  policy  by  the  U.S.  Catholic  bish- 
ops, and  intensified  support  for  arms  con- 
trol in  the  scientific  and  professional  com- 
munity came  into  being. 

The  nuclear  freeze  movement  began  in 
the  spring  of  1980  with  a  call  for  bilateral, 
verifiable  freeze  on  the  production,  testing, 
and  deployment  of  all  nuclear  weapons  sys- 
tems in  the  U.S.  and  the  USSR.  Its  aim  is  to 
prevent  further  development  or  deployment 
of  counterforce  and  other  destabilizing 
weapons,  and  to  stabilize  the  current  bal- 
ance so  that  reductions  can  go  forward.  Var- 
ious freeze  resolutions  were  supported  by 
the  electorates  in  eight  (of  nine)  states 
where  it  appeared  on  the  ballot  in  Novem- 
ber 1982.  Public  opinion  polls  at  the  end  of 
1982  showed  the  freeze  idea  appealed  to 
some  three-quarters  of  the  public  if  it  is  ver- 
ifiable and  would  grant  no  significant  ad- 
vantage to  the  Soviet  Union.  The  same  polls 
showed  overwhelming  opposition  to  unilat- 
eral disarmament  and  considerable  mistrust 
of  the  Soviet  Union. 

Earlier  freezes  suggested  by  Presidents 
Johnson  and  Carter  did  not  have  any  obvi- 
ous drawing  power,  nor  have  the  various 
moratoria  proposed  by  the  Soviet  Union. 
But  with  the  combination  of  the  seemingly 
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bellicose  pronouncements  of  the  early 
Reagan  administration  and  the  belief  that 
arms  control  was  not  being  seriously  pur- 
sued, the  freeze  movement  took  hold  with 
the  public.  Considering  the  difficulty  of  any 
treaty  of  substance  gaining  the  two-thirds 
Senate  vote  needed  for  ratification,  this 
degree  of  public  arousal  may  turn  out  to  be 
an  essential  requirement  for  any  future 
arms  control  agreement. 

In  Europe,  the  anti-nuclear  opposition  has 
focused  on  deployment  of  new  NATO  mis- 
siles and  is  strongest  in  northern  Europe 
and  among  the  Protestant  churches.  By 
contrast,  in  the  U.S.  the  initiative  from  the 
religious  sector  has  come  from  the  Catholic 
bishops.  This  has  taken  the  form  of  a  well- 
planned,  deliberate  debate. 

A  further  indication  of  the  spread  of  con- 
cern is  seen  in  the  mobilization  of  support 
for  arms  control  in  the  scientific  communi- 
ty. Not  only  are  activist  scientists  busy  re- 
fining freeze  proposals,  but  the  establish- 
ment itself  is  involved.  For  the  first  time 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  passed 
virtually  unanimously  a  resolution  urging 
intensified  efforts  at  the  negotiating  table 
and  adherence  to  the  still  unratified  trea- 
ties. A  carefully  crafted  statement  by  the 
presidents  of  scientific  academies  and  other 
leading  scientists  on  these  matters  was  pre- 
sented to  Pope  John  Paul  II  in  September 
1982.  It  urged  curbing  the  development, 
production,  testing  and  deployment  of  nu- 
clear weapons  systems  and  their  reduction 
to  substantially  lower  levels,"  claiming  that 
•the  sole  purpose  of  nuclear  weapons,  as 
long  as  they  exist,  must  be  to  deter  nuclear 
war."  and  calling  upon  all  nations  never  to 
be  the  first  to  use  nuclear  weapons." 

This  brief  overview  cannot  convey  the  full 
extent  of  the  diversity  and  vigor  of  the  new 
public  engagement  in  nuclear  policy.  Like 
public  involvements  in  the  past,  this  one 
may  be  changed  or  move  in  new  directions. 
But  it  seems  likely  that  this  new  force  will 
prove  durable  enough  to  affect  government 
policies. 


IMI 


DOCUMENTED  GENOCIDE 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Madam  President, 
on  June  28  of  this  year.  I  alerted  this 
body  to  the  unknown  war  and  forgot- 
ten victims  of  the  Indonesian  aggres- 
sion against  East  Timor.  I  was  encour- 
aged by  an  article  which  appeared 
that  .same  day  in  the  Christian  Science 
Monitor  indicating  that  Indonesia  and 
the  Timorese  rebels  had  finally  start- 
ed talking  after  8  years  of  warfare. 

I  was,  therefore,  deeply  troubled  to 
read  Ken  Pottingers  article  in  the 
July  22  issue  of  the  Christian  Science 
Monitor  reporting  new  revelations 
about  systematic  torture  and  Govern- 
ment-sanctioned violence  by  the  Indo- 
nesians against  the  Timorese.  Mr.  Pot- 
tinger,  a  correspondent  who  has  been 
following  the  Timor  story  closely,  re- 
counts charges  leveled  at  Indonesia  by 
Amnesty  International,  the  London- 
based  human  rights  organization.  Am- 
nesty International  drew  attention  to 
"the  details  of  torture  techniques  in 
the  82-page  document  .  .  . "  which  it 
received  after  the  document  was  smug- 
gled out  of  Indonesia.  The  document 
Amnesty  International  referred  to  was 
an  Indonesian  military  handbook. 


Madam  President,  this  Indonesian 
military  handbook  confirms  two  facts. 
First,  the  anti-Indonesian  struggle  is 
by  no  means  over.  Previous  reports 
from  Indonesian  President  Suhartos 
government  would  have  us  believe  the 
contrary.  Second,  and  most  important, 
the  handbook  is  documentary  evidence 
of  a  systematic  program  which  inflicts, 
in  the  words  of  the  Genocide  Conven- 
tion, "serious  bodily  harm  to  mem- 
bers" of  a  racial,  ethnical,  national,  or 
religious  group. 

The  applicability  of  the  Genocide 
Convention  to  the  case  of  East  Timor 
is  overwhelmingly  evident.  The  ab- 
sence of  the  United  States  from  the 
roster  of  adherents  to  the  Convention 
is  disgraceful.  It  places  us  in  the  com- 
pany of  states  like  Indonesia  which 
have  also  failed  to  ratify  the  Conven- 
tion. 

Madam  President.  Mr.  Pottingers 
article  is  distressing  in  light  of  earlier 
hopeful  signs  of  a  solution  to  this  ter- 
rible situation.  The  charges  which  Am- 
nesty International  has  made  against 
the  Indonesian  forces  are  serious.  The 
fact  that  documentary  evidence  exists 
to  back  up  these  charges  is  significant. 
Unfortunately,  the  United  States  is 
currently  in  no  position  to  act  on  this 
problem.  Our  failure  to  ratify  the 
Genocide  Convention  not  only  be- 
smirches our  moral  position  within  the 
family  of  nations,  it  also  ties  our 
hands  in  dealing  with  this  problem. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will  join 
me  in  the  effort  to  secure  Senate  ap- 
proval of  the  Genocide  Convention. 
Perhaps  if  Senators  could  read  about 
the  blatant  sanctioning  of  genocidal 
acts  by  President  Suharto,  they  would 
be  convinced  of  the  immediacy  and 
relevance  of  the  issue  which  I  have 
discussed  here  on  so  many  occasions. 
Madam  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Mr.  Pottingers  article 
from  the  Christian  Science  Monitor  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[FYom  the  Christian  Science  Monitor.  July 

22.  1983]      • 
Amnesty  International  Charges  Indonesia 
Permits  Torture  in  East  Timor 
(By  Ken  Pottinger) 
Lisbon.— Repeated   Indonesian  efforts   to 
deny  claims  of  ongoing  guerrilla  resistance 
to  the  annexation  of  the  former  Portuguese 
colony  of  East  Timor  appear  seriously  dis- 
credited by  the  release  of  an  alleged  Indone- 
sian military  handbook. 

The  gravest  disclosure  of  the  handbook, 
supposedly  captured  by  Timorese  guerrillas 
last  December,  is  that  torture  is  used 
against  Timorese  dissidents. 

In  a  section  on  the  use  of  force  and  vio- 
lence, the  released  manual  says.  It  is  hoped 
that  interrogation  with  the  use  of  violence 
will  not  be  undertaken  except  in  certain  sit- 
uations where  the  person  interrogated  finds 
it  difficult  to  tell  the  truth.  If  you  are 
forced  to  use  violence,  no  witnesses  should 
be  present.  .  .  Avoid  the  taking  of  photo- 
graphs which  show  torture.  .  . 


The  chapter,  however,  acknowledges  that 
torture  is  wrong  and  says:  "Too  much  coer- 
cion has  been  used  in  the  past  often  result- 
ing in  the  person  admitting  his  guilt 
through  fear  and  subsequently  following 
the  wishes  of  the  interrogator."  This,  says 
the  manual,  is  an  obstacle  to  obtaining  accu- 
rate information  for  use  in  the  field. 

The  London-based  Amnesty  International 
organization,  which  has  drawn  attention  to 
the  details  of  torture  techniques  in  the  82- 
page  document,  claims  that  the  handbook, 
written  in  Indonesian,  has  been  verified  as 
authentic  by  experts  on  Indonesia. 

[In  Jakarta  Wednesday,  a  spokesman  for 
the  Indonesian  Defense  and  Security  Minis- 
try denied  the  existence  of  a  special  military 
manual  for  troops  serving  in  East  Timor,  ac- 
cording to  Reuters.  Ministry  spokesman 
Rear  Adm.  Erwin  Mangaweang  said,  "No,  it 
does  not  exist.  We  have  never  issued  such  a 
manual  for  East  Timor."] 

Information  contained  in  the  handbook 
implies  that  the  guerrilla  movement,  known 
as  Fretilin,  is  by  no  means  a  spent  force  de- 
spite repeated  Indonesian  claims  to  the  con- 
trary. Fretilin  is  the  Marxist  group  dis- 
placed from  power  in  East  Timor  when  the 
Indonesian  Army  invaded  in  1976.  It  has 
been  resisting  the  occupation  since  that 
time. 
The  military  manual  is  mainly  classified 
secret"  and  is  suppo.sedly  written  by  two 
Indonesian  military  officers.  Maj.  Williem 
Da  Costa  and  infantry  Col.  A.  Sahala  Raja- 
gukguk.  It  was  smuggled  to  Lisbon  last 
month  along  with  other  materials  for  distri- 
bution by  Fretilin's  overseas  representa- 
tives. 

The  release  of  the  handbook  follows  re- 
ports last  month  that  Indonesia  has  negoti- 
ated a  ceasefire  with  guerrillas  on  the  island 
in  preparation  for  bringing  an  end  to  the 
eight  year-old  conflict. 

Tha  manual  outlines  the  highly  developed 
Fretilin  network  in  the  islands  towns  and 
villages  and  gives  advice  on  how  to  combat 
the  guerrillas  and  their  sympathizers.  The 
detailed  nature  of  the  chapters,  which  de- 
scribe the  guerrilla  network  as  it  existed  at 
the  time  of  writing  of  the  manual  (Septem- 
ber 1982).  underlines  the  generalized  extent 
of  opposition  to  the  Indonesian  takeover  of 
the  island. 

The  document  concedes  that  the  greatest 
problems  for  the  Indonesian  forces  are  in 
the  eastern  zone  of  the  island— long  recog- 
nized as  a  guerrilla  stronghold— where  it 
says  there  are  places  suffering  from  food 
shortages.  The  authors  say  the  military  has 
successfully  dismantled  "communist  cells" 
in  five  regions  of  the  eastern  zone  south  of 
Bakau.  site  of  the  Indonesian  military  head- 
quarters on  the  island,  but  that  other  areas 
remain  linked  to  the  guerrilla  network. 

Amnesty  International  Wednesday  dis- 
closed the  content  of  a  letter  to  Indonesian 
President  Suharto,  condemning  the  possi- 
bilities for  torture  contained  in  the  docu- 
ment and  .stating  that  "all  governments  are 
bound  by  international  human  rights  stand- 
ards prohibiting  torture  in  all  circum- 
stances." 

Amnesty  said  it  had  asked  President  Su- 
harto to  issue  instructions  prohibiting  tor- 
ture by  all  forces  under  his  command. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  leader  does  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield  to  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  was  going  to  yield 
back  the  time,  and  it  dawned  on  me 
that  the  minority  leader  had  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  If  the  majority  leader  or 
the  assistant  majority  leader  have  no 
further  use  for  time,  I  yield  back  my 
time. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
RIEGLE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Riegle)  is 
recognized  for  not  to  exceed  15  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Madam  President,  if  I 
may  have  the  attention  of  the  minori- 
ty leader,  it  is  my  understanding  he 
yielded  his  time  under  the  special 
order  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  correct.  The 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  yield- 
ed 15  minutes  of  his  time. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 
Mr.    BYRD.    I    believe    I    have   the 
floor. 


CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  only 
rarely  do  I  seek  Senate  floor  time 
under  a  special  order  to  deliver  a 
major  statement.  I  do  so  today  because 
of  the  gravity  of  the  situation  in  Cen- 
tral America  and  my  deep  concern 
that  administration  policy  is  leading 
toward  major  U.S.  military  involve- 
ment in  that  region. 

It  is  my  belief  that  an  Americanized 
military  conflict  in  Central  America 
must  be  avoided.  Our  top  military  offi- 
cers have  openly  expressed  this  view 
publicly  and  I  believe  they  are  right. 

Despite  President  Reagan's  state- 
ment that  we  do  not  seek  a  war  in 
Central  America— or  direct  armed  U.S. 
military  intervention  there— the  pat- 
tern of  events  appear  to  be  heading  in 
that  direction. 

Within  the  past  4  days,  two  signifi- 
cant U.S.  military  initiatives  in  Cen- 
tral America  have  been  announced. 
One  involves  the  dispatch  of  naval 
warships  to  the  area,  the  second  in- 
volves the  planned  movement  of  some 
4.000  American  combat  forces  into 
Honduras  for  a  period  of  several 
months. 

Whether  intended  or  not,  these  are 
war-like  acts  when  taken  in  the  con- 
text of  the  events  now  taking  place  in 
El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua  and  the 
openly  acknowledged  and  growing 
covert  activities  of  our  Government  in 
the  region. 

The  situation  is  fraught  with  dan- 
gers of  the  highest  significance— and 
direct  U.S.  military  participation  now 
appears  likely  if  events  continue  to 
move  in  the  same  direction  we  have 
seen  in  recent  days  and  weeks. 


These  dangers  must  be  illuminated 
for  the  American  people  and  for  the 
Congress.  If  American  military  person- 
nel are  to  be  put  at  risk  in  Central 
America— and  if  the  policy  of  our  Gov- 
ernment is  leading  toward  the  possibil- 
ity of  open  military  conflict,  then  the 
time  to  assess  these  policies  and  their 
possible  justification  is  now. 

The  Congress  should  not  adjourn  for 
the  month  of  August  with  these  major 
questions  unanswered— and  with  the 
pattern  of  U.S.  military  activities  sud- 
denly escalating  in  Central  America. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  possi- 
ble future  events  in  Central  America 
and  the  lack  of  any  clearly  stated  U.S. 
policy  in  this  regard. 

Let  me  indicate  why  I  am  so  con- 
cerned. 

First,  the  two  U.S.  military  initia- 
tives announced  this  week  came  as  a 
complete  surprise  to  those  of  us  here 
in  Congress. 

Contrary  to  past  practice,  neither 
the  majority  nor  minority  leaders  of 
the  Senate  were  consulted  or  advised 
of  these  military  initiatives  prior  to 
their  public  announcement.  This  also 
appears  to  be  true  for  the  House  lead- 
ership on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

This  lack  of  consultation  with  the 
congressional  leadership  is  a  sharp 
break  from  past  practice  extending 
back  through  many  administrations  of 
both  parties.  There  is  no  explanation 
for  this  change. 

With  Congress  alone  having  the 
power  to  declare  war  and  appropriate 
all  moneys  for  military  and  other  pur- 
poses—lack of  consultation  of  matters 
of  this  gravity  shows  a  fundamental 
misunderstanding  of  the  constitution- 
al process  and  the  institutional  re- 
quirements of  a  governmental  system 
of  shared  powers. 

Here  m  the  Senate,  when  major  U.S. 
military  initiatives  are  being  undertak- 
en in  a  region  where  hostilities  are  al- 
ready taking  place,  it  is  imperative 
that  the  majority  and  minority  leaders 
be  consulted  and  advised. 

Second,  it  is  not  clear  how  U.S.  for- 
eign policy  is  presently  being  devel- 
oped and,  in  turn,  carried  out.  Here 
there  are  two  problems.  There  is  great 
confusion  about  the  policy  process 
itself  and  there  is  a  lack  of  a  compre- 
hensive understanding  of  exactly  what 
our  policy  is  and  how  it  is  being  car- 
ried out. 

As  to  the  policy  process  itself  we  see 
a  bewildering  number  of  participants 
and  activities  with  nothing  to  indicate 
overall  coordination  and  a  centralized 
control  point.  For  example,  at  present 
we  appear  to  have  the  following  ad- 
ministration participants:  First,  a 
newly  established  Presidential  Com- 
mission on  Central  America,  headed 
by  Henry  Kissinger,  that  has  been 
hurriedly  assembled;  second,  a  Special 
Presidential  Ambassador  to  the  region. 
Richard  Stone  who  is  busy  traveling 
between  Central  American  countries: 


third,  a  recent  wholesale  shifting  of 
key  U.S.  diplomats  stationed  in  Cen- 
tral American  countries:  fourth.  Judge 
Clark,  the  President's  National  Securi- 
ty Adviser,  who  appears  to  be  directly 
involved  in  the  details  of  Central 
America  decisionmaking:  fifth,  George 
Shultz,  Secretary  of  State,  the  official 
normally  thought  to  be  in  charge  of 
U.S.  foreign  policy:  sixth,  Caspar 
Weinberger,  who  appears  to  be  in 
charge  of  the  naval  flotilla  and  the 
combat  forces  going  into  Honduras: 
seventh.  William  Casey,  who  appears 
to  be  in  charge  of  covert  activities  in 
Central  America,  and  finally:  eighth. 
President  Reagan,  who  as  President 
and  Commander  in  Chief,  did  little  in 
this  week's  news  conference  to  provide 
any  clear  overall  sense  of  our  policy  in 
Central  America  and  where  it  is  lead- 
ing. 

It  is  not  clear  to  this  Senator  who  in 
the  administration  is  in  charge— or  if 
anyone  is  in  charge.  The  appearance  is 
one  of  confusion  and  overlapping  ini- 
tiatives and  jurisdiction— with  the 
clear  lack  of  a  well-coordinated  unified 
direction  to  our  Central  American 
policy. 

On  Tuesday  of  this  week,  one  of  the 
administrations  foreign  policy  advis- 
ers I  just  named  who  serves  at  the 
very  highest  level,  was  unable  to 
answer  a  very  important  question 
from  Senator  Glenn.  That  question 
was  whether  the  U.S.  combat  forces 
going  into  Honduras  were  being 
equipped  with  live  ammunition— and 
orders  to  fire  if  fired  upon.  This  offi- 
cial did  not  know  the  answer,  and  fur- 
ther did  not  seem  to  be  knowledgeable 
of  the  critical  need  for  such  a  determi- 
nation prior  to  the  authorized  deploy- 
ment of  U.S.  Armed  Forces  in  turbu- 
lent settings. 

Next  I  must  express  my  strong  ap- 
prehension about  the  recent  named 
Presidential  Commission  on  Central 
America. 

I  do  not  understand  the  need  for 
such  a  group,  and  how  its  judgments 
can  properly  be  substituted  for  the 
normal  foreign  policy  decision  process 
and  judgments  produced  by  a  duly 
elected  administration  in  consultation 
with  the  Congress. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
is  directly  responsible  for  setting  the 
direction  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Congress.  The 
President  cannot  farm  this  job  out  to 
an  ad  hoc  commission— it  is  both  inap- 
propriate and  improper.  This  is  so  ob- 
vious that  it  gives  rise  to  the  suspicion 
that  the  Central  America  Commission 
may  actually  be  a  public  relations  ploy 
to  obscure  U.S.  policy  for  the  next  sev- 
eral months  and  diffuse  its  public  dis- 
semination through  a  presumed  arms- 
length  and  balanced  public  commis- 
sion. While  this  Commission  has  a 
carefully  crafted  appearance  of  sup- 
posed bipartisanship  and.  according  to 
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the  President,  is  balanced  equally  with 
supporters  and  opponents  of  current 
U.S.  Central  American  policy,  it  is.  in 
fact,  a  stacked  Commission,  with  per- 
sons generally  supportive  of  current 
administration  policies  in  Central 
America. 

By  contrast,  when  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Commission  was  earlier  established 
by  the  Reagan  administration,  the 
Democratic  leaders  in  the  House  and 
Senate  were  given  a  free  hand  in  se- 
lecting the  Democratic  participants.  In 
the  Central  American  Commission, 
the  Reagan  administration  selected 
the  Democratic  participants  and  in- 
formed the  congressional  Democratic 
leadership. 

Moreover,  the  composition  of  the 
Central  American  Commission  does 
not  contain  a  single  member  who  has 
an  established  record  of  opposition  to 
administration  Central  American 
policy.  These  factors  seriously  impair 
this  Commission  l)efore  it  even  holds 
its  first  meeting. 

The  selection  of  Henry  Kissinger  to 
head  the  Commission  is  particularly 
unfortunate— and  is  a  choice  that  I 
oppose  and  would  strongly  challenge  if 
the  avenue  of  Senate  confirmation 
were  open  to  me.  The  Commission  ap- 
pointment of  Mr.  Kissinger  bypasses 
the  Senate  confirmation  process,  al- 
though I  understand  that  Senator 
Helms  intends  to  convene  hearings  in 
an  attempt  to  challenge  Mr.  Kissin- 
ger's suitability  for  this  assignment.  I 
hope  Senator  Helms  will  persist  with 
this  effort. 

Those  of  us  who  served  in  Congress 
during  the  Vietnam  war  period,  re- 
member it  vividly,  and  Mr.  Kissingers 
role  as  the  principal  architect  of  the 
disastrous  U.S.  policy  in  Vietnam  and 
Southeast  Asia.  A  host  of  mistaken  ac- 
tions were  taken  at  that  time,  and  Mr. 
Kissinger  was  central  to  the  develop- 
ment of  these  flawed  policies,  and  ac- 
tions and  the  widespread  deception  of 
the  Congress  and  the  American 
people.  The  secret  bombing  of  Cambo- 
dia is  one  prominent  example,  which 
Mr.  Kissinger  and  the  Nixon  adminis- 
tration deliberately  concealed  from 
the  Congress  and  the  American 
people.  Certainly  our  enemies  in 
Southeast  Asia  knew  the  Iwmbing  was 
occurring— so  the  secrecy  at  the  time 
was  to  mislead  the  American  people. 

Mr.  Kissingers  role  in  the  wiretap- 
ping of  American  journalists  during 
that  period  is  another  unacceptable 
part  of  his  governmental  activities  in 
the  past.  I  could  add  to  this  list,  but 
books  are  readily  available  on  this  sub- 
ject. 

Putting  Mr.  Kissinger  in  charge  of 
any  portion  of  U.S.  policymaking  in 
Central  America  is  a  dangerous  mis- 
take. 

The  next  cause  for  serious  misgiving 
is  the  very  nature  of  the  turbulence 
and  rising  revolutionary  pressures  in 
South  and  Central  America. 


Repressive  military  oligarchies 
trying  to  preserve  the  wealth  and 
power  for  themselves  and  a  small  priv- 
ileged class  are  no  answer  to  the  mas- 
sive poverty  and  social  injustice  that 
plagues  that  region. 

People  want  constructive  change  and 
not  a  continuation  of  the  status  quo. 
Any  ideology  that  plausibly  identifies 
with  this  desire  for  fundamental 
change  will  attract  support. 

Our  challenge,  as  Americans  who 
represent  a  vastly  different  culture, 
and  who  speak  a  different  language,  is 
to  relate  ourselves  and  our  values  to 
the  aspirations  of  the  broad  masses  of 
Latin  American  people.  It  is  a  difficult 
task. 

It  means  supporting  new  initiatives 
that  directly  challenge  the  status  quo 
in  Central  and  South  America.  This  is 
inherently  unattractive  to  ruling  oli- 
garchies who  are  our  longstanding  cli- 
ents and  nominal  allies. 

Such  a  condition  is  ripe  for  exploita- 
tion by  other  ideologies— including 
communism— who  can  ally  with  the 
masses  against  the  status  quo.  If  the 
United  States  can  do  no  more  than  dig 
in  on  the  side  of  the  status  quo,  then 
we  are  surely  facing  the  "big  head- 
ache" down  the  road  President 
Reagan  referred  to  this  week. 

But  the  headache,  if  we  stay  on  the 
present  track,  will  be  the  need  to 
inject  more  and  more  American  force 
and  money  to  prop  up  ruling  oligar- 
chies who  cannot  win  the  broad  active 
public  support  of  their  own  people. 

American  combat  troops  are  not  the 
answer  in  Central  or  South  America 
anymore  than  they  were  in  Southeast 
Asia.  In  fact,  the  presence  of  large 
numbers  of  uniformed  U.S.  military 
personnel  on  the  ground  in  Central 
America  will  provide  the  greatest  ral- 
lying cry  that  our  ideological  adversar- 
ies could  ever  dare  hope  for.  We  "Yan- 
kees" are  not  loved  to  start  with  in 
this  region— and  if  we  make  the  mis- 
take of  plunging  in  with  military 
force— we  will  make  every  American 
soldier  a  target  for  those  who  can  be 
motivated  to  fight  to  drive  out  the 
•outsiders"  and  topple  the  existing 
power  structures  we  seek  to  maintain 
there.  If  we  Americanize  this  conflict, 
we  are  certain  long-term  losers  as  I  see 
it.  And  yet  that  appears  to  be  the  road 
we  are  on. 

I  do  not  believe  the  administration 
sees  these  risks,  and  seems  to  be 
moving  to  Americanize  the  conflict  by 
design  or  inadvertence. 

The  logical  course  and  the  wisest 
course  is  to  support  the  initiatives  of 
other  regional  governments  who  are 
seeking  to  contain  the  conflict  and 
settle  it  by  some  process  of  negotia- 
tion. If  combat  forces  are  needed,  they 
should  be  regional  forces,  composed  of 
personnel  from  the  region  itself.  If  the 
threat  is  not  seen  as  serious  enough  to 
warrant  such  a  mobilized  regional 
effort  by  other  nations  in  the  area- 


then  I  question  our  own  diagnosis  of 
the  problem  and  any  possible  notion 
that  our  national  will  and  military 
force  can  adequately  substitute  for 
what  may  be  lacking  in  the  govern- 
ments within  the  region. 

This  Central  American  problem 
must  be  solved  by  the  parties  in  Cen- 
tral America,  with  the  United  States 
in  a  supporting  role  which  deempha- 
sizes  U.S.  military  involvement. 

It  is  also  necessary  to  acknowledge 
another  concern  and  that  is  the  grow- 
ing risk  of  an  incident  arising  which 
could  quickly  escalate  military  events 
in  Central  America  far  beyond  any 
prudent  limit. 

While  the  Tonkin  Gulf  incident  may 
be  up  in  the  attic  of  the  public 
memory,  I  remember  how  this  alleged 
attack  of  a  U.S.  naval  vessel  became 
the  basis  for  a  massive  U.S.  military 
response  in  Southeast  Asia. 

We  should  be  striving  at  this  point 
to  make  such  an  incident  in  Central 
America  as  unlikely  as  possible.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  administrations  actions 
are  moving  us  in  the  opposite  direc- 
tion. 

One  can  see  how  rival  forces,  or  even 
our  own  allies  who  may  feel  their 
power  slipping,  would  welcome  a 
chance  to  help  pull  the  United  States 
more  deeply  into  this  quagmire  for 
their  own  quite  separate  purposes. 

Let  me  conclude  this  somber  assess- 
ment by  noting  that  the  faith  of  the 
American  people  in  our  National  Gov- 
ernment has  been  deeply  shaken  by 
events  in  recent  years.  Vietnam.  Wa- 
tergate, Abscam,  improper  conduct  by 
elected  and  appointed  Federal  offi- 
cials, failure  to  deal  effectively  with 
epic  economic  change— have  all  taken 
their  toll  of  public  faith  in  our  Gov- 
ernment. 

Today  among  the  American  people 
there  is  great  apprehension  about 
events  in  Central  America  and  the 
degree  to  which  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration is  prepared  to  involve  the 
United  States  militarily  in  the  region. 
We  cannot  afford  to  make  a  grievous 
national  error  on  this  issue. 

We  have  enormous  domestic  chal- 
lenges to  deal  with— and  major  inter- 
national obligations  as  well.  In  that 
context,  our  Nation  can  and  should 
play  a  constructive  part  in  helping 
Central  America  and  South  America 
build  a  better  future  for  its  people. 

As  one  who  holds  the  Senate  seat 
once  held  by  Arthur  Vandenberg,  I, 
like  him,  am  an  internationalist  ar»d 
feel  that  our  own  long  run  strategic  in- 
terests and  our  human  values  compel 
us  to  play  an  active  and  constructive 
role  in  world  events,  and  particularly 
so  in  this  hemisphere. 

The  message  I  believe  our  Govern- 
ment should  send  to  the  rank  and  file 
citizens  of  the  Central  American  coun- 
tries is  that  we  deeply  share  their 
longing  for  a  better  life.  We  wish  to 


assist  that  basic  human  impulse  in 
every  constructive  way  we  can.  We  are 
not  defenders  of  the  status  quo  or  hos- 
tage to  narrowly  based  oligarchies  in 
the  region.  Neither  are  we  imperialists 
nor  do  we  seek  to  impose  an  American 
vision  upon  the  people  of  Central 
America.  We  believe  in  genuine  self 
determination  and  believe  the  people 
of  Central  America  must  determine 
their  own  future. 

We  are  a  Nation  born  out  of  revolu- 
tion. We  understand  the  aspirations  of 
those  who  seek  their  own  vision  of  jus- 
tice for  themselves  and  their  children. 
Life  is  short  and  precious— and  the 
yearning  of  the  dispossessed  and  op- 
pressed was  the  very  heartbeat  that 
brought'  the  United  States  of  America 
into  being. 

The  tide  of  history  is  on  the  side  of 
human  rights  and  social  justice. 

Our  entry  into  World  War  II,  the 
Peace  Corps,  and  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  were  national  commitments 
that  moved  with  that  tide  and  were 
initiatives  we  can  recall  with  pride. 

Our  neighbors  to  the  south  should 
know  that  here  in  America  is  an  un- 
derstanding and  a  deep  respect  of 
their  aspirations. 

If  we  here  in  positions  of  responsibil- 
ity in  our  national  government  can  dis- 
cern the  right  steps  and  avoid  the 
wrong  ones,  we  can  play  a  constructive 
role  in  Central  America  consistent 
with  our  heritage,  our  values,  and  our 
interests. 

I  believe  we  must  change  the  course 
the  administration  appears  to  be 
taking  in  Central  America,  and  we 
must  call  upon  the  American  people  to 
also  speak  out  on  this  vital  issue. 

An  aroused  citizenry  eventually 
changed  American  policy  in  Vietnam. 
If  we  draw  upon  that  painful  experi- 
ence we  can  act  now  to  change  U.S. 
policy  in  Central  America. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  Mr.  Riegle  and  I 
compliment  him  on  his  statement.  Al- 
though I  was  by  necessity  called  out  of 
the  Chamber  I  will  read  his  statement 
with  great  interest. 
Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
WILSON 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Wilson)  is  recognized 
for  not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 


S.  1707-COMPETITION  IN 
TELEVISION  PRODUCTION  ACT 


Mr.  WILSON.  Madam  President,  I 
am  today  introducing  the  Competition 
in  Television  Production  Act,  S.  1707. 
This  bill  will  allow  for  continued  vital- 
ity and  diversity  in  the  television  pro- 
duction industry. 


It  is  not  startling  news  that  the  tele- 
vision industry  is  under  great  market- 
place control  of  the  three  major  com- 
mercial television  networks.  They 
have  what  some  term  oligopsony 
power— that  is,  the  power  that  is  ex- 
erted when  there  are  only  a  limited 
number  of  large  buyers  in  the  market- 
place. 

The  result  of  this  situation,  if  left 
unchecked,  is  that  the  sellers  of  televi- 
sion programs  would  be  subject  to 
undue  and  unfair  pressures  by  these 
networks. 

There  presently  exist  three  rules, 
promulgated  by  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission  in  1970,  which 
have  kept  this  situation  in  proper  bal- 
ance. They  are  known  as  the  syndica- 
tion rule,  the  financial  interest  rule, 
and  the  prime  time  access  rule. 

Together,  they  serve  to  insure  that 
the  networks  act  in  a  responsible,  pro- 
competitive  fashion  in  arranging  for 
the  production  and  acquisition  of  tele- 
vision shows  to  be  aired  over  their  fa- 
cilities out  to  their  affiliates  across  the 
United  States. 

Prior  to  establishment  of  these 
rules,  the  networks  were  pretty  much 
free  to  dictate  the  rules  of  television- 
free  to  produce  their  own  programs, 
free  to  discourage  competition  in  pro- 
gramming by  refusing  access  to  inde- 
pendent producers,  free  to  provide 
daytime  reruns  only  when  and  to 
whom  they  saw  fit. 

If  the  networks  wanted  to  contract 
for  the  production  of  a  new  show  with 
an  independent  producer,  they  did  so 
holding  all  the  cards.  For  if  a  producer 
balked  at  the  terms  of  a  deal  offered, 
he  had,  effectively,  nowhere  else  to 
turn.  Yes,  there  are  two  other  net- 
works, but,  by  custom  and  for  all  prac- 
tical purposes,  if  a  producer  were  re- 
jected by  one  network,  the  others 
would  also  bypass  him. 

With  this  power  of  an  oligopsony, 
the  networks  were  able  to  negotiate 
favorable  deals  which  allowed  for  little 
profit  to  flow  to  the  independent  pro- 
ducers, keeping  them  small  and  few  in 
number. 

Without  the  rules,  the  networks 
were  also  able  to  freely  choose  when 
and  to  whom  they  would  provide  the 
rights  for  rerunning  successful  prime 
time  shows.  Not  surprisingly,  the  net- 
works tended  to  wait  until  the  show 
had  run  during  prime  time  for  a  very 
long  time  before  doling  out  the  most 
popular  shows  and  tended  to  favor 
their  own  affiliates. 

Should  there  be  any  doubt  about 
what  I  have  been  telling  you  today,  an 
assessment  of  what  has  happened 
since  the  enactment  of  the  rules  is  in- 
structive. 

In  the  1971-72  television  season, 
when  the  FCC  rules  first  went  into 
effect,  there  were  only  48  independent 
producers  supplying  programming  for 
network  prime-time  exhibition. 


By  the  1981-82  season,  the  number 
had  grown  to  81. 

In  1970,  there  were  only  65  inde- 
pendent television  stations  in  the 
United  States.  By  1982.  the  number 
had  grown  to  179. 

Madam  President,  the  networks 
have  claimed  before  the  FCC  that 
they  are  losing  their  market  power  as 
buyers  because  of  advancements  in 
technology.  They  suggest  that  cable 
television,  nonnetwork  organizations, 
and  the  independent  television  sta- 
tions today  provide  a  large  enough 
market  to  supply  a  serious  alternative 
to  the  networks  as  buyers  of  television 
programming. 

But  the  fact  is  that  while  change  is 
definitely  occurring  in  the  market- 
place, the  time  of  equal  bargaining 
power  has  by  no  means  yet  arrived. 

The  networks  today  draw  over  80 
percent  of  the  prime-time  audience. 
By  their  own  projections,  the  net- 
works will  still  be  drawing  70  percent 
in  1990,  7  years  from  now. 

Even  if  the  networks  are  right  about 
their  market  share  in  1990,  only  30 
percent  of  the  market  will  be  outside 
their  control— a  badly  fragmented  30 
percent  made  up  of  small  broadcasters 
fighting  for  the  leftovers.  The  oligop- 
sony would  still  be  very  much  in  con- 
trol if  these  three  rules  were  not  re- 
tained by  the  FCC. 

Madam  President,  I  do  not  support 
Government  regulation  of  the  market- 
place as  a  general  rule  because  it  tends 
to  discourage  free  and  open  competi- 
tion. In  this  case,  however,  without 
these  FCC  rules,  competition  will  be 
strongly  discouraged. 

As  in  many  other  areas  of  our  econo- 
my, in  television,  more  is  better.  The 
rules  have  brought  us  more  of  every- 
thing. Today  we  have  more  programs 
created  by  more  producers  that  can  be 
sold  to  more  stations  than  ever  before. 
Television  viewers  are  enjoying  more 
choice  because  there  is  an  ever-grow- 
ing pool  of  competition  and  diversity. 

While  the  rules  have  brought  new 
life  to  television,  the  networks  are  now 
trying  to  snuff  it  out.  They  have 
joined  their  resources  to  convince  the 
FCC  to  repeal  the  rules  and,  unfortu- 
nately, the  FCC  seems  to  be  siding 
with  the  networks.  An  early  decision 
on  behalf  of  the  networks  is  reported- 
ly imminent. 

Madam  President,  my  bill  would 
simply  bar  the  FCC  from  repealing  or 
modifying  the  existing  rules  prior  to 
July  1,  1988. 

Identical  legislation  has  been  intro- 
duced in  the  other  body  by  my  col- 
league from  California,  Congressman 
Henry  Waxman.  That  bill.  H.R.  2250, 
enjoys  bipartisan  support  and  cospon- 
sorship  of  115  Members  of  the  House. 
It  is  scheduled  for  hearings  in  the  near 
future. 

In  5  years.  Madam  President,  we  will 
be  in  a  position  to  better  assess  net- 
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work  dominance  in  the  television  in- 
dustry. If  the  industry  is  then  truly 
competitive,  the  rules  can  then  be  re- 
pealed. 

I  do  not  contend  for  one  moment 
that  these  rules  should  be  cast  in 
stone  or  that  they  should  last  forever. 
I  do  strongly  contend  that  they  are 
needed  today  and  for  these  next  few 
years  not  only  for  healthy  competition 
but  also  to  assure  a  ready  flow  of  in- 
formation and  entertainment  to  the 
public  from  diverse  sources. 

Repeal  would  restore  the  encompass- 
ing commercial  power  of  the  networks, 
a  control  that  has  been  only  slightly 
diminished  in  the  last  decade.  Frankly, 
it  would  drive  a  lot  of  small,  fledgling, 
independent  companies  right  out  of 
business. 

Madam  President.  I  ask  for  the  sup- 
port of  my  colleagues  for  this  impor- 
tant legislation  and  its  early  consider- 
ation by  the  Commerce  Committee. 

Madam  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  bill  and  a  description 
of  the  issues  underlying  this  matter,  in 
question-and-answer  form,  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1707 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ■Competition  in 
Television  Production  Act". 

Sec.  2.  In  order  to  maximize  competition 
in  the  television  broadcasting  marketplace 
and  to  promote  diversity  of  programming 
sources  for  the  public,  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission  shall  not  have  au- 
thority to  take  any  action  before  July  1. 
1988.  to  repeal,  amend,  or  otherwise  modify 
the  provisions  or  applicability  of  any  of  the 
following: 

(a)  section  73.658(j)(i)  of  title  47.  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (commonly  known  as 
the  'Syndication  Rule":  23  FCC.  2d  382); 

(b)  section  73.658(jKii)  of  title  47.  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  <commonly  known  as 
the  "Financial  Interest  Rule";  23  F.C.C.  2d 
382);  and 

(c)  section  73.658(k)  of  title  47.  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (commonly  known  as 
the  "Prime  Time  Access  Rule";  23  F.C.C.  2d 
382). 

Questions  and  Answers 

Q.  What  are  the  "financial  interest  and 
syndication  rules"? 

The  financial  interest  rule  prohibits  the 
three  major  commercial  TV  networks  ( ABC. 
CBS  and  NBC)  from  acquiring  a  stake  in 
the  revenues  generated  by  a  program  pro- 
duced by  a  non-network  producer. 

The  syndication  rule  prohibits  the  net- 
works from  controlling  the  syndication 
rights  to  any  TV  programming. 

Together,  these  rules  prevent  the  net- 
works from  controlling  the  sale  or  licensing 
of  TV  programs  after  the  shows  have  com- 
pleted their  network  run. 

Q.  Why  did  the  FCC  adopt  these  rules? 

In  the  late  Sixties,  the  FCC  took  a  long, 
hard  look  at  the  relationship  between  the 
three  major  TV  networks  and  program  pro- 
ducers, as  part  of  an  overview  of  network 
practices. 


The  FCC  found  that  a  number  of  factors 
had  conspired  to  limit  American  television 
to  three  networks.  Moreover,  these  three 
networks  had  taken  almost  complete  control 
of  the  programs  they  aired.  The  networks' 
power  over  the  program  production  indus- 
try also  restricted  what  shows  were  avail- 
able to  their  competitors,  independent  (non- 
affiliated) TV  stations. 

Unless  producers  could  sell  their  shows  to 
one  of  the  three  networks,  the  FCC  discov- 
ered, access  to  the  prime-time  TV  audience 
was  all  but  impossible.  And  when  producers 
negotiated  with  the  networks  to  sell  their 
programs,  producers  were  placed  in  a  very 
unequal  bargaining  position. 

The  networks  represented  an  oligopsony 
(i.e..  a  small  number  of  buyers  confronting  a 
large  number  of  potential  sellers).  Various 
demands  placed  on  producers  by  the  net- 
works, and  the  conflict  of  interest  inherent 
in  network  ownership  of  the  programs  they 
aired,  harmed  competition  and  reduced  the 
choices  available  to  the  viewing  public,  the 
FCC  concluded. 

To  remedy  the  situation,  the  FCC  passed 
the  financial  interest  and  syndication  rules 
in  1970,  Several  years  later,  the  Justice  De- 
partment pursued  antitrust  suits  against 
the  three  networks,  charging  them  with 
predatory  practices  which  included  the  very 
abuses  the  FCC's  rules  are  intended  to  curb. 
The  Justice  Department  reached  consent 
decrees  with  each  of  the  three  networks  be- 
tween 1978  and  1980  which  incorporated 
these  rules. 

Q.  Have  the  rules  really  improved  diversi- 
ty and  competition  in  TV  programming? 

Let's  look  at  the  numbers. 

One  of  the  most  important  effects  of  the 
rules  has  been  the  creation  of  additional 
non-affiliated  TV  stations  known  as  "inde- 
pendents ".  By  reducing  the  networks'  abili- 
ty to  restrict  programming  available  to  inde- 
pendents, the  rules  have  allowed  independ- 
ents to  acquire  more  attractive  program- 
ming and  to  build  larger  audiences.  Healthy 
independent  TV  stations  mean  more  outlets 
for  original  programming,  popular  reruns, 
and  community  service  programs. 

In  1972.  just  after  the  rules  were  passed, 
there  were  only  73  independent  TV  stations 
in  38  markets  nationwide.  Since  the  rules 
have  been  in  effect,  independent  TV  has 
boomed  .  .  .  today  there  are  some  179  inde- 
pendent stations  serving  86  markets  coast  to 
coast. 

The  rules  have  also  brought  new  faces 
into  program  production.  More  and  differ- 
ent program  producers  are  now  creating 
programs  both  for  the  networks  and  for 
syndication.  In  1970-71.  only  48  different 
producers  were  represented  in  network 
prime  time.  By  1982.  81  producers  were  cre- 
ating prime-time  programs.  In  1971.  only 
122  program  distributors  were  active.  By 
1981.  184  distributors  were  providing  pro- 
gramming to  local  network  affiliates  and  inde- 
pendents alike  ...  a  51-percent  increase. 

And.  there  are  changes  that  can't  be 
measured  by  numbers  alone.  The  rules  have 
placed  those  who  create  and  produce  shows 
for  the  networks  in  an  improved  bargaining 
position.  They  can  place  their  programs  on 
the  networks  without  giving  up  their  just 
rewards  from  future  sales.  They  can  build 
the  financial  independence  which  allows 
them  to  produce  innovative  programming  for 
all  parts  of  the  broadcast  day.  They  can  try 
more  new  ideas  with  less  creative  interfer- 
ence. And  they  can  turn  to  independent  sta- 
tions and  other  alternative  outlets  to  run 
shows  which  might  not  interest  the  net- 
works, including  a  variety  of  mini-series  and 
special  audience  programs. 


All  this  means  more  competition,  more  di- 
versity, and  more  choice  for  the  viewer. 

Q.  But  the  networks  are  saying  that 
unless  these  rules  are  lifted,  there'll  be  no 
more  "free  TV".  .  . 

That's  not  quite  right.  If  the  rules  are  re- 
pealed, there  may  be  no  more  competition 
in  advertiser-supported  TV.  But  the  net- 
works will  clearly  remain  the  dominant  out- 
lets for  video  programing  for  a  long,  long 
time. 

First,  its  important  to  realize  that  the  fi- 
nancial interest  and  syndication  rules  have 
no  practical  effect  on  the  networks'  ability 
to  acquire  broadcast  rights  in  any  program- 
ming other  than  entertainment  series  and 
specials.  Thus,  the  networks'  suggestion 
that  the  rules  somehow  prohibit  them  from 
bidding  for  the  rights  to  major  sports  events 
or  feature  films  is  disingenuous. 

Second,  the  networks  remain  dominant  in 
every  sense  of  the  word.  Today,  the  net- 
works continue  to  draw  over  80  percent  of 
the  total  prime-time  audience.  That's  down 
several  points  from  1970.  and  that  loss  is 
largely  attributable  to  new-found  competi- 
tion from  independent  TV  stations.  But  re- 
duction in  the  networks'  total  prime-time 
audience  will  remain  very  gradual  .  .  .  CBS 
estimates  the  networks  will  still  have  70  per- 
cent of  the  prime-time  audience  in  1990.  an 
audience  that  will  have  grown  in  real  num- 
bers. 

The  rules  certainly  are  causing  no  measur- 
able financial  harm  to  the  networks.  As 
CBS  said  in  a  recent  study.  "For  the  fore- 
seeable future,  at  least,  network  television 
will  continue  to  be  the  predominant  nation- 
al advertising  medium."  Indeed,  the  net- 
works are  looking  at  a  "six  billion  dollar 
year"  for  1982.  And  network  profits  have 
climbed  precipitously  during  the  years  the 
rules  have  been  in  effect  ...  a  550  percent 
rise  between  1970  ($50  million)  and  1980 
($375  million).  In  that  same  period,  the  net- 
works' share  of  all  television  profits  has  in- 
creased from  11  to  20  percent. 

Q.  The  networks  also  say  all  those  new 
media  ",  such  as  ..a He  and  pay  TV.  are  going 
to  destroy  them.  Is  this  true? 

The  'new  media"  are  coming,  but  for  most 
Americans,  adverti.ser-supported  broadcast 
TV  is  still  the  sole  or  primary  source  of 
video  programming. 

Only  34  percent  of  American  households 
have  access  to  cable.  Less  than  10  percent 
currently  sul)scribe  to  any  form  of  pay  TV. 
Only  five  percent  of  TV  households  have 
videocassette  players.  And  most  of  the  other 
"new  media",  such  as  direct  broadcast  satel- 
lites and  low-power  TV.  won't  be  with  us  for 
several  years. 

How  competitive  will  these  new  media  be? 
ABC  projects  that  even  by  1990,  broadcast 
revenues  will  still  greatly  outstrip  all  other 
media.  Basic  cable  revenues  will  equal  about 
seven  percent  of  broadcast  revenues,  and 
pay  cable  14  percent. 

And  there's  one  other  thing  the  networks 
haven't  been  very  open  about  .  ,  .  they  are 
among  the  heaviest  investors  in  pay  televi- 
sion. Consider:  All  three  networks  have 
major  interests  in  cable  programming  net- 
works. CBS  has  applied  for  direct  broadcast 
satellite  authorization,  as  has  NBC's  parent 
corporation.  RCA.  ABC  will  soon  enter  the 
subscription  TV  market.  If  anything,  this 
indicates  the  networks  are  very  healthy  fi- 
nancially, and  intend  to  retain  their  domi- 
nance in  the  media  market  of  the  future. 

Q.  If  the  rules  were  eliminated,  what 
could  the  networks  do  that  they  can't  do 
now? 


The  networks  could  use  their  dominant 
bargaining  position  against  program  produc- 
ers to  demand  an  inordinate  share  of  pro- 
gram revenues,  even  when  the  networks 
themselves  haven't  put  any  money  at  risk  in 
producing  the  programs.  Producers,  who 
must  often  deficit-finance  their  productions, 
could  be  deprived  of  any  chance  at  a  fair 
return  on  their  investment.  They  would 
again  he  reduced  to  little  more  than  em- 
ployees of  the  networks,  with  all  the  cre- 
ative inhibitions  that  entails. 

By  taking  over  syndication  rights  to  off- 
network  programs,  the  networks  could  con- 
strict the  flow  of  such  programs.  This  would 
hurl  independent  TV  stations,  which  often 
use  these  programs  to  build  large  audiences. 
Moreover,  the  network  could  be  expected  to 
favor  their  affiliates  over  their  competitors 
in  deciding  who  would  get  the  rights  to  a 
syndicated  program  in  a  given  market.  This, 
too.  would  make  independent  stations  less 
competitive. 

If  the  networks  can  take  a  financial  inter- 
est in  programming  they  produce,  will  they 
suddenly  begin  to  serve  special  audiences? 
Not  likely.  The  networks  have  been  allowed 
to  produce  a  substantial  number  of  hours 
per  week  of  entertainment  and  information 
programming,  and  then  sell  off  the  syndica- 
tion rights  to  the  highest  bidder.  NBC  has 
done  this  with  "Little  House  on  the  Prairie" 
and  -Father  Murphy"  for  example.  But 
even  with  this  freedom  to  produce,  the  net- 
works have  done  little  or  nothing  to  serve 
minority,  handicapped,  children's,  and  other 
special  audiences.  There  is  nothing  to  indi- 
cate the  networks  would  be  any  more  in- 
clined to  serve  these  audiences  even  if  the 
rules  were  lifted. 

Q.  What  are  other  concerned  groups 
saying  to  the  FCC  on  this  i.ssue? 

Action  for  Children's  Television,  a  nation- 
al organization  of  concerned  parents,  told 
the  FCC  the  rules  have  encouraged  the  de- 
velopment of  independent  TV  stations  and 
of  multiple  programming  services.  ACT 
criticized  network  "indifference  "  and  "back- 
sliding" on  children's  television,  and  noted 
that  limited  public  access  to  new  media  re- 
quires retention  of  the  rules  to  encourage 
competion. 

The  National  Institute  for  Low-Power  Tel- 
evision, representing  new  would-be  competi- 
tors in  the  video  marketplace,  told  the  FCC 
that  repeal  was  premature,  and  that  the 
rule  was  needed  to  maintain  "an  economic 
environment  in  which  LPTV  and  other 
emerging  technologies  can  compete  and  sur- 
vive". 

The  United  Church  of  Christ  and  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Churches,  through  their 
counsel.  Media  Access  Project,  termed  the 
rules  "a  modest,  self -enforcing,  structural 
approach"  to  problems  inherent  in  the  net- 
work system.  The  rules  "protect  the  public's 
right  to  receive  diverse  and  competing  ideas 
in  its  television  programming "  by 
"insulatdng)  creative  competition  from  the 
possible  effects  of  (network)  power". 

People  for  the  American  Way  and  Black 
Citizens  for  Fair  Media,  joined  by  various 
church  groups,  observed  that  "there  is  no 
evidence  whatsoever  that  the  financial  in- 
terest and  syndication  rules  have  under- 
mined the  programming  abilities  bf  the  net- 
works or  the  nation's  television  stations." 

The  National  Association  of  Black  Owned 
Broadcasters,  a  trade  association  represent- 
ing the  interests  and  concerns  of  black 
broadcasters  throughout  the  United  States, 
said  "(TJhere  is  nothing  in  the  record  of 
programming  production  by  the  networks 
which  would  suggest  that  repeal  of  the  rules 


will  create  any  new  diversity  of  program- 
ming,  particularly   for  minority  audiences. 
The  netwtorks  have  consistenly  adopted  a 
policy  of  programming  designed  for  attract- 
ing  the   largest   number   of   total    viewers 
without  regard  to  the  tastes  and  interests  of 
minority  audiences.  Repeal  .  .  .  would  only 
permit    the    networks    to    continue    this 
manner  of  programming  on  a  larger  scale". 
Women  in  Film,  a  non-profit  organization 
comprised  of  qualified  professional  women 
in  the  entertainment  industry,  said.  "Elimi- 
nation of  the  rules  will  mean  that  the  prof- 
iU  and   program  ownership  (which  WIFs 
producer  members  can  only  acquire  from 
putting  their  personal  or  business  finances 
at  risk)  will  now  have  to  be  shared  with  the 
networks   who   don't    assume   such    risks." 
WIF  said  current  levels  of  network  Interfer- 
ence with  casting  and  the  creative  process 
would  only  worsen  with  repeal.  ■"(T)he  .  .  . 
rules  serve  the  purpose  for  which  they  were 
intended.     (I)ndependent    producers    have 
become  stronger  and  their  numbers  have  in- 
creased over  the  years  that  the  rules  have 
been  in  force.  As  a  result  the  quality  and  va- 
riety of  progrmming  has  also  increased  both 
in  terms  of  its  creation  for  network  telecast 
and  its  subsequent  availability  for  independ- 
ent syndication.  " 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  that  will  not  last 
past  12  noon,  during  which  time  Sena- 
tors may  speak  for  5  minutes  each. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  2106  TO  THE 
CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069 


Mr.  MATHIAS.  Madam  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  to  an 
amendment  of  the  House  to  an  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  accompanying  the 
conference  report  on  H.R.  3069,  a  bill 
making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1983,  knowing  that  that  conference 
report  is  not  yet  in  the  Senate  but 
hoping  that  this  amendment  could  be 
held  at  the  desk  so  that  other  Mem- 
bers could  be  familiar  with  it  at  the 
time  the  conference  report  does  arrive 
here. 

Madam  President,  this  is  an  extraor- 
dinary amendment  for  an  extraordi- 
nary situation.  I  recognize  that  this 
amendment  could  delay  final  passage 
of  the  supplemental  appropriations 
conference  report,  but  I  only  offer  it 
because  there  seems  to  be  no  other  al- 
ternative. 

On  March  30,  1983,  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  proposed  a 
series  of  regulations  affecting  dramat- 
ic changes  in  the  civil  service,  includ- 
ing implementing  a  pay-for-perform- 
ance  plan  through  the  Federal  work 
force,  diminishing  the  importance  of 
seniority  in  a  reduction  in  force,  and 
providing  guidelines  for  what  is  nego- 
tiable in  a  collective   bargaining  set- 

The  Governmental  Affairs  Subcom- 
mittee on  Civil  Service  has  held  four 


hearings  on  these  proposals  and  on  re- 
lated legislative  alternatives.  The 
hearings  surfaced  very  serious  prob- 
lems with  the  regulations.  In  the  first 
place,  the  proposals  were  to  be  applied 
to  the  entire  work  force,  without  any 
prior  testing  or  experimentation  as  to 
their  efficacy.  In  fact,  the  currently 
operating  governmental  system,  the 
one  system  which  incorporates  some 
of  features  of  these  regulations,  which 
is  the  merit  pay  system.  I  think  has  to 
be  characterized  as  a  dismal  failure.  So 
if  that  is  the  testing  ground  for  these 
regulations,  it  is  not  a  very  hopeful 
outlook. 

Second,  the  proposals  constitute  the 
most  far-reaching  changes  to  the  civil 
service  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Civil  Reform  Act  of  1978,  and  yet  they 
are  being  accomplished  through  regu- 
lation and  not  legislation. 

Third,  the  proposals  have  been  cate- 
gorized by  almost  every  party  as  being 
unfair  and  extreme. 

As  a  result  of  the  hearings.  Senator 
Stevens,  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, has  drafted  legislation  which  au- 
thorizes a  portion  of  the  regulations  to 
be  tested  on  10  percent  of  the  work 
force  for  3'/2  years.  That  is  a  reasona- 
ble approach,  it  is  a  rational  approach, 
and  it  is  fair  approach.  Make  a  test. 
See  how  they  work.  Do  it  over  a  long 
enough  time  to  make  sure  that  we  tm- 
derstand  just  exactly  what  is  happen- 
ing. 

The  Stevens  legislation  has  the  sup- 
port of  virtually  all  the  Federal  em- 
ployee groups  plus  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  the  agency  of  the 
Congress  which  is  supposed  to  look 
closely  at  matters  such  as  this. 

During  the  same  period,  the  House 
added  a  provision  to  the  supplemental 
bill  which  the  Senate  adopted  prohib- 
iting the  March  30  regulations  from 
going  into  effect.  However.  2  weeks 
ago  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment scrapped  their  earlier  set  of  reg- 
ulations and  proposed  a  new  set  with  a 
30-day  comment  period.  While  the  new 
regulations  alleviate  some  of  the  more 
onerous  problems  of  the/irst  set,  they 
are  still  fatally  flawed  for  the  same 
reasons  I  mentioned  previously. 

The  problem  we  now  face  and  the 
reason  for  my  amendment  is  that  the 
prohibition  in  this  bill  does  not  cover 
the  new,  second  set  of  regulations,  and 
It  is  very  likely  they  will  be  issued  m 
final  form  and  implemented  prior  to 
our  return  from  the  recess.  That  is 
what  creates  the  urgency.  This  bill  is 
the  last  opportunity  to  even  delay 
these  proposals  from  becoming  effec- 
tive. 

It  is  not  to  repeal  them,  not  to  block 
them  permanently,  but  just  to  delay 
them  from  becoming  effective. 

We  are  currently  working  on  legisla- 
tion incorporating  the  concepts  of  the 
proposals  and   will   probably   have   it 
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before   the   full   Senate   sometime   in 
September. 

I  think  it  far  wiser  to  consider  these 
massive  changes  legislatively  than 
through  an  almost  unchecked,  unre- 
strained regulatory  process,  the  very 
embodiment  of  big  Government  at  its 
worst.  This  amendment  simply  delays 
the  carrying  out  of  the  proposals  until 
after  September  30,  1983.  That  is  not  a 
great  deal  to  ask.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
the  minimum  that  is  prudent. 

Madam  President,  this  is  a  concept 
which  has  been  considered  and 
thought  about  by  a  number  of  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  besides  myself.  I 
have  already  mentioned  the  hearings 
which  have  been  conducted  by  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr.  Stevens). 
and  the  great  concern  this  subject  has 
given  him.  I  am  joined  in  this  amend- 
ment by  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Sarbanes),  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee (Mr.  Sasser).  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  (Mr.  Bingaman).  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  (Mr.  Eacleton). 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Trible).  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn),  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick).  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Virginia  (Mr.  Warner). 

Look  at  the  spread— Senators  from 
every  part  of  the  country  from  both 
parties  expressing  through  this 
amendment  their  concern  over  what 
can  be  done  to  the  Federal  work  force 
as  a  result  of  regulations  arbitrarily 
issued  without  the  kind  of  testing 
which  is  normal  in  personnel  practice 
in  every  kind  of  large  organization  in 
this  country. 

I  wanted  to  offer  this  amendment 
early  before  the  conference  report  is 
before  the  Senate  so  that  all  Senators 
would  be  on  notice  of  the  problem  and 
of  the  proposed  solution.  I  hope  that 
Senators  will  pay  close  attention  to 
this  issue,  which  is  a  primary  responsi- 
bility of  the  Senate,  and  will  approve 
the  amendment.  In  the  alternative,  of 
course,  the  President  could  himself 
voluntarily  delay  the  implementation 
of  these  regulations  which  would  be,  I 
think,  much  appreciated  by  Members 
of  the  Congress.  The  House  has  al- 
ready spoken  on  this  issue,  though 
their  efforts  have  been  blocked  by  the 
new  set  of  regulations. 

I  think  it  would  be  an  act  of  re- 
straint on  the  part  of  the  Executive 
that  would  be  appreciated  in  the  Con- 
gress. I  am  sure,  and  by  every  member 
of  the  civil  service  whose  lives  can  be 
so  much  affected. 

Madam  President.  I  make  the  point 
of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 
I  withhold  that  point  of  order. 
•  Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  F»resident.  I 
strongly  support  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Senator  Mathias.  The 
amendment  will  prohibit  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  revised  regulations 
proposed  by  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  (OMB)  and  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  July  14.  1983. 


I  am  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
support  of  this  necessary  action. 

The  amendment  is  a  technical  cor- 
rection. The  conference  agreement  on 
H.R.  3069.  the  supplemental  appro- 
priations bill  for  fiscal  year  1983,  al- 
ready contains  a  provision  which  pro- 
hibits the  implementation  of  the  earli- 
er set  of  regulations  which  OPM 
issued  on  March  30.  1983.  The  earlier 
regulations  were  superseded  by  the 
new  July  14  proposals.  This  amend- 
ment is  needed  in  order  to  change  the 
already  agreed  to  language  to  reflect 
the  fact  that  the  old  regulations  have 
been  withdrawn  and  new  regulations 
issued. 

The  revised  July  14  regulations,  al- 
though slightly  revised,  are  very  simi- 
lar in  substance  and  purpose  to  the 
previously  issued  and  subsequently 
withdrawn  March  30  regulations.  I  op- 
posed the  March  30  regulations  for  a 
number  of  reasons.  I  also  sponsored 
legislation.  S.  1385.  a  bill  to  prohibit 
the  implementation  of  the  March  30 
regulations.  I  must  also  oppose  the 
July  14  proposals. 

The  revised  regulations,  like  the  old 
proposals,  would:  First,  extend  yet-to- 
be-perfected  merit  pay  principles,  now- 
only  applicable  to  mid-level  managers, 
to  the  entire  Federal  work  force: 
second,  revise  reductions  in  rules 
making  it  easier  to  dismiss  older  em- 
ployees and  veterans;  and  third,  great- 
ly limit  the  scope  of  collective  bargain- 
ing rights  to  Federal  employees. 

I  believe  the  proposed  regulations 
amount  to  drastic  and  uncalled-for 
cutbacks  in  Federal  employee  benefits 
and  protections.  They  have  not  been 
carefully  analyzed  and  are  not  sup- 
ported by  up-to-date  empirical  data 
and  documentation.  Clearly,  proposed 
changes  of  this  magnitude,  which  are 
extremely  controversial  and  will  liter- 
ally impact  upon  each  of  the  more 
than  2  million  Federal  workers,  should 
not  be  hastily  considered  in  the  con- 
text of  regulatory  changes.  Instead, 
such  major  changes  should  be  consid- 
ered in  the  scope  of  legislative  changes 
by  the  proper  committees  of  Congress. 

The  Civil  Service,  Post  Office,  and 
General  Services  Subcommittee,  of 
which  I  am  the  ranking  minority 
member,  has  held  several  days  of  hear- 
ings on  these  regulatory  changes.  The 
testimony  received  has  raised  very  se- 
rious questions  regarding  the  purpose, 
impact,  and  even  the  legality  of  these 
changes.  The  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  "Performance  Based  Incen- 
tive System"  proposed  by  OPM  in 
both  the  old  and  new  regulations  is  il- 
legal and  could  not  be  implemented 
without  appropriate  legislation.  Al- 
though OPM  has  chosen  to  ignore 
these  findings,  the  GAO  opinion  is 
binding  upon  the  executive  branch 
since  it  involves  the  expenditure  of 
Government  funds. 


OPM  argues  that  the  new-  regula- 
tions are  extensions  of  the  Civil  Serv- 
ice Reform  Act.  However,  the  changes 
made  CSRA  were  accomplished  by  leg- 
islation and  were  experimental,  in 
nature.  The  changes  were  to  be  care- 
fully analyzed  and  evaluated.  Accord- 
ing to  the  evidence  compiled,  the 
impact  of  many  of  the  Reform  Act 
personnel  changes  have  produced 
questionable  results. 

According  to  GAO,  the  merit  pay 
system  now  in  effect  for  managers  and 
supervisors,  GS-13  through  15,  has 
been  met  with  great  employee  opposi- 
tion, inconsistent  results  from  agency 
to  agency  without  any  improvement  in 
productivity,  and  a  variety  of  adminis- 
trative problems. 

In  an  effort  to  address  these  and 
other  concerns,  the  Civil  Service  Sub- 
committee, chaired  by  Senator  Ste- 
vens, is  actively  considering  a  legisla- 
tive solution  to  this  issue  which  will 
produce  positive  changes. 

I  am  confident  that  with  the  coop- 
eration of  the  administration  and 
others  involved,  a  legislative  solution 
can  be  achieved.  In  order  to  allow  time 
for  the  completion  of  the  subcommit- 
tee action,  however,  it  is  necessary  to 
block  implementation  of  these  regula- 
tions. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
support  of  the  amendment.* 


THE  IMPACT  OF  DRUGS  ON 
AMERICAS  PRODUCTIVITY 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Madam  President, 
drug  abuse  is  now  so  widespread 
among  children  and  adults  that  a  May 
17,  1983,  special  report  of  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report  found  that  it  threatens 
to  sap  the  Nation's  strength  at  a  criti- 
cal juncture  in  its  history. 

The  special  report  revealed  that  mil- 
lions of  Americans— from  children  in 
schoolyards  to  computer  analysts  in 
California's  Silicon  Valley,  and  stock- 
brokers on  Wall  Street— are  turning 
on  to  all  kinds  of  pot,  pills,  and  pow- 
ders, giving  the  United  States  the 
highest  rate  of  drug  abuse  of  any  de- 
veloped country  on  the  globe. 

The  United  States  is  carrying  this 
burden  as  it  struggles  to  hold  its  own 
against  unprecedented  scientific,  tech- 
nological, and  economic  challenges  not 
only  from  the  Soviet  Union,  but  also 
from  Japan  and  American  allies  in 
Western  Europe. 

Industry  is  losing  as  much  as  $25  bil- 
lion a  year  as  a  result  of  employees 
who  snort,  swallow,  inhale,  or  inject  il- 
licit substances.  The  toll  takes  the 
form  of  slowed  productivity,  absentee- 
ism, lateness,  and  irrational  decisions. 

In  1962,  on'.y  4  percent  of  adults  age 
18  to  25  had  ever  smoked  marihuana, 
or  pot.  By  last  year,  that  figure  had 
risen  to  64  percent.  Among  the  182.5 
million  Americans  age  12  or  older, 
more  than  57  million— 31.3  percent- 


had  tried  marihuana.  With  cocaine, 
the  picture  is  similar.  Two  decades 
ago,  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  popu- 
lace had  encountered  it,  let  alone  used 
it.  By  last  year,  some  22  million  people 
had  done  so. 

Among  adults  26  and  older,  about  8.4 
million  have  smoked  pot  and  1.5  mil- 
lion have  taken  cocaine  in  the  last 
month,  according  to  the  latest  Govern- 
ment figures. 

The  growth  of  U.S.  productivity  has 
been  lagging  behind  that  of  other 
major  industrial  nations,  none  of 
which  has  a  drug  problem  as  serious. 
Between  1967  and  1981,  America's 
manufacturing  output  advanced  39 
percent.  In  the  same  period,  Japan's 
leaped  209  percent,  France's  climbed 
98  percent.  West  Germany's  90  per- 
cent, and  Britain's,  57  percent. 

Though  drug  abuse  is  far  from  the 
only  problem  afflicting  U.S.  industry, 
it  plainly  is  throwing  sand  in  the  Na- 
tion's industrial  engine.  Marvin  Leon- 
ard, vice  president  of  the  New  Orleans- 
based  Pendleton  Detectives,  Inc.,  esti- 
mates that  30  percent  of  the  U.S.  work 
force  uses  drugs.  "Almost  any  field  we 
go  into,  we  can  find  a  problem,"  he  re- 
ports. 

An  official  of  the  U.S.  Health  and 
Human  Services  Department  says 
HHS's  $25  billion  estimate  of  annual 
industrial  losses  is  conservative. 

Dale  Masi,  head  of  HHS's  employee- 
counseling  services,  explains:  "The  es- 
timate does  not  include  hidden  costs 
such  as  disability  pay,  workers'  com- 
pensation, and  loss  of  coworkers'  and 
supervisors'  time. " 

In  Houston,  a  division  of  the  Nation- 
al Supply  Co.  was  hit  a  year  ago  with  a 
decline  in  output  and  a  rise  in  absen- 
teeism, stealing,  and  discipline  prob- 
lems. Drugs  were  the  cause.  After  a  6- 
month  probe,  police  and  company  offi- 
cials raided  a  drug  deal  in  progress  on 
the  company  parking  lot  with  sirens 
blaring  and  lights  flashing.  Twenty- 
one  employees  were  fired.  Drug  use 
plummeted.  Within  a  week,  minor  in- 
juries were  cut  in  half,  and  efficiency 
rates  jumped  20  points.  Pilferage  and 
absenteeism  also  declined. 

The  bigger  the  company,  the  bigger 
the  potential  problem.  Roger  Smith, 
chairman  of  General  Motors,  has  said 
that  absenteeism,  much  of  it  due  to 
drug  and  alcohol  abuse,  costs  the  cor- 
poration a  billion  dollars  a  year. 
Among  other  problems  GM  has  found: 
a  hoist  operator  admitted  being  so 
stoned  that  he  dropped  cars  he  was 
lifting  from  one  point  on  the  produc- 
tion line  to  another.  The  cars  had  to 
be  scrapped,  and  thousands  of  dollars 
were  lost. 

Even  the  nuclear  industry  has  been 
affected.  In  California,  a  group  of 
former  workers  disclosed  2  years  ago 
that  after  smoking  pot,  they  and 
others  did  shoddy  repairs  on  the 
steam  generator  of  a  San  Onofre  nu- 
clear reactor.   A  Nuclear  Regulatory 


Commission  spokesman  said  their 
work  was  corrected  and  no  permanent 
damage  done.  Even  so,  he  admitted 
that  "no  doubt  there  is  a  cost." 

In  many  fields  where  creativity  is  at 
a  premium— from  the  high-tech  com- 
puter world  to  the  Hollywood  film- 
and-music  realm— cocaine  is  the  drug 
of  choice.  People  get  the  feeling  that 
"I  can  do  anything  better  on  coke." 

Tests  show  just  the  opposite.  Co- 
caine produces  real  impairment— rapid 
heart  rate,  raised  blood  pressure  and. 
if  used  regularly,  symptoms  similar  to 
schizophrenia. 

In  Hollywood,  a  press  agent  for  sev- 
eral well-known  entertainers  discounts 
stories  about  films  being  ruined  be- 
cause stars  are  spaced  out  on  drugs. 
But  he  says:  "Sometimes  actors  come 
to  work  coked  out,  and  that  halts  pro- 
duction. They  are  sent  home.  The  film 
is  shot  around  them,  and  they  do  their 
part  later." 

Surely,  Madam  President,  this 
Nation  is  in  a  crisis.  We  hear  about  it 
daily.  We  are  in  a  crisis  for  the  present 
and  in  a  crisis  for  the  future.  Surely, 
this  body  should  stop  all  that  it  is 
doing  and  examine  the  impact  of 
drugs  on  America's  present  and  future. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Madam  President,  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cochran).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


Norton  AFB,  Calif,  and  then  was  as- 
signed as  the  Chief  of  Maintenance 
for   the   6980th   and   6984th   Security 
Squadrons  in  Alaska.  In  1968,  he  was 
assigned  to  Kelly  AFB,  Tex.,  where  he 
served  as  Chief,  Plan  and  Programs 
Division   in    the   Telecommunications 
Directorate.    In    1973    he    completed 
graduate  school  at  Western  Kentucky 
with  a  master  as  assistant  professor  of 
aerospace  studies  at  the  University  of 
Kentucky.  Following  this  assignment, 
he  attended  Air  Command  and  Staff 
College,  in  residence,  and  was  assigned 
to  the   1931   Communications  Group, 
Elmendorf,  Ala.,  as  Chief  of  Mainte- 
nance.   Lieutenant   Colonel    Peck    as- 
sumed his  present  duties  as  Chief  of 
the   Advanced  Communications  Elec- 
tronics    Requirements     Division     at 
Wright-Patterson  AFB  in  August  1980. 
I  want  to  congratulate  this  fine  offi- 
cer on  his  retirement  and  wish  him 
Godspeed  in  his  new  endeavors  in  the 
ministry. 


LT.  COL.  GLENN  C.  PECK 
Mr.  QUAYLE.  Mr.  President,  on 
July  31,  1983,  Lt.  Col.  Glenn  C.  Peck 
will  culminate  a  distinguished  career 
in  the  U.S.  Air  Force  when  he  retires 
at  Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio  after 
over  20  years  of  dedicated  service. 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Peck  was  ordained 
as  a  Southern  Baptist  Minister  in  1981 
and  upon  his  retirement,  will  redirect 
his  life  to  the  service  of  his  fellow  man 
with  his  full  time  entry  in  the  Baptist 
ministry. 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Peck  was  born 
October  18,  1941,  in  Liberty,  Ky.  He 
was  raised  in  Indiana  and  graduated 
from  Paris  Crossing  High  School, 
Paris  Crossing,  Ind.  on  April  22  1959. 
He  attended  Purdue  University  and  re- 
ceived his  commission  as  a  distin- 
guished Air  Force  Reserve  Officer 
Training  Corps  (AFROTC)  graduate, 
as  well  as  a  bachelor  of  science  degree 
in  industrial  education  in  1963.  He  is 
married  to  the  former  Connie  J.  David 
of  Columbus,  Ind.  and  has  three  chil- 
dren. Carmen,  Karen,  and  David. 

Following  his  commission,  he  served 
in   the  Ballistic  Systems  Division   at 


ATLANTIC  COUNCIL  POLICY 
PAPERS 
Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  recent  publication  by 
the  Atlantic  Council  on  Arms  Control. 
This  document  is  entitled  "Policy 
Papers."  It  has  been  prepared  by  a 
working  group  of  some  40  noted  ex- 
perts under  the  chairmanship  of  Gen. 
George  M.  Seignious. 

Although  I  do  not  profess  to  agree 
with  all  of  the  conclusions  reached 
therein  in  my  own  private  study,  I 
have  found  it  to  be  a  very  helpful  doc- 
ument relating  to  the  arms  control 
debate  now  ongoing  across  our  Nation 
and,  indeed,  throughout  the  world. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Atlantic  Council  of  the  United 
States  Policy  Papers 
foreword 
During  the  past  year,  members  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Atlantic  Council 
have  expressed  concern  about  deteriorating 
relationships  within  the  Atlantic  Alliance, 
including  U.S.-European  differences  over 
policies  toward  the  Soviet  Union,  especially 
on  arms  control,  and  on  trade  and  credit,  as 
illustrated  by  the  gas  pipeline  controversy. 
Strong  public  pressures  in  this  country  and 
abroad  with  regard  to  the  nuclear  arms  race 
and  various  freeze  proposals  have  tended  to 
polarize  views  and  obscure  the  need  to 
maintain  NATO's  cohesion  and  the  effec- 
tiveness of  its  military  deterrent. 

Although  formal  negotiations  with  the 
Soviet  Union  are  in  progress  in  several  arms 
control  fora,  differences  remain  within  as 
well  as  among  various  members  of  the  Alli- 
ance—most of  whom  are  undergoing  politi- 
cal change  or  turmoil  in  a  bad  economic  en- 
vironment. 

Accordingly,  the  Council  developed  this 
study  on  the  relationship  of  arms  control 
and  economic  policy  to  the  cohesion  and  se- 
curity of  the  NATO  Alliance  jointly  with 
the   International   Economic  Studies  Insti- 
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lute  Its  president.  Dr.  Timothy  W.  Stanley, 
served  as  rapporteur  of  an  expert  Council 
Working  Group  under  the  chairmanship  of 
Lt.  General  (Ret.)  U.S.  Army  George  Seig- 
nious.  a  former  Director  of  ACDA.  The 
memt)ership  is  listed  on  page  7. 

Although  agreement  on  all  points  is 
hardly  to  be  expected  in  a  group  of  diverse 
experience  and  viewpoints,  this  policy  paper 
does  reflect  a  consensus  in  its  main  lines  of 
reasoning  and  in  its  broad  conclusions. '  But 
no  member  necessarily  concurs  with  every 
formulation  or  argument  it  contains.  The 
group  agrees  that  the  polarization  which 
has  accompanied  recent  developments  calls 
for  a  "centrist"  approach,  combining  l)oth 
security  amd  arms  control  considerations: 
and  they  have  collaborated  to  that  end  by 
their  willingness  to  negotiate  or  submerge 
differences  of  opinion.  Some  specific  points 
of  emphasis  or  dissent  are  reflected  in  com- 
ments by  Working  Group  members  at  the 
end  of  this  report. 

The  Council  is  thus  pleased  to  publish 
this  Policy  Paper  on  behalf  of  the  Working 
Group  as  a  valuable  contribution  to  public 
understanding  of  critical  current  issues.  It 
gratefully  acknowledges  the  contributions 
of  Chairman  Seignious.  the  individual  mem- 
bers, and  Dr.  Stanley  as  rapporteur.  I  also 
wish  to  thank  Christopher  Manning,  assist- 
ant for  international  affairs  at  the  Institute, 
and  especially  Colonel  James  Motley  (USA). 
senior  fellow  at  the  Council,  for  valuable 
sulKtantive  contributions  to  the  research 
that  went  into  this  effort,  including  the  ap- 
pendices.- Special  appreciation  is  due  to  the 
officers  and  staffs  of  l)oth  the  Council  and 
the  Institute  for  their  hard  work  in  produc- 
ing this  Policy  Paper  under  the  pressure  of 
deadlines.  Finally,  we  are  all  deeply  grateful 
to  the  Carthage  Foundation,  the  Rockefel- 
ler Foundation,  the  Dreyfus  Corporation, 
and  the  NATO  Information  Service  for 
their  support  which  made  this  project  possi- 
ble. Those  institutions,  of  course,  bear  no  re- 
sponsibility for  the  final  product. 
Kenneth  Rush, 

Chairman. 
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PREFACE 

Since  this  project  was  started  in  the 
spring  of  1982,  there  has  been  substantial 
movement  in  the  subject  matter,  much  of  it 
in  a  desirable  direction,  for  example  the  lift- 
ing of  pipeline  sanctions  and  some  greater 
flexibility  on  the  part  of  both  sides  with  re- 
spect to  arms  control  negotiations.  We  have 
tried  to  reflect  such  developments  in  the 
paper.  But  even  subsequent  to  the  final 
meeting  of  the  Working  Group  on  January 
11.  1983.  there  have  been  major  flurries  of 
publicity  and  propaganda  on  the  intermedi- 
ate-range nuclear  force  (INF)  negotiations. 
The  group  recommended,  although  not 
unanimously,  maintaining  NATO's  commit- 
ment to  deploy  INF  mi.ssiles  unless  a  satis- 
factory alternative  solution  can  be  negotiat- 
ed but  not  treating  the  zero"  option  as  an 
all-or-nothing  proposition.  One  of  our  main 
concerns  was  not  to  undercut  the  agreed 
Western  negotiating  position.  In  the  State 
of  the  Union  message.  President  Reagan 
himself  stated  that  the  United  Stales  is 
prepared  to  carefully  explore  serious 
Soviet  proposals,"  while  U.S.  chief  negotia- 
tor Paul  Nilze  said  that  the  U.S.  "is  certain- 
ly not  locked  into  zero  option." 

Meanwhile  the  Soviets  have  mounted  a 
major  propaganda  effort  focusing  on  Ger- 
many with  an  eye  to  the  March  6.  1983  elec- 
tions. Various  European  leaders  have  sug- 
gested an  interim  accord  and  the  Soviets 
have  returned  to  a  posture  of  mixing  im- 
plied threats  (e.g.,  to  withdraw  from  the 
START  negotiations)  with  promises,  e.g..  to 
reduce  the  number  of  their  SS-20s.  One 
clear  lesson  that  emerges  is  the  difficulty  of 
negotiating  in  the  full  glare  of  public  opin 
ion.  One  must  hope  that  at  least  after  the 
German  elections,  if  not  before,  both  sides 
will  settle  down  to  serious  negotiations  look- 
ing to  realistic  results  during  1983. 

Despite  all  the  furor,  the  basic  facts 
remain:  the  Soviets  have  and  continue  to 
add  to  an  overwhelming  advantage  in 
medium-range  theater  missiles  which  NATO 
has  unanimously  agreed  should  be  coun- 
tered by  some  American  missiles,  either  the 
plan  approved  by  NATO  in  December  1979 
following  requests  by  the  Europeans  them- 
selves, or  a  satisfactory  negotiated  alterna- 
tive. This  may  well  have  to  occur  over  a 
period  of  time  and  in  stages  as  a  part  of  a 
dynamic  process. 

The  Reagan  Administration  has  recently 
anticipated  two  of  our  recommendations:  to 
give  greater  weight  to  allied  opinion,  which 
was  one  of  the  purposes  of  Vice  President 


Bush's  European  trip  in  January,  and  to 
strengthen  U.S.  information  programs,  now 
to  be  undertaken  by  a  special  task  force  ap- 
pointed by  the  President. 

I  hope  that  our  study  will  contribute  to 
the  forward-looking  approach  to  arms  con- 
trol which  we  believe  is  needed,  and  high- 
light the  need  to  close  the  gaps  "  described 
in  the  paper. 

George  Seignious. 

Chairman, 
Arms  Control  Working  Group. 
March  1.  1983. 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Alliance 
The  security  threat  to  NATO  remains  real 
and  it  is  increasing  by  virtue  of  the  Russian 
military  buildup  in  both  strategic  and  thea- 
ter nuclear  power  and  in  conventional 
forces,  which  clearly  surpasses  reasonable 
Warsaw  Pact  security  needs.  It  is  not  reas- 
suring that  this  buildup  has  been  accompa- 
nied by  a  major  Soviet  propaganda  effort 
against  all  Western  countermeasures. 

The  Russians  have  long  sought  to  divide 
Europe  from  the  United  States  and  de-link 
America's  strategic  deterrent  from 
applicability  to  Europe,  whether  by  their 
military  strength,  compartmentalized  arms 
control  negotiations,  or  campaigns  to  con- 
fuse and  manipulate  public  opinion  and  ex- 
ploit Western  divisions.  If  those  efforts 
should  succeed,  the  long-term  correlation  of 
forces  would  indeed  shift  in  the  Soviets' 
favor— perhaps  decisively  in  the  case  of 
Europe.  Finlandization— or  worse— would 
then  become  a  real  possibility  there.  Al- 
though perhaps  less  immediately  affected, 
the  United  States  would  also  find  itself 
badly  weakened  in  the  global  contest  with 
the  Soviet  Union:  on  many  issues  we  would 
lack  the  support  of  the  only  large  powers, 
other  than  Japan,  that  carry  real  political, 
economic,  and  military  weight,  and  repre- 
sent moral  force  as  well,  in  the  legitimacy  of 
their  democratic  systems. 

In  such  circumstances.  European  lack  of 
confidence  in  Americas  commitment  to  its 
defense  would  feed  on  itself,  leading  to  neu- 
tralism and  to  lagging  defense  efforts  there 
which  would  stimulate  American  impatience 
and  neoisolationism,  and  perhaps  end  the 
Alliance  as  an  effective  and  credible  factor 
in  international  security.  The  prospects  for 
a  viable  peace,  and  for  European  independ- 
ence from  Soviet  influence,  would  then  rest 
on  the  fragile  hope  that  the  Soviet  Union, 
reassured  by  the  devaluation  of  the 
■threat"  it  perceives  from  NATO,  would 
moderate  its  own  behavior  toward  the  West. 
Nothing  in  the  history  of  the  Soviet  Union 
offers  much  support  for  such  a  hope.  But 
there  is  ample  evidence  that  the  Soviet 
Union  will  back  away  from  undue  risks  and 
negotiate  seriously  with  a  strong  opponent. 
It  clearly  repects  the  power  of  the  alliance 
between  Europe  and  North  America  which 
is  has  long  sought  to  divide. 

Maintaining  the  Alliance  is  a  clear  prereq- 
uisite for  continued  independence  and  a 
secure  peace.  This  requires  continued  major 
deployments  of  U.S.  ground,  air,  and  naval 
forces  in  Europe,  a  solution  to  the  theater 
missile  imbalance,  continued  modernization 
and  improvement  of  NATO's  conventional 
forces,  with  respectable  but  politically  man- 
ageable levels  of  efforts  by  the  Europeans 
themselves.  Above  all.  it  calls  for  the  politi- 
cal framework  of  Alliance  cohesion  neces- 
sary to  support  the  economic  sacrifices  in- 
volved in  this  defense  effort. 

There  is,  in  other  words,  a  "core"  to  the 
Alliance  which  is  essential  to  all  parties  but 
which    disputes    over    other    issues    have 


eroded  somewhat.  Some  of  those  issues  are 
directly  related  to  security,  such  as  strategic 
trade  controls  and.  in  the  view  of  some,  the 
Siberian  gas  pipeline  because  of  the  greater 
European  dependence  of  Soviet  energy 
sources.  Others  are  more  on  the  periphery, 
including  assorted  East-West  Trade  issues 
which  are  exacerbated  by  the  current  eco- 
nomic malaise,  and  conflicting  approaches 
to  Third  World  problems. 

It  is  too  much  to  expect  that  an  alliance 
so  subject  to  conflicting  economic  interests, 
and  to  the  personalities  and  prejudices  of 
sixteen  heads  of  government,  can  ever  con- 
cert policies  over  the  entire  area  of  constitu- 
ent interests.  Its  member  nations  are  en- 
gaged in  industrial  competition  for  markets 
and  pursue  varying  interests  and  responsi- 
bilities in  diverse  regions  of  the  world.  They 
respond  to  the  mandates  of  varied  political 
constituencies,  each  complex  and  often  con- 
tradictory in  its  own  right,  and  work  from 
different  geographical,  historical,  and  psy- 
chological perspectives. 

This  suggests  that  the  Alliance  members 
as  a  whole  should  seek  to  lower  their  expec- 
tations of  what  the  fact  of  alliance  portends 
for  harmony  in  policies  toward  less  essential 
issues  and  to  raise  those  expectations  on 
matters  pertaining  to  the  core:  the  necessity 
for  and  indivisibility  of  the  common  de- 
fense. 

If  this  concept  can  be  accepted,  then 
useful  tradeoffs  can  be  found  which  can  sat- 
isfy the  political  and  bureaucratic  impera- 
tives of  the  countries  concerned  on  the  pe- 
ripheral and  parochial  issues.  As  a  mini- 
mum, the  Alliance  should  relearn  former 
U.S.  NATO  Ambassador  Harlan  Cleveland's 
golden  rule  of  consultation:  Consult  others 
as  you  would  like  them  to  consult  you. 

Collectively.  NATO  members  should  take 
appropriate  steps  to  improve  the  image  of 
the  Western  Alliance  as  an  association  of 
free  nations  sharing  common  values  and 
bound  together  by  the  principles  of  democ- 
racy, individual  liberty  and  the  rule  of  law. 


Arms  control 
Just  as  there  are  defense  requirements  for 
the  Alliance,  there  are  also  arms  control  im- 
peratives to  assure  stable  security  for  the 
future.  The  European  allies  have,  for  the 
most  part,  been  concerned  by  the  anti- 
Soviet  lone  of  the  Reagan  Administration's 
policies  and  they  have  different  geographi- 
cal, historical,  and  political-economic  per- 
spectives on  relations  with  the  East.  These 
differences  have  created  gaps  and  frictions 
in  what  should  be  a  common  approach. 

We  believe  that  the  accession  to  Brezh- 
nev's mantle  of  a  younger,  more  dynamic 
Soviet  leader  makes  it  all  the  more  impor- 
tant to  develop  a  new  forward-looking  arms 
control  environment  for  the  eighties  and 
beyond,  including  the  possible  reestablish- 
ment  of  a  summit-level  dialogue. 
Specifically,  the  Working  Group  urges: 
A  new  Harmel-type  review  in  NATO, 
along  the  lines  of  the  special  study  conduct- 
ed in  the  mid-sixties,  to  reinforce  both  the 
defense  and  arms  control  strands  of  Alliance 
policy  in  public  opinion. 

Integrating  our  approach  in  the  three 
major  arms  control  negotiations  underway, 
and  meshing  that  approach  more  clearly 
with  allied  defense  policies  and  programs. 
Heads  of  government  would  have  to  be  ac- 
tively involved  on  both  sides. 

Increasing  our  efforts  to  maintain  and 
modernize  NATO's  conventional  capabilities 
so  that  we  may  eventually  be  able  to  place 
less  emphasis  on  nuclear  force  for  deter- 
rence. 


Developing  mechanisms  to  look  fon^ard. 
past  current  negotiating  impasses,  to  a 
longer  range  solution  to  the  arms  control 
problem,  perhaps  in  the  form  of  a  joint 
U.S. -Soviet  commission  with  appropriate 
allied  participation  or  coordination.  It 
would  examine  prospects  for.  and  approach- 
es to.  stable  security  in  the  nineteen  nine- 
ties, with  particular  attention  to  maintain- 
ing the  mutual  invulnerability  of  reduced 
strategic  deterrent  forces.  Such  an  "end 
game"  approach  could  enhance  confidence 
and  constructive  feedback  into  the  current 
negotiations. 

Accepting  and  building  on  the  SALT  II  ac- 
cords in  START  and  then  seeking  to  reduce 
the  ratio  of  warheads  to  aiming  points  in 
order  to  lower  first-strike  vulnerability,  by 
limiting  multiple  warheads  and  including 
cruise  missiles  in  the  negotiations  before 
they  have  further  proliferated. 

Demonstrating  our  willingness  to  move 
ahead  in  the  arms  control  field  by  proceed- 
ing to  ratify  the  test  ban  treaties  now  pend- 
ing before  the  U.S.  Senate. 

Reaffirming  our  commitment  to  the  exist- 
ing limitations  on  anti-ballistic  missiles. 

Maintaining  NATO's  commitment  to 
deploy  the  intermediate  nuclear  force  (INF) 
missiles.^  which  were  requested  by  our 
allies,  unless  a  satisfactory  alternative  solu- 
tion can  be  negotiated,  but  developing  great- 
er flexibility  in  the  INF  talks  and  not  treat- 
ing the  "zero  "  option  as  an  all  or  nothing 
proposition. 

Insuring  that,  whatever  the  outcome  on 
INF  or  any  specific  security  issue  which  is 
controversial,  it  does  not  lead  to  agonizing 
reappraisals  of  even  more  essential  Western 
interests;  for  the  Alliance  is  basically  about 
solidarity,  not  about  specific  actions  or 
pieces  of  military  hardware. 

Devoting  the  necessary  political  capital  at 
a  high  level  to  breaking  the  impasse  in  the 
Mutual  and  Balanced  Force  Reductions 
(MBFR)  negotiations,  which  requires  resolv- 
ing the  data  problem  relating  to  the  number 
of  Warsaw  Pact  forces  now  in  the  reduc- 
tions area.  The  few  remaining  problems 
holding  up  an  MBFR  accord  should  then 
become  negotiable. 

Recognizing  the  asymmetries  confronting 
arms  control  such  as  Soviet  secrecy,  but 
pursuing  realistically  other  arms  control 
subjects,  including  exploring  the  possibility 
of  military  expenditure  limitations  at  some 
time  in  the  future  and.  in  particular,  put- 
ting more  emphasis  on  various  confidence- 
building  measures  such  as  those  relating  to 
troop  deployment  and  movement,  new  ideas 
relating  to  inspection  techniques,  including 
the  possibility  of  multilateral  inspection, 
and  the  use  of  the  hot  line. 

In  all  of  the  above,  recognizing  that'  arms 
and  arms  races  result  from  underlying  ten- 
sions, rather  than  the  other  way  around, 
but  that  both  can  be  approached  in  parallel 
if  the  Soviets  are  willing  to  pursue  serious 
negotiations  rather  than  to  merely  engage 
in  propaganda  exercises. 


Defense  economics 
There  is  a  triangular  relationship  between 
defen.se.  arms  control,  and  the  economy. 
The  current  economic  malaise  makes  alloca- 
tion of  increased  resources  for  defense  diffi- 
cult, especially  in  the  case  of  what  is  re- 
quired to  strengthen  conventional  capabili- 
ties in  Europe.  It  also  offers  incentives  to 
both  East  and  West  for  arms  control 
progress  which  would  result  in  decreased  de- 
fense expenditures,  particularly  in  the  con- 
text of  the  negotiations  for  mutual  and  bal- 
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anced  force  reductions  (MBFH)  in  Central 
Europe. 

What  is  needed  are  measured,  sustained, 
and  cost-effective  defense  improvements, 
not  wasteful  crash  programs,  which  can  con- 
tribute to.  rather  than  perhaps  hinder,  eco- 
nomic recovery.  And  the  Alliance  should 
move  forward  in  concert,  avoiding  so  far  as 
possible  major  differences  in  levels  of  effort 
which  will  rekindle  burden-sharing  frictions 
and  stimulate  congressional  efforts  to  force 
American  troop  withdrawals. 

East-Weit  economic  relations 

The  type  of  intra-Western  frictions  exem- 
plified in  the  natural  gas  pipeline  case 
should  be  avoided  in  the  future  by  new 
mechanisms  which  draw  on  the  capabilities 
of  NATO,  plus  the  Organization  for  Eco- 
nomic Cooperation  and  Development 
(OECD).  the  International  Energy  Agency 
(lEA).  and  Coordinating  Committee 
(COCOM)  to  try  to  reach  common  assess- 
ments, for  example  on  European  energy  vul- 
nerability or  the  export  to  the  East  of  •criti- 
cal technologies.  "  Above  all.  the  several 
channels  of  interallied  consultation  should 
be  actively  used,  rather  than  abused  by 
press-release  diplomacy.  Awareness  of  the 
distinction  between  core  security  issues  and 
peripheral  ones  should  be  heightened  on 
the  part  of  all  concerned,  and  from  the  U.S. 
point  of  view,  the  "half  loaf"  of  concerted 
Alliance  policy  may  be  perferable  to  no 
agreement  at  all. 

Integrating  policies 

We  need  to  improve  the  integrative  capac- 
ity of  our  policy-making  machinery  within 
the  Alliance  and  especially  in  Washington— 
to  the  end  that  conflicting  views  may  be 
more  readily  resolved.  It  is  essential  that  a 
coherent  long-range  policy  integrating  de- 
fense and  arms  control  policy  be  maintained 
in  Washington.  Presidential  discipline  is 
also  essential  to  assure  that  this  govern- 
ment speaks  with  one  voice  and  consistent- 
ly, wherever  possible.  Making  the  Director 
of  ACDA  also  an  Under  Secretary  of  State 
might  help  in  this  regard  and  with  respect 
to  improved  Executive-Congressional  rela- 
tions. More  frequent  Cabinet  and  NSC- level 
consideration  of  the  defense-arms  control- 
economic  interactions  should  focus  more 
clearly  on  objectives,  means  and  strategies, 
and  less  on  the  technical  nuts  and  bolts. 

Within  the  Alliance,  a  new  Harmel-lype 
exercise  could  lead  to  a  more  common  ap- 
proach and  l)etter  understanding  of  the  Alli- 
ance's role  in  international  cooperation.  Its 
elements  could  then  be  better  coordinated 
by  NATO's  continuing  analytical  and  con- 
sultative machinery. 

The  U.S.  should  strengthen  its  informa- 
tion programs  so  that  our  arms  control  poli- 
cies will  be  more  clearly  understood  and 
supported  by  allies  and  neutrals— and  by 
the  U.S.  public.  This  would  greatly  help  our 
negotiating  position  and  offset  the  renewed 
Soviet  propaganda  efforts.  By  the  same 
token,  however,  the  policies  themselves 
should  reflect  a  greater  input  by  our  major 
allies,  especially  where  they  are  directly  af- 
fected by  them. 

If  measures  such  as  these  are  taken,  they 
should  improve  comity,  coordination  and 
consultation  within  the  Alliance  and  ease 
friction  over  policy  conflicts.  But  all  con- 
cerned must  recognize  the  need  to  agree  on 
the  essentials  and  to  agree  to  disagree  on 
more  marginal  questions— assuming  their 
leaders  have  the  wisdom  and  statesmanship 
to  tell  one  from  the  other.  By  thus  closing 
the  gaps  and  facing  together  the  prospect  of 
a   continuing    long-term    contest    with    the 


Soviet  Union.  Nations  can  assure  its  mem- 
bers of  a  more  prosperous  future  and  a  less 
dangerous  world.  The  problems  of  Alliance 
security  and  their  potential  solutions  ulti- 
mately involve  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic. 
There  is  much  that  either  side  cannot  do 
alone,  but  relatively  little  they  cannot  do  to- 
gether. 

I.  INTRODUCTION  AND  BACKGROUND 

Nineteen  eighty-two  has  been  a  year  of 
crisis  in  several  overlapping  dimensions:  in 
the  depressed,  debt-burdened^  world  econo- 
my, in  East- West  relations."  and  in  the 
NATO  Alliance  itself. 

There  are  dangers  of  further  unraveling 
in  1983  in  all  three  categories;  but  there  are 
significant  opportunities  for  progress.  This 
policy  paper  proceeds  from  the  premise  that 
the  Alliance  must  overcome  forces  that 
threaten  to  tear  it  apart,  close  the  gaps  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Western 
Europe  on  East-West  relations  and  arms 
control,  and  integrate  Alliance  defense  and 
arms  control  approaches  so  as  to  promote 
stable  security  in  ways  that  will  not  over- 
burden strained  economies.  If  it  does  so. 
NATO  will  not  only  avoid  losses  but  achieve 
positive  gains. 

After  reviewing  the  divisive  and  cohesive 
elements  in  the  Alliance  and  the  challenges 
to  Atlantic  security  in  the  eighties,  the 
paper  examines  three  sets  of  interactions: 
arms  control  and  defense;  economics  and  de- 
fense; and  the  political-economic  dimensions 
of  East-West  relations,  as  a  basis  for  its  con- 
clusions and  recommendations. 

It  should  be  noted  that  none  of  the  issues 
is  new.  Debates  over  NATO  strategy  and  nu- 
clear deterrence  go  back  to  the  fifties;  "de- 
tente. "  by  whatever  name,  recalls  NATO's 
1967  study  of  The  Future  Tasks  of  the  Alli- 
ance"; and  the  need  to  counter  Soviet  mis- 
siles targeted  on  Western  Europe  has  a 
provenance  of  over  two  decades,  as  does  the 
question  of  East-West  trade  controls.  Be- 
cause only  a  minority  of  those  now  engaged 
in  the  public  debates  on  three  subjects  can 
even  remember  the  circumstances  that  gave 
birth  to  NATO,  and  since  few  take  time  to 
recall  the  relevant  developments  in  its  sub- 
sequent history,  this  paper  includes  a  capsu- 
lated  "Background  of  the  Alliance"  as 
Annex  I.  We  call  it  to  the  reader's  attention 
because  the  paper's  analysis  and  conclusions 
draw  upon  the  Working  Group's  experience 
with  those  important  elements. 

The  past  few  years  have  featured  stag- 
nant economic  performance  at  home  and 
abroad.  The  supply  side  approach  tried  in 
Washington  has  thus  far  failed  to  produce  a 
meaningful  response  while  budget  deficits 
has  shot  up.  Inflation  has  been  sharply  cur- 
tailed—a significant  accomplishment,  but  at 
the  price  of  continuing  severe  unemploy- 
ment. As  the  malaise  spread  through  the 
world,  protectionist  pressures  and  trade  con- 
flicts proliferated,  adding  an  economic  di- 
mension to  other  threats  to  the  cohesion  of 
the  Western  Alliance  of  North  America. 
Western  Europe  and  Japan. 

These  are  the  only  three  non-Communist 
power  centers  with  the  political,  economic, 
and  military  strength— and  moral  legitimacy 
as  democracies— to  shape  world  events  and 
constrain  Communist  imperialism.  Yet  even 
as  they  are  partners  in  security,  they  are 
also  industrial  competitors,  making  it  diffi- 
cult in  hard  times  to  strike  the  necessary 
balance  between  the  two  roles. 

The  Reagan  Administration  set  out  to  cor- 
rect the  disrepair  of  the  U.S.  military  estab- 
lishment that  had  been  worsening  since 
Vietnam:  to  regain  a  strategic  balance  which 
had   t)e€n    upset    by   the   Russian   military 


buildup:  to  postpone  meaningful  arms  con- 
trol negotiations  and.  in  effect,  to  arm  in 
order  to  parley  later:  and  to  practice  strate- 
gies of  economic  denial  to  weaken  the  Soviet 
military  machine.  All  of  this  was  to  be  done 
within  the  context  of  a  sharply  articulated 
set  of  anti-Soviet  policies  *  which  have,  how- 
ever, involved  a  more  moderate  tone  in 
recent  months. 

These  elements,  excepting  the  military 
repair  task,  proved  controversial  in  the  U.S. 
and  they  sent  profound  shocks  throughout 
NATO  Europe,  where  only  Britain's  Marga- 
ret Thatcher  seemed  fully  in  tune  with  the 
Reagan  approach.  Some  believe  that  they 
have  also  alarmed  the  Russians,  who  seem 
to  fear  that  Reagan  is  out  to  reestablish  a 
first-strike  strategic  superiority  for  the 
United  States. 

What  matters  most,  however,  is  the  likely 
Soviet  response  to  the  fears  which  U.S.  ac- 
tions and  rhetoric  are  instilling  in  them  and 
the  counter-programs  they  may  develop. 
For  those  interactions  could  insure  a  con- 
tinuing arms  race  for  the  rest  of  the  centu- 
ry. It  must  be  emphasized  that  the  Soviets, 
for  their  part,  have  not  shown  much  arms 
control  sensitivity  or  self-restraint.  Indeed 
their  own  strategic  and  naval  buildup 
achieved  during  a  time  of  level  or  declining 
U.S.  forces  was  a  major  factor  in  the  suc- 
cessful electoral  campaign  of  Ronald 
Reagan  and  his  Administration's  subsequent 
programs. 

To  that  Administration's  credit,  it  re- 
sponded effectively  to  the  public  concern 
and  protest  about  nuclear  weapons  in 
Europe  and  the  United  States.  The  Presi- 
dent put  forward  the  "zero-option"  in  the 
Intermediate  Range  Nuclear  Force  (INF) 
talks  (whereby  NATO  would  forgo  its 
planned  deployment  of  Pershing  and  cruise 
missiles  if  the  Soviets  eliminated  their 
medium-range  missiles  aimed  at  Europe); 
and  he  made  a  proposal  for  fairly  deep  cuts 
in  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  and 
warheads.  The  long-delayed  strategic  arms 
reduction  ("START")  talks  got  underway  in 
June  1982  and  are  continuing. 

But  much  more  is  involved  in  NATO's  cur- 
rent crisis  than  one  Administration's  poli- 
cies. For  perceptions  and  interests  vary 
widely  between  Europe  and  the  United 
States.  Canada,  as  a  North  American 
member  of  NATO,  occupies  a  frustrating 
place  between  the  U.S.  and  the  Europeans, 
which  contributes  to  its  own  identity  crisis. = 

In  the  early  eighties  Europeans  found  it 
difficult  to  agree  on  what  to  do  about  secu- 
rity problems  collectively  or  individually,  or 
what  they  wanted  the  United  States  to  do. 
The  substantive  problems  involved  have 
deep  roots. 

For  example,  a  dimension  of  •"European" 
security  that  is  all  too  often  ignored  in  the 
United  Slates  persists  at  least  subconscious- 
ly in  the  minds  of  all  Europeans:  For  two 
generations.  German  expansionism  and  ag- 
gression were  the  problem  of  European  se- 
curity. Virtually  no  European  over  fifty  can 
forget  the  Hitler  era.  World  War  II.  which 
some  have  characterized  as  America's  last 
"romantic"  war.  was  in  no  sense  viewed  that 
way  by  its  European  survivors.  To  them,  the 
Western  European  Union  and  NATO  with 
American  involvement  provide  the  frame- 
work for  maintaining  West  Germany's  place 
in  the  West  and  the  viability  of  Berlin  with- 
out reviving  German  nationalism. 

Attitudes  toward  the  Soviet  Union  differ 
widely  in  every  country  on  both  sides  of  the 
Atlantic.  The  Europeans  stress  the  need  to 
coexist  with  a  superrKJwer  that  is  their  im- 
mediate neight>or.  Thus,  while  recognizing 


the  essential  contribution  that  the  Western 
Alliance  makes  to  stability  and  security, 
they  have  tried  to  avoid  unduly  provoking 
the  Soviet  bear. 

Europeans  have  a  different  sense  of  the 
Eastern  ■threat"  from  what  is  usual  in 
Washington.  They  have  interacted  with 
Russians  and  Eastern  Europeans  for  centu- 
ries and  think  of  Western  Russia  as  Europe- 
an rather  than  an  alien  force.  Italy.  Prance, 
and  other  countries  live  with  sizable  Com- 
munist minorities  in  their  electorates  and 
do  not  view  them  as  the  devils  they  some- 
times appear  through  American  prisms. 
Moreover.  "Marxism"  is  not  perceived  as 
the  mortal  foe  of  capitalism  and  democracy 
it  is  often  depicted  to  be  across  the  Atlantic. 
(Most  European  Socialist  parties,  while 
strongly  anti-Communist,  have  Marxist 
roots,  although  the  French.  German,  Italian 
and  Spanish  versions  moved  toward  the 
center  and  a  more  social  democratic  orienta- 
tion, often  earning  the  hostility  of  the  Com- 
munists who  claim  to  speak  for  the  working 
classes.) 

International  trade  looms  larger  in 
Europe  than  in  the  United  States.  The  aver- 
age European  country's  world  trade  is  two 
and  half  times  larger  in  relation  to  GNP 
than  is  the  case  for  the  U.S.  Trade  with  the 
East  has  been  particularly  important,  creat- 
ing economic  interests  on  the  Continent 
which  tend  to  be  particularly  powerful 
during  high  unemployment.' 

Germany  is  a  special  case  because  of  the 
key  role  of  interzonal  trade  in  the  econo- 
mies of  East  and  West  Germany.  It  has  gen- 
erally continued  to  grow  regardless  of  cold 
war  and  detente,  even  during  major  crises 
over  Berlin,  and  it  is  sanctified  by  treaty. 
The  Federal  Republic  also  needs  the  envi- 
ronment of  detente  to  permit  a  tolerable  re- 
lationship with  its  countrymen  to  the  East 
and  mitigate  the  human  effects  of  the  coun- 
try's division.  Historic  pulls  to  the  East  also 
affect  West  Germany's  political  psyche. 

More  subtle  factors  are  also  at  work,  such 
as  disparities  of  scale  which  are  a  funda- 
mental fact  of  life  in  the  Alliance.  The 
United  States,  along  with  Canada,  is  conti- 
nental in  scope  and  it  has  Pacific  as  well  as 
Atlantic  interests  and  responsibilities.  The 
European  nations,  in  their  own  images  at 
least,  are  small  and  comparatively  weak. 
Former  colonial  countries  like  Britain  and 
France  do  retain  some  global  perspective: 
but  increasingly  they  focus  on  ex-colonies, 
the  Commonwealth,  and  other  areas  with 
which  they  have  special  ties.  The  European 
Community,  although  active  as  a  diplomatic 
entity,  is  only  gradually  changing  the 
modest  self-perception  of  the  European 
public. 

Americans  often  fail  to  disaggregate 
"Europe'^  into  its  political  components. 
They  consider  it  unrealistically  as  an  entity, 
think  it  should  do  more  to  meet  the  Soviet 
challenge  on  a  global  basis,  and  fail  to  allow 
for  the  regional  orientation  that  has 
emerged  on  the  Continent.  At  the  same 
time,  some  Europeans  are  cynical  about  the 
efficacy  of  almost  any  solution  to  the  prob- 
lems of  deterrence  and  defense  proposed  by 
the  Americans.  That  mood  also  reflects 
apathy  and  an  unwillingness  to  make  sacri- 
fices in  a  recession,  and  it  is  encouraged  by 
the  political  changes  that  have  swept  over 
Europe.  Recent  years  have  seen  Prance, 
Greece,  and  Spain  elect  Socialist  govern- 
menti,  while  Germany  and  Norway  have 
moved  toward  the  right,  the  former  only 
provisionally,  pending  a  closely  contested 
election  in  March  1983  which  some  fear  may 
mark   the  beginnings  of  reduced   political 


stability.  Italy  faces  a  continuing  political 
impasse,  and  the  Benelux  nations  depend  on 
fragile  coalitions. 

The  growing  economic  and  political  con- 
straints on  the  widening  of  the  European 
Community  intensify  the  basic  security  di- 
lemma: While  Europeans  are  ever  more  reli- 
ant on  American  power  and  the  nuclear  de- 
terrent, they  are  increasingly  aware  of 
Henry  Kissinger's  1979  warning  that  "Our 
European  allies  should  not  keep  asking  us  to 
multiply  strategic  assurances  that  we 
cannot  possibly  mean,  or  if  we  do  mean,  we 
should  not  want  to  execute.  .  .  .'"  We  will 
return  to  this  critical  issue  that  General  de 
Gaulle  raised  in  the  early  sixties. 

Such  disparities  of  outlook  periodically 
give  rise  to  frustration  in  the  United  States 
and  to  proposals  there  for  overhauling  the 
Atlantic  relationship.  Sometimes  American 
isolationists  (and  even  "globalists^") '  make 
strange  bedfellows  with  those  Atlanticists 
who  believe  that  Europe  is  vital  to  the 
United  States  but  that  the  relationship  can 
only  be  saved  if  far  greater  responsibility 
for  its  own  security  devolves  on  Europe,  on 
the  sink-or-swim  theory.  Hence,  we  have 
had  a  variety  of  proposals  including  a  dumb- 
bell configuration  of  linked  but  equal  part- 
ners; a  multilateral  force  (MLF)  to  share 
nuclear  military  power  with  the  allies;  the 
withdrawal  of  American  troops  to  force  the 
Europeans  to  do  more;  the  decoupling  of 
American  strategic  power  from  Europe  in 
the  context  of  a  U.S.-European  theater  de- 
terrent; and  a  strengthened  conventional 
defense  which  would  reduce  NATO's  de- 
pendence on  nuclear  weapons  for  Europe's 
defense.  For  their  part,  some  Europeans 
have  talked  about  a  "Euro-deterrent"  and  a 
third  force  in  the  shape  of  a  revived  Europe- 
an Defense  Community;  but  advances  in 
Soviet  military  power  have  made  this  an  im- 
possible dream  to  all  but  a  few. 

Despite  periodic  outbursts  of  anti-Ameri- 
canism, pacifism,  and  neutralism,  a  broad 
European  consensus  in  support  of  American 
involvement  in  European  defense  remains 
after  three  decades.  This  is  to  ensure  that 
American  forces  would  be  involved  In  hostil- 
ities from  the  outset  and  to  give  an  aggres- 
sor incalculable  risks  of  nuclear  escalation. 
The  maintenance  of  European  security,  so 
clearly  in  the  fundamental  interest  of  the 
Europeans,  is  also  vital  to  the  United  States 
in  its  effort  to  check  Soviet  expansionism. 
For  it  provides  a  framework  for  the  forward 
deployment  of  U.S.  ground,  sea,  and  air 
forces,  and  it  is  the  essential  insurance 
against  neutralization,  ••Pinlandization,"  or 
still  worse,  a  form  of  Soviet  domination 
which  could  make  Europe  a  liability  instead 
of  an  asset.  Moreover,  a  U.S.  alliance  with 
Western  Europe  facilitates  joint  approaches 
to  other  security  problems  and  provides  a 
framework  for  political-economic  cooF>era- 
tion  which  is  especially  valuable  during  a 
time  of  depressed  economies. 

Both  Europeans  and  Americans  share  an 
interest  in  arms  control  and  disarmament 
measures  to  lower  the  risks  of  nuclear  war, 
above  all,  and  to  forestall  other  conflicts 
and  permit  some  reduction  in  the  arms 
burden  on  all  concerned. 

Opinion  is  far  from  monolithic  In  either 
Europe  or  the  United  States,  and  the  recent 
addition  of  major  church  groups,  such  as 
the  American  Catholic  Bishops,  to  the 
debate  has  added  moral  elements  to  the  nu- 
clear freeze  and  anti-nuclear  issues.  There 
are  numerous  differences  of  opinion  about 
other  armament  and  arms  control  issues. 
But  there  is  a  broad  consensus  on  the  need 
for  a  continuing  European-American  part- 


nership which  has  endured  the  test  of  over 
three  decades.  That  edifice  must  still  rest  on 
an  American  commitment— with  a  substan- 
tial continuing  presence  of  conventional  and 
nuclear  forces— to  Europe's  security  in  ex- 
change for  a  realistic  level  of  European 
effort.  But  each  side  needs  to  be  more  sensi- 
tive to  the  special  concerns  of  the  other  and 
to  divisive  influences,  lest  Europeans  con- 
clude that  they  might  be  safer  without  an 
alliance  with  the  United  States  than  with  it. 
We  may  not  be  able  to  "eliminate  the  nega- 
tive," but  we  can  accentuate  the  positive— 
and  build  on  it. 

The  Soviet  challenge  to  Atlantic  security  in 
the  eighties 

Although  indirect  threats  to  Alliance  se- 
curity arise  in  the  Third  World,  especially 
where  Middle  East  oil  is  concerned,  the  only 
direct  challenge  is  posed  by  the  Soviet 
Union.  It  is  inconceivable  that  any  of  Rus- 
sia's East  European  allies  would  seriously 
threaten  Western  interests  unless  fully 
backed  by  the  Soviet  Union.  Thus  a  new 
look  is  needed  at  the  Soviet  Union  in  the 
light  of  the  leadership  transition  in  Moscow. 

The  fact  of  massive  Soviet  military  power 
represents  an  impressive  achievement  for  a 
basically  underdeveloped  economy.  The  key 
question,  however,  is  the  intended  uses  of 
that  power  vis-a-vis  the  West  and  the  Third 
World. 

Some  interests  of  the  Soviet  Union  can  be 
considered  as  inherent  in  the  status  of  a 
major  world  power,  and  not  open  to  effec- 
tive challenge.  They  might  therefore  be  a 
basis  for  peaceful  coexistence  with  the 
West:  Other  'interests."  however,  derive 
from  the  Communist  vision  of  history  and 
Russia's  imperial  pretensions  which  the 
West  cannot  accept. 

The  former  category  might  include  main- 
taining the  basic  security  of  the  Eastern 
bloc  and  deterring  Western  intervention 
during  unrest  in  Poland:  preventing 
German  revanchism— especially  by  a  reunit- 
ed nation— which  would  stir  painful  Soviet 
memories;  protecting  the  frontier  with 
China,  and  preserving  a  sufficient  balance 
of  power  to  preclude  a  two-front  conflict: 
and  maintaining  the  Soviet  political  system 
against  external  disruption  and  internal 
stresses,  such  as  the  nationality  and  other 
problems  inevitably  engendered  by  a  sup- 
pressive totalitarian  system. 

At  the  great  power  level,  the  Soviet 
Union— not  unlike  other  countries— pursues 
political,  economic,  and  military  advantage 
while  seeking  to  weaken  and  divide  its  oppo- 
nents and  influence  their  people  by  massive 
propaganda  efforts.  As  of  January  1983, 
Yuri  Andropov,  doubtless  drawing  on  his 
KGB  background  in  propaganda,  has  taken 
a  major  role  in  mobilizing  a  Warsaw  Pact 
peace  offensive,  including  a  proposed  non- 
aggression  agreement  with  NATO.  This 
campaign  draws  upon  Warsaw  Pact  state- 
ments, appeals,  and  declarations  going  back 
to  the  sixties  in  some  cases.  While  such  "ag- 
itprop" must  be  countered  by  more  effective 
Western  information  programs,  few  people 
would  argue  that  the  moral  failings  of  the 
Soviet  system,  however  grave,  are  such  that 
the  West  must  try  to  change  it  by  direct 
pressure.  For  one  thing,  the  risks  of  thermo- 
nuclear conflict  that  would  be  involved  by 
doing  so— or  in  effectively  challenging  Rus- 
sian hegemony  in  Eastern  Europe— would  be 
enormous.  But  such  realism  should  not  pre- 
vent the  West  from  calling  attention  to  the 
massive  failure  of  the  Communist  system,  or 
working  for  a  gradual  easing  of  the  rigid 
constraints     imposed     by     Russia     on     its 
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Warsaw  Pact  allies.  Their  internal  disar- 
ray" may  be  as  great  as  that  so  often  publi- 
cized about  NATO. 

For  the  Soviets,  real  arms  control  would 
both  reduce  the  threat  they  perceive  and 
provide  relief  from  the  strains  their  enor- 
mous military  industrial  complex  imposes 
on  the  economy.  Then  there  are  Soviet  in- 
terests in  gaining  access  to  Western  prod- 
ucts and  capital,  particularly  technology 
and  the  foreign  currency  to  pay  for  it.  To 
the  extent  that  such  goods  and  services  are 
nonmilitary  in  nature,  these  objectives  are 
legitimate  from  the  Western  point  of  view. 

The  Soviet  Communist  set  of  interests 
needs  to  be  examined  through  their  own 
looking  glass.  As  the  Soviet  journal.  Inter- 
national Affairs,  noted  a  decade  ago: 

Throughout  the  existence  of  the  Soviet 
state,  all  of  its  foreign  policy  acts  have  ad- 
hered to  two  main  principles,  originally 
elaborated  by  Lenin.  First,  there  is  the  prin- 
ciple of  internationalism,  which  is  a  starting 
premise  in  relations  between  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  Socialist  countries,  and  the 
countries  fighting  for  the  national  libera- 
tion. Second,  there  is  the  principle  of  peace- 
ful coexistence,  for  the  establishment  of 
which  in  relations  with  the  capitalist  states, 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  other  fraternal 
countries  have  always  stood:" 

•Peaceful  coexistence"  is  defined  in  Soviet 
literature  as  "the  basic  principle  of  the  for- 
eign policy  of  the  USSR  and  other  Socialist 
countries  in  their  relations  with  states  with 
different  social  systems  ...  for  stable  peace, 
for  the  lessening  and  eventual  elimination 
of  the  danger  of  the  occurrence  of  a  new 

world  war.'  ^        ^       .,  ,     , 

This  doctrine  emerged  under  Malenkov 
and  Khrushchev,  who  were  the  first  Soviet 
leaders  to  acknowledge  publicly  that  the 
advent  of  nuclear  weapons  meant  that  the 
Soviet  Union,  as  well  as  the  capitalist  coun- 
tries, would  face  unacceptable  levels  of  de- 
struction in  a  third  world  war.  But  as  con- 
firmed at  the  XXV  Communist  Party  Con- 
gress. "Peaceful  coexistence  does  not  extend 
to  the  class  struggle  and  consequently  to 
the  ideological  struggle  of  the  two  systems." 
Detente  goes  beyond  mere  coexistence 
when  it  is  defined  in  the  Soviet  handbook  as 
"the  process  of  reorganizing  the  modern 
system  of  international  relations  on  the 
basis  of  peaceful  coexistence."  and  leading 
toward  a  "gradual  shift  from  the  confronta- 
tion of  states  of  the  two  systems  to  a  mutu- 
ally advantageous  working  relationship." 
But  detente  "in  no  way  abolishes  and 
cannot  abolish  or  change  the  laws  of  the 
class  struggle.  On  the  contrary,  it  creates 
better  conditions  for  the  growth  of  the 
struggle  of  the  working  class. .  .  ."  '° 

Thus  we  find  the  Soviet  Union  caught  be- 
tween its  narrower  interests  as  a  state  and 
its  proclaimed  Marxist-Leninist  ideology, 
which  sometimes  appears  to  be  a  disguise 
for  classifical  imperial  ambitions.  The  West 
often  fails  to  understand  that  the  Soviet 
Union  cannot  abandon  the  latter  for  the 
former  and  simply  live  and  let  live,  because 
the  legitimacy  of  the  Soviet  system  depends 
upon  the  Marxist-Leninist  view  of  the  class 
struggle  and  its  distinction  between  the  cap- 
italist world  on  one  hand  and  Socialist 
countries  and  the  countries  fighting  for  the 
national  liberation."  That  claim  to  legitima- 
cy is  essential  to  justify  the  sacrifices  im- 
posed on  the  Soviet  and  East  European  peo- 
ples. ,        ^     . 

This  explains  why  the  twelve  basic  prin- 
ciples of  relations  between  the  Union  of 
Soviet  Socialist  Republics  and  the  United 
States  of  America"  agreed  to  by  Nixon  and 
Brezhnev  in   1972  were  never  accepted  by 


the  Soviets  as  applicable  to  the  Third 
World,  or  to  areas  affected  by  the  Brezhnev 
doctrine,  such  as  Eastern  Europe  or  Afghan- 
istan. This  is  the  area,  apart  from  the  arms 
race  itself,  where  most  East-West  disagree 
ments  arise,  now  that  the  issues  of  Germa- 
ny and  Berlin  have  been  pretty  well  stabi- 
lized. ,  ^   ^ 

From  a  Western  perspective,  much  has 
been  yielded  to  assuage  legitimate"  securi- 
ty concerns  of  the  Soviets.  Their  goals  for 
West  German  and  Japanese  ratification  of 
the  nuclear  nonproliferation  treaty  were 
met.  The  Western  powers  have  formally  rec- 
ognized the  Communist  regime  in  East 
Berlin,  another  major  Soviet  goal,  while  the 
Helsinki  accords  confirmed  the  legitimacy 
of  the  current  boundaries  in  Eastern 
Europe.  The  West  has  also  accepted  the 
Soviet  claim  to  strategic  parity  with  the 
United  States  and  has  exercised  self-re- 
straint to  try  to  curb  the  arms  race  through- 
out most  of  the  seventies. 

It  is  therefore  troubling  to  mark  the  mili- 
tary buildup  by  the  Soviets  well  beyond 
what  is  necessary  for  their  own  security, 
and  the  continuation  of  their  efforts  to 
divide  the  United  States  from  Europe.  If 
their  goal  is  global  hegemony  and  some 
form  of  dominance  of  Western  Europe,  then 
it  cannot  be  accepted  by  the  West,  which 
must  persevere  in  its  efforts  to  insure  that 
the  correlation  of  forces  does  not  further 
shift  in  Soviet  favor. 

There  are  other  explanations  for  Soviet 
behavior  including  the  Russian  tradition  of 
a  large  peacetime  army— although  this  is 
disputed  by  some,  the  paranoia  stemming 
from  repeated  humiliations  and  invasions 
by  foreigners,  and  the  bureaucratic  rigidi- 
ties that  make  curbing  the  dominant  mili- 
tary-industrial complex  difficult,  especially 
during  a  transition  in  leadership. 

The  explanations  might  include  the  grow- 
ing internal  weakness  of  the  Soviet  system: 
economic  growth  has  slowed  substantially; 
manpower  shortages  have  developed,  and 
the  endemic  nationality  problems  have  in- 
tensified. Whole  sectors  such  as  agriculture 
and  energy  are  in  difficulty.  It  has  been  sug- 
gested that  the  Soviet  military  and  propa- 
ganda posture  directed  at  the  West  is  a 
facade— constructed  to  prevent  the  West 
from  exploiting  the  destructive  forces  work- 
ing from  within.  Others  point  to  the  differ- 
ences between  the  Soviets'  rhetoric  for  in- 
ternal consumption  and  their  more  conserv- 
ative conduct  in  the  real  world. 

It  is  hard  to  weigh  these  factors,  for  all 
may  be  operating  to  some  degree.  But  the 
Soviet  Union  continues  an  aggressive  strate- 
gy accompanied  by  peace  offensives  de- 
signed to  prevent  the  West  not  only  from 
recapturing  any  military  lead  but  even  from 
redressing  the  military  imbalance  in 
Europe. 

The  policy  of  the  Soviets  appears  as  an 
amalgam  of  legitimate  security  concerns, 
peaceful  coexistence  coupled  with  ideologi- 
cal competition  and  an  aggressive  push  to 
enhance  the  correlation  of  forces  in  their 
favor  while  they  pursue  "internationalism" 
with  the  Third  World. 

The  challenge  for  the  West  is  to  search 
for  positive  elements,  especially  under  the 
new  Soviet  leadership,  while  discouraging 
the  negative.  This  involves  the  judicious  use 
of  deterrence  and  the  offering  of  economic 
and  arms  control  incentives  that  advance,  or 
at  least  do  not  harm.  Western  interests.  The 
search  for  answers  to  this  challenge  has 
given  rise  to  many  differences  within  the 
NATO  Alliance. 

We  need  to  devote  a  word  to  the  rapid 
consolidation  of  power  by  Andropov.  A  con- 


vergence of  interest  by  the  military  and  the 
KGB  seemed  to  enable  them  to  override  the 
Communist  Party— the  leading  power  factor 
in  the  Soviet  triad— which  has  prevailed  in 
all  prior  successions.  This  could  be  because 
the  KGB  had  the  best  candidate  and  all  fac- 
tions were  tired  of  the  immobilism  of  the 
Party  gerontocracy.  We  harbor  no  illusions 
that  anyone  reaching  the  apogee  of  the 
KGB  hierarchy,  like  Andropov,  could  merit 
the  label  of  "closet  liberal."  and  cannot 
overlook  the  information  and  disinforma- 
tion activities  of  the  KGB.  But  we  also 
know  that  in  the  compartmented  Soviet  hi- 
erarchy, only  a  handful  of  people  are  al- 
lowed to  perceive  accurately  the  "real" 
world  outside.  .       ,    ^ 

There  seems  reason  to  believe  that  Andro- 
pov is  intelligent,  tough,  well-informed  and 
pragmatic  and  that  he  faces  severe  internal 
problems  of  a  structural  nature.  His  ascen- 
sion suggests  a  more  dynamic  and  imagina- 
tive approach  to  arms  control  and  other 
East-West  negotiations,  at  least  in  their 
public  relations  aspects  and  possibly  in  sub- 
stance. But  it  should  also  be  recalled  that 
Andropov's  "constituency"  in  the  Kremlin 
includes  both  the  military  and  the  KGB.  It 
behooves  the  U.S.  to  be  alert  for  surprises, 
whether  pitfalls  or  opportunities,  and  strive 
to  get  its  foreign  policy  house  in  order.  That 
something  needs  to  be  done  here  is  suggest- 
ed by  the  reports  of  dissension  within  the 
Administration  and  changes  in  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
(ACDA)."  The  President  has  to  be  and  be 
seen  to  be  in  charge,  although  the  Vice 
President's  mission  to  Western  Europe  as  a 
special  emissary  is  appropriate.  The  roles  of 
the  National  Security  Council  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  should  be  enhanced:  and 
giving  the  Director  of  ACDA  another  hat  as 
an  Under  Secretary  of  State  might  help  co- 
ordination. 

II.  ARMS  CONTROL  AND  DEFENSE  INTERACTIONS 

With  the  advent  of  the  eighties,  new  ques- 
tions have  been  raised  about  old  issues: 
What  is  the  nature  of  deterrence  in  an  era 
of  U.S.-Soviet  nuclear  parity,  assuming  it 
still  exists?  Is  NATO's  flexible  response 
strategy  still  viable?  Can  the  West  signifi- 
cantly improve  its  conventional  defenses 
(without  unrealistic  increases  in  levels  of 
effort)  by  adopting  new  tactics,  such  as  air- 
mobile forces,  -assault  breaker"  barrages. 

high-tech  "  battlefields  featuring  precision- 
guided  munitions  (PGM)  and  electronic 
measures,  or  new  structures  for  defense  co- 
operation which  can  capitalize  on  economies 
of  scale?  Above  all.  does  arms  control— as  we 
believe— have  a  role  to  play  in  advancing 
Western  security  in  any  meaningful  sense, 
as  opposed  to  propaganda  value?  If  so,  how 
can  it  be  integrated  with  NATO's  strategy 
and  force  structure,  especially  at  a  time  of 
accelerating  advances  in  military  lechnolo- 
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Detailed  answers  to  such  questions  would 
go  beyond  the  scope  of  this  report.  But  we 
will  attempt  some  summary  judgments  on 
the  key  arms  control  aspects,  drawing  on 
the  combined  experience  of  the  working 
group. 

Despite  the  President's  May  9.  1982 
Eureka  College  speech,  where  he  mentioned 
the  goal  of  "dismantling"  the  nuclear 
menace,  some  Administration  officials  ap- 
parently feel  that  arms  control  contains 
more  dangers  than  opportunities  for  the 
West  and  should  be  given  only  the  attention 
necessary  for  public  relations.  Even  within 
the  American  arms  control  community, 
there  are  questions  about  the  sixties'  dogma 
that  arms  control  and  defense  are  two  sides 


of  the  same  coin  which  can  be  integrated  to 
enhance  our  net  security.'^  This  disillusion- 
ment with  arms  control  (which  the  current 
Secretary  of  Defense  once  described  as  a 
"melancholy  chapter"  '^)  appears  to  stem 
from  several  causes;  unrealistic  expectations 
during  the  detente  era;  the  overselling  and 
subsequent  withdrawal  of  the  SALT  II  ac- 
cords; the  momentum  of  the  Soviet  military 
buildup;  the  more  conservative  political  tide 
in  the  country;  and  complications  intro- 
duced by  new  technology. 

In  Europe,  however,  professional  thinking 
about  arms  control  appears  to  retain  some 
of  the  enthusiasm  manifested  in  the  United 
States  a  decade  ago,  while  public  opinion 
there  has  been  particularly  aroused  by 
Western  rearmament  plans  and  the  absence 
of  arms  control  progress. 

Even  in  the  United  States,  the  frustra- 
tions of  the  arms  control  community  have 
spilled  over  onto  the  general  public  which 
has  responded  to  various  proposals  to  "stop 
the  overkill"  and  "freeze "  now— with  rela- 
tively little  thought  to  what  would  be 
frozen,  how  it  would  be  verified,  or  what  the 
effects  might  be  on  strategic  stability.'*  In 
the  November  1982  elections,  freeze  resolu- 
tions carried  by  wide  margins  in  eight  of 
nine  states  and  in  several  large  cities,  insur- 
ing that  the  issue  will  be  raised  in  the  new 
Congress  with  better  chances  for  success.  It 
was  defeated  by  only  two  House  votes  in 
1982.  The  position  of  the  U.S.  Catholic  bish- 
ops in  questioning  the  morality  of  deter- 
rence based  on  nuclear  weapons  will  certain- 
ly intensify  the  debates. 

With  similar  controversies  also  simmering 
in  European  politics,  it  is  difficult  to  find  a 
common  denominator  for  Alliance  discus- 
sions except  on  highly  technical  issues. 
Indeed,  it  may  be  because  the  public  feels 
that  if  war  is  too  important  to  be  left  to  the 
generals,  so  arms  control  is  too  important  to 
be  left  to  the  specialists,  that  the  issue  has 
stimulated  so  much  political  interest. 

We  believe  that  neither  a  defense  position 
that  is  built  around  the  "winnability"  of 
strategic  nuclear  war."  nor  the  extreme  al- 
ternatives of  unilateral  disarmament  or 
freeze  can  withstand  analysis  or  the  test  of 
politics,  even  apart  from  the  considerable 
moral  considerations  involved.  Rather,  we 
believe  that  an  East-West  dialogue— without 
the  unrealistic  expectations  of  detente— and 
an  intensified  arms  control  process  can  es- 
tablish a  framework  for  stable  security.  By 
generating  mutual  deterrence  to  war,  that 
would  be  in  the  common  interest  of  both 
East  and  West.  The  concept  of  a  nuclear 
freeze  is  good  only  if  it  is  treated  as  one  goal 
of  a  negotiating  process,  in  other  words  as 
an  end  rather  than  a  means  to  initiate  such 
a  process.    . 

With  the  rapid  advance  of  military  tech- 
nology on  both  sides— although  the  United 
States  has  sometimes  enjoyed  a  lead  of  sev- 
eral years  in  such  systems  as  multiple  inde- 
pendently targeted  re-entry  vehicles 
(MIRVs)  or  precision-guided  cruise  mis- 
siles—an arms  control  dialogue  is  a  necessity 
rather  than  a  luxury  in  any  long-term  per- 
spective. For  in  the  absence  of  trust,  an  ab- 
sence likely  to  endure,  neither  side  will  let 
the  other  achieve  a  meaningful  superiority. 
Misperceptions  of  the  other  side's  inten- 
tions, which  can  easily  be  magnified  without 
such  a  dialogue,  heighten  the  risks  of  ther- 
monuclear miscalculation.  They  also  add 
substantially  to  the  heavy  defense  burdens 
now  shouldered  in  both  NATO  and  the 
Warsaw  Pact,  generally,  at  the  expense  of 
other  important  needs. 


This  means  that  both  sides  must  integrate 
their  defense  programs  and  arms  control  ob- 
jectives so  as  to  be  mutually  reinforcing. 
They  must  discuss  them,  not  only  in  the 
technical  terminology  of  throwweights  and 
MIRVs,  but  taking  into  account  broader 
concepts,  such  as  a  stable  security  environ- 
ment for  the  long  term.  If  based  upon  rough 
parity,  this  approach  should  reduce  tempta- 
tions of  preemptive  attack  in  times  of  crisis. 
Those  temptations  could  be  encouraged  as 
the  ratio  of  warheads  to  vulnerable  aiming 
points  increases  on  both  sides.  This  seems  to 
us  to  support  the  arguments  that  multiple 
warhead  missiles  (MIRVs)  are  potentially 
destabilizing  and  that  President  Reagan's 
START  proposals  may  leave  too  high  a  war- 
head-to-target ratio.  This  danger  suggests  a 
need  for  a  new  and  broader  look  at  strategic 
arms  control— which  would  aim  for  a 
START  goal  of  fewer  multiple  warhead  mis- 
siles and  seek  to  exchange  an  emerging 
regime  of  "mutual  vulnerability"  for  one  of 
mutually  assured  invulnerability  of  basic 
nuclear  deterrence  systems. 

It  is  in  the  nature  of  both  the  U.S.  and 
Soviet  governmental  systems  that  such  a  re- 
vived dialogue  must  have  continued  atten- 
tion at  the  top,  which  means  reestablishing 
if  not  "summitry  "  then  at  least  more  high- 
level  discussions  which  do  not  become  major 
media  events.  Meetings,  whether  of  heads  of 
government,  foreign  ministers,  military 
chiefs,  or  special  emissaries,  need  not  aim  at 
reaching  specific  accords.  It  is  enough  if 
they  can  generate  an  understanding  of  each 
side's  true  interests  which  can  be  reflected 
in  guidance  to  lower  level  negotiators. 

If  such  a  U.S.-Soviet  process  gets  under- 
way—and a  somewhat  unorthodox  sugges- 
tion is  made  later  in  this  paper— then  there 
will  be  opportunities  for  closing  some  of  the 
the  U.S. -European  gaps  through  the  inter- 
allied consultation  process  that  should  pre- 
cede and  follow  such  meetings.  Equally  im- 
portant is  the  public  perception,  both  in 
Europe  and  in  the  United  States,  that  their 
leaders  are  at  least  trying  to  bring  about 
stable  rather  than  confrontational  security 
relationships,  and  that  arms  control  is  being 
pursued  for  serious  rather  than  propaganda 
purposes.  The  latter  impression  is  height- 
ened to  the  extent  the  dialogue  is  carried  on 
through  the  public  media  as  opposed  to  pri- 
vate forums,  although  a  certain  amount  of 
internal  political  jousting  and  position-stak- 
ing is  bound  to  occur  in  both  Pravda  edito- 
rials and  in  the  Western  press. 

Any  recommendation  in  this  area  has  to 
take  account  of  the  Soviet  approach  to  arms 
control  as  an  integral  part  of  foreign  and 
military  policies,  as  outlined  earlier.  They 
have  initiated  proposals  for  nuclear-free 
zones,  freezes,  etc.,  to  influence  public  opin- 
ion in  the  West  while  they  maintain  iron- 
handed  dominance  of  Eastern  Europe.  But 
they  are  capable  of  negotiating  seriously 
when  confronted  with  firmness  about  weap- 
ons systems  or  forces  which  they  perceive  as 
a  threat  to  their  homeland,  as  the  SALT 
and  other  accords  of  the  past  two  decades 
demonstrate. 

Even  though  the  Russians,  not  unlike  our- 
selves, often  go  into  negotiations  with  posi- 
tions designed  to  satisfy  various  bureaucrat- 
ic or  political  constituencies  rather  than  to 
be  negotiable,  the  comment  of  one  experi- 
enced Western  negotiator  is  worth  noting: 
"The  dispassionate,  structured  dialogue  on 
security  issues  which  has  been  taking  place 
in  Vienna  has  already  made  a  worthwhile 
contribution  to  dispelling  the  misconcep- 
tions and  distorted  perceptions  of  the  mili- 
tary posture  of  the  two  sides."  " 


Let  us  look,  then,  at  the  East-West  de- 
fense competition  in  Europe  and  the  related 
arms  control  fora. 

Strategic  Forces 
The  strategic  buildup  by  the  Soviets,  un- 
dertaken when  the  United  States  had  lev- 
eled off  its  own  strategic  force  posture 
quantitatively,  has  now  achieved  for  them 
what  the  Carter  Administration  termed  "es- 
sential equivalence";  and  in  the  Reagan  Ad- 
minstration's  view,  they  may  have  gone 
beyond  it,  with  the  SS-18  and  SS-19  ICBMs 
posing  a  threat  to  America's  land-based 
Minuteman  force  in  the  future. 

Comparing  the  two  sides  is  extremely 
complex,  for  numbers  and  yield  of  war- 
heads, throw-weight,  accuracy,  vulnerability 
and  reliability  factors  must  all  be  taken  into 
account.  The  Soviet  force  structure  still  re- 
flects an  early  decision  to  go  for  large  pay- 
loads,  and  yields  (partly  to  offset  their  ini- 
tial low  accuracy),  and  most  operational 
Soviet  ICBMs  are  still  liquid-fueled,  posing 
reliability  problems.  In  contrast,  the  United 
States,  with  an  early  lead  in  warhead  minia- 
turization and  in  solid  fuels  and  better  guid- 
ance, had  no  comparable  need  for  large 
boosters.  It  also  led  in  MIRV  technology 
and  still  has  superiority  in  cruise  missiles 
and  bomber  force  penetration  capabilities. 

Moreover,  the  Soviets  have  stressed  land- 
based  ICBMs  while  the  U.S.  has  emphasized 
submarine  launched  missiles  (SLBMs)  and 
strategic  bombers  as  shown  in  Chart  I. 

It  is  therefore  little  wonder  that  the  two 
sides  disagree  in  their  respective  assess- 
ments or  that  individual  and  institutional 
estimates  within  the  West  are  at  variance 
on  what  to  count  and  how  to  weigh  them  in 
the  balance. 

Some  rough  comparisons  of  nuclear  deliv- 
ery vehicles  of  the  U.S.  and  the  U.S.S.R. 
and  NATO  and  the  Warsaw  Pact  are  sum- 
marized in  Chart  II  below.  Like  the  more 
detailed  Tables  I  and  II  in  the  Appendices, 
they  are  based  upon  International  Institute 
for  Strategic  Studies  publications. ' ' 

CHART  ll.-NUCLEAR  DELIVERY  VEHICLES  > 
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Total  intercontinental  missiles  (both  land- 
and  sea-based)  are  listed  as  approximately 
2.387  for  the  Soviets  to  1,572  for  the  United 
States,  with  each  side  also  having  over  300 
intercontinental  range  bombers.  (The  U.S. 
Government  figure  is  1.944  U.S.  missiles  and 
bombers  to  2.704  for  the  U.S.S.R.) 

The  U.S.  accordingly  plans  to  add  new- 
Trident  C4  (later  D5.  Trident  II)  submarine- 
launched  missiles,  100  MX  missiles— if  a 
basing  mode  can  be  agreed  upon  and  if  Con- 
gress funds  production— plus  100  B-1  bomb- 
ers and,  further  down  the  road,  "stealth  " 
bombers  designed  to  penetrate  radar  de- 
fenses along  with  new  air-  and  sea-launched 
cruise  missiles.'*  On  the  other  hand,  the 
U.S.  is  phasing  out  some  older  systems.  The 
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Russians  plan  to  develop  at  least  one  new 
large  (probably  mobile)  solid-fueled  ICBM. 
described  as  "in  no  way  inferior  to"  the  MX 
(if  the  U.S.  deploys  it)  as  well  as  other  mod- 
ernizations. 

SALT  I.  was  signed  in  1972.  and  elaborat- 
ed in  SALT  II  which  was  signed  in  June 
1979  (but  withdrawn  from  Senate  ratifica- 
tion that  December  following  the  Russian 
invasion  of  Afghanistan).  These  agreements 
set  an  initial  limit  for  land-based  and  sea- 
based  strategic  missile  launchers  and  heavy 
bombers  of  2.400  (later  to  become  2.250)  and 
provide  for  various  other  limitations,  e.g..  on 
MIRVed"  missile  launchers  and  on  cruise 
missile  launchers  per  bomber.  Though  rati- 
fication of  SALT  II  has  been  opposed  by  the 
Reagan  Administration,  each  side  has  indi- 
cated that  it  would  do  nothing  to  jeopardize 
the  treaty  long  as  the  other  abided  by  it." 

We  believe  that  more  formal  acceptance 
of  SALT  III.  as  an  interim  step  in  the  con- 
text of  the  ongoing  START  talks,  would 
make  sense— forcing  the  Soviets  to  reduce, 
while  the  U.S.  could  increase  up  to  the 
limit— without  in  any  way  removing  incen- 
tives for  agreement  on  deeper  eventual  cuts, 
which  is  the  Presidents  stated  objective." 
Any  ultimate  accord,  of  course,  should  be 
subject  to  Senate  ratification. 

The  U.S.  position  for  START  was  outlined 
in  President  Reagan's  Eureka  College 
speech  on  May  9.  1982.  The  negotiations 
opened  in  Geneva  on  June  20,  and  after  two 
recesses  are  continuing  early  in  1983.  The 
President  proposed  a  first  phase  in  which 
both  sides  would  agree  to  reduce  ballistic 
missile  warheads  by  one-third  or  to  a  ceiling 
of  5.000.  no  more  than  2,500  of  which  could 
be  on  land-based  missiles.  Both  sides  would 
be  required  to  reduce  ballistic  missiles  to  a 
ceiling  of  850.  The  focus  of  the  proposal  is 
on  land-based  missiles,  where  the  Soviets 
have  made  their  heaviest  investment,  so 
that  the  Soviets  would  be  required  to  dis- 
mantle more  missiles  than  the  U.S.,  as  well 
as  more  warheads.  The  U.S.  with  only  2.100- 
plus  long-range  ICBM  missile  warheads 
could  presumably  increase  up  to  the  ceiling 
of  2.500.  Bombers  and  cruise  missiles,  where 
the  U.S.  has  the  lead,  would  not  be  further 
limited  in  the  first  phase  but  are  open  to 
discussion  in  the  second,  in  which  both  sides 
would  make  further  reductions,  including 
reductions  in  ballistic  missile  throw-weight 
to  below  the  current  U.S.  level. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  subsequently  pro- 
posed a  combined  ceiling  of  1.800  missiles 
and  bombers."  This  would  represent  a  25- 
p)ercent  cutback  in  Moscow's  existing  arse- 
nal and  approximately  a  10-percent  reduc- 
tion for  the  U.S..  but  there  are  some  compli- 
cated strings  attached,  such  as  limitations 
on  Trident  II  and  MX  missiles,  as  well  as 
ambiguities:  and  a  number  of  U.S.  concerns 
are  left  unaddressed.  such  as  specific  war- 
head reductions.  Chart  IV  compares  the 
proposals. 

CHART  IV.-STRATEGIC  ARMS  REDUCTION  PROPOSALS 
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The  January  1983  round  of  negotiations 
began  against  a  background  of  cautious  op- 
timism on  the  American  side,  while  confus- 
ing signals  emanated  from  Moscow.  An 
Andropov  expression  of  hope  for  compro- 
mise and  interest  in  a  summit  meeting  was 
followed  two  days  later  by  a  Pravda  editori- 
al blaming  the  U.S.  for  the  START  impasse 
and  stressing  the  familiar  Soviet  theme  that 
the  U.S.  is  seeking  to  gain  unilateral  mili- 
tary advantages.  "22 

Although  the  Working  Group  does  not 
want  to  offer  specific  recommendations  at 
such  a  delicate  stage  in  these  negotiations, 
we  do  think  that  the  approach  of  initially 
capping  the  present  arms  race,  using  the 
SALT  II  benchmarks,  would  consolidate 
what  has  already  been  achieved  and  per- 
haps facilitate  progress  toward  further  re- 
ductions, even  if  no  breakthrough  is  at 
hand.  We  also  urge  a  maximum  effort  to 
make  progress  in  1983,  perhaps  by  initiating 
the  approach  discussed  later,  so  as  to  avoid 
a  possible  paralysis  as  the  1984  Presidential 
election  nears. 

Although  there  are  differences  in  the 
Working  Group  about  elements  of  the  U.S. 
defense  buildup,  such  as  the  MX  and  its 
basing,  we  do  believe  that  in  an  era  of  rela- 
tive parity,  the  U.S.  must  not  be  perceived 
by  either  its  potential  enemies  or  its  NATO 
allies  to  be  at  a  strategic  disadvantage.  For 
the  former  might  be  tempted  into  a  rash 
bluff,  with  catastrophic  consequences,  or 
the  latter  might  lose  confidence  in  the  Alli- 
ance iuelf.  Thus,  to  the  extent  that  any 
emerging  gaps  in  the  U.S.  strategic  deter- 
rent cannot  be  rectified  through  the  SALT- 
START  process,  there  is  little  choice  but  to 
take  the  necessary  steps  to  close  them.  But 
such  steps  should  be  designed  to  improve 
stability  in  times  of  international  crisis  and 
to  be  as  cost-effective  as  possible,  given  the 
economic  strains  which  the  Pentagon 
budget  adds  to  the  U.S.  budget  deficit.  Even 
more  important,  they  should  be  consistent 
with  the  long-range  goal  of  stable  security 
for  both  East  and  West. 

That  goal,  as  noted  earlier,  should  include 
a  reduction  for  both  sides  in  the  ratio  of 
warheads  to  aiming  points,  with  particular 
reference  to  MIRVs.  an  emphasis  on  achiev- 
ing invulnerability  of  basic  strategic  systems 
through  mobility  or  sea-basing,  and  particu- 
lar attention  to  verifiability.  For  example, 
the  cruise  missile— essentially  a  "buzz 
bomb"  with  modern,  highly  accurate  guid- 
ance systems— meets  the  criteria  of  cost-ef- 
fectiveness and  relative  invulnerability  l>e- 
cause  of  its  mobility  (in  land-  sea-  and  air- 
launched  modes).  But  if  extensively  prolif- 
erated, cruise  missiles  could  so  complicate 
verification  as  to  frustrate  further  progress 
on  strategic  arms  control.  We  believe  that 
the  lessons  of  multiple  warheads  (where  the 
early  U.S.  advantage  proved  to  have  a  short 
half-life  as  the  Soviets  followed  suit)  should 
be  applied  to  cruise  missiles  by  including 
them  in  near-term  arms  control  efforts.  The 
applicable  SALT  II  provisions  might  serve 
as  a  point  of  departure. 

Finally,  the  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Treaty 
of  1972  and  its  1974  Protocol  are  important 
elements  in  the  strategic  stability  equation. 
Although  an  argument  can  be  made  that 
modifications  to  permit  greater  protection 
of  central  deterrence  systems  could  enhance 
stability,  the  Working  Group  believes  that  a 
defense  arms  race  would  also  be  potentially 
destabilizing  and  agrees  that  we  should  not 
depart  from  present  ABM  limitations.  In 
similar  vein,  we  would  like  to  see  the 
Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty  (with  a  limit  of 


150  KT)  and  the  Comprehensive  Test  Ban 
go  forward  as  quickly  as  technical  questions 
about  seismic  signals  can  be  resolved. 

Intermediate  Range  Forces 
Since  the  Soviet  acquisition  of  substantial 
nuclear  capabilities,  NATO  has  faced  a  basic 
question:  To  what  extent  can  Europe  be 
sheltered  by  the  American  strategic  nuclear 
deterrent  based  largely  in  the  United 
States?  As  nuclear  parity  between  the  U.S. 
and  the  Soviet  Union  approached,  this 
became  a  sharper  issue  of  confidence  within 
the  Alliance. 

The  opposing  positions  are  that  as  long  as 
the  Alliance  is  perceived  to  be  intact,  a  mis- 
sile in  Wyoming  deters  an  attack  in  Europe 
as  effectively  as  one  based  there:  or.  alterna- 
tively, that  political  geography  is  so  impor- 
tant that  a  "theater  deterrent  "  linked  to 
but  separate  from  the  U.S.  and  sea-based 
forces  and  capable  of  striking  the  U.S.S.R.  is 
needed. 

The  Alliance  has  never  embraced  either 
extreme.  Doubts  about  the  threat  of  strate- 
gic nuclear  retaliation  as  a  deterrent  to  con- 
ventional aggession  led  to  NATO's  "flexible 
response"  strategy  in  the  sixties,  calling  for 
a  spectrum  of  deterrence  based  on  sound 
conventional  defense.  (See  Annex  I  for  de- 
tails.) Much  earlier,  Soviet  missile  deploy- 
ments threatening  Europe  had  led  to  the 
stationing  on  the  Continent  of  U.S. 
medium-range  Thor  and  Jupiter  missiles. 
These  obsolescent  systems  were  replaced  by 
the  assignment  of  U.S.  Polaris  submarines 
to  theater  targets  following  the  failure  of 
the  multilateral  force  (MLF)  proposal.  That 
scheme,  involving  missiles  on  international- 
ly operated  surface  ships,  was  another 
effort  to  deal  with  the  basic  question,  with 
particular  attention  to  sensitivities  of  Ger- 
many as  a  non-nuclear  power.  The  British 
retained  and  modernized,  and  the  FYench 
developed,  their  own  nationally  controlled 
strategic  nuclear  forces  at  least  in  part  be- 
cause of  negative  leanings  on  the  basic  issue 
as  well  as  for  reasons  of  national  prestige. 

In  the  meantime,  the  Soviets  deployed  a 
substantial  number  of  land-based  intermedi- 
ate missiles  targeted  on  Western  Europe 
during  the  sixties.  With  the  Thors  and  Jupi- 
ters  withdrawn.  NATO  had  no  comparable 
forces.  This  "gap"  was  tolerable  as  long  as 
the  U.S.  was  perceived  to  have  strategic  nu- 
clear superiority.  The  Soviet  deployment  of 
SS-20  missiles,  starting  in  the  late  seventies, 
widened  that  gap  at  a  time  when  this  strate- 
gic superiority  was  also  disappearing. 

The  reactions  of  the  U.S.  and  many  Euro- 
peans to  this  situation  have  been  ambiva- 
lent. On  the  one  hand,  they  feared  that  a 
theater  approach  lead  to  "decoupling" 
Europe  from  the  main  deterrent  and  per- 
haps to  a  "limited,"  i.e..  theater  nuclear  con- 
flict and,  on  the  other,  that  the  absence  of 
comparable  theater  forces  put  too  much  re- 
liance for  deterrence  on  increasingly  less 
credible  strategic  systems.  From  a  military 
standpoint,  additional  U.S.  nuclear  deploy- 
ments in  Europe  now  add  only  marginally  to 
target  coverage  (which  was  not  the  case  in 
the  early  years  of  the  Alliance  when  range 
was  a  major  limiting  factor).  But  such  de- 
ployments might  ease  the  European's  sense 
of  political  vulnerability  and  overdepend- 
ence  on  the  U.S.  and  sea-based  strategic  de- 
terrent. To  a  degree,  then,  this  concept  re- 
vives earlier  notions  of  ""proportional"  deter- 
rence. 

This  was  the  provenance  of  NATO's  dual- 
track  decision  in  December  1979.  It  followed 
nearly  two  years  of  interallied  discussion 
over  the  problem  of  disparities  of  military 


power  in  Europe  as  the  strategic  parity  of 
the  superpowers  became  codified  in  SALT 
and  in  effect  ""neutralized"  their  strategic 
forces,  as  Chancellor  Schmidt  observed  in  a 
major  speech. ''  It  was  designed  to  prevent 
the  Soviets'  use  of  military  superiority  to 
their  political  advantage,  while  also  giving 
the  West  some  leverage  against  the  seem- 
ingly endless  buildup  of  Soviet  INF  capabili- 
ties. 

The  package  of  572  missile  deployments— 
108  Pershing  II  and  464  ground-launched 
cruise  missiles  (chosen  as  large  enough  to  be 
significant  but  too  small  to  risk  decoupling) 
was  to  go  forward  only  in  the  context  of 
"the  pursuit  of  serious  negotiations"  on 
TNF,  hence  the  dual-track  concept:  it  aimed 
at  meeting  both  political-arms  control  and 
deterrence  needs.  But  the  subsequent  public 
rationale  for  the  December  1979  decision 
has  been  inconsistent,  varying  among  such 
objectives  as  deterrence,  war-fighting,  politi- 
cal signalling,  answering  the  Soviet  SS-20 
deployments,  and  meeting  NATO's  inherent 
modernization  needs,  according  to  the 
points  of  view  represented. 

After  initially  rejecting  negotiations- 
NATO  had  properly  dismissed  as  propagan- 
da Brezhnev's  offer  to  freeze  insted  of  de- 
ploying even  more  SS-20s— the  Soviets  did 
participate  in  preliminary  negotiations  in 
October  1980.  which  were  suspended  for  the 
U.S.  elections.  It  was  May  1981  at  the  Rome 
meeting  of  NATO  Foreign  Ministers  before 
agreement  to  begin  the  Intermediate  Nucle- 
ar Force  discussions  during  that  year  was 
announced.  They  have  been  going  on  in 
Geneva  in  a  parallel  forum  to  START  since 
late  1981. 

In  November  1981  President  Reagan  an- 
nounced the  U.S.  proposal  for  a  "zero 
option"  in  which  the  U.S.  would  agree  not 
to  deploy  the  572  Pershing  II  or  ground- 
launched  cruise  missiles  if  the  Soviets  would 
dismantle  all  their  intermediate  range  mis- 
siles based  on  land,  about  600  SS-4s.  SS-5s, 
and  SS-20S.  The  U.S.,  of  course,  has  no  mis- 
siles of  this  range  on  land  to  dismantle.  Air- 
craft and  U.S.  sea-based  missiles  assigned  to 
NATO  would  not  be  limited,  nor  would  com- 
parable Soviet  systems.  British  and  French 
forces  would  also  not  be  covered  by  the  pro- 
posed agreement.  The  Soviets  argued  that 
the  U.S.  proposals  would  change  the  bal- 
ance in  total  intermediate  range  nuclear 
weapons  from  1:1  to  2:1  in  favor  of  the 
West.  Because  of  the  underlying  divergen- 
cies on  what  to  count,  a  Western  estimate  of 
the  theater  balance,  including  all  nuclear- 
capable  aircraft,  comes  out  560  to  3.890  in 
favor  of  the  Soviets,  while  the  latter  count 
only  975  for  themselves  against  986  for  the 
West."  The  first  substantive  Soviet  propos- 
al, according  to  the  then  Director  of  ACDA, 
was  to  limit  both  sides  to  300  intermediate 
range  missiles  launchers  and  900  war- 
heads.-' These  would  include  only  missiles 
deployed  in  the  European  portion  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  (where  the  Soviets  have  now  de- 
ployed 340  SS-20  triple  warhead  missiles) 
and  for  the  West  some  162  British  and 
French  missiles. 

The  INF  negotiations  resumed  in  January 
1983  against  a  backdrop  of  a  new  offer  by 
the  Soviets  to  reduce  their  missiles  to  the 
level  of  the  combined  British  and  French 
missile  forces  (approximately  162).  Andro- 
pov"s  December  21  statement  also  indicated 
that  the  Soviets  would  reduce  to  any  lower 
number  to  which  these  allies  might  scale 
down."  This  was  promptly  rejected  by  the 
United  States  on  its  merits  and  because  of 
many  ambiguities  (including  the  status  of 


"reduced"  SS-20s  removed  beyond  the 
Urals),  and  by  Britain  and  France  as  inap- 
propriate to  their  special  situations.  It  is 
clear,  however,  that  a  bargaining  process  is 
underway,  even  though  it  is  heavily  larded 
with  propaganda.^' 

Press  reports  suggest  that  the  Administra- 
tion is  split  on  how  far  the  U.S.  should  devi- 
ate from  its  initial  zero-option  negotiating 
proposal. =^*  Our  Working  Group  is  also  di- 
vided between  those  who  feel  that  the  origi- 
nal December  1979  decision  was  so  unneces- 
sary or  wrong  (or  at  least  that  it  was  over- 
taken by  the  subsequent  failure  to  pursue 
SALT)  and  a  larger  group  who  believe  that 
the  decision  was  made  by  responsible  Alli- 
ance leaders  only  after  long  evaluation  and 
should  be  implemented  on  schedule  unless  a 
negotiated  solution  satisfactory  to  the  West 
is  reached. 

We  all  agree  that  although  only  the  U.S. 
is  directly  negotiating  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  any  and  all  decisions  must  be  made 
by  the  Alliance— or  at  least  the  European 
countries  principally  concerned  with  the  de- 
ployments (Britain,  Germany,  and  Italy  and 
possibly  Belgium  and  the  Netherlands). 
This  is  especially  true  for  West  Germany, 
where  March  1983  elections  promise  to 
highlight  the  nuclear  deployment  issue. 

The  problem  is  twofold:  some  U.S.  offi- 
cials feel  that  only  a  "zero-zero "  balance  is 
satisfactory,  since  the  Soviets  would  other- 
wise retain  a  significant  Euro-strategic  ad- 
vantage, while  NATO  would  suffer  from  the 
political  perceptions  of  that  advantage. 
Others  see  the  GLCMs  as  posing  verifica- 
tion problems  and  regard  the  Pershing  lis 
as  potentially  destabilizing  because  of  their 
few-minute  flight  time  to  the  Soviet  Union, 
so  that  the  actual  deployment  might  set 
back  arms  control  hopes.  The  other  problem 
is  that  anti-nuclear  protests  plus  Soviet 
propaganda  could  undermine  the  determi- 
nation of  European  governments  to  proceed, 
offering  the  Soviets  no  incentives  to  reduce 
and  handing  NATO  a  bad  psychological 
defeat." 

The  majority  of  our  Working  Group  be- 
lieve the  answer  lies  in  continuing  with  the 
deployment  plan  (as  NATO  agreed  to  do  at 
its  December  1982  ministerial  meeting) 
while  pursuing  negotiations  realistically  and 
flexibly,  especially  as  the  first  deployments 
draw  near  in  1983.  Without  specifying  how 
"flexibly  "  might  be  defined,  it  seems  clear 
that  the  zero  option  cannot  be  construed  as 
an  all-or-nothing  proposition.  Otherwise 
there  would  be  no  point  to  holding  negotia- 
tions! Some  combination  of  limited  or  modi- 
fied NATO  deployments  of  U.S.  missiles  and 
partial  Soviet  dismantling  and  withdrawal 
should  be  possible  if  both  sides  persevere  in 
private  bargaining.  Even  the  British  and 
French  forces  (which  are  a  part  of  the 
""threat"  as  viewed  from  Moscow)  need  not 
be  an  insuperable  obstacle.  As  some  involve 
single  warhead  systems,  while  each  Soviet 
SS-20  has  three  warheads,  some  qualitative 
or  asymmetrical  adjustments  could  be  made 
which  would  allow  the  two  sides  to  take 
allied  forces  "into  account"  without  negoti- 
ating about  them.  But  clear  understandings 
would  be  needed  about  dismantling,  not  just 
redeploying,  the  SS-20s,  as  the  Soviets  have 
since  recognized  in  principle. 

On  the  contingency  that  the  negotiations 
nevertheless  fail,  it  is  important  in  the 
working  group's  view  for  NATO  to  have 
demonstrated  genuine  flexibility  so  that  the 
necessary  deployments  proceed  on  the  basis 
of  evident  Soviet  intransigence  or  propagan- 
da initiatives.  But  if  the  Europeans  should 


decide  otherwise,  then  it  is  important  for 
the  U.S.  to  avoid  making  this  a  test  of  loyal- 
ty to  the  Alliance  with  a  public  orgy  of  ago- 
nizing reappraisals.  For  that  could  do  the 
Alliance  more  harm  in  the  long  run  than 
the  good  that  might  flow  from  either  a  suc- 
cessful deployment  or  a  negotiated  outcome. 

There  may  be  other  ways  of  skinning  the 
cat,  such  as  to  deploy  MRBMs  on  ships  sta- 
tioned off  Europe,  as  some  U.S.  officials 
have  suggested,  although  there  are  also 
drawbacks  to  such  a  course.  But  any  actions 
will  require  great  sensitivity  by  the  United 
States  to  the  special  political  problems  of 
Germany  and  Italy  (which  may  also  face 
1983  elections)  as  well  as  an  avoidance  of 
threats  and  posturing,  and  a  corresponding 
awareness  of  U.S.  congressional  sensibilities 
by  Europeans. 

The  allies  can  only  solve  the  basic  prob- 
lems by  working  together  on  both  the  de- 
ployment and  the  arms  control  tracks,  keep- 
ing in  mind  that  the  Alliance  is  concerned 
with  solidarity,  rather  than  pieces  of  mili- 
tary hardware  or  their  siting.  Moreover,  the 
INF  issue  is  only  one  thread  in  the  interwo- 
ven fabric  of  arms  control  Issues  and  proc- 
esses. The  important  thing  is  to  keep  it  in 
that  context  and  not  to  pull  on  it  to  the 
extent  of  unraveling  the  whole. 

Conventional  forces  and  the  MBFR 
negotiations 

Since  the  early  cold  war  there  has  been  a 
quantitative  military  imbalance  in  Europe 
favoring  the  Warsaw  Pact,  especially  in  a 
scenario  where  the  Pact  takes  the  initiative 
in  attacking;  and  that  disparity  is  unlikely 
to  change,  at  least  in  this  decade.  As  the 
International  Institute  for  Strategic  studies 
says  in  the  1982-83  version  of  its  Military 
Balance  series:  "'The  numerical  balance  over 
the  last  20  years  has  slowly  but  steadily 
moved  in  favor  of  the  East.  At  the  same 
time,  the  West  has  largely  lost  the  techno- 
logical edge  which  allowed  NATO  to  believe  • 
that  quality  could  substitute  for  numbers." 

Chart  V  shows  some  current  comparisons 
of  NATO  and  Warsaw  Pact  forces. 

However,  there  has  also  been  a  balance  of 
deterrence,  as  shown  by  NATO's  33  years  of 
peace,  which  reflects  not  only  qualitative 
factors  but  -also  the  Western  mobilization 
potential,  and  Soviet  uncertainties  about 
nuclear  escalation  and  about  the  reliability 
of  their  Warsaw  Pact  allies  in  a  shooting 
war.  The  tendency  of  military  establish- 
ments to  overestimate  the  capabilities  of 
prospective  opponents  may  also  add  to  the 
credibility  of  NATO's  deterrent  as  seen 
from  Moscow. 

Given  the  Soviet  Unions  superiority  in 
theater  nuclear  capabilities  and  its  attain- 
ment of  full  parity  in  strategic  weaponry,  it 
is  only  prudent  for  NATO  to  strengthen  its 
non-nuclear  defenses  to  the  maximum  con- 
sistent with  political  and  economic  realities, 
while  in  the  meantime  plarming  defenses 
that  avoid  the  vulnerabilities  of  depending 
on  early  first  use  of  nuclear  weapons. 
Beyond  this,  there  is  little  consensus  among 
experts  on  either  continent.  (Background  on 
the  "no  first  use  "  debate  is  given  in  Annex 
I.)  Europeans  are  now  intellectually  inter- 
ested in  improve  conventional  capabilities, 
but  only  in  the  context  of  the  agreed  NATO 
strategy  of  flexible  response.  We  believe 
that  much  should  be  done  to  improve  them 
along  the  lines 'SACEUR  General  Rogers 
has  been  urging.  Increasing  annual  real  de- 
fense spending  by  4  percent  annually,  he  be- 
lieves, could  achieve  meaningful  convention- 
al flexibility  in  NATO's  response  capability 
over  the  next  six  years,  at  a  1983  average 
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cost  per  capita  throughout  the  Alliance  of 
under  $25  '"  The  U.S..  of  course,  is  planning 
almost  twice  as  large  a  percentage  of  annual 
real  increases  but  may  not  be  able  to  sustain 
it  under  present  economic  conditions.  The 
European  allies,  already  hard  pressed  to 
make  2  or  3  percent  real  increases,  will  find 
it  even  less  feasible  in  the  near  term  but 
they  could  do  so  if  there  is  a  robust  recov- 
ery. 

It  is  hoped  in  NATO  that  interallied  ar- 
maments cooperation,  including  the  efforts 
of  the  Eurogroup.  can  improve  the  effective 
utilization  of  defense  resources.  France  and 
Britain,  however,  face  the  nuclear  powers 
problems  of  being  unable  to  fund  both  nu- 
clear and  conventional  modernization  and 
the  temptation  of  what  might  t)e  descril>ed 
in  Paris  as  "plus  frappe  pour  le  franc." 
Many  NATO  officials  felt  that  Britain's  de- 
cision to  buy  the  Trident  was  the  least  ef 
fective  use  of  these  funds  from  the  Alliance 
point  of  view.  France,  by  her  own  choice 
outside  the  military  structure  of  NATO, 
now  faces  the  dilemma  that  only  closer  co- 
ordination with  allied  forces  can  make  her 
conventional  ground  and  air  power  mean- 
ingful if  they  are  underfunded  during  the 
current  economic  stringency. 

In  the  event  of  a  conflict  in  Europe,  any 
nuclear  escalation  would  enter  a  vast  un- 
known with  unlimited  possibilities  for  Mur- 
phy's law  and  panic  and  miscalculation.  But 
since  this  condition  applies  to  both  sides. 
the  very  uncertainty  contributes  to  the 
structure  of  deterrence.  NATO  should 
therefore  preserve  as  wide  a  range  of  nucle- 
ar options  as  possible.  Although  the  central 
front  properly  remains  the  primary  concern, 
improvements  must  also  be  made  in  NATO's 
ability  to  respond  to  contingencies  on  its 
Hanks  and  at  sea.  which  are  probably  as 
likely  as  the  massive  attack  in  Germany 
often  cited  in  the  defense  planning  litera 
ture. 

Against  this  background,  do  the  negotia- 
tions for  Mutual  and  Balanced  Force  Reduc 
tions  (MBFR)"  hold  any  promise''  Despite 
the  discouraging  stalemate  at  Vienna  for 
almost  a  decade,  it  has  provided  a  valuable 
education  for  all  participants,  in  the  only 
set  of  alliance-to-alliance  negotiations  since 
Athens  and  Sparta. 

Prior  to  July  1982.  Western  participants  in 
■Vienna  had  proposed  that  reductions  to  a 
common  ceiling  be  achieved  through  sepa- 
rate, consecutive,  negotiated  agreements. 
The  first  would  cut  U.S.  and  Soviet  forces 
only  but  would  include  commitments  by  the 
other  Western  participants  about  a  second 
agreement  for  reducing  the  remaining 
forces.  In  July  1982  following  the  Bonn 
Summit  meeting,  the  western  side  submit- 
ted a  new  proposal  which  moved  Ijack  to  the 
original  Warsaw  Pact  concept  of  a  single 
agreement  on  reductions  with  successive 
stages  of  implementation.  The  first  stage 
would  still  comprise  only  U.S.  and  Soviet  re- 
ductions. This  willingness  of  the  non-U.S. 
participants  to  commit  themselves  to  reduc- 
tions from  the  outset  could  provide  a  basis 
for  some  movement  in  the  negotiations. 

Over  the  years,  considerable  progress  has 
l)een  made  in  Vienna,  although  no  soldiers 
have  yet  been  removed  as  a  result.  Both 
sides  have  now  tabled  treaty  drafts.  In  its 
version,  the  East  has  confirmed  its  informal 
acceptance  of  the  West's  concept  that  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  should 
reduce  first,  that  personnel  reductions 
should  focus  on  active  duty  ground  force 
manpower,  and  that  ground  forces  should 
be  cut  to  a  common  ceiling  for  both  alli- 
ances set  at  700.000  ground  force  manpower 


and  900.000  total  manpower  for  each.  In 
principle,  it  has  been  accepted  that  the  ceil- 
ing should  be  collective  for  each  alliance, 
that  is  without  national  subceilings  but  with 
a  possible  limit  of  50  percent  of  the  aggre- 
gate for  any  one  country,  thus  easing  East- 
ern concerns  at>out  Germany. 

The  West  has  proposed  associated  meas- 
ures" including  advance  notification  of  large 
numbers  of  troops  entering  the  Central  Eu- 
ropean reduction  area  and  of  major  out-of- 
garrison  activities.  The  Western  terms 
would  permit  entry  to  and  departure  from 
the  reduction  area  only  through  permanent 
exit-entry  points  manned  by  observers;  peri- 
odic exchanges  of  force  data  would  be  re- 
quired: and.  most  important,  each  alliance 
would  be  allowed  an  annual  quota  of  ground 
and/or  air  inspections  of  the  forcei  of  the 
other  The  East  has  agreed,  in  principle,  al 
though  with  significant  differences  of 
detail,  to  temporary  exit  points  with  observ- 
ers, prenotification  of  major  movements 
into  the  area  and  out-of-garrison  activities, 
and  to  exchange  data  after  reductions. 

The  stumbling  block  to  an  agreement  is 
the  data  issue— disagreement  as  to  the 
number  of  Warsaw  Pact  ground  and  air 
force  personnel  in  the  reduction  area,  a  dif- 
ference of  about  160,000  for  ground  forces 
alone."  The  West  s  figure  for  Warsaw  Pact 
ground  force  manpower  is  about  960.000 
while  the  total  provided  by  the  Warsaw 
Pact;  is  about  800.000. 

Agreement  on  data  would  seem  to  be  in- 
trinsic to  the  concept  of  reducing.  A  reduc- 
tion must  be  accompanied  by  a  ceiling  on 
the  remaining  forces  expressed  in  a  finite 
number.  Since  it  is  impractical  to  count  all 
of  the  personnel  comprising  the  forces 
under  the  ceiling  as  of  a  given  moment,  the 
necessary  tools  for  checking  compliance  re- 
duction backed  by  continuing  data  exchange 
and  an  adequate  verification  regime. 

It  would  appear  that  the  Warsaw  Pact  has 
omitted  some  categories  considered  by  the 
West  to  be  active  duly  military  personnel. 
The  ideal  way  to  resolve  the  difference  as  to 
data  would  be  to  compare  Western  and 
Eastern  figures  for  the  same  components. 
To  date,  the  East  has  been  unwilling  to  fur 
nish  the  necessary  data.  It  has  argued  that 
agreement  on  data  is  not  a  prerequisite, 
claiming  that  both  sides  should  undertake 
to  reduce  to  the  agreed  common  ceiling  of 
700,000  and  rely  on  commitments  to  coop- 
eratively verify  thereafter  the  residual  force 
levels. 

If  the  Warsaw  Pact  s  refusal  to  supply 
data  is  motivated  by  a  basic  unwillingness  to 
make  reductions  of  the  size  and  asymmetry 
which  would  be  called  for  by  accurate  data 
on  its  forces,  then  relying  on  verification  of 
residual  levels  after  withdrawal  could  lay 
the  groundwork  for  later  recriminations. 
And  those,  in  turn,  would  undermine  the 
mutual  confidence  which  a  successful  agree- 
ment should  enhance. 

To  date,  neither  the  Warsaw  Pact  nor 
NATO  participants  have  committed  the  sus- 
tained high-level  political  effort  necessary 
to  an  agreement.  Progress  on  the  data  prob- 
lem and  the  other  remaining  issues  might 
be  achieved  if  both  sides,  including  the  Brit- 
ish and  Germans,  decide  to  make  such  an 
investment.  Progress  in  other  arms  control 
negotiations,  such  as  INF.  might  help  the 
Soviet  Union  to  resolve  the  data  roadblock. 
The  economic  cost  to  both  sides  of  main- 
taining the  present  two  million-man  mili- 
tary confrontation  in  Central  Europe  and 
the  damage  it  does  to  the  overall  East-West 
relationship  will  continue  to  provide  incen- 
tives for  both  sides  to  make  the  compro- 
mises necessary  to  reach  an  agreement.'" 


Intergrating  arms  control  efforts? 
These  are  many  reasons,  tactical  and  po- 
litical, why  the  three  negotiations  discussed 
have  been  held  in  separate  forums.  For  one 
thing,  most  of  the  NATO  allies,  like  their 
Warsaw  Pact  counterparts,  are  involved  in 
MBFR.  whereas  naturally  only  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  involved  in 
the  SALT -START  process.  On  INF.  the 
West  did  not  want  to  discuss  British  and 
French  nuclear  forces,  and  so  that  too  is  a 
bilateral  negotiation— although  the  U.S.  is 
closely  coordinating  its  positions  through 
NATO's  Special  Group  on  this  subject.  But 
in  substance,  as  contrasted  with  procedure, 
all  three  negotiations  are  linked;  for 
progress— or  obstacles— if  one  can  facilitate 
(or  impedei  others.  In  the  long  term,  we  be- 
lieve, all  of  the  bargaining  chips  may  have 
to  be  dealt  with  concurrently  and  in  coordi- 
nation, and  thus  t>e  figuratively  on  the  same 
table,  up  to  and  including  summit-level 
processes,  in  order  to  clarify  options  for 
tradeoffs.  For  example,  an  equitable  MBFR 
accord  might  reduce  both  sides'  theater  nu- 
clear requirements  somewhat,  or  an  INF 
agreement  could  help  START  to  make 
progress  and  vice  versa. 

Despite  the  lack  of  progress  in  recent 
years,  we  believe  that  arms  control  can  play 
a  meaningful  role  in  Western  security,  and 
that  the  leaders  of  the  NATO  countries 
should  look  to  a  new  era  of  opportunities  as 
the  transition  from  Brezhnev  to  Andropov 
settles  down  and  as  the  West  redresses  some 
of  the  military  imbalances  it  faces.  Not  to 
do  so  would  be  to  concede  that  the  future 
can  only  offer  more  of  the  past,  a  conclu- 
sion not  likely  to  be  well  received  by  the 
West's  "successor  generation." 

We  suggest  that  NATO  may  need  a  new 
"Wise  men"  <or  women)  type  of  exercise, 
carefully  structured  as  was  the  1967  Harmel 
study."  to  help  regenerate  the  Alliance 
during  the  eighties,  reinforce  both  its  de- 
fense and  arms  control  policies,  and  hold 
out  the  hope  of  realistic  arms  control  ac- 
cords for  the  future. 
Such  an  effort  could  also  help  seize  the 
peace"  initiative  from  the  peace  move- 
ments and  from  the  Russians;  for  peace  is 
far  too  important  to  be  left  to  either  one. 
Preparing  now  for  a  concerted  effort  to 
achieve  real  arms  control  and  reduction 
progress  in  the  late  eighties  and  nineties 
need  not  undercut  needed  Western  defense 
efforts.  Indeed,  one  theme  of  a  new  Harmel 
report  might  well  be  that  adequate  defense 
and  deterrence  is  the  other  side  of  the  coin 
of  arms  control  and  may  indeed  be  its  pre- 
requisite. At  the  same  time,  such  a  project 
could  ease  the  concerns  of  those  worried 
about  the  economic  burdens  of  armaments 
and  take  advantage  of  the  very  real  incen- 
tives on  both  sides  to  ease  the  arms  burden 
for  the  future.  Most  important  from  an  Alli- 
ance standpoint,  is  the  role  such  an  initia- 
tive could  play  in  narrowing  transatlantic 
gaps  and  defusing  the  mounting  tensions  be- 
tween the  political  right  and  left  in  virtually 
every  country  in  Europe. 

One  must  not  forget,  however,  that  many 
troublesome  asymmetries  disturb  the  cli- 
mate for  East-West  arms  control.  One  obvi- 
ous one  Is  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  can  gather  to  express  their  views  and 
protest  in  Bonn  and  New  "york  and  Paris, 
while  a  dozen  Russians  doing  the  same 
thing  in  Red  Square  are  arrested!  "  An- 
other is  that  secrecy  has  been  a  hallmark  of 
Russian  society  since  before  the  Bolshevik 
Revolution,  and  it  serves  as  an  instrument 
of  security  against  external  enemies  and  a 


tool  of  internal  governance.  Information 
control  limits  the  debates  and  frictions  that 
might  occur  over  resource  allocation  be- 
tween guns  and  butter,  for  example.  The 
Soviet  Union  consistently  maintains  that  its 
defense  spending  is  under  18  billion  rubles 
per  year  (about  3  percent  of  the  national 
income)  while  Western  sources  estimate  it 
at  four  to  five  times  that  figure,  in  both 
rubles  and  percentage  of  GNP.  There  is  no 
agreement,  however,  as  to  what  is  included 
or  excluded,  so  that  the  Soviets'  stated  fig- 
ures may  involve  only  operating  and  con- 
struction costs.'"' 

The  problem  of  the  numbers  gap  in 
MBFR  has  already  been  mentioned;  but 
questions  have  been  raised  about  Soviet  ad- 
herence to  the  Limited  Test  Ban  Treaty  and 
there  are  apparent  violation  of  chemical/bi- 
ological warfare  agreements  in  Southeast 
Asia."  We  believe,  therefore,  that  the 
Reagan  Administration  is  well  advised  to 
emphasize  the  importance  of  verification 
and  include  inspection  where  this  is  essen- 
tial. It  might  be  useful  now  to  try  to  estab- 
lish and  test  some  agreed  verification  ma- 
chinery, manned  either  by  NATO  and 
Warsaw  Pact  observers  or  by  a  team  drawn 
from  neutral  countries,  w'ho  could  exercise  a 
hypothetical  inspection  mandate  initially  in 
the  West  and  then  in  a  noncontroversial 
area  of  the  East.  This  procedure  should  not 
become  an  obstacle  to  arms  control  accords; 
they  might  in  fact  be  eased  forward  if  a  mu- 
tually acceptable  verification  infrastructure 
were  created  ahead  of  time. 

A  New  Approach? 
Given  the  apparent  impasse  in  all  three 
major  arms  control  fora,  and  the  possibili- 
ties that  new  opportunities  that  may  arise 
from  Andropov's  succession  to  Brezhnev's 
mantle  in  the  Soviet  Union,  it  seems  useful 
to  consider  an  unorthodox  proposal  for 
breaking  the  deadlock.  This  is  to  temporari- 
ly leapfrog  the  current  negotiating  postures 
and  force  structures  of  both  sides  and  look 
for  an  opportunity  in  the  future  which 
could  feed  back  into  the  present. 

Suppose  that  the  U.S.  and  Soviet  govern- 
ments created  a  high  level  joint  commission 
to  examine  prospects  for  stable  security  be- 
tween the  superpowers  and  their  allies  in 
the  nineteen  nineties.  The  composition, 
terms  of  reference,  and  modalities  of  such  a 
body  are  vital  and  seem  a  worthy  agenda 
item  for  preparation  for  a  possible  summit- 
level  meeting.  Numerous  variations  are  pos- 
sible, including  participation  by  a  few  key 
allies  and  nongovernment  experts  such  as. 
for  the  U.S..  some  members  of  the  House 
and  Senate.  Alternatively,  the  Soviet  gov- 
ernment Academy  of  Sciences  and  its  U.S. 
counterpart  with  some  executive  branch  of- 
ficials added  might  be  the  sponsoring  orga- 
nizations. Another  option,  and  a  way  to 
avoid  the  asymmetrical  problems  of  a  com- 
mission in  which  the  Soviet  side  would  tend 
to  be  monolithic,  would  be  to  establish  with- 
out publicity  a  very  small  negotiating  group 
on  an  official  basis,  according  to  the  prece- 
dents mentioned  in  Henry  Kissinger's  mem- 
oirs. But  all  such  options  would  have  to  in- 
volve some  high-level  interallied  consulta- 
tion at  the  appropriate  stages.  Whatever 
the  details,  the  focus  would  be  on  arms  con- 
trol at  the  broadest  level  and  need  not  at- 
tempt to  resolve  basic  East-West  differences 
on  such  topics  as  conflicts  in  the  Third 
World  or  the  Brezhnev  doctrine.  By  moving 
from  the  technical  and  bureaucratic  to  the 
longer  term  political-economic-strategic  con- 
text, shared  interests  might  become  more 
readily  discernible.  The  parties  could  con- 
tinue to  look  at  the  trees  in  the  arms  con- 


trol forest  now  being  explored  in  actual  ne- 
gotiations; but  at  least  there  would  be  a 
joint  effort  to  survey  the  entire  forest  as  it 
is  likely  to  exist  in  the  next  decade. 

One  might  consider  a  variation  in  the 
normal  adversarial  approach,  in  which  each 
side  initially  proposes  an  overall  security 
posture  for  the  other  during  the  nineties 
which  should  meet  that  side's  legitimate  se- 
curity needs  and  be  acceptable  to  its  oppo- 
nent within  a  stable  security  context.  The 
exchanged  critiques  of  such  postures  would 
make  possible  a  more  constructive  dialogue 
in  which  the  participants  would  look  at  se- 
curity—and especially  survivability  of  stra- 
tegic deterrent  forces— through  each  other's 
eyes. 

To  those  worried  about  nuclear  conflict  or 
escalating  armaments,  the  nineties  may 
seem  far  away.  But  the  U.S.  is  already 
locked  into  its  major  military  programs 
through  at  least  1986-7  and  well  beyond  if 
Congress  funds  such  major  programs  as  the 
B-1  bomber  and  MX  missile.  Momentum 
and  the  bureaucratic,  military  and  industri- 
al vested  interests  of  both  sides  may  well 
preclude  significant  shorter  term  adjust- 
ments. Moreover,  such  an  initiative  could  re- 
assure the  younger  generations  that  their 
future  need  not  be  mortgaged  to  an  arms 
race  at  ever  higher  costs  and  risks,  and  that 
a  saner  superpower  relationship  is  possible, 
at  least  in  arms  control  matters. 

By  looking  beyond  the  horizon  one  need 
not  necessarily  be  stymied  by  situations 
such  as  Poland,  Afghanistan,  and  the  other 
current  East-West  issues.  If  the  Soviets  are 
in  fact  interested,  it  might  then  be  possible 
to  construct  a  "START-SALT  III  "  frame- 
work in  which  the  limitation  objectives  of 
SALT  II  and  the  deep  reductions,  as  in 
START,  could  be  combined.  The  stabilizing 
values  of  walking  the  cat  back  toward  single 
warheads  and  away  from  MIRVs  and  their 
first-strike  potential  might  be  seen  more 
clearly  in  this  context. 

Such  a  framework  would  have  to  take  into 
account  the  theater  nuclear  and  non-nucle- 
ar balances,  which  have  proved  intractable 
in  the  INF  and  MBFR  negotiations,  respec- 
tively. The  parties  could  allow  "'in  principle  " 
for  forward-based  and  allied  nuclear  sys- 
tems without  having  to  negotiate  precise 
tradeoffs,  and  they  would  have  to  allow  for 
Soviet  Par  Eastern  needs  and  missile  de- 
ployments as  well.  By  also  taking  account  of 
the  agreement  already  reached  in  principle 
in  MBFR  for  common  manpower  ceilings  in 
the  reductions  area,  some  guidelines  might 
then  result  for  all  three  current  negotia- 
tions which  could  reinforce— and  be  rein- 
forced by— consensus  on  stable  security  in 
strategic  systems. 

Moreover,  it  is  impossible  to  imagine  even- 
tually putting  an  even  broader  framework 
around  the  subject  matter:  some  limitations 
on  total  military  expenditures  for  the  two 
sides.  This  could  be  to  hold  them  to  a  per- 
centage of  gross  national  product  no  larger, 
or  even  smaller  by  a  specified  degree  than  at 
present.  Because  such  an  undertaking  does 
not  lend  itself  to  "verification."  given  the 
Soviet  penchant  for  secrecy,  the  myriad  dif- 
ficulties of  definition,  and  the  possibilities 
of  cheating,  some  members  of  the  working 
group  do  not  see  merit  in  the  approach.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  Soviets  say  that  they  do 
trust  <to  a  degreee)  the  macro  figures  which 
are  available  on  the  U.S.  defense  program, 
and  some  U.S.  experts  assert  that  modern 
input-output  models  of  the  Soviet  economy 
could  have  fairly  high  reliability  for  detect- 
ing any  major  shift  from  a  "baseline"  mili- 
tary posture.  But  the  underlying  hope,  of 


course,  is  that  such  an  agreement  would 
tend  to  be  self-enforcing  because  of  the 
clear  economic  advantages  for  both  sides. 
The  magnitudes  of  their  defense  spending 
over  the  past  two  decades  are  shown  in 
Chart  VI,  which  also  reveals  the  sharp 
Soviet  increases  since  1972  and  since  1980 
for  the  United  States. 

The  fact  of  an  understanding,  if  one  could 
ever  be  reached,  might  provide  vital  ammu- 
nition to  those  Soviet  leaders  who  would 
like  to  shift  the  heavy  allocation  of  re- 
sources from  the  Russian  military-industrial 
complex  toward  agriculture  and  other  non- 
military  investment  and  consumption.  They 
could  presumably  be  counted  on  to  see  that 
their  side  adhered  as  long  as  the  other  one 
did.  Or  if  they  could  not  prevail  in  internal 
debates,  their  failure  might  become  known 
to  the  West  through  intelligence  channels 
and  reinforce  the  limited  verification  possi- 
bilities by  national  means.  An  understand- 
ing on  military  expenditure  limitations '» 
might  have  to  be  an  informal  one.  similar  to 
the  arrangement  whereby  both  sides  are  ad- 
hering to  the  SALT  II  accords.  But  it  would 
make  the  most  sense  and  be  most  feasible  in 
the  context  of  other,  more  specific,  arms  ac- 
cords, as  discussed  above. 

Supposing  a  joint  commission— or  any 
other  suitable  mechanism — could  agree  on  a 
broad  framework  for  stable  East -West  secu- 
rity in  the  nineties,  taking  account  of  space 
systems  and  other  technology,  what  then? 
It  would  hardly  be  binding  and  their  govern- 
ment could  treat  it  as  an  academic  exercise. 
But  even  if  it  were  not  made  public,  the 
mere  existence  of  such  a  report  with  the  in- 
evitable caveats  and  dissents  could  gain  the 
attention  of  the  top  leadership  in  East  and 
West  alike.  Prom  there,  summit-level  com- 
munications might  spawn  new  initiatives  in 
the  negotiations  underway.  By  looking  to  a 
high  common  ground  of  the  future,  both 
leaderships  would  gain  short-term  political 
advantage,  minimize  risks  of  backlash  from 
currently  opposed  constituencies,  and  imbue 
the  future  with  a  new  sense  of  hope,  rather 
than  mutual  fears. 

From  a  U.S.  standpoint,  such  an  approach 
should  facilitate  public  and  congressional 
support  for  the  defense  improvements  un- 
derway (many  of  which  we  agree  are 
needed)  by  establishing  a  future  framework 
for  meaningful  arms  control  which  could 
have  valuable  feedback  on  all  of  the  current 
negotiations.  Both  leaderships  might  thus 
gain  confidence  that  the  other  side  was  not 
seeking  to  gain  strategic  superiority  and  see 
hope  for  reducing  the  long-term  armaments 
burden  on  their  economies. 

III.  ECONOMIC  AND  DEFENSE  INTERACTIONS 

The  members  of  the  Alliance,  like  much 
of  the  world,  are  experiencing  the  worst  re- 
cession since  the  nineteen  thirties.  Growth 
is  stunted  and  Western  forecasts  show  rela- 
tively slight  real  increases  in  GNP.  Unem- 
ployment is  making  records  in  some  coun- 
tries, has  reached  politically  disruptive 
levels  every  where,  and  is  threatening  to 
remain  so.  The  many  causes  of  this  univer- 
sal malaise  include  the  two  OPEC  shocks  of 
1973-74  and  1979-80  which  acted  as  an 
excise  tax  on  all  oil-consuming  countries,  re- 
ducing their  disposable  income  and  increas- 
ing inflation.  The  seven  economic  summit 
countries,  for  example,  saw  their  GNP 
growth  cut  in  half,  inflation  doubled,  and 
productivity  slashed  between  the  five  years 
before  and  after  the  1973  oil  price  water- 
shed."" These  events  also  created  a  maldis- 
tribution of  liquidity,  which  the  banking 
system  recycled  successfully  at  first  but  at 
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the  cost  of  mountainous  debt  burdens  in 
many  developing  countries.  The  danger  of 
large-scale  defaults  still  overhangs  the 
world  economy. 

Another  problem  was  the  accumulation  of 
structural  shifts  caused  by  changing  factor 
costs,  especially  for  energy,  advances  in 
technology,  increased  competition,  includ- 
ing the  newly  industrialized  countries,  and 
altered  consumption  patterns.  A  further 
cause  was  the  failure  of  macroeconomic 
policies  in  many  countries  to  adjust  ade- 
quately to  these  and  other  changes.  Also, 
slow  growth  and  shifting  demographic  pat- 
terns meant  too  few  workers  to  pay  for  the 
inflation  swollen  social  entitlements  prom- 
ised in  the  high-growth  sixties. 

Persistent  unemployment  at  high  levels 
poses  major  problems  for  all  our  govern- 
ments in  addition  to  the  human  deprivation 
involved.  It  strains  budgetary  resources, 
wastes  human  and  economic  ones  and  re- 
strains production  and  economic  growth.  It 
also  casts  disquieting  shadows.  The  longer  it 
continues  at  high  levels  the  greater  becomes 
the  danger  of  social  and  political  instability 
throughout  the  Alliance. 

The  causes  and  cures  of  the  economic  situ- 
ation are  not  the  subject  of  this  policy 
paper,  but  its  effects  impinge  directly  upon 
the  ability  of  the  Alliance  to  carry  out  its 
most  basic  task  of  maintaining  a  defense 
posture  to  provide  for  the  common  security. 
Yet  they  also  increaise  the  incentives  for  a 
balanced  approach  to  arms  control. 

The  Working  Group  sees  these  relation- 
ships: Arms  control  is  illusory  without  a 
strong  defense;  but  defense  cannot  assure 
security  without  arms  control.  The  economy 
serves  as  the  base  of  the  triangle. 

NATO's  unofficial  target  is  an  average 
real  increase  in  defense  spending  of  3  per- 
cent annually,  and  General  Rogers  as 
SACEUR  is  urging  4  percent,  as  noted  earli- 
er. Low  growth  rates  in  the  economy  will 
mean  that  such  increases  must  come  out  of 
domestic  programs  already  strained  by  the 
social  insurance  costs  of  unemployment.  It 
is  doubtful  that  many  other  countries  will 
find  it  politically  feasible  to  emulate  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  success  in  increasing  defense 
while  holding  down  nonmilitary  programs. 

E^■en  he  may  have  increasing  trouble  on 
that  course,  as  rising  budget  deficits  are  per- 
ceived as  a  potential  cause  of  a  new  climb  in 
interest  rates  which  could  abort  a  U.S.  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  as  various  political  con- 
stituencies begin  to  target  defense  cuts  as 
an  alternative  to  further  belt-tightening  in 
their  own  programs.  Moreover,  the  magni- 
tude of  the  funds  allocated  to  the  Defense 
Department  in  a  relatively  short  period  may 
lead  others  to  conclude,  like  a  former  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States,  that 
they  simply  cannot  be  spent  effectively.  His 
belief  is  "that  present  schedules  constitute 
unacceptable  risks  of  waste,  mistakes  and 
even  loss  of  public  confidence  in  the  (de- 
fense) goals  themselves."*"  The  Pentagon 
denies  that  it  is  simply  "throwing  money  at 
the  problem",  but  many  Working  Group 
members,  believe  that  a  more  measured  and 
sustainable  military  buildup  would  be  pref- 
erable to  the  Administration's  current  ap- 
proach, which  has  been  criticized  even  by 
the  conservative  Heritage  Foundation. 

While  some  additional  demand  is  generat- 
ed in  the  defense  sector  of  the  economy,  its 
multiplier  and  job-creating  effects  are  gen- 
erally believed  to  be  less  than  other  forms 
of  public  spending  produce,  and  the  fiscal 
and  monetary  effects  tend  to  offset  each 
other,  at  least  in  the  United  States.  There 
are  also  some  questions  atK>ut  the  inflation- 


ary and  iMDttleneck  effects  of  defense  spend 
ing,*'  although  these  are  less  troublesome 
when  there  is  great  slack  in  the  economy. 

In  the  Administration's  current  five-year 
plan,  the  defense  budget  is  projected  to 
grow  7.4  percent  annually  in  real  terms  and 
rise  to  over  7  percent  of  GNP  by  FY  1986. •-' 
But  even  if  it  proves  able  to  overcome  grow- 
ing congressional  opposition  and  go  ahead 
with  this  plan,  it  is  possible  to  foresee 
heightened  friction  in  the  Alliance  over 
burden  sharing.  The  United  States  has  one 
of  the  lowest  real  defense  budget  increases 
in  NATO  (actually  a  negative  1.5  percent) 
between  1970  and  1980."  but  as  a  percent- 
age of  GNP.  U.S.  defense  spending  was  al- 
ready the  highest  in  NATO  in  1981  even 
before  the  Reagan  increases  took  effect. 

As  the  U.S.  burden  (measured  by  ohare  of 
GNP)  rises  to  nearly  twice  what  most  of  the 
other  allies  are  able  to  do.  we  are  concerned 
that  there  will  be  renewed  interest  in  a 
Mansfield-type  amendment  calling  for 
American  troop  withdrawals  from  Europe 
unless  the  allies  do  more.  (Indeed  in  Sep- 
tember 1982.  the  Senate  Defense  Appropria- 
tions subcommittee  voted  12  to  1  to  reduce 
American  troops  in  Europe  by  15,000  men.) 
The  concern  here  over  Japan's  modest  de- 
fense efforts  is  also  illustrative  of  the  senti- 
ments. 

We  believe  that  U.S.  force  withdrawals 
would  not  have  the  desired  effect  in  Europe. 
They  would  most  likely  be  counter-produc- 
tive by  encouraging  a  slackening  in  Euro- 
pean efforts,  possible  initiating  a  vicious 
cycle  with  adverse  effects  not  only  on  secu- 
rity and  Alliance  solidarity  but  on  prospects 
for  the  MBFR  and  other  arms  control  nego- 
tiations. It  seems  important  therefore  for 
the  Alliance  to  stay  at  least  roughly  in 
tandem,  moving  forward  together,  even  if 
slightly  more  slowly,  to  implement  the 
agreed  force  improvement  program  on  a 
cost-effective  and  politically  substainable 
basis,  although  that  may  mean  slowing  the 
U.S.  buildup  to  a  somewhat  more  measured 
pace. 

The  economic  squeeze  also  will  require 
maximum  feasible  use  of  armaments  coop- 
eration to  achieve  economies  of  scale  and 
enhanced  standardization  and  interoperabil- 
ity to  improve  efficiency,  subjects  which  at- 
tract some  lip  service  but  little  commitment. 
Hard  choices  may  also  have  to  be  made 
about  future  weapons  systems,  looking  to 
trade  off  qualitative  technological  sophisti- 
cation for  greater  simplicity  and  cost-effec- 
tiveness. Different  approaches  to  problems 
in  these  areas,  including  competition  in 
high  technology  systems  and  the  problems 
of  opening  a  two-way  street  in  armaments 
procurement,  can  also  exacerbate  inter- 
allied frictions. 

The  only  "good"  news  on  the  economic 
front  is  that  the  Warsaw  Pact  countries 
seem  to  be  in  even  worse  shaoe  economical- 
ly. The  Soviet  Union  faces  slow  labor 
growth  in  the  eighties  (0.4  percent  annually, 
and  much  of  that  is  in  the  non-Russian  Re- 
publics) continuing  inefficiencies  in  agricul- 
ture, recurring  energy  bottlenecks,  and  in- 
dustrial and  GNP  growth  rates  only  about 
half  what  they  were  in  the  late  sixties.  They 
will  face  difficult  investment  decisions,  not 
only  between  guns  and  butter  (i.e..  agricul- 
ture), but  also  between  housing  and  con- 
sumer goods  and  modernization  of  indus- 
try.•'  Of  course,  no  government  in  Eastern 
Europ>e  has  to  submit  its  defense  budget  to  a 
democratic  legislature,  and  while  public 
opinion  counts  to  a  degree,  it  can  be  manip- 
ulated. Still,  in  a  climate  of  adversity,  added 
economic   incentives   for   meaningful    arms 


control  progress  should  exist.*'  The  scope 
for  large  savings  on  nuclear  systems  is  rela- 
tively small  in  the  short  term,  so  MBFR  is 
the  most  likely  beneficiary  from  the  stand- 
point of  both  East  and  West. 

Looking  ahead  to  the  competition  in  space 
and  other  high  technology  systems,  one 
commentator  has  observed:  "For  those  who 
look  not  for  the  end.  then  perhaps  for  some 
pause  in  the  arms  race,  the  only  hope  lies  in 
the  budget -defeating  costs  which  new  weap- 
ons now  lay  upon  productive  populations 
wherever  they  live.  The  point  really  does 
seem  to  be  approaching  when  man  will  no 
longer  be  able  to  afford  the  things  which  he 
is  clever  enough  to  invent,"*''  nor,  one 
might  suggest,  to  live  with  their  conse- 
quences. 

The  security  problems  discussed  in  this 
paper  have  been  with  us  for  a  long  time. 
Even  with  arms  control  progre.ss.  they  will 
continue  to  absorb  significant  portions  of 
national  output.  If  the  defense  burdens  on 
the  economy  can  be  eased  somewhat  so  as  to 
aid  recovery,  not  only  in  the  United  States 
but  throughout  the  world,  then  the  health- 
ier economic  outlook  which  seems  probable 
for  the  mid-  to  late-eighties  can  sustain  a 
long-term  commitment  to  necessary  defense 
programs— and  to  the  augmented  conven- 
tional capabilities  in  Europe  we  feel  are  es- 
sential to  ease  the  Alliance's  nuclear  dilem- 
mas. Thus  we  must  close  the  gaps  between 
arms  control  and  defense  and  between  both 
of  them  and  the  economy,  and  resolve  dif- 
ferences between  the  United  States  and 
Europe  on  the  way  these  interactions  are 
approached.  They  must  be  better  integrated 
both  conceptually  and  in  the  day-to-day 
conduct  of  policy. 

IV.  THE  POLITICAL  ECONOMICS  OF  EAST-WEST 
RELATIONS 

A  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
Study  concluded  that  a  major  source  of  the 
Alliance's  most  severe  crisis  in  many  years 
"can  be  found  in  differing  U.S.  and  Europe- 
an attitudes  toward  East-West  relations. 
Many  of  these  differences  are  not  new;  they 
have  been  part  of  the  dynamic  of  alliance 
relations  since  NATO  was  founded."*' 

As  the  cold  war  intensified  and  NATO 
came  into  being,  the  United  States  estab- 
lished controls  on  trade  to  the  Soviet  Union 
and  later  to  Communist  China  after  that 
country's  entry  into  the  Korean  War.  Legal 
authority  for  these  measures  was  provided 
by  the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949  and  the 
Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of 
1951.  better  known  as  the  Battle  Act.  The 
latter  threatened  to  cut  off  American  mili- 
tary and  economic  aid  to  states  that  did  not 
conform  to  U.S.  policies  on  exports  to  the 
Communist  countries. 

In  the  words  of  one  congressional  report: 

■  From  the  outset,  few  West  European  or 
Japanese  statesmen  or  businessmen  shared 
the  underlying  assumption,  or  for  that 
matter,  the  ultimate  objective  of  the  embar- 
go. Only  under  the  most  intense  pressure 
and  coercion  did  Europe  and  Japan  accede 
to  this  restrictive  policy  .  .  .  allied  differ- 
ences with  the  United  States  rested  both  on 
policy  and  economic  interests.  Europeans 
simply  could  not  accept  the  view  that  deny- 
ing trade  would  put  an  end  to  communism 
or  even  curtail  the  Communist  countries' 
development."*" 

Although  other  Western  nations  resented 
U.S.  pressure,  they  recognized  that  a  unilat- 
eral U.S.  embargo  would  be  ineffective  if 
the  Soviets  could  get  similar  goods  from  our 
allies.  So  they  cooperated  in  forming  the 
Coordinating    Committee    for    Multilateral 


Export  controls,  known  as  COCOM.  The 
COCOM  lists  of  restricted  items  generally 
parallel  those  of  the  United  States.  They 
cover  military  and  atomic  energy  categories 
plus  an  industrial-commercial  list  which  has 
proved  the  most  controversial,  since  many 
items  on  it  are  "dual-use. "  i.e..  have  civilian 
as  well  as  military  potential  and  often  are 
technologically  advanced.*' 

One  writer  evaluating  COCOM's  effective- 
ness has  concluded  that  it  "can  be  looked  at 
like  the  proverbial  glass  of  water— as  half 
full,  half  empty!  To  the  extent  that  some 
advocates  of  a  hard  line  toward  the  Commu- 
nist bloc  sought  to  establish  a  complete  eco- 
nomic boycott,  then  the  COCOM  system 
was  a  relatively  weak  instrument  and.  at 
best,  a  sieve.'  But  taking  account  of  the 
widely  divergent  interests  working  within 
and  among  a  group  of  sovereign  countries, 
the  case  can  also  be  made  that  COCOM  has 
accomplished  its  stated  purposes  quite  well 
over  an  extended  period  of  years. "'o 

Disputes  in  the  West  about  the  political 
purposes  and  effectiveness  of  trade  denial 
were  inevitably  compounded  by  important 
differences  of  national  economic  interest. 
Historically,  trade  flows  with  the  East  have 
always  been  of  greater  consequence  for 
Western  Europe  than  for  the  United  States. 
As  noted  earlier.  European  NATO  countries 
have  averaged  nearly  10  percent  of  their 
world  trade  with  the  Eastern  bloc  countries 
compared  to  half  that  much  for  the  United 
States.  Even  during  the  heyday  of  detente. 
Henry  Kissinger  candidly  acknowledged 
that: 

"Our  strategy  was  to  use  trade  concessions 
as  a  political  instrument,  withholding  them 
when  the  Soviet  conduct  was  adventurous 
and  granting  them  in  measured  doses  when 
the  Soviets  behaved  cooperatively."  " 

U.S.  attitudes  on  trade  and  investment 
with  the  nonmarket  economies  have,  in  the 
words  of  one  analysis,  "moved  between  the 
carrot  and  the  stick,  never  quite  certain 
which  is  the  preferred  instrument,  and  from 
time  to  time  actually  trying  both  concur- 
rently." " 

The  Europeans,  while  following  COCOM 
procedures  on  military  goods,  have  tended 
to  press  for  liberalization  in  the  system  and 
join  reluctantly,  if  at  all.  in  sanctions  such 
as  the  Carter  Administration  imposed  as  a 
result  of  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan 
and  the  Reagan  Administrations  moves  in 
response  to  the  repression  in  Poland. 

The  Soviet  Union,  while  expressing  re- 
sentment over  ""linkage,"  has  tended  to  ride 
with  the  tide  of  U.S.  policy  shifU.  When  the 
U.S.  has  been  more  open  and  positive,  as 
during  the  detente  of  the  early  and  mid-sev- 
enties, the  Soviets  have  appeared  as  eager 
trading  partners  and  beneficiaries  of  West- 
ern transfers  of  capital  and  technology;  but 
they  have  also  been  able  to  make  the  neces- 
sary adjustments  when  U.S.  policy  turns 
more  restrictive,  as  at  present. 

This  set  the  stage  for  the  major  dispute 
over  the  pipeline  to  bring  natural  gas  from 
Siberia  to  Western  Europe.  The  Reagan  Ad- 
ministration attempted  to  persuade  the  Eu- 
ropeans that  the  project  would  make  them 
vulnerable  to  Soviet  pressure  and.  because 
the  USSR  could  earn  some  $10  billion  per 
year  in  hard  currency,  that  it  would  reduce 
pressure  on  the  Soviet  economy  and  facili- 
tate their  military  buildup. 

The  U.S.  pleas  fell  on  deaf  ears,  and  by 
the  fall  of  1981  arrangements  involving  Eu- 
ropean firms  and  contracts  for  pipe  and  ma- 
chinery were  nearing  completion.  With  the 
establishment  of  martial  law  in  Poland  in 
December.  President  Reagan  announced  a 


program  of  sanctions  which  included  a  ret- 
roactive denial  of  export  licenses  to  U.S. 
firms  involved  in  the  pipeline. 

At  the  Versailles  Summit  meeting  in  June 
1982,  the  pipeline  controversy  was  brought 
up  again,  but  U.S.  views  were  not  accepted. 
The  United  States  thought  it  had  made 
headway  in  gaining  European  consent  for 
greater  prudence  in  government-subsidized 
or  guaranteed  credit  to  the  East  and  in 
tightening  COCOM  restrictions  on  "critical 
technologies. "  The  Europeans  thought  they 
had  attained  greater  U.S.  willingness  to  ex- 
amine sympathetically  the  prospects  for  co- 
ordination of  macroeconomic  policy  and 
central  bank  intervention  in  monetary  dis- 
turbances. But  contradictory  statements  on 
both  sides  started  even  before  the  meeting 
adjourned. 

While  the  degree  to  which  misunderstand- 
ings played  a  role  in  the  U.S.  decision  of 
June  23,  1982  is  unknown,  it  is  clear  that 
much  European  resentment  centered  on  the 
President's  decision  to  ban  the  use  of  even 
U.S.-licensed  products  for  the  pipeline  to  be 
furnished  by  European  firms. 

The  extraterritorial  application  of  U.S. 
controls,  i.e..  to  foreign  subsidiaries  of  U.S. 
companies,  has  long  been  a  source  of  contro- 
versy.*' It  was  compounded  in  this  case  by 
the  fact  that  the  controls  were  retroactive 
in  the  sense  that  contracts  had  been  made 
prior  to  the  imposition  of  U.S.  sanctions. 
For  its  part,  the  United  States  argues  that  it 
Is  not  logical  to  allow  a  company  to  do  from 
its  overseas  affiliate  what  it  is  prohibited  to 
do  from  the  United  States. 

Ail  the  European  governments  involved 
reacted  strongly,  intervening  with  local  sub- 
sidiaries to  insure  delivery  of  goods,  regard- 
less of  orders  from  the  parent  company." 
The  United  States  applied  sanctions  and  the 
entire  Alliance  went  into  an  uproar. 

President  Reagan  defended  his  policy  of 
refusing  to  ban  grain  exports  on  the  ground 
that  grain  could  be  obtained  elsewhere  and 
that  it  costs  the  Soviet  Union  money, 
whereas  the  pipeline  would  bring  them 
earnings. °*  Meanwhile  both  the  European 
allies  and  the  Soviet  Union  made  clear  their 
determination  to  proceed. 

In  any  event,  following  an  unusual  NATO 
foreign  ministers  meeting  in  Canada  in  Oc- 
tober, the  President  announced  on  Novem- 
ber 13.  1982.  that  enough  progress  had  been 
made  in  coordinating  trade  relations  with 
the  U.S.S.R.  to  lift  the  sanctions. 

The  Working  Group  believes  that  several 
lessons  can  be  learned  for  the  future:  First, 
the  energy  vulnerability  argument  should 
have  been  thrashed  out  among  the  allies 
before  the  project  was  so  far  advanced.  The 
European  Community  maintains  that  "even 
when  gas  is  flowing  at  the  maximum  rate  in 
1990.  it  will  represent  less  than  4  percent  of 
the  Community's  total  energy  consump- 
tion."''' By  contrast.  Germany  is  currently 
about  24  percent  dependent  for  its  share  of 
energy  on  Middle  East  oil.  Prance  nearly  30 
percent.  Some  degree  of  diversification  may 
be  prudent.  The  question  is  what  degree 
might  make  the  allies  vulnerable  to  Soviet 
pressure.  And  that  basic  question  was  never 
aired  in  the  North  Atlantic  Council,  which 
provides  a  forum  for  consultation  that 
might  have  been  useful  in  this  case. 

Second,  the  rationale  of  hard  currency 
denial  is  an  issue  that  will  return  on  other 
East-West  questions.  The  Europeans  believe 
that  the  Soviet  economy  is  structured  so 
that  allocations  of  resources  can  be  en- 
forced by  fiat,  despite  the  current  economic 
situation  and  competing  resource  demands. 
The  United  States  tends  to  believe  that  any 


action  which  limits  the  Soviet's  ability  to 
purchase  in  the  West  will  help  to  constrain 
the  Soviet  defense  budget.  This  is  another 
question  worthy  of  dispassionate  study  on 
an  Alliance  basis. 

Third,  the  dependability  of  U.S.  suppliers 
has  received  a  setback  all  over  the  world. 
Countries  that  have  looked  to  Americans  as 
leaders  in  advanced  technology  are  now 
likely  to  have  second  thoughts  about  enter- 
ing into  contracts,  fearing  that  they.  too. 
might  be  subject  to  some  ex  post  facto 
change  in  arrangements  on  which  they  had 
relied. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  long-term 
effect  of  the  controversy  is  its  strain  on  the 
solidarity  of  the  Alliance,  and  the  revelation 
of  the  limits  of  that  solidarity.  It  is  too  soon 
to  tell  whether  the  allied  discussions  will 
lead  to  greater  European  cooperation  in 
COCOM  restrictions  and  a  tightening  of 
future  governmental  credits  to  Soviet  bloc 
countries.  That  should  certainly  be  the  out- 
come. We  believe  even  non-security-related 
trade  should  be  conducted  with  the  East  on 
as  commercial  a  basis  as  possible. 

On  the  broader  East-West  issue,  however, 
we  believe  than  an  effort  must  be  made  to 
provide  a  better  institutional  framework 
within  which  a  coherent  approach  to  eco- 
nomic relations  can  be  constructed  to  serve 
the  interests  of  the  Alliance.  Suitable  fora 
exist  in  NATO,  the  OECD,  the  lEA,  and 
COCOM.  Special  machinery  could  be  con- 
structed, drawing  on  the  expertise  of  all 
four  institutions,  to  develop  a  common 
policy  framework. 

In  particular,  NATO  presents  possibilities 
which  have  never  been  tapped  because  sug- 
gestions that  NATO  consider  economic  mat- 
ters have  often  been  rejected  on  the 
grounds  that  "OECD  can  do  it  better."  Yet 
the  relationship  between  economic  and  stra- 
tegic policy  is  both  beyond  the  competence 
of  the  OECD,  with  its  neutral  member.,  and 
of  direct  relevance  to  the  defense  problems 
which  are  NATO"s  responsibility.  This 
might  also  become  a  useful  agenda  item  for 
the  new  "Harmel"  exercise— a  review  of 
major  Alliance  policy  issues  by  a  group  of 
respected  statemen— recommended  above. 

It  is  evident  from  the  history  recited  that 
reaching  an  agreement  will  not  be  easy.  The 
United  States  will  have  to  give  considerably 
in  its  "carrot  and  stick"  approach,  since  the 
Europeans  clearly  are  not  prepared  to  con- 
duct economic  warfare  with  the  East 
against  the  grain  of  their  immediate  eco- 
nomic interests.  But  to  the  extent  agree- 
ment can  be  reached,  the  U.S.  policies,  how- 
ever, watered  down  from  the  optimum  de- 
sired by  Washington,  will  be  more  effective 
precisely  because  they  are  an  Alliance  posi- 
tion. If  broad  guidelines  can  be  agreed  upon, 
particular  issues  such  as  the  pipeline  can  be 
avoided  or  resolved.  Without  a  common 
framework,  unilateral  U.S.  policies  are 
bound  to  fail;  and  common  sense  argues 
that  half  a  loaf  would  be  better  than  none. 
One  element  in  such  a  unified  policy 
might  be  the  establishment  of  NATO  guide- 
lines for  government-to-government  umbrel- 
la agreements  with  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
allies.  If  these  were  limited  to,  say.  a  three- 
year  period,  there  would  still  be  some  lever- 
age in  terms  of  their  renewal  and  a  basis  for 
common  contingency  planning  about  re- 
sponses to  future  Soviet  action.  But  within 
the  specified  period,  it  would  be  understood 
that  governments  would  not  interfere  with 
approved  commercial  projecU,  i.e..  those  not 
involving  COCOM  list  items,  absent  an 
overt  hostile  act  against  an  Alliance 
member.  A  better  sense  of  mutual  benefits 
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could  emerge  from  a  series  of  such  short- 
term  agreements  which  would  increase  the 
reluctance  in  both  East  and  West  to  damage 
the  prospects  for  their  continuation. 

Finally,  as  previously  noted,  there  are  a 
whole  set  of  "West-West"  economic  tensions 
affecting  the  Alliance.  The  painful  industri- 
al restructuring  which  deep-rooted  as  well 
as  cyclical  factors  are  forcing  on  the  indus- 
trial world  at  a  time  of  recession  and  high 
unemployment  is  generating  serious  discord. 
The  trade  and  investment  issues  involved 
are  often  intractable:  but  their  corrosive 
side-effects  can  be  limited  by  a  common 
effort,  such  as  the  pledge  to  avoid  protec- 
tionism which  was  renewed,  albeit  weakly, 
at  the  GATT  Ministerial  Meeting  in  Novem- 
t>er  1982.  and  has  been  a  feature  of  most 
economic  summit  sessions. 

No  matter  how  painful  politically  the 
competitive  issues  may  become,  it  is  the 
duty  of  statesmanship  to  see  that  they  are 
not  placed  on  a  par  with  the  core  issues  of 
the  Alliance:  preserving  our  common  securi- 
ty and  freedom  and  preventing  nuclear  war. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS  FROM  WORKING  GROUP 
MEMBERS 

A  number  of  the  memt>ers  of  the  Working 
Group  believe  it  important  to  make  the  fol- 
lowing supplementary  statement  with 
regard  to  nuclear  arms  control:^' 

There  is  an  urgent  requirement  for  United 
States  arms  control  policies  aimed  at  limit- 
ing and  ending  the  nuclear  arms  competi- 
tion with  the  Soviet  Union  through  negoti- 
ated agreements.  Indeed,  unless  the  United 
States  demonstrates  a  genuine  and  persua- 
sive intent  to  negotiate  and  conclude  such 
agreements,  the  cohesion  of  the  North  At- 
lantic Alliance  and  the  security  of  its  mem- 
l)ers  will  be  seriously  weakened,  especially 
during  a  period  in  which  the  declining  per- 
formance of  their  economies  renders 
member  countries  unusually  vulnerable  to 
political  instability. 

Specifically,  we  believe  the  interests  of 
the  U.S.  and  its  allies  call  for: 

1.  Prompt  ratification  of  the  SALT  II 
Treaty. 

2.  Sustained  commitment  to  further 
agreements  on  controls  and  reductions  of 
nuclear  weapons,  based  on  the  principles  of 
essential  equivalence  and  adequate  verifica- 
tion. While  recognizing  the  desirability  of 
an  interim  agreement  in  the  intermediate 
range  nuclear  force  (INF)  talks,  we  believe 
that  in  the  longer  run,  owing  to  the  fact 
that  the  various  weapons  are  inter-related, 
the  negotiations  for  INF  and  inter-continen- 
tal range  missile  systems  should  be  com- 
bined. 

3.  Completing  negotiations  on  the  Com- 
prehensive Test  Ban  Treaty,  followed  by 
prompt  ratification. 

4.  Negotiating  a  ban  on  the  deployment  of, 
long-range  land-launched  and  sea-launched 
cruise  missiles.  These  weapons  are  so  small, 
so  easily  hidden,  and  so  impossible  to  distin- 
guish between  nuclear  and  conventionally 
armed  versions,  as  to  make  verification— and 
hence  arms  control  Itself— virtually  impossi- 
ble. 

5.  Resuming  the  negotiations  to  ban  anti- 
satellite  weapons. 

COMMENTS  BV  R.  DANIEL  M'MICHAEL.  ROBERT  L. 
PFALTZGRAFF.  JR.  AND  JEFFREY  RECORD 

In  our  judgement,  the  Atlantic  Council 
Policy  Paper  is  fundamentally  flawed  in  its 
underlying  assumptions  which  are  best  sum- 
marized in  the  introductory  comment: 
"What  matters  most,  however,  is  the  likely 
Soviet  response  to  the  fears  which  U.S.  ac- 
tions and  rhetoric  are  instilling  in  them  and 


the  counter-programs  they  may  develop."  It 
is  from  this  notion  of  U.S.  culpability  that 
flow  the  major  themes  and  general  assess- 
ments contained  in  the  Policy  Paper.  In  es- 
sence the  paper  underplays  the  scope  and 
nature  of  the  Soviet  strategic  arms  buildup 
and  efforts  to  achieve  military  superiority 
while  it  implies  that  U.S.  effors  to  respond 
to  this  are  confrontational  and  destabiliz- 
ing. To  portray  the  United  States  In  such  a 
light  represents  a  gross  distortion  of  reality 
that  essentially  ignores  our  nation's  long 
history  of  responsible  arms  control  policy.  It 
is  a  view  from  which  we  must  disassociate 
ourselves. 

We  are  equally  troubled  with  what  this 
Policy  Paper  does  not  contain.  There  is  no 
coherent  examination  of  Soviet  strategic 
doctrine,  whose  central  proposition  is  that 
nuclear  war  is  not  only  thinkable  but  wina- 
ble.  There  is  no  informed  discussion  relating 
the  potential  for  "nuclear  blackmail"  that 
may  result  from  the  ongoing  Soviet  strate- 
gic-military buildup  to  the  Brezhenev  Doc- 
trine or  to  "wars  of  national  liberation." 
Further,  the  Policy  paper  fails  adequately 
to  analyze  the  security  environment  in 
Europe  in  light  of  the  Soviets'  long-term 
global  strategy:  the  withdrawal  of  the 
United  States  and  the  decoupling  of  the 
American  security  guarantee  from  Western 
Europe.  In  the  short  period  since  assuming 
power.  Andropov  has  moved  adroitly  in  sup- 
port of  this  Soviet  goal. 

We  concur  in  the  expression  of  support  in 
the  Policy  Paper  for  deployment  of  the  572 
Pershing  2  and  Ground  Launched  Cruise 
Missiles  taken  by  the  NATO  Ministerial 
Council  in  December  1979  after  more  than 
two  years  of  intra-Alliance  consultation. 
However,  we  believe  that  the  Policy  Paper 
should  have  reaffirmed  the  need  to  begin 
deployment  in  accordance  with  the  present 
timetable,  i.e.,  before  the  end  of  1983. 

Although  NATO  has  yet  to  deploy  any  of 
the  INF  systems,  the  Policy  Paper  calls 
upon  the  United  States  to  demonstrate 
greater  "flexibility"  in  the  INF  talks.  In- 
stead it  is  the  Soviet  Union  which  has 
shown  little  real  flexibility  in  deploying  SS- 
20s  at  the  rate  of  one  every  five  days. 

There  are  many  other  conclusions  and 
recommendations  contained  in  this  Policy 
Paper  with  which  we  do  not  agree: 

1.  The  Policy  Paper  sets  forth  arms  con- 
trol recommendations  which  essentially  rep- 
resent a  restatement  of  the  failed  policy  of 
the  past,  whose  principal  result  has  been 
the  unilateral  weakening  of  the  U.S.  strate- 
gic military  posture.  Despite  years  of  SALT 
and  MBFR  negotiations,  the  Soviet  Union 
made  huge  strides  in  its  armaments  buildup 
at  all  levels— nuclear  and  conventional. 

2.  It  is  in  light  of  Moscow's  continuing 
anti-arms-control  performance  that  we 
reject  the  assumption  set  forth  in  the  Policy 
Paper  that  "real  arms  control"  (whatever 
that  means)  would  reduce  the  Soviet  per- 
ception of  threat.  Their  foreign  policy  be- 
havior is  driven  by  a  combination  of  ideo- 
logical imperatives  and  a  conception  of  secu- 
rity that  calls  for  successive  zones  of  control 
and  influence,  based  upon  global  power  pro- 
jection capabilities. 

3.  We  oppose  ratification  of  the  SALT  II 
Treaty  because  it  would  codify,  or  formally 
legalize,  the  advantage  given  to  the  Soviet 
Union  in  weapons  of  intimidation,  the  coun- 
terforce-capable  strategic  launchers  that 
constitute  a  first-strike  potential.  The  SALT 
II  unit  of  account,  deployed  launchers,  is  in- 
adequate. In  START,  the  United  States  has 
properly  emphasized  the  need  for  sut)stan- 
tial  reductions  in  the  number  of  missile  war- 
heads and  their  destructive  potential. 


4.  Flaring  a  limitation  upon  defense  ex- 
penditures, as  the  Policy  Paper  recom- 
mends, does  not  provide,  in  itself,  a  useful 
approach  to  arms  control.  What  matters,  in 
the  context,  is  not  the  total  of  expenditures, 
but  rather  the  military  capabilities  which 
result.  Moreover,  there  is  no  evidence  of 
persons  in  the  Soviet  system  who  would  be 
able  to  reorient  spending  on  a  substantial 
scale  from  defense  to  nondefense  sectors. 

5.  The  Policy  Paper  is  unduly  obsequious 
with  respect  to  the  political  and  economic 
sensitivities  of  our  European  allies.  It  con- 
veys the  image  that  the  United  States  must 
never  do  anything  that  would  irritate  our 
allies  or  dispel  whatever  illusions  some  in 
Europe  may  have  about  the  nature  of  Soviet 
power  and  the  required  responses  to  it.  As 
the  Policy  Paper  points  out  in  one  discus- 
sion but  ignores  in  another.  European  opin- 
ion is  not  monolithic.  Moreover,  political 
solidarity  is  deemed  to  be  paramount,  even 
at  the  lowest  common  denominator,  and 
even  at  the  expense  of  maintaining  the  ef- 
fective military  deterrence  for  which  the  Al- 
liance was  created  and  upon  which  the  secu- 
rity of  the  West  depends. 

In  conclusion,  we  believe  that  the  United 
States  must  attempt  to  conclude  arms  re- 
duction agreements  designed  to  eliminate 
the  present  Soviet  advantages  in  destabiliz- 
ing weapons,  notably  SS-20s  and  heavy 
intercontinental  systems.  Both  in  our  public 
statements  and  our  negotiating  policy  we 
must  reject  the  idea  that  the  Soviet  Union 
has  any  legitimate  security  interest  calling 
for  the  possession  of  such  clearly  offensive 
weapons. 

The  prerequisite  to  the  rebuilding  of  Alli- 
ance consensus  is  a  policy  of  strength  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  which  cannot  be 
accomplished  by  arms  control  policies  which 
codify  a  military  imbalance  unfavorable  to 
NATO.  This  would  make  difficult  reestab- 
lishing Alliance  cohesion  and  tempt  the 
allies  to  press  the  United  States  toward  ever 
more  "flexibility"  in  diplomacy  with  the 
East— leading  to  even  greater  imbalance  and 
to  the  potential  for  Soviet  nuclear  blackmail 
to  "get  America  out  of  Europe." 
Appendices 

ANNEX  I 

77ie  Background  of  the  Alliance 
Many  people  do  not  remember  the  forma- 
tion of  the  Atlantic  Alliance  in  the  spring  of 
1949  or  the  pervasive  fear  of  the  Soviet 
Union  which  gave  it  birth.  Against  the  back- 
ground of  a  devastated  Europe,  Soviet  post- 
World  War  II  conduct  provoked  the  West 
into  one  of  the  most  ambitious  "entangling 
alliances"  ever  undertaken  by  a  group  of 
sovereign  states. 

In  1949,  the  consensus  was  that  only  a 
policy  of  firmness  and  substantial  U.S.  aid 
to  war-weakened  Europe  could  prevent 
gradual  expansion  of  the  Soviet  sphere  of 
influence.  Within  a  year,  this  view  was  rein- 
forced by  the  North  Korean  invasion  of 
South  Korea,  an  action  believed  approved 
by  the  Soviet  Union.  Because  of  these  hos- 
tilities, the  United  States  began  a  major  re- 
armament effort  which  gradually  involved 
the  Europeans  through  mutual  defense  as- 
sistance, and  ultimately  led  to  the  creation 
of  German  armed  forces  within  NATO. 

During  the  late  sixties,  revisionist  histori- 
ans argued  that  the  West  had  overreacted 
in  the  late  1940s  to  the  Soviets'  traditional 
sense  of  insecurity,  a  fear  reinforced  by  the 
U.S.  monopoly  of  atomic  weapons.  Accord- 
ing to  this  view.  Soviet  moves  were  designed 
to  prevent  the  West  from  interfering  with 
the  installation  of  Communist  governments 


in  Eastern  Europe.  Although  this  thesis 
held  an  attraction  for  many,  especially  in 
the  United  States,  history  suggests  that 
West  European  fears  for  survival  as  inde- 
pendent countries  were  justified. 

In  retrospect,  to  counter  Soviet  actions. 
NATO  overreacted  with  respect  to  estimates 
of  its  political  will  and  capabilities.  For  ex- 
ample, the  Lisbon  goals  of  1952  called  for  35 
to  40  active  and  55  to  60  reserve  divisions, 
plus  9,000  aircraft  by  1954.  These  goals  were 
not  met  and  the  Alliance  entered  a  phase  of 
"rearmament  and  relaxation,"  ■■"  where  a 
wide  discrepancy  persisted  between  strategy 
and  forces. 

When  the  Eisenhower  Administration  as- 
sumed office  in  1953.  it  adopted  the  strategy 
of  massive  retaliation  "  which  allowed  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  subject  to  Presidential 
control,  "to  base  their  plans  on  using  tacti- 
cal and  strategic  nuclear  weapons  against 
conventional  attacks  wherever  this  was  mili- 
tarily advantageous.  "  "  This  reliance  on  nu- 
clear deterrence,  however,  was  to  have  far- 
reaching  consequences. 

In  time.  NATO  strategy  was  aligned  with 
that  of  the  United  States  in  the  form  of  MC 
14-2  which  called  for  the  use  of  nuclear 
weapons  at  the  outset  of  any  war  initiated 
by  Soviet  aggression  against  any  NATO 
member.  Although  the  Soviet  Union  had 
detonated  a  fission  nuclear  weapon  in  1949 
and  demonstrated  fusion  (or  hydrogen 
bomb)  weapons  by  1953.  allied  planning  con- 
tinued to  be  based  upon  an  assumed  pre- 
dominance of  American  nuclear  power  for 
the  foreseeable  future. 
Defense  and  Deterrence:  The  Traditional 

U.S.-European  Debate 
From  its  inception,  NATO  faced  discrep- 
ancies between  declared  strategy  and  mili- 
tary capabilities.  The  Korean  War  had 
spurred  the  dispatch  to  Europe  of  addition- 
al U.S.  ground  forces.  Any  by  the  mid-fif- 
ties, imaginative  diplomacy  had  overcome 
the  demise  of  the  European  Defense  Com- 
munity and  incorporated  German  forces 
into  the  Alliance.  Though  lacking  an  ade- 
quate posture  for  conventional  defense. 
NATO  had  become  more  than  a  paper  orga- 
nization. 

Britain,  the  only  other  nuclear  power  in 
the  Alliance  in  the  1950s,  followed  the  U.S. 
lead  in  emphasizing  nuclear  weapons  be- 
cause of  their  cost-effectiveness.  NATO  also 
began  to  emphasize  the  availability  of  tacti- 
cal nuclear  weapons  for  ground  as  well  as 
air  forces.  The  Deputy  Supreme  Command- 
er. SHAPE.  Field  Marshal  Montgomery, 
made  it  "absolutely  clear  that  we  at  SHAPE 
are  basing  all  our  operational  planning  on 
using  atomic  and  thermonuclear  weapons  in 
our  defense."*"  This  nuclear  emphasis,  for- 
malized in  MC-70  and  MC-14/2.  inevitably 
raised  questions  about  the  role  of  nonnucle- 
ar  forces.  Accordingly,  various  conventional 
forces  formulae  were  advanced  such  as  the 
"trip  wire",  the  "plate  glass  window  ",  and 
the  "shield"." 

Throughout  the  fifties  and  into  the  six- 
ties, debates  also  raged  on  both  sides  of  the 
Atlantic  about  the  possibility  of  "limited" 
nuclear  war.  The  dispute  was  complicated 
by  the  Soviet  Union's  rapid  acquisition  of 
substantial  tactical  and  strategic  nuclear  ca- 
pabilities. By  the  late  fifties,  the  Soviet 
Union  posed  an  array  of  medium-range  mis- 
siles against  Western  Europe  which  led 
General  Norstad,  SACEUR,  to  recommend 
the  establishment  of  a  countering  MRBM 
force  in  Western  Europe.  This  force  ulti- 
mately was  composed  of  Thor  and  Jupiter 
ballistic  missiles  and  Mace  and  Matador 
cruise  missiles.  These  missiles  were  eventu- 


ally overtaken  by  technology  and  phased 
out  in  favor  of  submarine-launched  Polaris 
and  intercontinental  missiles. 

Thus,  the  stage  was  set  for  the  argument 
as  to  whether  the  fundamental  mission  of 
the    Alliance    was    deterrence    or    defense. 
None  doubted  that  nuclear  deterrence  by 
threat  of  retaliation  was  a  sound  strategy  if 
it  worked,  but  what  if  it  failed?  Assuming 
the  initial  battleground  would  most  likely 
be  on  Western  Europe  soil,  it  was  under- 
standable for  the  Europeans  to  favor  rapid 
escalation    to    intercontinental    exchanges 
rather  than  a  continent-destroying  tactical 
nuclear  (or  even  a  large-scale  conventional) 
war.  On  the  other  hand,  the  United  Slates 
found  it  difficult  to  contemplate  the  initi- 
ation  of   intercontinental   nuclear   destruc- 
tion except  as  a  last  resort  and  pointed  out 
that  such  a  strategy  was  losing  its  credibil- 
ity. There  was  also  a  well-founded  suspicion 
that  the  Europeans  preferred  the  anomaly 
of  relying  on  the  nuclear  guarantee  (which 
some  began  to  call  an  option  of    "pre-emp- 
tive surrender"  if  the  Russians  successfully 
called   the   Americans'    bluff)    in    order   to 
avoid  substantial  increases  in  defense  spend- 
ing required  to  reduce  NATO's  nuclear  reli- 
ance. Some  of  the  classic  arguments  were 
summed  up  in  books  by  various  European 
defense  ministers.''^ 

With  John  F.  Kennedy's  inauguration  in 
1961.  America  sought  to  deemphasize  strate- 
gic nuclear  retaliation,  and  to  create  the 
ability  to  fight  limited  wars  and  to  counter 
insurgencies— thus  returning  to  the  conven- 
tional forces  emphasis  of  the  Truman-Ach- 
eson  era.*^^  This  shift  in  strategy  was.  in 
part,  due  to  the  concern  that  the  Eisenhow- 
er "'New  Look"  had  placed  the  United  States 
in  a  musclebound  posture.  But  more  was  in- 
volved than  doctrine.  The  Eisenhower  poli- 
cies gave  priority  to  the  Air  Force  strategic 
nuclear  mission,  thus  leaving  the  Army  and 
Navy  chafing  for  larger  roles  and  appropria- 
tions. 

Early  in  1962.  the  Kennedy  Administra- 
tion began  to  seek  modifications  in  NATO's 
strategy  in  accord  with  this  new  U.S.  ap- 
proach. Under  the  leadership  of  U.S.  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  Robert  McNamara  and  the 
British  Defense  Ministry.  NATO  Secretary 
General  Dirk  Stikker  was  persuaded  to 
launch  an  exercise  intended  to  be  "the  first 
genuine  attempt  at  a  cohesive  examination 
of  the  military  strategy  and  force  require- 
ments of  the  Atlantic  Alliance  ...  to  bring 
every  government  from  Ottawa  to  Ankara 
face-to-face  with  the  hard  question"  about 
defense  budgets.** 

Initially,  the  Stikker  exercise  was  conduct- 
ed for  the  United  States  by  a  group  of  civil- 
ian experts  from  the  Rand  Corporation:  but 
Secretary  McNamara  decided  to  change  the 
arrangement  to  a  more  official  one  and  ap- 
pointed Timothy  W.  Stanley  as  his  Assist- 
ant for  NATO  Force  Planning  in  the  spring 
of  1965.  The  extent  to  which  European 
members  were  determined  to  cling  to  the 
MC-14/2  nuclear  doctrine  is  revealed  by  the 
difficulty  encountered  in  establishing  an  ex- 
perimental political/military  game  which 
postulated  a  limited  Soviet  incursion  into 
NATO  territory.  Three  countries  refused  to 
allow  their  territory  to  be  involved  in  any 
such  scenario  on  the  basis  that  rather  than 
meeting  the  assumed  incursion.  NATO  was 
obligated  by  its  strategy  to  bomb  Moscowl 

NATO  also  adopted  a  "rolling"  five-year 
force  planning  system  that  depended  upon 
political  guidance  from  defense  ministers.  A 
parallel  effort  was  made  to  involve  the  de- 
fense ministers  personally  in  Alliance  plan- 
ning through  the  Nuclear  Planning  Group 


mechanisms,  also  established  by  Secretary 
McNamara.  as  an  alternative  to  the  foun- 
dering proposal  for  a  mixed-manned  multi- 
lateral force  (MLF)  proposed  by  some  Amer- 
ican and  European  officials  as  a  solution  to 
NATO's  longstanding  "nuclear  sharing  "  di- 
lemma. 

After  sharing  with  the  European  defense 
ministers  theretofore  highly  classified  U.S. 
information,  and  involving  them  actively  in 
assessing  the  consequences  of  different  nu- 
clear use  scenarios.  NATO  finally  agreed  in 
1967  to  the  modified  strategic  concept  of 
"flexible  response.  "  This  concept  was  a  com- 
promise between  two  points  of  view— the 
Europeans  viewed  the  threat  of  nuclear  es- 
calation as  an  essential  part  of  the  deter- 
rent, while  the  Americans  contended  that  a 
substantial  nonnuclear  defense  capability 
was  essential  to  make  a  credible  deterrent. «* 
Actually,  the  term  "flexible  response"  was 
regarded  by  its  drafters  as  an  oversimplifica- 
tion. The  basic  concept  was  one  of  assured 
response  with  flexibility  in  escalation  to 
bring  about  a  favorable  solution,  with  the 
element  of  uncertainty  of  that  response 
viewed  as  an  essential  part  of  the  deterrent. 
Also  involved  in  the  flexible  response  con- 
cept was  a  renewed  commitment  to  "for- 
ward defense  ",  a  political  imperative  for  the 
Germans,  despite  the  military  drawbacks.*" 
For  Americans,  flexible  response  meant  an 
increased  commitment  to  a  conventional  de- 
fense in  Europe. 

On  9  May  1967.  the  NATO  ministers,  for 
the  first  time,  gave  detailed  political,  strate- 
gic, and  economic  guidance  to  the  NATO 
military  authorities:  in  December,  they  ap- 
proved the  revised  NATO  strategic  concept, 
MC  14/3,  which  had  been  prepared  in  ac- 
cordance with  previous  ministerial  guidance: 
"This  concept,  which  adapUs  NATO's  stre- 
tegy  to  current  political,  military,  and  tech- 
nological developments,  is  based  upon  a 
flexible  and  balanced  range  of  appropriate 
responses,  conventional  and  nuclear,  to  all 
levels  of  aggression  or  threats  of  aggression. 
These  responses,  subject  to  appropriate  po- 
litical control,  are  designed,  first,  to  deter 
aggression  and  thus  to  preserve  peace;  but. 
should  aggression  unhappily  occur,  to  main- 
tain the  security  and  integrity  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  area  within  the  concept  of 
forward  defense."*" 

Thus,  a  period  of  doctrinal  peace  emerged, 
made  aossible.  in  part,  by  the  withdrawal  of 
Franc  (which  was  against  any  NATO  Doc- 
trine that  might  undercut  the  French  force 
de  frappe)  from  the  military  affairs  of  the 
Alliance.  However,  the  underlying  issue  of 
the  role  of  nuclear  weapons  in  NATO  strate- 
gy was  not  solved. 

It  is  ironic  that  fifteen  years  later,  the 
debate  has  been  reopened  with  a  proposal 
for  "no  first  use".*"  McGeorge  Bundy. 
George  Kennan,  Robert  McNamara.  and 
Gerard  Smith  argue  that  limiting  nuclear 
weapons  to  the  role  of  deterring  the  other 
side  from  using  them  could  significantly 
reduce  the  dangers  of  nuclear  conflict,  as 
well  as  some  of  the  Alliance's  nuclear  dilem- 
mas, and  that  a  nonnuclear  defense  of  West- 
ern Europe  is  possible,  taking  advantage  of 
new  conventional  technologies,  such  as 
"smart"  guided  weapons,  without  calling  for 
unrealistic  increases  in  the  defense  effort.*" 
This  thesis  has  been  countered  by  a  group 
of  German  experts  who  contend  that  such  a 
doctrine  would  allow  an  aggressor  to  make 
war  a  calculable  rather  than  an  incalculable 
option,  thus  increasing  the  risk  of  war.'" 

Questions  have,  however,  been  properly 
raised  about  the  availability  of  NATO  forces 
and  resources  to  meet  higher  levels  of  con- 
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ventional  defense  that  would  be  required, 
even  though  on  an  aggregated  basis  the  re- 
sources are  theoretically  there.  NATO  has  a 
larger  population,  significantly  greater  gross 
national  product,  more  men  under  arms, 
spends  more  on  defense,  and  has  a  higher 
technological  base  than  the  Warsaw  Pact. 
The  problem  is  that  as  a  voluntary  coalition 
of  countries  whose  parliaments  represent 
widely  divergent  viewpoints  on  the  Soviet 
threat  and  on  defense  needs,  it  is  improb- 
able that  political  leaders  could  deliver 
forces  matching  the  resources  potential. 
Thus,  there  is  no  agreement  in  the  Alliance 
on  a  doctine  of  no  first  use  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons. But  there  is  a  consensus  that  NATO's 
defenses  must  be  structured  to  avoid  the  ne- 
cessity for  early  first  use.  and  the  "use  or 
lose"  dilemma  must  be  avoided  or  at  least 
postponed  as  long  as  possible." 

Detente 

Coincident  with  these  developments  in 
NATO's  strategy  and  force  planning  was  a 
year-long  study  on  "The  Future  Tasks  of 
the  Alliance  "  undertaken  on  the  basis  of  an 
initiative  by  former  Belgian  Foreign  Minis- 
ter Harmel.  This  project  was  designed  to 
answer  critics  of  the  Alliance  who  felt 
NATO's  emphasis  on  maintaining  military 
strength  was  interfering  with  the  prospects 
for  political  settlements  of  the  many  East- 
West  issues  that  gave  rise  to  the  Cold  War. 
Its  central  conclusion,  widely  accepted  at 
the  time  but  subsequently  overlooked,  was 
that  "The  Atlantic  Alliance  has  two  main 
functions:  ...  to  maintain  adequate  mili- 
tary strength  and  political  solidarity,  to 
deter  aggression  and  other  forms  of  pres- 
sure, and  to  defend  the  territory  of  member 
countries  if  aggression  should  occur  .  .  .  " 
and  "to  purse  the  search  for  progress  to- 
wards a  more  stable  relationship  in  which 
the  underlying  political  issues  can  be 
solved."  The  study  concluded  that: 

"Military  security  and  the  policy  of  de- 
tente are  not  contradictory  but  complemen- 
tary. Collective  defense  is  a  stabilizing 
factor  in  world  politics.  It  is  a  necessary  con- 
dition for  effective  policies  directed  toward 
a  greater  relaxation  of  tensions.  The  way  to 
peace  and  stability  in  Europe  rests  in  par- 
ticular on  the  use  of  the  Alliance  construc- 
tively in  the  interest  of  detente.  The  partici- 


pation of  the  USSR  and  USA  will  be  neces- 
sary to  achieve  a  settlement  of  the  political 
problems  of  Europe."" 

The  Harmel  study  was  approved  at  the 
same  December  12-14.  1967.  meetings  di- 
cussed  earlier.  But  in  this  case.  France  was 
an  active  participant,  albeit  opposed  to  any 
bloc-to-bloc  diplomacy. 

The  interest  in  Soviet -American  relations 
was  taken  a  step  futher  in  1968  at  the  Rey- 
kjavik Ministerial  session  when  NATO 
issued  a  declaration  concerning  East-West 
mutual  force  reductions.  By  December  1968. 
the  philosophy  of  the  Harmel  report,  com- 
bined with  Chancellor  Brandt's  Ostpolitik 
and  the  possibility  of  some  breakthrough  in 
the  long  impasse  over  Berlin,  led  NATO  to 
issue  a  declaration,  responding  in  part  to 
various  Warsaw  Pact  messages  and  appeals, 
concerning  the  readiness  of  its  members  to 
negotiate  on  a  wide  range  of  European  secu- 
rity issues  but  only  on  a  realistic  basis  and  if 
accompanied  by  positive  Soviet  responses." 

The  eventual  outcome  of  several  years  of 
such  "detente  diplomacy"  was  the  Confer- 
ence on  ."Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe 
(CSCE)  which  led  ultimately  to  the  1976 
Helsinki  Final  Act  and  the  current  talks  on 
Mutual  and  Balanced  Force  Reduction 
(MBFR)  in  Vienna.'* 

NATO  repeatedly  resolved  that  "until 
agreement  can  be  reached  on  East-West 
mutual  force  reductions  .  .  .  NATO  will  con- 
tinue to  ensure  that  there  is  no  reduction  in 
its  overall  military  capability."  But  the  Alli- 
ance was  weakened  by  the  drawdown  of 
some  U.S.  forces  for  Vietnam,  Canadian  and 
British  restructuring,  and  by  a  failure  of 
various  members  of  the  Alliance  to  meet 
their  force  goals  in  both  qualitative  and 
quantitative  terms. 

The  United  States,  meanwhile,  leveled  off 
its  own  strategic  nuclear  forces  and  under- 
took the  Strategic  Arms  Limitations  Talks 
(SALT),  a  process  started  under  President 
Johnson,  continued  through  President 
Nixon's  tenure,  and  extended  through  the 
Ford  and  Carter  Adminstrations."  By  the 
late  seventies,  however,  detente  increasingly 
came  under  fire,  particularly  by  U.S.  groups 
such  as  the  Committee  on  the  Present 
Danger,  which  felt  that  detente  had  worked 
in  a  one-sided  manner,  leading  the  West  to 
relax   its  military   preparedness  while  the 


Soviet  buildup  continued  unimpeded.  Presi- 
dent Ford  even  forbade  the  use  of  the  term 
"detente""  during  his  reelection  campaign. 
Other  critics  argued  that  the  Helsinki 
agreements,  in  the  context  of  the  CSCE. 
provided  Western  recognition  of  the  Soviet 
postwar  territorial  acquisitions,  but  allowed 
the  Soviets  to  disregard  human  rights  prin- 
ciples. 

The  death  of  detente  was  sounded  when 
the  Soviets  invaded  Afghanistan  in  1979. 
President  Carter  imposed  sanctions,  with- 
drew the  SALT  II  agreement  from  Senate 
ratification,  and  recommended  substantial 
increases  in  U.S.  defense  spending,  which 
were  further  enlarged  under  the  Reagan 
Administration. 

In  NATO  in  the  late  1970s,  the  perceived 
shifts  in  the  conventional  and  nuclear  mili- 
tary balance  led  to  twin  responses  by  the  Al- 
liance. A  long-term  defense  program,  under- 
taken at  U.S.  urging,  and  various  arms  coop- 
eration measures  were  initiated  to  try  to 
reduce  both  the  conventional  and  the  nucle- 
ar gap.  As  the  Soviet  nuclear  buildup  con- 
tinued, especially  the  deployment  of  the 
mobile  Soviet  SS-20  missile,  concerns  about 
the  Eurostrategic  balance  led  to  a  European 
initiative  which  resulted  in  the  Long  Range 
Theater  Nuclear  Force  (LRTNP)  also 
known  as  the  Intermediate  Nuclear  Force 
(INF)  modernization.  This  program  involves 
the  planned  deployment  in  Western  Europe, 
beginning  in  December  1983.  of  464  ground- 
launched  Tomahawk  cruise  missiles  and  108 
Pershing  II  intermediate  range  ballistic  mis- 
siles. This  decision,  arrived  at  a  special 
meeting  of  the  foreign  and  defense  minis- 
ters on  December  12,  1979,'"  was  taken  on 
the  basis  of  a  two-track  approach  also  call- 
ing for  U.S. -Soviet  negotiations  on  Interme- 
diate Nuclear  Forces  which  commenced  in 
Geneva  in  November  1981. 

All  of  the  issues  noted  above  and  discussed 
further  in  the  text  retain  a  potential  for  di- 
visiveness  within  an  Alliance  characterized 
by  a  collective  short  memory  about  the 
many  other  occasions  when  it  has  survived 
the  "disarray  "  attributed  to  it  by  the  media. 
The  key  point  is  that  for  over  thirty  years, 
NATO  has  managed  to  keep  the  peace  in 
Europe,  which  is  longer  than  any  other 
period  in  modern  history. 
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TABLE  1  -NUCLEAR  DELIVERY  VEHICLES:  COMPARATIVE  STRENGTHS '  (AS  OF  JULY  1982) 
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United  Stales 


Soviet  Union 


Calegofy  and  type 
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Range  (km) 


(^tegory  and  type 


Number  deployed  ' 
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70 
•  10 
100 
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65 
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.  For  a  more  detailed  treatment,  refer  to  The  Militaiy  Balance  1982-1983.  Tl»  lntemat»nal  Institute  tor  Strategic  Stud«.  pp.  112-115.  (rom  wtitti  tiris  table  is  adapted. 

'  Includes  assorted  types 

'  Range  variance  based  on  assorted  types  ol  weapons 

•  Some  39  10  be  deployed  1983 

»  Some  to  be  deployed  1983. 

•Some 

'  136  plus 
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ANNEX  III 

Selected  glossan/  of  terms  and  weapons 

Antiballistic  Missile  (ABM).  A  missile 
system  specifically  designed  to  detect,  inter- 
cept, and  destroy  incoming  nuclear  war- 
heads. 

Arms  Control.  Any  plan,  arrangement,  or 
process  resting  upon  explicit  or  implicit 
international  agreement,  governing  any 
aspect  of  the  following— the  numbers,  types, 
and  performance  characteristics  of  weapons 
systems  (including  their  command  and  con- 
trol, logistics  support  arrangements,  and 
any  related  intelligence  gathering  mecha- 
nisms) and  the  numerical  strength,  organi- 
zation, equipment,  deployment,  or  employ- 
ment of  armed  forces. 

Arms  Race.  A  reciprocal  build-up  in  the 
quality  or  quantity  of  the  military  power  of 
two  opponents,  caused  by  each  striving  to 
maintain  or  achieve  a  desired  military  pos- 
ture relative  to  the  other. 

Balance  of  Power.  An  equilibrium  of  ad- 
justment of  power  (as  between  potentially 
opposing  sovereign  states)  such  that  no  one 
state  is  willing  or  able  to  upset  the  equilibri- 
um by  waging  war  or  interfering  with  the 
independence  of  the  other  states. 

B-1  Bomber.  A  new  U.S.  strategic  bomber 
capable  of  flying  intercontinental  missions 
without  refueling.  The  B-1  will  be  capable 
of  high  subsonic  speeds.  The  aircraft  is  in 
an  advanced  state  of  development  and  has  a 
planned  armament  of  twenty-four  nuclear- 
tipped  short-range  attack  missiles  (SRAM) 
and  free-fall  nuclear  bombs. 

Command  and  Control.  An  arrangement 
of  personnel,  facilities,  and  the  means  for 
information  acquisition,  processing,  and  dis- 
semination employed  by  a  commander  in 
planning,  directing,  and  controlling  oper- 
ations. 

Counterforce  Strategy.  A  strategy  of  using 
nuclear  weapons  to  destroy  the  opponent's 
nuclear  and  general  military  forces.  The 
main  consequence  of  adopting  such  a  strate- 
gy is  the  need  for  large  numbers  of  extreme- 
ly accurate  nuclear  weapons. 

Countervalue  Strategy.  A  strategy  of  tar- 
geting nuclear  weapons  on  the  opponent's 
cities  and  industrial  areas.  When  compared 
with  a  counterforce  strategy,  this  strategy 
requires  fewer  and  less  accurate  nuclear 
weapons. 

Cruise  Missile.  A  non-ballistic,  air-breath- 
ing missile  using  sophisticated  guidance  sys- 
tems. The  U.S.  Tomahawk  cruise  missile 
scheduled  for  deployment  in  NATO  will  be 
ground  launched  (GLCM)  and  each  launch- 
er carries  four  missiles.  There  are  also  air- 
launched  (ALCM)  and  sea-  (or  submarine) 
launched  (SLCM)  cruise  missiles. 

Damage  Limitation.  A  term  used  in  nucle- 
ar strategy  debates  to  indicate  a  situation  in 
which  one  side,  feeling  that  an  attack  is  im- 
minent launches  a  pre-emptive  strike  with 
the  objective  of  reducing  the  opponent's  nu- 
clear forces  and  therefore  the  severity  of 
the  expected  strike. 

Deterrence.  The  prevention  from  action 
by  fear  of  the  consequence.  Deterrence  is  a 
state  of  mind  brought  alxjut  by  the  exist- 
ence of  a  credible  threat  of  unacceptable 
counteraction. 

Disarmament.  Reduction  of  military 
forces  or  armaments,  especially  to  levels  set 
by  international  agreement. 

Escalation.  The  deliberate  or  unpreme- 
dialed  increase  in  the  scope  or  violence  of  a 
war. 

First  Strike  Capability.  The  ability  to  le- 
stroy  all.  or  every  nearly  all.  of  the  enemy's 
strategic  nuclear  forces  in  a  pre-emptive  nu- 
clear attack. 


First  Strike  Strategy  A  strategy  adopted 
perforce  by  a  country  which  possesses  nu- 
clear weapons  that  are  vulnerable  to  an 
attack  and  must  therefore  be  used  before 
such  an  attack  is  made. 

Flexible  Response.  The  capability  to  react 
across  the  entire  spectrum  of  possible  chal- 
lenge, for  coping  with  anything  from  gener- 
al atomic  war  to  infiltration  and  aggression. 
Also,  a  shorthand  description  of  NATO's 
current  strategy.  (See  Annex  I). 

General  and  Complete  Disarmament 
(GCD).  Reduction  of  armed  forces  and  ar- 
maments by  all  states  to  levels  required  for 
internal  security  and  for  an  international 
peace  force. 

Gray-Area  Systems.  Weapons  systems 
that  are  not  classified  as  central  systems  per 
se.  yet  have  strategic  capabilities  (e.g.,  the 
Soviet  Backfire  Iwmber.  US  forward  based 
FB-Uls). 

Inspection.  Agreed  procedures  by  which 
individuals  as  representatives  either  of  na- 
tional states  or  of  international  organiza- 
tions conduct  activities  for  the  primary  pur- 
pose of  verifying  compliance  with  arms  con- 
trol and  disarmament  agreements. 

Military  Strategy.  The  art  and  science  of 
employing  the  armed  forces  of  a  nation  to 
secure  the  objectives  of  national  policy  by 
the  application  of  force  or  the  threat  of 
force. 

Minuteman  III.  Principal  U.S.  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missile,  introduced  in  1970. 
Range  7.020  nautical  miles  and  a  payload 
consisting  of  three  160-kiloton  independent- 
ly targetable  warheads. 

Multiple  Independently-Targetable  Re- 
Entry  Vehicle  (MIRV).  In  this  multiple  war- 
head system,  each  warhead  can  be  directed 
toward  an  individually  -selected  target.  The 
warheads  are  mounted  on  a  "bus"  which  is 
guided  through  a  series  of  predetermined 
velocity  changes,  releasing  a  warhead  after 
each  change. 

Mutual  Deterrence.  The  situation  that  ob- 
tains between  two  powers  when  each  is  de- 
terred from  attacking  the  other  (i.e.. 
launching  a  first  strike)  because  the  damage 
exp)ected  to  result  from  the  victim's  retalia- 
tion (second  strike)  would  be  unacceptable: 
usually  thought  of  as  applying  only  to  at- 
tacks upon  the  homelands  of  the  opponents, 
but  sometimes  extended  to  important  inter- 
ests and  commitments  outside  the  home- 
lands. 

Neutron  Bomb.  An  enchanced-radiation 
warhead,  designed  to  maximize  radiation 
and  minimize  blast  effects. 

Nuclear  Parity.  A  mutually  recognized 
equivalence  of  nuclear  military  power  be- 
tween two  adversary  states  such  that  the 
military  plans  of  both  are  based  upon  quali- 
tatively similar  though  not  quantitatively 
identical  factors  of  strength.  Generally  em- 
ployed with  primary  reference  to  the  corre- 
lation of  strategic  power. 

Nuclear  Superiority.  Advantage  possessed 
by  a  side  having  a  nuclear  striking  force  so 
large  that  it  would  be  credible  that  its  pos- 
sessor might  use  a  nuclear  strike  in  retalia- 
tion to  conventional  aggression  and  still 
have  sufficient  nuclear  capability  to  carry 
out  a  second-strike  response. 

Pershing.  A  U.S.  ballistic  missile  deployed 
in  Germany  in  its  first  mode  since  1969.  The 
Pershing  II  planned  to  modernize  the 
system,  would  extend  Its  range  (to  1.000 
miles)  and  improve  its  accuracy.  It  is  includ- 
ed in  the  NATO  INF  plan. 

Polaris.  U.S.  submarine-launched  ballistic 
missile  The  current  A3,  first  deployed  in 
1964  has  a  range  of  2.500  nautical  miles  and 
three  kiloton  warheads  (not  independently 
targetable). 


Poseidon.  The  latest  U.S.  submarine- 
launched  ballistic  missile,  first  deployed  in 
1971.  Range  2.500  nautical  miles  and  a  pay- 
load  consisting  of  ten  to  fourteen  40-kiloton 
independently  targetable  warheads.  Cur- 
rently deployed  on  twenty-seven  strategic 
submarines. 

Proliferation  of  Nuclear  Weapons.  The  ac- 
quisition of  national  nuclear  capabilities  by 
states  not  previously  possessing  them, 
either  by  the  dissemination  by  nuclear 
weapons  or  information  necessary  for  their 
manufacturer,  or  by  the  development  of  do- 
mestic nuclear  programs. 

SALT  I.  The  series  of  negotiations  begin- 
ning in  the  late  1960s  resulting  in  the  'In- 
terim Agreement  Between  the  United  States 
of  America  and  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  on  Certain  Measures  With  Re- 
spect to  the  Limitation  of  Strategic  Offen- 
sive Arms"  and  the  "Treaty  Between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  Union  of 
Soviet  Socialist  Republics  on  the  Limita- 
tions of  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Systems." 
signed  at  Moscow  on  May  25.  1972. 

SALT  II.  The  negotiations  since  SALT  I. 
culminating  in  the  signing  on  June  18,  1979. 
in  Vienna,  of  the  "Treaty  Between  the 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics  and  the 
United  States  of  America  on  the  Limitation 
of  Strategic  Offensive  Arms"  and  the  "Pro- 
tocol to  the  Treaty  Between  the  Union  of 
Soviet  Socialist  Republics  and  the  United 
States  of  America  on  the  Limitation  of  Stra- 
tegic Offensive  Arms."  When  the  Soviets  in- 
vaded Afghanistan  in  December  1979.  Presi- 
dent Carter  suspended  the  SALT  II  Agree- 
ment from  Senate  ratification. 

Second  Strike  Capability.  The  ability  to 
mount  a  nuclear  attack  after  a  first  strike 
by  the  opponent.  For  a  strategy  of  deter- 
rence the  object  is  to  convince  the  enemy 
that  no  matter  what  he  does  (in  a  first 
strike),  his  opponent  will  retain  the  capabil- 
ity to  deliver  an  unacceptably  severe  second 
strike. 

Stability.  An  international  .situation  in 
which  there  are  inherent  forces  that  tend  to 
combat  disruptive  influences  or  to  restore 
order  whenever  disruptive  elements  threat- 
en it. 

Strategic  Advantage.  The  overall  relative 
power  relationship  of  opponents  which  en- 
ables one  nation  or  group  of  nations  effec- 
tively to  control  the  course  of  a  military/po- 
litical situation. 

Strategy.  The  art  and  science  of  develop- 
ing and  using  political,  economic,  psycholog- 
ical, and  military  forces  as  necessary  during 
peace  and  W"ar.  to  afford  the  maximum  sup- 
port of  policies,  in  order  to  increase  the 
probabilities  and  favorable  consequences  of 
victory  and  to  lessen  the  chances  of  defeat. 

Surgical  Strike.  A  U.S.  term  used  to  indi- 
cate a  selective  attack  with  nuclear  weapons 
in  contrast  to  an  all-out  first  strike  or  retali- 
atory second  strike.  The  desirability  of 
being  able  to  carry  out  a  surgical  strike  is 
being  used  to  justify  the  development  and 
procurement  of  nuclear  weapons  with  coun- 
terforce capabilities. 

Throwweight.  The  useful  weight  which  is 
placed  on  a  trajectory  tow"ard  the  target  by 
the  boost  stage  of  a  missile. 

Triad.  Combined  strategic  offensive  U.S. 
force  concept  including  intercontinental  bal- 
listic missiles,  submarine  launched  ballistic 
missiles,  and  heavy  bombers. 

Trident  C-4.  A  new  U.S.  SLBM  currently 
being  deployed.  Range:  4.000  nautical  miles 
and  multiple  independently  targetable  war- 
heads. 

Verification.  The  totality  of  means,  of 
which  inspection  is  just  one,  by  which  one 


nation  can  determine  whether  another 
nation  is  complying  with  obligations  under 
an  arms  control  or  disarmament  agreement. 

FOOTNOTES 


'  With  the  exception  of  the  dissent  filed  by  Work- 
ing Group  members  McMichael.  Pfaltzgraff  and 
Record 

•'  The  rapporteur  also  thanks  the  Stanley  Foun- 
dation (no  relation)  for  his  opportunity  to  chair  the 
U.S.  Security  and  Arms  Control  In  Europe  panel  at 
its  23rd  Strategy  for  Peace  Conference  at  Airlie 
House  on  October  15-17.  1982.  and  for  including 
several  members  of  the  Council's  Working  Group  in 
those  meetings.  Insights  gained  from  these  discus- 
sions are  reflected  in  this  study  and  have  been  pub- 
lished in  the  Foundations  Conference  Report 
(Muscatine.  Iowa.  1982.  pp.41-49). 

'  This  is  not  a  unanimous  view  within  the  Work- 
ing Group. 

'  See  Blaler  and  Afferlca.  Reagan  and  Ru.ssla. " 
Foreign  Affairs.  Winter  1982/83.  Vol.  61.  p  249. 

» Canadas  ability  to  mediate  has  been  undercut 
by  the  reduction  of  Its  military  presence  in  Europe 
and  other  differences  with  lis  giant  neighbor.  The 
constructive  report  on  Canada  and  Western  Secu- 
rity." by  the  Atlantic  Council  of  Canada  and  sever- 
al other  Canadian  Institutes  (Toronto.  1982)jioted 
that  Canada  cannot  expect  to  have  its  voice  in  the 
Alliance  taken  seriously  if  Canadians  fall  to  shoul- 
der their  responsibilities."  and  commented  that  the 
countrys  contribution  to  NATO  has  been  less 
than  adequate."  (p.  3i 

•  European  NATO  countries  have  averaged  nearly 
10  percent  of  their  two-way  world  trade  with  the 
Eastern  bloc  countries,  compared  to  under  5  per- 
cent for  the  United  Slates.  See  U.S.  Department  of 
Slate.  Trade  With  NATO  and  Communist  Coun- 
tries. Spt-cial  Report  No.  76.  Washington:  U.S.  De- 
partment of  State.  January  1981. 

'  This  school  presses  for  the  ability  to  punish  the 
Soviet  Union  mllilarlly  from  several  directions  in  a 
protracted  conflict,  regardless  of  Its  origins,  and  Is 
less  centered  on  NATO  Europe.  See  the  Comment 
and  Correspondence"  section  of  Foreign  Affairs. 
Winter  1982-83. 

■  Blinov  and  Dremmer.  "A  Time-Tested  Policy." 
International  Affairs  (Moscow.  February  1971.  p. 
5). 

•Translated  By  G.  Vernon  from  "A  Short  Dic- 
tionary-Reference Book  for  Agitators  and  Political 
Information  Officers."  Moscow.  1977,  see  G. 
Vernon,  ed..  Soiiet  Perceptions  of  War  and  Peace. 
National  Defense  University  Press.  Washington. 
DC.  1981.  p  133. 
'"Ibid.  P.  135-136. 

"According  to  press  reports  (for  example  TTie 
Washington  Post.  January  18.  p.  AIT  and  January 
24.  1983.  p.  A13)  some  unauthorized  explorations  by 
U.S.  INF  negotiator  Paul  Nilze  and  his  Soviet  coun- 
terpart "Vull  Kvitslnsky  led  to  a  possible  compro- 
mise which  was  later  rejected  by  both  sides.  (This 
would  have  involved  reducing  the  U.S.  Tomahawk 
GLCMs  to  300.  and  eliminating  the  Pershing  lis  In 
exchange  for  limiting  Soviet  European-based  SS- 
20s.  to  75  three-warhead  missiles).  The  ensuing 
policy  dispute  in  Washington  may  have  contributed 
to  the  resignation  of  ACDA  Director  Rostow. 

"This  appears  still  to  be  U.S.  declaratory  policy. 
For  example,  the  Stale  Departmenls  July  1982 
"Gist  •  says.  "We  seek  agreements  that  .  .  .  enhance 
U.S.  and  allied  security  and  reduce  the  risk  of  war. 
because  arms  control  Is  not  an  end  In  itself  but 
rather  a  complement  to  defense  preparations  as  an 
important  means  of  underwriting  peace  and  Inter- 
national stability."  Department  of  State.  Bureau  of 
Public  Affairs.  "U.S.  Arms  Control  Policy." 

"Secretary  of  Defense  Report  to  Congress.  Fiscal 
Year  1983.  Washington.  DC.  GPO.  1982.  p.  1-19. 

"An  October  1982  poll  by  the  Associated  Press 
and  NBC  showed  76  percent  of  respondents  favor- 
ing a  "nuclear  freeze— although  an  even  larger 
numl>er  Indicated  that  they  would  oppose  It  if  It 
worked  to  the  net  advantage  of  the  USSR. 

"For  a  good  discussion  of  the  ■war-flghtlng" 
versus  "war-winning"  debate  as  well  as  many  other 
current  issues,  see  Stanley  R.  Sloan  and  Robert  C. 
Gray.  "Nuclear  Strategy  and  Arms  Control:  Chal- 
lenges for  U.S.  Policy. "  Foreign  Policy  Association 
Headline  series.  New  York.  Winter  1982-83  (forth- 
coming). 

'•Jonathan  Dean.  "MBFR:  Ten  Years  of  Negoti- 
ating Security  In  Europe.  Arms  Control  Today.  Sep- 
tember 1982.  Dean  was  head  of  the  U.S.  Delegation 
to  MBRF  from  1978-81.  and  deputy  head  from 
1973-78. 


'"The  official  numbers  used  by  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment (Strategic  Nuclear  Balance"  chart.  Depart- 
ment of  Slate.  July  1982).  count  580  SS-Us  (In- 
stead of  the  IISS"  570)  but  only  300  instead  of  310 
SS-19S.  reaching  the  same  total  of  1.398.  The  U.S. 
counts  950  Soviet  SLBMs.  to  which  the  IISS  adds 
some  39  experimental  or  other  systems  In  transi- 
tion. The  U.S.  also  counts  544  for  itself,  to  520  In 
the  IISS  data. 

'"Secretary  of  Defense  Annual  Report  to  Con- 
gress. Fiscal  1983.  Washington.  GPO.  1982. 

"See  Anns  Control  and  Disarmament  Agree- 
ments. Washington.  DC.  U.S.  ACDA.  1982. 

'"The  fact  that  the  U.S.  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
with  some  State  Department  support,  was  the  only 
agency  In  the  Reagan  Administration  to  publicly 
favor  SALT  II  (because  of  the  further  constraints 
on  Soviet  forces  it  Imposed)  speaks  rather  for  it. 
For  a  detailed  account  of  the  Administrations 
thinking,  see  John  Newhouses  comprehensive 
treatment  in  77ie  New  Yorker.  June  7.  1982. 

"  See  r/if  Washington  Post.  September  22.  1982. 
p.  A-14 
"See  77ie  Washington  Post.  January  2.  1983.  p. 

A-1. 

2'  Writing  in  the  Trilateral  Commissions  Trialog 
(Fall  1982).  Zbigniew  BrzezlnskI,  who  was  President 
Carter's  National  Security  Adviser,  recalls:  "I  was 
never  personally  persuaded  that  we  needed  TNG 
(theater  nuclear  forces)  for  military  reasons.  I  was 
persuaded  reluctantly  that  we  needed  it  to  obtain 
European  support  for  SALT  .  .  .  because  Chancellor 
Schmidt  made  such  a  big  deal  out  of  the  so-called 
Euro-strategic  Imbalance.  ...  We  felt  we  were  re- 
sponding to  the  European  desire  In  shaping  the 
TNF.  but  we  were  also  very  conscious  of  the  fact 
that  Europeans  were  ambivalent." 

■"  See  Sloan  and  Gray,  cited,  based  on  data  in  the 
Department  of  Stale  Bulletin.  January  1982.  See 
al.so  the  Appendix  tables. 

"  77ie   Washington  Post.  September  10.  1982,  p. 
A9. 
2«  The  New  York  Times.  December  22.  1982. 
2'  See  The  Washington  Post.  December  22.  1982. 
p.  Al,  A24-25. 

'"Ibid..  December  11.  1982.  p.  A-1.  See  also  foot- 
note 1.  p.  24.  above  with  regard  to  the  reported 
•Nltze-Kvltsinsky'"  compromise. 

"  Mr.  Brzezinski.  In  the  article  quoted,  adds.  "I 
am  now  rather  doubtful  that  a  bargain  can  be 
struck  in  the  TNF  negotiation.  This  doubt  Is  due  in 
part  to  the  fact  that  .  .  .  since  the  Europeans  are  In- 
creasingly less  likely  to  go  through  with  the  deploy- 
ment, the  Soviets  have  less  of  an  incentive  to  reach 
an  arms  control  accord." 

'"General  Bernard  Rogers.  Remarks  to  the  At- 
lantic Treaty  Association  Annual  Assembly;  Oslo, 
Norway.  September  22,  1982. 

"The  formal  agreed  title  is  "Mutual  Reduction 
of  Forces  and  ArmamenU  and  Associated  Measures 
in  Central  Europe,"  (MURFAAMCE),  a  concoction 
that  reflects  the  different  interests  of  the  two  sides. 
'-The  most  comprehensive  treatment  of  this  sub- 
ject Is  contained  in  Lolhar  Ruehls  "MBFR:  Les- 
sons and  Problems, "  IISS  Adelphi  Papers  No.  196. 
London  1982.  ^^„. 

^'See  Stanley  R.  Sloan.  "A  Revival  for  MBFR?  . 
National  Defense.  July-August  1982.  p.  30.  See  also 
J.  Dean,  cited. 

"The  reference  Is  to  the  special  study  on  "The 
Future  Tasks  of  the  Alliance",  p.  60  of  Annex  I.  A 
subsequent  nongovernmental  effort  with  analogous 
purposes  was  conducted  by  the  "Commltlee  of 
Nine"  former  prominent  Alliance  leaders.  Its  1973 
report  made  specific  recommendations  for  improv- 
ing political,  security  and  economic  relations  be- 
tween Western  Europe  and  North  America. 

"Any  Russian  "peace  group"  outside  the  offical- 
ly  orchestrated  propaganda  lobby  Is  harassed  and 
threatened:  even  the  innocuous  "Group  to  Estab- 
lish Trust  Between  the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  U.S.A." 
was  forced  to  disband. 

»«IISS,  The  Military  Balance.  1982-83.  cited,  p. 
12. 

"Secretary  of  State  Shultz  has  Indicated  that 
the  U.S.  now  has  physical  evidence  in  support  of  its 
claims.  The  Washington  Post  November  30.  1982.  p. 

Al 

'"The  basic  early  work  on  this  subject  is  Abra- 
ham S.  Beckers  Military  Expenditure  Limitation 
for  Arms  Control.  Problems  and  Prospects.  Cam- 
bridge. Mass..  Balllnger.  1977.  Becker  draws  heavily 
upon  the  work  done  at  the  U.N.  General  Assembly 
by  Experts  Groups  between  1974  and  1976  and  con- 
cludes that  there  are  may  problems  but  also  some 
prospects,  given  the  requisite  political  will.  The  rep- 


porteur  for  the  present  has  also  held  informal  dis- 
cussions with  Soviet  experts  which  give  ground  for 
cautious  optimism. 

'■'For  details,  see  Stanley,  Denielian  and  Rosen- 
blatt. U.S.  Foreign  Economic  Strategy  for  the 
Eighties,  Westvlew  Press,  Boulder,  Colorado.  1982, 
pp.  9-13. 

'"  Elmer  B.  Staats,  Remarks  to  the  Center  for  De- 
fense Information  Forum,  New  York  City.  May  5. 
1982.  See  also  Council  on  Economic  Priorities.  "The 
Costs  and  Consequences  of  Reagan's  Military 
Buildup.    New  York.  1982. 

■"See  Richard  Kaufman.  "The  Defense  Buildup 
and  the  Economy."  Staff  Study  for  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Economic  goals  and  Intergovernmental 
Policy.  Joint  Economic  Committee,  GPO,  Washing- 
ton. 1982. 

"Secretary  of  Defense  Annual  Report  to  the 
Congress.  Fiscal  Year  1983  (GPO.  Washington.  Feb- 
ruary 19821. 

"The  Military  Balance  1982-83.  cited,  p.  118.  It 
was  also  the  second  highest  as  a  percentage  of  gov- 
ernment expenditures:  see  p.  124. 

"  See  U.S.  Foreign  Economic  Strategy  for  the 
Eighties,  cited,  p.  60. 

"'■  A  comprehensive  CIA  study  issued  by  the  Joint 
Economic  Committee  makes  the  point  that  al- 
though the  Soviet  Union  has  experienced  steady 
improvements  In  living  standards,  it  "has  major 
economic  problems,  some  of  which  are  related  to 
excessive  military  expenditures."  The  JEC  Chair- 
mans  release  noted  that  "The  study  illustrates 
that  a  real  arms  control  agreement  would  be  as 
much  In  the  Soviet  national  interest  as  it  would  in 
ours."  See  "U.S.S.R.:  Measures  of  Economic 
Growth  and  Development,  1950-1980,"  prepared  by 
the  CIA  for  the  use  of  the  Joint  Economic  Commit- 
tee, December  8,  1982,  GPO.  Washington  1982. 

"John  Keegan,  Washington  Post  Book  World, 
October  24.  1982. 

•'  "Crisis  in  the  Atlantic  Alliance:  Origins  and  Im- 
plications.' prepared  for  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  by  the  Congressional  Research 
Ser\ice.  Washington.  GPO.  March  1982.  p.  1. 

■"Statement  of  Congressman  Ashley.  Hearings 
on  H.R.  4293  to  extend  and  amend  the  Export  Con- 
trol Act  of  1949.  House  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency.  1969.  p.  4. 

■•»  For  details  see  Samuel  M.  Rosenblatt.  "East- 
West  Trade  in  Technology:  A  Purpose  in  Search  of 
a  Policy. "  International  Economic  Studies  Institute. 
Contemporary  Issues  No.  4.  Washington.  DC.  1980. 
■•''  Ibid.  p.  46. 

s'Henrv  Kissinger.  The  White  House  Years 
(Boston.  Mass..  Little.  Brown  &  Company.  1979),  p. 
840 

•"See  Stanley.  Danielian  and  Rosenblatt,  U.S. 
Foreign  Economic  Strategy  for  the  Eighties.  (West- 
view  Press  Boulder.  Colorado.  1982).  p.  153. 

=•'  However,  in  few  if  any  cases,  such  as  Fruehauf, 
did  the  U.S.  try  to  enforce  Its  controls  by  punitive 
action  against  companies  following  foreign  govern- 
ment determinations  contrary  to  the  U.S.  position^ 
See  ■Extraterritoriality  and  the  Long  Arm  of 
United  States  Law,"  International  Financial  Law 
Review  (Euromoney).  August  1982. 

"The  Department  of  Commerce  had  estimated 
that  the  sanctions  could  cost  U.S.  firms  and  their 
foreign  subsidiaries  some  $1.6  billion  over  a  three- 
year  period  for  the  Yamal  pipeline  alone. 

"The  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  and  Food 
Act  of  1981  (P.L.  97-98)  also  made  It  prohibitively 
expensive  for  the  U.S.  to  embargo  grain.  Unless  all 
trade  to  a  country  is  halted,  an  embargo  on  an  agri- 
cultural export  involving  3  percent  of  its  foreign 
sales  triggers  pavments  or  loans  to  producers  at  100 
percent  of  parity,  which  could  have  cost  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  billions  of  dollars. 

••«  European  Community  Message  to  the  Depart- 
mens  of  State  and  Commerce.  August  12,  1982,  The 
New  York  Times,  August  13,  1982,  p.  A4. 

="  Those  supporting  this  supplementary  state- 
ment include:  Anne  Cahn,  Arthur  Cox.  Townsend 
Hoopes.  Richard  Kaufman,  John  Newhouse. 
Robert  McNamara,  Donald  Petrie,  and  Joyce  Shub. 
Alexis  Johnson  supports  the  paragraph  3  recom- 
mendation on  the  Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty 
only  if  provisions  can  be  made  for  proof  testing  of 
existing  weapons. 

Joseph  Wolf  believes  paragraph  1  pins  unrealistic 
hopes  on  ratification  which  could  impair  the  con- 
tinued reciprocal  observation  of  SALT  II.  He  sup- 
ports the  rest  of  the  supplementary  statement  on 
the  understanding  that  all  negotiations  should  be 
fleshed  out  in  light  of  a  coherent  security  policy 
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which  should  encompass  a  balance  between  arms 
control  and  defense  measures. 

"See  Robert  E.  Osgood.  NATO.  The  Entangling 
Alliance.  Chicago.  University  of  Chicago  Press. 
1962.  Chapter  4 

"  Ibid. 

•"  Itni. 

"  See  Timothy  W.  Standley.  NATO  m  tranattion. 
New  York,  Praeger  (for  the  Council  on  Foreign  Re 
lations).  1965.  Chapter  5. 

*'  For  example,  see  Helmut  Schmidt's  Defense  or 
Deterrence 

"  Based  upon  the  decision  in  NSC  68  for  a  gener- 
al buildup  of  forces  to  counter  the  Soviet  threat.  A 
similar  thrust  was  contained  in  the  report  of  an 
expert  group  (the  Gaither  Commission)  empaneled 
by  the  Eisenhower  Administration  but  which  was 
largely  ignored  by  his  Administration  in  favor  of 
the  more  bang  for  the  buck  '  nuclear-heavy  pos- 
ture. 

••  See  Stanley,  cited,  p.  354. 

"The  arduous  bargaining  involved  m  this  agree- 
ment has  been  described  by  one  participant  as  fol- 
lows: •.  our  Committee  formulated  the  Ministe- 
rial guidance  for  a  new  NATO  strategy  to  instruct 
the  generals  to  plan  according  to  new  principles 
and  procedures.  Timothy  Stanley  .  .  represented 
the  views  of  his.  and  I  those  of  my  government. 
The  Englishman.  Arthur  Hockaday.  Chairman  of 
the  Committee,  brought  the  two  views  together, 
step  by  step.  Gradually,  over  efforts  of  many 
months,  we  found  compromises  not  fulfilling  the 
maximal  claims  of  tx>th  sides  but  good  enough  to 
satisfy  Americans  as  well  as  Euorpeans.  Our  funda- 
mental idea  was  simple:  an  attack  on  NATO  should 
find  an  appropriate  response  from  our  side,  and  at 
the  same  time  NATO  should  be  capable  to  deter 
the  eneny  by  threatening  him  with  a  higher  level 
of  escalation  Gerd  Schmueckle.  Ohne  Pauken 

und  Trompeten  'Without  Fanfare/.  Deutsche  Verla 
genstalt.  Stuttgart.  1982  (author's  translation). 

*•  For  useful  background,  see  Waldo  L.  Freeman. 
Jr..  NATO  Central  Region.  Forward  Oefense. "  Na- 
tional Defense  University.  1981. 

•'  Communique  of  the  Ministerial  Meeting  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Council  held  at  the  new  Brussels 
headquarters  on  1314  December  1967.  paragraph 
12:  see  NATO  Final  Communiques.  1949-1974. 
NATO  Information  Service.  Brussels,  p.  1971. 

••See  Nuclear  Weapons  and  the  Atlantic  Alli- 
ance." Foreign  AJlam.  Spring  1982.  p.  753. 

••The  moral  dilemmas  of  using  nuclear  weapons 
at  all  and  especially  in  response  to  nonnuclear  con- 
flicts have  t>een  further  sharpened  by  the  American 
Catholic  Bishops  conference,  which  is  attempting 
to  draft  a  policy  statement  on  the  subject. 

'"Karl  Kaiser.  Georg  Lel>er.  Alois  Mertes.  and 
Franz-Josef  Schultze.  Nuclear  Weapons  and  the 
Preservation  of  Peace. '  Foreign  Affairs.  Summer 
1982.  p.  1157 
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Atlantic  Treaty  Association  Annual  Assembly.  Oslo. 
Norway.  September  22.  1982. 
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'Mbid..  p.  229 
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mament Agency.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agreements,  Washington.  1982. 

"  Communiques,  cited.  Vol.  II.  p.  121. 


COMMEMORATING  THE  BICEN- 
TENNIAL OF  THE  TREATY  OF 
PARIS 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  turn- 
ing now  to  a  bill  pending  at  the  desk. 
House  Joint  Resolution  321,  this  is  a 
companion  bill  to  one  that  I  and 
others  have  sponsored  here  designated 
as  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  36.  It 
relates  to  the  commemoration  of  the 
Bicentennial  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris.  I 
introduced  this  with  the  cosponsor- 
ship  of  other  Senators  from  the  Thir- 
teen Original  States. 

The  House  resolution  in  addition  to 
memorializing  the  signing  of  the 
Treaty  of  Paris,  discusses  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  treaty  by  the  Congress  of 
Confederation  on  January  14.  1784,  in 
Annapolis,  Md. 

I  believe  this  is  fitting,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  pass  this  resolution,  rather  than  the 
Senate  version. 

Mr.  President,  this  year  will  mark 
the  bicentennial  of  the  courageous 
and  successful  conclusion  to  the  War 
for  Independence.  On  September  3, 
1783,  John  Adams,  Benjamin  Franklin, 
and  John  Jay.  the  American  Peace 
Commissioners,  signed  a  definitive 
Treaty  of  Peace  with  David  Hartley, 
the  representative  of  George  the 
Third,  the  King  of  Great  Britain,  in 
the  city  of  Paris. 

This  treaty,  which  ended  the  Revo- 
lutionary War.  ushered  the  United 
States  into  the  world  of  sovereign 
states  and  diplomacy.  By  this  treaty. 
Great  Britain  recognized  the  inde- 
pendence we  had  so  bravely  declared  7 
years  before,  and  agreed  to  the  Missis- 
sippi River  as  our  western  boundary, 
thus,  more  than  doubling  our  terri- 
tory. 

Helping  to  plan  our  Nations  observ- 
ance of  this  occasion  is  the  National 
Committee  for  the  Bicentennial  of  the 
Treaty  of  Paris.  This  committee,  com- 
posed of  distinguished  citizens  and 
chaired  by  Joan  R.  Challinor,  has  been 
hard  at  work  for  2  years  coordinating 
and  planning  programs  and  events. 
This  committee  is  operated  with  pri- 
vate contributions  and  not  taxpayer 
dollars. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  this  group 
deserves  our  congratulations  and  sup- 
port. We  believe  that  1983  is  the  mid- 
point in  America's  historic  bicenten- 
nial commemoration:  Our  Declaration 
of  Independence  in  1776:  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  War  for  Independence  in 
1783;  and  the  drafting  of  the  Constitu- 
tion in  1787,  the  high  points  of  this 
commemorative  period. 

The  theme  of  this  observance  will  be 
a  tribute  to  the  importance  of  diplo- 
matic negotiations  between  nations 
and  their  value  to  individual  Ameri- 
cans. The  three  American  signers. 
John  Adams.  Benjamin  Franklin,  and 
John  Jay,  spent  months  in  arduous  ne- 
gotiations to  realize  this  independence 
for  the  United  States.  Their  achieve- 


ment has  been  hailed  as  "The  greatest 
triumph  in  the  history  of  American  di- 
plomacy." 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
is  the  honorary  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee. This  will  assist  the  committee 
in  their  work  with  France  and  other 
nations  who  want  to  participate  in  the 
commemoration. 

Many  outstanding  programs  are 
planned  both  here  and  in  France  com- 
memorating this  historic  event  in  our 
Nation's  life. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
resolution. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  at  an  ap- 
propriate time  today  the  leadership  in 
the  Senate  will  call  up  the  House  bill 
for  floor  action. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Indeed  I  do  yield  to 
my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Maryland  who  has  taken  and  played  a 
very  historic  role  on  this  subject  as 
well  as  many  others  relating  to  the  bi- 
centennial. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  support  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia.  He  has,  of 
course,  for  many  years  been  a  leader 
in  the  proper  observance  of  the  histo- 
ry of  this  Republic,  dating  back  to  the 
time  when  he  led  the  Nation  in  the  bi- 
centennial celebration. 

The  Treaty  of  Paris  was  signed  in 
Paris  on  September  3,  1783.  There  will 
be  a  celebration  in  Paris  this  year  in 
commemoration  of  the  bicentennial. 
Also  on  the  same  day.  September  3, 
there  will  be  a  celebration  in  Annap- 
olis, Md.,  which  anticipates  the  fact 
that  Congress  met  in  Annapolis  to 
consider  and  to  ratify  the  Treaty  of 
Paris. 

Senator  Warner  has  mentioned 
Joan  Challinor  and  her  activities.  I 
think  it  is  some  indication  of  the  tre- 
mendous zeal  she  has  shown  in  educat- 
ing the  people  of  this  country  about 
an  important  aspect  of  our  history 
that  she  will  lead  the  parade  in  Paris 
on  Sepember  3,  and  she  will  then  fly 
back  to  the  United  States  and  on  the 
same  evening  will  lead  the  festivities 
in  Annapolis. 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  invite  all 
Senators  and  their  families  to  come  to 
Annapolis.  Md..  and  to  take  part  in  the 
significant  ceremonies.  There  will  be 
ceremonies  on  the  date  of  congression- 
al action,  but  we  will  really  begin  this 
cycle  on  September  3.  and  it  will  be  a 
significant  time  for  all  who  gather 
there. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
for  taking  the  lead  in  this  matter  and 
I  again  urge  the  Senate  to  follow  his 
advice. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  my  distinguished  colleagues 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  appropriate  and  helpful  for  us  to 


pause  now  and  then  to  reflect  on  the 
wondrous  accomplishments  achieved 
by  this  great  Nation  is  a  remarkably 
short  time,  when  measured  against  the 
sands  of  time. 

Just  200  years  ago,  in  the  year  1783, 
the  Thirteen  Original  Colonies  had 
just  completed  ratification  of  the  Arti- 
cles of  Confederation,  binding  them- 
selves into  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. The  Constitutional  Convention, 
held  in  Philadelphia,  was  yet  4  years 
away.  Only  8  years  had  passed  since 
the  firing  of  "the  shot  heard  around 
the  world,"  at  Bunker  Hill. 

In  my  native  South  Carolina,  people 
were  still  talking  about  the  brave  men 
of  Colonel  Moultrie's  batteries,  who 
had  turned  back  a  strong  British  sea 
attack  on  Charleston.  Talk  also  cen- 
tered on  the  remarkable  events  which 
occurred  in  the  ensuing  years;  events 
which  led  unmistakably  to  the  tide- 
water Virginia  settlement  known  as 
Yorktown;  events  which  resulted  in 
the  execution  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris 
on  September  3,  1783. 

Mr.  President.  Charleston  finally  fell 
to  British  occupation  in  May  1780.  but 
I  daresay  that  the  soldiers  of  Lord 
Cornwallis  would  wish  many  a  time 
thereafter  that  they  had  never  set 
foot  on  South  Carolina  soil.  The  tena- 
cious militiamen  of  South  Carolina, 
led  by  such  patriots  as  Gen.  Francis 
Marion,  harrassed  the  British  unceas- 
ingly. Mr.  President,  should  you  have 
occasion  to  travel  to  Camden.  S.C, 
today  you  would  see  chamber  of  com- 
merce sponsored  signs  proclaiming, 
"Come  spend  a  few  peaceful  hours 
where  the  British  spent  a  mi-serable 
year."  In  early  October  1780,  a  seg- 
ment of  Lord  Cornwallis'  forces  led  by 
Maj.  Patrick  Ferguson  was  soundly  de- 
feated by  militiamen  commanded  by 
Cols.  John  Sevier,  Isaac  Shelby,  Wil- 
liam Campbell,  and  Benjamin  Cleve- 
land, on  South  Carolina  soil  near 
Kings  Mountain. 

British  operations  in  the  South 
under  the  command  of  Cornwallis  and 
Col.  Banastre  Tarleton,  in  1781,  were 
checked  by  Maj.  Gen.  Nathanael 
Greene  and  Brig.  Gen.  Daniel  Morgan 
in  such  encounters  as  the  Battle  of 
Cowpens  where  Tarleton  wais  deceived 
into  allowing  his  forces  to  become  vir- 
tually surrounded  by  a  horseshoe- 
shaped  movement  of  Continental 
troops,  resulting  in  a  great  loss  of  Brit- 
ish forces  with  Tarleton,  himself, 
barely  escaping  with  his  life.  Such  was 
the  nature  of  the  road  which  led  to 
Yorktown  where  Lord  Cornwallis  was 
forced  to  surrender  on  October  19, 
1781. 

In  1782,  the  British  Cabinet  agreed 
to  recognize  the  independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  Lengthy 
preliminary  negotiations  were  held, 
with  the  United  States  being  ably  rep- 
resented by  John  Adams,  John  Jay. 
and  Benjamin  Franklin.  On  Septem- 
ber 3,  1783.  the  formal  treaty  of  peace 


was  signed  in  Paris,  France.  This 
became  known  as  the  Treaty  of  Paris. 
For  the  United  States  the  terms  of 
the  treaty  were  generous.  Not  only  did 
the  treaty  explicitly  recognize  the  in- 
dependence of  the  Colonies;  it  also  es- 
tablished territorial  boundaries  of  our 
new  Nation,  extending  our  western 
boundary  far  past  the  Appalachians 
all  the  way  to  the  Mississippi  River. 
Tenacious  bargaining  gained  for 
Americans  the  right  to  fish  in  the 
Grand  Banks  off  the  Newfoundland 
coast  and  to  dry  their  catch  on  unset- 
tled adjacent  British  shores. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  said  that  King 
George  III  choked  at  the  word  "inde- 
pendence" when  he  announced  the 
terms  of  the  treaty  in  Parliament. 
Little  did  he  realize  that  the  fledgling 
Nation  would  become  the  greatest 
Nation  ever  to  exist  on  this  planet,  nor 
could  he  have  realized  the  mutual  love 
and  respect  which  would  come  to  exist 
between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain. 

I  am  pleased,  Mr.  President,  to  join 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Warner)  in  urging  the 
immediate  passage  of  House  Joint  Res- 
olution 321,  commemorating  the  200th 
anniversity  of  the  signing  of  the 
Treaty  of  Paris. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
stated  a  moment  ago,  the  leadership  in 
the  Senate  at  some  appropriate  time 
today  will  call  this  measure  up  for 
floor  action.  I  hope  that  other  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  who  are  interested 
in  this  historic  event  will  take  the  op- 
portunity to  avail  themselves  of 
making  a  statement  about  this  historic 
moment  in  our  Nation. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


called  up  before  the  full  Senate  for  a 
vote.  I  intend  to  work  hard  to  pass  it.  I 
will  insist  that  every  Senator  stand  up 
and  be  counted  on  the  vital  question 
of  war  and  peace  in  Central  America.  I 
do  not  believe  we  should  hide  by  not 
voting.  If  the  House  could  take  its 
stand  openly,  then  so  can  we..  The 
people  do  not  want  a  military  solution 
in  Central  America;  they  want  a  nego- 
tiated one.  Now,  all  of  us  have  an  obli- 
gation to  be  honest  with  the  citizens 
who  elected  us  and  to  say  "yes"  or 
"no"  to  President  Reagan's  secret  war 
against  Nicaragua.  My  answer  will  be  a 
resounding  "no  "—no  to  increasing  vio- 
lence, "no"  to  the  mounting  toll  of  cas- 
ualties, and  "no  "  to  the  risk  of  full- 
scale  war. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRESIDENT  REAGAN'S  SECRET 
WAR  IN  CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
terday the  House  of  Representatives 
sent  a  clear  and  unequivocal  message 
to  this  administration  that  it  is  time  to 
end  the  dangerous  escalation  of  covert 
warfare  in  Central  America.  I  con- 
gratulate Representative  Edward 
BoLAND.  the  chairman  of  the  House 
Intelligence  Committee,  for  his  cour- 
age in  taking  up  this  cause  and  for  his 
persistence,  which  brought  it  to  a  suc- 
cessful conclusion.  The  chairman  of 
the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee, 
Representative  Clement  Zablocki, 
played  an  important  role  in  the  effort. 

I  now  intend  to  hold  the  Boland-Za- 
blocki  bill  at  the  desk,  so  that  it  can  be 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  morning  business?  If 
not,  morning  business  is  closed. 


RADIO  MARTI 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  resume  consideration  of 
the  pending  business  which  the  clerk 
will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
S.  602.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  broadcasting 
of  accurate  information  to  the  people  of 
Cuba,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Connecticut 
today  was  kind  enough  to  point  out  to 
me  in  advance  that  he  intended  to 
make  a  point  of  order  against  this 
measure  under  certain  provisions  of 
the  rules  of  the  Senate.  I  must  say 
that  after  I  examined  that  situation.  I 
found,  after  consulting  with  the  Par- 
liamentarian, that  the  point  of  order 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  pro- 
posed to  make  was  probably  well 
taken.  In  any  event,  it  has  sufficient 
merit  that  I  think  it  should  not  be 
contested  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  therefore.  I  withdraw 
my  motion  to  proceed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  is  withdrawn. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.    BAKER.    Mr.    President,    the 
principal  business  of  the  Senate  today, 
since  we  are  not  on  the  motion  to  pro- 
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ceed.  will  be  to  wait  around  for  the 
House  to  act  on  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations conference  report.  It  is 
possible  we  may  get  back  to  the  Radio 
Marti  bill  today,  but  that  depends  on  a 
whole  string  of  circumstances  that  I 
cannot  now  predict. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  BAKER.  While  we  do  wait  for 
the  House  to  act  and  to  send  us  the 
conference  report,  which  I  hope  will 
be  mercifully  swift,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  there  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness to  extend  not  past  the  hour  of  3 
p.m.  in  which  Senators  may  speak  for 
not  more  than  10  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  WOMEN'S  HOUR 
Mr.     BAKER.     Mr.     President. 


for 


those  narrow-minded  and  misguided 
individuals  who  continue  to  think  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  as  an  all-male,  vested 
suited,  Gucci  loafered,  silver-haired 
private  club— submitted  for  your  con- 
sideration, the  scene  which  took  place 
at  approximately  10:50  a.m.  this  morn- 
ing on  the  Senate  floor: 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida  (Mrs.  Hawkins)  was  delivering 
a  persuasive  speech  on  our  Nation's 
drug  problems;  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  (Mrs.  Kassebaum) 
was  presiding  over  the  Senate;  Mrs. 
Marilyn  Courtot,  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Senate  was  at  the  desk  and 
subsequently  called  the  roll  during  a 
quorum;  Mrs.  E.  Frances  Garro,  the 
Official  Reporter  of  Debates,  reported 
verbatim  the  remarks  of  Senator  Haw- 
kins: Miss  Jennifer  Smith,  the  second 
assistant  bill  clerk,  was  on  duty  in  the 
well  of  the  Senate  acting  as  the  staff 
assistant  for  the  official  reporters; 
Miss  Elizabeth  Baldwin,  floor  assistant 
for  the  secretary  for  the  majority,  was 
on  duty  in  the  Chamber;  and,  the  op- 
erations on  the  floor  were  being  serv- 
iced by  half  a  dozen  female  pages. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
know  if  I  am  more  proud  or  more 
frightened  by  a  total  takeover  by  the 
female  population  here  in  the  Capitol. 
It  is  obvious  that  we  mere  mortal  men 
are  not  required  anymore,  and  I  just 
want  to  plead  with  my  biological  coun- 
terparts not  to  forget  about  us  guys 
out  here.  I  also  hope  that  the  press 
will  not  dwell  on  the  reports  that  the 
Senate  was  a  fixture  of  decisiveness 
and  harmony,  in  an  unprecedented 
fashion,  during  this  time,  which  will 
no  doubt  come  to  be  known  as  "The 
Women's  Hour." 


CLARION  CALL  OR  UNCERTAIN 
TRUMPET? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President.  I 
call  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to 


the  editorial  that  appeared  yesterday 
in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  entitled 
•Uncertain  Trumpet." 

The  editorial  cites  what  I  believe  to 
be  the  central  reason  why  the  Presi- 
dent has  not  been  able  to  rally  the 
American  people  behind  his  efforts  to 
stem  the  advance  of  communism  in 
Central  America. 

In  my  view,  and  echoed  in  the  edito- 
rial, the  President  is  the  victim  of  his 
own  competing  efforts.  He  is  valiantly 
attempting  to  educate  the  American 
people  on  the  very  real  menace  that 
threatens  their  interests  in  Central 
America  but  at  the  same  time  he 
downplays  the  significant  military  ac- 
tions that  have  taken  place  in  the  last 
2  weeks  and  continues  to  allow  himself 
to  be  manipulated  by  those  who 
demand  impossible  guarantees  about 
the  future  direction  of  U.S.  policy. 

It  is  little  wonder,  as  the  polls  re- 
flect, that  the  people  of  our  land  are 
divided  and  confused  about  the  issue. 

My  colleagues  will  recall  the  ancient 
Roman  god  of  gates  and  doorways. 
Janus,  who  was  always  depicted  with 
two  faces  looking  in  different  direci- 
tons.  Sadly,  the  Presidents  perform- 
ance at  his  recent  press  conference 
was  as  much  Januslike  as  it  was  Presi- 
dential. 

The  editorial  notes  correctly  that 
policies  cannot  move  one  way  and 
rhetoric  another  without  resulting  in 
lost  credibility. 

The  President  would  meet  with  more 
success  if  he  matched  his  press  confer- 
ence comments  with  his  commendable 
policy  decisions. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
editorial  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  July  28. 
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Uncertain  Trumpet 

We  are  sending  ships  to  Central  America. 

There  is  ony  one  sane  reason  to  send  such  a 

show  of  force  anywhere.  It  is  to  remind  our 

adversaries  that   we  are  capable   of  doing 

them  a  great  deal  of  damage  if  push  comes 

to  shove,  to  deter  them  from  running  risks 

that  might  lead  to  actual  use  of  force.  Fidel 

Castro  certainly  has  the  message  straight. 

He  has  yelled  and  screamed  at  our  action. 

denouncing  us  in  a  most  satisfying  way. 

At  the  president's  news  conference  Tues- 
day night,  the  press  corps  was  intere.sted  in 
almost  nothing  else.  The  journalists,  in 
effect,  accused  Mr.  Reagan  of  getting  us 
into  another  Vietnam.  So  what  does  Mr. 
Reagan  say?  He  says  nothing  unusual  is 
going  on  at  all.  Military  exercise?  We've 
conducted  bigger  ones  before,  and  no  one 
paid  attention.  A  larger  U.S.  military  pres- 
ence in  Central  America?  Of  course  not. 
Nothing  threatening  about  this  at  all. 
Nobody  here  but  us  chickens.  No  more  Viet- 
nams. 

Some  of  those  newsmen  grilling  the  presi- 
dent the  other  night  wpre.  if  you  can  lielieve 
it.  too  young  to  remember  much  about  the 
Vietnam  failure.  The  older  ones  mostly  re- 
flected the  views  of  the  left  about  what  we 
did  wrong  there.  We  intervened  in  Vietnam 


against  the  will  of  the  people,  so  the  cate- 
chism goes.  Therefore  we  lost  and  we  de- 
.served  it.  In  the  process,  our  government  de- 
ceived us  about  our  chances  in  Vietnam  and 
what  we  would  have  to  pay  there. 

From  the  beginning  of  its  Central  Ameri- 
can policy  the  Reagan  administration  has 
been  very,  very  respectful  of  this  catechism. 
For  a  start,  it  has  spent  great  effort  to 
ensure  and  to  demonstrate  that  our  ally,  the 
Salvadoran  government,  is  morally  respecta- 
ble. We  have  pushed  land  reform  and 
nagged  the  government  about  human 
rights.  We  invited  the  whole  world  down  to 
El  Salvador  to  observe  the  democratic  elec- 
tions there,  held  despite  the  efforts  of  the 
left-wing  guerrillas  and  with  the  aid  of  U.S. 
technology  designed  to  endure  punctilious 
honesty  in  the  electoral  process. 

The  administration  has  also  tried  to  meet 
the  arguments  of  the  American  left  when 
talking  about  the  Sandinist  regime  in  Nica- 
ragua, which  is  supporting  the  Salvadoran 
guerrillas.  The  State  Department  has  tried 
to  provide  detailed  proof  that  Cubans  and 
Soviets  have  borrowed  deep  into  the  Nicara- 
guan  government;  this  is  so  no  one  can 
accuse  us.  God  forbid,  of  getting  in  the  way 
of  the  spread  of  what  is  simply  a  popular 
revolution. 

Needless  to  say.  none  of  this  courtesy  by 
the  administration  has  done  it  any  good. 
Liberals  In  Congress  and  the  press  have 
looked  at  the  Salvadoran  election  and  de- 
creed that  the  government  must  negotiate 
with  the  unelected  guerrillas  anyway.  The 
same  liberals  have  reported  in  loving  detail 
on  the  flaws  in  the  land-reform  program 
and  given  the  government  almost  no  credit 
for  the  effort. 

On  human  rights,  the  critics  argue  that 
the  Salvadorians'  efforts  are  worthless  be- 
cause people  are  still  being  killed;  these  crit- 
ics talk  as  if  the  government  were  no  more 
morally  acceptable  than  the  guerrillas  who 
are  ripping  El  Salvador  apart.  By  the  same 
token,  no  White  Paper  is  enough  to  prove  to 
such  critics  that  the  Soviet  presence  in 
Nicaragua  is  serious:  they  say  Soviet  sup- 
port of  the  Sandinistas  is  no  worse  than  our 
support  of  the  Salvadorans. 

In  .spite  of  the  futility  of  the  exercise,  the 
administration  persists  in  trying  to  placate 
the  left.  The  reason  is  that  the  administra- 
tion is  afraid.  Battered  every  day  by  Con- 
gress and  the  Washington  press  corps,  it 
thinks  these  cadres  in  the  capital  somehow 
stand  for  the  American  people.  It  fears  that 
if  it  talks  too  tough,  people  out  there  will 
think  it  bellicose,  and  the  White  House  will 
be  swept  under  by  a  tide  of  peace-loving 
wrath. 

This  low  estimate  of  the  American  people 
becomes  a  self  fulfilling  prophecy.  It  is  im- 
possible for  a  president  to  build  public  sup- 
port for  his  policies,  especially  foreign 
policy,  unless  he  tells  people  straight  out 
what  he  wants  and  asks  them  to  stand 
behind  it.  And  if  the  President  cannot 
gather  such  support.  U.S.  policy  will  be 
forced  to  creep  along  sideways  in  that  am- 
bivalent way  that  turns  peace  into  war.  The 
president's  attempts  to  reassure  the  Ameri- 
can public  Tuesday  must  have  been  pro- 
foundly reassuring  to  Mr.  Castro  and  com- 
pany, and  profoundly  discouraging  to  our 
friends  on  the  firing  line  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

The  same  reassurances,  of  cour.se.  are  any- 
thing but  reassuring  to  the  American 
people.  Instead,  they  convey  an  image  of  a 
leadership  that  doesn't  know  that  it  wants, 
that  might  stumble  in  its  attempts  to  deter 
war  and  slip  into  real  fighting  in  a  hesitant 


and  uncertain  way.  What  Mr.  Reagan  needs 
to  do  is  to  challenge  the  myths  of  the  left. 
above  all  the  myths  about  the  electorate's 
views  on  how  to  prevent  war.  the  myths 
that  retain  such  inexplicable  power  after 
having  led  George  McGovern  and  Jimmy 
Carter  to  electoral  disaster. 

Instead.  Mr.  Reagan  is  ducking  the  chal- 
lenge, moving  his  policies  one  way  and  his 
rhetoric  the  other.  This  is  a  recipe  not  for 
gaining  support  but  for  losing  credibility  at 
home  and  abroad.  No  one  is  going  to  rally 
behind  a  strong  U.S.  stand  in  Central  Amer- 
ica if  the  president  himself  is  afraid  to  do 
so. 


RADIO  MARTI 


The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abdnor).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  602,  I  rise  in  support  of 
Radio  Marti.  As  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  both  the  Communications 
Subcommittee,  as  well  as  the  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  that  controls 
the  funding  of  the  Board  for  Interna- 
tional Broadcasting,  I  am  well  aware 
of  the  concerns  of  our  domestic  broad- 
casters, as  well  as  the  success  of  Radio 
Free  Europe  and  Radio  Liberty  in  get- 
ting the  truth  to  the  enslaved  people 
behind  the  Iron  Curtain.  Accordingly, 
I  have  examined  this  bill  in  all  its  as- 
pects. It  is  my  considered  opinion  that 
this  legislation  is  needed  as  part  of  a 
U.S.  strategy  to  stem  Cuban  and 
Soviet  encroachment  in  the  Caribbean 
and  Central  America. 

This  legislation  takes  into  account 
the  views  of  U.S.  broadcasters  con- 
cerned about  Havana's  longstanding 
interference  with  U.S.  radio  stations. 
It  also  guarantees  that  Radio  Marti 
will  "serve  as  a  consistently  reliable 
and  authoritative  source  of  accurate, 
objective,  and  comprehensive  news. " 

Radio  Marti  is  a  peaceful  foreign 
policy  option  which  will  build  on  the 
experience  that  has  made  Radio  Free 
Europe  and  Radio  Liberty  successful 
for  more  than  30  years.  The  proposed 
cost  of  the  station  is  very  modest  in  re- 
lation to  the  benefits  that  will  flow 
from  its  establishment  and  is  very 
small  in  comparison  with  the  cost  of 
Moscow's  international  propaganda 
apparatus  at  work  in  this  hemisphere. 
The  Cubans  and  Soviets  are  currently 
outbroadcasting  the  United  States  in 
Latin  America  by  a  ratio  of  5  to  1  in 
terms  of  hours  on  the  air. 

Some  have  criticized  Radio  Marti  as 
"confrontational"  while  ignoring  the 
source  of  the  confrontation— Commu- 
nist expansionism— and  overlooking 
the  fact  that  Radio  Marti  will  give  the 
truth  to  the  Cuban  people.  Radio 
Marti  will  have  the  effect  of  defusing 
the  war  hysteria  that  the  Castro 
regime  fosters  in  Cuba.  It  promises  to 
be  an  effective  tool  to  counter  Fidel 
Castro's  aggressive  propaganda  cam- 
paign. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there 
have  been  extensive  conversations,  de- 
liberations, and  negotiations  that  have 
been  undertaken  on  the  schedule  of 
the  Senate  in  relation  to  what  we  can 
do  while  we  wait  for  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives on  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill  and  how  we  will  ar- 
range the  affairs  of  this  Senate  in  re- 
spect to  our  business  this  week  and 
next. 

I  have  consulted  with  the  minority 
leader,  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Weicker),  with 
those  proponents  of  the  Radio  Marti 
bill,  particularly  the  Senator  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Chiles),  the  Senator 
from  Florida  (Mrs.  Hawkins),  and  a 
number  of  others. 

I  have  a  sequence  of  events  which 
appears  to  be  satisfactory  all  around.  I 
would  like  to  state  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request  in  several  parts. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr.  BAKER.  First.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  pend- 
ing question,  which  is  the  motion  to 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  ag- 
riculture target  price  bill,  be  temporar- 
ily laid  aside  and  that  no  call  for  regu- 
lar order  will  bring  it  back. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  if  this 
arrangement  is  granted,  that  I  be  first 
recognized  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  motion  to  proceed  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  602,  the  Radio  Marti  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  if  at  that  time  a  cloture 
motion  is  filed  against  further  debate 
on  the  motion  to  proceed  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Radio  Marti  bill,  the 
vote  on  that  cloture  motion  occur 
after  a  quorum  is  established  begin- 
ning at  2  p.m.  on  Wednesday  next. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  if  the  Senate  adjourns 
today,  when  it  reconvenes,  the  reading 
of  the  Journal  be  dispensed  with,  that 
no  resolutions  come  over  under  the 
rule,  that  the  call  of  the  calendar  be 
dispensed  with,  and,  following  the  rec- 
ognition of  the  two  leaders  under  the 
standing  order,  there  be  a  period  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  not  to  exced  30  minutes  in 
length  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  therein  for  not  more  than  5 
minutes  each,  and  provided  that  the 
morning  hour  will  be  deemed  to  have 
expired. 


I  further  ask  unanimous  consent, 
Mr.  President,  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today  it  stand  in 
adjournment  until  the  hour  of  11  a.m. 
on  Monday  next. 
That  is  the  request.  Mr.  President. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  take  it  the  major- 
ity leader  is  referring  to  the  hour  of  2 
p.m.  on  next  Wednesday.  I  did  not  un- 
derstand what  was  to  happen  at  2 
p.m.— the  beginning  of  the  quorum 
call  to  establish  a  quorum  or  the  vote 
itself  on  the  cloture  motion? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
clarify  that  point.  What  I  have  in 
mind  was  the  mandatory  provisions  of 
rule  XXII  would  begin  at  2  p.m.  and  as 
soon  as  that  quorum  is  established 
then,  under  the  rule,  a  vote  on  cloture 
would  occur. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Second,  still  reserving  the  right  to 
object,  when  the  Senate  completes  its 
business  today  under  the  majority 
leader's  request,  as  I  understand,  it 
will  go  over  until  Monday  at  what 
time? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Eleven  o'clock. 

Mr.  BYRD.  One  final  question. 
Would  the  majority  leader  extend  the 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  to  not  to  exceed  60 
minutes  rather  than  30? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  I  modify  the  re- 
quest. I  think  it  would  be  well  to 
extend  the  time  during  which  Sena- 
tors may  speak  from  5  minutes  to  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RADIO  MARTI 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  seek 
recognition  now  under  the  order  just 
entered  and  I  move  that  the  Senate 
now  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  S. 
602. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  send  a 
cloture  motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
cloture  motion  having  been  presented 
under  rule  XXII,  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Cloture  Motion 

We,  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  Rule  XXII  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the 
motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  S. 
602,  an  act  to  provide  for  the  broadcasting" 
of  accurate  information  to  the  people  of 
Cuba,  and  for  other  purposes. 
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Senators  Jesse  Helms.  Paula  Hawkins. 
Rudy  Boschwitz.  Slade  Gorton.  Steven 
D.  Symms.  Barry  Goldwater.  Orrin  G. 
Hatch.  Jeremiah  Denton.  Bob  Kasten. 
Lawton  Chiles.  Paul  Trible.  Gordon 
Humphrey.  John  P.  East.  Dan  Quayle, 
Roljert  Dole,  and  Frank  H.  Murkow- 
ski. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
anticipate  any  further  action  on  this 
motion  today.  Indeed.  I  think  the  only 
remaining  business  before  the  Senate 
is  to  wait  for  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives to  send  us  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations conference  report.  The 
latest  information  I  have  is  that  the 
conference  report  cannot  reach  us 
prior  to  the  hour  of  4:30  p.m.  this 
afternoon. 

There  are  some  items  in  disagree- 
ment that  will  accompany  the  confer- 
ence report.  I  would  urge  Senators  to 
consider  that  there  will  be  almost 
surely  a  vote  on  the  conference  report, 
but,  as  well,  there  may  be  votes  on 
items  in  disagreement. 


RECESS  UNTIL  4:30  P.M. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  there  is  nothing  else 
that  can  be  done  this  afternoon  prior 
to  the  hour  of  4:30  p.m.,  if  the  minori- 
ty leader  has  no  objection  I  am  pre- 
pared to  ask  that  the  Senate  recess 
until  4:30  p.m. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  certainly  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair 
now  place  the  Senate  in  recess  until 
the  hour  of  4:30  p.m.  this  afternoon. 

There  being  no  objection,  the 
Senate,  at  3:30  p.m..  recessed  until  4:30 
p.m.;  whereupon,  the  Senate  reassem- 
bled when  called  to  order  by  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  (Mr.  Garn). 
Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  regret 
to  inform  the  Senate  that  the  House 
has  still  not  completed  action  on  the 
supplemental  appropriations  confer- 
ence report.  I  must  also  say  that  I 
have  conferred  with  respo.isible  offi- 
cials of  the  administration  who  indi- 
cate to  me  that  it  is  urgently  impor- 
tant that  we  complete  action  on  that 
measure  before  Monday. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL 
TOMORROW  AT  10  A.M. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  that,  with  great  reluctance.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  previous 
order  be  changed  to  show  that  when 
the  Senate  completes  its  business 
today,  it  stand  in  recess  until  the  hour 
of  10  a.m.  tomorrow.  I  further  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  on  Sat- 


urday, it  then  stand  in  adjournment 
under  the  terms  and  conditions  or- 
dered previously. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  if  the  Senate  ad- 
journs over  until  tomorrow,  is  the  ma- 
jority leader  providing  the  same  boiler 

plate 

Mr.  BAKER.  Recess. 
Mr.  BYRD.  Pardon  me. 
Second,  for  the  record,  and  the  ma- 
jority leader  has  already  discussed  this 
with  me.  why  is  there  the  necessity  for 
coming  in  tomorrow?  What  I  am 
asking  is.  what  is  there  in  the  supple- 
mental that  makes  it  necessary  for  us 
to  come  in  tomorrow  rather  than  wait 
until  Monday? 

Mr.  BAKER.  First.  I  really  do  not 
think  we  will  l)e  in  tomorrow.  I  dare 
say  I  think  we  can  finish  this  bill 
today.  But  I  dare  not  take  the  chance 
that  we  cannot  finish  it  today.  Hence, 
the  change  requested. 

I  am  advised  that,  in  addition  to  a 
number  of  other  items,  the  food  stamp 
matter  is  extremely  urgent.  I  will  say 
to  the  minority  leader  that  I  inquired 
of  the  White  House  staff  this  morning 
if  they  were  absolutely  sure  we  could 
not  postpone  final  action  on  this  meas- 
ure until  Monday. 

I  completed  conversations  with 
senior  officials  in  the  White  House 
just  a  moment  ago  who  indicated  to 
me  that  it  was  their  determination 
that  they  simply  could  not  wait  until 
Monday.  As  they  put  it.  we  ran  the 
grave  risk  of  great  dislocation  and  cir- 
cumstances that  would  cause  great 
concern,  maybe  even  worse,  if  we 
waited  until  Monday  on  the  food 
stamp  issue,  that  it  must  be  resolved. 

There  is  no  procedural  way  we  can 
spring  out  the  food  stamp  matter  by 
itself.  Hence,  1  feel  it  is  simply  essen- 
tial that  we  deal  with  the  conference 
report  and  the  items  in  disagreement. 
I  will  also  say  for  the  minority 
leader  just  to  illustrate  how  serious 
the  administration  is  about  this  and 
how  serious  I  am  about  this,  he  knows 
how  strongly  I  feel  about  the  IMF 
matter,  how  strongly  the  President 
feels,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury. The  House  did  not  go  forward 
with  the  IMF  funding,  as  I  had  hoped 
they  would.  But  it  is  so  important  that 
we  pass  this  conference  report  that  it 
is  not  my  present  plan  to  insist  on  the 
Senate  amendment  with  respect  to 
IMF. 

I  hope  that  further  illustrates  to 
Senators  how  serious  the  administra- 
tion views  this  situation  and  how  seri- 
ous I  do.  and  why  it  is  necessary  to 
complete  action  on  this  conference 
report  this  evening  if  at  all  possible 
and.  if  not.  then  tomorrow. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  has  the  House  already 
gone  out  for  the  weexend? 

Mr.  BAKER.  No.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  is  still  in  session.  I  am  now  in- 
formed that  there  are  two  more  items 


in  disagreement  that  must  be  dealt 
with.  As  a  practical  matter,  the  House 
may  be  hard  put  to  get  a  quorum 
much  longer,  but  it  is  the  stated  inten- 
tion of  the  House  leadership  to  finish 
this  matter  and  get  it  to  the  Senate 
yet  today. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  information  we 
have  is  still  correct,  that  it  is  going  to 
be  at  least  an  hour,  I  see  no  reason  to 
stay  in  session.  I  am  prepared  to  put 
us  into  recess  until  5:30  p.m.  I  am 
going  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  while  I  make  one  more  check 
on  the  timing. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  preceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
now  been  advised  that  the  House  of 
Representatives  has  just  completed 
action  on  the  supplemental  appropria- 
tions conference  report  and  that  the 
papers  will  be  here  within  15  minutes. 
1  urge  Senators  to  come  to  the  floor.  It 
is  important  that  we  deal  with  this 
matter  promptly,  and  it  is  certainly 
important  to  do  so  if  we  are  going  to 
avoid  a  Saturday  session.  So  I  hope 
those  who  are  listening  in  their  offices 
will  understand  that  by  5  p.m..  we 
shall  begin  action  on  this  matter  and  I 
hope  we  can  finish  it  with  reasonable 
dispatch.  I  shall  put  out  a  hotline 
from  my  cloakroom  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  if  the 
Senate  does  complete  its  business 
today,  it  stand  in  adjournment  until 
Monday  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions;  and  that,  if  the  Senate 
does  not  complete  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  recess  until  tomorrow  and 
then  stand  in  adjournment  until 
Monday  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
thought  we  would  be  on  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill  by  now,  but  once 
again  we  are  waiting  for  our  friends 
and  colleagues  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. They  have  completed 
action  on  the  conference  report.  The 
last  report  I  have  had  the  bill  has  not 
yet  reached  their  enrolling  room,  and 
it  will  be  15,  20,  maybe  long  as  30  min- 
utes before  it  can  be  offered  to  the 
Senate. 

I  hope  they  can  improve  on  that.  We 
are  doing  the  very  best  we  can.  I  make 
this  announcement  so  that  Senators 
will  be  apprised  of  the  situation. 

Let  me  point  out  to  Senators  it  now 
appears  certain  we  will  have  at  least 
one,  perhaps  two,  and  maybe  more 
than  two,  rollcall  votes  before  this  day 
is  over.  So  Senators  should  not  assume 
that  this  is  going  to  go  by  voice  vote.  I 
will  try  to  keep  the  Senate  apprised  of 
the  situation.  But  right  now  it  looks 
like  we  are  20  or  30  minutes  away  from 
taking  up  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


ORDER        FOR        ADJOURNMENT 
UNTIL    MONDAY     UNDER    CER- 
TAIN CONDITIONS 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  earlier.  I 
amended  the  order  so  we  could  be  in 
tomorrow  if  we  have  to.  I  would  like  to 
amend  that  request  in  one  detail. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA- 

TIONS. 1983-CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  report  that  there  is  now  a 
messenger  from  the  House  at  the  door. 
I  believe  he  brings  us  good  tidings.  I 
move  that  the  Chair  receive  him. 

Mr.  President,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Alaska,  the  assistant  ma- 


jority leader,  will  manage  the  confer- 
ence report  on  this  side. 

Before  we  proceed,  Mr.  President,  is 
the  minority  leader  ready  for  us  to 
proceed? 
Mr.  BYRD.  Yes,  Mr.  President. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cochran).  Is  there  any  objection?  The 
Chair  sees  none.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer- 
ence on  H.R.  3069  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
3069)  making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1983.  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met. 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  this  report,  signed  by  a 
majority  of  the  conferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  the  conference 
report. 

(The  conference  report  is  printed  in 
the  House  proceedings  of  the  Record 
of  July  20,  1983  on  page  20101. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  say  to  Senators  once  again  what  I 
said  a  moment  ago:  I  do  expect  rollcall 
votes,  at  least  one,  perhaps  two,  and 
maybe  more. 
I  yield  to  the  minority  leader. 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  order  for  the  quorum 
call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  at  last 
the  Senate  has  before  it  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  3069,  the  regular 
fiscal  year  1983  supplemental.  This 
bill  was  reported  from  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  on  May  26,  the  day 
after  the  House  passed  the  bill,  and 
passed  the  Senate  on  June  16,  nearly  6 
weeks  ago. 

In  its  consideration  of  the  bill,  the 
Senate  adopted  254  amendments  of  a 
substantive  and  technical  nature. 
Many  of  these  amendments  contribut- 
ed substantially  to  the  bill's  total  rec- 
ommended spending  level,  and  as  a 
result  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate 
exceeded  the  President's  request  by 
more  than  a  billion  dollars,  making  it 
an  obvious  candidate  for  a  veto. 

Our  chairman.  Senator  Hatfield, 
said  at  the  time  the  Senate  passed  the 
bill  that  he  would  attempt  to  secure 
reductions  in  conference  with  the 
House  so  as  to  insure  Presidential  ap- 


proval of  this  bill.  The  conference  was 
delayed  in  order  to  pursue  negotia- 
tions with  the  administration  and  our 
colleagues  in  the  House  and  identify 
reductions  that  were  not  only  desira- 
ble but  also  possible. 

The  additional  time  for  these  negoti- 
ations proved  to  be  quite  useful,  for  in 
our  conference  on  July  19  and  July  20. 
we  were  able  to  agree  on  substantial 
reductions  and  produce  a  bill  which  I 
believe  will  be  acceptable  to  the  Presi- 
dent. 

Let  me  briefly  summarize  some  of 
the  more  important  elements  of  this 
bill.  The  largest  single  item  in  this 
supplemental  as  passed  by  the  Senate 
was  $8.4  billion  for  the  International 
Monetary  Fund,  the  amount  requested 
by  the  President. 

As  the  Senate  knows,  Mr.  President, 
the  House  has  not  been  able  to  pass  an 
authorization  for  the  IMF  and  the 
matter  was  reported  in  true  disagree- 
ment from  the  conference.  Earlier 
today  the  House  insisted  on  its  posi- 
tion to  deny  additional  funding  for  the 
IMF  at  this  time.  If  the  Senate  insists 
on  its  position,  the  bill  would  return  to 
the  other  House.  If  we  recede,  we  can 
complete  action  on  the  supplemental 
and  clear  it  for  the  President. 

That,  Mr.  President,  is  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  leadership. 

There  is  considerable  urgency  in 
doing  this,  Mr.  President,  because  the 
food  stamp  program  needs  the  addi- 
tional $1.2  billion  in  this  bill  in  order 
to  avoid  a  reduction  in  benefits  on 
Monday,  August  1.  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture Block  and  OMB  Director 
Stockman  have  said  that  if  this  bill  is 
passed  by  tonight,  no  reduction  in 
food  stamp  benefits  will  occur.  Other- 
wise, some  209  million  food  stamp  re- 
cipients will  be  caught  short  come 
Monday. 

We  have  conferred  with  the  adminis- 
tration, and  that  is  a  fact.  There  is  no 
escaping  the  fact  that,  because  of  the 
situation,  this  bill  must  be  sent  to  the 
President  tonight. 

Additional  matters  of  interest  to 
Senators  include: 

Child  nutrition.  $118,000,000. 

Elderly  feeding.  $16,000,000. 

SBA/Business  loan  and  investment 
fund,  $152,000,000. 

Pershing  II  missiles,  $453,600,000. 

Abandoned  mine  reclamation, 
$52,000,000. 

Handicapped  education,  $47,900,000. 

Reconstruction  of  American  Embas- 
sy in  Lebanon,  $22,000,000. 

Black  Lung  Trust  Fund, 
$186,000,000. 

Social  security,  $1,300,000,000. 

Elementary  and  secondary  educa- 
tion, $40,000,000. 

West  front  restoration,  $49,000,000. 

Mr.  President,  the  House  receded  to 
the  Senate  amendment  relative  to 
Senators'  pay  and  the  limitation  on 
honoraria. 
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There  is  a  series  of  amendments  in 
disagreement,  and  there  are  other 
items  for  us  to  handle.  The  first 
matter  before  the  Senate  is  agreeing 
to  the  conference  report. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi, if  he  desires  to  make  a  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  has  been  very  thoroughly  gone 
over  and  put  together  in  the  hearings, 
the  markup  of  the  bill,  and  in  its  origi- 
nal presentation  here,  which  was  long 
and  elaborate.  It  was  debated,  and 
there  were  key  votes.  I  was  privileged 
to  attend  every  sitting  of  the  confer- 
ence of  the  House.  They  had  their 
best  teams  present,  and  they  are  good 
at  it.  This  matter  was  thoroughly 
weighed  and  considered.  It  is  the  end 
product.  The  bill  has  had  the  fullest 
consideration  and  is  generally  sound. 

I  think  the  leader  is  correct  in 
asking  for  the  adoption  of  the  confer- 
ence report. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  request  of  Sen- 
ator DoMENici.  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee, 
who  is  still  recuperating  from  his 
recent  surgery,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
.sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  his 
statement  concerning  the  conference 
agreement  on  the  fiscal  year  1983  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
support  the  conference  agreement  on 
H.R.  3069.  the  Supplemental  Appro- 
priations Act  for  fiscal  year  1983. 

I  want  to  commend  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee. 
Senator  Hatfield,  and  all  of  the  con- 
ferees for  bringing  us  a  bill  that  is 
close  to  the  levels  originally  reported 
to  the  Senate.  At  the  time  of  Senate 
passage  of  the  bill.  I  expressed  my 
hope  that  the  conference  agreement 
would  be  in  line  with  the  Senate-re- 
ported totals.  The  conferees  have  done 
just  that.  I  think  their  work  deserves 
the  support  of  the  Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  provides 
$7.1  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$4.7  billion  in  outlays  for  a  variety  of 
program  requirements,  including  $1.2 
billion  for  the  food  stamp  program 
which  will  shortly  run  out  of  money. 

H.R.  3069,  together  with  all  previous 
budget  actions  for  fiscal  year  1983. 
puts  budget  authority  $8.1  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $0.5  billion  in 
outlays  below  the  recently  adopted 
fiscal  year  1983  budget  resolution 
totals. 

With  regard  to  the  credit  budget, 
the  conference  report  provides  $0.9 
billion  in  new  direct  loan  obligations 
and  $5.1  billion  in  new  loan  guarantee 
commitments.  When  added  to  legisla- 
tion already  enacted,  these  amounts 
exceed  the  budget  resolution  nonbind- 
ing  assumptions  by  $0.2  billion  in  new 


direct  loan  obligations  and  $0.1  billion 
in  new  primary  loan  guarantee  com- 
mitments. 

The  conference  agreement  is  $6.8 
billion  in  budget  authority  and  $0.3 
billion  in  outlays  below  the  President's 
request. 

I  submit  for  printing  in  the  Record 
two  tables  showing  the  relationship  of 
the  conference  agreement  spending 
and  credit  totals  to  the  fiscal  year  1983 
budget  resolution. 

H  R  3069.  FISCAL  YEAR  1983  SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS  CONFERENCE  REPORT 
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Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  rise  to  inquire  of  the  manager  of  the 
bill,  my  good  friend  from  Alaska,  con- 
cerning the  deletion  of  an  amendment 
in  conference  that  had  been  rather 
vigorously  contested  here  on  the  floor. 
It  was  an  amendment  I  offered  provid- 
ing that  none  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated by  the  act  would  be  used  in  con- 
nection with  the  indemnification  of 
any  person  for  their  attorneys'  fees  or 
to  indemnify  them  for  their  taxes  in 
connection  with  the  lease  arrange- 
ments that  had  been  made  by  some  of 
the  arms  of  Government,  particularly 
the  Defense  Department. 

As  the  Senator  from  Alaska  will 
recall,  there  was  a  motion  to  table 
that  amendment,  which  was  defeated 
by  a  vote  of  50  to  49.  and  the  amend- 
ment was  then  accepted. 


It  concerns  me  much  that  that 
amendment  did  not  remain  in  the  con- 
ference committee  report,  and  I  am 
wondering  whether  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  will  be  good  enough  to  indicate, 
if  he  knows,  why  it  is  not  in  the  con- 
ference agreement. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  say 
to  my  good  friend  from  Ohio  that  the 
amendment  was  brought  up  in  the 
conference  committee,  and  the  Senate 
conferees  were  prepared  to  defend  the 
Senator's  amendment. 

The  House  informed  us  that  they 
now  have  a  rule  which  provides  that  if 
an  amendment  involves  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee and  did  not  originate  in  the  House, 
it  is  subject  to  a  point  of  order,  and 
that  the  point  of  order  would  be 
raised.  We  checked  that  with  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee,  and  they 
informed  us  that  they  would  raise  a 
point  of  order  to  this  language,  that  it 
was  not  something  we  could  avoid. 

Under  the  circumstances,  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  yielded  on  the 
amendment,  rather  than  have  the 
matter  subject  to  a  point  of  order  on 
the  floor. 

We  do  not  agree  with  that  rule,  I  say 
to  my  good  friend:  and  to  my  knowl- 
edge, we  have  not  had  the  situation 
ari.se  as  yet.  We  wish  to  discuss  it  with 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  and 
with  the  leadership  here,  to  determine 
what  to  do  about  that  procedure 
before  the  matter  is  left  to  the  House 
to  determine. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Is  it  clear, 
then,  for  the  Senator  from  Ohio  to 
assume  that  if  there  were  other 
amendments  that  would  be  subject  to 
a  point  of  order,  that  are  to  be  found 
subsequently  in  other  appropriations 
bills,  the  managers  of  the  appropria- 
tions bills  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
will  not  insist  upon  retaining  those 
measures? 

I  specifically  refer  to  one  that  is  now 
being  talked  about  concerning  an  Inte- 
rior appropriations  bill  and  another 
one  that  may  come  up  in  the  continu- 
ing resolution. 

I  understand  this  one  being  delet- 
ed—not with  enthusiasm,  but  with 
much  concern  on  my  part— but  I  am 
really  inquiring  as  to  whether  or  not 
similar  amendments  that  will  be  con- 
tained in  appropriations  bills  will  be 
deleted  before  they  go  to  conference, 
if  the  point  is  raised  by  Members  of 
this  body. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the 
concerns  of  the  Senator  were  ex- 
plored. The  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee has  reported  a  bill  on  leasing 
which  deals  with  this  subject.  The 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  has  in- 
sisted on  its  jurisdiction  under  the 
House  rules.  I  am  informed  that  if  a 
bill  comes  back  to  the  House  with  an 
amendment  that  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 


tee, involving  revenues  or  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service,  it  comes  within  the 
province  of  this  rule. 

I  cannot  answer  the  Senator  by 
saying  it  is  a  general  policy  that  the 
managers  would  pursue,  but  in  this  in- 
stance, the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee—and I  believe  he  conferred  with 
the  distinguished  ranking  minority 
member:  I  remember  being  there,  and 
the  question  arose— the  chairman  of 
the  committee  did  yield  under  those 
circumstances. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  thank  the 
manager  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  that  the  House  has  indicated 
that  they  have  conducted  hearings. 
They  are  acting  in  this  area.  They 
have  indicated  that  they  are  consider- 
ing legislation  on  the  subject. 

We  in  the  Finance  Committee  have 
conducted  hearings  on  the  subject. 
The  chairman  of  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee has  every  intention  to  act  on  the 
matter  and  deal  with  it  on  the  Senate 
floor. 

I  believe  the  Senator  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  support  legislation  to 
achieve  his  objective,  out  of  the  com- 
mittee that  has  proper  jurisdiction. 

It  can  be  argued  that,  from  the  Sen- 
ate's point  of  view,  this  is  revenue  leg- 
islation: and,  under  the  Constitution, 
revenue  legislation  must  originate  in 
the  House.  The  House  bill,  as  the  Sen- 
ator knows,  was  not  a  bill  to  raise  reve- 
nues. It  was  an  appropriations  bill. 
That  rule  in  the  House  really  has  the 
effect  of  upholding  the  Constitution 
in  that  respect,  even  though  it  is  not 
done  in  the  forthright  manner  of  de- 
fending the  Constitution,  because  the 
House  has  insisted  on  taking  the  point 
of  view  that  an  appropriation  is  a  reve- 
nue bill. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  I  say  to 
him  that  I  am  indeed  aware  of  the 
House  action.  I  have  consulted  with 
Mr.  Pickle,  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, and  I  hope  we  can  work  to- 
gether on  a  condition  which  I  consider 
to  be  a  rather  egregious  one. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  achieve  his 
objective. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  for  his  reas- 
surance 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
intend  to  take  a  few  minutes  of  the 
Senate's  time  talking  about  a  matter 
that  I  think  every  Senator  should  be 
aware  of  and  I  hope  that  the  distin- 
guished manager  of  this  bill  will  be 
able  to  respond  to  the  questions  that  I 
will     have    concerning    a    particular 


matter  in  the  bill  related  to  the  strate- 
gic petroleum  reserve. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  going  on 
here?  Any  Senator  interested  in  na- 
tional security  of  this  country  should 
be  aware  of  what  he  is  voting  for  in 
this  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
and  what  he  is  not  voting  for. 

I  thought  the  Senate  had  expressed 
full  support  for  the  strategic  petrole- 
um reserve  on  every  possible  occasion. 
I  thought  Congress  in  the  Energy 
Emergency  Preparedness  Act  of  1982 
had  set  300,000  barrels  per  day  as  a 
minimum  target  fill  rate  or  220,000  if 
the  President  found  the  lower  rate  es- 
sential to  the  national  interest. 

I  thought  the  Senate  version  of  this 
supplemental  appropriations  con- 
tained a  disapproval  of  the  largest  im- 
poundment in  history,  $800  million  in 
SPR  oil  purchases,  $800  million  im- 
pounded. I  thought  that  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives had  included  funding  for  the  con- 
struction of  oil  storage  facilities  at  the 
Big  Hill  Salt  Dome  in  Texas. 

In  spite  of  all  of  this,  in  spite  of  the 
disapproval  of  impoundment,  the  $370 
million  for  the  construction  of  new 
storage  facilities,  and  the  clear  congres- 
sional intent  in  the  Energy  Emergency 
Preparedness  Act  of  1982,  in  spite  of  all 
of  this,  the  conferees  dropped  the  Big 
Hill  funding  and  deleted  the  impound- 
ment disapproval. 

Further,  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee has  now  accepted  a  fill  rate  of 
145,000  barrels  per  day,  well  less  than 
the  300,000  target  and  less  than  the 
bare  minimum  of  220.000.  I  hope  that 
the  distinguished  floor  manager  can 
help  me  understand  what  is  going  on 
here. 

Let  me  try  to  explain  some  back- 
ground for  my  questions. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  face  of  broad 
sustained  and  deep  support  for  the 
SPR  for  military  and  economic  securi- 
ty, the  conferees,  as  I  have  said,  have 
dropped  the  provisions  in  the  bill  con- 
cerning the  SPR,  related  to  Big  Hill 
funding  and  impoundment. 

Mr.  President,  the  SPR  is  essential 
for  our  national  security.  It  is  also  the 
only  component  of  our  energy  security 
policy.  Our  national  security  policy 
must  consider  the  effect  of  our  mili- 
tary capabilities  if  world  oil  supplies 
are  disrupted.  Our  military  depends  on 
oil  to  power  ships,  planes,  and  tanks. 
Our  industrial  support  base  is  heavily 
dependent  on  oil  to  provide  a  logistical 
backup  required  to  mount  an  effective 
military  operation. 

The  fact  that  a  significant  portion  of 
the  world's  oil  supplies  is  produced 
and  must  be  transported  from  unsta- 
ble parts  of  the  world  means  that  the 
Defense  Department  must  take  at 
least  two  special  precautions. 

First,  the  Defense  Departmen*^^  must 
maintain  a  stockpile  of  petroleum 
products  and  must  rely  on  the  SPR  for 
crude  oil.  It  was  reported  this  week 


that  some  administration  officials  are 
considering  the  establishment  of  a  sep- 
arate military  reserve  because  of  con- 
cern that  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve may  be  insufficient  to  meet  the 
needs  of  both  the  military  and  private 
sector. 

Second,  the  Defense  Department 
must  take  extra  precautions  to  keep 
maritime  supply  lanes  open.  This  ad- 
ministration professes  to  take  the 
second  mission  very  seriously.  Indeed, 
part  of  the  justification  for  our  cur- 
rent military  involvement  in  Central 
America  is  based  on  the  importance  of 
Caribbean  sealanes  especially  regard- 
ing oil  supplies. 

Arguing  that  Central  America  and 
the  Caribbean  Basin  are  strategically 
important  to  the  United  States,  the 
administration  is  conducting  war 
games  with  troops  and  naval  forces  in 
the  area.  The  military  exercises  will 
involve  4,000  Army  and  Marine  sol- 
diers, two  aircraft  carrier  battle 
groups,  and  the  battleship  New  Jersey. 

An  interesting  component  of  the  ad- 
ministration's rationale  for  this  mili- 
tary action  is  the  volume  of  goods  that 
passes  through  the  South  Atlantic  in 
the  Caribbean  sealanes.  We  are  told 
that  nearly  half  of  all  goods  shipped 
into  the  United  States  from  abroad 
uses  these  lanes  and  that  includes  50 
percent  of  our  petroleum  and  75  per- 
cent of  our  nonfuel  minerals. 

So  that  is  one  picture,  a  willingness 
to  defend  those  sealanes  militarily. 

Shift  now.  if  you  can.  8,000  miles 
away,  to  the  long  festering  war  be- 
tween Iran  and  Iraq.  Iraq  this  week 
threatened  to  attack  Iranian  oil  fields 
and  installations  and  in  response  natu- 
rally Iran  threatened  to  block  the 
entire  Straits  of  Hormuz  where  the 
Persian  Gulf  meets  the  Indian  Ocean 
and  through  which  more  than  20  per- 
cent of  the  world's  oil  passes. 

This  week  also,  and  note  this,  the 
U.S.  State  Department  vowed  to  keep 
the  strait  open  using  force  if  neces- 
sary. The  Persian  Gulf  is  of  strategic 
importance  to  the  United  States  and 
the  industrialized  world  in  that  it  con- 
tains more  than  two-thirds  of  the 
world's  exportable  oil. 

The  aircraft  carrier  U.S.S.  Vincent 
was  dispatched  to  the  Indian  Ocean. 

So  the  importance  of  the  Central 
American  region  and  the  Persian  Gulf 
is  beyond  dispute.  Nor  is  the  need  to 
protect  our  shipping  lanes  at  issue. 

But  should  we  rely  solely  on  the  U.S. 
Navy  for  these  security  missions?  If  we 
are  willing  to  send  troops  and  naval 
forces  to  protect  our  interests  8,000 
miles  away  and  in  the  Caribbean 
should  we  not  be  able  to  take  other 
less  costly  steps  to  protect  these  same 
interests?  Of  course,  we  should. 

The  existence  of  a  large  oil  stockpile 
would  lessen  the  danger  of  the  grave 
economic   damage   that   would   result 
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from  the  interruption  of  oil  deliveries 
from  overseas. 

Despite  several  fits  and  starts  the 
United  States  is  now  on  the  road  to 
building  a  credible  strategic  oil  stock- 
pile in  the  salt  domes  located  in  Lou- 
isiana and  Texas. 
(Mr.  WILSON  assumed  the  chair.) 
Mr.  BRADLEY.  When  the  Reagan 
administration  arrived  in  Washington 
the  program  was  just  hitting  its  stride, 
the  reserve  was  being  filled  at  a  rapid 
rate. 

Despite  severely  restricted  budgets 
Congress  passed  a  law,  the  Emergency 
Preparedness  Act  of  1982,  requiring 
that  the  President  fill  the  strategic  pe- 
troleum reserve  at  no  less  than  220,000 
barrels  per  day  and  it  continued  to 
provide  more  than  the  funds  necessary 
to  meet  this  goal.  Why?  One  reason  is 
the  SPR  is  the  only  weapon,  the  only 
weapon,  the  Government  has  to 
counter  the  economic  damage  of  an  oil 
supply  disruption.  Sure,  there  are 
other  possible  alternatives.  Some  have 
argued  to  return  to  price  controls. 
Government  allocations  during  an  oil 
supply  disruption.  Some  have  suggest- 
ed rationing,  and  I  have  advocated  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  low-income 
people  and  emergency  block  grants  to 
Governors. 

But  this  administration  has  rejected 
all  of  these  as  unwarranted  interfer- 
ence in  the  market.  So  we  are  left  only 
with  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve, 
not  a  bad  alternative  if  it  is  filled  rap- 
idly. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  Con- 
gress has  provided  the  funds.  But  the 
administration  has  refused  to  spend 
the  funds  for  oil  and  facilities.  GAO 
has  concluded  that  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration has  impounded  $800  million 
for  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve.  In 
the  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
the  Senate  disapproved  this  impound- 
ment and  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  provide  $370  million  for  the 
construction  of  oil  storage  facilities  at 
the  Big  Hill  salt  dome  in  Texas. 

Despite  the  fact  that  both  Houses 
included  this  funding  the  administra- 
tion convinced  the  conferees  to  drop 
these  funds  from  the  conference 
report,  and  to  delete  the  disapproval 
of  the  impoundment. 

How  can  you  explain  this?  Look  at 
the  conference  report.  Amendment 
No.  Ill  deletes  on-budget  appropria- 
tions for  construction  of  phase  III  of 
the  strategic  petroleum  reserve,  that  is 
the  Senate.  Amendment  No.  112  de- 
letes disapproval  of  the  impoundment. 
Amendment  No.  113  deleted  off- 
budget  as  opposed  to  on-budget.  off- 
budget  appropriations  for  construction 
of  phase  III,  the  Salt  Dome.  Amend- 
ment No.  114  deletes  deferral  of  disap- 
proval of  the  $800  million  for  the  pur- 
chase of  oil. 

Now,  those  are  the  four  actions,  four 
simple  amendments.  But  the  report 
goes  on: 


The  managers  reaffirm  the  strong  com- 
mitment of  Congress,  as  expressed  in  Public 
Law  97-229.  to  an  average  daily  fill  rate  of 
220,000  barrels  per  day. 

And  get  this: 

At  the  insistence  of  the  administration, 
the  managers  reluctantly  have  recommend- 
ed no  funds  in  this  bill  for  the  further  con- 
struction of  the  Big  Hill.  Texas,  storage  site. 

Everybody  is  for  it  but  nobody  wants 
to  spend  any  money. 

The  managers  have  been  informed— 

The  report  goes  on— 
that  a  request  for  additional  construction  of 
these  facilities  will  be  presented  in  the  fiscal 
year  1985  budget  request  as  stated  in  the 
July  19.  1983  letter  from  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  This 
schedule  will  permit  fill  at  Big  Hill  to  begin 
in  the  third  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1987. 

And  underline  this— the  report  goes 
on: 

The  administration's  proposal  delays  the 
availability  of  additional  permanent  storage 
by  19  months  and  continued  fill  at  220.000 
barrels  per  day  as  required  by  law  will  ne- 
cessitate the  use  of  expensive  interim  stor- 
age in  fiscal  year  1985. 

This  is  very  interesting,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. Let  us  take  a  closer  look  at  that 
letter  from  Mr.  Stockman  on  July  19. 
It  states: 

The  administration  is  now  committed  to  a 
fill  rate  of  145,000  barrels  per  day. 

Even  though  the  Congress  mandated 
a  goal  of  300,000  and  no  less  than 
220,000  barrels. 

In  March  of  this  year  the  Senate 
Energy  Committee  in  the  persons  of 
Senator  Jackson,  Senator  McClure, 
Senator  Johnston,  Senator  Warner. 
and  I  introduced  Senate  Resolution  84. 
It  is  not  long.  Let  me  read  the  resolve 
part: 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  United  States  should  pro- 
vide the  resources  necessary  for  continuing 
the  rapid  buildup  of  the  Strategic  Petrole- 
um Reserve  in  fiscal  year  1984  so  as  to 
achieve  a  minimum  fill  rate  of  at  least 
220.000  barrels  per  day  consistent  with  the 
Energy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act  of 
1982. 

It  says  that: 

For  military  and  economic  reaisons  we 
should  fill  the  reserve  at  200.000  barrels  per 
day. 

Military  and  economic  reasons. 

But  now  the  conferees  say  145,000  is 
just  fine.  How  can  this  be?  Who 
agreed  to  this?  Did  any  of  the  original 
cosponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  84 
agree  to  this? 

Mr.  President,  you  perhaps  see  the 
source  of  the  confusion.  Has  the 
threat  of  an  oil  supply  disruption  di- 
minished? If  so  why  are  we  moving  the 
aircraft  carrier  Carl  Vinson  closer  to 
the  Persian  Gulf? 

The  administration  says  it  cannot 
fill  the  220,000  barrels  because  it  does 
not  have  sufficient  permanent  oil  stor- 
age capacity,  and  interim  capacity,  and 
interim  capacity  is  very  expensive. 

Well,  if  they  are  really  concerned 
about  the  lack  of  permanent  storage 


capacity  why  are  they  knocking  funds 
out  of  the  supplemental  for  the  Big 
Hill  permanent  storage  facility?  Mr. 
President,  this  does  not  make  any 
sense  at  all.  It  leads  one  to  doubt  the 
seriousness  of  the  administration  on 
this  issue. 

As  a  further  justification  for  the  re- 
duced fill  rate  and  the  delay  in  Big 
Hill  funding,  Mr.  Stockman  writes: 

The  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  is  just 
one  facet  of  our  energy  emergency 
preparedness.  As  part  of  our  continued 
effort  to  work  with  Congress  to  take  the 
necessary  steps  to  ensure  such  prepared- 
ness, we  plan  to  implement  certain  addition- 
al actions  which  are  outlined  in  the  letter  to 
you  from  Secretary  Hodel.  sent  under  sepa- 
rate cover. 

So  the  administration  has  other 
emergency  preparedness  steps  in  mind 
but  Mr.  Stockman  is  not  willing  to  put 
his  name  on  these  other  steps.  For 
these  we  have  to  go  to  yet  another 
letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to 
Senator  McClure.  Mr.  President, 
these  additional  actions  are  reportedly 
the  other  half  of  the  deal.  In  return 
for  congressional  acquiescence  or  I 
would  say  capitulation,  because  that  is 
what  it  is.  to  a  dramatically  reduced 
fill  rate,  and  a  delay  in  the  Big  Hill 
funding,  the  administration  is  pre- 
pared to  support  the  following  steps: 

First,  amendments  to  give  antitrust 
and  conflict-of-interest  immunity  to 
permit  the  use  of  the  executive  man- 
power reserves  in  an  oil  emergency. 

What  a  concession.  It  is  the  adminis- 
tration that  has  proposed  mobilizing 
the  oil  company  executives  to  become 
Government  employees  to  implement 
the  Governments  response  to  an  oil 
storage  shortage.  That  is  the  first  big 
concession  that  we  gave  up.  the  pur- 
chase of  oil  and  the  construction  of 
new  facilities. 

What  are  the  others?  Legislative  ex- 
tension lEA,  antitrust  defense.  That  is 
no  concession,  that  is  what  they  have 
been  asking  for  3  or  4  years. 

Third,  legislation  to  correct  short- 
falls in  existing  emergency  prepared- 
ness legislation.  Mr.  President,  this 
concession  is  so  ambiguous  we  cannot 
determine  what,  if  anything,  is  conced- 
ed. 

Fourth.  Federal  preemption  of  State 
and  local  laws  on  price  and  allocation 
controls.  This  concession  calls  for  'ap- 
propriate legal  resolution. "  so  it  may 
not  even  necessarily  imply  that  legisla- 
tion is  involved.  While  this  is  no  con- 
cession, given  the  administration's  free 
market  philosophy,  it  is  a  concession 
with  regard  to  their  position  on  States 
rights. 

Fifth  big  concession,  intra-  and 
inter-agency  changes  to  improve  the 
emergency  preparedness  procedures. 
That  is  very  reassuring,  very  reassur- 
ing. 

Sixth,  administrative  changes  in 
how  SPR  oil  is  to  be  distributed  and 
used  in  a  drawdown.  This  is  not  any 


concession  at  all.  It  only  concedes  that 
"an  analysis  already  underway  will 
continue  with  a  view  to  developments 
of  measures  necessary  to  insure  "  and 
so  on  and  so  forth. 

So,  let  us  clearly  look  at  what  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  has 
gotten  in  exchange  for  essentially  gut- 
ting the  strategic  petroleum  reserve. 

Well,  let  me  add  that  all  that  the  ad- 
ministration has  pledged  to  do  with  re- 
spect to  emergency  preparedness  legis- 
lation is  to  "enter  into  a  prompt  and 
meaningful  dialog  *  *  *  with  a  view  to 
developing  acceptable  legislation 
which  appropriately  deals  with  these 
issues." 

Mr.  President,  I  can  only  conclude 
that  the  Congress  has  been  taken.  In 
return  for  slowing  the  SPR  fill  rate 
contrary  to  the  law  we  passed  only  last 
summer  and  delaying  permanent  stor- 
age, we  get  the  executive  manpower 
reserves.  Oil  company  executives  to 
the  rescue.  This  is  emergency  pre- 
paredness? 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  in  all  seri- 
ousness that  our  only  weapon  to 
combat  an  oil  supply  disruption  is  not 
the  strategic  petroleum  reserve.  No  ra- 
tioning, no  controls,  no  allocations,  no 
block  grants,  no  money  to  poor  people. 
The  only  tools  we  have  to  combat  the 
damage  that  would  flow  from  an  oil 
supply  disruption  are  the  stockpiles  of 
oil  that  we  have  in  Louisiana  in  salt 
domes  that  we  can  draw  out  to  keep 
this  economy  moving.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  President,  oil  prices  will  never  be 
lower— never.  Now  is  the  time  to  fill 
the  reserve  at  as  rapid  a  rate  as  feasi- 
ble. 

Should  we  buy  oil  cheap  now  in  big 
quantities  and  put  it  into  a  salt  dome 
as  a  hedge  against  the  day  when  the 
war  in  the  Middle  East  blows  up  again, 
or  should  we  defer  purchases  and  buy 
oil  after  the  disruption  when  the  price 
goes  through  the  roof  again?  The 
answer,  to  me,  is  self-evident— buy 
now,  not  later. 

Mr.  President,  the  turmoil  and  the 
threat  of  turmoil  in  the  Middle  East 
makes  further  delay  of  these  pur- 
chases irresponsible.  If  Iran  makes 
good  on  its  recent  threat  to  block  the 
Straits  of  Hormuz  tomorrow,  we  will 
wish  that  we  had  filled  the  reserve 
today.  I  must  say  that  we  delay  at  our 
peril,  yet  we  proceed  pellmell  into 
placing  and  playing  war  games  with 
combat  troops  in  Central  America  to 
protect  our  sealanes,  our  oil  sealanes. 
Clearly  that  must  mean  we  are  con- 
cerned about  an  oil  supply  disruption. 
Yet  we  are  not  concerned  enough  to 
stockpile  so  that  disruptions  will  be 
bearable. 

Mr.  President,  it  does  not  make 
sense.  It  raises  the  question  of  the  se- 
riousness of  the  administrations  pur- 
poses. It  raises  the  question  of  how- 
well  thought  out  our  whole  national 
security  apparatus  is  with  regard  to 
energy  security. 


Mr.  President,  with  this  background, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
floor  manager  of  the  bill  why  the  con- 
ferees, given  the  chaos  in  the  Middle 
East,  the  possibility  that  war  tomor- 
row will  knock  out  the  oil-producing 
capacity  of  Saudi  Arabia  or  Iraq  or 
Iran  for  6  months  or  a  year:  and  why. 
given  the  willingness  to  protect  our 
sealanes  in  the  Caribbean  through 
which  all  this  oil  passes,  why  did  the 
conferees  delete  the  disapproval  of  the 
impoundment,  thereby  preventing  us 
from  using  $800  million  before  Sep- 
tember 30  to  buy  oil  that  is  now  cheap 
and  putting  it  in  stockpiles?  Why  did 
the  conferees  delete  that  disapproval 
and  why  did  the  conferees  delay  the 
funding  for  the  Big  Hill  construction 
permanent  storage  sites? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  respond  to  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  The  Senator  has  a 
great  concern  about  this  issue.  The 
Senate  should  be  advised  there  was  no 
budget  request  for  the  funding  on- 
budget  of  the  $370  million  that  the 
House  included  off-budget.  But  the 
House  provision  putting  the  money 
off-budget  was  actually  a  change  in 
the  current  law  because  the  current 
law  provides  that  oil  acquisition  and 
transportation  be  off-budget.  Plan- 
ning, construction  of  storage  facilities, 
and  administration  are  all  on-budget 
under  the  current  law. 

So  in  order  to  comply  with  the  cur- 
rent law,  it  was  necessary  to  put  the 
items  on-budget.  But  if  they  were  put 
on-budget.  they  would  have  raised  this 
bill  even  further,  as  the  Senate  did.  to 
the  point  where  it  was  going  to  be 
vetoed. 

In  the  conference,  SPR  was  the  last 
issue  to  be  decided  and  the  distin- 
guished Congressman  from  Illinois. 
Mr.  Yates,  when  he  was  unable  to 
obtain  the  concessions  that  he  sought, 
did  agree  to  recede  from  the  House  po- 
sition. The  effect  of  the  actions  of  the 
House  and  Senate  receding  was.  as  the 
Senator  has  stated,  the  supplemental 
no  longer  contained  any  provision  for 
the  construction  of  the  phase  III  of 
the  storage  facility  at  Big  Hill.  That 
position  has  been  sustained  by  the 
House  now  in  its  passage  of  the  con- 
ference report  on  this  supplemental 
appropriations  bill. 

The  issues  of  the  facility  construc- 
tion and  the  fill  rate  are,  of  course, 
interrelated.  The  earlier  plan  had 
been  to  begin  Big  Hill  construction  in 
fiscal  1984  and  to  complete  it  in  1986 
and  begin  filling  it  in  1987.  This  facili- 
ty is  to  provide  the  last  140  million 
barrel  increment  of  the  750  million 
barrel  strategic  petroleum  reserve. 

Rather  than  complete  SPR  in  fiscal 
year  1989  as  planned,  the  administra- 
tion believes  that,  due  to  the  costs  of 
borrowing,  it  is  less  expensive  to  fill  at 
a  slower  rate  and  delay  the  completion 


by  about  18  months.  The  action  of  the 
supplemental  is  consistent  with  the  re- 
quest of  the  administration,  and  the 
Senate  1984  Interior  bill  does  provide 
for  a  fill  rate  of  145,000  barrels  per 
day.  The  House  bill  carries  a  fill  rate 
of  220,000  barrels  per  day.  That  bill,  as 
the  Senator  knows,  will  be  before  the 
Senate  sometime  next  week,  we  hope. 
The  change  of  direction  that  was 
agreed  to  by  the  committee,  obviously, 
the  change  recommended  by  the  ad- 
ministration does  not  mean  that  we 
are  not  committed  to  SPR.  On  the 
contrary,  we  are  filling  right  now  at 
the  rate  of  220.000  barrels  per  day. 
The  full  750  million  barrels  of  the 
SPR  by  1991  is  still  the  commitment. 
The  budget  request  for  the  Big  Hill 
construction  in  the  1985  budget  will  be 
presented  to  the  Senate  in  January; 
and  we  do  envision  still  a  completion 
of  Big  Hill  by  1987. 

I  want  the  Senator  to  know  that  we 
do  appreciate  his  concern.  We  think 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  since 
the  bill  is  coming  up  next  week,  the 
Senator  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
express  himself  once  again  on  the 
issue  then  because  the  same  issue 
exists  in  the  Interior  bill  for  1984. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  friend. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Does  that  mean  the 
Senator  is  supportive  of  the  Interior 
appropriations  bill  of  220.000  barrels 
per  day  fill  rate? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  This  Senator  has  not 
made  up  his  mind  yet  on  that.  I  do  not 
think  the  Senate  has.  either.  I  under- 
stand there  has  been  a  savings  of  some 
$800  million  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
fill  rate,  while  at  the  rate  set  by  the 
Congress,  has  been  achieved  at  a  lesser 
cost.  The  $800  million  that  the  Sena- 
tor refers  to  is  savings  while  filling  at 
the  rate  that  was  mandated  by  the 
Congress. 

I  have  not  yet  decided,  personally, 
and  I  do  not  think  the  Appropriations 
Committee  has  had  the  opportunity  to 
face  that  question. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Since  the  Senator 
referred  to  1982.  the  Congress  is  on 
record  with  a  minimum  fill  rate  of 
220.000  and  a  preferred  fill  rate  of 
320.000.  There  is  no  mention  of 
185.000  barrels  per  day.  Let  us  not 
have  the  Senator  mistake  what  hap- 
pened in  conference,  with  all  of  this 
on-budget  or  off-budget  discussion. 
What  happened  was  the  Senate  decid- 
ed that,  yes,  we  should  increase  fund- 
ing so  we  could  build  a  bigger  perma- 
nent reserve,  and  we  will  put  that  $370 
million  on-budget.  The  House  said  yes, 
we  should  increase  our  permanent 
storage  capacity,  and  they  put  that 
$370  million  off-budget.  Both  went  to 
conference  and  under  the  pressure  of 
this    administration    both    agreed    to 
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drop  it,  thereby  running  contrary  to 
the  clear  intent  of  both  Houses. 

Likewise,  both  Houses  disapproved 
the  impoundment,  the  $800  million 
saving  that  the  Senator  is  talking 
about.  Yes.  it  is  an  $800  million  saving. 
That  means  that  oil  is  not  being  pur- 
chased and  put  into  the  stockpile. 
That  means  we  are  more  vulnerable 
tomorrow  and  the  next  day  than  we 
would  have  been  had  we  spent  the 
$800  million. 

I  would  argue  that  the  Senator's  ex- 
planation, while  I  understand  it.  is  not 
acceptable. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Appropriations  Committee  felt  con- 
strained to  move  because  of  the  urgen- 
cy of  their  food  stamp  question  and 
they  knew  that  this  would  be  a  con- 
tentious issue  in  both  Houses  unless 
there  was  a  basis  for  the  agreement. 
The  basis  for  the  agreement  was  that 
Congress  could  settle  that  matter  in 
the  Interior  appropriation  bills  for 
1984.  The  moneys  we  are  talking  about 
in  this  bill  would  have  been  carryover 
moneys  from  1983  to  1984  anyway. 
They  are  not  by  definition  moneys 
that  are  truly  supplemental  moneys  to 
be  spent  in  1983.  Everyone  agreed 
these  funds  could  not  be  spent  in  1983. 
So  we  have  left  the  issue  to  the  1984 
appropriations  bill.  I  urge  the  Senator 
to  allow  the  Senate  to  adopt  the  same 
solution  for  this  rather  contentious 
problem  because  of  the  time  frame  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  just  say  that  these  moneys  could 
be  spent  but  there  was  no  permanent 
storage  facility  and  no  attempt  made 
to  find  interim  storage  facilities.  The 
one  thing  that  the  Senator  and  I  agree 
on  is  that  the  Senate  will  have  a 
chance  to  revisit  this  issue  next  week 
in  the  Interior  appropriations  bill.  At 
that  time  we  will  clearly  be  able  to  test 
whether  the  Senate  intends  to  fulfill 
the  contmiitment  that  was  made  in 
1982.  whether  we  are  going  to  contin- 
ue to  fill  this  reserve  and  enlarge  it.  or 
whether  we  are  going  to  leave  our- 
selves even  more  vulnerable,  even  at 
the  time  we  are  running  war  games  to 
protect  oil  reserves  in  the  Caribbean 
and  the  situation  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
continues  to  deteriorate.  That  will  be 
the  choice  to  make  next  week.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  time  and  I  hope 
for  his  support  when  the  Interior  ap- 
propriations bill  is  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  go  on  record 
as  opposing  a  provision  in  the  fiscal 
year  1983  supplemental  appropriations 
bill  as  reported  by  the  conferees.  That 
provision  temporarily  bans  truck  traf- 
fic on  Route  209  in  Pennsylvania  and 
by  so  doing  creates  potentially  serious 
safety  and  environmental  problems  for 
New  Jersey  and  New  York. 

The  House-passed  version  of  the 
supplemental  appropriations  bill 
would  have  permanently  banned  most 
commercial  traffic  on  Route  209.  The 


Senators  from  New  Jersey  and  New 
York  objected  to  the  ban  and  took  the 
matter  to  a  vote  of  the  full  Senate.  We 
explained  to  our  colleagues  that  pro- 
hibiting trucks  from  using  Route  209 
would  have  a  major  regional  impact 
because  those  vehicles  would  have  to 
use  other  roads  in  New  Jersey  and 
New  York.  We  pointed  out  that  there 
has  been  no  study  of  how  this  diver- 
sion would  affect  neighboring  States. 
In  fact,  no  one  has  even  identified  the 
alternative  routes,  let  alone  considered 
the  impact  that  increased  commercial 
traffic  will  have  on  the  safety  and 
well-being  of  the  communities  through 
which  it  passes.  And  we  argued  that 
the  transportation  problems  the  ban 
sought  to  address  are  regional  prob- 
lems that  require  a  regional  solution. 

These  arguments  persuaded  60  Sena- 
tors to  vote  with  us  to  strike  the  entire 
House-passed  provision.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  overwhelming  vote  for  the 
Bradley-Lautenberg  amendment,  the 
conferees  unfortunately  adopted  a 
modified  version  of  the  original  ban. 
The  conference  agreement  provides 
for  the  prohibition  to  take  effect  im- 
mediately and  to  continue  until  De- 
cember 31,  1983.  In  the  interim,  a  com- 
mission will  be  set  up  to  study  the 
impact  of  the  truck  ban  on  the  entire 
region  and  to  recommend  a  permanent 
solution  to  Congress  within  90  days  of 
enactment. 

Even  though  the  ban  is  only  tempo- 
rary and  even  though  the  legislation 
provides  a  mechanism  for  dealing  with 
the  problem  on  a  regional  basis,  and 
even  though  the  fee  provided  in  the 
legislation  applies  only  to  trucks  oper- 
ating in  the  recreation  area.  I  oppose 
the  conference  position.  We  need  to 
get  the  States  and  the  appropriate 
Federal  agencies  to  work  out  an  ac- 
ceptable solution  before  any  ban  takes 
effect,  not  after  the  fact.  1  hope  the 
commission  will  see  the  ban's  unfair- 
ness and  recommend  that  it  be  perma- 
nently lifted. 

The  only  positive  aspects  of  the  con- 
ference agreement  are  that  it  explicit- 
ly provides  that  the  legislation  will  not 
prejudice  litigation  on  this  issue  that 
is  currently  pending  between  the  State 
of  New  Jersey  and  the  U.S.  Park  Serv- 
ice and  that  it  cannot  be  construed  as 
legislative  approval  of  a  permanent 
ban. 

AUTHORIZATION  PROCESS  MUST  BE  PROTECTED 

Mr.  PERCY.  During  the  House- 
Senate  conference,  the  conferees 
agreed  to  waive  the  need  for  authori- 
zation of  fiscal  year  1983  foreign  aid 
funds  after  September  15.  On  the 
House  floor,  the  waiver  was  postponed 
until  September  30. 

I  understand  the  reasons  behind  the 
position  taken  by  the  conferees,  but  I 
disagree  with  their  fundamental  as- 
sessment. Specifically,  I  believe  that 
the  foreign  aid  authorization  legisla- 
tion can  be  enacted  by  the  end  of  this 
fiscal    year.    I    am    hopeful    that    the 


Senate  will  take  up  this  bill  in  the 
near  future.  I  know  I  speak  for  Sena- 
tor Pell  when  I  say  we  will  both  do  ev- 
erything we  can  to  enact  this  bill  prior 
to  September  30. 

I  note  that  during  House  consider- 
ation of  this  provision,  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
Clarence  Long  agreed  that  this  Sep- 
tember 30  deadline  would  probably  be 
extended  in  the  continuing  resolution 
if  progress  is  being  made  on  the  au- 
thorizing legi-slation.  I  take  assurance 
from  this  and  hope  that  the  chairman 
of  the  Senate  subcommittee  can  make 
a  similar  pledge.  I  also  note  that  if 
necessary  I  will  offer  such  an  amend- 
ment to  the  continuing  resolution  ex- 
tending this  deadline. 

Mr.  KASTEN.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  assure  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  that  the  confer- 
ees had  a  thorough,  and  I  believe 
thoughtful,  discussion  of  this  issue, 
and  I  believe  I  represented  his  view- 
point in  the  conference.  The  conferees 
did  not  make  this  recommendation 
lightly,  as  we  do  believe  that  the 
proper  process  was  for  authorizations 
to  come  first  and  then  appropriations. 
While  this  fact  is  not  a  defense,  I 
know  the  chairman  realizes  that  a 
great  deal  in  this  supplemental  is  not 
authorized,  and,  in  fact,  the  supple- 
mental contains  a  great  deal  of  au- 
thorization legislation.  This  is  not  the 
proper  process  and  procedure,  but 
time  once  again  has  forced  us  to  go 
this  route. 

There  were  three  new  elements 
which  confronted  the  conferees  which 
did  not  exist  when  the  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and 
I  had  a  discussion  of  this  matter  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  First  was  the 
explicit  request  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  that  we  provide  a  waiver  of  the 
authorization.  We  did  not  do  what  he 
suggested  by  either  providing  a  flat 
waiver  or  a  waiver  with  August  15  as  a 
deadline,  but  instead  we  used  the 
Percy  formula  developed  in  connection 
with  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative 
last  year  so  that  the  funds  which  are 
not  authorized  cannot  be  spent  with- 
out authorization  or  until  September 
15,  whichever  comes  first. 

On  the  floor  of  the  House  during 
consideration  of  the  conference 
report.  Chairman  Zablocki  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  rec- 
ommended that  the  date  be  changed 
to  September  30  in  order  to  give  the 
authorization  process  more  time.  I 
have  no  problem  with  that,  and,  in 
fact,  endorse  it  as  a  further  indication 
of  my  own  desire  that  the  proper  proc- 
ess be  given  every  opportunity  to 
work. 

Second,  the  House  conferees  told  us 
it  was  their  very  firm  opinion  that 
there  was  no  chance  for  authorization 
on  the  House  side. 


Third,  while  I  presented  your  views 
that  authorization  was  possible  in  the 
Senate,  and  I  believe  it  is,  the  timing 
of  that  has  slipped  from  July  to  Sep- 
tember, further  complicating  matters. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  that  we  have 
to  continue  this  type  of  process.  I  am 
not  for  it,  and  I  want  to  assure  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  that  I  will  do  what  I  can  to 
secure  consideration  and  passage  of 
authorization  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  suggestion  that 
the  deadline  be  extended  if  the  au- 
thorization process  is  near  completion 
is  a  reasonable  one,  and  if  when  the 
time  comes  it  is  practical,  I  would  cer- 
tainly have  no  problem  with  such  an 
extension. 

JORDAN 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  I  note 
that  the  statement  of  managers  of  the 
joint  conference  on  H.R.  3069,  the  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill,  contains 
a  statement  under  the  section  on  for- 
eign military  sales  credits  that  "no 
funds  provided  in  this  chapter  shall  be 
available  to  Jordan.  "  I  am  concerned 
that  Jordan  is  being  singled  out  for 
special  critical  treatment.  Would  you 
explain  to  me  the  origin  of  this  refer- 
ence to  Jordan? 

Mr.  KASTEN.  I  am  delighted  to  do 
so.  There  has  been  some  confusion 
with  respect  to  this  issue. 

In  the  legislative  history  of  H.R. 
3069,  the  House  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee identified  specific  countries  to 
receive  FMS  credits  from  authority 
made  available  under  H.R.  3069. 
Jordan  was  not  one  of  those  countries. 

The  legislative  history  of  the  Senate 
amendment  made  it  clear  that  our 
levels  of  FMS  authority  included  $15 
million  for  Jordan,  thus  bringing  Jor- 
dan's FMS  level  for  fiscal  year  1983  up 
to  $55  million,  its  fiscal  year  1982  FMS 
level.  At  conference  we  split  the  total 
difference  on  FMS  credits,  but  we  de- 
cided not  to  earmark  country  levels 
either  in  the  bill  or  in  the  statement 
of  managers. 

At  the  first  of  three  meetings  of  the 
conferees,  however,  the  difference  on 
Jordan,  Somalia,  and  other  countries, 
was  noted,  and  originally  the  confer- 
ees intended  to  indicate  amounts  for 
each  of  the  countries  involved.  At  the 
last  meeting  it  was  decided  that  we 
would  not  earmark  countries,  except 
for  those  which  had  been  initially 
agreed  upon— Jordan,  Somalia.  El  Sal- 
vador, and  Lebanon,  with  some  limita- 
tion on  the  types  of  programs  for 
Zaire  and  Guatemala.  We  had  a  very 
good  conference  agreement,  and  we 
did  not  wish  to  jeopardize  it  by  return- 
ing to  a  subcommittee  conference 
where  our  entire  agreement  could  be 
unraveled.  For  that  reason,  there  was 
no  objection  to  the  suggestion  that 
some  limitation  on  Jordan  be  placed  in 
the  statement  of  managers. 

We  took  this  approach  to  save  a  very 
favorable  compromise  for  the  Senate. 


I  want  to  stress  that  this  was  a  limited 
act  in  a  supplemental  appropriations 
bill  in  which  we  cut  deeply  into  the  ad- 
ministration's request. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  I  appreciate  this  ex- 
planation. There  has  been  some  con- 
cern expressed  as  well  with  respect 
both  to  funds  for  Jordan  in  the  con- 
tinuing resolution  and  the  use  of  eco- 
nomic support  funds  to  repay  Jordan 
for  funds  previously  programed  for 
that  country  which  were  diverted  to 
Lebanon  to  meet  emergency  needs. 

Mr.  KASTEN.  Let  me  respond  to 
those  questions: 

First,  we  knew  then,  and  we  know 
now,  that  this  language  applies  only  to 
the  supplemental  appropriations  bill, 
not  to  the  continuing  resolution. 

Second,  the  prohibition  clearly  does 
not  apply  to  the  ESF  funds  appropri- 
ated for  Lebanon,  which  can  be  repaid 
to  Jordan,  as  this  was  not  at  issue  in 
conference. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Am  I  to  understand 
then  that  the  administration  can  use 
the  FMS  credits  provided  in  the  con- 
tinuing resolution  to  provide  an  addi- 
tional $15  million  in  FMS  credits  for 
Jordan? 

Mr.  KASTEN.  Yes.  If  it  can  find  the 
funds,  the  administration  can  repro- 
gram  from  the  authority  contained  in 
the  continuing  resolution.  Of  course, 
they  would  have  to  notify  us  of  the  re- 
programing,  as  they  had  previously 
notified  us  that  they  would  allocate 
only  $40  million  in  FMS  credits  for 
Jordan  under  the  continuing  resolu- 
tion. 

CHAPTER  V— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  agree- 
ment, as  it  relates  to  chapter  V.  for- 
eign assistance,  was  the  result  of  3  2- 
hour  sessions  with  the  House  confer- 
ees, and  the  result,  while  not  one  that 
either  side  is  totally  happy  with,  is  a 
reasonable  compromise,  and  one  I  can 
nonetheless  recommend  that  the 
Senate  support. 

While  the  House  insisted  that  our 
funding  levels  be  reduced  for  the  eco- 
nomic support  fund,  the  military  as- 
sistance program,  and  the  foreign  mili- 
tary sales  program,  the  lower  figures 
come  unencumbered  by  earmarks, 
thus  giving  the  administration  flexibil- 
ity in  allocating  the  programs.  The 
conferees  did  make  specific  recommen- 
dations for  earmarkings  with  respect 
to  Lebanon,  El  Salvador,  Jordan,  and 
Somalia,  but  otherwise  the  administra- 
tion is  free  to  make  allocations  within 
the  constraints  of  existing  law. 

The  Senate  receded  to  the  House  po- 
sition on  the  International  Develop- 
ment Association,  the  soft  loan 
window  of  the  World  Bank.  The  House 
receded  to  the  Senate  position  on  an 
additional  $16  million  for  IFAD,  and 
on  an  additional  $5  million  in  develop- 
ment assistance  for  Belize.  However, 
overall  the  conference  agreement  is 
still   well   below   the   administration's 


budget     requests,     and     within     the 
budget  resolution. 

Some  additional  aspects  of  the  con- 
ference agreement  which  need  com- 
ment are  as  follo\ys: 

The    House    accepted    the    Senate 
deobligation/reobligation       authority 
language  with  a  technical  change  al- 
lowing the  authority  to  be  used  for 
possible  help  in  South  America  in  re- 
sponse to  the  ongoing  weather  disas- 
ter. The  deobligation/reobligation  au- 
thority in  the  bill  allows  for  congres- 
sional   oversight    of   deobligated    and 
reobligated  funds  by  applying  a  15  day 
notification  requirement.  Notification 
is  required  whenever  the  deobligation/ 
reobligation  authority  of  this  section 
is  used  to  make  available  funds  which 
would  otherwise  not  be  available  for 
reobligation    because    the    period    of 
their  availability   had  lapsed.  Where 
funds  are  deobligated  for  return  to  the 
treasury  and  not  made  available  for 
reobligation,    no    notification    is    re- 
quired.  Reobligation  of   funds  under 
this  act  in  fiscal  year  1983  may  take 
place  within  a  year  from  when  they 
were  recorded  by  AID,  as  deobligated. 
The  conference  accepted  the  House 
suggestion  for  additional  funds  for  Af- 
rican refugee  programs  and  the  anti- 
piracy  program  in  the  Gulf  of  Thai- 
land. However,  in  doing  so,  the  confer- 
ees accepted  my  suggestion  that  we 
transfer  the  funds  in  the  current  fiscal 
year  so  that  we  could  take  advantage 
of  funds  which  would  have  lapsed  in- 
stead of  reappropriating  lapsed  funds 
in  fiscal  year  1984  which  the  House 
had  suggested  and  which  would  have 
been  scored  against  us  in  fiscal  year 
1984.  It  is  clear  that  the  intention  of 
the  conferees  with  respect  to  the  anti- 
piracy  program  was  that  these  funds 
are  to  be  used  to  support  the  existing 
multilateral    effort.    While    we    have 
transferred  the  funds  to  the  economic 
support  fund,  the  conferees  leave  it  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  decide  which 
office    in    the    Department    of   State 
should    properly    have    management 
and  policy  control. 

Mr.  President,  the  House  has  insist- 
ed on  its  position  that  we  provide  no 
funding  for  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund.  The  Senate  could  now 
insist  on  its  position  and  send  this 
entire  conference  report  back  to  the 
House  for  further  consideration.  But 
the  leadership  has  determined  that  be- 
cause of  other  very  important  matters, 
together  with  the  lack  of  time  and  the 
House  insistence  that  the  IMF  be  au- 
thorized first,  that  we  will  not  press 
our  position  at  this  time.  We  can 
expect  that  this  matter  will  be  consid- 
ered again  at  a  later  date. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  ex- 
press my  appreciation  for  the  continu- 
ing cooperation  by  Senator  Inouye, 
the  ranking  member  of  the  Foreign 
Operations  Appropriations  Subcom- 
mittee, and  also  my  appreciation  to 
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the  chairman  of  the  committee.  Sena- 
tor Hatfield,  who  was  his  normal 
helpful  self  in  this  process. 

REHABILITATION.  RESEARCH,  AND  TRAINING 

CENTERS 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  call  my  colleagues  attention  to 
a  particularly  significant  item  within 
the  bill— amendment  No.  144  to  H.R. 
3069— under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Labor,  Health,  and 
Human  Services,  and  Education  and 
Related  Agencies.  I  want  to  emphasize 
the  need  for  a  research  and  training 
center  focusing  on  pediatric  rehabilita- 
tion needs  and  reiterate  the  directive 
in  the  statement  of  the  managers  ac- 
companying the  conference  report 
that  this  center  be  located  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Connecticut.  Furthermore, 
the  bill  addresses  the  unique  rehabili- 
tation needs  of  the  Pacific  Basin  and 
establishes  a  research  and  training 
center  in  this  area:  the  conferees  di- 
rected that  this  center  be  located  at 
the  University  of  Hawaii. 

The  need  for  the  establishment  of 
these  two  centers  is  reflected  not  only 
by  this  supplemental  appropriations 
bill,  but  is  also  clearly  addressed  in  the 
provisions  of  S.  1340,  the  Rehabilita- 
tion Amendments  of  1983.  S.  1340, 
passed  by  the  Senate  on  July  26,  spe- 
cifically authorizes  a  pediatric  and  a 
Pacific  Basin  research  and  training 
center.  The  committee  report  for  S. 
1340  likewise  directs  that  the  pediatric 
rehabilitation  center  be  located  at  the 
University  of  Connecticut  and  that  the 
Pacific  Basin  center  be  located  at  the 
University  of  Hawaii. 

By  affirming  the  need  for  these  two 
centers  in  two  separate  bills,  and  speci- 
fying their  location  in  both  reports,  we 
have  clearly  indicated  our  intent  re- 
garding the  establishment  of  pediatric 
and  Pacific  Basin  research  and  train- 
ing centers.  Following  enactment  of 
this  supplemental,  the  administration 
should  act  expeditiously  to  establish 
these  two  vitally  needed  research  and 
training  centers  at  the  two  locations 
directed  by  Congress. 

MOANA  GEOTHERMAL  HEATING  PROJECT 

Mr.  LAXALT.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  and  the  con- 
ference committee  yield  for  a  question 
or  two? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  would  be  happy 
to  yield  to  my  good  friend,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  LAXALT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  House 
and  Senate  conferees  on  H.R.  3069 
agreed  to  the  Senate  position  that  the 
geothermal  heating  project  in  the 
Moana  area  of  Reno  should  be  expedi- 
tiously completed.  To  accomplish  that 
objective,  the  statement  of  managers 
references  the  language  of  the  Senate 
report  directing  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  to  make  $475,000  in  fiscal  year 
1983  funds  available  for  the  project. 


I  understand  that  the  funds  are  to 
be  used  to  complete  construction  of  a 
pipeline  network  between  the  project's 
two  successful  geothermal  wells,  to 
finish  retrofit  work  at  the  Salem  Plaza 
Condominiums,  to  obtain  commit- 
ments for  the  sale  of  excess  heat,  and 
to  prepare  engineering  estimates  of 
the  capital  costs  of  such  heat  sales. 
Does  the  Senator  share  this  under- 
standing? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Yes.  I  concur  with 
the  Senator's  statement. 

Mr.  LAXALT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
As  he  knows,  I  am  anxious  to  assist 
the  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  in  developing  a  completion 
plan  which  will  be  acceptable  to  them 
and  to  the  projects  private  sponsors.  I 
have  been  favorably  impressed  by  t  he- 
quality  of  leadership  within  the 
Energy  Department,  and  look  forward 
to  continuing  to  work  with  Mr.  Joseph 
Tribble  and  Dr.  Robert  San  Martin  to 
resolve  this  issue.  I  am  sure  it  will  be 
possible  to  reach  an  understanding 
with  these  highly  skilled  and  reasona- 
ble individuals. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  know  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  has  worked  hard  to  keep 
the  Reno  geothermal  project  going, 
and  I  share  his  view  that  a  completion 
plan  can  be  developed  that  is  accepta- 
ble to  all  parties.  It  should  be  easier  to 
work  out  such  a  plan  now  that  both 
Houses  of  Congress  have  agreed  that 
continued  funding  of  the  project  is  a 
priority  item. 

Mr.  LAXALT.  I  appreciate  the  Sena- 
tors  kind  words,  and  I  thank  him  for 
yielding  to  me. 

THE  SANTEE-COOPER  EARTHQUAKE  PROTECTION 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  express  my  deep  appreciation 
to  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate,  as  well 
as  the  conferees  from  the  House  and 
Senate,  for  their  acceptance  and  sup- 
port of  the  Santee-Cooper  earthquake 
protection  amendment  to  the  supple- 
mental appropriations  bill,  which  was 
offered  by  me  with  Senator  Hollincs 
as  cosponsor. 

This  provision  will  allow  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  design  and  construct 
remedial  works  in  the  South  Carolina 
Public  Service  Authority  Dam  System, 
upriver  from  Charleston,  S.C,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $22  million.  It  also 
appropriates  $2  million  so  that  design 
work  may  begin  immediately. 

These  modifications  to  the  dam 
system  are  necessary  in  light  of  recent 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion studies  which  indicate  that  both 
the  Pinopolis  West  Dam.  nearest 
Charleston,  and  the  North  Dam,  on 
the  Santee  River,  would  likely  fail  in 
the  event  of  an  earthquake  o'  intensi- 
ty equal  to  the  one  which  struck 
Charleston  in  1886.  Current  ciiita  from 
the  geological  survey  shows  Charles- 
ton to  be  an  area  of  high  seismic  activ- 
ity, and  a  very  likely  region  for  a  large 
east  coast  earthquake. 


Following  the  determination  by 
FERC  that  the  two  dams  would  likely 
fail,  Santee-Cooper  commissioned  ex- 
tensive geotechnical  studies  which  re- 
vealed the  likely  consequences  of  dam 
failure  and  resulted  in  preliminary 
design  of  the  necessary  modifications. 

Mr.  President,  in  light  of  the  serious- 
ness of  the  threat,  and  considering  the 
amount  of  study  already  done  on  this 
situation,  I  want  to  stress  the  need  for 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  begin  work 
immediately  on  these  remedial  meas- 
ures. I  would  also  fully  expect  that  the 
already  completed,  very  detailed  stud- 
ies will  be  extensively  used  by  the 
corps  to  save  time  and  expense  in  re- 
fining the  design  for  the  necessary 
work. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  discussed  these 
points  with  Senator  Hollings,  who 
shares  this  view,  and  I  am  confident 
that  all  of  the  members  of  the  South 
Carolina  congressional  delegation  join 
us  in  expressing  their  intent  and 
desire  that  this  work  begin  immediate- 
ly and  proceed  expeditiously. 

Our  goal,  of  course,  is  to  prevent  po- 
tentially catastrophic  losses  to  lives 
and  property,  including  a  number  of 
Federal  military  installations  in  and 
around  Charleston. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  thank  my 
colleagues  for  their  support  in  this 
very  important  matter,  especially 
Chairman  Hatfield  and  Senator  Sten- 
Nis,  who  were  especially  helpful  in 
working  out  this  legislation. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  this  con- 
ference agreement  on  the  supplemen- 
tal appropriations  bill  deletes  the 
Senate  passed  amendment,  which  I 
sponsored,  imposing  a  6-month  mora- 
torium on  all  social  security  disability 
reviews  of  people  with  mental  disabil- 
ities, pending  reforms  in  the  disability 
review  process. 

The  conferees  deleted  the  Senate 
amendment  because  of  concerns  on 
the  part  of  certain  House  members 
that  the  committee  of  jurisdiction,  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  devel- 
op legislation  on  this  issue.  And 
mdeed.  since  the  Senate  passed  my 
amendment  on  June  15,  the  House 
Social  Security  Subcommittee  has 
moved  with  great  dispatch  to  hold 
hearings  and  mark  up  a  bill  that  will 
reform  the  continuing  disability 
review  process. 

The  subcommittees  proposed  bill, 
which  is  still  in  markup,  and  therefore 
subject  to  change,  is  an  ambitious 
piece  of  legislation  that  includes, 
among  other  proposed  disability  re- 
forms, a  temporary  moratorium  on  re- 
views of  all  the  mentally  disabled.  It 
requires  a  revision  of  the  standards 
used  to  evaluate  mental  disabilities.  It 
sets  up  an  outside  advisory  group  to 
help  the  Secretary  of  HHS  make  the 
needed  changes.  And  it  requires  that  a 
qualified  psychiatrist  or  psychologist 


participate  in  the  disability  evalua- 
tions of  people  with  mental  disabil- 
ities, in  those  cases  where  a  denial  or 
termination  of  benefits  is  contemplat- 
ed. 

In  short,  the  Social  Security  Sub- 
committee's proposed  bill  embodies  all 
of  the  major  elements  of  the  Senate 
amendment  to  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill.  The  chairman  of  the 
House  Social  Security  Subcommittee. 
Mr.  Pickle,  has  also  stated  that  it  is 
his  goal  to  get  this  bill  through  the 
House  as  soon  as  possible  and  hopeful- 
ly by  the  August  recess.  In  this  legisla- 
tive context,  the  conferees  on  the  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill  deleted 
the  Senate  amendment  while  express- 
ing their  strong  support  for  the  legis- 
lation being  developed  by  the  author- 
izing committees,  and  urging  its 
prompt  enactment.  In  the  interim,  the 
conferees  directed  the  Secretary  of 
HHS  to  proceed— and  I  quote,  "with 
extreme  caution  in  the  termination  of 
benefits,  pending  enactment  of  this 
legislation.  " 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  President,  con- 
gressional passage  of  this  conference 
report  will  send  a  strong  and  clearly 
worded  message  to  the  Secretary  of 
HHS  to  stop  what  has  become,  sadly,  a 
national  scandal.  And  the  badly 
needed  reforms  in  the  reviews  of  the 
mentally  disabled  that  the  Senate  ap- 
proved as  amendment  to  the  supple- 
mental appropriations  bill  will— I  pre- 
dict—be passed  by  both  Houses  of 
Congress,  on  one  legislative  vehicle  or 
another. 

I  am  pleased  that  our  colleagues  in 
the  House  are  moving  quickly  to  pass 
a  comprehensive  bill.  But  if  their  ef- 
forts bog  down,  for  whatever  reason,  I 
am  prepared  to  again  offer  this  bill,  S. 
1144.  which  now  has  46  cosponsors.  as 
an  amendment  to  the  next  revenue 
bill  that  comes  over  from  the  House. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  for  their  con- 
tinued support. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  with 
great  relief  that  we  now  have  before 
us  for  consideration,  the  conference 
report  on  the  supplemental  appropria- 
tions. 

During  the  last  few  weeks,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Kansas  has  been  extremely 
concerned  about  the  funding  situation 
for  the  food  stamp  program.  As  has 
happened  so  often  in  the  past,  con- 
gressional action  has  occurred  at  the 
last  minute,  and  there  was  very  nearly 
a  funding  crisis  for  the  States  with 
regard  to  the  issuance  of  program  ben- 
efits for  the  month  of  August.  At  one 
point,  it  looked  as  if  August  benefits 
would  have  to  be  reduced  by  20  per- 
cent, given  the  limited  funds  available, 
and  States  were  beginning  to  gear  up 
to  implement  these  benefit  reductions. 
This  kind  of  crisis  has  now  been  con- 
trolled, thanks  to  instructions  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  the 
States,  However,  the  major  concern 
now  is  that  there  may  still  be  some 


danger  that  August  benefits  will  go 
out  late,  because  of  the  issuance  sys- 
tems utilized  by  many  States  and  the 
time  frames  within  which  they  have  to 
work.  I  sincerely  hope  that  this  kind 
of  result  can  be  avoided.  I  had  previ- 
ously recommended  that  the  food 
stamp  funding  be  separated  from  the 
larger  supplemental  and  passed  as  an 
emergency  measure  because  of  what 
appeared  to  be  an  impending  crisis  for 
the  program. 

The  supplemental  appropriations 
measure  before  us  contains  about  $1.2 
billion  in  additional  food  stamp  funds, 
and  since  Monday  is  the  first  day  of 
August,  it  is  advisable  to  get  this 
money  out  to  the  States  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible.  Although  I  plan  to 
vote  against  this  bill  for  a  number  of 
other  reasons,  it  is  a  great  relief  that 
the  food  stamp  program  will  receive 
the  additional  funding  necessary  to 
issue  full  benefits  through  the  remain- 
der of  this  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this  Sena- 
tor has  many  reservations  with  regard 
to  the  supplemental  appropriations 
measure  before  us  and  support  it  only 
because  of  the  many  important  appro- 
priations favorably  affecting  Nebraska 
and  its  people  especially  with  regard 
to  our  important  water  resources. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  grateful  for  the 
Appropriations  Committee's  efforts 
and  cooperation  in  providing  language 
in  the  fiscal  year  1983  supplemental 
appropriations  bill  directing  the  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  engage 
in  a  joint.  State-led  study  of  alterna- 
tives to  the  Norden  Dam,  O'Neill  unit 
in  the  State  of  Nebraska  and  to  imme- 
diately contract  with  the  State  to  initi- 
ate this  review. 

The  State  of  Nebraska  has  requested 
this  opportunity  to  fully  examine  an 
artificial  ground  water  recharge  pro- 
posal as  an  alternate  project  to  deliver 
irrigation  water  to  north-central  Ne- 
braska. The  primary  objective  of  this 
study  remains  the  same  as  that  of  the 
authorized  project,  to  provide  irriga- 
tion water.  Both  fiscal  and  environ- 
mental objections  to  the  authorized 
project,  however,  have  compelled  us  to 
reexamine  and  rethink  the  O'Neill 
project  and  to  find  an  alternative 
which  is  significantly  less  costly  and 
less  environmentally  objectionable. 
The  State  will  examine  workable  alter- 
natives which  would  not  utilize  a  dam 
and  reservior,  and  which  could  actual- 
ly result  in  reducing  project  costs  by 
nearly  two-thirds  while  irrigating  the 
same  acreage  as  the  authorized  project 
now-  estimated  to  cost  in  excess  of  $370 
million. 

A  well  field  and  ground  water  re- 
charge plan  has  been  developed  by  the 
Nature  Conservancy  and  has  attracted 
attention  as  a  possible  alternative.  The 
State  of  Nebraska  will  begin  its  review 
of  alternatives  with  the  Nature  Con- 
servancy proposal  as  its  starting  point. 


The  State's  agenda  for  this  18- 
month  study  will  include  a  review  of 
existing  wells  in  the  Niobrara  area  as 
well  as  existing  literature  and  studies; 
an  examination  of  the  kinds  of  wells 
best  suited  for  the  proposed  well  field 
such  as  conventional  wells  or  horizon- 
tal wells,  and  the  use  of  the  latest 
technological  advances  available  in 
this  area;  direct  and  indirect  applica- 
tion of  water  from  the  wells:  short- 
term  and  long-term  well  yields  and  re- 
placement costs;  energy  costs  and 
methods  available  to  minimize  those 
costs;  location  of  the  Niobrara  River 
Valley's  alluvial  channel:  the  recharge 
potential  and  methods  to  reduce  the 
siltation  of  the  recharge  basins:  the  ef- 
fects of  the  project  on  the  instream 
flow  of  the  Niobrara  River;  the  feasi- 
bility of  additional  components  such 
as  surface  irrigation  systems  to  the 
well  field  and  ground  water  recharge 
proposal  of  the  nature  conservancy. 

Mr.  President,  these  and  many  other 
questions  have  been  raised  by  water 
experts  in  the  State  of  Nebraska  re- 
garding the  workability  of  the  nature 
conservancy  plan.  Interest  in  the  well 
field  proposal  is  strong  enough  that 
the  State  believes  that  a  serious 
review  is  in  order  and  merits  the  time 
and  effort  of  water  officials  in  the 
State.  The  State  has  indicated  a  will- 
ingness to  match  Federal  contribu- 
tions for  this  study  of  workable,  less 
costly  alternatives. 

Mr.  J.  Michael  Jess,  director  of  Ne- 
braska's Department  of  Water  Re- 
sources, will  lead  the  State  study 
team,  assisted  by  Mr.  Dayle  William- 
son of  the  Nebraska  Natural  Re- 
sources Commission  and  Mr.  Vince 
Dreeszen  of  the  University  of  Nebras- 
ka's Conservation  and  Survey  Division. 
These  State  water  experts  will  exam- 
ine the  well  field  and  ground  water  re- 
charge proposal  as  well  as  other  com- 
binations of  alternatives  based  upon 
the  recharge  concept. 

Mr.  Jess  has  outlined  a  five-part 
study  outline  to  Assistant  Secretary 
Carruthers,  Commissioner  Broadbent, 
and  the  Bureau's  regional  director 
Billy  Martin. 

First,  the  State  will  examine  the  po- 
tential for  developing  water  supply  in 
the  Niobrara  Valley.  This  will  require 
test  drilling,  examination  of  the  aqui- 
fer, well  field  feasibility,  and  direct  di- 
version and  delivery,  and  the  use  of 
gallery  or  collector  wells. 

Second,  the  State  will  inventory  ex- 
isting irrigated  lands,  quantify  re- 
charge potential  by  actual  demonstra- 
tion, and  determine  actual  project 
needs. 

Third,  the  State  will  develop  a  pre- 
liminary design  for  the  project  to  pro- 
vide for  the  water  supply,  conveyance 
system,  and  delivery. 

Fourth,  the  State  will  examine  cost 
estimates,  and  in  particular,  costs  to  ir- 
rigators. Finally,  the  study  will  review 
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other  legal,  institutional,  and  environ- 
mental considerations  of  the  alterna- 
tive. 

The  State  has  requested,  and  the 
Bureau  has  agreed,  to  provide  a 
Bureau  staff  member  to  work  with  the 
State  during  the  study  process.  This 
will  permit  a  close  working  relation- 
ship, with  the  State  as  the  lead 
agency,  which  will  work  out  problems 
and  questions  while  the  study  is  in 
progress  and  thus  expedite  completion 
and  avoid  any  unnecessary  delay  in 
the  final  evaluation  of  the  study's  as- 
sumptions, conclusions,  and  recom- 
mendations. 

The  State  has  also  committed  to 
provide  periodic  briefings  for  Members 
of  Congress  and  their  staff,  local  irri- 
gators, the  nature  conservancy  whose 
plan  will  be  the  starting  point  of  the 
study,  and  all  interested  parties  to  pro- 
vide ample  opportunity  for  input 
during  the  study  process.  This  study 
certainly  is  important  to  irrigators  in 
the  proposed  reclamation  district  who 
have  been  asking  for  assistance,  as 
well  as  taxpayers  who  will  be  footing 
the  bill  for  a  project  in  the  area.  The 
nature  conservancy  is  an  essential  par- 
ticipant as  the  initial  engineering  de- 
signs and  concept  where  developed  by 
the  conservancy.  I  would  hope  that 
the  State  study  team  would  regularly 
consult  with  these  groups  during  the 
study  to  work  out  assumptions  and 
conclusions  as  with  the  Bureau  staff. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  di- 
rected to  immediately  contract  with 
the  State  of  Nebraska  to  condpct  this 
18-month  study  of  the  well  field  alter- 
native. It  is  the  intent  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
participate  and  help  finance  this 
State-led  study  and  to  contract  with 
the  State  to  undertake  the  necessary 
work. 

In  a  meeting  last  Friday.  July  22.  As- 
sistant Secretary  Carruthers.  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  Commissioner  Broad- 
bent,  and  the  Bureau's  Regional  Direc- 
tor Martin,  committed  to  State  offi- 
cials to  work  quickly  to  implement  the 
study  and  to  provide  the  State  with  a 
grant  to  expedite  the  progress  of  the 
study. 

Costs  incurred  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  administer  the  con- 
tracts for  this  State-led  study  are  not 
intended  to  be  taken  from  the 
$100,000  designated  for  the  review. 
The  State,  of  course,  will  be  expected 
to  provide  in-kind  services  to  insure 
that  the  full  $100,000  requested  from 
the  Department  of  the  Interior's  avail- 
able funds  be  directed  toward  the 
study  itself.  The  State  has  indicated 
that  the  full  $100,000  is  necessary  to 
actually  conduct  the  study  itself  and  it 
is  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that 
these  funds  be  made  available  for  that 
purpose.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
has  indicated  to  the  Senate  Appropria- 
tions Committee  that  the  funds  are.  in 
fact,  available,  and  that  further  fund- 


ing, thought  to  be  necessary  in  the 
fiscal  year  1984  appropriations  legisla- 
tion, is  not  needed. 

In  addition,  Mr.  President,  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  Congress  that  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  act  with  all 
speed  to  implement  the  contracts  with 
the  State  of  Nebraska.  The  clock  will 
begin  ticking  upon  enactment  of  this 
measure  and  the  Congress  intends 
that  the  full  18-month  study  period  be 
devoted  to  the  actual  study  itself.  Any 
delay  which  reduces  unnecessarily  the 
18-month  time  period  will  violate  the 
intent  of  the  Congress.  Time  is  of  the 
essence  in  initiating  the  study  process. 
The  State  of  Nebraska  has  been  pre- 
paring in  advance  to  initiate  the  con- 
tracting process  with  the  Department 
of  the  Interior.  The  Congress  is  ex- 
pecting similar  expeditious  action  by 
the  Department. 

I  was  encouraged  and  pleased  that, 
last  July  22.  Mr.  Billy  Martin,  the  Bu- 
reaus  Regional  Director  pledged  full 
cooperation  in  assisting  the  State  to 
prepare  the  preliminary  paperwork  for 
the  grant  from  the  Bureau,  and  would 
assist  the  State  during  the  study  proc- 
ess in  view  of  the  18-month  time  limi- 
tation imposed  by  the  Congress.  Com- 
missioner Broadbent  has  pledged  his 
full  support  and  cooperation  as  well  in 
preparing  to  expedite  the  initiation  of 
the  study  upon  the  President  signing 
the  fiscal  year  1983  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill  into  law. 

On  a  separate  track,  the  Bureau  will 
examine  the  potential  for  making 
actual  cost  reductions  of  about  $10 
million  to  the  authorized  project.  In 
addition,  a  review  will  be  made  of 
shifting  about  $40  million  in  author- 
ized project  costs  to  the  State.  The 
Governor  of  Nebraska  will  review  the 
policy  implications  of  such  a  cost  shift 
as  another  alternative.  The  separate 
study  was  requested  by  Congresswom- 
an  Smith  and  is  not  a  part  of  the 
State-led  study  mandated  in  the  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill. 

I  commend  the  State  of  Nebraska's 
eagerness  to  begin  this  study  and  to 
complete  the  review  in  an  efficient 
and  timely  manner.  More  importantly, 
I  commend  State  water  officials  who 
have  recognized  the  realities  facing 
the  future  of  water  project  develop- 
ment. Fiscal  constraints  are  forcing 
the  hand  of  the  Congress  to  look 
much  more  closely  at  water  project  de- 
velopment. Limited  Federal  dollars 
will  challenge  the  creativity  of  today's 
water  experts  and  require  new  think- 
ing and  innovations  to  meet  tomor- 
row's water  needs.  Nebraska  water  of- 
ficials have  demonstrated  that  this  is  a 
challenge  they  are  ready  and  willing 
to  accept.  Nebraska's  leadership  role 
in  this  regard  will  provide  an  example 
for  the  Nation's  water  leaders  and 
offer  a  new  direction  in  meeting  water 
development  needs  for  the  future.  The 
Nation  will  be  watching  with  great  in- 
terest and  expectation. 


Representative  David  Bonior,  who 
led  a  successful  effort  in  the  House 
last  year  to  defund  the  authorized 
Norden  Dam  project,  has  pledged  that 
he  will  not  press  for  deauthorization 
while  the  State  of  Nebraska  studies  re- 
alistic, workable  alternatives  which 
will  significantly  reduce  project  costs 
and  environmental  objections  to  the 
authorized  project. 

Again,  I  thank  the  committee  mem- 
bers and  staff  who  have  been  helpful 
in  providing  Nebraska  with  this  oppor- 
tunity. 

PRAIRIE  BEND 

This  bill  also  provides  for  a  feasibili- 
ty study  of  the  Prairie  Bend  project 
which  is  a  4-year  study  to  examine  the 
potential  for  irrigation  and  ground 
water  stabilization  in  the  Platte  River 
Basin  area  north  of  the  Platte  River  in 
eastern  Buffalo  County  and  western 
Hall  County  in  central  Nebraska.  The 
legislation  would  also  provide  for  ex- 
amining the  need  to  locate  a  part  of 
the  facilities  for  a  Prairie  Bend  project 
in  part  of  Dawson  County. 

This  .study  will  review  and  identify 
several  alternative  approaches  to  ad- 
dressing the  water  decline  in  the  Prai- 
rie Bend  area.  The  public  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  review  and  compare 
the  various  alternatives.  The  study 
should  be  broad  based  to  address  all 
concerns. 

In  addition  to  identifying  possible  al- 
ternatives for  a  project,  this  feasibility 
study  will,  as  a  project  purpose,  inte- 
grate a  plan  to  provide  for  the  en- 
hancement of  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife, 
and  waterfowl  including  the  migratory 
birds  currently  utilizing  the  Platte 
River. 

The  Prairie  Bend  feasibility  study 
shall  develop  project  alternatives 
which  provide  for  the  Federal  respon- 
sibilities of  instream  flows,  restoration 
and  maintenance  of  the  migratory 
bird  habitat  in  the  Big  Bend  area  of 
the  Platte  River.  The  study  will  also 
examine  a  conjunctive  use  project  as  a 
possible  alternative  for  the  Prairie 
Bend.  In  its  1979  prefeasibility  study, 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  recognized 
a  conjunctive  use  project  as  holding 
the  greatest  promise  for  meeting  the 
needs  of  the  Prairie  Bend  unit  and 
minimizing  any  detrimental  effect  on 
the  environment. 

This  Prairie  Bend  feasibility  study  is 
important  to  the  State  of  Nebraska. 
The  area  to  be  reviewed  is  experienc- 
ing ground  water  depletion  and  will 
eventually  result  in  a  decline  in  the  ag- 
ricultural economy  as  well  as  create 
future  water  quality  problems.  The 
feasibility  study  will  assist  the  State  in 
examining  future  options  for  the  area 
and  develop  a  plan  which  meets  the 
needs  of  both  irrigators  and  wildlife 
habitat. 

SIDNEY  INTERTIE  PROJECT 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  the  bill  pro- 
vides for  the  funding  of  an  east-west 


electrical  grid  intertie  project  for  the 
Western  Area  Power  Administration 
to  be  located  at  Sidney,  Nebr.  This 
project  will  benefit  both  the  State  of 
Nebraska  and  the  State  of  Kansas  in 
making  available  more  economical 
electric  power.  Up  to  75  people  will  be 
hired  during  the  construction  phase  of 
the  project  in  the  Sidney  area,  and 
will  bring  nearly  $6  million  in  direct 
revenues  to  that  area  through  this 
construction  activity.  In  addition, 
other  communities  in  the  Nation  will 
benefit  from  this  project.  Design  engi- 
neering, transformer  and  reactor  man- 
ufacture, valve  production,  and  other 
components  for  this  project  will  create 
jobs  in  Pennsylvania,  Iowa,  Massachu- 
setts, New  York,  Virginia,  and  New 
Hampshire. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  conference 
version  of  H.R.  3069  has  been  adopted 
by  the  Congress  and  I  urge  the  Presi- 
dent to  sign  this  measure  into  law 
without  delay. 

Again,  I  thank  my  colleagues  on  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  and 
their  staff  members  who  have  been 
helpful  in  my  efforts  to  achieve  adop- 
tion of  these  provisions  so  important 
to  the  State  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  27,  1983,  I  testified  before  the 
Transportation  Subcommittee  of  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
about  the  extreme  safety  hazard  that 
existed  on  the  Talmadge  Bridge  in  Sa- 
vannah, Ga.  It  was  stated  that,  "this 
hazard  exists  not  only  for  surface 
transportation  but  for  navigational 
traffic  as  well."  In  addition,  it  was  also 
explained  that,  "the  problem  with  the 
Talmadge  negatively  impacts  the  na- 
tional defense  capabilities  of  our  coun- 
try. "  Secretary  of  the  Army  John 
Marsh  substantiated  that,  "timely 
movement  of  this  element  of  our 
Rapid  Deployment  Force— the  U.S. 
Army  24th  Infantry  Division— is  seri- 
ously constrained  by  the  height  of  the 
Talmadge  Bridge. " 

Recognizing  the  seriousness  of  the 
safety  problem  at  the  Talmadge 
Bridge,  the  Senate  approved  for  the 
inclusion  in  the  fiscal  year  1983  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill  $5  mil- 
lion for  the  design  and  engineering  for 
replacement  of  the  bridge.  However,  a 
similar  provision  was  not  included  in 
the  House  version  of  the  bill. 

Last  Saturday,  July  23  at  6:15  in  the 
morning,  a  vessel  participating  in  Op- 
eration Bright  Star  as  part  of  the 
Rapid  Deployment  Force  exercise 
struck  and  severly  damaged  the 
Eugene  Talmadge  Bridge.  A  forward 
boom  of  the  vessel  Adm.  William  N. 
Callaghan  ripped  through  the  lower, 
main  structural  support  beams  of  the 
bridge.  Fortunately,  the  vehicles  on 
the  span— including  a  passenger  bus- 
did  not  olunge  into  the  water  below. 

On  July  25,  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  Georgia,  Senator  Nunn  and  I 
wrote  each  Member  of  the  House  and 


asked  that  they  recede  to  the  Senate 
provision  of  $5  million  for  design  and 
replacement  of  the  Talmadge  Bridge.  I 
am  happy  to  report  that  today  the 
House  did  recede  on  this  issue. 

I  am  pleased  and  thankful  that  this 
action  has  taken  place.  It  is  unfortu- 
nate that  there  had  to  be  an  accident 
to  prove  that  the  Talmadge  Bridge 
was  unsafe.  We  should  all  be  thankful 
that  no  lives  were  lost  and  that  we 
now  have  the  opportunity  to  act  to 
prevent  even  more  serious  accidents. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  STEVENS.  I  yield. 
Mr.    MELCHER.    Mr.    President,    I 
thank  the  Senator  for  yielding  to  me. 
I  wish  to  make  a  couple  remarks  and 
ask  him  a  question  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  a  little  bit  lone- 
some on  this  Senate  floor,  and  I  feel 
greatly  forsaken  because  in  the  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill  that  was 
before  us  by  67  to  29  vote,  more  than  2 
to  1,  the  Senate  agreed  to  increase  the 
soil  conservation  funds  by  an  amount 
of  $34.5  million,  and  locking  that 
amendment  into  the  supplemental 
with  that  kind  of  a  vote  gave  heart  to 
those  of  us  in  the  Senate  ardently 
hoping  for  an  increase  in  soil  conversa- 
tion work,  and  it  gave  heart  to  the  soil 
conservation  districts  throughout  the 
United  States,  that  indeed  there  was  a 
determination  by  the  Senate  at  least 
and  hopefully  by  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives also  that  we  would  start  the 
process  of  conservation  catch  up,  that 
is  catching  up  on  the  necessary  work 
to  protect  our  land  base. 

We  have  been  losing  ground  in  soil 
conservation  work  for  at  least  a 
decade,  as  I  see  it,  for  more  than  12 
years,  and  the  desperate  need  to  re- 
verse that  process  is  becoming  more 
desperate  each  year. 

We  have  had  great  erosion  problems 
that  are  increasing  year  by  year  and 
are  currently  as  bad  now  as  they  were 
during  the  Dust  Bowl  years  of  the 
dirty  thirties. 

Land  does  not  stand  still  for  a  lack 
of  concern  in  Congress.  Land  does  not 
stand  still  and  just  remain  the  same 
without  care  and  proper  work,  and  our 
conservation  efforts  are  an  ongoing 
process  that  are  really  at  the  heart  of 
protecting  the  U.S.  land  base. 

Land  does  not  stand  still  nor  does  it 
even  contemplate  nor  does  it  even  rec- 
ognize the  effects  of  inflation. 

All  during  the  past  10  or  12  years 
the  inflationary  rate  in  this  country 
has  assured  that  each  year  the  same 
amount  of  money  will  produce  less  in 
soil  conservation  work. 

The  $34.5  million  was  a  well  thought 
of  add-on  to  stimulate  the  necessary 
planning  that  is  required  before  soil 
conservation  work  actually  gets  under 
way. 

It  covered  five  different  programs  in- 
volved in  soil  conservation  work  in  the 


United  States.  Those  programs  are  the 
resource  conservation  development 
program,  the  Great  Plains  conserva- 
tion program,  the  soil  conservation 
matching  grants,  the  special  areas  con- 
servation program,  and  the  agricultur- 
al conservation  program,  the  oldest  of 
all  of  these  programs  that  I  have  men- 
tioned, and  it  is  known  as  a  cosharing 
program. 

Three  out  of  five  of  the  programs  ac- 
tually generate  matching  funds,  and 
because  of  that  the  dollars  appropri- 
ated out  of  the  Federal  Treasury 
matched  by  other  dollars  from  those 
working  the  land  assure  us  an  ongoing 
attack  on  perhaps  our  greatest  enemy 
to  our  land  base,  an  ongoing  attack  on 
erosion  and  other  features  of  sound 
conservation  practices. 

I  am  deeply  distressed  that  the 
result  of  the  conference  has  been  to 
strike  this  amount  of  money  that  was 
retained  in  the  amendment  I  offered 
and  was  so  overwhelmingly  adopted  by 
the  Senate. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
wish  me  to  continue? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Well.  I  was  interested 
in  the  measure,  in  the  bill.  This 
amendment  just  did  not  prevail  and 
the  regular  bill  that  is  coming  along— I 
understand  the  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi has  an  explanation  though  of 
just  what  was  said. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi,  my  distinguished 
friend. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 
Mr.  MELCHER.  Yes,  Mr.  President. 
Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
sympathize  with  the  argument  being 
advanced  by  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana because  I  too  have  a  very  strong 
feeling  that  we  need  to  make  available 
every  possible  allocation  of  our  re- 
sources for  soil  conservation  activities. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  1984  bill  - 
that  is  going  to  be  the  subject  of  con- 
ference just  in  a  few  days  between  the 
House  and  Senate,  there  is  $817  mil- 
lion for  soil  conservation,  and  water 
resource  conservation  activities.  This 
includes  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
and  the  ASCS  accounts  that  are  ear- 
marked for  soil  conservation. 

I  realize  the  obligation  of  our  confer- 
ees is  to  try  to  get  the  House  to  go 
along  with  the  bill  as  approved  by  the 
Senate,  but  we  found  in  conference 
that  we  were  $1  billion  over  the  Presi- 
dent's requested  appropriation  for  this 
supplemental  in  all  the  accounts  com- 
bined, and  we  had  to  work  with  the  ad- 
ministration and  the  House  to  try  to 
get  those  numbers  down  to  a  point 
where  the  President  could  be  expected 
to  sign  the  bill  and  we  could  fund 
those  programs  that  had  to  be  funded 
to  carry  on  the  essential  functions  of 
Government  for  the  remainder  of  this 
fiscal  year,  which  is  just  a  couple  of 
months. 
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But  nonetheless  I  am  sympathetic  to 
the  arguments  that  the  Senator  from 
Montana  is  making,  and  I  too  am  dis- 
appointed we  do  not  have  higher  fig- 
ures in  this  supplemental  for  soil  con- 
servation activities.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  one  amendment  that  I  suggested 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  which  was 
approved  by  the  Senate,  added  $10 
million  for  emergency  work  in  this 
area,  and  that  was  cut  in  conference  to 
$5  million.  Every  effort  was  made  to 
get  the  maximum  amount  of  money 
for  these  amounts  in  the  bill. 

So  I  have  no  way  of  explaining  away 
the  fact  that  we  do  not  have  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana included  in  full  in  this  bill  except 
to  say  that  there  were  restraints 
placed  upon  the  conferees  and  we  did 
the  best  we  could.  I  am  hoping  that  we 
can  in  the  1984  bill  make  up  for  some 
of  the  shortfall  that  now  exists. 

I  might  also  say  in  1983  we  included 
$107  million  for  soil  conservation  ac- 
tivities in  the  jobs  bill  for  that  kind  of 
activity. 

So  hoping  that  that  will  help  solve 
some  of  the  problems.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  this  remarks  and  I  would  like  to 
ask  a  question  of  the  manager  of  the 
bill,  if  he  would  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  wonder  if  we  could 
have  assurances  that  in  the  conference 
that  will  be  underway  shortly  on  the 
agriculture  appropriations  bill  for 
1984,  fiscal  1984.  that  the  conferees, 
headed  by  the  able  Senator  from 
Alaska,  will  work  very  diligently  to 
protect  these  funds.  I  find  it  somewhat 
disappointing,  more  than  somewhat, 
very  disappointing  that  all  too  often 
when  we  are  looking  at  how  to  trim 
costs  we  somehow  decide  that  the  con- 
servation money  is  not  essential  as  are 
some  of  the  other  program  costs. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
state  to  my  good  friend  from  Montana 
I  am  certain  the  Senate  will  be  very 
devoted  to  the  Senate  version  of  the 
bill.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  is  the  chairman  of  that 
subcommittee  and  would  be  the  man- 
ager for  the  Senate  in  the  conference. 
Perhaps  he  will  respond.  The  Senator 
from  Montana  wants  to  be  assured  the 
Senate  conferees  will  work  assiduously 
for  the  Senate  position  on  conserva- 
tion in  the  coming  up  agriculture  ap- 
propriations bill. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield.  I  can  assure  the  Senator  from 
Montana  personally  that  I  will  see  to 
it  that  we  have  the  maximum  amount 
of  money  allocated  to  these  accounts. 
I  know  of  no  other  assurance  I  can 
give  you  except  that  we  will  do  the 
very  best  we  possibly  can.  We  realize 
these  accounts  are  very  important. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  1  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 


Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  conference  report  and 
move  adoption  of  the  conference 
report.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  discussion  on  the  confer- 
ence report?  If  not.  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Bosch- 
wiTZ),  the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Denton),  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici).  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Grassley).  the  Sena- 
tor from  Oregon  (Mr.  Hatfield),  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Heinz),  the  Senator  from  Nevada  (Mr. 
Laxalt).  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Mathias).  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  (Mr.  McClure).  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  Nickles).  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower) 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  (Mr.  Hatfield)  would 
vote  "yea." 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton),  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
(Mr.  Grassley),  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  (Mr.  Nickles)  would  each 
vote  "nay." 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Bentsen), 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Boren).  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Bumpers),  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Dodd),  the  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn),  ihe  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  (Mr.  Hart),  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Heflin), 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Hud- 
DLESTON).  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Johnston),  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kennedy),  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Lauten- 
BERG),  the  Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr. 
Leahy),  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  MoYNiHAN),  and  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Pryor)  are  neces- 
sarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
MuRKOwsKi).  Are  there  any  other 
Senators  in  the  Chamber  wishing  to 
vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  49, 
nays  25,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  238  Leg.] 
yEAS-49 


Ka.ssebaum 

Pell 

Stevens 

Kasten 

Percy 

Thurmond 

Levin 

Quayle 

Trible 

LonB 

Randolph 

Tsongas 

MaUsunaga 

Riegle 

Wallop 

Melcher 

Rudman 

Weicker 

Mptzcnbaum 

Sarbanes 

Wilson 

Murkow.ski 

Stafford 

Packwood 

Stennis 

NAYS-25 

Baucu.s 

Hollings 

Roth 

Biden 

Humphrey 

Sasser 

Bradlpy 

Jepsen 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Lugar 

Specter 

Dole 

Mattingly 

Symms 

East 

Mitchell 

Warner 

Garn 

Nunn 

Zorinsky 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Helms 

Proxmire 

NOT  VOTING- 

-26 

Bentsen 

Grassley 

Laxalt 

Boren 

Hart 

Leahy 

Boschwitz 

Hatfield 

Mathias 

Bumpers 

Heflin 

McClure 

Cranston 

Heinz 

Moynihan 

Denton 

Huddleslon 

Nickles 

Dodd 

Johnston 

Pryor 

Domenici 

Kennedy 

Tower 

Glenn 

Lautenberg 
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Abdnor 

Chiles 

Exon 

Andrews 

Cochran 

Ford 

Armstrong 

DAmato 

Goldwater 

Baker 

Danforth 

Gorton 

Bingaman 

DeConcini 

Hawkins 

Burdick 

Dixon 

Hecht 

Byrd 

Durenberger 

Inouye 

Chafee 

Eagleton 

Jackson 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ments reported  in  disagreement,  with 
the  exception  of  amendments  num- 
bered 65,  93,  and  165,  be  considered  en 
bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  in  disagreement, 
with  the  exception  of  Nos.  65.  93,  and 
165.  are  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  1  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  striken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

AGRICVLTVRAL     STABILIZATION     AND     CONSERVA- 
TION SERVICE  PAYMBNTIN-KIND  PROGRAM 

All  land  rented  or  leased,  and  in  produc- 
tion Jot  crop  year  1982.  if  now.  rented  or 
leased  by  the  same  indii'idual.  partnership, 
or  corporation,  and  eligible  for  acreage  re- 
duction shall  qualify  for  designation  under 
the  payment-in-kind  program  for  crop  year 
1983.  the  same  as  land  owned  by  the  produc- 
er. 

Until  such  time  as  additional  legislation 
to  the  contrary  may  be  enacted,  it  is  provid- 
ed: That,  notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  in  order  to  acquire  a  sufficient 
amount  of  upland  cotton  to  carry  out  the 
payment-in-kind  program  for  the  1983  crop 
of  upland  cotton,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture shall  solicit  bids  from  cotton  producers, 
for  sale  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion of  1980.  1981.  and  1982  crop  cotton 
pledged  by  such  producers  as  security  for 
nonrecourse  loans  made  under  section 
lOSigXli  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  i7 
V.S.C.  1444(g)<l)).  Until  sufficient  cotton  t( 
carry  out  the  payment-in-kind  program  for 
the  1983  crop  of  upland  cotton  is  acquired 
under  this  procedure,  or  until  a  reasonable 


bid  period  opportunity  has  been  determined 
and  made  available  by  the  Secretary,  but  in 
no  event  less  than  two  weeks,  no  bid  for  1982 
crop  cotton  shall  be  rejected  unless  it  ex- 
ceeds (on  a  percentage  basisJ  the  amount  of 
the  highest  bid  received  and  accepted  under 
the  same  procedure  for  feed  grains.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  also  give  any  producer  who  has 
previously  submitted  a  bid  the  opportunity 
to  nullify  such  bid  if  the  producer  agrees  to 
submit  another  bid  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act. 

Resolved,  That  the  Hou.se  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  2  to  the  aforesaid  oill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  t2S.000.000 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  4  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  S25, 000.000 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  8  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  "Child 
nutrition  programs",  $118,000,000. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  11  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $5,000,000 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  13  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $1,000,000 

Resolved.  That  the  House  r»cede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendn  em  of  the 
Senate  numbered  24  to  the  aioresaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES.  GENERAL  LEGAL 
ACTIVITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Salaries 
and  expenses.  General  Legal  Activities". 
$4,600,000.  of  which  not  to  exceed  $3,800,000 
for  asbestos  litigation  support  contracts 
shall  remain  available  until  September  30. 
1984. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  25  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $5,800,000 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  38  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert:  ,  and,  in  addition 
there  shall  be  available  the  sum  of  $4,000,000 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  40  to  the  aforesaid  bill. 


and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Administration  Office  of  the  United 
States  Courts,  or  any  other  agency  or  instil- 
mentality  of  the  United  States,  is  prohibited 
from  restricting  solely  to  staff  of  the  Clerks 
of  United  States  Bankruptcy  Courts  the  is- 
suance of  notices  to  creditors  and  other  in- 
terested parties.  The  Administrative  Office 
shall  permit  and  encourage  the  preparation 
and  mailing  of  such  notices  to  be  performed 
by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  debtors,  trustees 
or  such  other  interested  partries  as  the 
Court  may  direct  and  approve.  The  Admin- 
istrator of  the  United  States  Courts  shall 
make  appropriate  provisions  for  the  use  of 
and  accounting  for  any  postage  required 
pursuant  to  such  directives.  77ie  provisions 
of  this  paragraph  shall  terminate  on  Octo- 
ber 1,  1983. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  42  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

AIRCRAFT  PROCUREMENT.  AIR  FORCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Aircraft 
Procurement.  Air  Force",  $185,000,000.  to  be 
available  until  September  20.  1985,  for  long 
lead  procurement  of  engine,  defensive  and 
offensive  avionics,  and  airframe  compo- 
nents, in  quantities  which  will  be  required  if 
Congress  approves  multiyear  procurement 
of  the  BIB  pursuant  to  section  2306fhJ, 
title  10,  U.S.C:  Provided,  That  $185,000,000 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  the  B-IB 
in  Public  Law  97-377  is  rescinded:  Provided 
further.  That  nothing  in  this  paragraph 
shall  be  deemed  to  approve  multiyear  pro- 
curement of  the  B-IB. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  49  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  to  formulate 
or  carry  out  any  requirement  that,  in  order 
to  be  eligible  to  submit  a  bid  or  an  offer  on  a 
Department  of  Defense  contract  to  be  let  for 
the  supply  of  commercial  or  commercial- 
type  products,  a  small  business  concern  fas 
defined  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Small 
Business  Act)  must  (1)  demonstrate  that  its 
product  is  accepted  in  the  commercial 
market  (except  to  the  extent  that  may  be  re- 
quired to  evidence  compliance  with  the 
Walsh-Healey  Public  Contracts  Act),  or  (2) 
satisfy  any  other  pre-qualification  to  sub- 
mitting a  bid  or  an  offer  for  the  supply  of 
any  such  product. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  53  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Lower  San  Joaquin  River.  California,  au- 
thorized by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
December  22,  1944,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
further  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers,  to  perform  clearing  and  snagging 


on  the  San  Joaquin  River  from  Stockton, 
California,  to  Friant  Dam,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,000,000.  Prior  to  initiation  of  con- 
struction, a  non-Federal  entity  shall  provide 
adequate  assurance  for  providing  all  lands, 
easements,  rights-of-way  and  utility  reloca- 
tions at  no  expense  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment: execute  a  written  agreement  pursuant 
to  section  221  of  Public  Law  91-611;  agree  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  project  works 
upon  completion  of  construction  in  accord- 
ance with  rules  and  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army;  and  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam- 
ages due  to  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project,  not  including 
damages  due  to  the  fault  or  negligence  of  the 
United  States  or  its  contractors. 

Funds  for  the  Wister  Lake  project  Oklaho- 
ma, authorized  pursuant  to  the  Flood  Con- 
trol Act  of  1938  (52  Stat.  1218)  shall  be  used 
to  reduce  sedimentation  impacts  by  raising 
the  level  of  the  conservation  pool  perma- 
nently by  3  feet  and  seasonably  by  an  addi- 
tional 3.4  feet  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
hereby  authorized  to  take  such  measures  as 
are  necessary  to  carry  out  this  directive. 

Contracts  for  architect  and  engineering 
services,  and  surveying  and  mapping  serv- 
ices, shall  be  awarded  in  accordance  with 
title  IX  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin- 
istrative Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  541 
et  seq.). 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  include  in  the  survey  report  on 
Threemile  Creek,  Mobile,  Alabama,  the  costs 
and  benefits  of  local  improvements  initiated 
subsequent  to  January  1,  1982,  by  the  city  of 
Mobile  for  flood  damage  reduction  measures 
which  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  are 
compatible  with  and  constitute  an  integral 
part  of  his  recommended  plan.  In  determin- 
ing the  appropriate  non-Federal  share  for 
such  plan,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  give 
recognition  to  costs  incurred  by  non-Federal 
interests  in  carrying  out  such  local  improve- 
ments. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  hereby  authorized 
to  prepare  a  comprehensive  study  and  rec- 
ommendations for  the  development  and  effi- 
cient utilization  of  the  water  and  related  re- 
sources of  southcentral  and  southeast  Okla- 
homa and  to  prepare  a  similar  comprehen- 
sive study  and  recommendations  for  the  Red 
River  and  its  tributaries  in  Arkansas.  Texas, 
Louisiana,  and  Oklahoma. 

Funds  herein  or  hereafter  provided  for  the 
Beverly  Shores.  Indiana,  project  may  be 
used  to  operate  and  maintain  the  emergency 
shore  protection  measures  constructed  pur- 
suant to  section  103  of  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Act, 
1982  (95  Stat.  1137). 

Not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available 
for  removal  of  obstructive  shoals  within  the 
project  limits  of  the  Kawkawlin  River,  MI, 
project. 

Section  107  of  Public  Law  97-88  pertain- 
ing to  maintenance  and  operation  of  the 
Chicago  Sanitary  and  Ship  Canal  of  the  Illi- 
nois Waterway  in  the  interest  of  navigation 
includes  the  Control  Structure  and  Lock  in 
the  Chicago  River,  and  other  facilities  as 
are  necessary  to  sustain  through  navigation 
from  Chicago  Harbor  on  Lake  Michigan  to 
Lockport  on  the  Des  Plaines  River. 

Not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available 
for  channel  clearing  of  Bayou  Rigolette  as 
determined  advisable  by  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers  in  the  Project  Aloha-Rigolette  Area, 
Grant  and  Rapides  Parish,  Louisiana,  au- 
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Ihomed  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
August  IS.  1941 

The  WallistUle  Reservoir.  Texas,  project, 
authorized  by  section  101  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  'Public  Law  87-874).  is 
hereby  modified  with  respect  to  its  physical 
elements  and  planned  operation  as  recom- 
mended in  the  Walltsville  Lake.  Texas.  Post- 
Authoriiation  Change  Report.  July  1981.  as 
supplemented.  July  1982.  Notwithstanding 
the  above  modijications.  provisions  of  the 
Contract  for  Water  Storage.  Salinity  Con- 
trol and  Recreation  m  Wallisville  Reservoir 
/Contract  Numbered  DACW64-67-C  0108 
signed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  2  Febru- 
ary 1968)  between  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment and  the  city  of  Houston,  the  Tnnity 
River  Authority  of  Texas,  and  the  Chamt>ers 
Liberty  Counties  Navigation  District,  shall 
govern  non-Federal  participation:  Provided. 
That  total  project  cost  as  cited  in  said  con- 
tract shall  be  understood  to  consist  of  <1) 
costs,  exclusive  of  land  costs,  actually  in- 
curred by  the  United  States  in  connection 
with  construction  of  elements  currently  m 
place  and  to  be  used  m  the  modified  plan, 
including  interest  during  construction:  (2) 
the  actual  cost  of  lands  used  in  the  modified 
plan:  and  i3i  completion  costs  of  the  modi- 
fied plan,  including  interest  during  con- 
struction. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
to  widen,  as  necessary  for  safe  passage,  the 
navigation  opening  of  Franklin  Ferry 
Bridge.  Jefferson  County.  Alabama.  The 
work  herein  authorized  shall  be  accom- 
plished at  Federal  expense:  however,  no  con- 
struction to  widen  the  navigation  opening 
shall  t)egin  nor  contract  for  alteration  of  the 
bridge  may  be  awarded  until  the  owner  shall 
agree  that  upon  completion  of  the  alteration 
to  thereafter  operate  and  maintain  the 
Franklin  Ferry  Bridge  as  altered.  There  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to 
exceed  S4.000.000.  which  includes  SI. 000.000 
prei'iously  appropriated,  to  carry  out  this 
section.  Amounts  authorized  by  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  available  until  expended. 

The  Ventura  Manna  project  authorized  by 
section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1968  'Public  Law  90-483>.  as  modified,  is 
hereby  amended  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers to  reimburse  the  Ventura  Port  Dis- 
trict available  Operation  and  Maintenance. 
General  funds  for  work  performed  by  the 
Port  just  priority  to  February  25.  1983.  in 
the  area  normally  maintained  by  the  Corps 
of  En0neers.  None  of  the  funds  appropri- 
ated in  this  or  any  future  Act  for  the  Ven 
tvra  Mariana.  California,  project  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  any 
work  performed  unless  such  work  has  the 
prior  approval  of  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Appropiations 
Committees. 

Section  164  of  the  Water  Resources  Devel- 
opment Act  of  1976  (Public  Law  94-587/  as 
amended  by  Section  3  of  Public  Law  97-140. 
is  further  amended— 

111  by  inserting  the  following  after  the  first 
sentence:  "The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  con- 
struct an  approach  roadway  from  the  end  of 
the  Washington  State  Route  129  overpass  of 
such  bridge  to  Sixteenth  Avenue  in  the  city 
of  Clarkston.  Asotin  County.  Washington.  V 
and 

(2)  in  the  last  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"t23.200.000'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■S24.000.000' . 

The  authorization  for  the  Sardis  Lake 
project  contained  in  section  203  of  the  Flood 


Control  Act  of  1962  'Public  Law  87-8741  as 
amended  by  section  108  of  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriation  Act  of 
1982  'Public  Law  97-88'  is  hereby  amended 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
plan,  design,  and  construct  a  water  intake 
structure  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of 
S  500. 000 

The  project  for  navigation  at  Moriches 
and  Shmnecock  Inlets.  New  York,  author- 
ized m  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1960  'Public  Law  86-645).  and  the 
items  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  there- 
to, are  hereby  modified  to  the  extent  neces 
sary  to  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  the  Naviga- 
tion feature  independent  of  other  features. 

Notwithstanding  subsection  5901'a>  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code  '80  Stat  508).  as 
amended,  the  uniform  allowance  for  uni- 
formed civilian  employees  of  the  United 
States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  may  be  up 
to  S400  annually. 

The  United  States  Army  Chief  of  Engineers 
may  accept  the  services  of  volunteers  and 
provide  for  their  incidental  expenses  to 
carry  out  any  activity  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  except  policy  making  or  law  or 
regulatory  enforcement.  Such  volunteers 
shall  not  be  employees  of  the  United  States 
Government  except  for  the  purposes  of  '1> 
chapter  171  of  title  28  of  the  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  tort  claims,  and  '2>  chapter 
81  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code,  relat- 
ing to  compensation  for  work  injuries. 

Hereafter,  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
visions of  law  or  of  this  Act.  appropriations 
for  the  Yatesville  Lake  construction  project 
made  available  by  Public  Law  97-257.  chap- 
ter V  and  Public  Law  97-377.  title  I.  section 
140  '96  Stat.  1916)  shall  be  obligated  to  con- 
struct the  Yatesville  Lake  project. 

Section  104'b)  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1958.  Public  Law  85-500.  as  amended  by 
section  302  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1965.  Public  Law  89-298.  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  S5.000.000"  and  inserting  m 
lieu  thereof   SIO.OOO.OOO". 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  prepare  and  submit  to  Congress  a 
feasibility  report  on  the  water  resource 
needs  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Homochitto  and 
Buffalo  Rivers.  Saint  Catherine  and  Coles 
Creeks.  Bayou  Pierre,  and  other  major  tribu- 
taries draining  into  the  Mississippi  River 
between  Bayou  Pierre  and  the  Buffalo 
River.  Mississippi,  to  recommend  remedial 
measures  for  flood  control,  bank  stabiliza- 
tion, sedimentation,  and  related  purposes. 

The  Columbia  River  at  the  mouth.  Oregon 
and  Washington,  project  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  5,  1884.  as 
amended,  is  modified  to  provide  for  deepen- 
ing of  the  northernmost  2,000  feel  of  the 
channel  cross  section  to  55  feet  at  Federal 
expense:  Provided.  That  S5.300.000  of  -Con- 
struction, general"  funds  shall  be  made 
available  to  undertake  this  project  modifica- 
tion. 

Section  1114  of  title  18,  United  Stales 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "any  civilian 
official  or  employee  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  assigned  to  perform  investiga- 
tions, inspections,  law  or  regulatory  enforce- 
ment functions,  or  field-level  real  estate 
functions,"  immediately  after  'National 
Park  Service. "". 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  design  and  construct  and  under- 
take measures  necessary  to  provide  a  level  of 


protection  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter- 
mines necessary  to  prevent  recurring  flood 
damages  along  the  Pearl  River  in  the  vicini- 
ty of  Jackson.  Mississippi,  substantially  in 
accordance  with  preliminary  plans  devel- 
oped by  the  Mobile  District  Engineer,  at  a 
currently  estimated  cost  of  S26.500.000.  in- 
cluding S2. 300.000  made  available  m  this 
appropriation  for  advanced  engineering 
and  design.  Expenditures  by  the  Pearl  River 
Basin  Development  District  in  constructing 
improvements  at  the  Mississippi  Highway 
25  Bridge,  an  integral  part  of  the  plan  au- 
thorUed  herein,  shall  be  credited  toward  the 
local  share  of  the  project  costs.  Prior  to  im- 
plementation of  the  work  authorized  herein. 
non-Federal  interests  must  agree  to  provide 
the  requirements  prescrH>ed  in  section  3  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936.  as  amended. 

The  Secretary  of  Army  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  is  directed  to  start  con- 
struction of  the  Crater  Lake  phase  of  the 
Snettisham  hydroelectric  project  authorized 
by  the  1962  Flood  Control  Act  with  funds  ap- 
propriated m  fiscal  years  1982  and  1983. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numl)ered  58  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  ir^sert; 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  engage  in  a  feasibility  study  for 
the  Prairie  Bend  unit,  Pick-Sloan  Missouri 
River  Basin   program,   located  in   Dawson. 
Buffalo,  and  Hall  Counties  m  Nebraska  for 
irrigation,     stabilization     of    ground-water 
levels,  enhancement  of  water  quality,  small 
community  and  rural  domestic  water  sup- 
plies, management  offish  and  wildlife  habi- 
tat, public  outdoor  recreation,  flood  control, 
and  other  purposes  determined  to  be  appro- 
priate. Such  feasibility  study  shall  include  a 
detailed  report  on  any  effects  the  proposed 
project  may  have  on  wildlife  habitat,  includ- 
ing habitat  of  the  sandhill  crane  and  the  en- 
dangered whooping  crane.  Such  feasibility 
study  shall  also  develop  alternative  water 
management  plans  that  are  consistent  with 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  Migra- 
tory Bird  Treaty  Act.  Before  funds  are  ex- 
pended for  the  feasibility  study,  the  State  of 
Nebraska,  or  other  non-Federal  entity,  shall 
agree   to   participate   in   the  study  and   to 
share  m  the  cost  of  the  study.  The  non-Fed- 
eral  share  of  the  costs   may  be  partly  or 
wholly  in  the  form  of  senices  directly  relat- 
ed to  the  conduct  of  the  study. 

In   accordance   with   the   repayment  con- 
tract   for    the    Dallas    Creek    participating 
project  of  the  Upper  Colorado  Rner  storage 
project,  entered  into  January  14,  1977,  and 
entitled    -Repayment  Contract  Between  the 
United    States    of   America    and    the    Tri- 
County    Water   Conservancy   District",    the 
portion  of  the  costs  of  such  project,  includ- 
ing interest  on  construction  costs,  allocated 
to  municipal  and  industrial  use  which  ex- 
ceeds S38.000.000  shall  not  be  rrmbursable. 
To  provide  adequate  access  t.    the  McGee 
Creek    recreation    areas.    Wildlife    Manage- 
ment Area,  and  Natural  Scenic  Recreation 
Area  for  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  general 
public  of  those  facilities,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  authorized  to  secure  right-of-way, 
design  and  construct  or  otherwise  improve 
two  existing  county  access  roads  '1>  west- 
side  road  beginning  at  the  existing  county 
road  extending  from  Oklahoma  State  High- 
way 3  near  the  community  of  Lane.  Oklaho- 
ma, and  extending  adjacent  to  the  McGee 
Creek  Reservoir  and  terminating  at  the  ex- 
isting county  road  extending  from  Oklaho- 


ma State  Highway  43  in  the  vicinity  of 
Stringtown,  Oklahoma,  a  distance  of  some 
19  miles:  '2i  eastside  road  beginning  at 
State  Highways  3  and  7  near  Center  Point, 
Oklahoma,  and  extending  northward  to  the 
upper  end  of  McGee  Creek  Reservoir,  a  dis- 
tance of  some  11  miles.  The  westside  road 
will  be  constructed  with  a  24-foot  berm  and 
20-foot  paved  surface  and  the  eastside  con- 
structed with  a  28-foot  berm  and  24-foot 
paved  surface.  Both  roads  will  have  a  mini- 
mum 6-inch  gravel  base  and  be  paved  with 
all  weather  asphaltic  surface.  The  cost  for 
the  facilities  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be 
nonreimbursable. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized, 
when  he  deems  it  appropriate,  to  defer  over 
the  remaining  term  of  any  repayment  con- 
tract or  for  a  period  of  five  yean,  whichever 
is  less,  the  1983  water  service  and  repayment 
contract  obligations  for  capital  and  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  costs  associated 
with  federally  constructed  or  federally  as- 
sisted projects  to  reflect  the  percentage  of 
acreage  removed  from  cultivation  pursuant 
to  the  "Special  program  for  Com,  Grain, 
Sorghum,  Upland  Cotton,  and  Rice""  under 
title  7  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
part  770,  and  any  regulations  supplementa- 
ry thereto  or  amendatory  thereof.  Such  de- 
ferment of  payments  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
-'supplemental  or  additional  benefit"  within 
the  meaning  of  section  203lal(2l  of  the  Rec- 
lamation Reform  Act  of  1982. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  engage  in  feasibility  studies  of 
the  following  proposals: 

111  Pilot  Butte  powerplanl,  Riverton  unit, 
located  in  Fremont  County,  Wyoming: 

'21  Silelz  River  Basin  project,  located  in 
Lincoln  and  Polk  Counties,  Oregon: 

'31  Water  conservation  and  efficient  use 
program,  All-American  Canal  relocation 
project,  located  in  Imperial  County.  Califor- 
nia: and 

'41  Gibson  Dam  powerplanl,  located  on 
the  Sun  River  in  Lewis  and  Clark  Counties. 
Montana. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shalL  under 
the  general  investigations  authority,  engage 
in  a  joint.  State-led  study  with  the  State  of 
Nebraska,  which  will  consult  with  its  appro- 
priate subdivisions,  of  cost-effective  alterna- 
tives to  the  Norden  Dam,  O'Neill  unit  of  the 
Pick-Sloan  Missouri  River  Basin  program. 
Nebraska:  and  shall  use  available  funds  to 
initiate  such  study.  The  study  period  shall 
not  exceed  18  months,  starting  with  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  No  funds  shall  be  expended 
for  any  construction  activity  for  the  Norden 
Dam,  O'Neill  unit  prior  to  the  completion  of 
this  study. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  66  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert:  S20.500.000.  of  which 
S4. 500.000  is  available  only  for  payment  to 
the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
and  S16,000,000  is  available  only  for  pay- 
ment to  the  International  Fund  for  Agricul- 
tural Development 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  69  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

OVERSEAS  PRIVATE  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

The  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
lion   is  authorized  to  make  such  expendi- 


tures within  the  limits  of  funds  available  to 
it  and  in  accordance  with  law  'including 
not  to  exceed  S30,000  for  official  reception 
and  representation  expenses!,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without 
regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations,  as  provid- 
ed by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corpo- 
ration Control  Act  '31  U.S.C.  91041.  as  may 
be  necessary  in  carrying  out  the  program  set 
forth  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1983. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  70  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 
MIGRATION  AND  REFUGEE  ASSISTANCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Interna- 
tional disaster  assistance",  $15,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  September  30,  1984, 
which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  '-Mi- 
gration and  Refugee  Assistance":  Provided, 
That  this  sum  shall  be  available  only  for  re- 
settlement services  and  facilities  for  refugees 
and  displaced  persons  in  Africa. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  "Eco- 
nomic Support  Fund",  $5,000,000.  to  remain 
available  until  September  30.  1984,  which 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  -'Migration 
and  Refugee  Assistance":  Provided,  That 
this  sum  shall  be  ai^ailable  only  for  assist- 
ance to  combat  piracy  in  the  Gulf  of  Thai- 
land. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  74  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

Notwithstanding  section  10  of  Public  Law 
91-672  funds  in  this  chapter  may  not  be  ob- 
ligated until  the  enactment  of  authorizing 
legislation  or  until  September  30.  1983, 
whichever  comes  first. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  75  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert:  .•  Provided.  That  in  addi- 
tion to  the  above,  the  budget  program  set 
forth  in  the  first  proviso  under  the  heading 
Annual  Contributions  for  Assisted  Housing 
'Disapproval  of  Deferral!  in  Public  Law  98- 
8  '97  Stal.  13.  16.  17)  is  hereby  amended  to 
provide  for  assistance  under  section  5  of  the 
United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937.  as 
amended  '42  U.S.C.  1437c).  for  additional 
section  8  housing  of  up  to  six  thousand 
units  under  loan  management,  up  to  seven 
thousand  units  under  property  disposition, 
and  up  to  nine  hundred  new  or  substantial 
rehabilitation  units  to  be  made  available  to 
satisfy  an  existing  consent  decree,  settle- 
ment agreement,  and  set-aside  pursuant  to 
court  order,  respectively,  in  litigation  in 
which  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  is  a  party:  for  up  to  one 
hundred  additional  public  housing  units  for 
conversions  from  assistance  under  section 
23  of  such  Act  as  it  existed  immediately 
before  enactment  of  Public  Law  93-383  '88 
Stat.  633):  and  for  amendments,  $24,500,000 
of  contract  authority  and  $245,000,000  of 
budget  authority  for  existing  units:  Provid- 
ed further.  That  such  budget  program  is 
hereby  amended  further  to  reduce  the  budget 
authority  to  be  made  available  for  interest 
rate  adjustments  by  $340,000,000.  section  23 
conversions  by  $63,450,000.  public  housing 


amendments  by  $62,000,000,  and  amend- 
ments for  section  8  new  construction/sub- 
stantial rehabilitation  by  $198,000,000.  and 
the  budget  authority  made  available  by  the 
foregoing  reductions  shall  be  used  for  the 
purposes  and  up  to  the  amounts  set  forth  in 
the  immediately  preceding  proviso:  Provid- 
ed further.  That  notwithstanding  the  limita- 
tion on  the  use  of  recaptured  budget  author- 
ity in  the  third  proviso  under  this  heading 
in  Public  Law  97-377  '96  Stat.  1830.  1907). 
any  budget  authority  authorized  by  such 
section  5  which  is  recaptured  in  fiscal  year 
1983  and  exceeds  $2,400,000,000  shall  also, 
with  the  amounts  of  budget  authority  which 
become  available  as  a  result  of  the  reduc- 
tions set  forth  in  the  preceding  proviso,  be 
made  available  to  satisfy  the  budget  author- 
ity requirements  of  the  amendments  to  such 
budget  program  set  forth  in  the  first  proviso 
hereof,  and  such  recaptured  amounts  exceed- 
ing the  amount  of  the  budget  authority  nec- 
essary to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  such 
first  proviso  shall  then  be  used  in  accord- 
ance with  the  third  proviso  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  97-377  '96  Stat.  1830, 
1907). 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  83  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $9,000,000,  of  which  $2,000,000 
shall  be  transferred  to  --Research  and  devel- 
opment" to  remain  available  until  Septem- 
ber 30,  1984  and  shall  only  be  used  for  estab- 
lishing a  center  for  hazardous  waste  man- 
agement 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  84  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

CONSUMER  INFORMATION  CENTER  FUND 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  there  is  hereby  established  in  the  Treas- 
ury of  the  United  States  a  Consumer  Infor- 
mation Center  Fund,  General  Service  Ad- 
ministration, for  the  purpose  of  disseminat- 
ing Federal  Government  consumer  informa- 
tion to  the  public  and  for  other  related  pur- 
poses. There  shall  be  deposited  into  the  fund 
for  fiscal  year  1983  and  subsequent  fiscal 
years:  'A)  Appropriations  from  the  general 
funds  of  the  Treasury  for  Consumer  Infor- 
mation Center  activities:  'B)  User  fees  from 
the  public:  'O  Reimbursements  from  other 
Federal  agencies  for  costs  of  distributing 
publications:  and  'D)  Any  other  income  in- 
cident to  Consumer  Information  Center  ac- 
tivities. Moneys  deposited  into  the  fund 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  Con- 
sumer Information  Center  activities  in  such 
amounts  as  are  specified  in  appropriation 
Acts.  Any  unobligated  balances  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year  shall  remain  in  the  fund  and 
shall  be  available  for  authorization  in  ap- 
propriation Acts  for  subsequent  fiscal  years. 
This  fund  shall  assume  all  the  liabilities,  ob- 
ligations, and  commitments  of  the  said  Con- 
sumer Information  Center  account.  The  rev- 
enues and  collections  deposited  into  the 
fund  shall  be  available  for  necessary  ex- 
penses of  Consumer  Information  Center  ac- 
tivities in  the  amount  of  $5,415,000  during 
fiscal  year  1983.  Administrative  expenses  of 
the  Consumer  Information  Center  in  fiscal 
year  1983  shall  not  exceed  $1,382,000.  For 
the  purposes  of  the  fund,  administrative  ex- 
penses shall  be  defined  as  those  expenses  pre- 
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vioiiily  paid  from  appropriations  to  the 
Consumer  Information  Center.  Revenues 
and  collections  accruing  to  this  fund  during 
fiscal  year  1983  in  excess  of  t6.797.000  shall 
remain  in  the  fund  end  shall  not  t>e  avail- 
able for  expenditure  except  as  authorized  m 
appropriation  Acts.  The  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development- Independ- 
ent Agencies  Appropriation  Act.  1984 
(Public  Law  98'4S>.  is  hereby  amended  by 
deleting  "other  than  administrative  ex- 
penses" from  the  first  proviso  under  the 
heading  'General  Service  Administration. 
Consumer  Information  Center". 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numl)ered  85  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

GENERAL  PROVISION 

Sec.  1.  (a)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
administration   of  the  following  described 
lands  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Veterans 
Administration  for  use  as  an  addition  to  the 
Sitka  National  Cemetery:  That  tract  of  un- 
improved   land    lying   easterly   of  existing 
structures  which  is  a  portion  of  the  lands  de 
scribed    in    Public    Land    Order    numbered 
1707  of  August  6.   19S8.   provided  that  the 
actual  description  of  the  lands  to  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Veterans  Administration  shall 
be  determined  by  a  survey  made  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  after 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture.  The  actual  description  shall  be  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  by  the  Secre 
tary  of  the  Interior  as  a  Public  Land  Order 
lb)  The  lands  described  m  subsection  >ai 
of  this  section  are  a  portion  of  the  lands  re- 
served by  Executive  Order  numbered  8854  of 
August  16.  1941.  for  use  of  the  United  States 
Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  as  a  magnetic 
and  seismological  observatory  site.   Subse- 
quently, a  portion  of  the  lands  described  in 
Executive  Order  numbered  8854  was  trans- 
ferred by  Public  Land  Order  numbered  1707 
of  August  6.  1958.  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Forest  Service.    Department  of  Agriculture 
for  use  as  an  administrative  site  in  connec- 
tion with  the  administration  of  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  Lands  described  in  subsec- 
tion la)  of  this  section  are  hereby  deleted 
from   Executive  Order  numbered  8854  and 
Public  Land  Order  numt>ered  1707. 

Sec.  2.  la)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
and  subsection  ici  of  this  section  and  pro- 
vided that  the  National  Park  Service  shall 
be  permitted  to  continue  to  use  the  residence 
and  other  improvements  on  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  this  section  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  three  years  from  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  in  accordance  with  terms 
mutually  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Administrator  of  the  Veter- 
ans Administration,   and  provided  further 
that  the  National  Park  Service  shall  pay  no 
more  for  the  use  of  the  residence  and  other 
improvements  than  the  money  actually  ex- 
pended to  maintain  the  same  by  the  Veter- 
ans Administration,   administration  of  the 
following  described  public  lands  is  hereby 
transferred  to  the  Veterans  Administration 
for  use  as  an  addition  to  the  Sitka  National 
Cemetery:  The  lands  described  as  tract  num- 
bered 2  of  Presidential  Proclamation  2965  of 
February  25.  1952.  provided  that  the  actual 
description  of  the  lands  to  be  administered 
by  the  Veterans  Administration  shall  be  de- 
termined by  a  survey  made  and  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  The  actual  de 
scription  shall  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  as  a  Public  Land  Order. 


lb)  The  lands  described  m  subsection  la) 
of  this  section  were  reserved  by  Presidential 
Proclamation  2965  on  February  25.  1952.  as 
an  administrative  site  for  the  Sitka  Nation- 
al Monument.  Lands  described  in  subsection 
la)  of  this  section  are  hereby  deleted  from 
Presidential  Proclamation  2965. 

ic)  In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  of 
the  Veterans  Administration  determines 
that  all  or  any  part  of  the  lands  described  in 
subsection  la)  of  this  section  are  no  longer 
needed  for  National  Cemetery  purposes, 
those  lands  no  longer  needed  shall  be  re- 
turned to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

Sec.  3.  These  provisions  may  be  cited  as 
the  Sitka  National  Cemetery  Transfer  Act 
of  1983". 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  89  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 
14)  a  new  section  6907  is  added  as  follows: 
la)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  chapter  A  State  may  enact  legisla- 
tion which  requires  that  any  payments 
which  would  be  made  to  units  of  general 
local  government  pursuant  to  this  chapter 
be  reallocated  and  redistributed  in  whole  or 
part  to  other  smaller  units  of  general  pur- 
pose government  which  iD  are  located 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  larger  unit  of 
general  local  government.  12)  provide  gener- 
al governmental  sendees  and  I3)  contain  en- 
titlement lands  within  their  boundaries. 

Such  reallocation  or  redistribution  shall 
generally  refit  ct  the  level  of  services  provid- 
ed by.  and  the  number  of  entitlement  acres 
within,  the  smaller  unit  of  general  local  gov- 
ernment. 

lb)  Upon  enactment  of  legislation  by  a 
State,  described  in  subsection  la),  the  Secre- 
tary shall  make  one  payment  to  such  State 
equaling  the  aggregate  amount  of  payments 
which  he  otherwise  would  have  made  to 
units  of  general  local  government  wi  hin 
such  State  pursuant  to  this  chapter  It  shall 
be  the  responsibility  of  such  State  to  make 
any  further  distribution  of  the  payment  pur- 
suant to  subsection  la). 

Such  redistribution  shall  be  made  within 
30  days  after  receipt  of  such  payment.  No 
payment,  or  portion  thereof  made  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  used  by  any  State  for  the 
administration  of  this  subsection  or  subsec- 
tion la). 

Id  Appropriations  made  for  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes  for  a  fiscal  year  may  be  used  to 
correct  underpayments  in  the  previous 
fiscal  year  to  achieve  equity  among  all 
qualified  recipients. 

Resoli'ed,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  94  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  S68.200.000. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  102  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $53,150,000. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  103  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,      insert:  Provided,      That 


t22.000.000  of  such  amount  shall  be  avail- 
able until  expended  for  transfer  to  the  State 
of  Alaska  on  the  condition  that  the  State  use 
the  funds  for  the  benefit  of  Alaska  Native 
secondary  students  by  either  renovating  the 
former  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  Mount  Ed- 
gecumbe  Boarding  School  or  constructing 
another  non-Federal  boarding  school  facili- 
ty and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  A'fairs  shall 
not  expend  any  other  funds  for  the  oper- 
ation of  any  secondary  education  program 
or  facility  in  the  State  after  June  30.  1983: 
Provided  further,    That   while  consultation 
concerning  day  school  transfers  to  the  State 
of  Alaska   will  continue   with  affected   vil- 
lages, local  concurrence  is  not  required  in 
this  continuing  effort  to  establish  a  single 
system    of    education    envisioned    by    the 
States  constitution:  Provided  further  That 
after  June  30.  1984.  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs   shall   fund    no    more    than    ten    day 
schools  in  Alaska:  Provided  further  That  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  shall  not  fund  any 
schools  in  Alaska  after  June  30.  1985:  Pro- 
vided   further     That    $9,350,000    of    such 
amount  shall  be  available  until  expended  for 
transfer  to  the  State  of  Alaska  to  assist  in 
the     rehabilitation     or     reconstruction     of 
Bureau-owned  schools  which  are  transferred 
to    the   State:    Provided  further    That    the 
$9,350,000  appropriated  in  Public  Law  97- 
394  available  to  the  State  of  Alaska  to  assist 
in     the     rehabilitation     of    Bureau-owned 
schools  which  are  transferred  to  the  State 
may  also  be  used  for  reconstruction:  Provid- 
ed further  That  when  any  Alaska  day  school 
operated  by  contract  is  transferred,  the  State 
shall  assume  any  existing  contract  pertain- 
ing to  the  operation  or  maintenance  of  such 
school  for  a  minimum  of  two  years  or  until 
the  expiration  of  the  negotiated  contract 
whichever    comes    first:    Provided    further 
That  nothing  in  the  foregoing  shall  preclude 
assistance  otherwise  available  under  the  Act 
of  April  16.  1934  148  Stat  596)  as  amended 
125  U.S.C.  452  et  seq.).  or  any  other  Act  to 
such   schools   on    the  same   basis   as   other 
public  schools:  Provided  further   That  the 
Secretary    of    the    Interior    shall    prepare 
within  one  year  after  the  date  of  this  Act  an 
official   survey   by  supplemental   plat   and 
convey  to  the  State  of  Alaska  all  right  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States,  including 
all   improvements  situated  thereon,   in   the 
following  descrit>ed  lands: 

That  portion  of  Japonski  Island  I  U.S. 
Sun^ey  No.  1496,  within  protracted  sections 
34  and  35.  T.  55  S..  R.  63  E..  sections  2  and  3. 
T  56  S..  R.  63  E..  Copper  River  Meridian. 
State  of  Alaska),  withdrawn  from  the  public 
domain  of  the  United  States  by  Public  Law 
79-478  and  Public  Law  83-568  for  use  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Indian 
Health  Service,  except  the  smallest  practica- 
ble tract  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  enclosing  land  actually  used  in 
connection  with  the  administration  of  the 
Indian  Health  Service  hospital  on  the  date 
of  this  Act  ithis  IHS-used  land  comprising 
no  more  than  15.25  acres,  excluding  roads). 
The  southwesterly  boundary  of  these  lands  is 
common  with  lands  withdrawn  for  use  of 
the  United  States  Coast  Guard  by  public 
land  order  and  with  lands  held  by  the  State 
of  Alaska.  Division  of  Aviation. 

Such  conveyance  is  conditioned  upon  the 
execution  by  the  State  of  Alaska  of  an  agree- 
ment to  begin  operating  a  Mt  Edgecumbe 
school  facility  no  later  than  September  1. 
1984.  The  above-described  lands  resented  for 
the  use  of  the  Indian  Health  Service  shall 
also  be  conveyed  to  the  State  of  Alaska  if  at 
any  time  the  Indian  Health  Service  or  any 


successor  organization  or  agency  ceases  to 
operate  a  health  care  facility  on  said  lands. 

Enactment  of  this  statute  has  the  full  force 
and  effect  of  an  interim  conveyance,  as  de- 
fined in  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands 
Conservation  Act  to  the  State  of  Alaska, 
subject  to  the  above  condition.  The  force 
and  effect  of  such  an  interim  conveyance  is 
to  convey  to  and  vest  in  the  State  of  Alaska 
exactly  the  same  right  title,  and  interest  in 
and  to  the  lands  as  the  State  would  have  re- 
ceived had  it  been  issued  a  patent  by  the 
United  States.  Upon  survey  of  lands  covered 
by  the  interim  conveyance  a  patent  thereto 
shall  be  issued  to  the  State  of  Alaska.  The 
lands  conveyed  by  this  statute  are  not  sub- 
ject to  acreage  adjustment  under  section  6  of 
the  Alaska  Statehood  Act 

Resoh^ed.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  105  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

For  payment  to  the  authorized  governing 
body  of  the  Papago  Tribe  of  Indians. 
$15,000,000  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, for  deposit  in  the  Papago  Trust 
Fund  established  by  said  governing  body 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  97-293  196  Stat 
1283)  which  fund  shall  be  held  in  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  such  tribe  pursuant  to  section 
309  of  that  law. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  115  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENERGY 

Notwithstanding  section  30313)  of  Public 
Law  97-257,  funds  provided  for  Economic 
Regulatory  Administration  by  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used:  ll)  to  maintain  not 
less  than  three  hundred  and  eighty  full-time 
permanent  Federal  employees,  of  which  not 
less  than  forty  employees  shall  be  assigned 
to  the  Office  of  Fuels  Conversion,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1983:  and 
12)  to  maintain  not  less  than  three  hundred 
and  five  full-time  equivalent  Federal  em- 
ployees, of  which  not  less  than  twenty-seven 
employees  shall  be  assigned  to  the  Office  of 
Fuels  Conversion,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1984:  Provided  further.  That 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
the  minimum  employment  level  established 
in  Public  Law  97-257  for  the  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Fossil  Energy  is  re- 
duced to  715  with  no  further  amendment  to 
the  suballocations  therein. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  117  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
INDIAN  EDUCATION 

For  part  C  of  the  Indian  Education  Act 
and  the  General  Education  Provisions  Act 
an  additional  amount  of  $1,938,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  119  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 


Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

The  Secretary  shall  appoint  a  Commission 
to  review  the  Department's  coal  leasing  pro- 
cedures to  ensure  receipt  of  fair  market 
value  within  30  days  after  enactment  of  this 
Act  and  said  Commission  shall  make  its 
recommendations  within  6  months  after  en- 
actment of  this  Act 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  121  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

No  funds  provided  in  this  or  any  other  Act 
to  agencies  funded  by  the  Interior  and  Re- 
lated Agencies  Appropriation  Act  1983 
iPublic  Law  97-394)  may  be  expended  to 
take  actions  related  to  termination  of  pro- 
grams or  closure  of  facilities  proposed  to  be 
terminated  or  closed  in  the  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1984  until  enactment  of  the  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act, 
1984  or  thrcugh  approved  reprogramming 
procedures. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  125  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

The  Congress  finds  that  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice's proposal  of  March  15,  1983,  to  consider 
six  million  acres  of  the  national  forest  for 
possible  sale  has  met  with  considerable  op- 
position: and  the  national  forests  are  an  im- 
portant part  of  the  national  heritage  of  the 
United  States;  and  the  national  forests  pro- 
vide and  protect  important  resources;  and 
the  national  forests  provide  unique  opportu- 
nities for  recreation;  and  it  is  inconsistent 
with  past  management  practices  to  dispose 
of  large  portions  of  our  national  forests.  It 
is,  therefore,  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  it 
is  not  in  the  national  interest  to  grant  the 
authority  to  sell  significant  acreage  of  the 
national  forest  until  such  time  as  the  Forest 
Service  specifically  identifies  the  tracts 
which  are  no  longer  needed  by  the  Federal 
Government;  inventories  the  tracts  as  to 
their  public  benefit  values;  provides  oppor- 
tunities for  public  review  and  discussion  of 
the  tracts;  and  completes  all  necessary  envi- 
ronm.ental  assessments  of  such  sales. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  128  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert:  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1984 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  129  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert:  to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1984 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  130  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert:  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1984 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  131  to  the  aforesaid  bill. 


and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert:  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1984 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  132  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert:  to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1984 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  137  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

From  the  Rural  Development  Loan  Fund 
under  the  Community  Economic  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1981,  $10,000,000  in  available 
appropriations  shall  be  obligated  in  the 
form  of  loans  only  by  December  31,  1983. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  138  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

From  the  Community  Development  Credit 
Union  Revolving  Loan  Fund,  the  entire  re- 
maining balance  of  the  Fund  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30,  1983,  shall  be  obligated  on  or  before 
December  31.  1983.  No  such  obligations  shall 
be  made  in  the  form  of  loan  guarantees. 

Resoh^ed,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  144  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

For  an  additional  amount  to  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research  for  the 
establishment  and  support  of  two  research 
and  training  centers,  $1,500,000.  to  rernain 
available  until  expended,  one-half  of  which 
shall  be  ai>ailable  for  the  establishment  and 
support  of  a  research  and  training  center  in 
pediatric  rehabilitation  pursuant  to  section 
204lb)ll)  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973, 
and  one-half  of  which  shall  be  available  for 
a  research  and  training  center  on  the  reha- 
bilitation needs  of  the  Pacific  Basin. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  145  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  subpart  1  of 
part  A  of  title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act  of  1965.  such  as  may 
be  necessary  but  not  to  exceed  $40,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  September  30, 
1984,  for  the  payment  of  grants  to  local  edu- 
cational agencies  located  in  a  State  in 
which  the  aggregate  amount  of  grants  deter- 
mined for  such  agencies  from  amounts  ap- 
provriated  for  fiscal  year  1983  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  is  less  than  95 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  grants  for  that 
State  from  amounts  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1982  by  reason  of  the  application  of  the 
1980  Census  data  in  order  to  increase  the 
amount  for  local  educational  agencies  in 
each  such  State  to  the  amount  determined 
for  that  State  for  fiscal  year  1982:  Provided, 
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77ia/  the  amount  of  the  increase  in  any 
grant  which  a  local  educational  agency  in 
any  State  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  by 
reason  of  the  application  of  this  paragraph 
shall  be  determined  on  a  pro  rata  basis. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  146  to  the  aforesaid  bill. 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert 

STUDENT  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Notwithstanding  section  413DibKll(Bl(ii> 
of  the  higher  Education  Act  of  196S  and  sec- 
tion 10  of  the  Student  Financial  Assistance 
Technical  Amendments  Act  of  1^82.  funds 
appropriated  under  this  heading  and  any 
funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1983  for 
subpart  2  of  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965  that  are  not  obligated 
or  committed  for  the  fiscal  year  1983  shall  be 
allocated  in  a  manner  designed  to  ensure 
that  all  eligible  institutions  receive  a  mini- 
mum funding  level  based  upon  a  uniform 
State  percentage  for  such  fiscal  year. 

Resolved,  That  tne  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  148  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

FACIUTIES  DEVELOPMENT 
HEALTH  RESOURCES  AND  SER  VICES 

ADMINISTRATION 
HEALTH  RESOURCES  AND  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  'Health  re- 
sources and  services"  for  the  remodeling  and 
expansion  of  an  existing  academic  health 
center  library  under  section  720<al(li  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act.  1 14.500.000.  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  and  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  this  or 
any  other  Act.  such  amount  shall  be  made 
available  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
sections  7021b)  and  722(al(l>  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act. 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 


NATIONAL  LIBRARY  OF  MEDICINE 

For  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out 
section  301  and  parts  I  and  J  of  title  III  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  with  respect  to 
conducting  research,  development,  and  dem 
onstration  projects  at  an  existing  academic 
health  center.  $5,900,000  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

GRANTS  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF  ACADEMIC 
FACILITIES 

For  part  B  of  title  VI!  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation act  of  1965.  S22.5n0.000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  152  to  the  aforesaid  bill. 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $49,000,000 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  164  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

ACCESS  HIGHWAYS  TO  PUBLIC  RECREATION  AREAS 
ON  CERTAIN  LAKES 

Appropriations  under  this  heading  for 
fiscal  year  1981  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30.  1984. 


HIGHWAYS  CROSSING  FEDERAL  PROJECTS 

The  period  of  availability  of  approximate- 
ly $400,000  appropriated  m  Public  Laws  94- 
387.  95-29.  95-85.  95-335.  and  96-131  is 
hereby  extended  through  September  30.  1984. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  168  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  is 
follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

LIMITATION  ON  GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

The  limitation  on  general  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  Federal  Highway  Administra- 
tion is  increased  by  SI. 750.000  for  necessary 
expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 152  of  the  Surface  Transportation  As- 
sistance Act  of  1982  for  a  methane  conver- 
sion study,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

ACOSTA  BRIDGE 

Notwithstanding  subsection  (b)  of  section 
142  of  Public  Law  97-377.  the  funds  made 
available  by  such  subsection  for  the  Dodge 
Island  Briage  project  in  Miami.  Florida, 
shall  be  available  for  the  Acosta  Bridge 
project  in  Jacksonville.  Florida,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  section  144  of 
title  23.  United  States  Code,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended:  Provided,  That,  not- 
withstanding any  other  provisions  of  law. 
obligations  incurred  under  this  section  shall 
not  be  subject  to  any  limitations  on  obliga- 
tions for  Federal-aid  highways. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  172  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Office  of  the 
Secretary.  Salaries  and  Expenses,  not  to 
exceed  $18,500  may  be  used  for  official  re- 
ception and  representation  functions. 

Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Internation- 
al Affairs,  not  to  exceed  $66,500  may  be  used 
for  official  reception  and  representation 
functions. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  176  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $1,000 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  181  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  ."^aid 
amendment,  insert: 

CHAPTER  XII 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 

governmental  direction  and  support 


PUBLIC  SAFETi-  AND  JUSTICE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  -Public 
safety  and  justice",  $9,130,600. 

PUBLIC  EDUCATION  SYSTEM 
I  RESCISSION  I 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  'Public  edu- 
ration  system"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public 
Law  97-378.  $1,871,100  are  rescinded. 

HUMAN  SUPPORT  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Human 
support  sen-ices".  $2,037,400. 

TRANSPORTATION  SERVICES  AND  ASSISTANCE 
/RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Transpor- 
tation services  and  assistance  '  for  fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378,  $544,600  are 
rescinded. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SERVICES  AND  SUPPLY 
I  RESCISSION  I 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Environ- 
mental services  and  supply"  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $5,504,500  are  re- 
scinded. 

PERSONAL  SER  VICES 
/RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Personal 
services"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public  Law 
97-378.  $8,748,800  are  rescinded. 

ENERGY  ADJUSTMENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Energy  ad- 
justment". $2,078,500. 

UNALLOCATED  GENERAL  FUND  ADJUSTMENT 
/RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  out  of  the  "Gen- 
eral fund"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public  Law 
97-378.  $15,183,600  are  rescinded. 

WASHINGTON  CONVENTION  CENTER  ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Washing- 
ton convention  center  enterprise  fund", 
$830. 700. 

LOTTERY  AND  CHARITABLE  GAMES  ENTERPRISE 

FUND 

For  ail  additional  amount  for  "Lottery 
and  charitable  games  enterprise  fund". 
$1,000,000. 


/RESCISSION! 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Govern- 
mental direction  and  support"  for  fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $2,759,000 
are  rescinded. 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AND  REGULATION 
iRESCISSIONi 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Economic 
development  and  regulation"  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  Law  97-378,  $2,538,800  are  re- 
scinded. 


GENERAL  PROVISION 

Title  11,  section  ll-1732(dl  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■•1984". 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  205  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $1,388,000  Resolved.  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  231  to 
the  aforesaid  bill,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment, insert:  $180,168,000:  Provided,  That  of 
the  funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
in  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development-Independent  Agency  Appro- 
priations Act,  1983  (Public  Law  97-272), 
$4,200,000  shall  be  available  only  for  three 
integrated  hospital  system  projects  and 
such  funds  shall  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  247  to  the  aforesaid  bill. 


and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

Sec.  403.  Amounts  certified  pursuant  to 
section  1311  of  the  Supplemental  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1955,  as  having  been  obligated 
against  appropriations  heretofore  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961.  as  amended,  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  any  of  the  subparagraphs 
under  "Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment" in  prior  appropriations  Acts,  are,  if 
deobliaated,  hereby  continued  available  for 
the  same  period  as  he  respective  appropria- 
tions in  such  subparagraphs  for  the  same 
general  purpose  and  for  the  same  country  as 
originally  obligated  or  for  relief,  rehabilita- 
tion, and  reconstriiction  activities  in  the 
Andean  region:  Provided,  That  the  Appro- 
priations Committees  of  both  Houses  of  the 
Congress  ar  notified  fifteen  days  in  advance 
of  the  deobligation  or  reobligation  of  such 
funds. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  receded  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  251  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment,  insert:  406 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  253  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment,  insert:  407 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  considered 
en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
a  similar  motion  to  make  as  to  the 
amendments  that  we  must  recede 
from.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
there  is  a  desire  for  a  vote  on  this  first 
motion.  There  would  be  no  request  for 
a  vote  on  the  second  motion,  on  the 
motion  to  recede.  If  there  is  any  Sena- 
tor who  wishes  to  request  a  vote  on 
that,  this  is  the  time  for  him  to  speak 
up. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  what  are 
the  amendments  in  disagreement  that 
we  are  talking  about?  I  do  not  recog- 
nize them  by  number. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  It  is  IMF,  Cumber- 
land Gap,  and  a  bridge  in  Nevada. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  debate? 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TSONGAS.  Can  we  assume 
there  will  be  no  vote  after  this  one? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  say  to  the  majority 
leader  that  it  is  my  intention  not  to 


ask  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  the  succeed- 
ing motion.  This  will  be  the  last  vote, 
if  the  majority  leader  concurs. 

Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  of 
course,  we  cannot  keep  anyone  from 
requesting  a  rollcall.  I  do  not  plan  one. 
I  urge  that  we  get  on  with  this  vote 
and  then  maybe  we  will  find  out. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
fine  with  me,  but  what  are  the  three? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  IMF,  Cumberland 
Gap.  and  a  Nevada  bridge,  but  we  will 
cover  them  in  one  move  to  consider 
those  en  bloc  on  a  voice  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  think  it  is  well  for  us 
to  know.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Bosch- 
wiTZ),  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
(Mr.  Chafee),  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama (Mr.  Denton),  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici).  the  Sena- 
tor from  Iowa  (Mr.  Grassley),  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr.  Hatfield), 
the  Senator  from  Florida  (Mrs.  Haw- 
kins), the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
(Mr.  Heinz),  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
(Mr.  Laxalt),  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land (Mr.  Mathias),  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  (Mr.  McClure),  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  Nickles),  the 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower),  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr. 
Wallop)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Hatfield)  would  vote  "Yea." 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Bentsen). 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
BoREN),  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  (Mr.  Dodd),  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  (Mr.  Hart),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Alabama  (Mr.  Heflin),  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Huddle- 
ston),  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Johnston),  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kennedy),  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Lauten- 
BERG),  the  Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr. 
Leahy),  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  MoYNiHAN),  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pell),  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Pryor)  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  49, 
nays  22,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  239  Leg.] 
YEAS— 49 


Cochran 

Inouye 

Riegle 

DAmato 

Jaclison 

Rudman 

Danforth 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Dixon 

Kasten 

Stafford 

Dole 

Long 

Stennis 

Durenberger 

Matsunaga 

Stevens 

Eagleton 

Matlingly 

Symms 

Ex  on 

Metzenbaum 

Thurmond 

Fo.d 

Murkowski 

Trible 

Goldwater 

Packwood 

Tsongas 

Gorton 

Percy 

Weicker 

Hechl 

Pressler 

Wilson 

Hollings 

Quayle 

Humphrey 

Randolph 
NAYS-22 

Baucus 

Helms 

Roth     ' 

Biden 

Jepsen 

Sarbanes 

Byrd 

Levin 

Sasser 

Cohen 

Lugar 

Specter 

DeConcinl 

Melcher 

Warner 

East 

Mitchell 

Zortnsky 

Garn 

Nunn 

Hatch 

Proxmire 

NOT  VOTING- 
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Bentsen 

Hart 

Leahy 

Boreii 

Hatfield 

Mathias 

Boschwitz 

Hawkins 

McClure 

Chafee 

Heflin 

Moynihan 

Cranston 

Heinz 

Nickles 

Denton 

Huddleston 

Pell 

Dodd 

Johnston 

Pryor 

Domenici 

Kennedy 

Tower 

Glenn 

Lautenberg 

Wallop 

Grassley 

Laxalt 

Abdnor 

Baker 

Bumpers 

Andrews 

Bingaman 

Burdick 

Armstrong 

Bradley 

Chiles 

So  the  motion  to  concur  in  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  to  concur  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in  order 
to  move  en  bloc  that  the  Senate  recede 
from  the  remaining  three  amendments 
in  disagreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  recede  from  its 
amendments  numbered  65,  93,  and 
165,  amendment  numbered  65  is  the 
IMF,  93  is  the  Cumberland  Gap,  and 
165  is  the  Nevada  bridge  amendment. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator,  under  one  of  these  amend- 
ments that  will  be  included  in  the  en 
bloc  motion,  is  money  provided  for  the 
Cumberland  Gap  Tunnel?  Is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. That  is  amendment  No.  93. 

Mr.  FORD.  We.  in  Kentucky,  are 
very  interested  in  that  particular  item, 
and  it  is  my  understanding  there  are 
other  vehicles  on  which  this  money 
might,  or  the  amendment  will,  be  ap- 
plied, and  I  understand  we  will  be  in 
the  posture  where  we  will  not  lose  the 
opportunity  of  securing  this  money  at 
a  later  date. 
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Mr.  STEVENS.  That  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  for  bring- 
ing the  subject  up  and  making  sure 
the  record  reflects  the  situation  as  it 
exists. 

The  Tennessee  delegation  has 
worked  with  the  Kentucky  delegation 
for  a  long,  long  time  regarding  the 
measure  on  the  Cumberland  Gap,  the 
Cumberland  National  Park.  It  was  a 
matter  of  great  disappointment  to  me, 
and  I  know  Senator  Huddleston 
worked  very  hard  on  it.  and  I  am  sure 
Senator  Ford  and  Senator  Sasser 
were  disappointed  that  it  was  not  in- 
cluded in  the  final  version.  But  rather 
than  create  any  further  problem  with 
it,  I  am  convinced  that  we  can  and  we 
will  include  it  in  the  Interior  appro- 
priations bill,  and  I  will  work  very 
hard  with  Senator  Ford.  Senator 
Sasser,  and  Senator  Huddleston  to 
see  that  it  is  contained  in  that  bill. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  for  his  re- 
marks. Therefore.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  motion  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  ^s 
there  further  debate?  If  not.  the  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Alaska. 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HECHT.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
the  Record  to  show  that  had  a  roUcall 
vote  occurred  I  would  have  voted  in 
the  negative.  The  reason  is  the  dele- 
tion of  the  $6.3  million  for  the  Nevada 
bridge  project. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
managers  on  both  sides,  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  and  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  and  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  the  chairman  of  the  Appro- 
priations Committee,  and  all  of  the 
conferees  for  their  good  work  on  this 
matter. 

There  were  many  disappointments 
imbedded  in  this  conference  report. 
There  were  many  pieces  of  unfinished 
business,  but  this  matter  had  to  be  dis- 
posed of  and  was  disposed  of  in  good 
style,  and  I  wish  to  express  the  appre- 
ciation to  the  managers. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  to  go  on  longer  than 
8  p.m.  in  which  Senators  may  speak. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

ENROLLED  BILL  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS  SIGNED 

At  11:05  a.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  has  signed  the  following  en- 
rolled bill  and  joint  resolutions: 

S.  143.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Twenty- 
nine  Palms  Band  of  Luiseno  Mission  Indians 
to  lease  for  ninety-nine  years  certain  lands 
held  in  trust  for  such  band; 

S.J.  Res.  56.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  month  of  August  1983  as  National 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Month  ';  and 

H.J.  Res.  139.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  beginning  'une  24,  1984.  as  Fed- 
eral Credit  Union  Week". 

The  enrolled  bill  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  subsequently  signed  by  the 
President  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Thur- 
mond). 

At   12:52  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  has  passed 
the  following  measures,  in  which  it  re- 
quests the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 
H.J.  Res.  266.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  week  beginning  September  4.  1983.  as 
Youth  of  America  Week": 
H..I.  Res.  321.  Joint  resolution  to  proclaim 
a  day  of  national  celebration  of  the  two 
hundredth  anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the 
Treaty  of  Paris. 

At   5:57   p.m.,   a  message   from   the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  announced  that  the  House 
agrees  to  the  report  of  the  committee 
of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  3069) 
making   supplemental    appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30.  1983,  and  for  other  purposes;  it  re- 
cedes  from    its   disagreement   to   the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 
5,  14.  16.  19.  20.  21.  22,  23.  26.  27,  28, 
29,  30.  31.  35,  41    43,  48.  50,  51,  56,  57. 
67.  76.  78.  79.  80.  88.  126,  133,  139,  143, 
149,   151,   153,   158,   159,   162.   169,   171. 
180.   182.   183.   218.  230,  239,   248,  and 
249,    and    agrees    thereto:    it    recedes 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ments of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  2.  4. 
8,  11,  13,  24.  25.  38.  40,  42,  49,  53.  58. 
66.  69.  70.  74.  75.  83.  84.  85.  89.  94.  102. 
103.   105.   115.   117.   119.   121.   125,   128, 
129.   130.   131.   132.   137.   138,   144,   145, 
146,   148,   152,   164,   168,   172,   176,   181, 
205.  231.  247.  251.  and  25?    -"nd  agrees 
thereto,  each  with  an  ar..  ndment,  in 
which  it  requests  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senaie:  and  it  insists  upon  its  dis- 
agreement to  the  amendmenr-   )f  the 
Senate  numbered  65,  93.  ana   16f>  to 
the  bill. 

The  message  also  announce-  that 
the  House  has  agr-od  to  the  following 
concurrent  resolution,  in  which  ii  re- 
quests the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 


H.  Con.  Res.  153  Concurrent  resolution 
providing  for  a  conditional  adjournment  of 
the  House  from  August  4  or  5  until  Septem- 
ber 12.  1983.  and  a  conditional  adjournment 
of  the  Senate  from  August  3.  4.  or  5  until 
September  12.  1983. 

The  message  further  announced 
that  the  House  has  agreed  to  the  fol- 
lowing resolution: 

H.  Res.  290.  Resolution  electing  the  Hon- 
orable Bill  Alexander,  a  representative  from 
the  State  of  Arkansas,  as  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore during  the  absence  of  the  Speaker. 

ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Speaker  has  signed  the  following 
enrolled  joint  resolution: 

S.J.  Res.  67.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  25.  1983.  through 
October  1.  1983.  as  National  Respiratory 
Therapy  We"k." 

The  enrolled  joint  resolution  was 
sub.sequently  signed  by  the  Acting 
President  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Baker). 


HOUSE  MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bill  and  joint  resolu- 
tion were  read  the  first  and  second 
times  by  unanimous  consent,  and  re- 
ferred as  indicated: 

H.R.  3497.  A  bill  to  defer  proposed  amend- 
ments to  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Proce- 
dure and  the  Federal  Rules  of  Criminal  Pro- 
cedure: to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.J.  Res.  266.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  week  beginning  September  4,  1983.  as 
"Youth  of  America  Week":  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  ll.e  Judiciary. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  report- 
ed that  on  today,  July  29,  1983,  he  had 
presented  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  the  following  enrolled 
bill  and  joint  resolution: 

S.  143.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Twenty- 
nine  Palms  Band  of  Lui.seno  Mission  Indians 
to  lease  for  ninety-nine  years  certain  lands 
held  in  trust  for  such  band. 

S.J.  Res.  56.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  month  of  August  1983  as  "National 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Month." 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and 
documents,  which  were  referred  as  in- 
dicated: 

EC- 1524.  A  communication  fro..!  the 
Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  propos- 
ing, pursuant  to  DC.  law.  that  the  United 
States  seek  immediate  negotiation  with  the 
Soviet  Union  for  a  permanent  mutual  nucle- 
ar weapons  freeze:  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

EC- 1525.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Legal  Adviser  for  Treaty  Affairs.  De- 
partment of  State,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  cop!?s  of  international  agreements, 
other  than  treaties,  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  within  the  previous  60  days: 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 


EC  1526.  A  communication  from  the 
Deputy  A.ssisiant  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  a 
new  Privacy  Act  system  of  records:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1527.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  a  report  entitled  'Private  Elementa- 
ry and  Secondary  Education":  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC- 1528.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  a  copy  of  final  regulations  for  chap- 
ter 1  of  the  Education  and  Consolidation 
Act  of  1981:  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

EC- 1529.  A  communication  from  the  Prin- 
cipal Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  for  Shipbuilding  and  Logistics  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  the  de- 
cision to  convert  the  custodial  services  func- 
tion at  the  Naval  Hospital.  Camp  Lejeune. 
N.C.  to  performance  under  contract:  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-1530.  A  communication  from  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service,  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  a 
refund  of  excess  royalty  payments  to  Ten- 
neco  Oil  Exploration  and  Production  Co.;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EC- 1531.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Legal  Adviser  for  Treaty  Affairs.  De- 
partment of  State,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  copies  of  international  agreements, 
other  than  treaties,  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  during  the  previous  60  days; 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC- 1532.  A  communication  from  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Auditor  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  the  annual  audit  report  on  de- 
pository activities,  fiscal  year  1982;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC- 1533.  A  communication  from  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  report  enti- 
tled "Review  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance 
Corporation's  Financial  Statements  for  the 
year  ended  September  30,  1981";  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry. 

EC-1534.  A  communication  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  sup- 
plemental summary  of  the  fiscal  year  1984 
budget;  jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of 
January  30,  1975,  to  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations and  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

EC- 1535.  A  communication  from  the 
President  and  Chairman  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  of  the  United  States  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  transac- 
tions supported  by  Eximbank  during  June 
1983  with  Communist  countries;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs. 


Science,  and  Transportation  with  the 
recommendation  that  it  be  confirmed, 
subject  to  the  nominees  commitment 
to  respond  to  requests  to  appear  and 
testify  before  any  duly  constituted 
committee  of  the  Senate.) 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  PACKWOOD.  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transporta- 
tion: 

David  John  Markey.  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  Assistant  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce for  Communications  and  Informa- 
tion. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
from   the   Committee   on   Commerce, 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  BAKER,  for  Mr.  Domenici.  from 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  without 
amendment: 

S.  Res.  176.  A  resolution  waiving  section 
402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  with  respect  to  the  consideration  of  S. 
1129. 

By  Mr.  ANDREWS,  from  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs,  without  amend- 
ment: 

S.  Res.  187.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  856.  Referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

By  Mr.  ANDREWS,  from  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs,  with  an  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  856.  A  bill  to  provide  for  an  Indian 
housing  program  for  construction  and  fi- 
nancing of  housing  for  Indians,  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  98-203). 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

S.  Res.  189.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  500.  Referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

By  Mr.  ANDREWS,  from  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs,  with  amendments 
and  an  amendment  to  the  title: 

S.  1148.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  use  and 
distribution  of  funds  awarded  the  Assini- 
boine  Tribe  of  the  Fort  Belknap  Indian 
Community.  Mont.,  and  the  Assiniboine 
Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Community. 
Mont.,  in  docket  numbered  10-81L  by  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Claims,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses (Rept.  No.  98-204). 

By  Mr.  McCLURE.  from  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  without 
amendment  and  without  recommendation: 

S.  1715.  An  original  bill  to  amend  the  Nat- 
ural Gas  Policy  Act  of  1978.  to  protect  con- 
sumers from  those  price  increases  that 
would  occur  because  of  market  distortions 
as  a  consequence  of  current  regulation  of 
natural  gas  prices,  to  permit  natural  gas 
contracts  to  reflect  free  market  prices,  to 
provide  for  a  phased  deregulation  of  natural 
gas  prices  in  order  to  achieve  a  free  market 
by  a  date  certain,  to  eliminate  incremental 
pricing  requirements  for  natural  gas.  to 
eliminate  certain  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
natural  gas  and  petroleum,  and  for  other 
purposes  (with  additional  and  minority 
views)  (Rept.  No.  98-205). 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by   unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  DOLE: 

S.  1706.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18  to  provide 
for  the  positive  identification  of  persons 
holding  identification  documents;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


By  Mr.  WILSON: 
S.  1707.  A  bill  to  provide  a  moratorium 
until  June  30,  1988.  on  changes  to  the  Fed- 
eral Communications  Commission  rules  re- 
garding network  television  syndication,  net- 
work television  financial  interests,  and 
prime  time  access;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Dole.       Mr.       Durenberger.       Mr. 
Wallop,  and  Mr.  Heinz): 
S.  1708.  A  bill  to  amend  part  D  of  title  IV 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  assure  that  all 
children  in  the  United  States  who  are  in 
need  of  assistance  in  securing  financial  sup- 
port from  their  parents  will  receive  such  as- 
sistance regardless  of  the  economic  status  of 
their  parents  and  that  parents  prevent  their 
children  from  becoming  a  burden  on  tax- 
payers by  fulfilling,  to  the  best  of  their  abil- 
ity, their  financial  obligations  on  behalf  of 
their   children;    to   the   Committee   on   Fi- 
nance. 

By  Mrs.  HAWKINS  (for  herself  and 
Mr.  Chiles): 
S.  1709.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  broad- 
casting   of    accurate    information    to    the 
people  of  Cuba,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
By  Mr.  DENTON: 
S.  1710.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  25  of  title 
18.  United  States  Code,  to  provide  penalties 
for    the    forging    of    endorsements    on.    or 
fraudulently    negotiating.    U.S.    checks    or 
bonds  or  securities,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  JEPSEN: 
S.  1711.  A  bill  to  extend  patent  numbered 
3.376.198.   and   for  other  purposes;   to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 
S.  1712.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agriculture 
Act  of  1949  to  modify  the  dairy  price  sup- 
port program  and  repeal  the  dairy  assess- 
ment and  diversion  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Pell): 
S.  1713.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Intelligence 
Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year  1983  to 
prohibit  U.S.  support  for  military  or  para- 
military operations  in  Nicaragua  and  to  au- 
thorize assistance,  to  be  openly  provided  to 
governments  of  countries  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, to  interdict  the  supply  of  military  equip- 
ment from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  to  individ- 
uals, groups,  organizations,  or  movements 
seeking  to  overthrow  governments  of  coun- 
tries in  Central  America:  to  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence. 

By  Mr.  PACKWOOD: 
S.  1714.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act  to  provide  authorization  of 
appropriations,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

By  Mr.  McCLURE  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources; 
S.  1715.  An  original  bill  to  amend  the  Nat- 
ural Gas  policy  Act  of  1978.  to  protect  con- 
sumers from  those  price  increases  that 
would  occur  because  of  market  distortions 
as  a  consequence  of  current  regulation  of 
natural  gas  prices,  to  permit  natural  gas 
contracts  to  reflect  free  market  prices,  to 
provide  for  a  phased  deregulation  of  natural 
gas  prices  in  order  to  achieve  a  free  market 
by  a  date  certain,  to  eliminate  incremental 
pricing  requirements  for  natural  gas.  to 
eliminate  certain  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
natural  gas  and  petroleum,  and  for  other 
purposes;  placed  on  the  calendar. 
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By  Mr    METZENBAUM  (for  himself. 

Mr.    Kenneoy.   Mr.    Moynihan,   Mr. 

Inouye.  Mr.  Sasser.  Mr.  Nunn.  Mr. 

Randolph.  Mr.  Bumpers.  Mr.  Duren- 

BERGER.  Mr.  Stennis.  Mrs.  Hawkins. 

Mr.    RiEGLE.    Mr.    Matsunaga.    Mr. 

Pressler.  Mrs.  Kassebaum.  Mr.  Zor- 

insky.    Mr.    DeConcini.    Mr.    Hot- 

LINGS.   Mr.   Glenn.   Mr.    Boschwitz. 

Mr.  Heinz,  and  Mr.  Bradley): 

S.J.  Res.  140.  A  joint  resolution  to  provide 

for  the  designation  of  the  week  of  October  2 

through   October  8.    1983.   as     Myasthenia 

Gravis  Awareness  Week";  to  the  Committee 

on  the  Judiciary. 
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SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 
AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By   Mr.   ANDREWS   from   the  Select 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs: 
S.  Res.  187.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of   1974  with   respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  856;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

By  Mr.  HOLLINGS: 
S.  Res.  188.  Resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  President 
should  award  Benjamin  Elijah  Mays  the 
Presidential  Medal  of  FYeedom  in  honor  of 
his  distinguished  career  as  an  educator,  civil 
rights  leader,  and  theologian;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND  from  the  Com 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary: 
S.  Res.  189.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  500;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

By  Mr.  BAKER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Byrd): 
S.  Res.  190.  Resolution  to  authorize  'epre- 
sentation  by  the  Senate  Legal  Counsel  of 
Senator  Stevens  and  C.  Braxton  Valentine. 
Jr..  a  Senate  employee,  in  the  case  of  Robert 
Fierer  v.  Daniel  Mtnchew:  considered  and 
agreed  to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  DOLE: 
S.  1706.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18  to 
provide  for  the  positive  identification 
of  persons  holding  identification  docu- 
ments: to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 

IDENTIFICATION  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  sent  to 
the  desk  for  appropriate  reference  S. 
1706.  a  bill  to  amend  title  18  to  move 
toward  the  positive  identification  of 
persons  holding  identification  docu- 
ments. This  proposal  is  intended  to 
serve  as  a  vehicle  to  focus  congression- 
al attention  on  the  confusion,  conflict, 
and  redundancy  which  now  exists  in 
the  various  Federal  identification  sys- 
tems. The  hearings  on  S.  1706  can 
serve  to  develop  the  dimensions  of  the 
problem  and  explore  alternatives,  then 
appropriate  legislative  remedies  can  be 
developed. 

In  the  97th  Congress,  legislation  was 
enacted  in  several  diverse  areas  which 


364— authorized  the  establishment  in 
four  States  of  pilot  programs  to  devel- 
op an  automated  national  drivers  reg- 
istry. This  will  be  a  system  within  the 
Department  of  Transportation  which 
will  contain  information  contributed 
from  several  States  on  bad  drivers.  In- 
cluded would  be  information  on  per- 
sons whose  licenses  have  been  revoked 
for  one  reason  or  another  such  as 
drunk  driving  convictions.  The  drivers 
license  system  has  been  subject  to 
abuse  by  those  whose  licenses  have 
been  revoked.  These  drivers  can 
simply  apply  for  another  license  under 
an  assumed  name  or  in  another  State 
where  their  previous  record  is  un- 
known. 

Second,  last  year  the  Congress 
passed  the  Missing  Children  Act- 
Public  Law  07-272.  This  legislation  au- 
thorized expansions  of  the  FBI's  Na- 
tional Crime  Information  Center,  to 
include  information  contributed  from 
either  State  or  local  criminal  justice 
agencies  or  concerned  parents  of  miss- 
ing children.  Very  few  children  have 
been  fingerprinted.  While  it  is  true 
that  in  many  jurisdictions,  a  baby's 
footprint  is  taken  at  the  time  the  birth 
certificate  is  issued,  these  prints  are 
never  used  for  identification  purposes. 
This  lack  of  documentation  makes  it 
difficult  to  establish  the  positive  iden- 
tity of  a  child  when  a  missing  report  is 
filed  with  law  enforcement  officials. 

Third,  in  the  1982  amendments  to 
the  food  stamp  legislation.  Congress 
authorized  the  development  of  auto- 
mated systems  for  the  dispensing  of 
food  stamps.  Currently,  almost  $11  bil- 
lion of  this  Federal  assistance  is  re- 
ceived by  approximately  20  million 
people.  In  his  recent  state  of  the 
Union  address,  the  President  estimat- 
ed that  over  $1  billion  of  this  assist- 
ance was  wasted  through  fraud,  ineli- 
gibility, or  other  misuse  of  the  system. 
At  the  center  of  the  problem  is  the 
fact  that  current  methods  of  dispens- 
ing food  stamps  do  not  require  positive 
identification  of  recipients,  thus  open- 
ing the  door  for  abuse  of  the  system. 

The  Senate  recently  passed  S.  529.  a 
bill  to  revise  comprehensively  our  im- 
migration laws.  Included  in  this  bill  is 
a  provision  which  directs  the  Presi- 
dent to  develop  a  "secure  system " 
within  a  3-year  period  for  the  identifi- 
cation of  those  persons  lawfully  admit- 
ted to  and  entitled  to  work  in  the 
United  States  as  well  as  those  citizens 
of  the  United  States  who  would  be  em- 
ployed by  companies  having  four  or 
more  employees.  Criminal  sanctions 
would  be  imposed  of  employers  who 
knowingly  hire  persons  not  lawfully 
able  to  work  in  the  United  States. 

The  recent  legislation  and  pending 
proposals  have  a  common  thread: 
They  are  forms  of  Federal  identifica- 
tion that  would  extend  to  tens  of  mil- 


protect  the  privacy  of  persons  who  are 
subjects  of  these  files,  to  develop  sanc- 
tions for  unauthorized  use  of  disclo- 
sure of  the  information  contained  in 
them,  and  to  provide  for  coordination 
of  interested  Federal.  State,  and  local 
agencies  and  authorities  who  have  le- 
gitimate uses  for  this  information. 

The  May  12.  1983.  report  of  the  Per- 
manent Subcommittee  on  Investiga- 
tions dealing  with  Federal  identifica- 
tion fraud  underscores  the  tremendous 
need  for  reforms  in  the  current 
system.  The  report  shows  that  this 
fraud  is  costing  the  taxpayers  through 
various  Federal.  State,  and  local  agen- 
cies an  excess  of  $24  billion  annually. 
Illegal  aliens  have  easy  access  to  iden- 
tification documents  such  as  social  se- 
curity cards,  birth  certificates,  and 
drivers'  licenses.  At  present,  more  than 
7.000  different  agencies  using  more 
than  1,000  different  formats  issue 
original  or  duplicate  birth  certificates. 
These  certificates  are  then  used  to 
obtain  drivers  licenses,  passports, 
social  security  cards,  food  stamp  iden- 
tification cards,  and  so  forth.  These 
items  then  enable  these  people  to  col- 
lect unemployment  benefits,  food 
stamps,  and  student  loans.  Counterfeit 
INS  green  cards  allow  these  aliens  to 
remain  in  the  country. 

The  problem  lies  in  the  inability  to 
establish  positive  identification  in  the 
current  .system.  Agencies  such  as  the 
Social  Security  Administration,  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service,  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Naturalization  Department 
and  the  State  Department  as  well  as 
State  and  local  agencies  need  to  work 
out  a  system  in  which  to  work  togeth- 
er to  uncover  fraud.  The  Subcommit- 
tee on  Investigations  listed  in  its 
report  several  projects  in  which  agen- 
cies cooperated  and  were  successful  in 
tracking  down  fraud  schemes.  These 
projects  are  in  limited  areas,  however, 
and  if  we  are  to  stop  this  unnecessary 
waste  and  criminal  activity  it  must 
become  a  nationwide  effort. 

Mr.  President,  these  remarks  are  in- 
tended only  to  give  the  briefest  discus- 
sion of  the  tip  of  the  iceberg  relating 
to  the  dimensions  and  problems  of 
Federal  identification  systems.  I  have 
not  even  mentioned  the  passport 
system  or  various  military  identifica- 
tion systems.  If  the  truth  be  known, 
there  are  undoubtedly  hundreds  of 
these  systems  serving  a  multitude  of 
Federal  information  needs.  At  the 
base  of  all  these  systems  are  data 
bases  of  identification  from  birth  cer- 
tificates or  fingerprints  of  individuals. 
Somewhere  between  20  to  25  percent 
of  the  population  is  fingerprinted  at 
some  point.  This  occurs  by  reason  of 
application  for  employment  in  public 
service,  or  exposure  to  the  criminal 
justice  system.  This  fingerprint  identi- 


fication then  becomes  the  basis  for 
positive  identification  of  individuals. 
Yet  millions  of  people  never  have  oc- 
casion to  be  fingerprinted.  In  the  ex- 
isting state  of  the  art  of  identification 
technology,  the  only  reasonable  posi- 
tive means  of  identification  is  based  on 
a  comparison  of  fingerprint  images. 
Without  such  comparison,  the  various 
and  sundry  identification  systems 
have  great  potential  to  be  misused  and 
manipulated  by  those  whom  for  what- 
ever reasons,  wish  to  abuse  these  sys- 
tems. This  abuse  costs  the  taxpayers 
literally  billions  of  dollars. 

These  are  other  important  consider- 
ations to  be  considered,  not  the  least 
of  which  are  the  concenis  for  the  pro- 
tection of  privacy  as  well  as  safeguard- 
ing the  methods  of  identification  from 
use  by  unauthorized  personnel.  At  the 
present  time,  identification  systems 
are  rushing  headlong  into  the  comput- 
er age  with  very  little  interface  and  co- 
operation. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggested  at  the 
outset  that  S.  1706  was  intended  as  a 
vehicle  to  focus  congressional  atten- 
tion on  the  confusion,  conflict,  and  re- 
dundancy which  exists  in  the  system.  I 
want  to  underscore  that  statement  in 
closing.  This  Senator  believes  that 
there  is  an  urgent  need  to  focus  on 
these  problems  and  to  develop  appro- 
priate legislative  remedies. 


By  Mr.  WILSON: 

S.  1707.  A  bill  to  provide  a  moratori- 
um until  June  30.  1988,  on  changes  to 
the  Federal  Communications  Commis- 
sion rules  regarding  network  television 
syndication,  network  television  finan- 
cial interests,  and  prime  time  access: 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Sci- 
ence, and  Transportation. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Wilson  on  this 
legislation  and  the  text  of  the  bill 
appear  earlier  in  today's  Record.) 


By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Dole,  Mr.  Durenbercer, 
Mr.  Wallop,  and  Mr.  Heinz): 
S.  1708.  A  bill  to  amend  part  D  of 
title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
assure  that  all  children  in  the  United 
States  who  are  in  need  of  assistance  in 
securing  financial  support  for  their 
parents  will  receive  such  assistance  re- 
gardless of  the  economic  status  of 
their  parents  and  that  parents  prevent 
their  children  from  becoming  a  burden 
on  taxpayers  by  fulfilling  to  the  best 
of  their  ability,  their  financial  obliga- 
tions on  behalf  of  their  children:  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

CHILD  SUPPORT  COLLECTION  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation 
which  will  make  significant  progress  in 
improving  current  child  support  col- 
lection procedures.  Joining  me  in 
sponsoring  this  important  bill  are  Sen- 
ators Dole,  Durenbercer.  Wallop,  and 
Heinz. 


The  problems  in  enforcing  child  sup- 
port orders  are  well  documented.  The 
lack  of  consistent  child  support  pay- 
ments is  a  national  disgrace.  A  recent 
Bureau  of  the  Census  report  high- 
lights some  startling  findings: 

First,  only  one-half  of  all  children 
born  this  year  will  spend  their  entire 
childhood  living  with  both  natural 
parents:  second,  more  than  8.4  million 
women  in  1981  were  raising  children 
whose  fathers  were  absent:  30  percent 
of  these  women  and  children  were 
living  in  poverty;  third,  of  the  4  mil- 
lion women  due  child  support  pay- 
ments in  1981,  only  47  percent  re- 
ceived the  full  amount  due  and  28  per- 
cent received  no  payments  whatsoever, 
and:  fourth,  two  thirds  of  the  children 
in  families  headed  by  women  depend 
on  welfare.  A  contributing  factor  to 
this  situation  is  that  AFDC  recipients 
lack  sufficient  support  from  absent 
parents. 

Even  when  mothers  are  employed 
their  economic  situation  is  grim.  Di- 
vorce sharply  reduces  the  family 
income.  A  recent  California  study  of 
per  capita  income  showed  that  after 
divorce  the  wife's  income  dropped  by 
73  percent  on  average  and  the  hus- 
band's rose  by  42  percent  1  year  after 
the  dissolution.  This  situation  is  af- 
fected by  a  number  of  factors  includ- 
ing the  fact  that  women  earn  about  60 
percent  as  much  as  men.  Women  usu- 
ally receive  custody  of  the  child  and 
the  income  level  is  drastically  affected 
by  the  father's  compliance  with  the 
child  support  order. 

Congress  recognized  the  need  in 
1975  to  enact  title  IV-D  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  establish  the  child  sup- 
port enforcement  program.  We  must 
make  a  serious  and  permanent  com- 
mitment toward  improving  present 
collection  practices.  While  the  current 
program  has  made  gains  in  the  area  of 
child  support  enforcement,  the  above 
statistics  indicate  program  revisions 
and  modifications  are  warranted. 

All  aspects  of  the  bill  are  designed  to 
get  better  performance  in  States'  ef- 
forts to  collect  child  support  owed,  and 
to  do  so  with  a  minimum  of  burden- 
some administrative  techniques.  The 
performance  of  States  varies  tremen- 
dously. My  State  of  Iowa  and  five 
other  States  account  for  88  percent  of 
all  the  support  collected,  while  those 
same  States  spend  only  32  percent  of 
total  administrative  funds.  The  re- 
maining 44  States  spend  68  percent  of 
total  funds  but  collect  only  12  percent 
of  welfare  savings.  The  10  "best" 
States  collect  $2.47  in  child  support 
for  each  dollar  expended,  while  the  10 
States  with  the  lowest  collections  re- 
ceived only  49  cents  in  support  pay 
ments  for  each  dollar  spent. 

By  mandating  that  States  adopt  cer- 
tain cost-effective  methods,  more  uni- 
formity in  performance  can  be 
achieved.  Since  70  percent  of  the  ad- 
ministrative  costs   of   the   IV-D   pro- 


gram are  federally  funded,  I  feel  it  is 
crucial  and  appropriate  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  strive  to  achieve  per- 
fections in  current  State  operations. 

In  order  to  achieve  meaningful  re- 
forms in  the  success  of  collection  ef- 
forts for  all  children  it  is  necessary  to 
change  the  incentive  formula  con- 
tained in  current  law.  Presently, 
States  receive  bonus  payments  equal 
to  12  percent  of  support  collected  for 
AFDC  families.  One  important  change 
my  bill  accomplishes  is  to  equalize  the 
program's  commitment  to  both  AFDC 
and  nonpublic  assistance  children.  By 
altering  the  incentive  payment  formu- 
la to  reward  performance  in  areas 
other  than  AFDC  collections,  we  can 
better  attain  that  goal. 

I  must  stress  that  while  I  believe 
modifications  in  the  incentive  pay- 
ments are  necessary,  I  am  completely 
willing  to  examine  alternatives  other 
than  those  contained  in  my  bill.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  imperative  to  work  with 
State  administrators,  county  and  local 
workers,  and  the  administration  to 
craft  a  workable  incentive  payment 
structure. 

Several  alternatives  to  the  four-part 
financing  provisions  contained  within 
my  bill  have  been  brought  to  my  at- 
tention and  merit  further  study.  Both 
emphasize  the  need  to  encourage  non- 
AFDC  support  collections.  The  first 
would  be  similar  to  current  incentive 
payments  but  would  base  a  portion  of 
the  bonus  payments  on  non-AFDC  col- 
lections. An  additional  option  would 
be  to  calculate  State  collections  per 
employee  in  both  the  AFDC  and  non- 
AFDC  categories.  States  could  then  re- 
ceive their  bonus  dollars  based  on  its 
performance  in  each  of  those  catego- 
ries. 

One  issue  we  must  reconcile  is  the 
lack  of  adequate  data  to  determine  ap- 
propriate benchmarks  for  perform- 
ance. Central  to  efforts  to  improve 
State  collections  is  the  need  for  better 
management  information  systems.  My 
bill  would  provide  Federal  grant 
money  which  States  could  utilize  to 
update  computer  systems  essential  to 
enforcement  efforts,  particularly  in 
pursuing  interstate  collections.  It  may 
be  prudent  to  implement  the  data  reg- 
istry and  clearinghouse  provisions  of 
the  legislation  prior  to  adopting  fi- 
nancing changes  in  order  to  obtain 
solid  information  detailing  what  would 
be  the  most  feasible  and  desirable  revi- 
sions to  reward  States,  performance. 

Much  work  has  gone  into  reworking 
current  law  to  develop  the  various  pro- 
posals now  before  the  Congress.  I 
would  like  to  express  appreciation  to 
Representative  Carroll  Campbell  for 
his  leadership  and  work  on  this  bill, 
and  I  commend  the  administration 
and  Secretary  Margaret  Heckler  for 
making  child  support  enforcement  a 
national  priority.  I  am  pleased  to  l)e  a 
cosponsor  of  the  administration's  child 
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support  enforcement  bill  recently  in- 
troduced by  my  good  friend  Senator 
Armstrong.  Congress  needs  to  have 
the  full  benefit  of  various  options  and 
initiatives  to  compile  a  reasonable 
package. 

As  Congress  continues  to  focus  on 
the  needs  of  the  child  and  the  custodi- 
al parent,  we  cannot  lose  sight  of  the 
problems  of  the  absent  parent  and  the 
matter  of  visitation  rights.  This  is  a 
troubling  concern.  I  remain  hopeful 
that  as  the  absent  parent  fulfills  fi- 
nancial support  obligations,  emotional 
support  will  be  a  natural  byproduct. 
The  well-being  of  any  child  can  only 
be  enhanced  through  increased  paren- 
tal attention.  Absent  parents  are  more 
likely  to  feel  a  part  of  the  child's  life  if 
both  financial  support  and  visitation 
orders  are  obeyed. 

The  bill  I  presen'  to  the  Congress  is 
a  comprehensive  package  to  deal  with 
an  extremely  critical  problem.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  review  its  contents 
carefully.  I  am  greatly  encouraged 
that  the  Senate  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance  will  be  holding  hearings  on  this 
and  other  child  support  bills  in  early 
September.  As  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Oversight  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Service.  I  will  be  holding 
a  hearing  September  15  to  examine 
one  of  the  provisions  contained  within 
this  bill  which  would  extend  the 
present  Federal  income  tax  offset  to 
non-AFDC  families. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  call  attention  to  the  des- 
ignation of  August  as  Child  Support 
Enforcement  Month.  "  The  public 
needs  to  be  sensitized  to  the  harsh  re- 
alities facing  many  children  and  single 
parents  today,  and  this  will  serve  to 
stimulate  public  awareness  of  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  this  program. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  would 
like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
detailed  description  of  the  Child  Sup- 
port Enforcement  Act  of  1983  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Description  of  the  Bill 
statement  of  purpose 
Section  1  adds  an  explicit  statement  of 
purpose  to  Title  IV-D  where  none  now 
exists,  as  follows:  "The  purpose  of  the  pro- 
gram ...  is  to  assure  that  all  children  in  the 
United  States  who  are  in  need  of  assistance 
in  securing  financial  support  from  their  par- 
ents will  receive  such  assistance  regardless 
of  the  economic  status  of  their  parents  and 
that  parents  prevent  their  children  from  be- 
coming a  burden  on  taxpayers  by  fulfilling, 
to  the  best  of  their  ability,  their  financial 
obligations  on  Ijehalf  of  their  children. 

While  this  statement  of  purpose  seems 
almost  unnecessary,  in  fact  there  has  been 
considerable  disagreement  over  the  extent 
to  which  the  IV  D  program  ought  to  assist 
non-AFDC  families  obtain  child  support,  if 
at  all.  Not  only  have  several  states  virtually 
ignored  the  non-AFDC  population,  but  at 
the  Federal  level  as  well  there  has  been  a 
substantial  emphasis  on  the  AFDC  caseload 


as  well  as  a  reluctance  to  see  states  attempt 
■universal"  enforcement  systems  under 
which  support  paid  by  all  absent  parents  is 
closely  monitored.  I  am  suggesting  a  state- 
ment of  purpose  which  makes  clear  that  as- 
sisting all  children  who  have  been  unable  to 
obtain  support  from  absent  parents  is  just 
as  valid  a  function  of  the  program  as  pre- 
venting the  dependency  of  the.se  children  on 
tax  dollars  when  their  parents  refuse  to 
support  them.  I  have  a  strong  suspicion  that 
these  two  goals  are  more  closely  related 
than  studies  thus  far  have  been  able  to  dem- 
onstrate and  that  when  families  are  reason- 
ably confident  that  support  payments  will 
be  made  in  full  and  on  time,  they  will  be 
able  to  build  economic,  emotional,  and 
social  and  educational  strengths  in  the 
family  that  will  help  ward  off  dependency 
and  breakdown  later  on. 

FINANCIAL  INCENTIVES  FOR  BALANCED  AND 
EFFICIENT  STATE  PROGRAMS 

Section  3  replaces  the  present  law  incen- 
tive payment  which  focuses  exclusively  on 
AFDC  collections.  Under  the  current 
scheme.  States  are  permitted  to  keep  a 
bonus"  equal  to  12  percent  of  support  they 
have  collected  on  behalf  of  families  on 
AFDC.  The  remaining  88  percent  is  then  di 
vided  among  State  and  Federal  governments 
in  proportion  to  the  rate  at  which  the  Fed- 
eral government  matches  State  AFDC  pay- 
ments. This  12  percent  incentive  is  expected 
to  amount  to  about  $120  million  in  Fiscal 
1984. 

I  am  proposing  to  replace  the  12  percent 
AFDC  incentive  with  a  four-part  incentive 
plan  which  is  intended  to  encourage  States 
to  provide  child  support  enforcement  serv- 
ices to  all  families  which  request  assistance, 
to  work  as  hard  on  interstate  cases  where 
the  child  and  absent  parent  reside  in  differ- 
ent States  or  localities  as  on  so-called  do- 
mestic cases,  as  well  as  to  seek  child  support 
to  offset  AFDC  expenses  incurred  when  par- 
ents fail  to  support  their  children. 

These  incentives  will  be  computed  and 
paid  quarterly  beginning  in  Fiscal  1986  so 
that  States  and  localities  will  have  frequent 
measures  of  their  progress  and  so  that  Fed- 
eral incentive  funds  will  arrive  throughout 
the  year  as  they  are  needed.  A  pass-through 
requirement  will  make  sure  that  localities 
which  do  the  bulk  of  the  work  and  bear  a 
large  portion  of  the  costs  will  receive  their 
share  of  the  incentive  payments.  Because 
the  record-keeping  systems  required  to  com- 
pute eligibility  for  incentive  payments  do 
not  exist  in  many  stales,  a  pha-se-in  provi- 
sion assures  States  that  they  will  receive 
amounts  equal  to  at  least  four-fifths,  three- 
fifths  and  two-fifths  respectively  in  Fiscal 
1986.  1987  and  1988  of  what  they  would 
have  gotten  under  the  existing  12  percent 
AFDC  incentive. 

The  first  of  the  four  incentive  payments 
urges  Slates  to  try  to  develop  as  many  per- 
fect cases"  as  possible.  By  this  I  mean  that 
the  total  amount  of  support  owed  has  been 
paid  in  full  and  on  time  in  each  of  the  12 
months  in  the  first  four  of  the  last  five  cal- 
endar quarters.  The  reason  for  measuring 
achievement  in  terms  of  cases  rather  than 
in  dollar  amounts  is  to  value  cases  with  high 
support  amounts  equally  with  those  order- 
ing low  amounts  and  not  to  give  wealthier 
localities  or  States  which  might  order 
higher  support  on  average  an  advantage 
over  less  well  to  do  areas.  However,  in  order 
not  to  encourage  low-balling  "  of  support 
orders  so  that  more  cases  will  qualify  for 
the  incentive.  The  bill  provides  that  incen- 
tive payments  will  be  reduced  proportion- 
ately to  the  extent  that  the  average  amount 


collected  per  case  is  less  than  the  AFDC 
amount  that  would  be  paid  to  a  family  of 
two  in  that  State.  An  AFDC  payment  for 
two  is  used  because  the  average  AFDC 
family  has  a  parent  and  two  children:  only 
the  children  are  potentially  owed  child  sup- 
port. The  average  payment  for  all  cases 
(whether  paying  or  not)  is  used  because  it  is 
realized  that  in  some  cases  it  will  be  appro- 
priate to  order  low  support  amounts  and 
that  in  other  cases,  such  as  those  where  the 
absent  parent  cannot  be  located,  it  is  unreal- 
istic to  expect  payments. 

While  ideally  we  would  want  all  cases  to 
be  completely  paid  up  on  time,  in  reality 
this  will  be  impo.ssible.  Not  only  are  lapses 
and  arrearages  an  inescapable  fact— often 
due  to  unemployment  as  well  as  recalci- 
trance, disinterest  or  slack  enforcement— 
but  there  are  always  new  cases  being  filed. 
Many  of  these  families  do  not  yet  have  a 
support  order;  some  may  not  have  yet  legal- 
ly established  paternity:  and  others  cannot 
locate  the  absent  parent.  Also.  States  may 
open  a  new  "case"  each  time  a  family  begins 
a  new  episode  of  AFDC  dependency  rather 
than  reopen  the  old  file.  Therefore,  this  in- 
centive payment  begins  with  a  threshold  of 
30  percent  of  all  cases  in  w  hich  the  state  un- 
dertook after  June  30.  1984  to  collect  sup- 
port. That  is.  the  incentive  will  be  paid  only 
on  perfect"  cases  in  excess  of  30  percent  of 
all  cases.  The  incentive  payment  will  be 
equal  to  0.2  percent  of  the  State  s  adminis- 
trative costs  for  the  quarter  in  question  for 
each  1  percent  of  cases  in  excess  of  30  per- 
cent. For  example,  if  40  percent  of  a  States 
cases  were  in  the  "perfect"  category,  its  in- 
centive payment  would  be  equal  to  0.2  per- 
cent times  10  percent,  or  2  percent  of  its  ad- 
ministrative costs.  If  the  average  support 
collected  on  all  cases  equalled  only  90  per- 
cent of  the  AFDC  payment  for  two.  the 
State's  incentive  payment  would  be  reduced 
proportionately-by  10  percent. 

The  second  incentive  is  similar  to  the 
first.  However,  it  rewards  States  for  having 
a  high  percentage  of  cases  making  "ade- 
quate "  payment.  This  is  defined  as  paying 
at  least  80  percent  of  the  ordered  amount 
anytime  during  the  first  four  of  the  last  five 
quarters.  Under  this  incentive,  only  cases  in 
excess  of  70  percent  of  all  the  State's  cases 
would  count  toward  the  incentive  payment. 
For  each  percent  of  adequate"  cases  over 
70  percent,  the  State  will  receive  0.4  percent 
of  its  administrative  costs.  As  in  the  first  in- 
centive, this  payment  will  be  reduced  to  the 
extent  that  average  support  collected  on  all 
cases  is  less  than  the  AFDC  payment  for 
two.  The  reason  for  having  this  second 
system-wide  incentive  is  to  make  sure  that 
States,  in  their  efforts  to  achieve  "perfect " 
cases,  do  not  concentrate  only  on  cases 
which  are  already  approaching  perfect 
status  and  neglect  other  cases  making  spo- 
radic, incomplete,  or  no  payments. 

The  third  incentive  encourages  states  to 
pursue  interstate  cases.  This  incentive  will 
be  paid  at  the  rate  of  0.4  percent  of  adminis- 
trative costs  for  each  1  percent  in  excess  of 
half  the  all  a  States  interstate  cases  in 
which  at  least  adequate'  payment  is  ob- 
tained (80%  of  ordered  amount  anytime 
during  the  first  four  of  the  last  five  quar- 
ters). Both  States  would  receive  the  incen- 
tive—the State  where  the  child  resides  as 
well  as  the  State  where  the  absent  parent 
resides.  This  puts  the  case  on  a  par  with 
domestic"  cases  as  far  as  the  incentive  pay- 
ment is  concerned. 

The  fourth  incentive  payment  is  based  on 
AFDC  caes.  and  is  measured  in  terms  of 
how  much  of  total  State  AFDC  payments 


for  single-parent  families  are  recovered 
through  child  support  collections  for  chil- 
dren receiving  AFDC.  Nationally.  States  av- 
erage 6.6  percent  AFDC  "recovery"  through 
child  support  enforcement.  This  incentive 
would  pay  States  an  incentive  equal  to  1 
percent  of  support  collected  in  AFDC  cases 
for  every  1  percent  by  which  their  recovery 
of  AFDC  payments  exceeded  5  percent.  This 
incentive  would  be  paid  regardless  of  wheth- 
er the  AFDC  child  lived  in  the  State  or  else- 
where so  that  interstate  cases  can  be  pur- 
sued equally  with  in-state  cases.  Under  this 
incentive,  for  example,  if  a  State  collected 
$50  million  on  behalf  of  children  receiving 
AFDC  and  this  equalled  10  percent  of  the 
States  $500  million  AFDC  expenditure  for 
single-parent  families,  the  State  would  get 
an  incentive  payment  equal  to  5  percent  of 
the  $50  million,  or  $2.5  million. 

It  is  intended  that  where  specific  cases 
qualify  under  more  than  one  of  the  four  in- 
centives, they  be  counted  toward  each. 
Therefore,  an  interstate  AFDC  case  which 
paid  in  full  and  on  time  all  year  would  count 
toward  all  four  incentive  payments. 

Many  States  do  not  currently  keep  track 
of  case-by-case  statistics  and  cannot  tell  how- 
many  cases  are  fully  paid,  how  many  are  in 
arrears,  or  the  amount  and  duration  of  the 
arrearages.  However,  because  child  support 
enforcement  must  necessarily  keep  track 
annually  of  literally  millions  of  financial 
transactions,  it  seems  unrealistic  not  to  de- 
velop an  "accounts  receivable"  type  of  moni- 
toring system  for  the  future.  Given  the  cur- 
rent lack  of  such  information,  I  am  the  first 
to  admit  that  the  threshold  levels  and  pay- 
ment percentages  set  forth  in  my  bill  are 
educated  guesses  intended  to  aim  high 
enough  to  enourage  improvement  and  low 
enourh  to  be  within  reach  for  well-man- 
aged, efficient  systems.  Also,  the  incentives 
will  measure  only  support  which  the  States 
have  undertaken  to  collect  after  June  30. 
1984  so  that  any  new  information  system 
will  need  to  pick  up  data  only  from  that 
point  forward.  I  have  offered  this  4-part 
scheme  to  stimulate  discussion  and  to  focus 
reform,  not  as  a  final  propo.sal.  Therefore,  I 
hope  that  people  familiar  with  the  oper- 
ations and  potential  for  child  support  collec- 
tions will  study  these  suggested  incentive 
levels  and  share  with  me  any  refinements, 
improvements  or  substitutes  which  might 
better  achieve  the  goals  I  have  discussed. 

IMPROVED  ENFORCEMENT  TECHNIQUES 

The  remainder  of  the  bill  sets  forth  a 
number  of  methods  which  have  been  shown 
to  increase  the  payment  of  child  suppori  ob- 
ligations at  relatively  low  cost,  minimal  per- 
sonnel, and  high  return. 

COLLECTION  OF  PAST-DUE  SUPPORT  FROM 
FEDERAL  TAX  REFUNDS 

Section  4  extends  to  non-AFDC  cases  the 
present  law  procedure  whereby  Federal 
income  tax  refunds  are  used  to  offset  past 
child  support  obligations  in  AFDC  cases. 
This  simple  and  inexpensive  process  ($11 
per  case)  has  been  extremely  successful,  ac- 
counting for  $168  million  in  collections  the 
first  year  it  was  used  (1981)  and  more  in 
1982. 

A  State  will  be  permitted  to  limit  its  non- 
AFDC  offset  activities  to  only  the  amount 
of  past  due  support  which  accumulated 
after  it  undertook  to  seek  support.  However, 
a  State  or  locality  may  opt  to  submit  to  the 
Federal  government  arrearages  that  accu- 
mulated before  the  case  was  filed. 

Because  the  bill  merely  broadens  present 
law  to  include  non-AFDC  cases,  the  proce- 
dures and  safeguards  that  have  been  worked 


out  during  the  first  two  years  for  AFDC 
cases  will  apply.  This  includes  procedures 
for  notifying  obligors  and  permitting  them 
to  respond  and  indicate  any  errors  in  the  al- 
leged arrearage. 

WITHHOLDING  FROM  WAGES 

Section  5  requires  States  to  implement  a 
procedure  for  withholding  child  support 
amounts  from  the  wages  of  absent  parents. 
This  has  been  found  to  be  a  reliable,  effec- 
tive and  low-cost  technique  which  efficient- 
ly brings  cases  into  paying  status  and  keeps 
them  there.  My  bill  allows  States  flexibility 
as  to  when  they  implement  withholding.  At 
the  latest,  they  must  make  withholding 
when  support  becomes  past  due  in  amount 
equal  to  two  months'  payments  or  when  the 
absent  parent  requests  withholding.  Howev- 
er. States  could  implement  withholding  im- 
mediately, beginning  with  the  first  support 
payment  as  a  means  of  preventing  arrear- 
ages from  ever  occurring. 

Because  this  withholding  system  will  add 
to  employers'  paperwork  burden,  the  bill 
permits  employers  to  withhold  fees,  in  addi- 
tion to  support,  to  cover  any  additional 
costs.  Also,  employers  may  send  a  single 
check  to  the  appropriate  State  agency  for 
distribution  to  the  proper  families. 

States  must  impose  fines  on  employers 
who  dismiss  or  refuse  to  hire  individuals  be- 
cause of  withholding.  Withholding  must  be 
used  in  interstate  as  well  as  domestic  cases. 

QUASI-JUDICIAL  OR  ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROCEDURES 

Section  5  also  requires  the  use  of  alterna- 
tive procedures  to  the  traditional  and  often 
lengthy  and  expensive  judicial  forums. 
States  have  found  that  administrative  per- 
sonnel can  often  get  parties  to  agree  on  the 
establishment  and  enforcement  of  support 
obligations  more  quickly  and  at  less  public 
and  private  expense  than  in  adversarial 
court  proceedings.  These  alternative  proce- 
dures must  observe  all  due  process  require- 
ments and  provide  for  notice  of  actions  to 
be  taken,  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and 
appeal  to  a  court. 

STATE  TAX  REFUND  OFFSETS 

Section  5  requires  at  the  State  level  the 
same  income  tax  refund  offset  proposed  at 
the  Federal  level.  This  offset  would  be  used 
in  both  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  cases. 

LIENS  AGAINST  REAL  PROPERTY 

Section  5  requires  States  to  make  greater 
use  of  their  procedures  for  placing  liens  on 
real  property  for  past  due  support  owed  by 
absent  parents  owning  property  in  the  state. 
In  States  where  child  support  activities  are 
handled  at  the  local  level,  procedures  must 
be  implemented  for  using  the  lien  procedure 
throughout  the  state.  Liens  are  to  be  used 
in  both  interstate  and  domestic  cases. 

REPORTING  PAST  DUE  SUPPORT  TO  CREDIT 
AGENCIES 

Section  5  requires  States  to  report  periodi- 
cally to  consumer  credit  bureau  organiza- 
tions the  amount  of  past  due  support  owed 
by  absent  parents  in  both  interstate  and  do- 
mestic cases.  Child  support  obligations 
cannot  be  discharged  in  bankruptcy  and 
stand  in  front  of  virtually  all  other  debt  an 
individual  may  incur.  Therefore,  creditors 
and  credit  reporting  agencies  are  interested 
in  knowing  about  child  support  arrearages. 
Absent  parents  will  have  to  pay  support  ar- 
rearages in  order  to  clear  their  credit  rat- 
ings. Prior  to  reporting  arrearage  informa- 
tion. States  must  notify  obligors  and  give 
them  a  chance  to  respond.  The  protections 
under  the  Fair  Credit  Reporting  Act  also 


protect  absent  parents  in  case  of  erroneous 
information. 

The  credit  reporting,  lien,  and  tax  offset 
procedures  are  all  intended  to  help  collect 
support  from  non-wage  earners  w ho  v.ill  not 
be  affected  by  withholding.  These  individ- 
uals may  be  proprietors,  farmers,  independ- 
ent contractors  or  otherwise  self-employed. 
These  are  effective  and  relatively  inexpen- 
sive techniques  which  are  expected  to  bring 
these  individuals  into  better  compliance. 

MEDICAL  SUPPORT 

Often  the  absent  parent  can  provide  em- 
ployment-related health  care  or  insurance 
for  his  children  at  little  or  no  additional 
cost.  Under  section  5.  States  are  to  seek 
such  support  when  the  custodial  parent  has 
been  unable  to  provide  such  health  cover- 
age. 

The  Secretary  of  HHS  is  permitted  to 
waive  any  of  these  section  5  requirements  if 
a  State  can  demonstrate  with  factual,  de- 
tailed data  that  a  particular  procedure 
would  not  improve  the  efficiency  or  effec- 
tiveness of  its  program.  The  effective  date 
for  these  State  procedures  is  October  1. 
1984.  or.  if  enabling  legislation  is  required, 
until  the  close  of  the  first  State  legislative 
session  after  January  1,  1985. 

CENTRAL  PAYMENT  AND  REGISTRY  SYSTEMS 

The  incentive  system  proposed  in  section 
3  as  well  as  the  demands  of  tracking  the 
staggering  number  of  transactions  in  mil- 
lions of  child  support  cases  means  that  most 
States  (and  localities  where  child  support 
enforcement  is  decentralized)  will  have  to 
automate  and  upgrade  their  information 
management  systems.  At  the  very  least, 
they  need  to  know  the  amount  of  support 
ordered  to  be  paid  to  children  residing  in 
the  State,  the  amounts  ordered  to  be  paid 
by  parents  residing  in  or  employed  in  the 
State,  the  amounts  collected  or  paid  and  the 
dates  of  payment,  and  the  amounts  past  due 
and  the  duration  of  arrearages.  Without 
this  essential  data.  States  will  not  be  able  to 
respond  to  increasing  requests  for  support 
assistance  or  to  measure  their  progress. 

States  may  wish  to  use  their  information 
systems  as  clearinghouse  mechanisms 
through  which  all  or  most  child  support 
payments  are  channelled  and  forwarded. 
Other  States  may  prefer  to  use  the  central 
registry  concept  wherein  payments  are 
made  directly  to  the  custodian  via  withhold- 
ing, bank  transfers,  credit  cards  or  other 
means  and  the  central  registry  is  notified 
that  the  payment,  withholding  or  transfer 
has  been  made.  Either  way  the  State  has  a 
record  of  the  timing  and  amount  of  pay- 
ments and  a  means  for  triggering  enforce- 
ment activities  when  payments  are  incom- 
plete or  late. 

Although  most  States  have  automated  at 
least  part  of  their  child  support  effort,  up- 
grading to  handle  clearinghouse  or  registry 
tasks  will  be  a  lengthy  and  expensive  proc- 
ess. Therefore,  the  bill  authorizes  a  fund  of 
$20  million  per  year  for  5  years  to  be  avail- 
able until  spent.  This  money  will  be  avail- 
able to  States  on  a  project  grant  basis  for 
between  80  to  90  percent  of  project  costs. 

QUARTERLY  SYSTEM  OF  WAGE  REPORTING 

Section  7  amends  Title  III  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  require  all  unemployment 
compensation  agencies  to  collect  employ- 
ment, wage,  name  and  address  information 
at  least  quarterly.  The  vast  majority  of 
States  currently  do  this  now.  and  problems 
of  interstate  fraudulent  claims  is  forcing  the 
remaining  few  to  consider  switching  to  this 
approach.   The   bill    further   provides   that 
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ihis  employment  and  address  information 
be  shared  with  the  child  support  agency  in 
order  to  facilitate  location  of  absent  parents 
and  ascertainment  of  their  financial  and 
employment  status. 

•  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  country  was  founded  upon 
the  notion  of  responsibility  to  ones 
family  and  country.  In  recent  years, 
however,  this  basic  tenet  of  our  society 
has  been  eroded  to  the  point  of  na- 
tional disgrace.  The  situation  to  which 
I  refer  is  the  failure  of  many  parents 
to  assume  financial  responsibility  for 
their  children. 

Divorce  has  drastically  altered  the 
composition  of  the  American  family. 
In  1981.  there  were  8.4  million  women 
with  children  under  21  whose  fathers 
were  absent,  an  increase  of  over  100 
percent  from  1970.  The  Census  Bureau 
predicts  that  only  half  of  all  children 
bom  this  year  will  spend  their  entire 
childhood  living  with  both  natural 
parents.  Women  head  90  percent  of 
the  rapidly  growing  number  of  single 
parent  families. 

Many  studies  have  been  conducted 
on  compliance  with  child  support 
orders  and  the  effect  of  failures  to 
comply.  These  studies  all  point  to  one 
conclusion;  absent  parents  don't  pay 
child  support.  Of  the  $9.9  billion  due 
from  absent  parents,  only  $6.1  billion 
was  ever  paid.  Between  a  quarter  and 
a  third  of  parents  never  make  a  single 
court-ordered  payment.  According  to  a 
1973  Michigan  study,  patterns  of  de- 
linquency have  no  relation  to  the  par- 
ent's income.  In  fact,  the  economic  cir- 
cumstances of  single  fathers  are  usual- 
ly better  than  while  they  were  mar- 
ried. A  recent  California  study  re- 
vealed that  1  year  after  divorce,  the 
wife's  income  dropped  by  73  percent 
while  the  husband's  rose  by  42  per- 
cent. 

This  situation  should  shock  the  con- 
science of  a  responsible  society.  It  has 
directly  contributed  to  the  frequently 
mentioned  "feminization  of  poverty" 
and  must  be  remedied. 

Congress,  in  1975,  established  the 
child  support  enforcement  program, 
title  IV-D  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
It  requires  each  State  to  have  an  ap- 
proved program  of  child  support  en- 
forcement, including  measures  to  es- 
tablish paternity,  locate  missing  fa- 
thers, establish  or  modify  court-or- 
dered child  support  orders,  and  collect 
court-ordered  payments.  The  program 
is  intended  to  serve  both  AFDC  and 
non-AFDC  families,  with  the  latter 
t)eing  charged  fees  for  services  provid- 
ed. 

The  child  support  enforcement  pro- 
gram is  a  good  beginning  but  more 
needs  to  be  done  to  help  women  who 
are  seeking  child  support  for  their 
children. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  been  deeply 
troubled  by  this  issue  for  a  number  of 
years.  In  1981.  when  I  first  introduced 
the    Economic    Equity    Act,    I    called 


upon  the  Department  of  Justice  to 
conduct  a  study  of  this  problem  and 
recommend  solutions. 

I  am  proud  to  have  introduced  the 
1983  Economic  Equity  Act.  S.  888.  in 
the  Senate.  Title  V  of  the  legislation  is 
designed  to  improve  and  expand  the 
IV-D  program  in  order  to  return  re- 
sponsibility to  those  individuals  who 
should  properly  bear  such  obligations. 

As  the  principal  author  of  the  EEA. 
I  am  very  pleased  that  Senator  Grass- 
ley  has  recognized  the  need  to  im- 
prove child  support  enforcement  and 
is  introducing  this  legislation,  which  I 
am  pleased  to  cosponsor. 

As  I  indicated  when  I  cosponsored 
the  administrations  proposal.  I  will 
support  any  and  all  legislation  that  is 
aimed  at  making  our  child  support  en- 
forcement programs  more  effective. 
This  is  not  a  partisan  issue,  neither  is 
it  just  a  woman's  issue,  nor  a  welfare 
issue— it  is  an  issue  that  should  be  of 
concern  to  all  Americans.  We  have 
reached  the  point  where  everyone 
'tnows  someone  who  is  not  receiving 
child  support.  The  effect  this  has  on 
the  children  of  America  and  on  her  in- 
stitutions can  no  longer  be  tolerated. 

I  believe  the  most  effective  way  for 
Congress  to  address  child  support  en- 
forcement is  to  pass  S.  888  with  all  its 
other  reinforcing  provisions  for  eco- 
nomic equality.  I  am  encouraged  by 
the  number  of  similarities  between 
this  legislation  and  the  Economic 
Equity  Act: 

Mandatory  wage  withholding.  Sena- 
tor Grassley's  bill,  like  S.  888.  would 
require  mandatory  wage  withholding 
to  assure  compliance  with  child  sup- 
port orders.  This  proposal  could 
impose  mandatory  wage  withholding 
at  an  early  date  and,  in  this  respect,  is 
an  improvement. 

State  income  tax  intercept.  State 
income  tax  intercept  programs  have 
proven  very  effective  where  utilized 
and  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  Senator 
Grassley  has  adopted  such  a  propos- 
al. I  continue  to  emphasize  the  need  to 
make  this  available  to  both  AFDC  and 
non-AFDC  parents. 

Quasijudicial  and  administrative 
procedures.  These  procedures  are 
much  more  cost-efficient  and  a  far 
quicker  way  to  enforce  and  establish 
child  support.  Both  the  EEA  and  Sen- 
ator Grassley  suggest  greater  use  of 
these  procedures. 

Liens  against  property.  Both  pieces 
of  legislation  would  utilize  liens 
against  property.  The  EEA  would  also 
provide  for  liens  against  estates.  Sena- 
tor Grassley  has  expanded  this  to 
property  located  in  other  States  and 
this  is  a  welcome  addition. 

Medical  support.  Medical  support 
should  be  provided  for  children  when 
it  is  available  at  a  reasonable  cost. 
Both  the  EEA  and  Senator  Grassley 
have  made  provision  for  such  support. 
Similarly,  the  administration  has  pro- 


posed this  as  a  regulatory  change  for 
next  year. 

Senator  Grassley  has  suggested  the 
use  of  consumer  credit  agencies  for  re- 
porting of  past-due  support  owned  by 
absent  parents.  This  is  an  excellent 
concept  and  I  endorse  its  inclusion  in 
this  legislation. 

On  the  other  hand.  S.  888  is  prefera- 
ble to  this  bill  in  that  it  contains  sever- 
al additional  enforcement  proposals 
which  I  will  work  to  see  enacted  into 
law:  use  of  bonds  or  guarantees,  de- 
fault procedures  for  paternity,  scien- 
tific testing  to  establish  paternity,  and 
the  use  of  objective  standards. 

In  recognition  of  the  growing  need 
to  computerize  and  systematize  child 
support  enforcement  programs,  the 
Economic  Equity  Act  requires  States 
to  establish  clearinghouses  to  monitor 
and  trigger  enforcement.  This  legisla- 
tion does  not  go  that  far,  but  does  pro- 
vide a  grant  procedure  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  clearinghouses. 

Senator  Grassley  has  proposed  ex- 
panding the  Federal  income  tax  inter- 
cept to  non-AFDC  parents  for  past- 
due  support  the  IV-D  agency  has  un- 
dertaken to  collect.  He  has  also  sug- 
gested that  the  States  be  given  the 
option  of  including  all  arrearages  and 
I  wholehearteldy  support  this  ap- 
proach to  the  Federal  income  tax 
intercept. 

With  respect  to  Senator  Grassley's 
specific  funding  mechanisms,  I  agree 
that  we  should  encourage  States  to 
become  more  effective  and  efficient. 
However,  I  am  concerned  about  the 
complexity  of  the  incentive  formula  in 
his  bill  and  the  impact  it  would  have 
on  States  that  are  not  fully  computer- 
ized. Determination  of  eligibility  for 
States  that  operate  their  programs  on 
a  county  or  city  basis  will  be  extreme- 
ly difficult  until  clearinghouses  have 
been  established  statewide.  I  believe  it 
is  important  that  these  incentives  be 
easily  identified  and  equitably  distrib- 
uted. 

Improvement  of  child  support  en- 
forcement in  this  country  is  impera- 
tive—both from  a  societal  perspective 
and  from  an  economic  perspective.  In 
the  long  run  dollars  invested  in  this 
program  today  will  be  returned  to  soci- 
ety many  times  again.  If,  through  im- 
proved child  support  collection  efforts 
we  can  help  single  parents  become 
self-sufficient,  we  will  eventually  see 
reductions  in  AFDC,  food  stamps,  and 
many  other  public  assistance  pro- 
grams. More  importantly,  the  more 
adequate  the  parental  support  for 
children,  the  less  costly  the  require- 
ments on  the  education,  justice  and 
other  societal  systems. 

Society  cannot  de  facto  dictate  that 
single  women  assume  the  entire 
burden  of  raising  a  family.  The  re- 
sponsibility for  the  children  of  our 
Nation  rests  with  both  the  mother  and 
father.  We  must  enforce  the  responsi- 


bility once  undertaken  to  those  who 
choose  selfishly  to  abandon  their  fa- 
milial duties.  As  Reinhold  Neibuhr 
once  stated:  "Life  has  no  meaning 
except  in  terms  of  responsibility.  "  So- 
ciety will  profit  from  these  changes. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Senate  will  act  quickly  to  improve  and 
expand  child  support  in  this  country.* 


By  Mr.  DENTON: 
S.  1710.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  25 
of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  to  pro- 
vide penalties  for  the  forging  of  en- 
dorsements on.  or  fraudulently  negoti- 
ating. U.S.  checks  or  bonds  or  securi- 
ties, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

PENALTIES  FOR  FORCING  ENDORSEMENTS 

•  Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  introduce  legislation  that  would 
amend  the  title  18,  chapter  25  of  the 
United  States  Code,  thereby  providing 
penalties  for  the  forging  of  the  en- 
dorsement or  fraudulently  negotiating 
U.S.  checks,  bonds,  or  securities. 

At  present,  violations  for  forgery  or 
fraudulent  negotiations  of  a  treasury 
bond  or  a  check  or  a  security  are  pros- 
ecuted under  section  495  of  title  18 
that  was  not  designed  to  apply  to  such 
violations.  Section  495  applies  to  con- 
tracts, deeds,  powers  of  attorney,  and 
other  writings.  There  is  as  a  practical 
matter  a  gap  in  the  law,  making  the 
prosecution  of  certain  forgeries  impos- 
sible. For  example,  a  thief  who  steals  a 
treasury  check  already  endorsed  and 
then  endorses  it  himself  is  not  violat- 
ing section  495.  A  thief  may  steal  Gov- 
ernment checks  from  the  rightful 
owner  and  then  sell  to  a  middleman 
and  still  a  violation  under  section  495 
has  not  occurred. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposal  I  intro- 
duce today  would  add  a  new  section  to 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  to  make  it 
a  felony:  First,  to  forge  an  endorse- 
ment or  signature  on  a  treasury  check 
or   bond    or   security   of   the    United 
States,  or  second,  to  pass  or  attempt  to 
pass  such  an  obligation  knowing  that 
it  bears  a  forgery.  The  bill  also  makes 
it  a  felony  to  knowingly  exchange  or 
possess,   with   knowledge   of   its   false 
character,  an  obligation  of  the  United 
States  that  has  been  stolen  or  bears  a 
forged     endorsement.     The     penalty 
would   be   a   fine   of   not   more   than 
$10,000  or  imprisonment  for  not  more 
than  10  years,  or  both.  If  the  amount 
of    the    obligation    involved    did    not 
exceed  $500,  the  penalty  would  be  a 
fine  of  not  more  than  $1,000  or  impris- 
onment not  to  exceed  1  year,  or  both. 
I  would  point  out  that  this  legisla- 
tion in  no  way  redistributes  the  inves- 
tigative responsibility  of  any  agency. 
Specifically,  the  Postal  Service  would 
retain  primary  jurisdiction  to  investi- 
gate mail  theft.  At  the  same  time  the 
Secret  Service  would  be  greatly  assist- 
ed in  investigating  crimes  involving  se- 
curities of  the  United  States. 


I  ask  my  colleagues  to  consider  this 
legislation  carefully.  It  seems  that 
those  who  steal,  forge,  or  fraudulently 
appropriate  the  property  of  others  too 
easily  find  legal  loopholes  that  afford 
a  safe  harbor  for  their  crimes.  This 
legislation  blocks  those  loopholes,  ulti- 
mately leading  to  better  law  enforce- 
ment and  less  criminal  activity. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  the  bill  appear  in  the  Record  imme- 
diately following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1710 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  chap- 
ter 25  of  title  18,  United  States  Code  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

SEt .  .ilO.  FORCIN*;  endorsements  on  TREASl  RY 
(HECKS  OR  BONDS  OR  SEt  t  KITIES  OF 
THE  I  NITKI)  STATES. 

■•(a)  Whoever,  with  intent  to  defraud— 

(1)  falsely  makes  or  forges  any  endorse- 
ment or  signature  on  a  Treasury  check  or 
bond  or  security  of  the  United  States;  or 

(2)  passes,  utters,  or  publishes,  or  at- 
tempts to  pass,  utter,  or  publish,  any  treas- 
ury check  or  bond  or  security  of  the  United 
States  bearing  a  falsely  made  or  forged  en- 
dorsement or  signature  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  10  years,  or  both. 

(bi  Whoever,  with  knowledge  that  such 
check  or  bond  or  security  of  the  United 
States  is  stolen  or  bears  a  falsely  made  or 
forged  endorsement  or  signature  buys,  sells, 
exchanges,  receives,  delivers,  retains,  or  con- 
ceals any  such  check  or  bond  or  security  of 
the  United  States  that  in  fact  is  stolen  or 
bears  a  forged  or  falsely  made  endorsement 
or  signature  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  10 
years,  or  both. 

(c)  If  the  face  value  of  the  Treasury  check 
or  bond  or  security  of  the  United  States  or 
the  aggregate  face  value,  if  more  than  one 
Treasury  check,  bond  or  security  of  the 
United  States,  does  not  exceed  $500.  in  any 
of  the  above  mentioned  offenses,  the  penal- 
ty shall  be  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $1,000  or 
imprisonment  for  not  more  than  1  year,  or 
both." 

Sec.  2.  Section  3056(a)  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  in  the 
fifth  clause  the  number  -SIO,'  after  -bOd.'. 

Sec.  3.  The  analysis  of  chapter  25,  of  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  immediately  preced- 
ing section  471  of  such  title,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following; 

•olU.  F()R(;iN(;  ENIM)RSEMENTS  ON  TREASIRV 
(HECKS  OR  BONDS  OR  SECl  RITIES  OF 
THE  I  NITED  STATES."* 


By  Mr.  JEPSEN: 
S.    1711.    A    bill    to    extend   Patent 
Numbered    3,376,198,    and    for    other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju 
diciary. 

IMPRO  PRODUCTS 

•  Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
today  introducing  a  private  bill  for 
patent  relief  for  Impro  Products,  a 
small  company  in  Iowa  which  has  de- 
veloped a  product  to  improve  concep- 
tion and  milk  production  in  cattle  and 
to  prevent  cattle  disease. 


Impro  received  a  patent  for  its 
unique  process  in  1968  but  it  has  been 
unable  to  make  full  commercial  use  of 
its  product.  Prior  to  obtaining  the 
patent,  Impro  applied  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  for  a  license 
under  the  Virus,  Serum  and  Toxins 
Act.  While  a  temporary  license  was  in 
effect.  Department  of  Agriculture  sci- 
entists conducted  tests  to  determine 
the  efficacy  of  the  product.  The  tests 
resulted  in  a  refusal  of  the  Depart- 
ment to  extend  the  temporary  license 
when  it  expired  in  September  1967. 

The  unusual  events  surrounding  the 
Department  of  Agriculture's  tests  of 
Impros  product  were  explored  in  an 
opinion  last  September  by  senior  U.S. 
District  Judge  Howard  F.  Corcoran. 
The  opinion  by  Judge  Corcoran,  in  the 
case  of  Impro  Products,  Inc.  against 
Block,  focused  on  a  1970  article  by  sev- 
eral Department  of  Agriculture  scien- 
tists which  summarized  the  tests 
which  they  had  conducted.  Until 
Judge  Corcoran's  decision,  the  Depart- 
ment had  been  distributing  the  article 
to  persons  inquiring  about  Impros 
pro(iucts. 

After  a  careful  review  of  the  meth- 
odology of  the  Department's  tests,  the 
district  court  found  that  the  article 
contained  false  or  misleading  state- 
ments about  the  tests.  For  example, 
the  court  concluded  that  the  article 
had  inaccurately  reported  that  each 
treated  cow  had  been  innoculated  5  to 
7  days  before  the  anticipated  day  of 
calving;  the  district  court  found  that, 
in  fact,  only  one-third  of  the  treated 
cows  had  been  injected  during  that 
time.  The  article  further  reported  that 
Agriculture's  test  methodology  had 
been  developed  in  conjunction  with 
Impro  Products,  when,  in  fact.  Agri- 
culture had  altered  the  test  proce- 
dures and  goal's  without  Impro's 
agreement.  The  article  did  not  reveal 
that  data  from  distinct  herds  had  been 
combined,  and  that  crossbreeds  had 
been  used.  The  court  concluded  that 
these  facts  should  have  been  noted  to 
allow  persons  interested  in  the  study 
to  evaluate  its  deficiencies.  On  the 
basis  of  its  examination  of  the  record, 
the  court  enjoined  further  dissemina- 
tion of  the  1970  article  and  ordered 
that  any  future  report  by  Agriculture 
of  its  tests  should  contain  a  fair  and 
accurate  account  of  the  problems  in- 
volved in  conducting  the  tests. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  ap- 
pealed to  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  Circuit.  It 
is  not  my  purpose  to  comment  on  the 
merits  of  the  appeal;  the  court  will 
reach  its  conclusions  on  the  basis  of 
the  law  and  of  the  record  before  it. 
The  issue  which  I  am  placing  before 
the  Senate  in  this  bill  is  solely  wheth- 
er fairness  requires  that  Impro  Prod- 
ucts have  an  additional  period  of  time 
to  benefit  from  its  scientific  innova- 
tion. The  facts  developed  by  the  dis- 
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trict  court  demonstrate,  in  my  opinion, 
that  Impro  has  not  had  a  fair  opportu- 
nity to  convince  the  Government  or 
the  public  of  the  efficacy  of  its  prod- 
uct. The  bill  I  am  introducing  will  pro- 
vide Impro  with  the  opportunity 
which  all  inventors  deserve  to  demon- 
strate the  efficacy  of  their  products  to 
licensing  authorities  and  to  potential 
customers. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  my  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

s.  nil 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That 
Patent  Numbered  3.376.198  (relating  to  the 
production  of  immunocompetent  factors  in 
milk)  issued  on  April  2.  1968.  to  Impro  Prod- 
ucts. Inc..  of  Waukon.  Iowa  (hereinafter  re- 
ferred to  in  this  Act  as  the  "patentee")  be. 
and  the  same  hereb.v  is.  renewed  and  ex- 
tended for  a  term  of  seventeen  years  from 
the  date  on  which  such  patent  would  other- 
wise expire,  with  the  same  force  and  effect 
as  if  said  patent  had  been  originally  issued 
for  a  term  inclusive  of  the  terms  provided 
for  herein.  The  benefits  conferred  by  this 
Act  shall  accrue  to  the  patentee's  heirs,  as- 
signs and  successors  in  interest. 

Sec.  2.  The  Commissioner  of  Patents 
shall- 

(1)  cause  notice  of  the  renewal  and  exten- 
sion granted  under  this  Act  to  be  published 
in  the  Official  Gazette  and  marked  upon 
copies  of  such  patent  for  sale  by  the  Patent 
Office  in  such  manner  as  the  Commissioner 
may  determine,  and 

(2)  whenever  requested  by  the  said  patent- 
ee or  the  successors  or  assigns  of  such  pat- 
entee, make  a  certificate  of  renewal  and  ex- 
tension and  append  an  authenticated  copy 
thereof  to  such  patent,  whenever  the  same 
shall  be  requested  by  the  said  patentee  or 
the  successors  or  assigns  of  such  patentee* 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 
S.  1712.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1949  to  modify  the  dairy 
price-support  program  and  repeal  the 
dairy  assessment  and  diversion  pro- 
grams, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

DAIRY  ADJUSTMENT  AND  STABILIZATION  ACT  OF 
1983 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  the  Dairy  Ad- 
justment and  Stabilization  Act  of 
1983.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  measure,  which  is  designed  to  pro- 
vide a  lasting  solution  to  the  pressing 
problem  of  excessive  dairy  production. 

Mr.  President,  Government  subsidies 
to  farmers  have  reached  alarming 
levels.  Farm  price  supports  were  $3.5 
billion  in  1979:  in  fiscal  year  1983  they 
will  exceed  $21  billion,  nearly  equaling 
the  total  earnings  of  America's  farm- 
ers. All  agricultural  subsidies,  includ- 
ing payment-in-kind  (PIK)  and  farm 
credit  funding,  will  total  $38  billion. 

The  Agriculture  and  Food  Act  of 
1981  was  predicated  on  the  assumption 


that  farm  prices  would  continue  to 
rise.  That  assumption  was  wrong.  Soft 
export  demand,  dramatically  higher 
yields,  and  lower  inflation  rates  pre- 
vented price  increases  from  occurring. 
Yet  the  Federal  Government  commit- 
ted itself  to  an  archaic  system  of  price 
supports. 

Now  the  Federal  Government  is  obli- 
gated to  purchase  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  at  exorbitant,  artificial 
prices.  At  the  taxpayer's  expense,  the 
Federal  Government  stores  a  bin-bust- 
ing surplus  of  wheat,  corn,  and  other 
grains.  The  PIK  program  begun  to 
reduce  this  surplus  has  achieved 
mixed  results,  and  is  a  short-term  solu- 
tion at  best. 

When  we  turn  to  dairy,  we  discover 
that  the  problem  is  no  less  serious. 
The  cost  of  the  dairy  price  support 
program  has  swollen  from  $250  million 
in  1979  to  more  than  $2.2  billion  in 
1982.  Expenditures  for  fiscal  year  1983 
could  reach  $2.7  billion.  The  Federal 
Government  is  the  reluctant  owner  of 
a  huge  and  expanding  surplus  of  dairy 
goods  for  which  there  is  no  market.  As 
of  April  1.  1983.  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  (CCC)  owned  430  million 
pounds  of  butter.  758  million  pounds 
of  cheese,  and  1.2  billion  pounds  of 
nonfat  dry  milk.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment's transportation,  handling,  and 
storage  costs  for  these  commodities 
were  $112.8  million  in  fiscal  year  1982. 

In  1982.  Congress  passed  the  Omni- 
bus Reconciliation  Act.  That  act  in- 
cluded a  provision  designed  to  de- 
crease the  quantity  of  surplus  milk 
products  and  lower  the  cost  of  the 
dairy  price  support  program.  This  pro- 
vision authorized  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture to  collect  two  50-cent  assess- 
ments from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
every  hundredweight  of  milk  market- 
ed commercially. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  opposed  this 
provision  since  its  enactment  as  being 
hastily  considered,  ill-advised,  and 
counterproductive.  The  assessments, 
which  have  precipitated  numerous 
lawsuits,  penalize  the  farmer  but  do 
not  lower  the  cost  of  milk  to  the  con- 
sumer. In  New  York,  the  Nation's 
third  largest  milk  producing  State, 
dairymen  will  lose  as  much  as  $92  mil- 
lion this  year  if  the  second  assessment 
is  levied.  A  $1  assessment  will  penalize 
a  dairyman  whose  herd  produces  1  ton 
of  milk  daily,  $600  each  month.  Such 
penalties  will  hurt  all  dairymen  and 
will  prove  fatal  to  many  younger, 
highly  leveraged  producers. 

Does  the  assessment  reduce  produc- 
tion? It  does  not.  The  assessment  en- 
courages production.  Dairy  farmers 
produce  more  milk  to  compensate  for 
the  lost  revenue.  The  New  York  State 
Farm  Bureau  estimates  that  its  dairy 
farmers  will  increases  production  3  to 
4  percent  to  offset  the  assessments. 
Clearly,  the  assessment  program  and 
all  other  contemplated  quick-fix  ideas 
should  be  abandoned. 


On  February  16.  1983,  I  joined  my 
distinguished  colleagues.  Senators 
D'Amato.  Murkowski,  Baucus.  Hat- 
field. Inouye,  Sasser.  and  Proxmire 
in  introducing  a  bill  (S.  498)  to  repeal 
the  assessments.  I  am  pleased  to 
report  that  Senators  Matsunaga, 
Thurmond,  Boren.  Pressler,  John- 
ston, Andrews,  and  Heinz  have  since 
become  cosponsors. 

S.  498  is  a  laudable  bill.  I  am  con- 
cerned, however,  that  more  needs  to 
be  done.  For  this  reason,  I  am  intro- 
ducing additional  legislation  today.  My 
bill,  quite  simply,  will  repeal  the  as- 
sessments and  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  lower  the  dairy  price 
support  level  from  $13.10  per  hundred- 
weight to  $11.60  per  hundredweight. 
The  Secretary  will  determine  the  size 
of  the  reduction  administratively,  and 
will  have  authority  to  adjust  the  price 
support  level  annually.  Additionally, 
my  bill  will  provide  a  referendum  for 
producers  to  determine  whether  they 
wish  to  fund  and  participate  in  a  na- 
tional dairy  products  promotion  pro- 
gram. Representative  Conable  has  in- 
troduced similar  legislation  in  the 
House. 

Mr.  President,  the  simplest,  most  ef- 
fective way  to  reduce  the  quantity  of 
surplus  milk  products  is  to  encourage 
increased  demand.  We  can  do  this  by 
lowering  the  price  support  level  so 
that  Americas  dairy  products  will 
entice  both  domestic  and  international 
buyers.  According  to  the  National 
Milk  Foundation,  a  price  support  re- 
duction of  just  $1  will  benefit  the  con- 
sumer tremendously:  nonfat  dry  milk 
prices  could  drop  6  cents  per  pound, 
whole  milk  prices  could  drop  9  cents 
per  gallon,  cheese  prices  could  drop  9 
cents  per  pound,  and  butter  prices 
could  drop  11  cents  per  pound.  The 
consumer  could  save  as  much  as  $4.2 
billion  in  dairy  costs  next  year.  We 
have  a  choice:  We  can  continue  to  levy 
a  $1  per  hundredweight  assessment 
that  encourages  production  or  we  can 
lower  the  price  support  to  a  level  that 
encourages  consumption. 

Another  way  to  encourage  consump- 
tion is  to  advertise.  1  firmly  believe 
that  a  nationwide  dairy  promotion 
program  is  desirable  and  would  be  ef- 
fective. My  bill  provides  an  opportuni- 
ty for  dairy  farmers  to  vote  on  a  na- 
tional dairy  promotion  program.  The 
program  would  be  funded  through  a 
15-cent-per-hundredweight  assessment 
and  producers  would  receive  credit  for 
contributions  made  to  State,  local,  or 
cooperative  advertising  campaigns. 

Increased  private  sector  demand  will 
reduce  pressure  on  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  purchase  surplus  dairy 
goods.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
estimates  that  CCC  net  purchases  of 
milk— equivalent— would  decline  from 
17.3  billion  pounds  in  fiscal  year  1983 
to  6.6  billion  pounds  in  fiscal  year  1985 


if    the    price    support    level    dropped 
$1.50. 

The  dairy  price  support  level  has 
been  lowered  five  times  since  the  pro- 
gram was  enacted  in  1949.  In  each  in- 
stance, CCC  purchases  were  reduced 
significantly.  Let  me  cite  just  a  few  ex- 
amples: In  fiscal  year  1954-55.  the 
price  support  level  was  lowered  16  per- 
cent. CCC  net  removals  dropped  from 
the  prior  years  11.3  billion  pounds  to 
5.1  billion  pounds— a  reduction  of  over 
50  percent.  In  fiscal  year  1958-59,  the 
price  support  level  was  lowered  6  per- 
cent. CCC  net  removals  dropped  from 
the  prior  year's  6.8  billion  pounds  to 
3.5  billion  pounds— nearly  a  50-percent 
reduction.  Finally,  in  fiscal  year  1962- 
63,  the  price  support  level  was  lowered 
8  percent.  CCC  net  removals  dropped 
from  the  prior  year's  11.2  billion 
pounds  to  8.8  billion  pounds— a  reduc- 
tion of  over  20  percent. 

My  bill  will  stimulate  demand  and 
reduce  CCC  purchases.  The  consumer 
will  benefit  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's costs  will  be  reduced.  Moreover, 
these  achievements  will  not  be  at  the 
expense  of  the  farmer. 

Dairy  producers  acknowledge  the 
need  to  reduce  the  price  support  level. 
They  prefer  a  price  support  reduction 
which  will  stimulate  demand  to  equiv- 
alent assessments,  which  do  nothing 
to  lower  the  consumer's  costs.  A  price 
support  reduction  is  equitable— far 
more  equitable  than  a  paid  diversion 
program  that  requires  all  dairy  farm- 
ers to  pay  an  assessment  so  that  the 
Federal  Government  can  pay  some 
dairy  farmers  to  curtail  production. 

A  return  to  the  basic  principles  of 
the  dairy  price  support  program  as  it 
operated  under  the  Agriculture  Act  of 
1949  is  the  simplest,  most  effective, 
and  most  equitable  way  to  curb  excess 
production  and  increase  demand.  My 
bill,  which  is  simple  to  administer, 
would  perpetuate  a  program  that  has 
served  producers,  consumers,  and  the 
industry  so  well  for  the  past  30  years. 
It  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  flexibility  needed  to  adjust  the 
economic  signals  sent  to  dairymen  so 
that  the  dairy  price  support  program 
will  achieve  and  maintain  the  equilib- 
rium between  demand  and  supply  that 
is  so  urgently  required. 

Mr.  President,  my  bill  is  supported 
by  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa- 
tion and  the  New  York  State  Farm 
Bureau.  I  submit  letters  of  endorse- 
ment from  both  of  these  organiza- 
tions, and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  they  accompany  my  statement  in 
the  Record.  These  organizations,  it 
may  be  fairly  stated,  represent  dairy 
farmers.  Dairy  farmers  should  support 
this  bill  because  it  is  equitable  and  it 
will  spur  demand.  Con.sumers  should 
support  this  bill  because  it  will  lower 
the  cost  of  assorted  dairy  products.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

Washington.  D.C..  July  28.  1983. 
Hon.  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Moynihan:  The  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  is  pleased  to  sup- 
port the  legislation  you  plan  to  introduce  to 
modify  the  dairy  support  program  by  re- 
turning to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  dis- 
cretionary authority  to  adjust  the  support 
price  of  milk.  This  legislation  will  return  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  the  author- 
ity necessary  to  make  adjustments  to  keep 
supply  in  line  with  demand.  The  legislation 
will  preserve  a  workable  program  and  main- 
tain it  in  an  efficient  and  operable  fashion. 
It  makes  possible  reasonable  adjustments  in 
the  support  price  of  milk  at  the  farm  and 
assures  an  opportunity  for  those  price  re- 
ductions to  be  passed  on  to  the  consumer. 

Additionally,  the  legislation  would  provide 
an  opportunity  for  dairy  producers  across 
the  country  to  vote  on  a  nationwide  dairy 
promotion  program.  It  would  protect  the  in- 
terests of  those  farmers  who  are  already 
contributing  to  a  promotion  program,  but 
preserve  the  precedent  of  allowing  farmers 
to  vote  whether  or  not  to  impose  a  promo- 
lion  program  on  themselves.  Since  dairy 
promotion  programs  are  paid  exclusively  by 
the  farmers,  it  is  a  clear  statement  of  equity 
that  this  preserves  their  right  to  vote  as  a 
mechanism  for  determining  whether  a  pro- 
motion program  should  be  enacted. 

For  thirty  years  we  have  had  a  dairy  pro- 
gram that  has  worked  well  in  assuring  an 
adequate  supply  protecting  against  the 
undue  costs  of  oversupply  and  maintaining 
an  orderly  marketing  framework  for  produc- 
ers. The  legislation  continues  this  tradition 
and  makes  the  improvements  necessary  to 
overcome  current,  unacceptable  oversupply 
problems. 

Sincerely. 

John  C.  Datt. 
Secretary  and  Director. 

Washingto7i  Office. 

[Telegram] 

Glenmont,  N.Y. 
Senator  Daniel  P.  Moynihan. 
Capitol  One.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Moynihan:  New  York  Farm 
Bureau  is  pleased  to  support  the  Conable- 
Moynihan  bill  as  the  most  effective  and 
practical  solution  to  the  current  dairy  pro- 
duction-consumption imbalance.  This  legis- 
lation which  provides  for  the  repeal  of  the 
current  dairy  assessment  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  annually  adjust  the  price  sup- 
port and  establishes  a  national  dairy  promo- 
tion program  with  producer  referendum  and 
rebate.  We  believe  this  approach  offers  the 
best  opportunity  for  reducing  overproduc- 
tion and  increasing  consumption.  In  addi- 
tion it  continues  a  viable  dairy  price  support 
program  and  gives  the  correct  long-term  sig- 
nals to  the  dairy  industry  and  lending  insti- 
tutions. While  we  believe  that  given  the  aur 
thority  the  Secretary  would  only  reduce  the 
support  price  $1  this  year,  we  would  support 
efforts  that  would  specify  a  gradual  reduc- 
tion. We  appreciate  your  concern  and  inter- 
est in  resolving  this  serious  problem. 
Sincerely. 

Richard  McGuire. 
President.  New  York  Farm  Burcau.m 


By     Mr.     METZENBAUM     (for 
himself,     Mr.     Kennedy.     Mr. 
Moynihan,    Mr.    Inouye,    Mr, 
Sasser,   Mr.   NuNN,   Mr.   Ran- 
dolph,     Mr.      Bumpers,      Mr. 
Durenberger.      Mr.      Stennis, 
Mrs.  Hawkins,  Mr.  Riegle,  Mr. 
Matsunaga,  Mr.  Pressler,  Mrs. 
Kassebaum,  Mr.  Zorinsky,  Mr. 
DeConcini,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr. 
Glenn,    Mr.    Boschwitz,    Mr. 
Heinz,  and  Mr.  Bradley): 
S.J.  Res.  140.  A  joint  resolution  to 
provide    for    the    designation    of    the 
week  of  October  2  through  October  8, 
1983,  as    "Myasthenia  Gravis  Aware- 
ness Week";  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

myasthenia  gravis  awareness  week 
•  Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  introducing  today  a  joint  resolu- 
tion to  designate  the  week  of  October 
2,  through  October  8,  1983  as  "Myas- 
thenia Gravis  Awareness  Week.  " 

I  am  pleased  to  have  Senators  Ken- 
nedy. Moynihan,  Inouye,  Sasser, 
NuNN,  Randolph,  Bumpers.  Duren- 
berger. Stennis,  Hawkins,  Riegle, 
Matsunaga,  Kassebaum.  Zorinsky, 
DeConcini,  Rollings,  Pressler, 
Glenn,  Boschwitz,  Heinz,  and  Brad- 
ley join  me  as  cosponsors  of  this  reso- 
lution. 

Myasthenia  gravis  is  a  neuromuscu- 
lar disease  characterized  by  spells  of 
extreme,  sometimes  fatal  weakness.  It 
can  strike  anyone  at  any  age.  An  esti- 
mated 100,000  to  200,000  diagnosed, 
and  over  100,000  undiagnosed,  Ameri- 
cans of  both  sexes  and  of  all  races  and 
ages  are  affected  by  this  debilitating 
disease. 

Although  myasthenia  gravis  is  called 
a  neuromuscular  disease,  it  is  not  a 
disease  of  either  the  nerves  or  the 
muscles.  It  literally  lies  between  the 
two.  Communication  between  healthy 
nerves  and  healthy  muscles  is  lacking 
because  the  victim's  body  is  deficient 
in  a  substance  which  acts  as  an  electri- 
cal conductor  between  nerve  and 
muscle. 

Myasthenia  gravis  was  first  diag- 
nosed in  the  17th  century,  but  sub- 
stantial progress  in  diagnosing  and 
treating  this  puzzling  disease  has  only 
been  made  in  the  last  decade.  In  its 
milder  forms,  the  disease's  symptoms 
indicate  chronic  fatigue,  and  doctors 
will  often  treat  for  that  condition. 
Other  mistaken  diagnoses  include 
emotional  disturbance,  brain  damage, 
or  diseases  of  the  throat,  eyes,  lungs, 
limbs,  or  the  heart,  since  the  function- 
ing of  any  of  these  may  be  affected  by 
myasthenia  gravis. 

We  face  a  continuing  need  to  edu- 
cate the  public  and  to  conduct  re- 
search into  the  cause,  treatment,  and 
cure  of  this  debilitating  disease.  Myas- 
thenia Gravis  Awareness  Week  is  a 
first  step  in  meeting  this  need. 
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Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  joint  resolu- 
tion be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  joint 
resolution  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows; 

S.J.  Res.  140 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  To  authorize  and  re- 
quest the  President  to  designate  the  week  of 
October  2  through  October  8,  1983.  as  My- 
asthenia Gravis  Awareness  Week." 

Whereas  the  incidence  and  prevalence  of 
myasthenia  gravis  present  a  significant 
health  problem  in  the  United  States; 

Whereas  myasthenia  gravis  is  a  severe 
neuromuscular  disorder,  characterized  by 
weakness  of  the  voluntary  muscles  of  the 
body. 

Whereas  an  estimated  one  hundred  thou- 
sand to  two  hundred  thousand  diagnosed, 
and  over  one  hundred  thousand  undiag- 
nosed. Americans  of  l)oth  sexes,  and  all 
races  and  ages,  are  afflicted  with  the  dis- 
ease; 

Whereas  the  Nation  faces  a  continuing 
need  to  support  innovative  research  into  the 
causes,  treatment,  and  cure  of  myasthenia 
gravis; 

Whereas  it  is  appropriate  to  focus  the  Na- 
tion's attention  upon  the  problem  of  myas- 
thenia gravis:  Now  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  week  of 
October  2  through  October  8.  1983.  is  desig 
nated  Myasthenia  Gravis  Awareness 
Week"  and  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  authorized  and  requested  to  issue  a 
proclamation  calling  upon  all  government 
agencies  and  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  otjserve  the  week  with  appropriate 
programs,  ceremonies,  and  activities.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  6  16 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Durenberber. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Glenn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  616.  a  bill  to  promote  the  use  of 
solar  and  other  renewable  forms  of 
energy  developed  by  the  private 
sector. 

S.  764 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia (Mr.  Specter)  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  (Mr.  Laxalt)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  764.  a  bill  to  assure 
the  continued  protection  of  the  travel- 
ing public  in  the  marketing  of  air 
transportation,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.   1333 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Helms,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1333.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  to  prohib- 
it the  use  of  compulsory  union  dues 
for  political  purposes. 

S.   1359 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Metzenbaum. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Heinz)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1359.  a  bill  to  amend 


the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
increase  the  amount  of  the  credit  for 
household  and  dependent  care  serv- 
ices, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.   1435 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Johnston)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1435.  a  bill  to  amend  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  a 
deduction  for  contributions  to  housing 
opportunity  mortgage  equity  accounts. 

S.    16  15 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Matsunaga, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky (Mr.  Ford)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1615,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  au- 
thorize payment  for  occupational 
therapy  services  under  part  B  of  the 
medicare  program. 

S.    1623 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Glenn),  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Metzenbaum).  and  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Heinz)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1623.  a  bill  to  es- 
tablish a  National  Commission  on 
Neurofibromatosis. 

S.   164  4 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nunn,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mrs.  Kassebaum)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1644,  a  bill  to  improve 
Federal  criminal  sentencing  by  impris- 
oning dangerous  and  violent  offenders 
and  by  diverting  nonviolent  offenders 
from  imprisonment  to  restitution  or 
community  service  programs. 

S.   1699 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Bradley)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1699,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
provide  medicare  coverage  of  hepatitis 
B  vaccine  for  vaccine  for  end  stage 
renal  disease  patients. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  93 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  East,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
(Mr.  Laxalt),  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Hatch)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
93,  a  joint  resolution  to  designate  the 
month  of  September  each  year  as  'Na- 
tional Sewing  Month.  ' 

SENATE  joint  RESOLtJTION   1  14 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nunn.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Jepsen).  the  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
McClure),  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  Kasten),  the  Senator  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Jackson),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pell),  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  (Mr. 
Humphrey)  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  114.  a  joint 
resolution  to  request  the  President  to 
proclaim  September  1983  as  "National 
Professional  Security  Month." 


SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  1  19 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Humphrey,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Helms),  and  the  Senator 
from  California  (Mr.  Wilson)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  119,  a  joint  resolution  to 
designate  the  week  of  December  11, 
1983,  through  December  17,  1983,  as 
•  National  Drunk  and  Drugged  Driving 
Awareness  Week." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  12  1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abdnor,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
(Mr.  Matsunaga),  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond),  and 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  (Mr. 
Andrews)  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  121,  a  joint 
resolution  to  designate  November  1983 
as  "National  Diabetes  Month." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  131 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Metzenbaum)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  131,  a 
joint  resolution  designating  "National 
Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  132 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Riegle,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Bumpers),  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama (Mr.  Heflin),  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Levin),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Boschwitz),  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  (Mr.  Laxalt). 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr. 
Bingaman).  the  Senator  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Chiles),  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Rollings),  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thur- 
mond) were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  132.  a  joint 
resolution  to  designate  the  week  be- 
ginning August  7,  1983,  as  "National 
Correctional  Officers  Week." 

senate  RESOLUTION   126 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Nunn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Resolution  126,  a  resolution 
to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  changes  in  the  Federal  estate  tax 
laws  made  by  the  Economic  Recovery 
Tax  Act  of  1981  should  not  be  modi- 
fied. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   139 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Zorinsky.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Cochran)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Resolution  139,  a  resolu- 
tion disapproving  the  recommendation 
of  the  Study  Group  on  Senate  Prac- 
tices and  Procedures  to  abolish  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   167 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  Sasser)  was  added  as  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Resolution  167.  a  resolution 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  Federal  Government  take  all 


necessary  steps  to  promote  travel  to 
the  United  States  by  foreigh  visitors 
during  the  1984  Summer  Olympics  and 
the  1984  Louisiana  World  Exhibition, 
to  inform  such  visitors  of  recreational 
and  commercial  opportunities 

throughout  the  United  States,  and  to 
facilitate  their  entry  into  and  travel 
within  this  country. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  180 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Metzenbaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Specter)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  180,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  in  support  of  affordable  and 
decent  health  care  for  older  Ameri- 
cans. 

senate  RESOLUTION  1  S  1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bingaman,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  181.  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  U.S.  Government 
should  support  the  peace  initiatives  of 
the  four-nation  Contadora  group, 
should  indicate  its  willingness  to  cease 
the  flow  of  arms  into  Central  America 
in  conjunction  with  other  nations,  and 
should  terminate  all  programs  of  as- 
sistance to  guerrilla  forces  in  Nicara- 
gua. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  187- 

BUDGET      WAIVER      RELATING 
TO  CONSIDERATION  OF  S.  856 

Mr.  ANDREWS,  from  the  Select 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs,  reported 
the  following  original  resolution, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget: 

S.  Res.  187 

Resoli^ed,  That  pursuant  to  section  402(c) 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  of  such  Act 
are  waived  with  respect  to  the  consideration 
of  S.  856.  Such  waiver  is  necessary  because 
S.  856  authorizes  the  enactment  of  new- 
budget  authority  which  would  first  become 
available  in  fiscal  year  1984.  and  such  bill 
was  not  reported  on  or  before  May  16.  1983. 
as  required  by  section  402(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  for  such  authori- 
zations. 

The  waiver  of  section  402(a)  is  necessary 
to  permit  congressional  consideration  of 
statutory  authority  to  provide  for  an  Indian 
housing  program  for  construction  and  fi- 
nancing of  housing  for  Indians,  and  for 
other  purr>oses. 

S.  856  provides  an  authorization  for  fiscal 
year  1984  of  $132,500,000.  S.  856  was  not  re- 
ported on  or  before  May  16.  1983.  because  of 
a  lack  of  agreement  among  Committee 
members  on  the  scope  of  exemptions  to  the 
application  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  to 
projects  authorized  under  S.  856. 

The  waiver  of  section  402(a)  is  necessary 
to  permit  congressional  consideration  of 
statutory  authority  for  what  the  Select 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  considers  to  be 
a  viable  alternative  to  the  current  HUD 
Indian  housing  program.  In  fiscal  years  1982 
and  1983.  funds  for  the  continuation  of  the 
existing  HUD  public  assisted  housing  pro- 
grams were  provided  through  the  appropria- 


tions process,  without  any  legislative  au- 
thorization. Again,  a  fiscal  year  1984  HUD 
appropriations  bill  has  been  approved  by 
both  houses  of  Congress  and  is  on  its  way  to 
the  President  for  his  signature.  S.  856  not 
only  provides  a  workable  alternative  to  the 
current  HUD  Indian  housing  program, 
which  has  been  the  subject  of  much  criti- 
cism from  the  Administration,  as  well  as 
Indian  country,  but  will  also  provide  a 
safety-net  for  Indian  housing  needs. 

The  funding  for  the  programs  proposed 
under  S.  856  will  be  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Appropriation  Subcommittee  on  Inte- 
rior and  Related  Agencies.  The  House  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  on  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  completed  mark-up  on  the 
fiscal  year  1984  budget  on  June  28.  1983. 
and  the  Senate  Appropriations  Subcommit- 
tee on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  is  near 
completion  on  its  mark-up.  It  is,  therefore, 
not  feasible  to  provide  for  the  inclusion  of 
appropriations  for  S.  856.  with  the  excep- 
tion of  Title  I  of  S.  856.  Title  I.  which  gives 
a  statutory  base  to  the  current  Housing  Im- 
provement Program  at  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  was  a  part  of  the  President's  budget 
request  for  fiscal  year  1984  and  has  been  in- 
cluded in  both  Houses'  appropriations  bill 
for  Interior  and  Related  Agencies.  The 
Select  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs'  report 
to  the  Budget  Committee  on  the  fiscal  year 
1984  budget  also  recommended  that  $132.5 
million  in  new  budget  authority  be  author- 
ized for  the  initiation  of  this  program.  This 
recommendation  was  based  on  the  fact  that 
S.  856  had  been  originally  introduced  in  the 
97th  Congress  as  S.  2847.  but  due  to  the 
heavy  schedule  of  the  lameduck  session  did 
not  make  it  to  the  floor  before  the  end  of 
that  session.  In  anticipation  that  S.  2847 
would  be  reintroduced  early  in  the  98th 
Congress,  the  Committee  included  this  rec- 
ommendation in  their  annual  report  to  the 
Budget  Committee.  It  is  the  belief  of  the 
Select  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  that  in 
the  event  S.  856  is  enacted  into  law  this 
year,  a  supplemental  request  could  be  made 
in  fi.scal  year  1984  for  start-up  costs  for 
Titles  II  and  III  of  S.  856. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  188-RE- 
LATING  TO  BENJAMIN  ELIJAH 
MAYS 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing resolution,  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 
S.  Res.  188 

Whereas  Benjamin  Elijah  Mays,  through- 
out his  distinguished  career  of  more  than 
half  a  century  as  an  educator,  civil  rights 
leader,  and  theologian,  has  inspired  people 
of  all  races  throughout  the  world  by  his  per- 
sistent commitment  to  excellence: 

Whereas  Benjamin  Mays  persevered,  de- 
spite the  frustrations  inherent  in  segrega- 
tion, to  begin  an  illustrious  career  in  educa- 
tion; 

Whereas,  as  head  of  the  School  of  Regli- 
gion  of  Howard  University  and  later  as 
President  of  Morehouse  College  in  Atlanta. 
Georgia,  for  twenty-seven  years.  Benjamin 
Mays  overcame  seemingly  insurmountable 
obstacles  to  offer  quality  education  to  all 
Americans,  especially  black  Americans; 

Whereas,  at  the  commencement  of  World 
War  II,  when  most  colleges  suffered  from  a 
lack  of  available  students  and  the  demise  of 
Morehouse  College  appeared  imminent. 
Benjamin  Mays  prevented  the  college  from 
permanently  closing  its  doors  by  vigorously 
recruiting   potential  students  and   thereby 


aiding  in  the  development  of  future  genera- 
tions of  black  leaders; 

Whereas  Benjamin  Mays  was  instrumen- 
tal in  the  elimination  of  segregated  public 
facilities  in  Atlanta.  Georgia,  and  promoted 
the  cause  of  nonviolence  through  peaceful 
student  protests  during  a  time  in  this 
Nation  that  was  often  marred  by  racial  vio- 
lence; 

Whereas  Benjamin  Mays  has  been  the  re- 
cipient of  numerous  accolades  throughout 
his  career,  including  fifty-three  honorary 
degrees  from  universities  across  the  Nation 
and  the  naming  of  a  school  and  a  street  In 
his  honor;  and 

Whereas  the  Presidential  Medal  of  Free- 
dom, the  highest  civilian  honor  in  the 
Nation,  was  established  in  1945  to  appropri- 
ately recognize  Americans  who  have  made 
an  especially  meritorious  contribution  to 
the  security  or  national  interests  of  the 
United  States,  world  peace,  or  cultural  or 
other  significant  public  or  private  endeav- 
ors: Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  President  should  award 
Benjamin  Elijah  Mays  the  Presidential 
Medal  of  Freedom  in  honor  of  his  distin- 
guished career  as  an  educator,  civil  rights 
leader,  theologian  and  his  many  contribu- 
tions to  the  improvement  of  American  socie- 
ty. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  Benja- 
min Elijah  Mays. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  for  two  purposes,  both  of 
them  happy.  First  to  wish  a  very 
happy  89th  birthday  to  Dr.  Benjamin 
Elijah  Mays— he  was  born  August  1, 
1894;  and  second,  to  introduce  a  reso- 
lution expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  encouraging  the  President  to 
award  to  Dr.  Mays  the  Presidential 
Medal  of  Freedom  in  honor  of  Dr. 
Mays  distinguished  career  as  an  educa- 
tor, civil  rights  leader,  and  theologian. 
Let  me  share  with  my  colleagues, 
Mr.  President,  a  brief  statement  of  the 
background  of  this  outstanding  man. 
He  is  truly  one  of  South  Carolina's 
most  extraordinary  natives  and  a  man 
who  has  meant  much  to  the  civil 
rights  movement  of  this  Nation  and 
the  aspirations  of  its  people.  His 
achievements,  his  ideas,  and  his  princi- 
ples are  profound,  and  I  believe,  Mr. 
President,  that  my  colleagues  will 
readily  understand  why  this  distin- 
guished citizen  is  so  deserving  of  the 
recognition  that  the  Presidential 
Medal  of  Freedom  will  confer. 
The  statement  follows: 

Benjamin  Elijah  Mays 
Born  in  Epworth.  S.C.  of  slave  parents, 
Benjamin  Ma.vs  became  one  of  the  great 
forces  and  spokesmen  for  freedom  and 
human  dignity  in  our  country.  A  graduate 
of  South  Carolina  State  College  and  Bates 
College,  with  a  Ph.D.  from  the  University  of 
Chicago.  Dr.  Mays  began  his  career  as  a 
teacher  at  Morehouse  College  and  South 
Carolina  State  College.  During  the  late 
twenties  and  the  early  thirties  Benjamin 
Mays  served  with  the  Tampa  Urban  League, 
as  national  student  secretary  of  the  YMCA 
and  conducted  a  study  of  Negro  churches  in 
the  United  States. 
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From  1934  (o  1940.  Dr  Mays  served  as  the 
dean  of  the  School  of  Religion  at  Howard 
University  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
In  1940  Benjamin  Mays  began  his  dislin 
guished  career  as  president  of  Morehouse 
College  in  Atlanta.  While  at  Morehouse,  he 
served  as  the  spiritual  and  intellectual  foun- 
tain for  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  and 
other  major  figures  in  the  civil  rights  move- 
ment. In  fact.  Dr.  King  often  times  pro- 
claimed Dr.  Mays  his  ■spiritual  mentor." 

Dr.  Mays  retired  from  Morehouse  College 
in  1967  and  was  given  the  title  of  president 
emeritus.  Sul)sequently  he  served  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Atlanta  Board  of  Education  for 
12  years.  Benjamin  Mays  has  received  many 
honors  including  scores  of  honorary  de- 
grees. A  street  and  high  school  bear  his 
name  in  Atlanta.  South  Carolina  Gov.  Dick 
Riley  awarded  him  the  Order  of  the  Palmet- 
to in  1980  during  ceremonies  unveiling  Dr. 
Mays'  portrait  in  the  South  Carolina  State 
Capitol.  But  these  awards  and  honors  can 
never  meet  the  measure  of  the  man.  For. 
more  than  a  man  with  fine  credentials,  he 
was  the  spiritual  and  intellectual  leader  for 
a  movement  dedicated  to  human  progress. 

The  great  journalist  and  author  Samuel 
Dubois  Cooke  once  said: 

•Benjamin  Mays  has  strength  of  charac- 
ter, gifts  of  mind,  vision,  and  ability,  a  zest 
for  life,  a  stubborn  moral  courage,  a  pro- 
phetic imagination,  a  deep  commitment  to 
social  justice,  a  single  minded  commitment 
to  the  most  precious  and  enduring  values  of 
human  enterprise,  and  a  lifelong  romance 
with  the  world  of  higher  possibilities." 

High  praise  from  a  very  noble  source. 

But  perhaps  Dr.  Mays  described  himself 
best   when   he  said   in   his   autobiography. 

Born  to  Rebel": 

'Foremost  in  my  life  has  been  my  honest 
endeavors  to  find  the  truth  and  proclaim 
it.  " 

And  he  not  only  found  the  truth  and  pro- 
claimed for  himself.  He  found  the  truth  and 
proclaimed  it  for  all  men  and  women,  of  all 
races,  of  all  religions  and  from  all  walks  of 
life  for  decades  to  come. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  obvious  to  me 
that  the  many  achievements  of  Dr. 
Mays  make  him  a  very  worthwhile  re- 
cipient of  a  Presidential  Medal  of 
Freedom.  His  distinguished  career  and 
unselfish  service  to  mankind  are  truly 
deserving  of  this  recognition.  So  that 
my  colleagues  can  capture  the  true 
spirit  of  Dr.  Mays  and  his  lifelong 
work  benefiting  his  fellow  citizens  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  ad- 
dress by  Dr.  Larry  A.  Jackson,  presi- 
dent of  Lander  College,  given  at  the 
dedication  of  the  historic  marker 
placed  at  the  birthplace  of  Dr.  Mays 
on  November  7.  1981. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  with  me  in  passing  this  resolu- 
tion. 

There  being  no  objection.  Dr.  Jack- 
son's address  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Address  by  Dr.  Jackson 

"History  is  the  essence  of  innumerable  bi- 
ographies"—Thomas  Carlyle. 

It  is  an  honor  to  speak  on  a  day  when  we 
reflect  on  the  life  of  one  of  America's  great 
teachers  and  moral  leaders.  I  would  like  to 
use  my  time  to  explore  two  questions  with 
you.  The  first  question  is  this:  What  is  the 
most  important  reason  for  the  people  of 
this  State  to  place  this  monument  in  this 


place  on  this  November  day?  To  honor  Dr. 
Mays?  I  answer  "no."  That  is  not  the  most 
important  reason.  The  honor  which  the 
home  county  of  Dr.  Mays  owes  him  by  the 
right  of  his  accomplishments  has  been  far 
too  slow  in  coming,  but  it  has  come.  We 
now.  thank  God.  live  in  a  time  when  most 
school  children  in  this  county  know  his 
name.  And  a  man  with  schools  and  college 
buildings  named  for  him.  and  with  49  hon- 
orary degrees,  from  institutions  a-s  varied  in 
purpose  as  Harvard  University  and  Lander 
College,  does  not  need  another  honor. 

The  most  important  reason  for  placing 
this  monument  here  is  not  to  honor  Benja- 
min Elijah  Mays  but  to  remind  us.  the  citi- 
zens who  pass  here,  of  the  quality  and  mes- 
sage of  his  life. 

This  leads  me  to  my  second  question. 
What  was  it  that  caused  Benjamin  Elijah 
Mays  to  be  different  from  the  crowd  and  to 
serve  as  a  teacher  and  as  an  example  to  a 
whole  generation  of  people  who  have  dedi- 
cated their  lives  to  make  American  democra- 
cy work  better  and  to  cure  it  of  the  illness 
of  racial  prejudices? 

The  historian  who  traces  the  movement 
toward  the  renewal  of  American  democracy 
which  has  characterized  this  century  will 
find  intertwined  in  this  history  the  life  of 
the  teacher  and  schoolmaster  whom  we 
gather  to  honor  today.  It  was  Benjamin 
Elijah  Mays  who  was  the  mentor  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr  and  his  fellow  pa- 
triots. (I  call  them  patriots  because  they 
were  fighting  to  make  reality  of  the  dream 
of  the  earlier  patriots.) 

In  a  time  when  we  desperately  need  simi- 
lar examples  of  integrity  and  courage.  I  ask 
you  to  think  about  this  question;  "How  did 
his  life  emerge  in  our  midst."  What  were 
the  forces  which  nurtured  and  generated 
it?" 

Think  back  with  me  to  the  turn  of  the 
century.  Which  of  us.  had  we  been  walking 
along  this  unpaved  country  road  in  the  year 
1894  would  have  thought  that  a  few  feet 
from  us  was  being  born  a  child  who  would 
become  a  force  for  justice,  truth,  and  light 
in  his  generation.  And  if  we  had  been  told 
that  the  child  was  Black,  our  incredulity 
would  have  been  multiplied. 

How  did  this  child,  born  in  this  simple 
house,  m  rural  South  Carolina,  and  in  a 
time  when  the  whole  area  knew  little  save 
poverty,  overcome  the  many  obstacles 
which  any  sane  man  would  have  predicted 
would  have  prevented  him  from  becoming 
any  kind  of  a  leader,  much  less  a  gentle,  un- 
bitter  leader  who  advocated  dynamic  evolu- 
tion rather  than  revolution,  non-violent  love 
rather  than  armed  hate?  How  did  he  come 
to  be"'  That  is  the  question  which  gnaws  at 
us  as  we  approach  this  celebation.  Benjamin 
Mays  could  have  so  easily  become  bitter  and 
resigned.  He  did  not.  Why  not? 

Although  there  is  a  great  deal  of  mystery 
in  any  life  which  we  human  beings  cannot 
explain,  and  there  are  providential  move- 
ments through  history  that  only  the  most 
arrogant  would  try  to  explain.  I  am,  on  the 
basis  of  having  heard  Dr.  Mays  speak  on 
several  occasions  and  on  the  basis  of  having 
read  his  autobiography.  Born  To  Rebel." 
going  to  point  to  at  least  three  influences 
which  nurtured  him  in  a  special  way  and 
which  set  him  apart  from  other  men  from 
an  early  age. 

These  three  influences,  added  to  a  sound 
mind  and  a  very  good  brain  given  by  God. 
were  his  family,  his  church,  and  his  religion. 
You  are  probably  surprised  that  I  have 
listed  "his  church'"  and  "his  religion"  sepa- 
rately.   In   thinking   of   the   church.   I   am 


thinking  of  a  social  institution  of  people 
who  took  a  special  interest  in.  and  gave 
strong  nurturing  encouragement  to  Benja- 
min Mays.  In  thinking  of  his  religion.  I  am 
thinking  of  prophetic  faith  which  taught 
Benjamin  Mays  about  justice  at  an  early 
age  and  taught  him  that  '  love  "  is  the  law  of 
life  and  anything  that  contradicts  love  con- 
tradicts life  in  its  essence." 

Let  s  look  for  a  moment  at  the  early  life  of 
Benjamin  Elijah  Mays.  The  simple  home  in 
which  he  was  born  was  characterized  by  dig- 
nity and  love.  His  parents.  Hezekiah  Ma.vs 
and  Louvenia  Carter  Mays,  had  been  born 
into  slavery  and  knew  the  importance  of 
freedom. 

"You  can  sense  something  of  the  quality  of 
the  home  if  you  picture  Benjamin's  oldest 
sister  tutoring  him  in  reading  and  writing 
prior  to  the  time  that  the  family  was  able  to 
send  him  to  school.  She  was  an  excellent 
teacher  and  the  quality  of  her  own  concern 
that  her  brother  become  educated  no  doubt 
accounted  in  some  measure  for  the  success 
that  always  characterized  him  in  school. 

Picture  him  at  the  age  of  5.  Although  he 
lived  in  a  home  characterized  by  warmth 
and  support,  he  lived  in  a  county  where 
Blacks  were  considered  not  to  be  the  equal 
of  Whites  in  intelligence  or  humanity.  One 
of  his  earliest  memories  was  a  night  in  1898 
when  a  group  of  white  men  rode  into  his 
yard  on  horses  and  held  his  father  at  gun- 
point and  forced  him  to  humiliate  himself 
by  bowing  down  before  them  over  and  over 
again.  It  was  a  night  in  which  seven  Blacks 
were  lynched  in  this  county,  and  we  can 
imagine  the  fear  that  ran  through  the  Mays 
family  that  night,  and  we  can  understand 
why  that  scene  has  never  disappeared  from 
the  memory  of  Benjamin  Elijah  Mays.  We 
marvel  that  the  memory  of  the  Phoenix 
riots  did  not  emoitter  Benjamin  Elijah  Mays 
forever. 

Now  picture  him  at  the  age  of  8.  still 
living  in  this  same  simple  farm  house.  It  was 
Children's  Day  at  his  church  and  Benjamin 
Mays  had  committed  to  memory  the  fifth 
chapter  of  the  Gospel  according  to  Mat- 
thew. When  he  finished  his  speech,  it  is  re- 
ported that  the  women  stood  up  and  waved 
their  handkerchieves  and  men  stomped 
their  feet  in  praise.  After  the  applause  died 
down,  the  minister  said.  "This  boy  is  going 
to  be  a  preacher." 

In  his  autobiography.  Born  to  Rebel." 
Benjamin  Mays  reports  that  he  was  a 
marked  boy  from  then  on.  I  ask  you  today 
to  contemplate  on  how  much  the  encourage- 
ment of  that  family  and  that  congregation 
meant  to  Benjamin  Mays.  And  how  much 
that  one  incident  had  to  do  with  the  burn- 
ing ambition  that  was  born  in  him  to 
become  an  educated  man.  Even  at  eight. 
Benjamin  Mays  knew  that  the  only  way  for 
him  to  be  truly  free  and  to  lead  his  people 
out  of  degradation  was  by  obtaining  an  ex- 
cellent education.  But  it  was  not  a  goal 
easily  attained.  His  father,  although  sup- 
portive in  many  ways,  did  not  believe  that 
an  education  was  needed.  As  he  told  his  son. 
"If  you  want  to  preach,  the  Lord  will  open 
your  mouth  and  tell  you  what  to  say."  And 
if  you  want  to  farm,  you  can  learn  it  from 
me."  His  father  was  convinced  that  these 
were  the  only  two  possible  occupations  for  a 
Black  boy. 

In  his  autobiography.  Benjamin  Mays  re- 
calls many  times  when  he  tethered  his 
horse  between  plowing  chores  and  went  into 
the  woods  to  pray  that  he  might  become  an 
educated  man.  At  one  point  he  said  to  a  re- 
porter, "I  prayed  myself  into  an  education." 
After  overcoming  many  obstacles.  Benjamin 


Mays  was  graduated  from  the  high  school 
at  South  Carolina  State  College  at  the  age 
of  21. 

At  this  point.  Benjamin  Mays  decided  to 
pursue  his  college  education  outside  of  the 
South.  This  decision  was  based  upon  a  very 
rational  analysis  of  two  contradictory  influ- 
ences in  his  life.  (1)  He  lived  in  an  environ- 
ment which  said  to  him  that  he  was  an  infe- 
rior person,  and  (2)  he  worshipped  a  God 
who  said  that  all  men  were  equal.  He  decid- 
ed to  compete  at  a  very  excellent  liberal  arts 
college  where  the  majority  of  the  students 
were  white  so  that  he  could  prove  that  he 
was  not  an  inferior  person.  Benjamin  Mays 
soon  proved  it.  He  was  not  only  an  honor 
student  at  Bates  College  with  the  highest 
academic  honor  awarded  in  American 
higher  education,  a  Phi  Beta  Kappa  Key. 
The  picture  of  Benjamin  Mays  in  the  Bates 
College  annual  shows  a  very  determined- 
looking  young  man. 

He  continued  his  education  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Chicago  where  he  was  eventually 
awarded  a  Master's  degree  and  a  Ph.  D. 
degree.  These  degrees  were  earned  by  doing 
odd  jobs  and  working  as  a  pullman  porter, 
the  route  to  a  new  life  for  so  many  ambi- 
tious Black  males  in  those  days. 

After  serving  as  a  pastor,  as  an  urban 
league  representative,  and  a  Dean  of  the 
School  of  Religion  at  Howard  University, 
Benjamin  Elijah  Mays  reached  his  most  im- 
portant life's  work.  At  the  age  of  46.  he 
became  President  of  Morehouse  College  in 
Atlanta.  Dr.  Mays  turned  a  struggling  insti- 
tution into  one  of  the  strongest  colleges  in 
this  country  and  it  was  here  that  he  became 
the  mentor  for  many  of  the  leaders  who 
have  renewed  American  democracy  in  our 
generation,  leaders  such  as  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr. 

For  27  years.  Benjamin  Mays  preached  a 
weekly  sermon  in  the  chapel  of  Morehouse 
College  and  students  such  as  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr.  looked  back  upon  those  sermons  as 
turning  points  in  their  lives.  Someone  said 
of  him  during  this  time,  "Mays  wanted  to 
invent  souls,  he  wanted  to  root  out  the 
weaknesses  and  the  evasions  which  were  the 
heritage  of  300  years  of  spiritual  and  mate- 
rial oppression."  "If  you  are  ignorant."'  he 
told  his  students  "the  world  is  going  to 
cheat  you.  If  you  are  weak,  the  world  is 
going  to  kick  you.  If  you  are  a  coward,  the 
world  is  going  to  keep  you  running." 

And  he  said  other  things  to  those  students 
in  those  days,  and  I  want  to  quote  a  few  of 
them  now'. 

"No  person  deserves  to  be  congratulated 
unless  he  has  done  the  best  he  could  with 
the  mental  equipment  he  has  under  the  ex- 
isting circumstances." 

"11  will  not  be  sufficient  for  Morehouse 
College,  for  any  college,  for  that  matter,  to 
produce  clever  graduates,  men  fluent  in 
speech  and  able  to  argue  their  way  through, 
but  honest  men,  men  who  can  be  trusted  in 
public  and  in  private— men  who  are  sensitive 
to  the  wrongs,  the  sufferings,  and  the  injus- 
tices of  society  and  who  are  willing  to  accept 
responsibility  for  correcting  these  ills." 

"It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  trage- 
dy in  life  doesn"t  lie  in  not  reaching  your 
goal.  The  tragedy  lies  in  having  no  goal  to 
reach.  It  isn't  a  calamity  to  die  with  dreams 
unfulfilled,  but  it  is  a  calamity  not  to 
dream.  It  is  not  a  disaster  to  be  unable  to 
capture  your  ideal,  but  it  is  a  disaster  to 
have  no  ideal  to  capture.  It  is  not  a  disgrace 
not  to  reach  the  stars,  but  it  is  a  disgrace  to 
have  no  stars  to  reach  for.  Not  failure,  but 
low  aim  is  sin." 

Now  let  me  close  by  quoting  a  few  things 
which  others  have  said  of  Benjamin  Elijah 


Mays.  Samuel  Du  Bois  Cook,  a  former  stu- 
dent who  is  now  President  of  Dillard  Uni- 
versity, says  "Mays"  genius  was  as  an  in- 
spirer  and  motivator  as  well  as  a  transform- 
er of  young  men.  With  the  possible  excep- 
tion of  Robert  Hutchins  at  the  University  of 
Chicago,  he  had  no  peer  among  his  contem- 
poraries as  a  school  master.  I  rank  him  with 
America's  great  educators,  with  William 
Rainey  Harper  of  the  University  of  Chicago, 
Nichols  Murray  Butler  of  Columbia,  and 
Charles  W.  Elliot  of  Harvard. " 

When  Benjamin  Elijah  Mays  was  awarded 
an  honorary  Doctorate  in  Law  from  Har- 
vard University  in  1967,  this  is  what  was 
said  of  him. 

"Creative  president  of  one  of  our  nation"s 
strong  colleges:  unremitting  champion  of 
rigor  and  high  purpose  in  education."" 

And  finally,  when  the  college  in  Benjamin 
Mays'  county  of  birth.  Lander  College, 
became  the  34th  college  to  give  him  an  hon- 
orary doctorate  these  words  were  included 
in  the  citation. 

"We  know  of  no  life  more  characterized 
by  concern  for  the  needs  and  distresses  of 
others  than  the  life  of  Benjamin  E.  Mays. 
Against  many  odds,  you  disciplined  yourself 
and  prepared  yourself  morally  and  intellec- 
tually to  walk  among  your  contemporaries 
as  befits  a  man  whose  life  is  informed  by 
and  dedicated  to  the  Judeo-Christian  ethic." 

Let  me  close  with  this  word  of  thanks  to 
Benjamin  Mays:  If  mankind  has  learned 
anything  about  teaching  in  our  long  years 
on  earth,  we  have  learned  that  no  words,  no 
gesture,  can  be  more  persuasive  than  an  au- 
thentic life,  a  life  dedicated  to  a  quest  for 
truth  and  justice.  The  monument  will  serve 
to  remind  us  of  such  a  life.  Dr.  Mays,  you 
have  given  us  a  better  vision  of  what  human 
life  is  supposed  to  be  like,  and  we  will 
always  remain  in  your  debt. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA- 

TIONS CONFERENCE  REPORT 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  189- 

BUDGET      WAIVER      RELATING 

TO  THE  CONSIDERATION  OF  S. 

500 

Mr,  THURMOND,  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary,  reported  the 
following  original  resolution,  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget: 

S.  Res.  189 

Resolved.  That  pursuant  to  section  402(c) 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  of  such  Act 
are  waived  with  respect  to  consideration  of 
S.  500.  Such  waiver  is  necessary  because  S. 
500,  as  reported,  authorizes  the  enactment 
of  new  budget  authority  which  would  first 
become  available  in  fiscal  year  1984,  and 
such  bill  was  not  reported  on  or  before  May 
15,  1983.  as  required  by  section  402(a)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  for  such 
authorizations. 

The  budget  waiver  will  allow  Senate  con- 
sideration of  S.  500  which  provides  for  the 
establishment  of  a  30-member  Commission, 
plus  a  nonvoting  participant  from  Spain  and 
a  nonvoting  participant  from  Italy,  to  plan, 
encourage,  coordinate,  and  conduct  the 
commemoration  of  the  quincentennial  of 
the  voyages  of  Christopher  Columbus. 

S.  500  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  an 
estimated  $220,000  for  fiscal  year  1984  and 
$220,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning on  October  1,  1984,  and  ending  before 
October  1,  1992,  and  $20,000  for  the  period 
from  October  1.  1992.  through  November  15. 
1992,  resulting  in  a  total  appropriation  of 
$2,000,000. 


MATHIAS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2106 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  MATHIAS  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Sarbanes,  Mr.  Sasser.  Mr.  Bingaman, 
Mr.  Eagleton,  Mr.  Trible,  Mr.  Glenn, 
Mr.  BuRDiCK,  Mr.  Warner,  and  Mr. 
DoMENici)  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  3069)  making  supplemental  ap- 
propriations for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1983.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  amendment,  add  the  follow- 
ing: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended— 

(1)  to  adopt,  to  issue,  or  to  carry  out  a 
final  rule  or  regulation,  a  final  revision,  ad- 
dition, or  amendment  to  regulations,  or  a 
final  statement  of  policy  based  on  any  pr()- 
posed  rule  or  regulation,  any  proposed  revi- 
sion, addition,  or  amendment  to  regulations, 
or  any  proposed  statement  of  policy  of 
which  a  notice  was  published  in  parts  III-IV 
of  the  Federal  Register  on  March  30.  1983 
(48  F.R.  13.342  to  13.381)  or  in  parts  III 
through  VI  of  the  Federal  Register  on  July 
14.  1983  (48  F.R.  32.275  to  32.312):  or 

(2)  to  adopt,  to  issue,  or  to  carry  out  any 
final  rule  or  regulation,  any  final  revision, 
addition,  or  amendment  to  a  regulation  or 
any  final  statement  of  policy  which  effectu- 
ates the  purposes  of  any  proposed  rule,  reg- 
ulation, revision,  addition,  amendment  or 
statement  of  policy  referred  to  in  clause  ( 1 ). 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Mathias  on 
this  legislation  appear  earlier  in 
today  s  Record.) 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS  ACT 


JEPSEN  AMENDMENT  NO.  2107 

Mr.  JEPSEN  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  2733)  to  stabilize  a 
temporary  imbalance  in  the  supply 
and  demand  for  dairy  products,  to 
enable  milk  producers  to  establish,  fi- 
nance, and  carry  out  a  coordinated 
program  of  dairy  product  promotion, 
to  adjust  the  support  levels  for  the 
1983  and  subsequent  crops  of  tobacco, 
to  make  modifications  in  the  tobacco 
production  adjustment  program,  and 
for  other  purposes,  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  2107 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

BARTER  OF  SURPLUS  DAIRY  PRODUCTS  FOR 
STRATEGIC  AND  CRITICAL  MATERIALS 

Sec.  .  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  during  fiscal  years   1984 
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and  1985.  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion shall  accept  offers  from  Individuals  or 
commercial  firms  to  exchange  strategic  and 
critical  materials  needed  to  meet  unmet  na- 
tional goals  established  under  the  Strategic 
and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  98  et  seq.)  for  surplus  dairy  stocks 
owned  by  the  Corporation  if— 

(1)  such  stocks  will  be  exported; 

(2)  the  value  assigned  to  such  stocks  at 
the  time  of  delivery  is  less  than  the  world 
price  at  such  time: 

(3)  the  value  assigned  to  such  materials  at 
the  time  of  delivery  is  less  than  the  world 
price  at  such  time: 

(4)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  reason- 
ably assured  that  export  markets  for  United 
States  dairy  products  through  commercial 
channels  will  not  be  displaced  by  such  ex- 
change: and 

(5)  such  exchange  will  not  result  in  the 
expenditure  of  funds  by  the  Secretary  or 
the  Corporation  other  than  for  normal  ad- 
ministrative costs. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  subsection  (a),  the  Cor- 
poration shall  use  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985  a  quantity  of  dairy  products 
equal  to— 

(1)  at  least  15  percent  of  uncommitted  sur- 
plus dairy  stocks  existing  at  the  beginning 
of  fiscal  year  1984:  or 

(2)  if  the  Corporation  does  not  receive 
offers  to  exchange  such  quantity  of  dairy 
products,  a  quantity  equal  to  the  quantity 
of  such  stocks  offered  to  be  exchanged. 

(c)  The  Corporation  may- 
CD  transfer  strategic  and  critical  materials 

acquired  under  this  section  to  the  National 
Defense  Stockpile  established  under  the 
Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling 
Act.  and  shall  be  reimbursed  for  such  mate- 
rials, in  accordance  with  section  4(h)  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act 
(15  U.S.C.  714(h)):  or 

(2)  retain  possession  of.  and  title  to.  such 
materials. 

(d)  No  later  than  six  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Dairy  and  To- 
bacco Adjustment  Act  of  1983.  and  each  six 
months  thereafter  through  fiscal  year  1985. 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  submit  a 
report  to  the  Congress  de.scribing— 

( 1 )  exchanges  made  under  this  section 
during  the  previous  six  month  period:  and 

(2)  any  offers  for  exchanges  made  under 
this  section  during  such  period  which  were 
rejected  by  the  Corporation  and  the  reasons 
for  such  rejection. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  WATER  AND  POWER 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  Presi(ient,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  an(i  the  public 
the  scheduling  of  a  public  hearing 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Water 
and  Power  to  consider  S.  752.  to  au- 
thorize certain  additional  measures  to 
assure  accomplishment  of  the  objec- 
tives of  title  II  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  Salinity  Control  Act.  and  for 
other  purposes;  S.  1027.  to  amend 
Public  Law  96-162;  and  S.  483,  to  pro- 
vide for  the  relief  of  water  users  de- 
prived of  winter  stock  water  on  Willow 
Creek.  Idaho,  below  the  Ririe  Dam 
and  reservoir. 

The  hearing  will  be  held  on  Thurs- 
day. September  15,  beginning  at  10 
a.m.  in  room  SD-366  of  the  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building. 


Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish 
to  submit  written  statements  for  the 
hearing  record  should  write  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. Subcommittee  on  Water  and 
Power.  U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  D.C. 
20510. 

For  further  information  regarding 
this  hearing,  you  may  wish  to  contact 
Mr.  Russ  Brown  of  the  subcommittee 
staff  at  224-2366. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Monday.  August  1.  in  order  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  the  following  nomi- 
nation: 

Mr.  John  P.  Keenan.  of  New  York,  to  be  a 
U.S.  district  judge  for  the  southern  district 
of  New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Monday.  August 
1.  to  consider  the  following  nomina- 
tions: 

Alvin  L.  Aim.  to  be  Deputy  Administrator 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency: 

Howard  M.  Messner,  to  be  Assistant  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency:  and 

Fred  M.  Bernthal,  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENT 


TOWARD  A  NEW  ERA 

•  Mr.  GARN.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
June  24.  1983  issue  of  the  National 
Review,  there  appeared  an  article  enti- 
tled "Toward  a  New  ERA?",  written  by 
Lincoln  C.  Oliphant.  formerly  a 
member  of  my  staff  and  presently  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Republican 
Policy  Committee  staff. 

The  article  is  timely,  in  light  of  the 
renewed  interest  in  an  equal  rights 
amendment  and  the  hearings  on  the 
subject  that  have  begun  to  take  place 
in  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  offers  an  entirely 
new  perspective  which  ought  to  be 
carefully  considered  as  the  debate  pro- 
ceeds. 

Mr.  Oliphant  points  out  that  while 
the  1972  version  of  the  Equal  Rights 
Amendment  "ought  to  remain  in- 
terred." that  does  not  necessarily 
mean  there  should  be  no  such  amend- 
ment at  all.  "In  fact."  he  says: 


A  new  amendment  may  be  far  preferable 
to  hoping  that  the  Supreme  Court  will  re- 
jects, year  after  year,  the  absolutist  argu- 
ments thrust  at  it  by  radical  feminists  and 
civil  libertarians.  ...  A  new  amendment 
would  provide  the  opportunity  to  bind  the 
Court  to  something  besides  its  own  disposi- 
tions. 

He  suggests  that  the  necessary  start- 
ing point  for  discussions  about  equal 
rights  for  men  and  women  is  "the  idea 
that  men  and  women  can  be  impor- 
tantly different  without  being  funda- 
mentally unequal."  He  goes  on  to  pro- 
pose language  for  an  equal  rights 
amendment  which  includes  certain  im- 
portant exceptions,  which  supporters 
of  the  current  1972  version  "aver  is 
there  implicitly"  but  refuse  to  spell 
out. 

The  article  is  a  valuable  and  impor- 
tant contribution  to  the  continuing 
dialog  on  the  ERA.  and  I  highly  rec- 
ommend it  to  all  of  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  article 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 
[From  the  National  Review.  June  24.  1983] 
Toward  a  New  ERA? 
(Lincoln  C.  Oliphant) 

The  Equal  Rights  Amendment  is  dead. 
But  the  faithful,  led  by  Tip  O'Neill  in  the 
Hou.se.  Paul  Tsongas  in  the  Senate,  and 
Judy  Goldsmith  in  the  streets,  have  begun 
calling  it  to  arise.  Lazarus-like,  to  live  again. 
On  May  26.  the  prayers  of  the  faithful  were 
partially  answered,  when  the  Senate  Sub- 
committee on  the  Constitution  began  hear- 
ings on  S.J.  Res.  10/H.J.  Res.  1;  the  same 
Equal  Rights  Amendment  that  was  first 
proposed  in  1972.  A  two-thirds  vote  in  each 
House  would  reanimate  this  once-dead 
amendment,  although  three-fourths  of  the 
state  legislatures  would  then  need  to  adopt 
it  for  it  to  become  part  of  the  Constitution. 

Amending  the  Constitution  is  just  shy  of 
impossible.  Of  some  nine  thousand  constitu- 
tional amendments  that  have  been  intro- 
duced in  Congress,  only  26  have  been  rati- 
fied—11  of  them  in  the  eighteenth  century. 
Generally,  conservatives  do  not  favor 
amending  the  Constitution,  and  the  pro- 
posed 1972  Equal  Rights  Amendment  was 
particularly  ill-favored.  But  should  oppo- 
nents of  that  ERA  oppose  every  amendment 
that  would  set  a  constitutional  standard  for 
sex-based  classifications?  Perhaps  not. 

Equal-rights  amendments  are  not  all  cre- 
ated equal.  One  can  see  the  need  for  an 
ERA  without  having  any  particular  affec- 
tion for  the  version  that  sprang  forth  in  the 
spring  of  1972— a  version  that  was  itself  dif- 
ferent from  the  original  proposal  of  1923. 
The  1972  version  had  more  infirmities  than 
strengths,  yet  it  was  not  without  the  latter. 
Foremost  among  its  strengths  was  an  ability 
to  express  quite  starkly  a  broad  principle  of 
equality  that  made  many  friends  for  the 
amendment.  Ironically,  some  of  these  osten- 
sible friends  were  responsible  for  the 
amendment's  demise. 

In  addition,  the  infirmities  of  the  1972 
an-.endment  made  it  many  enemies.  It  left 
gaping  holes  to  be  filled  by  the  federal  judi- 
ciary, and  while  some  hole-filling  is  inveila- 
ble.  the  people— whose  Constitution  it  is— 
ought  to  minimize  the  opportunities  for  ju- 
dicial government.  When  a  Senate  subcom- 
mittee asked  about  the  meaning  of  the  1972 
amendment,  its  chief  Senate  sponsor,  Paul 


Tsongas  of  Massachusetts,  could  only 
repeal.  "The  courts  will  decide  .  .  .  the 
courts  will  decide  .  .  .  the  courts  will  decide 
.  .  . "  Yet  in  many  highly  sensitive  areas 
where  the  meaning  of  the  1972  amendment 
was  reasonably  discernible,  it  would  have  set 
bad  rules  in  constitutional  concrete.  The 
amendment  was.  in  other  words,  both  loo 
vague  and  too  specific,  in  the  sense  that  its 
specifics  were  wrongly  chosen.  This  seem- 
ingly contradictory  criticism  helps  to  ex- 
plain the  confusion  about  the  meaning  of 
the  1972  amendment,  and  the  charges  and 
countercharges  exchanged  during  ten  years 
of  rancorous  debate. 

II  also  suggests  that  the  1982  Equal 
Rights  Amendment  ought  to  remain  in- 
terred. Does  this  mean  that  there  will  be  no 
Equal  Rights  Amendment  at  all?  For  now.  it 
means  exactly  that.  But,  in  the  long  run,  we 
must  ask  ourselves  if  we  are  content  with 
the  status  quo.  The  status  quo  is  that  the 
Supreme  Court  makes  up  sex-discrimination 
rules  out  of  whole  cloth. 

Indeed,  the  current  rules  vary  from  case 
to  case.  Most  recently,  the  Court  has  upheld 
some  laws  that  classify  persons  according  to 
sex,  but  only  when  the  government  can  ad- 
vance an  "exceedingly  persuasive"  justifica- 
tion for  such  classifications.  This  rule  is 
about  right,  in  my  judgement,  but  it  cannot 
be  said  to  be  grounded  in  the  original  under- 
standing of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  or 
any  other  provision  of  the  Constitution. 
Though  the  Court  had  no  business  doing  so, 
it  has  done  an  admirable  job  of  rulemaking. 
Had  it  not  the  1972  ERA  would  today  be  the 
law  of  the  land.  The  Court-created  rules 
substantially  reduced  the  felt  need  for  an 
equal-rights  amendment. 

Since  the  current  rules  are  more  the 
Court's  than  the  Constitution's,  however, 
they  are  the  Courts  to  change.  Change  will 
not  occur  haphazardly,  for  the  Court  has  its 
precedents.  But  trusting  the  status  quo  is 
trusting  the  Court  with  its  own  rules.  To 
propose  and  adopt  a  new  amendment  would 
be  to  entrust  the  Court  with  the  peoples 
ratified  rule.  There  is  risk  in  both  alterna- 
tives, but  that  is  the  point:  accepting  the 
status  quo  is  not  a  risk-free  alternative. 

A  new  equal-rights  amendment  should 
deal  with  fundamental  questions  about  the 
nature  of  men  and  women,  about  the  nature 
of  equality,  and  about  American  constitu- 
tional government  differently  from  the  way 
the  1972  amendment  did.  The  general  rule 
of  the  1972  amendment  was  that  "sex 
should  not  be  a  factor  in  determining  the 
legal  rights  of  men  or  of  women."  Most 
Americans,  while  agreeing  that  in  most 
cases  sex  should  be  irrelevant,  would  stop 
short  of  such  an  absolute  rule.  The  gap  be- 
tween mostly  not  and  never,  while  not  wide, 
can  be  deep,  and  brimful  of  the  most  impor- 
tant questions  facing  the  human  race. 

If  the  best  rule  is  not  an  absolute  one. 
then  it  will  be  one  anchored  in  an  equality 
that  recognizes  important  differences  be- 
tween the  sexes.  The  new  rule  should  par- 
take of  the  sort  of  insight  shown  by  Profes- 
sor Elizabeth  H.  Wolgasl  in  her  book, 
■Equality  and  the  Rights  of  Women:" 

•Justice  requires  men  and  women  to  be 
treated  differently,  not  in  all  areas  but  in 
some  important  ones.  It  is  not  just  a  curious 
fact  that  men  never  bear  babies.  Nor  do 
women  bear  them  because  society  teaches 
them  how  and  insists  they  do,  while  guard- 
ing this  knowledge  from  men.  And  from  this 
difference  other  consequences  flow.  A  good 
society  will  acknowledge  the  differences, 
treating  them  with  respect  and  fairness  and 
accommodating  institutions  to  the  human 


condition.  To  proceed  otherwise  is  to  imitate 
Procrustes,  who  invited  guests  to  spend  the 
night  and  then  cut  them  down  or  stretched 
them  to  fit  his  bed.  It  is  to  be  guided  by  a 
strange  sense  of  priorities." 

Under  an  equal-rights  amendment 
grounded  in  reality  rather  than  in  ideology, 
sex  classifications  would  be  carefully  scruti- 
nized but  not  always  prohibited.  A  classifi- 
cation by  sex  ought  to  be  permissible,  for 
example,  if  its  real  effect  is  to  bring  about 
more  equal  treatment.  The  1972  ERA  seems 
to  require  a  blind  indifference  to  sex  under 
the  banner  of  fairness  and  equality. 

For  instance,  the  National  Organization 
for  Women  (NOW),  currently  led  by  Judy 
Goldsmith,  opposes  the  use  of  sex-based  ac- 
tuarial tables  in  insurance  plans.  The  ERA 
would  have  eliminated  this  evil.  NOW  says. 
Of  course  there  are  real  differences  between 
women  as  a  group  and  men  as  a  group. 
Young  women,  as  a  group,  are  better  drivers 
than  young  men.  Women,  as  a  group,  live 
longer  than  men.  The  lifespan  of  any 
woman  or  any  man  is  unknowable,  but  the 
best  possible  way  to  treat  her  or  him  fairly 
is  to  use  all  available  data,  including  statisti- 
cal data.  NOW  complains  that  this  is  stereo- 
typing, not  enlightened  thinking,  and  it  is 
currently  litigating  its  complaints  under  the 
1964  Civil  Rights  Act  (by  the  time  this  arti- 
cle is  published,  the  Supreme  Court  may 
have  decided  the  issue  as  regards  pensions): 
but  in  the  words  of  Chief  Justice  Burger  (in 
dissent),  "This  is  in  no  sense  a  failure  to 
treat  women  as  individuals.'  ...  It  is  to 
treat  them  as  individually  as  it  is  possible  to 
do  in  the  face  of  the  unknowable  length  of 
each  individual  life."  Eliminating  sex-based 
actuarial  tables  is  also  likely  to  increase  the 
total  insurance  costs  women  will  have  to 
pay. 

The  idea  that  men  and  women  can  be  im- 
portantly different  without  being  funda- 
mentally unequal  is  the  necessary  starting- 
point  for  all  serious  analysis  of  how  to 
achieve  equal  rights  between  the  sexes. 
Rather  than  a  Procrustean  rule,  a  new 
amendment  should  offer  the  flexibility  of 
equal  protection  under  the  laws.  The  differ- 
ence between  these  two  concepts  was  illus- 
trated in  a  recent  5  to  4  decision  of  the 
Washington  State  Supreme  Court. 

An  old  (1927)  Washington  state  law  re- 
quires each  of  its  political  parlies  to  be  gov- 
erned by  a  state  central  committee.  This 
committee  is  composed  of  two  members 
from  each  county,  one  man  and  one  woman. 
The  chairman  and  vice  chairman  of  the 
state  central  committee  are  to  be  of  oppo- 
site sexes.  The  law  was  challenged  under 
the  state's  Equal  Rights  Amendment.  Five 
justices  upheld  the  law,  holding  that  "while 
there  is  certainly  a  classification  [by  sex], 
there  is  equality  of  treatment  and  this  is 
sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Equal  Rights  Amendment.  "  Pour  justices 
dissented,  writing.  'The  Equal  Rights 
Amendment  .  .  .  absolutely  forbids  any  clas- 
sifications of  persons  based  on  sex." 

The  four  dissenters  in  this  case  are  quite 
clearly  in  accord  with  the  stated  objectives 
of  the  1972  Equal  Rights  Amendment. 
Unlike  that  amendment,  a  properly  drawn 
national  amendment  would  tolerate  the 
Washington  law.  The  women  of  Washington 
and  the  49  other  states  should  consider  such 
matters  when  contemplating  their  participa- 
tion in  political  life  and  their  support  for  a 
federal  equal-rights  amendment. 

Even  more  fundamentally,  the  1972  Equal 
Rights  Amendment  contradicted  certain  im- 
portant heterosexual  rights.  We  live  in  a 
heterosexual  society  based  on  heterosexual 


values.  Correspondingly,  we  have  estab- 
lished various  heterosexual  rights,  the  most 
important  of  which  pertain  to  marriage.  But 
heterosexual  rights  cannot  be  consistent 
with  a  constitutional  amendment  that  pro- 
hibits all  sex-based  classifications. 

The  ideal  non-heterosexual,  non-sexist  so- 
ciety has  been  described  by  Professor  Rich- 
ard Wasserstrom: 

"If  a  non-sexist  society  is  a  society  in 
which  ones  sex  is  not  more  significant  than 
eye  color  in  our  society  today,  then  laws 
which  require  the  persons  who  are  getting 
married  to  be  of  different  sexes  would  clear- 
ly be  sexist  laws.  [The]  typical  adult  in  this 
kind  of  non-sexist  society  would  be  .  .  .  in- 
different to  the  sexual,  physiological  differ- 
ences of  other  persons  for  all  significant 
interpersonal  relationships.  Bisexuality.  not 
heterosexuality  or  homosexuality,  would  be 
the  typical  intimate,  sexual  relationship  in 
the  ideal  society  that  was  assimilationist  in 
respect  to  sex." 

Would  the  1972  Equal  Rights  Amendment 
have  created  a  society  like  the  one  Wasser- 
strom describes— one  that  is  •assimilationist 
in  respect  to  sex  "?  No.  if  for  no  other  reason 
than  that  human  heterosexuality  runs 
deeper  than  does  positive  law.  But  the  1972 
amendment  would  have  undermined  the 
legal  foundations  of  a  heterosexual  soc;iety 
because  a  heterosexual  society  requires 
some  classifications  by  sex. 

Some  supporters  of  the  1972  version  argue 
that  it  does  not  conflict  with  legal  prefer- 
ences for  heterosexuality  because  it  con- 
tains two  inherent  exceptions  to  the  general 
rule  against  all  sex  classifications.  The  first 
exception,  these  supporters  say.  permits 
classifications  based  on  physical  characteris- 
tics unique  to  one  sex  and  'closely,  directly, 
and  narrowly  confined  "  to  the  unique  char- 
acteristic. The  second  alleged  exception  is 
for  privacy.  Doubts  have  been  raised  about 
the  real  existence  of  these  exceptions.  The 
doubts  began  when  the  Senate  flatly  reject- 
ed Senator  Sam  Ervins  proposed  amend- 
ments to  the  1972  ERA  that  would  have  in- 
cluded in  the  language  of  the  amendment 
specific  exceptions  for  privacy  and  unique 
physical  characteristics.  Doubt  is  all  too 
natural  when  proponents  of  a  measure 
refuse  to  spell  out  what  they  aver  is  there 
implicitly.  If  an  exception  is  really  there, 
sub  silentio.  why  not  remove  all  doubt  by 
writing  it  down?  I  have  never  heard  a  satis- 
factory answer  to  that  question. 

If  the  1972  version  permits  exceptions  for 
unique  physical  characteristics,  the  excep- 
tions are  few  indeed,  and  mostly  irrelevant. 
Laws  affecting  sperm  banks  and  wet  nurses 
are  the  favorite  examples  of  the  amend- 
ment s  advocates.  Sperm-bank  and  wet- 
nurse  laws  hardly  seem  to  go  the  heart  of 
the  policy's  concerns,  however.  Consider  in- 
stead the  example  of  statutory  rape. 

Michael  M.  was  charged  under  California 
law  with  the  statutory  rape  of  Sharon,  a  16- 
year-old.  Michael  M.  challenged  the  consti- 
tutionality of  the  law  because  it  was 
sex-specific  cSexual  intercourse  accom- 
plished with  a  female  not  the  wife  of  the 
perpetrator,  where  the  female  is  under  the 
age  of  18  years  ").  He  lost  in  both  the  Cali- 
fornia Supreme  Court  and  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court,  but  not  for  lack  of 
powerful  friends.  The  Women's  Legal  De- 
fense Fund  (WLDF)  and  the  American  Civil 
Liberties  Union  (ACLU)  urged,  with  Mr.  M.. 
that  the  California  law  was  unconstitutional 
under  the  Equal  Protection  Clause  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment.  By  one  vote,  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  disagreed.  If  the  litiga- 
tion had  taken  place  within  the  framework 
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of  the  1972  Equal  Rights  Amendment 
rather  than  the  Equal  Protection  Clause, 
the  statute  would  almost  certainly  have 
fallen. 

There  are  reasons  for  treating  young  men 
and  young  women  differently  in  matters 
such  as  statutory  rape,  but  the  1972  ERA 
would  not  have  countenanced  these  reasons. 
Some  of  the  reasons  that  different  treat- 
ment should  be  constitutionally  permissible 
were  explained  by  the  Solicitor  General  of 
the  United  States  in  the  Carter  Administra- 
tion, who  came  to  the  defense  of  the  Cali- 
fornia statute:  'Young  men  and  young 
women  are  not  similarly  situated  with 
regard  to  the  problems  and  risks  of  sexual 
intercourse. "  k)ecause  only  women  can 
t)ecome  pregnant.  There  are  'dramatic  bio- 
logical distinctions  between  prepuliescent 
males  and  females"  that  expose  the  young 
female,  but  not  the  young  male,  to  serious 
physical  injury  and  the  risk  of  later  illness 
such  as  cervical  cancer.  Females  may  be  en- 
gaged in  sexual  intercourse  while  still  very 
young:  very  young  males  are  generally  in- 
capable of  intercourse.  "Sexual  assaults  on 
young  females  are  a  far  greater  problem 
than  sexual  assaults  on  young  males.  '  And 
carnal-knowledge  and  statutory-rape  laws 
"facilitate  the  prosecution  of  forcible  rapes 
involving  young  victims'  where,  as  in  the 
Michael  M.  case,  there  are  serious  evidentia- 
ry problems  that  would  make  forcible  rape 
difficult  to  prove. 

As  noted,  part  of  the  justification  for  the 
statute  was  based  on  a  "unique  physical 
characteristic":  only  females  can  become 
pregnant.  (The  WLDF  thought  this  was  a 
ruse  because  'only  penetration  and  not 
emission  is  necessary  to  complete  the  crime 
.  .  ."'  Next.  I  suppose,  the  WLDF  is  going  to 
be  requiring  prosecutors  in  rape  trials  to 
prove  penetration,  emission,  and  fertility.) 
The  fact  of  female  pregnancy  did  not  satisfy 
the  feminist  and  civil-lit>ertarian  litigators 
here,  and  it  will  not  satisfy  them  in  the 
future.  These  are  the  same  people  who 
brought  us  the  1972  amendment,  and  they 
are  the  people  who  will  be  defining,  in  the 
courts,  any  equal-rights  amendment  that  is 
eventually  ratified.  Look  for  sperm  banks 
and  wet  nurses  to  be  within  the  alleged  ex- 
ception for  unique  physical  characteristics, 
and  statutory  rape  to  be  without  it. 

Concurring  in  the  Courts  judgment  in  the 
Michael  M.  case.  Justice  Stewart  wrote: 

"The  Equal  Protection  Clause  does  not 
mean  that  the  physiological  differences  be- 
tween men  and  women  must  be  disregarded. 
While  those  differences  must  never  be  per- 
mitted to  become  a  pretext  for  invidious  dis- 
crimination, no  such  discrimination  is  pre- 
sented by  this  case.  The  Constitution  surely 
does  not  require  a  state  to  pretend  that  de- 
monstrable differences  between  men  and 
women  do  not  really  exist." 

A  new  amendment  should  reflect  Justice 
Stewart"s  approach,  allowing  legislatures  to 
enact  sex-specific  statutory  rape  laws  justi- 
fied in  part  as  pregnancy-prevention  meas- 
ures. 

The  1972  ERA  is  also  alleged  to  have  an 
implicit  exception  for  privacy.  There  is 
reason  to  doubt  the  reality  of  this  excep- 
tion, too.  at  least  if  we  judge  from  the  words 
of  two  important  advocates  of  that  amend- 
ment, the  United  States  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights  and  the  NOW  Legal  Defense 
and  Education  Fund  (LDEF).  (The  LDEF 
prepared  the  draft  report"  that  was  the 
■"basis  for  [the  commission's]  discussions.  "  A 
very  cozy  arrangement.) 

The  Civil  Rights  Commi.ssion  .said  m  its 
1981  report  on  the  ERA  that  the  1972  ver- 


sion would  close  the  bona  fide  occupational 
qualification  (BFOQ)  "loophole"  (the  com- 
missions word)  of  Title  VII  of  the  1964  Civil 
Rights  Act.  Title  VII  prohibits  sex  discrimi- 
nation in  employment,  but  sex  can  he  a 
BFOQ  permissible  under  the  statute,  where, 
for  example,  an  employer  wants  to  hire  a 
man  to  play  Hamlet.  The  bfoq  exception  is  a 
tiny  exception  to  the  nationwide  rule 
against  sex  discrimination  in  employment. 

The  bfoq  exception  is  very  important, 
however  for  protecting  privacy.  The  excep- 
tion has  been  used  to  allow  hospitals  to 
limit  their  obstetrics  and  gynecology  nurses 
to  members  of  the  female  sex.  States  and  lo- 
calities have  t)een  permitted  to  require  juve- 
nile-home supervisors  to  be  females  in  the 
girls"  home  and  males  in  the  boys"  home. 
Based  on  records  showing  the  system  to  be 
"rampant  [withj  violence'"  and  like  a 
"jungle."  Alabama  has  been  permitted  to 
exclude  women  from  "contact"  positions  in 
its  all-male  prisons,  and  men  from  such  posi- 
tions in  all-female  prisons. 

The  1972  version— according  to  its  promi- 
nent supporters,  the  Civil  Rights  Commis- 
sion and  the  LDEF— would  eliminate  the 
bfoq  exception  to  Title  VII.  When  that  ex- 
ception is  eliminated,  our  legitimate  rights 
of  privacy  will  be  diminished.  How  the 
BFOQ  exception  can  be  eliminated  when 
the  ERA  is  supposed  to  have  its  own  excep- 
tion for  privacy  is  a  great  mystery— unless 
the  alleged  exception  is  itself  an  illusion. 

Some  of  the  weaknesses  of  the  1972 
amendment  have  been  described  here  partly 
because  that  version  is  now  once  again  a  live 
issue:  also  t>ecause  any  movement  toward  a 
new  amendment  must  begin  with  the  knowl- 
edge obtained  from  the  debate  over  the  old. 
The  wording  for  such  an  amendment,  draw- 
ing on  some  of  the  lessons  of  the  old  one.  is 
set  out  below".  The  proposal  is  my  own.  al- 
though most  of  the  phrases  have  been  bor- 
rowed from  others.  Like  the  1972  amend- 
ment, this  is  a  text  that  can  be  improved. 

Section  1.  Neither  the  United  States  nor 
any  state  shall  deny  to  any  person  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws  on  account  of  sex. 

Section  1  is  based  on  the  Equal  Protection 
Clause  and  contains  the  general  rule,  which 
requires  equal  protection  or  equal  treat- 
ment. Sex  classifications  are  not  absolutely 
prohibited. 

Section  2.  This  article  shall  not  prohibit 
the  United  States  or  any  state  from  making 
legal  distinctions  respecting  motherhood,  or 
based  on  pregnancy  or  other  physical  differ- 
ences between  the  sexes,  or  from  making 
laws  respecting  privacy. 

The  references  to  pregnancy  and  mother- 
hood recognize  that  humankind  is  a  two-sex 
species  and  that  women  are  different  from 
men  in  the  important  respect  of  having 
babies.  This  amendment  would  not  prohibit 
laws  reasonably  related  to  the  status  of 
women  as  mothers.  The  references  to  moth- 
erhood and  pregnancy  are  intended,  inter 
alia,  to  emphasize  the  legitimacy  of  laws  re- 
lating to  heterosexuality  and  the  primacy  of 
the  family  among  heterosexual  institutions. 

Section  2  also  explicates  what  is  said  to  be 
implicit  in  the  1972  version.  Distinctions 
based  on  bona  fide  physical  differences  are 
made  clearly  allowable  and  legislatures  are 
permitted  to  weigh  privacy  more  heavily 
than  equality  when  making  legislative  judg- 
ments. The  subtleties  of  the  1972  amend- 
ment are  not  to  l>e  trusted.  If  an  exception 
is  real,  let  it  be  explicit. 

Section  3.  TTiis  article  shall  not  prohibit 
the  United  States  or  any  state  from  exempt- 
ing women  from  the  compulsory  military 
service  or  combat  assignment,  or  from  regu- 
lating atwrtion  or  sexual  offenses. 


Section  3  lists  specific  exemptions  where 
policy  objections  can  now  be  anticipated 
and  where  reasonable  legislative  preroga- 
tives should  be  preserved.  The  most  impor- 
tant areas  are  included,  although  readers 
may  find  the  list  too  long  or  too  short. 

Contrary  to  the  assertions  of  some  advo- 
cates of  the  1972  ERA.  that  proposal  has  a 
great  deal  to  do  with  abortion.  (Some,  but 
by  no  means  all.  of  the  available  evidence  is 
collected  in  Congressman  Henry  Hyde"s  tes- 
timony of  May  26.  1983,  to  the  Senate  Sub- 
committee on  the  Constitution.) 

Section  4.  Congress  and  the  several  states 
shall  have  the  power  to  enforce  this  article 
by  appropriate  legislation. 

Section  4  permits  the  states  and  Congress 
to  enforce  the  article  within  their  respective 
jurisdictions.  States  might  differ  on  their 
methods  of  enforcing  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws.  For  example,  some  states  might 
require  political  parties  to  be  organized 
along  the  lines  required  by  Washington 
state.  Other  states  might  prohibit  such  re- 
strictions and  simply  require  that  the  two 
top  vote-getters  be  the  county  representa- 
tives to  the  state  central  committee.  Both 
approaches  coud  be  upheld  under  the  new 
amendment.  There  is  enormous  strength  in 
a  system  so  combining  equality  and  flexibil- 
ity. 

Any  attempt  to  draft  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  regulate  sexual  classifica- 
tions is  fraught  with  difficulty.  It  is  easy  to 
prohibit  all  classifications,  and  easy  to 
permit  them  all.  but  delineating  a  reasona- 
ble standard  between  the  two  extremes  is 
difficult  indeed— which  is  an  excellent 
reason  for  permitting  some  legislative  flexi- 
bility. The  drafting  difficulties  are  substan- 
tial, but  they  will  be  dwarfed  by  the  politi- 
cal realities.  Radical  feminists,  by  and  large, 
will  disapprove  of  a  new  amendment.  They 
are  committed  to  their  1972  version,  now 
being  revived  in  Congress.  Opponents  of  the 
1972  amendment  are  going  to  be  much 
tempted  to  accept  the  status  quo.  a  tempta- 
tion that  I  find  alluring  my  self.  It  must  be 
remembered,  however,  that  the  status  quo 
consists  in  the  Supreme  Court's  making  up 
rules  out  of  an  Equal  Protection  Clause  that 
was  not  designed  for  the  purpose. 

There  is  no  safety  in  the  status  quo.  Argu- 
ably, there  is  less  danger  in  the  statue  quo 
than  in  a  change,  but  that  is  arguable.  In 
fact,  a  new  amendment  may  be  far  prefera- 
ble to  hoping  that  the  Supreme  Court  will 
reject,  year  after  year,  the  absolutist  argu- 
ments thrust  at  it  by  radical  feminists  and 
civil  libertarians. 

The  Court  is  not  now  bound  by  the  chains 
of  the  Constitution,  although  it  will  pay 
some  deference  to  its  own  precedents.  A  new 
amendment  would  provide  the  opportunity 
to  bind  the  Court  to  something  t>esides  its 
own  dispositions. • 


HERBERT  M.  PRISBY 

•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  pay  tribute  to  the  memory  of 
Herbert  M.  Frisby,  a  courageous 
American  and  a  truly  outstanding  Bal- 
timorean,  who  died  on  July  26,  1983,  at 
the  age  of  97.  A  student  of  Eskimo  cul- 
ture who  made  the  last  of  his  21  trips 
to  the  Arctic  Circle  when  he  was  80 
years  old,  Herbert  Frisby  lived  his 
entire  life  to  its  fullest,  truly  embrac- 
ing the  spirit  of  his  favorite  maxim: 
"No  worthy  task  is  to  be  left  undone 
because  it  seems  impossible." 


As  a  teacher  and  principal  in  the 
Baltimore  City  schools  for  more  than 
30  years  and  as  a  student  himself  and 
explorer  of  the  Arctic  north,  Herbert 
Frisby  both  inspired  and  enlightened 
all  whom  he  touched— students, 
friends,  viewers  of  his  exhibits,  and 
readers  of  his  numerous  travel  arti- 
cles. His  own  inspiration  had  come,  he 
said,  from  the  announcement  in  his 
sixth  grade  geography  class  that  an- 
other black  Marylander,  Matthew 
Henson,  had  accompanied  Robert  E. 
Peary  on  the  first  expedition  to  the 
North  Pole  in  1909.  He  vowed  then  to 
be  the  second  black  to  attain  that 
goal.  And  despite  the  immediate  ridi- 
cule of  his  teacher  and  the  racial  bar- 
riers that  existed,  Herbert  Frisby  did 
become  the  second  black  man  to  reach 
the  North  Pole.  Although  70  years  old 
at  the  time,  a  lifelong  dream  was  ful- 
filled when  he  was  flown  over  the 
North  Pole  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  to 
drop  a  strongbox  containing  an  Ameri- 
can flag  and  a  bronze  plaque  com- 
memorating Mr.  Henson  as  the  first 
black  to  reach  the  North  Pole. 

The  legacy  left  by  Herbert  M.  Frisby 
is  rich  in  spirit,  courage,  and  vitality. 
His  collection  of  arctic  artifacts  has 
been  exhibited  at  the  Maryland  Sci- 
ence Center  and  the  Maryland  Histori- 
cal Society.  The  Herbert  M.  Frisby 
Historical  Society,  devoted  to  the  his- 
tory of  black  Marylanders,  is  named 
after  him.  An  editorial  in  the  Balti- 
more Sun  on  July  27,  1983,  summa- 
rizes well  the  achievements  and  ac- 
complishments of  this  extraordinary 
Baltimorean,  I  ask  that  it  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  editorial  follows: 

Frisby  of  the  North 

Not  long  after  Robert  E.  Peary  and  five 
other  men  reached  the  North  Pole  in  1909.  a 
teacher  told  sixth  graders  in  a  Baltimore 
Jim  Crow  school  about  Matthew  A.  Henson. 
the  Marylander  in  the  group,  the  first  black 
man  at  the  Pole.  "I'm  going  to  be  second,"  a 
boy  blurted  out.  For  this  he  was  made  to 
write  500  limes.  "I  will  not  talk  out  foolish 
things  in  class." 

In  1956.  a  U.S.  Air  Force  plane  swooped 
low  over  the  North  Pole.  Out  dropped  a 
tablet  honoring  Henson  and  the  flags  of  the 
United  States  and  Maryland.  They  fell  from 
the  hands  of  that  boy,  who  at  that  moment 
became  the  second  black  man  to  reach  the 
Pole. 

Herbert  M.  Frisby's  message  in  a  life 
career  as  teacher  in  Baltimore  schools, 
mostly  segregated,  was  the  opposite  of  the 
admonition  he  received.  He  taught  by  dem- 
onstration to  pick  an  impossible  goal  and 
get  there.  ""There  are  no  Alps,"  he  said. 

Most  boys  drop  their  11 -year-old  obses- 
sions. Mr.  Frisby  clung  to  his.  for  the  Arctic 
and  for  Henson.  It  took  World  War  II  and 
service  as  a  correspondent  for  the  Afro- 
American  newspapers  to  get  north,  follow- 
ing black  servicemen  wherever  they  went, 
including  Alaska  and  Greenland.  He  re- 
turned again  and  again,  often  on  his  own 
teacher's  salary,  more  than  20  times,  even  in 
his  70s. 

"Living  in  the  Arctic  is  rough,  rugged, 
harsh  and  everything  negative  to  human  ex- 
istence," he  said.  But  he  had  "Arctic  fever." 


He  lived  with  Inuit  or  Eskimos  in  Alaska, 
toured  scientific  installations  in  Spitzbergen 
in  International  Geophysical  "Year,  inspect- 
ed facilities  in  Norway  and  a  Canadian  sta- 
tion on  Baffin  Island.  His  home,  "the 
Igloo."  was  filled  with  Arctic  hides  and 
Eskimo  artifacts. 

Mr.  Frisby  believed  that  Henson  reached 
the  Pole  45  minutes  before  Peary.  His  15- 
year  crusade  to  obtain  proper  honors  for 
Henson  succeeded  in  1961  with  placement  of 
a  memorial  to  the  "co-discoverer  of  the 
North  Pole"  in  the  State  House. 

The  dogged  Douglass  High  School  science 
teacher  crossed  terrain  closer  to  home  that 
was  harsh  and  negative  to  human  existence. 
His  insistence  on  taking  a  course  in  green- 
house gardening  offered  to  whites  in  1949 
by  the  parks  department  broke  the  color 
bar  at  Druid  Hill  Park.  Denied  access  to  an 
anthropology  summer  course  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Maryland  College  Park  because  of 
race,  he  took  it  at  the  University  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  Frisby.  who  died  well  up  in  years  on 
Tuesday,  combined  research  with  the  hon- 
orable profession  of  science  teaching.  He 
overcame  barriers  no  American  today  need 
face.  He  said.  "No  worthy  task  is  to  be  left 
undone  because  it  seems  impossible."  He 
personified  achievement  in  the  Baltimore 
city  schools.* 


SBAS  BOTH  ANNIVERSARY 

•  Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  commemorate  the  Small 
Business  Administration's  (SBA)  30th 
anniversary.  Since  1953.  the  SBA  has 
been  hard  at  work  providing  for  the 
needs  of  small  businessmen,  insuring 
that  they  are  able  to  successfully  com- 
pete in  an  increasingly  complex  econo- 
my. 

Entrepreneurial  spirit  is  one  of  the 
things  that  makes  America  strong. 
Small  businesses  make  an  overwhelm- 
ing contribution  to  the  technical  and 
creative  advantage  that  this  Nation 
enjoys.  Without  the  achievements  of 
the  small  business  sector,  the  United 
States  would  not  be  the  great  society 
it  is  today, 

Americas  economy  is  based  on  the 
continued  viability  of  two  streets- 
Wall  Street  and  Main  Street.  Millions 
of  Americans,  from  all  walks  of  life. 
are  dependent  on  the  goods  and  serv- 
ices provided  by  small  business,  from 
bakeries  and  barbershops  to  software 
and  defense  products.  Small  business- 
es provide  a  substantial  proportion  of 
the  Nation's  employment  base.  The 
continued  health  of  the  small  business 
community  is  essential  to  the  future 
strength  of  our  economy. 

Small  businesses,  however,  operate 
at  a  distinct  disadvantage  in  the  mar- 
ketplace. These  firms  have  limited  re- 
sources, but  must  perform  many  of 
the  same  corporate  functions  as  large 
conglomerates  with  open  access  to  the 
credit  market.  One  of  the  most  impor- 
tant problems  facing  the  small  busi- 
ness community  is  the  difficulty  rais- 
ing capital.  Wall  Street  and  Main 
Street  do  not  always  interact  well,  fi- 
nancial institutions  are  often  unwill- 
ing to  extend  the  necessary  credit. 
While  large  companies  may  rely  on  a 


corporate  credit  history,  small  busi- 
nesses often  do  not  have  this  advan- 
tage. One  important  role  of  the  SBA  is 
to  help  insure  that  small  businesses 
have  ample  opportunities  for  capital 
formation. 

In  this  era  of  budget  cutbacks  and 
Government  belt  tightening,  legisla- 
tors must  remember  that  savings  at 
the  Federal  level  which  shift  costs 
onto  other  sectors  are  imaginary  sav- 
ings. Expanding  the  tax  base  should 
be  the  goal  of  policymakers.  Actions 
taken  to  constrain  SBAs  lending  au- 
thority do  not  serve  this  purpose.  A 
Government  agency  such  as  the  SBA 
cannot  succeed  in  its  goal  if  it  is 
denied  the  ability  to  use  all  available 
efficient  means  to  effectively  pursue 
its  mandate. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  over  13  mil- 
lion small  businesses  in  this  country 
and  this  number  continues  to  grow. 
The  SBA  makes  an  important  contri- 
bution to  the  continued  success  of 
these  enterprises  through  such  pro- 
grams as  loan  guarantees,  disaster 
loans,  and  managerial  assistance.  I  am 
proud  to  personally  thank  the  men 
and  women  of  the  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration for  their  significant  con- 
tribution to  the  continued  health  of 
our  Nation. • 


THE  CLINCH  RIVER  FINANCING 
PLAN:  NOTHING  TO  SHARE 

•  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  re- 
cently Secretary  of  Energy  Donald 
Hodel  announced  that  he  would  ask 
Congress  to  make  the  Breeder  Reactor 
Corporations  (BRCs)  final  off-budget 
funding  proposal  for  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  reactor  project  law  before  the 
end  of  this  fiscal  year.  This  announce- 
ment came  in  answer  to  Congress 
recent  passage  of  the  energy  and 
water  development  appropriation  for 
fiscal  year  1984.  which  prohibits  fur- 
ther funding  for  Clinch  River  until 
substantial  industry  cost-sharing  is  en- 
acted. 

Unfortunately,  the  proposal  Hodel 
has  agreed  to  back  is  no  better  than 
the  plan  he  refused  to  submit  to  Con- 
gress 3  months  ago  in  May.  The 
reason  why  is  simple:  The  plan  he  has 
been  asked  to  back  now  is  based  on  the 
earlier  plan  and  has  the  same  funda- 
mental flaws.  It  still  does  not  answer 
Congress'  request  for  industry  cost- 
sharing  because  it  does  not  place  any 
industry  investment  capital  at  risk.  It 
still  requires  interim  private  borrowing 
and  is  virtually  certain  to  increase  the 
cost  of  paying  for  the  project  over  con- 
tinuing to  fund  it  through  congres- 
sional appropriations.  Finally,  it  still 
depends  entirely  on  Government  guar- 
anteed issues  and  Government  guaran- 
teed tax  benefits. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  important  that 
whatever  Congress  does  to  defuse  the 
Clinch   River  breeder  reactor  contro- 
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versy,  it  not  end  up  making  matters 
worse.  My  own  staff  has  had  a  chance 
to  analyze  the  proposal  Secretary 
Model  has  agreed  to  back.  I  ask  that 
the  full  text  of  this  analysis  and  a 
dear  colleague  letter  that  Senator 
Bumpers  and  I  recently  distributed  on 
the  BRC  proposals  flaws  be  entered 
into  the  Record. 

The  material  follows: 

U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC  July  28.  1983. 

Dear  Colleague:  On  July  21.  1983,  Secre- 
tary of  Energy  Donald  Model  announced 
that  he  would  ask  Congress  to  make  the 
Breeder  Reactor  Corporations  (BRCsi 
final  off-budget  funding  proposal  for  the 
Clinch  River  Breeder  Reactor  Project  law 
before  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year.  This  pro- 
posal (attached)  appears  to  t>e  fundamental- 
ly unsound  and  to  fail  the  requirement  of 
fiscal  year  1984  s  Energy  and  Water  Devel- 
opment Appropriation  that  there  be  sub- 
stantial Industry  cost-sharing  before  the 
project  is  allowed  to  proceed. 

Our  reasons  for  questioning  the  BRC's 
final  proposal  are  detailed  in  the  attached 
stafff  analysis  and  center  on  the  following 
points: 

1.  Federal  support  and  establishment  of 
the  BRC's  proposed  American  Energy  De- 
velopment Corporation  sets  a  dangerous 
precedent.  The  federally  supported  corpora- 
tion could  equally  well  be  used  to  conceal 
funding  for  Clinch  River's  fuel  cycle  sup- 
port activities— $3  billion  worth  of  line  items 
normally  funded  separately  from  the 
project.  In  fact,  the  project's  proponents  at- 
tempted to  establish  such  off-budget  fund- 
ing for  Clinch  River  last  fall  when  it  was 
suggested  that  an  off-budget  nuclear  fuel 
cycle  activities  account  be  created  within 
the  nuclear  energy  budget. 

2.  The  plan  is  not  an  industry  cost-sharing 
proposal  because  no  industry  funds  are 
placed  at  risk.  Indeed,  industry  itself  public- 
ly admits  this.  Instead  of  true  cost-sharing, 
which  would  reduce  federal  expenditures 
through  increased  industry  contributions  to 
the  project,  the  plan  would  merely  take  a 
portion  of  the  project's  funding  off  the 
annual  federal  budget  by  having  the  govern- 
ment lend  money  to  itself  through  the  sale 
of  government-guaranteed  bonds.  This  cos- 
metic move  in  no  way  reduces  federal  spend- 
ing on  the  project.  More  important.  t>ecause 
the  plan  requires  interim  private  borrowing 
before  the  government-guaranteed  bonds 
are  sold,  it  will  actually  increase  the  cost  of 
financing  the  project  as  compared  to  contin- 
ued federal  appropriations. 

3.  The  BRC  task  force  and  financial 
houses  that  the  Department  of  Energy  paid 
nearly  SI  million  to  produce  this  proposal 
did  not  follow  Congressional  instructions  to 
reconsider  the  original  cost -sharing  proposal 
of  1971.  which  had  the  nuclear  industry  pay 
for  nearly  one-half  of  the  project's  costs. 
Also,  the  task  force  failed  to  consider  the 
aggressive  cost -sharing  plans  now  in  place  in 
Germany.  France  and  Japan  for  their  breed- 
er industrialization  development  efforts, 
even  though  the  task  force  was  instructed 
to  do  a  "vigorous  "  exploration  of  alternative 
cost-sharing  proposals. 

As  the  attached  staff  analysis.  'The  Alter- 
native Financing  Plan  for  Clinch:  Nothing 
to  Share. "  makes  clear,  the  BRC's  plan  is 
far  less  than  it  claims  to  be.  The  plan 
should  be  carefully  reviewed  by  the  appro- 
priate authorizing  and  appropriating  com- 
mittees and  should  proceed  as  normal  legis- 


lation. In  no  event  should  the  Senate  resort 
to  any  last-minute  legislative  procedures. 
With  warmest  regards,  we  are 
Sincerely. 

Gordon  J.  Humphrey. 

U.S.  Senator. 
Dale  Bumpers. 

U.S.  Senator. 

The  Alternative  Financing  Plan  for 
Clinch:  Nothing  to  Share 
background 
Shortly  after  the  Clinch  River  Breeder 
Reactor  project  was  first  authorized  in  1971 
at  a  cost  of  $400  million,  an  agreement  was 
reached  among  the  nation's  electric  utilities, 
the  Breeder  Reactor  Corporation  (the  BRC. 
which  acts  on  the  utility  industry's  behalf 
on  the  Clinch  River  project),  and  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  that  the  utili- 
ties would  contribute  $257  million  (and 
whatever  interest  this  amount  might  earn) 
to  defray  the  project's  construction  costs.  In 
exchange,  the  utilities  would  be  able  to  get 
in  on  the  ground  floor  of  breeder  technolo- 
gy, which  they  assumed  they  would  require 
by  the  early  1980s  to  meet  what  turned  out 
to  be  unrealistically  high  electricity  demand 
projections.  This  50  percent  contribution 
did  not  entitle  the  utilities  to  any  equity 
share  or  ownership  in  the  project.  The 
project  itself  was  to  be  built  on  federal  T'VA 
property  and  T'VA  secured  an  option  to  buy 
the  plant  if  the  government  chose  to  sell.  In 
1972  the  AEC  increased  the  projects  esti- 
mated construction  costs  to  $700  million  and 
the  utilities  demanded  that  their  contribu- 
tion pledge  by  frozen  at  $275  million  plus  in- 
terest. 

Unfortunately,  the  project's  estimated 
cost  continued  to  rise.  The  Department  of 
Energy  (DOE)  now  admits  that  the  reactor's 
construction  will  cost  at  least  $4  billion.  Last 
December  after  funding  for  the  project  was 
defeated  in  the  House  and  carried  in  the 
Senate  by  only  one  vote.  Congress  instruct- 
ed DOE  to  "vigorously  explore  proposals,  in- 
cluding a  reconsideration  of  the  original 
cost-sharing  arrangement  [the  50  percent 
contribution  arrangement],  that  would 
reduce  Federal  budget  requirements  for  the 
Clinch  River  Project."  DOE  was  to  report 
its  findings  by  March  15,  1983. 

DOE  divided  its  study.  It  supplied  techni- 
cal information  to  the  BRC,  which  in  turn, 
submitted  general  suggestions  for  develop- 
ing private  financing  for  Clinch  River  to 
DOE  on  March  12.  1983.  The  BRC  s  general 
suggestion  was  that  government  surrender 
its  claim  to  any  of  the  revenues  that  might 
be  made  from  the  sale  of  electricity  from 
Clinch  River  and  use  this  revenue  stream  as 
the  basis  for  issuing  government  guaranteed 
bonds  that,  in  turn,  could  be  used  to  spread 
out  spending  on  the  project. 

The  Congressional  reception  to  this 
March  suggestion  was  cool.  The  critique  by 
the  General  Accounting  Office  was  nega- 
tive. GAO  observed  that  "while  the  proposal 
will  probably  change  many  of  the  existing 
project  arrangements"  (such  as  the  govern- 
ment's right  to  own  and  .sell  the  plant  and 
to  take  the  revenues  from  electricity  sales 
or  impute  them  into  the  possible  sale  price 
it  might  ask  for  the  plant),  "the  Federal 
government  still  appears  to  retain  most 
risks  if  the  project  fails  or  if  cost  overrruns 
occur."  In  this  case,  the  new  bond  holders 
would  get  their  money  back  plus  interest, 
plus  tax  benefits  no  matter  what  and  would 
be  responsible  for  none  of  the  new  costs  or 
risks.  The  GAO  also  pointed  out  that  indus- 
try would  be  able  to  claim  over  $400  million 
worth  of  tax  credits  (depreciation,  acceler- 


ated depreciation,  investment  tax  credits, 
and  research  and  development  tax  credits) 
by  participating  in  the  plan  even  though  in- 
dustry would  only  be  lending  the  govern- 
ment $800  million. 

A  possible  bill  to  enact  this  proposal  was 
drafted  by  DOE  in  late  April.  This  bill  was 
nearly  introduced  in  May  but  Congressmen 
Bevil  and  Fuqua  objected  to  the  proposal 
because  it  failed  to  reduce  the  cost  of  the 
project  to  the  federal  government.  After 
consulting  these  Congressmen,  top  officials 
at  DOE  decided  not  to  submit  the  bill  (see 
Energy  Daily.  May  10.  1983). 

THE  PLAN 

Work  to  finalize  the  BRC  draft  proposal 
continued.  On  June  23.  the  BRC  task  force 
submitted  a  second  report  to  Secretary  of 
Energy  Model.  The  task  force  claimed  in 
this  final  draft  that  it  had  developed  a  spe- 
cific plan  for  raising  one  billion  dollars  of 
private  capital  for  the  CRBR  project'  and 
"one  billion  dollars  represents  40  percent  of 
the  estimated  remaining  cost  to  complete 
the  Project  (2.4  billion  dollars)  "  In  its 
basics,  this  plan  is  identical  to  BRC's  earlier 
proposals.  This  plan's  elements  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

1.  Congressional  obligation  to  be  voted  on 
in  one  up-or-down  vote  in  1983  and  to  be 
spent  over  the  next  seven  or  more  years  to 
construct  the  project  (this  would  effectively 
remove  Clinch  River  as  an  issue  from  Con- 
gress for  several  years)— $1,400  million. 

2.  Utility  contributions  already  pledged 
($257  million)  plus  interest  (approximately 
$68  million)  minus  what  the  utilities  have 
contributed  to  date  ($150  million)— $175  mil- 
lion. 

3.  Equity  shares  in  the  project  that  a 
newly  created  corporation  (The  American 
Energy  Development  Corporation)  would 
begin  selling  immediately  $150  million. 

4.  $1.04  billion  in  proceeds  from  the  sale  of 
30-year  10-percent  bonds  (to  be  issued  begin- 
ning in  1990)  minus  the  interest  costs  of 
borrowing  an  identical  amount  at  10  percent 
from  private  sources  to  pay  for  a  portion  of 
the  project's  construction  from  1984 
through  1990  before  the  bonds  are  issued 
($365  million)— $675  million. 

Total  funds  raised  off  budget— ($1  billion) 
plus  Congressional  obligation— ($1.4  billion) 
equals  what  DOE  estimates  it  will  cost  to 
complete  the  balance  of  the  project— $2.4 
billion. 

The  first  three  elements  of  the  plan  (the 
numbered  items  1  through  3  above)  are 
fairly  straight  forward.  The  plan  (1)  would 
require  Congress  to  commit  itself  to  a  multi- 
year  obligation  to  spend  $1.4  billion  over  the 
next  seven  or  more  years  to  complete  the 
projects  construction.  The  plan  (2)  assumes 
the  nuclear  utility  industry  will  make  good 
on  its  existing  pledge  to  contribute  $257  mil 
lion  plus  interest  (i.e.  that  after  subtracting 
the  $150  million  already  contributed,  the 
nuclear  industry  will  contribute  another 
$175  million  over  the  next  5  to  7  years).  The 
plan  (3)  would  create  a  new  entity,  the 
American  Energy  Development  Corpora- 
tion, that  would  immediately  sell  $150  mil- 
lion worth  of  equity  shares  in  the  Clinch 
River  project.  These  equity  shares  would 
entitle  their  holders  to  any  profits  that 
might  be  made  from  the  sale  of  Clinch 
River  electricity  (the  federal  government 
would  surrender  its  existing  claim  to  the 
project's  electricity  sale  revenues  to  the  new 
corporation),  and  certain  tax  benefits. 

These  first  three  elements  would  account 
for  $1,725  billion  of  the  $2.4  billion  DOE  es- 
timates it  needs  to  complete  the  remainder 


of  the  project;  and  subtracting  the  Congres- 
sional obligation  of  $1.4  billion,  the  off 
budget  elements  would  account  for  only 
$325  million).  The  balance  ($675  million) 
necessary  to  bring  the  private  sector  fund- 
ing up  to  $1  billion  and  the  total  funding  up 
to  $2.4  would  be  raised  by  the  plan's  fourth 
element— through  the  sale  beginning  in 
1990  of  30-year.  10  percent  bonds. 

The  proceeds  from  these  bond  sales.  $1.04 
billion,  according  to  the  plan,  is  precisely 
the  amount  of  money  needed  to  pay  the 
principal  and  interest  on  $675  million  (this 
assuming  the  money  would  be  needed  in 
equal  amounts  annually  between  1984  and 
1990  before  the  bonds  were  issued  to  help 
pay  for  the  project's  construction  costs  and 
that  money  could  be  had  from  private  lend- 
ers at  10-percent). 

Private  lenders  presumably  would  lend 
the  project  the  $675  million  at  a  cost  of  $365 
million  (the  compounded  10-percent  interest 
charge  on  $675  million  for  the  interim 
period  1984-1990  described)  on  the  expecta- 
tion that  beginning  in  1990  $1.04  billion 
worth  of  10-percent  bonds  would  be  issued 
to  pay  the  private  lenders  back.  The  Con- 
gressional obligation  to  spend  $1.4  billion  to 
complete  construction  of  the  project 
through  1990  would  also  serve  as  an  assur- 
ance that  the  project  and  repayment  were 
sound  prospects. 

problems 

In  presenting  this  plan.  BRC  claims  that 
it  has  "vigorously  explored  proposals  .  .  . 
that  would  reduce  Federal  budget  require- 
ments for  the  Clinch  River  Project."  The 
BRC,  though,  carefully  avoided  reference  to 
the  complete  Congressional  instructions, 
which  specifically  asked  DOE  to  "includle] 
a  reconsideration  of  the  original  cost-shar- 
ing arrangement."  This  original  cost-sharing 
arrangement  required  the  nuclear  industry 
to  pay  for  nearly  50  percent  of  the  project's 
estimated  cost  and  entitled  the  industry  to 
no  equity  share  or  ownership  in  the  plant. 
The  reason  why  BRC  deleted  reference  to 
this  original  instruction  is  simple:  Properly 
understood,  their  proposal  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  original  50/50  cost  sharing  ar- 
rangement or  cost  sharing,  which  would 
place  the  nuclear  utility  industry's  money  at 
risk.  Thus: 

1.  No  new  nuclear  industry  contributions 
are  provided  for  by  the  Plan.  In  some  press 
accounts  the  BRC  proposal  is  portrayed  as 
providing  an  additional  $175  million  in  con- 
tributions from  the  utilities  but  this,  in  fact, 
is  the  precise  amount  the  utilities  already 
owe  the  project  from  their  original  pledge 
of  $257  million  plus  interest.  This  pledge 
was  made  by  the  utilities  in  a  contract  with 
the  BRC  and  the  federal  government.  Given 
this  contract,  the  utilities  would  have  to  pay 
this  $175  million  or  go  to  court  to  get  out  of 
their  contractual  pledge.  This  would  be  the 
case  with  or  without  the  plan. 

2.  The  plan  requires  complete  government 
guarantees  to  industry  against  all  possible 
risks  or  losses.  Thus,  the  plan  explicitly 
states  that  the  federal  government  must 
guarantee  the  principal,  tax  benefits,  and  a 
fixed  rate  of  return  on  the  bonds  and  the 
tax  benefits  on  the  equity  shares  if  the  nu- 
clear industry  is  to  participate.  The  BRC 
correctly  notes  that  the  nuclear  utilities 
currently  have  neither  the  money  nor  the 
regulatory  backing  to  participate  in  further 
support  of  the  project  beyond  fulfilling 
their  original  pledge  of  $257  million  plus  in- 
terest (even  this  pledge,  it  should  be  noted, 
is  uncertain  since  only  $150  million  has  been 
raised  so  far  and  the  last  contribution  the 
nuclear   industry   made   was   in   very  early 


1977— over  six  years  ago).  What  Is  even 
more  disturbing  is  the  prospect  that  many 
state  public  utility  commissions  may  not 
allow  their  utilities  to  participate  in  the 
plan  even  if  the  federal  government  does 
provide  guarantees.  As  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners 
pointed  out  June  13,  1983  (See  The  Con- 
gressional Record,  "Alternative  Financing 
for  Clinch  River— Utility  Regulators  Un- 
enthusiastic."  June  16.  1983),  "Many  regula- 
tory agencies,  by  state  law  or  regulatory 
precedent,  either  limit  or  do  not  allow  utili- 
ties under  their  jurisdiction  to  recover  from 
current  ratepayers  the  cost  of  plants  held 
for  future  use  or  construction  work  in 
progress.  Some  of  these  same  jurisdictions 
are  facing  the  issue  of  how  to  cope  with  the 
current  and  future  costs  of  existing  excess 
capacity  and  abandonment  or  termination 
of  power  projects  that  will  still  be  a  problem 
at  the  projected  in-service  date  of  the  breed- 
er reactor.  To  ask  the  nation's  utilities  (and 
ultimately  the  ratepayers)  to  invest  an  addi- 
tional $800  million  in  the  project  during  this 
period  of  financial  uncertainty  seems 
harsh.  ...  In  addition,  while  it  has  been 
suggested  that  the  Federal  Government 
offer  enhanced  tax  benefits  to  utilities  for 
financing  the  project,  the  fact  is  that  the 
nation's  utility  customers  already  carry  a 
heavy  load  through  rates  for  deferred 
income  taxes  and  investment  credits." 
Whether  or  not  utilities  can  get  the  govern- 
ment to  guarantee  a  fixed  rate  of  return  on 
investment  on  the  bonds  or  a  high  level  of 
tax  advantages  on  the  equity  shares,  then, 
may  be  irrelevant  to  the  prospect  of  them 
investing:  They  are  already  having  a  diffi- 
cult time  paying  for  their  own  construction 
projects  and  until  these  are  paid  for,  their 
public  utility  commissions  are  unlikely  to  let 
them  spend  money  anywhere  else.  What  the 
task  force  must  assume  (although  they  do 
not  admit  it  openly)  is  that  the  government 
guarantees  will  make  the  equity  shares  and 
long-term  bonds  look  so  attractive  that  the 
nuclear  utilities  (the  supposed  benefactors 
of  the  project)  will  not  have  to  be  relied 
upon  to  invest  in  these  issues:  that  others 
will  buy. 

3.  Most,  if  not  all.  of  the  plan's  $150  mil- 
lion in  so-called  equity  shares  would  be  paid 
for  out  of  the  U.S.  Treasury,  not  from  the 
nuclear  industry's  existing  pool  of  venture 
capital.  One  of  the  key  objections  to  the 
BRC's  earlier  alternative  financing  formula- 
tions of  March  was  under  them  the  federal 
government  would  be  extending  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  of  tax  benefits  to 
secure  industry's  participation.  Thus,  in  the 
case  DOE  itself  used  to  test  out  BRC's  early 
formulations,  the  investment  tax  credits,  de- 
preciation, and  accelerated  depreciation 
that  industry  could  take  on  a  loan  of  $763 
million  to  the  pxroject  w"OUld  cause  a  tax  rev- 
enue loss,  according  to  the  GAO,  of  over 
$400  million  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  Such  tax 
benefits  have  not  been  eliminated  in  the 
latest  final  version  of  the  BRC's  plan. 
Unlike  the  early  March  formulations,  the 
final  plan  would  not  allow  depreciation  and 
accelerated  depreciation  credits  on  the 
bonds  that  would  issued  beginning  in  1990. 
But  it  still  permits  industry  to  take  a  lax  in- 
vestment credit  of  approximately  10  percent 
on  these  bonds,  which,  assuming  industry 
bought  all  $1.04  billion  of  the  issues,  would 
be  worth  over  $100  million.  The  plan  also 
allows  depreciation,  accelerated  deprecia- 
tion, tax  investment  credits,  and  research 
and  development  tax  credits  to  be  taken  on 
the  $150  million  worth  of  equity  shares. 
GAO  officials  estimate  that  the  later  equity 


share  tax  benefits  could  exceed  $75  million 
in  value  to  the  industry.  Thus,  the  govern- 
ment guaranteed  tax  benefits  associated 
with  the  bond  and  equity  shares  could  more 
than  repay  the  industry  for  the  $150  million 
it  might  invest  in  so-called  equity  shares. 
Confirming  these  points.  Miner  Warner,  Sa- 
lomon Brothers  vice  president  and  Com- 
monwealth Edison  chairman  James  O'Con- 
ner  conceeded  in  questioning  before  the 
press  July  21.  1983  (see  Energy  Daily  July 
22.  1983)  that  industry's  equity  contribution 
would  come  from  the  tax  benefits  available 
to  the  investors,  not  from  risk  venture  cap- 
ital. In  way  of  an  explanation,  O'Conner 
claimed  that  he  had  high  confidence  that 
the  project  would  be  built  and  run  success- 
fully, but  that  it  was  unfair  to  ask  private 
companies  to  assume  any  of  the  risks  associ- 
ated with  the  project. 

4.  The  nuclear  industry  assumes  no  re- 
sponsibility for  project  failures,  delays,  or 
cost  overruns.  In  fact,  the  plan  emphasizes 
that  the  government  must  guarantee  all  tax 
benefits,  interest,  and  principal  on  the 
bonds.  These  guarantees  are  to  prevail  no 
matter  if  the  project  costs  more  than  ex- 
pected or  is  not  built,  if  the  project  fails  to 
perform  as  well  as  projected,  or  if  electricity 
from  the  plant  does  not  command  as  high  a 
price  as  DOE  optimistically  projects.  As  for 
the  equity  shares,  which  will  be  paid  for  by 
industry  from  the  tax  advantages  they  gain 
from  investing  in  the  project,  these  too.  as 
noted  above,  are  to  come  with  their  own 
government  guaranteed  tax  benefits.  Given 
the  nuclear  industry's  repeated  insistence 
that  there  will  be  no  further  cost  overruns 
on  the  project  (that  the  past  overruns  were 
simply  due  to  Congressional  delays),  one 
might  think  that  this  plan  might  at  the 
very  least  eliminate  further  requests  of  Con- 
gress for  money.  Yet,  when  asked  (again  see 
Energy  Daily.  July  22.  1983).  the  authors  of 
the  plan  refused  to  make  a  commitment 
that  the  private  participants  in  the  project 
would  not  come  back  to  the  government  for 
more  support  should  the  project  turn  out  to 
cost  more  than  planned  or  encounter  expen- 
sive operation  and  maintenance  problems. 
More  important,  the  plan  itself  stipulates 
that  if  Clinch  River  revenues  for  any  reason 
fall  short  of  the  amounts  necessary  to  pay 
off  the  investors,  the  government  must  pick 
up  the  difference. 

5.  Ironically,  the  plan  increases  the  feder- 
al government's  risk  exposure  and  is  almost 
certain  to  increase  the  project's  cost.  As 
noted  above,  the  government  must  guaran- 
tee tax  benefits  and  full  repayment  of  the 
bonds  even  though  the  project's  true  final 
cost  is  uncertain  as  is  its  performance  level. 
More  important,  though,  is  that  the  plan  as- 
sumes that  the  interim  financing  will  only 
cost  10  percent  or  what  it  currently  costs 
the  government  to  borrow  through  the  U.S. 
Treasury  to  fund  federal  projects  and  pro- 
grams. Even  with  government  assurances, 
though,  the  uncertainty  inherent  to  the 
project  is  such  that  this  interim  financing  is 
almost  certain  to  cost  more  than  Treasury 
issues.  Finally,  the  plan  assumes  that  the 
project  bonds  issued  in  1990  will  also  sell  for 
the  same  rate  as  Treasury  issues.  This  again 
seems  unreasonable  since  even  if  the  bonds 
are  heavily  guaranteed,  they  must  carry 
some  risk  premium  over  Treasury  issues. 
Otherwise,  the  buyer  would  reason,  there 
would  be  no  reason  for  the  bonds  to  be 
issued  separately  from  Treasury  issues  in 
the  first  place.  Mere  it  is  instructive  to  note 
that  if  the  bonds  sell  for  only  1  percentage 
point  more  than  Treasury  bonds,  they 
would    add    nearly    $100    million    to    the 
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project's  financing  costs  over  what  the  cost 
would  t)e  if  Congress  simply  continued  ap- 
propriating money  for  the  project  as  it  has 
in  the  past.  The  only  possible  way  around 
this  difficulty  would  be  to  have  the  Federal 
Financing  Bank  issue  the  bonds  (a  step  that 
would  require  the  review  of  the  Finance 
Committee).  Nothing  in  the  plan,  however, 
can  assure  against  the  need  for  additional 
funding  to  cover  project  construction  and 
operation  overruns  or  less  than  expected 
revenues  from  electricity  sales.  As  the  plan 
notes,  "if  net  revenues  available  after 
paying  for  fuel  and  other  expenses  are  in- 
sufficient to  provide  returns  on  and  of  pri- 
vate investments  in  the  Project,  the  Federal 
government  will  have  to  provide  money  for 
such  purposes.  " 

6.  The  plan's  ability  merely  to  breakeven 
depends  on  electricity  sales  from  the  reac- 
tor, which  are  almost  certain  to  prove  insuf- 
ficient. Indeed,  the  plausibility  of  even  at- 
tempting this   'movement  of  money  around 
in  time  '  (the  phrase  of  Shelby  Brewer.  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Nuclear  Energy)  rests 
on  the  mistaken  assumption  that  utilities  in 
the  region  of  Oak  Ridge  actually  will  need 
the  electricity   Clinch   River  will   produce. 
The  plan's  authors  are  rather  vague  about 
who  will  buy  Clinch  River's  electricity.  Sev 
eral  utilities  have  allowed  that  they  might 
buy    some    electricity    from    the    plant    at 
avoidance  costs  (at  prices  at  or  below  their 
cheapest  alternative  source),  but  no  utility 
has  yet  been  willing  to  sign  binding  con- 
tracts for  purchase  of  the  electricity  even 
under  these  favorable  conditions,  much  less 
at  fixed  market  rates.  The  reason  for  such 
reluctance  was  best  explained  recently  by 
T'VA's  general  manager.  William  Willis.  As 
he  explained  in  testimony  before  the  Envi- 
ronment  and  Public  Works  Sul)committee 
on  Regional  and  Community  Development 
in  April.    •.  .  .  we  do  not  anticipate  having 
any  need  for  capacity  in  that  time  frame  " 
(through    the   year   2000).   Confirming    his 
point  are  not  only  the  TVA's  own  regional 
demand  projections,  but  two  major,  recent 
Congressional  Research  Service  studies  (See 
Alvin  Kaufman  and  Karen  K.  Nelson.   'Do 
We  Really  Need  All  Those  Electric  Plants?  ". 
CRS  Report  No,  82-147  S.  August  1982  and 
Office  of  Senior  Sepcialists  and  the  Science 
Policy  Research  Division.    'Perspective  On 
Regional  Electric  Utility  Planning  "—work- 
ing title  of  CRS  report  to  be  issued  July  31. 
1983).  Their  conclusion:  Even  assuming  high 
demand,  electricity  capacity  for  the  regions 
within  reach  of  Clinch  River  will  be  over- 
built through  the  1990s.  Perhaps  in  recogni- 
tion of  this.  Gordon  Corey,  chairman  of  the 
BRC  task  force  that  authored  the  plan,  pri- 
vately volunteered  that  Clinch  River  elec- 
tricity might  best  be  sold  to  distant  Flori- 
da—a  prospect   even   DOE   rejected   in   its 
March  1983  analysis  since  extensive  new.  ef- 
ficient power  lines  would  have  to  be  paid 
for.    built,    and    integrated    into    Florida's 
power  grid  merely  to  dispose  of  the  genera- 
tion capacity  of  a  plant  that  at  most  will  be 
equivalent  to  that  of  a  small  coal  plant. 

7.  The  plan  is  an  embarrassment  when 
compared  against  the  original  cost-sharing 
agreement  and  other  nations'  commercial 
breeder  development  cost  sharing  efforts. 
Assuming  that  industry  completes  its  own 
pledge  to  contribute  $257  plus  interest,  or 
approximately  $350  million,  it  will  have  as- 
sumed less  than  9  percent  of  the  $4  billion 
DOE  optimistically  assumes  the  project's 
construction  will  finally  cost.  The  so-called 
equity  shares  would  increase  the  total  to  at 
most  no  more  than  12  percent— a  far  cry 
from  the  50  percent  contribution  required 


by  the  original  cost-sharing  arrangement, 
which  allowed  industry  no  equity  share  or 
ownership  in  the  plant.  The  plan  also  com- 
pares unfavorably  with  foreign  cost  sharing 
arrangements.  Germany,  for  example,  re 
quires  private  industry  to  pay  for.  (not  lend 
government)  29  percent  of  the  commercial 
breeder  effort  in  that  country.  Germany's 
other  advanced  nuclear  energy  commercial- 
ization effort— a  high  temperature  gas 
cooled  thorium  fueled  reactor— is  cost 
shared  not  only  with  industry,  but  with 
money  from  the  state  or  locality  where  the 
work  is  being  done  on  the  reactor  (such 
state  cost  sharing  pays  for  9  percent  of  the 
project).  The  French,  meanwhile,  pay  for 
their  industrialization  development  breed- 
er—the Super  Phenix— entirely  through  in- 
creased utility  rates  and  foreign  participa- 
tion. Thus,  absolutely  no  French  national 
research  and  development  money  is  involved 
in  this  effort.  Instead.  51  percent  of  the 
plant  s  cost  is  paid  out  of  increased  French 
utility  rales,  30  percent  comes  from  Italian 
utility  cooperation,  and  19  percent  comes 
from  Dutch.  German,  and  Belgian  utility  co- 
operation. Finally.  Japan— a  heavily  corpo- 
ratist  state— requires  private  industry  to  pay 
for  (again,  not  lend)  at  least  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  Japan's  commercial  breeder 
effort. 

CONCLUSION 

Recently.  Secretary  Hodel  spoke  before 
the  staff  of  the  Washington  Times  and  Nu- 
cleonics Week  and  emphasized  that  al- 
though it  was  important  to  maintain  Ameri- 
ca's lead  in  breeder  reactor  research,  build- 
ing Clinch  River  or  any  other  breeder  dem- 
onstration plant  in  the  near-term  wa.s  not 
necessary  to  accomplish  this  and  that  main- 
taining our  base  breeder  research  program 
(currently  funded  at  more  than  $300  million 
for  fiscal  year  1984)  was  sufficient  to  the 
task  (See  Los  Angeles  Times.  June  27.  1983 
and  Nucleonics  Week.  June  30.  1983).  Ap- 
parently industry  agrees,  since  it  no  longer 
thinks  they  should  share  the  project's  costs 
by  increasing  their  share  of  contributions. 
Nor  do  they  think  they  ought  to  assume  any 
of  the  project's  risks. 

As  for  the  work  of  DOE  and  BRC  task 
force,  little  that  is  favorable  can  be  said. 
Congress  gave  DOE  $1  million  to  produce 
increased  industry  cost  sharing.  Yet.  neither 
DOE  nor  the  BRC  or  the  financial  houses 
who  were  paid  to  participate  seem  to  have 
worked  all  that  vigorously  to  do  .so.  Al- 
though instructed  to  do  so.  they  did  not  se- 
riously reconsider  the  original  50/50  cost 
sharing  arrangement  nor  is  there  any  evi- 
dence that  other  options  such  as  foreign 
cost  sharing,  national  utility  taxes,  or  state 
cost  sharing  were  examined  in  depth. 

That  Congress  asked  for  increased  private 
cost  sharing  on  the  project  and  only  re- 
ceived a  proposal  for  government  to  lend 
money  to  itself  at  increased  risk  is  disap- 
pointing. The  bigger  point,  though,  is  that 
this  disappointment  ought  not  to  be  all  that 
surprising.  For  several  years  now  the  short- 
comings of  the  Clinch  River  Breeder  Reac- 
tor Project  have  been  documented  in  great 
detail.  A  project  that  is  difficult  to  justify 
economically  generally  is  difficult  to  cost 
share  with  industry.  Industry,  unlike  gov- 
ernment, after  all.  needs  to  show  a  profit  to 
survive.  Although  the  nuclear  industry  was 
vitally  interested  in  investing  in  Clinch 
River  when  it  seemed  that  it  would  produce 
significant  commercial  benefits,  it  no  longer 
is  willing  to  put  new  capital  at  risk. 

Under  these  conditions,  proponents  of  the 
project  find  it  easy  to  conclude  that  govern- 
ment should  simply  assume  industry's  share 


(thus,  the  hoUowness  of  the  plan  they 
offer).  They  would  have  Congress  ask  how 
can  we  finance  Clinch  River?  Yet.  the  diffi- 
culty the  proponents  are  haying  in  getting 
industry  to  pay  for  more  of  this  "industriali- 
zation" project  (the  term  DOE  uses  in  its 
latest  budget  justification  for  Clinch  River) 
suggests  that  this  is  the  wrong  question.  If 
Congress  is  unwilling  to  pay  for  all  of  the 
Clinch  River  Project  because  it  is  too  costly 
and  open  to  question,  and  industry  is  unwill- 
ing to  put  any  more  of  its  capital  at  risk,  the 
question  no  longer  is  how  can  government 
cost  share  the  project,  but  rather  whether 
or  not  government  should  at  all.« 


ALBANY  COUNTY  CELEBRATES 
300TH  ANNIVERSARY 

•  Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  this 
year,  the  residents  of  Albany  County, 
N.Y.,  are  most  proud  to  celebrate  their 
300th  anniversary.  I  join  with  them  in 
commemorating  this  historic  occasion 
by  offering  a  special  tribute  in  recogni- 
tion of  the  numerous  achievements  of 
this  important  county  along  the 
Hudson.  Throughout  its  300  years, 
Albany  has  occupied  a  key  position  in 
the  history  of  the  Empire  State  and 
this  Nation. 

As  the  oldest  continuous  settlement 
of  the  Thirteen  Original  Colonies. 
Albany  is  well-deserving  of  its  designa- 
tion as  "the  cradle  of  the  Union."  Its 
colorful  history  began  in  1609  when 
the  English  explorer  Henry  Hudson, 
sailing  for  the  Dutch  East  India  Co., 
landed  on  the  site  of  present  day 
Albany.  Although  originally  under 
Dutch  rule,  Albany  became  an  English 
colony  in  1664.  Nevertheless,  the 
legacy  left  by  the  Dutch  has  remained 
to  this  day  in  terms  of  language,  cus- 
toms and  traditions.  Since  Revolution- 
ary times  Albany  has  been  an  impor- 
tant center  of  political  activity.  In 
1754.  Benjamin  Franklin  offered  his 
•Albany  Plan  of  the  Union,"  which 
was  the  prototype  for  our  federal  form 
of  government. 

Today,  the  city  of  Albany  serves  as 
the  capital  of  New  York  State.  The 
relatively  small  population  of  Albany 
County  belies  the  vibrancy  and  impor- 
tance of  the  area.  In  addition  to  its 
role  as  the  seat  of  State  government, 
Albany  is  also  an  important  commer- 
cial center.  The  Hudson  Rivers  deep 
water  channel  has  enabled  Albany  to 
become  a  world-famous  seaport,  each 
year  handling  several  million  tons  of 
cargo  from  around  the  country  and 
the  world. 

Albany  County  has  long  served  as  an 
educational  center  and  currently  has 
18  institutions  of  higher  learning.  It  is 
home  to  the  State  University  of  New 
York  at  Albany,  the  oldest  in  the 
SUNY  system.  In  addition.  Albany 
Law  School,  the  oldest  in  the  State,  is 
located  within  the  county's  borders. 

Over  the  years,  Albany  has  success- 
fully retained  the  charming  qualities 
of  smalltown  life  while  developing  a 
cosmopolitan  air  more  often  found  in 


larger  cities.  Albany  provides  a  gener- 
ous selection  of  theater,  art,  and  music 
to  residents  and  visitors  alike.  The  im- 
posing Empire  State  Plaza  contains 
the  Performing  Arts  Center,  which 
features  a  variety  of  cultural  presenta- 
tions within  its  unique  egg-shaped 
structure.  Several  excellent  museums 
afford  a  diverse  offering  of  works. 
Albany  is  also  proud  of  its  resident 
Albany  Symphony  Orchestra  and  Cap- 
ital Repertory  Co.  With  all  that 
Albany  has  to  offer,  it  is  no  wonder 
that  it  has  become  a  major  tourist 
mecca.  Each  year  thousands  visit  the 
area  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  the 
county's  broad  range  of  sights  and  ac- 
tivities. 

For  300  years,  Albany  County  has 
been  in  the  forefront  of  economic,  po- 
litical, and  cultural  activity  in  New- 
York  State  and  this  Nation.  It  is  with 
great  pride,  therefore,  that  I  extend 
my  sincerest  congratulations  and  best 
wishes  to  the  residents  of  the  capital 
region  as  they  participate  in  the  tri- 
centennial  celebrations.  I  am  confi- 
dent that  the  county  will  meet  with 
continued  success  and  prosperity  in 
the  years  to  come.» 


ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR  KENNE- 
DY BEFORE  NATIONAL  COUN- 
CIL OF  SENIOR  CITIZENS 

•  Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  most 
Members  of  Congress  are  aware  that 
one  of  the  most  significant  issues 
before  us  over  the  next  few  years  will 
be  the  fiscal  integrity  of  the  medicare 
system.  Recent  actuarial  estimates 
have  slightly  lengthened  the  period  of 
time  before  the  onset  of  the  projected 
shortfall  in  the  medicare  insurance 
trust  fund.  Nevertheless,  the  need  for 
exploring  the  full  range  of  options 
available  to  us  to  avert  any  crisis  in 
the  medicare  program  is  real  and  it  is 
something  we  should  be  doing  today. 

In  that  regard,  I  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues to  examine  the  recent  address 
delivered  by  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy, before  the  National  Council  of 
Senior  Citizens.  Senator  Kennedy, 
who  throughout  his  many  distin- 
guished years  of  service  in  the  Senate 
has  established  himself  as  a  leading 
expert  in  the  field  of  health  care,  has 
developed  a  medicare  rescue  plan 
which  he  has  outlined  in  his  address 
before  the  National  Council. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  address 
by  Senator  Kennedy  to  the  National 
Council  of  Senior  Citizens  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  address  follows: 
Address  of  Senator  Edward  M.  Kennedy  to 
THE  National  Council  of  Senior  Citizens 

First  of  all,  let  me  thank  Bill  Hutton  for 
that  rousing  introduction. 

You  know,  every  lime  I  listen  to  Bill.  I  re- 
alize that  Ronald  Reagan's  problem  isn't  his 
age. 

What's  wrong  with  Reagan  isn't  that  he's 
over  70.  but  that  all  of  those  reactionary 


Republican   ideas   he   has   are   at   least   70 
years  out  of  date. 

We  know  that  this  Administration  is  led 
by  the  oldest  American  President.  But  we 
also  know  how  ironic  and  tragic  that  is. 
Let's  say  it  bluntly  and  plainly:  this  is  the 
most  anti-elderly.  anti-Social  Security.  anti- 
Medicare  Administration  in  all  of  American 
history. 

So  I  am  proud  to  be  here  today  to  restate 
my  opposition  to  that  Administration— and 
to  reaffirm  my  solidarity  with  all  of  you— 
with  your  President  and  my  friend.  Jake 
dayman;  with  another  great  progressive 
leader.  John  Jacob  of  the  Urban  League: 
and  with  that  extraordinary,  tireless,  and 
very  special  person.  Evie  Dubrow. 

I  am  here  today  to  renew  my  promise  that 
I  will  stand  with  you  in  1984  as  we  have 
stood  together  so  often  before.  Although  I 
will  not  be  a  Presidential  candidate  myself.  I 
will  work  hard  and  campaign  my  heart  out 
to  replace  Ronald  Reagan  with  a  new  Demo- 
cratic President— who  will  defend  the  rights 
of  the  elderly  instead  of  denying  them. 

And  I  will  work  to  elect  a  new  Democratic 
Senate,  so  that  we  can  protect  the  nutrition 
of  our  senior  citizens  by  removing  Jesse 
Helms  as  Chairman  of  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee. 

We  can  protect  their  legal  services  by  re- 
moving Orrin  Hatch  as  the  Chairman  of  the 
Human  Resources  Committee. 

And  I  hope  you  won't  mind  this  at  all: 
with  a  Democratic  Senate,  instead  of  Orrin 
Hatch,  you  will  have  Edward  Kennedy  as 
Chairman  of  that  committee. 

And  then  Bill  Hutton  and  I  will  travel  this 
nation  and  hold  hearings  and  tell  the  Amer- 
ican people  the  harsh  reality:  too  many  re- 
tirees are  barely  living  on  social  security 
today:  loo  many  of  Ihem  can  barely  pay  for 
their  rent  or  their  heat:  loo  many  fear  that 
illness  will  cost  them  their  homes  as  well  as 
their  health— and  so  we  cannot  afford  and 
we  will  not  accept  any  more  federal  budget 
cuts  in  basic  programs  for  the  elderly. 

We  believe  in  reducing  the  deficit.  But  we 
insist  that  we  should  do  it  by  taking  from 
the  gains  of  the  greedy  and  not  by  adding  to 
the  pains  of  the  needy.  We  believe  that  it  is 
lime,  at  long  last,  for  the  special  interests  to 
ask  what  they  can  do  for  their  country. 

We  remember  the  President's  reassurance 
that  he  really  does  care  about  the  elderly. 
Well  let  me  reply:  Our  senior  citizens  could 
do  with  a  little  less  of  Mr.  Reagan's  care  and 
a  little  more  Medicare. 

Let  me  recall  the  dishonor  roll  of  the 
Reagan  record  on  the  elderly: 

We  believe  in  the  Older  Americans  Act. 
which  provides  social  services  so  that  elder- 
ly citizens  can  stay  in  their  own  homes  and 
eat  at  least  one  square  meal  a  day.  You 
would  think  everyone  would  believe  in 
that- but  not  Ronald  Reagan.  He  tried  to 
cut  70  million  dollars  last  year— and  55  mil- 
lion more  this  year. 

He  was  wrong  then;  he  is  wrong  now— and 
on  this  issue,  we  have  only  just  begun  to 
fight. 

We  believe  in  low  income  energy  assist- 
ance, so  that  the  elderly  will  not  be  left  cold 
in  a  bitter  winter  or  face  heat  exhaustion  in 
a  brutal  summer.  You  would  think  everyone 
would  believe  in  that— but  not  Ronald 
Reagan.  He  tried  to  cut  half  a  billion  dollars 
last  year  and  another  half  a  billion  this 
year. 

He  was  wrong  then:  he  is  wrong  now— and 
on  this  issue,  we  have  only  just  begun  to 
fight. 

We  believe  in  food  stamps,  so  that  the  el- 
derly will  never  again  have  to  shop  in  the 


pet  food  section  of  our  local  supermarkets. 
You  would  think  everyone  would  believe  in 
that— but  not  Ronald  Reagan.  He  tried  to 
cut  2.3  billion  dollars  from  food  stamps  last 
year— and  three  quarters  of  a  billion  more 
this  year. 

He  was  wrong  then;  he  is  wrong  now— and 
on  this  issue,  too.  we  have  only  just  begun 
to  fight. 

We  believe  in  legal  services,  so  that  senior 
citizens  can  have  their  day  in  court  even 
when  they  can't  afford  a  lawyer.  You  would 
think  everyone  would  believe  in  that— but 
not  Ronald  Reagan. 

This  is  his  proposal:  Eliminate  the  Legal 
Services  Corporation.  And  this  is  our  reply: 
Eliminate  Mr.  Reagan's  Administration. 

And  the  most  shameful  part  of  this  record 
was  his  assault  on  Social  Security.  Ronald 
Reagan  always  opposed  that  program— and 
when  he  learned  the  system  was  in  trouble, 
he  saw  a  golden  opportunity  to  salvage 
Social  Security  in  order  to  salvage  his  $200 
billion  budget  deficit. 

But  you  and  1  and  the  Democratic  Party, 
and  millions  of  citizens,  young  and  old. 
stood  our  ground  and  stopped  that  scheme. 
We  did  not  achieve  every  thing  that  every- 
one wanted,  but  we  saved  the  system.  And 
we  sent  a  clear  message  to  David  Stockman 
and  his  friends:  Keep  your  budget -cutting 
hands  off  our  Social  Security. 

But  now  Reagan.  Stockman,  and  Meese 
have  picked  another  target.  They  want  to 
exploit  the  crisis  of  Medicare  in  order  to 
excuse  billions  of  dollars  in  benefit  cuts. 
And  our  reply  to  them  is  as  strong  today  as 
it  was  a  year  ago  on  Social  Security— Ronald 
Reagan  and  David  Stockman,  keep  your 
budget-cutting  hands  off  our  Medicare. 

You  don't  have  to  kill  Medicare  in  order 
to  save  it.  We  can  and  we  will  save  Medi- 
care—and we  will  do  it  without  unfair  bene- 
fit cuts,  without  massive  tax  increases,  and 
without  tatooing  a  means  test  on  any  Medi- 
care beneficiary. 

The  crisis  in  Medicare  is  real.  If  we  do 
nothing,  the  deficit  in  that  program  over 
the  next  two  decades  will  total  one  trillion 
dollars.  But  there  is  a  right  way  and  a 
wrong  way  to  deal  with  the  crisis— and  the 
Reagan  way  is  the  wrong  way. 

If  we  try  to  eliminate  the  deficit  in  Medi- 
care by  reducing  benefits,  we  will  have  to 
cut  the  program  by  thirty  percent.  If  we  try 
to  eliminate  the  deficit  by  raising  taxes,  we 
will  have  to  raise  them  by  fifty  percent. 
Now.  we  know  something  that  Ronald 
Reagan  is  about  to  learn— higher  taxes  and 
lower  benefits  are  unacceptable  to  N.C.S.C. 
unacceptable  to  Congress,  and  unacceptable 
to  the  American  people. 

The  President  actually  seems  to  believe 
the  preposterous  notion  that  Medicare  is  in 
crisis  because  the  benefits  are  too  generous 
and  the  elderly  are  using  too  much  health 
care.  But  we  know  that  Medicare  now  pays 
only  44  percent  of  the  total  health  caie  bill 
for  the  elderly;  on  the  average,  senior  citi- 
zens now  pay  twenty  cents  out  of  every 
dollar  of  income  for  needed  health  care,  yet 
they  are  worse  off  today  than  before  Medi- 
care was  enacted. 

No  elderly  citizens  in  America  should  have 
to  choose  between  food  on  their  table,  heat 
for  their  home,  or  an  appointment  with 
their  doctor.  So  let  me  make  this  pledge  to 
you  now:  Medicare  is  one  issue  where  we  are 
not  going  to  let  Reagan  be  Reagan. 

The  Administration  also  refuses  to  ac- 
knowledge something  else  that  everyone  al- 
ready knows— that  the  cause  of  the  Medi- 
care crisis  is  not  the  abuse  or  overuse  of 
services  by  the  elderly,  but  the  uncontrolled 
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Inflation  that  Is  corrupting  every  aspect  of 
our  health  care  system. 

We  often  hear  the  President  speak  about 
his  record  as  an  inflation  fighter— but  he 
obviously  is  not  aware  that  health  costs  are 
still  rising  at  double  digit  levels.  I  think  I 
can  guess  the  reason.  When  do  you  think 
was  the  last  time  Ronald  Reagan  even 
looked  at  his  own  doctor's  bills? 

Instead  of  taxing  workers  and  cutting 
Medicare  benefits  for  the  elderly  who  are 
ill.  it  is  time  to  treat  the  cause  of  the  prob- 
lem by  demanding  far-reaching  changes  in 
the  health  care  system.  Instead  of  placing 
all  the  burden  on  elderly  and  the  sick,  it  is 
time  to  demand  a  fair  share  of  sacrifice 
from  the  hospitals  and  the  doctors  who 
have  grown  wealthy  off  of  health  care  infla- 
tion. It  is  time  to  end  that  inflation,  and  to 
say  to  this  Administration,  to  doctors  smd 
hospitals:  You  shall  no  longer  impoverish 
the  golden  years  of  our  senior  citizens. 

The  alternative  I  favor— the  Medicare 
Rescue  Plan— contains  four  essential  ele- 
ments: 

First,  we  must  adopt  a  system  of  prospec- 
tive payments  for  all  hospital  costs. 

Senator  Russell  Long  tells  the  story  about 
three  businessmen  arguing  over  the  check 
for  dinner.  The  first  one  says,  let  me  pay  it: 
I'm  in  the  fifty  percent  tax  bracket  and  it 
only  costs  me  fifty  cents  on  the  dollar.  The 
second  says.  no.  I'll  pay  it:  I'm  on  a  company 
expense  account  and  it  doesn't  cost  me  a 
thing.  And  the  third  says,  no  let  me  have 
the  check:  I'm  on  a  "cost  plus "  government 
contract  and  I  can  actually  make  money  on 
it.  Well,  cost  plus"  is  the  way  we  are  paying 
for  health  care,  and  we  cant  afford  it  any- 
more. 

Earlier  this  year.  Congress  went  part  way 
by  adopting  a  prospective  payment  system 
for  Medicare.  But  Congress  did  not  go  far 
enough— you  cant  squeeze  just  one  part  of 
the  balloon  or  it  will  pop  out  in  other 
places. 

Adoption  of  prospective  payment  for  all 
providers  is  the  indispensable  condition  for 
solving  the  Medicare  crisis.  By  itself,  this 
step  will  cut  the  Medicare  deficit  almost  in 
half  and  save  billions  of  dollars  in  the 
coming  years.  Instead  of  loading  new  costs 
on  workers  and  deep  benefit  cuts  on  the  el- 
derly, it  is  time  to  control  health  costs  at 
the  source,  by  putting  real  restraints  on 
what  hospitals  can  charge. 

Second,  we  must  establish  reasonable  in- 
centives for  out-patient  treatment  under 
Medicare  in  the  many  cases  where  in-hospi- 
tal  care  is  wasteful  and  unnecessary.  In 
recent  years,  we  have  travelled  in  precisely 
the  wrong  direction.  Because  of  the  mis- 
guided incentives  of  present  law.  hospital 
admissions  have  increased  four  percent  a 
year  under  Medicare,  yet  the  Medicare  pop- 
ulation has  gone  up  only  1.5  percent. 

The  incentives  we  need  are  already  a  fea- 
ture of  all  the  successful  state  systems  for 
hospital  control.  But  using  outpatient 
treatment  more  often  under  Medicare,  we 
can  achieve  essential  savings  without  em- 
bracing the  Reagan  extreme  of  denying  es- 
sential services. 

Third,  we  must  reform  the  way  physicians 
themselves  are  reimbursed  for  their  services 
in  the  hospital.  At  the  present  time,  there  is 
no  effective  constraint  at  all.  The  result  is 
that  physician  costs  under  Medicare  have 
been  climbing  an  incredible  18  to  20  percent 
a  year,  the  worst  inflation  in  the  entire 
health  sector.  And  if  doctors  decide  that 
Medicare  doesn't  pay  enough,  they  are  com- 
pletely free  to  charge  patients  any  addition- 
al cost. 


The  Medicare  Rescue  Plan  will  combine 
physician  and  hospital  reimbursements  in  a 
single  payment  for  each  patient  treated  in 
the  hospital.  Instead  of  a  system  that  chal- 
lenges Medicare  to  end  cost  overruns.  When 
an  elderly  citizen  who  is  sick  goes  to  the 
door,  he  ought  to  find  a  doctor  making  a 
house  call,  not  a  bill  collector  charging  him 
for  what  Medicare  won't  pay. 

These  three  elements  of  the  rescue  plan 
are  sufficient  to  eliminate  the  entire  pro- 
jected deficit  in  the  Medicare  Hospital  In- 
surance Trust  Fund  and  make  it  sovent  in 
every  year  covered  by  the  economists'  pro- 
jections. But'the  plan  has  an  additional  fea- 
ture as  a  margin  of  safety— it  also  places  the 
current  temporary  borrowing  between  Medi- 
care and  Social  Security  on  a  permanent 
basis,  so  that  each  fund  can  assist  the  other 
in  a  future  shortfall. 

This  plan  to  rescue  Medicare  is  a  positive 
approach  and  a  progressive  alternative  for 
the  1980's.  We  have  no  illusions  about  the 
difficulty  of  the  struggle.  We  know  the 
power  and  the  entrenched  position  of  the 
special  interests  arrayed  against  us.  but  we 
shall  not  hesitate  to  make  the  effort.  And 
we  shall  fight  every  bit  as  hard  to  save  Med- 
icare today  as  we  fought  to  start  it  in  the 
1960s. 

In  fact,  even  more  than  Medicare  is  at 
stake.  The  present  crisis  poses  a  critical 
choice  for  the  future  of  the  entire  health 
care  system— not  just  for  Medicare,  not  just 
for  the  elderly,  but  for  every  citizen  of  this 
country. 

We  cannot  go  on  as  w-e  are.  We  cannot 
accept  a  situation  where  every  year,  the  cost 
of  health  care  demands  an  ever-greater 
share  of  the  nation's  wealth  and  enterprise. 
We  will  not  succeed  in  controlling  costs  by 
cozzing  up  to  President  Reagan  and  his  self- 
defeating  schemes  for  benefit  cuts  and  tax 
increases.  Democratic  candidates  will  not 
succeed  in  their  campaigns  by  posturing  in 
ways  that  promise  only  to  cut  l)enefits  a 
little  less  and  not  raise  taxes  quite  so  high. 
And  our  candidates  will  not  succeed  by 
running  away  from  one  of  the  most  funda- 
mental issues  of  all— the  continuing,  urgent 
need  for  a  national  health  plan  as  a  funda- 
mental right  of  all  Americans. 

The  United  States  of  America  must  not 
continue  to  stand  alone  with  the  apartheid 
regime  of  South  Africa:  we  must  no  longer 
deny  the  basic  necessities  of  health  on  the 
basis  of  a  family's  wealth. 

Only  with  a  national  health  plan  can  we 
halt  the  runaway  inflation  that  has  stricken 
American  medicine.  Instead  of  rationing 
health  care,  let  us  make  our  health  care 
system  more  rational.  And  let  me  say  again 
something  that  I  have  said  before— and  that 
I  will  continue  to  say  until  it  finally  comes 
true:  If  a  national  health  plan  is  good 
enough  for  the  President,  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent and  the  members  of  Congress,  then  it 
is  good  enough  for  you  and  for  every  citizen 
in  this  land. 

Let  me  close  with  a  few  personal  words  to 
each  of  you.  No  group  of  Americans  has 
meant  more  to  me.  no  group  meant  more  to 
my  brothers,  than  the  senior  citizens  of  this 
land.  Your  hopes  have  been  central  to  all  of 
our  public  lives. 

When  John  Kennedy  ran  for  the  presi- 
dency in  1960.  one  of  the  issues  at  the  heart 
of  his  campaign  was  Medicare.  Three  years 
later,  twenty  summers  ago.  on  a  sunny  day 
like  this,  he  spoke  at  the  White  House  to 
the  meml)ers  of  the  National  Council  of 
Senior  Citizens.  He  expressed  a  commitment 
to  decent  health  care  for  the  elderly— 
which,  he  said,     is  strongly  supported  by 


this  Administration,  and  particularly  by  this 
President."  It  was  a  cause  that  was  close  to 
his  heart.  Your  cares  truly  were  his  concern. 

I  am  proud  that  across  all  the  years  since 
then.  I  have  stood  for  that  same  commit- 
ment. I  believe  that  there  is  no  more  impor- 
tant test  of  the  quality  of  our  country  than 
how  we  treat  our  senior  citizens,  for  all  of 
us.  if  we  are  fortunate,  will  someday  he  el- 
derly. 

Finally.  I  am  more  grateful  than  words 
can  say  that  so  many  of  you  stood  with  me 
during  the  most  difficult  hours  of  the  1980 
campaign.  When  I  recall  how  hard  and  long 
Bill  Hutton  worked,  and  how  many  senior 
citizens  were  there  volunteering  in  our 
headquarters,  sitting  at  the  phone  banks, 
getting  out  the  vote,  when  I  reflect  on  how 
much  energy  they  had  and  gave.  I  realize 
the  truth  of  Robert  Kennedys  observation: 

Youth  is  not  a  time  of  life,  but  a  state  of 
mind." 

In  fact,  this  is  the  youngest  looking  group 
of  senior  citizens  that  I  have  ever  seen.  And 
because  you  will  continue  to  be  young  in 
spirit.  I  am  confident  that  we  will  win  the 
struggle  for  social  and  human  justice— and 
that  the  1980's  will  be.  as  they  should  be. 
among  the  very  best  years  of  your  lives. 

Pact  Sheet— Kennedy  Medicare  Rescue 
PuiN 

BACKGROUND  ON  THE  DANGER  OF  MEDICARE 
BANKRUPTCY 

Health  care  cost  the  nation  $322  billion  in 
1982.  of  which  Medicare  consumed  $52  bil- 
lion. 

Health  care  as  a  percentage  of  the  gross 
national  product  has  risen  from  5.3%  of 
GNP  in  1960  to  10.5%  in  1982. 

The  latest  Medicare  Hospital  Insurance 
(HI)  Fund  Trustees  Report  projects  Medi- 
care bankruptcy  by  1990  under  the  most 
likely  ('intermediate'  )  economic  assump- 
tions. 

Under  more  pessimistic  economic  assump- 
tions, bankruptcy  could  come  as  early  as 
1988. 

The  accumulated  deficit  for  the  period 
1985  to  2005  will  exceed  one  trillion  dollars 
under  the  most  likely  economic  assump- 
tions. 

INFLATION  IN  THE  COST  OF  HEALTH  CARE 
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PRINCIPLES  OF  THE  KENNEDY  MEDICARE  RESCUE 
PLAN 

( 1 )  No  reduction  in  l)enef its. 

(2)  No  increa.se  in  taxes. 

(3)  Reimbursement  reforms  applied  to  all 
hospital  patients,  not  just  those  under  Med- 
icare. 

77ie  Kennedy  plan  to  eliminate  the  medicare 
deficit 

Billions 
Cumulative       medicare      deficit 
( 1985  to  2005)  medicare  savings 

under  Kennedy  plan -$1,018 

I.        Prospective        payment 
system  for  hospitals -t-426 


Billions 

II.  Incentives  to  reduce  un- 
necessary hospital  admis- 
sions   -t-  210 

III.  Prospective  payment 
system  for  in-hospital  phy- 
sician services -1-411 

IV.  Authorization  for  borrow- 
ing between  medicare  and 
social  security  trust  funds 
(not  needed  under  the  most 
likely  economic  assump- 
tions)  


suiting  from  changes  in  estimates  or  unan- 
ticipated economic  circumstances.* 


Net  surplus  under  Ken- 
nedy plan 29 

THE  KENNEDY  PLAN  ALSO  PRODUCES  SAVINGS 
FOR  EMPLOYEES.  EMPLOYERS.  AND  OTHER  PRI- 
VATE PAYERS  or  HEALTH  COSTS 

In  addition  to  the  savings  achieved  under 
Medicare,  corresponding  savings  will  also  be 
obtained  in  hospital  costs  in  the  non-Medi- 
care sectors  of  the  health  care  system. 

Hospital  costs  will  be  reduced  by  approxi- 
mately one-third. 

DETAILED  DESCRIPTION  OF  KENNEDY  MEDICARE 
RESCUE  PLAN 

/.  Comprehensive  hospital  prospective 
payment  system 
Hospitals  will  be  paid  prospectively  for 
each  admission:  payments  will  increase  from 
a  base  period  at  the  market  basket  rate  (a 
measure  of  the  amount  hospitals  pay  for 
their  goods  and  services)  plus  one  percent. 

The  prospective  payment  system  provides 
incentives  to  hospitals  and  other  providers 
to  deliver  health  care  efficently,  and  it  will 
reward  those  who  do  so. 

The  prospective  payment  system  lowers 
Medicare  costs  by  reducing  hospital  demand 
for  goods  and  services,  which  in  turn  re- 
duces market  basket  prices. 

The  Kennedy  plan  also  includes  incentives 
for  states  to  develop  their  own  prospective 
payment  systems  under  broad  federal  guide- 
lines. 

The  plan  will  make  additional  revenues 
available  to  hospitals  providing  care  to 
those  who  cannot  afford  to  pay. 

//.  Incentives  for  hospitals  to  reduce 
unnecessary  admissions 
Hospitals  will  be  reimbursed  at  a  lower 
rate  for  unnecessary  admissions. 

The  lower  rate  will  encourage  hospitals  to 
provide  treatment  on  a  less  costly,  outpa- 
tient basis  where  feasible  and  appropriate. 

This  type  of  incentive  reimbursement  is  a 
current  feature  of  virtually  every  mandato- 
ry state  program  for  hospital  cost  contain- 
ment. 

///.  Prospective  payment  system  for 
hospital-related  physician  costs 
Lump-sum  payment  for  physician  services 
and  hospital  services  for  each  hospital  pa- 
tient at  the  market  basket  rate  plus  one  per- 
cent. 

Incentives  for  physicians  and  hospitals  to 
work  together  to  promote  cost  effective 
care. 

Transfer  hospital-related  physician  serv- 
ices from  the  Medicare  Supplementary  Med- 
ical Insurance  (SMI)  Fund  to  the  Hospital 
Insurance  (HI)  Fund.  Savings  will  reduce 
the  HI  Fund  deficit. 

IV.  Interfund  borrowing  authority 
Under  the  most  likely  economic  assump- 
tions. Medicare  balances  will  be  lowest  when 
other  Social  Security  trust  fund  balances 
have  large  surpluses. 

Interfund  borrowing  provides  a  safety  net 
in  the  event  of  shortfalls  in  HI  balances  re- 


REMARKS  OF  MRS.  CHARLENE 
BAKER  CRAYCRAFT  AT  25TH 
ANNIVERSARY  OF  ACA 

•  Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  the 
Americans  for  Constitutional  Action 
(ACA)  recently  celebrated  its  25th  an- 
niversary. This  fine  organization  met 
in  Washington,  D.C..  on  June  28.  1983, 
and  I  would  lilce  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues  the  splendid  re- 
marlis  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Board 
of  Trustees  of  ACA,  Mrs.  Charlene 
Craycraft. 

Mr.   President,   I   ask   that   the   re- 
marks of  Mrs.  Craycraft  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 
The  remarks  follow: 

REMARKS  or  Mrs.  Charlene  Baker 
Craycraft 
Welcome  to  the  25th  Anniversary  Celebra- 
tion of  the  Americans  for  Constitutional 
Action.  Tonight  is  indeed  a  milestone  .  .  . 
not  just  for  ACA.  but  for  the  entire  conserv- 
ative movement  in  America. 

With  the  tremendous  growth  of  public  in- 
terest groups  supporting  a  variety  of  causes 
today.  I  think  it  is  difficult  for  many  of  us 
to  recall  the  days  twenty-five  years  ago 
when  groups  such  as  ours  were  not  in  exist- 
ence. In  fact.  ACA  was  established  because  a 
small  group  of  very  dedicated,  conservative 
Americans  believed  that  there  was  a  need 
for  balance  in  the  American  political 
system.  The  Americans  for  Democratic 
Action  had  been  established  and  there  was 
no  credible  conservative  voice  to  represent  a 
positive  alternative  to  ADA. 

So,  ACA  was  established  to  provide  that 
kind  of  positive  conservative  voice  that 
America  needed.  You  may  recall  that  among 
the  founders  of  our  group  was  Admiral  Ben 
Moreell.  an  outstanding  American  and  the 
man  who  built  the  Navy's  Seabees.  For 
many  years.  Admiral  Moreell  led  ACA  and 
no  one  man  better  exemplified  the  guiding 
principles  of  our  group  than  he.  Governor 
Charles  Edision  was  ACA's  first  treasurer 
and  held  that  position  until  his  death.  Gov- 
ernor Edison  was  the  son  of  Thomas  Edison 
and  a  man  whose  name  is  even  today  still 
synonymous  with  philanthropy  and  patriot- 
ism. 

ACA.  as  most  of  you  know,  has  been  a 
quiet  organization  for  most  of  its  years.  We 
have  never  sought  the  limelight:  we  have 
never  looked  for  headlines;  rather  we  have 
just  simply  tried  to  do  our  best  to  elect  solid 
conservatives  to  the  House  and  to  the 
Senate.  Beyond  that  we  have,  of  course, 
published  what  I  believe  is  the  finest  con- 
servative vote  rating  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress for  the  past  twenty-five  years.  Though 
we've  been  a  quiet  group.  I  hope  you'll  allow 
me  to  boast  for  just  a  minute.  During  the 
past  twenty-five  years.  ACA  has  assisted 
countless  candidates  for  public  office  in 
every  state  of  the  union.  During  the  early 
years  we  were  often  the  only  Conservative 
voice  to  be  heard. 

For  the  last  thirteen  years  we  have  been 
helping  to  raise  funds  for  our  Conservative 
friends.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  ACA  handled 
approximately  4  million  dollars  in  the  1981 
and  1982  campaign  years  alone.  The  checks 
went  directly  to  the  incumbents  and  candi- 
dates, something  no  other  group  does.  This 
was  accomplished  on  an  annual  budget  of 


$100,000.00  for  ACA.  Imagine  what  we  could 
accomplish  on  twice  that  amount! 

We  have  finally  reached  the  point  in 
America  today  where  we  have  a  winning 
Conservative  coalition.  Now  it  is  our  charge 
to  keep  that  coalition  going,  to  keep  it 
strong,  to  keep  it  fresh,  to  keep  it  responsive 
to  the  needs  of  the  American  people.  We 
still  have  major  obstacles  in  our  way.  We 
still  need  more  Conservatives  in  the  Con- 
gress. We  need  to  improve  the  Conservative 
ranks  at  the  state  and  local  level,  too.  Work- 
ing together.  I  know  that  we  can  achieve 
our  goals.  We've  come  so  far  already,  we 
must  not  stop  now. 

I  know  most  of  you  here  this  evening  gave 
personal  donations  to  ACA  because  you  l)e- 
lieve  in  our  work  as  strongly  as  I  do.  With  a 
rent  increase  of  150  percent  beginning  in 
August,  we  will  not  be  able  to  continue  this 
important  work  without  your  support  and  I 
know  we  can  count  on  you. 

In  less  than  a  week  we  will  celebrate  the 
207th  Birthday  of  the  United  States  of 
America.  As  we  approach  that  important 
birthday  I  invite  each  of  you  to  reflect  upon 
the  values  that  have  made  this  Nation 
great— our  commitment  to  the  free  enter- 
prise system,  to  a  strong  defense,  to  the 
freedoms  we  so  cherish,  to  local  self-deter- 
mination and  to  individual  rights  and  the 
responsibilities  that  come  with  them.  In 
short,  to  have  the  opportunities  to  enjoy 
the  liberties  that  our  system  of  government 
insures  to  each  of  its  citizens.  This  is  what 
our  Nation  is  all  about.  This  is  what  ACA  is 
all  about. 

Thank  you  for  being  with  us  tonight  to 
celebrate  25  good  years.  I  hope  that  you  will 
be  with  us  in  the  years  to  come.« 


BISHOP  R.  S.  FIELDS 
•  Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
this  week,  in  my  home  city  of  Cleve- 
land, the  Ohio  North  Jurisdiction  of 
the  Church  of  God  in  Christ  will  hold 
its  67th  annual  convocation.  I  wish  to 
extend  to  the  delegates  my  best  wishes 
for  a  productive  meeting. 

This  convocation  is  a  very  special 
one,  Mr.  President,  because  it  marks 
the  20th  anniversary  of  the  ordination 
and  consecration  of  R.  S.  Fields,  a 
truly  outstanding  religious  and  com- 
munity leader,  as  bishop  of  Ohio, 
north. 

Bishop  Fields,  who  served  for  27 
years  as  a  highly  respected  pastor 
before  he  was  named  to  his  current 
position,  is  a  man  who  knows  the 
meaning  of  the  scriptural  injunction 
to  work  the  work  of  Him  that  sent  me 
while  it  is  day.  He  is  a  person  who  has 
earned  the  high  respect  in  which  he  is 
held  by  his  friends  and  colleagues  of 
all  religious  persuasions. 

Mr.  President,  I  join  the  delegates  to 
this  convocation  in  honoring  Bishop 
Fields  and  in  expressing  to  him  the 
gratitude  of  the  entire  community  for 
his  years  of  distinguished  service.  I 
wish  also  to  extend  my  warm  best 
wishes  to  Mrs.  Helen  Fields,  who  has 
contributed  so  greatly  to  her  hus- 
bands  success,  and  to  the  four  Fields 
children,  who  will  be  able  always  to 
take  pride  in  the  accomplishments  of 
their  parents. 
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I  ask.  Mr.  President,  that  a  bio- 
graphical sicetch  of  Bishop  Fields  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

Biographical  Sketch  or  Bishop  R.  S. 
Fields 

"1  am  crucified  with  Christ;  nevertheless  I 
live,  yet  not  I.  but  Christ  liveth  in  me;  and 
the  life  which  I  now  live  in  the  flesh  I  live 
by  the  faith  of  the  Son  of  God.  who  loved 
me.  and  gave  Himself  for  me.  — Galatians 
2:20 

Bishop  R.  S.  Fields  is  the  very  epitome  of 
those  words  spoken  by  one  of  the  greatest 
spiritual  and  intellectual  giants  of  all  times, 
the  Apostle  Paul,  in  that  there  are  many 
parallels.  While  Bishop  Fields'  life  is  exem 
plary  of  the  indwelling  Christ,  he  emulates 
both  Christ  and  the  Apostle  His  record 
speaks  for  itself  for  he  has  lived  under  the 
influence  of  God  and  has  edified  great  con 
gregations  and  brought  many  to  Christ.  His 
accomplishments  are  most  notable,  and 
stand  as  a  monument  now.  and  will  remain 
throughout  history. 

Bishop  Fields  was  born  in  Mason.  Tennes- 
see, and  came  to  reside  in  Cleveland,  Ohio 
as  a  youth.  He  was  saved  at  an  early  age 
under  the  late  Bishop  Riley  F.  Williams.  He 
worked  in  the  Church  with  all  his  might 
serving  in  many  different  capacities.  For  27 
years,  he  served  as  the  State  President  of 
the  Y  P  W  W.  Department-unlil  1963  when 
he  was  ordained  as  Bishop  of  Ohio.  North, 
and  consecrated  in  Memphis.  Tennessee 
during  the  Convocation  of  the  same  year. 

In  addition.  Bishop  Fields  served  loyally 
as  the  Assistant  Pastor  to  the  late  Bishop  R. 
P.  Williams,  and  Assistant  Overseer  to  the 
late  Bishop  U.  E.  Miller,  whom  he  succeed- 
ed. He  also  worked  out  and  pastored  congre- 
gations in  Massillon.  Cleveland.  Warren, 
and  Youngstown,  and  the  State  Temple. 
Calvary  Hill  Church  of  God  in  Christ. 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  where  he  has  been  in- 
volved in  an  extensive  restoration  program 
which  now  reflects  the  t)eautiful  fruit  of  his 
arduous  labor.  His  theme  is  "I  must  work 
the  work  of  him  that  sent  me.  while  it  is 
day.  "Bishop  Fields  has  a  lovely,  devoted, 
supportive  and  competent  wife  working  by 
his  side.  Sister  Helen  Fields,  who  is  an  inspi- 
ration to  those  who  know  her.  They  are  the 
proud  parents  of  four  surviving,  successful 
children.  Ernest.  Barbara.  Doris,  and  Dar- 
rell.« 


[From  the  Arizona  Republic,  June  25.  19831 
An  O.K.  For  Coal  Slurry? 

If  Congress  approves  coal  slurry  pipe- 
lines—and it  now  seems  closer  than  at  any 
time  in  the  past  20  years— this  would  cut 
the  delivery  price  of  Western  low-sulfur 
coal. 

More  utilities  across  the  country  would 
buy  cleaner  Western  coal,  eventually  gener- 
ating greater  income  and  jobs  for  the  West. 

Arizona  produces  12.5  million  tons  a  year, 
all  on  the  Navajo  Indian  reservation. 

Coal-fired  plants  produce  more  than  half 
of  all  U.S.  electricity. 

Railroads,  fighting  to  keep  their  high- 
volume  coal  traffic,  have  managed  to  defeat 
pipeline  developers  for  two  decades. 

They  are  still  attempting  to  block  the 
pipelines— carrying  a  50-50  mixture  of  coal 
and  water  through  mostly  underground 
lines— from  crossing  railroad  rights-of-way. 

Western  coal  and  pipeline  interests  are 
trying  to  use  the  power  of  eminent  domain. 

One  reason  why  the  bill  has  a  chance  of 
passage  is  that  much  of  Western  agricul- 
tures past  fear  of  losing  irrigation  water  to 
slurry  had  been  calmed. 

Reps.  Richard  Cheney.  R  Wyo .  and 
Morris  Udall,  D-Ariz.,  have  written  a  meas- 
ure that  gives  the  states  authority  over 
water  used  in  interstate  coal  slurry  pipe- 
lines. 

No  firm  may  purchase  water  for  slurry 
without  state  approval. 

In  some  cases,  moving  coal  by  pipeline  is 
half  that  of  rail  rates. 

In  all  instances,  the  new  delivery  method 
offers  savings  to  customers. 

Coal  slurry  pipelines  should  make  both 
the  railroads  and  slurry  lines  more  cost-effi- 
cient. 

Such  efficiency  should  help  coal  better 
compete  with  nuclear  and  oil  energy. 

The  United  States  has  hundreds  of  years 
of  energy  resources  in  its  coal  deposits. 

Western  coal  is  relatively  clean-burning. 

After  two  decades,  the  time  for  coal  slurry 
pipelines  has  finally  arrived.* 


ARIZONA  REPUBLIC  ENDORSES 
COAL  SLURRY  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  inform  my  colleagues 
that  a  prominent  Southwestern  news- 
paper, the  Arizona  Republic  of  Phoe- 
nix. Ariz.,  has  recently  endorsed  the 
coal  slurry  pipeline  legislation  which 
Senator  Johnston  has  introduced  and 
which  I  am  cosponsoring.  S.  267. 

This  development  indicates  that 
almost  everyone  in  the  West  is  now 
satisfied  that  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
are  adequately  protective  of  water 
rights  and  water  use  by  local  and  State 
governments  and  users.  I  ask  that  the 
editorial  which  appeared  in  the  Re- 
public may  be  printed  in  the  Record 
for  the  benefit  of  other  Senators  who 
may  not  yet  have  seen  it. 

The  editorial  follows: 


PERCY  ROSS 


•  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, there  is  a  name  familiar  to  a  lot 
of  people  without  much  explanation- 
Percy  Ross.  Millionaire  philanthropist. 
Syndicated  columnist.  A  man  with  a 
heart  of  gold  who  gives  pieces  of  it 
away  in  the  form  of  silver  dollars, 
checks,  and  cash. 

Percy  Ross,  born  the  son  of  a  junk 
dealer,  lived  in  poverty  and  dreamed 
of  wealth.  His  wish  was  to  become  a 
millionaire,  and  to  share  his  riches, 
helping  underprivileged  children  and 
adults. 

One  such  time  he  invited  1.050  chil- 
dren from  low-income  homes  to  a 
Christmas  Eve  party  at  his  expense. 
Food  and  festivities  abounded 
throughout  the  evening.  At  the  end  of 
the  night,  each  child  received  a  brand- 
new  bicycle.  Watching  their  great  sur- 
prise and  delight  was  Percys  own  best 
gift. 

He  wants  to  keep  giving  it  all  away 
before  he  goes.  His  greatest  joy  in  life 
is  watching  the  recipients  of  his  good 
will  when  they  see  their  gifts  from 
him.   He   has   given  color   televisions. 


bikes,  cash,  checks,  and  even  a  cow- 
whatever  someone  in  need,  needed. 

He  is  always  ready  and  willing  to 
share  his  advice  and  his  optimism 
along  with  his  heart  and  his  pocket- 
book,  with  anyone  who  needs  it. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues a  story  on  this  very  special 
man  in  Minnesota. 

I  request  that  the  article  from  the 
Washington  Post  of  July  18,  1983,  be 
printed  in  today's  Congressional 
Record. 

The  article  follows: 
(From  the  Washington  Post.  July  18.  1983] 
The    Bucks    Start    Here— Percy    Ross    is 

Free  With   Advice— and  the  Money  To 

Back  it  Up 

(By  Joyce  Wadler) 

A  letter  in  the  newspaper  from  a  lady  In 
Ohio.  She's  written  to  Percy  Ross,  the 
Daddy  Warbucks  of  the  Modern  Age.  the 
Miss  Lonelyhearts  with  the  dough.  "My 
dear  Mr.  Ross. '  the  lady  begins,  for  clearly, 
she  is  refined.  I  am  73  and  give  my  86-year- 
old  sister  intensive  care  24  hours  a  day.  She 
is  an  epileptic,  who  cant  talk,  walk  and  can 
barely  see  .  .  .  Our  combined  income  is  $665 
a  month,  including  food  stamps.  I  need  my 
roof  fixed  badly,  it  leaks  from  the  upstairs 
into  the  first  floor  .  .  .  The  only  money  we 
have  is  about  $400  I  saved  to  bury  us  .  .  . 
I'm  sure  you're  one  of  God's  angels.  Will 
you  please  help  us?  " 

The  naivete  of  the  lady!  To  think  she  will 
get  something  for  nothing!  Prom  a  newspa- 
per columnist,  no  less!  Good  lord,  they're 
lucky  if  they  can  pay  the  rent. 

But  wail  a  minute,  what's  this? 
I  have  contacted  Dick  Baker  of  the 
Baker  Roofing  Inc.  in  Columbus  and  he  is 
going  to  do  the  work  and  send  me  the  bills." 
writes  Percy  Ross.  Hang  on  to  your  sav- 
ings. 

Perhaps  I  can  answer  your  prayers  .  .  . 
although  I'm  not  one  of  Gods  angels,"  it 
says. 

Percy  Ross.  The  Dear  Abby  of  the  Down- 
trodden. Millionaire  Philanthropist  who 
vowed  to  give  it  away  before  he  dies,  and  is 
doing,  at  the  age  of  66.  pretty  well.  Spent 
thousands  and  thousands  on  a  party  for  dis- 
advantaged children  the  night  before  Chist- 
mas  1977.  and  before  they  went  home,  pro- 
vided each  with  a  brand-new  bike.  Threw  a 
$25,000  steak  and  champagne  party  for  the 
bellhops  at  Minneapolis  Airport,  who  treat- 
ed him  just  as  well  when  he  made  his  mil- 
lions as  when  he  was  down  and  out.  When 
he  goes  on  a  trip,  he  carries  a  few  hundred 
in  silver  dollars  to  give  out:  his  motto  is 
Sharing  is  Caring. 

Then  there's  the  column.  Thanks  A  Mil- 
lion, syndicated  by  the  Register  Tribune 
Syndicate  in  80-odd  papers.  Advice.  Belter 
yet.  cash.  A  woman  on  public  a-ssistance  and 
her  handicapped  daughter  without  running 
water  in  Tennessee?  Off  goes  the  check!  An 
elderly  woman,  the  candy  lady  of  Seattle, 
who's  been  dispensing  goodies  to  the  chil- 
dren for  years,  now  in  a  wheelchair,  and  the 
neighbors  want  her  to  get  a  remote-control 
T'V  so  she  doesn't  have  to  get  out  of  her 
chair?  Ro.ss  will  go  out  to  Seattle  and  buy 
the  TV  himself.  Himself,  himself! 

Not  out  of  a  hat.  not  via  a  pumpkin,  not 
even  out  of  a  private  jet.  Those  high  living 
flamboyant  days,  those  days  of  the  color  TV 
in  the  shower,  have  been  toned  down  for 
Ross,  he  insists:  even  if  he  still  wears  the 
Gucci    loafers    and    drives    the    limo    once 
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owned  by  Howard  Hughes.  A  tuition  check 
for  the  high  school  dropout  who  wants  to 
better  herself  and  take  the  high  school 
equivalency  test;  Ross  is  a  sucker  for  self- 
improvement,  out  goes  the  check.  A  92-year- 
old  woman  who  took  her  driving  test  at  72. 
but  can't  afford  to  fix  her  car.  and  she  has 
to  visit  friends  at  the  nursing  home;  out 
goes  the  check. 

Oh.  there's  them  that's  turned  down,  of 
course:  the  idle  dreamers,  the  loafers,  look- 
ing for  an  easy  way  out.  But  for  others, 
there  will  be  the  money,  the  common  de- 
nominator only  that  it  will  change  a  life. 
And  this  money  is  the  most  suspect  thing  in 
the  universe,  the  free  buck. 

Naturally,  there  are  those  who  decline  to 
carry  the  word.  Ross'  hometown  paper,  the 
Minneapolis  Star  and  Tribune,  the  only 
major  paper  in  town,  does  not  run  Ross' 
column,  and  some  in  town  question  his  moti- 
vation. 

"Percy  Ross  is  a  publicity  hound  from  the 
word  go."  Minneapolis  Star  Tribune  colum- 
nist Robert  T.  Smith  told  People  magazine. 
"If  you're  going  to  be  a  real  philanthropist, 
you  do  it  quietly  and  get  your  reward  in 
heaven." 

Ross'  rules,  which  have  a  tendency  to 
rhyme  (Sharing  Is  Caring)  are  absolutely 
the  opposite. 

"He  Who  Gives  While  He  Lives.  Knows 
Where  It  Goes."  he  says. 

As  for  his  needs,  it  is  entirely  possible  that 
among  them,  publicity  is  only  a  small  part. 

Meanwhile: 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

I  am  71  and  never  sleep  well  in  this  high 
crime  area  in  Brooklyn  ...  I'd  feel  a  lot 
safer  if  I  had  steel  bars  on  my  windows- 
Mrs.  L.O..  Brooklyn. 

Dear  Mrs.  O.: 

I  hope  you  sleep  better.  My  check  is  in  the 
mail. 

What  hot  copy  precedes  Percy  Ross!  He  sits 
in  a  hotel  r<x)m  with  a  Detroit  reporter  and 
throws  silver  dollars  into  the  air,  to  glory  in 
that  unnatural,  but  in  his  case  quite  real, 
phenomenon,  a  shower  of  money.  He  rode  in 
the  Minneapolis  Aquatennial  Torchlight  Pa- 
rade as  Honorary  Swede  of  the  Year  five 
years  back  and.  from  the  back  of  a  Lincoln 
Continental,  flung  $16,500  in  silver  dollars  to 
the  crowd,  trying  for  a  giveaway  rale  of 
$5,000  a  mile.  His  staff  is  all  female.  On  the 
phone  to  Jimmy  the  Greek,  it's  "Jimmy 
Baby"— "Percy  Baby." 

So  it's  something  of  a  surprise  when  Ross, 
age  66  comes  into  New  York  to  promote  the 
newspaper  column  and  appear  on  "Late 
Night  With  David  Letterman.  "  to  find,  in 
the  hotel  lobby,  a  man  quite  subdued,  per- 
haps even  preoccupied  with  some  sorrow. 
The  build  is  slight,  the  voice  is  quite,  he 
wears  a  quiet  blue  sports  jacket,  albeit  with 
the  silk  pocket  scarf  and  Guccis;  he  asks  if 
it's  okay  if  he's  interviewed  in  the  lobby;  his 
wife  isn't  feeling  well,  he'd  rather  not  dis- 
turb her  upstairs.  He  is  not  covered  with 
jewelry:  he  doesn't  call  anyone  "baby."  You 
know,  only  because  you've  seen  the  stories, 
that  there's  a  medallion  under  the  shirt 
that  says  Percy  Ross— Millionaire:  just  as 
you  know,  only  because  he  tells  you  off- 
handedly later,  that  the  white  strands  of 
softly  waving  hair  on  the  top  of  his  head  are 
transplants. 

Does  he  still  have  the  color  TV  set  in  the 
shower? 

"That  was  in  the  good  old  days. "  he  says, 
his  voice  as  pleasant  and  friendly  as  a  For- 
tune 500  exec.  "I've  changed.  It  was  just  a 
thing  I  always  wanted  ...  I  was  living  out 
my  fantasies.  "  He  laughs,  a  little  at  himself. 


"The  steam  in  the  shower  clouded  the 
screen,  so  that  I  had  windshield  wipers  in- 
stalled."' 

And  the  cars,  the  nine  cars  to  match  the 
colors  of  his  200  suits? 

I've  still  got  the  cars,"  says  Percy.  "Gener- 
ally, ril  use  the  limo  only  if  I'm  giving  a 
talk  at  one  of  the  schools,  to  take  the  kids 
for  a  ride,  or  if  I  have  guests  .  .  .  I'm  down 
to  about  100  suits  ...  I  enjoyed  my  life.  I'm 
pretty  much  back  to  normal  now  .  . 

A  few  days  after  the  first  discussion  he  is 
asked  in  a  telephone  conversation  to  com- 
ment on  a  charge  of  possession  of  hashish, 
which  he  was  acquitted  of  two  years  ago. 
and  he  is  considerably  less  affable. 

"I'm  only  going  to  give  you  one  sentence 
on  that."  he  says.  "I  can't  waste  my  time 
thinking  of  anything  negative:  what  was 
found  was  not  hashish  and  the  case  was  dis- 
missed." Pressed  to  explain  further,  he 
threatens  to  hang  up.  while  a  loyal  assist- 
ant. Connie  Hanson,  interjects.  "That  was 
all  started  by  a  vindictive  female  employe, 
who  was  angry  that  Mr.  Ross  was  giving 
money  to  other  people  and  not  to 
her  ...  He  was  charged  .  .  .  and  it  isn't 
true." 

The  ups  and  downs  of  Percy  Ross:  it's  no 
wonder  the  New  York  literary  agents  and 
Los  Angeles  producers  are  after  him  to  do 
the  story  of  his  life.  Born  poor,  the  son  of 
immigrants,  twice  rich,  twice  broke:  buys  a 
plastic-bag  factory  in  '58  for  $30,000.  sells  it 
11  years  later  for  $8  million.  Gives  $2  mil- 
lion each  to  his  two  sons  and  wife  ("I  didn't 
give  it  to  her.  she  earned  it."  he  corrects), 
cleverly  invests  the  rest.  No  one  now  knows 
precisely  what  he's  worth:  the  figure  $20 
million  circulates  only  because  a  Newsweek 
reporter  put  that  to  him  once  as  a  guess. 
and  Percy  shrugged,  and  so  it  remains  in 
the  files.  It's  enough,  at  any  rate,  to  do 
what  he  likes  with  it,  and  what  he  likes  to 
do  is  give  it  away. 

He's  been  asked  why  so  often  that  his 
reply,  accompanied  by  silver  dollars  for  re- 
porter and  photographer,  could  probably  be 
made  in  his  sleep. 

"What  am  I  going  to  do  with  it  after  I'm 
gone?'"  he  says.  "My  family  is  all  taken  care 
of.  I  could  leave  it  all  to  different  organiza- 
tions, but  I  enjoy  spending  it  while  Tm 
alive.  My  motto,  of  course,  is  "He  Who  Gives 
While  He  Lives.  Also  Know's  Where  It  Goes" 

They  say  if  you  were  a  true  philanthro- 
pist. you"d  give  it  away  quietly,  without  hog- 
ging the  limelight:  that  you  could  go  off  and 
build  a  hospital  or  something  without  this 
undignified  spectacle  of  flinging  money  into 
the  street:  or  bringing  in  disadvantaged  kids 
the  night  before  Christmas  and  making  sure 
the  TV  crews  are  there  when  you  give  it 
away. 

An  unflappable  shrug  from  Ross. 
"I  enjoy  giving.  "  he  says.  "I  want  to  be 
there  when  I  give.  Just  like  parents  want  to 
be  there  when  they  give  a  present  on 
Christmas  morning— they  don't  go  in  the 
other  room.  I  want  to  see  the  faces  of  those 
kids  when  they  see  those  shiny  new  bicycles. 
That  was  a  dream  of  mine  ever  since  I  was  a 
kid.  to  help  as  many  poor  kids  as  I  could." 

That  particular  party:  One  thousand  and 
fifty  disadvantaged  children,  in  Minneapo- 
lis, gathered  in  a  high  school  auditorium.  At 
each  table,  as  "kind  of  a  subconscious 
lesson."  two  policemen,  as  counselor  and 
friend.  He  had  policemen  opening  gifts  for 
kids,  he  had  policemen  taking  kids  by  the 
hand  to  the  bathroom,  chuckles  Ross.  The 
room  is  divided  by  a  curtain.  End  of  the 
evening.  Percy  has  the  kids  stand  up.  backs 


to  the  curtain.  "I  said,  you  all  stand  up  and 
keep  looking  at  me'— I  had  1.050  kids  facing 
me."'  When  the  curtain  goes  up.  he  has  the 
kids  turn  around.  They  see  the  1.050  shining 
bicycles  and  they  start  screaming,  yelling, 
knocking  over  chairs  to  get  to  their  bikes. 
He  can't  describe  it.  He  cried,  that's  for  cer- 
tain. Those  kids  and  their  bicycles.  Because 
of  him.  Percy  Ross. 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

I  am  a  young  pretty  girl  of  16.  No  9-to-5 
jobs  for  me.  I'm  going  after  a  rich  husband. 
I'm  asking  you  to  find  out  from  your  wife 
how  she  landed  you— L.  L..  Pennsylvania 

Dear  Miss  L.  L.: 

Actually,  my  wife  landed  a  poor  man  and 
helped  him  become  rich. 

It  was  for  a  reason,  by  the  way,  Percy 
Ross  invited  1,050  children  to  his  bicycle 
party.  One  thousand  fifty  has  significance 
in  Percy  Ross'  life.  He  bets  "10"  and  "50"  at 
the  tables  in  Vegas;  at  his  parties,  he  often 
invites  1.050  guests.  This  is  the  significance: 
when  he  was  a  kid  in  Laurium.  Mich..  Upper 
Peninsula  copper  country,  he  opened  his 
mason  jar  savings  bank  and  counted  1,050 
pennies.  A  number  that  remains  with  him. 
Which  was.  in  addition,  insufficient  to  buy  a 
bike. 

He  was  a  poor  kid.  no  question.  His  father 
was  a  Swedish  Jewish  immigrant  who  had 
come  to  New  York  and  left  it.  finding  the 
going  rough  for  a  man  who  spoke  only 
Swedish.  He  relocated  in  Michigan,  where,  if 
he  was  a  minority  as  far  as  religion,  at  least 
he  was  among  people  to  whom  he  could 
speak.  There  was  marriage,  and  three  sons, 
the  oldest  of  whom  was  Percy.  The  father's 
profession  was  a  junk  man.  or.  often,  dealer 
in  used  goods.  They  bought  old  potatoes 
from  the  farmers  and  brushed  off  the  dirt 
after  the  long  winters  In  the  bin  and 
brought  them  into  the  city  to  be  made  into 
potato  chips:  they  bought  and  rebuilt  bat- 
teries; Percy  sold  eggs.  The  second  son.  Ber- 
nard, was  considered  the  scholar;  Percy 
tended  to  follow  his  father  in  business.  His 
father  did  not  do  well. 

"I  never  had  clothes  like  the  other  kids." 
Ross  says  quietly,  his  hands  folded  across 
his  chest  in  a  protective  way  he  does  when 
he  talks  about  his  past.  "We  lived  on  the 
outskirts  of  town,  near  something  called 
The  Slop  Ditch  ...  it  was  an  open  sewer 
.  .  .  once  1  fell  into  it  .  .  ." 

As  for  what  he  wanted,  he  answers  with- 
out hesitation. 

■'I  wanted  to  be  rich."  he  says.  "Because  I 
remembered  what  the  other  rich  people  in 
town  looked  like  .  .  .  they  were  the  copper 
barons,  the  copper  kings,  the  Ryans.  that 
was  a  big  name  in  Montana  .  .  .  they  rode 
around  in  their  big  cars;  they  had  their  big 
country  clubs  ...  in  fact,  I  went  to  a  coun- 
try club,  wasn't  more  than  8  or  9  years  old, 
tried  to  shine  shoes  for  some  of  these  rich 
people,  a  nickel  a  shine:  you  know  they 
wouldn't  even  let  me  through  the  door.  I 
knew  I  looked  good,  my  mother  dressed  me 
up  neat  and  clean.  Dad  drove  me  up  there  in 
his  wagon,  they  wouldn't  let  me  in  the  door 
...  I  don't  know  why.  maybe  because  I  was 
Jewish,  maybe  because  I  was  too  poor  ...  to 
this  day.  they  invite  me  now.  I  won't  set 
foot  in  that  door  .  .  ." 

It  was  a  life  with  some  tragedy.  His  broth- 
er Bernard  drowned  when  he  was  16;  years 
later  his  remaining  brother  would  die  at 
The  Battle  of  the  Bulge:  his  body,  says 
Ross,  is  still  "over  there.  "  Ross  graduated 
from  high  school,  moved  to  Duluth.  Minn., 
started  a  scrap  metal  business.  He  met  his 
wife  at  the  tables  in  Las  Vegas.  She  was  in  a 
maroon  dress,  beside  Clark  Gable,  and  such 
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a  knockout  Ross  assumed  she  was  a  movie 
actress.  He  was  trying  to  roll  four,  a  diffi- 
cult point.  If  I  make  it.  will  you  Introduce 
me  to  your  date?'  he  asked. 

She  turned  out  to  l)e  a  vacationing  Jewish 
girl  from  Duluth.  They  married.  They  had 
two  sons.  He  made  his  first  fortune  in  the 
fur  business,  then  lost  it;  made  his  second  as 
an  auctioneer  handling  government  surplus. 
He  broke  the  law  once,  as  a  very  young  man. 
dealing  stolen  copper,  but  he  confessed  im- 
mediately and  charges  were  never  pressed. 
In  58.  he  bought  Poly-Tech,  a  small  plastic- 
bag  manufacturing  plant  in  Eau  Claire.  Wis. 
Five  years  later,  he  was  $500,000  in  debt.  He 
pawned  his  wife's  furs  and.  working  with 
one  of  his  sons,  a  business  student,  was  able 
to  turn  the  business  around.  Up.  down;  up. 
down!  A  friend  of  25  years.  Mrs.  Eddie 
Cohen,  says  that  even  when  he  was  down 
"he  would  never  dwell  on  it;  he  was  an  up 
person.  But  Ross,  recalling  the  hard  times 
from  the  Inside,  says  there  were  times  you 
couldn't  help  but  feel  bad. 

•When  you  call  people  and  ask  for  help 
and  they  don't  answer  your  phone  calls. 
when  you  see  them  darting  into  doorways 
l)ecause  they're  afraid  you  re  going  to  ask 
them  for  a  loan,  when  you're  not  invited 
anywhere  .  . 

That  wasn't  his  style.  During  one  of  the 
up  periods,  he  bought  his  wife  a  fur.  and 
when,  during  a  get-together  with  six  other 
couples  who  were  their  closest  friends,  the 
women  admired  it.  Ross  said  that  if  he  got 
rich,  he'd  buy  everyone  of  those  ladies  a  fur. 
He  got  rich. 

They  teased  him  about  it. 
When    are    you    getting    us    our    mink. 
Percy?  Its  getting  colder  every  year.  '  Mrs. 
Eddie  Cohen  says. 

Ross  calls  a  furrier  friend  in  New  'Y'ork. 
He  has  him  send  in  50  or  60  furs.  He  hires  a 
country  club  for  the  night,  for  just  these  six 
couples  who  have  l)een  his  friends  for  life. 
Because  he  has  worried  a  bit  about  whether 
the  husbands  might  be  offended,  he  has  de- 
termined to  get  them  all  plastered  first.  He 
gets  everytKxly  plastered.  He  tells  the  band 
to  strike  up  ■Promises,  Promises."  He 
stands  up  in  front  of  the  curtain— oh.  yes 
Ross  likes  that  curtain— and  says.  Girls.  14 
years  ago,  I  made  you  a  promise. "  'Who  you 
kidding.  Percy?  "  they  yell. 
The  curtains  fly  open. 
A  half  dozen  models  start  parading  50.  60 
coats.  The  women  are  screaming.  For  the 
Fabulous  Mr.  Moola;  for  the  once-in-your- 
life  real  fairy  godfather,  for  him.  Percy 
Ross. 
Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

I  am  unhappily  married  and  planning  to 
get  a  divorce  in  order  to  marry  a  marvelous 
man  I  met  while  skiing  last  winter.  Could 
you  help  me  ($500  for  the  divorce)?  Could 
you  also  include  an  extra  $500  in  case  the 
new  marriage  doesn't  work  out?— R.P. 
Dear  R.P.: 

You  are  not  taking  marriage  seriously 
enough!  Sorry  no  money. 

So  now  there's  the  newspaper  column,  and 
an  average  of  4.000  letters  a  week.  There  are 
the  visits  to  schoolchildren,  to  whom  he 
gives  the  I-did-it-workhard-you-can-do-it- 
too  pep  talk,  followed  by  the  ride  in  his  lim- 
ousine. There  are  the  people  who  get  his 
numl)er  and  call  him  from  England  and 
Africa.  There  are  the  hard-luck  readers  he 
will  attend  to  himself;  the  junk  dealer  in 
Fargo.  N.D..  who  needs  a  truck;  well  it's 
clear  why  he  feels  close  to  that  one:  the 
lady  in  Seattle  who's  raising  her  dead  sis- 
ter's children,  as  well  as  her  own.  and  feels 
they  can  scrape  by  if  they  get  a  cow;  Ross 


win  go  out  himself— he  used  to  be  an  auc- 
tioneer, after  all— and  buy  her  a  cow. 

As  for  what  he  himself  is  missing,  what 
Ross  would  request  if  he  could  write  to  some 
fairy  godfather  like  himself;  he  can't  really 
say. 

I  wish  I  had  another  66  years. '  he  says, 
with  a  laugh.  Really.  I  ve  been  pretty 
lucky.  I  have  a  wife  who  loved  me  and  put 
up  with  me.  I  have  a  family  .    .  ' 

And  yet  he  seemed  somewhat  sad  at  the 
beginning  of  this  talk. 

•  Im  sad  a  lot  of  the  time. '  he  says.  I 
could  tell  you  stories,  but  you  probably 
wouldn't  believe  It  .  .  .  you  don't  know  what 
poverty  Is.  Or  what  buying  25  cenU  worth 
of  junk  was  like:  weighing  out  eight  pounds 
of  junk,  16  cents  a  pound  in  somet)ody  s 
kitchen.  I  don't  know  If  the  word  exactly  is 
degrading'  .  .  . 

It  was  hard. '  he  says.  "I  was  called 
Sheeny.  Christ  Killer.'  Goddamn  Dirty 
Jew— by  some  of  the  grandparents  of  the 
kids  I  buy  bicycles  for  now.  How  I  felt— I 
don't  know  how  to  explain  it— how  did  Shy- 
lock  feel?  He  knew  he  was  an  outcast  in  the 
community,  and  yet  there  they  were,  doing 
business  with  him.  There  we  were  in  that 
old  truck  .  .  . 

•Now  I'm  offering  hope."  he  says.  'I'm 
showing  all  rich  people  aren't  selfish;  they 
aren  t  bad:  I'm  saying  I  was  poor  once.  1 
worked  hard.  I  got  rich,  now  I'm  having  a 
terrific  time,  so  can  you  ..." 

And  so  what  if  the  rich  people  snub  him? 
And  so  what  if  the  Mellons  and  the  Rocke- 
fellers care  to  give  theirs  away  building  hos- 
pital wings  and  such?  He.  Percy  Ross,  will 
personally  fly  out  to  Seattle  next  week  and 
buy  that  milk  cow.  Because  he.  Percy  Ross, 
wants  to  have  the  satisfaction  of  delivering 
that  cow  to  that  lady  "  And  if  she  asks  him 
to  stay  to  supper,  you  can  bet  he  will  stay  to 
supper.  To  bask  not  in  the  publicity,  but  in 
the  appreciation,  the  thanks,  the  respect,  of 
a  woman  who  will  look  at  him  and  see  not  a 
•  Chirst-killer. "  not  a  "sheeny."  not  a  poor 
boy  left  standing  outside  the  country  club 
or  a  fellow  in  need  of  a  handout,  but  the 
Great  Fairy  Godfather,  the  Caring  Rich 
Person,  the  Generous  Human  Being,  the 
wonderful  Percy  Ross.« 


ANIMAL  AGRICULTURE  WEEK 

•  Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
are  in  the  midst  of  "Animal  Agricul- 
ture Week,"  I  wish  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  highlight  the  importance  of 
animal  agriculture  in  our  Nation.  Be- 
cause of  the  difficult  times  our  Na- 
tions  farmers  and  ranchers  are  cur- 
rently facing,  I  consider  it  more  impor- 
tant today  than  even  for  us  to  reem- 
phasize  our  commitment  to  the  animal 
agriculture  industry's  well-being  and 
stress  its  importance  to  our  national 
and  world  economy. 

Animal  agriculture  employs  a  wide 
range  of  ranchers,  farmers,  and  stock- 
men while  supporting  many  other  in- 
dustries. Animal  agriculture  products 
include  beef,  poultry,  pork.  eggs,  veal, 
wool,  leather,  milk,  and  dairy  prod- 
ucts, as  well  as  many  other  products 
that  are  essential  to  our  lifestyles. 
Fifty  percent  of  the  land  area  of  the 
world,  including  45  percent  of  the  land 
in  the  United  States  cannot  be  used  to 
grow  cultivated  crops,  yet.  much  of  it 
can  be  used  as  grazing  or  range  land. 


Through  animal  agriculture,  we  are 
able  to  harvest  food  from  the  billions 
of  acres  of  land  which  are  too  rough, 
too  dry,  or  too  infertile  to  produce 
crops. 

As  a  Texan,  I  am  proud  of  the  pri- 
mary role  my  State  plays  in  the  Na- 
tions  animal  agriculture  sector.  Texas 
is  the  No.  1  producer  of  cattle  and 
calves.  More  than  half  of  Texas'  agri- 
culture receipts  were  made  up  of  live- 
stock sales  last  year,  totaling  some  $5.1 
billion.  Every  dollar  of  cattle  sales  di- 
rectly generates  an  additional  $5  to  $6 
of  business  activity  in  the  farm  supply 
and  food  businesses. 

Animal  products  are  excellent 
sources  of  all  but  a  few  of  the  essential 
nutrients  necessary  to  a  healthy  diet. 
They  provide  these  essential  nutrients 
in  appropriate  proportion  with  calo- 
ries consumed.  Animal  agriculture  is 
particularly  Important  because  it  con- 
verts otherwise  wasted  resources  into 
essential  protein  and  nutrients. 

For  example,  in  addition  to  grazing 
land,  80  percent  of  the  feed  consumed 
by  beef  cattle  in  the  United  States 
comes  from  roughages  and  byproducts 
not  edible  by  man.  The  grain  that  is 
fed  to  cattle  is  not  food  grain,  but  feed 
grain  that  would  otherwise  not  be 
edible  for  humans. 

In  my  view,  those  of  us  who  are  in- 
volved in  deciding  the  agriculture 
policy  for  this  Nation  sometimes 
appear  to  forget  the  Important  role 
played  by  the  animal  producing  seg- 
ment of  our  overall  agricultural  Indus- 
try. As  we  look  at  future  farm  pro- 
grams involving  wheat,  corn,  grain  sor- 
ghum, and  other  feed  grains.  It  Is  im- 
portant that  we  remember  the  crucial 
part  that  animal  agriculture  plays  In 
Insuring  these  grain  producers  have  a 
market  for  their  products.  As  we  work 
toward  curbing  our  dairy  production, 
we  need  to  be  watching  how  an  In- 
creased culling  rate  of  dairy  cows  af- 
fects our  beef  cattle  Industry— an  In- 
dustry that  Is  not  subsidized  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  critical  and  primary  role  that 
animal  agriculture  plays  in  our  overall 
agricultural  economy  cannot  be  over- 
emphasized. I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
remember  the  Importance  of  this  in- 
dustry in  the  weeks  and  years  ahead 
as  we  decide  the  future  course  of  our 
farm  policies.* 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
ask  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
what  the  program  Is  for  Monday  inso- 
far as  he  can  see. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


ORDER  VITIATING  CONVENING 
TIME  FOR  SATURDAY 

Mr.  BAKER.  First,  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  minority  leader,  let  me 
say  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  to  vi- 
tiate the  order  of  the  Senate  to  con- 
vene on  Saturday,  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  believe 
that  the  situation  Is  such  that  if  we 
adjourn  this  evening  under  the  order 
already  entered  that  we  will  do  so 
under  the  'boilerplate"  language  that 
has  already  been  agreed  to.  is  that  not 
correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
would  say  to  the  minority  leader  that 
I  hope  the  warring  parties  to  the  agri- 
culture target  price  bill  can  come  to- 
gether and  give  us  an  opportunity  to 
work  on  that  measure  and  maybe  even 
dispose  of  it  in  a  relatively  brief  period 
of  time.  So  that  Is  the  first  thing  I 
would  hope  we  can  do  on  Monday. 

There  are  other  things  that  are 
available  that  I  would  very  much  like 
to  take  up  if  we  can  arrange  for  that. 
For  instance,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  appropriations  bill.  We  were 
not  able  to  get  a  time  agreement  on 
that  before,  but  maybe  attitudes  will 
mellow  and  positions  will  change.  I 
will  try  that  again  on  Monday  to  see  if 
we  can  work  out  an  arrangement  to 
take  up  that  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  If  the  majority  leader 
will  yield.  I  would  hope— since  it  does 
not  cost  anything  for  me  to  hope- 
that  the  majority  leader  would  move 
to  take  up  that  bill  Monday. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  that 
would  be  a  good  day  for  it.  Let  me  say 
now  that  I  will  Include  that  in  the  list 
of  things  I  would  like  to  do  on 
Monday.  And  I  hope  that  we  will  suc- 
ceed in  that  effort. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  other 
matters  for  this  coming  week  include, 
of  course,  the  continuation  of  the 
debate  on  the  motion  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  the  Radio  Marti 
bill  on  which  there  will  be  a  cloture 
vote  on  Wednesday.  I  expect  to  try  to 
provide  a  brief  time  before  that  clo- 
ture vote  for  further  comments  or  re- 
marks the  parties  may  wish  to  make, 
since  we  did  not  utilize  our  full  time 
on  that  measure  today.  I  know  some 
Senators  who  wish  to  be  recognized 
have  not  yet  had  a  chance  to  speak. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  other  meas- 
ures that  many  Senators  wish  to  have 
brought  up  before  we  go  out  on  the 
5th  of  August.  They  Include  the  reve- 
nue sharing  reauthorization  bill.  If  we 


cannot  do  that  this  week,  maybe  we 
can  do  that  next  week. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  Is  push- 
ing very  hard  to  get  two  bills  taken  up 
of  special  interest  to  his  jurisdiction; 
that  is,  the  foreign  assistance  authori- 
zation bill  and  the  State  Department 
authorization  bill.  Both  of  those  bills 
are  controversial,  but  they  should  go 
on  the  list  of  possible  items  next  week 
that  can  be  taken  up. 

The  intelligence  authorization  bill  is 
here  and  available.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee.  Senator 
GoLDWATER,  has  suggested  we  ought  to 
consider  the  possibility  of  addressing 
that  in  the  coming  week  and  before  we 
go  out,  as  well. 

There  are  conference  reports  that 
may  become  available,  and  as  and 
when  they  do,  of  course,  they  will  be 
placed  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  less  definitive 
than  I  would  like  to  make  my  answer 
to  the  minority  leader,  but  it  is  a  list 
at  least  of  the  things  I  hope  we  can  do 
next  week. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader.  Mr.  President,  I  see  no  other 
Senator  seeking  recognition. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the  ma- 
jority leader  has  yielded  the  floor,  and 
if  he  has  not,  if  he  would  yield. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
minority  lender  permit  me  to  do  one 
other  thing? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Yes. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  apologize  to  him.  I 
failed  to  see  a  calendar  of  cleared 
items  here. 

Could  I  ask  the  minority  leader  if  he 
wishes  to  go  forward  with  these  rou- 
tine items  now  or  would  he  rather  do 
them  on  Monday? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  will  be 
very  happy  to  proceed  now  if  the  ma- 
jority leader  wishes. 

First,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Chair  If 
a  message  from  the  House  has  been  re- 
ceived on  H.R.  2760. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  not  received  a  message 
from  the  House  on  H.R.  2760. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  CERTAIN 
ACTION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  first 
request  I  would  make  is  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  the  distinguished  Vice  Presi- 
dent is  not  here  and  available  this 
weekend,  nor  is  the  distinguished 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate. 
Therefore,  with  due  humility,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  the 
adjournment  of  the  Senate  over  until 
Monday,  August  1.  1983,  the  majority 
leader  be  authorized  to  sign  any  duly 
enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROCLAIMING  A  DAY  OF  NA- 
T-IONAL  CELEBRATION  OF  THE 
TWO  HUNDREDTH  ANNIVERSA- 
RY OF  THE  SIGNING  OF  THE 
TREATY  OF  PARIS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
say  to  the  minority  leader  that  I 
would  propose  now  to  proceed  to  the 
corislderatlon  of  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 321,  if  there  is  no  objection. 

Mr.  BYRD.  No  objection,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  House 
Joint  Resolution  321.  to  proclaim  a 
day  of  national  celebration  of  the 
200th  armiversary  of  the  signing  of 
the  Treaty  of  Paris. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
resolution  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  House  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  321)  to 
proclaim  a  day  of  national  celebration  of 
the  200th  anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the 
Treaty  of  Paris. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  Immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  joint  resolution? 

There  l)eing  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolu- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  is  before  the  Senate 
and  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be 
no  amendment  to  be  offered,  the  ques- 
tion is  on  the  third  reading  and  pas- 
sage of  the  joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  321) 
was  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  was 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
joint  resolution  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  May  I  say  to  the  mi- 
nority leader.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
two  Senate  resolutions  and  a  House 
concurrent  resolution  cleared  on  this 
side.  They  are  Calendar  Order  Nos. 
322,  323,  and  326.  If  the  minority 
leader  is  prepared  to  do  so,  I  would  ask 
that  we  next  consider  those. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  those 
items  have  been  cleared  on  this  side. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Would  the  minority 
leader  mind  if  we  consider  those  en 
bloc? 

Mr.  BYRD.  No  objection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  items  just 
identified  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SENATE  PAGE  PROGRAM 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  184)  relating 
to  the  Senate  page  program,  was  con- 
sidered, and  agreed  to.  as  follows: 
S.  Res.  184 

Resolved.  That  until  otherwise  hereafter 
provided  for  by  law.  there  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate  such 
amounts  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  to  furnish  educa- 
tional services  and  related  items  for  Senate 
Pages  in  accordance  with  this  resolution. 

Sec.  2.  The  Senate  Page  Program  shall  be 
administered  by  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  and 
Etoorkeeper  of  the  Senate  and  the  Secretar- 
ies for  the  Majority  and  Minority  of  the 
Senate.  All  policy  decisions  regarding  the 
operation  of  the  Senate  Page  Program  shall 
be  made  by  the  Senate  Management  Board, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  Majority  and 
Minority  Leaders  of  the  Senate. 

Sec.  3.  In  order  to  provide  educational 
services  and  related  items  for  Senate  Pages, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  is  authorized  to 
enter  into  a  contract,  agreement,  or  other 
arrangement  with  the  Board  of  Education 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  to  provide 
such  educational  services  and  items  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  may  deem  appropriate. 

Sec.  4.  The  educational  services  under  the 
Senate  Page  Program  shall  consist  of  an 
academic  year  comprising  two  terms,  and  a 
page  serving  in  such  program  shall  be  in  the 
llth  grade. 

Sec.  5.  This  resolution  shall  take  effect  as 
of  the  date  of  its  approval. 


GRATUITY  TO  KATHERINE  C. 
AHLERS 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  186)  to  pay  a 
gratuity  to  Katherine  C.  Ahlers  was 
considered,  and  agreed  to,  as  follows: 
S.  Res.  186 

Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  hereby  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay.  from  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
Senate,  to  Katherine  C.  Ahlers.  widow  of 
John  C.  Ahlers.  an  employee  of  the  Senate 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  sum  equal  to  one 
year's  compensation  at  the  rate  he  was  re- 
ceiving by  law  at  the  time  of  his  death,  said 
sum  to  be  considered  inclusive  of  funeral  ex- 
penses and  all  other  allowances. 


The      lOOTH      ANNIVERSARY      OF 
THE      BIRTH      OF      HARRY      S 

TRUMAN 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  126)  providing  for  the  commemo- 
rative of  the  100th  anniversary  of  the 
birth  of  Harry  S  Truman,  was  consid- 
ered, and  agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  en  bloc  the  vote  by 
which  the  resolutions  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


REPRE- 

SENATE 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR 
SENTATION  BY  THE 
LEGAL  COUNCIL 

Mr.     BAKER.     Mr.     President,     on 
behalf  of  the  distinguished  minority 


leader  and  myself,  I  send  a  resolution 
to  the  desk  with  respect  to  the  Senate 
Legal  Counsel  and  ask  for  its  immedi- 
ate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  190)  to  authorize  rep- 
resentation by  the  Senate  Legal  Counsel  of 
Senator  Stevens  and  C.  Braxton  Valentine. 
Jr..  a  Senate  employee,  in  the  case  of 
Robert  Fierer  v.  Daniel  Minchew. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  this  res- 
olution would  authorize  and  direct  the 
Senate  Legal  Counsel  to  represent 
Senator  Ted  Stevens  and  staff  of  the 
Select  Committee  on  Ethics  in  re- 
sponse to  two  subpenas  duces  tecum 
which  have  been  served  by  the  defend- 
ant in  the  case  of  Robert  Fierer 
against  Daniel  Minchew,  now  pending 
in  the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Maryland.  The  subpenas  direct 
the  production  of  investigatory 
records  pertaining  to  the  proceedings 
of  the  Ethics  Committee  in  1978  and 
1979  regarding  Senator  Talmadge.  At 
Senator  Stevens'  request,  the  Senate 
Legal  Counsel  would  be  authorized  to 
assert  all  privileges  to  which  the  com- 
mittee may  be  entitled  to  protect 
these  sensitive  records. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble, 
reads  as  follows: 

S.  RES.   190 

Whereas,  the  case  of  Robert  Fierer  v. 
Daniel  mncheu:  Civil  Action  No.  B-79- 
2003.  is  pending  in  the  United  States  Dis- 
trict Court  for  the  District  of  Maryland: 

Whereas,  counsel  for  the  defendant  has 
served  trial  subpenas  for  the  production  of 
documents  upon  Senator  Ted  Stevens. 
Chairman  of  the  Select  Committee  on 
Ethics,  or  his  agent,  and  upon  C.  Braxton 
Valentine.  Jr.,  Staff  Director  of  the  Com- 
mittee, relating  to  the  Committee's  investi- 
gation of  former  Senator  Herman  Talmadge 
and  former  Senate  employee  Daniel  Min- 
chew: 

Whereas,  title  VII  of  the  Ethics  in  Gov- 
ernment Act  of  1978.  Public  Law  No.  95-521. 
establishes  the  Office  of  Senate  Legal  Coun- 
sel and  provides  that  the  Senate  may  direct 
its  Counsel  to  represent  the  Senate,  its  com- 
mittees. Members,  officers,  and  employees: 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  pursuant  to  section 
704(a)(2)  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act 
of  1978.  the  Senate  Legal  Counsel  is  direct- 
ed to  represent  Senator  Ted  Stevens  and 
staff  of  the  Select  Committee  on  Ethics  in 
connection  with  the  subpoenas  served  for 
the  production  of  documents  in  the  case  of 
Robert  Fierer  v.  Daniel  Minchew.  Civil 
Action  No.  B-79-2003. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
resolution  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


THE  EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  on 
today's  Executive  Calendar,  those 
nominations  beginning  on  page  2, 
under  new  reports,  and  continuing 
through  page  3,  page  4  and  page  5. 
nominations  placed  on  the  Secretary's 
desk  in  the  Air  Force,  Army.  Marine 
Corps,  Navy,  have  been  cleared  for 
action  on  this  side. 

Could  I  inquire  of  the  minority 
leader  if  he  is  prepared  to  consider  at 
this  time  any  or  all  of  the  nomina- 
tions? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  all  nomi- 
nations on  pages  1  through  5  have 
been  cleared  on  this  side  with  the  ex- 
ception of  calendar  orders  numbered 
234  and  235. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  that,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  nominations  of  the  calendar  as  cal- 
endar orders  numbered  238.  239,  240, 
241,  242.  243.  244.  245.  246.  247.  248. 
and  the  nominations  placed  on  the 
Secretary's  desk  be  the  subject  of  con- 
sideration by  the  Senate  in  executive 
session.  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  go  into  executive  ses- 
sion for  the  purpose  of  considering 
those  nominations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  the  consid- 
eration of  executive  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  nominations  are 
considered  and  confirmed  en  bloc. 

The  nominations  considered  and 
confirmed  en  bloc  are  as  follows: 
In  the  Air  Force 
The  following-named  officer  under  the 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
•section  601.  to  be  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  designated  by 
the  President  under  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Leo  Marquez,  525-70-7698FR, 
U.S.  Air  Force. 

The  follow-named  officer  for  appointment 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  on  the  re- 
tired list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  section  1370: 
To  be  lieutenant  general 
Lt.  Gen.  Richard  E.  Merkling.  557-20- 
9153FR.  U.S.  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  on 
the  retired  list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  section  1370: 
To  be  lieutenant  general 
Lt.  Gen.  Lynwood  E.  Clark,  087-20- 
7534FR.  U.S.  Air  Force. 


The  following-named  officer  under  the 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
section  601.  to  be  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  designated  by 
the  President  under  title  10.  United  Stales 
Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Bruce  K.  Brown.  525-52- 
6910FR.  U.S.  Air  Force. 


In  The  Army 

The  following-named  officer  under  the 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
section  601.  to  be  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  designated  by 
the  President  under  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Clarence  E.  McKnight,  Jr.,  413- 
34-8454,  U.S.  Army. 

In  the  Navy 
The  following-named  officer  to  be  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  indicated 
under   the    provisions   of   title    10,    United 
States  Code,  section  1370. 

To  be  vice  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  Thomas  J.  Bigley,  010-20-3124/ 
1110,  U.S.  Navy. 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Daniel  G.  Amstutz.  of  New  York,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  vice  Seeley 
Lodwick.  resigned. 

Farm  Credit  Administration 
Paul    I.    Enns.    of    California,    to    be    a 
member  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board. 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  for  a  term  ex- 
piring March  31.  1989. 

Joseph  Ali-son  Kyser.  of  Alabama,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board. 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  for  a  term  ex- 
piring March  31,  1989. 

Federal  Election  Commission 
Joan  D.  Aikens,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Election  Commis- 
sion, for  a  term  expiring  April  30.  1989. 

John  Warren  McGarry.  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  a  member  of  the  Federal  Election 
Commission  for  a  term  expiring  April  30. 
1989. 

Nominations   Placed   on   the   Secretary's 

Desk  in  the  Air  Force.  Army,   Marine 

Corps.  Navy 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Barry  D. 

Guyse.  and  ending  Robert  C.  Sparks,  which 

nominations  were  received  by   the  Senate 

and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record 

of  June  27.  1983. 

Air  Force  nominations  James  E.  Cobean, 
which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
June  27.  1983. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  David  A. 
Beasley.  and  ending  Xel  Sant'Anna.  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  on 
July  8.  1983.  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Karel  B. 
Absolon.  and  ending  Eriind  G.  Royer.  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate 
and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  July  11.  1983. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Scott  L. 
Brummelt.  and  ending  Leonard  Smith.  Jr.. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  In  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Army  nominations  beginning  James  P.  Ba- 
sista,  and  ending  Dennis  P.  Mcknight,  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate 


and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  June  27.  1983. 

Army  nominations  beginning  James  N. 
Stearns.  Jr.,  and  ending  Stanley  J.  Wolanin. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Larry  E. 
Caylor.  and  ending  Christopher  Vanasche. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Stanford  W. 
Hickman,  and  ending  Brian  E.  Nockleby. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning 
Tommy  L.  Adair,  and  ending  Stephen  W. 
Zolomij.  which  nominations  were  received 
by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  June  27.  1983. 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning 
Robert  H.  Caldwell,  and  ending  Troy  M. 
Mitchell,  which  nominations  were  received 
by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Dianne 
Marie  Abruzzo.  and  ending  Rober  Werling. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  June  27,  1983. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Gary  Wayne 
Aaron,  and  ending  Peter  Burr  Loomis.  IV. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  14,  1983. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Gerald  Paul 
Abbott,  and  ending  Michael  J.  Zakrajsek. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  21.  1983. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
nominations  were  confirmed  en  bloc. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  President 
be  immediately  notified  of  the  confir- 
mation of  these  nominations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
return  to  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 153— CONDITIONAL  AD- 
JOURNMENT OF  THE  TWO 
HOUSES  OF  CONGRESS 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  of  the  Chair,  is  the  adjourn- 
ment resolution  at  the  desk? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
adjournment  resolution  is  at  the  desk. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  be- 
lieve, but  may  I  inquire  of  the  Chair,  is 
it  necessary  under  the  statute  that  a 
rollcall  vote  occur  on  that  resolution? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
statute  requires  a  rollcall  vote.  Howev- 


er, that  requirement  may  be  waived  by 
unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  statu- 
tory requirement  for  the  rollcall  vote 
be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Now,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  Chair  lay  before  the 
Senate  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
153. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
resolution  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  153 
Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Thursday.  August  4, 
1983.  or  on  Friday.  August  5.  1983.  pursuant 
to  a  motion  made  by  the  Majority  Leader, 
or  his  designee,  in  accordance  with  this  reso- 
lution, and  that  when  the  Senate  adjourns 
on  Wednesday.  August  3.  1983.  or  Thursday. 
August  4.  1983.  or  on  Friday.  August  5,  1983, 
pursuant  to  a  motion  made  by  the  Majority 
Leader  in  accordance  with  this  resolution, 
they  stand  adjourned  until  12  o'clock  merid- 
ian on  Monday.  September  12.  1983.  or  until 
12  o'clock  meridian  on  the  second  day  after 
Members  are  notified  to  reassemble  pursu- 
ant to  section  2  of  this  concurrent  resolu- 
tion whichever  occurs  first. 

Sec  2.  The  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the 
Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate  shall  notify 
the  Members  of  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
respectively,  to  reassemble  whenever,  in 
their  opinion,  the  public  interest  shall  war- 
rant it. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
discussed  this  matter  with  the  minori- 
ty leader;  and  in  the  usual  or  extraor- 
dinary circumstance  that  would  re- 
quire the  Speaker  and  me  to  concur  in 
the  call  for  Congress  to  reconvene, 
before  any  such  determination  is 
made.  I  will  consult  with  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader.  I  compliment  the  Speaker  and 
the  majority  leader  on  the  recall  pro- 
vision. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  153)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
concurrent  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


THE  ATTORNEY  GENERALS 
STATEMENT  ON  PRESIDENT 
REAGAN'S  APPEARANCE 

BEFORE  THE  ILA 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  called  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  on  yester- 
day a  UPI  wire  which  made  reference 
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to  something  that  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral had  said  with  respect  to  Congress. 

I  simply  want  to  say  that  the  Attor- 
ney General  called  me  and  gave  a  very 
satisfactory  explanation  with  regard 
to  the  matter,  so  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned. 

I  watched  him  on  television  this 
morning  and  listened  to  his  explana- 
tion. Inasmuch  as  yesterday  I  publicly 
remonstrated  against  his  words,  I  wish 
today  to  thank  him  publicly  for  his 
call  and  to  say  again  that  his  explana- 
tion is  satisfactory  to  me. 


SENATE  PROCEDURE  ON 
MONDAY 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  the 
majority  leader  what  hour  on  Monday 
he  feels  we  might  expect  the  first  vote. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  say.  since  the  schedule  is  a 
little  fluid. 

It  is  my  understanding,  however, 
that  a  meeting  l)etween  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  certain  principally 
interested  Senators  will  not  occur 
until  after  the  noon  hour.  Based  on 
that,  I  would  not  expect  any  votes— 
certainly  no  votes  other  than  proce- 
dural votes,  such  as  to  compel  the  at- 
tendance of  absent  Senators— prior  to 
midaftemoon  and  probably  later. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  11  A.M. 
MONDAY.  AUGUST  1,  1983 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  see  no 
other  Senators  seeking  recognition. 

I  move,  in  accordance  with  the  order 
previously  entered,  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  until  11  a.m.  on 
Monday  next. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  at 
8:06  p.m.  the  Senate  adjourned  until 
Monday,  August  1.  1983,  at  11  a.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  July  29,  1983: 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Daniel  G.  Amstutz,  of  New  York,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

Paul  I.  Enns.  of  California,  to  t>e  a 
memt)er  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board, 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  for  a  term  ex- 
piring March  31.  1989. 

Joseph  Alison  Kyser,  of  Alabama,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board, 


Farm  Credit  Administration,  for  a  term  ex- 
piring March  31.  1989. 

Federal  Election  Commission 

Joan  D.  Aikens,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Election  Commis- 
sion, for  a  term  expiring  April  30.  1989. 

John  Warren  McGarry.  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  a  member  of  the  Federal  Election 
Commission,  for  a  term  expiring  April  30. 
1989. 

The  above  nominations  were  approved 
subject  to  the  nominees'  commitments  to  re- 
spond to  requests  to  appear  and  testify 
before  any  duly  constituted  committee  of 
the  Senate. 

In  the  Air  Force 

The  following-named  officer  under  the 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
section  601.  to  be  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  designated  by 
the  President  under  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Leo  Marquez,  525-70-7698PR. 
United  States  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  on 
the  retired  list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  section  1370: 
7"o  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen  Richard  E.  Merkling,  557-20- 
9153FR.  U.S.  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  on 
the  retired  list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  section  1370: 
To  6e  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Lynwood  E.  Clark.  087-20- 
7534FR,  U.S.  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  under  the 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
section  601,  to  be  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  designated  by 
the  President  under  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  section  601: 

To  fte  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Bruce  K.  Brown.  525-52- 
6910FR.  U.S.  Air  Force. 

In  the  Army 

The  following-named  officer  under  the 
provisions  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
section  601.  to  be  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  designated  by 
the  President  under  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Clarence  E.  McKnight,  Jr..  413- 
34-8454.  U.S.  Army. 

In  the  Navy 

The  following-named  officer  to  be  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  indicated 
under  the  provisions  of  title  10,  United 
Slates  Code,  section  1370. 

To  be  vice  admiral 

Vice  Adm.  Thomas  J.  Bigley.  010-20-3124/ 
1110.  U.S.  Navy. 

In  the  Air  Force 
Air  Force  nominations  l>eginning  Barry  D. 
Guyse.  and  ending  Robert  C.  Sparks,  which 


nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate 
and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  June  27,  1983. 

Air  Force  nomination  of  James  E.  Cobean. 
which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
June  27.  1983. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  David  A. 
Beasley.  and  ending  Xel  Sant'Anna.  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  on 
July  8.  1983,  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Karel  B. 
Absolon.  and  ending  Erlind  G.  Royer.  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate 
and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  July  11.  1983. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Scott  L. 
Brummett.  and  ending  Leonard  Smith.  Jr.. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

In  the  Army 

Army  nominations  beginning  James  P.  Ba- 
sista.  and  ending  Dennis  P.  Mcknight,  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate 
and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  June  27.  1983. 

Army  nominations  beginning  James  N. 
Stearns.  Jr.,  and  ending  Stanley  J.  Wolanin. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  H.  1983. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Larry  E. 
Caylor.  and  ending  Christopher  Vanasche. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Stanford  W. 
Hickman,  and  ending  Brian  E.  Nockleby. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  11.  1983. 

In  the  Marine  Corps 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning 
Tommy  L.  Adair,  and  ending  Stephen  W. 
Zolomij.  which  nominations  were  received 
by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  June  27.  1983. 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning 
Robert  H.  Caldwell,  and  ending  Troy  M. 
Mitchell,  which  nominations  were  received 
by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  July  II.  1983. 

In  the  Navy 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Dianne 
Marie  Abruzzo.  and  ending  Robert  Werling. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  June  27.  1983. 

Navy  nominations  tjeginning  Gary  Wayne 
Aaron,  and  ending  Peter  Burr  Loomis.  IV. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  14.  1983. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Gerald  Paul 
Abbott,  and  ending  Michael  J.  Zakrajsek. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
RECORDOf  July  21.  1983. 
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The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  pray,  O  God,  for  Your  blessing 
upon  us  and  we  thank  you  for  all  the 
gifts  that  Your  creation  bestows.  For 
friendship  and  loyalty,  for  camarade- 
rie and  compassion,  for  kindly  and 
loving  hearts,  we  offer  our  thanksgiv- 
ing and  praise.  May  Your  spirit  of 
faith,  hope,  and  love  be  with  us  this 
day  and  every  day.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  laist  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  with 
amendments  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  3415.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia and  other  activities  chargeable  in 
whole  or  in  part  against  the  revenues  of  said 
District  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  insists  upon  its  amend- 
ments to  the  bill  (H.R.  3415)  entitled 
"An  act  making  appropriations  for  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia and  other  activities  chargeable  in 
whole  or  in  part  against  the  revenues 
of  said  District  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1984,  and  for 
other  purposes, "  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Specter,  Mr.  Hatfield, 
Mr.  Mattingly,  Mr.  Domenici,  Mr. 
Leahy,  Mr.  Stennis.  and  Mr.  Bumpers 
to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 


INTERNATIONAL  RECOVERY 
AND  FINANCIAL  STABILITY  ACT 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  249  and  rule  XXIII,  the 
Chair  declares  the  House  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  2957. 
in  the  committee  of  the  whole 

Accordingly     the     House     resolved 
itself    into    the    Committee    of    the 


Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2957),  to  extend  the  au- 
thority of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  encourage  balanced 
worldwide  economic  growth,  provide 
for  continued  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund, 
strengthen  the  supervision  of  interna- 
tional lending  by  U.S.  banks,  and  pro- 
vide for  continued  U.S.  participation 
in  multilateral  development  banks, 
with  Mr.  Alexander  (Chairman  pro 
tempore)  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore. 
When  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
rose  on  Tuesday.  July  26,  1983,  title  III 
was  open  to  amendment. 

Are  there  any  further  amendments 
to  title  III? 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  com- 
mend the  fine  work  of  the  Banking 
Committee  and  the  very  able  chair- 
man of  the  International  Trade  Sub- 
committee for  his  excellent  work  in 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor.  The  leg- 
islation takes  substantial  strides 
toward  clarifying  and  strengthening 
the  mandate  of  the  Eximbank  and  as- 
suring the  international  competitive- 
ness of  Bank  financing.  I  applaud  the 
committees  efforts  and  hope  that  the 
authorities  provided  in  this  legislation 
will  enable  the  Bank  to  help  U.S.  firms 
compete  more  successfully  in  world 
markets. 

In  this  regard,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  address  the  question  of 
service  industries.  As  you  know,  trade 
in  services  represents  one  of  the  fast- 
est growing  areas  in  export  trade.  The 
production  of  services  currently  ac- 
counts for  over  67  percent  of  our  Na- 
tions  GNP  and  employs  nearly  half  of 
the  Nation's  private  work  force.  In 
1981,  U.S.  service  exports  supported  an 
estimated  $54  billion  services  trade 
surplus.  Over  the  last  decade,  service 
exports  have  played  an  important  role 
in  offsetting  increasing  trade  deficits 
in  traditional  manufactured  goods. 

It  is  time  to  recognize  the  vitality 
and  importance  of  our  service  indus- 
tries from  an  international  trade  per- 
spective. Although  we  remain  the 
world's  leading  services  exporter,  the 
U.S.  share  of  total  world  service  ex- 
ports fell  from  20  percent  to  15  per- 
cent between  1972  and  1980.  Increas- 
ingly, the  same  types  of  trade  barriers 
and  foreign  subsidies  which  have  hurt 
U.S.  exporters  of  manufactured  goods 
are  emerging  in  the  services  sector. 
Greater  attention  to  the  effects  of 
these  international  practices  on  U.S. 
service  exports  will  be  essential  if  we 


are  to  retain  our  current  preeminent 
role  in  this  area. 

As  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina is  aware,  companion  Senate  legis- 
lation would  mandate  increased  atten- 
tion to  the  services  sector  by  the  Ex- 
imbank by  requiring  that  services  be 
afforded  the  same  consideration  for 
Bank  support  as  other  export  sectors. 
While  it  is  not  my  intention  to  offer  a 
similar  amendment  to  the  legislation 
before  us  today,  I  would  hope  that 
this  matter  is  something  which  can  be 
regarded  favorably  in  conference. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  personal- 
ly. I  have  long  thought  that  Eximbank 
should  give  careful  attention  to  fi- 
nancing the  export  of  services  as  well 
as  manufactured  goods.  Economically, 
there  is  little  distinction  between  the 
two  types  of  exports.  Both  increase 
our  foreign  earnings,  and  both  employ 
more  Americans  in  the  export  sector. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  Exim- 
bank does  not  consciously  discriminate 
against  services.  In  fact,  the  latest  no- 
tification Eximbank  sent  to  the  Con- 
gress is  a  notification  of  a  new  loan  to 
finance  the  export  of  project  manage- 
ment services  for  a  nuclear  science  and 
engineering  center  in  Indonesia.  Exim- 
bank will  extend  a  direct  credit  of 
about  $4  million  to  cover  the  purchase, 
from  Bechtel  Petroleum.  Inc.,  of  serv- 
ices that  include  project  management, 
construction  management,  procure- 
ment management,  quality  assurance, 
project  control,  and  training.  This  is.  I 
think,  a  good  example  of  our  potential 
for  the  export  of  services,  and  of  Ex- 
imbank s  readiness  to  finance  them, 
where  appropriate. 

I  have  looked  at  the  language  on 
services  in  the  Eximbank  legislation 
reported  by  the  Senate  Banking  Com- 
mittee. I  am  certainly  prepared  to  give 
it  my  close  attention  in  conference.  I 
cannot,  of  course,  commit  the  confer- 
ees, and  I  must  reserve  my  own  posi- 
tion until  we  enter  conference  negotia- 
tions. This  particular  language  is  but 
one  instance  of  many  potential  differ- 
ences that  must  be  reconciled,  and  it 
will  have  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  con- 
text of  all  the  conference  compro- 
mises. 

Nonetheless,  whatever  comes  out  of 
conference,  I  will  continue  to  support 
Eximbank  efforts  to  finance  the 
export  of  services. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  re- 
mainder of  the  bill,  H.R.  2957,  be  con- 
sidered as  read,  printed  in  the  Record, 
and  open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 


D  This  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
•  This    "bullei  "  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  text  of  title  IV  and  title  V  is  as 
follows: 

TITLE  IV-INTERNATIONAL  LENDING 
SUPERVISION 

Sec.  401.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
"International  Lending  Supervision  Act  of 
1983 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  402.  (a)  The  term  appropriate  Feder- 
al banking  agency"  has  the  same  meaning 
assigned  to  the  term  in  section  3(q)  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act  (12  U.S.C. 
1813(q)).  and.  for  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
'appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  "  for 
bank  holding  companies  and  any  nonbank 
subsidiary  thereof.  Edge  Act  corporations 
organized  under  section  25(a)  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Act  (12  U.S.C.  611-631).  and  agree- 
ment corporations  operating  subject  to  sec- 
tion 25  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  601-604(8))  is  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 

(b)  The  term  "banking  institution",  for 
purposes  of  this  title,  means  any  "insured 
bank  ".  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  3(h)  of 
the  Federal  DepKJsIt  Insurance  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  1813(h))  or  any  subsidiary  of  an  in- 
sured bank:  any  Edge  Act  corporation  orga- 
nized under  section  25(a)  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Act  (12  use.  611-631):  and  any  agree 
ment  corporation  operating  subject  to  sec- 
tion 25  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  (12 
use.  601-604(a)).  To  the  extent  deter- 
mined by  the  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency,  the  term  "banking  institution"  shall 
also  include  any  agency  or  branch  of  a  for- 
eign bank,  and  any  commercial  lending  com- 
pany owned  or  controlled  by  one  or  more 
foreign  banks  or  companies  that  control  a 
foreign  bank  as  those  terms  are  defined  in 
the  International  Banking  Act  of  1978  (12 
U.S.C.  3101).  The  term  banking  institu- 
tion" shall  not' include  a  foreign  bank. 

(c)  The  term  "Examination  Council"  for 
the  purposes  of  this  title  shall  have  the 
same  meaning  as  the  term  "Council"  as  that 
term  is  defined  in  the  Federal  Financial  In- 
stitutions Examination  Council  Act  of  1978 
(12  U.S.C.  3301  et  seq). 

STRENGTHENED  SUPERVISION  OF 
INTERNATIONAL  LENDING 

Sec  403.  Each  appropriate  Federal  bank- 
ing agency  shall  evaluate  banking  institu- 
tion foreign  country  exposure  and  transfer 
risk  for  use  in  banking  institution  examina- 
tion and  supervision.  Each  such  agency 
shall  establish  examination  and  supervisory 
procedures  to  assure  that  factors  such  as 
foreign  country  exposure  and  transfer  risk 
are  taken  into  account  in  evaluating  the 
adequacy  of  the  capital  of  banking  institu- 
tions. 

RESERVES 

Sec  404.  (a)  Pursuant  to  regulations  pro- 
mulgated by  the  Examination  Council,  each 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  shall 
require  a  banking  institution  to  establish 
and  maintain  a  special  reserve  whenever  in 
the  judgment  of  such  agency: 

(1)  the  quality  of  such  institution's  assets 
has  been  impaired  by  a  protracted  inability 
of  public  or  private  borrowers  in  a  foreign 
country  to  make  payments  on  their  external 
indebtedness  as  indicated  by  such  factors, 
among  others,  as  a  failure  by  such  public  or 
private  l)orrowers  to  make  full  interest  pay- 
ments on  external  indebtedness,  or  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  any  restructured 


indebtedness,  or  a  failure  by  the  foreign 
country  to  comply  with  any  International 
Monetary  Fund  or  other  suitable  adjust- 
ment program,  or  where  no  definite  pros- 
pects exist  for  the  orderly  restoration  of 
debt  service:  or 

(2)  there  is  a  substantial  likelihood  that 
such  debt  cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to 
be  repaid  in  accordance  with  its  original 
terms  and  conditions  without  additional 
borrowing  or  a  major  restructuring. 

(b)  The  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  shall  have  the  discretion  to  grant 
reasonable  time  periods  to  a  banking  insti- 
tution required  to  establish  such  a  special 
reserve  to  come  into  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirement, if  such  action  is  taken  to  avoid 
disrupting  orderly  international  lending. 

(c)  Special  reserves  established  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  charged  against  cur- 
rent income  and  shall  not  be  considered  as 
part  of  capital  and  surplus  or  allowances  for 
possible  loan  losses  for  bank  regulatory  or 
supervisory  purposes. 

(d)  The  Examination  Council  shall  pro- 
mulgate regulations  to  implement  this  sec- 
tion within  one  hundred  and  eighty  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title. 
The  appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies 
shall  promulgate  regulations  or  orders  nec- 
essary to  implement  this  section  within 
ninety  days  after  the  promulgation  of  such 
Examination  Council  regulations. 

ACCOUNTING  FOR  FEES  ON  INTERNATIONAL 
LOANS 

Sec  405.  (a)  The  Examination  Council 
shall  promulgate  regulations  for  accounting 
for  agency,  commitment,  management  and 
other  fees  charged  by  a  banking  institution 
in  connection  with  an  international  loan. 
Such  regulations  shall  establish  the  ac- 
counting treatment  of  such  fees  for  regula- 
tory and  supervisory  purposes  to  assure  that 
the  appropriate  portion  of  such  fees  is  ac- 
crued in  income  over  the  effective  life  of 
each  such  loan. 

(b)  The  Examination  Council  shall  pro- 
mulgate regulations  to  implement  this  sec- 
tion within  one  hundred  and  eighty  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title. 
The  appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies 
shall  promulgate  regulations  or  orders  nec- 
essary to  implement  this  section  within 
ninety  days  after  the  promulgation  of  such 
Examination  Council  regulations. 

COLLECTION  AND  DISCLOSURE  OF  CERTAIN 
INTERNATIONAL  LENDING  DATA 

Sec  406.  (a)  Pursuant  to  regulations  pro- 
mulgated by  the  Examination  Council,  each 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  shall 
require  each  banking  institution  with  for- 
eign country  exposure  to  submit,  no  fewer 
than  four  times  each  calendar  year,  such  in- 
formation regarding  that  exposure  in  a 
format  prescribed  by  the  Examination 
Council  regulations. 

(b)  Pursuant  to  regulations  promulgated 
by  the  Examination  Council,  each  appropri- 
ate Federal  banking  agency  shall  require 
banking  institutions  to  disclose  to  the  public 
information  regarding  material  foreign 
country  exposure  in  relation  to  assets  and  to 
capital. 

(c)  The  Examination  Council  shall  pro- 
mulgate regulations  to  implement  this  sec- 
tion within  one  hundred  and  eighty  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title. 
The  appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies 
shall  promulgate  regulations  or  orders  nec- 
essary to  implement  this  section  within 
ninety  days  after  the  promulgation  of  such 
Examination  Council  regulations. 


INTERNATIONAL  COOPERATION  AND  STUDY  OF 
INTERNATIONAL  SUPERVISION 

Sec  407.  (a)  the  Examination  Council  and 
the  Federal  banking  agencies  shall  consult 
with  the  banking  supervisory  authorities  of 
other  countries  to  reach  understandings 
aimed  at  achieving  the  adoption  of  effective 
and  consistent  supervisory  policies  and  prac- 
tices with  respect  to  international  lending. 

(b)  Within  twelve  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  the  Examina- 
tion Council  shall  report  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking, 
Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  statutes,  regula- 
tions, and  examination  and  supervisory  pro- 
cedures and  practices,  governing  interna- 
tional banking  in  each  of  the  Group  of  Ten 
Nations  and  Switzerland  with  particular  at- 
tention to  such  matters  bearing  on  capital 
requirements,  lending  limits,  reserves,  dis- 
closure, examiner  access,  and  lender  of  last 
resort  resources. 

CAPITAL  ADEQUACY 

Sec  408.  (a)(1)  Each  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  shall  undertake  to  strength- 
en the  capital  of  banking  institutions  by  es- 
tablishing adequate  levels  of  capital  for 
each  category  of  Institution,  such  as  multi- 
national, regional  and  community  institu- 
tions, and  by  using  such  other  methods  as 
the  agency  deems  appropriate. 

(2)  Each  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  shall  have  the  authority  to  establish 
such  level  of  capital  for  an  institution  as  the 
agency  deems  to  be  necessary  or  appropriate 
in  light  of  the  particular  circumstances  of 
the  institution. 

(b)(1)  Failure  of  a  banking  institution  to 
maintain  its  established  le\el  of  capital 
shall  constitute  an  unsafe  and  unsound 
practice  within  the  meaning  of  section  8  of 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act. 

(2)  In  addition  to  any  other  appropriate 
remedy,  the  appropriate  Federal  agency 
shall  require  any  banking  institution  which 
does  not  maintain  its  prescribed  capital  level 
to  submit  and  adhere  to  a  plan,  acceptable 
to  the  agency,  describing  how  and  when  the 
institution  will  achieve  its  prescribed  level. 

(c)(1)  The  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  encour- 
age governments,  central  banks,  and  regula- 
tory authorities  of  other  major  banking 
countries  to  work  toward  maintaining  and, 
where  appropriate,  strengthening  the  cap- 
ital bases  of  banking  institutions  involved  in 
international  lending. 

(2)  The  Chairman  and  the  Secretary  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  within  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  of  the  enactment  of  this 
provision  on  progress  achieved  in  reaching 
such  goal. 

foreign  loan  EVALUATIONS 

Sec  409.  (a)(1)  No  banking  institution 
shall  extend  credit,  whether  by  loan,  lease, 
guarantee,  or  otherwise,  which  individually 
or  in  the  aggregate  exceeds  $1,000,000,  to  fi- 
nance any  project  involving  the  construc- 
tion or  operation  of  any  mining,  processing 
or  manufacturing  facility  located  outside 
the  United  States  or  its  territories  and  pos- 
sessions unless  a  written  economic  feasibili- 
ty evaluation  of  such  foreign  project  is  pre- 
pared and  approved  in  writing  by  a  senior 
official  of  such  banking  institution, 

(2)  Such  evaluation  shall— 

(A)  take  into  account  the  profit  potential 
of  the  project,  the  impact  of  the  project  on 
world  markets,  the  inherent  competitive  ad- 


vantages and  disadvantages  of  the  project 
over  the  entire  life  of  the  project,  and  the 
likely  effect  of  the  project  upon  the  overall 
long  term  economic  development  of  the 
country  in  which  the  project  is  located; 

(B)  document  that  the  extension  of  credit 
can  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  repaid 
from  revenues  generated  by  such  foreign 
projects  without  regard  to  any  subsidy  or 
guarantee  provided  by  the  government  in- 
volved, any  instrumentality  of  any  country. 
or  by  any  international  organization;  and 

(C)  shall  be  available  to  representatives  of 
the  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  and 
such  other  individuals  and  entities  as  have 
lawful  access  to  such  information. 

(b)  Such  economic  feasibility  evaluations 
shall  be  reviewed  by  representatives  of  the 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies  when- 
ever an  examination  by  such  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency  is  conducted. 

general  AUTHORITIES 

Sec  410.  (a)  The  Examination  Council  is 
authorized  to  interpret  and  define  the  terms 
used  in  this  title,  and  the  Examination 
Council  and  each  appropriate  Federal  bank- 
ing agency  shall  prescribe  rules  or  regula- 
tions or  issue  orders  as  necessary  to  effectu- 
ate the  purposes  of  this  title  and  to  prevent 
evasions  thereof.  The  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  is  authorized  to  apply  the 
provisions  of  this  title  to  any  affiliate  of  an 
insured  bank,  but  only  to  affiliates  for 
which  it  is  the  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency,  in  order  to  promote  uniform  appli- 
cation of  this  Act  or  to  prevent  evasions 
thereof.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  "affiliate"  shall  have  the  same  mean- 
ing as  in  section  23A  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Act  (12  U.S.C.  371c(b))  except  that  the  term 
"member  bank"  in  such  section  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  "insured  bank",  as  that 
term  is  used  in  section  402(b)  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agencies  shall  establish  uniform  systems  to 
implement  the  authorities  provided  under 
this  title. 

(c)  The  fMJwers  and  authorities  granted  in 
this  title  shall  be  supplemental  to  and  shall 
not  be  deemed  in  any  manner  to  derogate 
from  or  restrict  the  authority  of  each  ap- 
propriate Federal  banking  agency  under  sec- 
tion 8  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act 
(12  U.S.C.  1818)  or  any  other  law  including 
the  authority  to  require  additional  capital 
or  reserves.  Any  such  authority  may  be  used 
by  an  agency  to  ensure  compliance  by  a 
banking  Institution  with  the  provisions  of 
this  title  and  all  rules,  regulations,  or  orders 
issued  pursuant  thereto. 

(d)  The  issuance  of  regulations,  require- 
ment of  reports,  and  collection  of  informa- 
tion pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  exempt 
from  the  requirements  of  section  3501 
through  3520.  inclusive,  of  title  44,  United 
States  Code,  and  sections  601  through  612. 
inclusive,  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(e)  Any  banking  institution  which  vio- 
lates, or  any  officer,  director,  employee, 
agent,  or  other  person  participating  in  the 
conduct  of  the  affairs  of  such  banking  insti- 
tution, who  violates  any  provision  of  this 
title,  or  any  rule,  regulation,  or  order,  issued 
under  this  title,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000  per  day  for 
each  day  during  which  such  violation  con- 
tinues. Such  violations  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  violation  of  a  final  order  under  section 
8(i)(2)  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act 
(12  U.S.C.  1818(i)(2))  and  the  penalty  shall 
be  assessed  and  collected  by  the  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency  under  the  proce- 
dures  established   by.   and  subject   to   the 


rights  afforded  to  parties,  provided  in  said 
section, 
(f)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  title  and  for  each  of  the 
two  succeeding  years,  the  Examination 
Council  and  the  appropriate  Federal  bank- 
ing agencies  shall  report  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking, 
Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  actions  taken  to  imple- 
ment the  provisions  of  this  title.  The  report 
shall  include  a  description  of  the  actions 
taken  in  carrying  out  the  objectives  of  the 
title,  and  any  actions  taken  by  any  appropri- 
ate Federal  banking  agency  that  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  uniform  implementation  by 
the  appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies  of 
their  respective  authorities  under  this  title, 
and  any  recommendations  for  amendments 
to  this  or  other  legislation. 

LEGISLATIVE  REVIEW 

Sec  411.  (a)  No  rule  or  regulation  promul- 
gated by  the  Examination  Council  or  by  an 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  pursu- 
ant to  this  title  may  become  effective  until 
after  the  first  period  of  thirty  calendar  days 
of  continuous  session  of  Congress  which 
occurs  after  the  day  on  which  such  rule  or 
regulation  is  published  as  final.  If  within 
such  thirty-day  period,  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
Senate  or  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  has  reported  out  or  been 
discharged  from  further  consideration  of  a 
joint  resolution  of  disapproval  or  other  leg- 
islation which  is  intended  to  modify  or  in- 
validate the  rule  or  regulation  or  any  por- 
tion thereof,  the  rule  or  regulation  or  por- 
tion thereof  so  addressed  shall  not  become 
effective  for  a  period  of  ninety  calendar 
days  from  the  date  of  committee  action  or 
discharge  unless  the  House  to  which  such 
committee  reports  has  rejected  such  resolu- 
tion or  legislation,  in  which  case  the  rule  or 
regulation  may  go  into  effect  only  after  the 
expiration  of  the  thirty  calendar  days  de- 
scribed in  the  first  sentence  of  this  subsec- 
tion if  the  other  House  does  not  have  such  a 
resolution  or  legislation  pending  or  adopted, 
and  if  the  requirements  of  section  553  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  are  met. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  sub.section  (a)  may 
be  waived  upon  the  written  request  of  the 
Examination  Council  or  the  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency,  if  agreed  to  by  the 
chairmen  and  ranking  minority  members  of 
both  committees. 

(c)  Congressional  inaction  on  any  rule  or 
regulation  shall  not  be  deemed  an  expres- 
sion of  approval  of  the  rule  or  regulation  in- 
volved. 

(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

( 1 )  continuity  of  session  is  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  Congress  sine  die:  and 

(2)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not 
in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of 
more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  are 
excluded  in  the  computation  of  calendar 
days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress. 

GAO  AUDIT  AUTHORITY 

Sec  412.  (a)  Under  regulations  of  the 
Comptroller  General,  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral shall  audit  the  Examination  Council  (as 
defined  in  section  402(c)  of  the  Act)  and  the 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies  (as 
defined  in  section  402(a)  of  this  Act),  but 
may  carry  out  an  onsite  examination  of  an 
open  insured  bank  or  bank  holding  company 
only  if  the  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  has  consented  in  writing.  An  audit 
under  this  subsection  may  include  a  review 


or  evaluation  of  the  international  regula- 
tion, supervision,  and  examination  activities 
of  the  Examination  Council  and  the  appro- 
priate Federal  banking  agency,  including 
the  coordination  of  such  activities  with  simi- 
lar activities  of  regulatory  authorities  of  a 
foreign  government  or  international  organi- 
zation. Audits  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
and  Federal  Reserve  banks  may  not  in- 
clude— 

(1)  transactions  for  or  with  a  foreign  cen- 
tral bank,  government  of  a  foreign  country, 
or  nonprivate  international  financing  orga- 
nization: 

(2)  deliberations,  decisions,  or  actions  on 
monetary  policy  matters,  including  discount 
window  operations,  reserves  of  member 
banks,  securities  credit,  interest  on  deposits, 
and  open  market  operations; 

(3)  transactions  made  under  the  direction 
of  the  Federal  Open  Market  Committee;  or 

(4)  a  part  of  a  discussion  or  communica- 
tion among  or  between  members  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  and  officers  and  em- 
ployees of  the  Federal  Resene  System  re- 
lated to  paragraphs  (1)  through  (3)  of  this 
subsection. 

(b)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  this  subsec- 
tion, an  officer  or  employee  of  the  General 
Accounting  Officer  may  not  disclose  infor- 
mation identifying  an  open  bank,  an  open 
bank  holding  co"mpany.  or  a  customer  of  an 
open  or  closed  bank  or  bank  holding  compa- 
ny. The  Comptroller  General  may  disclose 
information  related  to  the  affairs  of  a  closed 
bank  or  closed  bank  holding  company  iden- 
tifying a  customer  of  the  closed  bank  or 
closed  bank  holding  company  only  if  the 
Comptroller  General  believes  the  customer 
had  a  controlling  influence  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  closed  bank  or  closed  bank 
holding  company  or  was  related  to  or  affili- 
ated with  a  person  or  group  having  a  con- 
trolling influence. 

(2)  An  officer  or  employee  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  may  discuss  a  customer, 
bank,  or  bank  holding  company  with  an  of- 
ficial of  the  Examination  Council  or  an  ap- 
propriate Federal  banking  agency  and  may 
report  an  apparent  criminal  violation  to  an 
appropriate  law  enforcement  authority  of 
the  United  States  Government  or  a  State. 

(3)  This  subsection  does  not  authorize  an 
officer  or  employee  of  the  Examination 
Council  or  an  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  to  withhold  information  from  a  com- 
mittee of  Congress  authorized  to  have  the 
information. 

(cMl)  To  carry  out  this  section,  all  records 
and  property  of  or  used  by  the  Examination 
Council  or  an  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency,  including  samples  of  reports  of  ex- 
aminations of  a  bank  or  bank  holding  com- 
pany the  Comptroller  General  considers  sta- 
tistically meaningful  and  workpapers  and 
correspondence  related  to  the  reports  shall 
be  made  available  to  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral, including  such  records  and  property 
pertaining  to  the  coordination  of  interna- 
tional regulation,  supervision  and  examina- 
tion activities  of  the  Examination  Council 
or  an  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency. 
The  Comptroller  General  shall  give  the  Ex- 
amination Council  or  an  appropriate  Feder- 
al banking  agency  a  current  list  of  officers 
and  employees  to  whom,  with  proper  identi- 
fication, records  and  property  may  be  made 
available,  and  who  may  make  notes  or 
copies  necessary  to  carry  out  an  audit.  The 
Examination  Council  or  an  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  give  the  Comp- 
troller General  suitable  and  lockable  offices 
and  furniture,  telephones,  and  access  to 
copying  facilities. 
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(2)  Except  for  the  temporary  removal  of 
workpapers  of  the  Comptroller  General 
that  do  not  identify  a  customer  of  an  open 
or  closed  bank  or  bank  holding  company,  an 
open  bank,  or  an  open  bank  holding  compa- 
ny, all  workpapers  of  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral and  records  and  property  of  or  used  by 
the  Examination  Council  or  an  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency  that  the  Comptrol- 
ler General  possesses  during  an  audit,  shall 
remain  in  such  agency.  The  Comptroller 
General  shall  prevent  unauthorized  access 
to  records  or  property. 

TITLE  V-MULTILATERAL 
DEVELOPMENT  BANKS 

INTER-AMERICAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

Sec.  501.  The  Inter-American  Develop- 
ment Bank  Act  <22  U.S.C.  283  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

Sec.  31.  (aXl)  The  United  States  Gover- 
nor of  the  Bank  is  authorized  to  vote  for 
resolutions— 

■■(A)  which  were  proposed  by  the  Gover- 
nors at  a  special  meeting  in  February  1983: 

■■(B)  which  are  pending  before  the  Board 
of  Governors  of  the  Bank:  and 

•■(C)  which  provide  for— 

•■(i)  an  increase  in  the  authorized  capital 
stock  of  the  Bank  and  subscriptions  thereto: 
and 

■•(ii)  an  increase  in  the  resources  of  the 
Fund  for  Special  Operations  and  contribu- 
tions thereto. 

•■(2)(A)  Upon  adoption  of  the  resolutions 
specified  in  paragraph  (1).  the  United  States 
Governor  of  the  Bank  is  authorized  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  to- 

(i)  subscribe  to  four  hundred  twenty-seven 
thousand  three  hundred  and  ninety-six 
shares  of  the  increase  in  the  authorized  cap- 
ital stock  of  the  Bank:  and 

(ii)  contribute  $380,000,000  to  the  Fund 
for  Special  Operations. 

"(Bi  Any  commitment  to  make  such  sub- 
scriptions to  paid-in  and  callable  capital 
stock  and  to  make  such  contributions  to  the 
Fund  for  Special  Operations  shall  be  effec- 
tive only  to  such  extent  or  in  such  amounts 
as  are  provided  in  advance  in  appropriation 
Acts. 

■•(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  Increase  in  the 
United  States  subscription  and  contribution 
provided  for  in  this  section,  there  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated,  without  fiscal 
year  limitation,  for  payment  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury— 

(1)  $5,155,862,744  for  the  United  States 
subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Bank:  and 

(2)  $380,000,000  for  the  United  States 
share  of  the  increase  in  the  resources  of  the 
Fund  for  Special  Operations. 

Sec.  32.  It  shall  be  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  that  no  initiatives,  discus- 
sions, or  recommendations  concerning  the 
placement  or  removal  of  any  Inter-Ameri- 
can Development  Bank.  African  Develop- 
ment Bank,  or  Asian  Development  Bank 
personnel  shall  be  based  on  the  political 
philosophy  or  activity  of  the  individual 
under  consideration.". 

ASIAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

Sec.  502.  The  Asian  Development  Bank 
Act  (22  use.  285  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  27.  (a)(1)  The  United  States  Gover- 
nor of  the  Bank  is  authorized  to  subscribe 
on  t)ehalf  of  the  United  States  to  one  hun- 
dred twenty-three  thousand  three  hundred 
and  seventy-five  additional  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Bank. 


■■(2)  Any  subscription  to  the  capital  stock 
of  the  Bank  shall  be  effective  only  to  such 
extent  or  in  such  amounts  as  are  provided  in 
advance  in  appropriation  Acts. 

■■(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  increase  in  the 
United  States  subscription  to  the  Bank  pro- 
vided for  in  subsection  (a),  there  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated,  without  fiscal  year 
limitation,  $1,322,999,476  for  payment  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

■Sec  28.  (a)(1)  The  United  States  Gover- 
nor of  the  Bank  is  authorized  to  contribute 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  $520,000,000 
to  the  Asian  Development  Fund,  a  special 
fund  of  the  Bank. 

(2)  Any  commitment  to  make  the  contri- 
bution authorized  in  paragraph  d)  shall  be 
made  subject  to  obtaining  the  necessary  ap- 
propriations. 

•■(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  United  States 
contribution  to  the  Asian  Development 
Fund  provided  for  in  this  section,  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated,  without 
fiscal  year  limitation,  $520,000,000  for  pay- 
ment by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury". 

AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

Sec.  503.  The  African  Development  Fund 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  290g  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  213.  (a)(1)  The  United  States  Gover- 
nor of  the  Fund  is  authorized  to  contribute 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  $150,000,000 
to  the  Fund  as  the  United  States  contribu- 
tion to  the  third  replenishment  of  the  re- 
sources of  the  Fund. 

•■(2)  Any  commitment  to  make  the  contri- 
bution authorized  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
made  subject  to  obtaining  the  necessary  ap- 
propriations. 

■■(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  United  States 
contribution  provided  for  in  this  section, 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
without  fiscal  year  limitation.  $150,000,000 
for  payment  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury.'. 

HUMAN  RIGHTS 

■Sec.  504.  Section  701  of  the  International 
Financial  Institutions  Act  (22  U.S.C.  262g)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1).  by  striking  out 
■consistent":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (g)(1).  by  striking  out 
•The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  State,  shall 
report  quarterly^  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  •Not  later  than  thirty  days  after 
the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  State,  shall  report. ■•. 

STUDY 

Sec.  505.  <a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress 
that- 

(1)  the  multilateral  development  institu- 
tions serve  an  invaluable  role  in  promoting 
development  abroad: 

(2)  foreign  direct  investment,  trade,  and 
commercial  lending  make  a  contribution  at 
least  equal  to  that  of  development  assist- 
ance in  promoting  development; 

(3)  United  States  economic  interests  are 
vitally  affected  by  conditions  in  developing 
countries:  and 

(4)  the  multilateral  development  banks  al- 
ready play  an  important,  although  indirect, 
role  in  encouraging  private  investment 
flows. 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
conduct  a  study  of  how  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment institutions  could  more  actively 
encourage  foreign  direct  investment  and 
commercial  capital  flows  and  channel  such 
investment  and  capital  flows  to  developing 
countries  for  sound  and  productive  develop- 


ment projects  through  a  new  investment 
banking  facility  at  one  or  more  of  these  in- 
stitutions. In  addition,  such  study  shall 
evaluate  whether  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment institutions  could  help  increase  for- 
eign direct  investment  and  commercial  cap- 
ital flows  by  insuring  that  the  interests  of 
investors  and  host  governments  are  ade- 
quately protected. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
solicit  comments  on  such  study  from  the 
multilateral  development  institutions  and 
shall  incorporate  such  comments  with  the 
study  in  a  report  to  be  transmitted  to  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  within  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  of  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec  506.  This  title  shall  take  effect  on  Oc- 
tober 1.  1983,  except  that  section  503  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  title. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  the  bill  and  all  amendments  there- 
to cease  at  12  o'clock. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  would  the 
gentleman  please  restate  the  request. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  That  all  debate 
on  the  remainder  of  the  bill  and  all 
amendments  thereto  cease  at  12 
oclock. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Ob- 
jection is  heard. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ST  GERMAIN 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  St  Germain: 
Page  18.  after  line  13.  insert  the  following: 

PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

Sec  301.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•'PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  THE 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

■Sec  46.  (a)  In  order  to  help  assure  that 
the  resources  provided  under  section  40  are 
used  to  support  progrowth  policies  which 
will  help  establish  the  economic  conditions 
necessary  for  greater  financial  and  ex- 
change rate  stability,  it  is  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  work  for  adoption 
of  policies  in  the  Fund,  both  within  the 
framework  of  Article  IV  consultations  and 
with  respect  to  the  conditions  associated 
with  Fund-supported  balance  of  payments 
adjustments  programs,  that— 

••(1)  promote  sustained  noninflationary 
economic  growth,  monetary  stability,  and 
higher  levels  of  productive  employment: 

•■(2)  support  the  evolution  of  broadly 
based,  nondiscriminatory,  low-rate  tax  sys- 
tems which  will  encourage  private  sector 
savings  and  provide  incentives  for  produc- 
tive employment,  investment,  and  private 
sector  growth: 

■■(3)  encourage  the  establishment  of  sound 
monetary  and  fiscal  policies  which  limit  gov- 
ernment preemption  of  real  and  financial 


resources  and  which  are  conducive  to  sus- 
tainable economic  recovery  and  growth,  full 
employment,  and  price  and  exchange  rate 
stability: 

•■(4)  discourage  government  regulation 
and  government  allocation  of  real  and  fi- 
nancial resources: 

•(5)  encourage  international  capital  flows 
and  investment  by  providing  a  predictable 
economic  and  legal  climate  based  on  sancti- 
ty of  contracts  with,  and  property  rights  of. 
foreign  investors; 

(6)  ensure  that  policies  adopted  by  third 
world  countries  pursuant  to  their  borrowing 
from  the  Fund  are  fair  and  equitable  to  all 
strata  of  their  economy  and  society;  and 

■■(7)  would  allow  prices  to  better  reflect 
underlying  market  forces. 

•■(b)  In  negotiating  with  third  world  coun- 
tries, the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  shall  work  through  the  Fund 
for  policies  which  assist  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families  to  maintain  and  increase 
their  level  and  standard  of  living,  and  which 
provide  for  and  foster  the  creation  of  demo- 
cratic institutions. 

■•(c)  The  Secretary  shall  also  instruct  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  to  propose  and  work  for  the  adoption 
of  policies  by  the  Fund  that  would  strength- 
en efforts  to  promote  conditions  contribut- 
ing to  greater  stability  of  exchange  rates. 
Among  other  steps,  the  United  States  Exec- 
utive Director  of  the  Fund  shall  propose 
that— 

••(1)  Fund-approved  economic  adjustment 
programs  seek  to  promote  greater  exchange 
rate  stability  by  supporting  policies  which 
would  reduce  the  need  for  abrupt  or  damag- 
ing exchange  rate  changes: 

•(2)  as  part  of  the  Article  IV  consultation 
process,  the  Fund  review  the  efforts  of  each 
Fund  member  to  collaborate  with  the  Fund 
to  promote  stable  exchange  rates.  If  as  a 
result  of  such  review,  it  is  determined  by  the 
Fund  that  a  member  is  not  pursuing  policies 
which  promote  a  stable  system  of  exchange 
rates,  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  en- 
courage the  adoption  of  policy  changes  to 
better  promote  greater  economic,  price  and 
exchange  rate  stability. 

••(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  the 
United  States  Governor  of  the  Fund,  shall 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  a  semi-annual  basis  concerning  the 
above  directives  to  the  United  States  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Fund.'. 

Page  18,  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  19.  line  3.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(A)  by  striking  out  ■decision  of  January  5. 
1962.  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •decisions 
of  January  5.  1962.  and  February  24.  1983. 
as  amended  in  accordance  with  their 
terms.  ":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "not  to  exceed 
$2,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time." 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  4.250.000.000 
Special  Drawing  Rights,  limited  to  such 
amounts  as  are  appropriated  in  advance  in 
appropriation  Acts,  except  that  prior  to  ac- 
tivation the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
certify  that  supplementary  resources  are 
needed  to  forestall  or  cope  with  an  impair- 
ment of  the  international  monetary  system 
and  that  the  Fund  has  fully  explored  other 
means  of  funding,"; 

(2)  in  section  17(b),  by  striking  out 
••$2,000,000,000,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 


of "4,250,000,000  Special  Drawing  Rights, 
except  that  prior  to  activation  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  certify  that  supple- 
mentary resources  are  needed  to  forestall  or 
cope  with  an  impairment  of  the  internation- 
al monetary  system  and  that  the  Fund  has 
fully  explored  other  means  of  funding."; 

Page  19,  line  16.  insert  '(a)"  after  "Sec, 
40.". 

Page  19.  after  line  10.  insert  the  following: 

■•(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consult  with  the  Chairman  and  the  Ranking 
Minority  Member  of— 

■•(1)  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  any  appropriate  subcommittee  of 
each  such  committee:  and 

•■(2)  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate,  and  any  appropriate 
subcommittee  of  each  such  committee,  for 
purposes  of  discussing  the  position  of  the 
executive  branch  and  the  views  of  the  Con- 
gre.ss  with  respect  to  any  international  ne- 
gotiations being  held  to  consider  any  future 
quota  increase  for  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  which  may  involve  an  increased 
contribution,  subscription,  or  loan  by  the 
United  States.  Such  consultation  shall  be 
made  (A)  not  later  than  30  days  before  the 
initiation  of  such  international  negotiations. 
(B)  during  the  period  in  which  such  negotia- 
tions are  being  held,  in  a  frequent  and 
timely  manner,  and  (C)  before  a  session  of 
such  negotiations  is  held  at  which  the 
United  States  representatives  may  agree  to 
such  quota  increase. 

Page  25.  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  27.  line  5,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  follow-ing: 

SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

•Sec  307.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

■Sec  47.  (a)(1)  The  President  shall  in- 
struct the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  other  appropriate 
Federal  officials,  including  the  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  to  use  all  appropriate  means 
to  encourage  countries  to  formulate  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  to  deal  with 
their  balance  of  payment  difficulties  and  ex- 
ternal debt  owed  to  private  banks. 

■•(2)  Such  economic  adjustment  programs 
should  be  designed  to  safeguard,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  international  eco- 
nomic growth,  world  trade,  employment, 
and  the  long-term  solvency  of  banks,  and  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  civil  disturbances 
in  countries  needing  economic  adjustment 
programs. 

•■(b)  To  ensure  the  effectiveness  of  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  supported  by 
Fund  resources— 

•(1)  the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of .  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  shall 
work  for  changes  in  Fund  guidelines,  poli- 
cies, and  decisions  which  would— 

■•(A)  convert  short-term  bank  debt  which 
was  made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long- 
term  debt  at  low  er  rates  of  interest: 

••(3)  assure  that  the  annual  external  debt 
service,  which  shall  include  principal,  inter- 
est, points,  fees,  and  other  charges  required 
of  the  country  involved,  is  a  manageable 
and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
annual  export  earnings  of  such  country;  and 
•<C)  provide  that  in  approving  any  eco- 
nomic adjustment  program  the  Fund  shall 


take  into  account  the  number  of  countries 
applying  to  the  Fund  for  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  and  the  aggregate  effects 
that  such  programs  will  have  on  interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

■■(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  oppose  and  vote 
against  providing  assistance  from  the  Fund 
for  any  economic  adjustment  program  for  a 
country  in  which  the  annual  external  debt 
service  exceeds  85  percent  of  the  annual 
export  earnings  of  such  country  unless  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

■•(i)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
converts  short-term  bank  debt  which  was 
made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long-term 
debt  at  lower  rates  of  interests; 

••(ii)  the  annual  external  debt  service  re- 
quired of  the  country  involved  is  a  managea- 
ble and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
annual  export  earnings  of  such  country:  and 
••(iii)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
will  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports, and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

•■(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

■■(i)  an  emergency  exists  in  a  nation  that 
has  applied  to  the  Fund  for  assistance  that 
requires  an  immediate  short-term  loan  to 
avoid  disrupting  orderly  financial  markets; 

•■(ii)  a  sudden  decrease  in  export  earnings 
in  the  country  applying  to  the  Fund  for  as- 
sistance has  increased  the  ratio  of  annual 
external  debt  service  to  annual  export  earn- 
ings, to  greater  than  85  percent  for  a  period 
projected  to  be  no  more  than  one  year;  or 

■■(iii)  other  extraordinary  circumstances 
exist  which  warrant  waiving  the  provisions 
of  subparagraph  (A). 

"(c)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  include  in  each  of  its  annual  re- 
ports to  the  Congress  copies  of  the  analyses 
and  any  written  documentation  prepared  by 
the  United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (2)(A)  or 
(2)(B)  of  subsection  'b)  and  a  statement  de- 
tailing the  actions  and  progress  made  in  car- 
rying out  the  requirements  of  subsections 
(a)  and  (b).'. 

PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286.  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

■Sec  48.  (a)(1)  The  cornerstone  of  a 
healthy  world  economy  and  international 
trading  and  financial  system  is  a  growing 
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domestic  economy  in  the  United  States  with 
price  stability  and  low  interest  rates. 

■■(2)  Sustained  noninflationary  economic 
growth  in  the  United  States,  full  employ- 
ment in  United  States  basic  industries,  and 
a  robust  economy  are  essential  to  avoiding 
the  imposition  of  protectionist  barriers  that 
would  inhibit  the  free  flow  of  trade  and  un- 
dermine the  economic  and  financial  stabili- 
ty of  countries  using  the  Fund. 

•(3)  Provision  of  adequate  credit  at  afford- 
able rates  of  interest  to  the  United  States 
economy  by  the  United  States  banking 
system  is  essential  to  promoting  a  growing 
domestic  economy. 

(b)  To  that  end.  and  especially  to  provide 
working  capital  to  promote  the  expansion  of 
domestic  industries,  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies,  as  defined  in  section  402 
of  the  International  Lending  Supervision 
Act  of  1983,  are  directed  to  develop  regula- 
tions to  implement  subsections  (c)  through 
(f)  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section. 

(c)  This  section  shall  apply  to  all  banking 
institutions  which  have  foreign  loans  which 
are  excessive.  A  banking  institution's  loans 
shall  be  considered  excessive  if  the  aggre- 
gate of  such  loans  to  public  and  private 
sector  borrowers  in  a  foreign  country  de- 
scril)ed  in  section  424  of  such  Act  exceeded 
such  banking  institution's  primary  capital 
on  June  30.  1983.  or  on  any  date  thereafter 
untilJanuary  1.  1986. 

•'(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsections 
(e)  and  (f).  from  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  until  January  1.  1986.  no 
banking  institution  having  excessive  loans 
under  subsection  (c)  shall  make  any  new 
loans  to  foreign  countries  described  in  sec- 
tion 404  of  such  Act  if  such  loans  shall 
cause  the  growth  rate  of  such  banking  insti- 
tution's aggregate  loans  to  all  such  foreign 
countries  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  growth 
rate  of  such  banking  institution's  aggregate 
loans  to  all  such  foreign  countries  during 
the  period  of  January  1.  1980.  through  June 
30.  1982. 

"(2)  Notwithstanijing  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  banking  institutions  may  honor 
binding  commitments,  which  were  effective 
before  July  30.  1983.  to  lend  in  such  coun- 
tries. 

'■(e)(1)  Any  banking  institution  having  ex- 
cessive loans  under  subsection  (c)  may 
exceed  the  limits  set  forth  in  subsection  (d) 
if  the  annual  rate  of  growth  of  such  bank 
ing  institution's  domestic  lending  exceeds 
the  limit  so  specified. 

•■(2)  In  such  cases,  the  rate  of  growth  of 
aggregate  loans  to  all  foreign  countries  de- 
scribed in  S''ction  404  of  such  Act  shall  not 
exceed  the  .ate  of  growth  of  domestic  lend- 
ing. 

"(f)  This  section  shall  not  be  enforced  if - 

••(1)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  find  that  such  en- 
forcement would  adversely  affect  the  do- 
mestic economy:  or 

•■(2)  the  President  determines  that  en- 
forcement of  this  section  would  be  detri- 
mental to  the  national  interest." 

PROHIBITION  OF  FRONT  END  FEES 

Sec  309.  (a)  In  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  debtor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fee  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring  unless  it 
amortizes  sucIt  fee  over  the  effective  life  of 
each  such  loan. 

(b)  The  requirement  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 


ment of  this  section.  Each  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOUTS  OF  BANKS 

Sec  310.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOUTS  OF  BANKS 

"Sec  49.  Except  as  provided  in  section  47 
(a  section  entitled  Sustaining  Economic 
Growth  ).  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund— 

"(1)  to  oppose  and  vote  against  any  Fund 
drawing  by  a  member  country  where,  in  his 
judgment,  the  Fund  resources  would  be 
drawn  principally  for  the  purpose  of  repay- 
ing loans  which  have  been  imprudently 
made  by  banking  institutions  to  the  member 
country:  and 

(2)  to  work  to  insure  that  the  Fund  en- 
courages borrowing  countries  and  banking 
institutions  to  negotiate,  where  appropriate, 
a  rescheduling  of  debt  which  is  consistent 
with  safe  and  sound  banking  practices  and 
the  countrys  ability  to  pay". 

FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

Sec  311.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

'FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

Sec  52.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  United  States  Trade  Repre- 
sentative, initiate  discussions  with  other 
countries  regarding  the  economic  disloca- 
tions which  result  from  structural  exchange 
rate  imbalances. 

(b)  Not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  shall  transmit  a  report 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs of  the  House  of  Representatives  re- 
garding proposals  to  reform  the  floating  ex- 
change rate  system.  Such  report  shall  con- 
tain such  recommendations  for  legislative  or 
administrative  actions  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  considers  advisable."'. 

SURPLUS  COMMODITIES  REPORT 

Sec  312.  (a)  Section  4(b)  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  Agreement  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286b)  is 
amended— 

( 1 )  in  paragraph  ( 5  )— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(A) "  after  "(5)":  and 

(B>  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(B)  Beginning  180  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  and  at  in- 
tervals of  180  days  thereafter  for  the  next 
three  years,  the  Council  shall  prepare  and 
transmit  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  listing  all  applications  which 
have  been  filed  during  the  preceding  180 
days  with  the  Fund  for  project  assistance 
which  would  establish  or  enhance  the  ca- 
pacity of  any  country  to  produce  a  commod- 
ity for  export,  if— 

•■(i)  such  commodity  is  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  or  is  likely  to  be  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  at  the  time  the  resulting  productive 
capacity  is  expected  to  become  operative; 
and 

(ii)  such  project  assistance  will  cause  sub- 
stantial injury  to  the  United  States  produc- 
ers of  the  same,  similar,  or  competing  com- 
modity.": and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 


(8)  The  general  policy  objectives  for  the 
guidance  of  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  take  into  account 
the  effect  that  country  adjustment  pro- 
grams have  upon  individual  industry  sectors 
and  international  commodity  markets— 

(A)  to  minimize  projected  adverse  im- 
pacts: and 

(B)  to  avoid,  wherever  possible,  govern- 
ment subsidization  of  production  and  ex- 
ports of  international  commodities  without 
regard  to  economic  conditions  in  the  mar- 
kets for  such  commodities.  ". 

HUMAN  NEEDS  REPORT 

Sec  313.  Section  33  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreement  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286s)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
(d)  Not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  transmit  a 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Finance,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
specifying  the  actions  which  have  been 
taken  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion.". 

NON-PROLIFERATION  OF  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

Sec  314.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"NON-PROLIFERATION  OF  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

"Sec  51.  The  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  consider,  if  appro- 
priate, in  carrying  out  his  duties,  whether  a 
recipient  country  has  detonated  a  nuclear 
device,  whether  the  country  is  not  a  Slate 
Party  to  the  Treaty  on  Non-Proliferalion  of 
Nuclear  Weapons,  and  whether  the  country 
is  not  a  Stale  Parly  to  the  Treaty  Banning 
Nuclear  Weapon  Tests  in  the  Atmosphere, 
in  outer  space,  and  under  water.  ". 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
debate  on  this  bill  began  last  Friday 
on  the  rule,  with  general  debate  occur- 
ring on  Monday,  followed  by  over  6 
hours  under  the  5-minute  rule  on 
Tuesday.  From  the  beginning  we  knew 
this  bill  would  be  controversial,  and 
for  this  reason,  I  and  my  committee 
colleagues  have  encouraged  an  open 
debate  with  ample  opportunity  for 
Members  to  voice  their  doubts  and 
misgivings  in  an  effort  to  assure  a 
thorough  amendatory  process. 

Taking  into  account  the  legitimate 
concerns  voiced  by  a  number  of  Mem- 
bers on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  concern- 
ing this  legislation,  the  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee, Chalmers  Wylie,  and  I  are  offer- 
ing a  compromise  perfecting  amend- 
ment supported  by  the  House  leader- 
ship and  the  administration. 

Our  amendment  in  summarized  form 
responds   to   the   concerns   expressed 


during  extensive  debate  to  this  point 
as  follows: 

First.  The  amendment  provides  for 
controls  over  the  release  of  U.S.  funds 
to  the  IMF  by  requiring  that  the  $2.61 
billion  requested  by  the  administra- 
tion for  increases  in  the  general  agree- 
ments to  borrow  (GAB)  funds  can  only 
be  released  after  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  has  certified  the  necessity 
for  supplemental  resource  to  forestall 
an  impairment  of  the  international 
monetary  system  and  that  the  IMF 
has  explored  all  other  means  of  fi- 
nancing. 

Second.  Responding  to  the  legiti- 
mate concerns  related  to  a  possible  di- 
verting of  resources  from  U.S.  domes- 
tic needs,  we  incorporated  the  perfect- 
ing amendments  adopted  by  the  House 
on  Tuesday  as  well  as  a  number  of 
other  proposals  to  title  III  which  ad- 
dress this  concern.  In  addition,  the 
amendment  changes  the  Bretton 
Woods  Agreement  Act  to  establish 
without  doubt  the  priority  of  the 
health  of  the  U.S.  economy  and  re- 
quires the  Federal  Reserve,  Comptrol- 
ler of  the  Currency,  and  FDIC.  to 
identify  excessive  foreign  lending,  pre- 
vent further  excess  foreign  lending, 
encourage  domestic  lending,  and  to  re- 
quire the  Treasury  Secretary  and  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Chairman  to  implement 
the  Bretton  Woods  Act  in  such  a  way 
that  U.S.  economic  well-being  has  the 
highest  priority. 

Third.  An  antibailout  provision  is 
provided  to  instruct  the  U.S.  Executive 
Director  to.  in  the  words  of  the 
amendment: 

To  oppo.se  and  vote  against  any  fund 
drawing  by  a  member  country  where,  in  his 
judgment,  the  Fund  resources  would  be 
drawn  principally  for  the  purpose  of  repay- 
ing loans  which  have  been  imprudently 
made  by  banking  institutions  to  the  member 
country. 

Fourth.  The  concerns  expressed  that 
repayment  requirements  are  too  strin- 
gent thereby  cutting  off  any  import 
capability  is  met  by  requiring  the  U.S. 
Executive  Director  to: 

Work  to  insure  that  the  Fund  encourages 
borrowing  countries  and  banking  institu- 
tions to  negotiate,  where  appropriate,  a  re- 
scheduling of  debt  which  is  consistent  with 
safe  and  sound  banking  practices  and  the 
country's  ability  to  pay. 

Fifth.  An  absolute  prohibition  of  up- 
front rescheduling  fees  by  U.S.  banks 
is  contained  in  the  amendment  except 
for  administrative  fees  covering  actual 
costs. 

Sixth.  A  limitation  is  placed  upon 
further  lending  by  U.S.  banks  which 
have  engaged  in  excessive  loans  to 
U.S.  countries.  Excessive  loans  are 
identified  as  those  which  exceed  a 
bank's  primary  capital. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  review  carefully  this 
amendment  and  give  due  weight  to  the 
need  for  compromise  and  enactment 
of  this  legislation. 


My  colleagues,  all  I  can  say  to  you  is 
that  a  great  deal  of  work  was  put  into 
this  compromise.  There  are  those  who 
will  continue  to  criticize  it.  but  very 
frankly,  it  would  be  impossible  to  sat- 
isfy everyone's  objections  to  this  legis- 
lation, because  the  minute  you  satisfy 
the  objection  of  one  group,  you  then 
find  that  you  have  another  group  that 
is  upset  with  that  which  you  have 
done  to  satisfy  the  objections  of  the 
other  group. 

So,  we  really  and  truly  worked  in  a 
bipartisan  manner— and  I  reiterate  bi- 
partisan—with the  administration, 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
with  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  and 
with  the  approbation  and  approval 
and  assistance  of  the  White  House  to 
come  up  with  this  compromise. 

The  time  is  short.  There  are  very 
bad  messages  going  out  into  the  inter- 
national economic  community.  We  all 
have  a  very  deep  responsibility  here. 
To  those  who  oppose  the  legislation, 
again  I  say.  I  respect  you,  but  let  us 
take  this  legislation  up  this  morning, 
let  us  address  it  in  a  manner  that  is 
not  dilatory  but  addresses  the  amend- 
ments that  are  up  before  us  for  consid- 
eration, and  let  us  come  to  a  conclu- 
sion on  this  legislation  and.  I  hope,  a 
conclusion,  as  a  result  of  this  compro- 
mise, that  will  meet  the  favor  of  the 
House  through  adoption  of  the  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  committee  perfecting 
amendment  to  title  III.  This  amend- 
ment was  drafted  jointly  yesterday  by 
some  of  those  who  had  strong  objec- 
tions to  certain  parts  of  the  bill,  but 
agreed  in  principle,  and  by  some  of  its 
strongest  supporters. 

It  was  drafted  out  of  a  realization 
that  the  general  perception  of  the 
House  was  that  the  committee  pack- 
age was  politically  difficult  for  some 
Members    to   swallow,    given    seeming 

widespread    public    misunderstanding 

of  the  IMF  and  the  need  to  respond  to 

pressing  domestic  problems. 
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I  continue  to  believe  strongly  that 
there  is  no  measure  Congress  could 
enact  this  year  that  is  more  important 
to  our  domestic  economy,  to  lower  in- 
terest rates,  to  jobs  and  to  growth 
than  this  bill.  But  I  also  realize  that 
we  must  recognize  political  realities. 
This  amendment  will  not  make  the  bill 
acceptable  to  everyone,  but  I  think  it 
is  fair  to  say  the  amendment  will  make 
the  bill  acceptable  to  more  Members 
and  adoption  will  improve  the  bill. 

May  I  add  my  explanation  as  to 
what  this  amendment  does.  First,  it 
takes  the  committee-passed  language 
for  title  III  and  the  amendments 
agreed   to   in   the   Committee  of   the 


Whole  on  Tuesday.  To  this  it  adds  the 
following  new  provisions: 

It  places  tough  new  conditions  of  the 
use  of  the  general  arrangements  to 
borrow  authority.  It  makes  the  au- 
thority conditional  on  a  certification 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  It 
limits  use  of  the  GAB  resources  to 
those  instances  where  absolutely  nec- 
essary to  forestall  a  serious  threat  to 
the  international  financial  system. 

This  addresses  a  concern  which  was 
expressed  by  our  minority  whip,  the 
gentleman      from      Mississippi      (Mr. 

LOTT). 

It  requires  the  United  States  to 
oppose  any  IMF  loan  which  appears 
likely  to  "bailout  banks."  While  I 
would  continue  to  argue  that  the  IMF 
does  not  and  cannot  bail  out  banks,  I 
know  that  some  of  my  colleagues  are 
not  convinced  and  want  specific  lan- 
guage: and  the  language  in  this 
amendment  is  very  specific  in  this 
regard  and  was  alluded  to  by  the 
chairman  in  his  remarks. 

The  perfecting  amendment  includes 
the  McNulty  amendment  requiring  re- 
ports every  180  days  on  IMF  loans  and 
commodities  in  surplus.  It  was  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  and  is 
designed  to  prevent  the  IMF  from  ex- 
acerbating the  problem  of  surplus  pro- 
duction of  commodities  which  end  up 
competing  with  United  States  pro- 
duced commodities.  We  agree  with  its 
purpose  and  have  included  it  in  our 
substitute. 

In  conjunction  with  the  committee 
leadership  and  the  Treasury  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  Chairman,  we  have 
worked  out  a  revision  to  the  stretch- 
out language  proposed  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer).  I 
know  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
made  very  significant  concessions  to 
please  those  who  questioned  the  work- 
ability of  the  original  language,  and  I 
bow  to  the  gentleman  for  his  willing- 
ness to  be  helpful  in  this  regard. 

The  amendment  strikes  directly  at 
the  highly  questionable  practice  of 
some  big  banks,  that  of  charging  very 
high,  front-end  fees  for  rescheduling 
commercial  loans  and  showing  these 
fees  as  profits  in  the  quarter  in  which 
they  were  paid. 

We  have  moved  decisively  to  force 
commercial  banks  to  allocate  more 
credit  domestically  and  less  to  foreign 
borrowers. 

As  in  the  original  committee  lan- 
guage, we  require  prior  congressional 
approval  before  any  new  SDR  alloca- 
tions. 

We  also  require  the  U.S.  Executive 
Director  to  insure  that  member  coun- 
tries using  Fund  resources  eliminate 
all  import  restrictions  and  unfair 
export  subsidies,  both  on  agricultural 
and  manufactured  exports. 

The  substitute  incorporates  the 
amendment  offered  in  committee  by 
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the    gentleman     from     Florida    (Mr. 

McCOLLUM). 

We  have  included  the  new  language 
offered  by  Mr.  Leach  and  Mrs.  Martin 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  IMF  should  promote  condi- 
tions for  economic  growth  and  ex- 
change rate  stability. 

In  reponse  to  a  concern  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul),  we 
have  included  another  new  provision 
requiring  prior  congressional  consulta- 
tion in  a  timely  fashion  before  any 
future  IMF  quota  increase  can  be 
made  by  the  United  States. 

In  reponse  to  the  very  serious  con- 
cern expressed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Harkin)  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Patterson),  the 
committee  has  included  a  provision 
that  requires  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  report  to  Congress  what 
action  has  been  taken  to  promote 
human  needs  under  section  33  of  the 
Bretton  Woods  Act. 

We  have  included  in  this  the  perfect- 
ing amendment  of  Mr.  Panetta  and 
Mr.  Stark. 

In  total.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  amend- 
ment should  make  the  bill  far  more 
palatable  for  any  Member  w  ho  genu- 
inely seeks  to  improve  this  legislation. 
It  is  a  careful  blend  of  new  restraints 
on  banks  and  reasonable  limits  on  the 
administrations  authority  to  use  the 
funds  which  the  bill  provides.  I  strong- 
ly support  this  carefully  crafted  com- 
promise and  urge  its  adoption. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie)  has 
expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  CORCORAN  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Wylie  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask. 
first  of  all.  the  parliamentary  situa- 
tion in  which  we  find  ourselves. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  has  de- 
scribed this  during  the  course  of  his 
discussion  while  I  was  in  attendance 
on  the  floor  as  a  substitute. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  No.  It  is  a  perfecting 
amendment. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  It  is  a  perfecting 
amendment? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Yes.  It  is  amendable. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  My  second  in- 
quiry. Mr.  Chairman,  to  my  good 
friend  and  colleague  from  Ohio,  is  rel- 
ative to  the  major  provision,  as  least 
as  I  would  understand  the  perfecting 
amendment,  and  that  is  the  stipula- 
tion that,  with  respect  to  the  general 
arrangements  to  borrow  funds,  the 
$2.6  billion  could  only  be  released,  as  it 
were,  to  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  on  the  certification  of  the  Treas- 
ury Secretary  or  his  designee. 


My  question  is  this:  Does  the  gentle- 
man think  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  would  so  designate  today? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Would  he  so  designate 
today? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  do  not  think  he  would 
today,  no. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Has  he  testified 
to  the  fact? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  I 
discussed  that  with  him.  and  today  he 
would  not  make  such  a  designation, 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Panetta)  would  like  to 
address  a  question  to  me.  so  perhaps 
the  gentleman  will  be  kind  enough  to 
yield  to  him  and  then  yield  to  me 
again  so  that  I  can  answer  the  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  PANETTA.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding,  and  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  including  the  amend- 
ment that  we  had  offered. 

There  is  the  language  if  appropri- 
ate"' that  has  been  added,  and  I  want 
to  make  clear  that  this  was  intended 
merely  to  emphasize  the  discretion  of 
the  Director  and  not  intended  to 
create  an  exception  in  the  consider- 
ation of  the  provisions  of  my  amend- 
ment as  they  apply  to  any  recipient 
country. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield.  I  would  reply  by  saying  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  that  he 
is  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  PANETTA.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man and  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  a  strong  propo- 
nent of  the  legislation  to  increase  the 
U.S.  contribution  to  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  (IMF).  My  support  re- 
flects careful  consideration  of  the 
President's  request  for  additional 
funding,  and  reflects,  as  well,  my  un- 
derstanding of  the  nature  of  the 
global  financial  system. 

When  the  IMF  was  created  in  the 
tense  atmosphere  of  1944,  the  world 
was  entering  a  phase  of  profound  eco- 
nomic transition.  The  dire  and  miscast 
energies  of  the  war  years  were  poised 
to  spur  renewal,  development,  and  in- 
vention. World  leaders  designed  the 
IMF  to  help  direct  these  energies  by 
accommodating  the  postwar  reopening 
of  channels  of  international  com- 
merce. The  IMF's  job.  providing  tem- 
porary economic  assistance  for  coun- 
tries facing  problems  in  their  balance 
of  payments,  is  one  that  for  over  30 


years  has  made  possible  a  more  even 
distribution  of  growth  and  has  encour- 
aged the  powerful  and  productive 
forces  of  global  enterprise. 

The  development  of  a  system  of 
global  trade  and  changes  in  interna- 
tional economic  arrangements  have  re- 
quired modernization  of  the  IMF. 
Abundant  growth  in  world  trade  has 
necessitated  increased  IMF  funding 
for  the  purposes  of  smoothing  bal- 
ance-of-payments  difficulties.  Recent- 
ly, efforts  worldwide  to  conquer  the 
inflationary  syndrome  have  brought 
parts  of  the  developing  world  to  the 
edge  of  default.  Recession  has  in- 
creased pressures  for  protectionism 
that  could  reverse  the  gains  made  in 
global  economic  interaction,  and  we 
still  face  the  prospect  of  unemployed 
millions  both  here  and  abroad. 

The  needs  that  were  present  when 
the  IMF  was  conceived  are  precedents 
for  today.  Recovery  and  trade  growth 
promise  to  be  uneven;  the  internation- 
al adjustment  process  requires  bal- 
ance-of-payments  assistance;  protec- 
tionism must  be  resisted.  Federal  Re- 
serve Chairman  Paul  Volcker  has  re- 
cently said  that  "Failure  to  manage 
and  diffuse  these  strains  could  deal  a 
serious  blow  to  the  United  Stales  and 
the  world  recovery.  "  It  is  in  this  con- 
text that  I  support  the  IMF  as  a  work- 
able institution  which  can  aid  consist- 
ent and  well-managed  growth  as  we 
enter  a  new  phase  of  global  economic 
development  and  interdependence. 

THE  PROPER  PERSPECTIVE 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  and  other  con- 
texts I  have  argued  in  favor  of  U.S. 
support  for  multilateral  institutions 
and  of  the  IMF  in  particular.  In  most 
instances  I  have  been  impressed  by  the 
intellectual  depth  and  sincere  commit- 
ment of  those  who  debate  the  nature 
and  extent  of  U.S.  involvement  in  such 
institutions.  In  the  instance  of  this 
particular  legislation,  however.  I  am 
deeply  disturbed  by  the  misleading 
debate  and  blatant  statement  of  error 
and  misinformation  that  has  charac- 
terized the  arguments  about  the  IMF. 

I  am  dismayed  that  much  of  our  dis- 
cussion on  the  quota  proposal  will  be 
devoted  to  belabored  rhetoric  trying  to 
counter  the  unreasonable  arguments 
of  ideologues,  yet  I  believe  that  it  is 
imperative  that  we  clarify  the  record 
on  several  important  points.  I  would 
like  to  take  a  few  minutes  of  the 
Houses  time  to  address  some  of  the 
charges  that  have  been  made  against 
the  proposal  for  increased  IMF  fund- 
ing. 

CHARGE  NO  i:  THE  IMF  QUOTA  INCREASES  A 
BANK  BAIL-OUT 

The  most  notorious  statement  about 
approving  the  IMF  legislation  is  that 
the  U.S.  taxpayer  would,  in  effect,  be 
bailing  out  large  American  banks  who 
have  overextended  themselves  in  the 
developing  world.  Opponents  of  the 
quota   increase   have  used  this  argu- 


ment to  create  a  public  relations  scam 
equal  to  the  bank's  own  efforts  on  the 
10-percent  withholding  measure. 

Not  1  penny  of  IMF  money  will  be 
paid  to  banks.  IMF  participation  in 
any  debt  settlement  negotiation  is,  in 
fact,  practically  guaranteed  to  result 
in  further  loan  commitments  by  inter- 
national banks.  Commercial  banks  are 
now  lending  on  average  $4  to  debtor 
countries  for  every  $1  the  IMF  lends. 

The  reason  for  this  is  that  develop- 
ing countries  need  continued  capital 
inflows  to  support  economic  activity  as 
world  recovery  begins  to  generate 
needed  export  sales  and  improved 
income.  The  IMF  works  with  lenders— 
both  national  governments  and  com- 
mercial banks— to  insure  that  the  flow 
of  funds  is  sustained. 

Besides,  the  IMF  could  not  possibly 
bail  out  the  banks.  The  total  resources 
of  the  IMF  represent  only  a  fraction 
of  debt  in  the  Third  World,  and  it  is 
just  not  possible  for  the  IMF  to  pay 
that  debt— even  if  it  were  warranted 
economically  or  mandated  legally. 

CHARGE  NO.  2)  THE  DEBTOR  NATIONS  ARE  "IN- 
CAPABLE OF  PAYING  THEIR  DEBTS  AND  WE  ARE 
THROWING  GOOD  MONEY  AFTER  BAD" 

The  statement  that  Third  World  na- 
tions are  incapable  of  paying  their 
debts  is  a  misleading  and  uninformed 
assessment  of  current  world  condi- 
tions. 

The  LDC's— lesser  developed  coun- 
tries—are working  to  get  out  of  a 
world  recession  which  had  a  profound 
effect  on  their  earnings  position  as 
well  as  on  the  level  of  debt  they  car- 
ried. At  the  same  time  that  the 
demand  and  price  for  LDC  commod- 
ities fell,  monetary  policy  actions  in 
the  United  States  and  abroad  caused 
record  high  interest  rates.  The  com- 
bined low  earnings  and  high  debt  serv- 
ice costs  have  placed  the  developing 
countries  in  a  temporary  debt  bind. 

World  recovery  promises  to  increase 
LDC  earnings,  and  the  moderation  in 
interest  rates  has  already  improved 
LDC  balance  sheets.  There  remains 
further  work  to  do.  and  the  IMF  will 
play  a  key  role  in  managing  economic 
recovery  and  long-term  stability.  Yet, 
IMF  Managing  Director  Jacques  de 
Larosiere  has  said,  should  economic  re- 
covery continue,  "the  financing  needs 
of  the  nonoil  developing  countries 
should  prove  to  be  manageable  over 
the  medium  term." 

Frankly,  the  poignant  issue  to  be  ad- 
dressed is  how  LDC  debt  repayment 
will  be  accomplished.  Without  the  in- 
volvement of  the  IMF  in  providing 
sound  economic  discipline,  improved 
credit  flows,  and  funding  assistance, 
debt  repayment  will  be  financed 
through  a  drastic  reduction  in  LDC 
imports  over  the  long  term.  Such  a  re- 
trenchment is  virtually  guaranteed  to 
cost  the  United  States  in  lost  exports 
and  lost  jobs  far  more  than  the  $8.4 
billion  this  quota  legislation  repre- 
sents. 


Let  me  emphasize  that  in  support  of 
the  developing  economies  through  co- 
operation with  international  efforts  to 
get  through  this  rough  economic  tran- 
sition, we  are  investing  in  the  long- 
term  growth  potential  of  these  coun- 
tries. Remember,  Mexico's  domestic 
product  has  increased  by  a  factor  of 
six  since  1950,  and  per  capita  output 
has  almost  tripled.  The  average  pur- 
chasing power  per  person  now  stands 
at  the  same  level  as  Japan's  in  1960. 
Mexico,  and  other  developing  econo- 
mies, are  vibrant  and  growth  oriented. 
In  a  growing  world  market,  we  can 
trust  that  our  investment  in  the  LDC's 
will  grow  also. 

CHARGE  NO.  3:  THE  IMF  SHOULD  SELL  ITS  GOLD 

Mr.  Chairman,  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  Beryl  Sprinkel  recently 
did  an  excellent  job  countering  pro- 
posals that  the  IMF  be  forced  into 
selling  its  gold  holdings.  I  recommend 
that  my  colleagues  refer  to  Mr.  Sprin- 
kel's  Senate  testimony  of  June  6  be- 
cause it  so  clearly  states  the  under- 
standing of  this  administration  which 
is  that  the  sale  of  IMF  gold  is  both  un- 
workable and  ill-advised. 

The  IMF  currently  holds  103  million 
ounces  of  gold.  Under  the  articles  of 
agreement,  the  Fund  can  sell  that  gold 
in  one  of  two  ways  if  85  percent  of  the 
voting  power  in  the  IMF  approves 
such  a  sale.  First,  the  IMF  can  sell  its 
gold  at  open  market  prices  or.  second, 
it  can  sell  to  members  in  proportion  to 
their  quotas  as  of  August  31,  1975,  at  a 
price  of  SDR  $35  per  ounce  (now 
about  $38). 

As  Mr.  Sprinkel  points  out,  sale  of 
IMF  gold  would  disturb  the  highly 
volatile  gold  markets  and  could  cause 
a  major  reduction  in  the  world  price  of 
gold.  Even  a  small  price  drop  would 
reduce  the  potential  value  of  our  own 
gold  holdings,  and  chances  are  that  we 
would  see  a  price  plunge  that  would 
immediately  wipe  out  any  savings 
from  a  refusal  to  approve  an  IMF 
quota  increase. 

Similarly,  the  effects  of  selling  gold 
through  the  restitution  process  out- 
lined in  the  IMF  articles  of  agreement 
would  result  in  a  nonproductive  trans- 
fer of  wealth.  Selling  gold  to  member 
countries  at  a  below  market  price 
would  represent,  according  to  Sprin- 
kel, "a  get-rich  scheme"  for  the 
wealther  nations  while  providing  no 
assistance  to  the  developing  world.  As 
Sprinkel  says; 

The  point  is  that  the  amounts  individual 
developing  countries  might  be  able  to  re- 
ceive through  restitution  would  be  far  less 
than  they  would  be  eligible  to  borrow  from 
the  IMF— on  a  conditional  basis— if  the  IMF 
continues  to  function  and  if  they  continue 
to  meet  the  economic  adjustment  objectives 
set  out  in  their  IMF  programs. 

Aside  from  these  market  conse- 
quences, there  is  very  little  likelihood 
that  IMF  creditors  would  be  willing  to 
approve  a  gold  sale  that  would  have 
the  effect   of   reducing  the  available 


collateral  for  their  loans.  Borrowing 
against  IMF  gold  would  have  the  same 
effect  of  subordinating  creditors' 
claims  on  the  gold.  It  is  in  the  interest 
of  IMF  creditors— including  the 
United  States— that  gold  remain  in  the 
institution  as  security  for  loans  out- 
standing. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  these  argu- 
ments are  convincing.  Requiring  the 
IMF  to  sell  its  gold  would  weaken  the 
institution  itself,  weaken  the  claims  of 
IMF  creditors,  and  do  nothing  for  the 
developing  countries  and  the  world 
economy.  The  costs  of  such  action  are 
potentially  enormous,  and.  to  my  eyes 
and  the  eyes  of  this  administration, 
the  benefits  are  nonexistent. 

CHARGE  NO.  4:  WORLD  RECOVERY  ELIMINATES 
THE  NEED  FOR  ADDITIONAL  IMF  RESOURCE 

The  view  that  the  IMF's  role  should 
be  reduced  as  the  global  economy 
begins  to  grow  overlooks  the  objectives 
of  the  Fund.  In  1944  the  IMF  was  de- 
signed to  facilitate  expansion  of  inter- 
national trade;  that  is  precisely  the 
role  it  should  play  today. 

The  IMF  serves  several  functions 
which  promote  stability  and  even  the 
expansion  of  trade.  First,  the  institu- 
tion is  responsible  for  the  surveillance 
of  the  global  exchange  rate  system. 
The  goal  of  such  surveillance  is  the 
promotion  of  exchange  rate  stability 
and  the  avoidance  of  competitive  ex- 
change rate  depreciation. 

Second,  the  IMF  helps  to  insure  a 
steady  sustainable  growth  in  trade  by 
providing  countries  which  have  bal- 
ance-of-payments  problems  an  alterna- 
tive to  extreme  and  destructive  eco- 
nomic retrenchment.  Trade  growth 
often  occurs  at  the  temporary  expense 
of  individual  countries'  balance  of  pay- 
ments. Developing  countries,  particu- 
larly, tend  to  find  internal  demand  in- 
creasing suddenly  in  periods  of  rapid 
economic  growth,  and  balance-of-pay- 
ments  assistance  allows  continued 
import  financing  while  export  markets 
develop. 

Additionally,  the  IMF  serves  an  in- 
creasingly important  function  in  its 
promotion  of  international  coopera- 
tion in  monetary  affairs.  In  an  impor- 
tant contribution  to  the  workings  of 
the  floating  exchange  system,  the  IMF 
has  assumed  responsibility  for  moni- 
toring the  underlying  economic  stabili- 
ty of  Fund  participants.  The  IMF's 
role  in  the  collection  and  dissemina- 
tion of  information  regarding  global 
trends  and  monetary  conditions  is  in- 
valuable in  a  world  of  increasingly 
interconnected  economies.  In  fact, 
agreement  of  world  leaders  at  Wil- 
liamsburg to  seek  greater  convergence 
of  economic  policies  was  predicated,  in 
part,  on  the  information  and  partici- 
pation of  the  IMF. 

Some  critics  of  the  IMF  have 
charged  that  in  fulfilling  these  roles  of 
surveillance,  balance-of-payments  as- 
sistance, and  promotion  of  monetary 
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cooperation,  the  institution  is  "operat- 
ing outside  of  its  charter."  These  crit- 
ics imply  that  the  deterioration  of  the 
fixed  exchange  system  left  the  Fund 
without  a  mandate,  and  that  the  cur- 
rent activities  of  the  IMF  are  being 
carried  out  independently  of  the  in- 
structions and  desires  of  Fund  mem- 
bers. 

Mr.  Chairman  this  charge  is  ridicu- 
lous. The  problems  of  global  economic 
adjustment  are  present  with  or  with- 
out a  fixed  system  of  exchange.  The 
IMF  as  an  institution  has  not  devel- 
oped in  competition,  but  in  tandem 
with  the  evolution  of  the  world  econo- 
my. This  fact  was  recognized  by  Fund 
members,  including  the  United  States, 
when  charter  amendments  were  de- 
vised in  1976.  As  many  of  us  here  well 
remember,  the  Congress  discussed  and 
approved  those  amendments  after 
long  and  careful  consideration  at  the 
IMF,  in  the  Presidents  offices,  and 
within  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees.  To  charge  that  the  IMF  is 
operating  outside  of  its  charter  over- 
looks the  fact  that  there  has  been  no 
change  in  the  goals  of  the  Fund,  even 
though  developments  in  the  world 
economy  have  meant  that  the  Fund 
works  in  a  different  historical  context. 
The  IMF  is  today  more  useful— more 
essential  to  a  changing  world  econo- 
my—than at  any  time  since  its  incep- 
tion. 

CHARGE  NO.  51  IMF  IMPOSED  AUSTERITY 
REDUCES  GROWTH  AND  TRADE 

Perhaps  one  of  the  most  serious  and 
difficult  questions  to  be  debated  in 
consideration  of  the  IMF  quota  in- 
crease is  that  of  IMF  conditionality. 
Many  opponents  of  the  quota  increase 
are  charging  that  the  IMF  imposes 
austerity  on  borrowers  who  are  forced 
to  reduce  the  level  of  imports,  thus  re- 
ducing world  trade  and  cutting  off 
purchases  of  U.S.  goods. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  critics  utilize 
misleading  language  in  making  this 
charge.  First,  the  IMF  does  not  force 
anyone  to  do  anything.  Countries 
facing  debt  problems  go  to  the  IMF  to 
request  assistance.  Negotiations  con- 
cerning the  amount  of  necessary  fund- 
ing also  consider  needed  economic  ad- 
justments. In  most  instances,  the  bor- 
rowing country  provides  its  own  plan 
for  improving  its  international  credit 
position. 

Second,  austerity  is  not  a  matter  of 
choice  by  the  time  a  country  goes  to 
the  IMF.  In  order  to  promote  stable, 
long-term  economic  growth  it  is  essen- 
tial that  the  borrowing  country  im- 
prove its  balance-of-payments  posi- 
tion. While  temporary  import  reduc- 
tions often  go  along  with  other  meas- 
ures taken  by  a  borrower  to  improve 
its  economy,  the  goal  and  long-range 
effect  of  such  policies  is  to  allow  im- 
proved credit  flows  and  resumption  of 
growth  in  trade.  Without  IMF  assist- 
ance, many  borrowers  would  not  just 
reduce  imports  to  a  sustainable  level 


commensurate  with  sound  economic 
development,  but  would  be  forced  into 
drastic  reductions  in  international  pur- 
chases. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  IMF  pro- 
grams do  not  necessarily  result  in 
import  restrictions.  Sometimes  such 
restrictions  are  needed,  but  a  recent 
study  found  that  19  of  26  countries  re- 
cently working  with  the  IMF  found 
imports  and  GNP  growing  in  the  first 
year  after  an  IMF  agreement. 

Mexico  provides  a  good  case  in  point. 
One  year  ago  Mexico  was  close  to  de- 
fault on  $80  billion  in  foreign  debt.  In 
negotiations  with  the  IMF.  Mexico  re- 
ceived a  $3.8  billion  loan  and  agreed  to 
take  strong  action  to  right  its  econo- 
my. There  is  no  question  that  the 
measures  taken  by  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment were  stringent  and  demand- 
ing, both  economically  and  politically. 

The  result,  however,  is  that  Mexico 
now  appears  to  be  positioned  for  re- 
newed growth— both  internally  and  in 
terms  of  trade.  Problems  remain,  of 
course,  but  Mexico  is  doing  well 
enough  to  have  recently  announced 
that  it  wanted  to  delay  additional 
loans  because  its  recovery  is  progress- 
ing ahead  of  schedule. 

The  impact  on  the  U.S.  economy  of 
such  a  turn  around  is  going  to  be  enor- 
mously beneficial.  The  U.S.  Treasury 
has  estimated  that  our  exports  to 
Mexico  for  1983  will  approach  $11.9 
billion.  Without  IMF  assistance  and 
its  so-called  imposed  austerity  the 
levels  of  U.S.  products  exported  to 
Mexico  would  be  closer  to  $4.9  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  IMF  does  not 
force  economic  retrenchment.  It  pro- 
vides an  opportunity  for  countries  in 
trouble  to  plan  and  execute  an  afford- 
able austerity— an  austerity  that  is  an 
investment  in  the  future.  And  as  the 
Mexican  case  demonstrates,  IMF  cap- 
ital and  advice  can  be  good  for  the 
United  States. 

THE  NEED  FOR  A  STRONG  IMF 

I  have  intended,  in  these  few  mo- 
ments, to  offer  some  imperative  and 
sensible  reasons  to  support  an  IMF 
quota  increase.  The  IMF  is  a  practical, 
effective  mechanism  for  dealing  with 
the  problem  of  international  debt. 
Moreover,  while  approving  a  quota  in- 
crease will  not  in  itself  solve  the  prob- 
lems of  the  world  financial  system,  re- 
jecting the  quota  legislation  will  most 
certainly  make  them  far  worse. 

The  Fund  has  nothing  more  to 
prove,  especially  in  the  light  of  its  use- 
fulness in  the  recent  crisis  atmos- 
phere. It  has  forged  an  iron-work  of 
success  in  its  well-girded  support  of 
the  developing  world  economy.  Failure 
of  the  Congress  to  offer  its  support  to 
the  IMF  would  have  serious  and  po- 
tentially frightening  consequences. 

Failure  of  the  U.S.  Congress  to  vote 
in  favor  of  an  increased  IMF  quota 
will  send  shocks  of  uncertainty 
through  the  world  financial  system.  At 
the  minimum,  market  perceptions  of 


increased  risk  will  push  interest  rates 
higher  here  and  abroad. 

Failure  of  the  House  to  approve  the 
quota  legislation  would  bring  to  a  halt 
negotiations  regarding  privately  fi- 
nanced projects  in  the  developing 
world,  thus  slowing  the  process  of  de- 
velopment and,  in  many  instances, 
hurting  American  suppliers  and  finan- 
ciers. 

Failure  to  pass  legislation  in  the 
House  will  signal  the  unwillingness  of 
the  United  States  to  commit  itself  to 
international  economic  cooperation 
and  will  undermine  the  position  of  our 
negotiators  in  future  international 
transactions. 

Most  importantly,  if  we  fail  to  in- 
crease the  U.S.  subscription  to  the 
IMF,  and  the  IMF  runs  short  of  funds, 
we  in  Congress  are  practically  guaran- 
teeing that  any  advances  made  this 
year  in  the  world  economy  will  be 
eroded  as  some  countries  are  forced 
into  unworkable  and  dangerous  aus- 
terity. Stringent  import  restrictions, 
potential  defaults,  protectionism  and 
international  loan  losses  will  interrupt 
trade  flows,  reduce  the  market  for  our 
exports,  and  thereafter  deflect  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  jobs  in  the  United 
States.  Chairman  of  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisors  Martin  Feldstein 
recently  quoted  Benjamin  Franklin  in 
saying,  we  must  all  hang  together  or 
we  shall  all  hang  separately.  If  we 
choose  to  believe  in  the  efficacy  of 
economic  gallows,  let  me  invoke  the 
corollary  warning:  Today's  victims 
may  turn  out  to  be  our  eventual  hang- 
man. 

The  interdependence  of  the  world  fi- 
nancial system  and  the  delicacy  of  the 
U.S.  recovery  demand  that  we  now 
share  most  vitally  in  the  global  econo- 
my. International  cooperation  is  no 
longer  a  matter  of  useful  ideals,  but  is 
a  matter  of  essential  policy.  The  dic- 
tates of  reason  and  the  wisdom  of 
commonsense  demand  our  strong  sup- 
port for  the  IMF. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  begin 
by  complimenting  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee  and  the  subcommittee 
for  giving  members  of  the  Banking 
Committee  every  opportunity  to  hear 
witnesses  and  offer  amendments 
throughout  the  committee  process.  I 
thought  it  was  a  good  series  of  hear- 
ings and  certainly  much  was  learned 
by  those  who  are  in  favor  of  the  bill 
and  those  who  are  opposed  to  the  bill. 

Today  I  objected  to  the  unanimous 
consent  request  to  limit  time  to  12 
oclock  today  because  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that,  while  those  of  us  on 
the  Banking  Committee  have  had  con- 
siderable opportunity  to  debate  the 
issues  and  to  hear  witnesses,  other 
Members  of  the  House  have  not  had  a 
comparable    opportunity.    We    had    a 


debate  on  this  a  couple  of  days  ago, 
and  many  Members  were  present  and 
participated.  But  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is,  the  Schumer  amendment 
consumed  most  of  that  time,  and  it 
dealtith  a  rather  narrow  proposition. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  check  the  debate 
on  the  Schumer  amendment,  I  would 
say  that,  out  of  3'/2  hours  to  almost  4 
hours  on  the  Schumer  amendment, 
perhaps  25  minutes  of  debate  was  de- 
voted to  the  Schumer  amendment. 
The  balance  was  devoted  to  the  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Perhaps  the  Record 
would  reflect  that  we  did  venture  into 
larger  concepts.   My   point   would   be 
this:  that  Mr.  Schumer,  a  member  of 
the  committee,  had  an  opportunity  to 
offer     his     amendment.     Two     other 
amendments  were  offered.  They  were 
relatively  noncontroversial.  But  other 
Members  who  are  not  on  the  commit- 
tee—and   there    are    some    30    or    35 
amendments    pending,     having    been 
printed  in  the  Record— have  not  had 
an  opportunity.   And  had  we   limited 
the   debate   to    12   o'clock   today   and 
then  the  chairman  being  recognized  to 
offer  this  perfecting  amendment  and 
members  of  the  committee  having  the 
prerogative  to  be  recognized  ahead  of 
those   other   Members,   would   simply 
consume   all    of   that    time   and    thus 
foreclose  the  Members  who  have  seri- 
ous    amendments     that     they     have 
worked  on  very  long  and  hard  the  op- 
portunity to  come  here  and  be  heard. 
Now,  I  know  that  it  is  important  to 
rush   this  matter  through   today  be- 
cause a  fig  leaf  has  been  constructed 
for  those  Members  who  wish  now  to 
honor  their  loyalty  to  the  administra- 
tion and  vote  for  the  bill  or  for  those 
Members    who    are    concerned    about 
some  proposition  in  the  bill  politically 
and  want  to  vote  for  it;  for  God  knows 
what  reason,  we  have  constructed  the 
fig  leaf. 
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When  you  have  fig  leaf  like  this  one. 
it  is  important  to  get  it  on  the  floor 
and  get  it  voted  on  and  get  it  out  of 
here  in  a  hurry,  because  if  you  do  not, 
pretty  soon  people  begin  to  see 
through  the  fig  leaf  and  then  it  is  not 
any  good  any  more;  it  becomes  trans- 
parent. 

I  think  that  is  precisely  what  will 
happen  if  we  continue  our  debate 
here. 

I  want  to  make  a  larger  point  and  I 
principally  would  like  to  speak  primar- 
ily to  my  colleagues  on  the  Republican 
side  of  the  aisle  who  tell  me  over  and 
over  again,  in  the  privacy  of  the  cloak 
room,  that  they  bemoan  and  are  con- 
cerned by  the  fact  that  we  are  consid- 
ered to  be  the  party  of  the  rich.  They 


wonder  how  could  anybody  come  to 
such  a  conclusion. 

We  worry  about  that.  We  take  polls 
about  it.  We  spend  a  great  amount  of 
money  trying  to  figure  out  how  to  get 
rid  of  this  image  that  we  are  the  party 
of  the  rich. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we  put 
inordinate  pressure  here,  through  our 
legislative  activities,  on  the  smallest 
people  in  the  society,  the  little  people, 
the  poor  people.  We  will  whack  away 
at  food  stamps.  We  will  whack  away  at 
student  loans.  We  will  put  all  kinds  of 
pressure  on  those  people,  but  when  it 
comes  to  the  big  banks,  or  when  it 
comes  to  corporate  America,  we  do  not 
do  anything.  We  just  stand  by  and  let 
them  pass  through  this  Congress  any- 
thing that  they  come  in  here  and  ask 
for. 

If  you  are  wondering  why  you  are  re- 
garded as  the  party  of  the  rich,  maybe 
you  better  look  at  that  a  little  bit. 

Now,  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  it 
seems  to  me  they  are  more  consistent 
because  they  enlarge  the  safety  net 
for  everyone,  poor  and  rich  alike.  Just 
keep  building  a  bigger  safety  net.  take 
the  risk  out  of  life,  take  the  risk  out  of 
business,  take  the  risk  out  of  every- 
thing for  everyone. 

We  contend  that  ultimately  that  will 
collapse  and  it  will  not  work.  I  say  to 
my  colleagues  on  the  Republican  side 
of  the  aisle  that  you  are  being  hood- 
winked on  this  particular  bill.  The  big 
banks  are  getting  a  bailout  and  they 
are  going  to  line  their  pockets  with 
money. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Be- 
THUNE)  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Barnard  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Bethune  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  that 
likewise,  the  gentlemen  on  this  side 
are  known  for  understanding  the 
system.  They  are  business  acclimated 
and  they  understand  the  system.  They 
understand  the  system  of  banks  clear- 
ing checks  between  one  another.  This 
is  nothing  more  than  that. 

We  are  not  talking  about  the  great 
economies  that  have  been  brought 
into  this  discussion.  We  are  talking 
about  nothing  but  a  system  that  was 
calculated  to  help  us  with  a  settlement 
problem  of  currencies  between  na- 
tions. 

This  has  been  debated  time  and  time 
again.  This  is  not  foreign  aid.  this  is 
not  bailing  out  the  banks.  What  we 
are  dealing  with  is  a  system.  If  there 
are  faults  in  the  system,  and  I  will  cer- 
tainly give  credit  to  different  ideas 
about   how   the  system  should   work. 


whether  or  not  we  should  use  gold  or 
not  use  gold,  but  if  we  need  to  change 
the  system,  I  am  willing  to  have  that 
come  to  a  forum  and  be  discussed.  But 
what  we  do  here,  we  have  a  system  of 
currency  exchanges  throughout  the 
world  that  comes  about  because  of 
normal  business  activity,  because  of 
exports  and  import^  among  nations. 
The  fact  that  countries  have  imbal- 
ances in  their  balance  of  payments, 
this  is  a  mechanism,  only  a  mecha- 
nism. 

I  would  remind  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  this  is  a  mechanism  and  it 
has  worked  for  40  years.  Now.  I  do  not 
say  that  it  should  be  there  for  an  eter- 
nity, but  if  we  want  to  change  the 
mechanism,  let  us  come  back  to  the 
Congress  with  a  resolution.  Let  us 
come  back  to  the  people  with  hearings 
and  with  consultation.  If  we  want  to 
change  the  Bretton  Woods  Agreement, 
well  and  good.  But  now  this  is  not  the 
time  and  this  is  not  the  place  to  bring 
all  of  those  things  into  discussion. 

We  can  get  back  into  that  system  at 
another  time.  I  find  no  fault  with  the 
philosophies  that  are  being  brought 
into  this  discussion,  but  they  are  ex- 
traneous to  the  issue.  If  we  are  doing 
something  wrong,  it  is  fine,  but  at  this 
time  and  place  it  is  not  right. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Be- 
thune) has  again  expired. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man be  given  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

For  what  purpose  does  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Ger- 
main) rise? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  have  a  motion. 
Mr.  Chairman. 

On  Monday  we  had  4  hours  of  gener- 
al debate.  On  Tuesday  we  debated  this 
for  approximately  6  hours,  not  on  the 
Schumer  amendment  but  on  the  bill 
itself.  We  are  now  under  a  time  con- 
straint on  this  legislation  given  us  by 
the  leadership. 

Under  the  circumstances,  I  have  no 
alternative  but  to  do  something  that  I 
do  not  like  to  do  but  I  must  do  because 
of  the  importance  of  this  legislation. 

I  now  move  that  all  debate  on  the 
bill,  H.R.  2957.  and  all  amendments 
thereto,  cease  at  12  noon. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 
The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.    BETHUNE.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
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The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
devise,  and  there  were— ayes  242.  noes 
145.  not  voting  46.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  289] 
AYES-242 


.  Daniel 
.  Philip 


Ackerman 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Andrews  iNCi 

Andrews  iTX) 

Aspin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Byron 

Carper 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

Clinger 

Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Cooper 

Coyne 

D'Amours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Duncan 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Edgar 

Edwards  I  AD 

Edwards  iCAi 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erienborn 

E\'ans<IL> 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Ford  (MI) 

PordfTN) 

Forsylhe 

Fowler 

Frenzel 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 


Anderson 

Anthony 

Archer 

Badham 

Bateman 


Gore 
Gradison 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
HalKINi 
HalKOH) 
Hall.  Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hance 

Hansen  (UTi 
Harrison 
Hartnett 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Highlower 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hutto 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones  ( NC  i 
Kazen 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leath 

Lehman  (CA> 
.  Lehman  <FL) 
Leiand 
Levin 
Levine 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long (LA  I 
Long  (MDi 
Lowery  ( CA  i 
Lowry  (WA) 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Markey 
Marriott 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Mica 
Michel 
Minela 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Dakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
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Bedell 
Bethune 
Bilirakis 
Brown  (CO) 
Burton  (IN) 


CT) 


Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Panetta 

Parris 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Price 

Quillen 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Shusler 

Sikorski 

Sisisky 

Skelton 

Smith  (PL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stralton 

Studds 

Stump 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Taylor 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Towns 

Valentine 

Vento 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Wilson 

Wirth 

Wolpp 

Wort  ley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie     - 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


Campbell 
Carney 
Chandler 
Coats 
Coleman  (MO) 


Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane 

Crane 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Downey 

Drcier 

Durbin 

Eckart 

Edwards  (OK) 

E\'tns(IA) 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Pish 

Franklin 

Gekas 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Gllckman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hammerschmidt 

Hansen  iID) 

Harkin 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Hopkins 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hyde 

Jacobs 

Jones  (OK) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 


Kemp 

Kindness 

Lagomarsino 

Lent 

Levitas 

Lewis  iCA) 

Lewis  (FD 

Livingston 

Loeffler 

Lott 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marlenee 

Martin  iID 

Martin  (NC) 

Martin  (NY) 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

MoCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKernan 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA I 

Miller  (OH) 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  ( WA) 

NIelson 

O'Brien 

Olin 

Ox  ley 

Packard 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Paul 

Petri 

Porter 

Prilchard 

Pursell 

Rahall 


Ridge 

RInaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roth 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schneider 

Sensenbrenner 

Shaw 

Siljander 

Skeen 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Sundquist 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Thomas  (CA) 

Traxler 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgreii 

Walker 

Weaver 

Weber 

Whittaker 

Winn 

Wise 

Wolf 

Young  ( AKi 

Zschau 
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Addabbo 

Annunzio 

Applegate 

AuCoin 

Bates 

Bellenson 

Carr 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Conyers 

Crockett 

Dannemeyer 

Dellums 

Dingell 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 


Early 

FasCell 

Foley 

Frank 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Hall.  Sam 

Hatcher 

Heflel 

Holt 

Hunter 

Jones  (TN) 

Kramer 

Leach 

Madigan 
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McDade 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Myers 

Owens 

Schroeder 

Seiberling 

Shumway 

Simon 

Slattery 

Torricelli 

Udall 

Williams  (OH) 

Young (PL) 


Mr.  PACKARD  and  Mr.  SUND- 
QUIST changed  their  votes  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana  changed  her 
vote  from  "no"  to    aye." 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Gekas)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has 
recognized  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Gekas)  for  5  minutes. 
Does  the  gentleman  care  to  yield  for  a 
parliamentary  inquiry? 


Mr.  GEKAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Bethune). 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
parliamentary  inquiry  is  for  the  Chair 
to  please  state  the  process  by  which 
we  will  do  our  business  from  now  until 
the  time  is  cut  off. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  the  time 
being,  the  Chair  intends  to  proceed 
under  the  5-minute  rule. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  will  yield,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  guarantee  to  ask  for  more 
time  for  me  later. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreci- 
ate the  gentleman's  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  it 
not  be  in  order  at  this  time  to  ask  that 
the  time  be  divided  between  the  pro- 
ponents and  the  opponents  of  this 
measure,  since  there  is  a  limitation  on 
the  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  be- 
lieves not.  because  the  time  has  been 
limited  on  the  entire  bill.  It  would  be 
very  difficult  to  allocate  time  to  any 
one  particular  party  or  two  parties 
when  the  Chair  has  no  knowledge  of 
the  amendments  that  will  be  offered. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  further 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  not 
true  that  members  of  the  committee 
should  be  given  preference  in  terms  of 
recognition? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  true.  At 
the  time  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania was  recognized,  he  was  the  only 
one  seeking  recognition. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  reclaim  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  one 
element  that  has  been  noticeably  miss- 
ing in  the  debate  on  this  very  impor- 
tant subject.  The  missing  element.  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  the  deliberations  thus 
far  taking  place  on  this  important 
issue  is  the  Williamsburg  Declaration 
on  Economic  Recovery.  This  is  a  docu- 
ment which  was  fashioned  at  the 
recent  high  level  chiefs  of  state  con- 
ference that  was  held  very  near  the 
capital  of  the  United  States  in  which 
the  heads  of  states  of  our  cooperative 
partners  on  international  trade  and  on 
politics  and  defense.  I  might  add, 
those  leaders  came  together  and  craft- 
ed a  final  agreement  which  we  must 
take  cognizance  of  in  our  deliberations 
here,  in  my  judgment. 


Listen  to  what  the  language  was  of 
one  of  the  important  phrases  having 
to  do  with  the  IMF.  the  very  subject 
of  our  deliberation.  In  the  final  com- 
munique where  the  set  of  policies  was 
set  out  for  the  Williamsburg  Declara- 
tion on  Economic  Recovery,  in  No.  4. 
among  other  things,  it  states:  "We  will 
seek  early  ratification  of  the  increases 
in  resources  for  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  and  the  general  ar- 
rangements to  borrow." 

Now,  that  goes  without  saying  that 
is  what  they  agreed  to  do.  But  what  is 
important  for  us  in  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  is  that  the  President 
of  the  United  States  became  a  signato- 
ry to  the  Williamsburg  Declaration  on 
Economic  Recovery.  His  sole  purpose 
in  doing  so  was  to  join  in  the  world- 
wide, as  it  were,  effort  to  bring  about 
the  economic  recovery  which  each  one 
of  us  heartily  endorses  and  wants  to 
see  come  about. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Williams- 
burg Declaration  on  Economic  Recov- 
ery is  just  as  much  a  part  of  American 
foreign  policy  as  is  any  other  subject 
upon  which  this  body  debates  on  a 
day-to-day,  hour-to-hour  basis. 

Now  is  the  time,  then,  to  come  to  the 
aid  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  who  signed  the  declaration  in 
Williamsburg  and  is  leading  the  world, 
not  just  this  Nation,  leading  the  world 
in  the  cause  of  economic  recovery. 

We  must  support  that  cause. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  The  gentleman  just 
read  that  at  that  conference  the  decla- 
ration was  that  the  signatories  would 
seek  an  increase. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  I  hope  that  they  will 
seek  and  find  out  that  they  cannot  get 
it  from  the  taxpayers  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  If  I  might  say.  when 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
seeks  it.  it  is  incumbent  upon  him  and 
the  people  who  support  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  because  he 
is  the  leader  in  the  world  recovery  of 
this  economy,  and  the  leader  of  the 
world  in  every  other  criterion  we  can 
place,  that  when  he  says  he  will  seek, 
all  of  us  should  follow  in  this  particu- 
lar instance. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding.  I  will  be  so  brief.  I 
hope,  that  everyone  will  listen  so  that 
I  will  not  have  to  repeat  it. 

Much  of  our  trouble  is  caused  by  our 
success,  not  our  failures. 


Let  me  give  you  this  picture.  Twelve 
years  ago,  the  exports  of  the  United 
States  w-ere  about  $25  billion  a  year. 
Do  my  colleagues  know  what  they  are 
today?  Today  they  are  $250  billion  a 
year.  That  is  where  most  of  our 
illiquidity  originates. 

Eighty  percent  of  all  of  the  new  jobs 
that  have  been  created  in  the  U.S. 
economy  in  the  last  12  years  have 
been  created  because  of  these  ex- 
ports—exports, jobs.  That  is  our  prob- 
lem. 

The  well-meaning  people  who  would 
collapse  this  economy,  and  they  do  not 
understand  what  they  are  about  to  do, 
do  not  understand  that  picture.  You 
have  to  have  cash.  You  have  to  have 
credit,  or  these  jobs  will  disappear 
from  our  society. 

Our  success,  not  our  few  failures, 
have  put  us  in  this  dilemma. 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  TORRES.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  chairman's  amendment  and  the 
bill  and  to  ask  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island,  chairman 
of  our  committee,  a  question. 

Your  amendment,  which  in  part 
amends  section  46  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  Act,  calls  for  the  establishment 
and  the  fostering  of  democratic  insti- 
tutions. This  phrase  in  the  section  cer- 
tainly would  be  defined  to  include 
democratic  trade  unions:  am  I  correct? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  The  gentleman 
is  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  TORRES.  They  would  be  in- 
cluded within  that? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Very  definitely, 
most  appropriately. 

Mr.  TORRES.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about 
the  fact  that  several  countries  now 
going  through  IMF-supervised  adjust- 
ment programs  are  going  down  the 
same  path  as  Poland.  We  are  all  famil- 
iar with  Poland's  efforts  to  destroy  the 
independent  trade  union  Solidarity 
during  Poland's  debt  crisis.  In  the  last 
few^  months,  both  Brazil  and  Chile 
have  been  carrying  out  a  similar  crack- 
down on  democratic  and  peaceful 
trade  unions.  This  trampling  of  the 
rights  of  trade  unionists  is  undermin- 
ing the  long-term  goals  stated  in  the 
preamble  of  the  IMF  charter  to  main- 
tain economic  growth  with  high  levels 
of  employment  and  real  income. 

Poland  has  demonstrated  the  long- 
term  economic  as  well  as  social  and  po- 
litical costs  of  repressing  independent 
trade  unions.  On  the  other  hand,  ex- 
perience in  this  country  and  elsew'here 
shows  that  a  healthy  and  active  trade 
union   movement   can   be  maintained 


during  difficult  economic  times  and 
can  contribute  to  the  solution  of  eco- 
nomic problems.  When  governments 
intervene  to  destroy  trade  union  orga- 
nizations, the  opportunity  for  a  cre- 
ative and  cooperative  role  for  workers 
is  also  destroyed.  Not  only  is  the  eco- 
nomic structure  of  the  country  rigidi- 
fied.  but  workers  are  forced  to  make 
an  inordinate  economic  sacrifice.  An 
independent  and  democratic  trade 
union  movement  is  essential  for  work- 
ers to  achieve  anything  close  to  equity. 

Two  weeks  ago  the  Government  of 
Brazil  threw  out  the  elected  leaders  of 
the  metalworkers  union  in  an  industri- 
al suburb  of  Sao  Paulo.  This  union  has 
over  100.000  members  and  includes 
most  of  the  country's  auto  workers. 
The  leadership  of  this  union,  just  as 
those  of  Polish  Solidarity,  had  decided 
to  peacefully  protest  its  opposition  to 
the  inequitable  effect  of  the  Govern- 
ment's austerity  measures  on  the 
workers  of  Brazil.  Several  other 
unions  have  also  been  taken  over  by 
the  Brazilian  Government.  The  IMF 
should  not  turn  its  head  from  Brazil's 
destruction  of  these  unions. 

In  judging  whether  a  country  should 
receive  IMF  credits,  the  IMF  now  re- 
quires that  a  country  propose  a  plan 
to  reverse  its  balance-of-payments  dif- 
ficulties. The  measures  approved  by 
the  IMF  often  affect  sensitive  domes- 
tic issues.  The  priorities  of  the  Fund 
are  badly  distorted  when  it  puts  so 
much  scrutiny  on  the  climate  for  for- 
eign investor  organizations  and  none 
at  all  on  the  climate  for  domestic 
worker  organizations. 

In  light  of  recent  experience,  the 
IMF  should  add  a  new  yardstick  in 
judging  whether  a  country  is  adopting 
appropriate  domestic  policies  for  long- 
term  growth.  It  should  examine 
whether  that  country  is  preserving  the 
basic  rights  of  workers  to  organize 
freely,  to  bargain  collectively  through 
representatives  of  their  own  choosing, 
and  to  engage  in  peaceful  collective 
action  to  obtain  better  wages  and 
working  conditions.  The  IMF  should 
not  grant  credit  to  support— and  there- 
by sanction— a  government's  headlong 
rush  to  improve  financial  figures  when 
trade  union  rights  are  trampled  in  the 
process. 

If  this  interpretation  of  the  direc- 
tions to  be  given  to  the  U.S.  Director 
to  the  IMF  is  accepted,  the  IMF  policy 
and  practice  would  seek  a  commitment 
by  a  credit-seeking  country  to  provide 
a  basic  framework  of  trade  union 
rights.  Thus,  in  addition  to  the  stand- 
ard financial  measures,  the  IMF  would 
consider  a  country's  human  rights,  es- 
pecially its  treatment  of  trade  unions. 
This  would  put  all  potential  future 
borrowers  on  notice  that  the  IMF  will 
consider  its  respect  for  domestic  trade 
unions.  It  does  not  require  anyone  to 
form  or  join  a  union,  but  defends  the 
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freedom  of  workers  to  do  so  if  they 
choose. 

While  this  interpretation  defends 
the  role  of  democratic  and  independ- 
ent trade  unions  during  the  implemen- 
tation of  an  IMF  sponsored  adjust- 
ment program,  it  does  not  prejudge 
either  the  type  or  degree  of  economic 
sacrifice  that  a  government  may 
impose.  If  required  to  do  so.  all  gov- 
ernments can  meet  this  condition. 
Thus,  it  should  not  prevent  any  coun- 
try from  receiving  needed  IMF  assist- 
ance nor  getting  its  economic  house  in 
order. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  supported  the  origi- 
nal bill.  I  have  written  to  my  col- 
leagues on  the  subject.  The  IMF  is  a 
vital  international  agency  which  helps 
to  promote  world  stability. 

I  support  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island.  I  would 
prefer  the  original  bill,  but  the  St  Ger- 
main is  acceptable.  Our  problem  is 
that  it  is  going  to  cost  us  more  not  to 
increase  IMF  funding  than  it  is  going 
to  cost  us  to  pass  this  bill. 

We  must  keep  our  system  of  interna- 
tional financial  discipline  in  good 
working  order.  The  IMF  is  the  inter- 
national vehicle  which  all  of  the  na- 
tions of  the  free  world  have  devised 
and  supported  to  maintain  economic 
stability  and  prevent  disruptions. 

If  we  do  not  pass  this  bill,  we  will  be 
forced  to  pay  the  costs  of  disruption  in 
some  other  ways.  As  they  say  in  the 
ads.  "We  can  pay  now  or  we  can  pay 
later."  This  bill  is  the  best,  most  effec- 
tive, and  cheapest  way  to  absorb  meas- 
urable costs.  It  is  far  better  to  pay 
now.  along  with  other  countries  of  the 
free  world. 

If  bankruptcies  occur  because  of  our 
failure  to  fund  IMF.  there  are  likely  to 
be  massive  bailouts.  Those  of  us  who. 
like  me.  voted  against  New  York.  Lock- 
heed, and  Chrysler,  are  not  likely  to 
support  those  bailouts,  but  they  will 
be  passed.  It  is  far  better  to  guarantee 
stability  the  easy  way.  with  other  na- 
tions helping,  by  passing  this  bill. 

All  that  is  at  stake  is  American  jot)s, 
agriculture,  growth,  investment,  and 
exports.  If  they  are  important  to  you. 
I  suggest  you  vote  for  this  bill. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  an  additional  3 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina'' 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The      CHAIRMAN.      Objection      is 
heard. 
Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  while  we 

have  a  number  of  distinguished  mem- 
bers of  the  minority  party  on  the  floor 


I  would  like  to  quote  to  them  several 
comments  made  by  the  President,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  some 
others.  I  think  they  will  find  these 
comments  of  great  interest. 

This  is  not  a  simple  little  political 
issue.  What  we  are  talking  about  here 
is  the  future  of  the  international  econ- 
omy. It  is  a  most  important  matter, 
and  I  hope  that  minority  Members 
will  pay  some  attention  to  these  words 
from  leaders  of  their  party. 

Let  me  say  to  my  Democractic 
friends,  if  there  were  a  Democrat  in 
the  White  House  today  and  we  had  a 
Democratic  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
those  Democratic  officials  would  be 
saying  exactly  the  same  things  about 
the  IMF.  The  IMF  has  been  supported 
by  every  Democratic  and  every  Repub- 
lican administration  since  1944.  when 
the  IMF  was  organized  under  Presi- 
dent Roosevelt.  It  has  had  the  backing 
of  every  President  through  President 
Reagan  because  it  is  in  our  national 
interest,  my  friends. 

Listen  to  what  President  Reagan 
says: 

We  cannot  afford  to  become  complacent 
and  leave  unaddressed  the  very  serious 
threat  to  our  recovery  posed  by  the  strains 
in  the  international  financial  system. 

The  IMF  is  at  the  center  of  the  strategy, 
but  must  have  adequate  resources  lo  fulfill 
its  important  responsibilities  successfully. 

He  goes  on  to  say: 

Failure  of  the  Congress  to  provide  the 
U.S.  share  of  the  agreed  increase  in  IMF  re- 
sources would  seriously  erode  confidence  in 
our  leadership  and  jeopardize  the  stable  fi- 
nancial framework  needed  for  an  open, 
growing  U.S.  and  world  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  and  .speak- 
ing on  my  reservation,  and  I  certainly 
do  not  want  to  be  critical  or  appear  to 
be  critical  of  my  good  friend  from 
North  Carolina,  but  if  you  review  the 
debate  on  this  legislation  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs,  pursuant  to  the 
rules,  and  properly  .so.  of  this  Hou.se. 
have  been  able  to  dominate  the  debate 
with  their  amendments  and  their  eval- 
uation of  the  pending  business  before 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
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But  there  are  a  number  of  other 
Members  of  this  House.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, who  are  deeply  concerned  and 
have  a  lot  of  unanswered  questions 
that  they  would  like  to  raise  and  I 
would  hope  that  we  be  given  opportu- 
nity not  only  to  offer  our  amendments 
but  to  participate  in  the  debate. 

I  withdraw  my  reservation. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  reserves  the  right  to 
object. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  And  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  distinguished  subcommittee 
chairman,  are  there  any  plans  or  possi- 
bilities for  the  opposition  to  this  bill  to 
speak  before  the  time  runs  out  at  12 
o'clock?  So  far.  we  have  had  only  the 
proponents  speaking  for  the  legisla- 
tion and  I  do  believe  in  fairne-ss  that 
the  opposition  should  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  speak.  I  am  not  going  to  be- 
grudge the  gentleman  his  time,  read- 
ing his  statements  which  have  already 
been  read,  if  I  may  say  so.  into  the 
Record. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  from  Texas  yield 
on  reservation? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  I  thank  my  col- 
league for  yielding  on  his  reservation. 

I  would  be  willing  and  I  hope  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  would  be  will- 
ing to  grant  the  opportunity  for  our 
friend  from  North  Carolina  to  have  an 
additional  minute  or  two  if  he  would 
answer  this  question,  and  that  is  with 
respect  to  the  stipulation  in  the  St 
Germain  substitute,  would  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  today  acknowl- 
edge that  stipulation,  would  he  grant, 
as  he  has  testified  repeatedly,  as  he 
has  said  in  trying  to  twist  arms  here  in 
the  Hou.se  of  Representatives,  that  if 
we  do  not  pass  the  IMF.  if  we  do  not 
grant  the  2.6  additional  to  the  GAB. 
that  there  would  be  some  impairment 
to  the  international  banking  system. 
would  he  say  that  today  or  not? 

Mr.  NEAL.  Would  the  gentleman 
yield  to  me  for  a  response? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  would  have  to  speak 
on  my  reservation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  has  the  time  under  a  res- 
ervation. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  a  question. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard.  The  time  of  the  gentleman  has 
expired. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  try  not  to  take 
this  5  minutes. 

I  understand  the  opponents  of  this 
bill  would  like  to  be  heard.  I  have  obvi- 
ously spoken  at  least  four  times  on  it 
in  the  process. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  support  this  meas- 
ure and  urge  my  colleagues  also  to 
support  it. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  current  debate 
on  the  IMF  funding  bill  provides  an 
excellent  opportunity  to  focus  atten- 
tion on  the  misalinement  of  exchange 
rates  between  the  U.S.  dollar  and 
other  major  currencies— especially  the 
Japanese  yen.  The  misalinement  of 
the  dollar  has  a  serious  impact  on 
three  interrelated  factors— U.S.  com- 
petitiveness abroad,  the  U.S.  trade  bal- 
ance, and  ultimately  on  U.S.  unem- 
ployment levels. 

As  the  dollar  has  strengthened  and 
other  currencies  weakened,  the  com- 
petitiveness of  U.S.  exports  has  de- 
clined. At  the  same  time,  the  misaline- 
ment of  exchange  rates  makes  imports 
artifically  cheap  in  the  U.S.  market. 

As  U.S.  companies  find  their  prod- 
ucts increasingly  uncompetitive  in 
international  markets,  the  U.S.  trade 
balance  will  deteriorate.  According  to 
C.  Fred  Bergsten.  director  of  the  Insti- 
tute for  International  Economics,  the 
overvaluation  of  the  dollar  caused  the 
U.S.  trade  balance  to  deteriorate  by 
$60  billion  to  $80  billion  between  the 
first  quarter  of  1981  and  the  fourth 
quarter  of  1982.  In  May,  the  U.S.  trade 
deficit  reached  a  record  $6.9  billion 
and  is  forecast  to  climb  to  a  staggering 
$70  billion  for  1983.  A  study  by  Data 
Resources  Inc.  shows  that  if  the  dollar 
had  not  climbed  above  its  1980  level, 
net  exports— the  difference  between 
imports  and  exports— would  have  been 
$24.4  billion  higher  during  the  first 
quarter  of  1983. 

Some  estimates  indicate  that  the 
overvalued  dollar  is  costing  the  coun- 
try $100  billion  in  lost  gross  national 
product  and  almost  1.6  million  jobs.  Is 
it  any  wonder  that  misalined  exchange 
rates  are  fueling  protectionist  pres- 
sures? Protectionist  solutions,  howev- 
er, would  have  far  more  extensive  ad- 
verse effects.  Therefore,  we  need  to 
recognize  the  integral  relationship  be- 
tween trade  and  financial  markets  and 
take  the  initiative  in  seeking  multilat- 
eral discussions  of  appropriate  re- 
sponses to  the  causes  rather  than  the 
symptoms  of  the  existing  currency  di- 
lemma. 


action  to  remedy  the  misalinement  of 
currencies. 

Finally,  we  cannot  escape  the  fact 
that  the  misalinement  of  exchange 
rates  is  adding  problems  to  those  de- 
veloping countries  which  are  strug- 
gling to  repay  $700  billion  of  debt,  90 
percent  of  which  is  dollar  denominat- 
ed. This  excessive  debt  is  forcing 
LDCs,  which  have  been  the  fastest 
growing  markets  for  U.S.  exports,  to 
curtail  imports.  Mexico,  for  example, 
has  reduced  its  imports  from  the 
United  States  by  almost  50  percent. 

The  IMF  is  in  a  unique  position  to 
address  the  existing  misalinement  of 
currencies.  The  IMP  is  explicitly 
charged  with  surveillance  of  the  ex- 
change rate  arrangements  of  its 
member  nations  and  it  has  consider- 
able expertise  and  experience  in  ex- 
change rate  management.  Further- 
more, the  present  misalinement  in  ex- 
change rates  is  a  multilateral  problem, 
requiring  international  cooperation 
for  its  resolution.  Thus,  the  IMF  is 
both  a  uniquely  suited  and  a  logical 
forum  in  which  to  address  this  issue. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Neal) 
to  answer  the  question  asked  earlier. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Let  me  quote  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury.  He  says  nearly  20  per- 
cent of  total  U.S.  manufactured  goods 
are  exported.  The  jobs  of  millions  of 
Americans,  the  health  of  our  banking 
system  and  the  prospects  for  a  sus- 
tained U.S.  economic  recovery  all 
depend,  on  the  IMF's  success  in  main- 
taining a  stable  financial  framework 
for  world  trade.  I  think  that  is  very 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man for  his  comments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  going  to  go 
through  all  the  basic  arguments  on 
this  bill.  My  good  friend.  Mr.  Barnard, 
said  something  that  is  very  important 


If  in  fact  you  want  a  new  Bretton 
Woods  or  you  want  to  discuss  the  gold 
standard  or  you  want  any  of  those 
good  things,  you  can  only  discuss  them 
within  the  structure  of  order.  If,  in 
fact,  our  international  financial 
system  collapses  and  we  have  to  react 
to  that  chaos,  we  are  going  to  pay  and 
pay  and  pay,  as  my  friend,  Mr.  Fren- 
ZEL  said  earlier. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  of  this 
committee  and  the  ranking  member 
and  I  am  delighted  that  Treasury 
came  down  from  the  mountain  and  sat 
down  with  us. 

I  think  that  those  gentlemen,  to- 
gether, have  tried  to  answer  every  rea- 
sonable doubt  that  has  been  expressed 
during  the  general  debate  and  the  dis- 
cussion of  this  bill. 

We  have  tried  to  bring  back  to  you  a 
bill  that  does  not  bail  out  the  banks,  a 
bill  that  has  cut  back  the  financial 
limits,  a  bill  that  has  safeguards 
before  this  further  borrowing,  a  bill 
that  aims  for  international  stability 
and  new  agreements  and  new  meetings 
together. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  newspaper, 
every  economist,  the  President,  past 
Presidents,  Secretaries  of  the  Treas- 
ury, everyone  has  said  that  if  we  do 
not  do  this,  the  world  faces  interna- 
tional financial  calamity. 

Let  us  not  bring  our  political  argu- 
ments, our  rights  or  our  lefts,  into 
something  that  colors  the  entire  west- 
ern world's  well-being. 

If  in  fact  we  want  to  bring  about 
that  political  change,  remember,  there 
is  never  constructive  political  change 
in  a  revolution.  It  takes  a  body  that  is 
organized  like  this  one  and  we  have  to 
have  the  IMF  to  keep  that  order. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  say  that  I  am  impelled  to  speak  be- 
cause I  think  some  of  the  statements 
and  utterances  made  here  are  not  only 
mischievous,  they  are  just  absolutely 
incorrect. 
This  bill  is  being  pawned  off  as  a 


earlier  and  I  hope  you  listened  to  it. 
The  devastating  effect  of  the  misa-    There  are  those  of  you  here  on  this    jobs  bill  Let  me  ^av  categorically^  not 

•     •  •        -J    only  IS  It  not  gomg  to  produce  one  job 

for  Americans,  it  is  going  to  continue 
to  lose  jobs  in  view  of  the  use  of  the 
IMF  that  has  been  made  in  the  last  3 
years. 

Let  me  give  you  one  example: 
Mexico,  where  we  have  had  a  7-to-l 
ratio  of  favorable  balance  of  trade 
dealings.  In  the  last  11  months,  since 
the  IMF  infusion  plus  our  Treasury,  to 
the  tune  of  better  than  $5  billion  all 
combined,  Mexico  has  curtailed  80  per- 
cent of  its  imports.  The  overwhelming 
proportion  of  that  is  American  prod- 
ucts, services  and  the  like. 

I  invite  my  colleague  to  make  a  trip 


linement  of  currencies  is  compounded 
by  the  fact  that  the  impact  is  so  long 
term.  Japanese  and  European  rivals 
have  now  seized  the  opportunity  to 
grab  U.S.  market  shares,  both  at  home 
and  abroad.  It  will  be  difficult  or  im- 
possible for  U.S.  companies  to  recap- 
ture these  markets.  Even  if  the  dollar 
should  decline  substantially  today,  it 
would  take  years  for  the  U.S.  economy 
to  begin  to  recover  from  the  impact  of 
the  currency  misalinement.  The  seri- 
ous nature  of  this  problem  is  high- 
lighted in  a  1982  report  by  the  Group 
of  Thirty,  which  is  made  up  of  Ameri- 
can and  foreign  experts  in  internation- 
al finance.  The  report  pointed  out  how 
an  overvalued  currency  can  cause  dein- 
dustrialization  over  an  extended 
period.  Thus,  we  must  take  immediate 


floor  who  are  great  believers  in  gold 
and  a  solid  value  for  currency:  there 
are  those  of  you  here  on  the  floor  who 
are  very  upset  like  I  am  over  the  mis- 
alignment of  currencies  such  as  the 
yen:  there  are  all  of  us  who  have  some 
sort  of  concern  about  the  internation- 
al monetary  system  and  with  very 
good  reason. 

But.  as  Mr.  Barnard  said  earlier,  we 
are  dealing  with  order.  If  we  do  not 
have  the  IMF.  we  do  not  have  order, 
and  if  we  do  not  have  order  in  the 
international  financial  markets  we  are 
going  to  deal  from  crisis. 

The   final    payor   will    be   the   U.S. 


Treasury,  the  U.S.  taxpayer,  the  men 
and  women  who  are  losing  their  jobs 
and  we  will  have  no  semblance  of 
order  in  which  to  construct  recovery. 


up  and  down  the  Mexican  border  and 
you  will  see  an  average  of  23  percent 
unemployment.  For  us  to  continue 
means  that  these  other  countries,  and 
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Mexico  continuing,  though  Mexico's 
case,  contrary  to  what  has  been  said 
here  is  not  affected  by  this  vote  of  this 
additional  $8.4  billion.  But  this  $8.4 
billion  infusion  will  compel  the  other 
countries  to  do  the  same  as  Mexico  to 
our  exports.  This  will  lose  American 
jobs. 

Now.  I  think  that  we  should  dis- 
charge our  obligation,  especially  in  the 
last  3  years  in  this  Congress,  to  review 
the  whole  policy  of  IMF  and  its  con- 
tinuation, and  our  nature  of  participa- 
tion in  it.  because  it  now  has  been  per- 
verted, as  I  said  earlier.  The  IMF  is 
now  being  looked  upon  by  these  banks 
as  a  sort  of  a  last  bank  of  resort,  or  as 
I  said  specifically,  a  super  global 
FDIC. 

n  1110 

And  that  is  not  at  all  the  purposes  of 
the  IMP.  never  have  been,  and  it 
cannot  function  in  that  capacity  with- 
out grievous  adverse  impact  on  our 
monetary  system,  our  economic 
system. 

For  example,  the  reason  the  banks 
are  desperate  for  this  is  that  they 
have  already  exhausted  their  avenues 
of  access  to  American  tax  funds.  As  of 
this  year  our  Treasury,  through  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  alone,  will 
ante  up  three-quarters  of  a  billion  dol- 
lars to  these  banks,  these  same  banks 
already  at  the  trough.  Ijecause  of  the 
default  of  Poland— not  free  Third 
World  countries— on  the  guarantees. 

The  same  administration  that  is 
saying  now  that  they  have  got  to  have 
this  for  IMF.  1  year  ago  was  adamant- 
ly swearing  that  over  their  dead  body 
would  the  United  States  add  I  penny 
to  these  contributions.  Why? 

Now  I  realize  the  importance  of  this 
institution  and  in  the  past,  but  the 
nature  of  the  world,  but  the  nature  of 
our  relationship,  the  nature  of  our  de- 
pendence on  these  banks  to  control 
our  destiny  has  to  be  reviewed  by  this 
Congress,  and  I  say  that  all  of  these 
scare  tactics  are  to  be  deplored. 

There  is  not  one  bank  that  is  going 
to  be  saved.  The  banking  system  is  not 
going  to  depend  on  this.  It  is  doomed. 
I  do  not  care  what  we  do.  it  is  doomed 
for  other  reasons.  Some  of  us  have 
been  trying  to  say  this  for  15  years 
and  some  of  us  have  been  especially 
speaking  out  on  the  need  to  review 
this,  as  well  as  the  Federal  Reserve, 
because  of  Congress  primary  obliga- 
tion in  this  area. 

What  I  am  saying  is,  it  is  a  shame  to 
pawn  this  off  as  a  jobs  bill. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment  because  this  amend- 
ment really  does  not  improve  the  bill. 
It  is  designed  only  to  deduce  a  few- 
more  Members  into  voting  for  it  on 
final  passage.  And  I  think  it  would  be 
a  mistake  to  vote  for  the  amendment. 


as  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  vote  for 
final  passage  of  this  bill. 

This  bill,  now  that  we  have  closed 
out  debate  rather  rapidly,  will  prevent 
me  from  presenting  four  amendments, 
which  I  have  worked  on  for  quite  a 
few  years.  I  will  be  able  to  discuss 
them  on  a  very  short-time  basis.  I  may 
get  5  minutes,  but  the  debate  will  be 
closed  out  here  in  less  than  1  hour, 
which  I  think  is  quite  unfair. 

This  new  version  of  the  bill  was  de- 
scribed as  a  fig  leaf.  I  would  like  to 
think  it  is  more  like  a  cactus  bush. 
And  if  you  are  opposed  to  this  bill  on 
principle,  or  if  you  are  opposed  to  it 
because  of  the  political  heal  back 
home,  the  vote  is  "no"  on  this  amend- 
ment and  the  vote  is  still  "no"  on  final 
passage. 

This  is  one  time  the  political  atmos- 
phere in  your  home  districts  is  identi- 
cal with  correct  principles.  The  correct 
principles  and  the  right  economic  view 
is  not  to  subsidize  the  banks.  This  is 
corporate  banking  elitist  welfarism, 
nothing  more,  nothing  less. 

This  entire  bill  has  $30  billion  in  it. 
The  IMF.  of  course,  is  $8.4  billion.  And 
there  is  no  way  we  can  go  home  and 
justify  voting  for  this  as  our  people 
become  unemployed  and  as  the  suffer- 
ing is  expanded  in  this  country  at  the 
same  time  we  are  off  spending  money 
to  help  the  bankers. 

Now  they  are  going  to  tell  you  that 
with  this  amendment  they  have  taken 
care  of  this.  That  no  longer  will  this 
money  be  used  to  continue  the  repay- 
ment to  the  banks.  They  claim  that 
the  bill  will  not  help  the  bankers. 

Well,  that  is  a  bit  naive  to  think  that 
you  can  give  money  to  a  nation  that 
might  be  $25  or  $50  or  $80  billion  in 
debt  and  say,  "Dont  use  it  to  pay  in- 
terest,'"  and  '  Dont  let  it  go  to  the 
bankers."  There  is  absolutely  no  way 
that  can  be  accomplished.  And  any- 
body who  would  believe  that  is  just 
being  foolish  or  naive.  This  is  not  pos- 
sible. There  is  no  way  that  you  can 
trace  this  money. 

One  of  my  amendments  I  have  pro- 
posed—if it  were  passed— would  mean 
we  the  Congress  would  assume  the 
proper  role  by  saying  to  the  President 
that  he  could  not  make  international 
commitments,  for  funding  for  the 
IMF. 

Earlier  we  had  a  Member  state  that 
it  is  because  the  President  has  made 
this  commitment,  which  is  practically 
like  writing  a  treaty,  that  we  support 
the  President  because  he  has  already 
made  the  promise  we  would  comply. 

Well,  that  is  terrible. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  was  intrigued  by  that  point  and  I 
hope  that  it  will  have  some  persuasive 
influence   on   the  Members  who   last 


night  rushed  to  the  support  of  the 
President  for  the  commitments  that 
he  has  made  in  Central  America. 

If  that  thesis  is  enough  to  carry  a 
bill  through  this  House,  well,  then  this 
thing  ought  to  sail  right  through  now 
that  the  President  has  extended  him- 
self throughout  the  world. 

And  I  was  wondering  if  the  gentle- 
man, who  was  making  that  very  point, 
supported  the  President  down  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  think  the  gentleman 
makes  a  very  good  point.  And  my 
amendment,  if  it  were  adopted,  would 
mean  that  the  President  must  have 
consent  from  Congress  and  allow  us 
control  over  the  pursestrings  once 
again. 

Some  have  described  the  IMF  as 
necessary  to  maintain  stability  and 
order.  The  IMF  is  the  cause  of  the  in- 
stability and  the  disorder.  We  are 
trying  to  address  an  international 
banking  crisis  because  we  no  longer 
have  a  money  of  account.  Nobody 
knows  what  the  money  is  in  this  coun- 
try. It  is  called  a  Federal  Reserve  note. 
A  piece  of  paper  that  is  printed  out  of 
thin  air. 

Internationally  we  create  credit  and 
funds  out  of  thin  air  through  the  IMF. 
That  is  all  it  is.  It  is  a  fancy  organiza- 
tion to  create  credit  to  steal  wealth 
from  one  country  and  transfer  it  to 
another  country  in  a  very,  very  sinis- 
ter way. 

So  for  the  IMF  to  create  SDR's  out 
of  thin  air  is  doing  nothing  but  creat- 
ing international  inflation. 

We  cannot  expect  in  the  long  run 
that  the  IMF  will  restore  order  under 
todays  circumstances.  We  cannot  cor- 
rect a  disease  of  the  unit  of  account  by 
coming  up  with  some  fancy  banking 
regulations  and  more  inflation.  The 
disease  in  this  country,  the  disease 
internationally,  is  inflation.  And  infla- 
tion is  the  increase  in  the  supply  of 
money  and  credit  for  political  reasons. 
You  cannot  solve  that  problem  by 
more  inflation,  more  regulations,  more 
gimmickry.  That  is  what  this  is  all 
about,  it  is  gimmickry  in  order  to  avoid 
the  real  issue.  And  the  real  issue  is:  Do 
the  politicians  have  the  moral  right  to 
create  money  out  of  thin  air?  And 
until  we  address  that  issue  we  will 
never  solve  the  serious  problems  the 
international  financial  community 
faces.  A  commodity  money  standard, 
such  as  gold,  is  the  only  solution  avail- 
able to  us  if  we  expect  to  achieve  long 
term  stability.  Continuing  to  prop  up  a 
massive  pyramid  of  debt  with  more 
debt  and  more  credit  creation  may 
temporarily  help  but  ultimately  it  will 
contribute  to  the  seriousness  of  the 
international  banking  crises  that  is 
sure  to  come.  I  cannot,  nor  do  I  believe 
that  any  Member  can,  turn  stones  into 
bread.  The  power  to  create  wealth,  or 
real  money,  out  of  nothing  is  not  avail- 
able to  us.  We  are  deceived  into  believ- 


ing we  can  achieve  a  positive  good  by 
perpetuating  the  fraudulent  scheme  of 
fiat  money,  whether  it  is  in  our  domes- 
tic or  the  international  monetary 
system.  For  this  reason  the  IMF  bill 
must  be  defeated. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman  I  believe  this  debate 
has  been  a  healthy  and  a  good  one.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  had  more 
than  9  hours  of  debate.  It  will  be  11 
hours  before  we  are  through. 

The  compromise  amendment  to  title 
III  is  a  productive  one  and  should 
bring  about  great  support  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  want  to  point  out  a  few  items  for 
some  of  my  colleagues  that  they  might 
be  interested  in.  First  of  all,  I  should 
point  out  that  the  United  States 
Chamber  of  Commerce— and  I  am  on 
the  Democratic  side  of  the  aisle— sup- 
ports this  bill. 

And  for  my  colleagues  from  south- 
ern California,  the  Los  Angeles  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce  has  sent  to  me  a 
letter  saying: 

Los  Angeles 
Chamber  of  Commerce, 
Los  Angeles.  Calif..  July  22,  1983. 
Hon.  Jerry  Patterson. 
Ho-use  of  Representatives, 
Washington  DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Patterson:  The  LA 
area  Chamber  of  Commerce  strongly  sup- 
ports H.R.  2957.  International  trade  is  cru- 
cial to  the  California  economy,  and  jobs 
depend  upon  the  strength  of  that  trade.  We 
do  not  consider  this  strictly  a  banking  bill 
because  roughly  30.000  jobs  result  from 
every  billion  dollars  generated  from  trade. 
For  this  reason  we  respectfully  urge  your 
yes  vote. 

Sincerely, 

Theodore  A.  Bruinsma, 

President. 

Second.  Mr.  Chairman,  from  the 
State  Senate  of  California,  the  presi- 
dent pro  tempore  and  the  Republican 
minority  leader,  sent  to  me  a  joint 
letter  in  support  of  the  bill,  which 
letter  states: 

State  of  California  Senate, 
Sacramento.  Calif..  July  21.  1983. 
Hon.  Jerry  M.  Patterson. 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Patterson:  On  behalf  of  the 
California  State  Senate,  wc  would  like  to 
urge  your  support  for  H.R.  2957.  legislation 
authorizing  funding  for  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  which  is  scheduled 
to  be  considered  by  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives in  the  next  few  days. 

The  IMP  is  vitally  important  to  California 
exports,  offering  assistance  to  its  146 
member  countries  during  periods  in  which 
they  import  more  goods  and  services  than 
they  export.  For  example,  the  Bank  of 
America  reports  that  five  of  the  six  largest 
importers  of  California  products  were  devel- 
oping countries,  for  whom  the  IMF  has 
been  an  important  source  of  economic  and 
technical  assistance  during  the  recent 
worldwide  recession.  The  five  were:  Korea, 
Singapore.  Taiwan.  Mexico  and  Malaysia. 
They  accounted  for  $8.4  billion  in  purchases 


from  California— almost  30  per  cent  of  the 
$28.6  billion  in  exports  from  California  in 
1982.  The  Bank  of  America  further  esti- 
mates that  720.000  jobs  result  in  California 
from  these  exports. 

We  realize  that  some  concerns  have  been 
raised  with  the  level  of  U.S.  commitment  to 
the  IMF.  However,  we  understand  that  the 
manner  in  which  the  U.S.  Government  par- 
ticipates in  funding  the  IMF  does  not  add  to 
the  Federal  budget  deficit.  On  the  contrary, 
this  financial  commitment  to  the  IMF  con- 
tributes to  international  financial  stability 
and  helps  promote  economic  growth  in  de- 
veloping nations. 

Most  importantly,  participation  in  the 
IMF  enhances  our  own  national  economic 
recovery  and  California's  contribution  to 
that  revival.  President  Reagan  has  recently 
characterized  the  issue  as  being  of  "the 
utmost  importance  to  the  world  economy,  to 
the  strength  of  the  recovery  and  to  the  U.S. 
po."!ition  of  leadership  in  world  affairs."  We 
agree,  and  we  therefore  hope  you  will  vote 
in  favor  of  H.R.  2957  when  it  considered  by 
the  House. 

Sincerely, 

David  Roberti. 

Ray  Johnson. 

I  hope  Californians,  all  45,  vote  for 
the  bill. 

I  have  another  letter,  and  I  think  an 
important  one  in  regard  to  interest 
rates,  which  has  been  an  issue  raised 
over  and  over. 
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Statements  that  interest  rates  might 
go  up  are  irrefutably  opposed  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Home  Loan 
Bank  Board  who  has  the  expertise  to 
know.  Mr.  Edwin  J.  Gray. 

His  letter  reads  as  follows: 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

Washington.  DC.  July  20.  1983. 

Dear  Member:  This  is  to  urge  your  sup- 
port for  pending  legislation  to  authorize  and 
appropriate  the  U.S.  contribution  to  an  in- 
crease in  the  resources  of  the  International 
Monetary  Fund. 

I  make  this  request  because  I  believe  that 
if  the  legislation  fails  there  will  be  strong 
upward  pressures  on  interest  rates.  This 
would  be  devastating  for  much  of  the  sav- 
ings and  loan  industry  which,  because  of  the 
recent  rise  in  rates,  has  slipped  back  into 
the  red.  This  is  a  critical  period  for  the  sav- 
ings and  loan  business  which  remains  in  a 
very  fragile  state.  The  kind  of  increase  in 
rates  which  I  fear  could  occur— if  the  legis- 
lation does  not  pass— would  represent  a  very 
significant  setback  for  .savings  and  loan  in- 
stitutions in  their  quest  for  recovery.  Clear- 
ly, the  recovery  of  the  entire  homebuilding 
and  real  estate  industry  in  this  country  may 
be  at  stake  as  a  direct  consequence  of  in- 
creases in  interest  rates. 

Again.  I  strongly  urge  your  support  for 
the    legislation    which    is   scheduled    to   be 
voted  on  tomorrow.  Thursday.  July  21. 
Sincerely. 

Edwin  J.  Gray. 

Chairman. 

We  also  have  a  letter  from  the  Coali- 
tion for  Employment  Through  Ex- 
ports. Inc.,  a  national  business  and 
labor  organization,  and  their  letter  is 
as  follows: 


Coalition  for  Employment 

Through  Exports.  Inc. 
Washington.  D.C.,  July  19.  1983. 
To  Members  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 
On  behalf  of  the  Coalition  for  Employ- 
ment Through  Exports  (a  group  of  48  busi- 
ness organizations.  14  labor  unions  and  14 
governors  organized  to  foster  U.S.  export 
competitiveness).  I  want  to  strongly  encour- 
age your  support  of  the  Recovery  and  Fi- 
nancial Stability  Act  (H.R.  2957).  Two  as- 
pects of  the  bill,  in  particular,  deserve  your 
attention,  since  they  affect  U.S.  export  com- 
petitiveness, economic  growth,  and  job  cre- 
ation. 

Our  country's  export  competitiveness  has 
been  critically  affected  by  the  increasingly 
predatory  practices  of  many  official  export 
credit  agencies.  U.S.  exporters  cannot  com- 
pete with  foreign  governments  which  are 
providing  government  backed  financial  sub- 
sidies to  potential  purchasers  of  their  prod- 
ucts. The  Export-Import  Bank  provisions  of 
H.R.  2957  go  a  long  way  toward  assuring 
U.S.  exporters  the  institutional  support 
they  need  to  maintain  markets  overseas  and 
jobs  here  at  home.  H.R.  2957  contains  a 
number  of  improvements  in  the  Eximbank 
charter:  it  provides  clear  priority  to  the 
Banks  primary  function  of  expanding  U.S. 
exports  through  fully  competitive  financ- 
ing: section  1912  is  modified  to  serve  as  a 
more  useful  deterrent  to  unfair  foreign  sub- 
sidized credit  into  our  U.S.  home  market: 
and.  the  Bank"s  advisory  committee  is  re- 
constituted and  broadened. 

The  provisions  relating  to  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF)  quota  increase 
also  have  an  important  bearing  on  our  econ- 
omy and  on  U.S.  jobs.  The  IMF  is  the  key- 
stone to  resolving  the  current  global  eco- 
nomic crisis  and  restoring  health  to  the 
world  trading  system.  Twenty  percent  of 
U.S.  production  is  now  exported,  and  5  mil- 
lion workers  are  directly  dependent  upon 
these  exports.  In  recent  years  world  trade 
has  generated  the  most  dynamic  part  of  our 
economic  growth  and  created  the  largest 
share  of  new  jobs. 

Forty  percent  of  our  export  sales  flow  to 
Lesser  Developed  Countries,  those  countries 
the  IMF  is  committed  to  help.  Should  the 
IMF  be  unable  to  give  temporary  monetary 
assistance  and  policy  advice  to  countries 
with  balance  of  payment  difficulties,  we  will 
see  fewer  markets  for  our  exports  and  more 
domestic  unemployment. 

Our  coalition  would  appreciate  your  sup- 
port of  H.R.  2957  when  it  comes  to  the  floor 
of  the  House.  It  is  vital  to  our  future  and 
our  countrys  long-term  economic  welfare. 
Sincerely, 

WiLLARD  M.  Berry. 

We  have  other  letters  that  may  have 
been  referred  to  in  earlier  debate. 
Some  have  been  printed  in  the 
Record.  One  such  letter  is  from  Paul 
A.  "Volcker.  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System.  He  supports  the 
amendment  that  is  on  the  floor  now. 
as  well  as  this  entire  bill,  and  his  letter 
is  as  follows: 

Board  of  Governors  of  the 

Federal  Reserve  System. 
Washington.  DC.  July  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Fernand  J.  St  Germain. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs.  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Washington,  D.C. 
Dear    Chairman    St    Germain.    As    the 
House  of  Representatives  prepares  to  take 
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up  the  International  Recovery  and  Finan- 
cial Stability  Act.  H  R.  2957.  1  would  like  to 
underline  the  importance  of  prompt  and  fa- 
vorable action  by  the  Congress  on  the  pro- 
posed increase  in  the  U.S.  quota  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF*  and  in 
the  U.S.  commitment  to  the  IMF's  General 
Arrangements  to  Borrow.  I  believe  U.S.  sup- 
port for  this  increase  in  IMF  resources  is  es- 
sential to  maintain  stability  and  confidence 
in  the  international  financial  system  at  this 
critical  time. 

As  you  know,  an  extraordinary  coopera- 
tive effort  is  underway  to  deal  with  the 
strains  arising  out  of  the  heavy  indebted- 
ness of  many  developing  countries.  That 
effort  involves  continuing  action  by  debtors 
and  creditors,  and  by  the  governments  and 
central  banks  of  leading  countries.  But  the 
IMF  is  the  linchpin  for  the  entire  effort, 
providing,  as  part  of  its  leadership  role,  a 
critically  needed  margin  of  financing. 

Current  and  prospective  demands  on  the 
Fund  growing  out  of  this  process  could  well 
exhaust  its  usable  present  resources.  To 
strengthen  its  ability  to  deal  with  this  situa- 
tion and  to  maintain  a  stable  international 
financial  system,  these  resources  must  be  in- 
creased. 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  that  fail- 
ure of  the  U.S.  to  participate  in  providing 
the  IMF  with  adequate  resources  to  do  its 
job.  as  an  essential  part  of  an  international 
effort  joined  by  virtually  every  country  of 
the  Western  World,  would  deal  a  devastat- 
ing blow  to  the  effort  to  manage  the  inter- 
national financial  situation,  with  clearly  ad- 
verse consequences  for  U.S.  credit  markets 
and  our  own  economic  growth. 
Sincerely. 

Paul  A.  Volcker. 

And  you  have  all  received  a  letter 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  strong  support  of  this  bill, 
which  follows: 

The  White  House. 
Washington.  D.C..  July  13.  1983. 
Hon.  Jerry  M.  Patterson. 
House  0/  Representatives. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Jerry:  The  House  of  Representa- 
tives will  soon  consider  my  request  for  in- 
creased United  States  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF).  In  my 
letter  transmitting  this  request.  I  explained 
that  the  IMF  plays  the  central  role  in  a 
comprehensive  strategy  to  resolve  current 
world  debt  and  financial  problems.  Since 
then.  I  have  met  with  leaders  of  the  other 
industrialized  nations  at  Williamsburg 
where  we  affirmed  the  correctness  of  this 
strategy  and  pledged  to  secure  early  ratifi- 
cation of  the  increase  in  IMF  resources.  I 
would  now  like  to  emphasize  the  major  im- 
portance I  attach  to  this  request. 

The  world  economy  is  currently  facing  a 
number  of  .serious  strains,  including  a  heavy 
international  debt  burden  which  threatens 
to  stifle  growth  in  the  developing  countries 
and.  if  not  handled  properly,  thwart  eco- 
nomic recovery  in  the  United  States  and 
other  industrialized  nations.  To  assure  or- 
derly resolution  of  current  global  economic 
problems,  there  must  be  better  coordination 
of  policies  in  developed  countries  to  pro- 
mote sustainable,  noninflationary  growth: 
appropriate  policies  in  LDCs  to  set  their 
economies  on  a  path  to  sustainable  growth: 
continued  official  and  private  financing  at 
adequate  levels  to  maintain  a  viable  interna- 
tional trading  system;  and  reduction  of  pro- 
tectionist barriers  to  trade. 


The  IMF  is  the  centerpiece  of  these  ef- 
forts, and  it  must  have  adequate  resources 
to  do  its  job.  Tho.se  resources  are  now 
nearly  exhausted.  If  they  are  not  augment- 
ed in  the  very  near  future,  as  agreed  to  by 
all  member  countries,  the  IMF  will  be 
unable  to  provide  financial  support  and 
policy  advice  to  countries  facing  balance  of 
payments  problems.  Without  this,  commer- 
cial lending  will  dry  up.  and  economic  condi- 
tions in  developing  countries  will  deterio- 
rate, forcing  severe  contractions  in  imports 
and  possible  defaults. 

The  U.S.  economy  could  not  escape  the 
aftereffects  of  such  events.  The  legislation 
I  have  requested  to  fulfill  our  share  of  the 
increase  in  IMF  resources  is  necessary  to 
protect  our  own  interests  in  a  stable  finan- 
cial system,  a  growing  world  economy,  and 
sustained  economic  recovery  and  higher  em- 
ployment levels.  It  is  also  necessary  to  help 
protect  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  security  in- 
terests overseas. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  early  ratifi- 
cation of  the  proposed  increase  to  help  sta- 
bilize the  international  financial  system.  I 
have  pledged  to  other  world  leaders  my  full 
efforts  to  ensure  prompt  enactment  of  the 
legislation  to  authorize  and  appropriate  the 
proposed  U.S.  share.  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion is  in  our  Nation's  bes\.  interests  and 
warrants,  as  it  has  in  the  past,  the  broadest 
bipartisan  support  in  the  Congress.  I  there- 
fore urge  its  prompt  approval  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 
Sincerely. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  to  my 
fellow  colleagues,  this  is  an  important 
piece  of  legislation.  Many  of  your  con- 
stituents do  not  understand  it  fully  be- 
cause it  is  complex,  but  you  are  doing 
the  best  thing  for  them,  the  best  thing 
for  your  country  and  the  best  thing 
you  can  possibly  do  this  year  for 
American  jobs  by  supporting  the  com- 
promise, and  by  supporting  this  IMF 
legislation. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  cloud  over  this  vote 
today  is  whether  we  are  dealing  with  a 
banking  bailout.  Actually,  this  is  a 
bailout  of  the  monetary  system,  not 
the  banking  system. 

Prior  Congresses  have  voted  contin- 
gency legislation  that  had  the  poten- 
tial of  bailing  out  the  banking  system. 
That  is  what  the  Federal  Reserve  Act. 
that  is  what  the  FDIC  are  all  about. 
Hopefully,  no  bailout  of  banks  will 
ever  be  necessary,  but  if  so.  it  should 
be  stressed  that  in  this  legislation  82 
percent  of  the  money  comes  from  for- 
eign countries.  Only  18  percent  is  that 
of  the  United  States. 

If  we  ever  have  to  bail  out  the  banks 
through  our  other  contingency  legisla- 
tion. 100  percent  will  come  from  the 
U.S.  taxpayer,  directly  or  indirectly. 

In  addition,  it  has  to  be  stressed  that 
the  countries  that  are  in  trouble  are 
anchors  to  the  Free  World,  countries 
like  Brazil.  Mexico.  Argentina.  Nigeria. 
Indonesia. 

Just  as  no  American  President  is 
ever  going  to  allow  our  banks  to  go 
under,    no    American    President    can 


afford  to  allow  our  principal  allies  in 
the  world  to  go  under. 

The  alternative  is  far  more  money 
spent  through  foreign  aid  and,  frank- 
ly, far  more  money  devoted  to  military 
spending.  It  will  be  far  more  costly  to 
vote  against  this  legislation  than  for 
this  legislation. 

The  issue,  in  a  fundamental  way.  is 
whether  trade  or  aid  has  the  best 
chance  to  pull  us  out  of  this  recession 
and  the  mess  that  we  are  in  that  the 
banks  are  partly  responsible  for  caus- 
ing. 

Finally,  let  me  stress  to  my  Demo- 
cratic colleagues  that  a  vote  to  turn 
our  back  on  the  IMF  has  more  impli- 
cations for  causing  war  than  the  whole 
effort  last  night  relating  to  the  Boland 
amendment.  A  vote  for  international 
economic  stability  is  a  vote  against  an 
increased  likelihood  of  war  and  an  in- 
creased likelihood  of  a  commitment  of 
American  troops  abroad. 

And  to  my  Republican  colleagues,  let 
me  stress  that  the  word  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  of  America 
is  at  issue.  Our  President  has  worked 
for  2  years  to  defer  and  restrain  the 
U.S.  financial  obligation  to  the  IMF. 
He  has  struck  a  very  prudent  deal  in- 
volving the  lowest  percentage  U.S. 
contribution  ever  negotiated  by  any 
American  President  to  an  analogous  fi- 
nancial or  international  institution. 
We  are  to  contribute  18  percent  of  the 
funds  to  the  International  Monetary 
System.  Over  the  last  40  years  we  have 
averaged  contributing  almost  30  per- 
cent to  all  analogous  institutions.  This 
contribution  represents  the  lowest  we 
have  ever  negotiated.  It  also  repre- 
sents a  lower  percentage  of  contribu- 
tion than  our  GNP  is  to  the  world 
economy.  It  is  a  very  conservative  deal 
to  conserve  the  world  economic  order. 
It  should  be  supported. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  What  portion  of  the 
80  percent  of  the  contributions  from 
other  nations  will  be  hard  currencies? 
Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Because  the 
United  States  contribution  is  some- 
what higher  in  proportion  of  hard  cur- 
rencies, the  equivalent  could  come  to 
more  than  18  percent.  But  I  would 
stress,  in  this  legislation  before  us  we 
are  now  cutting  back  our  contribution 
unless  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
affirms  to  this  body— and  I  stress,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  appointed 
by  President  Ronald  Reagan,  asserts 
to  this  body  that  an  international  ca- 
lamity would  in  effect  occur  unless  we 
contributed  our  full  18  percent. 

Mr.  REGULA.  But  of  the  balance, 
what  portion  will  be  hard  currencies? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Of  hard  curren- 
cies we  rise  to  almost  a  third.  But  I 
would  stress  here  again,  in  terms  of 
contingencies,  that  is  not  all  that  bad 


a  deal,  and  I  would  also  stress  and  this 
body  should  understand  that  we  rank 
second  in  the  world  in  borrowing  from 
the  IMF.  Only  one  other  country  has 
borrowed  more  than  we  have.  That  is 
Great  Britain. 

So  the  two  principal  beneficiaries 
today  in  the  whole  history  of  the  IMF 
are  the  United  States  and  Great  Brit- 
ain. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  In  this  morning's 
paper  alone,  there  are  two  other  bail- 
outs that  are  now  beginning  to  move; 
one  is  for  the  timber  industry,  and  the 
President  signed  off  on  that. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  And  I  think  it 
was  perhaps  a  mistake. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  And  also  the  Na- 
tional Public  Radio,  $600,000  forgive- 
ness for  debt. 

I  just  wonder,  how  long  can  we  go  on 
bailing  out  everyone  who  comes  here 
and  says  that  the  whole  world  is  going 
to  collapse  around  our  ears  if  we  do 
not? 

Is  the  gentleman  not  concerned 
about  the  fact  that  we  are  taking  over 
the  allocation  of  credit  in  this  country 
and  that  pretty  soon,  when  we  do 
enough  of  these,  there  is  really  not 
going  to  be  any  more  credit  to  allo- 
cate, we  will  have  taken  over  the 
entire  matter. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman makes  a  very  fair  point.  All  I 
would  say  in  return  is:  Your  President 
and  my  President,  my  political  party 
and  your  political  party  negotiated  the 
most  prudent  international  monetary 
deal  ever  negotiated  in  history.  Our 
President  has  staked  his  word  on  this 
deal.  I  hope  that  we  can  support  him. 
Mr.  BETHUNE.  If  the  gentleman 
will  let  me  make  one  more  point  on 
that,  when  the  bill  was  here  2  days  ago 
we  ran  it  off  the  floor,  and  now  they 
come  back  saying  that  we  have  got  a 
better  deal.  I  say  if  we  defeat  it  we  will 
get  an  even  better  deal.  We  will  get 
some  of  that  money  back  from  the 
banks. 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  some 
Congressmen  are  balking  at  legislation 
to  increase  our  lending  to  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF).  They 
fear  that  strengthening  the  IMF 
means  bailing  out  banks,  indulging 
spendthrift  foreigners,  or  squandering 
money  abroad  that  could  relieve  suf- 
fering at  home. 

Mr.  Chairman,  they  have  it  all 
wrong.  The  issue  in  the  IMF  bill  is 


jobs.  American  jobs.  No  measure  now 
before  Congress  would  do  more  to  pro- 
tect and  create  jobs. 

Our  economic  recovery  depends,  in 
part,  on  reviving  world  demand  for  our 
goods  and  services.  If  we  want  to  sell 
more  abroad,  however,  we  must  insure 
that  our  best  customers  get  the  tempo- 
rary IMF  assistance  needed  to  weather 
the  recession. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  bill  before 
the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
United  States  would  lend  the  IMF  up 
to  $8.4  billion— an  interest-earning  in- 
vestment—over several  years.  Our 
quota  share  is  about  19.5  percent  of 
what  the  IMF  needs;  the  rest  would 
come  from  the  other  145-member  na- 
tions. 

Our  IMF  participation,  which  has 
had  bipartisan  support  from  Congress 
and  from  every  President  from  Frank- 
lin Roosevelt  through  Ronald  Reagan, 
is  a  bargain.  At  little  cost,  we  get  the 
benefits  of  a  more  stable  and  open 
world  trading  system. 

Some  Americans  refuse  to  acknowl- 
edge our  stake  in  an  interdependent 
world  economy.  But  look  at  the  num- 
bers: One  of  every  seven  U.S.  manufac- 
turing jobs  produces  for  export:  1  of 
every  3  farm  acres  here  grows  crops 
for  export;  $1  of  every  $3  of  corporate 
profits  is  earned  through  exports  or 
overseas.  In  the  late  1970's.  three- 
fourths  of  the  increase  in  gross  nation- 
al product  and  80  percent  of  our  new- 
jobs  were  generated  by  world  trade. 

Developing  countries,  which  most 
need  IMF  help,  are  among  our  best 
customers.  They  buy  more  than  one- 
third  of  our  exports.  They  need  our 
technology— machinery,  powerplants, 
aircraft,  and  so  forth— and  our  farm 
products.  When  they  stop  buying,  we 
suffer.  Last  year,  about  one-third  of 
the  drop  of  U.S.  production  was  be- 
cause of  lost  export  sales. 

Mr.  Chairman,  because  of  the  reces- 
sion and  high  interest  rates,  many  de- 
veloping countries  cannot  repay  on 
schedule  the  debts  they  acquired  in 
better  times.  If  forced  to  default,  they 
could  no  longer  borrow  or  trade  on 
normal  terms:  they  would  buy  little 
from  the  industrial  countries.  Such  de- 
faults would  also  unsettle  our  finan- 
cial markets,  forcing  some  U.S.  banks 
to  reduce  lending  here,  as  well  as 
abroad.  This  would  further  jeopardize 
our  recovery. 

It  is  strongly  in  our  interest  that  the 
IMF— now  near  the  bottom  of  its  re- 
sources—be able  to  help  debtor  coun- 
tries recover.  IMF  loans  help  countries 
manage  temporary  balance-of-pay- 
ments  deficits.  In  return,  borrow-ing 
countries  must  adopt  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  to  get  their  finances  in 
order. 

Mexico  is  a  good  case  study.  A  year 
ago.  Mexico  faced  bankruptcy,  with 
$80  billion  in  foreign  debt  and  with  its 
income  reduced  by  sagging  oil  exports. 
The  IMF  agreed  to  lend  Mexico  $3.8 


billion;  private  banks,  another  $5  bil- 
lion. Mexico  agreed  to  devalue  the 
peso,  cut  spending,  and  further  tight- 
en its  belt.  As  a  result.  Mexico's  recov- 
ery now  appears  to  be  ahead  of  sched- 
ule; it  does  not  need  all  the  loans 
promised  for  this  year.  For  us.  this 
means  that  our  southern  neighbor  and 
third  largest  customer  is  being  nursed 
back  to  economic  health.  When 
Mexico  reduced  purchases  from  us  by 
some  $6  billion  in  1982.  about  145.000 
American  jobs  were  lost  as  a  result. 

A  few  myths  about  the  IMF  should 
be  corrected: 

First,  it  is  not  a  bailout  operation  for 
banks.  IMF  loans  are  a  tiny  percent- 
age of  a  country's  debt;  in  Mexico's 
case,  about  5  percent.  Total  IMF  re- 
sources, in  fact,  are  but  a  fraction  of 
the  $700  billion  of  developing  country 
debt.  The  IMF  could  not  bail  out  the 
banks  if  it  wanted  to.  More  often,  the 
IMF  presses  banks  to  lend  more  to  sus- 
tain trade.  Big  banks  are  more  inter- 
ested in  the  IMF  adjustment  pro- 
grams, which  help  borrowers  discipline 
themselves.  Granted,  some  U.S.  banks 
have  shown  bad  judgment  in  foreign 
lending:  but  the  IMF  bill  has  tough 
new  regulations  to  foster  greater  pru- 
dence. 

Second,  our  IMF  investment  is  not  a 
giveaway.  It  is  a  loan,  to  be  repaid 
with  interest.  The  IMF  is  like  an  inter- 
national credit  union:  Members  depos- 
it and  members  may  borrow.  Our  de- 
posits are  safe:  no  country  has  ever  de- 
faulted on  an  IMF  loan. 

Third,  the  IMF  does  not  impose  aus- 
terity on  debtor  countries.  IMF  bor- 
rowers are  at  the  end  of  their  ropes, 
essentially  bankrupt;  for  them,  auster- 
ity is  inevitable.  IMF-approved  adjust- 
ment programs  are  often  bitter  medi- 
cine, but  the  alternative  may  be  eco- 
nomic and  social  chaos.  Many  times 
the  IMF  is  scapegoated;  governments 
lacking  political  will  for  belt  tighten- 
ing use  IMF  requirements  as  an  excuse 
for  doing  what  must  be  done.  Blaming 
the  IMF  is  a  good  way  to  evade  politi- 
cal responsibility. 

Fourth,  our  IMF  investments  do  not 
add  to  the  Federal  budget  deficit.  Our 
IMF  account  constitutes  an  asset  that, 
in  budget  accounting,  offsets  any  out- 
lays. 

Fifth,  not  only  the  small,  developing 
countries  benefit.  IMF  programs 
helped  Great  Britain  restore  economic 
stability,  and  now  are  helping  U.S. 
allies  such  as  Turkey  and  Italy.  The 
United  States,  in  fact,  has  been  the 
second  largest  user  of  the  IMF— 
behind  Britain— having  drawn  24 
times  since  1947  for  a  total  of  $6.2  bil- 
lion in  foreign  currencies  to  stabilize 
the  dollar  on  exchange  markets.  This 
use  of  IMF  funds  did  not  require  an 
adjustment  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  IMF  has  a  re- 
markable record  of  success.  It  cannot 
solve  all  the  world's  economic  prob- 
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lems.  nor  can  it  handle  all  the  social 
and  political  roles  that  some  would 
assign  it.  But  we  may  be  certain  of  one 
thing:  Without  a  strong  IMF.  the 
problems  would  be  a  lot  worse,  and 
might  be  of  crisis  proportions.  It 
would  be  dangerously  shortsighted  of 
us  to  take  the  risk  of  denying  the  IMF 
the  resources  it  needs. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Oregon. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in  sup- 
port of  the  committee  substitute.  I  am 
particularly  pleased  to  note  that  the 
committee  has  incorporated  my 
amendment  on  exchange  rate  imbal- 
ances. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  my  colleagues 
on  the  right  side  of  the  aisle  as  well  as 
the  left  side  of  the  aisle  have  come  to 
recognize  the  severe  economic  hard- 
ship which  exchange  rate  imbalances 
have  caused— and  more  importantly 
have  agreed  to  this  amendment  as  a 
rational  first  step  in  addressing  a  very 
serious  problem 

The  U.S.  balance  of  trade  has  been 
declining  at  an  alarming  rate  over  the 
past  several  years.  Between  1980  and 
1982.  our  balance  of  trade  declined 
steadily  by  a  total  of  $22.5  billion.  This 
year  our  trade  deficit  is  expected  to 
top  out  at  $80  billion,  and  unless  our 
competitive  posture  is  improved  some 
analysts  have  predicted  that  our  trade 
deficit  could  hit  $100  billion  before 
1985. 

This  deterioration  in  our  competitive 
trade  position  is  not  just  a  disaster  for 
those  involved  in  the  export/import 
business.  The  entire  U.S.  economy  is 
being  ground  down  by  the  burden  of 
our  balance-of-payments  deficit.  It  is 
estimated  that  our  trade  deficit  has 
knocked  1.5  percent  off  our  GNP  at  a 
cost  of  $100  billion  and  from  1  to  2 
million  jobs. 

Now  I  realize  that  there  are  a 
number  of  reasons  for  the  fact  that 
the  dollar  has  risen  in  value  by  about 
30  percent  against  that  of  the  curren- 
cies of  our  trading  partners. 

One  problem  has  been  the  fact  that 
the  fiscal/monetary  policy  mix  of  the 
United  States  has  been  at  odds  with 
the  economic  policies  followed  by 
many  of  our  trading  partners.  For  ex- 
ample, in  recent  years  the  United 
States  has  followed  a  loose  fiscal 
policy— with  large  deficits— and  a  tight 
monetary  policy.  The  result  has  been 
very  high  real  rates  of  interest.  In  con- 
trast, one  of  our  major  trading  part- 
ners, the  Japanese,  have  followed  a 
tight  fiscal  policy  coupled  with  a  less 
restrictive  monetary  policy.  The  result 
has  been  fairly  low  real  rates  of  inter- 
est in  Japan.  Because  of  the  high  rela- 
tive rates  of  interest,  the  demand  for 
dollars   in    the    international    market- 


place   has    been    strong    which    has 
tended  to  keep  the  dollar  overvalued. 

Interest  rates  alone  do  not  explain 
the  behavior  of  the  exchange  rates 
however.  For  example,  in  April  of  this 
year— with  the  prime  running  between 
10.5  to  10.8  percent— the  yen  stood  at 
238  to  1— yen  to  dollar  ratio.  As  of 
July  20  of  this  year,  the  prime  had 
dropped  to  10.2  percent  but  the  yen 
had  risen  to  246.05  to  1.  While  there 
may  be  some  unknown  factors  at  work, 
it  is  disturbing  to  see  the  dollar  contin- 
ue to  gain  in  strength  while  interest 
rates  continue  to  fall. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  poli- 
cies which  are  producing  record  defi- 
cits and  high  interest  rates  in  this 
country  must  be  changed.  That  alone 
will  have  a  beneficial  impact  on  the 
overvaluation  of  the  dollar.  In  the 
meantime,  there  are  steps  which  can 
be  taken  by  the  administration  to 
combat  exchange  rate  imbalances, 
some  of  which  may  have  been  created 
by  the  internal  financial  practices  of 
our  trading  partners.  Such  practices 
are  unfair  and  add  to  the  overvalu- 
ation of  the  dollar. 

My  amendment  does  not  seek  to  find 
villains,  or  assess  blame  for  what  clear- 
ly has  become  a  major  problem  for  the 
United  States.  Instead  it  simply  directs 
the  administration  to  begin,  in  ear- 
nest, discussions  which  will  lead  to  the 
resolution  of  some  of  these  exchange 
rate  problems. 

In  fact  my  amendment  is  really  a 
followup  to  last  Mays  Williamsburg 
declaration  which  stated  that  the  in- 
dustrialized Nations  were.  "Willing  to 
undertake  coordinated  intervention  in 
exchange  markets  in  instances  where 
it  is  agreed  that  such  intervention 
would  be  helpful." 

The  second  part  of  my  amendment 
directs  the  administration  to  come  for- 
ward with  legislative  recommendations 
regarding  reform  of  the  floating  ex- 
change rate  system  now  in  use.  It  does 
not  presume  to  favor  any  particular 
structure— some  have  argued  for  a 
return  to  a  more  rigid,  structured 
system,  while  others  have  argued  for 
the  establishment  of  a  semifixed 
system  which  would  keep  currency 
values  within  target  ranges. 

Regardless  of  the  solution  arrived  at, 
we  should  at  least  recognize  that  there 
is  an  enormous  problem  facing  this 
country  which  is  costing  us  in  terms  of 
sales  of  goods  abroad  and  in  terms  of 
jobs.  My  amendment  simply  provides 
the  flexibility  for  the  administration 
to  move  ahead  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment. 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be- 
lieve that  this  is  a  trade  bill,  and  it 
means  jobs  for  American  workers. 
During  the  last  part  of  the  1970s,  we 
created  3  million  new  jobs  in  this 
country,  and  85  percent  of  those  jobs 
can  be  directly  attributable  to  the  gain 
in  exports. 


Today  we  face  a  world  economy  that 
is  very  fragile.  The  International  Mon- 
etary Fund  is  a  part  of  trying  to  pro- 
vide some  stability  to  that  fragile  situ- 
ation. 
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Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  committee  amendment,  which  I 
believe  is  a  reasonable  compromise.  I 
believe  that  it  addresses  the  issues  of 
those  who  are  concerned  with  putting 
reasonable  restrictions  on  the  banks.  I 
believe  that  it  gives  some  attempt  to 
look  to  the  assets,  including  gold,  of 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  in 
raising  the  ample  funds  so  that  they 
can  perform  the  function  of  stability 
in  international  financial  markets. 

I  think  that  it  addresses  the  point 
raised  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Schumer)  that  these  bor- 
rowing countries  do  not  just  have  a  li- 
quidity crisis:  that  they  do  need  some 
stretchout  and  that  our  representa- 
tives should  work  for  readjustment 
along  those  lines. 

I  believe  that  it  also  addresses  the 
point  raised  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin)  about  exchange 
rates.  If  we  arc  going  to  get  exchange 
rates  into  a  more  proper  balance  in 
this  world,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
have  more  stability  of  these  borrowing 
and  debtor  nations. 

A  great  American.  Mark  Twain, 
spent  a  great  deal  of  his  lifetime  in  my 
district,  in  Elmira.  N.Y.,  and  he  said 
one  time,  "I  do  not  mind  getting  older 
when  I  think  about  the  alternative." 
To  those  who  are  undecided  about  this 
bill,  I  ask  you  to  think  about  the  alter- 
native. It  really  could  be  the  death  of 
the  worldwide  trading  system.  I  am 
not  saying  it  will  be;  I  do  not  think 
anyone  knows  that.  I  am  saying  it 
could  be. 

I  am  saying  the  alternative  of  pass- 
ing this  measure,  the  alternative  of  al- 
lowing the  IMF  to  perform  its  role  of 
providing  partial  credit  is  better.  They 
do  not  go  in  and  bail  out  countries. 
They  go  in  where  there  is  a  large  infu- 
sion of  private  capital.  They  provide 
the  necessary  conditions  for  the  possi- 
ble restructuring  and  repayment. 

I  think  that  the  IMF's  small  role  is 
nevertheless  catalytic,  and  is  very  im- 
portant. 

Finally.  I  would  like  to  mention  that 
this  is  a  voluntary  decision  on  the  part 
of  the  debtor  countries.  If  they  want 
to  look  elsewhere,  if  they  want  to  take 
other  means  to  try  to  refinance  their 
situation,  there  is  nothing  preventing 
it. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  your  support 
of  the  committee  amendment  because 
I  think  the  alternatives  indeed  could 
be  awful,  awful  for  small  towns  all 
over  this  country,  awful  for  workers 
whose  jobs  depend  on  exports.  I  think 
the  measure  is  reasonable,  particularly 
as  amended  by  the  committee  amend- 


ment, and  I  urge  the  passage  of  this 
bill  designed  for  international  finan- 
cial stability. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  started  discuss- 
ing this  measure  last  Friday.  I  had  the 
privilege  in  the  rule  discussion  to  open 
up  the  questions  and  the  debate,  and 
at  that  time  I  made  the  point  that  I 
would  like  to  make  again  today:  that 
the  sky  is  not  going  to  fall  if  we  do  not 
pass  a  quota  increase,  as  some  people 
have  advocated  here. 

I,  today,  reluctantly— and  I  say  that 
because  it  is  in  opposition  to  my  ad- 
ministration, on  my  side  of  the  aisle- 
stand  in  opposition  to  the  quota  in- 
crease even  with  the  passage  of  the 
perfecting  amendment  which  is  now- 
pending.  I  do  that  even  though  I  also 
have  great  respect  for  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island,  the  chairman  of 
the  full  Banking  Committee,  and  his 
position,  the  ranking  member  on  my 
side  of  the  aisle,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  the  chairman  of  my  subcommit- 
tee on  this  issue,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa,  my  ranking  member. 

I  do  it  because  the  perfecting 
amendment  is  merely  cosmetic  when  it 
comes  to  the  quota  increase  question. 
In  fact,  it  does  not  touch  the  issue  of 
the  quota  increase  itself  at  all,  and 
that  is  why,  in  a  few  minutes,  I  am 
going  to  offer  an  amendment,  which 
may  very  well  not  be  debatable  unless 
there  is  a  unanimous-consent  request 
granted,  which  would  strike  a  very 
limited  portion  of  this  bill  which  deals 
with  strictly  the  $5.3  billion  to  $5.4  bil- 
lion quota  increase. 

Now,  what  does  the  perfecting 
amendment  do.  first  of  all?  It  does  a 
number  of  things  that  I  would  have  to 
support  in  terms  of  the  bank  restric- 
tions. That  portion  of  the  bill,  though 
there  are  quibbles  and  quabbles  about 
it  and  some  of  the  banking  interests 
do  not  care  for  it,  I  am  not  arguing 
about.  I  think  that  the  amendment  is 
fine  in  that  area  and  I  think  the 
amendment  is  fine  as  it  goes  to  the 
GAB.  the  General  Agreements  on  Bor- 
rowing. Although  I  do  not  particularly 
want  to  see  even  the  $2.8  billion  in 
GAB  used,  and  I  think  there  are  a  lot 
of  changes  that  need  to  be  made  in  the 
GAB.  the  amendment  I  am  going  to 
offer  will  go  not  to  that  but  will  go 
strictly  to  the  quota  increase. 

Now.  let  me  for  a  moment  take  the 
time  to  explain  to  my  colleagues  once 
more  that  there  are  three  alternatives, 
at  least,  that  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  has  if  it  does  not  get  this 
quota  increase  granted,  so  we  do  not 
have  the  world  economy  falling  off 
the  table  somewhere. 

First,  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  has  the  power  right  now,  with 
no  more  changes  in  its  charter,  to  go 
out  on  the  world  market  itself,  like  the 


World  Bank,  and  borrow.  It  can  go  out 
and  borrow  whatever  it  needs  to. 

Second,  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  has  a  large  supply  of  gold.  I  do 
not  advocate  selling  that  gold,  but 
there  are  those  who  say  it  could  be 
done.  But  I  do  know  that  that  gold 
could  be  used  as  collateral  in  many  dif- 
ferent ways  in  order  to  solve  particular 
problems  the  IMF  has  in  directing  re- 
sources to  one  troubled  country  or  an- 
other. 

The  third  thing  that  could  happen, 
which  this  administration  has  not 
been  willing  to  do  in  any  discussions 
with  this  Member,  or  even  to  seriously 
consider,  is  for  the  $5.4  billion  or  so  in 
the  quota  increase,  instead  of  making 
it  a  quota  increase,  to  temporarily, 
with  a  maturity  date,  loan  that 
amount  of  money  to  the  IMF  if  things 
are  that  bad.  The  Saudis  loaned,  with 
a  specific  maturity  date  of  2  years, 
about  $8  billion  not  long  ago  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund. 

Our  biggest  problem  is  the  fact  that 
this  a  permanent  quota  increase  that 
is  in  this  bill.  It  is  something  that 
comes  about  every  so  often,  regardless 
of  the  excuses,  and  we  have  not  had  a 
check  on  it.  Literally  billions  of  dollars 
over  the  last  10  years  have  gone  out  of 
this  country  on  a  permanent  transfer 
basis  because  we  have  received  very 
little  back  in  return  on  that  during 
that  time. 

We  must  have  an  opportunity  to  get 
this  money  situation  under  control. 
We  must  have  an  opportunity  to  bar- 
gain for  a  position  so  that  we  no 
longer  have  this  outflow  going  on, 
change  the  nature  of  the  U.S.  partici- 
pation in  the  permanent  quota  in- 
crease, and  change  the  manner  in 
which  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  does  its  dealings  in  terms  of  for- 
eign countries  and  in  its  requirements 
as  it  goes  about  its  business. 

Now.  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund.  I  supported 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative.  I  sup- 
port the  appropriate  economic  aid  to 
some  of  our  neighbors.  But  this  bill 
gives  us  the  only  opportunity  to  say  to 
our  administration  and  to  the  world 
that  we  will  no  longer  put  up  with  this 
permanent  type  of  quota  increase  in 
billions  of  dollars  year  after  year.  I 
hope  that  when  the  appropriate  time 
comes  on  the  McCollum  amendment 
that  my  colleagues  will  join  with  me  in 
striking  that  small  portion,  but  very 
significant  portion,  that  deals  with  the 
$5.3  billion  or  $5.4  billion  that  author- 
izes the  permanent  quota  increase. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  con- 
gratulate the  gentleman  from  Florida 
for  his  statement.  It  is  well  reasoned 
and    quite    articulate    in    making    the 


point  known  on  this  floor  that  there  is 
something  in  between  total  support 
for  the  so-called  compromise  and  what 
would  prevail  or  transpire  if.  in  fact,  it 
did  not  carry. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  briefly  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  compromise  perfected  by  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island. 

In  addition  to  the  other  reasons 
proffered  this  morning  by  my  col- 
leagues, there  are  two  additional  sub- 
stantive reasons  why  we  should  ap- 
prove this  allocation  to  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund. 

First,  this  is  one  of  the  few  interna- 
tional programs  in  which  other  na- 
tions actively  participate.  The  burden 
of  providing  the  capital  for  these  loans 
is  broadly  shared.  Less  than  20  percent 
of  the  funding  is  provided  by  the 
United  States.  Should  we  not  be  en- 
couraging those  other  countries  to 
continue  doing  their  share?  How  can 
we  do  that  if  we  are  unwilling  to  live 
up  to  our  own  responsibilities?  In  the 
IMF  many  nations  with  different 
people  and  philosophies  work  together 
to  keep  the  international  economy 
moving.  Whether  we  like  it  or  not  we 
are  all  tied  to  the  international  econo- 
my. 

Second,  it  is  ironic  to  me  that  we  are 
debating  this  issue  today  following  the 
extensive  debate  on  stabilizing  Central 
America  which  took  place  yesterday. 
How  much  clearer  it  is  to  me  to  vote  to 
make  loans  to  needy  countries 
through  an  international  agency  than 
it  is  to  provide  massive  amounts  of 
direct  aid  when  they  are  on  the  verge 
of  collapse  and/or  military  assistance 
as  their  governments  destabilize. 

I  cannot  help  but  think  that  the 
message  to  Latin  America  that  will  re- 
sound with  defeat  of  this  bill  will  be 
that  the  United  States  is  ready  to  send 
its  guns,  and  its  ships,  and  troops 
when  its  neighbors  are  on  the  verge  of 
collapse,  but  not  willing  to  loan  a  few 
dollars  to  prevent  that  from  occurring. 
To  defeat  the  IMF  would  be  penny- 
wise  and  pound  foolish. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
the  last  several  months  many  of  us 
have  really  been  guided  by  two  princi- 
ples in  seeking  to  deal  with  the  IMF 
crisis  that  is  upon  us.  the  principle  of 
internationalism  and  the  principle  of 
balance. 

In  terms  of  internationalism,  ladies 
and  gentlemen.  I  think  most  of  the 
Members  of  this  House  realize  that  we 
cannot  turn  our  back  on  the  Third 
World.  We  cannot  turn  our  back  on 
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the  rest  of  the  world.  America  in  1960 
perhaps  could.  America  in  the  1980's 
cannot. 

We  depend  on  those  countries  not 
only  for  raw  materials,  but  for  mar- 
kets. That  is  a  new  phenomenon.  I 
think  we  must  all  be  aware  that  unem- 
ployment in  Pittsburgh  and  Detroit  is 
related  to  prosperity  in  Brazil  and  Ni- 
geria. 
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That  is  a  new  condition  for  those  of 
us  in  this  House,  and  that  is  a  condi- 
tion we  will  have  to  live  with  for  the 
next  several  years. 

The  initial  bill,  even  without  the 
amendment,  dealt  with  that  concept 
of  internationalism,  but  it  had  a  fatal 
flaw  in  my  opinion  and.  I  believe,  in 
the  opinion  of  many  in  this  House.  It 
did  not  address  the  problem  of  bal- 
ance. We  all  realized  a  problem  exist- 
ed, a  problem  caused  by  Third  World 
countries  that  were  too  eager  to 
borrow  and  banks  too  eager  to  lend, 
but  a  problem  we  had  to  deal  with. 

It  was  my  opinion  and.  I  believe,  the 
opinion  of  many  others  in  this  House 
that  the  initial  method  by  which  the 
IMF  went  about  doing  its  job  was  not 
in  balance.  It  put  too  much  of  the 
burden  for  getting  us  out  of  this  crisis 
on  Third  World  countries  and  again 
on  American  workers  and  too  little  on 
the  banks. 

We  did  not  seek  to  punish  the  banks. 
That  would  be  a  futile  exercise  that 
would  not  solve  the  problem.  Instead, 
we  sought  to  restore  the  balances  for 
the  benefit  of  the  world  economy. 

I  believe  that  the  St  Germain 
amendment,  which  was  worked  on  fe- 
verishly by  so  many  of  us  yesterday, 
addresses  the  problem  of  balance.  It 
says  to  the  banks.  "Yes.  we  will  help 
you  with  the  problem,  but  do  not 
charge  excessive  rates  of  interest  in 
short  term.  Stretch  out  your  loans  at 
lower  rates  of  interest."  Yet  it  says  to 
the  world  economy.  "We  will  not  turn 
our  backs  on  you." 

The  St  Germain  amendment  avoids 
a  very  painful  choice  for  me.  and  that 
would  have  been  perhaps  to  vote 
against  the  bill  to  speak  up  for  balance 
to  the  detriment  of  internationalism.  I 
am  now  proud  to  support  this  amend- 
ment and.  should  it  be  adopted,  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
and  this  House  to  do  the  same.  It  is 
fair,  it  is  balanced,  and  it  takes  into  ac- 
count the  principles  of  international- 
ism. 

Mr.  BONKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  for  a  brief 
statement. 

Mr.  BONKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

There  has  been  a  lot  said  here  about 
international  trade,  but  I  think  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  made  a  valid 


point  when  he  reminded  us  that  our 
export  trade  now  amounts  to  $250  bil- 
lion, and  when  one  considers  that  for 
every  billion  dollars  of  exports  we  gen- 
erate 25.000  to  30.000  new  jobs,  one 
can  translate  very  easily  our  export 
trade  to  job  creation  at  home. 

The  fact  is  that  our  domestic  econo- 
my is  no  longer  sufficient  to  meet  our 
growth  needs  in  the  future,  and  at  the 
same  time  we  are  in  a  seriously  com- 
petitive world  economy.  International 
trade  is  our  economic  destiny,  and 
that  depends  in  large  measure  on  a 
stable  financial  system.  The  fact  is 
that  40  percent  of  our  export  trade 
goes  to  Third  World  countries,  many 
of  which  are  debtor  nations  that  may 
be  impacted  by  this  legislation. 

It  is  not  an  easy  choice  for  many 
Members  here,  but  I  believe  it  is  the 
right  choice.  Time  magazine  recently 
pointed  out  that  this  was  a  time  bomb 
about  to  go  off.  That  certainly  would 
not  bring  stability.  It  certainly  would 
not  help  our  exporters,  and  in  turn 
that  would  bring  great  instability  into 
our  own  domestic  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  commit- 
tee chairman  has  come  forward  with  a 
practical  measure,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
league to  support  it. 

Mr.  WORTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  sub- 
stitute amendment. 

The  substitute  is  a  carefully  crafted 
compromise  designed  to  meet  the  gen- 
uine concerns  raised  by  many  Mem- 
bers about  the  International  Monetary 
Fund.  Because  of  this,  it  is  something 
that  most  of  us  will  be  able  to  support. 
The  compromise  is  not  just  another 
example  of  blue  smoke  and  mirrors. 
Rather,  it  is  a  good  faith  attempt  to 
address  some  of  the  major  objections 
raised  by  many  Members  during  the 
course  of  debate. 

For  months,  those  opposed  to  this 
legislation  said  it  is  nothing  more  than 
a  big  bank  bailout.  Well,  the  substitute 
satisfies  those  who  feel  that  way.  This 
is  tough  language  that  requires  the 
U.S.  Executive  Director  to  oppose  and 
vote  against  any  IMF  loan  used  princi- 
pally for  the  purpose  of  repaying 
banks.  Sanctions  are  included  that 
preserve  and  promote  the  expansion 
of  domestic  industries.  Foreign  loans 
may  not  grow  at  a  rate  to  exceed  do- 
mestic lending.  Banks  will  not  be  able 
to  charge  rescheduling  fees  in  excess 
of  administrative  costs.  This  is  not  cos- 
metic. 

Every  man  and  woman  who  serves  in 
this  body  knows  that  preserving  and 
promoting  job  opportunities  is  one  of 
our  foremost  responsibilities.  Approv- 
ing the  quota  increase  for  the  IMF  is 
one  of  the  most  effective  means  of 
doing  that.  We  would  do  a  grave  dis- 
service to  our  constituents  if  we  fail  to 
support  this  legislation. 

I  do  not  want  the  workers  in  my  dis- 
trict to  be  laid  off  because  orders  for 


their  goods  from  overseas  customers 
suddenly  stop.  I  do  not  want  to  face 
my  farmers  who  are  confronted  with 
financial  hardship  because  they 
cannot  sell  their  products.  The  Ameri- 
can people  are  not  stupid.  They  recog- 
nize that  we  live  in  an  economically 
interdependent  world.  They  recognize 
that  free  and  open  trade  between  na- 
tions is  the  most  effective  means  avail- 
able for  maintaining  a  stable  world. 

The  IMF  is  not  perfect.  But  is  one  of 
the  best  vehicles  we  have  for  ensuring 
financial  stability  abroad  and  prosperi- 
ty at  home.  H.R.  2957  has  been  thor- 
oughly debated  and  discussed.  Each  of 
us  has  had  ample  opportunity  to  hear 
and  be  heard  on  this  legislation.  Now 
it  is  time  to  be  counted. 

I  urge  every  one  to  do  the  responsi- 
ble thing  and  vote  for  the  substitute 
amendment  to  title  III.  It  is  a  vote 
that  you  will  not  regret. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  for  the  pur- 
pose of  asking  a  few  questions  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie)? 

Mr.  WORTLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  a  couple  of  questions. 

First  of  all.  it  is  my  understanding 
that  financial  institutions  will  restruc- 
ture existing  loans  in  addition  to 
making  new  loans  as  a  result  of  the 
passage  of  this  bill.  As  the  gentleman 
knows.  I  have  expressed  to  him  strong 
opposition  to  the  institutions  receiving 
fees  for  restructuring  existing  loans  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman,  does  the 
substitute  amendment  address  this 
concern,  and  if  so,  how? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WORTLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
say.  in  direct  response  to  the  concerns 
of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Regula)  that  we  have  a  provision  in 
the  amendment  which  has  now  been 
offered,  something  which  goes  directly 
to  this  questionable  practice  of  some 
big  banks  charging  very  high  front- 
end  fees  for  rescheduling  commercial 
loans.  What  we  have  done  is  suggest 
new  language  which  specifically  pro- 
hibits the  practice  unless  it  is  fully 
amortized  over  the  life  of  the  loan. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
a  second  question. 

Ohio,  of  course,  as  the  gentleman 
well  knows,  is  No.  4  in  export  volume 
in  the  United  States  among  all  50 
States.  What  will  be  the  likely  impact 
of  the  passage  of  this  bill  on  Ohio  in 
terms  of  jobs?  And,  as  pointed  out  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  will 
the  possible  better  exchange  rates  be- 
tween currencies  also  have  value  to 
Ohio,  and  could  that  result  from  the 
passage  of  this  bill? 


Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WORTLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  received  statistics  from  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce  that  said 
Ohio  has  300.000  jobs  which  directly 
depend  on  exports.  That  is  about  8 
percent  of  all  the  jobs  in  our  home 
State. 

I  also  have  a  telegram  here  from  3-M 
Co.  in  my  district  that  says  3-M  ex- 
ports 40  percent  of  its  $6  billion  yearly 
business,  much  to  South  American 
countries.  I  also  have  information  here 
from  Kinnear.  Ranco,  Avco,  Dennison 
Engineering.  Ashland  Chemical.  Inger- 
soll-Rand.  National  Electric  Co.. 
Xerox,  and  Dresser  Industries,  all  with 
a  presence  in  my  district,  that  they  are 
all  exporting  to  other  countries,  and 
that  this  bill  is  desirable  from  their 
viewpoint  to  continue  the  export 
trade. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  raising  these  questions. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
for  yielding. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WORTLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  commend  the  ranking  minori- 
ty member  and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  for  that  colloquy.  I  think  they 
have  focused  on  precisely  the  issues  in 
this  debate,  and  those  are  the  issues 
on  which  we  should  direct  our  atten- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  throughout  the 
debate  on  the  IMF,  numerous  con- 
cerns and  problems  have  been  raised. 
There  may  be  other  alternatives  to 
this  current  debt  problem,  but  today 
we  are  faced  with  a  situation  that  re- 
quires immediate  attention.  The  legis- 
lation before  us  today  along  with  the 
perfecting  amendment  represents  the 
only  viable  alternative. 

This  legislation  is  as  much  an  invest- 
ment in  American  jobs  and  the  health 
of  the  American  economy  as  almost 
any  other  legislation  we  are  likely  to 
consider  this  year. 

Trade  has  become  an  increasingly 
important  sector  of  the  American 
economy.  World  trade  depends  on  the 
continued  availability  of  credit.  There 
is  no  doubt  but  that  international 
flows  of  credit  and  money  have  a  criti- 
cal effect  on  the  U.S.  economy  and  un- 
employment. Our  failure  to  pass  this 
legislation  will  have  severe  adverse  ef- 
fects on  United  States  and  interna- 
tional credit  markets.  My  colleagues 
and  I  on  the  Banking  Committee  have 
worked  hard  to  craft  this  perfecting 
amendment  in  an  effort  to  address  the 
many  concerns  that  were  expressed 
during  debate  on  Monday.  It  includes 
the  necessary  conditionalities  on  both 


the  banks  and  the  lending  countries 
and  deserves  my  colleagues  support. 

First,  this  amendment  includes  pro- 
visions that  would  first  prohibit  up- 
front fees  by  U.S.  banks  in  reschedul- 
ing debt  to  lesser  developed  countries, 
limiting  charges  to  administrative  fees 
covering  actual  costs. 

Second,  for  those  of  us  who  are  con- 
cerned that  this  money  would  go  to 
bail  out  the  big  banks,  this  amend- 
ment includes  an  antibailout  provision 
requiring  that  the  IMF  Executive  Di- 
rector vote  against  loans  where  the 
funds  would  be  used  primarily  to 
repay  loans  from  commercial  banks 
imprudently  incurred  by  the  member 
country. 

Third  and  most  importantly,  this 
amendment  has  a  provision  to  encour- 
age domestic  lending  by  U.S.  banks  at 
affordable  rates. 

This  is  a  bill  that  does  not  bail  out 
the  banks.  It  is  a  bill  that  seeks  to  sta- 
bilize the  structure  of  trade  and  fi- 
nance throughout  the  world.  This  bill 
seeks  to  manage  the  fragile  nature  of 
our  global  economy.  I  submit  to  my 
colleagues  that  past  experiences  have 
taught  us  that  crises  can  rarely  be  pre- 
dicted and  that  prevention  is  less  ex- 
pensive than  a  cure.  Consequently,  I 
strongly  believe  that  it  would  be  fool- 
ish indeed  to  be  without  the  contin- 
gency arrangements  agreed  upon  by 
the  members  of  the  IMF. 
I  urge  my  colleagues'  support. 
Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WORTLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
its  hard  to  find  common  ground  with 
anyone  on  the  IMF— it  is  a  very  com- 
plex issue.  But  I  have  devoted  a  great 
deal  of  time  and  effort  to  the  IMF 
issue,  since  it  comes  largely  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations 
on  which  I  have  the  privilege  to  serve. 
In  connection  with  my  duties  on  that 
subcommittee,  this  past  March  a 
number  of  our  colleagues  and  I  accom- 
panied a  Treasury  Department  delega- 
tion on  a  fact-finding  trip  to  Mexico, 
Peru,  and  Brazil,  which  are  three  of 
the  countries  most  prominently  in- 
volved in  the  current  debt  and  bal- 
ance-of-payment  negotiations  with  the 
IMF. 

I  have  followed  the  debate  appear- 
ing in  the  country's  leading  financial 
journals  for  at  least  the  last  7  months. 
And.  most  recently.  I  had  a  meeting 
with  Secretary  Regan  during  which  we 
addressed  almost  every  major  criticism 
of  the  quota  increase. 

In  all  of  this,  I  have  learned  that 
there  are  few  if  any  hard  and  fast 
•truths ':  and  that  this  is  a  very  close 
call. 

We  are  charged  with  the  duty  of 
studying  and  voting  on  the  issues  that 
confront  us  and  our  constituents, 
whether  or  not  they  lend  themselves 


to  easy  or  clear-cut  analysis.  Having 
done  so.  I  have  decided  to  support  the 
President  by  voting  for  H.R.  2957.  de- 
spite some  misgivings  that  remain,  be- 
cause I  believe  that,  on  balance,  we 
play  too  dangerous  a  game  if  we  fail  to 
join  our  industrialized  allies  in  helping 
to  bolster  the  world  economy,  and  by 
risking  international  defaults  on  loans 
due  creditors  within  the  United  States. 
The  plain  truth  is.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
I  simply  cannot  find  a  satisfactory  al- 
ternative to  providing  the  additional 
funding    .sought    by    the    IMF.    For 
months,    I    have    wrestled    with    this 
problem,  and  to  this  date,  no  opponent 
of  the  funding  that  I  have  met,  or 
whose  writings  I  have  read,  is  in  any 
way  certain  that  in  failing  to  supply 
the  IMF  with  this  additional  infusion 
of  capital,  we  will  be  able  to  avoid  a 
potential  collapse  of  the  economy  in 
the  Western  economic  world.  On  the 
contrary,  some  of  the  foremost  oppo- 
nents of  IMF  funding  have  admitted 
that    "Yes.  one  or  two  countries  may 
default  on  their  obligations. "  but  they 
proceed  to  discount  the  effect  of  such 
an  occurrence. 

Well.  I  cannot  discount  such  an  oc- 
currence. This  Nation  has  just 
emerged  from  one  of  the  most  lethal 
recessions  of  this  century:  certainly 
the  most  onerous  since  the  Great  De- 
pression. Our  people  have  suffered 
under  exorbitantly  high  interest 
rates— 21.5  percent  in  January  1981, 
when  the  new  administration  took 
office. 

Subsequently,  one  business  after  an- 
other, worse  still,  one  industry  after 
another,  knuckled  under  the  pressure 
of  high  interest  rates,  and  doors'  began 
to  close.  Unemployment  rose  from  a 
low  of  6.9  percent  unemployment  in 
1976  to  almost  11  percent  in  early 
1982. 

Nevertheless,  under  the  fiscal  and 
tax  policies  adopted  by  Congress 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Reagan 
administration,  we  have  brought  infla- 
tion down  from  an  annual  rate  of 
almost  13  percent  to  below  3  percent. 
Interest  rates  have  declined  from  a 
high  of  21.5  percent  to  the  lowest  rate 
in  6  years,  currently  10.5  percent. 
Businesses  are  going  back  to  work,  and 
unemployment  is  now  about  to  hit 
single  digits  for  the  first  time  in  far 
too  long. 

So  what  is  the  risk  if  we  fail  to  pro- 
vide the  funding  for  IMF.  that  this  ad- 
ministration, the  same  administration 
that  once  opposed  an  increase  in  our 
contributions  to  the  IMF.  has  request- 
ed? 

Well,  let  one  country  default  on  its 
obligations:  let  one  sole  nation  fail  to 
make  its  scheduled  payments  to  its 
creditors:  then  first  and  foremost,  it 
will  have  no  credit  extended  to  it  to 
buy  goods  from  abroad.  All  of  its  im- 
ports will  be  immediately  curtailed. 
Thus,  the  markets  previously  prosper- 
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ing  on  sales  to  this  defaulting  country, 
whether  in  the  United  States  or  else- 
where, will  l>e  immediately  terminat- 
ed. The  businesses,  the  production, 
and  the  employees  necessary  to  bring 
about  that  production  will  no  longer 
\x  employed.  In  turn,  the  markets  for 
supplies  and  consumer  goods  required 
by  those  nations,  businesses,  and  em- 
ployees will  be  likewise  diminished. 
We  will  have  a  chain  reaction  which 
no  doubt  will  fly  in  the  face  of  the 
often  touted  economic  recovery  we  are 
all  anticipating  so  fervently. 

And  what  of  the  so-called  bank  bail- 
out? Well,  maybe  that  is  what  it  is. 
Perhaps  the  banks  have  been  too  lax 
in  their  past  performance  in  the  inter- 
national field.  But  stopping  funding 
for  the  IMF  is  hardly  the  way  to 
remedy  that  situation. 

Under  the  Reagan  administration, 
the  Comptroller,  C.T.  Conover,  has  al- 
ready issued  severe  regulations  which 
seek  to  tighten  the  screws  on  the 
banks  in  the  future,  and  hopefully,  his 
action  will  help  prevent  a  reoccurrence 
of  this  admittedly  sour  state  of  affairs. 

In  addition,  this  bill  contains  some 
very  strong  restrictions  to  force  banks 
into  a  clear  departure  from  their 
present  ways  of  doing  international 
business.  That  is: 

First.  Presently,  banks  do  not  have 
to  disclose  their  foreign  loans:  so  they 
are  not  required  to  disclose  the  extent 
of  their  exposure  to  potential  defaults. 
H.R.  2957  would  require  banks  to  dis- 
close their  foreign  loans. 

Second.  It  would  also  require  banks 
to  amortize  over  the  life  of  the  loan 
the  front -end  fees  they  receive  for 
placing  it.  This  will  tend  to  more  accu- 
rately reflect  and  reduce  the  immedi- 
ate profitability  of  foreign  loans  and 
thus  reduce,  to  some  extent,  the  incen- 
tive to  make  overly  risky  loans. 

Third.  H.R.  2957  will  also  require 
banks  to  begin  establishing  reserves  to 
protect  themselves  as  soon  as  it  be- 
comes apparent  that  a  debtor  country 
is  in  a  potential  situation  of  default. 

And  the  bipartisan  amendment 
before  us  today  has  made  significant 
additional  improvements  to  the  bill, 
addressing  almost  every  reasonable 
criticism  that  has  arisen  in  the  course 
of  debate  earlier  this  week. 

First.  The  general  agreement-to- 
borrow  increase  cannot  go  into  effect 
unless  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
certifies  that  the  IMF  cannot  other- 
wise come  up  with  the  funds  by  other 
means,  including  use  of  its  gold  re- 
serves; 

Second.  A  cap  is  placed  on  excessive 
foreign  lending  by  banks: 

Third.  Excessive  bank  fees  are  pro- 
hibited: 

Fourth.  Our  representative  to  the 
IMF  will  be  required  to  oppose  new 
loans  used  strictly  to  repay  the  banks: 

Fifth.  He  must  seek  implementation 
of  progrowth  policies  under  IMF  aus- 
pices: 


Sixth.  He  must  also  seek  to  assure 
all  reasonable  means  of  stretching  out 
the  terms  of  loans: 

Seventh.  And,  finally,  the  amend- 
ment makes  clear  that  there  can  be  no 
IMF  quota  negotiations,  much  less 
agreements,  without  prior  executive 
consultation  with  Congress. 

As  I  said,  the  changes  embodied  in 
this  bipartisan  amendment  should 
make  the  bill  palatable  to  everyone. 
The  bill,  with  these  amendments,  puts 
enough  restrictions  on  the  banks  to 
force  them  to  clean  up  their  acts,  and 
at  the  same  time,  it  provides  our  inter- 
national financial  system  with  the 
cushion  it  needs  to  avoid  a  potential 
major  crisis. 

Because  if  we  fail  to  keep  the  IMF 
capable  of  extending  credit  to  troubled 
nations,  and  there  are  40  of  them,  in- 
cluding at  least  4  in  severe  jeopardy 
right  now,  we  may  well  find  that  any 
one  of  them,  and  the  catastrophic  pos- 
sibility is  that  because  of  curtailed 
markets  previously  noted,  perhaps  all 
of  them,  might  call  it  quits  on  their  re- 
payment schedules. 

Now,  I  do  not  like  this  scenario,  but 
it  could  happen.  If  it  does,  it  will  mean 
that  each  creditor  bank,  here  and 
around  the  world,  will  be  obligated  to 
write  off  major  portions  of  its  loan 
portfolios.  In  order  to  adequately 
secure  its  own  obligations,  a  bank  will 
then  have  to  raise  its  own  reserve 
level,  and  the  only  way  to  do  this  is  to 
call  in  other  loans  to  other  debtors. 
The  unexpected  calling  of  loans  out- 
standing to  innocent  individuals  and 
businesses  is  sure  to  wreak  havoc  in 
the  financial  community— causing 
wholesale  bankruptcies  and  collapse  of 
the  financial  markets.  The  result- 
quite  possibly— worldwide  depression. 

Fearmongering,  possibly.  But  I  am  a 
conservative.  If  I  had  my  way.  we 
would  not  have  been  placed  in  this  sit- 
uation. I  would  most  certainly  recom- 
mend dealing  sternly  with  banks  who 
over  extended  themselves  for  short- 
term  profit. 

But  this  situation  frightens  me.  It  is 
not  one  to  play  games  with,  or  to 
gamble  on.  I  did  not  create  it.  and  I  do 
not  like  it.  But  unless  someone  can 
show  me  that  the  scenario  as  I  have 
outlined  it  cannot  happen,  then  I  am 
going  to  buy  time. 

And  I  want  to  make  one  more  point 
as  well.  The  situation  exists.  We  can 
choose  to  deal  with  it  now,  or  we  can 
deal  with  it  later.  If  we  act  now,  we 
have  the  option  of  using  the  relatively 
efficient  means  of  the  IMF— to  which 
we  contribute  roughly  only  one-fifth 
to  help  avert  crisis. 

If  we  choose  to  wait,  we  will  not 
have  that  option:  60  percent  of  the 
total  LDC  debt  is  t)orne  by  Mexico, 
Brazil,  Argentina,  and  Chile,  each  of 
which  has  already  had  to  defer  pay- 
ment of  the  principal  on  their  loans. 
These  are  countries  that  are  among 
our  major  trading  partners,  among  our 


allies  and  in  our  hemisphere.  The 
United  States  simply  could  not  allow- 
any  one  of  those  countries  to  go  bank- 
rupt. We  would  have  to  come  to  their 
aid  and  bail  them  out— and  this  time 
we  could  bear  all  of  the  costs. 

So  we  can  contribute  part  of  the 
costs  of  insuring  a  stable  international 
finance  system  now— or  the  U.S.  tax- 
payers might  bear  all  of  the  costs  of  a 
crisis  in  the  future. 

All  things  considered.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  am  going  to  vote  for  this  IMF  fund- 
ing with  the  clear  message  it  contains 
for  the  creditor  banks.  Get  your  house 
in  order.  Clean  up  this  situation  and 
get  us  over  the  hump.  This  is  your  last 
chance,  because  as  I  told  Secretary 
Regan  last  week,  I  am  not  voting  for 
any  more  IMF  increases.  Let  us  make 
this  one  count. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PATTERSON  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ST  GERMAIN 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Patterson  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  St  Germain: 
On  page  15.  line  14.  insert  'and  with  the 
Bank"  immediately  following  'Fund". 

On  page  16.  line  1.  insert  and  the  Bank" 
immediately  following  'Fund". 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  was  originally  offered 
and  printed  in  the  Record  by  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  McNuLTY).  It  is  known  as  the 
McNulty  amendment,  and  I  under- 
stand it  will  be  accepted  by  the  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  I  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  a  perfecting  amendment  to  the 
amendment  that  we  had  included  in 
the  perfecting  amendment  now  pend- 
ing, and  I  am  very  happy  to  support 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 
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Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
very  happy  to  accept  the  amendment. 
It  was  in  the  original  bill  and  somehow 
was  inadvertently  left  out  in  the 
amendment  which  was  offered;  so  we 
accept  it  also. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  also  rise  in  support  of  the 
McNulty  amendment  and  in  support 
of  the  St  Germain  amendment,  which 
I  think  is  very  important,  and  in  sup- 
port of  the  bill. 


I  rise  really  to  engage  in  a  short  col- 
loquy with  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee on  which  we  serve,  where 
we  have  been  taking  up  the  consider- 
ation of  multilateral  development 
bank  projects  on  the  environment  and 
the  health  and  side  effects  of  the 
project,  where  we  have  learned  and 
gathered  much  information  that  many 
times  the  effects  of  these  projects  on 
the  environment,  the  indigenous 
people,  the  health  of  the  area  around 
the  projects,  are  not  really  taken  into 
consideration. 

Because  of  the  leadership  of  the  sub- 
committee chairman  and  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  that  subcommit- 
tee, we  have  now  gotten  into  a  set  of 
hearings  that  have  been  very  reveal- 
ing, that  frankly  speaking  have  only 
scratched  the  surface. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  if  it 
is  his  intention  to  continue  hearings 
on  the  subject  of  the  side  effects  of 
these  large  MDB  projects. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Yes:  I  would  be 
delighted  to  answer  the  question  of 
the  gentleman  from  Washington.  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  rais- 
ing that  question  on  the  floor. 

The  subcommittee  does  intend  to 
hold  further  hearings  on  the  environ- 
mental effects  of  MDB  projects  and 
we  will  do  so. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington for  having  first  raised  this 
matter  and  brought  it  to  our  attention 
and  the  ranking  minority  member:  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereu- 
TER)  joins  me  in  that.  We  thank  the 
gentleman  for  raising  the  question. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman.  His 
leadership  on  this  has  been  very  im- 
portant on  this  subject. 

Mr.  HILER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  bill  for  several  reasons.  This  is  the 
first  time  I  have  spoken  to  the  bill. 

The  argument  that  somehow  the 
International  Monetary  System  is 
going  to  collapse  if  we  do  not  approve 
this  fund  "increase."  I  think  is  dead 
wrong. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
International  Monetary  System  is  in 
chaos  today  and  all  we  are  going  to  do 
is  to  put  the  day  of  reckoning  off  1  or 
2  years.  Until  we  have  systemic  reform 
in  the  International  Monetary  System, 
we  cannot  hope  to  bring  order  out  of 
the  chaos  that  we  currently  have. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman's  extraordinary  gener- 
osity, as  a  member  of  the  committee, 
taking  his  time  to  yield  to  me. 

I  am  frankly  disappointed  that  there 
is  not  more  time.  I  know  we  spent  a  lot 


of  time  debating  the  IMF  and  these 
issues:  but  as  we  come  down  to  the 
time  in  which  we  want  to  perhaps 
amend  the  legislation,  it  has  of  course 
shortened  that  timeframe  and  left  the 
debate.  I  think,  in  short  shrift.  From 
that  standpoint,  I  want  to  again  thank 
my  colleague  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  rise  and  say  as 
sincerely  as  I  possibly  can  that  I  con- 
gratulate the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
and  the  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  for 
their  efforts. 

I  think  there  is  no  disagreement  on 
this  floor,  either  by  the  proponents  or 
the  opponents,  on  the  need  for  world 
economic  growth  and  exports.  In  fact, 
if  there  is  anything  upon  which  there 
is  total  unanimity  in  America  today,  it 
is  on  the  necessity  for  expanding  our 
economy  and  expanding  the  econo- 
mies of  the  world.  That  is  a  good  sign 
for  the  world  that  America  finally  is 
recognizing  that  it  cannot  go  it  alone, 
that  we  not  only  have  a  stake  in  the 
rest  of  the  world,  but  the  rest  of  the 
world  has  a  stake  in  our  economy. 

I  appreciate  that  because,  frankly, 
there  has  been  too  much  acrimony  be- 
tween the  proponents  and  opponents 
on  the  basis  that  those  who  are 
against  this  particular  legislation 
somehow  are  against  trade,  against  ex- 
ports. 

Frankly.  I  would  say  to  my  col- 
leagues that  I  got  on  the  subcommit- 
tee of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
Foreign  Aid,  because  I  wanted  to  play 
a  role  in  developing,  along  with  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland,  an  ap- 
proach to  foreign  assistance  which 
would  put  an  end  to  foreign  aid  based 
simply,  on  the  transfer  of  resources 
and  establish  a  mechanism  for  export- 
ing those  ideas  which  are  absolutely 
critical  to  getting  other  countries  in 
the  world  to  grow  in  the  way  our  own 
Nation  has  grown  in  these  200  years 
plus. 

So  from  that  standpoint,  let  me  just 
speak  on  behalf  of  those  who  are  as 
sincere  proponents  of  international 
trade  and  exports  and  jobs  and  eco- 
nomic growth  as  those  who  favor  this 
IMF  quota  increase. 

Second,  let  me  say  that  I  also  appre- 
ciate the  fact  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  with  whom  I  so  reluc- 
tantly find  myself  in  opposition  on 
this  issue,  is  the  most  progrowth  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  since  Presi- 
dent Kennedy  in  the  early  1960s.  He 
has  committed  himself  to  some  rather 
radical  ideas  to  change  the  boom  and 
bust  cycles  of  the  late  sixties  and  sev- 
enties in  order  to  restore  noninflation- 
ary  economic  growth.  President 
Reagan  is  committed  to  economic 
growth  as  the  best  means  to  bring 
down  the  deficit,  bring  down  unem- 
ployment, and  to  help  the  world  grow 

again  by  taking  steps  that  I  want  to 

applaud,  that  I  have  supported— and  I 


stand  second  to  no  one  on  behalf  of 
supporting  those  policies. 

President  Reagan  has  moved  dra- 
matically and  courageously  to  remove 
the  tax,  regulatory,  and  monetary  im- 
pediments to  economic  expansion. 
More  needs  to  be  done  but  he  started 
this  revolution. 

The  compromise  does  put  forth,  or 
the  attempt  to  compromise  puts  forth, 
some  outstanding  language.  I  want  to 
say  that  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  and 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
have  also  participated  in  the  language 
compromise  and  I  appreciate  their  ef- 
forts to  seek  consensus.  1  only  wish 
they  had  moved  earlier  on  our  con- 
cerns. 

I  worked  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  try  to  get  policy  changes 
and  some  language  dealing  with  these 
concerns  into  the  bill,  despite  his  val- 
iant efforts  there  were  limits  unfortu- 
nately on  how  far  he  could  go. 

Frankly,  let  me  say  to  my  colleagues, 
however,  that  my  biggest  disappoint- 
ment in  this  whole  debate  is  that  not 
enough  attention  has  been  placed  on 
the  systemic  problem  brought  up  by 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

There  is  a  systemic  problem  in  the 
world.  The  United  States  is  going  to 
have  a  trade  imbalance  of  about  $70 
billion  this  year.  I  do  not  think  we  can 
have  a  true  recovery  in  the  United 
States,  western  New  York,  or  through- 
out this  country,  unless  we  start  to 
export  more. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  has 
raised  an  issue  that  unfortunately  has 
not  gotten  enough  attention,  which  is 
that  there  is  a  systemic  problem. 

There  are  those  who  have  raised  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  the  issue  of  the 
Japanese  yen  in  comparison  or  juxta- 
position with  the  U.S.  dollar. 

The  failure  of  the  administration 
and  the  governments  of  our  allies,  as 
well  as  the  failure  of  the  committee 
which  has  presented  us  with  this  legis- 
lation, to  come  to  terms  with  the  sys- 
temic flaws  in  the  international  mone- 
tary system  forces  me  to  oppose  adop- 
tion of  title  III.  We  should  not  be  con- 
sidering a  permanent  increase  in  the 
size  of  the  IMF  when  we  have  virtual- 
ly no  idea  of  its  appropriate  role  in  the 
monetary  system  and  when  there  are 
major  questions  as  to  the  policies 
which  it  has  been  pursuing.  Moreover, 
it  is  inappropriate  for  us  to  consider 
major  changes  in  the  regulation  of 
international  lending  by  domestic 
commercial  banks  when  we  have  not 
considered  the  system  under  which 
they  are  operating. 

The  IMF  was  created  to  assist 
member  nations  in  maintaining  fixed 
exchange  rates.  By  evening  out  short- 
term  deficits  and  surpluses  in  national 
currencies,  it  served  to  keep  the 
system  steady.  But.  in  the  absence  of 
fixed  exchange  rates,  what  is  its  role? 
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Most  supporters  of  the  quota  in- 
crease claim  that  the  IMF  is  now  to 
act  as  a  lender  of  last  resort  and  a  fi- 
nancial policeman  for  debtor  nations. 
Further,  they  argue  that  to  fulfill  this 
function,  the  IMF  quota  should  grow 
at  the  same  rate  as  world  trade.  Let  us 
examine  these. 

First,  the  problems  of  debtor  nations 
are  not  short  term.  They  are  the 
result  of  systemic  flaws  which  cannot 
be  corrected  by  increased  borrowing  or 
by  adjustment  within  particular  coun- 
tries. Correcting  the  systemic  flaws 
would  reduce  interest  rates  and  re- 
store commodity  prices  such  thai  IMF 
or  other  official  intervention  would 
not  be  necessary.  Without  such  correc- 
tions, there  is  nothing  the  IMF  can  do 
other  than  put  off  the  evil  day  of 
judgment. 

The  first  step  in  reestablishing  a 
monetary  standard  is  to  call  an  inter- 
national conference  similar  to  Bret  ton 
Woods  to  investigate  the  flaws  in  the 
system  and  propose  remedies  for  these 
flaws.  This  is  absolutely  necessary  to 
restoring  economic  growth  and  main- 
taining a  liberal  economic  order. 

The  process  of  reordering  the  mone- 
tary system  will  be  a  lengthy  and  diffi- 
cult one.  The  goals,  however,  are 
straightforward  and,  I  believe,  shared 
by  the  President  and  the  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  current  debate. 

First,  in  order  to  maintain  the  trad- 
ing system  which  developed  over  a 
period  of  stable  exchange  rates  and 
liberal  trading  relations,  we  must  re- 
store stability.  The  current  environ- 
ment of  extreme  fluctuations  in  ex- 
change rates  and  the  growing  tenden- 
cy to  use  currency  values  as  a  weapon 
in  international  trade  can  result  only 
in  a  deterioration  of  trade,  a  reduction 
in  economic  growth,  and  a  decline  in 
employment. 

Second,  international  financial  rela- 
tions must  be  structured  so  that  they 
encourage  the  free  flow  of  capital, 
both  equity  and  lending.  The  alloca- 
tion of  productive  resources  by  the 
free  play  of  market  forces  is  the  real 
source  of  increased  opportunity  for  all 
peoples. 

These  goals  will  be  difficult  to 
achieve.  In  the  current  international 
economic  climate,  there  are  tremen- 
dous pressures  for  increased  protec- 
tionism and  isolation.  This  Congress 
and  the  President  whose  goals  for 
growth  we  all  support  must  provide 
the  leaderships  to  begin  the  process. 

In  the  meantime,  there  are  many  al- 
ternatives to  a  permanent  increase  in 
the  size  of  the  IMF. 

Let  us  look  for  a  minute  at  what 
would  happen  without  the  IMF  quota 
increase. 

First,  as  has  been  pointed  out  by 
Fred  Smith,  of  the  Council  for  a  Com- 
petitive Economy,  the  IMF  does  not 
require  funding  to  act  as  financial  ar- 
bitrator between  the  private  banks 
and  the  debtor  nations.  It  can  easily 


take  the  role  of  Moody's  or  Standard 
and  Poor,  providing  guidance  and  eval- 
uations. 

Second,  the  banks  continue  to  have 
the  same  incentives  to  restructure 
loans  and  avoid  defaults  whether  the 
IMF  has  additional  lending  authority 
or  not.  Working  through  the  Bank  for 
International  Settlements,  the  Paris 
Club,  and  through  their  own  individ- 
ual channels,  the  international  banks 
will  continue  to  seek  solutions  to  the 
problems  they  share  with  the  debtors. 
It  should  also  be  remembered  that 
our  Government  is  not  impotent  to  act 
if  some  of  these  efforts  fall  short.  The 
Federal  Reserve  System  stands  ready 
to  assist  as  it  did  in  Mexico  by  making 
additional  exchange  available  in  sup- 
port of  the  banking  system.  The  Ex- 
change Stabilization  Fund  at  Treasury 
is  similarly  available  to  help  those  who 
are  in  real  danger. 

I  am  sure  that  supporters  of  the  leg- 
islation will  respond  that  this  is  too 
much  for  us  to  do  alone,  that  we  must 
leverage  other  nations  to  support  our 
efforts  and  that  we  can  only  do  that 
through  the  IMF.  But  other  nations 
have  the  same  incentives  we  have  to 
seek  solutions.  These  are  not  depend- 
ent on  the  IMF  any  more  than  the  in- 
centives of  the  banks  are  dependent 
on  outside  forces.  Moreover,  we  should 
keep  in  mind  that  the  only  usable  re- 
sources which  flow  into  the  IMF  or 
any  international  institution  are  those 
of  the  industrialized  nations,  basically 
the  G-10.  There  is  not  a  member  of 
this  group  which  would  fail  to  support 
its  trading  partners  in  an  effort  to 
maintain  trade  relationships  and  avoid 
crisis. 

I  believe  that  these  mechanisms  will 
forestall  any  panics,  failures,  or  crises. 
But,  for  the  sake  of  debate,  let  us  ask 
the  question,  'What  would  happen  in 
the  event  of  a  default  by  a  major 
debtor?" 

The  dire  warnings  from  proponents 
indicate  that  U.S.  banks  would  fail, 
that  a  major  deflation  would  occur, 
and  that  interest  rates  would  skyrock- 
et. Where  is  the  truth? 

To  begin  with,  a  major  default,  or 
even  writing  off  the  bad  loans  being 
held  by  some  banks,  will  indeed  cause 
problems  for  those  banks.  Their  stock- 
holders will  probably  lose  money.  But 
that  is  the  risk  which  they  accepted  in 
making  capital  available  for  adventur- 
ous foreign  lending.  It  is  not  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  taxpayer. 

We  should  keep  in  mind  that  it  is 
the  stockholders  who  are  at  risk,  not 
the  depositors.  The  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Corporation  stands  ready  to 
protect  depositors.  Even  if  this  re- 
quires additional  funding,  it  results  in 
the  economic  damage  being  placed  on 
the  appropriate  risk  takers. 

Just  as  the  FDIC  protects  deposi- 
tors, the  Federal  Reserve  System  has 
the  authority  to  prevent  any  spread  of 
defaults  or  a  deflation.  If  bank  assets 


arc  wiped  out  by  default  to  such  a 
degree  that  the  banking  system  itself 
is  endangered,  the  Fed  can  step  in 
with  additional  reserves  in  an  amount 
identical  to  the  lost  assets.  This  injec- 
tion of  reserves  would  protect  the 
system  without  bailing  out  irresponsi- 
ble bankers.  Moreover,  since  the  Fed 
can  replace  the  exact  amount  of  assets 
lost,  there  is  no  domestic  deflationary 
or  inflationary  impact. 

The  notion  that  interest  rates  would 
rise  is  simply  a  ruse.  The  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  scored  the 
Congress  recently  for  high  deficits,  in- 
creased borrowing,  and  the  pressures 
these  bring  on  interest  rates.  He  now 
tells  us  that  if  we  do  not  borrow  addi- 
tional funds  for  the  IMF.  rates  will 
rise.  I  have  been  told  by  some  support- 
ers of  this  legislation  that  funding  the 
IMF  will  not  cause  rates  to  fall  but  not 
funding  it  will  cause  them  to  rise. 
What  logic  is  this? 

Interest  rates  in  international  lend- 
ing are  set,  as  those  for  domestic  lend- 
ing, based  on  risk  and  inflation.  The 
only  possible  increase  in  rates  if  we  do 
not  fund  the  IMF  will  be  due  to 
making  banks  responsible  for  their 
risks,  that  is,  if  the  bankers  perceive 
that  a  Government  guarantee  of  their 
loans  has  been  withdrawn.  What 
effect  would  this  have  domestically?  It 
is  very  simple.  Domestic  lending  op- 
portunities—unguaranteed loans  for 
houses,  automobiles,  college  educa- 
tions, and  small  businesses— will  move 
up  the  list  of  desirable  risks  as  the 
Government  subsidy  to  foreign  lend- 
ing is  removed. 

As  I  have  shown  above,  the  Fed  can 
forestall  any  inflationary  or  deflation- 
ary effects  of  defaults,  so  there  is  no 
pressure  on  interest  rates  from  that 
source. 

Interest  rates  will  rise  because  the 
Fed  says  they  will  rise. 

The  tactics  being  used  are  unfortu- 
nate. The  horrifying  consequences  of 
not  approving  the  IMF  are  without 
substance. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  reiterate  the  program  which  I 
believe  provides  an  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress the  systemic  flaws  of  the  mone- 
tary system  while  providing  for  short- 
term  difficulties  at  home  and  abroad. 

I  do  this  rather  than  offer  amend- 
ments, because  the  IMF's  approach  to 
the  international  monetary  and  finan- 
cial situation  is  too  flawed  to  be  cor- 
rected piecemeal  by  floor  amendments 
in  the  House.  This  has  become  clear  to 
me  after  months  of  debate  on  H.R. 
2957.  For  that  reason,  I  will  support 
the  amendment  to  strike  title  III,  the 
section  containing  the  IMF  quota  in- 
crease as  prepared  by  Mr.  McCollum 
and  Mr.  Patman  of  Texas  and  Mr. 
RoEMER  of  Louisiana. 

First,  the  international  monetary 
and  financial  system  suffers  from  a 
number  of  systemic   problems  which 


have  made  it  prone  in  the  past  decade 
to  cycles  of  inflation,  speculation, 
overborrowing,  and  crisis.  These  prob- 
lems have  to  do  with  the  instability  of 
exchange  rates  and  the  absence  of  a 
stable,  internationally  accepted  money 
since  the  breakdown  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  system  around  1971.  The  ef- 
fects of  floating  exchange  rates  on  our 
trade  balance,  for  example,  are  pain- 
fully evident. 

In  proposing  yet  another  increase  in 
the  permanent  quota  of  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund,  amounting  to 
almost  50  percent,  the  administration 
has  not  adequately  addressed  these 
systemic  problems,  which  could  lead  to 
a  new  crisis  within  a  few  years.  Indeed, 
far  from  correcting  the  problem,  the 
United  States  is  now  contributing  to 
the  pressures  for  protectionism  which 
have  resulted  from  these  systemic 
problems. 

In  addition,  the  IMF  appears  to  be 
inadequately  concerned  with  the  ad- 
verse effects  of  its  own  role  and  lend- 
ing policies  upon  the  borrowing  coun- 
tries. I  believe  we  must  be  sympathetic 
to  the  plight  of  the  developing  na- 
tions. But  IMF  conditions  have 
tended,  on  the  one  hand,  to  encourage 
incorrect  economic  policies  in  develop- 
ing countries,  and  on  the  other,  to  di- 
minish rather  than  improve  the  pros- 
pects for  long-run  economic  growth 
and  ability  to  repay  debts  when  these 
countries  try  to  extricate  themselves 
from  their  problems. 

The  IMF  also  appears  to  have  large 
uncommitted  resources,  exceeding  the 
requested  quota  increase,  which  could 
be  employed  as  collateral  in  its  lend- 
ing. Such  uncommitted  resources 
should  be  used  before  any  further  con- 
tributions from  American  taxpayers 
can  be  justified. 

Further,  if  the  current  financial  dif- 
ficulties of  some  borrowing  countries 
are  temporary  and  nonsystemic,  as 
IMF  and  Treasury  officials  say,  any 
new  U.S.  resources  should  be  made 
available  on  a  temporary  basis,  not  as 
a  permanent  increase  in  IMF  re- 
sources. 

Commercial  banks  should  also  be  re- 
quired to  take  responsibility  for  their 
past  lending  decisions,  by  writing  off 
portions  of  loans  upon  which  interest 
is  not  being  paid.  This  necessary  proc- 
ess can  be  facilitated  without  disrup- 
tion by  increasing  the  size  of  loan  loss 
reserves  which  are  deductible  for  tax 
purposes.  I  might  add  that  this  would 
affect  only  the  timing,  not  the  size,  of 
the  banks'  tax  payments,  since  losses 
are  already  deductible  as  a  business 
expense. 

Finally,  the  worldwide  economic  re- 
covery which  is  now  underway  has  sig- 
nificantly improved  the  economic  situ- 
ation for  both  industrial  and  develop- 
ing nations.  The  outlook  is  for  further 
improvement.  The  notion  that  the 
IMF  quota  increase  will  advance,  and 
that  failing  to  increase  the  quota  will 


retard,  long-term  economic  growth  is 
neo-Keynesian  nonsense.  Piling  debt 
upon  debt  does  not  produce  growth.  In 
fact,  by  the  very  reasoning,  IMF  aus- 
terity policies  will  have  a  negative 
effect  on  U.S.  exports,  since  they  in- 
volve import  restriction  and  import 
substitution  in  borrowing  countries. 

All  of  the  alternative  policies  which 
I  have  outlined  must  be  considered 
before  any  increase  in  IMF  resources 
is  justified.  Despite  lengthy  discussion 
of  these  concerns,  the  legislation 
before  us  does  almost  nothing— zero- 
in  a  positive  direction.  All  the  discus- 
sions we  have  had  with  the  backers  of 
this  legislation  have  resulted  in  noth- 
ing but  cosmetic  changes  in  boilerplate 
language. 

I,  therefore,  suggest  that  a  vote  to 
strike  the  IMF  quota  is  not  antitrade 
or  antijobs  or  antigrowth,  but  an 
honest  and  sincere  attempt  to  tell  the 
administration  and  the  Congress  go 
back  and  work  on  the  manifold  short- 
comings in  the  world  monetary  system 
and  help  restore  an  IMF  facility  that 
can  truly  help  encourage  world  eco- 
nomic expansion  and  trade. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Patterson)  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LOTT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lott  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
under  the  terms  of  the  prior  agree- 
ment is  recognized  for  1  minute. 

Mr.  LOTT.  One  minute?  Well,  I  will 
be  extremely  brief  then. 

I  want  to  emphasize  the  point,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Kemp)  made  in  his  re- 
marks just  a  moment  ago. 

This  substitute  was  not  developed 
just  by  the  committee,  just  by  the  gen- 
tleman that  is  offering  it,  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Ger- 
main), but  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie), 
with  representatives  from  the  Treas- 
ury Department  and,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  with  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  and  myself.  This  is  a  bipartisan 
effort  to  try  to  improve  some  on  what 
is  in  this  bill  with  regard  to  IMF.  It  is 
marginal.  It  is  not  enough,  but  it  is 
positive  in  the  movement  that  it 
makes  toward  some  restrictions,  some 
limitations  on  the  banks,  some  positive 
language  that  I  think  is  important. 


I  want  to  emphasize  to  my  col- 
leagues that  they  should  vote  for  this 
substitute  amendment,  even  if  you  are 
against  IMF,  because  this  improves 
the  IMF  provisions.  It  is  some  addi- 
tional language  and  it  is  a  positive 
step. 

I  do  not  think  my  colleagues  would 
want  to  be  in  the  position  of  being 
against  these  improvements,  these  five 
or  six  steps  in  the  right  direction. 

I  urge  that  you  vote  for  the  substi- 
tute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Lott) 
has  expired. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Lott)  may 
proceed  for  1  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
(Mr.  St  Germain)  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  want  to  concur  with  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  that  this  was  a 
tremendous  effort  by  a  great  many 
people. 

Second,  as  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  stated,  if  you  will  check  the 
record,  in  each  and  every  instance  I 
have  expressed  profound  respect  for 
everyone  who  has  debated  this  topic 
on  both  sides  of  the  issue,  because  I 
feel  that  everybody  is  very  sincere  in 
this  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Lott). 

D  1200 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  just  want  to  emphasize 
again  the  importance  of  voting  for  this 
substitute  language. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  it.  It  is 
a  very  clear  message  to  the  banks  and 
to  the  IMF  that  we  are  not  satisfied 
with  what  is  being  done  with  these 
loans  and  that  we  want  some  changes. 

I  would  like  for  it  to  go  even  further. 
There  will  be  an  opportunity  to  offer 
some  additional  amendments,  but  I 
would  ask  you  to  support  this  substi- 
tute. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

My  question  is  earlier  in  the  day  we 
had 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St 
Germain)  has  expired. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  the  gentleman  be 
recognized  for  5  additional  minutes. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Earlier  today.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  request  was  made  for 
unanimous  consent  to  limit  debate  to 
12  o'clock.  That  was  defeated.  Later  it 
was  put  in  the  form  of  a  motion  and 
that  carried,  limiting  the  debate  to  12 
o'clock  today.  That,  therefore,  closed 
debate  past  the  hour  of  12  o'clock. 

Now,  a  motion  to  rise  is  being  made 
by  the  minority  whip.  Does  that  fore- 
close now  the  offering  of  further 
amendments  should  that  motion  to 
rise  carry? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  the  preferential 
motion  to  strike  the  enacting  clause 
carries,  further  amendments  would 
not  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  As  I  understand  it, 
it  was  a  motion  to  rise. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  preferential 
motion  is  to  rise  and  report  with  the 
recommendation  that  the  House  strike 
the  enacting  clause. 

Mr.  LOTT.  A  parliamentary  inquiry, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  LOTT.  If  this  should  carry,  as 
the  Chairman  stated,  that  would  now- 
cut  off  additional  amendments  after 
the  12  o'clock  cutoff  hour? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  the  preferential 
motion  carries  the  Committee  rises. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  would  like  to  say  as 
part  of  my  parliamentary  inquiry,  my 
effort  was  to  have  a  brief  opportunity 
to  speak. 

I  would  urge  the  defeat  of  the  pref- 
erential motion. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
the  motion  to  strike  the  enacting 
clause  pending? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes.  The  question 
is  on  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Would  a  motion  to 
table  the  gentleman's  preferential 
motion  be  in  order  at  this  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  motion  to  table 
is  not  in  order  at  this  time. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would 
be  in  order  to  withdraw  the  motion.  I 
believe,  would  it  not? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
may  do  so  by  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  the 
preferential  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 


Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  this 
motion  were  to  fail,  whose  amend- 
ments will  be  protected?  Only  those 
who  have  amendments  printed  in  the 
Record,  or  anybody  who  has  an 
amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  if 
this  motion  is  defeated,  any  amend- 
ment printed  in  the  Record  could  be 
offered  and  debated  for  5  minutes  on 
each  side.  Any  other  germane  amend- 
ment could  also  be  offered  but  no 
debate  would  be  allowed. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  am  sorry 
to  take  your  time.  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
am  I  correct  in  understanding  if  this 
motion  passes,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
all  of  the  debate  was  held  on  Monday 
when  nobody  was  here,  that  Members 
who  have  amendments  in  the  Record 
would  not  have  a  chance  to  present 
those  amendments;  they  could  not  be 
debated:  and  the  serious  questions  in- 
volved in  this  bill  could  not  be  heard  if 
the  motion  passes? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  the  preferential 
motion  carries,  in  the  House  that 
would  be  the  case. 

The  question  is  on  the  preferential 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  (Mr.  Lorr). 

The  preferential  motion  was  reject- 
ed. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
an  amendment  printed  in  the  Record 
and  at  the  desk.  Would  that  amend- 
ment be  in  order  at  this  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  this  an  amend- 
ment to  the  St  Germain  amendment? 
If  not,  it  is  not  in  order  at  this  time. 

The  Chair  rules  that  no  timely  re- 
quest was  made  for  a  recorded  vote  on 
the  preferential  motion. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  the 
pending  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island? 

If  not.  the  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain),  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  332.  noes 
76.  not  voting  25,  as  follows: 

(Roll  No.  290] 

AYES-332 

Ackerman  Andrews  iNCi  Archer 

Albosta  Andrew  .s  I TX)  A-spin 

Alexander  Anthony  AuCoin 

Anderson  Applegale  Badham 


Barnard 

Gregg 

Moore 

Barnes 

Guarini 

Morrison  (CT) 

Bartlrlt 

Gunderson 

Morrison  (WA) 

Baleman 

Hall  (IN) 

Mrazek 

Bates 

HalliOHi 

Murphy 

Bedell 

Hamilton 

Murtha 

Beilen.son 

Hammerschmidl 

Neal 

Be  re  liter 

Hance 

Nel.son 

Berman 

Hansen  (UTi 

Nielson 

Biaxgi 

Harkin 

Nowak 

Boehlerl 

Harrison 

O'Brien 

Bogus 

Hartnelt 

Oakar 

Boland 

Hawkins 

Oberslar 

Boner 

Hefner 

Obey 

Bonier 

Hertel 

Olin 

Bonker 

Hightower 

Ortiz 

Borski 

Hiler 

Ottinger 

Bo.sco 

Hillis 

Owens 

Boucher 

Horton 

Oxley 

Boxer 

Howard 

Packard 

Breaux 

Hoyer 

Panetta 

Britt 

Hubbard 

Parris 

Brooks 

Huckaby 

Pashayan 

Brown  <CAi 

Hughes 

Patterson 

Broyhlll 

Hutto 

Pea.se 

Bryant 

Hyde 

Penny 

Burton  (CA) 

Ireland 

Pepper 

Byron 

Jeffords 

Pickle 

Campbell 

Jenkins 

Porter 

Carney 

Johnson 

Price 

Carper 

Jones  (NCi 

Pritchard 

Chandler 

Jones  (OK) 

Purse  II 

Chappell 

Kaptur 

Quillen 

Cheney 

Kastenmeier 

Rahall 

Clarke 

Kennelly 

Rangel 

Clay 

Kildee 

Ralchford 

dinger 

Kindness 

Ray 

Coat.s 

Kogovsek 

Regula 

Coelho 

Kolter 

Reid 

Coleman  (MO> 

Kostmayer 

Richardson 

Coleman  iTXi 

LaFalce 

Ridge 

Collins 

Lagomarsino 

Rinaldo 

Conable 

Lantos 

Roberts 

Conte 

Latta 

Rodino 

Conyers 

Leach 

Roe 

Coyne 

Leath    ' 

Rose 

Crockett 

Lehman  (CA) 

Rostenkowski 

Daschle 

Lehman  (FL) 

Roth 

Davis 

Leiand 

Roukema 

de  la  Garza 

Lent 

Rowland 

Derrick 

Levin 

Roybal 

DeWine 

Levine 

Russo 

Dickinson 

Lrvitas 

Sabo 

Dicks 

Lewis  (FL) 

Savage 

Dinnell 

Lipinski 

Sawyer 

Dixon 

Livingston 

Schaefer 

Downey 

Loeffler 

Scheuer 

Duncan 

Long (LA) 

Schneider 

Durbin 

Lott 

Schuize 

Dwyer 

Lowery  (CA) 

Schumer 

Dymally 

Lowry  iWA) 

Seiberling 

Dy.son 

Lujan 

Shannon 

Editar 

Luken 

Sharp 

Edwards  lALi 

Lundine 

Shaw 

Edwards  (CA) 

Mac  Kay 

Sikorski 

Emerson 

Madigan 

Siljander 

English 

Markcy 

Sisisky 

Erdrelch 

Marriott 

Skeen 

Erlenborn 

Martin  (IL) 

Skelton 

Evans  iIAi 

Martin  (NO 

Smith  (FL) 

Evans iILi 

Martin  (NY  1 

Smith  (lA) 

Fascell 

Martinez 

Smith  (NE) 

Fazio 

Matsui 

Smith  (NJ) 

Feighan 

Mavroules 

Smith.  Robert 

Ferraro 

Mazzoli 

Snowe 

Fish 

McCain 

Solarz 

Foglietta 

McCandless 

Spence 

Ford  (Mil 

McCollum 

Sprat  t 

FordiTNi 

McCurdy 

St  Germain 

Forsy  t  he 

McEwen 

Staggers 

Fowler 

McHugh 

Slangeland 

Frank 

McKernan 

Stark 

Frenzel 

McKinney 

Stokes 

Uaydo.s 

McNulty 

Stratton 

Gejden.son 

Mica 

Studds 

Geka.s 

Michel 

Swift 

Gephardt 

Mikulski 

Synar 

Gibbons 

Miller  (CA) 

Tallon 

Gilman 

Miller  (OH) 

Tauke 

Gingrich 

Mineta 

Taylor 

Glickman 

Minish 

Thomas  (CA) 

Goodling 

Mitchell 

Thomas  (GA) 

Gore 

Moakley 

Torres 

Gradison 

Molinari 

Torricelli 

Gray 

Mollohan 

Towns 

Grwn 

Moody 

Udall 
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Valentine 

Wheat 

Wright 

Vander  Jagt 

Whitehurst 

Wyden 

Vandergriff 

Whitley 

Wylie 

Vento 

Whitlaker 

Yates 

Volkmer 

Williams  (MT) 

Yatron 

Walgren 

Wilson 

Young (AK) 

Walker 

Wirlh 

Young (FL) 

Waxman 

Wise 

Young  (MO) 

Weaver 

Wolf 

Zablocki 

Weber 

Wolpe 

Zschau 

Weiss 

Wortley 
NOES-76 

Akaka 

Gonzalez 

Perkins 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Petri 

Belhune 

Hall,  Ralph 

Ritter 

Bevill 

Hall.  Sam 

Robinson 

Bil  Irakis 

Hansen  (ID) 

Roemer 

Bliley 

Hopkins 

Rogers 

Brown  (CO) 

Hunter 

Rudd 

Burton  (IN) 

Jacobs 

Sensenbrenner 

Corcoran 

Kasich 

Shelby 

Courier 

Kazen 

Shuster 

Craig 

Kemp 

Slattery 

Crane.  Daniel 

Lewis  (CA) 

Smith.  Denny 

Crane.  Philip 

Lloyd 

Snyder 

D'Amours 

Long(MD) 

Solomon 

Daniel 

Lungren 

Stenholm 

Daub 

Mack 

Stump 

Donnelly 

Marlenee 

Sundquist 

Dreier 

McCloskey 

Tauzin 

Early 

McDonald 

Traxler 

Eckart 

McGrath 

Vucanovich 

Edwards  (OK) 

Montgomery 

Watkins 

Fiedler 

Moorhead 

Whitten 

Fields 

Natcher 

Williams  (OH) 

Flippo 

Nichols 

Winn 

Florio 

Patman 

Franklin 

Paul 

NOT  VOTING- 

-25 

Addabbo 

Dorgan 

Jones  (TN) 

Annunzio 

Dowdy 

Kramer 

Broomfield 

Foley 

McDade 

Carr 

Frost 

Myers 

Chappie 

Fuqua 

Schroeder 

Cooper 

Garcia 

Shumway 

Coughlin 

Hatcher 

Simon 

Dannemeyer 

Heftel 

Dellums 

Holt 

D  1220 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 
On  the  vote: 

Mr.  McDade  for.  with  Mr.  Dannemeyer 
against. 

Messrs.  SUNDQUIST,  GRAMM, 
WILLIAMS  of  Ohio,  MOORHEAD. 
LONG  of  Maryland,  Mrs.  LLOYD,  and 
Ms.  FIEDLER  changed  their  votes 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  HANCE  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  Committee  that  under  the 
rule  debate  is  in  order  for  those 
amendments  that  are  printed  in  the 
Record.  Five  minutes  of  debate  will  be 
allowed  on  each  side. 

Amendments  which  are  not  printed 
in  the  Record,  to  the  bill  or  to  amend- 
ments, are  nonetheless  in  order,  if  ger- 
mane, and  those  amendments  will  be 
voted  on  without  debate. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  M'COLLUM 

Mr.   McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McCollum: 
Page  19,  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  20. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire, has  the  amendment  been  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  has  not  been  printed,  but 
this  gentleman  requests  unanimous 
consent  that  the  rule  be  waived  as  to 
this  amendment  only  and  that  each 
side  be  given  5  minutes  to  debate  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
an  amendment  which  was  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  that  the  amend- 
ment is  not  in  order  at  this  point. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  McCoLLUM). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  181,  noes 
226.  not  voting  26,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  2911 


Albosta 

Anderson 

Applegale 

Archer 

Badham 

Bates 

Bennett 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Breaux 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Chappell 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Collins 

Corcoran 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

D'Amours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

Donnelly 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edwards  (OK) 


AYES- 181 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Evans (lA) 

Evans  (IL) 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Flippo 

Florio 

Franklin 

Gingrich 

Gonzalez 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hammerschmidl 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hopkins 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NO 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Leath 

Levitas 


Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marlenee 

Martin  (IL) 

McCain 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

Mikulski 

Miller  (OH) 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Mrazek 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Oberslar 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Packard 

Patman 

Paul 

Penny 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 


Rahall 
Ray 
Reid 

Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Riller 
Rol>erts 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Rowland 
Rudd 
Russo 
Schaefer 
Schuize 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw- 
Shelby 

Ackerman 

Akaka 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Anthony 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Biaggi 

Boehlerl 

Hoggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Brilt 

Brooks 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Carper 

Chandler 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Conle 

Con.vers 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

Crockett 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Downey 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  ( CA ) 

Erlenborn 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fish 

Foglietta 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frenzel 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 


Shuster 

Siljander 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Staggers 

Stenholm 

Stratton 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Tallon 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (GA) 

NOES-226 

Glickman 

Goodling 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hamilton 

Hartnelt 

Haw-kins 

Hillis 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Jones  (OK) 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leiand 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Livingston 

Long (LA) 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  ( WA ) 

Lundine 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCandless 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

MT>1inari 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Neal 

Nowak 

O'Brien 


Traxler 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Weaver 

Weber 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whitlaker 

Whilten 

Williams  (OH) 

Wise 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 


Oakar 

Obey 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Panetta 

Parris 

Patterson 

Pease 

Pepper 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rangel 

Ralchford 

Regula 

Ridge 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer    ' 

Schneider 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

Sisisky 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Sprat  t 

St  Germain 

Slangeland 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tauke 

Thomas  (CA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns' 

Udall 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Whitehurst 

Williams  (MT) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirlh 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 
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NOT  VOTING- 

-26 

Addabbo 

Dorgan 

Jones  (TNi 

Alexander 

Dowdy 

Kramer 

Annunzio 

Foley 

MrDade 

Carr 

Frost 

Myers 

Chappie 

Fuqua 

Pashayan 

Cooper 

Cama 

Sohroeder 

Dannemeyer 

Hatcher 

Shumway 

Dellums 

Heftel 

Simon 

Dingell 

Holt 

D  1240 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr  Dannemeyer  for.  with  Mr.  McDade 
against. 

Mr.  FEIGHAN  changed  his  vote 
from  'aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFri;RED  BY  MR    PATMAN 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  the  amendment 
printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Yes.  it  is. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Patman: 
Strike  line  13  on  page  18  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  8  on  page  28. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  gentleman  is  entitled  to  5  minutes 
in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not 
have  a  copy  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  1  will 
explain  it.  This  amendment  simply 
strikes  title  III  of  the  bill,  the  IMF 
portion. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Is  the  amendment  print- 
ed in  the  Record? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  is  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  important  that 
we  realize  that  the  measure  we  have 
under  consideration  today  not  only 
will  obligate  this  Nation  to  come  up 
with  $8.4  billion  this  year,  and  perhaps 
the  next  few  years,  but  will  likely  start 
a  new  and  expensive  program  of  con- 
tinually increasing  periodic  commit- 
ments of  large  additional  amounts. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  has  the  time.  He  would 
have  to  yield  to  you  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Would  the  gen- 
tleman yield  for  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Not  at  this  time.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  will  toward  the  end  of  my 
remarks. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  want  to  know 
where  in  the  Record  this  amendment 
is  printed.  Our  staff  cannot  locate  it. 
On  what  day  was  it  submitted  and  on 
what  page  in  the  Record  is  it  printed? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  was  printed  the 
day  before  yesterday,  as  I  recall,  but  I 
saw  the  wording  myself.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. In  fact.  I  offered  another  amend- 
ment similar  to  this.  It  was  printed  in 
today's  Record. 


Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Is  this  the 
actual  amendment  that  was  printed  in 
the  Record? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Both  of  them  were 
printed  in  the  Record.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  may  proceed. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
for  your  vote  for  my  amendment  to 
strike  the  IMF  portions  of  this  bill. 
We  are  indirectly  approving  a  new 
process  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund's  loaning  money  in  the  long 
term. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  and  I  both  serve  on  the  Banking 
Committee,  and  I  would  like  to  make 
one  point  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  made  so  eloquently  on  the  floor 
in  the  last  48  hours,  and  that  is  that 
those  of  us  who  are  opposed  to  this 
bill,  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
and  I  are  two  of  those  numbers,  are 
not  opposed  to  world  trade,  are  not  op- 
posed to  world  growth,  are  not  op- 
posed to  jobs  in  America,  Nigeria,  or 
Venezuela.  What  we  are  opposed  to  is 
taking  our  once-every-5-years  opportu- 
nity to  look  at  IMP  and  refuse  to  look 
at  it. 

What  we  are  opposed  to  is  to  pass 
this  legislation  that  does  not  deal  with 
any  of  our  six  major  complaints  about 
IMF,  the  major  one  of  which  is  the 
IMF  practice  of  austerity  rather  than 
growth.  If  you  are  jobs,  you  are 
against  the  IMF  bill. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  say  to  the 
Members  of  this  House  that  what  we 
are  doing,  in  effect,  by  endorsing  the 
policies  of  the  IMF.  with  the  new  pro- 
gram that  the  IMF  has  embarked 
upon,  is  to  export  the  policies  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  to  other  coun- 
tries. We  have  already  seen  what  those 
policies  have  done  to  this  United 
States,  to  this  country. 

Testimony  was  presented  before  our 
subcommittee  to  the  effect  that  the 
last  recession  imposed  by  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  cost  the  United  States 
$1  trillion. 

D  1250 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  am  I  cor- 
rect in  stating  that  the  gentleman's 
amendment  would  strike  the  IMF?  In 
other  words,  this  vote  is  going  to  be 
the  onlv  time  we  have  a  clean  vote  on 
the  IMF^ 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  is. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Otherwise,  we  would 
have  to  be  dealing  with  the  Eximbank. 


Mr.  PATMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul). 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  reclaim  my 
time.  I  have  some  brief  comments  that 
I  would  like  to  make  about  the  IMF 
and  my  objections  to  this  portion  of 
the  bill. 

During  the  40  years  that  have 
elapsed  since  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreement  the  IMF  served  for  30 
years  as  a  remedy  for  situations  of 
temporary  illiquidity  that  nations  ex- 
perienced on  the  world  market.  In 
recent  years  that  has  changed.  Now 
we  have  new  policies  of  the  IMF  to  go 
to  these  countries  and  extend  what  is 
in  effect  long-term  credits,  not  only 
the  credit  of  the  IMF.  but  that  of  our 
banks  in  the  United  States.  The  IMF 
has  insisted  that  banks  in  the  United 
States  "bail  themselves  in, "  as  they 
call  it,  in  order  to  provide  additional 
credits  needed  by  foreign  countries. 

The  situation  will  never  change  from 
here  on  out.  There  will  be  a  continual 
rollover  of  debt,  and  the  United  States 
will  finance  a  major  portion  of  that. 
Our  country  funds  a  portion  estimated 
to  be  up  to  40  percent  of  the  hard  cur- 
rency credit  the  IMF  extends.  We 
have  a  dangerous  situation  here  which 
we  must  stop  at  this  point. 

Beginning  about  10  years  ago,  our 
banks  in  this  country  started  extend- 
ing credit  to  foreign  nations  for  the 
first  time.  The  nine  largest  banks  in 
America  today  have  lent  money  equal 
to  222  percent  of  their  total  capital  to 
the  non-oil-producing,  developing  na- 
tions. The  IMF  in  the  future  will  be 
loaning  money  from  the  United  States 
to  the  same  debtors  or  bank  custom- 
ers. Were  they  good  ones,  the  banks 
doubtless  would  complain  of  socialized 
banking  competition.  We  need  new  ap- 
proaches that  offer  promise  of  solu- 
tions, not  debt  piled  upon  debt. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Patman) 
has  expired. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  permit- 
ted to  speak  for  2  additional  minutes. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 
Mr.  NEAL.  I  object.  Mr.  Chairman. 
The      CHAIRMAN.      Objection      is 
heard. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  the  Members 
of  the  House  that  we  have  indeed  been 
debating  this  legislation  at  length. 
This  is  the  third  day  that  we  have  en- 
gaged in  this  debate. 

The  amendment  now  pending  before 
us  would  strike  title  III,  which  indeed 
is  IMF.  containing  the  perfecting 
amendment  that  was  adopted  two 
votes  ago  by  a  very  substantial  margin. 
That  is  the  compromise  amendment 
that  was  agreed  to  by  all  parties  on 
the  minority  and  majority  leadership. 


and  by  the  secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
as  well  as  by  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  We  were  successful  in  that,  and 
I  think  that  indeed  answers  the  ques- 
tions and  the  concerns  of  a  great  many 
people. 

As  I  said  when  I  offered  that  amend- 
ment, it  would  not  answer  everyone's 
concerns,  nor  would  it  satisfy  all  those 
who  have  legitimate  problems  with 
the  legislation.  But  the  fact  still  re- 
mains that  this  is  the  guts  of  the  bill. 
If  we  were  to  adopt  this  amendment, 
we  would  have  done  away  with  and 
run  away  from  our  commitment  to  the 
other  nations  in  this  world  in  the  IMF. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  the  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  oppose  the  amendment  also.  There 
is  no  real  difference  between  this 
amendment  and  the  other  amendment 
except  that  it  also  strikes  the  general 
agreements  to  borrow. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  said 
that  the  worst  problem  with  the  IMF 
is  that  it  causes  austerity,  not  growth. 
Exactly  the  opposite  happens  to  be 
true. 

I  have  a  list  here  of  26  nations  which 
have  been  benefited  or  helped 
through  IMF  programs,  and  following 
help  from  the  IMF.  19  of  those  na- 
tions have  increased  real  economic 
growth. 

I  have  the  list  and  the  statistics,  if 
anybody  wants  to  .see  them,  of  the 
same  26  countries  recently  helped  by 
IMF  programs  through  1982.  Twenty 
of  those  nations  have  provided  for  in- 
creased imports  in  the  very  first  year 
after  an  IMF  program  was  instituted. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  statistics  do 
not  bear  out  what  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  said. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  contribu- 
tion. 

Once  again,  like  the  previous  amend- 
ment that  was  defeated,  this  amend- 
ment would  do  in  the  legislation  and 
would  prevent  us  from  keeping  faith 
with  the  commitments  to  the  adminis- 
tration and  to  our  sister  nations 
around  the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  over- 
whelming defeat  of  the  amendment. 

PERFECTING  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
GONZALEZ 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  perfecting  amendment  to  title 
III  at  the'desk  which  I  offer. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Perfecting  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Gonzalez:  On  line  18.  page  19.  strike  out" 
5.310.8  million  Special  Drawing  Right"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1.750  million  Special 
Drawing  Rights  ". 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire  of   the   gentleman   from   Texas 


(Mr.  Gonzalez),  has  the  amendment 
been  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  a  perfecting  amendment  to  the 
Patman  amendment  which  strikes  title 
III. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
inquire  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
whether  this  perfecting  amendment 
has  been  printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  No,  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  has  not  been  printed  in  the  Record. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  have  a  point  of 
order.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  the 
amendment  is  not  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
state  that  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Gon- 
zalez) is  a  perfecting  amendment  to 
title  III.  As  such,  it  takes  precedence 
over  a  motion  to  strike.  It  is  in  order. 
parliamentary  inquiry 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  will  state  his  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it 
not  the  case  that  when  a  Member 
offers  a  perfecting  amendment  to  an 
amendment  such  as  is  the  case  before 
us  now.  he  should  be  recognized  for  5 
minutes  to  explain  his  amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
state  that  the  rules  do  not  provide  for 
any  debate  after  a  limitation  of  time 
on  any  amendment  which  has  not 
been  previously  printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be 
permitted  to  explain  my  amendment. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire, does  the  gentleman  request  a 
specific  amount  of  time? 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent,  without  press- 
ing a  disputation  upon  an  interpreta- 
tion of  the  rules,  for  an  opportunity 
not  to  exceed  5  minutes  to  explain  this 
perfecting  amendment  to  the  pending 
amendment,  as  well  as  on  title  III, 
which  was  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve the  right  to  object. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is 
heard. 

parliamentary  inquiry 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  my  understanding  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez) 
is  offering  an  amendment  to  an 
amendment,  and  if  that  is  the  case. 


does  that,  an  amendment  to  an 
amendment,  still  have  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
state  that  the  perfecting  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Gonzalez)  is  an  amendment  to 
the  bill,  not  to  the  amendment,  but 
that  it  was  not  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  question  is  on  the  perfecting 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez). 

The  perfecting  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  now 
is  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Patman) 
to  strike  title  III. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

recorded  vote 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  178.  Noes 
226.  not  voting  29,  as  follows: 


Albosta 

Anderson 

Applegate 

Archer 

Bates 

Bennett 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Bosco 

Brooks 

Broom  field 

Brown  (CO) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Chappell 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Collins 

Corcoran 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

DAmours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Daub 

de  la  Garza 

Donnelly 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Evans  (ID 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Flippo 

Franklin 

Gingrich 

Gonzalez 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 


[Roll  No.  292] 
AYES-178 

Hall.  Sam 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hark  in 

Harrison 

Harlnctt 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hopkins 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NO 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Koller 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long  (MD) 

Lotl 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marlenee 

Martin  (ID 

McCain 

MrCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

Mikulski 

Miller  (OH) 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nichols 


Ortiz 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Paul 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Rahall 
Ray 
Reid 

Richardson 
Ritler 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Rowland 
Rudd 
Russo 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw- 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith  (NE) 
Smith.  Denny 
Smith.  Robert 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquisl 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas  (CA) 
Thomas  (GA) 
Traxler 
Valentine 
Vander  Jagt 
Vandergriff 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
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Walkrr 

Whitley 

Wise 

Wmkiru 

Whittaker 

Yatron 

Weaver 

Whillen 

Young (AK) 

Weber 

Williams  1  OH  1 

Wheal 

Winn 
NOES-226 

Arkerman 

Gibbons 

Oakar 

Akaka 

Gilman 

Oberstar 

Andrews  (NO 

Glickman 

Obey 

Andrews  (TX) 

Goodling 

Olin 

Anthony 

Gore 

Ottinger 

Aspin 

Gradison 

Owens 

AuCoin 

Gray 

Ox  ley 

Badham 

Green 

Panetta 

Barnard 

Guanni 

Patterson 

Barnes 

Hall  (IN) 

Pease 

Bartlett 

Hamilton 

Pepper 

Bateman 

Hawkins 

Pickle 

Bedell 

Hertel 

Porter 

Beilenson 

Hillls 

Price 

Bereuler 

Horton 

Pritchard 

Herman 

Howard 

Pursell 

Biaggi 

Hoyer 

Quillen 

Boehlert 

Hubbard 

Rangel 

Boggs 

Huckaby 

Ratchford 

Boland 

Hyde 

Regula 

Boner 

Ireland 

Ridge 

Bonier 

Jeffords 

Rinaldo 

Bonker 

Johnson 

Rodino 

Borski 

Jones  (OKI 

Roe 

Boucher 

Kennelly 

Rose 

Boxer 

Kildee 

Rostenkowski 

Britt 

Kindness 

Roukema 

Brown  (CA) 

Kogovsek 

Roybal 

Broyhill 

Kostmayer 

Sabo 

Bryant 

LaFalce 

Savage 

Burton  (CA) 

Lagomarsino 

Sawyer 

Carper 

Lantos 

Scheuer 

Chandler 

Latta 

Schneider 

Cheney 

Leach 

Schumer 

Clarke 

Lehman  (CA) 

Seiberling 

Clay 

Lehman  (FL) 

Shannon 

Clinger 

Leland 

Sikorski 

Coelho 

Lent 

Sisisky 

Coleman  (TX) 

Levin 

Smith  (FL) 

Conable 

Levine 

Smith  (lA) 

Conte 

Livingston 

Smith  (NJ) 

Conyers 

Long ( LA  > 

Snowe 

Coughlin 

Lowery  (CA) 

Solarz 

Coyne 

Lowry  ( WA) 

Spratt 

Crockett 

Luken 

St  Germain 

Davis 

Lundine 

SCangeland 

Derrick 

MacKay 

Stark 

DeWine 

Madigan 

Stokes 

Dickinson 

Markey 

Stratton 

Dicks 

Marriott 

Studds 

Dixon 

Martin  (NCi 

Swift 

Downey 

Martin  (NY) 

Synar 

Dwyer 

Martinez 

Tauke 

Dymally 

Matsui 

Torres 

Edgar 

Mavroules 

Torricelli 

Edwards  (AL> 

Mazzoli 

Towns 

Edwards  (CA) 

McCandless 

Udall 

Erlenborn 

McHugh 

Vento 

Evans (I A) 

McKernan 

Weiss 

Fascell 

McKinney 

Whitehurst 

Fazio 

McNulty 

Williams  (MT) 

Peighan 

Mica 

Wilson 

Ferraro 

Michel 

Wirth 

Fish 

Miller  (CA) 

Wolf 

Florio 

Mineta 

Wolpp 

Foglietta 

Minish 

Wort  ley 

Ford  (MI) 

Moakley 

Wright 

Ford(TN) 

Molinari 

Wyden 

Forsythe 

Moody 

Wylie 

Fowler 

Morrison  (CT) 

Yates 

Frank 

Morrison  (WA) 

Young iFL) 

Frenzel 

Murtha 

Young  (MO) 

Gaydos 

Neal 

Zablocki 

Gejdenson 

Nielson 

Zschau 

Gekas 

Nowak 

Gephardt 

O'Brien 

NOT  VOTING- 

-29 

Addabbo 

Dorgan 

Kramer 

Alexander 

Dowdy 

Leath 

Annunzio 

Foley 

McDade 

Breaux 

Frost 

Mitchell 

Carr 

Fuqua 

Myers 

Chappie 

Garcia 

Schroeder 

Cooper 

Hatcher 

Shumway 

Dannemeyer 

Heftel 

Simon 

Dellums 

Holt 

Waxman 

Dingell 

Jones  (TN) 

a  1310 

Mr.  DERRICK  changed  his  vote 
from  'aye"  to  'no.' 

Mr.  HUGHES  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 
•  Mr.  FAUNTROY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2957.  the  Inter- 
national Recovery  and  Financial  Sta- 
bility Act.  and  in  particular  title  III 
which  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  consent  to  an  increase  of 
the  U.S.  quota  to  the  International 
Monetary  Fund.  This  bill  is  one  of  the 
more  important  pieces  of  legislation  in 
the  international  financial  area  that 
we  will  consider.  It  is  crucial  to  the 
maintenance  of  a  successful  domestic 
economic  recovery.  It  is  essential  to 
the  developing  nations  of  the  world  as 
they  seek  to  cope  with  the  severe 
strains  of  high-interest  rates,  an 
overly  strong  dollar,  and  weakening 
markets  for  raw  materials,  which  have 
made  their  quest  for  development 
more  difficult. 

We  all  know  what  the  basic  problem 
is.  Dozens  of  countries  have  accumu- 
lated billions  of  dollars  in  debts,  much 
of  it  owed  to  U.S.  banks.  Some  of  these 
loans  were  for  unwise  and  economical- 
ly irresponsible  projects,  but  most 
were  for  constructive  and  necessary 
development.  We  should  not  feel  supe- 
rior to  these  countries  for  borrowing 
like  this,  for  a  large  part  of  our  own 
economic  development  during  the  last 
century  was  financed  by  foreign  loans. 
However,  because  of  a  combination  of 
high-interest  rates  and  worldwide  re- 
cession, many  of  these  countries  find 
themselves  unable  to  repay  their  loans 
on  schedule.  This  threat  of  default  not 
only  threatens  these  countries  with 
the  loss  of  any  ability  to  obtain  credit 
in  the  future,  it  threatens  us  with  the 
shutdown  of  our  exports  to  these 
countries  and  with  possible  shocks  to 
our  financial  system. 

The  IMF  is  one  of  the  basic  interna- 
tional institutions  for  coping  with  this 
threat  of  default,  and  the  increase  in 
the  IMF  quota  is  one  of  the  essential 
acts  which  must  be  taken  to  prevent 
the  breakdown  of  world  trade  and  the 
disturbances  to  our  financial  system 
which  would  result  from  a  debt  de- 
fault. The  IMF  acts  as  an  interme- 
diary and  a  broker  between  those  in  a 
position  to  lend  and  those  who  need  to 
borrow.  The  IMF  provides  bridge  fi- 
nancing for  countries  to  help  them 
continue  to  receive  credit  from  private 
lenders,  and  in  return  it  helps  coun- 
tries make  the  necessary  economic  re- 
forms which  will  allow  these  countries 
to  continue  to  service  this  debt.  It  is 
true  that  the  terms  of  IMF  assistance 
can  be  very  stringent,  and  can  include 
cutbacks  in  imports.  However,  bridge 
financing  and  economic  restructuring 
allows   many   countries   to   avoid   the 


even  more  restrictive  and  austere  eco- 
nomic policies  at  home  which  would 
occur  if  private  lenders  abruptly  and 
permanently  cut  off  credit  to  these 
borrowers,  as  would  happen  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  IMF.  The  IMF's  efforts 
will  also  help,  in  the  long  run,  to  re- 
store these  countries  to  financial  sol- 
vency, which  will  keep  their  markets 
open  to  our  exports  and  poised  to 
resume  growth  once  the  world  eco- 
nomic recovery  begins. 

Given  the  interdependence  of  the 
world  economy,  it  is  directly  in  our 
economic  interests  to  support  the  IMF 
efforts  through  an  increase  in  the 
IMF  quota.  From  my  tenure  as  chair- 
man of  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Domestic  Monetary  Policy,  I  am  well 
aware  of  the  feedback  effects  between 
the  domestic  and  international  finan- 
cial markets.  This  interdependence  re- 
sults in  benefits  which  will  accrue  to 
this  country  in  the  form  of  increased 
demand  for  our  goods  and  services  by 
borrowing  countries.  The  boirowers, 
who  have  always  been  willing  to 
import  American  goods  and  services, 
turn  to  the  IMF  to  help  reorganize 
their  financial  affairs  so  that  they 
will,  in  the  future,  be  able  to  make 
these  purchases.  With  20  percent  of 
U.S.  goods  being  sold  in  export  mar- 
kets, millions  of  jobs  depend  directly 
on  the  financial  security  of  these 
countries.  This  legislative  action  to  in- 
crease the  IMF's  pool  of  resources 
would  be  a  decisive  step  in  the  journey 
toward  worldwide  economic  stability. 
Indeed,  the  sustainment  of  an  Ameri- 
can economic  recovery  is  inextricably 
bound  to  a  revitalization  of  the  world 
economy. 

One  of  the  fundamental  premises  of 
a  stable  world  economy  is  efficiency  in 
the  marketplace.  This  bill  seeks  to 
impart  stability  in  section  303,  which 
addresses  the  inefficient,  to  say  noth- 
ing of  the  abhorrent  and  inhuman, 
practice  of  apartheid.  As  a  governmen- 
tal policy,  apartheid  creates  inefficient 
labor  market  rigidities  and  fosters  bal- 
ance-of-payments  deficits.  This  provi- 
sion directs  the  U.S.  Executive  Direc- 
tor of  the  IMF  to  actively  oppose  any 
credit  drawings  on  the  Fund  or  any  of 
its  facilities  by  any  country  which 
practices  apartheid.  The  cogency  of 
this  directive  lies  in  its  prescription  to 
the  IMF  to  avoid  funding  of  practices 
that  would  unnecessarily  and  artifi- 
cially create  destabilizing  forces  in  the 
world  economy.  This  provision  alone 
warrants  support  for  the  bill. 

In  addition,  both  the  bill  and  the  St 
Germain  amendment  contain  more 
than  ample  provisions  that  address 
the  many  stated  concerns  about  irre- 
sponsible practices  of  the  private 
banking  institutions  that  precipitated 
the  current  world  debt  crisis.  I  call  at- 
tention, first,  to  title  IV  of  the  bill  and 
subsequently  to  the  provisions  of  the 
amendment  which  mandates  Federal 


supervision  on  international  lending 
by  U.S.  bank  and  nonbank  institu- 
tions. The  oversight  by  the  appropri- 
ate Federal  agencies  will  curtail  the 
undertaking  of  too  much  risk  exposure 
by  these  institutions.  No  longer  will 
these  institutions  be  allowed  to  engage 
in  the  heady  practices  of  overly  ag- 
gressive marketing  of  foreign  loans 
that  now  place  our  domestic  banking 
system  in  jeopardy.  Under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  St  Germain  amendment, 
for  example,  no  IMF  funds  can  be 
used  in  a  country  to  repay  loans  which 
were  imprudently  incurred.  Federal 
regulatory  agencies  would  be  required 
to  develop  regulations  that  would  pro- 
hibit excessive  foreign  lending  so  that 
our  domestic  institutions  would  be  en- 
couraged to  do  more  local  business  at 
affordable  rates.  This  bill  generally, 
and  now  with  the  St  Germain  amend- 
ment in  particular  provides  direct 
guidance  and  ultimately  will  provide 
more  funds  to  the  small  local  business- 
es whose  needs  have  in  the  past  been 
neglected  because  of  the  ease  and 
profits  that  come  from  international 
lending.  Improving  international  fi- 
nancial markets  can  help  all  of  our 
business.  That  is  the  principle  reason 
for  this  bill.  Imposing  direct  lending 
limits— if  you  will,  imposing  credit  con- 
trols on  international  lending— as  this 
bill  does  will  redirect  credit  resources 
back  to  our  local  communities.  That  is 
good  for  the  banks,  that  is  good  for 
the  safety  and  soundness  of  deposi- 
tors, that  is  good  for  small  business 
and  consumers  and  these  constitute 
good  reasons— if  more  are  really 
needed— to  vote  for  the  bill. 

On  an  accompanying  note.  I  would 
like  to  take  this  time  to  highlight  an- 
other important  thrust  of  this  legisla- 
tion. The  thrust  to  restructure  the 
short-term  debt  of  the  debtor  coun- 
tries into  long-term  debt  schedules 
ought  to  receive  considerable  atten- 
tion from  the  IMF  despite  its  formal 
absence  from  this  legislation.  A  sched- 
ule to  retire  debt  over  a  longer  period 
would  allow  for  more  realistic  expecta- 
tions of  a  borrowing  country's  growth. 
The  U.S.  Executive  Director  is  re- 
quired to  work  to  insure  that  the  IMF 
require  borrowing  countries  to 
reschedule  their  commercial  loans  to 
aid  in  their  economic  recovery.  As  a 
part  of  that  process,  up-front  fees 
charged  by  U.S.  banks  would  be  limit- 
ed to  administrative  costs  with  any 
excess  amortized  over  the  life  of  the 
loan.  This  will  better  enable  a  country 
to  cope  with  the  unanticipated  eco- 
nomic disturbances  that  have  occurred 
with  greater  frequency.  None  of  these 
things  will,  however,  be  done  if  we  do 
not  support  this  bill. 

Therefore,  it  is  my  view  that  it  is  im- 
perative we  adopt  this  legislation.  It 
will  prescribe  a  consistent  set  of  ac- 
tions for  the  promotion  of  sustainable 
economic  growth  in  developing  coun- 
tries and  the  enhancement  of  our  do- 


mestic economy.  It  will  assure  orderly 
markets,  it  will  protect  our  employ- 
ment, and  it  will  enhance  employment 
opportunities  abroad  thereby  encour- 
aging peace  and  stability.  Perhaps 
most  important,  it  will  proscribe  sup- 
port for  racial  policies  that  denigrate 
the  human  existence. 

I  have  outlined  the  positive  things 
which  this  legislation  would  do.  I  do 
not  want  nor  do  I  intend  to  dwell  upon 
the  negative  results  that  will  undoubt- 
edly occur  if  we  fail  to  enact  this  legis- 
lation. Members  ought  to  understand, 
however,  that  a  failure  to  enact  this 
legislation  would  negate  all  of  the 
positive  things  I  spoke  about  and  most 
probably  deal  a  highly  devastating 
blow  toward  the  efforts  to  manage  the 
international  financial  crisis.  Enor- 
mous losses  to  domestic  financial  insti- 
tutions, foreign  markets,  suppliers, 
American  jobs,  and  our  nascent  recov- 
ery would  occur.  Interest  rates  would 
probably  rise,  the  dollar  would  prob- 
ably plummet,  and  all  kinds  of  mar- 
kets would  contract:  in  short,  our  re- 
covery would  end  and  a  recession 
would  probably  begin.  Perhaps  not  ev- 
eryone shares  that  view;  hopefully  it  is 
one  which  is  overstated.  I  do  not  wish 
to  find  out.  For  those  who  are  unem- 
ployed, particularly  the  20.6  percent 
black  unemployed,  it  seems  to  me  that 
preservation  of  our  economic  system 
and  of  our  financial  markets  which  are 
so  interrelated  with  the  rest  of  the 
world,  passage  of  this  bill  is  important. 
I  know  it  is  hard  to  explain.  It  is  even 
harder  to  explain  and  understand 
when  viewed  in  the  context  of  needed 
help  for  mortgages,  jobs,  and  health 
insurance  for  the  unemployed.  It  is, 
however,  just  as  real  and  just  as  im- 
portant when  properly  viewed.  If  my 
saying  so  helps,  let  me  simply  say  that 
I  know  and  can  assure  you  that  I 
would  not  have  voted  for  the  bill  and 
the  Banking  Committee  would  not 
have  reported  it  were  it  not  so.« 
•  Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
discovered  that  on  several  occassions. 
the  Eximbank  has  made  taxpayer-sup- 
ported loans  in  tax-haven  countries  to 
dummy  corporations  set  up  to  insure 
that  no  tax  is  paid  on  profits  from  the 
sale  of  subsidized  exports. 

Just  as  one  example,  the  Eximbank's 
fiscal  year  1981  report  lists  a  loan  of 
$3,590,589  to  Intairdrial,  Ltd..  of  the 
Cayman  Islands,  which  has  long  been 
a  mecca  for  those  who  wish  to  escape 
legitimate  taxes  and  one  of  the  most 
financially  uncooperative  countries. 

Intairdril  used  the  money  to  buy  a 
drilling  rig  constructed  by  the  Pool  Co. 
of  San  Angelo,  Tex.,  which  just  hap- 
pens to  be  the  parent  company  of  In- 
tairdril, both  of  which  are  owned  by 
the  huge  U.S.  firm.  Enserch,  Corp.  of 
Dallas. 

I  would  be  shocked  if  the  profits  on 
the  1981  Intairdril  deal,  or  a  subse- 
quent $4.48  million  Eximbank  loan  to 


the  company,  will  ever  be  subject  to 
U.S.  taxation. 

My  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
whether  you  share  this  concern  and 
would  be  willing  to  urge  the  Bank  not 
to  deal  with  dummy  corporations  in 
tax-haven  and  tax-shelter  countries? 

I  understand  that  Mr.  Sx  Germain 
agrees  with  me  that  this  situation  is 
disturbing,  given  the  Eximbank's  lim- 
ited resources  and  that  the  Bank  will 
respond  quickly  to  these  concerns.* 
•  Mr.  MARRIOTT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  section  409.  to  the 
International  Recovery  and  Financial 
Stability  Act.  H.R.  2957.  This  section 
directs  our  attention  to  the  losses  the 
United  States  has  had  in  competitive 
markets  of  copper,  steel,  and  other 
metal  and  mineral  industries  due  to 
subsidized  foreign  competition.  U.S. 
mining  industries  have,  over  the  past 
few  years,  been  hit  hard  by  record 
mine  and  plant  closures  and  record  un- 
employment. Clearly,  the  oversupply 
and  production  of  these  commodities 
by  subsidized  foreign  companies  has 
added  to  those  staggering  statistics. 

Located  in  my  district  is  Kennecott 
Copper  which  has  consistently  been  a 
mainstay  of  the  U.S.  copper  industry. 
During  our  last  economic  crisis  Kenne- 
cott was  on  the  verge  of  closing  its 
doors— think  of  what  this  means  in 
terms  of  people  out  of  work  alone. 
Fortunately,  Kennecott  was  able  to 
survive  that  crisis  but  unless  we  do 
something  to  help  our  mining  indus- 
try, next  time  Kennecott.  and  all  the 
people  it  employs,  may  not  be  so 
lucky.  While  I  wholeheartedly  support 
free  trade.  I  feel  it  is  equally  impor- 
tant for  us  not  to  inadvertently  subsi- 
dize our  foreign  competition,  there- 
fore, jeopardizing  the  stability  and 
success  of  U.S.  companies  like  Kenne- 
cott Copper. 

Section  409  would  require  commer- 
cial banks  to  conduct  an  economic  fea- 
sibility evaluation  before  extending  a 
foreign  project  loan  relating  to  a 
mining,  processing  or  manufacturing 
operation  in  excess  of  $1  million.  Spe- 
cifically, the  evaluation  would  include 
such  factors  as  the  profit  potential  of 
the  project,  its  impact  on  world  mar- 
kets, and  the  inherent  competitive  ad- 
vantage and  disadvantage.  The  bank 
evaluation  would  also  include  the 
likely  effect  of  the  project  on  the 
country's  long-term  development  and 
consideration  of  whether  the  loan 
could  be  repaid  from  revenues  generat- 
ed by  the  project. 

The  provision  is  not  protectionist 
since  economic,  rather  than  uneco- 
nomic. Third  World  development  will 
be  encouraged.  Moreover,  it  will  not 
create  a  burden  of  additional  paper- 
work on  banks,  since  such  projects  are 
already  routinely  evaluated  by  banks. 
However,  a  new  emphasis  will  be 
placed  on  the  intrinsic  economic 
merits  of  each  foreign  project,  since 


21682 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  29,  1983 


Juh  29,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


21683 


host  country  subsidies  are  to  be  dis- 
counted from  the  determination  of 
creditworthiness. 

This  provision  is  carefully  drafted  so 
as  to  not  prohibit  a  bank  from  making 
foreign  project  loans.  It  only  asks  the 
banks  to  evaluate  the  economic  merits 
of  the  foreign  project  by  gaining  addi- 
tional information  to  assess  the  risks 
of  the  project.  Section  409  is  designed 
to  give  banks  guidance  to  be  more  pru- 
dent in  their  foreign  lending.  In  the 
past,  banks  have  overlooked  careful 
scrutiny  of  project  economies  when  it 
came  to  government  guarantees  or 
subsidies  of  projects. 

Since  compliance  with  the  provision 
will  be  supervised  by  banks  them- 
selves, in  the  same  manner  as  other 
actions  are  handled  internally,  the 
amendment  is  not  Federal  intrusion 
beyond  the  body  of  government  regu- 
lations to  which  banks  are  subject. 

Clearly,  section  409  is  vitally  impor- 
tant to  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act.  H.R.  2957. 
and  I  encourage  the  support  of  my  col- 
leagues to  insure  this  provision  is  re- 
tained in  the  IMF  bill.* 
•  Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  vote 
today  on  H.R.  2957,  the  IMF  bill,  poses 
some  very  difficult  questions.  While  I 
believe  we  ought  to  help  those  less  for- 
tunate in  the  world  through  bank 
loans  and  financial  assistance,  I  be- 
lieve the  IMF  has  become  just  another 
political  arm  for  this  administration's 
regressive  foreign  policies. 

Among  the  other  reasons  for  voting 
against  this  IMF  bill,  which  are  very 
persuasive  on  their  own,  I  believe  the 
IMF  has  l)ecome,  unfortunately  for  all 
of  us,  a  political  institution. 

It  has  become  clear  recently  that 
this  administration,  and  other  admin- 
istrations that  preceeded  it,  have  had 
hit  lists  of  countries  to  which  the 
United  States  will  oppose  IMF  loans. 
During  the  Allende  government,  this 
list  included  Chile,  and  the  current  list 
is  said  to  include  Nicaragua.  To  list 
any  country  in  such  a  manner,  prior  to 
loan  application,  is  certainly  a  political 
maneuver. 

We  have  U.S.  foreign  aid  as  a  way  to 
reward  our  friends,  and  punish  our  en- 
emies. The  IMF  is  supposed  to  disre- 
gard such  things.  The  IMF  is  supposed 
to  help  countries  that  need  help  re- 
gardless of  their  political  persuasions. 
Recently,  however,  this  has  not  been 
the  case. 

As  I  said  before,  there  are  many 
good  reasons  to  vote  against  the  IMF. 
but  the  basic  reason  is  that  it  has 
strayed  from  its  role  as  nonpolitical 
provider  to  those  in  the  world  that  are 
facing  difficult  times.  Most  other 
things  can  be  overlooked;  this  disre- 
gard for  the  role  the  IMF  is  to  play  in 
the  world  international  financial 
market  cannot  be  ignored.  I  will  vote 
no  on  H.R.  2957.« 

•  Mr.  MRAZEK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  provision  requiring 


the  President  to  instruct  U.S.  repre- 
sentatives on  the  IMF  Board  to  oppose 
IMF  loans  to  nations  practicing  the 
dehumanizing  policy  of  apartheid. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  inhumanity  of 
apartheid  as  practiced  in  South  Africa 
is  a  matter  of  record.  Often,  too  often, 
our  response  to  the  outrageous  and 
flagrant  violations  of  human  rights 
characteristic  of  apartheid  is  to  con- 
veniently look  away  in  the  name  of 
our  so-called  strategic  interests  in  the 
region. 

But.  after  years  of  neglecting  our 
moral  prerogatives.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
now  appears  that  many  among  us 
have  resolved  to  change  our  woeful 
record  of  implicit  support  of  the  apart- 
heid policies  of  the  South  African 
Government.  Members  of  this  body 
are  beginning  to  question  our  previous 
course,  a  healthy  sign  for  our  future 
dealings  with  a  corrupt  system. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  introduced  a  reso- 
lution in  this  body  which  expressed 
the  opposition  of  our  Government  to 
the  homeland  policy  practiced  in 
South  Africa.  A  similar  resolution  was 
introduced  in  the  other  body  by  Sena- 
tor Glenn.  The  racist  homeland  policy 
has  uprooted  millions  of  black  South 
Africans  from  their  ancestral  lands 
and  resettled  them  in  isolated  pockets 
of  poverty,  disease,  starvation,  and  re- 
pression. 

The  homeland  policy,  rooted  as  it  is 
in  the  stagnant  murk  of  apartheid, 
stands  as  a  monument  to  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  South  Africa's  political  and 
ethical  standards.  A  recent  report 
characterized  one  such  homeland  as 
having  the  greatest  population  density 
of  any  place  on  Earth— more  than 
1,100  people  per  square  mile,  strug- 
gling to  subsist  without  electricity, 
transportation,  economic  self-suffi- 
ciency or  basic  medical  treatment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  this  informa- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  illuminating 
for  my  colleagues  a  practice  carried  on 
in  South  Africa  for  decades.  The 
homeland  policy,  like  apartheid,  seeks 
to  reverse  the  evolution  of  human 
progress.  I  would  suggest  to  my  col- 
leagues today,  as  Walter  Lippmann 
once  wrote,  that  "the  American  con- 
science is  a  reality.  It  will  make  hesi- 
tant and  ineffectual,  even  if  it  does  not 
prevent,  an  un-American  policy." 

I  urge  the  support  my  colleagues  for 
this  provision,  a  true  expression  of 
American  conscience. • 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  BARNES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  2957.  the 
International  Recovery  and  Financial 
Stability  Act. 

The  legislation  before  us  encom- 
passes a  series  of  crucial  efforts  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  to  fulfill  its 


international  commitments  by  promot- 
ing worldwide  economic  recovery. 
During  the  past  few  years  we  have 
been  confronting  the  worst  economic 
crisis  since  the  Great  Depression.  It 
has  become  clear  that  in  this  interde- 
pendent world  that  we  live  in.  we 
either  all  pull  together  to  reach  the 
shore  or  give  up  and  suffer  the  conse- 
quences. 

I  strongly  disagree  with  the  critics  of 
H.R.  2957  who  argue  that  through  this 
bill  we  are  bailing  out  the  banks,  that 
we  are  providing  handouts  to  govern- 
ments that  have  shown  their  inability 
to  manage  their  economies. 

On  the  contrary,  the  measures  con- 
tained in  this  legislation  will  serve  to 
help  countries  that  are  at  the  mercy 
of  external  economic  factors,  including 
fluctuating  oil  prices,  plunging  com- 
modity prices,  and  increasing  interest 
rates.  Furthermore,  by  promoting 
their  development  we  guarantee  mar- 
kets for  U.S.  exports  and  promote  eco- 
nomic recovery  here  at  home. 

I  also  disagree  with  the  argument 
that  we  should  not  support  the  IMF 
and  other  multilateral  financial  insti- 
tutions because  they  are  not  designed 
to  alleviate  poverty  and  that,  in  some 
instances,  these  institutions  serve  to 
aggravate  this  situation. 

The  Western  Hemisphere  Subcom- 
mittee, which  I  have  the  honor  of 
chairing,  recently  completed  a  series 
of  hearings  on  the  debt  crisis  in  Latin 
America.  One  of  the  main  subjects  of 
the  hearings  has  been  the  effects  of 
the  economic  crisis  and  of  the  IMF 
prescriptions  on  the  people.  We  have 
received  testimony  from  knowledgea- 
ble witnesses,  including  a  missionary 
who  has  lived  in  a  slum  in  Lima.  Peru, 
for  the  last  14  years.  None  of  our  wit- 
nesses called  for  the  termination  of 
the  IMF.  They  all  agreed  that  the 
IMF  has  an  important  role  to  play 
during  the  present  crisis,  although 
most  of  them  also  felt  that  some 
changes  were  needed  in  order  to  ame- 
liorate the  negative  effects  of  the  IMF 
conditionality  on  the  poorest  sectors 
of  society. 

As  demonstrated  by  the  IMF  reac- 
tion to  last  year's  economic  crises  in 
Mexico  and  Brazil,  this  institution  is 
crucial  to  the  economic  stability  of  our 
own  hemisphere.  Because  after  all, 
when  we  talk  about  the  debt  crisis  we 
are  mostly  talking  about  a  Latin 
American  crisis.  Brazil.  Argentina,  and 
Mexico  alone  account  for  over  half  of 
the  non-OPEC  LDC  debt. 

H.R.  2957  also  contains  authoriza- 
tions for  regional  development  banks 
and  for  the  Export-Import  Bank.  In 
the  case  of  the  Inter-American  Devel- 
opment Bank,  the  bill  authorizes  $5.16 
billion  for  the  hard  loan  program,  and 
$380  million  for  the  concessional 
window,  the  Fund  for  Special  Oper- 
ations, for  fiscal  years  1984  through 
1988.  I  am  more  familiar  with  the  IDB 


than  with  the  other  regional  banks, 
but  they  have  all  earned  high  marks 
for  their  funding  programs.  They 
clearly  deserve  our  continued  support. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reaffirm 
today  that  we  are  willing  to  fulfill  our 
international  commitments  and  that 
we  recognize  that  our  own  economic 
well-being  depends  largely  on  the  sta- 
bility of  the  international  economic 
situation. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
frankly  do  not  care  whether  Members 
vote  for  or  against  this  amendment  by 
our  colleague.  Mr.  St  Germain.  The 
amendment  improves  the  bill  but  only 
marginally. 

I  do.  however,  strongly  oppose  the 
bill.  It  is  not  that  I  am  opposed  to  the 
IMF  or  to  trade  or  to  jobs  in  Brazil.  I 
support  the  IMF.  But  I  oppose  our 
missing  the  one  opportunity  we  have 
for  the  next  5  years  to  improve  the 
IMF.  If  we  authorize  and  appropriate 
this  money  with  no  strings  or  condi- 
tions attached  either  to  the  IMF  or 
the  big  banks,  what  chance  do  we  have 
to  make  necessary  changes?  None. 

I  believe  that  we  would  strike  a  blow 
for  creation  of  jobs  and  for  fairness  if 
we  revised  this  bill  to  accomplish  five 
goals: 

First.  We  should  direct  the  IMP  to 
promote  growth,  not  austerity. 
Growth  as  encouraged  by  tax  relief 
and  removal  of  trade  barriers  is  the 
only  answer  to  the  world's  economic 
difficulties.  Austerity  to  control  infla- 
tion can  be  an  appropriate  economic 
prescription  for  some  nations  during 
some  economic  cycles.  But  such  aus- 
terity measures  are  not  universally  ap- 
ropos and,  in  general,  are  secondary  to 
the  requirements  for  growth  in  the 
midst  of  a  worldwide  recession.  We 
must  not  allow  the  IMF  to  continue 
exporting  the  high  interest  rate  poli- 
cies of  the  Fed.  These  policies  have 
not  fostered  growth  in  the  United 
States.  They  will  not  foster  growth  in 
lesser  developed  countries,  either. 

Second.  We  should  require  better 
utilization  of  IMF's  current  assets, 
thereby  minimizing  the  cost  to  the 
taxpayers  for  supporting  the  IMF. 
This  means  requiring  some  disposition 
of  the  more  than  $40  billion  of  gold  at 
IMF.  Disposition  does  not  necessarily 
mean  sale  of  the  gold.  Depending  upon 
market  conditions  and  the  temporary, 
rather  than  permanent,  status  of  the 
economic  crisis,  the  gold  could  be  used 
as  collateral  for  short-term  IMF  loans 
to  achieve  economic  growth. 

Third.  We  should  require  that  the 
current  practice  of  allowing  banks  to 
charge  high  front-end  fees  for  renego- 
tiating current  loans  be  temporized  by 
requiring  that  all  such  fees  and  admin- 
istrative costs  be  amortized  over  the 


life  of  the  loan  rather  than  collected 
at  the  front  end. 

Fourth.  We  should  require  revised 
bank  regulations  which  would  reduce 
the  opportunity  of  this  financial  fiasco 
from  happening  again.  Do  not  be 
fooled  by  those  who  come  to  the  floor 
and  pretend  that  this  bill  does  not  bail 
out  the  big  banks  which  made  exces- 
sively lenient  loans  to  the  LDC's.  This 
bill  does  repre-sent  a  bailout  of  the  big 
banks.  That  is  why  they  are  support- 
ing the  bill  so  vigorously. 

Perhaps  this  bill  will  also  help  world 
trade.  Perhaps  not.  That  is  what  we 
are  debating  here  today.  What  is  not 
at  issue  is  the  question.  "Does  this  bill 
bail  out  the  big  banks?"  It  does. 

In  return  for  this  bailout,  the  least 
we  should  demand  is  a  strengthened 
regulatory  environment  that  would 
protect  the  American  taxpayer  in  the 
future. 

Such  regulation  should  include  in- 
creased capital  and  reserve  require- 
ments, limits  on  the  amounts  of  loans 
to  a  single  country,  and  a  strong  public 
disclosure  requirement  of  transactions 
and  profits. 

And  finally,  five,  we  should  demand 
that  a  new  Bretton  Woods  conference 
on  the  international  economic  situa- 
tion and  on  a  stable  exchange  rate  en- 
vironment be  called  in  1984. 

Let  me  emphasize,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  do  not  join  those  who  would 
scuttle  the  IMF.  I  do,  however,  join 
those  who  insist  that  we  seize  this  op- 
portunity to  revise  and  improve  the 
goals  and  operations  of  our  worldwide 
economic  system.  It  is  important  to  us 
and  to  the  world. 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  2957.  the  Internation- 
al Monetary  and  Financial  Stability 
Act.  In  this  bill  title  I.  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Amendments  of  1983. 
and  title  III,  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund,  were  reported  out  of  the 
International  Trade  Subcommittee  on 
which  I  serve. 

This  legislation  is  essential  if  the 
United  States  is  to  remain  competitive 
in  the  area  of  international  trade  and, 
further,  if  the  stability  which  is  so  es- 
sential to  the  orderly  functioning  of 
an  international  economy  is  to  remain. 

The  committee,  in  this  legislation, 
has  changed  the  charter  of  the 
Export-Import  Bank  to  make  the 
Bank  fully  competitive.  H.R.  2957 
states  that: 

It  i.s  further  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  that  loans  made  by  the  Bank  shall 
bear  interest  at  rates  determined  by  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Bank,  taking  into 
consideration,  foremost,  the  Banks  man- 
date to  support  United  States  exports,  in  all 
of  the  Bank's  programs,  at  rates  and  on 
terms  which  are  competitive  with  exports  of 
other  countries,  and.  second,  the  average 
cost  of  money  to  the  Bank. 


Mr.  Chairman,  testimony  before  the 
subcommittee  made  very  clear  that 
American  firms  competing  abroad  for 
contracts  are  at  a  competitive  disad- 
vantage. Foreign  companies  are  at  a 
distinct  advantage  if  they  are  able  to 
borrow  at  rates  which  are  below  the 
prevailing  interest  rates  in  the  United 
States.  Further,  American  firms 
cannot  compete  internationally  if  for- 
eign firms  are  subsidized  by  their  own 
governments  while  the  Export-Import 
Bank  is  concerned  about  its  average 
cost  of  money  to  the  Bank,  rather 
than  the  objective  of  the  Bank  which 
is  to  support  U.S.  exports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  fully  support 
the  Export-Import  Bank's  activities 
because  these  loans  generate  jobs  in 
the  United  States,  I  am  also  concerned 
that  some  loans  made  by  the  Bank 
may  place  U.S.  firms  at  a  competitive 
disadvantage.  For  example.  the 
Export-Import  Bank  has  made:  A  loan 
in  Algeria  for  $7,000,000  for  two  32-ton 
open  hearth  furnaces:  a  loan  in  Argen- 
tina of  $18,735,000  for  equipment  and 
services  for  a  steel  plant:  a  loan  in 
Taiwan  of  $19,500,000  for  a  steel  ex- 
pansion project.  In  Mexico,  the 
Export-Import  Bank  made  the  follow- 
ing loans:  One  for  $151,393,500  for  the 
expansion  of  a  steel  plant:  a  second 
loan  for  a  steel  pipe  production  facili- 
ty for  $58,500,000.  In  Nigeria  the 
Export-Import  Bank  made  a  loan  of 
$33,150,000  for  the  construction  of  a 
ministeel  mill  and  a  second  loan  in  Ni- 
geria for  similar  purposes  for 
$32,925,000. 

In  1978,  the  Congress  amended  the 
Export-Import  Bank  Act  as  follows: 

Sec.  1911.  The  Bank  shall  implement  such 
regulations  and  procedures  as  may  be  appro- 
priate to  insure  that  full  consideration  is 
given  to  the  extent  to  which  any  loan  or  fi- 
nancial guarantee  is  likely  to  have  an  ad- 
verse effect  on  industries,  including  agricul- 
ture, and  employment  in  the  United  States, 
either  by  reducing  demand  for  goods  pro- 
duced in  the  United  States  or  by  increasing 
imports  to  the  United  States.  To  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  Bank 
shall  request,  and  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Trade  Commission  shall  furnish,  a 
report  assessing  the  impact  of  the  Bank's 
activities  on  industries  and  employment  in 
the  United  States.  Such  report  shall  include 
an  assessment  of  previous  loans  or  financial 
guarantees  and  shall  provide  recommenda- 
tions concerning  general  areas  which  may 
adversely  affect  domestic  industries,  includ- 
ing agriculture,  and  employment. 

The  study  by  the  International 
Trade  Commission  mandated  by  this 
section  was  not  carried  out  because 
funds  were  never  authorized.  Conse- 
quently. I  offered  an  amendment  in 
subcommittee,  which  is  section  110  of 
H.R.  2359.  It  is  the  subcommittee's  in- 
tention that  the  International  Trade 
Commission  carry  out  the  study  re- 
quired by  section  1911  (12  U.S.C.  635a- 
2).  While  I  fully  support  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  policies  to  promote  ex- 
ports, we  should  be  aware  of  the  fact 


11-059  0-87-13(Pt.  16) 


21684 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  29,  1983 


that  there  is  the  possibility  that  such 
loans  could  adversely  affect  other  in- 
dustries in  this  country.  And  while 
Export-Import  Bank  officials  have  as- 
sured me  that  their  policies  and  prac- 
tices are  such  that  this  does  not 
happen.  I  think  it  is  important  to  have 
the  International  Trade  Commission 
review  the  practices  and  loans  of  the 
Bank  and  make  a  report  to  the  Con- 
gress. 

I  fully  support  title  III  of  this  bill, 
and  I  support  section  303  of  H.R.  2957 
which  requires  the  President  to  in- 
struct the  U.S.  Executive  Director  to 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  to 
oppose  actively  any  loans  to  South 
Africa.  The  subcommittee,  in  adopting 
this  section,  was  of  the  opinion  that 
the  racially  discriminatory  practices  of 
the  Government  of  South  Africa  were 
so  morally  repugnant  that  the  Con- 
gress should  oppose  any  loans  to  that 
country.  In  so  doing  the  subcommittee 
found  that  the  practice  of  apartheid; 

Resulted  in  severe  constraints  on  lat)or 
mobility  and  other  highly  inefficient  labor 
supply  rigidities  which  contribute  to  bal- 
ance of  payments  deficits  m  direct  contra- 
diction of  the  goals  of  the  International 
Monetary  Fund. 

Because  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee were  not  unmindful  of  the  objec- 
tions of  some  to  this  section,  because 
it  was  viewed  as  introducing  a  political 
dimension  into  the  proceedings  of  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  the 
subcommittee  made  an  economic  find- 
ing of  fact  and  proceeded  accordingly. 
There  has  been  some  question  raised 
as  to  the  cost  of  this  legislation  to  the 
taxpayers.  I  would  direct  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  to  the  committee 
report: 

The  true  cost  of  U.S.  participation  in  the 
IMF  is  not  the  amount  of  money  lent  over 
any  accounting  period  but  the  differential, 
if  any.  between  the  treasury's  own  cost  of 
borrowing  and  the  rate  it  earns  on  money 
lent  to  the  IMF.  plus  any  valuation  losses 
that  arise  from  an  appreciation  of  the  dollar 
vis-a-vis  the  SDR.  Treasury  estimates  of 
such  costs  since  1969  put  them  at  an  aver 
age  of  about  Sill  million  annually— a  small 
cost  to  pay  for  the  benefits  the  IMF  brings 
to  the  U.S.  by  helping  keep  foreign  markets 
to  our  exports. 

Further.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a 
relationship  between  the  financial  dif- 
ficulties which  certain  countries  are 
experiencing  and  a  decrease  in  United 
States  imports.  An  editorial  in  the 
Washington  Post  on  February  6.  1983. 
states  that  Mexico,  until  it  started  to 
experience  financial  difficulty  last 
year,  was  buying  $18  billion  worth  of 
American  goods  a  year.  The  Post  edi- 
torial continued: 

If  Mexico  had  been  forced  into  default,  all 
trade  across  the  Mexican  border  would  have 
slopped  except  for  a  trickle  of  barter.  With- 
out the  normal  lines  of  commercial  credit 
and  exchange,  billions  of  dollars'  worth  of 
American  sales  to  Mexico  would  have  evapo- 
rated. When  sales  are  lost,  jobs  are  lost. 
Even  with  the  rescue.  Mexico's  imports 
from  this  country  dropped  sharply  over  the 


summer.  That  was  one  reason,  and  not  a 
minor  one.  why  this  country  did  not  come 
out  of  its  recession  in  the  middle  of  last  year 
as  most  forecasters  had  expected. 

Congressional  Quarterly  on  April  9. 
1983  stated  that: 

When  oil  prices  sagged  in  1981  and  inter 
est  rates  soared.  Mexico  had  to  cut  imports 
drastically  in  order  to  use  hard  earned 
export  dollars  to  make  payments  on  its 
huge  debt.  The  result:  Mexican  imports 
from  the  United  States  dropped  more  than 
60  percent  between  the  fourth  quarter  of 
1981  and  1982  alone.  '  Secretary  of  State 
George  Shultz.  citing  this  situation  stated 
that  drastic  cut  in  Mexico's  imports,  if  sus 
lained.  would  represent  a  $10  billion  loss  in 
U.S.  exports  and  the  elimination  of  at  least 
a  quarter  million  American  jobs. 

Further,  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce states  that  for  the  first  4 
months  of  this  year  exports  to  the  six 
high  debt  nations  of  Latin  America 
were  40  percent  below  the  level  of 
1981.  $22.7  billion  as  against  $31.6  bil- 
lion. A.  J.  Kingon.  Assistant  Secretary 
for  International  Economic  Policy  for 
the  Commerce  Department  stated 
that: 

Using  the  accepted  benchmark  equivalent 
of  25.000  jobs  for  each  $1  billion  in  U.S.  ex- 
ports, the  almost  $9  billion  decline  in  Latin 
American  exports  occurred  last  year  cost 
the  United  Stales  about  225.000  jobs,  and 
contributed  to  our  global  1982  trade  deficit 
of  $32  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  fully  support  H.R. 
29ft7  and  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Peoria. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
asked  the  gentleman  to  yield  because  I 
am  assuming  that  he  will  be  making  a 
motion  that  the  committee  rise  and 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  agrees 
with  that  move.  May  I  say  to  the 
Members  on  my  side  that  the  Speaker 
has  been  accommodating  to  the  ad- 
ministration here  that  pressed  hard 
for  enactment  of  the  IMF. 

There  were  an  awful  lot  of  bodies 
that  were  put  together  to  try  to  work 
out  a  compromise  on  title  III.  and  that 
was  agreed  to.  It  was  overwhelmingly 
passed  by  this  body.  We  just  reaf- 
firmed that  move  again  by  the  most 
recent  of  votes. 

I  am.  however,  cognizant  of  the  fact 
that  there  are  Members  who  have 
other  amendments  they  would  like  to 
offer  to  the  legislation.  We  probably 
were  a  little  bit  strained  and  re- 
strained in  our  allotment  of  time  earli- 
er to  get  to  this  point  because  Mem- 
bers have  been  under  the  understand- 
ing that  they  would  be  out  of  here  at 
3.  could  catch  planes,  and  we  still  have 
to  do  the  urgent  supplemental  or  we 
will  run  out  of  food  stamps  over  the 
weekend. 

So  I  just  wanted  the  Members  to  be 
aware  of  the  fact  that  we  agree  with 
the  decision  to  rise  at  this  point.  It 
would  then  be  the  Speaker's  decision 
when  we  would  come  back  to  finish  up 


IMF.  But.  again.  I  want  to  say  that  I 
am  appreciative  for  the  Speaker  re- 
scheduling to  accommodate  the  ad- 
ministration and  this  Member's  desire 
to  help  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
and  the  administration  get  as  far  as 
they  could  on  this  legislation. 

So.  having  said  that.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  we  ought  to  proceed  as  best  we 
can  to  get  the  most  we  can  out  of  the 
few  hours  left. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I, 
too.  would  like  to  say  to  the  Speaker 
that  we  appreciate  his  assistance,  his 
patience,  and  we  hope  that  we  can 
complete  this  legislation  at  an  early 
date. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  that  the  Com- 
mittee do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly:  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
chair.  Mr.  Pease.  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consid- 
eration the  bill  (H.R.  2957)  to  extend 
the  authority  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  the  United  States,  encourage 
balanced  worldwide  economic  growth, 
provide  for  continued  participation  in 
the  International  Monetary  Fund, 
strengthen  the  supervision  of  interna- 
tional lending  by  U.S.  banks,  and  pro- 
vide for  continued  U.S.  participation 
in  multilateral  development  banks, 
had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  include  extraneous  materi- 
al, on  the  bill  just  considered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was  not 
here  last  evening  in  the  Chamber 
when  we  voted  on  rollcall  No.  285.  If  I 
had  been.  I  most  emphatically  would 
have  voted  "aye.  " 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE 
ON  AGRICULTURE  TO  FILE  RE- 
PORTS ON  H.R.  2590  AND 
HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 40 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight.  Friday.  July  29. 
1983.  to  file  reports  on  H.R.  2590  and 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  40. 

The  SPEAKER.   Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 
There  was  no  objection. 


July  29,  1983 

PRIVILEGES  OF  THE  HOUSE- 
RECORD  OF  PROCEEDINGS 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
a  point  of  privilege. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  privilege. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  privileged  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  289 

Whereas  the  Clerk  of  the  House  is  making 
an  electronic  recording  of  the  official  pro- 
ceedings of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
produce  a  verbatim  account  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  House; 

Whereas  the  remarks  of  Representative 
Walker  of  Pennsylvania  were  not  printed  in 
the  Record  of  July  28.  1983.  and  instead  a 
statement  appears  on  page  H5856  stating: 
"Mr.  Walker  addressed  the  Committee.  His 
remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Exten- 
sion of  Remarks."; 

Whereas  said  remarks  of  Representative 
Walker  of  Pennsylvania  were  discussed  and 
debated  at  a  point  in  the  Record  on  pages 
H5866  to  H5867  of  the  Record  of  July  28. 
1983: 

Whereas  the  Record  does  not  accurately 
reflect  the  proceedings  and  statements  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  for  the  dale 
of  July  28.  1983;  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Congressional  Record 
of  July  28.  1983.  should  be  corrected  to  in- 
clude the  remarks  of  Representative 
Walker,  and  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  report  to  the  House  not 
later  than  the  close  of  business  today.  July 
29.  1983.  as  to  the  circumstances  surround- 
ing this  instance  and  report  what  actions 
will  be  taken  in  the  future  to  prevent  Mem- 
ber's remarks  from  being  omitted  from  the 
Record. 

D  1320 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  resolution.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walker)  is 
correct:  it  does  raise  a  question  of  the 
privileges  of  the  House. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
(Mr.  Walker)  on  the  resolution. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize  that  this  reso- 
lution does  interfere  with  today's 
House  schedule.  For  that  reason,  I 
intend  to  make  my  case  for  it  very  suc- 
cinctly and  hopefully  it  will  not  take 
very  much  time  of  the  Members. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  night  there  was  a 
rather  acrimonious  and  unnecessary 
exchange  that  took  place  on  the  floor 
in  which  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  Obey)  charged  several  Mem- 
bers with  impugning  the  motives  of 
the  Members  of  this  body. 

He  named  me  specifically  and  I  ob- 
jected strenuously  to  his  characteriza- 
tion of  my  remarks. 

In  the  course  of  that  exchange  the 
point  was  made  that  my  speech  earlier 
in  the  day  would  speak  for  itself.  In 
fact,  I  regard  that  speech  as  my  best 
defense  against  the  emotion-laden, 
groundless  charge  that  was  made,  and 
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I  did  not  revise  one  word  of  those  re- 
marks. 

Lo  and  behold,  when  the  Record  was 
published  this  morning,  my  best  de- 
fense did  not  appear. 

An  entire  exchange  involving  the  re- 
marks of  several  Members  was  missing 
in  its  entirety. 

I  was  concerned  deeply  by  their  dele- 
tion and  I  sought  to  find  out  how  such 
a  thing  could  have  happened. 

What  I  discovered  is  that  another 
Member  was  given  the  transcripts  in 
order  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
and.  inadvertently,  failed  to  rush  them 
to  the  Clerk  for  printing  in  today's 
Record. 

That  Member  has  apologized  and  I 
am  assured  that  no  harm  was  meant. 

But  some  harm  was  done. 

I  publicly  pointed  to  my  remarks  as 
my  defense  and  yet  those  remarks  are 
unavailable  when  one  goes  to  the 
Record. 

The  Record  ends  up  being  an  incom- 
plete and  inaccurate  representation  of 
yesterday's  proceedings. 

I  certainly  do  not  want  any  interpre- 
tation that  I  purposefully  withheld 
the  materials  which,  given  the  context 
of  last  night's  debate,  could  be  in- 
ferred by  some. 

In  my  opinion,  we  cannot  afford  to 
go  on  having  incidents  which  call  our 
documents  into  question  and  that  is 
the  reason  for  this  resolution. 

It  asks  for  two  things,  two  very 
simple  things:  First,  it  asks  simply 
that  the  Record  for  yesterday  be  cor- 
rect. Second,  it  asks  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  to  report  to  the  House  by  the 
end  of  the  day  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding the  incident  and  to  provide 
some  direction  about  how  such  occur- 
rences can  be  avoided  in  the  future. 

I  can  offer  a  suggestion.  It  seems  to 
me  that  resolution  introduced  recently 
by  our  colleague  from  Illinois,  Mr. 
DuRBiN,  may  present  us  with  a  solu- 
tion. That  is  to  have  verbatini  tran- 
scripts of  what  takes  place  here.  We 
adopted  such  a  procedure  in  the  Sci- 
ence and  Technology  Committee  just 
the  other  day. 

But  the  bottom  line  is  the  public  de- 
serves to  know  precisely  what  it  is  we 
do  here.  This  incident  shows  that  our 
processes  prevent  that  from  happen- 
ing at  times  and  should  be  changed. 

I  ask  the  adoption  of  the  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


matter  and  take  a  vote  within  a  few 
minutes,  which  we  did. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  there  was  a  Member  trying  to  get 
the  gentleman  to  yield,  when  the 
Chair  recognized  Mr.  Walker,  before 
he  recognized  him,  it  was  agreed  that 
we  would  dispense  with  his  privileged 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, 1983 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished 
business  is  the  consideration  of  the 
Senate  amendments  in  the  report  in 
disagreement  accompanying  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  3069) 
making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1983.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

AMENDMENTS  IN  DISAGREEMENT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  first  amendment  in  dis- 
agreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  1  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  1;  Page  2.  strike 
out  lines  14  to  21.  inclusive. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  1  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert: 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 

Conservation  Service 

payment-in-kind  program 

All  land  rented  or  leased,  and  in  produc- 
tion for  crop  year  1982.  if  now  rented  or 
leased  by  the  same  individual,  partnership, 
or  corporation,  and  eligible  for  acreage  re- 
duction shall  qualify  for  designation  under 
the  payment-in-kind  program  for  crop  year 
1983,  the  same  as  land  owned  by  the  produc- 
er. 

Until  such  time  as  additional  legislation  to 
the  contrary  may  be  enacted,  it  is  provided: 
That,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  in  order  to  acquire  a  sufficient 
amount  of  upland  cotton  to  carry  out  the 
payment-in-kind  program  for  the  1983  crop 
of  upiand  cotton,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture shall  solicit  bids  from  cotton  producers, 
for  sale  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion of  1980.  1981.  and  1982  crop  cotton 
pledged  by  such  producers  as  security  for 
nonrecourse  loans  made  under  section 
103(g)(1)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (7 
U.S.C.  144(g)(1)).  TJnlil  sufficient  cotton  to 
carry  out  the  payment-in-kind  program  for 
the  1983  crop  of  upland  cotton  is  acquired 
under  this  procedure,  or  until  a  reasonable 
bid  period  opportunity  has  been  determined 
and  made  available  by  the  Secretary,  but  in 
no  event  less  than  two  weeks,  no  bid  for 
1982  crop  cotton  shall  be  rejected  unless  it 
exceeds  (on  a  percentage  basis)  the  amount 
of  the  highest  bid  received  and  accepted 
under  the  same  procedure  for  feed  grains. 
The  Secretary  shall  also  give  any  producer 
who  has  previously  submitted  a  bid  the  op- 
portunity to  nullify  such  bid  if  the  producer 
agrees  to  submit  another  bid  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WRITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  motion. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten)  is  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  explain  to  my  colleagues 
that  I  shall  do  my  very  best  to  move 
quickly  in  dealing  with  this  subject 
matter. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  would 
announce  at  this  time  that  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  supplemental  the  busi- 
ness of  the  week  will  be  over. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
the  cooperation  of  my  colleagues  I 
think  we  can  move  expeditiously.  We 
had  254  amendments  added  by  the 
Senate.  The  conference  resolved  these 
amendments,  except  for  four  amend- 
ments here  where  there  is  a  true  dif- 
ference of  opinion.  Those  four  amend- 
ments will  have  to  be  dealt  with  sepa- 
rately. We  have  some  43  amendments 
that  can  be  handled  en  bloc.  But  I  do 
want  to  say  that  we  will  do  our  best 
and  hope  you  can  go  along  with  us  so 
we  can  move  ahead  and  finish  this 
supplemental  today.  It  is  essential  this 
bill  be  completed  today. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  regret  that  we  are  de- 
layed as  much  as  we  are.  We  know 
there  are  many  reasons  for  it. 

But  I  do  not  want  to  say  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  tried  to 
cooperate  with  the  leadership  and 
with  the  administration  in  the  han- 
dling of  this  necessary  supplemental 
bill. 

Our  bill  has  been  ready  since  last 
Friday  waiting  for  an  opportunity  to 
complete  this  action. 

We  are  advised  that  food  stamps  will 
not  be  issued  Monday  unless  we  finish 
this  bill  today.  May  I  say  I  think  the 
House  position  is  sound.  I  have  stated, 
we  have  true  disagreement  on  only 
four  amendments  and  we  have  some 
40-odd  amendments  that  we  can 
handle  en  bloc. 

I  yield  at  this  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
to  deal  with  the  subject  of  amendment 
No.  1. 

I  yield  at  this  time  to  my  colleague 
from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la  Garza). 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  thank  the  dis- 
tirvguished  chairman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  Members  of  the 
House,  this  is  a  rare  and  exceptional 
circumstance  in  which  we  find  our- 
selves. The  House  has  already  spoken 
on  this  issue  312  to  97.  It  is  trying  to 
bring  fairness  and  equity  to  a  group  of 
farmers  that  were  enticed  by  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture,  to  join  a  pro- 
gram called  payment-in-kind. 
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into  the  situation.  I  am  assured  that 
this  has  no  impact  on  the  budget,  inas- 
much as  our  committee  has  previously 
passed  legislation  which  reduces  the 
budget  more  than  the  amount  that 
this  would  cost.  We  have  always  taken 
a  meticulous  interest  in  trying  to  see 
that  we  do  not  impact  on  the  budget 
beyond  the  figure  that  was  allotted  to 
us. 

That  is  the  intent  and  purpose  of 
the  legislation  and  what  this  amend- 
ment does.  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  add.  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  the  statement  made  by  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture  that  it  is  my  in- 
formation that  the  committee  acted  in 
order  to  correct  an  unfairness.  That 
unfairness  does  not  go  to  the  PIK 
which  they  claim  is  authorized  under 
existing  law.  The  committee's  recom- 
mendation goes  only  to  the  limited 
number  of  cotton  farmers  who  were 
misled  by  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture. I  add  further,  this  matter  was  re- 
ported by  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture unanimously.  Both  sides  support- 
ed it.  May  I  also  point  out  that  the 
House  voted  on  the  exact  text  of  this 
amendment  on  July  19  and  it  passed 
by  a  vote  of  312  to  97.  So  the  text  of 
the  amendment  has  already  passed. 
Our  purpose  in  going  along  with  our 
colleagues  on  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, and  including  the  amendment 
here,  is  an  effort  to  speed  up  the  final 
consideration  of  this  so  the  farmers 
will  not  be  waiting  until  the  end  of 
September.  It  may  be  too  late  for 
many  farmers  if  we  have  to  deal  with 
it  in  the  fiscal  year  1984  appropriation 
for  the  Department,  which  can  take 
effect  only  after  October  1,  1983. 
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So  I  trust  that  the  Members  will  go 
along  with  us  in  that  again  this  does 
not  go  to  the  major  program  about 
which  you  have  been  reading.  That  is 
done  not  under  a  statute  that  we 
passed,  but  under  a  general  authority 
that  the  Department  contends  that  it 
has.  Whether  it  has  it  or  not.  I  do  not 
know. 

The  point  I  wish  to  make  is  that 
what  we  are  doing  here  is  trying  to 
correct  an  unfairness,  an  inequity.  We 
added  it  to  this  bill  trying  to  expedite 
the  final  decision  that  would  be  made. 

Mr.  HUCKABY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  HUCKABY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee for  using  this  vehicle  to  bring 
the  legislation  back  to  the  floor  and 
hope  to  get  it  passed  in  an  expeditious 


repeat  again  this  is  a  corrective  meas- 
ure. The  House  has  already  voted  312 
to  97  on  this  issue.  We  brought  it  here 
again  for  the  purpose  of  speeding  up 
the  consideration  and  approval  of  it. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
CoNTE)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  motion. 

Simply  put.  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  is  asking  the  House  to 
stretch  the  appropriations  process 
beyond  its  proper  limits.  And  the 
House  should  say  "no." 

The  Appropriations  Committee  is 
often  asked  to  .solve  urgent  problems 
that  cannot  be  addressed  in  the  au- 
thorization process. 

But  we  are  given  this  power,  and  this 
responsibility,  to  be  exercised  on  ques- 
tions of  great  urgency  by  establishing 
levels  and  conditions  for  appropriated 
funds. 

So  long  as  we  limit  ourselves  to  our 
proper  jurisdiction  under  the  rules  of 
the  House,  we  can  retain  both  our  au- 
thority and  the  confidence  of  the 
House. 

But  if  we  violate  those  rules— waiver 
or  no  waiver— sooner  or  later  we  will 
lose  both  our  authority  and  the  confi- 
dence of  the  House. 

And  that  is  exactly  what  we  will  be 
doing  if  we  agree  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis- 
sippi. 

This  is  not  an  urgent  matter.  This  is 
not  an  appropriation. 

This  is  not  a  limitation  or  a  condi- 
tion on  appropriated  funds. 

It  is  the  text  of  an  authorization  bill, 
H.R.  3385,  that  passed  the  House  on 
July  19. 

It  is  a  $100  million  windfall  for  a 
select  group  of  cotton  producers. 

I  would  remind  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  of  our  adventures  with  au- 
thorization legislation  during  the  last 
session. 

In  the  first  continuing  resolution  for 
1983.  we  amended  the  International 
Coffee  Agreement  and  the  duties  on 
imported  steam,  provided  permanent 
residence  for  two  aliens,  and  made  ex- 
tensive changes  in  the  existing  law  re- 
garding the  national  stockpile  and 
steel  import  licenses. 

As  a  direct  result  of  that  adventure, 
the  House  rules  for  the  98th  Congress 
were  changed  to  prohibit  revenue  bills 
or  amendments  except  those  reported 
by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

If  that  rule  is  interpreted  to  apply  to 
limitations  on  appropriations,  then 
the  loss  to  our  committee  and  to  the 
House  will  be  incalculable. 

While  such  an  interpretation  is  not 
justified  by  the  language  of  the  rule  or 


its  legislative  history,  the  point  to  be 
made  here  and  now  is  that  we  went 
beyond  the  proper  bounds  of  the  ap- 
propriations process,  and  may  pay  a 
terrible  price. 

And  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
is  asking  the  House  to  do  the  same 
thing  today. 

I  say  no,  and  I  hope  the  House  will 
say  no. 

The  House  should  also  say  no  on  the 
issue  itself. 

There  is  no  justification  for  this 
bailout.  The  Chrysler  bailout  wjis  a 
real  surprise  to  many  of  us.  Congress 
never  had  any  idea  that  our  action 
would  help  get  that  outfit  back  on  its 
feet  so  quickly.  But  there  was  a  good 
reason  for  that  bailout.  We  could  see 
some  prospect  for  success  if  everybody 
chipped  in  and  did  their  part. 

But  this  Senate  amendment  to  bail 
out  the  cotton  producers  has  no  merit. 
What  has  happened  with  the  cotton 
PIK  program  is  that  there  is  no  cotton 
to  "PIK."  Events  and  the  market  have 
created  a  situation  in  which  cotton 
prices  are  rising  and  there  is  no  cotton 
to  give  to  the  farmers  as  a  "PIK"  pay- 
ment. So  now  farmers  are  going  to 
grow  cotton  for  the  Government  in 
order  to  fulfill  "PIK"  requirements. 

Those  big  brokers  who  "forward-con- 
tracted" in  order  to  get  the  benefit 
from  PIK  now  see  that  the  market  is 
better  and  they  want  to  have  an  op- 
portunity to  take  advantage  of  higher 
prices. 

I  do  not  mind  that  idea,  but  I  do 
mind  letting  these  guys  have  it  both 
ways  at  the  taxpayers'  expense.  They 
signed  on  the  dotted  line  and  now  they 
want  out  of  the  obligation. 

But  Mr.  Speaker,  even  if  they  are 
forced  to  honor  their  obligation,  they 
will  make  money,  though  not  as  much. 
These  are  the  big  brokers  in  cotton 
and  do  not  need  this  help  to  stay 
alive— they  want  it  just  to  make  more 
money. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  ought  to  be 
providing  a  profit  "bailout"  for  these 
big  speculators.  Every  dollar  we  can 
cut  from  the  deficit  will  help  sustain  a 
long-term  recovery.  So  we  need  to 
adhere  to  the  original  House  language 
in  the  bill  we  sent  over  to  the  Senate. 
What  has  been  done  in  conference  is 
not  only  the  wrong  thing  to  do.  it  was 
the  wrong  way  to  do  it.  The  Senate  did 
not  have  any  language  in  the  bill  and 
we  went  into  new  ground  in  the  con- 
ference on  this  one. 

Protect  the  rules  of  the  House. 

Protect  the  taxpayer. 

Vote  no. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza),  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  assure  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Massachusetts  and  friend 
that  our  committee  is  never  one  to 


impose  on  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee and  that  this  is  a  rare  and  un- 
usual circumstance.  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman  that  it  is  not  a  common  day 
occurrence. 

The  fact  is  that  the  House  has  al- 
ready acted  on  this  legislation,  and 
this  is  the  earliest  possible  vehicle  for 
completing  legislative  action  by  the 
Congress.  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
have  stretched  the  rule.  We  have  se- 
cured from  the  Rules  Committee  the 
necessary  waiver  and  the  House  has 
agreed  to  it. 

I  would  like  to  say  one  further  thing 
with  relation  to  the  subject  matter. 
That  it  is  not  a  windfall,  as  many  be- 
lieve, to  wealthy  ranchers.  It  is  a  need 
of  the  smaller  farmer.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  misjudged  the  amount  of 
cotton  that  they  had.  For  the  bigger 
ones  it  makes  no  difference. 

The  smaller  farmer  is  being  asked  to 
sell  his  cotton  to  the  Government  for 
use  as  PIK  payments  because  the  De- 
partment misjudged  how  many  bales 
they  had.  Some  of  them  had  forward 
contracted  their  cotton  with  the  assur- 
ances of  the  Department  that  no  such 
request  w-ould  be  made  of  them.  There 
was  even  a  conference  call  with  several 
small  growers  by  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture where  the  Secretary  assured 
them  to  go  ahead  and  forward  con- 
tract, but  join  the  PIK  because  their 
participation  was  needed  for  the  wel- 
fare of  the  Nation  and  the  welfare  of 
the  program.  He  stated  that  they 
should  go  ahead  and  sign  up  with  the 
assurance  that  they  would  not  be  re- 
quired to  turn  over  their  cotton  to  the 
Government  for  use  as  PIK  payments. 

Well,  unfortunately,  it  did  come  to 
pass.  And  again.  I  repeat,  it  does  not 
impose  a  burden  on  the  budget.  We 
have  already  passed  and  approved  leg- 
islation that  accommodates  this 
amount.  It  is  not  an  added  burden  on 
the  budget. 

But  I  can  assure  my  distinguished 
chairman  and  my  friend  from  Massa- 
chusetts that  this  is  one  of  those  very 
rare  and  few  circumstances  in  which 
we  ask  your  cooperation. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 
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Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Ag- 
riculture Committee  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  one  examines  the 
various  agricultural  programs,  one 
finds  that  the  cotton  program  is  the 
most  market-oriented  program,  and  it 
pains  me  to  hear  my  colleagues  talk 
about  a  windfall  when  in  fact  the  leg- 
islation. H.R.  3385,  was  quite  correctly 
called  the  CoUon  Producers  Equity 
Act,  because  the  reason  the  Depart- 
ment does  not  have  sufficient  cotton  is 
because    it    did    not    respond    to    the 


market  conditions,  and  cotton  has  a 
market  orientation.  And  all  H.R.  3385 
does  is  to  require  that  the  Department 
recognize  that  cotton  is  a  market-ori- 
ented commodity.  So  it  is  not  a  wind- 
fall. It  is  an  equity  measure.  In  addi- 
tion, I  want  to  remind  my  colleagues 
that  unless  this  program  is  put  into 
effect  soon,  harvest  for  PIK  will  injure 
a  major  portion  of  the  U.S.  cotton  in- 
dustry. Without  congressional  action, 
cotton  producers  are  going  to  have  to 
use  their  1983  crops  to  help  satisfy  the 
Government's  obligation  to  them 
under  the  payment-in-kind  program. 

Without  the  open-bid  program 
which  the  title  provides,  many  cotton- 
growers  will  have  to  default  on  futures 
contracts  covering  their  1983  crop  or 
their  PIK  entitlements.  The  industry 
would  be  mired  in  years  of  costly  liti- 
gation as  a  result.  Although  the  grow- 
ers could  buy  contracts  to  provide  the 
additional  cotton,  the  vastly  changed 
market  for  cotton  has  made  that 
option  economically  untenable  for 
many  growers. 

These  growers  should  not  be  re- 
quired to  suffer  for  PIK  when  produc- 
ers of  other  commodities  such  as 
wheat  and  feed  grains  have  been  taken 
care  of  by  USDA  under  the  1983  PIK 
program.  These  other  commodities 
were  in  similar  short  supply  until 
USDA  offered  attractive  bids  to  obtain 
sufficient  stores  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains  for  PIK.  Cottongrowers  now 
face  a  very  serious  situation  unless 
Congress  requires  USDA  to  go  after 
surplus  cotton  with  the  same  high  bids 
with  which  it  pursued  wheat  and  feed 
grains.  It  is  a  matter  of  equity.  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
help  deliver  this  equity  to  the  Nation's 
cotton  farmers.  Otherwise,  for  them. 
PIK  will  not  be  godsend,  it  will  be  a 
nightmare. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  comments,  and  I  thank 
my  distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

May  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  ap- 
preciate the  statement  that  has  been 
made  here.  I  hope  my  record  here 
shows  that  I  am  as  conservative  as  the 
next  person.  The  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture appeared  before  our  committee 
three  times.  Never  did  he  mention 
anything  about  a  contract  such  as 
this.  He  was  asked  several  times  to 
keep  us  advised,  because  I  have  some 
grave  doubts  about  this  whole  PIK 
program.  I  think  the  American  farmer 
has  to  accept  PIK  because  otherwise 
he  is  bankrupt.  But  the  program  has 
many,  many  problems.  But  my  amend- 
ment is  not  a  windfall:  it  is  to  keep  the 
smaller  operator  from  being  penalized 
by  the  Department  leading  him  on  to 
commit  himself  to  put  his  production 
into  PIK  and  later  coming  up  with  a 
contract  saying.  "Do  not  worry  about 
that;  it  will  not  be  called  on  at  all." 
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So  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  has  clearly  described  it.  And 
may  I  say.  we  hear  about  rules  and 
rules.  All  the  rules  we  have  in  the 
House  are  the  rules.  So  we  went  before 
the  Rules  Committee,  in  view  of  the 
emergency  that  we  have  here,  and 
asked  their  permission  to  bring  this 
up.  So  we  bring  it  up  in  proper  order. 

Again,  our  purpose  on  this  commit- 
tee was  to  expedite  the  handling  of 
this  matter,  and  it  is  100  percent  what 
my  friend  from  Texas  and  his  commit- 
tee unanimously  approved— not  to  give 
anybody  a  windfall,  but  to  keep  his 
government  from  penalizing  him. 

Now.  they  say  this  involves  a  for- 
ward sale.  The  forward  sale  has  been 
promoted  by  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture for  years  to  add  some  stability 
to  agriculture.  So  what  he  did  was  in 
line  with  what  the  Department  has 
always  preached.  But  it  developed  that 
when  they  led  him  to  believe  that 
there  would  be  plenty  of  cotton  to 
meet  this,  they  guessed  wrong.  And 
now  he  is  being  penalized,  through  no 
fault  of  his  own.  I  just  hope.  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  our  colleagues  will  go 
along  with  us  in  this  instance.  It  is 
most  unusual,  but  the  rule  provides 
for  the  unusual,  and  that  is  the  way 
this  is  being  handled. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  7 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Madigan). 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was 
one  of  the  people  who  supported  the 
passage  of  this  cotton  bill  here  a  few- 
days  ago.  I  think  that  if  some  of  us, 
just  a  very  few  of  us.  who  had  support- 
ed the  passage  of  that  bill,  had  chosen 
to  oppose  it.  that  it  would  not  have  re- 
ceived the  necessary  two-thirds  vote, 
because  it  was  a  bill  under  suspension. 
But  I  did  not  want  to  hold  up  the  pas- 
sage of  that  bill  because  I  understood 
that  there  was  something  being  put 
together  here  to  deal  with  a  variety  of 
subjects  that  were  of  interest  not  only 
to  Members  of  this  House  and  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate,  but  also  to  people 
in  the  administration,  most  especially 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

It  now  seems  that  a  scenario  is  devel- 
oping where  all  of  the  things  that  are 
of  interest  to  Members  of  the  House 
and  those  things  that  are  of  interest 
to  Members  of  the  Senate  may  ulti- 
mately be  incorporated  in  some  kind 
of  legislative  package,  but  the  things 
that  were  of  interest  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  of  special  interest 
to  me  as  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee  are 
never  going  to  be  considered.  And  one 
of  the  ways  that  we  would  have  in- 
sured the  consideration  of  the  things 
in  which  I  am  interested  would  have 
been  to  have  all  of  these  things  come 
together,  as  it  appeared  they  were 
going  to  come  together  over  in  the 
Senate,  in  the  other  body,  in  these 
bills  that  we  were  sending  over  there 
under  suspension. 


But  now  it  appears  that  that  is  not 
going  to  happen.  And  what  is  going  to 
happen  is  that  something  that  is  of 
special  interest  to  certain  Members 
has  been  tacked  on  to  this  appropria- 
tions bill  in  a  way  that  violates  the 
rules  of  the  House  and  requires  a 
waiver  from  the  Rules  Committee,  so 
that  the  entire  legislative  process  that 
was  developing  is  going  to  be  frustrat- 
ed. And  what  some  people  want,  they 
are  going  to  get:  but  what  other 
people  want  who  are  concerned  about 
the  size  of  our  deficit,  is  never  going  to 
occur  and  is  never  going  to  be  voted  on 
anywhere. 

Now.  when  we  started  out  a  few 
months  ago.  before  we  began  consider- 
ing any  of  these  things,  we  were  talk- 
ing about  trying  to  save  between  $1'j 
billion  and  $2  billion  in  some  of  these 
agicultural  programs.  It  looks  like  we 
are  not  going  to  get  any  of  those  sav- 
ings at  all  and  that  we  are  instead 
going  to  spend  roughly  an  additional 
$2  billion  in  total,  so  that  the  gap  is 
going  to  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $4 
billion.  Instead  of  having  $2  billion  in 
savings,  we  are  going  to  have  no  sav- 
ings, and  we  are  going  to  have  $2  bil- 
lion in  additional  expenditures. 

Now.  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  con- 
cept of  moving  this  bill  in  the  authori- 
zation process  as  we  started  out  doing; 
but  I  think  it  needs  to  be  pointed  out 
that  we  are  going  to  spend  $6.4  billion 
for  the  1983  cotton  crop  without  this 
bill.  $6.4  billion,  just  for  cotton  alone, 
of  the  taxpayers'  money. 

Now.  if  you  want  to  spend  another 
$100  million.  I  think  the  very  least 
that  the  people  who  want  to  spend 
that  money  ought  to  do  is  to  provide 
this  legislative  body  with  an  opportu- 
nity to  vote  on  some  of  the  issues  that 
would  save  some  money  in  these  agri- 
cultural expenditures.  And  we  are 
being  denied  that  opportunity  and  we 
are  being  end-run  by  this  process  that 
is  taking  place  at  this  moment  on  the 
floor  of  the  House.  I  think  absent 
some  guarantee,  absent  some  guaran- 
tee, from  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee  that 
before  we  adjourn  this  House  for  the 
August  recess  we  are  going  to  have  an 
opportunity  right  here  on  the  floor  to 
vote  on  all  of  these  issues,  absent  that 
guarantee,  I  think  this  should  be  de- 
feated. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jut 
want  to  echo  the  comments  of  the 
gentleman  in  the  well.  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant to  realize,  as  the  gentleman 
pointed  out.  that  there  are  other  im- 
portant pieces  of  legislation.  All  of 
those  are  waiting  action  this  next 
week  on  the  Senate  floor.  A  part  of 
that,  an  important  part— and  I  do  not 
disagree  with  the  cotton  legislation- 


was  the  cotton  bill.  So  it  will  be  acted 
on  next  week  in  the  Senate. 

But  also,  along  with  it.  are  the  items 
that  the  gentleman  talked  about. 
There  is  a  dairy  compromise,  which 
will  bring,  fortunately,  the  surplus 
problem  of  dairy  under  control.  It  will 
save  us  a  great  deal  of  money.  There 
are  attempts  at  trying  to  do  something 
in  other  areas.  If  you  pick  it  apart— 
forgive  the  pun— if  you  do  that  and 
pass  these  that  certain  Members  want 
and  let  it  go  out.  there  is  not  much  in- 
centive to  do  some  of  the  important 
essential  necessary  things  which  are 
critical  to  the  Agriculture  Department 
and  to  all  of  us  who  want  to  see  a 
more  rational  agriculture  policy. 
Those  may  just  get  lost  next  week  if 
we  just  allow  these  items— we  already 
let  part  of  the  tobacco  package  get 
away,  now  we  are  going  to  let  the 
cotton  get  away,  and  there  is  not  going 
to  be  enthusiasm  for  doing  any  of 
these  important  issues. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  appreciate  my 
colleague  yielding,  and  I  want  to 
assure  my  colleague,  as  well  he  knows, 
that  it  has  never  been  the  intention 
either  of  myself  or  the  members  of  the 
committee  to  bypass  the  normal  proc- 
ess. We.  in  cooperation  and  with  the 
assistance  of  my  distinguished  col- 
league, the  ranking  minority  Member, 
have  already  passed  the  tobacco  bill 
and  the  long  staple  cotton  bill  that  re- 
duced Government  costs  approximate- 
ly $100  million. 

The  reason  is  not  because  of  any 
particular  Member  or  area,  but  be- 
cause of  the  specific  crop.  We  needed 
to  pass  the  tobacco  bill  before  the  auc- 
tions start  this  month.  There  was  an 
emergency  situation.  The  same  applies 
to  the  cotton  that  they  forward  con- 
tracted. The  harvest  is  upon  us.  and 
this  legislation  is  needed  to  be  passed 
now.  But  it  never  had  been  my  inten- 
tion nor  will  it  be.  to  bypass  the 
normal  process.  The  problem  is  in  the 
other  body,  wherein  we  pass  legisla- 
tion and  they  are  holding  it  for  vari- 
ous and  sundry  reasons.  We  have  legis- 
lation affecting  the  dairy  industry 
that  we  hope  would  bring  some  order 
and  reduce  cost  and  some  of  the  sur- 
plus. As  far  as  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  concerned,  we  are  ready  to 
move  with  it  on  Monday,  but  nothing 
is  coming  out  of  the  other  body.  So  I 
would  submit  to  the  gentleman  that 
the  cooperation  asked  is  granted.  But 
we  need  to  combine  our  resources  and 
our  intellects  to  see  if  we  can  move  our 
colleagues  in  the  other  body  so  they 
may  assist  us.  But  you  have  no  prob- 
lem from  our  side.  We  are  ready  to 
move,  package  or  no  package,  individ- 
ually or  together.  We  have  offered  the 
forum  for  the  Secretary  and  to  anyone 
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else  who  wants  to  have  a  forum.  There 
will  not  be  an  obstruction  to  any  legis- 
lation at  any  time.  I  can  say  that  as 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  allow  me  to  reclaim  my  time,  the 
issue  in  which  I  have  paramount  inter- 
est is  the  issue  of  the  target  price 
freeze. 
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That  issue  has  not  been  able  to  be 
considered  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
because  all  the  bills  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  have  been 
reported  dealing  with  only  one  sub- 
ject, and  it  has  been  brought  to  the 
floor  on  the  Suspension  Calendar. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  allow  me  to  continue  my  sentence, 
so  at  no  time  would  I  have  been  able 
to  offer  an  amendment  to  allow  this 
House  to  work  its  will  on  this  question 
of  target  price  freezes.  Now.  I  voted 
for  this  cotton  bill.  I  do  not  have  any 
cotton  in  my  district;  I  do  not  have 
any  cotton  in  my  State.  But  I  voted 
for  the  cotton  bill  out  of  respect  for 
those  people  who  do  have  cotton  and 
do  have  problems. 

That  bill  has  passed  this  House  and 
it  is  pending  in  the  other  body  where 
it  can  be  considered  next  week,  or  it 
can  be  locked  into  this  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  as  an  out-of-order 
amendment,  a  bill  that  we  know  has  to 
be  signed  by  the  President  because  of 
the  food  stamp  program. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Madigan)  has  expired. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  We  know  the  Presi- 
dent has  to  sign  this  bill,  so  here  we 
have  taken  care  of  cotton,  now  we 
have  cotton  up  to  $6.5  billion  this 
year,  we  have  taken  care  of  it,  but  we 
have  never  had  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  the  issue  that  would  save  the  tax- 
payers some  money  at  a  time  when  we 
face  a  $200  billion  deficit. 

I  think  I  am  being  denied  my  oppor- 
tunity to  be  a  legislator,  and  the 
House  is  being  denied  its  opportunity 
to  work  its  will  on  probably  the  most 
important  agriculture  issue  of  this 
period. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman  yielding. 

The  gentleman  has  had  an  opportu- 
nity. I  offered  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture the  forum.  The  fact  is  that  the 
committee  did  not  approve  the  target 
price  freeze.  The  gentleman  or  I  have 
no  control  over  that.  I  fulfilled  my 
promise  to  the  Secretary  to  offer  him 
a  forum.  He  got  the  forum.  The  Secre- 


tary came  in  an  unusual  circumstance 
to  address  the  committee  while  we 
were  deliberating,  so  the  gentleman 
has  not  been  denied  the  right.  The 
committee  did  not  approve  his  request 
for  the  target  price  freeze. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  allow  me  to  reclaim 
my  time,  I  am  not  talking  about  that 
action  before  the  committee.  To  make 
the  record  complete,  the  distinguished 
chairman  advised  the  Secretary  not  to 
bring  the  issue  to  a  vote,  and  advised 
me  not  to  bring  the  issue  to  a  vote, 
and  I  accepted  his  advice  as  being 
good-faith  advice,  and  I  will  accept  it. 
I  am  talking  about  the  procedure 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  where 
everything  that  is  coming  out  of  that 
committee  is  coming  out  on  a  single 
subject.  It  is  coming  out  to  the  Sus- 
pension Calendar.  So  I  have  no  oppor- 
tunity to  propose  a  target  price  freeze 
on  the  floor  of  this  House. 

Now.  because  I  was  under  the  im- 
pression that  all  these  things  were 
coming  together  over  in  the  Senate, 
and  we  were  going  to  get  some  oppor- 
tunity to  have  that  issue  heard  in  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress,  I  have  not  ob- 
jected to  this  slippery  procedure  of 
coming  here  with  one  thing  at  a  time 
when  all  these  things  could  have  been 
in  the  same  bill.  I  have  not  objected.  I 
have  not  objected  to  all  these  things 
going  on  the  Suspension  Calendar. 

But  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object  to 
an  out-of-order  procedure  that  takes 
care  of  one  problem  for  one  crop  in  an 
out-of-order  amendment  to  a  supple- 
mental appropriation  bill  that  has  to 
be  signed.  I  object  to  that  because  it  is 
part  of  a  plot,  if  you  will,  to  deny  the 
opportunity  to  vote  on  the  target  price 
freeze,  to  maybe  let  the  tobacco  thing 
collapse  over  on  the  other  side,  to 
maybe  let  the  dairy  thing  collapse,  to 
the  embarrassment  of  everybody. 

I  object  to  the  procedure.  I  am  not 
going  to  vote  for  this. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Madigan)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  voted  for  cotton  as 
a  bill.  I  would  again. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  In  just  a  moment  I 
will  be  happy  to  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished chairman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  voted  for  cotton  as  a 
bill.  I  voted  for  these  other  things  as  a 
bill.  I  am  not  going  to  vote  for  this, 
and  I  have  to  tell  my  chairman  that  if 
something  comes  over  from  the  Senate 
next  week.  I  am  going  to  tie  the  proc- 
ess up.  We  are  going  to  go  home  for 
the  August  recess  with  all  these  issues 
up  in  the  air  because  of  the  manner  in 
which  this  is  being  done  today.  I  am 
tying  up  the  rest  of  the  agriculture 


bills  from  now  until  the  August  recess 
starts. 

I  do  not  have  any  opportunity  to  do 
any  thing  else  because  I  feel  that  I  am 
being  frustrated  as  a  legislator,  and  so 
I  am  going  to  use  the  tools  that  are 
available  to  me  to  deal  with  that  frus- 
tration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  my  col- 
league from  Illinois,  I  do  not  know  of 
anyone  here  who  is  stronger  for  giving 
attention  to  the  agricultural  situation 
than  I  am.  With  less  than  4  percent  of 
our  population  providing  food,  cloth- 
ing, and  shelter  for  the  rest  of  us, 
most  people  do  not  realize  that  agri- 
culture, as  an  industry,  is  bigger  than 
the  auto,  steel,  and  housing  industries 
combined.  Agriculture  is  our  chief 
earner  of  foreign  exchange. 

I  think  the  mistake  was  made  when 
we  failed  to  use  the  authority  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  sell 
in  world  trade  those  commodities  we 
have  and  did  not  need.  Every  country 
in  the  world  offers  their  commodities 
at  the  world  price,  but  when  we  do 
that  our  competitors  argue  that  we  are 
subsidizing  exports.  We  are  not.  Our 
price  support  is  to  offset  the  high  cost 
the  American  farmer  pays  for  his 
equipment  and  supplies. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  would 
know  this.  The  farmers  costs  in  the 
last  30  years  have  gone  up  1.100  per- 
cent, but  his  prices  have  gone  up  only 
300  percent.  Not  only  that,  the  farmer 
now  is  getting  only  31  percent  of  the 
consumer  dollar;  30  years  ago  he  was 
getting  51  percent.  Industry  and  labor 
today  are  getting  69  percent;  30  years 
ago  they  were  getting  39  percent. 

So  with  the  farmer  getting  less  and 
less  of  the  consumer  dollar,  he  cannot 
stay  in  business.  But  neither  can  the 
Government  stand  the  farmer  not  sell- 
ing commodities  in  world  trade.  The 
dollars  earned  by  agriculture  are  es- 
sential to  our  economy.  Today  compa- 
nies in  the  fertilizer  and  farm  equip- 
ment business  are  going  down. 

So  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  rewrite 
the  agriculture  bill,  and  I  am  for  it. 
But  we  have  an  emergency  here.  May 
I  call  to  the  attention  of  my  colleague 
that  this  does  not  treat  cotton  differ- 
ently; this  says  treat  cotton  like  feed 
grains.  So  you  are  putting  cotton 
where  you  have  all  the  rest  of  them. 
So  this  is  not  special.  It  says  cotton 
will  be  treated  like  feed  grain. 

A  fellow  having  been  lulled  into 
signing  a  contract  of  this  kind,  we 
think  he  is  entitled  to  some  relief,  and 
we  think  any  one  commodity  is  enti- 
tled to  be  treated  as  fairly  as  the 
others. 
Mr.    MADIGAN.    Mr.    Chairman,    if 

you  will  allow  me  to  reclaim  my  time.  I 
would  not  argue  world  economics  with 

you.  You  have  been  here  several  years 

longer  than  I  have.  And  I  would  not 


21690 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


July  29,  1983 


argue  cotton  programs  with  you.  It  is 
undoubtedly  a  crop  about  wliich  you 
have  much  more  knowledge  than  I  do. 
as  we  do  not  grow  any  of  it  in  my 
State. 

I  have  not  taken  the  well  to  raise 
those  kinds  of  objections.  I  object  to 
the  procedure  here  where  one  crop  is 
being  set  aside  in  a  legislative  way  to 
receive  this  special  legislative  consider- 
ation while  we  are  not  considering  the 
other  things  that  might  save  us  some 
money.  We  have  a  $200  billion  deficit, 
which  1  know  the  chairman  is  very  fa- 
miliar with. 

As  I  said  at  the  outset,  we  began  this 
process  talking  about  ways  to  save  be- 
tween $l'i  billion  and  $2  billion.  That 
is  out  of  the  question  now.  and  we  are 
going  to  spend  $2  billion  more,  a  $4 
billion  gap.  I  am  very  much  concerned 
about  that. 

As  a  legislator,  I  want  the  opportuni- 
ty to  vote  on  all  of  these  issues.  I  voted 
with  the  distinguished  chairman  on 
this  cotton  bill  here  when  it  passed  as 
a  piece  of  legislation  and  was  sent  to 
the  other  body,  but  I  am  not  going  to 
vote  for  it  as  an  amendment  to  an  ap- 
propriation bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Madigan)  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  WRITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  person  in  Con- 
gress who  stands  any  better  with  all  of 
us  than  the  gentleman  from  Illinois.  I 
do  not  believe  you  would  penalize  a 
particular  group  by  refusing  to  let 
them  be  treated  the  same  as  feed 
grains  producers  are  treated  while  you 
work  these  things  out.  You  would  hold 
this  particular  group  captive  until  you 
get  all  farmers  to  take  a  reduced  price. 
Now  listen  to  this— the  income  of  the 
farmer  is  not  meeting  his  costs.  His 
income  is  volume  times  price  less  cost. 
His  costs  are  skyrocketing.  Under  PIK. 
you  are  cutting  off  his  exports,  so  you 
are  cutting  down  his  volume. 
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Cutting  down  his  volume,  reducing 
his  price  and  reducing  his  volume  by 
not  exporting— they  cannot  live  with 
it.  Let  us  not  hold  this  particular  com- 
modity captive  while  the  gentleman 
tries  to  get  these  other  things  done. 

I  beg  the  gentleman,  let  us  go  ahead. 

There  is  no  violation  of  the  rules. 
We  call  this  a  special  emergency  situa- 
tion. We  followed  the  rules,  for  the 
rules  say  go  to  the  Rules  Committee 
and  get  a  waiver.  We  did  that.  That  is 
a  part  of  the  rules,  too. 

So  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  not 
insist  on  this.  Let  us  go  ahead  and  I 
will  cooperate  with  the  gentleman  in 
writing  a  new  program. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  again  ex- 
pired. 


Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  assure  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  that 
I  want  everyone  treated  equally, 
whether  they  are  producing  cotton  in 
the  gentleman's  State  or  corn  in  my 
State  or  horseradish  someplace  else.  I 
want  them  all  treated  the  same. 

I  think  the  way  they  get  treated  the 
same  is  if  all  these  legislative  issues  re- 
lating to  these  crops  that  are  impor- 
tant to  these  individual  groups  have 
the  same  opportunity  for  hearing  in 
this,  the  people's  House.  That  has  not 
been  the  case  and  what  we  have  is  a 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  deal- 
ing with  only  this  one  crop. 

As  I  said  to  the  chairman,  I  voted  for 
this  cotton  bill  when  it  passed  here 
and  was  sent  to  the  other  body.  I  will 
vote  for  it  as  part  of  the  conference 
report,  but  I  believe  that  we  should 
have  the  opportunity  to  work  our  will 
on  all  these  issues.  I  feel  that  I  am 
being  denied  that  opportunity  to  even 
offer  amendments  dealing  with  the 
things  that  are  important  to  the  agri- 
cultural concerns  in  my  area. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  atten- 
tion. 

Mr.  WRITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  1  addition  minute. 

I  make  only  one  statement.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  said  earlier  how  high  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  stands.  I 
would  respectfully  urge  the  gentle- 
man, give  us  the  same  consideration  as 
feed  grains.  That  is  what  the  amend- 
ment says. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Lehman). 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  speak  in  sup- 
port of  this  supplemental  appropria- 
tions bill.  H.R.  3069  provides  for  the 
continued  funding  of  such  vital  serv- 
ices as  the  Federal  food  stamp  pro- 
gram, child  nutrition  programs,  and 
black  lung  benefits  for  America's 
miners. 

The  bill  also  contains  provisions  for 
funding  payments  to  America's  cotton 
growers  under  the  President's  pay- 
ment-in-kind program.  This  provision 
will  put  America's  cotton  growers  on 
an  equal  footing  with  our  wheat  farm- 
ers, rice  growers,  and  others  who  chose 
to  participate  in  PIK. 

While  I  am  convinced  that  this  ap- 
propriaton  is  necessary  to  put  cotton 
growers  on  an  equal  footing  with 
other  farmers.  I  feel  that  the  need  for 
this  provision  is  another  indication  of 
the  Reagan  administration's  failure  to 
foresee  the  many  problems  and  short- 
comings of  PIK.  If  the  administration 
had  thoroughly  thought  out  the  PIK 
program  before  offering  it  to  the 
House  as  the  cure-all  for  America's  ag- 
ricultural surplus,  problems  such  as 
this  one  would  not  have  arisen. 


Other  problems  with  PIK  have  led 
the  program  to  balloon  from  a  $1  bil- 
lion farm  program,  to  a  $13  billion 
nightmare.  I  believe  that  the  PIK  pro- 
gram should  be  thoroughly  over- 
hauled, before  inclusion  in  next  years 
budget.  We  owe  America's  farmers  and 
consumers  a  much  more  coherent  and 
defensible  farm  policy  than  the  ad- 
ministration is  currently  providing. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Brown  of  California).  If  there  are  no 
further  requests  for  time,  the  question 
is  on  the  motion  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten). 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  count. 

One  hundred  three  Members  are 
present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  204,  nays 
191.  answered  "present "  1,  not  voting 
37,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  293] 

YEAS-204 

Akaka 

Evans  (ID 

Long  (MD) 

Albosta 

Fa.scell 

Lett 

Alexander 

Fazio 

Lowery  (CA) 

Andrews  <NCi 

Feighan 

Lundine 

Andrew.siTX) 

Fiedler 

Marlenee 

Anthony 

Flippo 

Martin  (NO 

Applegate 

FordiTNi 

Martinez 

AiiCoin 

Fowler 

Matsui 

Barnes 

Gejdenson 

McCain 

Bartlett 

Gephardt 

McCandlcss 

Bedell 

Glickman 

McCloskey 

Bethune 

Gonzalez 

McCurdy 

Bevill 

Gore 

McEwen 

Boggs 

Hall  UN) 

McHugh 

Boland 

Hall.  Ralph 

McNulty 

Boner 

Hall.  Sam 

Mica 

Bonior 

Hamilton 

Mineta 

Boucher 

Hammerschmidt 

Moakley 

Boxer 

Hance 

Mollohan 

Breaux 

Harri.son 

Montgomery 

Britt 

Hartnetl 

Moore 

Brooks 

Hawkins 

Murphy 

Brown  (CA) 

Hefner 

Murtha 

Bryant 

Hightower 

Nat  Cher 

Byron 

Hopkins 

Neal 

Campbell 

Hoyer 

Nichols 

Chappell 

Hubbard 

Nowak 

Coat.s 

Huckaby 

Oberstar 

Coelho 

Hunter 

Obey 

Coleman  <TX> 

Hutlo 

Olin 

Conyers 

Ireland 

Ortiz 

Daniel 

Jones  (NO 

Panetta 

Daschle 

Jones  (OK) 

Parris 

de  la  Garza 

Kastenmeier 

Pashayan 

Derrick 

Kazen 

Patman 

Dickinson 

Kennelly 

Patterson 

Dixon 

Kogovsek 

Pease 

Duncan 

Kolter 

Penny 

Durbin 

Lantos 

Pepper 

Dwyer 

Lehman  (CA) 

Perkins 

Dymaliy 

Lehman  (PL) 

Pickle 

Dyson 

Leiand 

Price 

Early 

Levltas 

Rahall 

Edwards  c  AL  > 

Lewis  ICA) 

Ratchford 

Edward.s  <CA) 

Lewis  (FLi 

Ray 

Edwards  (OK) 

Livingston 

Reid 

Emerson 

Uoyd 

Richardson 

English 

Loeffler 

RoberU 

Erdreich 

Long iLA) 

Roe 
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Rogers 

Rose 

Roslenkowski 

Rowland 

Rovbal 

Rudd 

Ru.sso 

Sabo 

Savage 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 


Ackerman 

Anderson 

Archer 

Bateman 

Bates 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bcreutrr 

Herman 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bo.sco 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Carney 

Carper 

Chandler 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coleman  (MO) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Crockett 

DAmours 

Daub 

Davis 

DcWine 

Dicks 

Donnelly 

Downey 

Dreier 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Erienborn 

Evans (lA) 

Ferraro 

Fields 

Fish 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Ford  (MI) 

Forsythe 

Frank 

Frenzel 

Gaydos 

Gekas 

Gibbons 
Oilman 


Smith  IIA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Solarz 

Spencp 

Sprat  I 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Sundquisl 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauzin 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Towns 

Traxler 

NAYS-191 

Gingrich 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hertel 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Howard 

Hughes 

Hyde 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kemp 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leach 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Lipinski 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NY) 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCollum 

McDonald 

McGrath 

McKernan 

McKinney 

Michel 

MikuLski 

Miller  (OH) 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Molinari 

Moody 

Moorhcad 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morri.son  (WA) 

Mrazek 


Udall 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Watkins 

Weber 

Whitley 

Whiitaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wise 

Wolpp 

Wright 

Yatron 

Young (AK) 

Young  (MO) 


Nelson 

Niel.son 

O  Brien 

Oakar 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Paul 

Petri 

Porter 

Prilchard 

Pursell 

Rangel 

Rcgula 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Hitter 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roth 

Roukema 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Sen.senbrenner 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Siljander 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith,  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Stark 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Tauke 

Taylor 

Torricelli 

Vander  Jagt 

Vento 

Walgren 

Walker 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Wei.ss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Williams  (OH) 

Wirth 

Wolf 

Wortley 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Young  (FD 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


ANSWERED    PRESENT" 
Roemer 

NOT  VOTING-37 


Franklin 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Harkin 

Hatcher 

Heflel 

Holt 


Horton 

Quillen 

Jenkins 

Schneider 

Jones  (TN) 

Schroeder 

Kramer 

Shumway 

Leath 

Simon 

McDade 

Swift 

Miller  (CA) 

Myers 

D  1410 


Addabbo 

Boehlert 

Dellum: 

Annunzio 

Carr 

Dingell 

Aspin 

Chappie 

Dorgan 

Badham 

Cooper 

Dowdy 

Barnard 

Dannemeyer 

Foley 

Messrs.  BILIRAKIS.  WYDEN. 
BERMAN,  BENNETT.  CLAY, 

MOODY,  DOWNEY  of  New  York, 
GINGRICH,  MAVROULES,  CROCK- 
ETT. MacKAY  and  HOWARD 
changed  their  votes  from  "yea"  to 
"nay." 

Mr.  BOLAND  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

D  1420 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  next  amendment  in  dis- 
agreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  2  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  2:  Page  2.  line  25. 
after  $50,000,000"  insert  ":  and  for  insured 
real  estate  loans.  $100,000,000". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WRITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  2  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment 
insert   •$25.000.000'. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  4  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  4:  Page  2.  after 
line  25.  insert: 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  additional  grants  pursuant  to  sections 
306(a)(2)  and  306(a)(6)  of  the  Consolidated 
Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act.  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926).  $75,000,000.  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  pursuant 
to  section  306(d)  of  the  above  Act. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 


ment of  the  Senate  numbered  4  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend- 
ment insert  ■$25.000.000'. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
amendments  numbered  5,  14,  16,  19, 
20,  21.  22,  23,  26,  27,  28,  29,  30,  31,  35, 
41,  43.  48.  50.  51.  56,  57,  67.  76.  78.  79, 
80.  88.  126.  133,  139,  143,  149,  153,  162, 
171,  182,  183,  218,  230,  239,  248,  249  be 
considered  en  bloc  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Senate  amendment  No.  5  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  2,  after  line  25.  insert: 

GENERAL  PROVISION 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  or 
any  other  Act  may  be  used  to  relocate  the 
Hawaii  State  office  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  from  Hilo.  Hawaii,  to  Hono- 
lulu. Hawaii. 

Senate  amendment  No.  14  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  4.  after  line  17,  insert: 

STANDARD  LEVEL  USER  CHARGES 
■  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS' 

For  an  additional  amount  for  payment  of 
standard  level  user  charges  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  $500,000.  which  shall 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  "Salaries  and 
expenses  ". 

Senate  amendment  No.  16  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  4.  after  line  25.  insert: 

WHITE  HOUSE  CONFERENCE  ON  PRODUCTIVITY 

In  the  appropriation  language  of  section 
158  in  Public  Law  97-377.  insert  "to  remain 
available  until  January  31.  1984"  immediate- 
ly after  •■$1,500,000". 

Senate  amendment  No.  19  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  5.  line  13.  after  expended"  insert  "", 
of  which  $20,000,000  shall  be  for  the  estab- 
lis'imenl  of  a  fund  for  the  residents  of  the 
Pribilof  Islands:  Provided.  That  such  sum 
shall  be  available  only  upon  the  enactment 
into  law  of  authorizing  legislation:  Provided 
further.  That  no  additional  Federal  funds 
shall  be  made  available  for  this  purpose '". 

Senate  amendment  No.  20  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  5.  after  line  19,  insert: 
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Small  Business  Administration 


BUSINESS  LOAN  AND  INVESTMENT  FUND 

For  additional  captial  for  the  Business 
loan  and  investment  fund  ".  authorized  by 
the  Small  Business  Act.  as  amended, 
$152,000,000.  to  remain  available  without 
fiscal  year  limitation. 

Senate  amendment  No.  21  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Senate  amendment  No.  22  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 

General  Administration 

WORKING  captial  FUND 

For  additional  requirements  of  the 
■Working  captial  fund  '.  $900,000.  to  be  de- 
rived from  current  operating  income. 

Senate  amendment  No.  23  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 
Legal  Activities 

Senate  amendment  No.  26  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 

support  of  united  states  prisoners 

For  an  additional  amount  for  Support  of 
United  States  Prisoners  '.  $1,500,000. 

Senate  amendment  No.  27  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 

salaries  and  expenses,  community 
relations  service 
Funds  advanced  to  'Salaries  and  ex- 
penses. Community  Relations  Service  "  shall 
be  made  available  until  expended  to  make 
payments  in  advance  for  grants,  contracts, 
and  reimbursable  agreements  and  other  ex- 
penses necessary  under  section  501ic)  of  the 
Refugee  Education  Assistance  Act  of  1980. 
Public  Law  96-422.  for  the  processing,  care, 
maintenance,  security,  transportation  and 
reception  and  placement  in  the  United 
States  of  Cuban  and  Haitian  entrants. 

Senate  amendment  No.  28  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  5.  after  line  19,  insert: 

Interagency  Law  Enforcement 
organized  crime  drug  enforcement 

Of  funds  available  under  the  above  head- 
ing. $9,619,000.  for  undercover  operations, 
and  $14,000,000  for  purchase  of  automated 
data  processing  and  telecommunications 
equipment  shall  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984 

Senate  amendment  No.  29  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  Salaries 
and  expenses'.  $1,000,000:  Provided.  That 
during  fiscal  year  1983  there  is  authorized 
to  be  purchased  for  police-type  use  (not  to 
exceed  one  thou.sand  six  hundred  and 
twenty  of  which  thirteen  hundred  are  for 
replacement  only)  passenger  motor  vehicles. 

Senate  amendment  No.  30  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 


Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

Of  funds  available  under  this  heading. 
$27,177,000,  for  work  under  section  501(c)  of 
the  Refugee  Education  A,ssistance  Act  shall 
remain  available  until  expended. 

Senate  amendment  No.  31  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  5.  after  line  19.  insert: 

Federal  Prison  System 
salaries  and  expenses 
For   an   additional   amount    for    "Salaries 
and     expenses.     Federal     Prison    System". 
$3,734,000. 

Senate  amendment  No.  35  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  6.  after  line  6.  insert: 

Commission  on  Wartime  Relocation  and 
Internment  of  Civilians 

salaries  and  expenses 
Funds  appropriated  under  the  heading  of 
Commission  on  Wartime  Relocation  and  In- 
ternment of  Civilians  in  Public  Law  97-377 
(96  Stat.  1877)  shall  remain  available  until 
Septeml)er  30.  1983. 

Senate  amendment  No.  41  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  8.  after  line  3.  insert: 

Obligations  incurred  or  to  be  incurred 
hereafter  for  termination  liability  in  con 
nection  with  the  TAKX  and  T-5  programs, 
for  which  the  Navy  has  already  entered  into 
agreements  to  charter  (including  conversion 
or  construction  related  to  such  agreements 
or  charters)  shall,  so  long  as  the  Govern- 
ment remains  liable  for  termination  costs, 
be  considered  as  obligations  in  the  current 
Operation  and  Maintenance.  Navy,  appro- 
priation account,  to  be  held  in  reserve  in  the 
event  such  termination  liability  is  incurred, 
for  the  purposes  of  title  31.  United  States 
Code,  in  an  amount  equal  to  10  percent  of 
the  outstanding  gross  termination  liability 

Senate  amendment  No.  43  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  8.  line  19.  after  1985"  insert  :  Pro- 
vided. That  funds  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  97-377  may  be  used  for 
the  purchase  of  six  vehicles  for  physical  se- 
curity of  overseas  personnel,  notwithstand- 
ing price  limitations  applicable  to  passenger 
vehicles,  but  not  to  exceed  $100,000  per  ve- 
hicle". 

Senate  amendment  No.  48  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  10.  after  line  3  insert: 

No  funds  available  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  during  the  current  fi.scal  year  may 
be  u.sed  to  enter  into  any  contract  with  a 
term  of  three  years  or  more,  inclusive  of  any 
option  for  contract  extension  or  renewal, 
for  any  vessels,  aircraft  or  vehicles,  through 
a  lease,  charter,  or  similar  agreement,  that 
imposes  an  estimated  termination  liability 
(excluding  the  estimated  value  of  the  leased 
item  at  the  time  of  termination)  of  the  Gov- 
ernment exceeding  50  percent  of  the  origi- 
nal purchase  value  of  the  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
vehicle  involved  for  which  the  Congress  has 
not  specifically  provided  authority  in  an  ap- 
propriation Act  for  the  obligation  of  10  per- 
cent of  such  termination  liability. 

Senate  amendment  No.  50  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  10,  after  line  3  insert: 

The  amount  that  may  be  transferred  pur- 
suant to  section  732  of  the  Department  of 


Defense  Appropriation  Act.  1983.  is  hereby 
increa.sed  to  $1,700,000,000. 

Senate  amendment  No.  51  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  10,  after  line  3  insert: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this 
Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  in  any 
way  for  the  purpose  of  the  sale,  lease, 
rental,  or  exce.ssing  of  any  portion  of  land 
currently  identified  as  Fort  DeRussy.  Hono- 
lulu, Hawaii. 

Senate  amendment  No,  56  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  17,  after  line  9.  in.sert: 

To  assure  adequate  flood  protection  for 
developed  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Cow- 
litz and  Toutlc  Rivers,  Washington,  and  to 
improve  navigation  in  the  Columbia  River, 
the  navigation  project  on  the  Cowlitz  River, 
Washington,  authorized  by  the  first  .section 
of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  making  appro- 
priations for  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors,  and  for  other  purposes", 
approved  June  25.  1910  (36  Stat.  665),  is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  to  implement  and  maintain  flood 
control  measures  on  the  Cowlitz  and  Toutle 
Rivers  by  dredging  or  other  means  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  to  be  neces.sary  to 
assure  flood  protection  for  developed  areas 
in  the  vicinity  of  such  rivers  against  a  one- 
hundred-year  flood  on  the  lower  Cowlitz 
River  and  to  reduce  sedimentation  flow  and 
the  chance  of  blockage  on  the  Columbia 
River.  The  authorization  provided  in  this 
paragraph  shall  remain  in  effect  until  such 
time  as  permanent  .solutions  and  measures 
for  flood  control  and  navigation  as  identi- 
fied in  the  Chief  of  Engineers'  Cowlitz  and 
Toutle  Rivers  final  feasibility  report,  to  be 
submitted  to  the  President  and  the  Con- 
gress by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  are 
fully  implemented. 

Senate  amendment  No.  57  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  17.  after  line  9.  insert: 

The  project  for  Cooper  River,  Charleston 
Harbor,  South  Carolina,  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1968,  Public  Law 
90  483,  approved  August  13,  1968,  is  hereby 
modified  to  authorize  and  direct  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  to  install  a  closure  structure 
in  the  diversion  canal  between  Lake  Marion 
and  Lake  Moultrie  and  to  construct  such 
measures  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter- 
mines nece.ssary  to  improve  the  .seismic  sta- 
bility of  the  Pinopolis  West  Dam  on  the 
Cooper  River,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$22,000,000;  Provided.  That  nothing  in  this 
paragraph  shall  waive  any  requirements 
under  the  Federal  Power  Act  of  1935  (49 
Stat.  847);  Provided  further.  That  in  addi- 
tion to  such  sums  as  are  otherwise  appropri- 
ated by  this  Act  there  are  appropriated  an 
additional  $2,000,000.  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  for  ■Construction,  general. 
Corps  of  Engineers— Civil' .  for  engineering 
and  design  studies  in  connection  with  the 
project  authorized  by  this  paragraph. 

Senate  amendment  No.  67  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  23.  after  line  3.  insert: 

Agriculture,  Rural  Development,  and 

Nutrition 
For   an   additional   amount   for  ■Agricul- 
ture, rural  development,  and  nutrition.  De- 
velopment Assistance  ",  $5,000,000:  Provided. 
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That    these    funds    are    available    only    for 
Belize, 

Senate  amendment  No,  76  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  27,  line  16,  after  •rescind"  insert  ■; 
Provided  further.  That  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  the  90  per  centum 
limitation  contained  in  the  third  proviso 
shall  be  implemented  on  October  1.  1983 
and  remain  in  effect  thereafter  ". 

Senate  amendment  No.  78  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  28,  line  9,  after  •1984"  insert  :  Pro- 
vided, That  funds  heretofore  provided 
under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  97-272 
shall  remain  available  for  obligation  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1984,  and 
shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  fiscal 
year  1984  requirements  in  accordance  with 
section  9(d)  of  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937,  as  amended". 

Senate  amendment  No.  79  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  28.  after  line  9,  insert; 
federal  housing  administration  fund 

For  an  additional  amount  for  commit- 
ments to  guarantee  loans  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as 
amended,  $5,000,000,000. 

Senate  amendment  No.  80  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  28,  after  line  9,  insert: 

section  203 ih>  limit 

Section  203(h)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  ■$14,400  " 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'the  applicable 
maximum  dollar  limit  under  subsection  (b)". 

Senate  amendment  No.  88  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  30.  after  line  13.  insert; 

payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law;  (1)31  U.S.C.  6901(2)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows; 

■■(2)  unit  of  general  local  government' 
means: 

"(A)  a  county  (or  parish),  township,  bor- 
ough existing  in  Alaska  on  October  20,  1976. 
or  city  where  the  city  is  independent  of  any 
other  unit  of  general  local  government, 
that;  (i)  is  within  the  class  or  classes  of  such 
political  subdivisions  in  a  Slate  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  his  discretion, 
determines  to  be  the  principal  provider  or 
providers  of  governmental  services  within 
the  States;  and  (ii)  is  a  unit  of  general  gov- 
ernment as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  on  the  basis  of  the  same  princi- 
ples as  were  used  on  January  1.  1983.  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  for  general  statisti- 
cal purposes.  The  term  governmental  serv- 
ices' includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  those 
services  that  relate  to  public  safety,  environ- 
ment, housing,  social  services,  transporta- 
tion, and  governmental  administration: 
■(B)  the  District  of  Columbia; 

"(C)  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico: 

"(D)  Guam:  and 

••(E)  the  Virgin  Islands.  ". 

(2)  Section  6903(a)(4)  is  repealed. 

(3)  The  United  States  shall  not  be  subject 
to  any  cause  of  action  or  any  liability  for 
distribution  of  payments  made  prior  to  Jan- 
uary 1,  1983.  under  the  Act  of  October  20. 
1976  (90  Stat.  2662).  as  amended,  or  regula- 
tions pursuant  thereto. 

Senate  amendment  No,  126  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  38.  after  line  12  insert: 


employment  and  training  assistance 
Funds    appropriated    under    the    heading 
Employment    and    Training    Assistance    in 
Public  Law  97-257  shall  remain  available  for 
obligation  until  September  30.  1984. 

Senate  amendment  No.  133  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  40.  after  line  5.  insert: 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Health 

health  maintenance  organization  loan  and 

loan  guarantee  fund 

For  an  additional  amount  for  'Health 
Maintenance  Organization  Loan  and  Loan 
Guarantee  fund",  $2,650,000  to  be  used 
solely  for  obligations  resulting  from  default- 
ed loans  guaranteed  by  this  fund. 

Senate  amendment  No.  139  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  40,  after  line  5,  insert: 

Sums  appropriated  under  section  101(e)(2) 
of  Public  Law  97-377  for  health  planning  ac- 
tivities may  be  used  for  carrying  out  such 
activities  for  fiscal  year  1983  under  section 
935(b)  of  the  Omnibus  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1981. 

Senate  amendment  No.  143  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  40.  after  line  6,  insert: 

For  additional  amount  for  centers  for  in- 
dependent living  under  part  B  of  title  "VII  of 
the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973,  $2,120,000: 
Provided.  That  the  amount  appropriated 
under  this  paragraph  shall  be  available  for 
special  projects  under  the  Rehabilitation 
Act  of  1973  that  were  reduced  by  reason  of 
the  first  proviso  under  the  heading  "Reha- 
bilitation Services  and  Handicapped  Re- 
search, Department  of  Education",  con- 
tained in  Public  Law  93-377,  if  the  condition 
of  that  proviso  has  been  met. 

Senate  amendment  No,  149  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  40,  after  line  20,  insert: 
Senate 
expense  allowances  of  the  vice  president, 
the  president  pro  tempore,  majority  and 
minority  leaders,  and  majority  and  mi- 
nority WHIPS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Expen.se 
Allowances  of  the  Vice  President,  the  Presi- 
dent Pro  Tempore,  Majority  and  Minority 
Leaders,  and  Majority  and  Minority 
Whips",  $2,500  for  the  Majority  Whip  and 
$2,500  for  the  Minority  Whip:  in  all  $5,000: 
Provided.  That,  effective  with  the  fiscal 
year  1983  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
the  expense  allowance  of  the  Majority  and 
Minority  Whips  of  the  Senate  shall  not 
exceed  $5,000  each  fiscal  year  for  each 
Whip. 

Salaries.  Officers  and  Employees 
administrative,  clerical,  and  legislative 

assistance  to  senators 
For  an  additional  amoup*.  for  •Adminis- 
trative, clerical,  and  legislative  assistance  to 
Senators'.  $197,000. 

conference  committees 
For  an  additional  amount  for  the  Confer- 
ence of  the  Majority  and  Conference  of  the 
Minority.  $50,000  for  each  such  committee; 
in  all  $100,000. 

expense  allowances  of  the  secretary  of 
the  senate,  sergeant  at  arms  and  door- 
keeper of  the  senate,  and  secretaries  for 
the  majority  and  minority  of  the  senate 
For  an  additional  amount  for  'Expense  al- 
lowances of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate. 
Sergeant  at   Arms  and  Doorkeeper  of  the 


Senate,  and  Secretaries  for  the  Majority 
and  Minority  of  the  Senate".  $1,000  for  each 
such  officer:  in  all  $4,000:  Provided.  That, 
effective  in  the  ease  of  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning on  or  after  October  1,  1982,  the  first 
-sentence  of  section  119(a)  of  Public  Law  97- 
51(2  U.S,C.  65c)  is  amended  by  striking  out 

$2,000'"    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof 

$3,000". 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 
miscellaneous  items 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "Miscellane- 
ous Items  ".  $240,000. 

Senate  amendment  No.  153  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  42,  after  line  7,  insert; 
Sec  901.  (a)  Effective  October  1.  1982.  the 
allowance  for  administrative  and  clerical  as- 
sistance of  each  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Texas  is  increased  to  that  allowed  to  Sena- 
tors from  States  having  a  population  of  fif- 
teen million  but  less  than  seventeen  million, 
the  population  of  said  State  having  exceed- 
ed fifteen  million  inhabitants. 

(b)  Effective  October  1.  1982.  the  allow- 
ance for  administrative  and  clerical  assist- 
ance of  each  Senator  from  the  State  of  Col- 
orado is  increased  to  that  allowed  to  Sena- 
tors from  States  having  a  population  of 
three  million  but  less  than  four  million,  the 
population  of  said  State  having  exceeded 
three  million  inhabitants. 

Sec  902.  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  is 
authorized  to  withhold  from  the  salary  of 
each  Senate  page  who  resides  in  the  page 
residence  hall  an  amount  equal  to  the 
charge  imposed  for  lodgings,  meals,  and  re- 
lated services,  furnished  to  such  page  in 
such  hall.  The  amounts  ,so  withheld  shall  be 
transferred  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
to  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives for  deposit  by  such  Clerk  in  the  revolv- 
ing fund,  within  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  for  the  page  resi- 
dence hall  and  page  meal  plan,  as  estab- 
lished by  H.  Res.  64.  Ninety-eighth  Con- 
gress. 

Sec  903.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  provi- 
sion to  the  contrary  in  any  contract  which  is 
entered  into  by  any  person  and  either  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  or  a  con- 
tracting officer  of  any  executive  agency  and 
under  which  such  person  agrees  to  sell  or 
lease  to  the  Federal  Government  (or  any 
one  or  more  entities  thereof)  any  unit  of 
property,  supplies,  or  services  at  a  specified 
price  or  under  specified  terms  and  condi- 
tions (or  both),  such  person  may  sell  or 
lease  to  the  Congress  the  same  type  of  such 
property,  supplies,  or  services  at  a  unit  price 
or  under  terms  and  conditions  (or  both) 
which  are  different  from  those  specified  in 
such  contract;  and  any  such  sale  or  lease  of 
any  unit  or  units  of  such  properly,  supplies, 
or  services  to  the  Congress  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining the  price  at  which,  or  the  terms  and 
conditions  under  which,  such  person  is  obli- 
gated under  such  contract  to  sell  or  lease 
any  unit  of  such  properly,  supplies,  or  serv- 
ices to  any  entity  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment other  than  the  Congress.  For  purposes 
of  the  preceding  sentence,  any  sale  or  lease 
of  property,  supplies,  or  services  to  the 
Senate  (or  any  office  or  instrumentality 
thereof)  or  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
(or  any  office  or  instrumentality  thereof) 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  sale  or  lease  of  such 
property,  supplies,  or  services  to  the  Con- 
gress. 

(b)  The   provisions  of   this  section  shall 
take  effect  with  respect  to  sales  or  leases  of 
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property,  supplies,  or  services  to  the  Con- 
gress after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  904.  <a)  Subject  to  suljsection  (bi  of 
this  section  and  notwithstandinB  any  other 
provision  of  law- 

(1)  the  compensation  of  the  Librarian  of 
Congress  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  is 
equal  to  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  pay- 
able for  positions  at  level  III  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  under  section  5314  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  and 

(2)  the  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Li- 
brarian of  Congress  shall  be  at  an  annual 
rate  which  is  equal  to  the  annual  rate  of 
basic  pay  payable  for  pKJsitions  at  level  IV  of 
the  Executive  Schedule  under  section  5315 
of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

ibi  The  limitations  contained  in  section 
306  of  S.  2939.  Ninety-seventh  Congress,  as 
made  applicable  by  section  101(e)  of  Public 
Law  97-276  las  amended  by  section  128(a)  of 
Public  Law  97-377)  shall,  after  application 
of  section  128(b)  of  Public  Law  97-377.  be 
applicable  to  the  compensation  of  the  Li- 
brarian of  Congress  and  the  Deputy  Librari- 
an of  Congress,  as  fixed  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  ap- 
plicable pay  period  commencing  on  or  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Senate  amendment  No.  162  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  45.  after  line  23,  insert: 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading, 
$5,000,000  shall  be  available  from  existing 
appropriations  for  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation to  enter  into  grant  agreements 
with  two  universities  or  colleges  to  conduct 
demonstration  projects  in  the  development, 
advancement,  or  expansion  of  an  airway  sci- 
ence curriculum  and  such  money,  which 
shall  remain  available  until  expended,  shall 
be  made  available,  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  Transporta- 
tion may  prescril)e.  to  such  universities  or 
colleges  for  the  purchase  or  lease  of  build- 
ings and  associated  facilities,  instructional 
materials,  or  equipment  to  be  used  in  con- 
junction with  the  airway  science  curricu- 
lum. 

Senate  amendment  No.  171  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  49,  after  line  20.  insert: 

Motor  Carrier  Ratemakinc  Study 
Commission 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 
I  INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS' 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  the 
heading  of  Department  of  Transportation. 
Office  of  the  Secretary.  Salaries  and  Ex- 
penses, for  Fiscal  Year  1983  for  the  Motor 
Carrier  Ratemaking  Study  Commission,  un- 
obligated balances  available  as  of  Septemtwr 
30.  1983.  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

Senate  amendment  No.  182  reads  as 
follows: 


Page  53.  after  line  17.  insert: 
Senate 
officers      and 


employees" 


IMI 


"Salaries. 
$7,027,000; 

■  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the 
Senate".  $47,000: 

Office  of  Senate  Legal  Counsel",  $12,000: 
Senate  Policy  Committees  .  $78,000: 
"Inquiries  and  investigations".  $1,764,000: 


Senate  amendment  No.  183  reads  as 
follows: 
Page  54.  after  line  11.  insert: 
"Senate  office  buildings".  $480,000: 

Senate  amendment  No.  218  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  68,  line  20,  after  $2,650,000"  insert 
■•.  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  'Retired 
pay" 

Senate  amendment  No.  230  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  71.  after  line  25,  insert: 

Office  of  Revenue  Sharing 
Salaries  and  expenses",  $255,000:  Provid- 
ed. That  of  the  funds  heretofore  provided 
under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  97  272. 
$400,000  shall  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984: 

Senate  amendment  No.  239  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  76.  line  14.  after  "management)" 
insert  ".  to  remain  available  until  Septem- 
ber 30.  1984  . 

Senate  amendment  No.  248  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  79.  after  line  10.  insert: 

Sec  404.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  executive 
director  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  to  use  the  voice  and  vote  of  the 
United  States  to  oppo.se  any  assistance  by 
the  International  Monetary  Fund,  using 
funds  appropriated  or  made  available  pursu- 
ant to  thLs  Act.  for  the  production  of  any 
commodity  for  export,  if  it  is  in  surplus  on 
world  markets  and  if  the  assistance  will 
cause  substantial  injury  to  United  Slates 
producers  of  the  same,  similar,  or  competing 
commodity. 

Senate  amendment  No.  249  reads  as 
follows: 

Page  79.  after  line  10.  insert: 

Sec  405.  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  an- 
nounce the  1984  annual  commodity  pro- 
grams for  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland  cotton, 
and  rice  by  the  dates  specified  in  the  follow- 
ing schedule: 

(1)  For  wheat,  July  1.  1983: 

(2)  For  feed  grains.  September  1.  1983: 

(3)  For  upland  cotton.  November  1.  1983: 
and 

(4)  For  rice.  December  15.  1983. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  Hou.se 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ments of  the  Senate  numbered.  5.  14.  16,  19, 
20.  21.  22.  23,  26.  27.  28.  29.  30.  31.  35.  41.  43. 
48.  50.  51.  56.  57.  67.  76.  78.  79.  80.  88.  126. 
133,  139,  143.  149.  153.  162.  171.  182.  183.  218. 
230.  239.  248.  249  and  concur  therein. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 

WHITTEN). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  8  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  8;  Page  4.  after 
line  2.  insert; 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

(a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

<1)  Federal  nutrition  programs,  including 
the  food  stamp  program,  school  lunch  pro- 
gram, school  breakfast  program,  child  care 
food  program,  summer  food  program,  spe- 
cial supplemental  food  program  for  women, 
infants,  and  children  (WIC).  the  commodity 
supplemental  food  program,  special  milk 
program,  and  elderly  feeding  programs, 
have  been  effective  in  reducing  hunger  and 
malnutrition  in  the  United  Stales; 

(2)  the  Congress  has  closely  scrutinized 
and  made  significant  changes  in  both  child 
nutrition  and  food  stamps  over  the  past  two 
years  in  an  effort  to  achieve  budgetary  sav- 
ings: 

(3)  current  levels  of  unemployment  have 
greatly  increased  dependency  on  Federal. 
State,  and  local  programs: 

(4)  churches  and  other  volunteer  organi- 
zations in  the  United  Stales  are  having  diffi- 
culty meeting  the  growing  need  for  food  cre- 
ated by  poor  economic  conditions: 

(5)  the  food  stamp  program  provides  nu- 
trition benefits  to  those  without  the  means 
to  obtain  a  nutritionally  adequate  diet  and 
is  often  the  only  form  of  Federal  assistance 
available  to  many  unemployed  workers; 

(6)  nutrition  benefits  to  mothers  and  chil- 
dren at  critical  periods  of  growth  represent 
a  cost-effective  way  to  reduce  infant  mortal- 
ity, low  birthweight.  and  promote  long-term 
health: 

(7)  nutrition  benefits  through  the  school 
lunch  program  and  other  child  nutrition 
programs  significantly  contribute  to  the 
health  maintenance  and  learning  potential 
of  our  Nation's  children; 

(8)  nutrition  programs  for  elderly  people. 
including  the  food  stamp  program,  can  pro- 
long health,  allow  for  independent  living, 
and  preserve  the  dignity  of  our  Nations 
.senior  citizens; 

(9)  a  Federal  role  in  meeting  the  nutri- 
tional needs  of  low-income  Americans  is  ap- 
propriate since  the  costs  of  obtaining  an 
adequate  diet  do  not  vary  significantly 
throughout  this  country;  and 

(10)  a  reduction  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's commitment  to  provide  adequate  nu- 
trition to  the  needy  would  cause  increasing 
hardship  and  hunger  to  those  least  able  to 
survive  in  our  society. 

(b)  It  is  the  sen.se  of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  Federal  nutrition  programs,  in- 
cluding the  food  stamp,  child  nutrition,  and 
elderly  feeding  programs,  should  be  protect- 
ed from  budget  cuts  that  would  prevent 
them  from  responding  effectively  to  nutri- 
tional needs  in  the  United  States; 

(2)  the  special  supplemental  food  program 
for  women,  infants,  and  children  (WIC) 
should  continue  to  be  funded  at  the  full 
level  authorized  by  law;  and 

(3)  the  Federal  Government  should  main- 
tain primary  responsibility  for  nutrition 
programs. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  di.sagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  8  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amend 
ment,  insert  the  following: 

Child  Nutrition  Programs 
For  an  additional  amount  for  the    "Child 
nutrition  programs  ",  $118,000,000. 


Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 

WHITTEN). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  11  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  11:  Page  4,  after 
line  10.  insert: 

For  an  additional  amount  for  emergency 
measures  to  repair  flood  damage  as  author- 
ized by  sections  403-405  of  the  Agricultural 
Credit  Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.  2203-2205). 
$10,000,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  11  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment 
insert  •$5,000,000". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  13  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  13:  Page  4.  line  17, 
strike  out  "$1,000,000"  and  insert 
""$5,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, to  become  available  only  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  meet  unanticipated 
costs  of  emergency  activities  not  provided 
for  in  budget  estimates". 


motion  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  13  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert 
•"$1,000,000". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  24  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  24:  Page  5,  after 
line  19.  insert: 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES.  GENERAL  LEGAL 
ACTIVITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Salaries 
and  expenses.  General  Legal  Activities', 
$5,211,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $3,800,000 
for  asbestos  litigation  support  contracts 
shall  remain  available  until  September  30, 
1984. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  24  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

Salaries  and  Expenses.  General  Legal 

Activities 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "Salaries 
and  expenses.  General  Legal  Activities". 
$4,600,000.  of  which  not  to  exceed  $3,800,000 
for  asbestos  litigation  support  contracts 
shall  remain  available  until  September  30. 
1984. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  25  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  25;  Page  5.  after 
line  19.  insert; 

salaries  and  expenses,  united  states 
attorneys  and  marshals 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Salaries 
and  expenses.  United  States  Attorneys  and 
Marshals",  $5,992,000. 


MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House 
rececie  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  25  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 


lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  "$5,800,000  ". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  38  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  38:  Page  6.  line  24. 
strike  out  all  after  ■■$9.000.000"  over  to  and 
including  $15,000,000  in  line  2  on  page  7. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  38  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following:  ".  and.  in  addi- 
tion there  shall  be  available  the  sum  of 
$4,000,000". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  40  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  40;  Page  7.  after 
line  17.  insert: 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law .  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  United 
States  Courts,  or  any  other  agency  or  in- 
strumentality of  the  United  States,  is  pro- 
hibited from  restricting  solely  to  staff  of  the 
Clerks  of  United  States  Bankruptcy  Courts 
the  issuance  of  notices  to  creditors  and 
other  interested  parties.  The  Administrative 
Office  shall  permit  and  encourage  the  prep- 
aration and  mailing  of  such  notices  to  be 
performed  by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  debt- 
ors, trustees  or  such  other  interested  parties 
as  the  Court  may  direct  and  approve.  The 
Administrator  of  the  United  States  Courts 
shall  make  appropriate  provisions  for  the 
use  of  and  accounting  for  any  postage  re- 
quired pursuant  to  such  directives. 


MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  40  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following: 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  United 
States  Courts,  or  any  other  agency  or  in- 
strumentality of  the  United  Stales,  is  pro- 
hibited from  restricting  solely  to  staff  of  the 
Clerks  of  United  States  Bankruptcy  Courts 
the  issuance  of  notices  to  creditors  and 
other  interested  parties.  The  Administrative 
Office  shall  permit  and  encourage  the  prep- 
aration and  mailing  of  such  notices  to  be 
performed  by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  debt- 
ors, trustees  or  such  other  interested  parties 
as  the  Court  may  direct  and  approve.  The 
Administrator  of  the  United  States  Courts 
shall  make  appropriate  provisions  for  the 
use  of  and  accounting  for  any  postage  re- 
quired pursuant  to  such  directives.  The  pro- 
visions of  this  paragraph  shall  terminate  on 
October  1.  1983. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  42  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  42:  Page  8.  after 
line  15.  insert: 

AIRCRAFT  PROCUREMENT.  AIR  FORCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Aircraft 
procurement.  Air  Force".  $185,000,000  to  be 
available  until  September  30.  1985.  for  BIB 
multiyear  procurement  pursuant  to  section 
2301.  title  10.  use.  as  amended:  Provided. 
That  $185,000,000  appropriated  under  this 
head  in  Public  Law  97-377  is  rescinded. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  42  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following: 

AIRCRAFT  PROCUREMENT.  AIR  FORCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  Aircraft 
Procurement.  Air  Force  .  $185,000,000.  to  be 
available  until  September  30.  1985.  for  long 
lead  procurement  of  engine,  defensive  and 
offensive  avionics,  and  airframe  compo- 
nents, in  quantities  which  will  be  required  if 
Congress  approves  multiyear  procurement 
of  the  B-IB  pursuant  to  .section  2306(h). 
title  10.  U.S.C:  Provided.  That  $185,000,000 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  the  B-IB 
in  Public  Law  97-377  is  rescinded:  Provided 
further.    That    nothing    in    this    paragraph 


shall  be  deemed  to  approve  multiyear  pro- 
curement of  the  B-IB. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  49  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  49:  Page  10.  after 
line  3.  insert: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  lo  formu- 
late or  carry  out  any  requirement  that,  in 
order  to  be  eligible  to  bid  on  a  Department 
of  Defense  contract  for  the  supply  of  com 
mercial  products  or  .services,  an  individual 
or  firm  that  is  a  small  business  concern  (as 
defined  in  section  3  of  the  Small  Business 
Act)  must  (1)  be  in  the  business  of  selling  to 
the  general  public  the  products  or  services 
for  which  bids  are  being  solicited  and  main- 
tain a  ready  supply  of  such  products  or  serv- 
ices for  sale  to  the  general  public,  or  (2) 
submit  a  bid  sample  of  the  products  or  serv- 
ices as  a  precondition  to  submitting  a  bid  on 
the  contract. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  49  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  to  formu- 
late or  carry  out  any  requirement  that,  in 
order  to  be  eligible  to  submit  a  bid  or  an 
offer  on  a  Department  of  Defense  contract 
to  be  let  for  the  supply  of  commercial  or 
commercial-type  products,  a  small  business 
concern  (as  defined  pursuant  to  section  3  of 
the  Small  Business  Act)  must  (1)  demon- 
strate that  its  product  is  accepted  in  the 
commercial  market  (except  to  the  extent 
that  may  be  required  to  evidence  compli- 
ance with  the  Walsh-Healey  Public  Con- 
tracts Act),  or  (2)  satisfy  any  other  pre-qual- 
ification  to  submitting  a  bid  or  an  offer  for 
the  supply  of  any  such  product. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  53  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  53:  Page  10.  strike 
out  all  after  line  15  over  to  and  including 
line  9  on  page  17  and  in.sert: 

Section  107  of  Public  Law  97-88  pertain- 
ing to  maintenance  and  operation  of  the 
Chicago  Sanitary  and  Ship  Canal  of  the  Illi- 
nois Waterway  in  the  interest  of  navigation 
includes  the  Control  Structure  and  Lock  in 
the  Chicago  River,  and  other  facilities  as 
are  necessary  to  sustain  through  navigation 
from  Chicago  Harbor  on  Lake  Michigan  to 
Lockport  on  the  Des  Plaines  River. 

Not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available 
for  channel  clearing  of  Bayou  Rigolette  as 
determined  advisable  by  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers in  the  project  Aloha-Rigolette  Area. 
Grant  and  Rapides  Parish.  Louisiana,  au- 
thorized by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
August  18.  1941. 

The  Wallisville  Reservoir.  Texas,  project, 
authorized  by  section  101  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87-874).  is 
hereby  modified  with  respect  lo  its  physical 
elements  and  planned  operation  as  recom- 
mended in  the  Wallisville  Lake.  Texas.  Post- 
Authorization  Change  Report.  July  1981,  as 
supplemented,  July  1982.  Notwithstanding 
the  above  modifications,  provisions  of  the 
Contract  for  Water  Storage.  Salinity  Con- 
trol, and  Recreation  in  Wallisville  Reservoir 
(Contract  Numbered  DACW64-67-C-0108 
signed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  2  Feb- 
ruary 1968)  between  the  United  Stales  Gov- 
ernment and  the  city  of  Houston,  the  Trini- 
ty River  Authority  of  Texas,  and  the  Cham 
bers-Liberty  Counties  Navigation  District, 
shall  govern  non-Federal  participation:  Pro 
vided.  That  total  project  cost  as  cited  in  said 
contract  shall  be  understood  to  consist  of 
( 1 )  costs,  exclusive  of  land  costs,  actually  in- 
curred by  the  United  Slates  in  connection 
with  construction  of  elements  currently  in 
place  and  lo  be  used  in  the  modified  plan, 
including  interest  during  construction;  (2) 
the  actual  cost  of  lands  used  in  the  modified 
plan:  and  (3)  completion  costs  of  the  modi- 
fied plan,  including  interest  during  con- 
struction. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  ihe  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author- 
ized and  directed  to  prepare  and  submit  lo 
Congress  a  feasibility  report  on  the  water 
re.source  needs  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Homo- 
chitto  and  Buffalo  Rivers.  Saint  Catherine 
and  Coles  Creeks.  Bayou  Pierre,  and  other 
major  tributaries  draining- into  the  Missis- 
sippi River  between  Bayou  Pierre  and  the 
Buffalo  River,  Mississippi,  to  recommend  re- 
medial measures  for  flood  control,  bank  sta- 
bilization, sedimentation,  and  related  pur- 
poses. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
to  widen,  as  necessary  for  safe  passage,  the 
navigation  opening  of  Franklin  Ferry 
Bridge.  Jefferson  County.  Alabama.  The 
work  herein  authorized  shall  be  accom- 
plished at  Federal  expense:  however,  no 
construction  lo  widen  the  navigation  open- 
ing shall  begin  nor  contract  for  alteration  of 
the  bridge  may  be  awarded  until  the  owner 
shall  agree  that  upon  completion  of  the  al- 
teration to  thereafter  operate  and  maintain 
the  Franklin  Ferry  Bridge  as  altered.  There 
is  hereby  authorized  lo  be  appropriated  not 
to      exceed      $4,000,000.      which      includes 


$1,000,000  previously  appropriated,  to  carry 
out  this  section.  Amounts  authorized  by  this 
subsection  shall  be  available  until  expended. 
The  Columbia  River  at  the  mouth. 
Oregon  and  Washington,  project  authorized 
by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  5.  1984. 
as  amended,  is  modified  to  provide  for  deep- 
ening of  the  northernmost  2,000  feet  of  the 
channel  cross  section  to  55  feet  at  Federal 
expense:  Provided.  That  $5,300,000  of  Con- 
struction, general"  funds  shall  be  made 
available  to  undertake  this  project  modifica- 
tion. 

The  Ventura  Marina  project  authorized 
by  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1968  (Public  Law  90-483),  as  modified,  is 
hereby  amended  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  reimburse  the  Ventura  Port 
District  from  available  Operation  and  Main- 
tenance, General,  funds  for  work  performed 
by  the  Port  just  prior  to  February  25.  1983, 
in  the  area  normally  maintained  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  None  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated in  this  or  any  future  Act  for  the 
Ventura  Marina,  California,  project  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  any 
work  performed  unless  such  work  has  the 
prior  approval  of  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Appropriations 
Committees. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  directed 
to  reimburse  lo  local  and  Stale  intcests 
those  sums  of  monies  (in  total  not  lo  exceed 
$3,500,000)  expended  by  them  in  construc- 
tion of  Flat  River  Channel  improvements  to 
the  extent  that  such  construction  is  incor- 
porated into  the  Bayou  Bodcau  and  Tribu- 
taries project  authorized  by  Public  Law  89- 
298,  approved  October  27.  1965. 

Section  164  of  the  Water  Resources  Devel- 
opment Act  of  1976  (Public  Law  94-587)  as 
amemded  by  section  3  of  Public  Law  97-140. 
is  further  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  the  following  after  the 
first  sentence:  "The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall 
construct  an  approach  roadway  from  the 
end  of  the  Washington  State  Route  129 
overpass  of  such  bridge  to  Sixteenth  Avenue 
in  the  city  of  Clarkston.  Asotin  County, 
Washington,":  and 

(2)  in  the  last  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"$23,200,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$24,000,000". 

Contracts  for  architect  and  engineering 
services,  and  surveying  and  mapping  serv- 
ices, shall  be  awarded  in  accordance  with 
title  IX  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin- 
istrative Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  451 
el  seq.). 

Section  1114  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "any  civilian 
official  or  employee  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  assigned  lo  perform  investiga- 
tions, inspections,  law  or  regulatory  enforce- 
ment functions,  or  field-level  real  estate 
functions."  immediately  after  "National 
Park  Service. '. 

Notwithstanding  subsection  5901(a)  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code  (80  Stat.  508).  as 
amended,  the  uniform  allowance  for  uni- 
formed civilian  employees  of  the  United 
Stales  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  may  be  up 
to  $400  annually. 

The  United  States  Army  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers may  accept  the  services  of  volunteers 
and  provide  for  their  incidental  expenses  to 
carry  out  any  activity  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  except  policy  making  or  law  or 
regulatory  enforcement.  Such  volunteers 
shall  not  be  employees  of  the  United  States 
Government  except  for  the  purposes  of  (1) 


chapter  171  of  title  28  of  the  United  Slates 
Code,  relating  to  tort  claims,  and  (2)  chap- 
ter 81  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  compensation  for  work  injuries. 

The  project  for  navigation  at  Moriches 
and  Shinnecock  Inlets.  New  York,  author- 
ized in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-645).  and  the 
items  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  there- 
to, are  hereby  modified  to  the  extent  neces- 
sary to  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  the  Naviga- 
tion feature  independent  of  other  features. 

Section  104(b)  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958.  Public  Law  85-500.  as  amended 
by  section  302  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1965.  Public  Law  98-298.  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  "$5,000,000"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$10,000,000". 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author- 
ized and  directed  to  design  and  construct 
and  undertake  measures  necessary  to  pro- 
vide a  level  of  protection  as  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers determines  necessary  to  prevent  re- 
curring flood  damages  along  the  Pearl  River 
in  the  vicinity  of  Jackson.  Mississippi,  sub- 
stantially in  accordance  with  preliminary 
plans  developed  by  the  Mobile  District  Engi- 
neer, at  a  currently  estimated  cost  of 
$26,500,000.  including  $2,300,000  made  avail- 
able in  this  appropriation  for  advanced  engi- 
neering and  design.  Expenditures  by  the 
Pearl  River  Basin  Development  District  in 
constructing  improvements  at  the  Mississip- 
pi Highway  25  Bridge,  an  integral  part  of 
the  plan  authorized  herein,  shall  be  credited 
toward  the  local  share  of  the  project  costs. 
Prior  lo  implementation  of  the  work  au- 
thorized herein.  non-Federal  interests  must 
agree  to  provide  the  requirements  pre- 
scribed in  section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1936.  as  amended. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  directed 
to  start  construction  of  the  Crater  Lake 
phase  of  the  Sneltisham  hydroelectric 
project  authorized  by  the  1962  Flood  Con- 
trol Act  with  funds  appropriated  in  fiscal 
years  1982  and  1983. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  53  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following; 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
L,ower  San  Joaquin  River.  California,  au- 
thorized by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
December  22,  1944,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
further  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  to  perform  clearing  and  snagging 
on  the  San  Joaquin  River  from  Stockton, 
California,  to  Friant  Dam,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,000,000.  Prior  to  initiation  of  con- 
struction, a  non-Federal  entity  shall  provide 
adequate  assurance  for  providing  all  lands, 
easements,  rights-of-w^ay  and  utility  reloca- 
tions at  no  expense  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment; execute  a  written  agreement  pursuant 
to  section  221  of  Public  Law  91-611;  agree  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  project  works 
upon  completion  of  construction  in  accord- 
ance with  rules  and  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army;  and  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam- 
ages  due    to   construction,    operation,    and 


maintenance  of  the  project,  not  including 
damages  due  to  the  fault  or  negligence  of 
the  United  States  or  its  contractors. 

Funds  for  the  Wister  Lake  project.  Okla- 
homa, authorized  pursuant  to  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1938  (52  Stat.  1218)  shall  be 
used  lo  reduce  sedimentation  impacts  by 
raising  the  level  of  the  conservation  pool 
permanently  by  3  feet  and  seasonably  by  an 
additional  3.4  feel  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers, is  hereby  authorized  to  take  such 
measures  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
directive. 

ContracUs  for  architect  and  engineering 
services,  and  surveying  and  mapping  serv- 
ices, shall  be  awarded  in  accordance  with 
title  IX  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin- 
istrative Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  541 
el  seq.). 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author- 
ized and  directed  lo  include  in  the  survey 
report  on  Threemile  Creek.  Mobile.  Ala- 
bama, the  costs  and  benefits  of  local  im- 
provements initiated  subsequent  lo  January 
1.  1982.  by  the  city  of  Mobile  for  flood 
damage  reduction  measures  which  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  determines  are  compatible 
with  and  constitute  an  integral  part  of  his 
recommended  plan.  In  determining  the  ap- 
propriate non-Federal  share  for  such  plan, 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  give  recogni- 
tion to  costs  incurred  by  non-Federal  inter- 
ests in  carrying  out  such  local  improve- 
ments. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  hereby 
authorized  to  prepare  a  comprehensive 
study  and  recommendations  for  the  develop- 
ment and  efficient  utilization  of  the  water 
and  related  resources  of  southcentral  and 
southeast  Oklahoma  and  to  prepare  a  simi- 
lar comprehensive  study  and  recommenda- 
tions for  the  Red  River  and  its  tributaries  in 
Arkansas,  Texas.  Louisiana,  and  Oklahoma. 
Funds  herein  or  hereafter  provided  for 
the  Beverly  Shores.  Indiana,  project  may  be 
used  to  operate  and  maintain  the  emergen- 
cy shore  protection  measures  constructed 
pursuant  lo  section  103  of  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Act. 
1982  (95  Stat.  1137). 

Not  lo  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available 
for  removal  of  obstructive  shoals  within  the 
project  limits  of  the  Kawkawlin  River,  MI. 
project. 

Section  107  of  Public  Law  97-88  pertaining 
to  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  Chica- 
go Sanitary  and  Ship  Canal  of  the  Illinois 
Waterway  in  the  interest  of  navigation  in- 
cludes the  Control  Structure  and  Lock  in 
the  Chicago  River,  and  other  facilities  as 
are  necessary  to  sustain  through  navigation 
from  Chicago  Harbor  on  Lake  Michigan  to 
Lockport  on  the  Des  Plaines  River. 

Not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available 
for  channel  clearing  of  Bayou  Rigolette  as 
determined  advisable  by  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers in  the  Project  Aloha-Rigolette  Area, 
Grant  and  Rapides  Parish.  Louisiana,  au- 
thorized by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
August  18.  1941. 

The  Wallisville  Reservoir.  Texas,  project, 
authorized  bv  section  101  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87-874).  is 
hereby  modified  with  respect  to  its  physical 
elements  and  planned  operation  as  recom- 
mended in  the  Wallisville  Lake.  Texas.  Post- 
Authorization  Change  Report.  July  1981.  as 
supplemented.  July  1982.  Notwithstanding 
the  above  modifications,  provisions  of  the 
Contract  for  Water  Storage.  Salinity  Con- 
trol, and  Recreation  in  Wallisville  Reservoir 
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(Contract  Numbered  DACW64  67  C  0108 
signed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  2  Feb- 
ruary 1968)  between  the  United  States  Gov 
ernment  and  the  city  of  Houston,  the  Trini- 
ty River  Authority  of  Texas,  and  the  Cham- 
bers Liberty  Counties  Navigation  District, 
shall  govern  non-Federal  participation:  Pro- 
vided. That  total  project  cost  as  cited  in  said 
contract  shall  be  understood  to  consist  of 
( 1 )  costs,  exclusive  of  land  costs,  actually  in- 
curred by  the  United  States  in  connection 
with  construction  of  elements  currently  in 
place  and  to  he  used  in  the  modified  plan, 
including  interest  during  construction;  (2) 
the  actual  cost  of  lands  used  in  the  modified 
plan;  and  (3)  completion  costs  of  the  modi- 
fied plan,  including  interest  during  con- 
struction. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
to  widen,  as  necessary  for  .safe  passage,  the 
navigation  opening  of  Franklin  Ferry 
Bridge.  Jefferson  County.  Alabama.  The 
work  herein  authorized  shall  be  accom- 
plished at  Federal  expense;  however,  no 
construction  to  widen  the  navigation  open- 
ing shall  begin  nor  contract  for  alteration  of 
the  bridge  may  be  awarded  until  the  owner 
shall  agree  that  upon  completion  of  the  al- 
teration to  thereafter  operate  and  maintain 
the  Franklin  Ferry  Bridge  as  altered.  There 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not 
to  exceed  $4,000,000.  which  includes 
$1,000,000  previously  appropriated,  to  carry 
out  this  section.  Amounts  authorized  by  this 
subsection  shall  be  available  until  expended. 

The  Ventura  Marina  project  authorized 
by  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1968  (Public  Law  90  483).  as  modified,  is 
hereby  amended  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  reimburse  the  Ventura  Port 
District  from  available  Operation  and  Main- 
tenance. General  funds  for  work  performed 
by  the  Port  just  prior  to  February  25.  1983, 
in  the  area  normally  maintained  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  None  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated in  thi.s  or  any  future  Act  for  the 
Ventura  Marina.  California,  project  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  any 
work  performed  unless  such  work  has  the 
prior  approval  of  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Appropriations 
Committees. 

Section  164  of  the  Water  Resources  Devel- 
opment Act  of  1976  (Public  Law  94-587)  as 
amended  by  Section  3  of  Public  Law  97-140. 
is  fuither  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  the  following  after  the 
first  sentence:  "The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall 
construct  an  approach  roadway  from  the 
end  of  the  Washington  State  Route  129 
overpass  of  such  bridge  to  Sixteenth  Avenue 
in  the  city  of  Clarkston.  Asotin  County. 
Washington.";  and 

(2)  in  the  last  sentence,  by  striking  out 
$23,200,000  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
$24,000,000'. 

The  authorization  for  the  Sardis  Lake 
project  contained  in  section  203  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87- 
874)  as  amended  by  section  108  of  the 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropria- 
tion Act  of  1982  (Public  Law  97-88)  is 
hereby  amended  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  to  plan,  design,  and  construct  a 
water  intake  structure  at  an  estimated  Fed- 
eral cost  of  $500,000. 

The  project  for  navigation  at  Moriches 
and  Shinnecock  Inlets.  New  York,  author- 
ized in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1960  (Public  Law   86-645).  and  the 


items  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  there- 
to, are  hereby  modified  to  the  extent  neces- 
sary to  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  the  Naviga- 
tion feature  independent  of  other  features. 

Notwithstanding  subsection  5901(a)  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code  (80  Stat.  508).  as 
amended,  the  uniform  allowance  for  uni- 
formed civilian  employees  of  the  United 
States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  may  be  up 
to  $400  annually. 

The  United  States  Army  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers may  accept  the  services  of  volunteers 
and  provide  for  their  incidental  expenses  to 
carry  out  any  activity  of  the  Army  Corp.s  of 
Engineers  except  policy  making  or  law  or 
regulatory  enforcement.  Such  volunteers 
shall  not  be  employees  of  the  United  States 
Government  except  for  the  purposes  of  (1) 
chapter  171  of  title  28  of  the  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  tort  claims,  and  (2)  chap- 
ter 81  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  compensation  for  work  injuries. 

Hereafter,  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
visions of  law  or  of  this  Act.  appropriations 
for  the  Yatesville  Lake  construction  project 
made  available  by  Public  Law  97  257.  chap- 
ter V  and  Public  Law  97-377.  title  I.  section 
140  (96  Stat.  1916)  shall  be  obligated  to  con- 
struct the  Yatesville  Lake  project. 

Section  104(b)  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958.  Public  Law  85-500.  as  amended 
by  section  302  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1965.  Public  Law  89298.  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  $5,000,000"  and 
inserting  In  lieu  thereof    $10,000,000". 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Is  author- 
ized and  directed  to  prepare  and  submit  to 
Congress  a  feasibility  report  on  the  water 
resource  needs  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Homo- 
chltto  and  Buffalo  Rivers.  Saint  Catherine 
and  Coles  Creeks.  Bayou  Pierre,  and  other 
major  tributaries  draining  Into  the  Missis- 
sippi River  between  Bayou  Pierre  and  the 
Buffalo  River.  Mississippi,  to  recommend  re- 
medial measures  for  flood  control,  bank  sta- 
bilization, sedimentation,  and  related  pur- 
poses. 

The  Columbia  River  at  the  mouth. 
Oregon  and  Washington,  project  authorized 
by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  5.  1884. 
as  amended,  is  modified  to  provide  for  deep- 
ening of  the  northernmost  2.000  feet  of  the 
channel  cross  .section  to  55  feet  at  Federal 
expense:  Provided.  That  $5,300,000  of  Con- 
struction, general"  funds  shall  be  made 
available  to  undertake  this  project. 

Section  1114  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "any  civilian 
official  or  employee  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  assigned  to  perform  investiga- 
tions, inspections,  law  or  regulatory  enforce- 
ment functions,  or  field-level  real  estate 
functions."  immediately  after  "National 
Park  Service.". 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author 
ized  and  directed  to  design  and  construct 
and  undertake  measures  necessary  to  pro- 
vide a  level  of  protection  as  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers determines  necessary  to  prevent  re- 
curring flood  damages  along  the  Pearl  River 
in  the  vicinity  of  Jackson.  Mississippi,  sub- 
stantially in  accordance  with  preliminary 
plans  developed  by  the  Mobile  District  Engi- 
neer, at  a  currently  estimated  cost  of 
$26,500,000.  including  $2,300,000  made  avail- 
able in  this  appropriation  for  advanced  engi- 
neering and  design.  Expenditures  by  the 
Pearl  River  Basin  Development  District  in 
constructing  improvements  at  the  Mississip- 
pi Highway  25  Bridge,  an  Integral  part  of 


the  plan  authorized  herein,  shall  be  credited 
toward  the  local  share  of  the  project  costs. 
Prior  to  implementation  of  the  work  au- 
thorized herein,  non  Federal  interests  must 
agree  to  provide  the  requirements  pre- 
scribed in  section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1936.  as  amended. 

The  Secretary  of  Army  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  EIngineers  is  directed  to  start 
construction  of  the  Crater  Lake  phase  of 
the  Snettisham  hydroelectric  project  au- 
thorized by  the  1962  Flood  Control  Act  with 
funds  appropriated  in  fiscal  years  1982  and 
1983. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  58.  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  Amendment  No.  58:  Page  17.  strike 
out  all  after  line  20  over  to  and  including 
line  11  on  page  20  and  insert: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby 
authorized  to  engage  in  feasibility  studies  of 
the  following  proposals: 

(1)  Pilut  Butte  powerplant.  Riverton  unit, 
located  in  Fremont  County.  Wyoming; 

(2)  Northwest  Oklahoma  Water  Supply 
project,  located  In  Cimarron.  Texas.  Beaver. 
Harper,  Woods,  Ellis.  Woodward,  and  Dewey 
Counties.  Oklahoma: 

<3)  Siletz  River  Basin  project,  located  in 
Lincoln  and  Polk  Counties.  Oregon; 

(4)  Water  conservation  and  efficient  use 
program.  All-American  canal  relocation 
project,  located  in  Imperial  County.  Califor- 
nia; and 

(5i  Gibson  Dam  powerplant.  located  on 
the  Sun  River  in  Lewis  and  Clark  Countfes, 
Montana. 

The  interest  rate  u.sed  for  computing  in- 
terest during  construction,  and  interest  on 
the  unpaid  balance  of  the  Interest-bearing 
reimbursable  costs  of  the  WEB  pipeline 
project  shall  be  no  more  than  5  percent  per 
year. 

Appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of  Recla- 
mation shall  be  available  for  purchase  of 
one  aircraft. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  under 
the  general  investigations  authority,  engage 
in  a  joint.  State-led  study  with  the  State  of 
Nebraska  of  cost  effective  alternatives  to 
the  Norden  Dam.  ONeill  unit  of  the  Pick- 
Sloan  Mis.souri  River  Basin  program.  Ne 
braska;  and  shall  u.se  available  funds  to  Ini- 
tiate such  study.  The  study  period  shall  not 
exceed  18  months.  No  funds  shall  be  ex- 
pended for  any  construction  activity  for  the 
Norden  Dam.  ONeill  unit  prior  to  the  com- 
pletion of  this  study. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 


ment of  the  Senate  numbered  58  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows;  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby 
authorized  to  engage  in  a  feasibility  study 
for  the  Prairie  Bend  unit.  Pick-Sloan  Mis- 
souri River  Basin  program,  located  in 
Dawson.  Buffalo,  and  Hall  Counties  in  Ne- 
braska for  irrigation,  stabilization  of 
ground-water  levels,  enhancement  of  water 
quality,  small  community  and  rural  domes- 
tic water  supplies,  management  of  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  public  outdoor  recreation, 
flood  control,  and  other  purpo.ses  deter- 
mined to  be  appropriate.  Such  feasibility 
study  shall  include  a  detailed  report  on  any 
effects  the  proposed  project  may  have  on 
wildlife  habitat,  including  habitat  of  the 
sandhill  crane  and  the  endangered  whoop- 
ing crane.  Such  feasibility  study  shall  also 
develop  alternative  water  management 
plans  that  are  consistent  with  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  and  the  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act.  Before  funds  are  expended  for 
the  feasibility  study,  the  State  of  Nebraska, 
or  other  non-Federal  entity,  shall  agree  to 
participate  in  the  study  and  to  share  in  the 
cost  of  the  study.  The  non-Federal  share  of 
the  costs  may  be  partly  or  wholly  in  the 
form  of  services  directly  related  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  study. 

In  accordance  with  the  repayment  con- 
tract for  the  Dallas  Creek  participating 
project  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  .storage 
project,  entered  into  January  14.  1977.  and 
entitled  Repayment  Contract  Between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  Tri- 
County  Water  Conservancy  District",  the 
portion  of  the  costs  of  such  project,  includ- 
ing interest  on  construction  costs,  allocated 
to  municipal  and  industrial  u.se  which  ex- 
ceeds $38,000,000  shall  not  be  reimbursable. 
To  provide  adequate  access  to  the  McGee 
Creek  recreation  areas.  Wildlife  Manage- 
ment Area,  and  Natural  Scenic  Recreation 
Area  for  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  general 
public  of  tho.se  facilities,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  .secure  right-of- 
way,  design  and  construct  or  otherwise  im- 
prove two  existing  county  access  roads  (1) 
weslside  road  beginning  at  the  existing 
county  road  extending  from  Oklahoma 
State  Highway  3  near  the  community  of 
Lane.  Oklahoma,  and  extending  adjacent  to 
the  McGee  Creek  Reservoir  and  termina- 
tion at  the  existing  county  road  extending 
from  Oklahoma  State  Highway  43  in  the  vi- 
cinity of  Stringtown.  Oklahoma,  a  distance 
of  some  19  miles:  (2)  eastside  road  beginning 
at  State  Highway  3  and  7  near  Center  Point. 
Oklahoma,  and  extending  northward  to  the 
upper  end  of  McGee  Creek  Re.servoir.  a  dis- 
tance of  some  11  miles.  The  westsldc  road 
will  be  constructed  with  a  24-foot  berm  and 
20-foot  paved  surface  and  the  eastside  con- 
structed with  a  28foot  berm  and  24-foot 
paved  surface.  Both  roads  will  have  a  mini- 
mun  6-inch  gravel  base  and  be  paved  with 
all  weather  asphaltic  surface.  The  cost  for 
the  facilities  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be 
nonreimbursable. 

•  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  author- 
ized, when  he  deems  it  appropriate,  to  defer 
over  the  remaining  term  of  any  repayment 
contract  or  for  a  period  of  five  years,  which- 
ever is  less,  the  1983  water  service  and  re- 
payment contract  obligations  for  capital 
and  operation  and  maintenance  costs  associ- 
ated with  federally  constructed  or  federally 
assisted  projects  to  reflect  the  percentage  of 
acreage  removed  from  cultivation  pursuant 
to  the  "Special  program  for  Corn.  Grain. 
Sorghum.  Upland  Cotton,  and  Rice"  under 


title  7  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulation 
part  770.  and  any  regulations  supplementa- 
ry thereto  or  amendatory  thereof.  Such  de- 
ferment of  payments  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
"supplemental  or  additional  benefit"  within 
the  meaning  of  section  203(a)(2)  of  the  Rec- 
lamation Reform  Act  of  1982. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby 
authorized  to  engage  in  feasibility  studies  of 
the  following  proposals: 

(1)  Pilot  Butte  powerplant.  Riverton  unit, 
located  in  Fremont  County.  Wyoming: 

(2)  Siletz  River  Basin  project,  located  in 
Lincoln  and  Polk  Counties.  Oregon; 

(3)  Water  conservation  and  efficient  use 
program.  All-American  Canal  relocation 
project,  located  in  Imperial  County.  Califor- 
nia: and 

(4)  Gibson  Dam  powerplant.  located  on 
the  Sun  River  in  Lewis  and  Clark  Counties. 
Montana. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  under 
the  general  investigations  authority,  engage 
In  a  joint.  State-led  study  with  the  State  of 
Nebraska,  which  will  consult  with  its  appro- 
priate subdivisions,  of  cost-effective  alterna- 
tives to  the  Norden  Dam.  O'Neill  unit  of  the 
Pick-Sloan  Missouri  River  Basin  program. 
Nebraska;  and  shall  use  available  funds  to 
initiate  such  study.  The  study  period  shall 
not  exceed  18  months,  starting  with  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  No  funds  shall  be  expend- 
ed for  any  construction  activity  for  the 
Norden  Dam.  O'Neill  unit  prior  to  the  com- 
pletion of  this  study. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore.    The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman   from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Written  \ 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement: 

Senate  amendment  No.  65  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  Amendment  No.  65:  Page  22.  after 
line  19.  insert: 

International  Monetary  Fund 
increase  in  united  states  quota 
For  an  increase  in  the  United  States  quota 
in  the  International  Monetary  Fund,  the 
dollar  equivalent  of  5.310.800.000  Special 
Drawings  Rights,  to  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided.  That  such  funds  may 
be  made  available  for  obligation  only  upon 
enactment  of  authorizing  legislation. 

GENERAL  ARRANGEMENTS  TO  BORROW 

For  an  increase  in  loans  to  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  under  the  General 
Arrangements  to  Borrow,  the  dollar  equiva- 
lent of  4.250.000.000  Special  Drawing  Rights 
less  $2,000,000,000  previously  appropriated 
by  the  Act  of  October  23.  1962  (Public  Law 
87-872.  76  Stat.  U63).  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thorization contained  in  section  17  of  the 
Bretton  Woods  Agreements  Act  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation,  to  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided.  That  such  funds 
may  be  made  available  for  obligation  only 
upon  enactment  of  authorizing  legislation: 
Provided  further.  That  official  United 
Slates  Government   debt  reschedulings  of 


debtor  countries  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Appropriations  Committees  of  both  Houses 

of  c:ongress. 

MOTION  OFFERKD  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Written  moves  that  the  House  insist 
on  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  65. 

preferential  motion  offered  by  MR.  CONTE 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Conte  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  65  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment, 
insert: 

International  Monetary  Fund 
increase  in  united  states  quota 

For  an  increa.se  in  the  United  Slates  quota 
in  the  International  Monetary  Fund,  the 
dollar  equivalent  of  $5,310,800,000  Special 
Drawings  Rights,  to  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided.  That  such  funds  may 
be  made  available  for  obligation  only  upon 
enactment  of  authorizing  legislation. 

GENERAL  ARRANGEMENTS  TO  BORROW 

For  an  increase  in  loans  to  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  under  the  General 
Arrangements  to  Borrow,  the  dollar  equiva- 
lent of  $4,212,000,000  Special  Drawing 
Rights  less  $2,000,000,000  previously  appro- 
priated by  the  Act  of  October  23.  1962 
(Public  Law  87-872.  76  Stat.  1163).  pursuant 
to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  17 
of  the  Bretton  Woods  Agreements  Act  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation,  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided.  That 
::uch  funds  may  be  made  available  for  obli- 
gation only  upon  enactment  of  authorizing 
legislation:  Provided  further.  That  official 
United  Stales  Government  debt  reschedul- 
ings of  debtor  countries  .shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Appropriations  Committees  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  preferential  motion  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mas.sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Written^  will  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr.  Conte)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten). 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  House  side  may 
I  say  that  I  shall  not  discuss  the 
merits  involved,  for  regardless  of  the 
merits  or  demerits,  I  oppose  bringing 
up  the  IMF  at  this  time  as  a  matter  of 
procedure. 

I  had  earlier,  and  I  say  so  frankly, 
assured  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
that  I  would  see  that  in  the  event  the 
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authorization  had  been  approved  in 
the  House  that  he  got  a  vote  on  reced- 
ing and  concurring  in  the  Senate 
amendment  which  included  money  for 
the  IMF. 

However.  I  did  not  agree  that  I 
would  make  such  a  motion.  So  I  am 
not  surprised  at  the  motion  being 
made  by  my  colleague,  with  whom  I 
have  worked  so  well  through  the 
years. 

I  do  think  that  this  major  step  is  not 
one  which  should  be  made  in  a  supple- 
mental appropriation  bill  without  au- 
thorization and  without  hearings 
before  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. For  that  reason.  I  have  made  my 
motion  to  further  insist  on  the  House 
position  of  not  funding  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  in  this  bill. 

Let  it  come  up  in  the  regular  way.  I 
hope  you  will  support  the  position  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  outset  I  want  to 
thank  the  chairman  for  his  cooperation. 
not  only  in  this  matter,  but  in  all  matters 
pertaining  to  this  supplemental. 

It  was  a  very,  very  difficult  supple- 
mental. We  reported  it  out  way  back 
in  May,  I  believe. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  may  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comment  and  assure  him  that 
it  is  a  pleasure  to  work  with  him.  We 
have  many  problems.  We  cannot  agree 
on  everything,  but  we  do  realize  we 
have  got  one  country  and  we  try  our 
l)est  to  work  together  and  succeed 
nearly  all  the  time. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Well,  we  are  almost 
like  Ivory  Soap.  99**'ioo  percent  of  the 
time  we  are  together. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  strongly  urge  the 
House  recede  to  the  Senate  on  amend- 
ment 65.  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
provides  for  an  increase  in  the  U.S. 
participation  in  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  in  the  approximate 
amount  of  $8.5  billion,  subject  to  the 
enactment  of  authorizing  legislation. 
My  amendment  to  the  Senate  amend- 
ment makes  a  technical  reduction  in 
the  amount  provided  for  the  general 
arrangements  to  borrow. 

It  is  important,  perhaps  of  primary 
importance,  that  you  remember  this 
provision  denies  increased  U.S.  partici- 
pation in  the  IMF  unless  Congress 
completes  action  on  the  authorization 
bill  and  the  President  signs  it.  All  of 
the  questions  and  reservations  which 
have  been  raised  about  this  increase 
should  be  dealt  with  in  the  normal,  or 
at  least,  correct  manner— that  is  in  the 
authorization  process.  Only  when  that 
is  done  can  these  funds  be  used. 

The  Senate  passed  the  IMF  authori- 
zation bill  on  June  8  by  a  vote  of  55  to 
34.  The  House  has  been  debating  its 
version  of  the  authorization  this  week. 
This  supplemental  appropriations  bill 


is  the  best  available  vehicle  for  provid- 
ing the  actual  funding  of  this  increase, 
subject  to  whatever  action  is  finally 
taken  on  the  authorization. 

Look  at  the  schedule.  Both  the 
House  and  Senate  are  planning  recess- 
es for  most  of  August  and  much  of 
September.  As  usual,  we  do  not  know 
if  or  when  we  will  ever  get  a  regular 
fiscal  1984  foreign  assistance  bill  en- 
acted. The  House  subcommittee 
markup  has  been  postponed  twice  al- 
ready and  no  new  markup  dale  has 
been  announced.  Even  when  that  bill 
is  finally  marked  up  and  reported,  its 
fate  on  the  House  and  Senate  floors 
will  be  questionable  at  best.  In  any 
event,  it  is  clear  to  anyone  who  has 
been  around  here  for  awhile  that  the 
foreign  aid  bill  will  not  be  enacted  by 
October  1. 

So  then  you  might  argue  that  we 
can  put  the  IMF  funding  in  the  con- 
tinuing resolution.  The  only  problem 
with  that  is  the  continuing  resolution 
funds  programs  in  fiscal  1984.  and  that 
funding  is  governed  by  the  fiscal  1984 
budget  resolution.  The  1984  budget 
resolution  does  not  include  room  for 
the  $8.5  billion  IMF  contribution;  it  is 
only  included  in  the  1983  resolution. 
How  do  you  write  a  continuing  resolu- 
tion which  goes  into  effect  at  mid- 
night September  30  to  provide  $8.5  bil- 
lion in  funding  authority  for  the  previ- 
ous fiscal  year?  This  funding  must  be 
provided  in  fiscal  1983.  not  fiscal  1984. 

Let  us  not  get  bogged  down  in  all 
kinds  of  monetary  philosophies  and 
development  theories  here  while  the 
last  train  pulls  out  of  the  station.  Our 
own  economic  recovery  is  at  stake. 

For  those  on  this  side  of  the  aisle, 
what  does  our  Republican  President 
say  about  this  IMF  increase?  In  a 
letter  to  Members  of  this  body.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  has  stated: 

The  IMF  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  efforts 
to  maintain  a  healthy  and  open  trading 
system  in  the  world.  IMF  resources  are  nec- 
essary to  protect  our  own  interests  in  a 
stable  financial  system,  a  growing  world 
economy,  and  sustained  economic  recovery 
and  higher  employment  levels. 

•Sustained  economic  recovery  and 
higher  employment  levels.  "  that  is 
what  this  IMF  increase  is  all  about.  A 
letter  from  Secretary  of  State  Shultz 
and  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Regan 
continues  this  theme: 

Nearly  20  percent  of  total  U.S.  goods  are 
exported.  The  jobs  of  millions  of  Americans, 
the  health  of  our  banking  system,  and  the 
prospects  for  a  sustained  U.S.  economic  re- 
covery all  depend  on  the  IMF's  success  in 
maintaining  the  stable  financial  framework 
essential  for  world  trade  to  prosper.  Failure 
of  the  United  States  to  participate  in  the  in- 
crease of  IMF  resources  would  thus  have  se- 
rious consequences  for  our  own  economic  re- 
covery and  the  preservation  of  American 
jobs. 

One  final  quote:  The  President 
summed  up  the  situation  earlier  this 
month  when  he  stated: 


No  legislation  now  before  the  Congress  is 
more  important  to  a  healthy  world  economy 
and  to  a  continuing  economic  recovery  here 
in  the  United  Statess. 

It  is  no  secret  that  this  particular 
Presidents  political  career  is  closely 
tied  to  continued  economic  recovery, 
as  are  possibly  the  career  of  many 
here  in  Congress  who  have  supported 
his  economic  and  fiscal  policies.  If  you 
want  to  continue  to  support  his  poli- 
cies on  this  side  of  the  asile.  vote  for 
this  motion. 

And  for  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  a  vote  for  this  motion  is  a 
vote  for  all  those  workers  in  your  dis- 
tricts who  are  critical  to  your  own  po- 
litical survival.  As  the  only  surviving 
Republican  in  the  House  from  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  I  would  ob- 
serve that  out  of  600,000  jobs  in  my 
State,  more  than  100.000  are  export 
related.  More  than  10  percent  of  the 
total  dollar  value  of  Massachusetts 
products  are  exported  and  are  there- 
fore dependent  on  a  healthy  and  grow- 
ing world  economy.  The  IMF  is  the 
key  institution  in  the  promotion  of 
world  economic  health  and  growth 
which  will  lead  to  future  exports  of 
products  from  Massachusetts  as  well 
as  all  of  your  other  States. 

Recovery  and  jobs,  recovery  and 
jobs.  That  is  what  this  vote  is  all 
about.  For  only  20  percent  of  the  tab. 
we  can  get  other  members  of  the  IMF 
to  put  up  80  percent  of  the  resources 
needed  to  assist  our  own  economic  re- 
covery. That  is  a  deal  we  should  not 
turn  down.  I  urge  you  to  support  this 
motion. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  address  the 
Budget  Act  or  budget  re.solution  here. 
The  Senate  IMF  amendment,  cou- 
pled with  the  other  parts  of  the  sup- 
plemental appropriations,  would  have 
violated  the  budget  resolution  which 
we  passed  just  a  few  weeks  ago. 

However,  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment reduces  the  Senate  IMF  appro- 
priation to  the  required  amount  so 
that  if  the  gentleman's  amendment 
passes,  or  preferential  motion  passes, 
there  would  be  no  Budget  Act  viola- 
tion and  the  remaining  legislation  that 
we  anticipate  for  fiscal  year  1983  could 
be  accommodated. 

Obviously  that  would  be  the  case  if 
Chairman  Whitten's  position  were 
prevailed  upon  also,  but  in  either  in- 
stance, there  would  be  no  Budget  Act 
violation,  thanks  to  the  gentleman 
correcting  this  problem. 

Mr.  CONTE.  In  answer  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma,  he  is  abso- 
lutely right.  And  I  might  say  to  the 
Members  of  this  body,  that  just  about 


30  seconds  before  I  took  this  floor.  I 
was  asked  by  an  official  of  the  admin- 
istration not  to  do  this. 
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I  said  I  would  not  offer  the  amend- 
ment if  that  were  the  case.  We  are 
staying  within  the  budget.  We  are  $40 
million  in  budget  authority  below  the 
Senate  figure,  to  make  ample  room  to 
take  care  of  the  legislation  that  will  be 
coming  down  the  pipe  next  week. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Long). 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Missis- 
sippi. Chairman  Whitten.  to  insist  on 
the  House  position  and  not  to  provide 
any  funding  at  this  time  for  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund.  The  Conte 
motion  should  be  defeated  and  the 
Whitten  motion  supported. 

To  appropriate  funds  for  the  IMF  in 
this  supplemental  would  be  wrong, 
wrong,  wrong.  On  an  issue  of  such 
magnitude  and  complexity,  it  is  essen- 
tial that  there  be  an  authorization  bill 
first.  We  have  not  even  had  the  oppor- 
tunity for  hearings  in  our  appropria- 
tions subcommittee.  Before  we  consid- 
er providing  $8.5  billion:  What  kind  of 
conditions  are  attached  to  the  IMF? 
What  is  being  done  to  improve  the 
banking  system  so  that  there  will  not 
be  a  repeat  of  the  present  internation- 
al financial  crisis? 

For  example,  in  the  House-reported 
authorization  bill,  there  are  several 
significant  provisions  that  will  cause 
major  changes  in  the  way  banks  make 
loans  to  foreign  countries.  These  pro- 
visions are  not  contained  in  the  Senate 
bill.  If  these  provisions  were  deleted  in 
the  conference  process.  I  personally 
would  not  even  want  to  consider  pro- 
viding funds  for  the  IMF.  It  would  be 
wrong  to  provide  additional  IMF  fund- 
ing without  major  improvements  in 
the  system  by  which  U.S.  banks  make 
loans  to  foreign  countries.  We  cannot 
determine  if  this  has  been  done  until 
there  has  been  a  completed  authoriza- 
tion bill. 

Additionally,  there  are  a  number  of 
major  documents  that  will  be  offered 
to  the  authorization  bill  in  the  House 
that  could  have  a  major  impact  on  the 
IMF.  The  disposition  of  these  amend- 
ments should  be  known  before  we  con- 
sider funding. 

My  subcommittee,  as  I  have  said,  has 
had  no  opportunity  to  hold  hearings. 
To  pass  the  $8.5  billion  appropriation 
for  the  IMF  at  this  time  is  to  attach  a 
very  large  animal  to  a  very  small  tail. 
I  would  say  this  to  the  House:  When 
the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  responsi- 
ble for  the  IMF  all  are  united  in  their 
opposition  to  providing  funds  at  this 
time,  I  believe  it  is  a  clear  indication  of 


the  grave  mistake  that  would  be  com- 
mitted if  the  Conte  motion  were  ap- 
proved. 
I  urge  its  defeat. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  was  not  sure  I  heard  the  gentle- 
man correctly.  I  do  serve  as  a  member 
of  the  gentleman's  subcommittee,  but 
I  thought  perhaps  I  had  been  absent 
sometime.  Is  the  gentleman  telling  me 
that  our  subcommittee  has  never  had 
even  the  opportunity  to  have  a  hear- 
ing on  this  major  appropriation? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Absolutely 
none. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Well,  that 
is  incredible.  How  can  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  do  that  to  them- 
selves? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  I  could  not 
agree  with  the  gentleman  more. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  would  like  to  associate  myself 
with  my  chairman's  remarks,  and  I 
agree  with  his  position. 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
to  join  the  distinguished  gentleman  in 
his  statement.  I  wish  to  speak  and  ad- 
dress myself  to  those  Members  of  the 
House  who  serve  on  the  authorizing 
committees  and  who  come  to  the 
members  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee and  say.  'Why  is  it  that  you 
always  accept  those  Senate  amend- 
ments which  we  have  never  had  an  op- 
portunity to  consider  and  discuss  on 
the  floor  of  this  House?  You  fellows 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee  are 
nasty  for  doing  that." 

Now.  the  chairman  of  the  full  Ap- 
propriations Committee  has  brought 
this  matter  back  in  disagreement.  His 
recommendation  is  that  you  not 
accept  it.  The  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee has  recommended  that  you 
not  accept  it.  We  implore  you  fellows 
on  the  authorizing  committee,  please 
be  consistent,  please  stand  with  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  please  do 
not  appropriate  $8.5  billion  before  you 
have  one  line  of  authorization,  even 
though  they  are  trying  to  sneak  it 
through  on  the  basis  that  you  do  not 
spend  it  unless  we  get  an  authoriza- 
tion. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentlman  yield? 

Mr  LONG  of  Maryland.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  just  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
who  has  just  spoken:  As  ranking 
member  of  the  Housing  Authorization 
Committee,  how  much  concern  was 
paid  to  the  attention  that  you  came  in 
and  appropriated  money  for  housing 
and  never  even  consulted  with  us  who 


were  authorizing  one  of  the  most  com- 
plicated Federal  programs  in  the 
United  States  of  America? 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  distinguished  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  As  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee  which  handles  that 
matter,  let  me  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  we  are  anxious  for  you  to  put  a 
housing  bill  on  this  floor.  And  what 
year  was  it  you  last  did  that? 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  We  have  one.  I  will 
say  to  the  gentleman,  and  we  voted  for 
it.  and  it  passed.  But  you  bothered  to 
go  ahead  of  us  without  consulting 
with  my  chairman,  who  is  standing, 
and  I  will  now  let  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  take 
over. 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  further  yield,  the  point 
is  that  that  is  the  first  housing  bill  we 
have  had  in  some  time.  In  the  absence 
of  the  appropriation,  you  would  have 
not  have  had  any  money  for  housing. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 
Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, let  me  say  that  if  we  were  to  pass 
this  thing,  we  would  be  in  a  very  weak 
position,  and  I  think  the  authorizing 
committee  would  be  in  a  very  weak  po- 
sition when  they  come  to  us  in  the 
future  and  say,  "Please  do  not  pass  an 
appropriation  because  there  is  no  au- 
thorization." 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  Morrison). 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  sorry  that  I  have 
to  disagree  with  my  friend  and  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island,  and  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut.  Two  wrongs  do  not 
make  a  right.  It  is  true  that  the  fiscal 
year  1984  housing  appropriations  bill 
was  taken  up  and  approved  by  this 
body  and  the  Congress  before  the 
housing  authorization  bill  was  even 
considered  by  the  House.  However, 
that  does  not  justify  moving  an  appro- 
priation for  IMF  before  the  IMF  au- 
thorization is  passed. 

I  think  the  IMF  is  very  important.  I 
am  a  supporter  of  efforts  to  authorize 
and  appropriate  increased  funds  for 
the  IMF.  especially  given  the  amend- 
ment we  adopted  today  to  greatly 
strengthen  controls  on  lending  prac- 
tices. But  I  think  we  ought  to  follow 
the  proper  procedure  and  pass  the 
IMF  authorization  bill  in  the  House, 
and  it  ought  to  be  passed  by  .the 
Senate  before  we  move  ahead  to  ap- 
propriate funds. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
some  further  requests  for  time,  but  let 
me  say  this,  in  regard  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Traxler). 
The  gentleman  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
McKINNEY)  was  absolutely  right.  The 
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housing  bill  came  out  of  the  commit- 
tee of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Traxler).  and  he  was  up  here 
speaking  for  it.  There  was  no  authori- 
zation bill. 

Just  a  few  minutes  ago  the  gentle- 
man voted  for  PIK.  There  is  no  au- 
thorization bill. 

It  all  depends  on  whose  pocket  is 
being  PIKed.  let  us  be  fair  about  it. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  bill  came  to 
the  floor,  the  rule  contained  20  sepa- 
rate waivers  for  rules  for  legislating  on 
an  appropriations  bill. 

When  in  heaven's  name  did  we  sud- 
denly get  legitimate  around  here?  The 
committee  has  lined  off  waivers.  No 
one  even  worried  about  unauthorized 
spending  here. 

I  urge  support  for  the  Conte  motion. 
Our  votes  this  noon  indicated  prelimi- 
nary support  for  the  IMF  funding.  We 
should  endorse  it  now. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  my  good  friend,  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp). 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  appreciate  my  col- 
league yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sorry  that  the 
debate  is  deteriorating  into  a  struggle 
over  turf  between  the  authorizing  and 
the  appropriation  process  for  there 
are  substantial  issues  at  stake.  Despite 
the  comments  of  my  good  friend  from 
Minnesota,  many  Members  of  the  mi- 
nority as  well  as  several  in  the  majori- 
ty had  legitimate  and  thoughtful 
amendments  to  offer  and  ideas  to  con- 
tribute in  this  debate.  These  Members 
felt  very  much  aggrieved  this  morning 
when,  within  5  minutes  of  convening 
of  the  House,  the  majority  moved  to 
shut  off  debate  with  unanimous  con- 
sent. I  think  it  was  a  tragic  mistake  to 
shut  off  debate  and  preclude  many 
thoughtful  contributions  to  our  delib- 
erations. It  would  have  been  far  easier, 
far  more  responsible,  far  more  fitting 
in  the  tradition  of  this  great  House  to 
have  allowed  the  debate  to  have  taken 
place,  and  I  think  we  could  have  come 
to  an  orderly  resolution  and  everybody 
could  have  had  their  say  and  made 
their  contribution.  I  cannot  under- 
stand why  Members  of  the  Republican 
Party  would  vote  to  limit  those  of  us 
who  deeply  care  about  this  administra- 
tion, our  President  and  the  world 
economy. 

Second— and  I  want  to  make  the 
point  again— on  behalf  of  those  who 
are  opposed  to  the  appropriation,  we 
are  not  against  the  IMF.  we  are  not 
against  an  orderly  and  open  trading 
system,  we  are  not  opposed  to  exports. 
We  simply  believe  that  if  you  are  for 
growth  and  against  austerity  as  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  pointed  out 
this    morning,    you    might    very    well 


have  some  opposition  to  an  amend- 
ment to  a  bill  which  funds  programs 
that  literally  impose  upon  other  coun- 
tries of  the  world  no-growth  policies 
for  a  number  of  years. 

The  one  thing  upon  which  we  all 
agree— and  I  tried  to  mention  this  this 
morning  and  then  lost  my  time  be- 
cause of  the  debate  limitation— is  that 
all  of  us  for  the  first  time  in  a  long 
time  in  this  body  agree  that  what  the 
world  needs  the  most  right  now  is  an 
expansion  of  the  world  and  U.S.  econ- 
omy. 
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That  would  do  more  to  help  Mexico 
and  Brazil  and  Third  World  countries 
than  any  transfer  of  resources  or  any 
subsidized  lending.  The  chairman  of 
the  committee.  Dr.  Long,  at  least  my 
subcommittee,  has  been  working  long 
and  hard  to  promote  policies  of  devel- 
opment and  growth,  and  we  take  a 
back  seat  to  no  one.  We  supported  the 
IDA  compromise,  we  supported  the 
Caribbean  Basin  Institative.  we  sup- 
ported foreign  assistance,  and  support 
all  efforts  to  encourage  economic  de- 
velopment. We  support  policies  that 
would  lead  toward  economic  growth  in 
the  belief  that  social  and  political 
progress  toward  democracy,  justice. 
and  freedom  is  inextricably,  linked  to 
hope,  opportunity,  and  prosperity. 

I  just  wanted  to  slow  the  debate 
down  a  little  bit  and  simply  say  this  to 
my  colleagues:  This  IMF  bill  has  not 
been  authorized  yet  and  I  understand 
the  movement  and  impatience  on  both 
sides  of  the  issue.  I  understand  why 
there  is  pressure  to  get  it  through, 
why  they  would  like  to  make  sure  that 
this  is  resolved  before  3  o'clock  this 
afternoon. 

But  please,  please,  give  the  benefit 
of  the  doubt  to  those  of  us  who  have 
sincere  doubts  about  the  systemic 
problems  in  world  trade  climate  and 
world  monetary  system.  It  is  falling 
apart  not  because  of  the  lack  of  money 
in  the  IMF  but  because  there  has  been 
introduced  into  the  world  trade  system 
a  sence  of  anarchy  that  has  not  yet 
been  dealt  with,  and  that  is  the  float- 
ing exchange  rates  and  the  breakdown 
in  international  monetary  stability. 
Countries  are  using  their  currencies  to 
gain  short-term  trade  advantages 
against  other  countries  in  order  to 
boost  exports  and  it  is  causing  poison 
throughout  the  world. 

Those  systemic  problems  have  not 
yet  been  dealt  with,  and  those  of  us 
who  are  opposed  to  the  IMF  are  not 
opposed  to  an  open  trade  system  or 
liberalizing  the  world  trade  system. 
We  are  opposed  to  the  idea  that  we 
should  impose  upon  Third  World 
countries  austerity  and  zero  sum  solu- 
tions that  will  only  lead  to  further 
problems  in  the  future. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  KEMP.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  as  usual,  has  made  a  very 
intelligent  statement  on  a  very  diffi- 
cult subject,  but  let  me  ask  him.  as  the 
ranking  member  of  this  subcommittee: 
As  I  understand  this  amendment,  it  is 
contingent  upon  an  authorization  bill 
being  enacted,  so  what  we  are  doing 
here  is  appropriating  the  money,  but 
we  are  saying  it  cannot  be  spent  until 
there  is  an  authorization  bill  enacted. 

That.  I  think,  gives  us  the  safeguard 
that  we  need.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
are  wasting  a  lot  of  time  when  we 
should  be  moving  ahead  and  getting 
this  done,  and  then  we  go  back  to  the 
authorization  bill.  Am  I  right  on  this 
subject? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  gentleman  well  knows  that  the 
key  is  not  whether  we  get  an  authori- 
zation, but  what  kind  of  an  authoriza- 
tion we  get.  There  are  a  tremendous 
number  of  factors  here. 

Mr.  DICKS.  That  is  something  the 
House  will  decide. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Exactly, 
but  if  you  only  consider  an  authoriza- 
tion, they  can  come  in  with  an  author- 
ization which  would  be  totally  the 
wrong  kind.  We  have  a  right  to  pass 
on  this  in  Appropriations. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  only  have  a  couple  sec- 
onds left,  because  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  was  gracious  in  giving 
me  the  5  minutes  I  could  not  get  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  want  to  say  that 

1  understand  the  forces  at  work.  I 
hope  the  House  will  join  some  of  us. 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  and 
others,  in  moving  toward  true  reform, 
stabilizing  exchange  rates  and  pushing 
through  an  international  monetary 
system  such  as  we  had  under  Bretton 
Woods,  to  encourage  world  growth.  I 
know  the  President  believes  in  these 
goals  and  I  think  he  should  be  further 
encouraged  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  for  yielding  this 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  must  say  that  I,  too. 
was  amused,  and  I  am  sorry  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  (Mr.  Traxler) 
has  absented  himself,  but  for  him  to 
get  up  and  give  the  remarks  he  gave  as 
a  member  of  the  HUD  subcommittee 
that  handles  housing  as  well— there  he 
is— is    absolutely     unbelievable.     You 


rolled   us   so   badly    that    it   was   not 
funny. 

In  this  instance,  as  of  1  o'clock  or 
1:15  today,  we  have  disposed  of  the 
major  amendments  to  the  IMF  legisla- 
tion. I  had  written  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  as 
well  as  the  subcommittee,  asking  that 
we  hold  off  any  action  on  IMF  appro- 
priations. However,  in  view  of  the  ac- 
tions of  the  House,  we  have  a  number 
of  amendments  pending,  it  is  true,  but 
those  are  for  the  most  part  very  minor 
amendments.  The  major  amendments 
to  that  legislation  have  been  disposed 
of. 

The  substitute  was  adopted  by  an 
overwhelming  vote  and  we  are  indeed 
on  the  right  track.  It  is  important  leg- 
islation. We  want  to  conclude  it.  but 
we  cannot  conclude  it.  Even  if  the  au- 
thorizing committee  were  to  conclude 
it,  we  still  have  to  have  the  appropria- 
tion. 

One  further  thought.  You  are  going 
to  have  two  more  shots  at  this  legisla- 
tion, final  passage  by  the  authorizing 
committee,  hopefully  next  week,  then 
once  the  conference  has  concluded  its 
actions,  we  will  have  to  come  back  to 
you  from  the  conference  committee 
with  the  legislation. 

We  have  had  hearings  like  have 
never  been  held  before  on  IMF.  We  do 
not  want  to  delay  it  any  longer.  I 
plead  with  those  on  the  minority  side 
to  understand  that  we  have  worked 
very  closely  with  the  administration 
on  this,  and  you  should  be  supporting 
the  administration. 

To  those  on  the  majority  side,  as 
chairman  of  an  authorizing  commit- 
tee, I  do  not  like  to  ask  that  the  proce- 
dures be  rolled  over,  but  in  this  in- 
stance, at  least  we  are  90  percent  com- 
plete with  the  authorizing  legislation. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  has  expired. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  want  to  say 
this:  Contrary  to  what  happened  to 
the  authorizing  committee  on  the 
housing  legislation,  which  incidently 
passed  this  House,  in  this  instance  we 
are  asking  for  cooperation  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  in  ac- 
cepting this  particular  amendment  so 
we  can  conclude  the  authorizing  next 
week  and  go  forward. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  just  briefly? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

The  gentleman's  understanding  is 
that  none  of  this  money  can  be  spent 
until  your  authorization  bill  is  passed. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  That  is  correct. 
That  is  why  I  say  you  have  two  more 
shots  at  it,  final  passage  here  and  the 
return  of  the  conference  report. 


Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  first  of  all 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island.  He  has  had  a  very,  very  diffi- 
cult task  with  this  particular  bill  and 
he  has  handled  it  well.  He  has  steered 
it  through  here. 

As  the  gentleman  said,  some  of  the 
major  issues  were  passed  here  today 
on  rollcall  votes.  The  gentleman  from 
Maryland  keeps  on  saying,  "Yes,  but 
there  may  be  other  amendments."  If 
other  amendments  come  along,  they 
will  govern  if  they  become  law.  This 
will  not  be  an  infringement  on  any 
then  that  become  law. 

Second,  let  me  say  this:  This  bill  was 
acted  upon  in  the  House  on  May  25. 
We  came  out  of  the  conference,  I 
think  it  was,  July  20.  We  have  been 
waiting  here,  the  chairman  and  I  have 
been  waiting  every  day  to  have  the 
IMF  bill  passed.  It  is  not  our  fault.  We 
have  been  very  patient.  We  have  been 
very,  very  deliberative  on  this  issue 
here.  We  have  never  wanted  to  in- 
fringe upon  your  committee.  Now  we 
have  total  agreement  between  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing and  Currency,  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  Republican  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  and  some 
outsiders  are  coming  in  here  and 
saying  that  we  should  not  do  this. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  If  I  may  reclaim 
my  time  for  half  a  second— I  want  to 
vote.  too.  I  wanted  to  vote  on  IMF's 
final  passage  last  week.  We  did  not  get 
around  to  it. 

I  want  to  thank  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  as  well 
as  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  and  the  subcommittee 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  on 
that  subcommittee  for  their  patience. 
Yes,  indeed.  You  waited  around.  You 
held  it  off.  We  have  for  the  most  part 
completed  the  legislation,  and  for  that 
we  are  grateful. 
Now  I  say.  let  us  go  forward. 
Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Neal). 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  make  one 
other  point,  if  I  may.  That  is  that  be- 
cause we  brought  up  the  authorizing 
legislation  today,  the  eyes  of  the  world 
are  upon  us. 

It  was  not  our  choice  that  this 
amendment  be  in  disagreement.  It 
would  have  been  better,  possibly,  if  we 
had  not  had  to  vote  on  this,  but  I 
would  just  like  to  say  now  that  a  vote 
is  required:  that  is  very  important  in 
this  context  of  the  IMF  and  for  our 
own  future  in  the  world  economy  to 
follow  the  advice  of  this  motion  and 
approve  funding  for  this  bill. 
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Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  one  question? 
Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  for  one  question. 
Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  were 
told   this   morning    in   discussing    the 
IMF  bill  that  the  compromise  that  the 
chairman  of  our  committee  worked  so 
hard  on  and  so  well  on  lowered  the 
amount  of  the  authorization  from  $8.4 
billion  to  I  think  $5.8  billion,  taking 
the  GAB  $2.6  billion  out  of  the  bill; 
but  yet  this  appropriation  has  $8.4  bil- 
lion in  it. 
Mr.  NEAL.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  While  the  bill  we 
amended  this  morning  now  only  has 
$5.8  billion.  Not  only  do  we  have  ap- 
propriations before  authorizations,  we 
have  numbers  that  do  not  even  match. 
Mr.  NEAL.  Let  me  respond  to  the 
gentleman. 
Mr.  ROEMER.  Please. 
Mr.  NEAL.  The  authorizing  legisla- 
tion prevails.  This  motion  says  that 
these  funds  are  available  for  obliga- 
tion only  upon  enactment  of  authoriz- 
ing legislation.  The  authorizing  legis- 
lation lays  down  very  clearly  the  con- 
ditions under  which  this  money  can  be 
used,  so  the  gentleman  can  rest  as- 
sured that  the  authorizing  legislation 
controls. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Long). 

Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, let  me  point  out.  to  pass  this 
motion  at  this  time  would  make  a 
mockery  not  only  of  the  authorization 
process,  but  of  the  appropriation  proc- 
ess. 

We  have  had  no  authorization.  We 
have  had  no  hearings.  We  are  asked  to 
add  an  appropriation  17  times  the  size 
of  the  existing  foreign  operations 
chapter  of  the  supplemental.  $8V2  bil- 
lion to  be  added  to  the  half  a  billion 
already  in  this  chapter.  I  think  if  we 
do  this,  we  will  go  down  as  one  of  the 
most  irresponsible  bodies  this  world 
has  ever  seen. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana (Mr.  Burton). 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  think  it  is  inappropriate  to  pass 
an  appropriation  bill  before  you  pass 
the  authorization  bill,  because  some  of 
us  might  change  our  minds  when  we 
hear  the  rest  of  the  amendments. 

You  know,  I  have  heard  that  the 
major  amendments  to  the  authoriza- 
tion bill  have  been  decided. 

Well,  some  of  us  think  our  amend- 
ments are  major.  The  gentleman  from 
Indiana  (Mr.  Jacobs)  has  an  amend- 
ment that  I  think  is  very  important  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

His  amendment  points  out  that  20 
percent  of  the  employees  of  the  IMF 
are  making  more  than  $100,000  a  year, 
and  with  fringe  benefits  some  of  them 
are    making   about    $154,000    a    year. 
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They  are  getting  5-percent  mortgage 
loans  for  homes  in  Washington,  D.C.— 
5  percent.  Can  you  believe  that,  when 
other  Americans  must  pay  12  percent. 
13  percent,  14  percent,  and  more. 

Mr.  Jacobs'  amendment  affects  that 
problem.  I  submit  that  amendment 
might  change  some  people's  minds 
toward  the  IMF. 

I  have  an  amendment  which  would 
help  American  businessmen.  Right 
now.  Communist  and  Third  World 
countries  are  getting  loans  at  interest 
rates  6  percent.  7  percent,  and  8  per- 
cent below  what  small  businessmen  in 
this  country  can  get.  Why  should 
Communist  and  Third  World  countries 
get  that  kind  of  break  when  American 
businessmen  cannot.  I  think  we  ought 
to  address  those  amendments  before 
we  go  to  an  appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  speaker.  I  have  re- 
quests for  other  speakers,  but  I  think 
the  time  has  come  for  a  vote  right 
here,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  the  previous  question  is 
ordered  on  the  preferential  motion. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  preferential  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts (Mr.  CoNTE). 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  165.  nays 
213,  not  voting  55,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  294] 
YEAS- 165 


IMI 


Ackerman 
Alexander 
Andrews  i  NC  i 
Andrews  (TX> 
Anthony 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Blaggi 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Bntt 

Burton  <CAi 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Cheney- 
Clarke 
Clinger 
Coelho 


Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

Derrick 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dwyer 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CAi 

Erlenborn 

Evans  (lAi 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Fish 

Foglietta 

Ford  (TNI 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Frenzel 

Oaydos 

Gejdenson 

Cekas 

Gibbons 

Oilman 


Glickman 

Goodling 

Gore 

Green 

Guarini 

Hamilton 

Hawkins 

Hillis 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Jones  I  NC) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kostmayer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Leiand 

Levine 

Livingston 

Long  ( LA  I 

Lowery  (CAi 

Lundine 


Markey 

Martin  (NC) 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

McCandless 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Michel 

Mineta 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Moody 

Morrison  (WA) 

Murtha 

Neal 

OBrien 

Oakar 

Ottinger 

Oxley 

Panel  ta 

Patterson 

Pease 


Akaka 

Albosta 

Anderson 

Applegate 

Archer 

Bates 

Bennett 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boner 

Borski 

Bcsco 

Breaux 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CAi 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Clay 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Collins 

Corcoran 

Coiirter 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crockett 

D' Amours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeWine 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Evans iILi 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Flippo 

Florlo 

Ford  (MI) 

Prank 

Gingrich 

Gonzalez 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 


Pepper 

Porter 

Price 

Prilchard 

Pursell 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Regula 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

Sisisky 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

NAYS-213 

Gunderson 

Hall  (INI 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  iID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harrison 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hopkins 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Jacot»i 

Jones  (OK) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Ka.stenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kolter 

Lantos 

Lehman  (FL) 

Levin 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL I 

Lipinski 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long  (MDi 

Lowry  (WAi 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ILi 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CAi 

Miller  (OH) 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  iCT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Natcher 

Nielsen 


Spratt 

St  Germain 

Stangeland 

Stratlon 

Studds 

Tauke 

Thomas  (CA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Udall 

Vento 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Whitehurst 

Williams  (MT) 

Wilson 

Wirth 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wort  lev 

Wylie 

Yates 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Paul 

Penny 

Perkins 

Petri 

Rahall 

Ray 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roth 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Russo 

Savage 

Sensenbrenner 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shusler 

Siljander 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FLI 

Smith  (lAi 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauzin 

Thomas  (GA) 

Traxler 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Weaver 


Weber 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whiltaker 


Whillen  Wyden 

Williams  (OH)  Yatron 

Winn  Young  (AK) 

Wise  Young  (FL) 
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Addabbo 

Annunzio 

Aspin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Boehlert 

Br.vant 

Carr 

Chappie 

Cooper 

Crane.  Philip 

Dannemeyer 

Dellums 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Erdreich 

Foley 

Franklin 

Frost 


Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gephardt 

Gregg 

Harkin 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Heftel 

Holt 

Horton 

Huckaby 

Hutto 

Jenkins 

Jones  (TN) 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Leath 

Lent 

Lott 
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MacKay 

Madigan 

McDade 

Mica 

Myers 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nowak 

Pickle 

Quillen 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Shumway 

Simon 

Taylor 

Wright 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Addabbo  for,  with  Mr.  Nichols 
against. 

Mr.  Cooper  for.  with  Mr.  Erdreich  against. 

Mr.  Hatcher  for,  with  Mr.  Dorgan  against. 

Mr.  MacKay  for,  with  Mr.  Annunzio 
against. 

Mr.  Frost  for.  with  Mr.  Fuqua  against. 

Mr.  Boehlert  for.  with  Mr.  Lott  against. 

Mr.  Horton  for.  with  Mr.  Taylor  against. 

Mr.  McDade  for,  with  Mr.  Dannemeyer 
against. 

Mr.  Garcia  for.  with  Mr.  Franklin  against. 

Mr.  STOKES  changed  his  vote  from 
•yea  "  to  "nay." 

Messrs.  FORSYTHE,  JONES  of 
North  Carolina,  McHUGH,  GLICK- 
MAN. GUARINI,  and  YATES  changed 
their  votes  from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  preferential  motion  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  66  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  66:  Page  22.  lines 
22  and  23.  strike  out  for  payment  to  the 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency. 
$4,500,000'  and  insert  $22,186,000,  of 
which  $4,500,000  is  available  only  for  pay- 
ment to  the  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency.  $16,000,000  is  available  only  for 
payment  to  the  International  Fund  for  Ag- 
ricultural Development,  and  $1,686,000  is 
available  only  for  payment  to  the  Expanded 
Program  on  Immunization  Revolving  Fund 
of  the  Pan  American  Health  Organization .". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  66  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 


tlir  matter  stricken  and  inserted  by  said 
amendment.  insert  the  following: 
$20,500,000.  of  which  $4,500,000  is  available 
only  for  payment  to  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency  and  $16,000,000  is 
available  only  for  payment  to  the  Interna- 
tional Fund  for  Agricultural  Development.  ". 
The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WHITTEN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  69  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  69:  Page  23,  after 
line  15.  insert: 
Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation 

The  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpo- 
ration is  authorized  to  make  such  expendi- 
tures within  the  limits  of  funds  available  to 
it  and  in  accordance  with  law  (including  not 
to  exceed  $30,000  for  official  reception  and 
representation  expenses),  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitation,  as  provided  by  sec- 
tion 104  of  the  Government  Corporation 
Control  Act  < 31  U.S.C.  9104).  as  may  be  nec- 
essary in  carrying  out  the  program  set  forth 
in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1983. 

During  fiscal  year  1983  and  within  the  re- 
sources and  authority  available,  gross  obli- 
gations for  the  amount  of  direct  loans  for 
the  Direct  Investment  Fund  shall  not 
exceed  $15,000,000. 

During  the  fiscal  year  1983.  total  commit- 
ments to  guarantee  loans  shall  not  exceed 
$120,000,000  of  contingent  liability  for  loan 
principal. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  69  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 
Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation 

The  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpo- 
ration is  authorized  to  make  such  expendi- 
ture within  the  limits  of  funds  available  to 
it  and  in  accordance  with  law  (including  not 
to  exceed  $30,000  for  official  reception  and 
representation  expenses),  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations,  as  provided  by  sec- 
tion 104  of  the  Government  Corporation 
Control  Act  (31  U.S.C.  9104),  as  may  be  nec- 
essary in  carrying  out  the  program  set  forth 
in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1983. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  recede  and  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate. 


Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  70  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  70:  Page  23.  strike 
out  lines  16  to  24.  inclusive. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  70  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 
Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance 
For  an  additional  amount  for  'Interna- 
tional disaster  assistance ",  $15,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  September  30.  1984, 
which  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
•Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance":  Pro- 
vided. That  this  sum  shall  be  available  only 
for  resettlement  services  and  facilities  for 
refugees  and  displaced  persons  in  Africa. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  ■Eco- 
nomic Support  Fund '.  $5,000,000.  to  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1984.  which 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  'Migra- 
tion and  Refugee  Assistance":  Provided. 
That  this  sum  shall  be  available  only  for  as- 
sistance to  combat  piracy  in  the  Gulf  of 
Thailand. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the  amend- 
ment of  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER     pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  74  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  74:  Page  24.  after 
line  22.  insert: 

Funds  in  this  chapter  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  obligation  only  upon  enactment  of 
authorizing  legislation.  Funds  in  this  chap- 
ter shall  remain  available  until  expended. 


motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  74  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

Notwithstanding  section  10  of  Public  Law 
91-672  funds  in  this  chapter  may  not  be  ob- 
ligated until  the  enactment  of  authorizing 
legislation  or  until  September  30.  1983. 
whichever  comes  first. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the  amend- 
ment of  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    For 
what    purpose    does    the    gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Zablocki)  rise? 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  this 
74,  the  amendment  before  the  House, 
amendment  74? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  That 
amendment  has  just  been  agreed  to.  Is 
the  gentleman  seeking  recognition  on 
that? 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  am  seeking  recog- 
nition. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection  the  proceedings  will  be 
vacated. 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  is  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  motion.  I 
had  intended  to  offer  a  preferential 
motion  at  this  point  in  order  to  re- 
quire that  the  supplemental  funds  for 
foreign  assistance  in  this  bill  could  not 
be  obligated  until  an  authorization  is 
enacted. 

However,  in  order  to  expedite  pas- 
sage of  this  important  appropriation 
bill,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
the  subcommittee  chairman.  Mr.  Long. 
and  Chairman  Whitten  have  agreed 
to  amend  the  motion  so  as  to  extend 
the  deadline  for  authorization  action 
from  September  15  to  September  30. 
1983. 

When  the  conferees  agreed  to  the 
September  15  deadline  on  the  authori- 
zation, it  appeared  that  the  authoriza- 
tion bill  was  not  moving  expeditiously 
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in  the  House  because  of  the  legislative 
veto  provisions  which  were  included  in 
the  bill  prior  to  the  recent  Supreme 
Court  decision.  Since  the  conferees 
met.  however,  the  situation  has 
changed.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Commit- 
tee has  resolved  the  legislative  veto 
problem  in  the  bill  and  the  Rules 
Committee  will  meet  to  grant  a  rule  on 
the  authorization  next  Tuesday. 
August  2.  so  that  it  can  be  moved  ex- 
peditiously. The  Senate  has  also 
placed  its  version  on  the  authorization 
on  its  floor  schedule. 

It  is  my  understanding  that,  in  the 
event  that  the  authorization  bill  is  not 
enacted  by  September  30.  1983.  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  would  con- 
sider extending  the  September  30 
deadline  in  the  continuing  resolution 
if  the  authorization  is  making  progress 
toward  enactment.  Is  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland? 
Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, if  the  gentleman  would  yield,  this 
amendment  provides  that  funds  in  the 
bill  shall  be  available  for  obligation 
only  upon  enactment  of  authorization 
or  September  30.  1983.  whichever 
comes  first. 

This  is  a  change  in  the  original 
amendment  from  September  15  to 
September  30.  The  change  has  been 
made  in  order  to  accommodate  a  re- 
quest from  the  authorizing  committee 
headed  by  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  Zablockd.  It  has  been 
cleared  with  the  minority  and  the 
Senate. 

The  effect  of  this  change  will  be  to 
allow  the  authorizing  committee  2  ad- 
ditional weeks  to  pass  its  authoriza- 
tion. 

I  appreciate  Chairman  Whittens  as- 
sistance in  this  matter. 

Mr.  WRITTEN,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  motion  be 
amended  as  suggested  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Zablocki). 

The    SPEAKER     pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore.    The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman   from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The  SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  75  reads  as 
follows; 

Senate  amendment  No.  75:  Page  25.  line 
18.  after  17 )"  insert  :  Provided,  That  not 
withstanding  the  above  the  Department 
shall  carry  out  the  budget  program  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  following  under  this 
heading:  (A)  the  budget  program  set  forth 
in  the  first  proviso  under  the  heading 
Annual  Contributions  for  Assisted  Housing 
(Disapproval  of  Deferral)  in  Public  Law  98-8 
(97  Stat.  13.  16.  17)  is  hereby  amended  to 
provide  for  assistance  under  section  5  of  the 
United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937.  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1437c).  for  additional 
section  8   housing  of   up   to  six   thou.sand 


units  under  loan  management,  up  to  seven 
thousand  units  under  properly  disposition, 
and  up  to  nine  hundred  new  or  substantial 
rehabilitation  units  to  t>e  made  available  to 
satisfy  an  existing  consent  decree,  settle- 
ment agreement,  and  set-aside  pursuant  to 
court  order,  respectively,  in  litigation  in 
which  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  is  a  party;  for  up  to  one 
hundred  additional  public  housing  units  for 
conversions  from  assistance  under  section  23 
of  such  Act  as  it  existed  immediately  before 
enactment  of  Public  Law  93  383  (88  Stat. 
633 1;  and  for  amendments.  $24,500,000  of 
contract  authority  and  $245,000,000  of 
budget  authority  for  existing  units:  (B)  that 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment is  authorized  to  deviate  from  the 
values  set  forth  in  such  budget  program  and 
to  adjust  such  values,  other  than  the  totals 
of  contract  authority  and  budget  authority 
set  forth  in  Public  Law  98  8  (97  Stat.  13.  17). 
as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect  the  foregoing 
amendment;  and  (O  that  notwithstanding 
the  limitation  on  the  use  of  recaptured 
budget  authority  in  the  third  proviso  under 
this  heading  in  Public  Law  97-377  (96  Stat. 
1830.  1907).  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  shall  have  the  author- 
ity to  use  such  recaptured  budget  authority 
to  the  extent  ntK^essary  to  provide  the  addi- 
tional section  8  units  under  loan  manage- 
ment and  the  additional  public  housing 
units  reflected  by  the  foregoing  amend 
ment". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  75  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  ':  Provided.  That  in  ad- 
dition to  the  al>ove.  the  budget  program  set 
forth  in  the  first  proviso  under  the  heading 
Annual  Contributions  for  A.ssisted  Housing 
(Disapproval  of  Deferral)  in  Public  Law  98-8 
(97  Stat.  13.  16.  17)  is  hereby  amended  to 
provide  for  a.ssistance  under  section  5  of  the 
United  Slates  Housing  Act  of  1937.  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1437c).  for  additional 
section  8  housing  of  up  to  six  thousand 
units  under  loan  management,  up  to  seven 
thousand  units  under  prop>erly  disposition, 
and  up  to  nine  hundred  new  or  .substantial 
rehabilitation  units  to  be  made  available  to 
satisfy  an  existing  consent  decree,  settle- 
ment agreement,  and  set-aside  pursuant  to 
court  order,  respectively,  in  litigation  in 
which  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  is  a  party;  for  up  to  one 
hundred  additional  public  housing  units  for 
conversions  from  assistance  under  section  23 
of  such  Act  as  it  existed  immediately  before 
enactment  of  Public  Law  93  383  (88  Stat. 
633);  and  for  amendments.  $24,500,000  of 
contract  authority  and  $245,000,000  of 
budget  authority  for  existing  units:  Provid- 
ed further.  That  such  budget  program  is 
hereby  .amended  further  to  reduce  the 
budget  authority  to  be  made  available  for 
interest  rate  adjustments  by  $340,000,000. 
section  23  conversions  by  $63,450,000.  public 
housing  amendments  by  $62,000,000.  and 
amendments  for  section  8  new  construction/ 
substantial  rehabilitation  by  $198,000,000. 
and  the  budget  authority  made  available  by 
the  foregoing  reductions  shall  be  used  for 
the  purposes  and  up  to  the  amounts  set 
forth  in  the  immediately  preceding  proviso: 
Provided  further.  That  notwithstanding  the 


limitation  on  the  use  of  recaptured  budget 
authority  in  the  third  proviso  under  this 
heading  in  Public  Law  97-377  (96  Stat.  1830. 
1907).  any  budget  authority  authorized  by 
such  section  5  which  is  recaptured  in  fiscal 
year  1983  and  exceeds  $2,400,000,000  shall 
also,  with  the  amounts  of  budget  authority 
which  become  available  as  a  result  of  the  re- 
ductions set  forth  in  the  preceding  proviso, 
be  made  available  to  satisfy  the  budget  au- 
thority requirements  of  the  amendments  to 
such  budget  program  .set  forth  in  the  first 
proviso  hereof,  and  such  recaptured 
amounts  exceeding  the  amount  of  the 
budget  authority  necessary  to  satisfy  the  re- 
quirements of  such  first  proviso  shall  then 
be  used  in  accordance  with  the  third  proviso 
under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  97-377  (96 
Stat.  1830.  1907)'  . 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  83  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  83:  Page  29.  line 
16.     strike     out       $6,800,000'      and     insert 

$11,128,400-  . 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  83  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following:  $9,000,000.  of 
which  $2,000,000  shall  be  transferred  to 
"Reaserch  and  development"  to  remain 
available  until  September  30.  1984  and  shall 
only  be  used  for  establishing  a  center  for 
hazardous  waste  management". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten  1. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  84  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  84:  Page  29,  after 
line  22.  insert; 


Consumer  Information  Center 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of 
law.    there    is    hereby    established    in    the 
Treasury  of  the  United  Stales  a  Consumer 
Information  Center  Fund.  General  Services 
Administration,  for  the  purpose  of  dissemi- 
nating Federal  Government  consumer  infor- 
mation to  ihe  public  and  for  other  related 
purposes.  There  shall  be  deposited  into  the 
fund   for  fiscal   year   1983  and  subsequent 
fiscal  years;  (A)  Annual  appropriations  from 
the  general  funds  of  the  Treasury  for  Con- 
sumer   Information    Center    activities:    (B) 
User  fees  from  the  public;  (C)  Reimburse- 
ments from  other  Federal  agencies  for  costs 
of  distributing  their  publications;  and  (D) 
Any  other  income  incident  to  Consumer  In- 
formation Center  activities.  Moneys  deposit- 
ed into  the  fund  shall  be  available  for  ex- 
penditure for  Consumer  Information  Center 
activities  in  such  aggregate  amounts  as  are 
specified  in  annual  appropriations  Acts.  Any 
unobligated  balances  at  the  end  of  a  fiscal 
year  shall  remain  in  the  fund  and  shall  be 
available  for  authorization  in  appropriation 
Acts  for  subsequent  fiscal  years.  This  fund 
shall  assume  all  the  liabilities,  obligations, 
and  commitments  of  the  said  Salaries  and 
Expenses.  Consumer  Information  Center  ac- 
count. The  revenues  and  collections  deposit- 
ed into  the  fund  shall  be  available  for  neces- 
sary   expenses    of    Consumer    Information 
Center  activities  in  the  aggregate  amount  of 
$6,797,000  during  fiscal  year  1983;  Provided. 
That  revenues  and  collections  accruing  to 
this  fund  during  fiscal  year  1983  in  excess  of 
$6,797,000   shall    remain    in   the    fund   and 
shall    not    be    available    for    expenditure 
except  as  authorized  in  appropriation  Acts. 

MOTION  offered  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  84  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following: 

Consumer  Information  Center  Fund 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  there  is  hereby  established  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  a  Consumer 
Information  Center  Fund.  General  Services 
Administration,  for  the  purpose  of  dissemi- 
nating Federal  Government  consumer  infor- 
mation to  the  public  and  for  other  related 
purposes.  There  shall  be  deposited  into  the 
fund  for  fiscal  year  1983  and  subsequent 
fiscal  years:  (A)  Appropriations  from  the 
general  funds  of  the  Treasury  for  Consumer 
Information  Center  activities;  (B)  User  fees 
from  the  public;  (C)  Reimbursements  from 
other  Federal  agencies  for  costs  of  distribut- 
ing publications;  and  (D)  Any  other  income 
incident  to  Consumer  Information  Center 
activities.  Moneys  deposited  into  the  fund 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  Con- 
sumer Information  Center  activities  in  such 
amounts  as  are  specified  in  appropriation 
Acts.  Any  unobligated  balances  at  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  shall  be  available  for  authorization  in 
appropriation  Acts  for  subsequent  fiscal 
years.  This  fund  shall  assume  all  the  liabil- 
ities, obligations,  and  commitments  of  the 
said  Consumer  Information  Center  account. 
The  revenues  and  collections  deposited  into 
the  fund  shall  be  available  for  neces.sary  ex- 
penses of  Consumer  Information  Center  ac- 
tivities in  the  amount  of  $5,415,000  during 
fiscal  year  1983.  Administrative  expenses  of 
the  Consumer  Information  Center  in  fiscal 


year  1983  shall  not  exceed  $1,382,000.  For 
the  purposes  of  the  fund,  administrative  ex- 
penses shall  be  defined  as  those  expenses 
previously  paid  from  appropriations  to  the 
Consumer  Information  Center.  Revenues 
and  collections  accruing  to  this  fund  during 
fiscal  year  1983  in  excess  of  $6,797,000  shall 
remain  in  the  fund  and  shall  not  be  avail- 
able for  expenditure  except  as  authorized  in 
appropriation  Acts.  The  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development-Independ- 
ent Agencies  Appropriation  Act.  1984 
(Public  Law  98-45).  is  hereby  amended  by 
deleting  "other  than  administrative  ex- 
penses' from  the  first  proviso  under  the 
heading  "General  Services  Administration. 
Consumer  Information  Center". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi   (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  85  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  85:  Page  30.  after 
line  7.  insert; 

general  provisions 
Section  1.  (a)  Subject  to  valid  existing 
rights,  administration  of  the  following  de- 
scribed lands  is  hereby  transferred  to  the 
Veterans  Administration  for  use  as  an  addi- 
tion to  the  Sitka  National  Cemetery:  That 
tract  of  unimproved  land  lying  easterly  of 
existing  structures  which  is  a  portion  of  the 
lands  described  in  Public  Land  Order  num- 
bered 1707  of  August  6.  1958.  provided  that 
the  actual  description  of  the  lands  to  be  ad- 
ministered by  the  Veterans  Administration 
shall  be  determined  by  a  survey  made  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
after  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture. The  actual  description  shall  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  a  Public  Land 
Order. 

(b)  The  lands  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  are  a  portion  of  the  lands  re- 
served by  Executive  Order  numbered  8854 
of  August  16.  1941.  for  use  of  the  United 
States  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  as  a  mag- 
netic and  seismological  observatory  site. 
Subsequently,  a  portion  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  Executive  Order  numbered  8854 
was  transferred  by  Public  Land  Order  num- 
bered 1707  of  August  6.  1958.  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Forest  Service.  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  use  as  an  administrative  site 
in  connection  with  the  administration  of 
the  Tongass  National  Forest.  Lands  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  are 
hereby  deleted  from  Executive  Order  num- 
bered 8854  and  Public  Land  numbered  1707. 
Sec.  2.  (a)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
and  the  provisions  of  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
of  this  section,  administration  of  the  follow- 
ing described  public  lands  is  hereby  trans- 
ferred to  the  Veterans  Administration  for 
use  as  an  addition  to  the  Sitka  National 
Cemetery:  That  tract  of  land  lying  souther- 
ly of  existing  structures  which  is  a  portion 


of  the  lands  described  as  tract  numbered  2 
of  Presidential  Proclamation  2965  of  Febru- 
ary 25.  1952.  provided  that  the  actual  de- 
scription of  the  lands  to  be  administered  by 
the  Veterans  Administration  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  a  survey  made  and  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  actual  de- 
scription shall  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  as  a  Public  Land  Order. 

(b)  The  lands  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  are  a  portion  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed as  tract  numbered  2  which  was  re- 
served by  Presidential  Proclamation  2965  on 
February  25.  1952.  as  an  administrative  site 
for  the  Sitka  National  Monument.  Lands  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  are 
hereby  deleted  from  Presidential  Proclama- 
tion 2965. 

(c)  A  right-of-way  for  a  road  across  the 
lands  described  In  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion to  the  residence  located  on  the  lands 
described  in  section  3  of  this  Act  shall  be 
provided  and  maintained  by  the  Veterans 
Administration. 

(d)  In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  of 
the  Veterans  Administration  determines 
that  all  or  any  part  of  the  lands  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  are  no  longer 
needed  for  National  Cemetery  purposes, 
those  lands  no  longer  needed  shall  be  re- 
turned to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior. 

Sec.  3,  Tract  numbered  2  of  Presidential 
Proclamation  2965  is  hereby  modified  to  in- 
clude the  following  described  lands:  That 
tract  of  land  containing  the  existing  struc- 
tures which  is  all  the  remaining  portion  of 
the  lands  described  as  tract  numbered  2  of 
Presidential  Proclamation  2965  of  February 
25.  1952.  not  transferred  by  subsection  2(a) 
of  this  Act.  and  lands  lying  northerly  of  the 
existing  structures  to  the  southerly  bounda- 
ry line  of  Public  Land  Order  numbered 
1707.  provided  that  the  actual  description  of 
these  lands  shall  be  determined  by  a  survey 
made  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.  The  actual  description  shall  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  as  a 
Public  Land  Order. 

MOTION  offered  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  85  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following; 

general  provision 

Sec  1.  (a)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
administration  of  the  following  described 
lands  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Veterans 
Administration  for  use  as  an  addition  to  the 
Sitka  National  Cemetery;  That  tract  of  un- 
improved land  lying  easterly  of  existing 
structures  which  is  a  portion  of  the  lands 
described  in  Public  Land  Order  numbered 
1707  of  August  6.  1958.  provided  that  the 
actual  description  of  the  lands  to  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Veterans  Administration 
shall  be  determined  by  a  survey  made  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
after  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture. The  actual  description  shall  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  a  Public  Land 
Order. 

(b)  The  lands  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  are  a  portion  of  the  lands  by 
Executive  Order  numbered  8854  of  August 
16.  1941.  for  use  of  the  United  States  Coast 
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and  Geodetic  Survey  as  a  magnetic  and  seis- 
mological  observatory  site.  Suljsequently.  a 
portion  of  the  lands  described  in  Executive 
Order  numbered  8854  was  transferred  by 
Public  Land  Order  numbered  1707  of 
August  6.  1958.  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Forest  Service.  Department  of  Agriculture 
(or  use  as  an  administrative  site  in  connec- 
tion with  the  administration  of  the  Tongass 
National  Forest.  Lands  described  in  subsec- 
tion (al  of  this  section  are  hereby  deleted 
from  Executive  Order  numbered  8854  and 
Public  Land  Order  numbered  1707. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  and  pro- 
vided that  the  National  Park  Service  shall 
be  permitted  to  continue  to  use  the  resi- 
dence and  other  improvements  on  the  lands 
described  in  this  section  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  three  years  from  the  dale  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act  m  accordance  with 
terms  mutually  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Administrator  of  the 
Veterans  Administration,  and  provided  fur- 
ther that  the  National  Park  Service  shall 
pay  no  more  for  the  use  of  the  residence 
and  other  improvements  than  the  money 
actually  expended  to  maintain  the  same  by 
the  Veterans  Administration,  administra- 
tion of  the  following  descritied  public  lands 
is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Veterans  Ad- 
ministration for  use  as  an  addition  to  the 
Sitka  National  Cemetery:  The  lands  de- 
scribed as  tract  numbered  2  of  Presidential 
Proclamation  2965  of  February  25.  1952. 
provided  that  the  actual  description  of  the 
lands  to  be  administered  by  the  Veterans 
Administration  shall  be  determined  by  a 
survey  made  and  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  The  actual  description  shall 
be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  as  a 
Public  Land  Order. 

(b)  The  lands  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  were  reserved  by  Presidential 
Proclamation  2965  on  February  25.  1952.  as 
an  administrative  site  for  the  Sitka  National 
Monument.  Lands  described  in  sub.section 
(a)  of  this  section  are  hereby  deleted  from 
Presidential  Proclamation  2965. 

(c)  In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  of 
the  Veterans  Administration  determines 
that  all  or  any  part  of  the  lands  described  In 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  are  no  longer 
needed  for  National  Cemetery  purposes, 
those  lands  no  longer  needed  shall  be  re- 
turned to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior. 

Sbc.  3.  These  provisions  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Sitka  National  Cemetery  Transfer  Act 
of  1983  . 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachu.setts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  89  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  89:  Page  30,  after 
line  13.  insert: 

( 4 )  A  new  section  6907  is  added  as  follows: 


■■(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  chapter,  a  State  may  enact  legisla- 
tion which  requires  that  any  payments 
which  would  be  made  to  units  of  general 
local  government  pursuant  to  this  chapter 
be  reallocated  and  redistributed  in  whole  or 
part  to  other  smaller  units  of  general  pur- 
pose government  that  provide  general  gov- 
ernmental services  and  contain  the  entitle- 
ment lands  within  their  boundaries. 

■■(b)  Upon  enactment  of  legislation  by  a 
State,  described  in  subsection  (a),  the  Secre- 
tary shall  make  one  payment  to  such  State 
equalling  the  aggregate  amount  of  pay- 
ments which  he  otherwise  would  have  made 
to  units  of  general  local  government  within 
such  State  pursuant  to  this  chapter.  It  shall 
be  the  responsibility  of  such  State  to  make 
any  further  distribution  of  the  payment 
pursuant  to  sub.section  (a).". 

MOTION  orrERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion.  The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  Hou.se  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  89  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

(4)  a  new  section  6907  is  added  as  follows: 

(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  chapter,  a  State  may  enact  legisla- 
tion which  requires  that  any  payments 
which  would  be  made  to  units  of  general 
local  government  pursuant  to  this  chapter 
be  reallocated  and  redistributed  in  whole  or 
part  to  other  smaller  units  of  general  pur- 
pose government  which  ( 1 )  are  located 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  larger  unit  of 
general  local  government.  (2)  provide  gener- 
al governmental  services  and  (3)  contain  en- 
titlement lands  within  their  boundaries. 

Such  reallocation  or  redistribution  shall 
generally  reflect  the  level  of  services  provid- 
ed by.  and  the  number  of  entitlement  acres 
within,  the  smaller  unit  of  general  local  gov- 
ernment. 

(b)  Upon  enactment  of  legislation  by  a 
State,  described  in  subsection  (a),  the  Secre- 
tary shall  make  one  payment  to  such  State 
equaling  the  aggregate  amount  of  payments 
which  he  otherwise  would  have  made  to 
units  of  general  local  government  within 
such  State  pursuant  to  this  chapter.  It  shall 
be  the  responsibility  of  such  State  to  make 
any  further  distribution  of  the  payment 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 

Such  redistribution  shall  be  made  within 
30  days  after  receipt  of  such  payment.  No 
payment,  or  portion  thereof,  made  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  used  by  any  Slate  for  the 
administration  of  this  subsection  or  subsec- 
tion (a). 

(c)  Appropriations  made  for  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes  for  a  fiscal  year  may  be  used  to 
correct  underpayments  in  the  previous 
fiscal  year  to  achieve  equity  among  all 
qualified  recipients. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Rogers). 


Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wonder  if  I  might  enter  a  colloquy 
with  the  chairman  in  relation  to  that 
amendment  proposed  in  order  to  clari- 
fy the  intent  of  the  amendment. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  might 
help  me  understand  it.  This  is  the 
■payment  in  lieu  of  taxes"  feature  of 
the  law  presently,  whereby  the  U.S. 
Government  pays  to  local  government 
moneys  in  lieu  of  taxes  for  federally 
owned  lands  in  that  territory,  or  that 
region,  generally  to  counties  or  cities. 
This  amendment,  if  I  understand  it 
correctly,  would  change  that  so  that 
the  moneys  would  instead  be  paid  to 
the  State  government  which  in  turn 
then  if  it  so  chose  by  legislation  would 
then  pay  that  money,  itself,  to  those 
local  communities  below  the  county 
level,  even,  townships,  municipalities, 
school  districts,  and  the  like. 

Is  that  a  correct  understanding  of  it? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
direct  that  question  to  my  colleague 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Yates)  to  answer 
this  question? 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  YATES.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Let  me  ask  this:  Sup- 
pose a  Stale  legislature  or  State  gov- 
ernment does  not  so  act.  what  happens 
then  with  the  moneys  that  are  now 
paid  directly  to  the  local  units  of  gov- 
ernment? 
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Mr.  YATES.  The  present  regulation 
would  prevail  and  the  money  would  be 
paid  to  the  county.  The  present  regu- 
lation provides  for  payment  of  the 
money  to  counties  as  the  lowest  gov- 
ernmental unit.  And  that  would  con- 
tinue. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  And  if  a  State  so 
chooses  to  enact  legislation  to  change 
the  procedure,  the  amendment  says 
that  the  State  shall  receive  no  moneys 
for  administation  costs;  is  that  the  un- 
derstanding correctly  of  this  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  YATES.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  The  amendment  pro- 
vides that  appropriations  made  for 
payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  may  be  "used 
to  correct  underpayments  in  the  previ- 
ous fiscal  year  to  achieve  equity," 
among  all  qualified  recipients. 

Could  the  gentleman  enlighten  me 
about  what  is  intended  by  that  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  YATES.  The  purpose  of  that 
amendment  is  to  make  correction  for 
any  errors  that  may  have  occurred  in 
previous  years.  And  there  are  errors 
that  have  occurred.  This  gives  the  leg- 
islative authority  to  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  make  appropri- 
ate corrections. 


Mr.  ROGERS.  Am  I  correct  in  un- 
derstanding the  intent  and  spirit  of 
this  amendment  would  not  permit 
either  the  Federal  or  State  govern- 
ment to  reallocate  or  redistribute 
moneys  that  are  presently  entitled  by 
a  county  or  a  city  to  another  county  or 
city?  Is  that  correct? 
Mr.  YATES.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  ROGERS.  So  that  if  a  unit  of 
local  government  is  not  receiving 
moneys  under  the  present  law,  under 
its  entitlement  based  on  acreage  of 
Federal  lands  within  that  county,  the 
county  in  total  would  not  receive  less 
than  it  presently  receives:  is  that  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  YATES.  That  is  correct.  The 
county  would  not  receive  less  and  if 
the  State  passed  a  law  that  provided 
for  payment  to  small  governmental 
units  than  counties  within  the  coun- 
ties the  amount  that  would  be  made 
available  to  all  units  within  the  coun- 
ties would  not  be  greater  or  less  than 
the  amount  that  would  have  been 
made  available  to  the  county. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  I  wonder  if  the  gen- 
tleman might  finally  give  us  the  bene- 
fit of  the  intent  of  this  amendment  in 
changing  the  present  law. 

Mr.  YATES.  The  purpose  of  the 
amendment  was  to  carry  out  the 
wishes  of  a  number  of  States  and  the 
governmental  units  within  those 
States  to  provide  the  opportunity  for 
funds  under  this  program  to  be  paid  to 
such  governmental  units  as  townships 
and  cities  and  other  governmental 
units  that  actually  provided  the  local 
services.  The  present  regulations  pro- 
vides for  payment  to  the  counties. 
This  change  would  provide  for  a  new 
system  of  payment. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  So  it  is  only  an  ad- 
ministrative change. 

Mr.  YATES.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  And  there  will  be  no 
change  in  the  allocation  of  funds  to  a 
local  area? 

Mr.  YATES.  That  is  correct,  unless 
the  State  by  legislation  provides  for  an 
appropriate  change. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Early). 

Mr.  EARLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
engage  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Transportation  Subcommittee  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  in  a 
brief  colloquy  on  funding  provided  in 
this  bill  for  section  152  of  the  Surface 
Transportation  Assistance  Act  of  1982. 

First.  I  would  like  to  commend  the 
conferees  for  the  manner  in  which 
they  represented  the  will  of  this 
House  in  the  conference.  As  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  may  know,  the  con- 
ferees added  $1.75  million  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  152  of  the 
Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act 
of  1982.  Is  my  understanding  correct 


that  this  appropriation  is  made  to  sup- 
plement available  funds  to  enable  the 
Department  of  Transportation  to  have 
the  required  section  152  study  per- 
formed by  a  contractor  team  experi- 
enced both  in  low  pressure,  single 
stream  methanol  production  from  nat- 
ural gas  and  in  waterborne  transporta- 
tion of  gas-derived  energy  products? 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EARLY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  is  correct. 
The  House  report  on  the  supplemen- 
tal appropriations  bill  contains  such 
guidance  to  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EARLY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

That  language  was  in  the  House 
report.  The  gentleman  is  correct. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  90  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  93:  Page  31.  after 
line  5.  insert: 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  under  this 
head  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act.  1983 
(Public  Law  97-394)  and  proposed  for  rescis- 
sion as  R83-16.  S63.600.000  is  hereby  de- 
ferred and  shall  not  become  available  for 
obligation  until  enactment  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriation  Act.  1984:  Provided.  That  for 
payment  of  obligations  incurred  for  engi- 
neering services,  roadway  and  bridge  access 
and  pilot  tunnel  bore  work  for  the  Cumber- 
land Gap  Tunnel,  as  authorized  by  section 
160  of  Public  Law  93-87,  $14,000,000  to  be 
derived  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  and 
to  remain  available  until  expended  to  liqui- 
date contract  authority  provided  under  sec- 
tion 104(a)(8)  of  Public  Law  95-599. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  insist 
on  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  93. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding.  I  rise  in  disagree- 
ment to  this  disagreement  because 
this  deals  with  a  tunnel  project  in  my 
district. 


I  realize  the  severe  financial  and 
fiscal  restraints  which  exist  now  in  the 
country.  I  regret  the  chairman  has  not 
seen  his  way  clear  to  support  this 
project. 

The  reason  the  project  is  needed  is 
to  permit  the  improvement  of  a  seri- 
ously hazardous  road.  Two  hundred 
accidents  and  19  fatalities  in  the  past 
decade  on  this  stretch  of  road  which  is 
over  twice  the  national  average.  It  is 
called  now  "Massacre  Mountain." 

It  has  great  economic  impact  in  that 
region,  in  a  very  depressed  area  of  the 
country,  which  has  20-percent  unem- 
ployment. 

It  has  great  tourism  potential,  if  it 
should  be  completed. 

For  the  record,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  funding  for  this  project  has 
been  mandated  by  the  Congress  as  one 
of  four  parkways  and  park  highways 
listed  as  priority  items  in  the  Surface 
Transportation  Act  passed  by  Con- 
gress last  year  and  the  money  will 
come  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 

I  hope  to  work  with  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  the  subcommittee 
over  the  coming  months  to  urge  him 
and  his  colleagues  to  support  the 
Senate  provision  in  the  fiscal  1984  bill. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  Amendment  No.  94  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  94;  Page  31  line 
12.  strike  our  $30,000,000"  and  insert 
■■$64.000,000". 

motion  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  94  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert 
••$68.200.000". 

Mr.  YATES  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  102  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  102:  Page  32,  line 
14.  strike  out  •$15.800.000 '  and  insert 
••$5I.350.000". 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  102  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert 
•$53,150,000 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  103  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  103:  Page  32.  line 
14.  after  $15,800,000'  insert:  Provided. 
That  $33,350,000  of  such  amount  shall  be 
available  until  expended  for  transfer  to  the 
State  of  Alaska  to  assist  in  the  basic  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  Bureau-owned 
schools  which  are  transferred  to  the  State. 
such  sum  to  l)e  in  addition  to  assistance  oth- 
erwise available  under  the  Act  of  April  16. 
1934  (48  Stat.  596).  as  amended  (25  U.S.C. 
452  et  seq.).  or  any  other  Act  to  such  schools 
on  the  same  basis  as  other  public  schools: 
Provided  further.  That  after  June  30.  1984. 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  shall  operate 
no  more  than  ten  day  schools  in  Alaska: 
Provided  further.  That  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  shall  not  operate  any  day  school  in 
Alaska  after  June  30.  1985.  Provided  further. 
That  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  97-394.  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs shall  operate  the  Mount  Edgecumbe 
boarding  school  in  Alaska  until  June  30. 
1983". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  103  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  ■:  Provided.  That 
$22,000,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  avail 
able  until  expended  for  transfer  to  the 
State  of  Alaska  on  the  condition  that  the 
State  use  the  funds  for  the  benefit  of 
Alaska  Native  .secondary  students  by  either 
renovating  the  former  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs Mount  Edgecumbe  Boarding  School  or 
conslucting  another  non-Federal  boarding 
school  facility  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs shall  not  expend  any  other  funds  for 
the  operation  of  any  secondary  education 
program  or  facility  in  the  State  after  June 
30.  1983:  Provided  further.  That  while  con- 
sultation concerning  day  school  transfers  to 
the  State  of  Alaska  will  continue  with  af- 
fected villages.  local  concurrence  is  not  re- 
quired in  this  continuing  effort  to  establish 
a  single  system  of  education  envisioned  by 
the  Slate's  constitution:  Provided  further. 
That  after  June  30.  1984.  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  shall  fund  no  more  than  ten 
day  sch(x>ls  in  Alaska:  Provided  further. 
That  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  shall  not 
fund  any  schools  in  Alaska  after  June  30. 
1985:  Provided  further.  That  $9,350,000  of 
such  amount  shall  be  available  until  ex- 
pended for  transfer  to  the  State  of  Alaska 
to  assist  in  the  rehabilitation  or  reconstruc- 
tion of  Bureau-owned  schools  which  are 
transferred  to  the  State:  Provided  further. 
That  the  $9,350,000  appropriated  in  Public 
Law  97-394  available  to  the  State  of  Alaska 
to  assist  in  the  rehabilitation  of  Bureau- 
owned  schools  which  are  transferred  to  the 
State  may  also  be  used  for  reconstruction: 
Provided  further.  That  when  any  Alaska  day 


schoo'  operated  by  contract  is  transferred, 
the  Stale  shall  assume  any  existing  contract 
pertaining  to  the  operation  or  maintenance 
of  such  school  for  a  minimum  of  two  years 
or  until  the  expiration  of  the  negotiated 
contract,  whichever  comes  first;  Provided 
further.  That  nothing  in  the  foregoing  shall 
preclude  assistance  otherwise  available 
under  the  Act  of  April  16,  1934  (48  Slat. 
596)  as  amended  (25  U.S.C.  452  et  seq).  or 
any  other  Act  to  such  .schools  on  the  same 
basis  as  other  public  schools:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  prepare  within  one  year  after  the  date 
of  this  Act.  an  official  survey  by  supplemen- 
tal plat  and  convey  to  the  State  of  Alaska 
all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States,  including  all  improvements  situated 
thereon,  in  the  following  described  lands: 

That  portion  of  Japonski  Island  (U.S. 
Survey  No.  1496.  within  protracted  sections 
34  and  35,  T.  55  S..  R.  63  E..  sections  2  and  3. 
T.  56  S..  R.  63  E..  Copper  River  Meridian. 
State  of  Alaska),  withdrawn  from  the  public 
domain  of  the  United  States  by  Public  Law 
79-478  and  Public  Law  83-568  for  use  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Indian 
Health  Service,  except  the  smallest  practi- 
cable tract,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Interior,  enclosing  land  actually  used  in 
connection  with  the  administration  of  the 
Indian  Health  Service'  hospital  on  the  date 
of  this  Act  (this  IHS-used  land  comprising 
no  more  than  15.25  acres,  excluding  roads). 
The  southwesterly  boundary  of  these  lands 
is  common  with  lands  withelrawn  for  use  of 
the  United  Slates  Coast  Guard  by  public 
land  order  and  with  lands  held  by  the  State 
of  Alaska.  Division  of  Aviation. 

Such  conveyance  is  conditioned  upon  the 
execution  by  the  State  of  Alaska  of  an 
agreement  to  l)egin  operating  a  Mt.  Edge- 
cumbe school  facility  no  later  than  Seplem- 
tier  1.  1984.  The  above-described  lands  re- 
served for  the  use  of  the  Indian  Health 
Service  shall  also  be  conveyed  to  the  State 
of  Alaska  if  at  any  time  the  Indian  Health 
Service  or  any  succe.ssor  organization  or 
agency  ceases  to  operate  a  health  care  facili- 
ty on  said  lands. 

Enactment  of  this  statute  has  the  full 
force  and  effect  of  an  interim  conveyance, 
as  defined  in  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act,  to  the  Stale  of 
Alaska,  subject  to  the  above  condition.  The 
force  and  effect  of  such  an  interim  convey- 
ance is  to  convey  to  and  vest  in  the  State  of 
Alaska  exactly  the  same  right,  title,  and  in- 
terest in  and  to  the  lands  as  the  State  would 
have  received  had  it  been  issued  a  patent  by 
the  United  Slates.  Upon  survey  of  lands  cov- 
ered by  the  interim  conveyance  a  patent 
thereto  shall  be  issued  to  the  State  of 
Alaska.  The  lands  conveyed  by  this  statute 
are  not  subject  to  acreage  adjustment  under 
section  6  of  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  lead 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 


Senate  amendment  No.  105  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  105:  Page  33, 
strike  out  lines  2  to  9.  inclusive,  and  insert: 

For  deposit  into  the  Papago  Trust  Fund 
established  pursuant  to  Public  Law  97-293 
(96  Stat.  1283),  $15,000,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  105  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  propo-sed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

For  payment  to  the  authorized  governing 
body  of  the  Papago  Tribe  of  Indians. 
$15,000,000  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, for  deposit  in  the  Papago  Trust 
Fund  established  by  .said  governing  body 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  97-293  (96  Stat. 
1283)  which  fund  shall  be  held  in  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  such  tribe  pursuant  to  section 
309  of  that  law. 
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Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
CoNTE)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  PRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
we  are  considering  the  conference 
report  for  H.R.  3069,  the  supplemental 
appropriation.  Although  I  know  sup- 
plementals  are  sometimes  necessary,  I 
dislike  them,  and  believe  that  most  of 
them  are  the  result  of  intentional  un- 
derfunding.  After  the  House  version 
passed  on  May  25,  I  was  hoping  the 
bill  would  somehow  magically  disap- 
pear, or  be  reduced  in  the  other  body, 
or  in  conference.  Unfortunately.  H.R. 
3069  has  returned. 

In  case  anyone  has  forgotten,  the 
supplemental  passed  the  House  with 
41  of  its  77  pages  covered  by  waivers.  I 
have  not  checked  the  Guiness  book, 
but  that  must  be  close  to  a  new  record 
for  the  Rules  Committee.  Its  two  page 
rule  granted  20  separate  waivers  of 
rules  for  legislating  on  appropriation 
bills.  It  called  for  five  separate  waivers 
against  clause  6  of  rule  XXI,  against 
reappropriations.  Basically,  it  waived 
the  entire  Budget  Act  for  the  whole 
bill. 

Section  311(a),  prohibiting  the  con- 
sideration of  any  bill,  resolution,  or 
amendment  providing  additional  new 
BA  in  excess  of  the  ceiling  set  in  the 
most  recently  adopted  concurrent  res- 
olution of  the  budget  was  waived.  Sec- 


tion 402(a)  prohibiting  the  consider- 
ation of  authorizing  legislation  if  that 
measure  is  not  reported  by  May  15  of 
the  calendar  year  preceding  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  it  is  to  be  effective  was 
also  waived. 

Budget  waivers,  especially  against 
sections  311(a)  and  402(a),  are  becom- 
ing more  and  more  commonplace.  We 
spend  the  first  half  of  the  year  on  the 
budget,  and  then  throw  it  out.  We  may 
as  well  forget  all  the  work  we  do  in 
this  House  on  budgets.  The  Budget 
Act  provides  a  framework  for  budget- 
ary discipline,  yet  we  waiver  that  disci- 
pline out  of  our  lines,  merely  because 
it  is  inconvenient. 

When  the  supplemental  first  passed 
the  House  it  contained  $4.8  billion  in 
new  budget  authority.  In  conference  it 
picked  up  another  $2.2  billion  for  a 
total  increase  of  46  percent.  We  sent 
excessive  spending  to  conference,  and 
we  got  even  more  spending  back.  I  do 
not  see  how  I  can  support  such  ex- 
cesses. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  programs 
such  as  food  stamps,  education  assist- 
ance for  the  handicapped,  military  as- 
sistance, and  payments  to  the  social 
security  trust  funds  need  to  be  provid- 
ed. But  the  practice  of  depending  on 
supplementals  to  provide  these  funds 
rather  than  including  all  the  neces- 
sary funding  in  the  initial  appropria- 
tion bills  is  irresponsible  and  mislead- 
ing to  the  public. 

Congress  needs  to  practice  and  im- 
prove its  budgetary  discipline.  We  do 
not  follow  our  own  rules  whenever 
they  get  in  our  way.  We  fail  over  and 
over  again  to  show  fiscal  restraint. 
There  is  a  lack  of  willingness  to  make 
the  difficult  but  essential  decisions 
needed  to  keep  control  of  the  Federal 
purse. 

This  conference  report  should  be  de- 
feated. It  was  too  fat  when  it  left  the 
House  the  first  time,  now  46  percent 
fatter,  it  should  be  voted  down. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  115  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  115:  Page  34.  after 
line  22.  insert: 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENERGY 

Notwithstanding  section  303(3)  of  Public 
Law  97-257.  funds  provided  for  Economic 
Regulatory  Administration  by  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used:  (1)  to  maintain  not 
less  than  three  hundred  and  eighty  full- 
lime  permanent  Federal  employees,  of 
which  not  less  than  forty  employees  shall 
be  assigned  to  the  Office  of  Fuels  Conver- 
sion, for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1983;  and  (2)  to  maintain  not  less  than 
three  hundred  and  five  full-time  equivalent 
Federal  employees,  of  which  not  less  than 


twenty-seven  employees  shall  be  assigned  to 
the  Office  of  Fuels  Conversion,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1984. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  115  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

Administrative  Provisions.  Department  of 
Energy 
Notwithstanding  section  303(3)  of  Public 
Law  97-257.  funds  provided  for  Economic 
Regulatory  Administration  by  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used:  (1)  to  maintain  not 
less  than  three  hundred  and  eighty  full- 
time  permanent  Federal  employees,  of 
which  not  less  than  forty  employees  shall 
be  assigned  to  the  Office  of  Fuels  Conver- 
sion, for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1983;  and  (2i  to  maintain  not  less  than 
three  hundred  and  five  full-time  equivalent 
Federal  employees,  of  which  not  less  than 
twenty-seven  employees  shall  be  assigned  to 
the  Office  of  Fuels  Conversion,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1984:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  minimum  em- 
ployment level  established  in  Public  Law  97- 
257  for  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fossil  Energy  is  reduced  to  715  with  no 
further  amendment  to  the  suballocations 
therein. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  117  reads  as 
follows: 


Senate    amendment    No.    117:    Page    35. 
strike  out  lines  7  to  11.  inclusive. 


MOTION  offered  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1 17  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows;  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
Indian  Education 

For  part  C  of  the  Indian  Education  Act 
and  the  General  Education  Provisions  Act, 
an  additional  amount  of  $1,938,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  119  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  119:  Page  35, 
strike  out  lines  17  to  21.  inclusive. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  119  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following; 

The  Secretary  shall  appoint  a  Commission 
to  review  the  Department's  coal  leasing  pro- 
cedures to  ensure  receipt  of  fair  market 
value  within  30  days  after  enactment  of  this 
Act.  and  said  Commission  shall  make  its  rec- 
ommendations within  6  months  after  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  121  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  121:  Page  36. 
strike  out  lines  4  to  10.  inclusive. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  121  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

No  funds  provided  in  this  or  any  other  Act 
to  agencies  funded  by  the  Interior  and  Re- 
lated Agencies  Appropriation  Act.  1983 
(Public  Law  97-394)  may  be  expended  to 
take  actions  related  to  termination  of  pro- 
grams or  closure  of  facilities  proposed  to  be 
terminated  or  closed  in  the  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1984  until  enactment  of  the  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act. 
1984  or  through  approved  reprogramming 
procedures. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
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that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  125  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No  125:  Page  38.  after 
line  9.  insert: 

The  Senate  finds  that  the  Forest  Service's 
proposal  of  March  15.  1983.  to  consider  six 
million  acres  of  the  national  forest  for  possi- 
ble sale  has  met  with  considerable  opposi- 
tion: and  the  national  forests  are  an  impor- 
tant part  of  the  national  heritage  of  the 
United  States;  and  the  national  forests  pro- 
vide and  protect  important  resources:  and 
the  national  forests  provide  unique  opportu- 
nities for  recreation:  and  it  is  inconsistent 
with  past  management  practices  to  dispose 
of  large  portions  of  our  national  forests.  It 
is.  therefore,  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  it 
is  not  in  the  national  interest  to  grant  the 
authority  to  sell  significant  acreage  of  the 
national  forest  until  such  time  as  the  Forest 
Service  specifically  identifies  the  tracts 
which  are  no  longer  needed  by  the  Federal 
Government:  inventories  the  tracts  as  to 
their  public  benefits  values:  provides  oppor- 
tunities for  public  review  and  discussion  of 
the  tracts:  and  completes  all  necessary  envi- 
ronmental assessments  of  such  sales. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MB.  WHITTEM 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  125  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

The  Congress  finds  that  the  Forest  Serv- 
ices  proposal  of  March  15.  1983.  to  consider 
six  million  acres  of  the  national  forest  for 
possible  sale  has  met  with  considerable  op- 
position: and  the  national  forests  are  an  im- 
portant part  of  the  national  heritage  of  the 
United  States:  and  the  national  forests  pro- 
vide and  protect  important  resources:  and 
the  national  forests  provide  unique  opportu- 
nities for  recreation:  and  it  is  inconsistent 
with  past  management  practices  to  dispose 
of  large  portions  of  our  national  forests.  It 
is.  therefore,  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
it  is  not  in  the  national  interest  to  grant  the 
authority  to  sell  significant  acreage  of  the 
national  forest  until  such  time  as  the  Forest 
Service  specifically  identifies  the  tracts 
which  are  no  longer  needed  by  the  Federal 
Government:  inventories  the  tracts  as  to 
their  public  benefit  values;  provides  oppor- 
tunities for  public  review  and  discussion  of 
the  tracts;  and  completes  all  necessary  envi- 
ronmental assessments  of  such  sales. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten  )  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  WHITLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  Mr. 
Seiberlinc.  from  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  I,  as 
Representatives  of  committees  have- 
ing  jurisdiction  over  matters  involving 
the  national  forests,  have  a  question 
concerning  amendment  125. 

That  amendment  expresses  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  it  is  not  in  the 
national  interest  to  grant  authority  to 
sell  significant  acreage  of  the  national 
forests  until  the  Forest  Service  takes 
various  specified  actions.  Our  question 
is  whether  it  is  the  intent  of  the 
amendment  that  Congress  is  directing 
the  Forest  Service  to  take  such  ac- 
tions. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
respond  to  the  gentleman  that  the 
amendment  does  not  direct  the  Forest 
Service  to  take  the  administrative  ac- 
tions specified  in  the  amendment.  The 
thrust  of  the  amendment  is  that  Con- 
gress does  not  favor  sale  of  national 
forest  lands  and  would  not  consider 
authorizing  any  such  sales  unless  and 
until  the  Forest  Service  identifies  the 
tracts  no  longer  needed,  inventories 
the  tracts  for  their  public  interest 
values,  allows  the  public  to  review  and 
discuss  the  tracts  and  completes  neces- 
sary environmental  assessments  of  the 
sales. 

Mr.  WHITLEY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  128  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  128:  Page  39.  line 
10.  "tute"  "  insert  "for  research  into  ac- 
quired immune  deficiency  syndrome  ". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  128  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  "to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1984". 


Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  129  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  129:  Page  39,  line 
13.  after  "Institute"  '  insert  "for  research 
into  acquired  immune  deficiency  syn- 
drome". 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  129  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  "to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1984". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  130  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  130:  Page  39.  line 
17.  after  Stroke"  "  insert  "for  research  into 
acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  130  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
in.sert  the  following:  "to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1984". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 


the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  131  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  131:  Page  39.  line 
22.  after  "Diseases"  "  insert  "for  research 
into  acquired  immune  deficiency  syn- 
drome". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  131  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  "to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1984". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  132  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  132:  Page  40,  line 
5.  after  "health"  "  insert  "for  research  into 
acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome". 


MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  132  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  "to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1984". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 

WHITTEN). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  137  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  137:  Page  40,  after 
line  5.  insert: 


From  the  Rural  Development  Loan  Fund 
under  the  Community  Economic  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1981.  $10,000,000  in  available 
appropriations  shall  be  obligated  in  the 
form  of  loans  only  by  September  30,  1983, 
and  $10,000,000  in  available  appropriations 
or  the  remaining  balance  of  the  fund, 
whichever  is  the  lesser  amount,  shall  be  ob- 
ligated in  the  form  of  loans  only  in  each 
succeeding  fiscal  year.  Loans  shall  be  made 
to  nonprofit  organizations  with  previous  ex- 
perience in  administering  Rural  Develop- 
ment Loan  Fund  loans  and  which  had.  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1982.  disbursed  half  or 
more  of  their  available  Rural  Development 
Loan  Funds. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  137  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment 
insert  the  following: 

From  the  Rural  Development  Loan  Fund 
under  the  Community  Economic  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1981.  $10,000,000  in  available 
appropriations  shall  be  obligated  in  the 
form  of  loans  only  by  December  31.  1983. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  138  reads  as 
follows: 


Senate  amendment  No.  138:  Page  40.  after 
line  5.  insert; 

From  the  Community  Development  Credit 
Union  Revolving  Loan  Fund,  the  entire  re- 
maining balance  of  the  Fund  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30,  1983.  shall  be  obligated  on  or  before 
September  30.  1983.  No  such  obligations 
shall  be  made  in  the  form  of  loan  guaran- 
tees. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  138  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

From  the  Community  Development  Credit 
Union  Revolving  Loan  Fund,  the  entire  re- 
maining balance  of  the  Fund  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30.  1983.  shall  be  obligated  on  or  before 
December  31.  1983.  No  such  obligations 
shall  be  made  in  the  form  of  loan  guaran- 
tees. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 


The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  144  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  144;  Page  40,  after 
line  6.  insert: 

For  an  additional  amount  to  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research  for  the 
establishment  and  support  of  two  research 
and  training  centers.  $1,500,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  one-half  of  which 
shall  be  available  for  the  establishment  and 
support  of  a  research  and  training  center  in 
pediatric  rehabilitation  at  the  University  of 
Connecticut.  Health  Center  in  Farmington. 
Connecticut,  pursuant  to  section  204(bKl) 
of  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973.  and  one- 
half  of  which  shall  be  available  for  a  re- 
search and  training  center  on  the  rehabilita- 
tion needs  of  the  Pacific  Basin  to  be  located 
at  the  University  of  Hawaii. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  144  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

For  an  additional  amount  to  the  National 
Institute  of  Handicapped  Research  for  the 
establishment  and  support  of  two  research 
and  training  centers.  $1,500,000.  to  remam 
available  until  expended,  one-half  of  which 
shall  be  available  for  the  establishment  and 
support  of  a  research  and  training  center  in 
pediatric  rehabilitation  pursuant  to  section 
204(bKl)  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973. 
and  one-half  of  which  shall  be  available  for 
a  research  and  training  center  on  the  reha- 
bilitation needs  of  the  Pacific  Basin. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  145  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  145:  Page  40.  after 
line  6.  insert: 


elementary  and  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  subpart  1  of 
part  A  of  title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act  of  1965.  such  sums  as 
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may  be  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000  to  be  available  for  the  payment 
of  grants  to  local  educational  agencies  locat- 
ed in  a  State  in  which  the  aggregate  amount 
of  grants  determined  for  such  agencies  from 
amounts  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1983 
prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  is 
less  than  95  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
grants  for  that  State  from  amounts  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1982  by  reason  of  the 
application  of  the  1980  Census  data  in  order 
to  increase  the  amount  for  local  educational 
agencies  in  each  such  State  to  the  amount 
determined  for  that  State  for  fiscal  year 
1982;  Provided.  That  the  amount  of  the  in- 
crease in  any  grant  which  a  local  education- 
al agency  in  any  State  shall  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive by  reason  of  the  application  of  this 
paragraph  shall  be  determined  on  a  pro  rata 
basis. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  for 
each  fiscal  year  ending  prior  to  September 
30.  1987.  an  additional  amount  will  be  ap- 
propriated, as  necessary,  for  the  payment  of 
grants  to  local  educational  agencies  in  all 
States  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  previ- 
ous paragraph  in  order  to  increase  the 
amount  for  local  educational  agencies  in 
each  such  State  for  each  such  fiscal  year  to 
the  amount  determined  for  that  State  for 
fiscal  year  1982. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MF.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  145  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows; In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

eu:mentary  and  secondary  education 
For  an  additional  amount  for  subpart  1  of 
part  A  of  title  1  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act  of  1965.  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  but  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000.  to  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984.  to  be  available  for  the  pay- 
ment of  grants  to  local  educational  agencies 
located  in  a  State  in  which  the  aggregate 
amount  of  grants  determined  for  such  agen- 
cies from  amounts  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1983  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  is  less  than  95  percent  of  the 
amount  of  the  grants  for  that  State  from 
amounts  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1982 
by  reason  of  the  application  of  the  1980 
Census  data  in  order  to  increase  the  amount 
for  local  educational  agencies  in  each  such 
State  to  the  amount  determined  for  that 
State  for  fiscal  year  1982;  Provided.  That 
the  amount  of  the  increase  in  any  grant 
which  a  local  educational  agency  in  any 
State  shall  be  eligible  to  receive  by  reason 
of  the  application  of  this  paragraph  shall  be 
determined  on  a  pro  rata  basis. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  146  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  146;  Page  40.  after 
line  9.  insert; 

STUDENT  financial  ASSISTANCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  subpart  2  of 
part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Higher  Education 
Act  of  1965.  relating  to  Supplemental  Edu- 
cational Opportunity  Grants.  $4,600,000; 
Provided.  That,  notwithstanding  section 
413D(b)(l)(B)<kk)  of  the  Higher  Education 
Act  of  1965  and  .section  10  of  the  Student  Fi 
nancial  Assistance  Technical  Amendment.s 
Act  of  1982.  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading  and  any  funds  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1983  for  such  subpart  2  that  are 
not  obligated  or  committed  for  the  fiscal 
year  1983  shall  be  allocated  in  a  manner  de- 
signed to  ensure  that  all  eligible  institutions 
receive  a  minimum  funding  level  based  upon 
a  uniform  State  percentage  for  such  fiscal 
year. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  YATES 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  YATES  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  146  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows;  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following; 

STUDENT  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Notwithstanding  section  413  D(b)<l  xBxii) 
of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  and 
section  10  of  the  Student  Financial  Assist- 
ance Technical  Amendment.s  Act  of  1982. 
funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  and 
any  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1983 
for  subpart  2  of  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  that  are  not 
obligated  or  committed  for  the  fiscal  year 
1983  shall  be  allocated  in  a  manner  designed 
to  ensure  that  all  eligible  institutions  re- 
ceive a  minimum  funding  level  based  upon  a 
uniform  State  percentage  for  such  fiscal 
year. 

Mr.  YATES  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  con- 
cerned with  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois.  What 
he  addresses  is  indeed  a  serious  prob- 
lem. A  district  court  judge  has  prohib- 
ited expenditure  of  discretionary 
funds  in  elementary  and  secondary 
education  as  a  result  of  a  finding  that 
the  Department  has  not  complied  with 
a  1980  consent  decree  in  which  the 
Government  agreed  to  provide  assist- 
ance to  desegregation  efforts  in  the 
city  of  Chicago.  That  freeze  on  ex- 
penditures is  causing  problems 
throughout  the  country  for  programs 
like  title  IV.  "Civil  Rights  Training," 
where  funds  have  been  held  up. 

But  what  we  are  getting  into  here  is 
a  district  court  case,  which  has  not  yet 
had  the  appeal  process  completed,  and 


on  which  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion has  not  yet  communicated  its  po- 
sition to  Congress.  More  disturbing, 
the  district  court  judge  is  said  to  be 
considering  figures  on  the  order  of 
$250  million,  not  just  $20  million  as  a 
final  settlement.  I  would  not  want,  by 
this  action  here,  to  have  it  said  that 
Congress  has  taken  a  position,  one 
way  or  another,  on  this  case.  I  want 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  In- 
terior Committee  to  know  that  I  will 
accept  his  amendment  to  relieve  the 
situation  created  by  the  impoundment 
of  funds  but  I  do  so  on  one  condition. 
The  Department  of  Education  should 
release  these  funds  only  upon  receiv- 
ing assurance  that  the  judicially  im- 
posed impoimdment  of  discretionary 
funds  for  elementary  and  secondary 
education  will  be  lifted.  Otherwise,  the 
States  and  cities  affected  by  the 
judge's  order  will  get  no  relief  from 
this  amendment,  and  it  is  my  inten- 
tion, in  accepting  this  amendment, 
that  they  do  get  that  relief  concomi- 
tant with  the  relief  provided  to  the 
Chicago  school  system. 

I  would  also  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  if  this  situation  requires  any  fur- 
ther resolution,  the  way  it  should  be 
resolved  is  through  the  reauthoriza- 
tion of  the  Emergency  School  Assist- 
ance Act.  As  the  Members  will  recall, 
this  reauthorization  has  passed  the 
House,  on  suspension,  and  is  pending 
in  the  Senate.  Any  further  action  on 
this  situation  in  the  Appropriations 
Committee  should  depend  upon  that 
reauthorization.  There  are  many  other 
cities  whose  desegregation  plans  have 
been  thrown  into  disarray,  and  it  is 
not  fair  that  one  city  should  receive 
special  treatment,  at  least  prior  to  a 
final  disposition  of  this  case. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  approving 
this  amendment  will  be  possible  to 
begin  carrying  out  the  agreement  be- 
tween the  board  of  education  and  the 
Federal  Government  in  accordance 
with  the  order  of  the  Court  in  the  case 
of  the  United  States  of  America  v. 
Board  of  Education  for  the  City  of 
Chicago.  No.  80  C  5124  (N.D.  111.).  The 
amendment  provides  funds  to  carryout 
that  agreement.  It  is  hoped  and  ex- 
pected it  will  also  free  up  funds  for 
distribution  from  U.S.  Department  of 
Education  sources,  including  the  Sec- 
retary of  Educations  discretionary 
fund  and  the  Departments  special 
programs  and  populations  fund, 
amounts  which  have  not  been  obligat- 
ed because  of  restrictions  imposed  on 
the  Department  by  the  Court. 

This  action  will  allow  funds  restrict- 
ed by  the  Court  to  be  distributed  to 
school  systems  which  would  have  re- 
ceived certain  grants  had  the  Court 
not  acted.  For  example.  Congressman 
Bruce  Morrison  of  Connecticut  has 
informed  me  that  earlier  this  year,  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Education  infor- 
mally notified  the  New  Haven.  Conn.. 


School  Department  that  it  would  re- 
ceive, for  the  1983-84  school  year,  a 
Follow  Through  grant  in  the  same 
amount— $173,713— as  the  previous 
year.  Formal  notification  was  to  follow 
in  June.  However,  because  of  the 
Courts  actions,  the  Follow  Through 
grant  for  New  Haven  has  been  cut  to 
$21,714.  Follow  Through  grants  for  76 
other  school  systems  are  similarly  af- 
fected. 

In  addition.  I  am  informed  that  cer- 
tain State  block  grant  program  funds 
authorized  under  chapter  2  of  the 
Education  Consolidation  and  Improve- 
ment Act  also  are  affected  by  the 
Courts  decision.  It  is  our  intention 
that  this  amendment  will  persuade  the 
Court  to  make  available  funds  for  use 
in  local  communities. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Yates). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  148  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  148;  Page  40,  after 
line  18.  insert; 

Facilities  Development 
Health  Resources  and  Services 

Administration 
health  resources  and  services 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "Health  re- 
sources and  services"  for  the  remodeling 
and  expansion  of  an  existing  academic 
health  center  library  in  the  Pacific  North- 
west under  section  720(A)(1>  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act.  $14,500,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  and  notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  this  or  any  other 
Act.  such  amount  shall  be  made  available 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sections 
702(b)  and  722(aKl)  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act. 

National  Institutes  of  Health 
national  library  of  medicine 
For  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out  sec- 
tion 301  and  parts  I  and  J  of  title  III  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  with  respect  to 
conducting  research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration projects  at  an  existing  academic 
health  center  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
$5,900,000  to  remain  available  until  expend- 
ed. 

Grants  for  Construction  of  Academic 

Facilities 
For  part  B  of  title  VII  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965.  $22,500,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  shall  be  available 
for  two  grants  in  New  England  except  that 
the  provisions  of  section  721(a)(2)  and  (b) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  funds  appropriated 
under  this  heading,  and  the  amount  of  the 
grants  paid  from  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  shall  not  be  subject  to  any 
matching  requirement  contained  in  section 
721(c)  of  such  part  and  shall  be  used  for  two 
facilities  of  the  type  mentioned  in  section 
713(g); 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHLTTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  148  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows; 
Facilities  Development 
Health  Resources  and  Services 

Administration 
health  resources  and  services 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "Health  re- 
sources  and   services"    for   the   remodeling 
and    expansion    of    an    existing    academic 
health  center  library  under  section  720(a)(1) 
of      the      Public      Health      Service      Act. 
$14,500,000.   to   remain   available   until   ex- 
pended: and  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  this  or  any  other  Act.  such  amount 
shall  be  made  available  without  regard  to 
the     provisions     of     sections     702(b)     and 
722(a)(1)  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act. 
National  Institutes  of  Health 

NATIONAL  library  OF  MEDICINE 

For  an  additional  amount  to  carry  out  sec- 
tion 30)  and  parts  I  and  J  of  title  III  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  with  respect  to 
conducting  research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration projects  at  an  existing  academic 
health  center.  $5,900,000  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Grants  for  Construction  of  Academic 
Facilities 

For  part  B  of  title  VII  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965.  $22,500,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  151  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  151;  Page  41,  after 
line  20,  insert; 

senate  OFf'CE  BUILDINGS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Senate 
office  buildings".  $250,000.  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

An  additional  amount  not  to  exceed 
$210,000  of  the  unobligated  balance  of  the 
appropriation  for  Senate  Office  Buildings 
for  the  fiscal  year  1983  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

MOTION  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  SpeaKer,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  151,  and  concur  there- 
in. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  w£is  agreed  to. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  152  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  152;  Page  42. 
strike  out  lines  1  to  6.  inclusive,  and  insert; 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  to  enable  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Commission  on 
the  West  Central  Front  of  the  United  States 
Capitol,  to  restore  the  West  Central  Front 
of  the  United  States  Capitol  (without 
change  of  location  or  change  of  the  present 
architectural  appearance  thereof)  in  sub- 
stantial accordance  with  the  "Restoration 
of  the  West  Central  Facade"  report  dated 
March  1978.  $48,000,000.  to  remain  available 
until  expended;  Provided.  That  the  archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol,  under  the  direction  of 
such  Commission  and  without  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  section  3709  of  the  revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  enter  into  such  contracts,  incur 
such  obligations,  and  make  such  expendi- 
tures for  personal  and  other  services  and 
other  expenses  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  this  paragraph;  Provided  further.  That 
any  general  construction  contracts  entered 
into  under  authority  of  this  paragraph  shall 
be  for  a  firm  fixed  price,  supported  by 
standard  performance  and  payment  bonds, 
and  shall  be  awarded  competitively  among 
selected  responsible  general  contractors  ap- 
proved by  such  Commission  and  upon  the 
approval  by  such  Commission  of  the 
amount  of  the  firm  fixed  price  contracts: 
Provided  further.  That,  the  Commission  on 
the  West  Central  Front  of  the  United  States 
Capitol  shall  appoint,  from  among  private 
individuals  who  are  qualified,  by  reason  of 
education,  training,  and  experience,  a  con- 
sulting architect  who  shall  assist  the  Com- 
mis.-'ion  in  directing  the  architect  of  the 
Capitol  with  respect  to  the  restoration  of 
the  '..est  Central  Front  of  the  United  States 
Capitol;  Provided  further.  That  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol  shall  keep  the  consulting 
architect  appointed  under  this  paragraph 
fully  and  currently  informed  of  the  progress 
of  the  restoration  of  the  West  Central 
Front  of  the  United  States  Capitol;  Provid- 
ed further.  That  the  consulting  architect  for 
the  restoration  of  the  West  Central  Front 
of  the  United  States  Capitol  appointed 
under  this  paragraph  shall  be  paid  for  his 
services  (out  of  the  sum  appropriated  by 
this  paragraph)  at  such  rate  of  pay  as  the 
Commission  considers  appropriate,  but  not 
exceeding  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for 
grade  GS-18  under  the  General  Schedule 
under  section  5332  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  152  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows;  In  lieu  of 
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the  sum  named  in  said  amendment,  insert 
$49,000,000  . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  158  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  158:  Page  44.  after 
line  21.  insert: 

Sec.  908.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  charitable  organization  means  an  or 
ganization  described  in  section  170(c)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954: 

(2)  ■honorarium"  means  a  payment  of 
money  or  anything  of  value  to  a  Memlier  for 
an  appearance,  speech,  or  article,  by  the 
Member:  but  there  shall  not  t)e  talcen  into 
account  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  any 
actual  and  necessary  travel  expenses,  in- 
curred by  the  Member,  and  spwuse  or  an 
aide  to  the  extent  that  such  expenses  are 
paid  or  reimbursed  by  any  other  person,  and 
the  amount  otherwise  determined  shall  be 
reduced  by  the  amount  of  any  such  ex- 
penses to  the  extent  that  such  expenses  are 
not  paid  or  reimbursed: 

(3)  Member'  means  a  United  States  Sen- 
ator, a  Memljer  of  the  House  of  Representa 
tives.  a  Delegate  to  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, or  the  Resident  Commissioner  from 
Puerto  Rico:  and 

(4)  "travel  expenses"  means  with  respect 
to  a  Member,  and  spouse  or  an  aide,  the  cost 
of  transportation,  and  the  cost  of  lodging 
and  meals  while  away  from  his  or  her  resi- 
dence or  the  metropolitan  area  of  Washing- 
ton. District  of  Columbia. 

(b)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law  except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2).  on  and  after  January  1.  1984.  a  Member 
shall  not  accept  honoraria  which  are  attrib- 
utable to  any  calendar  year  and  total  more 
than  the  amount  that  is  equal  to  30  percent 
of  the  aggregate  salary  paid  to  such 
Member  for  service  as  a  Member  during 
such  calendar  year. 

(2)  An  individual  who  becomes  a  Member 
on  a  date  after  the  first  day  of  a  calendar 
year  shall  not  accept  honoraria  which  are 
attributable  to  the  remaining  portion  of 
that  calendar  year  on  and  after  the  date 
such  individual  becomes  a  Member  and  total 
more  than  the  amount  that  is  equal  to  30 
percent  of  the  aggregate  salary  paid  to  the 
Member  for  service  as  a  Member  during 
such  calendar  year. 

(3)  For  the  purposes  of  this  suljsection.  an 
honorarium  shall  be  attributable  to  the 
period  or  calendar  year  in  which  payment  is 
received. 

(c)  Any  honorarium,  or  any  part  thereof, 
paid  by  or  on  behalf  of  a  Member  to  a  chari- 
table organization  shall  be  deemed  not  to  be 
accepted  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b). 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  in  the  case  of  a  Member  who  is  serv- 
ing in  the  office  or  position  of  Senator, 
president  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate.  Major- 
ity Leader  of  the  Senate,  or  Minority  Leader 
of  the  Senate  during  a  calendar  year,  the 
annual  rate  of  pay  that  is  paid  to  such 
Member  for  such  service  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  annual  rate  of  pay  payable  for 
such  position  on  December  17.  1982.  in- 
creased by  15  percent  and  rounded  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  5318  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code. 

te)  The  Commission  on  Executive.  Legisla- 
tive, and  Judicial  Salaries  shall  include  in 
the  first  report  required  to  be  submitted  by 
it  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 


Act  a  recommendation  for  an  appropriate 
salary  for  Members,  which  recommendation 
shall  assume  a  prohibition  on  the  receipt  of 
honoraria  by  Members. 

(f )  Subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall  take 
effect  with  respect  to  service  as  a  Member 
performed  on  or  after  July  1.  1983. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr,  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  158.  and  concur  there- 
in. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten)  for  30  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  would  ask  that  the  membership 
vote  down  the  motion  that  has  been 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis- 
sippi (Mr.  Whitten). 

This  motion  not  only  concurs  in  the 
pay  raise  that  the  other  body  granted 
to  itself,  which  I  think  is  bad  enough, 
but  it  also  sets  up  the  machinery  to 
give  a  whopping  big  pay  raise  to  Mem- 
bers of  both  Houses  of  Congress  fol- 
lowing the  election. 

On  page  98  of  the  printed  bill  that  is 
before  us.  there  is  a  provision  in  it 
that  says  that  the  Commission  on  Ex- 
ecutive, Legislative,  and  Judicial  Sala- 
ries shall  include  in  the  first  report  re- 
quired to  be  submitted  by  it  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act  a  recom- 
mendation for  an  appropriate  salary 
for  Members,  which  recommendation 
shall  assume  a  prohibition  on  the  re- 
ceipt of  honoraria  by  Members. 

Now,  the  last  time  the  Quadrenniel 
Commission  made  its  recommenda- 
tion, it  suggested  that  the  salary  of 
Members  be  increased  from  $60,000  to 
$85,000.  As  we  all  know,  there  has 
been  a  pay  raise  that  has  been  given  to 
Members  of  this  body  up  to  almost 
$70,000,  and  I  think  it  is  safe  to 
assume  that  the  Quadrenniel  Commis- 
sion that  meets  in  1984  will  recom- 
mend a  further  substantial  salary  in- 
crease for  Members  of  Congress. 

What  the  clause  that  I  have  just 
read  to  the  membership  will  insure  is 
that  that  increase  will  increase  by 
about  $20,000  because  that  is  the  max- 
imum amount  of  honoraria  that  we 
are  presently  allowed  to  receive,  and  if 
you  assume  that  no  honoraria  and  the 
fact  that  many  of  the  Members  of  the 
other  body  are  well  over  the  maxi- 
mum, we  are  going  to  see  the  increase 
of  the  full  amount. 

Under  the  previous  law.  the  Quad- 
renniel Commission's  recommenda- 
tions, once  approved  by  the  President, 
came  to  the  Congress  for  a  veto,  and 
in  1981  both  this  House  and  the  other 


body  did  veto  the  Quadrenniel  Com- 
missions recommendations,  so  the 
$85,000  salary  was  not  approved.  How- 
ever, as  we  all  know,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  has  said 
that  legislative  vetoes  are  unconstitu- 
tional. 

So  I  am  afraid  that  without  a  legisla- 
tive veto,  with  the  Quadrenniel  Com- 
mission recommendation,  plus  the 
extra  $20,000  that  this  law  will  guar- 
antee be  added  on,  it  will  mean  an  un- 
conscionably large  pay  raise  granted 
to  Members  of  the  Congress  following 
the  1984  election  in  a  manner  in  which 
we  cannot  do  anything  about  it. 

For  that  reason,  I  would  hope  that 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  will  be  voted  down; 
that  we  will  insist  upon  our  disagree- 
ment with  the  other  body  on  this  par- 
ticular amendment,  and  hopefully  get 
this  matter  stricken  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  sup- 
port the  motion  to  recede  and  concur 
and  may  I  say  my  understanding  of 
the  situation  is  very  different  from  the 
interpretation  given  by  the  gentleman. 
Mr  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Legisla- 
tive, the  gentleman  from  California. 
Mr.  Fazio. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all.  let  me  say 
that  I  think  it  is  very  unclear  as  to 
what  the  effect  of  the  court  decision 
on  the  legislative  veto  is  in  general. 
But  specifically.  I  do  not  interpret  the 
provisions  of  existing  law  that  this 
body  and  the  other  body  must  deal 
with  in  regard  to  the  Quadrenniel 
Commission  report  as  legislative 
vetoes. 

We  are  required  to  affirmatively  ap- 
prove in  both  Houses  whatever  Qua- 
drenniel Commission  recommendation 
is  forwarded  to  us  before  it  can  be  im- 
plemented. 

Second.  I  would  say  the  reason  this 
language  is  here  is  not  to  preclude  any 
other  form  of  recommendation  from 
the  Quadrenniel  Commission.  We  are 
simply  asking  them  to  consider  what 
they  might  propose  for  appropriate 
congressional  salary  if  Members  of 
both  bodies  were  to  agree  to  do  away 
with  receiving  honoraria  income. 

Outside  income  is  a  very  controver- 
sial issue.  Honoraria  income  has  been 
roundly  criticized  in  recent  days  as 
well  as  over  the  years  by  the  media. 
We  may  wish,  as  a  body,  to  attempt  to 
do  away  with  it.  I  think  that  issue 
really  should  not  be  dealt  with  at  this 
time.  It  should  be  dealt  with  when  the 
Quadrennial  Commission  reports  to 
us. 

All  we  are  asking  for  is  simply  the 
advice  of  the  Commission  as  to  how  we 
might  proceed,  if  we  so  choose,  at  that 
time. 

I  think  the  gentleman's  concern  is 
misplaced.  I  think  the  Senate  provi- 


sion should  be  approved  as  it  is.  be- 
cause it  accomplishes  a  great  deal  of 
what  we  have  been  trying  to  do  for  a 
number  of  years,  and  that  is  to 
achieve  uniformity  between  both 
bodies  in  both  honoraria  income  limi- 
tations and  salary.  We  have  finally, 
statutorily  accomplished  that  equity 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate 
with  this  provision.  I  think  this  is  an 
opportunity  to  ratify  that  action.  I 
think  that  is  so  overridingly  important 
that  the  expressed  concerns  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  should  be 
put  aside  and  we  should  go  ahead  and 
recede  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.    OBEY.    Mr.   Speaker,   will    the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  simply  like  to 
endorse  every  single  word  uttered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California,  and  to 
simply  say  in  response  to  the  point 
raised  by  my  good  friend  from  Wiscon- 
sin that  this  language  is  what  Otto 
Passman  used  to  describe  as  being 
here  "for  illustrative  purposes."  It  is 
simply  an  effort  to  get  the  Commis- 
sion to  spell  out  what  the  range  would 
be  if.  in  fact,  we  decided,  not  they,  but 
if  we  ever  decided  to  go  down  the 
route  of  precluding  all  outside  income. 
It  is  simply  an  effort  to  get  some 
outside  judgment  as  so  what  the  range 
of  alternatives  might  be.  There  is 
nothing  in  here  at  all  that  I  can  see 
that  is  mandatory.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man from  California  has  described  the 
situation  accurately  and  in  detail  and  I 
would  urge  support  for  the  committee 
position. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  hope  that  we 
would  go  along  with  the  action  that 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  pro- 
poses that  we  take. 

As  the  Members  know,  we  have  pro- 
vided an  automatic  appropriation  for 
legislative  salaries  around  here,  and  if. 
in  fact,  the  scenario  were  to  develop 
that  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
sees  as  a  possibility  in  this  legislation, 
we  could,  in  fact,  have  exactly  the  sit- 
uation that  he  describes,  an  action 
that  could  not  be  reversed  by  this 
body. 

I  would  hope  that  the  gentleman 
would  be  supported. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  one  more  time? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  try  to 
correct  the  record.  There  is  no  rela- 
tionship between  the  action  we  would 


take  following  a  recommendation  from 
the  Quadrenniel  Commission  and  any 
other  method  of  granting  an  increase 
in  compensation  to  the  Members. 
They  are  not  related. 

If  the  Quadrenniel  Commission  rec- 
ommends an  increase  in  pay  based  on 
existing  rules  or  based  on  this  provi- 
sion, both  bodies  must  agree  to  that  by 
a  record  vote.  Then  the  other  provi- 
sion the  gentleman  refers  to  may  take 
effect.  They  are  not  related  at  this 
time,  and  there  should  be  no  confu- 
sion with  our  action  today  in  adopting 
this  provision.  There  is  no  automatic 
pay  raise  assumed  in  this  language  and 
I  hope  the  Members  are  clear  on  that 
point. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  hope  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin does  not  prevail.  This  amendment, 
which  was  offered  by  me  over  here  in 
the  House  in  the  subcommittee,  places 
a  statutory  limitation  on  the  amount 
of  outside  income  from  honoraria  for 
House  and  Senate  Members  at  30  per- 
cent of  congressional  pay,  or  $20,940. 
It  also  raises  Senators'  pay  from 
$60,662.50  to  $69,800,  a  15-percent  in- 
crease to  raise  it  to  the  level  of  House 
Members'  pay. 

This  amendment  essentially  accom- 
plishes what  I  have  been  trying  to  do 
for  several  years  to  bring  us  to  a  point 
of  equal  pay  and  outside  income  for 
Members  of  both  bodies.  House  Mem- 
bers would  still  be  restricted  by  House 
rules  which  limit  all  outside  income, 
including  honoraria  and  other  sources, 
to  30  percent  of  our  salaries. 
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So  this  amendment  would,  in  effect, 
affect  only  Members  of  the  other 
body.  Their  disclosures  this  year  as  to 
how  much  they  have  been  raking  in 
from  honoraria  have  shocked  us  all. 
Unfortunately,  our  pristine  House 
rules  forbid  me  from  identifying  the 
biggest  benefactors,  but  you  can  read 
it  in  the  papers. 

Altogether,  Members  of  the  Senate 
received  $2.4  million  last  year  in  hono- 
raria income,  with  indiviclual  Senators 
making  as  much  as  $134,000  apiece. 
This  is  on  top  of  their  congressional 
salary. 

House  Members  know  all  too  well 
that  serving  in  this  body  and  main- 
taining two  homes  is  an  expensive 
proposition,  and  we  took  the  difficult 
but  open  and  honorable  step  last  year 
to  raise  our  salaries  while  retaining 
our  30-percent  limit  on  outside 
income. 

The  Senate  chose  another  route. 
They  refused  to  take  the  pay  raise, 
but  also  refused  to  reinstate  any  limit 
on.  their  outside  income.  We  can  see 
the  results  in  the  recent  disclosures  on 
honoraria. 

We  finally  will  reach  equal  treat- 
ment in  this  amendment. 


I  cannot  tell  you  how  pleased  I  feel, 
because  I  knew  and  I  felt  way  down 
deep  in  my  heart  that  they  were  worth 
as  much  as  we  were  and  they  should 
be  paid  that. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  Yes.  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts for  yielding. 

I  will  be  the  first  one  to  concede  that 
six  of  them  are  worth  one  of  us. 

I  want  the  record  to  be  clear  that  I 
very  firmly  support  a  limit  on  the 
honoraria  that  Members  of  both 
Houses  receive;  but  I  think  that  look- 
ing at  the  fine  print  is  that  the  hono- 
raria does  not  get  imposed  on  Mem- 
bers of  the  other  body  until  January  1. 
1984.  I  think  between  now  and  New- 
Year's  Day.  there  is  going  to  be  a  rush 
out  of  the  other  wing  of  the  Capitol  to 
go  and  claim  land,  like  the  Cherokee 
land  grab  back  in  the  early  part  of  this 
century,  to  fill  up  the  honoraria  until 
the  limits  get  put  on. 

I  would  hope  that  since  I  cannot 
divide  this  question  that  we  would 
vote  down  the  proposal  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whit- 
ten) has  offered  so  that  you  can  go 
back  to  conference  and  put  this  cap  on 
right  away,  because  if  it  is  good  for 
January  1,  1984,  it  ought  to  be  good 
for  July  29,  1983. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
the  gentleman  is  right:  but  you  know, 
a  bird  in  the  hand  is  worth  two  in  the 
bush.  It  was  not  easy  to  get  what  we 
got. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  CONTE.  Yes.  I  yield. 
Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we 
would  miss  a  tremendous  opportunity 
to  take  this  gargantuan  step  forward  if 
we  do  not  act  to  recede  to  the  Senate 
at  th;.s  time.  We  were  not  happy  with 
the  6-month  gap  between  their  pay  in- 
crease and  the  end  of  their  unlimited 
honoraria  income,  but  we  understood 
the  practical  political  realities. 
Common  Cause  and  others  who  have 
been  very  interested  in  this  issue  all 
agreed,  however,  that  we  should 
accept  the  Senate  language.  It  may 
not  be  the  perfect  solution  but  we 
have  come  a  long  way  and  I  think  this 
is  really  the  place  to  applaud  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Conte)  and  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  Obey)  who  have  been  the 
leaders  in  the  House  on  putting  this 
limitation  on  Senate  honoraria  income 
into  the  statutes. 

I  think  we  would  be  making  an  aw- 
fully bad  mistake  to  try  to  be.  as  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Conte)  has  said  about  our  rules,  pris- 
tine pure  about  these  provisions.  We 
have  really  accomplished  our  purpose 
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and  I  would  hope  the  House  would 
recede. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present  and 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device  and  there  were— yeas  225,  nays 
106.  not  voting  102,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  29S] 

YEAS- 225 


Ackerman 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anthony 

Applegate 

AuCoin 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Baleman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Berman 

Bevill 

Bliley 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Borski 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Brooks 

Brown  (CAi 

Burton  (CA) 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MOi 

Coleman  (TXi 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

Crockett 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dymally 

Edwards  (AD 

Edwards  i  CA ) 

Edwards  I  OK) 

Erlenborn 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fish 

Florio 

Foglietla 

Ford  <  MI  I 


FordiTNi 

Persy  the 

Frank 

Frenzel 

Gejdenson 

Gibbons 

Gingrich 

Gonzalez 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  UNi 

HalKOHi 

Hamilton 

Hansen  (IDi 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hoyer 

Hughes 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Jones  (OKI 

Kastenmeier 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kindness 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Latta 

Lehman  (CAi 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leiand 

Levin 

Levine 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Long  ( LA ) 

Long  (MDl 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandle.ss 

McEXen 

MrOrath 

McHugh 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Michel 


Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mitchell 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Moore 

Morrison  (CTi 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Natcher 

Neal 

O  Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Clin 

Ortiz 

Ot  linger 

Owens 

Oxiey 

Packard 

Pashayan 

Patterson 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Price 

Pursell 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ray 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Robin.son 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schumer 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

SLsisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (lA) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 


Thomas  (CAI 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 


Anderson 

Andrews  (TX) 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bosco 

Britt 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

dinger 

Coats 

Corcoran 

Courier 

Daub 

Davis 

DeWine 

Durbin 

Dyson 

Eckart 

Emerson 

English 

Evans  dAi 

Evans (ILi 

Fields 

Flippo 

Fowler 

Gekas 

Cilman 

Glickman 

Goodling 

Gramm 

Gunderson 


Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 

Wei.ss 

Wheat 

Whilehursl 

Whitley 

Whitten 

Williams  (MTi 
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Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hopkins 

Hubbard 

Hunter 

Jacobs 

Kaplur 

Ka.sich 

Kazen 

Kildee 

Lagomarsino 

Leach 

Lovila-s 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Mack 

Martin  (ID 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McKernan 

Miller  (OH) 

Minish 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Niel-son 

Panetta 

Pat  man 

Paul 

Penny 

Petri 


Wil.son 
Wolf 
Wort  ley 
Wylie 
Yates 

Young  (AKI 
Young (FL) 
Young  (MO I 
Zablorki 
Z.schau 


Pritchard 
Regula 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 

Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw- 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Slattery 
Smith  (NE) 
Smith  (NJ) 
Smith,  Denny 
Smith,  Robert 
Snyder 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tauzin 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Weber 

Williams  (OH) 
Winn 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yatron 
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Addabbo 

Andrews  (NC) 

Annunzio 

Archer 

Aspin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Boehlert 

Bonker 

Broomfield 

Bryant 

Carr 

Chappie 

Cooper 

Craig 

Crane,  Daniel 

Crane,  Philip 

D' Amours 

Dannemeyer 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Dwyer 

Early 

Edgar 

Erdreich 

Fascell 

Foley 

Franklin 


Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gephardt 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gregg 

Harkin 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Heftel 

Hillis 

Holt 

Horton 

Howard 

Huckaby 

Hutto 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NCi 

Jones  (TN) 

Kogovsek 

Kramer 

LaPalce 

Lantos 

Leath 

Lent 

Lott 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Mavroules 

McClaskey 

McDade 


Mica 

Mineta 

Moakley 

Moody 

Murtha 

Myers 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nowak 

Parris 

Pease 

Pickle 

Porter 

Quillen 

Ratchford 

Rostenkowski 

Savage 

Schaefer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Seiberling 

Shumway 

Simon 

Smith  (FL) 

Solomon 

Spence 

St  Germain 

Taylor 

Traxler 

WatKins 

Whittaker 

Wirth 

Wright 
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Mr.  SUNDQUIST  changed  his  vote 
from    yea"  to  "nay." 

Mrs.  KENNELLY  changed  her  vote 
from    nay"  to  "yea.  " 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  159  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  159:  Page  44.  after 
line  21.  insert: 

(g)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  323  of  the 
Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2 
U.S.C.  441i(b>)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

•(b)  Any  honorarium,  or  any  part  thereof, 
paid  by  or  on  behalf  of  an  elected  or  ap- 
pointed officer  or  employee  of  any  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  a  charitable 
organization  shall  be  deemed  not  to  be  ac- 
cepted for  the  purpo.ses  of  this  section.". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr,  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  159,  and  concur  there- 
in. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  164  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  164:  Page  47.  after 
line  7.  insert: 

ACCESS  HIGHWAYS  TO  PUBLIC  RECREATION 
AREAS  ON  CERTAIN  LAKES 

Appropriations  under  this  heading  for 
fi.scal  year  1981  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30.  1984. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  164  and  concur  there- 
in with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  in.serted  by  said  amendment, 
in.sert  the  following: 

ACCESS  highways  TO  PUBLIC  RECREATION 
AREAS  ON  CERTAIN  LAKES 

Appropriations  under  this  heading  for 
fiscal  year  1981  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30.  1984. 

highways  CROSSING  FEDERAL  PROJECTS 

The  period  of  availability  of  approximate- 
ly $400,000  appropriated  in  Public  Laws  94- 
387.  95-29,  95-85,  95-335.  and  96-131  is 
hereby  extended  through  September  30. 
1984. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  1  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  165  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  165:  Page  47,  after 
line  7.  insert: 

INTERCHANGE  RECONSTRUCTION 
DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  is  au- 
thorized to  carry  out  a  demonstration 
project  for  the  purpose  of  demonstrating 
state-of-the-art  methods  which  can  be  ap- 
plied to  the  reconstruction  of  a  substandard 
interchange  at  the  intersection  of  Vista 
Boulevard  and  Interstate  Route  80  near 
Sparks.  Nevada.  The  project  shall  include 
the  improvement  to  safe  standards  of  an  ex- 
isting bridge  within  the  interchange  and 
crossing  over  the  Interstate  route:  the  elimi- 
nation of  an  atgrade  crossing  of  a  railroad 
on  an  approach  to.  and  in  the  immediate  vi- 
cinity of.  the  interchange:  the  improvement 
of  ramps  to  eliminate  serious  geometric  defi- 
ciencies relating  to  truck  turning  move- 
ments; and  other  work  as  considered  neces- 
sary to  complete  the  project.  There  is  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this 
project,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  not 
to  exceed  $6,366,139  for  the  fiscal  years  be- 
ginning after  September  30.  1982.  Funds  au- 
thorized for  this  project:  (1)  shall  be  avail- 
able for  obligation  in  the  same  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  such  funds  were  ap- 
propriated under  chapter  1  of  title  23. 
United  States  Code,  except  that  the  Federal 
share  of  the  cost  of  this  project  shall  be  100 
per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof  and 
such  funds  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, and  (2)  shall  not  be  subject  to  any 
obligational  limitations. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
insist  on  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  165. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MRS. 
VUCANOVICH 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  165. 
and  concur  therein. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
WHITTEN)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
strongly  support  the  motion  to  insist 
on  the  House  position.  I  strongly 
oppose  the  preferential  motion  to 
recede  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 

I  am  joined  in  that  by  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and    Transportation.    Mr.    Howard.    I 


yield  now  to  the  gentleman  from  Flori- 
da (Mr.  Lehman),  v. ho  is  the  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Transportation. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

I  strongly  support  the  chairman's 
statement  that  we  must  insist  on  the 
House  position. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  read 
pertinent  sections  from  a  letter  we  re- 
ceived from  the  chairmen  of  the 
House  and  Senate  authorizing  commit- 
tees on  this  subject: 

■We  are  greatly  concerned  about  provi- 
sions in  H.R.  3069  which  would  authorize 
contract  authority  for  new  projects  and 
which  would  change  existing  highway  poli- 
cies. 

"We  are  particularly  concerned  about  pro- 
visions in  H.R.  3069  *  *  *  would  authorize  $6 
million  for  an  interchange." 

We  believe  legislation  of  this  type  on  an 
Appropriations  bill  undermines  the  legisla- 
tive jurisdiction  of  our  Committees.  We  re- 
spectfully request  that  any  legislative  provi- 
sions with  regard  to  the  Federal-aid  High- 
way Program  be  deleted  during  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  3069, 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
repeat  again  I  hope  our  colleagues  will 
vote  "no"  on  the  preferential  motion 
and  agree  to  the  motion  to  insist. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion  offered  by  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague,  the  Honorable 
Barbara  Vucanovich.  to  recede  and 
concur  in  Senate  amendment  No.  165 
to  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  3069, 
supplemental  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1983. 

Senate  amendment  No.  165  provides 
$6.4  million  for  the  reconstruction  or 
rehabilitation  of  Vista  Bridge  in 
Washoe  County.  Nev.  Vista  Bridge, 
constructed  in  1964.  provides  one  of 
the  major  access  routes  to  Interstate 
80.  This  area  has  experienced  a  65-per- 
cent increase  in  population  since  1970. 
The  Washoe  County  School  District 
operates  150  schoolbuses.  many  of 
which  use  the  bridge.  The  bridge  was 
not  constructed  for  large  vehicles  and 
is  unable  to  accommodate  the  heavy 
industrial  traffic  that  also  exists  in  the 
area.  This  imposes  a  very  serious 
safety  hazard. 

Because  Nevada  receives  only  a 
small  amount  of  highway  funds  for 
this  type  of  construction,  the  re- 
sources for  this  necessary  project  are 
not  available.  The  need  for  this  sup- 
plemental appropriation  is  justified.  I 
urge  that  this  motion  be  adopted. 
I  thank  the  Chairman. 
Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  Speaker,  today.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  withdraw  their  objections 
to  the  Senate  amendment  which 
would  fund  repairs  of  the  Vista  Bridge 
in  Sparks.  Nev.  I  realize  the  other 
body  did  not  follow  the  proper  proce- 
dures when  it  funded  this  project  in 
an  appropriations  bill.  However,  the 
safety  considerations  are  so  great  re- 
garding Vista  Bridge  that  I  ask  the 
House  to  allow  the  project  to  proceed 
despite  that  fact. 

Vista  Bridge  was  constructed  in 
1964.  when  there  was  a  small  popula- 
tion and  little  traffic  in  the  area.  Since 
that  time,  there  has  been  tremendous 
growth,  with  the  construction  of  new 
residential  subdivisions,  new  ware- 
houses and  commercial  properties,  a 
new  hospital  and  the  Washoe  County 
School  District  bus  yard.  All  this  in- 
creased traffic  must  now  use  Vista  to 
exit  and  enter  Interstate  80. 

The  bridge  weis  not  constructed  for 
such  heavy  use  nor  for  the  large  vechi- 
cles  that  utilize  the  bridge.  The  long 
tractor  trailer  trucks  and  buses  find  it 
next  to  impossible  to  negotiate  the  90 
degree  turn  at  the  end  of  the  offramp. 
Often  they  knock  out  the  guardrail 
damaging  both  the  vehicle  and  the 
bridge.  This,  in  turn,  could  cause  a  ve- 
hicle to  slip  down  into  traffic  on  the 
freeway  below,  causing  a  needless  trag- 
edy. 

The  need  is  immediate.  Unfortunate- 
ly, even  after  passage  of  last  year's  gas 
tax  bill,  the  State  of  Nevada  receives  a 
relatively  small  allocation  of  4-R 
moneys,  the  account  which  would  be 
used  to  repair  Vista.  This  4-R  money 
must  be  used  to  repair  and  maintain 
Nevada's  extensive  highway  system 
and  build  equally  high  priority  roads. 
In  short,  traditional  highway  funds 
are  not  available. 

Because  of  the  need  to  move  quickly 
to  prevent  a  serious  tragedy,  the 
Senate  added  the  funds  to  the  first 
available  bill  before  it.  I  acknowledge, 
as  does  the  Senate,  that  adding  money 
to  the  supplemental  appropriations 
bill  did  not  follow  the  correct  proce- 
dures, but  given  the  dangers  involved, 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  allow  the 
project  to  be  funded  by  this  measure. 

Mr.  ROBERT  F.  SMITH.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  is  controlled  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Conte)  and 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Written.) 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  ROBERT  F.  SMITH.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  want  to  say;  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  I  personally  have  been 
at  this  particular  intersection,  being  a 
neighbor  in  the  State  of  Oregon:  I  can 
attest  to  the  fact  that  it  is  a  very,  very 
dangerous  situation,  particularly  after 
you   have  been  to  Sparks.  Nev..  and 
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you  are  on  you  way  home,  your  car  is 
lighter,  you  are  lighter,  and  I  suggest 
to  you  that  even  as  light  as  you  may 
be.  you  are  in  great  danger  at  this  par- 
ticular intersection.  I  would  ask  the 
House  at  this  point  to  give  particular 
attention  to  the  gentlewoman's  re- 
quest and  the  gentleman  from  Nevada, 
and  recognizing  the  fact  that  this  may 
not  l)e  totally  in  line  with  all  of  the 
particular  rules,  the  conference  com- 
mittee has  acted  and  I  assume  a  ma- 
jority of  both  House  and  Senate  have 
acted.  I  would  ask  then  that  the  gen- 
tlewomen's request  be  given  every  pos- 
sibility in  the  House. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  say  this  if  I  may  and  I 
hope  the  gentlewoman  from  Nevada 
(Mrs.  VucANOvicH)  can  get  her  prob- 
lem solved.  But  let  me  say  this  regard- 
ing the  pending  preferential  motion: 
The  authorizing  committee,  and  its 
distinguished  chairman  are  very  much 
opposed  to  agreeing  to  the  Senate 
amendment  numbered  165  to  this  bill. 
The  House  conferees  are  opposed  to  it. 
The  gentleman  from  Florida,  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee  on  Trans- 
portation, is  opposed  to  it.  I  certainly 
hope  that  you  will  vote  down  the  pref- 
erential motion  and  support  the  House 
position.  We  will  try  to  help  the  gen- 
tlewoman in  the  future. 

Everybody  who  deals  with  this  situa- 
tion is  sympathetic,  and  we  will  give  it 
thought  in  the  future.  But  now  is  not 
the  time  to  deal  with  it. 

I  hope  you  will  vote  the  woman's  po- 
sition down  and  try  to  work  out  some- 
thing in  the  future. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  preferential  motion 
offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Nevada  (Mrs.  Vucanovich). 

The  preferential  motion  was  reject- 
ed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  168  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  168:  Page  49. 
strike  out  lines  14  to  19.  inclusive. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  168  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: Delete  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

LIMITATION  ON  GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

The  limitation  on  general  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  Federal  Highway  Administra- 


tion is  increased  by  $1,750,000  for  necessary 
expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 152  of  the  Surface  Transportation  As- 
sistance Act  of  1932  for  a  methane  conver- 
sion study,  to  remain  available  until  expend- 
ed. 

ACOSTA  BRIDGE 

Notwithstanding  subsection  <b)  of  section 
142  of  Public  Law  97-377,  the  funds  made 
available  by  such  subsection  for  the  Dodge 
Island  Bridge  project  in  Miami.  Florida, 
shall  be  available  for  the  Acosta  Bridge 
project  in  Jacksonville.  Florida,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  .section  144  of 
title  23.  United  Stales  Code,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended:  Provided.  That,  not- 
withstanding any  other  provisions  of  law. 
obligations  incurred  under  this  section  shall 
not  be  subject  to  any  limitation  on  obliga- 
tions for  Federal-aid  highways. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Whitten). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  169  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  169:  Page  49.  after 
line  19.  insert: 

Notwithstanding  section  144  of  title  23. 
United  States  Code,  and  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
shall  make  available,  upon  request  of  the 
State  of  Georgia,  under  such  section  144.  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000.  from 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  or  previous 
Acts,  such  sum  to  initiate  the  design  and  en- 
gineering phase  of  the  Eugene  Talmadge 
Memorial  Bridge  replacement  project  in  Sa- 
vannah. Georgia. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  169.  and 
concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  172  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  172:  Page  50.  after 
line  6.  insert: 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Office  of 
the  Secretary.  Salaries  and  Expenses,  not  to 
exceed  $22,000  may  be  used  for  official  re- 
ception and  representation  functions. 

Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Internation- 
al Affairs,  not  to  exceed  $73,000  may  be 
used  for  official  reception  and  representa- 
tion functions. 


MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House  re- 
cede from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  number  172  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Office  of 
the  Secretary,  Salaries  and  Expenses,  not  to 
exceed  $18,500  may  be  used  for  official  re- 
ception and  representation  functions. 

Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  Internation- 
al Affairs,  not  to  exceed  $66,500  may  be 
used  for  official  reception  and  representa- 
tion functions. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  176  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  176:  Page  52,  after 
line  10,  insert: 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  func- 
tions of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment pursuant  to  Reorganization  Plan 
Numbered  2  of  1978  and  the  Civil  Service 
Reform  Act  of  1978.  not  to  exceed  $1,500  for 
official  reception  and  representation  funds. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House  re- 
cede from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  number  176  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  named  in  said  amendment,  insert 
the  following:    $1,000". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  180  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  180:  Page  53.  after 
line  11  insert: 

For  purposes  of  applying  section  44C  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  para- 
graph (10)  of  section  44C(c)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  property  financed  by  subsidized 
energy  financing)  shall  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  any  financing  for  energy  conserva- 
tion or  renewable  energy  source  expendi- 
tures which  was  provided— 

( 1 )  before  January  1,  1983. 

(2)  under  a  State  program  in  existence 
before  1978.  and 

(3)  with  respect  to  any  residence  the  first 
mortgage  on  which  is  financed  by  the  pro- 
ceeds of  any  qualified  veterans  mortgage 
bond  (Within  the  meaning  of  section 
103A(c)(3)  of  such  Code). 


MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  180.  and 
concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER    pro   tempore.    The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  181  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  181:  Page  53.  after 
line  11.  insert: 

CHAPTER  XII 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
District  of  Columbia  Funds 
governmental  direction  and  support 
(rescission' 
Of  the  funds  appropriated  for    ■Govern- 
mental   direction    and    support "    for    fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378,  $2,759,000 
are  rescinded. 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AND  REGULATION 
I  RESCISSION  1 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  Economic 
development  and  regulation  "  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $2,538,800  are  re- 
scinded. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  AND  JUSTICE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Public 
safety  and  justice.'  $9,130,600. 

PUBLIC  EDUCATION  SYSTEM 
'RESCISSION! 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Public 
education  system"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in 
Public  Law  97-378.  $1,871,100  are  rescinded. 

HUMAN  SUPPORT  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Human 
support  services  "  $2,087,400. 

TRANSPORTATION  SERVICES  AND  ASSISTANCE 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  Transpor- 
tation services  and  assistance "  for  fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $544,600  are 
rescinded. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SERVICES  AND  SUPPLY 
'RESCISSON' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Environ- 
mental services  and  supply  "  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  law  97-378.  $5,504,500  are  re- 
scinded. 

PERSONAL  SERVICES 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Personal 
services"  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public  Law 
97-378,  $8,748,800  are  rescinded. 

ENERGY  ADJUSTMENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Energy  ad- 
justment "  $2,078,500. 

WASHINGTON  CONVENTION  CENTER  ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Washing- 
ton convention  center  enterprise  fund " 
$680,700. 

LOTTERY  AND  CHARITABLE  GAMES  ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Lottery 
and  charitable  games  enterprise  fund" 
$1,500,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISION 

Title  11,  section  ll-1732(d)  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 


out   "1983"   and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof 
"1984-, 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr,  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House  re- 
cede from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  number  181  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following: 

CHAPTER  XII 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
District  of  Columbia  Funds 
governmental  direction  and  support 
'rescission' 
Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Govern- 
mental   direction    and    support"    for    fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378,  $2,759,000 
are  rescinded, 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AND  REGULATION 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Economic 
development  and  regulation"  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $2,538,800  are  re- 
scinded. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  AND  JUSTICE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Public 
safety  and  justice".  $9,130,600. 

PUBLIC  EDUCATION  SYSTEM 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Public 
education  system  "  for  fiscal  year  1983  in 
Public  Law  97-378.  $1,871,100  are  rescinded. 

HUMAN  SUPPORT  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Human 
support  services".  $2,087,400. 

TRANSPORTATION  SERVICES  AND  ASSISTANCE 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Transpor- 
tation services  and  assistance"  for  fiscal 
year  1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $544,600  are 
rescinded. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SERVICES  AND  SUPPLY 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Environ- 
mental services  and  supply"  for  fiscal  year 
1983  in  Public  Law  97-378.  $5,504,500  are  re- 
scinded. 

PERSONAL  SERVICES 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Personal 
services  "  for  fiscal  year  1983  in  Public  Law 
97-378.  $8,748,800  are  rescinded. 

ENERGY  ADJUSTMENT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Energy  ad- 
justment". $2,078,500. 

UNALLOCATED  GENERAL  FUND  ADJUSTMENT 
'RESCISSION' 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  out  of  the 
"General  fund""  for  fiscal  year  1983  in 
Public  Law  97-378.  $15,183,600  are  rescind- 
ed. 

WASHINGTON  CONVENTION  CENTER  ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Washing- 
ton convention  center  enterprise  fund". 
$830,700. 

LOTTERY  AND  CHARITABLE  GAMES  ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Lottery 
and  charitable  games  enterprise  fund". 
$1,000,000. 


GENERAL  PROVISION 
Title  11.  .section  ll-1732(d)  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out   "1983"   and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof 
"1984"  . 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the   gentleman   from   Misissippi   (Mr. 
Whitten). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  205  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  205:  Page  62.  after 
line  23.  insert: 

"Alcohol.  Drug  Abuse,  and  Mental 
Health",  $375,000: 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  205  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said 
amendment  insert  "$1,388,000". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  231  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  231:  Page  72.  line 
5,  strike  out  $181,445,000"  and  insert 
■•$180,168,000". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  231  and 
concur  therein  with  an  agreement,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment.  insert  the  following: 
"$180,168,000:  Provided,  That  of  the  funds 
appropriated  under  this  heading  in  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment-Independent Agencies  Appropriation 
Act.  1983  (Public  Law  97-272).  $4,200,000 
shall  be  available  only  for  three  integrated 
hospital  system  projects  and  such  funds 
shall  remain  available  until  September  30. 
1984". 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading) 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  247  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  247:  Page  79.  after 
line  10.  insert: 

Sec.  403.  Amounts  certified  pursuant  to 
section  1311  of  the  Supplemental  Appro 
pnations  Act.  1955.  as  having  been  obligated 
against  appropriations  heretofore  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961.  as  amended,  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  any  of  the  subpara- 
graphs under  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment in  prior  appropriations  Acts, 
are.  if  deobligaled.  hereby  continued  avail- 
able for  the  same  period  as  the  respective 
appropriations  in  such  subparagraphs  for 
the  same  general  purpose  and  for  the  same 
country  as  originally  obligated:  Provided. 
That  the  Appropriations  Committees  of 
l)oth  Houses  of  the  Congress  are  notified  fif 
teen  days  in  advance  of  the  deobligation  or 
reobligation  of  such  funds. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  247  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  403.  Amounts  certified  pursuant  lo 
section  1311  of  the  Supplemental  Appro- 
priations Act.  1955.  as  having  been  obligated 
against  appropriations  heretofore  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  Foreign  Assist 
ance  Act  of  1961.  as  amended,  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  any  of  the  subpara- 
graphs under  "Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment" in  prior  appropriations  Acts, 
are.  if  deobligaled.  hereby  continued  avail- 
able for  the  same  period  as  the  respective 
appropriations  m  such  subparagraphs  for 
the  same  general  purpose  and  for  the  same 
country  as  originally  obligated  or  for  relief, 
rehabilitation,  and  reconstruction  activities 
in  the  Andean  region:  Provided.  That  the 
Appropriations  Committees  of  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  are  notified  fifteen  days  in 
advance  of  the  deobligation  or  reobligation 
of  such  funds. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
will  move  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CONTE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  251  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  251:  Page  79.  after 
line  10.  insert: 

Sec.  407.  Upon  request  of  the  city  of  Pine 
Bluff.  Arkansas,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  authorize  such  city  to  lea.se  to  any 
person  the  banquet  and  kitchen  facilities  of 
the  Pine  Bluff  Convention  Center,  without 
affecting  the  Federal  assistance  provided  by 


a  grant  under  the  Public  Works  Employ- 
ment Act  of  1976  (project  number  01  51 
00020)  or  any  other  law.  if  such  transfer 
documents  provide  for  the  operation  of  such 
facilities  as  kitchen  and  banquet  facilities 
for  at  least  25  years  after  the  date  of  such 
transfer. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  Hou.se 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  251  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment,  insert  ■406". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  last  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  253  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  253:  Page  79.  after 
line  10.  insert: 

Sec  409.  Upon  request  of  the  city  of  Oak 
land.  California,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  authorize  such  city  to  sell  or  lea.se  lo 
any  person  the  George  P  Scot  Ian  Memorial 
Convention  Center  building,  without  affect- 
ing the  Federal  assistance  provided  under 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1965  (project  numbered  07-01- 
02471 ).  or  any  other  law.  if— 

( 1 )  such  sale  or  lease  provides,  for  the  op- 
eration of  such  facilities  as  a  Convention 
Center  for  at  least  sixty-five  years  after 
such  transfer:  and 

(2)  in  the  event  of  the  sale  of  such  build- 
ing, the  repayment  of  any  grant  made  pur- 
suant to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  shall— 

(A)  be  made  over  a  period  of  thirty  years; 

(B)  provide  that  no  payments  shall  be 
made  for  the  first  fifteen  years  of  such 
period;  and 

(C)  be  made  in  equal  annual  installments 
over  the  last  fifteen  years  of  such  period. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHITTEN  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  253  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  section  named  in  said 
amendment,  insert  "407". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
•  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  make  note  of  one  item  in 
the  fiscal  year  1983  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill,  and  that  is  the  Inter- 
national Fund  for  Agricultural  Devel- 
opment (IFAD).  The  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill  contains  $16  million 
for  IFAD.  a  U.N.  agency  which  is  to- 
tally focused  on  improving  the  capabil- 
ity of  small  and  landless  farmers  in  de- 
veloping nations  to  become  self-suffi- 
cient. I  strongly  support  IFAD,  and 
only  wish  the  bill  contained  more 
money  for  this  worthy  program. 

There  is  always  a  great  deal  of  criti- 
cism of  our  foreign  aid.  with  many 
people,  unfortunately,  not  distinguish- 
ing among  various  foreign  assistance 
initiatives.  There  is.  however,  an  enor- 


mous difference  between  guns  for  the 
Salvadoran  military  versus  helping  im- 
prove the  productivity  of  Egyptian 
farmers  who  have  about  one  acre 
each.  And  there  is  a  big  difference  be- 
tween funds  for  covert  activities  in 
Nicaragua  versus  credit  to  small  farm- 
ers in  Pakistan.  Even  with  develop- 
ment aid.  as  opposed  to  military  aid, 
we  need  to  exercise  discrimination.  We 
have  made  mistakes  in  our  food  and 
development  assistance  programs— at 
times  our  Food  for  Peace  aid  has 
proved  to  be  a  disincentive  for  local 
food  production  in  the  recipient  coun- 
try. And  a  good  case  can  be  made  that 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  is 
misdirected  in  its  orientation  toward 
export  production  rather  than  toward 
helping  people  meet  their  basic  needs. 
We  often  hear  talk  of  the  need  in  this 
Nation  for  a  constituency  for  foreign 
aid.  I  agree  that  we  do  need  this  type 
of  constituency.  And  IFAD.  which  is 
properly  focused,  effective,  and  which 
is  providing  leadership  by  example  to 
other  development  agencies  regarding 
direct  assistance  to  the  poorest  seg- 
ments of  populations,  merits  the  sup- 
port of  the  American  public. 

IFAD  was  formed  in  1977  as  an  out- 
growth of  the  World  Food  Conference. 
OPEC  and  Western  nations  cooperat- 
ed in  the  founding  of  IFAD.  and  con- 
tributed equally  to  its  initial  funding. 
However,  the  U.S.  pledge  to  pay  $180 
million  over  the  years  1981-83  has  not 
been  paid.  To  our  discredit,  the  United 
States  is  the  only  nation  to  not  meet 
its  pledge  to  IFAD.  We  have  paid  only 
$24  million  of  our  pledge.  And  with 
the  $16  million  contained  in  the  fiscal 
year  1983  supplemental  bill  which  is 
on  the  floor  today,  we  still  will  have 
paid  only  $40  million.  Oddly  enough, 
the  administration  opposed  the  inclu- 
sion of  $16  million  for  IFAD  in  the 
supplemental,  even  though  Congress 
appropriated  only  half  of  what  the  ad- 
ministration had  requested  for  fiscal 
year  1983.  The  administrations  less 
than  active  effort  on  behalf  of  IFAD. 
lipservicc  to  the  contrary  not  with- 
standing, is  puzzling  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  85  percent  of  IFAD's  funding 
has  been  used  for  projects  in  nations 
for  which  the  President  is  requesting 
fiscal  year  1984  security  assistance. 

American  representatives  are  just 
now  returning  from  a  conference  in 
Geneva  where  IFAD  funding  was  dis- 
cussed—a conference  at  which  the 
United  States  came  under  justifiable 
criticism.  There  is  a  good  chance  that 
some  nations  will  refuse  to  pledge  fur- 
ther money  to  IFAD  until  we  pay,  or 
at  least  give  an  indication  that  we  will 
pay.  our  pledge. 

I  am  apalled  to  see  us— Congress  and 
the  administration— stymie  a  program 
which  so  directly  helps  those  most  in 
need.  And  I  hate  to  see  us  so  foolishly 
discourage,  by  defaulting  on  our  pay- 
ments, OPEC  and  other  nations  from 


being  actively  involved  in  this  develop- 
ment effort. 

I  will  continue  to  work  for  funding 
for   programs   which   effectively   pro- 
mote a  better  life  for  the  worlds  poor- 
est people.  By  passing  the  fiscal  year 
1983  supplemental  bill,  we  are  sending 
a  message  that  the  United  States  still 
supports  the  work  of  the  Inernational 
Fund  for  Agricultural  Development. • 
•  Mr.        HAMMERSCHMIDT.        Mr. 
Speaker.   I  note  that  the  conference 
report  deletes  the  House-passed  lan- 
guage which  earmarked  $2  million  of 
the  funds  provided  under  the  jobs  bill 
(Public  Law  98-8)  to  be  used  for  reha- 
bilitation of  Six-Mile  Creek  in  Arkan- 
sas.   I    also   note    that    the    language 
agreed   to   by   the  conferees   provides 
the  same  total  program   funding  for 
SCS  rehabilitation  activities  as  was  in- 
cluded in  the  amendment  which  I  of- 
fered and  was  passed  on  the  floor  of 
the  House.  The  conference  report  that 
we  are  considering  here  today  makes 
the  following  statement  "The  confer- 
ees have  been  assured  that  within  the 
$17  million  available  for  rehabilitation 
of  existing  small  watersheds,  adequate 
funds  are  available  to  carry  out  the 
restoration   of  Six-Mile  Creek."   It   is 
my  understanding  that  nothing  in  the 
conference  report  is  meant  to  change 
the  intention  of  the  House-passe.d  lan- 
guage that  the  Six-Mile  Creek  project 
is  meant  to  be  funded  under  authority 
of  the  language  agreed  to  by  the  con- 
ferees.   It    is   also   my   understanding 
that  this  basic  agreement  is  shared  by 
the  Senate  conferees  on  this  legisla- 
tion and  that  this  basic  agreement  is 
implicit  in  the  conference  report  lan- 
guage that  we  have  before  us.  and  I 
am  pleased  to  have  personally  received 
that  assurance  from  the  distinguished 
chairman.  Mr.  Whitten.» 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  confer- 
ence report  and  the  several  motions 
was  laid  on  the  table. 


Washington.  D.C,  July  25.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill,  Jr.. 
Speaker.  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  notified  you  on  July 
11.  1983  that  Robert  McGuire  of  my  office 
had  received  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  from 
the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. 

After  consultation  with  counsel.  I  have  de- 
termined that  the  subpoena  is  consistent 
with  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  House 
and  will  therefore  comply  with  the  sub- 
poena. 

Sincerely. 

Benjamin  J.  Guthrie. 
Clerk,  House  of  Representatives. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
consideration  of  the  amendments  re- 
ported in  disagreement  to  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  3069,  and  that  I 
may  include  extraneous  and  tabular 
material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

There  weis  no  objection. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 
CLERK  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid 
before  the  House  the  following  com- 
munication from  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT.  1984 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  call  up 
from  the  Speaker's  table  the  Senate 
bill  (S.  675),  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the 
Armed  Forces  for  procurement,  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion, and  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  to  author- 
ize certain  construction  at  military  in- 
stallations for  fiscal  year,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Energy  for  national  security  programs 
for  such  fiscal  year,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, and  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the 
Senate  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  and  I  do  not 
intend  to  object,  but  I  do  this  for  pur- 
poses of  inquiring  whether  the  distin- 
guished Speaker  pro  tempore  or  some- 
one in  the  leadership  can  advise  the 
Members  as  to  the  schedule  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  day.  it  now  being 
almost  2  hours  after  the  anticipated 
adjournment  time. 

Could  we  just  have  some  sense  so  we 
could  make  our  plans  accordingly. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
next  item  of  business  is  to  swear  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore. 

Following  that  there  will  be  a  vote 
on  the  concurrent  resolution  relating 
to  adjournment,  which  is  mandatory, 
and  which  will  complete  the  schedule 
of  business  for  the  week. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman,  and  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


motion  offered  by  MR.  PRICE 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Price  moves  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  the  Senate  bill.  S.  675. 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  2969.  as  passed  by  the  House,  as  fol- 
lows: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Authorization  Act.  1984". 

TITLE  I— PROCUREMENT 

authorization  OF  appropriations,  army 

Sec.  101.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for  pro- 
curement of  aircraft,  missiles,  weapons  and 
tracked  combat  vehicles,  and  ammunition 
and  for  other  procurement  for  the  Army  as 
follows: 

For  aircraft.  $3,331,800,000. 

For  missiles.  $2,990,900,000. 

For  weapons  and  tracked  combat  vehicles. 
$4,738,400,000. 

For  ammunition.  $2,157,900,000. 

For  other  procurement.  $5,045,700,000. 

authorization  OF  appropriations,  navy  and 
marine  corps 
Sec  102.  (a)  Aircraft.— Funds  are  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  for  procurement  of  aircraft  for  the 
Navy  in  the  amount  of  $10,716,900,000. 

(b)  Weapons.— Funds  are  hereby  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  procurement  of  weapons  (including  mis- 
siles and  torpedoes)  for  the  Navy  as  follows: 

For  missile  programs.  $3,090,800,000. 

For  the  MK-48  torpedo  program, 
$124,600,000. 

For  the  MK-46  torpedo  program, 
$248,000,000. 

For  the  MK-60  torpedo  program, 
$105,400,000. 

For  the  MK-30  mobile  target  program, 
$22,100,000. 

For  the  MK-38  minimobile  target  pro- 
gram. $2,000,000. 

For  the  antisubmarine  rocket  (ASROC) 
program.  $17,300,000. 

For  the  modification  of  torpedoes. 
$111,800,000. 

For  the  torpedo  support  equipment  pro- 
gram, $72,100,000. 

For  the  MK-15  close-in  weapons  system 
program.  $126,700,000. 

For  the  5-inch /54-caliber  gun  mount  pro- 
gram. $16,100,000. 

For  the  MK-75  76-millimeter  gun  mount 
program,  $11,100,000. 

For  the  MK-19  gun  mount  program, 
$900,000. 

For  the  25-millimeter  gun  mount  pro- 
gram. $700,000. 

For  the  9-miIlimeter  handgun.  $500,000. 

For  small  arms  and  weapons.  $2,500,000. 

For  the  modification  of  guns  and  gun 
mounts,  $13,600,000. 

For  the  guns  and  gun  mounts  support 
equipment  program,  $9,300,000. 

(c)  Shipbuilding  and  Conversion.— Funds 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  shipbuilding  and 
conversion  for  the  Navy  as  follows: 

For  the  Trident  submarine  program. 
$1,759,000,000. 

For  the  SSN-688  nuclear  attack  subma- 
rine program,  $2,042,400,000. 

For  the  aircraft  carrier  service  life  exten- 
sion program  (SLEP).  $95,900,000. 

For  the  CG-47  Aegis  cruiser  program, 
$3,435,000,000. 
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For  the  DDG-51  Kuided  missile  destroyer 
program,  $79,000,000. 

For  the  battleship  reactivation  program. 
$57,700,000 

For  the  LSD-41  landing  ship  dock  pro- 
gram. $509,000,000. 

For  the  LHD-1  amphibious  assault  ship 
program.  $1,379,700,000. 

For  the  LPD-4  amphibious  ship  service 
life  extension  program  (SLEP).  $13,800,000. 

For  the  MCM-1  mine  countermeasures 
ship  program.  $301,000,000. 

For  the  MSH-1  minesweeper  hunter  pro- 
gram. $65,000,000. 

For  the  TAGS  ocean  survey  ship  program. 
$34,500,000. 

For  the  TAH  hospital  ship  program. 
$260,000,000. 

For  the  TAK(FBM)  missile  resupply  ship 
program.  $900,000. 

For  the  TAFS  combat  stores  ship  pro- 
gram. $16,100,000. 

For  the  TAO-187  fleet  oiler  program. 
$524,600,000. 

For  the  TAKR  fast  logistic  ship  program. 
$246,500,000. 

For  the  strategic  sealift  ready  reserve  pro- 
gram. $31,000,000. 

For  the  LCAC  landing  craft  air  cushion 
program.  $161,100,000. 

For  service  craft  and  landing  craft. 
$134,300,000. 

For  outfitting,  post  delivery,  and  cost 
growth.  $1,003,100,000. 

(d)  Other.— Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  he  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
other  procurement  for  the  Navy  in  the 
amount  of  $4,583,500,000.  of  which- 

(1)  the  sum  of  $684,500,000  is  available 
only  for  the  ship  support  equipment  pro- 
gram: 

(2)  the  sum  of  $1,600,500,000  is  available 
only  for  the  communications  and  electronics 
equipment  program:  and 

(3)  the  sum  of  $930,300,000  is  available 
only  for  the  ordnance  support  equipment 
program. 

(e>  Procurement.  Marine  Corps.— Funds 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  procurement  for  the 
Marine  Corps  (including  missiles,  tracked 
combat  vehicles,  and  other  weapons)  in  the 
amount  of  $1,800,400,000. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.  AIR  FORCE 

Sec  103.  (a)  Poinds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
procurement  of  aircraft  and  missiles  and  for 
other  procurement  for  the  Air  Force  as  fol- 
lows: 

For  aircraft.  $21,051,300,000. 

For  missiles.  $5,719,100,000. 

For  other  procurement.  $6,935,600,000. 

(b)  Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  this  section  for  aircraft  for  the 
Air  Force,  the  sum  of  $112,100,000  is  avail- 
able only  for  contribution  by  the  United 
States  as  its  share  of  the  cost  for  fiscal  year 
1984  of  acquisition  by  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  of  the  airborne  Warn- 
ing and  Control  System  <AWACS). 

(c)  Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  this  section  for  missiles  for  the 
Air  Force,  the  sum  of  $464,000,000  is  avail 
able  for  procurement  of  two  hundred  and 
forty  missiles  under  the  AGM-86B  air- 
launched  cruise  missile  program  and  the 
sum  of  $14,000,000  is  available  for  advance 
procurement  for  such  program. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  procurement  of  the  B-IB  aircraft 
program  may  be  carried  out  under  a  mul- 
tiyear  procurement  contract  in  accordance 
with  section  2306*  h)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code. 


AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.  DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

Sec  104.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fi.scal  year  1984  for  pro- 
curement by  the  Defense  agencies  in  the 
amount  of  $1,053,200,000. 

EXTENSION  or  AUTHORITY  PROVIDED  SECRE- 
TARY OF  DEFENSE  IN  CONNECTION  WITH  THE 
NATO  AIRBORNE  WARNING  AND  CONTROL 
SYSTEM   'AWACS'   PROGRAM 

Sec  105.  Effective  on  October  1.  1983.  sec- 
tion 103(a)  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act.  1982  (Public  Law  97-86: 
95  Stat.  1100).  is  amended  by  striking  out 
•fiscal  year  1983  "  both  places  it  appears  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'fLscal  year  1984". 

SECURE  COMMUNICATIONS  EQUIPMENT 

Sec  106.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  au- 
thorized to  procure  secure  telephone  com- 
munication systems,  including  equipment 
and  related  items,  during  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  and  other 
Government  agencies  and  entities  to  sup- 
port a  national  program  to  provide  secure 
telephone  service.  Of  the  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  title, 
not  more  than  $60,000,000  may  be  u.sed  to 
provide  secure  telephone  equipment  and  re- 
lated items  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  other  Government  agencies  and  entities 
in  support  of  such  a  national  program. 
Equipment  provided  to  Government  agen- 
cies and  entities  outside  the  Department  of 
Defense  under  the  authority  of  this  section 
and  such  related  services  as  may  be  neces- 
sary may  be  furnished  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  with  or  without  reimbursement. 

LIMITATION  ON  ARMY  PROCUREMENT 

Sec  107.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
not  make  a  contract  for  the  purpose  of  es- 
tablishing a  .second  .source  for  production  of 
the  engine  for  the  Ml  lank. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  NAVY  PROCUREMENT 

Sec  108.  (a)(1)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations for  the  strategic  -sealift  ready 
reserve  program  under  section  102(c)  (under 
Shipbuilding  and  Conversion  for  the  Navy) 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  for  the  acqui- 
sition of  a  specific  vessel  for  that  program 
until  (A)  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  has  no- 
tified the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
and  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  proposed 
acquisition  of  that  vessel  for  that  program, 
and  (B)  a  period  of  thirty  days  of  continu- 
ous session  of  Congress  has  expired  follow- 
ing the  date  on  which  that  notice  was  re- 
ceived by  those  committees. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  the 
continuity  of  a  session  of  Congress  is  broken 
only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress 
sine  die.  and  the  days  on  which  either 
House  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  ad- 
journment of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day 
certain  are  excluded  in  the  computation  of 
such  thirty-day  period. 

(b)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  the  LCAC  landing  craft  air  cushion  pro- 
gram under  section  102(c)  (under  Shipbuild- 
ing and  Conversion  for  the  Navy)  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  until  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  has  submitted  a  report  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  on  Ap- 
propriations of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  which— 

(1)  responds  to  the  Comptroller  General 
decision  B-203652  of  April  20.  1983: 

(2)  evaluates  the  feasibility  of  establishing 
a  second  source  for  the  production  of  the 
landing  craft  air  cushion: 


(3)  recommends  a  specific  acquisition 
strategy  for  such  program  that  ensures  pro- 
curement of  the  best  landing  craft  air  cush 
ion  for  the  Navy  and.  to  the  extent  feasible, 
provides  that  such  procurement  shall  be 
competitive  if  practicable  and  appropriate: 
and 

(4)  describes  a  plan  to  conduct  a  new 
source-  selection  competition  for  the  land- 
ing craft  air  cushion  program  and  evaluates 
the  feasibility  of  that  competition. 

PROHIBITION  ON  PROCUREMENT  OF  BINARY 
CHEMICAL  MUNITIONS  AND  RELATED  PRODUC- 
TION FACILITIES.  E(JUIPMENT.  AND  PRECURSOR 
CHEMICALS 

Sec  109.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions in  this  title  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  procurement  of  binary  chemical 
munitions  or  for  production  facilities,  equip- 
ment, or  precursor  chemicals  for  such  muni- 
tions. 

TITLE  II-RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT. 
TEST.  AND  EVALUATION 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  201.  (a)  Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  for  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  in 
amounts  as  follows: 

For  the  Army.  $4,204,552,000. 

For  the  Navy  (including  the  Marine 
Corps).  $7,604,385,000. 

For  the  Air  Force.  $9,730,141,000. 

For  the  Defense  Agencies,  $3,048,422,000. 
of  which  $50,000,000  is  authorized  for  the 
activities  of  the  Director  of  Test  and  Eval- 
uation. Defense. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  in  subsection  (a),  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  such  additional  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  increases  in  salary,  pay.  retirement, 
and  other  employee  benefits  authorized  by 
law  for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  whose  compen.salion  is  pro- 
vided for  by  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  subsection  (a). 

LIMITATIONS  ON  FUNDS  FOR  THE  ARMY 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Of  the  amount  authorized  in 
section  201  for  the  Army— 

1 1)  $7,650,000  is  available  only  for  75-milli- 
meter and  90-millimeter  guns  for  light  ar- 
mored vehicles; 

(2)  $7,000,000  is  available  only  for  neutral 
particle  beam  research  as  part  of  the  ballis- 
tic missile  defense  advanced  technology  pro- 
gram: 

(3)  $28,000,000  is  available  only  for  inte- 
gration (including  qualification)  of  the  Hell- 
fire  missile  on  the  UH-60  helicopter; 

(4)  $50,160,000  is  available  only  for  the 
Joint  Tactical  Missile  System  and  for  selec- 
tion of  either  the  Patriot  T-16  or  Lance  T- 
22  as  the  delivery  vehicle  for  such  system: 
and 

(5)  $12,561,000  is  available  only  for  the 
Mobile  Protected  Gun  System. 

(b)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Army  may  be  u.sed  for  full-.scale  engi- 
neering development  of  the  Military  Com- 
puter Family  System  until  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  provides  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  a  plan  for  the  introduction 
and  integration  of  advanced  micro-electron- 
ic computers  into  weapons  systems. 


July  29,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


21725 


LIMITATIONS  ON  FUNDS  FOR  THE  NAVY 

Sec  203.  (a)  Of  the  amount  authorized  in 
section  201  for  the  Navy  (including  the 
Marine  Corps)— 

( 1 )  $24,000,006  is  available  only  for  contin- 
ued development  of  the  Rankine  Cycle 
Energy  Recovery  (RACER)  system  for  in- 
stallation on  the  DDG-51  lead  ship: 

(2)  $20,000,000  is  available  only  for  the  an- 
tiradiation  projectile  program: 

(3)  $60,593,000  is  available  only  for  the 
Mark  92  fire  control  system; 

(4)  $18,000,000  is  available  only  for  a  de- 
rivative of  the  Standard  Missile  II  to  be 
used  for  the  Navy  outer  air  battle  mission: 
and 

(5)  $1,470,000  is  available  only  for  the 
evaluation  of  a  wing-lift  system  for  Navy 
utility  craft. 

(b)(1)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  in  section  201 
for  the  Navy  may  be  used  for  full-scale  engi- 
neering development  of  the  AN/UYK-43 
and  AN/UYK-44  computers  until  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  provides  to  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  a  plan  for  the  introduc- 
tion and  integration  of  advanced  microelec- 
tronic computers  into  weapons  systems. 

(2)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Navy  may  be  used  for  the  Navy  Mid-In- 
frared Advanced  Chemical  Laser  program. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  FUNDS  FOR  THE  AIR  FORCE 

Sec.  204.  (a)  Of  the  amount  authorized  in 
section  201  for  the  Air  Force- 
CD  $80,000,000  is  available  for  the  Air 
Force  Space  Command  only  for  the  develop- 
ment of  the  visible/ultraviolet  short  wave- 
length laser  with  the  objective  of  demon- 
strating as  early  as  practicable  an  antisatel- 
lite  capability  against  low-orbit  satellites; 

(2)  $350,000,000  is  available  only  for  a 
competitive  advanced  fighter.'attack  air- 
craft program: 

(3)  at  least  $20,000,000  is  available  only  for 
development  of  an  Advanced  Joint  Tactical 
Information  Distribution  Derivative  System 
that  provides  interoperability  among  Navy, 
(including  and  Marine  Corps)  and  Air  Force 
aircraft: 

(4)  $20,000,000  is  available  only  for  the  de- 
velopment of  terminally  guided  and  sensor- 
fused  submunitions  for  the  Air  Force  deep 
strike  mission:  and 

(5)  $123,500,000  is  available  only  for  the 
development  of  the  Air  Force  T-46  Next 
Generation  Trainer  aircraft. 

(b)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Air  Force  may  be  used  for  the  Airborne 
Laser  Laboratory  program  or  for  the  Low- 
Altitude  Navigation  and  Targeting  Infrared. 
Night  (LANTIRN)  system. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  FUNDS  FOR  THE  DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

Sec  205.  (a)  Of  the  amount  authorized  in 
section  201  for  the  Defense  Agencies— 

(1)  not  less  than  $65,000,000  is  available 
only  for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  of  free-electron  and  other  short 
wavelength  (including  blue-green)  lasers: 

(2)  $48,100,000  is  available  only  for  the 
particle-beam  technology  program,  includ- 
ing modifications  to  the  advanced  test  accel- 
erator required  for  free-electron  laser  re- 
search; 

(3)  $20,000,000  is  available  only  for  a  joint 
Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects 
Agency  and  Department  of  Energy  project 
for  research,  development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion of  third-generation  defensive  weapons; 
and 


(4)  $30,000,000  is  available  only  for  the 
Defense  Nuclear  Agency  for  research,  devel- 
opment, test,  and  evaluation  of  third-gen- 
eration defensive  weapons. 

(b)  None  of  the  amount  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  the  authorization  in  section  201  for 
the  Defense  Agencies  may  be  used  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evaluation 
for  the  program  for  fifth-generation  artifi- 
cial intelligence  computers  until  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  submits  to  Congress  a  com- 
prehensive plan  for  the  manner  in  which 
such  program  will  be  carried  out. 
TITLE  III-LAND-BASED  STRATEGIC 
BALLISTIC  MISSILE  MODERNIZA- 
TION PROGRAM 

PROCUREMENT  OF  MX  MISSILE 

Sec  301.  In  addition  to  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  in  section  103 
for  procurement  of  missiles  for  the  Air 
Force,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Air  Force  for  fiscal  year 
1984  for  procurement  of  missiles  the  sum  of 
$2,200,000,000  to  be  available  only  for  the 
MX  missile  program. 

RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT.  TEST.  AND  EVALUA- 
TION FOR  MX  MISSILE  AND  SMALL  MOBILE 
MISSILE  SYSTEMS 

Sec  302.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  in  section  201 
for  research,  development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion for  the  Air  Force,  there  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Air  Force 
for  fiscal  year  1984  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation  for  the  land- 
based  strategic  ballistic  missile  moderniza- 
tion program— 

(1)  $1,980,389,000  to  be  available  only  for 
research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation 
for  the  MX  missile  program:  and 

(2)  $250,000,000  to  be  available  only  for  re- 
search, development,  lest,  and  evaluation 
for  a  small  mobile  missile  system. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  in  section  201  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evaluation 
for  the  Defense  Agencies,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  De- 
fense Nuclear  Agency  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  land-based  strategic  ballistic  missile 
modernization  program  the  sum  of 
$20,000,000  to  be  available  only  for  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  related  to 
silo  hardening  technology. 

LIMITATION  ON  EXPENDITURE  OF  FUNDS 

Sec  303.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  authorized 
by  clause  (2)  of  section  302(a)  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  or  evaluation  for  an  interconti- 
nental-range mobile  ballistic  missile  that 
would  weigh  more  than  33.000  pounds  or 
that  would  carry  more  than  a  single  war- 
head. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  not 
deploy  more  than  10  MX  missiles  until— 

(1)  demonstration  of  subsystems  and  test- 
ing of  components  of  ihe  small  mobile  inter- 
continental ballistic  missile  system  (includ- 
ing missile  guidance  and  propulsion  subsys- 
tems) have  occurred:  and 

(2)  nuclear  effects  tests  on  the  compo- 
nents and  subsystems  of  the  prototype 
mobile  transporter-launcher  basing  system 
and  fixed  basing  system  for  the  small  mis- 
sile have  been  carried  out  using  full-scale 
tests,  when  practicable,  and  otherwise  using 
scaled  tests. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  not 
deploy  more  than  40  MX  missiles  until— 

(1)  the  major  elements  (including  the 
guidance  and  control  subsystems)  of  a 
mobile   missile    weighing    less   than    33.000 


pounds  as  a  part  of  an  intercontinental  bal- 
listic missile  system  have  been  flight  tested; 

(2)  the  major  elements  of  the  prototype 
small  mobile  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile system  (including  the  missile,  the  proto- 
type mobile  transporter-launcher  basing 
system  and  fixed  basing  system,  and  the 
command,  control,  and  communications 
system)  have  been  designed  and  functional- 
ly integrated  and  the  system  has  been  vali- 
dated; 

(3)  contractors  for  the  full-scale  engineer- 
ing development  of  such  a  missile  system 
have  been  selected  and  contracts  have  been 
awarded  to  those  contractors:  and 

(4)  full-scale  engineering  development  of 
such  a  missile  system  has  begun. 

(d)(1)  Not  later  than  January  15  of  each 
year  from  1984  through  1988.  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  a  report— 

(A)  on  the  progress  being  made  with  re- 
spect to  the  development  and  deployment  of 
the  MX  missile  system; 

(B)  on  the  progress  being  made  with  re- 
spect to  the  development  and  testing  of  a 
small  mobile  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile system:  and 

(C)  on  developments  related  to  silo-hard- 
ening technology. 

(2)  In  each  report  under  paragraph  (1). 
the  Secretary  shall  certify  whether  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  is  developing  a  small 
mobile  intercontinental  ballistic  missile 
system  with  a  missile  that  weighs  no  more 
than  33.000  pounds  and  that  is  planned  to 
carry  no  more  than  a  single  warhead. 

(e)  If  at  any  time  during  the  development 
of  the  small  mobile  intercontinental  ballis- 
tic missile  it  appears  that  the  weight  of  the 
missile  when  deployed  will  exceed  30,000 
pounds,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  a  report  to  Congress  stating  the  pro- 
jected weight  of  the  missile  and  providing 
an  explanation  of  the  reasons  for  the 
weight  exceeding  30.000  pounds  and  the  an- 
ticipated effects  that  weight  could  have  on 
the  mobility  and  blast  resistance  of  the  mis- 
sile system. 

TITLE  IV-OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  401.  (a)  Army.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,588,890,000 
for  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Army 
as  follows: 

(1)  For  general  purpose  forces. 
$6,359,187,000. 

(2)  For  intelligence  and  communications. 
$1,034,389,000. 

(3)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$5,065,237,000. 

(4)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities.  $3,872,421,000. 

(5)  For  administration.  $1,148,958,000. 

(6)  For  support  of  other  nations. 
$108,698,000. 

(b)  Navy.— Funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  in 
the  total  amount  of  $22,254,888,000  for  ex- 
penses, not  otherwise  provided  for.  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Navy  and 
the  Marine  Corps  as  follows; 

( 1 )  For  strategic  forces.  $1,931,861,000. 

(2)  For  general  purpose  forces. 
$10,582,807,000. 

(3)  For  intelligence  and  communications. 
$1,063,889,000. 

(4)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance. 
$6,011,933,000. 
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(5)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities.  $2,008,832,000. 

(6)  For  administration.  $652,566,000. 

(7)  For  support  of  other  nations. 
S3.000.000. 

(c)  Marine  Corps.  — Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $1,555,400,000 
for  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Marine  Corps  as  follows: 

(1)  For  general  purpose  forces. 
$895,201,000. 

<2)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance. 
$353,123,000 

(3 1  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities.  $211,073,000. 

(4)  For  administration.  $96,003,000. 

(d>  Air  Force.— Funds  are  hereby  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984 
in  the  total  amount  of  $18,365,248,000  for 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Air 
Force  as  follows: 

(1)  For  strategic  forces.  $3,093,181,000. 

(2)  For  general  purpose  forces. 
$3,968,778,000. 

(3)  For  intelligence  and  communications. 
$1,801,922,000. 

(4)  For  airlift  and  sealift.  $1,187,935,000. 

(5)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance. 
$5,750,311,000. 

(6)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities.  $2,019,042,000. 

(7)  For  administration.  $536,902,000. 

(8)  For  support  of  other  nations. 
$7,177,000. 

(e)  Defense  Agencies.— Funds  are  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $6,636,835,000 
for  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  activities 
and  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
(Other  than  the  military  departments)  as 
follows: 

(1)  For  general  purpose  forces, 
$279,700,000. 

(2)  For  intelligence  and  communications. 
$2,238,359,000. 

(3)  For  central  supply  and  maintenance, 
$1,536,966,000. 

(4)  For  training,  medical,  and  other  gener- 
al personnel  activities.  $2,164,599,000. 

(5)  For  administration.  $417,211,000. 

(f)  Army  Reserve.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1934  in  the  total  amount  of  $686,400,000  for 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Army 
Reserve  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  mission  forces.  $409,234,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance.  $8,810,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $268,356,000. 

(g)  Navy  Reserve.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $660,200,000  for 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for.  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Navy 
Reserve  as  follows: 

(1)  For  mission  forces.  $370,648,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance,  $116,838,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $172,714,000. 

(h)  Marine  Corps  Reserve.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1984  in  the  total  amount  of 
$53,229,000  for  expenses,  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for.  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  For  mission  forces,  $27,453,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance.  $1,589,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $24,187,000. 

(i)  AiR  Force  Reserve. -Funds  are  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 


1984  in  the  total  amount  of  $801,000,000  for 
expenses,   not    otherwi.se   provided    for.    for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Air 
Force  Reserve  as  follows: 
<1)  For  mission  forces.  $540,218,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance.  $127,749,000. 

(3)  For  other  support.  $133,033,000. 

(j)  Army  National  Guard.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1984  in  the  total  amount  of 
$1,181,600,000  for  expenses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for.  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  Army  National  Guard  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  For  training  operations.  $220,608,000. 

(2)  For  logistical  support.  $865,662,000. 

(3)  For  headquarters  and  command  sup- 
port. $84,828,000. 

(4)  For  medical  .support.  $10,502,000. 

(k)  Air  National  Guard.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1984  in  the  total  amount  of 
$1,778,900,000  for  expenses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for.  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  Air  National  Guard  as  follows: 

(1)  For  mission  forces.  $1,335,413,000. 

(2)  For  depot  maintenance.  $330,246,000 

(3)  For  other  support.  SI  13.241.000. 

(1)  National  Board  for  the  Promotion  of 
Rifle  Practice.  Army. -There  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  the  amount  of  $899,000  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  upon 
the  recommendation  of  the  National  Board 
for  the  Promotion  of  Rifle  Practice,  under 
section  4308  of  title  10.  United  Stales  Code, 
and  the  expenses  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  under  sections  4309  and  4313  of  such 
title. 

im)  Claims.  Defense.— There  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1984  the  amount  of  $222,900,000  for  pay 
ment.  not  otherwise  provided  for.  of  claims 
authorized  by  law  to  be  paid  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  (except  for  civil  functions). 

(n)  Court  or  Military  Appeals.  De- 
fense.—There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  fiscal  year  1984  the  amount 
of  $3,372,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  for 
the  United  Stales  Court  of  Military  Ap- 
peals. 
general   authorization   of   appropriations 

for  pay  raises.  fuel  costs.  and  inflation 

adjustments 

Sec  402.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  fiscal  year  1984.  in  addition 
to  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated in  section  401.  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary— 

( 1)  for  increases  in  salary,  pay.  retirement, 
and  other  employee  benefits  authorized  by 
law  for  civilian  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  whose  compensation  is  pro- 
vided for  by  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated in  section  401; 

(2)  for  unbudgeted  increases  in  fuel  costs: 
and 

(3)  for  increases  as  the  result  of  inflation 
in  the  cost  of  activities  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 401. 

authorization   of   appropriations   for    as- 
sistance   FOR     1984     games    OF    THE    XXIII 

olympiad 

Sec.  403.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is 
authorized— 

( 1 )  to  provide  logistical  support  and  per- 
sonnel services  to  the  1984  games  of  the 
XXIII  Olympiad; 

(2)  to  lend  and  provide  equipment  in  sup- 
port of  the  1984  games  of  the  XXIII  Olym- 
piad; and 

(3)  to  provide  such  other  services  in  sup- 
port of  the  1984  games  of  the  XXIII  Olym- 


piad as  the  Secretary  may  consider  advisa- 
ble. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal 
1984  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  but  not 
to  exceed  $50,000,000  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying out  subsection  <a).  Except  for  funds 
used  for  pay  and  nontravel  related  allow- 
ances for  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
(Other  than  members  of  the  reserve  compo- 
nents called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  to  pro- 
vide support  for  the  XXIII  Olympiad),  no 
funds  may  be  obligated  for  such  purpose 
unless  specifically  appropriated  for  such 
purpose.  The  costs  for  pay  and  nontravel  re- 
lated allowances  of  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  (other  than  members  of  the  reserve 
components  called  or  ordered  to  active  duty 
to  provide  support  for  the  XXIII  Olympiad) 
may  not  be  charged  to  appropriations  made 
pursuant  to  this  authorization.  None  of  the 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authori- 
zation contained  in  this  section  may  be  obli- 
gated until  the  President  approves  a  justifi- 
cation submitted  by  the  Olympic  Law  En- 
forcement Coordinating  Council  for  Olym- 
pic arrangements  to  include  security,  medi- 
cal support,  and  other  related  matters.  Such 
justification  shall  delineate  the  general  fi- 
nancial and  operational  responsibilities  of 
each  organization  represented  on  the  Coun- 
cil by  functional  area  and  identify  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  support  that  may  be 
requested,  in  such  level  of  detail  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  deems  necessary. 

prohibition  of  use  of  vessels  with  for- 
eign-built MAJOR  components  UNDER  CER- 
TAIN leases  or  service  CONTRACTS 

Sec  404.  (a)(1)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  the  authorizations  of 
appropriations  in  .section  401  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  for  the  lease  of  a  vessel, 
or  for  the  provision  of  a  service  through  use 
by  a  contractor  of  a  vessel,  under  a  contract 
which  will  be  for  a  long  term  or  under 
which  the  United  States  will  have  a  sub- 
stantial termination  liability  and  under 
which  the  vessel  involved  will  have  a  main 
propulsion  system  or  other  major  compo- 
nent not  built  in  the  United  States. 

(2)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorizations  of  appropriations 
in  .section  401  may  be  obligated  or  expended 
for  a  contract  that  is  an  agreement  to  lease 
or  an  agreement  to  provide  services  and  that 
is  (or  will  be)  accompanied  by  a  contract  for 
the  actual  lease  or  provision  of  services  if 
the  contract  for  the  actual  lease  or  provi- 
sion of  services  is  (or  will  be)  a  contract  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  ( 1 ). 

(b)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)— 

(Da  contract  shall  be  considered  to  be  for 
a  long  term  if  the  term  of  the  contract,  in- 
cluding all  options  under  the  contract,  is  for 
more  than  5  years  or  is  for  a  period  longer 
than  one-half  the  useful  life  of  the  vessel: 
and 

(2)  the  United  States  shall  be  considered 
to  have  a  substantial  termination  liability 
under  a  contract  if.  as  determined  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  sum  of— 

(A)  the  present  value  of  the  amount  of 
the  termination  liability  of  the  United 
States  under  the  contract  as  of  the  end  of 
the  term  of  the  contract  (exclusive  of  any 
option  to  extend  the  contract),  and 

(B)  the  present  value  of  the  total  of  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
under  the  contract  (excluding  any  option  to 
extend  the  contract)  attributable  to  capital- 
hire. 


is  more  than  one-half  the  price  of  the  vessel 
involved. 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  does  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  a  contract  entered  into  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SHELTER  FOR  THE  HOMELESS  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

Sec  405.  (a)(1)  Chapter   151   of  title   10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 
§  2546.    Shelter    for    homeless:    incidental 

services 

■■(a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment may  make  military  installations  under 
his  jurisdiction  available  for  the  furnishing 
of  shelter  to  persons  without  adequate  shel- 
ter. The  Secretary  may,  incidental  to  the 
furnishing  of  such  shelter,  provide  services 
as  described  in  subsection  (b).  Shelter  and 
incidental  services  provided  under  this  sec- 
tion may  be  provided  without  reimburse- 
ment. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  carry 
out  this  section  in  cooperation  with  appro- 
priate State  and  local  governmental  entities 
and  charitable  organizations.  The  Secretary 
shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
use  the  services  and  personnel  of  such  enti- 
ties and  organizations  in  determining  to 
whom  and  the  circumstances  under  which 
shelter  is  furnished  under  this  section. 

■■(b)  Services  that  may  be  provided  inci- 
dent to  the  furnishing  of  shelter  under  this 
section  are  the  following: 

•■(1)  Utilities. 

••(2)  Bedding. 

•■(3)  Security. 

•■(4)  Transportation. 

"(5)  Renovation  of  facilities. 

••(6)  Minor  repairs  undertaken  specifically 
to  make  suitable  space  available  for  shelter 
to  be  provided  under  this  section. 

"(7)  Property  liability  insurance. 

"(c)  Shelter  and  incidental  services  may 
only  be  provided  under  this  section  to  the 
extent  that  the  Secretary  concerned  deter- 
mines will  not  interfere  with  military  pre- 
paredness or  ongoing  military  functions. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pre- 
scribe regulations  for  the  administration  of 
this  section.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"2546.  Shelter  for  homeless;  incidental  serv- 
ices.". 

(b)  Section  2546  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

LIMITATION  ON  CONTRACTING-OUT  AT  THE 
SERVICE  ACADEMIES 

Sec  406.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions in  this  title  shall  be  available  to  carry 
out  at  the  United  States  Military  Academy, 
the  United  States  Naval  Academy,  or  the 
United  States  Air  Force  Academy  the  provi- 
sions of  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Circular  A-76  (or  any  successor  circular, 
order,  or  other  regulation  of  the  executive 
branch  relating  to  contracting-out  commer- 
cial and  industrial  functions). 

LOANS  TO  CERTAIN  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS  IN  SAN 
ANTONIO.  TEXAS 

Sec  407.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  make  a  loan  to  the  Fort  Sam  Houston 
Independent  School  District  of  San  Anto- 
nio. Texas,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$784,000.  in  order  to  assist  that  school  dis- 
trict in  meeting  current  expenditures.  A 
loan   under   this  subsection   may   be   made 


from  amounts  available  to  the  Army  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  Any  such  loan  shall  bear  interest  at 
such  a  rate  and  be  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  requires. 

(b>  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may 
make  loans  to  the  Randolph  Field  Inde- 
pendent School  District  and  to  the  Lackland 
Independent  School  District  of  San  Anto- 
nio, Texas,  in  a  total  amount  not  to  exceed 
$657,000.  in  order  to  assist  those  .school  dis- 
tricts in  meeting  current  expenditures.  A 
loan  under  this  subsection  may  be  made 
from  amounts  available  to  the  Air  Force  for 
operation  and  maintenance  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  Any  such  loan  shall  bear  interest  at 
such  a  rate  and  be  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  requires. 

(c)  If  funds  under  the  Act  of  September 
30.  1950  (Public  Law  874,  81st  Congress:  20 
U.S.C.  236  et  seq.).  are  not  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1984  to  a  school  district  receiving 
a  loan  under  this  section  in  the  full  amount 
that  would  have  been  provided  to  that 
school  district  for  that  fiscal  year  without 
regard  to  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act  of  1981,  then  such  loan  (including 
interest)  shall  be  forgiven  to  the  extent  that 
the  amount  provided  to  that  school  district 
for  that  year  under  such  Act  is  less  than 
such  full  amount. 

TITLE  V-ACTIVE  FORCES 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTHS 

Sec.  501.  The  Armed  Forces  are  author- 
ized strengths  for  active  duty  personnel  as 
of  September  30,  1984,  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Army,  778,000. 

(2)  The  Navy.  560.300. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps.  194,600. 

(4)  The  Air  Force.  592.500. 

QUALITY  CONTROL  ON  ENLISTMENTS  INTO  THE 
ARMY  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1984 

Sec.  502.  Effective  on  October  1.  1983,  sec- 
tion 302(a)  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act,  1981  (Public  Law  96-342: 
10  U.S.C.  520  note),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  -October  1.  1982"  and  "September  30. 
1983 '■  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'October 
1.  1983'  and  ■September  30.  1984'.  respec- 
tively. 

LIMIT  ON  FUNDS  FOR  PERMANENT  CHANCE  OF 
STATION  ■PCSi  TRAVEL  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR 
1984 

Sec  503.  (a)  During  fiscal  year  1984.  not 
more  than  $2,585,626,000  may  be  spent  from 
funds  available  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  permanent  change  of  station 
travel  (including  all  expenses  of  such  travel 
for  organizational  movements).  Assignments 
for  temporary  duty  may  not  be  increased  in 
order  to  circumvent  the  limitation  in  the 
preceding  sentence. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  take 
such  steps  as  are  necessary,  consistent  with 
the  requirements  of  military  readiness,  to 
reduce  the  number  of  permanent  changes  of 
station  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 
Such  steps  shall  include— 

(1)  reductions  to  the  minimum  essential 
level  in  the  number  of  permanent  changes 
of  station  required  within  the  continental 
United  States; 

(2)  extensions  of  the  length  of  tours  of 
duty  overseas  in  locations  other  than  loca- 
tions that  do  not  allow  for  accompanied 
tours;  and 

(3)  reductions  in  the  number  of  active 
duty  military  personnel  stationed  outside 
the  continental  United  States. 


REDUCTION  ON  THE  NUMBER  OF  PERSONNEL 
ASSIGNED  TO  HEADQUARTERS  STAFFS 

Sec  504.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
reduce  the  total  of  the  strengths  authorized 
by  section  501  by  a  total  of  500  personnel  to 
be  derived  from  reductions  in  positions  as- 
signed to  headquarters  staffs  of  the  military 
departments,  defense  agencies,  commands, 
and  other  components  of  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

ALLIED  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  THE  COMMON 
DEFENSE 

Sec  505.  (a)  In  recognition  of  the  increas- 
ing military  threat  faced  by  the  Western 
World  and  in  view  of  the  growth,  relative  to 
the  United  States,  in  the  economic  strength 
of  Japan.  Canada,  and  a  number  of  Western 
European  countries  which  has  occurred 
since  the  signing  of  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  on  April  4.  1949,  and  the  Mutual  Co- 
operation and  Security  Treaty  between 
Japan  and  the  United  States  on  January  19, 
1960.  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  burdens  of  mutual  defense  now  as- 
sumed by  some  of  the  countries  allied  with 
the  United  States  under  those  agreements 
are  not  commensurate  with  their  economic 
resources; 

(2)  since  May  1978,  when  each  NATO 
member  nation  agreed  to  increase  real  de- 
fense spending  annually  in  the  range  of  3 
per  centum,  most  NATO  members  except 
for  the  United  States  have  failed  to  meet 
the  3  per  centum  real  growth  commitment 
consistently  and  performance  toward  this 
goal  in  1983  is  estimated  to  be  the  most  defi- 
cient, on  average,  since  the  goal  was  estab- 
lished: 

(3)  since  May  1981.  when  the  Government 
of  Japan  established  its  policy  to  defend  the 
air  and  sea  lines  of  communication  out  to 
1.000  nautical  miles  from  the  coast  of 
Japan,  progress  to  develop  the  necessary 
self-defense  capabilities  to  fulfill  that 
pledge  has  been  extremely  disappointing; 

(4)  Japan  is  the  ally  of  the  United  States 
with  the  greatest  potential  for  improving  its 
self-defense  capabilities  and  should  there- 
fore rapidly  increase  its  annual  defense 
spending  to  the  levels  required  to  fulfill 
that  pledge  and  to  enable  Japan  to  field  an 
effective  conventional  self-defense  capabil- 
ity by  1990.  including  the  capability  to  carry 
out  its  1.000-mile  defense  policy,  a  develop- 
ment that  would  be  consonant  not  only  with 
Japan's  current  prominent  position  in  the 
family  of  nations  but  also  with  its  unique 
sensibilities  on  the  issues  of  war  and  peace, 
sensibilities  that  are  recognized  and  respect- 
ed by  the  people  of  the  United  States: 

(5)  the  continued  unwillingness  of  such 
countries  to  increase  their  contributions  to 
the  common  defense  to  more  appropriate 
levels  will  endanger  the  vitality,  effective- 
ness, and  cohesiveness  of  the  alliances  be- 
tween those  countries  and  the  United 
States. 

(b)  It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  President  should  seek  from  each 
signatory  country  (other  than  the  United 
States)  of  the  two  treaties  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  acceptance  of  international 
security  responsibilities  and  an  agreement 
to  make  contributions  to  the  common  de- 
fense which  are  commensurate  with  the  eco- 
nomic resources  of  such  country,  including, 
when  appropriate,  an  increase  in  host 
nation  support. 
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PROHIBITION  ON  ASSIGNING  TROOPS  TO 
OVERTHROW  GOVERNMENT  OF  NICARAGUA 

Sec.  506.  No  personnel  authorized  by  this 
title  shall  t)e  assigned  to  the  mission  of  over- 
throwing the  government  of  Nicaragua. 
TITLE  VI-RESERVE  FORCES 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  AVERAGE  STRENGTHS  FOR 
SELECTED  RESERVE 

Sec  601  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984  the  Se- 
lected Reserve  of  the  reserve  components  of 
the  Armed  Forces  shall  be  programed  to 
attain  average  strengths  of  not  less  than  the 
following: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States.  425.000. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve.  270.700 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve.  112.600. 

(4)  The  Marme  Corps  Reserve.  40.300. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  103.400. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  68.600. 

(7)  The  Coast  Guard  Reserve.  12.000. 

(b)  The  average  strength  prescribed  by 
subsection  ia>  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
any  reserve  component  shall  be  proportion- 
ately reduced  by  ( 1  >  the  total  authorized 
strength  of  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component 
which  are  on  active  duty  <other  than  for 
training)  at  any  time  during  the  fiscal  year, 
and  (2)  the  total  number  of  individual  mem- 
bers not  in  units  organized  to  serve  as  units 
of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component 
who  are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training  or  for  unsatisfactory  participation 
in  training)  without  their  consent  at  any 
time  during  the  fiscal  year.  Whenever  such 
units  or  such  individual  memt>ers  are  re- 
leased from  active  duty  during  any  fiscal 
year,  the  average  strength  prescribed  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of 
such  reserve  component  shall  be  proportion- 
ately increased  by  the  total  authorized 
strength  of  such  units  and  by  the  total 
number  of  such  individual  members. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTHS  FOR  RE- 
SERVES ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE 
RESERVES 

Sec  602.  Within  the  average  strengths 
prescritjed  in  section  601.  the  reserve  compo- 
nents of  the  Armed  Forces  and  the  National 
Guard  are  authorized,  as  of  September  30. 
1984.  the  following  number  of  Reserves  to 
l)e  serving  on  full-time  active  duty,  and 
members  of  the  National  Guard  to  be  serv- 
ing in  a  full-time  duty  status,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  organizing,  administering,  recruit- 
ing, instructing,  or  training  the  reserve  com- 
ponents or  the  National  Guard: 

il)  The  Army  National  Guard  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States. 
19.494. 

i2)  The  Army  Reserve.  10.664. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve.  13.846. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  801. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  5.915. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  517. 

(bi  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  that  such  action  is  in  the 
national  interest,  the  end  strengths  pre- 
scril)ed  by  sut>section  (a)  may  t)e  increased 
by  a  total  of  not  more  than  the  number 
equal  to  2  per  centum  of  the  total  end 
strengths  prescribed. 

INCREASE  IN  NUMBER  OF  CERTAIN  PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZED  TO  BE  ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  IN  SUP- 
PORT OF  THE  RESERVE  COMPONENTS 

Sec.  603.  (a)  The  columns  under  the  head- 
ings Army"  and  'Marine  Corps"  in  the 
table  in  .section  524(a)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1983  GUARD  AND 
RESERVE  STATUS  FOR  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD 
AND  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD 

Sec.  604.  Section  502  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Authorization.  1983  (Public  Law 
97-252;  96  Stat.  726).  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "and  the  National  Guard" 
after  "the  Armed  Forces"; 

(2)  by  inserting  ".  and  members  of  the  Na- 
tional Guard  to  t)e  serving  in  a  full-time 
duty  status."  after  "active  duty": 

(3)  by  inserting  "or  the  National  Guard" 
after  "reserve  components"  the  second 
place  it  appears: 

(4)  by  striking  out  paragraph  di  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  Stales. 
14.419":  and 

(5)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (5)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  and  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States. 
5.158.  . 

STATUS  OF  CERTAIN  MEMBERS  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
GUARD  SERVING  IN  A  FULL-TIME  DUTY  STATUS 

Sec.  605.  (a)(1)  Chapter  3  of  title  32. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"§  335.  Status  of  certain  members  perform- 
ing full-time  duty 

"Members  of  the  National  Guard  serving 
in  a  full-time  duty  status  for  the  purpose  of 
organizing,  administering,  recruiting,  in- 
structing, or  training  the  National  Guard 
shall  tx-  entitled  to  all  rights,  privileges,  and 
benefits  of  memt>ers  called  to  active  duty 
under  section  265  of  title  10  and  shall  be 
considered  to  be  serving  on  active  duty  for 
purposes  of  sections  524(a)  and  976  of  such 
title.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"§  335.  Status  of  certain  meml>ers  perform- 
ing full-time  duly.", 
(b)  Not  later  than  November  15.  1983.  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a 
draft  of  legislation  to  provide  on  a  perma- 
nent basis  that  members  of  the  National 
Guard  described  in  section  335  of  title  32, 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a),  are  under  State  control  except  when  ex- 
plicitly ordered  to  Federal  service  in  accord- 
ance with  law, 

TITLE  VII-CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  END  STRENGTH 

Sec  701.  (a)  The  Department  of  Defense 
is  authorized  a  strength  in  civilian  person- 
nel, as  of  September  30,  1984,  of  1,067,374. 

(b)  The  strength  for  civilian  personnel 
prescribed  in  sul)section  (a)  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
the  Department  of  the  Navy,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Air  Force,  and  the  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (other  than  the 
military  departments)  in  such  numljers  as 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  to 
the  Congress  within  sixty  days  after  the 


date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the 
manner  in  which  the  initial  allocation  of  ci- 
vilian personnel  is  made  among  the  military 
departments  and  the  agencies  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  (other  than  the  mili- 
tary departments)  and  shall  include  the  ra- 
tionale for  each  allocation. 

(c)(1)  In  computing  the  strength  for  civil 
ian  personnel,  there  shall  be  included  all 
direct-hire  and  indirect-hire  civilian  person- 
nel employed  to  perform  military  functions 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
(Other  than  those  performed  by  the  Nation- 
al Security  Agency)  whether  employed  on  a 
full-time,  part-time,  or  intermittent  basis, 
but  excluding  special  employment  catego- 
ries lor  students  and  disadvantaged  youth 
such  as  the  stay-in-fichool  campaign,  the 
temporary  summer  aid  program  and  the 
Federal  junior  fellowship  program  and  per- 
sonnel participating  in  the  worker-trainee 
opportunity  program. 

(2)  Personnel  employed  under  a  part-time 
career  employment  program  established  by 
section  3402  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  counted  as  prescribed  by  .section 
3404  of  that  title.  Personnel  employed  in  an 
overseas  area  on  a  part-time  basis  under  a 
nonpermanent  local-hire  appointment  who 
are  dependents  accompanying  a  Federal  ci- 
vilian employee  or  a  member  of  a  uniformed 
service  on  official  assignment  or  tour  of 
duty  shall  also  be  counted  as  prescribed  by 
section  3404  of  that  title. 

(31  Whenever  a  function,  power  or  duty, 
or  activity  is  transferred  or  assigned  to  a  de- 
partment or  agency  of  the  Department  of 
Defen.se  from  a  department  or  agency  out- 
side of  the  Department  of  Defense,  or  from 
another  department  or  agency  within  the 
Department  of  Defense,  the  civilian  person- 
nel end-strength  authorized  for  such  depart- 
ments or  agencies  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fen.se  affected  shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect 
any  increases  or  decreases  in  civilian  person- 
nel required  as  a  result  of  such  transfer  or 
a-ssignment. 

(d)  When  the  Secretary  of  Defense  deter- 
mines that  such  action  is  necessary  in  the. 
national  interest,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  authorize  the  employment  of  civilian 
personnel  in  excess  of  the  number  author- 
ized by  subsection  (a),  but  such  additional 
number  may  not  exceed  2  per  centum  of  the 
total  number  of  civilian  personnel  author- 
ized for  the  Department  of  Defense  by  sub- 
section (a).  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
promptly  notify  the  Congress  of  any  au- 
thorization to  increase  civilian  personnel 
strength  under  this  subsection. 

PROHIBITION  OF  CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL  CEILINGS 
ON  INDUSTRIALLY  FUNDED  ACTIVITIES  DURING 
FISCAL  YEAR   1983 

Sec.  702.  During  fiscal  year  1983.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  may  authorize  the  em- 
ployment of  civilian  personnel  at  industrial- 
ly-funded activities  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  without  regard  to  the  number  of  ci- 
vilian employees  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense authorized  by  section  601  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
1983  (Public  Law  97-252;  96  Stat.  728).  and 
such  activities  shall  be  operated  during  such 
year  without  regard  to  any  statutory  or  ad- 
ministrative civilian  personnel  ceiling. 

TITLE  VIII-MILITARY  TRAINING 
STUDENT  LOADS 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  TRAINING  STUDENT  LOADS 

Sec.  801.  (a)  For  fiscal  year  1984,  the  com- 
ponents of  the  Armed  Forces  are  authorized 
average  military  training  student  loads  as 
follows: 


(l)The  Army,  71,817, 

(2)  The  Navy,  66,911. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps,  21.105. 

(4)  The  Air  Force.  49.007. 

(5)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  21,105. 

(6)  The  Army  Reserve.  12.724. 

(7)  The  Naval  Reserve.  2,886. 

(8)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  3,223. 

(9)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  2,845. 

( 10)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  1.705. 

(b)  The  average  military  student  loads  for 
the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Marine  Corps,  and 
the  Air  Force  and  the  reserve  components 
authorized  in  subsection  (a)  for  fiscal  year 
1984  shall  be  adjusted  consistent  with  the 
manpower  strengths  authorized  in  titles  V, 
VI,  and  VII  of  this  Act.  Such  adjustment 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the  Army,  the 
Navy,  the  Marine  Corps,  and  the  Air  Force 
and  the  reserve  components  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe. 

EXTENSION  OF  REDUCTION  IN  NUMBER  OF  STU- 
DENTS required  TO  BE  IN  A  UNIT  OF  THE 
JUNIOR  RESERVE  OFFICERS'  TRAINING  CORPS 

Sec  802.  Section  602  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Authorization  Act.  1981  (10  U.S.C. 
2031  note),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"August  31.  1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "August  31.  1984". 

TITLE  IX-CIVIL  DEFENSE 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  901.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1984  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  use.  App.  2251  et 
seq.)  the  sum  of  $200,000,000. 

AMOUNT  AUTHORIZED  FOR  CONTRIBUTIOKS  TOR 
STATE  PERSONNEL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EX- 
PENSES 

Sec  902.  Notwithstanding  the  second  pro- 
viso of  section  408  of  the  Federal  Civil  De- 
fense Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2260). 
$54,000,000  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  section  901  is  available  for 
appropriations  for  contributions  to  the 
States  under  section  205  of  such  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  App.  2286)  for  personnel  and  admin- 
istrative expenses. 

TITLE  X-MILITARY  PERSONNEL  AND 
COMPENSATION  MATTERS 

Part  A— Compensation  Matters 

4 -PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  BASIC  PAY  AND 
ALLOWANCES  EFFECTIVE  ON  JANUARY   1,   1984 

Sec,  1001.  (a)  The  adju.stment  required  by 
section  1009  of  title  37.  United  States  Code, 
in  certain  elements  of  the  compensation  of 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  to 
become  effective  on  October  1,  1983.  shall 
not  be  made. 

(bid)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3).  the  elements  of  compen- 
sation specified  in  sections  1009(a)  of  title 
37.  United  States  Code,  shall  be  increased 
for  members  of  the  uniformed  services  by  4 
percent  effective  on  January  1,  1984. 

(2)  Subsections  (e)  and  (d)  of  section  1009 
of  title  37,  United  Stales  Code,  shall  apply 
to  any  pay  adjustment  made  pursuant  to 
this  section  in  the  same  manner  as  such  sub- 
sections apply  to  an  increase  described  in 
subsection  (b)(3)  of  such  section. 

(3)  None  of  the  increase  provided  for  in 
paragraph  (1)  may  be  used  to  adjust  the 
basic  pay  of  members  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices in  pay  grades  E-1  and  E-2. 


ADJUSTMENT  IN  BASIC  PAY  OF  CERTAIN  OFFI- 
CERS WITH  PRIOR  ENLISTED  AND  WARRANT  OF- 
FICER SERVICE 

Sec  1002.  (a)  Section  203(d)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■(d)  The  basic  pay  of  a  commissioned  offi- 
cer who  is  in  pay  grade  O-l,  0-2,  or  0-3  and 
who  is  credited  with  a  total  of  over  four 
years'  active  service  as  a  warrant  officer  and 
enlisted  member  shall  be  computed  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  basic  pay  of  a  commis- 
sioned officer  in  the  same  pay  grade  who 
has  been  credited  with  over  four  years' 
active  service  as  an  enlisted  member.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

HAZARDOUS  DUTY  PAY  FOR  CERTAIN  TOXIC  FUEL 
HANDLERS 

Sec  1003.  (a)  Section  301(a)(  12)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or  the  testing  of  aircraft  or  missile  systems 
(or  components  of  such  systems)  during 
which  highly  toxic  fuels  or  propellants  are 
used"  after  •propellants". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY  FOR  SEPARATION 
PAY 

Sec  1004.  (a)  Subsection  (c)  of  section 
1174  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs 
(2)  and  (3).  a  member  of  an  armed  force 
other  than  a  regular  member  who  after  Sep- 
tember 14,  1981,  is  discharged  or  released 
from  active  duty  and  who  has  completed 
five  or  more,  but  fewer  than  twenty,  years 
of  active  service  immediately  before  that 
discharge  or  release  is  entitled  to  separation 
pay  computed  under  subsection  (d)(1)  or 
(d)(2).  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned, if— 

■■(A)  the  members  discharge  or  release 
from  active  duty  is  involuntary;  or 

•■(B)  the  member  was  not  accepted  for  an 
additional  tour  of  active  duty  for  which  he 
volunteered. 

■■(2)  If  the  Secretary  concerned  deter- 
mines that  the  conditions  under  which  a 
member  described  in  paragraph  (1)  is  dis- 
charged or  separated  do  not  warrant  separa- 
tion pay  under  this  section,  that  member  is 
not  entitled  to  that  pay. 

"(3)  A  member  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
who  was  not  on  the  active-duty  list  when 
discharged  or  separated  and  who  had  not 
completed  at  least  five  years  of  continuous 
active  duty  immediately  before  such  dis- 
charge or  release  is  not  entitled  to  separa- 
tion pay  under  this  section.  For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  a  period  of  active  duty  is 
continuous  if  it  is  not  interrupted  by  a 
break  in  service  of  more  than  thirty  days.". 

(b)  Subsection  (g)(2)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  inserting  ■,  other  than  section 
1212  of  this  title, "  after  'any  other  provi- 
sion of  law". 

(c>  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

freeze  of  VARIABLE  HOUSING  ALLOWANCE  AT 
FISCAL  YEAR  1983  RATES 

Sec  1005.  During  fiscal  year  1984.  the 
rates  at  which  the  variable  housing  allow- 
ance under  section  403(a)(2)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  paid  shall  be  the 
same  as  the  rates  in  effect  on  September  30. 
1983. 


VARIABLE  HOUSING  ALLOWANCE  FOR  RESERVES 
ON  ACTIVE  DUTY  FOR  A  PERIOD  OF  140  DAYS 
OR  MORE 

Sec  1006.  (a)  Section  403(a)(2)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  Striking  out  ■A  member  '  in  the  first 
sentence  of  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph (D)  of  this  paragraph,  a 
member":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

■■(D)  A  member  of  a  reserve  component  is 
not  entitled  to  a  variable  housing  allowance 
while  on  active  duly  under  a  call  or  order  to 
active  duly  specifying  a  period  of  less  than 
one  hundred  and  forty  days.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  mem- 
bers called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  after 
September  30.  1983. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  RULES  FOR  PAYMENT  PER 
DIEM 

Sec  1007.  (a)  Section  402(e)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  '(1) "  after  •(e)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

■■(2)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  a  member  shall  not  be  considered  to 
be  performing  travel  under  orders  away 
from  his  designated  post  of  duty  if  such 
member— 

■■(A)  is  an  enlisted  member  sening  his 
first  lour  of  active  duty: 

•■(B)  has  not  actually  reported  to  a  perma- 
nent duty  station  pursuant  to  orders  direct- 
ing such  assignment:  and 

■■(C)  is  not  actually  traveling  between  sta- 
tions pursuant  to  orders  directing  a  change 
of  station.". 

(b)  Section  404(f)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

■■(3)  For  purposes  of  entitlement  to  per 
diem  in  place  of  subsistence  under  subsec- 
tion (d)(2)  of  this  section,  a  member  shall 
not  be  considered  under  subsection  (aid)  of 
this  section  to  be  performing  travel  under 
orders  away  from  his  designated  post  of 
duty  if  such  member— 

•■(A)  is  an  enlisted  member  serving  his 
first  tour  of  active  duty: 

■■(B)  has  not  actually  reported  to  a  perma- 
nent duly  station  pursuant  to  orders  direct- 
ing such  assignment:  and 

"(C)  is  not  actually  traveling  between  sta- 
tions pursuant  to  orders  directing  a  change 
of  station.". 

TRAVEL  AND  TRANSPORTATION  ALLOWANCE  FOR 
MEMBERS  STATIONED  OVERSEAS  WITH  DEPEND- 
ENT CHILDREN  ATTENDING  SCHOOL  IN  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Sec  1008.  (a)(1)  Chapter  7  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  allowances 
for  members  of  the  uniformed  services,  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  429  the 
following  new  section: 

■■|  430.  Travel  and  transportation:  depend- 
ent children  of  members  stationed  over- 
seas 

■•(a)  Under  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  a  member  of  a 
uniformed  ser\ice  who— 

(1)  is  assigned  a  permanent  duty  station 
outside  the  United  States, 

■■(2)  is  accompanied  by  his  dependents  at 
or  near  his  oversea  duty  station  (unless  his 
only  dependents  are  in  the  category  of  de- 
pendent described  in  clause  (3)  of  this  sub- 
section), and 
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(3)  has  a  dependent  child  who  is  under 
twenty-three  years  of  age  attending  a  school 
in  the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining a  secondary  or  undergraduate  col- 
lege education. 

may  be  paid  the  allowance  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section  if  he  otherwise 
qualifies  for  such  allowance. 

•■(b)  A  memt)er  described  in  sulisection  (a) 
of  this  section  may  be  paid  a  transportation 
allowance  for  each  unmarried  dependent 
child,  who  is  under  twenty-three  years  of 
age  and  is  attending  a  school  in  the  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  sec- 
ondary or  undergraduate  college  education, 
of  one  annual  trip  between  the  school  l)eing 
attended  and  the  member's  duty  station  in 
the  oversea  area  and  return.  The  allowance 
authorized  by  this  section  may  be  transpor- 
tation in  kind  or  reimbursement  therefor,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretaries  concerned. 

••(c)  Whenever  possible,  the  Military  Air- 
lift Command  or  Military  Sealift  Command 
shall  be  used,  on  a  space- required  basis,  for 
the  travel  authorized  by  this  section". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 

of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

end  thereof  the  following  new  item; 

"430.  Travel  and  transportation;  dependent 

children  of  members  stationed 

overseas.". 

(b)  Section  430  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  travel  begun  after  Sep- 
tember 30.  1983. 

HOSTILE  FIRE  PAY  FOR  MEMBERS  SERVING  IN 
AREAS  THREATENING  IMMINENT  DANGER 

Sec.  1009.  la)  Section  310(a)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  'or^'  at  the  end  of 
clause  (2): 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •; 
or":  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  clause  (3)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause: 

•(4)  was  on  duty  in  a  foreign  area  in 
which  he  was  subject  to  the  threat  of  physi- 
cal harm  or  imminent  danger  on  the  basis  of 
civil  insurrection,  civil  war.  terrorism,  or 
wartime  conditions.'. 

(b)(1)  The  heading  of  section  310  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"5  310.  Special  pay:  duty  subject  to  hostile 

fire  or  imminent  danger". 

(2)  The  Item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  5  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"310.  Special  pay:  duty  subject   to  hostile 
fire  or  imminent  danger.  ". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

Part  B— Retired  Pay  Matters 
permanent  six-month  delay  in  cost-of- 
living  adjustments  for  retired  pay 
Sec.  1011.  An  adjustment  in  any  year  in 
retired  and  retainer  pay  pursuant  to  section 
1401a  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  shall 
be  effective  on  November  1  of  that   year. 
This  section  shall  not  take  effect  unless  a 
provision  of  law  is  enacted  providing  for  an 
identical  effective  date  for  adjustments  in 
annuities  payable  under  subchapter  III  of 
chapter  83  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

LIMITATION  ON  COST-OF-LIVING  ADJUSTMENTS 
IN  RETIRED  PAY  FOR  PERSONS  UNDER  ACE  62 
DURING  FISCAL  YEAR   1986 

Sec  1012.  During  fiscal  year  1986.  any  ad- 
justment in  retired  or  retainer  pay  under 
section  1401a  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 


shall  be  made,  with  respect  to  any  person 
entitled  to  such  adjustment  who  on  the  ef- 
fective date  of  such  adjustment  is  under  age 
sixty-two.  in  one-half  of  the  amoimt  by 
which  such  adjustment  would  otherwi.se  be 
made.  This  section  shall  not  take  effect 
unless  a  provision  of  law  is  enacted  provid- 
ing for  a  similar  limitation  with  respect  to 
annuities  payable  under  subchapter  III  of 
chapter  83  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

TERMINATION  OF  SIX-MONTH  ROUNDING  RULE 
FOR  COMPUTING  RETIRED  PAY 

Sec  1013.  (a)(li  The  text  of  each  of  the 
footnotes  listed  in  paragraph  (2)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  Before  applying  percent- 
age factor,  credit  each  full  month  of  service 
that  is  in  addition  to  the  number  of  full 
years  of  service  creditable  to  the  member  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  disregard  any  re- 
maining fractional  part  of  a  month.". 

(2)  The  footnotes  referred  to  in  paragraph 
( 1 )  are  t  he  following: 

(A)  Footnote  3  of  the  table  in  section  1401 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 

(Bi  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  section 
1402(a)  of  such  title. 

(C)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  in  section 
1402(d)  of  such  title. 

(D)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  in  section 
1402a(a)  of  such  title. 

(E)  Footnote  1  of  the  table  in  section 
1402a(d)  of  such  title. 

(F)  Footnote  4  of  the  table  in  section  3991 
of  such  title. 

(G)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  section  3992 
of  such  title. 

(Hi  Footnote  4  of  the  table  in  section  8991 
of  such  title. 

(1)  Footnote  2  of  the  table  in  .section  8992 
of  such  title. 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  J 174  of  title 
10.  United  Slates  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows; 

■(f)  In  determining  a  member's  years  of 
active  service  for  the  purpose  of  computing 
separation  pay  under  this  section,  each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
number  of  full  years  of  service  creditable  to 
the  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.". 

(c)(1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  6151(b)  of 
such  title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•■(2)  In  determining  the  number  of  years 
to  be  u.sed  as  a  multiplier  under  this  subsec- 
tion, each  full  month  of  service  that  is  in 
addition  to  the  number  of  full  years  of  .serv- 
ice creditable  to  a  member  is  counted  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  remaining 
fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disregarded.". 

(2)  The  text  of  section  6328  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"In  determining  the  total  number  of  years 
of  .service  to  be  used  as  a  multiplier  in  com- 
puting the  retired  pay  of  officers  retiring 
under  this  chapter,  each  full  month  of  serv- 
ice that  is  in  addition  to  the  number  of  full 
years  of  service  creditable  to  an  officer  is 
counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  re- 
maining fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disre- 
garded.". 

(3)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6330(d)  of 
such   title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

•For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (c).  each 
full  month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to 
the  number  of  full  years  of  service  credita- 
ble to  a  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of 
a  year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of 
a  month  is  disregarded.". 

(4)  The  text  of  .section  6404  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows; 

■'In  determining  the  total  number  of  years 
of  service  to  be  used  as  a  multiplier  in  com- 
puting retired  pay  and  .separation  pay  on 


discharge  under  this  chapter,  each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
number  of  full  years  of  service  creditable  to 
a  member  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.". 

(d)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  423  of 
title  14.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "In  computing  the  number 
of  years  of  service  by  which  the  rate  of  2'j 
percent  is  multiplied,  each  full  month  of 
.service  that  is  in  addition  to  the  number  of 
full  years  of  service  creditable  to  a  member 
is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any 
remaining  fractional  part  of  a  month  is  dis- 
regarded.". 

(e)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  16  of  the 
Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  Commissioned 
Officers-  Act  of  1948  (33  U.S.C.  853o)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  In  computing  the  number  of  years  of 
.ser\ice  of  an  officer  for  the  purpo.ses  of  sub- 
section (a),  each  full  month  of  service  that 
is  in  addition  to  the  number  of  full  years  of 
.service  creditable  to  a  member  is  counted  as 
one-twelfth  of  a  year  and  any  remaining 
fractional  part  of  a  month  is  disregarded.". 

'f)  Section  211(ei  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  212(e))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "a  part  of "  and  all  that  follows 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'each  full 
month  of  service  that  is  in  addition  to  the 
number  of  full  years  of  .service  credited  to 
an  officer  is  counted  as  one-twelfth  of  a 
year  and  any  remaining  fractional  part  of  a 
month  is  disregarded.". 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  (1)  the  computa- 
tion of  retired  or  retainer  pay  of  any  indi- 
vidual who  becomes  entitled  to  that  pay 
after  September  30.  1983.  and  (2)  the  recom- 
putatioii  of  retired  pay  under  section  1402, 
1402a.  3992.  or  8992  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  of  any  individual  'Aho  after 
September  30,  1983.  becomes  entitled  to  re- 
compute retired  pay  under  any  such  .section. 

RETIRED  PAY  FOR  CERTAIN  OTHERWISE 
INELIGIBLE  RESERVISTS 

Sec.  1014.  (a)  Section  1331(c)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  retired  pay 
for  nonregular  .service,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  unless  he  "  the  first  place  it  appears 
and  all  that  follows  in  such  section  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  •unless— 

•■(1)  he  performed  active  duty  after  April 
5,  1917.  and  before  November  12.  1918.  or 
after  September  8,  1940.  and  before  January 
1.  1947:  or 

•I  2)  he  performed  active  duty  (other  than 
for  training)  after  June  26,  1950,  and  before 
July  28.  1953.  after  August  13.  1961.  and 
before  May  31.  1963.  or  after  Augu.sl  4.  1964, 
and  before  March  28,  1973". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  retired  pay 
payable  for  months  beginning  after  Septem- 
ber 30.  1983.  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  whichever  is  later. 

Part  C— Personnel  Management  Matters 

modifications  to  reserve  officer  training 

corps'  SCHOLARSHIP  PROGRAM 

Sec.  1021.  (a)(  1)  Section  2101(3)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  period  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■■(except  that,  in  the  ca.se  of  a  student  en- 
rolled in  an  academic  program  which  has 
been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  mili- 
tary department  concerned  and  which  re- 
quires more  than  four  academic  years  for 
completion  of  baccalaureate  degree  require- 
ments, including  elective  requirements  of 
the  Senior  Reserve  Officers'  Training  Corps 


course,  such  term  includes  a  fifth  academic 
year  or  a  combination  of  a  part  of  a  fifth 
academic  year  and  summer  sessions). ". 

(2)  Section  2104(a)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  •at  least  "  before  •two". 

(3)  Section  2107(0  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence  the 
following  new^  sentence:  'In  the  case  of  a 
student  enrolled  in  an  academic  program 
which  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  military  department  concerned  and 
which  requires  more  than  four  academic 
years  for  completion  of  baccalaureate 
degree  requirements,  including  elective  re- 
quirements of  the  Senior  Reserve  Officers' 
Training  Corps  course,  financial  assistance 
under  this  section  may  also  be  provided 
during  a  fifth  academic  year  or  during  a 
combination  of  a  part  of  a  fifth  academic 
year  and  summer  sessions.". 

(4)  Section  209(a)  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  '20  "  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •30". 

(b)(1)  Section  2005  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  re- 
quire, as  a  condition  to  the  Secretary  pro- 
viding financial  assistance  under  section 
2107  or  2107a  of  this  title  to  any  person, 
that  such  person  enter  into  an  agreement 
described  in  subsection  (a).  In  addition  to 
the  requirements  of  clauses  (1)  through  (4) 
of  such  subsection,  any  agreement  required 
by  this  subsection  shall  provide— 

"(l)  that  if  such  person  fails  to  complete 
the  education  requirements  specified  in  the 
agreement,  the  Secretary  will  have  the 
option  to  order  such  person  to  reimburse 
the  United  Stales  in  the  manner  provided 
for  in  clause  (3)  of  such  subsection  without 
the  Secretary  first  ordering  such  person  to 
active  duly  as  provided  for  under  clause  (2) 
of  such  subsection  and  section  2107(f)  and 
2107a(f )  of  this  title:  and 

•  (2)  that  any  amount  owed  by  such  person 
to  the  United  States  under  such  agreement 
shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  equal  to  the 
highest  rate  being  paid  by  the  United  States 
on  the  day  on  which  the  reimbursement  is 
determined  to  be  due  for  securities  having 
maturities  of  ninety  days  or  less  and  shall 
accrue  from  the  day  on  which  the  member 
is  first  notified  of  the  amount  due  to  the 
United  Slates  as  a  reimbursement  under 
this  section.". 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  agreements 
entered  into  after  September  30.  1983. 

(c)<  1 )  Section  2107(b)(5)  of  title  10.  United 
Slates  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  'either"  in  the  matter 
preceding  subparagraph  (A); 

(B)  by  striking  out  'or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (A): 

(C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or":  and 

(D)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
••(C)(i)  accept  an  appointment,  if  offered, 

as  a  commissioned  officer  in  the  Army, 
Navy.  Air  Force,  or  Marine  Corps,  as  the 
case  may  be:  and 

•(ii)  serve  in  a  reserve  component  of  that 
armed  force  until  the  sixth  anniversary  of 
the  receipt  of  such  appointment,  unless 
such  appointment  is  otherwise  extended  by 
subsection  (d)  of  section  2108  of  this  title, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  military 
department  concerned.". 

(2)  The  second  sentence  of  section  2107(b) 
of  such  title  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  (5)(C) "  after  "(SKB)": 
and 


(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■.  except  that 
performance  of  service  under  clause  (5)(C) 
shall  include  not  less  than  two  years  of 
active  duly.". 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsec- 
tion shall  apply  with  respect  to  agreements 
entered  into  under  section  2107(b)(5)  of  title 
10.  United  Stales  Code,  after  September  30. 
1983. 

TRANSFER  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE  OFFICERS 
TO  OTHER  UNIFORMED  SERVICES 

Sec  1022.  (a)(1)  Section  716  of  title  10. 
United  Slates  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

•■§716.     Commissioned    officers:     transfers 
among    the    armed    forces,    the   National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Admini.slration. 
and  the  Public  Health  Service 
■•(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of    law.    the    President,    within    authorized 
strengths  and  with  the  con,senl  of  the  offi- 
cer   involved,    may    transfer    any    commis- 
sioned officer  of  a  uniformed  service  from 
his  uniformed  service  to.  and  appoint  him 
in,  another  uniformed  service.  The  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation, the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the 
Secretary  of   Health   and   Human  Services 
shall  jointly  establish,  by  regulations  ap- 
proved by  the  President,  policies  and  proce- 
dures for  such  transfers  and  appointments. 
••(b)  An  officer  transferred  under  this  sec- 
tion may  not  be  assigned  precedence  or  rela- 
tive rank  higher  than  that  which  he  held  on 
the  day  before  the  transfer. 

•■(c)  In  this  section,  uniformed  service' 
means  any  of  the  armed  forces,  the  Com- 
missioned Corps  of  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Almospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Commissioned  Corps  of  the  Public  Health 
Service. ". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  41  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

•716.      Commissioned      officers;      transfers 
among  the  armed   forces,   the 
National   Oceanic  and   Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  and  the 
Public  Health  Service.'. 
(b)(1)  Chapter  53  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section; 

•■!!  1043.  Service  credit:  service  in  the  Nation- 
al Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion or  the  Public  Health  Service 
■Active  commissioned  service  in  the  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration or  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  be 
credited  as  active  commissioned  service  in 
the  armed  forces  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing the  retirement  eligibility  and  computing 
the  retired  pay  of  a  member  of  the  armed 
forces.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
•1043.  Service  credit:  service  in  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration    or     the     Public 
Health  Service.". 
(c)(1)   Section   533(a)(1)   of  such   title   is 
amended  by  inserting    -.  the  National  Oce- 
anic  and   Atmospheric   Administration,   or 
the  Public  Health  Service "  after  "in  any 
armed  force". 

(2)  Section  1174(i)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  inserting  ■(1)"  after  "<i)":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 


■•(2)  Active  commissioned  service  in  /he 
National  Oceanic  and  Almospheric  Adminis- 
tration or  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  be 
credited  as  active  service  in  the  armed 
forces  for  the  purposes  of  this  section.". 

(3)  Section  3353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  -chapters  337  and  363" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'this  chapter 
and  chapter  363  ":  and 

(B)  by  in.serting  ".  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Service'  after  in  any  armed 
force". 

(4)  Section  5600(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  inserting  ".  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or 
the  Public  Health  Service  "  after  "in  any 
armed  force"". 

(5)  Section  8353(a)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "chapters  837  and  863" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '-this  chapter 
and  chapter  863':  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ".  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  or  the 
Public  Health  Service  -  after  in  any  armed 
force'-. 

(d)  Clause  (13)  of  section  3<a)  of  the  Act 
of  August  10.  1956  (33  U.S.C.  857a(a)),  is 
amended  to  read  a^  follows: 

■•(13)  Section  716.  Commissioned  officers: 
transfers  among  the  Armed  Forces,  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Almospheric  Administra- 
tion, and  the  Public  Health  Service.". 

NOMINATIONS  TO  SERVICE  ACADEMIES 

Sec  1023.  (a)(1)  Clause  (10)  of  section 
4342' a)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  relat- 
ing to  the  number  of  cadets  at  the  United 
States  Military  Academy,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

••(10)  One  cadet  from  American  Samoa. 
nominated  t»  the  Delegate  in  Congress 
from  American  Samoa."". 

i2)  Clause  (10)  of  section  6954(a)  of  such 
title,  relating  to  the  number  of  midshipmen 
at  the  United  States  Naval  Academy,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

aO)  One  from  American  Samoa,  nomi- 
nated by  the  Delegate  in  Congress  from 
American  Samoa."". 

(3)  Clause  '10)  of  section  9342(a)  of  such 
title  relating  to  the  number  of  cadets  at  the 
United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  is  amend- 
ed to  read  a.^  iollows; 

"(10)  One  cadet  from  American  Samoa, 
nominated  by  the  Delegate  in  Congress 
from  American  Samoa,". 

(b)(l »  Clause  (8)  of  section  4342(a)  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

•■(8)  One  cadet  nominated  by  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission 
from  the  ohildren  of  civilian  personnel  of 
the  United  States  Government  residing  in 
the  Republic  of  Panama  who  are  citizens  of 
the  United  Slates.". 

(2)  Clause  (8)  of  section  6954(a)  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

■•(8)  One  nominated  by  the  Admini-strator 
of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission  from  the 
children  of  civilian  personnel  of  the  United 
States  residing  in  the  Republic  of  Panama 
who  are  citizens  of  the  United  SUtes.". 

(3)  Clause  (8)  of  section  9342(p)  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

••(8)  One  cadet  nominated  by  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Panama  Canal  Commission 
from  the  children  of  civilian  personnel  of 
the  United  States  Government  residing  in 
the  Republic  of  Panama  who  are  citizens  of 
the  United  States.". 
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APPOINTMENT  OF  CITIZENS  OF  NORTHERN 
MARIANA  ISLANDS  AS  COMMISSIONED  OFFICERS 

Sec.  1024.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  provi- 
sion of  law  respecting  citizenship  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  covenant  entitled  "A  Cov- 
enant to  establish  a  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands  in  Political  Union 
with  the  United  States  of  America"  (ap- 
proved on  March  24.  1976.  by  Public  Law  94- 
241).  a  citizen  of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands who  indicates  in  writing  to  a  commis- 
sioned officer  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  an  intent  to  become  a  citizen, 
and  not  a  national,  of  the  United  States 
upon  full  implementation  of  such  covenant, 
and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  for  military 
service  under  applicable  laws  and  regula- 
tions, may  be  appointed  as  an  officer  in  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  may  be 
appointed  or  enrolled  in  the  Senior  Reserve 
Officers'  Training  Corps  program  of  any  of 
the  Armed  Forces  under  chapter  103  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  and  may  be  selected 
to  be  a  participant  in  the  Armed  Forces 
Health  Professions  Scholarship  program 
under  chapter  105  of  such  title. 

(b)  This  section  shall  expire  upon  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  Commonwealth  o£  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands. 

VARIABLE  TERMS  FOR  ENLISTMENTS  AND 
REENLISTMENTS  IN  REGULAR  COMPONENTS 

Sec.  1025.  Section  505  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"two.  three,  four.  five,  or  six  years"  in  sub- 
sections (c)  and  (d)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "at  least  two  but  not  more  than  six 
years.". 

Part  D— Health-Care  Matters 
champus  provisions 

Sec  1031.  (a)  Section  1079  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

( 1 )  in  subsect  ion  ( a  )— 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  such  clause  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

"(6)  inpatient  mental  health  services  may 
not  (except  as  provided  in  subsection  (i))  be 
provided  to  a  patient  in  excess  of  sixty  days 
in  any  year";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

"(i)  The  limitation  in  subsection  (a)(6) 
does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  inpatient 
mental  health  services— 

"(1)  provided  under  the  program  for  the 
handicapped  under  subsection  (d): 

"(2)  provided  as  residential  treatment 
care: 

"(3)  provided  as  partial  hospital  care:  or 

"(4)  provided  pursuant  to  a  waiver  author- 
ized by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  because  of 
extraordinary  medical  or  psychological  cir- 
cumstances that  are  confirmed  by  review  by 
a  non-Federal  health  professional  pursuant 
to  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense. 

"(j)(l)  A  benefit  may  not  be  paid  under  a 
plan  covered  by  this  section  in  the  case  of  a 
person  enrolled  in  any  other  insurance, 
medical  service,  or  health  plan  to  the  extent 
that  the  benefit  is  also  a  benefit  under  the 
other  plan,  except  in  the  case  of  a  plan  ad- 
ministered under  title  XIX  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (42  use.  1396  et  seq). 

"(2 MA)  The  amount  to  be  paid  to  a  provid- 
er of  services  for  services  provided  under  a 
plan  covered  by  this  section  may  be  deter- 
mined under  joint  regulations  to  be  pre- 
scrilied  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
which  provide  that  the  amount  of  such  pay- 


ments shall  be  determined  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  accordance  with  the  same  re- 
imbursement rules  as  apply  to  payments  to 
providers  of  services  of  the  same  type  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395  et  seq). 

"(B)  In  subparagraph  (A),  provider  of 
services'  means  a  hospital,  skilled  nursing 
facility,  comprehensive  outpatient  rehabili- 
tation facility,  home  health  agency,  or 
other  institutional  facility  providing  serv- 
ices for  which  payment  may  be  made  under 
a  plan  covered  by  this  section. 

"(k)  A  plan  covered  by  this  section  may  in- 
clude provision  of  liver  transplants  (includ- 
ing the  cost  of  acquisition  and  transporta- 
tion of  the  donated  liver)  in  accordance  with 
this  subsection.  Such  a  liver  transplant  may 
be  provided  if— 

"(l)  the  transplant  is  for  a  dependent  con- 
sidered appropriate  for  that  procedure  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  and  such  other  entities  as  the  Sec- 
retary considers  appropriate:  and 

■■(2)  the  transplant  is  to  be  carried  out  at  a 
health-care  facility  that  has  been  approved 
for  that  purpose  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense after  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  and  such 
other  entities  as  the  Secretary  considers  ap- 
propriate.". 

(b)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  1086  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■•(d)  The  provisions  of  section  1079(j)  of 
this  title  shall  apply  to  a  plan  covered  by 
this  section.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983.  except 
that  clause  (6)  of  section  1079(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a)(1).  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  inpa- 
tient mental  health  services  provided  to  a 
patient  admitted  before  January  1.  1983.  for 
so  long  as  that  patient  remains  continuously 
in  inpatient  status  for  medically  or  psycho- 
logically necessary  reasons  and  subsection 
(k)  of  section  1079  of  such  title,  as  added  by 
subsection  (a)(1).  shall  apply  with  respect  to 
liver  transplant  operations  performed  on  or 
after  July  1.  1983. 

contract  surgeons 
Sec   1032.  (a)(1)  Chapter  55  of  title   10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"i  1091.  Contract  surgeons 

"The  Secretary  concerned  may  employ 
contract  surgeons  for  necessary  services  (in- 
cluding personal  services)  when  he  deter- 
mines they  are  required.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"1091.  Contract  surgeons.". 

(b)  Section  201(b)  of  title  37.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "is 
entitled  to  basic  pay  of  a  commissioned  offi- 
cer in  pay  grade  0-3  with  over  four,  but  not 
more  than  six."  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"may  be  paid  not  more  than  the  basic  pay 
of  a  commissioned  officer  in  pay  grade  0-6 
with  over  twenty-six,  but  not  more  than 
thirty."". 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  421  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  A  contract  surgeon  who  is  serving  full 
time  with  a  uniformed  service  may  be  paid 
not  more  than  the  basic  allowances,  and 
other  allowances  authorized  by  this  chap- 
ter, of  a  commissioned  officer  in  pay  gra(Je 
0-6  with  over  twenty-six,  but  not  more  than 


thirty,  years  of  service  computed  under  sec- 
tion 205  of  this  title.". 

(d)(1)  Section  4022  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  373  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
4022. 

(e)(1)  Section  9022  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  873  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
9022. 

(f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

studies  and  demonstration  projects 
relating  to  health  and  medical  carb 

Sec  1033.  (a)(1)  Chapter  55  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
after  section  1091  (as  added  by  section  1032) 
the  following  new  section; 

■•§  1092.  Studies  and  demonstration  projects 

relating  to  delivery  of  health  and  medical 

care 

■■(a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defen.se,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  shall  conduct  studies  and 
demonstration  projects  on  the  health  care 
delivery  system  of  the  uniformed  services 
with  a  view  to  improving  the  quality,  effi- 
ciency, convenience,  and  cost  effectiveness 
of  providing  health  care  services  under  this 
title  to  members,  former  members,  and 
their  dependents.  Such  studies  and  demon- 
stration projects  may  include  the  following: 

■(A)  Alternative  methods  of  payment  for 
health  and  medical  care  services. 

•■(B)  Cost-sharing  by  eligible  beneficiaries. 

■■(C)  Methods  of  encouraging  efficient  and 
economical  delivery  of  health  and  medical 
care  services. 

••(D)  Innovative  approaches  to  delivery 
and  financing  of  health  and  medical  care 
services. 

"(E)  Alternative  approaches  to  reimburse- 
ment for  the  administrative  charges  of 
health  care  plans. 

■■(F)  Prepayment  for  medical  care  services 
provided  to  maintain  the  health  of  a  de- 
fined population. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  Congress  from  time  to  time  writ- 
ten reports  on  the  results  of  the  .studies  and 
demonstration  projects  conducted  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  and  shall  include  in  such 
reports  such  recommendations  for  improv- 
ing the  health  care  delivery  system  for  the 
uniformed  ser\'ices  as  he  considers  appropri- 
ate. 

■•(b)  Subject  to  the  availability  of  appro- 
priations for  such  purpose,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  enter  into  contract  with  public 
or  private  agencies,  institutions,  and  organi- 
zations to  develop  and  conduct  studies  and 
demonstration  projects  under  subsection 
(a)."". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

•■1092.  Studies  and  demonstration  projects 

relating  to  delivery  of  health 

and  medical  care."". 

(b)  Section  1092  of  title  10,  United  States 

Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take 

effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

medical       malpractice       protection       for 

health-care  personnel  of  the  soldiers' 

AND  AIRMEN"S  home 

Sec.  1034.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
1089  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended   by   inserting    "the   United  States 
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Soldiers"  and  Airmen's  Home.""  after    'the 
Department  of  Defense,'". 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or  his  designee 
may.  to  the  extent  that  he  or  his  designee 
deems"'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "may, 
to  the  extent  that  the  head  of  the  agency 
concerned  considers". 

(c)  Subsection  (g)  of  such  section  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (2): 

(2)  by  redesignating  clause  (3)  as  clause 
(4);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  clause  (2)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause  (3); 

"(3)  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the 
United  States  Soldiers"  and  Airmen"s  Home, 
in  the  case  of  an  employee  of  the  United 
States  Soldiers"  and  Airmen"s  Home:  and". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  only  to  claims  accruing  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
adjustments  in  stipend  PAID  to  recipients 

OF    armed    forces    health     professions 

scholarships 

Sec  1035.  (a)  Section  2121(d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■■(d)  Except  when  serving  on  active  duty 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c),  a  member  of  the 
program  shall  be  entitled  to  a  stipend  at  the 
rate  of  $556  per  month.  That  rate  shall  be 
increased  annually  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense effective  on  July  1  of  each  year  (be- 
ginning in  1984)  by  an  amount  (rounded  to 
the  next  highest  multiple  of  $1)  equal  to— 

•■(1)  the  amount  of  such  stipend  (as  previ- 
ously adjusted  (if  at  all)),  multiplied  by 

••(2)  the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjust- 
ment (if  such  adjustment  is  an  increase)  in 
the  rates  of  basic  pay  for  members  of  the 
uniformed  services  made  effective  for  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  school  year  ends."". 

(b)  "The  rate  payable  for  stipends  under 
section  2121(d)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a),  shall  be 
increased  by  4  per  centum  effective  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  1983. 

Part  E— Survivor  Benefits 

expansion  of  survivor  benefits  coverage 

FOR  former  spouses 

Sec  1041.  (a)(1)  The  second  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)(5)  of  section  1448  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"except  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(b)(3)'"  after  "may  not  be  revoked"". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

••(b)(1)  A  person  who  is  not  married  and 
does  not  have  a  dependent  child  when  he 
becomes  eligible  to  participate  in  the  Plan 
may  elect  to  provide  an  annuity  to  a  natural 
person  with  an  insurable  interest  in  that 
person.  In  the  case  of  a  person  providing  an 
annuity  under  this  paragraph  by  virtue  of 
eligibility  under  subsection  (a)(1)(B),  such 
an  election  shall  include  a  designation 
under  subsection  (e). 

•'(2)  A  person  who  has  a  former  spouse 
when  he  becomes  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  Plan  may  elect  to  provide  an  annuity  to 
that  former  spouse.  In  the  case  of  a  person 
with  a  spouse  or  a  dependent  child,  such  an 
election  prevents  payment  of  an  annuity  to 
that  spouse  or  child.  If  there  is  more  than 
one  former  spouse,  the  person  shall  desig- 
nate which  former  spouse  is  to  be  provided 
the  annuity.  In  the  case  of  a  person  provid- 
ing an  annuity  under  this  paragraph  by 
virtue  of  eligibility  under  subsection 
(a)(1)(B),  such  an  election  shall  include  a 
designation  under  subsection  (e). 


••(3)(A)  A  person- 

••(i)  who  is  a  participant  in  the  Plan  and  is 
providing  coverage  for  a  spouse  or  a  spouse 
and  child,  and 

■•(ii)  who  has  a  former  spouse  who  was  not 
that  person's  former  spouse  when  he 
became  eligible  to  participate  in  the  Plan, 
may  (subject  to  subparagraph  (B))  elect  to 
provide  an  annuity  to  that  former  spouse. 
Any  such  election  terminates  any  previous 
coverage  under  the  Plan  and  must  be  writ- 
ten, signed  by  the  person,  and  received  by 
the  Secretary  concerned  within  one  year 
after  the  dale  of  the  decree  of  divorce,  dis- 
solution, or  annulment. 

•■(B)  A  person  may  not  make  an  election 
under  subparagraph  (A)  to  provide  an  annu- 
ity to  a  former  spouse  who  that  person  mar- 
ried after  becoming  eligible  for  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  unless— 

••(i)  the  person  was  married  to  that  former 
.spouse  for  at  least  one  year,  or 

•■(ii)  that  former  spouse  is  the  parent  of 
issue  by  that  marriage. 

••(C)  An  election  under  this  paragraph 
may  not  be  revoked  except  in  accordance 
with  section  1450(f)  of  this  title  and  is  effec- 
tive as  of  the  first  day  of  the  first  calendar 
month  following  the  month  in  which  it  is 
received  by  the  Secretary  concerned.  This 
paragraph  does  not  provide  the  authority  to 
change  a  designation  previously  made  under 
subsection  (e). 

••(D)  If  a  person  who  is  married  makes  an 
election  to  provide  an  annuity  to  a  former 
spouse  under  this  paragraph,  that  person's 
spouse  shall  be  notified  of  that  election. 

•■(4)  A  person  who  elects  to  provide  an  an- 
nuity to  a  former  spouse  under  paragraph 
(2)  or  (3)  shall,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
election,  provide  the  Secretary  concerned 
with  a  written  statement  (in  a  form  to  be 
prescribed  by  that  Secretary  and  signed  by 
such  person  and  the  former  spouse)  setting 
forth  whether  the  election  is  being  made 
pursuant  to  a  written  agreement  previously 
entered  into  voluntarily  by  such  person  as  a 
part  of  or  incident  to  a  proceeding  of  di- 
vorce, dissolution,  or  annulment  and  (if  so) 
whether  such  voluntary  written  agreement 
hjis  been  incorporated  in,  or  ratified  or  ap- 
proved by,  a  court  order."". 

(3)  Section  1450  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "at  the  time  the  person 
to  whom  section  1448  applies  became  enti-^ 
tied  to  retired  or  retainer  pay"  in  subsection 
(a)(4);  and 

(B)  by  inserting  -(without  regard  to  the 
eligibility  of  the  person  making  the  change 
of  election  to  make  an  election  under  such 
section)""  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
third  sentence  of  subsection  (f)(1). 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  person  who  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  is  a  person 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection 
(b)(3)  of  section  1448  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(a)(2)),  such  subsection  shall  apply  to  that 
person  as  if  the  one-year  period  provided  for 
in  subparagraph  (A)  of  such  subsection 
began  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act 

(c)  Section  1408  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "in  the  case  of  a  division 
of  property."  in  subsection  (a)(2)(C)  before 
•specifically  provides  for"":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (d)(1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following;  "After  effective  service  on 
the  Secretary  concerned  of  a  court  order 
with  respect  to  payments  by  a  member  to 
the  spouse  or  former  spouse  of  the  member. 


the  Secretary  shall,  subject  to  the  limiU- 
tions  of  this  section,  make  payments  from 
the  disposable  retired  or  retainer  pay  of  the 
member  to  the  spouse  or  former  spouse  in 
the  amount  provided  for  in  the  court 
order.^. 

(d)(1)  Section  1447(8)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  •an- 
nulment, or  legal  separation.  "  both  places  it 
appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •or  an- 
nulment"". 

(2)  Section  1448(a)(3)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "for  a  former  spouse"" 
after  'an  annuity"  the  second  place  it  ap- 
pears in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B):  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  'of  this  section"  both 
places  it  appears. 

(3)  Section  1450(f)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  striking  out  "of  this  subsection'  in 
paragraph  ( 1 );  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  •annulment,  or  legal 
separation, '•  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ■or  annulment,"". 

(4)  Section  1006(e)(3)  of  the  Uniformed 
Services  Former  Spouses"  Protection  Act 
(title  X  of  Public  Law  97-252;  96  Stat.  738)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  •section'  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
•section  1072  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code". 

EXTENSION  OF  MINIMUM  INCOME  PROVISION 
FOR  CERTAIN  WIDOWS 

Sec  1042.  (a)  Section  4(a)(1)  of  the  Act  en- 
titled 'An  Act  to  amend  chapter  73  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  to  establish  a  Survi- 
vor Benefit  Plan,  and  for  other  purposes"", 
approved  September  21.  1972  (10  U.S.C. 
1448  note),  is  amended  by  striking  out  "on 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act  is,  or  within 
one  calendar  year  after  that  date  becomes." 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "on  September 
21.  1972.  was,  or  during  the  period  beginning 
on  September  22,  1972.  and  ending  on 
March  20,  1974.  became,"". 

(b)  Any  annuity  payable  by  reason  of  sub- 
section I  a)  shall  be  payable  only  for  months 
after  September  1983. 

BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  OF  CERTAIN  RETIRED 
RESERVISTS 

Sec  1043.  'a)  The  Secretary  concerned 
shall  pay  an  annuity  to  any  individual  who 
is  the  surviving  spouse  or  a  dependent  child 
of  a  member  or  former  member  of  the  uni- 
formed services  who— 

(1)  died  during  the  period  beginning  on 
September  21.  1972.  and  ending  on  Septem- 
ber 30.  1978:  and 

(2)  at  the  time  of  his  death  would  have 
been  eligible  for  retired  pay  under  chapter 
67  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  but  for 
the  fact  that  he  was  under  60  years  of  age. 

(b)  An  annuity  under  subsection  (a)  shall 
be  paid  under  the  provisions  of  subchapter 
II  of  chapter  73  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  member 
or  former  member  had  died  after  September 
30.  1980.  and  had  elected  under  section 
1448(a)(2)(B)  of  such  title  to  participate  in 
the  Survivor  Benefit  Plan  established  by 
such  subchapter  and  had  made  a  designa- 
tion under  section  1448(e)  of  such  title  to 
provide  an  annuity  to  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  after  his  death. 

(c)  If  an  individual  entitled  to  an  annuity 
under  this  section  is  also  entitled  to  an  an- 
nuity under  subchapter  II  of  chapter  73  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  based  upon  a 
subsequent  marriage,  the  individual  may 
not  receive  both  annuities  but  must  elect 
which  to  receive. 

(d)  As  used  in  this  section: 
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(1)  The  term  •uniformed  services"  means 
the  Armed  Forces  and  the  commissioned 
corps  of  the  Public  Health  Service  and  of 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration. 

(2)  The  term  ■surviving  spouse"  has  the 
meaning  given  the  terms  "widow"'  and  wid- 
ower" in  section  1447  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code 

(3)  The  term  "dependent  child"  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  1447  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code. 

(4)  The  term  "Secretary  concerned"  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  in  section 
101(8)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  and 
includes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  with 
respect  to  matters  concerning  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration, 
and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  with  respect  to  matters  concerning 
the  Public  Health  Service. 

(e)  This  section  shall  apply  to  annuity 
payments  payable  for  months  after  August 
1984.  No  tienefit  shall  accrue  to  any  person 
by  virtue  of  the  enactment  of  this  section 
for  any  period  before  September  1.  1984. 

Part  F— Miscellaneous 
acceptance  of  voluntary  services  for  mili- 
tary  museums  and  family   support  pro- 
GRAMS 

Sec.  1051.  (a)  Chapter  81  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"§  1587.  Authority  to  accept  certain  volun- 
tary services 

"(a)  Notwithstanding  section  1342  of  title 
31.  the  Secretary  of  a  military  department 
may  accept  from  any  person  voluntary  serv- 
ices to  be  provided  for  a  museum  or  a  family 
support  program  operated  by  that  military 
department. 

"(b)  A  person  providing  voluntary  services 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  considered  to 
t)e  an  employee  for  the  purposes  of  chapter 
81  of  title  5.  relating  to  compensation  for 
work-related  injuries,  and  to  be  an  employee 
of  the  Government  for  the  purposes  of 
chapter  171  of  title  28.  relating  to  tort 
claims.  Such  a  person  who  is  not  otherwise 
employed  by  the  Federal  Government  shall 
not  be  considered  to  t>e  a  Federal  employee 
for  any  other  purpose  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
vision of  such  services.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  1586  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 

"1587.  Authority  to  accept  certain  voluntary 
services.". 

extension  of  pilot  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
EDUCATIONAL  ASSISTANCE  LOAN  REPAYMENT 
PROGRAM 

Sec.   1052.  Section  902(g)  of  the  Depart 
ment  of  Defense  Authorization  Act.  1981  (10 
U.S.C.  2141   note),  is  amended  by  striking 
out    Octoljer  1.  1983"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof    October  1.  1984". 

ACCRUAL  FUNDING  FOR  MILITARY  RETIREMENT 
SYSTEM 

Sec  1053.  (a)(1)  Title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  chapter 
73  the  following  new  chapter: 

•CHAPTER  74-DEPARTMENT  OF  DE- 
FENSE MIUTARY  RETIREMENT 
FUND 

"Sec. 

"1461.  Establishment  and  purpose  of  Fund: 
definition. 

"1462.  Assets  of  Fund. 

"1463.  Payments  from  the  Fund. 


"1464.  Board  of  Actuaries. 

"1465.  Determination    of    contributions    to 

the  Fund. 
"1466.  Payments  into  the  Fund. 
"1467.  Investment  of  assets  of  Fund. 
"§  1461.     Establishment    and    purpose    of 

Fund:  definition 

"(a)  There  is  established  on  the  books  of 
the  Treasury  a  fund  to  be  known  as  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Military  Retirement 
Fund  (hereinafter  In  this  chapter  referred 
to  as  the  Fund'),  which  shall  be  adminis- 
tered by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  The 
Fund  shall  be  used  for  the  accumulation  of 
funds  in  order  to  finance  on  an  actuarially 
sound  basis  liabilities  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  under  military  retirement  and  sur- 
vivor benefit  programs. 

"(b)  In  this  chapter,  'military  retirement 
and  survivor  benefit  programs'  means— 

■■(1)  the  provisions  of  this  title  creating 
entitlement  to.  or  determining  the  amount 
of.  retired  or  retainer  pay:  and 

"(2)  the  programs  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  providing  an- 
nuities for  survivors  of  members  and  former 
members  of  the  armed  forces,  including 
chapter  73  of  this  title,  section  4  of  Public 
Law  92-425.  and  section  5  of  Public  Law  96- 
402. 

5  1462.  Assets  of  Fund 

"There  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Fund 
the  following,  which  shall  constitute  the 
assets  of  the  Fund: 

■■(1)  Amounts  paid  into  the  Fund  under 
section  1466  of  this  title. 

■(2)  Any  amount  appropriated  to  the 
Fund. 

"(3)    Any    return    on    investment    of    the 
assets  of  the  Fund. 
■■§  1463.  Payments  from  the  Fund 

■•(a)  There  shall  be  paid  from  the  Fund— 

"(1)  retired  pay  payable  to  persons  on  the 
retired  lists  of  the  Army.  Navy.  Air  Force, 
and  Marine  Corps: 

"(2)  retainer  pay  payable  to  members  of 
the  Fleet  Reserve  and  Fleet  Marine  Corps 
Re.serve:  and 

■■(3)  benefits  payable  under  programs 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  that  provide  annuities  for  survivors 
of  members  and  former  members  of  the 
armed  forces,  including  chapter  73  of  this 
title,  section  4  of  Public  Law  92-425.  and 
section  5  of  Public  Law  96-402. 

"(b)  The  assets  of  the  Fund  are  hereby 
made  available  for  payments  under  subsec- 
tion (a). 
"■§  1464.  Board  of  Actuaries 

"(axl)  There  is  established  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defen.se  a  Department  of  Defense 
Retirement  Board  of  Actuaries  (hereinafter 
in  this  chapter  referred  to  as  the  "Board"). 
The  Board  shall  consist  of  thrre  members, 
who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President 
from  among  qualified  professional  actuaries 
who  are  members  of  the  Society  of  Actuar- 
ies. 

""(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  members  of  the  Board  shall 
serve  for  a  term  of  15  years,  except  that  a 
member  of  the  Board  appointed  to  fill  a  va- 
cancy occurring  before  the  end  of  the  term 
for  which  his  predecessor  was  appointed 
shall  only  serve  until  the  end  of  such  term. 
A  member  may  serve  after  the  end  of  his 
term  until  his  successor  has  taken  office.  A 
member  of  the  Board  may  be  removed  by 
the  President  for  misconduct  or  failure  to 
perform  functions  vested  in  the  Board,  and 
for  no  other  reason. 

"(B)  Of  the  members  of  the  Board  who 
are  first  appointed   under  this  sut)section. 


one  each  shall  be  appointed  for  terms 
ending  five.  ten.  and  fifteen  years,  respec- 
tively, after  the  date  of  appointment,  as  des- 
ignated by  the  President  at  the  time  of  ap- 
pointment. 

(3)  A  member  of  the  Board  who  is  not 
otherwise  an  employee  of  the  United  States 
is  entitled  to  receive  pay  at  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  of  the 
highest  rate  of  basic  pay  then  currently 
being  paid  under  the  General  Schedule  of 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title  5.  for 
each  day  the  member  is  engaged  in  the  per- 
formance of  duties  vested  in  the  Board  and 
is  entitled  to  travel  expenses,  including  a 
per  diem  allowance,  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 5703  of  title  5. 

"(b)  The  Board  shall  report  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  annually  on  the  actuarial 
status  of  the  Fund  and  shall  furnish  its 
advice  and  opinion  on  matters  referred  to  it 
by  the  Secretary. 

"(c)  The  Board  shall  review  valuations  of 
the  Fund  under  section  1466  of  this  title 
and  under  chapter  95  of  title  31  and  shall 
report  periodically,  not  le.ss  than  once  every 
four  years,  to  the  President  and  Congress  on 
the  status  of  the  Fund.  The  Board  shall  in- 
clude in  such  reports  recommendations  for 
such  changes  as  in  the  Board's  judgment 
are  necessary  to  protect  the  public  interest 
and  maintain  the  Fund  on  a  sound  actuarial 
basis. 

"§  1465.  Determination  of  contributions  to 

the  Fund 

"(a)  Not  later  than  six  months  after  the 
Board  of  Actuaries  is  first  appointed,  the 
Board  shall  determine  the  amount  that  is 
the  present  value  (as  of  October  1.  1984)  of 
future  benefits  payable  from  the  Fund  that 
are  attributable  to  service  in  the  armed 
forces  performed  before  October  1.  1984. 
That  amount  is  the  original  unfunded  liabil- 
ity of  the  Fund.  The  Board  shall  determine 
the  period  of  time  over  which  the  original 
unfunded  liability  should  be  liquidated  and 
shall  determine  an  amortization  schedule 
for  the  liquidation  of  such  liability  over  that 
period.  Contributions  to  the  Fund  for  the 
liquidation  of  the  original  unfunded  liability 
in  accordance  with  such  schedule  shall  be 
made  as  provided  in  section  1466(b)  of  this 
title. 

"■(b)(  1 )  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  de- 
termine each  year,  in  sufficient  time  for  in- 
clusion in  budget  requests  for  the  following 
fiscal  year,  the  total  amount  of  Department 
of  Defense  contributions  to  be  made  to  the 
Fund  during  that  fiscal  year  under  section 
1466(a)  of  this  title.  That  amount  shall  be 
determined  as  the  product  of— 

"(Ai  the  current  estimate  of  the  value  of 
the  single  level  percentage  of  basic  pay  to  be 
determined  at  the  time  of  the  next  actuarial 
valuation  under  subsection  (c):  and 

"(B)  the  total  amount  of  basic  pay  expect- 
ed to  be  paid  during  that  fiscal  year  to  mem- 
bers of  the  armed  forces  (other  than  the 
Coast  Guard)  on  active  duty  or  in  the  Se- 
lected Reserve. 

(2)  The  amount  determined  under  para- 
graph ( 1 )  for  any  fiscal  year  is  the  amount 
needed  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  that  fiscal  year  for  pay- 
ments to  be  made  to  the  Fund  during  that 
year  under  section  1466(a)  of  this  title.  The 
President  shall  include  not  less  than  the  full 
amount  .so  determined  in  the  budget  trans- 
mitted to  Congress  for  that  fiscal  year 
under  .section  1105  of  title  31.  The  President 
may  comment  and  make  recommendations 
concerning  any  such  amount. 


""(c)(1)(A)  Not  less  often  than  every  four 
years,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  carry 
out  an  actuarial  valuation  of  Department  of 
Defense  military  retirement  and  survivor 
benefit  programs.  Each  actuarial  valuation 
of  such  programs  shall  include  a  determina- 
tion (using  the  aggregate  entry-age  normal 
cost  method)  of  a  single  level  percentage  of 
basic  pay  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  sub- 
section (b)  and  section  1466(a)  of  this  title. 
"(2)  If  at  the  time  of  any  such  valuation 
(or  any  valuation  carried  out  in  order  to 
comply  with  chapter  95  of  title  31)  there 
has  been  a  change  In  benefits  under  a  mili- 
tary retirement  or  survivor  benefit  program 
that  has  been  made  since  the  last  such  valu- 
ation and  such  change  in  benefits  increases 
or  decreases  the  present  value  of  amounts 
payable  from  the  Fund,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  determine  an  amortization 
methodology  and  schedule  for  the  amortiza- 
tion of  the  cumulative  unfunded  liability  (or 
actuarial  gain  to  the  Fund)  created  by  such 
change  and  any  previous  such  changes  so 
that  the  present  value  of  the  sum  of  the  am- 
ortization payments  (or  reductions  in  pay- 
ments that  would  otherwise  be  made)  equals 
the  cumulative  increase  (or  decrease)  in  the 
present  value  of  such  amounts. 

"(3)  If  at  the  time  of  any  such  valuation 
(or  any  valuation  carried  out  in  order  to 
comply  with  chapter  95  of  title  31)  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  determines  that,  based 
upon  changes  in  actuarial  assumptions  since 
the  last  valuation,  there  has  been  an  actuar- 
ial gain  or  loss  to  the  Fund,  the  Secretary 
shall  determine  an  amortization  methodolo- 
gy and  schedule  for  the  amortization  of  the 
cumulative  gain  or  loss  to  the  Fund  created 
by  such  change  in  assumptions  and  any  pre- 
vious such  changes  in  assumptions  through 
an  Increase  or  decrease  in  the  payments 
that  would  otherwise  be  made  to  the  Fund. 
"(4)  Contributions  to  the  Fund  in  accord- 
ance with  amortization  schedules  under 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  shall  be  made  as  pro- 
vided in  section  1466(b)  of  this  title. 

"(d)  All  determinations  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  using  methods  and  assump- 
tions approved  by  the  Board  of  Actuaries 
(Including  assumptions  of  interest  rates  and 
inflation)  and  in  accordance  with  generally 
accepted  actuarial  principles  and  practices. 

"(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  keeping  of  such  records  as  are 
necessary    for    determining    the    actuarial 
status  of  the  Fund. 
""§  1466.  Payments  into  the  Fund 

"(a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pay 
into  the  Fund  at  the  end  of  each  month  as 
the  Department  of  Defense  contribution  to 
the  Fund  for  that  month  the  amount  that  is 
the  product  of— 

"(1)  the  level  percentage  of  basic  pay  de- 
termined under  the  most  recent  (as  of  the 
first  day  of  the  current  fiscal  year)  actuarial 
valuation  under  section  1465(c)  of  this  title: 
and 

"(2)  the  total  amount  of  basic  pay  paid 
that  month  to  members  of  the  armed  forces 
(other  than  the  Coast  Guard)  on  active  duty 
or  in  the  Selected  Reserve. 
Amounts  paid  Into  the  Fund  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  paid  from  funds  available 
for  the  pay  of  members  of  the  armed  forces 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  a 
military  department. 

■"(b)(1)  At  the  beginning  of  each  fi.scal 
year  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
promptly  pay  into  the  Fund  from  the  Gen- 
eral Fund  of  the  Treasury  the  amount  certi- 
fied to  the  Secretary  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defen.se  under  paragraph  (3).  Such  pay- 
ment shall  be  the  contribution  to  the  Fund 


for   that   fiscal   year   required   by  .sections 
1465(a)  and  1465(c)  of  this  title. 

"(2)  At  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine 
the  sum  of  the  following: 

"(A)  The  amount  of  the  payment  for  that 
year  under  the  amortization  schedule  deter- 
mined by  the  Board  of  Actuaries  under  sec- 
tion 1465(a)  of  this  title  for  the  amortiza- 
tion of  the  original  unfunded  liability  of  the 
Fund. 

"(B)  The  amount  (including  any  negative 
amount)  for  that  year  under  the  most 
recent  amortization  schedule  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  section 
1465(c)(2)  of  this  title  for  the  amortization 
of  any  cumulative  unfunded  liability  (or  any 
gain)  to  the  Fund  resulting  from  changes  in 
benefits. 

"(C)  The  amount  (including  any  negative 
amount)  for  that  year  under  the  most 
recent  amortization  schedule  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  section 
1465(c)(3)  of  this  title  for  the  amortization 
of  any  cumulative  actuarial  gain  or  loss  to 
the  Fund. 

"(3)    The    Secretary    of    Defense    shall 
promptly   certify    the    amount    determined 
under  paragraph  (2)  each  year  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury. 
"§  1467.  Investment  of  assets  of  Fund 

"The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
invest  such  portion  of  the  Fund  as  is  not  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
required  to  meet  current  withdrawals.  Such 
investments  shall  be  in  public  debt  securi- 
ties with  maturities  suitable  to  the  needs  of 
the  Fund,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defen.se.  and  bearing  Interest  at  rates  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
taking  into  consideration  current  market 
yields  on  outstanding  marketable  obliga- 
tions of  the  United  States  of  comparable 
maturities.  The  income  on  such  investments 
shall  be  credited  to  and  form  a  part  of  the 
Fund.". 

(2)  The  tables  of  chapters  at  the  begin- 
ning of  subtitle  A.  and  at  the  beginning  of 
part  II  of  subtitle  A,  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  are  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  chapter  73  the  follow- 
ing new  Item: 
"74.  Department  of  Defen.se  Military 

Retirement  Fund 1461". 

(b)(1)  Section  1464  (relating  to  the  Board 
of  Actuaries)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take  effect 
on  October  1.  1983. 

(2)  Sections  1463  (relating  to  payments 
from  the  Fund)  and  1466  (relating  to  pay- 
ments to  the  Fund)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1.  1984. 

(3)  There  shall  be  transferred  into  the 
Fund  on  October  1.  1984.  any  unobligated 
balances  of  appropriations  made  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  that  are  currently 
available  for  retired  pay.  and  amounts  so 
transferred  shall  be  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
Fund. 

FEE  FOR  VETERINARY  SERVICES 

Sec.  1054.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
require  that  a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces 
pay  a  fee  of  $10  for  each  time  that  a  pet  of 
such  member  is  provided  veterinary  care 
service  by  a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

GRADE  FOR  DIRECTOR  OF  INTELLIGENCE 
COMMUNITY  STAFF 

Sec  1055.  The  President  is  authorized  to 
appoint,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate.  Rear  Admiral  Edward  A. 
Burkhalter  to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  to 
serve  In  such  grade  while  holding  the  posi- 


tion of  Director  of  the  Intelligence  Commu- 
nity Staff.  "When  appointed  to  such  grade 
for  service  in  such  position,  such  officer 
shall  be  considered  to  be  an  additional 
number  in  grade  for  purposes  of  section 
525(b)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
that  appointment  and  ending  on  the  date  on 
which  the  first  vacancy  in  the  grade  of  vice 
admiral  In  the  Navy  occurs  after  the  date  of 
that  appointment. 

TRANSPORTATION  OF  REMAINS  OF  MILITARY 
RETIREES  DYING  IN  MILITARY  HOSPITALS 

Sec  1056.  (aKl)  Chapter  75  of  title  10. 
United  Stales  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

•■§  1490.  Transportation  of  remains  of  mem- 
bers entitled   to   retired  or  retainer  pay 
who  die  in  a  military  medical  facility 
"(a)   Subject    to   subsection   (b).   when   a 
member  entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay 
or  equivalent  pay  dies  while  properly  admit- 
ted under  chapter  55  of  this  title  to  a  medi- 
cal facility  of  the  armed  forces  located  in 
the  United  States,  the  Secretary  concerned 
may  transport  the  remains,  or  pay  the  cost 
of  transporting  the  remains,  of  the  decedent 
to  the  place  of  burial  of  the  decedent. 

""(b)(1)  Transportation  provided  under 
this  section  may  not  be  to  a  place  outside 
the  United  States  or  to  a  place  further  from 
the  place  of  death  than  the  decedents  last 
place  of  permanent  residence,  and  any 
amount  paid  under  this  section  may  not 
exceed  the  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
place  of  death  to  the  decedent "s  last  place  of 
permanent  residence. 

"(2)  Transportation  of  the  remains  of  a 
decedent  may  not  be  provided  under  this 
section  if  such  transportation  is  authorized 
by  .sections  1481  and  1482  of  this  title  or  by 
chapter  23  of  title  38. 

"(c)  In  this  section.  United  States'  in- 
cludes the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States.'. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"1490.  Transportation  of  remains  of  mem- 
bers entitled  to  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  who  die  in  a  mili- 
tary medical  facility.", 
(b)  Section  1490  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  the  transportation  of  the  re- 
mains of  persons  dying  after  September  30. 
1983. 

TITLE  XI-GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

TRANSFER  AUTHORITY 

Sec  1101.  (a)(1)  Upon  determination  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  that  such  action  is 
necessary  in  the  national  interest,  the  Sec- 
retary may  transfer  amounts  of  authoriza- 
tions made  available  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  this  Act  between  any  such  au- 
thorizations (or  any  subdivisions  thereof). 
Amounts  of  authorizations  so  transferred 
shall  be  merged  with  and  be  available  for 
the  same  purposes  as  the  authorization  to 
which  transferred. 

(2)  The  total  amount  of  authorizations 
that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  transfer 
under  the  authority  of  this  section  may  not 
exceed  $1,500,000,000. 

(b)  The  authority  provided  by  this  section 
to  transfer  authorizations— 

( 1 )  may  only  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  higher  priority  items  than  the  items 
from  which  authority  is  transferred:  and 
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(2)  may  not  be  used  to  provide  authority 
(or  an  item  that  has  been  denied  authoriza- 
tion by  Congress. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
promptly  notify  Congress  of  transfers  made 
under  the  authority  of  this  section. 

LIMITATION  ON  AUTHORITY  TO  ENTER  INTO 
CERTAIN  CONTRACTS  FOR  VESSELS 

Sec.  1102.  (a)  Chapter  141  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

•  i  2401.  Requirement  for  authorization  by 
law  of  certain  contracts  relating  to  vessels 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  <c). 
the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
not  make  a  contract  for  the  lease  of  a  vessel 
or  for  the  provision  of  a  service  through  use 
by  a  contractor  of  a  vessel  if— 

(1)  the  contract  will  be  for  a  long  term: 
or 

••(2)  under  the  contract  the  United  States 
will  have  a  substantial  termination  liability. 
■■(b)  Except  as  provided  in  suljsection  (c). 
the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may 
not  make  a  contract  that  is  an  agreement  to 
lease  or  an  agreement  to  provide  services 
and  that  is  (or  will  be)  accompanied  by  a 
contract  for  the  actual  lease  or  provision  of 
services  if  the  contract  for  the  actual  lease 
or  provision  of  services  is  (or  will  be)  a  con- 
tract described  in  subsection  (a). 

■■(cKl)  The  Secretary  may  make  a  con- 
tract described  in  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  if— 

■■(A)  the  Secretary  has  been  specifically 
authorized  by  law  to  make  the  contract: 

■(B)  before  a  solicitation  for  proposals  for 
the  contract  was  issued  the  Secretary  noti- 
fied the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  and 
on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  Secretary's  inten- 
tion to  issue  such  a  solicitation  and  a  period 
of  30  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress 
expired  following  the  date  on  which  that 
notice  was  received  by  such  committees 
before  the  solicitation  was  issued:  and 

■■(C)  the  Secretary  has  notified  the  Com- 
mittees on  Armed  Services  and  on  Appro- 
priations of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  proposed  contract  and  pro- 
vided a  detailed  (description  of  the  terms  of 
the  proposed  contract  and  a  justification  for 
entering  into  the  proposed  contract  rather 
than  providing  for  the  lease  or  services  in- 
volved through  purchase  of  the  vessel  to  k)e 
used  under  the  contract,  and  a  period  of  30 
days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress  have 
expired  following  the  date  on  which  notice 
was  received  by  such  committees. 

'■(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraphs  (IXB) 
and  (1)(C).  the  continuity  of  a  session  of 
Congress  is  broken  only  by  an  adjournment 
of  the  Congress  sine  die.  and  the  days  on 
which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days 
to  a  day  certain  are  excluded  in  a  computa- 
tion of  such  30-day  period. 

"(d)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (ai— 

'■(1)  a  contract  shall  be  considered  to  be 
for  a  long  term  if  the  term  of  the  contract, 
including  all  options  under  the  contract,  is 
for  more  than  five  years  or  is  for  a  period 
longer  than  one-half  the  useful  life  of  the 
vessel:  and 

■■(2)  the  United  States  shall  be  considered 
to  have  a  substantial  termination  liability 
under  a  contract  if.  as  determined  under 
regulations  prescrilied  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  sum  of— 

■■(A)  the  present  value  of  the  amount  of 
the  termination  liability  of  the  United 
States  under  the  contract  as  of  the  end  of 
the  term  of  the  contract  (exclusive  of  any 
option  to  extend  the  contract),  and 


(B)  the  present  value  of  the  total  of  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
under  the  contract  (excluding  any  option  to 
extend  the  contract)  attributable  to  capital- 
hire. 

is  more  than  one-half  the  price  of  the  vessel 
involved.'. 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
■2401.    Requirement    for    authorization    by 
law  of  certain  contracts  relat- 
ing to  vessels.". 

LIMITATION  ON  PRCKUREMENT  OF  BINARY 
CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

Sec  1103.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  no  funds  may  be  obligated  or 
expended  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  for  the  production  of  binary  chemi- 
cal weapons  unless  the  President  certifies  to 
the  Congress  that  for  each  one-hundred- 
and-fifty-five-millimeter  binary  artillery 
shell  or  aircraft-delivered  binary  aerial 
bomb  produced  a  serviceable  unitary  artil- 
lery shell  from  the  existing  arsenal  shall  be 
rendered  permanently  useless  for  military 
purposes. 

LIMITATION  ON  WAIVERS  OF  COST-RECOVERY  RE- 
QUIREMENTS UNDER  ARMS  EXPORT  CONTROL 
ACT 

Sec  1104.  The  authority  of  the  President 
under  section  21(e)'2)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  may  be  exercised  without 
regard  to  the  limitation  imposed  by  section 
770  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Appro- 
priation Act.  1983  (as  contained  in  Public 
Law  97  377:  96  Stat   1862). 

WAIVER  OF  LIMITATION  ON  FOREIGN  MILITARY 
SALES  PROGRAM 

Sec  1105.  The  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
shall  be  administered  as  if  section  747  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  Appropriation  Act. 
1983  (as  contained  in  Public  Law  97  377:  96 
Stat.  1858)  had  not  been  enacted  into  law. 

F/A-  18  AIRCRAFT  PROGRAM 

Sec.  1106.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
carry  out  the  F/A- 18  aircraft  program  with 
out  regard  to  the  first  proviso  in  the  para- 
graph under  the  heading  ■aircraft  pro- 
curement. NAVY'  in  title  IV  (PROCURE 
MENT)  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Ap- 
propriation Act.  1983  (as  contained  in  Public 
Law  97-377:  96  Stat.  1841 ). 

NAME  OF  SCHOOL  OF  MEDICINE  AT  THE  UNI- 
FORMED SERVICES  UNIVERSITY  OF  THE 
HEALTH  SCIENCES 

Sec.  1107  The  School  of  Medicine  of  the 
Uniformed  Services  University  of  the 
Health  Sciences  shall  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  be  known  and  desig- 
nated as  the  F.  Edward  Hfbert  School  of 
Medicine".  Any  reference  to  such  school  of 
medicine  in  any  law.  regulation,  map.  docu- 
ment, or  other  record  of  the  United  States 
shall  after  such  date  be  deemed  to  be  a  ref- 
erence to  such  school  of  medicine  as  the  F. 
Edward  Hebert  School  of  Medicine. 

PROHIBITION  ON  PURCHASE  OF  CERTAIN 
TYPEWRITERS 

Sec.  1108.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  shall  be  avail- 
able for  the  procurement  of  manual  type- 
writers which  were  manufactured  by  facili- 
ties located  within  states  which  are  signato- 
ries to  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

REQUIREMENT  OF  AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  WORKING-CAPITAL  FUNDS 

Sec  1109.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 2208(d)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  ■In  addition, 
such  amounts  may  be  appropriated  for  the 


purpose  of  providing  capital  for  working- 
capital  funds  as  have  been  specifically  au- 
thorized by  law.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  years  beginning  after 
September  30.  1984. 

RESTORATION  OF  BEDFORD  AIR  FORCE  STATION, 
VIRGINIA 

Sec  1110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  remove  from  the  site  of  the  former 
Bedford  Air  Force  Station.  Virginia,  the  im- 
provements made  to  that  site  by  the  Air 
Force  and  may  restore  the  premise  as  pro- 
vided in  the  license  from  the  United  States 
Forest  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture authorizing  the  use  of  that  site  by 
the  Air  Force. 

ENDORSEMENT  OF  REPORT  ON  IMPROVED 
STRATEGIC  COMMUNICATIONS 

Sec  nil.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that  the 
report  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  entitled  ■Direct  Communications 
Links  and  Other  Measures  to  Enhance  Sta- 
bility", dated  April  11.  1983.  and  submitted 
to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  1123  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  Authorization 
Act.  1983  (Public  Law  97-252:  96  Stat.  756). 
contains  several  significant  proposals  that  if 
implemented  would,  taken  together,  make 
significant  progress  toward  eliminating  the 
danger  of  accident  or  misinterpretation 
leading  to  nuclear  war.  Among  the  propos- 
als in  that  report  that  Congress  specifically 
finds  constructive  are  proposals— 

(1)  to  enhance  the  speed  and  quality  of 
communications  Ijetween  the  Governments 
of  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union; 

(2)  to  establish  a  communications  link  Ije- 
tween the  senior  military  commands  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union;  and 

(3)  to  develop  a  system  of  prior  notifica- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  of  missile  launches  and  mili- 
tary exercises  by  either  nation  that  could  be 
misinterpreted  by  the  other  and  therefore 
t>e  destabilizing. 

(b)  The  Congress— 

( 1 )  endorses  the  findings  in  the  report  de- 
.scribed  in  subsection  (a)  and  urges  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
implement  as  rapidly  as  possible  the  propos- 
als made  in  that  report; 

(2)  suggests  that,  when  practicable  and 
not  harmful  to  the  national  security  of  the 
United  States,  the  United  States  should  uni- 
laterally implement  confidence-building 
measures  (such  as  prior  notification  of  mis- 
sile launches  and  military  exercises)  on  a 
temporary,  voluntary  basis  and  should 
invite  the  Soviet  Union  to  join  in  imple- 
menting those  measures;  and 

(3)  endorses  proposals  that  the  United 
States,  through  its  arms  control  negotiators, 
should  seek  a  separate,  limited  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union  on  confidence-build- 
ing measures,  such  as  those  recommended 
in  the  report  described  in  subsection  (a),  de- 
signed to  reduce  the  danger  of  accident  or 
misinterpretation  leading  to  nuclear  war. 

REPORT  ON  MANAGEMENT  OF  SPARE  PARTS 

Sec.  1112.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  by 
June  1.  1984.  a  comprehensive  report  on  the 
management  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
of  acquisition  of  initial  and  replenishment 
spare  parts  and  on  the  status  of  efforts 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  (includ- 
ing particularly  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  and  the  military  departments)  to 


correct  problems  a.ssociated  with  increased 
costs  of  such  parts.  The  Secretary  shall  in- 
clude in  the  report  the  following: 

(1)  The  status  of  efforts  to  ensure  that 
procurement  method  codes  (PMC's)  used  to 
denote  the  method  of  procurement  for 
spare  parts  are  accurately  and  appropriately 
applied. 

(2)  With  respect  to  technical  data  re- 
quired by  a  contract  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Department  of  Defense,  the  status  of  ef- 
forts to  identify  and  obtain  such  data  that 
are  missing  and  to  identify  and  correct  such 
data  that  are  inaccurate  or  incomplete. 

(3)  The  status  of  efforts  to  enhance  the 
Department  of  Defense  High  Dollar  Spare 
Parts  Breakout  Program. 

(4)  The  number  of.  and  the  organizational 
identity  of.  personnel  assigned  to  the  efforts 
referred  to  in  paragraphs  ( 1 ).  ( 2 ).  and  ( 3 ). 

(5)  The  status  of  efforts  to  automate  the 
procurement  process. 

(6)  A  brief  summary  of  any  audit,  investi- 
gation, or  study  relating  to  the  acquisition 
or  management  of  spare  or  replenishment 
parts  conducted  by  or  for  any  organization 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  during 
the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  in- 
terim report  required  in  subsection  (c)  and 
ending  on  the  dale  of  the  submission  of  the 
report  under  this  subsection,  to  be  accompa- 
nied by  a  copy  of  all  current  regulations  or 
proposed  defense  regulations  relating  specif- 
ically to  the  acquisition  or  management  of 
spare  or  replenishment  parts. 

(7)  An  analysis  of  the  feasibility  and  desir- 
ability of  establishing  a  statutory  or  con- 
tractual time  limit  on  the  protection  from 
disclosure  outside  the  Department  of  De- 
fense given  technical  data  delivered  by  con- 
tractors to  the  Department  of  Defense  with 
limited  rights  (as  defined  in  the  Defense  Ac- 
quisition Regulations). 

(8)  An  analysis  of  the  feasibility  and  desir- 
ability of  withholding  Department  of  De- 
fense contracts  from  contractors  who  have 
obtained  unreasonable  profits  on  defense 
contracts  or  have  sold  items  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  at  unjustifiable  prices, 
until  any  such  excess  amounts  have  been 
repaid. 

(b)  The  report  under  subsection  (a)  shall 
also  include  information  showing  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  The  number  and  total  dollar  value  of 
parts  acquired  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense during  each  of  1982  and  1983  from 
mandatory  and  nonmandatory  Federal 
Supply  Schedules,  shown  according  to  Fed- 
eral supply  class. 

(2)  The  number  and  total  dollar  value  of 
parts  acquired  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense during  each  of  1982  and  1983  through 
the  Department  of  Defense  supply  system. 

(3)  The  number  of  parts  acquired  during 
each  of  1982  and  1983  in  a  total  dollar 
amount  for  the  year  in  excess  of  $10,000. 
and  the  total  dollar  value  of  those  parts, 
that  were  acquired  through  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing methods: 

(A)  By  fixed-price  contract  with  firm 
prices  on  individual  items  established  before 
the  items  were  ordered. 

(B)  By  fixed-price  contract  w'ith  prices  ne- 
gotiated for  individual  items  after  the  parts 
were  ordered. 

(C)  By  competition. 

(D)  By  sole  source  contract,  identifying 
separately  those  items  which  were  pur- 
chased from  a  prime  contractor  not  the 
manufacturer  of  the  item  and  those  which 
were  purchased  from  the  manufacturer. 

(4)  The  number  and  total  dollar  value  of 
parts  acquired  during  each  of  1982  and  1983 
shown  by  procurement  method  code. 


(5)  The  number  of  parts  and  the  total 
dollar  value  of  those  parts  broken  out  from 
a  prime  contract  during  each  of  1982  and 
1983  under  the  Department  of  Defense 
High-Dollar  Spare  Parts  Breakout  Program. 

(c)  Not  later  than  December  1.  1983.  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  committees 
named  in  subsection  (a)  an  interim  report 
on  the  progress  being  made  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  on  the  acquisition  and 
management  of  spare  parts  by  the  Depart- 
ment. The  report  shall  address  at  least  the 
following  subjects: 

( 1 )  With  respect  to  each  major  system  ap- 
proved for  use  by  a  military  department 
after  January  1.  1980— 

(A)  the  cost  of  initial  and  replenishment 
spare  parts  bought  for  that  system  for  each 
fiscal  year  from  fiscal  year  1980  through 
1983; 

(B)  the  portion  of  those  parts  (shown  by 
number  of  items  and  by  cost)  bought  direct- 
ly from  the  prime  contractor;  and 

(C)  if  unlimited  rights  to  technical  data 
for  those  parts  to  which  the  Government 
would  not  otherwise  be  entitled  were  ac- 
quired by  the  Government,  the  cost  of  ac- 
quiring those  rights. 

(2)  A  brief  summary  of  any  audit,  investi- 
gation, or  other  study  conducted  by  or  for 
any  organization  within  the  Department  of 
Defense  since  January  1.  1980.  relating  to 
the  acquisition  or  management  of  initial  or 
replenishment  spare  parts,  including  the 
identity  and  purpose  of  any  current  working 
group. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  put 
into  effect  at  the  earliest  practicable  date 
policies  and  procedures  to  achieve  a  long- 
term  solution  to  problems  relating  to  exces- 
sive costs  of.  and  long-lead  times  in  the  ac- 
quisition of.  initial  and  replenishment  parts. 
In  formulating  such  policies  and  procedures, 
the  Secretary  shall  consider  the  following 
recommendations: 

( 1 )  Parts  should  be  acquired  competitively 
whenever  feasible  and  practicable. 

(2)  Parts  should  be  acquired  through  Fed- 
eral Supply  Schedules  and  the  Department 
of  Defense  supply  system. 

(3)  Parts  should  be  acquired  in  economic 
order  quantities  and  on  a  multiyear  basis 
whenever  feasible  and  practicable. 

(4)  On  all  major  system  acquisitions,  con- 
tractors should  be  required  to  identify  in 
their  contract  proposals  the  cost  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  acquiring  unlimited  rights  in 
technical  data  and  the  extent  to  which  the 
contractor  uses  standard  commercial  prod- 
ucts in  order  to  allow  the  Government  to 
assess  the  desirability  of  acquiring  those  un- 
limited rights  and  to  enable  the  Govern- 
ment to  assess  properly  the  total  life-cycle 
cost  of  the  system. 

(5)  Contractors  should  be  required  to  iden- 
tify the  manufacturer  of  a  part  and  the 
manufacturer's  part  number. 

(6)  Consideration  should  be  given  early  in 
the  acquisition  process  to  determinations  of 
whether  acquisition  of  unlimited  rights  in 
technical  data  is  desirable,  taking  into  con- 
sideration that  the  cost  of  acquiring  repro- 
curement  data  may  in  some  instances  out- 
weigh the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  such 
purchase. 

(7)  When  unlimited  data  rights  in  techni- 
cal data  are  acquired  from  a  contractor,  the 
contractor  should  be  required  to  provide  to 
the  Government  data  necessary  to  incorpo- 
rate changes  in  design  or  technology. 

(8)  Before  ordering  any  spare  part,  the 
contracting  officer  should  review  the  acqui- 
sition history  of  that  part. 

(e)  During  fiscal  year  1984.  the  Secretary 
shall  continue  to  compile  the  information 


required  to  prepare  the  report  under  subsec- 
tion (a). 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  DIRECTOR  OF 
OPERATIONAL  TEST  REVIEW  AND  EVALUATION 

Sec    1113.   (a)(1)  Chapter  4   of  title   10, 

United  Slates  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 

after  section  136  the  following  new  section: 

■■§  136a.     Director     of     Operational     Test 

Review     and     Evaluation:     appointment; 

powers  and  duties 

•■(a)(1)  There  is  a  Director  of  Operational 
Test  Review  and  Evaluation  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  appointed  from  civilian 
life  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Director 
shall  be  appointed  without  regard  lo  politi- 
cal affiliation  and  solely  on  the  basis  of  fit- 
ness to  perform  the  duties  of  the  office  of 
Director.  A  commissioned  officer  of  the 
Armed  Services  may  serve  in  an  Acting  ca- 
pacity as  Director  without  prejudice  to  his 
commissioned  status  as  an  officer.  The  Di- 
rector may  be  removed  from  office  by  the 
President.  The  President  shall  communicate 
the  reasons  for  any  such  removal  lo  both 
Houses  of  Congress. 
■■(2)  In  this  section— 

■■(A)  Operational  lest  and  evaluation" 
means- 
Hi)  the  field  test,  under  realistic  combat 
conditions,  of  any  item  of  (or  key  compo- 
nent of)  weapons,  equipment,  or  munitions 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  effec- 
tiveness and  suitability  of  the  weapons, 
equipment,  or  munitions  for  use  in  combat 
by  typical  military  users;  and 

(ii)  the  evaluation  of  the  results  of  such 
test. 

■■(B)  'Major  defense  acquisition  program' 
means  a  Department  of  Defense  acquisition 
program  that  is  a  major  defense  acquisition 
program  for  purposes  of  section  139a(a)(l) 
of  this  title  or  that  is  designated  as  such  a 
program  by  the  Director  for  purposes  of 
this  section. 

■(b)  The  Director  is  the  principal  adviser 
lo  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  operational 
test  and  evaluation  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  The  Director  shall— 

■■(1)  recommend  policies  and  procedures 
for  the  conduct  of  operational  test  and  eval- 
uation in  the  Department  of  Defense: 

■■(2)  upon  request,  provide  guidance  to  and 
consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments 
with  respect  lo  operational  lest  and  evalua- 
tion in  the  Department  of  Defense  in  gener- 
al and  with  respect  lo  specific  operational 
test  and  evaluation  lo  be  conducted  in  con- 
nection with  a  major  defense  acquisition 
program; 

■■(3)  coordinate  operational  test  conducted 
jointly  by  more  than  one  military  depart- 
ment or  defense  agency; 

"(4)  analyze  the  results  of  the  operational 
test  and  evaluation  conducted  for  each 
major  defense  acquisition  program  and 
report  concurrently  to  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense and  the  Committees  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices and  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  on— 

■■(A)  whether  the  lest  and  evaluation  per- 
formed was  adequate;  and 

■■(B)  whether  the  lest  and  evaluation  re- 
sults confirm  that  the  items  or  components 
actually  tested  are  effective  and  suitable  for 
combat;  and 

■■(5)  review  and  make  recommendations  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  all  budgetary 
and  financial  matters  relating  lo  operation- 
al test  and  evaluation,  including  operational 
test  facilities  and  equipment,  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 
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■•(c)  The  Director  reports  directly,  without 
intervening  review  or  approval,  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  The  Director  shall  consult 
closely  with,  but  is  independent  of.  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research 
and  Engineering  and  all  other  officers  and 
entities  of  the  Department  of  Defense  re- 
sponsible for  research  and  development. 

•(d)(  1)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment shall  report  promptly  to  the  Director 
the  results  of  all  operational  test  and  eval- 
uation conducted  by  the  military  depart- 
ment and  of  all  studies  conducted  by  the 
military  department  in  connection  with 
operational  test  and  evaluation  in  the  mili- 
tary department. 

(2)  The  Director  may  require  that  such 
observers  as  he  designates  be  present  during 
the  preparation  for  and  the  conduct  of  the 
test  part  of  any  operational  test  and  evalua- 
tion conducted  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

(3)  The  Director  shall  have  access  to  all 
records  and  data  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense (including  the  records  and  data  of 
each  military  department)  that  the  Director 
considers  necessary  to  review  in  order  to 
carry  out  his  duties  under  this  section. 

■■(e)(1)  Operational  testing  of  a  major  de- 
fense acquisition  program  may  not  be  con- 
ducted until  the  Director  has  approved  in 
writing  the  adequacy  of  the  plans  (including 
the  adequacy  of  projected  levels  of  funding) 
for  operational  test  and  evaluation  to  be 
conducted  in  connection  with  that  program. 
(2)  A  final  decision  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  proceed  with  a  major  de- 
fense acquisition  program  beyond  low-rate 
initial  production  may  not  be  made  until 
the  Director  has  submitted  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  the 
report  with  respect  to  that  program  re- 
quired by  subsection  (b)(4>. 

■(f)(1)  The  Director  shall  prepare  an 
annual  report  summarizing  the  operational 
test  and  evaluation  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  Each  such  report  shall  be  submitted 
concurrently  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Congress  not  later  than  January  15 
immediately  following  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  the  report  is  prepared.  The 
report  shall  include  such  comments  and  rec- 
ommendations as  the  Director  con.siders  ap- 
propriate, including  comments  and  recom- 
mendations on  resources  and  facilities  avail- 
able for  operational  test  and  evaluation  and 
levels  of  funding  made  available  for  oper- 
ational test  and  evaluation  activities.  The 
Secretary  may  comment  on  any  report  of 
the  Director  to  Congress  under  this  para- 
graph. 

"(2)  The  Director  shall  comply  with  re- 
quests from  Congress  (or  any  committee  of 
either  House  of  Congress)  for  information 
relating  to  operational  test  and  evaluation 
in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

•■(g)  The  President  shall  include  in  the 
budget  transmitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to 
section  1105  of  title  31  for  each  fiscal  year  a 
separate  statement  of  estimated  expendi- 
tures and  proposed  appropriations  for  that 
fiscal  year  for  the  activities  of  the  Director 
of  Operational  Test  Review  and  Evaluation 
in  carrying  out  the  duties  and  responsibil- 
ities of  the  Director  under  this  section.'. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 

of  such   chapter   is  amended   by   inserting 

after  the  item  relating  to  section  136  the 

following  new  item: 

136a.  Director  of  Operational  Test  Review 

and   Evaluation:    appointment; 


powers  and  duties.". 

(c)  Section  5315  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 

Director  of  Operational  Test  Review  and 
Evaluation.  Department  of  Defense. ■'. 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  lake  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

Assistant  Secretaries  in  the  Department 

OF  Defense 
Sec.  1114.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
136    of    title    10.    United    States    Code,    is 
amended  by  striking  out  •seven"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ■ten": 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  '(l)"  after  '(b)": 

(B)  by  designating  the  second  sentence  of 
such  subsection  as  paragraph  (2); 

(C)  by  designating  the  fourth  sentence  of 
such  subsection  as  paragraph  (3)  and  by 
striking  out  Reserve  Affairs  "  in  such  sen- 
tence and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■Logis- 
tics ": 

(D)  by  striking  out  "reserve  component" 
in  the  fifth  sentence  of  such  subsection  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof    logistics": 

(E)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  of 
such  subsection  (as  designated  by  clause 
(O)  the  following  paragraphs: 

(4)  One  of  the  Assistant  Secretaries  shall 
be  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Reserve  Affairs.  He  shall  have  as  his  princi- 
pal duty  the  overall  supervision  of  reserve 
component  affairs  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

"(5)  One  of  the  Assistant  Secretaries  shall 
be  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Command,  Control.  Communications,  and 
Intelligence.  He  shall  have  as  his  principal 
duly  the  overall  supervision  of  command, 
control,  communications,  and  intelligence 
affairs  of  the  Department  of  Defense."; 

(F)  by  designating  the  sentence  beginning 
■  In  addition  "  as  paragraph  (6)  and  in  such 
sentence— 

(i)  striking  out  In  addition,  one"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  'One"; 

(ii)  redesignating  clauses  (1)  through  (5) 
as  clauses  (A)  through  (E).  respectively; 

(iii)  redesignating  subclauses  (A)  through 
(D)  of  subclauses  (i)  through  (iv),  respec- 
tively; and 

(iv)  striking  out  ■clauses  (l)-(4)"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  'clauses  (A)  through 
(D)-. 

(3)  Subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Section  175(c)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  ■Manpow- 
er and'. 

(c)(  1 )  The  first  .sentence  of  section  3013  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ■four"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ■five". 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  section  5034(a)  of 
such    title    is    amended    by    striking    out 

three"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof    four  ". 

(d)  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  Stales 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  '(T)"  after  "Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Defense"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof    (10)"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  ■■i4)'"  after  "A-ssistant 
Secretaries  of  the  Army^  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "(5) ":  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  ■•(3)""  after  "Assistant 
Secretaries  of  the  Navy"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ■(4)"'. 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 


two-vear  extension  of  prohibition  on  con- 
tracts FOR  THE  PERFORMANCE  OF  FIREFIGHT- 
INC  AND  SECURITY  FUNCTIONS 

Sec  1115.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b).  funds  appropriated  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  may  not  be  obligated 
or  expended  before  October  1.  1985.  for  the 
purpose  of  entering  into  a  contract  for  the 
performance  of  firefighting  or  security- 
guard  functions  at  any  military  installation 
or  facility. 

(b)  The  prohibition  in  subsection  (a)  does 
not  apply— 

( 1 )  to  a  contract  to  be  carried  out  at  a  lo- 
cation outside  the  United  States  (including 
its  commonwealths,  territories,  and  posses- 
sions) at  which  military  personnel  would 
have  to  be  u.sed  for  the  performance  of  the 
function  described  in  subsection  (a)  at  the 
expense  of  unit  readiness; 

(2)  to  a  contract  to  be  carried  out  on  a 
Government -owned  but  privately  operated 
installation;  or 

(3)  to  a  contract  (or  the  renewal  of  a  con- 
tract) for  the  performance  of  a  function 
being  performed  by  contractor  personnel  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(C)  Not  later  than  March  1.  1984.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  submit  to  Congress  a 
written  report  containing  an  assessment  of 
the  special  needs  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense with  respect  to  firefighting  and  base 
security  and  an  assessment  of  how  those 
needs  are  met  by  both  Federal  employees 
and  contract  personnel.  The  report  shall  be 
prepared  in  consultation  with  the  United 
States  Fire  Administrator. 

REPEAL  OF  REQUIREMENT  FOR  RETIREE 
SUGGESTION  PROGRAM 

Sec  1116.  (a)  Section  2390  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  141  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
2390. 

LIMITATION  ON  AUTHORITY  TO  CONSOLIDATE 
CERTAIN  FUNCTIONS  WITHIN  THE  DEPART- 
MENT OF  DEFENSE 

Sec  1117.  (a)  Section  125  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  the 
Secretary  of  Defense— 

■■(1)  may  not  test  the  transfer,  reassign- 
ment, or  con.soIidation  of  a  function,  power, 
or  duty  of  a  military  department  to  a  com- 
ponent of  the  Department  of  Defense  out- 
side a  military  department  unless  the  test 
has  been  specifically  authorized  by  law;  and 

■■(2)  may  not  carry  out  the  transfer,  reas- 
signment, or  consolidation  of  a  function, 
power,  or  duty  of  a  military  department  to  a 
component  of  the  Defense  Department  out- 
side a  military  department  unless  the  trans- 
fer, reassignment,  or  consolidation  has  been 
specifically  authorized  by  law  after  the  com- 
pletion of  the  study  of  such  transfer,  reas- 
signment, or  consolidation."". 

(b)(1)  Clause  (1)  of  section  125(e)  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsec- 
tion (a),  shall  apply  to  tests  begun  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Clause  (2)  of  section  125(e)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a),  shall  apply  to  transfers,  reassignments, 
and  consolidations  after  January  1.  1983. 

OFFSHORE  DRILLING  AFFEtrriNG  NAVAL 
OPERATIONS 

Sec  1118.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  potential  effect  on 


naval  operations  of  any  proposed  lease  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  of  offshore 
lands  for  oil  or  gas  drilling. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  define 
offshore  zones  along  the  United  States  in 
which  oil  or  gas  drilling  would  cause  appre- 
ciable impact  on  naval  operations.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  transmit  to  Congress  and  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  report  describing 
the  zones  so  established  and  the  justifica- 
tion for  each  such  zone. 

use  of  polygraphs  by  the  department  of 
defense 

Sec  1119.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
not.  before  April  15.  1984.  use.  enforce, 
issue,  implement,  or  otherwise  rely  on  any 
rule,  regulation,  directive,  policy,  decision, 
or  order  that  would  permit  the  use  of  poly- 
graph examinations  in  the  case  of  civilian 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense  or 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  in  any 
manner  or  to  any  extent  greater  than  was 
permitted  under  rules,  regulations,  direc- 
tives, policies,  decisions,  or  orders  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  in  effect  on  August  5. 
1982. 

ROUTINE  PORT  SERVICES 

Sec  1120.  (a)  Section  7227(b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(l)'"  after  "(b)"";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

■■(2)  When  furnishing  routine  port  services 
under  this  section  to  naval  vessels  operating 
as  part  of  a  multinational  naval  force  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  the 
Secretary  may  furnish  such  services  without 
reimbursement  if  such  services  are  provided 
under  a  multinational  standardization 
agreement  that  provides  for  the  reciprocal 
furnishing  of  routine  port  services  to  naval 
vessels  of  the  United  States  without  reim- 
bursement. If  routine  port  services  are  fur- 
nished under  this  section  by  a  working-cap- 
ital fund  activity  of  the  Navy  established 
under  section  2208  of  this  title  and  such  ac- 
tivity is  not  reimbursed  directly  for  the 
costs  incurred  by  the  activity  in  furnishing 
those  services  by  reason  of  this  paragraph, 
the  working-capital  fund  activity  shall  be  re- 
imbursed for  such  costs  out  of  operating 
funds  currently  available  to  the  Navy.'". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1983. 

one- YEAR  POSTPONEMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  DEPOS- 
ITS FOR  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  BASED  ON 
MILITARY  SERVICE 

Sec  1121.  Section  8334(j)(2)(A)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  October  1,  1982;  "  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "October  1.  1983;"'. 

REPORT  ON  COST  SAVINGS  UNDER  CONTRACTING 
OUT  PROCEDURES 

Sec  1122.  (a)  Not  later  than  April  15, 
1984.  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit 
a  report  to  Congress  describing  the  experi- 
ence of  the  Department  of  Defense  since 
January  1.  1981.  with  conversion  to  contrac- 
tor operation  of  commercial  or  industrial 
type  functions  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense which  previously  had  been  performed 
by  Department  of  Defense  civilian  or  mili- 
tary personnel. 

(b)(1)  The  report  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  include  with  respect  to  each  function 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  converted  to 
contractor  operation  since  January  1.  1981— 

(A)  the  estimated  cost  (as  of  the  date  of 
the  award  of  the  contract)  of  performance 
of  the  function  by  the  Government. 

(B)  the  contractor's  estimated  cost  of  per- 
formance of  the  function  in  the  bid  of  the 
contractor, 


(C)  the  actual  cost  (as  of  the  end  of  the 
contract  or  the  date  of  the  report)  of  con- 
tractor operation  of  such  function,  and 

(D)  the  savings  (shown  in  dollars  and  as  a 
percentage)  for  the  operation  of  such  func- 
tion since  conversion  to  contractor  perform- 
ance. 

(2)  The  report  shall  also  show— 

(A)  the  average  savings  (shown  in  dollars 
and  as  a  percentage)  of  all  functions  con- 
verted to  contractor  performance  since  Jan- 
uary 1.  1981.  as  projected  at  the  time  of  con- 
tracting and  as  realized  at  the  end  of  the 
contract  or  the  date  of  the  report. 

(B)  the  dollar  amount  and  percentage  of 
such  contracts  awarded  to  small  businesses, 
and 

(C)  the  number  of  Federal  employees 
whose  employment  by  the  Government  was 
terminated  as  a  result  of  conversion  of  such 
functions  to  contractor  performance. 

PERFORMANCE  OF  CIVIL  FUNCTIONS  BY 
MILITARY  OFFICERS 

Sec.  1123.  (a)  Section  973  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  performance 
of  civil  functions  by  officers  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsec- 
tion (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 
■■(b)(1)  This  subsection  applies— 
■■(A)  to  a  regular  officer  of  an  armed  force 
on  the  active-duty  list  (and  a  regular  officer 
of  the  Coast  Guard  on  the  active  duty  pro- 
motion list); 

•■(B)  to  a  retired  regular  officer  of  an 
armed  force  serving  on  active  duty  under  a 
call  or  order  to  active  duty  for  a  period  in 
excess  of  180  days;  and 

•■(C)  to  a  reserve  officer  of  an  armed  force 
serving  on  active  duty  under  a  call  or  order 
to  active  duty  for  a  period  in  excess  of  180 
days. 

••(2)(A)  Except  as  otherwise  authorized  by 
law,  an  officer  to  whom  this  subsection  ap- 
plies may  not  hold,  or  exercise  the  functions 
of.  a  civil  office  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States— 
•■(i)  that  is  an  elective  office; 
■•(ii)  that  requires  an  appointment  by  the 
President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate;  or 

••(iii)  that  is  a  position  in  the  Executive 
Schedule  under  sections  5312  through  5317 
of  title  5. 

■■(B)  An  officer  to  whom  this  subsection 
applies  may  hold  or  exercise  the  functions 
of  a  civil  office  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  that  is  not  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  when  assigned  or  detailed  to 
that  office  or  to  perform  those  functions. 

■■(3)  Except  as  otherwise  authorized  by 
law,  an  officer  to  whom  this  subsection  ap- 
plies may  not  hold  or  exercise,  by  election 
or  appointment,  the  functions  of  a  civil 
office  in  the  government  of  a  State,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  or  a  territory,  possession, 
or  commonwealth  of  the  United  States  (or 
of  any  political  subdivision  of  any  such  gov- 
ernment). 

■■(4)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  invalidate  any  action  undertak- 
en by  an  officer  in  furtherance  of  assigned 
official  duties. 

•■(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  with  respect  to 
the  Coast  Guard  when  it  is  not  operating  in 
the  Navy,  shall  prescribe  regulations  to  im- 
plement this  section.". 

(b)  Nothing  in  section  973(b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  in  effect  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be 
construed— 


(1)  to  invalidate  any  action  undertaken  by 
an  officer  of  an  armed  force  in  furtherance 
of  assigned  official  duties;  or 

(2)  to  have  terminated  the  military  ap- 
pointment of  an  officer  of  an  armed  force 
by  reason  of  the  acceptance  of  a  civil  office, 
or  the  exercise  of  its  functions,  by  that  offi- 
cer in  furtherance  of  assigned  official 
duties. 

(c)  Nothing  in  section  973(b)(3)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  subsection 
(a),  shall  preclude  a  Reserve  officer  to 
whom  such  section  applies  from  holding  or 
exercising  the  functions  of  an  office  de- 
scribed in  such  section  for  the  term  to 
which  the  officer  was  elected  or  appointed 
If,  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  officer  accepted  appointment  or 
election  to  that  office  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  and  regulations  in  effect  at  the 
time  of  such  appointment  or  election. 

use  of  funds  to  RELIEVE  ECONOMIC 
DISLOCATIONS 

Sec  1124.  (a)  Section  2392  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "No  funds"  in  subsec- 
tion (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c),  no 
funds"';  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

"(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  con- 
duct a  program  in  accordance  with  this  sub- 
section to  exempt  certain  contracts  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  from  subsection  (b) 
and  to  pay  a  price  differential  under  such 
contracts  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  eco- 
nomic dislocations.  Under  such  program, 
the  Secretary  may  exempt  from  the  provi- 
sions of  subsection  (b)  any  contract  (other 
than  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  fuel) 
made  by  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency— 

"(1)  if  the  contract  is  to  be  awarded  to  an 
individual  or  firm  located  in  a  labor  surplus 
area  (as  defined  and  identified  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor);  and 

••(2)  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  deter- 
mines— 

■■(A)  that  the  awarding  of  the  contract 
will  not  adversely  affect  the  national  securi- 
ty of  the  United  States; 

•(B)  that  there  is  a  reasonable  expecta- 
tion that  bids  will  be  received  from  a  suffi- 
cient number  of  responsible  bidders  so  that 
the  award  of  the  contract  will  be  made  at 
reasonable  cost  to  the  United  Stales; 

(C)  that  the  price  differential  to  be  paid 
under  the  contract  will  not  exceed  2.2  per- 
cent; and 

(D)  that  the  value  of  the  contract,  when 
added  to  the  cumulative  value  of  all  other 
contracts  awarded  under  the  program 
during  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  contract 
is  to  be  awarded,  will  not  exceed 
$7,000,000,000. 

■•(d)  Not  later  than  April  15  of  each  year, 
the  President  shall  submit  a  report  to  Con- 
gress on  the  implementation  and  results 
during  the  preceding  year  of  the  program 
authorized  by  subsection  (c).  Each  such 
report  shall  include  an  assessment  of  the 
costs  and  benefits  of  the  program."". 

(b)(1)  The  heading  of  such  section  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"§  2392.  Prohibition  on  use  of  funds  to  re- 
lieve economic  dislocations;  exception". 
(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 

the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 

chapter  141  of  title  10.  United  SUtes  Code, 

is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•2392.  Prohibition  on  use  of  funds  to  relieve 
economic    dislocations;    excep- 
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tion". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  Octotjer  1.  1983. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  'An  Act  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  Armed  Forces  for  procurement,  for 
research,  development,  lest,  and  evaluation, 
and  for  operation  and  maintenance,  to  pre- 
scribe personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  civil  defense,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses.". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  2969)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


n  1640 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES 
ON  S.  675.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION 

ACT.  1984 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  House 
insist  on  its  amendments  to  the  Senate 
bill  (S.  675)  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1984  for  the 
Armed  Forces  for  procurement,  for  re- 
search, development,  test,  and  evalua- 
tion, and  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  to  author- 
ize certain  construction  at  military  in- 
stallations for  fiscal  year,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Energy  for  national  security  programs 
for  such  fiscal  year,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, and  request  a  conference  with 
the  Senate  thereon. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  without  objection,  ap- 
points the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Price,  Bennett.  Stratton.  Nichols. 
Daniel.  Montgomery.  Aspin,  Del- 
LUMS.  Dickinson.  Whitehurst,  and 
Spence.  Mrs.  Holt.  Messrs.  Hillis  and 
Badham.  and  Messrs.  Boland.  Mineta. 
McCuRDY.  Robinson,  and  Stump  from 
the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence,  only  when  differences  re- 
garding intelligence-related  activities 
are  under  consideration. 

As  additional  conferees  on  sections 
1030C  and  1030D  of  the  Senate  bill 
and  modifications  thereof  committed 
to  conference:  Messrs.  Perkins.  Haw- 
kins. Ford  of  Michigan.  Biaggi.  Er- 
lenborn.  and  Goodling. 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  21.  1983.  I  inadvertently  voted 
•no"  on  rollcall  No.  264.  I  meant  to 
vote  "aye." 


AUTHORIZING  CLERK  TO  MAKE 
CORRECTIONS  IN  ENGROSS- 
MENT OF  HOUSE  AMENDMENT 
TO  S.  675 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  in  the  en- 
grossment of  the  House  amendment  to 
the  Senate  bill.  S.  675.  the  Clerk  be  au- 
thorized to  make  necessary  technical 
corrections,  including  section  numbers, 
punctuation,  and  cross  references  as 
may  be  necessary  to  reflect  the  actions 
of  the  House  in  amending  the  bill. 
H.R. 2969. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
requested  this  time  for  the  purpose  of 
inquiring  of  the  acting  majority  leadei 
the  program  for  the  balance  of  the 
dav  and  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
program  for  the  balance  of  the  day  is 
to  elect  a  Speaker  pro  tempore,  follow- 
ing a  vote  on  the  motion  for  adjourn- 
ment, which  I  understand  is  mandato- 
ry. 

The  program  for  next  week  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  Monday  the  House  will  consider 
the  Suspension  Calendar,  and  the  fol- 
lowing bills  are  to  be  considered: 

H.R.  3409.  Federal  supplemental 
compensation  amendments. 

H.R.  3677.  Technical  hospice  amend- 
ments. 

S.  930.  Smithsonian  purchase  of  Ari- 
zona land  for  observatory. 

S.  Con.  Res.  7.  bust  of  Carl  Hayden. 

H.J.  Res.  297,  Smithsonian  Board  of 
Regents  appointment. 

H.R.  2727.  codify  recent  laws  related 
to  money  and  finance. 

H.R.  3232,  authorize  payment  of 
travel  and  transportation  expenses  of 
newly  appointed  special  agents  of  De- 
partment of  Justice. 

S.  272.  conference  report  of  improv- 
ing small  business  access  to  Federal 
procurement  information. 

S.  1098.  NOAA  and  Coastal  Program 
Authorizations  Act. 

H.R.  1372,  provide  for  Hovercraft  op- 
eration in  Alaska  coastal  trade. 

S.  46,  revise  United  States  Code  title 
46  (Coast  Guard). 


H.R.  1256,  Coast  Guard  Academy 
preappointment  bill. 

S.  64,  Irish  Wilderness  bill. 

H.R.  3564,  require  Agriculture  Secre- 
tary to  announce  crop  feed  grain  pro- 
grams. 

H.R.  2590,  amend  Agriculture  Ad- 
justment Act  re  Filberts. 

H.  Con.  Res.  40,  sense  of  Congress  re 
continued  Federal  presence  in  nutri- 
tion programs. 

H.R.  3394,  Student  Loan  Consolida- 
tion Act  of  1983. 

H.R.  2717,  reauthorization  of  Admin- 
istration Office  of  Government  Ethics. 

H.R.  3706.  Martin  Luther  King 
birthday  holiday  bill. 

Following  consideration  of  the  bills 
on  the  Suspension  Calendar,  the 
House  will  consider  H.R.  1646.  Rail- 
road Retirement  Solvency  Act,  a  modi- 
fied rule  with  2  hours  of  general 
debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  votes  on  the  bills  on 
the  Suspension  Calendar  will  be  de- 
ferred until  Tuesday,  but  votes  will  be 
taken  on  H.R.  1646,  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Solvency  Act.  which  is  ex- 
pected to  occur  about  2:30  or  3  oclock. 

The  House  meets  at  noon  on  Tues- 
day. The  House  will  first  take  recorded 
votes  on  suspension  bills  debated  on 
the  Monday  previous,  following  which 
the  House  will  consider  the  conference 
report  on  H.R.  3329,  Transportation 
appropriations,  fiscal  year  1984,  and 
H.R.  2780,  State  and  Local  Fiscal  As- 
sistance Amendments  of  1983,  an  open 
rule  with  2  hours  of  general  debate. 

On  Wednesday  and  Thursday  the 
House  will  consider  H.R.  3021.  health 
insurance  for  the  unemployed:  H.R. 
2957.  International  Recovery  and  Fi- 
nancial Stability  Act  (IMF):  H.R.  2867. 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  and  En- 
forcement Act  of  1983.  and  H.R.  2350. 
Health  Research  Extension  Act. 

We  expect  to  complete  the  business 
for  the  week  on  Thursday  evening  to 
adjourn  for  the  August  recess. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  we  would  want 
to  underscore  that  last  week,  in  the 
colloquy  between  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader,  we  alerted 
Members  to  the  fact  that  there  would 
be  rollcall  votes  on  Monday.  And 
beyond  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act, 
on  which  there  may  be  some  rollcall 
votes,  we  do  not  yet  know  for  sure 
what  the  other  body  will  be  doing  with 
the  supplemental  appropriation  bill, 
particularly  with  the  disagreeing 
amendments.  If  they  insist  on  an 
amendment  or  two  and  we  may  have 
to  reconsider  that  matter  on  Monday, 
obviously  there  would  be  prospective 
rollcalls. 

While  the  acting  majority  leader 
may  not  be  able  to  respond,  I  want  to 
alert  the  House  and  the  gentleman 
that  I  will  be  talking  with  the  Speaker 
with  respect  to  also  bringing  up  House 


resolution  180  having  to  do  with  the 
contempt  citation  of  Ann  Gorsuch 
Burford,  provided  there  is  an  agree- 
ment between  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Howard),  and  the  Speaker  in  bringing 
that  resolution  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  notice  on  his  intent  to 
bring  up  that  resolution.  I  will  convey 
the  gentleman's  wishes  to  the  Speaker 
and  to  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 


this  House  concurrent  resolution  must 
be  taken  by  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  291,  nays 
0,  not  voting  142,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  296] 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY. 
AUGUST  1.  1983 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to 
meet  at  12  o'clock  noon  on  Monday 
next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSINCj  WITH  CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 
WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  busi- 
ness in  order  under  the  calendar 
Wednesday  rule  be  dispensed  with  on 
Wednesday  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 
OF  THE  HOUSE  AND  SENATE 
Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
send  to  the  desk  a  privileged  concur- 
rent resolution  (H.  Con  Res.  153)  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution, as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  153 
Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring  J.  That  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Thursday.  August  4. 
1983.  or  on  Friday,  Augu.st  5.  1983.  pursuant 
to  a  motion  made  by  the  majority  leader,  or 
his  designee,  in  accordance  with  this  resolu- 
tion, and  that  when  the  Senate  adjourns  on 
Wednesday.  August  3,  1983.  or  Thursday, 
August  4.  1983.  or  on  Friday.  August  5.  1983. 
pursuant  to  a  motion  made  by  the  majority 
leader  in  accordance  with  this  resolution, 
they  stand  adjourned  until  12  o'clock  merid- 
ian on  Monday.  September  12.  1983.  or  until 
12  o'clock  meridian  on  the  second  day  after 
Members  are  notified  to  reassemble  pursu- 
ant to  section  2  of  this  concurrent  resolu- 
tion whichever  occurs  first. 

Sec.  2.  The  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the 
majority  leader  of  the  Senate  shall  notify 
the  Members  of  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
respectively,  to  reassemble  w-henever.  in 
their  opinion,  the  public  interest  shall  war- 
rant it. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  Public  Law  91-^510,  the  vote  on 
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Gekas 

Gibbons 
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Goodling 

Gramm 

Gray 
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Pursell 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritler 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Schumer 
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Walker 

Weaver 

Weber 
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Franklin 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gephardt 

Glickman 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gregg 

Hammerschmidt 

Hansen  (UT) 
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Howard 

Huckaby 

Hutto 

Jenkins 
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Kramer 
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Leath 
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Madigan 
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Nichols 
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Panetla 
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Pickle 
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Schroeder 
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Taylor 
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Whitehurst 
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D   1700 

So  the  concurrent  resolution  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ELECTION    OF    HON.    BILL    ALEX- 
ANDER AS  SPEAKER  PRO  TEM- 
PORE   DURING    THE    ABSENCE 
OF  THE  SPEAKER 
Mr.  McHUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  privileged  resolution  (H. 
Res.  290)  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  290 
Resolved.  That  the  Honorable  Bill  Alexan- 
der, a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Ar- 
kansas be,  and  he  is  hereby,  elected  Speaker 
pro  tempore  during  the  absence  of  the 
Speaker. 
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Resolved.  That  the  President  and  the 
Senate  be  notified  by  the  Clerk  of  the  elec- 
tion of  the  Honorable  Bill  Alexander,  as 
Speaker  pro  tempore  during  the  absence  of 
the  Speaker. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 
A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


SWEARING  IN  OF  HON.  BILL  AL- 
EXANDER AS  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE  DURING  THE  AB- 
SENCE OF  THE  SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  will  take 
the  chair  and  be  sworn  in  by  the  Dean 
of  the  House,  the  distinguished  gentle- 
man from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten). 

Mr.  ALEXANDER  assumed  the 
chair  and  took  the  oath  of  office  ad- 
ministered to  him  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten). 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
along  with  the  gentleman  from  New- 
Jersey,  the  chairman  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  and  other  Members,  I  at- 
tended yesterday's  announcement  at 
the  White  House  of  the  establishment 
of  the  Presidents  Commission  on  Or- 
ganized Crime.  Consequently.  I  was 
not  able  to  vote  on  roll  No.  278,  the 
conference  report  on  the  10-percent 
withholding  repeal  and  the  Caribbean 
Economic  Recovery  Act.  If  I  had  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  •aye." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

(Mr.  SHAW  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday. 
at  11:15.  I  was  called  to  the  White 
House  to  attend  a  meeting  with  the 
President  on  the  Organized  Crime 
Commission.  During  the  time  I  was 
absent  from  the  floor  I  missed  vote 
No.  278.  Had  I  been  present.  I  would 
have  voted  'yes"  on  roUcall  No.  278  to 
repeal  the  withholding  of  tax  from  in- 
terest and  dividends  measure. 


D  1710 


CUTTING  OFF  AID  TO 
NICARAGUA 

(Mr.  RITTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  Members 
who  voted  yesterday  to  cut  off  aid  to 
those  fighting  the  regime  inside  Nica- 
ragua enjoyed  a  major  victory  yester- 
day. Over  the  Republicans?  No;  we  all 
went  home  to  the  safety  and  content- 


ment of  our  homes  to  make  our  case 
another  day.  They  were  victorious 
over  those  fighting  in  Nicaragua.  The 
people  in  the  resistance  groups— they 
are  the  big  losers.  Make  no  mistake 
about  it:  the  blood  of  our  friends, 
those  we  have  supported,  will  flow  be- 
cause of  yesterday's  action. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side  of  the  aisle  who  passed  the 
cutoff  to  at  least  recognize  the  enor- 
mous contradiction  embodied  in  legis- 
lation. On  the  one  hand,  the  cutoff 
legislation  (after  the  Wright  amend- 
ment) enumerated  transgressions  of 
the  Nicaraguan  Government  against 
their  own  commitments— freedom  of 
assembly,  speech,  press,  economy,  elec- 
tions, human  rights.  And  on  the  other 
hand,  the  legislation  pulls  the  rug  out 
from  under  those  who  are  laying  their 
lives  on  the  line  to  oppose  the  Sandi- 
nista  Communists  and  who  are  fight- 
ing for  the  fulfillment  of  those  very 
promises. 

After  thorough  detailing  of  the  fail- 
ure of  Nicaragua's  Cuba-style  regime, 
legislation  was  pas.sed  to  cut  off  the  re- 
gimes  opponents.  In  a  push  of  an  elec- 
tronic voting  button,  America  offered 
protection  to  a  Soviet-style  Marxist 
regime  against  the  wrath  of  its  be- 
trayed people.  The  Brezhnev  doctrine 
is  alive  and  well  in  this  hemisphere, 
and  the  U.S.  Hou.se  can  proudly  pro- 
claim its  new  role  as  enforcer.  Howev- 
er we  may  feel  about  the  Monroe  Doc- 
trine, we  should  admit  that  at  least  at 
its  beginning,  it  was  successful  in  keep- 
ing the  big  European  imperial  powers 
from  expanding  their  empires  and 
crushing  newly  independent  nations  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere  in  the  19th 
century:  a  situation  not  unlike  the  one 
we  face  today  with  the  U.S.S.R.  Yes- 
terday's vote  was  a  gratuitous  victory 
for  Brezhnev  over  Monroe. 


ECONOMIC  RECOVERY 
(Mr.  McCANDLESS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
17  months— June  1981  through  No- 
vember 1982— this  Nation  suffered  its 
most  severe  economic  hangover  since 
the  Great  Depression.  Irresponsible 
and  excessive  Government  taxation 
and  spending  during  the  Carter-Mon- 
dale  administration  combined  to  lead 
the  economy  into  a  drunken  stupor. 
We  can  say  today,  however,  that  this 
Carter-Mondale-induced  recession  is  fi- 
nally over. 

Not  only  is  the  economy  back  on  the 
wagon,  it  is  back  on  the  road  to  pros- 
perity. Real  GNP  is  rising  at  an 
annual  rate  of  5.6  percent.  The  hous- 
ing and  auto  industries  are  booming. 
Retail  sales  are  up.  The  level  of  con- 
sumer confidence  is  a  full  66  percent 
higher  than  in  October  1982.  Interest 
rates,    despite    some    recent    fluctua- 


tions, are  down  substantially  over  a  2- 
year  period.  Unemployment  has 
moved  steadily  downward  since  De- 
cember. And  inflation— judged  by  the 
American  people  in  1980  as  public 
enemy  No.  1— has  been  dealt  a  knock- 
out blow.  The  long-awaited  and  highly 
touted  Reagan  economic  recovery  has 
arrived  with  a  bang. 

One  vestige  of  the  recessionary 
hangover  remains— the  Federal  budget 
deficits.  Projected  deficits  of  $200  bil- 
lion threaten  both  higher  interest 
rates  and  accelerated  inflation.  They 
could  destroy  the  recovery.  Yet  there 
are  those  in  this  House  who  would  ap- 
parently be  willing  to  sacrifice  the  re- 
covery in  exchange  for  still  more  Gov- 
ernment spending  funded  by  still  more 
and  higher  taxes.  Neither  the  Con- 
gress nor  the  Nation  can  afford  to 
revert  to  the  same  old  taxation  and 
spending  policies  that  brought  about 
the  recession  in  the  first  place.  To  pre- 
serve and  enhance  the  recovery  and 
bring  a  semblance  of  sobriety  to  the 
budget  process,  this  body  must  demon- 
strate the  moral  and  political  courage 
to  exercise  fiscal  restraint. 


COMITY  AND  RESPECT  IN  AP- 
PLYING THE  RULES  OF  THE 
HOUSE 

(Mr.  LUNGREN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LUNGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day when  we  were  dealing  with  the 
whole  question  of  our  Central  Ameri- 
can policy.  unfortunately  there 
seemed  to  be  a  type  of  bipartisanship 
that  developed  on  this  floor.  That  does 
occur  at  times,  but  when  it  was  mani- 
fest in  ways  that  I  think  embarrassing. 
I  think  we  ought  to  be  concerned. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  do  ourselves 
a  disservice  when  we  take  advantage  of 
the  rules  to  try  and  stifle  minority  dis- 
sent or  minority  statements  or  minori- 
ty ideas. 

Yesterday  we  had  the  example  of 
people  refusing  to  allow  unanimous 
consent  so  that  we  not  have  to  listen 
to  15  minutes  of  particular  amend- 
ments being  read  when  we  had  an 
overall  time  limit  on  the  amount  of 
debate.  The  reason,  of  course,  for  that 
is  so  that  other  Members  would  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  present  their 
viewpoint  to  have  their  ideas  ex- 
pressed, to  have  them  considered  and 
to  have  them  voted  upon. 

It  seems  we  ought  to  be  worried  in 
this  House  if  the  idea  of  comity  is  not 
going  to  prevail.  Comity  is  a  two-way 
street.  It  means  that  we  have  respect 
for  one  another.  It  means  that  we  do 
not  take  advantage  of  the  rules  even  if 
we  happen  to  be  within  the  letter  of 
the  rules. 

We  should  try  and  act  with  the 
spirit   of   the   rules,   and   one   of   the 


major  ingredients  of  the  spirit  of  the 
rules  of  this  House  is  mutual  respect. 

Yesterday,  unfortunately,  I  saw 
mutual  respect  break  down  where  I 
saw  the  majority  take  advantage  of 
the  rules  to  basically  stomp  on  the  mi- 
nority. 

There  is  an  old  expression  that 
every  dog  is  going  to  have  his  day.  I  do 
not  know  if  that  is  going  to  be  true.  I 
do  not  know  if  the  Republicans  will 
ever  take  the  majority  in  this  House. 
But  that  ought  not  to  be  the  way  that 
we  deal  with  one  another. 

We  ought  to  have  mutual  respect 
and  admiration  and  at  least  consider 
other  people's  ideas. 

If  we  do  not  have  the  guts  to  consid- 
er ideas  in  this  place,  the  peoples 
House,  where  should  they  look  for 
that  opportunity? 
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COMMISSION  ON  THE  ELEANOR 
ROOSEVELT  CENTENNIAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Fish)  is 
recognized  for  15  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FISH.  Mr.  Speaker.  October  11, 
1984.  marks  the  100th  anniversary  of 
Eleanor  Roosevelt's  birth.  Today  I  am 
introducing  a  joint  resolution  to  com- 
memorate that  occasion,  and  I  am 
joined  by  my  colleagues:  Mr.  Pepper. 
Mr.  Solomon.  Mrs.  Schroeder,  Mrs. 
Hall.  Mr.  McHugh.  Mrs.  Kennelly, 
Mrs.  Boxer,  Ms.  Kaptur,  and  Mr. 
Garcia. 

In  1948,  Time  magazine  called  Elea- 
nor Roosevelt  "perhaps  the  best- 
known  woman  in  the  world.  "  This  res- 
olution will  establish  a  commission  to 
encourage  and  coordinate  commemo- 
rations of  the  centennial  of  Eleanor 
Roosevelt's  birth.  It  is  the  result  of 
the  initiative  of  Hon.  Lucille  Pattison, 
County  Executive  of  Dutchess,  and  a 
resident  of  Hyde  Park,  N.Y.  A  compan- 
ion bill  has  been  introduced  in  the 
Senate  by  my  colleagues  from  New- 
York,  Senators  Moynihan  and 
D'Amato. 

Eleanor  Roosevelt  was  one  of  the  re- 
markable women  of  the  20th  century. 
She  is  remembered  as  an  indefatigable 
supporter  of  human  rights  and  as  a 
champion  of  the  underprivileged. 
Raised  in  a  family  of  wealth  and  privi- 
lege, Eleanor  Roosevelt  devoted  most 
of  her  adult  life  to  enhancing  the  lot 
of  the  poor  and  the  disenfranchised. 

Prior  to  her  marriage  to  Franklin 
Delano  Roosevelt,  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
became  involved  in  social  efforts  as  a 
volunteer  in  an  east  side  settlement 
house  in  New  York  City.  This  was  only 
the  beginning,  however,  of  a  long  life 
of  service  to  others. 

As  politics  became  an  increasing  part 
of  FDR's  life.  Mrs.  Roosevelt's  interest 
in  public  affairs  grew.  As  America  en- 
tered World  War  I.  she  became  in- 
volved in  the  Red  Cross  and  found  an 


outlet  for  her  organizational  abilities. 
She  became  increasingly  involved  in 
politics  as  FDR  began  the  race  for  the 
Vice  Presidency. 

Through  the  tragedy  of  FDR's  polio 
attack,  Eleanor  Roosevelt  came  to  the 
forefront  of  American  political  life.  As 
FDR's  surrogate  she  became  adept  at 
public  speaking  and  active  in  the 
League  of  Women  Voters,  the 
Women's  Trade  Union  League,  and 
the  Democratic  Party. 

When  FDR  became  President,  Elea- 
nor Roosevelt  redefined  the  role  of 
First  Lady,  not  content  with  tradition- 
al duties,  she  made  several  projects 
her  own.  Her  priorities  included  sub- 
sistence homesteads,  the  National 
Youth  Administration,  and  services 
that  involved  women. 

After  President  Roosevelt's  death. 
Eleanor  Roosevelt  continued  her  inter- 
est in  public  affairs.  She  pushed  hard 
for  women  in  public  jobs,  for  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  Fair  Employment 
Practices  Committee,  and  other  pro- 
gressive policies.  President  Truman 
appointed  her  as  Delegate  to  the  first 
U.N.  general  assembly  in  London,  in 
1945.  It  was  here  that  she  became 
known  throughout  the  world  as  an  ad- 
vocate for  social  justice.  She  was  ap- 
pointed to  the  U.N.  Human  Rights 
Commission  and  drafted  and  fought 
for  the  adoption  of  the  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights.  She  also  worked  for 
and  urged  the  establishment  of  the 
State  of  Israel. 

Day-to-day  staff  assistance  to  the 
Commission  will  be  provided  by  the  El- 
eanor Roosevelt  Institute,  a  nonprofit 
organization  headquartered  in  New- 
York  City.  The  Eleanor  Roosevelt  In- 
stitute is  legal  successor  to  the  Elea- 
nor Roosevelt  Memorial  Foundation,  a 
federally  chartered  organization  under 
the  provisions  of  Public  Law  88-11.  ap- 
proved on  April  23.  1963.  Except  for 
nominal  travel  and  per  diem  payments 
to  private  members  of  the  Commission 
when  they  attend  meetings,  the  reso- 
lution will  not  entail  any  Federal  ex- 
penditures over  those  otherwise  au- 
thorized in  law-. 

Section  5  of  the  resolution  directs 
the  Interior  Department  to  substan- 
tially complete  renovation  of  Val-Kill, 
the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  National  His- 
toric Site,  in  fiscal  year  1984.  This  ren- 
ovation has  been  underway  for  some 
time.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is 
simply  to  make  certain  that  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  has  Val-Kill  fully 
open  to  the  public  in  time  for  the  El- 
eanor Roosevelt  centennial  year. 

I  urge  the  Members  of  the  House  to 
join  us  in  commemorating  the  life  of 
one  of  the  most  outstanding  women  in 
our  history.  The  text  of  the  resolution 
follows: 

H.J.  Res  — 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Hoxise  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Congress 
finds  and  declares  that— 


( 1 )  Eleanor  Roosevelt,  who  was  First  Lady 
of  the  United  States  from  1933  to  1945.  was 
one  of  the  country's  great  First  Ladies: 

(2)  Born  in  wealth  and  privilege  herself, 
Eleanor  Roosevelt  nevertheless  worked  tire- 
lessly to  secure  opportunities  for  disadvan- 
taged Americans  and  to  improve  the  lot  of 
the  needy  elsewhere  and  particularly  in  de- 
veloping countries: 

(3)  Both  during  and  after  her  service  in 
the  White  House.  Eleanor  Roosevelt  cam- 
paigned indefatigably  for  human  rights  in 
the  United  States  and  throughout  the 
world: 

<4)  Eleanor  Roosevelt  devoted  her  efforts 
especially  to  promoting  the  welfare  of  chil- 
dren. 

(5)  For  this  service,  for  her  articulate  and 
compassionate  advocacy  of  the  highest 
American  ideals,  and  for  demonstrating  by 
personal  example  the  capacities  of  Ameri- 
can women  to  succeed  in  areas  of  daily  life 
and  work  from  which  they  were  frequently 
excluded  in  her  day.  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
earned  a  place  of  honor  and  respect  in  the 
hearts  of  the  American  people; 

(6)  October  11.  1984.  marks  the  centennial 
of  Eleanor  Roosevelt's  birth,  and  it  is  appro- 
priate for  Americans  to  mark  this  occasion 
with  appropriate  commemorations  during 
1984. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a 
Commission  on  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  Cen- 
tennial. 

(b)  The  membership  of  the  Commission 
shall  consist  of  the  following: 

(1)  two  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, designated  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House: 

(2)  two  Members  of  the  Senate,  designated 
by  the  President  of  the  Senate: 

(3)  The  Director  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  ex  officio: 

(4)  the  Archivist  of  the  United  SUtes,  ex 
officio: 

(5)  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  ex  officio: 

(6)  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  ex  officio: 

(7)  the  County  Executive  of  Dutchess 
County.  New  York,  ex  officio: 

(8)  the  surviving  children  of  Mrs.  Eleanor 
Roosevelt: 

(9)  the  chairman  of  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
Institute. 

(c)  Commission  members  shall  designate 
one  of  their  number  as  Chairman. 

Sec.  3.  The  Commission  established  by 
section  2  of  this  act  shall— 

(1)  encourage  and  recognize  appropriate 
observances  and  commemorations,  through- 
out the  United  States,  of  the  one  hundredth 
anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Eleanor  Roose- 
velt: 

(2)  provide  advice  and  assistance  in  estab- 
lishing such  obser\ances  and  commemora- 
tions: 

(3)  coordinate  the  activities  of  Federal 
agencies  in  support  of  such  observances  and 
commemorations. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  meet  no 
later  than  thirty  days  after  enactment  of 
this  Act  at  a  place  and  location  determined 
by  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  and  at  such 
intervals  thereafter  as  the  Commission  may 
decide. 

(b)  The  Administrator  of  General  Serv-ices 
and  the  Director  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice shall  provide  the  Commission  such  as- 
sistance and  facilities  as  may  be  necessary 
to  conduct  its  meetings. 

(c)  The  Commission  may  accept  donations 
of  money  and  services  to  carry  out  its  re- 
sponsibilities. 
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<d)  The  Eleanor  Roosevelt  Institute,  a 
not  for-profit  orKanization  incorporated  in 
the  Stale  of  New  York,  and  successor  orga- 
nization to  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  Memorial 
Foundation,  chartered  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  88-11.  shall  provide  staff  assistance  to 
and  coordiante  policies  and  events  for  the 
Commission. 

(e)(1)  The  private  members  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  \x  reimbursed  for  their  travel 
and  compensated  for  their  time  engaged  on 
Commission  business  at  the  daily  rate  estab- 
lished for  employees  at  grade  18  of  the  Gen- 
eral Schedule. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au- 
thorized, out  of  appropriations  otherwise 
available  to  him.  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  In  commemoration  of  the  one 
hundredth  anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Elea- 
nor Roosevelt,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
acting  through  the  Director  of  the  National 
Park  Service,  shall  complete  the  renovation 
of  the  Eleanor  Roosevelt  National  Historic 
Site  at  Val-Kill  in  Hyde  Park.  New  York,  in 
fiscal  year  1984  sufficiently  to  open  it  to  full 
public  visitation. 

<b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au- 
thorized, out  of  funds  available  to  him  in 
any  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may  l)e  neces- 
sary to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion.* 


EFFECTS  OF  VOTE  ON  CENTRAL 
AMERICAN  AID 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  (Mr.  Burton)  is 
recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  thank 
the  Speaker.  I  certainly  will  not  take 
30  minutes.  I  will  take  very,  very  little 
time. 

Yesterday,  we  had  a  very  important 
debate  take  place  and  the  gravity  of 
the  situation  sunk  in  last  night  on  me 
and  a  number  of  my  colleagues.  I 
could  not  leave  this  week  without  ex- 
pressing my  concern  for  what  took 
place. 

What  happened  yesterday  probably 
will  not  become  law.  nevertheless  it 
sent  a  message,  the  wrong  message,  to 
our  adversaries  throughout  the  world, 
in  particular,  the  Soviet  Union. 

They  have  an  expansionist  policy 
which  has  not  changed  in  my  lifetime. 
Since  I  was  born,  there  have  been  26 
countries  that  I  know  of  that  have 
become  Iron  Curtain  countries.  Those 
countries  include  Albania.  Bulgaria. 
Yugoslavia.  Tibet.  North  Vietnam. 
Cuba.  Cambodia.  South  Vietnam, 
Laos.  Afghanistan,  and  then  there  are 
puppet  states  like  Angola.  Zimbabwe. 
Nicaragua.  South  Yemen.  Ethiopia. 
Mozambique.  Algeria,  the  Congo, 
Guinea.  Iraq.  Liberia.  Madagascar, 
Mali.  Syria.  Tanzania,  and  Zambia. 

And  we  see  their  expansionist  policy 
continuing  almost  unabated. 

Last  night,  we  voted  to  cut  off  covert 
aid  to  those  people  who  are  trying  to 
stop  the  revolutionary  movement,  the 
Marxist  terrorist  movement  in  Central 
America. 


In  place  of  that,  we  said  we  would 
give,  for  overt  aid  to  those  countries 
who  want  it.  $30  million  this  year  and 
$50  million  next  year. 

That  simply  is  a  drop  in  the  bucket. 
It  will  not  do  the  job  and  we  will  con- 
tinue to  see  if  this  bill  should  become, 
which  I  do  not  think  it  will,  an  expan- 
sionist policy  unparalleled  in  the  his- 
tory of  men.  While  we  were  fiddling, 
yesterday.  Rome  was  burning.  Let  me 
give  you  an  illustration. 

While  we  talked  about  this.  12 
Soviet  cargo  ships  were  steaming 
toward  Nicaragua  and  they  are  prob- 
ably docked  there  today  and  unloading 
more  materials  which  will  not  be  used 
to  defend  Nicaragua  but  will  in  large 
part  be  used  to  support  the  revolution- 
ary movement  of  the  Marxist  terror- 
ists in  the  countries  adjacent  to  Nica- 
ragua. 

There  were  pictures  on  the  news  last 
night.  We  watched  the  news  here  in 
the  cloakroom  and  saw  some  of  the 
Soviet  ships  as  they  were  docking. 
They  said  they  were  not  war  materi- 
als. But  you  could  see  under  the  cover- 
ing, covering  the  vehicles  on  those 
ships,  tank  turrets  and  gun  turrets.  So. 
there  is  no  doubt  they  were  war  mate- 
rials and  the  Communist  objective  is 
to  still  support  and  export  revolution 
in  Central  America. 

The  Soviet  Union.  Mr.  Speaker,  has 
exported  to  Nicaragua  over  the  past 
few  years  $80  million  for  military  aid 
and,  in  addition  to  that,  the  Eastern 
European  satellites  of  the  Soviet 
Union  have  sent  $70  million.  That  is 
$150  million  from  those  two  sources 
alone.  And  we  talk  about  $30  million 
in  overt  aid.  $50  million  the  next 
year— how  do  you  combat  that?  That 
is  like  trying  to  catch  water  in  a  sieve: 
it  is  impossible. 

We  talk  about  55  military  advisers  in 
El  Salvador,  how  bad  that  is.  Let  us 
look  at  what  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Cuba  are  doing  in  Nicaragua:  Nicara- 
gua right  now  has  4.000  to  5.000  civil- 
ian advisers  from  Cuba,  plus  2,000 
military  security  advisers— 2,000:  we 
have  55.  Nicaragua's  regime  built  36 
new  military  bases  and  garrisons.  The 
previous  regime  had  13.  Nicaraguan 
pilots  and  mechanics  are  being  trained 
in  Bulgaria.  The  regime  has  received 
so  far— and  this  is  way  behind  sched- 
ule; I  am  sure  it  is  more  than  this  be- 
cause of  the  supplies  delivered  last 
night  and  today— 50  Soviet  tanks. 
1.000  East  German  trucks.  100  antiair- 
craft guns.  Soviet  152-millimeter  how- 
itzers that  have  a  range  of  17  miles. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  Nicaraguans 
are  building  the  biggest  military  army 
in  all  Central  and  South  America.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  they  anticipate  having 
250.000  people  in  their  armed  forces. 
So.  1  in  10  Nicaraguans  will  soon  be  in 
the  military  or  milita.  I  think  we  made 
a  grave  mistake  yesterday.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. And  I  think  that  we  should  talk  to 
our  colleagues  in  the  Senate  and  urge 


them  to  take  this  piece  of  legislation 
to  make  sure  that  it  never  gets  passed 
into  law. 

I  am  confident,  however,  if  the 
Senate  does  make  the  mistake  we  did. 
that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  will  veto.  I  doubt  seriously 
there  is  the  two-thirds  majority  neces- 
sary to  override  that  veto.  We.  in  this 
country,  in  my  opinion,  should  be 
dedicated  to  the  proposition  that 
South  America  should  remain  free  and 
that  we  should  do  everything  in  our 
power  to  make  sure  that  those  people 
who  want  to  remain  free  receive  the 
assistance,  the  support,  economically 
and  militarily,  which  is  necessary  to 
retain  that  freedom,  because  they  are 
not  only  fighting  for  their  freedom 
but  ultimately  they  are  fighting  for 
our  freedom  as  well.  El  Salvador  is  less 
than  900  miles  from  the  Texas  border. 
If  revolution  is  successful  in  El  Salva- 
dor, Honduras.  Guatemala.  Belize,  and 
ultimately  Mexico,  then  we  are  going 
to  see  not  only  military  consequences 
that  will  involve  American  boys  and 
spill  American  blood,  we  are  also  going 
to  see  economic  chaos  unparalleled  in 
the  history  of  our  country,  because  10 
million  refugees  will  be  coming  into 
this  country.  We  will  not  be  able  to 
turn  our  back  on  them.  Illegal  aliens 
we  can  send  back  but  our  policy  has 
always  been  to  accept  with  open  arms 
refugees  fleeing  oppression. 

If  we  get  10  million  refugees,  can 
you  imagine  the  economic  impact  that 
is  going  to  have  on  the  United  States 
of  America?  I  submit  to  you  and  to  the 
people  of  this  country  that  not  only  is 
freedom  at  stake,  military  problems 
are  at  stake,  but  also  the  economic 
survivability  of  America  is  at  stake. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
to  think  very  closely  about  this  legisla- 
tion as  they  ponder  it  in  the  weeks  to 
come. 

I  thank  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  yields  back  the  balance  of 
his  time. 
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FOOD  FOR  EL  SALVADOR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tlemen from  Arizona  (Mr.  Rudd)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Speaker.  2  weeks 
ago.  two  of  my  colleagues  and  I  had 
the  opportunity  to  visit  El  Salvador 
where  we  saw  with  our  own  eyes  some 
of  the  tragedies  that  the  Communist- 
backed  guerrillas  have  inflicted  upon 
the  people  of  that  tiny  but  very  heavi- 
ly populated  country. 

Literally  thousanids- by  some  counts 
as  many  as  280.000— men.  women,  and 
children  have  been  terrorized  and 
driven  off  their  farms  and  from  their 
homes.  Many  of  them  now  live  in  dis- 
placed persons  camps  that  have  been 


set  up  by  the  Government  in  various 
parts  of  the  country. 

I  was  able  to  visit  two  such  camps, 
one  in  San  Vicente  Province  and  the 
other  in  San  Francisco  Gotera. 

I  will  long  remember  the  poverty 
and  pathetic  conditions  of  the  campe- 
sinos— conditions  that  they  are  forced 
to  live  under  because  they  have  been 
terrorized  off  their  own  land. 

Although  strong  of  will,  these  people 
are  in  desperate  and  urgent  need  of 
food,  especially  corn  and  dairy  prod- 
ucts. 

It  is  time  for  the  United  States  to 
step  forward,  much  like  it  has  done  so 
many  other  times  and  in  so  many 
other  places,  and  help  feed  the  victims 
of  this  tragic  war. 

We  must,  without  delay,  increase 
our  food  assistance  to  El  Salvador 
with  surplus  corn  and  dairy  products. 
And  we  must  do  it  in  a  people-to- 
people  manner— perhaps  through 
groups  such  as  the  Food  for  the 
Hungry,  which  is  based  in  my  own 
State  of  Arizona— so  that  we  can  be 
certain  that  our  help  actually  reaches 
the  people  who  so  desperately  need  it. 

It  is  clear  to  me  that  if  these  people 
do  not  receive  food  soon,  thousands  of 
them  will  begin  heading  for  the  bor- 
ders of  our  country.  And  when  that 
happens,  it  will  cost  us  much  more 
than  any  increase  in  our  food  assist- 
ance to  El  Salvador. 

This  kind  gesture  of  friendship  not 
only  will  help  feed  the  needy,  but  it 
also  will  have  the  added  benefit  of 
helping  to  bolster  El  Salvador's  trou- 
bled economy,  which  must  be  righted 
before  the  country  can  begin  to  sta- 
bilize.* 


H.  Res.  291 

Resolution  abolishing  the  page  system  of 
the  House  of  Representatives 

Resolved,  That  effective  at  the  end  of  the 
ninety-eighth  Congress,  the  page  system  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  is  abolished. 

Sec.  2.  In  sessions  of  Congress  beginning 
with  the  first  session  of  the  ninety-ninth 
Congress,  meisenger  services  and  other 
functions  formerly  provided  under  the  page 
system  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
shall  be  provided  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  the  Committee  on  House  Administra- 
tion.* 


On  behalf  of  all  of  us  in  America 
who  cherish  the  entrepreneurial  spirit 
demonstrated  by  Mr.  Joseph  Costello 
and  the  success  of  his  innovative  com- 
mercial, shortwave,  broadcast  station, 
WRNO  Worldwide,  I  salute  this  ex- 
traordinary achievement  and  wish  him 
and  others  like  him  even  greater  suc- 
cesses in  the  future. 


LEGISLATION  TO  ABOLISH  PAGE 
SYSTEM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing,  along  with  16  other 
colleagues  a  bill  which  would  abolish 
the  page  system  for  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives at  the  end  of  the  98th 
Congress. 

As  I  stated  during  the  debate  on  the 
Studds-Crane  censure  votes  last  week, 
the  problem  is  still  with  us.  That  prob- 
lem is  the  page  system.  During  the 
last  few  months  many  improvements 
have  been  made  in  housing  and  educa- 
tion for  the  pages,  however,  we  cannot 
control  nor  completely  supervise  these 
young  employees.  I  feel  we  have  no 
choice  but  to  abandon  this  page 
system  and  replace  the  pages  with  reg- 
ular House  employees  before  other  un- 
fortunate situations  occur. 


FREE  ENTERPRISE  RADIO 
CAPTURES  WORLDS  ATTENTION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Tauzin)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Feb- 
ruary 13,  1982.  the  FCC  awarded  to 
WRNO  Worldwide,  of  Metairie,  La.,  a 
license  to  operate  the  first  commercial 
shortwave  broadcast  station  in  Amer- 
ica. Mr.  Joseph  Costello,  owner  and 
operator  of  WRNO  Worldwide,  wished 
to  provide  commercial  shortwave 
broadcast  services  to  the  European 
continent  and  Canada,  introducing 
those  nations  to  American  music  and 
culture,  and  to  our  commercial  adver- 
tisers. His  experiment  has  proven  to 
be  an  unqualified  success. 

Recently,  Kim  Andrew  Elliott,  of  the 
University  of  Massachusetts  depart- 
ment of  communications  studies,  con- 
ducted a  study  for  the  Review  of 
International  Broadcasting  to  deter- 
mine ratings  for  worldwide  broadcast- 
ing. WRNO  Worldwide  scored  some 
dramatic  points.  In  the  short  time 
since  its  initial  operation,  WRNO 
Worldwide  is  now  ranked  as  the  sev- 
enth most  listened  to  worldwide  broad- 
cast station,  and  has  the  fourth  most 
popular  singular  program,  "World  of 
Radio,  "  on  any  international  broad- 
cast station,  and  the  second  most  pop- 
ular radio  personality,  Glen  Hauser. 
To  further  illustrate  the  dimensions  of 
its  success,  WRNO  Worldwide's  sev- 
enth ranking  was  right  behind  the 
sixth  place  ranking  achieved  by  Radio 
Moscow  and  the  fifth  place  ranking 
achieved  by  the  Voice  of  America. 

This  example  of  one  man's  initiative 
and  innovative  forward  thinking,  oper- 
ating within  the  free  market  as  this 
commercial  enterprise  does,  is  a  ster- 
ling model  for  us  all.  Mr.  Costello's 
spirit  and  drive  is  now  bringing  Ameri- 
ca's message  to  countless  thousands  in 
foreign  lands  and  paves  the  way  for 
others  to  follow.  We  in  Louisiana  are 
particularly  proud  of  this  man's 
achievement  and  of  the  fact  that,  with 
the  upcoming  Louisiana  World  Exposi- 
tion to  be  held  in  New  Orleans  in  1984, 
the  events  of  that  great  exposition  will 
be  brought  nearer  to  many  of  our 
overseas  friends  who  may  be  encour- 
aged to  come  and  visit  our  great  State 
and  Nation. 


THE  RUNAWAY  INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCIES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Tauzin).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Gonzalez)  is  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  cer- 
tainly at  this  late  hour  it  would  be  my 
last  intention  to  prolong  proceedings 
unnecessarily,  but  I  feel  a  very  deep 
obligation  to  my  colleagues  in  the 
House,  on  both  sides,  to  speak  out. 
particularly  in  view  of  the  actions  by 
the  House  yesterday  and  today  and 
with  respect  to  the  actions  taken 
today.  The  fact  that  I  am  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Banking.  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs  Committee,  and  ostensi- 
bly took  a  position  that  was  in  contra- 
diction with  the  very  distinguished 
leadership  of  this  committee  and  also 
the  leadership  in  the  House  that  in 
obedience  to  the  desire  to  cooperate 
with  the  President,  who  gave  absolute 
priority  to  the  consideration  of  the  re- 
plenishment of  the  IMF  fund  as  our 
contribution  to  that  fund. 

And  I  feel  that  during  the  debate,  all 
the  time  that  it  took,  during  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Boland-Zablocki  reso- 
lution, in  which,  for  the  first  time,  cer- 
tainly the  House,  if  not  the  Senate,  be- 
cause I  might  say  by  way  of  explana- 
tion that  the  Senate  under  the  leader- 
ship of  Chairman  Church,  the  then 
Senator  from  Idaho,  was  the  first,  and 
as  far  as  I  know  the  record  shows,  the 
only  time  that  the  Congress  really  dis- 
charged a  very  serious  obligation  of 
overseeing  and  attempting  to  hold  ac- 
countability these  runaway  intelli- 
gence agencies  that  have  become 
rogue  elephants  and  have  since  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1947  and  since 
the  advent  and  the  creation  of  this 
type  of  agency  have  in  effect  done 
what  all  history  shows  will  happen 
when  societies,  whether  they  are  free 
or  closed  societies,  resort  to  what  is 
implied  in  some  of  the  activities  that 
some  of  the  agents  of  these  agencies 
feel  with  the  greatest  of  zeal  and  the 
greatest  patriotic  fervor  is  necessary 
to  save  the  Republic,  but  which  in- 
volves the  destiny  and  the  lives  of 
Americans  and  has  indeed  and  in  fact 
compromised  our  country  in  what  I 
consider  to  be  a  very  harmful  and  det- 
rimental way  in  the  last  two  decades. 

It  has  been  said,  and  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  if  we  walk  on  the  first  floor  and 
see  the  newly  decorated  halls  we  will 
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see  one  of  these  beautiful  quotations 
that  goes  to  that  effect  on  the  first 
floor.  It  says: 

The  greatest  dangers  to  litx-rty  lurk  in  in- 
sidious encroachment  by  men  of  zeal,  well 
meaning,  but  without  understanding. 

And  then  the  thing  I  referred  to  the 
day  before  yesterday  in  consideration 
of  the  Zablocki-Boland  amendment 
and  it  was  James  Madison  who  said: 

I  l)elie\e  there  are  more  instances  of  the 
abridgement  of  the  freedom  of  the  people 
by  gradual  and  silent  encroachment  of 
those  in  power  by  violent  and  sudden  usur- 
pation. 

So  that  these  two  events,  the  course 
of  action  taken  by  the  House  in  both,  I 
believe,  is  essentially  correct.  But  it  is 
the  first  attempt,  as  reflected  in  the 
Boland-Zablocki  amendment  that  we 
in  the  House  make  and  only  after  such 
a  stolid,  certainly  nobody  can  ever 
accuse  Chairman  Boland  of  being  any- 
thing but  a  firm  footed,  very  solid 
thinking  Member  of  this  body.  He  has 
chaired  the  Subcommittee  on  Appro- 
priations on  HUD  and  other  agencies 
and  he  is  actually  the  chairman  that 
has  literally  taken  over  and  rebuilt  the 
so-called  Intelligence  Committee  after 
the  rather  shaky  start  of  that  commit- 
tee and  has  done  such  a  tremendous 
job. 

What  would  impel  a  man  of  the  stat- 
ure and  nature  of  Chairman  Boland 
and  also.  I  might  say.  a  man  of  the 
stature  and  nature  of  Chairman  Za- 
BLOCKi,  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Af- 
fairs Committee,  to  join  in  asking  that 
the  House  show  its  disapproval  and 
tell  the  executive  branch,  the  Presi- 
dent, who  ostensibly  is  the  head  of 
this  agency,  to  cease  and  desist  in  the 
so-called  covert— which  actually  has 
been  so  overt  that  it  is  ludicrous  to  call 
the  operation  covert— in  Nicaragua. 

And  why  I  am  rising  at  this  time  is 
to  point  out  the  tremendous  impor- 
tance and  significance  of  that  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  acting  faith- 
fully in  representing  this  great  Nation. 

Throughout  Latin  America  it  is  now 
the  House  of  Representatives  that  is 
looked  upon  as  the  last  resort  of  un- 
derstanding, the  last  depository  of 
North  American  understanding  or 
even  a  glimmer  of  comprehension  of 
what  that  world  is  like  now. 
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They  no  longer  even  talk  about  the 
Senate,  but  the  House,  yes,  because  it 
is  the  House  that  has  had  so  many  il- 
lustrious Members  getting  up  and 
saying:  "We  wish  to  render  a  report, 
we  have  just  returned  from  a  trip  to 
Nicaragua,  to  El  Salvador,  to  Guate- 
mala." and.  therefore,  this  is  really 
the  place  where  all  this  vast  realm  to 
the  south  of  us,  which  now.  I  must 
remind  my  colleagues,  is  way  over 
greater  the  number  than  our  Union, 
the  United  States  of  America,  by 
better  than  50  million.  This  is  a  late 
development,  true,  only  within  the  last 


15  years,  not  even  the  last  two  dec- 
ades. And  also  the  misconception  that 
continues  to  dominate  the  thinking  of 
our  leadership  and  among  us  in  the 
Congress,  but  particularly  in  the  exec- 
utive branch. 

Why,  I  could  not  believe  it  when 
President  Reagan  returned  from  his 
trip  to  those  four  or  five  countries  last 
October,  the  first  remark  he  made 
when  he  set  foot  in  California  was: 
"Gee,  I  did  not  know  they  were  so  dif- 
ferent." I  cannot  believe  that. 

This  is  the  perception  of  a  world 
long  disappeared. 

And  I  have  said  to  many  of  my  col- 
leagues that  even  if  such  a  popular 
man  in  South  America,  and  Central 
America,  and  Mexico,  where  he  is  idol- 
ized to  this  day,  if  President  John  F. 
Kennedy  were  President  today  and  he 
were  trying  to  launch  what  we  call  the 
Alliance  for  Progress,  he  would  not 
succeed  in  todays  Latin  America.  That 
world  is  gone.  And  that  was  just  23 
years  ago. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  Lyndon  John- 
son were  President  today,  1  daresay 
that  he  would  realize  the  change,  and 
he  would  not  have  taken  the  decision 
that  he  did  in  1965. 

But  then  the  reason  I  am  further 
impelled  to  speak  at  this  time,  because 
of  some  of  the  utterances  made  this 
very  afternoon,  in  which  obedient  to 
this  misperception,  a  different  inter- 
pretation is  given  and  the  conclusion 
reached  that  it  was  the  wrong  decision 
on  the  part  of  the  House  both  yester- 
day as  well  as  today. 

Today  the  action  was  to  not  approve 
a  handout  of  $8.4  billion,  at  least— ac- 
tually, it  is  more— of  our  Treasury  to 
the  so-called  IMF,  the  International 
Monetary  Fund. ' 

My  experience  has  been  all  through 
my  privilege  of  serving  in  varying  ca- 
pacities, which  I  think  is  possible  only 
in  this  country— on  the  city  council, 
the  local  legislative  body,  in  the  State 
senate,  the  State  legislative  body  and, 
for  the  past  22  years,  here  in  the 
House  of  Representatives— I  have 
always  been  an  admirer  and  a  fervent 
believer  in  the  people  themselves, 
their  wisdom,  and,  second,  the  wisdom 
of  this  large  conglomeration  of  Repre- 
sentatives, 435  in  the  House  here,  31 
over  in  the  State  senate,  and  at  that 
time— and  I  am  speaking  now  of 
almost  30  years  ago— on  the  city  coun- 
cil, 9. 

This  has  been  my  avocation,  what  I 
call  legislative  advocacy,  because  I  feel 
that  through  attribute,  experience, 
and  education  this  is  what  I  was  really 
meant  to  be  doing.  I  do  not  like  execu- 
tive or  administrative  type  of  things, 
but  I  love  the  forum.  I  love  the  give 
and  take.  I  do  not  even  like  the  gavel, 
but  I  love  the  give  and  take,  the  proc- 
esses that  are  great.  And  sometimes 
there  is  exasperation. 

We  find  many  Americans  saying: 
"How  could  the  people  have  voted  this 


way?"  And  it  does  seem,  at  first  blush, 
that  the  people  did  not  know  what 
they  were  doing.  But,  lo  and  behold, 
time  passes  by,  2  and  3  years,  and  all 
of  a  sudden  that  wisdom  inherent  in 
that  people's  free  choice  then  becomes 
apparent  and  in  full  view. 

And  it  is  the  same  thing  here.  We 
get  frustrated  when  we  have  some  pet 
projects  or  something  we  fervently  be- 
lieve in  and  we  find  tijat  we  cannot  get 
the  vote  of  the  majority  of  our  col- 
leagues, and  we  say:  "Gee  whiz,  how 
could  they  do  this?" 

But  as  temporary  as  that  disappoint- 
ment may  be,  it  is  not  long  after  that 
that  experience  in  the  flow  of  events 
then  prove  that  there  were  good  rea- 
sons. And  I  think  that  the  House  acted 
wisely,  even  though  I  must  say  that  it 
was  not  what  I  felt  was  the  full  way 
that  we  should  have  acted. 

I  have  been  advocating  that  we 
assert  our  American  leadership  while 
we  had  the  leverage.  We  do  not  have 
it.  And  this  was  what  I  was  reaching  to 
in  saying  why  at  this  point  we  are  in 
such  a  precarious  position. 

In  the  first  place,  the  President  un- 
questionably is  acknowledging  the  fail- 
ure of  our  diplomacy  in  Latin  America. 
It  has  been  said  that  war  is  diplomacy 
by  other  means.  The  truth  is  that 
until  and  unless  you  have  failure  in 
the  diplomatic  range,  you  do  not 
resort  to  war.  It  is  only  upon  the  fail- 
ure of  the  first  that  nations  have  re- 
sorted to  war.  At  this  time  and  at  this 
conjunction  of  world  events,  and  par- 
ticularly in  Latin  America,  I  felt,  from 
the  first  time  I  spoke  on  this  subject 
matter— El  Salvador,  April  1,  1980— 
and  certainly  it  was  not  President 
Reagan  then,  it  was  President  Carter— 
that  America  had  limited  leverage  left 
to  assert  its  leadership  through  collec- 
tive action;  that  is,  through  the  OAS, 
the  Organization  of  American  States. 

Unfortunately,  that  President,  like 
this  one,  was  very  inaccessible.  It  was 
impossible  to  reach  those  judgment- 
making  decision  levels,  as  it  is  now, 
and  there  is  no  question  that  this 
President  has  set  the  course  uner- 
ringly and  undeviatingly  along  the 
lines  of  war. 

We  do  not  need  Fidel  Castro  to  tell 
us  this.  You  do  not  have  a  so-called 
maneuver,  with  22,000  combat  troops 
involved,  plus  a  naval  squadron,  for  6 
months,  without  recognizing  that  it  is 
a  major  operation.  The  policy,  obvi- 
ously, is  one  that  is  so  bankrupt  and 
has  been  for  even  longer  than  the  20 
years— and  I  must  say,  by  way  of  pa- 
renthesis, that  the  first  President  to 
recognize,  evolve  the  policy,  the  funda- 
mental policy  that  no  President  since 
then,  even  President  John  F.  Kenne- 
dy, has  had  the  wit  or  the  will,  was 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  with  his  Good 
Neighbor  Policy. 

So  that  while  announcing,  after  he 
had   created   the   roving   ambassador- 


ship, the  creation  of  a  Commission 
that  he  said  would  become  advisory  on 
Latin  America,  simultaneously  and  at 
the  same  site  he  announced  the  so- 
called  maneuvers,  but  which  in  effect 
are  deployment,  that  can  be  interpret- 
ed only  one  way  and  have  since  been 
interpreted  that  way  in  all  of  Latin 
America,  in  all  of  its  press,  whether  it 
is  the  conservative  press,  or  whether  it 
is  the  so-called  independent  press,  or 
so-called  liberal  press. 

So  that,  as  the  Mexican  intellectual 
told  us  in  his  speech  at  Harvard  re- 
cently, what  we  are  now  about  is  con- 
solidating and  unifying  these  disparate 
21  nations  solidly  against  us. 

Now,  we  read  our  history  very  self- 
contained.  The  turning  processes  of 
the  historical  developments  in  the 
New  World,  as  we  have  learned  them, 
have  been  very  partial,  very  fragmen- 
tary. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  talk  about  13 
colonies.  There  really  were  37.  But  the 
other  24  were  what  today  is  Canada, 
Nova  Scotia,  and  the  like,  and  they  do 
not  count.  But  they  were  an  integral 
part  of  that  colonial  period  of  develop- 
ment. The  same  thing  with  the  coun- 
tries to  the  south.  To  hear  my  col- 
leagues talk,  I  am  very,  very  distressed 
because  the  intellectual  community  in 
Latin  America  would  be  very  grieved, 
because  they  reflect  the  concept  of  the 
culture  south  of  us  as  being  not  only 
in  the  backward  disorderliness  of  a 
primitive  stage,  but  completely  omit- 
ting the  fact  that  it  was  in  Mexico  in 
the  16th  century  that  the  first  print- 
ing press,  the  first  college,  the  first 
university  were  set  up. 

D  1750 

But  more  insidiously,  when  the 
President  announced  that  he  was 
going  to  seek  an  advisory  committee, 
he  was  setting  an  undeviating  course 
that  makes  that  committee  nothing 
but  nonentities  to  serve  the  propagan- 
da purposes  of  either  endorsing  his 
policies,  or  left  nothing  but  that  as  a 
choice.  In  fact,  I  predict  that  before  it 
is  all  over,  within  a  few  months,  and 
maybe  weeks,  we  will  see  many  Mem- 
bers jumping  up  and  saying:  "We  have 
got  to  rally  round  the  flag.  We  have 
got  to  support  the  President,  and  we 
have  got  to  justify  defense,  even  if  it 
means  committing  our  American  boys 
to  the  jungles  of  Central  and  South 
America."  because  it  will  be  the  same 
thing  as  we  had  before. 

I  was  here  when  we  had  the  vote  on 
the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolution,  and  I 
daresay  that  if  we  had  the  same  thing 
happen  today  we  would  have  the  same 
results,  because  the  President  is  asking 
us  after  an  act  has  been  performed  or 
it  has  been  charged  that  one  has  been 
directed  against  our  interests  to  give 
him  moral  support.  Well,  who,  under 
those  circumstances,  is  not. 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  the  only 
thing    that    might    prevent   this   this 


time  is  the  kind  of  action  that  the 
House  took  yesterday,  although  in  ap- 
proving that  amendment  to  the  resolu- 
tion by  our  distinguished  majority 
leader.  Mr.  Wright,  the  immediate  re- 
action this  morning  by  the  leaders  of 
the  OAS  was:  "Hey,  wait  a  while.  Do 
not  call  on  us  now.  We  have  been  wait- 
ing for  months." 

This  is  true.  I  have  a  letter,  as  of  last 
year,  when  I  finally  gave  up  trying  to 
bring  attention  to  this  President,  as  I 
had  the  prior  one,  that  our  leverage 
was  eroding.  Of  course,  once  the  Falk- 
lands  came  along,  it  is  gone  forever. 

I  heard  a  gentleman  talking  about 
the  Monroe  Doctrine.  They  laugh  at 
that  today  because  we,  ourselves, 
through  the  activity  that  we  engage 
in,  once  the  Falklands  war  broke  out, 
abrogated  the  Rio  Pact.  In  fact,  it  so 
infuriated  some  of  the  oldest  and  most 
loyal  friends  of  this  country  like  the 
leader  in  Peru,  Belaunde  Terry,  re- 
fused to  even  talk  to  our  emissaries  be- 
cause of  his  indignation  at  our  viola- 
tion of  the  Rio  Pact  which  we,  our- 
selves, had  taken  the  leadership  in 
bringing  through. 

I  did  not  hear  that  in  this  discussion 
here.  We  were  talking  as  if  what  was 
involved  in  our  decision  on  Boland-Za- 
blocki was  the  freedom  of  the  coun- 
tries. I  tried,  in  the  brief  few  minutes 
that  I  had,  to  say  that,  no,  this  was 
our  domestic  issue,  our  freedom,  our 
freedom  from  the  runaway,  rogue  ele- 
phant such  as  the  CIA,  and  even  the 
FBI. 

Let  me  tell  you  that  south  of  us 
there  is  no  question  that  this  is  the 
biggest  fear  of  all.  for  we  have  gone 
through  these  so-called  covert  actions. 
We  have  plotted  and  helped  conduct 
the  assassination  of  leaders  down 
there,  in  the  absolutely  fruitless  task 
and  baseless  idea  that  we  can  assassi- 
nate, we  can  bomb  out  of  existence 
such  things  as  communism,  or  what- 
ever you  want  to  call  it,  Marxist-Len- 
inism, or  fascism  for  that  matter. 

It  will  never  be  done.  You  cannot 
bomb  ideas  out  of  existence,  and  we 
never  will.  As  I  have  said  repeatedly, 
the  only  way  we  will  defeat  is  to  pro- 
vide the  social  justice  and  the  alterna- 
tive. Instead  of  that,  we  are  building 
up,  we  are  giving  credit  to  the  Commu- 
nists, credit  they  do  not  deserve,  I  can 
assure  you.  We  are  the  ones  who  have 
made  a  No.  1  leader  out  of  Fidel 
Castro,  who  really  has  been  a  third- 
rater. 

The  proof  of  the  failure  of  our  poli- 
cies: Last  week  the  Argentinian  gener- 
als and  ambassadors,  cheek  by  jowl, 
unifying  wuth  Fidel  Castro.  This  was  a 
country  that  Alexander  Haig,  as  Secre- 
tary of  State,  persuaded  to  send  Ar- 
gentine troops  where— where  we  are 
sending  ours  now— to  Honduras.  And 
Argentina  had  every  reason  to  feel 
that  we  were  going  to  back  them  up  or 
that  they  were  right  in  exerting  the 
claims    the    way    they    did— and,    of 


course,  that  was  wrong— on  the  Falk- 
lands. 

In  the  case  of  IMF.  the  banking  situ- 
ation as  now  controlled  is  hand  in 
glove  with  our  predicament.  The  CIA, 
for  instance,  in  El  Salvador  and  all  the 
countries  surrounding  it,  our  CIA  is  in- 
volved with  the  assassination  squads 
conducted  by  the  present  leader. 
D'Aubuisson,  who  is  now-  the  guy  who 
is  in  charge  of  the  destinies  of  the  Sal- 
vadoran  Government.  We  are  saying 
that  is  the  regime  we  identify  with.  He 
is  identified  as  the  murderer  of  Arch- 
bishop Romero,  the  murderer  of  four 
American  nuns,  the  murderer  of  four 
Scandinavian  reporters. 

I  say  that  under  those  circum- 
stances, we  cannot  end  up  anyplace 
but  as  losers,  at  great  cost  in  blood  and 
treasury  eventually,  unless— and  this 
is  the  importance  of  the  House  vote— 
the  House  message  is  interpreted  cor- 
rectly by  our  leaders. 

I  want  to  say  further  that  in  reject- 
ing the  money  before  we  complete 
consideration  of  the  authorization  of 
the  IMF,  the  House  acted  preeminent- 
ly responsibly.  The  banks  that  are 
asking  and  pushing,  and  I  have  had  ev- 
erybody from  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  the  Treasury  to  all  the 
major  banks,  to  some  of  the  leading 
interconnecting  agencies  and  organiza- 
tions, demanding  that  I  vote  for  the 
$8.4  billion,  which  is  really  a  bailout 
for  these  banks. 

These  banks  already,  beginnng  Feb- 
ruary 1,  1982,  when  President  Reagan 
ordered  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture to  reimburse  these  banks— City 
Bank,  Chase,  Morgan,  Bank  of  Amer- 
ica, First  Chicago— that  day  $71  mil- 
lion, and  since  then  a  total  of  almost 
three-quarters  of  $1  billion  as  pay- 
ment to  these  banks  through  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  for  the  inter- 
est guarantees  that  Poland  had  failed 
to  pny.  Now  this  is  not  Brazil,  this  is 
not  Mexico,  this  is  not  Argentina, 
which  are  the  three  big  things  you 
talk  about  on  the  IMF  bailout.  This  is 
Poland.  And  that  is  just  a  fragment  of 
their  overhang  in  the  Comecon;  that 
is,  the  Communist-bloc  economy 
where,  incredibly,  these  same  banks 
and  our  Government,  in  credit  alloca- 
tions and  in  Government  guarantees, 
have  invested  and  given  out  more  be- 
tween 1970  and  1977  to  the  Commu- 
nist bloc  than  we  allowed  the  Western 
European  countries  to  have  during  the 
entire  length  of  the  Marshall  plan, 
and  even  taking  inflation  into  account. 

n  1800 

The  same  thing  is  happening  today 
through  this  concourse  of  events,  and 
this  is  unbelievable  to  me,  as  hap- 
pened after  World  War  I  when  Uncle 
Sam  became  known  as  Uncle  Sap  and 
we  became  the  patsies.  We  paid  not 
only  for  all  the  money  we  had  loaned 
out  to  these  countries  to  fight  World 
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War  I.  but  we  even  paid  through  the 
speculation  of  our  bankers  who  gob- 
bled up.  because  they  were  getting 
those  big  interest  rates  like  they  think 
they  are  from  Chile,  from  Argentina, 
and  from  Mexico,  and  they  are.  When 
they  talk  about  interest  rates,  the 
reason  these  banks  are  on  that  over- 
hang is  that  they  are  talking  about  27 
and  30  percent,  that  greed. 

They  did  the  same  thing  in  the 
twenties.  We  had  these  banks  taking 
our  depositors'  money,  then  unprotect- 
ed and  everything  else,  investing  in 
German  Government  bonds,  20  and  25 
year;  Japanese  Government  imperial 
bonds.  Ironically,  the  greater  chunk  of 
those  were  due  and  payable  in  1941. 
You  know.  1941  was  when  we  got  our 
Pearl  Harbor. 

The  same  thing  is  happening  now. 
except  that  instead  of  calling  those  ar- 
rangements then  cartels,  we  call  them 
today  multinational. 

After  World  War  II  and  when  we 
were  supposed  to  decartelize  and  de- 
Nazify  all  these  interests,  we  were 
frustrated  in  doing  that  by  their 
American  counterparts,  those  who  had 
helped  to  finance  Hitler. 

Today  all  that  is  back  in  place.  All 
those  combinations,  called  cartels 
then,  that  financed  Hitler  are  back  in 
place  today. 

One  of  the  biggest  promoters  and  in- 
fluencers  of  President  Reagan's  Latin 
American  policy  is  one  of  those  men 
who  today  heads  a  conglomerate  that 
has  through  the  conglomerate  its  in- 
terests in  United  Fruit  and  the  other 
heavy,  heavy  owners,  and  investors, 
and  whatnot  in  Latin  America. 

It  was  United  Fruit  in  Guatemala  in 
1954  that  paid  for  the  mercenary 
pilots  that  the  CIA  hired  that  bombed 
that  capital  of  Guatemala.  Guatemala 
City,  and  forced  the  capitulation  of 
Arbenz  who  was  then  of  course  labeled 
a  Communist. 

So  in  the  name  of  anticommunism— 
remember,  after  all.  that  is  what 
Hitler  was  against— we  have  sucked  in 
and  are  embracing  murderous  regimes. 
I  want  to  ask  my  colleagues  that 
have  come  up  here  and  said  that  these 
freedom  fighters  that  we  are  giving 
this  money  to.  I  want  them  to  come 
and  go  down  to  Chiapas  and  visit  the 
bishop  of  Chiapas.  Mexico.  This  is  the 
bordering  Mexican  State  with  Guate- 
mala, and  let  him  tell  you  about  the 
soldiers  of  these  murderous  regimes 
that  we  are  supporting,  that  the  Presi- 
dent says  we  misunderstand,  who  rip 
the  bellies  of  6-month-old  peasant  in- 
fants. That  is  fighting  Marxist-Lenin- 
ism? 


Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  to  pay  tribute  to  Arthur 
Wirtz.  one  of  the  Nation's  most  suc- 
cessful and  influential  economic  forces 
over  half  a  century,  who  died  this 
week. 

Arthur  Wirtz"  life  story  is  an  Ameri- 
can classic.  He  was  the  son  of  a  Chica- 
go policeman.  His  optimism,  intellect, 
and  vision  brought  him  from  salesman 
to  multimillionaire.  His  career  moved 
in  wide  sweeps,  spanning  real  estate, 
sports  stadiums  and  teams,  banking, 
and  family  entertainment. 

Arthur  Wirtz.  who  made  the  Chica- 
go Blackhawks  a  family  enterprise 
over  the  last  30  years,  is  widely  regard- 
ed as  the  guiding  force  behind  the  Na- 
tional Hockey  League.  Back  in  the 
mid-1930s  he  signed  Olympic  figure- 
skating  champion  Sonja  Henie  and 
created  the  "Hollywood  Ice  Review  " 
which  matured  into  "Holiday  on  Ice  " 
which  has  entertained  millions  around 
the  world. 

Beyond  the  notoriety  and  fortune  he 
gained  in  the  worlds  of  business  and 
sports,  his  true  measure  was  his  devo- 
tion to  Virginia,  his  wife  of  57  years. 
He  never  recovered  from  her  recent 
death. 

The  memory  of  Arthur  Wirtz  will 
live  on  well  beyond  the  bounds  of  the 
city  he  made  greater.  He  remains  a 
symbol  of  what  can  be  in  America. 

I  want  to  pass  along  my  deepest  re- 
grets to  his  children  and  grandchil- 
dren.* 


ARTHUR  WIRTZ 

•  The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkow- 
SKi)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 


SERIES  OF  BILLS  WHICH 
MODIFY  DIVERSITY  OF  JURIS- 
DICTION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Kasten- 
MEiER)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
over  two  decades  ago  Chief  Justice 
Earl  Warren  urged  that  we  'achieve  a 
proper  jurisdictional  balance  between 
the  Federal  and  State  court  systems, 
in  the  light  of  the  basic  principles  of 
Federalism. "  In  the  past  four  Con- 
gresses I  have  endeavored  to  fulfill 
that  goal  through  the  abolition  of  di- 
versity of  citizenship  jurisdiction  in 
the  Federal  courts.  In  the  96th  Con- 
gress, legislation  was  passed  that 
eliminated  the  amount-in-controversy 
requirement  in  Federal  question  cases, 
presumptively  providing  access  to  jus- 
tice in  the  Federal  courts  for  all  Fed- 
eral questions.  See  Public  Law  96-486. 
This  week  I  have  introduced  a  series 
of  bills  that  address  the  issue  of  the  di- 
versity jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
courts. 

I  continue  to  believe  that  matters  of 
State  law— such  as  contract  or  tort  ac- 
tions—can be  properly  adjudicated,  in 
most  instances,  in  our  State  courts.  I 
remain  convinced  that  the  best  solu- 
tion to  the  burgeoning  caseload  of  the 
Federal  courts  is  the  total  abolition  of 


diversity  jurisdiction.  On  the  other 
hand.  I  recognize  that  such  an  ap- 
proach has  generated  some  opposition. 
Therefore.  I  have  also  offered  for  con- 
sideration a  series  of  bills  which 
modify  diversity  of  jurisdiction  with- 
out totally  abolishing  it.  These  propos- 
als—most of  which  have  never  been  of- 
fered in  bill  form— are  intended  to 
generate  thought.  In  addition,  it  is  my 
hope  that  by  offering  a  series  of  alter- 
natives to  abolition  of  diversity  a  con- 
sensus will  be  generated  around  one  or 
more  of  these  ideas. 

The  first  diversity  bill.  H.R.  3689.  is 
the  purist  approach:  diversity,  with 
the  exception  of  statutory  inter- 
pleader, is  abolished.  This  bill  is  virtu- 
ally identical  to  legislation  passed 
twice  by  the  House  during  the  95th 
Congress— on  February  20.  1978,  by  a 
vole  of  266  to  133:  and  on  October  4, 
1978,  by  a  vote  of  323  to  49.  It  also  is 
identical  to  H.R.  6816  from  the  97th 
Congress.  This  measure,  which  was  in- 
troduced by  my  distinguished  former 
colleague,  Caldwell  Butler,  of  Virginia, 
was  reported  by  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  during  the  last  Congress, 
House  Report  97-308.  The  approach 
now  embodied  in  H.R.  3689  has  the 
full  support  of  the  administration,  the 
Judicial  Conference  of  the  United 
States,  the  Conference  of  State  Chief 
Justices.  various  public  interest 
groups,  and  a  large  number  of  noted 
legal  scholars.  The  net  savings  to  the 
Federal  Government  of  this  approach 
would  be  $6  million  in  the  next  2 
years,  and  approximately  $160  million 
in  cost  avoidance  over  the  next  5 
years.  More  importantly,  this  bill 
would  create  an  appropriate  division 
of  jurisdiction  between  the  State  and 
Federal  courts. 

The  second  in  this  series  of  diversity 
related  bills.  H.R.  3690,  would  abolish 
diversity  jurisdiction  with  the  excep- 
tion of  multiparty  tort  cases.  For  pur- 
poses of  Federal  jurisdiction,  a  multi- 
party injury  is  defined  as  an  injury 
that  involves  25  or  more  persons,  all  of 
whom  have  suffered  a  loss  of  more 
than  $10,000.  This  approach  was  first 
suggested  by  the  Justice  Department 
during  the  Carter  administration  and 
repre-sents  a  more  compreherisive  solu- 
tion to  perceived  problems  with  mass 
disaster  tort  litigation.  See  "Diversity 
of  Citizenship  Jurisdiction/Magis- 
trates Reform"  hearings  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Courts.  Civil  Liber- 
ties and  the  Administration  of  Justice 
of  the  House  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 96th  Congress,  1st  session,  158- 
162,  Serial  No.  22  (1979).  As  relates  to 
present  diversity  law,  H.R.  3690  actu- 
ally broadens  access  to  a  Federal 
forum  by  eliminating  the  rule  of  com- 
plete diversity.  See  Strawbridge  v. 
Curtis.  7  U.S.  (3  Branch)  267  (1806). 

The  third  bill  in  this  series.  H.R. 
3693.  provides  for  the  temporary  aboli- 
tion of  diversity  of  citizenship  with  re- 


spect to  instate  plaintiffs.  The  bill 
bars  the  resident  of  a  State  from  using 
the  Federal  courts  of  that  State  for  di- 
versity claims.  If.  as  some  lawyers" 
groups  argue,  the  reason  for  diversity 
jurisdiction  is  primarily  fear  of  preju- 
dice to  an  out-of-State  plaintiff,  there 
is  no  real  need  to  secure  an  extra 
forum  for  instate  plaintiffs.  This  ap- 
proach was  first  suggested  by  the 
American  Law  Institute  in  1968.  and 
was  most  recently  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  6816  by  my  col- 
league, Barney  Frank,  during  the  last 
Congress.  See  American  Law  Institute, 
"Study  of  the  Division  of  Jurisdiction 
Between  State  and  Federal  Courts'" 
(1968)  at  12,  123-135.  This  approach 
has  received  the  endorsement  of  the 
American  College  of  Trial  Lawyers 
and  the  ABA  Pound  Follow-Up  Task 
Force  Report. 

The  fourth  bill.  H.R.  3691.  follows 
the  basic  direction  suggested  by  Sena- 
tors Heflin  and  Thurmond  in  the 
Senate-passed  version  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy reform  bill,  S.  1013.  See  also  in 
the  House.  H.R.  3257  by  Congressmen 
Kindness,  Kastenmeier,  et  al.  This 
bill,  although  raising  the  amount-in- 
controversy  requirement  from  $10,000 
to  $100,000,  nonetheless  preserves  di- 
versity jurisdiction:  at  the  same  time, 
the  bill  authorizes  Federal  courts  to 
abstain  from  hearing  diversity  cases  in 
which  damages  of  more  than  $100,000 
are  shown  if  adequate  and  timely 
State  court  remedies  exist.  This  type 
of  deference  toward  the  fairness  and 
competence  of  our  State  courts  is  fully 
justified.  Because  decisions  about 
when  and  whether  to  abstain  would  be 
made  on  the  local  level  this  approach 
is  sensitive  to  the  potential  impact  on 
State  courts  of  a  sudden  shift  in  cases 
from  Federal  to  State  courts.  See  "Di- 
versity of  Citizenship  Jurisdiction." 
hearing  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Courts.  Civil  Liberties  and  the  Admin- 
istration of  Justice  of  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary,  97th  Con- 
gress, 2d  session,  at  338-341— state- 
ment of  Hon.  Herbert  Evans,  Chief 
Administrative  Judge,  State  of  New 
York,  Serial  No.  93;  1982;  see  generally 
Shapiro.  "Federal  Diversity  Jurisdic- 
tion: A  Survey  and  a  Proposal",  91 
Harvard  Law  Review  317;  1977,  sug- 
gests modification  of  diversity  by  local 
rule. 

The  final  alternative,  H.R.  3692,  pro- 
vides for  a  system  of  mandatory  arbi- 
tration claims  of  diversity  cases.  This 
approach  has  been  tried  experimental- 
ly by  local  rule  in  the  eastern  district 
of  Michigan.  Under  this  bill  all  diversi- 
ty cases  would  be  referred  for  arbitra- 
tion under  rules  established  by  the  Ju- 
dicial Conference  of  the  United  States. 
If  a  party  is  dissatisfied  with  the  re- 
sults of  the  arbitration,  a  trial  de  novo 
at  the  district  court  would  be  avail- 
able. Under  the  bill,  however,  if  a 
party  seeks  a  trial  de  novo  without 
adequate   justification,   such   a   party 


may  be  liable  for  the  other  side's  at- 
torney fees,  and  the  court  costs.  This 
type  of  fee  shifting  would  place  an  ap- 
propriate disincentive  on  the  improper 
use  of  scarce  Federal  court  resources. 

In  sum.  this  series  of  bills  represents 
the  beginning  of  a  dialog  on  the  fun- 
damental questions  of  Federal  court 
jurisdiction  over  claims  based  on  diver- 
sity of  citizenship  jurisdiction.  Any 
persons  or  organizations  wishing  to 
submit  comments  on  these  proposals 
should  write  to  the  Subcommittee  on 
Courts,  Civil  Liberties  and  the  Admin- 
istration of  Justice,  2137  B,  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building,  Washington, 
D.C.  20515.» 


Mr.  Weaver,  for  15  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Kastenmeier.  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Glickman.  for  30  minutes,  on 
August  2. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Molinari  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Michel),  after  8  p.m.  on  July  28,  on 
account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Boehlert  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Michel),  on  July  29,  on  account  of  of- 
ficial business. 

Mr.  Addabbo  (at  his  own  request), 
for  July  28  and  29,  on  account  of  offi- 
cial business. 

Ms.  MiKULSKi  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Wright),  after  10:15  p.m.  on  July  28, 
on  account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Michel),  after  4:30  p.m.  today, 
on  account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Foley  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Wright),  for  July  28  and  29.  on  ac- 
count of  illness. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana)  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and 
include  extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Bateman.  for  30  minutes,  on 
August  1. 

Mr.  Livingston,  for  15  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Fish,  for  10  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  for  30  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  RuDD,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Frenzel,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Tauzin)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Annunzio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  RosTENKOWSKi,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Feighan,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Nichols,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Mavroules,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  remarks  was 
granted  to: 

Mr.  Florio  and  Mr.  Neal.  to  revise 
and  extend  immediately  prior  to  con- 
sideration of  title  III  of  the  bill. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  DeWine. 

Mr.  Porter. 

Mr.  Bereuter. 

Mr.  Bethune. 

Mr.  Kemp  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Lent. 

Mr.  HiLLis. 

Mr.  Martin  of  North  Carolina  in 
four  instances. 

Mr.  Morrison  of  Washington. 

Mr.  Skeen. 

Mr.  Bilirakis. 

Mr.  GOODLING. 

Mr.  Paul. 

Mr.  Erlenborn. 

Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  CoNTE  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  McGrath  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  LowERY  of  California. 

Mr.  Livingston. 

Mr.  Dannemeyer. 

Mr.  Marriott. 

Mr.  LujAN. 

Mr.  Frenzel  in  six  instances. 

Mr.  RiTTER. 
Mr.  MOLINARI. 

Mr.  Spence. 

Mr.  PURSELL. 

Mr.  Gradison. 

Mr.  Cheney. 

Mr.  Clinger. 

Mr.  Campbell. 

Mr.  Packard. 

Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane. 

Mr.  Fields. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Tauzin)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Coleman  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Mavroules. 

Mr.  Tauzin. 

Mr.  Hawkins  in  four  instances. 

Mr.  Clay  in  two  instances. 

Ms.  Mikulski. 

Mr.  Edgar. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  California  in  two  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  MiNETA. 

Mr.  Ottinger  in  three  instances. 

Ms.  Oakar. 

Mr.  Markey  in  three  instances. 

Ms.  Ferraro. 

Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Downey. 
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Mr.  Lantos. 
Mr.  Garcia. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 

Mr.  Berman. 

Mr.  Bedell  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Martinez  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Weiss  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Oberstar. 

Mr.  Rahall. 

Mr.  McDonald. 

Mr.  Nichols. 

Mr.  LaFalce. 

Mr.  DoRCAN. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN. 

Mr.  Mavroules  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Stokes. 

Mr.  Yatron  in  two  instances. 

Ms.  Kaptur. 

Mr.  Williams  of  Montana. 

Mr.  Harrison. 

Mr.  Florio  in  six  instances. 

Mr.  Harkin  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  Vento  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Boland. 

Mr.  Skelton. 

Mr.  WiRTH  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  Feighan. 

Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Bennett. 

Mr.  Fascell. 

Mr.  Mrazek. 

Mr.  Won  Pat. 

Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  Donnelly. 
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under  its  previous  order,  the  House  ad- 
journed until  Monday.  August  1.  1983. 
at  12  o'clock  noon.) 


Consideration  of  H.R.  1234  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  extended  not 
later  than  September  26.  1983. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILL  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS  SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  sig- 
nature to  an  enrolled  bill  and  joint  res- 
olution of  the  Senate  following  title: 

S.  143.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Twenty- 
nine  Palms  Band  of  Luiseno  Mission  Indians 
to  lease  for  99  years  certain  lands  held  in 
trust  for  such  band: 

S.J.  Res.  56.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  month  of  August  1983  as  'National 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Month  ".  and 

S.J.  Res.  67.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  25.  1983.  through 
Octot)er  1.  1983.  as  "National  Respiratory 
Therapy  Week." 


ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  had  examined 
and  found  truly  enrolled  a  joint  reso- 
lution of  the  House  of  the  following 
title,  which  was  thereupon  signed  by 
the  Speaker: 

H.J.  Res.  139.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  beginning  June  24.  1984,  as  "Fed- 
eral Credit  Union  Week." 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1638.  A  letter  from  the  Principal  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Shipbuild- 
ing and  Logistics),  transmitting  the  Navy's 
decision  to  convert  to  contractor  perform- 
ance the  laundry  services  function  at  the 
Naval  Hospital.  San  Diego.  Calif.,  pursuant 
to  502(b)  of  Public  Law  96-342;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 

1639.  A  letter  from  the  Auditor  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  transmitting  a  report  en- 
titled. Annual  Report  on  Depository  Activi- 
ties, Fiscal  Year  1982.  '  pursuant  to  section 
455(d)  of  Public  Law  93-198:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

1640.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  transmitting  the  si.xth 
annual  report  on  the  premerger  notification 
provisions  of  the  Clayton  Act.  pursuant  to 
section  7A(j)  of  the  act.  as  amended  (90 
Stat.  1394);  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

1641.  A  letter  from  the  Federal  Inspector. 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System, 
transmitting  the  16th  quarterly  report  on 
the  status  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans- 
portation System,  pursuant  to  section 
7(a)(5)<E)  of  Public  Law  94-586:  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
and  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina:  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries.  H.R. 
1372.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  operation  of 
certain  foreign-built  vessels  in  the  coastwise 
trade  of  Alaska  until  November  6,  1988:  with 
an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  98-334).  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA:  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture. H.R.  2590.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Adjustment  Act  to  authorize  market- 
ing research  and  promotion  projects,  includ- 
ing paid  advertising,  for  filberts:  with 
amendments  (Rept.  No.  98-335).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA;  Committee  on  Agricul 
ture.  House  Concurrent  Resolution  40.  Con- 
current resolution  expressing  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  maintain  current  efforts  in  Federal 
nutrition  programs  to  prevent  increases  in 
domestic  hunger;  with  amendments  (Rept. 
No.  98-336.  Pt.  I).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  6  o'clock  and  5  minutes  p.m.) 


SUBSEQUENT  ACTION  ON  A  RE- 
PORTED BILL  CONCURRENTLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X,  the  follow- 
ing action  was  taken  by  the  Speaker: 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana  (for  herself. 
Mr.   Udall.   Mr.   Ford  of  Michigan. 
Mr.     Clay.     Mrs.     Schroeder.     Mr. 
Garcia.  Mr.  Leland,  Ms.  Oakar,  Mr. 
Dellums.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  Rangel. 
Mrs.  Collins.  Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Gray. 
Mr.  Owens.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Ford  of 
Tennessee.  Mr.  Stokes.  Mr.  Faunt- 
ROY.  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Boner  of  Ten- 
nes-see.  Mr.  Pepper.  Mr.  Lantos.  Mr. 
Won  Pat.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Berman. 
Mr.  Bosco.  Mr.  D'Amours.  Mr.  Foc- 
lietta.  Mrs.  Schneider.  Mr.  Frank. 
Mrs.    Kennelly.    Mr.    Solarz.    Mr. 
Harrison.  Mr.  Lehman  of  California. 
Mr.  Markey.  Mr.  Ortiz.  Mr.  Morri- 
son of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Kogovsek. 
Mrs.    Johnson.    Mr.    McNulty.    Mr. 
Waxman,   Mr.   Simon.   Mr.   Rodino. 
Mr.    Matsui.    Mr.    Kostmayer.    Mr. 
Ackerman.  Mr.  Stratton.  Mr.  Kemp. 
Mr.  Moody.  Mr.  Slattery,  Mr.  Ober- 
star.   Mr.    Studds,    Mr.    Torricelli. 
Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Levine  of  California. 
Mr.  Bryant.  Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Schumer. 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Biaggi. 
Mr.  Wirth.  Mr.  Aspin.  Mr.  McCur- 
dy.    Mr.    Wheat.    Mr.    Sunia.    Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida.  Mr.  Savage.  Mr. 
Stark.  Mr.  Siljander.  Mr.  Lungren. 
Mr.  Sikorski.  Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Vento. 
Mr.    Richardson.    Mr.    Gore.    Mr. 
Young  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Coleman  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Penny.  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr. 
Akaka.   Mr.   Tallon.   Mr.   Jones   of 
North    Carolina.    Mr.    Clarke.    Mr. 
Torres.  Mr.  Seiberling.  Ms.  Kaptur. 
Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan.  Ms.  Mikul- 
ski.  Mr.  McCloskey.  Mr.  Lowry  of 
Washington.     Mr.     Hubbard.     Mrs. 
Boggs.  Mr.  Gonzalez.  Mr.  Moakley. 
Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  Nowak. 
Mr.  Barnes.  Mr.  Wise.  Mr.  Howard, 
Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  Weaver.  Mr.  Zablocki, 
Mr.    Mavroules.    Mr.    Tauzin.    Mr. 
Hawkins.    Mr.    Murtha.    and    Mr. 
Pickle); 
H.R.  3706.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States    Code,    to    make    the    birthday    of 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  a  legal  public  holi- 
day; to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  FAUNTROY; 
H.R.  3707.  A  bill  to  convey  the  District  of 
Columbia  Employment  Security  Building  to 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  a  note  entered  into  to  fi- 
nance the  construction  of  such  building;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 
H.R.  3708.  A  bill  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self-Government  and  Govern- 
mental Reorganization  Act  to  provide  au- 
tonomy for  the  District  of  Columbia  Gov- 
ernment over  expenditure  of  funds  derived 
from  revenues  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Government:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia. 

By  Mr.  GUARINI: 
H.R.  3709.  A  bill  to  extend  the  existing 
suspension  of  duty  on  natural  graphite  until 


January  1,  1988;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  HARKIN: 
H.R.  3710.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for  a  pro- 
gram of  health  care  for  elderly  individuals 
who  require  long-term  care;  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
Energy  and  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  HARTNETT: 
H.R.  3711.  A  bill  to  postpone  for  10  years 
the  effective  date  of  provisions  terminating 
mother  s  and  father's  benefits  under  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  upon  the  child's 
attainment  of  age  16;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  LaFALCE: 
H.R.  3712.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Defense 
Production  Act  of  1950  to  revitalize  the  de- 
fense industrial  base  of  the  United  States; 
jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Banking.  Pi- 
nance  and  Urban  Affairs  and  Education  and 
Labor. 

By  Mr.  MARLENEE; 
H.R.  3713.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  to  penalize  the  obstruction  of 
hunts,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  Mr.  MARLENEE  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Craig^: 
H.R.  3714.  A  bill  to  provide  to  any  person 
lawfully  possessing  a  firearm  in  the  place  of 
such  person's  residence  in  the  United  Slates 
the  right  to  possess  that  firearm  anywhere 
in  the  United  States;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3715.  A  bill  to  protect  the  manufac- 
turers of  firearms  from  certain  litigation:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3716.  A  bill  to  protect  owners  of  fire- 
arms from  certain  litigation:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MARRIOTT  'for  himself.  Mr. 
Young  of  Alaska,  Mrs.  Vucanovich, 
and  Mr.  Emerson): 
H.R.  3717.  A  bill  to  strengthen  national 
minerals  and  materials  policy  coordination, 
and  for  other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and 
Science  and  Technology. 

By   Mr.   NICHOLS  (for   himself,   Mr. 
Hopkins,  Mr.  Kazen.  Mr.  Ray.  Mr. 
Britt,   Mr.    Kasich.    Mr.   Stratton. 
Mr.    Daniel.    Mr.    Martin    of    New 
York,  and  Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane); 
H.R.  3718.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  to  strengthen  the  position  of 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and 
to  provide  for  more  efficient  and  effective 
operation  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff:  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
By  Mr.  RIDGE: 
H.R.  3719.  A  bill  to  provide  a  comprehen- 
sive reform  of  Federal  laws  relating  to  the 
pricing  and  marketing  of  natural  gas;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

By   Mr.   SHUSTER   (for   himself.   Mr. 

BoRSKi.  Mr.  Clinger.  Mr.  Coughlin. 

Mr.  Coyne.   Mr.   Edgar.  Mr.   Fogli- 

ETTA.  Mr.   Gaydos.  Mr.  Gekas.  Mr. 

Goodling.  Mr.  Gray.  Mr.  Harrison. 

Mr.    KoLTER.    Mr.    Kostmayer.    Mr. 

McDade.  Mr.  Murphy.  Mr.  Murtha. 

Mr.  Ridge.  Mr.  Ritter.  Mr.  Schulze. 

Mr.  Walgren.  Mr.  Walker,    and  Mr. 

Yatron): 

H.R.  3720.  A  bill  to  name  the  Veterans' 

Administration  Medical  Center  in  Altoona. 

Pa.,  as  the    "James  E.  Van  Zandt  Veterans' 

Administration    Medical    Center";    to    the 

Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  STARK: 

H.R.  3721.  A  bill   to  amend  the  Internal 

Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  permit  the  lax-free 


rollover  of  certain  benefits  received  by  law 
enforcement  officers  and  firefighters  on 
separation  from  .service  by  increasing  the 
limitation  on  the  deductior  .for  retirement 
savings;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  JEFFORDS: 
H.J.  Res.  335.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  week   beginning  January   29.   1984.   as 
"National  Cross  Country  Ski  Week;"  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
By  Mr.  TAUZIN; 
H.J.  Res.  336.  Joint  resolution  designating 
March  23.  1984.  as  "National  Energy  Educa- 
tion Day;"  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 

By    Mr.    TOWNS    (for    himself.    Mr. 

BoNioR  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Dellums. 

and  Ms.  Mikulski); 

H.J.  Res.  337.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 

the    month    of    March    1984    as    "National 

Social  Work  Month:"  to  the  Committee  on 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By    Mr.   FRENZEL   (for   himself.   Mr. 
Gingrich,     Mr.     Dickinson,     Mrs. 
Lloyd.    Mr.    Luken.    Mr.    Loeffler, 
Mrs.   Schroeder.   Mr.   O'Brien.   Mr. 
Annunzio,  Mr.  Hyde,  Mr.  Coats.  Mr. 
Conable,  Mr.  Fuqua,  Mr.  Sabo,  Mr. 
Boehlert,     Mr.     Winn,     and     Mr. 
Duncan): 
H.    Res.    291.    Resolution   abolishing   the 
page  system  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives: to  the  Committee  on  House  Adminis- 
tration. 

By  Mr.  HAMILTON: 
H.  Res.  292.  Resolution  to  amend  the  rules 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  restrict 
the  honoraria  any  Member  may  receive 
from  persons  with  legislative  interests 
before  committees  upon  which  the  Member 
serves:  to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII.  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 
By  Mr.  LIPINSKI: 

H.R.  3722.  A  bill  to  permit  the  vessel  Od- 
yssey to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade  and 
the   fisheries:   to   the   Committee   on   Mer- 
chant Marine  and  Fisheries. 
By  Mr.  SPRATT; 

H.R.  3723.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Henry  D. 
Barnett:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  225;  Mr.  Rinaldo,  Mrs.  Collins,  Mr. 
Howard,  and  Mr.  Yatron. 

H.R.  493:  Mr.  Wolf,  and  Mr.  Jones  of 
North  Carolina. 

H.R.  953:  Mr.  Matsui  and  Mr.  O'Brien. 

H.R.  1087:  Mr.  DeWine. 

H.R.  1199;  Mr.  Archer.  Mr.  AuCoin,  Mr. 
Bedell.  Mr.  Bliley.  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr.  Carr, 
Mr.  Coyne.  Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane.  Mr.  Dan- 
nemeyer.  Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Foglietta,  Mr. 
Foley,  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Garcia. 
Mr.  Gibbons.  Mr.  Gore.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr. 
WOLPE.  Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida.  Mr.  Long  of 
Louisiana.  Mr.  McKinney.  Mr.  Madigan. 
Mr.  Mineta.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  Moakley, 
Mr.  Mollohan,  Mr.  Natcher.  Mr.  Paul.  Mr. 
Pease.  Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Ritter.  Mr.  Roth. 
Mr.  Roybal.  Mr.  Schulze.  Mr.  Seiberling. 
Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Thomas  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Udall,  Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr. 


Bennett.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Lun- 
dine,  Mr.  Rose,  and  Mr.  Gonzalez. 

H.R.  1571;  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey  and 
Mrs.  Kennelly. 

H.R.  1580:  Mr.  Scheuer  and  Mr.  Sikorski. 

H.R.  1610;  Mr.  Tauzin. 

H.R.  1676:  Mr.  Daniel  and  Mr.  Lantos. 

H.R.  1887:  Mr.  Myers,  Mr.  Moakley,  Mr. 
Torricelli.  Mr.  Gekas,  Mr.  Shuster.  Mr. 
Ritter.  Mr.  Whitley.  Mr.  Packard.  Mr.  An- 
drews of  Texas.  Mr.  Nielson  of  Utah.  Mr. 
PuRSELL.  Mrs.  Johnson.  Mr.  Young  of  Flori- 
da, and  Mr.  Lungren. 

H.R.  1905:  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Oilman.  Mr.  Stratton.  Mr.  Ottinger,  and 
Mr.  Glickman. 

H.R.  1959:  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan,  Mr. 
SuNiA.  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Dellums.  Mr.  Addabbo. 
Mr.  Lantos.  Mr.  de  la  Garza,  and  Mr.  Har- 
rison. 

H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Bryant. 

H.R.  2099:  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr.  Britt.  and  Mr. 
Wise. 

H.R.  2100:  Mr.  Wheat. 

H.R.  2105:  Mr.  Frank. 

H.R.  2362:  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Addabbo. 
Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  Clay,  Mr. 
Conyers.  Mr.  D'Amours.  Mr.  Dellums.  Mr. 
Dwyer  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Edwards  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Fascell. 
Mr.  Fauntroy,  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Ford  of  Ten- 
nessee. Mr.  Frost.  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana. 
Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Kastenmeier. 
Mr.  Long  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Matsui.  Mr. 
Mitchell.  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut, 
Mr.  Murphy.  Mr.  Owens.  Mr.  Patterson. 
Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Rodino.  Mrs.  Schroe- 
der. Mr.  Seiberling.  Mr.  Sikorski.  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida.  Mr.  Stokes.  Mr.  Towns, 
Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  Washington.  Mr.  Waxman. 
Mr.  Weaver.  Mr.  Weiss,  Mr.  Wheat.  Mr. 
Wirth.  and  Mr.  Wolpe. 

H.R.  2468:  Mr.  Tauke.  Mr.  Packard,  and 
Mrs.  Lloyd. 

H.R.  2490:  Mr.  Richardson. 

H.R.  2790;  Mr.  Stark.  Mr.  Lagomarsino. 
and  Mr.  Udall. 

H.R.  2817:  Mr.  Gaydos  and  Mr.  Gray. 

H.R.  2872:  Mr.  Nowak  and  Mr.  Porter. 

H.R.  2916:  Mr.  Wylie  and  Mr.  Garcia. 

H.R.  2927:  Mr.  Kolter. 

H.R.  2977;  Mr.  Moorhead. 

H.R.  2991:  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr. 
Biaggi.  and  Mr.  Torres. 

H.R.  2997;  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.R.  3016;  Mr.  Aspin.  Mr.  Tallon,  Ms. 
Kaptur,  Mr.  Rangel,  and  Mr.  McGrath. 

H.R.  3072;  Mr.  Porter  and  Mr.  Gejden- 

SON. 

H.R.  3098:  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Markey,  Mr. 
Wyden.  Mr.  Mavroules.  Mr.  Dymally.  Mr. 
Lantos.  and  Mr.  Denny  Smith. 

H.R.  3099:  Mr.  McCandless  and  Mr.  Pack- 
ard. 

H.R.  3146:  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr. 
Levine  of  California.  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennes- 
see, Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Dwyer  of  New  Jersey, 
Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Conyers,  Mr.  Ratchford, 
Mr.  CoRRADA.  and  Mr.  Harrison. 

H.R.  3252:  Mr.  McCollum  and  Mr.  Hansen 
of  Idaho. 

H.R.  3309:  Mr.  Sabo  and  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Florida. 

H.R.  3245:  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Donnelly.  Mr. 
Wolpe.  and  Mr.  Gephardt. 

H.R.  3348:  Mr.  Bedell.  Mrs.  Collins,  and 
Mr.  AuCoiN. 

H.R.  3409:  Mr.  Pease  and  Mr.  Udall. 

H.R.  3498:  Mr.  Glickman.  Mr.  Frank.  Mr. 
Feighan.  Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr.  Forsythe.  Mr. 
Whitehurst,  Mr.  Stark.  Mr.  Goodling.  Mr. 
Solarz.  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Leland. 
Mr.  Dymally.  and  Mr.  Andrews  of  Texas. 
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H.R  3554:  Mr  Fish.  Mr  Won  Pat.  and 
Mr.  Sensenbrenner. 

H.R.  3575:  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan.  Ms. 
Kaptur.  Mr.  Sawyer.  Mr.  Hertel  of  Michi- 
gan. Mr.  PuRSELL.  Mr.  Dincell.  Mr.  Broom- 
fielo.  Mr.  Albosta.  Mr.  Traxler.  Mr. 
Pauntroy.  Mr.  Murphy.  Mr.  Kindness.  Mr. 
Crockett,  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Sil- 
JANDER.  Mr.  Harrison.  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr. 
Bedell.  Mr.  Ridge.  Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Recula. 
Mr.  Applegate.  Mr.  Wolpe.  Mr.  Carr.  Mr. 
Evans  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Quillen.  Mr.  Wil- 
liams of  Ohio.  Mr.  Solarz,  Mr.  Conyers. 
Mr.  Pease.  Mr.  Seiberlinc.  Mr.  Davis,  and 
Mr.  Savage. 

H.R.  3640:  Mrs.  Boxer. 

H.R.  3642:  Mr.  Rahall.  Mr.  Lehman  of 
California.  Mr  Markey.  Mr.  Hutto.  Mr 
Kocovsek.  Mr.  Forsythe.  Mrs.  Schneider 
Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Bennett.  Mr 
McNuLTY.  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Jef 
fords.  Mr.  Patterson.  Mr.  Gejdenson.  Mr 
Annunzio.  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Anthony,  Mr.  Al 
bosta,  Mr.  Gonzalez,  Mr.  Murphy.  Mr 
Lantos,  and  Mr.  Wirth. 

H.R.  3678:  Mr.  Weber. 

H.R.  3694:  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Kemp.  Mr 
RuDD,  Mr.  Bateman.  Mr.  Lott.  Mr. 
Cheney.  Mr  Thomas  of  California.  Mr. 
LuNGREN.  Mr.  Stump.  Mr.  Wortley.  Mr. 
McCain.  Mr.  Kindness.  Mr.  Ritter.  Mr. 
Hansen  of  Utah.  Mr.  Nielson  of  Utah.  Mr. 
Denny  Smith.  Mr  Dreier  of  California. 
Mr.  Campbell.  Mr.  Loeffi.er.  Mr.  Robert  F. 
Smith.  Mr.  Roth.  Mr.  McCandless,  Mr. 
Carney.  Mr.  Emerson.  Mr.  Walker,  Mr. 
Edwards  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Daniel.  Mr. 
Tauzin.  Mr.  Siljander.  Mr.  Shaw.  Mr. 
Skeen.  Mr.  Breaux.  and  Mr.  Miller  of 
Ohio. 

H.J.  Res.  176:  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Bates.  Mr. 
Oberstar,  Mr.  Hubbard.  Mrs.  Martin  of  Il- 
linois. Mr.  Weber.  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois,  Mr. 
St  Germain,  and  Mr.  McGrath. 

H.J  Res.  179:  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Daniel.  Mr. 
Kramer.  Mr.  Sharp.  Mr.  McCloskey.  Mr. 
Levin  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Lujan.  Mr.  Thomas 
of  Georgia.  Mr.  Coughlin.  Mr.  Wortley,  Mr. 
LoEFFLER,  Mr.  Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Moor- 
head.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida.  Mr.  Hamilton. 
Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Carney.  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr 
Sabo,  Mr.  Patterson.  Mr.  Stark.  Mrs 
Schneider.  Mr.  MacKay,  Mr.  Conte.  Mr.  Ot 
tinger,  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut.  Mr 
Towns.  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska,  Mr.  Wolf.  Mr, 
Kogovsek.  Mr.  Kemp,  Mr.  Gonzalez.  Mr 
Quillen,  Mr.  Evans  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Broom 
field.  Mr.  Oilman.  Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane.  Mr 
Whitehurst.  Mr.  Ritter,  Mr.  Roybal.  Mr 
Carper.  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Sisi 
sky.  Mr.  Volkmer,  Mr.  Rowland.  Mr.  Sten 
HOLM,  Mr.  Panetta,  and  Mr.  Stokes. 

H.J.  Res.  283:  Mr.  Plorio.  Mr.  Kostmayer, 
Mr.  Levine  of  California,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Flor- 
ida, Mr.  LuKEN.  Mr.  Porter.  Mr.  Schaefer. 
Mr.  Weber,  and  Mr.  Wheat. 

H.J.  Res.  292:  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  Waxman. 
Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Andrews  of 
Texas.  Mrs.  Byron,  Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Jef- 
fords. Mr.  Edwards  of  California.  Mr.  Van- 
dergriff.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Smith  of  Flor- 
ida. Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr.  Gekas, 
Mr.  Wyden.  Mr.  Levine  of  California,  Mr. 
Owens.  Mr.  Rangel,  Mr.  Feighan.  Mr. 
Daschle,  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Biaggi. 
Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Wortley.  Mr.  Dwyer  of 
New  Jersey.  Mr.  McGrath,  Ms.  Mikulski. 
Mr.  HoRTON.  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr.  Tauzin.  Mr. 
Leland,  Mr.  Dyson.  Mr.  Forsythe,  Mr. 
Weiss.  Mr.  Wilson.  Mr.  Britt.  Mr.  Schu- 
mer.  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Ratchford.  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr.  Berman. 
Mr.  Guarini.  Mr.  de  la  Garza.  Mr.  Oilman. 


Mr.  Downey  of  New  York.  Mr.  Brown  of 
California.  Mr.  Carper.  Mr.  Clarke.  Mr. 
Dowdy  of  Mississippi  Mr.  Dymally.  Mr. 
Walgren.  Mr.  Snyder.  Mr.  Daub.  Mrs. 
Schneider.  Mr.  Gray.  Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr. 
Heftel  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Richardson.  Mr. 
Frenzel,  Mrs.  Collins.  Mr.  LaFalce,  Mr. 
Fish.  Mr.  Clincer.  Mr.  Scheuer.  Mr.  Alex- 
ander. Mr.  Carr.  Mr  Bennett.  Mr.  Clay. 
Mr.  Won  Pat.  Mr.  Crockett.  Mr.  Barnes. 
Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  Pritchard.  Mr. 
Pashayan.  Mr.  Hatcher.  Mr.  Price.  Mr. 
Murphy.  Mr.  Molinari.  Mr.  Foley.  Mr. 
Savage.  Mr.  Fauntroy.  Mr.  Rodino.  Mr. 
Weber.  Mr.  Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Boner  of 
Tennessee.  Mr.  Whitehurst.  Mr.  Hansen  of 
Idaho.  Mr.  Patterson.  Mr.  Dixon,  Mr.  Ford 
of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr. 
Kemp.  Mr.  Corrada.  Mr.  Bates.  Mr.  Lowery 
of  California.  Mr.  Akaka.  Mr.  Hoyer.  Mr. 
Breaux.  Mr.  Brown  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Daniel  B.  Crane.  Mr.  McNulty,  and  Mr. 
Boucher. 

H.J.  Res.  324:  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr.  Wirth.  Mr. 
Leland.  Mr.  Roe.  Ms.  Oakar.  Mr.  Pritch- 
ard. Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr. 
HuTTO.  Mr.  WoLK.  Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Dixon. 
Mr.  Dwyer  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Kindness. 
Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Forsythe.  Mr.  Patterson. 
Mr.  Miller  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Simon. 
Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Tallon,  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Corrada.  Mr.  DeWine.  Mr. 
McCain.  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Rowland.  Mr. 
Wheat.  Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane.  Mr.  Broyhill. 
Mr.  Smith  of  Florida.  Mr.  Ritter.  Mr. 
Berman.  and  Mr.  McGrath. 

H.  Con.  Res.  107:  Mr.  Akaka.  Mr.  Broy- 
hill. Mr.  McKernan.  and  Mr.  O'Brien. 

H.  Con.  Res.  122:  Mr.  Hoyer.  Mr.  Hughes, 
Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
LowRY  of  Washington.  Mrs.  Collins,  and 
Mr.  Richardson. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  spon- 
sors were  deleted  from  public  bills  and 
resolutions  as  follows: 
/Omitted  from  the  Record  of  July  28.  1983/ 

H.R.  953:  Mr.  Edwards  of  Oklahoma. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R. 2780 
By  Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma: 
—Page  2.  line  17.  after  the  word  "thereof" 
strike  $5,297,330,000"         and         insert 

$5,016,700,000". 

By  Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida: 
—Page  2,  line  14.  strike  out  the  heading  and 
all  that  follows  through  the  period  on  line 
17  and  redesignate  the  succeeding  sections 
and  references  thereto  accordingly. 


H.R.  2957 


By  Mr.  GONZALEZ: 
-Page  18.  line  21.  strike  out  "4,250  million" 
and  substitute  "500  million". 
—Page  19.  line  2,  strike  out  "4.250  "  and  sub- 
stitute "500". 

-Page   19,  line  18,  strike  out  "5,310.8  mil- 
lion" and  substitute  "500  million". 
-Page  21.  line  13,  strike  out    one  year"  and 
substitute  "six  months". 
—Page  24.  line  14.  strike  out  "one  hundred 
and  eighty"  and  sutistitute  "ninety". 


—Page  25.  strike  out  line  5  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  9. 

-Page  31.  line  13.  strike  out     one  hundred 
and  eighty"  and  substitute  "ninety". 
-Page  31.  line  16,  strike  out  "ninety"  and 
substitute  "sixty". 

-Page  41.  strike  out  line  6  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  18. 

By  Mr.  GRAMM: 
-On  Page  22.  line  17.  after  the  word    apart- 
heid" add  "and  communist  dictatorships". 

On  Page  22.  line  21.  strike  the  word  prac- 
tice" and  all  that  follows  through  the  word 
labor"  on  line  23.  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  "practices  of  apartheid  and 
communist  dictatorship  result  in  severe  con- 
straints on  labor  and  capital  mobility  and 
other  highly  inefficient  labor  and  capital". 

On  Page  23.  line  4.  strike  the  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "or  communist  dicta- 
torship." 

By  Mr.  KEMP: 
-Page  44.  line  18.  strike    $380,000,000  '  and 
insert    $290,000,000". 

Page  45.  line  8.  strike  $380.000.000 "  and 
insert    $290,000,000". 

—Page  45.  strike  out  line  11  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  16. 
—Page  46.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

"(c)  Whereas  the  Republic  of  China  is  a 
charter  member  in  good  standing  of  the 
Asian  Development  Bank: 

Whereas  the  Republic  of  China  has 
grown  from  a  borrower  to  a  lender  in  the 
Asian  Development  Bank:  and 

Whereas  the  Republic  of  China  provides, 
through  its  economic  success,  a  model  for 
other  nations  in  Asia:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

■Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  support  provided 
by  the  United  States  to  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Bank  will  be  terminated  if  the  Repub- 
lic of  China  is  denied  full  membership  in 
the  Asian  Development  Bank.". 

By  Mr.  ST  GERMAIN: 
—Page  29.  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  19. 

Page  30.  beginning  on  line  6.  strike  out 
"Pursuant  to  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Examination  Council,  each"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "Each". 

Page  30.  line  8.  insert  ".  by  regulation," 
after  "shall  require". 

Page  31.  beginning  on  line  12.  strike  out 
"The"  and  all  that  follows  through  "enact- 
ment of  this  title."  on  line  14. 

Page  31.  beginning  on  line  16.  strike  out 
"ninety  days  after  the  promulgation  of  such 
Examination  Council  regulations."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "120  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title". 

Page  31.  line  20.  strike  out  "Examination 
Council"  and  in.sert  in  lieu  thereof  "appro- 
priate Federal  banking  agencies". 

Page  32.  beginning  on  line  3.  strike  out 
"The"  and  all  that  follows  through  "enact- 
ment of  this  title,"  on  line  5. 

Page  32,  beginning  on  line  7.  strike  out 
"ninety  days"  and  all  that  follows  through 
"regulations."  on  line  9,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  120  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  title.". 

Page  32.  beginning  on  line  12.  strike  out 
Pursuant    to   regulations   promulgated    by 
the  Examination  Council,  each"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "Each". 

Page  32.  line  14.  insert  ".  by  regulation." 
after  "shall  require". 

Page  32.  line  17.  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"such". 

Page  32.  beginning  on  line  18,  strike  out 
"Pursuant    to   regulations   promulgated   by 


the  Examination  Council,  each"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "Each". 

Page  32.  line  20.  insert  .  by  regulation," 
after  "shall  require". 

Page  32.  beginning  on  line  23.  strike  out 
"The"  and  all  that  follows  through  "enact- 
ment of  this  title."  on  line  25. 

Page  33.  beginning  on  line  2.  strike  out 
"ninety  days"  and  all  that  follows  through 
"regulations."  on  line  4.  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  120  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  title.". 

Page  33.  line  7.  strike  out  "(a)  The  Exami- 
nation Council  and  the"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof    The". 

Page  33.  strike  out  line  13  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  35.  line  7.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

capital  adequacy 

Sec.  408.  (a)(1)  Each  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  shall  cause  banking  institu- 
tions to  achieve  and  maintain  adequate  cap- 
ital by  establishing  minimum  levels  of  cap- 
ital for  such  institutions  and  by  using  such 
other  methods  as  the  agency  deems  appro- 
priate. 

(2)  Each  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  shall  have  the  authority  to  establish 
such  minimum  level  of  capital  for  an  insti- 
tution as  the  agency,  in  its  discretion,  deems 
to  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in  light  of 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  institu- 
tion. 

(b)(1)  Failure  of  a  banking  institution  to 
maintain  capital  at  or  above  its  minimum 
level  as  established  pursuant  to  sub.section 
(a)  may  be  deemed  by  the  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency,  in  its  discretion,  to 
constitute  an  unsafe  and  unsound  practice 
within  the  meaning  of  section  8  of  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Act. 

(2)(A)  In  addition  to.  or  in  lieu  of.  any 
other  action  authorized  by  law.  including 
subsection  (b)(1).  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  may  issue  a  directive  to  a 
banking  institution  that  fails  to  maintain 
capital  at  or  above  its  required  level  as  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 

(BKi)  Such  directive  may  require  the  insti- 
tution to  submit  and  adhere  to  a  plan  ac- 
ceptable to  the  agency  describing  the  means 
and  timing  by  which  the  institution  shall 
achieve  its  required  capital  level. 

(ii)  Any  such  directive  issued  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph,  including  plans  submitted 
pursuant  thereto,  shall  be  enforceable 
under  the  provisions  of  section  8(i)  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act  to  the  same 
extent  as  an  effective  and  outstanding  order 
issued  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  such  Act 
which  has  become  final. 

(3)(A)  Each  appropriate  Federal  Banking 
agency     may     consider    such     institution's 

progress  in  adhering  to  any  plan  required 


under  this  subsection  whenever  such  insti- 
tution, or  an  affiliate  thereof,  or  the  hold- 
ing company  which  controls  such  institu- 
tion, seeks  the  requisite  approval  of  such 
agency  for  any  proposal  which  would  divert 
earnings,  diminish  capital,  or  otherwise 
impede  such  institution's  progress  in  achiev- 
ing its  minimum  capital  level. 

(B)  Such  agency  may  deny  such  approval 
where  it  determines  that  such  proposal 
would  adversely  affect  the  ability  of  the  in- 
stitution to  comply  with  such  plan. 

(C)  The  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  encourage 
governments,  central  banks,  and  regulatory 
authorities  of  other  major  banking  coun- 
tries to  work  toward  maintaining  and.  where 
appropriate,  strengthening  the  capital  bases 
of  banking  institutions  involved  in  interna- 
tional lending. 

Page  36.  line  16,  strike  out  "The  Examina- 
tion Council  is"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"The  appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies 
are". 

Page  36.  beginning  on  line  17,  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  and". 

Page  37.  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  24. 

Page  38.  line  1,  strike  out  '•(e) "  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(d)". 

Page  38.  strike  out  line  14  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  40.  line  14. 

Page  40.  line  16.  strike  out  'Sec.  412."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  411  ". 

Page  40.  beginning  on  line  17.  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  (as  defined  in 
section  402(c)  of  this  Act)  and". 

Page  40,  line  25,  strike  out  'Examination 
Council  and  the". 

Page  42.  line  8.  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council  or". 

Page  42.  line  13.  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council  or". 

Page  42.  line  17.  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council  or". 

Page  42.  beginning  on  line  24.  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  or". 

Page  43.  beginning  on  line  1.  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  or  an"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "each"". 

Page  43.  beginning  on  line  5.  strike  out 
""The  Examination  Council  or  an""  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "each"". 

Page  43.  line  15.  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Colincil  or". 

Page  43.  after  line  18.  insert  the  following: 
reports  to  congress 

Sec  412.  (a)  Within  120  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 


House  of  Representatives  on  the  statutes, 
regulations,  and  examination  and  superviso- 
ry procedures  and  practices,  governing 
international  banking  in  each  of  the  Group 
of  Ten  Nations  and  Switzerland  with  par- 
ticular attention  to  such  matters  bearing  on 
capital  requirements,  lending  limits,  re- 
serves, disclosure,  examiner  access,  and 
lender  of  last  resort  resources. 

(b)  Not  later  than  120  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  the  progress 
made  in  reaching  the  goal  specified  in  sec- 
tion 408(c). 

(c)(1)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  title  and  for  each  of 
the  two  succeeding  years,  the  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agencies  shall  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  actions  taken 
to  implement  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

(2)  The  report  shall  include  a  description 
of  the  actions  taken  in  carrying  out  the  ob- 
jectives of  the  title,  and  any  actions  taken 
by  any  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  uniform  im- 
plementation by  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies  of  their  respective  au- 
thorities under  this  title,  and  any  recom- 
mendations for  amendments  to  this  or  other 
legislation. 

By  Mr.  WALKER: 
—On  page  28.  after  line  8.  add  the  following: 

Sec  308.  Consistent  with  the  objective  of 
sustaining  worldwide  economic  growth  and 
recovery  set  forth  in  this  title,  section  3  of 
Public  Law  96-389,  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  Amendments  of  1980.  is 
amended  by  striking  it  in  its  entirety  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "Begin- 
ning in  fiscal  year  1985.  the  total  budget 
outlays  of  the  Federal  Government  shall 
not  exceed  its  receipts.". 
—On  page  28.  after  line  8.  add  the  following; 

Sec  308.  Consistent  with  the  objective  of 
sustaining  worldwide  economic  growth  and 
recovery  set  forth  in  this  title.  Congress  re- 
affirms its  commitment  to  the  mandates  re- 
quired under  section  7  of  Public  Law  96-435. 
the  Bretton  Woods  Agreements  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1978. 
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CHILD  OF  HOLOCAUST  SURVI- 
VORS EXPLAINS  CHOICE  OF 
CAREER 

HON.  NORMAN  F.  LENT 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  LENT.  Mr.  Speaker.  Members 
of  the  House  will  recall  that  earlier 
this  year,  Washington.  D.C..  was  hon- 
ored by  a  gathering  of  survivors  of  the 
Holocaust.  I  attended  some  of  their 
sessions  and  it  was  one  of  the  most 
moving  experiences  of  my  life.  The 
group  of  survivors  becomes  smaller 
with  each  passing  year,  but  memories 
of  the  experience  pass  from  the  par- 
ents to  their  children  and  sometimes 
influence  the  child's  choice  of  career. 

Such  is  the  case  of  Diane  R.  Spiel- 
mann.  the  associate  archivist  of  the 
Leo  Baeck  Institute  in  New  York  City. 
Her  parents  survived  the  camps  at 
Auschwitz  and  Riga,  and  their  experi- 
ence compelled  their  daughter  to 
devote  her  life  to  the  preservation  of  a 
culture  that  the  Nazis  tried  to  destroy 
during  World  War  II. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  this  ac- 
count and  reflect  on  the  course  chosen 
by  this  extraordinary  woman.  Diane 
Spielmann. 

The  material  follows: 

Statement  by  Diane  R.  Spielmann 

Yesterday  I  had  the  privilege  to  speak  as  a 
professional;  today  I  have  the  added  privi- 
ledge  to  speak  on  the  personal  level. 

I  will  be  speaking  briefly  on  how  my  per- 
sonal feeling  of  responsibility  given  my 
identity  as  a  child  of  Holocaust  survivors 
has  lead  to  my  professional  responsibilities 
as  the  associate  archivist  of  the  Leo  Baeck 
Institute  in  New  York. 

The  institute  with  additional  offices  in  Je- 
rusalem and  London  is  a  membership-sup- 
ported research  center  founded  in  19S5  by 
the  Council  of  Jews  from  Germany.  The  in- 
stitute in  New  York  City  consists  of  archives 
and  library  concerned  with  the  preservation 
of  the  history  and  culture  of  German-speak 
ing  Jewry  of  Central  Europe  from  the 
Emancipation  to  the  Nazi  persecution.  I  will 
shortly  describe  our  resources  and  functions 
in  greater  detail.  However.  I  would  first  like 
to  get  back  to  the  topic  of  personal  identity 
and  responsibilities  of  the  Second  Genera- 
tion. 

My  mother,  German  bom.  is  a  survivor  of 
Auschwitz  and  Ravensbrueck.  My  father. 
Galician  born  and  former  resident  of  Berlin 
for  thirty  years  is  a  survivor  of  Riga  and 
Stuffhof.  Thus  as  a  child  whose  both  par- 
ents suffered  the  ravages  of  the  Holocaust. 
my  own  feelings  and  my  need  for  identifica- 
tion with  my  parents,  with  my  past  and 
with   the  Jewish   community   have   always 


been  quite  strong.  This  need  for  identifica- 
tion was  amplified  during  adolescence  and 
especially  while  I  was  in  college  in  the  late 
sixties  and  early  seventies,  a  time  when  the 
emphasis  was  on  "finding  oneself."  As  a 
result,  in  college  my  program  was  filled  with 
Jewish  studies  ranging  from  history  to  lan- 
guage. However.  I  also  did  not  neglect 
German  language  studies.  Having  been 
brought  up  bilingually.  my  association  with 
the  German  language  was  not  negative. 
Thus  I  continued  my  graduate  work  in 
German  Language  and  Literature— but  in- 
terestingly enough— my  personal  studies 
always  veered  toward  the  Jewish  influence 
in  German  letters.  It  seemed  that  I  needed 
to  justify  to  myself,  my  studies  and  later  my 
career  for  five  years  as  teacher  of  the 
German  language  on  the  college  and  gradu- 
ate levels.  While  teaching  German,  I  real- 
ized I  could  never  be  quite  comfortable.  I 
must  emphasize  here  that  this  was  not  the 
result  of  external  factors,  such  as  profes- 
sional or  school  environment— but  the  result 
of  an  inner  tension  arising  from  my  own  am- 
bivalence of  what  the  German  language  had 
come  to  represent  to  me.  On  the  one  hand  it 
was  the  language  of  many  Jewish  writers 
and  thinkers  as  well  as  the  language  of  my 
parents  and  my  home  environment,  but.  on 
the  other  hand  I  could  not  deny  that  it  was 
also  the  language  of  those  who  perpetrated 
the  Holocaust.  These  mixed  feelings  and 
inner  tensions  finally  resulted  in  my  resig- 
nation as  a  German  teacher.  My  identity 
had  become  a  question  of  responsibility  to 
myself  and  to  my  personal  background. 

As  members  of  the  so-called  Second  Gen- 
eration with  the  awareness  of  what  our  par- 
ents endured,  we  question  our  every  step. 
We  are  attuned  to  be  more  sensitive  in  rela- 
tion to  ourselves  as  well  as  to  the  communi- 
ty at  large.  It  has  been  passed  along  to  us  by 
our  parents  and  by  the  circumstances  of  our 
upbringing— to  be  more  understanding— to 
have  a  greater  consciousness  of  our  environ- 
ment. 

In  my  case  the  responsibility  to  myself  as 
memt)er  of  the  Second  Generation  was  real- 
ized into  a  professional  responsibility, 
almost  seven  years  ago.  When  I  began  work- 
ing as  a  part-time  assistant  in  the  archives 
of  the  Leo  Baeck  Institute,  an  institute  dedi- 
cated to  perpetuate  my  legacy— our  legacy. 
Finally,  my  training  in  Jewish  studies,  histo- 
ry and  the  German  language  was  trans- 
formed into  a  professional  responsibility. 
Now  as  full-time  associate  Archivist  of  the 
Leo  Baeck  Institute  I  have  the  unique  op- 
portunity to  utilize  my  studies  in  conjunc- 
tion with  my  background  in  order  to  make 
known  our  past. 

The  archives  of  the  Leo  Baeck  Institute, 
consisting  of  over  2000  linear  feet,  attests  to 
the  history  of  German-speaking  Jewry 
throughout  the  centuries  with  a  substantial 
percentage  dealing  with  the  era  of  the 
Second  World  War. 

Collections  consist  of  documents  and 
photos  of  former  Jewish  organizations,  in- 
stitutions and  businesses  as  well  as  Nazi  doc- 
umentation. For  example  such  varied  mate- 
rials   as   deportations    lists,    or    records   of 


Jewish  communities  in  Germany  and  Cen- 
tral Europe  before  and  after  the  war  are 
available  to  researchers.  Our  files  include 
personal  papers  of  individuals  from  all 
levels  of  society— professionals,  academics, 
businesspeople.  housewives,  and  even  chil- 
dren. Among  these  holdings  are  over  800  un- 
published memoirs,  of  which  approximately 
25  percent  attest  to  the  atrocities  of  the 
Nazi  era.  These  memoirs  reflect  the  lives  of 
those  who  suffered  through  the  death 
camps,  of  those  who  lived  in  hiding,  and  of 
those  fortunate  enough  to  have  escaped  by 
emigrating  to  the  four  corners  of  the  earth. 
We  also  have  an  extensive  art  collection 
with  many  of  the  works  created  by  both 
professional  and  amateur  artists  while  in- 
terned in  the  camps  or  while  living  in  emi- 
gration. 

Our  library  comprising  over  60,000  vol- 
umes contains  among  its  published  works, 
Jewish  and  emigrant  diaries,  Jewish  periodi- 
cals and  reference  books,  as  well  as  Nazi 
publications.  All  of  these  supplement  the 
rich  archival  holdings. 

In  the  archives  and  library  it  is  our  re- 
sponsibility to  catalogue  these  materials  and 
make  them  accessible  to  the  general 
public— to  the  academic  community— to  stu- 
dents—to professors— to  researchers. 

Museums  throughout  the  world  use  our 
resources.  For  example,  the  "Akademie  der 
Kuenste "  (Academy  of  Arts)  of  West  Berlin, 
using  our  material,  is  planning  an  exhibit  on 
bookburnings  to  open  shortly.  This  will 
eventually  travel  throughout  West  Germa- 
ny. Closer  to  home,  the  Leo  Baeck  Institute 
has  provided  the  Jewish  Museum  in  New 
York  with  much  historical  material  of 
Frankfurt  for  their  current  exhibit.  "A  Tale 
of  Two  Cities."  We  also  provide  material  for 
Jewish  publications,  for  documentary  films, 
public  and  private,  here  and  abroad. 

To  our  membership  we  extend  further 
privileges.  Members  receive  mailings  of  bi- 
annual Newsletters  plus  our  year  book  of 
scholarly  writings  highly  acclaimed  in  the 
international  academic  community.  Mem- 
bers also  receive  invitations  to  lectures  and 
.seminars  sponsored  by  the  Leo  Baeck  Insti- 
tute held  throughout  the  academic  year. 
Our  functions  and  services  are  indeed  nu- 
merous and  varied. 

Thus  I  find  it  most  satisfying  to  be  a  part 
of  the  Leo  Baeck  Institute  where  the  per- 
sonal responsibility  to  myself  as  member  of 
the  Second  Generation  has  been  trans- 
formed into  a  professional  responsibility  to 
the  public— A  responsibility  to  inform  and 
enlighten  as  was  passed  on  to  me  by  my  par- 
ents. 

For  those  of  you  who  are  interested  and 
have  not  already  done  so— I  invite  you  to 
speak  to  me  and  visit  our  booth  here  in 
order  to  view  in  greater  detail  what  type  of 
materials  are  available  at  the  Leo  Baeck  In- 
stitute in  New  York.* 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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NATIONAL  GROUNDWATER 
COMMISSION 

HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to 
bring  to  my  colleagues'  attention  an 
article    published    in    the    New    York 
Times  on  July  26.  1983.  entitled.  "U.S. 
Effort  Grows  To  Protect  Water:  Rise 
in   Underground  Pollution  Threatens 
Drinking  Supply.  "  This  article,  written 
by  Mr.  Philip  Shabecoff,  emphasizes 
that  there  is  presently  no  unified  na- 
tional strategy  for  protecting  the  Na- 
tion's underground  water  supply  from 
contamination.  As  a  result  of  this  defi- 
ciency, the  drinking  water  supply  for 
more  than  half  the  country's  popula- 
tion is  in  danger  from  toxins  which  are 
seeping    into    the    Nation's    aquifers. 
These  toxins  come  from  a  variety  of 
sources,  including  waste  dumps,  septic 
tanks,  construction,  mining,  and  indus- 
trial activity.  Mr.  Shabecoff  points  out 
that   in   the  past  several   years   2.830 
wells  in  20  States  have  been  contami- 
nated and  that  this  number  continues 
to  grow  on  an  almost  daily  basis. 

One  answer  to  this  deficiency  is  the 
creation  of  a  national  groundwater 
commission.  Such  a  commission  could 
investigate,  among  other  things,  the 
adequacy  of  existing  standards  for 
groundwater  quality  under  State  and 
Federal  law.  the  merits  of  various 
methods  for  the  abatement  and  con- 
tainment of  groundwater  contamina- 
tion, and  whether  methods  for  aquifer 
restoration  are  practical  alternatives 
to  abatement  and  containment.  Upon 
completion  of  its  work,  the  commis- 
sion's report  could  be  used  by  Con- 
gress to  develop  a  comprehensive  na- 
tional plan  which  will  insure  that  ev- 
erything that  can  be  done,  will  be 
done,  and  that  the  Nation's  drinking 
water  will  be  safe  and  pure. 

An  amendment  to  create  a  national 
groundwater   commission   will   be   of- 
fered by  Mr.  Edgar  to  the  Hazardous 
Waste  Control  and  Enforcement  Act, 
H.R.  2867,  which  is  scheduled  for  the 
floor   next   week.    The    need   for   the 
commission  and  a  national  groundwat- 
er policy  is  clear.  If  my  colleagues  will 
take  a  few  minutes  to  read  the  follow- 
ing article,  I  am  confident  they  will 
agree  with  me. 
The  article  follows: 
[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  26.  19831 
U.S.  Effort  Grows  to  Protect  Water 
(By  Philip  Shabecoff) 
Washington,  July  25.— American  govern- 
ments at  all  levels  are  urgently  seeking  solu- 
tions to  the  increasing  contamination  of  the 
underground    water    supply    that    provides 
drinking  water  for  more  than  half  of  the 
country's  population. 

Because  there  is  no  nationwide  system  of 
monitoring  underground  water  pollution, 
the  full  extent  of  the  problem  is  not  known. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

But  environmental  experts  agree  that  the 
problem  is  serious  in  virtually  every  part  of 
the  country  and  is  getting  worse.  They  note 
that  once  ground  water  is  contaminated,  it 
is  extremely  difficult  and  sometimes  impos- 
sible to  reverse  the  process. 

NO  UNIFIED  NATIONAL  STRATEGY 

"We  are  sitting  on  a  time  bomb,  not  only 
in  my  district  but  in  every  Congressional 
district  and  every  locality  in  this  country. " 
said  Representative  Mike  Synar,  Democrat 
of  Oklahoma,  chairman  of  a  House  subcom- 
mittee that  is  investigating  the  problem. 

Despite  increasing  knowledge  and  growing 
alarm  about  the  magnitude  of  the  problem 
and  broad  legislative  authority  to  address  it, 
there  has  been  no  coordinated  national 
strategy  to  clean  up  contaminated  ground 
water  and  protect  supplies  that  are  still  pris- 
tine. In  fact,  there  is  no  agreement  that 
there  should  be  such  a  strategy. 

William  D.  Ruckelshaus,  the  new  Admin- 
istrator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  said  recently  that  he  has  given  high 
priority  to  protecting  ground  water  and  has 
assigned  a  special  group  in  his  agency  to  rec- 
ommend solutions. 

"But  we  must  all  understand  that  there  is 
no  quick  or  simple  solution,  '  he  told  a 
House  subcommittee  this  month.  "The 
problems  we  face  are  the  result  of  decades 
of  misunderstanding  and  neglect  of  this  vast 
resource." 

According  to  figures  assembled  by  Mr. 
Synar's  Environment  and  Natural  Re- 
sources subcommittee  of  the  House  Govern- 
ment Operations  Committee,  ground  water 
use  in  this  country  grew  from  21  billion  gal- 
lons a  day  in  1945  to  82  billion  gallons  in 
1975.  and  it  is  projected  to  reach  100  billion 
gallons  by  the  year  2000. 

Mr.  Synar  said  a  survey  showed  that  2.830 
wells  in  20  states  have  been  contaminated  in 
the  past  few  years  and  that  "almost  daily,  " 
dozens  of  new  wells  are  found  unusable  be- 
cause of  toxins  leaching  into  the  ground 
water. 

The  poisons  seep  into  the  water  from  a  va- 
riety of  sources,  including  waste  dumps, 
septic  tanks,  mining,  industrial  and  con- 
struction activity,  the  runoff  of  agricultural 
chemicals  and  the  injection  of  industrial 
chemicals  above,  below  and  sometimes  di- 
rectly into  the  aquifers. 

FLURRY  OF  LEGISLATIVE  ACTIVITY 

There  has  been  a  flurry  of  legislative  ac- 
tivity in  recent  weeks  as  Congress  has 
sought  to  come  to  grips  with  the  issue.  Last 
week  a  bipartisan  group  of  Congressmen 
said  they  were  introducing  a  bill  that  would 
create  a  national  groundwater  commission 
to  make  recommendations  on  what  needs  to 
be  done. 

Representative  James  J.  Plorio.  Democrat 
of  New  Jersey,  one  of  the  proposals  spon- 
sors, said  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  had  not  come  forward  with  a  pro- 
gram for  solving  the  problem.  "Millions  of 
people  rely  on  ground  water  for  their  drink- 
ing water  and  Congress  must  protect  it  from 
hazardous  and  other  kinds  of  waste. "  he 
said. 

A  policy  drafted  by  the  staff  of  the  envi- 
ronmental agency  proposed  Federal,  state 
and  local  cooperation  in  setting  national 
standards  for  using  equipment  that  would 
achieve  a  certain  level  of  clean  underground 
water.  But  President  Reagans  Cabinet 
Council  on  Natural  Resources  killed  the 
proposal  earlier  this  year  after  Interior  Sec- 
retary James  G.  Walt,  acting  chairman  of 
the  council,  criticized  it  as  an  infringement 
of  states'  rights. 
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CHANGE  IN  E.P.A.  PERSPECTIVE 

Mr.  Ruckelshaus  "is  not  committed  to  a 
national  ground  water  policy."  one  of  his 
aides  said  this  week.  But  neither  is  he  com- 
mitted against  such  a  policy."  he  added. 

Some  agency  officials  said,  however,  that 
there  has  been  a  substantial  change  in 
policy  perspective  on  ground  water  since 
Mr.  Ruckelshaus  took  office  this  year.  In 
particular,  they  said,  there  is  no  longer  any 
di.scussion  of  legislative  amendments  to  ease 
standards  imposed  under  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act,  or  to  weaken  protections  under 
the  Resource  Recovery  and  Conservation 
Act,  Clean  Water  Act  of  1972  and  other  stat- 
utes that  give  the  agency  its  mandate  to 
protect  water. 

The  agency's  change  in  attitude  on  the 
ground  water  issue  is  "like  night  and  day," 
said  one  official  who  asked  not  to  be  identi- 
fied. 

An  important  aspect  in  the  .search  for  so- 
lutions to  the  progressive  poisoning  of 
ground  water  is  that  to  control  the  quality 
of  the  water,  it  is  necessary  to  control  the 
use  of  the  land  above  it. 

But  land  use  decisions  have  historically 
been  a  jealously  guarded  prerogative  of 
state  and  local  governments.  Although  ad- 
vocates of  a  national  ground  water  policy 
have  noted  that  aquifers  do  not  conform  to 
state  or  local  boundaries,  this  tradition  has 
been  a  significant  stumbling  block  to  deal- 
ing with  the  issue  nationally. 

Some  ground  water  reservoirs,  such  as  the 
great  Ogallala  aquifer  that  runs  under  sev- 
eral Western  slates,  are  becoming  depleted 
as  growing  cities  withdraw  more  water  than 
is  put  in.  or  where  watersheds  that  absorb 
surface  water  and  refill  the  aquifers  are  de- 
veloped or  drained. 

NEW  YORK  AND  CONNECTICUT  PLANS 

In  some  areas,  including  Connecticut,  a 
start  has  been  made  in  regulating  land  use 
decisions  to  protect  ground  water. 

Connecticut  is  employing  a  land  use 
system  that  classifies  areas  for  levels  of  pro- 
tection to  be  afforded  ground  water.  Areas 
where  aquifers  are  recharged  receive  the 
highest  level  of  protection,  with  limits  on 
landfilling.  use  of  pesticides  and  highway 
de-icing  salts  and  other  safeguards.  Areas 
where  there  is  not  much  underground  water 
receive  the  least  protection  and  may  be  used 
for  such  activities  as  dumping  wastes. 

Several  states  have  adopted  such  classifi- 
cation plans,  according  to  environmental 
agency  officials,  and  others  have  considered 
or  are  considering  legislation  to  bar  the  use 
of  certain  toxins  that  have  been  found  to 
contaminate  underground  water  reserves. 

New  York  City  does  not  get  iUs  drinking 
water  from  underground  sources,  but  Long 
Island  does.  On  Long  Island,  several  major 
studies  have  been  initiated  and  prohibitions 
imposed  on  the  use  of  such  sub.stances  as 
alecarb.  a  pesticide  u.scd  for  potato  bugs, 
and  trichloroethylene.  and  industrial  sol- 
vent, both  of  which  are  suspected  cancer- 
causing  agents.  Also  under  assessment  are 
land  use  restraints,  particularly  on  the  Long 
Island  pine  barrens,  an  important  recharg- 
ing area  for  the  aquifer  underlying  the 
island. 

LACK  OF  MONITORING  SYSTEMS 

Ruth  Patrick,  chairman  of  the  Environ- 
mental Assessment  Council  of  the  Philadel- 
phia Academy  of  Natural  Sciences,  recently 
told  a  House  subcommittee  that  "no  nation- 
al systematic  effort  has  been  made  to  deter- 
mine the  frequency  of  contamination." 
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"To  date."  she  said,  "one  of  our  greatest 
problems  in  assessing  ground  water  con- 
tamination is  the  laclc  of  effertive  monitor- 
ing s.vstems;  because  of  this  lack,  we  do  not 
know  how  widespread  contamination  is.  nor 
do  we  know  the  health  effects  and  other  en- 
vironmental effects  produced  by  ground 
water  contamination." 

She  said  that  once  an  aquifer  is  contami- 
nated, it  can  be  cleaned  up  only  at  great 
cost,  and  that  sometimes  it  is  simply  not 
feasible  to  clean  ground  water  once  it  has 
become  polluted. 

Mr.  Synar  said  the  recent  hearings  on  the 
problem  had  demonstrated  that  "we  'don't 
have  enough  people  to  deal  with  it  and.  sec- 
ondly, we  don't  have  the  mechanical  exper- 
tise on  the  state  and  local  levels." 

He  said  he  was  convinced  that  the  states 
needed  Federal  help  in  dealing  with  the 
ground  water  issue  and  that  a  national 
ground  water  policy  was  required. 

■It  will  cost  some  money,  but.  as  the  com- 
mercial says,  you  can  pay  now  or  later."  he 
said.* 


RELEASE  OUR  MINERAL  AND 
MATERIAL  RESOURCES  FROM 
THE  RESOURCE  FREEZE  OF 
THE  1970S 


HON.  DAN  MARRlOn 

OF  UTAH 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Fhdav.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  MARRIOTT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today,  I  am  introducing  the  National 
Minerals  and  Materials  Policy  Coordi- 
nation Act  of  1983. 

This  bill  is  designed  chiefly  to  pro- 
vide a  more  central  focus  to  minerals 
and  materials  policy  considerations  of 
the  Federal  Government  and  to  focus 
the  mineral  assessment  work  of  the 
Government,  in  coordination  with  pri- 
vate industry  and  the  academic  and 
scientific  community,  in  such  a  way  as 
to  enable  us  to  make  more  informed 
land  use  decisions,  especially  in  areas 
currently  withdrawn  from  mineral  de- 
velopment. 

I  have  long  believed  that  we  should 
know  the  true  mineral  potential  of 
lands  which  the  Federal  Government, 
in  one  way  or  another,  proposes  to 
withdraw  from  mineral  development 
before  making  the  decision  to  with- 
draw them  for  extensive  periods  of 
time.  This  was  the  intent  of  Congress 
when  it  passed  the  Wilderness  Act  in 
1964. 

When  the  1964  Wilderness  Act  was 
enacted.  Congress  indicated  that  it  ex- 
pected the  mining  industry  and  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  explore 
potential  wilderness  lands  for  mineral 
content  so  that  Congress  would  have 
the  "benefit  of  professional  technical 
advice  as  to  the  presence  or  absence  of 
minerals  in  each  area'"  before  making 
a  decision  about  wilderness  designa- 
tion. (Conf.  Rep.  No.  1829.  88th  Con- 
gress. 2d  session  p.  19). 

But  the  truth  is  that  it  is  impossible 
to  come  to  any  final  conclusions  on 
the  presence  or  absence  of  minerals. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

We  can  never  say  that  we  know  all 
the  minerals  which  are  in  any  particu- 
lar lands  because  our  knowledge  of 
mineral  deposition  and  use  changes 
over  time. 

The  plain  fact  is  that  the  process  of 
assessing  the  true  mineral  potential  of 
the  Nations  lands  will  never  be  com- 
pleted because  of  the  nature  of  geolog- 
ic formations  and  of  economic  and  sci- 
entific progress.  The  identification  of 
potentially  recoverable  deposits  of  any 
mineral  is  dependent  on  the  continued 
advancement  of  geological  knowledge 
and  insight— and  it  is  dependent  on 
keeping  lands  open  for  exploration. 

When  a  wilderness  system  was  first 
contemplated,  proponents  emphasized 
that  only  a  limited  amount  of  land  was 
to  be  included  and  therefore,  the 
impact  on  mineral  resources  mini- 
mized. The  first  14.3  million  acres  that 
were  designated  as  wilderness  in  1964 
were  considered  an  almost  miniscule 
fraction  of  the  Nation's  land.  But  as 
those  acres  designated  as  wilderness 
have  mounted  through  the  years,  the 
land  possibilities  for  competing  inter- 
ests outside  of  wilderness  have  de- 
clined while  the  interpretation  of 
what  uses  are  allowable  in  wilderness 
has  narrowly  constricted  the  actual 
use  of  those  lands  including  an  effec- 
tive ban  on  legally  permissible  mining 
activity  under  the  1964  Wilderness 
Act. 

While  Congress  has  effectively  pre- 
vented lawful  mineral  activity  from 
proceeding  in  wilderness  areas,  in  addi- 
tion, through  various  appropriations 
bills,  it  has  effectively  extended  the 
closure  of  lands  from  any  use  to  an- 
other 40  million  acres  of  land  general- 
ly under  wilderness  consideration, 
thus  preempting  the  land-use  decision- 
making process. 

These  appropriations  bills  have  ef- 
fectively preempted  the  decisionmak- 
ing process  by  prohibiting  any  indus- 
try exploration  and  development  of  oil 
(including  tar  sand),  gas.  coal,  oil 
shale,  gilsonite.  phosphate,  sulphur, 
and  potassium  in  National  Forest 
System  lands  which  are  potential  wil- 
derness. Even  though  the  Department 
will  continue  to  assess  the  mineral 
value  of  these  lands,  in  the  absence  of 
real  exploration,  the  value  of  these 
evaluations  is  limited.  In  a  GAO 
report  (EMD-82-29  Feb.  4.  1982).  it 
was  found  that  the  estimates  of  miner- 
al potential  for  wilderness  study  areas 
have  been  erroneously  made,  that  is, 
where  nothing  was  known  of  the  min- 
eral potential  of  an  area,  the  field  per- 
sonnel reported  the  area  had  "no  po- 
tential '■  for  mineral  development. 

Some  of  the  advocates  of  earlier  ver- 
sions of  these  restrictions  were  willing 
to  prevent  exploration  or  development 
of  hardrock  minerals  in  some  1.5  mil- 
lion acres  of  acquired  forest  lands,  in- 
cluding the  Irish  in  Missouri,  which 
has  some  of  this  country's  highest  po- 
tential for  lead-zinc  resources,  Howev- 
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er,  after  concern  for  the  Nations 
needs  for  strategic  and  critical  miner- 
als was  expressed,  an  amendment  to 
exclude  those  hardrock  minerals  from 
the  bill  was  agreed  to. 

I  was  the  author  of  that  amendment 
and  today,  through  introduction  of 
this  bill.  I  raise  once  again  the  ques- 
tion: How  can  the  United  States  make 
informed  land  use  decisions  without  a 
means  to  continually  and  effectively 
assess  the  mineral  potential  of  our  Na- 
tion's lands? 

The  reach  for  more  land  to  be  placed 
in  wilderness— off-limits  and  inaccessi- 
ble to  all  but  a  limited  sector  of  a 
growing  population— has  met  with  in- 
creasing resistance  as  it  has  become 
evident  that  proponents  are  unwilling 
to  consider  alternative  nonexclusive 
uses  of  the  land  in  their  eagerness  to 
declare  wilderness  the  highest  and 
best  use. 

There  is  a  tremendous  fallacy  in  the 
notion  of  exclusive  use  so  adamantly 
applied  to  wilderness  areas  in  particu- 
lar. 

Many  advocates  would  have  us  be- 
lieve that  the  wilderness  designation 
by  Congress  effects  a  permanent  with- 
drawal of  those  lands  from  pro.scribed 
mineral  activity.  This  is  an  illusory 
goal.  The  pressure  on  wilderness,  both 
potential  and  actual,  for  oil  and  gas 
development,  for  example,  stems  from 
the  increasing  demand  for  energy  as 
the  population  expands  and  the  geo- 
logic fact  that  the  overthrust  belt, 
which  is  revealing  enormous  potential, 
coincides  with  the  mountainous  areas 
which  are  also  most  likely  candidates 
for  wilderness.  In  the  same  GAO 
report  these  advocates  cite  (EMD  81- 
40  Feb.  11.  1981)  to  indicate  how  much 
land  is  available  for  oil  and  gas  leas- 
ing. GAO  points  out  that  of  the  20 
million  acres  withdrawn  from  leasing 
in  5  States,  over  11  million  acres  are 
considered  to  be  valuable  for  oil  and 
gas. 

The  oft-stated  view  that  the  miner- 
als in  the  wilderness  lands  will  always 
be  available  whenever  an  emergency 
arises  is  naive  at  best.  It  reflects  an 
unaccountable  removal  from  reality 
which  results  in  irresponsible  action. 
Such  an  argument  gives  no  recogni- 
tion to  lead  times  involved  in  getting  a 
mineral  into  production— especially 
when  no  previous  mineral  investiga- 
tion has  taken  place  on  the  land. 

It  currently  takes  8  to  10  years  to 
bring  oil  and  gas  into  production 
where  there  has  been  no  previous  dis- 
covery, and  with  regard  to  hardrock 
minerals,  a  geologist  counts  himself 
fortunate  if  he  finds  one  major  ore 
body  in  30  years  of  searching. 

The  U.S.  import  dependence  for 
some  critical  and  strategic  minerals 
from  numerous  unstable  foreign 
sources  of  supply  is  too  well  known  to 
recount  here.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government   to  assure   that   the 
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United  States  will  not  be  found  want- 
ing in  an  emergency  should  supply  dis- 
ruptions occur.  Stockpiling  currently 
carries  with  it  a  $10  billion  price  tag. 
The  other  most  reasonable  alternative 
is  for  the  United  States  to  keep  its 
vast  lands  open  to  mineral  exploration 
and  development. 

The  notion  that  wilderness  and  min- 
eral exploration  are  incompatible  is 
outdated  and  clearly  false.  Mineral  ex- 
ploration results  in  minimal,  tempo- 
rary intrusion  in  the  land.  Mineral  de- 
velopment, outside  of  strip  mining,  re- 
sults in  minimal  temporary  disturb- 
ance of  the  land. 

Americans  seem  to  have  some  mis- 
conception about  the  actual  impact  of 
mining  activities  on  the  Nations  lands. 
The   Bureau   of   Mines'   (Information 
Circular     8862     published     in     1982) 
report  entitled    "Land  Utilization  and 
Reclamation  in  the  Mining  Industry. 
1930-80"  points  out  that  land  used  for 
mining    from    1930    through    1980,    a 
period  when  domestic  mining  activities 
were  called  upon  to  fulfill  mineral  re- 
quirements for  three  wars  and  an  ex- 
pansive economy,  amounted  to  a  cu- 
mulative total  of  5.7  million  acres  or 
just  one-quarter  of  1   percent  of  the 
total  U.S.  land  mass  and  that  figure 
includes    coal    mining    and    sand    and 
gravel  operations.  Currently,  0.13  per- 
cent  of   the   total   U.S.   land   mass   is 
being  used  for  mining  or  mineral  proc- 
essing  activities   while   70   percent   is 
used  for  agriculture,  3.4  percent  for 
national   parks,   3   percent   for   urban 
areas,  and  1.1  percent  for  Forest  Serv- 
ice  wilderness   areas.   Land   currently 
dedicated  to  mining  is  equivalent  to 
the  area  used  by   railroads  or  about 
two-thirds   of   the   area   used   by   air- 
ports. 

Over  the  last  decade,  much  of  the 
Nation's  prime  land  for  mineral  use 
has  been  under  what  might  be  termed 
a  resource  freeze.  The  Nations  large 
mineral  stockpiles  amassed  in  World 
War  II  and  the  Korean  war  have  been 
severely  depleted  over  this  same 
period,  perhaps  giving  the  Nation  a 
false  sense  of  mineral  security  due  to 
the  temporary  abundance  of  these 
minerals  in  the  market.  However,  the 
Nation  must  move  ahead  now  to  en- 
courage mineral  exploration  if  we 
expect  to  maintain  domestic  mineral 
capacity  in  the  1990s. 

This  Nation  had  long  ago  made  a  de- 
cision that  a  market  economy  is  the 
most  efficient  means  to  meet  the  Na- 
tions  economic,  defense,  and  social  re- 
quirements. But  in  the  1970s,  we 
began  denying  access  to  the  natural 
resources  upon  which  our  market 
economy  •  is  based.  We  have  w  ritten 
procedures  into  our  mineral  leasing 
laws  and  closed  so  much  land  to  explo- 
ration under  the  mining  laws  that  the 
Government  is  placed  in  the  position 
of  dictating  the  rate  and  timing  of  ex- 
ploration and  development  of  those  re- 
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sources  where  once  the  market  presid- 
ed over  those  decisions. 

Ignoring  lag  times  between  explora- 
tion on  the  one  hand  and  production 
on    the    other,    the    Federal    Govern- 
ment, as  owner  of  one-third  of  the  Na- 
tions  lands,  has  acted  increasingly  as 
a  monopolist,  by  withholding  the  leas- 
ing of  rights  to  explore  or  access  to 
promising   lands,   in  spite   of   the   in- 
creased  number   of   laws   and   regula- 
tions  insuring   environmental   protec- 
tion   in    any    development    that    may 
occur.  Thus,  the  Federal  Government 
has  sowed  the  seed  that  will  reap  the 
crisis  of  the  1990s  and  21st  century. 
The  trend  toward  leasing  mineral  ex- 
ploration   rights    in    accordance    with 
Government  projected  demand  instead 
of  leaving  land  open  for  exploration 
under  the  mineral  leasing  and  mining 
laws  has  stood  the  market  on  its  head, 
creating  a  climate  for  artificial  short- 
ages and  high  prices  for  the  1990's  and 
beyond. 

In  order  to  meet  anticipated  mineral 
and  material  resource  needs  in  the 
1990s  and  later,  we  must  release  our 
mineral  and  material  resources  from 
the  "Resource  Freeze"  of  the  1970s. 
This  is  the  decade  in  which  we  must 
move  to  do  that. 

But  we  must  proceed  to  unlock  our 
resources  with  intelligence  and  bal- 
ance. Perhaps  no  other  resource  lends 
itself  so  little  to  advance  Government 
planning  than  minerals.  Mineral  ex- 
ploration leading  to  discovery  of  a  re- 
coverable deposit  is  a  long,  costly,  and 
risky  process  because  of  the  nature  of 
mineral  deposition.  No  government 
can  dictate  where  to  look,  how  much 
money  to  spend,  or  how  long  to  look. 
That  is  why  mineral  exploration  and 
development  is  best  borne  by  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  why  lands  ought  to 
remain  open  for  exploration  activity 
without  time  constraints  or  exclusive 
use  restrictions.  Mineral  geology  is  not 
moved  by  artificial  surface  land 
boundaries. 

Yet,  we  must  face  the  fact  that  Con- 
gress, through  the  decade  of  the 
1970s,  has  placed  vast  amounts  of  the 
Federal  lands  off  limits  to  mineral  ac- 
tivity by  the  private  sector.  In  order  to 
assure  that  this  Nation  w^ill  have 
access  to  vital  mineral  resources  in 
time  of  national  need,  the  bill  I  am  in- 
troducing today  would  place  emphasis 
on  the  assessment  of  the  strategic  and 
critical  mineral  potential  of  withdrawn 
lands  through  cooperative  govern- 
ment-industry-academic and  scientific 
community  efforts.  In  this  connection, 
it  provides  for  an  integrated  informa- 
tion-generation and  decisionmaking 
process  which  will  enable  us  to  make 
genuinely  informed  land-use  decisions 
which  will  safeguard  our  future  and 
the  future  of  succeeding  generations 
of  Americans. 

The  bill  is  based  on  the  premise  that 
mineral  information  is  vital  to  our  na- 
tional welfare,  enabling  us  to  make  in- 
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formed  land-use  decisions  and  give  us 
options  in  the  event  of  a  national 
emergency.  The  bill  I  am  offering 
would  not  alter  the  environmental 
protection  afforded  any  of  our  Na- 
tions  lands  under  existing  law. 

The  advance  in  mining  technology 
and  reclamation  techniques,  along 
with  the  complete  network  of  environ- 
mental laws  and  regulations  in  place, 
insures  that  mineral  development  can 
take  place  today  with  solid  protection 
of  our  environment— our  air.  our 
water,  and  our  soils. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  convinced  that 
this  bill  will  go  a  long  way  toward  re- 
solving in  a  sound,  balanced  fashion 
the  important  resource  availability 
problems  of  the  future  caused  by  the 
resource  freeze  of  the  last  decade.  As 
such,  this  legislaton  is  vitally  impor- 
tant to  our  Nations  future.* 


AMERICAN  GATHERING  OF 
HOLOCAUST  SURVIVORS-II 


HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  the  recent  gathering  of  Holo- 
caust survivors.  Aviva  Kempner.  the 
child  of  a  Holocaust  survivor,  delivered 
a  speech  on  the  importance  of  docu- 
menting this  terrible  event. 

Nothing  can  be  more  painful  than 
reliving  this  tragic  period,  but  Aviva 
Kempners    remarks    show    why    we 
must    be   obsessed   with   documenting 
this  period  of  history.  I  commend  this 
speech  to  my  colleagues. 
Speech  Delivered  by  Aviva  Kempner  at  the 
American  Gathering  of  Holocaust  Sur- 
vivors ON  April  13.  1983 
Still  the  night,  and  full  of  starlight. 
And  the  frost -burned  on  the  land; 
Do  you  still  remember  how  I  taught  you 
To  hold  a  revolver  in  your  hand? 

(These  words  were  played  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  speech) 

This  song.  Shtil  Ki  Nakht  or  Still  the 
Night,  is  a  song  written  for  the  Jewish  un- 
derground in  the  Vilna  ghetto  which  is 
often  sung  at  Jewish  cultural  events  in  the 
United  Slates.  Even  Pete  Seeger  has  it  in 
his  repertory. 

In  the  past  two  years  I  have  conducted  an 
informal  survey  about  how  this  song  is  in- 
troduced. Let  me  give  you  two  very  distorted 
examples; 

1  In  the  Lillith  magazine  of  the  spring/ 
summer  1982  edition  Aviva  Cantor  included 
this  song  in  her  egalitarian  Hagada.  The  in- 
troduction reads:  "Hirsh  Glick.  a  partisan, 
wrote  this  poem  to  honor  Vitke  Kempner,  a 
woman  who  was  his  comrade  in  the  Vilna 
Ghetto  Uprising.  Both  were  killed  in  the  re- 
sist3,nc^ 

2  In  the  program  note  for  a  cultural  event 
in  Boston  on  the  theme  of  Jewish  resistance 
to  the  Nazis  the  description  reads:  "This 
song  was  written  to  commemorate  the  first 
uprising  of  the  Vilna  ghetto  against  the 
Nazi  army  in  1942.  It  is  dedicated  to  Vitka 
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Kempner.  a  young  woman  Glick  loved.  She 
was  a  leader  of  the  uprising  and  died  in  it.  " 

I  thought  about  entitling  my  speech 
'  Vitke  Kempner"  lives.  Although  she  risked 
her  life  daily  as  an  active  member  of  the 
Vilna  ghetto  underground  and  later  on  as  a 
partisan  in  the  Vilna  region,  she  did  not  die 
in  the  Vilna  ghetto  uprising  which  was  not 
even  in  1942.  but  in  1943.  She  is  alive  and 
well  and  living  in  the  kibbutz  Ein  Haroesh 
in  Israel  for  over  35  years.  And  by  the  way. 
she  is  not  a  relative. 

In  all  fairness  to  Aviva  Cantor  when  she 
wrote  her  Hagada  she  based  her  informa- 
tion alx)ut  Vitke  Kempner's  death  on  a  New- 
York  Times  article  in  1973  that  reported  a 
newly  released  American  Jewish  Commit- 
tee's detailed  document  describing  Jewish 
resistance.  Although  the  article  accurately 
reported  the  1942  action  as  being  an  open 
sabotage  of  blowing  up  a  German  train  with 
a  homemade  bomb  which  inspired  Hirsh 
Glick  to  write  this  song,  the  article  reports 
that  the  American  Jewish  committee  docu- 
ment states  that  Mi.ss  Kempner  was  later 
killed  while  serving  the  partisan  forces. 

Hirsh  Glick.  the  traubador  of  the  Vilna 
ghetto,  died  in  Estonia,  not  in  the  Vilna 
ghetto  uprising  of  1944.  The  uprising  was  in 
1943  and  not  in  1944.  He  also  wrote  the 
famous  Partisan  Hymn.  Zog  Nit  Keyn  Mol 
or  Never  Say.  which  I  have  read  as  being 
mistakenly  identified  as  being  written  in  the 
Warsaw  Ghetto. 

But  two  and  a  half  years  ago  I  could  never 
tell  you  about  these  factual  distortions.  I 
know  them  about  this  song  only  because  of 
a  personal  and  professional  trek  I  l>egan  at 
that  time  by  working  on  a  documentary  film 
on  Jewish  resistance  against  the  Nazis.  I 
had  been  brought  up  as  a  child  of  a  survivor 
knowing  very  little  about  the  Holocaust  be- 
cause it  was  too  painful  for  my  mother  to 
speak  about  it  and  she  said  she  wanted  to 
protect  her  children.  Growing  up  in  Detroit 
in  the  60s  did  not  allow  for  much  education 
on  the  Holocaust.  My  conception  of  the  Hol- 
ocaust was  based  on  the  popular  images  of 
the  Warsaw  Ghetto  Uprising.  Anne  Frank 
and  Auschwitz. 

For  me.  Leon  Uris  was  my  teacher.  I  first 
learned  about  the  concentration  camp)s  de- 
vouring E.xodus  in  one  weekend  and  about 
the  Warsaw  Ghetto  Uprising  reading  Mila 
18.  I  read  both  these  books  at  least  three 
times.  I  did  not  realize  at  that  time  that  this 
popular  author  was  taking  almost  illegal  lit- 
erary license  to  make  good  popular  Ameri- 
can storytelling.  For  instance,  until  I  started 
working  on  the  documentary  film  I  always 
thought  that  Mordecai  Aniliowioi:  had  a 
shiksa  girlfriend  who  aided  in  the  uprising. 

I  also  learned  that  the  Warsaw  Ghetto 
Uprising  was  not  the  only  incident  of  Jewish 
resistance  but  that  it  occurred  in  many 
other  cities.  The  first  call  for  it  was  written 
in  the  Vilna  Ghetto  which  is  one  reason 
why  Vilna  was  chosen  as  the  subject  for  the 
documentary  film. 

I  do  not  know  how  many  second  genera- 
tion in  this  audience  share  the  ignorance  I 
possessed  about  the  Holocaust.  But  it  would 
not  surprise  me  if  it  were  a  majority  of  you. 
I  certainly  do  not  blame  my  mother  for 
trying  to  shield  me  from  her  painful  memo 
ries.  I  think  that  there  was  not.  until  very 
recently,  the  support  and  encouragement  to 
learn  about  the  historical  aspects  of  the 
Holocaust. 

Today  we  have  a  special  responsibility  to 
both  educate  ourselves  and  document  the 
thousands  of  untold  stories.  I  am  not  telling 
everyone  to  go  make  a  documentary  film,  al- 
though I  feel  that  the  film  I  am  working  on 
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as  well  as  the  other  many  documentary 
films  and  video  history  projects  about  the 
survivors  are  the  most  important  documen- 
tation to  be  supported  today  since  they  will 
preserve  the  survivor  stories  for  the  future 
generations.  In  a  hundred  years  from  now  I 
want  our  de.scendants  to  be  learning  about 
the  Holocaust  from  the  mouths  of  the  survi- 
vors not  from  the  Polish  accent  of  Meryl 
St  repp  who  could  not  even  think  to  mention 
that  tragic  period  while  accepting  her  Acad- 
emy Award  this  week. 

And  we  need  to  lobby  American  Jewish  or- 
ganizations, not  just  survivors,  to  financially 
support  these  documentary  film  projects. 

Let  me  suggest  some  ways  to  personally 
document  the  Holocaust.  When  in  New 
York  city  slop  by  the  YIVO.  the  Yiddish  re 
search  institute,  and  utilize  their  collection 
even  to  only  read  about  your  parents'  home- 
towns before  the  war.  Remember  that  rich 
heritage  of  eastern  European  Jewry.  Don't 
let  the  Nazis  succeed  in  having  completely 
wiped  out  the  memories  of  it.  Try  to  take 
classes  in  Yiddish  and  Ladino  so  they  won't 
become  forgotten.  There  is  al.so  tlie  Leo 
Beck  Institute  that  you  have  heard  about 
today.  While  in  Israel  make  sure  to  go  to 
Yad  Vashem  and  the  Ghetto  Fighters  Kib- 
butz and  study  the  exhibits  and  make  time 
to  also  do  -some  research  about  the  places 
your  survivor  parents  lived  during  the  war. 

Educate  yourselves  and  become  familiar 
with  the  historical  accounts,  the  survivor 
testimonies,  and  the  documents.  See  for 
yourself  the  photo  albums  from  the  ghet- 
toes  where  your  parents  stayed.  Soak  it  in 
and  try  to  encourage  education  and  docu- 
mentation in  your  local  communities, 
schools,  and  synagogues.  Try  to  get  your 
parents  and  family  to  talk  about  their  expe- 
riences. Since  I  started  working  on  my  film  I 
have  interviewed  my  relatives  in  Israel  and 
am  slowly  trying  to  encourage  my  mother  to 
talk.  Be  patient  because  their  stories  are 
recollections  of  living  through  hell.  We  need 
to  listen  to  them  and  record  them. 

Time  is  running  out  for  us.  We  must 
spend  these  next  years  obsessed  with  docu- 
menting our  history.  It  is  an  especially  im- 
portant responsibility  since  there  are  revi- 
sionist historians  trying  to  prove  it  never 
happened.  And  we  are  doubly  burdened  be- 
cause distortions  even  appear  in  our  own 
Jewish  publications  and  events. 

Maybe  we  should  view  ourselves  as  a  new- 
kind  of  soldier— the  enemy  is  the  distorted 
fact,  the  untold  tale,  the  unpublished  ac- 
count. Instead  of  guns  we  are  armed  with 
cameras,  tape  recorders,  and  pens.  Instead 
of  sabotage  actions  against  the  enemy  we 
need  to  look  among  our  families  and  our 
communities.  Since  working  on  the  film  I 
discovered  the  man  whose  shop  I  had  been 
taking  my  typewriter  for  repair  was  a  parti- 
san from  Vilna.  His  daughter  is  here  today 
and  she  is  writing  a  novel  about  his  experi- 
ences. 

We  should  make  a  commitment  by  our 
conference  of  the  International  Network  of 
Children  of  Jewish  Holocaust  Survivors  to 
establish  video  projects  in  all  our  communi- 
ties, to  support  documentary  films  about 
survivors  and  their  children  and  encourage 
survivors  to  write  out  their  accounts. 

Let  us  dedicate  ourselves  to  the  inspiring 
ending  of  Glicks  Partisan  Hymn: 

"As  the  hour  that  we  have  longed  for  is  so 

near— 
Our  step   beats   out   the   message— we   are 

here  " 
During  these  past  days  we  have  seen  that 
these  witnesses  are  here.  Let  us  take  it  upon 
ourselves  as  the  second  generation  to  say  we 
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are  al.so  here  to  hear  and  document  their 
experiences.* 


RAILROADS  UNDERBID  SLURRY 
PIPELINE 

HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  PLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  much 
has  been  said  about  how  coal  slurry 
pipelines  would  supposedly  provide  a 
less  expensive  competitive  alternative 
for  moving  coal.  However,  according  to 
an  article  in  the  July  23  Washington 
Post,  a  major  utility,  the  Arkansas 
Power  &  Light  Co.,  recently  signed  a 
20-year  contract  with  two  railroads, 
the  Chicago  Northwestern  and  the 
Union  Pacific,  for  the  movement  of 
coal. 

What  is  significant  about  this  con- 
tract is  that  the  two  railroads  under- 
bid a  proposed  coal  slurry  line.  Indeed, 
the  senior  vice  president  of  Arkansas 
Power  &  Light  noted  that  the  project- 
ed costs  of  the  proposed  pipeline  have 
jumped  three  or  four  times  from  the 
original  estimates. 

The  Post  article  follows; 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  23.  19831 

Two  Railroads  Outbid  Pipeline 

Consortium  for  Coal  Shipment 

(By  Cliff  Tan) 

Two  major  railroads  yesterday  won  a  con- 
tract to  deliver  coal  from  Wyoming  to  Ar- 
kan.sas  power  plants,  outbidding  a  coal 
slurry  pipeline  con.sorlium.  in  an  apparent 
setback  for  coal  slurry  promoters. 

The  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  Co.  an- 
nounced a  20-year  contract  with  the  Chica- 
go North  Western  Transportation  Co.  and 
the  Union  Pacific  System,  which  includes 
the  Union  Pacific  and  Missouri  Pacific  rail- 
roads, to  move  low-sulphur  coal  from  the 
Powder  River  Basin  in  Wyoming  to  its 
White  Bluff  and  Independence  power 
plants. 

Chicago  North  Western  and  Union  Pacific 
had  underbid  the  ETSI  (Energy  Transporta- 
tion Systems  Inc.)  Pipeline  Project  for  the 
transportation  contract.  The  two  railroads 
and  ETSI.  along  with  Burlington  Northern 
Inc..  submitted  bids  to  Arkansas  Power  & 
Light  April  15. 

Coal  slurry  is  coal  crushed  and  mixed  with 
water  and  then  transported  along  a  pipeline 
system.  Proponents  of  slurry  pipelines  claim 
that  these  s.vstems  present  a  low-cost  alter- 
native to  the  railroad's  virtual  monop)oly  on 
transporting  coal. 

Railroads  have  opposed  the  pipeline, 
saying  that  they  will  suffer  greatly  and  that 
the  cost  of  shipping  other  commodities  will 
go  up  if  pipeline  transport  comes  into  being. 

In  the  inten.se  political  debate  over  the 
two  competing  systems.  Congress  is  consid- 
ering legislation  that  would  give  pipeline  op- 
erators eminent  domain,  the  power  to  ac- 
quire rights  of  way  despite  railroad  protes- 
tations. A  spokesman  for  the  Slurry  Trans- 
port A.s.sociation  said  legislation  probably 
will  be  voted  on  in  September. 

Previously,  pipelines  have  been  blocked 
either  by  stales  worried  about  whether 
their    water   resources   should   be   used   to 
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make  slurry,  or.  pipeline  supporters  claim, 
by  railroads,  which  will  not  let  pipelines  ac- 
quire the  right-of-way  beneath  the  tracks. 

A  staff  member  of  the  House  water  and 
power  subcommittee  said  even  though  ETSI 
had  been  underbid,  that  still  does  not  mean 
that  the  slurry-pipeline  measures  will  fail  in 
Congress. 

The  issue  for  proponents  of  the  measures, 
he  said,  is  whether  maximum  competition 
will  hold  in  the  coal-lransportation  field. 
What  is  important  is  giving  pipeline  opera- 
tors the  chance  to  compete,  he  said,  adding 
it  is  less  important  whether  railroads  under- 
bid pipeline  operators  as  long  as  competi- 
tion exists. 

We  personally  don't  know  how  they 
could  do  it  and  make  money. "  said  Stuart 
Serkin.  of  the  Slurry  Transport  Association, 
about  the  railroads'  bid.  It  makes  you 
think  if  they're  doing  this  to  put  ETSI  out 
of  business."  he  added. 

A  spokesman  for  Union  Pacific,  however, 
said  his  company  will  fully  recover  costs  and 
make  money  from  the  bid  it  submitted  to 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light.  He  also  denied  a 
conscious  attempt  by  Union  Pacific  to  put 
ETSI  out  of  business. 

Jerry  L.  Maulden,  president  of  Arkansas 
Power  &  Light,  said  his  company  has  been  a 
supporter  of  the  slurry  pipelines  in  the  past 
and  still  believes  they  are  a  viable  alterna- 
tive. 

Charles  Steel,  senior  vice  president  of  Ar- 
kansas Power  &  Light,  .said  competition  has 
increased  for  pipeline  proponents  since  pas- 
sage of  the  Staggers  Act  in  1980.  the  major 
rail  deregulation  legislation  that  permits 
many  railroads  to  conclude  specific-com- 
modity contracts  with  utilities,  at  lower 
rates  than  before  deregulation. 

In  addition,  the  projected  costs  of  the 
slurry  pipeline  system  have  jumped  three  to 
four  times  from  original  estimations,  he 
said. 

The  White  Bluff  and  Independence  power 
plants  in  Arkan.sas  will  require  between  10 
and  11  million  tons  of  coal  a  year  at  full  op- 
eration. At  currently  regulated  coal  trans- 
portation, that  would  represent  a  shipping 
bill  of  between  $230  million  and  $250  million 
a  year.* 


SENATOR  GLENN'S  OBSERVA- 
TIONS ABOUT  THE  NAACP  AND 
CIVIL  RIGHTS  IN  AMERICA 


HON.  LOUIS  STOKES 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  opportunity  to  share  the  remarks 
of  Ohio  Senator  John  Glenn  at  the 
74th  Annual  Convention  of  the  Na- 
tional Association  for  the  Advance- 
ment of  Colored  People  with  my  col- 
leagues. 

In  his  remarks  to  the  convention  del- 
egates. Senator  Glenn  made  some  par- 
ticularly salient  observations  about 
the  history  of  America's  oldest  civil 
rights  organization.  He  capsulated 
many  of  the  major  achievements  and 
historic  actions  of  the  National  Asso- 
ciation for  the  Advancement  of  Col- 
ored People  in  their  efforts  to  eradi- 
cate discrimination  and  injustice  in 
this  Nation. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Additionally.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Sena- 
tor outlined  his  personal  involvement 
and  views  on  the  civil  rights  movement 
today. 

Concluding  his  eloquent  remarks, 
Senator  Glenn  provided  very  insight- 
ful projections  about  the  challenges 
before  the  NAACP  and  those  of  us 
committed  to  the  struggle  for  civil 
rights,  justice,  and  equality  for  all  citi- 
zens. 

At  this  time.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  insert 
Senator  John  Glenn's  remarks  in  the 
Record. 

Remarks  of  Senator  John  Glenn  Before 
THE  74th  Annual  Convention  of  the 
NAACP 

Whenever  I'm  asked  to  speak  before  a 
Convention  such  as  this,  the  person  intro- 
ducing me  almo.st  always  mentions  at  least 
two  things.  One  of  them  is  my  military 
career— and  the  other  is  my  participation  in 
America's  space  program. 

And  you  know  something?  Even  after  all 
these  years.  I  don't  mind  it  a  single  bit.  I'm 
proud  of  the  service  I've  been  able  to  give 
this  country— and  I'm  deeply  honored  that 
many  people  still  consider  me  a  patriot  and 
a  hero. 

But  let  me  suggest  that  if  anyone  is  look- 
ing for  patriots  or  heroes,  they  need  only 
look  around  this  room  and  into  the  history 
of  this  great  organization.  For  74  years  now. 
the  NAACP  has  served  on  the  front  lines  in 
one  of  the  most  epic  struggles  in  human  his- 
tory: the  struggle  for  freedom,  justice  and 
equality. 

The  struggle  was  often  lonely— and  some- 
times the  battle  seemed  lost.  But  even  when 
the  hour  was  dark,  you  never  gave  up  and 
you  never  gave  in.  You  pursued  the  dream 
and  you  kept  the  faith,  and  you  bore  wit- 
ness to  that  prophecy  of  old:  "Persecuted, 
but  not  forsaken:  cast  down,  but  not  de- 
stroyed." 

So  I've  come  to  New-  Orleans  this  morning 
to  praise  your  courage  and  to  salute  your 
conviction— and  to  say  how-  proud  I  am  to 
have  stood  with  you  in  all  the  battles  we 
have  fought  together. 

I  am  especially  proud  of  our  success  in 
getting  your  former  General  Counsel— Nate 
Jones— appointed  Judge  of  the  Sixth  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  in  my  home  state  of  Ohio. 
I  am  equally  proud  to  have  worked  with 
your  former  Washington  representative- 
Clarence  Mitchell— on  issues  ranging  from 
school  desegregation  to  civil  service 
reform— and  to  have  joined  hands  with  El- 
eanor Holmes  Norton  in  reorganizing  and 
strengthening  the  Equal  Opportunity  Em- 
ployment Commission. 

I  am  proud  to  have  voted  for  every  single 
piece  of  civil  rights  legislation  that  has 
come  through  the  Senate  since  I  have  been 
a  member— and  I  am  proud  to  stand  before 
you  today  as  a  sponsor  of  the  bill  to  make 
Martin  Luther  King's  birthday  a  national 
holiday. 

But  above  all  else.  I  am  proud  of  the 
battle  we  waged  and  won  a  year  ago  this 
month  to  save  and  extend  the  Voting  Rights 
Act.  It  has  been  said  that  by  crushing  the 
right  wing  filibuster,  the  Senate  reaffirmed 
the  most  basic  civil  right  of  all:  the  right  to 
cast  a  ballot  freely  and  have  it  counted 
fairly. 

But  I  say  to  you  that  passing  the  Voting 
Rights  Act  was  the  easy  part.  The  hard  part 
is  just  beginning— and  that  is  to  ensure  that 
the  power  of  the  ballot  is  used,  and  not  re- 
fused. 
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And  that  is  why  your  voter  registration 
drive  is  so  vitally  important.  We  all  know 
that  black  votes  can  make  a  difference.  We 
saw-  it  in  the  Congressional  elections  last 
fall— and  we  saw  it  again  in  Chicago  earlier 
this  year.  But  today— just  16  months  before 
one  of  the  most  critical  elections  in  our  Na- 
tion's history— more  than  7  million  poten- 
tial black  voters  remain  unregistered. 

So  the  task  is  clear— and  the  lesson  is.  too. 
As  Ben  Hooks  has  said,  you  must  "find  em. 
sign  em.  and  get  em  to  the  polls. "  In  No- 
vember of  1984.  the  voice  of  black  America 
must  be  heard.  And  in  January  of  1985.  the 
voice  of  black  America  will  be  heeded. 

And  that  day  is  certainly  long  overdue. 
For  two  and  a  half  long  years  now.  we've 
watched  the  doors  of  opportunity  slowly 
slam  shut  in  this  country. 

But  when  you  slop  to  think  about  it, 
maybe  that's  not  too  surprising. 

After  all.  President  Reagan  neatly 
summed  up  his  Administration's  attitude 
toward  black  America  last  fall  in  a  speech 
before  the  National  Black  Republican  Coun- 
cil. He  said  that  past  Federal  efforts  to  help 
minorities  were  a  failure— and  went  onto  say 
that  if  the  Great  Society  had  never  been  in- 
augurated—and I  quote— "black  fam- 
ilies .  .  .  would  be  appreciably  better  off 
today. " 

Last  September.  Atlanta  Mayor  Andrew- 
Young  reflected  on  those  callous  words.  He 
reflected  on  them— and  he  wept.  But  those 
who  know  Andy  Young  know  that  his  tears 
were  not  tears  of  surrender.  They  were  tears 
of  frustration— frustration  at  how-  pitifully 
little  some  people  have  learned  from  the 
civil  rights  .struggles  of  the  past. 

And  I  know  I  speak  for  Andy— and  for 
every  person  in  this  hall  today— when  I  say 
that  we  will  not  allow  our  frustration  to 
deter,  deflect  or  detain  us.  We  will  not  re- 
treat or  abandon  the  cause.  We  will  join 
hands,  link  arms,  and  continue  the  journey. 
And  we  shall  overcome  someday. 

And  in  the  meantime,  we  will  speak  out. 
We  will  speak  out  against  tax  cuts  targeted 
mostlv  to  the  rich— and  against  budget  cuts 
aimed  mainly  at  the  poor.  We  will  speak 
out.  against  a  selective  recovery  that  prom- 
ises renewed  prosperity  for  some— but  only 
continued  misery  for  others.  And  above  all. 
we  will  speak  out  against  an  unjust  and 
unfair  economic  philosophy  that  takes  most 
from  those  who  have  least. 

So  I  don't  blame  you  for  lacking  faith  in 
Administration  policies.  Not  when  black  un- 
employment still  officially  hovers  around 
20%— and  unofficially  soars  much  higher. 
Not  when  the  jobless  rate  among  minority 
voulh  continues  to  exceed  50'^c  in  many 
areas.  And  not  when  the  income  gap  be- 
tween whites  and  blacks  grows  steadily 
wider. 

Two  years  ago  last  month.  President 
Reagan  talked  about  that  income  gap  before 
the  NAACP  Convention  in  Denver.  After 
pledging  that  his  policies  would  result  in 
•economic  emancipation.  "  the  President 
said— and  I  quote— "I  do  not  intend  to  let 
America  drift  further  toward  economic  seg- 
regation." 

Well,  now  it's  two  summers  later— and 
that  drift  has  become  a  stampede.  When 
President  Reagan  took  office  in  1981.  the 
earnings  gap  between  black  and  white  fami- 
lies averaged  130  dollars  per  week.  By  the 
first  quarter  of  1983.  that  gap  had  widened 
by  6  percent  for  families,  and  by  IS^c  for  in- 
dividuals. 

In  fact,  the  income  gap  between  blacks 
and  whites  has  grown  nearly  10  limes  faster 
during  the  first  two  years  of  this  Adminis- 
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tration  than  it  did  during  the  last  two  years 
of  the  previous  one. 

Instead  of  the  economic  emancipation  you 
were  promised,  you've  been  driven  even  fur- 
ther into  the  bondage  of  inequality.  Well.  I 
say  this  country  has  come  too  far  to  return 
to  the  days  when  there  were  two  Americas.  I 
refuse  to  accept  the  proposition  that  minor- 
ity-owned businesses  deserve  less  than  3  per- 
cent of  all  Federal  contracts.  And  I  reject 
the  idea  that  a  decent  job  at  a  decent  wage 
should  be  a  dream  deferred. 

But  simply  creating  jobs  today  is  not 
enough.  We  i  ust  also  ensure  that  both  our 
industries  an  1  our  workers  have  the  tools 
they  need  for  the  future.  As  leaders  in  the 
black  community,  you  know  exactly  what 
I'm  talking  atx)ut.  You  know  that  new  tech- 
nologies are  changing  our  world  as  dramati- 
cally as  the  Industrial  Revolution  did  a  cen- 
tury ago.  You  know  that  many  of  the  jot>s 
held  by  minorities  today  could  well  be  elimi- 
nated tomorrow.  And  you  know  that  if  our 
people  don't  get  the  kind  of  training  they 
need,  they  can't  build  the  kind  of  future 
they  deserve. 

Well.  I  share  those  concerns.  And  that's 
why  I'll  soon  l)e  introducing  legislation  to 
create  a  job  training  trust  fund  for  workers 
in  need  of  help— and  it's  why  I've  recently 
announced  a  7  billion  dollar  education  pro- 
gram to  restore  e.xcellence  and  opportunity 
in  our  schools.  At  the  college  level— where 
cutbacks  in  student  aid  have  devastated 
blacks  and  other  minorities— I  have  also 
proposed  a  national  voluntary  service  pro- 
gram that  would  permit  high  school  gradu- 
ates to  earn  tuition  grants  in  e.xchange  for 
work  in  their  local  communities. 

You  and  I  know  that  it  will  take  all  this— 
and  more— to  restore  excellence  in  our 
schools  and  opportunity  in  our  society.  But 
to  those  who  .say  we  cannot  afford  to  make 
the  effort.  I  reply  that  we  can  Ill-afford  not 
to.  You're  doing  your  part  through  the 
NAACP  Scholarship  Fund  and  through 
such  outstanding  programs  as  ACT-SO.  And 
now  it  is  time  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  do  its  part  as  well.  In  the  future,  we  must 
ensure  that  no  worker  who  is  willing  to 
learn  is  ever  denied  the  chance  to  gain  new 
skills  for  a  better  job.  And  we  must  see  to  it 
that  no  black  student  or  any  other  young 
American  finds  the  door  to  a  decent  life 
barred  by  a  .school  system  that  has  failed  to 
educate  him. 

So  we  will  continue  to  insist  on  quality 
education  for  all  Americans— and  we  will 
continue  to  resist  any  proposal  that  would 
grant  tax  exemptions  to  segregationist  acad- 
emies. And  before  the  Administration  asks 
us  to  help  any  more  schools  that  practice 
racism  as  part  of  their  religion,  let  me  say  it 
as  bluntly  as  I  can:  Mr.  President,  there  is  a 
huge  difference  between  the  epistles  of  the 
New  Testament  and  the  apostles  of  the  New 
Right. 

In  the  coming  decade,  we  will  face  other 
important  challenges  as  well.  On  the  great 
issues  of  equality,  we  must  renew  the  strug- 
gle to  make  the  old  dream  of  justice  a  new 
American  reality.  And  as  a  first  step,  let  us 
demand  that  the  Reagan  Administration 
spend  a  little  more  time  promoting  civil 
rights— and  a  little  less  time  stacking  the 
Civil  Rights  Commission. 

We  must  also  continue  to  stand  with  the 
majority  of  Americans  who  are  women.  And 
we  must  not  rest  until  the  ERA  is  passed  by 
the  Congress,  ratified  by  the  stales,  and 
written  into  our  Constitution. 

And  let  me  .say  that  under  a  Glenn  Ad- 
ministration, there  would  be  no  retreat 
from  the  goals  of  Affirmative  Action.  Final- 
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ly— and  at  long  last— let  us  build  a  society 
where  blacks  and  other  minorities  are  ele- 
vated to  the  corporate  boardroom,  instead 
of  relegated  to  the  company  dining  room. 

In  the  meantime.  I  believe  that  lho.se  of 
us  in  government  have  a  responsibility  to 
take  the  lead.  So  I'm  proud  to  have  the 
NAACP's  former  Deputy  Executive  Direc- 
tor—Charles Smith— now  serving  as  my 
Deputy  National  Political  Director— and  I 
can  tell  you  there  wasn't  a  better  qualified 
candidate  in  the  country. 

I'm  al.so  proud  to  have  lured  Reginald  Gil- 
liam away  from  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission— where  President  Carter  had 
made  him  only  the  second  black  Commis- 
sioner m  that  agency's  94-year  history.  As 
many  of  you  know.  Reg  worked  on  my 
Senate  staff  for  five  years  as  a  Senior  Legis- 
lative Counsel— and  he  now  serves  as  Chair- 
man of  my  National  Political  Advisory  Com- 
mittee. The  distinguished  President  of  the 
Ohio  NAACP-Mrs.  Dorothy  Burch- al.so 
serves  on  that  Committee— and  so  do  more 
than  100  other  prominent  black  Americans. 

And  let  me  say  that  I  intend  to  continue 
this  commitment  as  President.  We  all  know 
the  Reagan  Administration's  shameful 
record  on  minority  appointments— and 
we've  heard  all  their  excuses  about  not 
being  able  to  find  qualified  candidates.  Well. 
I  intend  to  find  those  candidates— and  I 
assure  you  that  those  who  1  do  appoint  will 
be  more  than  mere  tokens. 

And  every  single  one  of  my  appoint- 
ments—black and  white— will  enforce  the 
laws.  My  Attorney  General  will  see  to  it 
that  the  agency  he  heads  Is  truly  a  Depart- 
ment of  Justice.  My  Assistant  Attorney 
General  won't  need  Aaron  Henry  or  Jesse 
Jackson  to  take  him  on  a  tour  before  he  un- 
derstands the  difference  between  civil  rights 
and  civil  rights  violations.  And  my  Budget 
Director  won't  spend  his  first  two  years 
merrily  slashing  away  at  equal  employment 
opportunity  programs  or  housing  discrimi- 
nation enforcement  funds. 

Lately,  of  course,  the  Administration  has 
been  telling  us  that  it's  all  a  misunderstand- 
ing—and that  they're  now  deeply  concerned 
about  civil  rights.  So  this  week  they  filed 
their  first  .school  desegration  suit— and 
vowed  to  put  "real  teeth  "  into  enforcement 
provisions  of  the  Fair  Housing  Act. 

But  it's  no  accident  they  announced  their 
desegregation  suit  on  the  same  day  the 
NAACP  opened  its  Convention.  It's  no  acci- 
dent they  unveiled  their  fair  housing  plan 
the  day  before  the  Senate  began  confirma- 
tion hearings  on  the  President's  nominees 
to  the  Civil  Rights  Commission.  And  if  this 
Administration  ever  enforces  the  law  in  a 
way  that  actually  helps  our  minority  citi- 
zens, then  I  say  that  will  be  an  accident. 

The  White  House  can  i-ssue  press  releases 
until  they  run  out  of  paper,  but  it  won't 
change  the  facts.  Over  the  past  30  months, 
they've  tried  to  turn  the  clock  back  In 
almost  every  area  of  civil  rights— and  that 
record  speaks  a  lot  louder  than  this  year's 
public  relations  offensive  or  last  year's  pho- 
tograph of  the  President  visiting  a  black 
household  in  the  state  of  Maryland. 

Instead  of  spending  all  their  time  dressing 
windows,  let  this  Administration  start  re- 
dressing wrongs.  And  since  they  still  don't 
seem  to  understand  the  distinction,  let  us 
say  it  clearly  and  let  us  say  it  frankly:  Black 
Americans  don't  want  photo  opportunities— 
they  want  equal  opportunities. 

And  that  brings  me  to  the  final  i.ssue  I 
want  to  address  this  morning.  Because  just 
as  we  must  meet  our  obligations  at  home,  so 
must    we   stand    up    to   our    responsibilities 
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abroad.  The  Reagan  Administration  likes  to 
describe  its  foreign  policy  as  one  of  ■quiet 
diplomacy"— when  in  reality.  It  is  only  an 
excuse  for  closing  their  ears  to  the  cries  of 
poor  and  oppressed  peoples  around  the 
world. 

But  you  and  I  know  that  when  America 
loses  its  voice  for  human  rights,  it  speaks 
for  very  little— and  stands  for  even  less.  In 
1984.  we  need  an  Administration  that  treats 
political  refugees  fairly— and  respects  their 
rights  fully.  And  we  need  an  Administration 
that  will  pursue  a  policy  of  better  relations 
with  the  people  of  black  Africa,  instead  of 
"constructive  engagement  "  with  the  apart- 
heid regime  of  South  Africa. 

And  now  let  me  close  my  remarks  with 
one  final  thought.  Paul  Lawrence  Dunbar 
once  observed  that  "black  life  in  America  is 
a  promise,  not  a  fulfillment.  " 

Sadly,  those  words  still  ring  true  today— 
82  years  after  they  were  written.  This  morn- 
ing. I  have  talked  about  a  few  of  the  things 
we  must  do  to  finally  fulfill  that  promise. 

But  you  and  I  both  know  that  the  answer 
does  not  lie  in  law  or  policy  alone.  Ultimate- 
ly, it  is  in  the  far  more  difficult  struggle  to 
change  the  hearts  and  minds  of  men  and 
women,  so  that  the  blights  of  bigotry  and 
racism  are  finally  and  forever  cleansed  from 
the  deepest  recesses  of  America's  soul. 

In  that  great  cause,  we  are  united  as 
brothers.  So  in  the  words  of  the  black  na- 
tional anthem,  let  us  "march  on  till  victory 
is  won.  "  Together,  we  shall  renew  our 
strength,  stay  the  path,  and  continue  the 
journe.\"  until  justice  shall  roll  down  like 
water  and  righteousness  like  a  mighty 
stream  And  one  day— my  friends— one  day 
soon,  we  shall  fulfill  the  dream— the  dream 
that  will  truly  make  all  Americans  free  at 
last. 

Thank  you  very  much.* 


July  29,  1983 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


COAL  IS  STILL  THE  BEST  RE- 
SOURCE FOR  ENERGY  INDE- 
PENDENCE 


HON.  RICHARD  J.  DURBIN 

Of  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  despite 
the  fact  that  energy  independence  in 
the  United  States  is  currently  taking  a 
back  seat  to  other  important  and 
pressing  issues.  I  feel  we  should  not 
lo.se  sight  of  the  importance  energy  in- 
dependence plays  in  a  strong  economy. 

In  the  20th  District  of  Illinois  not 
only  is  national  energy  independence 
important,  but  also  the  large  part  that 
Illinois  coal  can  play  in  making  the 
United  States  independent  is  of  signifi- 
cance. Granted  there  are  questions, 
both  economic  and  environmental, 
that  need  to  be  answered  before  coal 
can  play  a  major  role  in  our  Nation's 
supply  of  energy.  We,  as  members  of 
the  98th  Congress,  must  meet  these 
questions  head  on  and  with  enthusi- 
asm. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues an  article  written  by  Hays  T. 
Watkins.  from  the  June  1983  edition 
of  Financier  magazine  that  addresses 


the  questions  that  arise  when  the  use 
of  coal  is  considered: 

Despite  the  effects  of  a  worldwide  reces- 
sion that  shortened  industry  perspective 
and  made  some  commentators  myopic.  Mr. 
Watkins  finds  that  the  prospects  for  coal 
remain  excellent.  In  this  article  written  for 
Financier,  the  chairman  of  CSX  points  out 
that  the  nation  possesses  enormous  domes- 
tic reserves  of  coal,  which  make  it  the  best 
resource  for  achieving  a  major  goal  of  na- 
tional policy:  Energy  independence. 

Furthermore,  he  notes,  at  almost  any 
foreseeable  price  of  oil.  coal  will  still  be  a 
far  cheaper  form  of  energy. 

Clearly,  as  a  result  of  the  recession,  the 
coal  industry  has  been  experiencing  some 
difficult  times.  Few  segments  of  the  econo- 
my have  been  left  untouched.  But  will  the 
problems  of  unemployment  and  reduced 
production  in  the  coal  fields  continue  past 
full  recovery?  I  think  not. 
Three  facts  stand  out  above  all  others: 
First:  There  is  less  recoverable  oil  in  the 
ground  now  than  in  1978.  the  beginning  of 
the  last  OPEC  supply  crisis. 

Second:  The  nation's  identified  coal  re- 
serves of  some  1.7  trillion  net  tons,  enough 
to  last  at  least  through  the  next  century, 
remain  a  vital  national  resource. 

Third:  The  free  world's  industrial  coun- 
tries did  in  fact  get  the  OPEC  message  and 
began  a  massive  energy-conservation  effort, 
including  a  broad  movement  to  convert  to 
coal  power. 

Some  idea  of  the  extent  of  that  effort  can 
be  seen  in  the  increasing  number  of  domes- 
tic utility  power  units  being  built  to  burn 
coal  or  converted  from  oil  to  coal. 

On  CSX  rail  lines  alone  in  1982.  domestic 
utilities  had  completed  conversion  of  13 
units  with  an  annual  burn  of  4.6  million 
tons.  In  addition,  domestic  utilities  have  48 
coal-fired  units  in  various  stages  of  planning 
and  development  that  can  use  coal  originat- 
ed in  CSX  territory. 

BRIGHT  PROMISE  OF  EXPORT 

The  bright  promise  of  the  overseas  export 
market  is  readily  apparent  in  the  growth  of 
coal-loading  facilities  under  way  at  CSX 
ports  on  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  coasts.  Ches- 
sie's  three  piers  at  Baltimore  and  Newport 
News  and  Seaboard's  major  facility  at 
Mobile  have  a  combined  maximum  annual 
loading  rate  of  more  than  58  million  tons. 

That  capability  is  nearly  doubled— to  113 
million  tons— by  construction  and  expansion 
projects  either  completed  or  under  way  by 
private  companies  at  Newport  News.  Balti- 
more. Savannah.  Mobile  and  Charleston,  all 
of  which  will  be  served  by  CSX  lines.  In  ad- 
dition, proposed  facilities  at  Portsmouth. 
Va..  and  Wilmington  would  add  another  32 
million  tons  of  capacity. 

These  investments— In  new  and  converted 
utility  units  and  in  new  and  expanded 
export  facilities— are  clear  evidence  of  coal's 
strong  future. 

To  serve  the  existing  as  well  as  expanding 
coal  markets,  the  CSX  railroads  have  con- 
tinued strong  capital  spending  programs  as 
well.  Last  year,  an  off  year  by  any  measure. 
CSX  invested  nearly  $293  million  in  capital 
improvements,  including  25  more  locomo- 
tives and  685  open-top  hopper  cars,  and  has 
earmarked  for  1983  another  $340  million  for 
more  equipment  and  improvements,  includ- 
ing another  25  locomotives,  to  maintain  our 
coal-transport  capability.  We  also  have  our 
own  modern  car-building  plant  in  Kentucky 
that  can  turn  out  up  to  32  100-ton  coal 
hopper  cars  a  day. 

My  perspective  of  the  long-term  prospects 
for  coal   is  not  entirely   unclouded.  Some 


commentators  see  real  problems  facing  the 
industry  in  the  near  term. 

MANY  DIFFICULTIES  DISAPPEAR 

But  many  of  these  supposed  difficulties, 
such  as  the  effect  of  OPECs  current  col- 
lapse or  the  impact  of  rail  transportation 
rales  on  coal  sales,  really  disappear  upon 
closer  analysis. 

Another— the  proposed  solution  to  the 
perceived  environmental  threat  of  acid 
rain— could  seriously  undermine  our  efforts 
to  convert  electricity  production  from  unre- 
liable and  costly  foreign  oil  to  domestic  coal 
if  Congress  acted  before  the  facts  were  in. 

Also  unclear  is  what  short-  and  long-term 
impact  Polish  and  South  African  Govern- 
ment actions  will  have  on  coal  once  the  Eu- 
ropean economy  improves  and  demand  in- 
creases. Both  countries  are  now"  pricing 
their  coal  at  $10  to  $12  a  ton  under  US 
levels. 

What  about  the  recent  OPEC  price 
moves? 

The  National  Coal  Association  sees  little 
impact,  except  a  possible  deferral  of  some 
plans  for  conversion  to  coal  fuel; 

"The  coal  option  remains  strong  and 
viable  in  terms  of  new  plant  construction. 
What  utilities  have  on  the  drawing  boards 
now  are  primarily  coal-fired  power  plants. 
We  don't  think  utility  planners  are  going  to 
rethink  their  plans  because  the  price  of  oil 
is  dropping.  Even  with  some  erosion,  the 
cost  differential  is  significant.  Oil  is  more 
than  three  times  costlier  per  BTU  and 
would  have  to  drop  to  about  $15  a  barrel  to 
equal  coal.  " 

Sharing  those  views  is  the  Edison  Electric 
Institute  representing  about  200  utilities,  or 
75'^c  of  all  US  power  companies: 

"We  believe  that  most  of  our  members, 
having  been  burned  by  OPEC  twice  in  the 
■70's.  are  going  to  continue  to  move  to  coal 
or  some  other  fuel  besides  oil.  Conversions 
and  construction,  at  least  where  the  permit 
process  is  well  along,  will  probably  contin- 
ue." 

Some  rail-service  users,  including  coal  cus- 
tomers, have  complained  that  the  railroads 
are  abusing  the  price  freedom  conferred  by 
the  1980  Staggers  Act. 

STAGGERS  REDUCES  RATES 

It  is  a  documented  fact,  however,  that 
Staggers  is  being  interpreted  and  imple- 
mented as  a  way  to  reduce,  rather  than 
raise,  rates  for  railroad  transportation. 

For  instance,  in  the  coal  area  alone,  with 
the  new  freedom  to  negotiate  long-term  con- 
tracts. CSXs  Chessie  System  Railroads 
have  concluded  32  transportation  contracts 
covering  the  annual  movement  of  33  million 
tons  of  coal,  and  38  other  contracts  involv- 
ing another  29  million  tons  are  being  negoti- 
ated. 

All  of  these  contracts  actually  reduce 
Chessie  rates.  The  tradeoff  for  Chessie  is 
the  certainty  of  the  traffic,  and  the  ability 
to  plan  and  make  greater  efficiencies  be- 
cause of  that  certainty.  The  result  is  that 
we  are  now  moving  a  large  volume  of  coal  at 
rales  lower  than  those  in  force  before  Stag- 
gers. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  over  the  11  years  since 
1971.  the  price  of  coal  has  risen  more  rapid- 
ly than  rail  coal  rales,  with  the  result  that 
the  rail  rale,  as  a  percentage  of  destination 
price,  has  declined  from  34.4%  to  30.5'^f . 

Coal  prices  at  the  mine,  on  the  other 
hand,  have  increased  from  an  average  of 
$7.07  per  ton  in  1971  to  $27.30  per  ton  in 
1982.  a  286'^r  increase.  So  the  statements 
being  reported  that  rail  coal  rates  are  the 
main  threat  to  eroding  gains  made  in  keep- 
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ing  coal  prices  stable  at  the  mine  just  arent 
true. 

During  the  same  period.  1971-1982.  rail 
coal  rates  have  increased  only  slightly  more 
than  rales  for  all  commodities- an  annual 
average  of  10.9%  for  coal,  versus  10.2%  for 
all  others. 

So  deregulation  has  not  produced  an  ex- 
plosion in  rail  rates. 

One  other  point  regarding  deregulation. 
The  fact  that  the  railroad  industry  could 
come  through  the  worst  recession  since 
World  War  II  in  comparatively  good  health 
is  eloquent  testimony  to  the  benefits  of  the 
new  regulatory  environment. 

I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  that  a  decade  ago— 
in  a  similar  economic  climate— the  railroad 
industry  would  have  been  awash  in  a  sea  of 
red  ink  with  a  wave  of  railroad  bankruptcies 
and  a  rush  for  Federal  funding. 

None  of  this  has  happened  and  the  rail- 
road industry  has  been  able  to  keep  its  head 
above  water  during  this  severe  downturn. 

FUNDAMENTALLY  NEW  COURSE 

In  short,  deregulation  is  putting  the  in- 
dustry on  a  fundamentally  new  course— one 
whicli  we  feel  means  both  better  and  more 
efficient  service  to  our  coal  and  other  cus- 
tomers. 

Much  also  has  been  written  of  the  treat- 
ment of  captive  coal  shippers. "  who  are 
supposedly  served  by  only  one  railroad.  The 
charge  is  that  if  no  competing  railroad  is  in 
the  vicinity,  the  railroad  serving  the  mine  is 
likely  to  set  exorbitant  rates. 

Coal  is  the  number  one  commodity  for  our 
railroads.  If  a  mine  operator  cant  market 
his  production,  we  won't  move  it.  The  rail- 
road would  be  foolish  to  set  a  rate  so  high 
that  the  coal  lost  its  market. 

While  one  mine  may  not  be  served  by 
competing  railroads,  competing  mines  are 
served  by  competing  railroads— and  a  coal 
user  has  the  option  of  going  overseas  for  his 
coal  as  well  as  considering  alternative  fuels. 

Besides,  some  mines  are  situated  in  such  a 
way  that  a  short  truck  run  gives  the  mine 
operator  the  option  of  choosing  between 
railroads  or  even  shipping  it  on  a  barge. 

Producers  of  oil  and  natural  gas.  and  even 
some  currently  exotic  fuels,  are  eager  to  see 
their  products  supplant  coal.  And  nuclear 
energy,  despite  its  recent  setbacks,  remains 
a  powerful  potential  competitor.  Thousands 
of  coal  mines,  almost  all  with  excess  capac- 
ity, are  seeking  new  customers. 

VESTED  INTEREST  IN  COMPETITION 

Thus  the  railroads  have  a  vested  interest, 
not  only  in  keeping  coal  competitive  with 
other  fuels,  but  in  retaining  the  coal  busi- 
ness they  now  have  from  existing  mines  on 
their  lines.  They  cannot  afford  to  do  other- 
wise. , 

In  short,  if  coal-mine  operators  don  t 
make  money,  neither  do  the  coal-hauling 
railroads. 

Environmental  issues  also  remain  to  be  re- 
solved. 

There  is  little  quarrel  with  the  conclusion 
that  acid  rain  is  caused,  in  part,  by  sulphur 
oxide  emissions.  There  is.  however,  consider- 
able debate  in  the  scientific  community 
about  the  source  of  these  emissions,  the 
mechanism  by  which  acid  rain  is  formed  in 
the  atmosphere,  and  about  the  best  and 
most  cost-efficient  means  of  controlling  acid 
rain  and  mitigating  its  effects  on  the  envi- 
ronment. 

When  Sen.  Daniel  Moynihan  (D-NY)  in- 
troduced the  10-year  acid  precipitation  re- 
search bill,  which  was  included  in  the  1980 
Energy  Security  Act.  he  pointed  out:  "It  will 
be  possible  to  make  profoundly  gross  mis- 
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takes  here  if  we  do  not  do  research  first, 
mistakes  that  would  cost  billions.  " 

Yet  two  years  later  Congress  is  consider- 
ing massive,  expensive  controls  on  users  of 
high  sulphur  coal. 

At  the  same  time,  with  the  increased  pace 
of  research  on  acid  precipitation,  "hardly  a 
month  goes  by  without  new  findings  that 
could  dramatically  alter  our  thinking  on  the 
causes  and  effects  of  acid  precipitation."  ac- 
cording to  Dr.  Harry  G.  Enoch.  Director  of 
Environmental  and  Technology  Assessment 
for  the  Kentucky  Energy  Cabinet. 

Questions  that  now  have  been  raised,  he 
says,  include: 

"Normal"  rainfall  may  be  much  more 
acidic  than  previously  thought; 

Acid  lakes  are  not  new  nor  an  unnatural 
phenomenon  in  the  Northeast;  and 

Local  sources  in  the  Northeast  and 
Canada  may  be  much  more  important  con- 
tributors to  acid  precipitation  than  previ- 
ously thought. 

In  short,  the  steps  leading  to  the  forma- 
tion of  acid  rain  are  not  understood  well 
enough  to  justify  the  imposition  of  costly 
control  strategies  with  any  reasonable 
degree  of  certainty. 

What  indeed  is  the  long-term  outlook  for 
coal? 

1983  forecasts  by  the  Department  of 
Energy  show  total  domestic  and  export  con- 
sumption by  1985  at  922  million  tons,  up 
some  13^7  from  the  812  million  tons  of  1982 
By  1995.  however,  total  consumption  is  ex- 
pected to  grow  to  1.3  billion  tons.  Of  that 
total,  export  tonnage  is  .seen  at  240  million 
tons,  a  56<"r  increase  from  1982. 

SLOWER.  BUT  STILL  STRONG 

While  these  estimates  show  a  slower 
annual  rate  of  growth  than  many  analysis 
previously  predicted,  strong  growth  is  clear- 
ly evident  nonetheless. 

Coupled  with  the  strong  activity  in  new 
coal-fired  power  plant  construction,  export- 
loading  facilities  and  railroad  plant  and 
equipment  modernization,  the  outlook 
should  be  optimistic— not  pessimistic  or  con- 
fused. 

AH  that  is  needed,  really,  is  a  faster  pace 
in  the  economy  here  and  abroad.  And  we  all 
know  that  will  come  sooner  rather  than 
later. 

US  railroads  have  been  partners  with  the 
coal  industry  ever  since  the  first  train  ran 
more  than  150  years  ago.  Despite  the  short 
term  difficulties  both  industries  have  been 
experiencing,  rail  industry  leaders  remain 
confident  common  sense  will  prevail,  and 
railroads  and  their  coal  counterparts  can 
look  forward  to  a  sustained  and  growing 
partnership,  not  only  through  this  decade, 
but  far  beyond  that  time  as  well.* 


HAZARDOUS  WASTE 
NOTIFICATION 

HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to 
bring  to  my  colleagues"  attention  two 
items  concerning  the  problem  posed 
by  those  who  generate  less  than  1.000 
kilograms  (2,200  poimds)  of  hazardous 
waste  per  month.  The  first  item  is  a 
news  article  published  in  the  Lexing- 
ton Herald-Leader  on  June  28.  1983. 
This  article  reports  an  incident  in  Lex- 
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ington,  Ky..  where  three  refuse  work- 
ers were  hospitalized  as  the  result  of 
exposure  to  hydrochloric  acid.  From 
the  information  available,  it  appears 
that  someone  simply  tossed  a  5-gallon 
container  of  hydrochloric  acid  into  the 
trash  without  notifying  anyone  of  the 
hazard:  when  the  container  ruptured 
at  the  landfill  site,  the  three  workers 
were  overcome  by  the  fumes. 

The  second  item  is  a  list  compiled  by 
the  National  Solid  Waste  Management 
Association  which  details  incidents 
across  the  country  similar  to  the  one 
in  Lexington.  This  list  shows  that  we 
are  facing  a  national  problem  which  is 
endangering  human  health  and  the 
environment,  not  just  isolated  inci- 
dents. The  public  is  clearly  put  to  risk 
when  those  who  generate  between  25 
and  100  kilograms  of  hazardous  waste 
per  month  are  allowed  to  dispose  of 
that  waste  in  any  manner  they  wish, 
without  even  being  required  to  notify 
the  transporter  that  the  waste  is  haz- 
ardous. 

I  will  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  and  En- 
forcement Act,  H.R.  2867.  that  will  re- 
quire a  generator  which  produces  be- 
tween 25  and  100  kilograms  of  hazard- 
ous waste  per  month  to  provide  a 
simple  notification  that  the  waste  is 
hazardous.  For  quantities  below  25 
kilograms,  my  amendment  would 
permit  the  Administrator  of  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  to  devel- 
op regulations  for  notification  for 
those  wastes  which  are  extremely  dan- 
gerous, based  on  their  reactivity,  ignit- 
abilily,  toxicity,  or  corrosive  qualities. 

This  amendment  requires  only  a  no- 
tification. It  does  not  impose  the  more 
rigid  standards  established  for  large 
generators.  It  simply  states  that  small 
generators  must  let  others  know  that 
the  waste  being  disposed  is  hazardous. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  take  a  few- 
minutes  to  read  these  two  items  and 
hope  they  will  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

[Prom  the  Lexington  Herald-Leader,  June 
28.  1983] 

Acid  Left  in  Trash  Puts  Three  in  Hospital 

<By  Diane  Amann.  Staff  Writer) 

A  search  begins  today  for  the  person  who 
left  a  container  of  hydrochloric  acid  for 
trash  pickup  yesterday. 

Three  refu.se  workers  were  hospitalized 
yesterday  with  rashes,  breathing  difficulty 
and  watery  eyes  after  they  encountered  the 
chemical  at  the  Urban  County  Govern- 
ment's garbage  transfer  station  at  1555  Old 
Frankfort  Pike. 

In  satisfactory  condition  yesterday  at 
Good  Samaritan  Hospital  were  Gary  Lee 
Isaacs.  27.  of  131  Rogers  Road;  David  Mi- 
chael Parkerson.  33  of  488  Whispering  Hills 
Drive;  and  Orville  Shanks  of  112  Rice  Court. 
Richmond. 

After  sorting  through  the  trash  for  sever- 
al hours,  Lexington  firefighters  discovered 
several  containers  of  potassium  hydroxide 
and  a  5-gallon  plastic  container  of  hydro- 
chloric acid,  said  Maj.  Ron  Meadows  of  the 
fire  department's  hazardous-materials  unit. 
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Although  both  are  toxic  substances. 
Meadows  said,  "people  who  are  exposed  to 
hydrochloric  acid  will  get  the  kind  of  reac- 
tion that  these  men  had.  " 

Sanitation  trucks  from  all  over  Lexington 
dump  their  loads  into  a  compactor  at  the 
transfer  station;  the  compacted  trash  is 
transferred  to  the  landfill  on  larger  trucks. 

Thus,  tracing  the  source  of  the  container 
could  take  time. 

"But  we're  going  to  try."  he  said.  "There's 
a  regulation  against  putting  any  kind  of  liq- 
uids in  dumpsters.  The  landfill  does  not 
handle  anything  that  would  get  into  the 
water  table.  " 

The  container  was  already  compacted. 
Meadows  said,  so  firefighters  don't  know 
how  much  acid  had  been  in  the  container. 

The  hospitalized  refuse  workers  are  em- 
ployed by  Newtown  Corp..  a  trucking  com- 
pany that  contracts  with  the  government  to 
transport  trash  from  the  transfer  station  to 
its  landfill  in  Avon. 

Newtown  Corp.  manager  Jack  Foster  said 
the  incident  occurred  about  8:15  a.m.  while 
the  men  were  hooking  up  tractor-trailers  in 
a  pit  at  the  .station. 

"All  of  a  sudden."  said  Public  Works  Com- 
missioner Gordon  Garner,  "their  eyes  start- 
I'c!  watering  and  they  had  trouble  breathing. 
It  put  them  down  pretty  quick." 

The  compacting  of  pressurized  containers 
occasionally  causes  explosions  or  fires  at 
transfer  stations.  Garner  .said,  but  he  added. 
"This  is  the  first  I've  heard  of  this  kind  of 
thing  happening." 

Examples  of  Effects  of  Small  Quantities 

OK  Hazardous  Waste  in  Trash  Reported 

to  NSWMA  in  1983 

Place:  Houston.  TX. 

Quantity:  4  55-gallon  drums. 

Substance:  W',  toluene  and  ethyl  acrylate 
label  on  drums. 

Circumstance:  Roll-off  collection  vehicle 
dumped  ai  landfill,  drums  spilled  into  land- 
fill. Had  to  remove  all  contaminated  fill. 
Substance  is  toxic  and  carcinogenic. 

Place:  Baton  Rouge.  LA. 

Quantity.  Under  100  kg. 

Substance:  Elemental  sodium. 

Circumstance:  Roll-off  container  emptied 
at  landfill;  when  sodium  came  in  contact 
with  air  and  with  damp  fill.  It  blew  up. 

Place:  Boston.  MA. 

Quantity:  Unknown. 

Substance:  Unknown. 

Circumstance:  A  rear-loader  mechanized 
pick-up  in  downtown  Boston.  As  loading  the 
bin.  fumes  from  the  bin  overcame  the 
driver,  and  when  two  assistants  came  to 
help  him.  they  al.so  breathed  fumes.  They 
left  the  bin  with  generator  and  told  him  to 
get  a  hazardous  waste  company  to  handle  it. 
then  went  for  treatment  to  the  hospital. 

Place:  Baton  Rouge.  LA. 

Quantity:  8  empty  drums. 

Substance:  Fiberglass  resins. 

Circumstance:  Drums  were  white  with  red 
skull  and  cro.ss  bones  but  hidden  in  large 
roll-off.  Discovered  when  roll-off  reached 
landfill  and  truck  was  turned  away.  Hauler 
had  to  pay  to  have  it  handled  properly,  and 
had  to  attempt  to  recover  costs  from  gener- 
ator. 

Place:  Auburn.  MA. 

Quantity:  Under  100  kg. 

Substance:  Paint,  solvents,  thinners. 

Circumstance:  Rear  loader  compacted 
load  which  leaked  all  over  road.  Driver,  at- 
tempting to  stop  the  leak  situation,  emptied 
the  liquid  into  a  storm  drain.  Obviously 
wrong  solution. 
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Place:  Ashland.  MA. 
Quantity:  Under  100  kg. 
Substance:  Probably  elemental  sodium. 
Circumstance:  Load  caught  fire  as  being 
unloaded  at  landfill. 
Place:  Ashland.  MA. 
Quantity:  Unknown. 
Substance:  Unknown  powder. 
Circumstance:    Landfill    operator    noticed 
funny    looking    powders    when    truck    was 
being  unloaded;  sent  truck  away. 
Place:  Evansville,  IN. 
Quantity:  Unknown. 
Substance:  Resins. 

Circumstance:  A  load  from  a  roll-off  vehi- 
cle caused  fire  that  took  four  hours  to  put 
out. 
Place:  Evansville.  IN. 
Quantity:  Unknown. 
Substance:  Resins. 

Circumstances:  Part  of  landfill  just  blew 
up.  with  the  fill  catching  fire  as  far  as  100 
yds.  away. 
Place:  Evansville.  IN. 

Quantity:  Less  than  100  kg.  (1  cardboard 
box). 
Substance:  Misc.  chemicals. 
Circumstances:    School    cleaned    out    its 
chemistry  lab  by  dumping  everything  in  the 
dumpster.  When  it  was  unloaded  at  landfill, 
caused  a  fire  that  took  an  hour  and  a  half  to 
put  out  and  sent  two  people  to  the  hospital.. 
Place:  Atlanta.  GA. 
Quantity:  2  55-gallon  barrels. 
Substance:  Pesticide. 

Circumstances:  When  landfill  compactor 
rolled    over    trash,    pesticide    from    barrels 
sprayed  in  the  air.  killing  a  flock  of  birds 
flying  over  head  and  sending  operator  to 
the  hospital  for  fume  inhalation. 
Place:  Roscoe.  ILL. 
Quantity:  One  gallon  bottle. 
Substance:  Caustic  material. 
Circumstances:    Plastic   bottle   of   caustic 
caused  severe  skin  irritation.  Same  hauler 
reports  many   incidents  at   landfills  which 
sprayed  acids  and  thinners  over  trucks  and 
operators,  causing   fires  and   fume   inhala- 
tion. 
Place:  Chaffee.  N.  Y. 
Quantity:  A  couple  of  bottles. 
Substance:  Chlorine. 

Circumstance:  A  plastic  container  inside  a 
plastic  bag  contained  pool  chlorine  which 
could  have  caused  a  fire  inside  the  truck  if 
not  detected. 
Place:  Rice.  VA. 
Quantity:  Less  than  100  kg. 
Substance:  A  flammable  powder  or  liquid. 
Circumstances:  While  welding  the  hopper 
of  a  compacting  truck  during  repair,  hauler 
found  this  substance  when  it  started  a  fire 
which  was  extremely  hard  to  extinguish. 
Place:  Galveston.  TX. 
Quantity:  Six  quarts. 
Substance:  Furfural. 

Circumstance:  Glass  jars  in  trash  broke 
when  truck  compacted  garbage.  Employees 
sent  to  company  doctor  after  complained  of 
nausea  and  burning  eyes.  Hauler  eventually 
identified  type  of  substance  and  generator. 
This  is  a  chemical  which  is  irritating  to  skin, 
dangerous  to  the  eyes  and  can  be  explosive. 
Place:  Boyne  City.  MI. 
Quantity:  Two  gallons. 
Substance:  Ammonia. 
Circumstance:     Sealed     container     burst 
under  pressure,  spraying  the  hauler's  eyes 
and  face,  he  had  to  seek  medical  attention. 
Place:  Hickory,  NC. 

Quantity:     As    much    as    two    20-gallon 
drums. 
Substance:  Furniture  finishing  materials. 
Circumstance:  Hauler  finds  these  quanti- 
ties in  waste  several  times  a  year:  so  far.  no 
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serious  con.sequences  from  this  highly  ex- 
plosive material. 

Place:  Rochester.  NY. 

Quantity:  1  55-gallon  drum. 

Substance:  Acids  and  solvents. 

Circumstance:  In  several  incidents  each 
year,  company  has  delected  single  drums  of 
hazardous  waste,  none  of  which  have  yet 
caused  injuries  because  they  all  have  been 
detected. 

Place:  Lyndhurst.  NJ. 

Quantity:  Several  20-gallon  fiber  drums. 

Substance:  Unidentified  powder. 

Circumstance:  When  a  compactor  truck 
began  its  packing  phase,  a  fire  erupted  im- 
mediately. The  load  had  to  be  ejected  right 
there  in  that  parking  lot. 

Place:  Lexington.  KY. 

Quantity:  Several  5-gallon  containers. 

Substance:  Potassium  hydroxide  and  hy- 
drochloric acid. 

Circumstance:  Three  workers  hospitalized 
while  hooking  up  tractor-trailers  at  a  trans- 
fer station.  Fire  department  hand  .sorted 
trash  for  several  hours  before  finding  cause 
of  the  rashes  and  respiratory  problems  of 
the  workers. 

Place:  Waterville.  NY. 

Quantity:  Partly  filled  pails. 

Substance:  Generator  would  not  identify. 

Circumstance:  Worker  exposed  com- 
plained of  violent  itching  and  coughing.  Be- 
cau.se  of  uncooperativeness  of  generator, 
hauler  was  forced  to  give  up  the  account. 

Place:  Canton.  OH. 

Quantity:  1  cardboard  barrel. 

Substance:  Unknown. 

Circumstance:  Fire  in  truck. 

Place:  Bridgcton.  N.J. 

Quantity:  10  barrels. 

Substance:  Generator  would  not  identify. 

Circumstances:  Wastes  when  wet  burst 
into  flame,  setting  truck  on  fire.  Generator 
insists  they  are  not  hazardous  wastes. 
Hauler  now  u.ses  special  handling. 

Place:  Ehnhurst.  IL. 

Quantity:  About  10  gallons. 

Substance:  Battery  acid,  cleaning  fluid. 

Circumstance:  Wastes,  both  acids,  ate 
through  clothing  and  burned  skin.  Hauler 
was  told  that  if  they  wanted  to  keep  the  ac- 
count, they  would  have  to  continue  to  take 
the  waste. 

Place:  Hollywood.  FL. 

Quantity:  Unknown. 

Substance:  Pool  chemicals. 

Circumstance:  Chemicals  in  jugs  set  fire  in 
truck  causing  .serious  damage  to  equipment 
and  caustic  fumes.  Company  tried  to  recover 
from  customer,  could  not  and  decided  not  to 
•serve  that  customer  any  more. 

Pl-acc:  Downers  Grove.  IL. 

Quantity:  Small  amounts. 

Substance:  Chlorine  tablets. 

Circumstance:  Small  amounts  of  chlorine 
caused  fire  in  truck,  noxious  odor  which 
caused  nau.sea.  eye  irritation,  etc. 

Place:  Celina.  OH. 

Quantity:  5-gallon  buckets. 

Substance:  Sulfuric  acid. 

Circumstance:  Bulldozer  on  landfill  ran 
over  buckets  which  exploded,  sending  fluid 
up  over  driver's  entire  body.  He  had  to  be 
treated  for  .serious  burns,  and  remains 
scarred. 

Place:  Lemon  Grove.  CA. 

Quantity:  Small  container. 

Substances:  Pool  cleaning  acids,  paint 
thinner,  pesticides,  cleaning  solvents. 

Circumstances:  Liquids  .spraying  out  of 
trash  as  it  is  being  compacted.  Various  inci- 
dents affected  fourteen  employees  in  one 
year,  one  employee  losing  partial  sight  in 
one  eye  and  others  retain  .scars  from  burns. 
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Place:  Pennsylvania. 

Quantity:  Five  to  ten  10-gallon  containers. 
Substance:  Flammable  ink. 
Circumstance:  Containers  labeled  as  con- 
taining ink  with  a  flashpoint  of  180'  (not  a 
hazardous    waste)    actually    contained    ink 
with  a  flashpoint  of  114"  (fails  the  ignitable 
characteristic  test   for  a  hazardous  waste). 
Federal  marshalls  searched  and  impounded 
the  truck!  To  date  landfill  operator  has  not 
been  charged  with  any  offense  but  received 
quite  a  bit  of  public  scrutiny  as  a  "hazard- 
ous waste  dump." 
Place:  Santa  Barbara.  CA. 
Quantity:  Several  boxes. 
Substance:  Paint  filter  elements. 
Circumstance:  Substance  was  in  a  contain- 
er: when  the  truck  emptied  the  container 
into  its  hopper,  the  air  got  to  the  opening 
and  it  started  a  fire.  The  driver  had  to  dump 
the  load,  right  there.  Hauler  had  to  cancel 
account  when  incidents  persisted. 
Place:  Stea7nboat  Springs.  CO. 
Quantity:  5  1  gallon  containers. 
Substance:  Acids. 

Circumstance:  Plastic  trash  bag  with  these 
containers  inside  were  placed  in  hopper  of 
truck;  when  it  was  compacted,  liquid  squirt- 
ed on  his  face  and  eyes.  Man  was  hospital- 
ized with  serious  eye  burns. 
Place:  St.  Louis.  MO. 
Quantity:  Usually  1-gallon  containers. 
Substances:  Thinners,  chlorine. 
Circumstances:        Miscellaneous        wa-ste 
sprays  trucks  when  containers  conpacted. 
Quantity:  Two  55-gallon  drums. 
Substance;  Acid. 

Circumstance:  One  landfill  attendant  was 
hospitalized    for    2    days    with    respiratory 
problems.  Equipment  also  damaged   Hauler 
says  that  the  company  retrieved  the  drums 
and  now  denies  any  liability  for  the  inci- 
dent. 
Place:  Rochester.  NY. 
Quantity;  36  quarts. 
Substance:  Acid  drain  cleaner. 
Circamstancc:   Driver  became  dizzy,   had 
respiratory  problems  and  was  taken  to  the 
hospital.  Load  had  to  be  dumped,  acid  neu- 
tralized by  fire  department.  Investigated  by 
county  health  department. 
Place:  Colunibu!-.  OH. 
Quantity;  Cans. 
Substance:  'Various. 

Circumstance:  Old  cans  of  material  have 
c.iu.sed  burnt  eyes,  skin  burn.s,  etc. 
P^acc  Carroll.  OH. 
Quantity:  10  bottles. 
Substance:  Miscellaneous  chemicals. 
Circumstance:  Several  years  ago.  a  school 
cleaned  out  its  lab   contacting  the  fire  de- 
partment for  special  handling.  The  fire  de- 
partment threw  it  in  their  dumpster.  envel- 
oping  the   collection    truck    in   gas   fumes, 
overcominp  the  driver  who  had  to  be  given 
CPR.  He  never  returned  to  this  job.  Hauler 
believes   a   similar   incident   could    happen 
today. 

Examples  Reported  to  NSWMA  in  1982  and 
1981 

Place:  Wisconsin. 

Substance:  Flammable. 

Circumstance:  Resource  recovery  plant 
was  sevenly  damaged  by  fire  caused  by  sub- 
stance in  a  small  tank. 

Place:  Pittsburgh,  PA. 

Quantity:  Small  bottles. 

Substance:  Miscellaneous  chemicals. 

Circumstance:  Trash  truck  caught  fire 
when  waste  chemicals  from  a  high  school 
laboratory  reacted  with  ordinary  garbage 
inside  the  truck. 
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Place:  Newburg.  OR. 

Quantity:  10-15  gallons  in  plastic  carton. 

Substance:  Highly  caustic  stripper  or  de- 
greaser. 

Circumstance:  When  tractor  operator 
pushed  load  off  to  compact  it  at  the  landfill, 
the  plastic  drum  acted  like  a  waterfilled  bal- 
loon and  squirted  caustic  over  the  driver. 
Thirteen  percent  of  his  t)ody  was  affected. 
At  the  time  this  was  reported,  it  was  unclear 
when  the  driver  would  be  able  to  work 
again. 

Place:  Wisconsin. 

Quantity:  Unknown. 

Sut>stance:  Unknown. 

Circumstance:  Hauler  reports  several  fires 
in  his  trucks  "of  unknown  origin"  and  inci- 
dents of  people  being  sprayed.  Since  he 
must  bring  trucks  partially  filled  into  main- 
tenance area,  a  fire  in  one  of  these  trucks 
could  wipe  him  out. 

Place:  Newberg.  OR. 

Quantity:  Small  containers. 

Substance:  Ammonia-type  wastes. 

Circumstance:  After  three  warnings  to  a 
company  to  keep  these  wastes  out  of  the 
trash  bin.  the  fourth  lime  a  container 
spilled  during  compaction  and  the  drivers 
were  injured. 

Place:  Michigan. 

Quantity:  12  cases  of  one-pint  cans. 

Substance:  Paint  with  propellant. 

Circumstance:  The  propane  in  these  cans 
could  have  caused  explosions  if  compacted 
at  the  operators  landfill.  Same  operator  re- 
ported detecting  a  55-gallon  barrel  of  con- 
centrated hydrochloric  acid  before  it  could 
be  compacted. 

Place:  Indiana. 

Quantity:  Unknown. 

Substance:  Acid. 

Circumstance:  Employee  burned  by  acid 
put  in  with  refuse  while  emptying  the  con- 
tainer. 

Place:  Michigan. 

Quantity:  Unknown. 

Substance:  Flammable. 

Circumstance:  Serious  truck  fire  causing 
loss  of  vehicle  from  flammable  waste  in 
load. 

Place:  Ingalls.  Indiana. 

Quantity:  Various. 

Substance:  Acids,  chlorides,  ammonias. 

Circumstance:  Hauler  reports  that  hardly 
a  day  passes  that  our  trucks  do  not  handle 
small  amounts  of  hazardous  waste,  most  of 
which  is  detected.  The  problem  is  when  the 
material  is  compacted,  causing  eye  injuries 
and  chemical  burns.  He  slates  "I  have  lost 
count  of  the  fires  caused  by  chemical  reac- 
tion inside  of  the  trucks  ...  I  could  go  into 
detail  about  specific  incidents,  ranging  from 
finding  live  hand  grenades  to  bottles  of  cya- 
nide ...  It  must  be  understood  that  I  am 
talking  about  small  amounts  compared  to 
tons  hauled.  However,  it  takes  very  little  to 
do  a  lot  of  damage."* 


IMI 


THE  SECRET  WAR 

HON.  FRANK  HARRISON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
voted  for  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill  to 
cut  off  funds  for  further  covert  U.S. 
activity  in  Central  America. 

I  voted  for  this  bill  for  three  rea- 
sons. First,  because  the  activity  is  no 
longer  covert.  Indeed,  the  whole  world 
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knows  what  we  are  doing  and  this  ad- 
ministration, itself,  brags  that  we  are 
doing  it. 

Second,  because  it  is  clear  we  have 
not  yet  decided  exactly  what  the  goal 
of  these  so-called  covert  activities  is  or 
how  far  we  are  willing  to  commit  our 
resources  in  support  of  them. 

Third,  because  for  both  of  these  rea- 
sons, our  policy  of  covert  activity  has 
not  worked  and  will  not  work. 

Of  course  it  would  be  better,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  all  foreign  forces,  all  for- 
eign advisers  and,  indeed,  all  foreign 
economic  influences  were  to  leave  Cen- 
tral America  and  allow  the  people  of 
that  region  to  work  out  their  own  des- 
tiny in  their  own  way.  This  is  the 
sermon  that  has  been  so  eloquently 
preached  by  the  Archbishop  of  San 
Salvador  and  this  would  be.  I  hope, 
the  fervent  desire  of  all  of  us.  But  if 
other  foreign  powers  will  not  with- 
draw, then  no  purpose  would  be  served 
in  our  withdrawing  alone.  In  fact,  our 
unilateral  departure  might  create  a 
situation  full  of  even  greater  danger 
and  misery  for  the  people  of  Central 
America. 

Indeed,  if  foreign  arms  and  foreign 
troops  are  being  shipped  into  Nicara- 
gua or  El  Salvador  by  European  or 
Asian  powers,  or  their  surrogates,  then 
this  is  a  violation  of  the  Monroe  Doc- 
trine and  we  have  an  obligation  to  do 
something  about  it.  But  let  us  do  it  as 
Americans  have  always  done  things- 
out  in  the  open,  in  the  clear  sunshine 
of  day,  with  our  heads  held  high  and 
proud  of  what  we  are  about.  Nothing 
is  to  be  gained  by  cloak  and  dagger  op- 
erations, by  the  imitation  of  second- 
rate  spy  novels,  by  pretending  to  do  in 
secret  what  the  whole  world  knows  we 
are  doing. 

Let  us  do  it  as  this  bill  proposes:  pro- 
viding funds  to  democratic  states  in 
the  region  to  protect  their  own  sover- 
eignty by  interdicting  those  arms.  If 
the  intensity  of  hostile  foreign  in- 
volvement renders  it  impossible  for 
the  independent  States  of  Central 
America  to  protect  themselves,  then— 
and  only  then— let  us  get  involved. 
And  if  we  must  do  so— and,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  are.  I  think,  a  long,  long  way 
from  that— then  let  us  interdict  arms 
to  Central  America  just  as  John  F. 
Kennedy  interdicted  the  Soviet  mis- 
siles being  shipped  into  Cuba:  by  a 
carefully  limited,  publicly  announced, 
and  internationally  responsible  pro- 
gram: by  a  program  which  has  the 
support  of  the  American  people  be- 
cause it  has  been  duly  deliberated  by 
both  elected  branches  of  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment. 

Such  a  program  would  succeed.  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  it  is  consistent  with 
our  traditions,  because  it  would  be  lim- 
ited to  a  specific,  justifiable  end.  be- 
cause it  would  not  threaten  the  over- 
throw of  a  foreign  government  simply 
because  we  do  not  like  its  politics  or 
approve   of   its   principals,   because   it 
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would  appear  to  the  world  as  a  defense 
of  the  Monroe  Doctrine  and  not  a 
return  to  gunboat  diplomacy. 

And  then,  unsupplied  by  foreign 
arms,  unintimidated  by  foreign  advis- 
ers, and  foreign  troops  and  uncon- 
trolled by  foreign  economic  influences, 
the  people  of  Central  America  can 
begin— at  long,  long  last— to  work  out 
their  own  destiny  in  their  own  way. 

That,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  end  to 
which  I  hope  we  all  aspire.* 
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FEDERAL  CORRECTIONAL 
EDUCATION  ASSISTANCE  ACT 


AMTRAKS  IMPROVEMENTS 

HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
we  would  all  agree  that  Amtrak.  our 
national  rail  passenger  system,  has 
made  tremendous  gains  in  recent 
years.  Amtraks  continually  improving 
performance  has  helped  convince  the 
administration  of  the  value  of  a  na- 
tional rail  passenger  system. 

Amtrak  recently  released  ridership 
and  on-time  performance  statistics  for 
May.  In  both  cases,  there  have  been 
significant  improvements  since  May  of 
last  year.  These  improvements  are 
summarized  in  the  following  article 
from  the  Newark  Star-Ledger: 

Use.  Punctuality  Rise  on  Amtrak 

Amtrak  is  reporting  May  figures  which  in- 
dicate a  significant  improvement  in  on-time 
performance  and  ridership  since  the  same 
month  last  year. 

Although  ridership  was  down  slightly  for 
the  full  eight-month  period  preceding  May. 
officials  of  the  national  passenger  railroad 
said  Amtrak  trains  carried  1.8  million  riders 
in  May.  or  13  percent  more  than  they  did  in 
May  of  last  year. 

At  the  same  time.  Amtrak's  systemwide 
on-time  performance  improved  from  76  per- 
cent in  May  of  last  year  to  83  percent  in 
May  of  this  year,  they  said. 

On  the  Boston-Washington  Northeast 
Corridor,  where  Amtrak  carries  more  than 
half  its  riders,  the  May  ridership  was  up  7.7 
percent  over  a  year  before. 

On-time  performance  on  the  Northeast 
Corridor,  which  al.so  includes  branches  to 
Harrisburg.  Pa.,  and  Springfield.  Mass.. 
went  from  73  percent  in  May  of  last  year  to 
84  percent  this  May.  Amtrak  operated  3.269 
trains  on  the  Northeast  Corridor  during  the 
month  and  527  of  them  were  late. 

By  coincidence,  the  improvement  in  on- 
time  performance  for  the  347  Amtrak  trains 
between  New  York  and  Philadelphia  was 
identical  to  the  overall  Northeast  Corridor 
figure. 

Ridership  on  the  New  York-Philadelphia 
trains  is  also  up.  According  to  the  officials, 
ridership  in  May  reached  204.000.  or  25  per- 
cent more  riders  than  were  carried  during 
May  of  last  year.« 


HON.  JOHN  CONYERS,  JR. 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
week  I  introduced  legislation  to  im- 
prove the  educational  services  and  op- 
portunities available  to  inmates  in 
State  and  local  correctional  institu- 
tions. I  welcome  cosponsors. 

The  Federal  Correctional  Education 
Assistance  Act  (H.R.  3684).  introduced 
on  July  27,  1983.  if  enacted,  would  es- 
tablish the  first  Federal  correctional 
education  program  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Education.  It 
would  authorize  a  $75  million.  3-year 
program  of  grants  to  State  education 
agencies.  The  Secretary  of  Education 
would  distribute  funds  to  all  States  on 
the  basis  of  inmate  populations. 
Grants  could  be  used  for  all  types  of 
education  and  training,  including 
basic,  secondary,  and  postsecondary 
education:  vocational  training:  job 
training  and  placement  services:  teach- 
er training:  and  library  development. 

On  any  given  day  this  year,  some  2.5 
million  men,  women,  and  children  in 
the  United  States  will  be  under  some 
type  of  correctional  supervision.  Some 
614.000  individuals  are  in  jails,  prisons, 
and  juvenile  correctional  facilities. 
The  U.S.  ranks  third  behind  South 
Africa  and  the  Soviet  Union  in  the 
percentage  of  its  citizens  who  are 
behind  bars. 

Equally  scandalous  is  the  inhumane 
treatment  of  inmates— the  terrible 
overcrowding,  the  boredom,  and  idle- 
ness, and  the  failure  to  provide  in- 
mates with  the  resources  with  which 
to  develop  knowledge,  skills,  and  self- 
respect. 

Nearly  $8  billion  annually  is  spent 
on  Federal.  State,  and  local  correction- 
al in.stitutions  and  the  average  cost  to 
maintain  an  inmate  is  $15,000  a  year. 
Only  5  percent  of  the  total  State  cor- 
rectional budgets,  on  the  average,  goes 
toward  education  or  training.  Just 
over  one-third  of  the  inmate  popula- 
tion is  enrolled  in  education,  even 
though  study  after  study  has  shown 
that  recidivism  among  inmates  who 
have  received  education  or  training  is 
significantly  lower  than  among  in- 
mates who  have  not. 

Under  the  present  system,  correc- 
tional institutions  have  to  compete 
with  school  districts  for  scarce  State 
education  funds.  This  legislation  will 
put  them  on  a  stronger  footing  to 
obtain  the  educational  resources  that 
inmates  require. 

A  similar  bill,  S.  625,  has  been  intro- 
duced in  the  Senate  by  Senator  Clai- 
borne Pell.» 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

WILLIAM  NORRIS  OF  CONTROL 
DATA  SUPPORTS  THE  SBIR 
PROGRAM  AT  NIH 

HON.  BERKLEY  BEDELL 

OF  IOWA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  my 
colleagues  are  aware.  I  plan  to  offer, 
along  with  my  friend  from  the  Energy 
and  Commerce  Committee,  Al  Gore, 
an  amendment  to  H.R.  2350.  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  authoriza- 
tion bill,  that  would  preserve  the  small 
business  innovation  research  program 
at  NIH. 

Our  amendment  is  supported  by  all 
of  the  small  business  groups  and  I 
have  received  many  letters  in  support 
of  our  effort  from  individuals  like 
Gov.  James  Hunt  of  North  Carolina, 
who  chairs  the  National  Governors 
Association  Task  Force  on  Technologi- 
cal Innovation  and  Mr.  Milt  Stewart, 
who  is  the  president  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness High  Technology  Institute. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues a  letter  from  Mr.  William 
Norris,  the  chairman  of  Control  Data 
Corp.  Mr.  Norris  and  his  company  are 
recognized  as  being  active  leaders  in 
our  Nation's  attempt  to  regain  its  posi- 
tion of  preeminence  in  the  world  econ- 
omy. I  welcome  his  thoughts  on  the 
SBIR  program  at  NIH  and  his  support 
for    the    Bedell-Gore    amendment    to 

H.R.  2350. 

Control  Data  Corp., 
Minneapolis.  Minn..  July  27.  1983. 
Hon.  Berkley  Bedell, 

Chairman.  Small  Business  Subcommittee  on 
General    Oversight    and    the    Economy. 
Raybum  House  Office  Building.   Wash- 
ington. D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Bedell:  I  am  writing 
to  express  my  strong  support  for  your  ef- 
forts to  prevent  any  weakening  of  the  Small 
Business  Innovation  Research  Act.  While  I 
know    that    the   amendments   proposed   by 
Congressman  Dingell  to  the  National  Insti- 
tute of  Health  authorization  bill  are  well  in- 
tentioned,  I  am  convinced  that  they  would 
seriously  weaken  the  SBIR  program. 

As  you  know.  Control  Data  was  one  of  the 
first  proponents  of  a  government-wide  SBIR 
program,  and  we  have  consistently  support- 
ed this  e.ssential  means  of  strengthening 
and  encouraging  the  growth  of  small  busi- 
ness since  then.  Small  business  is  the  major 
source  of  innovation  and  new  jobs  in  this 
country,  and  it  would  be  a  major  mistake 
for  the  Federal  government  not  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  contribution  small  businesses 
can  make  to  our  national  economy  and  to 
our  research  and  development  efforts.  Expe- 
rience clearly  shows  that  absent  an  SBIR 
program,  small  firms,  no  matter  how  inno- 
vative, will  not  be  able  to  gain  sufficient 
access  to  Federal  R&D  funds. 

The  health  field  is  no  exception.  Small 
firms  can  and  do  make  a  tremendous  contri- 
bution in  this  area.  Unfortunately,  there 
will  always  be  skeptics.  When  Control  Data 
testified  on  the  SBIR  program  in  the 
Senate,  for  example.  OMB  witnesses  con- 
tended that  there  were  not  enough  small 
firms  engaged  in  health  research  to  allow 
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for  a  competitive  allocation  of  SBIR  funds 
in  this  area.  I  understand,  however,  that 
just  this  year  there  were  some  9.000  re- 
quests for  information  about  NIH's  SBIR 
program,  and  that  there  were  727  proposals 
for  100  grants.  This  ratio  is  over  twice  the 
normal  ratio  of  applicants  to  grants  at  NIH. 
Mr.  Dingell's  amendment,  would  essential- 
ly eliminate  the  special  procedures  Congress 
approved  by  an  overwhelming  vote  for  the 
SBIR  program.  While  these  procedures 
would  apply  only  to  NIH.  I  fear  they  would 
soon  be  extended  to  other  agencies  as  well. 
The  SBIR  program  is  a  sound  and  valuable 
one  that  encourages  the  creative  and  pro- 
ductive potential  of  small  business  which 
brings  thousands  of  new  and  creative  ideas 
to  NIH  and  other  agencies  of  government.  I 
urge  you  to  do  all  you  can  to  keep  the  pro- 
gram intact  so  that  it  will  accomplish  its  in- 
tended purpose  of  strengthening  small  busi- 
ness and  promoting  innovation. 
Sincerely. 

William  C.  Norris.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  HONORARIUM 
REFORM  ACT 

HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
lately  I  have  become  increasingly  con- 
cerned about  the  growing  problem  of 
congressional  honoraria.  These  pay- 
ments made  to  Members  of  Congress 
for  speeches  to  private  audiences  have 
been  criticized  severely  in  the  media 
and  in  Congress  itself.  One  of  the 
major  issues  in  the  controversy— the 
rapidly  expanding  total  amount  of 
honoraria  received— seems  to  have 
been  resolved  by  the  Senates  decision 
to  cap  honoraria  for  Senators  at  the 
current  House  limit  of  30  percent  of 
congressional  salary.  Even  with  this 
highly  desirable  reform,  however,  two 
other  issues  remain  unresolved. 

The  first  is  the  preception  that  the 
congressional  honorarium  has  become 
just  one  more  device  that  special  inter- 
ests use  to  try  to  buy  influence  with 
prominent  legislators.  An  especially 
distrubing  pattern  is  developing  in  this 
regard.  Large  honoraria  are  being  paid 
to  Members  by  groups  with  direct  in- 
terests in  legislation  before  the  Mem- 
bers' committees— banking  committee 
leaders  receive  honoraria  from  bank- 
ing interests,  transportation  commit- 
tee leaders  from  transportation  inter- 
ests, and  so  forth.  More  than  half  of 
all  honoraria  now  come  from  business 
interests,  and  the  greatest  share  goes 
to  powerful  Members  (committee 
chairmen,  legislators  on  taxing  and 
spending  committees,  and  congression- 
al party  leaders)  who  are  capable  of 
dispensing  legislative  favors.  The  idea 
behind  the  honorarium  generally  is  a 
good  one:  Legislators  should  be  en- 
couraged to  meet  a  wider  variety  of 
people  than  they  would  meet  other- 
wise. If  it  continues  unchecked,  howev- 
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er.  the  practice  of  paying  special  inter- 
est honoraria  to  prominent  Members 
may  push  the  public  to  the  point  that 
it  will  look  on  the  practice  as  some- 
thing little  better  than  bribery. 

To  dispel  this  perception,  the  House 
resolution  I  am  introducing  would 
retain  the  overall  limits  on  honoraria 
of  30  percent  of  congressional  salary 
and  $2,000  per  speech  but  would 
reduce  the  amount  a  legislator  could 
receive  from  groups  with  special  inter- 
ests in  his  committees.  A  Member 
earning  the  total  30  percent  of  his  con- 
gressional salary  in  honoraria  would 
not  be  allowed  to  receive  more  than 
half  of  that  sum  from  such  groups. 
Also,  his  payment  per  speech  (from 
these  groups  only)  could  not  exceed 
$750  annually.  These  additional  limits 
basically  reduce  a  legislators  honorar- 
ia from  groups  with  direct  interests  in 
his  committees  to  the  general  limits 
on  honoraria  passed  by  the  House  in 
1977.  except  that  the  $750  limit  would 
extend  over  an  entire  year  to  prevent 
a  Member  from  receiving  several  $750 
payments  in  succession  by  speaking  to 
a  single  group  evening  after  evening. 
The  definition  of  a  direct  interest  in 
legislation  before  a  committee"  would 
follow  the  general  line  of  House  Advi- 
sory Opinion  No.  10.  which  defines  a 
"direct  interest  in  legislation  before 
Congress."  Under  my  resolution,  the 
additional  limits  would  not  apply  to 
the  payments  of  just  any  group.  The 
group  would  have  to  be  one  formally 
in  the  business  of  trying  to  influence 
legislation,  as  evinced  either  by  its  em- 
ployment of  lobbyists  or  its  use  of  a 
political  action  committee.  Also,  it 
would  have  to  have  an  interest  in  a 
legislative  matter  handled  by  the  par- 
ticular congressional  committee  in 
question.  For  example,  the  additional 
limits  would  not  apply  if  the  chairman 
of  the  House  Education  and  Labor 
Committee  were  paid  for  a  speech  to 
college  students  and  their  parents. 
They  would  apply  if  his  paid  speech 
were  given  to  the  National  Education 
Association. 

In  short,  under  my  resolution,  legis- 
lators would  face  additional  limits 
only  on  the  amounts  of  honoraria  re- 
ceived from  groups  in  the  business  of 
trying  to  influence  legislation  before 
the  Members'  committees.  My  resolu- 
tion is  designed  to  allow  legislators 
enough  compensation  to  continue  to 
speak  before  such  groups  without 
"getting  rich"  from  them  or  becoming 
financially  beholden  to  them. 

Unlike  Members,  executive  branch 
officials  are  not  permitted  to  receive 
honoraria  from  groups  which  they 
regulate.  Moreover,  several  legislators, 
citing  the  possibility  of  abuse,  already 
have  decided  on  their  own  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  honoraria  they  receive 
from  groups  with  special  interests  in 
legislation  before  their  committees. 
The  idea  behind  the  practice  of  the 
executive   branch   and   the   voluntary 
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action  of  these  members  is  worth 
adopting  as  a  guide  to  a  general  policy 
for  the  House. 

The  second  problem  that  my  resolu- 
tion would  address  is  that  of  the  con- 
gressional honorarium  received  as  part 
of  a  lavish,  all-expense-paid  "speaking 
vacation"  at  a  resort  area.  The  media 
recently  have  reported  several  cases  of 
legislators  and  their  spouses  receiving 
free  trips  to  Honolulu  and  Las  Vegas, 
with  an  honorarium  to  boot,  all  paid 
for  by  groups  with  a  direct  interest  in 
legislation  before  Congress.  The 
Member  who  takes  such  a  vacation 
gives  the  public  the  impression  that  he 
is  both  "cashing  in"  on  his  office  and 
creating  an  obligation  to  give  legisla- 
tive favors  in  return.  Again,  the  idea 
that  a  legislator  should  be  reimbursed 
for  a  speaking  engagement  is  legiti- 
mate. It  is  the  practice  that  has  gotten 
out  of  hand.  Current  House  rules  and 
advisory  opinions  state  that  only  "nec- 
essary" expenses  will  be  allowed,  but 
these  provisions  are  not  elaborated 
with  any  precision  and  so  are  largely 
unenforceable  and  subject  to  abuse. 

My  resolution  would  require  that  re- 
imbursement of  Members  for  trips 
sponsored  by  special  interest  groups  be 
limited  to  moderate,  necessary  ex- 
penses, not  to  those  incurred  at  the 
finest  restaurants  and  hotels  at  the 
finest  resorts  and  vacation  spots.  Re- 
imbursement would  be  tied  to  the 
General  Services  Administration's 
annual  figures  on  the  estimated  costs 
of  food  and  lodging  in  various  cities 
across  the  United  States.  A  legislator 
speaking  before  a  special  interest 
group  in  New  York  City,  for  example, 
would  be  allowed  SI 57.40  per  day  for 
expenses  under  the  present  schedule. 
In  Indianapolis,  he  would  be  allowed 
$76.90  per  day.  Any  payment  above 
those  limits  would  be  considered  part 
of  the  Member's  honorarium  and 
would  be  subject  to  the  limits  on  hono- 
raria. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  believe  that  the  re- 
forms contained  in  my  resolution  are 
necessary.  Recent  stories  of  abuse 
leave  little  room  for  any  other  conclu- 
sion. My  resolution  recognizes  that  it 
should  not  be  a  financial  hardship  for 
legislators  to  speak  to  special  interest 
groups,  but  it  also  recognizes  that  no 
financial  bonanza  should  be  permitted. 
The  provisions  of  my  resolution  are 
reasonable.  They  will  be  effective  if 
they  are  adopted.  I  urge  that  my  reso- 
lution be  given  prompt  consideration. • 
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sylvania,  which  I  represent,  is  retiring 
on  September  2.  That  institution  is 
Mr.  Bill  Winn  of  WESB  radio  in  Brad- 
ford, who  began  his  career  by  fiddling 
around  with  radios  in  the  attic  as  a 
youngster  and  later  landed  his  first 
radio  job  in  Williamsport,  Pa.,  for  the 
princely  sum  of  $5  a  week  during  the 
Depression. 

In  a  sense.  Bill  Winn  is  the  end  of  an 
era.  In  the  earlier  part  of  his  career, 
he  often  produced  live  shows  for  radio 
and  even  was  known  as  "Swingtime 
Charlie  "  on  the  show.  Since  then,  the 
nature  of  radio  has  changed  as  a  result 
of  television,  and  in  the  future.  Bill 
thinks  it  will  change  again  with  the 
development  of  satellite  technology. 

Still.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  will  remain 
something  -special  about  the  early  days 
of  radio  and  the  impact  it  had  on  the 
lives  of  so  many  Americans.  Bill  Winn 
was  certainly  no  small  part  of  that 
effort,  having  served  for  radio  stations 
stretching  from  Pennsylvania  to  Hon- 
olulu. Hawaii. 

As  an  example  of  his  abilities  and 
his  prominence  with  his  peers.  Bill 
Winn  served  as  president  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania A.ssociated  Press  Broadcasters 
Association  and  won  several  prestigi- 
ous awards.  I  am  proud  that  Bill  Winn 
is  from  the  district  I  represent,  and  I 
will  certainly  miss  his  presence.* 


THE  RETIREMENT  OF  BILL 
WINN 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  CLINGER,  JR. 

or  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  an  in- 
stitution in  the  23d  District  of  Penn- 


GOVERNMENT  CONTRIBUTION 
TO  EDUCATION 

HON.  TIMOTHY  E.  WIRTH 

OF  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  WIRTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Thursday,  July  28,  the  Subcommittee 
on  Elementary.  Secondary  and  Voca- 
tional Education  held  a  hearing  on 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  118,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment should  contribute  to  the  support 
of  education  in  our  country.  This  reso- 
lution was  introduced  by  my  colleague, 
Mr.  AuCoiN,  who  testified  before  the 
subcommittee. 

In  my  colleague's  testimony,  he 
stressed  the  importance  of  having  a 
quality  education  system,  and  that 
cutting  the  budget  as  proposed  by  the 
administration  in  recent  years  is  not 
the  way  to  achieve  this  goal.  He  also 
di.scussed  the  growing  importance  of 
high  technology  to  education.  There  is 
a  growing  demand  for  a  highly  trained 
work  force,  and  yet  our  students  are 
far  behind  other  nation's  students  in 
math,  science,  engineering,  and  other 
critical  fields.  If  we  are  to  reverse 
these  dangerous  trends,  as  my  col- 
league points  out,  we  must  have  strong 
Federal  support  for  education.  This  is 
the  point  of  Mr.  AuCoin's  resolution, 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  insert 
my  colleagues  testimony  into  the 
Record.  His  comments  provide  a  good 
deal  of  insight  into  what  role  the  Fed- 
eral Government  should  play  in  the 
education  of  our  children. 

The  testimony  follows: 
Testimony    of   Congressman    Les    AuCoin 

Subcommittee  on  Elementary.  Secondary 

AND  Vocational  Education,  July  28.  1983 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  commend  you  for  holding 
this  hearing  to  consider  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  118.  It  is  a  privilege  for  me  to 
appear  before  you  today  to  urge  its  adop- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  come  from  a  state  with  a 
tradition  of  educational  excellence.  Oregon 
was  one  of  the  first  states  to  institute  a  pro- 
gram of  competency  testing  at  the  elemen- 
tary and  high  school  levels.  Oregon  students 
consistently  score  above  the  national  aver- 
age on  achievement  tests.  Oregon  business, 
industry  and  labor  work  together  to  im- 
prove public  education. 

Despite  these  successes,  in  virtually  every 
meeting  I've  held  in  my  district  over  the 
past  year,  people  have  expressed  concern 
about  the  condition  of  public  education.  Or- 
egonians  are  worried  about  the  future  of 
their  schools.  They  are  worried  because  it  is 
becoming  increasingly  difficult  to  hire  quali- 
fied educators  in  Oregon.  They  are  worried 
because  a  very  deep  and  protracted  reces- 
sion has  eroded  the  slate's  revenue  base— 
and  with  it.  vital  basic  school  support. 

They  are  worried  because  they  have 
learned  the  hard  way  that  the  economic 
future  of  Oregon  depends  on  access  to  qual- 
ity education. 

Oregon  is  just  now  beginning  to  recover 
from  a  damaging  recession  which  held  un- 
employment above  ten  percent  for  over 
three  years.  Oregonians  realize  that  for  the 
recovery  to  be  sustained  the  state  must  di- 
versify its  economic  base.  And  diversifica- 
tion is  impossible  without  an  educated  work- 
force. 

I  readily  concede  that  my  views  are 
strongly  influenced  by  the  view  of  society 
taken  by  the  most  enlightened  leaders  of 
the  high  technology  industry,  which  has 
become  a  significant  economic  factor  in  my 
district. 

The  high  tech  industry  is  at  the  cutting 
edge  of  this  country's  ability  to  innovate 
and  develop  the  technologies  necessary  to 
remain  competitive.  When  asked  to  ;  ame 
the  single  most  important  factor  which  will 
allow  the  high  tech  industry  to  sustain  this 
competitive  drive,  those  within  the  industry 
uniformly  cite  the  need  for  a  highly  educat- 
ed pool  of  workers. 

This  should  not  be  surprising  to  anyone 
familiar  with  the  high  tech  industry.  To 
remain  competitive,  innovative  develop- 
ments must  jump  ahead  at  light  speed- 
slate  of  the  art  knowledge  doubles  every  18 
months.  Only  the  finest  minds  and  most 
highly  educated  workforce  can  keep  this  in- 
dustry out  front  in  a  highly  competitive 
world. 

It's  like  the  forward  point  on  a  wheel  in 
motion:  to  stay  in  place  is  to  end  up  on  the 
reverse  side  of  the  wheel.  The  need  is  to 
Invest  in  ever  more  productive  advances  of 
the  human  mind.  Prosperity,  even  survival, 
depends  on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  the  high  tech  indus- 
try can  teach  us  in  the  field  of  science, 
mathematics  and  engineering  holds  true  for 
American  .society  as  a  whole— in  medicine,  in 
the  liberal  arts,  in  the  professions  and  in 
our  basic  industries  such  as  steel  and  auto- 
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mobiles   which   need   technological   innova- 
tion to  survive. 

Representatives  of  Oregon's  high  technol- 
ogy industries  have  pushed,  and  worked 
with  the  state,  to  improve  support  for  public 
education.  Businessmen  in  the  more  "tradi- 
tional" fields  have  cooperated  in  improving 
vocational  and  basic  skills  programs  to 
insure  that  they  will  continue  to  have  the 
educated  workforce  they  need. 

But  the  demands  being  placed  on  Or- 
egon's public  education  system— as  across 
the  nation— are  such  that  the  combined  ef- 
forts of  businesses,  local  schools  and  stale 
legislatures  are  simply  inadequate. 

And.  distressingly,  instead  of  working  in 
cooperation  with  state  and  local  govern- 
ments, this  Administration  has  turned  its 
back  on  support  for  education. 

At  a  time  when  education  should  be  one 
of  our  top  national  priorities,  the  share  of 
the  budget  allocated  for  education  has  been 
falling.  Elementary  and  secondary  programs 
have  been  cut  15'"f  in  the  past  two  years. 
The  Administration  recommended  cutting 
higher  education  37"^  this  year. 

Public  education  has  traditionally  been 
the  engine  that  drives  the  industrial  ma- 
chinery of  this  nation.  If  we  are  to  continue 
to  keep  pace  with  other  nations,  we  need  a 
national  commitment  to  educational  excel- 
lence. 

Consider:  95  percent  of  Japanese  teen- 
agers graduate  from  high  school,  compared 
with  74  percent  in  the  US.  Only  38  percent 
of  US  high  school  students  take  a  one  year 
course  in  chemistry— while  all  students  in 
the  Soviet  Union  complete  four  years  of 
chemistry. 

Now  consider:  Japan  now  produces  auto- 
mobiles more  efficiently  than  the  United 
Stales.  South  Korea  just  built  the  world's 
most  efficient  steel  mill.  West  Germany  is 
replacing  the  US  as  the  premier  producer  of 
machine  tools  in  the  world  marketplace. 

Recently,  there  have  been  some  encourag- 
ing signs  that  the  federal  government  is 
willing  to  recognize  its  responsibility  to  en- 
courage educational  excellence.  Over  the 
past  few  months,  largely  due  to  a  series  of 
reoorts  on  the  condition  of  US  public  educa- 
tion, education  has  become  a  hotly-debated 
national  topic. 

The  reports  of  the  National  Commission 
on  Excellence  in  Education,  the  Twentieth 
Century  Fund  and  the  Task  Force  on  Edu- 
cation for  Economic  Growth,  outline  the  se- 
rious decline  in  the  educational  perform- 
ance of  U.S.  students  over  the  past  several 
decades. 

The  reports  show  that  Scholastic  Achieve- 
ment scores  have  declined  steadily  for  the 
past  twenty  years.  The  reports  show  that  23 
million  adults  in  this  country  are  considered 
to  be  functionally  illiterate.  The  reports 
show  that  hours  devoted  to  'core"  courses 
in  high  school  are  declining. 

And.  while  the  reports  differ  in  their  anal- 
ysis of  the  steps  that  must  be  taken  to  im- 
prove educational  performance,  they  are 
unanimous  on  one  point- state  and  local  ef- 
forts must  be  backed  by  a  strong  federal 
commitment  if  they  are  to  be  successful. 

H.R.  118  is  intended  as  a  first  step  in  re- 
newing the  federal  commitment  to  educa- 
tion. By  approving  this  resolution.  Congress 
can  go  on  record  as  emphasizing  its  concern 
about,  and  continued  support  for.  educa- 
tional opportunity  and  educational  excel- 
lence in  the  United  States. 

The  resolution  is  in  no  way  intended  to 
preempt  the  role  of  slate  and  local  govern- 
ments. 

Rather,  the  resolution  says  to  those 
.school  board  members,  teachers  and  state 
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officials  who  are  working  so  hard  to  meet 
educational  priorities,  that  they  will  have 
the  cooperation  and  commitment  they  need 
at  the  federal  level. 

The  resolution  says  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment will  continue  to  recognize  its  his- 
toric responsibility  for  special  groups— the 
handicapped,  the  disadvantaged. 

The  resolution  says  that  education  is  of 
an  importance  deserving  a  place  in  the 
President's  Cabinet,  and  reiterates  support 
for  the  Department  of  Education. 

The  resolution  recognizes  thai  federal  ac- 
tions may  impact  local  efforts,  and  calls  for 
the  continuation  of  aid  to  off.set  these 
changes. 

The  resolution  recognizes  that  the  prob- 
lems facing  our  public  education  system  will 
require  the  best  efforts  of  all  sectors  of  gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  H.R.  118  is  an 
important  first  step  in  regaining  momentum 
and  working  to  improve  our  national  system 
of  public  education.  H.R.  118  can  help  to 
build  a  reservoir  of  support  for  ongoing  ef- 
forts to  improve  the  quality  of  education  in 
the  United  States,  including  plans  for  imple- 
menting the  suggestions  of  the  National 
Commission  on  Excellence  in  Education. 

While  I've  emphasized  the  important  eco- 
nomic aspects  today,  we  all  realize  that  sup- 
port for  public  education  is  much  more.  The 
U.S.  public  education  system  has  helped  to 
build  a  common  culture,  an  understanding 
of  institutions,  the  kind  of  cohesion  in  a 
social  and  cultural  sense  that  will  prepare 
this  country  for  the  unprecedented  chal- 
lenges that  lie  ahead. 

We  must  continue  to  give  it  our  full  sup- 
port.* 


MUNICIPAL  TREASURERS  INDIS- 
PENSIBLE  TO  CITY  GOVERN- 
MENT 


HON.  MERVYN  M.  DYMALLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  join  my  fellow  Members  of  Congress 
as  well  as  city,  county,  and  State  gov- 
ernments across  the  Nation  in  ac- 
knowledging the  contributions  of  mu- 
nicipal treasurers  to  the  smooth  run- 
ning of  local  government.  The  Munici- 
pal Treasurers  Association  of  the 
United  States  and  Canada  will  hold  its 
annual  convention  in  Tulsa,  Okla.,  on 
the  10th  through  the  13th  of  August. 
It  is  therefore  fitting  that  all  of  us  in 
the  Congress  extend  our  appreciation 
to  these  public  servants  as  they  come 
together  for  this  annual  event. 

Local  government  serves  the  people 
best  when  it  is  operated  in  an  effi- 
cient, orderly  and  trustworthy 
manner.  Without  proper  procedures 
and  strict  financial  records,  the  func- 
tioning of  government  would  be  se- 
verely impaired.  And  it  is  the  munici- 
pal treasurer  who  administers  proce- 
dures and  keeps  the  financial  records. 

More  than  administering  procedures, 
the  municipal  treasurer  is  the  custodi- 
an of  local  government  funds.  These 
are  dedicated  funds  intended  for  spe- 
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cific  purposes.  The  proper  manage- 
ment and  investment  of  these  funds  is 
the  solemn  charge  of  the  municipal 
treasurer.  As  a  result  of  this  charge, 
there  is  no  other  local  public  servant 
with  a  more  organized  financial  knowl- 
edge about  a  community  and  its  gov- 
ernment activities.  The  knowledge  is 
indispensible  to  the  process  of  govern- 
ment. 

Finance,  however,  is  not  the  only 
vital  aspect  of  local  government.  A 
government  which  lacks  the  support 
of  those  it  purports  to  govern  cannot 
long  exist.  The  strength  of  local  gov- 
ernment, therefore,  depends  upon  the 
citizens'  opinion  of  it.  and  such  opin- 
ion is  formed  largely  by  the  image  set 
forth  by  municipal  government  em- 
ployees. The  treasurer  is  one  of  the 
municipal  officials  most  closely  in 
daily  contact  with  the  citizenry  and  is 
in  a  key  position  to  mold  sound  public 
opinion. 

I  am  proud,  therefore,  to  join  with 
my  colleagues  in  the  Congress  in  rec- 
ognizing the  holders  of  an  historic  mu- 
nicipal office  which  grew  out  of  the 
traditions  of  our  democratic  heritage.* 


NEW  YORK  TIMES  HAILS  MRS. 
BURTON 


IMI 


HON.  ANTONIO  BORJA  WON  PAT 

OF  GUAM 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  WON  PAT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  to  call  to  the  attention  of  our 
colleagues  an  excellent  profile  of  our 
dear  colleague.  Mrs.  Sala  Burton  of 
California. 

The  article  appeared  in  todays  New- 
York  Times  and  does  a  fine  job  of  re- 
flecting the  charm  and  dedication  of 
this  wonderful  woman.  Those  of  us 
who  were  overjoyed  to  see  her  take 
the  seat  of  her  late  husband.  Philip 
Burton,  can  see  that  she  has  obviously 
taken  charge  of  her  life  and  of  her 
new  job  and  will  make  a  great  contri- 
bution to  this  body. 

Recently.  I  was  honored  to  have 
Sala  join  me  on  the  House  Interior 
Committee  and  equally  important,  on 
the  Subcommittee  on  Insular  Affairs 
which  I  chair.  Like  her  husband 
before.  Sala  has  pledged  to  do  her  best 
to  support  the  U.S.  Territories  and  I 
welcome  her  support  and  friendship  in 
their  effort. 

I  know  we  all  wish  Sala  the  best  of 
success  in  her  position  and  I  commend 
the  New  York  Times  article  to  the  at- 
tention of  my  colleagues  here  today. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  July  29.  1983] 

"The  Popular  Burton"  and  Her  Mission 
(By  Barbara  Gamarekiani 

Washington.  July  28.— When  Sala 
Burton  walked  onto  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  a  little  more  than  four 
weeks  ago  to  be  sworn  in  as  her  late  hus- 
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bands  successor  in  Congre.ss.  she  found  it. 
she  said,  "a  touching,  bittersweet  experi- 
ence." 

Her  husband.  Phillip,  a  driving  force 
among  House  liberals,  had  served  in  that  in- 
stitution for  19  years  when  he  died  of  an 
emboli-sm  in  April.  A  number  of  his  col- 
leagues, including  Senator  Alan  Cranston  of 
California,  stood  at  Mr.s.  Burton's  side  as 
she  look  the  oath  of  office. 

All  tho.se  familiar  faces. "  she  said,  "they 
gave  me  such  a  warm  welcome.  It  still  seems 
unreal.  " 

Although  Mrs.  Burton  had  never  worked 
in  her  husband's  Congressional  office,  she 
shared  his  passion  for  politics.  The  Congress 
had  often  referred  to  her  as  his  greatest  po- 
litical asset.  She's  the  popular  Burton."  he 
would  say.  I  keep  Sala  busy  repairing  all 
the  fences  I  ve  busted." 

"One  reason  I've  always  been  involved  in 
politics  is  that  I'm  European  born."  .said 
Mrs.  Burton,  a  warm  hearty  woman  of  57 
who  says  with  a  laugh  that  she  speaks  a 
little  English  "  as  well  as  French,  Ru.ssian. 
Polish.  German  and  Yiddish.  She  arrived  in 
the  United  Stales  as  a  teen-ager  from 
Poland  with  her  Jewish  parents  as  World 
War  11  was  about  to  break  out. 

WE  MUST  ALL  BE  VIGILANT 

I  saw  and  felt  what  happened  in  Western 
Europe  when  the  Nazis  were  moving. "  she 
said.  You  learn  that  politics  is  everybody  s 
business.  The  air  you  breath  is  political— it 
isn't  just  a  game  for  certain  people.  We 
must  all  be  vigilant  in  terms  of  whom  we 
elect  to  office,  vigilant  in  terms  of  our  civil 
rights  and  liberties." 

Mrs.  Burton  was  elected  to  her  seat  June 
21.  defeating  10  other  candidates  with  56.9 
percent  of  the  vote.  Since  then  she  has  been 
busy  traveling  between  the  capital  and  her 
home  slate. 

There  was  a  short  week  in  Washington 
before  returning  to  her  home  district  in  San 
Francisco  for  the  Fourth  of  July  recess  and 
the  reorganization  of  her  district  office. 
Now  she  is  back  on  Capitol  Hill  getting  re- 
settled with  her  staff  of  six.  all  holdovers 
from  her  husbands  office,  in  two  nonde- 
script rooms  in  the  Longworth  House  Office 
Building.  With  no  seniority,  she  is  far  down 
the  pecking  order  when  it  comes  to  office 
space. 

The  issues  that  are  of  special  interest  to 
her.  she  says,  are  education  ("I  started  talk- 
ing about  teachers  before  the  President.  We 
are  losing  the  good  ones.  ")  and  the  environ- 
ment. And  she  has  been  successful  in  gain- 
ing appointments  to  both  the  House  Educa- 
tion and  Labor  Committee  and  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

NEVER  GOT  HER  DRAMA  DEGREE 

"And  of  course,"  she  added,  "the  i.ssues  of 
peace  and  disarmament  and  the  pa.s.sage  of 
the  equal  rights  amendment  are  both  high 
on  my  agenda.  One  of  the  first  things  I  did 
was  to  sign  on  as  a  co-sponsor  of  the  E.R.A.  " 

The  Burtons  met  at  a  Young  Democrats 
convention  in  1950.  He  headed  the  organiza- 
tion and  she  was  a  delegate.  Three  years 
later  they  married,  and  she  never  did  collect 
the  drama  degree  that  she  was  working  for 
at  San  Francisco  Stale  University. 

There  is  a  daughter.  Joy.  and  two  grand- 
children. 

In  the  years  her  husband  served  as  a 
member  of  the  California  State  Assembly. 
Mrs,  Burton  helped  organize  the  California 
Democratic  Council  and  served  as  its  vice 
president.  She  also  worked  for  the  Califor- 
nia Public  Affairs  Institute,  a  forum  for  po- 
litical  candidates:  served  as  a  member  of 
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San  Franscisco's  fair  housing  committee 
working  clo.sely  with  the  National  Associa- 
tion for  the  Advancement  of  Colored 
People:  served  as  a  member  of  the  state 
Democratic  Party's  steering  committee  and 
was  chairman  of  the  Democratic  Women's 
Forum.  She  has  been  a  delegate  to  Demo- 
cratic Presidential  conventions  three  times. 
Mrs.  Burton  continued  her  political  activi- 
ties in  Washington  after  her  husbands  elec- 
tion to  Congress,  serving  on  the  advisory 
boards  of  the  National  Security  Committee 
and  the  National  Council  on  Soviet  Jewry 
and  as  the  legislative  chairman  of  the 
Women's  National  Democratic  Club  here. 

STEADY  AS  A  BRICK 

"She  is  a  very  able,  tough,  clear-headed 
person,"  said  Fred  Dullon.  a  Washington 
lawyer  who  was  chief  of  staff  for  Gov. 
Edmund  G.  Brown  in  California  in  the 
1950's.  "Phil  was  a  real  firebrand  and  would 
go  off  in  all  directions,  but  Sala  was  as 
steady  as  a  brick.  " 

William  K.  Coblentz,  a  West  Coast  lawyer 
who  has  long  been  involved  in  California 
politics,  said:  "She  knows  the  legislative 
process  and  she  was  so  intimately  involved 
with  Phil  she  can  step  into  his  shoes  easily. 
In  personal  relationships,  shes  much  better 
at  getting  on  than  Phil  who  could  be  pretty 
abrasive."" 

People  used  to  say  that  Phil  ate  shredded 
precinct  lists  for  breakfast."  said  Mrs. 
Burton  with  a  smile.  "But  that  is  so  untrue. 
He  was  a  man  who  was  6-foot-3  with  a 
booming  voice  and  a  strong  personality  and 
he  could  be  lough  in  the  best  sense.  He 
would  fight  for  things  he  believes  in  until 
the  very  end.  But  when  it  came  to  his 
family  and  friends,  he  was  very  soft." 

Mrs.  Burton  has  no  game  plan,  no  theo- 
ries about  how  to  become  a  political  force 
on  the  Hill. 

I  just  want  to  do  my  very  best  to  repre- 
.sent  the  city  of  San  Francisco,"    she  said. 

And  I  want  to  represent,  as  my  husband 
did.  the  dispo.s.sesed.  the  hungry,  the  poor, 
the  children,  people  in  the  tru.st  territories, 
the  aged— those  people  who  don't  have  a  lot 
of  lobbying  being  done  for  them."'» 


NATIONAL  SOCIAL  WORK 
MONTH,  MARCH  1984 

HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr,  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
great  personal  pleasure  and  a  sense  of 
mission  that  I  introduce  a  House  joint 
re.solution  proclaiming  the  month  of 
March  1984  as  National  Social  Work 
Month. 

Social  work  is  an  important  profes- 
sion which  embodies  what  is  best 
about  Americans— the  instinct  to 
reach  out  a  hand  to  those  who  need 
help.  It  is  the  profession  which  mani- 
fests the  generosity  of  spirit  of  our 
Nation. 

At  a  time  of  reduced  Federal  funding 
and  mounting  societal  pressures,  social 
workers  meet  the  challenge  every  day. 
with  every  person  they  assist. 

We  must  never  lose  touch  with  our 
critical  national  goal— to  mine  our  Na- 
tions  human  treasure,  to  nurture,  to 
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heal,  to  repair,  and  rehabilitate  in 
order  to  create  productive  workers,  ef- 
fective, satisfied  family  members,  and 
responsible,  contributing  citizens. 

Social  workers  are  on  the  frontlines 
pursuing  that  goal.  They  help  with 
the  debilitating  effects  of  drug  and  al- 
cohol abuse,  the  disorientation  of  di- 
vorce and  separation,  the  devastation 
of  unemployment.  They  support  the 
families,  protect  the  children,  care  for 
the  aged. 

The  National  Association  of  Social 
Workers  is  the  professional  organiza- 
tion with  92,000  members  which  sup- 
ports the  efforts  of  individual  social 
workers  and  maintains  the  profes- 
sion's standards.  NASW  leads  us  in  the 
effort  to  remember  that  social  workers 
are  a  deeply  needed  commodity  in  our 
society. 

NASW  suggests  that  we  look  at  the 
variety  of  settings  in  which  social 
workers  practice  as  a  measure  of  their 
worth:  there  were  social  workers  in 
the  disaster  relief  tents  after  the  Coa- 
linga  earthquake;  they  helped  relocate 
families  during  last  spring's  mud  and 
flood  in  Utah;  there  are  social  workers 
in  schools,  hospitals,  nursing  homes, 
runaway  houses,  day  care  centers, 
mental  health  clinics,  veterans'  cen- 
ters. They  work  in  factories  and  in  cor- 
porate offices;  social  workers  work  in 
police  stations  and  courthouses; 
churches  have  social  workers  on  their 
staffs,  as  well  as  family  service  agen- 
cies, adoption  and  foster  care  agencies, 
public  assistance  offices  and  Traveler's 
Aid  booths  in  train  and  bus  stations 
and  airports:  social  workers  are  in  the 
waiting  rooms  of  dentists,  pediatri- 
cians, funeral  directors;  social  workers 
are  in  mayors'  offices  planning  for  the 
social  well  being  of  urban  populations; 
social  workers  help  shape  public  poli- 
cies which  guard  our  national  well- 
being. 

Todays  social  workers  work  to  im- 
prove the  quality  of  life  for  people  at 
all  income  levels.  Their  methods  in- 
clude both  the  Jane  Addams  approach 
of  seeking  social  reform  and  the  thera- 
peutic method  of  counseling  families 
and  individuals.  Their  aim  in  either 
case  is  the  same— to  increase  people's 
control  over  their  own  lives  and  their 
ability  to  contribute  to  society. 

The  National  Association  of  Social 
Workers  has  brought  these  matters  to 
our  attention  by  asking  us  to  designate 
1  month  during  the  year  when  we  rec- 
ognize social  workers  and  the  impor- 
tant role  they  play. 

Designating  March  1984  as  National 
Social  Work  Month  will  help  the 
public  understand  and  support  the 
tireless  efforts  of  this  hard  working 
profession  because,  after  all,  social 
workers  help  people  •  *  •  just  like 
you. 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  request  unanimous 
consent  that  the  text  of  this  resolu- 
tion be  printed  in  the  Record.* 
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THERE  ARE  NO  QUICK  FIXES 
FOR  CENTRAL  AMERICA 


HON.  CHARLES  E.  BENNETT 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 

•  Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr,  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  include  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  a  thoughtful  article  by  my 
dear  friend.  Brig.  Gen.  J.  D.  Hittle, 
USMC  (Retired)  who  was  formerly  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  is 
intensely  interested  in  all  matters  of 
national  defense  and  international  af- 
fairs, and  a  good  analyst  of  the  prob- 
lems facing  our  country.  He  is  certain- 
ly on  solid  ground  in  his  observation 
that  there  is  no  way  to  work  out  a 
quick  solution  in  the  struggle  against 
Communist  agression  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. Good  judgment  and  preseverance 
are  essential.  The  article  reads  as  it 
was  originally  published  in  Navy 
Times. 

[From  the  Navy  Times.  July  25.  1983] 
There  Are  No  Quick  Fixes  for  Central 

America 

(By  Brig.  Gen.  J.  D.  Hittle,  USMC  (Ret.)) 

Too  many  in  Congress,  the  public  and  the 

press  are  demanding  quick  solutions  to  the 

struggle   against   communist   aggression   in 

Central  America. 

What  they  overlook  is  that  it  look  a  long 
time  for  the  communists  to  create  the  cur- 
rent crisis  there.  By  the  same  token,  its 
going  to  take  a  long  time  to  defuse  the  crisis 
and  rebuff  the  Russian-backed  threat  to  the 
region.  That  threat  to  El  Salvador,  Hondu- 
ras. Guatemala,  and  Costa  Rica  is  also,  in 
turn,  a  danger  to  the  Panama  Canal,  Mexico 
and  the  Caribbean  sea  lanes  that  are  vital  to 
the  strategic  integrity  of  the  United  States. 
Is  should  be  recognized  by  this  time  that 
when  Russia  and  the  communist  client 
states,  like  Cuba,  embark  on  a  policy  of  pen- 
etration, terror  and  armed  rebellion,  it  is 
not  done  on  a  short-range  basis.  Russia  is 
acting  in  accordance  with  its  doctrinal  com- 
munist belief  that  history  is  on  its  side. 

Thus.  Russia  takes  the  long  view  that  the 
United  States  does  not  have  the  emotional 
and  intellectual  stamina  nor  the  stiffness  of 
spine  to  persevere  against  the  communist 
expansionism.  For  the  communists,  their 
victory  and  the  U.S.  defeat  in  Vietnam. 
Cambodia  and  Loas  reaffirmed  that  belief. 

Its  worth  remembering  that  it  took  North 
Vietman.  backed  by  Russia  and  communist 
China,  over  a  quarter  of  a  centry  of  dogged, 
unrelenting  progaganda,  intrigue  and  overt 
military  action  to  break  the  back  of  U.S. 
congressional  support  of  our  historically  im- 
portant stand  in  Indochina.  That  Moscow  is 
following  much  the  same  scenario  in  Cen- 
tral America  is  obvious. 

This  alone  should  jolt  some  of  the  wishful 
thinkers  in  our  Congress,  the  press,  and  the 
universities  back  to  the  real  world  of  facts 
and  acts,  what  these  dreamers  dont.  or 
wont,  see  is  that  the  United  States  didnt 
start  the  vicious  Reti  aggression  in  Central 
America.  Nor  will  these  critics  of  President 
Reagan"s  alert  opposition  to  Russian  en- 
croachment on  the  American  mainland  rec- 
ognize the  disasters  that  would  flow  endless- 
ly out  another  U.S.  retreat. 

Whether  the  critics  of  U.S.  defense  of 
Central  America  like  it  or  not,  the  fact  is 
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that  we.  as  a  nation,  are  facing  a  long  and 
burdensome  confrontation  in  that  immense- 
ly important  strategic  area.  We  must  gird 
ourselves  for  a  long,  tough  effort.  There  is 
no  quick  fix. 

But  defeat  of  this  close-to-home  commu- 
nist drive  will  depend  on  much  more  than 
military  support.  It  will  require  a  full  range 
of  effort.  Military  action  alone  will  not  do 
the  basic  job  that  has  to  be  done.  Quite  cor- 
rectly. President  Reagan  is  placing  heavy 
emphasis  on  the  economic  aspects  of  the  sit- 
uation. 

What  is  needed  is  a  major  economic  im- 
provement program  for  El  Salvador  and  the 
other  endangered  Central  American  coun- 
tries. It  requires,  in  a  sense,  a  Central  Amer- 
ican version  of  the  enlightened  Marshall 
Plan  that  raised  Europe  from  the  ruble  of 
World  War  II  and  put  those  war-battered 
people  on  the  road  to  survival,  hope  and 
progress. 

Central  America  is  not,  of  course,  Europe, 
and  an  economic  improvement  program  will 
have  to  be  skillfully  tailored  to  the  nature 
and  size  of  the  areas  problems.  Otherwise, 
money  will  be  wasted  and  success  will  be  an 
ever-elusive  goal. 

But  the  inescapable  necessity  for  such  an 
economic  effort  does  not  lessen  the  absolute 
need  for  continued  and  adequate  U.S.  mili- 
tary assistance  in  countering  the  Red  terror 
and  aggression. 

Without  sufficient  military  protection 
against  the  Russian-backed  guerrillas,  the 
most  ably  planned  economic  program 
wouldn't  have  a  chance.  One  reason  is  that 
a  basic  goal  of  communist  strategy  in  El  Sal- 
vador, as  it  was  in  Southeast  Asia,  is  to  de- 
stroy the  economic  viability  of  the  country. 
This  is  why  bridges  are  blown  up,  roads 
mined,  and  electrical  power  lines  destroyed. 
Military  power  is  thus  an  essential  ingre- 
dient in  the  formula  for  defense  against  the 
Red  aggression  that  is  now  brutalizing  El 
Salvador  and  threatening  to  engulf  the 
area. 

In  short,  U.S.  economic  assistance  would 
make  possible  the  rebuilding  of  El  Salva- 
dor's economy  with  the  resulting  social  im- 
provement and  political  stability  and 
progress. 

The  military's  ability  to  fend  off  the  Red 
terror  and  destruction  gives  the  economic 
effort  a  chance  to  succeed. 

The  communist  bosses  who  are  calling  the 
shots  in  Central  America  have  a  pretty  good 
idea  of  what  we  should  do  economically  and 
militarily  to  assure  the  protection  and  sur- 
vival of  El  Salvador  and  the  rest  of  Central 
America.  These  same  communist  .strategists 
are  betting  that,  like  in  Vietnam,  we  will 
falter  in  the  lest  of  wills  and  again  lack  the 
moral  stamina  to  persevere. 

We  can  hope  that  such  a  communist  as- 
sessment of  U.S.  frailty  will  be  proven 
wrong.  It  could  be  so  proven  if  as  a  nation 
we  face  up  to  one  basic  strategic  truth:  This 
time  the  Russian-backed  penetration  and 
aggression  isn't  in  Vietnam,  halfway  around 
the  world.  Rather  it  is  in  mainland  America, 
just  "south  of  the  border." 

That  border,  as  the  world  knows,  is  an  un- 
defended one.  But  if  Central  America  falls 
to  communist  aggression,  the  requirements 
for  sheer  survival  will  mean  the  military 
manning  of  the  U.S.-Mexico  border  and  ac- 
cepting all  the  dangers  and  problems  that 
go  with  such  a  national  emergency.* 
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DANNY  AND  ROSE  MARIE 
THOMAS:  TWO  LIVES  DEVOTED 
TO  CHILD  HEALTH 

HON.  MERVYN  M.  DYMALLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
history  of  research  on  cures  for  dis- 
eases that  take  the  lives  of  children, 
there  is  perhaps  no  institution  that 
has  made  a  greater  contribution  than 
St.  Jude  Children's  Research  Hospital 
in  Memphis.  Tenn.  Thanks  in  signifi- 
cant part  to  the  work  that  has  been 
carried  out  at  St.  Judes,  the  cure  rate 
for  childhood  cancer  has  increased 
steadily  over  the  years.  The  accom- 
plishments of  researchers  and  doctors 
at  St.  Judes  is  something  about  which 
the  Nation  is  both  proud  and  grateful. 
At  the  same  time  that  we  acknowl- 
edge our  gratitude,  it  is  essential  to  re- 
alize that  advances  in  the  cure  rate  for 
catastrophic  childhood  diseases  are 
made  at  enormous  cost.  Those  chil- 
dren who  have  been  saved  are  alive 
today  in  large  part  because  of  the  love 
of  two  people  for  these  children. 
Those  people  are  Danny  and  Rose 
Marie  Thomas.  They  have  dedicated 
their  adult  life  to  raising  the  funds 
necessary  to  continue  the  research  and 
therapy  which  has  literally  given  to 
thousands  of  children  for  whom  there 
previously  had  been  no  hope.  Fund- 
raising  is  not  the  area  of  the  research 
enterprise  that  attracts  the  greatest 
recognition.  But  Danny  and  Rose 
Marie  have  not  sought  recognition. 
Their  reward  has  been  the  knowledge 
that  they  have  given  others  the  means 
by  which  to  restore  health,  vitality, 
and  hope  to  the  grievously  ill. 

Danny  and  Rose  Marie  are  all  the 
more  remarkable  because  their  selfless 
devotion  to  this  work  came  about  as  a 
result  of  a  deliberate  and  voluntary 
choice.  Our  natural  tendency  is  to 
avoid  that  which  is  painful,  and 
Danny  and  Rose  Marie  have  had  the 
means  to  turn  away  from  the  painful 
reality  of  childhood  suffering  and 
death.  Instead,  they  chose  to  face  the 
challenge  head  on.  They  chose  to  help 
end  the  pain.  They  chose  to  create  a 
new  reality.  Today  the  medical  knowl- 
edge made  possible  by  their  fund  rais- 
ing efforts  has  been  incorporated  into 
medical  practice  the  world  over.  Many 
of  the  heroes  of  this  world  are  recog- 
nized because  they  have  slain  their  en- 
emies in  war.  In  acknowledging  the 
gift  of  Danny  and  Rose  Marie  Thomas 
to  humanity.  I  think  we  are  recogniz- 
ing a  greater  heroism.  Their  enemy  is 
death.  And  the  testament  to  their  con- 
quest is  to  be  found  in  the  smiling 
faces  of  those  who  live  because  of 
their  loving  devotion.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

UNDERSTANDING  THE  NATURE 
OF  CONFLICT  IN  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 


HON.  MATTHEW  G.  MARTINEZ 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
present  policy  in  Central  America  is  a 
failing,  shortsighted  policy  which  docs 
not  address  the  real  problems  of  the 
area.  In  fact  misconception  of  what  is 
troubling  Central  America  is  so  dan- 
gerously wrong  that  it  will  be  the 
stumbling  block  to  any  coherent  last- 
ing solution  for  peace.  I  have  voted, 
along  with  the  majority  of  my  col- 
leagues in  Congress,  to  amend  the  In- 
telligence Authorization  Act  and  pro- 
hibit covert  aid  in  Nicaragua.  I  have 
done  so  with  the  firm  belief  that  we  as 
a  nation  can  best  serve  the  interests  of 
that  area,  and  the  cause  of  democracy, 
by  not  blindly  overwhelming  the  areas 
of  conflict  with  military  responses. 

Yesterday  Congress  acted  to  rebuke 
the  administrations  policy  by  a  228- 
195  vote.  Much  of  the  14  hours  of 
debate  was  consumed  by  studying  the 
reality  of  day-to-day  life  in  Central 
America.  The  basic  problems  of 
hunger,  health,  and  education  are  the 
major  causes  of  societal  discontent 
and  conflict.  Since  this  region  was  first 
settled  there  has  been  a  large  disparity 
between  the  very  rich  and  the  very 
poor.  This  division  has  been  so  com- 
plete that  it  is  manifest  in  all  aspects 
of  life.  A  major  example  is  the  lack  of 
an  educated  population.  While  the 
ruling  educated  class  has  perpetuated 
their  control  through  restrictive  and 
dictatorial  means,  the  majority  of  the 
people,  who  have  lived  for  generations 
in  poverty,  have  never  been  allowed  to 
participate  m  the  political  process. 
Their  concerns  were  more  directed 
toward  daily  survival. 

Another  factor  which  we  must  ac- 
knowledge as  the  cornerstone  for  any 
plan  for  a  lasting  peaceful  solution  is 
land  reform.  Historically,  the  survival 
of  the  peasants  and  farmers  in  Central 
America  has  relied  on  the  whims  of 
the  landed  ruling  classes  and  foreign- 
controlled  companies  which  owned 
much  of  the  infrastructure  on  which 
the  progress  of  a  country's  economy 
rely.  The  peasants  have  had  to  work 
the  land  they  could  not  own  and  were 
not  allowed  to  bear  the  fruits  of  their 
own  labors.  In  Nicaragua,  the  Somoza 
regime  owned  20  percent  of  all  the 
arable  land  in  that  country:  in  El  Sal- 
vador, 14  families  controlled  the  vase 
majority  of  the  land  suitable  for  farm- 
ing. 

These  major  problems  place  obstruc- 
tions in  the  path  of  open  democratic 
governing.  The  weathly  ruling  .seg- 
ment of  the  population  wishes  to 
remain  in  control  of  events  and  to  in- 
crease their  power  and  prestige.  They 
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can  only  do  so  as  long  as  they  main- 
tain a  passive,  cheap  labor  force, 
which  in  turn  necessitates  an  unedu- 
cated population.  This  is  not  the  only 
side  effect.  The  governing  regime  must 
repress  the  civil  rights  of  its  citizenry 
to  insure  that  there  is  no  criticism  or 
political  opposition  to  the  govern- 
ment's political  policies.  In  other 
words  the  status  quo  is  geared  toward 
repression  of  individual  rights  and 
powerful  dictatorial  regimes. 

We  as  Americans  must  realize  that 
these  socioeconomic  problems  are  the 
root  from  which  the  military  conflicts 
arise.  By  supporting  continued  mili- 
tary action  we  are  only  exacerbating 
the  problem  while  ignoring  the  basic 
issues.  The  administration  is  trying  to 
convince  America  that  the  Sandinista 
government  and  the  rebels  in  El  Salva- 
dor are  really  only  Soviet  and  Cuban 
insurgents.  They  assume  that  we  can 
solve  intrinsically  economic  and  .social 
problems  with  shortsighted  military 
.solutions. 

The  administration  has  stated  that 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua  has 
been  aggressively  seeking  the  over- 
throw of  the  democratically  elected 
Government  of  El  Salvador,  via  the 
.supply  of  arms  to  anti-Government 
forces  in  that  country.  What  the  Presi- 
dent does  not  say  is  that  CIA  agents 
have  been  doing  the  same  thing.  Our 
Government  has  been  .supporting  anti- 
Sandinista  forces  on  the  pretense  of 
halting  the  arms  flow  from  Nicaragua 
to  the  rebels  in  El  Salvador.  Congress, 
by  cutting  off  funds  for  covert  aid.  has 
demonstrated  its  belief  that  the  CIA 
agents  have  gone  further  than  their 
stated  goals  and  have  been  actively  fa- 
cilitating the  overthrow  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua.  This  is  in  direct 
violation  of  the  law  which  prohibits 
funds  for  the  purpose  of  overthrowing 
the  Sandinista  government,  or  for  ef- 
forts to  provoke  military  conflicts  be- 
tween Nicaragua  and  Honduras. 

In  the  past  weeks  we  have  heard  the 
administration  make  repeated  aggres- 
sive remarks  concerning  Nicaragua. 
President  Reagan  has  asked  for  in- 
creased aid  for  the  anti-Sandinista 
forces.  The  CIA  has  revealed  their 
plan  to  assemble  12.000-15,000  rebel 
troops  in  that  country,  an  increase  of 
100  percent.  The  administration  has 
planned  a  large-scale  increase  in  its 
military  presence  in  and  around  Cen- 
tral America  for  the  expressed  pur- 
pose of  intimidating  the  Sandinista 
government.  All  of  these  actions  can 
only  obstruct  the  path  to  peace  in 
Central  America. 

What  the  United  States  should  en- 
courage are  negotiations  between  the 
conflicting  parties.  We  must  halt  the 
increase  of  our  military  presence  and 
seek  a  cease-fire  between  warring  fac- 
tions in  El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua. 
And  most  importantly  we  must  pro- 
mote  social    and   economic    programs 
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that  will  bring  about  a  more  equitable 
system  of  governing.  Only  by  taking 
these  actions  will  the  United  States  be 
of  any  aid  to  the  establishment  of  an 
open,  peaceful  atmosphere,  reliant  on 
a  democratic  means  for  change. 

I  congratulate  the  Members  of  the 
House  who  voted  to  pass  this  measure. 
We  have  taken  a  major  step  toward 
the  formulation  of  a  rational  foreign 
policy  for  this  troubled  area.  I  urge 
that  the  Members  of  the  Senate,  who 
next  take  up  this  bill,  and  the  Presi- 
dent to  take  heed  of  the  message  that 
this  vote  symbolizes.  The  people  of 
this  country  demand  that  the  Govern- 
ment conduct  its  activities  in  compli- 
ance with  the  law,  and  with  good  faith 
attempt  to  lessen  tensions  between 
conflicting  groups.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  FELLOWSHIP 
PROGRAM 


HON.  DICK  CHENEY 

OF  WYOMING 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  first 
came  to  Washington  in  1968,  as  a  con- 
gressional fellow  for  Congressman  Bill 
Steiger.  As  you  know,  the  Congression- 
al Fellowship  program  is  sponsored  by 
the  American  Political  Science  Asso- 
ciation and  includes  a  10-month  expe- 
rience working  for  Members  on  both 
sides  of  the  Hill.  Since  coming  to  Con- 
gress myself.  I  have  been  on  the  board 
of  the  APSA  and  am  an  enthusiastic 
supporter  of  the  fellowship  program. 
Not  only  does  the  program  provide  a 
congressional  office  with  the  opportu- 
nity to  get  quality  help  from  highly 
qualified  professionals,  but  those  who 
participate  in  the  program  usually 
bring  an  abundance  of  enthusiasm, 
commitment,  and  a  fresh  outlook  that 
makes  a  very  positive  contribution  to  a 
congressional  office. 

Participation  in  the  Congressional 
Fellowship  program  is  done  at  no  cost 
to  the  individual  congressional  office. 
The  cost  of  the  program  is  underwrit- 
ten in  part  through  the  generosity  of 
private  companies  or  foundations  that 
recognize  the  value  of  such  a  program; 
companies  such  as  the  Andreas  Foun- 
dation. AT&T.  Exxon  Education 
Foundation.  Field  Charitable  Enter- 
prises Corp..  Gannett  Foundation. 
New  York  Times  Foundation,  the 
Poynter  Fund,  and  IBM. 

As  a  result  of  such  broad,  nonparti- 
san support,  the  program  is  able  to 
provide  Members  of  Congress  with  ex- 
ceptional people  that  offer  a  broad 
range  of  experience.  I  can  highly  rec- 
ommend participation  in  this  program 
to  my  colleagues.* 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

CONOVER  AN  IRON  CURTAIN 
JAZZ  HERO 

HON.  JACK  F.  KEMP 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  more 
than  27  years  and  10,000  programs 
Willis  Conover  has  broadcast  Ameri- 
can jazz  to  enthusiastic  audiences 
around  the  globe  for  the  Voice  of 
America.  A  native  of  Buffalo,  N.Y., 
Willis  Conover  is  one  of  the  best 
known  Americans  abroad.  He  is  treat- 
ed virtually  as  a  hero  in  Eastern 
Europe,  as  the  following  letter  from 
two  Bulgarian  emigres  points  out: 

We  are  two  lucky  escapees  from  behind 
the  Iron  Curtain  (we  jumped  off  a  Bulgari- 
an ship  in  Africa)  and  we  have  been  living 
for  years  with  you.  your  voice  and  your 
music.  There  is  absolutely  no  way  we  can 
describe  what  enormous  importance  you 
have  for  somebody  living  back  there,  in  the 
darkness  of  communist  propaganda.  'Vou 
are  the  music,  you  are  the  light,  you  are  the 
voice  of  America,  you  ARE  America. 

Willis  Conover  views  music  as  a  way 
to  increase  understanding  and  commu- 
nications   around    the    world,    as    a 
common   ground   among  peoples   and 
cultures.  To  him,  American  jazz  is  the 
classical   music  of   the   20th   century, 
and  his  voice  and  his  music  have  been 
instrumental   in   elevating   the   demo- 
cratic spirit  of  hope  and  freedom  to  all 
the  world.   I  commend  the  following 
article  to  my  colleagues  on  Willis  Con- 
over and  his  music  from  the  Atlanta 
Journal. 
The  article  follows: 
[From  the  Atlanta  Journal,  July  8.  19831 
He's  an  Iron  Curtain  Jazz  Hero 
(By  Deborah  Well) 
-Washington.— His  deep  voice  resonates  in 
the  cluttered  windowless  studio  where  he 
works,    inside    a    nondescript    government 
office  building. 

■  This  is  Willis  Conover.  '  he  enunciates, 
leaning  toward  the  mike  and  spacing  each 
word  with  a  musician's  timing,  •with  the 
Voice  of  America  Jazz  Hour. " 

Conover.  a  tall  man  with  heavy-framed 
glasses  and  graying  hair  may  be  the  world's 
most  famous  disc  jockey,  but  odds  are  most 
Americans  have  never  heard  of  him. 

His  oft-rehearsed  introduction  has  crack- 
led over  shortwave  radio  to  millions  of  lis- 
teners in  Eastern  Europe,  the  Soviet  Union, 
India,  and  Africa  six  evenings  a  week  for  the 
past  28  years,  since  he  began  his  jazz  broad- 
casts in  1954. 

He  earns  something  less  than  $50,000  a 
year  for  the  hours  he  spends  in  his  nest  of 
an  office,  stacked  with  record  albums  and 
tapes,  books  and  articles.  And  he  is  general- 
ly credited  with  influencing  several  genera- 
tions of  jazz  musicians  in  Eastern  Europe, 
where  he  is  treated  as  a  hero. 

At  a  concert  in  Moscow  last  year,  a  crowd 
of  500  erupted  in  applause  when  Conover 
stepped  to  the  microphone  to  intone  his  fa- 
miliar. -Good  Evening.  " 

On  his  first  trip  abroad  in  1959.  to  Poland, 
he  was  flabbergasted"  when  he  stepped  off 
the  plane  to  the  strains  of  a  30-piece  orches- 
tra playing  for  him. 
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But  to  Conover.  jazz  is  what  matters. 
■Jazz  is  not  so  much  a  kind  of  music,  as  a 
way. "  he  paused  for  effect,  dragging  out  the 
word  in  his  distinctive  gravelly  voice,  'of 
playing  •  *  *  It's  the  most  honest  music  in 
the  world." 

•  Many  people  assume  that  I'm  doing  a 
disc  jockey  show  and  I'm  not.  Its  a  program 
of  music  and  I  try  to  make  it  the  best  of 
truly  American  music,  which  includes  the 
best  of  jazz  •  •  *  a  kind  of  catch-all  word.  It 
includes  the  enduring  popular  song,  not  the 
top  40. " 

VOA  director  Kenneth  Tomlinson  calls 
Conover  the  greatest  resource  in  the 
house. "  His  Music  USA  program  is  the  long- 
est running  at  the  station.  Tomlinson  said. 
"He'll  spend  hour  upon  hour  for  a  five 
minute  thing."  said  Tomlinson.  "He's  a  per- 
fectionist." 

Last  year  Conover  was  honored  with  a 
party  celebrating  his  10.000th  jazz  broad- 
cast. On  a  recent  morning,  he  was  logging  in 
broadcast  number  10.453. 

He  was  smoking,  his  eyes  narrowed  and 
his  head  bobbing  rhythmically  as  he  lis- 
tened to  a  tape  of  a  '40s  jazz  great.  Joe 
Mooney.  scheduled  for  airing  in  August. 
Shirtsleeves  rolled  up.  tieless.  his  govern- 
ment ID  card  tucked  into  his  breast  pocket, 
he  hunkered  over  his  metal  desk  as  if  it 
were  a  keyboard.  His  sound  technician 
flashed  a  toothy  smile  through  the  glass 
partition. 

The  tape  was  of  an  interview  Conover 
made  with  the  jazz  accordionist  in  1965.  He 
is  rebroadcasting  it  as  part  of  a  series  on 
early  jazz  figures  whose  work  is  no  longer 
available  on  record. 

Conover's  broadcasts  form  but  a  fraction 
of  the  weekly  menu  of  970  hours  of  direct 
broadcasting  by  the  VOA.  A  division  of  the 
U.S.  Information  Agency,  the  station  began 
operating  as  the  U.S.  global  radio  network 
in  1942,  79  days  after  the  attack  on  Pearl 
Harbor. 

The  first  program  included  the  statement. 
■Daily  at  this  time,  we  shall  speak  to  you 
about  America  and  the  war— the  news  may 
be  good  or  bad— we  shall  tell  you  the  truth." 
Today  it  broadcasts  from  the  main  Wash- 
ington. D.C..  studio  in  42  languages  from  Al- 
banian to  Uzbek.  Sixty  percent  of  the  pro- 
graming is  news. 

Conover  broadcasts  primarily  in  English. 
Sometimes  a  co-host  will  translate  his  re- 
marks for  a  particular  audience. 

Many  people  have  told  me  they  have 
learned  English  by  listening  to  my  pro- 
grams." he  said,  'as  well  as  learning  about 
this  20th  century  music,  the  best  of  which 
will  be  regarded  as  the  classical  music  of  the 
20th  century  *  *  *  " 

An  army  brat  born  in  Buffalo.  N.Y.,  Con- 
over ran  away  from  home  when  he  was  a 
teenager,  'tired  of  being  told  what  to  do.  " 

Tm  not  very  good  at  being  harnessed. " 
he  said,  explaining  that  he  is  still  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  rather  than  a  Voice  of 
America  employee. 

Conover,  who  hasn't  taken  a  vacation  in 
13  years,  reads  a  lot  to  prepare  for  his 
broadcasts.* 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  SYLVIA 
EVERETT  MORGAN 

HON.  WILUAM  (BILL)  CLAY 

or  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
great  pride  that  I  pay  a  special  tribute 
to  a  native  St.  Louisan.  Mrs.  Sylvia  Ev- 
erett Morgan  who  is  retiring  from  the 
Federal  Government  on  July  31,  1983. 

Mrs.  Morgan  has  devoted  33  years  of 
her  life  serving  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. During  these  years,  she  has 
demonstrated  devotion,  persistence, 
and  an  abiding  faith  and  love  for  her 
native  land. 

I  am  pleased  to  cite  her  as  an  unusu- 
al American  who  cares  profoundly 
about  people  and  human  possibilities. 
All  of  us  in  St.  Louis  and  beyond  are 
enriched  and  inspired  by  the  extraor- 
dinary example  that  Mrs.  Morgan  has 
set. 

To  Mrs.  Morgan,  I  extend  my  warm- 
est best  wishes.  Godspeed,  good 
health,  and  personal  fulfillment  as  she 
undertakes  other  interests  of  her 
choosing. 

I  am  sure  that  all  Members  of  the 
Congress  join  me  in  congratulating 
Mrs.  Morgan  on  her  retirement  and 
her  remarkable  contribution  of  serv- 
ice. I  am  submitting  for  your  informa- 
tion a  more  detailed  description  of 
Mrs.  Morgan  s  involvements. 

BlOSKETCH  OF  SYLVIA  EvERETT  MORGAN 

Sylvia  E.  Morgan,  a  native  of  St.  Louis. 
Missouri,  has  been  employed  by  the  Federal 
Government  for  33  years.  Twenty-seven  of 
those  years  have  been  spent  in  the  training 
field.  She  was  a  Training  Coordinator  at  the 
Military  Personnel  Records  Center  in  St. 
Louis.  Missouri.  In  March  1966.  she  moved 
to  Washington.  DC  to  take  a  position  as 
an  Employee  Development  Specialist  with 
the  Veterans'  Administration.  In  December 
1966,  she  transferred  to  the  Civil  Service 
Commission. 

Formerly  the  Director  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission's  (now  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management)  Communications  Training  In- 
stitute, the  Director  of  the  EEO  and  Gener 
al  Personnel  Management  Training  Branch, 
the  Acting  Director  of  the  Communications 
and  Office  Skills  Training  Center,  and  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Personnel  Manage- 
ment Training  Center,  she  has  received  nu- 
merous awards  and  commendations  for  her 
exemplary  service. 

She  has  conducted  communications  work- 
shops for  senior  executives  at  the  Federal 
Executive  Institute,  and  has  done  extensive 
training  in  stress  management,  listening, 
reading,  writing,  speaking,  and  interperson- 
al communications. 

She  has  been  a  guest  speaker  for  many 
universities,  professional  organizations,  and 
government  agencies.  Some  of  them  are 
American  University.  Howard  University. 
Lincoln  University.  American  Society  for 
Training  and  Development,  Administrative 
Management  Society.  National  Communica- 
tions Association,  and  the  Departments  of 
Agriculture.  Commerce,  Energy,  Interior, 
Labor,  and  State. 
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She  is  a  member  of  many  professional  or- 
ganizations and  she  is  al.so  a  former  model 
for  Ebony  and  McCall  magazines. 

She  is  the  wife  of  Dick  Morgan  and  she 
has  two  children  and  five  grandchildren. 

She  is  retiring  from  Federal  Government 
service  on  July  31.  1983.* 


CHINESE  INFANTICIDE 

HON.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE,  Mr,  Speak- 
er, today  the  House  of  Representatives 
considered  House  Resolution  258.  my 
resolution  of  disapproval  of  the  exten- 
sion of  most-favored  nation  (MFN) 
trade  status  to  the  People's  Republic 
of  China.  I  believe  that  it  is  foolish  for 
the  U.S.  Government  to  force  the  tax- 
payer to  provide  what  amounts  to  a 
subsidy  to  a  totalitarian  country 
which  engages  in  all  the  attendant  re- 
pressions of  freedom  and  basic  human 
rights.  In  the  last  30  years.  Commu- 
nist China  has  had  a  dismal  human 
rights  record. 

When  looking  at  the  long  list  of 
human  rights  violations  in  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China.  I  am  most  ap- 
palled by  the  population  control  meas- 
ures of  the  Communist  government. 
Parents  are  permitted  to  have  only 
one  child.  The  authorities  limit  each 
population  unit,  such  as  a  rural  collec- 
tive, to  a  certain  number  of  births  per 
year.  Mothers  pregnant  with  over- 
quota  babies  are  forced  to  attend 
study  cour-ses  until  they  submit  to  an 
abortion.  Families  that  actually  have  a 
second  child  must  pay  heavy  fines  and 
run  the  risk  of  demotion  or  assign- 
ment to  less  desirable  work.  The  Com- 
munist governments  severe  popula- 
tion control  policy  has  caused  a  wave 
of  infanticide  to  sweep  over  the  Chi- 
nese countryside. 

I  submit  that  such  barbarous  behav- 
ior is  the  rule  and  not  the  exception  in 
the  Peoples  Republic  of  China.  We 
are  dealing  with  a  government  which 
has  murdered  34-66  million  of  its  citi- 
zens in  the  last  30  years.  Now,  the  Chi- 
nese have  turned  to  infanticide.  The 
United  States  must  not  allow  another 
government  to  terrorize  and  murder 
its  own  citizens, 

Mr,  Speaker,  can  the  United  States, 
in  good  conscience,  grant  most  favored 
nations  status  to  such  a  brutal  regime? 
MFN  status  should  be  reserved  to 
those  nations  that  share  in  the  belief 
of  personal  freedom  and  human 
rights.  MFN  status  is  a  privilege  that 
the  Peoples  Republic  of  China,  if  it 
continues  to  repress  its  people,  can 
never  earn. 

In  his  article.  'Why  are  Baby  Girls 
Being  Killed  in  China."  which  ap- 
peared in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  on 
July  25.  1983,  Mr.  Steven  W,  Mosher 
presents    a    graphic    and    frightening 
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view  of  population  control "  in  China. 
By  extending  MFN  status  to  China, 
the  United  States  would  be  encourag- 
ing this  deplorable  behavior.  After 
reading  Mr,  Moshers  telling  account.  I 
do  not  believe  that  any  Member  of 
this  Congress  could,  in  good  con- 
science, vote  to  extend  MFN  status  to 
the  People's  Republic  of  China. 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  July  25, 
19831 

Why  Are  Baby  Girls  Being  Killed  in 
China? 

(By  Steven  W,  Mosher) 

In  1980,  when  I  was  living  with  the  8.000 
members  of  Sandhead  Brigade  in  China's 
Guangdong  Province.  I  asked  village  friends 
whether  female  Infanticide  ever  occurred  lo- 
cally. The  answer,  which  came  with  rather 
more  heat  than  I  had  expected,  was  an  em- 
phatic no.  Ours  is  a  land  of  fish  and  rice." 
one  wrinkled  old  midwife  told  me  in  expla- 
nation. "All  the  people  here  have  always 
been  able  to  raise  their  daughters."  She  and 
others  insisted  that  even  under  the  old  im- 
perial regime  girl  babies  had  never  been  put 
to  death. 

Yet  less  than  two  years  later  Chinese 
friends  in  Hong  Kong  who  had  recently 
been  back  to  the  village  began  to  tell  of  girl 
infants  dying  soon  after  birth  in  suspicious 
circumstances.  One  young  woman  was  even 
more  candid,  admitting  to  me  that  when  her 
mainland  sister-in-law  had  recently  given 
birth  to  a  girl,  the  baby  had  been  murdered 
immediately.  A  bucket  of  water  had  been 
prepared  beside  the  bed.  When  the  newborn 
turned  out  to  be  a  girl,  she  was  drowned. 

Female  infanticide  isn't  just  an  anomaly 
of  the  village  I  lived  in.  Premier  Zhao 
ZIyang  thought  the  problem  widespread 
enough  to  condemn  it  in  his  report  to  the 
National  Peoples  Congress  in  December 
1982.  "We  must  protect  in  particular  infant 
girls  and  their  mothers."  he  said.  'The 
whole  society  must  resolutely  condemn  the 
criminal  activities  of  female  infanticide  and 
maltreatment  of  mothers.  The  judicial  ap- 
paratus should  resolutely  punish  the  of- 
fenders according  to  law." 

In  recent  months  provincial  newspapers 
throughout  China  have  reported  grisly  tales 
of  the  murder  of  female  infants.  On  March 
3.  the  People's  Daily  admitted  that  "the 
butchering,  drowning  and  leaving  to  die  of 
female  infants  and  the  maltreating  of 
women  who  have  given  birth  to  girls  has 
become  a  grave  social  problem." 

Peking  claims  that  these  crimes  are  com- 
mitted by  backward"  villagers  in  the  name 
of  "feudal  "  attitudes  that  "boys  are  pre- 
cious, girls  are  worthle-ss."  Male  villagers, 
said  to  desire  sons  to  "carry  on  the  ancestral 
line  and  extend  the  generations."  have  been 
especially  singled  out  for  censure.  "In  their 
keen  desire  to  have  sons."  the  English-lan- 
guage Peking  Review  said  last  January, 
"some  men  still  torment  their  wives  who 
bear  daughters  and  worse  still,  they  kill  the 
baby  girls  through  neglect  or  outright 
murder.  "  If  Peking  is  to  be  believed,  many 
peasant  men  are  ignorant  and  misguided 
monsters  who  willingly  sacrifice  their  infant 
daughters  on  the  altar  of  some  feudal  belief. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 
Infanticide  does  have  a  long  and  tragic  his- 
tory in  many  parts  of  China.  But  by  the 
middle  decades  of  this  century,  it  looked  as 
though  this  barbarism  was  on  its  way  to  ex- 
tinction. In  Chine.se  villages  today,  where 
ancestral  land  has  long  since  been  expropri- 
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ated  by  the  state  and  ancestor  worship  is  on 
the  decline,  traditional  notions  of  clan  and 
family  continuity  no  longer  exert  much  in- 
fluence. These  attenuated  ideas  could  not 
possibly  account  for  the  sudden  recKcur- 
rence  of  female  infanticide. 

The  wave  of  infanticide  sweeping  China  is 
a  direct  consequence  of  a  population-control 
policy  of  unprecedented  severity.  It  restricts 
families  to  one  child,  ignores  the  realities  of 
old-age  economics  in  the  countryside  and 
systematically  denigrates  the  value  of 
human  life. 

Parents  are  permitted  to  have  only  one 
child,  and  then  only  after  a  "birth  quota" 
has  been  issued  by  the  authorities.  Each 
population  unit,  such  as  a  rural  collective,  is 
limited  to  a  certain  number  of  births  per 
year,  which  it  allots  to  couples  who  have  yet 
to  have  children. 

Women  pregnant  with  "over-quota" 
babies  are  forced  to  attend  round-the-clock 
"study  courses"  until  they  submit  to  an 
abortion.  Families  who  actually  have  a 
second  child  must  pay  heavy  fines  of  up  to 
$2.000— several  years  wages  in  mainland 
China— and  run  the  risk  of  demotion  or  as- 
signment to  less  desirable  work  as  well. 

This  draconian  policy  makes  no  provision 
for  the  long-term  economic  concerns  of 
peasant  parents,  especially  their  anxieties 
about  financial  security  in  old  age.  Sons  are 
the  only  social-security  system  known  to  vil- 
lagers, for  there  are  no  pension  programs  in 
the  Chinese  countryside.  Neither  can 
daughters  give  long-term  assistance,  for 
rural  custom  decrees  that  they  take  up  resi- 
dence with  their  husband's  family  upon 
marriage  and  sever  all  economic  ties  with 
their  natal  family.  Even  if  they  were  to  keep 
a  daughter  at  home,  peasants  say.  it  would 
be  impossible  to  find  her  a  husband  in  a 
population  of  only  sons. 

Those  who  are  without  sons  must  toil  in 
the  fields  throughout  their  twilight  years. 
As  their  strength  declines  to  the  point 
where  they  cannot  keep  up.  they  are  as- 
signed lighter  work  that  pays  scarcely 
enough  for  their  rice  ration.  Old  age  is  a 
long  downward  spiral  of  flagging  vigor, 
worsening  diet  and  weakening  health. 

While  the  birth  of  a  son  has  always  been  a 
more  important  event  than  the  arrival  of  a 
daughter.  Peking's  policy  of  one  child  per 
family  has  raised  the  stakes.  For  the  peas- 
antry birth  rate  has  become  a  kind  of  Rus- 
sian roulette;  The  arrival  of  a  son  heralds  a 
relaxed  and  secure  old  age;  the  coming  of  a 
daughter  portends  poverty  and  slow  starva- 
tion during  one's  declining  years.  It  is  not 
"feudal  nonsense"  but  brutal  economic  re- 
ality that  moves  the  parents  to  hope  for  a 
man-child. 

If  the  child  isn't  male,  then  the  choice  is  a 
stark  one:  Either  kill  or  abandon  the  new- 
born female  infant,  reserving  your  one-child 
quota  lor  the  birth  of  a  boy.  or  face  a  har- 
rowing old  age.  It  is  no  surprise  that  many 
peasants  decide  in  favor  of  their  own  securi- 
ty, and  trade  the  infant's  life  for  their  own. 
It  is  also  an  act  in  which  the  Chinese  state 
is  a  silent  accomplice.  The  English-langauge 
China  Daily  printed  in  Peking  may  publish 
editorials  lamenting  the  resurgence  of  in- 
fanticide, but  the  implementation  of  the 
birth  control  policy  at  the  gra.ss  roots  en- 
courages cadres  to  overlook  the  willful 
murder  of  female  infants. 

County,  commune  and  production  brigade 
cadres  are  told  how  many  births  their  units 
is  to  be  allowed  each  year  and  are  promoted 
and  otherwise  rewarded  on  the  basis  of 
whether  they  succeed  in  meeting  the  quota. 
It  isn't  in  their  interest  to  prevent  female 
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infanticide.  Each  girl  who  dies  at  birth  or 
disappears  soon  after  is  one  less  head  that 
they  will  be  held  to  account  for  in  the 
annual  birth  control  report. 

Front-line  cadres  take  their  cues  from 
their  superiors,  and  these  have  made  clear 
that  population  growth  is  to  be  held  down 
at  all  costs,  even  that  of  the  lives  of  millions 
of  infants. 

Not  only  are  forced  abortions  being  per- 
formed up  to  the  time  of  birth,  there  are 
even  cases  of  officially  sanctioned  infanti- 
cide. In  one  incident  shortly  after  I  left 
Guangdong  Province,  a  young  woman  preg- 
nant for  the  first  time  gave  birth  to  twin 
boys.  What  should  have  been  an  occasion 
for  rejoicing  quickly  turned  tragic  as  the 
cadres  present  asked  her  which  one  she 
wanted.  Both  of  them,  she  replied,  but  to  no 
avail.  One  of  the  babies— she  could  not  and 
would  not  choose  which— was  taken  from 
her  and  put  to  death. 

(Mr.  Mosher.  one  of  the  first  American 
social  scientists  since  1949  permitted  to  live 
in  a  Chinese  village,  is  author  of  "Broken 
Earth;  The  Rural  Chinese. "  to  be  published 
later  this  summer  by  the  Free  Press.)* 


WABASH  VALLEY  COLLEGE  COM- 
MENCEMENT ADDRESS  GIVEN 
BY  DR.  JAMES  S.  SPENCER 


HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  3  months 
ago  Dr.  James  Spencer,  the  chancellor 
of  the  Illinois  Eastern  Community 
Colleges,  announced  his  plans  to  retire 
at  the  end  of  the  1982-83  academic 
year.  Dr.  Spencer  has  been  an  educa- 
tor for  more  than  35  years  and  served 
in  his  present  position  as  chancellor 
for  15  years.  In  his  final  commence- 
ment address  at  Wabash  Community 
College  in  Olney.  111.,  on  May  27.  1983. 
Dr.  Spencer  reviewed  his  observations 
over  his  career  in  education  and  gave 
his  perceptions  of  what  the  future  of 
the  Illinois  eastern  colleges  should  be 
and  what  directions  the  colleges 
should  take.  More  importantly,  he  also 
outlined  the  vital  role  of  education  in 
our  society  and  the  level  of  commit- 
ment that  the  American  public  and  its 
elected  officials  must  have  to  insure 
that  our  country  prospers. 

As  the  Congress  takes  on  the  diffi- 
cult task  of  reviewing  our  system  of 
education  and  setting  new  priorities, 
we  would  do  well  to  follow  the  wisdom 
and  experience  of  leaders  like  Dr. 
Spencer  in  determining  how  we  can 
best  meet  the  challenges  of  the  future 
through  the  education  of  our  young.  I 
commend  this  excellent  commence- 
ment address  to  my  colleagues. 
Wabash  Valley  College  Commencement  Ad- 
dress Given  by  Dr.  James  S.  Spencer. 
May  27,  1983 

Thank  you,  Mr,  Benedict.  Graduation 
ceremonies  are  an  important  time  when  fac- 
ulty and  administration  honor  students  who 
have  successfully  completed  the  program 
studies  designed  for  their  benefit.  We  there- 
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fore  welcome  on  this  occasion  members  of 
the  Board  of  Trustees,  faculty,  and  staff  of 
the  college.  But  most  of  all,  we  extend  a  spe- 
cial welcome  to  members  of  families  and 
friends  who  are  here  tonight  to  help  us 
honor  the  members  of  the  graduating  class. 
I  would  like  to  recall  just  a  few  important 
data.  The  first  graduating  class  from 
Wabash  Valley  College  was  1963  with  18 
students.  Tonight,  we  graduate  404  stu- 
dents, for  a  total  number  of  students  who 
have  received  their  degrees  over  the  years. 
4.134— for  an  average  of  207  per  year. 

In  announcing  my  retirement  plans  some 
3  months  ago.  I  had  the  best  interests  of  Il- 
linois Eastern  and  Wabash  Valley  in  mind, 
as  well  as  those  of  my  family.  And  as  a  close 
observer  of  over  35  years  of  officials  serving 
in  public  office,  I  have  concluded  that  a 
change  of  administration  within  an  institu- 
tion is  better  made  too  soon  than  too  late. 
The  goals  established  15  years  ago  when  I 
became  the  Chancellor  have  been  accom- 
plished, through  the  cooperation  of  an  out- 
standing Board  of  Trustees,  competent  ad- 
ministrative   staff,     faculty,    and    support 
staff.  Therefore,  this  is  an  opportune  time 
for  new  leadership  to  step  in  and  to  begin  a 
new  phase  of  planning  for  the  future.  With 
this  in  mind,  it   is  appropriate,  therefore, 
that  I  stale  al  this  time  that  this  will  not  be 
a  traditional  commencement  address.  Very 
little  of  what  I  have  to  say  will  have  to  deal 
with  the  fact  that  the  students  here  before 
us  will  charge  out  the  doors  of  this  building 
into  a  wonderful  new  opportunity  in  the 
world  to  work.  Rather,  I  would  like  first  to 
take  the  time  to  speak  about  the  state  of 
the  college  as  I  see  it  after  15  years,  and 
second  and  perhaps  equally  important,  the 
state   of   education   and   the   state   of   the 
nation  and  the  slate  that  education  finds 
itself  in  tonight  in  the  nation.  And  if  my 
comments  are  a  little  more  lengthy  than  is 
traditionally  expected,  I  hope  that  will  be 
appreciated  and  tolerated.  If  not,  I  should 
only  remind  you  that  there  is  not  a  lot  that 
can  be  done  about  it:  because  as  we've  al- 
ready   acknowledged.    I    have    already    re- 
signed and  therefore,  the  Board  can't  fire 
me. 

But  in  regard  to  my  second  assignment.  I 
would  like  to  lake  this  opportunity  to  dis- 
cuss a  major  concern  of  our  times  and  a 
major  concern  which  the  graduates  here 
before  us  will  address.  And  that  is,  that  edu- 
cation leaders  across  the  United  States  cur- 
rently express  grave  concern  over  the  de- 
creasing financial  investment  in  America  in 
human  resources,  especially  at  all  levels  of 
education.  The  nations  dependency  on  a 
broadly  educated  citizenry  seems  to  be  all 
but  forgotten.  Many  of  our  political  leaders 
in  national  and  state  governments  treat  edu- 
cation more  as  an  obligation  than  as  an  op- 
portunity, and  indeed  the  greatest  invest- 
ment in  the  future  of  our  nation. 

In  regard  to  the  state  of  the  college,  I 
wish  to  take  a  moment  to  discuss  the  assess- 
ment of  where  Wabash  Valley  College  is 
and  some  of  the  priorities  that  I  see  for  it  is 
to  realize  its  potential,  as  I  am  sure  it  will, 
in  the  days  and  years  ahead. 

In  the  area  of  human  resources,  it  is  es- 
sential that  staff  and  faculty  development 
must  become  and  be  maintained  as  a  top 
priority  for  the  administration  of  this  col- 
lege, and  a  strong  core  in  the  liberal  arts 
and  sciences  be  maintained  at  all  costs. 

In  the  areas  of  finance.  I  would  observe  as 
follows:  With  the  cutback  in  state  and  fed- 
eral financial  support,  the  following  ave- 
nues must  be  followed  and  must  bear  fruit. 
Number  one.  an  increase  in  the  local  tax 
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rate.  Our  tax  rate  of  25  cents  was  estab 
lished  in  1967  when  the  District  was  cre- 
ated. It  has  not  been  increased  since  then.  I 
know  of  no  other  item  that  you  can  buy  in 
1983  for  the  same  price  for  which  you  could 
buy  it  in  1967.  Ladies  and  gentlemen.  I 
submit  to  you  that  tax  conscious  though  we 
have  all  become,  it  would  be  in  your  best  in- 
terest to  vote  to  increase  the  local  taxes  for 
the  colleges  of  Illinois  Eastern.  For  exam- 
ple, let  me  cite  the  following:  Wabash 
Valley  College,  since  its  inception,  has  re- 
ceived taxes  from  Wabash  County  totaling 
$2,722,750.  During  that  same  period  of  time, 
the  expenditures  at  Wabash  Valley  College 
have  totaled  $30.973.639— a  ratio  of  U  to  1. 
District-wide  during  the  same  period  of 
time,  the  tax  bills  of  our  District  have  sup- 
ported our  four  colleges  to  the  tune  of 
$23,800,000  when  our  expenditures  have  to- 
taled $90.000.000-a  ratio  of  4  to  1.  To  ex- 
plain it  in  different  terms:  the  taxes  which 
are  paid  to  support  Wabash  Valley  and  the 
other  three  colleges  of  our  District  comprise 
seven  percent  of  your  total  tax  bill.  If  your 
tax  bill  is  average,  and  county  officials  in 
our  counties  tell  us  the  average  is  $500  a 
year,  that  means  that  taxes  you  pay  annual- 
ly to  support  our  colleges  total  $35  or  nine 
cents  a  day.  If  you  double  that  average  tax 
bill,  and  assume  that  your  taxes  are  $1,000  a 
year,  then  your  taxes  in  support  of  our  col- 
leges are  $70  a  year  or  18  cents  a  day.  just 
about  the  price  of  a  cup  of  coffee  depending 
on  where  you  purchase  it.  And  yet  I  am  told 
by  many  that  an  attempt  to  increase  taxes 
for  the  support  of  our  colleges  would  not  re- 
ceive a  favorable  vote.  If  this  be  true.  I 
think  it  is  indeed  regrettable  and  I  would 
ask  each  of  us  seriously  to  reflect  upon 
what  I  have  Just  said. 

A  second  avenue  that  the  college  must 
consider  in  addition  to  increased  taxes  is  an 
increase  in  student  tuition.  Illinois  Eastern 
was  tuition-free  for  14  years,  the  only  tui- 
tion-free college  in  Illinois.  For  the  first 
seven  years,  fees  and  textbooks  cost  each 
student  $90  a  year.  That  figure  was  gradual- 
ly increased  to  $180  a  year  in  1981-82.  the 
year  the  sophomores  here  tonight  started. 
This  past  year,  the  year  that  has  just  ended, 
we  initiated  for  the  first  lime  a  $288  or  $6.00 
per  quarter  hour  tuition.  In  addition,  for 
the  first  time,  we  requested  that  students 
buy  texbooks.  Monday  night  of  this  week, 
our  Board  of  Trustees  voted  to  increase  tui- 
tion for  next  year  to  $384  or  $8.00  per  credit 
hour.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  this  represents 
an  increase  of  326  percent  in  student  tui- 
tion, plus  the  cost  of  textbooks,  during  the 
past  15  years  with  no  increase  in  taxes.  Now 
there  may  be  those  who  say  that  this  is  ap- 
propriate and  that  such  increases  should 
continue  in  the  years  ahead.  I  say  they 
should  not.  for  the  simple  reason  that  if 
this  trend  continues,  colleges,  even  Wabash 
Valley,  will  soon  t)ecome  accessible  only  to 
the  affluent  and  the  well-to-do.  Should  this 
be  allowed  to  happen,  it  will  Ijenefit  no  one. 

A  third  source  to  which  the  college  must 
look  in  the  future  for  additional  funding  is 
private  giving.  This  effort  must  succeed,  and 
it  will,  but  to  do  so  it  will  require.  Mr.  Bene- 
dict, a  more  comprehensive  college  develop- 
ment program  than  is  currently  in  place. 
Through  the  college  Foundation  and  other 
private  funds  which  result  from  successful 
development  programs,  the  college  must  ac- 
quire in  the  near  future  from  the  Founda- 
tion physical  facilities,  money  for  scholar- 
ships which  are  based  on  academic  merit, 
money  to  endow  chairs  in  the  basic  disci- 
plines in  addition  to  those  in  music  and  the 
performing  arts  which  have  already  been  es- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

tablished.  and  I  would  cite,  as  a  minimum, 
chairs  of  science,  political  science  and  histo- 
ry, mathematics,  and  English.  These  are 
minimum  baseline  accomplishments  which 
the  Wabash  Valley  College  Foundation 
should  soon  establish  as  its  role  for  the 
future  of  Wabash  Valley  College. 

With  regard  to  physical  facilities,  the  ad- 
ministration and  student  personnel  services 
functions  need,  as  soon  as  possible,  to  be 
moved  out  of  the  Main  Hall  into  a  building 
or  buildings  yet  to  be  constructed.  The  fac- 
ulty and  staff  offices  and  the  Study  Skills 
Center  need  to  be  moved  from  the  Library 
to  the  Main  Hall.  The  Library  needs  to  be 
enlarged  to  include  space  utilized  by  the 
Study  Skills  Center,  the  hallway  and  facul- 
ty and  staff  offices.  The  Study  Skills  Center 
needs  to  be  centrally  located  in  the  Main 
Hall  in  space  adequate  to  function  properly. 
A  new  building  is  needed  for  Telecommuni- 
cations. Upgrading  is  needed  for  Food  Serv- 
ices in  the  Student  Center  and  a  student 
lounge  and  rest  room  area  in  the  Applied 
Arts  Building  need  to  tie  provided.  And  fi- 
nally, and  perhaps  most  important  of  all. 
state-of-the-art  equipment  for  all  of  our 
technical  programs  needs  to  be  provided. 

Moving  to  the  area  of  educational  pro- 
grams, to  accommodate  more  adults  and 
part-time  students  a  wider  variety  of 
evening  division  course  offerings  should  be 
considered.  And  evening  division  and  Satur- 
day courses  should  be  offered  to  include 
more  college  transfer  and  technical  educa- 
tion courses.  Second,  to  address  the  problem 
of  remedial  education,  as  indicated  earlier, 
more  space  for  the  Study  Skills  Center 
needs  to  be  provided  and  in  addition,  addi- 
tional staffing  is  required. 

In  the  area  of  technical  education,  course 
content  and  equipment  must  prepare  stu- 
dents for  employment.  Technical  programs 
must  be  on  the  cutting  edge  of  industrial  de- 
velopment. Closer  lies  with  local  businesses 
and  industry  need  to  be  developed  to  assist 
Mt.  Carmel  in  the  area  in  economic  develop- 
ment through  job  training  and  retraining 
and  to  enable  the  college  to  assist  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  and  local  businesses 
in  attracting  new  industries  to  the  city.  Pro- 
grams in  Electronics.  Data  Processing,  and 
Word  Processing  are  three  programs,  appro- 
priately developed,  which  would  lead  to  sig- 
nificant new  enrollment  and  meet  emerging 
community  needs. 

In  the  area  of  the  liberal  arts  and  sci- 
ences, more  and  better  academic  advisement 
on  the  part  of  transfer  faculty  is  required. 
Every  student  must  be  totally  informed  as 
to  what  is  transferable  to  what  institution 
and  in  what  curriculum,  in  order  that  he  or 
she  may  transfer  without  losing  one  single 
hour  of  credit.  A  commitment  to  the  impor- 
tance of  liberal  arts  and  sciences  is  an  abso- 
lute must.  And  might  I  say,  that,  at  this 
juncture,  in  education  we  are  confronted 
daily  with  two  sides  of  the  same  coin.  There 
are  two  fundamental  aspects  of  education. 
First,  although  not  necessarily  most  impor- 
tant, is  learning  to  make  a  living.  This  is 
where  technical  programs  in  community  col- 
leges and  professional  programs  in  universi- 
ties come  into  play.  These  programs  must  be 
ever-changing  if  they  are  to  succeed.  The 
second  aspect  is  learning  to  live  a  life.  This 
is  where  the  liberal  arts  come  into  play  and 
to  be  successful,  these  programs  must 
remain  always  the  same.  As  long  as  there 
exists  truth,  goodness,  and  beauty,  three 
ideas,  or  three  abstractions,  by  which  we  are 
all  judged;  and  as  long  as  there  exists  three 
ideas  or  abstractions  such  as  lit>erty,  equali- 
ty, and  justice,  three  ideas  upon  which  each 
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of  IIS  acts  out  our  lives  '—the  liberal  arts  will 
alwa.vs  remain  the  core  of  a  college  educa- 
tion and  their  mastery  the  only  true  criteria 
of  an  educated  person.  In  short,  the  liberal 
arts  and  sciences  are  to  higher  education 
what  reading,  writing,  and  arithmetic  are  to 
the  public  .schools.  Public  schools  are  being 
subjected  to  a  plethora  of  national  criticism, 
far  too  much  of  it  for  some  of  it  not  to  be 
justified.  The  challenge  to  the  college  trans- 
fer faculty  of  Wabash  Valley  College  is  to 
see  that  the  criticism  of  the  public  schools 
of  today  is  not  visited  on  Wabash  Valley 
College  tomorrow.  Finally,  there  needs  to  be 
an  unremitting  monitoring  of  grades  to 
make  certain  that  Wabash  Valley  College  is 
not  guilty  of  grade  inflation  as  are  most  col- 
leges and  universities  in  America  today. 

In  the  area  of  support  services,  student 
personnel  and  library  a  greater  emphasis 
must  be  placed  on  appropriate  testing  for 
initial  placement  of  all  incoming  students  in 
the  college  level  courses.  Second.  Wabash 
Valley  College  must  assume  responsibility 
for  job  placement  for  each  individual  stu- 
dent enrolled  in  each  of  its  technical  pro- 
grams. Student  'inancial  aid  must  be  more 
aggressively  sought  as  student  tuitions  in- 
crease and  duties  assigned  to  students  in 
work  study  programs  must  make  certain 
that  they  contribute  to  the  student's  ability 
to  stay  in  college,  but  in  addition,  that  they 
make  a  substantial  financial  contribution  to 
the  college. 

Student  recruitment  and  retention  is  an 
institution-wide  problem  involving  every  col- 
lege employee,  but  responsibility  for  leader- 
ship for  that  effort  must  rest  with  the  Dean 
of  Student  Services,  and  one  full-time  re- 
cruitment counselor  would  be  a  wise  invest- 
ment of  college  funds. 

Finally,  concerning  the  library  as  noted 
earlier,  more  space  is  required  for  the  li- 
brary in  order  for  it  to  meet  the  needs  of 
students,  faculty,  and  members  of  the  com- 
munity who  wish  to  avail  themselves  of  it. 
So  much  for  my  comments  on  the  state  of 
the  college. 

And  now,  with  regard  to  the  state  of  edu- 
cation in  general.  A  major  concern  for  all  of 
us  must  be  the  future  of  education  in  this 
nation.  For  the  people  in  our  nation  to  pros- 
per, for  the  security  of  our  nation  about 
which  we  hear  so  much,  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  freedom  as  a  nation,  as  a  state,  and 
as  a  community,  we  must  invest  adequately 
in  human  resources  development,  primarily 
in  the  education  of  our  citizens.  For  my 
part,  in  my  retirement  I  will  continue  to 
help  build  the  kind  of  society  for  the  people 
of  southeastern  Illinois  in  which  I  so  fer- 
vently believe— one  that  is  humane,  caring, 
and  provident  in  developing  the  talents  of 
all  people  regardless  of  their  station  in  life. 
A  strong  Wabash  Valley  College  will  provide 
this  kind  of  society. 

A  few  weeks  ago.  the  President's  Commis- 
sion on  Excellence  in  Education  produced 
its  report  entitled.  "Our  Nation  is  at  Risk." 
One  quote  from  that  report  is  as  follows.  "If 
an  unfriendly  foreign  power  had  attempted 
to  impose  on  America  the  mediocre  educa- 
tional performance  that  exists  today,  we 
might  well  have  viewed  it  as  an  act  of  war. 
As  it  stands,  we  have  allowed  this  to  happen 
to  ourselves.  We  have  even  squandered  the 
dreams  of  student  achievement  we  made  in 
the  Wake  of  the  Sputnik  Challenge." 

Now,  I  do  not  purport  to  know  all  of  the 
reasons  for  this  condition,  but  this  one 
thing  I  do  know:  There  can  be  no  economic 
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development  in  this  nation  without  human 
development.  Increased  investment  in  edu- 
cation for  the  poor,  as  well  as  for  the  more 
affluent,  is  not  only  a  matter  of  social  jus- 
tice, but  a  matter  of  political  and  economic 
survival.   Thomas  Jefferson   stated   it   best 
when  he  said.  "If  the  nation  expects  to  be 
free  and  ignorant  in  the  state  of  civilization; 
it  expects  what  never  was  and  never  will 
be. "  Failure  to  appreciate  this  fundamental 
truth,  failure  to  appreciate  this  fundamen- 
tal truth,  is  more  dangerous  to  this  nation's 
future  than  any  missile  gap  or  any  short- 
coming in  armaments  which  might  exist.  In 
this  connection  two  ironies  are  noteworthy: 
First.  I  will  speak  to  three  contrasting  re- 
sponses from  three  Republican  presidents. 
First.  Abraham  Lincoln:   With  the  nation 
suffering  from  the  wounds  of  the  most  dev- 
astating war  the  country  has  ever  known 
and  with  its  resources  depleted,  his  response 
was  the  Morrill  Act  of  1862  which  created 
the  land  grant  colleges  and  universities  of 
our  Nation,  one  of  which  is  the  University 
of      Illinois,      and     vocational      education 
throughout  our  Nation  primarily  in  agricul- 
ture and  the  mechanic  arts.  The  result  of 
Abraham    Lincoln's    effort    was    that    he 
moved  America  from  an  agrarian  economy 
to  the  forefront  of  an  industrial  age  which 
we  maintained  from  his  day  until  the  indus- 
trial age  was  replaced  by  the  post  industrial 
age.  In  this  new   emerging  age  we  are  no 
longer  the  world  leader.  Second,  Dwight  Ei- 
senhower: In  1957  after  Sputnik,  what  was 
his  response?  The  National  Defense  Educa- 
tion Act.  The  result,  he  moved  America  into 
space  age   preeminence,   a  spot   which   we 
have  not   yet  and  are  not  likely  to  relin- 
quish. Third,  Ronald  Reagan:  His  appropri- 
ate  response  should   have  been  the   High 
Technology  Morrill  Act  of  1983.  His  actual 
response  was:     Federal  funding  for  educa- 
tion is  a  part  of  the  problem,  money  is  not  a 
part  of  the  solution,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment  is  not   responsible,   and   the  Tuition 
Tax  Credit  Act  of  1983."  The  Tuition  Tax 
Credit  Bill  will  have  two  unquestioned  con- 
sequences. It  will  destroy  the  public  school 
system  as  we  know  it  today.  The  only  chil- 
dren attending  public  schools  will  be  chil- 
dren of  white  people  too  poor  to  send  their 
kids  to  private  or  parochial  schools,  minori- 
ties, or  students  with  mental  or  physical 
handicaps.  The  second  result  that  his  Tui- 
tion Tax  Credit  Bill,  when  fully  implement- 
ed, would  add  at  least  one  billion  annually 
to  our  national  debt.  And  this  cost  estimate 
is  from  his  office. 

A  second  contrasting  response  is  that  at  a 
time  when  the  United  States  appears  to  be 
turning  its  back  on  public  education,  all  the 
way    from    kindergarten    to    the    graduate 
school,   turning   its   back   on   the   greatest 
system  of  public  education  the  world  has 
ever    known— Japan,    West    Germany,    and 
Saudi  Arabia  among  others,  are  copying  our 
system  of  higher  education  and  spending 
whatever  it  takes  to  fund  it.  For  example, 
only  last  month  Japan  spent  two  weeks  at 
the    University    of    Illinois    in    Champaign- 
Urbana  to  produce  a  one-hour  production 
on  all  aspects  of  the  University  of  Illinois.  It 
will  soon  be  shown  over  Japanese  national 
television    and    viewed    by    almost    every 
person  in  Japan.  Must  we  not  seriously  ask 
ourselves  why  the  people  of  Japan  will  soon 
know  more  about  the  University  of  Illinois 
than  the  residents  of  the  Slate  of  Illinois 
who  pay  for  it?  Now.  it  is  quite  true  that  we 
cannot  solve  the  problems  of  education  or 
anything  e\se  merely  by  throwing  money  at 
it.  We've  all  heard  that  so  often.  But  I  sug- 
gest  to   you    thai   when   the    problems   of 
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tenure,  teacher  unions,  seniority,  and  merit 
pay  and  all  of  the  other  things  about  which 
we  talk  so  much  have  been  resolved,  it  will 
be  equally  true  that  while  throwing  money 
at  a  problem  will  not  solve  it,  the  problems 
faced  by  public  education  in  America  will 
not  be  resolved  without  a  significant  infu- 
sion of  additional  money  from  local.  State, 
and  the  Federal  levels. 

Unquestionably  we  as  educators  are  at  a 
crossroads.  We.  as  educators,  and  America, 
as  a  nation,  face  a  challenge.  But  such  chal- 
lenges   have    been    faced    before    and    the 
facing  of  them  has  made  our  nation  great. 
Certainly  as  educators,  we  must  place  our 
house  in  order.  Much  of  the  responsibility 
and   the  blame  we   have  brought   on  our- 
selves. We  must  establish  priorities  with  the 
mastery  of  the  basics  at  the  top  of  our  list 
and  we  must  insist,  most  importantly,  on 
doing  no  more  than  we  have  the  lime  and 
the  resources  to  do.  But  unlike  law  and  med- 
icine,  as   educators   we   are   in   the   public 
sector  and  as  such,  we  have  responded  to  po- 
litical pressure  to  be  all  things  to  all  people. 
Is  it  any  wonder  that  we  have  become  pur- 
veyors of  mediocrity?  We.  therefore,  must 
find  ways  effectively,  as  educators,  to  insist 
upon  our  rights  as  professionals,  to  limit  the 
scope  of  our  responsibility  to  the  resources 
available  to  us  and  to  establish  appropriate 
priorities.  And  when  we  do  this,  the  public 
through  their  elected  representatives  at  the 
local,  state,  and  national  levels  will.  I  am 
sure,   allocate   the   necessary    resources   to 
enable  the  schools  and  colleges  to  produce 
the  graduates  which  will  enable  America, 
once  again,  to  regain  the  competitive  edge 
that  it  has  now  lost  to  other  countries  in  se- 
lected areas  of  emerging  technology. 

In  the  meantime,  many  small  colleges  will 
not  survive  the  next  twenty  years.  In  Illi- 
nois alone,  from  12-15  small  colleges  will 
close  in  the  next  17  years.  Wabash  Valley 
College  will  not  be  among  them.  The  value 
of  the  college  and  its  past,  present,  and 
future  contributions  are  far  too  great  for 
anyone  to  contemplate  any  other  fate.  In 
addition,  its  leadership,  stable  for  the  first 
time  in  20  years— Jim  Benedict.  Bonnie 
Burns,  Jerry  Bayne-will  effectively  concen- 
trate their  efforts  to  communicating  to  you. 
the  public,  the  value  of  this  college,  so  that 
increased  financial  support  from  both 
public  and  private  sources  will  be  forthcom- 
ing. 

My  challenge  to  you  tonight,  graduates  ol 
1983.  is  to  urge  you  to  maintain  your  strong 
support  for  Wabash  Valley  College. 

Let  me  say  that  is  has  been  my  privilege 
to  serve  as  Chancellor  of  this  District  for 
the  past  15  years,  which  has  and  has  had. 
and  retains  an  educational  mission  and  pur- 
pose of  incalculable  value  to  Mt.  Carmel.  to 
Wabash  Valley,  and  to  all  of  southeastern 
Illinois.  Graduates.  I  wish  you  every  success 
as  you  pursue  your  goals  in  life  and  I  chal- 
lenge you  to  join  other  graduates  of  the 
past  21  years  in  your  support  of  education 
generally  and  your  support  of  Wabash 
Valley  College  specifically. 
Thank  you  very  much.* 


WILLIAM  WILBERFORCE 

HON.  JAMES  G.  MARTIN 


OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 
m  Mr.    MARTIN    of   North    Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  commemorate 
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the  life  and  work  of  William  Wilber- 
force,  who  died  150  years  ago  today. 

Wilberforce  and  Abraham  Lincoln 
are  the  great  emancipators  of  history. 
For  almost  half  a  century.  Wilberforce 
led  the  fight  in  the  House  of  Com- 
mons to  abolish  slavery  in  the  British 
Empire.  Taking  up  the  cause  in  1787. 
when  he  was  28  years  old.  this  great 
man  devoted  his  life  to  the  freedom  of 
enslaved  black  people,  whose  condi- 
tions of  oppression  and  misery  he 
could  understand  only  by  the  applica- 
tion of  his  moral  imagination,  never 
having  visited  the  new  world  himself. 

In  1789.  Wilberforce  first  moved  the 
abolition  of  British  participation  in 
the  Atlantic  slave  trade.  Powerful  in- 
terests were  ranged  against  him.  and 
persuasive  arguments  had  to  be  over- 
come. These  obstacles  always  stand  in 
the  way  of  progress  and  reform.  The 
march  of  truth  and  justice  is  inexora- 
ble, but  usually  very  slow  indeed. 
Modest  regulation  of  the  slave  trade 
was  enacted  by  Parliament  in  the 
1790s,  and  finally,  in  1807.  18  years 
after  he  first  proposed  the  legislation. 
Parliament  approved  the  abolition  of 
British  participation  in  the  Atlantic 
slave  trade. 

The  debate  on  this  legislation  was 
marked  by  one  of  the  greatest  feats  of 
oratory  in  history.  Sir  Samuel  Romil- 
lys  famous  comparison  between  Wil- 
berforce and  Napoleon.  Sir  Samuel 
said: 

When  I  look  to  the  man  at  the  head  of 
the  French  Monarchy,  surrounded  as  he  is 
with  all  the  pomp  of  power,  and  all  the 
pride  of  victory,  distributing  Kingdoms  to 
his  family,  and  principalities  to  his  follow- 
ers, seeming,  when  he  sits  upon  his  throne 
to  have  reached  the  summit  of  human  ambi- 
tion, and  the  pinnacle  of  earthly  happiness, 
and  when  I  follow  that  man  into  his  closet 
or  to  his  bed,  and  consider  the  pangs  with 
his  solitude  must  be  tortured,  and  his  repose 
banished,  by  the  recollection  of  the  blood 
he  has  spill,  and  the  oppressions  he  has 
committed:  and  when  I  compare  with  these 
pangs  of  remorse,  the  feelings  which  must 
accompany  my  honorable  friend  from  this 
house  to  his  home,  after  the  vote  of  this 
night  should  have  confirmed  the  object  of 
his  humane  and  unceasing  labors;  when  he 
should  retire  into  the  bosom  of  his  happy 
and  delighted  family,  when  he  should  lay 
himself  down  on  his  bed,  reflecting  on  the 
innumerable  voices  that   will  be  raised  in 
every  quarter  of  the  world  to  bless  him:  how 
much  more  pure  and  perfect  felicity  must 
he  enjoy  in  the  consciousness  of  having  pre- 
served so  many  millions  of  his  fellow-crea- 
tures than  the  man  with  whom  I  have  com- 
pared him.  on  the  throne  to  which  he  has 
waded  through  slaughter  and  oppression. 

The  ban  was  difficult  to  enforce,  de- 
spite the  creation  of  a  special  squad- 
ron of  the  Royal  Navy  to  patrol  the 
West  African  Coast.  Under  the  most 
difficult  conditions,  the  heroic  seamen 
of  this  squadron  saved  countless 
human  beings  from  the  horror  of  en- 
slavement. Britain  also  paid  bribes  to 
other  countries,  including  Spain  and 
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Portugal,  to  encourage  them  to  give 
up  their  participation  in  the  trade. 

After  the  slave  trade  came  the  ulti- 
mate step,  abolition  of  slavery  itself. 
Wilberforce  continued  his  leadership 
role  into  old  age.  Through  the  I820's. 
the  policy  of  amelioration  of  the  con- 
ditions of  the  slaves  increasingly  gave 
way  to  the  principle  of  their  emanci- 
pation. 

Finally,  on  July  26.  1833.  the  House 
of  Commons  passed  the  emancipation 
legislation  in  its  second  reading,  a  key 
step  before  final  enactment  later  that 
year.  Upon  hearing  the  news,  Wilber- 
force said.  Thank  God  that  I  should 
have  lived  to  witness  a  day  in  which 
England  is  willing  to  give  twenty  mil- 
lion sterling  (the  sum  with  which  the 
West  Indies  planters  were  to  be  com- 
pensated) for  the  Abolition  of  Slav- 
ery." Three  days  later  he  died. 

Wilberforces  death  was  marked  by 
memorial  services  by  free  blacks  in 
New  York  and  elsewhere  in  our  coun- 
try. 

In  noting  this  day.  we  also  remember 
the  equally  great  contribution  to  the 
cause  of  Thomas  Clarkson.  and  of 
great  contempories  of  Wilberforce,  in- 
cluding Charles  Fox.  William  Pitt, 
Edmund  Burke,  James  Stephen  and 
Granville  Sharp. 

Wilberforce  was  laid  to  rest  amongst 
his  honored  countrymen  in  Westmin- 
ster Abbey.  About  a  year  later,  a 
statue  of  him  was  erected  nearby  in 
the  Abbey,  with  an  epitaph  attributed 
to  Thomas  Macaulay.  I  include  it  for 
the  Record. 

To  THE  Memory  of  William  Wilberforce 

(Bom  in  Hull  August  24th  1759  Died  in 

London  July  29th  1833) 

For  nearly  half  a  century  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  and.  for  six  Parlia- 
ments during  that  period,  one  of  the  two 
Representatives  for  Yorkshire. 

In  an  age  and  country  fertile  in  great  and 
good  men.  he  was  among  the  foremost  of 
those  who  fixed  the  character  of  their  times 
because  to  high  and  various  talents  to  warm 
l)enevolence.  and  to  universal  candour,  he 
added  the  abiding  eloquence  of  a  Christian 
life. 

Eminent  as  he  was  in  every  department  of 
public  labour,  and  a  leader  in  every  work  of 
charity,  whether  to  relieve  the  temporal  or 
the  spiritual  wants  of  his  fellow  men  his 
name  will  ever  be  specially  identified  with 
those  exertions  which,  by  the  blessing  of 
God.  removed  from  England  the  guilt  of  the 
African  slave  trade,  and  prepared  the  way 
for  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  every  colony 
of  the  empire;  In  the  prosecution  of  these 
objects,  he  relied,  not  in  vain,  on  God:  but  in 
the  progress,  he  was  called  to  endure  great 
obloquy  and  great  opposition:  he  outlived, 
however,  all  enmity:  and.  in  the  evening  of 
his  days,  withdrew  from  public  life  and 
public  observation  to  the  bosom  of  his 
family. 

Yet  he  died  not  unnoticed  or  forgotten  by 
his  country:  the  peers  and  commons  of  Eng- 
land, with  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  the 
Speaker,  at  their  head,  carried  him  to  his 
fitting  place  among  the  mighty  dead 
around,  here  to  repose:  till,  through  the 
merits  of  Jesus  Christ,  his  only  Redeemer 
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and  Saviour,  (whom,  in  his  life  and  in  his 
writings  he  had  desired  to  glorify.)  he  shall 
rise  in  the  resurrection  of  the  just.* 


THE  MEDICARE  CRISIS 

HON.  UWRENCE  J.  SMITH 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  elderly  residents  of  my  district 
write  to  me  with  the  same  question: 
What  is  Congress  going  to  do  about 
medicare  and  when? 

My  constituents  have  enclosed 
copies  of  their  hospital  bills  and  have 
said  that  they  are  not  surprised  there 
is  a  crisis  when  the  hospital  charges 
them  four  or  five  times  more  for  a  pill 
they  can  buy  at  their  local  pharmacy 
for  less.  They  depend  upon  medicare 
for  assistance  when  they  are  ill.  yet 
they  are  disgusted  that  that  same 
system  permits  abuse  and  does  not  re- 
imburse many  of  their  health  care 
costs. 

The  cost  of  medicare,  which  provides 
hospital  and  other  medical  insurance 
to  almost  30  million  elderly  and  dis- 
abled people,  has  been  growing  at  an 
annual  rate  of  almost  18  percent  since 
1970.  In  about  5  years  its  trust  fund, 
financed  by  payroll  taxes,  will  be 
bankrupt.  The  elderly  already  spend 
20  percent  of  their  incomes  on  out-of- 
pocket  health  care  costs.  As  costs  con- 
tinue to  escalate,  medicare  will  be 
needed  by  an  increasing  elderly  popu- 
lation. However,  as  out-of-pocket  costs 
escalate,  more  and  more  elderly  will  be 
unable  to  afford  needed  health  care 
services. 

Solving  medicare's  problems  requires 
deciding  how  much  the  Nation  wants 
to  spend  on  medical  care  and  how  it 
wants  to  pay  for  it.  Americans  want  to 
be  free  to  choose  their  own  doctors 
and  places  of  treatment.  The  Federal 
Government  as  a  major  purchaser  of 
health  care  services,  has  a  responsibil- 
ity to  abate  explosive  inflation  in  the 
health  sector.  Experience,  however, 
has  demonstrated  that  medicares  ap- 
proach to  hospital  cost  containment 
leads  to  cost  shifting  to  private  pa- 
tients and  other  third-party  payers 
and  thus,  no  reduction  in  overall  hos- 
pital costs. 

Medicare  beneficiaries  must  not  be 
severely  burdened  with  increases  in 
out-of-pocket  costs  for  health  care,  in 
spite  of  what  the  administration  pro- 
poses. Moreover,  any  changes  made  in 
these  programs  should  contribute  to 
the  larger  goal  of  achieving  health 
care  cost  restraint.  We  must  concen- 
trate on  efficiency  and  fairness  in  the 
delivery  of  health  care. 

The  extent  of  the  medicare  problem 
means  that  few  solutions  are  available. 
The  changes  required  to  solve  the 
medicare  problem  are  more  expensive 
than  the  changes  required  by  social  se- 
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curity.  One  report  estimates  that 
keeping  medicare  solvent  through  the 
next  decade  would  require  either  a  70- 
percent  hike  in  revenues  or  a  40-per- 
cent cut  in  benefits— both  drastic  and 
unacceptable  solutions. 

Medicare  is  too  valuable  a  program 
for  Congress  to  let  collapse.  Our 
Nation  has  a  large  elderly  population 
which  is  graying  even  further.  Those 
who  are  already  elderly  want  an 
answer  so  that  they  do  not  have  to 
fear  becoming  ill  and  penniless.  Those 
who  have  not  reached  age  65  need  an 
answer  so  that  they  may  better  plan 
their  retirement.  Each  and  every  citi- 
zen realizes  a  quick  answer  will  not  be 
a  complete  solution.  However.  Con- 
gress must  begin  the  difficult  and  long 
search  for  a  fair  and  equitable  solution 
to  medicares  problems.* 


JOINT  STATEMENT:  FRIENDS  OF 
IRELAND  AND  THE  IRISH- 
UNITED  STATES  PARLIAMEN- 
TARY GROUP 

HON.  JAMES  M.  SHANNON 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
past  week  was  a  historic  one  in  the  re- 
lations between  the  United  States  and 
Ireland.  The  Friends  of  Ireland  were 
host  to  the  Irish-United  States  Parlia- 
mentary Group,  formed  earlier  this 
year  as  a  counterpart  group  to  the 
Friends  of  Ireland  in  the  Dail.  the  Par- 
liament of  Ireland.  The  delegation 
came  at  the  invitation  of  Speaker 
O'Neill,  and  was  led  by  the  Ceann 
Comhairle  (Speaker)  of  the  Dail,  Mr. 
Tom  Fitzpatrick.  The  delegation  in- 
cluded Sean  Barrett,  Minister  of  State 
and  chief  whip  for  the  Fine  Gael 
Party:  Brian  Lenihan,  formerly  Minis- 
ter of  Foreign  Affairs  and  currently 
deputy  leader  of  the  Fianna  Fail 
Party;  Bertie  Aherne,  whip  for  the 
Fianna  Fail  Party;  Senators  Sean 
OLeary  and  Brendan  Howlin,  and 
members  of  the  Dail.  Bernard  Allen 
and  Denis  Lyons. 

Many  Members  of  the  U.S.  Congress 
met  with  the  delegation  informally  at 
a  reception  on  Tuesday  evening.  Many 
others  were  able  to  exchange  views 
with  them  in  the  course  of  their  pres- 
entations to  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee,  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  and  in  private 
meetings  with  leading  members  of  the 
Friends  of  Ireland,  including  the 
Speaker.  Senator  Kennedy.  Congress- 
man Foley,  and  Senator  Moynihan. 

It  was  my  great  pleasure  and  honor 
to  chair  the  first  formal  meeting  be- 
tween these  two  bodies,  the  Friends  of 
Ireland  and  the  Irish-United  States 
Parliamentary  Group,  on  July  27, 
1983.  Our  discussion  focused  on  the 
problems   in    Northern    Ireland.    The 
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Irish-United  States  Parliamentary 
Group  welcomed  the  strong  stand  of 
the  Friends  of  Ireland  against  violence 
and  support  for  it.  and  encouraged  its 
continued  support  for  the  New  Ireland 
Forum.  The  Forum  was  established  in 
March  1983  by  the  three  major  politi- 
cal parties  in  the  Republic  of  Ireland 
and  the  Social  Democratic  and  Labor 
Party  in  Northern  Ireland.  It  is  in- 
tended to  explore  means  of  achieving 
peace  and  stability  in  a  new  Ireland 
through  the  democratic  process. 

The  central  issue  at  the  meeting  was 
the  problem  of  Northern  Ireland. 
That  situation  is  of  continuing  con- 
cern to  the  Friends  of  Ireland  and  to 
the  many  millions  of  Americans  who 
share  an  Irish  heritage.  The  Irish  visi- 
tors briefed  their  American  hosts  on 
recent  developments  of  importance  in 
Ireland  and  in  Anglo-Irish  relations. 
They  particularly  emphasized  the  ini- 
tiative by  the  leaders  of  their  three  po- 
litical parties  and  by  the  Social  Demo- 
cratic and  Labor  Party  of  Northern 
Ireland  to  establish  a  new  Ireland 
forum.  The  forum,  it  was  explained,  is 
intended  to  explore  means  of  achiev- 
ing peace  and  stability  in  a  new  Ire- 
land through  the  democratic  process. 
The  Friends  of  Ireland,  who  were  rep- 
resented at  the  inaugural  session  of 
the  forum,  reaffirmed  their  support 
for  this  important  initiative  which 
they  hope  will  make  a  substantial  con- 
tribution to  the  cause  of  reconciliation 
between  the  two  great  Irish  political 
traditions. 

The  Friends  of  Ireland  recalled  their 
strong  desire  to  help  bring  peace  to 
Northern  Ireland  and  to  assist  a  last- 
ing political  settlement.  This  had  been 
a  major  motivation  in  their  formation 
3  years  ago.  Along  with  the  great  ma- 
jority of  the  Irish  in  Ireland  and  of 
those  of  Irish  heritage  in  the  United 
States,  they  have  supported  and  would 
continue  to  support  the  goal  of  Irish 
unity.  They  also  recognized,  as  succes- 
sive Irish  governments  have  done,  that 
unity  requires  the  consent  of  all  the 
parties  concerned,  and  that  violence 
has  served  only  to  inhibit  the  free  po- 
litical dialog  essential  to  reconciliation 
in  Ireland.  They  have,  therefore,  fre- 
quently   joined    with    Irish    political 
leaders  in  condemning  violence  and  in- 
justice in  Northern  Ireland  and  in  ap- 
pealing to  Americans  not  to  support  or 
assist    the    advocates    of    violence    in 
Northern  Ireland.  They  renewed  that 
urgent  appeal  on  the  occasion  of  this 
important  visit. 

A  parallel  concern  was  the  absence 
of  political  progress  in  Northern  Ire- 
land where  the  problem  has  continued 
at  a  serious  level  for  over  14  years. 
There  has  been  constant  and  tragic 
loss  of  life,  erosion  of  the  social  and 
economic  fabric  of  the  society,  and  a 
growing  alienation  of  a  section  of  the 
population  in  Northern  Ireland  from 
the  constitutional  process.  The 
Friends  of  Ireland,  therefore,  called  on 
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the  newly  elected  British  Government 
to  use  this  opportunity  to  fulfill  its  ob- 
ligation to  Northern  Ireland  with  a 
comprehensive  review  of  its  policies  di- 
rected at  correcting  the  situation  and 
assisting  reconciliation  throughout 
Ireland  as  a  whole. 

The  Friends  of  Ireland  welcomed 
the  resumption  of  the  Anglo-Irish 
talks,  and  encourged  an  open  attitude 
towards  the  work  and  conclusions  of 
the  new  Ireland  forum. 

The   Irish   delegation   expressed  its 
appreciation  and  the  appreciation  of 
the  political  parties  in  the  Irish  Parlia- 
ment   for    the    constructive    interest 
which   the   Friends   of   Ireland   have 
taken  in  Irish  affairs  over  the  years, 
and  for  the  good  will  that  so  many 
Americans  have  demonstrated  toward 
Ireland.  It  is  evident  that  there  is  a 
positive  role  which  Americans  can  play 
in  assisting  progress  toward  reconcilia- 
tion and  unity  in  Ireland,  in  contribut- 
ing to  the  economic  development  of 
Ireland,  and  in  identifying  with  the 
cultural    achievements    of    the    Irish 
people.  They  wished  to  make  it  clear, 
however,  that  those  who  advocate  vio- 
lence in  Northern  Ireland  were  in  no 
way  serving  the  interests  of  the  Irish 
people  or  of  Irish  unity.  They  called 
on    Americans    of    Irish    heritage    to 
reject  violence  and  to  be  strong  in  sup- 
port of  peaceful  political  change.  In 
this   connection,   the   delegation   wel- 
comed   the    resolution    introduced    in 
the  House  and  Senate  by  the  Friends 
of   Ireland   on   March    17.    1983,   as   a 
clear  and  helpful  statement  of  the  po- 
litical   principles    underlying    an    in- 
formed American  role  and  hoped  that 
this  resolution  would  command  even 
wider  support.* 


FREEDOM  FOR  THE  BALKAN 
NATIONS 


HON.  FLOYD  SPENCE 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

in  the  house  of  representatives 


Friday,  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
7.  1983.  our  distinguished  colleague  in 
the  Senate.  Senator  Jesse  Helms. 
made  a  major  policy  statement  on  the 
strategically  important  Balkan  region. 
The  Balkans  Today:  Yugoslavia  and 
the  Prospects  for  Freeing  the  Albani- 
an Nation  (June  7.  1983.  Congression- 
al Record— Senate.  14756-14771 
The  senior  Senator  from  North  Caroli- 
na expressed  his  deep  concern  "about 
the  deteriorating  situation  in  the 
Balkan  region  and  particularly  the 
threat  that  the  Soviet  Union  poses  for 
the  area."  I  concur  with  Senator 
Helms'  concern  for  the  nations  of  the 
Balkan  region,  and  I  am  pleased  to 
recommend  to  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  that  they  examine  his  thought- 
ful, detailed  analysis  of  that  region. 
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In  the  1860's  many  of  the  leaders  of 
the  nations  of  the  Balkan  region,  Al- 
bania. Bulgaria.  Croatia.  Greece,  Mac- 
edonia. Montenegro,  Rumania,  and 
Serbia,  joined  together  to  coordinate 
their  activities  to  free  the  territories 
of  their  nations  from  centuries-old 
Turkish  occupation.  They  sought  a 
new  era  for  a  Balkan  region  of  free 
and  independent  sovereign  nations, 
voluntarily  joined  together  as  equals 
in  unity  in  diversity.  Unfortunately, 
their  efforts  did  not  succeed  and,  in 
the  eyes  of  many,  subsequent  events 
growing  out  of  this  unsettled  situation 
played  a  significant  role  in  bringing  on 
World  War  I. 

In  the  course  of  that  effort  of  the 
1860's,  the  great  Albanian  leader  of 
the  time.  Xhemal  Pasha  of  Mati.  an- 
cestor of  H.  M.  King  Leka  I  of  the  Al- 
banians, traveled  to  Russia  to  seek  the 
aid  of  the  Tsar  for  the  Balkan  nations' 
combined  liberation  struggle  against 
Turkish  oppression.  After  6  months  in 
St.  Petersburg,  the  then  capital  of 
Russia,  as  he  was  returning  home  to 
ethnic  Albania  he  observed  that  he 
feared  that  the  Russians  would 
become  the  new  Turks  in  the  Balkans. 
His  foresight  has  been  proved  correct 
in  our  century,  with  the  Communist 
regimes  being  more  oppressive  than 
the  Ottoman  Empire  had  ever  been. 

We  Americans,  believing  in  the  right 
of  self-determination  of  nations,  must 
consistently  affirm  our  belief  in  that 
principle  and  provide  our  moral  sup- 
port to  those  who  refuse  to  bow  their 
heads  to  Communist  tyranny.  Eight 
years  ago  I  brought  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives a  courageous  and  deeply 
moving  sermon  by  Archbishop,  now 
Cardinal,  Franjo  Kuharic.  Roman 
Catholic  Primate  of  Croatia.  Today 
the  spirit  of  resistance  in  all  Balkan 
nations  remains  undiminished,  and 
their  proud  tradition  of  fighting  for 
the  freedom  and  independence  of 
their  nations  within  their  natural 
ethnic  territories  remains  the  underly- 
ing reality  in  the  region. 

Among  other  methods,  the  Commu- 
nist regimes  try  to  control  this  under- 
lying reality  by  falsifying  the  history 
of  nations  through  the  use  of  lies,  dis- 
tortion, and  deceit.  In  the  words  of  a 
prominent  Croatian  historian.  Gen. 
Franjo  Tudjman: 

In  the  course  of  history  it  has  long  been 
known  that  these  methods  make  it  fairly 
easy  to  indict  the  crucified  Christ  as  the 
Anti-Christ,  or  alternatively,  to  prove  that 
Satan's  torments  are  in  fact— the  Kingdom 
of  Heaven. 

General  Tudjman  was  a  partisan 
during  World  War  II.  fighting  agairist 
the  Axis  occupation  forces  in  Croatia. 
As  with  many  of  his  generation  in 
Europe,  his  opposition  to  fascist  social- 
ism unfortunately  led  him  to  the 
international  socialism  of  communism. 
But  with  the  by  now  self-evident  fail- 
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ure  of  any  ideology  based  on  spiritual- 
ly wrong  and  scientifically  false  prem- 
ises. General  Tudjman  and  many  of 
his  former  partisan  coleagues.  and 
their  children,  have  returned  to  the 
deep  national  patriotism  and  spiritual 
values  of  their  Croatian  national  her- 
itage. On  the  strategically  vital  Adriat- 
ic coastline,  for  example,  many  Cro- 
atians.  Montenegrins,  and  Alabanians 
seek  a  new.  non-Marxist  era  for  their 
nations,  to  be  achieved  without  blood- 
shed, if  not  without  sacrifice.  General 
Tudjman.  despite  his  great  prestige  as 
a  war  hero,  has  suffered  greatly 
through  being  incarcerated  for  his 
commitment  to  truth,  and  we  should 
be  pleased  to  note  his  release  at  last 
from  Yugoslavia's  Lepoglava  prison. 

During  World  War  II  the  late  King 
Zog  I  of  the  Albanians  recommended 
to  a  representative  of  the  British  Gov- 
ernment, now  a  distinguished  Member 
of  Parliament,  the  Rt.  Hon.  Julian 
Amery.  that  the  Allies  should  support 
a  Balkan  Union  of  free  and  equal  na- 
tions. The  Allies  did  not  follow  this 
sage  advice,  but  as  a  result  of  the  seri- 
ous interest  in  the  Balkan  region 
evoked  by  Senator  Helms'  speech  of 
June  7.  that  concept  should  be  includ- 
ed in  the  formulation  of  consistent, 
fundamental  policies  directed  toward 
the  attainment,  through  peaceful  evo- 
lution, of  the  freedom  and  independ- 
ence of  the  Balkan  nations. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  should  be 
remarked  that  the  United  States,  in 
keeping  with  long-established  policy, 
seeks  no  territorial  gain  but  only  to 
encourage  and  promote  the  develop- 
ment of  free  and  independent  govern- 
ment. America's  interest  in  the  Balkan 
nations  reflects  solely  the  deeply 
rooted  commitment  of  the  American 
people  to  the  principles  which  have 
made  the  United  States  a  beacon  of 
freedom  for  all  nations.* 


PUBLICATION  ENTITLED 
"UNCENSORED  DRAFT" 

HON.  BILL  GREEN 

OF  NEW  VORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

FHday,  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  bring  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues to  a  publication  which  many 
of  us  recently  received  from  the  Amer- 
ican-Arab Anti-Discrimination  Com- 
mittee. The  publication,  entitled  the 
"Uncensored  Draft"  of  a  GAO  report 
on  U.S.  assistance  to  the  state  of 
Israel,  apparently  was  designed  to  re- 
semble the  official  GAO  document 
which  was  sent  to  our  offices  previous- 
ly. 

The  ADC  openly  admits  that  its 
publication  contains  classified  infor- 
mation that  was  deleted  from  the 
GAO  document  and  subsequently 
leaked  in  outright  violation  of  the  es- 
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pionage  statutes  or  executive  order. 
Furthermore,  in  its  cover  letter  to 
Congressmen  the  ADC  states.  "It  is  a 
subterfuge  of  the  highest  order  to  say 
that  the  report  should  be  classified.  "  I 
do  not  believe  that  it  is  in  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  group  to  decide  what 
should  and  should  not  be  considered 
classified  by  the  U.S.  Government. 

In  addition  to  the  inclusion  of  GAO 
deletions,  there  are  several  fraudulent 
distortions  in  the  doctored  document. 
Some  sections  of  the  ADC  document 
contain  information  marked  as  if  they 
had  been  censored  by  the  GAO,  al- 
though the  corresponding  sections  of 
the  original  document  indicate  no  de- 
letions. ADC  additions  of  this  kind  in- 
clude; 

Israeli  officials  maintain  that  the  Lebanon 
campaign  will  not  result  In  any  increase  in 
requests  for  U.S.  assistance  but  U.S.  reports 
speculate  otherwise,  (p.  25) 

Reagan's  September.  1982  Middle  East  ini- 
tiative "included  concerns  for  certain  Israel 
actions.  "  (p.  8) 

In  other  sections  of  the  ADC  docu- 
ment the  original  text  is  simply  re- 
placed with  material  that  attempts  to 
downgrade  Israel's  credibility.  For  ex- 
ample: 

Where  the  GAO  states  that  the  U.S.  had 
succeeded  in  obtaining  a  negotiated  with- 
drawal of  Israeli  and  PLO  forces  from 
Beirut.  Lebanon."  the  ADC  instead  prints 
that  it  was  the  U.S.  belief  that  Israel  had 
broken  its  assurances  to  the  United  Slates 
that  it  would  not  invade  Beirut.  Lebanon." 
(p.  3.  8) 

While  the  GAO  notes  Israels  $722  million 
payment  to  the  U.S.  for  defense  loans  in  FY 
1982.  ADC  cites  an  $810  million  debt  for  de- 
fense loans,  (p.  37.  32)  With  regard  to  these 
figures,  the  ADC  also  adds  that  the  impact 
of  a  large  and  unrealistic  FMS  loan  program 
must  be  faced."  (p.  32) 

While  the  GAO  publication  states  that 
"many"'  of  the  nations  other  than  Israel 
that  receive  aid  through  the  U.S.  Economic 
Support  Fimd  have  .some  development 
projects  tied  to  assistance,  the  ADC  writes 
that  almost  all  recipients  do.  (p.  31.  26) 
The  GAO  continues.  "This  is  changing,  as 
the  amounts  of  cash  transfers  is  being  in- 
creased." The  ADC  report,  instead,  contin- 
ues. "This  is  changing,  and  the  degree  of 
cash  transfers  is  increasing  but  Israel  was 
the  first  to  receive  a  full  cash  transfer.  Thus 
the  Israeli  program  set  a  precedent  to  move 
this  type  of  assistance  further  away  from 
economic  development  programs." 

The  ADC  version  also  omits  certain 
GAO  information  that  shows  United 
States-Israel  relations  in  a  favorable 
light.  For  example,  the  ADC  version  of 
the  document  omits  the  information 
that  the  foreign  military  sales  pro- 
gram was  intended  for  purchase  of 
goods  and  services  in  the  United 
States  to  support  U.S.  firms,  and  that 
Israel  has  agreed  to  use  U.S.  ships  to 
transport  50  percent  of  Israeli  grain 
purchases  from  the  United  States,  (p. 
42,  1) 

Furthermore,  the  GAO  report  states 
that  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1979,  the 
requirement  that  Israel  provide  specif- 
ic evidence  of  each  nonmilitary  pur- 
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cha.se  was  dropped.  A  footnote  to  this 
information  explains  that  the  GAO 
recommended  suspension  of  the  re- 
quirements for  Israel  in  August.  1978, 
"in  consideration  of  the  fact  that 
Israel  and  the  United  States  were  only 
being  burdened  with  cumbersome  pro- 
cedural requirements  that  did  not  add 
any  control  over  the  method  with 
which  this  program  had  been  imple- 
mented "  (p.  31)  the  ADC  report  filed 
to  print  this  footnote. 

The  ADC  report  also  omits  pertinent 
information  concerning  Israel's  econo- 
my and  U.S.  assistance.  For  example, 
while  Israel  has  suffered  substantial 
tourism  losses,  the  GAO  notes  that 
"these  losses  began  prior  to  the  Leba- 
non campaign  and  for  the  most  part 
can  be  attributable  to  the  internation- 
al economic  situation."  (p.  41) 
Through  its  omission  of  this  explana- 
tion, the  ADC  version  of  the  GAO 
report  implies  that  the  Lebanon  cam- 
paign was  the  cause  of  Israeli  tourism 
losses. 

ADC  also  fails  to  report  that  "the 
State  Department  commented  that 
they  do  not  foresee  the  development 
of  a  severe  debt  situation.  "  (p.  40)  The 
ADC  also  deletes  the  GAO  report  that 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment "noted  that  there  is  cause  for  op- 
timism about  Israels  balance  of  pay- 
ment prospects."  (p.  40) 

Most  blatant,  however,  is  ADC's  de- 
letion of  the  statement  in  the  GAO 
report,  "it  is  clear  that  the  ultimate 
solution  to  Israel's  security  depends 
upon  a  negotiated  settlement  with  its 
Arab  neighbors.  "  (p.  v,  78) 

Contrary  to  the  implications  of  the 
ADC  report  and  the  Evans  and  Novak 
column  of  July  8,  the  GAO  report  does 
not  conclude  that  aid  to  Israel  is.  or  is 
about  to  become  a  burden  to  the 
United  States.  Rather,  the  GAO 
report  affirms  the  strong  U.S.  commit- 
ment to  Israel:  The  report  declares 
that  U.S.  assistance  for  Israel's  de- 
fense is  founded  on  a  "staunch  friend- 
ship and  on  (Israel's)  position  as  a 
democratic  form  of  government  in  the 
Middle  East  region."  (p.  76)  The 
report  goes  on  to  note  the  support 
that  this  relationship  has  received 
from  American  Presidents,  Congress, 
and  public,  and  it  explains  that  the  re- 
lationship is  "predicated  upon  shared 
cultural,  religious,  moral,  and  political 
values.  "  (p.  76. i) 

The  GAO  report  confirms  that  U.S. 
aid  benefits  this  country  in  myriad 
ways.  The  report  states  that  "Israel  as 
a  stable  democracy  and  the  region's 
strongest  military  power,  is  considered 
by  the  United  States  to  be  a  strategic 
asset  in  the  Eastern  Mediterranean 
against  a  Soviet  threat."  (p.  1) 

Assistance  to  Israel  is  not  only  bene- 
ficial to  the  United  States  from  a  po- 
litical and  military  standpoint,  howev- 
er: the  program  is  a  highly  cost-effec- 
tive expenditure   as   well.  Since   1974 
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more  than  half  of  Israel's  military  as- 
sistance from  the  United  States  has 
been  in  the  form  of  loans  which  are 
repaid  with  interest  at  a  rate  equal  to 
the  cost  of  the  money  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury.  Furthermore,  Israel  has 
never  defaulted  on  its  debt  servicing 
obligations  for  U.S.  loans,  (p.  27)  In 
fiscal  year  1983,  Israel  will  repay  the 
United  State  about  $887  million  for  in- 
terest and  principal  on  outstanding 
FMS  loans,  (p.  iv)  It  is  also  important 
to  realize  that  all  of  the  U.S.  aid  to 
Israel  is  spent  in  the  United  States, 
thus  promoting  American  industry 
and  its  economy. 

Finally,  the  GAO  report  also  con- 
firms that  U.S.  aid  is  necessary  for 
Israel  to  maintain  stability  in  the  face 
of  unrelenting  Arab  hostility  and  the 
continual  flow  of  Soviet  and  American 
weaponry  into  Arab  arsenals.  The 
GAO  notes  that  "Israel  has  been  virtu- 
ally operating  in  a  wartime  economy 
since  its  establishment  as  a  state  in 
1948."  (p.  35)  The  report  recognizes 
that  the  need  to  indicate  political  sup- 
port and  to  insure  Israel's  security  are 
the  two  major  purposes  of  foreign 
military  sales  to  Israel,  (p.  6) 

The  ADC  version  of  the  GAO  report 
has  tried  to  cloud  these  facts,  it  has  al- 
ready caused  irreparable  harm  by 
spreading  misinformation  through  the 
press  and  among  Members  of  Con- 
gress. I  believe  that  ADC's  blatant  vio- 
lation of  classified  material  and  med- 
dling in  official  Government  reports 
cannot  be  ignored,  and  I  have  asked 
the  Justice  Department  to  investigate 
the  publication.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  for  allowing  me  to  bring  this 
important  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  House.# 


THE  SENIOR  CITIZENS  INDE- 
PENDENT COMMUNITY  CARE 
ACT 


HON.  TOM  HARKIN 

OF  IOWA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  pleased  to  rise  to  introduce  the 
Senior  Citizens  Independent  Commu- 
nity Care  Act.  This  important  piece  of 
legislation  is  designed  to  enable  our 
Nation's  senior  citizens  to  remain  in 
their  homes  as  long  as  possible,  rather 
than  leaving  to  turn  to  hospitals  and 
nursing  homes  for  the  care  they 
need— care  that  they  could  potentially 
receive  in  their  own  homes.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  bill,  then,  is  to  improve 
the  quality  of  life  for  our  Nations  el- 
derly by  providing  more  inhome 
health-care  services  under  medicare 
for  those  individuals  65  and  over. 

The  rapid  growth  of  the  elderly  pop- 
ulation, combined  with  the  rising  cost 
for  long-term  health-care  services,  has 
stirred  interest  in  developing  commu- 
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nity-based  alternatives  for  the  elderly. 
Studies  have  shown  that  community- 
based  health  and  social  services  can  be 
effective  in  reducing  institutionaliza- 
tion and  improving  longevity  and  pa- 
tient satisfaction. 

Currently,  medicare  policy  focuses 
almost  exclusively  on  acute  short-term 
care.  The  inhome  health-care  benefits 
provided  for  under  medicare  includes 
skilled  services,  at  the  exclusion  of 
many  health-related  social  support 
services  which  would  help  individuals 
in  their  daily  lives.  Because  of  the  lack 
of  needed  services  many  elderly  indi- 
viduals face  institutionalization. 

Also,  current  medicare  policy  re- 
quires individuals  receiving  home 
health-aid  services  to  need  the  services 
of  a  skilled  nurse,  or  a  ph.vsical  speech 
or  occupation  therapist.  This  require- 
ment may  actually  encourage  senior 
citizens  to  receive  services  they  do  not 
need,  in  order  to  receive  services  they 
do  need. 

This  is  only  one  example  of  the 
problems  with  the  current  medicare 
policy  in  the  area  of  inhome  health 
services.  Clearly,  the  problem  of  pro- 
viding adequate  long-term  care  for  our 
Nation's  elderly  is  complex,  and  in- 
volves a  wide  array  of  health,  social, 
and  personal  care  services  ranging 
across  many  professional  disciplines. 
Our  task  is  to  develop  an  effective 
strategy  for  dealing  with  the  rapidly 
increasing  demand  for  these  services, 
and  to  make  that  strategy  responsive 
to  varying  needs. 

Now.  one  out  of  every  nine  persons  is 
over  the  age  of  65,  and  within  50  years 
one  in  every  six  persons  will  be  in  that 
category.  In  the  next  50  years  the 
aging  population  will  grow  from  23 
million  to  55  million.  In  the  State  of 
Iowa  alone,  the  number  of  elderly  per- 
sons is  nearly  400,000. 

Furthermore,  increased  life  expec- 
tancies will  make  the  so-called  frail  el- 
derly, those  75  and  older,  the  fastest 
growing  segment  of  the  elderly  popu- 
lation over  the  next  half  century.  By 
the  year  2050  it  is  estimated  that  12 
percent  of  the  population  will  be  75 
and  older,  and  more  than  5  percent  of 
the  population  will  be  over  age  85.  Fi- 
nally, while  individuals  65  and  over 
now  represent  more  than  11  percent  of 
the  population,  by  the  year  2025  this 
age  group  will  comprise  19  percent  of 
the  total  population. 

The  problem  of  accommodation  is 
real.  Unless  Congress  acts  promptly  to 
assess  and  implement  programs  to 
expand  inhome  health  care  services, 
many  elderly  individuals  face  the  pros- 
pect of  being  placed  in  nursing  homes 
or  other  institutions.  This  legislation 
is  one  effort  to  begin  to  deal  with  this 
real  and  growing  problem. 

Before  introducing  this  bill,  I  sought 
out  the  advice  of  senior  advocates  in 
Iowa.  It  is  they  who  encouraged  me  to 
introduce  this  bill  on  behalf  of  all  of 
our  Nation's  elderly. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  this  bill  and  a  sum- 
mary of  the  bill  be  added  at  the  end  of 
my  statement.* 


PLAIN  TALK  FROM  THE  PLAIN 
DEALER 


HON.  EDWARD  F.  FEIGHAN 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29,  1983 

•  Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
debate  on  how  to  best  serve  our  na- 
tional interest  in  Central  America  is 
by  no  means  over.  It  will,  I  suspect,  in- 
tensify. That  is  why  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  take  a  few  moments  to  con- 
sider the  Plain  Dealer's  editorial  of 
July  28:  "Time  To  Stop  the  Shame."  It 
reflects  a  clear  understanding  of  our 
national  interest— and  our  national 
ideals. 

Time  To  Stop  the  Shame 

Remember,  a  few  months  back,  when  all 
the  publicity  first  emerged  about  CIA  train- 
ing, funding  and  support  of  counter-revolu- 
tionary forces  opposed  to  the  Sandinista 
regime  in  Nicaragua?  The  administration 
eventually  justified  such  covert  activity,  ar- 
guing that  the  purpose  was  merely  to  inter- 
dict the  supply  of  arms  from  Nicaragua  to 
rebels  fighting  in  El  Salvador.  Congressional 
critics  were  appalled,  snorting  and  condemn- 
ing the  activities  as  a  violation  of  a  1982  law 
barring  the  CIA  from  supporting  efforts 
aimed  at  the  overthrow  of  the  Sandinista 
government. 

Today,  the  administration  still  argues 
that  the  purpose  of  the  operation  is  to 
interdict  the  supply  of  arms.  But  the  admin- 
istration has  expanded  that  theme.  It  now 
adds  that  these  covert  operations  include 
pressuring  the  Sandinistas  to  the  negotiat- 
ing table  and  returning  to  the  principles  of 
the  revolution,  including  elections. 

In  his  news  conference  this  week.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  sidestepped  questions  atiout 
covert  aid  to  the  anti-Sandinista  guerrillas, 
sayint'  'o  discuss  covert  aid  would  no  longer 
be  covert.  (Someone  should  have  awakened 
him  when  such  discussions  came  up  in  the 
past.)  But  he  defended  such  action  as 
"common  sense.'" 

"Common  sense"  to  the  president  seems 
to  mean  that  if  the  Nicaraguans  are  aiding 
an  insurgency  movement  against  the  gov- 
ernment of  El  Salvador,  then  the  United 
States  has  the  right  to  do  likewise  against 
the  government  of  Nicaragua.  At  best,  such 
an  argument  is  sleazy.  Does  not  the  admin- 
istration hold  itself  to  slightly  higher  princi- 
ples than  the  type  of  bullying  gangster  tac- 
tics it  accuses  the  Sandinistas.  Cubans  and 
Soviets  of  employing?  What  about  Ameri- 
ca"s  belief  in  the  sovereignty  of  nations? 

Of  course,  the  justification  is  that  such 
tactics  are  necessary  in  order  to  get  the  San- 
dinistas to  see  the  error  in  their  ways.  When 
working  with  pigs,  you  have  to  wallow  in 
the  mud.  And  only  last  week.  Managua,  for 
the  first  time,  expressed  a  willingness  to  ne- 
gotiate regional  problems,  including  support 
for  subversive  movements  and  the  with- 
drawal of  all  foreign  military  advi.sers. 
While  the  administration  may  argue  its 
forceful  approach  was  successful  in  moving 
the    Sandinistas    toward    the    negotiating 
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table,  a  more  convincing  argument  can  be 
made  that,  even  If  true,  the  cost  has  been 
too  great. 

There  are  those  who  say,  not  unconvinc- 
ingly.  that  the  Sandlnista  government 
would  have  collapsed  by  now  had  it  not 
been  for  the  administrations  covert  activi- 
ties. Such  operations  polarized  the  support 
for  the  Sandinistas,  diverting  Nicaraguans' 
attentions  from  the  governments  failures 
and  broken  promises,  thus  saving  the 
regime  from  political  demise. 

Covert  operations  against  the  Sandinistas 
have  also  alarmed  several  of  the  democratic 
nations  in  the  region,  including  members  of 
the  Contadora  Group— Mexico.  Colombia. 
Venezuela  and  Panama— which  have  been 
working  since  January  for  peaceful  solu- 
tions to  the  regions  conflicts.  Such  tactics 
bring  to  mind  past  instances  of  Yankee 
intervention  in  the  region:  Cuba.  El  Salva- 
dor. Guatemala,  and  Chile.  Has  the  United 
States  not  learned  from  past  mistakes  in 
Central  America  and  Vietnam? 

Apparently  not.  particularly  with  a  presi- 
dent who  sees  the  continuation  of  covert  op- 
erations against  the  Nicaraguans  as 
"'common  sense." 

Debate  is  currently  underway  in  the 
House  on  a  bill  which  would  prohibit  the 
CIA  from  further  covert  actions  against  the 
Nicaraguan  government.  Critics  of  the  ad- 
ministration rightly  argue  that  if  the  pur 
pose  of  covert  activity  is  to  interdict  arms, 
then  it  should  be  done  openly,  not  by  at- 
tempts at  destabilizing  the  Sandinistas. 

In  addition  to  halting  CIA  covert  activi- 
ties, the  bill  would  provide  funds  to  Nicara- 
gua's neighbors  to  strengthen  the  efforts  of 
those  governments  in  halting  gun-running 
through  their  territories  to  Salvadoran 
guerrillas. 

The  bill  is  a  far  more  sensible  approach  to 
the  problem  than  the  shameful  bullying 
tactics  employed  by  the  administration.  It 
also  provides  Congress  with  the  rare  oppor- 
tunity to  show  it  indeed  has  a  backbone 
with  which  to  resist  the  administration  and 
stand  responsibly  on  its  own. 

With  alarm  rising  over  the  dangerous  and 
confusing  initiatives  of  the  administration 
in  Central  America,  someone  must  show  a 
willingness  to  do  so.  Congress,  in  passing  the 
bill,  can  move  convincingly  toward  filling 
the  void.* 


NEED  FOR  EXCELLENCE  IN 
EDUCATION 

HON.  IKE  SKELTON 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 


•  Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
recently  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  re- 
viewing the  National  Commission  on 
Excellence  in  Education's  report.  "A 
Nation  at  Risk."  I  think  the  Commis- 
sion should  be  praised  for  its  ability  to 
candidly  point  out  the  weaknesses  of 
our  school  system  while  maintaining  a 
positive  perspective  for  the  future. 
There  are  those  who  would  have  us  be- 
lieve that  the  American  system  of 
public  education  is  a  total  failure.  I  do 
not  agree  with  that  sentiment.  This 
report  dispells  the  thought  that  our 
system  of  education  is  worthless.  Ad- 
mittedly, the  superior  American  stand- 
ards of  education  have  taken  a  sharp 
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decline.     The     National     Commission 
gives  examples,  such  as: 

Nineteen  international  academic 
tests  where  American  students  were 
never  first  or  second  and.  in  compari- 
son with  other  industrialized  nations, 
were  last  seven  times; 

The  40-to-50  point  drop  in  the  math 
and  verbal  scores  on  the  scholastic  ap- 
titude tests  since  1963;  and 

The  72-percent  increase  in  remedial 
mathematics  courses  taught  in  public 
colleges.  This  list  of  defiencies  is  just  a 
part  of  the  Commission's  report. 

The  American  public  must  be  made 
aware  of  the  National  Commission's 
findings.  The  public  should  also  be 
brought  to  realize  the  urgency  of  the 
situation  and  the  fact  that  there  is  no 
easy  short-cut  to  regain  quality  educa- 
tion. However  discouraging  these  prob- 
lems may  be.  they  are  not  insurmount- 
able if  we  act  now. 

The  administration,  however,  wants 
us.  in  full  awarness  of  the  ramifica- 
tions of  "A  Nation  at  Risk  "  to  cut  back 
on  Federal  funding  for  the  education 
of  American  youth.  Since  the  current 
administration  has  been  in  office,  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  school  pro- 
grams have  been  slashed  from  $7.4  bil- 
lion to  $6.6  billion.  Vocational  educa- 
tion programs  were  cut  15.9  percent 
between  1980  and  1982.  School  lunch 
programs  were  cut  a  whopping  35  per- 
cent between  1981  and  1982.  And  the 
administration  wants  to  eliminate  the 
Department  of  Education  which  has 
assured  local  school  districts  a  voice  in 
Washington. 

If  the  administration  is  allowed  to 
continue  its  course  of  financial  cut- 
backs together  with  the  elimination  of 
the  Department  of  Education,  the 
future  of  the  American  education 
system  will  be  in  great  jeopardy. 

For  the  last  2  years  Congress  has 
been  able  to  stop  the  administration 
from  fully  making  its  proposed  cuts  in 
the  educational  budget.  But  this  is  not 
sufficient.  In  order  to  cure  the  various 
problems  listed  by  the  National  Com- 
mission's report  we  must  maintain 
Federal  funding  for  elementary  and 
secondary  schools  and  rededicate  our- 
selves to  quality  education.  A  total 
commitment  by  this  entire  Nation  is 
necessary  to  preserve  the  American 
educational  system. 

Even  before  the  issuance  of  the 
Commission's  report.  I  had  begun 
looking  at  the  problems  in  the  Ameri- 
can educational  system.  I  initiated  a 
Library  of  Congress  study  that  looked 
into  the  supply  and  demand  of  scien- 
tists and  engineers  and  the  effects 
shortages  in  these  areas  will  have  on 
defense  research  and  technology.  This 
study,  along  with  the  National  Com- 
mission's report  "A  Nation  at  Risk." 
has  clearly  defined  the  problems  at 
hand.  It  is  now  time  to  take  specific 
action. 

I  have  already  taken  several  strong 
steps  in  this  direction. 
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First,  I  introduced  legislation.  H.R. 
2620.  aimed  at  helping  to  improve  sci- 
entific, mathematic.  and  technical 
education  in  the  schools. 

Second.  I  had  the  chance  to  vote  in 
favor  of  H.R.  1310.  the  Emergency 
Mathematics  and  Science  Education 
and  Jobs  Act.  This  piece  of  legislation 
provides  funds  to  increase  the  quality 
of  instruction  at  the  elementary  and 
secondary  levels  in  the  fields  of  sci- 
ence anti  mathematics,  increases  the 
supply  of  math  and  science  teachers, 
and  insures  an  adequate  number  of 
skilled  individuals  to  meet  our  nation- 
al defense  requirements. 

Third.  I  had  the  opportunity  to  co- 
sponsor  H.R.  881  which  authorizes  a 
national  program  to  improve  the  qual- 
ity of  instruction  in  the  fields  of  math- 
ematics, science,  communication  skills, 
foreign  languages,  technology,  and 
guidance  counseling.  I  feel  all  of  these 
measures  will  help  this  Nation  prepare 
for  the  new  and  exciting  challenges  of 
the  21st  century. 

It  is  important  to  note  that,  as  sig- 
nificant as  these  three  steps  are.  they 
are  just  the  beginning  of  the  process 
whereby  we  restore  excellence  to  our 
Nation's  schools. 

There  are  several  recommendations 
made  by  the  education  Commission 
which  I  urge  the  local  school  boards  to 
follow.  First,  we  must  strengthen  grad- 
uation requirements.  This  could  be 
done  by  setting  specific  guidelines  for 
English,  math,  and  science  courses. 

Second,  the  Commission  urges  the 
schools,  colleges,  and  universities  try 
to  adopt  more  rigorous  and  measura- 
ble standards  for  academic  perform- 
ance. 

Third,  this  Nation  should  take  every 
step  necessary  to  make  sure  that  out- 
standing people  are  not  discouraged 
from  becoming  teachers. 

If  all  of  these  steps  are  carried  out. 
in  conjunction  with  current  legisla- 
tion, we  can  once  again  feel  confident 
in  America's  future. 

Our  world  has  demonstrated  itself  to 
be  a  place  of  neverending  change  and 
development.  We  can  only  hope  to 
keep  up  with  the  rigors  of  progress  by 
maintaining  a  strong  educational 
system.  The  position  this  Nation  now 
holds  in  the  world  community  was  not 
obtained  easily.  We  owe  future  genera- 
tions quality  school  systems  that  will 
enable  them  to  secure  our  place  as 
world  leaders.* 
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DR.  HOMER  E.  NEWELL.  JR..  AS- 
SOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR  OF 
NASA-1967-73 

HON.  EDWARD  P.  BOUND 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  July 
18  this  country  lost  a  pioneer  in  the 


field  of  space  science  with  the  death  of 
Dr.  Homer  E.  Newell.  Jr.  Dr.  Newell 
served  as  Associate  Administrator  of 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  from  1967  until  1973 
when  he  retired  after  29  years  of  dedi- 
cated public  service.  During  his  tenure 
at  NASA,  he  testified  before  the  HUD- 
Independent  Agencies  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  numerous  occasions 
between  1962  and  1969  concerning 
space  science  programs. 

Throughout  his  public  career  Dr. 
Newell  championed  the  view  that  sci- 
entific exploration  of  space  should  be 
under  civilian  rather  than  military 
auspices.  He  was  also  a  staunch  sup- 
porter of  the  free  exchange  between 
nations  of  data  collected  by  rockets 
and  satellites.  This  policy  was  at  the 
heart  of  the  International  Geophysi- 
cal Year  of  1957-58. 

At  this  time  let  me  share  with  my 
colleagues  a  few  of  Dr.  Newell's 
achievements  and  honors.  Dr.  Newell 
was  born  in  Holyoke,  Mass.,  He  earned 
a  bachelors  and  a  masters  degree  from 
Harvard  University  and  later  received 
a  Ph.  D.  in  mathematics  from  the  Uni- 
versity of  Wisconsin. 

In  1940  he  accepted  a  teaching  posi- 
tion at  the  University  of  Maryland, 
which  he  left  in  1944  to  join  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Administration,  one  of 
the  precursors  of  NASA. 

Beginning  in  1947  Dr.  Newell  was  ap- 
pointed science  program  coordinator 
for  Project  Vanguard,  the  Navy's  plan 
to  launch  scientific  satellites  in  the 
International  Geophysical  Year. 

Dr.  Newell  left  the  Navy's  program 
to  join  NASA  in  1958,  almost  immedi- 
ately after  its  formation.  At  NASA  he 
was  instrumental  in  designing  the  Na- 
tion's civilian  space  science  program. 
In  1983  he  was  appointed  Associate 
Administrator  for  Space  Science  and 
Applications.  He  left  that  post  in  1967 
to  accept  the  No.  3  position  at  the 
Agency,  from  which  he  retired  in  1973. 

As  an  internationally  known  author- 
ity in  the  field  of  atmospheric  and 
space  sciences.  Dr.  Newell  has  au- 
thored numerous  scientific  articles 
and  seven  books.  The  topics  of  his 
writings  range  from  highly  technical 
works  to  popular  treatments  of  rockets 
and  space  science  in  general. 

His  accomplishments  have  been 
many  as  evidenced  by  the  long  list  of 
honors  and  awards  he  has  received. 
This  list  includes  the  American  Insti- 
tute of  Aeronautics  and  Astronautics' 
prestigious  Pendray  Award  and  the 
President's  Award  for  Distinguished 
Federal  Civilian  Service. 

Dr.  Newell's  contribution  to  the  es- 
tablishment of  this  country's  space  sci- 
ence program  will  be  long  remem- 
bered.* 
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WAR  IN  THE  AMERICAS-A 
SPECIAL  REPORT 


HON.  CARL  D.  PURSELL 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29,  1983 

•  Mr.  PURSELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  begin- 
ning on  Sunday,  June  26,  1983.  the  De- 
troit News  ran  an  eight-part  series  on 
conditions  in  Central  America.  The 
series  was  authored  by  John  Broder 
and  Claudia  Capos,  both  of  whom 
spent  2  months  reporting  on  the  ele- 
ments of  conflict  found  in  Central 
America.  This  series  of  articles  de- 
serves the  attention  of  my  colleagues. 
It  is  the  product  of  two  capable  writers 
and  offers  a  very  unique  perspective 
on  a  very  serious  problem. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  House,  I 
attach  the  final  article,  in  which  Mr. 
Broder  and  Ms.  Capos  summarize  op- 
tions which  the  United  States  may 
pursue. 

The  article  follows: 

U.S.  Options:  Win.  Withdraw  or  Talk 
(By  John  Broder  and  Claudia  Capos) 

San  Salvador.— Americans  call  the  U.S. 
Embassy  in  San  Salvador  "The  Bunker." 
Fourteen-foot-high  walls  of  reinforced  con- 
crete and  underground  vents  that  spray  tear 
gas  at  the  touch  of  a  button  separate  the 
compound  from  the  surrounding  neighbor- 
hood. 

Atop  the  gray  featureless  building  sit  a 
sandbagged  machine-gun  nest  and  a  forest 
of  antennas.  Some  150  U.S.  Marine  and  Sal- 
vadoran guards  protect  the  entrance  and 
grounds  from  an  occasional  burst  of  gunfire 
and  rocket  attacks. 

In  many  ways  "The  Bunker"  reflects  the 
image  of  America's  presence  in  El  Salvador. 
From  the  outside,  it  appears  powerful,  im- 
posing, remote  and  seemingly  unmovable. 
Inside.  U.S.  personnel  are  involved  in  nearly 
every  aspect  of  Salvadoran  affairs  from  the 
conduct  of  the  war  to  the  internal  politics  of 
the  government  bureaucracy. 

"Saving  the  Salvadorans  from  them- 
selves" is  how  one  embassy  staff  member  de- 
scribed the  U.S.  mission's  role.  He  was  only 
half  kidding. 

President  Reagan  views  El  Salvador  as  the 
front  line  in  the  battle  against  Communist 
aggression  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

"The  national  security  of  all  the  Americas 
is  at  stake  in  Central  America."  he  told  Con- 
gress in  April.  "If  we  cannot  defend  our- 
selves there,  we  cannot  expect  to  prevail 
elsewhere.  Our  credibility  would  collapse, 
our  alliances  would  crumble  and  the  safety 
of  our  homeland  would  be  put  in  jeopardy. ' 

The  Reagan  administration  believes  that 
a  leftist  takeover  of  El  Salvador  would 
threaten  the  security  of  the  Panama  Canal 
and  U.S.  shipping  lanes  in  the  Caribbean, 
pose  a  danger  to  Mexican  oil  fields  and 
touch  off  a  stampede  of  refugees  into  the 
United  States. 

White  House  policy-makers  warn  that,  if 
the  United  States  fails  to  continue  pressur- 
ing the  Salvadoran  government  to  carry  out 
social,  economic  and  political  reforms,  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  in  redistribut- 
ing land  to  the  campesinos,  curtailing 
human  rights  abuses  and  setting  up  free 
elections  and  a  democratic  system  of  gov- 
ernment may  be  lost. 
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Bui  there  is  growing  opposition  to  U.S. 
policy  in  Congress  and  among  the  public, 
with  many  arguing  for  a  different  approach 
to  solving  El  Salvador's  considerable  prob- 
lems. 

From  interviews  with  Salvadoran  politi- 
cians and  peasants.  U.S.  policy-makers  and 
their  critics  four  options  stand  out  for  the 
Reagan  administration: 

The  United  States  could  withdraw  all  mili- 
tary and  economic  aid  and  let  the  events  in 
El  Salvador  follow  their  course. 

The  United  States  could  escalate  its  in- 
volvement militarily,  economically  and  po- 
litically in  an  effort  to  help  the  Salvadoran 
government  achieve  a  decisive  victory  over 
the  guerrillas. 

Congress  could  continue  its  carrot-and- 
stick  approach  of  making  the  renewal  of 
American  military  aid  contingent  upon  im- 
provement in  the  human  rights  situation, 
development  of  democratic  institutions  and 
progress  in  land  and  judicial  reforms. 

The  United  States  could  initiate  negotia- 
tions with  the  leftists  aimed  at  a  coalition 
government  or  "power-sharing." 

Each  option  has  its  supporters  and  oppo- 
nents. The  task  facing  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration is  to  formulate  a  policy  and  per- 
suade the  American  people  that  pursuing  it 
will  be  worth  the  cost  in  time,  money  and— 
potentially— American  lives. 

Those  who  argue  that  the  United  States 
already  has  invested  too  much  in  El  Salva- 
dor believe  the  country's  deep-seated  social 
problems  cannot  be  solved  with  bullets  or 
U.S.  aid  programs. 

"The  area  is  inherently  unstable."  said  an 
aide  to  a  Democratic  senator  who  has  been 
highly  critical  of  the  Reagan  policy. 
"You've  got  the  plantation  owners  and  the 
slaves  down  there.  It's  a  postmedieval  socie- 
ty in  the  20th  century. 

"If  five  million  Salvadorans  want  to  kill 
each  other.  I'm  sorry."  he  continued,  crush- 
ing his  cigarette  in  the  botton  of  a  plastic 
coffee  cup.  "but  I  don't  think  we  should  be 
a  part  of  it." 

Given  President  Reagan's  public  pro- 
nouncements, it's  unlikely  he  will  adopt  this 
hands  off  position.  On  the  contrary,  the 
president  indicated  he  wants  to  raise  the 
level  of  U.S.  commitment  despite  growing 
congressional  unhappiness  over  El  Salvador 
policy. 

To  get  around  the  55-man  limit  on  U.S. 
advisers  in  El  Salvador,  the  administration 
opened  a  new  military  base  In  Honduras  for 
training  Salvadoran  troops.  About  100  U.S. 
Army  advisers  will  staff  it.  The  president 
also  said  he  intends  to  send  up  to  25  medical 
corpsmen  to  El  Salvador  in  coming  months. 
However.  Mr.  Reagan  vowed  that  he  has 
no  intention  of  sending  U.S.  troops  to  fight 
in  El  Salvador  and.  at  this  point,  there  is 
virtually  no  support  for  such  a  move  in  the 
administration,  even  among  top  Pentagon 
brass. 

Without  a  total  U.S.  commitment  to  victo- 
ry and  without  strong  backing  from  the 
American  public,  such  a  venture  would  be 
doomed  to  failure,  said  Gen.  John  W. 
Vessey  Jr..  chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  Several  other  generals,  who  have  not 
forgotten  Vietnam's  heavy  blow  to  Ameri- 
can military  prestige,  seconded  his  opinion. 
A  leftist  intellectual  in  San  Salvador 
warned  that  the  United  Stales  must  suffer 
the  consequences  of  deeper  involvement. 

"I  don't  think  the  revolution  here  can  be 
smashed  easily,"  he  said.  "If  you  send  in  the 
Marines,  you  will  get  a  lot  of  bodies  coming 
back  in  boxes.  You  may  get  peace— but  at 
what  price,  and  for  how  long?" 
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The  third  option— continuing  U.S.  mili- 
tary and  economic  aid  with  strings  at- 
tached—has supporters  across  the  political 
spectrum  in  Congress.  They  differ  widely, 
however,  on  the  mix  of  aid  and  the  condi- 
tions under  which  it  should  be  continued. 

Generally,  liberals  l>elieve  that  aid  should 
be  suspended  until  the  Salvadoran  govern- 
ment improves  its  dismal  human  rights 
record  and  shows  progress  toward  creating 
an  effective  judicial  system  to  punish  the 
lawless. 

Conservatives,  who  see  the  war  going 
badly  for  government  troops,  advocate  in- 
creasing military  aid  to  the  point  where 
some  semblance  of  security  can  be  achieved. 
Only  then,  they  argue,  can  social  and  eco- 
nomic reforms  go  forward. 

But  an  emerging  bipartisan  consensus  is 
pushing  for  a  de-emphasis  on  the  military 
aspects  of  the  conflict  and  a  massive  infu- 
sion of  economic  aid  to  correct  the  historic 
economic  inequities  of  Salvadoran  society. 

This  course  is  supported  by  such  ideologi- 
cal opposites  as  conservative  Rep.  Jack 
Kemp.  R-N.Y..  and  liberal  Rep.  Michael 
Barnes.  D-Md.  They  propose  a  new  Mar- 
shall Plan"  of  significant  long-term  U.S. 
economic  aid  designed  to  build  a  productive 
Salvadoran  middle  class.  Such  a  plan  has 
been  outlined  by  Mr  Reagan's  chief  dele- 
gate to  the  United  Nations,  Jeane  Kirkpat- 
rick. 

The  final  option  is  to  negotiate  a  settle- 
ment with  the  guerrillas,  a  position  favored 
by  the  rebels,  by  many  U.S.  allies  in  Europe 
and  Latin  America  and  by  some  Reagan  ad- 
ministration officials. 

FYance  and  Mexico  have  urged  the  United 
States  to  pursue  this  course  and  have  of- 
fered to  serve  as  intermediaries.  Many  Sal- 
vadorans.  who  fear  the  totalitarianism  of 
both  the  left  and  the  right,  believe  talks  be- 
tween the  government  and  the  guerrillas 
are  the  only  way  out  of  a  violent  situation. 
•The  only  solution  is  to  force  the  two  ex- 
tremes to  negotiate."  said  a  professor  at  the 
Jesuit  university  in  San  Salvador."  Perhaps 
the  outcome  would  be  a  nonaligned  socialist 
state  on  the  European  model." 

But  those  in  power  in  El  Salvador  strenu- 
ously refuse  to  yield  any  additional  political 
ground  to  the  guerrillas,  contending  that 
the  rebels  should  not  win  through  negotia- 
tion what  they  cannot  win  on  the  battle- 
field. 

Mr.  Reagan,  too.  rejected  negotiation 
aimed  at  forming  a  coalition  government, 
insisting  that  Marxists  have  never  willingly 
shared  power.  They  will  use  negotiation  as  a 
stalling  tactic  until  they  can  achieve  mili- 
tary victory,  he  said.  Some  Washington  ob- 
servers speculate  that  the  administration 
ousted  Thomas  O.  Enders  as  assistant  secre- 
tary of  state  for  inter-American  affairs  for 
suggesting  negotiation  as  an  alternative  to 
current  policy. 

Nevertheless.  Mr.  Reagan  is  quietly  pursu- 
ing the  possibility  of  conducting  informal 
talks  with  the  insurgents.  He  has  authorized 
special  Central  American  envoy  Richard 
Stone  to  explore  ways  of  encouraging  guer- 
rilla participation  in  the  presidential  elec- 
tion slated  for  later  this  year. 

The  rebels  refuse  to  put  forth  candidates, 
contending  they  will  become  targets  for  as- 
sassination by  right-wing  elements. 

As  the  controversy  builds  in  the  United 
States  over  the  nations  proper  role  in  El 
Salvador,  the  killing  in  the  steamy  Central 
American  republic  goes  on. 

The  stakes  are  high  for  Americans.  They 
are  higher,  of  course,  for  the  Salvadorans. 

Many  Salvadorans  are  bewildered  by  the 
bitter  debate  in  America  over  U.S.  involve- 
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mcnt.  Nor  can  the  Salvadorans  understand 
what  they  perceive  as  hesitation  by  the 
United  States  to  commit  itself  fully  to  the 
defense  of  an  ally. 

We  are  frustrated  by  the  lack  of  a  clearly 
defined  American  foreign  policy."  said  Juan 
Maldonado,  director  of  the  conservative  Sal- 
vadoran National  Association  of  Private  En- 
terprise. 'Every  four  years,  the  United 
States  changes  its  altitudes  and  policies. 

It  makes  it  very  difficult  to  be  a  friend  of 
the  United  States. "  he  said.  You  never 
know  when  you  are  going  to  be  left  twisting 
in  the  air.  waiting  for  the  vultures  to  come 
and  eat  'ou  ."• 


PRICE-ANDERSON:  A  LIABILITY 
FOR  NUCLEAR  POWER  SAFETY 
CLAIMS 


HON.  RICHARD  L.  OTTINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
1957.  the  Congress  provided  the  nucle- 
ar industry  with  a  financial  protection 
unique  among  hazardous  activities 
conducted  in  theoretically  "free  mar- 
kets." The  Price-Anderson  Act.  as  this 
protection  is  called,  originally  limited 
for  10  years  the  total  damages  recover- 
able in  the  event  of  a  nuclear  accident 
to  $560  million.  The  liability  limitation 
is  now  $570  million.  This  act  was  de- 
manded by  the  nuclear  industry  as  a 
precondition  to  its  development  of 
commercial  nuclear  power  because 
Federal  studies  showed  that  damages 
far  in  excess  of  this  amount  could 
result  from  a  nuclear  accident.  Al- 
though studies  continue  to  project 
damages  ranging  in  the  billions  of  dol- 
lars, this  limit  has  not  been  signifi- 
cantly raised.  Twenty-five  years  of  in- 
flation have  eroded  even  this  small 
protection.  The  liability  limitation  was 
extended  for  10  years  in  1967  and 
1977.  It  will  expire  in  1987  unless  ex- 
tended once  again. 

The   New   York   Times   of  July   20. 
1983.    printed    an    article    by    Keiki 
Kehoe   of   the   Environmental   Policy 
Center    which    eloquently    points   out 
the  contradiction  in  the  nuclear  indus- 
try's confidence  in  its  own  claims  of 
safety    by   demanding   this  extraordi- 
nary relief  from  consequences  which 
only  it— and  a  flawless  safely  record- 
can  prevent. 
The  article  follows: 
(Prom  the  New  York  Times.  July  20.  19831 
A-Plants:  Insurable  Risks'? 
(By  Keiki  Kehoe) 
Washington— As  New  York  grapples  with 
the  controversy  over  evacuation  plans  for 
nuclear    power    plants,    the    fundamental 
question  is:  How  great  is  the  risk?  Should 
the  public  believe  industry  assurances  that 
an  accident  is  so  improbable  that  -perfect " 
evacuation  plans  are  unnecessary? 

Or  should  we  believe  the  critics,  who  insist 
on  planning  for  the  worst?  The  one  set  of 
experts  rarely  consulted  are  society's  profes- 
sional risk  assessors,  the  private  insurance 
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industry.  The  insurers'  response  to  nuclear 
risks  is  both  revealing  and  unsettling. 

At  first  glance,  nuclear  power  appears  to 
be  "uninsurable."  Every  insurance  policy- 
written  for  everything  from  homes  and  busi- 
nesses to  contact  lenses— specifically  ex- 
cludes coverage  for  any  damages  caused  by 
radioactive  contamination.  Unlike  the  ri.sk 
of  earthquakes,  floods  and  other  disasters, 
the  public  does  not  have  the  option  of 
buying  nuclear  insurance  for  an  additional 
premium.  Not  even  Lloyds  of  London  will 
sell  it. 

The  vulnerability  of  the  public  is  com- 
pounded by  an  obscure  federal  law.  the 
Price-Anderson  Act.  Under  the  Price-Ander- 
son Act,  the  total  compensation  available 
for  all  off-site  damages  after  a  nuclear  acci- 
dent is  limited  to  the  money  in  an  insurance 
pool— currently  $570  million.  If  damages  to 
the  public  exceed  the  amount  in  the  pool, 
no  one  is  allowed  to  sue  the  reactor  opera- 
tor, the  company  that  built  the  plant  or  any 
other  responsible  party— regardless  of  negli- 
gence or  fault. 

In  striking  contrast  to  the  $570  million 
the  entire  public  would  divide  up  after  an 
accident,  the  utilities  carry  rmighly  $1  bil- 
lion of  insurance  for  each  o^  their  power 
plants.  This  amount,  inp:*Ssed  from  the 
$300  million  carried  "Wore  the  1979  acci- 
dent at  Three  Mile  Island,  is  expected  to 
climb  to  $2  billion  in  the  next  few  years. 

Nuclear  insurance  is  sold  to  utilities  by 
the  same  companies  that  exclude  nuclear 
coverage  in  policies  for  the  public.  In  fact, 
hundreds  of  insurance  companies  partici- 
pate in  special  pools  that  write  nuclear  in- 
surance only  for  the  owners  of  power  plants. 
Meanwhile,  the  insurers  argue  that  not  a 
penny  of  coverage  can  be  offered  directly  to 
home  and  business  owners  who  want  to  pro- 
tect their  property. 

The  contradiction  between  the  nuclear  in- 
dustry's reassurances  about  safety  and  the 
insurance  industry's  actions  is  disturbing.  If 
the  odds  of  a  major  accident  are  really  as 
small  as  we  are  told,  private  insurers  should 
be  eager  to  write  as  much  coverage  as  the 
public  is  willing  to  buy. 

Despite  significant  citizen  pressure  over 
the  last  decade,  the  insurers  steadfastly 
refuse  to  disclose  how  much  nuclear  insur- 
ance would  cost  if  it  were  available  to  the 
public.  It  is  hardly  reassuring  to  watch  the 
utilities  who  create  the  nuclear  risk  ask  the 
public  to  dismiss  the  possibility  of  an  acci- 
dent-while they  insure  their  own  property 
for  billions  of  dollars,  just  in  case. 

The  public  is  left  with  a  garble  of  mixed 
messages.  We  are  asked  to  believe  the  ex- 
perts who  assure  us  that  the  risks  of  nuclear 
power  are  infinitesimal.  And  yet  we  know  if 
there  ever  is  an  accident,  the  nuclear  indus- 
try will  not  be  liable  for  damages  to  the 
public.  If  we  try  to  buy  insurance  to  protect 
our  investments,  no  one  will  sell  it  to  us. 

How  great  is  the  risk  of  a  nuclear  acci- 
dent? Judging  by  the  actions  of  the  insurers 
and  the  nuclear  industry,  the  risk  appears 
to  be  very  great. 

If  the  leaders  of  the  nuclear  industry 
want  the  public  to  believe  that  the  risks  of 
nuclear  power  are  aceptable.  they  must  be 
willing  to  accept  full  liability  for  an  acci- 
dent. By  refusing  to  put  their  money  where 
their  mouth  is.  they  are  destroying  public 
confidence  in  the  very  industry  they  are 
trying  to  preserve.* 
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STATE  DEPARTMENT  SUPPORTS 
CHILEAN  DEMOCRACY 


HON.  TOM  HARKIN 

OF  IOWA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29,  1983 

•  Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  invite 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to  the 
State  Department's  July  11  press 
briefing  comment  concerning  the  cur- 
rent political  crisis  in  Chile.  I  am 
happy  to  say  that  the  Department  has 
made  clear  its  support  for  the  cause  of 
Chilean  democracy.  Specifically,  the 
Department's  spokesman  referred  to 
the  need  for  "the  transition  to  democ- 
racy sought  by  the  vast  majority  of 
Chileans."  He  then  added:  "We  firmly 
support  that  tradition,  as  defined  by 
the  Chileans  themselves. " 

I  welcome  this  forthright  and  timely 
statement.  As  my  colleagues  well 
know.  I  am  a  frequent  critic  of  State 
Department  policies  and  pronounce- 
ments, especially  in  the  Latin  Ameri- 
can area.  Therefore,  I  find  this  oppor- 
tunity to  applaud  the  Department's 
performance  all  the  more  gratifying. 
Unfortunately,  this  very  significant 
policy  statement  has  received  almost 
no  attention  in  our  newspapers,  al- 
though I  am  pleased  to  report  that  it 
has  been  published  in  full  in  the  Chil- 
ean press.  I  am  certain  the  Depart- 
ment's stand  comes  as  very  good  news 
to  the  great  majority  of  Chilean 
people  in  their  hour  of  need. 

I  insert  the  following  transcript  of 
this  important  official  statement  into 
the  Record,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  read  it  carefully: 

Question.  On  Chile,  do  you  have  any  reac- 
tion after  the  arrest  of  Mr.  Gabriel  "Valdes? 
Answer.  Yes,  I  can  give  you  some  reaction. 
Former  Foreign  Minister  Gabriel  Valdes, 
former  Senator  Jorge  Lavendero,  and  Jose 
de  Gregorio  were  asked  by  a  judge  of  the 
Santiago  Court  of  Appeals  to  appear  before 
him  Saturday.  July  9.  in  connection  with  his 
investigation  of  the  earlier  arrest  of  two 
men  and  a  woman  regarding  the  seizure  of  a 
large  number  of  pamphlets  calling  for  a 
peaceful  anti-government  protest  on  July 
12.  Following  the  hearing,  he  ordered  them 
detained  and  held  incommunicado. 

The  three  persons  arrested  earlier  had 
been  turned  over  to  the  court  on  July  6  by 
the  Ministry  of  Interior,  which  accused 
them  and  unidentified  other  persons  of  vio- 
lating the  1958  law^  on  internal  security. 
Under  general  provisions  of  Chilean  law.  an 
investigating  magistrate  can  order  people 
detained  for  up  to  five  days  while  he  decides 
whether  to  indict  or  release  them. 

Appeals  for  the  release  of  the  political 
leaders  detained  on  Saturday  are  expected 
to  be  heard  today  in  the  Court  of  Appeals. 
In  Chile,  as  elsewhere  in  the  world,  we 
support  the  right  to  peaceful  dissent.  The 
detention  and  solitary  confinement  of 
prominent  democratic  leaders  such  as  Mr. 
Valdes  can  only  be  regarded  as  a  regrettable 
manifestation  of  the  serious  tensions  and  di- 
visions affecting  Chile. 

In  previous  comments  we  supported  calls 
from  various  sectors  of  Chilean  society  in 
favor  of  dialogue  to  overcome  those  divi- 
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sions.  We  viewed  authorizations  for  the 
return  of  certain  prominent  political  exiles 
as  a  positive  development.  Whatever  the 
legal  basis  and  eventual  disposition  of  these 
new  arrests,  such  actions  illustrate  the  need 
for  moderate  leaders  on  all  sides  to  find 
ways  to  halt  the  trend  toward  confrontation 
and  to  establish  the  basic  consensus  needed 
for  the  transition  to  democracy  sought  by 
the  vast  majority  of  Chileans.  We  firmly 
support  that  transition,  as  defined  by  the 
Chileans  themselves. 

We  have  communicated  our  views  and  our 
concern  about  these  arrests  to  senior  gov- 
ernment officials. • 


H.R.  3657 


HON.  WILLIS  D.  GRADISON,  JR. 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  GRADISON.  Mr.  Speaker.  Con- 
gressman Downey  and  I  recently  in- 
troduced a  bill,  H.R.  3657.  the  purpose 
of  which  is  to  correct  an  inadvertent 
error  in  the  Technical  Corrections  Act 
of  1982  (  "TCA"). 

Section  338  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  (the  "Code"),  which  was  enacted 
as  part  of  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal 
Responsibility  Act  of  1982  ("TEFRA"). 
provides  that  a  corporate  purchaser  of 
80  percent  or  more  of  the  stock  in  a 
target  corporation  may  elect  to  treat 
the  stock  purchase  for  tax  purposes  as 
a  purchase  of  the  assets  of  the  target 
corporation.  Section  338  generally  ap- 
plies to  stock  purchases  occurring 
after  August  31,  1982,  although  a  spe- 
cial rule  permits  a  purchasing  corpora- 
tion to  elect  to  have  the  provision 
apply  to  the  purchase  of  stock  in  a 
target  corporation  if  the  acquisition 
occurs  after  August  31.  1980,  and 
before  September  1,  1982,  provided 
that  the  target  corporation  was  not 
liquidated  before  September  1,  1982. 

After  the  enactment  of  TEFRA.  it 
became  apparent  that  inequities  could 
result  under  the  special  rule  if  a  pur- 
chasing corporation  could  elect  to 
have  the  selling  group  of  corporations 
pay  a  tax  on  section  338  income  that 
was  not  contemplated  by  the  parties  at 
the  time  that  they  entered  into  the 
transaction.  Accordingly,  the  TCA  pro- 
vides in  general  that  section  338 
income  realized  from  a  deemed  sale  of 
assets  will  be  included  in  the  final 
return  of  the  target  corporation, 
which,  for  this  purpose,  is  not  consid- 
ered a  part  of  the  selling  group  of  cor- 
porations. This  provision  has  the 
effect  of  imposing  upon  the  purchas- 
ing corporation  and  its  affiliates  the 
burden  of  paying  the  tax  on  any  sec- 
tion 338  income  realized  from  the 
deemed  sale  of  assets. 

However,  a  transition  rule  contained 
in  the  Technical  Corrections  Act  of 
1982  allows  the  tax  on  any  income  re- 
alized from  a  stock  purchase  transac- 
tion subject  to  section  338  to  be  in- 
curred by  the  selling  group  of  corpora- 
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tions  filing  a  consolidated  return,  pro- 
vided that  a  binding  contract  was  en- 
tered into  on  or  after  "the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal 
Responsibility  Act  of  1982  (September 
3.  1982).  and  on  or  before  the  date  of 
enactment  of "  the  TCA  (January  12. 
1983).  if  the  purchasing  corporation 
establishes  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  contract  was  negoti- 
ated with  the  expectation  that  any 
income  realized  on  the  deemed  sale  of 
assets  under  section  338  would  be  paid 
for  by  the  selling  group  of  corpora- 
tions filing  a  consolidated  income  tax 
return. 

H.R.  3657  would  modify  ths  transi- 
tional rule  so  that  it  applies  to  binding 
contracts  entered  into  on  or  after  Sep- 
tember 1.  1982.  rather  than  the  date  of 
enactment  of  TEFRA  (September  3. 
1982),  and  on  or  before  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  TCA  (January  12. 
1983).  Taxpayers  affected  by  H.R. 
3657  would  be  entitled  to  file  a  section 
338  election  within  30  days  after  en- 
actment of  H.R.  3657. 

This  matter  first  came  to  my  atten- 
tion because,  on  September  1.  1982,  a 
corporate  seller  and  a  corporate  pur- 
chaser entered  into  a  stock  purchase 
agreement  whereby  all  of  the  stock  of 
a  subsidiary  of  the  seller  was  sold  in  a 
transaction  subject  to  section  338. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the 
selling  group  of  corporations  filing  a 
consolidated  income  tax  return  agreed 
to  include  in  their  return  any  income 
arising  from  the  deemed  purchase  of 
assets  under  section  338.  In  so  doing, 
the  parties  relied  upon  an  understand- 
ing (drawn  both  from  conversations 
with  the  staff  of  the  Joint  Tax  Com- 
mittee and  from  the  House  conference 
report)  that  TEFRA  would  impose  on 
the  selling  corporation  and  its  affili- 
ates the  burden  of  paying  tax  on 
income  realized  from  a  stock  purchase 
subject  to  section  338  of  the  Code. 
(See.  House  Conference  Report  accom- 
panying H.R.  4961.  August  19.  1982, 
page  533  (the  "Conference  Report").) 

Discussions  with  the  staff  of  the 
Joint  Tax  Committee  and  the  Office 
of  Tax  Legislative  Counsel  of  the 
Treasury  Department  have  disclosed 
that  (i)  the  interpretation  of  section 
338  by  the  parties  to  the  transaction 
was  consistent  with  Congress'  intent  in 
TEFRA.  and  (ii)  the  beginning  date 
for  applying  the  transitional  rule  in 
the  TCA,  i.e„  September  3,  1982,  was 
not  intended  to  treat  unfairly  stock 
purchase  transactions  entered  into 
prior  to  that  date.  The  existence  of 
the  transitional  rule  to  the  TCA  indi- 
cates recognition  by  Congress  that 
transactions  already  binding  in  nature 
before  enactment  of  the  TCA  could  be 
adversely  and  inequitably  affected  if 
the  TCA  change  were  applied  retroac- 
tively with  no  exceptions. 

H.R.  3657  does  not  excuse  the  par- 
ties to  the  transaction  from  the  pay- 
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ment  of  any  tax  arising  from  the  sec- 
lion  338  income  generated  by  the 
deemed  asset  sale:  it  merely  shifts  the 
burden  of  the  tax  from  one  taxpayer 
to  another  as  permitted  by  the  law 
and  as  intended  by  the  parties  on  the 
date  of  the  transaction,  September  1, 
1982.« 


GHOSTS  OF  VIETNAM  WAR 


HON.  GARY  L.  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Fnday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
New  York  Times,  July  23,  1983, 
•Reagan  Plans  Rise  in  Military  Ma- 
neuvers in  Latin  America:  Plan  Calls 
for  Preparing  a  Possible  Quarantine  of 
the  Nicaraguans." 

The  New  York  Times.  July  25,  1983. 
"U.S.  Seeks  Increase  in  Covert  Activity 
in  Latin  America:  Anti-Sandinistas  To 
Gain:  Expanded  Program  Would  Be 
Largest  CIA  Operations  of  Kind  Since 
Vietnam." 

The  Washington  Post,  July  26.  1983. 
"U.S.  Combat  Troops  To  Be  Sent  to 
Honduras:  Administration:  Part  of  Ex- 
ercises." 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  one  who  attended 
college  in  the  1960s.  I  get  more  than 
an  uneasy  sense  of  deja  vu  from  these 
headlines.  I  get  a  sense  of  dread:  a  fear 
that  the  U.S.  Government,  far  from 
being  a  helpless,  pitiful  giant,  is  a  dull, 
stumbling  behemoth  that  cannot  learn 
from  its  mistakes. 

Was  the  Vietnam  war  really  so  long 
ago?  Have  we  all  forgotten  the  lesson 
of  that  tragedy,  that  we  cannot  win 
the  hearts  and  minds  of  a  people  by 
bludgeoning  them,  that  a  nations 
friendship  must  be  earned  with  com- 
passionate moves,  not  stolen  with  hos- 
tile acts? 

It  appears  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion, with  special  guest  star  Henry 
Kissinger  joining  Jeane  Kirkpatrick  in 
the  cast,  has  forgotten  this.  if.  indeed, 
it  ever  learned  it. 

But.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  believe  that  a 
majority  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives recalls  recent  history,  and  that 
we  will  remember  our  lessons  when  we 
vote  on  the  Boland-Zablocki  bill  to- 
night.* 


LISTEN  TO  WHAT  THE  STATES 
ARE  SAYING  ABOUT  THE  NEW 
FEDERALISM 


HON.  TED  WEISS 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker.  President 
Reagan's  two-pronged  policy  of  drasti- 
cally reducing  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's domestic  spending  while  shift- 
ing   responsibility    for   some    Federal 
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programs  to  the  states  has  placed  an 
immense  burden  on  the  already 
weighted  shoulders  of  the  State  gov- 
ernments. 

The  best  source  of  information 
about  the  impact  of  Reaganomics  and 
the  so-called  New  Federalism.  I  be- 
lieve, is  directly  from  the  State  gov- 
ernments. I  would  like  to  recommend 
to  my  colleagues  a  recent  article  by 
Stanley  Fink,  speaker  of  the  New- 
York  State  Assembly. 

Mr.  Fink  details  the  insensitivity  and 
illogic  of  the  New  Federalism,  and  he 
has  some  serious  comments  about  the 
Reagan  administration's  disregard  for 
the  sovereignty  of  the  States.  He  com- 
municates the  alarm  of  State  Gover- 
nors and  legislators  across  the  country 
who  must  repair  the  damage  of  an  ill- 
conceived  and  ill-timed  idea.  It  is  im- 
portant that  we  in  Congress  listen  to 
what  he  has  to  say. 

The  article,  from  the  Democratic 
National  Committee's  publication. 
Democrats  Today,  follows: 

[From  the  Democrats  Today,  May-June 

1983] 
Democratic  Ideas  To  Assist  the  States 

(By  Stanley  Fink) 
The  legislatures  in  the  50  states  now  face 
the  unenviable  job  of  mopping  up"  in  the 
wake  of  Hurricane  Ronnie.  A  disproportion- 
ate share  of  the  budget  rutting  at  the  feder- 
al level  has  come  in  the  area  of  intergovern- 
mental aid  programs,  putting  the  responsi- 
bility on  state  legislatures  for  either  filling 
in  for  the  federal  and  reductions  or  having, 
in  many  ca-ses.  to  pass  those  cuts  along.  This 
situation  has  been  exacerbated  by  the 
damage  of  the  Reagan  program  on  the  na- 
tional economy.  Even  states  that  have 
picked  up  none,  or  very  few.  of  the  federal 
cuts  have  been  required  to  enact  tax  in- 
creases simply  to  balance  their  budgets.  In 
effect.  Reaganomics  has  moved  a  greater 
and  greater  share  of  the  responsibility  for 
public  services  from  the  progressive  federal 
tax  base,  which  itself  has  been  made  less 
progressive,  to  the  primary  state  and  local 
revenue,  producers— the  real  property  tax 
and  the  sales  tax. 

II  is  important  for  Democrats  everywhere 
to  understnad  the  impact  of  the  Reagan 
program  on  the  people  of  this  country  and 
the  responsibilities  that  the  changes 
Wrought  by  the  Reagan  Presidency  are  plac- 
ing on  the  doorstep  of  the  state  legislatures. 
Such  an  understanding  would  be  important 
regardless  of  party  considerations,  but  the 
Democratic  Party,  as  the  result  of  the  1982 
elections,  finds  itself  in  a  central  role  in  this 
on-going  drama,  with  both  burdens  to  carry 
and  tremendous  opportunities  for  service  to 
the  nation.  In  November  1982.  changes  in 
party  control  occurred  in  13  legislative 
houses,  with  the  Democrats  gaining  11  legis- 
lative bodies  and  losing  two.  The  Democrat- 
ic Party  now  controls  72  of  the  98  state  leg- 
islative houses  in  which  political  parties  are 
present.  (Nebraska's  legislature  is  unicamer- 
al and  elected  on  a  non-partisan  basis.) 

It  is  obvious  to  most  observers  why  the 
voters  around  the  country  have  turned  to 
the  Democratic  Party  to  represent  them  in 
the  state  houses.  The  result  is  both  an 
honor  to  those  of  us  called  on  to  serve  and 
to  lead.  But  it  is  also  a  very  real  challenge. 
We  must  come  up  with  creative  .solutions  to 
blunt  the  devastating  effect  of  the  Reagan 
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program  on  our  people— on  those  who  truly 
are  in  need  and  on  those  working  people 
who  have  always  carried  their  share  of  the 
load  but  are  now  enduring  the  ravages  of 
unemployment  and  the  indignities  of  de- 
pendence. 

The  Reaganauts  promised  the  nation  an 
economic  fix."  supply-side  economics.  They 
promised  growth  and  they  promised  to  con- 
trol inflation  without  causing  greater  unem- 
ployment. The  reality  of  their  program  has 
taught  us  that  certain  old  truths  are  still 
with  us.  Yes.  they  reduced  inflation,  but  in 
the  way  that  all  previous  Republican  admin- 
istrations have  reduced  inflation— on  the 
backs  of  the  working  people  of  this  country, 
by  increasing  unemployment.  And.  now 
they  tell  us  that  while  our  economic  recov- 
ery has  started,  it  will  be  a  different'  type 
of  economic  recovery,  one  with  chronically 
high  unemployment.  For  state  legislatures 
and  state  taxpayers  this  is  bad  news.  People 
who  aren't  working  don't  pay  income  taxes 
and  they  can't  affort  to  consume  as  much, 
thus  reducing  sales  tax  revenues.  Such  re- 
ductions in  the  tax  base  only  fuel  the  need 
for  increases  in  tax  rates.  The  list  of  states 
now  caught  in  this  vicious  cycle  is  a  long 
one  and  it  includes  states,  such  as  Colorado. 
California.  Oregon,  and  Minnesota,  which 
only  a  few  short  years  ago  were  thought  to 
be  immune  from  such  concerns. 

Ronald  Reagan  and  his  administration 
also  talk  a  lot  about  a  New  Federalism, 
about  re-ordering  responsibilities  among  the 
federal,  state  and  local  levels  of  govern- 
ment. But  their  proposals  have  had  virtual- 
ly no  underlying  logic  to  them.  Moreover, 
the  Administration  has  shown  an  unbeliev- 
able disregard  for  the  sovereignty  of  the 
states  in  their  own  realm— a  concern  that  is 
at  the  heart  of  any  federal  system. 

On  the  first  point,  the  Reagan  proposals 
seem  to  represent  nothing  more  than  a 
random  re-shuffling  of  responsibilities  with- 
out any  logical  foundation.  What  sense  does 
it  make  to  propose  moving  the  responsibil- 
ity for  Medicaid  funding  to  Washington  and 
have  the  states  pick  up  the  full  cost  of  Aid 
to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  and 
Food  Stamps  and  then  engage  in  seemingly 
endless  negotiations  with  organizations  of 
state  government  officials  on  the  minutia  of 
such  a  trade.  Welfare  is  a  national  responsi- 
bility and  whether  we  are  talking  about 
food,  clothing,  shelter,  or  medical  care,  re- 
sponsibility must  gradually  but  completely 
be  moved  to  the  national  government.  But 
even  within  the  overall  parameters  of  this 
ridiculous  game,  there  were  tricks  and  false 
starts.  State  and  local  officials  hungry  for 
any  relief  from  the  increasing  cost  of  medi- 
cal care  for  the  needy  were  attracted  to  the 
bargaining  table  by  the  lure  of  a  federal 
medicaid  takeover,  only  to  learn  months 
later  what  should  have  been  obvious  from 
the  first— that  optional  ser\ices  would  have 
to  remain  a  state  responsibility.  For  any  aid 
program  of  this  type  to  be  logical,  fair  and 
equitable  this  must  be  the  case.  If  it  wasn't, 
state  choices  could  drive  up  the  cost  to  the 
federal  treasury  with  no  participation  by 
state  taxpayers. 

While  this  aspect  of  the  New  Federalism 
proposals  has  held  center  stage  and  is  most 
important  in  a  real  world,  dollars  and  cents 
way.  even  more  astounding,  given  their  glo- 
rification of  the  terms,  is  the  Reagan  team's 
absolute  lack  of  respect  for  the  meaning  of 
the  concept.  While  preaching  about  return- 
ing responsibilities  and  decision-making  to 
the  states,  the  Reagan  Administration  and 
its  allies  in  the  Congress  continually  put 
forward  proposals,  usually  in  the  name  of 
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New  Federalism,  which  tell  the  states  how 
to  order  their  internal  affairs  and  establish 
intricate  mazes  through  which  to  pass 
before  qualifying  for  the  block  grants  or 
other  supposedly  less  cumbersome  programs 
such  as  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act.  A 
good  example  of  this  insensitivity  is  the  re- 
quirement under  the  so-called  Education 
Block  Grant  that,  in  order  to  receive  money 
under  that  program,  a  state  must  create  an 
Advisory  Committee  to  its  "state  education- 
al agency."  The  law  (the  Gramm-Latta  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981). 
establishing  this  requirement,  requires  that 
this  committee  be  appointed  by  the  Gover- 
nor of  the  State  and  that  it  be  determined 
by  the  Governor  to  be  broadly  representa- 
tive of  the  educational  interests  and  the 
general  public  in  the  state,  including  per- 
sons representative  of  public  and  private  el- 
ementary and  secondary  school  children, 
teachers,  parents,  local  boards  of  education, 
school  administrators,  institutions  of  higher 
education,  and  the  state  legislature. 

In  terms  of  its  financial  and  economic  im- 
pacts, the  New  Federalism  is  a  mystery.  The 
Reagan  Administration  originally  talked 
about  "revenue  turnbacks"  to  go  along  with 
the  responsibilities  it  had  begun  and  would 
continue  •'returning"  to  the  states.  It  cre- 
ated a  Cabinet  Council  working  group  on 
revenue  turnbacks  and  got  numerous  state, 
local  and  private  sectors  leaders  involved  in 
advisory  committee  meetings.  But  when  the 
failure  of  supply-side  economics  began  to 
sink  in  and  the  reality  of  ever  increasing 
deficits  became  clear,  the  Administration 
cut  off  discussions  and  had  a  now  departed. 
Supply-Side  Under  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury announced  that  the  revenue  turnbacks 
had  been  accomplished  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment had  cut  its  tax  rates  and  that  the 
states  were  now  free  to  pick  up  the  slack  by 
increasing  their  tax  rates.  That  wasn't  quite 
what  we  had  in  niind.  but  it's  what  we  got. 
A  recent  survey  compiled  by  the  National 
Conference  of  State  Legislatures  reveals 
that  nineteen  states  will  end  their  current 
fiscal  year  in  debt.  Twelve  other  states  are 
facing  extremely  small  end-of-year  budget 
balances.  During  the  past  two  years,  over  40 
states  have  enacted  various  tax  increases 
and  budget  cuts  to  balance  their  budgets  or 
reduce  their  impending  deficits.  Even  more 
austere  measures  may  have  to  be  enacted  by 
state  legislatures  as  we  approach  1984. 
Without  sufficient  revenues  coming  in.  state 
governments  simply  will  not  have  the  funds 
to  pay  for  essential  state  services  and  to  pro- 
vide local  governments  with  the  aid  they 
need  to  continue  providing  the  numerous 
basic  services  which  are  local  responsibil- 
ities. Further  cuts  or  further  tax  increases 
will  be  the  name  of  the  game  in  many  state- 
houses. 

Finally,  it  is  important  to  note  that  the 
Reagan  Administration's  policies  have  had  a 
disproportionate  impact  on  those  who  can 
least  afford  it.  the  poor  and  those  in  need  of 
human  services.  Although  a  basic  tenet  of 
this  country  has  been  the  right  to  equal  op- 
portunity, under  Reagan's  administration 
the  rich  have  benefited  at  the  expense  of 
the  rest  of  us.  Although  many,  but  not  all. 
of  the  human  services  cutbacks  have  saved  a 
few  federal  dollars  in  the  short  run.  they 
are  likely  to  increase  state  and  local  costs— 
now  and  in  the  future. 

The  strength  of  our  nation,  and  its  ability 
to  resist  foreign  adversaries,  is  as  much  de- 
termined by  the  health  and  education  of 
our  citizens  as  it  is  by  the  size  of  our  mili- 
tary arsenal.  Our  economic  stability  and 
hoped-for  prosperity  is  as  dependent  upon 
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an  adequate  transportation  system  as  upon 
tax  reductions  for  the  wealthy.  Unfortu- 
nately, for  us  all.  the  Reagan  program  has 
tended  to  feed  the  fat  and  starve  the  lean.  • 


THE  DANGEROUS  TRUTH 


HON.  JAMES  G.  MARTIN 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 

•  Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  know  that  the  people 
of  our  country  do  not  want  to  see  us 
involved  in  a  war  in  Central  America. 
None  of  us  in  the  Congress  want  the 
United  States  involved  in  such  a  war. 

The  dangerous  truth  is:  There  is  a 
war  in  Central  America  and  the  Com- 
munists are  using  it  as  a  vehicle  to 
capture  control  of  Central  America. 
They  have  armed  and  trained  and  di- 
rected a  series  of  rebellions  in  Central 
America.  If  we  draw  the  shades,  and 
pretend  to  sit  in  our  living  rooms  lis- 
tening to  music  while  we  ignore  our 
neighbors  whose  houses  are  being 
torched,  pretty  soon  there  goes  the 
whole  neighborhood. 

We  do  have  a  responsibility  and  if 
we  do  not  meet  it  the  chances  of  war 
involving  us  will  grow. 

There  is  a  desperate  need  for  our 
best  thinkers,  our  most  creative  lead- 
ers, to  present  ideas  to  resolve  the 
issues  that  divide  us  so  that,  united, 
we  can  meet  our  responsibility.  For 
that  reason  I  was  pleased  to  read  the 
recent  article  in  the  New  York  Times 
by  our  colleague.  Representative  Jack 
Kemp,  and  ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Congressional  Record.  As  we  search 
for  a  responsible  consensus,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  twofold  ap- 
proach advocated  by  Mr.  Kemp  must 
be  a  part  of  that  consensus:  Long-term 
economic  aid  coupled  with  short-term 
military  aid.  as  well  as  humanitarian 
reforms  in  both  sectors  of  policy. 

Otherwise,  we,  can  draw  the  shades, 
but  that  will  not  stop  the  fires  from 
spreading. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  Friday.  July  29. 
1983] 
Reaching  a  Synthesis  for  Salvadoran 
Policy 
(By  Jack  Kemp) 
Washington.— Narrowness  on  both  sides- 
liberal  and  conservative— has  left  the  Ameri- 
can   people    with    a    pretty    unappetizing 
choice  between  one-sided  policies  in  Central 
America.    Political    leaders    would    do    the 
people  a  favor  if  they  climbed  down  off  the 
barricades  and  put  together  a  bold,  compre- 
hensive policy  that  answered  both  the  eco- 
nomic   and    security    problems   of    Central 
America.  To  ignore  one  or  the  other  is  sheer 
folly. 

The  average  liberal  in  Congress  says  that 
the  United  States  can't  support  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  because  it  doesnt  re- 
spect human  rights  and  that  we  should  cut 
off  all  military  aid  to  Central  America  be- 
cause the  problems  there  are  basically  social 
and  economic.  The  average  conservative  em- 
phasizes the  military  aspects  of  the  crisis 
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and  too  often  minimizes  the  issues  of  social 
injustice  and  poverty.  Both  sides  need  to  re- 
consider the  problem. 

The  stakes  are  high  in  Central  America— 
for  us  and  for  the  people  of  the  region.  To 
act  rashly  would  be  a  mistake,  but  to  bury 
our  heads  in  the  sands  of  isolationism  would 
be  just  as  dangerous.  The  first  step  is  to  rec- 
ognize that  the  threat  is  different  from  past 
threats  to  United  States  security.  Defending 
our  security  there  is  not  simply  a  matter  of 
sending  armed  forces  against  an  undisguised 
aggressor,  as  in  both  world  wars  and  in 
Korea.  The  aggressive  forces  in  Central 
America  are  clandestine  and  take  advantage 
of  the  social  and  economic  problems  of  the 
region.  They  hide  behind  and  within  move- 
ments for  genuine  social  progress  and 
emerge  openly  to  grab  power  only  after  the 
fighting  has  slopped.  In  Nicaragua,  a  popu- 
lar revolution  to  overthrow  one  dictatorship 
led  to  the  seizure  of  power  by  another,  and 
the  new  Nicaraguan  regime  is  becoming  a 
Soviet  satellite. 

Conservatives  should  not  doubt  that  some 
Salvadoran  rebels  really  want  progressive 
economic  and  democratic  change.  But  liber- 
als should  not  doubt  that  other  factions 
seek  to  establish  the  kind  of  Leninist  totali- 
tarianism that  exists  today  in  Nicaragua. 
Cuba  and  the  So\iet  Union.  The  question  is, 
if  the  rebellion  were  to  succeed,  which  fac- 
tion would  take  power— those  who  favor 
progressive  change  or  the  totalitarians? 
After  what  happened  in  Nicaragua  and 
Cuba,  is  there  any  reason  to  believe  that  a 
revolution  in  El  Salvador  would  lead  to  a 
better  government  than  currently  exists? 

Liberals  who  want  to  cut  off  military  aid 
to  El  Salvador  to  punish  the  Government 
for  its  imperfections  seem  unaware  of  this 
dilemma.  Nevertheless,  it  would  be  a  mis- 
take to  believe  that  military  hardware  is  the 
sole  solution  to  the  crisis.  As  long  as  bleak 
economic  and  .social  conditions  plague  Cen- 
tral America,  it  will  be  ripe  for  upheaval. 
This  is  why  I  support  greater  economic  aid 
to  the  region. 

But  economic  changes  don't  stop  bullets, 
and  economic  aid  wont  end  rebellions  fed 
by  Soviet  and  Cuban  supply  lines.  Would 
the  Soviet  Union  stop  supporting  the  Salva- 
doran rebels  if  the  Salvadoran  Government 
were  suddenly  revamped?  The  Soviet  lead- 
ers with  whom  I  have  talked  show  little  con- 
cern for  fostering  democracy  and  human 
rights  in  Central  America— or,  for  that 
matter,  in  their  own  country.  Moscow  wants 
governments  it  can  control,  and  it  gets  what 
it  wants  by  turning  genuine  struggles  for 
progress  into  Leninist  power  grabs. 

A  United  States  policy  that  ignores  this 
threat  to  the  security  of  our  friends  in  Cen- 
tral America  is  doomed  to  failure.  The  pre- 
requisite for  economic  growth  and  greater 
democracy,  after  all,  is  security  of  life  and 
property.  How  much  capital  investment  can 
there  be  in  El  Salvador  if.  for  the  next  10 
years,  guerrillas  roam  freely,  destroying 
bridges  and  power  stations  and  threatening 
the  lives  of  the  people  who  work  the  land? 
There  are  no  easy  choices  in  Central 
America.  Our  decisions  would  be  simpler  if 
our  friends  there  had  perfect  governments 
or  if  the  rebellions  were  not  supported  by 
our  adversaries.  We  could  more  easily  afford 
to  be  morally  fastidious  if  our  security  were 
not  threatened  by  events  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. Alas,  none  of  this  is  true— and  our  secu- 
rity is  very  much  threatened. 

The  Central  American  problem  is  not  an 
abstract  war  of  ideas  being  fought  thou- 
sands of  miles  from  our  homes.  Central 
America  is  right  on  our  borders,  and  we 
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can  t  just  look  the  other  way.  If  we  let 
Cuba.  Nicaragua  and  the  Soviet  Union  stay 
on  their  present  path,  we  will  spend  the 
next  20  years  struggling  to  protect  an  ever- 
shrinking  share  of  the  region  from  totalitar- 
ian control.  The  effect  of  our  global  respon- 
sibilities would  be  disastrous. 

To  prevent  such  a  dismal  future,  we  need 
a  twofold  policy  that  provides  both  long- 
term  economic  aid  and  short-term  military 
aid.  We  must  provide  a  shield  behind  which 
economic  growth  and  democratic  change 
can  begin  to  take  root.  That  is  the  only 
hope  for  the  future. • 


UNEMPLOYMENT  TOUCHES 
AMERICANS 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
millions  of  jobless  Americans,  unem- 
ployment means  despair,  frustration, 
and  oftentimes  tragedy.  For  millions 
more  who  are  still  working,  unemploy- 
ment is  an  ever-present  threat  to  their 
livelihood,  security  and  dreams  for  the 
future.  But  this  is  a  problem  that 
deeply  concerns  more  than  those  who 
work  or  wish  to  work.  Unemployment 
touches  even  the  youngest  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  to  an  essay  dealing  with 
unemployment  written  by  a  young 
man  from  my  congressional  district. 
Steven  Pierimonte.  an  eighth  grade 
student  from  my  native  city  of 
Maiden,  Mass..  prepared  this  essay  as 
part  of  a  nationwide  contest  sponsored 
by  the  Italian  American  War  Veterans 
Organization.  I  am  proud  to  say  that 
Steven's  entry  was  selected  as  the  na- 
tional winner  in  this  contest. 

I  would  like  to  salute  Steven  for  his 
excellent  work  and  urge  my  colleagues 
to  reflect  on  his  views  and  insights. 
However,  one  need  not  agree  with 
Steven  on  the  issue.  Instead.  I  ask  that 
you  consider  Stevens  essay  as  a  reflec- 
tion of  an  awareness  shared  by  a  great 
many  young  Americans.  Granted,  few- 
can  present  these  feelings  as  eloquent- 
ly as  Steven  has  done,  but  I  am  certain 
that  young  men  and  women  through- 
out our  Nation  are  equally  concerned 
by  the  disturbing  national  problem, 
unemployment. 

Por  this  reason.  I  take  pride  in  pre- 
senting Steven's  prize-winning  essay 
for  your  consideration. 

Steven  Fierimonte's  Winning  Essay 
(By  Steven  Pierimonte) 
In  order  to  determine  whether  unemploy- 
ment helps  lower  inflation  or  not.  we  must 
first  understand  what  is  the  real  meaning  of 
inflation.  Inflation  is  the  term  used  in  eco- 
nomics to  descrit)e.  respectively,  general 
rises  and  falls  in  prices  from  a  norm  based 
on  a  previous  year  or.  more  usually,  a  span 
of  years.  For  an  example,  a  one  dollar  bill  in 
1980  had  the  purchasing  power  of  30  cubic 
inches  of  food.  Today,  the  dollar  bill  has  the 
purchasing  power  of  only  five  cubic  inches 
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of  food.  This  fact  indicates  that  the  dollar 
has  decreased  in  value. 

Recently,  America's  inflation  rate  has  de- 
celerated to  around  five  percent,  but  no  one 
should  confuse  this  characteristic  with  a 
cure.  There  was  never  any  mystery  as  to 
how  inflation  could  be  stopped.  Every  previ- 
ous administration.  Republican  or  Demo- 
crat, knew  that  it  could  stop  inflation  if  it 
were  willing  to  recreate  the  Great  Depres- 
sion. 

The  real  mysteries  were:  <  1 )  how  could  in- 
flation be  stopped  without  a  recurring  de- 
pression, and  (2)  if  the  depression  remedy 
were  used,  how  could  the  economy  be  re- 
turned to  full  employment  without  restart- 
ing inflation? 

President  Reagan's  policy  promised  a  solu- 
tion to  the  first  mystery.  The  simultaneous 
application  of  supply-side  tax  cuts  designed 
to  speed  up  the  production  of  goods  and 
services  and  a  slow  rate  of  growth  of  the  na- 
tion's money  supply  designed  to  slow  down 
inflation  would  lead  to  both  full  employ 
ment  and  price  stability.  Unfortunately, 
having  been  put  to  the  test,  this  policy 
proved  not  to  have  been  the  answer  to  the 
first  mystery. 

After  reducing  inflation  by  conventional 
means,  a  severe  recession,  or  mini-depres- 
sions, America  is  now  faced  with  the  second 
mystery  of  how  to  return  to  full  employ- 
ment, with  price  stability. 

Accordingly,  unemployment,  in  a  way. 
does  help  to  lower  inflation,  but  unemploy- 
ment doesn't  help  people. 

Rather  than  .seek  a  solution  to  this  prob- 
lem, the  Reagan  administration  is  proposing 
to  redefine  full  employment  as  that  rate  of 
unemployment  which  is  consistent  with 
price  stability  such  as  about  7  percent. 
Given  the  political  storm  caused  when  this 
idea  was  first  suggested  by  President  Rea- 
gan's new  chairman  of  the  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers.  Martin  Feldstein.  the  ad- 
ministration does  not  now  want  to  call  7 
percent  full  employment,  but  that  it  is 
merely  a  play  on  words  and  of  no  signifi- 
cance. If  7  percent  unemployment  does  not 
contain  inflation,  the  administration  will 
undoubtedly  be  back  at  some  later  date 
maintaining  that  an  even  higher  rate  of  un- 
employment is  actually  full  employment. 

Pull  employment  may  exist  when  most 
people  without  jobs  are  voluntary  job 
changers  who  are  unemployed  for  relatively 
brief  periods  of  time.  This  condition  exists 
when  unemployment  is  somewhere  between 
3  and  4  percent.  To  achieve  price  stability  at 
this  level  of  unemployment  would  require 
some  fundamental  restructuring  of  our  in- 
stitutions for  setting  wages  and  prices.  A 
wide  variety  of  changes  would  be  needed, 
but  let  us  view  some  important  ones. 

Price  stability  isn't  possible  in  a  system 
where  the  prices  of  materials,  wages  and  in- 
dustrial components  have  a  direct  relation- 
ship to  the  cost  of  living.  With  indexing, 
any  adverse  price  shock  such  as  bad  corpo- 
rations automatically  gets  converted  into  a 
permanent  domestic  inflation. 

Material,  wage  and  industrial  component 
prices  rise  6  percent  one  year  becau.se  the 
cost  of  living  rose  6  percent  the  previous 
year.  Indexing  protects  the  individual  or 
firm  from  the  effects  of  inflation,  but  it 
makes  it  impossible  for  the  community  to 
stop  inflation.  If  inflation  is  to  be  stopped, 
indexing  must  be  abolished. 

If  we  want  price  stability,  we  must  also 
create  an  economy  where  incomes  can  fall  if 
the  situation  demands  it.  The  1979  oil  price 
hike  took  an  extra  2.5  percent  of  Americas 
real  gross  national  product.  In  the  context 
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of  zero  economic  growth,  higher  oil  prices 
meant  a  lower  American  standard  of  living. 
There  was  simply  less  GNP  left  to  be  divid- 
ed among  Americans.  There  were  two  ways 
to  deliver  the  bad  news.  Prices  could  go  up 
faster  than  personal  incomes,  or  prices 
could  remain  stable  while  incomes  fell.  If  we 
want  price  stability,  we  must  build  a  econo- 
my where  the  latter  happens,  rather  than 
the  former. 

The  answer  is  to  tie  all  incomes,  wages, 
salaries  and  dividends  to  some  index,  such 
as  value  added  per  hour  of  work  that  auto- 
matically falls  when  these  circumstances 
arise.* 


EMIGRATION  POLICIES  OF  THE 
U.S.S.R. 


HON.  NICHOLAS  MAVROULES 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  wish  to  express  my  deep  con- 
cern over  the  emigration  policies  of 
the  Soviet  Union  regarding  prospec- 
tive Jewish  emigrants. 

Recently,  a  new  government  agency 
was  formed  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the 
Anti-Zionist  Committee.  Both  the 
chairperson.  Gen.  David  A.  Dra- 
gunsky.  and  the  official  spokesperson, 
Samuil  I.  Zivs.  have  made  statements 
concerning  the  small  number  of 
Jewish  emigrations  from  the  Soviet 
Union  during  the  past  several  years. 
Jewish  emigration  has  dropped  from  a 
high  of  51.320  in  1979,  to  only  2.600 
last  year. 

Both  Mr.  Zivs  and  General  Dra- 
gunsky  attribute  this  reduction  to  the 
lack  of  desire  for  emigration  among 
the  Soviet  Unions  1.8  million  Jews. 
The  Anti-Zionist  Committee  maintains 
this  is  due  to  the  fact  that  all  Jews 
who  wish  to  leave  the  Soviet  Union, 
have  already  done  so.  The  family  re- 
unification which  has  slowly  been 
taking  place  since  the  Second  World 
War  is  effectively  concluded,  according 
to  the  Soviets. 

This  is  simply  not  the  case.  As  late 
as  1979.  300.000  Jews  in  the  Soviet 
Union  applied  for  emigration  to  the 
West  and  Israel,  even  though  such  ap- 
plications frequently  result  in  harass- 
ment and  further  persecution.  The 
great  majority  of  these  hopeful  emi- 
grants are  still  within  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  ostensible  reason  given  by 
the  Soviets  for  the  refusal  of  these 
many  emigration  pleas  is  the  lack  of 
sponsors  for  the  prospective  emi- 
grants. Yet  there  are  literally  thou- 
.sands  of  sponsorship  letters  sent  to 
the  Soviet  Union  on  behalf  of  hopeful 
sponsors  each  year.  Consequently,  any 
lack  of  sponsors  for  Soviet  Jews  desir- 
ous of  emigration,  is  directly  the  result 
of  the  Soviet  Government  policy 
which  withholds  the  mail  of  Jews  who 
are  possible  emigrants.  Such  a  catch 
22   is  what  we   have  come  to  expect 
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from     the    Soviet     Union     regarding 
Jewish  emigration. 

This  withholding  of  mail,  particular- 
ly invitations  to  immigrate  to  the 
United  States  and  Israel,  is  one  more 
example  of  the  denial  of  human  rights 
experienced  by  Soviet  Jews  and  other 
minorities  within  the  Soviet  Union. 
This  continued  violation  of  human 
rights  cannot  be  ignored.  Every  con- 
ceivable effort  should  be  made  on 
behalf  of  the  Jews  and  other  Soviet  in- 
dividuals who  wish  to  emigrate.  The 
leadership  of  the  Soviet  Union  must 
be  brought  to  realize  that  there  are 
rights  and  freedoms  which  exist  for  all 
citizens  of  this  Earth,  and  that  these 
rights  and  freedoms  may  not  be  denied 
to  any  man,  woman,  or  child. 

I  implore  the  Soviet  Union  to  allow 
its  citizens  to  receive  all  their  mail. 
Further,  I  hope  and  pray  that  the 
Soviet  leadership  will  permit  those 
who  wish  to  emigrate  the  basic  human 
right  to  choose  the  nation  in  which 
they  wish  to  dwell.* 


HOGAR  CREA 
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ronment  in  which  the  residents  help 
each  other  to  give  up  their  addictions 
and  are  helped  to  learn  skills  that  are 
valued  in  the  job  market.  The  pro- 
gram is  not  a  short  one.  It  takes  from 
2  to  2 '72  years  of  residence  in  the 
Hogar.  together  with  5  years  to  "segui- 
miento"  or  foUowup. 

And  it  does  not  depend  on  govern- 
ment funding.  The  program  is  main- 
tained by  fund-raising  activities  of  the 
center's  residents,  steering  committee 
and  family  committee. 

The  best  thing  about  the  program  is 
that  it  works.  Studies  conducted  by 
the  University  of  Puerto  Rico  have 
shown  that  after  5  years  away  from 
the  residence,  92  percent  of  those  who 
completed  the  program  were  free  of 
drug  use.  That  is  a  record  of  almost 
unbelievable  excellence.  And  so.  on 
the  occasion  of  Hogar  CREA's  15th 
anniversary,  I  extend  my  congratula- 
tions to  Hogar  CREA's  founder.  Juan 
Jose  Garcia  Rios,  and  to  Puerto  Rico's 
Governor,  Carlos  Romero  Barcelo, 
along  with  my  sincere  gratitude  and 
my  best  wishes  for  the  programs  con- 
tinued excellent  work  in  the  future.* 
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citizens  is  of  course  well  known.  The 
small  benefit  contained  in  this  bill  is 
well  deserved  by  those  public  servants 
who  are  in  the  profession  of  protecting 
life  and  property  in  this  country. 

This  legislation  is  a  small,  but  impor- 
tant, change  in  the  tax  code  to  show 
this  appreciation.  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  join  me  in  working  for 
swift  approval  of  this  legislation.  • 


HON.  DON  RITTER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
recognize  and  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
founders,  administrators,  and  resi- 
dents of  the  Hogar  CREA  drug  reha- 
bilitation program,  which  is  celebrat- 
ing the  15th  anniversary  of  its  found- 
ing in  San  Juan.  P.R.  One  of  the 
Hogar  CREA  facilities.  I  am  proud  to 
say.  is  in  the  city  of  Bethlehem,  in  the 
district  I  represent.  I  have  personally 
visited  the  center  and  I  have  been  very 
impressed  by  what  I  have  seen  there. 
Those  of  us  in  the  15th  district  are 
honored  by  its  existence  in  Bethle- 
hem; it  is  the  only  Hogar  CREA  facili- 
ty in  the  United  States,  out  of  73  cen- 
ters in  all. 

Besides  being  an  acronym  for  Casa 
de  Re-education  de  Adictos  (Center  for 
the  Re-education  of  Addicts).  CREA  is 
a    play    on    two    words    in    Spanish— 
"creer,"    to   believe,    and    'crear."    to 
create.  Thus  it  is  a  reflection  of  Hogar 
CREAs  noble  belief  that  the  program 
can  help  addicts  recreate  themselves 
as  new  individuals— contributing,  cre- 
ative and  responsible.  Hogar  CREA  is 
not  like  other  drug  rehabilitation  pro- 
grams. It  is  not  sterile,  institutional- 
ized or  authoritarian:  it  provides  no 
other  drugs   in  the  treatment  of  its 
residents.  The  concepts  according  to 
which  it  operates  are  therapy,  respon- 
sibility,    self-confrontation,     reeduca- 
tion,  and  commitment    from   its  resi- 
dents and  from  the  community.  It  is 
totally   administered   by   addicts   who 
have  been   reeducated   in  the   Hogar 
CREA   program.   Hogar   CREAs   pro- 
gram creates  a  highly  structured  envi- 


PUBLIC  SAFETY  OFFICERS'  IRA 
LEGISLATION 


HON.  FORTNEY  H.  (PETE)  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  that  will 
permit  law  enforcement  officers  and 
firefighters  to  rollover  accumulated 
sick  pay  and  vacation  pay  into  an  IRA 
tax  free  upon  separation  from  service. 
It  is  fairly  common  among  law  en- 
forcement and  firefighting  officials  to 
leave  these  highly  demanding  and 
tense  professions  after  many  years  of 
service  for  a  second  career  or  to  trans- 
fer to  other  jurisdictions.  When  they 
leave  these  jobs,  these  public  servants 
are  given  a  lump-sum  payment  for  va- 
cation or  sick  days  that  they  earned 
but  did  not  use.  This  income,  which 
can  sometimes  be  substantial,  is  cur- 
rently taxable. 

My  bill  would  allow  these  sums  to  be 
transferred,  without  payment  of 
income  taxes,  into  the  individual  re- 
tirement accounts— IRA's— of  those  in- 
dividuals. This  separation  benefit 
would  be  limited  to  an  additional 
$10,000,  but  not  more  than  $1,000,  for 
each  full  year  of  service,  whichever  is 
less.  These  payments  would,  of  course, 
not  escape  taxation;  but,  as  with  all 
funds  in  IRA's,  taxation  would  be 
postponed  until  retirement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  bill  affects  a  small 
percentage  of  the  population,  but  the 
importance  of  these  men  and  women 
far  outweigh  their  numbers.  The  roles 
of  police  and  fire  officials  in  fighting 
and  assuring  the  safety  of  Americas 


DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION  BILL 

HON.  GUS  YATRON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  say  a  few- 
words  about  defense  burden-sharing 
among  our  allies.  I  was  very  encour- 
aged by  the  adoption  of  an  amend- 
ment to  the  fiscal  1984  Department  of 
Defense  authorization  bill  calling  on 
our  Japanese.  Canadian,  and  Europe- 
an allies  to  assume  a  greater  responsi- 
bility for  their  own,  and  the  common, 
defense. 

The  American  taxpayer  cannot  be 
expected  to  shoulder  a  disproportion- 
ate share  of  the  allied  defense  effort, 
particularly  in  these  times  of  high 
deficits.  Many  of  our  allies  have  not 
lived  up  to  their  defense  commitments 
and  to  the  pledges  that  they  have 
given  us.  It  is  particularly  distressing 
that  many  of  these  nations,  while  de- 
fending on  the  American  defense  um- 
brella for  protection,  engage  in  illegal 
and  unfair  trade  practices  which  rob 
our  workers  of  jobs  and  hurt  our  econ- 
omy. 

I  think  on  this  issue  we  must  take  a 
stronger  stand.  All  democratic  soci- 
eties must  work  together,  with  each 
nation  doing  its  fair  share,  to  preserve 
the  freedoms  and  liberties  we  hold  so 
dear.  I  urge  our  President  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  to  stress  the  impor- 
tance of  defense  burden-sharing  to  our 
Canadian.  Japanese,  and  European 
allies.  They  can  make  essential  contri- 
butions to  the  defense  effort,  while 
providing  a  fair  and  equitable  way  to 
lower  American  defense  costs.* 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069 


HON.  PAT  WILLIAMS 

OF  MONTANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Montana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  the  matter  of  the  legisla- 
tion. H.R.  3069.  I  would  like  to  thank 
Chairman  Yates  and  my  colleague 
from  Colorado,  Mr.  Kogovsek,  for 
their  work  in  clarifying  the  intent  of 
Congress  regarding  retaining  the 
methodology   of   direct   allocation   of 
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PILT  funds  to  counties.  Since  I  read 
the  conference  report  (H.  Rept.  98- 
308)  on  H.R.  3069.  Mr.  Kocovsek  and  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  discuss 
the  intent  of  the  language  inserted  by 
Senator  James  McClure,  which  was 
originally  proposed  by  Mr.  Kogovsek 
when  he  introduced  H.R.  2071.  and 
the  subsequent  amendment  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Durenberger.  Sena- 
tor DuRENBERGERS  amendment  au- 
thorizes States,  if  their  State  legisla- 
tures enact  a  law.  to  distribute  PILT 
payments  to  smaller  units  of  local  gov- 
ernment than  counties.  The  confer- 
ence language  clearly  prohibits  the 
State  from  using  any  of  the  funds  for 
administrative  costs  to  pay  for  the 
necessary  data  retrieval  and  ancillary 
costs  to  redistribute  these  funds.  Mr. 
KoGovsEK  agreed  that  I  am  correct  in 
understanding  that  the  intent  was  also 
to  prohibit  the  Interior  Department 
from  using  PILT  administrative  cost 
dollars  to  perform  the  calculations 
necessary  to  achieve  a  further  intra- 
state distribution  based  on  action  by  a 
State  legislature.  Thus,  once  the  State 
receives  its  payment  from  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM),  then 
ELM  has  no  further  responsibility. 
Mr.  KoGovsEK  futher  agreed  that  I  am 
correct  in  understanding  that  a  States 
payment  would  not  be  reduced  in  any 
way  by  virtue  of  the  cost  necessary  to 
implement  the  action  of  another 
State's  legislature.* 


A  NEW  LOCK  AT  BONNEVILLE 
DAM 


HON.  RON  WYDEN 

OF  OREGON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
commend  our  colleague  Congressman 
Bob  Roe,  chairman  of  the  Public 
Works  Subcommittee  on  Water  Re- 
sources, for  his  extraordinary  hard 
work  and  leadership  role  in  putting  to- 
gether the  most  comprehensive  water 
resources  development  legislation  this 
House  has  seen  in  many  years. 

I  was  pleased  to  join  Chairman  Roe 
as  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  Water 
Resources.  Conservation.  Develop- 
ment, and  Infrastructure  Improve- 
ment and  Rehabilitation  Act  (H.R. 
3678).  the  product  of  a  massive  6 
months'  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
Water  Resources  Subcommittee  that 
was  introduced  in  the  House  earlier 
this  week. 

Congressman  Roe  shares  my  view' 
that  our  ports,  harbors,  and  inland  wa- 
terway systems  have  been  the  unfortu- 
nate victims  of  neglect  in  recent  years 
and  that  this  neglect  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  continue.  With  the  introduc- 
tion of  this  landmark  omnibus  legisla- 
tion, we  now  have  a  real  shot  at  break- 
ing the  7-year  logjam  during  which  no 
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major   waterway   projects   have   been 
authorized  by  Congress. 

Equally  important.  Bob  Roe  recog- 
nizes that  our  national  waterway 
transportation  system  is  a  national 
treasure  and  a  vital  part  of  this  coun- 
try's ecnomic  infrastructure.  He  has, 
accordingly,  refused  to  jump  on  the 
waterway  user  fees  bandwagon  and 
join  the  forces  that  would  place  an  in- 
equitable share  of  the  cost  of  improv- 
ing and  maintaining  the  navigable 
rivers  and  harbors  of  this  Nation  on 
our  ports  and  on  a  deeply  depressed 
inland  waterways  industry. 

I  am  particularly  heartened  by  the 
fact  that  my  top  legislative  priority  in 
the  98th  Congress,  as  it  was  in  the 
97th  Congress— a  bill  to  authorize  con- 
struction of  a  new  navigation  lock  at 
Bonneville  Dam  on  the  Columbia 
River— has  been  incorporated  into 
H.R.  3678  and  included  in  a  priority 
nationwide  list  of  seven  critically  im- 
portant inland  waterway  projects. 
Under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  3678,  a 
new  lock  will  be  built  at  Bonneville 
without  placing  any  new  financial  bur- 
dens on  the  backs  of  the  commercial 
navigation  interests  or  the  ports  of  the 
Columbia-Snake  River  system. 

In  my  view,  a  new  lock  at  Bonneville 
Dam  will  do  more  to  create  jobs  in 
Oregon  and  the  Northwest  than  any 
other  piece  of  legislation.  Put  simply, 
to  tap  our  potential  as  a  major  inter- 
national trading  and  transportation 
hub  for  goods  and  commodities  flow- 
ing in  and  out  of  the  entire  Western 
United  States,  we  simply  must  break 
the  congestion  bottleneck  at  Bonne- 
ville Dam  by  building  a  modern  new- 
lock. 

This  cost-effective  project  will  pay 
huge  dividends  to  Oregon  and  the 
Northwest  in  the  years  ahead.  It  is  es- 
timated that  construction  of  a  new- 
lock  at  Bonneville  will  leverage  more 
than  $500  million  in  private  invest- 
ment along  the  Columbia-Snake  River 
waterway  system  and  will  create  thou- 
sands of  new  jobs  for  Oregon  resi- 
dents. This  project  will  literally  create 
jobs  all  across  our  State,  from  the 
docks  of  north  Portland  to  the  wheat 
fields  of  eastern  Oregon. 

Authorization  of  funds  to  build  a 
new  lock  at  Bonneville  in  this  Con- 
gress is  imperative.  The  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers estimates  that  the  capacity  of 
the  existing  lock  at  Bonneville— 
through  which  more  than  a  fourth  of 
all  U.S.  wheat  exports  now  pass— will 
reach  a  point  of  total  saturation  by 
1990. 

A  new  lock  will  save  shippers  an  esti- 
mated $2.50  for  each  ton  of  commod- 
ities moving  on  the  Columbia  River, 
costs  that  can  now  be  attributed  to  the 
congestion  and  the  increasingly  expen- 
sive delays  in  locking  through  Bonne- 
ville. Such  savings  will  significantly 
boost  the  competitive  position— in 
both  the  domestic  marketplace  and  in 
the  export  marketplace— of  the  Pacific 
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Northwests  inland  waterway  transpor- 
tation network. 

The  critical  need  for  new  jobs,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  the  main  reason  why  a  new 
lock  at  Bonneville  Dam  is  my  top  pri- 
ority in  the  98th  Congress.  It  is  also 
the  main  reason  my  Northwest  col- 
leagues, Tom  Foley,  Les  AuCoin,  Bob 
Smith,  Don  Bonker,  Norm  Dicks,  Sid 
Morrison,  Larry  Craig,  and  Denny 
Smith  joined  me  as  original  cospon- 
sors  of  the  Bonneville  Lock  bill  when  I 
introduced  it  on  the  first  day  of  the 
98th  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Columbia-Snake 
River  system  is  one  of  the  world's 
great  waterways  and  a  true  national— 
not  just  regional— treasure.  Construc- 
tion of  a  new  lock  at  Bonneville  Dam 
is  critical  if  this  magnificent  system  is 
to  mature  and  realize  its  full  potential, 
and  thus  help  create  desperately 
needed  jobs  in  an  area  of  the  country 
that  has  been  particularly  hard  hit  by 
recent  slumps  in  the  economy. 

Again.  I  extend  my  sincere  congratu- 
lations to  Chairman  Roe  for  his  ex- 
traordinary efforts  in  putting  together 
this  landmark  waterways  bill.  I  intend 
to  do  everything  I  can  to  help  him  in 
his  efforts  to  enact  this  legislation.  We 
simply  must  not  continue  to  ignore 
the  capital  improvement  and  mainte- 
nance needs  of  our  ports,  rivers,  and 
harbors.  Chairman  Roe  has  taken  a 
giant  step  in  the  direction  of  reversing 
the  unwarranted  neglect  of  our  water- 
way transportation  infrastructure  we 
have  witnessed  in  recent  years.  I  urge 
all  of  my  colleagues  to  assist  him  in 
taking  the  additional  steps  necessary 
to  see  this  bill  enacted  into  law.» 


OUR  POLICY  TOWARD 
NICARAGUA 

HON.  NICHOLAS  MAVROULES 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Speaker,  of- 
tentimes an  important  issue  gets  so 
overwhelmed  with  rhetoric  that  we 
lose  prespective  of  the  real  picture.  I 
fear  that  this  is  exactly  what  is  hap- 
pening with  our  policy  toward  Nicara- 
gua. 

I  rise  today  in  support  of  the  Boland 
amendment.  I  speak  not  to  add  to  that 
jargled  rhetoric  that  has  confused  so 
many  of  us.  but  rather  to  address  the 
real  issues  that  we  must  all  now  face. 

Nicaragua  is  a  country  with  a  long- 
standing history  of  oppression  and 
revolution.  The  citizens  of  this  bat- 
tered nation  have  been  left  homeless, 
jobless,  and  helpless.  There  are  few 
families  in  Nicaragua  today  that  have 
not  been  affected  by  the  violence. 
Many  of  these  individuals  have  not 
lived  a  single  day  of  their  lives  in 
peace.  Violence  has  become  a  way  of 
life, 
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I  sometimes  get  the  feeling  that  the 
Reagan  administration's  policymakers 
are  locked  in  a  room  with  two  doors. 
As  they  view  it,  behind  one  of  those 
doors  lies  peace,  prosperity,  justice, 
and  freedom  in  Central  America, 
Behind  the  other  door  lies  hostility 
and  hatred,  sacrifice,  suffering,  and 
sorrow.  Although  these  policymakers 
claim  to  be  slowly  moving  through  the 
first  door,  it  is  an  awful  paradox  that 
their  key  seems  only  to  fit  the  second. 
I  have  come  to  realize  that  there  must 
be  a  third  alternative. 

A  more  realistic  alternative  that 
strives  for  peace,  but  realizes  sacrifice, 
that  wants  freedom,  but  is  patient, 
and  that  wants  supportive  southern 
neighbors,  but  will  not  tolerate  more 
violence. 

We  cannot  succumb  to  the  delusion 
that  our  action  against  a  government 
will  not  affect  its  people.  Just  as  we  of- 
fered our,  assistance  to  the  Samoza 
regime,  blindly  believing  that  it  would 
be  funneled  down  to  the  people;  so  too 
are  we  opposing  the  Sandinistas,  again 
disregarding  the  peoples  reaction. 

We  must  realize  that  any  action, 
whether  covert  or  overt  *  •  *  whether 
economic  or  military  *  *  *  will  be 
judged  not  only  by  the  Sandinista 
Government,  but  also  by  the  people 
that  Government  represents.  If  we 
consider  for  a  moment  the  opinion 
that  the  Nicaraguan  people  must  have 
of  our  country,  I  think  we  all  will  real- 
ize the  necessity  to  stop  covert  oper- 
ations. 

In  addition  to  the  military  advisers 
that  our  President  plans  to  send  to  the 
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THE  AMERICAN  DEFENSE 
EDUCATION  ACT 


HON.  MERVYN  M.  DYMALLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

FHday.  July  29,  1983 

•  Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
my  custom  to  hold  town  meetings  peri- 
odically in  different  parts  of  my  dis- 
trict in  order  to  be  in  touch  with  the 
issues  which  are  uppermost  in  the 
minds  of  my  constituents.  At  such  a 
meeting  held  on  July  23,  Mrs.  Jean 
Curtis,  president  of  the  Compton  Edu- 
cation Association  (CTA,  NEA),  made 
an  eloquent  statement  in  support  of 
the  American  Defense  Education  Act. 
introduced  by  Mr.  Perkins  in  the 
House  and  by  Mr.  Hart  in  the  Senate. 
Those  present  at  the  townhall  meeting 
joined  Mrs.  Curtis  in  support  of  the 
bill.  For  the  benefit  of  my  fellow 
Members  of  Congress,  I  would  like  to 
share  the  remarks  of  Mrs.  Jean  Curtis 
in  support  of  the  American  Defense 
Education  Act: 


region 


In  addition  to  the  fleet  of 


warships  that  are  now  on  their  way  to 
both  coasts  of  Nicaragua  *  '  *  and  in 
addition  to  the  amount  of  money 
being  taken  from  our  economy  to  aid 
guerrillas  trying  to  overthrow  a  gov- 
ernment •  •  *  we  still  have  neglected 
to  address  the  primary  economic  and 
social  concerns  of  the  Nicaraguan 
people. 

We  cannot  continue  a  policy  of 
alienatior^.  Covert  military  operations 
offer  only  more  violence,  human  suf- 
fering, and  at  best  a  perverse  reputa- 
tion of  our  country  throughout  the 
world.  I  urge  you  all  to  support  my  dis- 
tinguished colleagues  from  Massachu- 
setts and  Wisconsin  so  we  can  pass 
this  amendment  which  will  send  a 
long  awaited  message  to  the  adminis- 
tration. This  covert  aid  must  now  be 
stopped,  so  we  can  better  face  the 
more  crucial  economic  problems  of 
this  whole  region,* 


A  Gallup  Poll  last  September  asked  the 
American  people  what  they  believ;e  will  be 
the  most  important  factors  -determining 
Americas  strength  in  the  future?"  Eighty- 
four  percent  named  -developing  the  best 
educational  system  in  the  world"  the  most 
important  factor. 

A  strong  and  sound  Public  Education  un- 
derlies all  the  needs  of  our  society.  Without 
strong  public  schools,  we  have  no  way  to 
maintain  our  industrial  strength.  Without 
strong  public  schools,  we  have  no  way  to 
maintain  our  national  defense.  Without 
strong  public  schools,  we  have  no  way  to 
maintain  a  system  that  seeks  to  provide  jus- 
tice and  equity  for  all  Americans. 

The  challenges  that  confront  us  today  are 
great.  Yet,  our  situation  bears  a  striking  re- 
semblance to  a  situation  that  existed  in  the 
1950's.  We  had  allowed  our  support  of 
public  schools  to  lapse.  We  had  fallen 
behind  in  many  key  areas  of  instruction.  We 
lacked  the  mathematicians,  technicians  and 
scientists  our  nation  needed  to  keep  up  in  a 
world  of  rapidly  advancing  technological 
achievement. 

It  took  the  launching  of  Sputnik  by  the 
Soviet  Union  to  awaken  our  leaders.  Con- 
gress responded  with— among  other  things— 
the  National  Defense  Education  Act.  It 
worked.  It  helped  improve  our  educational 
system.  On  July  20,  1969.  Neil  Armstrong 
walked  on  the  moon. 

Unfortunately,  since  that  time,  we— as  a 
nation— have  become  complacent.  We 
stopped  emphasizing  support  for  public 
schools.  We  allowed  ourselves,  as  a  nation, 
to  fall  backward  again! 

Economic  success  today  is  based  on  high 
technology  and  efficiency  in  industry.  We 
are  being  challenged— and  challenged  effec- 
tively—in these  areas.  A  clear-eyed  view  of 
our  national  circumstances  shows  that  our 
difficulties  in  harnessing  new  technologies 
are  directly  connected  with  our  failure  to 
adequately  support  our  public  .schools.  Edu- 
cation makes  America  work.  We  have  re- 
peated our  past  mistakes.  What  must  be 
done  now  to  correct  them— not  for  a  brief 
period,  but  for  the  long  haul? 

Education  makes  America  work.  But  in 
order  to  do  so.  there  must  be  a  commitment 
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to  public  education  on  a  national  level.  The 
American  Defense  Education  Act,  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Gary  Hart  and  Represent- 
ative Carl  Perkins,  provides  incentives  and 
resources  for  local  schools  to  improve  their 
own  education  programs  in  critical  areas 
that  relate  to  the  nation's  two  top  priorities: 
stimulating  economic  growth  and  providing 
for  a  strong  defense.  ADEA  recognizes  a 
nation-wide  program  and  provides  national 
funding  to  insure  a  local  solution  under 
local  control. 

A    strong    America    needs    strong    public 
schools.  ADEA  will  be  a  great  help!  ADEA 
authorizes  a  national  program  to  improve 
the  quality  of  instruction  in  the  fields  of 
mathematics,  the  sciences,  the  communica- 
tion skills,   foreign   languages,   technology, 
and  guidance  and  counseling  in  addition  to 
reaffirming  equality  of  access  to  education 
for  all.  ADEA  establishes  participation  re- 
quirements for  the  local  school  districts— 
which   participate   voluntarily   in   the   pro- 
gram. ADEA  provides  for  an  evaluation  of 
the   progress  of   programs  developed  with 
ADEA  assistance.  ADEA  provides  for  incen- 
tive payments  for  school  districts  working 
with  the  ADEA  program  of  a  basic  payment 
of  2  percent  of  the  average  per-pupil  ex- 
penditure in  that  state.  ADEA  provides  that 
administration  of  the  ADEA  will  be  under 
the  Department  of  Education  with  assist- 
ance from  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  ADEA 
provides  for  grant  programs  at  institutions 
of  higher  learning  to  facilitate  the  improve- 
ment  of  teacher  training  in  mathematics 
and  science  education.  ADEA  provides  for 
evaluation  of  grant  program  proposals  by 
practitioners  from  the  elementary,  second- 
ary and  post-secondary  communities.  ADEA 
provides  for  establishment   of  educational 
research  programs  on  teaching  and  learning 
in  mathematics,  science,  foreign  language, 
the  instructional  uses  of  information  tech- 
nologies and  the  appropriate  application  of 
such  research. 

A  strong  America  needs  strong  public 
schools!  What  can  we  do?  We  can  write  or 
speak  to  our  congressman,  our  U.S.  senator, 
our  president.  Enlist  others  to  do  the  same 
thing. 

A  strong  America  needs  strong  public 
schools!  Only  the  commitment  of  all  of  us  to 
excellence  can  insure  strong  public  schools 
and  a  strong  America!* 


JACK  BRICKHOUSE:  IN  THE 
BASEBALL  HALL  OF  FAME 

HON.  DAN  ROSTENKOWSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29.  1983 
•  Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, an  outstanding  member  of  the  Chi- 
cago community.  Jack  Brickhouse.  has 
been  elected  to  receive  the  Ford  C. 
Frick  award  for  baseball  broadcasting. 
Jack  will  receive  this  award  Sunday  at 
the  Baseball  Hall  of  Fame. 

This  marks  only  the  seventh  time 
that  such  an  award  has  been  given, 
and  Jack  certainly  deserves  it.  From 
1948  to  1980,  Jack  was  the  voice  of  our 
beloved  Chicago  Cubs  on  channel  9. 
He  provided  me  and  thousands  of 
other  baseball  fans  with  an  honest  and 
enthusiastic  description  of  Cub  games. 
His    "Hey,  Hey"  cheer  for  infrequent 
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Chicago  Cub  home  runs  was  a  Chicago 
tradition.  His  skills  were  also  on  dis- 
play for  the  25  years  he  announced 
games  for  the  Chicago  Bears. 

This  lengthy  career  was  probably 
the  furthest  thing  from  Jack's  mind 
when  he  began  broadcasting  at  the 
age  of  18  in  Peoria. 

By  1979,  he  had  announced  a  record 
5.000  baseball  games.  In  addition.  Jack 
was  called  upon  to  announce  several 
World  Series,  many  All  Star  games, 
and  many  football  events. 

He  has  been  recognized  by  his  peers 
in  Illinois,  and  in  1981  was  awarded 
the  Outstanding  Broadcaster  Award. 

On  Sunday,  he  will  receive  the  Ford 
C.  Frick  Award.  I,  together  with  so 
many  fans,  can  only  conclude  that  it  is 
well  deserved. 

Congratulations,  Jack,  on  a  job  well 
done.* 


H.R.  2760 


IMI 


HON.  BOB  LIVINGSTON 

OF  LOUISIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  response  to  a  comment  made  by 
one  of  our  Members  following  my 
speech  on  H.R.  2760  yesterday. 

I  had  pointed  out  the  declared  inten- 
tion of  the  Nicaraguan  Sandinista  gov- 
ernment to  foment  revolution  and  in- 
still Communist  governments  through- 
out Central  America,  and  ultimately. 
North  America,  as  well. 

I  had  gone  through  a  litany  of  of- 
fenses that  the  Sandinistas  had  com- 
mitted against  their  own  people,  and. 
indeed,  against  humanity,  in  the  name 
of  their  misbegotten  cause. 

I  pleaded  with  the  membership  of 
this  body  not  to  become  beguiled  with 
the  efforts  of  those  who  would  com- 
promise away  President  Reagan's  ef- 
forts to  assist  those  forlorn  Nicara- 
guan Nationals  who  are  fighting  for 
their  own  freedom,  and,  yes,  in  the 
process,  assisting  us  in  the  "interdic- 
tion of  arms  to  El  Salvador. ' 

I  called  H.R.  2760  an  abomination 
for  that  is  what  it  truly  is. 

But  the  gentleman  who  followed  me 
said  that  I  should  have  been  giving  my 
speech  in  support  of  an  effort  to 
repeal  the  Boland  amendment— since 
that  is  the  vehicle  that  seems  to  be 
tying  our  hands  in  Nicaragua. 

I  agree  with  him.  I  do  not  believe 
that  through  covert  operations  in  Nic- 
aragua, we  are  in  violation  of  the 
Boland  amendment,  because  I  firmly 
believe  that  by  assisting  the  Nicuara- 
guan  contras,  we  are  definitely  deter- 
ring the  ability  of  the  Sandinistas  to 
assist  the  flow  of  arms  to  the  Salva- 
doran  guerrillas.  And  as  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Hyde),  pointed 
out  yesterday,  deterrence  is  not  an 
easily  definable  commodity. 
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But.  I  believe  that  House  passage  of 
the  Boland  amendment,  in  an  effort  to 
sidetrack  the  far  more  onerous  Harkin 
amendment,  was  never  intended  by 
the  Members  to  gain  the  notoriety  it 
has  attained.  Yes.  411  Members  voted 
for  it,  I  among  them,  but  we  were  per- 
suaded at  the  time  that  it  was  mean- 
ingless verbiage  which  would  not 
interfere  in  the  ability  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  conduct  foreign  policy. 

In  that,  we  were  wrong.  And  its 
impact  has  been  devastating,  regard- 
less whether  we  are  in  violation  of  it 
today,  which  I  insist  we  are  not. 

Accordingly,  I  am  today  introducing 
a  bill  to  repeal  the  Boland  amend- 
ment—and I  encourage  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  cosponsoring  it.  And  I 
will  also  enlist  the  support  of  my  col- 
leagues in  my  efforts  within  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  to  see  that 
the  Boland  prohibition  is  not  again  in- 
cluded in  the  1984  defense  appropria- 
tions bill  or  continuing  resolution.  We 
must  repeal  this  very  harmful  piece  of 
legislation— the  future  of  Central 
America— and  the  security  of  our  own 
people  depend  on  it.  • 


RON  PACKARD'S 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
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5.  Should  able-bodied  welfare  recipients  be 
required  to  work  for  their  benefits?  'Ves. 
75.3%;  no.  24.7'^c. 

6.  Should  there  be  less  Federal  Involve- 
ment in  the  education  of  our  children?  Yes, 
75.7"^.;  no.  24.3%. 

7.  Would  you  support  imposing  sanctions 
against  employers  who  knowingly  hire  ille- 
gal aliens?  Yes,  62.3%;  no.  37.7%. 

8.  Would  you  support  the  bullet  train  pro- 
posal as  a  means  of  alleviating  traffic  con- 
gestion problems?  Yes,  58.4%;  no.  41.6%. 

9.  Do  you  support  continued  United  States 
aid  to  El  Salvador  and  Central  America? 
Yes.  49.4%;  no.  50.6%. 

10.  Should  Congress  repeal  the  'indexing" 
provision  which  would  annually  adjust 
income  tax  brackets  to  offset  inflation?  Yes, 
29.9%;  no.  70.1%. 

This  high  level  of  response  demon- 
strates the  level  of  interest  that  my 
constituents  have  continued  to  demon- 
strate throughout  the  98th  Congress. 
These  ever-watchful  citizens  have 
never  hesitated  to  call  to  my  attention 
those  matters  which  they  find  to  be  of 
both  local  and  national  importance.  I 
am  deeply  honored  to  be  their  voice  in 
Congress.* 
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THE  UNITED  STATES  DOES 
NEED  MORE  SOVIET  EXPERTS 
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HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  April  of  this  year,  I  sent  a  ques- 
tionnaire to  my  constitutents  in  Cali- 
fornia's 43d  District.  Ten  questions, 
addressing  various  issues  of  national 
concern,  were  presented  for  their  con- 
sideration. I  would  like  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  inform  my  colleagues  of 
the  results  of  this  poll. 

First,  let  me  explain  the  method  by 
which  I  arrived  at  these  results.  All 
registered  voters  in  my  district  were 
mailed  a  copy  of  the  questionnaire. 
From  the  11,000  opinion  ballots  re- 
turned, 1,000  were  randomly  selected, 
and  from  those  random  samples  the 
percentage  figures  listed  below  were 
derived.  As  anyone  versed  in  the  sci- 
ence of  statistics  can  explain,  such  a 
large  random  sample  more  than  ade- 
quately estimates  the  actual  percent- 
age results  of  all  the  respondents. 

Here  are  the  results: 

1.  Do  you  favor  removing  Federal  controls 
on  the  price  of  natural  gas?  Yes.  48.1%:  no, 
51.9%. 

2.  Do  you  think  the  Equal  Rights  Amend- 
ment (ERA)  should  be  made  part  of  the 
United  States  Constitution?  Yes.  46.4%;  no, 
53.6%. 

3.  Do  you  support  President  Reagan's  ef- 
forts to  rebuild  America's  defenses?  Yes. 
52.6%;  no  47.4%. 

4.  Do  you  favor  banning  the  sale  of  land 
for  future  offshore  oil  leasing?  Yes.  53.6%: 
no,  46.4%. 


SOUTH  CAROLINA  HAS  BEST 
REHABILITATION  RATE 


HON.  CARROLL  A.  CAMPBELL,  JR. 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  the  outstanding  work 
and  achievement  of  the  South  Caroli- 
na Department  of  Vocational  Reha- 
bilitation. Once  again.  South  Carolina 
has  the  best  rehabilitation  rate  in  the 
entire  Nation.  In  fiscal  year  1982. 
South  Carolina  had  a  rehabilitation 
rate  of  265  per  100,000  population,  the 
highest  in  the  Nation.  This  is  much 
better  than  the  national  rehabilitation 
rate  of  97. 

I  believe  much  of  the  credit  for  the 
successful  vocational  rehabilitation 
program  in  South  Carolina  belongs  to 
Mr.  Joe  Dusenbury,  commissioner  of 
the  vocational  rehabilitation  depart- 
ment, and  his  staff.  Joe  Dusenbury 
has  instituted  a  vocational  rehabilita- 
tion program  that  has  been  used  as  a 
model  for  other  States  due  to  its  reha- 
bilitation rate,  efficiency,  and  innova- 
tion. 

Vocational  rehabilitation  is  a  cost-ef- 
fective program  that  I  believe  deserves 
the  support  of  all  Members  of  this 
body.  Last  year.  226,924  people  were 
rehabilitated  and  are  now  working  in 
productive  jobs.  I  am  hopeful  that  this 
number  can  be  increased  in  the  future, 
which  would  result  in  more  handi- 
capped people  being  integrated  into 
the  work  force  as  productive  employ- 
ees and  employers.* 


HON.  TIMOTHY  E.  WIRTH 

OF  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  WIRTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier 
this  month  I  was  privileged  to  be  a 
member  of  the  House  delegation 
headed  by  the  distinguished  majority 
whip.  Mr.  Foley,  in  the  first  U.S.  Con- 
gress-Supreme Soviet  parliamentary 
exchange  since  1979.  During  4  days  of 
talks  in  Moscow,  many  of  us  renewed 
old  acquaintances  with  our  counter- 
parts in  the  Soviet  Union  and  through 
intensive  discussion  learned  an  enor- 
mous amount  about  the  evolution  of 
their  views  of  our  Nation  over  the  past 
4  years  of  troubled  relations  between 
our  two  countries. 

I  returned  more  than  ever  convinced 
that  continuing  broad  contacts  with 
Soviet  leaders,  on  all  levels,  is  abso- 
lutely essential  to  both  protecting 
world  peace  and  beginning  to  make 
progress  on  the  issues  that  divide  us  as 
peoples.  Today,  however,  the  United 
States  is  poorly  prepared  to  engage  in 
such  broad  contacts— poorly  prepared 
to  truly  understand  the  cultural  and 
political  pressures  which  largely 
define  the  actions  of  the  Soviets.  In 
our  universities  and  our  diplomatic 
structure,  we  have  lost  much  of  the 
expertise  that  made  us  effective  in 
dealing  with  the  Soviet  Union.  I  com- 
mend to  my  colleagues  the  following 
article  by  Jack  Perry,  former  U.S.  Am- 
bassador to  Bulgaria,  which  clearly 
outlines  one  of  the  most  serious  weak- 
nesses our  Nation  faces  in  its  relation- 
ship with  the  Soviet  Union. 
The  article  follows: 
The  U.S.  Does  Need  More  Soviet  Experts 

(By  Jack  Perry) 
Charles  Bohlen,  the  dean  of  US  Foreign 
Service  specialists  in  Soviet  affairs,  used  to 
say  that  there  were  "no  experts  on  the 
Soviet  Union,  only  varying  degrees  of  igno- 
rance."  But  Chip  Bohlen  would  have  been 
the  first  to  argue:  the  less  ignorance,  the 
better. 

Today  some  voices  suggest  that  the 
United  States  has  enough  Soviet  experts,  in 
government  and  out.  But  we  need  to  take  a 
broader  view  of  the  utility  of  Soviet  train- 
ing. 

True,  jobs  strictly  for  "Soviet  types"  are 
now  limited  in  number.  But  the  need  is  very 
great  for  Americans  with  firsthand  knowl- 
edge of  Soviet  affairs  who  do  not  necessarily 
make  "Sovietology"  their  sole  or  even  prin- 
cipal endeavor.  In  an  era  when  peace,  even 
survival,  depends  upon  relations  between 
the  two  superpower  rivals,  it  is  essential 
that  we  have  more  Americans  who  can  see 
the  USSR  through  Soviet  eyes. 

Frankly,  it  is  not  of  major  concern  wheth- 
er the  Soviet  Union  has  surpassed  the  US  in 
the  number  of  "experts"  employed  full-time 
as  experts.  The  Soviet  system  is  so  different 
from  ours  that  comparisons  of  such  num- 
bers mean  little.  What  is  important,  and  vi- 
tally so.  is  how  much  each  country  knows 
about  the  other,  and  how^  that  knowledge  is 
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making system  of  each  country.  In  that  re- 
spect, the  Soviets  have  indeed  overtaken 
and  surpassed  the  US.  creating  not  an 
"export  gap"  but  rather  a  gap  in  utilized 
knowledge. 

When  I  began  studying  Soviet  affairs  in 
1951.  the  Soviets'  knowledge  of  the  US 
system,  mired  as  they  were  in  Stalinist  fears 
and  superstitions,  was  abysmally  poor. 
Their  governmental  decisionmaking  was 
based  in  large  part  on  preconceptions  and 
mistaken  assumptions  when  it  came  to 
American  policy.  But  they  soon  became 
aware  of  their  ignorance.  They  moved  to 
correct  it.  They  built  up  an  embassy  in 
Washington  that  learned  the  intimate 
inside  lessons  of  how  U.S.  society  and  gov- 
ernment operates.  They  created  academic 
institutions  dedicated  to  learning  American 
affairs  inside  out.  And— what  is  remarka- 
ble—they elevated  men  with  knowledge  of 
American  affairs  to  positions  of  responsibil- 
ity, while  their  policymaking  increasingly 
reflected  real  knowledge,  not  false  assump- 
tions, about  our  system.  The  effect  of  their 
efforts  is  written  in  the  record. 

What  were  we  Americans  doing  in  the 
meantime?  To  a  considerable  extent,  going 
backward. 

After  World  War  II  we  had  a  strong  cadre 
of  Soviet  specialists  in  the  foreign  service, 
men  like  Bohlen  and  George  Kennan  and 
Llewellyn  Thompson.  We  had  academics 
like  Ceroid  Robinson  and  Phillip  Mosely 
launching  the  Russian  Institute  at  Colum- 
bia University,  and  others  like  them  else- 
where. When  I  studied  Soviet  affairs  at  the 
Russian  Institute  in  the  ^Os.  American  aca- 
demia  had  a  strong  grasp  of  Soviet  affairs; 
and  when  I  entered  the  foreign  service  in 
1959.  I  found  the  "Moscow  Club"  of  Soviet 
specialists  strong  and  influential. 

That  changed.  Our  system  gradually 
ceased  to  incorporate  those  with  practical 
and  academic  knowledge  of  the  USSR  into 
our  policymaking  structure.  (Those  who  had 
preconceptions  became  more  acceptable.) 
Inside  the  foreign  service,  the  "Moscow 
Club  "  was  largely  disbanded  as  an  influen- 
tial group,  owing  in  good  part  to  appoint- 
ments of  outsiders  without  Soviet  experi- 
ence in  place  of  career  Soviet  specialists 
who  spoke  Russian  and  had  lived  in 
Moscow.  Increasingly.  U.S.  political  leaders 
came  to  rely  on  those  with  an  acceptable 
ideological  view  of  the  Soviet  Union,  rather 
than  with  practical  experience  of  that  coun- 
try. Again,  the  record  will  show  the  result. 

Meanwhile  many  American  organizations 
and  industries  took  the  position  that  rather 
than  employ  those  with  Soviet  experience 
they  would  take  their  own  people  and  give 
them  a  crash  course  in  Russian  and  in 
Soviet  affairs— a  triumph  of  the  narrow 
over  the  broad  view  of  what  kind  of  Soviet 
knowledge  is  needed.  Good  students  began 
to  turn  away  from  the  Soviet  field  because 
the  rewards  did  not  seem  commensurate 
with  the  hard  work  involved.  We  seemed  to 
enter  an  era  when  those  who  knew  the 
Soviet  Union  as  a  real  country  with  real 
problems  and  ambitions  were  shunted  aside, 
while  those  involved  in  Soviet  affairs  were 
those  who  looked  on  the  USSR  in  abstract, 
preconceived  ways.  Yet  wise  policy  is  usual- 
ly based  on  real  things,  not  abstractions. 

It  was  this  situation  which  Averell  Harri- 
man  sought  to  help  turn  around  with  his 
important  gift  to  the  Russian  Institute,  now 
the  Harriman  Institute,  while  Harvard  and 
other  centers  of  Soviet  studies  are  also 
making  major  efforts  to  increase  their  reach 
and  effectiveness.   Marshall  Shulman,   the 
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widely  respected  head  of  all  Harriman  Insti- 
tute, has  made  clear  his  dedication  to  the 
ideal  of  broadening  Soviet  studies,  so  that 
more  Americans  in  many  fields  will  have  the 
kind  of  knowledge  of  Soviet  reality  that  can 
equip  them  to  deal  with  a  world  dominated 
by  this  rivalry.  The  aim.  which  all  men  of 
goodwill  ought  to  share,  is  to  create  a  large, 
influential  group  of  men  and  women  who 
know  the  Soviets  well,  from  experience,  and 
who  will  incorporate  that  knowledge  into 
their  regular  activities  in  whatever  area— in 
journalism,  in  academia,  in  business,  and 
certainly  in  government. 

Basing  ourselves  on  Bohlens  saying,  we 
should  not  worry  too  much  about  job  limita- 
tions for  Soviet  "experts"  do  not  exist 
anyway— and  we  can  certainly  hope  that  job 
opportunities  will  widen.  What  concerns  us 
most  is  the  great  need  for  more  people  with 
knowledge  of  Soviet  affairs  in  positions  of 
authority,  so  that  decisions  taken  through- 
out our  society  and  government  are  based 
not  on  ignorance  but  on  real  knowledge  of 
this  all-too-real  country. 

The  challenge  from  the  Soviet  Union  will 
endure  for  a  long  time.  We  are  obliged  to 
know  our  rival.  In  this  light,  we  need  not 
fewer  people  with  Soviet  training,  but  many 
more.* 


IN  TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  DALY,  RE- 
TIRING MANAGER  OF  THE 
HOLYOKE  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
OFFICE 


HON.  SILVIO  0.  CONTE 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  next 
Friday  night,  August  5,  the  manager 
of  the  Holyoke,  Mass..  Social  Security 
District  Office.  John  Daly,  will  be  hon- 
ored at  a  retirement  dinner.  I  want  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
the  work  of  this  dedicated  Govern- 
ment employee. 

John  first  joined  Government  serv- 
ice by  working  in  the  Meriden.  Conn., 
Post  Office  during  Christmas  vaca- 
tions. In  June  of  1939,  he  received  his 
B.A.  degree  from  Wesleyan  University 
in  Middletown,  Conn.  On  October  20 
of  that  year,  he  was  appointed  field  as- 
sistant in  the  Waterbury,  Conn- 
Social  Security  Office.  In  June  of 
1940,  John  received  his  M.A.  in  eco- 
nomics from  Wesleyan. 

On  July  29,  1942,  Mr.  Daly  left  his 
work  at  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration to  join  the  Army.  He  was  dis- 
charged in  April  of  1945  with  the  rank 
of  sergeant,  and  was  awarded  the 
Good  Conduct  Medal  and  the  Europe- 
an-African Middle  Eastern  Theater 
Medal.  After  leaving  the  Army,  he  re- 
turned to  his  former  position  in  the 
Waterbury  social  security  office. 
Throughout  the  remainder  of  the 
1940's.  1950's  and  early  1960's.  John 
worked  in  Connecticut  Social  Security 
Offices,  and  in  1965  became  district 
manager  in  the  Holyoke,  Mass.,  Social 
Security  Office. 
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Mr.  Speaker.  John's  record  is  very 
clear:  44  years  as  an  employee  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration,  and  49 
years  of  working  for  the  Government 
in  some  way.  As  a  district  manager  for 
this  Nation's  most  important  social 
welfare/income  maintenance  program, 
John  has  direct  contact  with  those  el- 
derly Americans  who  we  try  to  help 
through  the  legislative  process.  But 
while  we  in  the  Congress  deal  with 
generalizations  to  a  certain  degree, 
people  like  John  have  more  direct  con- 
tact with  the  public  every  day.  It  takes 
a  remarkable  person  to  be  able  to  do 
this  day  after  day— but  to  do  it  for  44 
years  is  nothing  short  of  amazing. 

John  has  been  of  tremendous  assist- 
ance to  my  office  more  times  than  I 
can  count.  A  good  deal  of  a  Congress- 
man's work  is  casework— constituent 
service— and  a  large  part  of  my  case- 
work deals  with  social  security  in  gen- 
eral and  social  security  disability  par- 
ticularly. Those  persons  on  disability 
or  applying  for  disability  in  John's 
service  area  know  that  they  will  be 
treated  with  compassion  and  concern. 
As  well,  I  know— as  does  my  office— 
that  Johns  office  will  be  of  the  most 
assistance  they  can  in  answering  con- 
stituent questions  and  concerns. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  remarkable,  distin- 
guished and  dedicated  career  of  John 
Daly,  the  district  manager  of  the  Hol- 
yoke,  Mass.,  Social  Security  Office  de- 
serves recognition.  This  is  why  I  have 
called  this  man's  service  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues— and  why  I  say 
thank  you  to  John  for  a  job  well 
done.* 


IMI 


CUT  IN  DISABILITY  BENEFITS 
CAUSING  ANGUISH 

HON.  WILLIAM  D.  FORD 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  matter  of  social  security  dis- 
ability benefits  becomes  more  serious 
by  the  day.  The  General  Accounting 
Office  has  said  that  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Administration  is  arbitrarily  termi- 
nating about  44  percent  of  all  those 
whose  paperwork  they  review.  Hardly 
a  day  goes  by  when  I  do  not  receive  a 
call  or  letter  from  one  of  my  constitu- 
ents complaining  about  the  cold  and 
aloof  manner  in  which  his  or  her  dis- 
ability entitlement  was  summarily  ter- 
minated. 

Now  comes  this  article  from  the  July 
26  edition  of  the  Ann  Arbor  News  de- 
scribing some  of  the  actions  being 
taken  by  State  workers  in  Michigan 
who  assist  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration with  this  overload  of  disabil- 
ity cases.  It  is  a  sad  state  of  affairs, 
Mr.  Speaker,  when  workers  are  forced 
to  hide  or  sit  behind  bulletproof  glass 
and  it  is  a  sad  state  of  affairs  when  the 
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disability  recipient  feels  so  frustrated 
that  he  or  she  threatens  a  State  em- 
ployee. 

This  article  causes  me  great  concern 
and  I  call  it  to  your  attention  at  this 
time. 

[Prom  the  Ann  Arbor  News,  July  26.  19831 

Increased  Threats  Force  Benefits 
Workers  Into  Hiding 

(By  Michael  Lewis) 

Lansing.— Besieged  by  threats  from  per- 
sons whose  disability  benefits  have  been  cut 
off,  some  state  workers  are  going  into 
hiding  for  protection. 

Plans  for  opening  a  state  office  building  in 
downtown  Kalamazoo  include  measures  to 
keep  its  location  secret  from  the  public, 
even  though  145  employees  will  be  working 
there.  The  planning  also  involves— at  the 
advice  of  slate  police— bulletproof  glass, 
electronic  doors,  security  guards  and  an  ab- 
sence of  identifying  signs. 

"We've  had  a  steady  increase  in  com- 
plaints and  threats.  We  had  a  dud  bomb 
mailed  to  our  Southfield  office.  It's  uniform 
in  all  the  offices,  "  said  Ivan  Cotman,  associ- 
ate superintendent  of  Michigan  Department 
of  Education. 

The  Social  Security  Administration  pays 
the  state  education  department  to  handle 
disability  cases  in  Michigan.  New  laws 
which  went  into  effect  last  year  require 
more  frequent  case  reviews,  often  resulting 
in  loss  of  benefits.  That  has  increased  the 
number  of  threats  to  workers  dealing  with 
disabled  clients. 

Security  measures  do  not  disrupt  work  be- 
cause the  regional  offices  conduct  most  of 
their  duties  by  phone  and  mail,  rather  than 
walk-in  service,  officials  said. 

Stress  among  employees  became  so  great 
that  an  expert  from  Michigan  State  Univer- 
sity was  brought  in  to  help  them  cope  with 
the  problem,  said  Cotman. 

Cotman  .said  158  threats  were  made  at  the 
state's  three  offices— Lansing.  Southfield 
and  Traverse  City— between  May  1982  and 
last  month.  The  threats  are  almost  evenly 
divided  between  suicide  and  violence  against 
others. 

One  man  who  was  denied  disability  l)ene- 
fits  two  years  ago  took  a  gun  to  a  Social  Se- 
curity office  in  Lansing.  The  man.  who  had 
reportedly  threatened  workers  at  the  office, 
committeed  suicide  outside  of  the  building. 

"Ifs  an  anxiety  producer,  "  Cotman  said  of 
the  benefits  reviews.  "Some  of  them  go  ba- 
nanas. I  was  threatened  myself  a  few  years 
ago  by  a  guy  with  a  cane." 

Protective  glass  and  security  doors  for  the 
offices  have  cost  the  state  $9,000.  Cotman 
said.  That  figure  does  not  include  the  cost 
of  hiring  security  guards,  which  he  estimat- 
ed at  $35,000  annually  for  two  guards. 

Disability  payments  are  awarded  through 
the  Social  Security  Administration  when  it 
is  determined  that  a  physical  or  mental  im 
pairment  prevents  a  person  from  working 
for  at  least  a  year.  Cotman  .said  the  average 
payment  to  an  individual  with  spouse  and 
children  is  about  $700  a  month. 

Security  is  also  a  problem  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Social  Services,  which  pays  more 
than  $1.6  million  a  year  for  unarmed  secu 
tiry  guards  at  offices  in  several  large  coun- 
ties, including  Wayne.  Washtenaw.  Saginaw. 
Muskegon.  Kent,  Kalamazoo.  Jackson  and 
Genesee. 

We  have  had  some  clients  gel  disruptive. 
There  have  been  threats  and  there  have 
been  knifings."  said  John  Smith,  director  of 
administrative  services. 
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Tom  Farrell,  spokesman  for  the  education 
department,  said  disability  offices  around 
the  country  are  taking  simitar  security  pre- 
cautions. Officials  at  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration headquarters  in  Baltimore 
were  unavailable  for  comment. 

You  can't  be  too  careful, "  Farrell  ex- 
plained. Security  is  big  business  these  days. 
Its  a  growth  industry."* 


RCRA  FUNDING  FOR  SOLID 
WASTE  MANAGEMENT 


HON.  GUY  V.  MOLINARI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  July  29.  1983 

•  Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  our 
colleague  from  Michigan.  David 
BoNiOR.  will  offer  an  amendment  this 
week  to  H.R.  2867.  the  Hazardous 
Waste  and  Control  Act  of  1983,  to 
restore  the  initial  authorization  levels 
in  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Re- 
covery Act  (RCRA)  for  solid  waste 
management.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  that  amendment. 

As  Congress  considers  the  reauthor- 
ization of  RCRA.  it  must  not  overlook 
that  one  of  the  fundamental  objec- 
tives of  RCRA  is  just  what  it  says,  "re- 
source conservation  and  recovery". 
Over  the  past  few  years,  "cradle-to- 
grave  "  management  of  hazardous 
wastes  has  dominated  national  atten- 
tion. As  a  result,  funds  initially  intend- 
ed for  conventional  solid  waste  man- 
agement have  been  diverted  to  regu- 
lating hazardous  material.  While  this 
is  indeed  an  essential  function  of 
RCRA.  effective  regulation  and  man- 
agement of  nonhazardous  wastes  is 
equally  important.  The  act,  as  passed 
in  1976,  clearly  stated  its  intent  to  pro- 
vide a  comprehensive  approach  toward 
waste  disposal— for  both  hazardous 
and  nonhazardous  wastes.  Federal  re- 
sponsibility to  provide  financial  and 
technical  assistance  to  the  States  for 
improving  their  solid  waste  manage- 
ment programs  is  expressly  outlined 
under  section  4008  of  RCRA.  Yet 
today  there  are  no  Federal  funds  au- 
thorized for  that  purpose. 

RCRA,  as  passed  in  1976,  provided 
funding  for  fiscal  years  1978-82.  How- 
ever, over  the  past  3  years  Federal  as- 
sistance for  the  solid  waste  program 
has  been  phased  out  completely. 
Moreover,  States  have  diverted  their 
limited  resources  into  their  hazardous 
waste  activities  which,  unlike  nonhaz- 
ardous waste  programs,  receive  Feder- 
al matching  funds. 

The  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  estimated  that  the  United 
States  generates  enough  solid  waste 
every  day  to  fill  New  Orleans  Super- 
dome  from  floor  to  ceiling— twice— and 
the  amounts  will  continue  to  grow  as 
American  urbanization  accelerates. 
The  magnitude  of  the  solid  waste 
problem  is  painfully  clear  when  we 
consider  that  land  for  its  disposal  is  a 
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fixed,  limited  resource.  With  approxi- 
mately 90  percent  of  American  waste 
disposed  of  on  land,  new  dumping  sites 
are  becoming  increasingly  diffucult  to 
find.  Some  estimates  predict  that  as 
early  as  1990,  America  will  run  out  of 
space  for  all  the  garbage  it  generates. 
The  city  of  New  York,  for  example, 
is  on  the  brink  of  a  crisis  as  all  its 
landfills  have  reached  their  capacity. 
The  city  plans  to  close  all  its  landfills 
except  one.  the  Fresh  Kills  landfill  on 
Staten  Island.  Yet,  this  remaining 
landfill,  which  already  receives  50  per- 
cent of  the  city's  waste,  has  already 
grown  to  uncontrollable  proportions— 
3.000  acres  in  area  or  five  times  the 
size  of  Central  Park.  If  New  York  City 
executes  its  plan,  residents  of  Staten 
Island  will  be  forced  to  live  with 
mountains  of  garbage  up  to  500  feet  in 
height. 

Bold  new  initiatives  to  recover  reus- 
able material  are  key  to  solving  our 
current  and  projected  solid  waste  man- 
agement problems.  Resource  recovery, 
that  is.  recovery  of  material  or  energy 
from  solid  wastes,  can  achieve  signifi- 
cant volume  reduction.  In  addition, 
rising  disposal  costs,  dwindling  domes- 
tic energy  resources,  and  rising  energy 
and  materials  costs  make  resource  re- 
covery increasingly  attractive.  In  fact, 
the  energy  recovery  potential  from 
municipal  solid  waste  equals  400.000 
barrels  of  oil  per  day  or  one  third  of 
the  Alaskan  pipeline  flow. 

Congress  mandated  that  the  States 
come  up  with  effective  solid  waste 
management  and  resource  recovery 
plans  when  it  passed  RCRA  in  1976. 
Yet,  the  States  have  not  met  that 
challenge. 

Following  the  enactment  of  RCRA, 
States  set  in  motion  new  ideas  and  im- 
proved methods  for  disposing  of  their 
wastes  and  upgrading  their  existing  fa- 
cilities to  insure  that  they  met  health 
and  safety  standards.  This  required 
skilled  personnel  and  adequate  re- 
sources. Once  those  resources  were 
dried  up,  the  rising  momentum  came 
to  a  screeching  halt.  New  York,  for  ex- 
ample, was  able  to  survey  only  one- 
third  of  its  landfill  facilities  before  all 
its  funds  were  expended.  There  is  no 
guarantee  that  the  remaining  two- 
thirds  are  in  compliance.  Our  past  ex- 
perience with  illegal  dumping  of  haz- 
ardous material  at  nonhazardous 
waste  sites  raises  no  question  of  the 
need  for  effective  oversight.  What  we 
neglect  to  control  today  could  turn  up 
on  the  Superfund  priority  list  tomor- 
row. 

In  closing.  Congress  has  given  the 
States  their  mandate  to  implement  ef- 
fective solid  waste  management  pro- 
grams. RCRA  expressly  recognized  the 
Federal  Governments  role  in  provid- 
ing financial  and  technical  assistance 
to  help  them  fulfill  that  responsibil- 
ity.* 
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DRUG  CONTROL  EFFORT  MUST 
BE  COORDINATED 


HON.  DANTE  B.  FASCELL 


OF  FLORIDA 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1983 
•  Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
think  of  almost  no  other  effort  by  the 
Federal  Government,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  conducting  a  war,  that  requires 
coordination  and  direction  at  the  very 
highest  level  in  order  to  succeed  than 
that  of  illegal  narcotics  interdiction. 
In  fact,  this  right  can  truly  be  consid- 
ered a  war  because  the  enemy  is 
highly  organized,  highly  financed,  and 
highly  armed  with  the  actual  weapons 
of  war. 

For  many  years  I  have  been  pleading 
with  several  administrations  to  apply 
the  task  force  approach  to  the  prob- 
lem. It  was  attempted  by  the  Carter 
administration  but  was  short  lived  and 
did  not  commit  the  resources  neces- 
sary to  do  the  job.  To  its  credit,  the 
Reagan  administration,  under  the  able 
leadership  of  Vice  President  Bush,  has 
undertaken  this  effort  and  we,  in 
south  Florida,  have  been  the  fortunate 
beneficiaries.  The  south  Florida  task 
force  has  been  extremely  successful  in 
letting  those  who  reap  enormous  prof- 
its from  illegal  narcotics  know  that  we 
mean  to  put  them  out  of  business.  Per- 
haps even  more  important,  it  has  re- 
stored the  confidence  of  the  communi- 
ty that  Government  does  care  and  can 
act  to  prevent  it  from  being  run  over 
by  those  who  have  no  respect  for  law 
or  order. 

The  result  of  the  south  Florida 
effort  has  been  to  force  narcotics  traf- 
fickers to  move  elsewhere,  to  other 
parts  of  the  country.  This  has  led,  in 
turn,  to  the  establishment  of  12  addi- 
tional task  forces  around  the  Nation. 
At  the  time  this  decision  was  made,  it 
was  also  announced  that  the  leader- 
ship of  the  entire  task  force  operation 
would  be  transferred  from  the  Vice 
President's  Office  to  the  Attorney 
General. 

Along  with  many  of  my  colleagues 
from  Florida,  I  strongly  protested  this 
move.  The  entire  success  of  the  South 
Florida  task  force  can  be  laid  directly, 
in  my  opinion,  to  the  fact  that  it  was 
headed  by  someone  of  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent's authority  and  level  of  office. 
Only  an  official  with  the  ability  to 
direct  all  agencies  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment involved  in  the  task  force— 
and  this  includes  the  FBI,  DEA,  Cus- 
toms, Coast  Guard,  Justice  Depart- 
ment, the  State  Department  and  the 
military— can  be  successful.  I  firmly 
believe  that  to  transfer  this  authority 
to  one  agency,  such  as  the  Justice  De- 
partment—no matter  how  competent 
and  able  those  leading  that  Depart- 
ment may  be— can  only  result  in  a  re- 
sumption of  the  bureaucratic  squab- 
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bling  and  ineffectiveness  that  we  have 
all  seen  before. 

All  of  what  I  have  said  so  far  relates 
to  the  coordination  or  the  interdiction 
of  narcotics  traffickers  who  are  phys- 
ically   transporting    the    contraband. 
Related  to  this  is  the  tracking  of  the 
money  which  is  made  by  the  top  levels 
of  those  involved  in  the  trade.  It  is 
fine   to   go   after   the   mules   and   we 
should  continue  to  do  so.  But  we  must 
also  have  a  strong  and  committed  pro- 
gram to  go  after  those  who  make  the 
enormous  profits  from  this  business.  If 
we  can  find  and  convict  them,  we  will 
have  made  a  major  step  toward  elimi- 
nating this  problem  from  our  society. 
This  requires  the  coordination  and  co- 
operation of  the  IRS  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  along  with  State  and 
local  authorities.  It  is  my  belief  that 
this   aspect   of   the   problem   also   re- 
quires high  level  direction  and  author- 
ity and  should  be  included  under  the 
same  overall  director  of  the  interdic- 
tion effort  as  well. 

What  this  all  boils  down  to  is  that 
the  director  of  the  task  force  effort 
must  be  someone  with  a  direct  line  of 
authority  to  the  President.  Let  us  face 
it.  The  task  force  approach  is  extreme- 
ly expensive.  We,  as  a  society,  have 
made  the  commitment  that  the  ex- 
pense is  worth  it.  But  if  we  are  going 
to  maintain  this  commitment,  then  let 

us  do  it  right.* 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
2973,  INTEREST  AND  DIVI- 
DENDS TAX  WITHHOLDING 
REPEAL 


HON.  JOE  KOLTER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  July  28.  1983 
•  Mr.  KOLTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  clarify 
my  vote  on  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  2973,  Repeal  of  Income  Tax 
Withholding  on  Interest  and  Divi- 
dends and  the  Caribbean  Basin  Eco- 
nomic Recovery  Act. 

I  am  disturbed  and  disappointed 
that  this  conference  report  contains 
both  of  the  above  mentioned  bills.  I 
feel  that  these  two  issues  should  have 
been  taken  up  separately  so  that 
Members  could  have  cast  their  vote  on 
the  true  merits  of  each.  I  have  been  a 
very  strong  supporter  of  the  repeal  of 
tax  withholding  on  interest  and  divi- 
dends. I  feel  that  repeal  was  a  result  of 
the  people  of  this  country  making 
their  voices  heard  in  Washington.  It 
was  a  great  victory  for  the  American 
taxpayer.  I  am  glad  to  have  played  a 
part  in  defeating  the  uncalled  for  and 
unnecessary  income  tax. 

However,  while  I  strongly  supported 
repeal  of  the  withholding  tax.  I  just  as 
strongly  opposed  the  Carribean  Basin 
Initiative  bill.  So  the  fact  that  these 
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two  issues  were  combined  in  the  con- 
ference report  posed  a  dilemma  for  me 
and  many  other  Members  who  voted 
against  the  CBI  bill.  Obviously,  had  I 
been  able  to.  and  in  order  to  be  con- 
sistent with  my  previous  votes  on 
these  issues  I  would  have  voted  "aye" 
on  the  repeal  of  withholding  and 
"nay"  on  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initia- 
tive. I  regret  not  having  the  opportu- 
nity to  do  so. 

I  oppose  the  CBI  legislation  because 
it   is  a  one  way   trade   bill   that   will 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

export  thousands  of  American  jobs  in 
industries  that  have  already  been  dev- 
astated by  foreign  imports. 

This  bill  will  permit  unlimited  quan- 
tities of  import-sensitive  products  such 
as  steel  to  be  shipped  duty  free  into 
the  United  States  through  the  Carib- 
bean. We  already  and  obviously  have 
had  tremendous  job  losses  in  this 
country  in  key  industries  due  to  this 
kind  of  foreign  trade  abuse.  I  fail  to 
understand  why  we  are  willing  to  de- 
liver another  blow  to  these  import  sen- 


July  29,  1983 

sitive  industries.  I  cannot  support  a 
bill  that  will  allow  multinational  cor- 
porations to  partake  of  a  bonanza  of 
cheap  wages,  nonexistent  health  and 
safety  conditions  and  duty  free  access 
to  the  United  States. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the 
repeal  of  the  Withholding  Tax  and 
the  Caribbean  Recovery  Act  are  two 
very  distinct  and  separate  issues  I  be- 
lieve we  should  have  had  the  opportu- 
nity to  vote  on  them  separately.* 


August  1,  1983 
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The  Senate  met  at  11  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  Hon.  Slade  Gorton, 
a  Senator  from  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Rich- 
ard C.  Halverson,  D.D.,  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let  us  pray. 

Blessed  be  the  name  of  God  for  ever 
and  ever:  for  widsom  and  might  are 
His.  He  changeth  the  times  and  the  sea- 
sons. He  removeth  kings,  and  setteth  up 
kings.  He  giveth  wisdom  unto  the  wise, 
and  knowledge  to  them  that  know  un- 
derstanding.—U&niel  2:20,  21. 

Lord  of  history,  we  thank  Thee  for 
the  belief  which  our  forebears  consid- 
ered self-evident:  That  the  people  are 
sovereign— that  government  receives 
its  just  powers  from  the  consent  of  the 
governed— that  government  is  institut- 
ed to  secure  human  rights  which  are 
inalienable,  because  they  were  en- 
dowed by  God,  who  created  all  men 
equal. 

Grant  O  God,  in  these  critical  days 
which  challenge  our  political  system, 
that  we  remember  this  foundation 
upon  which  our  founders  built— that  if 
we  remove  faith  in  the  God  who  gives 
us  life  and  liberty,  we  jeopardize  the 
whole  structure.  In  Jesus'  name. 
Amen. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  ACTING 
PRESIDENT  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  please  read  a  communication 
to  the  Senate  from  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  follow- 
ing letter: 

U.S.  Senate, 
President  pro  tempore, 
Washington,  D.C..  August  1,  1983. 
To  the  Senate: 

Under  the  provisions  of  rule  I,  section  3, 
of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate.  I 
hereby  appoint  the  Honorable  Slade 
Gorton,  a  Senator  from  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, to  perform  the  duties  of  the  Chair. 

Strom  Thcrmond, 
President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  GORTON  thereupon  assumed 
the  chair  as  Acting  President  pro  tem- 
pore. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 
The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  the 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  has  reconvened  just  now  pursu- 
ant to  a  unanimous-consent  order 
which  provides  that  notwithstanding 
our  adjournment  the  reading  of  the 
Journal  will  be  dispensed  with,  no  res- 
olution will  come  over  under  the  rule, 
the  call  of  the  calendar  has  been  dis- 
pensed with,  and  the  morning  hour 
has  been  deemed  to  have  expired. 

Mr.  F>resident,  it  might  be  at  this 
time,  appropriate  for  me  to  outline  the 
schedule,  as  I  see  it,  for  this  week,  the 
final  week  before  our  scheduled  and 
statutory  recess  period  beginning  on 
August  5,  and  extending  until  Septem- 
ber 12.  It  will  be  a  full  week.  I  antici- 
pate that  today  a  motion  will  be  made 
once  more  to  proceed  to  the  consider- 
ation of  the  agriculture  target  price 
bill  and  I  expect  opposition  to  that. 

In  addition  to  the  agriculture  target 
price  bill,  I  wish  to  take  up  one  of  sev- 
eral things  today  that  may  become 
available.  For  instance,  there  is  a  pos- 
sibility, I  understand,  that  a  time 
agreement  might  be  reached  on  the 
revenue  sharing  reauthorization  bill. 
That  is  an  important  bill,  and  I  wish 
to  do  that  this  week  and  certainly  to 
do  it  today  if  it  can  be  cleared. 

We  also  have  a  Department  of 
Transportation  appropriation  confer- 
ence report  which  I  am  advised  will 
probably  reach  us  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  tomorrow  by  midaf- 
temoon.  I  propose  to  take  up  that 
privileged  matter  as  soon  as  we  receive 
it  and  to  try  to  complete  action  on  it 
as  promptly  as  possible. 

On  Wednesday  at  2  p.m.  in  the  after- 
noon a  live  quorum  under  the  provi- 
sions of  rule  XXII  will  commence  and. 
after  the  quorum  is  established,  a  vote 
on  cloture  will  occur  filed  against  fur- 
ther debate  on  the  motion  to  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Radio 
Marti  bill,  which  I  believe  is  S.  602. 

If  cloture  is  invoked  at  that  time, 
the  Senate,  pursuant  to  the  rule,  will 
continue  to  debate  and  deal  with  the 
Radio  Marti  bill  until  its  final  disposi- 
tion. 

It  is  possible  that  another  cloture 
motion  will  be  filed  if  cloture  is  not  in- 
voked on  the  first  try.  I  do  not  rule 
out  the  possibility,  however,  that  clo- 
ture will  be  invoked. 

The  Department  of  Defense  authori- 
zation conference  report  almost  surely 
will  reach  us  during  this  week.  I  spoke 
with  the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  today  and  he  ex- 
pressed the  hope  that  they  might 
finish  on  Wednesday  but  more  likely 
on  Thursday.  That  measure  must  be 
dealt  with  before  we  leave,  in  my  judg- 


ment, and  that  probably  means  then 
that  the  Senate  will  be  in  session  on 
Friday  of  this  week. 

I  expect  to  ask  the  Senate  to  turn  to 
the  consideration  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  authorization  bill  when  we 
receive  it  this  week.  So  I  anticipate 
that  that  will  be  either  late  on  Thurs- 
day or  during  the  day  on  Friday. 

I  have  announced  earlier  that  we 
will  go  out  on  August  5,  which  Is 
Friday,  absent  a  national  emergency 
or  grave  legislative  matter  that  I  do 
not  now  foresee.  Plans  have  been 
made  and  I  do  intend  to  ask  the 
Senate  to  adjourn  pursuant  to  the  res- 
olution at  the  close  of  business  of 
Friday,  August  5,  and  no  later. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  matters 
that  can  be  brought  up  and  I  wish  to 
see  dealt  with.  I  may  have  mentioned 
a  railroad  retirement  bill.  When  it 
reaches  us.  we  will  take  that  up  if  we 
can. 

I  will  confer  from  time  to  time  with 
the  minority  leader  on  these  measures 
during  the  week,  and  we  will  try  to  ar- 
range the  remaining  schedule  of  the 
Senate  for  this  week  to  suit  the  con- 
venience of  as  many  Senators  as  possi- 
ble. 

But  Senators  should  know  as  indeed 
they  do  know  that  as  we  come  down 
the  home  stretch,  so  to  speak,  in  this 
final  week  before  the  August  recess, 
convenience  sometimes  will  have  to 
give  way  to  necessity  and  we  will  do 
what  we  must  do.  So  Members  who 
intend  to  contest  the  particular  meas- 
ures should  check  daily  with  their  re- 
spective Cloakrooms,  certainly  with 
my  cloakroom  on  this  side  for  Mem- 
bers on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  to  make 
sure  that  they  keep  apprised  of  the 
agenda  for  this  week,  since  there  are  a 
large  number  oi  items  that  may  be 
taken  up  and  a  fairly  indefinite  sched- 
ule on  when  they  will  be  taken  up  or 
how  long  they  will  be  before  the 
Senate  and  how  long  they  will  take  to 
dispose  of. 

That  rather  rambhng  report  is  as 
good  as  I  can  do,  I  am  afraid,  for 
Monday  morning.  So  I  believe  that  is 
all  I  have  to  say  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  have  any  time  re- 
maining, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
I  may  reserve  1  minute  of  my  time 
under  the  standing  order. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


IMI 
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RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 


The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  the 
minority  leader  is  recognized. 


IMI 


WHAT  THE  NATIONAL  ACADEMY 

OP     SCIENCES     REPORT     SAID 

ABOUT  ACID  RAIN 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  a  few 
weeks  ago  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  issued  their  long-awaited 
report  on  acid  rain.  The  report  was 
hailed  as  a  major  event  in  the  debate 
over  acid  rain.  However,  the  meaning 
of  that  report  with  respect  to  the  vari- 
ous legislative  proposals  to  control 
acid  deposition  has  been  the  subject  of 
some  dispute.  For  example,  one  group, 
which  supports  the  imposition  of 
stringent  emissions  controls  on  Mid- 
west and  Appalachian  coal-fired  pow- 
erplants,  claimed  that  the  NAS  report 
concludes  the  scientific  debate  over 
what  to  do  about  acid  rain. 

Recently  I  made  a  statement  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  which  raised  ques- 
tions about  that  interpretation  of  the 
NAS  report's  findings.  I  pointed  out 
that  legislative  proposals  to  control 
acid  deposition  in  the  Northeast  by  re- 
quiring coal-fired  powerplamts  in  the 
Midwest  and  Appalachia  to  signifi- 
cantly reduce  their  emissions  of  SO2 
are  not  based  upon  the  conclusions  of 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences. 

I  find  that  my  reading  of  the  report 
is  consistent  with  the  views  of  Dr. 
Volker  Mohnen.  one  of  the  members 
of  the  scientific  committee  that  pre- 
pared the  NAS  report,  and  an  interna- 
tionally renowned  atmospheric  scien- 
tist. In  the  July  29  edition  of  the  New 
York  Times,  there  is  a  letter  to  the 
editor  by  Dr.  Mohnen  which  expresses 
his  concern  that  the  findings  of  the 
NAS  report  not  be  misinterpreted  as 
being  supportive  of  acid  rain  legisla- 
tion pending  in  Congress,  such  as  the 
bill  reported  by  the  Senate  Environ- 
ment Committee. 

The  NAS  report  said  that  there  is  a 
link  between  acidic  deposition  and 
emissions  of  sulfur  dioxide.  It  also  said 
that  if  there  was  a  uniform  reduction 
in  emissions  over  the  entire  Eastern 
United  States,  there  would  be  a  similar 
reduction  in  deposition  over  the  entire 
area.  However,  Dr.  Mohnen  points  out, 
the  report  also  said  that  such  a  reduc- 
tion would  occur  "only  if  emissions  are 
reduced  by  an  equal  percentage 
throughout  eastern  North  America 
and  only  if  all  other  pollutants  and 
factors  are  unchanged." 

The  Environmental  Committee's  bill 
does  not  call  for  such  uniform  reduc- 
tions. For  example,  the  bill  places  the 
heaviest  burden  on  the  Midwest  and 
Appalachian  States  and  very  little 
burden  on  the  Northeast.  Indeed,  Dr. 
Mohnen  points  out  that  the  "Acade- 
my's report  specifically  warns  that  the 
effect  of  such  a  control  strategy  on 


the  sensitive  areas  of  the  Northeast 
caimot  now  be  predicted  since  the  con- 
tribution of  Midwestern  sources  to 
acid  rain  in  those  areas  remains  basi- 
cally unknown." 

As  Dr.  Mohnen's  letter  clearly  indi- 
cates, those  who  claim  that  the  NAS 
report  concludes  the  scientific  debate 
about  how  to  address  the  acid  rain 
problem  simply  go  beyond  the  actual 
findings  of  the  report.  In  fact.  Dr. 
Mohnen  points  out  that  "it  is  impor- 
tant not  to  confuse  the  Academy's 
findings.  It  has  concluded  that  sulfur 
dioxide  emissions  are  related  to  acid 
deposition:  it  has  not  concluded  that 
the  control  strategy  adopted  in  the 
pending  legislation  will  solve  the  prob- 
lem, and  it  has  specifically  cautioned 
against  assuming  that  the  strategy 
will  be  effective." 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  a  copy  of 
Dr.  Mohnen's  letter  be  inserted  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Defects  in  Legislation  on  Acid  Rain 

To  THE  Editor:  Recent  news  stories  on  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences'  report  on 
acid  rain  (June  30  and  July  5)  suggest  that 
it  supports  the  bills  pending  in  Congress  to 
control  acid  rain  by  requiring  major  reduc- 
tions in  sulfur  dioxide  emissions  from  coal- 
burning  power  plants  and  factories.  As  a 
member  of  the  Academy's  committee  that 
prepared  the  report,  I  am  concerned  that  it 
not  be  misinterpreted. 

The  report  does  conclude  that  there  Is  a 
link  between  sulfur  dioxide  emissions  and 
acidic  deposition  (acid  rain').  It  also  con- 
cludes that  a  uniform  reduction  in  such 
emissions  over  the  eastern  U.S.  could  be  ex- 
pected to  result  in  a  similar  reduction  in 
acid  rain  averaged  over  the  same  region,  but 
only  if  emissions  are  reduced  by  an  equal 
percentage  throughout  eastern  North  Amer- 
ica and  only  if  all  other  pollutants  and  fac- 
tors are  unchanged. 

The  bills  do  not  provide  for  that.  They 
impose  the  largest  percentage  share  of  the 
emission  reductions  on  sources  in  the  Mid- 
west, and  relatively  little  on  those  in  the 
Northeast,  which  contains  most  of  the  areas 
where  acidic  deposition  has  effects;  and 
they  make  no  serious  effort  to  address  other 
pollutants,  such  as  oxides  of  nitrogen. 

The  Academy's  report  specifically  warns 
that  the  effect  of  such  a  control  strategy  on 
the  sensitive  areas  of  the  Northeast  cannot 
now  be  predicted  since  the  contribution  of 
Midwestern  sources  to  acid  rain  in  those 
areas  remains  basically  unknown. 

In  considering  the  best  legislative  re- 
sponse to  the  acid  rain  problem,  it  is  impor- 
tant not  to  confuse  the  Academy's  findings. 
It  has  concluded  that  sulfur  dioxide  emis- 
sions are  related  to  acidic  deposition;  it  has 
not  concluded  that  the  control  strategy 
adopted  in  the  pending  legislation  will  solve 
the  problem,  and  it  has  specifically  cau- 
tioned against  assuming  that  that  strategy 
will  be  effective. 

The  report  states:  "Because  we  cannot 
rely  on  current  models  or  analyses  of  air- 
mass  trajectories,  we  cannot  objectively  pre- 
dict the  consequences  for  deposition  in  eco- 
logically sensitive  areas  of  changing  the  spa- 
tial pattern  of  emissions  in  eastern  North 
America,  such  as  by  reducing  emissions  in 


one  area  by  a  larger  percentage  than  in 
other  areas." 

Volker  A.  Mohnen. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  reserve  my  time. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
an  order  for  a  period  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business  of  1 
hour  in  length  in  which  Senators  may 
speak  for  not  more  than  10  minutes 
each. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time,  if  any,  and  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  comply  with  the  provi- 
sions of  that  order. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  there 
will  now  be  a  period  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business  for 
not  to  exceed  1  hour  with  statements 
therein  limited  to  10  minutes  each. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  see  no 
Senator  at  this  moment  seeking  recog- 
nition, and  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOR  PERIOD  FOR 
transaction  OF  ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  from 
time  to  time  over  a  period  now  of  3 
years,  actually  more  than  3  years,  the 
minority  leader,  formerly  in  his  role  as 
majority  leader,  has  given  us  the  bene- 
fit of  his  extensive  and  scholarly  re- 
search on  the  history  of  the  Senate  in 
speeches  delivered  from  time  to  time. 

The  minority  leader  has  indicated  to 
me  he  is  prepared  to  make  one  of 
those  speeches  today,  perhaps. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  time  for  the  transaction  of 
routine  morning  business  be  extended 
to  not  past  the  hour  of  1  p.m.  and  that 
the  limitation  on  the  length  of  speech- 
es not  apply  to  the  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  majority  leader.  I 
have  assured  him  that  I  will  not  today, 
as  I  have  never  before,  trespass  on  the 
time  of  any  Senator  who  wishes  to 
speak.  I  am  always  happy  to  yield. 

Any  time  the  majority  leader  has 
any  business  to  transact,  of  course,  I 


will  abdicate  my  time,  with  that  tm- 
derstanding. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  President.  I  once  again  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


WHO  FEARS  ARMS  CONTROL 

AND  WHY 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  for 
anyone  truly  concerned  with  what  this 
country  is  up  against  in  achieving 
arms  control,  a  recent  paper  by  Robert 
Foelber,  a  policy  analyst  for  the  Herit- 
age Foundation,  makes  chilling  read- 
ing. Mr.  Foelber  writes  as  a  friend  and 
supporter  of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's arms  control  posture.  More  than 
anything  I  have  read  lately,  it  explains 
why  we  have  reason  to  be  pessimistic 
about  any  genuine  arms  control  agree- 
ment developing  from  negotiations 
conducted  by  this  administration.  To 
the  extent  the  Foelber  analysis  re- 
flects the  administration's  position,  we 
are  in  trouble,  deep  trouble. 

Mr.  Foelber  starts  from  the  position 
that  the  Reagan  administration  is 
right— all  right— 100  percent  right  in 
its  negotiating  posture.  And  the  Rus- 
sians are  wrong— all  wrong— 100  per- 
cent wrong.  Anyone  who  has  ever  ne- 
gotiated anything  with  anybody  will 
tell  you  that  anyone  who  enters  nego- 
tiations with  this  attitude  is  simply 
wasting  his  time.  Anyone  who  views 
negotiations  this  way  is  looking  for 
confrontation,  not  agreement,  and 
confrontation  he  will  get. 

From  this  point  on,  we  are  absolute- 
ly right  and  the  other  side  absolutely 
wrong.  The  going  for  arms  control 
goes  steadily  downhill  in  the  Foelber 
analysis.  Mr.  Foelber  devotes  most  of 
his  paper  to  denunciation  of  SALT,  se- 
lecting SALT  as  the  arms  control  pro- 
totype and  contending  that  it  consti- 
tuted the  basis  for  a  Soviet  buildup  in 
nuclear  nimibers,  in  warhead  expan- 
sion, in  modernization,  in  surprise- 
attack  advantage,  in  leaving  the 
United  States  undefended,  in  curtail- 
ing U.S.  weapons  development,  in  per- 
mitting Soviet  violations,  in  obstruct- 
ing verification,  and  in  increasing  su- 
perpower tensions.  All  of  this,  accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Foelber,  is  the  fault  of 
SALT. 

Now,  Orwell  would  have  found  much 
to  agree  with  Foelber.  To  Foelber 
arms  control  leads  to  arms  buildup. 
Forget  about  any  other  of  the  myriad 
of  factors  that  fed  the  Soviet  nuclear 
buUdup.  It  is  all  SALT'S  fault. 


Foelber  argues  that  the  reason  for 
this  is  that  the  Soviets  have  no  inter- 
est in  superpower  balance— they  want 
superiority,  not  balance.  Foelber  sees 
all  our  arms  control  efforts  to  date  as 
helping  the  Soviets  move  to  that  supe- 
riority. 

He  then  concludes  with  his  formula- 
tion of  the  shape  our  arms  control  ef- 
forts should  take  in  the  future.  And  he 
offers  a  formula  that  is  an  absolute  18- 
carat  guarantee  for  arms  control  fail- 
ure. Here  is  what  he  asks: 

First,    he   wants   verification.    Now, 
that  is  fair  enough.  We  all  want  verifi- 
cation. But  Foelber  attaches  a  special 
definition    of    verification.    Adequate 
verification  is  not  enough.  He  wants 
strict  verification.  We  must  be  able  to 
detect  Soviet  cheating  fully   and  at 
once.  It  is  not  enough  for  us  to  be  able 
to  know  the  Soviets  are  cheating  in 
time  for  us  to  take  remedial  action 
before  the  strategic  balance  is  altered. 
Then    Foelber    argues    that    limits 
should  be  equal  for  both  sides.  Mr. 
Foelber  does  not  define  equality.  Cer- 
tainly, the  Soviet  and  U.S.  nuclear  ar- 
senals sharply  differ,  with  far  more 
Russian  land-based  missiles  and   far 
more  U.S.  sea-  and  air-based  missiles, 
with  greater  megatonnage  for  the  So- 
viets and  greater  survivability  for  our 
more  mobile  and  less  vulnerable  deter- 
rent. Could  negotiators  work  out  a  bal- 
ance of  deterrent  force  on  both  sides, 
given  these  sharp  differences?  Certain- 
ly, but  not  if  they  insist,  as  does  Mr. 
Foelber,    on    a    precise— and    not    a 
simply        adequate— balance.        The 
Foelber  attitude  will  always  be  that 
the  Soviet  power  is  superior.  A  Soviet 
equivalent  of  Foelber  will  always  see  it 
precisely  the  other  way. 

But  now  comes  the  Foelber  ace  in 
the  hole.  Even  if  verification  is  more 
than  adequate  and  is  precise  and  com- 
plete, even  if  the  limits  on  both  sides 
are  accepted  as  equal,  Foelber  would 
toss  this  ace  of  a  veto  on  the  table.  On 
top  of  all  this,  Foelber  would  insist 
that  the  agreement  "should  not  pre- 
vent the  United  States  from  deploying 
those  forces  necessary  to  support  its 
military  strategy." 

To  see  how  outrageous  this  last 
demand  really  is,  just  turn  it  around. 
Suppose,  after  we  worked  out  an 
agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  that 
provided  full  verification  to  everyone's 
satisfaction  and  equal  nuclear  arms 
limitatioris  that  both  sides  accepted, 
the  Soviet  should  say  to  this  country: 
"We  agree;  but.  on  top  of  all  of  this, 
the  agreement  will  not  prevent  us 
from  deploying  those  additional  nucle- 
ar forces  we  consider  necessary  to  sup- 
port our  military  strategy."  Can  you 
imagine  the  howls  that  would  go  up 
right  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate? 
And  I  can  tell  you  that  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  would  be  right 
out  there  howling  with  the  rest  of 
them. 


There  is  no  way  we  in  this  country 
could  accept  such  a  Soviet  formula- 
tion. And  there  is  no  way  they  would 
accept  such  a  proposition  from  us.  We 
would  be  saying,  in  effect,  that  we  will 
cap  the  arms  race  except  where  we 
consider  it  necessary  to  uncap  it. 

Mr.  President,  this  analysis  for  the 
Heritage  Foundation  convinces  me 
that,  even  among  the  most  thoughtful, 
intelligent,  and  best-informed  support- 
ers of  the  administration— and  Mr. 
Foelber  is  all  of  those  things— there  is 
a  determined  desire  to  stop  arms  con- 
trol, a  desire  to  continue  an  untram- 
meled  arms  race. 

On  Saturday  night,  I  released  a 
statement  based  on  hearings  I  con- 
ducted a  few  weeks  ago  that  pointed 
out  that  the  Soviet  Union  seems  to  be 
getting  into  serious  economic  trouble. 
Its  economy  is  certainly  slowing  down. 
It  may  now  be  necessary  for  the  Sovi- 
ets to  put  not  the  6  or  7  percent  of 
their  gross  national  product  into  their 
military  effort  that  we  invest  in  our 
military  security,  but  ais  much  as  15  or 
even  20  percent  to  continue  the  race 
with  us. 

But  can  anyone  really  doubt  that 
they  will  do  it?  Why  not?  For  65  years 
they  have  had  an  iron  grip  on  their 
people.  They  can  continue  to  squeeze 
down  on  the  Russian  standard  of 
living— and  they  will,  if  they  have  to 
do  so.  But  they  are  under  real  pressure 
now  to  reach  an  arms  control  agree- 
ment that  would  permit  them  to  ease 
up  a  little.  Let  us  take  advantage  of 
this  opportunity.  Yes,  indeed,  let  us  be 
firm  and  careful  in  our  negotiations. 
We  should  insist  on  adequate  verifi- 
ability  and  overall  equality,  but  we 
should  take  advantage  of  the  over- 
whelming interest  of  both  countries  in 
stopping  the  arms  race. 


POLAND  AND  HUMAN  RIGHTS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
once  again  rise  to  speak  on  the  Geno- 
cide Convention.  As  you  may  know,  it 
designates  the  premeditated  destruc- 
tion of  a  national,  racial,  ethnic  or  reli- 
gious group  as  a  crime  against  human- 
ity. 

It  disheartens  me  to  realize  that  m 
so  many  nations  across  the  world  that 
although  genocide  is  not  occurring, 
there  is  a  genuine  lack  of  regard  for 
human  rights  that  makes  genocide 
only  too  possible.  Poland  is  one  such 
nation. 

It  has  been  over  a  month  now  since 
the  Pope  visited  Poland.  Reflecting  on 
this,  we  are  once  again  reminded  of 
the  tenuous  situation  there.  We  feel 
deeply  for  the  people  of  Poland  and 
their  plight.  We  commend  the  Polish 
Government  for  the  lifting  of  martial 
law,  although  we  must  never  forget 
the  treatment  the  Polish  people  suf- 
fered under  martial  law  and  to  an 
extent  still  suffer. 
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Dally  we  would  learn  of  the  Polish 
martial  law  Government's  continuous 
effort  to  clfiunp  down  violently  on  dis- 
sent. The  special  police  continued  to 
Interrogate  and  incarcerate  members 
of  the  outlawed  union.  Solidarity. 
They  continued  to  harass  the  church, 
which  steadfastly  stood  up  for  human 
rights.  The  Pope  again  and  again  in 
his  speeches  harked  back  to  the 
theme  that  man-made  governments 
have  no  prerogative  to  deny  citizens 
their  natural  rights. 

Lech  Walesa,  leader  of  Solidarity,  in 
a  speech  delivered  for  him  at  the  Har- 
vard commencement,  lauded  the  great 
concern  and  help  that  was  mauiifested 
in  the  United  States  toward  Poland. 
He  related  how  difficult  the  situation 
still  is  in  Poland  and  the  need  for  con- 
tinual action  to  achieve  fundamental 
rights. 

We  must  respond  to  his  acclaim  of 
us  and  to  his  plea  for  unfailing  help. 
Poland  is  just  one  gross  example  of 
many  places  in  the  world  where 
himian  rights  violations  are  common- 
place. These  human  rights  violations 
in  Poland,  although  far  short  of  geno- 
cide, reflect  man's  inhumanity  to  man 
which  makes  possible  genocidal  exter- 
minations. 

Other  oppressed  countries  look  to  us 
for  relief  and  leadership  in  this 
matter.  These  people  need  moral  as 
well  as  physical  support.  The  least  we 
can  do  to  help  courageous  people  such 
as  these  is  to  give  them  the  moral  sup- 
port necessary  for  them  to  continue 
their  valiant  struggle  for  human 
rights.  We,  the  United  States,  must 
continue  to  be  a  stalwart  of  democracy 
and  freedom  against  those  violations. 

By  ratifying  the  Genocide  Conven- 
tion, the  United  States  can  once  again 
reaffirm  its  support  for  these  people 
and  the  quest  for  human  rights.  I 
strongly  urge  that  we  ratify. 


iMr 


WASHINGTON  PUBUC  POWER 
SUPPLY  SYSTEM  BAILOUT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  a  provision  in  H.R.  3363,  the 
Interior  appropriations  bill,  that  I  am 
seriously  concerned  about  and  would 
like  to  call  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues. In  subcommittee  markup,  a 
far-reaching  amendment  was  made  to 
this  bill  which  makes  major  changes 
in  the  financial  structure  of  the  Wash- 
ington Public  Power  Supply  System 
(WPPSS)  and  grants  broad  new 
powers  to  the  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 
ministration to  finance  the  completion 
of  WPPSS  nuclear  powerplants  1,  2, 
and  3. 

This  is  the  same  WPPSS  that  last 
week  defaulted  on  $2.25  billion  in  obli- 
gations to  finance  two  other  nuclear 
powerplants,  units  4  and  5.  WPPSS  is 
a  system  in  chaos  that  has  plunged 
the  security  markets  into  disarray  and 
is  involved  in  massive  litigation  be- 
tween    bondholders,     investor-owned 


utilities,  publicly  owned  utilities,  and 
ratepayers. 

Yet,  in  the  midst  of  an  extremely 
volatile  and  complicated  situation,  we 
have  been  handed  a  complex,  last- 
minute  WPPSS  bailout  plan  by  the  In- 
terior Appropriations  Subcommittee. 
It  is  a  piece  of  legislation  drafted  by 
its  major  beneficiary,  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  (BPA)  and  it  is 
designed  to  protect  and  expand  BPA's 
interest  in  WPPSS. 

This  provision,  we  are  told,  is  needed 
in  order  to  complete  construction  on 
WPPSS  units  2  and  3.  Because  of  the 
defaults  on  the  bonds  for  plants  4  and 
5,  we  are  told  that  it  will  be  impossible 
for  WPPSS  to  raise  the  more  than  $1 
billion  needed  to  complete  units  2  and 
3  on  the  publicly  traded  bond  market. 
The  cure,  we  are  told,  is  to  create  some 
new  entity  that  supposedly  will  be 
able  to  raise  the  money  to  finish  units 
2  and  3.  in  spite  of  all  the  financial 
chaos  and  litigation  surrounding  the 
entire  WPPSS  project. 

The  Interior  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee bailout  plan  gives  the  Bon- 
neville Power  Administration— a  Fed- 
eral agency  that  is  the  primary 
WPPSS  customer— authority  to  make 
direct  payments  to  the  new  financial 
entity  this  amendment  would  estab- 
lish. This  new  entity  would  have  re- 
sponsibility for  WPPSS  units  1,  2.  and 
3.  Creation  of  this  new  entitity,  of 
course,  is  a  clear  effort  to  legally  sepa- 
rate the  nearly  finished  units  from  the 
defaulted  units  4  and  5  for  the  pur- 
poses of  litigation.  That  is  the  kind  of 
jockeying  that  itself  is  almost  certain 
to  become  an  issue  in  the  courts  and 
simply  add  to  the  current  deluge  of 
WPPSS  litigation. 

What  has  been  lost  in  this  rush  for  a 
quick  fix  to  the  WPPSS  crisis  is  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  new  risks  in- 
volved in  giving  Bonneville  Power 
sweeping  new  powers  and  responsibil- 
ities for  the  WPPSS  plants.  Plants  1, 
2,  and  3  will  no  longer  be  financed  by 
the  WPPSS  consortium  of  23  North- 
western utilities. 

They  will  survive  or  go  bankrupt 
based  solely  on  the  ability  of  Bonne- 
ville ratepayers,  who  have  already  suf- 
fered fivefold,  and  in  some  cases, 
twelvefold,  rate  increases  since  1979. 
to  pay  the  rates  needed  to  cover  the 
entire  costs  of  operation  and  debt  serv- 
ice for  WPPSS  1.  2,  and  3.  The  bonds 
to  be  issued  by  the  new  entity  that  re- 
places WPPSS  would  be  secured  by  a 
contract  with  Bonneville  Power  that 
commits  BPA  to  pay  the  principal,  in- 
terest, and  related  costs  on  the  new 
borrowings  to  the  new  entity  or  its 
debtholders. 

In  other  words,  this  bailout  plan  de- 
pends on  Bonneville's  ability  to  carry 
the  full  weight  and  respond  to  any 
future  financial  crisis  at  the  WPPSS 
plants.  That  would  be  a  heavy  burden 
even  for  a  healthy  agency,  but  recent 
examinations  of  BPA  and  its  financing 


by  committees  of  the  Congress  reveal 
that  Bonneville  is  itself  in  trouble  and 
is  increasingly  unable  to  pay  back  its 
own  debts  to  the  Treasury. 

BPA  now  represents  a  $7  billion  Fed- 
eral investment  that  is  supposed  to  be 
paid  back  to  the  Treasury.  Since  its 
creation  in  1939,  Bonneville  has  paid 
back  a  total  of  $638  million  to  the 
Treasury.  But  in  the  last  10  years,  it 
has  managed  to  pay  back  only  $43  mil- 
lion. As  a  percentage  of  Federal  invest- 
ment, Bonneville's  paybacks  have 
steadily  dropped  from  15  percent  in 
1975.  to  10  percent  in  1980,  and  to  just 
8  percent  in  1983.  Because  BPA  now 
estimates  that  its  fiscal  year  1983  reve- 
nues from  power  sales  will  lag  behind 
its  forecasts  by  as  much  as  $350  mil- 
lion, Bonneville  will  fall  even  further 
behind  in  its  repayment  schedule  this 
year,  adding  another  $120  million  to 
its  unpaid  bill. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
condemned  BPA  for  this  practice  and 
called  it  an  unsanctioned  burden  on 
Federal  taxpayers.  The  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  now 
says  that  BPA's  pattern  of  increasing- 
ly delayed  repayments  to  the  Treasury 
has  cost  the  taxpayers  between  $780 
million  and  $1.4  billion. 

What  about  BPA's  financial  condi- 
tion after  such  a  WPPSS  of  Super- 
WPPSS  bailout?  Let  me  quote  from  a 
recent  statement  by  Congressman 
James  Weaver,  who  chairs  the  House 
Interior  Subcommittee  responsible  for 
oversight  on  Bonneville.  He  states: 

Despite  skyrocketing  rates.  BPA  has  been 
unable  to  keep  up  with  the  required  debt 
service  payments  to  WPPSS  bondholders 
without  shorting  the  U.S.  Treasury  during 
each  of  the  past  7  consecutive  years,  even 
under  a  repayment  method  that  pushes 
large  costs  continually  into  the  future.  More 
cost  to  BPA  for  paying  debt  service  on 
Super-WPPSS  bonds  or  on  high-interest 
bank  loans  secured  by  Super-WPPSS  would 
simply  mean  that  BPA  will  pay  the  Treas- 
ury less  and  shift  a  larger  "un-sanctioned 
burden"  onto  Federal  taxpayers.  Make  no 
mistake.  This  is  a  federal  bail-out  for 
WPPSS  funded  by  all  Federal  taxpayers. 

Mr.  President,  the  question  here  is 
how  in  the  world  can  we  reasonably 
assign  the  responsibility  of  saving,  of 
bailing  out  the  WPPSS  system  to  an 
agency  like  Bonneville  that  is  already 
financially  ailing  itself,  and  one  that 
depends  on  the  Federal  Treasury  and 
hidden  costs  to  the  taxpayers  to  keep 
its  own  head  above  water? 

The  Interior  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee insists  that  this  bailout 
plan  requires  no  Federal  expenditures. 
If  all  goes  perfectly,  that  may  turn  out 
to  be  true.  But  this  plan  is  like  a  blank 
check  for  Bonneville  Power.  If  it  needs 
more  money  for  WPPSS,  it  can  first 
raise  rates  to  consumers  until  they  will 
pay  no  more.  Then,  it  can  simply  de- 
cline to  repay  the  Treasury  and  re- 
schedule its  debts  until  BPA  itself  goes 
completely  out  of  control. 


The  Interior  Subcommittee's  plan  is 
no  more  than  a  gamble  that  BPA  will 
suddenly  learn  how  to  keep  WPPSS's 
house  in  order  when  it  cannot  even 
control  its  own  finances.  And  if  this 
plan  is  adopted,  and  BPA  fails,  all  this 
will  come  falling  down  on— guess 
whom— the  Federal  Treasury  and  the 
taxpayers.  Then  we  will  be  asked  to 
bail  out  Bonneville  Power,  WPPSS. 
and  the  entire  house  of  cards  that  the 
Interior  Appropriations  Subconunittee 
has  constructed. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  a  letter  I 
have  received  on  this  subject  from  a 
number  of  concerned  groups,  including 
the  National  Taxpayers'  Union.  Envi- 
ronmental Act,  and  the  Natural  Re- 
sources Defense  Fund,  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point.  I  also  request 
that  an  article  on  Bonneville's  role  in 
the  WPPSS  crisis  from  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  of  February  16,  1983  be 
included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Dear  Semator:  H.R.  3363,  the  ■Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriation  Bill.  1984  ■.  is  scheduled  for 
floor  consideration  this  week.  We  are  deeply 
concerned  that  just  last  week  a  provision 
was  added  to  this  bill  in  Interior  Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee  which  proposes  funda- 
mental changes  in  the  financial  structure  of 
the  Washington  Public  Power  Supply 
System  (WPPSS)  and  which  obligates  Bon- 
neville Power  Administration  (BPA)  reve- 
nues to  secure  financing  for  WPPSS  1.  2 
and  3.  No  hearings  have  been  held  to  exam- 
ine this  ball-out  proposal. 

Given  the  complexity  of  the  financial  ar- 
rangements surrounding  these  nuclear  units 
and  the  potentially  large  impacts  on  bond- 
holders, ratepayers,  and  taxpayers,  we  think 
it  is  extremely  important  that  the  implica- 
tions of  this  proposal  be  thoroughly  exam- 
ined in  hearings,  before  the  proposal  is 
brought  to  the  floor  for  a  vote.  This  is  espe- 
cially important  because  BPA's  current  debt 
obligations  to  the  federal  government  are 
not  being  met.  The  potential  cost  to  taxpay- 
ers and  the  U.S.  Treasury  should  be  thor- 
oughly understood  in  advance. 

As  we  understand  it.  the  WPPSS  provUion 
makes  the  following  changes: 

1.  Financing  of. WPPSS  1-3  is  separated 
from  WPPSS  4  and  5.  Bonneville  is  given 
the  authority  to  make  direct  payments  to  a 
new  financial  entity  to  be  established  under 
state  law.  The  23  utilities  in  the  Northwest 
which  constitute  the  WPPSS  consortium 
will  no  longer  be  directly  involved  in  financ- 
ing WPPSS  1-3. 

What  are  the  implications  of  this  change 
for  ratepayers  in  the  Northwest?  Who  will 
benefit  and  who  will  lose?  Since  1979.  Bon- 
neville rates  have  increased  5-fold  for  utility 
customers  and  12-fold  for  industrial  custom- 
ers. A  substantial  portion  of  BPA's  current 
rates  reflect  the  cost  of  debt  service  on 
WPPSS  1.  2  and  3.  The  impact  of  further  in- 
creases in  BPA  rates  on  the  economy  of  the 
Northwest  should  be  carefully  examined. 

2.  BPA  is  given  authority  to  contract  di- 
rectly witli  the  new  financing  entity.  The 
new  financing  entity  would  issue  bonds  to 
complete  WPPSS  2  and  3  and  possibly 
WPPSS  1.  These  bonds  would  be  secured  by 
a  contract  between  the  new  entity  and  BPA. 
which  would  "commit  BPA  to  pay  the  prin- 


cipal, interest,  and  related  costs  on  the  new 
borrowings  directly  to  the  new  entity,  its  ob- 
ligees or  their  trustees"  (Senate  Report  No. 
98-184,  p.  115). 

What  Is  the  extent  of  the  risk  which  Is 
being  assumed  by  BPA?  How  great  are  the 
potential  financial  obligations?  In  answering 
these  questions,  the  financial  condition  of 
BPA  must  be  considered.  Bonneville  has 
projected  a  revenue  shortfall  of  $350  million 
for  fiscal  year  1983.  and  has  been  unable  to 
meet  its  obligations  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  for 
the  last  seven  years.  Further,  when  BPA 
issued  its  May  report  which  justified  moth- 
balling  WPPSS  3,  it  stated: 

"Given  these  circumstances,  BPA  must 
husband  its  fiscal  resources  and  critically 
review  any  increase  in  financial  exposure. 
BPA's  only  choice  is  to  reduce  financial  risk 
and  not  further  encumber  the  revenue-gen- 
erating capability  of  the  Federal  System  in 
the  current  circumstances."  ("Analysis  of 
Resource  Alternatives:  Summary  and  Con- 
clusions." Bonneville  Power  Administration, 
May  26,  1983,  page  6.) 

What  changes  have  occurred  In  BPA's  fi- 
nancial status  since  May  to  justify  their  in- 
curring this  new  financial  obligation? 

What  impact  will  this  contract  have  on 
the  Federal  Treasury?  In  its  report  of  May 
26,  1983,  Bonneville  admitted  that  it  was 
$180  million  behind  in  its  repayment  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury  for  investment  in  the  North- 
west hydropower  generation  and  transmis- 
sion system.  The  Federal  Energy  Regula- 
tory Commission  has  concluded  that  the 
Federal  Treasury  has  already  lost  between 
$780  million  and  $1.4  billion  because  BPA 
has  delayed  its  repayment  of  federal  loans. 
The  General  Accounting  Office  has  called 
this  an  "unsanctioned  burden  on  Federal 
taxpayers."  What  is  the  potential  for  addi- 
tional federal  tax  burdens  arising  from  the 
WPPSS  bail-out  proposal? 

3.  F\irther  remedy  may  be  required  to  pro- 
tect Federal  investment  in  WPPSS.  The 
report  mentions  that  "this  directive  should 
not  be  interpreted  to  l)e  the  only  clarifica- 
tion of  authority  or  remedy  needed  to  pro- 
tect the  Federal  investment  in  the  Federal 
base  system  resources"  (Ibid.  p.  116). 

What  other  remedies  are  being  referred  to 
and  why? 

4.  BPA  is  to  consider  "the  need  for  and 
the  marketability  of  the  power." 

How  will  future  electricity  sales  affect  the 
contract  and  the  risk  which  BPA  would 
assume  in  guaranteeing  the  bonds?  In  con- 
sidering this  question,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  region  currently  has  a  substantial 
power  surplus.  Further,  the  Northwest 
Power  Planning  Council,  in  implementing 
the  Northwest  Power  Act,  has  identified  an 
additional  32  billion  kwh's  which  can  be 
made  available  annually  at  an  average  cost 
of  less  than  2.2  cents  per  kwh.  We  under- 
stand that  EPA  has  recently  cut  back  on  its 
conservation  programs  because  of  the  sur- 
plus power  in  the  region.  Energy  conserva- 
tion does  not  produce  revenues  which  can 
be  used  to  pay  for  expensive  investments  in 
nuclear  plants.  The  financial  obligation 
which  EPA  would  incur  under  the  Interior 
Appropriation  provision  may  be  incompati- 
ble with  the  requiremenU  of  the  Northwest 
Power  Act.  This  needs  to  be  examined  thor- 
oughly. 

The  Interior  Appropriations  provision  has 
not  been  subject  to  hearings  where  these 
potential  problems  can  be  aired.  The  impli- 
cations of  these  financial  arrangements  for 
ratepayers  In  the  Northwest  and  for  federal 
taxpayers  needs  to  be  thoroughly  under- 
stood and  found  to  be  acceptable  before  this 


provision  is  Included  as  part  of  the  Interior 

Appropriations  bill. 
Sincerely, 
Ruth  Caplan,  Environmental  Action; 
Alan  Miller.  Natural  Resources  De- 
fense Fund:  Brooks  Yeager.  Sierra 
Club;  Jill  Lancelot.  National  Taxpay- 
ers' Union;  Michael  Totten.  Public 
Citizen's  Critical  Mass  Energy  Project; 
Fred  Smith.  Council  for  a  Competitive 
Economy;  Robert  Percival.  Environ- 
mental Defense  Fund;  Michael  Faden. 
Union  of  Concerned  Scientists;  Eliza- 
beth Raisbeck.  Friends  of  the  Earth; 
Keike  Kehoe.  Environmental  Policy 
Center. 

Bonneville  Power  Is  Criticized  for  Its 

Role  in  Planning  Nuclear  Plants  for 

Northwest 

(By  Norman  Thorpe) 

Portland.  Ore.— Bonneville  Power  Admin- 
istration's efforts  to  promote  five  nuclear 
power  plants  have  left  the  federal  agency 
with  rising  electric  rates  and  falling  popu- 
larity. 

In  1937,  Bonneville  was  created  to  market 
electricity  from  federal  dams  being  built  on 
the  Columbia  River.  For  four  decades  it  did 
so.  selling  cheap  hydroelectric  power  at 
wholesale  prices  to  public  and  private  utili- 
ties and  Industry  In  the  region. 

In  1969.  however,  it  plunged  Into  much 
bigger  stuff.  Anticipating  rapid  growth  in  its 
Northwest  market.  Bonneville  began  pro- 
moting the  construction  of  first  three,  and 
then  five,  nuclear  power  plants  at  a  project- 
ed cost  of  $4.1  billion.  The  projects  were  to 
be  financed  and  managed  by  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System  (WPPSS).  a 
municipal  corporation. 

The  first  tlaree  plants  were  approved  in 
1969  by  more  than  100  of  Boruievilles  utili- 
ty clients,  and  the  final  two  In  1974  by  88 
participating  utilities.  But  as  construction 
progressed  In  the  1970s,  so  did  the  difficul- 
ties: regulatory  delays,  construction  snags, 
management  problems,  soaring  inflation. 
Soon  the  projects  were  years  behind  sched- 
ule and  costs  had  Increased  five-fold  to 
about  $23  billion. 

BLAMING  BONNEVILLE 

Now  critics  say  Bonneville  created  much 
of  the  snarl.  They  say  the  agency  unwisely 
pushed  the  region's  utilities  into  building 
the  plants.  They  charge  that  Bonneville 
failed  to  oversee  construction  properly, 
causing  costs  to  rise,  and  that  It  developed 
faulty  energy-use  forecasts  by  which  con- 
struction of  the  plants  was  justified. 

Construction  of  the  last  two  plants,  al- 
ready under  way.  has  been  canceled,  leaving 
thousands  of  construction  workers  laid  off 
and  participating  utilities  with  nothing  to 
show  for  $2.25  billion  in  bonds  outstanding 
(some  of  the  utilities  say  they  cant  pay  on 
the  bonds;  others  say  they  won't  pay.  spur- 
ring fears  of  default).  Construction  of  a 
third  plant,  which  was  two-thirds  complet- 
ed, has  been  deferred.  A  fourth  plant,  also 
two-thirds  completed,  may  also  be  suspend- 
ed. 

Over  the  last  three  years,  Bonneville  has 
raised  its  wholesale  electric  rates  three 
times  for  a  compounded  478  percent  in- 
crease. Although  retail  rates  locally  are  still 
below  national  averages,  the  sudden  in- 
crease has  spawned  angry  consumer  groups 
and  stunned  local  industries,  particularly 
aluminum  producers  that  have  relied  on  the 
region's  cheap  hydroelectric  power  in  the 
past.  Alumax  Inc..  a  joint  venture  of  Amax 
Inc.  and  two  Japanese  companies,  cited  Bon- 
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nevllles  rate  hikes  last  month  when  It 
shelved  plans  for  a  $660  million  aluminum 
reduction  plant  It  had  hoped  to  build  in 
Oregon. 

Recently.  13  utilities  filed  two  suits  in  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Claims,  charging  that  Bonne- 
ville coerced  them  Into  investing  in  the 
plants.  The  lawsuits,  seeking  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  damages,  charge  that 
Bonneville  repeatedly  threatened  the  utili- 
ties with  a  power  shortfall  if  they  didn't 
participate  in  the  projects. 

Bonneville  officials  "weren't  satisfied  with 
Just  being  a  marketing  agency,"  contends 
Marc  Sullivan,  state  coordinator  for  "Don't 
Bankrupt  Washington. "  a  group  demanding 
voter  approval  for  future  public  utility  in- 
vestment. They  began  "naked  empire-build- 
ing to  control  an  ever-increasing  amount  of 
power,"  he  says. 

Rep.  James  Weaver,  (D..  Ore.),  recently- 
named  chairman  of  a  House  interior  sub- 
committee overseeing  Bonneville,  says  he 
believes  the  Columbia  River  region's  utili- 
ties were  "bamboozled— conned  into  going 
along"  with  Bonneville's  grand  plans. 

It  was  in  1968  that  Bonneville  first  warned 
of  a  future  shortfall  of  hydroelectric  capac- 
ity, and  began  promoting  the  first  three  nu- 
clear plants.  "We  were  out  trying  to  con- 
vince each  utility  to  sign  up, "  recalls  Ray- 
mond Poleen.  former  Bonneville  deputy  ad- 
ministrator, and  since  1981  a  consultant  to 
some  of  the  utilities. 

MAKING  CONSTROCTION  ATTRACTIVB 

Bonneville  made  constructing  the  first 
three  plants  as  attractive  as  possible.  Al- 
though prohibited  from  building  or  owning 
plants  itself,  it  arranged  to  own  most  of  the 
electricity  generated  by  the  nuclear  plants. 
The  reason  for  doing  so  was  clear:  By 
mixing  the  expensive  nuclear  power  with 
cheap  hydroelectric  power.  Bonneville  could 
pass  a  blended  rate  on  to  all  its  ctistomers. 
much  to  the  benefit  of  utilities  participating 
in  the  nuclear  project. 

In  addition,  the  agency  pledged  revenue 
from  its  electric  power  sales  for  repayment 
of  the  plants'  construction  debts,  regardless 
of  whether  those  plants  ever  were  complet- 
ed. The  pledge  made  bond  financing  of  the 
project  more  creditworthy,  and  it  reduced 
interest  rates.  Although  the  arrangement 
went  beyond  Bonneville's  original  mandate. 
Congress  approved  it. 

Still,  construction  of  the  three  plants 
lagged.  Costs  increased  to  $12.5  billion  from 
$3.1  billion.  Boruieville  blames  most  of  the 
recent  rate  hikes  on  the  projects,  and  critics 
blame  the  cost  overruns  on  poor  oversight 
by  Bonneville.  Even  an  outside  study  com- 
missioned by  Bonneville  in  1978  concluded 
that  the  agency  needed  a  stronger  presence 
on  the  construction  site. 

GAO  CONCLUSIONS 

After  the  first  three  plants  were  begun, 
two  more  were  proposed.  Bonneville 
couldn't  underwrite  the  construction  of 
these  (because  of  internal  revenue  code 
changes)  but  88  local  utilities  did. 

Last  year,  after  construction  on  the  last 
two  plants  was  suspended,  leaving  $2.25  bil- 
lion in  debts,  the  General  Accounting  Office 
began  looking  into  charges  that  Bonneville 
coerced  the  88  utilities  into  participating  in 
the  debacle.  The  GAO  concluded  that  Bon- 
neville "supported"  its  customers"  participa- 
tion In  the  last  two  plants  and  "endorsed 
the  need  for  additional  generating  units." 
The  report  noted  that  in  1974  Bonnevilles 
administrator  at  the  time,  Donald  Paul 
Hodel.  wrote  the  regional  utilities  that  "any 
utiUty    which   needs   additional    power   re- 


sources in  the  mid-1980s  will  need  to  enter 
the  participants'  agreements  with  WPPSS 
at  this  time." 

A  spokesman  for  Mr.  Hodel.  who  is  now 
energy  secretary,  says  he  declines  to  com- 
ment on  the  Bonneville  matter.  Mr.  Hodel 
previously  has  denied  that  Bonneville  acted 
improperly  or  overstepped  its  authority. 

PORECASTS  QUESTIONED 

Bonneville"s  current  administrator.  Peter 
T.  Johnson,  rejects  charges  of  coercion, 
saying.  ""Bonneville  was  a  player,  but  not 
the  player  that  is  being  alleged. "  An  indica- 
tion that  there  wasn't  coercion,  he  says,  is 
that  the  projects  were  30%  oversubscribed. 

A  major  question  is  whether  the  forecasts 
of  energy  demand  that  prompted  the  con- 
struction were  grossly  inaccurate.  Bonne- 
ville says  it  isn't  to  blame  for  the  estimates, 
noting  it  simply  used  forecasts  of  a  utility 
association,  which  in  turn  collected  fore- 
casts from  Individual  utilities. 

However,  the  GAO  notes  that  Bonneville 
helped  many  utilities  prepare  their  individ- 
uals forecasts,  and  adds  that  Bonneville's 
input  represented  "about  40%  of  the 
demand  projections."  The  GAO  also  states 
that  Bonneville  endorsed  the  forecast,  re- 
printed it  in  Bonneville  publications,  and 

publicly  defended  it  against  critics"  who 
questioned  the  building  spree. 

Bonneville,  says  the  GAO.  even  expressed 
concern  that  the  forecast  of  future  demand 
might  be  too  low. 

(During  the  following  remarks  by 
Mr.  Byrd,  Mr.  Simpson  assumed  the 
chair.) 
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SENATE  COMMITTEES.  1845-1900 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  those 
who  love  this  magnificent  Capitol 
Building  and  who  are  fascinated  by  its 
history— architectural  and  artistic  as 
well  as  political— would  find  great 
pleasure  and  edification  in  reading 
Glenn  Brown's  two-volume  History  of 
the  United  States  Capitol'  Published 
in  1900  and  1902  as  Senate  documents, 
these  handsome  portfolio  volumes 
present  the  creation  and  evolution  of 
the  Capitol,  with  lavish  use  of  archi- 
tectural drawings  and  photographs. 
Volume  2  contains  four  remarkable 
photographs  of  the  interiors  of  Senate 
committee  rooms  at  the  turn  of  the 
century.  Although  taken  over  eighty 
years  ago,  these  pictures  will  be  in- 
stantly familiar  to  those  of  us  who  fre- 
quent the  same  rooms  today.  Yet 
while  the  Brumidi  frescoes  and 
Minton  tiles  remain  the  same,  a 
second  look  at  these  committee  room 
photographs  reveals  many  differences. 

Take,  for  example,  the  photograph 
of  the  Naval  and  Philippine  Commit- 
tees room.*  The  very  titles  of  these 
committees,  which  shared  the  same 
room,  date  the  picture.  Philippine  af- 
fairs became  a  subject  worthy  of  a 
standing  contunittee's  attention  after 
the  War  of  1898,  the  Spanish-Ameri- 
can War,  when  the  United  States  ac- 


'  Footnotes  at  end  of  article. 


quired  the  Philippine  Islands.  In  1945 
the  Philippines  received  their  inde- 
pendence, and  shortly  after  that,  the 
Naval  Affairs  Committee  also  ceased 
to  exist  as  a  separate  entity,  being 
merged  into  what  is  now  the  Armed 
Services  Committee.  In  1900,  at  the 
time  this  photograph  was  made,  the 
Naval  and  Philippine  Committees  oc- 
cupied what  is  now  numbered  room  S- 
127  on  the  ground  floor  of  the  Capitol. 
Countless  visitors  to  the  Capitol  in 
recent  years  have  stopped  to  marvel  at 
this  beautiful  room,  which  is  made 
visible  to  the  public  via  a  glass  paneled 
doorway. 

In  S-127  we  find  Constantino  Brumi- 
di's  earliest  ceiling  and  wall  designs  on 
the  Senate  side  of  the  Capitol.  Bru- 
midi was  hired  in  1855  by  General 
Montgomery  C.  Meigs,  superintendent 
of  construction  for  the  Capitol  exten- 
sions, who  encouraged  him  to  produce 
classical  themes  appropriate  for  a 
naval  affairs  committee  room.  When 
the  room  was  opened  In  1858,  a  sign  in- 
formed visitors  that:  "The  decorative 
paintings  of  this  room  are  a  specimen 
of  the  manner  in  which  ancient 
Greeks  and  Romans  ornamented  their 
splendid  buildings,  some  of  which  are 
still  extant  in  the  precious  monuments 
of  Pompeii."  Indeed,  looking  around 
this  room,  which  has  been  beautifully 
restored  by  the  State  Appropriations 
Committee,  its  most  recent  occupant, 
we  can  find  Neptune,  Lord  and  Ruler 
of  the  Sea;  Nereus,  known  as  the  Old 
Man  of  the  Sea  whose  fifty  beautiful 
daughters  became  sea  nymphs,  and  as- 
sorted other  gods  and  goddesses  identi- 
fied with  the  sea.'  These  frescoes  are 
even  more  visible  today  than  they 
were  eighty  years  ago,  since  in  those 
days  the  committee  room  was  crowded 
with  bookcases,  screens,  and  other 
room  dividers.  The  old  gas  chandeliers 
pictured  in  the  turn-of-the-century 
photograph  were  replaced  during  the 
early  twentieth  century  by  the  large 
crystal  chandeliers,  modeled  after 
those  which  hung  in  the  White  House. 
The  Minton  tiles  have  been  carpeted 
over,  to  reduce  the  noise  level.  The 
committee  table,  which  seated  about 
nine,  has  been  replaced  with  one  large 
enough  to  seat  the  twenty-nine  mem- 
bers of  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Wandering  about  a  nineteenth  cen- 
tury committee  room  one  would  also 
find  a  roll-top,  pigeon-hole  desk,  over- 
stuffed leather  chairs,  a  chaise  lounge, 
and  carved  sideboards.  The  walls 
would  be  covered  with  bookcases,  and 
the  tables  crowded  with  papers.  These 
rooms  had  the  appearance  of  a  men's 
club,  and  looking  at  these  photo- 
graphs one  can  almost  smell  the  cigar 
smoke  that  must  have  hung  in  the  air. 
Writing  in  1898,  in  his  study  of  con- 
gressional committees,  Lauros  McCon- 
achie  imagined  how  one  of  the  Found- 
ing Fathers  might  have  reacted  to  a 
committee    room    of    that    era:    "He 


would  wonder  at  the  silk  gloves,  the 
cork-screws,  the  quinine  pills;  he  would 
shake  his  head  over  the  Turkish 
rockers,  the  Smyrna  and  Axminister 
rugs,  the  antique  oak  French  bevel 
mirrors.  But  the  American  of  twenti- 
eth century  aspirations,  though  to-day 
his  pockets  be  empty  as  he  treads 
Washington's  beautiful  halls,  though 
he  sees  reflected  in  their  golden  domes 
the  stintings  of  his  coffee  and  sugar, 
rather  condones  and  forgives  it  all  in 
the  proud  sense  that  anything  less 
were  not  worthy  of  a  nation  so  rich 
and  so  grand— his  own  nation." 

The    committee    rooms    were    the 
domain    of    their    chairmen.    Indeed, 
they  were  little  fiefdoms.  Committees 
functioned  differently  in  the  late  nine- 
teenth century  than  they  do  today. 
There  were  few   formal  meetings  or 
hearings.  The  chairman  would  often 
informally  poll  members  of  the  com- 
mittee rather  than  call  them  together. 
That  is  done  to  a  considerable  extent 
today  by  some  committees.  The  com- 
mittee staff  consisted  of  one  clerk,  and 
the    committee   room   served   as   the 
office,  the  only  office,  of  the  chair- 
man. It  was  well  known  among  the 
Senators  at  the  turn  of  the  century 
that   Senator   Nelson   Aldrich,   chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Committee,  would 
use  the  Finance  Committee  room  for 
his  afternoon  nap,  and  woe  be  to  the 
person   who   disturbed   this   powerful 
senator    during    his    repose.    Indeed, 
some   committees   apparently   existed 
solely  to  give  their  chairmen  a  room  In 
the  Capitol  and  the  use  of  space.  For 
many  years  the  Senate  kept  alive  the 
Committee  on  Revolutionary  Claims- 
long  after  there  were  any  Revolution- 
ary  War   claims   to   process— only   to 
provide  meeting  space  for  the  Senate 
minority  (and  for  the  most  part  this 
meant  the  Democratic  senators).  This 
was  a  relatively  large  and  conveniently 
located  room  next  to  the  first  floor  en- 
trance in  the  Senate  wing,  a  room  cur- 
rently known  as  the  Family  Dining 
Room.* 

A  great  proliferation  of  Senate  com- 
mittees occurred  during  the  late  nine- 
teenth century.  In  1845  there  were 
twenty-three  conmiittees  of  the 
Senate;  by  1900  there  were  55  standing 
committees.  8  select  committees,  and 
three  joint  committees.  Among  those 
committees  established  between  1845 
and  1900  are  such  familiar  names  as 
Appropriations.  Education  and  Labor 
(now  Labor  and  Human  Resources), 
and  Rules,  and  many  others  that  have 
faded  Into  history,  such  as  Cuban  Re- 
lations, Epidemic  Diseases.  Expendi- 
tures of  Public  Money.  Geological 
Survey.  Pacific  Railroad.  Philippines, 
Transportation  Routes  to  the  Sea- 
board, and  University  of  the  United 

St3.tCS.* 

Because  the  work  of  the  Senate  com- 
mittees became  so  Integral  to  the  legis- 
lative process  and  so  Important  to  the 
functioning  of  the  federal  government 


during  the  period.  I  am  Interrupting 
my  chronological  narrative  of  the  his- 
tory of  the  United  States  Senate  to 
once  again  focus  on  the  development 
of  the  committees.  In  a  previous  ad- 
dress. I  spoke  about  the  early  history 
of  Senate  committees.*  taking  them 
from  the  first  ad  hoc  committees 
through  the  creating  of  standing  com- 
mittees in  1816.  and  finally  to  the 
system  adopted  In  1845  by  which  the 
party  caucuses  would  name  their  party 
members  to  the  standing  committees. 

The  preeminence  of  the  party  orga- 
nizations In  deciding  committee  assign- 
ments—a   practice    which    continues 
today— ended  years  of  debate  over  the 
subject.  At  first  the  Senate  as  a  whole 
had  voted  for  the  members  of  each 
committee,  then  the  vice  president  ap- 
pointed senators  to  committees.  Sena- 
tor John  Sevier,  a  Democrat  from  Ar- 
kansas, was  floor  leader  for  the  diffi- 
cult birth  of  this  new  system  In  De- 
cember 1845.  Senator  Sidney  Breese  of 
Illinois  had  first  moved  that  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Senate  make  committee 
assignments,  but  this  motion  lost  by 
one  vote  on  December  4.  Beginning  on 
September  9,  the  Senate  began  voting 
on  the  membership  of  each  commit- 
tee. This  was  a  tedious,  troublesome 
process  that  continued   through  De- 
cember 17.  In  some  cases  positions  on 
committees  went  to  minority  members 
by  a  plurality  rather  than  a  majority 
vote.   Motions  were  made  to  change 
these  positions,  and  the  names  of  com- 
mittee members  were  listed  in  "a  spe- 
cial arrangement."  that  is,  distinguish- 
ing majority  from  minority  members, 
which  was  adopted  without  dissent.  It 
was  at  this  point  that  leaders  of  the 
two     parties     agreed     to     present     a 
common  list,  arranged  in  an  accepta- 
ble maimer  to  both  the  majority  and 
minority.' 

This  system  worked  well  so  long  as 
there  were  just  two  parties,  the  Whigs 
and  the  Democrats.  But  as  I  discussed 
in  my  addresses  concerning  the  after- 
math of  the  Mexican  War,  the  two- 
party  system  had  been  placed  in  jeop- 
ardy due  to  growing  dissatisfaction 
over  the  slavery  issue.  In  1847.  Senator 
John  P.  Hale,  a  Free  Soller  from  New 
Hampshire,  refused  to  associate  him- 
self with  either  party  caucus  and 
would  not  accept  the  insignificant 
committee  assignments  they  offered 
him.  A  disgruntled  lone  member  is 
hard  to  ignore  in  the  Senate,  and  Hale 
made  his  protest  known  by  objecting 
to  the  unanimous  consent  requests  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  elect  committee 
members  in  a  group.  Hale  argued  that 
he  and  Ohio  Senator  Salmon  P.  Chase 
had  met  In  caucus  and  now  constituted 
a  third  party,  which  should  be  consult- 
ed in  making  committee  assignments. 
As  a  result  of  Hale's  protest.  Demo- 
cratic and  Whig  leaders  had  to  return 
to  the  tedious  process  of  electing  com- 
mittee members  individually  by  ballot. 
By  December  1853,  however,  the  par- 


ties had  made  a  temporary  peace  with 
the  Independents,  finding  places  for 
them  on  several  committees. 

By  the  mld-1850s,  the  Whig  party 
was  crumbling,  and  the  ranks  of  the 
New  Republican  and  American 
("Know  Nothing")  parties  were  swell- 
ing. The  New  York  Times  reported 
that  "the  committee  appointed  by  the 
Democratic  caucus  of  the  Senate  to 
report  a  list  of  Senate  committees  to 
be  voted  for  by  the  body  have  conclud- 
ed that  the  Republicans  and  Know 
Nothings  are  'healthy  organizations." 
sufficient  at  least  to  justify  their  shar- 
ing in  the  labors  of  the  committee 
room."  * 

When  the  Republican  party  super- 
seded the  Whig  party.  Its  sectional 
nature  posed  some  new  problems  for 
committee  selection.  Unlike  the  Demo- 
crats and  Whigs,  which  spanned  both 
North  and  South,  the  Republicans  at 
first  represented  only  Northern  states. 
Thus,  with  committee  assignments  fa- 
voring the  majority  party,  a  dispropor- 
tionate number  of  appointments  and 
chairmanships  went  to  southern  sena- 
tors. 

At  the  opening  of  the  35th  Congress, 
in  December  1857,  Senator  Hannibal 
Hamlin  objected  to  this  arrangement, 
Hamlin,  a  Maine  Democrat  turned  Re- 
publican, had  studied  the  resolution 
assigning  committee  seats  for  that 
Congress  and  found  it  "unequal, 
unjust,  and  sectional."  At  that  time, 
there  were  62  members  of  the  Senate. 
30  from  slave-holding  states,  and  32 
from  non-slave-holding  states.  There 
were  126  committee  seats  available  for 
distribution  on  22  committees.  Senator 
Hamlin  argued  that  "as  representa- 
tives of  equal  states,  we  are  entitled  to 
an  equal  representation  In  the  organi- 
zation of  this  body."  In  fact,  the  slave- 
holding  states  had  been  assigned  67 
seats  to  59  for  the  free  states.  Sixteen 
of  the  22  committee  chairmen  came 
from  slave-holding  states.  The  South 
held  a  majority  on  13  of  the  commit- 
tees. The  nine  committees  on  which 
free-state  senators  constituted  the  ma- 
jority included  such  relatively  unim- 
portant committees  as  Enrolled  Bills, 
Audit  and  Control,  and  Contingent 
Expenses  of  the  Senate. 

"Here  we  have  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  that  shapes  and  di- 
rects the  foreign  policy  of  the  Govern- 
ment," said  Hamlin.  "We  have  the 
Committee  on  Military  Affairs,  that 
looks  to  the  Army;  we  have  the  Com- 
mittee on  Naval  Affairs,  that  has 
charge  of  the  Navy;  we  have  a  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary,  which  gives 
constructions  to  laws  and  shapes  the 
policy  (so  far  as  the  legislature  may) 
of  the  Government;  we  find  them  all 
constituted  of  a  majority  of  men  who 
represent  the  slave-holding  states." 
The  Committee  on  Commerce,  Hamlin 
pointed  out,  had  a  majority  of  south- 
ern members  and  no  representation  at 
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all  from  the  Northwest,  from  the 
Great  Lakes  region.  The  Industrial 
Northeast  was  in  the  minority  on  the 
Patents  Committee,  even  though  that 
section  produced  by  far  the  greater 
number  of  patent  applications. 

"The  majority  of  the  Senate," 
Hamlin  contended,  "are  entitled  to  a 
control  in  the  organization  of  the  com- 
mittees. But  it  is  this  sectional  manner 
of  which  we  have  the  right  to  com- 
plain." 

Other  Republicans,  in  1857,  protest- 
ed that  the  Congressional  Globe  had 
inaccurately  claimed  that  "the  caucus 
of  all  parties  in  the  Senate"  had 
agreed  to  the  list  of  committee  mem- 
berships. In  fact,  there  had  been  no 
Republican  caucus.  The  Democratic 
caucus  had  met,  chosen  its  own  mem- 
bers, and  left  blanks  on  the  list  for  the 
Republicans  to  fill  in. 

Democratic  Senator  James  Bayard 
of  Delaware  rose  to  respond  to  Ham- 
lin's accusations.  "What  is  the  first 
principle  that  enters  into  the  organiza- 
tion of  committees,  and  always  must, 
in  every  political  body?"  Bayard  asked. 
He  then  provided  the  answer  to  his 
own  question:  "The  political  party 
having  the  majority  will  necessarily 
control  all  the  committees  of  the  body, 
because  they  are  responsible,  as  a 
party,  for  the  business  of  the  body." 

There  was  no  deliberate  discrimina- 
tion against  any  section.  Bayard  insist- 
ed. The  disproportions  emerged  only 
because  the  Republicans  were  a  sec- 
tional party  aind  because  two-thirds  of 
the  Democratic  senators  came  from 
the  South.  The  Democratic  majority 
had  continued  the  practice  of  not  dis- 
placing incumbent  members  of  com- 
mittees, to  ensure  experience  and  con- 
tinuity. The  Democrats  had  sought 
the  best  qualified  members  of  the  ma- 
jority to  fill  new  vacancies.  Other  than 
that.  Bayard  saw  no  way  for  the  ma- 
jority party  to  proceed. 

Other  IJemocrats  pointed  out  that 
the  Republicans  followed  the  same 
practices  when  they  controlled  the 
House  of  Representatives  during  the 
34th  Congress.  Thus,  Hamlin's  objec- 
tions were  overruled  when  the  Senate 
voted  30  to  19  to  accept  the  committee 
memberships  as  presented  by  the 
Democratic  caucus.' 

Within  four  years,  the  political  situ- 
ation had  reversed  itself  completely. 
Following  Lincoln's  election,  the 
southern  states  had  seceded,  taking 
with  them  the  greater  part  of  the 
Democratic  majority  in  the  Senate. 
For  the  first  time,  the  Republicans 
controlled  this  body.  As  I  discussed  in 
my  statements  on  the  Civil  War 
Senate,  Republicans  selected  commit- 
tee members  who  were  just  as  dispro- 
portionately sectional,  although  now 
the  Northeast  and  Northwest  domi- 
nated the  committees.  We  can  be  sure 
that  Hannibal  Hamlin  watched  these 
developments  with  pleasure  from  his 
new  vantage  point  as  vice  president 


under  Lincoln   and   president  of  the 
Senate. 

Now  it  was  time  for  the  Democrats 
to  complain.  This  place  will  always  be 
the  same,  in  many  ways.  Democratic 
Senator  Willard  Saulsbury  of  Dela- 
ware insisted  that  it  was  'nothing  but 
justice  that  the  minority  should  be 
consulted  and  have  the  privilege  of  se- 
lecting their  members  upon  the  com- 
mittee." '°  Senator  Lazarus  Powell,  a 
Democrat  from  Kentucky,  recalled 
that  the  custom  had  been  for  the  ma- 
jority caucus  to  make  a  list  assigning 
their  members  to  committees  and  to 
leave  blanks  for  the  minority  to  fill  in 
their  own  members.  In  the  face  of 
these  protests.  Senator  John  P.  Hale, 
now  a  member  of  the  Republican  ma- 
jority and  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Naval  Affairs,  rose  to  respond. 

"I  think  if  there  be  a  member  here 
who  has  a  right  to  speak  of  the  experi- 
ence of  being  in  a  minority  on  this 
floor.  I  am  that  man." 

Hale  recalled  how  he  had  been  omit- 
ted altogether  from  the  committee 
lists  at  first,  and  how  he  was  at  last 
placed  "at  the  tail  end"  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Private  Land  Claims.  "I 
could  not  render  much  service"  on 
that  committee.  Hale  reported.  "A 
good  many  of  those  claims  were  found 
to  rest  in  old  Spanish  grants:  and.  not 
being  entirely  conversant  with  the  lan- 
guage. I  had  to  trust  to  other  agencies 
to  find  out  what  was  intended.  But  I 
want  to  say.  sir.  that  a  claim  to  any- 
thing of  this  sort  comes  with  an  ill 
grace  from  a  party  who  thus  ruled  the 
Senate  when  they  had  the  power."  " 
In  a  sense.  Hale  was  reminding  sena- 
tors to  beware  what  precedents  they 
set  while  in  the  majority,  for  they 
surely  would  reap  them  when  they 
became  the  minority.  How  reminiscent 
of  current  events! 

Thus,  at  the  war's  end,  as  the  south- 
em  senators  returned  and  the  Demo- 
cratic ranks  grew,  the  Republicans  saw 
the  wisdom  of  reestablishing  the  old 
practice  of  allowing  each  party  to 
choose  its  own  committee  members. 

The  late  nineteenth  century  was 
also  a  period  when  party  discipline 
became  an  issue  that  involved  the 
Senate  committees.  Once  a  member 
was  assigned  to  a  committee,  he  re- 
mained on  the  committee  unless  he 
voluntarily  withdrew,  rising  through 
its  ranlts  according  to  seniority. 

By  the  way.  it  has  taken  me  25  years 
to  become  the  second  in  rank  in  the 
minority  on  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. So  it  takes  time.  Others  have 
risen  more  quickly  on  other  commit- 
tees. 

But.  as  the  parties  developed  and  at- 
tempted to  enforce  their  collective  will 
on  individual  members,  there  were 
some  dramatic  exceptions  to  the  sen- 
iority rule.  In  a  previous  address,  I 
mentioned  that  Senator  Stephen  A. 
Douglas  of  Illinois  was  removed  as 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 


Territories  in  1859.  Douglas  had 
broken  with  President  James  Buchan- 
an over  the  organization  of  the 
Kansas  territory.  As  the  break  be- 
tween the  senator  and  the  president 
widened,  Douglas  found  himself  losing 
control  of  his  committee.  Although  he 
was  reelected  chairman  in  December 
of  1857,  the  majority  of  the  committee 
was  stacked  with  Buchanan  support- 
ers. After  Douglas'  reelection  in  1858, 
following  his  much  publicized  debates 
with  Abraham  Lincoln,  he  was  seen  as 
an  even  greater  threat  to  the  adminis- 
tration, and  a  concerted  effort  was 
begun  to  remove  him  from  the  chair- 
manship, his  power  base  in  the  Senate. 

When  the  Democratic  caucus  met  on 
December  9,  1858.  it  was  an  open 
secret  in  Washington  that  Douglas 
would  be  dumped.  As  a  result,  many 
Democratic  members  boycotted  the 
caucus  rather  than  engage  in  the  con- 
troversy. Thirty-one  of  the  44  Demo- 
cratic senators  attended  the  caucus. 
Only  seven  of  those  who  attended 
supported  Douglas.  After  the  caucus 
voted  to  remove  the  Territories  chair- 
man. Senator  Robert  Toombs  of  Geor- 
gia stormed  out  of  the  meeting  calling 
the  action  vindictive  and  unworthy  of 
the  caucus.  But  the  demotion  of  Doug- 
las did  not  have  its  desired  effect.  In- 
stead, it  made  him  a  political  martyr. 
When  Douglas  returned  to  the  Senate 
chamber  on  January  10,  1859.  he  was 
greeted  by  applause  from  the  gallery 
and  studied  coolness  from  his  col- 
leagues on  the  floor.  And  in  1860. 
Douglas  received  the  Democratic  nom- 
ination for  president  (although  the  de- 
cision of  Southern  Democrats  to  nomi- 
nate their  own  candidate,  John  C. 
Breckenridge,  split  the  party  and  en- 
sured Lincoln's  election ).'2 

Douglas  was  one  of  only  two  sena- 
tors ever  to  be  removed  against  their 
will  as  committee  chairmen.  The  other 
was  Charles  Sumner,  who  in  1871  lost 
his  chairmanship  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee.  Like  Douglas. 
Sumner  has  been  a  prominent  subject 
of  my  speeches  on  Senate  history.  En- 
tering the  Senate  as  a  Free  Soil  Demo- 
crat, he  switched  allegiance  to  the  new 
Republican  party  and  became  perhaps 
the  best  known  Senate  advocate  of 
emancipation  and  civil  rights  for  the 
freedman.  When  the  Republicans 
became  the  majority  party  in  the 
Senate  in  1861,  Sumner  assumed  the 
chairmanship  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  a  post  he  held  for  the 
next  decade,  exerting  tremendous  in- 
fluence over  the  nation's  foreign  af- 
fairs. Sumner's  relations  with  the 
Grant  administration  were  poor  from 
the  start,  perhaps  because  the  imperi- 
ous senator  felt  that  he,  rather  than 
Ulysses  Grant,  should  have  been  his 
party's  candidate  for  president,  and 
most  certainly  because  Sumner  be- 
lieved  he   understood   foreign  affairs 


better  than  did  the  president,  as  do 
some  Senators  today. 

The  president  and  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  chairman  struggled 
over  many  issues,  but  none  so  passion- 
ately  as   Grant's   proposal   to   annex 
Santo  Domingo.  Sumner  succeeded  in 
defeating   the   president's   plans,   but 
Grant   retaliated   by   marshalling   his 
forces  in  the  Senate  against  Sumner. 
At  the  start  of  the  42nd  Congress  in 
March  1871.  the  Republican  Commit- 
tee on  Committees  met  to  make  com- 
mittee   appointments.    According    to 
Sumner's  biographer.  Professor  David 
Donald,    "The    five-man    Republican 
group  consisted  of  two  friends  of  Sum- 
ner's, Sherman  of  Ohio  and  Morrill  of 
Vermont,  and  of  two  enemies.  Pool  of 
North  Carolina,  a  scalawag  who  was 
under    Grant's    thumb,    and    Nye    of 
Nevada,     for    whose    vulgarity     and 
coarse  anecdotes  Sumner  had  showed 
marked  distaste.  Howe  of  Wisconsin, 
once  an  admirer  of  Summer  but  more  re- 
cently  an  intimate  of   /Secretary  of 
State  Hamilton/  Fish,  had  the  casting 
vote."  The  conmiittee  voted  3  to  2  to 
remove  Sumner  altogether  from  the 
Foreign     Relations     Committee    and 
place  him  instead  as  chairman  of  the 
new  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elec- 
tions.  Twice   the   Republican   caucus 
voted   on   the   recommendation;    and 
each  time  Sumner  was  defeated.  On 
the    Senate    floor,    the    anti-Sumner 
forces  held  firm.  "For  the  first  time  in 
ten  years,"  wrote  Professor  Donald, 
"Sumner  had  no  control  over  foreign 
policy."  " 

The  removal  of  Douglas  and  Sumner 
did   not  shake  the  seniority   system, 
which  grew  even  stronger  over  the  fol- 
lowing decades.  But  while  there  were 
no  other  cases  of  chairmen  being  de- 
posed, the  party  caucus  occasionally 
exercised  its  prerogatives   in   making 
committee  assignments.  For  example, 
let  me  cite  the  rather  bizarre  story  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  chair- 
manship in  the  post-Civil  War  era.  In 
1867  the  appropriations  functions  of 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  were 
split  off  to  form  a  separate  standing 
committee.    Senator    Lot    Morrill    of 
Maine  became  the  first  chairman  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee.  When 
Morrill  left  the  Senate  in  1869,  Sena- 
tor William  Fessenden,  also  of  Maine, 
succeeded   to   the   chairmanship,   but 
Fessenden  died  suddenly  a  few  months 
later.  Next  in  line  among  the  majority 
members  of  the  committee  was  Sena- 
tor Henry   Wilson  of  Massachusetts. 
The     Republican     caucus,     however, 
skipped  over  Wilson  and  other  ranking 
Republicans  and  awarded  the  chair- 
manship back  to  Senator  Morrill,  who 
had  been  appointed  to  fill  Fessenden's 
seat.  Apparently  the  caucus  felt  that 
the  state  of  Maine  had  been  unfairly 
deprived    of    the    chairmanship,    and 
that  Morrill,  although  then  technical- 
ly a  freshman,  deserved  to  head  the 
committee  again. 


When  illness  forced  Senator  Morrill 
to  relinquish  the  chairmanship  of  the 
Appropriations   Committee,   the   next 
in  seniority,  Cornelius— what  a  name. 
It  was  my  name.  That  is  a  separate 
story,   however.   I   would   have   never 
made  it  to  the  Senate  with  that  name. 
Of  course,  they  would  have  nicknamed 
me  "Corny."  And  secondly,  my  name 
being  Sale,  they  would  have  said  I  was 
a  "Senator  for  sale,"  so  I  do  not  think 
I  would  have  made  it.  That  is  a  whole 
separate  story.  I  will  talk  about  that 
some  other  day— Cole  of  California, 
moved  up.  Two  years  later.  Cole  was 
defeated  for  reelection.  At  that  point 
Senator  William  Sprague   of   Rhode 
Island  stood  next  in  line  according  to 
seniority.  Senator  Sprague  was  a  man 
with  a  seemingly  unlimited  political 
future.  A  handsome  and  wealthy  tex- 
tile manufacturer,  he  was  married  to 
one  of  the  most  beautiful  women  in 
Washington.  Kate  Chase  Sprague.  the 
daughter  of  Chief  Justice  Salmon  P. 
Chase.   Unfortunately,  Sprague's  pri- 
vate life  was  crashing  down  upon  him. 
His  mills   teetered   on  the   brink   of 
bankruptcy.  And  his  wife  was— now. 
get  this— making  little  effort  to  hide 
her  affair  with  Senator  Roscoe  Con- 
kling.  During  March  and  April  1869 
these  pressures  apparently  became  too 
much  for  Sprague  and  he  lost  control 
of  himself,  baring  his  soul  to  the  world 
in  a  strange  series  of  speeches  on  the 
Senate     floor.     They     began     mildly 
enough  but  grew  increasingly  frenzied. 
Sprague     attacked     other     senators, 
banker— echoes  of  yesterday— lawyers, 
judges,  women  in  the  gallery,  and  the 
social    elite    in   his    home   state.    His 
shocked  party  considered  him  a  traitor 
in  the  ranits,  perhaps  deranged,  and 
certainly  unfit  to  head  the  important 
Appropriations  Committee.  Thus,  once 
again.  Senator  Lot  Morrill  was  select- 
ed to  head  the  committee,  which  he 
did  from   1873  to  1876,  when  he  re- 
signed from  the  Senate  to  become  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury. ''' 

In  the  1870s,  Senate  Republicans 
had  to  contend  with  a  splinter  group 
of  "Liberal  Republicans"  who  broke 
with  the  administration  of  President 
Ulysses  S.  Grant.  In  December  1870 
the  "regular"  Republicans  denied  the 
Liberal  Republican  Senator  Carl 
Schurz  of  Missouri  the  chairmanship 
of  the  Committee  on  Retrenchment, 
which  he  was  due  by  seniority.  Then 
came  the  presidential  election  of  1872, 
when  Liberal  Republicans  deserted 
Grant's  candidacy  in  favor  of  the 
fusion  ticket  headed  by  Horace  Gree- 
ley. 

I  am  trying  to  remember  an  interest- 
ing quotation  by  Greeley.  He  said: 

Fame  is  a  vapor,  popularity  an  accident. 
Riches  take  wings.  Those  who  cheer  today 
may  curse  tomorrow.  Only  one  thing  en- 
dures— character. 

Clark  Clifford  taught  me  that  quota- 
tion several  years  ago. 


Following  the  election,  the  Republi- 
can caucus  refused  to  give  any  com- 
mittee assignments  to  eight  Liberal 
Republican  senators. 

Can  you  imagine  that?  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  Simp- 
son). 

Carl  Schurz,  Charles  Sumner, 
Lyman  Trumbull,  Thomas  Tipton, 
Reuben  Fenton,  Joseph  West,  juid 
Morgan  Hamilton.  "The  Democrats, ' 
wrote  Prof.  Clarence  Berdahl.  "did  the 
unusually  generous  thing  of  offering 
most  of  these  men  committee  places 
from  their  own  meager  allotment  as 
the  minority  party,  even  at  the  cost  of 
sacrificing  some  regular  Democrats." 
Thus,  Schurz  received  the  only  Demo- 
cratic place  on  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  Trumbull  on  the  Privi- 
leges and  Elections  Committee,  and  so 
on.  "This  was  done,"  Professor  Ber- 
dahl noted,  "in  spite  of  emphatic  dec- 
larations by  these  Liberal  Republican 
senators  that  they  would  not  consider 
themselves  Democrats  and  would  not 
be  bound  by  the  caucus  of  either 
party,  but  would  act  independently 
and  in  accordance  with  their  own  best 
judgment  on  every  question."" 

Mr.  I»resident.  I  have  been  speaking 
about  the  organizational  problems  of 
the  committees  during  this  era,  but  I 
do  not  wish  to  minimize  the  work  of 
these  committees.  Indeed,  it  was 
during  the  late  nineteenth  century 
that  the  truism  developed  that  the 
real  work  of  the  Senate  was  done  in 
conunittee.  In  my  speeches  on  the 
Civil  War.  I  talked  of  the  burst  of  sig- 
nificant domestic  legislation  enacted 
by  those  wartime  Congresses.  With 
the  Lincoln  administration  preoccu- 
pied by  military  matters,  this  legisla- 
tion was  the  product  of  the  hard-work- 
ing committees  of  the  Senate  and 
House.  Similarly,  Reconstruction  legis- 
lation first  emerged  from  committee. 

Although  any  senator  could  intro- 
duce legislation,  and  the  Senate  could 
debate  such  legislation  without  refer- 
ring it  to  committee,  committee  refer- 
rals had  in  fact  become  a  matter  of 
course.  Professor  Michael  Les  Bene- 
dict has  noted  that  twenty-three  of 
the  twenty-four  major  Reconstruction 
bills  and  resolutions  that  the  Senate 
enacted  between  1863  and  1869  were 
first  reported  from  Senate  or  Joint 
Committees.  In  fact,  F>rofessor  Bene- 
dict was  able  to  trace  the  decline  in  in- 
fluence of  Radical  senators  by  examin- 
ing the  shift  in  committee  jurisdiction 
over  Reconstruction  matters.  During 
the  38th  Congress,  Senator  Ben 
Wade's  Committee  on  Territories  held 
jurisdiction  over  Reconstruction,  and 
it  was  from  this  committee  that  the 
Wade-Davis  Bill  was  reported.  At  the 
same  time.  Senator  Charles  Sunmer 
chaired  the  Select  Committee  on  Slav- 
ery and  Freedmen,  which  reported  out 
the  Freedman 's  Bureau  legislation. 
After  1865,  however,  the  conservative 
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Judiciary  Committee  took  over  Recon- 
struction matters,  sharing  jurisdiction 
not  with  the  Committee  on  Territories 
but  with  a  new  Joint  Committee  on 
Reconstruction.  Members  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Territories  and  the  Select 
Committee  on  Slavery  and  Preedmen 
were  passed  over  by  the  Republican 
caucus  when  appointments  to  the  new 
Joint  Committee  were  made.  Conserv- 
ative Republicans  were  now  firmly  in 
control  of  Reconstruction  matters,  by 
dint  of  their  majority  on  the  commit- 
tees to  which  such  legislation  was  re- 
ferred. '  • 

Jurisdiction  remained  critical  to  de- 
termining power  in  the  Senate,  par- 
ticularly when  it  related  to  money 
matters.  Without  question,  the  two 
most  powerful  committees  of  the  late 
nineteenth  century  were  the  commit- 
tees on  Finance  and  Appropriations. 
The  former  handled  all  tariff  legisla- 
tion, at  a  time  when  most  government 
revenues  were  raised  from  tariff 
duties,  and  when  tariff  rates  influ- 
enced the  entire  American  economy. 
The  latter  decided  the  level  of  funding 
of  all  legislation.  The  chairmen  of 
these  two  conunittees  were  generally 
their  party's  leaders  in  caucus  and  on 
the  Senate  floor. 

Power  is  rarely  acquired  or  held 
without  struggle.  Prom  time  to  time, 
members  of  the  other  committees 
sought  to  curtail  the  powers  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Conunittee.  In  1884  there 
was  a  major  effort  to  remove  from  Ap- 
propriations' jurisdiction  all  appro- 
priations for  rivers  and  harbors,  post- 
roads,  and  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  to  refer  them  instead  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Internal  Improvements, 
Post-Offices  and  Post-Roads,  and  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  respectively.  Other 
motions  were  made  to  refer  agricultur- 
al appropriations  to  the  Agriculture 
Committee,  and  military  and  naval  ap- 
propriations to  the  Committee  on 
Military  Affairs  and  Naval  Affairs. 

"This  is  the  beginning  of  a  raid  on 
the  Appropriations  Committee  that  if 
allowed  to  proceed  cannot  be  resisted, " 
warned  Senator  James  Beck  of  Ken- 
tucky, an  Appropriations  Committee 
member,  "because  each  committee  will 
claim  that  it  has  special  knowledge 
and  special  information  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  does  not 
have  and  cannot  have,  because  of  the 
intimate  relations  of  the  various  com- 
mittees with  the  different  Depart- 
ments; and  it  will  end  in  abolishing 
the  Conunittee  on  Appropriations  sub- 
stantially. Perhaps  that  may  be  a  good 
thing  to  do.  It  is  a  good  way  to  get 
money  out  of  the  Treasury;  there  is  no 
doubt  about  that."  " 

Such  arguments  appealed  to  the  fru- 
gality of  the  late  nineteenth  century 
senators,  and  the  raid  on  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  was  defeated. 
The  House,  in  1885.  followed  a  differ- 
ent course,  stripping  its  Appropria- 
tions Committee  of  jurisdiction  over 


all  but  six  of  the  fourteen  general 
bills,  referring  the  others  to  the  appro- 
priate legislative  committees.  Propo- 
nents argued  that  the  new  arrange- 
ment would  further  efforts  to  econo- 
mize the  government  and  would 
reduce  the  practice  of  grafting  legisla- 
tion onto  appropriations  bills.  They 
were  also  responding  to  complaints 
from  the  executive  departments,  who 
objected  to  the  detailed  itemization  of 
appropriations,  restrictions  on  their 
power  to  transfer  funds,  requirements 
for  returning  unexpended  funds  to  the 
Treasury,  forbidding  of  contract  obli- 
gations in  excess  of  appropriations, 
and  other  requirements  set  by  the  con- 
gressional appropriations  committees. 
Although  this  movement  was  derailed 
in  1884.  the  Senate  eventually  fol- 
lowed the  House's  action.  In  1899,  the 
Senate  removed  rivers  and  harbors, 
military,  Indian  affairs,  and  Post 
Office  appropriations  from  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee,  which  con- 
tinued to  handle  appropriations  on 
Deficiency.  Diplomatic,  and  Consular, 
District  of  Columbia.  Fortifications. 
Legislative,  and  Sundry  Civil,  as  its  six 
subcommittees  were  named.  This  time, 
the  Senate  adopted  the  changes  by 
unanimous  consent,  without  debate.'* 
Not  until  1922  was  the  Appropriations 
Committee's  full  jurisdiction  restored. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  concentrated 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee  in 
part  because  it  is  impossible  to  cover 
the  activities  of  every  Senate  commit- 
tee during  this  long  period,  and  also 
because  the  debate  in  1884  provides  us 
with  some  revealing  insights  into  how 
the  Senate  committee  system  operated 
in  the  late  nineteenth  century.  Take, 
for  exawnple,  the  remarks  of  Senator 
George  Vest  of  Missouri.  Senator  Vest 
talked  of  the  special  relationships  that 
developed  between  members  of  com- 
mittees and  the  departments  whose 
areas  they  oversaw  and  for  which  they 
considered  legislation.  "I  assert."  said 
Senator  Vest,  "what  the  experience  of 
every  Senator  will  confirm  to  be  the 
truth,  that  just  so  soon  as  a  committee 
is  appointed,  for  instance  in  regard  to 
the  Navy,  in  regard  to  military  affairs, 
or  upon  fiscal  questions,  that  very  in- 
stant the  most  intimate  and,  I  must 
admit,  proper  relations  begin  between 
that  particular  department  and  the 
senators  on  that  committee  ...  If  one 
of  my  brother  Senators  today  wanted 
a  favor  from  the  Navy  Department  of 
the  Government,  to  whom  would  he 
naturally  apply?  It  would  be  the  head 
of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. " 
The  result.  Vest  argued,  was  a  rivalry 
between  the  committees  to  secure  the 
biggest  appropriations  for  their  own 
areas  of  specialization.  Things  here  do 
not  change  very  much. 

Senator  Vest  also  spoke  of  the  trend 
toward  creating  new  committees  to 
meet  new  situations,  rather  than  rely- 
ing upon  the  regular  standing  commit- 
tees, in  this  case  to  remove  rivers  and 


harbors  legislation  from  the  Senate 
Commerce  Committee  and  to  assign  it 
to  a  new  committee  on  Internal  Im- 
provements. Vest  recalled  that  "years 
ago.  under  the  pressure  of  public  opin- 
ion and  the  exigencies  of  the  time,  this 
Senate  created  a  Committee  on  the 
Mississippi  River  and  its  Tributaries, 
and  the  argument  was  made  that  the 
Commerce  Committee  could  not  con- 
sider this  great  question  on  account  of 
the  river  and  harbor  bill  absorbing  all 
its  functions,  and  that  a  special  com- 
mittee should  be  created.  It  was  cre- 
ated, and  what  has  been  the  result? 
.  .  .  The  record  shows  that  nothing 
has  been  done  .  .  .  Not  one  dollar  has 
come  from  this  special  committee,  not 
one  single  measure  which  has  given 
relief  to  the  people  of  the  West  upon 
this  great  question."  Public  business 
would  not  be  facilitated  by  the  cre- 
ation of  new  committees,  said  Senator 
Vest,  but  by  the  diligent  attention  on 
the  part  of  the  committees  already 
created. 

Here  Senator  Vest  offered  an  argu- 
ment that  has  been  at  the  root  of 
many  Senate  reforms  over  the  years, 
the  most  recent  being  in  1977,  that  a 
number  of  Senate  committees  had 
grown  too  large  and  needed  to  be  re- 
duced. In  1884  there  were  six  standing 
committees  of  the  Senate  that  had 
never  considered  a  bill,  resolution,  or 
any  other  type  of  business.  "They  are 
all  sinecure  committees,"  Vest  pointed 
out.  "They  were  created  simply  to  give 
secretaries  to  members  of  the  Senate 
and  a  committee  room."" 

Senator  Vest  was  echoed  by  Senator 
Richard  Coke  of  Texas,  who  also  ob- 
jected to  removing  river  and  harbor 
legislation  from  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee. The  problem  was  not  that  the 
Commerce  Committee  was  inefficient. 
Coke  asserted,  but  that  the  river  and 
harbor  bills  never  reached  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce  from  the  House, 
where  they  originated,  until  the  last 
eight  or  ten  days  of  the  session.  To 
create  a  new  Senate  committee  would 
not  expedite  matters  at  all.  "It  is  well 
known,  Mr.  President, "  said  Senator 
Coke,  "that  bills  are  passed  much 
more  rapidly  and  with  much  more  fa- 
cility through  the  Senate  than 
through  the  House  on  account  of  the 
difference  in  the  constitution  of  the 
two  bodies,  the  one  small  and  compact 
and  the  other  large  and  unwieldy.  It  is 
also  well  known  that  with  the  expira- 
tion of  every  Congress  large  numbers 
of  bills  which  have  passed  the  Senate 
die  on  the  Calendar  of  the  House  from 
non-action.  I  cannot  see  the  good  to  be 
accomplished  by  increasing  the 
number  of  committees,  with  the  addi- 
tional attendant  expense,  in  order  to 
increase  the  number  of  Senate  bills  to 
be  ignored  and  permitted  to  expire 
without  action  in  the  House."  ^° 

As  usual,  in  Senate  debates,  there 
was  another  side  to  be  heard,  and  Sen- 


ator William  Frye  of  Maine  responded 
to  Senators  Vest  and  Coke.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce  should  not  spend 
Its  time  waiting  for  the  House  to  act, 
said  Frye.  but  should  begin  studying 
river  and  harbor  matters  from  the 
very  moment  the  session  began.  "The 
Senator  from  Texas  says  the  commit- 
tee has  ample  time—,"  Frye  noted, 
"the  Committee  on  Commerce  meets 
once  a  week,  I  believe  on  Thursday  at 
10:00  o'clock— ample  time;  only  a  week 
per  session  for  the  river  and  harbor 
bill!  Show  me.  Mr.  President,  where 
the  Committee  on  Conunerce  has  un- 
dertaken in  that  ample  time  to  relieve 
American  commerce,  to  restore  our 
commerce  to  the  ocean,  to  do  those 
things  that  ought  to  be  done  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  whole  country."  =" 

As   the   debate   continued.   Senator 
John  R.   McPherson  of  New  Jersey 
rose  to  report  this  interesting  memoir 
of  his  committee  service:  "There  are 
many  committees  in  this  body  that 
have  little  or  nothing  to  do.  Commit- 
tee-rooms are  provided  them,  clerks  of 
committee.  The  same  machinery,  the 
same  necessary  expense  is  attendant 
upon  a  committee  doing  no  service  as 
is  required  for  a  committee  doing  a 
large  amount  of  service.  During  three 
years  of  my  service  to  this  body  I  had 
the  honor  to  be  assigned  to  duty  upon 
the     Conunittee     on     Manufactures. 
During  that  period  of  three  years  we 
never  met  but  once.  We  were  hastily 
called  together  one  morning  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  to  consider 
a  bill  which  by  some   accident  had 
been  referred  to  us.  No  sooner  had  the 
consideration  commenced  than  a  mes- 
senger  from   the   Committee   on   Fi- 
nance appeared  at  the  door  and  de- 
manded that  the  bill  be  sent  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  it  being  a  reve- 
nue bill  and  properly  belonging  to  that 
committee,  and  his  authority  showed 
the  fact  that  the  previous  day  the  bill 
had  been  taken  from  the  Committee 
on  Manufactures  and  assigned  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance  by  order  of  the 
Senate.    During    these    entire    three 
years,  with  the  exception  of  this  one 
bill  to  which  I  have  alluded,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Manufactures  had  no  bill, 
no  resolution,  no  legislative  matter  of 
any  character  referred  to  it."  ^^ 

Mr.  President,  in  these  days  when 
United  States  senators  must  contend 
with  conflicting  committee  and  sub- 
committee schedules  and  demands 
upon  their  time,  we  may  look  back 
nostalgically  upon  the  days  when  a 
senator  could  be  assigned  to  a  conunit- 
tee that  conducted  no  business  at  all; 
although  I  seriously  doubt  that  any 
currently  serving  senator  would  ever 
tolerate  such  a  situation  as  Senator 
McPherson  described.  It  is  not  at  all 
surprising,  however,  to  find  that  the 
Committee  on  Manufactures'  only  bill 
was  wisked  away  by  the  clerk  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance.  By  comparison 
to  the  Committee  on  Manufactures, 


which  did  not  meet  and  which  did  not 
consider  legislation,  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee was  an  exceedingly  powerful 
and  busy  conunittee.  with  jurisdiction 
over  the  national  debt,  currency,  bank- 
ing, and  revenue.  It  was  an  amalgama- 
tion   of    today's    committees    on    the 
Budget.  Banking.  Housing  and  Urban 
Affairs,  and  Finance.  It  handled  the 
two  most  controversial  areas  of  legisla- 
tion in  the  late  nineteenth  century: 
currency  and  tariffs.  It  was  not  for 
nothing  that  the  most  powerful  men 
gravitated  toward  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, and  that  Finance  Committee 
members  became  the  most  influential 
senators.  Henry  Clay,  Daniel  Webster, 
and  John  C.  Calhoun  all  chaired  the 
committee  before  the  Civil  War.  After 
the  war  the  chairmen  of  the  Finance 
Committee  generally  served  as  their 
party's  leaders  on  the  Senate  floor,  in 
the  days  before  officially  designated 
majority  and  minority  leaders.  From 
1865  to  1900  the  list  of  Finance  chair- 
men   included    Republicans    William 
Fessenden,     John     Sherman,     Justin 
Morrill,     and     Nelson     Aldrich,     and 
Democrats  Thomas  Bayard  and  Daniel 
Voorhees. 

Senator  McPherson  mentioned  the 
clerk     of     the     Finance     Committee, 
which  brings  up  another  measure  of 
the  Finance  Committee's  stature.  Be- 
ginning in  the  1840s,  the  Senate  au- 
thorized  the   Finance   Committee   to 
employ  a  clerk.  When,   in   1857,  the 
Senate  decided  to  extend  this  privilege 
to  all  standing  committees,  clerks  were 
employed  at  a  salary  of  $6.00  a  day  for 
every  day  the  Senate  remained  in  ses- 
sion. The  clerk  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, however,  was  retained  on  an 
annual  salary  of  $1,850.  This  was  a  re- 
flection of  the  scope  of  its  work,  work 
which   increased   dramatically   during 
the  Civil  War  when  the  first  national 
paper  currency  was  issued,  and  when 
revenue  needed  to  be  raised  to  support 
the  war  effort.  In  the  years  after  the 
war.  the  committee  handled  the  tariff 
legislation  which  played  such  an  im- 
portant role  in  the  industrialization  of 
America.   Although   the   Constitution 
provides    that    revenue    bills    should 
originate  in  the  House,  it  does  not 
limit    the    Senate's    ability    to    add 
amendments,  which  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee did  on  a  regularly  expand. ng 
basis.  In  1872,  for  example,  the  House 
sent  over  a  bill  repealing  the  tariff  on 
tea  and  coffee.  The  bill  was  four  lines 
long.  The  Senate  then  added  twenty 
pages  of  amendments.  I  shall  not  go 
into  further  detail  on  the  work  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  but  I  do  refer  my 
colleagues  to  the  excellent  committee 
history  it  published  in  1981,  which  is 
very  much  a  model  history  of  a  Senate 
committee,  rich  in  detail  and  hand- 
somely illustrated.** 

Mr.  President,  in  discussing  the  com- 
mittees of  the  Senate,  I  think  I  should 
say  a  few  words  about  the  party  com- 
mittees as  well  as  the  standing  com- 


mittees. In  the  years  following  the 
Civil  War  we  find  party  steering  com- 
mittees developing  as  a  means  of 
building  party  regularity  and  ensuring 
efficient  handling  of  business  in  the 
Senate.  The  Republicans  in  1874  and 
the  Democrats  in  1878  appointed  ad 
hoc  committees  to  recommend  sched- 
ules of  business  for  their  respective 
party  caucuses.  During  the  1880s, 
these  committees  were  formalized  as 
the  Republican  and  Democratic  Com- 
mittees on  the  Order  of  Business,  gen- 
erally known  as  Steering  Conunittees. 
Because  the  committees  were  strictly 
party  creations,  they  filed  no  formal 
Senate  reports  nor  did  they  maintain 
records,  so  their  exact  dates  of  cre- 
ation and  early  membership  remain 
obscure. 

The  Steering  Committees'  control  of 
the  schedule  required  party  members 
to  consult  with  them  before  attempt- 
ing to  raise  any  matter  on  the  Senate 
floor.  The  Steering  Conunittees  also 
requested  committee  chairmen  to 
submit  lists  of  bills  which  warranted 
immediate  attention,  and  then  noti- 
fied the  caucuses  of  the  nature  and 
the  order  of  bills  to  be  considered,  fre- 
quently making  recommendations  on 
party  policy  concerning  those  meas- 
ures. During  the  1890s  such  strong 
party  leaders  as  Republican  William 
Allison  and  Democrat  Arthur  Pue 
Gorman  used  the  Steering  Commit- 
tees as  instruments  of  party  power,  to 
keep  their  members  unified  behind 
the  party's  legislative  program.** 

In  many  ways,  however  the  strength 
of  the  Senate  committees  during  these 
years  militated  against  party  unity, 
and  frustrated  legislative/executive  re- 
lations. Here  let  me  refer  once  again 
to  Woodrow  Wilson's  classic  study. 
Congressional  Government,  published 
in  1885.  Wilson,  as  we  know,  was  an 
astute  historian  and  political  scientist 
who  left  academia  for  politics  and  was 
eventually  elected  President  of  the 
United  States.  This  study  was  his  doc- 
toral thesis,  at  Johns  Hopkins  Univer- 
sity. Although  there  is  no  record  that 
he  ever  made  the  thirty-mile  train  ride 
from  Baltimore  to  Washington  to  ob- 
serve Congress  in  action  while  writing 
this  study,  this  does  not  diminish  the 
value  of  his  word. 

Quoting  Lord  Rosebery,  Wilson 
called  the  Senate  "the  most  powerful 
and  efficient  second  chamber  that 
exists."  But  at  the  same  time,  Wilson 
found  that  its  committee  organization 
denied  leadership  and  disintegrated 
the  Senate.  Each  committee  was  an  in- 
dependent barony,  with  powers  of 
"overlordship"  of  the  executive  de- 
partments. "The  Committees  are  not 
recognized  constitutional  superiors  of 
Secretary  A.  or  Comptroller  B.,"  wrote 
Wilson,  "but  these  officials  cannot 
move  a  finger  or  plan  more  than  a 
paltry  detail  without  looking  to  it  that 
they  render  strict  obedience  to  the 
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wishes  of  these  outside,  uncommis- 
sioned, and  irresponsible,  but  none  the 
less  authoritative  and  imperative  mas- 
ters."" 

To  summarize,  Mr.  I*resident,  during 
the  period  from  1845  to  1900  the  work 
of  the  Senate  expanded  greatly,  and  so 
did  its  committees  to  handle  that  work 
load.  New  standing  and  special  com- 
mittees were  appointed,  more  clerks 
were  hired,  more  rooms  were  acquired. 
More  bills  and  resolutions  were  consid- 
ered, more  amendments  written  and 
debated.  The  business  of  the  Senate 
grew  to  match  a  geographically,  eco- 
nomically, industrially  expanding 
nation.  But  as  many  of  these  commit- 
tees grew  in  power  Jind  influence,  they 
created  new  problems  of  their  own. 
They  became  magnets  for  lobbyists 
and  special  interests  seeking  to  influ- 
ence legislation,  whether  by  legitimate 
or  illegitimate  means.  They  also 
became  stumbling  blocks  for  reform 
legislation.  By  the  end  of  the  nine- 
teenth century  the  Senate  was  recog- 
nized as  the  most  powerful  arm  of  the 
Federal  Government.  Yet  it  was  also 
seen  as  a  "Millionaire's  Club "  that 
blocked  legislation  and  frustrated  the 
will  of  the  people.  By  1900  a  dynamic 
new  reform  movement  was  getting  un- 
derway which  would  bring  great 
changes  to  the  government  as  a  whole 
and  the  Senate  in  particular.  Commit- 
tee reform  became  a  major  issue  of 
twentieth  century  political  debate.  But 
this  is  another  story,  deserving  atten- 
tion in  detail,  and  I  shall  save  it  for 
another  chapter  in  the  history  of  the 
United  States  Senate. 

Thus  ends  my  61st  statement  on  the 
United  States  Senate. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  footnotes  to  "Senate 
Committees,  1845-1900."  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

NOTES  TO  "SENATE  COMMITTEES.   1845-1900" 

'  Glen  Brown.  Hiatory  o/  the  United  Statea  Cap- 
itol. 66th  Congress.  1st  sess..  S.  Doc.  60  (Washing- 
ton. DC.  1900.  19021 

•  Ibid..  Plate  237. 

'  Senate  Commission  on  Art  and  Antiquities. 
"The  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  Capitol 
Suite."  2-4. 

'  Lauros  G.  McConachie.  Congressional  Commit- 
tees: A  Study  o/  the  On0ns  and  Development  of 
Our  National  and  Local  Legislative  Methods  (New 
York,  1898).  294  296. 

'  Jerrold  Zwim.  Congressional  Publications:  A  Re- 
search Guide  to  Legislation.  Budgets,  and  Treaties 
(Littleton.  CO.  1983 1.  169-175. 

•  Congressional  Record.  97th  Congress.  2nd  sess.. 
S891&-S8920. 

'  History  of  Senate  Committees.  I7S9-IS63.  38th 
Congress.  Special  Session.  IS. 

•  McConachie.  Con!;TeMionoi  Committees.  284- 
286. 

■  Coni;Teuiona/  Globe,  3Sth  Congress.  1st  sess.. 
39-42. 

■°  Ibid..  38th  Congress.  Special  Session.  1554. 

' '  Ibid..  3«th  Congress.  1st  sess..  15-16. 

"Robert  W.  Johannsen.  Stephen  A.  Douglas 
(New  York.  1973).  685-688. 

■'David  Donald.  Charles  Sumner  and  the  Rights 
o/ Won  (New  York.  1970).  444-497 

'♦  David  Rothman.  Politics  and  Poicer.  the  United 
States  Senate.  1SS9-1901  (Cambridge.  1966).  30-21: 


Thomas  G.  Belden  and  Marva  R.  Belden.  So  Fell 
the  Angels  (Boston.  1965).  250. 

"Clarence  Berdahl.  American  Government  and 
Politics:  Some  Notes  on  Party  Membership  in  Con- 
gress." American  Political  Science  Revieic.  (April 
1949).  313-314. 

"Michael  Les  Benedict.  Compromiie  of  Princi- 
ple: Congressional  Republicans  and  Reconstruc- 
tion. ia«3-lStS  (New  York.  1974).  36-37. 

"  Congressional  Record.  48th  Congress.  1st  sess.. 
266-269. 

"U.S.  Senate.  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  100th  Anniversary. 
1867-1967,  90th  Congress.  1st  sess..  S.  Doc.  21 
(Washington.  1967).  7-8. 

"  Con^reuional  Record.  48th  Congress.  1st  sess.. 
308. 

"  Ibid..  309. 

"  Ibid,  312. 

"  Ibid..  334. 

"  O.S.  Senate.  Commmlttee  on  Finance,  History 
0/  the  Committee  on  Finance,  97th  Congress.  1st 
sess..  S.  Doc.  97-5  (Washington.  1981).  32-44. 
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UNEMPLOYMENT  INSURANCE 
SYSTEM 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  today  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  conducted  hearings  on  our 
unemployment  insurance  system, 
which  is,  of  course,  of  great  impor- 
tance to  the  millions  of  Americans 
without  jobs. 

I  submitted  a  statement  to  the  sub- 
committee for  its  record,  and  now 
submit  that  same  statement  for  inclu- 
sion in  the  Congressional  Record. 

The  statement  is  as  follows: 
Statement    of    Senator    Alan    J.    Dixon 
Before  Senate  Finance  Subcommittee  on 
Social    Security    and    Income    Mainte- 
nance—S.  1589 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
thank  the  distinguished  Chairman  of  the 
SutKommittee.  Senator  Armstrong,  for 
holding  hearings  on  S.  1589,  a  bill  to  provide 
alternative  state  unemployment  triggers, 
which  is  a  matter  of  deep  concern  to  many 
of  us. 

The  broader  issue  is  our  unemployment 
Insurance  system.  To  call  it  a  system  is 
somewhat  of  a  misnomer,  because  it  does 
not  function  smoothly  and  effortlessly.  We 
have  to  keep  tinkering  with  it.  Many  of  us 
have  been  involved  in  the  band-aids  which 
have  been  applied  to  this  "system."  But  our 
ultimate  goal.  I  believt:,  is  to  serve  people 
who  need  our  help.  I  know  that  you  all  are 
aware  of  the  situation  in  which  we  find  our- 
selves today.  That  is  why  we  are  participat- 
ing in  this  hearing.  However,  for  the  record. 
I  would  like  to  give  the  perspective  of  my 
State  of  Illinois,  and  others  in  similar  cir- 
cumstances: states  with  high  total  unem- 
ployment rates  or  TUR.  and  ever  decreasing 
insured  unemployment  rates,  or  ItlR. 

As  you  know.  Illinois.  Michigan.  Ohio  and 
many  other  states  have  triggered  off  ex- 
tended benefits  or  EB.  In  fact,  only  five 
states  remain  eligible  to  pay  these  benefits. 

We  have  attempted  to  address  this  issue 
many  times  in  the  past  year.  Several  mem- 
bers of  the  Finance  Committee  have  joined 
in  such  efforts. 

My  State  of  Illinois  is  no  longer  eligible  to 
pay  EB  under  the  existing  formula,  because 
we  have  dropped  to  an  lUR  of  5.22%.  which 
is  1 14%  of  the  prior  two  years.  As  you  know, 
the  requirement  is  6%  or  5%  if  the  rate  is 
120%  of  the  prior  two  years. 


What  this  means  in  real  terms,  is  that 
during  the  third  week  of  June,  an  unem- 
ployed worker  who  qualified  for  the  maxi- 
mum benefits  available  could  be  assured  of 
protection  under  the  formula  for  a  total  of 
53  weeks  of  benefits,  including  26  weeks  of 
regular  benefits.  13  weeks  of  EB  and  14 
weeks  of  federal  supplemental  compensa- 
tion or  PSC. 

With  the  drop  in  the  lUR  during  the 
fourth  week  in  June,  that  same  unemployed 
worker  would  be  eligible  for  only  38  weeks 
of  coverage. 

I  think  it  Is  worth  reviewing  the  circum- 
stances leading  up  to  the  implementation  of 
the  FSC  program  last  September.  Then,  as 
now.  states  with  the  highest  total  unem- 
ployment rates  in  the  country  were  trigger- 
ing off  EB. 

The  FSC  program  was  adopted  to  cope 
with  this  problem,  since  the  trigger  in- 
creases implemented  by  the  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1981  were  becoming  effective  at  that 
time,  and  repeal,  although  attempted,  of 
that  and  the  change  in  calculating  the  lUR 
was  not  possible. 

The  PSC  answer  was  meant  to  assure  that 
unemployed  workers  in  those  states  which 
had  triggered  off  would  still  receive  the 
same  number  of  weeks  of  benefits  to  which 
they  were  entitled  before  the  state  became 
ineligible  to  make  payments.  You  will  recall 
the  "grandfathered"  states  and  major  at- 
tempts made  to  accommodate  everyone  who 
had  an  interest  in  the  matter. 

In  the  present  situation  in  which  we  find 
ourselves,  however,  imemployed  workers  in 
Illinois,  as  well  as  others  who  were  at  one 
time  eligible  for  EB  will  receive  one  week 
less  of  PSC  than  they  used  to  under  EB,  and 
will  shortly  slip  to  three  weeks  less. 

The  FSC  program,  as  it  is  currently  struc- 
tured, allows  the  maximum  benefits  to  be 
paid  to  unemployed  workers  in  states  with 
an  insured  rate  of  over  6%.  Therefore,  we 
experience  a  double  penalty:  no  EB  and  two 
weeks  less  of  FSC. 

What  do  we  tell  our  unemployed  workers 
who  depend  on  these  benefits  when  they 
ask  why  they  are  only  eligible  for  38  weeks 
of  benefits?  Statistics  don't  provide  an 
answer  in  situations  like  this.  These  people 
are  looking  for  a  way  to  keep  a  roof  over 
their  heads.  They  are  looking  for  a  way  to 
continue  to  meet  their  basic  needs  for  sur- 
vival. Yet  we  are  forced  to  tell  them  that 
the  law  is  the  law,  and  we're  sorry,  but 
that's  the  way  it  is. 

It  doesn't  have  to  be  that  way.  It  wasn't 
that  way.  In  1971,  under  President  Richard 
Nixon,  there  was  a  temporary  extension  of 
the  EB  program  to  52  weeks  in  states  with 
insured  unemployment  rates  in  excess  of 
6.5%.  That  was  at  a  time  when  the  national 
unemployment  rate  was  only  6%! 

In  1974,  under  President  Ford,  there  was  a 
26-week  PSC  program,  offering  a  total  of  52 
weeks  of  coverage,  at  a  time  when  the  na- 
tional unemployment  rate  was  only  7.1%! 

In  1975,  there  was  a  total  of  65  weeks 
available,  when  the  national  unemployment 
rate  rose  to  8.8%. 

Those  past  levels  of  single  digit  unemploy- 
ment look  pretty  good  when  faced  with  10% 
as  of  June  of  this  year.  But  when  you  con- 
sider the  states  with  unemployment  rates  in 
excess  of  11%.  it  becomes  apparent  that  we 
are  not  addressing  the  matter  in  the  com- 
passionate way  that  our  colleagues  did  in 
the  past. 

The  Administration  has  estimated  that 
only  four  states  will  be  eligible  to  pay  EB  by 
the  end  of  the  year.  I  wish  we  could  say  this 
is  because  only  four  states  out  of  50  would 


be  experiencing  serious  levels  of  unemploy- 
ment. Unfortunately,  that  will  not  be  the 
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Our  bill  offers  a  new  approach  to  this  di- 
lemma. It  doesn't  repeal  existing  law.  It 
merely  allows  an  opportunity  for  states  to 
qualify  for  the  EB  program  and  the  maxi- 
mum weeks  of  FSC  based  on  total  unem- 
ployment rather  than  insured  unemploy- 
ment. 

If  a  state  has  had  over  11%  unemploy- 
ment, surely  that  Is  a  sign  of  distress.  Our 
bill  would  alleviate  that  distress  by  allowing 
a  state  the  option  of  using  a  different 
method  of  qualifying  for  EB.  if  a  state 
cannot  meet  the  current  triggers,  and  14 
weeks  of  FSC.  Estimates  indicate  that  eight 
states  have  or  soon  will  trigger  off  EB,  while 
at  the  same  time  suffering  an  unemploy- 
ment rate  in  excess  of  11%.  That  doesn't 
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By  addressing  the  problem  as  S,  1589  does, 
we  are  assuring  that  states  with  the  greatest 
need  are  able  to  pay  the  total  allowable 
number  of  weeks  of  benefits.  That  does 
make  sense! 

It  is  truly  unfortunate  that  we  must  con- 
tinue to  deal  with  this  system  in  a  piecemeal 
fashion.  The  Federal-State  Unemployment 
Insurance  programs  are  patched  up  when- 
ever an  emergency  presents  itself.  I  am 
grateful  to  have  this  opportunity  to  express 
the  sentiments  of  many  who  would  like  to 
see  this  unwieldy  situation  changed.  The 
system  should  truly  be  a  system  which  re- 
sponds in  critical  times.  It  does  not  do  that 
now. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  this 
Committee  to  find  a  solution  to  this  recur- 
ring problem,  so  that  at  long  last  we  can 
provide  some  real  answers.  It  is  time  to  tell 
the  millions  of  unemployed  in  this  country 
that  our  laws  can  respond  to  them,  that  the 
system  works  and  that  we  understand. 


nounced  that  the  House  insists  upon 
its  amendment  to  the  bill  (S.  675)  "to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for 
procurement,  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance,  to  prescribe 
personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and  for  ci- 
vilian employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  to 
authorize  certain  construction  at  mili- 
tary installations  for  fiscal  year,  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  for  national  security 
programs  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  for 
other  purposes,"  and  ask  a  conference 
with  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon. 

Ordered,  That  Mr.  Price,  Mr.  Ben- 
nett, Mr.  Stratton,  Mr.  Nichols,  Mr. 
Daniel,  Mr.  Montgomery,  Mr.  Aspin, 
Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  Dickinson,  Mr. 
Whitehurst,  Mr.  Spence,  Mrs.  Holt, 
Mr.  Hillis,  and  Mr.  Badham;  from  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence, only  when  differences  regard- 
ing intelligence-related  activities  are 
under  consideration:  Mr.  Boland,  Mr. 
MiNETA,  Mr.  McCurdy,  Mr.  Robinson, 
and  Mr.  Stump;  as  additional  conferees 
for  consideration  of  section  1030C  and 
1030D  of  the  Senate  bill,  and  modifica- 
tions thereof  committed  to  conference: 
Mr.  Perkins,  Mr.  Hawkins,  Mr.  Ford 
of  Michigan,  Mr.  Biaggi,  Mr.  Erlen- 
BORN,  and  Mr.  Goodling,  be  the  man- 
agers of  the  conference  on  the  part  of 
the  House. 
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sideration:  Mr.  Boland,  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr. 
McCurdy.  Mr.  Robinson,  and  Mr.  Stump;  as 
additional  conferees  for  consideration  of 
section  1030C  and  1030D  of  the  Senate  bill, 
and  modifications  thereof  committeed  to 
conference:  Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Hawkins.  Mr. 
Ford  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Biaggi,  Mr.  Erlen- 
bom.  and  Mr.  Doodling,  be  the  managers  of 
the  conference  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendments  of  the  House  on  S.  675, 
agree  to  the  request  of  the  House  for  a 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses,  and  that  the  Chair  be 
authorized  to  appKJint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  (Mr,  Simpson)  ap- 
pointed Mr.  Tower,  Mr.  Thurmond, 
Mr.  Goldwater,  Mr.  Warner,  Mr. 
Humphrey,  Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Jepsen, 
Mr.  QuAYLE,  Mr.  East,  Mr.  Wilson, 
Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Nunn, 
Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Exon,  Mr.  Levin,  Mr. 
Kennedy,  Mr.  Bingaman,  and  solely 
for  the  consideration  of  section 
1030(c)  Mr.  Stafford  and  Mr.  Pell, 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


ARTHUR  M.  WIRTZ 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  last 
week  in  Chicago,  Mr.  Arthur  M.  Wirtz, 
a  very  wise,  very  honorable  man, 
passed  away. 

Mr.  Wirtz  contributed  greatly  in 
many  different  ways  to  the  city  of 
Chicago,  the  State  of  Illinois  and  to 
this  Nation. 

He  excelled  in  diverse  worlds:  busi- 
ness, sports,  entertainment.  In  all 
those  worlds,  he  was  known  as  a  man 
of  integrity  and  exceptional  ability. 

He  excelled  in  his  private  life,  as 
well.  His  devotion  to  his  wife.  Virginia, 
was  such  that  he  never  recovered  from 
her  death  last  New  Year's  Eve.  His 
children— sons  Bill  and  Mike  and 
daughters  Cynthia  and  Elizabeth— felt 
his  very  special  love  and  knew  that  for 
Arthur  Wirtz,  family  was  the  most  im- 
portant thing  in  the  world. 

He  will  be  greatly  missed  by  the 
community  of  which  he  was  such  a  sig- 
nificant part. 

I  am  proud,  Mr.  President,  that  I 
was  able  to  call  Arthur  Wirtz  my 
friend. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At  12:16  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.    Goetz,    one    of    its    clerks,    an- 


MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION,  1984 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives on  S.  675. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives: 

Resolved,  That  the  House  insist  upon  its 
amendment  to  the  bill  (S.  675)  entitled  "An 
Act  to  authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for  procure- 
ment, for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  and  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, to  prescribe  personnel  strengths  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and 
for  civilian  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  to  author- 
ize certain  construction  at  military  installa- 
tions for  fiscal  year,  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Energy  for  na- 
tional security  programs  for  such  fiscal 
year,  and  for  other  purposes",  and  ask  a 
conference  with  the  Senate  on  the  disagree- 
ing votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon. 

Ordered,  That  Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Bennett.  Mr. 
Stratton.  Mr.  Nichols,  Mr.  Daniel,  Mr. 
Montgomery.  Mr.  Aspin,  Mr.  Dellums,  Mr. 
Dickinson.  Mr.  Whitehurst,  Mr.  Spence. 
Mrs.  Holt.  Mr.  Hillis.  and  Mr.  Badham:  from 
the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelli- 
gence, only  when  differences  regarding  in- 
telligence-related activities  are  under  con- 


IN  TRIBUTE  TO  FORMER  SENA- 
TOR LEN  B.  JORDAN  OF  IDAHO 
Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  recall  to  the  memory  of  this  Cham- 
ber a  dear  friend  of  mine,  the  late  Sen- 
ator Len  B.  Jordan  of  Idaho.  Senator 
Jordan  devoted  his  life  to  the  service 
of  his  country.  He  served  with  highest 
distinction  as  a  member  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  as  a  State  legislator,  as  Gover- 
nor of  his  State  of  Idaho,  and  as  a 
Member  of  this  body  for  12  years. 

I  recall  his  memory  not  in  praise  for 
he  needs  none.  I  speak  to  express  my 
deep  appreciation  for  his  service, 
which  I  bear  witness  to,  and  to  express 
to  his  dear  wife  Grace  how  much  Len's 
friendship  meant  to  me,  and  how  I  will 
miss  his  association. 

Senator  Jordan  was  a  man  of  high- 
est character.  His  honor  and  integrity 
were  the  bedrock  of  a  great  public 
service  career.  A  man  with  great  ca- 
pacity, a  man  of  commitment  and  pur- 
pose, he  by  example  represented  the 
values  of  this  great  country. 

One  quality  of  Senator  Jordan 
which  I  particularly  admired  was  his 
very  practical  approach  to  the  prob- 
lems of  our  Nation,  to  his  region,  and 
to  his  State.  I  knew  Senator  Jordan 
when  he  was  Governor  of  Idaho.  As  a 
new  Senator  and  as  a  member  of  the 
I>ublic  Works  Committee,  I  visited 
there  on  business  concerning  his 
State,  and  was  impressed  at  that  first 
meeting  with  his  unusually  fine  under- 
standing of  his  people,  their  economy, 
and  the  related  problems  that  went 
with  the  problems  of  that  time.  Later, 
when  Senator  Jordan  joined  the 
Senate,  he  carried  out  his  legislative 
duties  with  the  same  practical  ap- 
proach. 
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Senator  Jordan  was  a  great  Ameri- 
can of  uncommon  character  and  cour- 
age. Grace,  his  wonderful  wife,  gave 
some  insight  into  the  development  of 
the  character  of  each  of  them  In  one 
of  the  books  she  wrote  about  their  life 
during  the  Depression  years  out  in  a 
very  rugged  part  of  the  West.  Living  in 
total  isolation,  reairing  tmd  schooling 
their  children,  undergoing  great  hard- 
ships, during  a  very  difficult  economic 
period  they  worked  eight  back-break- 
ing years  to  build  a  thriving  ranch. 
This  book,  entitled  "Home  Below  Hills 
Canyon,"  is  the  story  of  the  building 
of  a  great  family— building  the  quali- 
ties that  made  America  great. 

The  Jordans  were  an  inspiration  to 
me.  They  brought  the  finest  qualities 
to  the  service  of  their  neighbors,  their 
community,  their  State,  their  Nation. 
Most  of  all.  they  offered  a  friendship 
to  treasure.  I  will  always  hold  their 
friendship  dear. 

To  Grace  Jordan  and  the  other 
members  of  her  family.  I  extend  my 
heartfelt  sympathy  in  their  earthly 
loss.  At  a  time  of  great  physical  stress 
and  strain  in  my  own  life,  Grace 
Jordan  sent  me  a  message  of  strength 
and  encouragement  when  she  wrote 
me  a  two-word  paragraph  which  said. 
"Hold  on."  Her  words  sustained  me 
then  and  now.  and  in  admiration  I 
return  the  same  greeting  to  her.  "Hold 
On.  and  may  God  continue  to  bless 
and  sustain  you  along  the  way." 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORsnt  roR  exTENstoif  op  routine  morning 

BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  be  extended  to  1:35  p.m. 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  say  to  those  who  may  be  listening 
in  their  offices  and  elsewhere  that  at 
about  1:35  p.m.  or  as  soon  as  we  can 
get  the  principal  Senators  who  are  in- 
volved in  the  controversy  in  the 
Chamber  and  available  I  intend  once 
more  to  make  a  motion  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  the  agriculture 
target  price  bill. 

I  had  hoped  that  as  a  result  of  cir- 
cumstances that  occurred  since  last 
Friday  it  might  be  easier  to  get  this 
bill  up  and  dispose  of  it.  but  I  have  to 


confess  that  I  am  by  no  means  sure 
that  will  happen. 

But  in  any  event.  Senators  should  be 
on  notice  that  I  will  attempt  to  reach 
that  bill  as  soon  as  the  principals  in- 
volved are  here  and  available  and  that 
should  be  about  1:35  p.m. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


H.R.  2760-TO  AMEND  THE  INTEL- 
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION  ACT 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1983 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  at  the  re- 
quest of  a  Senator  on  this  side  I  ask 
for  the  first  reading,  in  accordance 
with  rule  14,  of  a  message  from  the 
House  on  H.R.  2760. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  2760).  to  amend  the  Intelli- 
gence Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
1983  to  prohibit  United  States  support  for 
military  or  paramilitary  operations  in  Nica- 
ragua and  to  authorize  assistance,  to  be 
openly  provided  to  governments  of  coun- 
tries in  Central  America,  to  interdict  the 
supply  of  military  equipment  from  Nicara- 
gua and  Cuba  to  individuals,  groups,  organi- 
zations, or  movements  seeking  to  overthrow 
governments  of  countries  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Now.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  for  the  second  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  object 
to  further  proceedings. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion having  been  heard,  the  second 
reading  will  occur  on  the  next  legisla- 
tive day. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader  and  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  indicated  earlier, 
at  about  this  moment  I  would  try  to 
get  to  the  agriculture  bill,  and  as  soon 
as  we  can  get  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  on  the 
floor— I  understand  he  may  be  in  the 
cloakroom— I  will  proceed  with  that. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  time  for  morning  business  has  ex- 
pired, has  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Time 
for  morning  business  has  expired. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Morning  business  is 
closed? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morn- 
ing business  is  now  closed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS  ACT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
have  announced  earlier,  it  is  my  inten- 
tion to  try  to  reach  the  agriculture 
target  price  bill.  H.R.  2733  at  this 
time.  I  was  apprised  of  the  fact  that  I 
would  have  objection  if  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  proceed  at  this  time. 
In  a  moment  I  will  make  a  motion  to 
that  effect. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  is  within 
earshot  and  has  sent  word  he  is  pre- 
pared for  us  to  proceed. 

Therefore.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
that  the  Senate  turn  to  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  2733,  the  agriculture 
target  price  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  MELCHER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  this 
House  bill  before  us.  despite  what  the 
first  1 1  pages  deal  with,  is  an  effort  to 
get  at  some  present  law  under  the 
Farm  Act  of  1981. 

The  first  11  pages  of  H.R.  2733  deal 
with  the  research,  development,  and 
demonstration  in  the  production  and 
manufacture  of  guayule  rubber,  and  to 
broaden  such  program  to  include 
other  critical  agricultural  materials. 

So  the  bill  itself  does  not  on  its  face 
seem  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
Farm  Act  of  1981.  It  is  not  until  you 
get  to  the  bottom  of  page  11  that  you 
see  that  suddenly  the  bill  shifts  gears 
completely  and  starts  dealing  with  ag- 
ricultural matters  covered  under  that 
last  comprehensive  Farm  Act  we 
passed  in  1981. 

These  are  not  sound  reasons  for  at- 
taching the  amendments  to  the  1981 
Farm  Act.  which  most  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  voted  to 
do.  I  did  not  happen  to  be  one  of  them 
who  favored  it.  and  several  of  us  op- 
posed it  but.  nevertheless,  the  majori- 
ty vote  prevailed  and  this  was  kicked 
out  to  the  floor  dealing  with  target 
prices  in  agriculture,  and  some  further 
authorization  for  export  money.  CCC 
money.  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion money,  to  enhance  agricultural 
exports. 


Why  use  this  particular  bill?  Well, 
the  idea  was  it  would  be  easy  to  pass  a 
House-passed  bill  with  this  rider  deal- 
ing with  target  prices  attached.  Pass  it 
In  the  Senate  rather  quickly,  their 
game  plan  called  for,  and  send  it  over 
to  the  House,  hoping  they  will  do 
something  in  the  next  couple  of  days, 
and  then  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  be  given  some  authority  he  now 
lacks  under  present  law  and  some  au- 
thority he  seeks  to  lower  target  prices 
for  grains,  that  is,  wheat  and  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  and  for  upland 
cotton  and  rice. 

I    do    not    believe    that    ought    to 
happen,  Mr.  President.  There  are  a 
substantial  number  of  us  who  have 
been  in  direct  communication  with  ag- 
ricultural people  in  our  States,  and 
there  are  a  substantial  number  of  us 
who  do  not  believe  it  should  happen. 
The  bill  should  be  put  aside,  and  if 
there   is  merit  to  the  argument  ad- 
vanced by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture, it  can  be  considered  in  Septem- 
ber after  thorough  perusal  and  thor- 
ough consideration  by  the  principals 
who  are  involved,  and  those  principals 
are  the  farmers  themselves  who  grow 
the  grains  and  produce  those  grains, 
and  those  cotton  people  who  produce 
cotton,  and  the  rice  producers.  Those 
are  the  principals  who  ought  to  have  a 
thorough  input  into  what  is  being  pro- 
posed,   and    advise    us    here    in    the 
Senate  on  how  they  feel  before  we 
consent  to  the  types  of  changes  the 
administration  is  asking  for. 

Now.  specifically,  the  administra- 
tion, in  the  case  of  wheat,  would  like 
to  have  repealed  two  sections  dealing 
with  target  prices  on  wheat.  One 
covers  the  1984  crop  and  the  other 
covers  a  1985  crop. 

Now  we  put  that  into  specific  lan- 
guage in  the  1981  Farm  Act  because 
we  did  not  want  to  leave  it  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture We  were  plotting  out  what 
should  be  a  farm  program  for  several 
years.  And,  on  the  theory  that  the 
producers  ought  to  know  what  they 
could  expect  in  some  aspects  of  a 
wheat  program  or  corn  program  or 
upland  cotton  program  or  rice,  we  de- 
termined it  wise  to  put  it  into  the  law 
itself.  We  were  specific  on  what  the 
target  prices  would  be  year  by  year. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  payment-in-kmd 
(PIK)  program. 

The  administration  has  approved 
the  PIK  program  on  their  own  author- 
ity based  on  statutes  that  give  discre- 
tion and  authority  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  And  the  PIK  program  has 
been  much  more  costly  than  they  an- 
ticipated and  probably  has  not  done  as 
much  as  they  anticipated  to  bring 
down  supplies. 

Let  me  say  very  clearly  that  I  sym- 
pathize with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture on  his  sincerity  and  his  diligence 
and  his  efforts  to  handle  the  farm  pro- 
gram as  best  he  could.  But  I  did  dis- 


courage the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
instigating  the  PIK  program  until  he 
was  sure— until  he  was  sure— that  it 
would  do  more  than  just  put  money 
into  farm  producers'  pockets  and  could 
relate  it  as  a  sound  program  on  a 
supply  side,  sound  agricultural  policy 
improving  agricultural  producers' 
income,  not  just  by  giving  them  a 
check,  or  the  commodities  which  they 
turn  into  a  check,  to  enhance  their 
bank  accounts  and  to  help  them  meet 
their  debts,  but  that  in  the  long  run  it 
would  work  out  to  be  sound  agricultur- 
al policy  for  the  entire  country. 

I  personally  am  dedicated  to  the  idea 
and  to  the  principle  that,  because  we 
are  such  a  strong  country  in  producing 
agricultural  products,  we  should  con- 
tinue to  do  so  and  to  use  those  agricul- 
tural products,  the  abundance  that  we 
have,  for  foreign  trade,  for  Food  for 
Peace,  and  for  help  to  our  friends  and 
allies  around  the  world. 

I  would  rather  see  more  food  used  in 
Central  America  and  less  armaments.  I 
would  rather  see  more  of  the  dairy 
surpluses  that  are  in  Federal  ware- 
houses right  now  going  to  the  hungry 
in  America  and  the  hungry  in  friendly 
countries.  And  we  would  not  have  to 
look  any  farther  than  across  the  Rio 
Grande  into  Mexico. 

A  few  weeks  ago,  we  had  an  immi- 
gration bill  right  out  here  on  this 
Senate  floor.  And  we  commiserated 
with  the  fact  that  so  many  people  out 
of  Mexico  come  into  our  country  be- 
cause they  are  desperate,  economically 
desperate,  trying  to  find  a  job,  trying 
to  find  any  means  of  earning  a  little 
bit  of  money  which  they  either  take 
back  to  Mexico  or  send  back  to  help 
their  families  to  survive. 

Now  I  would  rather  see  some  of  our 
abundance  of  food  supplies  going  right 
down  to  Mexico  right  now.  The  Presi- 
dent, to  his  credit,  a  few  weeks  ago  did 
send  some  relief  in  food  products  to 
Mexico.  But  let  me  tell  you,  those 
many  millions  of  hungry  people  who 
reside  in  that  country  can  use  much 
more. 

That  is  my  philosophy.  I  believe  we 
ought  to  use  this  abundance  to  help 
people  that  are  hungry  around  the 
globe,  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  those 
countries  who  would  like  to  trade  with 
us.  I  commend  the  President  for  start- 
ing up  the  new  agreement  with  the 
Soviet  Union  on  the  sale  of  wheat, 
com,  and  soybeans.  I  think  that  is 
fine.  I  encourage  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  President  and  the 
entire  administration  to  do  much  more 
along  those  lines  in  selling  agriculture 
products  to  other  countries  that  can 
use  our  product. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee and  the  senior  member  of  the 
majority  on  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee  without  losing  my  right  to 
the  floor. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 
The  Senator  from  Kansas. 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  F*resident,  I  appreci- 
ate my  colleague  from  Montana  yield- 
ing. I  would  like  to  comment  in  gener- 
al on  the  current  situation  facing  us. 
If  we  do  not  do  something  in  the  next 
couple  of  days,  we  probably  are  not 
going  to  pass  any  farm  legislation 
before  the  recess. 

I  certainly  understand  the  deep  feel- 
ings that  some  have  with  reference  to 
certain  provisions.  We  have  a  dairy 
program  that  is  being  held  hostage  to 
the  outcome  of  this  debate.  Most 
farmers  support  the  dairy  compromise 
hammered  out  by  a  number  of  our  col- 
leagues. But  I  think  it  has  been  appro- 
priate to  tie  these  issues  together  up 
to  this  point. 

I  guess  what  we  need  to  find  out 
sooner  than  later  is  whether  or  not  we 
are  going  to  pass  any  legislation  at  all. 
It  is  fairly  obvious  the  House  will  be 
leaving,  if  not  on  Wednesday,  on 
Thursday.  If  we  intend  to  pass  legisla- 
tion, it  will  have  to  come  tomorrow  or 
sometime  early  on  Wednesday  if  we 
intend  to  go  to  conference. 

Those  of  us  from  farm  States  have  a 
particularly  heavy  responsibility.  We 
have  seen  the  cost  of  farm  programs 
go  from  $4  billion  in  1981  to  $21  billion 
in  1983,  plus  another  $12  billion  for 
the  PIK  program.  And  now  some  are 
saying  that  we  cannot  tighten  up  the 
cost  of  those  farm  programs. 

The  proposed  freeze  on  target  prices 
would  affect  primarily  wheat,  and 
Kansas  is  the  No.  1  wheat  State.  But  I 
believe  that  most  farmers  in  my  State 
are  more  concerned  about  towering  in- 
terest rates  and  keeping  inflation 
down  than  they  are  with  the  specific 
levels  set  forth  in  the  PIK  program,  in 
target  prices,  and  in  other  Federal  pro- 
grams. 

We  have  to  make  a  choice.  Last  De- 
cember, when  we  tried  to  pass  legisla- 
tion to  authorize  the  PIK  program,  we 
were  not  able  to  bring  it  up.  Now  some 
who  prevented  it  consideration  are 
faulting  the  PIK  program. 

The  PIK  program  certainly  has  not 
been  perfect.  It  has  cost  billions  of  dol- 
lars. We  are  seeing  a  number  of  stories 
now.  that  I  think  are  not  particularly 
accurate,  criticizing  the  fact  that 
bigger  farms  are  getting  bigger  pay- 
ments. Well,  that  is  the  nature  of  farm 
programs  and  has  been  over  the  years. 
If  you  have  a  lot  of  acreage,  whether 
you  are  an  individual  or  corporation  or 
partnership,  and  you  set  aside  a  large 
part  of  that  acreage,  you  are  going  to 
get  a  bigger  payment  than  someone 
with  smaller  acreage.  So  it  is  not  a 
very  fair  argument,  but  it  is  a  criticism 
of  incentive-based  farm  program,  par- 
ticularly one  like  PIK. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
growing   attractiveness   of   farm   pro- 
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grams  is  resulting  in  a  major  increase 
in  wheat  production  in  nontraditional 
regions.  As  the  incentives  to  partici- 
pate have  become  expanded,  so  has 
the  wheat  acreage  base  in  many  States 
in  the  Southeast  and  in  California. 
Much  of  this  additional  base  has  re- 
sulted from  double-cropping  or  irriga- 
tion. Its  impact  on  the  competitiveness 
and  price  of  wheat  produced  in  the 
traditional  Wheat  Belt— from  the  Da- 
kotas  to  Texas  and  in  the  Northwest- 
has  been  to  shut  small  one-crop  farm- 
ers out.  Before  we  agree  to  spread 
farm  program  incentives  out  to  all 
qualified  producers,  we  must  take  into 
account  who  benefits  from  them  and 
who  really  isn't  helped  that  much. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  com- 
ment briefly  on  where  we  stand  in  the 
effort  to  allow  the  Senate  to  consider 
and  vote  on  the  proposed  target  price 
freeze.  I  have  listened  carefully  to 
many  of  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
argue  that  freezing  target  prices  would 
take  up  to  $4  billion  out  of  the  farm 
income  safety  net.  However,  it  would 
seem  to  me  that  if  we  do  not  get  a 
target  price  vote  this  week,  then  we 
are  going  to  be  responsible,  directly  or 
indirectly,  for  the  future— or  lack  of 
future — of  farm  programs. 

I  think  it  might  be  well  to  review  the 
record  during  the  1981  farm  bill 
debate.  Target  prices  were  retained  in 
the  Senate  Agriculture  Conunittee  by 
one  vote.  They  were  retained  on  the 
Senate  floor  by  two  votes.  The  entire 
farm  bill  passed  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives by  just  two  votes.  It  would 
seem  to  me  that  if  those  of  us  from 
farm  States  are  not  willing  to  tighten 
the  cost  of  farm  programs  a  little  bit. 
we  may  endanger  approval  of  another 
farm  bill  in  1985.  If,  in  fact,  we  are 
concerned  about  the  budget  deficits  as 
we  proclaim  daily  in  speeches,  if  we 
are  concerned  about  increasing  inter- 
est rates,  and  they  are  going  up  right 
now,  if  we  are  concerned  about  infla- 
tion, and  if  we  are  truly  concerned 
about  the  wheat  or  com  or  dairy  pro- 
ducers in  our  States,  then  we  have  a 
responsibility  to  get  a  handle  on  some 
of  the  spending  and  it  must  be  across 
the  board. 

I  would  emphasize  that  the  target 
price  concept  went  squeaking  by  in  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  by  a 
vote  of  8  to  7  in  April  1981.  The  Sena- 
tor from  Kansas  voted  for  target 
prices.  The  Senator  from  Montana 
voted  against  target  prices.  It  makes  it 
very  difficult  for  those  of  us  who  are 
trying  to  be  responsible  and  to  support 
reasonable  farm  programs  to  be  pre- 
vailed from  taking  up  this  provision. 

At  an  appropriate  time,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  will  put  into  the  Record 
a  number  of  articles  and  editorial  com- 
ments from  newspapers  across  the 
country.  Some  are  not  particularly 
well  written.  Some  are  based  on  inac- 
curate  information.   But   being   accu- 


rate is  not  a  requirement  when  you 
write  editorials. 

Whether  it  is  a  piece  in  the  Wash- 
ington Post  called  "Our  Unaffordable 
Farm  Programs";  in  Newsweek.  "A 
Bumper  Crop  of  Subsidies";  in  the 
New  York  Times,  "What  PIK  Spells"; 
in  Financial  World,  "PIK  Sending  the 
Wrong  Signal"— or  other  articles  such 
as  "PIK  and  Choose  Among  the  Farm 
Stock,"  or  "Farmers  Are  Getting 
Soft,"— there  are  a  host  of  articles 
that  do  not  properly  characterize 
farmers,  farm  families  or  even  the 
debate  on  this  particular  legislation. 
However,  if  those  of  us  from  farm 
States  are  truly  concerned  about  the 
farm  program  in  the  next  few  years, 
we  must  pay  attention  to  these  written 
comments. 

We  can  argue  all  day  long  that  a 
major  share  of  commodity  loans  are 
repaid,  and  they  are.  There  are  still 
other  outlays.  We  still  must  borrow 
money  to  make  the  loans  as  well  as 
the  payments. 

This  Senator  is  convinced  that  most 
farmers  are  not  looking  for  payments 
from  the  Federal  Government. 

What  the  Kansas  wheat  producer 
prefers,  and  I  think  the  preference  is 
shared  by  producers  of  other  commod- 
ities—whether feed  grains,  com.  or 
dairy— in  other  States,  are  markets 
and  exports.  Just  4  days  ago.  we  had 
an  announcement  that  indicates  that 
we  are  going  to  finally  end  the  night- 
mare of  the  Carter  grain  embargo  of 
1980.  We  have  a  new  long-term  grain 
agreement,  a  5-year  agreement  effec- 
tive October  1,  with  the  Soviet  Union 
on  wheat  and  feed  grains.  We  were 
told  this  morning  that  the  package 
will  be  worth  $8  billion  in  exports— $8 
billion. 

Also  over  the  weekend,  on  Saturday, 
it  was  announced  that  agreement  has 
been  reached  on  textile  import  quotas 
with  the  People's  Republic  of  China. 
Once  signed.  I  believe  we  will  see  the 
Chinese  coming  to  the  U.S.  wheat  and 
com  markets  and  renewing  purchases 
of  our  commodities.  These  are  the 
areas  where  we  really  should  be  focus- 
ing—on trade  and  on  exports. 

There  are  a  number  of  things  in  the 
past  2'/2  years  that  have  been  done  by 
this  administration  to  benefit  the 
American  farmer.  First  of  all.  the 
President  kept  his  promise  and  lifted 
the  grain  embargo  imposed  by  Presi- 
dent Carter  in  January  of  1980. 
Second,  just  this  past  week,  as  I  men- 
tioned, we  concluded  a  new  long-term 
grain  agreement  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  We  have  also  passed  a  number 
of  laws  that  deal  with  estate  taxes  and 
other  tax  provisions  that  help  the 
American  farmer. 

The  PIK  program,  though  it  is 
widely  criticized  by  those  off  the  farm, 
has  literally  been  a  lifeline  and  a  life 
preserver  for  many  American  farmers 
and  their  families. 


We  must  be  responsible.  It  cannot  be 
politics  as  usual.  These  programs  are 
going  to  self-destruct  unless  those  of 
us  from  the  farm  States  are  willing  to 
make  some  of  the  corrections  our- 
selves. 

Last  Friday  evening,  the  Secretary 
announced  what  he  would  do  for 
wheat  farmers  in  a  PIK  program  if 
there  is  a  freeze  and  if  there  is  no 
freeze  on  target  prices. 

I  am  not  certain  that  the  Secretary's 
figures  on  cost  and  participation  are 
accurate.  One  thing  you  learn  is  that 
such  projections— by  other  Congress 
or  by  the  administration- are  often 
not  accurate. 

According  to  the  Secretary's  compar- 
ison of  the  two  program  options,  if  the 
wheat  target  price  increases  to  $4.45 
per  bushel— in  other  words,  no  freeze 
for  the  1984  program— then  total  pro- 
gram costs  for  fiscal  year  1983  to  fiscal 
year  1985  are  going  to  run  about  $9.3 
billion. 

If  we  freeze  the  target  price  at  $4.30. 
the  level  for  1983.  then  the  program 
costs  is  projected  to  be  slightly  higher, 
at  $9.6  billion. 

In  both  cases,  the  wheat  program  is 
going  to  cost  a  lot  of  money.  Much  of 
it  will  be  in  the  form  of  loans,  as  the 
Senator  from  Montana  may  point  out, 
and  many  of  the  loans  are  paid  back. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  best 
deal  for  the  American  farmer  would  be 
to  freeze  the  target  price  and  take  the 
high  option  proposed  by  Secretary 
Block  last  Friday. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  make  a 
part  of  the  Record  the  Secretary's  an- 
nouncement, the  announcement  on 
the  long-term  grain  agreement,  and 
also  a  number  of  the  articles  and  edi- 
torials I  have  referred  to.  I  will  select 
only  a  representative  sample  of  these 
articles  on  farm  program  costs  because 
it  would  cost  a  lot  of  money  to  reprint 
them  all. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

USDA  Announces  Provisional  Details  for 
1984  Wheat  Program 

Washington,  July  29— Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture John  R.  Block  today  announced  op- 
tions for  the  1984  wheat  program,  pending 
program  legislation  presently  under  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress. 

Block  listed  general  guidelines  for  next 
year's  program  on  July  1  which  permitted 
farmers  to  make  preliminary  planting  deci- 
sions and  financial  commitments  for  their 
crop,  while  the  Congress  continued  delibera- 
tions on  target  price  freeze  proposals. 

"Since  legislative  action  on  the  proposed 
target  price  freeze  is  now  before  the  U.S. 
Senate,  it  is  up  to  the  Congress  to  decide 
which  option  they  want  to  choose,"  Block 
said.  "It  is  important  to  get  this  issue  re- 
solved in  order  to  assist  farmers  in  making 
their  management  decisions." 

He  listed  the  following  1984  wheat  pro- 
gram options: 

If  new  legislation  freezes  the  target  price 
at  $4.30  per  bushel,  the  acreage  reduction 
requirement  will  be  25  percent  and  there 


will  be  a  payment-in-kind  program  of  10  to 
25  percent  for  farmers  who  divert  additional 
land.  The  payment-ln-kind  compensation 
will  be  80  percent  of  the  program  yield. 

If  Congress  does  not  freeze  target  prices 
and  the  target  price  automatically  escalates 
to  $4.45  per  bushel,  the  acreage  reduction 
requirement  will  be  30  percent  and  there 
will  l>e  a  payment-in-kind  program  of  10  to 
20  percent  for  farmers  who  divert  additional 
land.  The  payment-in-klnd  compensation 
will  be  75  percent  of  the  program  yield. 

Producers  participating  in  the  payment- 
in-klnd  program  and  having  both  reserve 
and  regular  loan  grain  would  be  required  to 
make  their  reserve  grain  available  for  PIK. 
Those  farmers  who  have  neither  will  be  eli- 
gible for  participation  in  the  payment-in- 
klnd  program  by  volunteering  to  harvest  for 
payment-ln-kind. 

In  addition: 

Land  taken  out  of  production  must  be  de- 
voted to  a  conservation  use.  This  land  must 
be  acreage  that  would  have  been  devoted  to 
small  grains  or  row  crops  in  1984. 

The  national  average  loan  and  purchase 
rate  will  be  $3.30  per  bushel.  The  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1981  permits  the  loan 
rate  to  be  set  at  this  level  since  the  season's 
average  price  for  the  1983  crop  is  expected 
to  be  less  than  105  percent  of  current  loan 
rate. 

Block  said  the  current  loan  rate  is  above 
market  clearing  levels  and  places  U.S.  pro- 
ducers at  a  competitive  disadvantage  in 
world  markets.  "This  reduction  will  begin  to 
restore  competitiveness  in  world  markets 
and  send  a  signal  to  our  export  competitors 
that  we  will  no  longer  maintain  a  high  price 
umbrella'  which  allows  them  to  undercut  us 
in  the  world  market,"  Block  said. 

1984  WHEAT  PROGRAM-CROSS  COMPARISON  OF 
PROGRAM  OPTIONS 
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Ambassador  William  E.  Brock.  U.S.  Trade 
Representative,  and  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture. John  R.  Block  announced  today  that 
the  United  States  and  the  USSR  have  con- 
cluded a  new  Long-Term  Grain  Agreement 
(LTA).  The  Agreement  will  commence  Octo- 
ber 1.  1983,  and  will  cover  five  years. 

Under  its  terms,  the  USSR  will  purchase 
from  the  United  States  9  million  metric  tons 
of  grain  annually  in  approximately  equal 
quantities  of  wheat  and  com.  Up  to  1  mil- 
lion metric  tons  of  the  minimum  could  be 
satisfied  by  Soviet  purchases  of  500,000 
metric  tons  of  soybean  and/or  soybean 
meal.  If  this  soybean/soybean  meal  option 
is  exercised  in  any  year,  the  minimum  of 


wheat  and  corn  for  that  year  will  be  8  mil- 
lion metric  tons.  During  any  year  of  the 
Agreement,  the  Soviet  Union  may  purchase 
3  million  metric  tons  of  wheat  and  corn  in 
addition  to  the  minimum  of  9  million  metric 
tons  without  prior  consultation. 

The  general  framework  of  the  new  Agree- 
ment follows  that  of  the  original  LTA  that 
was  signed  in  1975. 

The  Agreement  was  reached  on  July  28  in 
Vienna  during  the  third  round  of  negotia- 
tions regarding  a  new  LTA.  The  U.S.  negoti- 
ating team  was  lead  by  Ambassador  Robert 
E.  Lighthizer,  Deputy  U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative. Daniel  G.  Amstutz,  Undersecre- 
tary of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
the  senior  official  for  the  USDA  on  the 
team.  Formal  signing  of  the  Agreement  will 
take  place  in  late  August. 

The  current  Agreement  that  expires  on 
September  30.  1983,  called  for  a  minimum 
annual  purchase  of  6  million  metric  tons  of 
wheat  and  com  by  the  USSR,  and  provided 
an  option  for  the  Soviet  Union  to  purchase 
an  additional  2  million  metric  tons  per  year. 
The  original  Agreement  covered  a  5-year 
period  beginning  in  1975.  It  was  extended 
for  a  1-year  period  on  two  occasions. 

Lemon-Aid— The  Need  To  Fix  Farm  Policy 
(By  David  Pelzer) 

In  Washington  and  the  hinterlands  alike, 
word  is  spreading  that  the  government's 
farm  program  may  be  a  lemon.  The  pros- 
pect of  farm  price  supports  of  $21  billion 
and  overall  agricultural  subsidies  of  $38  bil- 
lion (including  PIK  outlays  and  farm  credit 
funding)  is  souring  government  officials  on 
what  some  consider  welfare  for  farmers. 
The  secretary  of  agriculture,  for  example, 
has  called  the  present  program  "unwork- 
able." 

The  consumer-oriented  press  is  starting  to 
question  why  the  public  must  pay  farmers 
more  for  food  in  the  grocery  store  because 
of  supply  restrictions  and  then  pay  them 
again  to  restrict  planting. 

The  steep  budget  figures  are  receiving 
ardent  attention  from  both  the  adminstra- 
tion  and  Congress  this  summer.  Secretary 
Block  has  called  together  60  top  farm  and 
food  industry  leaders  for  an  agricultural 
summit  meeting  In  mid-July  to  discuss  the 
long-term  future  of  federal  farm  policy.  The 
discussions  there  and  in  other  forums  are 
expected  to  bring  proposals  for  widespread 
change  into  the  1985  farm  bill  debate. 

Among  the  heavy  hitters  brought  into  the 
fray  is  David  Stockman,  federal  budget  di- 
rector, known  as  the  man  with  the  hatchet 
when  it  comes  to  escalating  budgets. 

This  fiscal  year.  Stockman  said  in  testimo- 
ny before  the  Joint  Economic  Committee, 
"we  are  spending  more  for  farm  subsidies 
than  we  are  for  welfare  for  the  entire  pover- 
ty population  of  this  country.  .  .  .  (The  $38 
billion)  is  more  than  what  was  spent  during 
the  entire  previous  administration.  .  .  .  We 
are  giving  away  more  money  to  the  farmers 
of  this  country  than  anyone  ever  conceived 
of  giving  away  before.  And  it's  one  of  the 
reasons  why  we  have  the  deficit  that  we 
have." 

Stockman,  who  himself  grew  up  on  a 
Michigan  fruit  farm,  was  immediately  re- 
minded by  Senator  James  Abdnor  (R.,  S.D.) 
that  current  net  farm  income,  when  adjust- 
ed for  inflation,  is  lower  than  it  was  in  1933, 
In  the  midst  of  the  Depression. 

Few  in  the  administration  would  argue 
that  times  are  tough  on  the  farm.  Their 
point  is  that  the  government  should  no 
longer   be   in   the   business   of   supporting 


farmers  or  other  industries  through  guaran- 
teed prices  or  other  subsidies. 

"Current  farm  programs  have  been  out  of 
touch  with  market  reality,  (and)  have  en- 
couraged production  completely  out  of  line 
with  market  demand."  charged  Robert 
Delano,  president  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation.  Delano  holds  that 
today's  farm  programs  are  "geared  to  the 
expectation  of  ever-higher  inflation  and  a 
weak  dollar,"  conditions  that  no  longer 
exist. 

Edward  Schuh,  economist  at  the  Universi- 
ty of  Minnesota,  holds  that  our  current 
commodity  programs  were  designed  in  the 
1930s  "when  trade  was  relatively  unimpor- 
tant to  U.S.  agriculture"  and  when  the 
international  economy  operated  under  fixed 
exchange  rates  which  made  the  value  of  the 
dollar  constant.  In  the  1980s,  with  large 
budget  deficits  and  a  tight  Federal  Reserve 
fiscal  policy,  the  dollar  is  likely  to  remain 
strong,  Schuh  said.  The  commodity  pro- 
grams are  counterproductive,  he  added,  for 
they  encourage  excess  production  and  price 
floors  that  are  too  high  for  the  world 
market.  Hence,  other  countries  can  under- 
sell us,  and  the  problem  perpetuates  itself. 

Delano  and  Schuh.  along  with  other  agri- 
cultural leaders,  appeared  in  May  before  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee  of  Congress  to 
offer  recommendations  on  what  course  farm 
policy  should  take  in  the  "post-PIK  era." 

Secretary  Block  and  others  in  the  Reagan 
Administration  view  the  Payment-In-Kind 
program  as  a  bridge  to  lead  farmers  from 
government  coffers  to  the  market  as  their 
primary  income  source.  Block,  with  support 
from  the  Office  of  Mansigement  and 
Budget,  would  like  to  start  by  lowering  loan 
rates  and  freezing  target  prices  in  order  to 
reduce  direct  payments  in  1984.  The  USDA 
estimates  that  such  a  freeze  would  save  $4 
billion  through  the  next  two  fiscal  years. 

Congress,  however,  holds  the  power  on  de- 
ciding the  target  price  issue,  which  is  legis- 
lated as  part  of  the  farm  bill.  Congress  is 
still  divided  on  the  issue,  and  will  be  holding 
hearings  this  summer  to  decide  whether 
price  levels  will  indeed  be  frozen. 

EVEN  farmers  POLES  APART 

One  reason  for  Congress'  hesitation  in 
cutting  price  supports  is  due  to  pressure 
coming  from  farm  groups  that  support  cur- 
rent poMcy.  Their  analysis  of  the  problem 
and  ."-olutions  for  it  are  poles  apart  from 
those  wlio  favor  the  "no  government  in- 
volvement" approach.  In  congressional  testi- 
mony, these  groups  blamed  the  worldwide 
recession,  international  credit  problems,  for- 
eign protectionist  measures  and  the  U.S. 
embargoes  as  the  cause  of  high  carryover 
stocks  and  low  farm  prices. 

"Our  analysis  shows  that  nearly  one-half 
of  the  problem  has  occurred  because  of  a 
decline  in  exports."  testified  Wayne 
Boutwell.  President  of  the  National  Council 
of  Farmer  Cooperatives.  "You  cannot  blame 
the  current  surpluses  on  our  existing  farm 
program,"  he  held. 

Instead  of  freezing  target  prices  or  lower- 
ing loan  rates,  representatives  of  the  Na- 
tional Farm  Coalition  and  the  National 
Farmers  Union  proposed  an  "aggressive" 
supply-management  system  that  would 
offer  "more  price  stability,"  or  a  safety  net, 
to  farmers.  This  would  include  a  guaranteed 
minimum  income  per-bushel  "in  order  to 
make  planting  decisions  for  markets  which 
may  not  materialize,"  said  Wayne  Nelson  of 
the  National  Farm  Coalition. 

In  a  recent  survey  conducted  through 
AGRI-STAR,  AgriData  Resources'  business 
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and  marketing  electronic  Information  serv- 
ice, large-scale  producers  disagreed  as  to 
what  role  government  should  play  In  assur- 
ing adequate  farm  income.  Although  farm- 
ers with  gross  sales  of  $100,000  or  more  re- 
ceive nearly  half  of  the  governments  direct 
payments  to  farmers,  many  respondents  ex- 
pressed opposition  to  future  government  as- 
sistance. Yet  others  opted  for  Increased  or 
expanded  PIK  benefits,  payments  for  farm- 
ers with  highly  erodable  soil,  or  other  enti- 
tlement programs. 

rOCR  POLICY  OPTIONS 

Washington  will  be  faced  with  a  major 
battle  over  these  conflicting  interests  in  the 
months  to  come.  Federal  policymakers  have 
four  possible  paths  to  choose  from: 

1.  Stay  the  course  of  current  policies, 
using  set-asides  and  currently  legislated 
levels  of  increasing  price  supports  and 
target  prices. 

2.  Use  the  stick  approach  to  control 
supply  by  using  mandatory  production  con- 
trol programs. 

3.  Lower  loan  rates  and  target  prices  are 
below  current  levels,  and  phase  out  the 
Farmer-Owned  Reserve. 

4.  Explore  alternative  ways  for  the  gov- 
ernment to  support  farm  income,  such  as 
revenue  insurance  or  greater  use  of  tax 
credits. 

If  agricultural  policy  stays  on  the  same 
course,  the  farm  price  support  budget  may 
well  stay  above  $10  billion  per  year,  a  level 
that  could  fuel  the  Uxpayer  revolt.  And. 
given  a  strong  dollar  abroad,  price  support 
levels  above  the  world  price  would  make  our 
exports  less  competitive  than  ever. 

Supply  management  advocates  hold  that 
mandatory  controls  would  make  supply 
more  predictable,  and  thus  prices  less  vola- 
tile. Given  the  basic  philosophy  of  the  cur- 
rent administration,  however,  this  approach 
smacks  of  too  much  government  control, 
and  should  be  considered  at  best  a  last- 
resort  option. 

The  administration,  of  course,  is  pushing 
hard  for  the  third  option,  which  it  says  is 
needed  to  bring  an  outdated  agricultural 
policy  into  the  1980s.  If  the  price  support 
system  is  readjusted  with  a  market-oriented 
bent,  the  loan  may  work  as  strictly  a  last- 
resort  safety  net.  inches  from  the  ground. 
Such  a  support  program  operates  currently 
in  soybeans,  where,  advocates  say,  the 
market  and  not  the  government  has  the 
most  say  in  determining  prices.  The  practice 
of  growing  crops  especially  for  the  loan  rate 
would  disappear. 

Block's  summit  meeting— and  next 
months  Farm  Futures-will  be  exploring 
the  fourth  avenue  of  other  ways  the  govern- 
ment might  help  support  farm  incomes. 

GOVERNMEKT  "HELP"  INEVITABLE? 

Resistant  farm  groups  may  swing  a  big 
enough  stick  in  Congress,  however,  to  at 
least  force  a  compromise,  whereby  current 
support  levels  may  eventually  be  frozen 
rather  than  phased  out  altogether.  Given 
the  vast  power  of  the  farm  lobby  and  the 
governments  farm  policy  over  the  last  50 
years,  this  possibility  should  not  be  counted 

out. 

"I  wish  that  there  were  some  way  the  gov- 
ernment could  say  out  of  agriculture."  said 
one  producer  in  response  to  the  electronic 
survey.  "However,  with  the  past  history  of 
government  in  agriculture,  that  is  not  really 
possible." 
Still,  a  fundamental  change  toward  gov- 
1  emment  involvement  in  farmers'  income  ap- 
\  pears  unavoidable.  Regardless  of  how  farm- 
ers themselves  feel,  enough  clout  is  building 


In  Washington  to  view  the  farm  program  as 
a  brokendown  vehicle  in  need  of  a  perma- 
nent fix. 

A  Bumper  Crop  or  Subsidies 
The  statistics  are  boggling:  government 
subsidies  to  farmers  will  explode  to  $21  bil- 
lion this  year.  Even  more  amazing  is  that 
those  subsidies  will  just  about  equal  the 
total  earnings  of  American  farmers  this 
year.  There  is  clearly  something  terribly 
wrong  down  on  the  farm— and  in  Washing- 
ton. So  last  week  Agriculture  Secretary 
John  Block  called  together  75  leaders  of  ag- 
ribusiness, labor  and  politics  to  discuss  the 
mess.  After  two  days  of  closed-door  sessions. 
Block  emerged  to  announce  that  everyone 
agreed  the  United  States  needed  a  new  farm 
policy— but  no  one  had  any  bright  ideas  how 
to  stop  the  hemorrhage  of  federal  money, 
improve  the  lot  of  farmers  and  start  whit- 
tling down  enormous  surpluses  of  food  prod- 
ucts. 

indefensible 
The  budget-busting  agriculture  subsidies 
are  becoming  a  very  sore  point  to  the 
Reagan  administration  and  a  juicy  political 
issue  for  DemocraU.  The  subsidies  totaled 
only  $3.5  billion  when  Jimmy  Carter  left 
office  (chart),  and  even  Block  calls  the  cur- 
rent outlays  "indefensible."  The  Senate 
might  vote  as  early  as  this  week  on  a  com- 
promise farm  bill  that  would  allow  the  ad- 
ministration to  freeze  grain  and  cotton  sub- 
sidies for  the  next  two  years.  In  a  surprising 
about-face,  even  farmers  support  the  bill,  al- 
though they  admit  it's  only  a  half  step. 
"We're  in  a  deep  hole  on  agriculture  and  ag- 
riculture policy,"  says  Washington  agricul- 
ture consultant  John  Schnittker.  a  former 
Johnson  administration  official.  'We're 
there  half  because  of  bad  luck  and  about 
half  because  of  incompetence  on  the  part  of 
the  administration." 

The  administration  admits  that  it  never 
dreamed  of  a  $21  billion  farm-subsidy  price 
tag.  But  it  got  into  trouble  by  not  believing 
its  own  rhetoric  about  controlling  inflation. 
The  four-year  farm  bill  passed  in  1981. 
which  forecast  spending  only  $3  billion  a 
year  on  subsidies,  was  based  on  an  assump- 
tion that  farm  prices  would  continue  to  rise. 
But  farm  prices  didn't  go  up— because  of 
soft  export  demand,  higher  yields  and  lower 
Inflation— and  the  farmers  asked  the  federal 
government  to  buy  their  crops  at  the  artifi- 
cially high  prices.  As  a  result,  the  federal 
government  was  committed  to  buy  mega- 
tons of  grain,  cotton  and  dairy  producU  for 
billions  of  dollars. 

The  administration  created  the  Payment- 
in-Kind  <PIK)  program  to  help  reduce  the 
surpluses  and  curb  overproduction.  Under 
the  program,  farmers  who  agreed  to  take 
some  of  their  land  out  of  production  were 
paid  by  the  government  out  of  surplus 
stocks.  The  administration  says  the  pro- 
gram was  a  great  success:  80  million  acres 
were  idled,  stockpilers  got  some  breathing 
room,  prices  rose  a  bit  and  farmers  got  some 
extra  money  in  their  pockets.  Dick  Bishop, 
a  farmer  in  Iowa,  agrees.  He  idled  280  of  his 
500  crop  acres  and  now  feels  confident 
enough  about  his  future  to  buy  a  $60,000 
tractor  and  hoe.  "I  can  make  as  much 
money  in  the  PIK  program  as  I  could  farm- 
ing."  he  says. 

Critics  say  PIK  has  been  the  administra- 
tion's biggest  agricultural  disaster,  a  $12  bil- 
lion boondoggle.  Most  farmers  took  only 
their  poorest  land  out  of  production,  so  har- 
vests have  not  dropped  dramatically.  Even 
supporters  of  PIK  say  the  program  would 
have  to  continue  for  at  least  another  year  to 


make  a  serious  dent  in  the  surpluses— and 
with  such  a  high  price,  no  one  is  betting  on 
an  extension. 

politics,  politics 
In  the  short  run.  administration  officials 
and  farmers  agree  that  the  United  States 
must  reduce  surpluses  and  raise  prices  by  re- 
vitalizing exports.  The  compromise  Senate 
bill  includes  $600  million  for  export  promo- 
tion. But  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Feder- 
ation and  almost  every  farmer  interviewed 
by  Newsweek  also  favor  the  freeze  on 
■target  price"  subsidies  and  a  10  percent  re- 
duction in  loan  price-support  levels  for 
wheat,  a  position  that  most  would  have  con- 
sidered heresy  a  short  time  ago.  They  point 
out  that  the  high-price  guarantees  have  en- 
couraged overproduction,  which  they  fear 
will  ultimately  depress  prices.  And  they 
have  a  political  reason  as  well.  "We  feel  that 
either  we  take  the  Initiative  to  get  our 
house  in  order  or  someone  will  come  along 
and  wipe  out  these  programs  altogether." 
says  Ross  Korves,  a  Farm  Bureau  Federa- 
tion economist.  A  freeze  would  save  only  $3 
billion  to  $4  billion,  but  agriculture  officials 
say  it  is  an  important  psychological  step 
toward  a  more  sensible  farm  policy. 

A  sensible  new  farm  policy  will  be  a  diffi- 
cult task,  because  it  will  have  to  be  devel- 
oped in  the  heat  of  Campaign  '84.  Last 
week,  on  the  same  day  Block  opened  his 
summit,  the  Democratic  National  Commit- 
tee announced  the  formation  of  an  agricul- 
tural council  to  expose  what  it  considers 
Reagan's  "farm  policy  flimflam."  Govern- 
ment involvement  in  agriculture  has  become 
so  deep— and  so  expensive— that  the  pendu- 
lum may  finally  be  swinging  back  toward  a 
more  open  market.  But  for  now  the  Demo- 
crats have  one  thing  in  common  with  the 
Republicans:  no  new  ideas. 

[Prom  the  New  "York  Times,  July  25.  1983] 
What  P-I-K  Spells 

"Payment-in-Kind  ":  when  it  was  first  pro- 
posed last  year,  it  sounded  like  a  painless 
way  to  reduce  farm  subsidies  and  at  the 
same  time  unload  old  surpluses.  But  the 
program  has  yielded  only  marginal  econom- 
ic benefits,  and,  as  politics,  PIK,  as  it  is 
called,  has  proved  to  be  an  f-l-o-p. 

Such  failures  are  almost  inevitable  as  long 
as  we  try  to  make  farm  programs  all  things 
for  all  people.  Only  when  Government 
clearly  defines  its  role  as  the  stabilizer 
rather  than  supporter  of  farm  income,  and 
only  when  farmers  are  reconciled  to  living 
with  free  markets,  are  we  likely  to  manage  a 
successful  farm  policy. 

Last  year,  farm  policymakers  seemed 
trapped.  With  agricultural  prices  badly  de- 
pressed, farm  interests  were  pressing  for 
more  Government  help.  But  the  traditional 
way  of  aiding  farmers,  crop  supports,  would 
have  added  billions  to  the  deficit  and  mil- 
lions of  tons  of  food  and  fiber  to  the  bulging 
national  stockpile. 

Enter  the  Agriculture  Department's  "pay- 
ment-in-kind "  scheme.  Under  PIK,  farmers 
would  be  paid  for  reducing  their  crop  acre- 
age, thus  eliminating  surplus  production. 
But  instead  of  money,  the  payment  would 
be  in  wheat,  com  and  cotton  from  Govern- 
ment stockpiles. 

Consumers,  too,  would  benefit  because 
prices  would  not  be  affected:  The  grain  and 
cotton  release  to  the  market  would  compen- 
sate for  reduced  production,  the  net  gain  to 
farmers  would  come  from  savings  on  fertiliz- 
er, seed,  pesticide  and  labor. 

Unfortunately.  PIK  worked  better  on  the 
drawing  board  than  on  the  back  forty.  Far 


more  acreage  than  anticipate  has  been 
idled,  forcing  the  Government  to  foreclose 
on  farmer-held  surpluses  for  payment  and 
raising  the  cost  of  the  program.  But  because 
of  good  weather  and  superintensive  cultiva- 
tion, production  will  be  greater  than  antici- 
pated. 

The  results:  farmers  are  anxious  that  sur- 
pluses dumped  on  the  market  will  depress 
prices;  budget-cutters  worry  that  farm  sup- 
ports will  cost  at  least  $21  billion  this  year, 
and  liberals  are  angry  that  some  farmers 
will  ejw;h  receive  more  than  a  million  dollars 
this  year  not  to  work  their  land. 

A  smaller  PIK  program  might  have  quiet- 
ed unrest  in  the  farm  belt  without  arousing 
opposition  in  Congress.  But  PIK  could  never 
have  been  more  than  a  political  solution  to 
a  political  problem.  No  matter  how  carefully 
fine-tuned,  this  gimmick  could  not  long  rec- 
oncile the  demands  of  farmers  for  larger  in- 
comes with  the  demand  of  taxpayers  for 
smaller  farm  subsidies  and  the  demands  of 
consumers  for  lower  food  prices. 

Must  the  farmer's  gain  be  either  the  tax- 
payer's or  consumer's  loss?  One  could  imag- 
ine an  alternative:  an  agricultural  policy 
with  the  goal  of  efficiency.  Such  a  policy 
would  use  crop  supports  and  acreage  restric- 
tions only  to  slow  swings  in  prices. 

Over  the  long  run.  farmers  who  couldn't 
make  it  in  the  free  market  would  cease  to  be 
farmers.  True  subsidies  would  be  paid  only 
to  poor  farmers,  and  only  in  ways  that 
would  discourage  small,  inefficient  farms. 

Such  a  policy  prescription  grates  in  a  soci- 
ety that  still  thinks  of  farming  as  a  way  of 
life  rather  than  an  industry.  But  it  might 
grate  less  than  spending  $21  billion  a  year  in 
a  vain  attempt  to  satisfy  6  percent  of  the 
population. 

Our  Unaffordable  Farm  Programs 
(By  Fred  H.  Sanderson) 

Once  again,  American  taxpayers  find 
themselves  in  the  familiar  position  of 
paying  farmers  to  restrict  production  so  as 
to  raise  prices  to  consumers.  Only  this  time 
the  bill  is  a  staggering  $22  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1983  alone,  up  from  less  than  $4  billion 
in  the  Carter  years. 

The  steps  taken  so  far  to  stem  the  mount- 
ing tide  of  surpluses  have  proved  inad- 
equate. Dairy  products  are  being  bought  up 
by  the  government  at  the  rate  of  $2.5  billion 
a  year  despite  the  freezing  of  support  prices. 
This  year's  massive  "payment  in  kind  "  pro- 
gram will  reduce  grain  and  cotton  produc- 
tion by  one-fourth,  but  there  will  be  no  last- 
ing effect  in  redressing  the  balance  between 
demand  and  supply. 

All  agree  that  U.S.  farm  policy  is  at  a 
crossroads,  but  there  is  no  agreement  on  the 
route  to  take.  The  more  hard-nosed  farm 
groups  call  for  continued  price  supports  but- 
tressed by  tighter  production  controls.  But 
mandatory  controls,  which  would  avoid 
heavy  budget  costs,  have  been  rejected  time 
and  again.  Twenty  years  of  experience  with 
voluntary  supply  control  have  shown  this 
approach  to  be  ineffective  or  exorbitantly 
expensive  or  both.  Furthermore,  any  kind  of 
unilateral  supply  management  by  the 
United  States  makes  it  that  much  easier  for 
our  foreign  competitors  to  undercut  our 
prices  and  to  steal  our  markets. 

An  alternative  approach  billed  as  "self-fi- 
nancing"  of  surplus  disposal  by  the  farmers- 
would  introduce  a  dual  price  system  that  re- 
stricts supplies  and  raises  prices  to  domestic 
consumers  while  surpluses  are  dumped 
abroad  at  whatever  price  they  will  bring. 
Experience  with  sugar  in  the  European 
Community    and    tobacco    in    the    United 


States  has  shown  that  this  approach  does 
not  solve  the  problem  of  surplus  production: 
it  merely  shifts  the  costs  of  surplus  disposal 
from  the  budget  to  the  domestic  consumer. 
It  continues  to  protect  inefficient  producers 
and  to  delay  structural  change.  And  it  is  no 
more  compatible  with  GATT  than  are 
export  subsides  financed  by  the  tax  payer 

Export  subsidies,  no  matter  how  financed, 
are  no  solution  because  they  will  be 
matched  by  our  competitors.  And  while  a 
case  can  be  made  for  subsidizing  exports  to 
poor  countries  and  to  developing  countries 
in  temporary  financial  difficulties,  the  prin- 
cipal beneficiaries  of  any  generalized  export 
subsidy  contest  will  be  the  communist  coun- 
tries and  already  affluent  countries  in  the 
Middle  and  Far  East. 

Since  the  United  States  has  a  competitive 
advantage  in  most  farm  products,  its  organi- 
zations accept  this  proposition  in  the  ab- 
stract, but  that  has  not  prevented  most 
commodity  groups  from  seeking  to  preserve 
various  forms  of  protection,  subsidization 
and  cartelization.  It  has  taken  a  major  ex- 
plosion of  farm  support  costs  to  put  these 
vested  interests  on  the  defensive. 

The  Reagan  administration,  with  the  sup- 
port of  at  least  one  major  farm  organiza- 
tion, favors  the  phasing  out  of  those  aspects 
of  the  existing  commodity  programs  that 
support  producers'  returns  above  long-term 
market-clearing  levels.  This  includes  not 
only  loan  rates  (price  guarantees)  but  also 
the  target  prices  that  are  the  basis  for  defi- 
ciency payments  as  well  as  other  Incentives 
that  are  proving  excessive  in  the  less  buoy- 
ant markets  of  the  1980s. 

An  opportunity  for  basic  reform  will 
present  itself  when  the  comprehensive  farm 
legislation  comes  up  for  renewal  in  1985. 
The  new  legislation  should  recognize  that 
massive  income  transfers  to  the  farm 
sector— which  in  any  event  benefit  mainly 
the  large  farmers  who  need  them  least— are 
no  longer  justified. 

We  should  retain  only  those  elements  of 
our  farm  programs  that  protect  farmers 
against  extreme  short-term  instability.  This 
includes  federal  crop  insurance  and  the 
Farmers'  Home  Administration  as  a  lender 
of  last  resort.  Loan  rates  should  serve  as  a 
safety  net.  but  at  levels  no  higher  than  the 
variable  costs  of  production.  Because  of  the 
difficulty  of  getting  agreement  on  relevant 
costs,  it  would  probably  be  best  to  link  the 
loan  rates  to  a  moving  average  of  market 
prices. 

The  farmer-owned  grain  reserve  should  be 
managed  to  serve  stabilization  purposes 
only.  It  could  be  made  more  cost-effective 
than  the  present  program,  which  gives 
farmers  the  benefit  of  any  rise  in  prices 
while  the  government  bears  virtually  all  the 
storage  and  interest  costs.  To  avoid  being 
placed  in  the  position  of  the  residual  suppli- 
er in  periods  of  worldwide  glut,  the  United 
States  should  resume  negotiations  to  get  its 
fellow  exporters,  including  the  European 
Community,  to  share  with  it  the  burden  of 
market  stabilization,  by  means  of  a  coordi- 
nated reserve  policy. 

Legislation  along  these  lines  would  serve 
the  public  interest  and  still  provide  ade- 
quately for  the  economic  security  of  the 
American  farmer. 

Mr.  DOLE.  My  final  point  is  that  we 
also  have  a  dairy  package  which  some 
of  us  would  like  to  move  ahead.  Our 
dairy  farmers  are  satisfied  that  we 
have  a  good  compromise.  It  does  not 
save  as  much  money  as  some  would 
like. 
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Will   the   Senator 


Mr.    MELCHER. 
yield? 
Mr.  DOLE.  Yes. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Would  the  Senator 
be  willing  to  back  this  Senator,  the 
Senator  from  Montana,  in  a  motion  to 
proceed  immediately  to  the  dairy  bill 
before  proceeding  to  the  one  we  are 
on.  Calendar  No.  261,  S.  1529,  and  set 
debate  on  this  motion  aside  until  after 
we  have  passed  the  dairy  bill? 

Mr.  DOLE.  That  is  certainly  an 
option. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  If  the  Senator  will 
join  with  me.  I  will  meet  with  the  ma- 
jority leader  and  make  that  suggestion 
as  soon  as  he  can  return  to  the  floor.  I 
think  we  ought  to  move  the  dairy  bill. 
It  is  a  separate  bill.  It  has  been  setting 
on  that  calendar  ahead  of  this  one.  It 
is  ready  to  roll.  Let  us  move  it.  I  do  not 
think  we  would  have  to  worry  about 
getting  its  passage  in  between  now  and 
4:30.  Let  us  move  the  dairy  bill. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  think  that  is  an  option 
we  might  consider.  Why  does  not  the 
Senator  from  Montana  join  with  us 
and  put  the  package  together?  Why 
should  we  wait? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  will  respond  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  by  saying  that  I 
am  consistent  with  what  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee  did,  and  what 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  and  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Senate  Ag- 
riculture Committee  did.  We  all  agreed 
that  we  would  put  the  dairy  bill  out 
pronto.  Let  us  get  it  out  on  the  Senate 
floor.  Let  us  get  it  passed.  Now  we  are 
taking  up  this  bill  on  target  prices, 
which  came  out  of  committee  by  an  8- 
to-7  vote.  We  knew  it  would  be  contro- 
versial. We  knew  it  had  to  be  debated 
extensively.  We  are  taking  it  up  before 
we  take  up  the  dairy  bill.  I  am  willing 
to  set  this  bill  aside,  not  the  bill  but 
the  motion  to  proceed  to  consider  the 
bill,  and  move  directly  on  to  the  dairy 
bill.  I  do  not  think  the  dairy  bill  has 
any  enemies  here.  We  can  pass  it  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Would  we  have  to  amend 
the  dairy  bill? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  We  would  not 
amend  the  dairy  bill,  as  the  Senator 
knows,  without  continuing  this  discus- 
sion. I  am  not  trying  to  put  the  two  to- 
gether. If  Secretary  Block  likes  the 
dairy  bill,  and  I  think  he  does,  a  little 
bit 

Mr.  DOLE.  Not  much. 

Mr.  MELCHER  [continuing].  We 
will  pass  it.  We  will  have  the  adminis- 
tration backing  us  on  something. 

If  they  want  to  tangle  it  up  with  re- 
opening up  the  farm  bill  of  1981,  all 
they  have  to  do  is  proceed  as  we  are 
going.  If  we  are  going  to  go  into  this 
bill,  the  one  we  are  on  right  now  on 
target  prices,  we  are  going  to  reopen 
the  1981  Farm  Act  and  we  are  going  to 
talk  about  a  lot  of  things  that  could  be 
improved  in  that  act  that  would  be 
helpful.  But  it  is  silly  for  us  to  stand 
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on  the  Senate  floor  and  say  we  are 
going  to  do  all  that  this  week.  If  we 
are  going  to  send  it  over  to  the  House 
and  they  are  going  to  act  on  it  it  seems 
unlikely  we  are  going  to  lay  a  bill  on 
the  Presidents  desk  within  a  matter  of 
days  after  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  have  recessed.  We  know  that  is 
not  going  to  happen. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
the  important  thing  is  that  we  know 
where  the  responsibility  is  if  the 
target  price  freeze  does  not  happen. 
The  Secretary  has  announced  at  least 
to  the  wheat  farmers  what  the  pro- 
gram is  going  to  be  if  we  freeze  target 
prices  and  what  it  is  going  to  be  if  we 
do  not  freeze  target  prices.  The  Sena- 
tor from  Montana  is  saying  that  we 
are  not  going  to  finish  the  bill  this 
week.  I  assume  he  is  therefore  accept- 
ing responsibility  for  choosing  the 
second  acreage  reduction  and  PIK 
option  by  saying  we  are  going  to  have 
a  target  price  freeze. 

Maybe  that  is  the  best  deal  for  the 
American  wheat  producer.  It  is  a  close 
call  in  some  areas. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  again,  we  are  talking  about 
pretty  heavy  stuff.  Reference  was 
made  to  PIK.  The  record  shows  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  trotted  up 
here  in  the  latter  days  of  December 
and  said  he  wanted  a  PIK  program,  he 
wanted  us  to  pass  a  bill  that  they  had 
pieced  together  over  the  last  several 
days  between  Thauiksgiving  and  the 
middle  of  December,  and  they  wanted 
it  passed  right  now.  I  said.  "Well,  you 
are  ruiming  a  chance.  Mr.  Secretary, 
of  telling  us  to  buy  a  PIK  in  a  poke. 
Why  not  open  the  poke  so  wc  can  see 
what  is  in  there  and  let  the  farmers  of 
this  country  look  at  it?  If  it  is  so  good, 
we  will  pass  it  in  January." 

I  remind  the  Senator  that,  during 
the  course  of  that  discussion  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  December, 
the  question  was  raised  in  a  pertinent 
way  on  whether  the  $50,000  payment 
limitation  would  apply  to  PIK  com- 
modity payments.  At  that  time,  the 
Secretary  thought  it  probably  would: 
it  might  need  a  portion  in  the  PIK  bill 
to  absolve  the  $50,000  payment  limita- 
tions from  PIK  payments. 

When  the  Secretary  chose,  in  Janu- 
ary, to  implement  the  PIK  program, 
he  did  so  on  the  basis  that  the  $50,000 
payment  limitation  in  law  would  not 
apply  to  the  PIK  payments.  We  asked 
him  what  the  Solicitor's  opinion  on 
that  was  and  the  rationale  that  ad- 
vised him  of  that.  We  were  told  we 
would  get  that.  We  have  not  gotten  it 
yet.  We  have  not  gotten  the  Solicitors 
opinion  on  why  the  $50,000  payment 
limitation  would  not  apply  to  PIK 
payments. 

Mr.  DOLE.  As  I  understand  it.  the 
Senator  from  Montana  has  written 
the  Attorney  General  on  that. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  have  written  the 
Attorney  General  and  I  would  like  an 


answer.  I  do  not  know  why  we  have  all 
these  solicitors,  all  these  lawyers  work- 
ing in  the  Department  of  Justice  and 
every  department  we  have  and  we 
carmot  get  their  legal  argument  on  in- 
terpreting the  law.  If  they  have  violat- 
ed the  law  or  if  they  have  placed  those 
PIK  payments  in  jeopardy,  who  is 
going  to  be  hurt?  Is  it  the  United 
States  that  is  going  to  be  hurt  or  is  it 
the  producers  that  receive  those  PIK 
payments?  We  are  entitled  to  know 
that. 

We  cannot  get  the  answers  out  of 
the  Department  after  months  and 
they  come  up  here  and  ask  us  to  pass  a 
bill,  which  is.  after  all.  a  major  part  of 
that  1981  Farm  Act.  affecting  com 
and  wheat,  upland  cotton  and  rice  pro- 
ducers; they  come  in,  in  the  waning 
days  prior  to  a  recess  and  say.  "Well,  if 
you  pass  it  here,  we  have  it  iced  in  the 
House,  we  have  it  greased  over  in  the 
House."  I  can  hardly  believe  that. 

I  would  like  to  address  the  issues  of 
American  agricultural  policy  and  have 
them  debated  here  and  in  the  House 
and  come  up  with  the  best  solutions 
we  can.  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Kansas,  and  I  know  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  who  is 
present  on  the  floor,  and  other  mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee feel  the  same  way  I  do  about 
doing  that.  It  is  a  question  now  of 
whether  we  should  be  stampeded  into 
a  major  a  revision  of  that  1981  Farm 
Act  without  some  other  matters  being 
considered,  I  do  not  believe  that  is  pos- 
sible just  on  short  notice,  with  this 
short  time.  I  doubt  if  it  is  possible  for 
the  House  to  act  on  something  on  that 
short  notice. 

I  am  willing  to  debate  all  of  this  in 
September.  I  think  we  can  take  the 
time  and  should  take  the  time.  Ameri- 
can agricultural  policy  is  very  funda- 
mental to  what  the  rest  of  this  coun- 
try is  doing.  Frankly,  if  they  want 
somebody  to  blame  on  not  doing  it  in  a 
slap-dash,  haphazard  way.  blame  me.  I 
take  pride  in  that  kind  of  blame.  I 
want  to  do  it  very  deliberately  and  I 
want  to  do  it  with  thorough  consider- 
ation by  the  principals  that  are  in- 
volved, that  is.  with  agricultural  pro- 
ducers and  see  whether  or  not  we  can 
have  a  stronger  policy  for  agriculture. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding  and 
being  disrupted  from  this  thoughts. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  appreci- 
ate the  Senator's  remarks  and  he  is 
right.  Last  year,  when  the  PIK  pro- 
gram came  up.  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana—for reasons  that  are  certainly 
well  known  to  him  and  probably  sound 
as  far  as  he  is  concerned— prevented 
the  Senate  from  legislating  on  PIK. 
The  Secretary  then  took  it  upon  him- 
self to  announce  the  PIK  program  on 
his  own  authority.  Some  of  the  provi- 
sions are  being  questioned  and  no  one 
quarrels  with  that.  Now  here  we  are.  8 
months  later,  trying  to  bring  a  little 
sanity  into  the  costs  of  farm  programs. 


The  Senator  from  Montana,  who  cer- 
tainly has  every  right,  says  we  are  not 
going  to  do  that;  that  we  are  not  going 
to  do  anything. 

Up  until  recently,  there  was  a  lot  of 
talk  that  if  we  could  just  get  the  Sec- 
retary to  announce  both  programs, 
option  A  and  option  B.  then  we  could 
move  the  bill  in  the  Senate  because  we 
would  know  what  the  production  pro- 
gram would  be.  The  Secretary  hesitat- 
ed in  doing  that  because  he  was  afraid 
it  would  look  as  if  he  was  trying  to  in- 
timidate the  farmers  by  saying,  if  you 
do  this,  you  get  A;  if  you  do  this,  you 
get  B.  Now  he  had  made  that  an- 
nouncement. I  think  we  have  to  make 
a  choice. 

The  Secretary  is  required  by  law  to 
announce  the  wheat  program  by 
August  15.  It  seems  to  me  that,  since 
everything  is  out  in  the  open  now.  we 
should  proceed  to  choose.  Farmers  cer- 
tainly have  a  right  to  make  their  own 
choices. 

Farmers  are  never  all  going  to  agree 
on  one  farm  program.  Some  want  high 
loan  rates,  some  want  quotas,  some 
want  referenda,  others  do  not  like  the 
Government  involved  at  all.  some  do 
not  like  target  prices.  It  is  pretty  hard 
to  get  agreement  on  farm  legislation. 

This  seems  like  a  pretty  good  bill  to 
this  Senator.  When  we  got  to  confer- 
ence on  the  1981  farm  bill  and  tried  to 
figure  out  the  target  price  levels,  there 
was  not  a  single  Senator  in  either 
party  who  thought  the  inflation  rate 
was  going  to  come  down  as  rapidly  as 
it  did.  So  we  put  the  target  price  levels 
up  because  of  the  inflation  rate.  I 
frankly  believe  the  target  prices  were 
set  too  high.  Inflation  rates  are  down, 
interest  rates  are  down.  Why  not  make 
an  adjustment  in  the  law  to  reflect 
current  conditions? 

The  conditions  are  not  as  they  were 
in  1981.  If.  as  a  result,  the  program  is 
too  generous,  and  we  have  a  chance  to 
save  $3.6  billion  without  doing  vio- 
lence to  the  farmers  of  this  country, 
then  it  ought  to  be  done. 

Some  equate  helping  farmers  with 
how  much  money  you  can  spend. 
Target  prices,  loan  rates,  diversion 
payments— there  is  a  lot  of  money  in 
the  farm  program  and  some  of  it  is 
justified.  We  must  restore  and  main- 
tain a  sound  farm  economy.  But  I  do 
not  believe  that  Government  can  or 
should  become  obligated  to  the  point 
of  saying  that  farmers— or  any  other 
businessmen— are  not  allowed  to  fail. 

I  understand  there  are  15  to  20 
amendments  pending  in  the  event  that 
a  bill  comes  up— whether  it  is  the 
dairy  bill,  the  target  price  freeze,  or 
whatever  it  might  be.  It  may  be  that 
we  are  not  able  to  accomplish  any- 
thing this  week  at  all.  But  the  farmers 
should  know  that  there  was  an  effort 
to  accomplish  something.  Farm  legis- 
lation has  now  been  on  the  Senate 
floor  for  a  week  and  nothing  has  been 


accomplished.  Maybe  we  cannot  ac- 
complish anything  today  or  tomorrow 
or  Wednesday  or  Thursday.  Certainly, 
we  can  do  nothing  after  the  House  and 
the  Senate  recess  until  sometime  in 
September.  That  would  disadvantage 
many  in  the  farm  community— par- 
ticularly winter  wheat  producers. 

The  dairy  industry  would  like  us  to 
move  on  their  legislation.  At  this 
point,  however,  it  is  hard  to  say  if  we 
will  make  any  progress.  We  took  care 
of  those  programs  which  had  to  be 
taken  care  of  first  and  there  is  no  le- 
verage left  to  correct  the  one  program 
where  we  are  trying  to  reduce  the  cost 
of  the  program  a  little  bit. 

I  must  say  that  with  the  announce- 
ment of  the  production  restraints  in 
the  1984  program,  the  wheat  target 
price  level,  whether  it  is  $4.30  or  $4.45, 
is  not  all  that  important. 

I  was  discussing  the  target  price  con- 
cept earlier  today  with  one  of  my  col- 
leagues who  does  not  have  much  agri- 
culture in  his  State.  He  was  a  little 
nonplussed  to  think  that  we  may  be 
paying  wheat  farmers  65  cents  a 
bushel  in  a  deficiency  payment  be- 
cause of  the  target  price.  Some  would 
say,  "Well,  if  the  PIK  program  had 
worked  as  expected,  we  wouldn't  have 
to  make  deficiency  payments." 

The  problem  is  that  we  have  had 
very  good  weather  m  wheat  areas.  We 
had  some  of  the  highest  yields  in  his- 
tory in  the  State  of  Kansas.  Notwith- 
standing the  PIK  acreage  that  has 
been  taken  out  of  production  in  our 
State,  we  produced  nearly  the  same 
amount  of  wheat  this  year  as  we  did  a 
year  ago. 

The  PIK  program  has  not  had  the 
same  impact  on  wheat  prices  that  it 
has  had  on  corn  prices.  Farmers  in 
corn  areas  are  not  so  concerned  about 
the  target  price  freeze  because  their 
market  price  has  gone  up.  It  is  the 
hope  of  those  of  us  from  wheat  States 
that  with  the  long-term  Soviet  grain 
agreement  and.  hopefully,  renewed 
purchases  by  the  People's  Republic  of 
China,  we  may  see  a  big  move  in  the 
market  price  for  wheat  and  other 
grains. 

But  even  if  that  should  happen,  we 
have  a  responsibility  for  farm  pro- 
grams. We  have  in  effect  a  nonparti- 
san approach  in  our  committee.  It  has 
been  that  way  as  long  as  this  Senator 
has  served  on  the  committee.  Whether 
it  was  Senator  Talmadge  or  Senator 
Helms,  we  have  generally  tried  to  op- 
erate on  a  consensus  basis,  not  accord- 
ing to  whether  we  are  Republicans  or 
Democrats  or  whether  we  represent 
wheat  or  rice  or  cotton  or  peanuts. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  as  one  Senator 
from  a  wheat  State  and  an  area  that 
might  be  affected,  that  we  ought  to  be 
willing  to  support  the  administration. 
We  should  take  into  account  the 
number  of  other  administration  initia- 
tives which  will  help  to  offset  a  freeze 
on    target    prices    by    strengthening 


market  prices  through  exports,  and 
not  through  larger  Government  pay- 
ments. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  information  be  printed  in 
the  Record  that  reviews  the  impor- 
tance of  the  PIK  program,  PIK  costs 
by  commodity,  and  the  distribution  of 
PIK  commodities  by  States. 

Just  to  cite  my  own  State,  for  exam- 
ple—and these  are  preliminary  fig- 
ures—PIK  commodities  to  be  distribut- 
ed in  1983  amount  to  about  $385  mil- 
lion. The  largest  State  was  Iowa  with 
$988  million,  followed  by  Illinois  with 
$838  million,  and  Texas  with  $831  mil- 
lion. The  document  also  contains 
other  information  that  I  think  might 
be  helpful  to  some  who  are  reading 
the  Record  or  who  are  involved  in  the 
debate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Dole  Hails  New  U.S. -Soviet  Grain  Accord 

Washington.— Senator  Bob  Dole  <R-Kan.) 
today  hailed  the  conclusion  of  a  new  long- 
term  grain  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union 
as  "the  end  of  a  long  quest  to  restore  the 
unquestioned  reliability  of  the  United 
States  as  a  supplier  of  agricultural  exports 
to  the  world  market." 

"The  appreciable  increase  from  six  to  nine 
million  tons  of  wheat  and  com  in  guranteed 
annual  sales  reflects  recognition  by  the 
Soviet  Union  that  the  U.S.  is  and  will 
remain  a  principal  source  for  meeting  its  ag- 
ricultural import  needs."  said  Dole,  who  has 
played  a  key  role  in  reestablishing  a  grain 
trade  dialogue  between  the  two  superpow- 
ers. 

The  new  five-year  agreement  was  an- 
nounced by  Deputy  Trade  Representative 
Bob  Lighthizer,  the  chief  of  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion, following  three  days  of  negotiations  in 
Vienna,  Austria.  Both  sides  agreed  to  raise 
the  minimum  for  Soviet  annual  grain  pur- 
chases from  6  to  9  million  tons,  and  the 
maximum  from  8  to  12  million  tons.  The  So- 
viets will  have  the  option  to  substitute 
500,000  tons  of  soybean  or  soybean  meal 
purchases  for  one  million  tons  of  grain  re- 
quired under  the  minimum.  Purchases  are 
to  be  roughly  divided  equally  between 
wheat  and  corn.  Additional  sales  beyond  the 
12  million  ton  maximum  would  require  con- 
sultation by  both  sides,  as  under  the  exist- 
ing agreement  negotiated  in  1975.  The  new 
agreement  will  take  effect  upon  expiration 
of  the  1975  accord  on  October  1,  1983. 

"I  want  to  congratulate  Secretary  Block, 
Ambassador  Brock,  and  their  deputies  in 
Vienna,  Bob  Lighthizer  and  Undersecretary 
Dan  Amstutz.  on  the  successful  conclusion 
of  these  negotiations."  Dole  continued. 
"U.S.  farmers  could  have  received  no  better 
news  than  the  announcement  of  a  new  and 
improved  grain  agreement  with  the  Rus- 
sians." 

"Some  of  us  have  worked  long  and  hard 
for  over  three  years  to  reverse  the  negative 
trend  in  U.S.-Soviet  trade  relations  since  the 
1980  grain  embargo."  Dole  stated.  "I  am 
glad  to  have  played  a  part  in  getting  both 
sides  together.  In  my  three  meetings  with 
Soviet  Ambassador  Dobrynin  and  during  my 
visit  to  Moscow  last  November,  I  became 
convinced  that  the  Soviets  were  prepared  to 
be  a  reliable  customer  if  we  were  ready  to 
return  to  our  role  zs  a  reliable  supplier," 
Dole  added.  "It  It  clear  that  both  sides  have 


kept  this  commitment  and  followed  their 
own  economic  best  interests  in  reaching  this 
important  accord." 

LTA  Announcement  Denotes  End  of 
Carter  Embargo.  Says  Dole 

Washington.— Kansas  Senator  Bob  Dole 
said  today  that  yesterday's  announced  long- 
term  grain  agreement  (LTA)  with  the  Soviet 
Union  represents  "the  end  of  a  long  night- 
mare of  government  interference  in  grain 
exports  started  by  President  Jimmy  Carter's 
embargo  of  1980." 

"There  are  those,  including  some  of  my 
friends  in  Kansas,  who  found  ways  to  justi- 
fy the  Carter  embargo  on  foreign  policy  or 
national  security  grounds."  said  Dole.  "But 
President  Reagan  has  kept  his  word  to  the 
American  farmer— he  ended  the  grain  em- 
bargo and  he  has  finally  closed  the  Pando- 
ra's box  of  government  inter\'ention  and 
threats  of  intervention  in  agricultural  trade 
which  Jimmy  Carter  opened  three  years 
ago. " 

"Those  of  us  who  have  consistently  sup- 
ported renewed  grain  trade  with  Russia 
have  done  our  best  during  the  past  three 
years  to  rebuild  the  tattered  reputation  of 
the  United  States  as  a  reliable  supplier." 
said  Dole,  the  ranking  Republican  on  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee. 

"The  Carter  embargo  was  a  devastating 
blow  to  our  farmers,"  said  Dole.  "But  we 
can  now  see  light  at  the  end  of  the  turmel." 

Dole  Commends  Long-Term  Agreement  Ne- 
gotiators—"Disastrous  Carter  Embargo 
is  Over" 

Washington.— Following  a  special  briefing 
today,  Kansas  Senator  Bob  Dole  joined 
other  members  of  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee  in  commending  the  U.S.  negotia- 
tors who  concluded  talks  last  week  on  a  new 
five-year  grain  agreement  with  the  Soviet 
Union. 

"Obtaining  a  50  percent  increase  in  guar- 
anteed Russian  purchases  of  U.S.  wheat  and 
corn  was  a  significant  accomplishment— par- 
ticularly when  both  countries  have  big  crops 
this  year,"  said  Dole. 

Senator  Dole's  comments  followed  a 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  briefing  by 
Deputy  U.S.  Trade  Representative  Bob 
Lighthizer  and  Under  Secretary  Daniel  Am- 
stutz, to  top  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
(USDA)  official  on  the  negotiating  team,  on 
the  details  on  last  week's  three-day  session 
in  Vienna,  Austria. 

The  new  agreement,  which  takes  effect 
October  1.  raises  minimum  annual  Soviet 
purchases  from  6  to  9  million  tons  and 
allows  the  maximum  level  of  exports  with- 
out prior  consultation  to  increase  from  8  to 
12  million  tons.  The  guaranteed  sale  of 
wheat  and  corn  were  negotiated  up  from  3 
to  4  million  tons  each,  with  Soviet  discretion 
to  substitute  500.000  tons  of  soybeans  or 
soybean  meal  for  the  balance  of  1  million 
tons. 

"With  this  agreement,  farmers  can  look 
forward  to  another  avenue  for  selling  their 
produce,  something  they  ha%'en't  had  for  a 
few  years.  We  are  all  glad  the  disastrous 
Carter  grain  embargo  is  now  over— Presi- 
dent Reagan  should  be  commended  for  ful- 
filling his  promise  to  end  the  embargo  and 
to  repair  the  tarnished  image  of  the  United 
States  as  a  reliable  trading  partner,"  Dole 
added.  "The  American  farmer  is  still  picking 
up  the  pieces  of  Jimmy  Carter's  mistaken 
policy  but  at  least  now  there  is  the  stabili- 
ty—and the  ho|3e— this  new  LTA  brings." 
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IMPORTANCE  OF  PIK 

PIK  is  an  Administration  initiative  that  is 
pumping  tS.  7  billion  into  the  farm  economy 
on  top  of  regular  programs.  Its  impact  In  re- 
ducing stocks  of  com.  cotton  and  rice  has 
been  essential  to  current  improved  prices.  In 
the  absence  of  PIK.  scheduled  target  price 
Increases  would  be  insignificant  In  support- 
ing farm  income. 

PIK  COST  BY  COMMODITY 

If  only  a  wheat  PIK  is  implemented  in 
1984  the  total  cost  will  be  close  to  $10  bil- 
lion. The  book  value  of  PIK  commodities  in 
1983  is  $8.7  billion,  divided  as  follows: 

Millioni 

Com  and  sorghum *5'2?a 

Wheat 2.050 

Cotton - - 1  "OO 

Rice....- ^^" 

PIK  DISTRIBUTION  BY  STATE 

Comparison  of  the  value  of  1983  PIK  com- 
modities with  total  ASCS  paymenU  in  1982 
(the  previous  year): 
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INCREASES  IN  REGULAR  PROGRAM  COSTS 

Following  are  increases  in  CCC  outlays  by 
Fiscal  Year: 
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Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  certainly 
have  no  criticism  of  the  Senator  from 
Montana;  he  is  within  his  right  as  is 
any  other  Member  of  the  Senate  to 
have  a  totally  different  view  on  what 
we  should  do  in  agriculture.  We  are 
seeking  only  to  make  one  modest 
change.  Only  yesterday,  we  were  ad- 
vised that  interest  rates  are  starting  to 
inch  back  up,  primarily  because  Con- 
gress is  not  willing  to  face  up  to  reduc- 
ing spending.  Here  is  an  opportunity 


to  reduce  spending  by  about  $3.6  bil- 
lion over  the  next  3  years.  I  believe 
that  the  announcement  of  the  long- 
term  Soviet  grain  agreement,  the  reso- 
lution of  the  textile  dispute,  and  some 
other  administration  initiatives  will 
offset  most  of  the  impact  which  the 
target  price  freeze  might  have.  But 
primarily,  it  would  be  an  indication 
that  Congress  has  the  will  to  cut 
spending.  If  Federal  spending  is  too 
high  in  any  program,  whether  it  is  in 
defense  or  in  agriculture,  we  ought  to 
take  a  look  at  it.  We  ought  to  restrain 
the  growth  of  spending.  It  is  pretty 
hard  to  argue  that  we  are  not  spend- 
ing a  great  deal  of  money  in  farm  pro- 
grams. It  can  even  be  argued  that  the 
cost  of  farm  programs  under  conserva- 
tive Ronald  Reagan  have  more  than 
quadrupled  since  President  Carter  left 
office. 

We  can  argue  all  we  want  that 
higher  costs  do  not  reflect  renewed 
prosperity  on  the  farm.  PIK  and  other 
programs  probably  have  done  a  great 
deal  for  the  American  farmer.  They 
may  have  been  necessary.  But  if  we 
are  not  willing  to  put  our  foot  on  the 
brake  when  agriculture  programs  are 
out  of  hand,  then  it  is  pretty  hard  for 
us  to  say  with  a  straight  face  that  we 
ought  to  reduce  some  other  program 
that  does  not  benefit  our  State. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  this  Senator  that 
there  is  still  enough  of  a  willingness 
on  the  part  of  Democrats  and  Republi- 
cans in  the  farm  area  to  reach  a  com- 
promise. I  would  hope  we  could  do  it 
late  today  or  tomorrow  morning  so 
that  the  House  could  have  a  chance  to 
work  its  will  and  maybe  have  a  confer- 
ence report  before  the  Congress  ad- 
journs for  the  August  recess  sometime 
later  this  week. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Montana  for  yielding  me  time 
without  losing  his  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Kansas  for  his 
remarks.  I  think  it  throws  a  lot  of 
light  on  the  subject  matter  we  are  dis- 
cussing. He  has  been  a  veteran  of  the 
Airirulture  Committees  in  the  House 
and  the  Senate  for  a  rather  important 
and  critical  time  over  the  past  20 
years. 

I  surely  would  love  to  save  some 
money  for  the  taxpayers  in  the  cost  of 
the  farm  program,  and  since  the  PIK 
program  is  a  major  part  of  the  costs 
for  the  farm  program  now  we  ought  to 
look  at  it.  I  said  in  December,  when 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  pressured 
immediate  passage  of  a  bill,  in  outlin- 
ing the  PIK  program  I  said  that 
maybe  he  had  a  PIK  in  the  poke  and 
why  did  he  want  to  rush  it  so  fast.  In 
just  cost,  it  is  very  clear  that  PIK  is 
the  most  costly  of  all  farm  programs 
any  Secretary  ever  envisioned. 

When  he  refused  to  act  in  this 
Senate  in  December,  it  is  fair  to  say. 


on  behalf  of  the  Secretary,  that  he 
was  very  dubious,  if  he  waited  until 
January  when  the  House  and  Senate 
came  back  into  session,  whether  Con- 
gress would  very  quickly  get  a  piece  of 
legislation  enacted  into  law  dealing  di- 
rectly with  PIK.  So  he  used  his  own 
authority  under  existing  statutes. 
Over  the  course  of  30  years  Congress 
has  given  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture very  broad  authority.  So  he  used 
his  own  authority  to  put  PIK  in 
motion. 

The  Secretary  sent  out  regulations 
in  the  Federal  Register,  and,  having 
those  in  there  for  the  sufficient  com- 
ment period,  he  immediately,  even 
prior  to  the  end  of  the  comment 
period,  began  to  institute  a  PIK  pro- 
gram through  the  county  ASCS  of- 
fices throughout  the  country.  If  costs 
were  the  only  criteria,  it  has  been  a 
raging  failure.  But  costs  are  not  the 
only  criteria  on  farm  programs.  It  is  a 
question  really  of  whether  or  not  it  is 
espousing  agriculture  policy  that  in 
the  long  run  enhances  the  U.S.  posi- 
tion. 

Without  having  read  them  all,  I  well 
understand  the  editorials  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  has  described  which  are 
critical  of  agricultural  problems  right 
now.  They  are  wondering  whether  we 
are  not  paying  a  lot  of  money  out  of 
the  Treasury  that  is  not  accomplish- 
ing very  much.  I  have  to  say  that  I 
agree  that  PIK  is  not  accomplishing  a 
great  deal. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  met 
with  us  the  other  evening  at  6  o'clock, 
right  over  there,  off  this  Senate  floor, 
in  the  Vice  President's  room,  and  out- 
lined what  he  called  plan  A  and  plan 
B— they  are  like  Tweedledee  and 
Tweedledum— for  a  wheat  program: 
Plan  A  if  we  pass  the  bill  freezing 
target  prices,  or  plan  B  if  we  do  not 
pass  the  bill  freezing  target  prices. 
There  is  not  much  difference  in  the 
cost  of  either. 

The  Secretary  was  very  candid  and 
frank.  He  said,  Tm  not  suggesting 
that  there  is  much  difference  in  the 
cost  of  either  one."  It  is  inconsequen- 
tial, and  he  could  not  say  for  sure 
which  one  cost  more  and  which  one 
cost  less. 

As  to  PIK.  he  said  that  under  plan  A 
for  the  wheat  farmer,  they  could  put 
from  10  to  25  percent  of  their  acreage 
into  PIK:  under  plan  B.  from  10  to  20 
percent  into  PIK.  It  is  a  difference  of 
5  percent— and  neither  one  for  sure. 
So  there  is  not  much  difference  be- 
tween those  two  proposals. 

The  real  question  is.  What  about  the 
cost?  Concern  is  expressed  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  that  we  might  wit- 
ness attack  on  all  farm  programs 
which  the  public  finds  to  be  so  much 
in  disarray  and  in  such  ill-repute  that 
none  would  be  available  for  American 
agriculture.  Is  that  truly  a  valid  con- 
cern? I  would  say  that,  yes,  it  is  a  con- 
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cem,  and  I  share  that  concern.  But  I 
think  we  had  better  start  back  on 
what  is  the  real  concern,  as  being 
enunciated  by  those  editorials  to 
which  he  is  referring. 

They  are  referring  to  costs  for  farm 
programs  that  do  not  produce  much  of 
anything,  neither  farm  income  for  the 
producers— that  is.  for  more  than  1 
year— nor  do  they  seem  to  lead  this 
country  in  the  right  direction  for 
sound  agricultural  policy. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  concern  on 
my  part  that  we  are  jeopardizing  just 
that.  PIK  was  highly  successful  in  one 
aspect.  It  put  a  lot  of  money  into  the 
pockets  of  agricultural  producers  of 
those  commodities  it  covers— wheat, 
com,  upland  cotton,  and  rice.  It  put  a 
lot  of  money  into  their  pockets  imme- 
diately, and  they  certainly  could  use 
it. 

However,  in  doing  so  without  the 
payment  limitations  applying,  we  are 
reaping  a  harvest  of  bad  comment, 
that  in  the  public's  judgment,  serious 
questions  on  whether  it  is  sound  agri- 
cultural policy  to  be  sending  commod- 
ities, payment-in-kind,  worth  a  quarter 
of  a  million  dollars,  a  half-million  dol- 
lars, a  million  dollars,  or  more,  to  indi- 
vidual farm  operators.  That  is  No.  1. 

That  does  create  a  very  unfavorable 
attitude  on  the  part  of  many  in  the 
public  who  resent  it  and  believe  it  is 
an  unwarranted  handout.  Many  of  the 
public  ponder  that  if  large  PIK  pay- 
ments are  not  a  handout,  why  was  it 
not  held  to  a  limitation  so  that  the 
PIK  payments  could  help  a  great 
number  of  family  farms— that  is,  small 
operators,  farms  and  ranches  operated 
by  families— rather  than  one  big  oper- 
ation to  the  tune  of  a  million  dollars? 
Let  me  rephrase  that.  The  public 
has  a  great  deal  of  concern  over  what 
they  view  as  an  overpayment  to  some 
large  operations  many  of  which  are 
owned  by  corporations  or  conglomer- 
ates. They  wonder  why  the  American 
agricultural  policy,  as  set  in  Congress, 
does  not  go  directly  at  the  problem  of 
helping  family  farmers.  If  so,  how 
many  more  family  farmers  could  PIK 
payments  help  if  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  would  limit  the  payments, 
rather  than  huge  payments  going  to 
some  farms  that  are  owned  by  big  out- 
fits or  corporations  or  conglomerates, 
where  the  payments  to  one  operation 
of  this  type  may  be  a  quarter-of-a-mil- 
lion  dollars,  a  half-million  dollars,  a 
million  dollars,  or  more,  for  PIK? 

It  behooves  all  of  us  not  just  to  criti- 
cize. We  are  given  the  privilege  of 
being  on  the  Senate  floor,  represent- 
ing our  States,  with  the  idea  that  we 
will  act  constructively  and.  if  possible, 
in  a  very  positive  way  for  sound  agri- 
cultural policy. 

First  of  all.  the  cost:  PIK  will  cost 
$12  billion  for  the  current  year.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  speaks  about 
a  group  of  costs  for  farm  programs 
that  totals  $21  billion.  He  says  that 


does  not  include  PIK.  That  $12  billion 
for  PIK  will  be  in  addition  to  the  $21 
billion. 

You  have  to  look  at  what  the  Secre- 
tary is  saying,  then,  to  determine 
whether  you  agree  with  the  types  of 
expenditures  that  add  up  to  $21  bil- 
lion. 

Of  that  amount  the  Secretary  de- 
scribes the  first  item  is  $5  billion  for 
payments  farmers  receive,  and  that  in- 
cludes so-called  target  prices,  which 
translate  into  what  is  called  deficiency 
payments,  which  is  the  makeup  of  the 
market  price  and  the  actual  sale  price 
of  the  commodities  covering  a  portion 
of  the  crop— not  all  the  crop,  but  a 
portion  of  it. 

This  $5  billion  in  direct  payments 
also  calls  for  diversion  payments  and 
additional  payments  and  for  producer 
storage  payments.  This  covers  the  first 
$5  billion. 

The  next  item,  which  is  the  largest 
item  of  this  $21  billion,  is  $8.9  billion— 
for  all  practical  purposes,  I  will  round 
it  off  and  say  it  is  $9  billion— of  net 
lending.  That  money  is  not  lost,  but  is 
recovered.  That  money  is  repaid. 
These  are  loans  that  are  guaranteed 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion—that is  the  Government— on 
commodities  on  which  the  producer 
wishes  to  get  a  loan,  rather  than  sell 
the  commodity  during  the  time  of  low 
price.  Those  loans  are  repaid.  As  short 
a  time  ago  as  1980,  the  CCC— that  is, 
the  Government— actually  made  a 
profit  from  the  small  fee  it  charges  for 
guaranteeing  those  loans.  But  that 
item  of  $9  billion  to  guarantee  those 
loans  which  are  repaid  in  less  than  a 
year  is  a  big  item  of  the  $21  billion. 

Another  item  of  the  $21  billion  is 
$2.1  billion  for  dairy— that  is,  for  the 
dairy  surplus,  buying  up  the  milk  and 
converting  it  into  powdered  milk, 
cheese,  or  butter,  which  goes  into  Fed- 
eral storage.  That  is  what  that  pro- 
gram is  costing. 

Then  they  list  all  others  of  the  $21 
billion  as  $5.1  billion.  Well,  'all 
others"  covers  a  whole  variety  of 
things.  A  lot  of  it  is  credit.  A  lot  of  it  is 
payments  on  storage.  A  lot  of  it  deals 
with  other  aspects  of  the  broad  array 
of  agricultural  products  this  country 
producers,  and  which  from  time  to 
time  over  the  past  30  years  have  been 
reviewed  in  Congress;  and  we  have  re- 
soundingly said  that  we  are  going  to 
keep  those  programs  because  they 
work  or  because  they  enhance  the 
availability  of  supplies  for  consumers 
and  are  in  the  public  interest. 

What  is  unanswered  right  now  is 
simply  this:  Has  PIK  cost  us  too  much 
money?  And  the  answer  to  that  is  yes, 
it  has.  Has  the  PIK  program  produced 
much  as  sound  agricultural  policy  for 
this  country?  The  answer  to  that  is  no, 
it  has  produced  very  little. 

The  third  natural  question  is  can  we 
use  PIK  in  such  a  way  that  it  will  en- 
hance as  a  national  policy  American 


agriculture  over  the  course  of  time? 
And  the  answer  to  that  is,  "Probably 
yes"  but  with  some  constraints  and 
with  some  innovative  ideas  on  how 
PIK  is  handled  and  used  by  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture. 

Let  me  give  you  a  couple  examples 
of  that.  Right  from  the  outset  prob- 
ably all  of  us  on  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee, said,  "Well,  could  we  not  use 
PIK  payments,  payment  in  kind,  for 
conservation  work?"  And  the  answer 
to  that  is  yes.  but  we  have  not  done  it 
yet. 

I  dare  say  that  over  the  course  of 
time,  that  is  probably  one  of  the  best 
opportunities  this  country  has  in  order 
to  catch  up  on  lapsed  but  very  vitally 
needed  conservation  work  on  Ameri- 
can farms  and  ranches. 

The  second  example  of  how  we  could 
better  use  PIK,  is  could  not  PIK  be 
used,  with  a  surplus  commodity,  to  en- 
hance or  subsidize  the  sale  of  a  surplus 
agricultural  product  from  this  country 
to  a  foreign  country? 

The  answer  to  that  is,  "Absolutely 
yes."  PIK  for  this  purpose  has  only 
been  used  once,  to  my  knowledge,  so 
far.  and  that  was  with  the  Egyptian 
wheat  sale  where  bonus  amounts  of 
wheat  were  actually  given  from  Feder- 
al warehouses  by  the  Credit  Commodi- 
ty Corporation,  to  the  millers  who 
milled  the  wheat  and  sold  the  flour  to 
Egypt  to  subsidize  the  sale  in  order  to 
match  subsidized  sales  of  flour  from 
European  countries. 

So  there  are  ways  of  using  PIK  that 
are  very  advantageous  as  long-term 
policy  for  this  country. 

The  type  of  policy  that  we  need  for 
agriculture  in  the  United  States  I 
think  is  really  very  easily  understood. 
First  of  all.  we  should  do  what  comes 
natural  here  in  the  United  States. 
What  comes  natural  here  in  the 
United  States  is  what  we  have  done  all 
throughout  the  life  of  this  Republic. 

Jefferson  often  spoke  of  it,  prior  to 
the  time  we  had  the  Government  in 
place  and  prior  to  the  time  he  was 
President  of  the  United  States.  He 
spoke  of  it  prior  to  that  time,  he  spoke 
of  it  during  his  administration,  and  he 
spoke  of  it  afterward. 

That  is  the  capability  of  the  United 
States  to  grow  an  abundance  of  agri- 
cultural products  which  would  be 
more  than  the  need  for  domestic  con- 
sumption and  would  be  the  bulwark  of 
our  capability  for  foreign  trade. 

To  do  what  comes  natural  means 
that  we  grow  the  food  products  and  if 
we  have  an  abundance  of  supply  for 
American  consumers,  after  all  the  nec- 
essary food  here,  then  after  that  we 
sell  the  surplus  commodities  abroad. 

We  have  added  another  concept 
during  our  lifetime.  That  is  of  sharing 
the  abundance  of  food  here  in  Amer- 
ica over  and  above  what  was  needed 
for  domestic  consumption,  over  and 
above  what  was  actually  sold  abroad 
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to  other  countries.  We  have  added  the 
concept  of  "food  for  peace. "  The  con- 
cept that  even  preceded  that  was 
enunciated  by  Herbert  Hoover  shortly 
after  World  War  I.  Hoover  proposed 
sending  food  products  to  the  starving 
people  wherever  they  may  be  in  the 
world  and  he  administered  the  pro- 
gram. 

Herbert  Hoover's  concept  of  using 
food  products  to  help  people  abroad 
was  accepted,  developed,  and  used. 
Food  for  Peace  came  on  later,  a  little 
more  specific  in  certain  areas,  but  it 
did  not  disturb  the  concept  that  Her- 
bert Hoover  developed  shortly  after 
World  War  I,  and  it  still  fits  today.  It 
fits  this  year  and  it  will  fit  next  year, 
and  I  dare  say  it  will  fit  throughout  all 
of  our  lifetime,  the  lifetimes  of  our 
children  and  grandchildren.  When 
people  are  hungry  and  we  have  an 
abundance  we  supply  them  with  some 
food.  If  they  can  pay  for  it  in  a  curren- 
cy that  is  not  worth  very  much  we 
accept  that  and  then  on  occasion, 
sometimes  where  the  starving  have  no 
money  we  still  supply  the  food.  That  is 
good,  sound  agricultural  policy. 

There  is  a  basic  flaw  in  PIK  when  it 
is  used  as  broadly  as  it  has  been  used 
this  year,  and  that  flaw  is  this: 

It  attempts  to  curtail  production  too 
much.  There  are  none  of  us  who  are 
going  to  argue  that  we  should  spend 
$12  billion  to  get  a  200-million-bushel- 
less  wheat  crop  than  we  would  have 
had  otherwise.  There  are  none  of  us 
who  JU-e  going  to  argue  that  a  reduc- 
tion of  200  million  bushels  of  wheat, 
that  cuts  down  only  slightly  on  supply, 
out  of  a  crop  of  2.6  billion  bushels, 
that  even  if  you  get  a  reduction  in 
com  and  feedgrains,  in  order  to  bring 
down  these  surpluses  a  little  bit,  we 
want  to  spend  as  much  money  as  we 
spent  to  get  that  very  slight  reduction 
in  surplus  grain  supplies. 

Returning  to  what  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  was  telling  us  on  Friday 
last  over  there  in  the  Vice  Presidents 
room,  I  asked  the  Secretary  if  the 
stronger  com  price  was  principally  due 
to  the  use  of  PIK  for  the  reduction  of 
com  production  in  the  Cornbelt.  The 
Secretary  as  usual  was  very  candid  and 
very  frank  and  he  said: 

No,  I  would  not  describe  it  that  way.  I 
think  that  the  use  of  PIK  did  curtail  some 
planting  of  com  and  that  that  had  some 
bearing  on  improving  the  price  of  com, 
strengthening  the  price  of  com,  but  that 
the  main  reason  that  the  price  of  com  is 
higher  now  is  because  of  the  threat  of 
drought,  of  diminished  supply  in  most  of  Il- 
linois, eastern  Iowa  and  other  parts  of  the 
Cornbelt. 

So  I  do  not  think  in  the  longrun  PIK 
as  it  was  used  this  year  would  be  a 
very  sound  policy  because  we  do  not 
get  very  much  out  of  it  for  what  we 
pay. 

But  that  kind  of  large  expenditure, 
$12  billion  is  not  what  PIK  is  proposed 
for  next  year.  We  all  understood,  I  be- 
lieve, that  PIK  as  it  was  used  this  year 


was  just  a  one-shot  deal  for  that 
amount  of  money.  PIK  can  be  a  lot 
more  successful  than  it  has  been  if  it 
is  used  in  a  more  limited  way  and  I 
would  hope  it  would  be  more  success- 
ful if  we  used  PIK  as  a  means  of  en- 
hancing conservation  and  enhancing 
foreign  sales  of  American  agricultural 
products. 

We  are  not  kidding  anyone  or  at 
least  I  am  not  kidding  anyone.  The  big 
cost  of  the  farm  programs  that  is 
being  talked  about,  whether  it  is  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  or  here 
in  Congress  or  the  public  at  large,  is 
principally,  this  year,  due  to  the  huge 
amounts  of  PIK  payments. 
(Mr.  COCHRAN  assumed  the  chair.) 
Mr.  MELCHER.  It  has  to  be  modi- 
fied. 

If  we  are  going  to  freeze  target 
prices,  as  is  recommended  by  the  ad- 
ministration, it  is  true  that  those 
people  who  are  involved,  whether  it  is 
wheat,  corn,  or  Upland  cotton  or  rice, 
want  to  know  what  their  crop  program 
is  going  to  be  for  the  next  year's  crop. 
For  wheat  the  Secretary  has  well  laid 
that  out  in  two  options.  There  is 
option  A  if  we  freeze  target  prices  or 
option  B  if  we  do  not  freeze  target 
prices. 

For  wheat  producers  I  dare  say  it 
really  is  not  going  to  make  much  dif- 
ference, but  if  I  accurately  assess  what 
I  view  to  be  the  consensus  of  opinion 
of  the  wheat  producers  in  my  State, 
most  of  them  are  going  to  feel  that  we 
had  better  hold  off  and  see  what  else 
happens  during  the  next  coming 
weeks,  and  perhaps  even  after  that, 
and  not  freeze  target  prices. 

I  mentioned  that  corn  prices  are 
much  better.  Actually  if  com  prices 
would  hold  where  they  are  right  now, 
there  would  not  be  any  deficiency  pay- 
ments. In  that  case  the  target  price  for 
com  would  not  be  of  much  conse- 
quence to  corn  producers  because  the 
target  price  which  triggers  a  deficien- 
cy payment  occurs  only  in  those  in- 
stances where  the  producers  receive 
less  for  com  they  sell  than  what  the 
target  price  is.  So  if  this  corn  price 
holds  up  anywhere  near  to  where  it  is 
at  right  now.  a  deficiency  payment  or 
target  price  has  no  bearing  on  the 
next  coming  corn  crop. 

Wheat  is  a  different  situation. 
Wheat  is  now  selling  at  about  $1 
bushel  lower  than  what  the  target 
price  is  for  this  current  crop  ^'ear.  It  is 
too  early  to  ascertain  yet  whether  the 
announcement  of  the  long-term  agree- 
ment with  the  Soviet  Union  on  their 
purchases  of  wheat  and  com  and  soy- 
beans over  the  next  several  years  will 
stimulate  and  strengthen  the  wheat 
market.  But  it  is  absolutely  true  that 
wheat  producers  are  in  a  pretty  tight 
financial  situation.  That  is  true. 

Imagine  producing  your  major  crop 
on  your  farm  where,  even  if  you  have 
a  very  good  yield,  you  are  still  faced 
with  a  market  where  you  sell  it  at  at 


least  a  dollar  below  what  it  is  costing 
you  to  produce  each  of  those  bushels. 
So  if  you  are  an  operator  who  has 
10,000  bushels  of  production  you  can 
just  write  it  down  if  the  market  does 
not  improve  you  would  have  a  net  loss 
of  that  wheat  production  of  at  least 
$10,000.  That  is  not  even  breaking 
even  on  these  farms.  Naturally  these 
farmers  are  trying  to  do  more  than 
just  break  even,  so  that  they  can  pay 
bills  and  send  their  children  to  college 
or  help  them  go  to  college,  whatever 
their  expenses  are,  to  take  care  of 
them.  That  is  what  they  are  trying  to 
do  and  if  you  were  in  their  shoes  you 
would  be  doing  the  same  as  they  are 
attempting  to  do. 

I  think  wheat  producers  are  very, 
very  cautious  this  time  in  sending 
word  to  their  Senators  saying,  "What- 
ever you  do,  I  want  you  to  be  careful 
in  any  action  to  lower  that  safety  net 
you  have  got  in  the  law."  That  is  what 
we  call  these  target  prices,  safety  nets. 
They  are  not  going  to  tell  us  to  lower 
target  prices  when  they  are  really  con- 
cerned about  whether  or  not  they  are 
going  to  have  a  market  situation  next 
year  on  next  year's  crop  that  begins  to 
put  them  in  the  black  again,  so  instead 
of  knowing  they  are  having  to  pencil 
out  how  much  further  they  are  going 
into  debt  they  can  actually  pencil  out 
how  much  they  are  coming  out  of  debt 
and  how  much  their  operation  actual- 
ly netted  in  the  block.  That  is  what 
they  are  hoping  for  next  year— that 
their  operation  is  going  to  be  such 
that  they  not  only  will  produce  a  crop 
but  will  have  a  market  that  will  allow 
them  to  get  a  price  for  their  wheat 
that  actually  shows  they  are  not 
losing  ground  but  gaining  ground  on 
their  debts. 

Much  is  always  said  about  farmers 
that  they  do  not  want  a  handout.  You 
can  write  that  down  and  carve  that 
out  in  granite,  "They  do  not  want  a 
handout."  They  do  not  want  to  get 
their  livelihood  out  of  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury. They  want  to  get  it  out  of  the 
marketplace.  They  want  to  be  produc- 
ing for  the  market  and  getting  their 
pay  that  way.  A  lot  of  farmers  are  not 
very  happy  about  the  fact  that  they 
have  to  rely  on  a  target  price  to  trig- 
ger a  deficiency  payment  in  order  to 
hold  their  operation  together.  They 
resent  it.  I  personally  do  not  advocate 
that  as  good,  long-term  policy.  I  advo- 
cate that  the  marketplace  be  such 
that  we  know  that  is  going  to  be  suffi- 
cient that  given  a  usual  crop  the  farm- 
ers are  going  to  get  their  cost  of  pro- 
duction out  of  the  market  by  market- 
ing and  selling  their  commodities  in 
the  marketplace  plus  a  profit  without 
the  need  of  Government  program  pay- 
ments. That  is  what  they  really  want. 
For  American  agriculture,  it  is  the 
only  long-term  sound  policy.  But  we 
seem  to  have  an  extreme  difficulty  in 
getting  there. 


Of  late,  when  we  talk  about  wheat  in 
particular,  farm  producers  look  at  it 
this  way.  and  there  is  a  lot  of  merit 
and  truth  to  the  way  they  see  it:  First 
of  all,  going  back  to  the  Carter  embar- 
go, they  feel  that  was  wrong,  and  I 
agree,  it  was  wrong.  It  did  not  work 
out,  and  the  producers  of  wheat  really 
lost  a  lot  in  market  sales  and  therefore 
lower  prices.  The  same  can  be  said  of 
com  producers,  too,  and  also  soybean 
producers. 

Second,  the  way  the  wheat  produc- 
ers look  at  it  President  Reagan  was  a 
little  bit  slow  in  ending  the  Russian 
wheat  embargo. 

Third,  although  they  did  not  antici- 
pate it,  that  is  farmers  did  not  antici- 
pate it,  they  now  view  the  action  of 
the  President  in  blocking  a  sale  of  the 
parts  of  the  pipeline  for  natural  gas 
being  built  from  the  Soviet  Union  to 
Europe  as  further  compounding  their 
problems  in  selling  to  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  Iron  Curtain  countries 
that  the  Soviet  Union  frequently  buys 
for.  They  view,  that  embargo  on  the 
parts  for  that  pipeline  as,  interfering 
with  the  opportunity  to  create  the  cir- 
cumstances where  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Iron  Curtain  countries  would  be 
better  buyers  for  American  grains  and 
I  think  they  are  correct  on  that  also. 

Fourth,  wheat  producers,  as  I  know 
them,  at  least  in  Montana,  view  PIK 
for  wheat  producers  as  being  some- 
what of  a  bailout,  combination  bailout 
for  them,  so  those  who  participated  in 
the  program  could  have  additional 
income  but  really  view  it  as  such  a 
short-term  policy  as  to  ignore  the 
more  critical  long-term  policy  of  how 
we  are  going  to  develop  more  foreign 
sales  of  American  grain. 

I  can  add  another  point  along  the 
same  line:  Wheat  producers  in  Mon- 
tana, and  I  suspect  throughout  the 
country,  have  been  greatly  alarmed  by 
the  argument  that  developed  over  the 
sale  of  Chinese  textiles  to  this  country 
which  we  are  told  amounted  to  about 
$22  million,  which  was  blocked,  and 
caused  China  to  retaliate  by  ceasing  to 
buy  American  grain.  Now  to  the  credit 
of  the  administration  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  discussions  in 
Geneva  have  resolved  that  difficulty 
and  that  we  may  be  able  to  look  for- 
ward, as  the  Senator  from  Kansas  has 
earlier  mentioned  on  the  Senate  floor 
this  afternoon,  to  a  renewal  of  great 
interest  on  the  part  of  mainland  China 
in  buying  American  grain. 

So  what  wheat  producers  would  like 
is  emphasis  on  developing  these  for- 
eign sales,  and  that  certainly  points  in 
the  right  direction,  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned. 

If  the  administration  would  spend  a 
little  more  time  on  these  problems  of 
advancing  American  sales  of  agricul- 
tural products  abroad,  I  feel,  and  I 
would  guess  that  America  agricultural 
producers  feel,  that  we  would  be  a  lot 
better  off. 


Now,  on  our  balance  of  payments, 
agricultural  commodities  account  for 
over  one-third  of  our  foreign  sales. 
And  if  you  want  to  just  look  at  the  tail 
end  of  it,  that  means  if  it  were  not  for 
American  agricultural  products  being 
sold  from  this  country,  our  balance  of 
payments  would  be  almost  twice  as 
bad  as  they  are  right  now.  We  have  a 
negative  balance  of  payments. 

There  are  two  things  to  remember 
about  that.  These  American  agricul- 
tural products  of  wheat,  corn,  and  soy- 
beans are  being  sold  for  rather  low 
prices.  In  the  case  of  wheat,  it  is  sub- 
stantially below  the  cost  of  produc- 
tion. And  so  if  the  market  were 
strengthened  then  the  foreign  sales 
abroad,  when  you  figure  how  much 
wheat  was  sold,  because  you  always 
figure  it  in  dollars  would  be  much 
greater  with  the  same  volume.  That  is 
item  No.  1. 

Item  No.  2  is  that  we  have  a  strong 
dollar.  So,  in  relationship  to  how 
much  foreign  currency  or  foreign 
money  will  buy  from  us,  we  are  in  a 
weaker  position.  And  that  is  part  of 
enhancing  these  sales  abroad  of  Amer- 
ican grain,  and  part  of  what  the  ad- 
ministration should  be  doing,  getting 
some  adjustments  in  the  relative  value 
of  the  yen,  speaking  of  Japan,  as  com- 
pared to  the  American  dollar,  and 
looking  at  the  relative  values  of  other 
countries'  money,  their  currency,  in 
relationship  to  the  dollar;  and  getting 
some  modification  in  that  relationship 
so  that  our  sales  from  the  United 
States  would  be  more  attractive  in 
terms  of  Japanese  yen.  West  Germa- 
ny's deutsche  marks,  or  the  currency 
of  the  Italians,  or  the  Egyptians,  or 
any  of  the  rest  of  the  countries  that 
we  trade  with  and  hence  sell  American 
agricultural  products  to  them. 

Now,  at  this  time,  is  it  any  wonder 
that  farmers,  who  are,  after  all,  in  a 
position  of  not  really  doing  very  well 
economically,  are  saying  to  us: 

All  right,  those  of  us  who  have  participat- 
ed in  PIK  this  year,  we  really  got  sort  of  a 
windfall.  But  what  about  next  year?  We  still 
have  to  be  in  business.  You  better  be  careful 
about  what  you  do  about  changing  any  of 
the  rules,  changing  the  law.  as  it  affects  the 
agricultural  policy  and  agricultural  program 
for  wheat,  com.  upland  cotton,  and  rice 
next  year  and  the  year  after. 

So,  I  really  do  not  think  what  we  are 
doing  here  on  this  Senate  floor  in 
saying  let  us  not  proceed  to  this  bill  is 
much  of  a  mystery.  As  far  as  the  dairy 
part  of  it  is  concerned,  the  dairy  bill, 
which  is  on  the  calendar— it  is  the  cal- 
endar number  before  this  bill— any- 
time the  majority  leader  would  like  to 
go  to  that  dairy  bill  he  just  has  to  ask 
this  Senator,  and  I  suspect  all  of  us 
who  are  debating  this  particular  target 
price  freeze  question,  to  ask  whether 
we  will  not  yield  and  gladly  support 
him  in  bringing  up  the  dairy  bill  and 
promptly  passing  it.  I  would  not  hesi- 
tate to  predict  that  there  would  not  be 
any  opposition  to  that  at  all. 


Mr.  HEFLIN.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  MELCHER.  Yes,  I  am  delighted 
to  yield  to  my  friend  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  wonder  if  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Montana,  who 
has  been  a  leader  in  the  agricultural 
movement  for  a  long  time,  would  ex- 
plain the  primary  reasons  that  we 
have  had  an  escalation  in  each  of  the 
years,  in  1982  to  1983  and  1983  to  1984 
and  then  1984  to  1985,  of  target  prices. 
At  one  time,  if  I  remember  correctly, 
there  was  the  issue  of  tying  it  to  some 
type  of  index  relative  to  the  cost  of 
production,  but  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  did  not  like  the  idea  of 
tying  it  to  an  index.  And  so  they  are 
the  ones  that  came  out  and  suggested 
that  there  be  a  flat  figure  each  year. 
Was  that  for  the  purpose  of  realizing 
that  the  cost  of  production  would  go 
up?  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  might  ex- 
plain that  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  1981  Farm  Act  was  adopted,  many 
members  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  felt  that  there  should  be 
some  adjustment  in  target  prices  to  at- 
tempt to  recognize  the  impact  that  the 
cost  of  production  increases  would 
mean  for  the  several  years  that  the 
target  prices  were  being  set  in  that 
bill. 

I  think  it  would  have  been  the  pref- 
erence, not  only  with  the  members  of 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee  but 
also  with  a  substantial  number  of  the 
members  of  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee,  to  tie  those  figures  direct- 
ly to  what  has  been  cataloged  and  doc- 
umented year  by  year  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture's  data  and  infor- 
mation gathering  facilities  that  they 
have  called  the  cost  of  production 
index. 

The  Department  of  Agruculture  did 
not  seem  to  find  favor  with  that,  so  we 
just  arbitrarily  used  a  figure  of  about 
somewhere  between  3  and  4  percent 
increase  in  target  prices  for  those  com- 
modities year  by  year,  thinking  that 
that  would  be  some  way  of  having  a 
slight  adjustment  on  what  the  produc- 
ers were  having  to  pay  for  additional 
costs. 

I  suppose  it  is  not  very  easily  under- 
stood by  the  public  at  large  that  target 
prices,  if  the  crop  is  selling  below  that 
price,  triggers  a  deficiency  payment  to 
make  up  the  difference  between  the 
actual  price  received  in  the  market- 
place and  the  target  price.  I  suppose  it 
is  hard  for  the  public  to  realize  that 
that  only  applies  to  a  portion  of  any 
producer's  crop. 

For  the  wheat  program  that  the  Sec- 
retary says  he  is  willing  to  announce 
for  this  coming  year,  1984  crop  for 
wheat,  he  would  require  that  25  to  30 
percent  of  the  base  acres  of  any  farm 
that  produces  wheat  be  diverted.  That 
means  it  would  not  produce  any 
wheat.  It  could  only  produce  conserv- 
ing crops;  that  is,  crops  that  would  en- 
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hance  the  value  of  the  land  in  terms 
of  conservation.  It  does  not  mean  that 
they  are  going  to  sell  anything  off  of 
that  acreage.  It  means,  to  the  con- 
trary, that  they  will  not  sell  anything 
off  of  that  acreage.  They  might  graze 
them  or  have  something  on  there  that 
would  be  of  feed  value  for  livestock  in 
certain  periods  of  time.  But  clearly 
speaking,  for  a  wheat  producer  the  di- 
verted acreage  is  restricted  to  such  an 
extent  that  it  is  just  a  conservation 
practice  with  no  cash  income  from  it. 

Well,  there  is  where  25  or  30  percent 
of  your  farm  acreage  is.  It  is  in  non- 
production.  The  theory  behind  this  is 
that  somehow  we  will  get  production 
down  to  about  a  balance  of  what  is 
needed  for  domestic  consumption  and 
for  foreign  sales  on  food  for  peace  and 
we  will  not  have  an  overhanging  sur- 
plus that  depresses  the  market. 

Then  the  wheat  producer  who  is  in 
the  program  has  a  normal  yield  of  the 
rest  of  the  farm  find  that  he  has  to 
sell  that  below  the  average  price,  the 
farmer  will  get  a  deficiency  payment. 
It  does  not  cover  the  entire  crop  that 
could  be  produced  if  all  the  acres  were 
planted. 

You  might  think  that  is  a  little  com- 
plicated, perhaps  going  a  little  back- 
ward. Why  not  produce  it  and.  as  I 
said  earlier,  have  all  the  food  needed 
for  this  country  or  available  to  foreign 
governments  that  wish  to  purchase 
from  us.  using  the  remainder  for  food 
for  peace  or  those  countries  that  have 
had  droughts  and  where  there  is  a 
lack  of  food. 

Well,  it  seems  that  over  the  course 
of  time,  for  over  25  years,  we  found 
ourselves  quite  often  in  the  situation 
where  the  surplus  is  so  great  that  it 
exceeds  much  of  what  we  can  use  in 
any  1  year.  That  is  why  we  have  gone 
to  programs  of  restraint,  trying  to  get 
farmers  to  agree  to  produce  less  and  to 
bring  the  supply  more  into  balance 
with  demand.  That  is  the  basic  reason 
for  it.  That  is  the  way  deficiency  pay- 
ments work. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
to  me  for  a  few  remarks? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Yes.  I  will  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  was  interested  in  the 
minority  views  of  Senator  Boren  and 
Senator  Pryor  published  in  the  report 
on  Target  Prices.  Export  Initiatives, 
and  Critical  Agricultural  Materials  Act 
of  1983.  which  was  ordered  to  be  print- 
ed on  June  23. 

They  start  their  views  by  saying: 

We  are  deeply  disappointed  that  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  has  approved 
the  administration's  proposal  to  freeze  the 
target  prices  for  wheat,  feedgrains.  cotton, 
and  rice  at  the  1983  levels,  without  first  re- 
quiring the  Secretary  to  announce  the  spe- 
cifics of  the  1984  program. 

On  Friday,  about  3  o'clock.  I  believe, 
the  Secretary  announced  optional  pro- 
grams for  the  1984  wheat  program, 
but  he  has  not  announced  any  pro- 


gram yet  for  feedgrains.  cotton,  or 
rice. 

In  the  Secretary's  announcement 
dated  July  29.  considerably  after  Sena- 
tors Boren  and  Pryor  expressed  their 
disappointment,  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture announced  provisional  details 
for  the  wheat  program. 

Washington.  July  29.— Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture John  R.  Block  today  announced  op- 
tions for  the  1984  wheat  program,  pending 
program  legislation  presently  under  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress. 

Block  listed  general  guidelines  for  next 
year's  program  on  July  1  which  permitted 
farmers  to  make  preliminary  planting  deci- 
sions and  financial  commitments  for  their 
crop,  while  the  Congress  continued  delibera- 
tions on  target  price  freeze  proposals. 

"Since  legislative  action  on  the  proposed 
target  price  freeze  is  now  before  the  U.S. 
Senate,  it  is  up  to  the  Congress  to  decide 
which  option  they  want  to  choose. "  Block 
said.  "It  is  important  to  get  this  issue  re- 
solved in  order  to  assist  farmer.5  in  making 
their  management  decisions." 

The  Secretary's  announcement 
covers  only  wheat.  Still  I  have  not 
heard  anything  about  cotton,  feed- 
grains,  and  rice. 

He  listed  the  following  1984  wheat  pro- 
gram options:  If  new  legislation  freezes  the 
target  price  at  $4.30  per  bushel,  the  acreage 
reduction  requirement  will  be  25  percent 
and  there  will  be  a  payment-in-kind  pro- 
gram of  10  to  25  percent  for  farmers  who 
divert  additional  land.  The  payment-in-kind 
compensation  will  be  80  percent  of  the  pro- 
gram yield. 

Then  the  news  release  says: 

If  Congress  does  not  freeze  target  prices 
and  the  target  price  automatically  escalates 
to  $4.45  per  bushel,  the  acreage  reduction 
requirement  will  be  30  percent  and  there 
will  be  payment-in-kind  program  of  10  to  20 
percent  for  farmers  who  divert  additional 
land.  The  payment-in-kind  compensation 
will  be  75  percent  of  the  program  yield. 

Producers  participating  in  the  payment- 
in-kind  program  and  having  both  reserve 
and  regular  loan  grain  would  be  required  to 
make  their  reserve  grain  available  for  PIK. 
Those  farmers  who  have  neither  will  be  eli- 
gible for  participation  in  the  payment-in- 
kind  program  by  volunteering  to  harvest  for 
payment-in-kind. 

In  addition:  Land  taken  out  of  production 
must  be  devoted  to  conservation  use.  This 
land  must  be  acreage  that  would  have  been 
devoted  to  small  grains  or  row  crops  in  1984. 

Th"  national  average  loan  and  purchase 
rate  will  be  $3.30  per  bushel.  The  Pood  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1981  permits  the  loan 
rate  to  be  set  at  this  level  since  the  season's 
average  price  for  the  1983  crop  is  expected 
to  be  less  than  105  percent  of  current  loan 
rate. 

Block  said  the  current  loan  rate  is  above 
market  clearing  levels  and  places  U.S.  pro- 
ducers at  a  competitive  disadvantage  in 
world  markets.  "This  reduction  will  begin  to 
restore  competitiveness  in  world  markets 
and  send  a  signals  to  our  export  competitors 
that  we  will  no  longer  maintain  a  high  price 
umbrella'  which  allows  them  to  undercut  us 
in  the  world  market,"  Block  said. 

The  purpose  of  a  target  price  was 
originally  established  to  tie  into  a  di- 
version or  an  acreage  reduction  for 
planting  and,  therefore,  the  price  that 


would  be  received  for  the  crop  would, 
in  effect,  be  set  at  a  certain  level. 

(Mr.  HECHT  assumed  the  chair). 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  The  PIK  program 
comes  along  and,  in  effect,  is  a  much 
more  expensive  program  than  the 
target  price  program  or  the  target 
price  increases  that  would  take  place. 

As  you  would  see  here,  in  order  to 
qualify  under  the  base  requirements 
for  the  target  price  program,  the  acre- 
age reduction  would  be  required  to  be 
25  percent.  That  makes  you  eligible,  if 
you  go  into  the  acreage  reduction  re- 
quirement of  25  percent  and  if  the 
target  prices  are  frozen. 

The  payment-in-kind  program  will 
be  from  10  to  25  percent  for  farmers, 
who  would  divert  additional  lands. 
The  payment  in  kind  on  that  will  be 
80  percent. 

In  order  to  bring  about  less  produc- 
tion, you  are  going  into  a  much  more 
expensive  program  under  the  PIK  pro- 
gram than  you  are  under  the  target 
price  program.  When  you.  in  effect, 
give  80  percent  of  the  program  yield, 
the  farmer  can  turn  around  and  sell  it 
on  the  market:  as  compared  to  the  dif- 
ference between  market  price  and  the 
target  price,  it  is  a  lot  more  expensive 
relative  to  those  additional  acres. 

Some  people  will  say  that  the  PIK 
program  does  not  come  out  of  the 
annual  appropriation,  but  it  does  come 
out  of  assets  of  the  Government  or  the 
CCC  stocks,  either  current  supplies  or 
that  they  will  purchase  in  the  future 
to  meet  requirements  under  the  PIK 
program.  So,  in  reviewing  the  cost  to 
the  Government  as  to  a  target  price 
program  versus  a  PIK  program,  the 
PIK  program  is  vastly  more  expensive. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  the 
PIK  program  is  twofold.  One  of  the 
prongs  of  this  twofold  program  is  to 
reduce  production  by  the  reduced 
acreage  that  is  tilled.  The  other  prong 
is  to  reduce  surpluses  that  have  accu- 
mulated in  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration. 

The  PIK  program  is  a  much  more 
expensive  program  than  the  target 
price  program  because  you  can  see 
that  to  obtain  either  10  percent  diver- 
sion of  land  where  it  is  not  planted,  or 
25  percent,  you  would  give  the  farmer 
80  percent  of  the  program  yield  from 
his  historical  basis  yield. 

The  escalation  in  regard  to  target 
prices  was  based  on  the  idea  that  if 
you  would  take  out  of  production  a 
certain  number  of  acres,  then  the  re- 
maining crops  that  you  grew  would  re- 
ceive a  certain  price.  If  there  is  a  dif- 
ference between  the  market  price  and 
the  target  price,  then,  up  to  a  certain 
amount,  there  could  be  compensation 
paid. 

The  increases  were  first  thought  to 
be  tied  to  some  type  of  index,  an  index 
that  would  truly  reflect  the  additional 
cost  of  production,  and  the  cost  of  pro- 
duction has  been  going  up  each  year 
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and  will  continue  to  go  up.  While  in- 
flation is  down  over  what  is  was.  we 
are  still  going  through  inflationary  pe- 
riods. In  wheat,  it  is  very  minor  and 
certainly  does  not  exceed  the  infla- 
tionary rate  that  is  measured  and  re- 
flected by  the  various  indicators  we 
have  that  we  hear  reports  of  on  a 
monthly  basis  and  on  an  annual  basis. 
The  Secretary,  in  his  news  release 
last  Friday,  says  that  if  Congress  does 
not  freeze  tswget  prices,  the  next  step 
will  be  for  it  to  go  up  a  little  bit  in 
keeping  with  the  inflationary  rate  of 
the  cost  of  production,  then  acreage 
reduction  would  be  30  percent  instead 
of  25  percent.  Well.  Mr.  President, 
that  takes  out  additional  acreage  of 
land;  5  percent  additional  acreage 
would  be  required  to  come  out  of  pro- 
duction. That  would  be  a  less  expen- 
sive 5  percent  coming  out  than  the  5 
percent  that  would  come  out  under  a 
PIK  program. 

I  do  not  understand  here,  where  you 
have  a  PIK  program,  you  have  target 
price,  the  difference  between  market 
price  and  an  established  target  price. 
On  the  other  hand,  under  the  PIK 
program,  you  either  furnish  80  per- 
cent or  75  percent  of  the  yield  and  you 
do  not  have  to  do  anything  other  than 
grow  grass,  a  little  conservation  prac- 
tice. The  difference  between  the 
target  price  of  wheat  and  the  market 
price,  we  shall  say,  will  amount  to  10 
or  15  or  even  20  cents  a  bushel. 

On  the  other  hand,  under  the  PIK 
program,  if  you  give  a  farmer,  without 
his  having  to  do  any  planting,  75  per- 
cent of  his  program  yield,  and  if  the 
price  of  wheat  is  $3  or  $3.50.  80  per- 
cent of  that  figure,  or  75  percent  of 
that  figure,  is  substantially  more,  a  lot 
more  money,  and  it  will  cost  more. 

The  idea  is,  here  we  are  trying  to 
save  money,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
what  we  are  really  doing  is  substitut- 
ing a  much  more  expensive  program  in 
the  long  run  for  one  that  we  have.  Let 
us  say  someone  grows  100  bushels  of 
wheat  on  2  acres  of  land  and  you  give 
him  80  percent  of  that,  which  is  80 
bushels,  or  you  give  him  75  percent  of 
100  bushels,  which  would  be  75  bush- 
els—put pencil  to  paper  and  then  mul- 
tiply that  by  the  price  per  bushel.  We 
will  just  say  it  is  $3.  Then,  really,  for 
those  two  acres  at  80  percent  at  $3, 
you  are  giving  him— the  way  it  looks 
to  me— at  least  $240. 

But.  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  target 
price  on  the  100  bushels  is  10  cents  a 
bushel  or  20  cents  or  30  cents,  and  you 
multiply  it  by  100  bushels,  you  are 
giving  him  $30. 

The  whole  thrust  is  to  take  land  out 
of  production.  You  are  giving  him  a 
tremendous  amount  of  money  under 
the  PIK  program.  On  the  other  hand, 
under  the  target  price  concept,  the 
cost  is  very  little.  It  looks  to  me  like 
the  target  price  approach  is  eight 
times  as  cheap  as  the  PIK  program. 


I  would  like  to  see  some  sort  of  situa- 
tion worked  out  with  both  PIK  and 
taget  prices,  but  we  cannot  be  led  to 
believe  that  we  are  really  talking 
about  saving  money.  What  we  have 
under  this  proposal  is  that  it  is  going 
to  end  up  in  the  long  run  costing  more 
money. 

As  you  make  comparisons  of  figures, 
on  the  one  hand  you  have  the  savings 
with  conservation  practices— they  are 
hopefully  good  conservation  prac- 
tices—under the  PIK  program,  and  I 
am  not  saying  the  PIK  program  is  bad 
because  I  think  it  has  a  lot  of  merit  to 
it,  but  at  the  same  time  the  cost  is  a 
lot  more  for  the  PIK  program  to  the 
Government.  And  you  cannot  fool 
yourself;  an  asset  is  an  asset. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  going  to  have  to  do  some  replenish- 
ing if  it  exhausts  its  supply. 

We  have  heard  the  argument  that 
we  are  trying  to  save  money  for  the 
Treasury.  I  am  a  fiscal  conservative, 
and  I  think  we  ought  to  try  to  save, 
but  I  believe  that  we  are  looking  at  a 
program  on  a  comparison  basis.  When 
we  weigh  them  in  the  balance,  the 
PIK  program  will  be  eight  times  more 
expensive  than  the  target  price  pro- 
gram. The  proposal  that  is  being  made 
is  that  if  you  agree  not  to  accept  one 
penny,  I  am  going  to  give  you  eight 
more  pennies  out  of  another  pocket. 
That  is  about  what  we  have  on  this 
program. 

Now,  to  continue  with  the  views  of 
Senator  Boren  and  Senator  Pryor, 
they  say: 

Despite  the  evidence  that  has  been 
around  for  a  year,  it  took  this  Administra- 
tion until  January  of  1983  to  recognize  the 
need  to  implement  a  decent  acreage  reduc- 
tion program.  And.  when  they  did  recognize 
it.  they  implemented  the  most  costly  pro- 
gram that  has  ever  existed.  We  still  main- 
tain that  a  paid  diversion  program  would 
have  been  more  cost-effective  in  the  short- 
term  as  well  as  in  the  long  run.  And,  we 
remind  our  colleagues  that  it  is  the  long  run 
situation  that  creates  our  budget  deficits. 

In  our  opinion,  it  is  extremely  unfair  to 
ask  Congress  to  freeze  target  prices  without 
knowing  what  the  1984  programs  will  be, 
particularly  the  1984  wheat  program. 

As  I  read  the  press  release  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  there  is 
now  a  wheat  program  which  says  if 
target  prices  are  frozen,  it  will  increase 
the  PIK  program.  That  type  of  pro- 
gram, as  I  believe  we  can  show  on 
paper,  is  about  eight  times  more  ex- 
pensive than  the  target  price  program. 
This  becomes  extremely  important  when 
one  considers  the  fact  that  this  Administra- 
tion intends  to  lower  the  loan  rates  of  these 
commodities  to  some  extent.  Indeed,  if  the 
proponents  of  this  legislation  were  really  se- 
rious about  balancing  our  budget,  they,  too. 
would  insist  upon  knowing  what  these  loans 
are  going  to  be.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is 
the  only  thing  that  adds  to  the  deficit  is  the 
deficiency  payment.  The  maximum  deficien- 
cy payment  is  the  difference  between  the 
loan  rates  and  the  target  prices  for  the  par- 
ticular commodities. 


I  might  divert  from  these  views  of 
Senators  Boren  and  Pryor  to  mention 
the  fact  that  if  the  PIK  program 
works  to  reduce  surplus,  the  price  of 
corrunodities  will  go  up.  The  target 
prices  are  set,  so  every  time  that  sur- 
plus is  reduced  or  production  is  re- 
duced, it  narrows  the  gap  between  the 
market  price  and  the  target  price, 
meaning  less  exposure  and  less  pay- 
ment that  would  have  to  be  made. 
This  idea  of  growing  for  PIK  seems  to 
me  to  defeat  one  of  the  twofold  pur- 
poses of  the  PIK  program;  that  is.  to 
reduce  surplus.  If  you  grow  for  it.  then 
you  are  not  reducing  the  surpluses 
that  have  accumulated  in  the  past. 
Therefore,  it  seems  that  if  you  are 
going  to  reduce  the  supply,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  surpluses  be  reduced  along 
with  the  production. 

Therefore,  if  you  grow  for  PIK,  this 
would  be  a  much  more  expensive 
method.  You  have  already  purchased 
in  the  past,  either  in  the  form  of  loan 
reserves  or  in  the  CCC,  various  crops, 
and  that  is  where  the  surplus  is.  But  if 
you  are  forced  to  grow  for  PIK,  then, 
in  effect,  it  is  a  program  that  fails  to 
carry  out  one  of  the  purposes  of  the 
PIK  program. 

Do  not  misunderstand  me.  I  think 
the  PIK  program  has  been  widely  ac- 
cepted. I  think  there  are  a  lot  of  safe- 
guards, and  there  are  a  lot  of  things 
about  it  that  need  to  be  corrected.  The 
PIK  program  is  basically  a  program 
that  did  not  come  from  legislative  au- 
thorization but  came  from  the  admin- 
istration looking  over  past  language 
and  saying.  "We  can  construe  this 
broadly,  and  we  have  the  authority  to 
carry  out  a  PIK  program." 

It  may  be  that  they  are  on  shaky 
legal  grounds  in  the  elasticity  that  has 
been  given  to  certain  existing  language 
which  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  a 
PIK  program,  but  the  PIK  program 
comes  along  and  they  use  it. 

There  are  certain  other  provisions  of 
law  USDA  felt  it  should  have  which 
was  brought  before  Congress,  and  did 
not  pass.  I  supported  the  PIK  legisla- 
tion, but  I  thought  it  needed  some  ad- 
ditional safeguards. 

PIK  is  on  some  shaky  legal  grounds 
relative  to  the  interpretation  it  has 
been  given.  I  hope  we  can  add  an 
amendment  to  an  agricultural  bill 
which  will  give  legislative  authoriza- 
tion to  a  PIK  program  and  provide 
some  safeguards.  Safeguards  are 
needed  to  prevent  the  disruption  of  a 
number  of  segments  of  our  agricultur- 
al economy. 

The  price  of  com  has  gone  up  rather 
remarkably  in  the  last  few  months.  It 
is  playing  havoc  with  the  poultry  in- 
dustry, the  cattle  industry,  and  the 
hog  industry.  You  have  to  buy  feed 
grains  to  feed  the  poultry,  to  feed  the 
hogs,  to  feed  the  cows.  Also,  there  is 
the  farm  supply  business.  It  needs 
some  safeguards  relative  to  this. 
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In  Alabama,  the  restriction  that  you 
are  limited  to.  a  history  of  a  base  of 
1981,  means  that  a  great  number  of 
farmers  have  not  come  under  the  PIK 
program  because  they  did  not  grow 
wheat  in  Alabama  until  1982.  We 
nearly  doubled  the  amount  of  acreage 
that  was  devoted  to  wheat  from  1981 
to  1982  and  had  close  to  a  million 
acres  in  wheat  in  Alabama.  Today, 
there  is  more  acreage  in  wheat  than  in 
cotton,  which  is  unusual,  since  Ala- 
bama always  has  been  known  as  a 
cotton  State.  Next  to  soybeans,  I 
reckon  there  is  more  acreage  in  wheat 
than  any  other  crop. 

We  have  an  unusual  situation  of 
double  cropping  where  protection  is 
needed.  Double  cropping  is  where  the 
Lord  has  blessed  us  with  a  long  grow- 
ing season,  and  we  can  plant  one  of 
wheat  in  the  spring  and  then  plant  an- 
other crop,  following  it  with  a  crop  of 
soybeans.  In  some  sections  of  Alabama 
they  have  followed  a  crop  of  wheat 
with  other  crops,  such  as  cotton,  and 
had  remarkable  success  with  it.  Sor- 
ghum and  millet  are  also  used  as 
second  crops.  In  some  places,  they 
have  planted  one  of  wheat  and  fol- 
lowed it  with  a  crop  of  peanuts.  There 
is  no  allowance  in  the  PIK  program 
for  this  type  of  double  cropping,  and  I 
thmk  safeguards  should  be  put  in  PIK 
legislation  to  take  care  of  these  unusu- 
al situations. 

Back  to  what  Senator  Boren  and 
Senator  Pryor  said: 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  only  thing 
that  adds  to  the  deficit  is  the  deficiency 
payment.  The  maximum  deficiency  pay- 
ment is  the  difference  between  the  loan 
rates  and  the  target  prices  for  the  particular 
commodities.  If  the  Administration  lowers 
the  loan  rates,  it  could,  in  effect,  negate  any 
and  all  savings  of  this  legislation. 

During  the  Committee  debate,  one  of  the 
proponents  of  this  compromise  legislation, 
which  includes  the  funding  for  exports, 
argued  that  the  increased  exports  would 
make  up  for  the  income  lost  as  a  result  of 
this  legislation.  Under  this  legislation.  $300 
million  would  go  to  exports  each  year.  Ac- 
cording to  a  Chase  Econometrics  Study  con- 
ducted for  the  National  Association  of 
Wheat  Growers,  wheat  exports  alone  would 
have  to  increase  a  minimum  of  44  percent, 
or  622  million  bushels,  above  the  current  es- 
timate for  1983  through  1984  to  generate  a 
season  average  price  which  would  make  up 
the  difference  in  income  lost  by  this  legisla- 
tion. There  is  no  way  that  we  will  sell  622 
million  bushels  for  $300  million  in  exports, 
much  less  make  up  the  differences  for  the 
income  lost  in  other  commodities. 

Let  US  consider  the  export  cost.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will 
take  the  moneys  that  are  supposedly 
saved  from  the  freeze  of  the  target 
prices  and  devote  the  first  $300  million 
to  the  next  program. 

I  am  told  that  past  export  programs 
basically  have  worked  to  some  degree 
but  that,  at  present,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  does  not  use  all  its 
funds  that  are  available  for  export 
promotion.  Therefore,  you  are  adding 
to  something  that  has  not  been  fully 


used  in  the  past  and  are  expecting  the 
same  group  who  operate  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  to  spend  it. 

In  addition,  it  says  that  funds  repaid 
under  other  export  programs,  and 
repaid  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration, are  then  to  be  used  in  the 
export  promotion  program.  That 
means  that  all  the  moneys  are  not 
being  saved. 

I  do  not  recall  the  exact  figures,  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  in  1984,  about  60 
percent  of  the  savings  that  would 
occur  on  the  freeze  in  the  target  price 
was  being  taken  up  by  this  export  con- 
cept. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  Secretary  do 
not  want  this  additional  money  for 
export  promotion  because  they  say 
that  they  already  have  an  adequate 
amount.  If  that  is  true.  I  do  not  see 
why  you  are  forcing  this  on  them.  If  it 
can  be  used,  and  can  be  used  to  help 
increase  export  markets,  that  is  one 
thing.  But  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture does  not  seem  to  feel  that  they 
can  make  use  of  this  money. 

According  to  a  Chase  Econometrics 
study,  in  order  to  make  up  for  the  loss 
of  money,  you  would  have  to  sell  622 
million  bushels  in  exports,  and  they 
doubt  seriously  that  this  can  be  done. 

So,  it  appears  to  me  that  this  legisla- 
tion is  faulty  in  a  lot  of  ways.  It  has  its 
faults  on  a  comparative  basis  with  the 
PIK  program,  and  it  has  faults  within 
itself,  in  its  language  and  in  its  direc- 
tions, and  if  it  cannot  be  used  by  the 
Department  then  that  is  cosmetic  with 
the  idea  that  you  are  giving  something 
to  the  farmers  in  saying  you  are  going 
to  bring  about  increased  markets. 

Of  course,  if  we  can  have  a  long- 
term  grain  agreement  with  countries 
that  gives  stability,  and  we  do  not  go 
to  using  the  embargoes  again,  that 
would  do  more  than  any  one  thing  to 
help  reclaim  some  of  the  markets  that 
we  have  lost  in  the  past. 

Continuing  with  the  views  of  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Oklahoma 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas: 

It  is  also  doubtful,  considering  the  per- 
formance of  this  Administration  in  regard 
to  exports,  that  the  money  allocated  in  this 
legislation  will  ever  be  spent.  The  Agricul- 
ture Department,  according  to  the  Wheat 
Outlook  and  Situation  Report,  is  currently 
sitting  on  $750  million  provided  by  Congress 
to  use  in  the  vital  blended-credit  program. 
Additionally,  credit  programs  are  t)eing  re- 
viewed by  OMB  and  it  now  appears  that  the 
blended-credit  program  will  not  be  used  to 
develop  markets,  but  solely  to  respond  to 
competition  from  the  European  Communi- 
ty. The  track  record  of  this  Administration 
certainly  does  not  illustrate  a  real  interest 
in  maintaining  or  increasing  agricultural  ex- 
ports. For  example,  concessional  agricultur- 
al exports  under  U.S.  government  financed 
programs  totaled  $1.27  billion  in  calendar 
year  1982.  9  percent  less  than  those  in  1981. 
Exports  under  PL.  480  in  1982  were  11  per- 
cent below  those  of  a  year  earlier.  Partially 
as  a  result  of  this  track  record.  U.S.  agricul- 


tural exports  fell  to  $18.1  billion  during  the 
first  six  months  of  fiscal  year  1983,  17  per- 
cent below  those  of  the  same  period  a  year 
earlier.  Wheat  shipments  alone  are  17  per- 
cent below  a  year  ago.  and  cotton  exports 
are  a  third  below  those  of  one  year  ago. 

Proponents  of  this  legislation  have  also 
argued  that  when  the  1981  Farm  Bill  was 
enacted,  inflation  was  at  a  much  greater 
level  and  therefore  the  increases  scheduled 
are  inappropriate  considering  the  current 
inflation  rate.  However,  if  we  examine  the 
wheat  program  alone,  we  find  that  the  1984 
target  price  of  $4.45  that  is  in  current  law 
represents  only  60  percent  of  the  June  1983 
parity  level  for  wheat,  not  the  1984  parity 
level.  Further,  $4.45  represents  59  per  cent 
of  the  total  cost  of  production,  including 
land  at  the  current  value,  assuming  a 
meager  inflation  rate  of  3  percent. 

Now  is  obviously  not  the  time  to  reduce 
the  net  income  of  our  agricultural  produc- 
ers. Clearly,  the  American  farmer,  without 
knowing  what  the  1984  programs  are  going 
to  be.  is  being  asked  by  this  legislation  to 
pay  for  the  administrative  mishandling  of 
our  commodity  programs  by  this  Adminis- 
tration. We  would  urge  our  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  to  oppose  this  legislation. 

These  remarks  are  signed  by  David 
L.  Boren  and  David  Pryor. 

The  interesting  views  of  Senator 
Edward  Zorinsky  concerning  this 
appear  on  page  37  of  the  report  in 
which  he  says. 

Accepting  a  freeze  on  target  prices  in  ex- 
change for  only  a  vague  export  promotion 
scheme  financed  with  funds  cut  from  farm 
price  support  payments  is  not  my  idea  of 
how  to  help  the  Nation's  farmers. 

Famers  are  tired  of  hearing  about  grandi- 
ose schemes  to  promote  exports,  especially 
when  the  Administration  has  failed  to  take 
other  steps  that  could  boost  exports  with- 
out sacrificing  price  support  paymen:-. 

In  the  1981  Farm  Bill  Congress  authorized 
"such  sums  as  are  necessary"  for  carrying 
out  an  export  expansion  program.  Not  only 
are  we  going  in  circles— rubber-stamping 
something  we  authorized  two  years  ago— 
but  we  are  doing  it  at  the  expense  of  the 
farmer.  We  are  proposing  to  lake  millions 
out  of  the  pocket  of  the  farmer  to  fund  a 
program  that  is  already  authorized  in  the 
interest  of  expanding  agricultural  exports— 
the  Export  Credit  Revolving  Fund. 

It  is  an  insult  to  farmers'  intelligence  to 
ask  them  to  give  up  income  assured  under 
the  1981  Farm  Bill  in  favor  of  an  export 
trade  promotion  program. 

The  Administration's  proposed  freeze 
would  eliminate  the  minimal  increases  in 
target  prices  approved  when  Congress  en- 
acted the  four-year  farm  bill  in  1981. 

For  example,  under  the  existing  program, 
the  corn  target  price  would  increase  17 
cents  1984.  to  $3.03  per  bushel,  and  15  cents 
more  in  1985.  For  wheat,  the  increase  would 
be  15  cents  in  1984.  to  $4.45  per  bushel,  and 
20  cents  in  1985. 

Congress  acted  correctly  two  years  ago 
when  it  voted  to  provide  farmers  this  pro- 
tection from  inflation.  To  break  faith  with 
them  now,  in  midstream,  is  grossly  unfair. 

He  lists  19  organizations  that  are  on 
record  in  opposition  to  the  target  price 
freeze: 

The  National  Farmers  Organization, 
the  National  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers,  National  Grange,  National 
Milk  Producers  Federation,  Grain  Sor- 
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ghum  Producers  Association,  National 
Peanut  Growers  Association.  National 
Association  of  Farmer-Elected  Com- 
mitteemen. Cooperative  League  of  the 
United  States,  National  Rural  Electric 
Cooperative  Association,  Women  In- 
volved in  Farm  Economics,  known  as 
WIFE.  And  while  I  am  on  that.  I  wish 
to  talk  a  little  bit  about  what  a  fine 
program  that  is. 

The  WIFE  program  is  a  program 
which  involves  women  in  agriculture 
to  become  more  active  in  helping  the 
farm  operation. 

Small  farms  remain  the  backbone  of 
our  farm  economy. 

The  commune  type  of  farming  that 
exists  in  the  Soviet  Union  has  never 
proven  itself  to  be  successful.  The 
commune  type,  where  there  is  no 
profit  motive  and  there  are  no  family 
farm  organizations  or  units  involved, 
has  proven  itself  to  be  ineffective,  and 
the  Soviet  Union  every  year  has  to 
buy  millions  and  millions  of  tons  of 
grain  in  order  to  feed  its  multitude. 

But  in  America  we  have  the  family 
farm,  and  we  have  the  profit  motive 
that  has  proven  itself  successful.  It 
has  been  also  one  of  our  great  sources 
of  exports,  and  if  we  did  not  have  farm 


I  submit  that  deficiency  payments 
are  a  more  direct  way  to  put  money 
into  farmers'  pockets. 

Quoting  from  Senator  Zorinsky: 

We  are  saying  we  are  going  to  Increase  ex- 
ports. I  think  the  farmers  have  had  it  up  to 
their  ears  when  they  hear  about  we  are 
going  to  increase  exports. 

Again  quoting  Senator  Zorinsky: 

We  have  created  agricultural  sectors 
within  the  embassies.  We  have  appointed 
special  agricultural  officers.  We  have  a 
blended  credit  program,  and  now  we  are 
going  to  take  more  money  away  from  the 
farmer  and  give  him  an  even  better  export 
program. 

What  the  farmer  does  not  need  is  the  kind 
of  export  programs  we  have  been  giving  him 
thus  far.  And  I  think  they  would  rather 
have  the  deficiency  payments  than  to  fi- 
nance an  export  program  by  taking  the 
money  out  of  their  pockets,  creating  a 
bigger  export  market  for  them  so  they  can 
earn  money  based  on  how  they  have  earned 
money  up  to  now  on  the  promises  of  in- 
creased exports. 

You  know,  in  our  rural  sections  in 
Alabama  there  are  a  lot  of  things 
going  on  with  regard  to  recreation.  I 
was  reminded  about  this  by  the 
George  Brett  incident.  When  we  had 
rural  baseball  a  good  while  back,  sand- 
lot  baseball  is  what  they  call  it  in  the 


products  we  would  have  tremendous    city  but  we  used  to  call  it  cow  pasture 


deficits  in  our  balance  of  payments 
with  foreign  countries  and  trade. 

The  WIFE  organization  met  up  here 
back  a  few  weeks  ago,  and  they  had 
some  outstanding  leaders  who  were 
taking  part  in  the  farm  program,  and 
they  are  studying  every  aspect  of  it. 

We  have  had  wives  interested  in 
home  economics,  in  cooking  and  can- 
ning in  the  past  but  now  we  have  the 
ladies  at  home  who  are  keeping  the 
books  and  looking  at  every  aspect  of 
agriculture.  In  my  judgment,  a  vast 
improvement  in  the  individual  farm, 
or  individual  farm  operation,  will 
occur  because  they  are  looking  at  the 
way  dollars  are  spent.  They  are  going 
to  look  at  the  cost  of  inflation,  they 
are  going  to  look  at  what  the  cost  to 
the   farmer   may   be   under   new   tax 

ISLWS. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  we  had  this 
new  tax  law  increasing  user  fees  on 
trucks  by  900  percent.  Well,  we  got  in 
the  language  after  a  long  hard  fight  to 
limit  it  to  trucks  that  were  used  less 
than  5,000  miles.  A  lot  of  farmers  do 
not  use  it  for  5,000  miles  but  there  are 
a  lot  of  farmers  who  do.  This,  of 
course,  is  going  to  mean  an  expense  to 
farmers  that  they  did  not  anticipate 
when  the  1981  farm  bill  was  written. 
They  have  got  a  900-percent  increase 
in  user  fees  on  trucks  they  bought, 
just  to  mention  one  aspect  of  this. 

Well,  the  wives  are  certainly  going  to 
be  looking  forward  and  watching  all 
phases  of  farm  economics,  and  this  is  a 
great  organization.  It  needs  our  sup- 
port and  I  hope  we  all  support  women 
involved  in  farm  economics. 


baseball  in  the  rural  areas. 

We  had  some  small  communities 
that  would  get  together  and  they 
would  play  baseball.  Over  the  years  it 
was  the  function  of  the  home  team  to 
supply  an  umpire.  Well,  that  did  not 
work  out  very  well  and  we  had  to  have 
an  independent  corps  of  umpires  be- 
cause they  would  always  side  with  the 
home  team. 

In  Alabama,  up  in  the  hill  country, 
two  communities,  one  known  as  Red 
Bay  and  the  other  as  Vina  wanted  to 
play  a  baseball  game.  This  was  a 
number  of  years  back,  when  we  had 
cow  pasture  baseball,  and  Red  Bay  was 
reluctant  to  go  because  Vina  had  an 
umpire  who  would  always  call  the 
close  ones  in  favor  of  Vina  against  the 
visiting  team. 

But  one  day  they  went  over  there 
and  played  and  the  score  v.r«  2  to  2. 
and  this  notorious  umpire  had  not 
ruled  unfairly  all  day.  In  the  ninth 
inning  the  score  was  tied  2  to  2  and 
Red  Bay  was  at  bat,  and  a  batter  came 
up  and  hit  a  home  run.  But  in  doing  so 
he  got  turned  around.  Instead  of  run- 
ning from  first  base  to  second  base,  to 
third  base  and  then  into  home,  he  ran 
from  homeplate  to  third  base,  to 
second  base,  to  first  base  and  then  into 
home,  and  as  he  crossed  homeplate 
and  put  his  foot  down  on  the  plate  the 
umpire  called  out  'You  are  out.  Vina 
wins  the  game  1  to  2.  you  untied  the 
score."  So  every  now  and  then  we  have 
a  little  humor  about  our  various  types 
of  rural  activities  that  go  on. 

But  I  think  that  really  when  you  get 
into  comparison  here  of  this  export 
program  that  it  is  a  meaningless  pro- 


gram relative  to  what  good  it  is  going 
to  do  with  the  farmer.  You  have  exist- 
ing programs  and  those  existing  pro- 
grams need  to  be  effectively  operated, 
efficiently  managed  in  order  that  we 
might  see  a  better  program  in  that 
regard. 

I  think  there  is  merit  in  an  export 
PIK  program  and  the  Senate  Agricul- 
ture Committee  designed  one  which  is 
largely  an  incentive  or  a  bonus  to  in- 
crease exports  but  I  believe  this  pro- 
gram here— I  do  not  agree  altogether 
with  Senator  Zorinsky  about  it  but  I 
believe  we  have  got  to  make  the  exist- 
ing program  work,  and  to  say  that  we 
are  going  to  take  money  from  the 
target  price  and  transfer  it  to  the 
export  program,  in  my  judgment  has 
some  real  questions  for  the  year  1984 
and  the  year  1985. 

Now  to  continue: 

I  also  objected  to  the  committee  being 
forced  to  act  on  the  administration's  propos- 
al without  any  detailed  knowledge  of  the 
wheat  and  feedgrain  programs  for  1984. 

Well  now  we  have  got  those  for  1984 
for  the  wheat  but  we  do  not  have 
them  for  feedgrains  yet,  so  I  think  we 
need  to  know  what  the  feedgrain, 
cotton,  and  rice  programs  are  going  to 
be. 

Without  these  program  details  we  would 
be  unable  to  even  guess  what  effect  the 
committee  decisions  will  have  on  farmers.  In 
particular.  I  am  troubled  by  the  suggestion 
that  the  Agriculture  Department  may  sub- 
stantially reduce  price  support  loan  levels 
for  1984. 

When  this  report  was  written  the 
Secretary  did  not  know  it  but  he  is 
aware  now.  USDA  has  already  an- 
nounced that  it  is  going  to  reduce  the 
loan  levels  for  1984. 

This  means  the  market  price  floor  will 
sink,  and  I  strongly  believe  thai  the  impact 
of  such  a  policy  change  should  have  been 
measured  before  the  committee  action  to 
cut  farm  income  by  freezing  target  prices. 

The  compromise  adopted  by  the  commit- 
tee would  direct  that  $600  million  of  the 
savings  from  the  $3.9  billion  target  price 
freeze  would  be  placed  into  export  credit  re- 
volving fund. 

At  this  time.  I  yield  the  floor  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  the  State 
of  Oklahoma.  Hon.  David  Boren. 

Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Alabama.  I  com- 
mend him  for  the  remarks  which  he 
has  just  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  Every  Member  of  this  body  is 
already  well  aware  that  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  has  been  one  of  the 
most  forceful  spokesmen  for  the  agri- 
cultural producers  of  this  coimtry  of 
all  the  Members  of  the  Senate.  He  has 
been  an  effective  voice  for  all  sectors 
of  agriculture.  He  has  been  particular- 
ly influential  in  maintaining  the 
peanut  program  for  the  farmers  of  his 
State.  But  he  has  never  hesitated  to 
speak  out  for  all  of  agriculture  and  to 
call  to  our  attention  the  desperate 
plight    which    the    farmers    of    our 
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Nation  now  face.  I  wish  to  commend 
him  once  again  for  speaking  out  for 
the  farmers  of  our  country  at  a  time 
when  they  are  most  In  need  of  his 
help. 

Mr.  President,  last  week.  I  spoke  in 
this  Chamber  about  the  necessity  for 
knowing  what  the  1984  wheat  program 
will  be  before  the  Senate  considers  leg- 
islation which  would  freeze  target 
prices.  At  that  time.  I  asked  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  to  at  least  let  us 
know  what  the  options  were,  what  the 
wheat  program  would  be  without  a 
target  price  freeze  and  what  the  wheat 
program  would  be  with  the  target 
price  freeze. 

On  Thursday,  the  Secretary  indicat- 
ed his  willingness  to  give  us  the  op- 
tions. The  briefing  was  set  up  on  the 
next  day  at  2:30  p.m.  The  briefing  was 
later  canceled  and  the  briefing  with 
some  Members  of  the  Senate  did  not 
occur  until  late  FYiday  afternoon. 

Mr.  President,  the  options  the  Secre- 
tary presented  at  that  time  are  cer- 
tainly interesting.  I  have  heard  some 
comment  that  the  choice  was  between 
a  disastrous  program  and  a  totally  dis- 
astrous program.  After  reviewing  the 
options.  I  would  have  to  say  that  there 
is  not  much  difference  between  the 
two.  They  are  both  a  blueprint  for  eco- 
nomic disaster  for  agriculture. 

I  will  be  sharing  with  our  colleagues 
further  comments  on  those  options 
which  are  before  us  later  on  in  our  dis- 
cussion of  the  pending  motion  to  pro- 
ceed. I  had  an  opportunity  over  the 
weekend  to  discuss  them  with  agricul- 
tural leaders  in  my  home  State  and  to 
also  discuss  the  economic  situation 
which  the  farmers  in  our  State  are 
facing. 

I  can  only  say  that  the  proposals 
which  have  been  made  by  the  Secre- 
tary are  viewed  with  grave  concern  in 
my  State,  a  State  where  last  year  the 
farmers,  all  of  the  farmers  in  the 
State,  had  a  total  net  income  of  ap- 
proximately $1  million  while  they  owe 
some  $15  billion  in  debt  just  in  my 
State  alone. 

Certainly,  they  all  agree  that  the 
proposals  which  have  been  made  will 
not  address  the  critical  economic  situ- 
ation that  American  agriculture  finds 
itself  in  at  the  current  time. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  re- 
marks not  be  counted  as  a  speech 
under  rule  XIX,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President,  I  see  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, Senator  Zorinsky,  who  is  also 
one  of  the  most  effective  spokesmen 
for  agriculture  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  He 
is  one  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
who  understands  most  clearly  the  sub- 
ject of  agricultural  economics  and  cer- 
tainly is  as  well  qualified  as  any 
Member  of  this  body  to  comment  on 
the  proposals  which  axe  before  us.  I 


am  happy  to  yield  at  this  time  to  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

(Mr.  ABDNOR  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  ZORINSKY.  I  thank  my  col- 
league from  Oklahoma,  Senator 
BoREN.  Certainly,  with  all  respect  to 
him  and  my  colleague.  Senator  Heflin 
from  Alabama,  both  of  whom  I  serve 
on  the  Agriculture  Committee  with, 
these  gentleman  are  knowledgeable. 
They  have  made  a  great  many  contri- 
butions to  agriculture  through  their 
service  on  the  Agriculture  Committee 
and  I  think  conunand  a  high  degree  of 
respect  throughout  the  agricultural 
community  for  their  vocal  opposition 
to  the  current  proceedings  under  the 
target  price  freeze  proposal  by  the 
USDA. 

Mr.  President,  accepting  a  freeze  on 
target  prices  in  exchange  for  only  a 
vague  export  promotion  scheme,  fi- 
nanced with  funds  cut  from  farm  price 
support  payments,  is  not  my  idea  of 
how  to  help  the  Nations  farmers. 

Farmers  are  tired  of  hearing  about 
grandiose  schemes  to  promote  exports, 
especially,  and  the  administration  has 
failed  to  take  other  steps  that  could 
boost  exports  without  sacrificing  price 
support  payments.  In  the  1981  farm 
bill.  Congress  authorized  such  sums  as 
are  necessary  for  carrying  out  an 
export  expansion  program.  Not  only 
are  we  going  in  circles,  rubber  stamp- 
ing something  we  authorized  2  years 
ago,  but  we  are  doing  it  at  the  expense 
of  the  American  farmer  today.  We  are 
proposing  to  take  millions  out  of  the 
pocket  of  the  farmer  to  fund  a  pro- 
gram that  is  already  authorized  in  the 
interest  of  expanding  agricultural  ex- 
ports—the export  credit  revolving 
fund. 

It  is  an  insult  to  farmers'  intelli- 
gence to  ask  them  to  give  up  income 
assured  under  the  1981  farm  bill  in 
favor  of  an  export  trade  promotion 
program.  The  administration's  pro- 
posed freeze  would  eliminate  minimal 
increases  in  target  prices  approved 
when  Congress  enacted  the  4-year 
farm  bill  in  1981. 

Just  let  me  briefly  touch  on  the  1981 
farm  bill. 

I  sat  with  my  colleagues,  many  of 
them  who  have  spoken  on  the  floor 
today,  both  in  support  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  legislation  we  are  consider- 
ing today  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
This  goes  back  in  my  mind  and  my 
memory  to  thinking  about  a  discussion 
we  had  here  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  with  regard  to  social  security, 
commitments  to  the  elderly,  commit- 
ments to  the  American  people,  and 
commitments  to  the  credibility  of  the 
American  Government  itself. 

Now,  in  1981,  sitting  through  many, 
many  weeks  of  hearings  and  testimony 
from  farmers,  many  of  whom,  out  of 
their  own  pockets,  contributed  their 
annual  savings  or  monthly  savings  to 
getting  an  airline  ticket  so  they  could, 
through  the  process  of  our  democracy 


In  this  Nation,  come  to  Washington, 
D.C.  They  looked  for  that  bargain  in 
the  air  fare.  Currently  it  is  around 
somewhere  in  the  vicinity  of  $210 
round  trip,  if  you  ask  for  the  bargain 
price.  But  many  of  these  people  drove 
here  because  they  could  not  afford  an 
airline  ticket.  And  once  getting  here, 
having  the  honor,  the  privilege,  the 
ability  as  an  American  farmer  to  come 
and  do  what  everybody  else  does  in 
this  wonderful  land  of  ours,  and  that 
is  to  freely  express  their  views  as  to 
the  needs  of  American  agriculture.  I 
think  we  call  it  in  our  vocabulary  a 
hearing.  And  they  had  that  hearing. 
And  they  provided  their  input. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  markup  of 
the  1981  farm  bill,  we  had  a  higher 
cost  to  our  farm  bill  in  the  U.S.  Senate 
than  did  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

I,  with  many  of  my  colleagues,  voted 
to  accept  the  higher  priced  version, 
which  was  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives version. 

Let  me  point  out  that  the  differen- 
tial between  the  House  bill  and  the 
Senate  bill  in  1981  on  a  4-year  farm 
bill  was  a  differential  of  $400  million 
per  annum.  It  was  at  that  point, 
through  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  that  this  administration 
was  convinced  that  they  should 
threaten  the  acceptance  of  the  House 
version  of  the  agricultural  bill  with  a 
veto  if,  in  effect,  the  conference,  con- 
ferees and  Members  of  Congress  decid- 
ed to  accept  that  version,  the  $400  mil- 
lion per  year  differential. 

Let  me  cite  an  item  that  came  right 
after  that  decision  being  a  request  to 
be  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
Just  following  that  item  came  some- 
thing called  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Canal,  which  was  $1.2  billion  in  ex- 
penditure, and  the  administration 
threatened  no  veto,  threatened  no  lan- 
guage which  would  in  any  way  offset 
its  acceptance  of  the  passage  of  that 
piece  of  legislation,  in  addition  to  the 
fact  that  shortly  thereafter  it  was  dis- 
covered in  building  a  wind  tunnel  facil- 
ity for  the  Department  of  Defense 
that  after  the  facility  was  completed 
the  compressors  and  the  piping  did 
not  fit  in  the  building.  They  had  to 
tear  it  all  out.  That  cost  the  taxpayers 
$335  million.  And  that  was  only  for  a 
mistake. 

Let  it  be  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  American  people  that  annually  we 
lose  $1  billion  in  aircraft,  military  air- 
craft, and  approximately  420  Ameri- 
can airmen's  lives  through  accidents. 
This  country  is  not  at  war.  I  do  not 
know  how  we  could  afford  to  go  to  war 
if  we  lose  1  billion  dollars'  worth  of 
aircraft  through  accidents  annually 
every  year  practicing  those  things  that 
we  need  to  become  proficient  in  in  the 
event  of  a  military  emergency. 

I  bring  these  numbers  out,  the  long 
debate,  the  anguish  we  had.  and  the 


fact  that  the  administration  appointed 
a  blue-ribbon  panel  conunission  to 
evaluate  the  needs  and  the  resolution 
of  the  social  security  problem  because 
the  administration  obviously  felt  we 
had  made  a  commitment  to  the  elderly 
people  of  this  country.  I  certainly 
agreed  with  that  view  and  that  philos- 
ophy. 

Proposals  were  made.  'Very  little  was 
done  to  disturb  the  benefits  that  are 
received  by  the  elderly  of  our  Nation 
inasmuch  as  it  was  a  covenant,  a  com- 
mitment, a  vow  made  to  the  elderly 
people  of  this  country  that  helped 
build  this  country. 

Now  let  us  get  back  to  the  1981  farm 
bill  and  have  that  as  a  basis.  Let  us 
look  at  priorities.  Where  should  agri- 
culture fit  in  priorities? 

I  am  not  a  great  reader,  but  I  have 
been  in  libraries  and  read  the  histories 
of  nations.  I  find  one  thing  in  common 
as  a  common  denominator  for  the  ero- 
sion of  nationalism,  country,  empire, 
domain,  call  it  what  you  will.  Any  co- 
hesion of  society  as  we  know  it  today 
vanishes  when  that  entity,  nation, 
country,  or  empire  can  no  longer  feed 
its  own  people. 

I  make  this  point  in  order  to  justify 
what  I  am  about  to  say  for  agriculture 
as  a  priority. 

I  think  many  of  us  know,  although 
many  of  us  in  this  Chamber  get  up 
and  speak  as  if  we  have  never  had  to 
eat  during  the  course  of  our  life,  and  I 
think  I  would  have  a  great  deal  of  sup- 
port in  saying,  that  if  this  Nation 
could  not  feed  itself  we  would  not 
have  to  worry  about  problems  being 
exerted  upon  the  United  States  of 
America  in  foreign  diplomacy  from 
the  outside.  We  would  have  our  own 
internal  problems  to  such  a  magnitude 
and  extent  that  we  would  probably  be 
spending  more  money  rectifying  the 
internal  situation  than  we  are  with  all 
the  dollars  that  we  are  currently  de- 
bating on  the  defense  budget  and  the 
defense  authorization  bill,  which  we 
just  concluded  recently. 

We  made  a  promise  to  the  farmers 
of  America;  we  made  a  commitment  to 
the  farmers  of  America.  I  come  from  a 
family  where,  in  the  olden  days— and  I 
do  not  feel  I  am  tremendously  old.  but 
I  have  seen  enough  of  life  to  know  the 
value  of  respect  and  to  know  the  value 
of  commitment— you  knew  the  value 
of  knowing  that  your  handshake  was 
your  bond  and  your  honor. 

There  is  something  that  all  the 
amount  of  money  in  this  world  cannot 
buy  nor  all  the  amount  of  money  that 
this  Government  can  appropriate,  and 
now,  as  some  of  the  speakers  on  this 
floor  have  said  it  is  money  that  we  do 
not  have,  it  is  money  that  the  Bureau 
of  Printing  and  Engraving  will  have  to 
print  for  us,  over  and  above  money 
that  we  have  to  spend. 

To  me,  your  word  is  your  bond  and 
commitment.  As  a  former  business- 
man, if  I  went  out  and  made  a  bad 


deal,  I  could  not  go  back  to  the  cus- 
tomer and  say,  "I  have  made  a  bad 
deal.  I  am  going  to  change  the  param- 
eters of  what  I  told  you  I  was  going  to 
be  able  to  do."  I  felt  that  maybe  to- 
morrow there  would  be  another  day 
and  maybe  I  would  be  able  to  make 
that  up  or  rectify  it  some  day  with  an- 
other sale  so  that  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  if  I  was  a  good  businessman  and 
a  good  manager,  I  would  be  able  to 
stay  in  business  because  my  profit  and 
loss  sheet  at  the  end  of  the  year  would 
be  such  that  I  would  be  on  the  profit 
side  of  the  ledger,  rather  than  on  the 
deficit  side  of  the  ledger. 

But  even  more  important  than  stay- 
ing in  business,  whether  I  stayed  in 
business  or  did  not  stay  in  business, 
when  it  was  all  over  everybody  would 
be  able  to  say,  "He  honored  his  com- 
mitment. He  did  not  go  back  on  his 
word." 

I  would  like  to  say  to  my  colleagues 
today  that  I  think  more  is  at  stake 
with  honoring  these  kinds  of  situa- 
tions with  the  farm  bill.  I  think  we 
tamper  with  the  lives  of  the  American 
people  daily.  Is  it  any  wonder  they 
lose  faith  and  confidence  in  a  govern- 
ment that  has  made  promises  to  its 
people? 

I  guess  the  point  I  am  attempting  to 
make  is  we  begin  work  on  another 
farm  bill  next  year.  The  1981  farm  bill 
was  a  4-year  farm  bill.  It  was  not  a 
great  farm  bill.  It  obviously  did  not  ac- 
complish all  it  sought  to  do  because  of 
the  fact  that  the  PIK  program  was 
needed  last  year.  When  were  we  told 
to  pass  the  PIK  program,  as  my  col- 
league Senator  Melcher  from  Mon- 
tana so  vividly  pointed  out?  During  a 
lameduck  session  of  Congress. 

Many  people  in  this  country  termed 
it  a  lamebrained  session  of  Congress 
inasmuch  as  we  squeezed  in  some 
mighty  important  legislation  which 
now  we  are  trying  to  change  and  at- 
tempting to  change  to  a  great  degree. 
At  the  meeting  last  Friday  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Secretary 
Block,  whom  I  respect  and  admire,  and 
who  certainly  has  a  vast  knowledge  of 
agriculture,  being  a  farmer  himself, 
everybody  in  that  room  from  the  ad- 
ministration seemed  to  be  appalled  as 
to  the  cost  of  the  PIK  program. 

Of  course,  they  should  be  appalled 
as  to  the  cost  of  the  PIK  program  be- 
cause when  we  asked  them  last  year 
during  the  debate  on  the  PIK  program 
how  much  it  would  cost,  they  could 
not  answer  that  question. 

Any  businessman  who  embarks  on  a 
program  for  a  customer,  for  a  constitu- 
ent, for  whoever,  and  does  not  have 
the  answer  to  how  much  it  costs 
should  not  be  surprised  in  any  way  as 
to  the  cost  of  that  program  when  that 
cost  comes  up.  There  is  no  such  thing 
as  that  free  lunch  that  many  of  us 
talk  about  here.  It  is  quite  obvious. 

Mr.  President,  people  say  the  agri- 
culture program  is  costing  $21  billion. 


That  is  a  lot  of  money.  At  the  last 
committee  meeting  that  I  was  in,  I 
brought  that  point  up:  "Does  it  really 
cost  $21  billion,  the  expenditure  of  the 
U.S.  agriculture  budget?"  Others  said, 
"Well,  no,  not  quite." 

I  said,  "What  do  you  mean  by  not 
quite?" 

The  answer  was  it  so  happens  that 
about  $9  billion  of  that  is  repaid  by 
the  loan  support  price  system  back  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury. 

I  said,  "Why  don't  we  say  $9  billion 
from  $21  billion  and  use  the  net 
figure,  rather  than  tell  the  people  of 
America  the  outlay  of  this  budget  is 
$21  billion?" 

Well,  of  course,  both  philosophies 
are  right.  The  outlay  is  $21  billion  and 
$9  billion  does  come  back  into  the  Fed- 
eral Treasury.  But  because  it  does  not 
come  back  into  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture, it  is  figured  as  a  total  outlay 
rather  than  any  money  being  paid 
back  into  the  budget  of  the  USDA. 
But  the  last  time  I  looked,  those 
people  in  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  that  get  paychecks  and  those 
people  in  the  USDA  who  get  pay- 
checks; both  those  paychecks,  I  be- 
lieve, are  green-colored  and  both  say 
"United  States  of  America"  on  top  of 
that  Federal  public,  to  the  consumers 
of  this  country,  to  be  able  to  be  used 
in  that  manner. 

I  said,  "You  know,  it  is  really  unfor- 
tunate that  the  news  media  always 
print  the  total  amount  of  outlay  and 
never  mention  anything  about  any 
money  being  paid  back. "  Of  course,  a 
license  to  do  that  resides  in  the  fact 
that  the  money  is  not  paid  back  direct- 
ly from  the  loan  into  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  so  that  they  can  deduct 
it  from  their  outlay.  It  comes  back  to 
that  strange  country  called  the  United 
States  of  America  which  seems  to  have 
no  bookkeeping  correlation  with  the 
farmers  of  America. 

Going  beyond  that,  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  want  to  lay  the  blame  for  mis- 
information at  the  doorstep  of  the 
news  media,  because  I  hear  during  the 
debate  on  this  piece  of  legislation— as 
a  matter  of  fact,  today— some  of  my 
colleagues  referred  to  the  fact  that 
the  cost  of  the  USDA  program  was  $21 
billion.  Some  of  them  were  in  the 
room  when  I  made  that  point. 

Mr.  President,  the  administration's 
proposed  freeze  would  eliminate  the 
minimal  increases  in  target  prices  ap- 
proved when  Congress  enacted  the  4- 
year  farm  bill  in  1981.  For  example, 
under  the  existing  program,  the  com 
target  price  would  increase  17  cents  in 
1984  to  $3.03  per  bushel  and  15  cents 
more  in  1985.  For  wheat,  the  increase 
would  be  15  cents  in  1984  to  $4.45  per 
bushel  and  20  cents  in  1985. 

I  should  like  to  bring  some  clearer 
form  of  understanding  to  the  consum- 
ers of  America  as  to  what  increasing 
prices  to  a  farmer  does  to  their  costs. 
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Today  on  the  retail  market  a  loaf  of 
bread  probably  costs  80  to  85  cents  per 
loaf.  I  suppose  closeouts  for  day-old 
bread  or  adjustments  for  a  more  well- 
known  bread  can  cost  more  or  less  de- 
pending on  which  supermarket,  gro- 
cery store,  or  convenience  food  store 
you  may  stop  at.  But  using  the  80-  to 
85-cent  range  for  a  loaf  of  bread,  what 
a  farmer  gets  in  cost  out  of  that  loaf 
of  bread  in  the  product  that  he  raises, 
called  wheat,  is  2.5  pennies,  which 
means  if  he  were  to  double  what  he 
gets  as  a  farmer  for  raising  a  bushel  of 
wheat,  the  content  of  a  loaf  of  bread 
would  then  accrue  to  the  farmer  the 
value  of  5  cents  or  maybe  6  cents.  And 
that  loaf  of  bread  should,  but  as  you 
and  I  as  consumers  know  better,  would 
not  then  rise  about  3  cents.  In  other 
words,  today's  80-cent  loaf  of  bread,  if 
a  farmer  were  to  double  the  price  of  a 
bushel  of  wheat,  should  go  to  83  cents. 

Now,  I  would  rather  have  an  83-cent 
loaf  of  bread  and  know  it  is  a  reliable 
loaf  of  bread  and  an  ongoing  loaf  of 
bread  than  I  would  having  that  farmer 
not  have  the  ability  to  continue  in  the 
business  of  raising  that  wheat  for  the 
bread  of  the  Nation  and  then  one  day 
huge  conglomerates  sind  people  we 
would  be  importing  our  wheat  from 
and  other  nations  wake  up  one  day.  as 
OPEC  did.  and  decide  that  the  Ameri- 
can Government  is  no  longer  capable 
of  providing  its  own  food,  let  us  get  to- 
gether and  establish  prices. 

Then  and  only  then  would  the 
housewives  of  this  country  understand 
what  has  happended  to  the  farmers  of 
America,  because  it  would  be  conglom- 
erates and  other  nations  that  would 
then  set  the  prices  for  that  loaf  of 
bread  on  the  shelves  of  our  grocery 
stores  in  this  country. 

If  we  should  have  learned  anything 
from  the  OPEC  countries,  it  would  be 
to  make  other  nations  dependent  upon 
you  to  sell  them  your  product  as  a  reli- 
able supplier,  as  a  creditable  supplier: 
the  more  dependent  they  become 
upon  you,  the  more  control  you  have 
over  the  price  of  that  commodity,  on 
which  in  effect  you  can  establish  a 
world  cartel. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  the  Congress 
acted  correctly  2  years  ago  when  it 
voted  to  provide  farmers  this  protec- 
tion from  inflation.  To  break  faith 
with  them  in  midstream  is  grossly 
unfair. 

Many  farmers  have  gone  out  and 
borrowed  money.  I  do  not  think  this  is 
unique  to  farming  small  business 
people.  Families  themselves  have  been 
known  to  borrow  money  from  the 
banks  that  they  deal  with. 

How  do  you  borrow  money  and  how 
do  you  sit  down  with  a  banker  and  ex- 
plain how  you  are  going  to  repay  that 
money  if  it  is  not  for  known  factors 
and  also  many  unknown  factors  that 
enter  into  the  equation  or  your  ability 
to  repay  a  loan? 


Part  of  the  factor  equated  into  the 
borrowing  capability  of  a  farmer  is 
promises  that  have  been  made  in  a  4- 
year  farm  program.  The  bankers  read 
that  program.  They  know  what  the 
farmer  is  expecting  out  of  that  pro- 
gram. That  is  why  I  say  for  the  Feder- 
al Government  to  come  along  one 
day— and  here  it  is  3  days  before  an 
August  recess— and  say  all  of  a  sudden 
we  are  going  to  change  the  rules  or 
the  parameters  of  that  ball  game  I 
think  would  bring  havoc  into  the 
credibility  of  the  lending  institutions 
of  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  yield  the  floor  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  without  losing 
my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

What  I  was  prepared  to  do  was  to 
put  us  in  a  brief  period  for  the  trans- 
action of  routine  morning  business, 
which  will  take  us  off  this  motion.  But 
instead  of  that,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  withdraw  the  motion.  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  we  are  not  going 
to  get  very  far  with  it  at  this  point. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  withdraw  my 
motion  to  proceed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  motion  is  with- 
drawn. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  in  a 
moment,  after  the  minority  leader  has 
a  chance  to  arrive  on  the  floor  and 
other  Senators  who  are  principally  in- 
volved, it  is  my  intention  to  try  to 
reach  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
appropriations  bill,  but  I  will  not  do 
that  for  the  moment. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  until  4:45  p.m.  in 
which  Senators  may  speak  for  not 
more  than  2  minutes  each. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
I  wonder  if  the  majority  leader  would 
be  good  enough  to  hold  that  so  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  may  gain  the  floor 
for  the  purpose  of  introducing  a  bill 
having  nothing  to  do  with  the  pending 
matter. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  can  do 
that  in  morning  business. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Chair  grants 
the  request,  I  would  urge  the  Chair  to 
recognize  the  Senator  from  Ohio  for 
that  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Metzenbaum  in 
connection  with  the  introduction  of 
legislation  are  printed  under  State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.) 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
time  for  morning  business  has  expired. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1984 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  as  I  in- 
dicated earlier,  and  as  I  have  advised 
the  minority  leader,  the  chairman  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  the 
ranking  minority  member,  and  others 
who  are  principally  interested  in  this 
matter.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consider- 
ation of  the  Department  of  the  Interi- 
or appropriations  bill,  H.R.  3363. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3363)  making  appropriations 
fcr  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  re- 
lated agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  present  consid- 
eration of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  with  amend- 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first 
committee  amendment. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
we  are  not  prepared  to  go  forward  at 
this  moment.  We  will  be  prepared  to 
do  so  in  a  matter  of  seconds. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  the 
fiscal  year  1984  Interior  and  Related 
Agencies  appropriations  bill  as  report- 
ed by  the  Appropriations  Committee 
proposes  new  budget  authority  total- 
ing $7,639,488,000.  This  is  a  decrease 
of  some  $442  million  below  the  House- 
passed  level,  but  an  increase  of  nearly 
$930  million  above  the  budget  request. 

As  in  the  past,  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  impacts  every  State  in  the  Union, 
whether  through  acquisition  of  lands 
for  public  purposes;  continuation  of 
energy,  geologic,  hydrologic,  or  wild- 
life-related research;  operation  of  vari- 
ous programs  created  for  American  In- 
dians: or  maintaining  Federal  support 
for  arts,  humanities,  and  museums. 
Every  Member  of  Congress  has  a  stake 
in  the  passage  of  this  bill,  and  I  am 
hopeful  we  can  complete  this  bill 
quickly  on  the  floor,  conference  with 
the  House,  and  bring  back  a  confer- 


ence report  before  the  beginning  of 
fiscal  year  1984  which  both  the  Con- 
gress and  the  President  can  support. 

This  latter  point  is  extremely  impor- 
tant to  note,  because  the  bill  at  $7.6 
billion  is  nearly  $1  billion  over  the 
President's  request  and  thus  stands 
precariously  close  to  the  maximum 
dollar  level  I  believe  the  President  will 
support.  Perhaps  more  important  is 
the  fact  that  the  Interior  bill  as  passed 
by  the  House  contained  provisions 
which  prohibited  both  coal  leasing  and 
the  leasing  of  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
lands  through  fiscal  year  1984.  Should 
these  provisions  be  included  in  the  bill 
the  conferees  send  to  the  President, 
we  very  possibly  will  see  it  returned 
with  a  veto.  It  is  therefore  extremely 
important  that  the  Senate  go  to  con- 
ference without  such  prohibitions  in 

its  bill. 

As  I  indicated  a  moment  ago.  this 
bill  does  indeed  have  something  for  ev- 
eryone, and  I  would  like  to  take  just  a 
moment  to  outline  what  the  commit- 
tee has  recommended  for  some  of  the 
more  popular  programs: 

For  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund,  the  committee  has  recommend- 
ed $211,415,000  an  increase  of 
$146,544,000  over  the  budget  request. 
This  includes  $75,000,000  for  State 
grants  under  LWCF. 


For  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the 
committee  has  recommended  an  in- 
crease of  $15,998,000  over  the  budget, 
including  full  funding  for  the  coopera- 
tive unit  program,  an  additional 
$2,000,000  for  FWS  law  enforcement 
and  protection,  and  an  additional 
$5,440,000  for  hatcheries  operations 
and  maintenance. 

For  Historic  Preservation,  the  com- 
mittee has  recommended  a  funding 
level  of  $26,000,000  while  the  adminis- 
tration had  requested  no  funds. 

For  Geological  Survey,  Bureau  of 
Mines  and  Surface  Mining,  the  com- 
mittee has  recommended  additional 
funds  totaling  nearly  $40,000,000  in- 
cluding increased  funds  for  earth- 
quake and  volcano  hazard  reduction 
research,  energy  hydrology  studies, 
mapping,  and  full  funding  for  the 
Mineral  Institute  program. 

For  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  De- 
velopment, the  committee  has  recom- 
mended $248,714,000,  an  increase  of 
$154,714,000  over  the  budget  request. 
This  level  includes  $39,300,000  for  con- 
tinued work  on  fuel  cells  and 
$30,000,000  for  ongoing  magnetohy- 
drodynamics  research. 

For  Energy  Conservation,  the  com- 
mittee has  recommended  $333,481,000. 
This  represents  an  increase  of 
$259,104,000  and  includes  additional 
funding   for   building   systems,   waste 


energy  reduction,  industrial  process  ef- 
ficiency, industrial  cogeneration,  vehi- 
cle propulsion  R&D,  electric  and 
hybrid  vehicle  research,  EPCA, 
schools  and  hospitals  and  weatheriza- 
tion  grants,  and  the  energy  related  in- 
ventors program. 

For  Indian  Education,  the  commit- 
tee has  reconmiended  $67,248,000,  an 
increase  of  $66,005,000  over  the  budget 
request. 

For  Indian  Health,  more  than 
$112,000,000  above  the  budget  request 
has  been  reconunended,  bringing  the 
total  funding  level  to  $734,151,000. 

For  the  National  Endowments  for 
the  Arts  and  Humanities,  a  total  fund- 
ing level  of  $273,000,000  has  been  rec- 
ommended by  the  committee.  This 
level  is  essentially  the  same  as  that 
provided  in  fiscal  year  1983  and  repre- 
sents an  increase  of  $35,800,000  above 
the  budget  request. 

At  this  point  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  table  comparing  the 
committee  reported  bill  with  the 
budget  request  and  the  House-passed 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1984.  and  with  the 
appropriated  levels  for  fiscal  years 
1980  through  1983. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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Caararitiva  latiU 4f2ti 

SubtaUl WiOa? 

•■vz 
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01 


IM  mforctMnt  aid  rroUction. 

ForMUt'.ori  aaumcnt 

KrMtrrh  aid  Dfvtlo»Mrit 

TouUi  Ciin»rv<lion  Cerrs 


SubloUl 

Fiihtrv  Knourcrs 
HaUhtrirt  orcr<liaiif  aid  atinttnaict  1/. 
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4.351 

l.SB 

I>5I0 

140 

1.148 



3.300 

— 

1.903 

1.903 

1.903 

14.400 

21.814 

14.050 

Budget 
estimate 

(S) 


House 
allowance 


(10) 


8.144 

e.474 

9.150 

9,253 

9.419 

9.959 

11.419 

42.0(0 

♦1.440 

18.408 

19.840 

10.894 

16.052 

17.009 

16.559 

18.559 

♦1.550 

... 

11.444 

ll'lM 

17.752 

12.016 

10.914 

11.494 

11.771 

♦857 

177 

— 

--- 

— 

2.145 

— 

"*■ 



"- 

♦4.407 


♦1.391 


18.222 

20. 348 

22.983 

25.512 

20.102 

22.880 

;s.742 

45.440 

♦2.(42 

300 

850 

1.151 
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— 
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— 
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... 

2.000 

— 

4.000 

— 

— 

-4.000 

20.087 

22.782 

17.749 
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10.489 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

9.878 

12.318 
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-1.029  -1.029 
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Ser%Me  corvratiae  rec 

OTwnertdalKXi  comparad 

¥nlt<(*  or  -) 


(M 


1880  1901  1982  1983 

Appro-  Appro-  Appro-  Aotxo- 

pnainn  pnakon  pnalKXi  prialion 

(2)  (3) 


«l 


(5) 


Budgal 
estnnaM 

(6) 


House 
auowanca 

(7) 


ComnMlea  - 

rocom 
mendatKin 

(8) 


Budge) 

nala 


House 
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tra\d  Canon  Khool  diit • 2)0                 -" 

Nitioful  Saorhom —              '••>•• 

SubUUI 2-071              2'»«* 

asz£sss£<x^«   »ss5=sass»»«   ss 

Gtntril  MioiniilritKin; 

Ctntrjl  offict 

(Miorul  offict 

Auloattic  itU  rrocMiind "" 

torlovt*  ro«r«t)utian  .Matnl 

Strvicf  vidt  odaintstrjiivt  wr^orl 

iSA  VK*  rmUl —                 — 

C«rcutiv(  diroclion 4.1*5              4t245 

Untvlffntnt  cooromition  for  fcdiril  ttrlowrt — 

h*lic  Affjirt — 

SubloUl.  Gtatfil  Adainislrttion 4.in             4.24S 

Fn  wrrltatnUl • — 

asaaaaasasas  acssxzscsaaa  s: 

ToUl.  Ortfition  of  Mm  IMiomI  Piri  S«sUa  1/.  m.844           458.428 
MTIONM.  (EOCATIW  M8  PKSERVATION 

KKtolion  Frodraai —             ^^ 

N«toril  FrolrjM —              2.754 

Cultural  FrotrMt 

HiinUMTCt  of  Iht  Ntiiontl  KtditUr >  — 

ftctinkctl  Pfosarvilion  ServicM.... — 

NHioMl  ArdiitacUKil  aid  Dutmafinl  Rtcord —                 — 

loUrMom  ArtfitolollCil  Strvict*.. — 

Undistributtd • 4.521                  — 

.(MiranataUl  aid  Ctarliaxt  (tvita • —                 ^24 

Grart  tdainittrtlion — 

(K  tra»ftr) —                — 

fn  strtltttnUl — 

ToUl.  NtliOMl  Rtcrtiiioa  aid  Prtwrvition 4.521              1.842 

aaaaaaaaaaas  aassaaasassj 

Vrtai  Park  and  Ittrtotion  Fund 

Craitt  U  Cititt  2/ —                200 

Mawiitlrtiivt  tMt»tt» —                 ^ 

Ibttoric  Prtftrvalioa  Fund 

Sraiii-ift-aid —           24>448 

National  Trw«t  fer  Hittoric  Pmarvalioa —                — 


1/  rm  includtt  tl.100.008  for  ftt  vd  f roa  PL  W-8. 

418.718.000  IB  HoinltaaKt  and  U.242f000  in 

tiioacct  Niniliaait. 
2/  FT8I  iicludtt  448  ailliai  froa  PI  ft-8. 
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z:=s====ss=t 
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4.398 
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15.801 
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4.128 

... 

1.081 
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— 
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11.404 


51.084 


4.444 

:£^SZZ8X  ZXSSSZZZZZZ: 
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sts==srx=sss 

szzzszzsassz 
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6.503 

4.418 

14.632 

16.412 

14.612 

4.218 

4.210 

4.218 

3.435 

3.435 

1.435 

7.780 

7.780 

7.780 

IO.P33 

10.833 

10.831 

4.691 

4.691 

4.691 

3.000 

3.004 

3.000 

1.494 

1.694 

1.494 

40.921 


40.784 


40.921 


SZZZZZZZZS-:  fzzzszzssxzs  zzaz:z5zs=sx 

594.742     602.065     408.202 


2.SS2 

1.404 

— 

1.412 

— 

1.114 

1.471 

— 
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— 

4.425 

— 
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1.811 

1.184 

— 

— 



1.102 
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— 

— 

— 
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— 

— 
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— 

— 



— 

— 
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— 

— ■ 
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— 
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— 
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—  ■ 

— 

— 

— 
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— 
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xssss£==x=aa 
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— 
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0» 


ISeO  1981  1882  1983 

Appro  Appro  Appro-  Appro- 

pnMMTt  pn«K>n  pnation  |V>Mion 


(?) 


(3) 


(4) 


<5) 


MiiAitlr*tiv*  t»tm*% ,,^4, 

ToUI.  MifUric  rmarvaion  Ftnd  t/ —            21.000            2S.440 

tummMmmaMUMU   ••■asxa«s««<  ■««««ss«aaai 

HjmiM.  levTlonoit  aid  >«r<li« 

■KrMliw  facilititf U.21?                 

ComlrgcliM 

kuldinM  <n4  UtilitiM 

Mom*  rimiM ._             j.jpj             ,,„, 

''•"■'  ''■  ''•JtcU —              3,()0j              2.8iC 

froMct  riwniM —              4,9j7              ^,^^^ 

Urn  ItM  Camtrvriian  PrftjtcU  2/ 74.M4             2«.430             7?.bO* 

Hit  If  teftrntf  find* —                ...                _. 

••»«>•«>■«■    »s«aa3a«««i    ■assaassavsa 

I*Uli  CmtrwtioM 74.304             43.3*7             »S.|52 

aaaaaaaaaaaa  aaassaaaaaaa  aaaasaaaaaaa  a 

laid  «c«uitition  aid  Slit*  Aitittaict 

•ttitUnc*  U  SUtos 

Ritchind  <ratt« , , —           171.745                 — 

*dsinittriti«*  nrtntM —             4,SM             4,331 

■«ti«Ml  r«r*i  Sfrvict 

*^»"»«"«» —           107,292           I1S.040 

tewitition  UAMtMnt ••••.••  —               liOM               I.IM 

^iiwljMdi  ditioiul  ftrMrvt , _.                 ),||i 

IdUl.  Laid  anuitition  aid  ti«U  ntidam  1/.  —          2W>Sf3          tU>442 

asasaaaaasss   aasaasa 

Mm  t,  IdiMdii  C«i4«r  fo»  Uw  Pirfomns  «fti 

*~ '"*'" 4,333               4.7«               4.212 

fai  nwlnmUl 

Tolil.  A  CinUr  for  Hrforaiiid  *ft( 4,3J3             4,752             4,212 

••■aaaaaaaaa  aaaaaaraaaaa  aaaaasaaaaaa 

TeUI.  Miowl  r«ct  Strvic* 4«.22l           Ul.«2           600.711 

wm9*mmmmm%mm    •acssssrssss    ssssszasssss 

KOLOCiCM.  sumicr 

SurvvM.  In-MttiMtioK,  aid  Knfircti 

Nitiorwl  n»ntYf  Gfo<r»h,  a,d  Surv*vi 

Priwr,  »i.<,  .„iU  ,»,,.,* J2.3,;             ,4,37,             jj.^j 

HodtrfiinlioB  of  «►,,„«  t«f,<,io^ 4,,j,              ^,„j              j,^^ 

lUlUlMTMM ;,,J7                 j,,„                 j,g,j 

~"*"" t.J42     10.107      V.84I 

OrO,»»»t«u«h 4,,44               j,„j               ^_,„ 

rri'ilind  aid  distrilHitiai  of  N>i 

Swil  mUrwduU  aid  i^KijI  Mwiftd |5,»5J            I5,»t            15,20« 

C«rth  mourm  ob^ftvttion  t«lM ||.775            12.295            li,?04 

1/  FT83  includts  tTi  oilhon  trot  H  «-«. 
V  fI83  (wUd  Mouil  inclwln,  IJ.OOO-OOO.  furaM  id 
n  »7-377. 

J/  FT83  includH  ••(.OOO.OOC  m  hUhind  tra.it  fro* 
H  4i-3. 
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S.OOO 
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(0) 

(7> 

(8) 

(9) 

(101 





... 

_ 





... . 

— 
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s.soo 

3,000 
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8»,575 
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aaaaaaassssa  aaaaaaaaaaaa  •asasaxsasss 
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~  tilM  4.1  JO 
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aasasasBsxss 

-50.»20 


tlrtOO 

-50 

-14.832 
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-21 
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aaaaaaaaaaaa  aaaaaaaaaaaa  aaaaaaaaaaaa 


♦t4,»7?  -11,821 

^Rasxxsmnss    aaxsxacaassi 


4.J42 


4.342 


4.S42 


4.542 


4.542 
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aaassssaasxa    xaftxaxaaasaa    aBxxaaxxxxxs 


n7.oeo 
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115.744 


'*aax:sssa   aaaa*ssas««a   aaaxwaasisma 
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c«ss«xsras*a  xasxssaazsax 

♦78»M?     -42.;?| 

•s««««a«asaa  acsaaxxaszsa 


34.«11 

a.977 

29.977 

a,977 

... 

... 

3.854 

3,854 

3.854 

1.854 

... 

... 

3.873 

... 
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4.028 

4«>02B 

-r.ooo 

10.457 

8.114 

8,1U 

M-IU 

4I.008 

43.00C 

4.104 

4,301 

4.301 

4.301 

... 

... 

S.'M 

8.500 

8.500 

... 

.. 

i4.:i4 

11.114 
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13.414 
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(In  ihousatKls  o<  doltars) 
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1981 

198? 

19S3 

Appro 

Appro 

Appra 

Appro- 

pnation 

poalion 

pnalion 

pnalKjri 

(U 
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(3) 


(4| 


(5) 


tjrto.r»Mc  a->  »w4r.rt-,c  Inforajlion J'(l»  J.B*  3.754              3.80* 

S»rith»lic  «Mrlure  SidJ' ""'  "      ' 

S^UUl """8T542  e?.744  88.H1             89.611 

:a::3aas:ais    s=:=a==£sss=  :;=ir===s5=i    iaass=sisa:a 

SmIoJic  mi  Hit«r»l  R»40UK«  5«rv*«  »ftd  I1»win« 

CUi**,  Mur*  r.*,a.o, K.W?  »•'«  "'  »                '"^ 

«,ka«H4Z,rds ♦•»7  l'-*^  •                  "" 

6ro*«l  f..l«r,  I  constr«cl.on  h42.rd. 2'M«  ••"3  J'^                   ''^ 

«.xl.,  h*»rd.  r..«rd, J'5»  J'»  ,  '"^             ,  ''t^ 

tj::z. '•"•  '••"  '•??;     ^5 

.aidr^rc.d4U....c.U«« ^.J"  ^^  J                ^.*» 

Hinaul  ftsonrc*  wrvf»» ■"•*"  """"  ~ 

Offthor.  »ol.d.c  «.rw« «;_«5»_  /_';_*'/_  ...J.".:^. "I'l 

5^1,^1 149.527  1*5.304  U2.J29           154.810 

aas-asxassaa  sssrarssasaa  srs:;=s:==rx   2ssss=a=ss=» 

HiUr  RtMMTCM  InvHtiUtian 

fKWr.lPro.r» «.«•♦  «•««  «'!"            ""^^ 

i::::;:'^!::::.^:";::::::::::::::::::.: '^*»  j^-^ »:i:i i^« 

Sj^l,, UJ.448  119,4*2  108.35*          113,870 

ss>S3S«s«sss  sc:s=sas3££3  asssx:saBCSS    ssssxxsssxxx 

CoriMfvjlioa  •<  La»*s  aid  ll»ti»r»l» 

f,d.r,l  a-1  India,  laidi »'»5  42.511  4.40 

«o«u.  .a»M»i »•*« \'<i^  .„.i!:!!! ~. 

Sy,,tot4, 10*,242  125,739  129.485 

8«,r.l  «d.,n.slr.Uo» J'"*  J'W*  »•»♦            |*'5" 

r«.UU.* "'"^  '»•»«  10.074                .48* 

Trais(.rfrc«» -  "  ^          -'"^ 

P«  «r»l»a«nUl —  "^^ 

S.X  Rfduction "•                ""  ~  ™                 "_ 

Iter  Mies  rtcfipU ••• • ~ 

(Effect  of  fnc»l  »»»r  1993  djfertil) —  _^" ■" 

Tot»l,  S«r.«»,  Inv»4tiMtlon»  I  R»«jrch 4*9,8*2  514.05*  507.844          3*3.389 

aasaaxzaaaaa   =sar»*s2se»a   i=s===s===«   aaas==s=ss=s 

EnrUritioK  of  Natiorul  Pftroltua  Resarvt  in  AUikj 

tj»lor»Ur»  dfillMU 129,500  94,000  -~ 

GacriMSicil  ewlorjiion ''MO  10,588 

GmIMic  invKtiutiiM  aid  (va.uilioA 3«000  l.OOO 

lirrw  tm  bt  Oetrilion.  Exrlortlion  aid  Devtloramt 

Be«r»ti«i  aid  winlmaict >•«?  l'**'  '•"* 

Ewloritiorki  aid  drrtloeawt 29,700  ™ 

Cnvironaaatal  restoritio*. J'*** 

ToUl.  I««.«e  111  »1*»U I75.A27  >07,00l  2.19* 

aaaaasaaaaaa  aassxraaazas  saxcxsaaaxac  axssaaasaaaa 


Senate  committee  .ec 

wnmendation  compared 
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Budget  Hou»e 

estinnata      allowance 


(6) 
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mendalion 
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Budget 
estimate 

(0) 
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•iioiaance 

CO) 


3i9S5 
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3.000 


3,985 


77,888  93,053  90.0C3 


♦12.115 


-3,000 
-3.050 


29.524 

35.524 

32.524 

♦3.000 

-3.000 

7.392 

lo.er: 

10.892 

♦  3.500 

... 

2.074 

2.792 

2.074 

... 

-718 

1.722 

3.222 

3.222 

♦1.500 

14.240 

14.240 

14.240 

... 

... 

1.943 

2.183 

1.943 

... 

-248 

522 

1,014 

522. 

— 

-492 

42* 

— 

— 

-42* 

45,312 

45,312 

45.312 

... 

— 

25,455 

33,994 

29,455 

44.000 

-4.539 

13.722 

14.222 

18.722 

45,000 

♦2,500 

141,904 


1**.021 


55,399 
47,113 
9,437 

112,149 


42.999 
49,413 
12,437 

125.249 


158.90* 

x=ZESS=z==a 


56.6*1 
47,413 
12,137 

114,411 

=s=zxs:asaa 


417,000 


-7,115 


♦1.262 

-6.338 

♦500 

-2.000 

♦2,500 
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♦4,242 


-8,838 


xszxxssxa 

*ss: 

Exzxsrzsz 

==SZfSX=S=S= 

SX£==:£Z=£ZZ 

azxxzxxxxxsa 

14,242 
13,243 
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13.243 

15,*2* 
13,243 

♦1.379 

412* 

-8,500 

— 

-5,409 
-8.500 

-24.000 

374.951 

-5.609 
-8.50* 
-24.000 

354.074 

=K±xcs*z<£»a 

-5.409 
-24.000 

— 

350,928 

ixszssxex: 

♦5il44 

X££ssx:=:s£: 

-18.877 

■*>•««  s»»««ce«a«aa 


ssssaxaxsxxa    icxsxcokss* 
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SanMe  oomnonee  rac 

ammendalion  compared 

•«»<(♦  Of  -) 
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AOCKO  Aopro 

pnalion  pn«bon 
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Aopro-  Aopro- 

pnMion  ptiMon 


Budget  Mouae 

aaiMnwa     anoManca 


44S.4«  421.M7  SI0.M2  Mf.7«t 

:SZZX3ZS£SZS    ZS£*SSK&3SZZ    sssszzczzzsz    szzzzzzzssss 
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14.M 
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St.tM 
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ZZSZSS3SSSZS  ZSSSSSZXSCSI  SZZSIZZZSSZZ 
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M.tM 

1M.124 


42.«04  42.004 
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M.IM  M.I06 


■.MM     razzzzzzszM  ZCSZaSSSBZSS     BCXZ 


tM.I24  106.124 

ZKXZZZZZ    zzzzssszzzzz 


.124 


St3ai 

l«.«31 


10*.  124  106.124 

srBSSBsss    BczzszaBssra 

17.8W  lt.»»t 

i.Otl  S.3SI 

3.411  10.011 


B.1I1  2».4II  B.lll 

■■««••«•««■•  zzvmsBSSAa  ^cnsumsa* 

2«.W  20.SM  2C.Sa 

144.216  m.l03  U3.803 

■■zzzsacvass   zzMzzzzzzzz   zxsnnzzzxa 


(-124.550)      (-124.530) 


-4.026 
-612  -16.677 
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•sssaassxcsi 
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<=r^^';^.^,«^%vr/:o\°«%Ss'"srH^^?o'^r.s^'sV"jror^^ 


(In  thousands  ol  doNars) 


Sw%a«a  conwnmea  rac- 

onvnandstion  compared 

wilh(4  or  -) 


(1) 


Cwurvilion  and  DfvtlaMtni: 

NiniM  Tfdnolo*! • 

RtMvm  C««i»trvitio«  Ttrtwlo** 

SubUUl.  C«m«rv4lion  tnd  Dtv*lar«fil 

RintriU  aid  ItoUruU  tnatrdt 

SiibUUI.  RintrtU  (ttetrch 


KuwriU  Inforaition  jnd  AmlMit: 

Hintrtlt  IfifofaJtion 

Ilii»r«l  6«U  «MlMi4 


••••*••*. 


1960 
Appro- 

pnalion 

m 

isei 

Appro- 
pnatwo 

(3) 

1982 
Appro- 
pnalion 

(4) 

1983 
Appro- 

pnabon 

(51 

Budge) 

aatmaM 

(8) 

House 
tftowance 

(7) 

recom 
mendalion 

(8) 

Budget 

(0) 

Houee 

aHooance 

(10) 

20.471 

21.392 

21.392 
22.217 
94.173 

Bssscsazszzz 

9.342 
20.526 

10.416 
10.416 

9.380 
4.142 

15.542 

4.195 
1.410 

12.195 
1.410 

8.195 
3.470 

44.000 
41.840 

45.640 

45.S4C 

==ssszzsss=s 

-4.000 
41.640 

, 20.471 

5.605 

13.605 

11. U5 

-2.140 

20.145 

31.241 

12.354 

30.410 

30.410 

30.430 

.....~...— ■ 

»2.545 

67.49] 

zzszzzsssszz 

19.5»7 
9.412 

64.342 

szszzzsKzcsa 

10.399 
15.994 

47.905 

ssczsexzcf =2 

10.890 
17.951 

64.405 

SSZKXSZSAZZS 

10.690 
17.953 

71.765 

zz:szzs£sssz 

10.690 
17.951 

-10.640 

zszzszzzzzz 

5.m 

20.173 

... 

SubloUl. 


25.551     29.890     29.009 

scaszszEszas   zzsmszaazZM   ««zzzszzs=z»   zzs: 


NiniM  nn»»n^  mi  davtlamnl.. 

Hinaral  iMtiUUt ' 
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—  i.i40  ii}40 

sxaassassxs  aaxaaaaaaaaa  xaxxxsasssaa 


—  -45  — 

sxnsaaaassa    ssc:tzzaa«aa   aasaazsssau 

n>osa        i4.uf        ii.Tw 

aissssuarxa    is^zzaasuaa   asacaxaaasas 


U>540  -500 

xasazzxsaaaa  aszzzxazzzzz 


zaaaaaaaaaaa  xaxzaaaasssa 

Ot>t77  -I2>Ut 

zaasazcxatss  zassaaaxssxa 


It.SU 

llt4ll 

22.074 

27.740 

23.070 

^.740 

Ui888 

♦3.470 

24.su 

20.401 

IB.W 

34.524 

te.iiv 

14.574 

— 

-1.595 

11.12* 

24.733 

24.480 

27.591 

2t.l*8 

28.5V] 

41tS80 

-555 

14.847 

11.717 

21.441 

ll.W 

13.7W 

13.982 

♦  184 

to^i 

7S.314 

87.322 

8S.8!f 

84.135 

87.819 

«2.000 

♦1./04 

I74.S1 

2»4.3n 

1M.081 

154.738 

151.408 

154.938 

4280 

♦1.530 

104.27S 

4.104 

i.too 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

_ 

... 

3.114 

3.4t7 

s.tso 

— 

— 

— 

— 

... 

— 

— 

-- 

15.171) 

(5.171) 

(5.171) 

— 

— 

77.72t 

43.147 

72.540 

... 

— 

— 

— 

... 

— 

— 

-  — 

144.1441 

(44.144) 

(44.144) 

— 

... 

t4.4S 

I0.71f 

13.715 

— 

1.008 

— 

— 

-1.000 

— 

— 

... 

<8.142) 

(8.142) 

(8.142) 

— 

... 

I75.»4I 

2M.0CS 

242.558 

155.738 

153.408 

155.938 

♦200 

♦510 

aaaa^aaaaaaa 

axs::z33£^3X 

zxazazz:.^:: 

t«x±xrx=sx;s 

zsszassssaaz 

aaaaaaasasza 

cssstssnsxs 

szsxsssssztx 

IW07S 

1.870 

10.48t 

10.144 

10.144 

io.tu 



— 

23>171 

20.140 

22.m 

21.435 

21.41S 

21.433 



... 

Ul.Stl 

I2t.422 

i25.ia 

141.108 

152.471 

147.108 

H>088 

♦14.415 

197.M7 

1S8.4S2 

158.432 

m.880 

184.254 

198.889 

HfOOO 

♦14.435 

assaaxsacsaz 

azsaaxazsssz 

"=""=""* 

•sssss&xzsxs 

zsxxxasxssts 

aa=s:aaaaaaa 

axxs2szs2 

XXS3SX;=::=C 

M.VS 

V.730 

74.8T4 



... 

4.008 

*4.000 

♦  4.M0 

— . 

... 

... 

138.2751 

(18.275) 

(38.273> 

-  - 

... 

32.735 

22.334 

51.07S 

— 

— 

4.008 

44.880 

44.000 

... 

... 

— 

122.042) 

(22.042) 

122.542) 

— 

— 

13.  Ui 

14.271 

15.154 

— 

... 

— 

... 

— 

... 

— 

(15.110) 

115.110) 

115.110) 

— 

... 

i04.ni 

»4.357 

i43.in 



... 

10.008 

MO.OOO 

♦10.000 

mmamxMMxxxsm 

szaaaasaaxxa 

xxazaaMaaaa 

sasusstisaa 

»mmmam**mmmm 

aasaaaaaaasa 

»aaaacasxsaa 

xaxzzaixx::: 

101.714 

74.310 

81.418 

77.798 

83.798 

78.298 

7.170 

5.900 

4.5*t 

4.m 

4.7H 

4.72} 

♦500 


5.5M 


Auasr  •    '^<.J  tONC.RlSSlONAl   KICOKD-SlvNAIi; 


2\H\:> 


[In  mousanda  ol  dollais| 


(0 


iseo 

Appro- 
pnabon 

(?) 


1961 
Appro 
pnalion 

(3) 


1862 
Appro- 
pnalion 

(4) 


1863 

Appro 
pnaiKm 

(5) 


CulWrtl  rvtaurtM 

SublaUl 

Hildlift  and  fuh  lubiUt  •inMcafnl 

Hildliff  ini  fittwriH  umrt 

HtbiUt  iwr 

SublaUl.. 


5.311 


7.747 


4.084 


4.958 


104.424     114.431      88.294      94.885 


19.102 
20.471 


19.703 
21.998 


17.852 
14.550 


18.027 
14.493 


39.771      41.701      32.402      3:.520 


RanM  MtivtUn 

IJOM  MAMMfnl "•'»* 

liinM  itrrOvtainU *'J' 

HiU  horw  ntf  burr*  ajnMtaml ^^ 

Nattain  Fira  HmO  Canlral "•_*^'_ 

14,227  34.025  24.588  24.438 

nmaw'"  !«»«s»:as»»s  sr»t«=»»»x"   •»»"==«»"« 


34.232 

22.823 

23.244 

3.490 

2.715 

2.200 

4M 

310 

572 

1.703 

740 

400 

SubUUl. 


Sail.  MUr  ar>d  lir  aaMWaini 

Soil.  MUr  wd  <>r  adaiciUrilion... 
Sail  and  MUr  maurct  i»r««MtaU. 
Sail  and  MUr  rataurct  iiwwUriti.. 


19.244 
10.783 
18.388 


19.482 
4.372 
12.734 


19.278 

1.775 

10.517 


18.131 
2.105 
7.500 


SiMaUl 

ttntral  Adainitiraiion. 

SLUC  raduclion 

fan  MprltatnUl ..>•• 

Touth  Comarvalion  Cam 


TaUlt  National  Femi  SnUa  !/• 


•*«.....••. 

.....I •....••■•••• 




a.43S  18.790  31.570  28.138 

—     218.42?    254.478 

._       —       —     -1.840 
._       —     18.813       — 

3.400 

••xuussan  «s««»iss=si«   ..iisi=s«=«»   sisinaxsisa 

927.724       1.001.894       1.050.504       1.073.814 

■ansaansu   ««si»«»«««"  tMMirtmat   j»«=«ist=»»= 


CaMlruclion 


Facililin. 


laadi  and  trailt 

Dirtcl  road  nnslrurtian. 

Trail  nntlructign 

SL«  rtduclion 

Ouladi  rnacnl 

fn  tvtlfamUl 


n.74S 


141.142 
8.249 


22.030 


183.441 
4.048 


17.44S 


232.917 
3.935 

1.000 
1.398 


S1.I22 


241.173 

4.844 

-130 

9.000 


ToUI.  Canitr«ction  2/ 


•(•••0 •••••••••*•*** 


205.374     209.519     241.095    104.411 

•<•«•»:•»   .=s«5==»==a   .si.ssainii   .«»»»»«»»««« 


laad  Acmiiilion 


F»r«l  StrvictS 

kcauititioM 

4c«uitilion  HanMtami. 


TaUl. 


10.509 
1.V89 

14.498 


22.411 
3.829 

24.242 


ssnssassxsa  ssssssssssss  scssa«u« 


52.877 
4.000 

54.877 

asasacaaxKsa 


1/  rrU  includn  48.000.000  far  lUinUnanct  of 
FacililiM.  411.000.000  for  Road  aainUMBtt. 
44.000.000  for  Irjil  ItaioUnanc*.  415.000.000 
for  RffomUtion  t  420.000.000  for  TSl  in  «.  98-8. 

V  FY81  includM  425.000.000  in  Facililits  frga 
n.  98-8. 


Budga)  »4ouaa 

OTUmaia      aitowanca 


W 


(7) 


Convnrttaa  - 

racom 
marMtalKjn 

(6) 


Sanaia  cowiwrtiaa  't 

(ynmandatnn  comparad 

Mtt<(<  or  -) 

Houaa 


9.249 


9.249 


9.249 


91.789  99.789  94.289 

xsssszssszaz   ass««e»sss=s   jsss=s«=s»=s 


21 .413 

22.415 

22.115 

11.871 

12.1U 

11.871 

........ 

.... .-.. 

w.5oe 

34. 7M 

14.008 

sszxassz 

szatazasszsz 

ZXZ33Z£ZZZ=Z 

23.987 

21.411 

21.987 

800 

800 

2.100 

290 

590 

290 

415 

415 

415 

25.492  K'438  24.992 

ssszzssazsis   .  **«»=!»»=»   »siiajsaz«=z 


70.484 
1.884 
3.404 

27.974 
257.410 


20.481 
2.384 
4.404 

29.471 
254.410 


20.984 
1.884 
5.404 

28.474 
257.410 


cx=ss«ssiss  «»*«««»z««s*  »=ia«ss«=;s« 

8  2.841     849.871    894.041 

sxsauzsssss  «««««•«»»•««  ««M»»Z"««« 


13.247 


15.117     24.787 


218.450    221.285    227.430 
5,182      5.182      5.182 


219.099    241.404     257.419 


aassssss«s»  saasBi 


tassssa  ssasaasvasaa 


10.070     32.152 
.-      4.000 

10.070     14.332 

aszszssacsa  aaaaaaaaa 


28.400 
4.000 

12.400 

aa   aaaacaa:=ZKa 


Budoai 

KaM 

(8) 


(10) 


♦500  -5.500 

zssxzzsszssz  s:;-:=z;»=== 


♦500 


-500 

-:40 


♦308       -740 

-sszszzzzxrz  »za=x==r:=:t 


♦1.500 


♦354 

♦1.500 

-MO 


♦  1.50O     ♦1.554 


♦500 


♦300 


♦5o: 

-5O0 

-1.C40 


♦1.000 


saaaazsszzjE  sssasasiassa 

♦21.200  ♦24.148 

£=sasaszxx-r   irrsazsa—s: 


♦9.520     ♦'•450 
49.000     44.143 


418.520  ♦U.OIS 


azaaxzsszass 


♦18.130 
4S000 

♦22.130 

aaxaaaaaaars   a£ 


-1.932 


-3.952 
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taaO  1981                1887 

^-1  App'O-  *Opr»            Aopro 

^^  prilioii  pnaion          pnanon 

***  P)  (31                 (4) 

Titfett  iKtlrtt  Trawfir 

TfiKtrtt  to  iMitrtl  F««.  tW —  —         I-7I.7MI 

iNMftt  to  l(wr(I  Fw*. —  —                — 

Tittor  Nrdwwr  Cr«41U 

Ttoktr  PiMCtwwf  Cr««U —  •-•         CCtM) 

Twtk  CwMiittii  Cam 

MM  ^MFM« •••••••••■••••••••••••••tt*t»i»««f**»«»«»  ~~*  "^^                     *** 

iHtit  tri  Mwifitin. ~  — 

AcMttitioM  tt  la<*  far  IMi«Ml  r»rtUi>  *ttiA 

Im«  rr««a. m  7M                724 

Imuutiai  tf  Ljudi  to  Cm»I*U  Lk4  bdunMt 

214  444                  114 

bMt  MUrMM 

S.tII  t.m             t.SM 

litcvtlaiMM  Trwit  F<«d» 

MictlliMMt  tnal  rM4 —  —                  14 

T*U1>  F*mt  Stfvica liS4t427  1.434.Mt       t>S}l.(S4 


KPMmon  OF  oocr 

FoMil  Emt*  liMwcli  ai4  IntU 

CmI 
twtral  Uttxatol  i)i4  cmI  rrvrirtiiaa 

CmI  rfwtrciiw  mt  ailnli 

Flut  Mt  cInm» 

Im  ttrMi  cU«ii»iii 

SiMaUl 

Ninnni 
IMtTtmnrf  CMl  uninC 

Itttmitt  liiMic>  I  TM*n*iM»  Dtwlspwat 

Cm!  liMKKiiw 
tMOMtritiat  Mwtii 

PI  net   hvdKMMilM»«****»«t«»»»a»«i«««a««i»»i««« 

Salvfui  ntr«cti«n ■ 

IMirvct  llMBCinidMa* ■•••••••••tt«»*tt»*« ••#•••• 

SiTMrt  ttotftM-  arf  (MMMtuM  (mImIum 

FtMikiltU 


<8S3 

pnwion 

(51 


BiXtgM  Houw  raoom- 

^•la      momtrtcm        mandaanw 

(«  (7)  m 


(-»*ITT) 


l240fOMI 


10.40* 


(•Mf}U>       l-*4i»4)       (-MfSUI 


(WttlMI       (24*t«MI       (2n>l«l 


7SI 


147 


m  rm  im 


J.2M  J>2W  S.»* 


I.t21.»3 


1.2S3.n4       I.QI.4M       i.M.m 


aassKsmszsn    <• 


47.m  )t>S(7 


n.7gt 
4^s«l 

M.«M 
M.SM 
WtOM 
24.  JM 

llfM 


2ttUt 
44. 40 

S7.4M 
S7.t00 
n.OM 
17.20* 
12fO«0 
h2W 


1*4.477 


24,i»4 

I0.S12 

44.7S 

11.10* 
22.0** 
2(.ttO 
27.434 
1I.S20 
1.2)4 

lot.n* 


27.»00 


11.43* 


11.00* 
12.40* 
}.«** 
I.*** 


17.0M 


24.00* 


t.*0* 
4.00* 
4.000 


I7.I 


17.00* 


24.SS* 


tt.4S* 


14.1** 
7.f** 
7.000 


».< 


2S.100 


I7.7S* 


t5.I0* 

7.M* 
4.000 


27, 


•  (♦or  -) 


(SI 


Houaa 
«noa 

dot 


—         (tSl.lOO) 


m.044  «1*.94 


l*.lf* 

7.000 

2.8*0 

1.000 

}.00* 

1.000 

1.000 

%Mm 

— 

20.0S* 

1S.000 

4.240 

7.000 

7.400 

••ISO 

•.10* 

HN 

-a* 

1».04* 

It.SOO 

v.n4 

10.00* 

4.4S0 

7.00* 

7.0** 

«l» 

— 

7>«t* 

4.4I7 

1.2M 

2>t** 

— 

1.200 

2.000 

12.00* 

-t.20* 

H.OS* 


«U.7S( 


«t«SM 
OltfM 


-1.430 


•«t7W 


—  -1.1 
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0) 


1080  taet  1863  1083 

Aopr»  A«pn^  Appro-  *«>PW- 

priation  pnaiion  priabon  prtadon 

(2)  (3)  (4)  (S) 


CaitoMltw  tntoaa 

MaaiHatlc  niii<ln4  btdi.... •«••  2SiM0 

FT«M«tia4  n«l«lia4  baO*. 15»«»» 

tttmtwt  [Qituilti  toctmloM • <*^ 

MtofMto  fimX  iiUlizatioa.i... •<•".•••.•••• l'"* 

InamUiiiaa  pl<Mi» • 2'^ 

(uMatol 5*»«» 

Full  callt I*'«* 

HHt  inalntt  t  hart  raewan 

Canlrtl  rvm  tvttoM • W'^* 

livana*  faiiat  tmtoat U'»* 

NnI  r«c««tn(  ttmwmA  toctvialaM. 12.300 

SuMaUl »•»• 

tto*r«r««d  call  aafiflcrtiai. *'W0 

lMitUtwdroO«Mai« Tt.OO* 

liirfK*  CmI  SMiflcftin 

M*  »U  Mlficrtlst "•'•• 

Laa  Ito  wtificiilcn •<•*•• 

SMlfictliea  *naniirtlian  rltrtt I^'*** 

ladnicil  vrrwK ••'* 

Nrt  SwificiUoB '•••• 

ThiN  MfiariUoM  rr«e««a» *'**• 

SmciiI  ffaJKti  mi  vmr\  itu4itf »••*• 

M»aK*4  Practti  livelofaiot 

S»Ua«  tntiMatiiia  «nct»t» 

CnvirviatnUl  n^  •nilftMrlna  aalMat — ■ 

(rMl  PUlM  «»ilflcrtl«B  rfojtd 

SiMaUl "•"• 

CauiMMl  Mi  rtlrtad  to  caMtruciiaK. J»»* 

Univanitoeeal  matrtfc. *'** 

tubtotol.  Cetl W*-'" 

Mvmttf  rram»  toe*i»lo*« ''S" 

Miann4  ail  lacBKam 0.40* 

Oil  ihilt "•*•* 

IrilliM  I  aftthefa  tochmleM »••*• 

CaviraMii  not  ralatod  to  camtrueiian 2.200 

Subtotol.  PatralNa *••!*• 

UcawfnUonil  Oat  ntvnn.,,,. •••••  WitIO 

bvipaaat  not  ralrta*  to  caMtractian. ^ 

iubtotol.  (at *•"• 


11.411 
21.4t* 

4iS30 


I7.ia 


J2.012 


ll.tM 

24.W 

t.tS4 

4.224 


42.144 


14.444 


4i20* 

1}.000 

1.000 

4f000 


24.200 


10.030 


23.2U 

1.714 

1.730 

4.f0* 

4.240 

1.230 

2.M0 

— 

■*• 

I1.4M 


f.f40 
U.SI3 

10.000 

If.OOO 

1.000 

14.114 

13.000 
U>t04 


4T.4tl 


4.40* 
S.0OO 

ss.2n 


I.S2I 

14.131 

12.131 

2.000 

2.47* 

34.114 


10.0ft 
300 

10.3W 


i4.m 


7itM 
n.t40 

1.440 
14.3T2 

f.40* 
1.B40 
13.(88 


SiOOO 


4.0*0 
2t.000 


4.230 

Z7.2S* 

7.3** 


32.340  If.OOO 


1.44*  t.300 

3.1(4  — 


lg),152  Tll.W* 


1.552  5.000 

15.434  4.300 

I(.lf2  12.23* 

2.140  — 


3t.]40  21.750 


11.320  il.fOO 

1»2  — 


11.712  ll.W* 


Budgai 


ConmWaa  * 


Sanala  convnnaa  r«c- 

onwnandaOon  comparad 

«Mh(*  or  -) 


m 


w 


1*«W 


|.«M  IfON 


•>  urn  liTN 

7i4M 


>,400  X'MO  11.10* 


4.00* 
2.*(*  t.250 


1,000  4,0(0  5.250 


2i«N 


7,000 
10,000 


1,500 


T7,3S0  r»<7»  211.450 


2,900  5,000  1.450 

11,250  M50  11.250 

1,400  10.800  i5,no 


22.750  24.?50  10.850 


5.000  15,500  l».50O 


3,000  15.500  1».500' 


(B) 


«2.4«* 
il.T** 


U14.100 


<10» 


-1.440 


13.000  41,000 

410,000  — 


4.000 

4,950 

4.no 

«2.fS0 

42.000 

4.W0 

17,400 

u.wo 

47,404 

-1.500 

1,000 

4,400 

4.400 

41,444 

— 

1,000 

•  - 

— 

-1.400 

— 

♦8.150*    -1.500 


-27,100 


4750 

-1,15* 

— 

♦2,1«* 

♦7.150 

45.15* 

— 

— 

((.100    ♦s.t 


♦14.504     44.004 


♦14.540     tl'OOO 


41*. 40* 


-1.4** 
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m 


Sana<e  conwnrtta*  rae- 

omnwndalion  compared 

with  (  ♦  or  - ) 


1900  1981 

pnahon 
(3) 


P) 


1982  1983 

ACpro-  Aopro- 

pnauon 

(5) 


(«) 


Budgal 
naM 

(8) 


Houaa 


(7) 


Comnvtlaa  - 

racom- 
marxialion 

(8) 


FaMll  CMtK  Canlncttaa 

iMUMUf  ttMtawt  ftriltlvf  NaMwiaMit  I.  •«..■•  — 

twfK*  Mtar  nnUiitaMi  ficUlUi  Pitiitur*  ETC..  — 

■nafil  r\mk  rr%Mii».,,„ >,.,,, 4ilN 

MUUlf  Fanil  EnttM  taatrveiin. 4>I0* 

■lltellHtt  rnttm  <tr«iiaa I2<>444 

biarai  ItdvialMa  CanUr  rraara  <irtctl«.<> — * 

■w  af  rria*  m*f  atftndt  -  01 — 

Inerd  n*Kil«. — * 

li  Irnaftr • — 

T«UI>  FaMlI  EMr«i  Inaafttt  mi  trmXtimmA  1/  KUtMf 

ItrfNt  af  riKal  Mr  ll«l  IKotmU 

Fanil  tuart*  CaMtnciiw 


talwA  rvftnH  c««l  I  4na  »l«l  (7»-}-4> 
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Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  em- 
phasize once  again  the  extreme  impor- 
tance of  approving  this  bill  without  in- 
creasing the  funding  levels  to  the 
point  where  we  have  no  hope  of  get- 
ting a  signed  bill.  I  emphasize  once 
again  the  extreme  importance  of  ap- 
proving this  bill  without  adding  re- 
strictions or  prohibitions  on  coal  or 
OCS  leasing,  both  of  which  will  also 
make  it  nearly  impossible  to  get  a 
signed  bill.  Please  keep  in  mind  we  all 
have  something  to  gain  or  lose  in  this 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisana,  the  floor  manager  for 
the  minority,  to  make  whatever  state- 
ment he  may  wish  to  make  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  chairman.  I 
also  thank  him  for  his  leadership  in 
this  measure. 

Mr.  President,  the  fiscal  year  1984 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  relat- 
ed agencies  appropriation  bill  as  re- 
ported from  the  committee  provides  a 
total  of  approximately  $7.6  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $8.9  billion  in 
budget  outlays  for  Department  of  the 
Interior  programs  excluding  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  for  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  many  programs  in  the 
Department  of  Energy  and  for  other 
agencies  including  the  Indian  Health 
Service,  the  Smithsonian  Institution, 
and  the  Endowments  for  the  Arts  and 
Humanities.  This  Interior  bill  is  under 
the  ceiling  established  in  conformance 
with  section  302(b)  of  the  Budget  Act. 
This  bill  is  necessarily  $442  million 
under  the  House-passed  measure 
which  has  been  identified  as  a  veto 
candidate  because  it  totals  $1.4  billion 
over  the  President's  request  and  be- 
cause of  certain  legislative  provisions 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  high- 
light a  few  of  the  items  in  this  bill 
which  are  of  special  interest  to  the 
Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  The 
bill  provides  $136,415,000  for  Federal 
land  acquisition  from  the  land  and 
water  conservation  fund.  Also  from 
this  fund,  the  bill  provides  $75,000,000 
for  assistance  to  State  recreation  pro- 
grams. State  grants  for  abandoned 
mine  land  reclamation  are  funded  at 
$218  million  and  low  income  weather- 
ization  grants  are  included  at  $145  mil- 
lion, $105  million  in  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  and  nearly  $6  mil- 
lion in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
for  payments  to  local  governments  in 
lieu  of  taxes  are  also  recommended  by 
the  committee. 

The  largest  area  of  disagreement 
with  the  House  is  the  off -budget  fund- 
ing of  oil  for  the  strategic  petroleum 
reserve.  The  reserve  currently  has  340 
million  barrels  stored  in  underground 
caverns.  The  House  has  included 
nearly  $1.7  billion  to  permit  a  fill  rate 
of  220.000  barrels  per  day.  This  rate  is 


consistent  with  the  minimum  level  es- 
tablished less  than  1  year  ago  in  the 
Energy  Emergency  Preparedness  Act 
of  1982.  In  contrast,  the  Senate  com- 
mittee-reported bill  would  provide 
only  $328  million  in  new  budget  au- 
thority to  sustain  an  oil  fill  rate  of 
145,000  barrels  per  day.  The  Senate 
funding  for  oil  is  substantially  lower 
than  the  House  in  part  because  of  the 
smaller  fill  rate  assumed  and  in  part 
because  the  Senate  version  would 
make  use  of  prior  year  unobligated 
balances  in  the  off-budget  oil  acquisi- 
tion account.  The  effect  of  the  Senate 
committee  recommendation  would  be 
to  delay  completion  of  the  750-million- 
barrel  reserve  by  2  years  to  1991. 

The  House  bill  contains  a  number  of 
prohibitions  and  legislative  items 
which  are  not  recommended  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
These  items  which  have  been  stuck  in 
the  Senate  version  include:  A  prohibi- 
tion on  coal  leasing;  a  prohibition  on 
leasing  several  areas  on  the  Outer 
Continental  Shelf,  including  areas  off 
the  coasts  of  California,  Massachu- 
setts, and  the  gulf  coast  of  Florida. 

The  Senate  bill  does  include  the 
House  prohibition  on  leasing  in  wilder- 
ness and  wilderness  study  areas.  The 
Senate  bill  also  includes  a  new  provi- 
sion which  would  permit  the  Bonne- 
ville Power  Administration  to  enter 
into  a  financing  agreement  with  some 
body  other  than  the  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System  for  the 
completion  of  WPPSS  units  2  and  3. 

With  that  as  a  preface.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  hope  that  we  can  proceed  to 
consider  this  Interior  appropriation 
bill  in  an  expeditious  manner,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  come  to  the 
floor  as  quickly  as  possible  to  offer 
any  amendments  which  they  may 
have. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  highlight  a  few 
of  the  items  in  the  bill  which  are  of 
special  interest  to  the  Members  of  this 
side  of  the  aisle. 

First,  the  bill  contains  $136  million 
for  Federal  land  acquisition  from  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund. 
Also  from  this  fund,  the  bill  provides 
$75  million  for  assistance  to  State 
recreation  programs.  State  grants  for 
abandoned  mine  land  reclamation  are 
funded  at  $218  million,  and  low 
income  weatherization  grants  are  in- 
cluded at  $145  million.  $105  million  in 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and 
nearly  $6  million  in  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  for  payments  to  local  gov- 
errmients  in  lieu  of  taxes  are  also  rec- 
ommended by  the  committee. 

The  largest  area  of  disagreement, 
Mr.  President,  with  the  House  is  the 
off-budget  funding  of  oil  for  the  stra- 
tegic petroleum  reserve.  The  reserve 
currently  has  340  million  barrels 
stored  in  underground  caverns.  The 
House  has  included  nearly  $1.7  billion 
which  would  sustain  220,000  barrels  a 
day.  The  Senate,  on  the  other  hand, 


would  fund  only  145,000  barrels  a  day. 
The  Senate  version  would  make  use  of 
prior  year  unobligated  balances  in  the 
off-budget  oil  acquisition  account, 
which  accounts  for  the  difference  of 
the  Senate-reported  bill  providing  only 
$328  million  while  the  House  includes 
$1.7  billion. 

The  effect  of  the  committee  recom- 
mendation would  be  to  delay  comple- 
tion of  the  750-million-barrel  reserve 
by  2  years  to  1991. 

The  House  bill  contains  a  number  of 
prohibitions  and  legislative  items 
which  are  not  recommended  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
These  items,  which  have  been  struck 
in  the  Senate  version,  include  a  prohi- 
bition on  coal  leasing:  a  prohibition  on 
leasing  several  areas  in  the  Outer  Con- 
tinental Shelf,  including  areas  off  the 
coasts  of  California,  Massachusetts, 
and  the  gulf  coast  of  Florida. 

The  Senate  bill  does  include  the 
House  prohibition  on  leasing  in  wilder- 
ness and  wilderness  study  areas. 

The  Senate  bill  also  includes  a  new 
provision  which  would  permit  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  to 
enter  into  a  financing  agreement  with 
some  body  other  than  the  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System  for  the 
completion  of  WPPSS  units  2  and  3. 

With  that  preface,  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  we  can  proceed  to  consider  this 
appropriations  bill  in  an  expeditious 
manner. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  come  to  the 
floor  as  quickly  as  possible  to  offer 
any  amendments  which  they  may 
have  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  commit- 
tee amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc 
with  the  exception  of  section  317  deal- 
ing with  the  Bormeville  Power  Admin- 
istration, and  section  112  dealing  with 
the  coal  leasing  program,  and  the  bill 
as  thus  amended  be  regarded  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment  as  original 
text,  and  providing  that  no  point  of 
order  shall  be  considered  to  have  been 
waived  by  agreeing  to  this  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object— and  I  do 
not  intend  to  object— is  it  the  intent  of 
the  managers  of  the  bill  to  offer  sec- 
tion 317  as  a  committee  amendment? 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Yes,  it  would  be. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed 
to  en  bloc  follow: 

On  page  2.  line  11.  strike  •$348.852.000". 
and  insert  •$359,014,000": 

On  page  2.  line  16.  strike  ••$1,200,000".  and 
insert  •$2,200,000"; 

On  page  2.  line  20.  strike  •$96.320,000 ". 
and  insert  ••$105,000,000": 

On  page  2,  line  22,  after  •expenses",  insert 
the  following:   Provided.  That  this  appro- 
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prialion  may  be  used  to  correct  underpay- 
ments in  the  previous  fiscal  year  to  achieve 
equity  among  all  qualified  recipients. 

On  page  3.  line  5.  strike  $2,189,000",  and 
Insert  ■•$765,000' -, 

On  page  4.  line  31.  strike  the  semicolon", 
through  and  including  line  25: 

On  page  5,  line  11.  strike  ":  Promded". 
through  and  including  line  13  on  page  6: 

On  page  7,  line  23,  strike  ":  Provided". 
through  and  including  "productivity"  on 
page  S,  line  7: 

On  page  9.  line  16,  strike  ",  and",  through 
and  including  the  sum  on  line  20,  and  insert 
•$262,338,000": 

On  page  9,  line  20,  strike  "of  which", 
through  and  including    and"  on  line  22; 

On  page  9,  line  23,  strike  "$1,029,000",  and 
insert  ■$3,729,000": 

On  page  10,  line  16,  strike  ':  and", 
through  and  including  the  sum  on  line  17, 
and  Insert  "$14,050,000": 

On  page  10,  line  22,  strike  "$7,000,000", 
and  insert  "$2,000,000": 

On  page  11,  line  7,  strike  "$42,316,000", 
and  insert  "$28,600,000": 

On  page  11,  line  16,  strike  "103",  and 
Insert  "144"; 

On  page  11.  line  16.  strike  •91".  and  Insert 
••132": 

On  page  11,  line  17.  strike  •29".  and  insert 
••70'; 

On  page  12,  line  20,  strike  ",  and", 
through  and  including  the  sum  on  line  24. 
and  insert  "$608,202,000": 

On  page  13,  after  line  10,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: Provided  further.  That  $85,000  shall 
be  available  for  the  National  Park  Service  to 
assist  the  town  of  Harpers  Perry,  West  Vir- 
ginia, for  police  force  use:  Provided  further. 
That  $350,000  shall  be  available  for  assist- 
ance to  the  National  Symphony  Orchestra 
of  Washington,  District  of  Columbia;  Pro- 
vided further.  That  $650,000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  assistance  to  the  Washington  Opera 
Society  of  Washington,  District  of  Colum- 
bia. 

On  page  13,  strike  line  20.  through  and  in- 
cluding line  23,  and  insert  the  following: 
••Unexpended  balances  of  funds  appropri- 
ated to  the  National  Park  Service  under  this 
appropriation  shall  be  merged  with  the  'Op- 
eration of  the  National  Park  Service'  appro- 
priation." 

On  page  14,  strike  line  3,  through  and  in- 
cluding line  7: 

On  page  14,  line  11,  strike  "$26,500,000  ", 
and  insert  "26,000,000'; 

On  page  14,  line  18,  strike  "$42,637,000  ", 
and  insert  "27.355,000"; 

On  page  14,  line  19,  strike  "of  which", 
through  and  including  '"per  centum"  on 
page  15,  line  10,  a^id  insert  the  following:  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $600,000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  engineering  and  planning  the  Burr 
Trail  Highway  and  access  roads  in  and  adja- 
cent to  the  Capitol  Reef  National  Park  and 
the  Glen  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area, 
and  not  to  exceed  $1,500,000  for  engineering 
and  construction  of  the  Halls  Crossing-Bull- 
frog Perry  access  roads  and  ramps  in  Glen 
Canyon  National  Recreation  Area,  such 
funds  to  be  transferred  to  the  State  of  Utah 
for  accomplishment  of  these  activities  in  ac- 
cordance with  provisions  of  a  cooperative 
agreement  t)etween  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice and  the  State  of  Utah:  Provided.  That 
for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  for  en- 
gineering services,  roadway  and  bridge 
access  and  tunnel  bore  work  for  the  Cum- 
berland Gap  Tunnel,  as  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 160  of  Public  Law  93-87,  $19,000,000  to 
be  derived  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund 
and  to  remain  available  until  expended  to 


liquidate  contract  authority  provided  under 
section  104(a)(8)  of  Public  Law  95-599. 

On  page  16,  line  9.  strike  "■$161,471,0O0"', 
and  insert  "$149,650,0OO"; 

On  page  17,  line  25,  after  "owner:",  insert 
the  following:  "Provided  further.  That  the 
National  Park  Service  may  use  helicopters 
and  motorized  equipment  at  Death  Valley 
National  Monument  for  the  removal  of  feral 
burros  and  horses. "': 

On  page  18,  line  17,  strike  '$374,951,000  ", 
and  insert  "$356,074,000"; 

On  page  18,  line  18,  strike  '"$49,613,000  ", 
and  insert  ""$47.613.O0O""; 

On  page  20,  line  10,  strike  "$155,103,000", 
and  Insert  "$163,803,000""; 

On  page  20,  line  11,  strike  $26,411,000 '", 
and  Insert  '"$35,111,000": 

On  page  20,  strike  line  14,  through  and  in- 
cluding line  19; 

On  page  21,  line  7,  strike  ""$127,856,000  ", 
and  Insert  ""$127,425,000"; 

On  page  21,  line  7,  strike  "•$84,605,000', 
and  insert  '  $73,765,000": 

On  page  22,  line  6,  strike  ■'$65,900,000". 
and  insert  ""$65,050,000": 

On  page  22.  line  15.  strike  "$251,028,000  ", 
and  Insert  ■'$218,779,000"": 

On  page  23,  line  23,  strike  "$844,461,000  ", 
and  insert    $819,260,0OO"': 

On  page  23,  line  24,  strike  ""$54,715,000", 
and  insert  ■■$53.735,000": 

On  page  24,  line  16,  strike  "by  the  Act  of 
July  3,  1977  (Public  Law  95-40)"; 

On  page  24,  line  17,  strike  "notwithstand- 
Ing"^,  through  and  including  "districts;"  on 
page  25,  line  2: 

On  page  25,  line  8,  after  "law",  insert  the 
following:  Provided  further.  That  any  cost 
of  providing  lunches  to  nonboarding  stu- 
dents in  public  schools  from  funds  appropri- 
ated herein  shall  be  paid  from  the  amount 
of  such  funds  otherwise  allocated  for  the 
schools  involved  without  regard  to  the  cost 
of  providing  lunches  for  such  students:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  $200,000  shall  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  city  of  Brigham  City,  Utah,  for 
the  purpose  of  conducting  a  study  to:  (1) 
assess  the  socioeconomic  impact  on  the  local 
community  due  to  the  closure  of  the  Inter- 
mountain  Inter-tribal  School,  (2)  identify 
and  analyze  possible  uses  for  the  facilities 
and  property  now  occupied  by  the  Inter- 
mountain  Inter-tribal  School,  and  (3)  meet 
other  appropriate  objectives,  as  identified 
by  the  major  of  Brigham  City  to  minimize 
any  negative  Impact  on  the  city  resulting 
from  the  school's  closure:  Provided  further. 
That  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  June  24, 
1938  (52  Stat.  1037;  25  U.S.C.  162a),  is 
amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  Immediately 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsec- 
tion: 

'•(b)  The  Secretary  .of  the  Interior  is  au- 
thorized to  invest  any  operation  and  mainte- 
nance collections  from  Indian  irrigation 
projects  and  revenue  collections  from  power 
operations  on  Indian  Irrigation  projects  in— 

"(1)  any  public-debt  obligations  of  the 
United  SUtes; 

"(2)  any  bonds,  notes,  or  other  obligations 
which  are  unconditionally  guaranteed  as  to 
lx)th  principal  and  interest  by  the  United 
States;  or 

'•(3)  any  obligations  which  are  lawful  in- 
vestments for  trust  funds  under  the  author- 
ity or  control  of  the  United  States. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized 
to  use  earnings  from  investments  under  this 
subsection  to  pay  operation  and  mainte- 
nance expenses  of  the  project  involved.". 

On  page  26,  line  23,  strike  "and",  through 
and  Including  ••contracf  on  line  24,  and 


Insert  "and  construction,  repair,  and  im- 
provement of  Indian  housing'^: 

On  page  26,  line  25,  strike  ■"$56,320,000", 
and  insert    $75,425,000  ": 

On  page  27.  after  line  9,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

EASTERN  INDIAN  LAND  CLAIMS  FUND 

For  settlement  of  the  Mashantucket 
Pequot  land  claim  in  Ledyard.  Connecticut. 
$900,000,  to  remain  available  until  expend- 
ed: Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  become 
available  for  obligation  only  upon  enact- 
ment into  law  of  authorizing  legislation. 

On  page  27,  line  24,  after  "land",  insert 
"and"; 

On  page  28,  line  9,  strike  ""without", 
through  and  including  the  end  of  line  10: 

On  page  28.  line  19,  after  "loans",  insert 
"pursuant  to  the  Indian  Financing  Act  of 
1974  (88  Stat.  77;  25  U.S.C.  1451  et  seq.); 

On  page  28,  line  24,  after  ""loans"",  insert 
""pursuant  to  the  Indian  Financing  Act  of 
1974  (88  Stat.  77;  25  U.S.C.  1451  et  seq.); 

On  page  29,  line  6.  after  "loans",  insert 
"and  the  Indian  loan  guarantee  and  insur- 
ance fund'^; 

On  page  29.  line  13.  after  ••1936'',  insert 
"(48  Stat.  569).  as  amended"; 

On  page  29,  line  14,  after  "452'^,  insert  "et 
seq."; 

On  page  29,  line  14.  after  "1956  ",  insert 
"(70  Stat.  896),  as  amended  "; 

On  page  29,  line  15.  after  ■"309".  insert  "et 
seq.": 

On  page  30,  line  1,  after  "1983,",  insert  "or 
at  the  Intermountain  boarding  school  in 
Utah  after  June  30,  1984': 

On  page  30,  line  11,  strike  ■■$75,262,000", 
and  insert    $86,564,000": 

On  page  30,  line  12,  strike  "■$73,192,000"', 
and  insert    $84,494,000 ': 

On  page  30,  line  22,  strike  "$11,350,000", 
and  insert  "$13.350.000': 

On  page  32.  line  19.  strike  "$104.973.000". 
and  insert    $111,767,000  "; 

On  page  32,  line  19,  strike  "$79,133,000', 
and  insert  "$80,249,000  "; 

On  page  32,  line  20,  strike  ""$25,840,000", 
and  insert    $31,518,000  "; 

On  page  32.  beginning  on  line  21.  strike 
"Provided",  through  and  including  "amend- 
ed" on  line  24; 

On  page  33,  beginning  on  line  2,  strike 
"the  High  Commissioner  of  the  Trust  Terri- 
tory^^: 

On  page  33.  line  24.  strike  ■"$41,882,000"", 
and  insert  "$43,806,000": 

On  page  34,  line  5,  strike  '$19,263,000  ", 
and  insert    $19,663,000": 

On  page  34,  line  8,  strike  "$17,100.000", 
and  insert  '$16,899,000  "; 

On  page  34,  after  line  21.  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

OFFICE  OF  WATER  POLICY 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of 
Water  Policy  to  develop  and  administer  a 
water  policy  for  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior pertinent  to  lands  and  resources  man- 
aged thereby,  $1,532,000,  and  $6,350,000  for 
grants  to  State  water  resource  research  in- 
stitutes as  described  in  title  I  (except  Sec- 
tion 105)  of  Public  Law  95-467. 

On  page  35,  line  6.  strike  •$1,275,000".  and 
insert  •■$800,000'^; 

On  page  37,  beginning  on  line  21.  strike 
"the  Act  of  June  30,  1932  (31  U.S.C.  686)"; 
and  Insert  ""sections  1535  and  1536  of  title 
31,  U.S.C"; 

On  page  42,  line  8.  strike  '•111"  and  insert 
"107"; 

On  page  43,  strike  line  1,  through  and  in- 
cluding line  17  on  page  44,  and  insert  the 
following: 


Sec.  108.  Notwithstanding  the  matching 
grant  requirements  of  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 6(f)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conserva- 
tion Fund  Act.  16  U.S.C.  4601-8(f ),  funds  ap- 
propriated to  or  expended  by  the  Teton  Dis- 
aster Relief  Organization,  are  available  for 
projects  funded  and  authorized  under  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  grant 
program. 

On  page  45,  line  6,  strike  "$110.316.000', 
and  insert  "$105,108,000'; 

On  page  45,  line  11,  strike  '$64,169,000  ". 
and  insert  ""$51,730,000  "; 

On  page  45,  beginning  on  line  25,  strike 
"and  not",  through  and  including  the  sum 
on  line  4,  and  Insert  '$894,041,000'; 

On  page  46,  line  8,  strike  "$241,604,000', 
and  Insert  ""$257,619,000": 

On  page  46,  line  10.  strike  "$15,137.000'". 
and  insert  "$24,787,000"'; 

On  page  46,  line  11.  strike  •"$226,467,000". 
and  insert  $232,832,000"; 

On  page  46.  line  18.  strike  •$240,000,000", 
and  insert  "$291,300,000'; 

On  page  47.  line  2.  strike  "'$36.352,000"'. 
and  insert  •"$32,400,000": 

On  page  49.  after  line  10.  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

None  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  Act  shall  be  obligated  or  expended  to 
adjust  annual  recreational  residence  fees  to 
an  amount  greater  than  that  annual  fee  in 
effect  at  the  time  of  the  next  to  last  fee  ad- 
justment, plus  50  per  centum.  In  those  cases 
where  the  currently  applicable  annual  rec- 
reational residence  fee  exceeds  that  adjust- 
ed amount,  the  Forest  Service  shall  credit  to 
the  permittee  that  excess  amount,  times  the 
number  of  years  that  that  fee  has  been  in 
effect,  to  offset  future  fees  owed  to  the 
Forest  Service. 

On  page  51.  after  line  3.  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

ALTERNATIVE  FUELS  PRODtJCTION 

The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall,  utilizing 
the  funds  remaining  for  project  feasibility 
development  studies  appropriated  under 
this  head  in  Public  Law  96-126  (93  Stat.  970 
(1979)),  conduct  a  feasibility  study  of  an  al- 
ternative fuels  wood  pellet  gasifler  facility 
located  near  Sandpoint,  Idaho:  Provided. 
That  the  Secretary  of  Energy  shall,  utilizing 
$33,027.79  of  the  funds  remaining  for 
Project  Development  Feasibility  Studies  ap- 
propriated under  this  head  in  Public  Law 
96-126  (93  Stat.  970  (1979)),  reimburse  con- 
sultants who  provided  services  reviewing 
grant  applications  to  the  Office  of  Alcohol 
Fuels  within  the  Department  of  Energy  in 
1980. 

On  page  51,  line  24,  strike  ••$265,914,000", 
and  insert  "•$248,714,000"; 

On  page  52,  line  16,  after  "activities^, 
insert  the  following:  Provided  further,  That 
out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 
wise appropriated,  an  additional  $15,000,000 
is  to  be  made  available  on  October  1,  1984, 
and  an  additional  $15,000,000  is  to  be  made 
available  on  October  1,  1985,  such  sums  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  for  a 
project  to  be  carried  out  under  the  adminis- 
trative and  technical  direction  of  the  Ten- 
nessee Valley  Authority,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  and 
other  entities,  involving  the  planning,  de- 
signing, constructing,  operating,  and  testing 
of  a  demonstration  facility  near  Paducah, 
Kentucky,  for  the  generation  of  electricity 
from  coal  using  an  atmospheric  fluidized 
bed  combustion  process. 

On  page  53,  line  7,  strike  "$236,100,000  •. 
and  Insert  "$256,600,000"; 

On  page  53,  line  11,  strike  '•$528,045,000". 
and  insert  "$333,481,000"; 


On  page  53,  line  19,  strike  "$37,000,000', 
and  Insert  "$38,100,000"; 

On  page  54,  line  2.  after  "production", 
insert  the  following:  Provided  further.  That 
$7,000,000  of  the  sum  provided  under  this 
head  shall  be  made  available  for  research, 
development,  and  demonstration  of  a  proc- 
ess to  produce  steel  by  direct  strip  casting, 
with  the  provision  that  the  United  States 
Treasury  will  be  repaid  up  to  double  the 
total  Federal  expenditure  for  such  process 
from  proceeds  to  the  participant  from  the 
commercial  sale,  lease,  manufacture,  or  use 
of  such  process. 

On  page  54.  line  14,  strike  ""and  emergen- 
cy", through  and  including  the  sum  on  line 
15,  and  'nsert  ""$25,125,000"'; 

On  page  54,  line  21,  after  "expended,". 
Insert  ""and  for  necessary  expenses  in  carry- 
ing out  emergency  preparedness  activities, 
$5.230,000'; 

On  page  55,  line  7,  strike  "$1,686,000,000  "; 
and  insert  "$328,000,000'; 

On  page  55,  line  12,  strike  "$56,870,000  ". 
and  insert  ■"$54,350,000": 

On  page  58,  line  21,  strike   "$801.798.000", 
and  insert  "$734,151,000"; 
On  page  59,  line  5,  strike  "$5,000,000  of: 
On  page  59,  line  7,  strike  "shall",  through 
and  Including  "collections"  on  line  9; 

On  page  60.  line  4,  strike  ""$69,015.000', 
and  Insert  "$31,389,000 '•; 

On  page  60,  line  22,  strike  "the  Talihana"', 
through  and  including  "Mexico"  on  line  24, 
and  insert  "all  Indian  Health  Service  facili- 
ties"; 

On  page  61,  line  11.  after  •'That",  Insert 
•"with  the  exception  of  service  units  which 
currently  have  a  billing  policy"; 

On  page  61,  line  17,  after  "policy',  insert 
the  following:  Provided  further,  That  with 
the  exception  of  services  for  which  payment 
may  not  be  made  under  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  under  any  contract  en- 
tered into  after  June  30,  1984,  for  health 
services  to  be  furnished  to  beneficiaries  of 
the  Indian  Health  Service  by  any  hospital, 
may  agree  to  pay  only  at  or  below  the  rates 
at  which  payment  would  be  made  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  of 
those  services  for  individuals  entitled  to 
benefits  under  that  title  (but  may  include 
any  deductibles  or  coinsurance  under  that 
title  and  payment  for  hospital  days  beyond 
those  covered  under  that  title). 

On  page  62,  line  18,  strike  ""$51,000,000"', 
and  insert  "$56,500,000": 

On  page  62,  line  19,  strike  "'$18,000,000". 
and  insert  "$8,178,000"; 

On  page  62.  line  20.  strike  "$71. 243.000". 
and  Insert  "•$67.248.000"'; 

On  page  63.  line  6.  strike  ""$13,783,000", 
and  insert  ""$18,783,000"; 

On  page  63,  line  22,  strike  "$156,533,000", 
and  insert    $153,108,000": 

On  page  63,  line  22.  strike  "including", 
through  and  including  ■Center"  on  page  64, 
line  4; 

On  page  64,  line  17,  strike  "$5,040,000", 
and  insert  "•$7,040,000"'; 

On  page  65.  line  13.  strike  "$9,100,000", 
and  Insert  ""$9,000,000": 

On  page  65,  strike  line  14.  through  and  in- 
cludlne  ""museum"  on  line  18; 

On  page  65.  after  line  23,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

CONSTRUCTION 

(Rescission) 

Of  the  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  119  of  Public  Law  97-276,  $8,000,000 
is  hereby  rescinded. 

On  page  67,  line  1,  strike  "■$34,209,000'. 
and  insert  "■$34,790,000'^; 


On  page  67,  line  4,  after  ••expended", 
insert  "and  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$1,810,000  for  the  special  exhibition  pro- 
gram shall  remain  available  until  expend- 
ed"': 

On  page  67,  line  24,  strike  ""$134,400,000". 
and  insert  "$115,000,000"; 

On  page  67,  line  24,  strike  ""$121,300,000". 
and  insert  ""$102.400,000"'; 

On  page  68,  line  6,  strike  "•$13,100,000"'. 
and  insert  "•$12.600,000"; 

On  page  68.  line  11.  strike  "$30,600,000", 
and  insert  "$28,000,000  "; 

On  page  68,  line  13,  strike  •"$21,500,000"*, 
and  insert  ■$20,000,000""; 

On  page  69,  line  1,  strike  ""$120,500,000", 
and  insert  "•$101,000.000'"; 

On  page  69,  line  2,  strike  ""$107,750,000". 
and  insert  ""$88,500,000  "; 

On  page  69.  line  6,  strike  "$12,750,000". 
and  insert  "$12.500.000 "; 

On  page  69.  line  12.  strike  "$29,500,000". 
and  insert  "$29,000,000": 

On  page  69,  line  13,  strike  ""$18,000,000', 
and  insert  ""$17,500,000"; 

On  page  69,  line  25,  strike  ■"$21,500,000". 
and  insert  ■"$14,500,000": 

On  page  70,  line  3,  strike  •;  Provided", 
through  and  including  line  13; 

On  page  71,  line  18,  strike  "$2,452,000", 
and  insert  "$2,447,000": 

On  page  72,  line  14,  strike  •$6,500,000", 
and  insert  •$2,963,000  "; 

On  page  72,  line  20,  strike  "$1,953,000", 
and  insert  ""$1,683,000""; 

On  page  80,  after  line  11,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

Sec  316.  The  Senate  finds  that  the  Forest 
Service's  proposal  of  March  15,  1983,  to  con- 
sider six  million  acres  of  the  national  forest 
for  possible  sale  has  met  with  considerable 
opposition:  and  the  national  forests  are  an 
important  part  of  the  national  heritage  of 
the  United  States;  and  the  national  forests 
provide  and  protect  Important  resources; 
and  the  national  forests  provide  and  protect 
opportunities  for  recreation;  and  it  is  incon- 
sistent with  past  unique  opf)ortunities  for 
recreation;  and  it  is  inconsistent  with  past 
management  practices  to  dispose  of  large 
portions  of  our  national  forests.  It  is,  there- 
fore, the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  it  is  not  in 
the  national  interest  to  grant  the  authority 
to  sell  significant  acreage  of  the  national 
forest  until  such  time  as  the  Forest  Service 
specifically  identifies  the  tracts  which  are 
no  longer  needed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment: inventories  the  tracts  as  to  their 
public  benefit  values:  provides  opportunities 
for  public  review  and  discussion  of  the 
tracts;  and  completes  all  necessary  environ- 
mental assessments  of  such  sales. 

Sec  318.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
visions of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
is  authorized  and  shall  seek  to  acquire  the 
private  lands  described  in  section  505(a)  of 
the  Act  of  November  10,  1978  (92  Stat. 
3467).  by  crediting  a  surplus  property  ac- 
count, to  be  established  in  the  name  of  each 
landowner,  in  the  amount  of  the  acquisition 
price  for  such  landowner's  lands.  The  Na- 
tional Park  Service  shall  update  the  existing 
appraisals  for  the  parcels  and.  based  on  the 
approved  appraised  values,  shall  negotiate 
with  the  landowners  for  acquisition  prices. 
Each  owner  may,  using  such  credits  in  his 
surplus  property  account,  bid,  as  any  other 
bidder  for  surplus  property,  wherever  locat- 
ed, in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949. 
The  Administrator  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  shall  establish  each  land- 
owner's surplus  property  account  and  shall 
adjust  the  credits  in  such  accounts  to  reflect 


21862 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21863 


successful  bids  under  this  section.  Title  to 
the  lands  described  in  this  section  shall  pass 
to  the  Government  at  the  lime  of  establish- 
ment of  the  surplus  property  accounts.  The 
credits  in  any  of  the  surplus  property  ac- 
counts may  be  transferred  or  sold  in  whole 
or  in  part  at  any  time  by  the  landowner  to 
any  other  property,  thereby  vesting  such 
property  with  all  the  rights  of  the  landown- 
er, and  after  such  transfer,  the  landowner 
shall  notify  the  Administrator  of  the  trans- 
fer. At  tmy  time  the  Secretary  may  pur- 
chase the  balance  of  any  surplus  property 
account  subject  to  the  availability  of  appro- 
priated funds. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
SECTION  3  1  7 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  the  committee  amendment  with  re- 
spect to  section  317  and  I  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Kassebaum).  The  question  is  on  agree- 
ing to  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, this  amendment  can  very  appro- 
priately be  called  'son  of  WPPSS." 
WPPSS,  as  we  all  know,  is  the  Wash- 
ington Public  Power  Supply  System 
situation  which  has  just  resulted  in  a 
$2,250  billion  default,  the  largest  de- 
fault of  its  kind  in  the  history  of  the 
Nation. 

Now,  what  we  find  in  section  317  is 
an  effort  to  have  the  U.S.  Congress 
deal  with  this  matter  in  a  manner  to 
bail  out  rather  indirectly  the  WPPSS 
situation. 

Supporters  of  this  will  claim  the  ob- 
ligations incurred  by  the  son  of 
WPPSS  would  not  cost  the  Treasury  a 
penny.  While  it  is  true  when  you  look 
at  the  provisions  the  provisions  would 
not  result  in  any  direct  outlays  in  the 
near  term,  it  is  misleading  to  say  it  has 
no  budgetary  impact. 

In  order  that  we  may  understand 
what  we  are  talking  about,  let  me 
point  out  that  this  amendment  is 
rather  unusually  drawn  in  the  first  in- 
stance because  it  provides  that,  in  the 
manner  described  in  the  Senate  com- 
mittee report,  the  administrator  of  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  may 
enter  into  certain  contractual  agree- 
ments, and  it  goes  on  to  spell  that  out. 

I  must  confess  that  I  have  not  been 
in  this  body  as  long  as  some  other 
Members,  but  I  have  been  here  long 
enough  to  know  that  never  before 
have  I  seen  legislation  drafted  to  pro- 
vide that  the  legislation  really  will  tell 
you  what  it  means  by  reading  the 
Senate  committee  report,  and  I  doubt 
very  much  whether  or  not  it  has  ever 
before  been  proposed. 

But  suffice  it  to  say  when  you  read 
the  language  of  the  legislation,  section 
317,  and  the  committee  report  you 
arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  under 
this  so-called  authorizing  legislation 
the  Bonneville  Power  Authority  is  re- 
quired to  recover  "the  cost  of  produc- 


ing and  transmitting  such  electric 
energy,  including  the  amortization  of 
the  capital  investment  allocated  to 
power,  over  a  reasonable  period  of 
years." 

In  other  words,  this  new  entity  they 
are  going  to  be  creating  is  going  to  be 
having  to  look  to  Bonneville  Power 
Authority  for  the  necessary  funding. 

To  date  we  should,  therefore,  take  a 
look  and  see  what  the  Bonneville 
Power  Authority  is  all  about  and 
whether  indeed  it  will  be  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  BPA  or  whether  it  will  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
that  to  date  the  Federal  investment  in 
generating  and  transmission  facilities 
in  the  BPA  region,  in  the  Bonneville 
Power  Authority  region,  totals  $7.8  bil- 
lion. How  much  of  that  has  been 
repaid?  It  goes  back  to  something 
like— I  do  not  know  the  number  of 
years,  40  or  50  years,  maybe  a  little 
less  than  that— Bonneville  Power  Au- 
thority has  repaid  only  $638  million  of 
that  $7.8  billion  figure. 

In  the  past  10  years  it  has  repaid 
only  $43  million,  and  the  agency  has 
made  no  payments  at  all  in  the  last  2 
years  nor  is  it  likely  to  make  any  pay- 
ments this  year. 

Under  section  317,  we  would  be  cre- 
ating a  new  entity  that  would  obligate 
BPA  for  another  $1  billion.  BPA  would 
again  pay  off  those  obligations  before 
meeting  its  responsibility  to  pay  back 
the  Federal  Government  on  previous 
BPA  debts.  BPA  already  owes  the  Fed 
eral  Government  about  $1.8  billion,  on 
which  BPA  is  paying  an  average  of  7.5 
percent,  and  the  BPA  is  paying  some- 
thing in  the  area  of  3.5  percent  on  an- 
other $3.9  billion. 

So  the  longer  BPA  owes  the  Federal 
Government  the  greater  is  the  Federal 
subsidy  for  this  facility,  and  you  do 
not  have  to  be  a  mathematical  genius 
to  figure  out  that  if  about  $7  billion  is 
still  owed,  and  it  is  owed  at  lower  rates 
than  the  Federal  Government  is 
paying,  you  find  that  the  Federal  sub- 
sidy is  substantial. 

Under  this  new  proposal  it  would 
appear  as  if  BPA  is  going  to  charge 
the  ratepayers  in  order  to  pay  back 
the  Federal  Government  in  cormection 
with  this  WPPSS  deal.  But  do  not  be- 
lieve it  because,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
they  are  not  paying  back  that  which 
they  owe  at  the  present  time.  So  that 
is  almost  like  some  of  our  foreign 
debts  at  the  moment,  where  the  banks 
are  not  getting  paid  back;  we  give 
them  more  money  on  the  theory  that 
some  day  maybe  it  will  be  paid  back. 

The  chief  reason  for  BPA's  inad- 
equate repayments  to  the  Federal 
Government  is  a  1965  decision  by  the 
Bonneville  Power  Authority  to  use  a 
new  method  for  repaying  its  obliga- 
tions to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  According 
to  a  June  1983,  decision  by  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  this 


new  repayment  method  has  shorted 
the  Treasury  from  $740  million  to  $1.4 
billion.  And  section  317  would  exacer- 
bate and  aggravate  that  situation. 

Said  FERC,  in  tirriving  at  this  con- 
clusion: 

Given  the  substantial  failure  of  Bonne- 
ville to  reschedule  its  deferred  principal  and 
interest  payments  on  a  reasonable  basis,  it 
appears  that  this  problem,  if  not  correct, 
would  result  in  a  failure  of  Bonneville  to 
meet  its  statutory  obligations  (to  repay  the 
Federal  investment). 

In  short,  FERC  concluded,  as  has 
the  General  Accounting  Office  in  a 
draft  report,  that  there  is  increasing 
possibility  that  the  Bonneville  Power 
Authority  will  default  on  its  present 
obligations  to  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

Under  a  Department  of  Energy  rule, 
BPA  is  allowed  to  meet  its  obligations 
to  the  Federal  Government  after  it 
puts  WPPSS  payments  at  the  top  of 
the  list.  And  at  the  bottom  of  the  list 
is  repayment  of  the  interest  and  prin- 
cipal on  the  Federal  investment. 

Under  the  new  proposal,  the  bonds 
would  provide  that  BPA  would  be  pro- 
viding security  for  the  new  bonds  to  be 
issued  by  the  new  entity  and  they 
would  do  so  by  raising  rates  sufficient- 
ly to  cover  those  rates,  and  assumedly 
that  which  is  still  owed.  But  Bonne- 
ville continues  to  roll  over  its  obliga- 
tions and  not  to  meet  their  obligations 
to  the  Federal  Government.  Any 
debtor  would  like  to  have  the  arrange- 
ment that  the  BPA  has,  but  only  the 
BPA  has  this  favored  treatment.  And 
the  rest  of  the  people  in  this  country 
are.  as  a  consequence,  subsidizing  the 
energy  cost  of  the  people  in  the 
Northwest. 

Now.  I  do  not  yield  to  anyone  in  this 
body  as  far  as  my  support  for  public 
power  is  concerned.  But  the  fact  is 
that  although  BPA  has  increased  rates 
to  their  users  700  percent  since  1979, 
the  users  of  Bonneville  Power  Author- 
ity energy  are  still  paying  only  55  per- 
cent of  the  national  average.  One 
reason  for  that  is  that  the  repayment 
priority  schedule  allows  BPA  to  meet 
WPPSS  related  obligations  prior  to  its 
Federal  obligations;  and  another 
reason  is  that  irresponsible  payment 
policy. 

The  proposed  legislation  would 
impose  something  close  to  an  addition- 
al $1  billion  in  additional  obligations 
on  BPA.  and  that  which  BPA  is  not  al- 
ready paying  would  be  added  to  by  an- 
other billion  dollars.  And  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayers  would  be  the  ones  who 
are  carrying  the  load  because  BPA 
would  continue  to  owe  the  Federal 
Treasury  the  $7  billion  at  less  than 
the  interest  rates  that  the  Federal 
Treasury  pays  when  it  borrows  money. 

Now  quite  probably  this  new  obliga- 
tion of  WPPSS  in  connection  with 
BPA  would  receive  a  higher  repay- 
ment priority  than  repaying  the  Fed- 
eral investment.  Otherwise,  it  is  un- 
likely that  the  new  erMty  that  would 


be  created  under  this  arrangement 
could  possibly  be  put  together,  be- 
cause they  could  not  otherwise  be  able 
to  sell  the  bonds. 

Thus,  the  effect  of  creating  son  of 
WPPSS  is  to  add  further  delay  to  Bon- 
neville Power  Authority's  repayment 
of  the  Federal  investment,  a  delay 
which  has  already  cost  taxpayers  $740 
million  to  $1.4  billion,  according  to 
FERC. 

But  there  is  more.  Supporters  say 
there  is  no  Federal  budget  impact. 
That  is  only  true  for  the  immediate 
short  term.  But  what  happens  if  BPA 
defaults  on  its  obligations  to  the  new 
entity?  We  have  already  seen  that,  de- 
spite a  700-percent  rate  hike,  the 
agency  lacks  the  revenue  to  meet  ex- 
isting obligations.  It  is  quite  possible 
that,  despite  the  intent  of  the  bill  to 
pay  back  new  bondholders  through 
rates,  the  agency  will  simply  be  unable 
to  raise  enough  revenue  to  do  so. 

In  that  event,  who  is  left  holding  the 
bag?  Who  is  always  left  holding  the 
bag?  The  American  taxpayer. 

Newspaper  stories  suggest  that  the 
most  likely  financing  package  is  some 
sort  of  short-term  line  of  credit,  con- 
vertible to  5-year  notes.  Thus,  Bonne- 
ville Power  Authority  would  be  re- 
quired to  pay  the  entire  $1  billion  face 
amount  in  8  years.  Knowing  what  we 
do  about  its  current  revenue  picture, 
the  prospect  of  a  default  seems  entire- 
ly likely.  In  that  scenario,  the  taxpay- 
ers of  the  United  States  become  the 
obvious  underwriters. 

Madam  President,  it  is  interesting  to 
find  that  not  only  are  some  of  us  here 
in  the  U.S.  Senate  concerned  about 
this  matter.  I  find  that  23  State  repre- 
sentatives and  State  senators  from  the 
State  of  Oregon  have  sent  a  telegram 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

We  ask  for  your  total  opposition  to  the 
McClure  amendment  to  the  Department  of 
Interior's  appropriation  bill.  This  plan  gives 
a  blank  check  to  WPPSS  payable  by  rate- 
payers of  the  Northwest.  No  hearings  have 
been  held  and  we  have  many  unanswered 
questions  and  concerns.  This  new  financing 
mechanism  would  permit  the  BPA  to  give 
bankrupt  WPPSS  a  minimum  of  an  addi- 
tional $1  billion  of  ratepayers"  money  to 
pursue  completion  of  unneeded  and  uneco- 
nomical nuclear  plants.  The  magnitude  of 
this  issue  demands  full  and  open  examina- 
tion via  the  normal  route  of  legislation 
through  Congress.  Your  strongest  efforts  to 
delete  the  McClure  amendment  in  confer- 
ence committee  would  be  a  great  service  to 
the  ratepayers  of  your  district  and  of  the 
entire  Northwest. 

That  mailgram  is  signed  by  Grattan 
Kerans,  speaker  of  the  Oregon  House, 
17  State  representatives,  and  six  State 
senators. 

Madam  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  entire  Mailgram  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mail- 
gram  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Speaker  of  the  House, 

State  Capitol, 

Salem,  Oreg. 
Representative  Jim  Weaver, 
Washington,  D.C. 

To:  Speaker  Tip  O'Neill,  Representatives 
Sydney  Yates,  John  Dingell,  Richard  Ot- 
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Smith,  Bob  Smith,  Don  Bonker,  Rod  Chan- 
dler, Norman  Dicks,  Thomas  Foley,  Mike 
LowRY,  Joel  Pritchard,  Sid  Morrison,  Al 
Swift. 

We  ask  for  your  total  opposition  to  the 
McClure  amendment  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior's  appropriation  bill.  This  plan 
gives  a  blank  check  to  WPPSS  payable  by 
rate  payers  of  the  Northwest.  No  hearings 
have  been  held  and  we  have  many  unan- 
swered questions  and  concerns.  This  new  fi- 
nancing mechanism  would  permit  the  BPA 
to  give  bankrupt  WPPSS  a  minimum  of  an 
additional  $1  billion  of  rate  payers  money  to 
pursue  completion  of  unneeded  and  uneco- 
nomical nuclear  plants.  The  magnitude  of 
this  issue  demands  full  and  open  examina- 
tion via  the  normal  route  of  legislation 
through  Congress.  Your  strongest  efforts  to 
delete  the  McClure  amendment  in  confer- 
ence committee  would  be  a  great  ser\-ice  to 
the  rate  payers  of  your  district  and  of  the 
entire  Northwest. 

Grattan  Kerans,  Speaker  of  the  Oregon 
House:  State  Representatives:  Rick 
Bauman.  Chuck  Bennett,  Annette 
Parmer,  Wayne  Fawbush,  Tom 
Hanlon,  Jim  Hill,  Larry  Hill,  Carl  Hos- 
ticka,  Bruce  Hugo,  Ed  Leak.  Robin 
Lindquist,  Mike  McCracken,  Barbara 
Roberts,  Lonnie  Roberts.  Jim  Scavera. 
Dick  Springer.  Tom  Throop:  State 
Senators:  Bill  Frye,  Charles  Hanlon, 
Margie  Hendriksen.  Ron  Monroe. 
FYank  Roberts,  Jan  Wyers. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, that  is  not  the  only  group  that 
has  found  fault  with  this  method  of 
legislating  on  an  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill— legislating.  I  might  say, 
without  a  hearing. 

The  resolution  of  the  Public  Power 
Council  which  includes  many  of  the 
utilities  with  an  interest  in  WPPSS 
Unit  1-2-3,  indicates  the  following: 

Further  resolve  that  the  Public  Power 
Council  opposes  section  317  of  the  appro- 
priations bill  for  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior and  related  agencies  as  a  piecemeal 
solution.  The  Public  Power  Council  opposes 
any  congressional  action  until  the  rate- 
paying  public  has  had  sufficient  input  into 
the  process  and  until  the  Public  Power 
Council's  Executive  Committee  has  suffi- 
cient information  to  determine  the  legisla- 
tive course  of  action  that  is  in  the  best  in- 
terest of  the  ratepayers  of  the  region's  con- 
sumer-owned utilities. 

We  find  that  the  Grace  Commission 
was  also  addressing  itself  to  the  sub- 
ject of  BPA's  repayment  practices 
when  it  stated  as  follows: 

High  interest  rate  investments  are  repaid 
first  and  balloon  payments  on  loan  rate  obli- 
gations are  indicated  in  the  final  year  after 
long  periods  of  minimal  repayment. 

I  might  say  that  is  right  on  target  as 
far  as  the  BPA  situation  is  concerned. 

Going  on  in  the  Grace  report: 

A  rolling  50-year  period  is  assumed  for  re- 
payment of  outstanding  obligations,  always 
moving  forward  from  the  latest  addition  or 
replacement.  On  some  projects  this  last  pen- 


sion technique  has  already  increased  the  ef- 
fective repayment  period  to  89  years.  Inter- 
est payments  by  BPA  are  omitted  if  reve- 
nues for  any  given  year  fail  to  govern. 

I  might  say,  that  is  right  on  target 
with  respect  to  this  particular  issue. 

Going  on  the  report  states: 

These  practices  produce  results  which 
cannot  be  reconciled  with  traditional  finan- 
cial statements  and  which  prevent  any  cur- 
rent measure  of  accountability.  As  an  exam- 
ple, the  certified  public  accountant  state- 
ment included  in  the  annual  report  of  one 
BMA  states  matter  of  factly  that  it  was  not 
prepared  in  accord  with  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles. 

Madam  President,  those  are  not  the 
only  groups  who  are  opposed  to  this 
proposal.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a  letter 
sent  on  July  26,  1983.  to  every  Sena- 
tor, was  signed  by  the  Enviromnental 
Action  Group,  the  Environmental  De- 
fense Fund,  the  Natural  Resources  De- 
fense Fund,  the  Union  of  Concerned 
Scientists,  the  Friends  of  the  Earth, 
the  Sierra  Club,  the  Environmental 
Policy  Center,  the  Public  Citizens  Crit- 
ical Mass  Energy  Project,  as  well  as 
the  Council  for  a  Competitive  Econo- 
my. 

As  if  it  were  not  enough  to  have  all 
of  those  environmental  groups  in- 
volved, the  National  Taxpayers  Union 
also  signed  the  letter. 

They  pointed  out: 

We  think  it  is  extremely  important  that 
the  implications  of  this  proposal  be  thor- 
oughly examined  in  hearings  before  the 
proposal  is  brought  to  the  floor  for  a  vote. 
This  is  especially  important  because  BPA's 
current  debt  obligations  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment are  not  being  met.  The  potential 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  and  the  U.S.  Treasury 
should  be  thoroughly  understood  in  ad- 
vance. 

Madam  President,  when  all  of  those 
environmental  groups  and  the  Nation- 
al Taxpayer  Union  get  together  to 
raise  this  kind  of  point,  it  certainly 
has  merit  and  substance. 

Now  I  want  to  address  myself  to  one 
other  point  before  I  conclude.  That  is 
that  there  are  some  who  would  sug- 
gest that  this  would  help  WPPSS 
bondholders.  I  am  frank  to  say  that  I 
think  that  is  the  intent,  but  I  am  not 
sure  that  it  would  work  that  way.  To 
those  who  are  bondholders,  whose 
bonds  are  now  in  default  or  may  soon 
go  into  default,  this  legislation  may 
put  you  at  even  greater  risk.  Unit  4 
and  5  bondholders  would  lose  the 
right  to  get  at  unit  1-2-3  assets  to  get 
repayment.  And  current  1-2-3  bond- 
holders may  also  be  disadvantaged. 

Under  the  circumstances,  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  there  have  not  been 
hearings,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriations  bill, 
and  because  I  believe  that  there  is  an 
appropriate  manner  in  which  to  pro- 
ceed, and  that  is  by  a  hearing  on 
proper  authorizing  legislation  which  is 
to  be  held  on  Wednesday  afternoon  of 
this  week.  Madam  President,  I  raise 
the  point  of  order 
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Mr.   McCLURE.   Madam   President, 
would  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Of  course. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Would  the  Senator 
withhold  his  point  of  order  so  that  we 
can  debate  the  issue  before  the  point 
of  order  is  lodged? 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Certainly. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Madam  President.  I  understand  how 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  is  concerned 
about  the  Bonneville  Power  Adminis- 
tration and  its  financial  plight.  I  can 
understand     him     being     concerned 
about  the   impact   that   this  or   any 
other  amendment  might   have   upon 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 

Madam  President,  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  has  that  concern  misplaced  with 
respect  to  this  amendment.  The  unfor- 
tunate fact  is  that  power  projects  in 
the  Northwest,  which  have  become 
famous  or  infamous  across  the  Nation. 
are  in  trouble  for  a  variety  of  reasons. 
The  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
many  years  ago  entered  into  net  bill- 
ing contracts  with  the  participants  in 
the  Washington  Public  Power  Supply 
System  on  three  of  the  five  power- 
plants  which  WPPSS  undertook  to 
construct. 

Let  me  sketch  very  briefly  the  his- 
torical background. 

First  of  all,  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration  owns  no  generating  fa- 
cilities. They  own  transmission  facili- 
ties. They  are  obligated  under  prece- 
dent and  current  law  for  the  repay- 
ment of  the  power  features  in  Federal 
projects  in  the  Columbia  basin.  Those 
projects,  generally  speaking,  have 
been  multipurpose  projects  with  flood 
control  and  irrigation  benefits,  as  well 
as  power  production. 

The  acts  that  authorized  the  con- 
struction of  those  projects  included  a 
provision  for  the  repayment  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  construction  cost  which 
was  attributed  to  the  production  of 
power. 

The  Bonneville  Power  Administra- 
tion was  created  as  the  marketing 
agent  for  the  power  produced  from 
those  projects,  constructed  by  both 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

In  order  to  market  that  power  effec- 
tively, they  were  involved  in  the  con- 
struction of  transmission  lines  from 
those  power  projects  to  the  points  of 
consumption.  Bonneville  Power  is  re- 
sponsible for  the  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  those  construction  lines. 

So  there  is  a  repayment  obligation 
by  Bonneville  Power  to  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States,  both  for  the 
power  features  in  these  projects  and 
for  the  transmission  lines. 

I  might  add  as  a  footnote  to  the  ar- 
gument with  respect  to  the  point  of 
order,  that  the  Transmission  Act  of 
1974  provided  that  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  would  receive 
Its  Instructions  in  armual  appropria- 
tions acts. 
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As  the  various  entitles  In  the  North- 
west were  created  subsequent  to  the 
construction  of  these  power  fMilitles, 
they  became  the  ultimate  marketing 
agents  for  the  federally  generated 
power,  or,  to  put  It  more  properly,  per- 
haps, the  power  generated  by  Federal 
facilities.  The  State  of  Washington  en- 
acted a  statute  authorizing  the  forma- 
tion of  public  utility  districts  and  they 
became  the  major  but  not  the  sole 
marketing  mechanism  to  the  ultimate 
consumers.  In  addition,  there  are  mu- 
nicipal entities  and  rural  electric  coop- 
eratives throughout  Oregon.  Washing- 
ton. Idaho,  and  in  the  areais  within  the 
Columbia  River  basin  that  are  In  Mon- 
tana which  market  power. 

So  we  have  a  network  of  entitles 
that  are  supplied  power  from  the 
projects  In  the  Northwest  by  the  facili- 
ties which  are  under  the  administra- 
tive control  of  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration,  but  the  BPA  does  not. 
itself,  own  any  generating  facilities. 

When  it  became  apparent  that  there 
was  not  going  to  be  sufficient  power  in 
the  Northwest  to  meet  all  of  the  needs 
of  these  so-called  preference  agencies, 
those  public  bodies  granted  a  prefer- 
ence to  the  receipt  of  power  from  Fed- 
eral projects,  met  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  Federal  Government  would  au- 
thorize Bonneville  Power  to  get  into 
the  business  of  building,  owning  and 
operating  generating  facilities. 

The  Northwest  rather  uniformly  de- 
cided and  asked  Congress  not  to  move 
into  that  direction.  But  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  and  the  public 
power  entities  in  the  Northwest  came 
to  agreement  on  what  was  known  as 
the  hydropower  accord.  Additional 
generating  power  would  have  to  be 
thermal  rather  than  hydro.  Since  the 
Federal  system  was  almost  totally 
hydro,  all  of  the  thermal  features 
would  be  built  by  non-Federal  entities 
to  provide  the  power  that  would  be  re- 
quired to  meet  the  demands  of  all  cus- 
tomers, both  those  that  are  preference 
customers  and  those  that  are  not. 

After  that  was  done,  the  State  of 
Washington  created  the  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System.  WPPSS. 
Bonneville,  looking  forward  to  the  ne- 
cessity of  supplying  its  customers  with 
an  adequate  supply  of  power  for  the 
demands  projected  at  the  time,  con- 
tracted with  WPPSS  that  they  would. 
In  effect,  cooperate  with  WPPSS.  their 
member  entities,  and  contracting  enti- 
tles, for  the  construction  of  three  pow- 
erplants. 

That  arrangement  Is  a  rather  unique 
one.  because  the  Washington  Public 
Power  Supply  System.  WPPSS.  con- 
tracts with  individual  entities  to  take 
power  from  WPPSS.  from  these 
plants,  once  they  are  completed. 
Those  entitles.  In  turn.  In  effect  assign 
the  power  to  which  they  are  entitled 
to  Bonneville  to  be  distributed.  Bonne- 
ville then  deducts  from  charges  other- 
wise  applicable   to   these   entitles   an 


amount  equal  to  their  share  of  con- 
struction costs  under  net-billing  con- 
tracts. The  entities  then  use  the 
money  credited  to  pay  obligations  on 
bonds  which  have  been  Issued  by 
WPPSS  for  construction. 

WPPSS.  In  addition  to  deciding  to 
build  these  plants,  also  contracted 
with  88  other  entitles,  88  public  enti- 
tles, throughout  the  Northwestern 
States  for  building  two  other  plants. 

I  might  note  that  on  the  first  three, 
there  are  contracts  with  a  number  of 
public  entities  and  four  Investor- 
owned  utilities  on  plant  No.  3.  but  in- 
vestor-owned utilities  are  Involved 
only  in  plant  No.  3. 

At  plants  4  and  5.  there  are  88  enti- 
tles throughout  the  Northwestern 
United  States  that  contracted  with 
WPPSS  to  build  4  and  5.  But  Bonne- 
ville is  not  Involved  with  4  and  5.  be- 
cause they  entered  Into  contracts  with 
WPPSS  only  with  respect  to  the 
output  on  1.  2.  and  3. 

WPPSS  became  overextended  for  a 
variety  of  reasons.  First,  the  power 
projections  were  more  optimistic  than 
consumption  actually  proved  to  be. 
The  delays  that  were  occasioned  by 
Government  regulation  and.  frankly, 
some  very  poor  construction  manage- 
ment have  caused  the  cost  of  those 
plants  to  increase  enormously  from 
the  estimates  made  when  all  of  this 
was  undertaken.  There  Is  now  no  need 
for  the  power  in  a  reasonable  time- 
frame with  respect  to  the  fourth  and 
fifth  plants.  WPPSS  was  unable,  be- 
cause of  that,  to  go  to  the  market  to 
raise  the  money  that  was  necessary  to 
finance  them  through  to  completion. 
Just  in  the  very  recent  past.  WPPSS 
has  become  in  default  on  the  $2.5  bil- 
lion worth  of  bonds  that  have  been 
issued  with  respect  to  the  construction 
of  4  and  5.  That  default  and  those 
bonds  with  respect  to  4  and  5  have  no 
direct  connection  to  the  first  three 
plants  with  which  Bormeville  Power  is 
Involved. 

Madam  President,  this  amendment 
adds  nothing  to  Bonneville's  liabilities. 
The  only  way  you  can  suggest  at  all 
that  Bonneville  has  any  liability  under 
this  amendment  that  they  do  not  have 
without  it.  would  be  to  recognize  that 
WPPSS  is  unable  to  go  to  the  bond 
market  to  finance  anything.  There- 
fore, plant  No.  3.  in  addition  to  4  and 
5.  would  go  down  in  addition  to  No.  1. 
which  has  been,  in  effect,  mothballed 
or  at  least  delayed  indefinitely  in  its 
construction. 

As  a  result.  WPPSS  would  have  then 
only  one  of  the  five  plants  that  It 
started  out  to  build  still  under  con- 
struction. The  other  four  would  be 
stopped  by  one  means  or  another. 

This  amendment  seeks  to  give  an  al- 
ternative for  financing  WPPSS  1.  2. 
and  3  rather  than  having  WPPSS  go 
to  the  market,  which  it  cannot  do 
while  It  Is  under  default  on  4  and  5. 


This  would  give  Bonneville  the  au- 
thority to  contract  with  a  substitute 
entity.  In  effect,  a  different  entity 
than  WPPSS.  to  undertake  exactly 
the  same  responsibility  that  they  have 
in  their  relationship  with  WPPSS— no 
more  and  no  less.  So  there  is  no  addi- 
tional liability  under  this  amendment 
than  there  would  be  had  WPPSS  per- 
formed as  they  were  supposed  to  per- 
form in  the  construction  of  plants  No. 
2  and  3. 

As  I  said  earlier,  plant  No.  1  has 
been  Indefinitely  delayed.  Plant  No.  2 
Is  about  98  percent  complete.  It  should 
go  to  fuel  loading  this  fall  and  go  Into 
operation  late  next  winter  or  early  In 
the  spring. 

Plant  No.  3.  the  one  which  is  most  In 
question  under  this  amendment.  Is 
about  75  percent  complete.  This  would 
allow  an  entity  or  entitles  other  than 
WPPSS  to  go  to  the  financial  markets, 
either  the  bond  markets  or  financial 
banks,  to  raise  the  $960  million  that  is 
necessary  to  complete  plant  No.  3.  In 
addition  to  the  modest  amounts  that 
are  necessary  for  the  completion  of 
plant  No.  2. 

Plant  No.  3  happens  to  be  the  one  In 
which  there  are  four  investor-owned 
utilities  involved,  as  well  as  the  public 
entities.  The  four  Investor-owned  utili- 
ties have  a  30-percent  Interest  and 
WPPSS  has  a  70-percent  Interest  In 
plant  No.  3.  So  It  has  an  Indirect  effect 
upon  the  financial  capacity  of  the  four 
Investor-owned  utilities  to  finance 
their  own  ongoing  construction  pro- 
gram aside  from  their  Involvement  In 
WPPSS  No.  3.  This  begins  to  compli- 
cate the  question  with  respect  to  the 
building  of  coal-fired  plants  In  the 
Northwest.  Including  in  Montana,  to 
produce  power  that  will  flow  Into  the 
grid  in  the  Northwest. 

I  go  through  this  brief  history  as  a 
way  of  illustrating.  I  hope,  that  Bon- 
neville Power  has  no  legal  liability 
under  this  amendment  that  it  does  not 
have  under  the  existing  contractual 
arrangements  with  WPPSS-none. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  raises  the 
Issue  of  nonrepayment  of  obligations 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

As  I  outlined  a  moment  ago,  their  in- 
debtedness, their  schedule  of  repay- 
ments to  the  Federal  Treasury,  comes 
from  two  sources.  The  first  was  the 
power  features  of  multipurpose  Feder- 
al projects,  both  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers and  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  The 
second  Is  the  construction  of  transmis- 
sion facilities  to  get  that  power  to 
market,  which  was  financed  by  direct 
appropriation  and  borrowings  from 
the  Treasury. 

Bonneville  does  have  a  responsibility 
to  pay  that  back  out  of  the  revenues 
generated  from  the  sale  of  the  elec- 
tricity that  Is  produced  and  distributed 
from  those  facilities  and  through  that 
transmission  network.  Several  years 
ago,  about  20  years  ago  if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly,  they  started  the 


Issue  of  rolling  maturities,  the  practice 
of  rolling  maturities.  What  it  amounts 
to  Is  that  every  time  they  add  a  new 
dam,  they  refinance  the  entire  struc- 
ture and  reschedule  the  entire  debt. 
Whether  that  is  good  policy  or  bad 
policy  is  something  that  is  entirely  un- 
related to  this  question  before  us 
today. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield  for  a  question  without  losing  my 
right  to  the  floor. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Certainly. 
Madam  President,  is  it  not  a  fact 
that  when  they  roll  over  the  maturi- 
ties, when  they  roll  over  at  the  old  in- 
terest rates  and  no  payment  on  princi- 
pal, it  just  adds  further  to  the  Federal 
responsibility?  Because  there  Is  a  dif- 
ference between  old  rate  and  the  rate 
the  Federal  Government  is  presently 
paying  just  means  that  if  you  do  not 
collect  anything  on  the  principal.  Fed- 
eral taxpayers  are  picking  up  the  dif- 
ference. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Let  me  respond  to 
the  Senator  this  way.  I  have  not  gone 
back  and  tried  to  reconstruct  my  own 
memory  on  this.  I  am  responding 
strictly  from  memory.  What  happens 
when  they  refinance  the  old  debt  Is 
they  pay  the  principal  that  Is  current- 
ly due  at  that  time  but  they  restruc- 
ture over  the  new  repayment  period. 
That  has  the  effect  of  stretching  it 
out  over  a  longer  period;  therefore, 
lowering  the  annual  payments.  Each 
portion  of  the  debt  has  so  extended 
the  interest  rate  in  effect  on  that  por- 
tion of  the  Indebtedness. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  But  Is  It  not 
the  bottom  line  that  It  winds  up  that 
the  extension  of  that  debt  becomes 
subsidized  since  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  paying  obviously  a  consider- 
ably higher  rate  than  the  rate  which  it 
is  paid  back? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  and  I  have  had  this  discussion  a 
number  of  times  in  the  past,  and  I  sus- 
pect we  will  have  it  a  number  of  times 
in  the  future.  What  he  refers  to  as 
subsidy  is  a  fixed  rate  of  interest  that 
was  entered  into  at  the  time  of  the 
construction  of  a  project,  much  as  I 
am  sure  Is  done  by  people  who  build 
parking  lots,  parking  garages,  and 
others.  When  they  start  out.  they 
know  what  the  interest  rate  is  and 
during  the  life  of  that  contract  it  re- 
mains the  same  interest  rate. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Not  when  it  is 
extended.  Not  when  it  Is  extended.  I 
say  to  my  good  friend.  If  you  extend 
it,  you  pay  at  the  current  rate  or  a 
little  bit  higher  rate  because  you  are 
not  meeting  your  debt. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  That  may  well  be. 
As  I  say,  I  have  not  gone  back  to  look 
at  the  repayment  schedule,  because 
that  really  is  not  germane  to  the  ques- 
tion that  we  have  before  us  with  re- 
spect to  whether  or  not  Bonneville  can 


contract  with  a  substitute  entity  in- 
stead of  WPPSS  so  that  they  can  com- 
plete plant  No.  2  and  plant  No.  3. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Is  it  not  the 
fact  that  there  has  been  no  repayment 
on  principal  or  interest  the  last  2 
years;  that  there  has  only  been  $43 
million  repaid  on  principal  and  Inter- 
est in  the  last  10  years;  that  there  has 
only  been  $638  million  paid  on  a  total 
of  $7.8  billion,  and  that  under  this  pro- 
posal, if  it  should  become  the  law  and 
the  new  entity  is  created,  the  addition- 
al obligation  in  cormection  with  which 
BPA  will  be  involved  will  come  pretty 
close  to  another  additional  billion  dol- 
lars? Is  that  not  the  fact? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Let  me  respond  to 
the  Senator  In  this  way.  Again,  I  have 
not  gone  back  to  verify  the  payment 
schedule  or  the  amount  that  has  been 
paid  because  In  the  view  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho  It  really  Is  not  germane 
to  this  discussion  today.  I  cannot  dis- 
pute what  the  Senator  says.  He  may 
have,  indeed,  checked  the  payment 
schedule.  I  have  not. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  I  have  not  because 
this  does  not  add  1  penny  of  additional 
liability  that  was  not  covered  under 
the  net  billing  contracts  with  WPPSS 
in  the  first  instance. 

Now,  the  Senator  is  correct  that  it 
will  take  almost  $1  billion  to  complete 
plant  Nos.  2  and  3.  but  that  was  an  ob- 
ligation that  Bonneville  Power  had 
with  WPPSS  under  the  net  billing 
contracts  that  were  entered  into 
slightly  more  than  10  or  11  years  ago. 
So  it  does  not  change  that.  It  substi- 
tutes an  entity  that  has  the  capacity 
to  borrow  that  money  to  complete  the 
plants  for  one  that  has  lost  the  capac- 
ity to  borrow  the  money  to  complete 
the  plants. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  In  order  that 
we  may  zero  in  on  the  question.  I  will 
ask  my  friend  another  question.  I 
know  he  is  a  man  of  integrity  and  I 
know  he  understands  the  law.  Does  he 
not  recognize  that  this  Is  a  legislative 
proposal  on  an  appropriations  bill? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  We  will  get  to  the 
Issue  of  the  point  of  order  In  a 
moment— maybe  a  few  minutes  rather 
than  a  moment— but  as  I  Indicated 
earlier,  the  Transmission  Act  provided 
the  approval  of  Bonneville's  oper- 
ations, and  the  instructions  to  them 
on  their  operations  was  to  come  in  ap- 
propriation language. 

That  is  provided  for  in  the  law  under 
which  they  operate  and  under  which 
they  have  operated  for  many  years. 
There  has  been  one  exception  to  that 
that  I  am  aware  of.  When  the  North- 
west Power  Act  was  passed,  we  legis- 
lated instructions  in  addition  to  those 
instructions  that  have  been  given  to 
Bonneville  in  Appropriations  Acts  over 
the  last  dozen  or  more  years. 

But  the  question  the  Senator  raises 
primarily  with  respect  to  Bormeville's 


21866 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  1.  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21867 


reoavment  schedule  and  Bonneville's    support  and  fully  want  to  help  in  the    new   entity   might   issue,   whether   it 


ability  to  repay  is,  it  seems  to  me,  ex 
traneous  to  the  question  of  whether  or 
not  we  are  going  to  force  a  further  col- 
lapse in  the  Northwest  power  system. 
We  already  have  seen  the  impact  upon 
the  bond  markets  and  upon  thousands 
of  people  across  this  country  as 
WPPSS  has  defaulted  on  the  bonds 
that  were  issued  on  Nos.  4  and  5.  A  lot 
of  people  that  were  depending  upon 
WPPSS  to  continue  their  construction 


matter  in  whatever  manner  we  can,  to 
not  put  this  matter  on  this  bill  but, 
rather,  delay  it  until  after  the  hear- 
ings, particularly  considering  the  fact 
that  Chemical  Bank,  which  has  under- 
written these  bonds,  would  not  com- 
ment on  the  legislation? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  on  those  two  points? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  First  of  all,  with  re- 


program  are  now  looking  at  a  total  spect  to^  consensus,  ^as^  the  Senator 
loss  of  $2y2  billion  worth  of  bonds. 
What  we  seek  to  do  in  an  atmosphere 
of  emergency  is  to  give  them  the  struc- 
ture under  which  it  is  possible  for 
them  to  complete  the  two  plants  that 
show  promise  of  being  able  to  be  com- 
pleted, one  to  go  on  line  in  1984  and 
another  one  in  1985  or  1986,  so  that 
they  have  some  power  to  sell  to  help 
generate  revenue  to  repay  the  inves- 
tors who  have  bought  those  bonds. 

If  we  make  that  impossible,  then  we 
have  not  only  the  potential  for  a  col- 
lapse on  their  repayment  capacity 
with  respect  to  the  bonds  on  4  and  5. 
as  bad  as  that  has  been,  but  you  face 
the  possibility  of  a  collapse  on  the  con- 
struction of  unit  3  at  least,  and  you 
begin  to  cloud  No.  2.  Therefore,  there 
is  an  emergency  to  which  we  are 
trying  to  respond. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  think  there  is  ade- 
quate precedent  for  what  we  are 
trying  to  do  and  more  than  enough 
reason  to  attempt  to  do  it  this  way.  I 
would  be  happy  to  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Madam  President, 
as  the  Senator  from  Idaho  knows,  I 
am  most  jinxious  to  help  him  complete 
units  2  and  3  in  as  expeditious  a 
manner  as  possible,  and  it  was  in  that 
spirit  that  we  approved  this  legislation 
in  the  committee  and  in  the  subcom- 
mittee. 

I  say  to  the  Senator,  Madam  Presi- 
dent, that  the  idea  at  the  time  we  ap- 
proved the  legislation  was  that  it 
would  be.  first  of  all.  consensus  legisla- 
tion which  would  involve  the  Senators 
from  the  States  involved  all  support- 
ing it,  and,  second,  legislation  that 
would  be  legally  impregnable  because 
if  you  have  the  legislation  subject  to 
legal  doubt  you  may  not  help  or  expe- 
dite the  completion  of  units  2  and 
3 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  on  those  points? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Yes:  if  I  may  just 
complete  the  sentence— but,  rather, 
might  simply  subject  the  whole  system 
to  further  litigation.  Now,  if  I  may 
just  say  one  more  thing. 

As  I  understand  it.  hearings  are  set 
for  Wednesday  at  2  p.m.  on  the 
matter,  and  I  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Idaho,  would  it  not  be 
better,  recognizing  the  emergency 
nature  of  this  matter,  which  I  fully 


knows,  the  distinguished  senior  Sena 
tor  from  Oregon  is  the  chairman  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  and  ob- 
viously this  had  his  support  when  we 
marked  up  the  bill  or  it  would  not  be 
here.  The  junior  Senator  from  Oregon 
also  supported  the  inclusion  of  this 
language  as  did  both  the  Senators 
from  Washington,  Senator  Jackson 
and  Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Baucus 
of  Montana  as  well  as  Senator  Symms 
from  Idaho  have  joined  in  supporting 
this  language  because  of  the  necessity 
of  finding  some  way  of  dealing  with 
the  problem. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  How  many  coauth- 
ors of  the  legislation  do  we  have? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  When  I  originally 
offered  this  provision  on  this  appro- 
priation bill,  seven  of  the  eight  Sena- 
tors from  the  Columbia  Basin  States 
supported  it.  With  respect  to  the  sepa- 
rate legislation  I  have  offered  and 
which  has  been  placed  in  the  Record. 
and  upon  which  we  are  going  to  have 
the  hearings,  five  of  the  eight  Sena- 
tors have  supported  it. 

In  response  to  the  other  question  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  I  do  not 
believe  that  it  is  desirable  or  wise  for 
us  to  delay  this  until  we  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  run  it  through  the  au- 
thorizing process.  There  is  no  legal  im- 
pairment. There  is  no  legal  question  to 
doing  it  this  way,  if  Congress  will  do  it. 
But  there  is  question  concerning  the 
ability  of  Congress  to  act  expeditiously 
in  order  to  be  able  to  alleviate  this 
problem  that  haunts  not  just  the 
Northwest  now  but  the  entire  country 
as  well. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  have  one  ques- 
tion with  regard  to  the  legality. 

As  I  understand  it,  this  would  au- 
thorize State  law  to  set  up  a  separate 
entity  which  could  then  issue  new- 
bonds  to  complete  2  and  3.  My  ques- 
tion is  this:  Would  the  ability  of  this 
new  entity  to  receive  revenues  be 
senior  to  the  demands  of  the  bond- 
holders on  WPPSS  2  and  3? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  demands  of  the 
bondholders? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  In  other  words,  as 
it  now  stands,  you  have  some  bond- 
holders who  have  the  ability  to  receive 
revenues  from  WPPSS  on  units  2  and 
3.  Does  this  allow  the  new  entity  to  be 
senior  to  that  claim  of  revenue? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  do  not  really  be- 
lieve that  it  is  a  question  of  seniority 
with  respect  to  the  obligations  that  a 


would  be  by  bonds  or  by  other  finan- 
cial arrangements,  because  under  the 
net  billing  agreement  that  Bonneville 
has  already  signed,  Bonneville  is  re- 
sponsible for  repayment  of  those 
debts. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Which  debts— the 
existing  debts? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  existing  debts 
on  1,  2,  and  3.  They  would  be  equally 
responsible  for  paying  the  debts  on 
the  new  entity  that  provided  the  addi- 
tional money  to  complete  2  and  3. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  But  the  reason 
you  create  the  new  entity  is  that 
WPPSS  has  no  capacity  to  borrow 
money.  Their  credit  is  no  good. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  That  is  not  because 
of  1,  2,  and  3.  That  is  because  of  the 
collapse  on  4  and  5. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  understand.  But 
they  cannot  borrow  that  money. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  JOHNSTON.  So  you  create  a 
new  entity,  and  the  only  reason  they 
would  be  able  to  borrow  money  is  that 
they  would  be  senior  to  these  other 
claims. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  No:  that  is  not  cor- 
rect. The  reason  they  would  be  able  to 
borrow  money  is  that  there  is  a  cloud 
over  the  WPPSS  operations  on  1.  2. 
and  3.  because  of  the  default  of  4  and 
5.  The  new  entity  would  not  have  any 
responsibilities  with  respect  to  Nos.  4 
and  5. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  But  what  would 
they  be  able  to  pledge  to  the  bond- 
holders or  to  the 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  net  billing  con- 
racts.  which  have  been  in  effect  for  12 
years  between  Bonneville  and  the  par- 
ticipants in  WPPSS  1.  2,  and  3  and  the 
contract  with  the  entity  on  2  and  3. 

Mr.    JOHNSTON.    The    net    billing 
contract  is  already  pledged,  is  it  not? 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Yes. 
Mr.    JOHNSTON.    Would    you    put 
that  net  billing  contract  junior  to  the 
new  billing  contract? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  It  does  not  make 
any  difference,  because  Bonneville  has 
the  responsibility  to  repay  all  the  obli- 
gations with  respect  to  1,  2,  and  3, 
whether  it  be  the  old  entity  or  the 
new,  through  rates  that  are  charged  to 
the  consumers  in  the  Northwest. 

The  Federal  Treasury  is  not  at  risk: 
the  bondholders  are  not  at  risk.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  bondholders  are 
better  off,  because  there  is  more  reve- 
nue coming  in  to  help  Bonneville 
repay. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  say  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  that  I  do  not  pur- 
port to  be  an  expert  on  this  matter.  I 
support  the  ends  he  espouses.  But  as  I 
understand  it,  there  are  serious  ques- 
tions, very  serious  legal  questions,  in- 
volving this  whole  matter.  Indeed, 
there  are  some  bond  counsel  who  have 
a  lot  of  egg  on  their  faces,  who  have 
already  put  their  reputation  and  their 


firm  name  on  the  line,  in  saying  that 
the  existing  obligations  were  OK, 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  real  question 
comes  with  respect  to  those  who  have 
claims  against  WPPSS  because  of  the 
obligations  on  4  and  5,  whether  or  not 
bonds  were  issued.  Therefore,  the  only 
security  is  a  Bonneville  powerplant. 
The  problem,  thus,  is  whether  the 
people  who  have  claims  against 
WPPSS  because  of  the  4  and  5  bonds 
have  a  right  to  look  at  the  assets  in  1, 
2,  and  3.  That  is  a  legal  question  for 
the  courts.  This  amendment  does  not 
involve  that. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  If  I  may  make  one 
comment:  The  Senator  from  Idaho 
may  be  entirely  correct,  but  a  matter 
of  this  kind,  by  necessity,  must  be 
passed  pretty  well  by  consensus— in 
other  words,  the  legal  experts  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  and  the  bond  experts. 
This  kind  of  matter,  which  you  are 
going  to  pass  without  hearing  and 
without  deep  consideration,  has  to  be 
passed,  it  seems  to  me,  by  consensus. 

I  say  to  my  distinguished  colleagues 
that  at  this  point  there  seems  to  be  no 
consensus,  and  it  is  not  that  there  is 
opposition.  There  certainly  is  not  op- 
position from  me.  There  may  be  oppo- 
sition from  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

I  wonder,  in  order  to  get  that  con- 
sensus, if  we  might  temporarily  excise 
this  amendment  from  this  particular 
bill,  recognizing  that  we  are  going  to 
have  hearings  on  Wednesday,  and  seek 
thereafter  the  soonest  vehicle  we  can 
to  pass  the  legislation. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  This  is  the  most 
timely  vehicle. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  would  be  less 
than  completely  candid  if  I  did  not 
confess  that  the  real  difficulty  does 
not  lie  in  this  body.  The  real  difficulty 
lies  in  the  other  body. 

This  is  not  just  a  vehicle.  It  is  in  fact 
an  appropriate  place  for  us  to  direct 
what  Bonneville  Power  should  do  as 
provided  in  the  Transmission  statute. 

The  reason  I  introduced  the  legisla- 
tion is  that  some  of  my  friends  were 
distressed  about  offering  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill.  I  believe  we  can 
give  them  the  opportunity  for  hear- 
ings with  respect  to  the  merits,  and 
not  with  respect  to  the  procedure,  by 
introducing  separate  legislation. 

I  say  to  my  friend  that  while  some 
slowdown  in  the  construction  of  No.  3 
is  not  very  damaging  if  the  slowdown 
is  a  planned  one,  if  everybody  knows 
what  it  is,  and  if  there  is  certainty 
about  the  process  at  the  end. 

We  expect  to  recess  at  the  end  of 
this  week  for  1  month  or  5  weeks.  We 
will  be  back  in  mid-September.  We  will 
have  no  other  opportunity  to  legislate 
on  this  subject  until  then.  If  we  wait, 
there  will  be  great  uncertainty  about 
No.  3  and  its  construction  schedule 
and  its  viability,  and  this  will  begin  to 


affect  not  just  Bonneville  or  WPPSS 
but  also  those  investor-owned  utilities 
that  are  coventurers  in  No.  3. 

There  is  some  urgency  to  try  to  give 
some  certainty  to  this  situation  by 
positive  legislative  expression  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  at  the 
earliest  possible  time.  This  is  the  earli- 
est possible  time,  in  my  judgment,  and 
I  therefore  hope  we  can  leave  this  in 
the  current  bill  and  pass  it  as  is. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Louisiana. 

I  should  like  to  add  to  and  reinforce 
the  statements  of  the  Senator  from 
Idaho. 

I  point  out  the  urgency  of  this  pro- 
posal not  only  to  my  friend  from  Lou- 
isiana, whom  I  know  greatly  sympa- 
thizes with  what  we  are  attempting  to 
accomplish  here,  but  to  my  friend 
from  Ohio  as  well.  A  delay  in  this 
process,  even  if  it  turns  out  his  propos- 
al is  passed  in  the  form  of  authorizing 
legislation  6  weeks  or  10  weeks,  or  6 
months  from  now,  will  be  extremely 
costly  to  the  people  of  the  region  rep- 
resented both  by  myself  and  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Idaho.  We 
have  an  emergency.  We  have  a  prob- 
lem facing  us  which  seems  to  be  with- 
out parallel  in  our  fiscal  and  construc- 
tion history  in  this  country. 

A  construction  program  which  was 
far  too  ambitious  and  a  construction 
program  which  was  badly  mismanaged 
over  a  period  of  years,  so  badly  that 
two  nuclear  power  sites  were  simply 
abandoned,  now  threatens  to  include 
at  least  one  additional  site,  the  so- 
called  WPPSS  3.  This  plant  is  clearly 
needed  by  the  Pacific  Northwest  as  in- 
dicated by  its  inclusion  in  our  regional 
power  plan.  WPPSS  3  has  been  con- 
structed during  the  course  of  the  last  2 
or  3  years  in  a  manner  which  makes  it 
a  model  of  construction  efficiency  in 
the  nuclear  power  field. 

In  fact,  until  2  or  3  months  ago,  the 
progress  on  WPPSS  3  was  not  only 
ahead  of  schedule  but  was  under 
budget. 

If  it  is  abandoned  at  this  point,  if  it 
is  mothballed  without  any  indication 
as  to  the  date  of  its  completion,  it  is 
inevitable  that  the  almost  $1  billion 
completion  figure  to  which  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  referred  earlier  will,  in 
just  a  few  months,  be  a  much  larger 
figure  than  that,  perhaps  another 
quarter  of  a  billion  dollars.  This  is  an 
additional  investment  which  will  get 
us  no  additional  power,  which  will  pro- 
vide for  no  additional  efficiency  and 
which  simply  will  be  the  cost  of  delay, 
the  cost  of  our  being  bothered  by  pro- 
cedural irregularities  or  by  the  fact 
that  this  is  a  rather  ambitious  project. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  began  his 
set  of  objections  to  this  proposal  on 
the  basis  of  the  slowness  with  which 
the  debts  to  the  Federal  Government 
of  the  Bonneville  Power  Administra- 


tion are  being  paid  off.  This  proposal 
has  nothing  to  do  with  that  subject. 
The  rejection  of  this  amendment  by 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  is  not  going  to 
increase  the  speed  with  which  BPA 
pays  its  obligations  to  the  United 
States.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  to  the 
extent  that  it  hurts  and  debilitates  the 
economy  of  the  Northwest,  it  will,  if 
anything,  slow  down  that  process 
rather  than  to  speed  it  up. 

The  sole  question  before  us  is  how 
much  the  people  of  the  Northwest  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  in  addition  to  the 
grave  losses  which  they  and  bondhold- 
ers all  across  the  country  will  have 
suffered,  as  a  result  of  the  insolvency 
of  the  four  and  five  projects. 

I  am  informed  that  the  cost  of  a  1- 
year  delay  in  this  proposal  will  be  $195 
million.  $195  million  which  will  gain  us 
nothing.  It  assumes  that  after  that  1- 
year  delay  we  will  be  able  to  go  back 
on  board  with  the  proposal  which  is 
very  much  like  this  and  in  all  probabil- 
ity is  identical  to  this. 

We  would  not  be  here  debating  this 
amendment  today  were  WPPSS  able 
to  sell  bonds  in  the  marketplace  at  the 
present  time.  WPPSS  has  full  legal  au- 
thority to  complete  this  project.  It 
lacks  the  financial  ability  to  complete 
the  project  because,  for  totally  under- 
standable reasons,  no  one  will  lend  it 
any  more  money  because  of  its  insol- 
vency with  respect  to  WPPSS  4  and 
WPPSS  5. 

So  the  consequences  are  increased 
costs  and  a  threat  to  the  solvency  of 
investor-owned  utilities  which  own  30 
percent  of  the  output  of  WPPSS  3. 
This  is  all  over  a  concern  which,  at 
least  at  this  point,  is  stated  largely  on 
a  procedural  basis,  legislating  on  an 
appropriations  bill,  something  which 
the  Senate  does  all  the  time. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  raised  the 
question  that  this  might  be  intended 
as  a  bailout  for  bondholders  but  that 
it  would  not  work  as  such.  The  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana,  paradoxically, 
raises  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  this  threatens  bondholders  in  con- 
nection with  WPPSS  3  by  becoming  a 
prior  obligation  to  that  which  is  owed 
to  them. 

I  submit  that  neither  of  those  is  the 
case.  At  this  point,  the  present  bond- 
holders on  WPPSS  5  are  not  threat- 
ened. They  are  being  paid  the  obliga- 
tions which  are  owed  them  at  the 
present  time  out  of  charges  which  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration 
makes  under  the  net  billing  agree- 
ments against  those  who  purchase 
their  power  through  Bonneville.  That 
will  continue  if  this  amendment  passes 
and  if  the  project  is  a  success. 

What  will  be  the  difference?  The 
specific  project  or  the  specific  method- 
ology which  is  now  proposed  does  not 
involve  the  issuance  of  future  bonds. 
It  involves  loans  in  the  terms  of  8  to 
10  percent  which  are  financially  feasi- 
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ble.  We  would  not  be  here  if  that  had 
not  already  been  determined  to  be  a 
method  by  which  the  money  for  the 
completion  of  this  project  can  t)e 
made. 

When  WPPSS  3  is  completed  it  will. 
of  course,  produce  power  which  will,  in 
turn,  produce  income  and  will,  there- 
fore, increase  rather  than  decrease  the 
security  of  the  bondholders  in  WPPSS 
3. 

This  is  not  a  proposed  bailout  for 
the  bondholders  in  WPPSS  4  and  5. 
That  is  not  only  not  the  intention  of 
the  Senator  from  Idaho,  it  is  not  the 
proposal  of  anyone  else  who  is  in- 
volved in  this  matter.  It  is  the  fact 
that  the  bonds  for  WPPSS  4  and  5 
have  been  repudiated.  That  means 
that  we  need  this  legislation  in  order 
to  complete  3. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  has  also 
raised  the  question  of  opposition,  or  at 
least  questions,  by  certain  public  utili- 
ty districts  and  other  public  power  ad- 
vocates in  the  Pacific  Northwest  about 
the  nature  of  this  proposal. 

Reading  one  point  which  spoke  of  it 
as  a  "piecemeal  solution."  I  think  it 
only  fair  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  as  well  as  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  much  of  that  comes 
from  the  fact  that  at  least  certain  rep- 
resentatives of  those  PUD'S  want  legis- 
lation to  include  a  bailout  by  Congress 
of  the  bondholders  in  projects  4  and  5, 
something  which  I  know  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  would  oppose  from  begin- 
ning to  end  and  something  which  is 
not  being  proposed  here  by  the  Sena- 
tors from  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

We  are  not  asking  for  a  bailout  of 
those  bondholders.  We  do  not  intend 
to  do  so.  Some  people  in  our  region 
who  now  are  unwilling  to  support  this 
proposal  do  want  Congress  to  do  ex- 
actly that.  They  do  not  oppose  the 
completion  of  the  construction  of  pow- 
erplant  No.  3.  but  they  want  a  Federal 
solution  to  the  disaster  which  has 
overtaken  4  and  5  at  the  present  time. 
We  have  a  situation  here  which  is  a 
true  emergency.  We  sincerely  request 
not  only  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
but  the  Senator  from  Ohio  as  well  not 
to  block  this,  but  to  help  us  see  to  it 
that  by  far  the  best  solution  for  our 
people,  for  our  constituents,  a  solution 
which  is  not  going  to  cost  the  taxpay- 
ers and  the  rest  of  this  Nation  1  cent, 
is  in  fact  implemented. 

It  is  very  important  that  this  be  im- 
plemented and.  moreover,  even  these 
conditional  objections  can  be  met.  The 
Senator  from  Idaho,  as  much  as  I,  rec- 
ognizes the  fact  that  we  carmot  pass 
this  bill  and  get  the  President's  signa- 
ture on  it  between  now  and  the  time 
which  we  leave.  This  bill  is  not  going 
to  go  through  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives in  the  course  of  the  next  2  or  3 
days.  The  questions  raised  by  all  of 
those  who  question  this  proposal, 
whether  they  have  to  do  with  the 
bonds  or  the  borrowing,  whether  they 


have  to  do  with  congressional  proce- 
dure, whether  they  have  to  do  with 
opinions  of  the  GAO.  whether  they 
have  to  do  with  the  responsibility  of 
certain  utilities  in  Oregon  and  rural 
electric  cooperatives,  are  almost  cer- 
tain to  be  solved  during  the  course  of 
the  month  of  August  and  early  Sep- 
tember. 

A  hearing  is  set  in  this  body  for 
Wednesday  on  an  identical  piece  of 
legislation.  A  hearing  is  set  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  for  mid-Sep- 
tember. It  is  far  better  that  we  pass 
this  amendment  at  the  present  time, 
recognizing  that  it  will  not  become  law 
unless  all  of  those  questions  are  an- 
swered, and  allowing  it  to  become  law 
if  the  House  of  Representatives  and  if 
the  members  of  the  conference  com- 
mittee in  this  Senate  find  they  are 
solved,  thaui  to  allow  this  vehicle  to  go 
by.  to  wait  for  something  which,  for 
all  practical  purposes,  cannot  pass  in 
the  course  of  the  next  4  or  5  months. 
That,  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana, is  the  real  question.  This  is  the 
important  trend.  It  is  not  going  to  pass 
a  conference  committee,  it  is  not  going 
to  pass  the  House  of  Representatives, 
unless  these  questions  are  answered. 
But  we  are  not  going  to  get  the  oppor- 
tunity to  answer  those  questions  on 
time  unless  we  include  this  provision 
in  this  bill  at  this  time.  On  behalf  of 
our  constituents,  I  ask  that  the  Senate 
facilitate  help  to  our  people  rather 
than  putting  them  in  jeopardy. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  GORTON.  I  yield 
Mr.  McCLURE.  I  think  it  is  obvious 
we  will  not  be  able  to  complete  action 
on  this  amendment  this  evening.  I 
think  the  majority  leader  is  about  to 
ask  us  to  temporarily  set  it  aside. 
Before  doing  that,  however,  I  want  to 
put  the  Senate  on  notice  of  two 
things:  One  is  that  I  will  propose  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  at  the 
appropriate  time  which  states  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  81,  line  14.  before  the 
period  insert  the  following: 

.  Provided.  That  all  of  the  restrictions  and 
limitations  set  forth  in  16  U.S.C.  839d(jHl) 
shall  apply  to  any  contracts  or  obligations 
entered  into  by  the  administrator  pursuant 
to  this  provision 

That  language  will  be  added  because 
the  Treasury  Department  wants  to 
make  certain  what  I  believe  is  certain 
under  the  existing  statute,  that  the 
full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  is  in  no  way  pledged  to  the  re- 
payment here,  and  that  it  is  the  intent 
of  the  legislation  to  make  the  ratepay- 
ers bear  all  costs  associated  with  the 
project.  As  I  mentioned  I  believe  this 
is  the  current  law  and  the  effect  of 
this  amendment. 

Also.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  letter  addressed  to  me 
dated  August  1.  1983.  from  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Mr.  R.  T. 


McNamar,  in  support  of  this  amend- 
ment be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Wilson).  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  do  want 
to  say  to  my  friend  from  Idaho  that  I 
indicated  I  was  prepared  to  raise  a 
point  of  order  in  order  that  he  might 
be  heard,  and  I  did  not  yield  to  him 
with  the  thought  in  mind  that  he  was 
going  to  propose  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment.  I  think  under  the  circum- 
stances that  is  somewhat  irregular. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further?  Let  me  say 
that  I  seek  no  advantage  in  doing  this. 
I  just  want  people  to  understand  what 
this  language  says,  and  the  purpose  of 
the  amendment  is  simply  to  make 
abundantly  clear  what  I  think  is  a  re- 
dundant explanation  of  what  the  law 
is  already.  I  do  not  think  it  adds  to  or 
subtracts  from  either  the  Senator's  po- 
sition or  mine. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  We  can  discuss 
it  further  tomorrow.  I  think  the  ma- 
jority leader  is  seeking  recognition. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Deputy  Secretary 

OF  THE  Treasury, 
Washington,  DC,  AugiLst  1.  1983. 
Hon.  James  A.  McClure. 
Chairman.  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Interior 
and     Related     Agencies,     U.S.     Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear    Mr.    Chairman:    The   situation    at 
Washington  Public  Power  Supply  System  is 
complicated  and  its  resolution  is  important 
to  the  long-term  power  needs  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest.    Treasury    is    anxious    to    work 
with  the  Congress  to  provide  clarifying  leg- 
islation   to    facilitate    the    completion    of 
WPPSS  Units  2  and  3.  We  share  your  sense 
of   urgency   in  developing  a  solution   that 
meets  the  needs  of  all  parties,  avoids  a  bail- 
out of  the  creditors  and  equity  holders,  and 
minimizes  Federal  Government  outlays. 

Treasury  has  reviewed  Section  317  of  H.R. 
3363  as  reported  by  the  Senate  and  S.  1701, 
which  contemplates  that  ratepayers  in  the 
region  that  receive  the  power  generated  by 
WPPSS  Units  2  and  3,  and  not  the  federal 
government,  would  be  responsible  for 
paying  all  costs  associated  with  these  two 
plants.  This  legislation  would  permit  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  CBPA") 
to  contract  with  a  newly  created  entity  to 
pay  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  securi- 
ties issued  in  the  public  credit  markets  by 
that  new  entity.  This  new  authority  would 
be  used  to  enable  completion  of  the  two  nu- 
clear power  plants  (WPPSS  Units  2  and  3). 
Treasury  believes  that  it  is  important  to 
assure  investors  and  all  those  concerned 
with  this  matter  that  the  intent  of  the  legis- 
lation is  not  to  extend  federal  involvement. 
Clarity  here  will  help  to  avoid  creating  con- 
fusion about  the  intent  of  this  provision.  In 
our  view,  this  purpose  can  best  be  secured  if 
the  modifications  recommended  below  are 
adopted.  Subject  to  these  modifications. 
Treasury  does  not  object  to  the  proposed 
legislation. 

First,  since  Treasury  understands  that  the 
intent  of  the  legislation  is  to  make  the  rate- 
payers bear  all  costs  associated  with  this 
project.  Treasury  believes  an  amendment 


that  clarifies  that  Intent  Is  highly  desirable. 
Such  a  clarifying  amendment  is  enclosed 
herewith.  The  intent  of  this  additional  lan- 
guage, and  of  the  legislative  history  lan- 
guage described  below,  is  to  ensure  that  no 
federal  funds,  in  the  form  either  of  borrow- 
ings from  Treasury  or  of  appropriations,  be 
used  to  complete  the  two  nuclear  power 
plants. 

Second,  to  clarify  this  position,  the  follow- 
ing language  should  be  added  either  in  the 
Conference  Report  discussing  this  provision 
or  in  clarifying  statements  during  consider- 
ation of  this  legislation: 

The  Congress  specifically  Intends  that  all 
of  BPAs  costs  associated  with  the  new  fi- 
nancing for  WPPSS  No.  2  and  No.  3  be  re- 
covered in  BPAs  rates  by  both  BPA  and 
FERC.  Thus  all  funds  needed  to  pay  all 
costs  associated  with  completion  of  these 
plants  win  be  borne  solely  by  the  ratepay- 
ers, and  the  Administrator  may  not  use 
funds  from  appropriations  or  from  the  issu- 
ance of  securities  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  pursuant  to  16  U.S.C.  838k{a)  to 
pay  for  any  of  the  costs  associated  with 
completing  WPPSS  No.  2  and  No.  3.  Fur- 
ther, by  Incorporating  by  reference  the  limi- 
tations and  restrictions  set  forth  In  16 
U.S.C.  839d(j)(l),  Congress  Intends  that  any 
contract  entered  into  by  BPA  shall  be  se- 
cured solely  by  revenues  received  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator from  the  sale  of  electric  power 
and  other  services  and  that  any  such  con- 
tracts or  obligations  are  not,  and  shall  not 
be  construed  to  be,  secured  by  the  full  faith 
and  credit  of  the  United  States. 

If  these  two  conditions  are  met,  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  has  advised 
that  there  Is  no  objection  to  Section  317  of 
H.R.  3363  as  reported  by  the  Senate  and  S. 
1701  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administra- 
tion's program. 
Sincerely, 

R.  T.  McNamar, 
Deputy  Secretary. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  Senator  from 
Texas  had  an  amendment  which  he 
wished  to  offer.  We  could  temporarily 
set  this  amendment  aside  and  adopt 
this  amendment  by  voice  vote  without 
siny  time  at  all,  if  it  is  all  right. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  am  prepared, 
if  the  majority  leader  wishes  to  put  us 
in  recess,  but  other  than  that  I  think 
we  ought  to  stay  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  gather 
from  the  visual  colloquy  and  the  elo- 
quent gestures  I  saw  made  by  both 
participants  that  it  may  be  in  order 
for  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
temporarily  lay  aside  the  pending 
committee  amendment  so  that  he  may 
offer  an  amendment;  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized  for 
that  purpose. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object— and  I  shall 
not— under  this  parliamentary  proce- 
dure the  pending  amendment  would 
be  the  pending  business  on  resumption 
of  consideration  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President,  it 
would  be. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


Amendment  No.  2108 
(Purpose:  To  change  the  name  of  the  Insti- 
tute for  Museum  Services  to  the  Endow- 
ment for  Museums) 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  the 
clerk  to  report. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower)  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  2108. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  82,  after  line  15,  add  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec.  .  Any  reference  In  any  law.  order,  or 
regulation.  Including  this  Act,  to  the— 

(1)  Institute  of  Museum  Services  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  National  Endowment 
for  Museums; 

(2)  the  National  Museum  Sen  Ices  Board 
or  the  Museum  Services  Board  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  National  Endowment 
for  Museums  Board;  and 

(3)  the  Director  of  the  Institute  when 
such  references  refers  to  the  Director  of  the 
Institute  of  Museum  Services  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  Museums. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  the 
simple  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
to  change  the  name  of  the  Institute  of 
Museum  Services  to  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Museums. 

The  Institute  for  Museum  Services 
was  at  one  time  a  part  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education.  It  has  now  been 
separated  by  congressional  action 
from  the  Department  of  Education 
and  made  a  companion  agency  of  the 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities. 

It  is  appropriate,  therefore,  that  the 
name  be  changed.  The  amendment  I 
would  propose  would  only  change  the 
name.  It  would  not  change  the  fund- 
ing profiles,  it  would  not  change  any- 
thing except  the  name,  and  it  has  no 
budgetary  impact. 

I  have  discussed  it  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
McClure),  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Johnston),  I  have  discussed  it 
with  Senator  Pell,  and  I  think  he 
would  deliver  himself  of  his  own  senti- 
ments on  the  issue. 

May  I  say  that  the  matter  will  be  in 
conference,  and  if  there  is  any  prob- 
lem with  that  amendment,  obviously 
the  conferees  can  act  appropriately 
when  they  reach  the  conference. 

It  seems  to  me  that  since  the  Insti- 
tute for  Museum  Services  does  per- 
form services  for  both  the  arts  and  the 
humanities,  it  is  an  appropriate  name 
change  which  has  been  requested  by 
the  board  of  directors  of  the  Institute 
and  by  the  outgoing  director  of  the  In- 
stitute who,  very  coincidentally,  hap- 
pens to  be  my  wife. 


May  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  appreci- 
ate the  words  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas  very  much  indeed  and  also  the 
thought  here  of  elevating  the  Insti- 
tute for  Museum  Services. 

However,  while  the  board  of  the  in- 
stitute supports  this  concept,  there  is 
some  doubt.  I  believe,  in  the  museum 
community  as  to  the  effect  of  this 
amendment  because  it  might  well  dry 
up  support  for  museums  from  the  En- 
dowment of  the  Arts  and  the  Endow- 
ment of  the  Humanities,  and  for  that 
reason,  having  been  the  author  of  the 
original  bill,  I  have  some  reservations 
about  this  amendment. 

However,  out  of  respect  and  friend- 
ship for  my  colleague  from  Texas  and 
for  his  wife,  who  has  been  the  director 
of  the  institute,  I  will  not  object  at 
this  time,  but  I  would  hope  that 
before  it  is  decided  upon  in  conference 
ample  time  is  allowed  so  that  the 
museum  community  itself  can  make 
their  views  known  as  well. 

Mr.  TOWER.  May  I  say  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  that  if 
any  serious  objections  are  raised  from 
the  museum  community  itself— and  I 
do  not  think  it  will  be,  and  if  it  did  I 
would  not  offer  this— but  if  it  is  I 
think,  of  course,  the  conferees  will 
take  that  into  consideration  before  it 
is  disposed  of. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President 
given  the  sentiments  of  my  distin- 
guished friend  for  Rhode  Island  as 
well  as  my  colleague  from  Texas,  we 
have  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  objection,  subject  to  the  limi- 
tations which  have  been  expressed.  I 
am  ready  to  accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
MuRKOWSKi).  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Texas. 

The  amendment  (No.  2108)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR 
ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  with  my 
usual  lack  of  success  in  estimating 
time,  I  estimated  that  we  would  be  out 
by  6  p.m. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  there  now  be  one  more 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  to  go  not  beyond  the 
hour  of  6:30  with  Senators  permitted 
to  speak  therein. 
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THE  TEXTILE  AGREEMENT 
WITH  RED  CHINA-ANOTHER 
EXERCISE  OF  FOLLY? 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  this  past 
weekend  officials  of  the  United  States 
suid  the  so-called  People's  Republic  of 
China  reached  agreement  on  a  new  bi- 
lateral treaty  setting  limits  on  Red 
Chinese  textile  and  apparel  imports 
into  the  United  States.  This  new 
agreement  is  crucial  to  the  economy  of 
North  Carolina,  where  roughly  300.000 
workers  earn  their  livelihoods  from 
textiles  and  apparel. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  not  seen  all 
the  details  of  the  agreement.  But 
based  on  what  I  have  been  able  to  find 
out  since  it  was  initialed  in  Peking  Sat- 
urday night,  I  have  reservations  about 
it. 

I  was  disappointed,  for  example, 
that  the  agreement  was  reached  in  the 
absence  of  U.S.  industry  advisers  to 
the  talks,  who  walked  out  to  demon- 
strate their  concern  that  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment position  should  have  been 
tougher. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  critical 
times  for  the  U.S.  textile  and  apparel 
industries.  Their  very  survival— and 
the  economic  future  of  the  countless 
American  workers  they  employ— could 
well  depend  on  what  happens  in  the 
next  few  months. 

It  is  imperative,  then,  the  every  act 
of  this  administration  with  regard  to 
textile  and  apparel  imports  be  consist- 
ent with  President  Reagan's  commit- 
ment to  seek  to  limit  the  growth  of 
textile  imports  to  the  growth  of  the 
domestic  market.  I  cannot  say  wheth- 
er or  not  this  agreement  will  provide  a 
framework  for  meeting  this  commit- 
ment. I  do  not  know  enough  about  it 
yet. 

The  question  right  now  is  whether 
U.S.  officials  charged  with  the  duty  of 
implementing  our  textile  agreements 
will  seek  to  carry  out  the  President's 
conmiitment  within  the  framework  of 
this  agreement.  Every  one  of  them 
should  be  aware  of  this  commitment. 
They  should  also  be  aware  that  they 
are  under  close  scrutiny  to  see  that 
their  actions  are  consistent  with  it. 
What  is  at  stake.  Mr.  President,  are 
thousands  of  jobs  all  over  America. 
We  have  already  exported  too  many 
U.S.  textile  and  apparel  jobs  to  the 
Far  East.  This  trend  must  be  reversed. 

In  the  event  this  agreement  is  not 
tough  enough.  I  will  call  upon  the  ad- 
ministration to  renegotiate  it.  Wheth- 
er it  is  deemed  tough  enough  will 
depend  in  large  measure  on  how  it  is 
enforced.  If  enforcement  is  adequate, 
maybe  the  textile  industry  will  be  able 
to  live  with  it. 

I  have  seen  reports  that  the  new 
agreement  would  allow  imports  of 
Communist  Chinese  textiles  and  ap- 
parel in  35  of  106  specific  categories  to 
grow  at  a  rate  of  from  2  to  4  percent 
each  year.  What  this  will"  mean  in 
practice  remains  to  be  seen.  Unfortu- 


nately, under  our  previous  bilateral 
agreement  with  Red  China— which 
purported  to  limit  textile  and  apparel 
growth  to  4  percent  a  year— the 
volume  of  imports  from  Red  China 
surged  40  percent  in  1980.  73  percent 
in  1981.  and  25  percent  in  1982.  This 
year  to  date  imports  from  Red  China 
are  up  16  percent  despite  unilateral 
quotas.  These  figures  indicate  how  im- 
portant enforcement  is. 

The  Communist  Chinese  need  hard 
currency,  and  one  of  the  few  ways 
they  have  to  get  it  is  by  exporting  tex- 
tiles and  apparel  for  sale  in  our  mar- 
kets. Naturally,  the  more  textiles  and 
apparel  they  can  sell  us.  the  more 
hard  currency  they  will  have.  In  1982. 
Red  China  shipped  800  million  dollars' 
worth  of  textiles  and  apparel  to  the 
United  States— 11  percent  of  all  U.S. 
imports.  You  can  bet  the  Red  Chinese 
will  aggressively  seek  to  increase  their 
exports  to  the  United  States,  and  to 
acquire  an  even  greater  share  of  our 
market. 

I  have  never  been  an  advocate  of 
trade  with  Communist  China.  Mr. 
President.  My  position  on  that  is  well- 
known,  as  is  my  record.  I  vigorously 
fought  President  Carter's  proposal  to 
extend  most-favored-nation  trading 
status  to  Communist  China.  I  was  ap- 
prehensive when  our  wheat  farmers 
sought  new  markets  in  Red  China  fol- 
lowing President  Carter's  grain  embar- 
go with  the  Soviet  Union.  And  I  will 
continue  to  caution  against  trying  to 
build  our  economic  stability  on  trade 
with  Communist  nations. 

I  will  continue  to  monitor  carefully 
developments  in  textile  and  apparel 
trade.  And  I  also  intend  to  promote 
vigorously  the  interests  of  American 
textile  and  apparel  workers  and  manu- 
facturers with  this  administration. 


S.  459.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey,  by  quit- 
claim deed,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of 
the  United  States  in  and  to  certain  lands 
that  were  withdrawn  or  acquired  for  the 
purpose  of  relocating  a  portion  of  the  city 
of  American  Falls  out  of  the  area  flooded  by 
the  American  Falls  Reservoir. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Saunders,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session,  the  Acting 
President  pro  tempore  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations  which  were  referred  to 
the  appropriate  committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  in  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings. ) 


PRESIDENTIAL  APPROVAL 

A  message  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  announced  that  on 
August  1,  1983.  he  had  approved  and 
signed  the  following  enrolled  bill: 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE  RE- 
CEIVED DURING  THE  AD- 
JOURNMENT 

ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

On  July  29.  1983.  during  the  ad- 
journment of  the  Senate  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  received  a  message  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  an- 
nouncing that  the  Speaker  pro  tempo- 
re had  signed  the  following  enrolled 
bill: 

H.R.  3069.  An  act  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1983.  and  for  other  purposes. 

Under  the  authority  of  the  order  of 
July  29,  1983,  the  enrolled  bill  was 
signed  by  the  majority  leader  (Mr. 
Baker), 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  12:16  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  insists  upon 
its  amendment  to  the  bill  (S.  675)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1984  for  the  Armed  Forces  for 
procurement,  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation,  and  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance,  to  prescribe 
personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces  and  for  ci- 
vilian employees  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  "to  authorize  appropriations 
for  such  fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  to 
authorize  certain  construction  at  mili- 
tary installations  for  fiscal  year,  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  for  national  security 
programs  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  for 
other  purposes, "  and  ask  a  conference 
with  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon. 

Ordered,  That  Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Ben- 
nett. Mr.  Stratton,  Mr.  Nichols.  Mr. 
Daniel,  Mr.  Montgomery,  Mr.  Aspin, 
Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  Dickinson,  Mr. 
Whitehurst,  Mr.  Spence,  Mrs.  Holt, 
Mr.  HiLLis,  and  Mr.  Badham:  from  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence, only  when  differences  regard- 
ing intelligence-related  activities  are 
under  consideration:  Mr.  Boland.  Mr. 
MiNETA.  Mr.  McCuRDY.  Mr.  Robinson. 
and  Mr.  Stump;  as  additional  conferees 
for  consideration  of  section  1030C  and 
1030D  of  the  Senate  bill,  and  modifica- 
tions thereof  committed  to  conference: 
Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Hawkins.  Mr.  Ford 
of  Michigan.  Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr.  Erlen- 
BORN.  and  Mr.  Goodling,  be  the  man- 
agers of  the  conference  on  the  part  of 
the  House. 


At  1:25  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  has  passed 
the  following  bills,  in  which  it  requests 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  622.  An  act  to  amend  title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  health  bene- 
fits to  survivors  of  Federal  law  enforcement 
officers  and  firefighters,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; and 

H.R.  2760.  An  act  to  amend  the  Intelli- 
gence Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year  1983 
to  prohibit  U.S.  support  for  military  or 
paramilitary  operations  in  Nicaragua  and  to 
authorize  assistance,  to  be  openly  provided 
to  governments  of  countries  in  Central 
America,  to  interdict  the  supply  of  military 
equipment  from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  to  in- 
dividuals, groups  organizations,  or  move- 
ments seeking  to  overthrow  governments  of 
countries  in  Central  America. 

ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Speaker  has  signed  the  following 
enrolled  joint  resolution: 

H.J.  Res.  321.  Joint  resolution  to  proclaim 
a  day  of  national  celebration  of  the  200th 
anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of 
Paris. 

The  enrolled  joint  resolution  was 
subsequently  signed  by  the  President 
pro  tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

At  5:25  p.m.  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  House  had  passed  the  follow- 
ing bills,  without  amendment: 

S.  727.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  set  aside  certain  judgment 
funds  of  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  Fort 
Berthold  Reservation  in  North  Dakota,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  930.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Smithsoni- 
an Institution  to  purchase  land  in  Santa 
Cruz  County,  Ariz. 

The  message  further  announced 
that  the  House  had  agreed  to  the  fol- 
lowing concurrent  resolutions,  without 
amendment: 

S.  Con.  Res.  7.  A  concurrent  resolution  to 
authorize  and  provide  for  a  bust  of  Carl 
Hayden  to  be  placed  in  the  Capitol. 

S.  Con.  Res.  58.  A  concurrent  resolution 
correcting  the  enrollment  of  S.  272. 

The  message  further  announced 
that  the  House  has  passed  the  follow- 
ing bills  each  with  an  amendment  in 
which  it  requests  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate. 

S.  46.  An  act  to  revise,  consolidate,  and 
enact  certain  laws  related  to  vessels  and 
seamen  as  subtitle  II  of  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  "Shipping'." 

S.  1098.  An  act  to  consolidate  and  author- 
ize certain  ocean  and  coastal  programs  and 
functions  of  the  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration  under  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce. 

The  message  further  announced 
that  the  House  agreed  to  the  report  of 
the  committee  of  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (S.  272)  to  improve  small  business 
access  to  Federal  procurement  infor- 
mation. 


The  message  also  announced  that 
the  House  has  passed  the  following 
bills  and  joint  resolutions,  in  which  it 
requests  the  concurrence  of  the 
Senate: 

H.R.  1256.  An  act  to  amend  title  14. 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  selective 
preappointment  travel  to  the  Coast  Guard 
Academy  for  cadet  applicants,  and  for  other 
purposes: 

H.R.  1372.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  oper- 
ation of  certain  foreign-built  vessels  in  the 
coastwise  trade  of  Alaska; 

H.R.  2590.  An  act  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Adjustment  Act  to  authorize  market- 
ing research  and  promotion  projects,  includ- 
ing paid  advertising  for  filberts  and  to 
amend  the  Potato  Research  and  Promotion 
Act: 

H.R.  2727.  An  act  to  codify  without  sub- 
stantive change  recent  laws  relating  to 
money  and  finance  and  transportation  and 
to  improve  the  United  States  Code: 

H.R.  3232.  An  act  to  amend  title  28  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  authorize  payment  of 
travel  and  transportation  expenses  of  newly 
appointed  special  agents  of  the  Department 
of  Justice; 

H.R.  3677.  An  act  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  increase  the  cap 
amount  allowable  for  reimbursement  of  hos- 
pices under  the  medicare  program: 

H.J.  Res.  297.  Joint  resolution  providing 
for  appointment  of  Jeannine  Smith  Clark  as 
a  citizen  regent  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of 
the  Smithsonian  Institution;  and 

H.J.  Res.  338.  Joint  resolution  to  correct 
Public  Law  98-63  due  to  an  error  in  the  en- 
rollment of  H.R.  3069. 


to  prohibit  U.S.  support  for  military  or 
paramilitary  operations  in  Nicaragua  and  to 
authorize  assistance,  to  be  openly  provided 
to  governments  of  countries  in  Central 
America,  to  interdict  the  supply  of  military 
equipment  from  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  to  in- 
dividuals, groups,  organizations,  or  move- 
ments seeking  to  overthrow  governments  of 
countries  in  Central  America. 


HOUSE  MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tion were  read  the  first  and  second 
times  by  unanimous  consent,  and  re- 
ferred as  indicated: 

H.R.  622.  An  act  to  amend  title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  death  bene- 
fits to  survivors  of  Federal  law  enforcement 
officers  and  firefighters,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

H.R.  1256.  An  act  to  amend  title  14, 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  selective 
preappointment  travel  to  the  Coast  Guard 
Academy  for  cadet  applicants,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

H.R.  1372.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  oper- 
ation of  certain  foreign-built  vessels  in  the 
coastwise  trade  of  Alaska;  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 

H.R.  2590.  An  act  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
tural Adjustment  Act  to  authorize  market- 
ing research  and  promotion  projects,  includ- 
ing paid  advertising  for  filberts  and  to 
amend  the  Potato  Research  and  Promotion 
Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

H.R.  2727.  An  act  to  codify  without  sub- 
stantive change  recent  laws  related  to 
money  and  finance  and  transportation  and 
to  improve  the  United  States  Code;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


HOUSE  MEASURE  READ  THE 
FIRST  TIME 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
time: 

H.R.  2760.  An  act  to  amend  the  Intelli- 
gence Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year  1983 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  joint  resolution  was 
read  twice  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.J.  Res.  297.  A  joint  resolution  providing 
for  appointment  of  Jeannine  Smith  Clark  as 
a  citizen  regent  of  the  board  of  Regents  of 
the  Smithsonian  Institution. 


ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  reported  that  on 
today,  August  1,  1983.  he  had  present- 
ed to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  following  enrolled  joint  res- 
olution: 

S.J.  Res.  67.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  25.  1983  through  Oc- 
tober 1,  1983,  as  National  Respiratory 
Therapy  Week." 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and 
documents,  which  were  referred  as  in- 
dicated: 

EC- 1536.  A  communication  from  the  Com- ' 
mi.ssioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 
Department  of  the  Interior,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  modifications 
to  Island  Park  Dam.  Minidoka  project, 
Idaho-Wyo.;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-1537.  A  communication  from  the  Fed- 
eral Inspector.  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans- 
portation System,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  report  on  the  status  of  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  for 
April  through  June  1983;  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-1538.  A  communication  from  the 
president  of  the  American  Trucking  Asso- 
ciations, Inc.  and  the  executive  director  of 
the  Regular  Common  Carrier  Conference, 
transmitting,  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate,  a  report  on  highway  damage  by 
causes  other  than  large  trucks;  to  the  Com- 
mitte  on  Finance. 

EC- 1539.  A  communication  from  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the 
Public  Defender  Service  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  annual  report  of  the  Service  for  fiscal 
year  1980;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmen- 
tal Affairs. 

EC-1540.  A  communication  from  the 
Chief  of  the  Army  and  Air  Force  Exchange 
Service,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
annual  report  on  the  financial  condition  of 
the  pension  plan  of  the  Service  for  calendar 
year  1982;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmen- 
tal Affairs. 

EC-1541.  A  communication  from  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  list  of  the 
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reports  issued  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  for  the  month  of  June  1983.  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC- 1542.  A  communication  from  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Installations  and 
Logistics,  Department  of  the  Navy,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  annual  report 
of  the  retirement  plan  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  exchanges, 
recreation  funds,  clubs,  messes,  and  the 
Marine  Corps  Exchange  Service  for  calen- 
dar year  1982;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC- 1543.  A  communication  from  the 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(Logistics  and  Communications).  trar\smjt- 
ting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  the  con- 
version of  the  mess  attendant  function  at 
Loring  Air  Force  Base  to  performance  by 
contractor,  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

EC- 1544.  A  communication  from  the  Prui- 
cipal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  (Shipbuilding  and  Logistics),  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  the  con- 
version of  the  food  services  function  at  the 
Naval  Regional  Medical  Center,  Charleston. 
S.C,  to  performance  by  contractor:  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-1545.  A  communication  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  enti- 
tled •Current  Cost-Sharing  and  Financing 
Policies  for  Federal  and  State  Water  Re- 
sources Development",  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC- 1546.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  final  regulations  for  the  Indian  fel- 
lowship program;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
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By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs: 

Judith  W.  Rogers,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  an  associate  Judge  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
term  of  15  years: 

A.  Franklin  Burgess,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  associate  judge  of  the  Superi- 
or Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the 
term  of  15  years. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  COHEN,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  without  amendment: 

S.  Res.  192.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  with  respect  to  the  consider 
ation  of  S.  1001.  Referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

By  Mr.  COHEN,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  with  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  and  an  amend- 
ment to  the  title: 

S.  1001.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  Office  of  Federal  Procurement 
Policy  for  an  additional  5  fiscal  years. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Jepsen.  Mr.  Gorton,  and  Mr.  Coch- 
ran): 
S.    1716.    A   bill    to   clarify    the    personal 
injury  and  death  provisions  of  section  844  of 
title    18.    United   States   Code,    relating    to 
arson;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By   Mr.   SPECTER   (for  himself.   Mr. 
Dixon  and  Mr.  Sasseh): 
S.  1717.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad  Un- 
employment Insurance  Act  to  extend  the 
supplemental  benefits  provision  for  1  year: 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  DANPORTH  (by  request): 
S.  1718.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  to  renew  the  authority  for  the  oper 
ation  of  the  Generalized  System  of  Prefer- 
ences, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  METZENBAUM: 
S.  1719.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  eliminate  capital  gain 
treatment  of  timber  income;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  PELL: 
S.  1720.  A  bin  to  amend  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Act  to  provide  for  increased  represen- 
tation of  small  business  interests  on  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve; 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  BINGAMAN: 
S.J.  Res.  141.  A  joint  resolution  to  desig- 
nate   the    week    of    September    25.    1983. 
through  October  1.  1983.  as     Carrier  Alert 
Week";  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


COMMITTEE  DISCHARGED 
The  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources  discharged  the  follow- 
ing bill,  which  was  placed  on  the  cal- 
endar: 

S.  724.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  undertake  activities 
to  provide  new  public  works  investment, 
grants  to  the  several  States  to  encourage 
and  foster  the  construction  of  necessary 
public  capital  investment  projecU.  to  assist 
in  creating  new  and  productive  jobs,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 

AND  SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  LEAHY  (for  himself.  Mr.  Lau- 
TENBERG  and  Mr.  Sasser): 
S.  Res.  191.  A  resolution  relating  to  justice 
in  the  case  of  the  slain  American  church- 
women  in  El  Salvador:  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

By  Mr.  COHEN; 
S.  Res.  192.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402<a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  1001;  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs:  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself, 

Mr.  Jepsen,  Mr.  Gorton,  and 

Mr.  Cochran): 


S,  1716.  A  bill  to  clarify  the  personal 
injury  and  death  provisions  of  section 
844  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  re- 
lating to  arson;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judicary. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  OFFICERS  PROTECTION  ACT 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  legislation  that 
would  clarify  the  enhanced  penalty 
provisions  of  Federal  laws  relating  to 
the  use  of  explosive  materials  in  arson 
fires. 

These  enhanced  penalty  provisions 
were  made  part  of  the  law  in  recogni- 
tion that  a  person  who  intentionally 
sets  a  fire  to  a  building  or  other  struc- 
ture, sets  in  motion  a  destructive  force 
that  may  take  the  life  of  others.  It  was 
a  recognition  that  arson  is  a  crime  of 
violence,  not  merely  a  crime  against 
property. 

It  was  a  recognition  that  a  natural 
and  foreseeable  consequence  of  an  ar- 
sonists  acts  are  that  firefighters  may 
be  injured,  or  even  die,  fighting  the 
fire.  It  was  a  recognition  on  the  part 
of  Congress,  that  the  arsonists  must 
be  held  accountable  for  this  highest  of 
crimes,  the  taking  of  human  life. 

Because  of  the  ambiguity  in  the  law 
that  this  legislation  addresses,  at  least 
one  Federal  court  has  held  that  the 
enhanced  penalty  provisions  do  not 
apply  to  injuries  to  firefighters.  This, 
in  fact,  happened  recently  in  Sioux 
City,  Iowa. 

There,  two  firefighters.  Mr.  Michael 
L.  Johnson  and  Mr.  Kirk  M.  Wicker 
died  fighting  a  fire  set  by  an  arsonist 
because  his  business  was  failing.  Six 
other  firefighters  were  injured. 

As  tragic  as  that  was.  insult  was 
added  to  injury  when  a  Federal  court 
ruled,  in  the  criminal  prosecution  of 
the  arsonists,  that  the  enhanced  pen- 
alty provisions  of  18  U.S.C.  844  did  not 
apply  to  the  death  and  injury  of  fire- 
fighters. Instead,  the  arsonists  were 
treated  as  though  all  they  had  done 
was  set  fire  to  a  building.  They  were 
not  punished  for  the  murder  of  the 
firemen. 

Now  imagine  if  you  will.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent and  my  colleagues.  Imagine  that 
you  are  the  close  relative  or  friend  of  a 
person  that  has  chosen  to  risk  his  life 
and  safety,  protecting  the  lives  and 
property  of  your  community.  And 
then  some  night,  or  in  the  early  morn- 
ing hours  as  happened  in  Sioux  City, 
your  friend  or  loved  one  loses  his  life 
while  fighting  a  fire  set  by  an  arsonist. 
Imagine  that  just  as  you  are  coming 
to  grips  with  that  tragedy,  consoling 
yourself  with  the  knowledge  that 
public  service  was  what  your  loved  one 
wanted  to  do.  something  that  they  felt 
was  important.  And  then  some  Federal 
court  rules  that  this  courageous 
person  who  has  given  his  life  is  not  in- 
cluded in  the  protection  of  the  statute. 
And  then  the  arsonist  is  sentenced  by 
the  court  as  though  no  one  had  been 
hurt.  As  though  no  one  had  died.  As 
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though  only 
stroyed. 

The  Public  Safety  Officers  Protec- 
tion Act  would  clearly  express  the 
intent  of  Congress  that  injuries,  or 
deaths,  of  public  safety  officers  per- 
forming their  duties  fighting  an  arson 
fire  are  covered  by  the  enhanced  pen- 
alty statute.  The  law  currently  pro- 
vides that  the  maximum  penalty  for 
an  arson  fire  resulting  in  injury  is  dou- 
bled, and  if  death  results,  any  penalty, 
including  the  death  penalty,  may  be 
imposed. 

Now  I  want  to  make  clear  for  the 
benefit  of  some  of  my  colleagues  that 
this  legislation  would  not  create  a 
death  penalty  provision  nor  impose  a 
more  severe  penalty  than  Congress 
has  already  authorized.  Nor  would  it. 
in  my  view,  bring  under  the  protection 
of  the  statute  any  person  that  is  not 
already,  intended  to  be,  under  its  pro- 
tection. Rather,  it  would  make  crystal 
clear  that  public  safety  officers,  in- 
cluding police  and  firemen,  are  under 
its  protection. 

Mr.  President,  and  my  colleagues, 
between  1978  and  1982,  67  firefighters 
in  the  United  States  lost  their  lives 
fighting  fires  set  by  arsonists.  Many 
times  that  niunber  were  injured,  some 
permanently  disabled. 

It  is  common  knowledge  that  many 
such  arson  fires  are  set  by  people 
acting  for  monetary  gain.  I  believe 
that  if  a  man  whose  business  is  failing 
is  considering  having  a  fire  set  to  his 
business  to  collect  the  insurance,  the 
knowledge  that  he  may  spend  20  years 
in  prison  if  a  firefighter  is  injured,  and 
may  receive  the  death  penalty  if  one  is 
killed,  may  just  prevent  that  crime 
from  taking  place. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimotis  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  this  bill  be  print- 
ed following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

S.  1716 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Public  Safety  Offi- 
cers Protection  Act". 

Sec  2.  (a)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  844  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  Is  amended 
by- 

(1)  striking  out  "personal  injury  results' 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "personal 
Injury  results  to  any  person.  Including  any 
public  safety  officer  performing  duties  as  a 
direct  or  proximate  result  of  conduct  pro- 
hibited by  this  subsection,":  and 

(2)  striking  out  "deaths  results,"  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "death  results  to  any 
person.  Including  any  public  safety  officer 
performing  duties  as  a  direct  or  proximate 
result  of  conduct  prohibited  by  this  subsec- 
tion,". 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  844  of  such 
title  Is  amended  by— 

(1)  striking  out  "personal  Injury  results' 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "personal 
Injury  results  to  any  person.  Including  any 
public  safety  officer  performing  duties  as  a 


direct  or  proximate  result  of  conduct  pro- 
hibited by  this  subsection,":  and 

(2)  striking  out  "deaths  results"  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "death  results  to  any 
person.  Including  any  public  safety  officer 
performing  duties  as  a  direct  or  proximate 
result  of  conduct  prohibited  by  this  subsec- 
tion.". 

(c)  Subsection  (I)  of  section  844  of  such 
title  is  amended  by— 

(1)  striking  out  'personal  Injury  results" 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "personal 
Injury  results  to  any  person.  Including  any 
public  safety  officer  performing  duties  as  a 
direct  or  proximate  result  of  conduct  pro- 
hibited by  this  subsection  ":  and 

(2)  striking  out  "deaths  results"  and  In- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "death  results  to  any 
person,  Including  any  public  safety  officer 
performing  duties  as  a  direct  or  proximate 
result  of  conduct  prohibited  by  this  subsec- 
tion,".* 


By  Mr,  SPECTER  (for  himself, 
Mr,  Dixon,  and  Mr.  Sasser): 
S.  1717.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Unemployment  Insurance 
Act  to  extend  the  supplemental  bene- 
fits provison  for  1  year;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources, 

UNEMPLOYED    RAILROAD    WORKERS    SUPPLEMEN- 
TAL BENEFITS  EXTENSION  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing,  along  with  Senators 
Dixon  and  Sasser,  legislation  that  will 
reinstate  the  program  of  supplemental 
unemployment  benefits  for  railroad 
workers  that  was  authorized  in  the 
emergency  jobs  bill  and  expired  on 
June  30,  1983. 

In  the  jobs  bill  we  appropriated  $125 
million  to  finance  an  additional  10 
weeks  of  imemployment  compensation 
for  those  railroad  workers  who  had  ex- 
hausted the  26  weeks  to  which  they 
were  entitled.  Congress  inadvertently 
eliminated  the  original  extended  bene- 
fits program  with  enactment  of  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1981. 

Fortunately,  this  program  has  cost 
much  less  than  expected.  As  of  July 
21,  1983,  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  had  only  paid  out  $41  million. 

When  the  supplemental  benefits 
program  expired,  many  railroaders 
had  not  exhausted  their  supplemental 
benefits.  And  despite  our  seeming  re- 
covery, many  workers  continue  to  be 
laid  off  or  will  remain  jobless  for  many 
weeks.  It  is  imperative  that  we  commit 
the  unused  resources  included  in  the 
jobs  bill  to  give  needed  relief  to  unem- 
ployed railroad  workers  and  their  fam- 
ilies. 

The  seasonally  adjusted  unemploy- 
ment rate  in  the  railroad  industry 
during  May  1983  was  a  staggering  16.9 
percent.  Prior  to  reconciliation  of 
1981,  a  rate  of  approximately  8  per- 
cent would  trigger  additional  weeks  of 
benefits.  Originally,  extended  benefits 
would  also  be  awarded  if  the  insured 
unemployment  rate  reached  4.5  per- 
cent. The  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  for  the  purposes  of  fiscal  year 
1984  budget,  has  until  now  contended 


that  the  lUR  would  remain  above  this 
level  for  at  least  the  first  three  quar- 
ters of  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  President,  the  Congress  has 
acted  responsibly  in  providing  as  many 
as  63  weeks  of  unemployment  benefits 
to  workers  in  the  general  economy 
who  have  involuntarily  lost  their  jobs 
and  have  exhausted  their  basic  bene- 
fits component.  Railroad  workers  and 
their  families  should  be  treated  with 
no  lesser  standard  of  compassion. 
They,  too,  know  the  hardships  of  long- 
term  unemployment;  they  are  the  in- 
dividuals who  bore  the  brtint  of  our 
prolonged  economic  slump.  It  is  our 
duty  to  act  without  delay  to  provide  a 
modicum  of  support  until  they  return 
to  the  comfort  and  security  they  once 
knew  well. 

In  May,  the  number  of  railroad 
workers  collecting  unemployment 
checks  hit  a  high  of  30,000,  and  has 
since  decreased  steadily.  In  mid-July, 
only  8.500  workers  filed  for  benefits, 
reflecting  both  increased  employment 
in  the  railroad  industry  and  the  end  of 
the  supplemental  benefits  program.  In 
any  case,  sufficient  funds  remain  to  fi- 
nance a  supplemental  program  during 
the  1983-84  benefit  year,  which  began 
July  1. 

The  bill  I  place  before  the  Senate 
today,  the  Unemployed  Railroad 
Workers  Supplemental  Benefits  Ex- 
tension Act,  will  afford  those  railroad- 
ers with  less  than  10  years  of  service 
who  have  already  received  their  initial 
26  weeks  of  benefits  an  additional  10 
weeks  of  support. 

Furthermore,  those  unemployed 
who  had  not  received  the  full  10  weeks 
of  supplemental  compensation  as  of 
June  30  when  the  program  ended  will 
not  receive  their  remaining  benefits. 

My  State  of  Pennsylvania  counts 
among  its  residents  more  unemployed 
railroad  workers  than  any  other  State. 
They,  and  the  more  than  70,000  rail- 
road workers  who  have  been  laid  off 
since  the  recession  began  look  to  us 
now  for  guidance  and  support.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  pursuing 
rapid  enactment  of  this  important  leg- 
islation. 

•  Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  join  my  distinguished  friend 
and  colleague  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Spectter.  in  offering  legislation  which 
is  aimed  at  lessening  the  dreaded  con- 
sequences of  unemployment  for  thou- 
sands of  railroad  workers  in  this  coim- 
try. 

The  economic  recession  we  have  ex- 
perienced over  the  past  2'/2  years  has 
exacted  a  heavy  burden  on  millions  of 
working  Americans.  Unemployment 
has  climbed  to  levels  not  seen  since 
the  Great  Depression.  And  although 
there  are  encouraging  economic  signs 
on  the  horizon,  the  latest  statistics 
provided  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta- 
tistics indicate  that  civilian  unemploy- 
ment stands  at  10  percent.  In  other 
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words,  there  are  still  over  11  million 
Americans  who  cannot  find  work. 

In  the  recently  passed  budget  resolu- 
tion, it  was  assumed  that  unemploy- 
ment for  the  next  fiscal  year  would 
continue  to  remain  above  9  percent 
and  would  he  8.5  percent  for  fiscal 
year  1985,  despite  significant  fiscal  re- 
straints and  an  improving  economy. 
The  administration,  in  its  mid-session 
review  of  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget 
released  last  week,  concedes  8.9  per- 
cent unemployment  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  Thus,  it  is  painfully  obvi- 
ous that  even  so  much  as  a  glimmer  of 
economic  prosperity  will  elude  a  signif- 
icant portion  of  the  population. 

The  railroad  industry  has  been  par- 
ticularly hard  hit  by  the  recession.  In 
May,  unemployment  in  the  rail  indus- 
try stood  at  16.9  percent.  Since  1981, 
rail  employment  has  dropped  from 
503,000  to  380.000  in  March  of  this 
year.  Although  unemployment  has 
steadily  declined  since  March,  today 
there  are  nearly  100,000  more  unem- 
ployed railroad  workers  than  2  years 
ago. 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to 
provide  relief  in  the  form  of  supple- 
mental unemployment  benefits  to 
those  rail  workers  with  less  than  10 
years  of  service.  Earlier  this  year.  Con- 
gress passed  legislation  similiar  to  this 
as  part  of  the  emergency  jobs  bill.  Un- 
fortunately, payment  of  these  benefits 
expired  on  June  30.  For  many  thou- 
sands of  rail  workers,  the  10  week  ex- 
tension enacted  in  the  jobs  bill  was 
little  more  than  a  cruel  aberration. 
What  we  are  attempting  to  do  is 
merely  live  up  to  the  spirit  of  the  leg- 
islation that  passed  Congress  a  few 
short  months  ago.  Our  bill  would 
allow  those  workers  afflicted  with  un- 
employment to  take  full  advantage  of 
the  10  week  extension  of  supplemental 
benefits.  The  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  estimates  that  anywhere  from 
30,000  to  50,000  workers  would  benefit 
from  this  legislation. 

There  is  absolutely  no  reason  why 
railroaders  should  be  treated  differ- 
ently than  other  workers.  In  the  gen- 
eral economy,  it  is  possible  for  workers 
to  receive  as  much  as  63  weeks  of  un- 
employment benefits.  Yet,  to  these 
rail  workers  with  less  than  10  years 
service,  there  is  the  reality  of  only  re- 
ceiving in  some  instances  no  more 
than  26  weeks.  The  despair,  frustra- 
tion, and  need  for  hope  is  every  bit  as 
real  to  these  individuals  as  it  is  to  all 
others. 

Furthermore,  it  is  estimated  that 
the  cost  of  this  legislation  will  be  neg- 
ligible. In  the  jobs  bill,  we  appropri- 
ated $125  million  for  this  program.  To 
date,  only  $41  million  has  been  spent. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  program  called 
for  in  this  bill  will  cost  approximately 
$40  to  $50  million.  Thus,  it  is  possible 
to  pay  for  these  benefits  from  moneys 
already  appropriated  and  still  realize 
savings. 


Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  give  this  matter  their  full  attention, 
and  sincerely  hope  that  they  will  join 
us  in  attempting  to  remedy  this  seri- 
ous problem.* 

By  Mr.  DANFORTH  (by  re- 
quest ): 
S.  1718.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974  to  renew  the  authority  for 
the  operation  of  the  Generalized 
System  of  Preferences,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

GENERALIZED  SYSTEM  OF  PREFERENCES  RENEWAL 
ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  DANFORTH.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  on 
behalf  of  the  administration  to  reau- 
thorize the  Generalized  System  of 
Preferences  (GSP)  which  is  to  expire 
January  3.  1985.  When  the  GSP  was 
first  implemented  in  1976.  its  purpose 
was  to  help  developing  countries  diver- 
sify their  economies.  By  encouraging 
development  through  trade,  the  GSP 
program  was  designed  to  lessen  a  de- 
veloping country's  need  for  external 
assistance  and  make  that  country  a 
participant  in  the  international  trad- 
ing system. 

All  developed  countries  that  partici- 
pate in  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT)  now  have 
GSP  schemes.  The  U.S.  GSP  program 
was  authorized  by  Congress  in  title  V 
of  the  1974  Trade  Act.  Under  the  pro- 
gram, the  President  designates  both 
countries  and  products  eligible  for 
duty-free  treatment.  Articles  are  first 
designated  based  on  their  import-sen- 
sitivity. Certain  products  are  statutori- 
ly exempt,  such  as  textiles,  footwear, 
and  steel.  Articles  entitled  to  import 
relief  for  safeguards  or  national  secu- 
rity reasons  cannot  benefit  for  the 
period  that  relief  is  afforded.  A  35  per- 
cent direct  cost,  value-added  rule  of 
origin  protects  against  passthrough 
operations. 

Approximately  3,000  products  from 
100  lesser  developed  countries  (LDC's) 
now  receive  duty-free  treatment.  The 
total  value  of  1982  GSP  imports  was 
$8.4  billion,  or  about  8  percent  of  total 
U.S.  imports,  and  was  predominantly 
in  nonagricultural  products.  Of  the 
total  GSP  imports,  64  percent  came 
from  5  countries,  and  88  percent  from 
15  countries.  The  United  States  enjoys 
a  merchandise  trade  surplus  with  most 
of  the  GSP  beneficiaries. 

Prior  to  the  Tokyo  round  multilater- 
al trade  negotiations  tariff  conces- 
sions, the  weighted  average  tariff  level 
waived  under  GSP  was  9  percent.  By 
1987,  after  the  multilateral  trade  nego- 
tiations tariffs  are  phased  in,  the  level 
will  be  4.5  percent.  Although  this  level 
would  not  appear  to  be  of  significant 
competitive  value,  the  lesser  developed 
countries  regard  the  GSP  program  as 
retaining  great  symbolic  value. 

A  report  on  the  growth  of  GSP  im- 
ports and  their  import  penetration  in 


the  U.S.  market  was  published  in  May 
by  the  U.S.  International  Trade  Com- 
mission. The  principal  findings  of  the 
study  included: 

First,  GSP  imports,  rising  from  $5.2 
billion  to  $8.4  billion  over  the  1978-81 
period,  accounted  for  only  4.1  percent 
of  total  imports  in  1978  and  rose  mod- 
estly to  4.9  percent  in  1981. 

Second.  GSP  imports  have  not  re- 
sulted in  significant  increases  in  the 
overall  import  share  of  the  total  U.S. 
market  or  of  the  markets  of  any  of  the 
seven  major  industrial  sectors  exam- 
ined. GSP  imports  averaged  0.5  per- 
cent or  less  of  total  U.S.  consumption 
over  the  entire  period. 

Third,  in  only  12  of  the  roughly  650 
smaller  commodity/ industry  groups 
examined  in  the  study  have  GSP  im- 
ports resulted  in  significant  increases 
in  import  penetration. 

Fourth,  a  variety  of  factors  were 
found  to  limit  the  degree  of  market 
penetration  by  GSP  imports  including 
the  various  statutory  checks  built  into 
the  program,  the  limited  product  cov- 
erage of  the  program,  the  modest 
rates  of  duty  on  GSP  eligible  items, 
and  the  manufacturing  limitations  in 
many  of  the  beneficiary  countries. 

From  this  study,  it  would  appear 
that  benefits  from  the  GSP  program 
have  accrued  to  developing  nations, 
but  not  in  such  a  magnitude  as  to 
damage  American  industry  and  em- 
ployment. 

U.S.  TRADE  WITH  DEVELOPING  NATIONS 

The  GSP  program  has  contributed 
to  the  emerging  role  of  the  Third 
World  as  an  important  factor  in  U.S. 
trade.  This  growing  partnership  fos- 
ters economic  prosperity  both  in  the 
United  States  and  the  Third  World.  As 
Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz  has 
indicated.  "There  will  be  no  enduring 
economic  prosperity  for  our  country 
without  economic  growth  in  the  Third 
World."  The  economic  well-being  of 
citizens  in  the  United  States  is  in  fact 
directly  related  to  the  well-being  of 
citizens  in  the  Third  World.  Moreover, 
in  the  absence  of  economic  stability  in 
most  developing  nations,  prospects  for 
enduring  political  stability  are  remote. 

World  trade  has  become  an  integral 
part  of  the  economy  of  the  United 
States.  Every  $1  billion  in  increased 
exports  results  in  an  additional  25.000 
jobs.  Every  $1  billion  in  decreased  ex- 
ports may  result  in  a  decrease  of 
60,000  to  70.000  U.S.  jobs,  after  multi- 
plier effects  are  taken  into  account. 
Between  1977  and  1980.  four  out  of 
five  all  new  manufacturing  jobs  cre- 
ated in  the  United  States  were  related 
to  exports.  One  out  of  six  U.S.  jobs  are 
dependent  upon  exports.  As  regards 
U.S.  trade  with  the  Third  World,  ap- 
proximately 1  out  of  every  20  workers 
in  our  manufacturing  plants  and  one 
our  of  every  5  acres  of  our  farmland 
produce  for  Third  World  markets. 


This  trade  with  developing  nations 
has  increased  at  a  remarkable  rate 
since  the  inception  of  the  GSP  pro- 
gram in  1976.  In  the  late  seventies  and 
early  eighties,  U.S.  exports  to  Third 
World  countries  increased  at  more 
than  30  percent  per  year  before  the 
current  recession  took  its  toll.  The  de- 
veloping countries  have  been  the  fast- 
est growing  market  for  U.S.  exports. 
In  the  first  3  months  of  1983,  the  de- 
veloping countries  bought  36  percent 
of  all  our  exports.  This  means  that  de- 
veloping countries  purchased  more 
U.S.  exports  than  Western  Europe, 
Eastern  Europe,  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
China  combined. 

Trade  with  the  Third  World,  while 
providing  jobs  to  U.S.  workers,  yields 
two  additional  benefits.  First,  the 
Third  World  countries  provide  many 
strategic  minerals  to  the  United  States 
that  are  vital  to  our  strategic  industri- 
al base. 

Second,  healthy  trading  relations 
may  prove  to  be  the  most  effective 
way  of  providing  financial  assistance 
to  the  Third  World.  In  1980.  the  devel- 
oping countries  export  earnings  of 
$580  billion  amounted  to  17  times 
what  they  received  in  foreign  aid.  Put- 
ting an  emphasis  on  trade  rather  than 
aid  is  in  the  best  interest  of  both  the 
United  States  and  the  Third  World 
countries. 

In  this  regard,  the  United  States  at 
the  recent  Williamsburg  summit 
pledged,  along  with  our  allies,  to  stim- 
ulate the  economies  of  the  developing 
countries  through  increased  interna- 
tional trade.  Granting  reasonable 
duty-free  import  privileges  to  develop- 
ing countries  is  an  effective  way  to 
strengthen  the  economies  of  the  Third 
World.  By  strengthening  these  econo- 
mies, we  are  in  turn  strengthening  the 
export  markets  of  the  United  States. 
Creating  a  strong  market  for  U.S.  ex- 
ports is  essential  to  enduring  economic 
prosperity  and  employment  for  our 
country. 

GSP  RENEWAL 

Mr.  President,  the  administration's 
legislation  would  extend  the  GSP  pro- 
gram for  a  period  of  10  years.  It  goes 
beyond  a  simple  extension  of  current 
law,  however,  in  a  number  of  signifi- 
cant ways,  as  described  in  the  follow- 
ing letter  of  transmittal  from  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  William  Brock. 

It  is  my  intention  to  hold  the  initial 
hearing  on  this  legislation  in  the  Sub- 
committee on  International  Trade  on 
August  4. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  Ambassador  Brock's  letter  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  along  with  the 
"Generalized  System  of  Preferences 
Renewal  Act."  And  an  analysis  of  the 

bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S. 1718 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SECTIDN    1.    SHORT   TITLE:   STATEMENT   OK    PI  R 
POSES. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ••Generalized  System  of  Preferences 
Renewal  Act  of  1983". 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are  to— 

(1)  promote  the  development  of  develop- 
ing countries,  which  often  need  temporary 
preferential  advantages  to  compete  effec- 
tively with  industrialized  countries; 

(2)  promote  the  notion  that  trade,  rather 
than  aid.  is  a  more  effective  and  cost-effi- 
cient way  of  promoting  broad-based  sus- 
tained economic  development; 

<3)  take  advantage  of  the  fact  that  devel- 
oping countries  provide  the  fastest  growing 
markets  for  United  States  exports  and  that 
foreign  exchange  earnings  from  trade  with 
such  countries  through  the  Generalized 
System  of  Preferences  can  further  stimulate 
United  States  exports; 

(4)  allow  for  the  consideration  of  the  fact 
that  there  are  significant  differences  among 
developing  countries  with  respect  to  their 
general  development  and  international  com- 
petitiveness; 

(5)  encourage  the  providing  of  increased 
trade  liberalization  measures,  thereby  set- 
ting an  example  to  be  emulated  by  other  in- 
dustrialized countries; 

(6)  recognize  that  a  large  number  of  devel- 
oping countries  must  generate  sufficient 
foreign  exchange  earnings  to  meet  interna- 
tional debt  obligations; 

(7)  promote  the  creation  of  additional  op- 
portunities for  trade  among  the  developing 
countries; 

(8)  integrate  developing  countries  into  the 
international  trading  system  with  its  attend- 
ant responsibilities  in  a  manner  commensu- 
rate with  their  development; 

(9)  encourage  developing  countries  to 
eliminate  or  reduce  significant  barriers  to 
trade  in  goods  and  services  and  to  invest- 
ment, and 

(10)  address  the  concerns  listed  in  the  pre- 
ceding paragraphs  in  a  manner  that— 

(A)  does  not  adversely  affect  United 
States  producers  and  works,  and 

(B)  conforms  to  our  international  obhga- 
tions  under  the  General  Agreement  on  Tar- 
iffs and  Trade. 

SEC.  2.  10-YEAR  EXTENSION  OF  THE  GENERALIZED 
SYSTEM  OF  PREFERENCES. 

Section  505  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  (19 
U.S.C.  2465)  is  amended  by  striking  out  all 
after  the  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  foll<.wing: 

'•No  duty-free  treatment  under  this  title 
shall  remain  in  effect  after  January  3. 
1995.". 

SEC.  3.  CONSIDERATION  OF  A  BENEFICIARY  DE- 
VELOPING COINTRYS  COMPETITIVE- 
NESS IN  EXTENDING  PREFERENCES. 

Section  501  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  (19 
U.S.C.  2461)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  'and"  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2). 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
";  and",  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(4)  the  extent  of  the  beneficiary  develop- 
ing country's  competitiveness  with  respect 
to  eligible  articles.". 


SEC.  4.  AMENDMENTS  RELATING  TO  THE  COMPETI- 
TIVE NEED  LIMIT. 

Subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  504  of 
the  Trade  Act  of  1974  (19  U.S.C  2464  (c)  and 
(d))  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

••(c)(1)  Whenever  the  President  deter- 
mines that  any  country— 

••(A)  has  exported  (directly  or  indirectly) 
to  the  United  States  during  a  calendar  year 
a  quantity  of  an  eligible  article  having  an 
appraised  value  in  excess  of  an  amount 
which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  $25,000,000  as 
the  gross  national  product  of  the  United 
States  for  the  preceding  calendar  year,  as 
determined  by  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce, bears  to  the  gross  national  product 
of  the  United  States  for  calendar  year  1974. 
or 

•'(B)  except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(d)(2).  has  exported  (either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly) to  the  United  States  a  quantity  of 
any  eligible  article  equal  to  or  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  appraised  value  of  the  total 
imports  of  such  article  into  the  United 
States  during  any  calendar  year, 
then,  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  close 
of  such  calendar  year,  such  country  shall 
not  be  treated  as  a  beneficiary  developing 
country  with  respect  to  such  article. 

"(2KA)  Not  later  than  2  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Generalized 
System  of  Preferences  Renewal  Act  of  1983. 
and  periodically  therafter,  the  President 
shall  conduct  a  general  review  of  eligible  ar- 
ticles based  on  a  consideration  of  the  factors 
set  forth  in  sections  501  and  502(c). 

"(B)  If,  after  any  review  under  subpara- 
graph (A),  the  President  determines  that 
this  subparagraph  should  apply  because  a 
beneficiary  developing  country  has  demon- 
strated a  sufficient  degree  of  competitive- 
ness (relative  to  other  beneficiary  develop- 
ing countries)  with  respect  to  any  eligible 
article,  then  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  applied 
to  such  country  with  respect  to  such  article 
by  substituting— 

••(i)  1983'  for  1974'  in  subparagraph  (A), 
and 

'•(ii)  '25  percent'  for  '50  percent'  in  sub- 
paragraph (B). 

■■(3)(A)  Not  earlier  than  2  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Generalized 
System  of  Preferences  Renewal  Act  of  1983. 
the  President  may  waive  the  application  of 
this  subsection  with  respect  to  any  eligible 
article  of  any  beneficiary  developing  coun- 
try if.  before  the  90th  day  after  the  close  of 
the  calendar  year  for  which  a  determination 
was  made,  the  FYesident— 

••(i)  determines,  based  on  the  factors  set 
forth  in  sections  501  and  502(c),  that  such 
waiver  is  in  the  national  economic  interest 
of  the  United  States,  and 

■•(ii)  publishes  such  determination  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

•(B)  In  making  any  determination  under 
subparagraph  (A),  the  President  shall  give 
great  weight  to  the  extent  to  which  the  ben- 
eficiary developing  country  has  assured  the 
United  States  that  such  country  will  provide 
equitable  and  reasonable  access  to  its  mar- 
kets. 

••(C)  Any  waiver  granted  pursuant  to  this 
paragraph  shall  remain  in  effect  until  the 
President  determines  that  such  waiver  is  no 
longer  warranted  due  to  changed  circum- 
stances. 

•■(4)  Except  in  any  case  to  which  para- 
graph (2)  applies,  the  President  may  waive 
the  application  of  this  subsection  if.  before 
the  90th  day  after  the  close  of  the  calendar 
year  for  which  a  determination  was  made, 
the  President  determines  and  publishes  in 
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the  Federal  Register  that,  with  respect  to 
such  country— 

(A)  There  has  been  a  historical  preferen- 
tial trade  relationship  between  the  United 
States  and  such  country. 

■(B)  There  is  a  treaty  or  treaty  or  trade 
agreement  in  force  covering  economic  rela- 
tions between  such  country  and  the  United 
States,  and 

•■(C)  such  country  does  not  discriminate 
against,  or  impose  unjustifiable  or  nurea- 
sonable  barriers  to.  United  States  com- 
merce. 

■■(5)  A  country  which  is  no  longer  treated 
as  a  beneficiary  developing  country  with  re 
spect  to  an  eligible  article  by  reason  of  this 
subsection  may  be  redesignated,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  sections  501  and  502.  a 
beneficiary  developing  country  with  respect 
to  such  article  if  imports  of  such  article 
from  such  country  did  not  exceed  the  limi- 
tations in  paragraph  (1)  (after  application 
of  paragraph  (2))  during  the  preceding  cal- 
endar year. 

••(d)(1)(A)  Subsection  (c)  shall  not  apply 
to  any  beneficiary  developing  country  which 
the  President  determines,  based  on  the  fac- 
tors set  forth  in  sections  501  and  502(c>.  to 
be  a  least  developed  beneficiary  developing 
country. 

■•(B)  The  President  shall— 

■•(i)  malie  such  determination  with  respect 
to  each  t>eneficary  developing  country 
within  6  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Generalized  System  of  Prefer- 
ences Renewal  Act  of  1983.  and  periodically 
thereafter,  and 

(ii)  notiiy  the  Congress  at  least  60  days 
before  any  such  determination  becomes 
final. 

••(2)  (cMlXB)  (after  application  of  subsec- 
tion (c)(2))  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to 
any  eligible  article  if  a  like  or  directly  com- 
petitive article  was  not  produced  in  the 
United  States  on  the  earlier  of — 

••(A)  January  3.  1985.  or 

••(B)  January  1  of  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made 
under  subsection  (c)(1)(B).". 

U.S.  Trade  Representative, 

WashingtoTi,  July  22.  1983. 
Hon.  John  C.  Danforth, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Jack:  As  promised  in  my  correspond- 
ence to  Chairman  Robert  Dole  of  July  12. 
1983.  I  am  pleased  to  transmit  to  you  for  in- 
troduction in  the  Senate  the  Administra- 
tion's legislative  proposal  for  the  renewal  of 
the  Generalized  System  of  Preferences 
<GSP)  program. 

As  you  are  aware,  this  Administration  is 
firmly  committed  to  the  renewal  of  Con- 
gressional authority  for  the  GSP  program, 
which  is  due  to  expire  on  January  3.  1985. 

For  the  past  year,  the  Office  of  the 
United  States  Trade  Representative  has  re- 
viewed the  operation  of  the  GSP  program. 
All  of  our  private  sector  advisory  commit- 
tees and  subconunittees  discussed  the  issue 
of  renewal  and  many  recommendations  for 
change  were  suggested.  Further.  USTR 
sponsored  three  public  hearings  over  a 
period  of  eight  days  in  New  Yorlt.  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  Washington.  DC.  More  than 
eighty  witnesses  presented  testimony  con- 
cerning the  extension  of  GSP  and  over  one 
hundred  other  interested  parties  supplied 
written  comments.  In  sum,  my  Office,  in 
conjunction  with  the  staff  of  your  Trade 
Subcommittee,  solicited  and  compiled  the 
views  of  all  interested  U.S.  producers,  work- 
ers, importers  and  exporters,  and  foreign 
governments. 


The  proposal  for  GSP  renewal  which  I 
submit  to  you  today  for  consideration  was 
drafted  after  taking  into  account  these 
many  recommendations  and  views,  and  in 
particular,  it  incorporates  specific  sugges- 
tions made  by  your  subcommittee  staff. 
This  compilation  of  information  represents 
the  most  comprehensive  evaluation  of  the 
GSP  program  undertaken  since  the  pro- 
gram's inception.  I  invite  your  subcommit- 
tee to  review  this  material,  together  with 
the  Five  Year  Report  of  GSP  and  the  re- 
cently completed  International  Trade  Com- 
mission (I'TC)  report  entitled  •An  Evalua- 
tion of  U.S.  Imports  Under  the  GSP  ". 

The  Administration's  proposal  for  renewal 
accomplishes  four  critical  objectives:  ( 1 )  lim- 
iting GSP  treatment  for  highly  competitive 
products;  (2)  creating  the  possibility  for  the 
least  developed  countries  to  expand  their 
trade  with  the  U.S.:  (3)  providing  leverage 
to  further  liberalize  barriers  to  U.S.  exports: 
and  (4)  adding  a  new  dimension  of  predict- 
ability, protection  and  tangible  benefits  to 
U.S.  interests. 

Under  this  renewed  GSP  plan,  the  United 
States  will  have  greater  ability  to  seek  ex- 
panded market  access  for  U.S.  goods  and 
services  in  beneficiary  countries.  We  will 
take  a  long,  hard  look  at  the  potentially 
trade-distorting  practices  of  these  GSP 
countries  before  we  continue  to  provide 
preferential  treatment  on  a  product-by- 
product basis.  In  short,  the  Administration's 
renewal  proposal  will  allow  us  to  use  our 
GSP  program  and  the  benefits  it  bestows  to 
create  opportunities  for  our  importing  and 
exporting  community  here  at  home,  while 
at  the  same  time  providing  a  chance  for  the 
developing  world  to  make  responsible  deci- 
sions about  their  own  economic  grow^th. 

The  importance  of  the  GSP  program  to 
the  economic  well-being  of  both  the  United 
States  and  developing  countries  has  grown 
considerably  over  the  past  decade.  For  de- 
veloping countries.  GSP  encouraged  trade 
provides  an  essential  stimulus  to  efficient 
production  and  rapid  economic  growth.  This 
in  turn  results  in  greater  markets  for  U.S. 
exports  and  more  jobs  for  Americans.  Cur- 
rently, developing  countries  purchase  nearly 
40  percent  of  all  U.S.  exports,  which  is  con- 
siderably greater  than  U.S.  exports  to  the 
EC  and  Japan  combined,  and  exports  to  the 
developing  countries  are  growing  consider- 
ably faster  than  exports  to  these  traditional 
developed  country  markets. 

I  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  in- 
troduction of  this  vitally  important  piece  of 
legislation. 

Very  truly  yours, 

William  E.  Brock. 

Enclosures. 

Adminis^tration  Proposal  To  Renew  the 
Generalized  System  of  Preferences 

Statutory  authority  for  the  U.S.  General- 
ized System  of  Preferences  (GSP)  will 
expire  on  January  3.  1985.  Now  in  its  eighth 
year  of  operation,  the  GSP  has  become  an 
integral  part  of  U.S.  trade  and  foreign 
policy.  It  has  made  a  contribution  to  the 
long-term  economic  development  of  many 
developing  countries  and  has  stimulated 
two-way  trade  between  the  United  States 
and  these  countries.  The  GSP  has  become  a 
significant  component  of  U.S.  bilateral  rela- 
tions with  many  beneficiary  countries.  It  is 
in  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to 
extend  the  GSP  program  beyond  1985  in 
such  a  way  as  to  strengthen  these  develop- 
ments further. 

The  GSP  is  a  program  of  tariff  prefer- 
ences granted  by  the  United  States  to  devel- 


oping countries  to  assist  their  economic  de- 
velopment by  encouraging  greater  diversifi- 
cation and  expansion  of  their  production 
and  exports.  At  present,  the  GSP  grants 
duty-free  treatment  to  approximately  3.000 
products  imported  from  140  developing 
countries  an(l  territories.  The  value  of  U.S. 
impwrts  receiving  GSP  duty-free  treatment 
grew  from  $3.0  billion  in  1976.  the  program's 
first  year  of  operation,  to  $8.4  billion  in 
1982.  GSP  imports  represent  only  3  percent 
of  total  U.S.  imports. 

importance  of  the  csp  to  U.S.  trade 

The  importance  of  trade  to  the  economic 
well-being  of  both  the  United  States  and  de- 
veloping countries  has  grown  considerably 
over  the  past  decade.  Currently,  developing 
countries  purchase  nearly  40  percent  of  U.S. 
exports,  which  is  considerably  greater  than 
U.S.  exports  to  the  EC  and  Japan  combined, 
and  exports  to  the  developing  countries  are 
growing  considerably  faster  than  exports  to 
these  traditional  developed  country  mar- 
kets. 

For  developing  countries,  trade  provides 
an  essential  stimulus  to  efficient  production 
and  rapid  economic  growth.  Exporting  to 
world  markets  enables  developing  countries 
to  achieve  scales  of  production  that  could 
not  be  reached  on  the  basis  of  their  domes- 
tic demand  alone.  This  permits  developing 
countries  to  employ  their  human,  natural 
and  capital  resources  in  their  most  produc- 
tive uses,  thereby  maximizing  output  and 
income  from  the  available  resources.  Ex- 
ports also  generate  the  foreign  exchange 
necessary  to  pay  for  fuel,  intermediate 
inputs  and  capital  goods  imports  that  are  re- 
quired for  their  development  efforts. 

Export  growth  is  essential  for  developing 
countries  to  meet  their  debt  services  re- 
quirements. The  durability  of  financial  sup- 
port programs  for  high-debt  developing 
countries  arranged  by  the  International 
Monetary  Fund,  central  banks  in  developed 
countries,  and  commercial  banks  depends 
upon  these  countries'  export  expansion.  A 
strong  export  performance  also  helps  to  at- 
tract additional  foreign  private  investment, 
which  increases  a  developing  country's  abili- 
ty to  expand  its  production  capacity  as  well 
as  its  social  and  physical  infrastructure. 

On  the  other  hand,  competition  from  im- 
ports heightens  the  incentives  for  local  pro- 
ducers in  developing  countries  to  improve 
their  productivity  and  encourages  them  to 
adopt  product  and  production  innovations 
that  raise  the  country's  overall  level  of  tech- 
nology. All  of  these  benefits  from  trade  in- 
crease a  developing  country's  ability  to 
employ  its  people  and  to  provide  a  higher 
standard  of  living  for  them. 

It  is  in  our  mutual  interest  to  increase  fur- 
ther the  bilateral  trade  flows  between  the 
United  States  and  developing  countries.  The 
Administration  believes  the  GSP  has  made 
an  important  contribution  in  this  regard 
since  1976.  The  GSP  has  become  an  integral 
part  of  our  overall  effort  to  encourage  eco- 
nomic development  through  trade,  not  aid. 
The  GSP  beneficiary  countries,  many  of 
which  have  longstanding  and  close  ties  to 
the  United  States,  look  on  the  program  as 
an  important  indication  of  the  seriousness 
with  which  the  United  States  views  its 
stated  policy  of  encouraging  self-sufficient 
economic  development.  They  attach  great 
importance  to  this  concrete  incentive  the 
United  States  provides  for  increased  domes- 
tic production  and  export  of  their  manufac- 
tured, semi-manufactured,  and  agricultural 
products.  The  increased  export  earnings 
generated  by  the  GSP  program  permit  ben- 


eficiary countries  to  pay  for  priority  imports 
supporting  further  economic  development. 
They  also  help  create  conditions  for  the 
beneficiary  countries  to  expand  their  pur- 
chases of  American  capital  goods  and  agri- 
cultural products. 

The  19  other  OECD  developed  donor 
countries  are  committed  to  a  balanced  con- 
tinuation of  the  GSP.  Most  have  already  ex- 
tended their  GSP  programs  for  a  second 
decade.  The  Administration  believes  a  re- 
newal of  the  GSP  based  on  the  consider- 
ations outlined  above  will  reinforce  the  de- 
velopment goals  of  the  GSP  and  further 
support  the  economic  and  foreign  policy  in- 
terests of  the  United  States. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  ADMINISTRATION  PROPOSAL 

In  addressing  the  importance  of  continu- 
ing the  U.S.  GSP  program  beyond  its  sched- 
uled expiration  in  January  1985,  several 
considerations  must  be  kept  in  mind: 

The  recognition  that  developing  countries 
provide  the  fastest  growing  markets  for  U.S. 
exports  and  that  foreign  exchange  earned 
by  these  countries  through  the  GSP  can 
further  stimulate  U.S.  exports. 

The  desire  to  provide  further  opportuni- 
ties for  increased  trade  liberalization,  there- 
by setting  an  example  for  other  industrial- 
ized countries  to  follow. 

The  recognition  that  many  developing 
countries  maintain  significant  barriers  to 
trade  in  goods  and  services  and  to  invest- 
ment which,  if  liberalized,  would  spur  the 
U.S.  exports. 

The  desire  to  integrate  developing  coun- 
tries into  the  international  trading  system 
with  its  attendant  responsibilities  in  a 
manner  commensurate  with  their  develop- 
ment. 

The  recognition  that  there  are  significant 
differences  among  developing  countries 
with  respect  to  their  general  development 
and  international  competitiveness. 

The  desire  to  create  additional  opportuni- 
ties for  trade  among  the  developing  coun- 
tries. 

The  recognition  that  trade,  rather  than 
aid,  is  a  more  effective  and  cost-effective 
way  of  promoting  broadbased  sustained  eco- 
nomic development. 

The  recognition  that  a  large  number  of 
developing  countries  must  generate  suffi- 
cient foreign  exchange  earnings  to  meet 
international  debt  obligations. 

The  desire  to  promote  the  development  of 
Third  World  countries,  which  often  need 
temporary  preferential  advantages  to  com- 
pete effectively  with  industrialized  coun- 
tries; 

The  desire  to  address  these  concerns  in  a 
manner  that  does  not  adversely  affect  U.S. 
producers  and  workers. 

Taking  into  account  these  considerations 
and  taking  note  of  the  recent  actions  by 
other  industrialized  countries  to  extend 
their  GSP  programs,  the  Administration 
proposes  a  ten-year  extension  of  the  U.S. 
GSP.  The  Administration  further  proposes 
that  the  program  be  modified  so  as  to  better 
serve  the  interests  outlined  above. 

The  renewed  GSP  program  would  be 
structured  so  as  to  further  the  goals  of:  ( 1  > 
limiting  GSP  treatment  for  highly  competi- 
tive products;  (2)  assuring  U.S.  exports 
greater  market  access  in  beneficiary  coun- 
tries; (3)  reallocating  benefiU  to  the  less  de- 
veloped beneficiary  countries  to  the  degree 
possible;  and  (4)  conforming  to  U.S.  interna- 
tional obligations  under  the  GATT  and  re- 
lated agreements. 

Under  the  renewed  program,  the  Presi- 
dent should  continue  to  be  guided  in  his 
GSP  eligibility  decisions  by  the  following 


factors  set  forth  under  the  existing  statute 
and  administrative  procedures: 

(1)  the  development  level  of  individual 
beneficiaries; 

(2)  the  beneficiary  country's  competitive- 
ness in  a  particular  product; 

(3)  the  overall  interests  of  the  United 
States; 

(4)  the  effect  such  action  will  have  on  fur- 
thering the  economic  development  of  devel- 
oping countries; 

(5)  whether  or  not  the  other  major  devel- 
oped countries  are  extending  generalized 
preferential  tariff  treatment  to  such  prod- 
uct or  products; 

(6)  the  anticipated  impact  of  such  action 
on  United  States  producers  of  like  or  com- 
petitive products;  and 

(7)  the  extent  to  which  the  beneficiary 
country  has  assured  the  United  States  it 
will  provide  equitable  and  reasonable  access 
to  the  markets  and  basic  commodity  re- 
sources of  such  country. 

However,  the  Administration  intends  to 
depart  from  current  practice  by  giving  in- 
creased weight  to  two  of  these  factors;  the 
level  of  economic  development  of  a  benefici- 
ary and  whether  that  country  provides  ade- 
quate market  access  to  U.S.  exports.  In  its 
market  access  considerations,  the  Adminis- 
tration will  examine  not  only  beneficiary 
country  tariff  and  non-tariff  barriers  to 
trade  in  goods  and  services,  but  also  other 
trade-distorting  practices  such  as  perform- 
ance requirements  and  inadequate  protec- 
tion of  intellectual  property  rights. 

The  considerations  noted  above  would  be 
employed  with  respect  to  the  limitation  of 
GSP  treatment  for  highly  competitive  prod- 
ucts from  the  more  advanced  beneficiaries 
and  with  respect  to  the  liberalization  of 
GSP  treatment  as  a  means  to  induce  benefi- 
ciary countries  to  provide  significant  market 
access.  Given  the  authority  to  liberalize 
GSP  treatment  beyond  present  statutory  re- 
straints, the  Administration  would  also  at- 
tempt to  ensure  that  the  least  developed 
beneficiary  countries  receive  the  greatest 
amount  of  benefits  possible  under  the 
system.* 

By  MR.  METZENBAUM: 

S.  1719.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 

Revenue   Code   of   1954   to   eliminate 

capital     gain     treatment     of     timber 

income;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

elimination  of  CAPITAL  GAIN  TREATMENT  ON 
TIMBER  income 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
in  1943,  the  timber  interests  of  this 
country  came  to  Washington  and  left 
with  a  special  tax  provision  that  treats 
the  sale  of  timber  as  a  capital  gain. 
This  means  that  instead  of  paying  a 
tax  rate  as  high  as  46  percent,  they 
need  only  pay  28  percent. 

The  farmers  of  my  State  of  Ohio, 
when  they  make  a  profit  growing  corn, 
wheat,  or  soybeans,  pay  their  taxes  at 
ordinary  tax  rates.  But  those  who  cut 
timber,  which  is  planted  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  crops,  are  allowed  to 
treat  their  profits  as  a  capital  gain. 

Today  I  am  introducing  legislation 
to  repeal  the  special  capital  gains 
treatment  accorded  timber  income. 

Mr.  President,  the  timber  industry  is 
one  of  the  lowest  taxed  sectors  of  our 
economy.  According  to  a  recent  study 
of  corporate  tax  rates,  the  paper, 
fiber,  and  wood  industry  paid  a  4  per- 


cent effective  tax  rate  on  U.S.  income 
in  1981.  A  similar  study  conducted  by 
the  Joint  Tax  committee  reported  that 
the  paper  industry  paid  a  negative 
14.2-percent  rate.  The  industry,  in 
other  words,  received  so  many  tax 
writeoffs  that  companies  either  re- 
ceived a  refund  on  prior  taxes  paid  or 
a  credit  to  reduce  future  tax  bills. 

I  am  not  alone  in  my  belief  that  the 
timber  industry  is  not  paying  its  fair 
share. 

In  testimony  before  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee,  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  John  Chapoton  char- 
acterized timber  as  "one  of  the  most 
tax  favored  of  domestic  industries." 
He  pointed  to  the  capital  gains  treat- 
ment of  timber,  observing  that  profits 
received  by  manufacturers  and  pro- 
ducers of  every  other  product  are 
taxed  at  ordinary  rates.  And  he  point- 
ed out  that  the  timber  industry  re- 
ceives a  10-percent  tax  credit  and 
rapid  depreciation  for  reforestation 
expenses. 

Who  can  qualify  for  the  preferential 
capital  gains  treatment? 

Prior  to  1944,  only  timber  that  was 
not  used  for  a  business  purpose,  which 
was  sold  on  an  occasional  basis,  and  in 
which  the  seller  retained  no  economic 
benefit  qualified  for  capital  gains 
treatment.  These  requirements  ex- 
cluded timber  cut  on  public-or  indus- 
try-owned acreage  from  capital  gains 
treatment.  In  effect,  only  farmers  and 
nontimber  industry  owners  of  timber 
could  benefit. 

But  in  1943,  the  timber  industry 
pushed  through  the  Congress  an 
amendment  that  expanded  the  capital 
gains  treatment.  And  since  1944,  the 
timber  industry  has  not  only  been  al- 
lowed to  pay  capital  gains  rates  on 
timbe^it  cuts  from  its  own  lands,  but 
from  private  lands  and  even  timber 
cut  on  public  lands.  In  1954,  the  law 
was  expanded  to  include  Christmas 
trees. 

Today,  we  have  a  tax  law  that  be- 
stows capital  gains  treatment  to  tax- 
payers who  hold  timber  for  1  year. 
The  taxpayer  need  not  have  planted 
or  nurtured  the  trees. 

And,  the  land  itself  does  not  have  to 
be  subject  to  taxation— it  can  be  Fed- 
eral land. 

And,  what  if,  by  chance,  the  timber 
company  owns  the  land  upon  which 
the  timber  is  cut? 

In  that  case,  the  timber  qualifies  not 
only  for  capital  gains  treatment  on  the 
profits  earned  on  the  timber;  the  com- 
pany also  gets  special  tax  breaks  for 
reforestation  expenses. 

Since  1980,  timber  companies  have 
been  eligible  to  take  a  10-percent  in- 
vestment tax  credit  and  to  write  off 
their  reforestation  expenses  over  a  7- 
year  period  for  reforestation  expenses 
up  to  $10,000  per  year. 

No  other  taxpayer  can  take  an  in- 
vestment tax  credit  for  improvements 
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to  property,  nor  can  any  other  taxpay- 
er, except  for  oil  companies  which  can 
immediately  write  off  intangible  drill- 
ing costs,  write  off  improvements  to 
land  in  so  rapid  a  fashion.  Other  tax- 
payers must  write  off  improvements  to 
real  property  over  the  same  period 
that  the  property  itself  is  written  off. 

There  are  no  standards  to  qualify 
for  this  preferential  treatment.  A  site 
does  not  have  to  be  economically  feasi- 
ble. There  are  no  requirements  that 
the  planting  be  done  properly.  There 
is  no  requirement  that  the  landowner 
tend  the  plants  at  all.  The  tax  benefits 
exist  even  if  the  planting  fails. 

Reforestation  is  a  laudable  goal,  but 
we  have  Federal  programs  now  in 
place  to  directly  accomplish  it. 

Landowners  can  receive  free  or  sub- 
sidized seedlings,  and  technical  assist- 
ance; and,  they  can  receive  subsidies 
for  reforestation,  fire  prevention,  and 
insect,  and  disease  control.  In  fact 
these  direct  subsidies  cost  the  Federal 
Government  some  $100  million  per 
year. 

Mr.  President,  my  bill  would  elimi- 
nate only  the  special  capital  gains 
treatment  accorded  timber.  It  would 
not  disturb  the  subsidies  provided 
through  direct  programs  and  the  spe- 
cial tax  credit  and  depreciation  provi- 
sions. It  would  have  no  effect  what- 
ever on  reforestation. 

But  this  bill  would  raise  some  $3.1 
billion  through  fiscal  year  1988. 

I  believe  that  the  capital  gains  treat- 
ment accorded  timber  income  should 
be  eliminated  as  part  of  the  effort  to 
raise  $73  billion  mandated  under  the 
budget  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  add  just  one 
more  word. 

I  carmot  think  of  any  more  timely 
period  when  Congress  should  be  indi- 
cating its  attitude  with  respect  to 
timber  in  this  country. 

Just  last  week,  the  White  House  had 
the  audacity— and  I  say  it  was  auda- 
cious—to make  it  possible  for  con- 
tracts that  timber  companies  have  en- 
tered into  with  the  U.S.  Government 
to  be  extended  for  a  period  of  5  years, 
without  any  interest  whatsoever.  I 
submit  to  the  Members  of  Congress 
that  I  doubt  very  much  that  that 
action  on  the  part  of  the  White  House 
was  legal;  but  whether  it  was  legal  or 
illegal,  it  was  highly  inappropriate.  It 
was  wrong.  It  was  the  giving  away  of 
something  approaching  $500  million  a 
year  by  the  White  House. 

This  swiministration,  which  has 
talked  so  much  about  balancing  the 
budget,  has  flaunted  in  the  face  of  the 
American  people  this  giveaway  of  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  to  the 
timber  industry. 

I  believe  that  this  bill  would  move  in 
the  right  direction.  But  I  believe  that 
the  White  House  should  be  called  to 
account  for  their  action,  which  I  con- 
sider to  be  highly  illegal.  When  the 
appropriate  time  comes,  I  will  offer  an 


amendment  to  see  whether  or  not  we 
can  take  action  to  reverse  the  action 
of  the  White  House  in  giving  away 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  the 
timber  industry. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  take  this  occasion  to 
invite  the  Senator  from  Ohio  to  make 
a  visit  to  Oregon— I  really  mean  this;  I 
think  it  would  be  very  enlightening— 
to  have  an  opportunity  to  visit  the 
greatest  timber  production  State  in 
the  Union. 

I  think  that  when  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  has  had  an  opportunity  to  see 
timber  growing,  he  might  wish  to 
revise  his  remarks  when  he  compares 
growing  corn  with  growing  trees,  as  he 
has  just  done  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  I  believe  it  would  be  helpful 
and  enlightening  for  all  of  us  to  able 
to  delineate  between  growing  corn  in 
Ohio  and  growing  trees  in  Oregon. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
I  will  not  take  issue  with  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  that  there  is  a  difference 
between  growing  corn  and  growing 
trees,  but  I  will  take  issue  with  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  when  he  says  in 
his  press  release  that  the  partial  victo- 
ry for  the  timber  contractors'  relief 
bill,  which  was  the  White  House 
action— and  I  have  great  respect  for 
the  Senator  from  Oregon— but  that 
does  not  justify  whether  corn  is  simi- 
lar to  timber  or  whether  timber  is 
similar  to  soybeans.  It  does  not  justify 
giving  away  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  to  the  timber  industry. 

As  the  Senator  from  Oregon  knows, 
I  had  indicated  to  him  publicly  as  well 
as  privately  last  year,  and  again  this 
year,  that  I  was  prepared  to  join  him 
in  providing  relief  for  those  portions 
of  the  timber  industry  that  needed 
relief  and  otherwise  might  be  forced 
into  bankruptcy,  but  that  I  did  not  be- 
lieve we  should  provide  relief  as  was 
provided  by  the  White  House  when 
they  saw  they  could  not  get  the  legis- 
lation through  Congress.  I  did  not 
think  it  was  all  right  to  give  that  kind 
of  relief  to  some  of  the  largest  corpo- 
rations in  America  who  certainly  do 
not  need  the  relief,  but  that  I  was  will- 
ing, in  the  instance  of  those  companies 
that  might  otherwise  go  bankrupt, 
whether  small  or  large,  to  write  into 
the  legislation  an  appropriate  means 
of  providing  them  with  relief  from 
those  contracts. 

I  think  the  action  of  the  White 
House  was  so  egregiously  wrong  that  it 
should  embarrass  all  of  us  in  Congress 
that  we  did  nothing  to  keep  them 
from  taking  this  action.  I  consider  the 
action  to  be  totally  illegal. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  print- 
ed at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1719 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of   the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  ELIMINATE  THE  CAPITAL  CAIN  TREAT- 
,MENT  OK  TIMBER  HELD  FOR  INVEST- 
MENT 

(a)  In  General.— Section  631  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  gain 
or  loss  in  the  case  of  timber,  coal,  or  domes- 
tic iron  ore)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■SEC  63L  GAIN  OR  LOSS  IN  THE  CASE  OK  COAL  OR 
DOMESTIC  IRON  ORE. 

"In  the  case  of  the  disposal  of  coal  (in- 
cluding lignite),  or  iron  ore  mined  in  the 
United  States,  held  for  more  than  1  year 
before  such  disposal,  by  the  owner  thereof 
under  any  form  of  contract  by  virtue  of 
which  such  owner  retains  an  economic  In- 
terest in  such  coal  or  iron  ore,  the  differ- 
ence between  the  amount  realized  from  the 
disposal  of  such  coal  or  iron  ore  and  the  ad- 
justed depletion  basis  thereof  plus  the  de- 
ductions disallowed  for  the  taxable  year 
under  section  272  shall  be  considereci  as 
though  it  were  a  gain  or  loss,  as  the  case 
may  be,  on  the  sale  of  such  coal  or  iron  ore. 
Such  owner  shall  not  be  entitled  to  the  al- 
lowance for  percentage  depletion  provided 
in  section  613  with  respect  to  such  coal  or 
iron  ore.  This  subsection  shall  not  apply  to 
income  realized  by  any  owner  as  a  co-adven- 
turer, partner,  or  principal  in  the  mining  of 
such  coal  or  iron  ore.  and  the  word  "owner" 
means  any  person  who  owns  an  economic  in- 
terest in  coal  or  iron  ore  in  place,  including 
a  sublessor.  The  date  of  disposal  of  such 
coal  or  iron  ore  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
date  such  coal  or  iron  ore  is  mined.  In  deter- 
mining the  gross  income,  the  adjusted  gross 
income,  or  the  taxable  income  of  the  lessee, 
the  deductions  allowable  with  respect  to 
rents  and  royalties  shall  be  determined 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section. This  subsection  shall  have  no  appli- 
cation, for  purposes  of  applying  subchapter 
G.  relating  to  corporations  used  to  avoid 
income  tax  on  shareholders  (including  the 
determinations  of  the  amount  of  the  deduc- 
tions under  section  535  (b)(6)  or  section 
545(b)(5)).  This  subsection  shall  not  apply 
to  any  disposal  of  iron  ore— 

"(1)  to  a  person  whose  relationship  to  the 
person  disposing  of  such  iron  ore  would 
result  in  the  disallowance  of  losses  under 
section  267  or  707(b).  or 

"(2)  to  a  person  owned  or  controlled  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  by  the  same  interests 
which  own  or  control  the  person  disposing 
of  such  iron  ore.". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  57  of  such 
Code  (defining  timber  preference  income)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  paragraph  (1)  and 
redesignating  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  as 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  respectively. 

(2)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  512(b)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  unrelated  business  taxable 
income)  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last 
sentence. 

(3)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  617(f)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  deduction  and  recapture 
of  certain  mining  exploration  expenditures) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "section  631  (c)" 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "section  631". 

"(4)  Section  871(a)(1)(B),  871(d)(l)<A), 
881(a)(2).  and  882(d)(1)(A)  of  such  Code  are 
amended  by  striking  out  "section  631(b)  or 
(c)"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "section  631". 

(5)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1231(b)  of 
such  Code  (defining  property  used  in  the 


trade  or  business)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(2)  Coal  or  domestic  iron  ore.— Such 
term  includes  coal  and  iron  ore  with  respect 
to  which  section  631  applies.". 

(6)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  1402(a)(3) 
of  such  Code  (defining  net  earnings  from 
self -employment)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(B)  from  the  disposal  of  coal  or  iron  ore, 
if  section  631  applies  to  such  gain  or  loss, 
or". 

(7)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)(5)  of  section 
1441  of  such  Code  (relating  to  withholding 
of  tax  on  nonresident  aliens)  are  amended 
by  striking  out  "631  (b)  or  (c)"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "631". 

SEC.  2.  EKKECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  taxable  years  beginning  after 
December  31.  1983. 


By  Mr.  PELL: 
S.  1720.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Reserve  Act  to  provide  for  increased 
representation  of  small  business  inter- 
ests on  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

FEDERAL  RESERVE  BOARD  OF  GOVERNORS 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  introduce 
for  appropriate  reference  a  bill  to  per- 
manently reserve  one  of  the  seven 
seats  on  the  Board  of  Governors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  System  for  a  rep- 
resentative of  small  business. 

I  would  like  to  note  especially  that 
my  bill  is  very  similar  to  one  intro- 
duced in  the  last  Congress  by  the  dis- 
tinguised  minority  leader.  He  is  the 
one  who  has  pioneered  in  this  area 
and  I  am  very  proud  to  follow  in  his 
steps. 

My  bill  permanently  reserves  one 
seat  on  the  seven-person  Board  of 
Governors  as  the  small  business  seat, 
and  directs  the  President  to  make  his 
next  appointment  to  that  seat. 

With  the  return  of  14-percent  mort- 
gages and  the  recent  escalation  of  in- 
terest rates  for  the  acknowledged  pur- 
pose of  cooling  down  a  recovery,  the 
Nation  has  once  again  been  reminded 
that  monetary  policy  of  far-reaching 
consequence  is  the  product  of  many 
pressures  and  interests  which  come  to 
bear  on  the  few  people  who  serve  on 
the  Federal  Reserve's  Board  of  Gover- 
nors and  on  its  Open  Market  Commit- 

The  background  and  perspective  of 
the  people  who  establish  monetary 
policy  thus  can  be  of  considerable  sig- 
nificance to  the  various  elements  of 
the  economy  that  are  especially  sensi- 
tive to  credit  availablity.  It  was  for 
this  reason  that  Congress  mandated, 
in  establishing  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  that  its  membership  should  re- 
flect the  principal  sectors  of  the  econ- 
omy and  different  geographic  regions 
of  the  country.  The  statute  specifies 
that: 

In  selecting  the  members  of  the  Board, 
not  more  than  one  of  whom  shall  be  select- 
ed from  any  one  Federal  Reserve  District, 


the  President  shall  have  due  regard  to  a  fair 
representation  of  the  financial,  agricultural, 
industrial,  and  commercial  interests,  and 
geographical  divisions  of  the  country. 

Over  the  years,  the  original  congres- 
sional mandate  for  pluralism  in  the 
membership   of   the  Board  seems  to 
have  been  honored  more  in  the  breach 
than  in  practice.  The  Board  in  recent 
years  has  tended  to  be  populated  by 
bankers  and  former  civil  servants  who 
are  specialists  in  monetary  regulation. 
Their  view  tends  to  be  macroeconomic 
in  scope  and  to  the  extent  that  they 
represent  interests  or  viewpoints,  I  be- 
lieve they  naturally  tend  to  reflect  the 
viewpoint  of  large  corporate  interests. 
This,  I  believe,  is  a  significant  depar- 
ture from  the  intent  of  the  original 
congressional    mandate.    For    in    the 
matter  of  credit  availability,  quantita- 
tive size  has  a  lot  to  do  with  qualita- 
tive results.  Small  ventures  simply  do 
not  enjoy  the  same  easy  access  to  cap- 
ital  as   do   big   established   concerns. 
Small  businesses  and  especially  new 
ventures  simply  may  not  have  the  nec- 
essary collateral  or  be  able  to  promise 
an  early  return  on  their  capital.  Thus 
credit  restraints  that  may  appear  to 
make  sense  for  large  components  of 
the  economy  my  be  disastrously  re- 
strictive  to   new   ventures   and  small 
concerns   that   do   not   have   the   re- 
sources to  weather  the  storm. 

And  the  smaller  components  of  our 
economy  do  need  to  be  heard.  Small 
businesses  account  for  nearly  50  per- 
cent of  the  entire  U.S.  work  force  and 
small  businesses  contributed  60  per- 
cent of  the  increase  in  total  employ- 
ment during  1979-81.  Despite  our 
much  publicized  trend  to  corporate 
bigness  through  merger  and  conglom- 
eration, we  still  are  very  much  a 
nation  of  shopkeepers,  family  busi- 
nesses and  family  farms.  Especially  in 
the  current  era  of  new  high  technolo- 
gy ventures,  we  continue  to  be  a 
nation  of  opportunity  for  individual 
entrepreneurs  with  credit  worthy 
ideas. 

Yet  our  monetary  policy  is  set  by  a 
small  group  whose  principal  focus 
often  seems  to  be  on  the  interests  of 
big  business  and  on  the  threshold  of 
endurance  of  the  strongest  and  most 
established  elements  of  the  economy. 
It  may  be  for  this  reason  that  a  record 
25,000  small  businesses  failed  last 
year. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  seeks  to  remedy  the  situation  by 
requiring  that  at  least  one  of  the 
seven  members  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  of  Governors  be  charged  by  law 
with  representing  the  special  interests 
of  small  business.  Hopefully,  such  an 
appointee  will  effectively  argue  for  the 
special  needs  of  this  vulnerable,  credit- 
sensitive  sector  of  the  economy.  Hope- 
fully such  an  appointee  would  be  espe- 
cially cognizant  of  the  credit  thresh- 
olds above  which  small  businesses  may 
be    adversely    effected    more    swiftly 


than  large  corporate  entities.  And 
hopefully  such  an  appointee  may 
cause  his  or  her  colleagues  on  the 
Board  to  moderate  their  policies  to  re- 
flect a  broader  sensitivity  to  the  Na- 
tion's monetary  requirements. 

Mr.  President,  this  issue  is  not  a  new 
one  to  the  Senate  and  I  might  note 
that  the  Senate  is  already  on  record  as 
supporting  the  basic  objectives  of  my 
bill,  although  only  in  a  permissive 
sense.  On  December  8,  1981,  the 
Senate  approved  by  a  vote  of  87  to  3 
an  amendment  by  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  to  the  Small  Business 
Innovation  Research  Act  of  1981  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  next  occurring  vacancy  on  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  be  filled  by  an 
individual  with  substantial  small  busi- 
ness experience. 

It  should  be  clearly  noted,  however, 
that  the  measure  which  was  approved 
on  that  occasion  was  a  substitute  for 
an  amendment  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader  which  would 
have  directed  and  required  the  Presi- 
dent to  nominate  such  an  individual. 

In  other  words,  the  Senate  approved 
a  permissive,  nonbinding  request  for  a 
small  business  presence  on  the  Board, 
in  lieu  of  the  mandatory  requirement 
envisioned  by  the  minority  leader.  The 
nonbinding  resolution  being  an  expres- 
sion of  the  sense  of  the  Senate,  was 
deleted  in  conference  and  disappeared 
from  the  context  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Innovation  Research  Act,  which 
became  law  in  July  19J2  without  refer- 
ence to  the  composition  of  the  Board. 
An    interesting    postscript    to    the 
Senate    action    occurred    in    January 
1982  when  the  President  nominated  a 
new  member  of  the  Board  who  did 
appear  to  fulfill  the  Senate  prescrip- 
tion. The  nominee  was  Preston  Martin 
who  now  sits  on  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  of  Governors  as  its  vice  chair- 
man. Mr.  Martin  has  been  involved  in 
a  number  of  small  business  ventures  in 
the  1950's  and  1960s,  particularly  in 
the    housing    and    mortgage    finance 
field,  and  he  served  as  the  chairman  of 
the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board 
from  1969  to  1972.  His  nomination  to 
the   Federal   Reserve   Board   was   en- 
dorsed by  the  president  of  the  Nation- 
al   Small    Business    Association    who 
stated  that  "he  fits  the  requirements 
of    the     resolution     passed     by    the 
Senate." 

There  is  another  side  to  Mr.  Mar- 
tin's story,  however,  which  suggests 
the  insufficiency  of  the  Senate  resolu- 
tion, and  that  is  simply  that  Mr.  Mar- 
tin's days  as  a  small  business  entrepre- 
neur are  far  behind  him.  Since  then 
he  has  enjoyed  the  kind  of  success 
which  every  small  businessman 
dreams  of  but  few  are  fortunate 
enough  to  attain. 

One  of  Mr.  Martin's  small  firms, 
PMI  Mortgage  Insurance  Co.,  grew 
into  three  large  companies  with  na- 
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tionwide  business.  They  were  acquired 
by  Sears.  Roebuck,  and  Mr.  Martin 
became  a  director  of  Sears  and  of 
seven  of  its  subsidiaries,  one  of  which 
he  served  as  chief  executive  officer. 
When  he  left  Sears  last  November  he 
received  severance  pay  of  $446,438. 
Hardly  the  usual  lot  of  the  average 
small  businessman. 

Mr.  Martin  does  have  many  superior 
qualifications  to  serve  on  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  of  Governors  and  I 
wish  him  well.  However,  he  can  hardly 
be  considered  representative  of  small 
business  interests  and  it  hardly  seems 
fair  to  expect  that  he  could  accept  as 
his  first  priority  the  advocacy  of  the 
small  business  viewpoint.  Yet  that 
viewpoint  needs  to  be  asserted. 

My  bill  would  assure  that  it  would 
be  by  mandating  not  only  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  person  of  appropriate  back- 
ground but  by  requiring  that  person 
specifically  to  represent  small  business 
interests.  Identical  legislation  has 
been  introduced  in  the  House  by  Con- 
gressman Mavroules.  I  urge  its  favor- 
able consideration  by  both  bodies. 


By  Mr.  BINGAMAN: 
S.J.  Res.  141.  Joint  resolution  to  des- 
ignate the  week  of  September  25.  1983. 
through  October  1.  1983.  as  'Carrier 
Alert  Week":  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

CARRIER  ALERT  PROGRAM 

•  Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  introducing  a  joint  resolution  to 
declare  September  25  as  'Carrier  Alert 
Week."  The  carrier  alert  program  was 
established  by  joint  agreement  be- 
tween the  U.S.  Postal  Service  and  the 
National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers 
(NALC).  The  carrier  alert  program  is 
designed  to  provide  public  assistance 
to  the  elderly,  handicapped,  and 
homebound  postal  customers. 

Under  carrier  alert,  a  local  sponsor- 
ing social  service  agency  notifies  the 
post  office  of  customers  who  wish  to 
participate  in  the  program.  It  envi- 
sions that  a  letter  carrier  performing 
his  or  her  daily  rounds  will  be  alert  to 
an  accumulation  of  mail  which  might 
signify  a  sudden  illness  or  accident. 
Through  locally  developed  procedures, 
the  accumulation  of  mail  is  reported 
to  the  local  social  service  agency 
which  assumes  administrative  func- 
tions, arranges  for  emergency  atten- 
tion if  necessary  and  notifies  relatives 
of  the  customer's  condition.  This  serv- 
ice is  by  no  means  new.  I  am  certain 
we  all  have  heard  stories  of  letter  car- 
riers risking  their  lives  to  save  the 
lives  of  others— to  save  a  child  in  a 
blazing  building,  to  rescue  a  drowning 
swimmer,  to  provide  first  aid  to  a 
victim  of  an  automobile  accident.  Over 
the  years  thousands  of  letter  carriers 
have  performed  such  tasks.  This  pro- 
gram will  be  a  joint  effort  of  manage- 
ment and  labor  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  to  maximize  the  positive  ef- 
fects of  such  Good  Samaritan  acts. 


The  positive  results  of  this  voluntary 
program  have  been  tremendous.  Hun- 
dreds of  cities  throughout  the  country 
have  started  or  are  developing  carrier 
alert  programs.  I  am  pleased  to  report 
that  Albuquerque.  Farmington,  and 
Roswell.  N.  Mex..  are  included  in  the 
list  of  cities  with  a  carrier  alert  pro- 
gram. 

Carrier  alert  activities  also  could  not 
take  place  without  the  sponsorship  at 
the  local  level  of  social  service  organi- 
zations like  the  Administration  on 
Aging,  the  American  Red  Cross,  and 
the  United  Way  of  America. 

Due  to  the  success  of  the  program, 
recent  talks  to  extend  the  voluntary 
carrier  alert  program  have  been  held 
among  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Letter  Carriers, 
and  the  participating  social  service  or- 
ganizations. 

The  objectives  of  the  meeting  were 
to  discuss  ways  to  inform  elderly  and 
invalids  not  yet  participating  in  estab- 
lished carrier  alert  programs  how  they 
can  register  and  to  encourage  estab- 
lishment of  carrier  alert  programs  in 
communities  that  do  not  yet  have  the 
program. 

To  further  these  two  objectives,  the 
United  Way.  in  cooperation  with  the 
NALC.  has  produced  a  public  service 
television  announcement  about  carrier 
alert  and  the  reassurance  it  can  give  to 
elderly  or  disabled  postal  customers. 
These  television  spots  are  being  dis- 
tributed to  210  major  television  mar- 
kets across  the  country;  some  will 
appear  in  communities  where  carrier 
alert  has  not  yet  been  established.  The 
announcements  advise  viewers  to  call 
their  local  post  office  for  information 
on  carrier  alert  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  proud  of 
carrier  alert  as  a  national  program 
supported  by  both  postal  labor  and 
management.  The  participation  of 
letter  carriers  in  community  service 
activities  has  a  long  and  proud  history 
which  certainly  predates  the  develop- 
ment of  this  program.  I  believe  it  is 
important  at  this  time  to  give  recogni- 
tion to  this  unique  public  assistance 
program  and  to  letter  carriers  for 
their  contribution  in  making  it  work.  I 
offer  this  joint  resolution  in  recogni- 
tion of  these  efforts.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  337 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Packwood.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  337.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  make  per- 
manent the  deduction  for  charitable 
contributions  by  nonitemizers. 

S.  422 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Jepsen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  NicKLES)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  422,  a  bill  to  amend  title  18  of 
the  United  States  Code  to  provide  a 


criminal  penalty  for  robbery  of  a  con- 
trolled substance. 

S.  618 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Percy,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  DAmato),  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  (Mr.  Inouye),  the  Senator 
from  Florida  (Mrs.  Hawkins),  the  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin),  and 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  618,  a 
bill  to  revise  certain  Federal  training 
and  economic  development  programs 
to  create  jobs  and  develop  skills  in  re- 
newable energy  and  energy  conserva- 
tion industries,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  719 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thurmond,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr. 
Stevens)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  719.  a  bill  to  amend  subchapter  II  of 
chapter  73  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  to  eliminate  the  social  security 
offset  against  annuities  provided  for 
under  such  subchapter  to  the  extent 
that  the  social  security  benefits  of  the 
annuitant  are  based  on  the  annu- 
itant's own  employment. 

S.  752 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Armstrong, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
(Mr.  Jepsen)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  752.  a  bill  to  authorize  certain  ad- 
ditional measures  to  assure  accom- 
plishment of  the  objectives  of  title  II 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity 
Control  Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  8S5 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
(Mr.  Simpson)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  865.  a  bill  to  establish  a  na- 
tionally uniform  deep-draft  vessel  tax 
for  the  purpose  of  financing  oper- 
ations and  maintenance  of  deep-draft 
commercial  channels  and  harbors;  to 
fund  a  percentage  of  new  channel  im- 
provements; and  to  provide  an  expedit- 
ed procedure  for  the  authorization 
and  permitting  of  navigation  improve- 
ment projects  and  related  landside  fa- 
cilities in  deep-draft  ports,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.    1006 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Specter,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia (Mr.  Heinz),  and  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Percy)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1006.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
repeal  the  15-percent  reduction  in  per- 
centage depletion  for  iron  ore  and 
coal. 

S.   1  19S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bentsen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Mattingly)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1195,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  pro- 
mote the  contribution  of  scientific 
equipment  to  elementary  and  second- 
ary  schools   and   universities   and   to 
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foster  university  research  and  scientif- 
ic training. 

S.  1388 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simpson,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Denton),  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Cranston),  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Murkowski),  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Thurmond),  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont (Mr.  Stafford),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Boschwitz).  and 
the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr.  Mitch- 
ell) were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S. 
1388,  a  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  increase  the  rates  of 
disability  compensation  for  disabled 
veterans  and  to  increase  the  rates  of 
dependency  and  indemnity  compensa- 
tion for  surviving  spouses  and  children 
of  veterans. 

S.   1511 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Jepsen,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Kasten),  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
(Mr.  Grassley),  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  (Mr.  Andrews)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1511,  a  bill 
to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  that  certain  hos- 
pice programs  may  provide  nursing 
care  through  arrangements  with  certi- 
fied medicare  providers. 

S.   1592 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  Pell)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1592.  a  bill  to  amend  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
correct  provisions  relating  to  the  cap 
for  hospice  care. 

S.  1613 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Trible,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
(Mr.  Hecht)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1613,  a  bill  to  amend  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
the  provision  of  medical  benefits  and 
post  and  base  exchange  and  commis- 
sary store  privileges  to  certain  former 
spouses  of  certain  members  or  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

S.  1687 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Jepsen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Dixon)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1687,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier 
announcement  than  is  required  under 
current  law  of  any  acreage  limitation 
or  set-aside  program  established  for 
the  1984  or  1985  crop  of  feed  grains  or 
the  1985  crop  of  wheat. 

S.   1699 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Bentsen)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1699,  a  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
medicare  coverage  of  hepatitis  B  vac- 
cine for  vaccine  for  end-stage  renal 
disease  patients. 


SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  54 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nickles.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
54,  a  joint  resolution  to  authorize  and 
request  the  President  to  designate  the 
month  of  January  1984  as  "National 
Eye  Health  Care  Month." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLaTION  93 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  East,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  Sasser),  and  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 93,  a  joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  month  of  September  each  year  as 
'National  Sewing  Month." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  128 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Boschwitz),  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  Hatfield),  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Lugar),  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Nunn),  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Thurmond)  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  128,  a  joint 
resolution  to  designate  the  day  of  Oc- 
tober 22.  1983,  as  "Metropolitan  Opera 
Day. ' 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTIOIN  131 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  Nickles)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  131,  a 
joint  resolution  designating  "National 
Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  182 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Bumpers),  the  Senator  from  Utah 
(Mr.  Garn),  the  Senator  from  Colora- 
do (Mr.  Hart),  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Tower)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  182,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  with  respect  to  travel  by  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  to  the  Soviet 
Union. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  191-RE- 
LATING  to  JUSTICE  REGARD- 
ING THE  SLAIN  AMERICAN 
CHURCHWOMEN  in  el  SALVA- 
DOR 

Mr.  LEAHY  (for  himself.  Mr.  Lau- 
TENBERG,  and  Mr.  Sasser)  submitted 
the  following  resolution;  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations: 

S.  Res.  191 
Whereas    on    December    2.     1980.     four 
United   States   citizen   churchwomen   were 
murdered  in  El  Salvador; 

Whereas  the  certification  law  (public  law 
97-113)  requires  that  the  Government  of  El 
Salvador  make  "good  faith  efforU  both  to 
investigate  the  murders  .  .  .  and  to  bring  to 
justice  those  responsible  for  those  murders  " 
before  aid  to  El  Salvador  can  continue; 

Whereas  the  Administrations  current  cer- 
tification report  admits  to  "disappointing 
progress  "  in  the  case  and  concedes  a  "virtu- 
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al  breakdown  in  criminal  justice"  in  El  Sal- 
vador; 

Whereas  the  prosecution  of  those  accused 
of  the  murders  of  the  four  American 
churchwomen  has  been  plagued  by  consist- 
ent neglect,  professional  incompetence,  and 
a  steadfast  unwillingness  to  enforce  Salva- 
dor law;  and 

Whereas,  the  vigorous  prosecution  and  ef- 
fective trial  of  those  accused  of  murdering 
the  four  churchwomen  will  promote  crimi- 
nal justice  throughout  El  Salvador  and  en- 
courage similar  efforts  to  pursue  the  mur- 
derers of  other  AmericsLn  citizens.  Salvador- 
an  Archbishop  Oscar  Romero,  and  tens  of 
thousands  of  Salvadoran  civilians;  Now 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  tJnited  Slates  Government 
shall  call  upon  the  Government  of  El  Salva- 
dor, 

(1)  To  appoint  a  special  prosecuting  attor- 
ney to  oversee  the  comprehensive  investiga- 
tion of  those  responsible  for  murdering  the 
four  American  churchwomen  and  to  prepare 
a  thorough  and  effective  prosecution 
against  them,  and 

(2)  To  assure  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment that  those  accused  will  be  brought 
before  a  jury  trial  by  December  2.  1983. 

special  PROSECUTOR  FOR  MURDER  CASE  OF 
FOUR  AMERICAN  CHURCHWOMEN 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  a  most 
unfortunate  set  of  circumstances  com- 
pels me  to  rise  today  to  introduce  this 
resolution  calling  on  the  Government 
of  El  Salvador  to  appoint  a  special 
prosecutor  to  thoroughly  and  vigor- 
ously prepare  and  actively  pursue  the 
case  against  those  responsible  for  the 
murders  of  the  four  American  church- 
women who  were  killed  in  El  Salvador 
on  December  2,  1980. 

Almost  3  years  ago,  four  U.S.  citi- 
zens, three  Catholic  nuns,  and  one 
Catholic  layworker.  were  brutally 
murdered  and  their  bodies  hastily 
buried  in  shallow  graves  near  a  road  in 
El  Salvador.  In  the  time  since  their 
deaths,  the  investigation  and  prosecu- 
tion of  those  responsible  for  their 
murders  has  been  plagued  by  consist- 
ent neglect,  professional  incompe- 
tence, and  a  steadfast  unwillingness  to 
enforce  El  Salvador's  own  laws. 

Critical  evidence  presented  by  the 
FBI  to  the  Salvadoran  prosecutors 
almost  2  years  ago  has  never  been  in- 
troduced into  the  official  court  record. 
Important  leads  have  never  been  pur- 
sued and  key  witnesses  never  ques- 
tioned by  Salvadoran  authorities. 
Other  evidence  has  been  lost  or  de- 
stroyed due  to  the  incompetence  or  in- 
difference of  the  prosecutors. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  the  case  that 
the  FBI  and  the  American  authorities 
helped  put  together  on  this  matter.  I 
speak  as  one  who  has  spent  nearly  a 
third  of  his  adult  life  as  a  prosecutor. 
Any  prosecutor  in  the  country  can 
handle  that  case  standing  on  his  head 
and  get  a  conviction.  Yet  the  case  goes 
on  and  on  like  Tennyson's  brook  and 
never  seems  to  stop. 

Perhaps  the  mo.st  recent  develop- 
ment is  also  the  most  disturbing.  On  a 
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recent  trip  of  El  Salvador,  the  lawyers 
representing  the  families  of  the  slain 
church  women  were  informed  that  the 
person  named  coordinator  of  the  pros- 
ecution in  the  case  has  been  removed 
from  a  previous  position  for  accepting 
a  bribe  from  an  opposing  counsel  in  a 
criminal  case.  When  the  lawyers  in- 
quired why  the  man  had  not  been  dis- 
barred for  his  behavior,  they  were  told 
that  such  a  punishment  was  impossi- 
ble since  he  had  not  yet  passed  the 
bar. 

These  delays  and  incompetence  on 
the  part  of  the  Salvadoran  prosecutors 
occur  against  a  backdrop  of  reassuring 
and  optimistic  pronouncements  by 
both  the  Government  of  El  Salvador 
and  our  own  State  Department. 

Each  few  months,  we  certify  that 
there  are  improvements  in  human 
rights  in  El  Salvador. 

We  have  been  told  that  the  nuns" 
trial  will  take  place  "shortly."  We 
were  told  that  in  my  Subcommittee  on 
Appropriations  6  months  ago,  6 
months  before  that,  and  6  months 
before  that.  It  is  important  that  these 
words  of  reassurance  be  followed  by 
positive  steps  to  bring  those  responsi- 
ble to  justice. 

This  resolution  would  be  one  such 
step.  The  appointment  of  a  special 
prosecutor  by  the  Government  of  El 
Salvador  would  demonstrate  its  dedi- 
cation and  commitment  to  a  system  of 
impartial  justice.  It  would  tell  us  that 
they  are  taking  this  case  seriously. 
Such  a  special  prosecutor  would  be  a 
respected  Salvadoran  lawyer  with  the 
experience  and  standing  to  handle  the 
case.  This  special  prosecutor  would 
have  the  support  and  protection  of  the 
Government  of  El  Salvador. 

In  calling  for  a  special  prosecutor  in 
this  case,  I  also  hope  to  focus  atten- 
tion on  the  tens  of  thousands  of  civil- 
ian deaths,  including  that  of  Archbish- 
op Romero,  that  have  also  not  re- 
ceived justice.  This  is  an  effort  to 
focus  attention  on  the  sad  state  of  law 
and  order  in  El  Salvador.  Any  attempt 
to  achieve  a  diplomatic  settlement,  to 
work  toward  political  development  in 
El  Salvador,  must  take  into  account 
the  problems  facing  the  judicial 
system. 

There  must  be  a  system  of  law  and 
respect  for  the  law.  There  must  be  an 
independent  judiciary.  In  this  particu- 
lar case,  it  might  be  useful  for  the 
Government  of  El  Salvador,  in  addi- 
tion to  naming  a  special  prosecutor,  to 
establish  some  guarantee  of  independ- 
ence for  the  prosecutor. 

Although  we  do  not  presume  to 
interfere  in  the  internal  mechanisms 
of  Salvadoran  political  life,  we  do  feel 
the  need  to  see  justice  done.  Working 
for  improvements  in  this  case  is  a  good 
starting  point. 

As  the  administration  becomes  in- 
creasingly enmeshed  in  talk  of  "re- 
gional stability"  and  "military 
shields,"'  it  must  not  quietly  tolerate 


what  has  become,  in  the  most  bitter 
sense  of  the  phrase,  a  travesty  of  jus- 
tice. This  administration  must  not 
forget  that  it  has  to  protect  people  as 
much  as  it  has  to  protect  policies.  To 
look  at  one  without  the  other  does 
little  to  enhance  our  prestige  as  a 
nation  and  can,  in  fact,  render  us 
guilty  by  our  continued  association 
with  such  injustice. 

I  think,  quite  frankly,  that  the  ad- 
ministration itself  should  embrace  the 
resolution  I  have  calling  for  a  special 
prosecutor  in  El  Salvador.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  anybody  in  the  Govern- 
ment or  out  of  the  Government  who 
would  condone  such  a  brutal  murder 
of  innocent  civilians.  I  think  the 
Reagan  administration  ought  to  em- 
brace this  resolution.  I  think  it  ought 
to  pass  unanimously  by  the  U.S. 
Senate,  that  we  ought  to  have  it  as  the 
statement  of  this  country. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  a  legal 
justice  system  in  El  Salvador  is  practi- 
cally nonexistent.  In  the  last  4  years 
there  have  been  as  many  as  40,000  ci- 
vilian deaths,  yet  only  a  few  hundred 
cases  have  resulted  in  defendants 
being  brought  to  trial.  Last  March  a 
report  by  the  New  York  Bar  Associa- 
tion stated  that  the  Salvadorans  judi- 
cial system  is  marked  by  "corruption, 
intimidation,  and  inadequate  train- 
ing." 

The  Government  of  El  Salvador,  in 
the  past  few  months,  has  established  a 
program  aimed  at  judicial  system 
reform.  But  it  will  take  a  long  time  to 
reverse  decades  of  judicial  neglect  and 
abuse  and  the  process  will  be  substan- 
tially more  difficult  in  an  environment 
of  civil  war. 

On  July  20,  1983,  the  administration 
submitted  the  fourth  certification  re- 
quired by  Public  Law  97-113.  That 
report  discusses  a  number  of  areas 
identified  by  the  Congress  for  certifi- 
cation that  the  Government  of  El  Sal- 
vador is  acting  in  good  faith  to  achieve 
specific  progress  in  human  rights  ac- 
tivities. 

Earlier  this  month,  the  Congress  ap- 
proved an  amendment  to  the  certifica- 
tion process  which  requires  that  the 
Salvadoran  Government  has  made 
good-faith  efforts  both  to  investigate 
the  murders  of  U.S.  citizens  in  El  Sal- 
vador and  to  bring  to  justice  all  those 
responsible  for  those  murders.  Today, 
I  want  to  discuss  one  of  those  cases— 
the  murders  of  the  four  U.S.  church- 
women  2'/j  years  ago. 

As  my  colleagues  will  recall,  on  the 
evening  of  December  2,  1980,  three 
American  nuns,  Ita  Ford,  Maura 
Clark,  and  Dorothy  Kazel  and  one  lay 
worker,  Jean  Donovan,  were  forced 
from  their  car  on  a  highway  a  few 
miles  from  the  capital,  San  Salvador. 
The  next  morning  these  four  U.S. 
churchwomen  were  found  raped  and 
murdered. 

Following  the  murders.  President 
Carter   suspended   military   and   eco- 


nomic assistance  to  El  Salvador  and 
sent  a  special  team  to  San  Salvador  to 
investigate.  The  U.S.  investigators  re- 
vealed at  that  time  that  Salvadoran 
security  forces  attempted  to  cover  up 
the  murders  once  the  bodies  were 
found. 

In  the  last  31  months  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  has  failed  to  com- 
plete prosecution  of  this  case  despite 
the  fact  that  substantial  evidence  has 
been  made  available  and  suspects 
identified  and  detained. 

When  the  bodies  were  found  the 
Government  of  El  Salvador  initially 
attempted  to  place  the  blame  for  the 
murders  on  right-wing  death-squad  ac- 
tivity. But  3  months  later  Salvadoran 
investigators  located  the  murder  site 
and  found  fingerprints  of  20  National 
Guardsmen  and  treasury  policemen. 

On  April  29,  1981,  six  members  of 
the  National  Guard  were  arrested  for 
the  murders.  Ten  months  later  the  de- 
fendants were  finally  arraigned.  Once 
the  suspects  were  brought  before  the 
court  for  arraignment,  then  Salvador- 
an President  Jose  Napoleon  Duarte 
told  a  national  television  audience 
that  the  evidence  indicated  that  the 
National  Guardsmen  arrested  were 
"the  only  and  the  true  guilty  ones."" 

Last  November  15,  the  case  was  or- 
dered to  trial  and  defense  counsel  for 
the  five  National  Guardsmen  who 
were  finally  charged  was  appointed. 
On  January  11  of  this  year  the  investi- 
gating judge  elevated  the  case  to  the 
final  stage  of  trial,  but  in  March  de- 
fense attorneys  appealed  and  succeed- 
ed in  delaying  the  case  on  technical 
grounds.  The  case  was  then  returned 
to  lower  court,  according  to  Secretary 
of  State  George  Shultz,  "for  investiga- 
tion and  clarification  of  evidence." 

Last  month,  Salvadoran  President 
Alvaro  Magana  stated  that  the  trial 
would  reopen  in  July.  But  10  days  ago, 
the  trial  judge  again  delayed  this  case 
stating  that  new  evidence  would  pre- 
vent a  trial  for  at  least  6  more  months. 

Mr.  President,  I  wanted  to  bring 
these  aspects  of  the  history  of  the  case 
to  the  attention  of  the  Senate.  Investi- 
gation and  prosecution  has  been  im- 
peded for  31  months.  The  question 
must  be  asked:  Why  has  this  case  not 
been  brought  to  trial  in  face  of  a  sub- 
stantial body  of  evidence  against  the 
defendants? 

Our  own  Federal  Bureau  of  Investi- 
gation has  developed  what  is  reported 
to  be  irrefutable  evidence  against  the 
National  Guardsmen.  I  have  not  re- 
viewed that  evidence,  but  those  who 
have  confirm  that  this  is  an  open-and- 
shut  case.  But  in  31  months  this  case 
has  not  been  tried  and  is  still  delayed. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  co- 
sponsor  this  resolution  with  Senator 
Leahy  calling  on  the  Government  of 
El  Salvador  to  appoint  a  special  pros- 
ecutor in  this  case  and  to  set  a  date 
certain  for  the  trial  before  December  2 
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of  this  year— 3  years  after  the  mur- 
ders. 

Further  delays  must  not  be  permit- 
ted. This  case  must  be  brought  to  trial. 
The  violence  and  corruption  associat- 
ed with  these  murders  must  be  ex- 
posed in  open  court.  Justice  is  being 
denied  by  the  duplicity  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  El  Salvador  in  allowing  these 
unreasonable  and  inexcusable  delays. 

Mr.  President,  the  civilian  violence 
in  El  Salvador  is  epidemic.  The 
number  of  reported  deaths  by  the 
right  wing  death  squads  and  the  gov- 
ernment security  forces  did  decline 
last  year  but  according  to  the  U.S.  Em- 
bassy in  San  Salvador  and  other  ob- 
servers, civilian  deaths  have  increased 
at  least  12  percent  in  the  first  6 
months  of  1983  compared  to  the  last  6 
months  of  1982. 

By  offering  this  resolution,  we  hope 
not  only  to  encourage  that  justice  be 
done  in  the  case  involving  the  U.S. 
churchwomen  but  it  is  also  our  hope 
that  bringing  the  churchwomen "s  mur- 
derers to  trial  will  stimulate  the  active 
prosecution  of  the  tens  of  thousands 
of  other  murders  which  remain  un- 
solved in  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 

1  join  with  Senator  Leahy  today  in  in- 
troducing Senate  Resolution  191,  a 
resolution  relating  to  justice  in  the 
case  of  four  American  churchwomen 
murdered  in  El  Salvador  on  December 
2,  1980.  This  resolution  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment call  upon  the  Salvadoran 
Government  to  appoint  a  special  pros- 
ecutor in  this  case  and  commence  the 
trial  of  those  being  held  in  custody  by 
December  2,  1983. 

December  2,  1983,  will  be  3  years 
since  the  murders  of  MaryknoU  Sisters 
Ita  Ford  and  Maura  Clark,  Ursuline 
Sister  Dorothy  Kazel,  and  lay  volun- 
teer Jean  Donovan.  By  any  stretch  of 
the  imagination,  this  is  a  long  enough 
period  of  time  for  the  Salvadoran  Gov- 
ernment to  have  completed  its  investi- 
gation of  the  crime  and  have  begun 
the  final  stages  of  its  prosecution  of 
those  who  have  already  been  held  for 

2  years  for  the  killings.  Yet,  as  the 
world  knows,  neither  the  investigation 
nor  the  prosecution  has  been  complet- 
ed. 

The  appointment  of  a  special  pros- 
ecutor by  the  Salvadoran  Government 
is  not  without  precedent.  Most  recent- 
ly a  special  prosecutor  has  been  named 
to  handle  the  cases  of  certain  govern- 
ment soliders  charged  with  the  massa- 
cre of  18  peasant  farmers  at  the  Las 
Hojas  farm  cooperative  in  El  Salvador. 
This  is  a  necessary  step  to  cut  through 
what  the  Department  of  State  calls  a 
justice  system  in  the  state  of  virtual 
collapse  due  to  intimidation  and  cor- 
ruption. 

I  join  my  colleagues  in  introducing 
this  resolution  because  the  broader 
questions  of  peace  and  war  in  Central 
America    can    distract    our    attention 
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from  cases  such  as  this  one.  It  is  im- 
perative that  the  full  influence  of  the 
U.S.  Government  be  used  to  demand 
justice  in  this  case,  in  which  four 
American  citizens,  devout  Christians, 
were  murdered  by  the  troops  of  a  gov- 
ernment we  are  supporting  with  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  in  aid. 

This  is  all  the  more  important,  Mr. 
President,  because  the  congressional 
requirement  for  certifications  by  the 
administration  on  human  rights 
progress  in  El  Salvador  may  no  longer 
be  imposed.  Since  these  certification 
requirements  are  complete  with  the 
submission  of  the  administration's 
July  20,  1983,  report,  the  Senate  must 
insure  that  it  receives  complete  and 
timely  reports  on  future  developments 
in  this  case. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  that  dozens  of 
my  colleagues  have  expressed  their 
concern  about  the  murders  of  these 
Americans  by  Salvadoran  troops  in  the 
2'/2  years  since  this  tragedy.  My  own 
sense  of  dismay  has  grown  steadily 
since  I  came  to  represent  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  here.  Earlier  this  year,  the 
body  of  journalist  John  J.  Sullivan 
was  returned  to  Bergen,  N.J.,  from  El 
Salvador.  Sullivan,  too,  was  murdered 
in  El  Salvador  in  December  1980  and 
no  progress  has  been  made  in  deter- 
mining or  prosecuting  those  responsi- 
ble. 

In  March  I  first  met  with  Bill  Ford, 
the  brother  of  one  of  the  four  church- 
women, Ita  Ford,  to  discuss  in  detail 
the  legal  delays  and  distractions  that 
had  kept  the  Salvadoran  Government 
from  completing  its  investigation  and 
prosecuting  vigorously  five  national 
guardsmen  already  in  custody  for  the 
crimes.  Bill  Ford  is  from  Upper  Mont- 
clair,  N.J.  As  a  lawyer  he  brings  con- 
siderable expertise  to  the  case  along 
with  the  anguish  of  a  family  member. 
I  was  immediately  troubled  to  hear 
Bill  Ford  document  his  conclusions 
that  the  Salvadoran  Government  was 
purposely  delaying  the  investigation 
and  trial,  was  holding  back  on  evi- 
dence that  pointed  to  a  wider  conspira- 
cy, and  was  not  able  to  contribute  to 
justice  being  done.  And  I  was  dis- 
turbed by  his  charge  that  our  own 
State  Department  had  been  less  than 
fully  responsive  to  the  families  of  the 
churchwomen.  Despite  numerous 
meetings  in  Washington  and  in  El  Sal- 
vador, the  families  and  their  legal  rep- 
resentatives felt  compelled  to  file  suit 
in  Federal  court  to  obtain  relevant  in- 
formation about  the  case. 

After  studying  testimony  given  on 
these  points  by  Secretary  of  State 
George  Shultz  and  others  to  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Foreign  Oper- 
ations Subcommittee,  I  felt  compelled 
to  write  Secretary  Shultz  on  April  20. 
I  questioned  whether  the  unrespon- 
siveness of  the  Salvadoran  and  Ameri- 
can Governments  was  not  indicative  of 
a  policy  that  needed  change.  Though 
responding  with  terms  such  as  "repre- 


hensible crime,  concern,  and  forth- 
coming," Assistant  Secretary  Powell 
Moore  gave  no  new  information  or  en- 
couragement that  a  policy  change 
would  allow  new  or  renewed  pressure 
for  justice. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  my  letter 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  reply 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
appear  at  the  end  of  my  statement. 

While  I  awaited  the  State  Depart- 
ment reply,  the  Lawyers  Committee 
for  International  Human  Rights, 
headquartered  in  New  York  City  and 
involved  heavily  in  the  case  of  the 
churchwomen,  sent  a  detailed  18-page 
memorandum  to  the  Department  with 
specific  suggestions  and  recommenda- 
tions for  full  investigation  in  El  Salva- 
dor. The  Lawyers  Committee  noted 
the  severe  shortcomings  of  the  Salva- 
doran effort  to  develop  evidence  and  a 
motive  for  the  crimes.  The  committee 
noted  the  failure  of  the  Salvadoran 
Government  to  explore  all  the  ques- 
tions of  a  possible  coverup  and  of  the 
involvement  of  higher  level  officers  in 
the  crime. 

The  Lawyers  Committee's  detailed 
effort  and  further  conversations  with 
Bill  Ford  prompted  me  to  join  other 
Senators  in  pressing  Salvadoran  Presi- 
dent Alvaro  Magana  on  June  17  for 
specific  information  about  the  Salva- 
doran commitment  to  progress  in  this 
case.  On  the  one  hand,  President 
Magana  predicted  the  setting  of  a  trial 
date  within  4  to  6  weeks.  On  the  other 
hand,  he  noted  his  owti  lack  of  influ- 
ence with  what  he  termed  "the  inde- 
pendent judiciary." 

When  President  Reagan  announced 
his  intention  to  nominate  a  new  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Inter-American  Af- 
fairs and  a  new  ambassador  to  El  Sal- 
vador, the  Senate  gained  another  op- 
portunity to  impress  upon  the  admin- 
istration its  concern  for  conclusive 
action.  I  urged  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
nority member  to  press  nominees 
Langhorne  Motley  and  Thomas  Pick- 
ering to  place  justice  in  this  case,  and 
satisfaction  for  the  families  of  the  vic- 
tims, high  on  their  list  of  priorities. 

In  part  I  wrote  the  chairman  on 
June  23: 

There  are  many  other  .serious  questions 
associated  with  American  involvement  in  EI 
Salvador  and  Central  America,  to  be  sure. 
But  progress  toward  democracy  and  devel- 
opment is  measured  precisely  in  steps  taken 
in  cases  such  as  this.  Can  we  reasonably 
expect  our  purposes  in  Central  America  to 
be  served  in  the  longer  term  if  we  cannot 
see  them  served  here? 

I  also  submitted  questions  for  Am- 
bassador Motley  for  the  hearing 
record.  But  the  new  AssistEint  Secre- 
tary responded,  again,  that  coopera- 
tion with  the  families  was  good  and 
that  the  evidence  did  not  suggest  the 
involvement  of  others  in  the  crime. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  text  of 
my  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  For- 


21884 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


21885 


eign  Relations  Committee  and  the 
questions  to  and  responses  of  Ambas- 
sador Motley  appear  at  the  end  of  my 
statement. 

I  believe  the  question  we  face  today 
is  still  the  same.  Can  we  reasonably 
expect  our  purposes  in  Central  Amer- 
ica to  be  served  in  the  longer  term  if 
we  cannot  see  them  served  here? 

Mr.  President,  since  December  1980 
there  have  been  2  Vz  years  of  dodge  and 
delay  by  the  Government  of  El  Salva- 
dor in  seeing  justice  done  in  this  case. 
These  214  years  coincide  almost  exact- 
ly with  the  Reagan  administration's 
policy  of  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars of  U.S.  military  and  economic  aid 
to  that  same  Salvadoran  Government. 

The  responsibilities  for  investigation 
and  prosecution  are  clear  to  both  the 
United  States  and  Salvadoran  Govern- 
ments. The  concern  of  the  Congress 
has  been  clearly  and  consistently 
stated.  There  is  enduring  support 
among  the  American  people  for  justice 
and  respect  for  human  rights  in  our 
foreign  policy,  particularly  where 
American  citizens  are  murdered  by 
foreign  soldiers. 

Yet,  Mr.  President,  the  investigation 
has  never  been  completed.  The  pros- 
ecution has  never  gone  to  trial.  The 
questions  raised  by  Bill  Ford  and  the 
Lawyers  Committee  have  never  been 
answered.  And  the  administration  has 
never  laid  it  on  the  line  and  used  the 
dollars  that  Bill  Ford  pays  in  taxes, 
that  the  Clarks,  the  Kazels,  the  Dono- 
vans, and  the  Sullivans  pay  in  taxes, 
as  a  lever  to  get  justice  done. 

President  Magana  promised  Sena- 
tors a  trial  date  6  weeks  ago,  but  that 
deadline  has  passed  and  the  only  an- 
nouncement we  have  had  in  the  inter- 
im is  that  the  trial  must  be  postponed 
for  another  6  months.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Powell  Moore  and  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Motley  have  written  that  evi- 
dence in  the  case  does  not  suggest  the 
involvement  of  others  in  the  murders. 
But  Presiding  Judge  Bernardo  Rauda 
suddenly  announced  last  week  that 
new  evidence  involving  six  new  sus- 
pects now  must  be  investigated. 

The  Department  of  State  certified 
July  20,  1983.  that  the  prosecution  of 
the  five  National  Guardsmen  accused 
of  murdering  the  four  American 
churchwomen  is  continuing.  But  the 
Lawyers  Committee,  after  another 
visit  to  El  Salvador  a  month  ago,  con- 
cluded the  opposite  in  a  letter  to  As- 
sistant Secretary  Motley  on  July  14, 
1983.  The  committee  wrote: 

On  the  basis  of  our  visit,  we  continue  to  be 
deeply  concerned  that  no  one  will  ever  be 
successfully  prosecuted  for  these  crimes. 
More  than  2W  years  after  the  murders,  the 
Salvadoran  prosecutors  still  have  not  com- 
pleted .1  number  of  basic  investigative  steps 
that  are  critical  to  a  successful  prosecution 
in  this  case.  Moreover,  in  the  6  months  since 
we  last  visited  El  Salvador,  the  prosecutors 
have  done  almost  nothing  to  advance  the 
case  properly  to  trial.  It  is  now  unlikely  that 
a  trial  will  occur  before  1984. 


Mr.  President,  the  Lawyers  Commit- 
tee laid  out  for  Assistant  Secretary 
Motley  6  pages  of  specific  steps  still 
needed  in  this  case.  I  ask  that  their 
letter  and  recommendations  appear  at 
the  end  of  my  statement. 

We  cannot  allow  this  case  to  drag  on 
forever,  Mr.  President.  We  cannot  con- 
tinue to  pursue  a  policy  that  ignores 
the  pain  suffered  by  the  families  of 
these  churchwomen,  the  expressed 
will  of  the  Congress  and  the  American 
people,  and  the  larger  place  that  jus- 
tice and  humEin  rights  should  have  in 
our  foreign  policy. 

The  resolution  Senator  Leahy, 
myself,  and  others  are  introducing 
today  recommends  the  appointment  of 
a  special  prosecutor  to  carry  this  case 
vigorously  forward.  It  recommends  the 
convening  of  a  trial  for  those  already 
accused  in  the  case  before  the  end  of 
1983.  El  Salvador's  response  to  these 
recommendations  will  be  an  important 
sign  as  to  whether  the  goal  of  justice 
and  rule  of  law  in  El  Salvador  is  taken 
seriously. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  com- 
plete text  of  Senate  Resolution  191  be 
printed  at  the  end  of  this  statement 
and  that  a  letter  to  Secretary  of  State 
George  Shultz,  a  letter  from  Assistant 
Secretary  Powell  Moore,  a  letter  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  questions  submitted  to 
Ambassador  Langhome  Motley  by 
Senators  Pell  and  Dodd  at  my  re- 
quest, and  a  letter  from  the  Lawyers 
Committee  to  Ambassador  Motley  be 
printed  in  the  Record  in  that  order 
immediately  following  the  text  of  the 
resolution. 

The  resolution  and  letters  follow: 

S.  Res.  191 

Whereas,  on  December  2,  1980.  four 
United  Stales  citizen  churchwomen  were 
murdered  in  El  Salvador: 

Whereas,  the  certification  law  (Public  Law 
97-113)  requires  that  the  Government  of  El 
Salvador  make  "good  faith  efforts  both  to 
investigate  the  murders  .  .  .  and  to  bring  to 
justice  those  responsible  for  those  murders" 
before  aid  to  El  Salvador  can  continue: 

Whereas,  the  Administration's  current 
certification  report  admits  to  "disappointing 
progress"  in  the  case  and  concedes  a  "virtu- 
al breakdown  in  criminal  justice"  in  El  Sal- 
vador; 

Whereas,  the  prosecution  of  those  accused 
of  the  murders  of  the  four  American 
churchwomen  has  been  plagued  by  consist- 
ent neglect,  professional  incompetence,  tmd 
a  steadfast  unwillingness  to  enforce  Salva- 
dor law:  and 

Whereas,  the  vigorous  prosecution  and  ef- 
fective trial  of  those  accused  of  murdering 
the  four  churchwomen  will  promote  crimi- 
nal justice  throughout  El  SaJvador  and  en- 
courage similar  efforts  to  pursue  the  mur- 
derers of  other  American  citizens,  Salvador- 
an Archbishop  Oscar  Romero,  and  tens  of 
thousands  of  Salvadoran  civilians:  Now 
therefore.  \x  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  United  States  Government 
shall  call  upon  the  Government  of  El  Salva- 
dor, 


(1 )  To  appoint  a  special  prosecuting  attor- 
ney to  oversee  the  comprehensive  investiga- 
tion of  those  responsible  for  murdering  the 
four  American  churchwomen  and  to  prepare 
a  thorough  and  effective  prosecution 
against  them,  and 

(2)  To  assure  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment that  those  accused  will  be  brought 
before  a  Jury  trial  by  December  2,  1983. 

U.S.  Senate, 
Washington.  D.C.,  April  20,  1983. 
Hon.  George  P.  Shultz. 
Secretary   of  State.    Department    of  State, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  I  am  deeply  con- 
cerned about  the  failure  of  the  government 
of  El  Salvador  to  conduct  a  proper  and  com- 
plete investigation  of  the  murders  of  four 
American  churchwomen  in  December  1980 
and  to  prosecute  vigorously  the  five  ex-na- 
tional guardsmen  arrested  for  these  mur- 
ders two  years  ago. 

1  have  noted  with  interest  your  state- 
ments on  this  case,  particularly  your  assess- 
ment given  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Foreign  Operations  on  March  22.  You 
stated  then  that  the  Salvadoran  criminal 
justice  system  is  ineffective  and  that  the 
United  States  wants  to  be  of  assistance  in 
making  it  more  effective.  But  1  am  troubled 
that  this  message  is  not  getting  through  to 
either  the  Salvadorans  or  to  other  Adminis- 
tration officials. 

In  an  UPI  dispatch  that  appeared  in  the 
Washington  Post  on  March  23.  Salvadoran 
President  Alvaro  Magana  is  quoted  as 
saying.  "In  all  these  cases,  as  in  any  other,  it 
is  of  special  interest  that  justice  be  handed 
dovm  without  taking  into  consideration  In- 
terests or  pressure."  I  would  welcome  any 
explanation  you  might  be  able  to  provide  as 
to  the  prospects  for  bringing  more  graphi- 
cally to  President  Magana's  attention  the 
expressly  stated  concern  of  the  Congress. 

Also  disappointing  to  me,  Mr.  Secretary,  is 
the  low  priority  the  Justice  Department  ap- 
pears to  accord  to  this  case  as  well  as  to 
other  murders  of  American  citizens  in  El 
Salvador.  As  quoted  in  the  Post  of  April  17, 
Attorney  General  William  French  Smith 
could  only  say.  after  meetings  in  El  Salva- 
dor, that  he  "hop)ed"  the  Salvadorans  were 
pursuing  the  case  of  the  churchwomen,  but 
that,  "it's  a  little  hard  for  me  to  say.  be- 
cause I  was  not  there  for  the  purpose  of  In- 
vestigating or  following  specific  cases." 

These  statements  by  the  Attorney  Gener- 
al certainly  clash  with  Administration  at- 
tempts to  reassure  the  Congress  over  the 
last  two  years  that  progress  is  being  made 
and  that  American  pressure  will  continue 
until  justice  is  done. 

I  am  disturbed,  too,  Mr.  Secretary,  by  the 
claims  of  some  family  members  of  the  four 
churchwomen  that  the  Department  of 
State,  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  San  Salvador 
and  the  FBI  have  not  been  forthcoming  in 
providing  information  relevant  to  the  inves- 
tigation and  prosecution  of  those  responsi- 
ble for  the  murders  of  their  relatives.  Any 
information  that  bears  materially  on  the 
larger  human  rights  questions  involved  in 
the  murders,  such  as  unjustifiable  or  inten- 
tional delay  of  the  investigation  and  pros- 
ecution, or  questions  about  involvement  of 
high  ranking  Salvadoran  government  offi- 
cials in  these  murders,  should  be  a  matter  to 
be  addressed  independently. 

I  would  call  upon  you.  Mr.  Secretary,  to 
press  for  the  most  complete  disclosure  of  in- 
formation to  the  families  of  the  four 
churchwomen  and  to  agree  to  an  independ- 
ent assessment  of  the  evidence  and  investi- 


gation done  by  the  Department  of  State  and 
other  U.S.  agencies,  including  the  FBI. 
Indeed,  if  the  cases  have  been  properly  pur- 
sued by  the  Salvadoran  government,  it 
would  be  most  serious  and  deleterious  to 
current  U.S.  policy.  But  a  cover-up  of  rele- 
vant facts  would  be  infinitely  worse  in  com- 
promising our  own  standards  of  justice  and 
our  responsibility  to  be  forthright  with  our 
own  citizens. 

I  regret,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  I  am  close  to 
concluding  that  despite  your  certifications 
of  progress  in  El  Salvador,  we  are  rapidly 
approaching  the  point  where  further  mili- 
tary assistance  cannot  be  justified.  The  lack 
of  progress  in  the  cases  Involving  the  mur- 
ders of  American  citizens  is  but  one  example 
of  how  human  righU  are  suffering  in  that 
country. 

Our  responsibility  under  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  are  clear,  "to  promote  and  en- 
courage increased  respect  for  fundamental 
human  rights  and  freedoms."  More  to  the 
point.  Section  301  of  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act  of  1976  prohibits  security  assistance 
to  any  country  "engaged  in  consistent  pat- 
terns of  gross  violations  of  internationally 
recognized  human  rights. " 

I  know  you  have  spoken  of  the  military 
shield  our  assistance  provides  for  the 
growth  of  democracy,  reform  and  justice  in 
El  Salvador.  A  better  shield  in  El  Salvador 
may  be  a  negotiated  end  to  the  fighting  that 
will  guarantee  all  groups  an  equal  and 
secure  opportunity  to  participate  again  in 
the  political  process.  Vigorous  efforU  by  the 
United  States  in  this  direction  would  direct- 
ly contribute  to  the  end  of  the  fighting  in  El 
Salvador  and  improve  the  climate  in  which 
human  rights  and  justice  can  thrive. 

Thank  you  for  your  prompt  consideration 
of  these  requests  1  anticipate  your  earliest 
possible  reply. 
Sincerely, 

Frank  R.  liAUTENBERO. 

U.S.  Department  of  State, 
Washington.  D.C,  May  17,  1983. 
Hon.  Frank  R.  Lautenberg, 
U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  ijkUTENBERc:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  April  20  concerning  the 
murder  of  four  American  churchwomen  In 
El  Salvador. 

The  Department  of  State  shares  your 
regret  and  concern  about  these  tragic 
deaths.  We  remain  committed  to  a  full  in- 
vestigation into  the  murders  and  to  seeing 
that  those  responsible  are  brought  to  jus- 
tice. To  this  end,  the  Department  of  State, 
the  U.S.  Embassy,  and  the  FBI,  have  spent 
countless  hours  working  on  this  case.  As  re- 
quested by  the  families,  we  have  specifically 
pursued  their  concerns  that  persons  other 
than  the  accused  might  have  been  involved 
in  the  crime.  The  weight  of  the  evidence 
does  not  suggest  higher-level  involvement  In 
the  murders.  You  may  be  assured  that  we 
will  continue  to  pursue  any  leads,  no  matter 
where  they  may  take  us.  and  to  press  for  a 
fair  and  thorough  administration  of  justice. 

With  regard  to  President  Magfuia's  state- 
ment. President  Magana  was  referring  to 
the  importance  of  a  fair  and  complete  ad- 
ministration of  justice  in  the  further  im- 
provement in  the  human  rights  situation  in 
El  Salvador.  The  breakdown  of  the  criminal 
justice  system  in  El  Salvador  is  partially  the 
result  of  attorneys,  juries  and  judges  who 
have  been  subject  to  bribery,  corruption, 
and  intimidation.  It  Is  not  In  the  interest  of 
justice  in  this  case,  or  in  the  many  others, 
that  these  reprehensible  practices  continue. 
The  U.S.  Government  and  the  Government 


of  El  Salvador  want  to  see  a  fair  and  thor- 
ough administration  of  justice  in  this  case, 
and  the  reestabllshment  of  the  criminal  jus- 
tice system  necessary  to  the  furthering  of 
democracy  in  El  Salvador.  I*resident 
Magana  Is  well  aware  of  the  Congress  and 
the  Administration's  concerns  regarding  the 
murders  of  U.S.  citizens.  President  Reagan 
has  personally  relayed  this  concern  for  a 
fair  and  thorough  investigation  and  pros- 
ecution to  President  Magana.  In  addition. 
Ambassador  Hinton.  Attorney  General 
Smith,  and  members  of  Congress  have  ex- 
pressed this  same  concern  to  President 
Magana  and  other  members  of  the  govern- 
ment. I  believe  that  all  these  Individuals 
would  agree  that  an  Impartial  and  honest 
judicial  system  should  be  created  in  El  Sal- 
vador. We  have  offered  the  Government  of 
El  Salvador  any  assistance  it  may  deem 
useful  in  this  effort.  A  U.S.  team  of  legal  ex- 
perts has  provided  Salvadoran  President 
Magana  with  a  lengthy  analysis  and  recom- 
mendations to  Improve  the  judicial  system. 
We  are  hopeful  that  the  effect  will  bear 
fruit. 

With  regard  to  Attorney  General  Smiths 
statements,  it  is  true  that  he  was  not  in  El 
Salvador  to  investigate  specific  cases  of 
murdered  Americans.  The  Attorney  Gener- 
al's visit  to  El  Salvador  was  an  expression  of 
the  Administration's  commitment  to  see  jus- 
tice done  in  these  cases,  and  to  offer  assist- 
ance in  revitalizing  the  judicial  system.  It  is 
not  the  FBI's  mandate  to  investigate  crimes 
committed  abroad.  Rather,  the  FBI  assisted 
in  the  investigation  of  the  murdered  U.S. 
citizens  at  the  request  of  the  Salvadoran 
Government. 

The  Department  of  State  and  the  U.S. 
Embassy  have  been  forthcoming  in  provid- 
ing Information  relevant  to  the  investiga- 
tion and  prosecution  of  those  responsible 
for  the  murders.  The  Department  of  State 
has  provided  the  families  and  their  legal 
representatives  with  several  hundred  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  case.  We  have  met 
with  the  families  and  their  legal  representa- 
tives several  times,  both  in  Washington  and 
El  Salvador.  The  Government  of  El  Salva- 
dor has  provided  the  legal  representatives 
with  a  copy  of  the  entire  court  record,  and 
it  has  authorized  the  FBI  to  release  results 
of  certain  evidence  it  took.  In  addition,  the 
Secretary  of  State  has  ordered  an  independ- 
ent and  high  level  review  of  all  the  evidence 
available  to  our  government  pertaining  to 
this  case.  We  will  provide  the  Salvadoran  ju- 
diciary with  any  evidence  we  may  find  that 
could  be  of  use  to  them  in  prosecuting  this 
case  and  report  to  the  Congress  when  this 
review  is  complete. 

Again,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  con- 
cern. You  may  be  assured  that  the  Depart- 
ment shares  your  commitment  to  assist  the 
families  In  any  way  possible  and  for  ensur- 
ing that  those  responsible  for  this  reprehen- 
sible crime  are  brought  to  justice.  We  hope 
that  by  pursuing  a  fair  and  thorough  ad- 
ministration of  justice  in  this  particular 
case  that  a  precedent  will  be  started  for  the 
revitalizatlon  of  the  judicial  system  in  other 
cases.  We  believe  that  ultimately  a  viable  ju- 
dicial system  is  essential  if  further  improve- 
ments in  human  rights  and  democracy  in  El 
Salvador  are  to  come  about. 
Sincerely, 

Powell  A.  Moore, 
Assistant  Secretary 
for  Congressional  Relations. 


U.S.  Senate 
Washington,  D.C,  June  23,  1983. 
Hon.  Charles  H.  Percy, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  D.C 
Dear   Mr.   Chairman:   I   am   deeply   con- 
cerned about  the  failure  of  the  Government 
of  El  Salvador  to  investigate  fully  and  pros- 
ecute effectively  those  responsible  for  the 
murders  of  four  American  churchwomen  In 
December  1980.  One  of  these  women,  Ita 
Ford,  was  a  resident  of  New  Jersey. 

Since  her  brutal  and  untimely  death,  the 
family  of  Ita  Ford  has  actively  sought  jus- 
tice in  El  Salvador  and  full  disclosure  from 
our  own  government  of  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  murders.  I  have  contacted 
the  Department  of  State  on  behalf  of  the 
family,  but  without  satisfaction.  The  free- 
dom of  information  suit  filed  on  behalf  of 
the  families  now  pending  In  New  York  Is 
clear  evidence  that  cooperation  in  this 
regard  has  been  less  than  satisfactory. 

Seeing  justice  done  in  El  Salvador  in  this 
case  is  of  deep  and  personal  concern  to  me. 
That  you  and  other  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee share  these  concerns  is  reflected  In 
past  recommendations  of  the  Committee. 
Therefore  I  know  we  all  welcomed  the  com- 
ments of  President  Magana  when  he  met 
with  Senators  on  July  17  that  in  four  to  six 
weeks  a  definite  date  would  be  set  for  the 
trial  of  those  already  charged  In  the  case. 
While  timetables  In  the  past  have  slipped 
regularly,  it  is  my  hope  that  El  Salvador  is 
now  impressed  with  our  concern  and  appre- 
ciative of  the  relationship  between  progress 
in  this  case  and  continued  U.S.  military  as- 
sistance. 

The  nominations  of  Ambassador  Lang- 
home  A.  Motley  to  be  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  Inter-American  Affairs  and  Am- 
bassador Thomas  R.  Pickering  to  the  Am- 
bassador to  El  Salvador  soon  will  be  before 
your  Committee.  At  these  hearings  I  hope 
you  will  be  able  to  place  the  strongest  possi- 
ble emphasis  on  the  need  for  greater  U.S. 
and  Salvadoran  efforts  to  see  justice  done.  I 
would  urge  you  to  encourage  both  Ambassa- 
dor Motley  and  Ambassador  Pickering  to 
take  stronger  action  toward  meeting  the 
concerns  of  the  families  of  the  churchwom- 
en in  their  effort  to  learn  the  truth  and  see 
justice  done. 

There  are  many  other  serious  questions 
associated  with  American  involvement  in  El 
Salvador  and  Central  America,  to  be  sure. 
But  progress  toward  democracy  and  devel- 
opment is  measured  precisely  in  steps  taken 
in  cases  such  as  this.  Can  we  reasonably 
expect  our  purposes  in  Central  America  to 
be  served  in  the  longer  term  if  we  cannot 
see  them  served  here?  Continuing  to  press 
forward  with  military  assistance  without  a 
strong  committment  to  justice  and  human 
rights  will  surely  undermine  efforts  to  assist 
the  people  of  Central  America. 

I    appreciate    your   consideration    of    my 
views  and  suggestions.  Should  I  be  in  a  posi- 
tion to  be  of  service  to  you  in  the  future, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  on  me. 
Sincerely, 

Frank  R.  Lautenberg. 

The  Lawyers  Committee 
for  International  Human  Rights. 

New  York.  .J.Y..  July  14,  1983. 
Hon.  Langhorne  Motley. 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  Department  of 
State.  Washington.  D.C 
Dear  Ambassador  Motley:  As  counsel  for 
the  families  of  the  four  American  church- 
women who  were  assaulted  and  murdered  in 
El  Salvador  on  December  2,  1980,  we  write 
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to  express  our  present  concerns  about  the 
status  of  the  investigation  of  the  murders. 
During  the  week  of  July  4.  we  visited  El  Sal- 
vador, as  we  have  on  two  previous  occasions 
since  August  1982.  to  inquire  into  steps 
being  taken  by  Salvadoran  authorities  to  in- 
vestigate this  crime  and  prosecute  those 
who  are  responsible  for  it.  As  you  know,  five 
former  National  Guard  enlisted  men  were 
arrested  in  May  of  1981,  but  have  yet  to  be 
tried. 

During  our  latest  visit,  we  met  and  dis- 
cussed developments  in  the  case  with  the 
Fiscal  General.  Dr.  Mario  Adalberto  Rivera, 
and  members  of  his  staff:  with  the  presiding 
judge.  Dr.  Bernardo  Rauda  Murcia;  with 
Kenneth  Blakely  and  James  Mack  at  the 
U.S.  Embassy  in  San  Salvador;  with  private 
Salvadoran  lawyers;  and  with  others  knowl- 
edgeable about  the  case. 

On  the  basis  of  our  visit,  we  continue  to  be 
deeply  concerned  that  no  one  will  ever  be 
successfully  prosecuted  for  these  crimes. 
More  than  two  and  one-half  years  after  the 
murders,  the  Salvadoran  prosecutors  still 
have  not  completed  a  number  of  basic  inves- 
tigative steps  that  are  critical  to  a  successful 
prosecution  in  this  case.  Moreover,  in  the 
six  months  since  we  last  visited  El  Salvador, 
the  prosecutors  have  done  almost  nothing 
to  advance  the  case  properly  to  trial.  It  is 
now  unlikely  that  a  trial  will  occur  before 
1984. 

While  in  El  Salvador  we  suggested,  as  we 
have  in  the  past,  that  appropriate  steps  be 
taken  to  gather  the  following  essential  evi- 
dence; 

(i)  The  statement  of  Dagoberto  Martinez 
Martinez.  Martinez  was  the  superior  officer 
of  Subsergeant  Colindres  Aleman.  the  re- 
puted ringleader  of  the  guardsmen  who 
have  been  accused  of  carrying  out  the 
crime.  According  to  a  sworn  statement  by 
Martinez,  given  to  the  F.B.I,  in  Los  Angeles, 
California  on  February  9,  1982.  Colindres 
Aleman  confessed  to  him  in  Decemtwr.  1980. 
shortly  following  the  crime.  We  have  been 
informed  by  the  Fiscal  General  and  other 
Salvadoran  lawyers  that  the  testimony  of 
Martinez  will  not  be  admissible  as  evidence 
in  the  trial  unless  he  is  exammed  in  El  Sal- 
vador before  the  presiding  judge.  The  im- 
portance of  this  confession  as  evidence  is 
underscored  by  the  fact  that  the  case 
against  Colindres  Aleman  is  at  this  time 
only  circumstantial.  The  judicial  record  con- 
tains no  admissible  evidence  directly  linking 
Colindres  Aleman  to  the  murders  of  the 
four  women.  We  understand  that  Martinez' 
whereal)outs  in  California  are  currently 
known  to  the  F.B.I. .  and  that  he  has  applied 
for  political  asylum  in  the  United  States. 
We  believe  that  the  United  States  govern- 
ment is  in  a  position  to  arrange  for  his  ex- 
amination in  El  Salvador  by  Salvadoran  au- 
thorities and  that  this  is  essential  to  a  suc- 
cessful prosecution.  Despite  this,  when  we 
met  with  him,  the  Fiscal  General  of  El  Sal- 
vador displayed  no  interest  in  obtaining  this 
key  evidence. 

(ii)  Colindres'  thumbprint  on  the  burned- 
out  van.  A  second  piece  of  evidence  that 
would  directly  link  Colindres  to  the  murders 
is  his  thumbprint,  which  was  located  by  the 
F.B.I,  on  the  burned-out  van  in  which  the 
four  women  were  riding.  According  to  the 
Fiscal  General,  this  and  other  technical  evi- 
dence developed  by  the  F.B.I,  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted as  evidence  in  the  Salvadoran  pro- 
ceedings unless  the  tests  are  successfully  du- 
plicated by  Salvadoran  authorities.  The 
Fiscal  General  told  us  that  the  van  has  been 
exposed  to  the  wind  and  weather  since  the 
cnnie.  and  that  the  thumbprint  is  presumed 


to  have  been  washed  off  and  lost.  Immedi- 
ate steps  should  be  taken  to  inspect  the  van 
to  determine  whether  in  fact  the  thumb- 
print has  been  lost.  If  this  is  the  case,  the 
Fiscal  General  should  make  a  further  effort 
to  persuade  the  court  to  admit  the  F.B.I, 
fingerprint  test  as  evidence  against  Co- 
lindres. In  our  meeting  with  him.  the  Fiscal 
General  declined  our  requests  to  take  either 
of  these  steps. 

(iii)  The  testimony  of  Guardsman  Cesar 
Voile  Espinoza  and  others  concerning  the 
existence  of  higher  orders.  Valle  Espinoza 
has  testified  that  on  the  evening  of  Decem- 
ber 2,  1980.  Colindres  Aleman  stated  to  him 
that  he  was  acting  under  "superior  orders" 
to  apprehend  the  four  women.  Valle's  testi- 
mony names  two  other  Guardsmen  who 
were  with  him  and  should  have  heard  Co- 
lindres' statement.  Virtually  every  Salvador- 
an lawyer  with  whom  we  have  spoken  has 
told  us  that  the  most  likely  defense  of  the 
five  accused  would  be  that  they  were  acting 
under  the  higher  orders  of  others  who  have 
not  been  charged.  It  thus  becomes  essential 
to  fully  investigate  this  issue,  in  order  to 
refute  the  defense  or,  if  it  is  established 
that  others  were  involved,  to  bring  appropri- 
ate charges.  To  date,  the  Fiscal  General  has 
refused  to  investigate  this  issue  or  make  any 
effort  to  prepare  for  this  likely  defense.  As 
we  have  suggested  to  him  repeatedly,  he 
could  begin  by  examining  the  two  guards- 
men who  were  with  Valle  and  should  have 
heard  the  statement  by  Colindres.  and  by 
re-examining  Valle  concerning  the  details  of 
what  he  heard. 

(iv)  Testimony  of  Guardsman  Perez  Nieto. 
The  prosecutors  should  also  re-examine 
Margarito  Perez  Nieto.  a  member  of  the  Sal- 
vadoran National  Guard  who  was  also  sta- 
tioned at  the  airport  on  December  2,  1980. 
In  his  testimony  last  year.  Perez  Nieto 
stated  that  he  had  seen  two  suspicious-look- 
ing women  at  the  airport  on  the  afternoon 
of  December  2.  (The  two  women  were  ap- 
parently Jean  Donovan  and  Dorothy 
Kazel.)  He  says  that  he  reported  this  obser- 
vation to  Subsergeant  Colindres  Aleman. 
Perez  Nieto  was  never  fully  questioned  as  to 
why  the  women  seemed  suspicious  to  him, 
what  resulted  from  his  conversation  with 
Colindres  Aleman,  or  who  else  he  spoke 
with  about  these  suspicious-looking  foreign- 
ers. Nevertheless,  the  Fiscal  General  told  us 
he  has  no  intention  of  re-examining  Perez 
Nieto. 

(V)  Written  death  threats  and  related  evi- 
dence in  the  hands  of  the  F.B.I.  While  in  El 
Salvador,  we  learned  for  the  first  time  that 
the  F.B.I,  has  in  its  possession  a  written 
death  threat  that  was  delivered  to  the 
church  in  Chalatenango.  where  Ita  Ford 
and  Maura  Clarke  were  working.  We  also 
learned  that  the  F.B.I,  found  eight  distinct 
sets  of  fingerprints  on  this  threat,  which 
have  never  tieen  given  either  to  the  judge  or 
to  the  prosecutors. 

When  we  spoke  to  the  Fiscal  General  and 
his  staff  during  our  recent  visit  they  told  us 
that  they  had  no  knowledge  of  the  letter. 
One  of  the  prosecutors  told  us.  "If  we  had 
known  about  this  evidence  earlier,  this 
could  be  a  very  different  case."  The  prosecu- 
tors should  be  given  access  to  this  evidence 
at  once. 

This  evidence  may  shed  light  on  the  unre- 
solved issue  of  higher  orders;  there  are  re- 
ports that  members  of  the  church  in  Chala- 
tenango were  threatened  and  severely  criti- 
cized during  the  fall  of  1980  by  the  com- 
mander of  the  army  in  that  area.  Ricardo 
Pena  Arbaiza. 

The  death  threat  may  yield  important  evi- 
dentiary leads  pertaining  to  Col.  Pena  Ar- 


baiza's  potential  involvement  in  the  killing, 
an  issue  that  should  be  fully  investigated. 
When  we  asked  the  Fiscal  General  about 
evidence  suggesting  higher  orders,  he  told 
us  that  the  has  done  nothing  to  pursue  this 
aspect  of  the  case  and  has  no  intention  of 
doing  so. 

<vi)  Inquiry  into  the  origins  and  authen- 
ticity of  the  confidential  document  given  to 
the  Salvadoran  prosecutors.  At  our  meeting 
with  the  Fiscal  General  and  his  staff,  we 
furnished  him  a  copy  of  a  document  that 
may  be  pertinent  to  this  case  which  was  re- 
cently sent  to  the  Maryknoll  Order  in  New 
York  by  an  anonymous  source.  A  copy  of 
the  document  has  also  been  given  to  the 
U.S.  Embassy. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  this  document, 
and  questions  we  have  about  its  authentici- 
ty, we  believe  that  its  contents  should 
remain  confidential  at  this  time.  However, 
we  feel  that  the  document— whether  or  not 
it  is  authentic— could  have  a  profound 
impact  on  the  outcome  of  this  trial,  and 
that  its  authenticity  and  origins  should  be 
investigated  immediately  on  a  priority  basis. 
Although  the  Fiscal  General  shared  our 
view  of  the  importance  of  this  document, 
his  office  has  so  far  failed  to  take  any 
action. 

We  feel  very  strongly  that  each  of  the 
foregoing  steps  is  essential  to  a  successful 
prosecution,  and  that  each  should  be  com- 
pleted before  the  sumario,  or  investigative 
stage,  of  the  judicial  proceedings  is  complet- 
ed. Once  this  case  is  elevated  from  the  su- 
mario to  the  plenario,  or  trial  stage,  of  the 
proceedings,  it  will  be.  for  all  practical  pur- 
poses, impossible  to  introduce  into  the  trial 
record  new  evidence  that  may  be  produced. 

Considering  the  serious  problem  still 
facing  us.  we  are  encouraged  by  and  wel- 
come the  appointment  of  former  Federal 
Judge  Harold  Tyler  to  review  the  case.  As 
we  understand  it.  Judge  Tyler's  mission  is  to 
examine  all  evidence  and  information  in  the 
possession  of  the  U.S.  government  and  to 
identify  any  evidence  or  evidentiary  leads 
that  should  be  shared  with  the  Salvadoran 
prosecutors.  We  believe  his  efforts  could 
lead  to  the  discovery  of  important  evidence 
and  substantially  improve  the  prospects  of 
successfully  prosecuting  what  is  at  present  a 
circumstantial  case. 

Yet  despite  Judge  Tyler's  involvemTit.  we 
continue  to  be  disturbed  by  the  apparent 
unwillingness  and  inability  of  those  in  the 
Salvadoran  Fiscal  General's  office  to  suc- 
cessfully prosecute  all  those  responsible  for 
the  murders.  Virtually  all  those  working  on 
the  case  are  law  students.  Indeed,  we  have 
been  reliably  informed  that  one  of  these  law 
students.  BachiUer  Leonel  Romero  Cordero. 
has  been  named  the  coordinator  of  the  case 
despite  the  fact  that  he  was  once  removed 
from  office  for  taking  a  bribe  from  a  de- 
fense lawyer  in  a  robbery  trial  in  Zacateco- 
luca.  In  our  view,  the  appropriateness  of 
this  individual's  involvement  in  the  case 
should  be  re-examined  immediately. 

In  view  of  these  continuing  problems,  we 
believe  it  is  essential  that  the  U.S.  govern- 
ment take  all  appropriate  steps  to  ensure 
that  evidence  critical  to  a  successful  pros- 
ecution is  developed  and  presented  in  an  ad- 
missible form. 

We  remain  anxious  to  cooperate  with  and 
assist  the  Department  of  State  in  seeing 
that  all  those  who  are  responsible  for  the 
murders  of  the  four  churchwomen  are  final- 
ly brought  to  justice. 
Sincerely,  yours, 

R.  Scott  Greathead. 
Michael  H.  Posner. 


Questions  Submitted  by  Senators  Pell  and 
DoDD  at  the  Request  of  Senator  Lauten- 
berg 

EL  SALVADOR;  MURDER  OF  THE  CHURCHWOMEN 

Q.  What  is  being  done  to  investigate  and 
follow  up  on  allegations  that  higher  ranking 
military  and  government  officials  may  have 
been  involved  in  the  murders?  What  would 
Ambassador  Motley  do  to  press  for  more 
conclusive  findings? 

A.  During  the  investigation  done  by  the 
Salvadoran  Investigative  Working  Group 
before  the  case  went  to  court,  the  Working 
Group  pursued  the  possibility  of  higher 
level  involvement.  Every  such  lead  was  pur- 
sued. To  the  extent  they  could  be  checked 
out,  none  proved  to  be  of  any  substance.  As 
in  the  past,  should  a  lead  develop,  we  are 
prepared  to  insist  that  the  Government  of 
El  Salvador  pursue  it.  At  present  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  does  not  suggest  the  involve- 
ment of  others  besides  that  of  five  ex-Na- 
tional Guardsmen. 

EL  Salvador;  trial  date  of  murderers 
Q.  What  is  Ambassador  Motleys  interpre- 
tation of  President  Magana's  pledge  to  Sen- 
ators on  June  17  that  a  new  trial  date  would 
be  set  in  four  to  six  weeks?  Is  this  a  firm 
date  based  on  new  developments  or  just  the 
latest  in  a  series  of  sliding  timetables? 

A.  President  Magana  was  referring  to  the 
judicial  investigation  now  being  carried  out 
by  Judge  Bernardo  Rauda.  When  the  Court 
of  Appeals  returned  the  case  to  him  March 
11  for  further  investigation,  it  asked  him  to 
clear  up  several  questions.  Judge  Rauda  has 
now  completed  all  these  additional  investi- 
gations. Ballistics  tests  on  the  weapons  used 
to  murder  the  churchwomen  have  been  per- 
formed by  the  National  Police  and  are  about 
ready  for  presentation  to  the  Judge.  (The 
tests  previously  conducted  by  the  FBI  were 
not  admissible  because  they  were  not  con- 
ducted in  El  Salvador.  The  FBI  has  now 
provided  additional  technical  assistance  to 
the  National  Police  to  permit  them  to  con- 
duct the  tests.)  Once  Judge  Rauda  has  these 
tests  formally  in  the  judicial  investigation 
record,  he  intends  to  elevate  the  case  once 
more  to  "plenary,"  or  for  jury  trial.  It  was 
President  Magana's  judgement  that  this  ele- 
vation should  take  place  within  the  next 
few  weeks. 

EL  Salvador:  suit  in  u.s.  courts 
Q.  Why  has  it  been  necessary  for  families 
of  the  murder  victims  to  file  suit  in  U.S.  Dis- 
trict Court  in  New  York  against  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  seeking  information  about 
the  murders  and  the  investigation  and  trial? 
What  would  Ambassador  Motley  be  pre- 
pared to  do  to  allow  full  disclosure  of  infor- 
mation to  the  families  of  the  murder  vic- 
tims? 

A.  It  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  the 
intention  and  desire  of  the  Department  of 
State  to  ensure  maximum  disclosure  possi- 
ble of  information  to  the  families  of  the 
murder  victims.  The  Department  of  State 
has  been  in  continuing  contact  with  the 
families  of  the  murder  victims  and  has  pro- 
vided them  with  information,  both  in  writ- 
ten and  oral  form.  In  addition  to  this  infor- 
mal channel,  the  Department  processed  a 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  (FOIA)  re- 
quest, dated  June  29,  1981.  concerning  the 
murders,  in  which  the  Department  retrieved 
a  total  of  236  responsive  documents.  Of  this 
total,  125  documents  were  released  in  full 
and  60  were  released  in  part,  30  were  with- 
held in  their  entirety,  and  21  documents 
which  had  originated  in  other  agencies  were 
referred  to  those  agencies  for  their  review 
and  direct  response  to  the  requester.  Al- 


though the  major  part,  by  far.  of  the  infor- 
mation was  therefore  released,  some  infor- 
mation had  to  be  withheld  because  it  fell 
within  categories  of  information  exempted 
from  disclosure  under  the  following  FOIA 
exemptions:  ( 1 )  it  was  currently  and  proper- 
ly classified,  in  that  it  consists  of  foreign 
government  information,  information  which 
concerns  foreign  relations  or  foreign  activi- 
ties of  the  United  SUtes.  or  information 
which  would  disclose  the  identity  of  a  confi- 
dential source,  the  disclosure  of  which  rea- 
sonably could  be  expected  to  cause  damage 
to  the  national  security  (exemption  (b)(1), 
69  documents  or  portions  thereof);  (2)  it 
consisted  of  pre-declsional.  deliberative  in- 
formation (exemption  (b)(5),  8  documents, 
or  portions  thereof);   (3)  it  constituted  a 
clearly   unwarranted   invasion   of   personal 
privacy  (exemption  (b)(6).  2  documents,  or 
portions  thereof);  (4)  it  is  contained  in  in- 
vestigatory   records   compiled   for   law   en- 
forcement purposes  (exemption  (b)(7).  64 
documents,   or  portions   thereof).   The   re- 
questers filed  suit  in  U.S.  District  Court  to 
contest  the  withholding  of  this  information. 
The  Department  is  currently  processing 
another  request  from  the  families  to  update 
their  previous  request.  As  soon  as  the  docu- 
ments responsive  to  this  request  have  been 
reviewed,  all  of  the  information  will  be  re- 
leased, unless  it  is  subject  to  a  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  exemption.  As  the  Depart- 
ment has  explained  in  great  detail  in  affida- 
vits filed  in  the  New  York  case,  it  remains 
necessary   for  the   Department   to   protect 
classified  Information,  pre-decisional  delib- 
erative material,  privacy  information  (about 
persons  other  than  the  slain  churchwomen) 
and  investigatory  records.  The  Department 
is  particularly  concerned  that  the  prema- 
ture public  release  of  investigatory  material 
might  impede  the  trial  of  the  alleged  perpe- 
trators. It  has  to  be  kept  in  mind,  also,  that 
any  information.  Including  classified  infor- 
mation, which  is  released  to  the  families 
would   have   to   be   released   to   any   other 
FOIA   requester.    Meanwhile,    the   Depart- 
ment will  stay  in  contact  with  legal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  families  in  order  to  ensure 
that  they  are  fully  apprised  of  the  legal  pro- 
ceedings in  El   Salvador  concerning  these 
heinous  murders. 

EL  Salvador:  prosecution  of  murderers 
Q.  Can  the  United  States  reasonably 
expect  any  progress  In  development  and  de- 
mocracy in  Central  America  in  the  longer 
term  if  we  cannot  see  justice  done  in  this 
case. 

A.  The  prosecution  of  the  five  ex-National 
Guardsmen  for  the  murder  of  the  American 
Churchwomen  by  the  Government  of  El 
Salvador  is  a  landmark  case  in  that  country. 
Previously,  "everybody"  knew  that  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces  were  not  prosecuted 
for  their  acts,  regardless  of  the  crime. 
Therefore,  this  case  does  represent  an  im- 
portant change  in  Salvadoran  judicial  prac- 
tise. Unless  all  members  of  a  society  are  re- 
sponsible before  the  law,  the  rule  of  law  is 
impossible.  Without  the  government's  com- 
mitment to  establish  the  rule  of  law,  democ- 
racy caruiot  begin,  much  less  flourish.  On 
the  other  hand  the  five  ex-National  Guards- 
men are  entitled  to  a  defense.  Judge  Rauda 
has  appointed  defense  lawyers  for  them. 
These  attorneys  are  acting  in  good  faith  in 
the  defense  of  their  clients.  While  we 
carmot  predict  the  outcome  of  the  jury  trial, 
we  would  agree  that  the  cause  of  democracy 
would  suffer  a  great  reverse  In  El  Salvador 
were  the  jury  trial  to  result  in  a  travesty  of 
justice. 


SENATE         RESOLUTION  192- 

BUDGET  RESOLUTION  RELAT- 
ING TO  CONSIDERATION  OF  S. 
1001 

Mr.  COHEN,  from  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs,  reported  the 
following  original  resolution;  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

S.  Res.  192 

Resolved,  That  pursuant  to  section  402(c) 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  of  such  Act 
are  waived  with  respect  to  the  consideration 
of  S.  1001.  Such  waiver  is  necessary  because 
S.  1001  authorizes  the  enactment  of  new 
budget  authority  which  would  first  become 
available  in  fiscal  year  1984,  and  such  bill 
was  not  reported  on  or  before  the  appropri- 
ate date  required  under  section  402(a)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  for  such 
authorizations. 

The  waiver  of  section  402(a)  is  necessary 
to  permit  congressional  consideration  of 
statutory  authority  for  the  Office  of  Feder- 
al Procurement  Policy. 

S.  1001  provides  an  authorization  for 
fiscal  year  1984  of  $5,000,000. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1984 


TOWER  AMENDMENT  NO.  2108 

Mr.  TOWER  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (H.R.  3363)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1984,  and  for  other  purposes,  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  82,  after  line  15.  add  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec  .  Any  reference  in  any  law.  order,  or 
regulation,  including  this  Act.  to  the— 

(1)  Institute  of  Museum  Services  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  National  Endowment 
for  Museums: 

(2)  the  National  Museum  Services  Board 
or  the  Museum  Services  Board  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  National  Endowment 
for  Museums  Board:  and 

(3)  the  Director  of  the  Institute  when 
such  references  refers  to  the  Director  of  the 
Institute  of  Museum  Services  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  Museums. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday, 
August  3,  to  hold  a  hearing  on  S.  1701, 
a  bill  to  impose  specific  directives  on 
the  Bonneville  Power  Administration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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COMMITTBE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Tuesday,  August  2,  at  9:30 
a.m.,  to  hold  a  closed  hearing  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  the  U.S.  military 
action  in  Central  America. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Tuesday,  August  2.  to  con- 
sider the  following  nominations: 

Millicent  Fenwick  for  the  rank  of  Ambas 
sador  during  the  tour  of  her  service  as  U.S. 
Representative  to  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Organization  in  Rome; 

Thomas  Enders  to  t>e  Ambassador  to 
Spain: 

Patsy  Blackshear.  Chester  A.  Crocker, 
William  F.  Pickard.  Francis  S.  Ruddy,  and 
Charles  G.  Wells  to  be  Members  of  the  Afri- 
can Development  Foundation: 

Clair  W.  Burgener.  Malcolm  Forbes.  Jr.. 
Joseph  Lane  Kirkland.  Arch  L.  Madsen. 
Jane  L.  Michener.  and  Michael  Novak  for 
Membership  in  the  Board  for  International 
Broadcasting: 

Peter  Jon  de  Vos  to  be  Ambassador  to  the 
People's  Republic  of  Mozambique;  and 

Foreign  Service  List  dated  July  25.  1983. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  August  2,  to 
mark  up  the  budget  reconciliation 
package. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday,  August  2.  1983,  in  order  to 
cortsider  and  act  on  pending  nomina- 
tions, commemorative  resolutions,  and 
the  following  legislation: 

Title  XIII  or  S.  829— Federal  Tort  Claims 
Act  Amendments 

S.  645— Court  Improvements  Act  of  1983. 

S.  381— Federal  Courts  Study  Act. 

S.  384— State  Justice  Institute  Act  of  1983. 

S.  385— A  bill  to  provide  greater  discretion 
to  the  Supreme  Court  in  selection  of  the 
cases  it  will  review. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


COCAINE— ITS  IMPACT  ON 
HEALTH 

•  Mrs.     HAWKINS.     Mr.     President, 
there    is    widespread    misinformation 


about  the  physiological  and  psycholog- 
ical problems  associated  with  cocaine 
use. 

Coca  leaf-chewing  was.  and  remains, 
a  widespread  practice  among  the 
Andean  Indians  who  must  work  in  a  2- 
mile  high  atmosphere  without  proper 
nourishment.  A  cud  of  leaves  is 
chewed  along  with  some  alkali,  and 
this  gives  relief  from  fatigue,  hunger, 
and  the  low  oxygen  content  of  the  air. 
Chewing  coca  leaves  is  not  a  very  effi- 
cient way  to  extract  the  cocaine,  and 
the  Andean  workers  do  not  report  a 
■high  "—but  they  are  capable  of  work- 
ing more  effectively  for  an  hour  or 
two  after  chewing  the  leaves. 

The  extraction  and  purification  of 
cocaine  more  than  a  century  ago 
changed  the  story  completely.  It  was 
put  into  patent  medicines,  prescribed 
for  all  sorts  of  physical  and  mental  ail- 
ments, and  appeared  to  be  a  "miracle 
drug"  because,  at  first,  it  made  people 
feel  better.  Cocaine  was  recommended 
for  nervous  exhaustion,  depression,  al- 
coholism, morphine  addiction,  and 
many  other  conditions. 

Unfortunately,  &s  time  went  on, 
people  became  seriously  dependent  on 
the  drug,  cases  of  overdoses  and  psy- 
choses appeared,  and  enthusiasm  gave 
way  to  bitter  disappointment.  Sig- 
mund  Freud,  the  founder  of  psycho- 
analysis, wrote  glowing  articles  about 
the  safety  and  effectiveness  of  cocaine, 
but  later  had  to  retract  them,  admit- 
ting the  shortcomings  and  dangers  of 
the  drug. 

We  are  now  in  a  period  when  people 
have  forgotten  the  dismal  19th-centu- 
ry experience  with  cocaine,  and  claims 
of  its  harmlessness  and  exhilarating 
effects  are  again  being  heard.  Co- 
caines  present  popularity  proves  the 
adage  that  "those  who  forget  history 
are  condemned  to  repeat  it." 

Pupillary  dilation,  increased  heart 
rate,  elevated  blood  pressure,  loss  of 
appetite  with  substantial  weight  loss, 
and  sleeplessness  commonly  occur 
with  cocaine  use.  The  intravenous 
route  may  be  accompanied  by  hepati- 
tis or  bloodstream  infections.  Freebas- 
ing  has  been  reported  to  interfere  with 
the  exchange  of  lung  gases. 

Deaths  due  to  cocaine  toxicity  are 
increasing.  The  mechanism  involved 
may  be  a  heart  rhythm  disruption, 
failure  of  the  respiratory  center,  or  re- 
peated convulsions.  A  few  people  are 
hypersensitive  even  to  low  doses  of  co- 
caine, possibly  because  of  a  deficiency 
of  enzyme. 

Because  many  people  are  now  using 
enormous  quantities  of  cocaine— stop- 
ping only  when  the  user  or  the  cocaine 
supply  is  exhausted— we  know  that 
tolerance  and  a  withdrawal  syndrome 
can  develop.  Eventually,  more  and 
more  cocaine  produces  less  and  less  eu- 
phoria. A  variety  of  aches  and  pains, 
physical  depletion,  and  profound  psy- 
chological depression  are  some  of  the 
withdrawal  symptoms. 


The  psychological  complications  of 
cocaine  dependence  are  the  primary 
cause  for  concern.  A  paranoid  mode  of 
thinking  can  result  in  violence  to  the 
user  or  those  around  him.  Psychotic 
episodes  have  been  seen  in  persistent 
cocaine  users.  Hallucinations  are  clas- 
sically described— but  auditory,  visual, 
or  gustatory  misperceptions  also 
occur. 

With  access  to  large  amounts  of  co- 
caine, the  user,  especially  the  mainlin- 
er  and  freebaser.  can  arrive  at  a  point 
where  cocaine  use  becomes  a  career. 
For  such  individuals,  nothing  else  is  of 
any  significance— nothing  provides 
any  pleasure  except  cocaine. 

There  are  several  reasons  why  some 
drug  abusers  return  incessantly  to  co- 
caine. First,  the  memory  of  a  high  is 
exceedingly  attractive;  second,  the  dis- 
comfort after  stopping  is  cured  by 
taking  more  cocaine;  and,  third,  the 
depression  following  a  cocaine  run  is 
temporarily  relieved  by  cocaine.  Final- 
ly, the  ordinary  pleasures  of  living  are 
no  longer  pleasurable,  because  the 
abuser's  reward  centers  have  been 
overstimulated. 

The  cocaine  career— which  began  as 
a  search  for  a  high— ends  in  a  dismal 
effort  by  the  abuser  to  extricate  him- 
self from  unhappiness.  depression,  and 
the  inability  to  enjoy  the  many  facets 
of  life. 

I  ask  that  an  April  11.  1983.  Time 
magazine  cover  story  "Fighting  Co- 
caines Grip— At  First  I  Was  Scared" 
by  Kurt  Anderson  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  article  follows: 

At  First  I  Was  Scared 
Caroline  Coleman  grew  up  in  the  privi- 
leged world  of  trust  funds.  Virginia  boarding 
schools  and  Swiss  finishing  schools.  It  is  a 
world,  she  claims,  where  using  drugs  is  as 
common  as  clipping  coupons.  "Most  of  the 
people  I  knew  snorted  coke  and  took  pills. 
You  just  couldn't  make  a  move  without  am- 
munition." Coleman,  now  28.  .says  she  began 
sampling  marijuana,  hash,  amphetamines 
and  barbiturates  when  she  was  a  freshman 
at  an  exclusive  girls'  school  in  Virginia 
horse  country.  The  status  drug  among  the 
teen-age  girls,  however,  was  clearly  cocaine. 
"If  you  had  a  little  thing  of  coke  you  felt 
cool,"  Coleman  recalls.  She  snorted  coke  oc- 
casionally but  preferred  the  more  mellow 
high  of  heroin,  which  a  classmate  gave  her 
during  her  senior  year.  Soon  she  was 
hooked. 

After  two  years  of  college  in  New  York 
and  two  more  years  abroad.  Coleman  settled 
in  Manhattan.  She  tried  to  kick  her  heroin 
habit,  enrolling  in  a  methadone  program. 
But  soon  she  discovered  an  irresistible 
thrill;  speedballs.  injections  of  coke  and 
heroin  mixed  together.  She  thus  acquired  a 
craving  for  the  drug  she  had  once  dismissed. 
"The  intense  flash  from  the  cocaine  was  so 
wonderful  that  if  I  only  had  $20  I'd  buy 
coke."  She  initially  bought  her  drugs  from 
friends,  but  as  her  speedballing  grew  to  a 
$300-a-day-habit,  she  had  to  buy  on  the 
street.  "At  first  I  was  scared,"  she  says.  "But 
then  it  became  a  part  of  it  that  I  really 
liked,  going  into  a  really  bad  neighbor- 
hood." 


Although  her  income  from  a  trust  fund 
supported  her  comfortably.  Coleman  kept 
busy  with  odd  jobs  as  a  substitute  teacher 
or  an  extra  on  a  TV  soap  opera.  But  her  in- 
terest waned  as  she  became  more  obsessed 
with  coke.  "There  was  no  room  to  think 
about  anything  else.  When  I  was  working, 
Id  be  thinking.  "I'll  cop  [buy]  in  four 
hours,'  I'll  cop  in  three  hours.'  Sometimes 
Id  just  leave  early  and  go  cop.  "  Before  long, 
the  interest  she  received  in  her  trust  fund 
was  not  enough  to  pay  her  drug  bills.  "The 
coke  made  me  absolutely  insane.  Id  steal 
silver  and  gold  jewelry  from  my  family  and 
friends.  That  would  be  my  motivation  for 
going  to  people's  houses. "  She  also  began  to 
dip  into  her  capital.  Bank  officials,  alarmed 
at  her  shrinking  account,  contacted  her  par- 
ents in  Greenwich,  Conn.  Her  mother  hired 
a  detective  to  follow  Caroline.  The  detective 
tapped  her  phone  and  secretly  photo- 
graphed her  buying  drugs.  When  he  pre- 
sented the  evidence  to  her  parents,  they 
persuaded  her  to  go  to  Phoenix  House,  a 
drug  rehabilitation  center  in  New  York. 
Coleman  finally  stopped  taking  drugs.  Now 
a  counselor  at  Phoenix  House  working  with 
teen-agers,  she  considers  cocaine  far  more 
addictive  than  heroin.  She  sums  up:  "I  was 
like  a  vampire  needing  blood."* 


have  prospered  as  it  has.  But  as  the 
Bigbees  well-know,  succeeding  in  the 
ranching  business  takes  much  more 
than  commitment  and  dedications— it 
takes  long,  hard  days,  and  lots  of  work 
under  conditions  that  are  often  less 
than  optimum.  And  I  think  it  is  in  this 
knowledge  that  they  derive  the  great 
sense  of  pride  and  accomplishment 
that  I  know  will  characterize  the  fes- 
tivities surroimding  the  ranch's  dia- 
mond jubilee.* 


BIGBEE  RANCH  CELEBRATES 
DIAMOND  JUBILEE 
•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we 
in  the  Southwest  take  great  pride  in 
the  beauty  of  our  land  and  the  way  in 
which  so  many  use  it.  work  on  it.  and 
make  their  livelihood  from  it.  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  a  family  who  know 
better  than  most  how  rich  those  re- 
wards are  and  just  how  hard  one  must 
work  to  attain  them. 

In  1908.  when  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  was  still  a  territory.  David 
Bigbee  and  his  son.  Dade  came  from 
Missouri  to  stake  their  claim  on  the 
acres  entitled  all  Americans  under  the 
Homestead  Act.  The  family  settled 
there  and  began  work  on  what  would 
become  the  family  business  for  the  fol- 
lowing generations.  David's  sons, 
Frank  and  Dade,  became  the  two  prin- 
cipal managers  of  the  property,  ever 
expanding  and  improving  the  initial 
claim  their  father  had  acquired. 

On  August  20.  the  Bigbee  family 
ranch  will  celebrate  its  diamond  jubi- 
lee. Run  today  by  Frank  Bigbee's  son 
John,  a  former  State  representative, 
and  his  wife  Povy.  the  ranch  now  con- 
sists of  150  sections  in  New  Mexico, 
and  a  separate  enterprise  in  Colorado. 
The  work  and  dedication  vhich  al- 
lowed the  ranch  to  thrive  and  prosper 
as  it  has  would  make  David  Bigbee 
very  proud  of  his  family— as  we  all  are. 
For  while  he  took  the  initial  risk,  his 
children  and  grandchildren  built  on 
that  faith  and  today  75  years  later 
have  preserved  the  idea  of  the  ranch 
as  a  family  enterprise.  Jo'nn's  father 
Frank  is,  at  92.  president  of  the  com- 
pany, and  Mrs.  Dade  Bigbee.  who  will 
be  celebrating  her  96th  birthday 
during  the  week  of  the  jubilee,  is 
chairman  of  the  board.  Clearly,  with- 
out this  unity  and  multigenerational 
commitment,    the    ranch    would    not 


EIGHT  YEARS:  FROM  HELSINKI 
TO  MADRID 

•  Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today 
marks  the  eighth  anniversary  of  the 
signing  of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act.  On 
August  1.  1975.  the  heads  of  state  of 
33  European  nations,  the  United 
States,  and  Canada,  conunitted  their 
governments  to  improved  relations, 
through  a  series  of  provisions  designed 
to  enhance  European  security  and  co- 
operation. One  of  these  recognized 
human  rights  as  an  essential  factor  in 
insuring  the  development  of  friendly 
relations  and  cooperation. 

After  almost  3  years  of  tough  negoti- 
ations at  the  Madrid  meeting  to  review 
implementation  of  the  Final  Act,  34 
signatories  have  reached  provisional 
agreement  on  a  concluding  document. 
Malta  is  the  only  country  which  has 
withheld  consensus  in  an  effort  to 
force  the  other  34  to  agree  to  a  confer- 
ence on  Mediterranean  security. 

Assuming  that  the  Malta  problem 
will  be  resolved,  the  concluding  docu- 
ment will  make  significant  additions  to 
the  CSCE  process.  The  document  has 
provisions  which  deal  with  the  rights 
of  workers  to  organize,  religious 
rights,  human  contacts  and  family  re- 
unification, access  to  diplomatic  and 
consular  missions,  free  flow  of  infor- 
mation, rights  of  journalists,  and 
measures  against  terrorism.  Signifi- 
cantly, the  Madrid  meeting  also  has 
provided  a  forum  for  the  vigorous 
review  of  compliance  by  all  signatories 
with  the  provisioris  of  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act.  This  thorough  and  continu- 
ing review  highlighted  the  failure  of 
the  Soviet  Union  and  other  East  Euro- 
pean states  to  adhere  to  many  of  their 
Helsinki  commitments.  The  United 
States  and  other  delegations  were 
forthright  in  calling  attention  to  and 
condemning  flagrant  Soviet  and  East- 
em  violations  of  the  Final  Act.  There 
is  hope  that  eventually  this  will  have  a 
beneficial  effect. 

Mr.  President,  the  goals  of  the  Hel- 
sinki Final  Act.  cannot  be  totally  real- 
ized as  long  as  Soviet  troops  occupy 
Afghanistan;  as  long  as  members  of 
the  Moscow,  Ukrainian,  Lithuanian, 
Georgian,  and  Armenian  Helsinki 
monitoring  groups  languish  in  prisons, 
labor  camps,  and  psychiatric  hospitals; 
as  long  as  the  workers  of  Poland  are 
denied  the  right  to  form  free  trade 
unions;  and  as  long  as  so  many  in  the 


East  are  denied  the  right  to  reunite 
with  their  families  in  the  West.  Never- 
theless, it  is  vitally  important  for  us  to 
keep  the  Helsinki  process  alive— to 
continue  to  set  standards  for  interna- 
tional behavior  and  to  communicate  to 
the  Soviet  Union  our  deep  concerns  on 
issues  of  implementation.  Indeed,  the 
Madrid  agreement  provides  for  addi- 
tional forums  to  further  these  ends, 
including  experts  meeting  on  human 
rights,  human  contacts  and  on  the 
peaceful  settlement  of  disputes,  as 
well  as  a  cultural  forum,  and  the  next 
followup  meeting  in  Vienna  in  1986. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  like  to  conclude  by  in- 
serting into  the  Record  a  valuable  ap- 
preciation of  the  basic  CSCE  policy 
concerns  which  my  fellow  commission- 
er. Senator  Orrin  Hatch,  has  written. 
Although  the  CSCE  impasse  has 
now— with  the  exception  of  the  Malta 
filibuster— been  resolved,  many  of  Sen- 
ator Hatch's  underlying  concerns 
remain  as  valid  today  as  when  they 
were  written  a  few  months  ago.  In  par- 
ticular, the  experts  meeting  on  ways 
to  facilitate  human  contacts  and 
family  reunification,  and  the  Confer- 
ence in  Disarmament  in  Europe 
(CDE),  are  provided  for  in  the  Madrid 
documents,  largely  as  Senator  Hatch 
foresaw.  Like  him,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  prefer  that  the  larger 
freedoms  that  he  enumerates  could 
also  become  reality. 

As  cochairman  of  the  Helsinki  Com- 
mission, I  remain  deeply  disturbed 
about  the  continuing  violations  of  the 
Helsinki  accords  and  I  regret  that  we 
have  not  yet  witnessed  any  significant 
manifestations  of  the  Soviet  Govern- 
ment's intent  to  live  up  to  its  human 
rights  commitments.  Nevertheless,  I 
remain  committed  to  the  noble  ideals 
found  in  the  final  act  and  in  the 
Madrid  concluding  document,  and  fer- 
vently hope  that  the  Soviet  Govern- 
ment will  begin  to  show  that  it  intends 
to  treat  these  ideals  with  respect.  Only 
in  the  full  implementation  by  all  sig- 
natories of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act  can 
the  goal  of  true  security  and  coopera- 
tion in  Europe  be  realized. 
The  material  follows: 

The  CSCE  Impasse 
(By  Senator  Orrin  G.  Hatch) 
The  Conference  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion in  Europe  has  been  meeting  in  Madrid 
for  three  years,  but  is  still  dead-locked  over 
signing  a  final  document.  The  impasse  cen- 
ters on  the  key  issue  of  human  rights.  While 
the  Madrid  meeting  has  been  in  session,  the 
Soviets  and  their  Warsaw  Pact  allies  have 
continued  to  violate  the  human  righu  provi- 
sions of  the  1975  Helsinki  Final  Act,  thereby 
jeopardizing  the  credibility  of  the  entire 
Helsinki  process. 

Our  ambassador  to  the  CSCE.  Max  Kam- 
pelman.  has  done  a  superb  job  convincing 
our  allies  that  we  must  see  some  "perform- 
ance" from  the  Soviets  before  we  sign  a  con- 
cluding document— some  indication  that 
they  intend  to  take  their  Madrid  commit- 
ment seriously.  Our  allies  support  us  on 
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this;  In  turn,  they  want  our  support  for  con- 
vening a  Conference  on  Disarmament  in 
Europe  (CDE)  with  the  Soviets  to  reduce 
the  risk  of  military  confrontation  in  Europe. 
When  I  visited  Madrid  a  few  months  ago  as 
a  CSCE  commissioner,  I  decided  that  a  CDE 
in  1983  would  be  useful,  provided  the  Sovi- 
ets agree  to  our  four  conditions  for  confi- 
dence-building measures  (CBMs):  that  they 
be  militarily  significant,  politically  binding, 
verifiable,  and  cover  the  entire  continent  of 
Europe. 

When  I  met  with  Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl 
of  West  Germany  this  past  April  prior  to  his 
meeting  with  President  Reagan.  I  encour 
aged  him  to  raise  the  issue  of  a  CDE  with 
the  President,  since  he  and  I  agree  on  the 
importance  of  a  CDE  in  1983.  According  to 
The  New  York  Times.  Mr.  Kohl  told  Presi 
dent  Reagan  that  he  wants  to  go  ahead  and 
convene  a  CDE  while  at  the  same  time  con- 
tinuing to  encourage  the  Soviets  to  make 
progress  in  the  area  of  human  rights.  How- 
ever. President  Reagan  believes  the  Soviets 
and  their  Warsaw  Pact  allies  need  to  dem- 
onstrate progress  in  human  rights  be/ore  we 
can  sign  a  Madrid  document  which  contains 
provisions  for  a  CDE. 

The  President  is  100  percent  correct  in 
holding  to  this  position.  In  addition  to  'link- 
ing' Soviet  performance  with  signing  a  final 
document,  our  allies  need  to  understand 
that,  if  they  want  a  CDE.  they  must  contin- 
ue to  stand  firm  and  wait  for  a  significant 
gesture  from  the  Soviets  and  their  Warsaw 
Pact  allies. 

Of  course,  we  need  to  be  flexible  in  defin- 
ing "performance. "  Some  possibilities  are: 
Soviet  workers  should  be  allowed  to  form  in- 
dependent labor  unions:  emigration  restric- 
tions should  be  eased;  individuals  should  be 
allowed  to  practice  their  religion  without 
fear  of  persecution;  imprisoned  human 
rights  activists  Anatoly  Shcharansky  and 
Andrei  Sakharov  should  be  released. 

Other  examples  of  "performance"  would 
be  the  withdrawal  of  some  Soviet  troops 
from  Afghanistan  or  improvements  in 
Poland.  Last  September  the  Senate  Steering 
Committee,  of  which  I  am  vice-chairman  for 
foreign  policy,  sent  a  letter  to  President 
Reagan  supporting  his  policy  of  insisting  on 
real  progress  in  Poland  before  reaching  any 
new  agreements. 

It  is  absolutely  essential  that  the  West 
continue  to  remain  united  in  its  priorities. 
The  NATO  alliance  is  demonstrating  its  co- 
hesiveness  by  seeking  important  changes  in 
the  draft  language  put  forth  by  the  neutral 
and  nonaligned  nations.  One  very  important 
addition  we  are  seeking  is  a  provision  for  a 
meeting  of  experts  to  explore  ways  to  facili- 
tate human  contacts  and  family  reunifica- 
tion. 

This  one  issue  demonstrates  the  impor- 
tance of  the  CSCE.  It  was  not  meant  to  be  a 
battleground  where  one  side  tries  to  over- 
power the  other.  Rather,  the  purpose  of  the 
CSCE  is  to  improve  East-West  relations.  As 
my  colleague.  Senator  Bob  Dole,  stated 
before  the  CSCE  last  November.  "East-West 
harmony  is  a  fundamental  objective  of 
American  foreign  policy.  The  oportunities 
to  achieve  that  harmony  can  be  enlarged  by 
what  we  do  here  in  Madrid,  within  the 
framework  of  the  CSCE.  Yet.  how  can  we 
make  progress  without  abiding  by  the  Pinal 
Act's  provisions?"* 


EIGHT  YEARS  OP  HELSINKI  IN 
THE  U.S.S.R. 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  amid 
the  hoopla  over  the  seeming  end  of 


the  Madrid  Conference,  we  must  ask 
ourselves  what  has  happened  to  the 
people  whom  the  Helsinki  Pinal  Act 
was  supposed  to  benefit:  the  citizens  of 
the  U.S.S.R.  and  Eastern  Europe.  As  a 
member  of  the  Commission  on  Securi- 
ty and  Cooperation  in  Europe,  I  am 
dismayed  over  the  lack  of  improve- 
ment of  human  rights  within  the  Com- 
munist regimes  of  the  East  bloc. 
During  the  past  year,  we  have  seen 
the  flickering  flame  of  Polish  freedom 
extinguished  by  the  repressive  mili- 
tary leadership  of  that  nation.  Eight 
years  after  the  signing  of  the  Helsinki 
Pinal  Act,  we  continue  to  witness  the 
blatant  suppression  of  even  the  most 
basic  of  human  rights.  Of  particular 
note,  is  the  attempt  by  the  atheistic 
governments  of  Eastern  Europe  to 
eliminate  every  last  vestige  of  religion. 

Thus,  on  this  occasion,  the  eighth 
anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  Hel- 
sinki Pinal  Act.  I  wish  to  draw  the  at- 
tention of  my  colleagues  to  the  situa- 
tion of  religious  communities  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  While  we  all  rejoice  in 
the  recent  happy  resolution  of  the  23- 
year  emigration  struggle  of  two  Pente- 
costal families,  the  Vashchenkos  and 
Chymkhalovs.  there  are  at  least  30,000 
other  Soviet  Evangelical  Protestants 
who  want  to  emigrate  as  the  only  way 
to  escape  generations  of  religious  per- 
secution in  the  U.S.S.R.  There  are  also 
about  300,000  Soviet  Jews  who  want  to 
escape  anti-Semitism.  So,  for  those  of 
us  who  are  committed  to  bettering  the 
situation  of  religious  believers— Jews, 
Christians,  Moslems— in  the  U.S.S.R., 
there  is  a  lot  of  work  left  to  be  done. 

What  is  the  status  of  religious 
groups  in  the  Soviet  Union?  Despite 
official  Soviet  assurances,  religious  life 
in  the  U.S.S.R.  is  actually  under  rigid 
Government  control.  In  fact,  Soviet 
laws  on  religion  attempt  to  regulate 
every  aspect  of  organized  religion:  No 
one  under  the  age  of  18  is  supposed  to 
attend  church;  church  sermons  and 
literature  are  censored  by  the  Govern- 
ment: and  entry  to  seminaries  is  sub- 
ject to  state  control.  This  list  of  re- 
strictions could  be  extended  many 
times.  If  groups  of  Soviet  believers  feel 
that  it  is  against  the  dictates  of  their 
consciences  to  abide  by  these  official 
restrictions,  the  community  is  forced 
into  an  illegal  status  and  participants 
are  liable  for  criminal  prosecution. 

Probably  half  of  the  Prisoners  of 
Conscience  in  the  Soviet  Union  today 
are  religious  believers:  Hundreds  of 
Baptists,  Adventists,  and  Pentecostals, 
including  dozens  of  pastors,  have  been 
imprisoned  in  the  past  few  years.  For 
the  first  time  since  1972,  two  Lithuani- 
an Catholic  priests.  Father  Sigitas 
Tamkevicius  and  Alfonsas  Svarinskas, 
are  imprisoned;  Russian  Orthodox 
priest.  Father  Gleb  Yakunin,  has  been 
put  in  solitary  confinement  for  daring 
to  ask  for  a  Bible  in  camp;  Georgian 
Orthodox  activist,  Valentina  Pailodze. 
was  recently  given  an  11-year  term  of 


imprisonment;  and  numerous  Muslims 
have  been  imprisoned  for  seeking  reli- 
gious and  cultural  rights.  This  tragic 
list  of  victims  of  Soviet  repression  of 
religion  could  also  be  extended  hun- 
dreds of  times. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  draw  my 
colleagues'  attention  to  the  particular 
plight  of  several  other  religious  groups 
in  the  U.S.S.R.  Not  only  does  the 
Soviet  state  arrogate  to  itself  the  right 
to  decide  what  types  of  religious  activi- 
ties are  permissible,  but  it  also  has  the 
supreme  arrogance  of  outlawing  entire 
creeds,  including  the  Eastern  or  Greek 
Rite  Catholic  Church  of  Ukraine,  one 
Uniate  activist,  Josif  Terelya,  has 
spent  most  of  his  adult  life  in  camps 
and  psychiatric  hospitals;  Jehovah's 
Witnesses,  who  are  considered  mem- 
bers of  an  international  conspiracy 
emanating  from  Brooklyn.  N.Y.;  and 
the  True  Orthodox,  there  is  a  group  of 
True  Orthodox  women  which  has 
spent  25  years  in  the  camps.  In  viola- 
tion of  its  Helsinki  pledges,  the  Soviet 
state  continues  to  practice  discrimina- 
tion and  repression  against  religious 
believers  in  the  U.S.S.R. 

In  light  of  the  continued  repression 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  results  of  the 
long  diplomatic  deliberations  at 
Madrid  may  seem  meager.  But  we 
must  persevere  in  our  painstaking  ef- 
forts to  insure  that  the  Soviet  Union 
will  eventually  live  up  to  its  solemn 
international  commitments.  To  do  oth- 
erwise would  forsake  our  solemn  com- 
mitment or  preserve,  foster,  and  sup- 
port religious  freedom  throughout  the 
world.* 


the   interest  of  the  Senate  and  the 
United  States.* 


NOTICE  OF  DETERMINATION  BY 
THE  SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON 
ETHICS 

•  Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
required  by  paragraph  4  of  rule  35 
that  I  place  in  the  Congressional 
Record  this  notice  of  a  Senate  em- 
ployee who  proposes  to  participate  in 
a  program,  the  principal  objective  of 
which  is  educational,  sponsored  by  a 
foreign  government  or  a  foreign  edu- 
cational or  charitable  organization  in- 
volving travel  to  a  foreign  country 
paid  for  by  that  foreign  government  or 
organization. 

The  select  committee  has  received  a 
request  for  a  determination  under  rule 
35  which  would  permit  Mr.  Robert  H. 
Dockery  of  the  staff  of  Senator  Chris- 
topher J.  DoDD,  to  participate  in  a  pro- 
gram sponsored  by  the  Konrad  Ade- 
nauer Stiftung,  in  the  Federal  Repub- 
lic of  Germany,  from  October  8-15, 
1983. 

The  committee  has  determined  that 
participation  by  Mr.  Dockery  in  the 
program  in  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  at  the  expense  of  the 
Konrad  Adenauer  Stiftung,  to  discuss 
United  States-German  relations,  is  in 


FINANCIAL  AID  TO  POLAND 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
martial  law  having  nominally  been 
ended  by  the  Soviet  Union's  proconsul 
in  Warsaw,  General  Jaruzelski.  West- 
em  creditor  governments  have  in 
recent  days  moved  quickly  to  formally 
reschedule  Poland's  unpaid  debts  to 
Western  banks.  Simultaneously,  the 
world  learned  last  Thursday  that  ne- 
gotiations for  a  long-term  grain  sale 
agreement  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union,  suspended  2 
years  ago  by  the  United  States  in  pro- 
test of  the  Soviet-sponsored  repression 
of  the  free  trade  union.  Solidarity, 
have  quickly  yielded  a  new  agreement. 
Before  Solidarity  is  forgotten  to  his- 
tory altogether,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  take  note  of  two  statements  regard- 
ing status  of  civil  liberties  and  human 
rights  in  Poland. 

One  is  the  expression  of  Lech  Wa- 
lensa,  who  said,  on  the  day  following 
the  transformation  of  the  military 
regime  in  Poland  to  a  civilian  one: 

If  I  were  to  choose  between  the  new  (civil- 
ian) and  martial  law,  I  would  choose  martial 
law. 

This  from  a  man  who  spent  more 
than  1  year  as  a  prisoner  of  the  state 
for  holding  views  at  odds  with  those  of 
the  state.  He  knows  about  civil  liber- 
ties what  we.  in  the  West,  can  only 
imagine.  Clearly,  the  end  of  martial 
law  has  not  meant  the  restoration  of 
human  rights  in  Poland. 

The  second  statement  I  commend  to 
Members  of  the  Senate,  and  to  the 
many  readers  of  the  Congressional 
Record,  comes  from  our  distinguished 
colleague,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Wisconsin.  Mr.  Kasten.  who  has  sum- 
marized his  view  of  this  situation  in  a 
studied  and  persuasive  essay  in  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  of  July  28,  1983. 

I  ask  that  the  complete  text  of  Sena- 
tor Kasten 's  article  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 
The  article  follows: 
[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  July  28. 
1983] 
Hold  Off  Recchedulinc  the  Polish  Loans 

(By  Robert  W.  Kasten  Jr.) 
What  do  the  latest  actions  by  the  Polish 
government  really  mean  for  the  people  of 
Poland,  and  how  should  the  U.S.  react?  We 
have  conditioned  normal  relations  with 
Poland  upon  the  lifting  of  martial  law,  re- 
lease of  political  prisoners  and  discussions 
with  independent  labor  unions.  Are  condi- 
tions in  Poland  sufficiently  changed  for  us 
to  normalize  relations? 

In  many  cases  the  new  "civil"  laws  are 
harsher  than  the  martial  laws  they  replace. 
For  instance,  it  now  will  be  impossible  to 
strike  legally,  independent  unions  will  be 
baruied  completely,  press  censorship  and  re- 
strictions on  movement  will  be  tightened  se- 
verely, and  the  regime  will  be  able  to  de- 
clare an  emergency  whenever  it  decides 
there  is  a  threat  from  "internal  factors.  "  As 
Gen.  Jaruzelski  told  the  Polish  Parliament  a 


week  ago:  "Any  attempt  at  anti-state  activi- 
ty will  be  curbed  no  less  unswervingly  than 
during  martial  law. "  No  wonder  that  Lech 
Walesa  declared:  "If  1  were  to  choose  be- 
tween the  new  (laws)  and  martial  law.  I 
would  choose  martial  law."  In  addition,  it 
seems  that  the  "release  of  political  prison- 
ers"  by  Polish  authorities  may  not  include 
any  real  political  prisoners. 

ARGUMENTS  OF  THE  MODERATES 

Thus,  despite  the  apparent  changes,  there 
hasn't  been  any  change  in  substance.  Yet 
the  banking  community  has  begun  to 
clamor  for  a  return  to  the  state  of  affairs 
before  martial  law.  Poland  has  requested 
that  its  foreign  debt  be  rescheduled  drasti- 
cally, including  an  incredible  eight-year 
moratorium  on  interest  payments  and  a 
demand  for  $3  billion  more  in  export  cred- 
its. American  and  European  leaders  seem 
ready  to  discuss  this.  Clearly,  the  West  has 
yet  to  leam  anything  about  economic  rela- 
tions between  communist  and  capitalist  na- 
tions. 

Those  who  advocate  a  rescheduling  make 
the  same  arguments  as  the  "moderates" 
who  opposed  a  declaration  of  Polish  default 
one  year  ago.  Then,  despite  the  fact  that 
Poland  had  stopped  making  payments  on  iU 
debts,  they  argued  against  facing  the  finan- 
cial realities  and  declaring  default. 

The  "moderates"  asserted  that  if  we  re- 
frained from  declaring  default,  the  West 
would  gain  in  two  ways:  There  would  be  an 
incentive  for  the  Polish  authorities  to  "lib- 
eralize" more  quickly,  to  lift  martial  law  and 
to  treat  the  Polish  people  less  harshly.  And 
Poland  would  speed  up  its  repayment  of 
loans  to  the  West. 

But  what  actually  happened?  It  has  taken 
IVi  years  to  "lift"  martial  law.  and  this 
action  itself  is  meaningless.  The  evidence 
doesn't  support  the  claim  that  Western  re- 
straint leads  to  improved  behavior  on  the 
part  of  communist  governments.  History  in- 
dicates that  in  dealing  with  such  regimes 
the  welfare  of  the  people  depends  far  more 
on  the  dynamics  of  internal  politics  than  on 
Western  actions. 

What  about  the  financial  situation? 
During  hearings  before  my  Foreign  Oper- 
ations Subcommittee  last  year  representa- 
tives of  the  administration  claimed  that  if 
we  didn't  declare  default,  things  would  be 
better  for  Western  creditors.  Robert  Hor- 
mats.  former  assistant  secretary  of  state,  in 
testimony  on  Feb.  9,  1982,  opposed  declaring 
Poland  in  default  and  asserted  that  "the 
best  chance  of  putting  maximum  pressure 
to  obtain  a  reflow  of  currency  from  Poland 
to  the  East  is  by  continuing  to  press  them  to 
pay  their  debts.  Now  they  don't  pay  as  we 
would  like,  clearly,  but  there  is  a  net  out- 
flow. There  is  a  net  outflow,  and  it  is  a  high 
cost  for  an  economy  as  weak  as  the  Polish 
economy." 

But  the  past  year  hasn't  fulfilled  the  pre- 
dictions of  those  who  confidently  assured  us 
that  the  Polish  government  would  make 
every  effort  to  repay  its  debt.  True,  Poland 
paid  half  of  the  interest  due  in  1982.  but 
only  on  the  condition  that  the  other  half  be 
"recycled"  back  to  Poland  by  banks  as 
short-term  credits.  The  net  effect  was  to  in- 
crease the  debt's  magnitude  by  one  half  the 
interest  due  to  Western  creditors.  These 
short-term  credits  enabled  Poland  to  "pur- 
chase" Western  goods,  leading  to  a  further 
transfer  to  resources  from  West  to  East. 
And  now  comes  the  latest  outrageous  re- 
quest from  the  Polish  debtors.  The  "out- 
flow "  described  by  Mr.  Hormats  continues 
to  be  in  the  opposite  direction. 


This  is  perhaps  the  most  important  point 
to  be  made,  for  the  Polish  debt  is  but  a 
small  part  of  the  greater  issue  of  financing 
and  extending  credit  to  the  Soviet  Union 
and  its  satellites.  Trade  with  the  Soviet 
Union  once  was  seen  as  sin  aspect  of  ""de- 
tente." By  trading  with  and  lending  to  the 
communists,  it  was  argued,  we  would  bridge 
the  gap  between  East  and  West,  bringing 
prosperity  and  hope  to  oppressed  people. 
And  by  making  tyrannical  states  more  de- 
pendent on  Western  goods  and  technology, 
we  would  convert  them  into  more  moderate 
and  freer  nations,  eventually  eliminating 
the  danger  of  war.  Western  trade  would 
""liberalize"  the  communist  countries. 

But  things  didn't  work  out  that  way.  The 
oppressed  people  remain  oppressed,  the 
communist  nations  are  no  less  tyrannical, 
and  the  danger  of  war  hasn't  been  reduced. 
Why  hasn't  the  theory  of  "liberalization  by 
trade"  worked,  as  we  once  believed  it  would? 
Part  of  the  answer  lies  in  the  underlying 
philosophy  of  the  Soviet  bloc  countries 
themselves. 

According  to  Lenin's  theory  of  imperial- 
ism, the  capitalist  West  is  driven  by  histori- 
cal necessity  to  export  its  surplus  first  to 
the  underdeveloped  world,  and  then  to  com- 
munist countries.  In  other  words,  when  cap- 
italists extend  credit  to  communist  nations, 
they  are  behaving  as  Marxist-Leninist 
theory  predicts  they  will.  As  Lenin  wrote: 

"...  the  capitalists  of  the  world  and  their 
governments,  in  their  rush  to  conquer  the 
Soviet  market,  will  close  their  eyes  [to  vari- 
ous Soviet  diplomatic  subterfuges]  and  will 
thereby  be  turned  into  blind  deaf  mutes. 
They  will  furnish  credits  which  will  serve  us 
for  the  support  of  the  Communist  Party  in 
their  countries  and,  by  supplying  us  materi- 
al and  technical  equipment  which  we  lack, 
will  restore  our  military  industry  necessary 
for  our  future  attacks  against  our  suppliers. 
To  put  it  in  other  words,  they  will  work  on 
the  preparation  of  their  own  suicide." 

The  implication  is  that  the  accumulation 
of  debt  has  been  a  conscious  act  of  policy  by 
the  communist  states  and  that  they  have  no 
intention  of  paying  it  back.  It  is  likely  that 
communist  borrowing  is  part  of  "the  eco- 
nomic strategy  of  an  empire."  In  a  brilliant 
essay  by  this  title  in  Grand  Strategy:  Coun- 
tercurrents,  Larry  Arnn  observed  that: 

".  .  .  until  the  Poles  actually  repay  the 
loans,  the  food  they  have  consumed  and  the 
capital  they  have  imported  is  not  expensive 
to  them  at  all.  It  is  incredibly  cheap.  The 
spanking  new  Polish  steel  mill  may  not  be 
an  efficient  and  wise  investment  by  our 
standards,  but  it  is  a  large  and  modern  steel 
mill,  and  so  far  someone  else  has  paid  for 
it." 

The  problem's  magnitude  becomes  appar- 
ent when  we  consider  that  Poland's  govern- 
ment is  $25  billion  richer  and  the  West  is 
$25  billion  poorer,  and  that  even  though 
Poland  has  paid  only  a  minute  part  of  what 
it  owes,  its  line  of  credit  is  far  from  exhaust- 
ed. Furthermore,  as  Mr.  Arnn  noted,  the 
logic  that  has  allowed  Poland  to  "borrow" 
$25  billion  will  enable  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  rest  of  its  satellites  to  "borrow"  billions 
and  billions  more,  unless  we  recognize  this 
policy  for  what  it  is:  the  economic  exploita- 
tion of  the  West  by  the  East,  which  can 
occur  only  because  of  the  shortsightedness 
of  capitalist  nations. 

SHOULD  DELAY  ARRANGEMENT 

We  must  recognize  these  things  and  be 
guided  in  our  relations  with  communist 
countries  by  reason  and  prudence— not  by 
our  hopes  alone.  These   hopes   have  been 
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dashed  too  many  times.  I  believe  we  have 
reached  a  point  where  we  must  draw  the 
line.  A  year  ago  I  called  for  the  U.S.  to  de 
Clare  Poland  in  default.  Now  I  believe  that 
the  U.S.  should  delay  any  agreements  on  re 
scheduling  Poland's  debt  until  such  time  as 
that  country  meets  objective  standards  of 
human  freedom.  In  addition,  if  by  the  end 
of  the  year  Poland  hasn't  made  sutwtantive 
changes  in  its  policy  toward  its  people,  we 
should  state  unequivocally  that  we  will  de- 
clare Poland  in  default  of  the  $1.7  billion  it 
owes  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
The  U.S.  thereby  would  accomplish  three 
important  goals.  First,  we  would  make  clear 
to  our  allies  and  to  Western  business  inter- 
ests that  trade  l)etween  West  and  East  is  a 
risky  undertaking  that  we  will  no  longer 
subsidize.  Second,  we  would  begin  to  under- 
mine the  economic  strategy  of  the  Soviet 
empire.  And  finally,  we  would  make  it  clear 
that  our  commitment  to  liberty  and  human 
rights  is  more  than  just  words.* 


HUMAN  RIGHTS  AND  SECURITY: 
8  YEARS  OF  THE  HEI^SINKI 
PROCESS 

•  Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  8  years 
ago  on  Augu.st  1.  1975.  the  heads  of 
state  from  33  Europeam  nations,  the 
United  States  and  Canada,  signed  the 
Helsmki  Final  Act.  initiating  a  diplo- 
matic phenomenon  known  as  the  Hel- 
sinki process.  This  process,  unique  in 
international  relations,  covers  a  wide 
range  of  East-West  activity  with  spe- 
cial focus  on  human  rights  and  securi- 
ty issues.  Essential  to  the  Helsinki 
process  are  the  periodic  review  confer- 
ences held  to  consider  member  state's 
records  in  implementing  the  Pinal  Act 
and  to  encourage  improved  compliance 
with  its  provisions.  The  most  recent 
conference  of  this  kind,  the  Madrid 
meeting,  has  nearly  completed  its 
work,  with  only  a  few  details  relating 
to  Maltese  demands  in  the  Mediterra- 
nean security  area  still  to  be  resolved. 

The  Madrid  meeting,  which  began  in 
Septemt)er  1980.  has  been  the  scene  of 
sharp  East-West  clashes  over  such 
issues  as  the  continuing  Soviet  occupa- 
tion of  Afghanistan,  the  imposition  of 
martial  law  in  Poland  and  human 
rights  violations  in  the  Warsaw  Pact 
countries.  Several  months  ago,  I  vis- 
ited Madrid  as  a  CSCE  commissioner 
and  became  convinced  that  convening 
a  Conference  on  Disarmament  in 
Europe,  CDE  with  the  Soviets  in  1983 
would  be  useful,  provided  the  Soviets 
show  their  intent  to  view  their  Helsin- 
ki human  rights  obligations  seriously 
and  agree  to  our  four  conditions  for 
confidence-building  measures,  CBM's: 
that  they  be  militarily  significant,  po- 
litically binding,  verifiable,  and  cover 
the  entire  continent  of  Europe. 

When  I  met  with  West  German 
Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  last  April, 
prior  to  his  visit  with  President 
Reagan,  I  encouraged  him  to  raise  the 
issue  of  the  CDE  with  the  President. 
According  to  the  New  York  Times  ac- 
count of  their  meeting,  Mr.  Kohl  did 
tell  President  Reagan  that  he  wanted 
to  convene  a  CDE  while  continuing  to 


encourage  Soviet  progress  in  the  area 
of  human  rights.  President  Reagan  re- 
portedly responded  that  the  Warsaw 
Pact  needed  to  demonstrate  progress 
in  human  rights  before  we  signed  a 
Madrid  document  containing  provi- 
sions for  a  CDE. 

President  Reagan  was  right,  and  has 
shown  that  Madrid  has  been  more 
than  just  the  setting  for  bloc-to-bloc 
acrimony.  Several  agreements  have 
been  forged  during  the  deliberations 
which  mark  a  significant  advance  over 
the  original  final  act  in  both  the  mili- 
tary security  and  human  rights  areas. 

Of  particular  importance  is  the 
agreement  to  hold  a  conference  on 
confidence  and  security  building  meas- 
ures and  disarmament  in  Europe,  be- 
ginning in  January  1984,  in  Stock- 
holm, Sweden.  This  will  be  a  large- 
scale  forum  devoted  to  improving  mili- 
tary confidence-building  measures,  or 
CBM's,  already  in  the  final  act  and  ex- 
tending their  scope  of  applicability  to 
include  military  activities  in  the  entire 
European  part  of  Soviet  territory. 
These  CMB's  are  early  warning  provi- 
sions such  as  the  advance  notification 
of  military  maneuvers  and  movements, 
designed  to  reduce  the  threat  of  sur- 
prise attack.  The  extension  of  the  area 
of  applicability  of  these  CMB's  to  all 
of  the  Soviet  Union  west  of  the  Ural 
Mountains  is  a  significant  new  step 
which  could  provide  a  valuable  prece- 
dent for  the  West  in  future  arms  con- 
trol and  disarmament  discussions  with 
the  Soviets.  The  Stockholm  meeting 
will  take  its  place  alongside  the  two 
sets  of  talks  going  on  in  Geneva  and 
Vienna  involving  nuclear  weapons  and 
the  MBFR  sessions  in  Vienna,  as  a 
major  arms  control  forum.  A  distin- 
guishing feature  of  the  Stockholm 
talks  will  be  the  participation  of  a 
much  wider  spectrum  of  states,  includ- 
ing all  35  nations  in  the  Helsinki  proc- 
ess. If  this  first  stage  of  the  Stock- 
holm meeting  is  successful,  a  second 
stage  on  disarmament  questions  may 
be  held  sometime  after  1986. 

Progress  on  military  security  issues 
at  Madrid  has  been  balanced  by  the 
adoption  of  important  new  measures 
in  human  rights,  including  two  ex- 
perts-level meetings,  one  devoted  to 
human  rights  and  the  other  to  human 
contacts  and  family  reunification 
problems.  Unfortunately,  the  progress 
made  at  Madrid  in  negotiating  new 
provisions  concerning  human  rights 
has  not  yet  encouraged  the  Soviet 
Union  to  improve  its  performance  in 
this  vital  field. 

Even  before  Solidarity  sprang  to  life 
in  Poland  in  Augiist  1980,  a  small 
group  of  Soviet  citizens  banded  to- 
gether to  form  fledgling  independent 
labor  unions  in  the  U.S.S.R.  The  first 
such  effort  in  late  1977  was  crushed 
and  its  leader.  Ukrainian  coal  miner 
Vladimir  Klebanov,  today  languishes 
in  a  psychiatric  hospital.  The  second 
effort,  which  began  in  1978.  is  an  orga- 


nization called  The  Free  Interprofes- 
sional Association  of  Workers.  SMOT, 
which  has  been  the  object  of  a  par- 
ticularly brutal  campaign  of  repres- 
sion: 14  members  of  SMOT  are  now  in 
prison,  3  of  whom— Vladimir  Ger- 
shuni,  Aleksandr  Skovov,  and  Mikhail 
Zotov— are  in  psychiatric  hospitals. 
Other  SMOT  activists,  such  as  Vladi- 
mir Skvirsky  and  Lev  Volokhonsky, 
have  been  subjected  to  repeated  terms 
of  imprisonment  for  their  labor  union 
activism. 

This  suppression  of  free  trade  union- 
ism violates  the  Soviet's  international 
obligations  arising  from  their  ratifica- 
tion of  conventions  of  the  Internation- 
al Labor  Organization.  ILO.  and  also 
violates  the  spirit  of  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act  of  1975.  In  a  major  advance  of  the 
Helsinki  process,  the  Madrid  final  doc- 
ument requires  member  states  to 
"insure  the  right  of  workers  freely  to 
establish  and  join  trade  unions,  the 
right  of  trade  unions  freely  to  exercise 
activities  and  their  rights  as  laid  down 
in  relative  international  instruments,  " 
a  clear  reference  to  ILO  conventions. 
As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  as 
well  as  a  CSCE  Commissioner.  I  will 
follow  reports  of  Soviet  compliance  to 
these  provisions  with  intense  interest. 

In  another  area,  emigration,  the 
Soviet  record  has  been  abysmal.  Only 
members  of  three  ethnic  minorities- 
Jews,  Germans,  and  Armenians— have 
been  permitted  to  leave  the  Soviet 
Union.  During  the  past  year,  the  emi- 
gration of  these  three  groups  has  been 
reduced  to  a  trickle.  In  1982,  only 
2,688  Soviet  Jews  were  allowed  to  emi- 
grate as  opposed  to  51,320  in  1979. 
Even  more  ominous  for  the  prospects 
of  Soviet  Jewry  is  the  recent  forma- 
tion of  an  official  anti-Zionist  commit- 
tee which  announced  in  June  of  this 
year  that  the  process  of  family  reunifi- 
cation for  Soviet  Jews  was  "essentially 
completed."  Yet,  Western  organiza- 
tions claim  that  at  least  300,000  Jews 
would  still  like  to  leave  the  U.S.S  R. 

At  the  time  when  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  United  States  are  engaged  in 
negotiations  in  several  important  arms 
control  areas,  Soviet  failure  to  fulfill 
its  human  rights  commitments  under 
the  Helsinki  Accords  is  a  nagging  re- 
minder of  the  limitations  of  agree- 
ments whose  provisions  are  unenforce- 
able. The  Soviets  must  be  shown  that 
good  intentions  and  pious  pronounce- 
ments must  be  reinforced  by  deeds  and 
actions,  if  mutual  agreements  are  to 
have  any  meaning  and  substance.* 


HELSINKI  HUMAN  RIGHTS  DAY 

•  Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  time  that  the  pilgrims  first 
landed  on  Plymouth  Rock,  the  people 
of  this  land  have  been  concerned 
about  human  rights  and  the  basic 
freedoms  to  which  every  human  being 
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is  entitled.  The  structure  of  our  Gov- 
ernment embodies  the  pilgrims'  ideals 
of  freedom  of  religion,  thought,  and 
expression.  Throughout  our  history, 
Americans  have  given  their  lives  to 
insure  that  basic  human  rights  would 
prevail  in  this  all  too  small  world. 

With  the  sacrifices  of  these  people 
in  mind  and  with  this  country's  com- 
mitment to  the  basic  rights  of  human- 
ity in  my  heart,  I  would  like  to  express 
my  pride  in  our  Government's  recogni- 
tion of  this  day,  August  1,  1983,  as  Hel- 
sinki Human  Rights  Day. 

It  was  on  this  day  8  years  ago  that 
35  nations,  including  the  United  Stales 
and  the  Soviet  Union,  vowed  to  take  at 
least  a  step  toward  improving  human 
rights  the  world  over.  Our  Nation's 
record  in  this  area,  though  not  per- 
fect, is  of  considerably  higher  caliber 
than  that  of  the  Soviet  Union's.  It  is 
for  this  reason,  that  although  I  take 
pride  in  the  actions  of  our  country,  I 
am  still  dismayed  by  the  fact  that  far 
too  many  people  in  this  world  are  sub- 
ject to  great  amounts  of  suffering  be- 
cause their  human  rights  are  being 
denied. 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  on  this  day 
there  are  people  of  all  nationalities, 
races,  and  creeds  who  are  imprisoned 
for  attempting  to  express  their  beliefs, 
celebrate  their  national  heritage,  or 
practice  their  religion.  I  am  reminded 
of  a  story  of  one  of  my  constituents,  a 
woman  who  had  immigrated  to  this 
country,  who  fell  compelled  to  smug- 
gle religious  articles  into  the  Soviet 
Union  so  that  her  sister  and  her  sis- 
ter's family  could  secretly  practice 
their  religion.  This  woman  sewed  a 
prayer  book  and  a  prayer  shawl  into 
the  lining  of  her  handbag  so  that  her 
sister  who  had  been  denied  exit  from 
the  Soviet  Union  could  enjoy  some  of 
the  religious  practices  she  had  come  to 
freely  experience  in  the  United  States. 
This  story  represents  just  a  portion 
of  the  oppression  to  which  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  Union  of  Soviet  Social- 
ists Republics  and  its  satellites  have 
subjected  their  people. 

In  recognizing  this  day  as  Helsinki 
Human  Rights  Day,  we  also  recognize 
the  unfulfilled  commitment  of  the 
Soviet  Union  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
Helsinki  accords.  The  Soviet  Union 
has  failed  to  recognize  its  peoples 
rights  to  religion,  freedom  of  thought, 
and  emigration.  In  fact,  the  Soviet 
Government  has  actually  regressed  in 
its  policy  of  enabling  families  to  re- 
unite. For  instance,  in  1979,  51,320 
Jews  were  allowed  to  emigrate  from 
the  Soviet  Union,  while  in  1982,  only 
2,688  Jews  were  allowed  to  join  their 
families  outside  of  Soviet  controlled 
territory.  This  denial  of  the  basic  right 
to  freedom  of  movement  represents  a 
harmful  blow  to  the  ideals  embodied 
in  the  Helsinki  accords.  As  a  further 
example  of  this  contempt  for  basic 
human  concerns,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
arrested,  held  in  confinement,  and  re- 


peatedly refused  an  exit  visa  to  Andrei 
Sakharov.  a  man  of  great  esteem  and 
honor,  for  daring  to  condemn  his  Gov- 
ernment for  its  actions  in  Afghanistan. 

The  institutionalized  totalitarianism 
of  the  Soviet  Union  is  a  dangerous  im- 
pediment to  establishing  the  founda- 
tion of  a  peaceful  and  stable  interna- 
tional system  of  human  rights.  Hope- 
fully, by  recognizing  this  day  with 
such  occasion,  we  can  demonstrate  to 
the  Soviet  Government  our  solidarity 
in  the  fight  for  basic  human  freedom 
the  world  over.  I  believe  that  every 
person  here  knows  the  paramount  im- 
portance of  such  basic  freedoms  as 
free  speech,  religion,  and  unimpeded 
movement.  It  was  the  denial  of  these 
freedoms  which  drove  the  pilgrims  to 
this  land,  and  it  is  the  inspiration  of 
these  freedoms  which  has  allowed  this 
Nation  to  endure  its  hardships.  It  will 
be  the  recognition  of  these  freedoms 
that  will  finally  liberate  the  people  of 
the  world. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  grateful  to  my 
colleagues  in  Congress  and  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  for 
their  overwhelming  support  of  my  res- 
olution which  proclaims  this  day  as 
Helsinki  Human  Rights  Day.« 


also  increased  the  salaries  of  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate.  During  the  debate 
on  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
when  it  was  before  the  Senate  origi- 
nally, I  voted  time  and  time  again 
against  a  salary  increase.  Unfortunate- 
ly, other  views  prevailed.  It  can  do 
nothing  good  for  the  image  of  the 
Senate  to  have  it  hide  its  salary  in- 
crease behind  the  poor  and  dispos- 
sessed recipients  of  food  stamps.* 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA- 

TIONS-CONFERENCE REPORT 

•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  last 
Friday  night  I  voted  to  support  the 
conference  report  on  the  fiscal  year 
1983  supplemental  appropriation  bill, 
not  because  passing  it  was  good,  but 
because  not  to  pass  it  would  have  been 
a  tragedy. 

It  was  clear  that  if  this  legislation 
had  not  passed,  then  the  food  stamp 
program  would  have  been  almost  $2 
billion  short  for  the  remainder  of 
fiscal  year  1983.  That  would  have  ne- 
cessitated drastically  cutting  benefits 
for  August  and  eliminating  them  for 
September.  Clearly,  we  could  not  allow 
this  to  happen. 

Bui  to  do  what  was  humane  and  nec- 
essary, the  Senate  was  asked  to  swal- 
low a  lot  of  bad  with  the  good.  The 
conference  report  deleted  funds  that 
had  been  proposed  by  both  the  House 
and  Senate  for  the  strategic  petroleum 
reserve,  and  deleted  the  Senate's  dis- 
approval of  the  administration's  pro- 
posal to  defer  spending  $800  million 
for  the  purchase  of  oil  for  the  reserve. 
As  Senator  Bradley  so  eloquently  said 
on  Friday  night,  it  makes  no  sense  to 
send  troops  to  Central  America  on 
grounds  that  we  have  to  safeguard  our 
commerce  by  protecting  the  sealanes 
there,  and  at  the  same  lime  not  do 
what  is  necessary  to  safeguard  our 
commerce  by  making  sure  we  have  an 
adequate  supply  of  oil  in  the  event  of 
a  foreign  cutoff. 

Furthermore,  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill,  while  properly  cap- 
ping the  amount  of  money  which  Sen- 
ators can  earn  for  making  speeches. 


DAIRY  ADJUSTMENT  AND 
STABILIZATION  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
last  Friday,  I  introduced  S.  1712,  a  bill 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture to  lower  the  dairy  price  support 
level  from  $13.10  per  hundredweight 
to  $11.60  per  hundredweight,  and  to 
repeal  the  Secretary's  authority  to  col- 
lect two  50-cent  assessments  from  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  every  hundred- 
weight of  milk  marketed  commercial- 
ly. I  ask  for  the  full  text  of  my  bill  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  follows: 

'   S.  1712 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Dairy  Adjustment 
and  Stabilization  Act  of  1983". 

Sec.  2.  Effective  on  the  sixtieth  day  fol- 
lowing the  date  of  the  enactment  o.'  this 
Act.  section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  (7  U.S.C.  1446).  as  amended  by  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1982  and 
the  Dairy  Production  Stabilization  Act  of 
1983.  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  cut  subsection  (d); 

(2)  by  striking  out  subsection  <c)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following; 

••(c)  The  price  of  milk  shall  be  supported 
through  purchases  of  milk  and  the  products 
of  milk,  at  such  level,  not  less  than  $11.60 
per  hundredweight  for  milk  containing  3.67 
per  centum  milkfat.  as  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines necessary  in  order  to  assure  an  ade- 
quate supply  of  milk  to  meet  current  needs, 
taking  into  consideration  the  net  price-sup- 
port purchases  of  milk  or  the  products  of 
milk  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
during  the  preceeding  fiscal  year.  Such  level 
shall  be  established  by  the  Secretary  at  the 
beginning  of  each  fiscal  year. ". 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Within  ninety  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  shall  conduct  a  referen- 
dum of  dairy  producers  who,  during  a  repre- 
sentative period  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary), have  been  engaged  in  the  produc- 
tion of  milk  for  commercial  use  in  order  to 
determine  whether  such  producers  favor 
the  implementation  of  a  nationwide  dairy 
promotion  program. 

(b)  If  at  least  50  per  centum  of  the  pro- 
ducers eligible  to  vole  in  the  referendum 
vote  in  such  referendum  and  two-thirds  or 
more  of  the  producers  voting  in  such  refer- 
endum vote  in  favor  of  the  implementation 
of  a  nationwide  dairy  promotion  program  as 
proposed  in  the  referendum,  the  Secretary 
shall  implement  such  dairy  promotion  pro- 
gram. If  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  pro- 
ducers eligible  to  vote  fail  to  vole  in  the  ref- 
erendum or  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  pro- 
ducers voting  in  such  refendum  do  not  favor 
the  implementation  of  a  nationwide  dairy 
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promotion  program  as  proposed  in  the  ref- 
erendum, then  the  Secretary  may  not  imple- 
ment such  a  program. 

(cXl)  If  the  Secretary  implements  a  na- 
tionwide dairy  promotion  program  under 
this  Act.  he  shall  periodically  review  the 
program  and  conduct  referenda  to  deter- 
mine whether  producers  favor  continuation 
of  the  program.  Such  referenda  shall  be 
conducted  not  less  often  than  once  every 
five  years  or  at  any  time  upon  petition  made 
to  the  Secretary  by  10  per  centum  or  more 
of  the  producers  participating  in  the  pro- 
gram. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  terminate  a  dairy 
promotion  program  implemented  under  this 
Act  if  in  a  referenum  conducted  under  para- 
graph (1).  in  which  at  least  50  per  centum  of 
the  producers  participating  in  such  program 
vote,  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  producers 
voting  in  the  referendum  vote  to  terminate 
the  program. 

(dXD  The  rate  of  assessment  under  any 
nationwide  dairy  promotion  program  imple- 
mented under  this  Act  shall  be  15  cents  per 
hundredweight  of  milk  for  commercial  use 
or  equivalent  thereof. 

(2)  Assessments  may  be  used  only  for 
dairy  promotion,  research,  and  market  de- 
velopment as  directed  by  dairy  producers. 

(3)  In  any  area  in  which  a  dairy  promotion 
program  is  in  effect  (other  than  one  imple 
mented  under  this  Act)  producrs  shall  be 
credited  for  contributions  made  to  such  pro- 
gram, as  provided  In  regulations  issued  by 
the  Secretary,  but  not  in  excess  of  15  cents 
per  hundredweight. 

(e>  Only  individuals  who  participate  in  a 
dairy  promotion  program  implemented 
under  this  Act  shall  be  eligible  to  serve  on 
the  twdy  responsible  for  administering  the 
program. 

(f )  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as 
may  be  necessary  to  ensure  that  all  produc- 
ers eligible  to  vote  in  referenda  conducted 
under  this  Act  are  p)ermitted  to  do  so.« 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL  9 
A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  first  let 
me  say  that  I  have  a  request  for  six 
special  orders  in  the  morning.  Thi5  is 
our  last  week  in  session  before  tne 
August  recess  and  there  is  a  great  deal 
to  be  done. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  when  the  Senate  completes  its 
business  today  it  stand  in  recess  until 
the  hour  of  9  a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  CONVENING  AT  9:30 
A.M.,  WEDNESDAY  THROUGH 
FRIDAY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  on  Tuesday, 
Wednesday,  and  Thursday,  the 
Senate,  after  it  completes  its  business, 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  9:30 
a.m.  on  the  next  day.    

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  my 
friend  from  Washington  has  pointed 
out  that  I  made  another  in  my  grow- 
ing list  of  inconsistent  statements 
when  I  said  every  day  this  week  we 


would  come  in  at  9:30.  including  Tues- 
day, Wednesday,  Thursday,  and 
Friday— with  the  exception  of  tomor- 
row, when  we  will  come  in  at  9  a.m. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  correcting 
me. 


ORDER  FOR  RECOGNITION  OF 
CERTAIN  SENATORS  ON  TO- 
MORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  on  to- 
morrow, after  the  recognition  of  the 
two  leaders  under  the  standing  order, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  six  Sen- 
ators be  recognized  on  special  orders 
of  not  to  exceed  15  minutes  each  as 
follows   and   in   this   order:   Senators 

GOLDWATER,  MATTINGLY,  SYMMS. 

Baker,  Stevens,  and  Tower. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent, Mr.  President,  that  the  time  allo- 
cated to  the  last  four  Senators— that  is 
to  say.  Senators  Symms,  Baker,  Ste- 
vens, and  Tower— be  assigned  to  the 
control  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Idaho  (Mr.  Symms). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  with  re- 
spect to  House  Joint  Resolution  338, 
there  is  apparently  an  enrollment 
error.  If  the  minority  leader  is  agree- 
able, I  will  make  a  unanimous-consent 
request  at  this  time  to  correct  that. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  that 
action  is  cleared  on  this  side. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


CORRECTING  PUBLIC  LAW  98-63 
DUE  TO  AN  ERROR  IN  THE  EN 
ROLLMENT  OF  H.R.  3069 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  House 
Joint  Resolution  338,  to  correct  Public 
Law  98-63  due  to  an  error  in  the  en- 
rollment of  H.R.  3069. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by  titles. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

H.J.  Res.  338.  to  correct  Public  Law  98-63 
due  to  an  error  in  the  enrollment  of  H.R. 
3069. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  joint  resolution  will 
be  considered  as  having  been  read  the 
second  time  by  title. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  present 
consideration  of  the  joint  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  joint 
resolution  (H.J.  Res.  338)  was  consid- 
ered, ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
joint  resolution  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 


THE  EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
one  nomination  on  today's  Executive 
Calendar  that  I  would  propose  to  take 
up  this  evening,  if  the  minority  leader 
will  agree.  That  is  the  last  item.  Calen- 
dar No.  249,  under  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  nomination  of  David 
John  Markey,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  Communications  and 
Information. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader  will  yield, 
there  is  no  objection  on  this  side. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
now  go  into  executive  session  for  the 
purpose  of  considering  the  nomination 
of  David  John  Markey,  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  to  be  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  Communications  and 
Information. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
nomination  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
the  nomination  of  David  John 
Markey,  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
to  be  Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  Communications  and  Information. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  today 
the  Senate  will  consider  the  nomina- 
tion of  David  John  Markey  to  be  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Commerce  for 
Communications  and  Information.  I 
urge  the  Senate  to  swiftly  confirm  him 
for  this  position. 

Mr.  Markey  will  be  an  asset  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  I  know  him 
personally  from  this  experience  as 
chief  of  staff  to  my  friend  and  col- 
league from  Alaska,  Senator  Murkow- 
SKi.  During  his  tenure  on  Capitol  Hill, 
he  demonstrated  a  clear  understand- 
ing of  the  legislative  process.  I  believe 
that  tool  will  serve  him  well  in  his  new 
capacity  at  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. 

Prior  to  joining  Senator  Murkow- 
SKi,  Mr.  Markey  was  with  the  National 
Association  of  Broadcasters.  There  he 
developed  a  respected  reputation  for 
his  knowledge  in  the  field  of  communi- 
cations issues.  After  serving  with  Sen- 
ator MuRKOwsKi,  Mr.  Markey  worked 
at  the  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission on  a  host  of  communications 
issues. 

We  are  fortunate  to  have  a  person  of 
Mr.  Markey's  ability  in  this  important 
position.  I  urge  the  Senate  to  approve 
his  nomination. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  distinguished  occupant 


of  the  chair,  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Alaska,  I  send  to  the 
desk  a  statement  in  respect  to  this 
nomination  and  ask  that  it  appear  in 
the  Record  as  if  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
MuRKOwsKi).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  confirmation  of 
David  Markey  to  be  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  Commerce  for  Communica- 
tions and  Information  and  the  Admin- 
istrator of  the  National  Telecommuni- 
cations and  Information  Administra- 
tion. 

Mr.  Markey  served  as  my  chief  of 
staff  from  January  1981  to  January 
1983.  when  President  Reagan  nominat- 
ed him  for  the  position  for  which  we 
are  considering  him  today. 

Dave  was  an  exceptional  administra- 
tor and  ran  my  office  with  intelligence 
and  integrity.  He  is  highly  qualified  to 
be  Assistant  Administrator  of  Com- 
merce not  only  by  virtue  of  these  qual- 
ities, but  also  by  experience.  As  vice 
president  for  congressional  relations 
for  the  National  Association  of  Broad- 
casters for  7  years,  he  acquired  a  spe- 
cial knowledge  of  the  world  of  tele- 
communications. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  his 
confirmation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  nomination  is  con- 
sidered and  confirmed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
nominee  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  President  be  immediately  no- 
tified that  the  Senate  has  given  its 
consent  to  this  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 
Mr.   BAKER.   Mr.  President.   I   ask 
unanimous   consent   that   the   Senate 
now  return  to  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  STAR  PRINT-S.  410 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr. 
Inouye),  I  ask  that  a  star  print  of  S. 
410  be  printed.  I  send  a  corrected  copy 
and  an  explanation  of  the  changes  to 
the  desk.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  they  be  included  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President.  I  re- 
quest that  a  star  print  to  S.  410  be 
printed. 

Last   February,   Senator   Packwood 
and  I  introduced  S.  410,  a  bill  to  au- 


thorize establishment  of  Community 
Nursing  Centers. 

This  bill,  drafted  with  the  extensive 
advice  and  assistance  of  the  American 
Nurses"  Association,  is  designed  to  uti- 
lize the  skills  and  scope  of  professional 
nurses  in  moderating  and  reducing  the 
soaring  costs  of  health  care- particu- 
larly in  medicare  and  medicaid. 

Community  Nursing  Centers  would 
be  established  primarily  through 
building  upon  the  existing  Visiting 
Nurses'  Associations  and  local  nursing 
component  of  public  health  depart- 
ments. A  prime  focus  and  effort  of  the 
CNC's  would  be  to  keep  people,  who 
would  otherwise  be  institutionalized, 
out  of  hospitals  and  nursing  homes  by 
means  of  professional  nursing  and  re- 
lated services  provided  through  an  in- 
dependent ambulatory  .setting. 

A  detailed  description  of  the  CNC 
proposal  and  its  workings  may  be 
found  in  my  introductory  statement  of 
February  3. 

My  purpose  today  is  to  make  a  few 
important  modifications  to  the  CNC 
bill  on  behalf  of  Senator  Packwood 
and  myself.  This  is  being  done  for  two 
reasons:  first,  to  incorporate  a  techni- 
cal omission  in  S.  410;  namely,  a  "lock- 
in"  provision  to  avoid  duplication  of 
payment:  second,  and  most  important, 
to  make  basic  changes  in  eligibility  for 
CNC  long-term  care  in  order  to  deal 
with  a  nightmarish  catch-22  scenario 
that  plagues  all  who  try  to  develop 
reasonable  alternatives  to  keeping 
people  in  hospitals  and  nursing  homes. 
The  problem  involves  the  assump- 
tion by  the  cost  estimators  of  in- 
creased utilization  of  services  by 
people  eligible  for  institutional  care 
but  who  are  not  actually  in  institu- 
tions. 

Without,  as  yet,  having  seen  a  CBO 
estimate  as  to  the  costs  of  S.  410— the 
CNC  proposal— we  can  anticipate  an 
inflated  figure  because  of  what  they 
will  term  "induced  costs." 

Induced  costs  are  the  result  of  in- 
creased utilization  attributable  to  the 
existence  and  availability  of  the  bene- 
fit and  without  regard  to  the  fact  that 
no  new  eligibility  is  established  in 
terms  of  individuals.  All  eligibles  must 
have  diagnoses  of  a  type  and  severity 
ordinarily  requiring  institutionaliza- 
tion. Notwithstanding  that  fact,  the 
increased  utilization  is  believed  to 
occur  on  the  Eissumption  that  many  of 
those  who  would  be  eligible  for  institu- 
tional care  are  not  in  fact  in  institu- 
tions—that they  are  otherwise  cared 
for  by  family,  friends,  other  providers, 
or  even  go  without  any  support  or 
care.  Thus,  minimal  costs  are  present- 
ly incurred  for  these  "eligible  but  not 
using"  people.  The  argument  is  then 
made  that  the  existence  of  the  CNC's 
and  its  function  of  providing  care  to 
those  who  are  otherwise  institutional- 
ized would  result  in  the  present  "eligi- 
ble    but     not     utilizing     population " 


taking  advantage  of  CNC  services  with 
resultant  increased  costs. 

This  is  the  catch-22  of  any  effort  to 
develop  or  offer  bonafide  ambulatory 
care  alternatives  to  institutionaliza- 
tion; namely,  that  it  will  be  additive 
and  not  substitutive. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  view  para- 
lyzes legitimate  efforts  and  perpet- 
uates the  status  quo  of  handwringing 
and  lamentation  concerning  the  need 
to  keep  people  out  of  institutions.  I  do 
not  want  to  see  those  who  would  legiti- 
mately benefit  from  CNC's  victimized 
by  the  induced  costs  logic.  What  is 
needed  is  a  reasonable  opportunity  for 
America's  nurses  to  demonstrate  their 
capacity  to  solve  an  enormous  and 
growing  problem  at  significantly  lower 
cost. 

Therefore,  recognizing  the  impossi- 
bility of  overcoming  the  induced  costs 
argument  absent  actual  experience,  we 
have  developed  a  "stepback  "  position 
in  the  interest  of  getting  CNC's  going 
and  doing.  It  is  a  position  which 
should  negate  any  arguments  or  esti- 
mates associated  with  induced  costs. 
Those  changes  are  as  follows: 
During  the  first  3  years  of  the  pro- 
gram, CNC  services,  under  the  section 
authorizing  care  to  "those  who  would 
otherwise  be  institutionalized,"  that 
care  would  be  limited  to: 

First,  those  otherwise  eligible  per- 
sons—including requirements  as  to  di- 
agnoses and  severity— who  are,  in  fact, 
in  institutions  as  of  the  effective  date 
of  the  legislation;  or 

Second,  those  otherwise  eligible  per- 
sons who  had  been  institutionalized 
for  at  lea.st  30  days  during  the  2-year 
period  prior  to  the  effective  date  and 
who  are  determined  to  currently  meet 
the  requirements  as  to  types  and  se- 
verity of  condition;  or 

Third,  those  otherwise  eligible  indi- 
viduals meeting  all  applicable  health 
status  requirements  who  do  not  meet 
the  chronological  tests  under  one  and 
two  above  but  are  determined,  in  ac- 
cordance with  criteria  established  by 
the  Secretary,  to  have  no  reasonable 
and  feasible  alternatives  to  institution- 
alization absent  the  care  and  service  of 
a  CNC. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  submit  these 
important  revisions  to  S.  410  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Packwood  and  myself,  and 
ask  that  it  be  reprinted  as  a  star  print. 
I  also  ask  that  a  copy  of  a  memoran- 
dum describing  the  cost-containing 
features  of  the  CNC  legislation  appear 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks.  The 
memorandum  was  prepared,  at  the  re- 
quest of  my  office,  by  Ms.  Patricia 
Jones,  R.N.,  director  of  the  Washing- 
ton office  of  the  American  Nurses'  As- 
sociation. 
The  memorandum  follows: 

American  Nurses"  Association. 
Washington  Office.  July  20.  1983. 
To:  Pat  DeLeon.  Office  of  Senator  Inouye: 
Peg  Walker.  Office  of  Senator  Packwood. 
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Prom:  Patricia  Jones.  Director.  Washington 

Office. 

Re:  Costs  Moderating  Provisions  of  S.  410 

(CNCblll). 

It  might  be  helpful  to  understanding  and 
discussion  of  costs  comparisons  and  costs  es- 
timating to  describe  some  of  the  built-in 
costs  moderating  elements  of  the  Communi- 
ty Nursing  Centers  (CNC)  proposal; 

1.  The  bill  would  not  generate  develop- 
ment of  a  whole  new  group  of  providers.  It 
essentially  builds  upon  the  existing  VNA's 
and  public  health  nursing  departments  vir- 
tually all  of  whom  are  now  Medicare  provid- 
ers. 

2.  Each  CNC  would  have  a  defined  service 
area.  Thus,  you  would  not  have  a  multiplici- 
ty of  new  providers  (a  la  hospices)  compet- 
ing for  patients  within  the  same  service 
area. 

3.  The  VNA's  and  the  public  health  nurs- 
ing departments  have  a  proven  track  record 
under  Medicare,  as  low-cost  providers  on 
any  index  used— whether  per  visit  or  per 
case.  That  is  borne  out  by  the  attached 
HCFA  data  comparing  types  of  Medicare 
home  health  providers  and  their  relative 
unit  and  per  case  costs.  The  data  makes  It 
quite  apparent  that  the  agencies  which 
would  predominate  as  CNCs  are  not  dis- 
posed to  load  up  on  costs  or  to  stimulate  un- 
necessary or  avoidable  utilization.  They 
have,  over  the  years,  demonstrated  service 
as  responsible  low-cost  providers  of  care. 

4.  There  is  also  a  more  subtle  but  nonethe- 
less significant  costs  moderating  factor  in 
the  CNC  approach.  Unquestionably,  there 
will  be  a  substitution  of  lower  cost  nursing 
and  related  service  for  more  costly  medical 
care.  That  is.  the  enrollment  of  a  patient  in 
a  CNC— with  the  availability  of  nursing 
service  and  counseling— should  result  in 
avoidance  of  those  many  marginal  visits  to 
physicians  and  outpatient  departments 
which  occur  because  the  patient  has  not  al- 
ternative health  care  resource— such  as  a 
CNC— where  they  can  consult  on  their  prob- 
lems. 

5.  An  independent  review  group  Is  re- 
quired to  evaluate  and  approve  each  pro- 
posed patient  plan-of-care  and  to  re-review 
at  appropriate  periodic  Intervals.  This 
avoids  giving  CNCs  a  "blank  check"  in  terms 


of  determining  the  need  for  and  duration  of 
care  and  service.  Parenthetically,  the  costs 
of  review  would  be  minimal  on  a  per  patient 
basis  because  the  coverage  would  be  avail- 
able only  to  those  otherwi.se  eligible  people 
who  needed  care  for  three-months  or 
longer.  Thus,  the  costs  of  a  patient's  review- 
would  be  spread  out  over  an  extended 
period  of  months. 

6.  Another  costs  moderating  effect  of  the 
CNC  effort  should  result  from  a  decrease  in 
the  frequency  of  acute  episodes  requiring 
hospitalization  as  well  as  a  reduction  in  the 
lengths-of-stay  for  unavoidable  hospital  ad- 
missions. The  continuum  of  patient  care 
and  ob.servation  provided  by  a  CNC  would 
result.  In  many  cases.  In  early  detection  of 
changes  in  a  patient's  condition  affording 
an  opportunity  for  timely  Intervention  and/ 
or  referral  short  of  what  ordinarily  ulti- 
mately result  In  admi-ssion  to  a  hospital.  In 
the  case  of  those  patients  whose  admissions 
were  unavoidable,  the  fact  that  they  were 
coming  out  of  a  known  CNC  regimen  of  care 
and  service  would  facilitate  a  willingness, 
understanding,  and  capacity  to  leave  the 
hospital  following  a  shorter  stay  than  the 
norm  precisely  l>ecause  of  the  availability  of 
that  known  quantity— the  CNC. 

7.  In  order  to  qualify  as  a  CNC.  the  agency 
must  provide  Its  services  at  "sut>stantially 
lower  costs"  than  other  Medicare  providers 
in  the  same  area  who  offer  the  same  type  of 
servlce(s).  In  fact,  because  most  of  the 
VNA's  and  public  health  agencies  are  pres- 
ently Medicare  providers,  this  means  they 
must  come  in  at  costs  lower  than  the 
amounts  at  which  Medicare  was  currently 
recognizing  and  reimbursing  them!  They 
can  do  so  because  of:  (1)  capitation  as  op- 
posed to  the  present  costly  itemized  billing: 
(2)  monthly  capitation  in  advance  enhances 
cash  flow,  thereby  minimizing  costly  bor- 
rowing: (3)  serving  a  defined  area  and  popu- 
lation permits  more  effective  and  economic 
staffing  and  budgeting:  and.  (4)  the  range  of 
populations  and  needs  which  a  CNC  Is  re- 
quired or  authorized  to  serve  permit  greater 
spreading  and  sharing  of  overhead  expenses 
rather  than  disproportionate  allocation  to  a 
single  program. 

8.  The  bill  requires  the  Comptroller-Gen- 
eral to  monitor  the  operations  of  the  CNCs 


to  assure  that:  services  are  provided  In 
proper  fashion  to  eligible  individuals  only: 
to  assure  the  validity  of  the  capitation  pay- 
ments in  terms  of  amounts:  and  to  assure 
that  any  proportion  of  the  capitation  pay- 
ments retained  by  CNCs  as  Incentive  pay- 
ments are  reasonably  related  to  efficiency 
and  productivity  In  the  provision  of  care 
and  .service  and  not  the  result  of  "windfall" 
or  failure  to  provide  necessary  care. 

9.  As  to  the  illogical  argument  that  get- 
ting people  out  of  long-term  care  beds 
(through  usage  of  effective  ambulatory  care 
alternatives)  would  simply  result  In  those 
beds  being  filled  with  patients  awaiting 
placement: 

(a)  Many  of  those  awaiting  SNP  or  ICP 
placement  In  hospitals  and  elsewhere  may, 
because  of  CNC  availability  as  an  alterna- 
tive, avoid  admission.  In  the  case  of  Medi- 
care reimbursement  to  a  CNC  eligibility 
does  not  include  Institutionalization  in  an 
ICF.  This  has  the  effect  of  significantly  re- 
ducing the  pool  of  patients  awaiting  place- 
ment in  long-term  care  beds— at  least  in 
terms  of  any  Medicare  impact.  Insofar  as 
Medicaid  is  concerned,  the  question  of  CNC 
as  an  alternative  to  ICP  care  is  one  which 
each  state  determines  voluntarily.  Obvious- 
ly, states  would  not  utilize  CNCs  where  they 
were  not  a  significant  cost-saving  alterna- 
tive to  institutionalization. 

(b)  Many  of  tho.se  people  In  (a)  above  are 
now  receiving  reimbursable  care  and  there- 
by incurring  program  cost.  While  Medicare 
may  often  limit  payment  to  hospitals  for 
bed  patients  awaiting  transfer  to  long-term 
facilities  to  the  Statewide  average  nursing 
home  rate,  this,  by  itself,  does  not  take  into 
account  the  additional  Medicare  costs  which 
are  often  incurred.  Among  the.se  are  the 
physician  visit  costs  stimulated  by  the  ease 
of  access  to  patients  in  hospitals. 

10.  Pinally.  as  to  the  point  that  eligible  in- 
dividuals not  presently  utilizing  services 
would  be  encouraged  to  do  so  because  of 
CNC  availability,  one  response  is  that  if 
CNCs  average  20%  below  current  cost  levels 
for  servicing  of  eligible  patients,  then  an  in- 
crease of  20%  in  utilization  by  qualified  in- 
dividuals no  presently  in  (but  eligible  for) 
institutional  care  could  be  accommodated 
with  no  Increase  in  current  aggregate  costs! 


TABU  6.— NUMBER  Of  PERSONS  SERVED.  NUMBER  OF  VISITS,  AND  AMOUNT  OF  CHARGES.  BY  TYPE  Of  VISIT  AND  TYPE  OF  AGENCY,  1979 
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TABLE  6.-NUMBER  OF  PERSONS  SERVED,  NUMBER  OF  VISITS.  AND  AMOUNT  OF  CHARGES,  BY  TYPE  OF  VISIT  AND  TYPE  OF  AGENCY,  1979-Cont,nued 

(Numbers  and  amounts  in  thousands] 
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I  Includes  rehabilitation  and  skilled  nursing  facility-based  agencies 

»  Detail  does  not  add  to  total  since  persons  may  receive  more  than  1  type  ot  seivice 

'  Includes  speecli  or  occupational  therapy,  medical  social  services  and  other  health  disciplines 

TABLE  1  -TOTAL  MEDICARE  REIMBURSEMENT,  REIMBURSEMENTS  FOR  HOME  HEALTH  SERVICES,  AND  NUMBER  OF  HOME  HEALTH  VISITS  UNDER  MEDICARE,  CALENDAR  YEARS  1969-79 

(Numbers  and  amounts  m  millions)  


Total  medicare  reimbursement ' 
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PROGRAM 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  on  to- 
morrow the  Senate  will  convene  at  9 
a.m.  pursuant  to  the  motion  to  recess, 
which  will  be  made  shortly,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  order  previously  en-, 
tered. 

After  the  recognition  of  the  two 
leaders  under  the  standing  order,  six 
Senators  will  be  recognized  on  special 
orders  of  not  to  exceed  15  minutes 
each.  It  is  anticipated  that  after  the 
execution  of  the  special  orders,  the 
time  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  will  be  provided  for. 

ORDER  FOR  RECESS  FROM  1  2  NOON  UNTIL  2  P.M. 
ON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  on  Tuesday,  tomorrow,  as  is 
usually  our  case  because  of  caucuses 
by  Senators  from  both  parties  which 
occur  off  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  that 
between  the  hours  of  12  noon  and  2 
p.m.  the  Senate  stand  in  recess. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  TO  RESUME  CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  3363 
ON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  after 
the  execution  of  the  special  orders  and 
after  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business,  if  so  provided,  the  Senate 
will  resume  consideration  of  th2  Inte- 
rior Department  appropriations  bill,  at 
which  time  the  committee  amendment 
dealing  with  the  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 


ministration will  be  the  pending  ques- 
tion. It  is  anticipated  that  votes  will 
occur  during  the  course  of  the  day  to- 
morrow. It  is  hoped  we  can  finish  the 
Interior  appropriations  bill  tomorrow. 
Mr.  President,  other  matters  will 
reach  the  Senate  in  due  course  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  which 
will  be  dealt  with  as  and  when  they 
are  available  and  it  is  appropriate  to 

do  so. 

On  Wednesday,  Mr.  President,  at  2 
p.m.,  after  a  quorum  is  first  estab- 
lished under  the  rule,  a  cloture  vote 
will  occur  on  the  motion  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Radio  Marti. 

The  schedule  for  the  remainder  of 
the  week  will  be  armounced  as  it  be- 
comes clearer.  It  is  the  intention  o^ 
the  leadership  to  finish  this  week  on 
Friday,  Mr.  President.  It  is  hoped  that 
we  can  dispose  of  all  of  the  matters 
that  need  to  be  done  before  the  recess 
commences. 


RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT  9 
A.M. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  see  no 
other  Senator  seeking  recognition.  I 
move,  in  accordance  with  the  order 
previously  entered,  that  the  Senate 
now  stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  9 
a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to  and,  at 
6:29  p.m.,  the  Senate  recessed  until  to- 
morrow, Tuesday.  August  2.  1983.  at  9 
a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive  nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  August  1,  1983: 

Department  of  State 
Charles  Franklin  Dunbar,  of  Maine,  a 
career  member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Ser\- 
ice.  Class  of  Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador 
Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  State  of 
Qatar. 

Department  of  Energy 
Danny  J.  Boggs.  of  Virginia,  to  be  Deputy 
Secretary    of    Energy,    vice    W.    Kenneth 
Davis,  resigned. 

Department  of  the  Treasury 
Thomas  J.  Healey,  of  New  Jersey,  to  be  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  vice 
Roger  William  Mehle.  Jr..  resigned. 
Department  of  Commerce 
Richard  L.  McElheny.  of  Arizona,  to  be  an 
Assistant    Secretary     of    Commerce,     vice 
William  H.  Morris.  Jr..  resigned. 
National  Institute  of  Building  Sciences 
MacDonald  G.  Becket.  of  California,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
National  Institute  of  Building  Sciences  for  a 
term    expiring    September    7.    1984,    vice 
Warner  Howe,  term  expired. 

Kyle  Clayton  Boone,  of  North  Carolina,  to 
be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  National  Institute  of  Building  Sciences 
for  a  term  expiring  September  7.  1984,  vice 
Blanca  G.  Cedeno,  term  expired. 
In  the  Coast  Guard 
The  following  regular  officers  of  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  for  promotion  to  the  grade  of 
lieutenant  (junior  grade): 
Mark  A.  Johnson  James  N.  Blythe 

Richard  A.  Currier       Joseph  J.  Livecchi 
Michael  R.  Murray       Bradley  A.  Shefka 
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John  R,  Ochs 
Timothy  J.  Dellot 
Charles  E.  Booth 
Ronald  K.  Sample 
John  E.  Hautala 
Kenneth  D.  Forslund 
Thomas  D.  Zapata 
Dennis  M.  Sens 
Rol)ert  O.  MacMillan 
Stephen  G.  Kinner, 

Jr. 
Scott  C.  Schleiffer 
Rickey  W.  George 
Elmo  L.  Alexander.  II 
Scot  H.  Evans 
John  J.  Cook 
Mark  A.  Rose 
John  F.  Kaplan 
Timothy  M.  Close 
Pamela  A. 

Leistensnider 
William  T. 

Devereaux 
Steven  A.  Munson 
Matthew  J.  Glomb 
David  C.  Ely 
Steven  A.  Billian 
Mark  A.  Butt 
Peter  S.  Simons 
Thaddeus  G. 

Sliwinski 
Gregory  W.  Buie 
Steven  P.  Corporon 
Kristin  P.  Wahlner 
William  J.  Reicks 
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James  L.  Homich 
Daniel  P.  Lynch 
Stephen  E.  Flynn 
Michael  J.  Fasew 
Jonathan  C.  Russell 
Raymond  C.  Engel 
Patricia  A.  Csorba 
James  Y.  Poyer 
David  C.  Watkins 
Vince  S.  Sedwick 
Michael  A.  Alfultis 
Peter  S.  Marsh 
James  P.  Counihan 
Kurt  E.  Hinrichs 
Eugene  F. 

Cunningham 
James  F.  Brown 
David  G.  Sella 
Joseph  E.  Mihelic 
John  S.  Welch 
Louise  A.  Cvelbar 
John  S.  Hurlburt 
Steven  E.  Carlson 
Paul  H.  Tingley 
Samuel  R.  Watkins 
Michael  C.  Cosenza 
Kenneth  J.  Bradley 
Raymond  J.  Petow 
Daniel  J.  McClellan 
Arthur  C.  Walsh 
Michael  R.  Kelley 
John  A.  Watson 
David  A.  Durham 
Leonard 

Radziwanowicz 


Michael  N.  Parks 
Craig  A.  Bennett 
Douglas  G.  Russell 
Gary  P.  Beam 
Curtis  F.  Seymour 
Steven  D.  Tarantino 
Katrina  D.  Trexler 
Matthew  L.  Thomas 
Thomas  R.  Hale 
William  S.  Ransom 
George  P.  Hannifin 
James  L.  McDonald 
Kevin  M.  ODay 
William  J.  Diehl 
Bruce  R.  Gaudette 
William  N.  f^nley 
Terry  A.  Bickham 
Morris  B.  Stewart 
Edmund  H.  Tupay 
Brian  D.  Kelley 
Thomas  F.  Atkin 
Michael  F.  Flanagan 
Joseph  A.  Servidio 
Joseph  P.  Seebald 
Lyman  D.  Smith 
Edward  W.  Greiner 
Frank  L.  McNiff 
Marc  L.  Deacon 
John  S.  Early 
Jeffrey  S.  Hammond 
John  M.  Wel>er 
Charley  L.  Diaz 
David  A.  Culver 
Jeffrey  A.  McCarthy 
Fred  M.  Midgette 


Kathleen  French 
Gregory  S.  Galvan 
Ross  E.  Bryant 
George  R.  Feid 
Ciaran  M. 

Schoenauer 
Robert  S.  Campbell 
Mark  J.  Dandrea 
Robert  S.  Holzman 
Jeffrey  C.  Good 
Maureen  S.  Meyer 
Christopher  A. 

Mebane 
Drew  A.  Rambo 
Jeffrey  S.  Griffin 
William  M.  Randall 
Charles  A.  Mathieu 
Michael  E.  Lehocky 
Steven  A.  Saepoff 
Norman  S.  Selley 
Mark  A.  Williams 
Evan  Q.  Kahler 
John  D.  Delaune 
Karl  L.  Frey 
Robert  J. 

McLaughlin 
Sandra  L.  Stosz 
Mark  A.  Vazquez 
Leroy  W.  Collins 
Richard  L.  Arnold 
George  P.  Cummings 
John  M.  Mahoney 
Fred  T.  White 
Hal  R.  Thompson 
Andrew  J.  Berghorn 


Kimberly  J.  Daisher 
Stephen  P.  Metruck 
Vincent  B.  Atkins 
Thomas  S.  Morrison 
William  C.  Maxwell 
Thomas  A.  Abbate 
Benny  S.  Devito 
Kurt  V.  Snider 
Orlando  N.  Cavallo 
Jeanien  V.  Yee 
David  M.  Kilder 
Edward  Sinclair 
Anthony  N.  Upshaw 
Steven  R.  Lebischak 
Mark  A.  Torres 
Thomas  S.  Kuhaneck 
Douglas  A. 
Blakemore 


August  1.  1983 

David  R.  Callahan 
James  E.  Meador 
Phillip  O.  Miller 
Martin  J.  Langlois 
Mike  J.  Schmidt 
William  F.  McMeekin 
Michael  E.  Sullivan 
Michael  A.  Plotycia 
Karl  R.  Baldessari 
Lance  O.  Benton 
Robert  G.  Mueller 
Michael  J.  Sikora 
Kevin  B.  Asbury 
Kenneth  J.  Morrison 
Scott  J.  Labak 
Mitchell  S.  Russell 
David  H.  Boyd 
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CONFIRMATION 

Executive  nomination  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  August  1,  1983: 

Department  of  Commerce 
David  John  Markey.  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  Assistant  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce   for   Communications    and    Informa- 
tion. 

The  above  nomination  was  approved  sub- 
ject to  the  nominee's  commitment  to  re- 
spond to  requests  to  appear  and  testify 
before  any  duly  constituted  committee  of 
the  Senate. 


The  House  met  at  12  o'clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

At  the  start  of  this  new  week  we 
pray  for  renewal  of  our  spirits  and  en- 
thusiasm in  our  tasks.  Grant  that  we 
will  see  in  what  we  do  opportunities 
for  speaking  the  truth  and  acting  with 
courage.  Help  us  to  undergird  our  ef- 
forts with  the  knowledge  that  You  are 
always  with  us,  correcting  us  when  we 
miss  the  mark,  and  giving  Your  bless- 
ing to  that  which  is  noble  and  right- 
eous. Amen. 


Mr.  LUNGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  a  joint  resolution  and  con- 
current resolution  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 

H.J.  Res.  321.  Joint  resolution  to  proclaim 
a  day  of  national  celebration  of  the  two 
hundredth  anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the 
Treaty  of  Paris; 

H.  Con.  Res.  126.  Concurrent  resolution 
providing  for  the  commemoration  of  the 
one  hundredth  anniversary  of  the  birth  of 
Harry  S.  Truman;  and 

H.  Con.  Res.  153.  Concurrent  resolution 
providing  for  a  conditional  adjournment  of 
the  House  from  August  4  or  5  until  Septem- 
ber 12.  1983,  and  a  conditional  adjournment 
of  the  Senate  from  August  3,  4,  or  5  until 
September  12,  1983. 


CONSENT  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Consent  Cal- 
endar day.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  first 
bill  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 


AUTHORIZING  SECRETARY  OF 
INTERIOR  TO  CONVEY  CER- 
TAIN LANDS  IN  LANE  COUNTY. 
OREG. 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  1062) 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior to  convey,  without  consideration, 
cetain  lands  in  Lane  County.  Oreg. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  present  consideration  of  the 
bill? 


AUTHORIZING  SECRETARY  OF 
INTERIOR  TO  SET  ASIDE  CER- 
TAIN JUDGMENT  FUNDS  OF 
THE  THREE  AFFILIATED 

TRIBES    OF    FORT    BERTHOLD 
RESERVATION  IN         NORTH 

DAKOTA 

The  Clerk  called  the  Senate  bill  (S. 
727)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  set  aside  certain  judgment 
funds  of  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of 
Fort  Berthold  Reservation  in  North 
Dakota,  and  for  other  purposes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  Senate  bill,  as  follows: 
S.  727 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  notwith- 
standing any  provision  of  the  Act  of  Octo- 
ber 19.  1973  (87  Stat.  466;  25  U.S.C.  1401  et 
seq.),  or  any  other  law,  regulation,  or  plan 
promulgated  pursuant  thereto. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Contingent  upon  availability  of 
funds,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (herein- 
after in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "Secre- 
tary") shall  deposit  into  a  separate  ac- 
count— 

(1)  $113,777.10  of  the  funds  appropriated 
in  satisfaction  of  the  judgments  awarded 
the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  Fort  Berthold 
Reservation  in  dockets  numbered  350-G  and 
54-81  L  of  the  United  States  Court  of 
Claims,  plus 

(2)  all  interest  and  investment  income  ac- 
crued on  the  funds  described  in  clause  (1) 
from  the  date  on  which  the  transcript  of 
such  judgment  was  filed  with  the  Comptrol- 
ler General  of  the  United  States  to  the  date 
of  deposit  described  in  clause  (1). 

The  initial  payment  of  $113,777.10  shall  be 
deposited  when  funds  equal  to  this  amount 
are  released  from  the  new  member  per 
capita  escrow  account.  Thereafter,  as  any 
new  membership  application  is  denied,  the 
funds  thereby  released  shall  be  deposited  in 
the  account  until  such  time  as  the  sum  de- 
scribed in  clause  (2)  is  fully  satisified  or 
there  are  no  further  membership  applica- 
tions to  be  processed.  Any  funds  so  deposit- 
ed shall  be  distributed  and  used  only  as  pro- 
vided in  this  Act. 

(b)  Any  funds  deposited  by  the  Secretary 
in  a  separate  account  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  held  and  invested  by  the  Secretary 
in  accordance  with  the  first  section  of  the 
Act  of  June  24,  1938  (52  Stat.  1037). 

(c)  Any  funds  deposited  by  the  Secretary 
in  a  separate  account  under  subsection  (a), 
including  any  interest  or  investment  income 
accrued  thereon,  may  be  distributed,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  to  the  gov- 


erning body  of  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes 
of  Fort  Berthold  Reservation  for  use  in  the 
planning  and  development  of  a  hospital  or  a 
health  care  facility  to  serve  the  needs  of 
such  tribes. 

(d)  Any  funds  deposited  by  the  Secretary 
in  a  separate  account  under  subsection  (a), 
including  any  interest  or  investment  income 
accrued  thereon,  which  have  not  been  dis- 
tributed by  the  Secretary  under  subsection 
(c)  prior  to  the  date  which  is  five  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  may  be 
distributed  to  the  governing  body  of  the 
Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  Fort  Berthold 
Reservation  for  use  in  any  tribal  program 
which  is  authorized  by  such  governing  body 
and  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  distribute 
to  each  eligible  individual  out  of  funds  ap- 
propriated in  satisfaction  of  the  judgments 
awarded  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  Fort 
Berthold  Reservation  in  dockets  numbered 
350-G  and  54-81  L  of  the  United  States 
Court  of  Claims  the  sum  of— 

(1)  $4,000,  and  all  interest  and  investment 
income  accrued  thereon  since  August  5, 
1982,  plus 

(2)  $45.16,  and  all  interest  and  investment 
income  accrued  thereon  since  December  13. 
1982. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
"eligible  individual"  means  any  individual— 

(1)  who  filed  an  application  for  member- 
ship with  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of 
Fort  Berthold  Reservation  before  July  10, 
1982. 

(2)  whom  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
eligible  to  share  in  such  judgment  awards, 
and 

(3)  who  has  not  received  any  distribution 
from  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  such 
judgment  awards  at  any  time  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  4.  Any  funds  appropriated  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judgments  described  in  sections 
3(a)  which  remain  uncommitted  after  the 
deposit  described  in  section  2  and  the  distri- 
bution described  in  section  3  are  made  by 
the  Secretary  shall  be  distributed  and  used 
in  accordance  with  the  programing  aspect  of 
the  plan  for  the  use  and  distribution  of  the 
funds  appropriated  in  satisfaction  of  such 
judgments  which  became  effective  on  May 
26  1982.  pursuant  to  section  5  of  the  Act  of 
October  19,  1973  (87  Stat.  468:  25  U.S.C. 
1405). 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re- 
consider was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  conclude.s  the 
call  of  the  Consent  Calendar. 


DISAPPROVING  THE  PRESI- 
DENTS RECOMMENDATION  TO 
EXTEND  CERTAIN  WAIVER  AU- 
THORITY WITH  RESPECT  TO 
ROMANIA 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  section  152(d)(1)  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974,  I  move  that  the  House  re- 


D  This  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  eg.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  Ooor. 
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solve  itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  immediate  consideration 
of  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  256)  disap- 
proving the  Presidents  recommenda- 
tion to  extend  certain  waiver  author- 
ity under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  with 
respect  to  Romania. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  reso- 
lution. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Frenzel). 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  motion  I 
am  about  to  make  to  defer  indefinitely 
consideration  of  House  Resolution  256 
be  debatable  for  30  minutes,  with  the 
time  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Gibbons*  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
obiect. 

The  SPEAKER.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
withdraw  my  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Stratton)  with- 
draws his  objection. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel). 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
FRENZEL 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  section  152(d)(3)  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974.  I  move  that  consideration 
of  the  motion  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  immediate  consideration  of 
House  Resolution  256  be  postponed  in- 
definitely. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel)  will  be 
recognized  for  15  minutes,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Gibbons) 
will  be  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel). 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
my  15  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman    from    Pennsylvania    (Mr. 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  every  year  about  this 
time,  the  Congress  has  the  opportuni- 
ty to  consider  disapproval  of  "most  fa- 
vored nation"  status  for  Romania  and 
other  Communist  countries. 

Shortly,  the  House  will  have  before 
it  a  motion  to  defer  indefinitely,  con- 
sideration of  a  resolution  of  disapprov- 
al of  the  Presidential  waiver  with  re- 
spect to  "MFN"  for  Romania.  I  strong- 
ly urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  reject 
this  motion. 

"Most  favored  nation"  status  is  the 
highest  level  of  economic  participation 
our  Government  can  grant  to  a  trad- 
ing partner.  We  give  this  privilege  only 
to  our  closest  friends  and  allies  as  a 


valuable  trading  tool  to  assist  them  in 
marketing  their  products  in  the  Amer- 
ican marketplace.  Communist  coun- 
tries are  subject  to  the  higher 
"column  two"  tariff  rates.  To  do  oth- 
erwise with  the  Communist  nations  of 
the  world  is  to  cheapen  the  meaning 
of  friend  and  ally  and  bring  both  free 
and  oppressed  nations  up  to  the  same 
level. 

Section  402  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974. 
the  Jackson-Vanik  amendment,  pro- 
hibits the  guaranteeing  of  "MFN" 
treatment.  Government  or  investment 
guarantees,  or  the  negotiation  of  a 
commercial  agreement  with  any  Com- 
munist country  that  does  not  allow  its 
citizens  the  freedom  to  emigrate.  This 
section  also  permits  the  President  to 
waive  this  prohibition,  for  a  period  of 
1  year,  if  he  determines  that  doing  so 
will  further  promote  the  freedom  of 
emigration. 

When  "MFN"  status  was  first  grant- 
ed to  Romania,  it  was  perceived  to  be  a 
reward  for  a  marginal  improvement  in 
its  emigration  policies  toward  Jews 
and  other  minorities.  Each  year  the 
executive  branch  has  elected  to  waive 
the  requirements  of  section  402.  gener- 
ally with  only  limited  review  of  Roma- 
nian human  rights  policies. 

However,  the  current  administration 
put  Romania  on  notice  in  1982  that 
continued  "MFN"  status  was  very 
much  in  doubt.  Earlier  this  year,  the 
White  House  announced  that  it  would 
not  waive  section  402  in  response  to  an 
educational  payment  decree  instituted 
by  the  Romanian  Government.  This 
law  is  a  selectively  applied  education 
tax  which  extorted  money  from  Ro- 
manians who  had  applied  for  exit 
visas. 

To  underscore  the  importance  which 
Communist  nations  place  on  having 
"MFN"  status  with  the  United  States, 
the  Romanian  President.  Nicolai 
Ceausescu.  upon  learning  of  the  poten- 
tial cancellation  of  this  status  by 
President  Reagan,  immediately  gave 
assurances  to  the  Wnite  House  that 
Romania  would  not  require  reimburse- 
ment to  the  state  of  education  costs  as 
a  precondition  to  emigration.  He  also 
assured  us  that  Romania  would  not 
create  economic  or  procedural  barriers 
to  emigration.  Unfortunately,  the 
White  House  has  relented  and  agreed 
to  waive  section  402  restrictions  again 
this  year. 

I  am  appalled  that  we  are  so  gullible 
as  to  believe  that  this  government  in 
Romania  will  keep  its  promises  when 
in  the  past  they  have  responded  with 
only  short-term  improvements  in  their 
policies  on  emigration.  This  history  of 
our  relations  with  this  nation  are  rife 
with  examples  of  the  perfidy  and  in- 
sincerity on  the  issue  of  human  rights. 
Just  a  quick  glance  at  their  record 
should  more  than  convince  us  to  re- 
consider extending  this  trading  privi- 
lege. 


Several  years  ago.  in  response  to  in- 
creased applications  to  emigrate,  the 
Romanian  Government  instituted  a 
preclearance  procedure  which  meant 
that  potential  emigrants  had  to  have 
local  police  clearance  before  they 
could  even  apply  for  a  formal  applica- 
tion from  the  central  government. 
Needless  to  say.  this  complicated  the 
process  to  the  degree  that  emigration 
was  slowed  to  a  trickle.  However,  as 
soon  as  pressure  was  applied  from  the 
Congre.ss  and  the  White  House  the 
preclearance  procedure  was  dropped 
for  fear  of  jeopardizing  their  "MFN" 
status  with  the  United  States.  We  re- 
lented and  granted  "MFN"  to  them 
and  they  responded  in  good  faith  with 
the  previously  mentioned  education 
tax.  When  are  we  ever  going  to  learn 
that  they  will  do  whatever  is  conven- 
ient for  them  to  get  what  they  want. 
When  are  we  going  to  realize  that  we 
carry  the  most  potent  weapon  in  our 
arsenal,  favored  trade  status,  and  we 
are  afraid  to  use  it  to  help  the  op- 
pressed peoples  behind  the  Iron  and 
Bamboo  Curtains.  If  we  grant  them 
what  they  want  again  this  year  I 
wonder  what  new  impediment  they 
will  institute  next  year. 

How  can  we  think  of  granting  a  gov- 
ernment such  as  this  the  same  pre- 
ferred status  as  our  most  trusted  allies 
when  for  example,  in  1983.  they  issued 
a  decree  prohibiting  the  possession  or 
use  of  typewriters  or  duplication  ma- 
chines by  Romanians  who  pose  a 
"danger  to  public  order  or  security." 
Private  citizens  are  now  required  to 
register  all  typewriters  with  the  police 
and  also  provide  samples  of  the  type- 
face for  police  files.  Is  this  nation  de- 
serving of  equal  status  with.  say. 
Great  Britain.  West  Germany.  France? 
I  think  not. 

Are  we  seriously  going  to  grant 
"MFN"  status  to  a  country  which 
monitors  all  international  telephone 
calls  of  its  citizens,  and  confiscates, 
reads,  and  sometimes  destroys  mail 
leaving  Romania  for  Western  Europe- 
an and  other  free  nations.  I  hope  not. 

What  I  suggest  today,  is  that  this 
House  should  not  be  a  party  to  the 
continued  injustice  visited  upon  the 
Romanian  people  by  its  government. 
We  should  not  grant  favorable  trade 
status  to  a  government  which  pun- 
ishes a  worker  in  a  weapons  factory 
with  15  years  in  prison  for  writing  on  a 
factory  wall.  "We  want  bread!  We 
want  milk."  Or  a  government  that  sen- 
tences a  Greek  Orthodox  priest  and 
professor.  Father  Georghe  Calciu.  to 
10  years  in  prison  for  "Fascist  activi- 
ties." Father  Calciu's  only  crime  was 
that  he  was  popular  with  the  orthodox 
young  people  and  helped  draft  the 
original  document  of  the  "Free  Trade 
Union  of  Romanian  Workers." 

Certainly  such  punishment  for  a 
crime  denominated  as  "Fascist  activi- 
ties"    should     offend     any     civilized 


person  concerned  with  due  process. 
Father  Calciu  has  never  admitted 
guilt,  and  has  chosen  to  remain  in 
prison  rather  than  confess  to  crimes 
he  did  not  commit.  Despite  repeated 
efforts  to  gain  his  freedom  by  myself 
and  others.  Father  Calciu  remains  in 
prison  and  1  fear  he  will  soon  succumb 
to  illness  and  never  see  the  light  of 
freedom.  Are  we  going  to  be  a  part  of 
the  crime  that  continues  to  reward  a 
government  that  practices  such  injus- 
tices? I  pray  not. 

If  the  humanitarian  issues  are  not 
enough  to  convince  you  that  we 
should  deny  "MFN"  status  to  Roma- 
nia, then  let  us  look  for  a  moment  at 
the  economic  realities.  We  are  still  suf- 
fering from  high  unemployment  in 
many  of  our  major  industries.  Roma- 
nia exports  steel,  footwear,  textiles, 
furniture,  tractors,  railway  cars,  and 
foodstuffs  to  this  country.  Can  you 
face  the  unemployed  in  these  areas 
and  tell  them  why  you  support  a  gov- 
ernment such  as  Romania  at  the  ex- 
pense of  their  jobs?  Can  you  look  at 
the  workers  in  the  idle  plants  which 
formerly  made  these  products  and  give 
them  a  logical  reason  why  we  should 
reward  this  nation  with  "MFN"  status. 
I  fear  not. 

The  record  of  the  Romanian  Gov- 
ernment is  clear  for  everyone  to  see 
and  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  send  a  mes- 
sage to  the  Communist  regime  in  Bu- 
charest that  their  system  is  wrong.  Let 
us  tell  them  that  the  American  people 
see  it  as  evil  and  we  will  grant  no  eco- 
nomic favors. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no" 
on  the  motion  to  defer  consideration 
indefinitely  of  Congressman  Crane's 
resolution. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding,  and  I  want  to  compliment 
him  on  his  very  good  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  opinion  the  gen- 
tleman is  correct.  We  have  a  trade  def- 
icit this  year  of  between  $65  billion 
and  $70  billion.  Why  import  more 
from  an  Eastern  bloc  country  that  has 
not  been  especially  friendly  to  us?  The 
KGB  and  the  Eastern  bloc  have  been 
stealing  Western  technology  as  report- 
ed by  the  New  York  Times  today. 
There  are  billions  and  billions  of  dol- 
lars' worth  of  technical  know-how 
being  stolen  from  this  country  and 
sent  to  the  Eastern  bloc.  I  think  that 
we  have  to  send  a  message  that,  yes, 
we  are  interested  in  trade,  that  we  re- 
alize that  11  percent  of  our  gross  na- 
tional product  depends  on  trade,  that 
we  want  to  trade  whenever  and  wher- 
ever possible  but  we  will  not  stand  idly 
by  as  the  KGB  lifts  technology  from 
the  West.  We  have  to  have  a  proper 
perspective.  Research  and  develop- 
ment on  high  technology  costs  us  bil- 


lion of  dollars,  and  we  have  to  protect 
this  investment. 
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Mr.  SCHULZE.  The  gentleman  is  ex- 
actly right.  In  fact,  last  year  one  of  my 
constitutents  was  offered  illicit  trade 
with  Romania  if  he  would  work  to 
pressure  me  to  back  off  the  pressure 
to  get  Father  Calciu  out  of  jail,  and 
some  of  the  other  things  that  we  have 
been  trying  to  do.  They  will  stop  at 
nothing. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

May  I  inquire  of  the  Chair  how- 
much  time  I  have  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Reid).  The  gentleman  has  4  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  do 
not  plan  to  use  any  time,  but  if  I  do,  it 
will  be  right  at  the  end. 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane)  is  recog- 
nized for  2  minutes. 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  I  thank  my 
distinguished  colleague  for  yielding 
this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  being  in  the  vanguard 
of  this  battle  to  cut  off  most-favored- 
nation  status  for  Communist  coun- 
tries. I  think  the  country  in  question 
on  this  resolution.  Romania,  may  in 
some  respects,  have  a  marginally 
better  track  record  as  far  as  observ- 
ance of  human  rights,  then  many 
other  Communist  nations.  And  that  is 
one  of  the  arguments  that  is  peren- 
nially used  in  favor  of  MFN— that 
somehow  we  are  leveraging  these 
countries  to  act  more  civilized  and 
more  humane. 

For  that  reason  supporters  of  MFN 
justify  the  use  of  U.S.  taxpayer  money 
to  subsidize  indirectly  and  directly 
their  economic  development,  especial- 
ly their  exports  This,  in  turn,  gives 
them  a  competitive  advantage  over 
free-market  countries.  I  think  this  is 
an  outrage.  One  of  the  most  outra- 
geous things  that  every  one  of  us  ex- 
periences on  the  eve  of  these  debates, 
is  to  be  lobbied  in  our  own  offices  by 
representatives  of  Communist  bloc 
countries  We  are  lobbied,  but  who  are 
the  people  who  are  lobbying  in  the  of- 
fices in  Bucharest  or  in  Budapest,  or 
Peking?  Who  are  the  lobbyists  fight- 
ing in  behalf  of  those  people  who  are 
still  suffering  from  the  oppression  of 
the  totalitarian  regimes  among  the 
Communist  bloc  countries? 

If  my  colleagues  want  a  breakdown 
to  see  what  it  is  costing  us  with  regard 
to  Romania,  their  exports  in  millions 
to  the  United  States,  for  example,  in 
1979.  were  $329.6  million.  They  grant- 
ed 1.552  visas  that  year.  That  worked 


out  to  a  ransom  per  person  of 
$212,371.  In  1981.  they  granted  2.352 
visas,  exports  to  the  United  States 
were  $560.1  million,  and  the  cost  in 
ransom  per  person  through  the  exten- 
sion of  these  kinds  of  credit  was 
$238,095  per  person. 

The  fact  is,  we  are  dealing  with  to- 
talitarian countries  that  in  no  way  ob- 
serve the  normal  rules  of  civilized  na- 
tions. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
resolution  that  would  terminate  this 
extension  of  U.S.  credits  and  subsidies 
to  totalitarian  regimes  by  voting  down 
the  motion  to  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There 
is  no  time  remaining. 


PARLIAMENTARY  INOUIRY 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield- 
ed 2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  That 
time  has  expired. 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  We  had  4  minutes, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Solomon). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Solomon)  is  recognized 
for  1  minute. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  That  is  all  I  need, 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois (Mr.  Crane)  said  that  people  on 
this  floor  were  being  lobbied  by  the 
Romanian  Government.  Let  me  tell 
the  gentleman,  that  is  bad  enough,  but 
when  you  are  also  lobbied  by  your  own 
State  Department.  I  think  that  is  out- 
rageous. 

As  a  matter  of  fact.  I  think  that  we 
ought  to  support  the  resolution  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois,  and  I  think 
that  under  no  circumstances  should 
we  defer  action  on  this  resolution. 

I  have  here  a  list  of  human  rights 
violations  by  the  Government  of  Ro- 
mania which  includes  arbitrary  arrest, 
arbitrary  imprisonment  on  fake 
charges,  confiscation  of  ration  cards, 
confiscation  of  ID  cards,  without 
which  purchases  cannot  be  made,  har- 
assment of  family  members,  harass- 
ment on  the  job,  loss  of  jobs,  forced  re- 
location to  other  countries.  Let  me  tell 
Members,  if  that  is  not  grounds  to 
pass  this  resolution.  I  do  not  know 
what  is.  and  I  would  certainly  urge  im- 
mediate passage  of  the  resolution.  I 
am  going  to  demand  a  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  SCHULZE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 
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Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  had  not  planned  to  take  any  time.  I 
think  all  of  my  colleagues  know  that 
since  1974  we  have  faced  this  problem 
of  the  Jackson-Vanik  amendment.  It  is 
a  difficult  problem  that  we  have  to 
face. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  see  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  here.  I  will  yield  4  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  McDonald)  before  1  claim  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Mcdonald.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida,  for  yielding  this 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
House  Resolution  256.  which  would 
disapprove  the  President's  recommen- 
dation to  extend  certain  waiver  au- 
thority under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974 
with  respect  to  Romania.  My  testimo- 
ny has  been  consistently  against 
granting  a  waiver  to  Romania  since 
coming  to  the  Congress. 

The  waiver  is  supposed  to  be  granted 
after  the  President  has  received  assur- 
ances that  the  emigration  practices  of 
the  country  involved  will  lead  substan- 
tially to  the  achievement  of  the  objec- 
tives of  section  402(c)  of  the  act  previ- 
ously cited.  The  objective  is  free  emi- 
gration. Does  anyone  know  of  a  Com- 
munist country  that  has  free  emigra- 
tion? I  do  not  know  of  one.  Yet  year 
after  year,  since  coming  to  the  Con- 
gress. I  have  been  witness  to  this  cha- 
rade as  Romania  twiddles  with  its  emi- 
gration pipeline  to  learn  how  many 
people  it  has  to  let  loose  in  order  to 
gain  another  extension  of  its  most-fa- 
vored-nation status. 

Any  scholar  in  the  field  of  Commu- 
nist affairs  will  tell  you  that  the  inter- 
nal affairs  of  Romania  are  stricter  and 
meaner  than  most  any  Communist 
nation  in  the  world.  Where  else  is 
there  a  law  to  register  typewriters,  to- 
gether with  a  sample  of  its  type?  What 
other  nation  in  the  world  would  at- 
tempt to  enforce  a  law  that  required 
you  to  pay  back  the  entire  cost  of  your 
education  in  convertible  currency 
prior  to  emigrating?  And  remember 
that  it  is  against  the  law  to  have  any 
convertible  currency  in  your  posses- 
sion in  Romania. 

Romania  is  no  slouch  either  when  it 
comes  to  repression  of  religion.  While 
waiting  to  testify  on  this  subject 
before  the  Trade  Sulx;ommittee  of  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Subcommit- 
tee. I  heard  a  Kentucky  legislator  tes- 
tify that  he  visited  Romania  recently. 
He  was  shown  a  church  that  was  bull- 
dozed down  by  the  authorities  in  order 
to  try  and  stop  services  there.  These 
persecuted  Christians  are  holding 
services  in  what  is  left  of  the  basement 
there.  We  know  from  people  with  con- 
tacts among  the  Romanians  that 
many  people  are  in  prison  simply  be- 
cause they  are  Christians.  Many 
priests   have   undergone   torture   and 


died  for  Christ  in  Romania's  pri.sons. 
Catholics  and  P»rotestants  have  no 
publishing  houses  in  Romania.  Teach- 
ing in.  or  participating  in.  a  Sunday 
school  is  not  permitted  in  Romania. 

Let  us  therefore,  realize  what  it  is  we 
are  discussing.  Passage  of  House  Reso- 
lution 256  might  give  the  United 
States  some  real  leverage  to  use  to  set 
some  people  free.  Continued  looking 
the  other  way  on  Romania  is  tacit  ap- 
proval of  that  government  and  I  do 
not  like  what  I  see. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  answer  some  of  the  reckless  charges 
that  have  been  made  here  today.  As 
far  as  the  number  oi  people  in  Roma- 
nia who  are  eligible  to  emigrate  to  the 
United  States,  they  have  a  backlog  of 
1.500  who  are  sitting  in  Romania  wait- 
ing to  come  to  the  United  States.  That 
is  the  truth  of  the  matter.  They  are 
not  holding  people  over  there.  They 
are  turning  them  loose.  They  are  turn- 
ing them  loose  faster  than  we  will 
accept  them  or  absorb  them.  That  is 
the  problem  we  have  today. 

We  are  not  dealing  with  an  easy 
problem.  I  have  listened  to  the  com- 
plaints about  Romania  for  a  long  time, 
and  for  a  long  time  I  must  say  I  took 
them  extremely  seriously,  and  I  still 
do  take  them  extremely  seriously,  but 
there  are  charges  and  counter-charges 
on  every  side.  Some  people  will  tell 
you  there  is  as  much  freedom  of  reli- 
gion in  Romania  as  there  is  in  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  believe  that, 
but  there  is  freedom  of  religion  in  Ro- 
mania for  some  people,  if  they  have  a 
state-approved  religion.  If  you  do  not. 
you  do  not  get  freedom  of  religion. 

This  is  not  the  United  States.  They 
do  not  have  the  first  amendment  to 
their  constitution. 

Mr.  Mcdonald.  Mr.  speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  No.  you  have  had 
your  time,  and  you  have  made  your 
statement  before  my  committee. 
Taking  up  the  time  of  the  House  on 
this  matter,  let  me  get  the  facts  laid 
out  here. 

We  are  dealing  with  countries  that 
have  had  2.000  years  of  tyrannical  his- 
tory behind  them.  They  have  been  run 
and  overrun.  They  graduated  from 
tribes  to  nation  states  and  back  down 
to  tribes  again,  and  it  is  a  tough,  rough 
world  over  there.  But  200  million 
people  live  there,  and  over  the  40 
years  since  World  War  II.  we  have 
closely  investigated  this  problem.  We 
have  looked  at  it  for  9  years  here  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  We 
need  to  get  this  problem  behind  us. 
Fortunately,  the  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion the  other  day  gets  this  problem 
behind  us.  This  is  probably  the  last 
Jackson-Vanik  act  we  will  have  to  put 
on  up  here. 

It  has  not  done  any  good  in  the 
countries  where  it  has  been  applied. 
Poland  does  not  get  MFN.  Russia  does 
not   get   MFN.   Albania  does  not   get 


MFN.  and  they  do  not  have  any  emi- 
gration quotas  pending  right  now.  Ro- 
mania has  an  education  tax.  but  like 
every  law  that  is  made  in  Romania,  it 
is  made  by  declaration.  President 
Ceausescu  undeclared  the  tax.  The 
1.500  people  who  are  waiting  there  in 
Romania  for  emigration  to  the  United 
States  are  not  paying  any  education 
tax.  and  our  Government  has  the  word 
of  that  Government  that  there  will 
not  be  an  education  tax  levied  upon 
our  emigrants  or  anybody  else's  emi- 
grants. 

So  we  are  getting  these  problems 
behind  us.  We  have  got  to  settle  these 
things,  though,  and  get  them  behind 
us.  Any  Member  of  Congress  is  free  to 
travel  to  Romania  any  time  he  wants 
to.  He  can  get  a  visa  from  our  State 
Department  and  go  there  and  see  for 
himself.  Many  Americans  do  go  there, 
religious  leaders,  business  leaders,  and 
they  come  back  with  varying  reports. 

Based  upon  all  these  reports,  the 
President  decided  that  nondiscrimina- 
tory tariff  treatment  should  be  ex- 
tended for  1  more  year  to  Romania. 
Based  upon  all  of  the  evidence  that  we 
took  in  our  committee  hearings,  we  de- 
cided again  that  nondiscriminatory 
tariff  treatment  should  be  extended  to 
Romania  for  1  year. 

Now.  before  I  yield  back  all  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
to  explain  the  two  other  resolutions. 
One  deals  with  Hungary.  I  understand 
there  is  no  contest  at  all  over  Hunga- 
ry. One  deals  with  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China,  of  Communist  China,  as 
it  will  be  called.  I  understand  there  is 
no  problem  over  Communist  China. 

I  was  with  Mr.  Vanik  when  we 
talked  with  Deng  Xiaoping,  and  1 
think  all  Members  ought  to  know 
what  Mr.  Deng  Xiaoping  said  to  Mr. 
Vanik  about  the  Jackson-Vanik 
amendment.  He  shook  hands  with  Mr. 
Vanik  cordially.  He  said.  "Mr. Vanik.  I 
know  about  your  amendment.  I  am  in 
full  agreement  with  you  on  it.  How- 
many  Chinese  will  you  take?" 
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Mr.  Mcdonald.  Mr.  speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  He  has  got  a  billion 
of  them  he  will  turn  loose  if  we  will 
take  them,  but  we  are  not  going  to 
take  them.  That  is  what  this  is  all 
about. 

Mr.  Mcdonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  But  the  cold  war 
still  goes  on  in  some  minds  and  some 
places,  but  we  have  got  to  make 
progress  and  we  have  got  to  make 
progress  in  humane  ways. 

If  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  (Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane)  is 
adopted,  we  know  what  will  happen  to 
the  visas  of  those  1,500  poor  Roma- 
nians who  want  to  emigrate  to  the 
United  States  which  have  been  cleared 


by  the  Romanian  Government.  Those 
visas  will  go  right  through  the 
window,  they  will  be  no  good.  There 
will  be  nobody  emigrating  from  Roma- 
nia; there  will  be  nobody  emigrating 
from  any  of  those  countries. 

Mr.  Speaker,   we   have  got  to  pass 
these  resolutions  for  humanity's  sake. 
Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Gibbons) 
is  absolutely  correct.  The  President 
and  this  administration  sent  these  res- 
olutions to  us  because  they  believed  it 
was  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  in  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  Romania  who  wish  to  emi- 
grate that  we  continue  our  MFN 
agreement  with  Romania  for  1  more 
year.  The  people  who  watch  that  most 
likely  in  the  United  States,  the  B'nai 
B'rith  representing  the  Council  on 
Jewish  Organizations,  have  also  deter- 
mined that  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of 
those  who  wish  to  emigrate  and  in  the 
best  interests  of  those  who  are  striving 
for  full  human  rights  in  Romania  that 
we  do  extend  MFN  for  another  year. 
As  far  as  I  know,  the  Chinese  and 
Hungarian  resolutions  are  less  contro- 
versial. All  three  of  these  resolutions 
should  be  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time,  I 
want  to  announce  that  I  am  attempt- 
ing to  cooperate  with  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane). 
He  is  going  to  seek  a  vote  on  this  reso- 
lution, and  since  the  Speaker  has  an- 
nounced that  all  votes  today  would  be 
postponed  until  the  end  of  the  day,  in 
order  not  to  embarrass  or  hurt  any  of 
our  colleagues  who  relied  upon  the 
Speaker's  announcement,  when  the 
appropriate  time  arrives.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  am  going  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  vote  be  postponed  until  after 
the  vote  on  H.R.  1646  later  on  today.  I 
do  that  as  a  matter  of  trying  to  coop- 
erate with  the  Members  who  want  a 
record  vote  on  this. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
summer,  we  reauthorized  most-favored 
nation  status  for  Romania.  We  did  so 
only  after  receiving  assurance  by  the 
Romanian  Government  that  they 
would  permit  free  emigration  and  that 
harassment  of  religious  and  ethnic  mi- 
norities would  cease. 

Immediately  prior  to  our  consider- 
ation of  Romania's  trade  status,  the 
situation  appeared  to  improve.  And. 
disappointingly,  during  the  months 
immediately  after  the  reauthorization, 
the  situation  grew  alarmingly  worse. 

For  example,  look  at  the  'education 
tax"  the  Romanian  Government  im- 
plemented 3  months  after  our  reau- 
thorizing MFN  for  their  country.  The 
tax  made  emigration  practically  im- 


possible by  requiring  that  anyone  de- 
siring to  emigrate  repay  the  govern- 
ment for  all  secondary  and  postsec- 
ondary  education  received.  This  tax 
has  to  be  paid  in  Western  currency. 
Yet  no  Romanian  is  permitted  to  pos- 
sess such  currency.  This  obviously  was 
not  a  legitimate  attempt  by  the  gov- 
ernment to  win  just  compensation  for 
education  costs,  since  Romanians  are 
already  taxed  once  to  cover  education 
costs.  This  tax  was  a  means  of  harass- 
ment, pure  and  simple. 

Although  this  tax  has  now  been  re- 
moved, further  restrictions  continue. 
The  government  recently  imposed  a 
ban  on  all  typewriters,  a  vital  tool 
from  human  rights  and  religious  ac- 
tivities since  handwritten  documents 
can  be  easily  traced. 

I  wonder  if  the  Romanian  Govern- 
ment truly  believes  that  we  will  ignore 
these  restrictive  actions.  Let  me  assure 
them  we  will  not. 

One  of  the  reasons  for  the  formation 
of  the  Congressional  Human  Rights 
Caucus  earlier  this  year  was  to  investi- 
gate instances  of  human  rights  viola- 
tions and  recommend  appropriate 
action  by  the  Congress. 

While  I  believe  that,  with  the  demise 
of  the  "education  tax,"  we  should  re- 
authorize MFN  status  for  Romania  for 
the  next  year,  let  me  assure  my  col- 
leages  that  the  Congressional  Human 
Rights  Caucus  will  carefully  monitor 
human  rights  in  Romania  during  this 
period  and  prior  to  the  next  vote  on 
this  matter,  will  recommend  to  the 
Congress  appropriate  action  on  future 
MFN  status. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion. 
The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
Mr.  McDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 
Mr.  GIBBONS.  No,  sir. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  preferential  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne- 
sota (Mr.  Frenzel)  to  postpone  indefi- 
nitely. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  that.  I  demand  the  yeas  and 
nays. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  further  proceedings  on 
this  motion  to  postpone  indefinitely 
will  be  postponed  until  the  end  of  leg- 
islative business  today. 
There  was  no  objection. 


solve  itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  immediate  consideration 
of  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  257)disap- 
proving  the  President's  recommenda- 
tion to  extend  certain  waiver  author- 
ity under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  with 
respect  to  Hungary. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  reso- 
lution. 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
FRENZEL 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  section  152(d)(3)  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974.  I  move  that  consideration 
of  the  motion  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  immediate  consideration  of 
House  Resolution  257  be  postponed  in- 
definitely. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  preferential  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne- 
sota (Mr.  Frenzel)  to  postpone  indefi- 
nitely. 

The  preferential  motion  was  agreed 
to. 


DISAPPROVING  THE  PRESI- 
DENT'S RECOMMENDATION  TO 
EXTEND  CERTAIN  WAIVER  AU- 
THORITY WITH  RESPECT  TO 
HUNGARY 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  section  152(d)(1)  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974.  I  move  that  the  House  re- 


DISAPPROVING  THE  PRESI- 
DENT'S RECOMMENDATION  TO 
EXTEND  CERTAIN  WAIVER  AU- 
THORITY WITH  RESPECT  TO 
THE  PEOPLE'S  REPUBLIC  OF 
CHINA 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  section  152(d)(1)  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974.  I  move  that  the  House  re- 
solve itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  immediate  consideration 
of  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  258)  disap- 
proving the  President's  recommenda- 
tion to  extend  certain  waiver  author- 
ity under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  with 
respect  to  the  People's  Republic  of 
China. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  reso- 
lution. 

preferential  motion  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
FRENZEL 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  section  152(d)(3)  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974.  I  move  that  consideration 
of  the  motion  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  immediate  consideration  of 
House  Resolution  258  be  postponed  in- 
definitely. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  preferential  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne- 
sota (Mr.  Frenzel)  to  postpone  indefi- 
nitely. 

The  preferential  motion  was  agreed 
to. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 
CLERK  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    laid 
before  the  House  the  following  com- 
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munication    from    the    Clerk    of    the 
blouse  of  Representatives: 

Washington.  D.C. 

August  1.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill.  Jr.. 
77ie    Speaker.     House    of    Representatives. 
Washington.  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  per- 
mission granted  in  Clause  5.  Rule  III  of  the 
Rules  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Clerk  received  at  8:22  p.m.  on  Friday. 
July  29.  1983.  the  following  message  from 
the    Secretary    of    the    Senate:    That    the 
Senate  agree  to  the  Conference  Report  to 
H  R.  3069. 
With  kind  regards.  I  am. 
Sincerely. 

Benjamin  J.  Guthrie. 
Clerk.  House  0/  Representatives. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  desires  to  announce  that  pursu- 
ant to  clause  4  of  rule  I.  the  Speaker 
pro  tempore  signed  the  following  en- 
rolled bill  on  Friday.  July  29.  1983: 

H.R.  3069.  An  act  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1983.  and  for  other  purposes. 


"AGENDA  FOR  OPPORTUNITY "- 
A  RHETORICAL  COVERUP 

(Mr.  GRAY  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Speaker  the  Presi- 
dent spoke  today  in  an  attempt  to  try 
and  close  the  gender  gap  and  the  mi- 
nority gulf  with  his  call  for  an 
"agenda  for  opportunity." 

But  in  actuality,  what  Mr.  Reagan 
calls  an  agenda  for  opportunity  is  a 
rhetorical  coverup  of  a  nearly  3-year- 
old  record  of  injustice  and  insensitivity 
to  the  needs  of  women  and  minorities. 

The  President  today  assured  us  that 
much  is  being  done  to  insure  that 
every  American  has  an  equal  opportu- 
nity to  achieve  the  American  dream. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  thank 
you  for  your  outstanding  record  on 
behalf  of  minorities. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  your  eco- 
nomic recovery  program  under  which 
black  adult  unemployment  has  risen 
from  13  to  21  percent  and  where  black 
teenage  unemployment  has  risen  from 
37  percent  to  51  percent. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  being  the 
first  President  to  fire  sitting  members 
of  the  U.S.  Civil  Rights  Commission 
who  had  the  courage  to  disagree  with 
your  record  of  injustice. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  having 
your  lawyers  argue  on  behalf  of  pro- 
viding tax-exempt  status  to  private 
schools  that  discriminate  on  the  basis 
of  race. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  the  60- 
percent  drop  on  minority  appoint- 
ments by  your  administration  to  pol- 
icy-making positions  and  the  nearly 
80-percent  drop  in  black  judicial  ap- 


pointments compared  to  the  past  ad- 
ministration. 

Finally,  we  want  to  thank  you  for 
the  50-percent  cut  in  black  ambassa- 
dors since  the  last  administration. 

Mr.  President,  the  rhetoric  of  a  legal 
and  moral  commitment  must  be  sup- 
ported by  concrete  action. 

Until  you  provide  some  real  action, 
black  America  can  have  only  one  re- 
sponse to  your  agenda,  and  please  for- 
give me.  but  that  response  is  as  you 
said  today,  "hogwash. " 


CONGRESSMAN  STRATTON 

PRAISES  NAVY  SECRETARY 
JOHN  LEHMAN  FOR  HIS  DECI- 
SION TO  HOMEPORT  THE 
NAVYS  NEW  NORTH  ATLANTIC 
SURFACE  ACTION  GROUP  IN 
NEW  YORK 

(Mr.  STRATTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  join  in  expressing  the  warm 
appreciation  of  the  New  York  State 
congressional  delegation  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy.  John  Lehman,  for 
his  decision  to  award  homeporting  of 
the  Navy's  newest  Atlantic  Surface 
Action  Group  to  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  decision  was  a  wise  one,  to 
renew  the  close  ties  that  New  York 
City  has  long  had  with  the  U.S.  Navy, 
interrupted  only  by  Defense  Secretary 
McNamara  in  1963  when  he  shut  down 
the  historic  Brooklyn  Navy  Yard. 

The  homeporting  of  this  seven-war- 
ship group,  comprising  the  battleship 
Iowa,  now  being  refurbished  in  Pasca- 
goula.  Miss.,  one  cruiser,  three  de- 
stroyers, and  two  Naval  Reserve  frig- 
ates, was  the  result  of  a  combined 
effort  by  the  entire  bipartisan  delega- 
tion of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  the 
New  York  metropolitan  business  and 
political  community  and  the  tri-State 
New  York  Port  Authority. 

The  actual  homeporting  is  scheduled 
to  become  operational  in  1985.  and  the 
local  leaders  have  estimated  it  will 
bring  9,000  new  jobs  to  the  Nation's 
greatest  city,  hard  hit  today  by  unem- 
ployment. 

Let  me  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
from  New  York,  however,  as  we  ex- 
press our  exultation  over  this  victory, 
that  we  are  still  not  entirely  home 
free.  The  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
has  indicated  that  the  Navy's  selection 
of  New  York— officially  dubbed  as 
their  "preferred  selection"— must  first 
undergo  an  elaborate  environmental 
impact  statement,  which  is  expected 
to  take  a  whole  year.  Let  me  also 
remind  my  New  York  colleagues  that, 
in  the  light  of  the  experience  at  Three 
Mile  Island,  environmental  impact 
statements  now  go  beyond  just  an  as- 
sessment of  the  State  and  the  local 
water,  air,  and  fauna.  They  also  can 


explore  psychological  states,  and  the 
matter  of  community  acceptance. 

Morever,  it  appears  that  our  nearest 
rival  for  this  great  honor,  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  has  not  yet  i.ssued  its 
concession  statement.  So  we  can  an- 
ticipate a  busy  year  ahead  to  nail 
down  our  certificate  of  title  with  the 
Navy  and  with  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

Let  me  make  one  friendly  suggestion 
to  my  colleagues  from  New  York,  some 
of  whom  may  not  be  quite  as  enthusi- 
astic supporters  of  our  armed  services 
as  this  Member  is.  that  it  might  be 
helpful  in  the  months  ahead  that  we 
go  out  of  our  way.  when  the  roll  is 
called  in  this  Chamber,  to  lean  just  a 
little  bit  more  toward  the  Navy  and 
the  Department  of  Defense,  while 
these  bureaucratic  procedures  are 
being  carried  through.  After  all.  there 
is  no  better  way  of  expressing  our  ap- 
preciation to  Secretary  Lehman. 

As  the  Romans  used  to  say:  Verbum 
sat  sapientia,  a  word  to  the  wise  is  suf- 
ficient. 


Joint  Resolution  284,  which  designates 
October  1,  1983,  as  the  '^Sth  anniver- 
sary of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration." 


amendment  to  bring  general  revenue 
sharing  under  the  budget  ceilings. 


NASA  GOES  SILVER 

(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  I  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
October  11.  1983.  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  will 
celebrate  its  silver  anniversary— 25 
years  of  remarkable  accomplishments. 
You  might  remember— 

October  11.  1958.  NASA  launched 
into  Earth  orbit  its  first  automated 
satellite.  Pioneer  1. 

On  February  20.  1962.  the  first  U.S. 
citizen  was  launched  into  Earth  orbit 
aboard  the  Friendship  7  Mercury  cap- 
sule. 

On  July  20.  1969,  the  Apollo  11  lunar 
module.  Eagle,  carried  the  first 
manned  expedition  to  the  surface  of 
the  Moon. 

On  April  12.  1981.  the  worlds  first 
reusable  space  shuttle,  the  Columbia, 
was  launched,  giving  birth  to  the  first 
reusable  space  transportation  system. 

Hundreds  of  unmanned  satellites 
have  carried  out  the  scientific  explora- 
tion of  near-Earth  space,  mapped  our 
planet's  resources,  charted  its  weather, 
and  provided  a  technical  base  from 
which  commercial  exploitation  of 
space  has  become  a  reality.  Dozens  of 
astronauts  have  been  launched  into 
Earths  orbit  to  perform  useful  re- 
search. 

Mr.  Speaker,  NASA's  25th  anniversa- 
ry provides  all  of  us  with  an  opportu- 
nity to  recognize  its  enormous  achieve- 
ments in  aeronautics  and  space  re- 
search and  development,  and  in  relat- 
ed fields  of  science  and  technology. 

I  ask  that  the  Members  of  the  House 
join  me  in  consponsoring  the  resolu- 
tion introduced  by  Mr.  Fxjqua.  House 


HIGHER  STANDARD  OF  AC- 
COUNTABILITY FOR  SAUDI 
ARABIA  NEEDED 

(Mr.  LEVINE  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEVINE  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  yesterday's  Washington  Post 
reported  that- 
Saudi  Arabia  *  •  *  is  now  expressing  its 
■worry"  that  Lebanon  has  gone  too  far 
toward  normalizing  relations  with  Israel. 

It  is  time  for  this  Congress  to  look 
more  closely  at  Saudi  Arabia's  repeat- 
ed rejection  of  American  policy  in  the 
Middle  East  and  its  apparent  determi- 
nation never  to  allow  Israel  to  be  ac- 
cepted into  the  family  of  nations. 

When  Saudi  Arabia  wanted  to  pur- 
chase F-15's  in  the  Carter  administra- 
tion and  AWACS  in  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration, the  Congress  received  as- 
surances that  Saudi  Arabia  would 
work  for  peace  in  the  region.  Instead. 
Saudi  Arabia  repeatedly  refuses  to  do 
so 

Saudi  agents  work  in  this  country  to 
undermine  support  for  Israel  and  the 
Saudi  Government  works  in  the 
Middle  East  to  undermine  American 
sponsored  peace  initiatives. 

It  is  time  for  us  to  pay  more  atten- 
tion to  what  the  Saudis  do  and  hold 
them  to  a  higher  standard  of  account- 
ability than  we  have  in  the  past. 


BUDGET  DISCIPLINE  AN  ONGO- 
ING TASK  FOR  THE  HOUSE 
(Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  so  far  the  House  has  support- 
ed our  efforts  to  enforce  budget  disci- 
pline. Last  week  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations exceeded  the  budget  ceil- 
ings, but  we  amended  it  to  conform. 
The  week  before,  an  amendment  to 
eliminate  the  savings  on  Federal  pen- 
sion programs  was  soundly  defeated. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tomorrow  the  House 
takes  up  the  general  revenue  sharing 
bill,  and  it  will  be  another  test  of  our 
resolve  to  enforce  budget  discipline. 
This  legislation  is  nearly  $300  million 
over  the  budget  resolution  limits.  I 
will  offer  an  amendment  to  cut  off 
that  amount  so  that  it  conforms  to  the 
budget. 

Budget  discipline  is  an  ongoing  task. 
To  succeed.  Members  must  do  in 
Washington  what  they  say  back  home. 
Tomorrow  we  will  have  another 
chance  to  prove  our  commitment  to 
fiscal    discipline    by    voting    for    my 


THE  PRESIDENT'S  ACTIONS  ON 
CIVIL  RIGHTS 

(Mr.  MITCHELL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
sad  day  when  a  President  of  the 
United  States  must  go  before  the  Bar 
Association  to  say  that  he  is  support- 
ive of  minorities  and  women.  We  have 
not  had  that  situation  for  years  in  this 
country. 

Something  is  terribly  wrong  when 
the  President  has  to  go  before  the  Bar 
Association  to  defend  his  so-called 
record  on  civil  rights.  I  think  one  of 
the  problems  is  that  he  is— by  the  way, 
I  have  never  seen  such  animosity  in 
my  community  directed  toward  any 
one  President  as  toward  this  one.  My 
community  did  not  have  that  animus 
toward  Nixon  or  Ford,  and  it  is  sad.  I 
think  a  part  of  the  problem  is  the  per- 
ception of  this  administration,  and 
that  perception  must  be  placed  against 
a  backdrop  in  which  the  slowdown  of 
blacks  moving  into  middle  class  has  oc- 
curred under  this  administration. 

We  have  a  20-percent  black  unem- 
ployment rate,  and  3  to  5  percent  of 
blacks  have  gone  back  into  poverty 
since  this  administration  took  over. 
Above  and  beyond  that,  is  it  a  matter 
of  the  President  really  not  knowing 
what  is  going  on  with  reference  to  mi- 
norities in  this  country?  In  December 
he  made  a  speech  saying  that  he  was 
setting  forth  goals  for  minority  busi- 
nesses. 

Last  month  he  had  signed  an  Execu- 
tive order  saying.  'Here  are  the  goals." 
He  did  not  have  to  do  that.  There  is  a 
law  on  the  books.  Public  Law  95-507. 
All  he  has  got  to  do  is  to  get  his  agen- 
cies in  compliance  with  the  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  this  can  be 
straightened  out.  I  do  not  want  the 
President  to  be  thought  of  as  a  racist. 


COLORADO  RIVER 

(Mr.  REID  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  difficult 
talk  to  capsulize  in  just  1  minute,  the 
influence  of  the  Colorado  River  on  the 
development  of  the  great  Southwest. 

The  1,140-mile  winding  path  of  the 
river  touches  the  territory  of  seven 
States  and  two  countries.  No  other 
river  has  cut  such  a  remarkable 
number  of  very  deep  trenches— the 
most  spectacular  being  the  Grand 
Canyon. 

The  river  drains  the  largest,  most 
arid  sector  of  North  America,  which 
earns  it  the  name,  the  "Lifeline  of  the 
Southwest." 

The  Colorado  River  system  has  been 
involved  in  many  geological  firsts.  It 
was  the  first  drainage  basin  to  develop 
multiple  uses  of  water:  Power  develop- 
ment, irrigation,  recreation,  flood  con- 
trol, and  navigation. 

The  first  major  development  toward 
this  multiuse  was  the  Boulder  Canyon 
project  in  1928.  creating  Boulder,  now 
Hoover  Dam.  This  was  a  significant 
engineering  feat  of  its  times  and  now 
functions  as  a  substantial  multipur- 
pose water-storage  project  as  well  as  a 
major  tourist  attraction. 

Other  water  projects  have  written 
their  own  history.  Parker  Dam.  for  ex- 
ample, takes  1  billion  gallons  of  water, 
daily— 250  miles  across  California  to 
supply  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego. 

In  another  project,  water  has  been 
diverted,  by  tunnel,  beneath  the  Con- 
tinental Divide  to  irrigate  700,000 
acres  of  Colorado  cropland. 

Still  another  tributary  provides 
water  to  more  than  1  million  people  in 
the  Denver  Basin. 

The  tasks  of  the  river  are  endless, 
the  impact  is  immeasurable.  It  is  for 
these  reasons  that  the  Oversight  and 
Investigations  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Science  and  Technology 
will  be  investigating  ways  to  work  with 
the  river  in  the  future. 


D  1245 

NO     TRUTH     TO     RUMOR     THAT 
BILBO   EASTLAND   AWARD   FOR 
CIVIL      RIGHTS      ACCOMPLISH- 
MENTS TO  BE  ISSUED  TODAY 
(Mr.  JACOBS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
investigated  and  determined  that 
there  is  no  truth  to  the  rumor  that 
the  Bilbo  Eastland  Award  for  Civil 
Rights  Accomplishments  will  be  issued 
today  by  the  American  Bar  Associa- 
tion. 


THE  END  TO  BIPARTISANISM 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
sorry  to  have  to  stand  here  this  morn- 
ing and  say  that  foreign  policy  biparti- 
sanism  is  under  serious  attack  from 
the  majority. 

Chairman  Boland  of  the  Intelli- 
gence Committee  has  written  a  letter 
to  Chairman  Pepper  of  the  Rules 
Committee  asking  for  a  rule  for  the 
immediate  consideration  of  H.R.  2968, 
the  Intelligence  Authorization  Act. 

I  do  not  have  time  to  go  into  the  de- 
tails of  that  requested  rule.  But  I  can 
tell  you  that  it  is  an  obvious  attempt 
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to  deny  the  American  public  any 
chance  of  reaching  some  middle 
ground  with  respect  to  Central  Ameri- 
can policy. 

Chairman  Boland  states: 

The  leadership  has  indicated  that  the  bill 
will  be  considered  as  soon  as  possible. 

If  that  is  what  the  Democratic  lead- 
ership has  indicated,  then  it  seems 
there  ought  to  at  least  be  some  consul- 
tation with  the  minority. 

The  little  understood  complexities  of 
Central  America  need  time  and  study 
by  all  of  us.  If  the  Democratic  leader- 
ship persists  in  this  effort  H.R.  2760— 
just  passed  last  week— will  be  present- 
ed to  us  once  again  for  ratification 
with  no  real  chance  to  amend  or  seek 
some  middle  ground. 

This  is  a  disgraceful  and  unaccept- 
able abuse  of  power  and  we  on  our  side 
have  to  fight  it  in  the  name  of  fair 
play  and  true  bipartisanship. 


THE  IN  APPROPRIATENESS  OF 
PUBLIC  DEBATE  ON  COVERT  AID 

(Mr.  PETRI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  weeks 
debate  on  covert  aid  was  a  case  of  the 
inmates  taking  over  the  insane 
asylum.  It  might  be  appropriate  for 
the  House  to  discuss  whether  or  not 
we  should  engage  in  covert  activity  in 
general.  But  it  is  crazy  for  us  to  public- 
ly debate  funding  for  specific  covert 
activities  now  in  progress. 

Covert  is  supposed  to  be  covert. 

We  need  new  procedures,  and  new- 
ways  of  deciding  sensitive  issues 
through  a  truly  bipartisan  and  re- 
structured Intelligence  Committee. 

When  the  dust  stirred  up  by  this 
most  unfortunate  episode  has  settled. 
I  ask  the  leaders  of  both  parties  in 
both  Houses  to  recommend  a  reorgani- 
zation of  the  way  we  oversee  intelli- 
gence activities  to  insure  that  last 
weeks  very  sorry  spectacle  does  not 
recur. 


TELEPHONE  RATE  INCREASES 
EXPECTED  BEGINNING  JANU- 
ARY 1.  1984:  AND  HOUSE  CON- 
CURRENT RESOLUTION  150 

(Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  with  me  today  several 
copies  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 150,  offering  Members  an  oppor- 
tunity to  express  themselves  about  the 
growing  confusion  surrounding  the 
telephone  rate  situation. 

All    of   us   concerned    about    people 
with   fixed-incomes  and  with   low  in 
comes  are  worrying  about  the  impact 
of  the  court-ordered  divestiture  of  the 
American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 


and  a  potentially  destructive  ruling  by 
the  Federal  Communications  Commis- 
sion reallocation  telephone  costs— 
both  scheduled  to  go  into  effect  on 
January  1.  1984. 

My  resolution  expresses  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  Commission's  ruling 
should  not  go  into  effect  on  that  date 
but  instead  be  deferred  for  at  least  1 
year  until  Congress  has  time  to  sort 
this  out. 

The  truth  is  that  not  even  the  most 
knowledgeable  experts  agree  about 
the  results  of  these  two  important  gov- 
ernmental actions— except  to  conclude 
that  local  telephone  bills  are  going  to 
rise  significantly,  perhaps  eventually 
as  much  as  double  or  triple  present 
bills. 

The  trouble  is.  nobody  is  sure  about 
the  consequences  of  divestiture  or 
about  the  premature  Commission 
ruling.  Legislative  days  remaining 
before  the  deadline  may  be  as  few  as 
14  if.  as  rumor  has  it.  Congress  may 
adjourn  on  October  1. 

Comprehensive,  extremely  complex 
legislation  is  now  before  the  Congress. 
But  new  proposals  are  being  intro- 
duced daily.  Conflicting  testimony  is 
filling  up  our  hearing  records.  Local 
telephone  companies  are  madly  rush- 
ing preparations  to  adjust  to  the  im- 
pending changes. 

Congress  cannot  legislate  wisely  in 
such  an  atmosphere.  We  need  more- 
time  to  assess  the  divestiture  before 
accepting  a  Commission  ruling  with 
such  far-reaching  consequences. 

Please  join  me  in  demonstrating 
your  concern  by  signing  on  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  150.  I  will  be 
happy  to  provide  you  with  a  copy  and 
will  try  to  answer  your  questions. 
Please  get  in  touch  with  me  personally 
or  my  staff  assistant,  Terri  Carver,  at 
5-6435. 


BALANCING  THE  ECONOMIC  AR- 
GUMENT AGAINST  THE  PRESI- 
DENT 

(Mr.  GEKAS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  only 
fair  that  when  this  podium  in  the  well 
is  taken  for  the  purpose  of  criticizing 
the  President  for  alleged  economic  ills, 
that  equal  time  should  be  granted  for 
noting  some  of  the  gains  that  have 
been  made  in  what  we  all  seek,  eco- 
nomic recovery. 

Inflation  at  this  very  moment  as  we 
speak  today  is  at  the  lowest  level  it 
has  been  in  15  years.  That  is  good 
news  for  the  American  public.  It 
should  be  stated  loudly  and  boldly. 

The  gross  national  product  is  up  sig- 
nificantly, which  means  a  reduction  in 
deficits  and  a  good  sign  for  all  the 
American  public  who  seek  economic 
recovery. 


Just  as  unemployment,  although 
very  high,  is  showing  signs  of  steady 
reduction  and  employment  is  getting 
better  every  day.  it  is  good  for  us  to 
balance  the  record  from  this  podium 
when  attacks  are  made  on  the  Presi- 
dent's program  for  economic  recovery. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  MEMBER  OF 
HOUSE  COMMISSION  ON  CON- 
GRESSIONAL MAILING  STAND- 
ARDS 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  section 
5(b)  of  Public  Law  93-191,  the  Chair 
appoints  the  gentleman  from  Minneso- 
ta (Mr.  Frenzel)  as  a  member  of  the 
House  Commission  on  Congressional 
Mailing  Standards  to  fill  the  existing 
vacancy  thereon. 


RESIGNATION  AS  MEMBER  OF 
BOARD  OF  CONGRESSIONAL 
AWARDS 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the 
House  the  following  resignation  as  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  the  Congres- 
sional Awards: 

December  7.  1982. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill.  Jr.. 
Speaker   of   the    House,    Capitol    Building. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  with  sincere 
regret  that  I  must  resign  from  the  Board  of 
the  Congressional  Awards  as  I  find  my 
many  commitments,  both  professional  and 
on  a  volunteer  basis,  preclude  my  devoting 
enough  time  and  effort  to  the  wonderful 
goals  toward  which  this  organization  strives. 
I  cannot,  in  all  good  conscience,  serve  on  the 
Board  without  being  a  working  and  contrib- 
uting member. 

I  am  proud  to  have  been  a  part  of  the 
launching  of  this  idealistic  organization  and 
tc  have  helped  get  it  off  the  ground  because 
I  know  the  first  few  years  are  the  most  diffi- 
cult and  important.  I  am  certain  with  this 
fine  beginning  the  Board  will  continue  to 
make  it  thrive  and  grow.  I  will  always  be  a 
part  of  the  Congressional  Awards  in  spirit. 

With  sincere  regret  and  warmest  affec- 
tion. 

Always. 

Dinah  Shore. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepted. 
There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  ADDITIONAL 
MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESSIONAL 
AWARD  BOARD 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  section 
4(a)  of  Public  Law  96-114.  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  98-33.  the  Chair  ap- 
points as  additional  members -of  the 
Congressional  Award  Board  Mr.  A.  J. 
F.  O'Reilly  of  Pittsburgh.  Pa.:  Dr.  Jua- 
nita  Kreps  of  Durham.  N.C.:  Mr. 
Christopher  F.  Edley  of  New  York. 
N.Y.:  and  Dr.  Henry  Viscardi.  Jr.,  of 
Albertson,  N.Y.:  and  Mr.  Douglas  A. 
Fraser  of  Northville.  Mich.,  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  term  of  Ms.  Dinah 
Shore. 


Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  section  4(a)  of  Public  Law  96-114.  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  98-33.  I  have 
today  appointed  as  additional  mem- 
bers of  the  Congressional  Award 
Board  the  Honorable  Gerald  R.  Ford 
of  Rancho  Mirage,  Calif.;  Mr.  Curtis  L. 
Carlson  of  Minneapolis,  Minn.:  Mr. 
Allen  H.  Neuharth  of  Rochester,  N.Y.: 
and  Mr.  C.  William  Verity.  Jr.,  of  Mid- 
dletown,  Ohio. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the 
Chair  announces  that  he  will  postpone 
further  proceedings  today  on  each 
motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on  which 
a  recorded  vote  or  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered,  or  on  which  the  vote  is 
objected  to  under  clause  4  of  rule  XV. 

Such  rollcall  votes,  if  postponed,  will 
be  taken  on  Tuesday,  August  2,  1983. 


FEDERAL    SUPPLEMENTAL    COM- 
PENSATION ACT  AMENDMENTS 
Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  move  to  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  (H.R.  3409)  to  amend  the 
Federal   Supplemental   Compensation 
Act    of    1982    with    respect    to    the 
number  of  weeks  of  benefits  paid  in 
any  State,  as  amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  3409 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
subparagraph  (B)  of  section  602(e)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Supplemental  Compensation  Act  of 
1982  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■(B)  The  applicable  limit  for  any  State  de- 
termined under  clause  (ii)  of  subparagraph 
(A)  shall  in  no  event  be  less  than  the 
number  of  weeks  applicable  to  such  State 
for  the  week  beginning  March  27,  1983, 
under  this  paragraph  (as  in  effect  for  such 
week)  reduced  by  4.". 

(b>  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  to  weeks  beginning  after 
March  31.  1983. 

(c)  In  the  case  of  any  eligible  individual 
who  (without  regard  to  the  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a))  exhausted  his 
rights  to  Federal  supplemental  compensa- 
tion (by  reason  of  the  payment  of  all  of  the 
amount  in  his  Federal  supplemental  com- 
pensation account)  before  the  first  week  be- 
ginning after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  such  individual's  eligibility  for  ad- 
ditional compensation  by  reason  of  the 
amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  for  any 
week  of  unemployment  shall  not  be  limited 
or  terminated  by  reason  of  any  event,  or 
failure  to  meet  any  requirement  of  law  re- 
lating to  eligibility  for  unemployment  com- 
pensation, occurring  after  the  date  of  such 
exhaustion  of  rights  and  before  the  begin- 
ning of  the  first  week  beginning  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  demand- 
ed? 

Mr.     CONABLE.     Mr.     Speaker,     I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
a  second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski)  will 
be  recognized  for  20  minutes,  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Con- 
able)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski). 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  bill,  H.R.  3409,  presently 
under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Kildee).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  would 
amend  the  Federal  Supplemental 
Compensation  Act  of  1982.  This  pro- 
gram provides  additional  weeks  of  un- 
employment compensation  to  individ- 
uals who  have  exhausted  their  regular 
State  benefits  and  any  extended  bene- 
fits to  which  they  were  entitled.  The 
program  was  originally  due  to  expire 
on  March  31.  1983.  As  part  of  that  ex- 
tension the  program  was  amended, 
and  as  a  result,  in  many  States  the 
maximum  number  of  weeks  of  benefits 
payable  has  dropped  substantially. 

H.R.  3409  would  limit  the  loss  of 
FSC  benefits  to  no  more  than  4  weeks, 
when  comparing  the  number  of  weeks 
payable  for  the  last  week  of  the  origi- 
nal program. 

At  this  time.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Tennes- 
see, chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Assistance  and  Unemployment 
Compensation,  Mr.  Ford,  for  a  more 
detailed  explanation  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  my  distinguished  chairman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  outline 
for  the  Members  those  provisions  of 
the  bill  effecting  the  railroad  unem- 
ployment insurance  system.  Initially,  I 
would  like  to  remind  Members  that 
the  primary  concern  of  both  commit- 
tees was  to  avoid  an  automatic  de- 
crease in  rail  pensions,  and  to  assure 
the  long-range  solvency  of  the  rail 
pension  system. 

Rail  workers  are  covered  by  the 
Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance 
Act,  they  are  not  covered  by  regular 
State  unemployment  insurance  laws. 
Under  this  act,  whenever  the  rail  UI 
program  has  insufficient  funds  to  pay 
unemployment  benefits,  it  can  borrow 
from  the  rail  pension  fund.  Because  of 
a  rapid  drop  in  rail  employment  over 
the  last  2  years,  this  borrowing  has  in- 
creased dramatically.  By  October  1, 
1983,  the  rail  UI  program  will  owe  the 
rail  pension  fund  $650  million.  With- 
out any  changes  in  the  rail  UI  pro- 


gram, it  would  have  to  borrow  an  addi- 
tional $1.2  billion  over  the  next  5 
years.  Therefore,  within  the  context 
of  assuring  a  sound  pension  fund, 
something  had  to  be  done  to  reduce 
this  drain  on  the  pension  fund. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  commerce  would 
have  transferred  this  borrowing  au- 
thority to  the  Federal  Unemployment 
Account.  This  is  the  account  from 
which  States  borrow  when  they  have 
insufficient  funds  to  pay  benefits. 
There  were  no  provisions  in  the  bill, 
however,  for  a  specific  repayment  pro- 
cedure for  such  loans  to  the  rail  UI 
fund.  In  addition,  we  were  concerned 
that  by  simply  transferring  the  bor- 
rowing authority  to  the  Federal  Un- 
employment Account  we  would  be 
giving  up  any  chance  of  substantive 
changes  being  made  in  the  rail  UI  pro- 
gram that  would  reduce  and  ulitmate- 
ly  eliminate  its  borrowing  needs. 

The  committee  struck  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  that  would  have  allowed 
borrowing  from  the  Federal  Unem- 
ployment Account.  Rather  than  allow 
such  borrowing,  we  adopted  a  number 
of  provisions  designed  to  improve  the 
solvency  of  the  railroad  unemploy- 
ment insurance  program,  these  provi- 
sions will  reduce  the  drain  on  the  pen- 
sion fund  and  begin  the  repayment  of 
outstanding  loans  to  the  pension  fund. 
Specifically,  the  unemployment  pro- 
visions would— 

First,  increase  employer-paid  unem- 
ployment taxes  by  50  percent,  effec- 
tive January  1,  1984. 

Second,  increase  the  amount  of 
wages  a  rail  employee  must  earn  in 
order  to  qualify  for  unemployment 
benefits  from  $1,000  to  $1,500,  effec- 
tive Jaunary  1,  1984. 

Third,  increase  the  waiting  period 
for  unemployment  benefits  in  the  case 
of  a  strike  from  7  to  14  days. 

Fourth,  make  sick  pay  benefits, 
which  are  paid  out  of  the  railroad  un- 
employment insurance  fund,  subject 
to  Federal  income  tax. 

Fifth,  establish,  effective  July  1, 
1986  to  September  30,  1990,  a  railr()ad 
unemployment  repayment  tax  which 
will  be  used  solely  to  repay  outstand- 
ing loans  from  the  unemployment  in- 
surance program  to  the  pension  fund. 
Sixth,  repeal,  effective  September 
30,  1985,  the  authority  for  the  railroad 
unemployment  system  to  borrow  from 
rail  pension  funds. 

Seventh,  establish  a  Railroad  Unem- 
ployment Compensation  Committee, 
to  be  comprised  of  two  labor  repre- 
sentatives, two  management  represent- 
atives, and  one  public  member.  The 
committee  will  report  to  the  Congress, 
no  later  than  April  1,  1984,  recommen- 
dations addressing  all  aspects  of  the 
railroad  unemployment  insurance 
system,  including  the  possibility  of 
covering  rail  workers  under  the  Feder- 
al-State unemployment  system.  In  ad- 
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dition.  the  committee  is  specifically 
mandated  to  recommend  adjustments 
in  employer  contributions  to  the 
system  and  benefit  reductions  which 
will  enable  the  rail  unemployment 
system  to  repay  all  loans  from  pension 
fund  by  the  year  2000. 

I  know  that  some  Members  wanted 
us  to  go  further  in  the  rail  UI  area, 
particularly  by  extending  the  repay- 
ment tax  beyond  1990.  I  want  to  point 
out.  however,  that  the  Railroad  Unem- 
ployment Committee  must  report  to 
the  Congress  no  later  than  April  1. 
1984.  a  specific  plan  for  the  repayment 
of  all  loans  by  the  year  2000.  We  have 
started  the  repayment  tax.  If  we  had 
made  it  permanent  or  extended  it 
much  beyond  1990.  the  committee  we 
have  established  would  simply  have  no 
incentive  to  examine  all  aspects  of  the 
rail  UI  system,  including  tax  increases, 
benefit  reductions,  and  the  possibility 
of  covering  rail  workers  under  the  reg- 
ular State  programs. 

We  have  cut  off  the  borrowing  au- 
thority from  the  pension  fund  after 
September  30,  1985.  This  will  provide 
another  incentive  for  rail  management 
and  labor  to  bargain  seriously  and  in 
good  faith  about  the  future  of  the  rail 
UI  system. 

As  I  indicated  at  the  outset,  our  con- 
cern is  the  long  range  solvency  of  the 
pension  fund.  Frankly,  the  industry, 
management,  and  labor  alike,  did  not 
focus  on  the  UI  program  when  this 
legislation  was  first  being  considered. 
They  were  bargaining  over  pension 
changes.  We  have  taken  substantial 
steps  in  improving  the  solvency  of  the 
UI  program,  but  we  have  also  allowed 
the  industry  a  framework  for  address- 
ing the  remaining  problems. 

I  believe  that  these  provisions  are 
fiscally  responsible:  by  assuring  that 
the  Federal  Government  does  not  pay 
what  the  industry  should  be  paying. 
And  they  are  fair,  by  allowing  the  in- 
dustry time  to  consider  further 
changes  in  the  rail  UI  system  and 
making  recommendations  to  the  Con- 
gress by  a  date  certain.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  approve  the  legislation. 

D  1300 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Shannon),  one  of 
the  sponsors  and  authors  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3409. 

This  legislation  is  urgently  needed  to 
restore  Federal  supplemental  compen- 
sation (FSC)  benefits  to  thousands  of 
long-term  unemployed  workers  who 
have  lost  benefits  weeks  earlier  than 
originally  promised— many  without 
any  notice. 

FOUR  STATES  WERE  IMMEDIATELY  HIT 

On  June  19,  5,000  long-term  unem- 
ployed workers  in  Massachusetts,  and 
thousands  more  in  Arizona,  Kansas, 
and  North  Carolina,  were  surprised 
and  dismayed  to  learn  that  instead  of 


being  entitled  to  10  weeks  of  FSC  ben- 
efits—as promised  by  the  Department 
of  Labor— the  law  had  been  reinter- 
preted so  that  they  would  only  be  paid 
8  weeks  of  benefits.  Those  who  had  al- 
ready received  8  weeks  lost  benefits 
immediately. 

DDL  HAD  MISREAD  THE  LAW 

These  unexpected  cutoffs  occurred 
because  the  Department  of  Labor 
originally  misinterpretated  a  provision 
in  the  bill  extending  the  FSC  pro- 
gram. The  legislation  approved  by 
Congress  said  that  no  State  under  the 
new  FSC  program  could  receive  more 
than  4  weeks  less  than  it  was  entitled 
to  in  the  last  week  of  the  old  program. 
However,  this  4-week  floor  only  cov- 
ered States  in  the  first  week  of  the 
new  program. 

The  Department  of  Labor  applied 
the  4-week  floor  to  all  States  through- 
out the  life  of  the  current  FSC  pro- 
gram. For  nearly  2V2  months,  the 
States  were  told  that  they  could  not 
drop  more  than  4  weeks  compared  to 
the  number  of  weeks  they  were  enti- 
tled to  in  the  last  week  of  the  old  pro- 
gram. 

Benefits  were  paid  out  under  this 
policy.  And  an  expectation  was  created 
on  the  part  of  FSC  claimants  that 
they  were  eligible  for  a  certain 
number  of  weeks  of  benefits. 

DOL  REINTERPRETS  THE  LAW 

On  June  10.  the  DOL  announced 
that  it  had  reinterpreted  the  law  and 
that  the  4-week  floor  only  applied  in 
the  first  week  of  the  new  program— 
and  that  all  States  except  one  (Dela- 
ware) could  experience  a  loss  of  more 
than  4  weeks  compared  to  the  old  pro- 
gram, if  the  insured  unemployment 
rate  dropped. 

Arizona,  Kansas,  Massachusetts,  and 
North  Carolina  were  immediately  hit. 
Thousands  of  workers  were  suddenly 
cut  off  the  rolls  2  weeks  earlier  than 
expected. 

Since  June  10,  the  insured  unem- 
ployment rate  has  dropped  in  another 
21  States  resulting  in  a  loss  of  2  weeks 
of  benefits  in  each  of  these  States,  a 
loss  that  was  unanticipated  prior  to 
June  10. 

HURTS  THE  LONG-TERM  UNEMPLOYED 

The  people  we  are  talking  about 
here  are  the  long-term  unemployed 
who  have  exhausted  their  regular 
State  benefits  and  any  extended  bene- 
fits they  were  entitled  to. 

While  there  has  been  some  reduc- 
tion in  the  total  unemployment  rate, 
the  job  prospects  for  this  group  con- 
tinue to  look  bleak.  Even  if  the  econo- 
my recovers,  they  will  be  the  last  to  be 
rehired. 

In  light  of  the  continuing  hardships 
faced  by  this  group,  it  is  imprudent 
and  harsh  not  to  continue  the  original 
DOL  interpretation.  These  people 
were  brought  onto  the  rolls  under  a 
certain  interpretation  of  the  law.  It  is 
unfair  to  kick  them  off  the  rolls  weeks 


earlier  than  expected  just  because  the 
Department  of  Labor  discovered  2'/2 
months  after  the  fact  that  they  had 
misread  the  law. 

EXTENDED  BENEFITS  HAVE  EXPIRED  IN  MANY 

STATES 

In  addition,  14  of  the  States  which 
have  lost  benefits  under  the  new  De- 
partment of  Labor  interpretation  have 
also  gone  off  the  extended  benefits 
program  since  April  1983. 

The  combination  of  the  loss  of  ex- 
tended benefits  and  the  loss  of  more 
than  4  weeks  of  FSC  has  had  a  par- 
ticularly harsh  impact  on  unemployed 
workers  in  these  States. 

H.R.  3409 

This  bill  would  simply  require  the 
DOL  to  run  the  program  as  it  was 
originally  interpreted— providing  that 
no  State  could  receive  more  than  4 
weeks  less  than  it  was  entitled  to  in 
the  last  week  of  the  old  program. 

Adoption  of  this  bill  is  simply  a 
matter  of  equity. 

By  approving  this  bill,  the  Congress 
will  be  saying  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment will  not  promise  the  most  vul- 
nerable of  our  citizens  one  thing,  and 
then  do  another. 

Mr.  GRADISON,  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHANNON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  GRADISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  Ohio 
is  one  of  the  States  affected  by  this 
legislation  which  would  assure  that 
benefits  will  be  paid  as  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  said  they  were  going  to 
be  paid.  This  is  the  very  least  we  can 
do  to  assure  fair  treatment  of  the  un- 
employed. I  congratulate  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Shan- 
non) for  his  leadership  on  this  issue 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
H.R.  3409. 

Mr.  SHANNON.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  reserve  the  balance  of  our  time. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  measure  would 
cost  about  $200  million.  To  enact  it 
would  be  to  follow,  I  think,  a  most  un- 
fortunate path.  I  therefore  oppose  the 
suspension  of  the  rules  to  pass  H.R. 
3409  containing  amendments  to  the 
Federal  Supplemental  Compensation 
Act  of  1982. 

H.R.  3409  can  be  traced  to  the  action 
taken  earlier  this  year  when  we  ex- 
tended the  FSC,  or  the  Federal  sup- 
plemental compensation  program, 
which  had  been  scheduled  to  end  on 
March  30. 

The  schedule  of  benefits  was  cut 
back  slightly  in  an  extended  program. 
The  purpose  behind  the  cutback  was 
to  provide  the  budgetary  leeway  neces- 
sary to  provide  additional  FSC  bene- 
fits  to   persons   who   had   exhausted 


their  benefits  under  the  regular  FSC 
program. 

The  transitional  rule  implementing 
the  scaled-back  FSC  program  was  de- 
signed to  insure  that  no  State  would 
experience  an  immediate  drop  of  more 
than  4  benefit  weeks  from  its  benefit 
level  in  late  March.  This  feature  ap- 
plied only  to  an  immediate  drop  in 
benefits.  It  did  not  protect  the  State 
from  losing  more  than  4  benefit  weeks 
if  its  dropoff  occurred  after  the  first 
week  of  the  extended  FSC  program. 

The  Department  of  Labor  initially 
misinterpreted  the  language  in  the 
transitional  rule  and  instructed  the 
States  that  in  no  case  could  a  State 
drop  more  than  4  benefit  weeks  from 
its  level  in  late  March.  The  Depart- 
ment corrected  its  instructions  in  early 
June  but  in  the  meantime  four  States 
had  made  erroneous  payments  based 
on  the  Department's  erroneous  in- 
structions. 

Why  the  Department  interpreted 
this  incorrectly  is  beyond  me,  Mr. 
Speaker.  But  now  to  feel  that  we  must 
change  the  law  because  of  this  error  is 
also  very  strange. 

In  fact,  if  the  principle  were  estop- 
pel, a  long-standing  legal  principle,  it 
would  have  to  be  based  on  the  assump- 
tion that  people  relied  on  the  error 
made  by  the  Government  to  their  det- 
riment. 

In  fact,  what  we  did  was  we  created 
a  windfall  for  some  people  who  were 
not  entitled  under  the  clear  instruc- 
tions of  the  law  as  passed  by  this  body 
and  now  we  are  saying  we  must  make 
it  up  to  them  and  to  all  of  the  others 
who  might  have  relied  on  this  if  the 
Department  of  Labor  had  been  cor- 
rect. 

H.R.  3409  would  extend  those  origi- 
nal FSC  transition  rules  to  protect  all 
States  from  dropping  more  than  4 
benefit  weeks  from  their  levels  in  late 
March. 

Proponents  argue  that  the  need  for 
this  cushion  is  reinforced  by  our  re- 
bounding economy  and  falling  unem- 
ployment rate. 

The  compensation  of  the  scaled  back 
FSC  benefit  schedule  and  falling  un- 
employment rates  means  about  25 
States  have  dropped  more  than  4  ben- 
efit weeks.  H.R.  3409  would  limit  the 
drop  to  4  weeks. 

Lost  in  all  of  this  verbiage  is  a  cen- 
tral fact  that  the  Congress  devised  an 
extension  of  FSC  benefits  in  March, 
and  the  Labor  Department  mistakenly 
broadened  congressional  action  when 
it  implemented  the  new  law. 

The  aim  of  H.R.  3409  is  to  codify  the 
departmental  mistake  and  legalize  the 
additional  weeks  of  benefits  which 
would  go  to  affected  States  as  a  result 
of  the  mistake. 

This  is  a  terrible  procedure.  Mr. 
Speaker,  If  we  were  to  codify  execu- 
tive branch  mistakes  routinely  we 
would  find  ourselves  in  impossible  sit- 


uations,  politically   and   economically 
as  well  as  legally. 

Passing  this  bill  would  set  a  bad 
precedent.  It  would  help  some  States 
financially  but  it  would  represent  an 
unwise  legislative  move  and  one  which 
I  would  hope  my  colleagues  in  this 
body  would  reject. 

Certainly  it  is  not  the  kind  of  prece- 
dent we  would  want  to  extend. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  such  time 
as  he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel), 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  H.R.  3409,  a  bill  which 
would  sanction  officially  a  bureaucrat- 
ic mixup  by  the  Department  of  Labor 
and  will  have  the  result  of  increasing 
spending  for  the  Federal  supplemental 
unemployment  compensation  program 
by  a  quarter  of  a  billion  dollar  above 
the  amount  agreed  to  by  Congress  ear- 
lier this  year. 

As  described  by  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee,  the  subcommittee  chair- 
man, and  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York  who  has  just  spoken, 
that  FSC  extension  bill  was  passed  in 
March.  It  was  designed  to  provide  ad- 
ditional federally  funded  unemploy- 
ment compensation  benefits  to  long- 
term  unemployed  individuals. 


D  1315 
The  benefits  provided  under  the  re- 
newed FSC  program  were  structured 
so  that  those  individual  in  the  highest 
unemployment  States  where  it  is  theo- 
retically much  harder  to  find  work 
would  receive  benefits  for  a  longer 
time. 

Since  the  amounts  of  weeks  an  indi- 
vidual would  be  eligible  for  could  rap- 
idly drop  if  unemployment  started  de- 
clining, which  it  did,  a  provision  was 
added  in  the  bill  which  limited  the  im- 
mediate  drop   in   weeks   to   no   more 
than  4  weeks  below  the  level  a  State 
was  receiving  the  last  week  in  March. 
But  this  provision  was  carefully  de- 
signed within  the  conference  commit- 
tee to  affect  only  one  State,  Delaware; 
and  it  was  well  understood  at  the  time. 
Unfortunately    the    Department    of 
Labor    misinterpreted    the    statutory 
language  of  the  bill.  It  instructed  the 
States  that  in  no  case  should  a  State 
drop   more   than   4   weeks   below   the 
level  it  was  receiving  during  the  last 
week  in  March.  By  the  time  DOL  dis- 
covered its  own  mistake  and  notified 
the  States  of  how  they  really  should 
act,  four  States  had  begun  to  make 
payments  based  on  those  erroneous  in- 
structions. Those  four  States  paid  out 
about  $2.5  million.  The  Department  of 
Labor  has  indicated  that  it  will  pay 
the  bill  for  the  $25  million  and  will 
make  no  charge  for  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  may  be  par  for  the 
course  for  the  Department  of  Labor  to 
make  mistakes.  It  ought  not  to  be  the 
Houses  responsibility  to  affirm  the 
mistakes  that  the  Department  of 
Labor  makes  by  changing  the  law,  es- 


pecially when  it  costs  the  taxpayers 
one-quarter  of  a  billion  dollars. 

All  the  States  now  know  what  the 
correct  provision  is.  They  have  been 
paying  out  the  benefits  accordingly. 

In  my  judgment,  the  damage  has 
been  done,  the  situation  has  been 
done,  the  situation  has  been  corrected 
by  the  Department  of  Labor,  and 
there  is  absolutely  no  reason  for  Con- 
gress to  legitimatize  a  bureaucratic 
error  and  spend  a  couple  of  hundred 
million  dollars  providing  these  extra 
benefits  to  which  no  one  is  entitled 
under  the  law. 

What  we  have  here  is  legislation  by 
aspiration  or  by  anticipation.  The 
sponsors  and  proponents  of  this  bill 
tell  us,  "Well,  somebody  expected  to 
get  more  and  therefore  Congress  must 
legislate  to  give  more." 

Unemployment  compensation,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  designed  to  provide  the 
current  necessities  of  life  to  unem- 
ployed individuals.  Yet  under  this  bill 
unemployment  compensation  benefits 
would  be  provided  retroactively  to  in- 
dividuals who  were  never  entitled  to 
them. 

In  addition,  under  H.R.  3409,  an  in- 
dividual could  currently  be  working, 
have  not  fulfilled  the  work-search  re- 
quirements that  are  the  basic  require- 
ment of  receiving  unemployment  com- 
pensation and  still  be  entitled  to  a 
windfall  benefit  of  2  weeks  of  addition- 
al unemployment  compensation. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note  that 
the  worksearch  requirement  which 
has  followed  each  one  of  our  unem- 
ployment compensation  laws  has  been 
omitted  from  this  bill  and  so  there  is 
no  requirement  that  a  recipient  under 
this  bill  of  the  extra  weeks  be  search- 
ing for  work  at  all. 

Now,  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  gener- 
al FSC  program.  I  fact  it  was  my 
amendment  in  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  which  provided  the 
basic  structure  of  the  benefits  under 
the  program.  I  do  not  feel  we  can 
afford  to  spend  the  additional  money 
beyond  that  agreed  by  Congress 
simply  because  some  bureaucrat  at 
DOL  cannot  read  legislative  language. 
It  has  already  been  noted  that  25 
States  will  be  able  to  give  more  unem- 
ployment compensation  to  States.  It 
should  also  be  noted  that  taxpayers  in 
all  50  States  will  have  to  pay  for  these 
benefits.  It  should  be  noted  further 
and  more  emphatically  that  the  tax- 
payers in  25  States  will  pay  for  bene- 
fits that  will  never  come  to  their 
States. 

A  mistake  was  made,  the  mistake 
has  been  corrected.  No  one  who  has 
received  erroneous  payments  will  be 
required  to  pay  them  back.  The  pro- 
gram is  not  working  the  way  Congress 
intended,  the  way  the  law  states,  and 
we  should  not  change  the  rules  now 
retroactively  to  provide  windfall  bene- 
fits that  were  never  intended. 
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I  think.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  antici- 
pate that  Members  from  those  25 
States  who  believe  their  areas  will  be 
benefited  will  support  this  legislation 
by  anticipation. 

It  is  my  fervent  hope  that  those 
whose  only  anticipation  is  to  pay  the 
bill,  that  is  those  who  represent  the 
other  25  States,  will  oppose  this  bill 
and  we  will  defeat  it  under  suspension. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  such  time  as 
she  may  consume  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maine  (Ms.  Snowe). 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3409,  the  Federal  sup- 
plemental compensation  amendments, 
legislation  which  clarifies  the  intent  of 
Congress  regarding  the  current  exten- 
sion of  long-term  unemployment  bene- 
fits. 

I  firmly  believe  that  the  Federal 
supplemental  compensation  program 
must  be  extended  in  order  to  assist 
those  long-term  unemployed  workers 
eliminated  from  the  rolls  weeks  earlier 
than  expected  and,  in  most  cases,  with 
little  or  no  warning.  For  example,  in 
my  home  State  of  Maine,  unemployed 
workers  have  had  13  weeks  lopped  off 
their  potential  eligibility  for  unem- 
ployment insurance  benefits.  In  ac- 
cordance with  the  ruling  made  by  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  the  ex- 
tended benefits  program  that  began 
March  27  with  50-percent  Federal 
funding,  was  abruptly  shut  off  at  the 
beginning  of  July.  When  asked  to  ex- 
plain its  actions,  the  Department 
simply  stated  that  Maine's  program 
was  cut  because  the  average  statewide 
unemployment  rate  for  a  13-week 
period  ending  June  4,  was  less  than  20 
percent,  higher  than  the  average 
during  the  corresponding  period  in  the 
preceding  2  years.  In  other  words,  the 
program  was  terminated  because  the 
unemployment  rate  did  not  increase 
enough  from  previous  levels— al- 
though the  unemployment  picture  in 
Maine  has  not  improved. 

The  loss  of  benefits  has  created  dis- 
ruption and  hardship  for  thousands  of 
unemployed  workers.  1  strongly  be- 
lieve that  now  is  not  the  time  to  inter- 
rupt these  benefits.  Therefore,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  legisla- 
tion which  requires  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  provide  the  maximum 
number  of  weeks  of  FSC  benefits.  This 
small  change  will  greatly  benefit  the 
millions  of  jobless  individuals  across 
the  Nation. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Williams). 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, some  91,000  Ohioans  exhausted  all 
of  their  unemployment  benefits 
during  June  alone.  In  Mahoning  and 
Trumbull  Counties,  which  I  represent, 
more  than  2,800  persons  lost  their  ben- 
efits. The  unemployment  rate  in  those 


two  counties  still  hovers  around  17 
percent. 

The  bill  now  before  the  House  will 
help  thousands  of  Ohioans  who  are 
without  work  and  without  other  forms 
of  income.  If  we  can  afford  to  spend 
even  one  dime  on  foreign  aid  and 
other  programs  designed  to  help  per- 
sons overseas,  we  cannot  afford  to  for- 
sake our  fellow  countrymen. 

H.R.  3409  will  provide  a  little  help  to 
Americans  in  need,  help,  not  in  accu- 
mulating wealth,  but  in  just  keeping 
the  wolf  away  from  the  door.  Those  of 
this  body  who  are  prone  to  accuse 
others  of  a  lack  of  compassion  or  a 
lack  of  concern  for  those  in  need  now 
have  a  chance  to  show  them  they  do 
not  share  those  shortcomings.  H.R. 
3409  will  give  assistance  to  thousands 
of  Ohioans  and  to  many,  many  more 
persons  across  America.  It  will  also 
show  them  that  we,  in  Washington, 
are  aware  of  their  predicament  and 
are  trying  to  do  something  to  help 
them. 

I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  very  worthwhile  bill  and  I 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts for  offering  it. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Martin). 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  3409.  legislation  to  preserve  the 
level  of  unemployment  benefits  for 
this  fiscal  year  at  the  level  that  the 
States  and  the  people  and  we,  their 
Representatives,  were  led  to  believe 
last  March  would  be  the  level  of  bene- 
fits. 

The  Department  of  Labor  has  now 
admitted  to  us  that  it  was  in  error  in 
misinterpreting  the  provisions  of  that 
law  which  was  enacted  earlier. 

They  have  admitted  their  error.  The 
Congress  may  now  decide  whether  to 
repair  that  error  or  whether  simply  to 
acknowledge  it  and  pass  by  on  the 
other  side. 

The  issue  is  not  whether  the  Con- 
gress is  going  to  rescue  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  which  has  made  the 
error  in  the  first  place:  the  issue  is 
whether  we  are  going  to  decide  now  to 
treat  the  people  of  these  affected 
States  as  they  were  told  they  would  be 
treated  in  March. 

North  Carolina  is  one  of  those 
States.  While  we.  in  North  Carolina, 
are  delighted  at  the  strengthening  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  the  pickup  in  the 
rate  of  progress  toward  a  stronger 
economy  with  lower  and  lower  unem- 
ployment, we  look  forward  to  the  date 
when  extended  supplemental  benefits 
are  no  longer  going  to  be  needed. 

Yet  we  share  with  other  States  the 
view  that  our  people  who  are  still  un- 
employed should  be  treated  just  as 
was  promised  to  them  and  to  their 
State  when  we  passed  the  bill  to  phase 
out  the  supplemental  benefits.   That 


was  sound  legislation  in  March.  We 
have  no  quarrel  with  the  legislation  to 
phase  out  those  benefits  in  anticipa- 
tion of  quickening  recovery. 

Yet.  it  is  not  just  a  question  of  what 
was  intended,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  has  pointed  out;  but  it  is 
also  a  question  of  what  people  were 
told  was  intended  at  the  time  that  the 
legislation  was  passed. 

The  misinterpretation  by  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  led  the  States  and 
the  people  to  believe  that  the  bill 
would  be  less  severe  than  it  is  in  fact. 
Had  they  been  told  the  truth  original- 
ly, there  might  be  some  question  as  to 
whether  there  would  have  been  the 
full  measure  of  support  which  passed 
the  legislation  at  that  time. 

There  is  one  other  comment  that  I 
would  leave  with  you,  and  that  is, 
there  will  be  many  who  will  point  out 
that  this  legislation  is  supported,  after 
all,  by  those  whose  States  are  affected. 
Anyone  in  this  House  of  Representa- 
tives, anyone  who  has  followed  the 
history  of  legislative  issues  in  this 
Congress,  will  note  that  it  is  not  at  all 
unusual  for  Representatives  of  affect- 
ed States  to  raise  the  issues  by  which 
their  States  are  affected. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  that  would 
not  be  necessary  if  Representatives 
from  all  other  States  would  recognize 
that  not  only  was  there  an  error  in  in- 
terpretation but  there  is  a  genuine 
need  to  treat  people  as  they  were  told 
at  that  time  and  then  it  would  not  be 
necessary  for  those  of  us  just  from  the 
affected  States  to  take  to  the  battle- 
ments. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding 
the  time  and  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont. 

Mr.  JEPTORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3409,  legislation 
which  will  restore  Federal  supplemen- 
tal compensation  benefits  to  long-term 
unemployed  workers  who  are  being 
denied  benefits  due  to  a  reinterpreta- 
tion  of  law  by  the  Department  of 
Labor.  These  workers  are  being  cut 
off.  in  many  cases  with  little  or  no 
warning.  In  the  State  of  Vermont, 
workers  have  already  lost  2  weeks  of 
benefits  and  soon  may  lose  2  more. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  point  out 
that  as  to  the  people  that  are  affected 
generally  in  this  bill,  it  is  no  different 
whether  you  are  living  in  Vermont  or 
Michigan  or  some  other  State  with 
high  unemployment.  If  the  individual 
lives  in  an  area  of  high  unemploy- 
ment, the  plight  is  the  same. 

In  my  State,  for  instance,  we  have  a 
serious  recession  in  the  machine  tool 
industry  with  unemployment  in  those 
communities  in  excess  of  12  percent. 
Individuals  in  these  areas  are  the  ones 
that  will  primarily  receive  these  addi- 
tional benefits.  There  are  other  areas 
with  chronic  high  unemployment  such 


as  the  northeastern  section  of  my 
State.  Those  individuals  are  just  as  se- 
riously affected  and  just  as  seriously 
unemployed  as  those  in  areas  where 
the  general  State  unemployment  rate 
is  high. 

The  administration  made  a  promise 
to  these  workers  this  spring.  It  is  one  I 
think  we  should  keep. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  their 
full  support  for  this  legislation  and  ap- 
plaud my  Massachusetts  colleagues  for 
bringing  it  before  us  today. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  being  asked  to 
ratify  a  bureaucratic  mistake  by  law. 

We  have  made  no  promises.  The  law 
that  we  passed  did  not  convey  the 
promise  that  is  to  be  realized  in  this 
particular  bill. 

It  is  not  my  business  to  predict  what 
happens  to  a  bill  after  it  leaves  this 
particular  House. 

I  do  think  it  is  fair  to  state  that  the 
administration  strongly  opposes  this 
bill  and  it  may  be  passing  to  an  uncer- 
tain future  when  it  leaves  this  House, 
if  indeed  it  does. 

I  suggest  that  the  Members  vote 
against  it  and  give  it  a  certain  future 
immediately. 
I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Pease). 

Mr.  PEASE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  H.R.  3409,  the 
Federal  Supplemental  Compensation 
Act  amendment.  The  bill  corrects  a 
major  inequity  that  arose  from  exten- 
sion of  the  FSC  program  that  expired 
March  30. 

In  an  effort  to  limit  the  shock  of 
States  losing  important  FSC  benefits 
weeks,  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments Act  provided  that  no  State 
could  immediately  lose  more  than  4 
weeks  of  FSC  as  of  enactment  of  the 
bill.  Unemployment  has  since  declined, 
allowing  more  States  less  benefit- 
weeks  for  unemployed  workers.  While 
lower  unemployment  would  seem  to 
indicate  an  improved  labor  situation, 
declining  unemployment  rates  are 
largely  due  to  the  method  they  are 
computed,  not  additional  workers. 

Unemployment,  as  computed  for  the 
insured  unemployment  rate  (lUR) 
figure  used  to  determinine  benefit  eli- 
gibility, includes  only  those  workers 
receiving  regular  State  benefits— the 
first  26  weeks.  Any  unemployed 
worker  receiving  either  State  EB— ex- 
tended benefits— or  FSC  has  effective- 
ly been  counted  as  an  employed 
person  since  changes  in  the  Reagan 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981.  States  with 
basic  industries  such  as  automobile 
manufacturing  and  steel  have  obvious- 
ly suffered  from  long-term  unemploy- 
ment—with frequent  examples  of 
workers  who  have  not  had  employ- 
ment for  8  or  10  or  12  months  or  more. 
Not  including  these  men  and  women 


in  unemployment  statistics  that  deter- 
mine benefits  is  terribly  unfair,  to  say 
the  least. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill  as  one  step  in  putting 
equity  and  fairness  into  unemploy- 
ment compensation.  It  is  not  a  cure- 
all.  Unemployment  benefits  are  not 
what  people  in  our  districts  want— 
they  want  jobs,  but  it  will  help  long- 
term  unemployed  workers  that  were 
arbitrarily  cut  off  FSC  in  the  March 
extention.  I  urge  Members  from  all 
States  to  support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  in  closing  that  while  the  economic 
recovery  is  moving  along  and  we  all 
ought  to  be  grateful  for  that,  some 
States,  especially  in  the  industrial 
Northeast  and  Midwest,  are  still  suf- 
fering a  great  deal.  In  my  home 
county,  unemployment  rates  last 
month  came  down,  all  the  way  down 
to  16  percent. 

In  the  county  adjacent  to  mine,  un- 
employment rates  also  came  down  last 
month— all  the  way  down  to  18.5  per- 
cent. So,  while  the  economy  is  improv- 
ing, there  are  still  people  in  our 
Nation,  in  many,  many  States  who  are 
hurting  badly  and  who  very  badly 
need  the  extra  2  weeks  of  compensa- 
tion benefits  which  this  bill  would  pro- 
vide. This  bill  to  some  people  may  be  a 
budget  figure;  to  the  people  of  the 
13th  District  of  Ohio  and  the  many 
other  areas  in  similar  circumstances, 
this  bill  means  food  on  the  table,  it 
means  utility  bills  paid,  and  it  means 
rent  paid  for  at  least  another  2  weeks. 
And  I  think  we  owe  that  to  the  10  or 
11  million  people  in  this  country  who 
are  still  unemployed,  despite  our  re- 
covery. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  in  support  of  H.R.  3409. 
the  Federal  Supplemental  Compensa- 
tion Act  amendment.  This  bill  will 
take  an  important  first  step  in  correct- 
ing a  general  inequity  in  the  way  Fed- 
eral unemployment  compensation  pro- 
grams operate. 

Since  we  last  addressed  the  FSC  pro- 
gram last  March,  the  national  unem- 
ployment rate  has  shown  only  margin- 
al improvement:  21  States  have  now 
lost  more  than  4  weeks  of  FSC  bene- 
fits and  would  benefit  under  this  legis- 
lation. In  State  after  State,  it  has 
become  increasingly  clear  that  the 
,  lUR  triggers,  which  determine  the 
number  of  benefit  weeks  in  a  particu- 
lar State,  do  not  reflect  the  serious  un- 
employment conditions  which  exist 
across  this  land.  The  Department  of 
Labor  may  have  erred  technically 
when  it  determined  that  no  State 
could  lose  more  than  4  weeks  of  bene- 
fits under  earlier  legislation,  but  in 
doing  so  it  recognized  an  important  re- 
ality. High  unemployment  is  still  with 
us  no  matter  what  the  lUR  numbers 
may  tell  us. 

While  I  strongly  support  this  legisla- 
tion, I  believe  the  problem  addressed 


by  this  bill  is  only  one  aspect  of  a 
larger  problem.  The  falling  lUR's  have 
caused  many  States  to  lose  FSC  weeks, 
but  the  13-week  extended  benefit  pro- 
gram has  simply  vanished.  The  prob- 
lem is  the  same.  The  lUR  is  not  a  good 
measure  of  the  labor  market  condi- 
tions in  a  particular  State.  Until  we 
address  this  fundamental  problem,  we 
will  have  to  continue  to  patch  up  ex- 
isting laws  with  arbitrary  caps.  I  call 
on  my  colleagues  to  take  a  hard  look 
at  the  way  the  Federal  unemployment 
compensation  benefits  are  determined. 
I  think  they  will  agree  with  me  that 
something  must  be  quickly  done  to 
correct  the  current  situation  which 
cuts  off  benefits  in  some  of  the  eco- 
nomically hardest  hit  areas  in  the 
country  for  tens  and  tens  of  thousands 
who  are  unemployed  through  no  fault 
of  their  own. 

•  Mr.  BOUCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3409,  a  bill  to 
extend  the  Federal  supplemental  com- 
pensation (FSC)  program  which  pro- 
vides additional  benefits  to  jobless  in- 
dividuals who  have  exhausted  their 
basic  unemployment  compensation 
benefits. 

In  my  congressional  district  in 
southwest  Virginia,  the  unemploy- 
ment rate  averages  13  percent.  In  the 
coal-producing  counties  of  my  district, 
the  average  unemployment  rate  is  18.8 
percent.  In  one  county,  the  jobless 
rate  is  27.2  percent.  The  recession  re- 
mains very  real  for  the  19,000  resi- 
dents of  Virginia's  Ninth  Congression- 
al District  who  are  out  of  work,  and 
the  passage  of  H.R.  3409  is  essential  to 
these  individuals  who  are  most  in 
need. 

In  States  such  as  Virginia  where  the 
long-term  unemployed  are  ineligible 
for  benefits  under  the  extended  bene- 
fit (EB)  program,  extension  of  the 
FSC  program  is  vital  to  people  seeking 
to  provide  for  their  families,  to  make 
medical  payments  and  to  pay  the  rent 
or  the  mortgage.  The  additional  weeks 
of  benefits  provided  by  H.R.  3409  are 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  a  basic 
standard  of  living  for  the  long-term 
unemployed  and  their  families. 

Between  February  and  May  of  this 
year,  5,019  individuals  in  my  congres- 
sional district  exhausted  their  basic 
unemployment  compensation  benefits 
and,  due  to  the  unavailability  of  ex- 
tended benefits  in  Virginia,  were 
forced  directly  into  the  FSC  program. 
During  the  same  February  to  May 
period,  5,202  individuals  in  my  con- 
gressional district  exhausted  their  ad- 
ditional weeks  of  FSC  benefits  and 
were  still  out  of  work.  The  fact  that 
more  individuals  exhausted  FSC  bene- 
fits than  exhausted  basic  benefits  indi- 
cates the  severity  of  unemployment  in 
my  district  and  dramatizes  that  the 
long-term  unemployed  need  additional 
assistance. 
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I  have  introduced  legislation  which 
is  now  pending  before  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  to  amend  the  ex- 
tended benefit  program  to  provide  up 
to  13  weeks  in  extended  benefits  on  a 
substate  basis.  This  legislation  would 
relieve  the  serious  inequity  which 
arises  through  the  use  of  statewide  un- 
employment levels  to  trigger  the  pay- 
ment of  extended  benefits. 

Pending  reform  of  the  extended  ben- 
efit program,  the  long-term  unem- 
ployed in  my  State  and  in  the  44  other 
States  that  do  not  now  qualify  for  ex- 
tended benefits  depend  on  the  FSC 
program  for  additional  benefits  after 
basic  benefits  have  been  exhausted.  I 
commend  Chairman  Rostenkowski  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  for 
moving  promptly  with  this  vital  legis- 
lation, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  H.R.  3409.« 
•  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Montana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3409. 
This  legislation  is  urgently  needed  to 
restore  Federal  supplemental  compen- 
sation (FSC)  benefit  payments  of  long- 
term  unemployed  workers  were  cut  off 
the  rolls  weeks  earlier  than  expected 
and  in  many  cases  with  little  or  no 
warning— and  to  prevent  additional 
cutoffs  from  occurring  earlier  than 
promised  in  the  future. 

The  DOL,  in  implementing  the  new 
FSC  program,  misinterpreted  the  law 
in  my  judgment  and  found  that  the  4- 
week  floor  applied  to  all  States 
throughout  the  life  of  the  program- 
through  September  1983.  Those  States 
which  had  already  dropped  4  weeks 
compared  to  what  they  were  entitled 
to  in  the  last  week  of  the  old  program 
were  told  that  they  would  experience 
no  further  reduction  in  benefits,  even 
if  their  insured  unemployed  rate 
(lUR)  dropped. 

On  June  10,  the  DOL  reinterpreted 
the  law  to  say  that  the  4-week  floor 
only  protected  States  which  would 
have  otherwise  experienced  a  drop  of 
more  than  4  weeks  during  the  first 
week  of  the  new  program.  All  other 
States  were  informed  during  the  first 
week  of  the  new  program.  All  other 
States  were  informed  that,  beginning 
June  19,  they  were  not  covered  by  the 
4-week  floor— if  their  lUR  dropped, 
they  would  lose  additional  weeks  of 
benefits. 

Since  June  10,  the  lUR  has  dropped 
in  25  States  resulting  in  a  loss  of  2 
weeks  of  benefits  in  each  of  the 
States— a  loss  of  benefits  that  was  un- 
anticipated prior  to  June  10.  Other 
States  could  be  affected,  depending  on 
whether  the  lUR  drops. 

States  which  have  already  lost  2 
weeks  of  FSC  benefits  under  the  new 
Department  of  Labor  interpretation: 
Alabama,  Arizona,  Arkansas,  Idaho, 
Indiana,  Iowa.  Kansas.  Kentucky. 
Maine.  Maryland.  Meissachusetts. 
Michigan.  Minnesota.  Missouri.  Mon- 
tana, Nevada.  New  Jersey.  North  Caro- 
lina. Ohio.  Rhode  Island.  South  Caro- 


lina. Tennessee.  Utah.  Vermont,  and 
Wisconsin. 

This  legislation  would  simply  require 
DOL  to  run  the  current  FSC  program 
as  it  was  originally  interpreted  guaran- 
teeing that  no  State  would  receive 
more  than  4  weeks  less  than  it  was  in- 
titled  to  in  the  last  week  of  the  old 
program.  Benefits  would  be  paid  as 
DOL  said  they  were  going  to  be  paid 
until  the  new  interpretation  was  an- 
nounced on  June  10. 

In  addition.  I  would  like  to  alert  my 
colleagues  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives regarding  another  problem  with 
the    FSC    program    identified    in    the 
letter  below  from  Mr.  Harold  V.  Kan- 
sier,  administrator.  State  of  Montana 
Unemployment  Insurance  Division: 
State  or  Montana  Department  of 
Labor    and    Industry.    Employ- 
ment Security  Division. 

Helena.  Mont..  June  24.  1983. 
Re  Federal  supplemental  compensation. 
Representative  Pat  Williams. 
LongwoTlh  House  Office  Building. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Pat:  Last  week  when  we  discussed 
the  procedures  used  in  Federal  Supplemen- 
tal Compensation  you  indicated  that  you 
might  be  interested  in  important  changes 
for  this  legislation  which  would  be  benefi- 
cial to  the  states  administration  of  the  pro- 
gram and  to  the  claimants. 

At  the  present  time  we  must  change  the 
claimant's  duration  every  time  the  insured 
unemployment  rate  triggers  a  change  in  du- 
ration. We  have  also  had  to  change  the 
length  of  entitlement  because  of  recent  leg- 
islative amendments.  I  do  not  have  an  argu- 
ment with  the  need  for  changing  the  enti- 
tlement when  the  unemployment  insurance 
rate  changes  in  the  state,  but  I  feel  the 
change  should  apply  to  new  applicants  only 
and  once  an  individual  has  established  a  du- 
ration, the  duration  should  remain  until  ex- 
hausted. 

This  is  the  first  program  I  can  recall 
which  required  change  in  entitlement  once 
it  has  been  established.  Making  these 
changes  which  have  to  be  made  in  a  very 
short  time  frame  results  in  administrative 
nightmare  and  considerable  anguish  and 
disappointment  on  the  part  of  the  claimant 
who  is  depending  upon  unemployment  bene- 
fits for  a  specific  time  of  which  he  has  al- 
ready been  notified. 

These  changes  require  considerable  com- 
puter programming  overtime  for  such  pur- 
poses and  cost  of  computer  services.  The 
last  change  amounted  to  $1,500  for  this  pur- 
pose only.  This  may  seem  a  small  amount, 
but  then  of  course  Montana  has  a  small 
population.  It  must  be  a  tremendous  cost  in 
some  of  the  larger  states. 

This  actually  is  a  small  cost  compared 
with  the  staff  time  we  must  divert  from 
other  important  programs  in  order  to  make 
the  adjustment.  It  is  estimated  it  takes  at 
least  five  minutes  on  each  claimant  to  make 
the  redetermination.  This  does  not  include 
the  additional  time  needed  and  cost  to 
notify  the  claimant  of  his  change  in  dura- 
tion or  notification  that  he  has  exhausted 
his  claim.  Actually,  the  cost  becomes  even 
greater  when  you  consider  that  overpay- 
ments of  benefits  have  to  occur  when  you 
are  involved  in  frequent  changes  as  de- 
scribed above. 

I  would  hope  that  you  would  be  able  to  do 
something  about   this  program   making   it 


more    manageable    and    equitable    to    the 
claimant. 

Sincerely. 

Harold  V.  Kansier. 
Administrator.  Unemployment  Insurance 

Division.m 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  have  no  further  requests  for 
time  on  this  side. 

I  would  just  like  to  state  prior  to 
yielding  back  my  time,  that  the  Shan- 
non bill,  and  I  will  state  it  once  again 
for  the  record,  does  two  things.  One  is 
that  it  will  provide  2  additional  weeks 
of  unemployment  compensation  bene- 
fits for  some  450.000  long-term  unem- 
ployed individuals  in  this  country. 

And  according  to  CBO.  the  cost  for 
1983  is  $166  million  and  $14  million  for 
fiscal  1984.  and,  therefore.  I  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  favorably 
for  H.R.  3409. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Ros- 
tenkowski) that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  H.R.  3409, 
as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clauses  5,  rule 
I.  the  Chair's  prior  announcement, 
further  proceedings  on  this  motion 
will  be  postponed. 


MEDICARE  HOSPICE 
REIMBURSEMENT  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  move  to  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  (H.R.  3677)  to  amend  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  in- 
crease the  cap  amount  allowable  for 
reimbursement  of  hospices  under  the 
medicare  program. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R. 3677 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 18I4(i)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "located  in  a  region  (as 
defined  by  the  Secretary)"  and  "for  the 
region"  in  subparagraph  (A),  and 

(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (B)  to  read 
as  follows: 

■<B)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A). 
the  cap  amount'  for  a  year  is  $6,500.  in- 
creased or  decreased,  for  accounting  years 
that  end  after  October  1.  1984.  by  the  same 
percentage  as  the  percentage  increase  or  de- 
crease, respectively,  in  the  medical  care  ex- 
penditure category  of  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  for  All  Urban  Consumers  (United 
States  city  average),  published  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  from  March 
1984  to  the  fifth  month  of  the  accounting 
year.". 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  a  second  is  not  re- 
quired on  this  motion. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Rostenkowski)  will  be  recognized  for 
20  minutes  and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Gradison)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski). 


general  leave 
Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  bill,  H.R.  3677,  presently 
under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  3677  provides  for 
a  technical  correction  to  the  medicare 
hospice  benefit  included  in  the  Tax 
Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act 
of  1982. 

The  hospice  benefit  included  in 
Public  Law  98-248  provides  for  reim- 
bursement of  a  comprehensive  set  of 
hospice  benefits,  in  lieu  of  regular 
medicare  benefits,  for  terminally  ill 
medicare  beneficiaries.  Hospice  care 
emphasizes  pain  control  and  the  relief 
of  stress  and  focuses  care  largely  in 
the  home  setting  rather  than  in  an  in- 
patient acute  care  setting. 

The  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  is  in  the  process  of 
writing  regulations  to  implement  the 
hospice  legislation.  In  writing  these 
regulations,  it  has  been  determined 
that  there  is  a  technical  problem  with 
the  original  legislation.  If  uncorrected, 
this  would  result  in  inadequate  reim- 
bursement for  hospice  care. 

H.R.  3677  provides  a  technical  cor- 
rection to  establish  the  hospice  cap  on 
reimbursement  at  $6,500.  indexed  by 
the  medical  care  component  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index.  This  repre- 
sents an  amount  which  should  ade- 
quately compensate  hospices  for  the 
provision  of  hospice  care. 

When  this  legislation  was  originally 
considered,  there  were  248  cosponsors 
in  the  House  and  68  cosponsors  in  the 
Senate.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  show 
their  continued  support  for  hospice 
care  as  a  humane  and  cost  effective  al- 
ternative to  traditional  medical  care 
by  voting  for  H.R.  3677. 

I  now  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con- 
sume to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana, 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health,  Mr.  Jacobs,  for  a  more  de- 
tailed explanation  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  actually 
a  more  detailed  explanation  for  the 
legislation  is  not  really  needed,  it  is  a 
classic  case,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  desir- 
ability of  saying  something  in  plain 
English   rather   than   by   complicated 


formula.  It  has  been  a  series  of  errors 
and  readjustments  of  what  the  actual 
cost  of  effectuating  this  hospice  pro- 
gram, which  I  think  about  99  percent 
of  the  American  people  either  favor  or 
would  favor  if  it  were  explained.  It  is 
an  opportunity  to  save  the  trust  fund 
money,  both  theoretically  and  in 
actual  fact. 

The  assumption  of  the  Congression- 
al Budget  Office  is  that  each  case 
would  cost  about  $7,600.  In  fact,  this 
legislation  will  make  that  limit  $6,500. 
Not  out  of  harshness,  but  out  of  more 
realistic  estimates  about  how  much 
the  program  will  actually  cost. 

And  with  that.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Ratchford). 

Mr.  RATCHFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
a  2-year  period  of  time  I  served  as  cab- 
inet-level commissioner  on  aging  in 
the  State  of  Connecticut  and  during 
that  period  one  of  the  most  significant 
developments  was  the  whole  hospice 
movement. 

I  saw  far  too  many  cases  where  fami- 
lies saw  not  only  an  individual  die 
without  dignity,  but  wipe  out  assets 
that  he  or  she  had  worked  for  for  a 
lifetime  hoping  to  pass  them  on  to 
future  generations. 

The  hospice  movement  is  a  move  in 
the  direction  of  changing  all  of  that.  It 
allows  one  death  with  dignity  because 
that  is  the  emphasis.  Two.  it  holds  the 
family  unit  together.  Three,  as  the 
sponsor  of  the  legislation  indicated,  it 
does,  I  think,  provide  a  more  economi- 
cal setting  because  instead  of  requiring 
that  that  person  live  out  his  or  her 
days  in  a  hospital  or  nursing  home, 
the  emphasis  is  on  care  in  the  home. 

Now  the  whole  question  for  the 
future  development  of  this  very  logical 
and  very  humane  program  is  the  ques- 
tion of  reimbursement.  In  the  last  ses- 
sion, under  the  direction  of  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Panetta), 
and  with  the  full  cooperation  and  ad- 
vancement of  the  cause  by  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  a  reimburse- 
ment formula  was  developed.  That  for- 
mula provided  a  reasonable  rate  of  re- 
imbursement. And  then  we  found 
through  administration  interpretation 
that  there  was  an  attempt  to  cap  this 
reimbursement  and  to  come  up  with  a 
rate,  frankly,  that  simply  would  not  do 
it. 

The  net  effect,  I  think,  would  be  to 
thwart  the  hospice  movement.  First,  it 
would  stop  many  facilities  from  taking 
in  this  type  of  patient.  Second,  in  my 
judgment,  it  would  force  that  patient 
back  into  the  hospital  unnecessarily, 
break  up  the  family  unit,  cause  that 
family  to  incur  excessive  expense  and 
I  think  create  a  situation  that  both 
lacked  dignity  and  contributed  cost  to 
the  taxpayer. 

This  legislation  today  is  designeiJ  to 
correct  that  inequity.  I  think  it  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  both  for 
dignity    and    for    a    cost-efficent    ap- 


proach to  the  taxpayer.  We  ought  to 
approve  this  legislation  and  approve  it 
now. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Panetta),  one  of  the  two 
principal  architects,  the  other  being 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Gradi- 
son). 

Mr.  PANETTA,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3677.  It  was 
introduced  by  myself  and  my  col- 
league from  Ohio  (Mr.  Gradison)  to 
try  to  establish  a  reasonable  cap  for 
the  hospice  care  reimbursement  pro- 
gram. And  more  importantly,  to  try  to 
deal  with  a  technical  problem  that 
arose  in  the  development  of  the  regu- 
lations implementing  this  legislation. 

This  legislation  is  in  truth  a  techni- 
cal correction  and  has  no  budgetary 
impact.  That  fact  is  substantiated  by 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

As  many  know,  and  as  has  been 
stated  here,  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  is  in  the  process 
of  developing  regulations  now  to  im- 
plement medicare  hospice  benefits, 
which  were  included  in  the  Tax  Equity 
and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982. 

At  that  time,  the  legislation  was 
overwhelmingly  supported  on  both  the 
House  side  and  the  Senate  side.  There 
were  something  like  242  cosponsors  of 
that  legislation  in  the  House  and  68 
cosponsors  in  the  Senate.  It  was  broad- 
ly supported. 

The  purpose  of  that  care  is  to  pro- 
vide a  humanitarian  and  compassion- 
ate form  of  care  to  be  made  available 
to  terminally  ill  patients  and  their 
family  members. 

With  the  election  of  hospice  care, 
coverage  is  provided  for  the  patient 
for  home  care,  for  counseling,  for  pain 
relieving  drugs,  for  medical  supplies. 


D  1340 
It  is  an  alternate  form  of  care  that 
many  people  have  chosen  over  the  last 
few  years.  Respite  care  is  made  avail- 
able under  this  program  to  reduce  the 
stress  imposed  on  family  members 
during  this  period  of  ordeal.  Moreover, 
the  substitution  of  hospice  care  in  lieu 
of  acute  care  treatment  can  provide 
measureable  cost  savings  to  the  medi- 
care program.  This  kind  of  program 
makes  a  great  deal  of  sense  from  the 
health  point  of  view,  from  the  human- 
itarian point  of  view  and  from  a  cost 
point  of  view. 

In  the  hospice  legislation  as  intro- 
duced, a  formula  was  developed  at 
that  time  to  provide  for  a  set  amount 
that  would  be  distributed  based  on  a 
p^r  capita  medicare  cost  for  the  last  6 
months  of  life  for  cancer  patients.  Re- 
lying on  data  from  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  it  was  projected  that 
this  cost  would  be  near  $19,000  and. 
therefore,  the  formula  in  the  original 
legislation  provided  for  75  percent  of 
that  per  capita  cost  which  would  have 
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provided  about  $14,600  in  1983.  Addi- 
tional information  at  the  time  showed 
that  the  per  patient  cost  for  hospice 
care  was  somewhere  between  $6,000 
and  $7,000.  Therefore,  in  lieu  of  that, 
changes  were  made  to  provide  a  cap 
figure  that  would  be  more  in  keeping 
with  the  actual  costs,  and  so  the  for- 
mula was  developed  on  the  basis  of  40 
percent  of  the  base  amount,  leaving  a 
reimbursement  amount  of  $7,600. 

Unfortunately,  since  the  passage  of 
TEFRA  last  year,  it  was  recognized 
that  errors  were  made  in  the  calcula- 
tions by  CBO.  The  primary  error  was 
the  fact  that  the  per  capita  cost  was 
not  $19,000.  The  result  was  that  using 
the  formula  in  the  bill,  the  reimburse- 
ment would  have  been  $4,200  instead 
of  $7,600,  which  would  have  made  the 
program  almost  inaccessible  for  those 
that  sought  coverage  by  medicare. 

This  legislation,  then,  today  is  based 
on  the  most  recent  information  we 
have  relating  to  per  patient  costs.  It 
establishes  a  cap  of  $6,500  and  uses,  as 
1  said,  the  most  current  data  we  have 
in  establishing  that  fixed  amount. 

The  hospice  program,  if  these  regu- 
lations are  published,  is  due  to  begin 
operating  on  November  1  of  this  year. 
Unfortunately,  regulations  have  yet  to 
be  published  by  HHS.  By  resolving 
this  cap  issue,  there  is  really  no  reason 
why  the  regulations  should  not  come 
forward  very  soon.  There  are  other 
concerns  involving  the  proposed  regu- 
lations. It  is  important  for  participants 
to  have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
review  these  regulations  and  to  com- 
ment on  them  so  that  the  program  can 
go  into  effect  by  November  1.  This  leg- 
islation is  an  important  step  in  that  di- 
rection. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  express  my 
thanks  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Gradison)  for  his  help 
in  this  legislation  and  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  the  members  of 
the  full  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
for  their  help  in  expediting  this  legis- 
lation to  the  floor.  I  urge  Members  to 
support  it. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
astonishingly  and  superlatively  intelli- 
gent gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Matsui). 

Mr.  MATSUI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Indiana  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  3677.  Without  the  timely  enact- 
ment of  legislation,  the  national  hos- 
pice program  in  general,  and  the  Sac- 
ramento hospice  community  specifical- 
ly, will  be  unable  to  render  care  to  this 
country's  terminally  ill  medicare  pa- 
tients. The  Congress  must  move  expe- 
ditiously to  cure  a  technical  problem 
which  may  deny  the  provision  of 
humane  and  cost-effective  hospice 
services  to  such  patients  commencing 
November  1,  1983. 


When  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee approved  legislation  last  year  au- 
thorizing medicare  reimbursement  for 
hospice  services,  it  intended  the  cap  on 
reimbursement  to  equal  approximate- 
ly $7,600.  The  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  in  an  unfortunate  miscalcula- 
tion, supplied  the  committee  with  er- 
roneous figures  which  resulted  in  a 
statutory  formula  that  produced  a  re- 
imbursement limit  of  $4,322.  I  fear 
that  this  lower  rate  will  discourage 
medicare  patients  from  choosing  to 
participate  in  a  hospice  program  and 
cause  them  to  elect  more  traditional 
types  of  treatment. 

With  respect  to  the  hospice  commu- 
nity in  Sacramento,  I  believe  that 
without  a  revision  of  the  present  cap 
on  hospice  reimbursement,  the  Sutter 
Hospitals'  model  homemaker  assist- 
ance program's  participation  in  medi- 
care may  well  be  jeopardized.  This  in- 
novative project  allows  cancer  patients 
to  remain  in  their  homes,  as  home- 
makers  perform  vital  personal  care, 
meal  preparation,  light  housework, 
shopping,  child  care,  and  companion- 
ship tasks.  Without  the  availability  of 
these  services,  many  cancer  patients 
are  forced  to  seek  costly  inpatient  hos- 
pital care. 

To  demonstrate  the  cost  savings  of 
hospice  treatment  as  opposed  to  inpa- 
tient hospital  care,  I  would  like  to 
share  some  estimates  prepared  by  Sac- 
ramento's Sutter  Hospitals.  Hospice 
services  for  a  7-day  period,  including 
homemaker  services,  cost  about  $600  a 
week.  A  comparable  stay  in  a  hospital 
would  cost  nearly  $1,600,  and  that 
figure  does  not  include  costs  for  acute 
treatment.  Given  that  a  terminally  ill 
patient  receives  hospice  treatment 
from  between  55  and  75  days,  a  $6,500 
cap  would  cover  adequately  the  major- 
ity of  expenses  a  patient  would  incur. 
H.R.  3677  specifies  such  a  cap. 

In  conclusion,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  address  this  problem  as  expeditious- 
ly as  possible  by  passing  today  H.R. 
3677.  This  curative  legislation  will 
raise  the  present  reimbursement  level 
to  the  $6,500  level.  It  is  proper  that  we 
do  such. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  to 
commend  both  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Panetta)  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  (Mr.  Gradison)  for 
their  fine  work  in  originating  this  leg- 
islation and  also  in  moving  expedi- 
tiously to  raise  the  cap. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
can  be  properly  classified  as  a  techni- 
cal correction  to  legislation  already 
overwhelmingly  passed  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress  and  signed  by  the 
President. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time  on  this  side. 

Mr.  GRADISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  first  I  want  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  the  gentleman  from  California 


(Mr.  Panetta)  for  his  leadership  and 
his  persistence  on  this  important 
issue. 

I  would  like  to  restate  emphatically 
my  own  commitment  to  the  timely  and 
equitable  implementation  of  the  medi- 
care hospice  benefit  enacted  last  year 
as  section  122  of  the  Tax  Equity  and 
Fiscal  Responsibility  Act. 

H.R.  3677,  the  bill  now  before  us, 
would  make  an  important  technical 
correction  in  the  hospice  statute  by  es- 
tablishing the  cap  amount  allowable 
for  reimbursement  of  hospices  under 
the  medicare  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  weeks  ago  I 
learned  that  the  statutory  formula  for 
calculating  the  cap  amount  for  the 
hospice  benefit  would  produce  an  un- 
anticipated payment  limit  of  about 
$4,200.  This  was  an  error  made  by  the 
Congress  itself  and  had  the  effect  of 
setting  a  cap  approximately  $3,000 
below  the  level  envisioned  at  the  time 
of  enactment.  The  $4,200  cap  amount 
is  simply  not  adequate  to  provide  the 
necessary  quality  of  care  to  terminally 
ill  medicare  hospice  patients. 

H.R.  3677  sets  the  cap  amount  at 
$6,500.  While  this  amount  is  somewhat 
below  the  amount  originally  intended, 
I  have  been  advised  that  it  is  adequate 
to  allow  hospice  programs  to  deliver 
the  high  standard  of  care  we  envi- 
sioned. 

In  view  of  the  rapidly  approaching 
date  for  implementation  of  the  hos- 
pice reimbursement  benefit  under 
medicare,  it  is  imperative  that  Con- 
gress expedite  this  necessary  correc- 
tive measure.  Although  the  statute  is 
to  be  implemented  on  November  1,  no 
regulations  have  yet  been  issued.  Cor- 
rection of  the  cap  problem  should 
remove  the  last  barrier  to  prompt  issu- 
ance of  the  regulations. 

Terminally  ill  medicare  patients  de- 
serve no  less  than  to  have  the  option 
of  selecting  this  innovative,  compre- 
hensive, compassionate  alternative  to 
traditional  care. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R. 
3677. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont  (Mr.  Jeffords). 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3677,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  in- 
crease the  cap  amount  allowable  for 
reimbursement  of  hospices  under  the 
medicare  program. 

The  hospice  movement  is  a  relative- 
ly new  one  in  this  country.  But  it  has 
not  taken  long  for  it  to  demonstrate  to 
us  that  it  is  a  humane  and  less  costly 
alternative  to  traditional  care  for  the 
terminally  ill. 

It  was  with  this  in  mind  that  Con- 
gress enacted  within  the  Tax  Equity 
and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  last 
year  a  provision  authorizing  reim- 
bursement  for  hospice  care  provided 
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medicare. 

As  I  have  stated,  the  hospice  move- 
ment is  relatively  young  in  this  coun- 
try. The  administration  correctly 
pointed  out  that  we  did  not  have  a 
great  deal  of  data  on  the  subject. 

Recognizing  this,  reimbursements 
for  hospice  care  were  capped  at  40  per- 
cent of  the  average  amount  medicare 
pays  in  the  last  6  months  of  life  for  a 
terminally  ill  cancer  patient.  In  setting 
this  figure,  the  Congress  and  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  relied  on  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  estimates. 
These  estimates  resulted  in  a  cap  in 
excess  of  $7,000  per  beneficiary. 

The  Health  Care  Financing  Adminis- 
tration, in  drawing  up  its  regulations 
and  reimbursement  levels,  arrived  at  a 
much  lower  reimbursement  level,  just 
over  $4,000.  Clearly,  this  level  is  inad- 
equate to  adequately  reimburse  hos- 
pices for  their  expenses  and  under- 
mines congressional  intent  in  the  pas- 
sage of  this  legislation. 

The  bill  before  us  would  set  the  re- 
imbursement level  at  $6,500.  indexed 
to  the  medical  care  component  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index.  This  figure  is 
far  closer  to  the  level  intended  than 
that  arrived  at  by  HCFA.  As  such,  it 
will  do  far  more  to  promote  hospice 
care  as  an  ethically  and  economically 
sound  alternative. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  carry  out  the 
intent  of  the  hospice  provision  of 
TEFRA,  and  to  give  their  full  support 
to  H.R.  3677. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Panetta)  for  his  leadership  on  the 
issue  of  hospice  care.  I  cosponsored  his 
legislation  last  year  to  provide  cover- 
age under  the  medicare  program  for 
hospice  care  which  was  included  in  the 
Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility 
Act  of  1982.  I  rise  today  in  support  of 
this  measure,  H.R.  3677,  to  raise  the 
cap  on  medicare  reimbursement  for 
hospice  care  from  $4,200  to  $6,500. 

It  was  the  intent  of  Congress  upon 
enactment  of  the  hospice  provision  to 
reimburse  40  percent  of  the  estimate 
of  current  medicare  costs  in  the  last  6 
months  of  life  according  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  estimate  of 
this  cost.  However,  in  drafting  the  reg- 
ulations, the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  used  a  figure  well 
below  the  figure  Congress  anticipated. 
The  purpose  of  hospice  care  is  to 
allow  the  terminally  ill  the  care 
needed  to  make  their  last  days  of  life 
as  comfortable  as  possible.  Not  only  is 
home  health  care  for  the  terminally  ill 
less  expensive  than  institutional  care, 
but  I  believe  that  it  is  more  humane. 
As  I  have  stated  before,  health  care  in 
the  home  should  not  be  seen  as  an  al- 
ternative to  nursing  home  or  other  in- 
stitutional care,  but  rather  institution- 
al care  should  be  seen  as  the  last  alter- 
native to  home  health  care. 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R. 
3677.  We  must  show  our  support  for 
hospice  care,  including  this  measure 
for  adequate  medicare  reimbursement 
for  this  care.  Without  this  adequate 
reimbursement,  the  future  of  the  hos- 
pice program  is  in  jeopardy. 
•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  to  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3677 
legislation  to  reestablish  the  intent  of 
Congress  relative  to  the  rate  of  reim- 
bursement under  medicare  for  hospice 
care  services. 

Last  year  about  this  time  we  enacted 
the  landmark  TEFRA  law.  Included  as 
one  of  its  many  provisions  was  a  first 
time  reimbursement  under  medicare 
for  services  provided  to  the  terminally 
ill  in  hospice  centers.  As  an  original 
member  of  the  House  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Aging  and  a  cosponsor  of  legis- 
lation to  provide  for  such  medicare 
coverage,  I  was  pleased  at  the  passage 
of  this  new  law. 

When  Congress  adopted  this  provi- 
sion, it  was  determined  that  the  reim- 
bursement rate  would  be  developed 
under  a  formula  which  would  be  based 
on  the  average  medicare  expenditures 
for  the  care  of  cancer  patients  in  their 
last  6  months  of  life.  It  was  clearly  the 
intent  of  Congress  that  the  cap  on  this 
reimbursement  would  be  in  the  vicini- 
ty of  $7,000. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  administration 
during  their  preliminary  regulatory 
work  on  the  hospice  provision  made  a 
determination  that  the  reimbursement 
rate  would  be  closer  to  $4,200.  This 
represented  a  basic  betrayal  of  the 
commitment  of  Congress  to  the  hos- 
pice program  and  immediately  the 
House  Select  Committee  on  Aging  con- 
ducted a  hearing  in  protest  over  this 
cruel  and  arbitrarily  low  level  of  reim- 
bursement. 

The  legislation  before  us  would 
specify  that  the  cap  on  medicare  reim- 
bursement for  hospice  care  be  set  at 
$6,500  per  patient  and  indexed  to  rise 
along  with  the  medicare  care  compo- 
nent of  the  consumer  price  index.  This 
legislation  recognizes  fault  both  in  the 
original  intent  of  Congress  as  being 
too  high— but  also  in  the  administra- 
tions levels  which  were  far  too  low.  It 
provides  a  realistic  and  compassionate 
level  of  reimbursement  which  will 
allow  for  hospice  care  services  to  con- 
tinue. 

As  the  New  York  State  Hospice  As- 
sociation pointed  out  in  a  recent  letter 
to  me. 

Without  adequate  reimbursement  one  of 
two  things  will  happen.  Either  patients  will 
remain  in  the  acute  care  system  thus  pro- 
ducing no  savings  for  the  Medicare  system 
and  continuing  in  appropriate  care  for  pa- 
tients—or hospices  will  be  bankrupt. 

For  anyone  who  knows  the  value  of 
hospices  not  only  to  the  patient  but  to 
their  families  and  friends  the  issue 
should  be  clear  and  the  logic  for  sup- 
port of  this  legislation  compelling.  It 
would  allow  us  to  act  before  the  ad- 


ministration takes  steps  to  further 
weaken  the  medicare  program.  The  in- 
clusion of  the  hospice  language  in 
TEFRA  was  one  of  Congress'  most 
compassionate  and  enlightened  mo- 
ments. Passage  of  this  bill  is  vital  for 
us  to  honor  or  commitment  to  those  of 
our  fellow  Americans  who  need  and 
deserve  hospice  care.« 
•  Mr.  ROYBAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
strongly  support  H.R.  3677,  a  bill  in- 
troduced by  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues Mr.  Panetta  and  Mr.  Gradi- 
son to  revise  the  cap  amount  on  medi- 
care reimbursement  for  hospice  care. 

Hospice  care  is  a  vital  and  humane 
service  designed  to  ease  the  pain  and 
suffering  for  terminally  ill  patients 
and  their  families.  When  Congress  en- 
acted legislation  to  allow  medicare  re- 
imbursement for  hospice  care,  howev- 
er, it  sought  not  only  to  provide  assist- 
ance to  the  dying  but  also  established 
reasonable  limits  on  such  reimburse- 
ments to  insure  that  they  do  not  jeop- 
ardize the  future  solvency  of  the  medi- 
care trust  funds.  Thus,  a  cap  amount 
was  established  on  the  average  hospice 
reimbursement. 

Unfortunately,  the  data  provided  to 
Congress  were  faulty  so  that  when  the 
administration  developed  draft  regula- 
tions to  implement  the  new  hospice 
provision  it  derived  a  cap  amount  far 
too  low  to  cover  the  reasonable  costs 
of  hospice  care.  H.R.  3677  corrects 
that  problem  by  establishing  a  cap  of 
$6,500  to  be  indexed  annually  accord- 
ing to  increases  in  the  medicare  ex- 
penditure category  of  the  Consumer 
Price  Index. 

As  chairman  of  the  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Aging,  I  commend  Mr.  Panetta, 
Mr.  Gradison,  and  the  members  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  for  their 
prompt  attention  to  this  important 
subject.  The  medicare  hospice  provi- 
sion is  scheduled  to  go  into  effect  on 
November  1,  1983.  With  this  impor- 
tant change  in  the  cap  amount,  hos- 
pices will  be  able  to  provide  the  high 
quality  care  intended  by  Congress. 

Revising  the  cap  is  a  necessary  step, 
but  it  does  not  alter  other  proposed 
regulations  now  under  consideration 
by  HHS  Secretary  Heckler.  Testimony 
presented  to  the  Aging  Committee  re- 
peatedly demonstrated  that  portions 
of  these  proposed  regulations  would 
seriously  hinder  hospice  care.  For  ex- 
ample, the  administration  had  consid- 
ered a  daily  reimbursement  rate  for  in- 
patient hospice  care  that  was  far  too 
low.  Similarly,  the  administration's 
preliminary  interpretation  of  the  80/ 
20  requirement  established  by  Con- 
gress—80  percent  of  hospice  care  is  ex- 
pected to  be  in  the  home  with  no  more 
than  20  percent  inpatient  care— was 
considered  to  be  punitive  to  the  point 
of  being  detrimental  to  well  inten- 
tioned  and  well  run  hospices. 

I  am  hopeful  that  these  problems 
will   be  corrected  before   the   regula- 
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tions  are  published  to  avoid  the  need 
for  corrective  legislation.  In  the  mean- 
time. I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  to  vote  for  H.R.  3677. • 

•  Mr.  VANDERGRIFF.  Mr.  Speaker, 
earlier  this  year.  I  was  very  disturbed 
to  learn  that  the  draft  regulations  by 
the  Health  Care  Financing  Adminis- 
tration set  the  cap  on  medicare  reim- 
bursement for  hospice  care  at  $4,332— 
almost  45  percent  less  than  Congress 
had  intended  when  it  enacted  TEFRA. 
My  awareness  was  heightened  in  June 
when  I  chaired  an  Aging  Committee 
field  hearing  in  my  district.  I  listened 
to  individuals  who  have  had  personal 
experience  with  hospices— whose  loved 
ones  had  spent  their  last  days  attend- 
ed by  caring  professionals,  and  who. 
themselves,  had  been  counseled  and 
consoled  after  their  loss.  I  also  heard 
from  those  committed  professionals:  I 
visited  one  of  the  hospices  in  my  dis- 
trict. Most  importantly.  I  talked  with 
hospice  patients  themselves  and  was 
inspired  by  their  praise  of  the  concept 
which  was  meaning  so  much  to  them 
in  their  days. 

It  was  due  to  my  steadfast  commit- 
ment to  the  kind  of  quality  care  pro- 
vided by  hospices  that  I  felt  compelled 
to  introduce  legislation  to  raise  the 
medicare  cap.  and  did  so  on  June  20. 
My  bill  and  Mr.  Panettas  bill.  H.R. 
3677.  should  pass  today  by  the  House, 
are  identifical.  Mr.  Panetta's  original 
plan  was  to  include  a  provision  for 
hospice  reimbursement  in  another 
health  care  bill.  I  commend  him  for 
concluding  that  our  thought  of  hos- 
pice legislation  standing  on  its  own 
merits  was  best. 

I  should  like  to  reiterate  that  hos- 
pices are  both  good  medicine  and  good 
economics.  It  is  essential  to  the  cost 
saving  potential,  however,  that  hos- 
pice care  be  regarded  as  a  comprehen- 
sive alternative  to  conventional  care 
for  the  terminally  ill  patient.  This  can 
only  be  accomplished  if  the  medicare 
reimbursement  is  reasonable.  I  believe 
that  a  cap  of  $6,500  is  both  reasonable 
and  absolutely  necessary  if  we  are  to 
give  medicare  recipients  the  option  of 
choosing  hospice  care. 

1  applaud  the  passage  of  this  meas- 
ure, and  I  salute  my  colleagues  who 
saw  merit  in  this  vital  proposal.* 

•  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  sup- 
port H.R.  3677.  a  bill  which  increases 
the  amount  allowable  for  reimburse- 
ment for  hospice  care  under  the  medi- 
care program.  This  bill  raises  the  cur- 
rent ceiling  from  $4,332  to  $6,500.  an 
amount  much  closer  to  the  one  origi- 
nally intended  by  the  97th  Congress 
when  it  overwhelmingly  approved  ex- 
tending medicare  coverage  to  hospice 
care. 

Hospice  care  provides  an  alternative 
to  traditional  care  for  terminally  ill 
patients.  Designed  to  deal  with  the 
special  needs  of  the  terminally  ill  and 
their  families,  hospices  employ  a  team 


of  professionals  and  nonprofessionals, 
volunteers  and  paid  staff.  These  staff 
members  attempt  to  develop  a  plan  of 
care  to  provide  for  the  physical,  psy- 
chological, and  spiritual  needs  of  both 
the  patient  and  family. 

In  order  to  ease  the  physical  needs 
of  the  patients,  for  example,  hospices 
emphasize  palliative  care:  The  hospice 
provides  medical  relief  for  pain,  and 
attempts  to  treat  the  symptoms  in- 
stead of  trying  to  control  the  disease. 
Hospices  also  encourage  the  patient  to 
receive  treatment  in  the  home,  foster- 
ing patient  interaction  with  the 
family,  an  important  component  of 
hospice  care. 

Last  February,  while  attending  a  lec- 
ture entitled  "Hospice  Care:  Present 
Challenges  and  Opportunities,"  given 
by  Dr.  Daniel  C.  Hadlock,  medical  di- 
rector of  Hospice.  Inc..  I  learned  of  the 
numerous  benefits  for  receiving  treat- 
ment in  a  hospice,  not  only  for  the  pa- 
tient but  for  the  attending  personnel 
as  well.  Hospice  care  requires  interdis- 
ciplinary teamwork  from  the  physi- 
cians, nurses,  social  workers,  volun- 
teers, and  clergy  which,  in  turn,  in- 
spires an  exchange  of  professional 
skills  and  personal  ideas  in  order  to 
provide  the  most  appropriate  care  for 
the  patient  and  the  family.  The  exten- 
sive use  of  volunteers  allows  the  hos- 
pices to  provide  services  that  would 
otherwise  be  too  costly.  As  a  result, 
hospices  have  higher  staff  ratios  than 
nursing  homes.  All  of  these  features  of 
hospice  care  are  certainly  responsible 
for  the  tenfold  increase  in  the  number 
of  hospices  from  1978  to  1981. 

Aside  from  the  question  of  reducing 
health  care  costs,  hospice  care  is  an  in- 
creasingly viable  and  humane  alterna- 
tive for  the  terminally  ill.  I  believe 
that  by  raising  the  level  of  funding  al- 
lowed under  the  medicare  program,  we 
will  make  this  option  available  to  more 
Americans.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill.* 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Ros- 
TENKOWSKi)  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  3677. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 


D  1350 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  with 
respect  to  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  con.sent  that  all  Members 
may  have  leave  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  House  Resolutions 
256.  257.  and  258  which  were  brought 
up  for  consideration  earlier  today. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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AUTHORIZING  THE  SMITHSONI- 
AN INSTITUTION  TO  PUR- 
CHASE LAND  IN  SANTA  CRUZ 
COUNTY.  ARIZ. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
Senate  bill  (S.  930)  to  authorize  the 
Smithsonian  Institution  to  purchase 
land  in  Santa  Cruz  County,  Ariz. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  bill,  as 
follows: 

S.  930 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  Thai  the 
Smithsonian  Institution  is  authorized  to 
purchase  land  in  Santa  Cruz  County,  Arizo- 
na, for  the  permanent  headquarters  of  the 
Fred  Lawrence  Whipple  Observatory. 

Sec.  2.  Effective  October  1,  1984,  there  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  $150,000  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  a  second  is  not  re- 
quired on  this  motion. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hawkins)  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota (Mr.  Frenzel)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Hawkins). 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  Senate  bill  now  under 
consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Senate  930  provides  for 
the  authorization  of  the  Smithsonian 
Institution  to  purchase  land  in  Santa 
Cruz  County,  Ariz. 

Senate  930  passed  the  Senate  on 
May  25.  1983.  and  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  House  Administration. 
In  a  meeting  on  July  26.  1983.  the 
committee  favorably  reported  S.  930 
by  unanimous  voice  vote.  House 
Report  98-330  was  filed  to  accompany 
the  bill  S.  930. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  author- 
ize the  Smithsonian  Institution  to  pur- 
chase 4  acres  of  land  which  it  has  been 


leasing  and  using  as  a  base  camp  so 
that  permanent  headquarter  facilities 
can  be  constructed  for  the  Whipple 
Observatory  which  is  maintained  and 
operated  by  the  Smithsonian  on 
Mount  Hopkins,  near  Amado.  Ariz.,  in 
Santa  Cruz  County.  The  bill  author- 
izes the  appropriation  of  $150,000  for 
the  purchase  of  land. 

The  Whipple  Observatory,  an  as- 
tronomy research  site,  occupies  4,744 
acres  leased  from  the  U.S.  Forest  Serv- 
ice. For  the  past  13  years  the  Smithso- 
nian has  leased  4  acres  of  land  at  the 
foot  of  Mount  Hopkins  as  a  base  camp 
and  staging  area  for  research  activities 
on  the  mountain.  On  the  property  is  a 
one-level  school  building  and  residence 
which  have  been  converted  to  office 
use;  a  small,  informal  visitors'  center; 
and  various  automotive  service,  repair, 
and  storage  buildings. 

Incre£ised  interest  and  use  of  the  Ob- 
servatory has  resulted  in  a  growing 
demand  for  access  to  the  Observatory 
and  expanded  facilities  to  serve  the 
public.  Current  and  projected  needs  of 
the  Observatory  necessitate  a  larger 
headquarters  facility  and  leasehold 
improvement  is  not  economical.  Own- 
ership of  the  land  would  allow  for  the 
planned  and  coordinated  development 
of  permanent  facilities  that  would  be 
cost-efficient.  Acquisition  of  the  acre- 
age is  estimated  to  be  $150,000,  which 
is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  S. 
930.  If  approved,  the  funding  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  will  be  sought  in 
the  Smithsonian's  fiscal  year  1985 
budget  request.  The  actual  plans  and 
construction  of  the  permanent  head- 
quarters, estimated  to  cost  $3  million, 
would  be  referred  to  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Public  Works  and  Transpor- 
tation in  fiscal  year  1986. 

This  is  a  reasonable  request.  1  urge 
favorable  consideration  of  S.  930. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  subject  bill  is  as  de- 
scribed by  the  chairman.  It  was  passed 
unanimously  by  the  committee.  It  is 
favored  by  the  administration.  It  is 
only  an  authorization,  not  an  appro- 
priation. 

I  urge  immediate  acceptance  of  the 
bill,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

•  Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  sup- 
port S.  930  and  urge  its  adoption  by 
the  House. 

S.  930  would  authorize  the  Smithso- 
nian Institution  to  purchase  land  in 
Arizona  for  the  construction  of  a  per- 
manent headquarters  for  the  Fred  L. 
Whipple  Observatory.  The  research 
activities  of  the  Whipple  Observatory 
are  conducted  on  property  leased  from 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  The  headquar- 
ters of  the  Observatory,  however,  is  lo- 
cated on  land  which  is  leased  from  the 
Tubac,  Ariz.,  school  district.  While  the 
lease  arrangement  has  been  generally 
satisfactory,  it  does  not  provide  suffi- 
cient flexibility  to  allow  the  Observa- 


tory's headquarters  to  expand  to  meet 
its  current  and  projected  needs.  Pur- 
chase of  the  property  by  the  Smithso- 
nian will  allow  an  orderly  expansion  of 
the  headquarters  facility  and  other 
improvements  necessary  to  accommo- 
date the  demands  of  an  increasing 
number  of  visitors. 

Mr.  Speaker,  S.  930  is  sound  legisla- 
tion from  both  a  management  and 
budgetary  standpoint.  It  deserves  the 
support  of  the  House. • 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hawkins)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  Senate  bill,  S.  930. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended,  and  the 
Senate  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  A  BUST  OF  CARL 
HAYDEN  TO  BE  PLACED  IN 
THE  CAPITOL 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  7)  to  authorize  and  provide  for  a 
bust  of  Carl  Hayden  to  be  placed  in 
the  Capitol. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

S.  Con.  Res.  7 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  in  honor  of 
Carl  Hayden.  who  served  in  the  United 
States  Congress  longer  than  any  other  man 
in  history,  the  Joint  Committee  on  the  Li- 
brary (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  •Joint 
Conmittee")  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
provide  for  the  design  and  sculpture  of  a 
bronze  or  marble  bust  of  Carl  Hayden.  The 
Joint  Committee  is  further  authorized  and 
directed  to  accept  such  bust  on  behalf  of 
the  Senate  and  to  cause  such  bust  to  be 
placed  in  an  appropriate  location  within  the 
Senate  wing  of  the  Capitol  or  any  of  the 
Senate  Office  Buildings,  or  any  room,  space, 
or  corridor  thereof. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Joint  Committee  is  author- 
ized to  solicit  and  accept  gifts  of  property, 
real  or  personal,  or  services  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  resolution.  After  January 
3.  1985  the  Joint  Committee  shall  not  solicit 
or  accept  any  such  gifts,  and  shall  expend  or 
use  all  such  gifts  before  expending  any 
moneys  provided  for  in  subsection  (b). 

(b)  Expenses  incurred  by  the  Joint  Com- 
mittee in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
resolution,  which  shall  not  exceed  $10,000. 
shall  be  paid  out  of  the  contingent  fund  of 
the  Senate  on  vouchers  approved  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  a  second  is  not  re- 
quired on  this  motion. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hawkins)  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota (Mr.  Frenzel)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Hawkins). 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  Senate  concurrent  reso- 
lution now  under  consideration. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  7  authorizes  a  bust  of  the 
late  Carl  Hayden  to  be  placed  in  the 
U.S.  Capitol. 

Senate     Concurrent     Resolution     7 
passed  the  Senate  on  May  25.   1983, 
and  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration.  In  a  meeting  of 
July  26,  1983,  the  committee  favorably 
reported   Senate   Concurrent   Resolu-  , 
tion  7  by  unanimous  voice  vote.  House 
Report  98-331  has  been  filed  to  accom- 
pany Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  7. 
The  purpose  of  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution is  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Joint   Committee   on   the   Library   to 
provide  for  a  bust  of  Carl  Hayden  and 
to  cause  such  bust  to  be  placed  in  an 
appropriate  location  within  the  Senate 
wing   of   the   Capitol   or   any   of   the 
Senate  Office  Buildings.  The  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Joint  Committee  shall 
not  exceed  $10,000  and  shall  be  paid 
out    of    the    contingent    fund    of    the 
Senate.  The  Joint  Committee  is  au- 
thorized to  solicit  and  accept  gifts  of 
property  or  services  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  resolution,  which  are 
to  be  expended  before  expending  any 
moneys    provided    for    through    the 
Senate  contingent  fund. 

Those  of  us  who  had  the  opportuni- 
ty to  work  with  or  observe  the  late 
Carl  Hayden  experienced  a  truly  his- 
toric figure.  Senator  Hayden  was  a  re- 
markable public  servant  who  served 
the  people  of  Arizona  and  the  Nation 
for  57  consecutive  years,  longer  than 
any  other  man  in  the  history  of  the 
U.S.  Congress.  His  legislative  career 
began  in  1912  when  then-Representa- 
tive Hayden  came  to  Washington  in 
the  62d  Congress  as  the  first  Repre- 
sentative from  the  new  State  of  Arizo- 
na. After  serving  in  the  House  for  15 
years  Hayden  was  elected  to  the 
Senate  where  he  served  for  42  years. 

Senator  Hayden  was  a  quiet,  dili- 
gent, hard-working  public  servant  who 
never  lost  touch  with  the  common 
man.  With  the  passing  of  Carl  Hayden 
in  January  1972  passed  a  chapter  of 
our  rich  national  history. 

The  Committee  on  House  Adminis- 
tration concurs  with  our  Senate  col- 
leagues that  it  is  fitting  to  honor  and 
recognize  the  accomplishment  and 
contributions  of  this  great  man. 

I  urge  passage  of  this  concurrent  res- 
olution. 
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Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  Stump). 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
prime  sponsor  of  the  House  resolution 
to  honor  the  late  U.S.  Senator  Carl 
Hayden  by  authorizing  the  placement 
of  his  bust  in  the  U.S.  Capitol,  it  is  my 
privilege  to  support  this  resolution 
sponsored  by  Senators  Goldwater. 
DeConcini.  and  Mathias. 

Senator  Hayden's  history  of  service 
to  his  community,  his  State  and  our 
country  as  an  elected  official  began  in 
1902  as  a  member  of  the  Tempe  town 
council,  and  continued  without  inter- 
ruption until  he  retired  from  the  U.S. 
Senate  on  January  3,  1969.  In  1912. 
when  Arizona  became  a  State.  Carl 
Hayden  was  elected  our  first  Congress- 
man, and  in  1926  he  was  elected  to  the 
U.S.  Senate.  His  57  consecutive  years 
in  this  Congress  is  a  record  unlikely  to 
be  challenged. 

During  that  service,  which  spans  the 
growth  of  our  country  from  horse 
drawn  wagon  to  man  landing  on  the 
moon,  his  legislative  accomplishments 
literally  changed  the  face  of  this  coun- 
try and  his  native  Arizona  with  high- 
ways, airports,  reclamation  projects, 
and  parks. 

Among  his  greatest  triumphs  were 
the  central  Arizona  project,  which  will 
insure  water  for  Arizona's  future,  the 
GI  bill,  which  brought  a  college  educa- 
tion and  homeownership  to  millions  of 
American  service  men  and  women,  and 
the  establishment  of  the  Interstate 
Highway  System. 

Senator  Hayden  had  an  incredible 
capacity  for  hard  work,  most  often 
done  behind  the  scenes.  This  was 
much  to  the  consternation  of  his  polit- 
ical advisers,  who  told  him  that  he 
ought  to  seek  more  publicity.  His  reply 
is  a  classic.  He  told  those  advisers, 
"There  are  two  types  of  Members  of 
Congress— show  horses  and  work 
horses.  I  endeavor  to  be  a  work  horse." 

Carl  Hayden's  kindness  and  consid- 
eration are  legendary.  He  found  some 
good  in  everyone.  His  word  was  his 
bond.  He  was  a  man  of  great  personal 
courage  dedicated  to  the  truth.  These 
characteristics  were  totally  employed 
for  the  people  he  was  elected  to  serve. 

He  was  fond  of  telling  that  when  he 
was  first  elected  to  Congress  he  per- 
sonally knew  every  registered  voter  in 
the  State  and  one  of  his  regrets  at  his 
retirement  was  that  that  was  no 
longer  possible.  He  treasured  those 
contacts  with  his  constituents. 

Men  like  Carl  Hayden,  who  quietly, 
honestly,  and  with  strength  offer  serv- 
ice to  their  country  and  fellow  man, 
are  models  for  each  of  us  and  future 
generations  to  follow.  It  is  with  pride 
as  an  Arizonan  and  an  American  that  I 
ask  this  Congress  to  honor  him. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is  as  described 
by  the  distinguished  chairman.  It  was 
passed  by  the  committee  unanimously. 
It  is  not  objected  to  by  the  administra- 
tion. 

Although  it  is  a  Senate  resolution. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  can  take  some 
comfort  in  the  fact  that  Representa- 
tive and  Senator  Hayden  began  his 
career  in  this  body. 

I  urge  the  immediate  passage  of  the 
resolution. 

•  Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  to  pay  a  brief  tribute  to  a  man 
who  proudly  and  diligently  served  his 
Nation  and  home  State  of  Arizona 
longer  than  any  other  man  in  our  his- 
tory—Senator Carl  Hayden. 

I  am  sure  many  of  you  will  agree 
with  me  that  his  service  in  Congress, 
which  spanned  more  than  half  a  cen- 
tury, was  legendary.  Carl  Hayden  lived 
under  19  Presidents  and  was  able  to 
service  under  10.  I  myself  had  the  dis- 
tinct pleasure  of  working  with  Mr. 
Hayden  for  8  years.  During  that  time, 
I  was  able  to  observe  his  keen  dedica- 
tion to  the  central  Arizona  water 
project,  a  task  he  undertook  earnestly 
and  ardently.  Due  in  large  part  to  his 
efforts,  the  central  Arizona  project  is 
today  a  reality,  a  tribute  to  the  man 
who  initiated  a  project  of  great  impor- 
tance to  Arizona's  future. 

This  man.  who  in  1912  began  his 
record  term  in  Congress  10  years 
before  I  was  born,  served  as  a  distin- 
guished public  servant.  Working  as  a 
committee  member,  chairman,  and 
President  pro  tempore,  he  exemplified 
the  true  Arizona  spirit  of  pioneer  dedi- 
cation. 

For  these  reasons,  and  many  others. 
I  find  it  most  appropriate  we  authorize 
a  marble  bust  sculpture  of  Carl 
Hayden  to  be  placed  in  the  Capitol. 

This  bill,  will  do  credit  to  Congress 
and  Arizona  by  placing  a  likeness  of 
Carl  Hayden  in  the  Capitol  with  equal- 
ly famous  and  prominent  Americans. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Carl  Hayden  in  serve  to 
remind  us  of  virtues  such  as  integrity 
and  honesty.  He  was  a  modest  man, 
not  much  given  to  making  speeches  or 
grabbing  headlines.  However,  he  re- 
mained a  hard  worker  all  his  life. 

On  behalf  of  Arizona,  I  thank  you 
for  considering  this  tribute  to  an  out- 
standing man— Carl  Hayden.  And  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  l.m 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hawkins)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  concur  in  the  Senate  concur- 
rent resolution.  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  7. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the 
Senate  concurrent  resolution  was  con- 
curred in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CITIZEN 
REGENT  OF  THE  SMITHSONI- 
AN INSTITUTION 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  joint 
resolution  (H.J.  Res.  297)  providing  for 
appointment  of  Jeannine  Smith  Clark 
as  a  citizen  regent  of  the  Board  of  Re- 
gents of  the  Smithsonian  Institution. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.J.  Res.  297 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  vacancy  in 
the  Board  of  Regents  of  the  Smithsonian 
Institution,  of  the  class  other  than  Members 
of  Congress,  caused  by  the  death  of  Nancy 
Hanks  of  the  District  of  Columbia  on  Janu- 
ary 7.  1983.  is  filled  by  appointment  of  Jean- 
nine  Smith  Clark  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia for  the  statutory  term  of  six  years. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  a  second  is  not  re- 
quired on  this  motion. 

The  gentleman  from  California,  Mr. 
Hawkins,  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota. Mr.  Frenzel.  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Hawkins). 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  1  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  joint  resolution  now 
under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 297  provides  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  Mrs.  Jeannine  Smith  Clark  as 
a  citizen  regent  of  the  Board  of  Re- 
gents of  the  Smithsonian  Institution. 

House  Joint  Resolution  297  was  in- 
troduced on  June  15,  1983,  and  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  House  Ad- 
ministration. In  a  meeting  of  July  26, 
1983.  the  committee  favorably  report- 
ed House  Joint  Resolution  297  by 
unanimous  voice  vote.  House  Report 
98-329  has  been  filed  to  accompany 
House  Joint  Resolution  297. 

The  purpose  of  the  resolution  is  to 
fill  the  vacancy  created  on  the  Smith- 
sonian's Board  of  Regents  by  the 
death  of  Nancy  Hanks  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  on  January  7,  1983. 

The  Smithsonian  Board  of  Regents 
is  made  up  of  17  members,  9  of  whom 
are  so-called  citizen  regents.  The  citi- 
zen regents  are  noncongressional  per- 
sons who  have  been  nominated  by  the 
regents  and  are  elected  to  the  Board 
of  Regents  by  passage  of  a  joint  reso- 
lution of  Congress.  Of  the  nine,  two 
regents  are  designated  to  be  residents 
of  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  citi- 
zen   regents    serve    statutory    6-year 


terms  and  their  service  is  gratuitous 
except  for  necessary  traveling  and 
other  expenses  in  attending  meetings 
of  the  board. 

The  Smithsonian  Board  of  Regents 
has  unanimously  nominated  Mrs. 
Jeannine  Smith  Clark  as  citizen  regent 
from  the  District  of  Columbia.  Mrs. 
Clark,  who  was  born  and  raised  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  is  a  graduate  of 
Dunbar  High  School  and  received  her 
undergraduate  and  master  of  arts  de- 
grees from  Howard  University.  Mrs. 
Clark,  the  mother  of  three,  is  married 
to  Dr.  Charles  H.  Clark,  associate  pro- 
fessor of  surgery  at  Howard  Universi- 
ty. 

Mrs.  Clark  has  had  a  rich  and  varied 
career  in  education  and  public  service 
as  a  teacher,  a  full-time  volunteer 
worker,  a  member  of  the  D.C.  Board  of 
Elections  and  Ethics,  and  a  consultant 
to  the  D.C.  government  and  others  on 
a  variety  of  social  and  civic  issues.  This 
nomination  to  the  Board  of  Regents  is 
of  particular  interest  because  Mrs. 
Clark  has  been  active  at  the  Smithso- 
nian for  the  last  15  years  in  a  variety 
of  volunteer  roles,  most  notably  as  a 
docent  in  the  Africa  Hall  at  the 
Museum  of  Natural  History,  vice 
chairman  of  the  Docent  Advisory 
Council,  and  Chair  of  the  Smithsonian 
Women's  Committee. 

The  Smithsonian  Board  of  Regents 
oversees  a  great  national  treasure 
whose  activities  reach  into  the  life  and 
pulse  of  the  local  community,  which 
also  happens  to  be  the  Nation's  Cap- 
ital. Mrs.  Clark's  active  involvement  in 
the  community,  her  years  of  volunteer 
activity  at  the  Smithsonian  and  else- 
where, and  her  background  in  educa- 
tion and  civic  affairs  should  provide  an 
added  dimension  to  the  policy  and 
planning  arm  of  the  Smithsonian  In- 
stitution. 

I  urge  favorable  consideration  of 
this  nomination. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  with  the  de- 
scription of  House  Joint  Resolution 
297  just  given  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

I  urge  the  appointment  of  Jeannine 
Smith  Clark  to  the  Smithsonian  Board 
of  Regents. 

Mrs.  Clark  appeared  before  our  full 
committee  and  impressed  our  commit- 
tee. The  vote  was  unanimous.  Unfortu- 
nately, I  was  not  able  to  be  present, 
but  I  am  told  by  our  other  committee 
members  that  she  will  be  a  splendid 
representative  on  the  Board  of  Re- 
gents of  the  Smithsonian. 

I  urge  speedy  passage  of  this  bill. 
•  Mr.     BOLAND.     Mr.     Speaker,     I 
strongly  support  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion  297   and   urge   my  colleagues  to 
give  it  their  endorsement. 

House  Joint  Resolution  297  would 
provide  for  the  appointment  of  Jean- 
nine Smith  Clark  as  a  citizen  regent  of 
the     Smithsonian     Institution.     Mrs. 


Clark  is  a  person  of  considerable  ac- 
complishment and  ability.  She  has 
had  a  distinguished  career  as  an  edu- 
cator in  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
has  been  involved  in  a  number  of  im- 
portant civic,  cultural,  and  charitable 
activities  in  the  Washington  area.  Her 
service  on  the  Board  of  the  Smithsoni- 
an Institution  National  Associates  has 
acquainted  her  with  the  work  of  the 
Smithsonian  and  has  given  her  an  op- 
portunity to  become  familiar  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  Smithsonian  op- 
erates. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  privileged  to  serve 
as  one  of  the  congressional  members 
of  the  Smithsonian's  Board  of  Re- 
gents. I  believe  that  Mrs.  Clark  will  be 
a  valuable  addition  to  the  Board,  and  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  her.# 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hawkins)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  joint  resolution, 
House  Joint  Resolution  297. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended,  and  the 
joint  resolution  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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CODIFYING  RECENT  LAWS  RE- 
LATED TO  MONEY  AND  FI- 
NANCE 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  bill  (H.R.  2727),  to  codify 
without  substantive  change  recent 
laws  related  to  money  and  finance  and 
transportation  and  to  improve  the 
United  States  Code,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R. 2727 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

amendments  to  title  3  1 

Section  1.  Title  31,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  755  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  "A  final  deci- 
sion under  section  753(a)(l)-(3).  (6).  or  (7)  of 
this  title  may  be  reviewed  by  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit  or  by  the  court  of  appeals 
of  the  United  States  for  the  circuit  in  which 
the  petitioner  resides.". 

(2)  Section  1535  is  amended  by— 

(A)  inserting  in  subsection  (a)(3)  "or  get 
by  contract"  after  'provide": 

(B)  inserting  in  subsection  (a)(4)  "by  con- 
tract" after  'provided": 

(C)  striking  out  subsection  (b): 

(D)  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsec- 
tion (b):  and 

(E)  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  (as  redes- 
ignated) the  following: 

"(c)  A  condition  or  limitation  applicable 
to  amounts  for  procurement  of  an  agency  or 
unit  placing  an  order  or  making  a  contract 
under  this  section  applies  to  the  placing  of 
the  order  or  the  making  of  the  contract.  ". 

(3)  Section  3322  is  amended  by— 


(A)  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  subsec- 
tion (c):  and 

(B)  striking  out  subsection  (a)  and  substi- 
tuting the  following: 

"(a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
transfer  public  money  to  a  disbursing  offi- 
cial only  by  draft  or  warrant  written  on  the 
Treasury.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section,  a  disbursing  official 
shall— 

"(1)  deposit  public  money  as  required  by 
section  3302  of  this  title:  and 

(2)  draw  public  money  from  the  Treasury 
or  a  depositary  only— 

"(A)  as  necessary  to  make  payments:  and 

"(B)  payable  to  persons  to  whom  payment 
is  to  be  made. 

"(b)  In  a  place  without  a  depositary,  the 
Secretary,  on  deciding  it  is  essential  to  the 
public  interest,  may  authorize  specifically  in 
writing  that  public  money  be— 

"(1)  deposited  in  any  other  public  deposi- 
tary: or 

"(2)  kept  in  another  manner  under  regula- 
tions the  Secretary  decides  are  the  safest 
and  most  effective  in  making  a  payment  to  a 
public  creditor  easier.". 

(4)  Section  3528(b)  is  amended  by— 

(A)  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(b) ": 

(B)  striking  out  "(1)"  before  "the  certifica- 
tion" and  substituting  ""(A)": 

(C)  striking  out  "•(2)(A)"  and  substituting 
""(B)(i)"; 

(D)  striking  out  ""(B)"  before  "no  law  "  and 
substituting  "(ii)": 

(E)  striking  out  ""(C)"  and  substituting 
"(iii)":  and 

(F)  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■(2)  The  Comptroller  General  may  deny 
relief  when  the  Comptroller  General  de- 
cides the  head  of  the  agency  did  not  carry 
out  diligently  collection  action  under  proce- 
dures prescribed  by  the  Comptroller  Gener- 
al.". 

(5)  In  section  3711(c)(2),  strike  out  ""(49 
U.S.C.  26(h))"  and  substitute  "(49  App. 
U.S.C.  26(h))'. 

(6)  Section  3902(b)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  clause  (1).  by  striking  out 
""3903(2)(A)"  and  substituting  "•3903(2)'":  and 

(B)  in  clause  (2).  by  striking  out 
■"3903(2)(B)'"  and  substituting  ■"3903(3>". 

(7)  Section  5132(a)(1)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  last  sentence. 

(8)  Section  6716(c)(1)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "Subsection  "  and  substituting  "Sub- 
sections". 

amendments  to  title  4  9 

Sec  2.  Title  49.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)(A)  Section  308  is  amended— 

(i)  in  the  catchline.  by  striking  out 
"Annual  reports'"  and  substituting  "Re- 
ports": 

(ii)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  the 
last  sentence:  and 

(iii)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(d)  By  the  90th  day  after  the  end  of 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to 
Congress  a  report  listing  the  specific  assist- 
ance provided  by  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment to  the  railroad  industry  during  that 
fiscal  year.  The  report  shall  include— 

•"(1)  the  reasons  for  each  Government 
loan  or  grant  and  explain  the  way  in  which 
the  loan  or  grant  contributed  to  the  overall 
goal  of  providing  a  safe  and  efficient  trans- 
portation system: 

"(2)  information  on  the  financial  condi- 
tion of  each  railroad  having  a  loan  guaran- 
teed under  the  Emergency  Rail  Services  Act 
of  1970  (45  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.)  throughout 
the  duration  of  the  loan:  and 
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(3)  information  on  the  past  and  antici- 
pated financial  condition  and  operations 
during  the  fiscal  year  of  the  Railroad  Reha- 
bilitation and  Improvement  Fund  estab- 
lished under  section  S02(a)  of  the  Railroad 
Revitalization  and  Regulatory  Reform  Act 
of  1976  (45  U.S.C.  822(a))  and  of  the  Obliga- 
tion Guarantee  Fund  established  under  sec- 
tion 511(b)  of  that  Act  (45  U.S.C.  831(b)). 

■■(e)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  a 
report  to  Congress  in  January  of  each  even- 
numbered  year  of  estimates  by  the  Secre- 
tary on  the  current  performance  and  condi- 
tion of  public  mass  transportation  systems 
with  recommendations  for  necessary  admin- 
istrative or  legislative  changes. 

■■(2)  In  reporting  to  Congress  under  this 
sut>section.  the  Secretary  shall  prepare  a 
complete  assessment  of  public  transporta- 
tion facilities  in  the  United  States.  The  Sec- 
retary also  shall  assess  future  needs  for 
those  facilities  and  estimate  future  capital 
requirements  and  operation  and  mainte- 
nance requirements  for  one-year.  5-year, 
and  10-year  periods  at  specified  levels  of 
service.'^. 

(B)  Item  308  in  the  analysis  of  chapter  3  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

308.  Reports.' 

(2)  In  sections  103(c)(1).  106(g)(1)  and(h). 
302(b).  321.  329  (b)(1)  and  (d).  334.  and 
501(b)(2).  strilce  out  '■49  U.S.C."  wherever  it 
appears  and  substitute  ^49  App.  U.S.C .". 

(3)  In  section  306(b).  strilce  out  ■332  "  and 
"49  U.S.C"  and  substitute  332  or  333  '  and 
"49  App.  U.S.C".  respectively. 

(4)  In  sections  10904  (d)(2)  and  (e)(3)  and 
11344(d).  strike  out  ■section  5(a)-(d)  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  Act  (49 
U.S.C.  1654(a)-(d)) "  and  substitute  "section 
333(a)-(d)of  this  title'. 

(5)  In  section  10362(a)(1).  strike  out  ■sec- 
tion 744  of  title  45  "  and  substitute  'section 
304  of  the  Regional  Rail  Reorganization  Act 
of  1973  (45  U.S.C.  744)-  . 

(6)  In  section  10362(b)(5)(A).  strike  out 
"section  562(a)  of  title  45'  and  substitute 
"section  402(a)  of  the  Rail  Passenger  Serv- 
ice Act  (45  U.S.C.  562(a)) ". 

(7)  In  section  10362(b)(5)(B).  strike  out 
"section  1613  of  this  title"  and  substitute 
"section  17  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transporta- 
tion Act  of  1964  (49  App.  U.S.C.  1613)". 

(8)  In  section  10526(a)(5).  strike  out  "sec- 
tion 1141j(a)  of  title  12"  and  substitute  "sec- 
tion 15(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
(12  U.S.C.  1141j(a))". 

(9)  In  section  10542(a)(2).  strike  out 
"chapter   23A   of   title   46"    and   substitute 

"the    Intercoastal   Shipping   Act.    1933   (46 
US.C.  843  et  seq.) ". 

(10)  In  section  10542(c)(2).  strike  out  "sec- 
tion 391a  of  title  46"  and  substitute  'section 
4417a  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (46  U.S.C. 
391a)". 

(11)  In  sections  10544(d)(1)(B)  and 
10703(a)(4)(D)(ii),  strike  out  '(46  U.S.C. 
843-848)'"  and  substitute  (46  U.S.C.  843  et 
seq.)". 

(12)  In  section  10706(c).  strike  out  'section 
12  of  title  15"  and  substitute  "the  first  sec- 
tion of  the  Clayton  Act  (15  U.S.C.  12)"'. 

(13)  In  section  10749(b)(2).  strike  out 
"chapter   20   of   this   title"    and   substitute 

"the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  (49  App. 
U.S.C.  1301  et  seq.)". 

(14)  In  section  10903(b)(2).  strike  out  'sec- 
tion 565(b)  of  title  45"  and  substitute  "sec- 
tion 405(b)  of  the  Rail  Passenger  Service 
Act  (45  U.S.C.  565(b))'". 

(15)  In  section  11125(b)(2)(A),  strike  out 
"section  421  of  title  45"'  and  substitute  "the 
Federal  Railroad  Safety  Act  of  1970  (45 
U.S.C.  431  et  seq.)". 


(16)  In  section  11347.  strike  out  section 
565  of  title  45  "  and  substitute  "section  405 
of  the  Rail  Passenger  Service  Act  (45  U.S.C. 
565)". 

(17)  Section  11361(b).  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out    "subchapter  IV"  and  substituting 

subchapter  IV  of  chapter  11  ". 

(18)  In  section  11367(a),  strike  out  Sec- 
tion 78n(a>  of  title  15  "  and  substitute  "Sec- 
tion 14(a)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of 
1934  (15  U.S.C.  78n(a))". 

(19)  In  section  11367(b).  strike  out— 

(A)  "section  77c(a)(6>  of  title  15"  the  first 
time  it  appears  and  substitute  "section 
3(a)(6)  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933  (15 
U.S.C.  77c(a)(6))"": 

(B)  section  77c(a)(6)  of  title  15"  the  2d 
time  it  appears  and  substitute  ■section 
3(a)(6)"": 

(C)  Section  77e  of  that  title"  and  substi- 
tute "Section  5  of  that  Act  (15  U.S.C.  77e)": 
and 

(D)  subchapter  I  of  chapter  2A  of  title 
15"  and  substitute  'that  Act  (15  U.S.C.  77a 
et  seq.)"". 

(20)  In  sections  11909(b)  and  11914(b). 
strike  out  'prior  to  enactment  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  Act""  and  subsi- 
tute    before  October  15.  1966"'. 

CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS  TO  OTHER  TITLES 

Sec  3.  (a)  Title  5.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  In  section  5313,  strike  out  "Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget"  and  substitute 
"Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 

Budget  ". 

(2)  In  section  5314,  strike  out  "Deputy  Di- 
rector of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget "  and 
substitute  "Deputy  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget". 

(3)  In  section  5315,  strike  out  "Assistant 
Directors, of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  (3)" 
and  substitute  "Assistant  Directors  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (3)". 

(4)  In  section  5514(c),  strike  out  "section 
581d  "  and  substitute  "section  3530(d)"". 

(5)  In  section  8348(d),  strike  out  "the 
Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  as  amended, "  and 
substitute  "chapter  31  of  title  ST". 

(b)  Title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed as  follows: 

(1)  In  section  490,  strike  out  'minor  coins 
coined'"  and  substitute  "one-cent  and  5-cent 
coins  minted  ". 

(2)  In  section  4124,  strike  out  "Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget "  and  substitute 
"President"". 

(c)  The  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (26 
U.S.C.  1  et  seq.)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  In  section  7448(p),  strike  out  ■Bureau 
of  the  Budget""  and  substitute  ■President"'. 

(2)  In  section  7701(a)(33)(G),  strike  out 
"part   I  of  the   Interstate  Commerce   Act" 

and  substitute  "subchapter  I  of  chapter  105 
of  title  49". 

(d)  Chapter  11  of  title  44,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  item  1108  in  the  analysis  of 
chapter  11  to  read  as  follows: 

■1108.  Presidential  approval  required  for 
printing  of  periodicals;  number 
printed:  sale  to  public." 

(2)  In  the  catchline  of  section  1108.  strike 
out  "Bureau  of  Budget"  and  substitute 
"Presidential". 

(3)  In  the  text  of  section  1108.  strike  out 
"Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget"  and 

sut>stitute  '"President". 

TECHNICAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  4(a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  amendment 
made  by  section  1(9)  of  the  Act  of  January 
12.  1983  (Public  Law  97-452,  96  Stat.  2468), 


applies  to  an  obligation  issued  under  section 
3102(a)  of  title  31.  United  States  Code,  after 
September  3,  1982. 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  section  1(9) 
of  the  Act  of  January  12.  1983  (Public  Law 
97-452.  96  Stat.  2468).  applies  to  an  obliga- 
tion issued  after  June  30,  1983.  if— 

(A)  interest  on  the  obligation  is  exempt 
from  tax  (decided  without  regard  to  the 
amendments  made  by  section  310  of  the  Tax 
Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982 
(Public  Law  97-248.  96  Stat.  595))  under  law 
(without  regard  to  the  identity  of  the 
holder):  and 

(B)  the  obligation  was  not  required  to  be 
in  registered  form  under  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (26  U.S.C.  1  et  seq.)  as  in 
effect  on  September  2.  1982. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  section  1(9) 
of  the  Act  of  January  12.  1983  (Public  Law 
97-452.  96  Stat.  2468).  applies  to  an  obliga- 
tion issued  under  section  3103(a)  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  after  December  31. 
1982. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  sections  1 
(3).  (4).  and  (7)  and  3(b)(1)  of  this  Act  are 
effective  as  of  September  13,  1982. 

LEGISLATIVE  PURPOSE  AND  CONSTRUCTION 

Sec  5.  (a)  Sections  1-4  of  this  Act  restate, 
without  substanti've  change,  laws  enacted 
before  April  1.  1983.  that  were  replaced  by 
those  sections.  Sections  1-4  may  not  be  con- 
strued as  making  a  substantive  change  in 
the  laws  replaced.  Laws  enacted  after 
March  31.  1983.  that  are  inconsistent  with 
this  Act  supersede  this  Act  to  the  extent  of 
the  inconsistency. 

(b)  A  reference  to  a  law  replaced  by  sec- 
tions 1-4  of  this  Act.  including  a  reference 
in  a  regulation,  order,  or  other  law.  is 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  corresponding  provi- 
sion enacted  by  this  Act. 

(c)  An  order,  rule,  or  regulation  in  effect 
under  a  law  replaced  by  sections  1-4  of  this 
Act  continues  in  effect  under  the  corre- 
sponding provision  enacted  by  this  Act  until 
repealed,  amended,  or  superseded. 

(d)  An  action  taken  or  an  offense  commit- 
ted under  a  law  replaced  by  sections  1-4  of 
this  Act  is  deemed  to  have  been  taken  or 
committed  under  the  corresponding  provi- 
sion enacted  by  this  Act. 

(e)  An  inference  of  a  legislative  construc- 
tion is  not  to  be  drawn  by  reason  of  the  lo- 
cation in  the  United  State  Code  of  a  provi- 
sion enacted  by  this  Act  or  by  reason  of  the 
caption  or  catchline  of  the  provision. 

(f)  If  a  provision  enacted  by  this  Act  is 
held  invalid,  all  valid  provisions  that  are 
severable  from  the  invalid  provision  remain 
in  effect.  If  a  provision  of  this  Act  is  held  in- 
valid in  any  of  its  applications,  the  provision 
remains  valid  for  all  valid  applications  that 
are  severable  from  any  of  the  invalid  appli- 
cations. 

repeals 

Sec  6.  (a)  The  repeal  of  a  law  enacted  by 
this  Act  may  not  be  construed  as  a  legisla- 
tive inference  that  the  provision  was  or  not 
in  effect  t)efore  its  appeal. 

(b)  The  laws  specified  in  the  following 
schedule  are  repealed,  except  for  rights  and 
duties  that  matured,  penalties  that  were  in- 
curred, and  proceedings  that  were  begun 
before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act: 


SCHEDULE  OF  LAWS  REPEALED 
Slalules  at  Uge 


Date 


Oaplet  a 
PublK  Law 


Section 


Statutes  at  large 


Page 


Volume 


7(a) 


409 


1920 

May  21  194 

1980 

Oct  14  96-448 

1982 

luly  12  97-214        10(D)(5).... 

Seol  3  97-248        3l0(il)(2).. 

310((ll(4) 

Oct  25  97-332 

Dec  21  97-375 111(b) 

210(1) 

1983 

Jan  6  97-424        310 

Jan  12  97-448        306(b)(2). 


94    613 


94    1948 


96  176 

96  600 

96  1622 

96  1821 

96  1825 


96    2151 
96    2405 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.   Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.    MOORHEAD.    Mr.    Speaker.    I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Ed- 
wards) will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  MooRHEAD)  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Edwards). 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  2727,  as  amended, 
amends  titles  31  and  49  of  the  United 
States  Code  to  reflect  changes  in  those 
titles  by  laws  that  did  not  specifically 
amend  those  titles.  Because  titles  31 
and  49  are  now  law— rather  than 
merely  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
law— they  can  be  changed  only  by 
direct  amendment.  The  bill,  as  amend- 
ed, also  restates  certain  sections  to 
more  accurately  reflect  current  law 
and  makes  necessary  technical  and 
conforming  amendments  to  certain 
titles  of  the  Code  that  have  been  en- 
acted into  positive  law  and  to  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954.  The 
amendments,  purely  technical  in 
nature,  are  offered  to  clarify  the 
intent  of  certain  provisions  or  to  cor- 
rect cross-^references. 

The  bill  was  prepared  for  the  House 
Judiciary  Committee  by  the  Office  of 
the  Law  Revision  Counsel  under  its 
authority  under  section  285b  of  title  2, 
United  States  Code,  to  prepare  revi- 
sions in  titles  of  the  Code  that  have 
been  enacted  into  positive  law. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  genuinely 
noncontroversial  legislation.  H.R.  2727 
is  the  product  of  the  Office  of  the  Law 
Revision  Counsel.  Principally,  it  makes 
clarifications,  and  not  substantive 
changes,  in  title  31  and  title  49  of  the 
United  States  Code. 


Last  fall.  Congress  codified  title  31 
for  the  first  time  (Public  Law  97-258). 
However,  subsequent  to  that  action. 
Congress  passed  other  legislation 
amending  title  31  that  needs  to  be 
brought  into  conformity  with  that 
overall  codification.  The  clarifications 
made  by  H.R.  2727  in  title  31  were  re- 
quested by,  and  are  supported  by,  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office.  The 
changes  being  made  in  title  49  deal 
with  transportation  reporting  require- 
ments, and  I  am  advised  that  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  has  no  ob- 
jection to  their  enactment. 

On  June  17,  1983,  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  wrote  to  Judici- 
ary Committee  Chairman  Peter 
Rodino  expressing  no  objection  to  the 
enactment  of  H.R.  2727. 

Again.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  no  ob- 
jection on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle  to  the  enactment  of  this  house- 
keeping legislation. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume  in 
order  that  I  may  include  at  this  point 
a  detailed  explanation  of  H.R.  2727,  as 
amended,  which  reads  as  follows: 


Detailed  Explanation  or  H.R.  2727— Revi- 
sion OF  Title  31,  United  States  Code. 
"Money  and  Finance,""  and  Section  308  of 
Title  49,  United  States  Code,  "Transpor- 
tation"" 

purpose  of  the  amended  bill 
The  general  purpose  of  the  bill  is  as  stated 
in  its  title. 

Specifically,  the  bill  will  amend  titles  31 
and  49,  United  States  Code,  which  have 
been  enacted  into  positive  law,  to  reflect 
changes  in  those  titles  by  laws  that  did  not 
specificially  amend  those  titles.  Also,  the 
bill  amends  section  755  of  title  31  to  have  it 
conform  more  closely  to  the  source  provi- 
sion of  the  section,  establishes  an  effective 
date  for  obligations  issued  under  section 
3102(a)  or  3103(a)  of  title  31,  amends  sec- 
tions 10904(d)(2)  and  (e)(3)  and  11344(d)  of 
title  49  to  amend  cross-references  affected 
by  the  codification  of  subtitle  I  of  title  49  by 
the  Act  of  January  12,  1983  (Pub.  L.  97-449, 
96  Stat.  2413),  and  makes  conforming 
amendments  to  certain  titles  of  the  United 
States  Code  that  have  been  enacted  into 
positive  law  and  to  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (26  U.S.C.  1  et  seq.). 

The  bill  makes  no  change  in  the  substance 
of  existing  law. 

statement 
As  stated  in  the  purpose  of  the  bill,  this 
legislation  is  to  reflect  changes  in  the  text 
of  titles  31  and  49  because  of  laws  that  did 
not  specifically  amend  those  titles.  The  bill 
also  makes  technical  and  conforming 
changes  in  title  49,  other  titles  of  the 
United  States  Code  that  have  been  enacted 
into  positive  law,  and  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (26  U.S.C.  1  et  seq.).  The 
amendments,  purely  technical  in  nature,  are 
offered  to  clarify  the  intent  of  certain  provi- 
sions or  to  correct  cross-references. 

The  detailed  section-by-section  analysis 
explains  the  changes  made  by  the  bill. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

In  an  effort  to  achieve  the  greatest  degree 
of  accuracy  possible,  the  Committee  submit- 
ted the  bill  to  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, the  Department  of  the  Treasury,  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 


and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
The  Committee  received  the  following  let- 
ters: 

Office  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury, 
Washinglon.  B.C. 
Attn:  Mr.  Lawrence  Monaco. 
Mr.  Edward  P.  Wii.lett.  Jr.. 
Law  Revision  Counsel, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Willett:  "We  are  in  receipt  of  a 
letter  dated  May  5,  1983  from  Chairman 
Rodino  to  Secretary  Regan  requesting 
Treasury  Department  comments  on  H.R. 
2727.  a  bill  to  codify  certain  provisions  relat- 
ing to  Title  31  of  the  United  States  Code. 
The  Office  of  Tax  Policy  has  reviewed  sec- 
tion 4(a)  of  the  bill,  and  we  have  one  com- 

Section  4(a)  is  intended  to  clarify  the  ef- 
fective date  of  the  requirement  that  long 
term  United  States  debt  obligations  be 
issued  in  registered  form.  Section  4(a)(1) 
correctly  states  that  "bonds  "  issued  under 
31  U.S.C.  §  3102(a)  are  to  be  issued  in  regis- 
tered form  after  September  3,  1982.  Howev- 
er, section  4(a)  does  not  make  clear  the  ef- 
fective date  of  registration  for  "notes" 
issued  under  31  U.S.C.  §  3103(a).  The  effec- 
tive date  for  "notes'  is  obligations  issued 
after  December  31,  1982.  See  P.L.  97-248, 
1310(d)(1),  96  Stat.  599  (Tax  Equity  and 
Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982).  Accord- 
ingly, we  would  suggest  that  section  4  be 
amended  to  clarify  the  effective  date  of  reg- 
istration for  "notes". 

Please  feel  free  to  call  Andrew  Purer  of 
my  staff  (566-2927)  if  you  have  any  ques- 
tions regarding  this  matter. 

Sincerely.  ^^^^^^  q  Woodward. 

Acting  Tax  Legislative  Counsel 


Comptroller  General  of  the 

United  States. 
Washington,  D.C,  May  31,  1983. 
Hon.  Peter  W.  Rodino.  Jr.. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
House  of  Representatives, 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response  to 
your  letter  dated  May  5.  1983.  requesting 
our  comments  on  H.R.  2727.  98th  Congress, 
which  would,  among  other  things,  amend 
title  31.  United  States  Code  to  codify  with- 
out substantive  change  recently  enacted 
laws  relating  to  money  and  finance. 

The  bill  incorporates  the  substance  of  a 
number  of  changes  we  have  previously  in- 
formally discussed  with  the  Office  of  the 
Law  Revision  Counsel  (Office).  Additionally, 
the  Office  has  assured  us  that  the  bill  would 
include  an  amendment  to  31  U.S.C.  §  755 
which  would  make  this  section  conform 
more  closely  to  the  language  of  its  source 
provision.'  Consequently,  we  fully  support 
the  enactment  of  H.R.  2727  into  law. 
Sincerely  yours. ^ 

(for  Comptroller  General 

of  the  United  SUtes). 


'  The  first  sentence  of  31  U.S.C.  1 755 
would  be  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

"Any  final  decision  of  the  Board  under 
section  753(a)(l)-(3).  (6).  or  (7)  of  this  title 
may  be  appealed  to  the  United  Stales  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  circuit  in  which  the  peti- 
tioner resides  or  to  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  Cir- 
cuit."" 

This  language  is  based  upon  section  4(1)(1) 
of  Pub.  L.  No.  96-191.  February  15,  1980,  94 
Stat.  29. 
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Office  op  Management  and  Budget. 

Washington.  D.C. 
Hon.  I»ETER  W.  RooiNO.  Jr.. 
Chairman.    Committee    on    the    Judiciary, 
House  of  Representatives.    Washington, 
DC 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response  to 
your  request  for  the  views  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  on  H.R.   2727.  a 
bill    'To  codify  without  substantive  change 
recent  laws  related  to  money  and  finance 
and    transportation    and    to    improve    the 
United  States  Code." 
Section  1535. 


The  Office  of  Management   and  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  enactment  of  H.R.  2727. 
Sincerely. 

James  M.  Prey. 
Assistant  Director  for 
Legislative  Reference. 

Section-by-Section  Summary 

SECTION  1  —amendments  TO  TITLE  3 1 

Section  1  of  the  bill  amends  various  sec- 
tions of  title  31.  United  States  Code.  A  revi- 

SECTION  1(2) 


sion  note  for  each  paragraph  of  section  1  of 
the  bill  has  been  prepared  to  explain  the 
amendments  made  by  that  paragraph. 

SECTION  1  I  1 1 

This  clarifies  section  755  by  conforming  it 
more  closely  to  the  language  of  the  source 
provision  of  the  section 


DmsM  action 


SoufCt  (UmtR)  Slates  Cajt) 


Souice  (statutes  at  laigel 


lUS(a). 


31  Am   686(1)  1 1st  sentence  urords  tctixe  15th  connu.  previso) 


153S(li) 
1S3S(C)- 


31  Aw   686(11(151  MBltnct  nwtls  Mmm  ISBi  gwiBl  mt  iwwso.  2il  swlnictl 
31  «»   686(1)  (list  sentewt) 


,  May  2\.  1920,  cfi   194.  s'(i)(lsl  2c  sentences)  «1  Slat  613,  June  30,  1932,  ch  314, 

1601,  47  Stat  417.  restated  July  20.  1942.  di  507.  56  Slat  661.  Aug  23.  1958.  Put) 

L  85-726,  S  1407.  72  Slat  808.  Aug  6.  1981.  Put  L  97-136,  S  11.  95  Slat  1707. 
Oct  15.  1982  Put  I  97-332-  9  1(1)13).  96  Silt  1622 

.  Mi«  21   1920,  ch  194.  41  Silt  607.  i7(i)(list  sentence,  added  Oct  15.  1982.  Put  L 
97-332  §1(4)  96  Slat  1622 


SECTION  1131 

This  is  necessary  because  section 
3620(a)<last  sentence)  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
ures inadvertently  was  omitted  from  the 
codification  of  title  31  by  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  September  13,  1982  (Pub.  L.  97-258. 
96  Stat.  877). 

In  subsection  (a),  before  clause  (1).  the 
words  "Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section"  are  added  because  of  the  re- 
statement. 

In  subsection  (b).  before  clause  (1>.  the 
word  "however"  is  omitted  as  surplus.  The 
words  "treasurer  or"  are  omitted  as  obsolete 
because  of  the  lst-4th  pars,  under  the  head- 
ing "Independent  Treasury"  in  the  Act  of 
May  29.  1920  (ch.  214.  41  Stat.  654).  In 
clause  (2).  the  words  "rules  and"  are  omit- 
ted as  surplus. 

SECTION  1  >4i 

This  clarifies  section  3528(b)  by  restoring 
the  authority  of  the  Comptroller  General  to 
deny  relief  to  certifying  officials  in  the  same 
way  relief  may  be  denied  to  disbursing  offi- 
cials. 


SECTION  1151 

This  is  necessary  to  reflect  the  transfer  of 
the  non-positive  law  provisions  of  title  49  to 
title  49  appendix. 

SECTION   1161 

This  is  necessary  to  correct  cross-refer- 
ences in  section  3902(b) 

SECTION  1171 

This  is  necessary  because  the  language 
was  restated  by  section  382(b)(1)  of  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981 
(Pub.  L.  97-35.  95  Stat.  432)  but  inadvertent- 
ly codified  as  31:5132(a)(l)(last  sentence)  by 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  September  13.  1982 
(Pub.  L.  97-258.  96  Stat.  939). 

SECTION   1  1  8  1 

This  is  necessary  to  correct  a  mistake  in 
section  6716(c)(1)  as  codified  by  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  September  13.  1982  (Pub.  L.  97- 
258.  96  Stat.  1025). 

SECTION  3302  OF  TITLE  31 

Section  3618  (1st  sentence  related  to  non- 
military  deposiU)  of  the  Revised  Statutes 

SECTION  2  (  IMAXD.  (III).  (B) 


inadvertently  was  omitted  as  a  source  credit 
for  31:3302.  Table  2A  of  H.  Rep.  97-651  (p. 
298)  states  that  the  sentence  was  omitted  as 
superseded  by  various  sections  of  title  10. 
Title  10  supersedes  the  sentence  only  as  it 
applies  to  military  deposits.  However,  the 
language  of  section  3618  (1st  sentence  relat- 
ed to  non-military  deposits)  is  subsumed  in 
the  broader  language  of  sejtion  3617  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  the  source  credit  for 
31:3302(b).  Therefore,  while  section  3618 
( 1st  sentence  related  to  non-military  depos- 
its) should  be  a  source  credit  for  31:3302(b). 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  language  of  the 
sentence  be  restated. 

SECTION  2— amendments  TO  TITLE  49 

Section  2  of  the  bill  amends  title  49. 
United  States  Code.  A  revision  note  for  each 
paragraph  of  section  2  of  the  bill  has  been 
prepared  to  explain  the  amendments  made 
by  that  paragraph. 


Rewsed  section 


Source  (US  Code) 


Source  {Statutes  at  large) 


308(d) 
308(e) 


49Agp    16541... 
49  Am    1601c.. 


Oct    14,  1980,  Put)  I   96-448  §409.  94  Slat    1948,  Dec   21    1982,  Put  L  97-375, 

9  210(1)  96  Stat  1825 
Jan  6,  1983  Put  L  97-424.  S  310,  96  Slal  2151 


In  subsection  (a)(1).  the  words  "January 
of  each  even-numbered  year"  are  substitut- 
ed for  January  of  1984  and  in  January  of 
every  second  year  thereafter"  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  words. 

SECTION  2i  11  lai  <iii 

This  is  necessary  because  section  111(b)  of 
the  Congressional.  Reports  Elimination  Act 
of  1982  (Pub.  L.  97-375.  96  Stat.  1821)  re- 
pealed section  602  of  the  Regional  Rail  Re- 
organization Act  of  1973  (Pub.  L.  93-236.  87 
Stat.  1022).  which  was  restated  as  section 
308(a)  (last  sentence)  of  title  49  by  section  I 
of  the  Act  of  January  12.  1983  (Pub.  L.  449. 
96  Stat.  2413). 

SECrriON  2i2i 

This  is  necessary  to  reflect  the  transfer  of 
the  non-positive  law  previsions  of  title  49  to 
title  49  appendix. 

SECTION  2131 

This  is  necessary  to  correct  a  cross-refer- 
ence in  section  306(b)  and  to  reflect  the 
transfer  of  the  non-positive  law  provisions 
of  title  49  to  title  49  appendix. 


SECTION  2141 
This  amends  cross-references  in  sections 
10904(d)(2)  and  (e)(3)  and  U344(d)  of  title 
49  affected  by  the  codification  of  subtitle  I 
of  title  49  by  section  1  of  the  Act  of  January 
12.  1983  (Pub.  L.  97-449.  96  Stat.  2413). 

SECTION  2151-1101 

These  are  necessary  to  conform  the  style 
used  for  cross-references  in  subtitle  IV  of 
title  49  to  that  used  in  other  positive  law 
titles. 

SECTION  21111 
This  is  necessary  to  conform  an  amend- 
ment made  by  section  5(g)(2)  and  (5)  of  the 
Act  of  January  12.  1983  (Pub.  L.  97-449.  96 
Stat.  2443). 

SECTION  21121-1161 

These  are  necessary  to  conform  the  style 
used  for  cross-references  in  subtitle  IV  of 
title  49  to  that  used  in  other  positive  law 
titles. 

SECTION  2  1171 

This  is  necessary  to  correct  an  amend- 
ment made  by  section  5(g)(9)  of  the  Act  of 


January  12,   1983  (Pub.  L.  97-449.  96  Stat. 
2443). 

SECTION  2118'.   1191 

These  are;  necessary  to  conform  the  style 
used  for  cross-references  in  subtitle  IV  of 
title  49  to  that  used  in  other  positive  law 
titles. 

SECTION  21201 
This  is  necessary  for  clarity. 

SECTION  3— CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS  TO 
OTHER  TITLES 

Section  3  of  the  bill  makes  conforming 
amendments  to  certain  titles  of  the  United 
States  Code  that  have  been  enacted  into 
positive  law  and  to  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (26  U.S.C,  1  et  seq.), 

SECTION  3iai  lll-<3l 

These  are  necessary  because  of  the  redes- 
ignation  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  by  sec- 
tion 102(a)  of  Reorganization  Plan  No,  2  of 
1970  (eff.  July  1.  1970.  84  Stat.  2085). 
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SECTION  3iai  141 

This  is  necessary  to  correct  the  cross-ref- 
erence in  5:5514(c)  to  reflect  the  codification 
of  former  31:581d  as  31:3530(d)  by  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  September  13,  1982  (Pub.  L. 
97-452,  96  Stat.  967). 

SECTION  3iaM5i 

This  is  necessary  to  correct  the  cross-ref- 
erence in  5:8348(d)  to  reflect  the  codifica- 
tion of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  as 
chapter  31  of  title  31  by  section  1  of  the  Act 
of  September  13,  1982  (Pub,  L.  97-452,  96 
Stat.  937). 

SECTION  3ibi  111 

This  is  necessary  to  clarify  that  the  minor 
coins  of  the  United  States,  as  defined  in 
former  31:317,  as  the  one-cent  and  5-cent 
coins.  Section  317  was  restated  in  section 
5112  of  title  31  by  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
September  13.  1982  (Pub.  L.  97-452.  96  Stat. 
981). 

SECTION  3ibll21.   ICilli.   'di 

These  are  necessary  to  reflect  the  transfer 
of  functions  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  the  President  under  section  101 
of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1970  (eff. 
July  1,  1970.  84  Stat.  2085). 

SECTION  31C1  121 

This  is  necessary  to  reflect  the  codifica- 
tion of  the  jurisdictional  provisions  of  part  I 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  (ch.  104.  24 
Stat.  370)  in  subchapter  I  of  chapter  105  of 
title  49. 

SECTION  4— TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

Section  4  of  the  bill  establishes  effective 
dates  for  obligations  issued  under  section 
3102(a)  of  title  31.  United  States  Code,  and 
certain  amendments  made  by  this  bill. 


SECTION  4 lai  1 1  I 

This  is  necessary  because  of  section 
310(d)(2)  of  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Re- 
sponsiblity  Act  of  1982  (Pub.  L.  97-248,  96 
Stat.  600).  The  words  "Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection"  are  added 
because  of  the  restatement. 

SECTION  4iai 121 

This  is  necessary  because  of  section 
310(d)(4)  of  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  re- 
sponsiblity  Act  of  1982  (Pub.  L.  97-248.  96 
Stat.  324),  as  added  by  section  306(b)(2)  of 
the  Technical  Corrections  Act  of  1982  (Pub. 
L.  97-448,  96  Stat.  2405).  The  words  "under 
law"  are  substituted  for  "(A)  under  section 
103  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954, 
or  (B)  under  any  other  provision  of  law"  to 
eliminate  unnecessary  words. 

SECTION  4lbl 

This  clarifies  that  the  effective  date  of 
the  requirement  that  long  term  United 
States  debt  obligations  be  issued  in  regis- 
tered form  applies  to  notes  as  well  as  bonds 
as  provided  by  section  310(d)(1)  of  the  Tax 
Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibilly  Act  of  1982 
(Pub.  L.  97-248.  96  Stat.  599). 

SECTION  4  iCl 

Section  4(c)  of  the  bill  provides  an  effec- 
tive date  of  September  13,  1982  (the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  codification  of  title  31, 
United  States  Code),  for  provisions  that 
make  technical  and  clerical  corrections  to 
that  codification  and  to  title  18  to  reflect 
that  codification. 

SECTION  5— LEGISLATIVE  PURPOSE  AND 
CONSTRUCTION 

Section  5  of  the  bill  contains  a  statement 
of  the  legislative  effect  on  enacting  sections 
1-4,  savings  provisions,  and  provisions  to 
assist  in  interpreting  and  applying  the  pro- 
visions of  law  enacted  by  the  bill. 

TABLE  IB.-STATUTES  AT  LARGE 


SECTION  6— REPEALS 

Section  6  of  the  bill  relates  to  the  repeal 
of  those  statutes  that  are  modified  and  re- 
enacted  by  the  bill. 

Subsection  (a)  provides  that  a  repeal  of  a 
law  may  not  be  construed  as  a  legislative  in- 
ference that  the  provision  was  or  was  not  in 
effect  before  its  repeal. 

Subsection  (b)  contains  the  schedule  of 
laws  to  be  repealed.  It  also  preserves  rights, 
duties,  and  penalties  incurred,  and  proceed- 
ings begun  before  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  bill. 

MASTER  DISPOSITION  TABLE 

This  table  shows  the  disposition  of  all 
laws  affecting  the  restatement  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  and  section  308  of  title 
49,  United  States  Code,  that  are  repealed  by 
this  bill  and  reenacted  as  part  of  title  31  or 
section  308  of  title  49.  The  table  is  in  2 
parts.  Table  lA  shows  the  disposition  ac- 
cording to  United  States  Code  citation. 
Table  IB  shows  the  disposition  according  to 
Statutes  at  Large  citation.  When  a  law  is  re- 
stated in  sections  1-4  of  the  bill,  the  citation 
to  the  provision  of  the  restatement  is 
shown.  When  a  law  listed  in  the  table  is  not 
restated  in  sections  1-4.  the  table  contains  a 
reference  to  table  2.  Table  2  explains  the 
reason  why  the  law  is  omitted  from  the  re- 
statement in  sections  1-4. 

TABLE  1A.-UNITED  STATES  CODE 


United  States  (Me 


Title 


Section 


United  Slates 
Code  revised 

title     Section 


31  Adp 686(1). 

49  Am WOlC... 

Do - 16541.... 


31  1535 
49  308 
49    308 


Dale 


Chapter  or 
Public  Law 


Section 


Statutes  at  large 


United  States  Code 


Table 


Volume 


Page 


Title 


Sectioo 


May  21,. 
Oct  14.. 


1920 
I960 
1912 


194 


7(1). 


96-448    409 


iuly  12... 
Sept  3... 

Oct  isl 

Or.  21. 


97-214    10(t)(5)..,. 

97-248  310(d)(2).. 
310(i))(4).. 

97-332      

97-375    \\m 

210 


96 
96 


1983 


Jan  6,  , 
Jan  12 


97-424    310     

97-448    306(b)(2).. 


96 
96 
96 

96 
96 


1948 


176 
600 

1622 
1821 

1825 

2152 
2405 


31    1535,,. 
49    308,, 


28 


(Sees 4(a)  oltill.).. 
(See  §  4(a)  of  b«.).. 
1535 - 


308... 


308 - 

(See  §  4(a)  of  tiH)  . 


TABLE  2— LAWS  OMITTED  AND  REPEALED 

This  table  shows  the  laws  omitted  because 
of  the  restatement  of  title  31,  United  States 


Code,  and  section  308  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  and  repealed  by  the  bill.  The 
table  is  in  2  parts,  with  table  2A  listing  re- 

TABLE  2A  -STATUTES  AT  LARGE 


pealed  laws  according  to  Statutes  at  Large 
citation  and  table  2B  listing  repealed  laws 
according  to  Revised  Statutes  citation. 


Date 


Chapter  or 
PuUk  Law 


Section 


Statutes  at  large 
Volume       Page 


Explanalwn 


1982 


July  12  ,. 
Dec  21 


97-214    10(b)(5),,.. 
97-375    111(6)    


176 


96       1821 


[xeculeO  Repealed  section  40  of  the  Act  ol  Aug  10,  1956  (ch  10«1. 'M,SI»I 
636)  that  was  repealed  by  section  5(b)  ol  the  Act  o(  Sept  13.  1982  (Pub 
L  97-258.  96  Slat  1079)  .      .  ,    ,  ,071 

Executed  Repealed  section  602  ol  the  Regional  Rail  Reorganiiation  Act  ol  j973 
(Pub  L  93-236.  87  Stat  1022).  that  was  repealed  by  section  7(b)  o(  the 
Act  ol  Jan  12.  1983  (Pub  L  97-449.  96  Stat  2445) 
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Revntd  sUlults  iSKtion) 

EJtilmliwi 

m 
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It  itK  quirttt  SupifWM  by  Mclw  3513  d  Hit  mscd  l>He 
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GEWEHAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative 
days  in  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  H.R.  2727.  the  bill 
under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Edwards)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  2727.  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate 
by  Mr.  Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  disagrees  to 
the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
bill  (S.  675)  entitled  An  act  to  author- 
ize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  Armed  Forces  for  procure- 
ment, for  research,  development,  test, 
and  evaluation,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  to  prescribe  personnel 
strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  civilian  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  civil  defense,  to  author- 
ize certain  construction  at  military  in- 
stallations for  fiscal  year,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Energy  for  national  security  programs 
for  such  fiscal  year,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses," agrees  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  ap- 
points Mr.  Tower.  Mr.  Thurmond.  Mr. 
GoujwATER.  Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  Hum- 
phrey. Mr.  Cohen.  Mr.  Jepsen.  Mr. 
QuAYLE.  Mr.  East,  Mr.  Wilson,  Mr. 
Jackson,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Nunn,  Mr. 
Hart,  Mr.  Exon.  Mr.  Levin.  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy. Mr.  BiNGAMAN.  and  solely  for  the 
consideration  of  section  1030C.  Mr. 
Stafford  and  Mr.  Pell  to  be  the  con- 
ferees on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


AUTHORIZING  PAYMENT  OF  EX 
PENSES  OF  NEWLY  APPOINTED 
SPECIAL  AGENTS 

Mr.   EDWARDS   of   California.   Mr. 
Speaker.  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules 


and  pass  the  bill  (H.R.  3232).  to  amend 
title  28  of  the  United  States  Code  to 
authorize  payment  of  travel  and  trans- 
portation expenses  of  newly  appointed 
special  agents  of  the  Department  of 
Justice. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R. 3232 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  o/  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  chap- 
ter 31  of  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 
"S  .)30.  Pavment  of  travel  and  transportation  ex- 

prnsfx  of  newly  appointed  special  aicenls 

"The  Attorney  General  or  the  Attorney 
General's  designee  is  authorized  to  pay  the 
travel  expenses  of  newly  appointed  special 
agents  and  the  transportation  expen.ses  of 
their  families  and  household  goods  and  per- 
.sonal  effects  from  place  of  residence  at  lime 
of  selection  to  the  first  duty  station,  to  the 
extent  such  payments  are  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 5723  of  title  5  for  new  appointees  who 
may  receive  payments  under  that  section.". 

Sec.  2.  The  table  of  sections  at  the  begin- 
ning of  chapter  31  of  title  28  of  the  United 
Stated  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"530.  Payment  of  travel  and  transportation 
expenses  of  newly  appointed 
special  agents.". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  a  second  is  not  re- 
quired on  this  motion. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Edwards)  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  Sensenbrenner)  will  be 
recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Edwards). 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  now  under  con- 
sideration. H.R.  3232  is  very  simple 
and  very  sensible.  It  would  authorize 
the  Department  of  Justice  to  pay  for 
the  travel  and  transportation  expenses 
incurred  by  newly  appointed  special 
agents  of  that  agency  to  their  first 
permanent  duty  station. 

The  general  rule  for  Federal  employ- 
ees is  that  these  expenses  are  not  re- 
imbursable. However,  several  excep- 
tions previously  have  been  enacted,  in- 
cluding one  for  the  special  agents  of 
the  Fi.'^h  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  Like  those 
employees,  and  unlike  most  other  Fed- 
eral employees.  DEA  and  FBI  special 
agents  are  both  recruited  nationally 
and  assigned  nationally.  For  example, 
although  a  prospective  special  agent 
may  submit  his  or  her  application  in 
the  San  Francisco  field  office,  head- 


quarters will  assign  the  agent  where 
the  need  is.  and  usually,  in  an  area 
other  than  the  area  from  which  he  or 
she  was  recruited. 

In  the  past,  the  FBI  has  tried  to  alle- 
viate the  financial  burden  on  the  new 
agent  by  assigning  that  employee  ini- 
tially to  the  area  from  which  he  or  she 
was  recruited,  and  then.  6  months 
later,  reassigning  that  agent  to  a  sta- 
tion where  the  need  existed.  That 
second  move  was  reimbursable. 

So  long  as  the  number  of  new  agents 
remained  relatively  small,  this  system 
worked  fairly  well.  However,  the  drug 
enforcement  initiative  now  being  pur- 
sued jointly  at  DEA  and  the  FBI 
means  that  approximately  300  new 
agents  will  be  hired  in  the  next  fiscal 
year.  It  no  longer  makes  sense  to 
assign  these  agents  first  to  their  home 
area— they  must  go  directly  to  the 
area  where  they  are  needed.  There- 
fore, the  choice  for  the  Department  of 
Justice  was  either  to  continue  their 
present  practice  (which  will  now  be 
wasteful),  burden  these  new  agents 
with  these  expenses,  or  seek  the  au- 
thority which  is  contained  in  this  bill. 

The  Sut)Committee  on  Civil  and  Con- 
stitutional Rights,  which  I  chair,  held 
a  hearing  on  this  subject  on  June  16. 
1983.  and  was  convinced  that  the  fair 
and  economical  thing  to  do  was  to 
enact  this  authority.  Compared  to  the 
Departments  present  policy,  this  au- 
thority will  permit  a  savings  of  over 
$459,000  per  year.  The  subcommittee 
unanimously  reported  this  bill  on 
June  29.  and  we  now  seek  your  sup- 
port in  the  House. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  3232  allows  the 
FBI  to  reimburse  special  agents  for 
the  transfer  of  their  families  and 
household  goods  from  Quantico.  Va.. 
their  training  facility,  to  their  first 
permanent  duty  station,  a  practice  not 
currently  allowed  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  The  FBI 
currently  assigns  these  agents  to  the 
office  closest  to  the  location  of  their 
household  goods  and  families  at  the 
time  of  appointment,  for  a  period  of  6 
months,  in  order  to  establish  the  per- 
manent duty  station  status  required 
by  the  Comptroller  General.  This  6- 
month  assignment  is  made  without 
regard  to  the  needs  of  the  FBI  and  has 
proven  to  be  counterproductive  to 
their  mission.  It  is  agreed  that  the 
change  would  be  more  cost  effective 
than  the  current  practice  of  the  FBI 
and  would  streamline  the  process  of 


assigning  agents  to  various  field  of- 
fices based  on  the  needs  of  the  FBI.  In 
fact,  had  H.R.  3232  been  in  place  in 
fiscal  year  1982,  almost  one-half  a  mil- 
lion dollars  would  have  been  saved. 

The  FBI  argues  that  this  is  a  matter 
of  critical  importance  in  view  of  the 
staffing  requirements  of  the  drug  task 
forces.  Experienced  FBI  agents  are 
being  assigned  to  those  task  forces, 
and  office  requirements  in  other  areas 
will  be  satisfied  through  the  assign- 
ment of  new  agents.  These  assign- 
ments would  be  effectively  postponed 
for  6  months,  during  which  time  they 
would  be  assigned  to  the  office  from 
which  they  were  appointed. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  to  sus- 
pend the  rules  and  pass  H.R.  3232. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  requests  for 
time,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Edwards)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3232. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PROVIDING  FOR  ADOPTION  OF 
CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S. 
272  AND  FOR  ADOPTION  OF 
SENATE  CONFERENCE  RESOLU- 
TION 58 

Mr.  MICHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  293)  providing  that 
the  House  shall  be  considered  to  have 
adopted  the  conference  report  on  the 
bill  (S.  272)  to  improve  small  business 
access  to  Federal  procurement  infor- 
mation, to  have  receded  from  its 
amendment  to  the  title  of  said  bill, 
and  to  have  adopted  the  concurrent 
resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  58)  correcting 
the  enrollment  of  S.  272. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.  Res.  293 
Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  the  House  shall  be  considered  to 
have  adopted  the  conference  report  on  the 
bill  (S.  272)  to  improve  small  business  access 
to  Federal  procurement  information,  to 
have  receded  from  its  amendment  to  the 
title  of  said  bill,  and  to  have  adopted  the 
concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  58)  cor- 
recting the  enrollment  of  S.  272. 

The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   Is   a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.    PRITCHARD.    Mr.   Speaker,    I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Mitchell)  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes,    and    the    gentleman    from 


Washington   (Mr.   Pritchard)  will  be 
recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  (Mr.  Mitchell). 

n  1410 
Mr.    MITCHELL.    Mr.    Speaker.    I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
resolution.  Before  explaining  the  sub- 
stantive law  involved.  I  want  to  clarify 
for  the  Members  the  procedure  which 
is  involved. 

The  resolution  simply  does  three 
things: 

First,  it  provides  that  upon  its  adop- 
tion, the  conference  report  on  a  bill  to 
improve  small  business  access  to  Fed- 
eral procurement  information  (S.  272) 
is  approved. 

Second,  it  directs  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate  when  he  enrolls  this  con- 
ference report  to  make  several  minor 
changes. 

Third,  it  agrees  to  the  Senate's  title 
of  the  bill. 

The    reason    that    this    conference 
report  is  being  handled  on  the  suspen- 
sion calendar  is  to  avoid  any  possible 
point  or  order  for  exceeding  the  scope 
of  conference.  The  provision  which  is 
in  question  is  the  effective  date  of  the 
bill.   The   original   House   bill,   which 
subsequently  became  a  House  amend- 
ment to  the  Senate  bill,  would  have 
been  effective  upon  enactment.  The 
Senate  bill,  S.  272.  was  a  more  exten- 
sive bill  and  among  other  things  im- 
poses restrictions  upon  the  authority 
of  a  contracting  officer  to  enter  nego- 
tiations for  a  sole  source  contract.  The 
Senate  bill  also  changes  some  of  the 
provisions    regarding    publication    of 
notice   of    procurement    in   the   Com- 
merce   Business    Daily    rather    than 
simply  imposing  timely  notice  require- 
ments. Presumably,  for  these  reasons 
the  Senate  felt  a  45-day  lead  time  was 
in  order.  Although  the  House  confer- 
ees agreed  with  many  of  the  provisions 
in  the  Senate  bill,  we  felt  that  Federal 
departments  should  receive  additional 
time  to  begin  their  compliance.  As  a 
result,  the  conferees  delayed  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  bill  beyond  the  date 
specified  in  the  Senate  bill  and  thus 
may  have  exceeded  the  scope  of  con- 
ference. Consideration  of  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  suspension  calen- 
dar avoids  the  possible  raising  of  this 
technical  violation. 

In  addition,  after  the  conference 
report  had  been  filed  and  after  the 
Senate  had  approved  the  conference 
report,  we  received  a  letter  from  the 
Department  of  Defense  expressing  its 
concern  over  some  of  the  provisions  of 
the  conference  report.  We  had  earlier 
considered  some  of  the  concerns  ex- 
pressed and  addressed  those  which  we 
believed  had  merit.  The  new  letter, 
however,  raised  concerns  for  the  first 
time.  Although  I  do  not  necessarily 
agree  with  the  Defense  Department's 


views  or  the  conclusions  as  to  the 
impact  of  the  conference  report,  none- 
theless I  agreed  with  my  ranking  mi- 
nority member  and  the  principal 
Senate  conferees  that  it  was  advisable 
to  adopt  minor  changes  so  as  to  pre- 
clude the  possibility  of  erroneous  in- 
terpretations and  unintended  results. 
As  my  colleagues  know,  conference  re- 
ports cannot  be  amended  on  the  floor 
as  can  a  bill.  The  procedure  needed  to 
accomplish  the  changes  is  for  the 
House  and  Senate  to  adopt  a  resolu- 
tion for  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  to 
make  the  changes.  Such  a  change  was 
introduced  as  Senate  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 58  which  basically  includes  the 
following: 

Reinstatement  of  an  exemption 
under  existing  law  from  publication  of 
notice  of  procurements  from  another 
Government  department  or  a  manda- 
tory source  of  supply:  establishing  an 
exemption  from  such  publication  re- 
quirements of  procurements  for  re- 
search resulting  from  unsolicited  pro- 
posals if  publication  would  disclose 
originality  of  thought;  and  establish- 
ment of  an  exemption  in  emergencies 
from  the  requirement  that  a  contract- 
ing officer  obtain  approval  from  the 
head  of  the  procuring  activity  before 
commencing  negotiations  for  large 
sole  source  contracts. 

The  Senate  agreed  to  this  resolution 
last  Thursday. 

Thus,  under  the  motion  I  have  made 
all  we  are  doing  is  agreeing  to  the  con- 
ference report  with  minor  changes. 

The  conference  report,  as  modified 
by  the  Senate  resolution,  would  do  the 
following: 

First,  Federal  departments  and  agen- 
cies would  be  required  to  public  notice 
of  upcoming  Federal  contracts  of 
$10,000  or  more  in  the  Commerce 
Business  Daily.  They  would  be  re- 
quired to  allow  the  lapse  of  at  least  15 
days  between  the  publication  of  notice 
and  the  issuance  of  a  contract  solicita- 
tion—30  days  for  R&D  solicitations— 
and  then  to  allow  at  least  an  addition- 
al 30  days  for  receipt  of  bids  or  propos- 
als. There  would  be  exemptions  for 
those  procurements:  (1)  which  for  se- 
curity reasons  are  of  a  classified 
nature:  (2)  which  are  for  goods  or  serv- 
ices for  which  the  Department  has  an 
unusual  and  compelling  urgency;  (3)  in 
which  a  foreign  government  is  reim- 
bursing the  United  States  for  the  cost 
of  the  procurement  and  only  one 
source  is  available  or  if  the  terms  of  an 
international  agreement  or  treaty  au- 
thorize or  require  that  the  procure- 
ment be  from  specified  sources;  (4) 
which  are  made  from  another  Govern- 
ment department  or  a  mandatory 
source  of  supply;  (5)  which  are  for 
utility  services  if  only  one  source  is 
available;  (6)  which  are  made  against 
an  order  placed  under  a  requirements 
contract:  (7)  which  are  for  research  re- 
sulting    from     unsolicited     proposals 
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which  are  unique  if  publication  would 
disclose  originality  of  thought  or  inno- 
vativeness;  and  (8)  for  which  SBA  and 
the  Department  agree  that  advance 
notice  is  not  appropriate  or  reasona- 
ble. 

Second,  it  would  impose  a  prohibi- 
tion against  Federal  departments  com- 
mencing negotiations  for  a  sole  source 
contract  (except  under  the  8(a)  and 
Small  Business  Innovation  Research 
programs  and  in  emergency  situations) 
above  a  threshold  amount  unless  the 
head  of  the  procuring  activity  or  his 
deputy  has  approved  the  authority  to 
enter  into  such  contract  and  the  con- 
tracting officer  has  considered  the  re- 
sponses to  the  notice  of  procurement 
action.  There  would  be  a  3-year  phase 
in  of  the  dollar  threshold  amount  of 
procurement  contracts  to  which  these 
provisions  will  apply:  $1  million  in 
fiscal  year  1984.  $500,000  in  fiscal  year 
1985,  and  $300,000  in  fiscal  year  1986 
and  each  year  thereafter. 

Third,  it  also  would  require  that  in 
all  procurement  actions  in  excess  of 
$25,000  in  which  the  award  of  subcon- 
tracts is  likely,  the  Federal  depart- 
ment entering  the  contract  must 
submit  for  publication  in  the  Com- 
merce Business  Daily  a  notice  an- 
nouncing the  award  of  the  prime  con- 
tract. 

Fourth  and  last,  the  provisions  of 
the  conference  report  would  be  appli- 
cable to  procurement  actions  initiated 
90  days  after  the  date  of  enactment 
except  the  restriction  on  sole  source 
contracts  which  would  be  effective  Oc- 
tober 1,  1983. 

I  believe  this  is  an  excellent  bill  and 
will  assist  small  business  in  Govern- 
ment contracts.  I  also  want  to  compli- 
ment all  of  the  members  of  the  com- 
mittee who  worked  and  contributed  to 
the  formation  of  this  legislation.  I  par- 
ticularly want  to  single  out  for  con- 
gratulations Mr.  Addabbo  Mr.  McDade. 
my  ranking  minority  member,  and  my 
colleague  from  Nebraska.  Mr.  Daub. 

Mr.  RAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  at 
this  juncture  I  yield  briefly  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  conference  report  on  S.  272 
and  urge  its  adoption  by  the  House. 
However.  I  share  some  of  the  same 
concerns  expressed  by  my  colleague 
from  Nebraska. 

Let  me  commend  my  colleague  and 
my  chairman.  Mr.  Mitchell,  for  pur- 
suing legislation  that  will  mandate  a 
period  of  15  days'  notice  in  the  Com- 
merce Business  Daily  before  issuance 
of  a  solicitation,  and  30  days  before 
completion  will  be  foreclosed.  I  sup- 
ported the  House  bill.  H.R.  1043,  be- 
cause I  believe  that  small  businesses 
need  this  extended  period  in  order  to 
compete  effectively. 

However,  it  recently  came  to  my  at- 
tention that  in  conference  the  exemp- 


tion for  perishable  foods,  such  as  fresh 
fruit,  vegetables,  meat,  and  seafood, 
has  been  deleted.  This  exemption  is  in 
present  law  and  is  Important  to  pre- 
serve the  ability  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  as  well  as  other  agencies  to 
buy  perishable  food  in  the  market- 
place. It  is  extremely  difficult  to  fore- 
cast the  need  for  these  types  of  items 
45  days  in  advance.  Crop  failures  are 
difficult  to  predict.  The  food  spoils 
rapidly  and  cannot  be  stored.  The  only 
way  to  insure  that  the  best  quality 
produce  is  purchased  at  the  best  price 
is  to  buy  in  the  marketplace  from 
whomever  is  offering  the  most  favor- 
able quality  for  the  price. 

There  has  been  no  indication  that 
the  present  method  of  buying  perish- 
able food  has  resulted  in  a  lack  of 
competition,  or  an  exclusion  of  small 
businesses.  In  fact.  97  percent  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  purchases  of 
subsistence  food  are  from  small  busi- 
nesses. 

Therefore.  I  hope  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  as  well  as  other  agen- 
cies will  take  advantage  of  the  provi- 
sion in  S.  272  to  go  to  the  SBA  for  an 
exemption  when  the  reasonableness  of 
current  purchasing  practices  can  be 
demonstrated. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  the  House 
adopt  the  conference  report  on  S.  272. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  mv  time. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  my  20  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Daub). 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  delighted  on 
behalf  of  the  minority  on  the  Small 
Business  Committee  to  participate  in 
support  of  this  resolution  and  of  the 
conference  report. 

I  believe  that  this  bill  will  bring 
much  needed  changes  to  our  procure- 
ment system. 

Recent  articles  in  newspapers 
throughout  our  Nation  have  illustrat- 
ed what  happens  when  there  is  overre- 
liance  on  a  single  source  of  supply. 

With  this  bill,  we  intend  to  help 
bring  an  end  to  abusive  overpricing, 
such  as  $435  for  a  claw  hammer.  $436 
for  a  sledge  hammer.  $437  for  a  12- 
foot  measuring  tape.  $110  for  a  4  cent 
electronic  part,  and  $44  for  a  17-cent 
lamp.  We  cannot  and  we  will  not  toler- 
ate this  kind  of  procurement  abuse, 
even  in  a  fiscally  sound  budget  period; 
but  with  an  almost  $200  billion  yearly 
deficit,  and  cutbacks  in  all  programs  to 
reduce  Government  costs,  this  waste 
of  taxpayer  funds  is  outrageous. 

Competition  is  our  aim.  We  want 
agencies  to  know  that  there  are  other 
sources  for  the  goods  and  services  that 
they  need,  as  opposed  to  single  source 
contracting.  By  reducing  sole  source 
contracts,  by  increasing  notice  of 
prime  and  subcontracting  opportuni- 
ties and  by  ultimately  increasing  com- 
petition. Federal  costs  will  be  reduced 


and  more  businesses  will  have  the  op- 
portunity to  do  business  with  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

I  urge  a  vote  in  favor  of  this  confer- 
ence report. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  engage 
the  chairman  of  the  Small  Business 
Committee,  if  I  might,  in  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  would  be  delight- 
ed. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Will  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee,  respond  to  some 
questions? 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  would  be  pleased 
to  respond  to  my  good  friend. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like 
to  engage  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  this  committee  in  a  colloquy  con- 
cerning perishable  commodities.  Am  I 
correct  in  understanding  that  under 
the  conference  report,  if  a  department 
can  demonstrate  the  reasonableness  of 
current  purchasing  practices  and  that 
advance  notice  is  not  appropriate  or 
reasonable,  it  can  receive  an  exemp- 
tion from  the  advertisement  require- 
ments of  this  bill  for  the  procurement 
of  certain  kinds  of  perishable  commod- 
ities? 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  is  absolute- 
ly correct.  The  bill  has  been  crafted  to 
allow  a  nonlegislative  resolution  of 
special  problems  that  may  arise.  The 
Administrator  of  the  Small  Business 
Administration  and  the  head  of  the 
Federal  Department  are  empowered  to 
agree  to  commodity  class  exemptions 
where  appropriate.  Certainly,  it  is  not 
the  intent  of  this  committee  to  cause  a 
disruption  of  established  procurement 
methods  where  ample  competition  and 
existing  market  methods  combine  to 
create  an  efficient  procurement 
system  that  results  in  lower  costs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  add  a  little  bit 
more  to  my  colloquy.  I  would  be  most 
reluctant  to  preclude  our  Armed 
Forces  from  having  access  to  those  de- 
licious Maryland  crabs.  That  is  a  per- 
ishable commodity  and  certainly  it 
would  be  cruel  and  almost  inhuman  to 
deny  our  armed  services  personnel 
access  to  that  delectable  morsel  from 
Maryland. 

Mr.  DAUB.  Might  I  say  to  my  distin- 
guished chairman  and.  indeed,  good 
friend,  that  we  would  not  want  to 
deny  the  Armed  Forces  personnel  at, 
for  example,  my  Air  Force  base,  the 
Strategic  Air  Command  in  Omaha, 
those  delightful  and  delectable  mor- 
sels, a  commodity  which  may  be 
deemed  perishable,  that  comes  from 
the  Maryland  shore. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  re- 
sponse very  much  and  it  is.  indeed,  a 
clear  explanation.  I  think  it  serves  as 
useful  legislative  intent  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  conclude  for  my 
part,  since  I  do  not  observe  that  any 
from  my  side  wish  any  further  part  of 
the  time  granted  to  me.  that  the  staff 


deserves  a  great  deal  of  commendation 
for  the  work  that  they  have  done;  that 
we  indeed  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
and  the  committee  have  cooperated 
with  the  Department  of  Defense  in  at- 
tempting to  work  out  any  problems.  I 
think  that  this  close  cooperation  is  no- 
table. 

I  believe  that  we  are  together  on  a 
very  good  piece  of  legislation  that  will, 
indeed,  be  good  for  the  efficiency  of 
our  Government  and  for  the  opportu- 
nities of  those  who  on  the  outside  of 
our  Government  institutions  can  have 
some  say  in  efficiency  and  economy, 
which  ought  to  be  the  hallmark  of 
anything  we  do  in  this  Congress. 

So  I  do  again  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  resolution  and  the  confer- 
ence report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

I  simply  urge  the  immediate  approv- 
al of  the  conference  report.  I  know  of 
no  controversy  surrounding  this  con- 
ference report. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Mitchell)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  agree  to  the  resolution. 
House  Resolution  293. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  reso- 
lution was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
resolution  just  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 


NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND  AT- 
MOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 
OCEAN  AND  COASTAL  PRO- 
GRAM AUTHORIZATION  ACT 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  Senate  bill  (S.  1098)  to 
consolidate  and  authorize  certain 
ocean  and  coastal  programs  and  func- 
tions of  the  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration  under  the 
Department  of  Commerce. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

S.  1098 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  'National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  Ocean  and 
Coastal  Program  Authorization  Act." 


TITLE  I-NONLIVING  MARINE 
RESOURCES 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec  101.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Department  of  Commerce 
to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  carry  out  its  non- 
living marine  resource  duties  under  law, 
$800,000  for  fiscal  year  1984.  Moneys  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  this  authorization  shall 
be  used  to  fund  those  duties  relating  to  non- 
living marine  resources  specified  by  the  Act 
entitled  "An  Act  to  define  the  functions  and 
duties  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey, 
and  for  other  purposes",  approved  August  6. 
1947.  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  883a),  and  any 
other  law  involving  such  duties.  Such  duties 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  polymetallic 
sulfide  analyses  and  research. 

TITLE  II-NATIONAL  SEA  GRANT 
COLLEGE  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  201.  (a)  Section  212  of  the  National 
Sea  Grant  Program  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1131)  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after 
paragraph  (3)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Not  to  exceed  $42,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1984  and  not  to  exceed  $46,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1985.". 

(b)  Section  3(c)  of  the  Sea  Grant  Program 
Improvement  Act  of  1976  (33  U.S.C. 
1124a(c))  is  amended  by  inserting  immedi- 
ately after  paragraph  (3)  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(4)  For  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985,  not  to 
exceed  $1,000,000  in  each  fiscal  year  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  section  212  of  the  Na- 
tional Sea  Grant  Program  Act  may  be  avail- 
able to  carry  out  this  section.". 
TITLE  III-OCEAN  THERMAL  ENERGY 
CONVERSION  ACT 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec  301.  Section  406  of  the  Ocean  Ther- 
mal Energy  Conversion  Act  of  1980  (Public 
Law  96-320)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "1983."  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "1983,  not  to  exceed  $620,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1984,  and  not  to  exceed  $800,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1985. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec  302.  (a)  The  Ocean  Thermal  Energy 
Conversion  Act  of  1980  (Public  Law  96-320) 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  2(a)(1)  by  striking  out  "lo- 
cated in  the  territorial  sea"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "located  in  whole  or  in  part  be- 
tween the  highwater  mark  and  the  seaward 
boundary  of  the  territorial  sea": 

(2)  in  section  3(11)  by  striking  out  "stand- 
ing or  moored  in  or  beyond  the  territorial 
sea  of  the  United  States"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "standing,  fixed  or  moored  in 
whole  or  in  part  seaward  of  the  highwater 
mark": 

(3)  in  the  first  sentence  of  section  101(a) 
by  striking  out  "located  in  the  territorial 
sea"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "located  in 
whole  or  in  part  between  the  highwater 
mark  and  the  seaward  boundary  of  the  ter- 
ritorial sea": 

(4)  in  section  101(b)(2)  by  striking  out  "lo- 
cated in  the  territorial  sea"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "located  in  whole  or  in  part  be- 
tween the  highwater  mark  and  the  seaward 
boundary  of  the  territorial  sea": 

(5)  in  section  101(c)(7)  by  striking  out 
"will  not  be  documented  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States:"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "will  be  documented  under  the  laws 
of  a  foreign  nation:": 


(6)  in  section  108(e)(2)(C)(ii)  by  striking 
out  "moored  or  standing"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "moored,  fixed  or  standing": 

(7)  in  section  108(e)  by  adding  a  new  para- 
graph (4)  to  read  as  follows: 

"(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
the  term  'ocean  thermal  energy  conversion 
facility'  refers  only  to  an  ocean  thermal 
energy  conversion  facility  which  has  major 
components  other  than  water  intake  or  dis- 
charge pipes  located  seaward  of  the  high- 
water  mark.": 

(8)  in  section  110(1)  by  striking  out 
"aboard"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  or 
aboard": 

(9)  in  section  301  by  striking  out  "on 
board"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  or 
on  board",  by  striking  out  "or  other"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "or  on  board  any", 
and  by  striking  out  in  paragraph  (2)  thereof 

"to  board"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "to 
enter  or  board": 

(10)  In  section  303(b)  by  striking  out  "on 
board"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  or 
on  board",  by  striking  out  "or  other"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "or  any",  and  by 
striking  out  in  paragraph  (1)  thereof  "board 
and  inspect"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"enter  or  board,  and  inspect,  any  ocean 
thermal  energy  conversion  facility  or  plant- 
ship  or": 

(11)  in  the  first  sentence  of  section 
403(a)(1)  by  inserting  "and  all  of  which  is 
located  seaward  of  the  highwater  mark," 
immediately  after  "licensed  under  this  Act"; 
and 

(12)  In  the  first  sentence  of  the  section 
403(c)(2)  by  inserting  "documented  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  and"  immedi- 
ately after  "ocean  thermal  energy  conver- 
sion facility  or  plantship". 

(b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended— 

(1)  in  section  101(c)(1)  by  striking  out 
"cannot  and  will  not"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "cannot  or  will  not": 

(2)  in  section  101(c)(5)  by  striking  out 
"has  expired: "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"has  not  expired:": 

(3)  in  section  lOKcMlO)  by  striking  out 
"each"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any": 

(4)  in  section  101(0(13)  by  striking  out 
"and"  after  the  semicolon  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ""or";  and 

(5)  in  section  101(c)(10)  by  striking  out 
"(33  U.S.C.  1451  et  seq.)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "(16  U.S.C.  1451  et  seq.)". 

(c)  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "3'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"five." 

(d)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  section: 

"Sec  408.  Within  18  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  provision,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  submit  to  the  President  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  a  report  detailing  what 
steps  the  United  States  Government  is 
taking  and  plans  to  take  to  promote  and  en- 
hance the  export  potential  of  ocean  thermal 
energy  conversion  components,  facilities, 
and  plantships  manufactured  by  United 
States  industry.  Such  report  shall  include— 

"(1)  the  relevant  views  of  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration, 
International  Trade  Administration,  Mari- 
time Administration,  Department  of 
Energy.  Small  Business  Administration, 
United  States  International  Development 
Cooperative  Agency,  the  Office  of  the  Spe- 
cial Trade  Representative,  and  other  rele- 
vant United  States  Government  agencies: 

"(2)  the  findings  of  studies  conducted  by 
the  Administrator  to  fulfill  the  intent  of 
this  section: 
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•■(3)  a  summary  of  activities,  including 
consultations  held  with  representatives  of 
both  the  ocean  thermal  energy  conversion 
and  financial  industries  conducted  by  the 
Administrator  to  fulfill  the  intent  of  this 
section;  and 

•(4)  such  recommendations  as  the  Admin- 
istrator deems  appropriate  for  amending 
the  Ocean  Thermal  Energy  Conversion  Act 
of  1980  (Public  Law  96-320)  or  other  rele- 
vant Acts  to  better  promote  and  enhance 
the  export  potential  of  ocean  thermal 
energy  conversion  components,  facilities 
and  plantships  manufactured  by  United 
States  industry". 

(e)  Such  Act  is  further  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  section 
108(d)(1)  by  striking  out  reorganizational 
safety"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "navi- 
gational safety": 

(2)  in  section  109(b)(2)  by  striking  out 
"natural"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "na- 
tional": 

(3)  in  section  112(b)  by  striking  out  confi- 
dential commercial  and  financial  informa- 
tion)" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "com- 
mercial or  financial  information  which  is 
privileged  or  confidential)"; 

(4)  in  section  116(a)  by  striking  out  "facili- 
ty or  platform"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"facility  or  plantship"; 

(5)  in  section  302(b)(1)  by  inserting  "to 
halt"  immediately  after  "injunction,"; 

(6)  in  the  first  sentence  of  section 
403(c)(2)  by  striking  out  "Treasury"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "Treasury,  including 
the  provisions  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as 
amended  (19  U.S.C.  1202),  and  other  laws 
codified  in  title  19.  United  States  Code,"; 

(7)  in  section  3(11)  by  striking  out  "fresh- 
water," and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "fresh 
water."; 

(8)  in  section  101(c)(4)  by  striking  out  "en- 
forcement" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"regulatory"; 

(9)  in  section  101(c)(6)  by  striking  out  "for 
license"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  a 
license": 

(10)  in  section  101(cW14)  by  striking  out 
"when"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "if": 

(11)  in  section  101(d)(2)  by  striking  out  "li- 
censee" aind  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "appli- 
cant, licensee": 

(12)  in  the  first  sentence  of  section 
105(a)(2)  by  striking  out  "that  (A)"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "(A)  that"; 

(13)  in  the  first  sentence  of  section 
105(b)(1)  by  striking  out  "of  adjacent"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  an  adjacent"; 

(14)  in  the  third  sentence  of  section 
105(b)(1)  by  striking  out  "is"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "are"; 

(15)  by  inserting  the  text  of  section 
109(b)(3)  as  a  new  paragraph  (3)  immediate- 
ly after  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section 
108(d>.  and  by  repealing  section  109(b)(3): 

(16)  in  section  109(c)  by  striking  out  "such 
of"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  such", 
and  by  striking  out  "impingment"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "impingement": 

(17)  in  section  111(b)  by  striking  out  "en- 
vironment established  by  any  treaty  or  con- 
vention," and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "envi- 
ronment,": and 

(18)  in  section  112(b)(2)(B)  by  striking  out 
"administrator"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "Administrator". 

(f)  Section  102(h)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

•(h)  The  Administrator  shall  not  take 
final  action  on  any  application  unless  the 
applicant  has  paid  to  the  Administrator  a 
reasonable  administrative  fee,  which  shall 
be  deposited  into  miscellaneous  receipts  of 


the  Treasury.  The  amount  of  the  fee  im- 
posed by  the  Administrator  on  any  appli- 
cant shall  reflect  the  reasonable  administra- 
tive costs  incurred  by  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  in  review- 
ing and  processing  the  application.". 

TITLE  IV-NATIONAL  ADVISORY  COM- 
MITTEE ON  OCEANS  AND  ATMOS- 
PHERE ACT  OF  1977 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec  401.  Section  8  of  the  National  Adviso- 
ry Committee  on  Oceans  and  Atmosphere 
Act  of  1977  (33  U.S.C.  857-18)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  immediately 
after    1981.";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  after  "1982" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ".  $630,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  ?0,  1984. 
and  $630,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30,  1985.". 

TITLE  V-PAY  INCREASE 
AUTHORIZATION 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec  501.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  carry  out  its  duties 
indicated  under  this  Act,  such  additional 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  increases  in 
salary,  pay.  and  other  employee  benefits  au- 
thorized by  law. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
secon(i  demanded? 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Jones)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  PRITCHARD)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jones). 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  S.  1098.  consolidates 
three  authorization  bills  unanimously 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Mer- 
chant Marine  and  Fisheries  and  in- 
cludes another  important  marine  pro- 
gram administered  by  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion (NOAA). 

First,  the  bill  reauthorizes  the  Na- 
tional Sea  Grant  Program  Act  at  $42 
million  for  fiscal  year  1984  and  $46 
million  for  fiscal  year  1985.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  sea  grant  program  is  to 
foster  research,  education,  and  adviso- 
ry services  relating  to  the  conserva- 
tion, management,  and  use  of  marine 
resources  through  our  Nation's  col- 
leges and  universities.  Currently,  there 
are  29  sea  grant  colleges  and  universi- 
ties that  participate  in  the  matching 
grant  program.  Throughout  the  histo- 
ry of  the  program.  State  and  private 
sector  matching  funds  have  exceeded 
the  one-third  required  minimum,  and 
presently  support  over  40  percent  of 
the  program.  The  economic  benefits 
derived  from  the  program  are  signifi- 


cant. For  example,  a  1981  survey  indi- 
cated that  $277  million  in  annual  gross 
revenues  and  savings  to  marine  and 
coastal  industries  resulted  from  sea 
grant  research  projects.  That  figure 
nearly  equals  the  Federal  Govem- 
ments  total  appropriations  over  the 
first  13  years  of  the  program  and  is 
only  one  indication  of  the  economic 
importance  of  the  program. 

Second,  the  bill  reauthorizes  the 
Ocean  Thermal  Energy  Conversion 
Act  of  1980  at  $620,000  for  fiscal  year 
1984  and  $800,000  for  fiscal  year  1985. 
Under  that  act,  NOAA  is  carrying  out 
a  streamlined  licensing  program  to  fa- 
cilitate a  commercial  ocean  thermal 
energy  conversion  (OTEC)  industry. 
The  increase  of  $150,000  for  fiscal  year 
1984  over  the  administrations  request 
would  authorize  continued  funding  for 
OTEC-related  environmental  research, 
particularly  with  respect  to  impacts  on 
fisheries:  and  $200,000  would  be  pro- 
vided in  fiscal  year  1985  for  such  re- 
search, in  addition  to  $600,000  for  reg- 
ulatory activities.  Further,  the  bill 
would  require  NOAA  to  report  on  ef- 
forts to  promote  the  exporting  of 
OTEC  technology  and  make  a  num- 
ber of  administration-recommended 
changes  in  the  OTEC  Act. 

Third,  the  bill  would  reauthorize  the 
National  Advisory  Committee  on 
Oceans  and  Atmosphere  Act  at 
$630,000  annually  for  fiscal  years  1984 
and  1985.  As  an  advisory  body  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce  and  the 
Congress,  the  National  Advisory  Com- 
mittee on  Oceans  and  Atmosphere 
(NACOA)  continually  reviews  national 
ocean  policy,  coastal  zone  manage- 
ment, and  the  status  of  marine  atmos- 
pheric science  and  service  programs. 
NACOA  has  been  at  the  forefront  of  a 
number  of  important  issues,  offering 
an  independent  viewpoint  which  is 
vital,  given  the  recent  budgetary  con- 
straints concerning  ocean  and  atmos- 
pheric programs. 

In  addition,  the  bill  provides 
$800,000  for  NOAA's  non-living  marine 
resources  program  for  fiscal  year  1984. 
NOAA's  polymetallic  sulfide  research, 
supported  by  redirected  in-house 
funds  prior  to  fiscal  year  1983,  is 
aimed  at  evaluating  recently  discov- 
ered mineral-rich  deposits  off  the  U.S. 
west  coast.  These  deposits  may  be  of 
significant  commercial  value  and  I  be- 
lieve a  modest  amount  of  Federal 
funding  is  warranted  to  continue  this 
research. 

The  programs  contained  in  the  bill 
have  received  strong  support  from  the 
Congress  in  the  past  and  continue  to 
merit  our  support  today. 

Finally.  I  would  point  out,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  our  amendment  con- 
tains an  authorization  level  for  fiscal 
year  1984  that  is  $500,000  under  that 
contained  in  the  bill  from  the  other 
body.  At  this  point  in  the  Record  I  in- 
clude the  following: 


Section-by-Section  Explanation  or  the 
Committee  Amendment  to  S.  1098 

(A  bill  to  consolidate  and  authorize  certain 
ocean  and  coastal  programs  and  functions 
of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration  (NOAA)) 

short  title— national  oceanic  and  atmos- 
pheric administration  ocean  and  coastal 
program  authorization  act 


Title  I— Nonliving  Marine  Resources 
Sec.  101  authorizes  the  appropria- 
tion of  $800,000  for  fiscal  year  1984  for 
NOAA's  nonliving  marine  resources 
duties,  including  research  and  other 
activities  pertaining  to  polymetallic 
sulfides.  This  budget  subactivity  has 
in  the  past  been  partially  carried  out 
pursuant  to  standing  authorization 
under  'An  Act  to  define  the  functions 
and  duties  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic 
Survey,  and  for  other  purposes"  (35 
U.S.C.  883a).  It  is  the  intent  of  the 
Committee  that  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  this  authorization  be  used 
for  polymetallic  sulfide  analyses  and 
research;  however,  the  provision  does 
allow  NOAA  some  budgetary  flexibil- 
ity. 

Title  II— National  Sea  Grant  College 
Program 
Sec.  201(a)  amends  section  212  of  the  Na- 
tional Sea  Grant  Program  Act  by  authoriz- 
ing the  appropriation  of  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $42,000,000  for  fi.scal  year  1984  and 
$46,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1985. 

Sec.  201(b)  contains  a  technical  amend- 
ment to  correct  the  reference  to  that  part  of 
section  3  of  the  Sea  Grant  Program  Im- 
provement Act  of  1976  which  is  to  be 
amended,  and  allows  up  to  $1  million  of  the 
authorized  appropriation  to  be  available  in 
each  of  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985  to  carry 
out  Sea  Grant's  international  program. 

Title  III— Ocean  Thermal  Energy 
Conversion  Act 
Sec.  301  amends  section  406  of  the  Ocean 
Thermal  Energy  Conversion  Act  of  1980 
(the  OTEC  Act)  by  authorizing  the  appro- 
priation of  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$620,000  for  fiscal  year  1984  and  not  to 
exceed  $800,000  for  fiscal  year  1985.  Of  the 
above  amounts,  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Com- 
mittee that  $150,000  and  $200,000,  be  au- 
thorized, respectively,  for  OTEC-related  en- 
vironmental research. 

Sec.  302(a)  contains  a  series  of  twelve 
technical  amendments. 

Sec.  302(b)  contains  a  series  of  five  techni- 
cal amendments. 

Sec.  302(c)  extends  for  two  years  the  re- 
quirement for  NOAA  to  submit  an  annual 
report  on  the  OTEC  program. 

Sec.  302(d)  requires  the  Administrator  of 
NOAA  to  report  to  Congress  within  18 
months  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on 
what  steps  the  U.S.  Government  is  taking 
and  plans  to  take  to  promote  and  enhance 
the  export  potential  of  OTEC  components, 
facilities  and  plantships. 

Sec.  302(e)  contains  a  series  of  eighteen 
technical  amendments. 

Sec.  302(f)  amends  section  102(h)  of  the 
OTEC  Act  to  allow  the  Secretary  to  charge 
a  fee  that  reflects  the  actual  expenses  in- 
curred by  NOAA  in  reviewing  and  approving 
an  application  for  an  OTEC  facility  or 
plantship,  similar  to  the  fee  mechanism  now 
employed  under  the  provisions  of  the  Deep 
Seabed  Hard  Mineral  Resources  Act. 


Title  IV— National  Advisory  Committee  on 

Oceans  and  Atmosphere  Act  of  1977 
Sec.  401  amends  Section  8  of  the  National 
Advisory  Committee  on  Oceans  and  Atmos- 
phere Act  by  authorizing  the  appropriation 
of  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $630,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985. 
Title  V— Pay  Increase  Authorization 
This  section  permits  appropriations  to  ac- 
commodate   legislated    pay    increases    and 
other  employee  benefits  to  carry  out  the 
NOAA  duties  covered  in  this  bill. 
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Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
committee  amendment  to  S.  1098, 
which  reauthorizes  and  brings  togeth- 
er four  important  oceans  programs  of 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration  (NOAA)  under  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce. 

Title  I  of  this  bill  reauthorizes  the 
polymetallic  sulfide  research  and  eval- 
uation program  of  NOAA.  Funds  au- 
thorized under  this  program  ($800,000) 
will  be  used  to  evaluate  the  polymetal- 
lic sulfide  deposits  recently  discovered 
off  the  coasts  of  Washington,  Oregon, 
and  California.  Information  obtained 
via  this  program  will  help  add  to  the 
U.S.  data  base  from  which  we  can  de- 
termine  the   commercial   viability   of 
these  mineral  deposits.  The  research 
knowledge  gained  from  studies  focused 
upon  the  ocean  floor  polymetallic  sul- 
fides and  hydrothermal  vents  is  also 
used  to  search  for  fossil  ocean  mineral 
bodies  on  land.  Continued  support  of 
this  effort  will  also  maintain  the  U.S. 
leading  role  on  the  international  front. 
Title  II  of  the  bill  will  reauthorize 
the  national  sea  grant  college  program 
at  $42  million  for  fiscal  year  1984  and 
$46  million  for  fiscal  year  1985.  The 
sea    grant    program    has    successfully 
carried  out  its  role  as  the  basic  nation- 
al university  marine  resource  program. 
It  is  one  of  the  most  efficient  and  cost- 
effective  programs  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  it  should  be  continued 
without  fundamental  change.  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  the  University  of 
Washington   sea    grant    program    has 
been  instrumental  in  the  birth  of  a 
new  domestic  industry.  The  sea  grant 
program    provided    the    impetus    for 
technology  development  of  high-preci- 
sion acoustic  instrumentation  for  fish- 
eries management  and  research.  This 
is  just  one  of  many  contributions  the 
national  sea  grant  college  program  has 
made  in  the  marine  sector  of  our  econ- 
omy. 

Title  III  of  this  bill  reauthorizes  the 
Ocean  Thermal  Energy  Conversion 
Act  (OTEC)  at  $620,000  for  fiscal  year 
1984  and  $800,000  for  fiscal  year  1985. 
OTEC  is  the  process  where  electricity 
is  generated  by  utilizing  the  tempera- 
ture differential  between  warm  sur- 
face water  and  the  colder  deep  water. 
This  technology  has  several  advan- 
tages: First,  it  could  assist  the  United 


States  in  its  drive  toward  energy  inde- 
pendence; second,  it  has  the  potential 
to  improve  our  balance-of-trade  pay- 
ments; and  third,  NOAA  estimates 
that  the  total  export  potential  of 
OTEC  technology  could  be  greater 
than  $170  billion  in  1980  dollars. 

Title  IV  of  this  bill  reauthorizes  the 
National  Advisory  Committee  on 
Oceans  and  Atmosphere  (NACOA)  at 
$630,000  for  fiscal  years  1984-85.  I  sup- 
port the  reauthorization  of  NACOA  in 
order  to  maintain  its  role  as  an  inde- 
pendent oceans  advisory  committee  to 
the  President  and  to  Congress. 
NACOA  also  provides  a  useful  role  via 
its  published  reports  to  the  President 
and  to  Congress  on  current  U.S. 
oceans  and  atmospheric  policies  and 
the  administration  of  those  policies. 

In  conclusion,  the  House  Appropria- 
tions Committee  has  supported  this 
committee's  recommendations  on  the 
necessary  funding  levels  for  these  vital 
oceans  programs  for  fiscal  year  1984.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  passage 
of  this  important  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  FoR- 
sythe). 

Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  committee  amend- 
ment to  S.  1098.  which  consolidates 
and  authorizes  several  important 
NOAA  ocean  and  coastal  programs. 

S.  1098— a  similar  version  of  which 
was  adopted  by  the  Senate  earfier  this 
summer— incorporates  the  provisions 
of  three  bills  reported  by  the  Mer- 
chant Marine  and  Fisheries  Commit- 
tee earlier  this  year.  These  are:  H.R. 
1381,  which  reauthorizes  the  Ocean 
Thermal  Energy  Conversion  Act  of 
1980;  H.R.  1643,  which  reauthorizes 
the  National  Sea  Grant  College  Pro- 
gram Act;  and  H.R.  2722.  which  reau- 
thorizes the  National  Advisory  Com- 
mittee on  Oceans  and  Atmosphere  Act 
of  1977. 

S.  1098  also  sets  an  $800,000  authori- 
zation level  in  fiscal  year  1984  for  cer- 
tain NOAA  nonliving  marine  resource 
activities.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  com- 
mittee that  this  money  be  primarily 
applied  to  polymetallic  sulfide  analy- 
ses and  research.  NOAA's  at-sea  re- 
search capability  and  scientific  staff 
have  provided  a  major  focal  point  for 
polymetallic  research  that  the  com- 
mittee believes  should  be  continued 
and  enhanced. 

NOAA's  polymetallic  sulfide  work 
for  1984  will  entail  evaluating  the  de- 
posits recently  discovered  off  the  west 
coast  of  the  United  States.  The  pro- 
gram is  also  aimed  at  developing  a  pre- 
dictive capability  for  finding  these 
mineral  deposits  in  other  areas  of  the 
deep  seabed  as  well  as  on  land.  This 
capability  will  allow  the  United  States 
to  determine  the  potential  for  com- 
mercial development  of  the  resource. 

Finally,  I  want  to  highlight  title  II 
of    S.  ^1098.    It   authorizes    funds    for 
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fiscal  years  1984-85  for  the  national 
sea  grant  college  program.  The  au- 
thorization levels  contained  in  S.  1098 
are  identical  to  those  paissed  by  the 
Senate  and  are  more  than  $20  million 
below  those  for  the  past  4  years.  Sea 
grant  is  a  merit-based,  highly  competi- 
tive, matching-grant  program.  The 
return  on  the  Federal  investment  in 
sea  grant  to  the  marine  industry  and 
to  the  people  of  this  Nation  has  been 
significant.  In  my  State  of  New  Jersey, 
sea  grant  fisheries,  shore  processes, 
and  pollution  projects  have  resulted  in 
millions  of  dollars  in  savings  to  New 
Jersey  and  east  coast  ocean  and  coast- 
al industries.  Further,  the  value  of  sea 
grant  goes  beyond  the  local.  State,  and 
regional  work.  It  is  also  a  national  net- 
work of  people,  ideas,  and  technology 
providing  a  critical  scientific  base  to 
the  Nation's  marine  program.  The 
Federal  role  in  the  program  insures 
that  the  benefits  of  the  State  pro- 
grams are  available  for  application  na- 
tionwide. 

Mr.  Speaker.  S.  1098  contains  re- 
sponsible reauthorization  levels  for 
critical  NOAA  oceans  and  coastal  pro- 
grams. The  House  Appropriations 
Committee  has  recommended  fiscal 
year  1984  funding  for  all  of  the  pro- 
grams contained  in  S.  1098.  I  support 
S.  1098  and  urge  the  support  of  my 
coUeages. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  more  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Hampshire  (Mr.  D' Amours),  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  D' AMOURS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  S.  1098,  as  amend- 
ed. 

This  bill  represents  an  important  in- 
vestment in  the  wise  management  of 
our  marine  resources.  The  fact  that 
the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee  unanimously  reported  out 
H.R.  1381.  H.R.  1643  and  H.R.  2722. 
whose  provisions  have  all  been  incor- 
porated into  this  bill,  clearly  demon- 
strates the  bipartisan  support  S.  1998 
enjoys.  Administration  efforts  to  cut 
the  programs  reauthorized  by  this  bill 
have  been  pennywise  and  pound-fool- 
ish. That  is  why  it  is  crucial  for  the 
Congress  to  act  decisively  to  reauthor- 
ize. 

There  is  hardly  a  more  cost-effective 
program  in  Government  today  than 
the  national  sea  grant  college  pro- 
gram. In  one  single  year— 1980— reve- 
nues and  cost  savings  to  marine  indus- 
tries generated  by  the  program  totaled 
$227  million.  That  was  six  times  the 
amount  the  Federal  Government  ap- 
propriated to  the  program  in  that  year 
and  only  slightly  less  than  the  total 
amount  appropriated  to  the  program 
over  its-then-13-year  history. 

Such  results  have  caused  the  Herit- 
age Foundation  to  conclude  that,  "sea 
grant  has  an  impressive  record  of  suc- 


cess *  *  *.  Sea  grant  funding  should  be 
increased  by  10  percent  per  year  in 
real  terms  for  the  next  5  years."  Un- 
fortunately, due  to  political  realities, 
we  have  not  been  able  to  provide  those 
incresises.  This  reauthorization  merely 
authorizes  a  return  to  the  program's 
1981  spending  level.  For  the  last  2 
years,  this  program  has  had  to  operate 
on  barebones  funding  levels  provided 
in  continued  spending  resolutions.  A 
modest  increase  is  provided  for  fiscal 
year  1985. 

The  OTEC  program,  which  is  also 
reauthorized  in  S.  1098,  is  another  ex- 
ample of  the  importance  of  investing 
in  our  future.  A  study  commissioned 
by  the  Department  of  Energy  has  de- 
termined that  OTEC  technology  could 
provide  a  potential  export  market 
worth  $200  billion  to  $300  billion.  Yet 
some  people  tend  to  take  a  very  short- 
sighted view  about  nurturing  the 
export  potential,  while  other  industri- 
al nations— in  particular,  Japan— forge 
ahead  of  us.  This  bill,  in  addition  to 
reauthorizing  the  OTEC  program,  re- 
quires the  Federal  Government  to 
report  to  Congress  on  steps  it  could 
and  should  be  taking  to  eventually 
achieve  our  potential  in  the  world 
market. 

This  bill  also  provides  authorization 
for  continued  analysis  and  research  of 
polymetallic  sulfide  deposits  recently 
discovered  in  deep  ocean  vents  off  our 
Pacific  coast.  These  discoveries  may 
eventually  become  an  enormous  finan- 
cial and  strategic  resource  and  it  is  im- 
portant that  NOAA's  work  be  contin- 
ued. 

The  bill  provides  continued  support 
for  the  National  Advisory  Committee 
on  Oceans  and  Atmosphere,  a  board 
which  has  played  an  important  role  in 
advising  Congress  and  the  President 
on  oceans  policy.  If  we  value  sound 
and  thoughtful  management  of  our 
ocean  and  coastal  resources,  this 
board's  life  should  be  extended. 

As  I  said  before,  this  bill  enjoys 
broad,  bipartisan  support  within  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries.  It  is  a  good  bill,  it  is  an  im- 
portant bill,  and  I  urge  you  to  support 
it. 

Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  support  S.  1098,  legislation 
which  includes  three  bills  passed 
unanimously  by  the  House  Merchant 
Marine  Committee,  including  H.R. 
1643.  the  authorization  bill  for  the  na- 
tional sea  grant  program. 

S.  1098  authorizes  $42  million  in 
fiscal  year  1984  funds  for  this  vital 
program.  This  program  provides 
matching  funds  to  colleges  and  univer- 
sities to  foster  research  and  education 
on  the  use  and  conservation  of  marine 
resources. 

The  sea  grant  program  is  a  working 
partnership  that  maintains  a  consist- 
ent and  continuing  relationship  be- 
tween the  Federal  Government.  State 
governments,  universities  throughout 


the  States,  and  some  of  the  major 
marine  industries.  On  the  State  level, 
it  is  a  statewide  effort,  drawing  not 
just  from  one  university,  but  from  all 
the  major  research  institutions  in  the 
State.  Each  State  is  part  of  a  regional 
network,  that  includes  other  sea  grant 
efforts  in  nearby  States.  The  goal  is  a 
coordinated  effort.  The  sea  grant  pro- 
gram provides  an  opportunity  for  sci- 
entists and  scholars  to  work  together, 
to  benefit  from  each  other's  work  and 
experience,  to  get  the  job  done  more 
effectively  and  quickly. 

The  sea  grant  program  is  problem- 
oriented  in  its  scope  and  method. 
Maryland  is  fortunate  to  have  an  ex- 
ceptional sea  grant  program  at  the 
University  of  Maryland,  and  they 
bring  together  some  of  the  most 
knowledgeable  people  in  the  State  to 
work  as  advisers.  The  program  encour- 
ages them  to  help  define  the  problem 
issues,  and  focus  on  those  where  it  is 
possible— with  limited  resources— to 
make  a  difference.  The  program  is,  of 
course,  university  based,  recognizing 
that  most  of  the  best  scientific  talent 
is  in  our  universities. 

The  biggest  advantage  to  be  gained 
from  this  project  is  the  outreach 
knowledge  which  is  gained  from  this 
research,  knowledge  that  others  will 
apply.  Sea  grant  provides  the  scientific 
information  to  people  who  are  inter- 
ested in  communicating  its  implica- 
tions in  the  formation  of  sound  public 
policy. 

A  good  deal  of  the  research  begun  in 
Maryland  is  already  paying  off.  The 
University  of  Maryland's  blue  crab 
studies  have  produced  a  new  and  radi- 
cally different  understanding  of  the 
fluctuations  in  the  bay's  blue  crab  har- 
vests. The  oyster  research  program  by 
the  university  under  the  sea  grant  pro- 
gram has  developed  a  better  under- 
standing about  the  specific  chemical 
attractant  isolated  by  Maryland  re- 
searchers that  cues  oyster  larvae  to 
settle  and  metamorphose  into  spat. 
Both  of  these  examples,  and  there  are 
many  more,  produced  information 
which  will  lead  to  better  predictions  of 
harvests,  something  we  know  now  only 
because  of  the  sea  grant  program  in 
Maryland. 

And  in  the  end,  this  increased 
knowledge  pays  for  itself.  According  to 
one  estimate,  a  portion  of  the  program 
has  generated  more  than  $227  million 
in  annual  revenues  by  stimulating 
growth  in  fish  harvesting,  marine  con- 
struction, seafood  processing,  and  a 
number  of  other  areas.  That  $227  mil- 
lion almost  equals  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's total  investment  in  the  sea 
grant  program  between  1968  and  1981. 

The  Reagan  administration  has 
twice  attempted  to  thwart  funding  for 
two  important  programs  contained  in 
S.  1098,  the  national  sea  grant  pro- 
gram and  the  National  Advisory  Com- 
mittee  on    Oceans   and    Atmosphere, 


but  each  time  has  been  unable  to  do 
so.  It  seems  unreasonable  to  me  to  cut 
funding  for  this  program  which  aids  in 
obtaining  and  applying  information  on 
important  aquatic  issues  at  a  time 
when  its  research  is  beginning  to  pay 
off  for  the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  other 
areas  dependent  on  a  healthy  marine 
life. 

Congress  has  recognized  the  sub- 
stantial importance  of  these  programs 
in  the  past.  The  Senate  passed  S.  1098 
by  voice  vote  on  June  15.  I  urge  my 
colleagues,  now,  to  continue  to  support 
these  worthwhile  endeavors  by  passing 
this  legislation. 

•  Mr.  CORRADA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  S.  1098,  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion Ocean  and  Coastal  Program  Au- 
thorization Act,  which  would  consoli- 
date and  authorize  appropriations  for 
various  programs  under  NOAA. 

I  am  particularly  supportive  of  titles 
II  and  III  of  the  bill.  Title  II  would  au- 
thorize $42  million  in  fiscal  year  1984 
and  $46  million  in  fiscal  year  1985  for 
the  national  sea  grant  program  and 
title  III  would  authorize  $620,000  in 
fiscal  year  1984  and  $800,000  in  fiscal 
year  1985  for  the  Ocean  Thermal 
Energy  Conversion  Act,  among  other 
things. 

Puerto  Rico  has  greatly  benefited 
from  the  sea  grant  program  which 
started  on  the  island  in  January  1977 
with  the  granting  of  marine  advisory 
services  project  to  the  Humacao  Uni- 
versity College.  It  has  grown  rapidly 
ever  since  and,  in  1980.  the  program 
was  granted  a  coherent  status.  This 
achievement  ratified  the  importance, 
usefulness,  and  potentialities  of  the 
sea  grant  program  to  the  island's  com- 
munity, university  administrators, 
educators,  and  government  agencies. 
This  program  establishes  the  universi- 
ty-agency-industry cooperation  that 
needs  to  be  promoted  on  the  island 
and  it  is  the  first  of  its  kind  working 
with  and  for  fishermen  in  Puerto  Rico. 
Approximately  150,000  Puerto  Ricans 
are  benefiting  from  this  program 
which  also  has  been  highly  successful 
as  well  as  cost-effective  throughout 
the  Nation. 

In  addition,  I  want  to  restate  my 
strong  support  for  OTEC.  The  reau- 
thorization of  Public  Law  96-320.  the 
Ocean  Thermal  Energy  Act  of  1980  is 
essential  to  reaffirm  our  commitment 
to  the  development  of  OTEC.  The  en- 
vironmental studies  and  licensing  pro- 
cedures must  continue  to  be  divulged 
in  an  orderly  manner  to  allow  this 
technology  to  achieve  its  full  poten- 
tial. The  export  market  is  estimated  to 
be  between  $200  to  $300  billion. 

Puerto  Rico  has  been  at  the  fore- 
front of  this  technology  for  the  past  7 
years  and  we  look  forward  to  the  day 
when  its  role  in  our  energy  picture  is 
firmly  entrenched. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
passage  of  this  legislation  which  au- 


thorizes appropriations  for  highly  im- 
portant ocean  and  atmospheric  pro- 
grams.* 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests 
for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jones)  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  Senate  bill,  S. 
1098,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that.  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  Senate  bill,  as  amended,  was 
passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative 
days  in  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  S.  1098.  the  Senate 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ALASKAN  HOVERCRAFT 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  bill  (H.R.  1372)  to  provide 
for  the  operation  of  certain  foreign- 
built  vessels  in  the  coastwise  trade  of 
Alaska  until  November  6,  1988,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  1372 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  not- 
withstanding section  27  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act.  1920,  or  any  other  law  restrict- 
ing the  coEistwise  trade  to  vessels  of  the 
United  States,  the  vessels  Yukon  Princess  I 
and  ACT-100  may  operate  within  the  State 
of  Alaska  until  November  6.  1985.  The 
repair  or  reconstruction  of  either  vessel  is 
subject  to  the  same  requirements  as  a  vessel 
qualified  to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade. 

Sec.  2.  A  vessel  named  in  section  1  may 
continue  to  operate  until  November  6.  1990. 
if  the  owner  of  that  vessel,  before  November 
6.  1985,  contracts  to  build  or  purchase  a  new- 
comparable  hovercraft  vessel  built  in  the 
United  States. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER,  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Jones)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes and  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky (Mr.  Snyder)  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jones). 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  1372,  as  amended,  a  bill  granting 
a  limited  extension  of  a  very  narrow 
exception  to  the  Jones  Act  for  hover- 
craft operating  in  Alaska. 

As  originally  introduced,  the  bill 
would  have  extended  for  5  years  the 
authority  of  a  single  hovercraft  built 
overseas  to  operate  in  the  otherwise 
restricted  coastwise  commerce  of  the 
United  States.  The  restriction  is  in  sec- 
tion 27  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of 
1920,  the  so-called  Jones  Act.  That  law 
requires  any  vessel  transporting  cargo 
between  points  in  the  United  States  to 
be  built  in  the  United  States  and  to  be 
continuously  owned  and  operated  by 
U.S.  citizens. 

In  1978,  a  5-year  exception  from  the 
Jones  Act  was  provided  for  hovercraft, 
still  in  the  developmental  stage,  to  be 
experimented  with  in  and  above  the 
frozen  coastline  of  Alaska,  where  the 
attributes  of  hovercraft  appeared  to 
be  most  useful.  The  experimental 
work  is  yet  to  be  completed,  and  the 
need  for  a  modest  extension  is  neces- 
sary. During  consideration  of  this 
measure,  the  committee  was  made 
aware  of  a  similar  vessel  operating 
under  a  different  exception  to  the 
Jones  Act  (the  Yukon  River  excep- 
tion). It  was  determined  that  it  would 
be  in  the  public  interest  as  well  as  the 
interest  of  the  interested  parties  to 
fold  both  vessels  into  the  provisions  of 
H.R. 1372. 

At  the  same  time,  the  committee  re- 
examined the  reasons  for  the  Jones 
Act  restructions,  and  determined  that 
it  would  be  in  furtherance  of  that 
measure's  original  purpose  if  some  in- 
centive could  be  provided,  in  this  bill, 
to  encourage  construction  of  new 
vessel  types  in  U.S.  shipyards.  Conse- 
quently, the  committee  approved  the 
subcommittee  amendment  to  shorten 
the  continued  exception  for  the  for- 
eign-built hovercraft  to  2  years,  pro- 
vided that  each  may  continue  to  oper- 
ate in  the  domestic  trade  for  an  addi- 
tional 5  years  if  the  owner  contracts  to 
build  a  comparable  vessel  in  the 
United  States  prior  to  November  6. 
1985. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  well-balanced 
bill  deserving  the  support  of  all  Mem- 
bers. I  hope  you  will  all  join  me  in  ap- 
proving H.R.  1372,  as  amended. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 
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Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  the  House  is  con- 
sidering H.R.  1372.  This  bill  provides  a 
Jones  Act  waiver  that  will  permit  two 
hovercraft  vessels  currently  operating, 
to  continue  to  operate,  in  the  Alaska 
region.  The  Merchant  Marine  Sub- 
committee held  a  hearing  on  this  bill 
on  June  9  and  received  testimony  from 
all  interested  parties.  On  July  29.  the 
full  committee  met  and  reported  out 
H.R.  1372  as  ordered  by  the  subcom- 
mittee, to  extend  the  waiver  until  No- 
vember 6.  1985.  and  to  further  permit 
the  vessels  to  operate  until  November 
6,  1990.  if  the  operators  contract  to 
build  or  purchase  a  new  U.S.-built 
hovercraft  by  November  6.  1985. 

The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee  has  traditionally  been  very 
reluctant  to  act  favorably  on  legisla- 
tion to  waive  the  requirements  of  the 
Jones  Act.  This  reluctance  is  premised 
on  the  recognition  that  the  Jones  Act 
doctrine  forms  the  cornerstone  of  our 
maritime  policy.  It  serves  to  promote 
and  preserve  our  U.S.  shipbuilding  and 
ship  operating  industries. 

Although  the  Jones  Act  is  an  impor- 
tant maritime  law.  it  is  not  sacrosanct. 
In  those  specific  instances  in  which 
the  committee  has  found  a  waiver  to 
the  Jones  Act  to  be  justified,  the  legis- 
lation has  been  acted  upon  favorably— 
as  well  it  should  be.  It  makes  little 
sense  to  resist  amendments  to  the 
Jones  Act  just  for  the  sake  of  preserv- 
ing a  doctrine.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
burden  of  proof  lies  with  the  propo- 
nents of  a  waiver  to  show  that  such 
legislation  will  not  violate  the  integri- 
ty of  the  Jones  Act. 

In  the  instance  of  H.R.  1372.  the 
proponents  of  the  legislation  did  satis- 
fy that  burden  of  proof.  These  vessels 
are  indeed  unique  and  will  serve  as  a 
means  to  demonstrate  the  usefulness 
of  hovercraft  as  a  form  of  transporta- 
tion. In  addition,  the  bill  will  encour- 
age hovercraft  construction  in  the 
United  States. 

The  administration  has  no  objection 
to  the  bill  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
opposition  to  the  bill  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  illustrious  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Badham). 

Mr.  BADHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  which  I 
introduced  to  allow  beyond  November 
1983  the  operation  of  certain  hover- 
craft off  the  Alaskan  coast  is  noncon- 
troversial.  and,  thus,  is  being  consid- 
ered under  a  suspension  of  the  rules. 
However,  it  is  nonetheless  important 
to  the  security  and  economic  well 
being  of  our  country. 

Thus,  I  want  to  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  Mr. 
Jones,  for  sponsoring  this  bill  with  me 


and  for  the  expeditious  handling  of 
this  matter  by  the  committee. 

In  addition.  I  am  deeply  grateful  to 
Mr.  BiAGGi.  chairman  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Subcommittee,  for  the  time 
and  effort  he  has  taken  to  develop  lan- 
guage to  refine  H.R.  1372  in  such  a 
way  that  the  purpose  of  the  bill  can  be 
achieved  without  impairing  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  Jones  Act. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  will  enable  re- 
search, development,  and  testing  to 
proceed  on  the  use  of  air  cushion  vehi- 
cles to  service  and  resupply  offshore 
oil  rigs  year  round  in  the  Arctic  envi- 
ronment as  well  as  to  respond  in  the 
event  of  an  emergency  despite  often 
impassable  terrain. 

The  ACT  100,  an  air  cushion  vehicle 
owned  by  Global  Marine  Develop- 
ment, Inc..  of  Newport  Beach.  Calif., 
has  since  1980  been  used  to  demon- 
strate the  ability  of  hovercraft  to  op- 
erate over  water,  land.  ice.  and  tundra 
in  all  types  of  weather  and  with  differ- 
ent types  of  propulsion.  GMDI's  work 
with  the  ACT  100  has  contributed  sig- 
nificantly to  the  advancement  of  air 
cushion  vehicle  technology  and  its  uti- 
lization for  energy  exploration  and  re- 
covery in  the  Arctic. 

However,  further  development  of 
hovercraft  technology  is  necessary 
before  it  can  be  successfully  commer- 
cialized. Given  the  importance  of  the 
air  cushion  vehicle  to  domestic  oil  pro- 
duction and  the  fact  that  the  Global 
Marine  Development.  Inc..  ACT  100  is 
the  only  craft  of  this  type  currently 
operating  on  the  North  Slope,  it  is  es- 
sential that  additional  time  be  granted 
in  which  demonstration  and  testing  of 
the  capabilities  of  this  vessel  can  be 
completed. 

Thus.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  favor- 
ably consider  H.R.  1372  to  extend  the 
time  for  certain  foreign-built  hover- 
craft to  operate  in  Alaska.  By  so  doing, 
you  will  be  protecting  and  enhancing 
the  economy  and  security  of  our  coun- 
try. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished  ranking  member  of  the 
full  committee  (Mr.  Forsythe). 

Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1372,  the  bill  that 
would  allow  the  continued  use  of  two 
foreign-built  hovercraft  in  Alaska. 

I  think  that  this  legislation  is  impor- 
tant and  timely.  The  companies  that 
are  involved  with  this  issue  have  been 
in  the  forefront  of  the  research  and 
development  of  hovercraft  and  their 
commercial  application.  It  seems  ap- 
propriate that  we  allow  them  to  con- 
tinue. 

There  is  a  genuine  need  for  these 
types  of  craft  in  Alaska.  They  are  able 
to  operate  in  the  fragile  Arctic  envi- 
ronment over  water,  ice,  and  land 
without  damaging  the  tundra. 

While  I  continue  to  support  the  ap- 
plication of  our  Jones  Act  to  vessels 
operating  in  our  waters,   these  craft 


are  unique.  They  are  basically  de- 
signed and  built  as  much  like  airplanes 
as  they  are  ships.  I  hope  that,  based 
on  the  demonstrated  success  of  these 
hovercraft.  U.S.  companies  will  begin 
building  these  types  of  craft  in  the 
United  States.  There  certainly  seems 
to  be  a  demand  for  more  hovercraft  to 
be  used  in  many  different  types  of 
commercial  enterprises. 

In  this  regard.  I  am  pleased  with 
this  legislation  as  it  was  reported  by 
the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee.  The  bill  will  allow  the  two 
U.S.  companies  involved  to  continue  to 
operate  their  foreign-built  hovercraft 
in  Alasaka  for  2  more  years,  and.  if 
they  contract  to  build  or  buy  U.S.- 
built  hovercraft  within  that  2-year 
period,  then  they  can  continue  operat- 
ing the  foreign  craft  for  another  5 
years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  our  committee  we 
looked  at  all  sides  of  this  issue  to  bal- 
ance the  competing  interests  in  this 
situation.  This  bill  represents  a  good 
solution.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  ap- 
prove this  bill. 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  1372.  legislation  to 
permit  two  foreign-built  vessels  to  op- 
erate within  the  waters  adjacent  to 
Alaska. 

The  Jones  Act  requires  that  the  only 
U.S.-built  vessels  transport  goods  be- 
tween points  in  the  United  States.  The 
vessels  within  the  scope  of  H.R.  1372 
are  two  foreign-built  hovercraft. 

A  hovercraft  is  a  vessel  which  travels 
over  land  and  water  on  a  cushion  of 
air— created  by  large  fans  attached  to 
the  base  of  the  vessel.  These  vessels— 
since  they  do  not  come  in  contact  with 
land— do  not  damage  the  fragile  Alas- 
kan tundra.  They  are  thus  crucial  to 
the  environmentally  safe  development 
of  offshore  natural  resources  in 
Alaska. 

This  legislation  grants  an  exemption 
to  the  Jones  Act  for  these  two  vessels 
for  a  2-year  period— which  could  be  ex- 
tended for  an  additional  5  years  if  the 
owner  of  either  vessel  agrees  to  build  a 
comparable  hovercraft  in  the  United 
States. 

The  extension  provision  is  aimed  at 
generating  work  for  our  shipyards  and 
developing  a  domestic  hovercraft  con- 
struction capacity.  This  legislation  will 
contribute  to  the  growth  of  a  new  in- 
dustry where  the  United  States  could 
effectively  compete  in  the  world 
market. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  in  sup- 
porting this  legislation.* 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  no  further  requests 
for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  in  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jones)  that  the  House  suspend 


the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (H.R.  1372). 
as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  the  bill,  as 
amended,  was  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  the  amendment  to  the 
title  is  agreed  to. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  title  of  the  bill  was  amended  so 
as  to  read:  "A  bill  to  provide  for  the 
operation  of  certain  foreign-built  ves- 
sels in  the  coastwise  trade  of  Alaska." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislation 
days  in  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  H.R,  1372,  the  bill 
just  passed. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina? 
There  was  no  objection. 


CONSOLIDATING  AND  REENACT- 
ING  CERTAIN  MARINE  SAFETY 
AND  SEAMAN'S  WELFARE 
LAWS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  bill  (S.  46)  to  revise,  con- 
solidate, and  enact  certain  laws  related 
to  vessels  and  seamen  as  subtitle  II  of 
title  46,  United  States  Code,  -Ship- 
ping," as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
S.  46 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

SUBTITLE  II  OF  TITLE  46.  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

Section  1.  Certain  general  and  permanent 
laws  of  the  United  States,  related  to  vessels 
and  seamen,  are  revised,  consolidated,  and 
enacted  as  title  46.  United  Slates  Code. 
"Shipping",  as  follows: 

TITLE  46-SHIPPING 

SUBTITLE  Sec. 

I.    tRes€T\ed— general] 101 

11.    Vessels  and  seamen 2101 

IBALANCE  OF  TITLE  RESERVED) 

Subtitle  II— Vessels  and  Seamen 

Part  A— General  Provisions 

Chapter  Sec. 

21.  General 2101 

23.  Operation  of  vessels  generally 2301 

Part  B— Inspection  and  Regulation  of 
Vessels 

31.  General 3101 

33.  Inspection  generally 3301 

35.  Carriage  of  passengers 3501 

37.  Carriage  of  liquid  bulk  dangerous 

cargoes 3701 

39.  Carriage  of  animals 3901 

41.  Uninspected  vessels 4101 

43.  Recreational  vessels 430'l 

[Part  C— Reserved  for  Load  Lines  of 

Vessels] 

Part  D— Marine  Casualties 

61.  Reporting  marine  casualties 6101 


63.  Investigating  marine  casualties....  6301 
Part  E— Licenses.  Certificates,  and 
Merchant  Mariners'  Documents 
71.  Licenses  and  certificates  of  regis- 
try   7101 

73.  Merchant  mariners'  documents....  7301 
75.  General  procedures  for  licensing, 
certification,  and  docu- 
mentation   7501 

77.  Suspension  and  revocation 7701 

Part  P— Manning  of  Vessels 

81.  General 8101 

83.  Masters  and  officers 8301 

85.  Pilots 8501 

87.  Unlicensed  personnel 8701 

89.  Small  vessel  manning 8901 

91.  Tank  vessel  manning  standards....  9101 

93.  Great  Lakes  pilotage 9301 

Part  G— Merchant  Seamen  Protection  and 
Relief 

101.  General 10101 

103.   Foreign   and   intercoastal   voy- 
ages   10301 

105.  Coastwise  voyages 10501 

107.  Effects  of  deceased  seamen 10701 

109.  Proceedings  on  unseaworthiness  10901 

111.  Protection  and  relief 11101 

113.  Official  logbooks 11301 

115.  Offenses  and  Penalties 11501 

Part  H— Identification  of  Vessels 

121.  Documentation  of  vessels 12101 

123.  Numbering  undocumented  ves- 
sels   12301 

Part  I— State  Boating  Safety  Programs 

131.  Recreational  boating  safety 13101 

[Part  J— Reserved  for  Measurement  of 

Vessels] 

Part  A— General  Provisions 

CHAPTER  21 -GENERAL 


Sec. 
2101 
2102 
2103 


General  definitions. 
Limited  definitions. 
Superintendence    of    the    merchant 
marine. 

2104.  Delegation. 

2105.  Report. 

2106.  Liability  in  rem. 

2107.  Civil  penalty  procedures. 

2108.  Refund  of  penalties. 

2109.  Public  vessels. 

2110.  Fees  prohibited. 

2111.  Pay  for  overtime  services. 

2112.  Authority  to  change  working  hours. 

2113.  Authority  to  exempt  certain  vessels. 
§  2101.  General  definitions 

In  this  subtitle— 

(1)  "associated  equipment"— 

(A)  means— 

(i)  a  system,  accessory,  component,  or  ap- 
purtenance of  a  recreational  vessel:  or 

(ii)  a  marine  safety  article  intended  for 
use  on  board  a  recreational  vessel:  but 

(B)  does  not  include  radio  equipment. 

(2)  "barge"  means  a  nonself-propelled 
vessel. 

(3)  "Boundary  Line"  means  a  line  estab- 
lished under  section  2(b)  of  the  Act  of  Feb- 
ruary 19.  1895  (33  U.S.C.  151). 

(4)  "Coast  Guard"  means  the  organization 
established  and  continued  under  section  1  of 
title  14. 

(5)  "commercial  service"  includes  any  type 
of  trade  or  business  involving  the  transpor- 
tation of  goods  or  individuals,  except  service 
performed  by  a  combatant  vessel. 

(6)  "consular  officer"  means  an  officer  or 
employee  of  the  United  States  Government 
designated  under  regulations  to  grant  visas. 

(7)  "crude  oil  "  means  a  liquid  hydrocarbon 
mixture  occurring  naturally  in  the  earth. 


whether  or  not  treated  to  render  it  suitable 
for  transportation,  and  includes  crude  oil 
from  which  certain  distillate  fractions  may 
have  been  removed,  and  crude  oil  to  which 
certain  distillate  fractions  may  have  been 
added. 

(8)  "crude  oil  tanker "  means  a  tanker  en- 
gaged in  the  trade  of  carrying  crude  oil. 

(9)  "discharge",  when  referring  to  a  sub- 
stance discharged  from  a  vessel,  includes 
spilling,  leaking,  pumping,  pouring,  emit- 
ting, emptying,  or  dumping,  however 
caused. 

(10)  "documented  vessel"  means  a  vessel 
for  which  a  certificate  of  documentation 
has  been  issued  under  chapter  121  of  this 
title. 

(11)  "fisheries"  includes  planting,  cultivat- 
ing, catching,  taking,  or  harvesting  fish, 
shellfish,  marine  animals,  pearls,  shells,  or 
marine  vegetation  at  a  place  in  the  fishery 
conservation  zone  established  by  section  101 
of  the  Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (16  U.S.C.  1811). 

(12)  "foreign  vessel"  means  a  vessel  of  for- 
eign registry  or  operated  under  the  author- 
ity of  a  country  except  the  United  States. 

(13)  "freight  vessel"  means  a  motor  vessel 
of  more  than  15  gross  tons  that  carries 
freight  for  hire,  except  an  oceanographic  re- 
search vessel  or  an  offshore  supply  vessel. 

(14)  "hazardous  material"  means  a  liquid 
material  or  substance  that  is— 

(A)  flammable  or  combustible; 

(B)  designated  a  hazardous  substance 
under  section  311(b)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1321):  or 

(C)  designated  a  hazardous  material  under 
section  104  of  the  Hazardous  Material 
Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  1803): 

(15)  "marine  environment"  means— 

(A)  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States  and  the  land  and  resources  in  and 
under  those  waters: 

(B)  the  waters  and  fishery  resources  of  an 
area  over  which  the  United  States  asserts 
exclusive  fishery  management  authority: 

(C)  the  seabed  and  subsoil  of  the  outer 
Continental  Shelf  of  the  United  States,  the 
resources  of  the  Shelf,  and  the  waters  su- 
perjacent to  the  Shelf:  and 

(D)  the  recreational,  economic,  and  scenic 
values  of  the  waters  and  resources  referred 
to  in  subclauses  (A)-(C)  of  this  clause. 

(16)  "motor  vessel"  means  a  vessel  pro- 
pelled by  machinery  other  than  steam. 

(17)  "naulical  school  vessel"'  means  a 
vessel  operated  by  or  in  connection  with  a 
nautical  school. 

(18)  "oceanographic  research  vessel" 
means  a  vessel  that  the  Secretary  finds  is 
being  employed  only  in  instruction  in  ocean- 
ography or  limnology,  or  both,  or  only  in 
oceanographic  or  limnological  research,  in- 
cluding those  studies  about  the  sea  such  as 
seismic,  gravity  meter,  and  magnetic  explo- 
ration and  other  marine  geophysical  or  geo- 
logical surveys,  atmospheric  research,  and 
biological  research. 

(19)  "offshore  supply  vessel"  means  a 
motor  vessel  of  more  than  15  gross  tons  but 
less  than  500  gross  tons  that  regularly  car- 
ries goods,  supplies,  or  equipment  in  support 
of  exploration,  exploitation,  or  production 
of  offshore  mineral  or  energy  resources  and 
is  not  a  small  passenger  vessel. 

(20)  "Oil "  includes  oil  of  any  type  or  in  any 
form,  including  petroleum,  fuel  oil,  sludge, 
oil  refuse,  and  oil  mixed  with  wastes  except 
dredged  spoil. 

(21)  "passenger"— 

(A)  on  a  passenger  vessel,  means  an  indi- 
vidual carried  on  the  vessel  except— 
(i)  the  master:  or 
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(ii)  a  crewmember. 

(B>  on  a  small  passenger  vessel,  means  an 
individual  carried  on  the  vessel  except— 

<i)  the  owner  or  representative  of  the 
owner; 

(ii)  the  master  or  a  crewmember  engaged 
in  the  business  of  the  vessel  who  has  not 
contributed  consideration  for  carriage  and 
who  is  paid  for  services; 

(iii)  an  employee  of  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  engaged  in  the  business  of  the  owner, 
except  when  the  vessel  is  operating  under  a 
demise  charter; 

(iv)  an  employee  of  the  demise  charterer 
of  the  vessel  engaged  in  the  business  of  the 
demise  charterer; 

(v)  a  guest  on  board  a  vessel  that  is  being 
operated  only  for  pleasure,  or  a  guest  on 
board  a  sailing  school  vessel,  who  has  not 
contributed  consideration  for  carriage  on 
board; 

(vi)  an  individual  on  board  a  towing  vessel 
of  at  least  50  gross  tons  who  has  not  con- 
tributed consideration  for  carriage  on  board; 
or 

(vii)  a  sailing  school  instructor  or  sailing 
school  student. 

(C)  on  an  offshore  supply  vessel,  means  an 
individual  carried  on  the  vessel  except— 

(i)  the  owner; 

(ii)  a  representative  of  the  owner; 

(iii)  the  master; 

(iv)  a  crewmeml)fcr  engaged  in  the  business 
of  the  vessel  who  has  not  contributed  con- 
sideration for  carriage  on  board  and  who  is 
paid  for  services  on  board; 

(V)  an  employee  of  the  owner,  or  of  a  sub- 
contractor to  the  owner,  engaged  in  the 
business  of  the  owner; 

(vi)  a  charterer  of  the  vessel: 

(vii)  a  person  with  the  same  relationship 
to  a  charterer  as  a  person  in  subclause  (ii) 
or  (V)  of  this  subclause  has  to  an  owner; 

(viii)  a  person  employed  in  a  phase  of  ex- 
ploration, exploitation,  or  production  of  off- 
shore mineral  or  energy  resources  served  by 
the  vessel;  or 

(ix)  a  guest  who  has  not  contributed  con- 
sideration for  carriage  on  board. 

(D)  on  an  uninspected  passenger  vessel. 
means  an  individual  carried  on  the  vessel 
except— 

(i)  the  owner  or  representative  of  the 
owner; 

(ii)  the  managing  operator; 

(iii)  a  crewmember  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  the  vessel  who  has  not  contributed 
consideration  for  carriage  on  board  and  who 
is  paid  for  services  on  board;  or 

(iv)  a  guest  on  board  a  vessel  that  is  being 
operated  only  for  pleasure  who  has  not  con- 
tributed consideration  for  carriage  on  board. 

(22)  "passenger  vessel"  means  a  vessel  of 
at  least  100  gross  tons  carrying  at  least  one 
passenger  for  hire. 

(23)  "product  carrier"  means  a  tanker  en- 
gaged in  the  trade  of  carrying  oil  except 
crude  oil. 

(24)  "public  vessel"  means  a  vessel  that— 

(A)  is  owned,  or  demise  chartered,  and  op- 
erated by  the  United  States  Government  or 
a  government  of  a  foreign  country;  and 

(B)  is  not  engaged  in  commercial  service. 

(25)  "recreational  vessel"  means  a  vessel— 

(A)  being  manufactured  or  operated  pri- 
marily for  pleasure;  or 

(B)  leased,  rented,  or  chartered  to  another 
for  the  latter's  pleasure. 

(26)  "recreational  vessel  manufacturer" 
means  a  person  engaged  in  the  manufactur- 
ing, construction,  assembly,  or  importation 
of  recreational  vessels,  components,  or  asso- 
ciated equipment. 

(27)  "sailing  instruction"  means  teaching, 
research,  and  practical  experience  in  operat- 


ing vessels  propelled  primarily  by  sail  and 
may  include  any  subject  related  to  that  op- 
eration and  to  the  sea.  including  seaman- 
ship, navigation,  oceanography,  other  nauti- 
cal and  marine  sciences,  and  maritime  histo- 
ry and  literature. 

(28)  "sailing  school  instructor"  means  an 
individual  who  is  on  board  a  sailing  school 
vessel  to  provide  sailing  instruction,  but 
does  not  include  an  operator  or  crewmem- 
ber who  is  among  those  required  to  be  on 
board  the  vessel  to  meet  a  requirement  es- 
tablished under  part  F  of  this  subtitle. 

(29)  "sailing  school  student"  means  an  in- 
dividual who  is  on  board  a  sailing  school 
vessel  to  receive  sailing  instruction. 

(30)  sailing  school  vessel"  means  a 
vessel— 

(A)  that  is  less  than  500  gross  tons. 

(B)  carrying  at  least  6  individuals  who  are 
sailing  school  instructors  or  sailing  school 
students; 

(C)  principally  equipped  for  propulsion  by 
sail,  even  if  the  vessel  has  an  auxiliary 
means  of  propulsion;  and 

(D)  owned  or  demise  chartered,  and  oper- 
ated by  an  organization  described  in  section 
501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (26  U.S.C.  501(c)(3))  and  exempt  from 
tax  under  .section  501(a)  of  that  Code,  or  by 
a  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
during  times  that  the  vessel  is  operated  by 
the  organization.  State,  or  political  subdivi- 
sion only  for  sailing  instruction. 

(31)  "scientific  personnel"  means  individ- 
uals on  board  an  oceanographic  research 
vessel  only  to  engage  in  scientific  research, 
or  to  instruct  or  receive  instruction  in 
oceanography  or  limnology. 

(32)  "seagoing  barge"  means  a  non-self- 
propelled  vessel  of  at  least  100  gross  tons 
making  voyages  beyond  the  Boundary  Line. 

(33)  "seagoing  motor  vessel"  means  a 
motor  vessel  of  at  least  300  gross  tons 
making  voyages  beyond  the  Boundary  Line. 

(34)  Secretary"  means  the  head  of  the 
department  in  which  the  Coast  Guard  is  op- 
erating. 

(35)  "small  passenger  vessel"  means  a 
vessel  of  less  than  100  gross  tons  carrying 
more  than  6  passengers  (as  defined  in  clause 
(21)  (B)  and  (C)  of  this  section). 

(36)  State"  means  a  State  of  the  United 
States.  Guam.  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands. American  Samoa,  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and 
any  other  territory  or  possession  of  the 
United  States. 

(37)  "steam  vessel"  means  a  vessel  pro- 
pelled in  whole  or  in  part  by  steam,  except  a 
recreational  vessel  of  not  more  than  40  feet 
in  length. 

(38)  "tanker"  means  a  self-propelled  tank 
vessel  constructed  or  adapted  primarily  to 
carry  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  bulk  in 
the  cargo  spaces. 

(39)  "tank  vessel"  means  a  vessel  that  is 
constructed  or  adapted  to  carry,  or  that  car- 
ries, oil  or  haizardous  material  in  bulk  as 
cargo  or  cargo  residue,  and  that— 

(A)  is  a  vessel  of  the  United  States; 

(B)  operates  on  the  navigable  waters  of 
the  United  States;  or 

(C)  transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in 
a  port  or  place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States. 

(40)  "towing  vessel"  means  a  commercial 
vessel  engaged  in  or  intending  to  engage  in 
the  service  of  pulling,  pushing,  or  hauling 
along  side,  or  any  combination  of  pulling, 
pushing,  or  hauling  along  side. 

(41)  "undocumented"  means  not  having 
and  not  required  to  have  a  document  issued 
under  chapter  121  of  this  title. 


(42)  "uninspected  passenger  vessel"  means 
an  uninspected  vessel  carrying  not  more 
than  6  passengers. 

(43)  "uninspected  vessel"  means  a  vessel 
not  subject  to  inspection  under  .section  3301 
of  this  title  that  is  not  a  recreational  vessel. 

(44)  "United  States",  when  used  in  a  geo- 
graphic sense,  means  the  States  of  the 
United  States.  Guam.  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands.  American  Samoa,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands, and  any  other  territory  or  possession 
of  the  United  States. 

(45)  "vessel"  has  the  same  meaning  given 
that  term  in  section  3  of  title  1. 

(46)  "vessel  of  the  United  States"  means  a 
vessel  documented  or  numbered  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

§  2102.  Limited  definitions 

In  chapters  43  and  123  of  this  title  and 
part  I  of  this  subtitle— 

(1)  eligible  State"  means  a  State  that  has 
a  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  accepted  by 
the  Secretary. 

(2)  State"  and  "United  States",  in  addi- 
tion to  their  meanings  under  section  2101 
(36)  and  (44)  of  this  title,  include  the  Trust 
Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 

(3)  State  recreational  boating  facilities 
improvement  program"— 

(A)  means  a  program  to  develop  or  im- 
prove public  facilities  that  establish  or  add 
to  public  access  to  the  waters  of  the  United 
States  to  improve  their  suitability  for  recre- 
ational boating,  including  ancillary  facilities 
necessary  to  ensure  the  safe  use  of  those  fa- 
cilities; and 

(B)  includes  acquiring  title  or  an  interest 
in  riparian  or  submerged  land,  and  the  cap- 
ital improvement  of  riparian  or  submerged 
land,  to  increase  public  access  to  the  waters 
of  the  United  States. 

(4)  State  recreational  boating  safety  and 
facilities  improvement  program"  means  a 
State  recreational  boating  safety  program, 
or  a  State  recreational  boating  facilities  im- 
provement program,  or  both. 

(5)  "State  recreational  boating  safety  pro- 
gram" means  education,  assistance,  and  en- 
forcement activities  conducted  for  marine 
casualty  prevention,  reduction,  and  report- 
ing for  recreational  boating. 

§  2103.    Superintendence   of   the   merchant 

marine 

The  Secretary  has  general  superintend- 
ence over  the  merchant  marine  of  the 
United  States  and  of  merchant  marine  per- 
sonnel insofar  as  the  enforcement  of  this 
subtitle  is  concerned  and  insofar  as  those 
vessels  and  personnel  are  not  subject,  under 
other  law,  to  the  supervision  of  another  of- 
ficial of  the  United  States  Government.  In 
the  interests  of  marine  safety  and  seamen's 
welfare,  the  Secretary  shall  enforce  this 
subtitle  and  shall  carry  out  correctly  and 
uniformly  administer  this  subtitle  and  regu- 
lations prescribed  under  this  subtitle. 

§  2104.  Delegation 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  delegate  the  duties 
and  powers  conferred  by  this  subtitle  to  any 
officer,  employee,  or  member  of  the  Coast 
Guard,  and  may  provide  for  the  subdelega- 
tion  of  those  duties  and  powers. 

(b)  When  this  subtitle  authorizes  an  offi- 
cer or  employee  of  the  Customs  Service  to 
act  in  place  of  a  Coast  Guard  official,  the 
Secretary  may  designate  that  officer  or  em- 
ployee subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury. 


I  2105.  Report 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  inves- 
tigation of  the  operation  of  this  subtitle  and 
of  all  laws  related  to  marine  safety,  and 
shall  require  that  a  report  be  made  to  the 
Secretary  annually  about  those  matters 
that  may  require  improvement  or  amend- 
ment. 
§  2106.  Liability  in  rem 

When  a  vessel  is  made  liable  in  rem  under 
this  subtitle,  the  vessel  may  be  libeled  and 
proceeded  against  in  a  district  court  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  vessel  is  found. 
§  2107.  Civil  penalty  procedures 

(a)  After  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a 
hearing,  a  person  found  by  the  Secretary  to 
have  violated  this  subtitle  or  a  regulation 
prescribed  under  this  subtitle  for  which  a 
civil  penalty  is  provided,  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  the  civil  pen- 
alty provided.  The  amount  of  the  civil  pen- 
alty shall  be  assessed  by  the  Secretary  by 
written  notice.  In  determining  the  amount 
of  the  penalty,  the  Secretary  shall  consider 
the  nature,  circumstances,  extent,  and  grav- 
ity of  the  prohibited  acts  committed  and. 
with  respect  to  the  violator,  the  degree  of 
culpability,  any  history  of  prior  offenses, 
ability  to  pay,  and  other  matters  that  jus- 
tice requires. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  compromise, 
modify,  or  remit,  with  or  without  consider- 
ation, a  civil  penalty  under  this  subtitle 
until  the  assessment  is  referred  to  the  At- 
torney General. 

(c)  If  a  person  fails  to  pay  an  assessment 
of  a  civil  penalty  after  it  has  become  final, 
the  Secretary  may  refer  the  matter  to  the 
Attorney  General  for  collection  in  an  appro- 
priate district  co<irt  of  the  United  States. 

§  2108.  Refund  of  penalties 

The  Secretary  may  refund  or  remit  a  civil 
penalty  collected  under  this  subtitle  if— 

(1)  application  has  been  made  for  refund 
or  remission  of  the  penalty  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  payment;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  penalty 
was  unlawfully,  improperly,  or  excessively 
imposed. 

§  2109.  Public  vessels 

This  subtitle  does  not  apply  to  a  public 
vessel  of  the  United  States.  However,  this 
subtitle  does  apply  to  a  vessel  (except  a 
Coast  Guard  or  a  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development  Corporation  vessel)  owned  or 
operated  by  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion or  by  any  corporation  organized  or  con- 
trolled by  the  Department. 
§  2110.  Fees  prohibited 

Fees  may  not  be  charged  or  collected  by 
the  Secretary  for  services  provided  for  in 
this  subtitle  related  to  the  engagement  and 
discharge  of  seamen,  the  inspection  and  ex- 
amination of  vessels,  the  licensing  of  mas- 
ters, mates,  pilots,  and  engineers,  and  the 
measurement  or  documentation  of  vessels, 
except  when  specifically  provided  for  in  this 
subtitle. 
§  2111.  Pay  for  overtime  services 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  a  reason- 
able rate  of  extra  pay  for  overtime  services 
of  civilian  officers  and  employees  of  the 
Coast  Guard  required  to  remain  on  duty  be- 
tween 5  p.m.  and  8  a.m..  or  on  Sundays  or 
holidays,  to  perform  services  related  to— 

( 1 )  the  inspection  of  vessels  or  their  equip- 
ment; 

(2)  the  engagement  and  discharge  of  crews 
of  vessels; 

(3)  the  measurement  of  vessels;  and 

(4)  the  documentation  of  vessels. 


(b)  Except  for  Sundays  and  holidays,  the 
overtime  rale  provided  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  is  one-half  day's  additional 
pay  for  each  2  hours  of  overtime  (or  part  of 
2  hours  of  at  least  one  hour).  The  total 
extra  pay  may  be  not  more  than  2  and  one- 
half  days'  pay  for  any  one  period  from  5 
p.m.  to  8  a.m. 

(c)  The  overtime  rate  provided  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section  for  Sundays  and 
holidays  is  2  additional  days'  pay. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
the  vessel  shall  pay  the  amount  of  the  over- 
time pay  provided  under  this  section  to  the 
official  designated  by  regulation.  The  offi- 
cial shall  deposit  the  amount  paid  to  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts.  Pay- 
ment to  the  officer  or  employee  entitled  to 
the  pay  shall  be  made  from  the  annual  ap- 
propriations for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Coast  Guard. 

(e)  The  overtime  pay  provided  under  this 
section  shall  be  paid  if  the  authorized  offi- 
cers and  employees  have  been  ordered  to 
report  for  duty  and  have  reported,  even  if 
services  requested  were  not  performed. 

§  2112.  Authority  to  change  working  hours 

In  a  port  at  which  the  customary  working 
hours  begin  before  8  a.m.  or  end  after  5 
p.m.,  the  Secretary  may  regulate  the  work- 
ing hours  of  the  officers  and  employees  re- 
ferred to  in  section  2111  of  this  title  so  that 
those  hours  conform  to  the  prevailing  work- 
ing hours  of  the  port.  However— 

(1)  the  total  period  for  which  overtime 
pay  may  be  required  under  section  2111  of 
this  title  may  not  be  more  than  15  hours  be- 
tween any  2  periods  of  ordinary  working 
hours  on  other  than  Sundays  and  holidays: 

(2)  the  length  of  the  working  day  for  the 
officers  and  employees  involved  may  not  be 
changed:  and 

(3)  the  rate  of  overtime  pay  may  not  be 
changed. 

§  2113.  Authority  to  exempt  certain  vessels 

If  the  Secretary  decides  that  the  applica- 
tion of  a  provision  of  part  B  or  F  of  this  sub- 
title is  not  necessary  in  performing  the  mis- 
sion of  a  vessel  engaged  in  excursions  or  an 
oceanographic  research  vessel,  the  Secre- 
tary by  regulation  may— 

(1)  for  an  excursion  vessel,  issue  a  special 
permit  specifying  the  conditions  of  oper- 
ation and  equipment;  and 

(2)  exempt  the  oceanographic  research 
vessel  from  that  provision  under  conditions 
the  Secretary  may  specify. 

CHAPTER  23— OPERATION  OF  VESSELS 
GENERALLY 

Sec. 

2301.  Application. 

2302.  Penalties  for  negligent  operations. 

2303.  Duties  related  to  marine  casualty  as- 

sistance. 

2304.  Duty  to  provide  assistance  at  sea. 

2305.  Injunctions. 

§  2301.  Application 

This  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  operated 
on  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  and.  for  a  vessel  owned  in  the 
United  States,  on  the  high  seas. 
§  2302.  Penalties  for  negligent  operations 

(a)  A  person  operating  a  vessel  in  a  negli- 
gent manner  that  endangers  the  life.  limb, 
or  property  of  a  person  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  not  more  than  $1,000. 

(b)  A  person  operating  a  vessel  in  a  grossly 
negligent  manner  that  endangers  the  life, 
limb,  or  property  of  a  person  shall  be  fined 


not  more  than  $5,000,  imprisoned  for  not 
more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

(c)  For  a  penalty  imposed  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  unless 
the  vessel  is— 

( 1 )  owned  by  a  State  or  a  political  subdivi- 
sion of  a  State: 

(2)  operated  principally  for  governmental 
purposes:  and 

(3)  identified  clearly  as  a  vessel  of  that 
State  or  subdivision. 

§  2303.  Duties  related  to  marine  casualty  as- 
sistance and  information 

(a)  The  master  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 
vessel  involved  in  a  marine  casualty  shall— 

(1)  render  necessary  assistance  to  each  in- 
dividual affected  to  save  that  affected  indi- 
vidual from  danger  caused  by  the  marine 
casualty,  so  far  as  the  master  or  individual 
in  charge  can  do  so  without  serious  danger 
to  the  master's  or  individual's  vessel  or  to 
individuals  on  board;  and 

(2)  give  the  master's  or  individual's  name 
and  address  and  identification  of  the  vessel 
to  the  master  or  individual  in  charge  of  any 
other  vessel  involved  in  the  casualty,  to  any 
individual  injured,  and  to  the  owner  of  any 
property  damaged. 

(b)  An  individual  violating  this  section  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  2  years.  The 
vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  fine. 

(c)  An  individual  complying  with  subsec- 
tion (a)  of  this  section  or  gratuitously  and  in 
good  faith  rendering  assistance  at  the  scene 
of  a  marine  casualty  without  objection  by 
an  individual  assisted,  is  not  liable  for  dam- 
ages as  a  result  of  rendering  assistance  or 
for  an  act  or  omission  in  providing  or  ar- 
ranging salvage,  towage,  medical  treatment, 
or  other  assistance  when  the  individual  acts 
as  an  ordinary,  reasonable,  and  prudent  in- 
dividual would  have  acted  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

§  2304.  Duty  to  provide  assistance  at  sea 

(a)  A  master  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 
vessel  shall  render  assistance  to  any  individ- 
ual found  at  sea  in  danger  of  being  lost,  so 
far  as  the  master  or  individual  in  charge  can 
do  so  without  serious  danger  to  the  master's 
or  individual's  vessel  or  individuals  on 
board. 

(b)  A  master  or  individual  violating  this 
section  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000. 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  2  years,  or 
both. 

§  2305.  Injunctions 

(a)  The  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  have  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  negli- 
gent operation  of  vessels  prohibited  by  this 
chapter  on  the  petition  of  the  Attorney 
General  for  the  United  States  Government. 

(b)  When  practicable,  the  Secretary 
shall- 

(1)  give  notice  to  any  person  against 
whom  an  action  for  injunctive  relief  is  con- 
sidered under  this  section  an  opportunity  to 
present  that  person's  views;  and 

(2)  except  for  a  knowing  and  willful  viola- 
tion, give  the  person  a  reasonable  opportu- 
nity to  achieve  compliance. 

(c)  The  failure  to  give  notice  and  opportu- 
nity to  present  views  under  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section  does  not  preclude  the  court 
from  granting  appropriate  relief. 

Part  B— Inspection  and  Regulation  or 

Vessels 

CHAPTER  31 -GENERAL 

Sec. 

3101.  Authority  to  suspend  inspection. 
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i  3101.  Authority  to  suspend  inspection 

When  the  President  decides  that  the 
needs  of  foreign  commerce  require,  the 
President  may  suspend  a  provision  of  this 
part  for  a  foreign-built  vessel  registered  as  a 
vessel  of  the  United  States  on  conditions 
the  President  may  specify. 

CHAPTER  33-INSPECTION 
GENERALLY 

Sec. 

3301.  Vessels  subject  to  inspection. 

3302.  Exemptions. 

3303.  Reciprocity  for  foreign  vessels. 

3304.  Carrying    individuals    in    addition    to 

crew. 

3305.  Scope  and  standards  of  inspection. 

3306.  Regulations. 

3307.  Frequency  of  inspection. 

3308.  Examinations. 

3309.  Certificate  of  inspection. 

3310.  Records  of  certification. 

3311.  Certificate  of  inspection  required. 

3312.  Display  of  certificate  of  inspection. 

3313.  Compliance  with  certificate  of  inspec- 

tion. 

3314.  Expiration  of  certificate  of  inspection. 

3315.  Disclosure  of  defects  and  protection  of 

informants. 

3316.  United  States  classification  societies. 

3317.  Fees. 

3318.  Penalties. 

\  3301.  Vessels  subject  to  inspection 

The  following  categories  of  vessels  are 
subject  to  inspection  under  this  part; 

( 1 )  freight  vessels. 

(2)  nautical  school  vessels. 

(3)  offshore  supply  vessels. 

( 4 )  passenger  vessels. 

(5)  sailing  school  vessels. 

(6)  seagoing  barges. 

(7)  seagoing  motor  vessels. 

(8)  small  passenger  vessels. 

(9)  steam  vessels. 

(10)  tank  vessels. 
I  3302.  Exemptions 

(a)  A  vessel  is  not  excluded  from  one  cate- 
gory only  because  the  vessel  is— 

( 1 )  included  in  another  category  of  section 
3301  of  this  title,  or 

(2)  excluded  by  this  section  from  another 
category  of  section  3301  of  this  title. 

<b)  A  motor  vessel  engaged  in  fishing  as  a 
regular  business,  including  oystering.  clam- 
ming, crabbing,  or  the  kelp  or  sponge  indus- 
try, is  exempt  from  section  3301  (1).  (4).  and 
(7)  of  this  title. 

(c)(1)  Before  January  1.  1988.  a  motor 
vessel  is  exempt  from  section  3301  (1).  (4). 
and  (7)  of  this  title  if  the  vessel  is  not  more 
than  500  gross  tons  and— 

(A)  is  a  cannery  tender  or  a  fishing  tender 
in  the  salmon  or  crab  fisheries  of  Alaska. 
Oregon,  and  Washington:  and 

(B)  only  carries  cargo  to  or  from  vessels  in 
those  fisheries  or  a  facility  used  in  process- 
ing or  assembling  fishery  products,  or  trans- 
ports cannery  or  fishing  personnel  to  or 
from  operating  locations. 

(2)  Before  January  1.  1988.  a  vessel  is 
exempt  from  section  3301  (1).  (4).  (6).  and 
(7)  of  this  title  if  the  vessel  is  not  more  than 
5.000  gross  tons  and  is  used  only  in  process- 
ing and  assembling  fishery  products  in  the 
fisheries  of  Alaska.  Oregon,  and  Washing- 
ton. 

(d)(  1 )  A  motor  vessel  of  less  than  150  gross 
tons,  constructed  before  August  23.  1958.  is 
not  subject  to  inspection  under  section 
3301(1)  of  this  title  if  the  vessel  is  owned  or 
demise  chartered  to  a  cooperative  or  asso- 
ciation that  only  transports  cargo  owned  by 


at  least  one  of  its  members  on  a  nonprofit 
basis  between  places  within  the  waters  of— 

(A)  southeastern  Alaska  shoreward  of  the 
Boundary  Line;  or 

(B)  southeastern  Alaska  shoreward  of  the 
Boundary  Line  and— 

(i)  Prince  Rupert.  British  Columbia;  or 
(ii)  waters  of  Washington  shoreward  of 
the  Boundary  Line,  via  sheltered  waters,  as 
defined  in  article  I  of  the  treaty  dated  De- 
cember 9.  1933.  between  the  United  States 
and  Canada  defining  certain  waters  as  shel- 
tered waters. 

(2)  The  transportation  authorized  under 
this  subsection  is  limited  to  and  from  places 
not  receiving  annual  weekly  transportation 
service  from  any  part  of  the  United  States 
by  an  established  water  common  carrier. 
However,  the  limitation  does  not  apply  to 
transporting  cargo  of  a  character  not  ac- 
cepted for  transportation  by  that  carrier. 

(e)  A  vessel  laid  up.  dismantled,  or  out  of 
commission  is  exempt  from  inspection. 

(f)  Section  3301  (4)  and  (8)  of  this  title 
does  not  apply  to  an  oceanographic  research 
vessel  because  it  is  carrying  scientific  per- 
sonnel. 

(g)(  1)  Except  when  compliance  with  major 
structural  or  major  equipment  requirements 
is  necessary  to  remove  an  especially  hazard- 
ous condition,  an  offshore  supply  vessel  is 
not  subject  to  regulations  or  standards  for 
those  requirements  if  the  vessel— 

(A)  was  operating  as  an  offshore  supply 
vessel  before  January  2.  1979;  or 

(B)  was  contracted  for  before  January  2. 
1979.  and  entered  into  service  as  an  offshore 
supply  vessel  before  October  6.  1980. 

(2)  After  December  31.  1988.  this  subsec- 
tion does  not  apply  to  an  offshore  supply 
vessel  that  is  at  least  20  years  of  age. 

(h)  An  offshore  supply  vessel  operating  on 
January  1.  1979,  under  a  certificate  of  in- 
spection issued  by  the  Secretary,  is  subject 
to  an  inspection  standard  or  requirement 
only  if  the  standard  or  requirement  could 
have  l)een  prescribed  for  the  vessel  under 
authority  existing  under  law  on  October  5. 
1980. 

(i)(l)  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  permit 
exempting  a  vessel  from  any  part  of  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part  for  vessels  trans- 
porting cargo,  including  bulk  fuel,  from  one 
place  in  Alaska  to  another  place  in  Alaska 
only  if  the  vessel— 

( A )  is  not  more  than  300  gross  tons; 

(B)  is  in  a  condition  that  does  not  present 
an  immediate  threat  to  the  safety  of  life  or 
the  environment;  and 

(C)  was  operating  in  the  waters  off  Alaska 
as  of  June  1,  1976,  or  the  vessel  is  a  replace- 
ment for  a  vessel  that  was  operating  in  the 
waters  off  Alaska  as  of  June  1,  1976,  if  the 
vessel  being  replaced  is  no  longer  in  service. 

(2)  Except  in  a  situation  declared  to  be  an 
emergency  by  the  Secretary,  a  vessel  operat- 
ing under  a  permit  may  not  transport  cargo 
to  or  from  a  place  if  the  cargo  could  be 
transported  by  another  commercial  vessel 
that  is  reasonably  available  and  that  does 
not  require  exemptions  to  operate  legally  or 
if  the  cargo  could  be  readily  transported  by 
overland  routes. 

(3)  A  permit  may  be  issued  for  a  specific 
voyage  or  for  not  more  than  one  year.  The 
permit  may  impose  specific  requirements 
about  the  amount  or  type  of  cargo  to  be  car- 
ried, manning,  the  areas  or  specific  routes 
over  which  the  vessel  may  operate,  or  other 
similar  matters.  The  duration  of  the  permit 
and  restrictions  contained  in  the  permit 
shall  be  at  the  sole  discretion  of  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(4)  A  designated  Coast  Guard  official  who 
has  reason  to  believe  that  a  vessel  issued  a 


permit  is  in  a  condition  or  is  operated  in  a 
manner  that  creates  an  immediate  threat  to 
the  safety  of  life  or  the  environment  or  is 
operated  in  a  manner  that  is  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  permit,  may  direct  the 
master  or  individual  in  charge  to  take  imme- 
diate and  reasonable  steps  to  safeguard  life 
and  the  environment,  including  directing 
the  vessel  to  a  port  or  other  refuge. 

(5)  If  a  vessel  issued  a  permit  creates  an 
immediate  threat  to  the  safety  of  life  or  the 
environment,  or  is  operated  in  a  manner  in- 
consistent with  the  terms  of  the  permit  or 
the  requirements  of  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  the  permit  may  be  revoked.  The 
owner,  charter,  managing  operator,  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a  vessel 
issued  a  permit,  that  willfully  permits  the 
vessel  to  be  operated,  or  operates,  the  vessel 
in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of 
the  permit,  is  liable  to  the  United  States 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more 
than  $1,000. 

(j)  Notwithstanding  another  provision  of 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  is  not  required 
to  inspect  or  prescribe  regulations  for  a  nau- 
tical school  vessel  of  not  more  than  15  gross 
tons— 

( 1 )  when  used  in  connection  with  a  course 
of  instruction  dealing  with  any  aspect  of 
maritime  education  or  study;  and 

(2)  operated  by— 

(A)  the  United  States  Merchant  Marine 
Academy:  or 

(B)  a  State  maritime  academy  assisted 
under  section  1304  of  the  Merchant  Marine 
Act,  1936  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1295(c)). 

§  3303.  Reciprocity  for  foreign  vessels 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  chapter  37  of 
this  title,  a  foreign  vessel  of  a  country 
having  inspection  laws  and  standards  simi- 
lar to  those  of  the  United  States  and  that 
has  an  unexpired  certificate  of  inspection 
issued  by  proper  authority  of  its  respective 
country,  is  subject  only  to  an  inspection  to 
ensure  that  the  condition  of  the  vessels 
propulsion  equipment  and  lifesaving  equip- 
ment are  as  stated  in  its  current  certificate 
of  inspection.  A  foreign  country  is  consid- 
ered to  have  inspection  laws  and  standards 
similar  to  those  of  the  United  States  when 
it  is  a  party  to  an  International  Convention 
for  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea  to  which  the 
United  States  Government  is  currently  a 
party.  A  foreign  certificate  of  inspection 
may  be  accepted  as  evidence  of  lawful  in- 
spection only  when  presented  by  a  vessel  of 
a  country  that  has  by  its  laws  accorded  to 
vessels  of  the  United  States  visiting  that 
country  the  same  privileges  accorded  to  ves- 
sels of  that  country  visiting  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  collect  and  pay  to 
the  Treasury  the  same  fees  for  the  inspec- 
tion of  foreign  vessels  carrying  passengers 
from  the  United  States  that  a  foreign  coun- 
try charges  vessels  of  the  United  States 
trading  to  the  ports  of  that  country.  The 
Secretary  may  waive  at  any  time  the  collec- 
tion of  the  fees  on  notice  of  the  proper  au- 
thorities of  any  country  concerned  that  the 
collection  of  fees  for  the  inspection  of  ves- 
sels of  the  United  States  has  been  discontin- 
ued. 
5  3304.  Carrying  individuals  in  addition  to 

crew 

(a)  A  documented  vessel  carrying  cargo 
that  carries  not  more  than  12  individuals  in 
addition  to  the  crew  on  international  voy- 
ages, or  not  more  than  16  individuals  in  ad- 
dition to  the  crew  on  other  voyages,  is  not 
subject  to  inspection  as  a  passenger  vessel 
or  a  small  passenger  vessel. 


(b)  Before  an  individual  in  addition  to  the 
crew  is  carried  on  a  vessel  as  permitted  by 
this  section,  the  owner,  charterer,  managing 
operator,  agent,  master,  or  individual  in 
charge  of  the  vessel  first  shall  notify  the  in- 
dividual of  the  presence  on  board  of  danger- 
ous articles  as  defined  by  law,  and  of  other 
conditions  or  circumstances  that  would  con- 
stitute a  risk  of  safety  to  the  individual  on 
board. 

(c)  The  privilege  authorized  by  this  sec- 
tion applies  to  a  vessel  of  a  foreign  country 
that  affords  a  similar  privilege  to  vessels  of 
the  United  States  in  trades  not  restricted  to 
vessels  under  its  own  flag. 

§  3305.  Scope  and  standards  of  inspection 

(a)  The  inspection  process  shall  ensure 
that  a  vessel  subject  to  inspection— 

(1)  is  of  a  structure  suitable  for  the  service 
in  which  it  is  to  be  employed: 

(2)  is  equipped  with  proper  appliances  for 
lifesaving.  fire  prevention,  and  firefighting: 

(3)  has  suitable  accommodations  for  the 
crew,  sailing  school  instructors,  and  sailing 
school  students,  and  for  passengers  on  the 
vessel  if  authorized  to  carry  passengers; 

(4)  is  in  a  condition  to  be  operated  with 
safety  to  life  and  property;  and 

(5)  complies  with  applicable  marine  safety 
laws  and  regulations. 

(b)  If  an  inspection,  or  examination  under 
section  3308  of  this  title,  reveals  that  a  life 
preserver,  life-saving  device,  or  firehose  is 
defective  and  incapable  of  being  repaired, 
the  owner  or  master  shall  destroy  the  life 
preserver  or  firehose  in  the  presence  of  the 
official  conducting  the  inspection  or  exami- 
nation. 

(c)  A  nautical  school  vessel  operated  by  a 
civilian  nautical  school  shall  be  inspected 
like  a  small  passenger  vessel  or  a  passenger 
vessel,  depending  on  its  tonnage. 

§  3306.  Regulations 

(a)  To  carry  out  this  part  and  to  secure 
the  safety  of  individuals  and  property  on 
board  vessels  subject  to  inspection,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  prescribe  necessary  regulations 
to  ensure  the  proper  execution  of,  and  to 
carry  out,  this  part  in  the  most  effective 
manner  for— 

(1)  the  design,  construction,  alteration, 
repair,  and  operation  of  those  vessels,  in- 
cluding superstructures,  hulls,  fittings, 
equipment,  appliances,  propulsion  machin- 
ery, auxiliary  machinery,  boilers,  unfired 
pressure  vessels,  piping,  electric  installa- 
tions, and  accommodations  for  passengers 
and  crew,  sailing  school  instructors,  and 
sailing  school  students: 

(2)  lifesaving  equipment  and  its  use: 

(3)  firefighting  equipment,  its  use.  and 
precautionary  measures  to  guard  against 
fire: 

(4)  inspections  and  tests  related  to  clauses 
(l)-(3)  of  this  subsection:  and 

(5)  the  use  of  vessel  stores  and  other  sup- 
plies of  a  dangerous  nature. 

(b)  Equipment  subject  to  regulation  under 
this  section  may  not  be  used  on  any  vessel 
without  prior  approval  as  prescribed  by  reg- 
ulation. 

(c)  In  prescribing  regulations  for  sailing 
school  vessels,  the  Secretary  shall  consult 
with  representatives  of  the  private  sector 
having  experience  in  the  operation  of  ves- 
sels likely  to  be  certificated  as  sailing  school 
vessels.  The  regulations  shall— 

(1)  reflect  the  specialized  nature  of  sailing 
school  vessel  operations,  and  the  character, 
design,  and  construction  of  vessels  operating 
as  sailing  school  vessels:  and 

(2)  include  requirements  for  notice  to  sail- 
ing school  instructors  and  sailing  school  stu- 


dents about  the  specialized  nature  of  sailing 
school  vessels  and  applicable  safety  regula- 
tions. 

(d)  In  prescribing  regulations  for  nautical 
school  vessels  operated  by  the  United  States 
Merchant  Marine  Academy  or  by  a  State 
maritime  academy  (as  defined  in  section 
1302(3)  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936 
(46  App.  U.S.C.  1295a(3))),  the  Secretary 
shall  consider  the  function,  purpose,  and  op- 
eration of  the  vessels,  their  routes,  and  the 
number  of  individuals  who  may  be  carried 
on  the  vessels. 

(e)  When  the  Secretary  finds  it  in  the 
public  interest,  the  Secretary  may  suspend 
or  grant  exemptions  from  the  requirements 
of  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
related  to  lifesaving  and  firefighting  equip- 
ment, muster  lists,  ground  tackle  and 
hawsers,  and  bilge  systems. 

(f)  In  prescribing  regulations  for  offshore 
supply  vessels,  the  Secretary  shall  consider 
the  characteristics,  methods  of  operation, 
and  the  nature  of  the  service  of  offshore 
supply  vessels. 
§  3307.  Frequency  of  inspection 

Each  vessel  subject  to  inspection  under 
this  part  shall  undergo  an  initial  inspection 
for  certification  before  being  put  into  serv- 
ice. After  being  put  into  service- 

(1)  each  passenger  vessel  and  nautical 
school  vessel  shall  be  inspected  at  least  once 
a  year: 

(2)  each  small  passenger  vessel,  freight 
vessel  or  offshore  supply  vessel  of  less  than 
100  gross  tons,  and  sailing  school  vessel 
shall  be  inspected  at  least  once  every  3 
years:  and 

(3)  any  other  vessel  shall  be  inspected  at 
least  once  every  2  years. 
§  3308.  Examinations 

In  addition  to  inspections  required  by  sec- 
tion 3307  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall 
examine— 

(1)  each  vessel  subject  to  inspection  at 
proper  times  to  ensure  compliance  with  law 
and  regulations:  and 

(2)  crewmember  accommodations  on  each 
vessel  subject  to  inspection  at  least  once  a 
month  or  when  the  vessel  enters  United 
States  ports  to  ensure  that  the  accommoda- 
tions are— 

(A)  of  the  size  required  by  law  and  regula- 
tions: 

(B)  properly  ventilated  and  in  a  clean  and 
sanitary  condition:  and 

(C)  equipped  with  proper  plumbing  and 
mechanical  appliances  required  by  law  and 
regulations,  and  the  appliances  are  in  good 
working  condition. 
§  3309.  Certificate  of  inspection 

(a)  When  an  inspection  under  section  3307 
of  this  title  has  been  made  and  a  vessel  has 
been  found  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  law  and  regulations,  a  certifi- 
cate of  inspection,  in  a  form  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  shall  be  issued  to  the  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  temporary 
certificate  of  inspection  in  place  of  a  regular 
certificate  of  inspection  issued  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  of  this  section. 
§  3310.  Records  of  certification 

The  Secretary  shall  keep  records  of  certif- 
icates of  inspection  of  vessels  and  of  all  acts 
in  the  examination  and  inspection  of  ves- 
sels, whether  of  approval  or  disapproval. 
§  3311.  Certificate  of  inspection  required 

A  vessel  subject  to  inspection  under  this 
part  may  not  be  operated  without  having  on 
board  a  valid  certificate  of  inspection  issued 
under  section  3309  of  this  title. 


I  3312.  Display  of  certificate  of  inspection 

The  certificate  of  inspection  issued  to  a 
vessel  under  section  3309  of  this  title  shall 
be  displayed,  suitably  framed,  in  a  conspicu- 
ous place  on  the  vessel.  When  it  is  not  prac- 
ticable to  so  display  the  certificate,  it  shall 
be  carried  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  regu- 
lation. 

1 3313.   Compliance  with   certificate  of  in- 
spection 

(a)  During  the  term  of  a  vessel's  certifi- 
cate of  inspection,  the  vessel  must  be  in 
compliance  with  its  conditions,  unless  re- 
lieved by  a  suspension  or  an  exemption 
granted  under  section  3306(e)  of  this  title. 

(b)  When  a  vessel  is  not  in  compliance 
with  its  certificate  or  fails  to  meet  a  stand- 
ard prescribed  by  this  part  or  a  regulation 
prescribed  under  this  part— 

(1)  the  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge 
shall  be  ordered  in  writing  to  correct  the 
noted  deficiencies  promptly; 

(2)  the  Secretary  may  permit  any  repairs 
to  be  made  at  a  place  most  convenient  to 
the  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  operator 
when  the  Secretary  decides  the  repairs  can 
be  made  with  safety  to  those  on  board  and 
the  vessel: 

(3)  the  vessel  may  be  required  to  cease  op- 
erating at  once:  and 

(4)  if  necessary,  the  certificate  shall  be 
suspended  or  revoked. 

(c)  The  vessel's  certificate  of  inspection 
shall  be  revoked  if  a  condition  unsafe  to  life 
that  is  ordered  to  be  corrected  under  this 
section  is  not  corrected  at  once. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  whose  certificate  has  been  suspend- 
ed or  revoked  shall  be  given  written  notice 
immediately  of  the  suspension  or  revoca- 
tion. The  owner  or  master  may  appeal  to 
the  Secretary  the  suspension  or  revocation 
within  30  days  of  receiving  the  notice,  as 
provided  by  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary. 

§  3314.  Expiration  of  certificate  of  inspec- 
tion 

(a)  If  the  certificate  of  inspection  of  a 
vessel  expires  when  the  vessel  is  on  a  for- 
eign voyage,  the  vessel  may  complete  the 
voyage  to  a  port  of  the  United  States  within 
30  days  of  the  expiration  of  the  certificate 
without  incurring  the  penalties  for  operat- 
ing without  a  certificate  of  inspection. 

(b)  If  the  certificate  of  inspection  would 
expire  within  15  days  of  sailing  on  a  foreign 
voyage  from  a  United  States  port,  the  vessel 
shall  secure  a  new  certificate  of  inspection 
before  sailing,  unless  the  voyage  is  sched- 
uled to  be  completed  prior  to  the  expiration 
date  of  the  certificate.  If  a  voyage  scheduled 
to  be  completed  in  that  time  is  not  so  com- 
pleted, the  applicable  penalties  may  be  en- 
forced unless  the  failure  to  meet  the  sched- 
ule was  beyond  the  control  of  the  owner, 
charterer,  managing  operator,  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  the  vessel. 

(c)  When  the  certificate  of  inspection  of  a 
foreign  vessel  carrying  passengers,  operated 
on  a  regularly  established  line,  expires  at 
sea  after  leaving  the  country  to  which  it  be- 
longs or  when  the  vessel  is  in  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  may  permit  the  vessel 
to  sail  on  its  regular  route  without  further 
inspection  than  would  have  been  required 
had  the  certificate  not  expired.  This  permis- 
sion applies  only  when  the  vessel  will  be  reg- 
ularly inspected  and  issued  a  certificate 
before  the  vessel's  next  return  to  the  United 
States. 
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5  3315.  Disclosure  of  defects  and  protection 

of  informants 

(a)  Each  individual  licensed  under  part  E 
of  this  subtitle  shall  assist  in  the  inspection 
or  examination  under  this  part  of  the  vessel 
on  which  the  individual  is  serving,  and  shall 
point  out  defects  and  imperfections  known 
to  the  individual  in  matters  subject  to  regu- 
lations and  inspection.  The  individual  also 
shall  make  known  to  officials  designated  to 
enforce  this  part,  at  the  earliest  opportuni- 
ty, any  marine  casualty  producing  serious 
injury  to  the  vessel,  its  equipment,  or  indi- 
viduals on  the  vessel. 

<b)  An  official  may  not  disclose  the  name 
of  an  individual  providing  information 
under  this  section,  or  the  source  of  the  in- 
formation, to  a  person  except  a  person  au- 
thorized by  the  Secretary.  An  official  violat- 
ing this  subsection  is  liable  to  disciplinary 
action  under  applicable  law. 
§3316.  United  States  classification  societies 

(a)  In  carrying  out  this  part,  the  Secretary 
may  rely  on  reports,  documents,  and  certifi- 
cates issued  by  the  American  Bureau  of 
Shipping  or  a  similar  United  States  classifi- 
cation society,  or  an  agent  of  the  Bureau  or 
society. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  States  Government 
shall  recognize  the  Bureau  as  its  agent  in 
classifying  vessels  owned  by  the  Govern- 
ment and  in  matters  related  to  classifica- 
tion, as  long  as  the  Bureau  is  maintained  as 
an  organization  having  no  capital  stock  and 
paying  no  dividends.  The  Secretary  and  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  each  shall  ap- 
point one  representative  (except  when  the 
Secretary  is  the  Secretary  of  Transporta- 
tion, in  which  case  the  Secretary  shall  ap- 
point both  representatives)  who  shall  repre- 
sent the  Government  on  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  Bureau.  The  Bureau  shall 
agree  that  the  representatives  shall  be  ac- 
cepted by  it  as  active  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. The  representatives  shall  serve  with- 
out compensation,  except  for  necessary 
traveling  expenses. 

(c)(1)  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
the  Secretary  may  delegate  to  the  Bureau 
or  a  similar  United  States  classification  soci- 
ety, or  an  agent  of  the  Bureau  or  society, 
the  inspection  or  examination,  in  the 
United  States  or  in  a  foreign  country,  of  a 
vessel  documented  or  to  be  documented  as  a 
vessel  of  the  United  States.  The  Bureau,  so- 
ciety, or  agent  may  issue  the  certificate  of 
inspection  required  by  this  part  and  other 
certificates  essential  to  documentation. 

(2)  When  an  inspection  or  examination 
has  been  delegated  under  this  subsection, 
the  Secretary's  delegate— 

(A)  shall  maintain  in  the  United  States 
complete  files  of  all  information  derived 
from  or  necessarily  connected  with  the  in- 
spection or  examination  for  at  least  2  years 
after  the  vessel  ceases  to  be  certified:  and 

(B>  shall  permit  access  to  those  files  at  all 
reasonable  times  to  any  officer,  employee, 
or  member  of  the  Coast  Guard  designated— 

(i)  as  a  marine  inspector  and  serving  in  a 
position  as  a  marine  inspector:  or 

(ii)  in  writing  by  the  Secretary  to  have 
access  to  those  files. 

(d)  The  Secretary  also  may  make  an 
agreement  with  or  use  the  Bureau  or  a  simi- 
lar United  States  classification  society,  or  an 
agent  of  the  Bureau  or  society,  for  review- 
ing and  approving  plans  required  for  issuing 
a  certificate  of  Inspection. 
{  3317.  Fees 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation fees  for  inspecting  or  examining  a 


small  passenger  vessel  or  a  sailing  school 
vessel. 

(b)  When  an  inspection  or  examination 
under  this  chapter  of  a  documented  vessel  is 
conducted  at  a  foreign  port  or  place  at  the 
request  of  the  owner  or  managing  operator 
of  the  vessel,  the  owner  or  operator  shall  re- 
imburse the  Secretary  for  the  travel  and 
subsistence  expenses  incurred  by  the  per- 
sonnel assigned  to  perform  the  inspection  or 
examination.  Amounts  received  as  reim- 
bursement for  these  expenses  shall  be  cred- 
ited to  the  appropriation  for  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  Coast  Guard. 

§  3318.  Penalties 

(a)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  part  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  part,  and 
a  person  violating  a  regulation  that  applies 
to  a  small  passenger  vessel,  freight  vessel  of 
less  than  100  gross  tons,  or  sailing  school 
vessel,  are  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penally  of  $1,000,  except 
that  when  the  violation  involves  operation 
of  a  barge,  the  penalty  is  $500.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

(b)  A  person  that  knowingly  manufac- 
tures, sells,  offers  for  sale,  or  possesses  with 
intent  to  sell,  any  equipment  subject  to  this 
part,  and  the  equipment  is  so  defective  as  to 
be  insufficient  to  accomplish  the  purpose 
for  which  it  is  intended,  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $10,000,  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  5  years,  or  both. 

(c)  A  person  that  employs  a  means  or 
device  whereby  a  boiler  may  be  subjected  to 
a  pressure  greater  than  allowed  by  the 
terms  of  the  vessel's  certificate  of  inspection 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $2,000.  Impris- 
oned for  not  more  than  5  years,  or  both. 

<d>  A  person  that  deranges  or  hinders  the 
operation  of  any  machinery  or  device  em- 
ployed on  a  vessel  to  denote  the  state  of 
steam  or  water  in  any  boiler  or  to  give  warn- 
ing of  approaching  danger,  or  permits  the 
water  level  of  any  boiler  when  in  operation 
of  a  vessel  to  fall  below  its  prescribed  low- 
water  line,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$2,000.  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  5 
years,  or  both. 

(e)  A  person  that  alters,  defaces,  obliter- 
ates, removes,  or  destroys  any  plans  or  spec- 
ifications required  by  and  approved  under  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  section  3306  of 
this  title,  with  intent  to  deceive  or  impede 
any  official  of  the  United  States  in  carrying 
out  that  official's  duties,  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $2,000,  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  2  years,  or  both. 

(f)  A  person  shall  be  fined  not  less  than 
$1,000  but  not  more  then  $5,000,  and  impris- 
oned for  not  less  than  2  years  but  not  more 
then  5  years,  if  the  person— 

<  1 )  forges  or  counterfeits  with  intent  to 
make  it  appear  genuine  any  mark  or  stamp 
prescrit)ed  for  material  to  be  tested  and  ap- 
proved under  section  3306  of  this  title  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  section  3306: 

(2)  knowingly  uses,  affixes,  or  causes  to  be 
used  or  affixed,  any  such  forged  or  counter- 
feited mark  or  stamp  to  or  on  material  of 
any  description: 

(3)  with  fraudulent  intent,  possesses  any 
such  mark,  stamp,  or  other  device  knowing 
it  to  be  forged  or  counterfeited:  or 

(4)  with  fraudulent  intent,  marks  or 
causes  to  be  marked  with  the  trademark  or 
name  of  another,  material  required  to  be 
tested  and  approved  under  section  3306  of 
this  title  or  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
section  3306. 


(g)  A  person  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000.  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one 
year,  or  both,  if  the  person— 

(1)  Interferes  with  the  inspection  of  a  nau- 
tical school  vessel: 

(2)  violates  a  regulation  prescribed  for  a 
nautical  school  vessel: 

(3)  is  an  owner  of  a  nautical  school  vessel 
operated  in  violation  of  this  part:  or 

(4)  is  an  officer  or  member  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  a  school,  organization,  associa- 
tion, partnership,  or  corporation  owning  a 
nautical  school  vessel  operated  in  violation 
of  a  regulation  prescribed  for  a  nautical 
school  vessel. 

(h*)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  that  fails  to  give  the  notice  required 
by  section  3304(b)  of  this  title  is  liable  to 
the  United  States  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

CHAPTER  35-CARRIAGE  OP 
PASSENGERS 
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§  3501.  Number  of  passengers 

(a)  Each  certificate  of  inspection  issued  to 
a  vessel  carrying  passengers  (except  a 
ferry),  shall  include  a  statement  on  the 
number  of  passengers  that  the  vessel  is  per- 
mitted to  carry. 

(b)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  is  liable  to  a  person  suing  them  for 
carrying  more  passengers  than  the  number 
of  passengers  permitted  by  the  certificate  of 
inspection  in  an  amount  equal  to— 

( 1 )  passage  money:  and 

(2)  $100  for  each  pas.senger  in  excess  of 
the  number  of  passengers  permitted. 

(c)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  that  knowingly  violates  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  also  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $100,  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  30  days,  or  both. 

(d)  The  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  a 
penalty  under  this  section. 

(e)  An  offshore  supply  vessel  may  not 
carry  passengers  except  in  an  emergency. 

§  3502.  List  or  count  of  passengers 

(a)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  the 
following  categories  of  vessels  carrying  pas- 
sengers shall  keep  a  correct  list  of  passen- 
gers received  and  delivered  from  day  to  day: 

(1)  vessels  arriving  from  foreign  ports 
(except  at  United  States  Great  Lakes  ports 
from  Canadian  Great  Lakes  ports). 

(2)  seagoing  vessels  in  the  coastwise  trade. 

(3)  passenger  vessels  making  voyages  of 
more  than  300  miles  on  the  Great  Lakes 
except  from  a  Canadian  to  a  United  States 
port. 

(b)  The  master  of  a  vessel  carrying  passen- 
gers (except  a  vessel  listed  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section)  shall  keep  a  correct  count  of 
all  passengers  received  and  delivered. 

(c)  Lists  and  counts  required  under  this 
section  shall  be  open  to  the  inspection  of 
designated  officials  of  the  Coast  Guard  and 
the  Customs  Service  at  all  times.  The  total 
number  of  passengers  shall  be  provided  to 
the  Coast  Guard  when  requested. 

(d)  This  section  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
arriving  at  a  United  States  port. 


(e)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a  pas- 
senger vessel  failing  to  make  a  list  or  count 
of  passengers  as  required  by  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  $100.  The  vessel  also  is 
liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 
§  3503.  Pire-retardant  materials 

A  passenger  vessel  of  the  United  States 
having  berth  or  stateroom  accommodations 
for  at  least  50  passengers  shall  be  granted  a 
certificate  of  inspection  only  if  the  vessel  is 
constructed  of  fire-retardant  materials. 
Before  November  1,  1988.  this  section  does 
not  apply  to  a  vessel  operating  only  on  the 
inland  rivers. 
§  3504.  Notification  to  passengers 

(a)  A  person  selling  passage  on  a  foreign 
or  domestic  passenger  vessel  having  berth  or 
stateroom  accommodations  for  at  least  50 
passengers  and  embarking  passengers  at 
United  States  ports  for  a  coastwise  or  an 
international  voyage  shall  notify  each  pro- 
spective passenger  of  the  safety  standards 
applicable  to  the  vessel  in  a  manner  pre- 
scribed by  regulation. 

(b)  All  promotional  literature  or  advertis- 
ing through  any  medium  of  communication 
in  the  United  States  offering  passage  or  so- 
liciting passengers  for  ocean  voyages  any- 
where in  the  world  shall  include  informa- 
tion similar  to  the  information  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  shall 
specify  the  registry  of  each  vessel  named,  as 
a  part  of  the  advertisement  or  description  of 
the  voyage.  Except  for  the  Inclusion  of  the 
country  of  registry  of  the  vessel,  this  subsec- 
tion does  not  apply  to  voyages  by  vessels 
meeting  the  safety  standards  described  in 
section  3505  of  this  title. 

(c)  A  person  violating  this  section  or  a  reg- 
ulation prescribed  under  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $10,000.  If 
the  violation  involves  the  sale  of  tickets  for 
passage,  the  owner,  charterer,  managing  op- 
erator, agent,  master,  individual  in  charge, 
or  any  other  person  involved  in  each  viola- 
tion also  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a 
civil  penalty  of  $500  for  each  ticket  sold. 
The  vessel  on  which  passage  is  sold  also  is 
liable  in  rem  for  a  violation  of  this  section 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

5  3505.  Prevention  of  departure 

Notwithstanding  section  3303(a)  of  this 
title,  a  foreign  or  domestic  vessel  of  more 
than  100  gross  tons  having  berth  or  state- 
room accommodations  for  at  least  50  pas- 
sengers may  not  depart  from  a  United 
States  port  with  passengers  who  are  em- 
barked at  that  port,  if  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  vessel  does  not  comply  with  the 
standards  stated  in  the  International  Con- 
vention for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea  to 
which  the  United  States  Government  is  cur- 
rently a  party. 
§  3506.  Copies  of  laws 

A  master  of  a  passenger  vessel  shall  keep 
on  board  a  copy  of  this  subtitle,  to  be  pro- 
vided by  the  Secretary  at  reasonable  cost.  If 
the  master  fails  to  do  so,  the  master  is  liable 
to  the  United  States  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $200. 
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§  3701.  Definitions 

In  this  chapter— 

(1)  "existing",  when  referring  to  a  type  of 
vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  means 
a  vessel  that  is  not  a  new  vessel. 

(2)  "major  conversion"  means  a  conver- 
sion of  an  existing  vessel  that  substantially 
changes  the  dimensions  or  carrying  capacity 
of  the  vessel  or  changes  the  type  of  vessel  or 
substantially  prolongs  its  life  or  that  other- 
wise so  changes  the  vessel  that  it  is  essen- 
tially a  new  vessel,  as  decided  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(3)  "new",  when  referring  to  a  type  of 
vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  means 
a  vessel— 

(A)  for  which  the  building  contract  is 
placed  after  June  1,  1979: 

(B)  in  the  absence  of  a  building  contract, 
the  keel  of  which  is  laid,  or  which  is  at  a 
similar  stage  of  construction,  after  January 
1,  1980: 

(C)  the  delivery  of  which  is  after  June  1, 
1982:  or 

(D)  that  has  undergone  a  major  conver- 
sion under  a  contract  made  after  June  1, 
1979.  or  construction  work  that  began  after 
January  1,  1980,  or  was  completed  after 
June  1,  1982. 

(4)  "person"  means  an  individual  (even  if 
not  a  citizen  or  national  of  the  United 
States),  a  corporation,  partnership,  associa- 
tion, or  other  entity  (even  if  not  organized 
or  existing  under  the  laws  of  a  State),  the 
United  States  Government,  a  State  or  local 
government,  a  government  of  a  foreign 
country,  or  an  entity  of  one  of  those  govern- 
ments. 

(5)  "State",  in  addition  to  its  meaning 
under  section  2101(36)  of  this  title,  includes 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 

(6)  "United  State?  ",  in  addition  to  its 
meaning  under  section  2101(44)  of  this  title, 
includes  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands. 

§  3702.  Application 

(a)  Subject  to  subsections  (b)-(e)  of  this 
section,  this  chapter  applies  to  a  tank  vessel. 

(b)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  docu- 
mented vessel  that  would  be  subject  to  this 
chapter  only  because  of  the  transfer  of  fuel 
from  the  fuel  supply  tanks  of  the  vessel  to 
offshore  drilling  or  production  facilities  in 
the  oil  industry  if  the  vessel  is— 

( 1 )  not  more  than  500  gross  tons; 

(2)  not  a  tanker:  and 

(3)  in  the  service  of  oil  exploitation. 

(c)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  can- 
nery tender,  fishing  tender,  or  fishing  vessel 
of  not  more  than  500  gross  tons,  used  in  the 
salmon  or  crab  fisheries  of  Alaska.  Oregon, 
or  Washington,  when  engaged  only  in  the 
fishing  industry. 

(d)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
of  not  more  than  5,000  gross  tons  used  in 
processing  and  assembling  fishery  products 
of    the    fisheries    of    Alaska,    Oregon,    and 


Washington.  However,  the  vessel  is  subject 
to  regulation  by  the  Secretary  when  carry- 
ing flammable  or  combustible  liquid  cargo 
in  bulk. 

(e)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  for- 
eign vessel  on  innocent  passage  on  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  the  United  States. 
§  3703.  Regulations 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions for  the  design,  construction,  alter- 
ation, repair,  maintenance,  operation,  equip- 
ping, personnel  qualification,  and  manning 
of  vessels  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  that 
may  be  necessary  for  increased  protection 
against  hazards  to  life  and  property,  for 
navigation  and  vessel  safety,  and  for  en- 
hanced protection  of  the  marine  environ- 
ment. The  Secretary  may  prescribe  differ- 
ent regulations  applicable  to  vessels  en- 
gaged in  the  domestic  trade,  and  also  may 
prescribe  regulations  that  exceed  standards 
set  internationally.  Regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  under  this  subsection  are 
in  addition  to  regulations  prescribed  under 
other  laws,  that  may  apply  to  any  of  those 
vessels.  Regulations  prescribed  under  this 
subsection  shall  include  requirements 
about— 

(1)  superstructures,  hulls,  cargo  holds  or 
tanks,  fittings,  equipment,  appliances,  pro- 
pulsion machinery,  auxiliary  machinery, 
and  boilers: 

(2)  the  handling  or  stowage  of  cargo,  the 
manner  of  handling  or  stowage  of  cargo, 
and  the  machinery  and  appliances  used  in 
the  handling  or  stowage: 

(3)  equipment  and  appliances  for  lifesav- 
ing,  fire  protection,  and  prevention  and 
mitigation  of  damage  to  the  marine  environ- 
ment: 

(4)  the  manning  of  vessels  and  the  duties, 
qualifications,  and  training  of  the  officers 
and  crew: 

(5)  improvements  in  vessel  maneuvering 
and  stopping  ability  and  other  features  that 
reduce  the  possibility  of  marine  casualties: 

(6)  the  reduction  of  cargo  loss  if  a  marine 
casualty  occurs;  and 

(7)  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  dis- 
charges during  ballasting,  deballasting,  tank 
cleaning,  cargo  handling,  or  other  such  ac- 
tivity. 

(b)  In  prescribing  regulations  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  consider  the  types  and  grades  of  cargo 
permi'ted  to  be  on  board  a  tank  vessel. 

(c)  III  prescribing  regulations  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  procedures  for  consulting 
with,  and  receiving  and  considering  the 
views  of— 

(1)  interested  departments,  agencies,  and 
Instrumentalities  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment: 

(2)  officials  of  State  and  local  govern- 
ments; 

(3)  representatives  of  port  and  harbor  au- 
thorities and  associations: 

(4)  representatives  of  environmental 
groups;  and 

(5)  other  interested  parties  knowledgeable 
or  experienced  in  dealing  with  problems  in- 
volving vessel  safety,  port  and  waterways 
safety,  and  protection  of  the  marine  envi- 
ronment. 

§  3704.  Coastwise  trade  vessels 

A  segregated  ballast  tank,  a  crude  oil 
washing  system,  or  an  inert  gas  system,  re- 
quired by  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter,  on  a  vessel  enti- 
tled to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade  under 
section  27  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1920 
(46  App.  U.S.C.  883),  shall  be  installed  in 
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the  Unltej  States  (except  the  trust  territo- 
ries). A  vessel  failing  to  comply  with  this 
section  may  not  engage  in  the  coastwise 
trade. 

§  3705.  Crude  oil  tanker  minimum  standards 
(a)  A  new  crude  oil   tanker  of  at  least 
20.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped 
with— 

( 1 )  protectively  located  segregated  ballast 
tanks: 

(2)  a  crude  oil  washing  system'  and 

(3)  a  cargo  tank  protection  system  consist- 
ing of  a  fixed  deck  froth  system  and  a  fixed 
inert  gas  system. 

(bxl)  An  existing  crude  oil  tanker  of  at 
least  40.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be 
equipped  with— 

(A)  segregated  ballast  tanks;  or 

(B)  a  crude  oil  washing  system. 

(2)  Compliance  with  paragraph  (I)  of  this 
subsection  may  be  delayed  until  June  1, 
1985.  for  any  tanker  of  less  than  70.000 
deadweight  tons  that  has  dedicated  clean 
ballast  tanks. 

(c)  An  existing  crude  oil  tanker  of  at  least 
20.000  deadweight  tons  but  less  than  40.000 
deadweight  tons,  and  at  least  15  years  of 
age.  shall  be  equipped  with  segregated  bal- 
last tanks  or  a  crude  oil  washing  system 
before  January  2.  1986.  or  the  date  on  which 
the  tanker  reaches  15  years  of  age.  whichev- 
er is  later. 

(d)  An  existing  crude  oil  tanker  of  at  least 
20.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped 
with  an  inert  gas  system.  However,  for  a 
crude  oil  tanker  of  less  than  40.000  dead- 
weight tons  not  fitted  with  high  capacity 
tank  washing  machines,  the  Secretary  may 
grant  an  exemption  if  the  vessel's  owner  can 
show  clearly  that  compliance  would  be  un- 
reasonable and  impracticable  due  to  the  ves- 
sel's design  characteristics. 

(e)  A  crude  oil  tanker  engaged  in  transfer- 
ring oil  from  an  offshore  oil  exploitation  or 
production  facility  on  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
equipped  with  segregated  ballast  tanks,  or 
may  operate  with  dedicated  clean  ballast 
tanks  or  special  ballast  arrangements.  How- 
ever, the  tanker  shall  comply  with  other  ap- 
plicable minimum  staindards  of  this  section. 
S  3706.  Product  carrier  minimum  standards 

(a)  A  new  product  carrier  of  at  least  30.000 
deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped  with  pro- 
tectively located  segregated  ballast  tanks. 

<b)  A  new  product  carrier  of  at  least  20.000 
deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped  with  a 
cargo  tank  protection  system  consisting  of  a 
fixed  deck  froth  system  and  a  fixed  inert 
gas  system  or.  if  the  product  carrier  carries 
dedicated  products  incompatible  with  the 
cargo  tank  protection  system,  an  alternate 
protection  system  authorized  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(c)  An  existing  product  carrier  of  at  least 
40.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped 
with  segregated  ballast  tanks  or  may  oper- 
ate with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks. 

(d)  An  existing  product  carrier  of  at  least 
20,000  deadweight  tons  but  less  than  40.000 
deadweight  tons,  and  at  least  15  years  of 
age.  shall  be  equipped  with  segregated  bal- 
last tanks  or  may  operate  with  dedicated 
clean  ballast  tanks  before  January  2.  1986. 
or  the  date  on  which  it  reaches  15  years  of 
age.  whichever  is  later. 

(e)  An  existing  product  carrier  of  at  least 
40.000  deadweight  tons,  or  an  existing  prod- 
uct carrier  of  at  least  20.000  deadweight 
tons  but  less  than  40.000  deadweight  tons 
that  is  fitted  with  high-capacity  tank  wash- 
ing machines,  shall  be  equipped  with  an 
inert  gas  system. 


;  3707.  Tanker  minimum  standards 

(a)  A  new  tanker  of  at  least  10.000  gross 
tons  shall  be  equipped  with— 

(1)2  remote  steering  gear  control  systems 
operable  separately  from  the  navigating 
bridge; 

(2)  the  main  steering  gear  control  in  the 
steering  gear  compartment; 

(3)  means  of  communications  and  rudder 
angle  indicators  on  the  navigating  bridge,  a 
remote  steering  gear  control  station,  and 
the  steering  gear  compartment; 

(4)  at  least  2  identical  and  adequate  power 
uniU  for  the  main  steering  gear; 

(5)  an  alternative  and  adequate  power 
supply,  either  from  an  emergency  source  of 
electrical  power  or  from  another  independ- 
ent source  of  power  located  in  the  steering 
gear  compartment;  and 

(6)  means  of  automatic  starting  and  stop- 
ping of  power  units  with  attendant  alarms 
at  all  steering  stations. 

(b)  An  existing  tanker  of  at  least  10,000 
gross  tons  shall  be  equipped  with— 

(1)2  remote  steering  gear  control  systems 
operable  separately  from  the  navigating 
bridge; 

(2)  the  main  steering  gear  control  In  the 
steering  gear  compartment;  and 

(3)  means  of  communications  and  rudder 
angle  indicators  on  the  navigating  bridge,  a 
remote  steering  gear  control  station,  and 
the  steering  gear  compartment. 
§  3708.  Self-propelled  tank  vessel  minimum 

standards 

A  self-propelled  tank  vessel  of  at  least 
10.000  gross  tons  shall  be  equipped  with— 

(Da  dual  radar  system  with  short-range 
and  long-range  capabilities,  each  with  true- 
north  features; 

(2)  an  electronic  relative  motion  analyzer 
that  is  at  least  functionally  equivalent  to 
equipment  complying  with  specifications  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary  of  Transporta- 
tion; 

(3)  an  electronic  position-fixing  device; 

(4)  adequate  communications  equipment; 

(5)  a  sonic  depth  finder; 

(6)  a  gyrocompass;  and 

(7)  up-to-date  charts. 
§  3709.  Exemptions 

The  Secretary  may  exempt  a  vessel  from 
the  minimum  requirements  established  by 
sections  3704-3706  of  this  title  for  segregat- 
ed ballast,  crude  oil  washing,  and  dedicated 
clean  ballast  if  the  Secretary  decides  that 
shore-based  reception  facilities  are  a  pre- 
ferred method  of  handling  ballast  and  that 
adequate  facilities  are  readily  available. 
I  3710.  Evidence  of  compliance  by  vessels  of 

the  United  States 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  to  which 
this  chapter  applies  that  has  on  board  oil  or 
hazardous  material  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  cargo 
residue  must  have  a  certificate  of  inspection 
issued  under  this  part,  endorsed  to  indicate 
that  the  vessel  complies  with  regulations 
prescribed  under  this  chapter. 

(b)  Each  certificate  endorsed  under  this 
section  is  valid  for  not  more  than  24  months 
and  may  be  renewed  as  specified  by  the  Sec- 
retary. In  appropriate  circumstances,  the 
Secretary  may  issue  a  temporary  certificate 
valid  for  not  more  than  30  days.  A  certifi- 
cate shall  be  suspended  or  revoked  if  the 
Secretary  finds  that  the  vessel  does  not 
comply  with  the  conditions  under  which  the 
certificate  was  issued. 
§3711.  Evidence  of  compliance  by   foreign" 

vessels 

(a)  A  foreign  vessel  to  which  this  chapter 
applies  may  operate  on  the  navigable  waters 


of  the  United  States,  or  transfer  oil  or  haz- 
ardous material  in  a  port  or  place  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  only  if  the 
vessel  has  been  issued  a  certificate  of  com- 
pliance by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary 
may  issue  the  certificate  only  after  the 
vessel  has  l)een  examined  and  found  to  be  in 
compliance  with  this  chapter  and  regula- 
tions prescribed  under  this  chapter.  The 
Secretary  may  accept  any  part  of  a  certifi- 
cate, endorsement,  or  document,  issued  by 
the  government  of  a  foreign  country  under 
a  treaty,  convention,  or  other  international 
agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is  a 
party,  as  a  basis  for  issuing  a  certificate  of 
compliance. 

(b)  A  certificate  issued  under  this  section 
is  valid  for  not  more  than  24  months  and 
may  be  renewed  as  specified  by  the  Secre- 
tary. In  appropriate  circumstances,  the  Sec- 
retary may  issue  a  temporary  certificate 
valid  for  not  more  than  30  days. 

(c)  A  certificate  shall  be  suspended  or  re- 
voked if  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  vessel 
does  not  comply  with  the  conditions  under 
which  the  certificate  was  issued. 

5  3712.  Notification  of  noncompliance 

The  Secretary  shall  notify  the  owner, 
charterer,  managing  operator,  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a  vessel 
found  not  to  be  in  compliance  with  a  regula- 
tion prescribed  under  this  part  and  state 
how  compliance  may  be  achieved. 

§  3713.  Prohibited  acts 

(a)  A  person  may  not— 

(1)  violate  this  chapter  or  a  regulation 
prescribed  under  this  chapter; 

(2)  refuse  to  permit  any  official,  author- 
ized by  the  Secretary  to  enforce  this  chap- 
ter, to  board  a  vessel  or  to  enter  a  shore 
area,  place,  or  premises,  under  a  person's 
control  to  make  an  inspection  under  this 
chapter;  or 

(3)  refuse  to  obey  a  lawful  directive  issued 
under  this  chapter. 

(b)  A  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies 
may  not— 

( 1 )  operate  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  or  use  a  port  or  place  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States 
when  not  in  compliance  with  this  chapter  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter; 

(2)  fail  to  comply  with  a  lawful  directive 
issued  under  this  chapter;  or 

(3)  carry  a  type  or  grade  of  oil  or  hazard- 
ous material  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  cargo  resi- 
due unless  its  certificate  is  endorsed  to  allow 
that  carriage. 
§  3714.  Inspection  and  examination 

(a)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  have  each 
vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies  inspect- 
ed or  examined  at  least  once  each  year. 

(2)  Each  of  those  vessels  that  is  more  than 
10  years  of  age  shall  undergo  a  special  and 
detailed  inspection  of  structural  strength 
and  hull  integrity  as  specified  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(3)  The  Secretary  may  make  contracts  for 
conducting  inspections  or  examinations  in 
the  United  States  and  in  foreign  countries. 
An  inspector  conducting  an  inspection  or 
examination  under  contract  may  not  issue  a 
certificate  of  inspection  or  a  certificate  of 
compliance,  but  the  inspector  may  issue  a 
temporary  certificate. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation reasonable  fees  for  an  inspection  or 
examination  conducted  under  this  section 
outside  the  United  States,  or  which,  when 
involving  a  foreign  vessel,  is  conducted 
under  a  contract  authorized  by  paragraph 
(3)  of  this  subsection.  The  owner,  charter. 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


21941 


or  managing  operator  of  a  vessel  inspected 
or  examined  by  the  Secretary  is  liable  for 
the  fees.  Amounts  received  as  fees  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  allow  provisional 
entry  of  a  vessel  to  conduct  an  inspection  or 
examination  under  this  chapter. 

(b)  Each  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies shall  have  on  board  those  documents 
the  Secretary  considers  necessary  for  in- 
spection and  enforcement,  including  docu- 
ments listing— 

(1)  the  type,  grade,  and  approximate 
quantities  of  cargo  on  board; 

(2)  the  shipper  and  consignee  of  the  cargo; 

(3)  the  places  of  origin  and  destination  of 
the  vessel;  and 

(4)  the  name  of  an  agent  in  the  United 
States  authorized  to  accept  service  of  legal 
process. 

(c)  Each  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies that  operates  in  the  United  States 
shall  have  a  person  designated  as  author- 
ized to  accept  service  of  legal  process  for  the 
vessel. 

§  3715.  Lightering 

(a)  A  vessel  may  transfer  oil  or  hazardous 
material  in  a  port  or  place  subject  to  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  United  States,  when  the 
cargo  has  been  transferred  from  another 
vessel  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States  or  in  the  marine  environment,  only 
if- 

(1)  the  transfer  was  conducted  consistent 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary; and 

(2)  both  the  delivering  and  receiving  ves- 
sels had  on  board,  at  the  time  of  transfer,  a 
certificate  of  inspection  or  a  certificate  of 
compliance,  as  would  have  been  required 
under  section  3710  or  3711  of  this  title,  had 
the  transfer  taken  place  in  a  port  or  place 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion. The  regulations  shall  include  provi- 
sions on— 

( 1 )  minimum  safe  operating  conditions,  in- 
cluding sea  state,  wave  height,  weather, 
proximity  to  channels  or  shipping  lanes, 
and  other  similar  factors; 

(2)  the  prevention  of  spills; 

(3)  equipment  for  responding  to  a  spill; 

(4)  the  prevention  of  any  unreasonable  in- 
terference with  navigation  or  other  reasona- 
ble uses  of  the  high  seas,  as  those  uses  are 
defined  by  treaty,  convention,  or  customary 
international  law; 

(5)  the  establishment  of  lightering  zones; 
and 

(6)  requirements  for  communication  and 
prearrival  messages. 

I  3716.  Tank  washings 

(a)  A  vessel  may  not  transfer  cargo  in  a 
port  or  place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  if.  before  arriving,  the 
vessel  has  discharged  tank  washings  con- 
taining oil  or  hazardous  material  in  prepara- 
tion for  loading  at  that  port  or  place  in  vio- 
lation of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  in 
a  manner  or  quantities  inconsistent  with  a 
treaty  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  effective 
control  and  supervisory  measures  to  carry 
out  this  section. 

§  3717.  Marine  safety  information  system 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  marine 
safety  information  system  that  shall  con- 
tain information  about  each  vessel  to  which 
this  chapter  applies  that  operates  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States,  or 
that  transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  a 


port  or  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States.  In  acquiring  this  informa- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  make  full  use  of 
publicly  available  information.  The  Secre- 
tary may  by  regulation  require  the  vessel  to 
provide  information  that  the  Secretary  con- 
siders necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection, 
including— 

( 1 )  the  name  of  each  person  with  an  own- 
ership interest  in  the  vessel; 

(2)  details  of  compliance  with  the  finan- 
cial responsibility  requirements  of  applica- 
ble laws  or  regulations; 

(3)  registration  information,  including  all 
changes  in  the  name  of  the  vessel; 

(4)  the  history  of  marine  casualties  and  se- 
rious repair  problems  of  the  vessel;  and 

(5)  a  record  of  all  inspections  and  exami- 
nations of  a  vessel  conducted  under  section 
3714  of  this  title. 

(b)  On  written  request  from  the  Secre- 
tary, the  head  of  each  department,  agency, 
or  instrumentality  of  the  United  Stales 
Government  shall  provide  available  infor- 
mation that  the  Secretary  considers  neces- 
sary to  confirm  the  information  received 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
§  3718.  Penalties 

(a)(1)  A  person  violating  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $25,000. 
Each  day  of  a  continuing  violation  is  a  sepa- 
rate violation. 

(2)  Each  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies that  is  operated  in  violation  of  this 
chapter  or  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
this  chapter  is  liable  in  rem  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty under  this  subsection. 

(b)  A  person  willfully  and  knowingly  vio- 
lating this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $50,000,  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  5  years,  or  both. 

(c)  Instead  of  the  penalties  provided  by 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  person  will- 
fully and  knowingly  violating  this  chapter 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chap- 
ter, and  using  a  dangerous  weapon,  or  en- 
gaging in  conduct  that  causes  bodily  injury 
or  fear  of  imminent  bodily  injury  to  an  offi- 
cial authorized  to  enforce  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $100,000,  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  10  years,  or 
both. 

(d)  The  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  have  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a  viola- 
tion of  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter. 

(e)  At  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  withhold  or 
revoke  the  clearance  required  by  section 
4197  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
91)  of  a  vessel  the  owner  or  operator  of 
which  is  subject  to  a  penalty  under  this  sec- 
tion. Clearance  may  be  granted  on  filing  a 
bond  or  other  surety  satisfactory  to  the  Sec- 
retary. 

CHAPTER  39-CARRIAGE  OF  ANIMALS 

Sec. 

3901.  Regulations  for  accommodations  for 

export  animals. 

3902.  Penalties. 

§  3901.  Regulations  for  accommodations  for 

export  animals 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  pre- 
scribe regulations  governing  the  accommo- 
dations on  board  vessels  for  cattle,  horses, 
mules,  asses,  sheep,  goats,  and  swine  to  be 
carried  from  the  United  States  to  a  foreign 
country.  The  regulations  shall  prescribe 
standards    for    space,    ventilation,    fittings. 


food  and  water  supply,  and  other  require- 
ments the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  consid- 
ers necessary  for  the  safe  and  proper  trans- 
portation and  humane  treatment  of  those 
animals.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may 
examine  any  vessel  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture considers  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
chapter. 
I  3902.  Penalties 

When  the  owner,  charterer,  managing  op- 
erator, agent,  master,  or  individual  in 
charge  of  a  vessel  carrying  animals  referred 
to  in  section  3901  of  this  title  willfully  vio- 
lates, or  causes  or  permits  to  be  violated,  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter, 
the  vessel  may  be  prohibited  from  carrying 
any  such  animals  from  the  United  States 
for  a  period,  of  not  more  than  one  year, 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  directs. 
The  vessel  may  not  be  cleared  from  a  port 
of  the  United  States  during  that  period. 
CHAPTER  41— UNINSPECTED  VESSELS 

Sec. 

4101.  Application. 

4102.  Safety  equipment. 

4103.  Exemptions. 

4104.  Regulations. 

4105.  Uninspected  passenger  vessels. 

4106.  Penalties. 

I  4101.  Application 

This  chapter  applies  to  an  uninspected 
vessel— 

( 1 )  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States;  or 

(2)  owned  in  the  United  States  and  operat- 
ing on  the  high  seas. 

§  4102.  Safety  equipment 

(a)  Each  uninspected  vessel  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  be  provided  with  the 
number,  type,  and  size  of  fire  extinguishers, 
capable  of  promptly  and  effectively  extin- 
guishing burning  liquid  fuel,  that  may  be 
prescribed  by  regulation.  The  fire  extin- 
guishers shall  be  kept  in  condition  for  im- 
mediate and  effective  use  and  so  placed  as 
to  be  readily  accessible. 

(b)  Each  uninspected  vessel  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  carry  at  least  one  readily 
accessible  life  preserver  or  other  lifesaving 
device,  of  the  type  prescribed  by  regulation, 
for  each  individual  on  board. 

(c)  Each  uninspected  vessel  shall  have  the 
carburetors  of  each  engine  of  the  vessel 
(except  an  outboard  motor)  using  gasoline 
as  fue',  equipped  with  an  efficient  flame  ar- 
restor,  backfire  trap,  or  other  similar  device 
prescribed  by  regulation. 

(d>  Each  uninspected  vessel  using  a  vola- 
tile liquid  as  fuel  shall  be  provided  with  the 
means  prescribed  by  regulation  for  properly 
and  efficiently  ventilating  the  bilges  of  the 
engine  and  fuel  tank  compartments,  so  as  to 
remove  any  explosive  or  flammable  gases. 
§  4103.  Exemptions 

Section  4102(a)  of  this  title  does  not  apply 
to  a  vessel  propelled  by  outboard  motors 
when  competing  in  a  race  previously  ar- 
ranged and  announced  or.  if  the  vessel  is  de- 
signed and  intended  only  for  racing,  when 
operated  incidental  to  tuning  up  the  vessel 
and  its  engines  for  the  race. 
§  4104.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  chapter. 
§  4105.  Uninspected  passenger  vessels 

Chapter  43  of  this  title  applies  to  an  unin- 
spected passenger  vessel. 
§  4106.  Penalties 

If  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies  is 
operated  in  violation  of  this  chapter  or  a 
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regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter, 
the  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator, 
agent,  master,  and  individual  in  charge  are 
each  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $100.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

CHAPTER  43-RECREATIONAL 
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§  4301.  Application 

(a)  This  chapter  applies  to  a  recreational 
vessel  and  associated  equipment  carried  in 
the  vessel  on  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  and.  for  a  vessel 
owned  in  the  United  States,  on  the  high 
seas. 

(b)  Except  when  expressly  otherwise  pro- 
vided, this  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  for- 
eign vessel  temporarily  operating  on  waters 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States. 

(c)  Until  there  is  a  final  judicial  decision 
that  they  are  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,  the  following  waters  lying  en- 
tirely in  New  Hampshire  are  declared  not  to 
be  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section:  Lake  Winnisquam.  Lake  Winnipe- 
saukee.  parts  of  the  Merrimack  River,  and 
their  tributary  and  connecting  waters. 

§  4302.  Regulations 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions— 

(1)  establishing  minimum  safety  standards 
for  recreational  vessels  and  associated 
equipment,  and  establishing  procedures  and 
tests  required  to  measure  conformance  with 
those  standards,  with  each  standard— 

(A)  meeting  the  need  for  recreational 
vessel  safety;  and 

(B)  being  stated,  insofar  as  practicable,  in 
terms  of  performance; 

(2)  requiring  the  installation,  carrying,  or 
use  of  associated  equipment  (including  fuel 
systems,  ventilation  systems,  electrical  sys- 
tems, sound-producing  devices,  firefighting 
equipment,  lifesaving  devices,  signaling  de- 
vices, ground  tackle,  life-  and  grab-rails,  and 
navigational  equipment)  on  recreational  ves- 
sels and  classes  of  recreational  vessels  sub- 
ject to  this  chapter,  and  prohibiting  the  in- 
stallation, carrying,  or  use  of  associated 
equipment  that  does  not  conform  with 
safety  standards  established  under  this  sec- 
tion; and 

(3)  requiring  or  permitting  the  display  of 
seals,  lat>els.  plates,  insignia,  or  other  de- 
vices for  certifying  or  evidencing  compliance 
with  safety  regulations  and  standards  of  the 
United  States  Government  for  recreational 
vessels  and  associated  equipment. 

(b)  Each  regulation  prescribed  under  this 
section  shall  specify  an  effective  date  that  is 
not  earlier  than  180  days  from  the  date  the 
regulation  was  published,  unless  the  Secre- 
tary finds  that  there  exists  a  recreational 
vessel  safety  hazard  so  critical  as  to  require 
an  earlier  effective  date.  However,  this 
period  may  not  be  more  than  24  months  for 
cases  involving,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Sec- 
retary, major  product  design,  retooling,  or 


major  changes  in  the  manufacturing  proc- 
ess. 

(c)  In  prescribing  regulations  under  this 
section,  the  Secretary  shall,  among  other 
things— 

( 1 )  consider  the  need  for  and  the  extent  to 
which  the  regulations  will  contribute  to  rec- 
reational vessel  safety; 

(2)  consider  relevant  available  recreational 
vessel  safety  standards,  statistics,  and  data, 
including  public  and  private  research,  devel- 
opment, testing,  and  evaluation; 

(3)  not  compel  substantial  alteration  of  a 
recreational  vessel  or  item  of  associated 
equipment  that  is  in  existence,  or  the  con- 
struction or  manufacture  of  which  is  begun 
before  the  effective  date  of  the  regulation, 
but  subject  to  that  limitation  may  require 
compliance  or  performance,  to  avoid  a  sub- 
stantial risk  of  personal  injury  to  the  public, 
that  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate  in 
relation  to  the  degree  of  hazard  that  the 
compliance  will  correct;  and 

(4)  consult  with  the  National  Boating 
Safety  Advisory  Council  established  under 
section  13110  of  this  title  about  the  consid- 
erations referred  to  in  clauses  (l)-(3)  of  this 
subsection. 

(d)  Section  8903  of  this  title  does  not 
apply  to  a  vessel  being  operated  for  bona 
fide  dealer  demonstrations  provided  without 
fee  to  business  invitees.  However,  if  on  the 
basis  of  substantial  evidence,  the  Secretary 
decides  under  this  section  that  requiring 
vessels  so  operated  to  be  under  the  control 
of  licensed  individuals  is  necessary  for  boat- 
ing safety,  then  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 
regulations  requiring  the  licensing  of  indi- 
viduals controlling  these  vessels  in  the  same 
manner  as  provided  in  chapter  89  of  this 
title  for  individuals  in  control  of  vessels  car- 
rying passengers  for  hire. 

§  4303.  Inspection  and  testing 

(a)  Subject  to  regulations,  supervision, 
and  reviews  that  the  Secretary  may  pre- 
scribe, the  Secretary  may  delegate  to  a 
person,  private  or  public  agency,  or  organi- 
zation, or  to  an  officer  or  employee  under 
the  supervision  of  that  person  or  agency, 
any  work,  business,  or  function  related  to 
the  testing,  inspection,  and  examination 
necessary  for  compliance  enforcement  and 
for  the  development  of  data  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  prescribe  regulations  under  sec- 
tion 4302  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may— 

( 1 )  conduct  research,  testing,  and  develop- 
ment necessary  to  carry  out  this  chapter,  in- 
cluding the  procurement  by  negotiation  or 
otherwise  of  experimental  and  other  recre- 
ational vessels  or  associated  equipment  for 
research  and  testing  purposes;  and 

(2)  subsequently  sell  those  vessels. 

§  4304.  Importation  of  nonconforming  ves- 
sels and  equipment 

The  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  may  authorize  by  joint  regulations 
the  importation  of  any  nonconforming  rec- 
reational vessel  or  associated  equipment  on 
conditions,  including  providing  a  bond,  that 
will  ensure  that  the  recreational  vessel  or 
associated  equipment  will  be  brought  into 
conformity  with  applicable  safety  regula- 
tions and  standards  of  the  Government 
before  the  vessel  or  equipment  is  operated 
on  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States. 
5  4305.  Exemptions 

If  the  Secretary  considers  that  recreation- 
al vessel  safety  will  not  be  adversely  affect- 
ed, the  Secretary  may  issue  an  exemption 
from  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  prescribed 
under  this  chapter. 


§  4306.  Federal  preemption 

Unless  permitted  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  4305  of  this  title,  a  State  or  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  may  not  establish, 
continue  in  effect,  or  enforce  a  law  or  regu- 
lation establishing  a  recreational  vessel  or 
associated  equipment  performance  or  other 
safety  standard  or  imposing  a  requirement 
for  associated  equipment  (except  insofar  as 
the  State  or  political  subdivision  may.  in  the 
absence  of  the  Secretary's  disapproval,  regu- 
late the  carrying  or  use  of  marine  safety  ar- 
ticles to  meet  uniquely  hazardous  conditions 
or  circumstances  within  the  State)  that  is 
not  identical  to  a  regulation  prescribed 
under  section  4302  of  this  title. 

§  4307.  Prohibited  acts 
(a)  A  person  may  not— 

(1)  manufacture,  construct,  assemble,  sell 
or  offer  for  sale,  introduce  or  deliver  for  in- 
troduction into  interstate  commerce,  or 
import  into  the  United  States,  a  recreation- 
al vessel,  associated  equipment,  or  compo- 
nent of  the  vessel  or  equipment  unless— 

(A)  it  conforms  with  this  chapter  or  a  reg- 
ulation prescribed  under  this  chapter:  or 

(B)  it  is  intended  only  for  export  and  is  so 
labeled,  tagged,  or  marked  on  the  recre- 
ational vessel  or  equipment,  including  any 
markings  on  the  outside  of  the  container  in 
which  it  is  to  be  exported; 

(2)  affix,  attach,  or  display  a  seal,  docu- 
ment, label,  plate,  insignia,  or  other  device 
indicating  or  suggesting  compliance  with 
standards  of  the  United  States  Government 
on,  in.  or  in  connection  with,  a  recreational 
vessel  or  item  of  associated  equipment  that 
is  false  or  misleading:  or 

(3)  fail  to  provide  a  notification  as  re- 
quired by  this  chapter  or  fail  to  exercise 
reasonable  diligence  in  carrying  out  the  no- 
tification and  reporting  requirements  of  this 
chapter. 

(b)  A  person  may  not  operate  a  vessel  in 
violation  of  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter. 

§  4308.  Termination  of  unsafe  operation 

If  an  official  charged  with  the  enforce- 
ment of  this  chapter  ob.serves  a  recreational 
vessel  being  operated  without  sufficient  life- 
saving  or  firefighting  devices  or  in  an  over- 
loaded or  other  unsafe  condition  (as  defined 
in  regulations  prescribed  under  this  chap- 
ter) and.  in  the  judgment  of  the  official,  the 
operation  creates  an  especially  hazardous 
condition,  the  official  may  direct  the  opera- 
tor of  the  recreational  vessel  to  take  imme- 
diate and  reasonable  steps  necessary  for  the 
safety  of  individuals  on  board  the  vessel,  in- 
cluding directing  the  operator  to  return  to  a 
mooring  and  to  remain  there  until  the  situa- 
tion creating  the  hazard  is  corrected  or 
ended. 
§  4309.  Investigation  and  reporting 

(a)  A  recreational  vessel  manufacturer  to 
whom  this  chapter  applies  shall  establish 
and  maintain  records  and  reports  and  pro- 
vide information  the  Secretary  may  require 
to  enable  the  Secretary  to  decide  whether 
the  manufacturer  has  acted  or  is  acting  in 
compliance  with  this  chapter  and  regula- 
tions prescribed  under  this  chapter.  On  re- 
quest of  an  officer,  employee,  or  agent  au- 
thorized by  the  Secretary,  a  recreational 
vessel  manufacturer  shall  permit  the  offi- 
cer, employee,  or  agent  to  inspect,  at  reason- 
able times,  factories  or  other  facilities,  and 
records  related  to  deciding  whether  the 
manufacturer  has  acted  or  is  acting  in  com- 
pliance with  this  chapter  and  regulations 
prescribed  under  this  chapter. 


(b)  Information  reported  to  or  otherwise 
obtained  by  the  Secretary  or  the  representa- 
tive of  the  Secretary  under  this  section  con- 
taining or  related  to  a  trade  secret  or  other 
matter  referred  to  in  section  1905  of  title  18. 
or  authorized  to  be  exempt  from  public  dis- 
closure by  section  552(b)  of  title  5.  is  confi- 
dential under  section  1905.  However,  on  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary,  the  information 
may  be  disclosed  to  other  officers,  employ- 
ees, or  agents  concerned  with  carrying  out 
this  chapter  or  when  it  is  relevant  in  a  pro- 
ceeding under  this  chapter. 
§  4310.  Repair  and  replacement  of  defects 

(a)  In  this  section,  "associated  equipment" 
includes  only  items  or  classes  of  associated 
equipment  that  the  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe by  regulation  after  deciding  that  the 
application  of  the  requirements  of  this  sec- 
tion to  those  items  or  classes  of  associated 
equipment  is  reasonable  and  in  furtherance 
of  this  chapter. 

(b)  If  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  has  left  the  place  of  manufac- 
ture and  the  recreational  vessel  manufac- 
turer discovers  or  acquires  information  that 
the  manufacturer  decides,  in  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  and  prudent  judgment,  indicates 
that  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  subject  to  an  applicable  regula- 
tion prescribed  under  section  4302  of  this 
title  either  fails  to  comply  with  the  regula- 
tion, or  contains  a  defect  that  creates  a  sub- 
stantial risk  of  personal  injury  to  the  public, 
the  manufacturer  shall  provide  notification 
of  the  defect  or  failure  of  compliance  as  pro- 
vided by  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  sec- 
tion within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  man- 
ufacturer has  discovered  the  defect. 

(c)(1)  The  notification  required  by  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  given  to  the 
following  persons  in  the  following  manner: 

(A)  by  certified  mail  to  the  first  purchaser 
for  other  than  resale,  except  that  the  re- 
quirement for  notification  of  the  first  pur- 
chaser shall  be  satisfied  if  the  recreational 
vessel  manufacturer  exercises  reasonable 
diligence  in  establishing  and  maintaining  a 
list  of  those  purchasers  and  their  current 
addresses,  and  sends  the  required  notice  to 
each  person  on  that  list  at  the  address  ap- 
pearing on  the  list. 

(B)  by  certified  mail  to  subsequent  pur- 
chasers if  known  to  the  manufacturer. 

(C)  by  certified  mail  or  other  more  expedi- 
tious means  to  the  dealers  and  distributors 
of  the  recreational  ves-sels  or  associated 
equipment. 

(2)  The  notification  required  by  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section  is  required  to  be 
given  only  for  a  defect  or  failure  of  compli- 
ance discovered  by  the  recreational  vessel 
manufacturer  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  manufacturer  has  discovered  the 
defect  or  failure,  except  that  the  manufac- 
turer's duty  of  notification  under  paragraph 
(1)  (A)  and  (B)  of  this  subsection  applies 
only  to  a  defect  or  failure  of  compliance  dis- 
covered by  the  manufacturer  within  one  of 
the  following  appropriate  periods: 

(A)  if  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  required  by  regulation  to  have  a 
date  of  certification  affixed,  5  years  from 
the  date  of  certification. 

(B)  if  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  not  required  by  regulation  to 
have  a  date  of  certification  affixed.  5  years 
from  the  date  of  manufacture. 

(d)  The  notification  required  by  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section  shall  contain  a  clear 
description  of  the  defect  or  failure  to 
comply,  an  evaluation  of  the  hazard  reason- 
ably related  to  the  defect  or  failure,  a  state- 
ment of  the  measures  to  correct  the  defect 


or  failure,  and  an  undertaking  by  the  recre- 
ational vessel  manufacturer  to  take  those 
measures  only  at  the  manufacturer's  cost 
and  expense. 

(e)  Each  recreational  vessel  manufacturer 
shall  provide  the  Secretary  with  a  copy  of 
all  notices,  bulletins,  and  other  communica- 
tions to  dealers  and  distributors  of  that 
manufacturer,  and  to  purchasers  of  recre- 
ational vessels  or  associated  equipment  of 
that  manufacturer,  about  a  defect  related  to 
safety  in  the  recreational  vessels  or  associat- 
ed equipment,  and  any  failure  to  comply 
with  the  regulation  or  order  applicable  to 
the  recreational  vessels  or  associated  equip- 
ment. The  Secretary  may  publish  or  other- 
wise disclose  to  the  public  information  in 
the  notices  or  other  information  the  Secre- 
tary has  that  the  Secretary  considers  will 
assist  in  carrying  out  this  chapter.  However, 
the  Secretary  may  disclose  any  information 
that  contains  or  relates  to  a  trade  secret 
only  if  the  Secretary  decides  that  the  infor- 
mation is  necessary  to  carry  out  this  chap- 
ter. 

(f)  If.  through  testing,  inspection,  investi- 
gation, or  examination  of  reports,  the  Secre- 
tary decides  that  a  recreational  vessel  or  as- 
sociated equipment  to  which  this  chapter 
applies  contains  a  defect  related  to  safety  or 
fails  to  comply  with  an  applicable"  regula- 
tion prescribed  under  this  chapter  and  noti- 
fication under  this  chapter  is  appropriate, 
the  Secretary  shall  notify  the  recreational 
vessel  manufacturer  of  the  defect  or  failure. 
The  notice  shall  contain  the  findings  of  the 
Secretary  and  shall  include  a  synopsis  of 
the  information  on  which  they  are  based. 
The  manufacturer  may  then  provide  the  no- 
tification required  by  this  chapter  to  the 
persons  designated  in  this  chapter  or  dis- 
pute the  Secretary's  decision.  If  disputed, 
the  Secretary  shall  provide  the  manufactur- 
er with  an  opportunity  to  present  views  and 
establish  that  there  is  no  such  defect  or  fail- 
ure. When  the  Secretary  considers  it  to  be 
in  the  public  interest,  the  Secretary  may 
publish  notice  of  the  proceeding  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  and  provide  interested  per- 
sons, including  the  National  Boating  Safety 
Advisory  Council,  with  an  opportunity  to 
comment.  If.  after  presentation  by  the  man- 
ufacturer, the  Secretary  decides  that  the 
recreational  vessel  or  associated  equipment 
contains  a  defect  related  to  safety  or  fails  to 
comply  with  an  applicable  regulation,  the 
Secretary  may  direct  the  manufacturer  to 
provide  the  notifications  specified  in  this 
chapter. 

(g)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  section,  including  the 
establishment  of  procedures  that  require 
dealers  and  distributors  to  assist  manufac- 
turers in  obtaining  information  required  by 
this  section.  A  regulation  prescribed  under 
this  subsection  does  not  relieve  a  manufac- 
turer of  any  obligation  imposed  by  this  sec- 
tion. 

§  4311.  Penalties  and  injunctions 

(a)  A  person  willfully  operating  a  recre- 
ational vessel  in  violation  of  this  chapter  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000.  impris- 
oned for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

(b)  A  person  violating  section  4307(a)(1)  of 
this  title  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$2,000.  except  that  the  maximum  civil  pen- 
alty may  be  not  more  than  $100,000  for  a  re- 
lated series  of  violations.  When  a  corpora- 
tion violates  section  4307(a)(1),  any  director, 
officer,  or  executive  employee  of  the  corpo- 
ration who  knowingly  and  willfully  ordered, 
or  knowingly  and  willfully  authorized,  a  vio- 


lation is  individually  liable  to  the  Govern- 
ment for  the  penalty,  in  addition  to  the  cor- 
poration. However,  the  director,  officer,  or 
executive  employee  is  not  liable  individually 
under  this  subsection  if  the  director,  officer, 
or  executive  employee  can  demonstrate  by  a 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  that— 

( 1 )  the  order  or  authorization  was  issued 
on  the  basis  of  a  decision,  in  exercising  rea- 
sonable and  prudent  judgment,  that  the 
nonconformity  with  standards  and  regula- 
tions constituting  the  violation  would  not 
cause  or  constitute  a  substantial  risk  of  per- 
sonal injury  to  the  public;  and 

(2)  at  the  time  of  the  order  or  authoriza- 
tion, the  director,  officer,  or  executive  em- 
ployee advised  the  Secretary  in  writing  of 
acting  under  this  clause  and  clause  (1)  of 
this  subsection. 

(c)  A  person  violatng  any  other  provision 
of  this  chapter  or  other  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter  is  liable  to  the 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more 
than  $1,000.  If  the  violation  involves  the  op- 
eration of  a  vessel,  the  vessel  also  is  liable  in 
rem  for  the  penalty. 

(d)  When  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$200  has  been  assessed  under  this  chapter, 
the  Secretary  may  refer  the  matter  of  col- 
lection of  the  penalty  directly  to  the  United 
States  magistrate  of  the  jurisdiction  in 
which  the  person  liable  may  be  found  for 
collection  procedures  under  supervision  of 
the  district  court  and  under  an  order  issued 
by  the  court  delegating  this  authority  under 
section  636(b)  of  title  28. 

(e)  The  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  have  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a  viola- 
tion of  this  chapter,  or  to  restrain  the  sale, 
offer  for  sale,  introduction  or  delivery  for 
introduction  into  interstate  commerce,  or 
importation  into  the  United  States,  of  a  rec- 
reational vessel  or  associated  equipment 
that  the  court  decides  does  not  conform  to 
safety  standards  of  the  Government.  A  civil 
action  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
brought  by  filing  a  petition  by  the  Attorney 
General  for  the  Government.  When  practi- 
cable, the  Secretary  shall  give  notice  to  a 
person  against  whom  an  action  for  injunc- 
tive relief  is  contemplated  and  provide  the 
person  with  an  opportunity  to  present  views 
and,  except  for  a  knowing  and  willful  viola- 
tion, shall  provide  the  person  with  a  reason- 
able opportunity  to  achieve  compliance.  The 
failure  to  give  notice  and  provide  the  oppor- 
tunity does  not  preclude  the  granting  of  ap- 
propriate relief  by  the  district  court. 

(f)  A  person  is  not  subject  to  a  penalty 
under  this  chapter  if  the  person— 

(1)  establishes  that  the  person  did  not 
have  reason  to  know,  in  exercising  reasona- 
ble care,  that  a  recreational  vessel  or  associ- 
ated equipment  does  not  conform  with  the 
applicable  safety  standards  of  the  Govern- 
ment; or 

(2)  holds  a  certificate  issued  by  the  manu- 
facturer of  that  recreational  vessel  or  associ- 
ated equipment  to  the  effect  that  the  recre- 
ational vessel  or  associated  equipment  con- 
forms to  all  applicable  recreational  vessel 
safety  standards  of  the  Government,  unless 
the  person  knows  or  reasonably  should  have 
known  that  the  recreational  vessel  or  associ- 
ated equipment  does  not  so  conform. 

(g)  Compliance  with  this  chapter  or  stand- 
ards, regulations,  or  orders  prescribed  under 
this  chapter  does  not  relieve  a  person  from 
liability  at  common  law  or  under  State  law. 
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[Part  C— Reserved  for  Load  Lines  of 

Vessels] 

Part  D— Marine  Casualties 

CHAPTER  61 -REPORTING  MARINE 

CASUALTIES 

Sec. 

6101.  Marine  casualties  and  reporting. 

6102.  State     marine     casually     reporting 

system. 

6103.  Penalty. 

§  6101.  Marine  casualties  and  reporting 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions on  the  marine  casualties  and  incidents 
to  be  reported  and  the  manner  of  reporting. 
The  regulations  shall  require  reporting  the 
following  marine  casualties: 

( 1 )  death  of  an  individual. 

(2)  serious  injury  to  an  individual. 

(3)  material  loss  of  property. 

(4)  material  damage  affecting  the  seawor- 
thiness or  efficiency  of  the  vessel. 

(b)  A  marine  casualty  shall  be  reported 
within  5  days  as  provided  in  this  part  and 
regulations  prescril>ed  under  this  part. 

(c)  When  the  owner,  charterer,  managing 
operator,  or  agent  of  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  has  reason  to  believe  (because  of  lack 
of  communication  with  or  nonappearance  of 
a  vessel  or  any  other  incident)  that  the 
vessel  may  have  been  lost  or  imperiled,  the 
owner,  charterer,  managing  operator,  or 
agent  immediately  shall  attempt  to  deter- 
mine the  status  of  the  vessel.  If  the  owner, 
charterer,  managing  operator,  or  agent 
cannot  determine  the  status  of  the  vessel, 
the  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator,  or 
agent  immediately  shall  notify  the  Coast 
Guard  and  provide  the  name  and  identifica- 
tion number  of  the  vessel,  the  names  of  in- 
dividuals on  tK)ard.  and  any  other  informa- 
tion that  may  t)e  requested  by  the  Coast 
Guard. 

<d)  This  part  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
when  involved  in  a  marine  casualty  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States. 

(e)  A  marine  casualty  not  resulting  in  the 
death  of  an  individual  shall  be  classified  ac- 
cording to  the  gravity  of  the  casualty,  as 
prescribed  by  regulation,  giving  consider- 
ation to  the  extent  of  injuries  to  individuals. 
the  extent  of  property  damage,  the  dangers 
that  the  casualty  creates,  and  the  size,  occu- 
pation, and  means  of  propulsion  of  each 
vessel  involved. 
§  6102.    State    marine    casualty    reporting 

system 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions for  a  uniform  State  marine  casualty 
reporting  system  for  vessels.  Regulations 
shall  prescribe  the  casualties  to  be  reported 
and  the  manner  of  reporting.  A  State  shall 
compile  and  submit  to  the  Secretary  re- 
ports, information,  and  statistics  on  casual- 
ties reported  to  the  State. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  collect,  analyze, 
and  publish  reports,  information,  and  statis- 
tics on  marine  casualties  together  with  find- 
ings and  recommendations  the  Secretary 
considers  appropriate.  If  a  State  marine  cas- 
ualty reporting  system  provides  that  infor- 
mation derived  from  casualty  reports 
(except  statistical  information)  may  not  t>e 
publicly  disclosed,  or  otherwise  prohibits 
use  by  the  State  or  any  person  in  any  action 
or  proceeding  against  a  person,  the  Secre- 
tary may  use  the  information  provided  by 
the  State  only  in  the  same  way  that  the 
State  may  use  the  information. 

§6103.  Penalty 

An  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator, 
agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 
vessel  failing  to  report  a  casualty  or  incident 


as  required  under  section  6101  of  this  title 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  section 
6101  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  ci>il  penalty  of  $1,000. 

CHAPTER  63-INVESTIGATING 
MARINE  CASUALTIES 

Sec. 

6301.  Investigation  of  marine  casualties. 

6302.  Public  investigations. 

6303.  Rights  of  parties  in  interest. 

6304.  Subpena  authority. 

6305.  Reports  of  investigations. 

6306.  Penalty. 

6307.  Notifications  to  Congress. 

§  6301.  Investigation  of  marine  casualties 

The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regulations 
for  the  immediate  investigation  of  marine 
casualties  under  this  part  to  decide,  as  close- 
ly as  possible— 

(1)  the  cause  of  the  casualty,  including 
the  cause  of  any  death: 

(2)  whether  an  act  of  misconduct,  incom- 
petence, negligence,  unskillfulness,  or  will- 
ful violation  of  law  committed  by  any  indi- 
vidual licensed,  certificated,  or  documented 
under  part  E  of  this  subtitle  has  contributed 
to  the  cause  of  the  casualty,  or  to  a  death 
involved  in  the  casualty,  so  that  appropriate 
remedial  action  under  chapter  77  of  this 
title  may  be  taken: 

(3)  whether  an  act  of  misconduct,  incom- 
petence, negligence  unskillfulness,  or  willful 
violation  of  law  committed  by  any  person, 
including  an  officer,  employee,  or  member 
of  the  Coast  Guard,  contributed  to  the 
cause  of  the  casualty,  or  to  a  death  involved 
in  the  casualty: 

(4)  whether  there  is  evidence  that  an  act 
subjecting  the  offender  to  a  civil  penalty 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  has 
been  committed,  so  that  appropriate  action 
may  be  undertaken  to  collect  the  penalty: 

(5)  whether  there  is  evidence  that  a  crimi- 
nal act  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
has  been  committed,  so  that  the  matter  may 
be  referred  to  appropriate  authorities  for 
prosecution:  and 

(6)  whether  there  is  need  for  new  laws  or 
regulations,  or  amendment  or  repeal  of  ex- 
isting laws  or  regulations,  to  prevent  the  re- 
currence of  the  casualty. 

§  6302.  Public  investigations 

Each  investigation  conducted  under  this 
chapter  and  regulations  prescribed  under 
this  chapter  shall  be  open  to  the  public, 
except  when  evidence  affecting  the  national 
security  is  to  t>e  received. 
§  6303.  Rights  of  parties  in  interest 

In  an  investigation  conducted  under  this 
chapter,  the  following  shall  be  allowed  to  l>e 
represented  by  counsel,  to  cross-examine 
witnesses,  and  to  call  witnesses: 

( 1 )  an  owner, 

(2)  any  holder  of  a  license  or  certificate  of 
registry, 

(3)  any  holder  of  a  merchant  mariners 
document, 

(4)  any  other  person  whose  conduct  is 
under  investigation,  and 

(5)  any  other  party  in  interest. 
§  6304.  Subpena  authority 

(a)  In  an  investigation  under  this  chapter, 
the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses, 
including  parties  in  interest,  and  the  pro- 
duction of  any  evidence  may  be  compelled 
by  subpena.  The  subpena  authority  granted 
by  this  section  is  coextensive  with  that  of  a 
district  court  of  the  United  States,  in  civil 
matters,  for  the  district  in  which  the  inves- 
tigation is  conducted. 

(b)  When  a  person  fails  to  ol)ey  a  subpena 
issued  under  this  section,  the  district  court 


of  the  United  States  for  the  district  in 
which  the  investigation  is  conducted  or  in 
which  the  person  failing  to  obey  is  found, 
shall  on  proper  application  issue  an  order 
directing  that  person  to  comply  with  the 
subpena.  The  court  may  punish  as  contempt 
any  disobedience  of  its  order. 

(c)  A  witness  complying  with  a  subpena 
issued  under  this  section  may  be  paid  for 
actual  travel  and  attendance  at  the  rate  pro- 
vided for  witnesses  in  the  district  courts  of 
the  United  States. 

(d)  An  official  designated  to  conduct  an 
investigation  under  this  part  may  issue  sub- 
penas  as  provided  in  this  section  and  admin- 
ister oaths  to  witnesses. 

§  6305.  Reports  of  investigations 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions about  the  form  and  manner  of  reports 
of  investigations  conducted  under  this  part. 

(b)  Reports  of  investigations  conducted 
under  this  part  shall  be  made  available  to 
the  public,  except  to  the  extent  that  they 
contain  information  related  to  the  national 
security. 

§  6306.  Penalty 

A  person  attempting  to  coerce  a  witness, 
or  to  induce  a  witness,  to  testify  falsely  in 
connection  with  a  marine  casualty,  or  to 
induce  a  witness  to  leave  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  fined  $5,000,  im- 
prisoned for  one  year,  or  both. 
§  6307.  Notifications  to  Congress 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  notify  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  any  hearing, 
before  the  hearing  occurs,  investigating  a 
major  marine  casualty  involving  a  death 
under  section  6301  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  to  a  com- 
mittee referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  information  on  a  major  marine  casu- 
alty that  is  requested  by  that  committee  or 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  if  the  sub- 
mission of  that  information  is  not  prohibit- 
ed by  a  law  of  the  United  States. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  annually  to 
Congress  a  summary  of  the  marine  casual- 
ties reported  during  the  prior  fiscal  year,  to- 
gether with  a  brief  statement  of  action 
taken  concerning  those  casualties. 

Part  E— Licenses,  Certificates,  and 
Merchant  Mariners'  Documents 

CHAPTER  71-LICENSES  AND 
CERTIFICATES  OF  REGISTRY 

Sec. 

7101.  Issuing   and   classifying   licenses   and 

certificates  of  registry. 

7102.  Citizenship. 

7103.  Licenses  for  radio  officers. 

7104.  Certificates   for  medical  doctors  and 

nurses. 

7105.  Oaths. 

7106.  Duration  of  licenses. 

7107.  Duration  of  certificates  of  registry. 

7108.  Termination   of   licenses   and   certifi- 

cates of  registry. 

7109.  Renewal  of  licenses. 

7110.  Exhibiting  licenses. 

7111.  Licenses  for  fishing  vessels  not  subject 

to  inspection. 

7112.  Licenses  of  masters  or  mates  as  pilots. 

7113.  Exemption  from  draft. 

7114.  Fees. 

§7101.  Issuing  and  classifying  licenses  and 

certificates  of  registry 

(a)  Licenses  and  certificates  of  registry  are 
established  for  individuals  who  are  required 
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to  hold  licenses 
subtitle. 

(b)  Under  regulations  prescribed 
Secretary,  the  Secretary— 

(1)  issues  the  licenses  and  certificates  of 
registry:  and 

(2)  may  classify  the  licenses  and  certifi- 
cates of  registry  as  provided  in  subsections 
(c)  and  (f )  of  this  section,  based  on— 

(A)  the  tonnage,  means  of  propulsion,  and 
horsepower  of  machine-propelled  vessels: 

(B)  the  waters  on  which  vessels  are  to  be 
operated:  or 

(C)  other  reasonable  standards. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  issue  licenses  in  the 
following  classes  to  applicants  found  quali- 
fied as  to  age,  character,  habits  of  life,  expe- 
rience, professional  qualifications,  and  phys- 
ical fitness: 

( 1 )  masters,  mates,  and  engineers. 

(2)  pilots. 

(3)  operators. 

(4)  radio  officers. 

(d)  In  classifying  individuals  under  subsec- 
tion <c)<l)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish,  when  possible,  suitable 
career  patterns  and  service  and  other  quali- 
fying requirements  appropriate  to  the  par- 
ticular service  or  industry  in  which  the  indi- 
viduals are  engaged. 

(e)  An  individual  may  be  issued  a  license 
under  subsection  (c)(2)  of  this  section  only 
if  the  applicant— 

(1 )  is  at  least  21  years  of  age; 

(2)  is  of  sound  health  and  has  no  physical 
limitations  that  would  hinder  or  prevent  the 
performance  of  a  pilot's  duties: 

(3)  agrees  to  have  a  thorough  physical  ex- 
amination each  year  while  holding  the  li- 
cense: 

(4)  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary,  that  the  applicant  has  the 
requisite  general  knowledge  and  skill  to 
hold  the  license: 

(5)  demonstrates  proficiency  in  the  use  of 
electronic  aids  to  navigation: 

(6)  maintains  adequate  knowledge  of  the 
waters  to  be  navigated  and  knowledge  of 
regulations  for  the  prevention  of  collisions 
in  those  waters; 

(7)  has  sufficient  experience,  as  decided  by 
the  Secretary,  to  evidence  ability  to  handle 
any  vessel  of  the  type  and  size  which  the  ap- 
plicant may  be  authorized  to  pilot;  and 

(8)  meets  any  other  requirement  the  Sec- 
retary considers  reasonable  and  necessary. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  issue  certificates  of 
registry  in  the  following  classes  to  appli- 
cants found  qualified  as  to  character,  knowl- 
edge, skill,  and  experience: 

(1)  pursers. 

(2)  medical  doctors. 

(3)  professional  nurses. 
§  7102.  Citizenship 

Licenses  and  certificates  of  registry  for  in- 
dividuals on  documented  vessels  may  be 
issued  only  to  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
§  7103.  Licenses  for  radio  officers 

(a)  A  license  as  radio  officer  may  be  issued 
only  to  an  applicant  who  has  a  first-class  or 
second-class  radiotelegraph  operator  license 
issued  by  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  7318  of 
this  title,  this  part  does  not  affect  the  status 
of  radiotelegraph  operators  serving  on 
board  vessels  operating  only  on  the  Great 
Lakes. 

§  7104.  Certificates  for  medical  doctors  and 

nurses 

A  certificate  of  registry  as  a  medical 
doctor  or  professional  nurse  may  be  issued 
only  to  an  applicant  who  has  a  license  as  a 


medical  doctor  or  registered  nurse,  respec- 
tively, issued  by  a  State. 

§7105.  Oaths 

An  applicant  for  a  license  or  certificate  of 
registry  shall  take,  before  the  issuance  of 
the  license  or  certificate,  an  oath  before  a 
designated  official,  without  concealment  or 
reservation,  that  the  applicant  will  perform 
faithfully  and  honestly,  according  to  the 
best  skill  and  judgment  of  the  applicant,  all 
the  duties  required  by  law. 
§  7106.  Duration  of  licenses 

A  license  issued  under  this  part  is  valid  for 
5  years.  However,  the  validity  of  a  license 
issued  to  a  radio  officer  is  conditioned  on 
the  continuous  possession  by  the  holder  of  a 
first-class  or  second-class  radiotelegraph  op- 
erator license  issued  by  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission. 
§  7107.  Duration  of  certificates  of  registry 

A  certificate  of  registry  issued  under  this 
part  is  not  limited  in  duration.  However,  the 
validity  of  a  certificate  issued  to  a  medical 
doctor  or  professional  nurse  is  conditioned 
on  the  continuous  possession  by  the  holder 
of  a  license  as  a  medical  doctor  or  registered 
nurse,  respectively,  issued  by  a  State, 
i  7108.  Termination  of  licenses  and  certifi- 
cates of  registry 

When  the  holder  of  a  license  or  certificate 
of  registry,  the  duration  of  which  is  condi- 
tioned under  section  7106  or  7107  of  this 
title,  fails  to  hold  the  license  required  as  a 
condition,  the  license  or  certificate  of  regis- 
try issued  under  this  part  is  terminated. 
§  7109.  Renewal  of  licenses 

A  license  issued  under  this  part  may  be  re- 
newed for  additional  5-year  periods. 
§  7110.  Exhibiting  licenses 

Each  holder  of  a  license  issued  under  this 
part  shall  display,  within  48  hours  after  em- 
ployment on  a  vessel  for  which  that  license 
is  required,  the  license  in  a  conspicuous 
place  on  the  vessel. 

§7111.  Licenses  for  fishing  vessels  not  sub- 
ject to  inspection 

Examinations  for  licensing  individuals  on 
fishing  vessels  not  required  to  be  inspected 
under  part  B  of  this  subtitle  shall  be  oral. 
§7112.    Licenses   of   masters   or   mates   as 
pilots 

A  master  or  mate  licensed  under  this  part 
who  also  qualifies  as  a  pilot  is  not  required 
to  hold  2  licenses.  Instead,  the  qualification 
of  the  master  or  mate  as  pilot  shall  be  en- 
dorsed on  the  master's  or  mate's  license. 
§  7113.  Exemption  from  draft 

A  licensed  master,  mate,  pilot,  or  engineer 
of  a  vessel  inspected  under  part  B  of  this 
subtitle,  propelled  by  machinery  or  carrying 
hazardous  liquid  cargoes  in  bulk,  is  not 
liable  to  draft  in  time  of  war,  except  for  per- 
forming duties  authorized  by  the  license. 
When  performing  those  duties  in  the  service 
of  the  United  States  Government,  the 
master,  mate,  pilot,  or  engineer  is  entitled  to 
the  highest  rate  of  wages  paid  in  the  mer- 
chant marine  of  the  United  Slates  for  simi- 
lar services.  If  killed  or  wounded  when  per- 
forming those  duties,  the  master,  mate, 
pilot,  or  engineer,  or  the  heirs  or  legal  rep- 
resentatives of  the  master,  mate,  pilot,  or 
engineer,  are  entitled  to  all  the  privileges 
under  the  pension  laws  of  the  United  States 
provided  to  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 
§  7114.  Fees 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regula- 
tion reasonable  fees  for  the  inspection  of 
and  the  issuance  of  a  certificate,  license,  or 
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passenger  vessels 


permit    related   to  small 
and  sailing  school  vessels. 
CHAPTER  73-MERCHANT  MARINERS' 
DOCUMENTS 

Sec. 

7301.  General. 

7302.  Issuing  merchant  mariners'  documents 

and       continuous       discharge 
books. 

7303.  Possession    and   description   of   mer- 

chant mariners'  documents. 

7304.  Citizenship  notation  on  for  merchant 

mariners'  documents. 

7305.  Oaths  for  holders  of  merchant  mari- 

ners' documents. 

7306.  General  requirements  and  classifica- 

tions for  able  seamen. 

7307.  Able  seamen— unlimited. 

7308.  Able  seamen— limited. 

7309.  Able  seamen— special. 

7310.  Able  seamen— offshore  supply  vessels. 

7311.  Able  seamen— sail. 

7312.  Scale  of  employment. 

7313.  General  requirements  for  members  of 

engine  departments. 

7314.  Service    requirements    for    qualified 

members    of    engine    depart- 
ments. 

7315.  Training. 

7316.  Lifeboatmen. 

7317.  Tankermen. 

7318.  Radiotelegraph   operators   on   Great 

Lakes. 

7319.  Records  of  merchant  mariners'  docu- 

ments. 
§  7301.  General 

(a)  In  this  chapter— 

(1)  "service  on  deck  "  means  ser\'ice  in  the 
deck  department  in  work  related  to  the 
work  usually  performed  on  board  vessels  by 
able  seamen  and  may  include  service  on 
decked  fishing  vessels  and  on  public  vessels 
of  the  United  Stales: 

(2)  360  days  is  equal  to  one  year's  service; 
and 

(3)  a  day  is  equal  to  8  hours  of  labor  or 
duty. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  chapter. 

§  7302.    Issuing   merchant    mariners'    docu- 
ments and  continuous  discharge  books 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  a  merchant 
mariner's  document  to  an  individual  re- 
quired to  have  that  document  under  part  P 
of  this  subtitle  if  the  individual  satisfies  the 
requirements  of  this  part.  The  document 
serves  as  a  certificate  of  identification  and 
as  a  certificate  of  service,  specifying  each 
rating  in  which  the  holder  is  qualified  to 
serve  on  board  vessels  on  which  that  docu- 
ment is  required  under  part  F. 

(b)  The  Secretary  also  may  issue  a  contin- 
uous discharge  book  to  an  individual  issued 
a  merchant  mariner's  document  if  the  indi- 
vidual requests. 

§  7303.  Possession  and  description  of  mer- 
chant mariners'  documents 
A  merchant  mariner's  document  shall  be 
retained  by  the  seaman  to  whom  issued. 
The  document  shall  contain  the  signature, 
notations  of  nationality,  age.  and  physical 
description,  the  photograph,  the  thumb- 
print, and  the  home  address  of  the  seaman. 
In  addition,  the  document  shall  specify  the 
rate  or  ratings  in  which  the  seaman  is  quali- 
fied to  serve. 

§  7304.  Citizenship  of  notation  on  merchant 
mariners'  documents 

An  individual  applying  for  a  merchant 
mariner's  document  shall  provide  satisfac- 
tory proof  that  the  individual  is  a  citizen  of 
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the  United  States  before  that  notation  is 
made  on  the  document. 
5  7305.  Oaths  for  holders  of  merchant  mari- 
ners' documents 

An  applicant  for  a  merchant  mariner's 
document  shall  take,  before  issuance  of  the 
document,  an  oath  that  the  applicant  will 
perform  faithfully  and  honestly  all  the 
duties  required  by  law.  and  will  carry  out 
the  lawful  orders  of  superior  officers. 
{  7306.  General  requirements  and  classifica- 
tions for  able  seamen 

(a)  To  qualify  for  an  endorsement  as  able 
seaman  authorized  by  this  section,  an  appli- 
cant must  provide  satisfactory  proof  that 
the  applicant— 

(1)  is  at  least  18  years  of  age: 
<2)  has  the  service  required  by  the  applica- 
ble section  of  this  part; 

(3)  is  qualified  professionally  as  demon- 
strated by  an  applicable  examination  or 
educational  requirements;  and 

(4)  is  qualified  as  to  sight,  hearing,  and 
physical  condition  to  perform  the  seaman's 
duties. 

(b)  The  classifications  authorized  for  en- 
dorsement as  able  seaman  are  the  following: 

( 1 )  able  seaman— unlimited. 

(2)  able  seaman— limited. 

(3)  able  seaman— special. 

(4)  able  seaman— offshore  supply  vessels. 

(5)  able  seaman— sail. 

§  7307.  Able  seamen— unlimited 

The  required  service  for  the  endorsement 
of  able  seaman— unlimited,  qualified  for  un- 
limited service  on  a  vessel  on  any  waters,  is 
at  least  3  years'  service  on  deck  on  board 
vessels  operating  at  sea  or  on  the  Great 
Lakes. 
§  7308.  Able  seamen— limited 

The  required  service  for  the  endorsement 
of  able  seaman— limited,  qualified  for  limit- 
ed service  on  a  vessel  on  any  waters,  is  at 
least  18  months'  service  on  deck  on  board 
vessels  of  at  least  100  gross  tons  operating 
on  the  oceans  or  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  (including  the  Great  Lakes). 
S  7309.  Able  seamen— special 

The  required  service  for  the  endorsement 
of  able  seaman— special,  qualified  for  special 
service  on  a  vessel  on  any  waters,  is  at  least 
12  months'  service  on  deck  on  board  vessels 
operating  on  the  oceans  or  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States  (including  the 
Great  Lakes). 

{  7310.   Able  seamen— offshore  supply  ves- 
sels 

For  service  on  a  vessel  of  less  than  500 
gross  tons  engaged  in  support  of  e.xplora- 
tion.  exploitation,  or  production  of  offshore 
mineral  or  energy  resources,  an  individual 
may  be  rated  as  able  seaman— offshore 
supply  vessels  if  the  individual  has  at  least  6 
months'  service  on  deck  on  board  vessels  op- 
erating on  the  oceans  or  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States  (including  the 
Great  Lakes). 
S  7311.  Able  seamen— sail 

For  service  on  a  sailing  school  vessel  on 
any  waters,  an  individual  may  be  rated  as 
able  seaman— sail  if  the  individual  has  at 
least  6  months'  service  on  deck  on  sailing 
school  vessels,  oceanographic  research  ves- 
sels powered  primarily  by  sail,  or  equivalent 
sailing  vessels  operating  on  the  oceans  or 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  (in- 
cluding the  Great  Lakes). 
$  7312.  Scale  of  employment 

(a)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
unlimited  under  section  7307  of  this  title 


may  constitute  all  of  the  able  seamen  re- 
quired on  a  vessel. 

(b)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
limited  under  section  7308  of  this  title  may 
constitute  all  of  the  able  seamen  required 
on  a  vessel  of  less  than  1.600  gross  tons  or 
on  a  vessel  operating  on  the  Great  Lakes 
and  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  as  far  east  as 
Sept  lies.  Individuals  qualified  as  able 
seamen— limited  may  constitute  not  more 
than  50  percent  of  the  number  of  able 
seamen  required  on  board  other  vessels. 

(c)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
special  under  section  7309  of  this  title  may 
constitute— 

(1)  all  of  the  able  seamen  required  on  a 
vessel  of  not  more  than  500  gross  tons  or  on 
a  seagoing  barge  or  towing  vessel:  and 

(2)  not  more  than  50  percent  of  the 
number  of  able  seamen  required  on  board 
other  vessels. 

(d)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
offshore  supply  vessels  under  section  7310 
of  this  title  may  constitute  all  of  the  able 
seamen  requireil  on  board  a  vessel  of  less 
than  500  gross  tons  engaged  in  support  of 
exploration,  exploitation,  or  production  of 
offshore  mineral  or  energy  resources. 

(e)  When  the  service  of  able  seaman— lim- 
ited or  able  seamen— special  is  authorized 
for  only  a  part  of  the  required  numt)er  of 
able  seamen  on  board  a  vessel,  the  combined 
percentage  of  those  individuals  so  qualified 
may  not  be  greater  than  50  percent  of  the 
required  number. 

§  7313.  General  requirements  for  members 
of  engine  departments 

(a)  Classes  of  endorsement  as  qualified 
memt»ers  of  the  engine  department  on  ves- 
sels of  at  least  100  gross  tons  (except  vessels 
operating  on  rivers  or  lakes  (except  the 
Great  Lakes))  may  be  prescribed  by  regula- 
tion. 

(b)  The  ratings  of  wiper  and  coal  passer 
are  entry  ratings  and  are  not  ratings  as 
qualified  members  of  the  engine  depart- 
ment. 

(c)  An  applicant  for  an  endorsement  as 
qualified  member  of  the  engine  department 
must  provide  satisfactory  proof  that  the  ap- 
plicant— 

(1)  has  the  service  required  by  section 
7314  of  this  title: 

(2)  is  qualified  professionally  as  demon- 
strated by  an  applicable  examination:  and 

(3)  is  qualified  as  to  sight,  hearing,  and 
physical  condition  to  perform  the  member's 
duties. 

5  7314.  Service  requirements  for  qualified 
members  of  engine  departments 
To  qualify  for  an  endorsement  a-s  qualified 
member  of  the  engine  department,  an  appli- 
cant must  provide  proof  that  the  applicant 
has  6  months'  service  in  the  related  entry 
rating  as  described  in  section  7313(b)  of  this 
title. 

§  7315.  Training 

(a)  Graduation  from  a  nautical  school 
vessel  approved  under  law  and  regulation 
may  l)e  substituted  for  the  service  require- 
ments under  section  7307  or  7314  of  this 
title. 

(b)  The  satisfactory  completion  of  other 
courses  of  instruction  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary may  be  substituted  for  not  more  than 
one-third  of  the  required  service  on  deck  at 
sea  under  sections  7307-7311  of  this  title. 

(c)  The  satisfactory  completion  of  other 
courses  of  instruction  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary may  be  substituted  for  not  more  than 
one-half  of  the  required  service  at  sea  under 
section  7314  of  this  title. 


§  7316.  Lifeboatmen 

To  qualify  for  an  endorsement  as  lifeboat- 
man,  an  applicant  must  provide  satisfactory 
proof  that  the  applicant— 

<  1 )  has  the  service  or  training  required  by 
regulation; 

(2)  is  qualified  professionally  as  demon- 
strated by  examination:  and 

(3)  is  qualified  professionally  by  actual 
demonstration. 

§  7317.  Tankermen 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  proce- 
dures, standards,  and  qualifications  for  the 
issuance  of  certificates  or  endorsements  as 
tankerman.  stating  the  types  of  oil  or  haz- 
ardous material  that  can  be  handled  with 
safety  to  the  vessel  and  the  marine  environ- 
ment. 

(b)  An  endorsement  as  tankerman  shall 
indicate  the  grades  or  types  of  cargo  the 
holder  is  qualified  and  authorized  to  handle 
with  safety  on  board  vessels. 

S7318.  Radiotelegraph  operators  on  Great 
Lakes 

(a)  A  radiotelegraph  operator  on  the 
Great  Lakes  only  shall  have  a  first-class  or 
second-class  radiotelegraph  operator's  li- 
cense issued  by  the  Pe(ieral  Communica- 
tions Commission. 

(b)  An  endorsement  as  radiotelegraph  op- 
erator on  the  Great  Lakes  only  ends  if  the 
holder  ceases  to  hold  the  license  issued  by 
the  Commission. 

I  7319.  Records  of  merchant  mariners'  docu- 
ments 
The  Secretary  shall  maintain  records  on 

each  merchant  mariner's  document  issued. 

including    the    name    and    address    of    the 

seaman  to  whom  issued  and  the  next  of  kin 

of  the  seaman.  The  records  are  not  open  to 

general  or  public  inspection. 

CHAPTER  75-GENERAL  PROCEDURES 
FOR  LICENSING.  CERTIFICATION. 
AND  DOCUMENTATION 

Sec. 

7501.  Duplicates. 

7502.  Records. 

7503.  Dangerous     drugs 

denial. 


as    grounds     for 


5  7501.  Duplicates 

(a)  If  a  license,  certificate,  or  document 
issued  under  this  part  is  lost  as  a  result  of  a 
marine  casualty,  the  holder  shall  be  sup- 
plied with  a  duplicate  without  cost. 

(b)  For  any  other  loss,  the  seaman  may 
obtain  a  duplicate  on  payment  of  reasonable 
costs  prescribed  by  regulation  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

§  7502.  Records 

The  Secretary  shall  maintain  records  on 
the  issuances,  denials,  suspensions,  and  rev- 
ocations of  licenses,  certificates  of  registry, 
merchant  mariners'  documents,  and  en- 
dorsements on  tho.se  licenses,  certificates, 
and  documents. 
§  7503.    Dangerous    drugs    as    grounds    for 

denial 

(a)  In  this  section,  "dangerous  drug" 
means  a  narcotic  drug,  controlled  substance, 
and  marihuana  (as  defined  in  section  102  of 
the  Comprehensive  Drug  Abuse  Prevention 
and  Control  Act  of  1970  (21  U.S.C.  802)). 

(b)  A  license,  certificate,  or  document  au- 
thorized to  be  issued  under  this  part  may  be 
denied  to  an  individual  who— 

(1)  within  10  years  before  applying  for  the 
license,  certificate,  or  document,  has  been 
convicted  of  violating  a  dangerous  drug  law 
of  the  United  States  or  of  a  State:  or 


(2)  when  applying,  has  ever  been  a  user  of. 
or  addicted  to.  a  dangerous  drug  unless  the 
individual  provides  satisfactory  proof  that 
the  individual  is  cured. 

CHAPTER  77-SUSPENSION  AND 
REVOCATION 

Sec. 

7701.  General. 

7702.  Administrative  procedure. 

7703.  Bases  for  suspension  or  revocation. 

7704.  Dangerous  drugs  as  grounds  for  revo- 

cation. 

7705.  Subpenas  and  oaths. 
§7701.  General 

(a)  The  purpose  of  suspension  and  revoca- 
tion proceedings  is  to  promote  safety  at  sea. 

(b)  Licenses,  certificates  of  registry,  and 
merchant  mariners'  documents  may  be  sus- 
pended or  revoked  for  acts  described  in  sec- 
tion 7703  of  this  title. 

(c)  When  a  license,  certificate  of  registry, 
or  merchant  mariner's  document  has  been 
revoked  under  this  chapter,  the  former 
holder  may  be  issued  a  new  license,  certifi- 
cate, or  document  only  after  it  has  been  de- 
cided, under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  that  the  issuance  is  compatible 
with  the  requirements  of  good  discipline 
and  safety  at  sea. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  chapter. 
I  7702.  Administrative  procedure 

(a)  Sections  551-559  of  title  5  apply  to 
each  hearing  under  this  chapter  about  sus- 
pending or  revoking  a  license,  certificate  of 
registry,  or  merchant  mariners'  document. 

(b)  The  individual  whose  license,  certifi- 
cate of  registry,  or  merchant  mariner's  doc- 
ument has  been  suspended  or  revoked  under 
this  chapter  may  appeal,  within  30  days,  the 
suspension  or  revocation  to  the  Secretary. 
§  7703.  Bases  for  suspension  or  revocation 

A  license,  certificate,  or  merchant  mari- 
ner's document  issued  by  the  Secretary  may 
be  suspended  or  revoked  if.  when  acting 
under  the  authority  of  that  licen.se,  certifi- 
cate, or  document,  the  holder— 

(1)  has  violated  or  failed  to  comply  with 
this  subtitle,  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
this  subtitle,  or  any  other  law  or  regulation 
intended  to  promote  marine  safety  or  to 
protect  navigable  waters. 

(2)  has  committed  an  act  of  incompetence, 

misconduct,  or  negligence. 

§  7704.  Dangerous  drugs  as  grounds  for  rev- 
ocation 

(a)  In  this  section,  "dangerous  drug" 
means  a  narcotic  drug,  controlled  substance. 
and  marihuana  (as  defined  in  section  102  of 
the  Comprehensive  Drug  Abuse  Prevention 
and  Control  Act  of  1970  (21  U.S.C.  802)). 

(b)  If  it  is  shown  at  a  hearing  under  this 
chapter  that  a  holder  of  a  license,  certifi- 
cate of  registry,  or  document  issued  under 
this  part,  within  10  years  before  the  begin- 
ning of  the  proceedings,  has  been  convicted 
of  violating  a  dangerous  drug  law"  of  the 
United  States  or  of  a  State,  the  license,  cer- 
tificate, or  document  shall  be  revoked. 

(c)  If  it  is  shown  that  a  holder  has  been  a 
user  of,  or  addicted  to,  a  dangerous  drug, 
the  license,  certificate,  or  document  shall  be 
revoked  unless  the  holder  provides  satisfac- 
tory proof  that  the  holder  is  cured. 

§  7705.  Subpenas  and  oaths 

(a)  An  official  designated  to  investigate  or 
preside  at  a  hearing  on  matters  that  are 
grounds  for  suspension  or  revocation  of  li- 
censes, certificates,  and  documents  may  ad- 
minister oaths  and  issue  subpenas  to  compel 
the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses 


and  the  production  of  records  or  other  evi- 
dence during  investigations  and  at  hearings, 
(b)  The  jurisdictional  limits  of  a  subpena 
issued  under  this  section  are  the  same  as. 
and  are  enforceable  in  the  same  manner  as, 
subpenas  issued  under  chapter  63  of  this 
title. 

Part  F— Manning  of  "Vessels 
CHAPTER  81-GENERAL 

Sec. 

8101.  Complement  of  inspected  vessels. 

8102.  Watchmen. 

8103.  Citizenship    and    Naval    Reserve    re- 
quirements. 

8104.  Watches. 

8105.  Regulations. 
§  8101.  Complement  of  inspected  vessels 

(a)  The  certificate  of  inspection  issued  to 
a  vessel  under  part  B  of  this  subtitle  shall 
state  the  complement  of  licensed  individuals 
and  crew  (including  lifeboatmen)  considered 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  necessary  for  safe  op- 
eration. A  manning  requirement  imposed  on 
a  sailing  school  vessel  shall  consider  the  par- 
ticipation of  sailing  school  instructors  and 
sailing  school  students  in  the  operation  of 
that  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  modify  the  comple- 
ment, by  endorsement  on  the  certificate,  for 
reasons  of  changed  conditions  or  employ- 
ment. 

(c)  A  requirement  made  under  this  section 
by  an  authorized  official  may  be  appealed  to 
the  Secretary  under  prescribed  regulations. 

(d)  A  vessel  to  which  this  section  applies 
may  not  be  operated  without  having  in  its 
service  the  complement  required  in  the  cer- 
tificate of  inspection. 

(e)  When  a  vessel  is  deprived  of  the  serv- 
ice of  a  member  of  its  complement  without 
the  consent,  fault,  or  collusion  of  the  owner, 
charterer.  managing  operator,  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  the  vessel, 
the  master  shall  engage,  if  obtainable,  a 
number  of  members  equal  to  the  number  of 
those  of  whose  services  the  master  has  been 
deprived.  The  replacements  must  be  of  the 
same  or  a  higher  grade  or  rating  than  those 
whose  places  they  fill.  If  the  master  finds 
the  vessel  is  sufficiently  manned  for  the 
voyage,  and  replacements  are  not  available 
to  fill  all  the  vacancies,  the  vessel  may  pro- 
ceed on  its  voyage.  Within  12  hours  after 
the  vessel  arrives  at  its  destination,  the 
master  shall  report  in  writing  to  the  Secre- 
tary the  cause  of  each  deficiency  in  the 
complement.  A  master  failing  to  make  the 
report  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $50  for  each  defi- 
ciency. 

(f)  The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  op- 
erator of  a  ves.sel  not  manned  as  required  by 
this  section  is  liable  to  the  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  $100.  or,  for  a  deficiency  of 
a  licensed  individual,  a  penalty  of  $500. 

(g)  A  person  may  not  employ  an  individual 
as.  and  an  individual  may  not  serve  as.  a 
master,  mate,  engineer,  radio  officer,  or 
pilot  of  a  vessel  to  which  this  part  or  part  B 


of  this  subtitle  applies  if  the  individual  is 
not  licensed  by  the  Secretary.  A  person  (in- 
cluding an  individual)  violating  this  subsec- 
tion is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500.  Each  day  of 
a  continuing  violation  is  a  separate  offense, 
(h)  The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  op- 
erator of  a  freight  vessel  of  less  than  100 
gross  tons,  a  small  passenger  vessel,  or  a 
sailing  school  vessel  not  manned  as  required 
by  this  section  is  liable  to  the  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $1,000.  The  vessel  also 
is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 


§  8102.  Watchmen 

The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  opera- 
tor of  a  ves.sel  carrying  passengers  during 
the  nighttime  shall  keep  a  suitable  number 
of  watchmen  in  the  vicinity  of  the  cabins  or 
staterooms  and  on  each  deck  to  guard 
against  and  give  alarm  in  case  of  a  fire  or 
other  danger.  An  owner,  charterer,  or  man- 
aging operator  failing  to  provide  watchmen 
required  by  this  section  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $1,000. 

1 8103.  Citizenship  and  Naval  Reserve  re- 
quirements 

(a)  Only  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
may  serve  as  master,  chief  engineer,  or  offi- 
cer in  charge  of  a  deck  watch  or  engineering 
watch  on  a  documented  ve.ssel. 

(b)  On  each  departure  of  a  documented 
vessel  (except  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or 
yacht)  from  a  port  of  the  United  States.  75 
percent  of  the  seamen  (excluding  licensed 
individuals)  must  be  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  If  the  Secretary  decides,  on  investi- 
gation, that  qualified  citizen  seamen  are  not 
available,  the  Secretary  may  reduce  the  per- 
centage. 

(c)  On  each  departure  from  the  United 
States  of  a  vessel  (except  a  passenger  vessel) 
for  which  a  construction  or  operating  differ- 
ential subsidy  has  been  granted,  all  of  the 
seamen  of  the  vessel  must  be  citizens  of  the 
United  States. 

(d)(1)  On  each  departure  from  the  United 
States  of  a  passenger  vessel  for  which  a  con- 
struction or  operating  differential  subsidy 
has  been  granted,  at  least  90  percent  of  the 
entire  complement  (including  licensed  indi- 
viduals) must  be  citizens  of  the  United 
States. 

(2)  An  individual  not  required  by  this  sub- 
section to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
may  be  engaged  only  if  the  individual  has  a 
declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  or  other  evidence  of  ad- 
mission to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
residence.  An  alien  may  be  employed  only  in 
the  steward's  department  of  the  passenger 
vessel. 

(e)  If  a  documented  vessel  is  deprived  for 
any  reason  of  the  services  of  an  individual 
(except  the  master)  when  on  a  foreign 
voyage  and  a  vacancy  consequently  occurs, 
until  the  vessel's  first  return  to  a  United 
States  port  at  which  a  replacement  who  is  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  can  be  obtained, 
an  individual  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  may  serve  in— 

( 1 )  the  vacancy:  or 

(2)  a  vacancy  resulting  from  the  promo- 
tion of  another  individual  to  fiU  the  original 
vacancy. 

(f)  A  person  employing  an  individual  in 
violation  of  this  section  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  section  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $500  for  each  individual  so  employed. 

(g)  A  deck  or  engineer  officer  employed  on 
a  vessel  on  which  an  operating  differential 
subsidy  is  paid,  or  employed  on  a  vessel 
(except  a  vessel  of  the  Coast  Guard  or  Saint 
Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corpora- 
tion) owned  or  operated  by  the  Department 
of  Transportation  or  by  a  corporation  orga- 
nized or  controlled  by  the  Department,  if  el- 
igible, shall  be  a  member  of  the  Naval  Re- 
serve. 

(h)  The  President  may— 

(1)  suspend  any  part  of  this  section  during 
a  proclaimed  national  emergency;  and 

(2)  vk'hen  the  needs  of  commerce  require, 
suspend  as  far  and  for  a  period  the  Presi- 
dent considers  desirable,  subsection  (a)  of 
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this  section  for  crews  of  vessels  of  the 
United  States  documented  for  foreign  trade. 
S  8104.  Watches 

(a)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, master,  individual  in  charge,  or  other 
person  having  authority  may  permit  an  offi- 
cer to  take  charge  of  the  deck  watch  on  a 
vessel  when  leaving  or  immediately  after 
leaving  port  only  if  the  officer  has  been  off 
duty  for  at  least  6  hours  within  the  12  hours 
immediately  tiefore  the  time  of  leaving. 

(b)  On  an  oceangoing  or  coastwise  vessel 
of  not  more  than  100  gross  tons,  a  licensed 
individual  may  not  be  required  to  work 
more  than  9  of  24  hours  when  in  port,  in- 
cluding the  date  of  arrival,  or  more  than  12 
of  24  hours  at  sea.  except  in  an  emergency 
when  life  or  property  are  endangered. 

<c)  On  a  towing  vessel  (except  a  towing 
vessel  operated  only  for  fishing  or  engaged 
in  salvage  operations)  operating  on  the 
Great  Lakes,  harbors  of  the  Great  Lakes, 
and  connecting  or  tributary  waters  between 
Gary,  Indiana.  Duluth.  Minnesota.  Niagara 
Falls,  New  York,  and  Ogdensburg,  New- 
York,  a  licensed  individual  or  seaman  in  the 
deck  or  engine  department  may  not  be  re- 
quired or  permitted  to  work  more  than  8 
hours  in  one  day.  except  in  an  emergency 
when  life  or  property  are  endangered. 

(d)  On  a  merchant  vessel  of  more  than  100 
gross  tons  (except  a  vessel  only  operating  on 
rivers,  harbors,  lakes  (except  the  Great 
Lakes),  bays,  sounds,  bayous,  and  canals,  a 
fishing  or  whaling  vessel,  yacht,  or  vessel 
engaged  in  salvage  operations),  the  licensed 
individuals,  sailors,  coal  passers,  firemen, 
oilers,  and  water  tenders  shall  be  divided, 
when  at  sea,  into  at  least  3  watches,  and 
shall  be  kept  on  duty  successively  to  per- 
form ordinary  work  incident  to  the  oper- 
ation and  management  of  the  vessel.  The  re- 
quirement of  this  subsection  applies  to  radio 
officers  only  when  at  least  3  radio  officers 
are  employed.  A  licensed  individual  or 
seaman  in  the  deck  or  engine  department 
r.-.ay  not  be  required  to  work  more  than  8 
hours  in  one  day. 

(e)  On  a  vessel  designated  by  subsections 
(c)  and  (d)  of  this  section- 
ID  a  seaman  may  not  be— 

(A)  engaged  to  work  alternately  in  the 
deck  and  engine  departments;  or 

(B>  required  to  work  in  the  engine  depart- 
ment if  engaged  for  deck  department  duty 
or  required  to  work  in  the  deck  department 
if  engaged  for  engine  department  duly: 

(2)  a  seaman  may  not  be  required  to  do 
unnecessary  work  on  Sundays.  New  Year's 
Day,  July  4th,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving 
Day,  or  Christmas  Day,  when  the  vessel  is 
in  a  safe  harbor,  but  this  clause  does  not 
prevent  dispatch  of  a  vessel  on  a  voyage; 
and 

(3)  when  the  vessel  is  in  a  safe  hartior.  8 
hours  (including  anchor  watch)  is  a  day's 
work. 

(f)  Sutjsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  this  section 
do  not  limit  the  authority  of  the  master  or 
other  officer  or  the  obedience  of  the  seamen 
when,  in  the  judgment  of  the  master  or 
other  officer,  any  part  of  the  crew  is  needed 
for- 

(1)  maneuvering,  shifting  the  berth  of, 
mooring,  or  unmooring,  the  vessel; 

(2)  performing  work  necessary  for  the 
safety  of  the  vessel,  or  the  vessel's  passen- 
gers, crew,  or  cargo; 

(3)  saving  life  on  board  another  vessel  in 
jeopardy;  or 

(4)  performing  fire,  lifeboat,  or  other 
drills  in  port  or  at  sea. 

(g)  On  a  towing  vessel  (except  a  vessel  to 
which  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  applies). 


an  offshore  supply  vessel,  or  a  barge  to 
which  this  section  applies,  that  is  engaged 
on  a  voyage  of  le-ss  than  600  miles,  the  li- 
censed individuals  and  crewmembers 
(except  the  coal  passers,  firemen,  oilers,  and 
water  tenders)  may  be  divided,  when  at  sea. 
into  at  least  2  watches. 

(h)  On  a  vessel  to  which  section  8904  of 
this  title  applies,  an  individual  licensed  to 
operate  a  towing  vessel  may  not  work  for 
more  than  12  hours  in  a  consecutive  24-hour 
period  except  in  an  emergency. 

(i)  A  person  violating  subsection  (a)  or  (b) 
of  this  section  is  liable  to  the  United  States 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  $100. 

(j)  The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  op- 
erator of  a  vessel  on  which  a  violation  of 
subsection  (c).  (d),  (e),  of  (h)  of  this  section 
occurs  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $500.  The  seaman  is  entitled  to 
discharge  from  the  vessel  and  receipt  of 
wages  earned. 
§  8105.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  part. 

CHAPTER  83-MASTERS  AND 
OFFICERS 

Sec. 

8301.  Minimum  number  of  licensed  individ- 

uals. 

8302.  Staff  department. 

8303.  Service  under  licenses  issued  without 

examination. 

8304.  Implementing  the  Officers'  Competen- 

cy     Certificates      Convention, 
1936. 
§  8301.  Minimum  number  of  licensed  indi- 
viduals 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  chapter  89  of 
this  title  and  except  for  a  vessel  operating 
only  on  rivers,  harbors,  lakes,  bays,  sounds, 
bayous,  and  canals,  a  vessel  to  which  part  B 
of  this  subtitle  applies  shall  engage  a  mini- 
mum of  licensed  individuals  as  follows: 

(1)  Each  of  those  vessels  shall  have  a  li- 
censed master. 

(2)  A  vessel  of  at  least  1,000  gross  tons  and 
propelled  by  machinery  shall  have  3  li- 
censed mates.  However,  if  the  vessel  is  on  a 
voyage  of  less  than  400  miles  from  port  of 
departure  to  port  of  final  destination,  it 
shall  have  2  licensed  mates. 

(3)  A  vessel  of  at  least  200  gross  tons  but 
less  than  1,000  gross  tons  and  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  have  2  licensed  mates. 

(4)  A  vessel  of  at  least  100  gross  tons  but 
less  than  200  gross  tons  and  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  have  one  licensed  mate. 
However,  if  the  vessel  is  on  a  voyage  of 
more  than  24  hours,  it  shall  have  2  licensed 
mates. 

(5)  A  freight  vessel  or  a  passenger  vessel 
of  at  least  300  gross  tons  and  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  have  a  licensed  engineer. 

(b)  An  offshore  supply  vessel  on  a  voyage 
of  less  than  600  miles  shall  have  a  licensed 
mate.  However,  if  the  vessel  is  on  a  voyage 
of  at  least  600  miles,  the  vessel  shall  have  2 
licensed  mates.  An  offshore  supply  vessel  of 
more  than  200  gross  tons  may  not  be  operat- 
ed without  a  licensed  engineer. 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  does  not 
apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a 
yacht. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may- 
ID    suspend    any    part    of    this    chapter 

during  a  national  emergency  proclaimed  by 
the  President;  and 

(2)  increase  the  number  of  licensed  indi- 
viduals on  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies if,  in  the  Secretary's  judgment,  the 
vessel  is  not  sufficiently  manned  for  safe  op- 
eration. 


§  8302.  Staff  department 

(a)  This  section  applies  to  a  vessel  of  the 
United  Slates  except— 

(Da  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht; 

(2)  a  vessel  operated  only  on  bays.'sounds, 
inland  waters,  and  lakes  (except  the  Great 
Lakes);  and 

(3)  a  vessel  ferrying  passengers  and  cars 
on  the  Great  Lakes. 

(b)  The  staff  department  on  a  vessel  is  a 
separate  and  independent  department.  It 
consists  of  individuals  registered  under  sec- 
tion 7101  of  this  title,  clerks  arKi  individuals 
assigned  to  the  senior  registered  medical 
doctor. 

(c)  The  staff  department  is  composed  of  a 
medical  division  and  a  purser's  division.  The 
officer  in  charge  of  each  division  is  responsi- 
ble only  to  the  master.  The  senior  registered 
medical  doctor  is  in  charge  of  the  medical 
division.  The  senior  registered  purser  is  in 
charge  of  the  purser's  division. 

(d)  The  officer  in  charge  of  the  purser's 
division  of  the  staff  department  on  an 
oceangoing  passenger  vessel  licensed  to 
carry  more  than  100  passengers  shall  be  a 
registered  chief  purser.  When  more  than  3 
persons  are  employed  in  the  purser's  divi- 
sion of  that  vessel,  there  also  shall  tie  at 
least  one  registered  senior  assistant  purser 
and  one  registered  junior  assistant  purser, 

(e)  A  person  may  not  employ  an  individual 
to  serve  in,  and  an  individual  may  not  serve 
in,  a  grade  of  staff  officer  on  a  vessel,  when 
that  staff  officer  is  required  by  this  section 
to  be  registered,  if  the  individual  does  not 
have  a  certificate  of  registry  as  staff  officer 
in  that  grade.  A  person  (including  an  indi- 
vidual) violating  this  subsection  is  liable  to 
the  United  Stales  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $100.  However,  if  a  registered 
staff  officer  is  not  available  at  the  time  of 
sailing,  the  vessel  may  sail  with  an  unregis- 
tered staff  officer  or  without  a  staff  officer. 

(f)  A  staff  officer  may  not  be  included  in  a 
vessel's  certificate  of  inspection. 

(g)  A  registered  staff  officer  serving  under 
this  section  who  is  a  member  of  the  Naval 
Reserve  may  wear  on  the  officer's  uniform 
special  distinguishing  insignia  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

(h)  The  uniform  stripes,  decoration,  or 
other  insignia  worn  by  a  staff  officer  shall 
be  of  gold  braid  or  woven  gold  or  silver  ma- 
terial. A  crewmember  (except  a  staff  officer) 
may  not  wear  any  uniform  with  a  staff  offi- 
cer's identifying  insignia. 

§  8303.  Service  under  licenses  issued  without 

examination 

An  individual  issued  a  license  without  ex- 
amination before  October  29,  1941,  to  serve 
as  master,  mate,  or  engineer  on  a  vessel  not 
subject  to  inspection  under  part  B  of  this 
subtitle,  may  not  serve  under  authority  of 
that  license  on  a  vessel  that  is  subject  to  in- 
spection under  part  B. 

§  8304.  Implementing  the  Officers'  Compe- 
tency Certificates  Convention,  1936 

(a)  In  this  section,  "high  seas"  means 
waters  seaward  of  the  Boundary  Line. 

(b)  The  Officers'  Competency  Certificates 
Convention.  1936  (International  Labor  Or- 
ganization Draft  Convention  Numbered  53, 
on  the  minimum  requirement  of  profession- 
al capacity  for  masters  and  officers  on 
board  merchant  vessels),  as  ratified  by  the 
President  on  September  1,  1938,  with  under- 
standings appended,  and  this  section  apply 
to  a  documented  vessel  operating  on  the 
high  seas  except— 

(Da  public  vessel; 


(2)  a  wooden  vessel  of  primitive  build, 
such  as  a  dhow  or  junk; 

(3)  a  barge;  and 

(4)  a  vessel  of  less  than  200  gross  tons. 

(c)  A  person  may  not  engage  or  employ  an 
individual  to  serve  as,  and  an  individual  may 
not  serve  as.  a  master,  mate,  or  engineer  on 
a  vessel  to  which  this  section  applies,  if  the 
individual  does  not  have  a  license  issued 
under  section  7101  of  this  title  authorizing 
service  in  the  capacity  in  which  the  individ- 
ual is  to  be  engaged  or  employed. 

(d)  A  person  (including  an  individual)  vio- 
lating this  section  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$100. 

(e)  A  license  issued  to  an  individual  to 
whom  this  section  applies  is  a  certificate  of 
competency. 

(f)  A  designated  official  may  detain  a 
vessel  to  which  this  section  applies  (by  writ- 
ten order  served  on  the  owner,  charterer, 
managing  operator,  agent,  master,  or  indi- 
vidual in  charge  of  the  vessel)  when  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  the  vessel  is  about  to 
proceed  from  a  port  of  the  United  States  to 
the  high  seas  in  violation  of  this  section  or  a 
provision  of  the  convention  described  in 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  vessel 
may  be  detained  until  the  vessel  complies 
with  this  section.  Clearance  may  not  be 
granted  to  a  vessel  ordered  detained  under 
this  section. 

(g)  A  foreign  vessel  to  which  the  conven- 
tion described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion applies,  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,  is  subject  to  detention  under 
subsection  (f)  of  this  section,  and  to  an  ex- 
amination that  may  be  necessary  to  decide 
if  there  is  compliance  with  the  convention. 

(h)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  oper- 
ator, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge 
of  a  vessel  detained  under  subsection  (f)  or 
(g)  of  this  section  may  appeal  the  order 
within  5  days  as  provided  by  regulation. 

(i)  An  officer  or  employee  of  the  Customs 
Service  may  be  designated  to  enforce  this 
section. 

CHAPTER  85-PILOTS 

Sec. 

8501.  State  regulation  of  pilots. 

8502.  Federal  pilots  required. 

I  8501.  State  regulation  of  pilots 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
part,  pilots  in  the  bays,  rivers,  harbors,  and 
ports  of  the  United  States  shall  be  regulated 
only  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the 
States. 

(b)  The  master  of  a  vessel  entering  or 
leaving  a  port  on  waters  that  are  a  bounda- 
ry between  2  States,  and  that  is  required  to 
have  a  pilot  under  this  section,  may  employ 
a  pilot  licensed  or  authorized  by  the  laws  of 
either  of  the  2  States. 

(c)  A  State  may  not  adopt  a  regulation  or 
provision  that  discriminates  in  the  rate  of 
pilotage  or  half-pilotage  between  vessels 
sailing  between  the  ports  of  one  State  and 
vessels  sailing  between  the  ports  of  different 
States,  or  against  vessels  because  of  their 
means  of  propulsion,  or  against  public  ves- 
sels of  the  United  States. 

(d)  A  State  may  not  adopt  a  regulation  or 
provision  that  requires  a  coastwise  vessel  to 
take  a  pilot  licensed  or  authorized  by  the 
laws  of  a  State  if  the  vessel— 

( 1 )  is  propelled  by  machinery  and  subject 
to  inspection  under  part  B  of  this  subtitle; 
or 

(2)  is  subject  to  inspection  under  chapter 
37  of  this  title. 

(e)  Any  regulation  or  provision  violating 
this  section  is  void. 


§  8502.  Federal  pilots  required 

(a)  A  coastwise  seagoing  vessel,  when  not 
sailing  on  register  and  when  underway 
(except  on  the  high  seas),  shall  be  under  the 
direction  and  control  of  a  pilot  licensed 
under  section  7101  of  this  title  if  the  vessel 
is— 

( 1 )  propelled  by  machinery  and  subject  to 
inspection  under  part  B  of  this  subtitle:  or 

(2)  subject  to  inspection  under  chapter  37 
of  this  title. 

<b)  The  fees  charged  for  pilotage  by  pilots 
required  under  this  section  may  not  be  more 
than  the  customary  or  legally  established 
rates  in  the  States  in  which  the  pilotage  is 
performed. 

(c)  A  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  not  impose  on  a  pilot  licensed 
under  this  subtitle  an  obligation  to  procure 
a  State  or  other  license,  or  adopt  any  other 
regulation  that  will  impede  the  pilot  in  the 
performance  of  the  pilot's  duties  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  A  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  not  levy  pilot  charges  on  a  vessel 
lawfully  piloted  by  a  pilot  required  under 
this  section. 

(e)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  section 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
is  liable  to  the  United  States  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $500.  The  vessel  also  is 
liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

(f)  An  individual  serving  as  a  pilot  without 
having  a  license  required  by  this  section  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil  penalty 
of  $500. 

CHAPTER  87-UNLICENSED 
PERSONNEL 

Sec. 

8701.  Merchant    mariners"    documents    re- 
quired. 

8702.  Certain  crew  requirements. 

8703.  Tankermen  on  tank  vessels. 


§8701.  Merchant  mariners'  documents  re- 
quired 

(a)  This  section  applies  to  a  merchant 
vessel  of  at  least  100  gross  tons  except— 

(Da  vessel  operating  only  on  rivers  and 
lakes  (except  the  Great  Lakes): 

(2)  a  barge  (except  a  seagoing  barge  or  a 
barge  to  which  chapter  37  of  this  title  ap- 
plies): 

(3)  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht; 

(4)  a  sailing  school  vessel  with  respect  to 
sailing  school  instructors  and  sailing  school 
students;  and 

(5)  an  oceanographic  research  vessel  with 
respect  to  scientific  personnel. 

(b)  A  person  may  not  engage  or  employ  an 
individual,  and  an  individual  may  not  serve, 
on  board  a  vessel  to  which  this  section  ap- 
plies if  the  individual  does  not  have  a  mer- 
chant mariner's  document  issued  to  the  in- 
dividual under  section  7302  of  this  title. 
Except  for  an  individual  required  to  be  li- 
censed or  registered  under  this  part,  the 
document  must  authorize  service  in  the  ca- 
pacity for  which  the  holder  of  the  docu- 
ment is  engaged  or  employed. 

(c)  On  a  vessel  to  which  section  10306  or 
10503  of  this  title  does  not  apply,  an  individ- 
ual required  by  this  section  to  hold  a  mer- 
chant mariner's  document  must  exhibit  it  to 
the  master  of  the  vessel  before  the  individ- 
ual may  be  employed. 

(d)  A  person  (including  an  individual)  vio- 
lating this  section  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$500. 


§  8702.  Certain  crew  requirements 

(a)  This  section  applies  to  a  vessel  of  at 
least  100  gross  tons  except— 

(Da  vessel  operating  only  on  rivers  and 
lakes  (except  the  Great  Lakes); 

(2)  a  barge  (except  a  seagoing  barge  or  a 
barge  to  which  chapter  37  of  this  title  ap- 
plies); 

(3)  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht; 

(4)  a  sailing  school  vessel  with  respect  to 
sailing  school  instructors  and  sailing  school 
students;  and 

(5)  an  oceanographic  research  vessel  with 
respect  to  scientific  personnel. 

(b)  A  vessel  may  depart  from  a  port  of  the 
United  States  only  if  at  least- 

(1)75  percent  of  the  crew  in  each  depart- 
ment on  board  is  able  to  understand  any 
order  spoken  by  the  officers,  and 

(2)  65  percent  of  the  deck  crew  (excluding 
licensed  individuals)  have  merchant  mari- 
ners' documents  endorsed  for  a  rating  of  at 
least  able  seaman,  except  that  this  percent- 
age may  be  reduced  to  50  percent  on  a  vessel 
permitted  under  section  8104  of  this  title  to 
maintain  a  2-watch  system. 

(c)  An  able  seaman  is  not  required  on  a 
towing  vessel  operating  on  bays  and  sounds 
connected  directly  with  the  seas. 

(d)  An  individual  having  a  rating  of  less 
than  able  seaman  may  not  be  permitted  at 
the  wheel  in  ports,  harbors,  and  other 
waters  subject  to  congested  vessel  traffic,  or 
under  conditions  of  reduced  visibility,  ad- 
verse weather,  or  other  hazardous  circum- 
stances. 

(e)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  section 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
is  liable  to  the  United  States  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $500. 

§  8703.  Tankermen  on  tank  vessels 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  to  which 
chapter  37  of  this  title  applies,  that  has  on 
board  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  bulk  as 
cargo  or  cargo  residue,  shall  have  a  specified 
number  of  the  crew  certified  as  tankermen 
as  required  by  the  Secretary.  This  require- 
ment shall  be  noted  on  the  certificate  of  in- 
spection issued  to  the  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  proce- 
dures, standards,  and  qualifications  for  the 
issuance  of  certificates  as  tankermen,  stat- 
ing the  types  of  oil  or  hazardous  material 
that  can  be  handled  with  safety  to  the 
vessel  and  the  marine  environment. 

(c)  A  vessel  to  which  section  3702(b)  of 
this  title  applies  shall  have  on  board  as  a 
crewTOcmber  in  charge  of  the  transfer  oper- 
ation an  individual  certified  as  a  tankerman 
(qualified  for  the  grade  of  fuel  transferred), 
unless  a  master,  mate,  pilot,  engineer,  or  op- 
erator licensed  under  section  7101  of  this 
title  is  present  in  charge  of  the  transfer.  If 
the  vessel  does  not  have  that  individual  on 
board,  chapter  37  of  this  title  applies  to  the 
vessel. 

CHAPTER  89-SMALL  VESSEL 
MANNING 


Sec. 

8901.  Freight  vessels. 

8902.  Small  passenger  vessels. 

8903.  Uninspected  passenger  vessels. 

8904.  Towing  vessels. 

8905.  Exemptions. 

8906.  Penalty. 

I  8901.  Freight  vessels 

A  freight  vessel  of  less  than  100  gross  tons 
shall  be  operated  by  an  individual  licensed 
by  the  Secretary  to  operate  that  type  of 
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vessel   in   the  particular   geographic   area, 
under  prescribed  regulations. 
§  8902.  Small  passenger  vessels 

A  small  passenger  vessel  shall  be  operated 
by  an  individual  licensed  by  the  Secretary  to 
operate  that  type  of  vessel  in  the  particular 
geographic  area,  under  prescribed  regula- 
tions. 
§  8903.  Uninspected  passenger  vessels 

An  uninspected  passenger  vessel  shall  be 
operated  by  an  individual  licensed  by  the 
Secretary  to  operate   that   type  of  vessel, 
under  prescribed  regulations. 
§  8904.  Towing  vessels 

A  towing  vessel  that  is  at  least  26  feet  in 
length  measured  from  end  to  end  over  the 
deck  (exluding  sheer),  shall  be  operated  by 
an  individual  licensed  by  the  Secretary  to 
operate  that  type  of  vessel  in  the  particular 
geographic  area,  under  prescribed  regula- 
tions. 
§  8905.  Exemptions 

(a)  Section  8903  of  this  title  applies  to  a 
recreational  vessel  operated  in  dealer  dem- 
onstrations only  if  the  Secretary  decides 
that  the  application  of  section  8903  is  neces- 
sary for  recreational  vessel  safety  under  sec- 
tion 4302(d)  of  this  title. 

(b)  Section  8904  of  this  title  does  not 
apply  to  a  vessel  of  less  than  200  gross  tons 
engaged  in  the  offshore  mineral  and  oil  in- 
dustry if  the  vessel  has  offshore  mineral 
and  oil  industry  sites  or  equipment  as  its  ul- 
timate destination  or  place  of  departure. 

§  8906.  Penalty 

An  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator, 
agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 
vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  chapter 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chap- 
ter is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $1,000.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 
CHAPTER  91 -TANK  VESSEL  MANNING 

STANDARDS 
Sec. 

9101.  Standards  for  foreign  tank  vessels. 

9102.  Standards    for    tank    vessels    of    the 

United  States. 
§  9101.  Standards  for  foreign  tank  vessels 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall— 

(1)  periodically  evaluate  the  manning, 
training,  qualification,  and  watchkeeping 
standards  prescribed  by  the  certificating 
country  of  a  foreign  vessel  to  which  chapter 
37  of  this  title  applies,  that  operates  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  and 
transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  a  port 
or  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States;  and 

(2)  after  each  evaluation  made  under 
clause  (1)  of  this  subsection,  decide  whether 
the  foreign  country,  whose  system  for  li- 
censing and  certification  of  seamen  was 
evaluated,  has  standards  that  are  equivalent 
to  or  more  stringent  than  United  States 
standards  or  international  standards  accept- 
ed by  the  United  States. 

(b)  A  foreign  vessel  to  which  chapter  37  of 
this  title  applies  that  has  on  board  oil  or 
hazardous  material  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  cargo 
residue  shall  have  a  specified  number  of 
personnel  certified  as  tankerman  or  equiva- 
lent, as  required  by  the  Secretary,  when  the 
vessel  transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in 
a  port  or  place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States.  The  requirement  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  noted  in  applicable  ter- 
minal operating  procedures.  A  transfer  op- 
eration may  take  place  only  if  the  crew- 
member  in  charge  is  capable  of  clearly  un- 
derstanding instructions  in  English. 


§  9102.  Standards   for   tank   vessels  of   the 
United  States 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  stand- 
ards for  the  manning  of  each  vessel  of  the 
United  States  to  which  chapter  37  of  this 
title  applies,  related  to  the  duties,  qualifica- 
tions, and  training  of  the  officers  and  crew 
of  the  vessel,  including  standards  related 
to— 

(1)  instruction  in  vessel  and  cargo  han- 
dling and  vessel  navigation  under  normal 
operating  conditions  in  coastal  and  confined 
water.":  and  on  the  high  seas: 

(2)  instruction  in  vessel  and  cargo  han- 
dling and  vessel  navigation  in  emergency  sit- 
uations and  under  marine  casualty  or  poten- 
tial casualty  conditions: 

(3)  qualifications  for  liccr\ses  by  specific 
type  and  size  of  vessels: 

(4)  qualifications  for  licenses  by  use  of 
simulators  for  the  practice  or  demonstration 
of  marine-oriented  skills: 

(5)  minimum  health  and  physical  fitness 
criteria  for  various  grades  of  licenses  and 
certificates: 

(6)  periodic  retraining  and  special  training 
for  upgrading  positions,  changing  vessel 
type  or  size,  or  assuming  new  responsibil- 
ities: and 

(7)  decisions  about  licenses  and  certifi- 
cates, conditions  of  licensing  or  certifica- 
tion, and  periods  of  licensing  or  certification 
by  reference  to  experience,  amount  of  train- 
ing completed,  and  regular  performance 
testing. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  waive  the  applica- 
tion of  criteria  required  by  subsection  (a)(5) 
of  this  section  for  an  individual  having  a  li- 
cense or  certificate  (including  a  renewal  of 
the  license  or  certificate)  in  effect  on  Octo- 
ber 17.  1978.  When  the  waiver  is  granted, 
the  Secretary  may  prescribe  conditions  for 
the  license  or  certificate  and  its  renewal,  as 
the  Secretary  decides  are  reasonable  and 
necessary  for  the  safety  of  a  vessel  on  which 
the  individual  may  be  employed. 

CHAPTER  93-GREAT  LAKES 
PILOTAGE 
Sec. 

9301.  Definitions. 

9302.  Great  Lakes  pilots  required. 

9303.  United  States  registered  pilot  service. 

9304.  Pilotage  pools. 

9305.  Agreements  with  Canada. 

9306.  State  regulation  prohibited. 

9307.  Great  Lakes  Pilotage  Advisory  Com- 

mittee. 

9308.  Penalties. 
§9301.  Definitions 

In  this  chapter— 

(1)  'Canadian  registered  pilot"  means  an 
individual  (except  a  regular  crewmember  of 
a  vessel)  who  is  registered  by  Canada  on  the 
same  basis  as  an  individual  registered  under 
section  9303  of  this  title. 

(2)  Great  Lakes"  means  Lakes  Superior, 
Michigan.  Huron,  Erie,  and  Ontario,  their 
connecting  and  tributary  waters,  the  Saint 
Lawrence  River  as  far  east  as  Saint  Regis, 
and  adjacent  port  areas. 

(3)  "United  States  registered  pilot"  means 
an  individual  (except  a  regular  crewmember 
of  a  vessel)  who  is  registered  under  section 
9303  of  this  title. 

§  9302.  Great  Lakes  pilots  required 

(a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsections 
(d)  and  (e)  of  this  section,  each  vessel  of  the 
United  States  operating  on  register  and 
each  foreign  vessel  shall  engage  a  United 
States  or  Canadian  registered  pilot  for  the 
route  being  navigated  who  shall— 

(A)  in  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes  designat- 
ed by  the  President,  direct  the  navigation  of 


the  vessel  subject  to  the  customary  author- 
ity of  the  master:  and 

(B)  in  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes  not  desig- 
nated by  the  President,  be  on  board  and 
available  to  direct  the  navigation  of  the 
vessel  at  the  discretion  of  and  subject  to  the 
customary  authority  of  the  master. 

(2)  The  President  shall  make  water  desig- 
nations under  this  subsection  with  regard  to 
the  public  interest,  the  effective  use  of  navi- 
gable waters,  marine  safety,  and  the  foreign 
relations  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  An  individual  of  a  vessel  licensed  for 
navigation  on  the  Great  Lakes  under  section 
7101  of  this  title,  or  equivalent  provisions  of 
Canadian  law,  and  qualified  for  the  route 
being  navigated,  may  serve  as  the  pilot  re- 
quired on  waters  not  designated  by  the 
President. 

(c)  The  authority  extended  under  subsec- 
tions (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  to  a  Canadi- 
an registered  pilot  or  other  Canadian  li- 
censed officer  to  .serve  on  certain  vessels  in 
United  States  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes 
shall  continue  as  long  as  Canada  extends 
reciprocity  to  United  States  registered  pilots 
and  other  individuals  licensed  by  the  United 
States  for  pilotage  service  in  Canadian 
waters  of  the  Great  Lakes. 

(d)  A  vessel  may  be  operated  on  the 
United  States  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes 
without  a  United  States  or  Canadian  regis- 
tered pilot  when— 

(1)  the  Secretary  notifies  the  master  that 
a  registered  pilot  is  not  available:  or 

(2)  the  vessel  or  its  cargo  is  in  distress  or 
jeopardy. 

(e)  A  Canadian  vessel  regularly  operating 
on  the  Great  Lakes  or  between  ports  on  the 
Great  Lakes  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  River, 
with  only  an  occasional  voyage  to  ports  in 
the  maritime  provinces  of  Canada  in  the  Ca- 
nadian coastal  trade,  is  exempt  from  subsec- 
tions (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  as  long  as 
Canada  permits  enrolled  ves.sels  of  the 
United  States  to  be  operated  on  Canadian 
waters  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  the  direc- 
tion of  individuals  licensed  under  section 
7101  of  this  title. 

I  9303.  United  States  registered  pilot  service 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation standards  of  competency  to  be  met  by 
each  applicant  for  registration  under  this 
chapter.  An  applicant  must— 

(1)  have  a  license  as  master,  mate,  or  pilot 
issued  under  section  7101  of  this  title: 

(2)  have  acquired  at  least  24  months  li- 
censed service  or  equivalent  experience  on 
vessels  or  integrated  towing  vessels  and  tows 
of  at  least  4.000  gross  tons,  operating  on  the 
Great  Lakes  or  oceans,  with  a  minimum  of  6 
months  of  that  service  or  experience  having 
been  on  the  Great  Lakes:  and 

(3)  agre*"  that,  if  appointed  as  a  United 
States  registered  pilot,  the  applicant  will  be 
available  for  service  when  required. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  to  each  regis- 
tered pilot  under  this  chapter  a  certificate 
of  registration  describing  the  areas  within 
which  the  pilot  may  serve.  The  pilot  shall 
carry  the  certificate  when  in  the  service  of  a 
vessel. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation the  duration  of  validity  of  registra- 
tion. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation the  conditions  for  service  by  United 
States  registered  pilots,  including  availabil- 
ity for  service. 

(e)  Subject  to  sections  551-559  of  title  5. 
the  Secretary  may  suspend  or  revoke  a  cer- 
tificate of  registration  issued  under  this  sec- 
tion if  the  holder  fails  to  comply  with  a  reg- 


ulation prescribed  under  this  chapter.  Sus- 
pension or  revocation  of  the  holder's  license 
under  chapter  77  of  this  title  includes  the 
holders  certificate  of  registration. 

(f)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation rates  and  charges  for  pilotage  serv- 
ices, giving  consideration  to  the  public  inter- 
est and  the  costs  of  providing  the  services. 

I  9304.  Pilotage  pools 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  authorize  the  for- 
mation of  a  pool  by  a  voluntary  association 
of  United  States  registered  pilots  to  provide 
for  efficient  dispatching  of  vessels  and  ren- 
dering of  pilotage  services. 

(b)  For  pilotage  pools,  the  Secretary 
may— 

(1)  limit  the  number  of  the  pools: 

(2)  prescribe  regulations  for  their  oper- 
ation and  administration; 

(3)  prescribe  a  uniform  system  of  ac- 
counts: 

(4)  perform  audits  and  inspections;  and 

(5)  require  coordination  on  a  reciprocal 
basis  with  similar  pool  arrangements  au- 
thorized by  the  appropriate  agency  of 
Canada. 

§  9305.  Agreements  with  Canada 

To  provide  for  a  coordinated  system  of  pi- 
lotage service  on  the  Great  Lakes,  the  Sec- 
retary, subject  to  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  may  make  agreements 
with  the  appropriate  agency  of  Canada  to— 

(1)  fix  the  number  of  pilots  to  be  regis- 
tered in  each  country: 

(2)  provide  for  participation  on  an  equita- 
ble basis; 

(3)  prescribe  joint  or  identical  rates  and 
charges; 

(4)  coordinate  pool  operations;  and 

(5)  establish  conditions  for  services  by  reg- 
istered pilots, 

§  9306.  State  regulation  prohibited 

A  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
may  not  regulate  or  impose  any  require- 
ment on  pilotage  on  the  Great  Lakes. 

I  9307.  Great  Lakes  Pilotage  Advisory  Com- 
mittee 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  establish  a  Great 
Lakes  Pilotage  Advisory  Committee.  The 
Committee— 

(1)  may  review  proposed  Great  Lakes  pi- 
lotage regulations  and  policies  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  that  the 
Committee  considers  appropriate; 

(2)  may  make  available  to  Congress  rec- 
ommendations that  the  Committee  makes 
to  the  Secretary:  and 

(3)  shall  meet  at  the  call  of  the  Secretary. 

(b)  The  Committee  shall  consist  of  3  mem- 
bers appointed  by  the  Secretary  each  of 
whom  has  at  least  5  years  practical  experi- 
ence in  maritime  operations.  The  term  of 
each  member  is  for  a  period  of  not  more 
than  5  years,  specified  by  the  Secretary. 
Before  filling  a  position  on  the  Committee, 
the  Secretary  shall  publish  a  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register  soliciting  nominations  for 
membership  on  the  Committee. 

(c)  When  attending  meetings  or  otherwise 
serving  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  a 
member  of  the  Committee  (except  a 
member  regularly  employed  by  the  United 
States  Government)  may  be  paid  at  a  rate 
of  not  more  than  $75  a  day.  When  serving 
away  from  home  or  regular  place  of  busi- 
ness, the  member  may  be  allowed  travel  ex- 
penses, including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsist- 
ence as  authorized  by  section  5703  of  title  5 
for  individuals  employed  intermittently  in 
the  Government  service. 


§  9308.  Penalties 

(a)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  knowingly  allowing  the  vessel  to  be 
operated  in  violation  of  section  9302  of  this 
title  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $500  for  each  day 
during  which  the  vessel  is  in  violation.  The 
vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

(b)  An  individual  who  directs  the  naviga- 
tion of  a  vessel  in  violation  of  section  9302 
of  this  title  is  liable  to  the  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  $500  for  each  day  during 
which  the  violation  occurs. 

(c)  A  person  violating  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  section  9303  of  this  title  is 
liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil  penalty 
of  $500. 
Part  G— Merchant  Seamen  Protection  and 
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Definitions. 

Designations  and  duties  of  shipping 
commissioners, 

10103.  Reports. 

10104.  Regulations. 
§  10101.  Definitions 

In  this  part— 

(1)  "master"  means  the  individual  having 
command  of  a  vessel  owned  by  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States. 

(2)  "owner"  means  the  person  to  whom 
the  vessel  belongs. 

(3)  "seaman"  means  an  individual  (except 
scientific  personnel,  a  sailing  school  instruc- 
tor, or  a  sailing  school  student)  engaged  or 
employed  in  any  capacity  on  board  a  vessel 
owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

§  10102.  Designations  and  duties  of  shipping 
commissioners 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  officers, 
employees,  and  members  of  the  Coast 
Guard  to  act  as  shipping  commissioners 
under  this  part.  The  Secretary  may  desig- 
nate officers  and  employees  of  the  Customs 
Service  as  shipping  commissioners. 

(b)  The  general  duties  of  shipping  com- 
missioners are  to  supervise  the  engagement 
and  discharge  of  .seamen. 

(c)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  the  vessel  shall  per- 
form the  duties  of  shipping  commissioner 
when  a  shipping  commissioner  is  not  avail- 
able. 

§  10103.  Reports 

(a)  A  master  of  a  vessel  to  which  section 
8701(a)  of  this  title  applies,  who  engages  or 
discharges  a  seaman  without  a  shipping 
commissioner  being  present,  shall  submit  re- 
ports in  the  form,  content,  and  manner  of 
filing  as  prescribed  by  regulation,  to  ensure 
compliance  with  law's  related  to  manning 
and  the  engagement  and  discharge  of 
seamen. 

(b)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  ferry 
or  towing  vessel  operated  in  connection  with 
a  ferry  operation,  employed  only  in  trades 
other  than  with  foreign  ports,  lakes,  bays, 
sounds,  bayous,  canals,  or  harbors. 

§  10104.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  part. 
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§  10301.  Application 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  specifically  pro- 
vided, this  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States— 

(1)  on  a  voyage  between  a  port  in  the 
United  States  and  a  port  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try (except  a  port  in  Canada.  Mexico,  or  the 
West  Indies);  or 

(2)  of  at  least  75  gross  tons  on  a  voyage  be- 
tween a  port  of  the  United  States  on  the  At- 
lantic Ocean  and  a  port  of  the  United  States 
on  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

(b)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  which  the  seamen  are  entitled  by  custom 
or  agreement  to  share  in  the  profit  or  result 
of  a  voyage. 

(c)  Unless  otherwise  provided,  this  chap- 
ter does  not  apply  to  a  foreign  vessel. 

§  10302.  Shipping  articles  agreements 

(a)  Before  proceeding  on  a  voyage,  the 
master  of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies shall  make  a  shipping  articles  agree- 
ment in  writing  with  each  seaman  in  the 
crew. 

(b)  The  agreement  shall  contain  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  the  nature,  and,  as  far  as  practicable, 
the  duration  of  the  intended  voyage,  and 
the  port  or  country  in  which  the  voyage  is 
to  end. 

(2)  the  number  and  description  of  the 
crew-  and  the  capacity  in  which  each  seaman 
is  to  be  engaged. 

(3)  the  time  at  which  each  seaman  is  to  be 
on  board  to  begin  work. 

(4)  the  amount  of  wages  each  seaman  is  to 
receive. 

(5)  regulations  about  conduct  on  board, 
and  information  on  fines,  short  allowance  of 
provisions,  and  other  punishment  for  mis- 
conduct provided  by  law. 

(6)  a  scale  of  the  provisions  that  are  to  be 
provided  each  seaman. 

(7)  any  stipulation  in  reference  to  ad- 
vances and  allotments  of  wages. 

(8)  other  matters  not  contrary  to  law. 

§  10303.  Provisions 

(a)  A  seaman  shall  be  served  at  least  3 
meals  a  day  that  total  at  least  3,100  calories, 
including  adequate  water  and  adequate  pro- 
tein, vitamins,  and  minerals  in  accordance 
with  the  United  States  Recommended  Daily 
Allowances. 

(b)  The  text  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  included  in  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  section  10302  of  this  title.  A  copy 
of  the  text  also  shall  be  posted  in  a  conspic- 
uous place  in  the  galley  and  forecastle  of 
each  vessel. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht. 
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{  10304.  Form  of  agreement 

The  form  of  the  agreement  required  by 
section  10302  of  this  title  shall  be  in  sub- 
stance as  follows: 

United  States  of  America 

(Date  and  place  of  first  signature  of  agree- 
ment): 

It    is    agreed    between    the    master    and 

seamen     of     the  of     which 

is  at  present  master. 

or  whoever  shall  go  for  master,  now  bound 

from  the  port  of  to 

(here  the  voyage  is  to  be  de- 
scribed, and  the  places  named  at  which  the 
vessel  is  to  touch,  or  if  that  cannot  be  done, 
the  general  nature  and  probable  length  of 
the  voyage  is  to  be  stated). 

The  seamen  agree  to  conduct  themselves 
in  an  orderly,  faithful,  honest,  and  sober 
manner,  and  to  be  at  all  times  diligent  in 
their  respective  duties,  and  to  be  obedient  to 
the  lawful  commands  of  the  master,  or  of  an 
individual  who  lawfully  succeeds  the 
master,  and  of  their  superior  officers  in  ev- 
erything related  to  the  vessel,  and  the 
stores  and  cargo  of  the  vessel,  whether  on 
board,  in  t>oats,  or  on  shore.  In  consider- 
ation of  this  service  by  the  seamen  to  be 
performed,  the  master  agrees  to  pay  the 
crew,  as  wages,  the  amounts  beside  their 
names  respectively  expressed,  and  to  supply 
them  with  provisions  according  to  the  an- 
nexed scale. 

It  is  agreed  that  any  embezzlement,  or 
willful  or  negligent  destruction  of  any  part 
of  the  vessel's  cargo  or  stores,  shall  be  made 
good  to  the  owner  out  of  the  wages  of  the 
person  guilty  of  the  embezzlement  or  de- 
struction. 

If  an  individual  holds  himself  or  herself 
out  as  qualified  for  a  duty  which  the  indi- 
vidual proves  incompetent  to  perform,  the 
individual's  wages  shall  be  reduced  in  pro- 
portion to  the  incompetency. 

It  also  is  agreed  that  if  a  seaman  considers 
himself  or  herself  to  be  aggrieved  by  any 
breach  of  this  agreement  or  otherwise,  the 
seaman  shall  present  the  complaint  to  the 
master  or  officer  in  charge  of  the  vessel,  in 
a  quiet  and  orderly  manner,  who  shall  take 
steps  that  the  case  requires. 

It  also  is  agreed  that  (here  any  other  stip- 
ulations may  he  inserted  to  which  the  par- 
ties agree,  and  that  are  not  contrary  to  law). 

In  witness  whereof,  the  parties  have  sub- 
scribed their  names  to  this  agreement,  on 
the  dates  beside  their  respective  signatures. 

Signed  by  .  master, 

on  the  day  of  ,  nine- 

teen hundred  and 
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Wages  each  voyage 

Advance  wages 

Amount  of  monthly  allotmeML.. 


Allotment  payable  to 
Conduct  qualilicalions 


Signature  ot  sufflan.. 
Birtliplacf 

*«« --.. 

HeigM; 

Fert 

Indus 

DescriplKM: 


Hai' 
Wages  each  rnontti . 


IMI 


Tune  ol  scmcr 
Montlis 

ov 

HospitsI  RMwey 

WMe  Niges 

Wages  due 

Place  and  time  of  entry 

Time  at  iMiich  seaman  is  to 

l)e  on  board 

In  what  capacity 

Slunung  commissioner  s 

signature  or  initials 


NoTE.-In  the  place  for  signature  and  descrip- 
tions of  individuals  engaged  after  the  first  depar- 
ture of  the  vessel,  the  entries  are  to  l)e  made  as 
above,  except  that  the  signature  of  the  consul  or 
vice  consul,  customs  officer,  or  witness  before 
whom  the  individual  is  engaged,  is  to  be  entered. 

§  10305.  Manner  of  signing  agreement 

(a)  The  agreement  required  by  section 
10302  of  this  title  shall  be  signed— 

(1)  first  by  the  master  and  dated  at  that 
time,  after  which  each  seaman  shall  sign: 
and 

(2)  in  the  presence  of  a  shipping  commis- 
sioner. 

(b)  When  the  crew  is  first  engaged,  the 
agreement  shall  be  signed  in  duplicate.  One 
of  the  copies  shall  be  retained  by  the  ship- 
ping commissioner.  The  other  copy  shall 
contain  space  for  the  description  and  signa- 
tures of  seamen  engaged  subsequent  to  the 
first  making  of  the  agreement,  and  shall  be 
delivered  to  the  master. 

(c)  An  agreement  signed  before  a  shipping 
commissioner  shall  be  acknowledged  and 
signed  by  the  commissioner  on  the  agree- 
ment in  the  manner  and  form  prescribed  by 
regulation.  The  acknowledgment  and  certifi- 
cation shall  include  a  statement  by  the  com- 
missioner that  the  seaman— 

( 1 )  has  read  the  agreement: 

(2)  is  acquainted  with  and  understands  its 
conditions:  and 

(3)  has  signed  it  freely  and  voluntarily 
when  sober. 

§  10306.  Exhibiting  merchant  mariners'  doc- 
uments 

Before  signing  the  agreement  required  by 
section  10302  of  this  title,  each  individual 
required  by  section  8701  of  this  title  to  have 
a  merchant  mariner's  document  shall  exhib- 
it to  the  shipping  commissioner  a  document 
issued  to  the  individual,  appropriately  en- 
dorsed for  the  capacity  in  which  the  individ- 
ual is  to  serve. 
§  10307.  Posting  agreements 

At  the  beginning  of  a  voyage,  the  master 
shall  have  a  legible  copy  of  the  agreement 
required  by  section  10302  of  this  title,  omit- 
ting signatures,  exhibited  in  a  part  of  the 
vessel  accessible  to  the  crew.  A  master  vio- 
lating this  section  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$100. 
§  10308.  Foreign  engagements 

(a)  When  a  seaman  is  engaged  outside  the 
United  States,  the  agreement  required  by 
section  10302  of  this  title  shall  be  signed  in 
the  presence  of  a  consular  officer.  If  a  con- 
sular officer  is  not  available  at  the  port  of 
engagement,  the  seaman  may  be  engaged, 
and  the  agreement  shall  be  signed  it  the 
next  port  at  which  a  consular  officer  is 
available. 

(b)  A  master  engaging  a  seaman  in  viola- 
tion of  this  section  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$100.  The  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the 
penalty. 

S  10309.  Engaging  seamen  to  replace  those 

lost  by  desertion  or  casualty 

(a)  If  a  desertion  or  casualty  results  in  the 
loss  of  at  least  one  seaman,  the  master  shall 
engage,  if  obtainable,  a  number  equal  to  the 
numl>er  of  seamen  of  whose  services  the 
master  has  been  deprived.  The  new  seaman 
must  have  at  least  the  same  grade  or  rating 
as  the  seaman  whose  place  the  new  seaman 


fills.  The  master  shall  report  the  loss  and 
replacement  to  a  consular  officer  at  the  first 
port  at  which  the  master  arrives. 

(b>  The  master  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$200  for  each  report  not  made.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht. 

i  10310.  Discharge 

A  master  shall  deliver  to  a  seaman  or  a 
shipping  commissioner  a  full  and  true  ac- 
count of  the  seaman's  wages  and  all  deduc- 
tions at  least  48  hours  before  paying  off  or 
discharging  the  seaman.  A  master  failing  to 
deliver  the  account  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$50. 
§  10311.  Certificates  of  discharge 

(a)  On  discharging  a  seaman  and  paying 
the  seaman's  wages,  the  shipping  commis- 
sioner shall  provide  the  seaman  with  a  cer- 
tificate of  discharge.  The  form  of  the  certif- 
icate shall  be  prescribed  by  regulation.  It 
shall  contain— 

( 1 )  the  name  of  the  seaman: 

(2)  the  citizenship  or  nationality  of  the 
seaman: 

(3)  the  number  of  the  seaman's  merchant 
mariner's  document: 

(4)  the  name  and  official  number  of  the 
vessel: 

(5)  the  nature  of  the  voyage  (foreign,  in- 
tercoastal,  or  coastwise); 

(6)  the  propulsion  class  of  the  vessel: 

(7)  the  date  and  place  of  engagement; 

(8)  the  date  and  place  of  discharge;  and 

(9)  the  seaman's  capacity  on  the  voyage. 

(b)  The  certificate  of  discharge  may  not 
contain  a  reference  about  the  character  or 
ability  of  the  seaman.  The  certificate  shall 
be  signed  by  the  master,  the  seaman,  and 
the  shipping  commissioner  as  witness. 

<c)  A  certificate  of  discharge  may  not  be 
issued  if  the  seaman  holds  a  continuous  dis- 
charge book.  The  entries  shall  be  made  in 
the  discharge  book  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  entries  required  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

(d)(1)  A  record  of  each  discharge  shall  be 
maintained  by  the  Secretary  in  the  manner 
and  location  prescribed  by  regulation.  The 
records  may  not  be  open  for  general  or 
public  use  or  in.spection. 

(2)  A  duplicate  of  a  record  of  discharge 
shall  be  issued  to  a  seaman  at  a  cost  pre- 
scribed by  regulation. 

(e)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht. 

§  10312  Settlements  on  discharge 

(a)  When  discharge  and  settlement  are 
completed,  the  master  or  owner  and  each 
seaman  shall  sign  the  agreement  required 
by  section  10302  of  this  title  in  the  presence 
of  a  shipping  commissioner.  The  commis- 
sioner shall  sign  the  agreement  and  retain  a 
copy.  When  signed,  it  shall  serve  as  a 
mutual  release  of  all  claims  for  wages  for 
the  voyage. 

(b)  In  a  dispute  about  wages  or  deduc- 
tions, if  the  parties  agree  in  writing  to 
submit  the  dispute  to  a  shipping  commis- 
sioner, the  award  made  by  the  commissioner 
is  conclusive  in  any  subsequent  legal  pro- 
ceeding. A  document  signed  and  sealed  by  a 
shipping  commissioner  purporting  to  be  the 
award  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  award. 

(c)  In  a  proceeding  before  a  shipping  com- 
missioner related  to  the  wages,  claims,  or 
discharge  of  a  seaman,  the  shipping  com- 
missioner may  call  on  the  owner,  charterer, 
managing    operator,    agent,    master,    or    a 


seaman  to  produce  logbooks  or  other  docu- 
ments about  a  matter  in  question,  and  may 
summon  before  the  commissioner  and  ex- 
amine any  person  on  the  matter.  An  owner, 
charterer,  managing  operator,  agent, 
master,  or  seaman  failing  on  summons  to 
produce  a  document  in  the  possession  or 
control  of  the  owner,  charterer,  managing 
operator,  agent,  master,  or  seaman,  or  to 
give  evidence,  without  reasonable  cause,  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  $100.  On  application  of  the 
shipping  commissioner,  the  owner,  char- 
terer, managing  operator,  agent,  master,  or 
seaman  may  be  punished  by  a  district  court 
of  the  United  States  as  in  other  cases  of 
contempt  of  court. 

(d)  On  request,  a  certified  copy  of  an 
agreement  may  be  provided  to  a  party  to 
the  agreement  and  is  admissible  in  evidence 
with  the  effect  of  the  original  in  any  subse- 
quent proceeding. 

(e)  When  a  seaman  has  been  discharged 
before  a  shipping  commissioner,  only  the 
agreement  is  evidence  of  the  release  or  satis- 
faction of  any  claim. 

(f)  If  a  discharge  is  made  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  shipping  commissioner,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  master,  shall  provide  the 
master  with  a  signed  statement  of  the  total 
amount  of  wages  paid.  Between  the  master 
and  the  employer,  the  statement  shall  be  re- 
ceived as  evidence  that  the  master  has  made 
the  payments  as  stated. 
§  10313.  Wages 

(a)  A  seaman's  entitlement  to  wages  and 
provisions  begins  when  the  seaman  begins 
work  or  when  specified  in  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  section  10302  of  this  title  for  the 
seaman  to  begin  work  or  be  present  on 
board,  whichever  is  earlier. 

(b)  Wages  are  not  dependent  on  the  earn- 
ing of  freight  by  the  vessel.  When  the  loss 
or  wreck  of  the  vessel  ends  the  service  of  a 
seaman  before  the  end  of  the  period  con- 
templated in  the  agreement,  the  seaman  is 
entitled  to  wages  for  the  period  of  time  ac- 
tually served.  The  seaman  shall  be  deemed  a 
destitute  seaman  under  section  11104  of  this 
title.  This  subsection  applies  to  a  fishing  or 
whaling  vessel  but  not  a  yacht. 

(c)  When  a  seaman  who  has  signed  an 
agreement  is  discharged  improperly  before 
the  beginning  of  the  voyage  or  before  one 
months  wages  are  earned,  without  the  sea- 
man's consent  and  without  the  seaman's 
fault  justifying  discharge,  the  seaman  is  en- 
titled to  receive  from  the  master  or  owner, 
in  addition  to  wages  earned,  one  month's 
wages  as  compensation. 

(d)  A  seaman  is  not  entitled  to  wages  for  a 
period  during  which  the  seaman— 

(1)  unlawfully  failed  to  work  when  re- 
quired, after  the  time  fixed  by  the  agree- 
ment for  the  seaman  to  begin  work;  or 

(2)  lawfully  was  imprisoned  for  an  offense, 
unless  a  court  hearing  the  case  otherwise  di- 
rects. 

(e)  After  the  beginning  of  the  voyage,  a 
seaman  is  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
master,  on  demand,  one-half  of  the  balance 
of  wages  earned  and  unpaid  at  each  port  at 
which  the  vessel  loads  or  delivers  cargo 
during  the  voyage.  A  demand  may  not  be 
made  before  the  expiration  of  5  days  from 
the  beginning  of  the  voyage,  not  more  than 
once  in  5  days,  and  not  more  than  once  in 
the  same  port  on  the  same  entry.  If  a 
master  does  not  comply  with  this  subsec- 
tion, the  seaman  is  released  from  the  agree- 
ment and  is  entitled  to  payment  of  all  wages 
earned.  Notwithstanding  a  release  signed  by 
a  seaman  under  section  10312  of  this  title,  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  may  set  aside,  for 


good  cause  shown,  the  release  and  take 
action  that  justice  requires.  This  subsection 
does  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  this  subsection  applies 
to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(f)  At  the  end  of  a  voyage,  the  master 
shall  pay  each  seaman  the  balance  of  wages 
due  the  seaman  within  24  hours  after  the 
cargo  has  been  discharged  or  within  4  days 
after  the  seaman  is  discharged,  whichever  is 
earlier.  When  a  seaman  is  discharged  and 
final  payment  of  wages  is  delayed  for  the 
period  permitted  by  this  subsection,  the 
seaman  is  entitled  at  the  time  of  discharge 
to  one-third  of  the  wages  due  the  seaman. 

(g)  When  payment  is  not  made  as  provid- 
ed under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section  with- 
out sufficient  cause,  the  master  or  owner 
shall  pay  to  the  seaman  2  days'  wages  for 
each  day  payment  is  delayed. 

(h)  Subsections  (f)  and  (g)  of  this  section 
do  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  subsections  (f)  and  (g) 
apply  to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(i)  This  section  applies  to  a  seaman  on  a 
foreign  vessel  when  in  a  harbor  of  the 
United  Stales.  The  courts  are  available  to 
the  seaman  for  the  enforcement  of  this  sec- 
tion. 
§  10314.  Advances 

(a)(1)  A  person  may  not— 

(A)  pay  a  seaman  wages  in  advance  of  the 
time  when  the  seaman  has  earned  the 
wages; 

(B)  pay  advance  wages  of  the  seaman  to 
another  person;  or 

(C)  make  to  another  person  an  order, 
note,  or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness  of 
the  wages,  or  pay  another  person,  for  the 
engagement  of  seamen  when  payment  is  de- 
ducted or  to  be  deducted  from  the  seaman's 
wage. 

(2)  A  person  violating  this  subsection  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $500.  A  pay- 
ment made  in  violation  of  this  subsection 
does  not  relieve  the  vessel  or  the  master 
from  the  duty  to  pay  all  wages  after  they 
have  been  earned. 

(b)  A  person  demanding  or  receiving  from 
a  seaman  or  an  individual  seeking  empl()y- 
ment  as  a  seaman,  remuneration  for  provid- 
ing the  seaman  or  individual  with  employ- 
ment, is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500. 

(c)  This  section  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
when  in  waters  of  the  United  States.  An 
owner,  charterer,  managing  operator,  agent, 
or  master  of  a  foreign  vessel  violating  this 
section  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  the 
same  penalty  as  an  owner,  charterer,  man- 
aging operator,  agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel 
of  the  United  States  for  the  same  violation. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  seeking 
clearance  from  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  present  the  agreement  required  by  sec- 
tion 10302  of  this  title  at  the  office  of  clear- 
ance. Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a  vessel 
only  if  this  section  has  been  complied  with. 

(e)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht.  However,  this 
section  applies  to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 
§  10315.  Allotments 

(a)  Under  prescribed  regulations,  a 
seaman  may  stipulate  as  follows  in  the 
agreement  required  by  section  10302  of  this 
title  for  an  allotment  of  any  part  of  the 
wages  the  seaman  may  earn; 

(1)  to  the  seaman's  grandparents,  parents, 
spouse,  sister,  brother,  or  children; 

(2)  to  an  agency  designated  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  to  handle  applications 


for  United  States  savings  bonds,  to  purchase 
bonds  for  the  seaman:  and 

(3)  for  deposits  to  be  made  in  an  account 
for  savings  or  investment  opened  by  the 
seaman  and  maintained  in  the  seaman's 
name  at  a  savings  bank  or  a  savings  institu- 
tion in  which  the  accounts  are  insured  by 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation 
or  the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation. 

(b)  An  allotment  is  valid  only  if  made  in 
writing  and  signed  by  and  approved  by  a 
shipping  commissioner.  The  shipping  com- 
missioner shall  examine  allotments  and  the 
parties  to  them  to  enforce  compliance  with 
the  law.  Stipulations  for  allotments  made  at 
the  beginning  of  a  voyage  shall  be  included 
in  the  agreement  and  shall  state  the 
amounts  and  times  of  payment  and  the 
person  to  whom  payments  are  to  t)e  made. 

(c)  Only  an  allotment  complying  with  this 
section  is  lawful.  A  person  falsely  claiming 
qualification  as  an  allottee  under  this  sec- 
tion is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$500. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  seeking 
clearance  from  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  present  the  agreement  at  the  office  of 
clearance.  Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a 
vessel  only  if  this  section  has  been  complied 
with. 

(e)  This  section  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
when  in  waters  of  the  United  States.  An 
owner,  charterer;  managing  operator,  agent, 
or  master  of  a  foreign  vessel  violating  this 
section  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  the 
same  penalty  as  an  owner,  charterer,  man- 
aging operator,  agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel 
of  the  United  States  for  the  same  violation. 


§  10316.  Trusts 

Sections  10314  and  10315  of  this  title  do 
not  prevent  an  employer  from  making  de- 
ductions from  the  wages  of  a  seaman,  with 
the  written  consent  of  the  seaman,  if— 

(1)  the  deductions  are  paid  into  a  trust 
fund  established  only  for  the  benefit  of 
seamen  employed  by  that  employer,  and  the 
families  and  dependents  of  those  seamen  (or 
of  those  seamen,  families,  and  dependents 
jointly  with  other  seamen  employed  by 
other  employers,  and  the  families  and  de- 
pendents of  the  other  seamen):  and 

(2)  the  payments  are  held  in  trust  to  pro- 
vide, from  principal  or  interest,  or  both,  any 
of  the  following  benefits  for  those  seamen 
and  their  families  and  dependents; 

(A)  medical  or  hospital  care,  or  both. 

(B)  pensions  on  retirement  or  death  of  the 
seaman. 

<C)  life  insurance. 

(D)  unemployment  benefits. 

(E)  compensation  for  illness  or  injuries  re- 
sulting from  occupational  activity. 

(F)  sickness,  accident,  and  disability  com- 
pensation. 

(G)  purchasing  insurance  to  provide  any 
of  the  benefits  specified  in  this  section. 

§  10317.  Loss  of  lien  and  right  to  wages 

A  master  or  seaman  by  any  agreement 
other  than  one  provided  for  in  this  chapter 
may  not  forfeit  the  master's  or  seaman's 
lien  on  the  vessel  or  be  deprived  of  a  remedy 
to  which  the  master  or  seaman  otherwise 
would  be  entitled  for  the  recovery  of  wages. 
A  stipulation  in  an  agreement  inconsistent 
with  this  chapter,  or  a  stipulation  by  which 
a  seaman  consents  to  abandon  a  right  to 
wages  if  the  vessel  is  lost,  or  to  abandon  a 
right  the  seaman  may  have  or  obtain  in  the 
nature  of  salvage,  is  void. 


21954 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  I  1983 


August  1,  1983 


§  10318.  Wages  on  discharge  in  foreign  ports 

(a)  When  a  mtister  or  seaman  applies  to  a 
consular  officer  for  the  discharge  of  the 
seaman,  the  consular  officer  shall  require 
the  master  to  pay  the  seaman's  wages  if  it 
appears  that  the  seaman  has  carried  out  the 
agreement  required  by  section  10302  of  this 
title  or  otherwise  is  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged. Then  the  consular  officer  shall  dis- 
charge the  seaman.  A  consular  officer  shall 
require  the  payment  of  extra  wages  only  as 
provided  in  this  section  or  in  chapter  109  of 
this  title. 

(b)  When  discharging  a  seaman,  a  consul- 
ar officer  who  fails  to  require  the  payment 
of  the  wages  due  a  seaman  at  the  time,  and 
of  the  extra  wages  due  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  is  accountable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  total  amount. 

(c)  A  seaman  discharged  under  this  sec- 
tion with  the  consent  of  the  seaman  is  enti- 
tled to  wages  up  to  the  time  of  discharge, 
but  not  for  any  additional  period. 

(d)  If  the  seaman  is  discharged  Involuntar- 
ily, and  it  appears  that  the  discharge  was 
not  because  of  neglect  of  duty,  incompeten- 
cy, or  injury  incurred  on  the  vessel,  the 
master  shall  provide  the  seaman  with  em- 
ployment on  a  vessel  agreed  to  by  the 
seaman  or  shall  provide  the  seaman  with 
one  month's  extra  wages. 

(e)  Expenses  for  the  maintenance  and 
return  of  an  ill  or  injured  seaman  to  the 
United  States  shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary 
of  Stale.  If  a  seaman  is  incapacitated  by  ill- 
ness or  injury  and  prompt  discharge  is  nec- 
essary, but  a  personal  appearance  of  the 
master  before  a  consular  officer  is  impracti- 
cable, the  master  may  provide  transporta- 
tion to  the  seaman  to  the  nearest  consular 
officer  for  discharge. 

(f)  A  deduction  from  wages  of  the  seaman 
is  permitted  only  if  the  deduction  appears  in 
the  account  of  the  seaman  required  to  be 
delivered  under  section  10310  of  this  title, 
except  for  matters  arising  after  delivery  of 
the  account,  in  which  case  a  supplementary 
account  is  required.  During  a  voyage,  the 
master  shall  record  in  the  official  logbook 
the  matters  about  which  deductions  are  to 
be  made  with  the  amounts  of  the  deduc- 
tions. The  entries  shall  be  made  as  the  mat- 
ters occur.  The  master  shall  produce  the  of- 
ficial logbook  at  the  time  of  payment  of 
wages,  and  also  before  a  competent  author- 
ity on  the  hearing  of  any  complaint  or  ques- 
tion about  the  payment  of  wages. 

§  10319.  Costs  of  a  criminal  conviction 

In  a  proceeding  about  a  seaman's  wages,  if 
it  is  shown  that  the  seaman  was  convicted 
during  the  voyage  of  an  offense  by  a  compe- 
tent tribunal  and  sentenced  by  the  tribunal, 
the  court  hearing  the  case  may  direct  that  a 
part  of  the  wages  due  the  seaman,  but  not 
more  than  $15.  be  applied  to  reimburse  the 
master  for  costs  properly  incurred  in  pro- 
curing the  conviction  and  sentence. 

§  10320.  Records  of  seamen 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
for  reporting  by  a  master  of  matters  about 
the  engagement,  discharge,  or  service  of 
seamen  that  may  t)e  needed  in  keeping  cen- 
tral records  of  seamen. 

i  10321.  General  penalty 

The  owner,  chartcer.  managing  operator, 
agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  on  which  a 
seaman  is  carried  in  violation  of  this  chap- 
ter or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this 
chapter  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $200  for  each 
seaman  carried  in  violation.  The  vessel  also 
is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 
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§  10501.  Application 

(a)  Except  for  a  vessel  to  which  chapter 
103  of  this  title  applies,  this  chapter  applies 
to  a  vessel  of  at  least  50  gross  tons  on  a 
voyage  between  a  port  in  one  State  and  a 
port  in  another  State  (except  an  adjoining 
State). 

(b)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  which  the  seamen  are  entitled  by  custom 
or  agreement  to  share  in  the  profit  or  result 
of  a  voyage. 

(c)  Unless  otherwise  provided,  this  chap- 
ter does  not  apply  to  a  foreign  vessel. 

5  10502.  Shipping  articles  agreements 

(a)  Before  proceeding  on  a  voyage,  the 
master  of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies shall  make  a  shipping  articles  agree- 
ment in  writing  with  each  seaman  on  board, 
declaring  the  nature  of  the  voyage  or  the 
period  of  time  for  which  the  seaman  is  en- 
gaged. 

(b)  The  agreement  shall  include  the  date 
and  hour  on  which  the  seaman  must  be  on 
board  to  begin  the  voyage. 

(c)  The  agreement  may  not  contain  a  pro- 
vision on  the  allotment  of  wages  or  a  scale 
of  provisions. 

tj  10503.  Exhibiting  merchant  mariners'  doc- 
uments 

Before  signing  the  agreement  required  by 
-section  10502  of  this  title,  a  seaman  required 
by  section  8701  of  this  title  to  have  a  mer- 
chant mariners  document  shall  exhibit  to 
the  master  a  document  issued  to  the  seaman 
and  appropriately  endorsed  for  the  capacity 
in  w  hich  the  seaman  is  to  serve. 
§  10504.  Wages 

(a)  After  the  beginning  of  a  voyage,  a 
seaman  is  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
master,  on  demand,  one-half  of  the  balance 
of  wages  earned  and  unpaid  at  each  port  at 
which  the  vessel  loads  or  delivers  cargo 
during  the  voyage.  A  demand  may  not  be 
made  before  the  expiration  of  5  days  from 
the  beginning  of  the  voyage,  not  more  than 
once  in  5  days,  and  not  more  than  once  in 
the  same  port  on  the  same  entry.  If  a 
master  does  not  comply  with  this  subsec- 
tion, the  seaman  is  released  from  the  agree- 
ment required  by  section  10502  of  this  title 
and  is  entitled  to  payment  of  all  wages 
earned.  Notwithstanding  a  release  signed  by 
a  seaman  under  section  10312  of  this  title,  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  may  set  aside,  for 
good  cause  shown,  the  release  and  take 
action  that  justice  requires.  This  sulwection 
does  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  this  subsection  applies 
to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(b)  The  master  shall  pay  a  seaman  the 
balance  of  wages  due  the  seaman  within  2 
days  after  the  termination  of  the  agreement 
required  by  section  10502  of  this  title  or 
when  the  seaman  is  discharged,  whichever 
is  earlier. 

(c)  When  payment  is  not  made  as  provided 
under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  without 
sufficient  cause,  the  master  or  owner  shall 
pay  to  the  seaman  2  days'  wages  for  each 
day  payment  is  delayed. 


(d)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section 
do  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
apply  to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(e)  This  section  applies  to  a  seaman  on  a 
foreign  vessel  when  a  in  harbor  of  the 
United  States.  The  courts  are  available  to 
the  seaman  for  the  enforcement  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

S  10505.  Advances 
(a)(1)  A  person  may  not— 

(A)  pay  a  seaman  wages  in  advance  of  the 
time  when  the  seaman  has  earned  the 
wages: 

(B)  pay  advance  wages  of  the  seaman  to 
another  person;  or 

(C)  make  to  another  person  an  order, 
note,  or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness  of 
the  wages,  or  pay  another  person,  for  the 
engagement  of  seamen  when  payment  is  de- 
ducted or  to  be  deducted  from  the  seaman's 
wage. 

(2)  A  person  violating  this  subsection  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $100.  A  pay- 
ment made  in  violation  of  this  subsection 
does  not  relieve  the  vessel  or  the  master 
from  the  duty  to  pay  all  wages  after  they 
have  been  earned. 

b)  A  person  demanding  or  receiving  from 
a  seaman  or  an  Individual  seeking  employ- 
ment as  a  seaman,  remuneration  for  provid- 
ini^  the  seaman  or  individual  with  employ- 
ment, is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500. 

(c)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  seeking 
clearance  from  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  present  the  agreement  required  by  sec- 
tion 10502  of  this  title  at  the  office  of  clear- 
ance. Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a  vessel 
only  if  this  .section  has  been  complied  with. 

(d)  Thi.s  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fish- 
ing or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht.  However, 
this  section  applies  to  a  vessel  taking  oys- 
ters. 

5  10506.  Trusts 

Section  10505  of  this  title  does  not  pre- 
vent an  employer  from  making  deductions 
from  the  wages  of  a  seaman,  with  the  writ- 
ten consent  of  the  seaman,  if— 

(1)  the  deductions  are  paid  into  a  trust 
fund  established  only  for  the  benefit  of 
seamen  employed  by  that  employer,  and  the 
families  and  dependents  of  those  seamen  (or 
of  those  seamen,  families,  and  dependents 
jointly  with  other  seamen  employed  by 
other  employers,  and  the  families  and  de- 
pendents of  the  other  seamen):  and 

(2)  the  payments  are  held  in  trust  to  pro- 
vide, from  principal  or  interest,  or  both,  any 
of  the  following  benefits  for  those  seamen 
and  their  families  and  dependents: 

(A)  medical  or  hospital  care,  or  both. 

(B)  pensions  on  retirement  or  death  of  the 
seaman. 

(C)  life  insurance. 

(D)  unemployment  benefits. 

(E)  compensation  for  illness  or  injuries  re- 
sulting from  occupational  activity. 

(F)  sickness,  accident,  and  disability  com- 
pensation. 

(G)  purchasing  insurance  to  provide  any 
of  the  benefits  specified  in  this  section. 

8  10507.  Duties  of  shipping  commissioners 

(a)  At  the  option  of  the  owner  or  master 
of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  a 
shipping  commissioner  may  engage  and  dis- 
charge the  crew. 

(b)  When  a  crew  is  engaged  under  this  sec- 
tion,  sections    10302.    10303.    10305.    10307. 


10311.   10312.   103I3(b)-(f),  and 
chapter  107  of  this  title  apply. 

§  10508.  General  penalties 

(a)  A  master  who  carries  a  seaman  on  a 
voyage  without  first  making  the  agreement 
required  by  section  10502  of  this  title  shall 
pay  to  the  seaman  the  highest  wage  that 
was  paid  for  a  similar  voyage  within  the  3 
months  before  the  time  of  engagement  at 
the  port  or  place  at  which  the  seaman  was 
engaged.  A  .seaman  who  has  not  signed  an 
agreement  is  not  bound  by  the  applicable 
regulations,  penalties,  or  forfeitures. 

(b)  A  master  engaging  a  seaman  in  viola- 
tion of  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $20.  The  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for 
the  penalty. 
§  10509.  Penalty  for  failing  to  begin  voyage 

(a)  A  seaman  who  fails  to  be  on  board  at 
the  time  contained  in  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  section  10502  of  this  title,  without 
having  given  24  hours'  notice  of  inability  to 
do  so,  shall  forfeit,  for  each  hours  lateness, 
one-half  of  one  day's  pay  to  be  deducted 
from  the  seaman's  wages  if  the  lateness  is 
recorded  in  the  official  logbook  on  the  date 
of  the  violation. 

(b)  A  seaman  who  does  not  report  at  all  or 
subsequently  deserts  forfeits  all  wages. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht. 
CHAPTER  107-EPFECTS  OF  DECEASED 

SEAMEN 

Sec. 

10701.  Application. 

10702.  Duties  of  masters. 

10703.  Procedures  of  masters. 

10704.  Duties  of  consular  officers. 

10705.  Disposition  of  money,  property,  and 

wages  by  consular  officers. 

10706.  Seamen  dying  in  the  United  States. 

10707.  Delivery  to  district  court. 

10708.  Sale  of  property. 

10709.  Distribution. 

10710.  Unclaimed    money,    property,    and 

wages 

10711.  Penalties. 
§  10701.  Application 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  specifically  pro- 
vided, this  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  on  a 
voyage  between— 

(Da  port  of  the  United  States  and  a  port 
in  a  foreign  country  (except  a  port  in 
Canada.  Mexico,  and  the  West  Indies):  and 

(2)  a  port  of  the  United  Stales  on  the  At- 
lantic Ocean  and  a  port  of  the  United  States 
on  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

(b)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  which  a  seaman  by  custom  or  agreement 
is  entitled  to  share  in  the  profit  or  result  of 
a  voyage. 

(c)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  for- 
eign vessel. 
\  10702.  Duties  of  masters 

(a)  When  a  seaman  dies  during  a  voyage. 
the  master  shall  take  charge  of  the  sea- 
man's money  and  property.  An  entry  shall 
be  made  in  the  official  logbook,  signed  by 
the  master,  the  chief  mate,  and  an  unli- 
censed crewmember  containing  an  inventory 
of  the  money  and  property  and  a  statement 
of  the  wages  due  the  seaman,  with  the  total 
of  the  deductions  to  be  made. 

(b)  On  compliance  with  this  chapter,  the 
master  shall  obtain  a  written  certificate  of 
compliance  from  a  shipping  commissioner. 
Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a  foreign- 
bound  vessel  only  when  the  certificate  is  re- 
ceived at  the  office  of  customs. 
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§  10703.  Procedures  of  masters 

(a)  If  the  vessel  is  proceeding  to  the 
United  Slates  when  a  seaman  dies,  the 
master  shall  deliver  the  seaman's  money, 
property,  and  wages  when  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  this  part  is  ended,  as  provided  by 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(b)  If  the  vessel  touches  at  a  foreign  port 
after  the  death  of  the  seaman,  the  master 
shall  report  to  the  first  available  consular 
officer.  The  consular  officer  may  require 
the  master  to  deliver  to  the  officer  the 
money,  properly,  and  wages  of  the  seaman. 
The  consular  officer  shall  give  the  master  a 
receipt  for  the  matters  delivered  and  certify 
on  the  agreement  the  particulars  of  the  de- 
livery. When  the  agreement  ends,  the 
master  shall  deliver  the  receipt  as  pre- 
scribed by  regulations. 

(c)  If  the  consular  officer  does  not  require 
the  master  to  deliver  the  seaman's  money, 
property,  and  wages,  the  officer  shall  so  cer- 
tify on  the  agreement,  and  the  master  shall 
dispose  of  the  money,  property,  and  wages 
as  provided  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

(d)  A  deduction  from  the  account  of  a  de- 
ceased seaman  is  valid  only  if  certified  by  a 
proper  entry  in  the  official  logbook. 
§  10704.  Duties  of  consular  officers 

When  a  seaman  dies  outside  the  United 
States  leaving  money  or  property  not  on 
board  a  ves.sel.  the  consular  officer  nearest 
the  place  at  which  the  money  and  property 
is  located  shall  claim  and  take  charge  of  it. 
I  10705.  Disposition  of  money,  properly,  and 

wages  by  consular  officers 

When  money,  properly,  or  wages  of  a  de- 
ceased seaman  comes  into  possession  of  a 
consular  officer,  the  officer  may- 
CD  sell  the  properly  and  remit  the  pro- 
ceeds and  other  money  or  wages  of  the 
seaman  the  officer  has  received,  to  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  Stales  for  the  dis- 
trict in  which  the  voyage  begins  or  ends:  or 

(2)  deliver  the  money,  property,  and  wage.-; 
to  the  district  court. 
S  10706.  Seamen  dying  in  the  United  Slates 

When  a  seaman  dies  in  the  United  States 
and  is  entitled  at  death  to  claim  money, 
property,  or  wages  from  the  master  or 
owner  of  a  vessel  on  which  the  seaman 
served,  the  master  or  owner  shall  deliver  the 
money,  properly,  and  wages  as  provided  by 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
§  10707.  Delivery  to  district  court 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  deliv- 
ery to  a  district  court  of  the  United  States 
of  the  money,  property,  and  wages  of  a  de- 
ceased seaman  within  one  week  from  the 
dale  of  receipt. 
§  10708.  Sale  of  properly 

A  district  court  of  the  United  Slates  may 
direct  the  sale  of  any  part  of  the  property 
of  a  deceased  seaman.  Proceeds  of  the  sale 
shall  be  held  as  wages  of  the  seaman  are 
held. 
§  10709.  Distribution 

(a)(1)  If  the  money,  property,  and  wages 
of  a  seaman,  including  proceeds  from  the 
sale  of  properly,  are  not  more  then  $1,500  in 
value,  and  subject  to  deductions  it  allows  for 
expenses  and  at  least  60  days  after  receiving 
the  money,  properly,  and  wages,  the  court 
may  deliver  the  money,  property,  and  wages 

to  a  claimant  proving  to  be— 

(A)  the  seaman's  surviving  spouse  or  child; 

(B)  entitled  to  the  money,  properly,  and 
wages  under  the  seaman's  will  or  under  a 
law  or  at  common  law;  or 

(C)  entitled  to  secure  probate,  or  take  out 
letters  of  administration,  although  no  pro- 


bate or  letters  of  administration  have  been 
issued. 

(2)  The  court  is  released  from  further  li- 
ability for  the  money,  properly,  and  wages 
distributed  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 
section. 

(3)  Instead  of  acting  under  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  court  may  re- 
quire probate  or  letters  of  administration  to 
be  taken  out.  and  then  deliver  the  money, 
property,  and  wages  to  the  legal  representa- 
tive of  the  seaman. 

(b)  If  the  money,  properly,  and  wages  are 
more  than  $1,500  in  value,  the  court,  subject 
to  deductions  for  expenses,  shall  deliver  the 
money,  property,  and  wages  to  the  legal  rep- 
resentative of  the  seaman. 
§  10710.   Unclaimed  money,   property,   and 

wages 

(a)  When  a  claim  for  the  money,  property, 
or  wages  of  a  deceased  seaman  held  by  a  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States  has  not  been 
substantiated  within  6  years  after  their  re- 
ceipt by  the  court,  the  court,  if  a  subsequent 
claim  is  made,  may  allow  or  refuse  the 
claim. 

(b)  If,  after  money,  properly,  and  wages 
have  been  held  by  the  court  for  6  years,  it 
appears  to  the  court  that  no  claim  will  have 
to  be  satisfied,  the  property  shall  be  sold. 
The  money  and  v.agcs  and  the  proceeds 
from  the  sale  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
Treasury  trust  fund  receipt  account  •Un- 
claimed Moneys  of  Individuals  Whose 
Whereabouts  are  Unknown  ". 

§  10711.  Penalties 

An  owner  or  master  violating  this  chapter 
,ire  each  liable  to  the  United  Stales  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  3  times  the  value 
of  the  seaman's  money,  property,  and  wages 
involved  or.  if  the  value  is  not  determined, 
of  $200. 

CHAPTER  109-PROCEEDINGS  ON 
UNSEAWORTHINESS 


Sec. 
10901 
10902 
10903 


Application. 

Complaints  of  unfitness. 
Proceedings     on     examination     of 
vessel. 

10904.  Refusal  to  proceed. 

10905.  Complaints  in  foreign  ports. 

10906.  DischJ.rge  o;  crew  for  unsuitabilily. 

10907.  Permission  lo  make  complaint. 

10908.  Penally    tor    sending    unseaworthy 

\'essel  to  sea. 
§  10901.  Application 

This  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  of  the 
United  Stales  except  a  fishing  or  whaling 
vessel  or  a  yacht . 
§  10902.  Complaints  of  unfitness 

(a)(1)  If  the  chief  and  second  mates  or  a 
majority  o!  the  crew  of  a  vessel  ready  to 
begin  a  vc.vage  discover,  before  the  vessel 
leaves  harbor,  that  the  vessel  is  unfit  as  to 
crew,  hull,  equipment,  tackle,  machinery, 
apparel,  furniture,  provisions  of  food  or 
water,  or  stores  to  proceed  on  the  intended 
voyage  and  require  the  unfitness  to  be  in- 
quired into,  the  master  immediately  shall 
apply  to  the  district  court  of  the  United 
Stale.<^  at  the  place  at  which  the  vessel  is  lo- 
cated, or.  if  no  court  is  being  held  at  the 
place  at  which  the  vessel  is  located,  to  a 
judge  or  justice  of  the  peace,  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  surveyors.  At  least  2  complain- 
ing seamen  shall  accompany  the  master  to 
the  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace. 

(2)  A  master  failing  to  comply  with  this 
subsection  is  liable  lo  the  United  Slates 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  $500. 
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(b)(1)  Any  3  seamen  of  a  vessel  may  com- 
plain that  the  provisions  of  food  or  water 
for  the  crew  are.  at  any  time,  of  bad  quality, 
unfit  for  use.  or  deficient  in  quantity.  The 
complaint  may  t>e  made  to  the  commanding 
officer  of  a  United  States  naval  vessel,  con- 
sular officer.  Coast  Guard  shipping  commis- 
sioner, or  chief  official  of  the  Customs  Serv- 
ice. 

(2)  The  officer,  commissioner,  or  official 
shall  examine,  or  have  exaonined.  the  provi- 
sions of  food  or  water.  If  the  provisions  are 
found  to  be  of  bad  quality,  unfit  for  use.  or 
deficient  in  quantity,  the  person  making  the 
findings  shall  certify  to  the  master  of  the 
vessel  which  provisions  are  of  bad  quality, 
unfit  for  use.  or  deficient. 

(3)  The  officer,  commissioner,  or  official 
to  whom  the  complaint  was  made  shall— 

(A)  make  an  entry  in  the  official  logbook 
of  the  vessel  on  the  results  of  the  examina- 
tion: and 

(B)  submit  a  report  on  the  examination  to 
the  district  court  of  the  United  States  at 
which  the  vessel  is  to  arrive,  with  the  report 
being  admissible  into  evidence  in  any  legal 
proceeding. 

(4)  The  master  is  liable  to  the  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$100  each  time  the  master,  on  receiving  the 
certification  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  of 
this  subsection— 

(A)  does  not  provide  other  proper  provi- 
sions of  food  or  water,  when  available,  in 
place  of  the  provisions  certified  as  of  bad 
quality  or  unfit  for  use: 

(B)  does  not  obtain  sufficient  provisions 
when  the  certification  includes  a  finding  of 
a  deficiency  in  quantity:  or 

(C)  uses  provisions  certified  to  be  of  bad 
quality  or  unfit  for  use. 

S  10903.    Proceedings    on    examination    of 
vessel 

(a)  On  application  made  under  se'-'.ion 
10902(a)  of  this  title,  the  judge  or  justice  of 
the  peace  shall  appoint  3  experienced  and 
skilled  marine  surveyors  to  examine  the 
vessel  for  the  defects  or  insufficiencies  com- 
plained of.  The  surveyors  have  the  author- 
ity to  receive  and  consider  evidence  neces- 
sary to  evaluate  the  complaint.  When  the 
complaint  involves  provisions  of  food  or 
water,  one  of  the  surveyors  shall  be  a  medi- 
cal officer  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  if 
available.  The  surveyors  shall  make  a  report 
in  writing,  signed  by  at  least  2  of  them,  stat- 
ing whether  the  vessel  is  fit  to  proceed  to 
sea  or.  if  not.  in  what  respect  it  is  unfit, 
making  appropriate  recommendations  about 
additional  seamen,  provisions,  or  stores,  or 
atx>ut  physical  repairs,  alterations,  or  addi- 
tions necessary  to  make  the  vessel  fit. 

(b)  On  receiving  the  report,  the  judge  or 
justice  of  the  peace  shall  endorse  on  the 
report  the  judgment  of  the  judge  or  justice 
on  whether  the  vessel  is  fit  to  proceed  on 
the  voyage,  and.  if  not.  whether  the  vessel 
may  proceed  to  another  port  at  which  the 
deficiencies  can  be  corrected.  The  master 
and  the  crew  shall  comply  with  the  judg- 
ment. 

(c)  The  master  shall  pay  all  costs  of  the 
survey,  report,  and  judgment.  However,  if 
the  complaint  of  the  crew  appears  in  the 
report  and  judgment  to  have  been  without 
foundation,  or  if  the  complaint  involved 
provisions  of  food  or  water,  without  reason- 
able grounds,  the  master  or  owner  may 
deduct  the  amount  of  the  costs  and  reasona- 
ble damages  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel, 
as  determined  by  the  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace,  from  the  wages  of  the  complaining 
seamen. 


(d)  A  master  of  a  vessel  violating  this  sec- 
tion who  refuses  to  pay  the  costs  and  wages 
is  liable  to  the  United  States  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $100  and  is  liable  in 
damages  to  each  person  injured  by  the  re- 
fusal. 
:  10904.  Refusal  to  proceed 

After  a  judgment  under  section  10903  of 
this  title  that  a  vessel  is  fit  to  proceed  on 
the  intended  voyage,  or  after  the  order  of  a 
judgment  to  make  up  deficiencies  is  com- 
piled with,  if  a  seaman  does  not  proceed  on 
the  voyage,  the  unpaid  wages  of  the  seaman 
are  forfeited. 
\  10905.  Complaints  in  foreign  ports 

(a)  When  a  complaint  under  section 
10902(a)  of  this  title  is  made  in  a  foreign 
port,  the  procedures  of  this  chapter  shall  be 
followed,  with  a  consular  officer  performing 
the  duties  of  the  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace. 

(b)  On  review  of  the  marine  surveyors' 
report,  the  consular  officer  may  approve 
and  must  certify  any  part  of  the  report  with 
which  the  officer  agrees.  If  the  consular  of- 
ficer dissents  from  any  part  of  the  report, 
the  officer  shall  certify  reasons  for  dissent- 
ing from  that  part. 

\  10906.  Discharge  of  crew  for  unsuitability 
When  a  survey  is  made  at  a  foreign  port, 
the  surveyors  shall  state  in  the  report 
whether,  in  their  opinion,  the  vessel  had 
been  sent  to  sea  unsuitably  provided  in  any 
important  particular,  by  neglect  or  design  or 
through  mistake  or  accident.  If  by  neglect 
or  design,  and  the  consular  officer  approves 
the  finding,  the  officer  shall  discharge  a 
seaman  requesting  discharge  and  shall  re- 
quire the  master  to  pay  one  month's  wages 
to  that  seaman  in  addition  to  wages  then 
due.  or  sufficient  money  for  the  return  of 
the  seaman  to  the  nearest  and  most  conven- 
ient port  of  the  United  States,  whichever  is 
the  greater  amount. 
5  10907.  Permission  to  make  complaint 

(a)  A  master  may  not  refuse  to  permit, 
deny  the  opportunity  to.  or  hinder  a  seaman 
who  wishes  to  make  a  complaint  authorized 
by  this  chapter. 

(b)  A  master  violating  this  section  is  liable 
to  the  United  States  Government  for  civil 
penalty  of  $500. 

§  10908.   Penalty   for  sending   unseaworthy 

vessel  to  sea 

A  person  that  knowingly  sends  or  at- 
tempts to  send,  or  that  is  a  party  to  sending 
or  attempting  to  send,  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  to  sea.  in  an  unseaworthy  state  that 
is  likely  to  endanger  the  life  of  an  individ- 
ual, shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000.  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  5  years,  or  both. 
CHAPTER  111-PROTECTION  AND 
RELIEF 
Sec. 

11101.  Accommodations  for  seamen. 

11102.  Medicine  chests. 

11103.  Slop  chests. 

11104.  Destitute  seamen. 

11105.  Wages  on  discharge  when  vessel  sold. 

11106.  Wages    on    justifiable    complaint    of 

seamen. 

11107.  Unlawful  engagements  void. 

11108.  Taxes. 

11109.  Attachment  of  wages. 

11110.  Seamen's  clothing. 

mil.  Limit    on    amount    recoverable    on 

voyage. 
5  11101.  Accommodations  for  seamen 

(a)  On  a  merchant  vessel  of  the  United 
States  the  construction  of  which  began 
after  March  4,  1915  (except  a  yacht,  pilot 


vessel,    or    vessel    of    less   than    100   gross 
tons)— 

( 1 )  each  place  appropriated  to  the  crew  of 
the  vessel  shall  have  a  space  of  at  least  120 
cubic  feet  and  at  least  16  .square  feet,  meas- 
ured on  the  floor  or  deck  of  that  place,  for 
each  seaman  or  apprentice  lodged  in  the 
vessel: 

(2)  each  seaman  shall  have  a  separate 
berth  and  not  more  than  one  berth  shall  be 
placed  one  above  another: 

(3)  the  place  or  berth  shall  be  securely 
constructed,  properly  lighted,  drained, 
heated,  and  ventilated,  properly  protected 
from  weather  and  sea.  and.  as  far  as  practi- 
cable, properly  shut  off  and  protected  from 
the  effluvium  of  cargo  or  bilge  water:  and 

(4)  crew  space  shall  be  kept  free  from 
goods  or  stores  that  are  not  the  personal 
property  of  the  crew  occupying  the  place  in 
use  during  the  voyage. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  a  merchant  vessel 
of  the  United  States  that  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade  makes  a  voyage  of  more 
than  3  days'  duration  between  ports  and 
carries  a  crew  of  at  least  12  seamen  shall 
have  a  hospital  compartment,  suitably  sepa- 
rated from  other  spaces.  The  compartment 
shall  have  at  least  one  bunk  for  each  12 
seamen  constituting  the  crew  (but  not  more 
than  6  bunks  may  be  required). 

(c)  A  steam  vessel  of  the  United  States  op- 
erating on  the  Mississippi  River  or  its  tribu- 
taries shall  provide,  under  the  direction  and 
approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  appropriate 
place  for  the  crew  that  shall  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  this  section,  as  far  as  they 
apply  to  the  steam  vessel,  by  providing  a 
properly  heated  sleeping  room  in  the 
engineroom  of  the  steam  vessel  properly 
protected  from  the  cold.  wind,  and  rain  by 
means  of  suitable  awnings  or  screens  on 
either  side  of  the  guards  or  sides  and  for- 
ward, reaching  from  the  boiler  deck  to  the 
lower  or  main  deck. 

(d)  A  merchant  vessel  of  the  United 
States,  the  construction  of  which  began 
after  March  4.  1915.  having  more  than  10 
seamen  on  deck,  shall  have  at  least  one 
light,  clean,  and  properly  heated  and  venti- 
lated washing  place.  There  shall  be  provided 
at  least  one  washing  outfit  for  each  2 
seamen  of  the  watch.  A  separate  washing 
place  shall  be  provided  for  the  fireroom  and 
engineroom  seamen,  if  their  number  is  more 
than  10,  that  shall  be  large  enough  to  ac- 
commodate at  least  one-sixth  of  them  at  the 
same  time,  and  have  a  hot  and  cold  water 
supply  and  a  sufficient  number  of  washba- 
sins, sinks,  and  shower  baths. 

(e)  Forecastles  shall  be  fumigated  at  inter- 
vals provided  by  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  and 
shall  have  at  least  2  exits,  one  of  which  may 
be  used  in  emergencies. 

(f)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  licensed  individual  of  a 
vessel  not  complying  with  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  at  least  $50  but  not  more 
than  $500. 

§  11102.  Medicine  chests 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  on  a 
voyage  from  a  port  in  the  United  States  to  a 
foreign  port  (except  to  a  Canadian  port), 
and  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  of  at  least 
75  gross  tons  on  a  voyage  between  a  port  of 
the  United  States  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
and  Pacific  Ocean,  shall  be  provided  with  a 
medicine  chest. 


(b)  The  owner  and  master  of  a  vessel  not 
equipped  as  required  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  or  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
subsection  (a)  are  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$500.  If  the  offense  was  due  to  the  fault  of 
the  owner,  a  master  penalized  under  this 
section  has  the  right  to  recover  the  penalty 
and  costs  from  the  owner. 
1 11103.  Slop  chests 

(a)  A  vessel  to  which  section  11102  of  this 
title  applies  shall  be  provided  with  a  slop 
chest  containing  sufficient  clothing  for  the 
intended  voyage  for  each  seaman,  includ- 
ing— 

( 1 )  boots  or  shoes; 

(2)  hats  or  caps: 

(3)  underclothing; 

(4)  outer  clothing: 

(5)  foul  weather  clothing; 

(6)  everything  necessary  for  the  wear  of  a 
seaman;  and 

(7)  a  complete  supply  of  tobacco  and  blan- 
kets. 

(b)  Merchandise  in  the  slop  chest  shall  be 
sold  to  a  seaman  desiring  it,  for  the  use  of 
the  seaman,  at  a  profit  of  not  more  than  10 
percent  of  the  reasonable  wholesale  value  of 
the  merchandise  at  the  port  at  which  the 
voyage  began. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  a  voyage  to  Canada.  Bermuda,  the  West 
Indies.   Mexico,   or  Central   America,   or  a 
fishing  or  whaling  vessel. 
§  11104.  Destitute  seamen 

(a)  A  consular  officer  shall  provide,  for  a 
destitute  seaman  of  the  United  States,  sub- 
sistence and  passage  to  a  port  of  the  United 
States  in  the  most  reasonable  manner,  at 
the  expense  of  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment and  subject  to  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  State.  A  seaman,  if  able, 
shall  be  required  to  perform  duties  on  the 
vessel  giving  the  seaman  passage,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  seaman's  rating. 

(b)  A  master  of  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  bound  to  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  lake  a  destitute  seaman  on  board  at 
the  request  of  a  con-sula'  officer  and  trans- 
port the  seaman  to  the  United  States.  A 
master  refusing  to  transport  a  destitute 
seaman  when  requested  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $100.  The  certificate  signed  and  sealed 
by  a  consular  officer  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  refusal.  A  master  is  not  required  to  carry 
a  destitute  seaman  if  the  seaman's  presence 
would  cause  the  number  of  individuals  on 
board  to  exceed  the  number  permitted  in 
the  certificate  of  inspection  or  if  the 
seaman  has  a  contagious  disease. 

(c)  Compensation  for  the  transportation 
of  destitute  seamen  to  the  United  States 
who  are  unable  to  work  shall  be  agreed  on 
by  the  master  and  the  consular  officer, 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  State.  However,  the  compensation 
may  be  not  more  than  the  lowest  passenger 
rate  of  the  vessel,  or  2  cents  a  mile,  whichev- 
er is  less. 

(d)  When  a  master  of  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States  takes  on  board  a  destitute 
seaman  unable  to  work,  from  a  port  or  place 
not  having  a  consular  officer,  for  transpor- 
tation to  the  United  States  or  to  a  port  at 
which  there  is  a  consular  officer,  the  master 
or  owner  of  the  vessel  shall  be  compensated 
reasonably  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  State. 
§11105.   Wages   on   discharge   when   vessel 

sold 

(a)  When  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  is 
sold  in  a  foreign  country,  the  master  shall 


deliver  to  the  consular  officer  a  certified 
crew  list  and  the  agreement  required  by  this 
part.  The  master  shall  pay  each  seaman  the 
wages  due  the  seaman  and  provide  the 
seaman  with  employment  on  board  another 
vessel  of  the  United  States  bound  for  the 
port  of  original  engagement  of  the  seaman 
or  to  another  port  agreed  on.  If  employment 
cannot  be  provided,  the  master  shall— 

(1)  provide  the  seaman  with  the  means  to 
return  to  the  port  of  original  engagement: 

(2)  provide  the  seaman  passage  to  the  port 
of  original  engagement;  or 

(3)  deposit  with  the  consular  officer  an 
amount  of  money  considered  sufficient  by 
the  officer  to  provide  the  seaman  with 
maintenance  and  passage  home. 

(b)  The  consular  officer  shall  endorse  on 
the  agreement  the  particulars  of  the  pay- 
ment, provision,  or  deposit  made  under  this 
section. 

(c)  An  owner  of  a  vessel  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $500  if  the  master  does  not  comply 
with  this  section. 
I  11106.  Wages  on  justifiable  complaint  of 

seamen 

(a)  Before  a  seaman  on  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States  is  discharged  in  a  foreign 
country  by  a  consular  officer  on  the  sea- 
man's complaint  that  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  this  part  has  been  breached  be- 
cause the  vessel  is  badly  provisioned  or  un- 
seaworthy. or  against  the  officers  for  cruel 
treatment,  the  officer  shall  inquire  about 
the  complaint.  If  satisfied  of  the  justice  of 
the  complaint,  the  consular  officer  shall  re- 
quire the  master  to  pay  the  wages  due  the 
seaman  plus  one  month's  additional  wages 
and  shall  discharge  the  seaman.  The  master 
shall  provide  the  seaman  with  employment 
on  another  vessel  or  provide  the  seaman 
with  passage  on  another  vessel  to  the  port 
of  original  engagement,  to  the  most  conven- 
ient port  of  the  United  States,  or  to  some 
port  agreeable  to  the  seaman. 

(b)  When  a  vessel  does  not  have  sufficient 
provisions  for  the  intended  voyage,  and  the 
seaman  has  been  forced  to  accept  a  reduced 
ration  or  provisions  that  are  bad  in  quality 
or  unfit  for  use.  the  seaman  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  the  master  or  owner  an  allow- 
ance, as  additional  wages,  that  the  court 
hearing  the  case  considers  reasonable. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  does  not 
apply  when  the  reduction  in  rations  was  for 
a  period  during  which  the  .seaman  willfully 
and  without  sufficient  cause  failed  to  per- 
form duties  or  was  lawfully  under  confine- 
ment on  board  or  on  shore  for  misconduct, 
unless  that  reduction  can  be  shown  to  have 
been  unreasonable. 

(d)  Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  does  not 
apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a 
yacht. 
§  11107.  Unlawful  engagements  void 

An  engagement  of  a  seaman  contrary  to  a 
law  of  the  United  States  is  void.  A  seaman 
so  engaged  may  leave  the  service  of  the 
vessel  at  any  time  and  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  highest  rate  of  wages  at  the  port  from 
which  the  seaman  was  engaged  or  the 
amount  agreed  to  be  given  the  seaman  at 
the  time  of  engagement,  whichever  is 
higher. 
§  11108.  Taxes 

Wages  due  or  accruing  to  a  master  or 
seaman  on  a  vessel  in  the  foreign,  coastwise, 
intercoastal,  interstate,  or  noncontiguous 
trade  or  a  fisherman  employed  on  a  fishing 
vessel  may  not  be  withheld  under  the  tax 
laws  of  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  of  a 
State.  However,  this  section  does  not  pro- 


hibit withholding  wages  of  a  seaman  on  a 
vessel  in  the  coastwise  trade  between  ports 
in  the  same  State  if  the  withholding  is 
under  a  voluntary  agreement  between  the 
seaman  and  the  employer  of  the  seaman. 
§  11109.  Attachment  of  wages 

(a)  Wages  due  or  accruing  to  a  master  or 
seaman  are  not  subject  to  attachment  or  ar- 
restment from  any  court,  except  for  an 
order  of  a  court  about  the  payment  by  a 
master  or  seaman  of  any  part  of  the  mas- 
ter's or  seaman's  wages  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  spouse  or  minor  chil- 
dren of  the  master  or  seaman,  or  both.  A 
payment  of  wages  to  a  master  or  seaman  is 
valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  sale  or  as- 
signment of  wages  or  any  attachment,  en- 
cumbrance, or  arrestment  of  the  wages. 

(b)  An  assignment  or  sale  of  wages  or  sal- 
vage made  before  the  payment  of  wages 
does  not  bind  the  party  making  it.  except  al- 
lotments authorized  by  section  10315  of  this 
title. 

(c)  This  section  applies  to  a  fisherman  on 
a  fishing  vessel. 
§  11110.  Seamen's  clothing 

The  clothing  of  a  seaman  is  exempt  from 
attachments  and  liens.  A  person  detaining  a 
seaman's  clothing  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $500.  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  6 
months,  or  both. 
§11111- Limit   on   amount   recoverable   on 

voyage 

When  a  seaman  is  on  a  voyage  on  which  a 
written  agreement  is  required  under  this 
part,  not  more  than  $1  is  recoverable  from 
the  seaman  by  a  person  for  a  debt  incurred 
by  the  seaman  during  the  voyage  for  which 
the  seaman  is  signed  on  until  the  voyage  is 
ended. 

CHAPTER  113-OFFICIAL  LOGBOOKS 

Sec. 

11301.  Logbook  and  entry  requirements. 

11302.  Manner  of  making  entries. 

11303.  Penalties. 
§  11301.  Logbook  and  entry  requirements 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  on  a 
voyage  between  a  port  in  the  United  States 
and  a  port  in  a  foreign  country,  and  a  vessel 
of  the  United  States  of  al  least  75  gross  tons 
on  a  voyage  between  a  port  of  the  United 
States  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean  and  a  port  of 
the  United  States  on  the  Pacific  Ocean, 
shall  have  an  official  logbook. 

(b)  The  master  of  the  vessel  shall  make  or 
have  made  in  the  official  logbook  the  fol- 
lowing entries: 

(1)  each  legal  conviction  of  a  seaman  of 
the  vessel  and  the  punishment  inflicted. 

(2)  each  offense  committed  by  a  seaman 
of  the  vessel  for  which  it  is  intended  to  pros- 
ecute or  to  enforce  under  a  forfeiture,  to- 
gether with  statements  about  reading  the 
entry  and  the  reply  made  to  the  charge  as 
required  by  section  11502  of  this  title. 

(3)  each  offense  for  which  punishment  is 
inflicted  on  board  and  the  punishment  in- 
flicted. 

(4)  a  statement  of  the  conduct,  character, 
and  qualifications  of  each  seaman  of  the 
vessel  or  a  statement  that  the  master  de- 
clines to  give  an  opinion  about  that  conduct, 
character,  and  qualifications. 

(5)  each  illness  of  or  injury  to  a  seaman  of 
the  vessel,  the  nature  of  the  illness  or 
injury,  and  the  medical  treatment. 

(6)  each  death  on  board,  with  the  cause  of 
death,  and  if  a  seaman,  the  information  re- 
quired by  section  10702  of  this  title. 

(7)  each  birth  on  board,  with  the  sex  of 
the  infant  and  name  of  the  parents. 
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(8)  each  marriage  on  board,  with  the 
names  and  ages  of  the  parties. 

(9)  the  name  of  each  seaman  who  ceases 
to  be  a  crewmember  (except  by  death),  with 
the  place,  time,  manner,  and  the  cause  why 
the  seaman  ceased  to  t>e  a  crewmember. 

(10)  the  wages  due  to  a  seaman  who  dies 
during  the  voyage  and  the  gross  amount  of 
all  deductions  to  be  made  from  the  wages. 

(11)  the  sale  of  the  property  of  a  seaman 
who  dies  during  the  voyage,  including  a 
statement  of  each  article  sold  and  the 
amount  received  for  the  property. 

(12)  when  a  marine  casualty  occurs,  a 
statement  about  the  casualty  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  it  occurred,  made 
immediately  after  the  casualty  when  practi- 
cable to  do  so. 

§  11302.  Manner  of  making  entries 
Each  entry  made  in  the  official  logbook— 

( 1 )  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  possible  after 
the  occurrence; 

(2)  if  not  made  on  the  day  of  the  occur- 
rence, shall  be  dated  and  state  the  date  of 
the  occurrence; 

(3)  if  the  entry  is  about  an  occurrence 
happening  before  the  vessel's  arrival  at  the 
final  port  of  discharge,  shall  be  made  not 
later  than  24  hours  after  the  arrival; 

(4)  shall  be  signed  by  the  master;  and 

(5)  shall  be  signed  by  the  chief  mate  or 
another  seaman. 

§  11303.  Penalties 

(a)  A  master  failing  to  maintain  an  official 
logbook  as  required  by  this  part  is  liable  to 
the  United  States  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $200. 

(b>  A  master  failing  to  make  an  entry  in 
the  vessel's  official  logbook  as  required  by 
this  part  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a 
civil  penalty  of  $200. 

(c)  A  person  is  liable  to  the  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $150  when  the  person 
makes,  procures  to  t>e  made,  or  assists  in 
making,  an  entry  in  the  vessel's  official  log- 
book— 

(1)  later  than  24  hours  after  the  vessel's 
arrival  at  the  final  port  of  discharge:  and 

(2)  that  is  about  an  occurrence  that  hap- 
pened before  that  arrival. 

CHAPTER  115-OFFENSES  AND 
PENALTIES 
Sec. 

11501.  Penalties  for  specified  offenses. 

11502.  Entry  of  offenses  in  logt>ook. 

11503.  Duties  of  consular  officers  related  to 

insubordination. 

11504.  Enforcement  of  forfeitures. 

11505.  Disposal  of  forfeitures. 

11506.  Carrying  sheath  knives. 

11507.  Surrender  of  offending  officers. 
\  11501.  Penalties  for  specified  offenses 

When  a  seaman  lawfully  engaged  commits 
any  of  the  following  offenses,  the  seaman 
shall  be  punished  as  specified: 

(1)  For  desertion,  the  seaman  forfeits  any 
part  of  the  money  or  property  the  seaman 
leaves  on  board  and  any  part  of  earned 
wages. 

(2)  For  neglecting  or  refusing  without  rea- 
sonable cause  to  join  the  seaman's  vessel  or 
to  proceed  to  sea  in  the  vessel,  for  absence 
without  leave  within  24  hours  of  the  vessel's 
sailing  from  a  port  (at  the  begii.  .ing  or 
during  the  voyage),  or  for  absence  without 
leave  from  duties  and  without  sufficient 
reason,  the  seaman  forfeits  from  the  sea- 
man's wages  not  more  than  2  days'  pay  or  a 
sufficient  amount  to  defray  expenses  in- 
curred in  hiring  a  substitute. 

(3)  For  quitting  the  vessel  without  leave 
after  the  vessel's  arrival  at  the  port  of  deliv- 


ery and  before  the  vessel  is  placed  in  securi- 
ty, the  seaman  forfeits  from  the  seaman's 
wages  not  more  than  one  month's  pay. 

(4)  For  willful  disobedience  to  a  lawful 
command  at  sea.  the  seaman,  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  master,  may  be  confined  until 
the  disobedience  ends,  and  on  arrival  in  port 
forfeits  from  the  seaman's  wages  not  more 
than  4  days'  pay  or.  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  may  be  imprisoned  for  not  more  than 
one  month. 

(5)  For  continued  willful  disobedience  to 
lawful  command  or  continued  willful  ne- 
glect of  duty  at  sea.  the  seaman,  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  master,  may  be  confined,  on 
water  and  1.000  calories,  with  full  rations 
every  5th  day.  until  the  disobedience  ends, 
and  on  arrival  in  port  forfeits,  for  each  24 
hours'  continuance  of  the  disobedience  or 
neglect,  not  more  than  12  days'  pay  or.  at 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  may  be  impris- 
oned for  not  more  than  3  months. 

(6)  For  assaulting  a  master,  mate,  pilot, 
engineer,  or  staff  officer,  the  seaman  shall 
be  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  2  years. 

(7)  For  willfully  damaging  the  vessel,  or 
embezzling  or  willfully  damaging  any  of  the 
stores  or  cargo,  the  seaman  forfeits  from 
the  seaman's  wages  the  amount  of  the  loss 
sustained  and.  at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
may  be  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  12 
months. 

(8)  For  smuggling  for  which  a  seaman  is 
convicted  causing  loss  or  damage  to  the 
owner  or  master,  the  seaman  is  liable  to  the 
owner  or  master  for  the  loss  or  damage,  and 
any  part  of  the  seaman's  wages  may  be  re- 
tained to  satisfy  the  liability.  The  seaman 
also  may  be  imprisoned  for  not  more  than 
12  months. 

§  11502.  Entry  of  offenses  in  logbook 

(a)  When  an  offense  listed  in  section 
11501  of  this  title  is  committed,  an  entry 
shall  be  made  in  the  vessel's  official  log- 
book— 

( 1 )  on  the  day  of  the  offense; 

(2)  stating  the  details; 

(3)  signed  by  the  master:  and 

(4)  signed  by  the  chief  mate  or  another 
seaman. 

(b)  Before  arrival  in  port  if  the  offense 
was  committed  at  sea.  or  before  departure  if 
the  offense  was  committed  in  port  and  the 
offender  is  still  on  the  vessel— 

( 1 )  the  entry  shall  be  read  to  the  offender: 

(2)  the  offender  shall  be  given  a  copy:  and 

(3)  the  offender  shall  be  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  reply. 

(c)  After  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  has 
been  complied  with,  an  entry  shall  be  made 
in  the  official  logbook— 

(1)  stating  that  the  entry  aljout  the  of- 
fense was  read  and  a  copy  provided  to  the 
offender; 

(2)  stating  the  offender's  reply; 

(3)  signed  by  the  master;  and 

(4)  signed  by  the  chief  mate  or  another 
seaman. 

(d)  In  a  subsequent  legal  proceeding,  if 
the  entries  required  by  this  section  are  not 
produced  or  proved,  the  court  may  refuse  to 
receive  evidence  of  the  offense. 

§  11503.  Duties  of  consular  officers  related 
to  insubordination 

(a)  A  consular  officer  shall  use  every 
means  to  discountenance  insubordination 
on  vessels  of  the  United  States,  including 
employing  the  aid  of  local  authorities. 

(b)  When  a  seaman  is  accused  of  insul)or- 
dination.  a  consular  officer  shall  inquire 
into  the  facts  and  proceed  as  provided  in 
section  11106  of  this  title.  If  the  consular  of- 
ficer   discharges    the    seaman,    the    officer 


shall    endorse   the   agreement    required   by 
this  part  and  enter  in  the  vessel's  official 
logbook  the  cause  and  particulars  of  the  dis- 
charge. 
§  11504.  Enforcement  of  forfeitures 

When  an  offense  by  a  seaman  also  is  a 
criminal  violation,  it  is  not  necessary  that  a 
criminal  proceeding  be  brought  to  enforce  a 
forfeiture. 
§  11505.  Disposal  of  forfeitures 

(a)  Money,  property,  and  wages  forfeited 
under  this  chapter  for  desertion  may  be  ap- 
plied to  compensate  the  owner  of  master  of 
the  vessel  for  expenses  caused  by  the  deser- 
tion. The  balance  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
Secretary  when  the  voyage  is  completed,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(b)  Within  one  month  of  receiving  the  bal- 
ance under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  transfer  the  balance  to 
the  appropriate  district  court  of  the  United 
States.  If  it  appears  to  the  district  court 
that  the  forfeiture  was  imposed  properly, 
the  property  transferred  may  be  sold  in  the 
same  manner  prescribed  for  the  disposition 
of  the  property  of  deceased  seamen.  The 
court  shall  deposit  in  the  Treasury  as  mis- 
cellaneous receipts  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
and  any  money  and  wages  transferred  to 
the  court. 

(c)  When  an  owner  or  master  fails  to 
transfer  the  balance  as  required  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or 
master  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  2  times  the 
amount  of  the  balance,  recoverable  by  the 
Secretary  in  the  .same  manner  that  sea- 
man's wages  are  recovered. 

(d)  In  all  other  cases  of  forfeiture  of 
wages,  the  forfeiture  shall  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  owner  of  the  vessel. 

§  11506.  Carrying  sheath  knives 

A  seaman  in  the  merchant  marine  may 
not  wear  a  sheath  knife  on  board  a  vessel 
without  the  consent  of  the  master.  The 
master  of  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  shall 
inform  each  seaman  of  this  prohibition 
before  engagement.  A  master  failing  to 
advise  a  seaman  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$50. 
§  11507.  Surrender  of  offending  officers 

When  an  officer  of  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  (except  the  master)  has  violated  sec- 
tion 2191  of  title  18.  and  the  master  has 
actual  knowledge  of  the  offense  or  if  com- 
plaint is  made  within  3  days  after  reaching 
port,  the  master  shall  surrender  the  offend- 
ing officer  to  the  proper  authorities.  If  the 
master  fails  to  use  diligence  to  comply  with 
this  section  and  the  offender  escapes,  the 
owner,  the  master,  and  the  vessel  are  liable 
for  damages  to  the  individual  unlawfully 
punished. 

Part  H— Identification  of  Vessels 

CHAPTER  121 -DOCUMENTATION  OF 
VESSELS 

Sec. 

12101. 

12102. 

12103. 

12104. 

12105. 

12106. 

12107. 

12108. 

12109. 

12110. 
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Related  terms  in  other  laws. 

Vessels  eligible  for  documentation. 

Certificates  of  documentation. 

Effect  of  documentation. 

Registry. 

Coastwise  licenses  and  registry. 

Great  Lakes  licenses  and  registry. 

Fishery  licenses  and  registry. 

Pleasure  vessel  licenses. 

Limitations  on  operations  authorized 
by  certificates. 

Invalidation  of  certificates  of  docu- 
mentation. 


12112.  Vessels  procured  outside  the  United 

States. 

12113.  Ports  of  documentation. 

12114.  Home  ports. 

12115.  Names  of  vessels. 

12116.  Numbers,  signal  letters,  and  identifi- 

cation markings. 

12117.  Recording  of  United  States  built  ves- 

sels. 

12118.  Registration   of   funnel   marks   and 

house  flags. 

12119.  List  of  documented  vessels. 

12120.  Reports. 

12121.  Regulations. 

12122.  Penalties. 

§  12101.  Related  terms  in  other  laws 

When  used  in  a  law.  regulation,  document 
ruling,  or  other  offical  act  referring  to  the 
documentation  of  a  vessel— 

(1)  "certificate  of  registry",  "register",  and 
"registry"  mean  a  registry  as  provided  in 
section  12105  of  this  title. 

(2)  "license",  "enrollment  and  license",  "li- 
cense for  the  coastwise  (or  coasting)  trade", 
and  "enrollment  and  license  for  the  coast- 
wise (or  coasting)  trade"  mean  a  coastwise 
license  as  provided  in  section  12106  of  this 
title. 

(3)  "enrollment  and  license  to  engage  in 
the  foreign  and  coastwise  (or  coasting)  trade 
on  the  northern,  northeastern,  and  north- 
western frontiers,  otherwise  than  by  sea" 
means  a  Great  Lakes  license  as  provided  in 
section  12107  of  this  title. 

(4)  ""license  for  the  fisheries"  and  "'enroll- 
ment and  license  for  the  fisheries"  mean  a 
fishery  license  as  provided  in  section  12108 
of  this  title. 

(5)  "yacht"  means  a  pleasure  vessel  even  if 
not  documented. 

§  12102.  Vessels  eligible  for  documentation 

A  vessel  of  at  least  5  net  tons  not  regis- 
tered under  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country  is 
eligible  for  documentation  if  the  vessel  is 
owned  by— 

( 1 )  an  individual  who  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States: 

(2)  an  association,  trust,  joint  venture,  or 
other  entity— 

(A)  all  of  whose  members  are  citizens  of 
the  United  Slates;  and 

(B)  that  is  capable  of  holding  title  to  a 
vessel  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
or  of  a  State; 

(3)  a  partnership  whose  general  partners 
are  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
controlling  interest  in  the  partnership  is 
owned  by  citizens  of  the  United  States: 

(4)  a  corporation  established  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  of  a  State, 
whose  president  or  other  chief  executive  of- 
ficer and  chairman  of  its  board  of  directors 
are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  no 
more  of  its  directors  are  noncitizens  than  a 
minority  of  the  number  necessary  to  consti- 
tute a  quorum; 

(5)  the  United  States  Government;  or 

(6)  the  government  of  a  Stale. 

§  12103.  Certificates  of  documentation 

(a)  On  application  by  the  owner  of  a 
vessel  eligible  for  documentation,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  issue  a  certificate  of  documenta- 
tion of  one  of  the  types  specified  in  sections 
12105-12109  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  the  form 
of.  the  manner  of  filing,  and  the  informa- 
tion to  be  contained  in,  applications  for  cer- 
tificates of  documentation. 

(c)  Each  certificate  of  documentation 
shall- 

( 1  >  contain  the  name,  the  home  port,  and 
a  description  of  the  vessel; 
(2)  identify  the  owner  of  the  vessel:  and 


(3)  contain  additional  information  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  proce- 
dures to  ensure  the  integrity  of.  and  the  ac- 
curacy of  information  contained  in,  certifi- 
cates of  documentation. 

(e)  The  owner  and  master  of  a  document- 
ed vessel  shall  make  the  vessel's  certificate 
of  documentation  available  for  examination 
as  the  law  or  Secretary  may  require. 
§  12104.  Effect  of  documentation 

A  certificate  of  documentation  is— 

(1)  conclusive  evidence  of  nationality  for 
international  purposes,  but  not  in  a  proceed- 
ing conducted  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States: 

(2)  except  for  a  pleasure  vessel  license, 
conclusive  evidence  of  qualification  to  be 
employed  in  a  specified  trade;  and 

(3)  not  conclusive  evidence  of  ownership 
in  a  proceeding  in  which  ownership  is  in 
issue. 
§  12105.  Registry 

(a)  A  registry  may  be  issued  for  a  vessel  el- 
igible for  documentation. 

(b)  A  vessel  for  which  a  registry  is  issued 
may  be  employed  in  foreign  trade  or  trade 
with  Guam.  American  Samoa.  Wake. 
Midw-ay.  or  Kingman  Reef. 

(c)  On  application  of  the  owner  of  a  vessel 
that  qualifies  for  a  coastwise  license  under 
section  12106  of  this  title,  a  Great  Lakes  li- 
cense under  section  12107  of  this  title,  or  a 
fishery  license  under  section  12108  of  this 
title,  the  Secretary  may  issue  a  registry  ap- 
propriately endorsed  authorizing  the  vessel 
to  be  employed  in  the  coastwise  trade,  the 
Great  Lakes  trade,  or  the  fisheries,  as  the 
case  may  be. 

(d)  Except  as  provided  in  sections  12106- 
12108  of  this  title,  a  foreign  built  vessel  reg- 
istered under  this  section  may  not  er<iage  in 
the  coastwise  trade,  the  Great  Lakes  trade, 
or  the  fisheries. 
§  12106.  Coastwise  licenses  and  registry 

(a)  A  coastwise  license  or.  as  provided  in 
section  12105(c)  of  this  title,  an  appropriate- 
ly endorsed  registry,  may  be  issued  for  a 
vessel  that— 

( 1)  is  eligible  for  documentation; 

(2)(A)  was  built  in  the  United  States:  or 

(B)  if  not  built  in  the  United  States,  was 
captured  in  war  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  lawfully  condemned  as  prize,  was 
adjudged  to  be  forfeited  for  a  breach  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  qualified  for 
documentation  under  section  4136  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C.  14);  and 

(3)  otherwise  qualifies  under  laws  of  the 
United  States  to  be  employed  in  the  coast- 
wise trade. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  regulating  the  coastwise  trade  and 
the  fisheries,  only  a  vessel  for  which  a  coast- 
wise license  or  an  appropriately  endorsed 
registry  is  issued  may  be  employed  in— 

(1)  the  coastwise  trade;  and 

(2)  the  fisheries. 
§  12107.  Great  Lakes  licenses  and  registry 

(a)  A  Great  Lakes  license  or.  as  provided 
in  section  12105(c)  of  this  title,  an  appropri- 
ately endorsed  registry,  may  be  issued  for  a 
vessel  that— 

( 1 )  is  eligible  for  documentation; 

(2)(A)  was  built  in  the  United  States:  or 

(B)  if  not  built  in  the  United  States,  was 
captured  in  war  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  lawfully  condemned  as  prize,  was 
adjudged  to  be  forfeited  for  a  breach  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  qualified  for 
documentation  under  section  4136  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C.  14):  and 


(3)  otherwise  qualifies  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  to  be  employed  in  the 
coastwise  trade. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  regulating  the  coastwise  trade,  trade 
with  Canada,  and  the  fisheries,  only  a  vessel 
for  which  a  Great  Lakes  license  or  an  appro- 
priately endorsed  registry  is  issued  may  be 
employed  on  the  Great  Lakes  and  their  trib- 
utary and  connecting  waters  in— 

( 1 )  the  coastwise  trade: 

(2)  trade  with  Canada:  and 

(3)  the  fisheries. 

§  12108.  Fishery  licenses  and  registry 

(a)  A  fishery  license  or.  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 12105(c)  of  this  title,  an  appropriately 
endorsed  registry,  may  be  issued  for  a  vessel 
that— 

(1)  is  eligible  for  documentation:  and 
(2)(A)  was  built  in  the  United  States;  or 
(B)  if  not  built  in  the  United  States,  was 
captured  in  war  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  lawfully  condemned  as  prize,  was 
adjudged  to  be  forfeited  for  a  breach  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  qualified  for 
documentation  under  section  4136  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C.  14):  and 

(3)  otherwise  qualifies  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  to  be  employed  in  the 
fisheries. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  regulating  the  fisheries,  only  a  vessel 
for  which  a  fishery  license  or  an  appropri- 
ately endorsed  registry  is  issued  may  be  em- 
ployed in  the  fisheries. 

1 12109.  Pleasure  vessel  licenses 

(a)  A  pleasure  vessel  license  may  be  issued 
for  a  vessel  that  is— 

(1)  eligible  for  documentation:  and 

(2)  to  be  operated  only  for  pleasure. 

(b)  A  licensed  pleasure  vessel  may  proceed 
between  a  port  of  the  United  Stales  and  a 
port  of  a  foreign  country  without  entering 
or  clearing  with  the  Customs  Service. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation reasonable  fees  for  issuing,  renewing, 
or  replacing  a  pleasure  vessel  license,  or  for 
providing  any  other  service  related  to  a 
pleasure  vessel  license.  The  fees  shall  be 
based  on  the  costs  of  the  service  provided. 

§  12110.  Limitations  on  operations  author- 
ized by  certificates 

(a)  A  vessel  may  not  be  employed  in  a 
trade  except  a  trade  covered  by  Ihe  certifi- 
cate of  documentation  issued  for  that  vessel. 
A  documented  pleasure  vessel  may  be  oper- 
ated only  for  pleasure.  However,  a  certifi- 
cate of  documentation  may  be  exchanged, 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary, for  another  type  of  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation or  endorsed  appropriately  for  a. 
trade  for  which  the  vessel  qualifies. 

(b)  A  barge  qualified  to  be  employed  in 
the  coastwise  trade  may  be  employed,  with- 
out being  documented,  in  that  trade  on 
rivers,  harbors,  lakes  (except  the  Great 
Lakes),  canals,  and  inland  waters. 

(c)  When  a  vessel  is  employed  in  a  trade 
not  covered  by  the  certificate  of  documenta- 
tion issued  for  that  vessel,  or  a  documented 
pleasure  vessel  is  operated  except  for  pleas- 
ure, the  vessel  and  its  equipment  are  liable 
to  seizure  by  and  forfeiture  to  the  United 
Slates  Government. 

(d)  A  documented  vessel  may  be  placed 
under  the  command  only  of  a  citizen  of  the 
United  Stales. 

§  12111.  Invalidation  of  certificates  of  docu- 
mentation 

(a)  A  certificate  of  documentation  is  in- 
valid if  the  vessel  for  which  it  is  issued— 
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(1)  no  longer  meets  the  requirements  of 
this  chapter  and  regulations  prescribed 
under  this  chapter  applicable  to  thai  certifi- 
cate of  documentation:  or 

(2)  is  placed  under  the  command  of  a 
person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  by  section  30(0)  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1920  (46  App. 
U.S.C.  961(a)).  an  invalid  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation shall  l)e  surrendered  as  provided 
by  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

5  12112.  Vessels  procured  outside  the  United 
States 

(a)  The  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of 
State,  acting  jointly,  may  provide  for  the  is- 
suance of  an  appropriate  document  for  a 
vessel  procured  outside  the  United  States 
meeting  the  ownership  requirements  of  sec- 
tion 12102  of  this  title. 

(b)  Subject  to  limitations  the  Secretary 
may  prescril)e.  a  vessel  for  which  an  appro- 
priate document  is  issued  under  this  section 
may  proceed  to  the  United  States  and 
engage  en  route  in  the  foreign  trade  or 
trade  with  Guam.  American  Samoa.  Wake. 
Midway,  or  Kingman  Reef.  On  the  vessel's 
arrival  in  the  United  States,  the  document 
shall  be  surrendered  as  provided  by  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  A  vessel  for  which  a  document  is  issued 
under  this  section  is  subject  to  the  jursidic- 
tion  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  Howev- 
er, the  Secretary  may  suspend  for  a  period 
of  not  more  than  6  months,  the  application 
of  a  vessel  inspection  law  carried  out  by  the 
Secretary  or  regulations  prescribed  under 
that  law  if  the  Secretary  considers  the  sus- 
pension to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

S  12113.  Ports  of  documentation 

The  Secretary  shall  designate  ports  of 
documentation  in  the  United  States  at 
which  vessels  may  be  documented  and  in- 
struments affecting  title  to.  or  interest  in. 
documented  vessels  may  he  recorded.  The 
Secretary— 

( 1 )  shall  specify  the  geographic  area  to  be 
served  by  each  designated  port;  and 

(2)  may  discontinue,  relocate,  or  designate 
additional  ports  of  documentation. 

i  12114.  Home  ports 

(a)  The  port  of  documentation  selected  by 
an  owner  of  a  vessel  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  documentation  of  the 
vessel  is  the  vessel's  home  port. 

(b)  Once  a  vessel's  home  port  is  estab- 
lished, it  may  not  be  changed  without  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary. 

%  12115.  Names  of  vessels 

(a)  The  name  of  the  vessel  selected  by  the 
owner  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  for 
the  documentation  of  the  vessel  is  the  ves- 
sel's name  of  record. 

(b)  Once  a  vessel's  name  of  record  is  estab- 
lished, it  may  not  be  changed  without  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation a  reasonable  fee  for  changing  a  docu- 
mented vessel's  name  of  record. 

}  12116.  Numbers,  signal  letters,  and  identi- 
fication markings 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  maintain  a  num- 
bering system  for  the  identification  of  a 
documented  vessel  and  shall  assign  a 
number  to  each  documented  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  maintain  a  system 
of  signal  letters  for  a  documented  vessel. 

(c)  The  owner  of  a  documented  vessel 
shall  affix  to  the  vessel  and  maintain  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the 
numl)er  assigned  and  any  other  identifica- 
tion markings  the  Secretary  may  require. 


J  12117.   Recording  of  United  States  built 

vessels 

The  Secretary  may  provide  for  the  record- 
ing and  certifying  of  information  about  ves- 
sels built  in  the  United  States  that  the  Sec- 
retary considers  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 
§  12118.  Registration  of  funnel  marks  and 

house  flags 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  regis- 
tration of  funnel  marks  and  house  flags  by 
owners  of  vessels. 
i  12119.  List  of  documented  vessels 

The  Secretary  shall  publish  periodically  a 
list  of  all  documented  vessels  and  informa- 
tion about  those  vessels  that  the  Secretary 
considers  pertinent  or  useful.  The  list  shall 
contain  a  notation  clearly  indicating  all  ves- 
sels classed  by  the  American  Bureau  of 
Shipping. 
5  12120.  Reports 

To  ensure  compliance  with  this  chapter 
and  laws  governing  the  qualifications  of  ves- 
sels to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade  and  the 
fisheries,  the  Secretary  may  require  owners 
and  masters  of  documented  vessels  to 
submit  reports  in  any  reasonable  form  and 
manner  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 
%  12121.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  chapter. 
§  12122.  Penalties 

(a)  A  person  that  violates  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $500. 

(b)  When  the  owner  of  a  vessel  knowingly 
falsifies  or  conceals  a  material  fact,  or 
makes  a  false  statement  or  representation 
about  the  documentation  of  the  vessel,  that 
vessel  and  its  equipment  are  liable  to  seizure 
by  and  forfeiture  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment. 

(c)  When  a  certificate  of  documentation  is 
knowingly  and  fraudulently  used  for  a 
vessel,  that  vessel  and  its  equipment  are 
liable  to  seizure  by  and  forfeiture  to  the 
Government. 
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§  12301.  Numbering  vessels 

An  undocumented  vessel  equipped  with 
propulsion  machinery  of  any  kind  shall 
have  a  number  issued  by  the  proper  issuing 
authority  in  the  State  in  which  the  vessel 
principally  is  operated. 
§  12302.  Standard  numbering  system 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation a  standard  numbering  system  for  ves- 
sels to  which  this  chapter  applies.  On  appli- 
cation by  a  State,  the  Secretary  shall  ap- 
prove a  State  numbering  system  that  is  con- 
sistent with  the  standard  numbering 
system.  In  carrying  out  its  numbering 
system,  a  State  shall  adopt  any  definitions 
of  relevant  terms  prescribed  by  regulations 
of  the  Secretary. 

(b)  A  State  with  an  approved  numbering 
system  is  the  issuing  authority  within  the 


meaning  of  this  chapter.  The  Secretary  is 
the  issuing  authority  in  a  State  in  which  a 
State  numbering  system  has  not  been  ap- 
proved. 

(c)  When  a  vessel  is  numbered  in  a  State, 
it  is  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  number- 
ing system  of  a  State  in  which  it  temporari- 
ly is  operated. 

(d)  When  a  vessel  is  removed  to  a  new 
State  of  principal  operation,  the  issuing  au- 
thority of  that  State  shall  recognize  the  va- 
lidity of  the  number  issued  by  the  original 
State  for  60  days. 

(e)  If  a  State  has  a  numbering  system  ap- 
proved after  the  Secretary  issues  a  number, 
the  State  shall  recognize  the  validity  of  the 
number  issued  by  the  Secretary  for  one 
year. 

(f)  When  the  Secretary  decides  that  a 
State  numbering  system  is  not  being  carried 
out  consistent  with  the  standard  numbering 
system  or  the  Stale  has  changed  the  system 
without  the  Secretary's  approval,  the  Secre- 
tary may  withdraw  approval  after  giving 
notice  to  the  Stale,  in  writing,  stating  the 
reasons  for  the  withdrawal. 

S  12303.    Exemption    from    numbering    re- 
quirements 

(a)  When  the  Secretary  is  the  authority 
issuing  a  number  under  this  chapter,  the 
Secretary  may  exempt  a  vessel  or  class  of 
vessels  from  the  numbering  requirements  of 
this  chapter  under  conditions  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe. 

<b)  When  a  Slate  is  the  issuing  authority, 
it  may  exempt  from  the  numbering  require- 
ments of  this  chapter  a  vessel  or  class  of 
vessels  exempted  under  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  or  otherwise  as  permitted  by 
the  Secretary. 
iS  12304.  Certificates  of  numbers 

(a)  A  certificate  of  number  is  granted  for  a 
number  issued  under  this  chapter.  The  cer- 
tificate shall  be  pocket-sized,  shall  be  at  all 
limes  available  for  inspection  on  the  vessel 
for  which  issued  when  the  vessel  is  in  oper- 
ation, and  may  be  valid  for  not  more  than  3 
years.  The  certificate  of  number  for  a  vessel 
less  than  26  feet  in  length  and  leased  or 
rented  to  another  for  the  latter's  noncom- 
mercial operation  of  less  than  7  days  may  be 
retained  on  shore  by  the  vessel's  owner  or 
representative  at  the  place  from  which  the 
vessel  departs  or  returns  to  the  possession 
of  the  owner  or  the  owner's  representative. 
A  vessel  that  does  not  have  the  certificate 
of  number  on  board  shall  be  identified  when 
in  operation,  and  comply  with  requirements, 
as  the  issuing  authority  prescribes. 

(b)  The  owner  of  a  vessel  numbered  under 
this  chapter  shall  provide— 

(1)  the  issuing  authority  notice  of  the 
transfer  of  any  part  of  the  owner's  interest 
in  the  vessel  or  of  the  destruction  or  aban- 
donment ol  the  vessel,  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  transfer,  destruction,  or 
abandonment;  and 

(2)  notice  of  a  change  of  address  within  a 
reasonable  time  of  the  change,  as  prescribed 
by  regulation. 

§  12305.  Displaying  numbers 

A  number  required  by  this  chapter  shall 
be  painted  on.  or  attached  to.  each  side  of 
the  forward  half  of  the  vessel  for  which  it 
was  issued,  and  shall  t>e  the  size,  color,  and 
type  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
No  other  number  may  be  carried  on  the  for- 
ward half  of  the  vessel. 
5  12306.  Safety  certificates 

When  a  State  is  the  authority  issuing  a 
number  under  this  chapter,  it  may  require 
that  the  individual  in  charge  of  a  numbered 


vessel  have  a  valid  safely  certificate  issued 
under  conditions  set  by  the  issuing  author- 
ity, except  when  the  vessel  is  subject  to 
manning  requirements  under  part  P  of  this 
subtitle. 

§  12307.  Regulations  on  numbering  and  fees 
The  authority  issuing  a  number  under 
this  chapter  may  prescribe  regulations  and 
establish  fees  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  this 
chapter.  The  fees  shall  apply  equally  to  resi- 
dents and  nonresidents  of  the  State.  A  State 
issuing  authority  may  impose  only  condi- 
tions for  vessel  numbering  that  are— 

(1)  prescribed  by  this  chapter  or  regula- 
tions of  the  Secretary  about  the  standard 
numbering  system;  or 

(2)  related  to  proof  of  payment  of  State  or 
local  taxes. 

I  12308.    Providing    vessel    numbering    and 

registration  information 

A  person  may  request  from  an  authority 
issuing  a  number  under  this  chapter  the 
numbering  and  registration  information  of  a 
vessel  that  is  retrievable  from  vessel  num- 
bering system  records  of  the  issuing  author- 
ity. When  the  issuing  authority  is  satisfied 
that  the  request  is  reasonable  and  related  to 
a  boating  safety  purpose,  the  information 
shall  be  provided  on  paying  the  cost  of  re- 
trieving and  providing  the  information  re- 
quested. 
§  12309.  Penalties 

(a)  A  person  willfully  violating  this  chap- 
ter or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this 
chapter  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000. 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or 
both. 

(b)  A  person  violating  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000.  If 
the  violation  involves  the  operation  of  a 
vessel,  the  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the 
penalty. 

(c)  When  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$200  has  l)een  assessed  under  this  chapter, 
the  Secretary  may  refer  the  matter  of  col- 
lection of  the  penalty  directly  to  the  United 
Stales  magistrate  of  the  jurisdiction  in 
which  the  person  liable  may  be  found  for 
collection  procedures  under  supervision  of 
the  district  court  and  under  an  order  issued 
by  the  court  delegating  this  authority  under 
section  636(b)  of  title  28. 

Part  I— State  Boating  Safety  Programs 

CHAPTER  131-RECREATIONAL 

BOATING  SAFETY 

Sec. 

13101.  State  recreational  boating  safety  pro- 
grams. 
Program  acceptance. 
Allocations. 

Availability  of  allocations. 
Computation  decisions  about  State 
amounts  expended. 

13106.  Authorization  of  contract  spending. 

13107.  National  Recreational  Boating  Safety 

and      Facilities     Improvement 
Fund. 

13108.  Computing    amounts    allocated    to 

States    and    State    records    re- 
quirements. 

13109.  Consultation,  cooperation,  and  regu- 

lation. 

13110.  National    Boating   Safety    Advisory 

Council. 
I  13101.  State    recreational    boating   safety 

programs 

(a)  To  encourage  greater  State  participa- 
tion and  uniformity  in  boating  safety  and 
facility  improvement  efforts,  and  particular- 
ly to  permit  the  States  to  assume  the  great- 


13102. 
13103. 
13104. 
13105. 


er  share  of  boating  safety  education,  assist- 
ance, and  enforcement  activities,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  carry  out  a  national  recreational 
boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program.  Under  this  program,  the  Secretary 
may  make  contracts  with,  and  allocate  and 
distribute  amounts  to.  eligible  States  to 
assist  them  in  developing,  carrying  out.  and 
financing  State  recreational  boating  safety 
and  facilities  improvement  programs. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  guide- 
lines and  standards  for  the  program.  In 
doing  so,  the  Secretary— 

(1)  shall  consider,  among  other  things, 
factors  affecting  recreational  boating  safety 
by  contributing  to  overcrowding  and  conges- 
tion of  waterways,  such  as  the  increasing 
number  of  recreational  vessels  operating  on 
those  waterways  and  their  geographic  distri- 
bution, the  availability  and  geographic  dis- 
tribution of  recreational  boating  facilities  in 
and  among  applying  States,  and  State 
marine  casualty  and  fatality  statistics  for 
recreational  vessels; 

(2)  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  minimize  duplication  with  the 
purposes  and  expenditures  of  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965  (16 
U.S.C.  4601-4—4601-11)  and  with  the  guide- 
lines developed  under  that  Act;  and 

(3)  shall  maintain  environmental  stand- 
ards consistent  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1451-1464) 
and  other  laws  and  policies  of  the  United 
States  intended  to  safeguard  the  ecological 
and  esthetic  quality  of  the  waters  and  wet- 
lands of  the  United  States. 

(c)  A  State  whose  recreational  boating 
safety  and  facilities  improvement  program 
has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  is  eligi- 
ble for  allocation  and  distribution  of 
amounts  under  this  chapter  to  assist  that 
State  in  developing,  carrying  out.  and  fi- 
nancing its  program.  Matching  amounts 
shall  be  allocated  and  distributed  among  eli- 
gible States  by  the  Secretary  as  provided  by 
section  13103  of  this  title. 
§  13102.  Program  acceptance 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  make  a  contract 
with,  and  allocate  and  distribute  amounts 
from  the  Fund  established  under  section 
13107  of  this  title  to,  a  State  that  has  an  ap- 
proved Slate  recreational  boating  safety  and 
facilities  improvement  program,  if  the  State 
demonstrates  to  the  Secretary's  satisfaction 
that— 

(1)  the  program  submitted  by  that  State  is 
consistent  with  this  chapter  and  chapters  61 
and  123  of  this  title; 

(2)  amounts  distributed  will  be  used  to  de- 
velop and  carry  out  a  State  recreational 
boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program  containing  the  minimum  require- 
ments of  subsection  (c),  (d),  or  (f)  of  this 
section; 

(3)  sufficient  State  matching  amounts  are 
available  from  general  revenue,  undocu- 
mented vessel  numbering  and  license  fees. 
State  marine  fuels  taxes,  or  from  a  fund 
constituted  from  the  proceeds  of  those 
taxes  and  established  to  finance  a  State  rec- 
reational boating  safety  and  facilities  im- 
provement program;  and 

(4)  the  program  submitted  by  that  State 
designates  a  State  lead  authority  or  agency 
that  will  carry  out  or  coordinate  carrying 
the  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  supported  by 
financial  assistance  of  the  United  States 
Government  in  that  State,  including  the  re- 
quirement that  the  designated  State  author- 
ity or  agency  submit  required  reports  that 
are  necessary  and  reasonable  to  carry  out 
properly  and  efficiently  the  program  and 


that  are  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary. 

(b)  Amounts  of  the  Government  from 
sources  (except  sources  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)(3)  of  this  section)  may  not  be 
used  to  provide  a  State's  share  of  the  costs 
of  the  program  described  under  this  section. 
State  matching  amounts  committed  to  a 
program  under  this  chapter  may  not  t>e 
used  to  constitute  the  State's  share  of 
matching  amounts  required  by  another  pro- 
gram of  the  Government. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  a  State 
recreational  boating  safety  program,  and 
the  program  is  eligible  to  receive  amounts 
authorized  to  be  expended  under  section 
13106  of  this  title,  if  the  program  includes— 

(Da  vessel  numbering  system  approved  or 
carried  out  by  the  Secretary  under  chapter 
123  of  this  title: 

(2)  a  cooperative  boating  safety  assistance 
program  with  the  Coast  Guard  in  that 
State; 

(3)  sufficient  patrol  and  other  activity  to 
ensure  adequate  enforcement  of  applicable 
State  boating  safety  laws  and  regulations: 

(4)  an  adequate  State  boating  safety  edu- 
cation program:  and 

(5)  a  system,  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
for  reporting  marine  casualties  required 
under  section  6102  of  this  title. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  a  State 
recreational  boating  facilities  improvement 
program,  and  the  program  is  eligible  to  re- 
ceive amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
under  section  13106  of  this  title,  if  the  pro- 
gram includes— 

(Da  complete  description  of  recreational 
boating  facility  improvement  projects  to  be 
undertaken  by  the  Stale;  and 

(2)  consultation  with  State  officials  re- 
sponsible for  the  statewide  comprehensive 
outdoor  recreation  plan  required  by  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of 
1965  (16  U.S.C.  4601-4—4601-11)  and  for  any 
program  developed  under  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1451- 
1464). 

(e)  The  Secretary's  approval  under  this 
section  is  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Government  for  the  payment  of  the  propor- 
tional share  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the 
program. 

(f)(1)  A  State  may  submit  a  combined  pro- 
gram to  the  Secretary  for  the  improvement 
of  recreational  boating  safety  and  the  im- 
provement of  recreational  boating  facilities 
in  that  State.  The  Secretary  shall  approve 
the  program  if  it  contains  the  minimum  re- 
quirements set  forth  in  subsections  (c)  and 

(d)  of  this  section. 

(2)  Those  parts  of  the  combined  program 
of  a  State  that  are  designed  to  improve  rec- 
reational boating  safety  are  eligible  to  re- 
ceive amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
for  State  recreational  boating  safety  pro- 
grams under  section  13106  of  this  title.  The 
Secretary's  approval  of  those  parts  is  a  con- 
tractual obligation  of  the  Government  for 
the  payment  of  the  proportional  share  of 
the  cost  of  carrying  out  the  State's  recre- 
ational boating  safety  program  under  this 
chapter. 

(3)  Those  parts  of  the  combined  program 
of  a  State  that  are  designed  to  improve  rec- 
reational boating  facilities  are  eligible  to  re- 
ceive amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
for  State  recreational  boating  facilities  im- 
provement programs  under  section  13106  of 
this  title.  The  Secretary's  approval  of  those 
parts  is  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Gov- 
ernment for  the  payment  of  the  proportion- 
al share  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the 
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State's   recreational   boating   facilities   pro- 
gram under  this  chapter, 
i  13103.  Allocations 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  allocate  amounts 
available  for  allocation  and  distribution 
under  this  chapter  for  State  recreational 
boating  safety  programs  as  follows: 

(1)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  equally 
each  fiscal  year  among  eligible  States. 

(2)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  among  eli- 
gible States  that  maintain  a  State  vessel 
numbering  system  approved  under  chapter 
123  of  this  title  and  a  marine  casualty  re- 
porting system  approved  under  this  chapter 
so  that  the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal 
year  to  each  eligible  State  will  be  in  the 
same  ratio  as  the  number  of  vessels  num- 
bered in  that  State  bears  to  the  number  of 
vessels  numbered  in  all  eligible  States. 

(3)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  so  that 
the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal  year  to 
each  eligible  State  will  \x  in  the  same  ratio 
as  the  amount  of  State  amounts  expended 
or  obligated  by  the  State  for  the  State  rec- 
reational boating  safety  program  during  the 
prior  fiscal  year  bears  to  the  total  State 
amounts  expended  or  obligated  during  that 
fiscal  year  by  all  eligible  States  for  State 
recreational  boating  safety  programs. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  allocate  the 
amounts  available  for  allocation  and  distri- 
bution under  this  chapter  for  State  recre- 
ational boating  facilities  improvement  pro- 
grams as  follows: 

(1)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  equally 
each  fiscal  year  among  eligible  States. 

(2)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  so  that 
the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal  year  to 
each  eligible  State  will  be  in  the  same  ratio 
as  the  number  of  vessels  numbered  in  that 
State  bears  to  the  number  of  vessels  num- 
bered in  all  eligible  States. 

(3)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  so  that 
the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal  year  to 
each  eligible  State  shall  be  in  the  same  ratio 
as  the  State  amounts  expended  or  obligated 
by  the  State  for  a  recreational  boating  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  approved 
under  this  chapter  during  the  prior  fiscal 
year  bears  to  the  total  State  amounts  ex- 
pended or  obligated  during  that  fiscal  year 
by  all  eligible  States  for  recreational  boat- 
ing facilities  improvement  programs. 

(c)  The  amount  received  by  a  State  under 
this  section  in  a  fiscal  year  may  be  not  more 
than  one-half  of  the  total  cost  incurred  by 
that  State  in  developing,  carrying  out.  and 
financing  that  State's  recreational  boating 
safety  and  facilitfes  improvement  program 
in  that  fiscal  year. 

(d)  An  allocation  or  distribution  of 
amounts  under  this  section  may  not  be 
made  to  a  State  to  maintain  boating  facili- 
ties under  that  State's  approved  recreation- 
al boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  allocate  not  more 
than  5  percent  of  the  amounts  available  for 
allocation  and  distribution  in  a  fiscal  year 
for  national  boating  safety  activities  of  na- 
tional nonprofit  public  service  organiza- 
tions. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  expend  from  the 
amounts  available  for  allocation  and  distri- 
bution in  a  fiscal  year  those  amounts  neces- 
sary to  carry  out  this  chapter.  However,  the 
amounts  expended  in  a  fiscal  year  to  carry 
out  this  chapter  may  be  not  more  than 
$250,000  or  2  percent  of  the  amounts  avail- 
able for  allocation  and  distribution  in  that 
fiscal  year,  whichever  is  greater. 

\  13104.  Availability  of  allocations 

(a)  Amounts  allocated  to  a  State  shall  be 
available  for  obligation  by  that  State  for  a 


period  of  3  years  after  the  date  of  alloca- 
tion. Amounts  unobligated  by  the  State  at 
the  end  of  the  3  years  shall  be  withdrawn 
by  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  available  with 
other  amounts  to  be  allocated  by  the  Secre- 
tary during  that  fiscal  year. 

(b)  Amounts  available  to  the  Secretary 
that  have  not  been  allocated  at  the  end  of  a 
fiscal  year  shall  be  carried  forward  as  part 
of  the  total  allocation  of  amounts  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  that  may  be  expended 
under  this  chapter. 

I  13105.  Computation  decisions  about  State 
amounts  expended 

(a)  Consistent  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  the  computation  by  a 
State  of  amounts  expended  or  obligated  for 
the  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  shall  in- 
clude— 

(1)  the  acquisition,  maintenance,  and  op- 
erating costs  of  land,  facilities,  equipment, 
and  supplies: 

(2)  personnel  salaries  and  reimbursable 
expenses; 

(3)  the  costs  of  training  personnel; 

(4)  public  boat  safety  education; 

(5)  the  costs  of  carrying  out  the  program; 
and 

(6)  other  expenses  that  the  Secretary  con- 
siders appropriate. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  decide  an  issue 
arising  out  of  the  computation  made  under 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

5  13106.  Authorization  of  contract  spending 

(a)  To  provide  financial  assistance  for 
State  recreational  boating  safety  and  facili- 
ties improvement  programs,  the  Secretary 
may  expend,  subject  to  amounts  provided  in 
appropriations  laws  for  liquidating  contract 
authority,  an  amount  equal  to  the  revenues 
accruing  each  fiscal  year  from  the  taxes 
under  section  4041(b)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (26  U.S.C.  4041(b))  from 
special  motor  fuels  used  as  fuel  in  motor 
tKiats  and  under  section  4081  of  that  Code 
(26  use.  4081)  from  gasoline  used  as  fuel 
in  motor  boats. 

(b)  Of  the  amounts  available  for  alloca- 
tion and  distribution  for  recreational  boat- 
ing safety  and  facilities  improvement  pro- 
grams, one-third  shall  be  allocated  for  recre- 
ational boating  safety  programs  and  two- 
thirds  shall  be  allocated  for  recreational 
boating  facilities  improvement  programs. 

<c)  Amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
for  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  programs  remain  avail- 
able until  expended  and  are  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  only  if  an  amount  equal  to 
the  total  amounts  authorized  to  be  expend- 
ed under  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  in 
question  and  all  prior  fiscal  years  have  been 
obligated.  Amounts  previously  obligated  but 
released  by  payment  of  a  final  voucher  or 
modification  of  a  program  acceptance  shall 
be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated 
funds  and  shall  be  immediately  available  for 
expenditure. 

§  13107.  National  Recreational  Boating 
Safety  and  Facilities  Improvement  FMnd 
There  is  established  in  the  Treasury  a  sep- 
arate fund  known  as  the  National  Recre- 
ational Boating  Safety  and  Facilities  Im- 
provement Fund  consisting  of  amounts  paid 
into  it  as  provided  in  section  209(f)(5)  of  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956.  Amounts  in 
the  F\ind  are  available  for  making  expendi- 
tures as  provided  in  section  13106  of  this 
title. 


§  13108.    Computing   amounts   allocated   to 
States  and  State  records  requirements 

(a)  Amounts  allocated  and  distributed 
under  section  13103  of  this  title  shall  be 
computed  and  paid  to  the  States  as  follows: 

(1)  During  the  last  quarter  of  a  fiscal  year 
and  on  the  basis  of  computations  made 
under  section  13105  of  this  title  and  submit- 
ted by  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  deter- 
mine the  percentage  of  the  amounts  avail- 
able for  the  next  fiscal  year  to  which  each 
eligible  State  is  entitled. 

(2)  Notice  of  the  percentage  and  of  the 
dollar  amount,  if  it  can  be  determined,  for 
each  State  shall  be  provided  to  the  States  at 
the  earliest  practicable  time. 

(3)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  an 
amount  made  available  to  a  State  for  a  prior 
fiscal  year  is  greater  or  less  than  the 
amount  that  should  have  been  made  avail- 
able to  the  State  for  the  prior  fiscal  year, 
because  of  later  or  more  accurate  State  ex- 
penditure information,  the  amount  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  may  be  increased  or  de- 
creased by  the  appropriate  amount. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  schedule  the  pay- 
ment of  amounts,  consistent  with  the  pro- 
gram purposes  and  applicable  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the 
transfer  of  amounts  from  the  Treasury  and 
the  subsequent  disbursement  of  the 
amounts  by  a  State. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  notify  a  State  au- 
thority or  agency  that  further  payments 
will  be  made  to  the  State  only  when  the 
program  complies  with  the  prescribed  stand- 
ards or  a  failure  to  comply  substantially 
with  standards  is  corrected  if  the  Secretary, 
after  reasonable  notice  to  the  designated 
State  authority  or  agency,  finds  that— 

(1)  the  State  recreational  boating  safety 
and  facilities  improvement  program  submit- 
ted by  the  State  and  accepted  by  the  Secre- 
tary has  been  so  changed  that  it  no  longer 
complies  with  this  chapter  or  standards  pre- 
scribed by  regulations;  or 

(2)  in  carrying  out  the  State  recreational 
boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program,  there  has  been  a  failure  to  comply 
substantially  with  the  standards  prescribed 
by  regulations. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  ac- 
counting, budgeting,  and  other  fiscal  proce- 
dures that  are  necessary  and  reasonable  to 
carry  out  this  section  properly  and  efficient- 
ly. Records  related  to  amounts  allocated 
under  this  chapter  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  Secretary  and  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral to  conduct  audits. 

§  13109.  Consultation,  cooperation,  and  reg- 
ulation 

(a)  In  carrying  out  responsibilities  under 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  may  consult 
with  State  and  local  governments,  public 
and  private  agencies,  organizations  and  com- 
mittees, private  industry,  and  other  persons 
having  an  interest  in  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  advise,  assist,  and 
cooperate  with  the  States  and  other  inter- 
ested public  and  private  agencies  in  plan- 
ning, developing,  and  carrying  out  boating 
safety  and  facilities  improvement  programs. 
Acting  under  section  141  of  title  14.  the  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  the  fullest  cooperation 
between  the  State  and  United  States  Gov- 
ernment authorities  in  promoting  boating 
safety  by  making  agreements  and  other  ar- 
rangements with  States  when  possible.  Sub- 
ject to  chapter  23  of  title  14,  the  Secretary 
may  make  available,  on  request  of  a  State, 
the  services  of  members  of  the  Coast  Guard 


Auxiliary  to  assist  the  State  in  promoting 
boating  safety  on  State  waters. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  chapter. 
§13110.  National  Boating  Safety  Advisory 

Council 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  Nation- 
al Boating  Safely  Advisory  Council.  The 
Council  shall  consist  of  not  more  than  21 
members  appointed  by  the  Secretary,  whom 
the  Secretary  considers  to  have  a  particular 
expertise,  knowledge,  and  experience  in 
boating  safety. 

(b)(1)  Insofar  as  practical  and  to  ensure 
balanced  representation,  the  Secretary  shall 
appoint  members  equally  from— 

(A)  State  officials  responsible  for  State 
boating  safety  programs; 

(B)  recreational  vessel  manufacturers;  and 

(C)  boating  organizations  and  members  of 
the  general  public. 

(2)  Additional  individuals  from  the 
sources  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  may  be  appointed  to  panels  of 
the  Council  to  assist  the  Council  in  perform- 
ing its  duties. 

(3)  At  least  once  a  year,  the  Secretary 
shall  publish  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Regis- 
ter soliciting  nominations  for  membership 
on  the  Council. 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  consultation  re- 
quired by  section  4302  of  this  title,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  consult  with  the  Council  on 
other  major  boating  safety  matters  related 
to  this  chapter.  The  Council  may  make 
available  to  Congress  information,  advice, 
and  recommendations  that  the  Council  is 
authorized  to  give  to  the  Secretary. 

(d)  When  attending  meetings  of  the  Coun- 
cil, a  member  of  the  Council  or  a  panel  may 
t)e  paid  at  a  rate  not  more  than  the  rate  for 
GS-18.  When  serving  away  from  home  or 
regular  place  of  business,  the  member  may 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  as  authorized  by 
section  5703  of  title  5  for  individuals  em- 
ployed intermittently  in  the  Government 
service.  A  payment  under  this  section  does 
not  make  a  member  of  the  Council  an  offi- 
cer or  employee  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  any  purpose. 

[Part  J— Reserved  for  Measurement  of 
Vessels] 


MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Laws  effective  after  December 
31.  1982,  that  are  inconsistent  with  this  Act 
supersede  this  Act  to  the  extent  of  the  in- 
consistency. 

(b)  A  reference  to  a  law  replaced  by  this 
Act,  including  a  reference  in  a  regulation, 
order,  or  other  law,  is  deemed  to  refer  to  the 
corresponding  provision  of  this  Act. 

(c)  An  order,  rule,  or  regulation  in  effect 
under  a  law  replaced  by  this  Act  continues 
in  effect  under  the  corresponding  provision 
of  this  Act  until  repealed,  amended,  or  su- 
perseded. 

(d)  An  action  taken  or  an  offense  commit- 
ted under  a  law  replaced  by  this  Act  is 
deemed  to  have  been  taken  or  committed 
under  the  corresponding  provision  of  this 

Act. 

(e)  An  inference  of  legislative  construction 
is  not  to  be  drawn  by  reason  of  the  caption 
or  catch  line  of  a  provision  enacted  by  this 
Act. 

(f)  If  a  provision  enacted  by  this  Act  is 
held  invalid,  all  valid  provisions  that  are 
severable  from  the  invalid  provision  remain 
in  effect.  If  a  provision  of  this  Act  is  held  in- 
valid in  one  or  more  of  its  applications,  the 
provision  remains  in  effect  in  all  valid  appli- 


cations that  are  severable  from  the  invalid 
application  or  applications. 

{%)ni  Part  B  of  subtitle  II  and  sections 
7306  (related  to  able  seaman  sail)  and  7311 
of  title  46  (as  enacted  by  section  1  of  this 
Act)  take  effect  April  15,  1984,  or  when  reg- 
ulations for  sailing  school  vessels  under  part 
B  are  effective,  whichever  is  earlier. 

(2)  Section  3715(a)  of  title  46  (as  enacted 
by  section  1  of  this  Act)  is  effective  on  the 
day  after  the  effective  date  of  the  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  sec- 
tion 3715(b)  of  title  46. 

(h)  Chapter  63  of  title  46  (as  enacted  by 
section  1  of  this  Act)  does  not  supersede  sec- 
tion 304(a)(1)(E)  of  the  Independent  Safety 
Board  Act  of  1974  (49  App.  U.S.C. 
1903(a)(1)(E)). 

(i)  Each  offshore  supply  vessel  described 
in  section  3302(g)  of  title  46  (as  enacted  by 
section  1  of  this  Act),  that  was  registered 
with  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  under 
section  4426a(7)  of  the  Revised  Statutes  but 
that  has  not  been  inspected  by  the  Secre- 
tary shall  be  held  to  be  in  compliance  with 
all  applicable  vessel  inspection  laws  pending 
verification  by  actual  inspection  or  until  one 
year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
whichever  is  earlier. 

(j)  Within  2  years  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission  and  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation each  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  pro- 
posed codification  of  the  laws  within  their 
respective  jurisdictions  related  to  shipping 
and  maritime  matters. 

CONFORMING  CROSS-REFERENCES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5549(4)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■'(4)  sections  2111  and  2112  of  title  46; 
and". 

(b)  Section  10542(c)  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  before  clause  (1),  by 
striking  'tank  vessels"  and  substituting  "a 
tank  vessel";  and 

(2)  by  striking  clause  (2)  and  substituting; 
■■(2)    having    a    certificate    of    inspection 

issued  under  part  B  of  subtitle  II  of  title  46 
endorsed  to  show  that  the  vessel  complies 
with  chapter  37  of  title  46.". 

REPEALS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  repeal  of  a  law  by  this  Act 
may  not  be  construed  as  a  legislative  impli- 
cation that  the  provision  was  or  was  not  in 
effect  before  its  repeal. 

(b)  The  laws  specified  in  the  following 
schedule  are  repealed,  except  for  rights  and 
duties  that  matured,  penalties  that  were  in- 
curred, and  proceedings  that  were  begun, 
before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act 
and  except  as  provided  by  section  2  of  this 
Act: 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Jones)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes and  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Forsythe)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes. 


The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jones). 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  have  the  pleas- 
ure to  bring  before  the  House  S.  46,  a 
bill  to  revise,  consolidate,  and  enact 
certain  laws  related  to  vessels  and 
seamen  as  subtitle  II  of  title  46, 
United  States  Code,  "Shipping". 

This  bill  rewrites  the  laws  related 
to- 
Vessel  inspections; 
Marine  casualties; 

Licenses   and   documents   issued   to 
seamen; 
Manning  of  vessels; 
Seamen  protection  and  relief; 
Identification  of  vessels;  and 
State  boating  safety  programs. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  maritime  laws  were 
some  of  the  earliest  laws  passed  by  the 
Congress  in  the  1700's.  In  many  cases 
they  were  in  direct  response  to  marine 
casualties— on    everything    from    old 
steam  vessels  to  modern  tankers.  As  a 
result  they  have  evolved  into  an  unor- 
ganized group  of  statutes  which  are 
very  difficult  for  the  individuals  af- 
fected to  understand  and  for  the  Coast 
Guard  to  administer. 

In  1946  the  Coast  Guard  began  writ- 
ing this  bill.  Unfortunately,  for  one 
reason  or  another,  it  never  made  it 
into  law.  Today  we  have  before  us  a 
very  refined  piece  of  legislation  which 
represents  a  major  step  forward  in 
maritime  law. 

In  making  changes  to  current  law 
the  committee  has  attempted  to  limit 
these  changes  to  those  of  a  noncontro- 
versial  nature.  After  hearings  on  this 
legislation,  the  staff  has  had  numer- 
ous meetings  with  the  affected  indus- 
try groups  in  order  to  address  their 
concerns.  Our  general  rule  was  when 
in  doubt,  go  back  to  the  existing  law. 

With  the  cooperation  of  the  Coast 
Guard  and  the  maritime  industry  we 
have  reached  a  bill  which  I  feel  every- 
one can  support. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to 
clarify  a  provision  of  concern  to  a  sec- 
tion of  the  maritime  industry. 

Tank  vessel  is  a  term  in  corporating 
the  provisions  of  current  law  (46 
U.S.C.  391(a)(3))  which  sets  forth  the 
kind  of  vessel  to  which  section  5  of  the 
Port  and  Tanker  Safety  Act  of  1978 
applies.  Instead  of  repeating  the 
lengthy  provisions  of  current  law  to 
describe  such  a  vessel,  the  committee 
decided  to  incorporate  the  provision  in 
the  term  "tank  vessel"  in  order  to 
make  chapter  37  more  concise.  This 
concise  term  is  currently  used  in  the 
Coast  Guard's  regulations  implement- 
ing the  1978  act  (see  46  CFR  3001  et 
seq.).  Thus  the  use  of  the  term  tank 
vessel  does  not  amend,  expand,  or 
alter  current  law,  or  current  Coast 
Guard  authority  to  prescribe  inspec- 
tion procedures  or  standards. 


For  example,  it  is  the  committees 
intent  that  the  use  of  the  term  tank 
vessle  will  not  result  in  more  vessels 
being  inspected  as  if  they  were  tank- 
ers. The  two  terms  tank  vessel  and 
tanker  are  not  interchangeable  for 
purposes  of  chapter  37  because  a  tank 
vessel  may  be  a  vessel  which  is  not  a 
tanker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take  a 
moment  to  give  special  thanks  to  the 
sponsors  of  this  bill,  Mr.  Studds,  Mr. 
BiAGGi.  Mr.  Forsythe,  and  Mr.  Young, 
as  well  as  the  committee  staff,  for  the 
many  hours  they  have  put  in  on  this 
project. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  Judici- 
ary Committee  and  the  Office  of  the 
Law  Revision  Counsel  for  the  coopera- 
tion they  provided,  and  for  writing 
this  bill  in  the  readable  United  States 
Code  style.  I  only  hope  that  all  of  the 
bills  reported  by  our  committee  will  be 
this  readable  to  nonattorneys. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  give  my  strong  sup- 
port to  this  bill,  and  urge  its  approval 
by  the  House. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Studds). 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  leg- 
islation is  the  product  of  a  three-year 
long  effort  to  rewrite  our  maritime 
safety  laws  in  a  coherent  fashion. 
There  has  long  been  recognized  the 
need  for  this  legislation,  as  evidenced 
by  the  four  separate  attempts  to  ac- 
complish the  same  goal  over  the  past 
60  years— one  in  1929,  one  in  the 
1940's,  one  in  the  1960's,  and  one  in 
the  early  1970's.  Each  of  these  efforts 
failed,  and  as  a  result,  the  existing 
body  of  maritime  law  is  a  confusing 
collection  of  individual  statutes  that 
are  poorly  organized,  duplicative, 
often  obsolete,  occasionally  bizarre, 
and  difficult  even  for  professional  law- 
yers, let  alone  the  public  or  Members 
of  Congress  to  understand. 

The  initial  impetus  for  this  latest  at- 
tempt to  revise  these  laws  came  from 
the  Coast  Guard,  the  agency  that  ad- 
ministers  them.   In    1980,   the   Coast 
Guard  began  meeting  with  representa- 
tives of  the  maritime  industries  to  so- 
licit their  views  on  a  revision  of  the 
laws  that  governed  them.  Last  Con- 
gress, I  introduced  a  bill  very  similar 
to  S.  46  (H.R.  7103),  which  was  based 
on  the  Coast   Guard's  work.   At  the 
time,    the    industry   expressed   strong 
support  for  the  general  aim  of  the  leg- 
islation, and  conveyed  a  willingness  to 
work  with  the  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  Committee  to  iron  out  spe- 
cific  problems.   During  two   hearings 
and  countless  meetings  with  the  public 
and  with  the  Coast  Guard  over  the 
past    year,    the    bill    before    us    has 
evolved.  Its  present  text  reflects  liter- 
ally thousands  of  mostly  minor  adjust- 
ments made  for  stylistic,  conforming 


clarifying,   and  substantive   but  non- 
controversial  reasons. 

S.  46  is,  for  the  most  part,  a  simple 
restatement     of     existing     maritime 
safety  law,  organized  in  a  more  under- 
standing and  usable  fashion.  For  ex- 
ample, all  the  inspection  laws  are  now 
located  in  one  chapter  whereas  they 
were   formerly   found   in   13   separate 
sections  scattered  throughout  title  46 
of  the  United  States  Code.  We  have 
also  deleted  laws  that  have  become  ob- 
solete. For  instance,  there  is  no  longer 
the     requirement     that     seamen     be 
served  one-fourth  pint  of  pickles  and 
one-half  pound  of  biscuits  on  Wednes- 
days,   or    that    they    be    confined    in 
chains  with  bread  and  water  for  food 
whenever  shipboard  rules  are  violated. 
This  legislation  will  make  our  mari- 
time safety  laws  easier  for  the  Coast 
Guard  to  administer,  less  cumbersome 
for  the  maritime  industries  to  use,  and 
easier  for  anyone  needing  to  refer  to 
them  to  understand. 

I  know  it  is  not  generally  the  role  of 
the  Congress  to  make  the  law  more 
clear,  but  S.  46  is  the  exception  to  the 
rule.  I  cannot  promise,  but  I  do  want 
to  share  with  the  House  my  hope  that 
this  bill  may  actually  reduce  employ- 
ment opportunities  for  lawyers  both  in 
this  town  and  throughout  the  Nation. 
For  this  reason  alone,  the  public  inter- 
est requires  that  it  be  approved. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Biaggi),  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
commend  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee,  Mr.  Jones,  the  chairman 
of  the  Coast  Guard  Subcommittee, 
Mr.  Studds,  and  the  ranking  minority 
member,  Mr.  Forsythe. 

Mr.  Speaker.  S.  46— as  amended  by 
the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine 
and  Fisheries— has  my  strong  support. 
Its  enactment  will  conclude  efforts- 
stretching  over  at  least  40  years— to 
improve  the  maritime  safety  laws. 

The  bill  will  bring  clarity  out  of  am- 
biguity—simplicity out  of  complexity— 
and  order  out  of  chaos.  It  repeals  over 
300  statutes— many  well  over  100-years 
old.  In  their  place  is  put  a  coherent, 
clear,  and  organized  statement  of  the 
laws  that  have  been  developed  to 
insure  safety  at  sea  and  the  welfare  of 
seamen.  .  . 

Everyone  concerned  with  maritime 
safety  has  long  agreed  that  the 
present  state  of  the  maritime  safety 
laws  is  unsatisfactory.  At  the  same 
time,  many  of  those  impacted  by  those 
laws  have  been  hesistant  to  change 
them. 

Especially  in  the  case  of  the  man- 
time  labor  unions;  they  have  been 
fearful  that  a  codification  of  these 
laws  might  result  in  a  loss  of  some  of 
the  hard-won  protections  for  mer- 
chant seamen.  For  that  reason,  they 
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worked  closely  with  the  committee  to 
insure  that  the  bill  did  not  remove  any 
rights,  benefits,  or  protections  for 
merchant  seamen  that  are  in  the  law 
today. 

They  did  agree,  however,  with  the 
committee  as  to  the  desirability  of  up- 
dating those  protections  and  rights  to 
make  them  more  relevant  to  today's 
conditions.  The  cooperative  and  re- 
sponsible attitude  of  the  maritime 
labor  unions  in  working  on  this  bill 
made  an  important  contribution  to  its 
development. 

Since  there  has  been  a  fair  amount 
of  concern  over  the  scope  and  effect  of 
this  bill,  I  would  like  to  take  a  few 
minutes  to  describe  its  evolution. 

The  initial  concept  of  the  project  to 
codify  and  improve  the  marine  safety 
laws  was  that  it  would  be  done  without 
making  any  substantive  changes  in 
those  laws.  A  pure  codification  was  en- 
visioned in  which  those  laws  would 
only  be  reorganized  and  restated  in 
simpler  and  clearer  language. 

As  the  project  proceeded,  however,  it 
became  increasingly  clear  that  this  ini- 
tial concept  could  not  be  realized.  It 
became  obvious  that  it  was  not  possi- 
ble to  codify  these  laws  without 
making  substantive  changes. 

Sut>stantive  changes  must  inevitably 
result: 

First,  when  conflicts  are  eliminated 
between  statutes: 

Second,  when  statutes  are  made  con- 
sistent internally  and  with  other  stat- 
utes; 

Third,  when  statutes  are  modernized 
to  reflect  changing  conditions: 

Fourth,  when  ambiguities  in  the 
laws  are  eliminated;  and 

Fifth,  when  inequalities  in  the  law 
applicable  to  different  persons  or  ves- 
sels in  similar  circumstances  are  re- 
moved. 

As  it  became  apparent  that  substan- 
tive changes  were  an  inevitable  result 
of  the  process,  a  modified  guiding  pre- 
cept evolved— namely,  that  the  bill 
would  make  no  substantive  changes  of 
a  controversial  nature. 

This  was  a  shorthand  way  of  saying 
that  the  bill  would  make  no  changes 
in  the  present  law: 

First,  that  would  harm  or  adversely 
affect  anyone: 

Second,  that  would  impose  new 
duties  or  responsibilities  on  anyone; 

Third,  that  would  make  any  signifi- 
cant changes  in  Federal  maritime 
policy;  or 

Fourth,  that  would  grant  significant 
new  authority  to  the  Government  offi- 
cials charged  with  enforcement  of  our 
maritime  safety  laws. 

This  policy  statement,  however,  left 
room  for  the  committee  to  recommend 
some  limited  substantive  changes  that 
it  had  reason  to  believe  would  be  ac- 
ceptable to  both  the  enforcing  agency 
and  all  aspects  of  the  industry— and 
that  would  be  consistent  with  im- 
proved maritime  safety. 


To  implement  the  policy  of  making 
no  substantive  changes  of  a  controver- 
sial nature,  the  committee  held  exten- 
sive hearings  on  the  proposed  bill.  At 
those  hearings— and  at  markup  ses- 
sions before  the  two  subcommittees 
having  jurisdiction  and  before  the  full 
committee,  interested  parties  were 
asked  to  work  closely  with  committee 
staff  and  bring  to  their  attention  in- 
stances were  they  objected  to  provi- 
sions of  the  bill. 

A  great  many  groups  and  individuals 
did  as  the  committee  asked.  Many  of 
them  submitted  detailed  written  com- 
ments. Many  of  them  met  with  com- 
mittee staff  to  present  their  concerns 
with  the  bill— to  make  recommenda- 
tions for  changes— and  to  discuss  the 
provisions  of  the  bill. 

All  comments,  objections,  or  recom- 
mendations were  carefully  analyzed. 
In  almost  every  case  where  an  objec- 
tion was  made  that  the  language  of 
the  bill  resulted  in  a  substantive 
change  from  existing  law,  the  commit- 
tee revised  the  language  so  that  no 
change  resulted.  In  many  cases,  no  ob- 
jection was  made  to  those  provisions 
of  the  bill  that  result  in  substantive 
changes.  In  other  cases,  there  was  gen- 
eral agreement  by  all  interested  re- 
viewers to  provisions  that  result  in 
substantive  changes. 

It  should  be  understood  that  practi- 
cally all  of  these  substantive  changes— 
and  they  are  relatively  few  in 
number— are  minor.  They  do  not  sub- 
stantially alter  the  rights,  duties,  or 
obligations  of  persons  affected  by 
these  laws.  They  can  be  characterized 
more  as  filling  in  gaps  or  interstices  in 
the  law— or  eliminating  overlapping 
provisions. 

I  would  also  like  to  make  it  clear 
that  the  substantive  changes  the  bill 
makes  all  grew  out  of  the  codification 
process  itself.  The  committee  did  not 
use  this  bill  as  a  vehicle  for  making 
new  policy  or  imposing  new  require- 
ments. 

In  its  continuing  review  of  maritime 
safety  and  the  efficacy  of  the  laws  to 
insure  it,  the  committee  will,  in  the 
near  future,  be  considering  substantive 
proposals  to  increase  the  effectiveness 
of  those  laws.  Enactment  of  S.  46  will 
facilitate  the  incorporation  of  new 
proposals  into  the  law. 

The  net  result  of  the  committee's 
work  is  a  bill  that  carries  out  the 
stated  policy— to  reorganize,  modern- 
ize, clarify,  and  codify  the  maritime 
safety  laws  without  making  controver- 
sial substantive  changes.  We  now 
have.  I  believe,  a  bill  that  is  satisfac- 
tory to  all  elements  of  the  maritime 
industry— and  to  the  various  Govern- 
ment agencies  involved. 

The  job  of  rewriting  the  maritime 
safety  and  seamen's  welfare  laws  has 
been  a  difficult  one.  But  it  is  one  that 
is  well  worth  doing.  This  bill  will— in 
my  opinion— make  it  easier  for  the 
Coast  Guard  to  do  its  job  of  insuring 


safety  at  sea.  And  it  will  make  avail- 
able to  both  operators  of  vessels  and 
their  crews  a  clearer,  more  coherent 
statement  of  the  laws  affecting  them. 
It  will  also,  I  hope,  make  a  contribu- 
tion to  safety  at  sea. 

The  bill  deserves  the  strong  support 
of  all  Members. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  pleased  to  see 
that  the  massive  effort  to  revise,  clari- 
fy, and  reorganize  a  large  part  of  title 
46  of  the  United  States  Code  is  moving 
toward  completion.  This  effort  was 
begun  literally  decades  ago.  The  col- 
lection of  laws  in  title  46.  dealing  with 
marine  safety,  personnel  qualifica- 
tions, and  seamen's  welfare,  had  long 
ago  become  very  difficult  to  under- 
stand and  administer. 

I  want  to  commend  the  Coast  Guard 
staff,  the  staff  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee,  and 
the  staff  of  the  Law  Revision  Counsel, 
for  their  dedication  to  producing  this 
revision.  The  staffs  have  spent  un- 
counted hours  meeting  with  all  affect- 
ed groups— labor  unions,  shipping 
companies,  trade  associations,  and 
others.  There  has  been  full  opportuni- 
ty for  participation  by  all  concerned 
groups,  and  I  am  pleased  that  the  bill 
before  us  has  virtually  unanimous  bi- 
partisan support.  I  also  am  pleased 
that  the  administration  strongly  sup- 
ports the  prompt  enactment  of  this 
bill. 

I  also  want  to  commend  our  Senate 
colleagues  for  their  fine  work  on.  and 
early  passage  of,  S.  46.  The  bill  before 
us  today  is  essentially  the  same  as  that 
passed  by  the  Senate,  with  a  number 
of  specific,  minor  technical  changes. 
We  look  forward  to  prompt  Senate 
concurrence  in  the  passage  of  this 
House's  version  of  S.  46. 

The  premise  of  this  revision  of  title 
46  is  that  no  substantive  changes  of  a 
controversial  nature  have  been  made. 
Special  efforts  have  been  made  to  pre- 
serve the  meaning  of  current  law. 
After  this  revision  of  title  46  is  en- 
acted, we  will  be  in  a  much  better  posi- 
tion to  judge  the  potential  impacts 
and  policy  considerations  relating  to 
any  substantive  changes  which  may  be 
proposed  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker.  S.  46  represents  a 
major  investment  of  time,  effort,  and 
legal  and  technical  skill  by  many, 
many  people.  I  think  the  investment  is 
about  to  pay  off,  and  I  compliment  all 
those  who  worked  on  this  bill  for  their 
successful  efforts. 

I   urge   my   colleagues   here   in   the 
House  to  vote  in  favor  of  S.  46. 
•  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  support  of  S.  46.  legislation 
to  revise,  simplify,  and  enact  certain  of 


the  marine  safety  and  seamen's  wel- 
fare laws  of  the  United  States.  The  bill 
before  us  covers  the  complex  maze  of 
marine  safety  laws  in  title  46  of  the 
United  States  Code  administered  by 
the  Coast  Guard. 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to 
codify  the  laws  which  relate  to: 

The  safe  operation  of  vessels  gener- 
ally; 

The  inspection,  regulation,  and  doc- 
umentation of  vessels; 

The  procedures  relating  to  marine 
casualties; 

The  licensing,  certification,  and  doc- 
umentation of  merchant  marine  per- 
sonnel; 
The  manning  of  vessels;  and 
The  protection  and  relief  of  mer- 
chant seamen. 

As  one  can  see  from  this  list  of 
topics,  this  body  of  law  is  very  impor- 
tant to  the  maritime  industry  of  the 
United  States  and  therefore  has  re- 
ceived careful  attention  from  the  Mer- 
chant Marine  and  Fisheries  Commit- 
tee so  that  undesirable  changes  were 
not  made  by  mistake.  To  do  this,  we 
were  careful  to  consult  representatives 
in  each  part  of  the  maritime  communi- 
ty. Further,  the  law  has  been  rewrit- 
ten so  that  the  average  person  can  un- 
derstand it  and  not  just  the  handful  of 
maritime  lawyers  and  experts  who  cur- 
rently know  these  laws. 

A  revision  of  this  size  requires  that 
some  substantive  change  in  the  law  be 
made.  However.  I  understand  no 
changes  were  made  that  would  be  of 
any  controversy.  Thus,  the  existing 
law  so  important  to  the  shipping  and 
fishing  industries,  as  well  as  maritime 
labor  and  recreational  boating,  will  be 
preserved.  After  we  finish  this  job,  we 
can  then  go  on  and  use  this  clear 
statement  of  the  law  to  address  and 
correct  any  problem  areas  that  may 
arise  in  this  part  of  title  46.  Therefore, 
it  is  my  hope  that  this  revision  will  be 
used  without  ever  looking  back  to  the 
confusing  mass  of  laws  this  bill  repeals 
and  replaces. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  laws  have  been 
enacted  in  bits  and  pieces  over  the  last 
200  years.  This  revision  effort,  there- 
fore, is  long  overdue.  I  am  confident 
that  we  have  produced  a  bill  that  is  a 
well  organized  and  understandable 
body  of  marine  safety  laws  for  the 
United  States.  Further,  the  adminis- 
tration fully  supports  this  legislation. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  ap- 
prove this  legislation  today.* 
•  Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  commend  you  for  bringing  this  bill 
to  the  floor  today.  There  has  long 
been  an  effort  by  the  maritime  com- 
munity to  revise  and  modify  certain 
outdated,  obsolete  sections  of  title  46 
of  the  United  States  Code.  Certainly 
there  are  parts  of  our  maritime  laws 
that  have  outlived  their  usefulness 
and  should  be  either  repealed  or  modi- 
fied. The  bill  before  the  House  today, 
S.  46,  represents  the  Coast  Guard  and 


Merchant  Marine  Subcommittees'  co- 
operative effort  to  produce  a  bill 
which  attempts  to  clarify  and  better 
organize  much  of  our  maritime  law. 

I  know  that  there  has  been  some 
concern  in  the  maritime  industry  that 
the  committee  might  be  considering 
substantive  changes  of  a  controversial 
nature  in  this  bill.  However,  this  bill 
does  not  contain  any  such  changes.  In- 
stead, the  guiding  principle  in  develop- 
ing S.  46  has  been  to  preserve  as  close- 
ly as  possible  the  precise  meaning  of 
current  law. 

I,  again,  want  to  commend  both  the 
chairman  and  ranking  members  of  the 
subcommittee  and  full  committee  for 
their  leadership  on  this  issue.* 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  no  further  requests 
for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jones)  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  Senate  bill,  S. 
46,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the 
Senate  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative 
days  in  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  Senate  bill  just 
passed. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina? 
There  was  no  objection. 


after  the  item  relating  to  section  181  the 
following  new  item: 

••181a.  Cadet  applicants:  selective  preap- 
pointment  travel  to  Academy.". 

(b)  Section  181a  of  title  14.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

Sec.  2.  (a)(1)  Section  42(b)  of  title  14. 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  ••.375'  both  places  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  •0.375". 

(2)  Section  290  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  -Board"  in  the  fourth  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Boards'. 

(3)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  13  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section 
462a. 

(4)  Section  724  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  '(b)": 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

■•(2)  The  authorized  number  of  Reserve 
officers  in  an  active  status  not  on  active 
dut>  in  the  grades  of  commodore  and  rear 
admiral  is  a  total  of  two.  However,  the  Sec- 
retary may  authorize  an  additional  number 
of  Reserve  officers  not  on  active  duty  in  the 
grades  of  commodore  and  rear  admiral  as 
necessary  in  order  to  meet  planned  mobili- 
zation requirements.". 

(b)(1)  The  matter  in  the  table  in  section 
201(a)  of  title  37.  United  States  Code,  under 
the  heading  •Navy.  Coast  Guard,  and  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion" and  in  the  columns  for  0-8  and  0-7  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•Rear  admiral  (Navy  and  (i)ast 
Guard)  and  Rear  admiral 
(upper  half)  (National 
Oceanic  and  Atmosptieric 
administration) 
•■(i)mmodore  (Navy  and  (tost 
(kiard)  and  Rear  admiral 
(lower  half)  and  commodore 
(National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration) '. 


SELECTIVE  PREAPPOINTMENT 
TRAVEL  TO  COAST  GUARD 
ACADEMY  FOR  CADET  APPLI- 
CANTS 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  bill  (H.R.  1256)  to  amend 
title  14,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
for  selective  preappointment  travel  to 
the  Coast  Guard  Academy  for  cadet 
applicants,  as  amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  1256 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  HoiLse  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a)(1) 
chapter  9  of  title  14.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  181  the 
following  new  section: 

"§  181a.  Cadet  applicants:  selective  preappoint- 
ment travel  to  Academy 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  expend 
appropriated  funds  for  selective  preappoint- 
ment travel  to  the  Academy  for  orientation 
visits  of  cadet  applicants.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by   inserting 


(2)(A)  the  heading  of  section  202  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
■•§202.  Pay  grade:  retired  Coast  Guard  commo- 
dores". 

(B)  The  item  relating  to  section  202  in  the 
table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter 
3  of  such  title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
•202.  Pay  grade:  retired  Coast  Guard  com- 
modores.". 
(c)  The  matter  in  the  table  in  section 
741(a)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  under 
the  heading  "Navy  and  Coast  Guard"  is 
amended—  .    ,  ,„ 

(1)  by  striking  out  'Rear  admiral  (Navy) 
and  Rear  admiral  (upper  half)  (Coast 
Guard)'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  Rear 
admiral":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  •Commodore  (Navy) 
and  Rear  admiral  (lower  half)  (Coast 
Guard) "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  -Com- 
modore". .„   „  ... 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  55  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  as  follows: 
(1)  Section  1072  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  •the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense" and  all  that  follows  through  'may 
be  "  in  paragraph  (2)(D)(iii)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  'the  administering  Secretary"; 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 
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■■(3)  Administering  Secretaries'  means  the 
Secretaries  of  executive  departments  speci- 
fied in  section  1073  of  this  title  as  having  re- 
sponsibility for  administering  this  chapter.". 

(2)  Section  1073  is  amended  by  striking 
out  'and  the  Secretary  '  and  all  that  follows 
through  "Navy,  and"  ai.d  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
shall  administer  this  chapter  for  the  Coast 
Guard  when  the  Coast  Guard  is  not  operat- 
ing as  a  service  in  the  Navy,  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall 
administer  this  chapter". 

(3)  Section  1074  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services"  each  place 
it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ad- 
ministering Secretaries". 

(4)  Section  1076  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  services"  in 
subsections  (b)  and  (d)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "the  administering  secretaries". 

(5)  Section  1078  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the  Secre- 
tary of  Health  and  Human  Services"  in  sub- 
sections (a)  and  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "the  other  administering  Secretar- 
ies". 

(6)  Section  1079  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services"  each  place  it  appears  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  administering 
Secretaries":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "with  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services"  in  subsection 
(a)  and  (h)(2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"with  the  other  administering  Secretaries". 

(7)  Section  1080  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services"  in  the  second  sentence  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "the  other  adminstering 
Secretaries". 

(8)  Section  1081  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health  and  Human  Services"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "one  of  the  adminis- 
tering Secretaries". 

(9)  Section  1083  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services"  in  the  second  sentence  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "the  other  administering 
Secretaries". 

(10)  Section  1084  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense or  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services"  in  the  first  sentence  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "an  administering 
Secretary";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "he"  in  the  second  sen- 
tence and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  ad- 
ministering Secretary". 

(U)  The  text  of  section  1085  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"If  a  member  of  former  member  of  a  uni- 
formed service  under  the  jurisdiction  of  one 
executive  department)  or  a  dependent  of 
such  a  meml)er  or  former  member)  receives 
inpatient  medical  or  dental  care  in  a  facility 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  another  executive 
department,  the  appropriation  for  maintain- 
ing and  operating  the  facility  furnishing  the 
care  shall  be  reimbursed  at  rates  established 
by  the  President  to  reflect  the  average  cost 
of  providing  the  care.". 

( 12)  Section  1086  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services"  in  sut>section 
(a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'the  other 
administering  Secretaries":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense   and    the    Secretary    of    Health    and 


Human  Services"  in  the  second  sentence  of 
subsection  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"the  administering  Secretaries". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Jones)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes and  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Forsythe)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jones). 

D  1450 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  1256  is  a  simple 
but  unusual  bill.  It  is  unusual  because 
it  is  noncontroversial  and  it  costs  very 
little  money.  This  bill  will  permit  the 
Coast  Guard  to  use  appropriated 
funds  for  preappointment  travel  by 
cadet  applicants  to  the  Coast  Guard 
Academy. 

Based  on  the  success  of  two  private- 
ly funded  programs,  statistics  show- 
that  the  acceptance  rate  and  the  re- 
tention rate  at  the  Coast  Guard  Acad- 
emy increases  when  applicants  visit 
the  Academy  beforehand.  It  is  an  op- 
portunity for  the  applicants  to  view 
first-hand  what  life  at  the  Academy  is 
like.  For  instance,  project  AIM— Acad- 
emy introductory  mission— sponsored 
by  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary,  pro- 
vides an  orientation  program  at  the 
Academy  for  1  week  each  summer.  Of 
the  AIM  participants  who  later  accept 
tendered  appointments,  75  percent 
remain  in  the  Academy  compared  to 
an  overall  retention  rate  of  55  percent. 
This  program  has  been  sharply  re- 
duced, however,  due  to  a  shortage  of 
private  funds. 

There  is  currently  another  privately 
funded  Academy  program  which  pro- 
vides funds  for  preappointment  visits 
to  the  Academy  by  minority  applicant 
finalists.  Out  of  a  total  of  91  minority 
applicants  who  participated  in  the 
foundation-sponsored  program.  65  in- 
dividuals accepted  their  offered  ap- 
pointment to  the  Academy.  The  ac- 
ceptance rate  of  71.4  percent  compares 
quite  favorably  to  the  42.6  percent  ac- 
ceptance rate  for  those  minority  final- 
ists who  did  not  participate  in  the  pro- 
gram. Unfortunately,  because  the 
Coast  Guard  foundation  has  less  funds 
now,  its  sponsorship  of  this  program 
has  been  severely  reduced. 

Another  potential  benefit  of  provid- 
ing travel  funds  to  students  interested 
in  the  Coast  Guard  is  the  opportunity 
to  broaden  the  geographical  represen- 
tation of  cadets  at  the  Academy.  Obvi- 
ously it  is  a  greater  financial  burden 


on  those  students  who  must  travel  to 
the  Academy  from  afar,  and  in  fact, 
the  cost  may  be  prohibitive  to  many. 
Because  statistics  show  that  accept- 
ance and  retention  rates  increase 
when  applicants  visit  the  Academy,  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  those  students 
living  a  long  distance  from  the  Acade- 
my will  increase  the  likelihood  that  a 
cross  section  of  students  throughout 
the  country  will  attend  tfle  Academy 
and  become  commissioned  officers. 

The  cost  of  H.R.  1256  is  quite  low. 
Out  of  funds  already  appropriated, 
and  within  the  authorization  levels,  no 
more  than  $20,000  a  year  will  be  spent. 

The  opportunity  to  increase  minori- 
ty participation  in  the  Academy, 
obtain  better  retention  rates,  and 
broaden  the  geographical  representa- 
tion of  cadets  at  the  Academy  is  pro- 
vided by  H.R.  1256,  which  grants  the 
necessary  authority  to  the  Coast 
Guard  to  accomplish  these  aims. 

Two  amendments  were  added  to 
H.R.  1256  at  the  subcommittee  and 
full  committee  markups.  The  first 
amendment,  section  2  of  the  bill, 
merely  makes  a  technical  change  to 
Public  Law  97-417.  which  created  the 
rank  of  commodore  in  the  Coast 
Guard.  The  second  amendment,  sec- 
tion 3  of  H.R.  1256.  authorizes  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  to  administer 
medical  and  dental  care  programs  for 
the  Coast  Guard.  Both  amendments 
were  unanimously  accepted  by  the 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Com- 
mittee. 

I  urge  support  of  H.R.  1256,  a 
simple,  but  worthy  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Studds). 

Mr.  STUDDS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  only  is  there  noth- 
ing more  to  say,  but  the  bill  itself  is 
considerably  shorter  than  the  gentle- 
man s  remarks.  It  speaks  for  itself,  and 
I  join  the  gentleman  in  support  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  1256,  a  bill: 

First,  to  authorize  the  Coast  Guard 
to  pay  selective  preappointment  travel 
costs  by  cadet  applicants  to  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy, 

Second,  to  make  technical  changes 
in  Public  Law  97-417,  which  re-created 
the  rank  of  commodore  in  the  Coast 
Guard,  and 

Third,  to  make  technical  changes  in 
title  10  of  the  United  States  Code,  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  Transporta- 
tion to  administer  medical  and  dental 
programs  for  the  Coast  Guard,  when 
the  Coast  Guard  is  not  operating  in 
the  Navy. 

This  bill  addresses  three  topics,  each 
of  which  should  be  completely  non- 


controversial.  The  Department  of 
Transportation  prepared  the  initial 
draft  of  the  provisions  of  this  bill 
which  deal  with  preappointment  cadet 
travel  and  the  health  and  dental  care 
provisions,  and  the  entire  bill  has  the 
support  of  the  administration. 

The  cadet  travel  provision  of  this 
bill     merely     authorizes     the     Coast 
Guard  to  pay  travel  costs  by  cadet  ap- 
plicants to  the  Coast  Guard  Academy, 
so  that  they  may  obtain  an  orientation 
visit  to  the  Academy  before  deciding 
whether  or  not  to  accept  appointment 
to  the  Academy.  Two  existing  private 
programs   which    provide   money    for 
preappointment  visits  to  the  Academy 
have  demonstrated  that  such  orienta- 
tion visits  result  in  a  higher  accept- 
ance rate,  and  a  higher  retention  rate 
once  the  cadet  has  enrolled.  However, 
the  private  funding  sources  are  not 
sufficient,  and  do  not  provide  a  stable 
funding  source  for  the  future  of  this 
program.    The    bill    before    us    today 
would  authorize  the  Coast  Guard  to 
spend  money  for  this  purpose,  provid- 
ed that  the  money  is  already  available 
in   their   budget.   The   visitation   pro- 
gram is  estimated  to  involve  approxi- 
mately $20,000  for  each  of  the  first  5 
fiscal  years.  This  is  not  expected  to 
result    in    any    additional    appropria- 
tions. 

The  amendments  to  Public  Law  97- 
417,  which  recreated  the  rank  of  com- 
modore within  the  Coast  Guard,  are 
essentially  technical  in  nature.  The 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Com- 
mittee is  not  aware  of  any  objection  to 
these  corrections. 

The  provision  in  H.R.  1256  dealing 
with  health  and  dental  care  was  re- 
quested by  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation.    This     legislative     change 
would  simply  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  to  administer  medi- 
cal and  dental  care  programs  for  the 
Coast  Guard,  programs  for  which  the 
Coast  Guard  already  has  statutory  re- 
sponsibility so  far  as  funding  and  actu- 
ally  providing   health   care   are   con- 
cerned. The  amendments  transfer  ad- 
ministrative responsibilities  from  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices to  the  Coast  Guard   for   health 
care  programs  of  Coast  Guard  person- 
nel, dependents,  former  Coast  Guard 
personnel.  No  new  funds  of  personnel 
will   be   needed    as   a   result   of   this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  health  care  provi- 
sion is  basically  a  housekeeping 
matter.  It  confirms  the  Coast  Guards 
authority  to  administer  health  care 
programs  for  which  the  Coast  Guard 
is  already  legally  responsible.  The 
amendments  merely  place  the  Secre- 
tary of  Transportation  on  an  equal  par 
with  the  Secretaries  of  the  other  uni- 
form services  in  matters  relating  to 
provision  of  medical  and  dental  care 
for  members  of  the  service,  depend- 
ents, and  former  members. 


It  is  clear  to  me  that  each  of  the 
three  parts  of  H.R.  1256  serves  a  very 
useful  purpose,  including  correcting 
minor  deficiencies  in  existing  law.  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  H.R.  1256  by  the 
Members  of  the  House. 
•  Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  1256,  a 
bill  which  would  allow  the  Coast 
Guard  to  pay  travel  costs  for  orienta- 
tion visits  of  applicants  to  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  availability  of 
these  funds  is  imperative  if  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy  is  to  be  able  to  attract 
and  retain  highly  qualified  minority 
and  underprivileged  students.  There  is 
a  great  deal  of  bipartisan  support  for 
this  bill,  for  it  would  produce  tangible 
results  at  relatively  little  cost. 

I  am  extremely  proud  of  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy  which,  as  you  know, 
is  located  within  my  congressional  dis- 
trict. The  Coast  Guard  campus  in  New 
London  does  much  to  enhance  and 
lend  diversity  to  that  city's  cultural  re- 
sources. It  is  to  our  benefit  if  the 
Academy  itself  is  as  culturally  diverse 
as  possible.  And  it  will  be  to  the  bene- 
fit of  many  young  people  if,  through 
passage  of  this  bill,  they  are  given 
access  to  the  resources  of  one  of  the 
finest  universities  in  the  nation. 

I  commend  the  authors  of  this  bill 
on  the  admirable  job  they  have  done, 
and  I  hope  that  all  of  my  colleagues 
will  support  this  bipartisan  effort  to 
increase  attendance  at  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  Academy  of  minority  and  un- 
derprivileged students.* 
•  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  1256,  a  bill 
to  authorize  the  Coast  Guard  to  pay 
selective  preappointment  travel  costs 
by  candidates  for  the  Coast  Guard 
Academy  and  to  make  other  improve- 
ments in  the  laws  governing  the  Coast 
Guard. 

Section  1  permits  the  Coast  Guard 
to  pay  for  selective  preappointment 
travel  by  Coast  Guard  cadet  appli- 
cants so  that  they  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity for  an  orientation  visit  prior  to 
accepting  an  appointment.  Currently 
two  privately  funded  programs  provide 
for  orientation  visits  but  are  inad- 
equately funded.  These  visitation  pro- 
grams have  both  increased  the  accept- 
ance rate  of  appointments  and  re- 
duced the  dropout  rate  of  cadets.  This 
legislation  will  permit  the  Coast 
Guard  to  continue  this  program  in  an 
effective  manner. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review 
the  geographical  representation  at  the 
Academy.  I  am  quite  concerned  that 
States  such  as  my  own  State  of  Alaska 
and  other  States  with  considerable 
maritime  interests  were  underrepre- 
sented  in  the  student  body  of  the 
Academy.  Many  of  these  underrepre- 
sented  States  are  great  distances  from 
New  London,  Conn.,  the  home  of  the 
Coast  Guard  Academy.  This  program 
will  permit  the  Coast  Guard  to  aid  stu- 


dents residing  in  distant  States  to  take 
advantage  of  this  unique  educational 
opportunity,  we  often  forget  that  the 
Coast  Guard  Academy  is  just  like  the 
Academies  of  the  other  military  serv- 
ices. It  is  my  hope  that  his  program 
will  encourage  young  men  and  women 
in  Alaska  and  throughout  America  to 
take  advantage  of  this  great  benefit 
and  opportunity. 

Section  2  makes  certain  technical 
changes  in  the  law  that  created  the 
rank  of  commodore  for  the  Coast 
Guard.  These  changes  give  the  Secre- 
tary of  Transportation  the  authority 
to  adjust  the  number  of  Reserve  flag 
officers  as  needed  for  planned  mobili- 
zation purposes,  include  the  proper" 
references  throughout  the  United 
States  Code,  and  make  other  technical 
improvements  in  the  law. 

Section  3  contains  technical  amend- 
ments to  title  10  of  the  United  States 
Code  allowing  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation to  administer  medical  and 
dental  care  programs  for  the  Coast 
Guard.    These    duties    are    now    per- 
formed by  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  for  the  Coast  Guard. 
Although  the  Coast  Guard  has  statu- 
tory responsibility  to  budget  for  and 
provide  health  care  for  its  members,  it 
is  stopped  from  actually  administering 
the  programs  because  of  the  restric- 
tions of  current  law.  This  section  cor- 
rects this  situation  and  places  the  re- 
sponsibility   with    the    Secretary    of 
Transportation  where  it  belongs.  It  in 
no  way  changes  the  law  as  it  affects 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  Speaker,  no  new  funds  or  per- 
sonnel will  be  needed  as  a  result  of 
this  legislation.  Further,  the  adminis- 
tration supports  these  legislative 
measures.  Therefore,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  approve  this  bill.» 

Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests 

for  time.  _. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jones)  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  1256, 
as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"A  bill  to  amend  title  14,  United  States 
Code,  to  provide  for  selective  preap- 
pointment travel  to  the  Coast  Guard 
Academy  for  cadet  applicants,  and  for 
other  purposes. " 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
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all  Members  may  have  5  legislative 
days  in  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  ACREAGE 
LIMITATION  AND  SET-ASIDE 
PROGRAMS 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
the  bill  (H.R.  3564)  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  to  make  an  earli- 
er announcement  of  the  1984  crop 
feed  grain  program,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3564 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  ACREAGE  LIMITATION  AND 
SET-ASIDE  PROGR.^MS 

Section  1.  (a)  Effective  for  the  1984  and 
1985  crops  of  feed  grains,  the  second  sen- 
tence of  section  105B<e)(l)(A)  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Act  of  1949.  as  amended  by  section 
124(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act  of  1982.  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: "The  Secretary  shall  announce  any 
such  feed  grain  acreage  limitation  program 
or  set-aside  program  for  the  1984  crop  not 
later  than  September  30.  1983.  and  for  the 
1985  crop  not  later  than  September  30. 
1984.". 

<b)  Effective  for  the  1985  crop  of  wheat, 
the  second  sentence  of  section  107B(e)(  1  )(A) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  as  amended 
by  section  122(1)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1982,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  The  Secretary  shall  an- 
nounce any  such  wheat  acreage  limitation 
program  or  set -aside  program  for  the  1985 
crop  not  later  than  July  1.  1984.". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont (Mr.  Jeffords)  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la  Garza). 

Mr.  de  la  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  3564,  as  reported  by  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee, 

The  bill  simply  requires  the  Secre- 
tary to  make  an  earlier  announcement 
of  any  acreage  limitation  or  set-aside 
program  that  he  may  provide  for  the 
1984  and  1985  crops  of  feed  grains  and 
for  the  1985  crop  of  wheat.  The  bill 
changes  the  final  date  for  such  an- 
nouncements,   in    the    case    of    feed 


grains,  from  November  15  until  Sep- 
tember 30  of  the  year  preceding  the 
year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested 
and.  in  the  case  of  wheat,  from  August 
15,  1984,  to  July  1,  1984. 

H.R.  3564  advances  the  date  of  an- 
nouncement of  these  programs  so  as 
to  give  farmers  adequate  notice  of  pro- 
gram requirements  before  they  make 
their  planting  decisions.  The  date 
specified  in  current  law  results  in  a 
delay  in  the  announcement  until  after 
farmers  have  invested  money  in  their 
new  crop.  The  expense  and  inconven- 
ience of  having  to  adjust  their  plans  to 
conform  to  program  requirements  dis- 
courages many  farmers  from  partici- 
pating. 

Earlier  announcement  is  also  impor- 
tant to  suppliers  of  the  inputs  neces- 
sary to  produce  a  crop— the  suppliers 
of  fertilizer,  seed,  pesticides,  and  farm 
machinery.  It  gives  them  adequate  op- 
portunity to  adjust  their  inventories 
and  avoid  costly  investments  in  items 
for  which  there  is  no  ready  market. 

Finally,  the  announcement  data 
specified  in  H.R.  3564  will  still  allow 
Department  officials  sufficient  time  to 
reach  an  informed  judgment  on  pro- 
gram requirements  for  the  next  year's 
crop.  On  these  dates  the  Department 
would  have  had  approximately  two 
weeks  to  react  to  the  latest  informa- 
tion on  the  size  of  the  crop  then  being 
harvested  and  the  expected  demand 
therefor.  The  Department  officials 
would  thus  be  in  a  position  to  decide, 
given  the  estimated  season  end  carry- 
over stocks,  whether  a  program  would 
be  needed  in  the  next  crop  year  and  if 
so  design  and  announce  the  details  of 
a  program  by  the  specified  dates. 

H.R.  3564  does  not  in  any  way  affect 
Government  costs.  In  fact,  it  reduces 
costs  to  farmers  who  wish  to  partici- 
pate in  the  program,  thereby  encour- 
aging participation  and  making  the 
program  more  effective, 

I  urge  the  Members  to  join  in  sup- 
port of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Rob- 
erts). 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
would  appear  as  if  the  national  media 
has  rediscovered  agriculture  once 
again,  something  that  seems  to 
happen  only  if  the  farmer  is  going 
through  a  crisis  or,  more  to  the  point, 
if  urban,  consumer  or  labor  interests 
think  there  may  be  an  issue  that  af- 
fects their  food  supply.  Given  that 
equation,  we  are  hearing  a  lot  about 
farm  program  costs,  the  payment-in- 
kind  program,  and  the  U.S.-Soviet 
long-term  grain  agreement.  The  com- 
ments not  only  fall  into  the  20/20 
hindsight  category,  but  also  from  folks 
who  fit  into  the  no  homework,  garden 
variety  gadflies  category. 
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Be  that  as  it  may,  the  No,  1  issue  in 
farm  country  today  is  not  PIK,  the 
LTA.  or  farm  costs.  They  are  of  real 
concern,  of  course,  but  the  immediate 
issue  is  the  one  addressed  in  H.R.  3564. 
For  the  third  year  in  a  row,  farmers 
are  in  the  midst  of  cropping  plans 
without  a  farm  program  in  place.  For 
the  third  year  in  a  row,  politics  and 
budget  considerations  are  denying  pro- 
ducers program  decisions  so  they  can 
make  intelligent  planning  decisions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  would 
provide  the  farmer  with  what  he  needs 
most— consistency  and  predictability 
and  a  better  planning  horizon  so  that 
he  can  make  more  rational  business 
decisions  on  his  cropping  plans.  As  one 
producer  told  me  recently,  "Pat,  I 
dont  care  what  the  USDA  and  the 
Congress  do  to  me,  just  let  me  know." 

This  bill,  as  it  was  originally  intro- 
duced, only  pertained  to  the  feed 
grains  program.  However,  during  hear- 
ings, I  introduced  an  amendment  to 
move  the  announcement  date  of  the 
1985  wheat  program  from  August  15, 
1984,  to  July  1,  1984.  This  so-called 
"early  announcement  date"  is  really 
only  2  months  before  wheat  farmers 
start  planting  in  Kansas  and  the  High 
Plains— the  area  where  most  U.S.  pro- 
duction is  harvested.  For  the  summer- 
fallow  wheat  producer  in  Kansas,  a 
May  15  announcement  would  be  more 
timely;  however,  the  USDA  objects  to 
this  date  and  the  July  1  date  is  a  com- 
promise. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  important  to  real- 
ize the  USDA  had  committed  to  an- 
nouncing the  1984  wheat  program  by 
July  of  this  year.  However,  due  to  the 
target  price  freeze  debate  and  a  great 
number  of  folks  playing  politics  with 
the  program,  we  still  do  not  know 
what  the  wheat  program  for  this  year 
will  be.  This  bill  is  a  simple  matter  of 
equity  for  the  farmer.  The  road  to  a 
sound  farm  policy  is  always  paved 
with  good  intentions,  but  these  inten- 
tions do  not  help  the  farmer  if  the 
USDA  and  the  Congress  do  not  follow 
through. 

I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  this  bill, 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Mad- 

IGAN). 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Roberts) 
has  talked  about  the  importance  of 
these  announcements  being  made  ear- 
lier. Let  me  say  that,  at  the  outset, 
when  this  bill  was  first  introduced,  I 
was  a  cosponsor  of  this  bill.  It  was  at 
that  point  a  1-year  bill.  It  is  now  a  2- 
year  bill. 

Let  me  also  say  that  as  the  ranking 
minority  Member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  1  was  never  consulted 
about  this  bill  being  placed  on  the  Sus- 
pension Calendar.  I  object  to  this  bill 
being  on  the  Suspension  Calendar  be- 
cause I  would  like  to  have  the  oppor- 


tunity to  try  to  work  out  some  com- 
promise or  a  resolution  of  the  differ- 
ences that  exist  between  the  adminis- 
tration and  this  body  with  regard  to 
this  bill. 

But  I  am  being  denied  that  opportu- 
nity by  the  placing  of  this  bill  on  the 
Suspension  Calendar.  It  is  the  same  as 
if  the  bill  had  a  closed  rule. 

As  I  said  in  debate  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  Friday,  all  the  bills  being 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture are  being  placed  on  the  Suspen- 
sion Calendar,  which  denies  to  me  or 
to  any  other  Member  of  the  House 
any  opportunity  to  be  a  legislator,  any 
opportunity  to  try  to  make  suggestions 
with  regard  to  potential  changes  in 
the  bill  that  might  make  it  a  better 
bill  or  a  bill  where  there  would  be 
some  possibility  that  it  would  ulti- 
mately become  law  because  we  would 
have  had  opportunity  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  our  Chamber  and 
the  administration. 

D  1500 

Now,  the  administration  is  opposing 
this  bill.  They  are  opposing  the  bill 
and  they  intend  to  work  very  hard  to 
see  that  the  bill  is  defeated.  As  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, I  have  no  opportunity  to  try  to 
work  out  the  differences  between  the 
administration  and  this  body  because 
we  are  on  the  Suspension  Calendar 
and  therefore  unable  to  make  changes 
in  the  bill. 

We  are  asking  for  an  announcement 
date  in  September  on  feed  grains.  We 
have,  as  I  said,  changed  it  to  a  2-year 
bill,  different  than  the  bill  that  I  orig- 
inally cosponsored.  I  thought  perhaps 
we  ought  to  take  a  look  at  when  these 
announcements  have  been  made  in  the 
past. 

In  1978,  in  November;  in  1979,  in  No- 
vember; in  1980,  in  October;  in  1981,  in 
November;  in  1982,  in  January.  We  are 
trying  to  move  the  timetable  up  from 
January,  from  December,  from  No- 
vember, up  to  September. 

What  is  the  result  of  doing  that  next 
year?  The  result,  in  a  Presidential 
election  year,  will  be  to  insure  that  the 
administration,  to  avoid  the  political 
fallout,  will  probably  announce  a  pro- 
gram more  generous  than  that  which 
might  be  absolutely  necessary  if  the 
administration  had  waited  for  the  kind 
of  information  needed  to  make  intelli- 
gent decisions.  We  have  an  opportuni- 
ty to  try  to  work  out  some  accommo- 
dation between  the  administration  and 
this  body,  but  we  are  denied  that  op- 
portunity because  the  bill  is  on  the 
Suspension  Calendar. 

Apparently,  somewhere  it  has  been 
written  in  the  rules  in  the  past  few 
weeks  that  all  bills  that  come  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  must  be  on 
the  Suspension  Calendar  so  that  no 
one  can  possibly  amend  them.  It  seems 
to  me  that  what  we  are  doing  is  jeop- 
ardizing the  long-term  constructive  in- 


volvement of  this  body  in  the  future 
of  American  agriculture  policy. 

In  1981  the  Federal  Government 
spent  $4  billion  on  support  prices  for 
agriculture  commodities.  In  1983  we 
are  going  to  spend  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  $21  billion.  The  estimates  for 
1984  are  that  agricultural  expendi- 
tures could  be  in  excess  of  $30  billion, 
and  maybe  as  high  as  $40  billion,  per- 
haps 10  times  the  amount  spent  in 
1981,  just  2  years  ago.  What  we  are  in- 
suring, of  course,  if  we  get  into  that 
kind  of  situation,  is  that  it  will  be 
nearly  impossible  to  pass  a  farm  bill  in 
1985.  I  might  remind  you  ladies  and 
gentlemen  in  the  House  that  we 
passed  the  farm  bill  in  1981  by  only  a 
one-  or  two-vote  margin  when  we  were 
considering  spending  only  $4  billion 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 
ration. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  brings 
up  these  points  at  this  time,  but  I  am 
just  wondering  why  these  points  or 
why  the  gentleman  did  not  offer 
amendments  if  he  wishes  to  do  so, 
while  we  were  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  If  the  gentleman 
would  allow  me  to  reclaim  my  time,  I 
discussed  with  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa,  who  is  the  principal  sponsor  of 
the  bill,  the  possibility  of  one  amend- 
ment, and  indicated  to  him  that  I 
wanted  to  work  on  that  possibility. 
Nobody  at  that  point  had  said  any- 
thing to  me  about  this  bill  being  on 
the  Suspension  Calendar. 

I  have  been  trying  to  work  on  that 
amendment  and  another  potential 
amendment  that  might  have  put  this 
bill  in  the  position  that  it  would  not  be 
opposed  by  the  administration,  and 
not  be  vetoed  by  the  President,  and 
perhaps  be  much  more  acceptable  to 
the  other  body.  I  have  been  working 
on  these  things,  only  to  discover  that 
this  bill,  like  all  the  rest,  is  being  put 
on  the  Suspension  Calendar,  so  the  ef- 
forts that  I  have  been  making  have 
been  for  naught.  I  could  have  a  com- 
promise worked  out  with  the  Senate 
where  they  would  pass  this  bill  this 
afternoon.  I  could  have  a  compromise 
worked  out  with  the  President  where 
he  would  sign  this  bill  as  quickly  as  it 
could  get  down  there,  but  I  have  no 
opportunity  to  do  that  because  this 
bill  has  been  put  on  the  Suspension 
Calendar  and  no  one  showed  me  the 
courtesy,  as  the  ranking  member  of 
the  committee,  to  even  tell  me  the  bill 
was  going  to  be  put  on  the  Suspension 
Calendar. 

I  talked  to  the  gentleman  in  the 
committee  on  the  record  about  the  po- 
tential of  changing  some  of  the  things 
in  this  bill,  and  asked  him  what  his  re- 


action to  that  would  be  and  got  his  re- 
action. I  talked  to  him  about  the  fact 
that  I  would  like  to  go  to  the  Senate 
and  see  how  they  would  react  to  some 
potential  changes  in  this  bill.  My  un- 
derstanding is  that  as  far  as  he  was 
concerned,  I  was  free  to  go  do  that. 

So  I  went  and  did  those  things,  but 
here  we  are  on  the  Suspension  Calen- 
dar. So  what  do  I  do  with  all  these 
things  that  I  have  worked  out,  or  have 
attempted  to  work  out? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  the  gentleman  can 
still  take  them  to  the  Senate  and  the 
Senate  could  make  any  changes  they 
wish,  and  they  could  be  worked  out  in 
the  conference  committee. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  No,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  as  a  Member  of  this 
House,  just  like  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri,  ought  to  have  the  opportuni- 
ty to  be  a  legislator.  He  ought  not  be 
denied  that  opportunity  by  always 
bringing  these  bills  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture  to  the  floor  under 
the  Suspension  Calendar.  I  am  begin- 
ning to  believe,  and  I  say  this  with 
some  trepidation,  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  people  do  not  want 
these  bills  signed.  I  am  beginning  to 
believe  that  they  are  just  passing 
these  bills  with  some  other  goal  in 
mind,  some  other  ambition,  because  by 
doing  this  repeatedly  on  these  bills, 
what  they  are  doing,  it  seems  to  me,  is 
insuring  that  no  accommodation  can 
be  reached  and  that  an  attempt  has  to 
be  made  to  show  that  there  is  support 
here  for  a  veto,  and  then  we  go  wher- 
ever we  go  from  that  point. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further,  he  would  agree 
there  was  overwhelming  support  in 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
for  the  bill  as  it  came  out. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
in  the  committee,  I  voted  for  the  bill, 
as  the  gentleman  well  knows,  but  I 
certainly  did  not  vote  for  it  with  the 
unde.  standing  that  it  was  going  to  be 
on  the  Suspension  Calendar  and  that 
we  were  not  going  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  amend  it. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  should  clari- 
fy what  the  record  would  show  as  to 
the  colloquy  between  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  and  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  in  the  committee. 

The  gentleman,  as  I  recall  it.  in  the 
committee,  asked  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  if  he  would  object  to  seeing  this 
made  a  permanent  change  rather  than 
a  2-year  change. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Yes,  and  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  allow  me  to  reclaim  my 
time.  I  said  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  two  changes  in  the  bill,  and 
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that  is  the  other  one  that  I  wes  refer- 
ring to.  I  would  be  happy  to  make  this 
permanent.  I  think  it  should  be  made 
permanent,  but  I  think  the  legislative 
processs  which  involves  3  units  of  gov- 
ernment, this  body,  the  other  body, 
and  the  administrative,  recognizes  at 
the  outset  the  need  for  some  kind  of 
compromise. 

The  gentleman  has  not  indicated 
any  willingness  to  make  any  compro- 
mise at  all  by  demanding  that  this  bill 
come  on  the  Suspension  Calendar. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further,  did  the  gentlem  •. 
say  there  were  two  things  he  brought 
up  in  committee?  Did  he  bring  up 
something  else  in  addition  to  wanting 
to  make  this  a  permanent  change  in 
the  law? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  think  the  other 
thing  that  we  would  have  to  deal  with 
would  be  to  see  if  we  could  arrive  at 
some  date  that  would  be  acceptable  to 
the  administration  with  regard  to  feed 
grain  announcements. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  record  to  indicate  that  the  gen- 
tleman asked  for  that  or  indicated 
that  in  the  committee,  is  there? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  The  gentleman  and 
I  talked  before  the  full  committee  ses- 
sion started,  and  the  gentleman  told 
me  that  he  was  going  to  accept  an 
amendment  by  another  member.  I  was 
at  that  point  intending  to  talk  to  the 
gentleman  about  the  date.  The  gentle- 
man advised  me  that  he  was  going  to 
accept  an  amendment  from  the  other 
gentleman  from  Iowa  and  that  that 
was  going  to  be  the  conclusion  of  that 
effort. 

I  understood  that  that  amendment, 
coming  from  the  other  gentleman 
from  Iowa,  was  the  administrations 
date,  or  the  date  they  desired.  I  under- 
stand now  that  that  is  not  the  case. 
But  that  discussion,  the  gentleman  is 
correct,  would  not  be  on  the  commit- 
tee record  because  it  occurred  between 
the  two  of  us  just  before  the  commit- 
tee session. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further,  was  that  not  the 
same  date  that  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois had  planned  to  offer,  which  is 
now  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  No.  I  was  going  to 
make  an  attempt  to  find  out  what  the 
administration's  date,  or  desired  date 
by  the  administration  would  be,  and 
then  the  representation  was  made  to 
me  that  that  was  their  date,  and  I  did 
not  pursue  the  matter  further.  But 
that,  in  fact,  was  not  the  case. 

So  if  I  may  conclude,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  ladies  and  gentlemen  of  the 
House,  I  think  the  result  of  insisting 
that  this  bill  be  placed  on  the  Suspen- 
sion Calendar,  the  result  of  amending 
the  bill  and  changing  it  to  a  2-year  bill 
in  committee,  is  to  insure  that  this  bill 
in  the  present  form  is  going  to  be 
vetoed  by  the  President  of  the  United 


States.  I  think  that  is  regrettable  be- 
cause I  think  we  ought  to  have  as  an 
early  announcement  date  as  is  possible 
and  practicable.  It  ought  to  be  a  man- 
ageable date,  and  it  ought  to  be  in  per- 
manent law.  It  ought  to  be  something 
that  would  occur  every  year,  year 
after  year,  and  something  that  we 
could  all  look  forward  to.  I  would 
think  that  it  would  help  the  Depart- 
ment, it  would  help  the  agriculture 
producers,  it  would  help  all  the  suppli- 
ers of  those  agriculture  producers  to 
know  what  the  date  is  going  to  be  and 
to  know  that  it  is  going  to  be  there 
year  after  year  after  year. 

But  the  result  of  doing  this,  the  way 
it  is  being  done,  is  to  insure  that  the 
bill  is  going  to  be  vetoed,  and  I  think 
that  is  regrettable. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  would  just  like  to 
inform  the  gentleman  that  we  do  have 
other  requests  for  time,  and  we  are 
running  out,  so  I  would  ask  the  gentle- 
man to  be  brief  so  we  can  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Let  me  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  and  then  I 
will  conclude. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  like  to 
summarize  on  a  point  of  clarification. 

The  gentleman  is  not  so  much  con- 
cerned with  the  legislative  package 
here,  with  the  substance  of  the  legisla- 
tion, as  he  is  so  much  with  the  sched- 
ule of  the  legislation? 

n  1510 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  If  the 
gentleman  will  allow  me  to  reclaim  my 
time.  I  am  concerned  that,  without 
having  been  advised  that  we  were 
going  to  have  this  on  the  Suspension 
Calendar,  with  my  being  sent  off  to 
work  on  this  thing  to  see  if  it  could  be 
improve  and  then  finding  out  on 
Friday  that  it  was  going  to  be  on  the 
Suspension  Calendar  so  it  could  not  be 
amended.  I  just  think  that  I  am  being 
denied  the  opportunity  to  be  a  legisla- 
tor. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  from  Montana  (Mr.  Mar- 
LENEE)  wishes  me  to  yield,  I  would  be 
happy  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  MARLENEE.  I  would  like  to 
have  my  own  time.  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Marlenee). 

Mr.  MARLENEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Wheat,  Soybeans,  and  Feed  Grains 
Subcommittee  from  which  this  bill 
originated,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
3564.  I  am  acutely  aware  of  the  need, 
particularly  on  the  part  of  wheat 
farmers,  to  know  as  early  as  possible 
what  Government  programs  are  avail- 


able so  that  they  can  begin  their  crop- 
ping plans. 

Past  announcements  to  date  have 
been  a  disaster.  Winter  wheat  farmers 
must  begin  planting  as  early  as  August 
1,  and  late  August  is  one  of  the  most 
common  dates.  The  current  statutory 
program  announcement  date  is  August 
15.  As  an  example  of  the  problem, 
today  is  August  1,  and  wheat  farmers 
still  do  not  know  for  sure  what  the 
1984  wheat  program  will  be.  That  is  so 
despite  the  Secretary's  earlier  stated 
intention  to  announce  that  program 
by  this  past  July  1. 

In  the  past,  grain  producers  have 
not  only  not  had  the  opportunity  for 
some  stability  in  long-range  planning, 
but  they  have  also  been  denied  the 
ability  to  formulate  short-term  crop- 
ping plans.  A  late  announcement  on 
grain  programs  is  like  forcing  produc- 
ers to  maneuver  an  automobile  at 
night  without  lights.  They  cannot  see 
where  they  have  been  and  do  not 
know  where  they  are  going  or  what 
kind  of  trouble  lies  ahead.  This  bill 
would  help  turn  those  lights  on  for 
the  grain  producers  and  should  facili- 
tate short-term  managerial  planning. 

The  administration  opposed  this  bill 
in  an  earlier  version  when  it  contained 
an  earlier  date  than  the  present  1984 
feed  grain  date. 

The  change  in  date  is  one  in  and 
toward  the  administration's  direction. 
We  asked  the  administration  for  a 
date.  They  gave  us  no  date.  We  have 
moved  in  their  direction  toward  a  later 
date,  and  I  think  if  they  want  to  play 
ball  with  us,  they  should  come  down 
here  and  communicate  with  the  mem- 
bers of  this  committee  and  tell  us 
what  date  they  want.  They  have  not 
done  that  to  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  going  to  have 
to  try  to  play  ball  with  the  members 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee  if  we  are 
in  fact  going  to  come  up  with  legisla- 
tion like  this  that  is  beneficial  to  the 
American  producer. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
needed  and  timely  measure. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Bedell),  the  main  author  of 
the  legislation. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
tell  the  Members  that  it  comes  as 
quite  a  great  surprise  that  there  would 
be  opposition  to  this  legislation.  As  is 
well  known,  it  passed  without  a  dis- 
senting vote  in  the  full  committee. 
The  original  bill  had  a  September  16 
date  in  it  for  the  date  of  announce- 
ment of  the  feed  grains  program. 

In  the  testimony  of  the  Department, 
they  indicated  that  this  earlier  date 
gave  them  some  trouble.  Let  me  read 
from  their  testimony: 

Barring  some  unforeseen  developments, 
we  intend  to  announce  the  1984  feed  grain 
program  by  September  30.  This  would  be  a 
full  month  and  a  half  before  the  statutory 
deadline.   Moreover,   an   announcement   by 
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the  end  of  September  will  allow  most  farm-  cordingly.  Similarly,  the  farm  supply     announce   the    1984   feed   grains   pro- 

ers  and  input  suppliers  ample  time  to  make  businesses  which  serve  producers  must     gram  on  September  16  of  this  year.  I 

their    planting    decisions    for   the   coming  i^^ov;  program  details  well  in  advance     thought    that    this   date   would    have 

^^^°"-  so   that   they   can   estimate    farmers'    provided  the  Department  with  suffi- 

Based  upon  that,  the  bill  was  amend-  needs  and  prudently  determine  their    cent  time  to  analyze  its  September  12 

ed  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  required  inventory.  crop  estimate  before  deciding  on  the 

EvANS).    The    gentleman    from    Iowa       The    early    announcement    of    our    details  of  next  year's  program.  As  the 

(Mr.  Bedell)  accepted  the  amendment,  farm  programs  is  particularly  impor-    following        information        indicates, 

trying  to  reach  agreement,  and  indeed  tant  in  view  of  the  hardships  created    USDA's    early    crop    estimates    have 

we  felt  that  we  had  pretty  well  met  for  producers  and  farm  suppliers  alike    been    rather    remarkably    reliable    in 

their  requirements.  by    the    late    implementaion    of    this    predicting  the  final  size  of  the  feed 

I  would  say  quite  clearly  that  people  year's  rather  drastic  payment-in-kind    grains  crop, 

should     understand     that     this     was  (PIK)  program.  Average  errorin  USDA  forecasts  of  annual 

amended  m  subcommittee  m  the  fol-        The    PIK     program    was    not     an-  feed  grain  crop  over  the  past  20  years 

lowing  manner:  It  originally  started  as  nounced  until  January  11  of  this  year, 

simply  a  feed  grains  bill  calling  for  an  and  it  took  several  days  for  the  details  '    percent) 

announcement  of  the  1984  feed  grain  of  the  program  to  reach  farmers  and     August  estimate 6.7 

program  by  September  16.  1983.  The  rural  businesses.  Because  farmers  had    September  estimate 5.1 

wheat  people  said,  "we  need  an  early  to  make  a  final  decision  on  program    October  estimate 3.8 

announcement  on  wheat  as  well."  and  participation  by  March  11,  many  had  a  However,  in  testimony  before  the 
the  only  way  that  could  be  done  would  difficult  time  establishing  their  eligi-  Subcommittee  on  Wheat,  Soybeans, 
be  for  the  next  season's  requirement,  bility  for  program  benefits,  and  those  and  Feed  Grains  on  July  21,  Assistant 
so  we  put  in  July  of  next  year  for  the  that  had  applied  fertilizer  the  previous  Secretary  William  G.  Lesher  stated 
announcement  for  the  wheat  program,  fall  or  otherwise  made  planting  deci-  that,  although  a  mandatory  Septem- 
and  it  was  agreed  that  if  we  were  going  sions  found  the  program  less  attrac-  ber  16  announcement  was  unaccept- 
to  do  that,  we  should  also  include  feed  tive.  In  1983,  as  in  some  previous  able  to  the  Department: 
grains  for  next  year  as  well.  years,  the  late  announcement  of  the  Barring  some  unforseen  developments,  we 
That  was  in  the  bill  that  passed  the  farm  program  led  to  lower  program  intend  to  announce  the  1984  feed  grains 
subcommittee.  It  was  in  the  bill  all  the  participation  than  what  might  have  program  by  September  30  .  .  .  we  believe 
way  through  the  full  committee,  with  been  expected  with  early  announce-  that  a  1984  feed  grains  program  announce- 
no  member  offering  any  effort  to  ment.  ment  by  September  30  would  also  be  helpful 
amend  it  to  a  1-year  bill.                                  The     delayed     PIK     announcement     to  farmers  and  to  the  total  agricultural 

The  committee  has  tried,  I  think,  also  put  agribusinesses  in  a  severe  sector, 
very,  very  hard  to  meet  the  require-  bind.  Although  these  rural  businesses  In  the  spirit  of  accommodation,  the 
ments  or  the  wishes  of  the  Depart-  generally  recognized  that  the  PIK  pro-  full  Committee  on  Agriculture  ap- 
ment  by  putting  it  back  2  weeks  in  gram  was  necessary  to  lay  the  ground-  proved  an  amendment  changing  the 
order  to  do  that  and  putting  it  on  the  work  for  recovery  in  the  agricultural  required  announcement  date  from  the 
date  that  their  testimony  indicated  economy,  most  nevertheless  suddenly  September  16  date  originally  called  for 
was  the  date  they  planned  to  make  found  themselves  burdened  by  costly  in  the  bill  to  September  30. 
such  an  announcement.  inventories  of  fertilizer,  farm  chemi-  Unfortunately,  Mr.  Speaker,  even 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  very  sorry  for  this  cals,  machinery,  and  other  supplies,  this  change  apparently  was  not  suc- 
disturbance  we  have  here,  and  I  am  Many  of  these  businesses  were  forced  cessful  in  securing  the  administra- 
sorry  that  apparently  there  is  some  to  curtail  their  operations  and  reduce  tion's  endorsement  of  the  bill, 
disagreement  on  it.  I  would  only  call  their  number  of  employees  just  as  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  quite  certain, 
attention  to  the  fact  that  it  passed  businesses  elsewhere  were  beginning  even  at  this  early  date,  and  despite 
without  dissenting  votes  in  the  full  to  feel  the  impact  of  an  improving  recent  dry  weather,  that  an  acreage 
committee.  economy.  reduction  program  will  be  needed  for 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  H.R.  3564,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  disappointment  of  feed  grains  next  year.  We  believe  that 
and  urge  its  prompt  adoption  by  the  a  late  farm  program  announcement  is  our  surplus  of  feed  grains  after  this 
House.  not  an  infrequent  experience  for  farm-  year's  harvest  will,  despite  the  PIK 
This  measure,  which  would  require  ers.  Despite  promises  to  the  contrary,  program,  be  excessive,  and  the  admin- 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  farmers  over  recent  years  regularly  istration  has  already  outlined  the  pa- 
an  earlier  announcement  of  the  1984  have  been  forced  to  accept  an  an-  rameters  of  the  program  it  is  likely  to 
and  1985  feed  grains  program  and  the  nouncement  issued  just  before  the  announce  for  1984.  The  current  con- 
1985  wheat  program,  was  introduced  statutory  deadline  for  such  announce-  troversy  over  the  administration's  re- 
on  July  14  by  myself  and  40  of  my  col-  ments.  quest  for  a  freeze  on  target  prices- 
leagues.  In  1980,  I  authored  legislation  to  which  had  led  to  an  unfortunate  and 
I  particularly  want  to  thank  the  move  up  the  announcement  date  on  frustrating  delay  in  the  announcement 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri-  the  feed  grains  program  from  Novem-  of  the  specifics  of  the  1984  wheat  pro- 
culture,  Mr.  DE  la  Garza,  and  the  ber  15  to  October  15.  Unfortunately,  gram— is  likely  to  be  resolved  one  way 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  even  that  modest  legislation,  as  ap-  or  another  by  the  Congress  in  the  very 
Wheat.  Soybeans,  and  Feed  Grains,  proved  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul-  near  future,  leaving  no  legitimate 
Mr.  Foley,  for  their  cooperation  in  as-  ture  with  an  amendment  setting  the  reason  for  a  delay  in  announcing  the 
suring  the  expeditious  approval  of  this  date  at  November  1,  did  not  become  a  1984  feed  grains  program  in  a  timely 
legislation.   Thanks   to   their   interest  part  of  permanent  law.  manner. 

and  support,   this  measure  has  been        I  would  also  like  to  point  out.  Mr.        Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  the  prompt  con- 
brought  to  the  floor  less  than  2  weeks  Speaker,  that  in  fashioning  the  details    sideration   and   timely   enactment   of 
since  its  introduction.  of  H.R.  3564,  I  and  the  other  members     this  needed  legislation. 
The    timely    announcement    of   the  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  made        Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker. 

1984  feed    grains    program,    and    the  every  effort  to  work  with  the  Depart-    will  the  gentleman  yield? 

1985  wheat  and  feed  grains  program,  is    ment  of  Agriculture  in  the  hopes  of       Mr.  BEDELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
essential  if  farmers  are  to  have  suff i-     finding  a  date,  or  dates,  that  would  be    man  from  Iowa. 

cient  time  to  weigh  various  program    acceptable  to  all.  Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

options,  make  a  decision  with  respect        When    H.R.    3564    was    first    intro-    want  to  point  out  that  there  are  no 
to  program  participation,  and  plan  ac-    duced.  it  called  for  the  Secretary  to    statistical  reports  and  there  is  no  basis 
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or  no  evidence  upon  which  the  Depart- 
ment could  make  a  different  decision 
after  September  30  until  some  time  in 
November,  so  there  is  no  need  to  delay 
after  September  30  unless  we  are 
going  to  delay  until  November.  Novem- 
ber is  just  too  late. 

For  6  or  8  years  we  have  been  talk- 
ing about  getting  earlier  announce- 
ments so  that  farmers,  before  they 
conunit  themselves  on  fertilizer,  can 
make  their  plans  and  sign  their  con- 
tracts and  know  what  they  are  going 
to  do  the  following  year. 

So  the  only  reason  for  delaying  an 
announcement  later  than  September 
30  would  be  to  delay  until  some  time 
in  November,  and  that  is  just  too  late. 
I  want  to  commend  the  administra- 
tion for  having  made  the  announce- 
ment last  week  on  the  wheat  program. 
If  they  can  make  an  announcement 
last  week  on  the  wheat  program,  they 
can  certainly  make  one  on  feed  grains 
by  September  30. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  as  much  op- 
position in  the  Agriculture  Depart- 
ment as  indicated  anyway.  I  have  been 
informed,  and  I  think  fairly  reliably, 
that  the  Senate  may  not  send  this  bill 
to  committee.  I  think  it  may  be  all 
worked  out  over  there  so  they  can 
readily  pass  this  bill.  They  know  the 
importance  of  this  bill. 

I  think  that  this  is  the  time  to  get  a 
date  set  no  later  than  provided  in  the 
bill  and  especially  with  all  of  these 
PIK  acres  out  there.  Farmers  are  al- 
ready out  there  starting  to  till  some  of 
the  PIK  acres— they  are  getting  ready 
for  wheat,  and  they  needed  that  an- 
nouncement last  week.  They  need  this 
feed  grains  announcement  certainly  by 
September  30  this  year,  and  there  is 
no  need  to  delay  it  after  that. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Smith) 
for  his  remarks. 

An  issue  has  been  made  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  this  should  have  been 
brought  up  under  suspension.  I  would 
call  the  attention  of  the  body  to  two 
things.  First  of  all,  we  are  planning  to 
adjourn  at  the  end  of  this  week,  and 
we  have  a  tremendous  amount  of  legis- 
lation ahead  of  us.  This  is  a  bill  that 
passed  the  committee  without  a  single 
dissenting  vote. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEDELL.  If  I  might  finish.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  doubt  if  there  is  a  commit- 
tee in  the  House,  facing  those  prob- 
lems, that  would  not  have  felt  that  the 
bill  should  be  brought  up  under  sus- 
pension. Certainly,  that  would  be  the 
opinion  of  this  gentleman,  and  par- 
ticularly when  we  felt  that  we  had  met 
all  the  requirements  of  the  adminis- 
tration and  when  we  had  done  what 
they  indicated  in  their  testimony  was 
what  they  intended  to  do  anyway. 

So  I  cannot  understand  it.  If  there  is 
a  problem,  it  has  to  be  a  communica- 
tions problem,  it  would  appear  to  me. 


Mr.  Speaker,  now  I  will  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  does 
the  gentleman  recall  the  two  of  us 
having  a  conversation  in  the  full  com- 
mittee about  making  a  change  in  the 
bill? 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  recall 
very  clearly  in  the  full  committee  that 
the  gentleman  asked  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  how  he  would  feel  about  an 
amendment  to  make  a  change  in  the 
bill  to  make  a  change  in  the  law;  so 
that  rather  than  a  2-year  bill,  it  would 
be  a  permanent  change  in  the  law. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  replied 
that  he  would  be  supportive  of  such 
efforts,  but  that  we  needed  to  get  this 
passed  within  the  next  2  weeks  if  it 
was  going  to  have  any  effect,  and  said 
that  he  would  plead  with  the  gentle- 
man not  to  offer  an  amendment  at 
this  time,  but  that  if  he  wanted  to  at  a 
later  date,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
would  be  interested  in  supporting  him. 
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But  we  should  understand  quite 
clearly  that  that  really  would  not  be 
particularly  different  from  what  we 
have  done,  because  what  we  have  done 
is  changed  the  date  for  the  balance  of 
the  current  farm  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  very 
difficult  for  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
to  understand  why  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  could  object  to  making  it 
a  2-year  bill  instead  of  a  1-year  bill; 
but  in  committee  the  gentleman  indi- 
cated what  he  would  like  to  do  is  make 
it  a  permanent  change  in  the  law. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  I  would  remind  the  gentle- 
man that  when  I  had  the  time  and  I 
was  in  the  well  I  yielded  to  the  gentle- 
man. 
Mr.  BEDELL.  Surely.  I  am  yielding. 
Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman  yielding  to  me. 

I  am  objecting  at  the  outset  to  the 
fact  that  the  gentleman  and  I  talked 
about  making  that  change,  but  nobody 
told  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  that 
we  were  going  to  bring  this  to  the 
floor  on  the  Suspension  Calendar. 

Now,  we  do  not  have  to  do  that,  we 
do  not  have  to  do  that.  There  are  bills 
that  are  passed  out  of  committee  that 
get  a  rule  and  get  to  the  floor  the  fol- 
lowing week  and  are  considered  the 
following  week  without  going  on  the 
Suspension  Calendar.  No  one  told  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  that  we  were 
going  on  the  Suspension  Calendar.  No. 
1. 

No.  2.  the  representations  were  made 
to  me  in  the  committee  that  the 
amendment  changing  the  date  being 
offered  by  the  other  gentleman  from 


Iowa  was  an  amendment  which  made 
the  bill  then  acceptable  to  the  admin- 
istration, then  acceptable  to  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture.  That  is  not 
true. 

Are  we  interested  here  at  all  in  deal- 
ing with  the  truth?  The  change  made 
in  the  committee  that  was  supposed  to 
make  the  bill  acceptable  to  the  admin- 
istration did  not  make  it  acceptable  to 
the  administration;  so  we  are  not  talk- 
ing about  a  bill  that  was  represented 
in  the  committee  as  then  having  ad- 
ministration support;  in  fact,  having 
administration  support  as  we  consider 
it  here  under  the  Suspension  Calen- 
dar. So  the  fact  it  passed  out  of  the 
committee  on  a  voice  vote  with  no  dis- 
sent is  of  no  consequence  to  this 
debate,  because  the  debate  there  was 
not  a  factual  debate.  There  was  a  mis- 
representation made. 

I  would  think  that  we  would  as  hon- 
orable men  and  women  want  the  truth 
to  be  known  as  we  consider  the  bill 
here,  and  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  If  this  gentleman  can 
reclaim  his  time,  I  do  not  think  there 
was  any  misrepresentation  at  all.  If 
the  gentleman  was  there  for  the  hear- 
ing, let  me  again  read  the  testimony 
that  was  submitted. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  additional  minute  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  This  is  the  testimo- 
ny  

Mr.  MADIGAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  to  me,  the  gentleman  repre- 
sents me  as  having  voted  for  the  bill  in 
the  subcommittee,  and  I  did  not.  I  am 
not  even  a  member  of  the  subcommit- 
tee. I  was  present  for  the  hearing,  but 
I  certainly  did  not  vote. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  If  this  gentleman  may 
reclaim  his  time,  this  is  the  testimony 
of  William  Lesher,  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Economics,  before  our  Subcommit- 
tee on  Wheat,  Soybeans  and  Feed 
Grains,  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture. I  read  it  already  once.  I  will  read 
it  again: 

Barring  some  unforeseen  developments, 
we  intend  to  announce  the  1984  feedgrains 
program  by  September  30.  This  would  be  a 
full  month  and  a  half  before  the  statutory 
deadline.  Moreover,  an  announcement  by 
the  end  of  September  would  allow  most 
farmers  and  input  suppliers  ample  time  to 
make  their  planning  decisions  for  the 
coming  season. 

Most  of  us  would  assume  that  that 
would  mean  that  the  Department  felt 
that  that  was  the  date  at  which  it 
should  be.  rather  than  the  16th. 

Mr.  MARLENEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEDELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Montana. 

Mr.  MARLENEE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 


There  have  been  a  lot  of  points 
made  about  the  bill  being  acceptable 
to  the  administration;  but  they  would 
not  tell  us  a  date.  They  would  not  give 
us  a  date  that  they  would  accept  in 
this  particular  piece  of  legislation. 

I  find  that  objectionable. 

Second,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further,  the  perception  that  it  is  a  2- 
year  program,  if  we  were  to  go  back 
and  make  this  a  1-year  bill,  it  would 
nullify  completely  the  good  work  that 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
KansEis  (Mr.  Roberts)  did  in  including 
wheat  in  the  wheat  announcement 
date  on  this  particular  program. 
Wheat  is  for  1  year  and  1  year  only.  It 
is  not  for  this  coming  crop  year. 

Mr.  JEFTORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  (Mr.  Roberts). 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  I  respect  the  po- 
sition of  my  ranking  Republican 
member  on  the  committee  and  I  un- 
derstand that  he  is  concerned  about 
the  legislative  process  and  what  is  ac- 
ceptable to  the  administration,  let  me 
point  out  that  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois has  already  stated  that  it  is  not 
particularly  the  substance  of  the  legis- 
lation that  he  is  objecting  to.  it  is  the 
legislative  process.  For  the  gentleman, 
in  fact,  in  the  colloquy  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa,  did  indicate  that 
this  was  a  matter  of  equity  and  that 
perhaps  we  ought  to  end  this  practice 
of  delaying  farm  programs  endlessly 
for  years  and  years  and  make  them 
permanent. 

Now.  I  do  not  know  what  is  accepta- 
ble to  the  administration  and  what  is 
not.  As  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Montana,  has  already  pointed 
out.  this  has  been  delayed  again  due  to 
budget  considerations  and  a  fight  over 
a  target  price  freeze. 

How  much  more  time  are  we  going 
to  have  to  wait  with  these  farm  pro- 
grams? The  producer  does  not  know 
what  is  going  on  at  the  very  time  he  is 
in  the  field  trying  to  make  some  crop- 
ping plans  and  incurring  costs  as  to 
whether  or  not  he  is  going  to  enter  the 
farm  program. 

We  are  talking  about  a  45-day-earlier 
announcement.  For  3  years  in  a  row 
we  have  delayed  these  farm  programs 
through  budget  considerations  and 
policies. 

Now.  I  know  that  doubtless  there  are 
some  economists  in  the  USDA  that 
would  like  to  have  the  program  an- 
nouncement delayed  as  long  as  possi- 
ble. They  say.  well,  on  the  one  hand 
we  are  going  to  consider  this  computer 
model  and  then  say  perhaps  on  an- 
other hand  we  are  going  to  consider 
some  sort  of  weather  pattern. 

Why  do  we  not  make  a  farm  pro- 
gram announcement  pertaining  to  the 
producer?  It  is  his  program.  As  you 
can  tell,  I  get  a  little  blood  pressure 
worked  up  about  this  where  for  the 


third  year  in  a  row  we  are  delaying 
this. 

The  administration  said  they  would 
announce  the  feed  grain  program  on 
exactly  the  date  that  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  moved  in  his  legislation  and 
exactly  the  date,  July  1,  for  the  wheat 
producer  as  my  amendment  called  for. 

There  is  nothing  wrong  with  the 
substance  of  this  bill.  If  anything  is 
wrong,  it  is  the  politics  being  played 
on  both  sides  with  the  consideration  of 
this  program  at  the  expense  of  the 
farmer. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Madigan). 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  just  want  to  respond  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kansas  by  saying  that  I  do 
object  to  the  procedure  and  I  did 
object  to  the  procedure  in  my  initial 
remarks  on  the  floor;  but  to  quote  me 
as  saying  that  I  do  not  object  to  the 
substance  of  the  bill  is  not  correct,  be- 
cause I  did  in  my  remarks  on  the  floor 
object  to  the  second  year  having  been 
added  here,  making  it  different  from 
the  bill  originally  sponsored  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  and  all  of  the 
other  sponsors  of  the  bill  and  did  also 
object  to  the  substance  of  the  bill  in 
the  sense  that  we  do  not  have  the  op- 
portunity to  try  to  work  out  some  ac- 
commodation here  that  would  put  this 
bill  in  a  form  in  which  it  could  be 
signed. 

I  would  say  to  the  people  serving  in 
this  Chamber  who  are  interested  in 
the  budgetary  problem  that  this  Gov- 
ernment has  and  in  the  inability  of 
some  of  our  crops  to  be  competitive  in 
the  world  market  that  to  continue  to 
do  the  kinds  of  things  that  we  are 
doing  is  to  continue  to  insure  that 
American  agriculture  is  going  to 
become  less  competitive  in  the  world 
market,  that  food  prices  in  this  coun- 
try are  going  to  be  higher  than  they 
have  been  as  the  result  of  the  Govern- 
ment inflated  support  prices  that  are 
put  under  these  products,  and  to  force 
an  administration  in  an  election  year 
to  make  an  announcement  before  they 
have  all  the  facts  in,  before  they  know 
what  the  September  and  October 
freeze  situation  is  going  to  be,  is  to 
force  them  to  make  an  announcement 
that  is  probably  going  to  be  too  gener- 
ous to  avoid  their  having  political 
problems  as  the  result  of  that  an- 
nouncement, to  avoid  those  political 
problems,  a  program  that  is  too  gener- 
ous, that  artificially  pushes  prices 
even  further,  that  has  a  terrible 
impact  not  only  upon  our  budget,  but 
upon  food  prices  in  the  country  for 
the  consumer,  and  finally  upon  Ameri- 
can agriculture,  because  we  tend  by 
doing  those  things  to  make  it  less  and 
less  competitive  in  the  world  market, 
if  we  do  not  make  some  changes  in 


this  Congress,  we  are  just  headed  for 
trouble. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired on  the  minority  side. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

I  do  this  only.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  say 
that  the  floor  of  the  House  is  not  the 
place  to  discuss  the  internal  adminis- 
trative workings  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee.  Apparently  there  has  been 
some  breakdown  in  communication  on 
the  minority  side.  We  work  through 
the  staff  and  the  staff  informs  the  mi- 
nority staff  what  we  intend  to  do.  It  is 
no  secret. 

The  minority  whip's  notice  on 
Thursday  had  notice  that  this  was 
being  asked. 

I,  as  chairman,  asked  for  suspension 
of  the  rules  treatment  of  this  bill 
when  asked  by  the  subcommittee 
chairman  and  the  ranking  member  of 
the  subcommittee.  I  did  not  take  it 
upon  myself. 

Usually  we  make  mention  of  this  at 
the  comntittee  meeting,  but  this  time 
we  did  not. 

No  one  is  hiding  anything.  It  was 
known  to  everyone. 

The  norm  is  that  if  there  is  a  unani- 
mous vote  and  there  seems  to  be  ap- 
parent agreement,  that  a  good  legisla- 
tor works  to  bring  this  quickly  before 
the  House. 
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This  is  the  responsibility  of  a  chair- 
man; that  as  expeditiously  as  possible 
you  move  legislation  which  is  reported 
from  your  committee. 

I  did  not  know,  except  what  was  on 
the  record,  that  the  administration 
was  interested  in  any  compromises. 
We  have  a  constant  communication 
not  only  with  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture but  with  the  White  House.  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  will  impress 
anyone,  but  I  had  about  six  or  eight 
calls  last  week  from  the  administra- 
tion, from  the  White  House,  from  all 
of  the  departments,  urging  me  to  vote 
for  this  legislation  or  that  legislation. 

The  same  phone  number  is  available 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
which  they  use  from  time  to  time.  But 
I  will  say  that  I  think  that  my  distin- 
guished colleague  and  friend  from  Illi- 
nois and  I  need  to  sit  down  together  so 
that  we  might  have  personal  commu- 
nication, because  apparently  it  has 
broken  down  at  the  staff  level. 

But  we  should  be  willing,  of  course, 
to  do  everything  possible  to  facilitate 
the  timely  and  expeditious  handling  of 
legislation  reported  by  the  committee. 
That  is  my  responsibility. 

Mr.  MARLENEE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Montana. 

Mr.  MARLENEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
chairman  is  correct.  He  did  communi- 
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cate  to  us  that  suspension  would  be 
asked  on  this  bill.  Had  I  known  that 
the  ranking  member  had  great  objec- 
tion to  this  bill  I  certainly  would  have 
asked  him  about  the  particular  objec- 
tions he  had. 

I  think  communication  could  be  im- 
proved in  this  whole  area.  I  can  see 
the  problem  the  ranking  member  has 
if  protocol  and  communication  was  not 
in  place. 

But  I  think  we  all  need  to  communi- 
cate a  little  bit  further  and  I  do  not 
think  that  that  should  impede  the 
passage  of  this  bill. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  this  contribution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  3564.  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeais  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5.  rule 
I.  and  the  Chair's  prior  announce- 
ment, further  proceedings  on  this 
motion  will  be  postponed. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  H.R.  3564.  the  bill  just  under 
consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDMENT  TO  THE  MARKET- 
ING ORDER  PROGRAMS  FOR 
FILBERTS  AND  POTATOES 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
the  bill  (H.R.  2590)  to  amend  the  Agri- 
cultural Adjustment  Act  to  authorize 
marketing  research  and  promotion 
projects,  including  paid  advertising, 
for  filberts,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R. 2590 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 8c(6)(I)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act.  as  reenacted  with  amend- 
ments by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree- 
ment Act  of  1937  (7  U.S.C.  608c(6)(I»  is 
amended  by  inserting  filberts  (otheruise 
known  as  hazelnuts)."  after  •almonds," 
each  place  such  term  appears. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  308  of  the  Potato  Re- 
search and  Promotion  Act  (7  U.S.C.  2617)  is 
amended  by— 

(1)  amending  paragraph  (b>  to  add  at  the 
end   thereof   the   following:    "The   require- 


ment for  inclusion  of  public  representatives 
on  the  board  shall  not  be  subject  to  produc- 
er approval  in  a  referendum.": 

(2)  amending  paragraph  (e)  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

(e)  Providing  that  the  board  shall  recom- 
mend to  the  Secretary  and  the  Secretary 
shall  fix  the  assessment  rate  at  not  more 
than  one  cent  per  one  hundred  pounds  of 
potatoes  handled:  except  that  if  approved 
by  producers  pursuant  to  section  314,  the 
rate  of  assessment  shall  not  exceed  one-half 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  immediate  past  ten- 
calendar-year  United  States  average  price 
received  for  potatoes  by  growers  as  reported 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.":  and 

(3)  amending  paragraph  (f)(1)  by  adding 
immediately  before  the  semicolon  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following;  ":  Provided,  That 
the  provision  for  payment  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  for  any  referendum  and 
administrative  costs  so  incurred  shall  not  be 
subject  to  producer  approval  in  a  referen- 
dum". 

(b)  The  failure  of  potato  producers  in  De- 
cember 1982  to  approve  amendments  to  the 
plan  issued  under  this  title  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  invalidate  the  plan. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont (Mr.  Jeffords)  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la  Garza). 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  2590.  The  bill  would  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Agricultural  Market- 
ing Agreement  Act  of  1937,  to  add  fil- 
berts (otherwise  known  as  hazelnuts) 
to  the  list  of  22  commodities  for  which 
research  and  marketing  promotion,  in- 
cluding paid  advertising,  may  be  un- 
dertaken through  a  Federal  marketing 
order. 

In  the  United  States,  filberts  are 
produced  commercially  essentially 
only  in  Oregon  and  in  Washington 
with  the  greatest  production  in 
Oregon.  The  handling  of  these  filberts 
is  currently  conducted  under  a  Federal 
marketing  order  which  has  been  in 
effect  since  1949.  This  order,  however, 
only  provides  for  regulation  of  the 
volume  of  in-shell  filberts  that  may  be 
marketed  domestically  and  of  the 
quality  of  shelled  filberts  that  may  be 
marketed  domestically  and  for  export. 
U.S.  production  has  increased  sub- 
stantially in  the  past  decade.  In  1982 
there  was  a  record  crop  about  50  per- 
cent higher  than  the  recent  5-year  av- 
erage. Domestic  filbert  production  has 
grown    from    7,170    tons    in    1976    to 


18.400  tons  in  1982.  and  it  appears  to 
be  continuing  on  an  upward  trend. 

The  major  domestic  market  for  do- 
mestic filberts  is  in  the  inshell  variety. 
The  in-shell  filberts  are  sold  for  winter 
holidays,  and  sales  have  remained  at 
an  average  of  5.000  tons  per  year.  Ex- 
ports have  also  remained  at  a  low 
level. 

The  domestic  filbert  industry  be- 
lieves that  market  growth,  required  by 
recent  and  continued  increased  pro- 
duction, can  only  come  about  by  ex- 
panding the  demand  for  their  product. 
This  legislation  would  give  them  this 
tool.  It  would  permit  them  to  advertise 
with  funds  collected  under  the  mar- 
keting order,  and  it  would  also  author- 
ize handlers  to  offset  at  least  a  part  of 
their  direct  advertising  costs  against 
program  assessments. 

Currently,  promotion  of  filberts  is 
governed  by  an  Oregon  State  regula- 
tion permitting  assessment  of  growers 
only.  Under  this  program  approxi- 
mately $61,000  is  spent  on  market  pro- 
motion which  amount  is  entirely  inad- 
equate to  do  an  effective  job.  This  leg- 
islation would  amend  the  current  Fed- 
eral marketing  order  program  to  au- 
thorize raising  the  much  needed  funds 
for  market  promotion  through  ex- 
panding consumer  demand,  both  in 
the  United  States  and  abroad,  for  this 
nutritious  food.  It  would  also  allow  the 
domestic  filbert  industry  to  compete 
more  effectively  with  foreign  produc- 
tion, which  currently  accounts  for  97 
percent  of  the  world  market. 

The  general  consensus  of  the  indus- 
try is  that  the  Federal  filbert  market- 
ing board  which  represents  both  han- 
dlers and  growers  is  the  only  industry- 
wide body  with  the  authority  to  col- 
lect and  manage  the  amount  of  money 
needed  to  properly  promote  filberts 
nationwide. 

Implementation  of  the  authority 
contained  in  section  1  of  H.R.  2590 
would  only  occur  through  a  formal 
rulemaking  process  to  amend  the  cur- 
rent filbert  marketing  order.  It  would 
require  a  public  hearing  and  approval 
in  a  referendum  of  producers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 2  of  this  bill  require  a  short  expla- 
nation. Last  year,  the  Congress  passed 
the  Potato  Research  and  Promotion 
Act  Amendments  of  1982  (Public  Law 
97-244).  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
ordered  a  referendum  held  on  amend- 
ments to  the  potato  plan  in  order  to 
conform  with  the  1982  act.  This  refer- 
endum failed  to  pass.  An  opinion  was 
subsequently  issued  by  the  General 
Counsels  Office  of  USDA  that  the  re- 
jection of  the  amendments  in  the  1982 
referendum  had  the  effect  of  termi- 
nating the  then  existing  plan.  The 
committee  does  not  agree  with  this 
opinion. 

To  resolve  the  controversy  and  avoid 
possible  litigation,  section  2  of  H.R. 
2590    would    amend    the    Potato    Re- 


search and  Promotion  Act  to  make 
clear  that  the  failure  of  potato  produc- 
ers in  December  1982  to  approve  cer- 
tain amendments  to  the  plan  issued 
under  the  act  did  not  invalidate  the 
then  existing  plan.  Furthermore,  this 
section  would  also  exempt  from  pro- 
ducer approval  in  a  referendum  the  re- 
quirement for  public  representation 
on  the  board  and  the  provision  requir- 
ing the  USDA  to  be  reimbursed  for 
any  referendum  and  administrative 
costs  incurred  by  it  under  the  act. 

Section  2,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  simply  a 
curative  legislative  provision. 

I  ask  all  Members  to  join  me  in  sup- 
porting enactment  of  H.R.  2590. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman   from   California   (Mr.   Pa- 

NETTA). 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  2590  which  was 
unanimously  voted  out  of  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Domestic  Marketing,  Con- 
sumer Relations,  and  Nutrition  which 
I  chair.  I  recognize  the  vitally  impor- 
tant role  that  marketing  research  and 
promotion  activities  play  in  educating 
consumers  about  the  versatility  and 
nutritional  quality  of  our  farm  com- 
modities. 

Section  1  of  H.R.  2590  amends  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937  to  add  filberts  to  the  list  of 
22  other  marketing  order  commodities 
authorizing  handlers  to  raise  self- 
assessed  funds  for  marketing  research 
and  promotional  activities,  including 
paid  advertising.  Authority  is  also  pro- 
vided to  permit  filbert  handlers  to  con- 
tinue to  promote  their  private  brands 
of  filberts  and  offset  at  least  part  of 
their  direct  promotional  expenditures 
against  their  assessments. 

The  marketing  and  handling  of  fil- 
berts has  operated  under  a  Federal 
marketing  order  since  1949.  However, 
this  order  has  not  included  authority 
to  voluntarily  assess  handlers  or  to 
conduct  paid  advertising  and  other 
promotional  activities. 

Currently,  promotion  of  filberts, 
otherwise  known  as  hazelnuts,  is  gov- 
erned by  a  State  regulation  which  per- 
mits the  Oregon  Filbert  Commission 
to  assess  only  growers  at  a  maximum 
rate  of  r/2  percent  of  the  average 
grower  price.  Under  this  program, 
growers  are  assessed  $10  per  ton  for  a 
total  of  $60,600  in  1982.  When  com- 
pared to  the  promotional  funds  allo- 
cated for  other  commodities,  the  aver- 
age of  less  than  0.4  cents  a  pound  of 
kernel  weight  spent  to  promote  U.S. 
grown  filberts  is  quite  small. 

With  a  significant  increase  in  pro- 
duction of  29  percent  over  the  past  4 
years  and  56  percent  over  the  past  6 
years,  and  a  stable  consumer  demand, 
the  filbert  industry  needs  to  expand 
its  domestic  and  foreign  markets.  Both 
growers  and  handlers  also  need  addi- 
tional revenues  to  increase  promotion- 
al activities,  including  paid  advertising. 
The  filbert  industry  strongly  supports 


H.R.  2590  which  gives  them  the  tools 
required  to  secure  their  position  in  the 
market  and  to  begin  to  build  new  mar- 
kets at  home  and  abroad. 

Section  2  of  H.R.  2590  amends  the 
Potato  Research  and  Promotion  Act  to 
clarify  that  the  failure  of  potato  pro- 
ducers in  December  1982  to  approve 
amendments  to  a  marketing  plan 
issued  under  the  act  did  not  invalidate 
the  plan.  This  section  also  exempts 
from  producer  approval  in  a  referen- 
dum the  requirement  for  public  repre- 
sentation on  the  board  and  the  provi- 
sion for  reimbursement  of  USDA  for 
administrative  costs  associated  with 
the  referendum. 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  original  1982 
amendments,  enacted  in  Public  Law 
97-244  are  still  valid.  These  amend- 
ments authorized  an  increase  in  rate 
of  assessment  and  provided  for  both 
public  representation  on  the  board 
and  reimbursement  of  USDA  expenses 
for  administering  referendums  under 
this  act.  I  understand  that  it  is  the  De- 
partment's official  position  that  fail- 
ure of  producers  to  approve  a  second 
referendum  has  resulted  in  a  situation 
where  provisions  in  the  plan  are  no 
longer  authorized  by  the  act.  I  also  un- 
derstand that  the  Office  of  the  Gener- 
al Counsel  at  USDA  has  concluded 
that  the  existing  potato  research  and 
promotion  plan  is  no  longer  valid. 

As  the  original  sponsor  of  the  1982 
amendment,  I  strongly  object  to  the 
Department's  position.  This  legal 
opinion  runs  completely  contrary  to 
the  express  language  and  spirit  of  the 
law  which  required  that  the  plan  not 
be  terminated  in  the  event  of  a  second 
grower  referendum  rejecting  the 
amendment.  Because  I  want  to  protect 
the  potato  growers  and  the  National 
Potato  Research  and  Promotion  Board 
from  any  unfair  treatment,  I  offered 
an  amendment  to  H.R.  2590  to  include 
provisions  which  will  correct  any  po- 
tential problem  in  the  future  arising 
from  USDA's  current  position  in 
regard  to  the  validity  of  the  existing 
plan  of  the  board. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  offer  their 
support  for  H.R.  2590. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Em- 
erson). 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  2590.  This  bill  adds 
filberts  to  the  list  of  22  commodities 
for  which  paid  advertising  is  author- 
ized, using  funds  collected  by  assess- 
ments on  the  handlers  of  this  com- 
modity. Additionally,  H.R.  2590  clari- 
fies the  1982  amendments  to  the 
Potato  Research  and  Promotion  Act. 

The  domestic  filbert  industry  re- 
ports that  filbert  acreage  has  in- 
creased over  the  past  years  and  contin- 
ued market  growth  can  come  about  by 
increasing  the  demand  for  filberts, 
both  here  and  abroad.  Promoting  the 
consumption    of    filberts   can    accom- 


plish this  goal.  In  the  hearings  before 
the  Subcommittee  on  Domestic  Mar- 
keting, Consumer  Relations  and  Nutri- 
tion, both  handlers  and  growers  testi- 
fied in  support  of  H.R.  2590.  All  felt 
that  since  production  has  increased 
and  demand  has  remained  fairly 
stable— promotion  is  needed  for  the 
filbert  industry. 

As  with  other  commodities  author- 
ized to  conduct  market  research,  in- 
cluding paid  advertising,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  responsible  for  ad- 
ministering the  referendum— in  which 
the  filbert  producers  will  vote  on  the 
increased  assessment  for  paid  advertis- 
ing—insuring that  the  law  is  followed, 
and  protecting  the  public  interest. 

H.R.  2590  also  clarifies  the  1982 
amendments  to  the  Potato  Research 
and  Promotion  Act  relating  to  public 
representation  of  the  Potato  Board, 
reimbursement .  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  administration  of  the 
potato  program  and  referendum  costs, 
and  the  assessment  provisions  of  the 
act.  The  potato  producers  failed  to  ap- 
prove the  amendments  to  their  plan 
corresponding  to  the  1982  amend- 
ments. This  has  created  some  uncer- 
tainty with  regard  to  the  status  of  the 
plan.  These  amendments,  incorporated 
into  H.R.  2590,  clarify  the  plan  and 
protect  its  validity. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  sup- 
ports H.R.  2590  and  I  know  of  no  op- 
position to  this  bill. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin) 
the  author  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
sponsor  of  H.R.  2590,  I  thank  my  col- 
league. Congressman  Leon  Panetta, 
for  moving  it  through  the  Agriculture 
Committee  and  bringing  it  to  the 
House  floor  for  timely  consideration.  I 
also  thank  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  DE  LA  Garza). 

I  urge  the  House  to  act  favorably  on 
my  legislation  because  it  allows  the 
U.S.  filbert  industry  to  expand  its  ad- 
vertising efforts.  This  bill  will  not  re- 
quire a  single  dollar  to  be  appropriated 
from  the  Treasury.  In  fact  it  will  gen- 
erate revenue  for  the  Treasury 
through  increased  sales  of  filberts.  I 
call  that  a  good  deal  for  the  industry, 
and  for  the  economy. 

H.R.  2590  amends  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1957  to  authorize 
marketing  research  and  promotion 
projects,  including  paid  advertising, 
for  filberts. 

My  colleagues  should  understand 
that  filberts  are  an  important  part  of 
the  Northwest's  agricultural  economy. 
Last  year,  sales  in  Oregon  amoimted 
to  $11.3  million. 

The  major  area  of  U.S.  production  of 
filberts    is    in    Oregon's    Willamette 
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Valley.  Some  are  also  grown  in  the 
State  of  Washington.  Oregon  and 
Washington  combined,  filberts  occupy 
22.000  acres  in  the  Northwest. 

Northwest  filbert  farmers  grow,  on 
the  average,  about  15.000  tons  of  fil- 
herts  annually.  This  is  not  enough  to 
meet  consumer  demand.  Production  is 
increasing  and  the  industry  will  soon 
be  capable  of  producing  all  the  filberts 
needed  for  domestic  consumption.  The 
industry  has  doubled  its  production 
ability  in  the  last  decade  and  will  prob- 
ably double  it  again  in  the  next  10 
years. 

With  increased  production,  the  in- 
dustry must  increase  its  advertising  ef- 
forts. 

Under  State  regulation,  the  Oregon 
Filbert  Commission  now  assesses  grow- 
ers a  certain  amount  of  money  which, 
in  part  is  used  for  promotion  and  ad- 
vertising projects.  However,  the  indus- 
try needs  additional  revenues  to  aug- 
ment its  current  promotional  activi- 
ties. 

The  Filbert /Hazelnut  Marketing 
Board  wants  the  authority,  under  the 
filbert  marketing  order,  to  collect  an 
assessment  from  handlers  for  paid  ad- 
vertising. 

H.R.  2590  gives  them  that  authority. 

I  assure  my  colleagues  that  the  mar- 
keting board  will  work  with  the  com- 
mission to  put  this  additional  revenue 
to  good  use.  It  will  develop  sound  ad- 
vertising and  promotional  projects. 

Many  people  stand  to  benefit  from  a 
good  advertising  program.  The  filbert 
growers  will  produce  more  filberts  and 
increase  their  income.  Bakers,  candy- 
makers,  and  others  will  be  able  to 
learn  more  about  the  product  and  buy 
it.  Consumers  will  be  better  informed. 
Promotion  programs  will  educate 
them  in  terms  of  nutrition. 

Keeping  these  needs  in  mind.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  approve  H.R.  2590. 

D  1540 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  2590.  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Ad- 
justment Act  to  authorize  marketing 
research  and  promotion  projects,  in- 
cluding paid  advertising,  for  filberts, 
and  to  amend  the  Potato  Research 
and  Promotion  Act." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  subject  of  the  bill  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MAINTAINING  CURRENT  EF- 
FORTS IN  FEDERAL  NUTRI- 
TION PROGRAMS  TO  PREVENT 
INCREASES  IN  DOMESTIC 
HUNGER 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to 
the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  40)  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment should  maintain  current  efforts 
in  Federal  nutrition  programs  to  pre- 
vent increases  in  domestic  hunger,  as 
amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  40 
Whereas  Federal  nutrition  programs,  in- 
cluding school  lunch,  school  breakfast,  child 
care  food,  summer  food,  special  supplemen- 
tal food  program  for  women,  infants,  and 
children  (WIC),  nutrition  education  and 
training,  special  milk,  elderly  nutrition,  food 
stamps,  and  commodity  supplemental  food 
programs  have  been  effecti\e  in  reducing 
hunger  and  malnutrition  in  the  United 
States; 

Whereas  legislation  enacted  in  the  Ninety- 
seventh  Congress  reduced  funding  for  child 
nutrition  and  food  stamps  by  30  per  centum 
and  20  per  centum  respectively,  resulting  in 
significant  reductions  in  participation  and 
benefits  for  the  needy; 

Whereas  current  high  levels  of  unem- 
ployed, underemployed,  and  discouraged 
workers  have  greatly  increased  the  number 
of  low-income  families  dependent  on  some 
kind  of  Federal  food  assistance; 

Whereas  the  valiant  efforts  of  churches 
and  other  volunteer  organizations  in  the 
United  States  are  unable  to  meet  fully  the 
growing  need  for  food  created  by  reductions 
in  nutrition  programs  and  by  poor  economic 
conditions: 

Whereas  nutrition  assistance  to  mothers 
and  children  at  critical  periods  of  growth 
represents  a  cost-effective  way  to  reduce 
infant  mortality  and  promote  long-term 
health; 

Whereas  nutrition  benefits  through  the 
school  lunch  program  and  other  child  nutri- 
tion programs  significantly  contribute  to 
the  health  maintenance  and  learning  poten- 
tial for  our  Nation's  children; 

Whereas  nutrition  programs  for  elderly 
people,  including  the  food  stamp  program, 
can  prolong  health,  allow  for  independent 
living,  and  preserve  the  dignity  of  our  Na- 
tion's senior  citizens; 

Whereas  the  food  stamp  program  has  pro- 
vided emergency  nutrition  benefits  to  those 
without  the  means  to  obtain  a  nutritionally 
adequate  diet  and  is  often  the  only  form  of 
Federal  assistance  available  to  many  unem- 
ployed workers; 

Whereas  over  the  last  six  years,  six  food 
stamp  laws  have  been  enacted  involving  sub- 
stantial limitations  and  modifications  of  the 


program  that  have  created  confusion  and 
instability  among  both  State  administrators 
and  recipients; 

Whereas  a  Federal  role  in  meeting  the  nu- 
tritional needs  of  low-income  Americans  is 
appropriate  since  the  costs  of  obtaining  an 
adequate  diet  do  not  vary  significantly 
throughout  the  country;  and 

Whereas  further  reductions  in  the  Federal 
Government's  responsibility  to  provide  ade- 
quate nutrition  to  the  needy  would  cause  in- 
creasing hardship  and  hunger  to  those  least 
able  to  survive  in  our  society:  Now,  there- 
fore, be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that— 

( 1 )  Funding  for  Federal  nutrition  pro- 
grams including  all  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams, elderly  nutrition  programs,  and  food 
stamps  should  be  protected  from  further 
budget  cuts  and  should  continue  to  respond 
effectively  to  the  urgencies  of  unemploy- 
ment and  food  prices. 

(2)  The  supplemental  food  program  for 
women,  infants,  and  children  (WIC)  should 
be  funded  at  a  level  that  would  at  least 
maintain  the  fiscal  year  1983  year-end  case 
load. 

(3)  The  Federal  Government  should  main- 
tain current  efforts  and  responsibility  in 
Federal  nutrition  programs  to  prevent  in- 
creases in  domestic  hunger. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont (Mr.  Jeffords)  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la  Garza). 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  40.  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Federal  Government  should 
maintain  current  efforts  in  Federal 
nutrition  programs  to  prevent  in- 
creases in  domestic  hunger. 

The  basic  thrust  of  the  resolution, 
which  has  over  200  cosponsors,  is  that 
in  the  98th  Congress  there  should  be 
no  further  cutbacks  in  benefits  for  eli- 
gible recipients  under  the  Federal  nu- 
trition programs.  A  brief  review  of  ac- 
tions by  the  97th  Congress  in  this 
field,  along  with  the  current  situation 
regarding  hunger  in  the  United  States, 
will  put  the  resolution  in  the  proper 
perspective. 

With  respect  to  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram, which  falls  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
legislation  enacted  in  1981  and  1982 
under  the  duress  of  reconciliation  and 
other  constraints  resulted  in  savings 
estimated  by  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  to  total  in  excess  of  $8 


billion.  While  this  legislation  ad- 
dressed many  aspects  of  the  program, 
including  a  series  of  provisions  de- 
signed to  combat  fraud  and  abuse,  the 
savings  largely  reflected  reductions  in 
benefits  for  the  needy. 

Similar  consequences  were  felt  in 
nutrition  programs  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor.  For  example,  child  nutri- 
tion legislation  enacted  in  the  97th 
Congress  resulted  in  a  drop  in  school 
lunch  participation  of  about  3  million 
children  a  day,  with  about  35  percent 
of  the  decline  occurring  among  chil- 
dren receiving  free  and  reduced  price 
meals.  Of  the  half-million  children 
dropped  from  the  school  breakfast 
program  due  to  budget  cuts,  more 
than  two-thirds  were  from  poor  and 
near-poor  households.  Cutbacks  in  the 
summer  food  service  program  resulted 
in  500.000  fewer  children  from  low- 
income  areas— 26  percent  of  program 
participants— receiving  free  lunches  in 
the  summer  of  1982. 

The  impact  of  these  measures  was 
compounded  by  substantial  reductions 
in  other  programs  such  as  unemploy- 
ment insurance  and  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children. 

Hearings  held  this  year  by  the  Sub- 
committee on  Domestic  Marketing, 
Consumer  Relations,  and  Nutrition  in 
Washington  and  various  locations 
throughout  the  country  disclosed  seri- 
ous conditions  of  hunger  among  the 
needy  and  unemployed.  A  report 
issued  in  June  by  the  U.S.  Conference 
of  Mayors  corroborated  these  findings. 
The  House  has  voted  this  year  in  a  re- 
sponsible fashion  to  address  an  aspect 
of  this  problem.  By  a  vote  of  389  to  18. 
it  passed  H.R.  1590,  the  Emergency 
Food  Assistance  and  Commodity  Dis- 
tribution Act  of  1983.  The  bill  would 
continue  and  improve  the  surplus  com- 
modity distribution  program  now 
being  carried  out  under  the  1983  Jobs 
bill  (P.L.  98-8)  and  other  legislation. 

However,  the  distribution  of  surplus 
commodities  can  relieve  only  a  small 
segment  of  the  problem  of  hunger  in 
America.  The  main  line  of  defense 
against  hunger  in  the  Nation  is  the  on- 
going Federal  programs  that  have 
proved  to  be  so  effective  in  the  past— 
the  food  stamp  program;  the  child  nu- 
trition programs;  the  special  supple- 
mental food  program  for  women,  in- 
fants and  children— commonly  known 
as  the  WIC  program— and  various 
feeding  programs  for  the  elderly. 
These  programs,  as  I  have  indicated, 
have  already  been  cut  to  the  bone,  and 
then  some.  Any  further  cuts  in  the 
benefits  for  those  who  are  eligible 
under  these  programs  will  have  devas- 
tating effects  among  those  of  us  who 
are  least  able  to  sustain  this  burden. 

I  have  summarized  what  the  resolu- 
tion would  do;  I  would  likewise  sum- 
marize what  it  would  not  do.  It  would 
not  preclude  reductions  in  the  current 
funding  level  for  the  food  stamp  pro- 


gram in  all  circumstances— for  exam- 
ple, if  employment  rises  and  the 
number  of  persons  on  the  rolls  thus 
declines;  it  would  in  no  way  foreclose 
support  for  legislation  that  truly  ad- 
dresses the  areas  of  fraud,  abuse,  and 
improved  accountability;  it  would  not 
be  an  obstacle  to  changes  in  legislation 
giving  the  States  additional  adminis- 
trative flexibility,  so  long  as  benefits 
are  not  reduced  for  eligible  partici- 
pants; and  it  would  not  prevent  legisla- 
tion to  improve  administration  of  the 
school  lunch  program,  so  long  as  the 
objective  is  not  the  reduction  of  bene- 
fits properly  available  to  children.  The 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture on  the  resolution  makes  these 
points  abundantly  clear. 

The  resolution  sums  up  the  various 
actions  taken  by  the  97th  Congress  to 
cut  back  Federal  nutrition  programs, 
laregly  at  the  expense  of  the  benefits 
available  to  eligible  participants.  It 
recognizes  the  continuing  prevalence 
of  hunger  in  various  segments  of  our 
society.  It  acknowledges  the  enormous 
contribution  of  the  Federal  nutrition 
programs  to  the  general  welfare  of  the 
Nation.  Finally,  to  put  it  in  plain 
terms,  the  resolution  expresses  the 
sense  of  Congress,  with  respect  to  any 
further  reductions  in  benefits  under 
Federal  food  programs  'enough  is 
enough." 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  I  conclude.  I 
want  to  recognize  the  great  contribu- 
tion which  has  been  made  in  this 
matter  by  Chairman  Perkins  and  his 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 
They  have  worked  shoulder  to  shoul- 
der with  us  earlier  this  year  on  hunger 
legislation  which  was  the  responsibil- 
ity of  both  of  our  committees,  and 
they  have  done  it  again  in  this  matter. 
I  thank  Chairman  Perkins  and  the 
members  of  his  committee  for  their  co- 
operation and  contribution  as  we  have 
together  fashioned  legislation  to  assist 
the  less  fortunate  among  us. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  join  in  overwhelming  sup- 
port for  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
40  as  they  did  in  the  case  of  the  Emer- 
gency Food  Assistance  and  Commodity 
Distribution  Act  of  1983  earlier  this 
year. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  7  minutes  to  the 
gentleman   from   California   (Mr.   Pa- 

NETTA). 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 40.  the  preventing  hunger  at 
home  resolution,  was  introduced  by 
myself.  Mr.  Jeffords,  and  many  others 
on  January  27,  1983.  Since  that  time 
the  number  of  cosponsors  has  in- 
creased to  201.  On  July  19,  this  resolu- 
tion was  approved  by  unanimous  voice 
vote  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Domes- 
tic Marketing,  Consumer  Relations, 
and  Nutrition,  where  I  serve  as  chair- 
man. On  July  26,  the  full  Agriculture 


Committee  approved  it  and  it  now 
comes  to  the  floor  with  the  consent  of 
the  Education  and  Labor  Committee, 
to  which  it  has  been  jointly  referred. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  express  my 
thanks  to  the  chairman  of  the  full 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Mr.  de  la 
Garza,  and  also  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 
Mr.  Perkins,  for  their  help  in  bringing 
the  resolution  here,  as  well  as  the 
ranking  minority  members  on  both  of 
those  committees. 

Mr.   Speaker,   before   proceeding   to 
describe  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
40  any  further.  I  would  like  to  extend 
my  thanks  and  appreciation  to  Bill 
Emerson.      the      ranking      minority 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Do- 
mestic   Marketing.    Consumer    Rela- 
tions, and  Nutrition,  for  his  support 
for  the  resolution  and  for  his  diligent 
work  on  the  issue  of  hunger.  Not  only 
has  he  travelled  throughout  the  coun- 
try to  observe  the  problem  firsthand, 
but  his  thoughtful  work  here  in  Wash- 
ington has  not  only  helped  clarify  the 
intent  of  House  Concurent  Resolution 
40,  but  has  added  immeasurably  to  the 
content  of  H.R.  1590,  the  Emergency 
Food  Assistance  and  Commodity  Dis- 
tribution Act  of  1983.  It  has  been  an 
honor  and  pleasure  to  work  with  him. 
Basically,  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 40  states  that  there  should  be  no 
nutrition  program  benefit  cutbacks  for 
the  duration  of  the  98th  Congress  and 
that  the  Federal  Government  should 
maintain  its  current  responsibilities  in 
nutrition    assistance.    It    calls    for    a 
maintenance  of  the  WIC  program  at 
the  fiscal  year  1983  year-end  case  load 
of  about  2.8  million  persons,  consistent 
with  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget  reso- 
lution and  fiscal  year  1984  agriculture 
appropriations  bills  passed  by  both  the 
House  and  Senate. 

Reports  of  widespread  increases  in 
hunger  in  this  country  prompted  Mr. 
Jeffords  and  me  to  introduce  this  res- 
olution back  in  January  of  this  year. 
Since  that  time,  the  subcommittee  has 
conducted  hearings  on  hunger 
throughout  the  country.  The  subcom- 
mittee received  testimony  showing 
without  question  that  the  incidence  of 
poverty-related  hunger  has  risen  sig- 
nificantly, and  in  some  instances  dra- 
matically, in  many  areas  of  the  United 
States.  Testimony  received  by  the  sub- 
committee indicates  that  there  is  a 
clear  pattern  of  increased  need 
throughout  the  country. 

On  June  6,  1983.  I  entered  a  summa- 
ry of  these  hearings  into  the  Record. 
While  I  will  not  now  reiterate  all  that 
we  heard  and  saw,  I  would  again  like 
to  provide  a  sampling  of  the  testimo- 
ny. I  would  add  that  despite  signs  of 
economic  recovery,  I  understand  that 
the  conditions  described  below  are  just 
as  bad  now,  if  not  worse,  than  when 
we  visited  several  months  ago. 
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Never  has  hunger  been  more  acute  in 
Northern  Ohio  than  right  now.  We  are  serv- 
ing more  meals  by  far  than  in  the  past.  You 
are  probably  talking  about  a  50  percent  in- 
crease when  compared  with  1981  and  1980. 

We  opened  a  meal  site  several  months  ago 
in  a  middle  class  neighborhood  with  a  lot  of 
media  attention  as  to  why  in  the  world 
would  you  open  a  hunger  site  amongst 
middle  class  people.  But  when  the  doors 
opened  and  the  people  came  in  there  was 
understanding  that  people  down  the  street 
we  didn't  know  were  hungry  were  hungry, 
and  I  think  this  is  happening  all  over  North- 
ern Ohio,  and  indeed  all  over  our  country. 

I  am  sorry  to  say  I  think  that  if  we  dou- 
bled our  feeding  programs  tomorrow,  I  don't 
think  we  would  meet  the  need.— Major  Paul 
Kelly.  Divisional  Commander.  Salvation 
Army.  Cleveland.  Ohio.  February  28.  1983. 

Now  for  the  last  two  years.  I  have  seen  an 
emergence  of  increased  hunger  in  Alabama. 
We  have  food  pantries  which  have  been  de- 
veloped all  across  the  State  in  nearly  every 
county.  We  have  soup  kitchens  which  have 
developed  in  Huntsville.  in  Birmingham,  in 
Bessemer,  and  in  Montgomery.  All  of  these 
efforts  are  not  meeting  the  need  of  hunger 
in  1983  .  .  . 

Now  the  case  is  that  across  this  State  food 
stamp  recipients  run  out  of  food  stamps  ap- 
proximately one  week  to  ten  days  before 
they  get  their  food  stamps  for  the  next 
month.  That  has  been  a  problem.  That 
problem  has  been  growing  in  the  last  two 
years  as  we  have  had  cutbacks  in  the  food 
stamp  program,  or  as  food  stamp  increases 
have  failed  to  keep  pace  with  inflation.— Bill 
Edwards.  Alabama  Council  on  Human  Rela- 
tions. Birmingham.  Alabama.  March  25. 
1983. 

Statistically,  we  began  to  notice  increased 
needs  for  food  in  November.  1981.  The  first 
effects  of  the  Administration's  policies 
began  to  be  felt,  and  our  already  full  case 
load  was  almost  doubled.  These  numbers 
have  increased  steadily  from  providing  food 
for  947  people  during  October.  1981.  to  last 
months  (March  1983)  number  of  5.588.  To 
give  you  a  comparison  of  March  numbers 
for  the  last  three  years:  we  provided  food 
for  623  people  in  March  of  1981.  2.458  in 
March  of  1982.  and  5.588  in  March  of  1983. 
The  crisis  has  come  from  welfare  cuts,  un- 
employment, and  from  cutbacks  in  govern- 
ment funded  agencies— all  of  which  cause 
people  to  seek  aid  from  private  agencies.— 
Sister  Marilyn  Rudy.  C.S.J. .  Pounder  and 
Director.  St.  Joseph  Center.  Venice.  Califor- 
nia. Los  Angeles.  California.  April  30.  1983. 

I've  compiled  a  directory  of  Los  Angeles 
area  pantries  .  .  .  I've  been  able  to  locate  90 
pantries,  but  from  conversations  I've  had 
with  church  people.  I  estimate  that  there 
are  around  150  ..  . 

Most  pantries  have  seen  an  increase  of  at 
least  3  times  the  numbers  of  people  that 
they  were  serving,  or  trying  to  serve,  at  this 
time  last  year.  Not  one  program  has  been  a 
decrease  in  the  demand  for  food  assistance 
since  last  year— Dianne  Wright.  Southern 
California  Interfaith  Hunger  Coalition,  Los 
Angeles.  California.  April  30.  1983 

I  would  also  note  that  a  report 
issued  in  June  1983.  by  the  U.S.  Con- 
ference of  Mayors  entitled  "Hunger  in 
American  Cities"  confirms  our  find- 
ings. The  report  provides  information 
on  the  status  of  hunger  in  eight  Amer- 
ican cities  around  the  country.  Includ- 
ed in  the  report  was  the  following 
statement  made  by  Detroit  Mayor 
Coleman    A.    Young,    president,    U.S. 


Conference   of   Mayors,    at    Michigan 
State  University  on  March  29.  1983: 

Hunger  is  perhaps  the  most  prevalent  and 
detrimental  problem  facing  American  cities 
today.  The  face  of  hunger  has  changed  as 
the  economy  has  worsened,  and  for  the  first 
time  we  are  seeing  families  who  have  always 
had  a  breadwinner  forced  into  a  situation 
with  nowhere  to  turn. 

I  am  pleased  that  in  response  to 
these  conditions  and  the  existence  of 
surplus  commodities,  the  House  last 
month  approved  H.R.  1590.  the  Emer- 
gency Food  Assistance  and  Commodity 
Distribution  Act  of  1983,  by  a  vote  of 
389  to  18.  The  bill  would  greatly  im- 
prove the  current  surplus  commodity 
distribution  program  so  that  more 
people  in  need  could  receive  commod- 
ities. I  would  hope  the  administration 
would  withdraw  its  objections  to  the 
bill  and  that  prompt  Senate  approval 
will  occur. 

However,  it  is  my  view  that  the  dis- 
tribution of  surplus  commodities 
cannot  alone  eliminate  the  problem  of 
hunger  in  America.  The  primary  line 
of  defense  against  hunger  in  this  coun- 
try lies  in  the  ongoing  Federal  pro- 
grams that  have  proved  to  be  so  effec- 
tive in  the  past— the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram, child  nutrition  programs,  the 
special  supplemental  food  program  for 
women,  infants,  and  children  (WIC), 
and  various  feeding  programs  for  the 
elderly.  If  these  programs  were  to  be 
cut  back  any  further,  it  would  under- 
mine whatever  success  the  distribution 
of  surplus  commodities  has  had  in  al- 
leviating hunger  in  the  country. 

The  primary  thrust  of  House  Con- 
current Resolution  40  is  that  there 
should  be  no  nutrition  program  bene- 
fit cutbacks  in  the  98th  Congress.  The 
potential  costs,  both  in  human  terms 
and  long-term  health  and  education 
costs,  of  additional  benefit  cutbacks 
far  outweigh  the  value  that  any  short- 
term  budgetary  savings  might  have. 
There  is  too  much  at  stake  for  those 
in  need  to  put  their  nutritional  well- 
being  in  any  further  jeopardy.  And 
this  is  especially  true  given  the  major 
reductions  in  these  programs  that 
were  enacted  in  the  97th  Congress. 
These  cutbacks  amounted  to  about  $2 
billion  a  year,  or  15  percent,  in  food 
stamps,  and  almost  $1.5  billion  a  year, 
or  nearly  30  percent,  in  child  nutrition 
programs. 

In  light  of  the  seriousness  of  the 
current  hunger  problem  I  believe 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  40  ex- 
presses what  our  starting  point  should 
be  in  addressing  this  problem.  It 
simply  calls  for  a  maintenance  of  Fed- 
eral nutritional  assistance  efforts.  It 
does  not  call  for  any  additional  pro- 
gram expenditures.  And  adoption  of 
the  resolution  would  not  be  inconsist- 
ent with  any  effort  to  simplify  admin- 
istration or  enhance  accountability  in 
these  programs  so  long  as  program 
benefit  levels  are  protected. 


Passage  of  this  resolution  should  be 
seen  as  a  signal  to  all  concerned  that 
nutrition  program  cutbacks  should  not 
be  sought  or  adopted  in  1983  or  1984. 
Unless  and  until  there  is  clea'--cut  evi- 
dence that  additional  cutbacks  can 
occur  without  placing  more  Americans 
at  nutritional  risk,  current  Federal  ef- 
forts and  responsibilities  to  provide 
nutritional  assistance  should  be  main- 
tained. 

I  have  often  stated  in  the  past  tew 
months  that  for  anyone  to  be  hungry 
in  this  land  of  plenty  is  a  national 
shame.  That  hunger  should  be  so 
widespread  in  times  of  agricultural 
surplus  makes  the  situation  all  the 
more  shameful.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 40  and  join  in  this  statement  of 
compassion  and  concern  for  those  in 
need. 

Following  is  an  updated  list  of  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  40  cosponsors: 

List  of  Cosponsors 
Mr.  Panetta.  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Wright. 
Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mrs. 
Schneider.  Mr.  de  la  Garza.  Mr.  Mazzoli.  Mr. 
Kolter.  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr.  Fauntroy.  Mr. 
Wirth.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Murphy.  Mr.  Feighan.  Mr.  Moakley.  Mr. 
Weiss.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  Markey.  Mr.  Crockett. 
Mr.  Stokes.  Mr.  Boland.  Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr. 
Coyne.  Mr.  McHugh.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr. 
Rodino.  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Wolpe.  Mr.  Wise. 
Mr.  Edwards  of  California.  Mr.  Walgren, 
Mr.  Wortley.  Mr.  Dixon  of  California.  Mr. 
Williams  of  Montana.  Mr.  Poglielta.  Mrs. 
Kennelly.  Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr. 
Durbin.  Mr.  Gephardt.  Mr.  Olin.  Mr.  Del- 
lums.  Mr.  Stark.  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecti- 
cut. Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan.  Mrs.  Schroe- 
der.  Mr.  Burton  of  California.  Mr.  Traxler. 
Mr.  Brown  of  California.  Mr.  Lowry  of 
Washington.  Mr.  Gejdenson.  Mr.  Wyden, 
Mr.  Harrison.  Mr.  Ratchford.  Mr.  Washing- 
ton. Mr.  Lantos.  Mr.  Zablocki.  Mr.  Horton. 
Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Guarini,  Mr.  Ottinger.  Mr. 
Minish.  Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida.  Mrs.  Hall  of 
Indiana.  Mr.  Alexander.  Mr.  Mavroules.  Mr. 
Vento.  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Gillis  W.  Long. 
Mr.  Glickman.  Mr.  Owens.  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr. 
Rahall.  Mr.  Nowak.  Mr.  Shannon.  Mr.  Strat- 
ton.  Mr.  Levine  of  California.  Mr.  de  Lugo. 
Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Borski.  Mr. 
Kastenmeier.  Mr.  Dorgan  of  North  Dakota. 
Mr.  Sikorski,  Mr.  Aspin.  Mr.  Mitchell  of 
Maryland.  Mr.  Gore.  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  Mol- 
lohan.  Mr.  Corrada.  Ms.  Snowe.  Mr.  Rangel. 
Mr.  Lundine.  Mr.  Downey.  Mr.  Conyers. 
Mrs.  Holt.  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr.  Derrick.  Mr. 
Sunia.  Ms.  Oakar.  Mr.  Huckaby.  Mr.  Carr. 
Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr. 
Hamilton.  Mr.  Waxman.  Mr.  Schumer.  Mrs. 
Boggs.  Mr.  Kazen.  Mr.  Eckart.  Mr.  Edgar. 
Mr.  Studds.  Mr.  Leiand.  Mr.  Seiberling.  Mr. 
Towns.  Mr.  Donnelly,  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennes- 
see. Mr.  Mrazek.  Mr.  Wylie.  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr. 
Synar.  Mr.  Garcia.  Mr.  Savage.  Mr.  Weaver, 
Mr.  Moody.  Mr.  Scheuer.  Mr.  Anderson.  Mr. 
Fascell.  Mr.  Berman,  Mr.  Dwyer  of  New- 
Jersey,  Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Fish,  Mr. 
Fowler,  Mr.  Rose,  Mr.  Swift,  Mr.  Boner  of 
Tennessee,  Mr.  Dymally.  Mr.  Gray,  Mr. 
Kostmayer.  Mr.  Torres,  Mr.  Pease,  Mr. 
Richardson,  Mr.  Jacobs,  Mr.  Bates,  Mr.  Al- 
bosta,  Mr.  Solarz,  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr.  Hoyer, 
Mr.  Torricelli,  Mr.  McKinney.  Mr.  Udall, 
Mr.  Boucher,  Mr.  Penny,  Mr.  Hawkins  of 
California.   Mr.   Wheat.   Ms.    Perraro,   Mr. 


Biaggi.  Mr.  Akaka.  Mr.  Sisisky.  Mr.  Simon, 
Mr.  D'Amours.  Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa,  Mr.  Din- 
gell,  Mr.  Yates  Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Caro- 
lina, Mr.  Clay,  Mr.  Howard.  Mr.  Evans  of  Il- 
linois. Mr.  Zschau.  Mr.  McGrath,  Mr.  Obey. 
Mr.  Goodling.  Mr.  Slattery.  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr. 
Patterson.  Mr.  Luken.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr. 
Hatcher.  Mr.  McKernan,  Mr.  Dicks,  Mr. 
Neal.  Mr.  Lehman  of  California.  Mr.  Smith 
of  Florida.  Mr.  AuCoin.  Mr.  McDade.  Mr. 
Harkin.  Mr.  Pepper.  Mr.  Carper,  Mr. 
Gilman,  Mr.  Roybal,  Mr.  Dyson,  Mr.  Heftel 
of  Hawaii,  Mr.  Clarke.  Mr.  Bonker,  Mr. 
Gaydos.  Mr.  Ackerman,  Mr.  Conte.  Mr. 
McCloskey.  Mr.  Early.  Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Ko- 
govsek,  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee. 


days,  but  hunger,  largely  unseen,  con-  Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 

tinues.  in  support  of  House  Concurrent  Reso- 

This   legislation   will   by   no   means  lution  40,  a  resolution  that  expresses 

eliminate  hunger.  But  it  will  express  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Federal 
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Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  40, 
the  preventing  hunger  at  home  resolu- 
tion. I  commend  Mr.  Panetta  for  his 
work  on  this  bill,  and  thank  the  more 
than  200  Members  of  Congress  who 
have  joined  Mr.  Panetta  and  myself  as 
sponsors  of  this  legislation. 

Just  over  6  months  ago.  when  we  in- 
troduced this  bill,  the  news  was  full  of 
stories  of  hardship  across  our  land.  We 
read  of  food  banks  and  soup  kitchens 
unable  to  keep  up  with  the  demands 
placed  upon  them.  We  saw  television 
reports  of  people  living  on  the  streets 
in  the  dead  of  winter. 

The  sheer  volume  and  frequency  of 
these  reports  made  them  compelling. 
Added  to  them  was  the  testimony  of 
constituents  across  my  home  State, 
who  left  me  with  no  doubt  but  that 
hunger  was  on  the  increase,  and  that 
the  needs  of  Vermonters  were  going 
unmet. 

This  is  telling,  for  my  State  has  tra- 
ditionally done  its  utmost  to  see  that 
the  needs  of  its  citizens  for  basic  ne- 
cessities are  met.  Vermont  was  among 
the  first  States  to  participate  in  the 
food  stamp  program,  as  its  participa- 
tion in  the  women,  infants,  and  chil- 
dren program  is  the  highest  in  the 
country.  Its  people  are  not  rich,  but 
they  are  generous. 

My  impressions  of  the  problem  have 
been  confirmed  by  the  findings  of 
Chairman  Panetta  and  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Domestic  Marketing.  Con- 
sumer Relations,  and  Nutrition.  Its 
hearings  across  the  country  have  doc- 
umented what  each  of  us  saw  in  the 
news  stories  on  January. 

These  stories  seem  to  have  been 
crowded  out  by  fresher  topics.  Appar- 
ently our  appetite  for  despair  is  limit- 
ed, for  the  reality  is  still  there.  People 
are  still  going  hungry  in  our  land.  As 
encouraging  as  the  signs  of  economic 
recovery  may  be.  we  must  be  careful 
not  to  confuse  health  signs  with 
healthy  times. 

The  fact  that  the  sun  shines  more  in 
July  than  January  has  very  little  to  do 
with  whether  or  not  a  person  has 
enough  to  eat.  We  may  not  be  seeing 
people  sleeping  on  heat  grates  these 


the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Federal 
role  in  combating  hunger  should  not 
be  diminished.  This  is  a  moderate  and 
reasonable  statement  of  purpose,  one 
that  I  hope  every  single  Member  of 
Congress  can  support.  If  there  is 
indeed  to  be  a  social  safety  net.  then 
there  can  be  no  more  important  com- 
ponent than  the  Federal  nutrition  pro- 
grams. 

The  ability  of  these  programs  to  ful- 
fill their  purpose  has  been  severely 
strained  over  the  past  few  years.  The 
food  stamp  program  has  been  cut 
sharply,  as  have  other  nutrition  pro- 
grams. Some  of  these  cuts  have  been 
justifiable  improvements  in  the  target- 
ing and  delivery  of  benefits.  Others 
have  been  unjustifiable  decreases  in 
benefits  to  deserving  individuals. 

It  is  the  latter  which  this  resolution 
is  aimed  at  preventing.  With  this  reso- 
lution we  are  not  signing  a  blank 
check.  We  are  not  claiming  that  these 
programs  are  free  from  error  or  above 
improvement.  I  have  long  supported 
efforts  to  insure  that  benefits  be  di- 
rected to  the  truly  needy.  I  will  contin- 
ue to  do  so.  This  legislation  in  no  way 
bars  us  from  enacting  legitimate  re- 
forms in  Federal  nutrition  programs 
designed  to  eliminate  fraud  and  waste. 
This  resolution  does,  however,  put 
the  Congress  on  record  in  opposition 
to  further  cuts  in  benefits.  Legitimate 
needs  will  continue  to  be  met.  At  a 
time  of  severe  recession,  and  at  a  time 
when  we  are  faced  with  enormous  sur- 
pluses in  certain  commodities,  it  is 
criminal  that  Americans  should  go 
hungry. 

Finally,  I  want  to  make  it  clear  that 
this  resolution  expresses  opposition  to 
further  benefit  cuts  masquerading  as 
administrative  improvements.  The 
burden  of  proof  lies  on  those  who 
would  seek  once  again  to  change  these 
nutrition  programs  to  show  that  their 
changes  will  not  adversely  affect  eligi- 
ble recipients.  We  should  cast  a  care- 
ful eye  on  any  reforms  that  purport  to 
save  a  great  deal  of  money  without  af- 
fecting needy  individuals.  The  food 
stamp  program  has  undergone  change 
after  change  over  the  past  6  years.  We 
have  whittled  away  at  it  to  the  point 
where  I  am  not  sure  that  there  is 
much  fat  left.  The  error  rate  is  still 
too  high,  to  be  sure.  But  let  us  not 
mistake  efforts  to  correct  this  problem 
with  efforts  to  reduce  benefits  to  indi- 
viduals. 

Again.  I  want  to  commend  all  those 
Members  involved  in  this  legislation, 
and  I  want  to  urge  each  of  my  col- 
leagues to  give  this  resolution  their 
full  and  continuing  support. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  (Mr.  Emerson). 


Government  should  maintain  current 
efforts  in  Federal  nutrition  programs. 
First  of  all  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Domestic  Marketing.  Consumer  Rela- 
tions and  Nutrition  on  the  positive 
steps  he  has  taken  to  hold  hearings, 
both  around  the  country  and  here  in 
Washington,  to  receive  testimony  on 
existing  and  proposed  programs  to 
help  feed  needy  Americans.  He  has 
been  thorough  and  fair  in  all  hearings 
of  the  subcommittee. 

I  especially  appreciate  his  coopera- 
tiveness  during  consideration  of  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  40.  I  support 
this  resolution.  I  did  have  several 
questions  concerning  the  intent  of  this 
resolution  and  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  responded  in  a  clear  and 
forthright  manner  to  my  questions. 

I  do  not  support  budget  cuts  in  indi- 
vidual benefits  in  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram this  year.  I  believe  that  the  ac- 
tions taken  by  Congress  in  the  past  2 
years  have  served  to  tighten  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram and  have  redirected  program 
benefits  to  those  people  most  in  need. 
Further  changes  may  be  needed  in  the 
food  stamp  program— for  example.  I 
would  like  to  see  a  significant  reduc- 
tion in  the  SI  billion  spent  in  error 
each  year.  However,  whatever  changes 
take  place  in  the  future  should  be 
carefully  crafted  to  make  sure  abuses 
are  corrected  and  those  administering 
the  food  stamp  program  can  insure 
benefits  go  to  only  those  in  need. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Panetta)  and  I.  during  the  subcommit- 
tee consideration  of  this  resolution  en- 
gaged in  a  colloquy  to  clarify  the 
intent  of  the  resolution.  The  gentle- 
man indicated  that  the  resolution  is 
intended  to  remain  in  force  for  the  du- 
ration of  the  98th  Congress  and  that 
the  resolution  is  not  intended  to  re- 
quire that  food  stamp  expenditures 
must  remain  at  current  levels  under 
all  circumstances.  He  indicated  that  a 
reduction  in  food  stamp  spending  due 
to  an  improvement  in  the  economy 
and  lower  food  stamp  participation 
would  be  consistent  with  the  resolu- 
tion. 

Additionally,  it  was  clarified  that 
adoption  of  legislation  to  address 
error,  fraud,  and  abuse  in  the  food 
stamp  program  would  be  consistent 
with  the  resolution,  as  long  as  pro- 
gram benefits  are  not  reduced.  Legisla- 
tion to  enhance  State  flexibility  m 
program  administration  would  be  con- 
sistent with  the  resolution  if  beneiits 
are  fully  protected. 

Finally,  approval  of  the  resolution 
would  not  prevent  efforts  to  improve 
the  accuracy  of  income  reporting  by 
households    in    the    national    school 
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lunch  and  other  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams. 

This  discussion  clarified  the  intent 
of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  40  for 
me.  I  could  not  support  any  legislation 
that  could  be  viewed  as  tying  the 
hands  of  the  Congress  or  preventing 
improvement  in  programs  over  which 
this  committee  has  jurisdiction. 

Based  on  the  dialog  between  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and 
me,  I  am  reassured  that  passage  of 
this  resolution  in  no  way  restricts  any 
action  aimed  at  improving  the  Federal 
nutrition  programs,  while  protecting 
benefits  to  individuals  and  families  in 
need. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
resolution. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
conclusion.  I  also  think  that  we  should 
recognize  the  efforts  of  Secretary 
John  Block  in  this  area.  The  distribu- 
tion of  food  far  exceeded  what  I  had 
anticipated  when  I  was  able  to  get  an 
amendment  on  the  1981  farm  bill  to 
increase  the  distribution  of  dairy  prod- 
ucts. 

I  would  say  that  the  enthusiasm 
that  the  administration  has  shown  for 
making  surplus  products  available  to 
our  poor  should  not  go  unnoticed. 

Finally.  I  would  say  again  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  California 
for  his  efforts  in  this  area. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  <Mr.  Perkins),  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 40.  This  re.solution  was  introduced 
earlier  this  year  by  Congressman  Pa- 
NETTA  and  myself  with  the  support  of 
dozens  of  our  colleagues. 

I  support  this  resolution  because  its 
message  is  one  which  needs  to  be  sent 
across  the  country:  there  should  be  no 
further  cutbacks  in  Federal  nutrition 
programs,  including  those  programs 
for  children  and  the  elderly. 

The  Agriculture  Committee  and  the 
Education  and  Labor  Committee 
shared  joint  jurisdiction  over  this  reso- 
lution. The  Agriculture  Committee  re- 
ported it  on  July  29.  The  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor  did  not  report 
the  resolution  because  of  the  press  of 
other  business,  but  our  members  have 
agreed  to  proceed  to  immediate  floor 
consideration  of  the  resolution.  Last 
year,  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor  reported  out  a  similar  resolution 
pertaining  only  to  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams, and  the  House  approved  that 
resolution  on  September  29.  1982. 

I  would  like  to  explain  for  the  Mem- 
bers why  this  resolution  is  needed  and 
why  its  message  needs  to  be  stated 
loudly  and  clearly. 

Over  the  course  of  the  last  2  years 
severe  budget  cuts  have  occurred  in 
Federal  child  nutrition  programs. 


In  1981  $1'2  billion  was  cut  from 
those  programs— a  35-percent  cutback. 

In  1982  3 ''2  million  children  dropped 
out  of  the  national  school  lunch  pro- 
gram due  to  this  cutback:  1'2  million 
of  these  children  were  poor  children. 

One-half  million  children  were 
forced  out  of  the  school  breakfast  pro- 
gram, also  as  a  result  of  these  budget 
cuts.  Three-fourths  of  these  children 
leaving  the  breakfast  program  were 
from  poor  families. 

The  other  cutbacks  were  made  in 
the  child  care  program,  the  summer 
feeding  program  and  the  nutrition 
education  program. 

As  if  those  cutbacks  were  net  trau- 
matic enough,  the  administration  is 
now  proposing  further  cutbacks  in  its 
fiscal  1984  budget.  An  additional  $250 
million  will  be  cut  from  these  pro- 
grams if  the  administration  has  its 
way. 

The  cutbacks  which  occurred  and 
the  new  proposed  cutbacks  have 
caused  great  uncertainty  at  the  local 
level.  School  boards  are  unclear  about 
the  Federal  commitment  to  these  pro- 
grams. This  resolution  is  essential  if 
that  commitment  is  to  be  made  known 
across  the  land. 

But  I  must  point  out  that  this  reso- 
lution is  merely  a  first  step.  The  Con- 
gress must  act  on  additional  legislation 
this  year  which  will  help  to  reverse 
some  of  those  worst  cutbacks.  The 
congressional  budget  resolution  pro- 
vides for  a  restoration  of  approximate- 
ly $150  million  in  child  nutrition  fund- 
ing and  an  increase  of  approximately 
$300  million  in  the  funding  for  the 
women,  infants,  and  children  program. 
When  the  House  considers  H.R.  3520 
after  the  August  recess,  it  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  implement  the  recom- 
mended increase  foi  the  WIC  pro- 
gram. Later  in  the  year,  the  Commit- 
tee on  Education  and  Labor  will  send 
to  the  floor  a  bill  providing  the  other 
$150  million  increase  in  funding. 

These  increases  will  add  back  less 
than  10  percent  of  the  amount  cut  out 
of  these  programs  in  1981.  But  just  as 
this  resolution  is  important  in  giving  a 
signal  of  Federal  commitment,  so 
these  bills  restoring  some  funding, 
however  inadequate,  are  important 
also  as  a  signal  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment will  remain  committed  to  pro- 
viding adequate  nutrition  for  children 
and  others  in  need. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  resolution. 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
join  with  my  colleagues  to  lend  my 
strong  support  for  this  resolution  to 
"prevent  hunger  at  home."  Clearly,  at 
no  time  in  modern  American  history 
since  the  Great  Depression  have  we 
encountered  such  a  severe  challenge 
to  the  basic  hunger  needs  of  Ameri- 
cans. This  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  40) 
places  Congress  firmly  on  record  that 
we  cannot  afford  to  reduce  our  domes- 
tic feeding  programs  beyond  existing 


levels.  More  importantly,  it  reaffirms 
the  Federal  role  in  protecting  the  nu- 
tritional needs  of  those  less  fortunate 
who  cannot  afford  an  adequate  diet 
for  themselves  or  their  families. 

Congress  has  already  acted  in  a 
timely  fashion  to  pass  legislation  that 
would  authorize  the  commodity  dona- 
tion programs  beyond  this  fiscal  year. 
As  the  author  of  one  of  the  approach- 
es taken  prior  to  the  passage  of  H.R. 
1590.  I  am  firmly  committed  to  work- 
ing to  insure  that  our  agricultural 
abundance  can  continue  to  be  shared 
with  hungry  Americans.  This  is.  how- 
ever, a  first-step  approach  to  attacking 
domestic  hunger  and  should  not  be 
construed  as  a  replacement  for  any  of 
our  other  Federal  nutrition  programs. 
Instead,  this  should  be  considered  a 
new  component  to  an  overall  Federal 
strategy  to  protect  the  nutritional 
needs  of  the  poorest  of  our  citizenry. 

This  resolution  is  consistent  with 
the  need  to  build  a  Federal  strategy  by 
calling  for  maintained  service  levels  in 
these  nutrition  programs.  It  also  calls 
for  current  service  levels  for  the 
women,  infants,  and  children— WIC— 
programs  in  order  to  maintain  services 
to  the  2.8  million  persons  now  support- 
ed by  the  program  in  this  year. 

Nutrition  programs  have  been  dis- 
proportionate victims  of  budget  cuts 
over  the  past  several  years— child  nu- 
trition programs  have  been  almost 
halved- and  food  stamps  have  been  re- 
duced to  dangerously  low  levels  so 
"that  the  very  people  now  needing  food 
stamps  the  most  are  some  of  the  very 
same  people  who  are  getting  food 
stamp  cuts.  It  is  my  own  intent  to 
work  to  reverse  many  of  these  cuts 
which  have  impacted  the  lives  of  chil- 
dren, the  working  poor  as  well  as  the 
elderly— in  great  numbers. 

I  also  wish  to  commend  the  sponsors 
of  this  resolution— Mr.  Panetta,  chair- 
man of  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee 
which  considered  this  legislation  and 
who  has  spent  many  days  of  hearings 
around  the  country  working  to  address 
this  issue,  as  well  as  Jim  Jeffords,  who 
serves  with  me  on  the  House  Educa- 
tion and  Labor  Committee  which  has 
authored  our  child  and  elderly  feeding 
programs. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  us  in  the  worthwhile  effort  to  re- 
affirm our  support  for  domestic  feed- 
ing programs  by  voting  for  House  Con- 
current Resolution  40. # 
•  Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  aims  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  40.  which  expresses 
congressional  support  for  the  various 
Federal  food  programs.  This  prevent- 
ing hunger  at  home  resolution  comes 
at  a  time  when  it  has  become  increas- 
ingly evident  that  many  people  in  this 
country  do  not  eat  adequately.  For  a 
nation  acknowledged  to  be  the  leader 
of   food   production,   these   sad   facts 


only  underscore  the  problems  we  have 
at  home. 

New  York  State  ranks  fourth  in  the 
production  of  food.  I  know  that  many 
Members  in  this  body  do  not  think  of 
New  York  as  an  agricultural  State; 
however,  in  my  own  district  are  many 
dairy  farmers,  vegetable  growers,  and 
egg  producers.  These  fine  men  and 
women  contribute  to  the  breadbasket 
of  New  York  and  the  Nation,  and  are 
keenly  aware  when  their  product  is  in 
demand. 

All  too  often,  many  of  us  feel  that 
the  Federal  food  programs  are  an 
enigma,  programs  we  hear  about  but 
do  not  feel.  These  vital  programs  in- 
clude the  school  breakfast  and  lunch 
programs,  the  child  care  and  summer 
feeding  programs,  special  supplements 
for  women  with  young  children  and  in- 
fants, and  the  food  stamp  program.  By 
far  the  best  known  of  all  of  these  is 
the  latter.  Yet  I  am  certain,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  there  are  many  people  who 
take  advantage  of  these  other  pro- 
grams I  mentioned,  without  their 
neighbors  being  aware  that  they  are  in 
need  of  foodstuffs. 

The  dilemma  many  parents  have 
faced  of  late  has  been  unemployment. 
They  try  desperately  to  maintain  an 
aura  of  continuity  for  their  children, 
and  this  is  reflected  in  the  food  pre- 
pared for  the  family.  Should  families 
and  individuals  be  in  need  of  food,  it 
should  be  there  for  them.  No  one  in 
this  country  should  go  hungry,  for  any 
reason.  The  overriding  need  to  allevi- 
ate hunger  both  here  and  abroad  is 
the  primary  reason  for  my  having  in- 
troduced House  Resolution  15,  which 
would  establish  a  Select  Committee  on 
Hunger.  There  is  a  compelling  need  to 
investigate  the  causes  of  hunger  in 
this  country,  to  fully  understand  the 
"whys"  and  "hows."  In  other  coun- 
tries, it  is  an  easier  problem  to  under- 
stand, but  in  our  own— it  is  an  impossi- 
bility for  most  to  even  comprehend. 
With  much  bipartisan  support.  House 
Resolution  15  has  now  garnered  the 
attention  of  many,  and  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  House  will  soon  act  on  that 
proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  40  recognizes  the  impor- 
tance of  the  aforementioned  Federal 
programs.  If  we  are  to  maintain  the 
moral  fiber  of  this  Nation  as  a  humane 
and  caring  one.  we  must  insure  that 
the  most  vital  aspect  of  our  lives- 
food— is  available  to  those  in  need.  Ac- 
cordingly, I  urge  the  adoption  of  this 
measure  by  my  colleagues.* 
•  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 40.  the  preventing  hunger  at 
home  resolution.  As  one  of  the  cospon- 
sors  of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
40,  I  congratulate  Mr.  Panetta  and 
Mr.  Jeffords  for  their  leadership  in 
introducing  this  legislation  and  help- 
ing to  move  it  expeditiously.  Hunger  is 
on  the  rise  in  our  Nation.  Passage  of 


House  Concurrent  Resolution  40  will 
be  viewed  a^  a  significant  statement  of 
concern  and  compassion  for  those 
Americans  going  without  adequate  nu- 
trition. 

At  its  heart,  this  resolution  calls  for 
the  maintenance  of  present  Federal 
nutritional  assistance  programs.  It 
states  that  Federal  nutrition  pro- 
grams, including  all  child  nutrition 
programs,  elderly  nutrition  programs, 
and  food  stamps  should  be  protected 
from  further  budget  cuts.  Further,  it 
states  that  these  programs  need  to 
continue  to  respond  effectively  to  the 
urgencies  of  rising  unemployment  and 
food  prices.  Second,  it  calls  for  the 
protection  of  the  supplemental  food 
program  for  women,  infants  and  chil- 
dren (WIC)  at  the  full  level  of  funding 
authorized  by  law.  Finally,  it  urges  the 
Federal  Government  to  maintain  cur- 
rent efforts  and  responsibility  in  Fed- 
eral nutrition  programs. 

It  is  inexplicable  that  in  a  land  so 
richly  endowed  with  bountiful  food  re- 
sources that  dire  poverty  and  hunger 
should  exist  in  American  society.  Ac- 
cording to  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors,  hunger  is  now-  the  most  preva- 
lent and  the  most  insidious  challenge 
facing  U.S.  cities.  This  rising  level  of 
hunger  has  resulted  in  the  establish- 
ment of  thousands  of  food  distribution 
centers,  soup  kitchens,  and  private 
relief  centers  across  the  country.  Still, 
the  growing  demand  for  help  is  not 
being  met  by  these  voluntary  efforts. 
Given  this  situation,  it  hardly  seems 
appropriate  for  the  U.S.  Government 
to  be  cutting  back  on  its  programs  to 
feed  those  in  need. 

The  allegedly  "robust  recovery"  will 
undoubtedly  alleviate  some  cases  of 
hunger.  But  even  Reagan  administra- 
tion economists  concede  that  unem- 
ployment will  remain  historically  high 
throughout  1983  and  1984.  Therefore, 
it  is  necessary  for  Congress  to  affirm 
that  needy  and  hungry  Americans  will 
not  continue  to  bear  further  reduc- 
tions in  nutrition  benefits. 

My  district,  the  Toledo.  Ohio  area,  is 
not  experiencing  much  of  a  recovery. 
The  unemployment  rate  remains 
around  13  percent.  The  demand  for 
food  assistance  is  very  high  and  grow- 
ing each  day.  Last  week,  a  woman  who 
runs  a  feeding  center  informed  me  of 
the  large  numbers  of  unemployed 
people  who  walked  across  town  in  90° 
heat  to  receive  a  meal.  Why,  I  ask,  in  a 
land  as  blessed  as  the  United  States, 
should  any  person  be  forced  into  such 
circumstances? 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  40,  and 
send  a  clear  message  to  the  Nation,  es- 
pecially to  those  dependent  on  Gov- 
ernment food  programs  for  their  sub- 
sistence, that  we  will  not  allow  further 
cuts  in  Federal  nutrition  programs.* 
•  Mr.  CORRADA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 40,  brought  to  the  House  floor 


today  by  our  distinguished  colleague. 
Congressman  Leon  Panetta.  chairman 
of  the  House  Agriculture  Subcommit- 
tee on  Domestic  Marketing,  Consumer 
Relations  and  Nutrition. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  this  resolution,  I 
want  to  commend  Congressman  Pa- 
netta and  both  majority  and  minority 
members  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  for  bringing  this  resolution 
to  the  floor. 

In  expressing  the  sense  of  Congress 
that  the  Federal  Government  should 
maintain  current  efforts  in  Federal 
nutrition  programs,  we  are  reaffirming 
a  congressional  commitment  that  this 
Nation  should  never  retreat  from  the 
admirable  goal  of  keeping  tried  and 
tested  nutrition  programs  in  place, 
and  operating  at  a  reasonable  level. 

While  the  economic  recovery  we  see 
in  evidence  hopefully  increases,  there 
are  and  will  still  be  many  Americans 
confronted  with  the  stark  reality  of 
feeding  their  families  and  their  chil- 
dren, and  of  schoolchildren  who  need 
a  lunch  to  enable  them  to  attain  aca- 
demic goals.  Commonsense  tells  us 
that  a  hungry  child  is  a  child  who 
finds  it  difficult  to  learn:  a  hungry 
family  cannot  be  a  happy  family. 

I  believe  all  of  us  should  remember, 
as  this  resolution  reminds  us,  that  the 
mothers  participating  in  the  women, 
infant  and  children.  WIC.  program 
and  many  other  Americans  who  re- 
ceive the  benefits  of  commodity  food 
distribution  and  either  the  food  stamp 
program  or.  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico, 
participate  in  our  island's  nutritional 
assistance  plan  which  was  implement- 
ed when  the  Omnibus  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1981  took  us  out  of  the  food 
stamp  program,  have  a  right  to  a 
sound  and  adequate  diet. 

This  resolution  simply  states  that  no 
further  cutbacks  should  take  place, 
cutbacks  which  would  deepen  the 
growing  problem  of  hunger  in  the 
United  States. 

Child  nutrition  programs  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Education  and 
Labor  Committee,  on  which  I  serve, 
and  I  want  to  take  special  note  in  com- 
mending the  members  of  the  Agricul- 
ture Committee  for  bringing  this  issue 
before  the  full  House  of  Representa- 
tives with  our  concurrence  and  approv- 
al. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 40  is  a  commonsense  resolu- 
tion and  a  commendable  effort  to 
remind  this  country  of  a  congressional 
commitment  we  have  made  to  those  in 
need  in  the  Nation  and  in  Puerto  Rico 
and  it  merits  our  support. 

I  urge  its  speedy  passage.* 
•  Mr.  ALBOSTA.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today,  I  rise  in  support  of  House  Con- 
current Resolution  40,  which  ex- 
presses the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
essential  Federal  food  programs,  espe- 
cially those  directed  to  children— in- 
cluding school  lunch,  child  care  food. 
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supplemental  food  program  for 
women,  infants,  and  children  (WIC) 
and  food  stamps— be  protected  from 
further  budget  cuts.  In  addition,  it 
urges  the  Federal  Government  to  con- 
tinue to  respond  to  the  urgencies  of  in- 
creasing unemployment  and  rising 
food  prices  through  the  administra- 
tion of  the  surplus  food  distribution 
program. 

My  fellow  colleagues,  my  constitu- 
ents, the  residents  of  Michigan  know 
all  too  well  that  the  problems  of 
hunger  in  this  Nation  have  not  disap- 
peared, and  indeed  are  growing.  While 
the  rest  of  the  country  celebrated  a 
slight  decline  in  the  unemployment 
rate,  my  home  State  of  Michigan  con- 
tinued to  show  an  increase  in  unem- 
ployment. For  many  of  those  who  are 
unemployed,  hunger  is  a  tragic  reality. 

Under  the  direction  of  the  Governor 
of  Michigan,  Jim  Blanchard.  a  report 
on  "The  Nutritional  Status  of  Michi- 
ganians"  was  submitted  by  the  Michi- 
gan Statewide  Nutrition  Commission 
in  March  of  this  year.  The  findings  are 
startling.  I  request  at  this  time  that  a 
section  of  this  report  subtitled,"  Diag- 
nosing Hunger  and  Malnutrition"  be 
inserted  into  the  Record  along  with 
the  commissions  conclusions  and  rec- 
onunendations.  I  welcome  any  of  my 
colleagues  who  are  interested  in  re- 
viewing this  report  to  contact  my 
office  for  a  copy. 

Diagnosing  Hunger  and  Malnutrition 

Population  groups  known  to  be  at  high 
risk  regardless  of  socio-economic  status  are 
women  of  child-bearing  age,  children  and 
adolescents,  and  the  elderly.  There  is  no 
single  test  to  quickly  determine  malnutri- 
tion. One  cannot  go  out  on  the  street  in  our 
society  and  see  a  starving  child.  People  in 
the  twenty  to  fifty-five  year  age  range  can 
withstand  food  withdrawal  of  the  10%  to 
20%  level  for  long  periods  of  time.  Nothing 
will  show  up  except  that  they  will  be 
hungry,  irritable,  less  effective  at  their 
work,  and  short  tempered.  This  can  lead  to 
spouse  and  child  abuse,  depression,  sub- 
stance abuse  and  suicide. 

There  are  other  groups  with  greater  risks. 
A  10%  to  20%  food  intake  reduction  for  the 
elderly,  will  not  only  make  them  hungry, 
but  will  make  them  more  susceptible  to  dis- 
ease. They  will  die  a  little  earlier. 

Then  there  are  the  very  young  trying  to 
grow,  learn  and  socialize.  Intake  reduction 
slows  their  growth  rate  and  their  ability  to 
learn.  They  sit  in  school  and  they  are 
hungry.  They  have  assignments  to  do  and 
instead  they  are  thinking  about  eating. 
Learning  falls  off  tremendously.  Every  year 
we  get  three,  five  and  seven  year  old  grade 
level  scores  on  math,  reading,  etc.  We  talk 
at>out  the  schools  getting  l>etter  or  worse, 
when  in  fact  it  is  sometimes  simply  that  the 
kids  are  eating  better  or  worse.  It  would 
often  be  more  beneficial  to  look  at  the  kids 
nutritional  status  when  looking  for  reasons 
why  a  school  district's  test  scores  went 
down.  Hungry  kids  do  have  school  problems. 

The  young  adolescent  girl  needs  a  suffi- 
cient diet  or  she  will  end  up  with  smaller 
babies,  whether  pregnant  as  an  adolescent, 
or  later  in  life. 

In  summary,  the  first  to  go  when  there  is 
hunger  is  learning:  the  second  is  socializa- 


tion—the ability  to  interact  and  interrelate; 
the  third  is  the  ability  to  perform  on  the 
job;  and  the  fourth  is  the  increase  in  disease 
and  illness. 

conclusion 

A  study  is  currently  being  conducted  by 
the  University  of  Michigan.  School  of  Social 
Work  and  others  in  New  York.  Georgia,  and 
Michigan.  It  is  a  study  of  people  who  have 
been  cut  off  or  dropped  from  the  basic 
public  assistance  programs  since  the  cut- 
backs in  1981.  In  Michigan,  the  preliminary 
findings  include  a  sharp  increase  in  anxiety. 
People  run  out  of  food  the  last  week  of  the 
month,  they  have  no  dental  or  health  care. 
There  is  an  increase  in  hypertension,  diabe- 
tes, and  ulcers.  There  is  a  low  self-esteem. 
Some  are  sending  their  kids  to  the  shopping 
centers  to  "pick-up"  whatever  they  can. 
There  is  lower  food  intake.  People  give  up 
psychologically.  Young  kids  are  deprived  of 
food.  The  army  with  such  a  large  pool  of 
people  available  to  it,  is  screening  potential 
enlistees  and  reenlistees  for  their  levels  of 
body  fat  and  will  not  let  them  enlist  or  reen- 
list  if  they  are  too  fat.  What  we  are  doing  is 
guaranteeing  through  the  cuts  that  have  al- 
ready been  made,  let  alone  those  proposed, 
severe  and  chronic  malnutrition.  We  are  re- 
ducing the  employability  of  the  next  gen- 
eration. 

recommendations 

The  Michigan  Statewide  Nutrition  Com- 
mission believes  that  food  necessary  to  a 
healthful  nutritious  diet  should  be  a  right. 
The  moral  and  economic  consequences  of 
not  doing  so  are  astronomical.  Therefore. 
The  Michigan  Statewide  Nutrition  Commis- 
sion recommends  the  following: 

1.  Restoration  of  the  federal  food  pro- 
grams to  the  1980  levels.  Commodities 
should  never  replace  or  substitute  for  these 
basic  programs. 

2.  Continuation  of  emergency  food  drives, 
coordinated  at  the  local  level,  so  people  can 
be  immediately  referred  to  other  sources,  as 
well  as  help  to  get  onto  federal  programs  if 
eligible. 

3.  Emergency  food  should  be  available 
without  the  complicated  eligibility  require- 
ments now  in  place  for  food  stamps. 

4.  Need  to  develop  food  banks  throughout 
the  state,  such  as  the  one  in  Lansing. 

5.  Campaign  to  inform  the  private  sector 
of  the  Michigan  Gleaner's  law. 

6.  Support  of  federal  legislation  to  spend 
more  money  for  emergency  food,  including 
paying  for  shipping  and  transportation, 
solely  for  emergency  purposes.  More  money 
should  be  spent  on  this,  instead  of  further 
reducing  the  commodities  available  to  non- 
profit institutions  including  soup  kitchens. 

7.  Seek  print  and  electronic  media  coop- 
eration in  producing  and  showing  nutrition 
education  spots  and  programs. 

8.  More  and  continuous  campaigns  for  do- 
nations. 

As  the  report  states,  "The  first  to  go 
when  there  is  hunger  is  learning." 
What  a  legacy  we  are  leaving  to  our 
children.  Clearly,  the  time  is  now  to 
act  accordingly  by  reemphasizing  our 
commitment  to  maintaining  Federal 
funding  for  these  important  nutrition 
programs.  The  health  and  education 
of  our  children  depend  on  it.« 

n  1600 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 


the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  agree  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. House  Concurrent  Resolution 
40,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5,  rule 
I.  and  the  Chair's  prior  announce- 
ment, further  proceedings  on  this 
motion  will  be  postponed. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  concurrent  resolution 
just  considered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


STUDENT  LOAN  CONSOLIDATION 
AND  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 
ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3394)  to  provide  additional  au- 
thority for  the  consolidation  of  stu- 
dent loans  and  to  make  certain  other 
changes  in  Federal  student  financial 
assistance,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  3394 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hoxise  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Student  Loan  Con- 
solidation and  Technical  Amendments  Act 
of  1983". 

extension  of  existing  student  loan 
consolidation  authority 
Sec.  2.  Section  439(o)  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965  (hereafter  in  this  Act  re- 
ferred to  as  "the  Act")  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "on  August  1,  1983"  in  paragraph  (5) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "on  November 
1.  1983". 

disclosure  of  information  to  student 

borrowers 
Sec   3.   (a)  Section   433A   of   the   Act   is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"STUDENT  LOAN  INFORMATION  BY  ELIGIBLE 
LENDERS 

Sec  433A.  (a)  Each  eligible  lender  shall, 
at  or  prior  to  the  time  such  lender  disburses 
a  loan  to  a  borrower  which  is  insured  or 
guaranteed  under  this  part,  provide  thor- 
ough and  accurate  loan  information  on  such 
loan  to  the  borrower.  Any  disclosure  re- 
quired by  this  subsection  may  be  made  by 
an  eligible  lender  as  part  of  the  written  ap- 
plication material  provided  to  the  borrower, 
or  as  part  of  the  promissory  note  evidencing 
the  loan,  or  on  a  separate  written  form  pro- 
vided to  the  borrower.  The  disclosures  shall 
include— 


"(1)  the  name  of  the  eligible  lender,  and 
the  address  to  which  communications  and 
payments  should  be  sent; 
■■(2)  the  principal  amount  of  the  loan; 
••(3)  the  amount  of  any  charges,  such  as 
the  origination  fee  and  insurance  premium, 
collected  by  the  lender  at  or  prior  to  the  dis- 
bursal  of  the  loan  and  whether  such  charges 
are  deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  loan 
or  paid  separately  by  the  borrower: 
"(4)  the  state  interest  rate  on  the  loan; 
■(5)  the  yearly  and  cumulative  maximum 
amounts  that  may  be  borrowed; 

"(6)  an  explanation  of  when  repayment  of 
the  loan  will  be  required  and  when  the  bor- 
rower will  be  obligated  to  pay  interest  that 
accrues  on  the  loan; 

•(7)  a  statement  as  to  the  minimum  and 
maximum  repayment  term  which  the  lender 
may  impose,  and  the  minimum  annual  pay- 
ment required  by  law; 

■■(8)  an  explanation  of  any  special  options 
the  borrower  may  have  for  loan  consolida- 
tion or  other  refinancing  of  the  loan; 

■(9)  a  statement  that  the  borrower  has 
the  right  to  prepay  all  or  part  of  the  loan, 
at  any  time,  without  penalty,  a  statement 
summarizing  circumstances  in  which  repay- 
ment of  the  loan  or  interest  that  accrues  on 
the  loan  may  be  deferred,  and  a  brief  notice 
of  the  program  for  repayment  of  loans,  on 
the  basis  of  military  service,  pursuant  to 
section  902  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act.  1981  (10  U.S.C.  2141, 
note); 

"( 10)  a  definition  of  default  and  the  conse- 
quences to  the  borrower  if  the  borrower  de- 
faults, including  a  statement  that  the  de- 
fault may  be  reported  to  a  credit  bureau  or 
credit  reporting  agency; 

"(11)  to  the  extent  practicable,  the  effect 
of  accepting  the  loan  on  the  eligibility  of 
the  borrower  for  other  forms  of  student  as- 
sistance; and 

"(12)  an  explanation  of  any  cost  the  bor- 
rower may  incur  in  the  making  or  collection 
of  the  loan. 

•(b)  Each  eligible  lender  shall,  at  or  prior 
to  the  start  of  the  repayment  period  of  the 
student  borrower  on  loans  made,  insured,  or 
guaranteed  under  this  part,  disclose  to  the 
borrower  the  information  required  under 
this  subsection.  Any  disclosure  required  by 
this  subsection  may  be  made  by  an  eligible 
lender  either  in  a  promissory  note  evidenc- 
ing the  loan  or  loans  or  in  a  written  state- 
ment provided  to  the  borrower.  The  disclo- 
sures shall  include: 

"(1)  the  name  of  the  eligible  lender,  and 
the  address  to  which  communications  and 
payments  should  be  sent; 

•<2)  the  scheduled  date  upon  which  the 
repayment  period  is  to  begin; 

"(3)  the  estimated  balance  owed  by  the 
borrower  on  the  loan  or  loans  covered  by 
the  disclosure  as  of  the  scheduled  date  on 
which  the  repayment  period  is  to  begin  (in- 
cluding, if  applicable,  the  estimated  amount 
of  interest  to  be  capitalized); 

"(4)  the  stated  interest  rate  on  the  loan  or 
loans,  or  the  combined  interest  rate  of  loans 
with  different  stated  interest  rates; 

"(5)  the  nature  of  any  fees  which  may 
accrue  or  be  charged  to  the  borrower  during 
the  repayment  period; 

"(6)  the  repayment  schedule  for  all  loans 
covered  by  the  disclosure  including  the  date 
the  first  installment  is  due.  and  the  number, 
amount,  and  frequency  of  required  pay- 
ments; 

"(7)  an  explanation  of  any  special  options 
the  borrower  may  have  for  loan  consolida- 
tion or  other  refinancing  of  the  loan: 

••(8)  the  projected  total  of  interest  charges 
which  the  borrower  will  pay  on  the  loan  or 


loans,  assuming  that  the  borrower  makes 
payments  exactly  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
payment schedule;  and 

"(9)  a  statement  that  the  borrower  has 
the  right  to  prepay  all  or  part  of  the  loan  or 
loans  covered  by  the  disclosure  at  any  time 
without  penalty. 

"(c)  Such  information  shall  be  available 
without  cost  to  the  borrower.  The  failure  of 
an  eligible  lender  to  provide  information  as 
required  by  this  section  shall  not  (1)  relieve 
a  borrower  of  the  obligation  to  repay  a  loan 
in  accordance  with  its  ternvs.  (2)  provide  a 
basis  for  a  claim  for  civil  damages,  or  (3)  be 
deemed  to  abrogate  the  obligation  of  the 
Secretary  under  a  contract  of  insurance  or 
reinsurance,  or  the  obligation  of  a  State  or 
nonprofit  private  agency  or  organization 
which  has  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
under  section  428(b)  under  a  contract  of 
guaranty.  The  Secretary  may  limit,  suspend, 
or  terminate  the  continued  participation  of 
an  eligible  lender  in  making  loans  under 
this  part  for  failure  by  that  lender  to 
comply  with  this  section.". 

(b)  Section  463A  of  the  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"STUDENT  LOAN  INFORMATION  BY  ELIGIBLE 
INSTITUTIONS 

•Sec.  463A.  (a)  Each  institution  of  higher 
education,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  section  463(a)(8).  shall,  at  or  prior 
to  the  time  such  institutions  makes  a  loan 
to  a  student  borrower  which  is  made  under 
this  part,  provide  thorough  and  adequate 
loan  information  on  such  loan  to  the  stu- 
dent borrower.  Any  disclosure  required  by 
this  subsection  may  be  made  by  an  institu- 
tion of  higher  education  as  part  of  the  writ- 
ten application  material  provided  to  the 
borrower,  or  as  part  of  the  promissory  note 
evidencing  the  loan,  or  on  a  separate  writ- 
ten form  provided  to  the  borrower.  The  dis- 
closures shall  include: 

••(1)  the  name  of  the  institution  of  higher 
education,  and  the  address  to  which  commu- 
nications and  payments  should  be  sent; 
••(2)  the  principal  amount  of  the  loan: 
••(3)  the  amount  of  any  charges  collected 
by  the  institution  at  or  prior  to  the  disburs- 
al  of  the  loan  and  whether  such  charges  are 
deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  loan  or 
paid  separately  by  the  borrower: 
■•(4)  the  stated  interest  rate  on  the  loan; 
••(5)  the  yearly  and  cumulative  maximum 
amounts  that  may  be  borrowed; 

•■(6)  an  explanation  of  when  repayment  of 
the  loan  will  be  required  and  when  the  bor- 
rower will  be  obligated  to  pay  interest  that 
accrues  on  the  loan: 

•■(7)  a  statement  as  to  the  minimum  and 
maximum  repayment  term  which  the  insti- 
tution may  impose,  and  the  minimum 
monthly  payment  required  by  law; 

•■(8)  an  explanation  of  any  special  options 
the  borrower  may  have  for  loan  consolida- 
tion or  other  refinancing  of  the  loan; 

•(9)  a  statement  that  the  borrower  has 
the  right  to  prepay  all  or  part  of  the  loan, 
at  any  time,  without  penalty,  a  statement 
summarizing  circumstances  in  which  repay- 
ment of  the  loan  or  interest  that  accrues  on 
the  loan  may  be  deferred,  and  a  brief  notice 
of  the  program  for  repayment  of  loans,  on 
the  basis  of  military  service,  pursuant  to 
section  902  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act.  1981  (10  U.S.C.  2141, 
note); 

"(10)  a  definition  of  default  and  the  conse- 
quences to  the  borrower  if  the  borrower  de- 
faults, including  a  statement  that  the  de- 
fault may  be  reported  to  a  credit  bureau  or 
credit  reporting  agency; 


•■(11)  to  the  extent  practicable,  in  effect  of 
accepting  the  loan  on  the  eligibility  of  the 
borrower  for  other  forms  of  student  assist- 
ance; and 

••(12)  an  explanation  of  any  cost  the  bor- 
rower may  incur  in  the  making  or  collection 
of  the  loan. 

••(b)  Each  institution  of  higher  education 
shall  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Sec- 
retary under  which  the  institution  will, 
prior  to  the  start  of  the  repayment  period 
of  the  student  borrower  on  loans  made 
under  this  part,  disclose  to  the  student  bor- 
rower the  information  required  under  this 
subsection.  Any  disclosures  required  by  this 
subsection  may  be  made  by  an  institution  of 
higher  education  either  in  a  promissory 
note  evidencing  the  loan  or  loans  or  in  a 
written  statement  provided  to  the  borrower. 
The  disclosures  shall  include— 

••(1)  the  name  of  the  institution  of  higher 
education,  and  the  address  to  which  commu- 
nications and  payments  should  be  sent: 

••(2)  the  scheduled  date  upon  which  the 
repayment  period  is  to  begin; 

•■(3)  the  estimated  balance  owned  by  the 
borrower  on  the  loan  or  loans  covered  by 
the  disclousre  as  of  the  scheduled  date  on 
which  the  repayment  period  is  to  begin  (in- 
cluding, if  applicable,  the  estimated  amount 
of  interest  to  be  capitalized); 

■•(4)  the  stated  interest  rate  on  the  loan  or 
loans,  or  the  combined  interest  rate  of  loans 
with  different  stated  interest  rates; 

•■(5)  the  nature  of  any  fees  which  may 
accrue  or  be  charged  to  the  borrower  during 
the  repayment  period: 

••(6)  the  repayment  schedule  for  all  loans 
covered  by  the  disclosure  including  the  date 
the  first  installment  is  due,  and  the  number, 
aftiount.  and  frequency  of  required  pay- 
ments; 

••(7)  an  explanation  of  any  special  options 
the  borrower  may  have  for  loan  consolida- 
tion or  other  refinancing  of  the  loan; 

••(8)  the  projected  total  of  interest  charges 
which  the  borrower  will  pay  on  the  loan  or 
loans,  assuming  that  the  borrower  makes 
payments  exactly  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
payment schedule;  and 

"(9)  a  statement  that  the  borrower  has 
the  right  to  prepay  all  or  part  of  the  loan  or 
loans  covered  by  the  disclosure  at  any  time 
without  penalty. 

•■(c)  Such  information  shall  be  available 
without  cost  to  the  borrower.  The  failure  of 
an  eligible  institution  to  provide  informa- 
tion as  required  by  this  section  shall  not  ( 1 ) 
relieve  a  borrower  of  the  obligation  to  repay 
a  loan  in  accordance  with  its  terms.  (2)  pro- 
vide a  basis  for  a  claim  for  civil  damages,  or 
(3)  be  deemed  to  abrogate  the  obligation  of 
the  Secretary  to  make  payments  with  re- 
spect to  such  loan.". 

STUDENT  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENT  ACT  OF  1982  REVISIONS 

Sec  4.  (a)  The  Student  Financial  Assist- 
ance Technical  Amendments  of  1982  is 
amended  by  striking  out  sections  3  through 
6  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

'COST  OF  ATTENDANCE 

•  Sec  3.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tion (b),  but  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  the  cost  of  attendance  criteria 
used  for  calculating  eligibility  for  and  the 
amount  of  Pell  Grants  for  academic  years 
1983-1984.  1984-1985.  and  1985-1986  shall  be 
the  same  as  those  criteria  in  effect  for  aca- 
demic year  1982-1983. 

••(b)  The  cost  of  attendance  allowance  for 
room  and  board  for  students  not  residing  at 
home  or  in  institutionally  owned  or  operat- 
ed housing  for  the  academic  year  1984-1985 
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shall  be  a  standard  amount  determined  by 
the  institution  of  higher  education  based  on 
the  expenses  reasonably  incurred  by  such 
student  for  room  and  lioard.  which  shall  be 
at  least  SI. 100  but  not  more  than  S1.600. 

■■(c)  The  cost  of  attendance  allowance  for 
room  and  board  for  students  not  residing  at 
home  or  in  institutionally  owned  or  operat- 
ed housing  for  the  academic  year  1985-1986 
shall  be  a  standard  amount  determined  by 
the  institution  of  higher  education  based  on 
the  expenses  reasonably  incurred  by  such 
student  for  room  and  board,  which  shall  be 
at  least  $1,100  but  not  more  than  $2,100. 

■'SEPARATION  OF  PELL  GRANT  FAMILY  CONTRIBU- 
TION SCHEDULE  FROM  CAMPUS-BASED  PRO- 
GRAMS 

■'Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  of  Education  shall 
establish  or  approve  separate  systems  of 
need  analysis  for  the  academic  years  1983- 
1984.  1984-1985.  and  1985-1986  for  the  pro- 
grams authorized  under  subpart  2  of  part  A. 
part  C.  and  part  E  of  title  IV  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965. 

■pELL  GRANT  FAMILY  CONTRIBUTION  SCHEDULES 
FOR  ACADEMIC  YEARS  1984-1985  AND   1985-1986 

"Sec  5.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tions (b)  and  (c).  the  family  contribution 
schedule  for  academic  year  1983-1984  for 
Pell  Grants  under  subpart  1  of  part  A  of 
title  IV  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965 
shall  be  the  family  contribution  schedule 
for  such  grants  for  each  of  the  academic 
years  1984  1985  and  1985-1986. 

■■(b>(l»  Each  of  the  amounts  allowed  as  an 
offset  for  family  size  for  dependent  and  in- 
dependent students  in  the  family  contribu- 
tion schedule  for  each  of  the  academic  years 
1984-1985  and  1985-1986  shall  be  computed 
by  increasing  (or  decreasing)  the  compara- 
ble amount  (for  the  same  family  size)  in  the 
family  contribution  schedule  for  the  preced- 
ing academic  year  (as  set  by  this  section)  by 
a  percentage  equal  to  the  percentage  in- 
crease (or  decrease)  in  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  for  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Work- 
ers published  by  the  Department  of  Labor, 
and  rounding  the  result  to  the  nearest  $100. 

■■(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  the  percentage  increases  (or  de- 
crease) in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  is  the 
change,  expressed  as  a  per  centum,  between 
the  arithmetic  mean  of  such  index— 

•■(A)  for  the  period  from  October  1.  1981. 
through  September  30.  1982  and  the  arith- 
metic mean  of  such  index  for  the  period 
from  October  1.  1982.  through  September 
30.  1983,  in  the  case  of  the  academic  year 
1984-1985:  and 

■(B)  for  the  period  from  October  1,  1982, 
through  September  30.  1983.  and  the  arith- 
metic mean  of  such  index  for  the  period 
from  October  1,  1983.  through  September 
30.  1984.  in  the  case  of  the  academic  vear 
1985-1986. 

(3)  The  Secretary  of  Education  shall 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  the  changes 
in  amounts  allowed  as  an  offset  for  family 
size  as  a  consequence  of  the  requirements  of 
this  subsection  immediately  after  publica- 
tion by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  of  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  for  September  1983  (with 
respect  to  academic  year  1984-1985)  and  im- 
mediately after  such  publication  for  Sep- 
tember 1984  (with  respect  to  academic  year 
1985-1986). 

■(c)  For  purpose  of  subsection  (a),  the 
family  contribution  schedule  for  academic 
year  1983-1984  shall  be  modified  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education  for  use  for  each  of  aca- 
demic years  1984-1985  and  1985-1986- 

■'(1)  to  reflect  the  most  recent  and  rele- 
vant data,  and 


■■(2)  to  comply  with  section  482(b)(3)  of 
the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  with  re- 
spect to  the  treatment  of  payments  under 
title  38  of  the  United  States  Code. 

■■(d)  The  modified  family  contribution 
schedule  under  this  section  shall  be  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register— 

■■(1)  not  later  than  fifteen  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Student  Loan  Con- 
solidation and  Technical  Amendments  Act 
of  1983  for  academic  year  1984-1985:  and 

•  (2)  not  later  than  April  1,  1984.  for  aca- 
demic year  1985-1986. 

■INDEPENDENT  STUDENT  DETERMINATION 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  rule  or  regu- 
lation, the  criteria  for  the  determination  of 
independent  student  status,  prescribed 
under  section  482(c)(2)  of  the  Higher  Educa- 
tion Act  of  1965.  in  effect  for  academic  year 
1982-1983  shall  be  the  criteria  for  such  de- 
terminations for  each  of  the  academic  years 
1983-1984.  1984-1985.  and  1985-1986.". 

■■(b)  Section  9  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  'from  July  1.  1984. 
through  June  30.  1985.  and  from  July  1. 
1985.  through  June  30.  1986,"  after  'June 
30,  1984,"  in  subsection  (a): 

(2)  by  striking  out  "the  period  of  instruc- 
tion from  July  1,  1983,  through  June  30, 
1984,"  in  subsection  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'each  of  the  periods  of  instruction 
(beginning  after  June  30,  1983)  described  in 
subsection  (a)":  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  'subsection  (c)  and  in 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(c)  The  modified  family  contribution 
schedule  under  this  section  shall  be  submit- 
ted not  later  than— 

(1)  April  1,  1983,  for  the  period  of  in 
struction  from  July  1,  1983,  through  June 
30.  1984: 

(2)  April  1.  1984,  for  the  period  of  in- 
struction from  July  1.  1984,  through  June 
30,  1985:  and 

■■(3)  April  1.  1985.  for  the  period  ol  in- 
struction from  July  1.  1985.  through  June 
30.  1986, 

and  shall  otherwise  be  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  section  482(a)  of  the  Higher  Educa- 
tion Act  of  1965". 

CLARIFICATION  OF  APPLICABILITY  OF  8  PER 
CENTUM  RATE 

Sec  5.  (a)  Section  427A(a)  of  the  Act  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "other  than"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "this  subsection"  in 
paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

■for  which  the  interest  rate  does  not  exceed 
7  per  centum": 

(2)  by  striking  out  "any  loan  made,  in- 
sured"" and  all  that  follows  through  "'this 
paragraph"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "any  loan  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  any  loan  for  which  the  interest 
rate  is  determined  under  paragraph  (1)": 
and 

(3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

■•(3)  l)e  8  per  centum  per  annum  on  the 
unpaid  principal  balance  of  the  loan  for  a 
loan  to  cover  the  cost  of  education  for  any 
period  of  enrollment  beginning  on  or  after  a 
date  which  is  three  months  after  a  determi- 
nation made  under  subsection  (b)  in  the 
case  of  any  borrower  who,  on  the  date  of  en- 
tering into  the  note  or  other  written  evi- 
dence of  the  loan,  has  no  outstanding  bal- 
ance of  principal  or  interest  on  any  loan  for 
which  the  interest  rate  is  determined  under 
paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  this  subsection.". 

(bid)  Section  427A  of  the  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 


"(e)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section- 
ed) the  term  period  of  instruction'  shall, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  lender,  be  any  aca- 
demic year,  semester,  trimester,  quarter,  or 
other  academic  period:  or  shall  be  the 
period  for  which  the  loan  is  made  as  deter- 
mined by  the  institution  of  higher  educa- 
tion: and 

■■(2)  the  term  'period  of  enrollment"  shall 
be  the  period  for  which  the  loan  is  made  as 
determined  by  the  institution  of  higher  edu- 
cation and  shall  coincide  with  academic 
terms  such  as  academic  year,  semester,  tri- 
mester, quarter,  or  other  academic  period  as 
defined  by  such  institution."". 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsec- 
tion shall  be  effective  as  if  enacted  as  part 
of  the  amendment  made  by  section  415(a)(1) 
of  the  Education  Amendments  of  1980. 

NONDISCRIMINATION 

Sec  6.  Section  421  of  the  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  ":  nondiscrimination:" 
after  "statement  of  purpose"  in  the  heading 
of  such  section: 

(2)  by  inserting  ■(1) "  after  "Sec.  41.  (a)"": 
and 

(3)  by  inserting  before  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

(2)  No  institution,  bank,  credit  union, 
corporation,  or  other  lender  who  regularly 
extends,  renews,  or  continues  credit  or  pro- 
vides insurance  under  this  part  shall  ex- 
clude from  receipt  or  deny  the  benefits  of, 
or  discriminate  against  any  borrower  or  ap- 
plicant in  obtaining,  such  credit  or  insur- 
ance on  the  basis  of  race,  national  origin,  re- 
ligion, sex  or  marital  status,  age.  or  handi- 
capped status.". 

RESTHICrriON  ON  SPECIAI   ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Section  438  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  rede.signating  subsection  (d)  as  subsec- 
tion (e)  ana  inserting  before  such  subsection 
the  following: 

■■(d)d)  In  order  for  the  holders  of  loans 
which  were  made  or  purchased  with  funds 
obtained  by  the  holder  from  an  Authority 
issuing  obligations,  the  income  from  which 
is  exempt  from  taxation  under  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954.  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  special  allowance  under  subsection 
(b)(2)  of  this  .section,  the  Authority  shall 
submit  to  the  Secretary  a  plan  for  doing 
business.  The  Secretary  shall  approve  or 
disapprove  such  plan  within  thirty  days 
after  the  dale  of  its  submission.  Each  such 
plan  shall  contain  provisions  designed  to 
assure  that— 

■■(A)  no  eligible  lender  in  the  area  served 
by  the  Authority  will  be  excluded  from  par- 
ticipation in  the  program  of  the  Authority 
and  all  eligible  lenders  may  participate  in 
the  program  on  the  same  terms  and  condi- 
tions if  eligible  lenders  are  going  to  partici- 
pate in  the  program: 

"(B)  no  director  staff  member  of  the  Au- 
thority who  receives  compensation  from  the 
Authority  may  own  stock  in.  or  receive  com- 
pensation from,  any  agency  that  would  con- 
tract to  .service  an(i  collect  the  loans  of  the 
Authority; 

"(C>  student  loans  will  not  be  purchased 
from  participating  lenders  at  a  premium  or 
discount  amounting  to  more  than  1  per 
centum  of  the  unpaid  principal  amount  bor- 
rowed plus  accrued  interest  to  the  date  of 
acquisition,  but  a  reasonable  loan  transfer 
fee  may  be  paid  by  the  purchaser: 

■■(D)  the  Authority  will  within  the  limit  of 
funds  available  and  subject  to  the  applica- 
ble State  and  Federal  law.  make  loans,  to  or 
purchase  loans  incurred  by.  all  eligible  stu- 
dents who  are  residents  of.  or  who  attend  an 


eligible  institution  within,  the  area  served 
by  the  Authority; 

"(E)  the  Authority  has  a  plan  under 
which  the  Authority  will  pursue  the  devel- 
opment of  new  lender  participation  in  a  con- 
tinuing program  of  benefits  to  students  to- 
gether with  assurances  of  existing  lender 
commitments  to  the  program: 

"(F)  there  will  be  an  annual  audit  of  the 
Authority  by  a  certified  public  accounting 
firm  which  will  include  review  of  compli- 
ance by  the  Authority  with  the  provisions 
of  the  plan;  and 

"(G)  the  Authority  will  not  issue  obliga- 
tions for  amounts  in  excess  of  the  reasona- 
ble needs  for  student  loan  credit  within  the 
area  served  by  the  Authority,  after  taking 
into  account  existing  sources  of  student 
loan  credit  in  that  area. 

■■(2)  In  order  for  the  holders  of  loans 
which  were  made  or  purchased  with  funds 
obtained  by  the  holder  from  an  Authority 
issuing  obligations,  the  income  from  which 
is  exempt  from  taxation  under  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954.  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  special  allowance  under  subsection 
(b)(2)  of  this  section  on  any  such  loans,  the 
Authority  shall  not  engage  in  any  pattern 
or  practice  which  results  in  a  denial  of  a 
borrower's  access  to  loans  under  this  part 
becau.se  of  the  borrower's  race.  sex.  color, 
religion,  national  origin,  age.  handicapped 
status,  income,  attendance  at  a  particular  el- 
igible institution  within  the  area  served  by 
the  Authority,  length  of  the  borrowers  edu- 
cational program,  or  the  borrowers  academ- 
ic year  in  school.". 

(b)  Section  420(b)  of  the  Education 
Amendments  of  1980  is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  438(b)(2)(B)(iii)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'section  420(b)  of 
the  Education  Amendments  of  1980"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (d)  of 
this  section". 

(d)  Until  two  years  after  the  dale  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  section  438(d)(2)  of  the 
Act  (as  added  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion) shall  not  operate  to  prevent  the  pay- 
ment of  special  allowances  on  loans  de- 
scribed in  such  section  438(d)(2)  because  an 
Authority  described  in  such  section  denies 
access  to  loans  under  part  B  of  title  IV  of 
the  Act  to  students  in  attendance  at  particu- 
lar institutions  with  specified  high  default 
rates  on  such  loans,  if  such  denial  is  pursu- 
ant to  a  rule  of  such  Authority  adopted 
prior  to  August  1.  1983. 

STUDENT  LOAN  MARKETING 
ASSOCIATION 
Sec  8.  Section  439(1)  of  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out    issued  or  incurred  on  or 
before  September  30.  1984  ". 

ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 
Sec  9.  The  amendments  made  by  section 
417(c)  of  the  Education  Amendments  of 
1980  shall  be  effective  as  if  enacted  as  part 
of  the  amendment  made  by  section  127(a)  of 
the  Education  Amendments  of  1976. 

REPAYMENTS  STATUS 

Sec.  10.  Section  427(a)(2)(B)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'six  months  after 
the  date  on  which"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "six  months  after  the  month  in 
which". 

(b)  Section  428(b)(1)(E)  of  the  Act  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "the  month  in  which" 
after  "ten  years  beginning  six  months 
after";  and 

(2)  in  clause  (i).  by  inserting  "the  month 
in  which"  after  'not  earlier  than  six  months 
after". 


(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  any  loan 
under  part  B  of  title  IV  of  the  Act  on  which 
repayment  has  not  commenced  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

NATIONAL  COMMISSION  ON  STUDENT  FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE 

Sec  11.  Section  491(d)(3)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "90  days  following 
the  submission  of  its  final  report.'"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "on  November  1. 
1983". 

DEFERMENTS  OF  AUXILIARY  LOANS 

Sec  12.  Section  428B(a)(l)  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  second  sentence  the  follow- 
ing: ",  but  such  a  parent  borrower  shall  not 
be  eligible  for  any  deferment  pursuant  to 
section  427(a)(2)(C)  or  428(b)(l)(M)"". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  (3emande(3? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon) 
will  be  recognized  for  20  minutes,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Coleman)  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon). 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  4  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all.  we  had  a 
committee  amendment  today  that  was 
put  on  at  the  last  minute  because,  all 
of  a  sudden,  while  we  thought  we  were 
going  along  with  the  administration 
and  had  this  thing  in  good  shape,  all 
of  a  sudden  we  get  word  from  OMB 
that  the  loan  consolidation  provision 
is  not  in  order. 

I  understand  that  OMB  has  some 
time  constraints,  but  so  does  Congress. 
I  hope  that  they  get  their  house  in 
order  and  can  notify  us  a  little  earlier 
about  these  kinds  of  changes. 

What  we  have  done  in  order  to 
comply  with  OMB  and  so  that  we  do 
not  have  a  veto  on  this  important  leg- 
islation, we  have  pulled  it  back  from  a 
2-year  extension  to  a  3-month  exten- 
sion so  that  we  can  get  thi.«  thing 
worked  out. 

There  are  several  other  provisions  in 
the  law  in  addition  to  the  3-month  ex- 
tension. One  is.  it  sets  up  the  contribu- 
tion schedules  for  the  Pell  grants.  We 
have  had  a  problem  with  regulations 
coming  in  on  time.  This  is  part  of  a 
tradition  now.  at  least  it  is  not  unprec- 
edented, that  we  do  this. 

We  increase  the  commuter  allow- 
ance. And  that  is  more  than  just  com- 
muting; it  is  a  total  living  expense  for 
those  not  living  in  dormitories  and 
those  not  living  in  their  homes  from 
$1,100  to  $1,600,  and  that  can  go  up  in 
the  1985-86  academic  year  to  $2,100. 
certainly  not  an  excessive  amount.  In 
fact,  it  is  unrealistically  low. 


We  make  the  Sallie  Mae  equal  access 
provision  in  the  event  of  involuntary 
bankruptcy  or  liquidation,  and  we 
make  that  permanent. 

We  extend  the  life  of  the  National 
Commission  on  Student  Financial  As- 
sistance through  November  1,  1983,  so 
they  can  follow  through  on  their 
work. 

We  clarify  the  application  of  the 
new  8  percent  guaranteed  loan  inter- 
est rate  as  applicable  to  new  borrowers 
only,  and  we  provide  new  nondiscrim- 
ination provisions  for  lenders  who 
make  guaranteed  student  loans.  That 
is  simply  because  of  the  new  classifica- 
tion on  the  loans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Kent-dcky  (Mr.  Perkins). 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H  R.  3394.  This  bill  has  as 
its  principal  purpose  bringing  stability 
to  the  Pell  grant  and  guaranteed  stu- 
dent loan  programs  by  prescribing  the 
eligibility  for  those  grants  and  loans 
for  school  years  1984-85  and  1985-86. 

H.R.  3394  was  introduced  by  Con- 
gressman Paul  Simon  with  Congress- 
man Tom  Coleman  and  myself  as  co- 
sponsors.  Mr.  Simon  and  Mi.  Coleman 
deserve  a  great  deal  of  the  credit  for 
achieving  the  passage  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

I  would  also  like  to  commend  the  ef- 
forts of  the  other  members  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Postsecondary  Educa- 
tion; William  D.  Ford.  Ike  Andrews, 
Ray  KoGovsEK.  Frank  Harrison,  Tim- 
othy Penny,  Major  R.  Owens.  Gary 
Ackerman.  Steve  Gunderson,  James 
Jeffords,  William  Goodling.  Thomas 
Petri  and  Ron  Pacicard. 

As  1  mentioned,  the  principal  pur- 
pose of  this  bill  is  to  bring  stability  to 
the  Pell  grant  and  guaranteed  student 
loan  programs.  The  Pell  grant  pro- 
gram currently  benefits  over  2.250.000 
students  and  involves  an  appropriation 
of  $2.4  billion.  Since  the  inception  of 
the  student  loan  program,  more  than 
18  million  student-;  have  benefited 
under  thi.^  program.  The  current  ap- 
propriation is  S3  billion.  These  two 
programs  are  the  largest  Federal  pro- 
grams providing  student  assistance  for 
postsecondary  education. 

For  the  last  2  years  these  programs 
have  suffered  from  a  great  deal  of  in- 
stability because  of  the  administra- 
tion's attempt  to  cut  their  funding.  As 
a  consequence,  the  Congress  has  had 
to  enact  statutes  rejecting  the  admin- 
istrations  attempts  to  limit  eligibility 
and  thereby  reduce  funding. 

For  the  third  year  in  a  row  now,  we 
are  faced  with  the  same  threat  from 
the  administration  to  limit  eligibility 
for  these  programs,  and,  we  must  re- 
spond by  assuring  students  that  they 
will  not  lose  their  grants  and  loans 
through  these  efforts.  That  is  the 
reason   that   the   bill   before   us   pre- 
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scribes  an  exact  family  contribution 
schedule  to  be  used  for  the  Pell  grant 
program  and  for  the  guaranteed  stu- 
dent loan  program  for  school  years 
1984-85  and  1985-86. 

Earlier  this  year  on  May  13.  1983, 
the  administration  published  family 
contribution  schedules  which  would 
have  eliminated  thousands  of  students 
from  these  programs.  This  bill  rejects 
those  schedules  and  instead  requires 
that  the  currently  used  family  contri- 
bution schedules  will  be  updated  for 
inflation  and  used  for  those  school 
years. 

By  passing  this  bill  today  we  will 
help  to  make  it  possible  for  the  print- 
ing of  the  applications  and  other  in- 
formation concerning  eligibility  for 
these  programs  so  that  families  and 
students  can  use  them  this  fall  in 
helping  to  make  their  decisions  about 
which  schools  to  enroll  in  for  the  next 
school  year. 

H.R.  3394  also  clarifies  the  rules  for 
these  two  programs  by  prescribing  the 
use  of  the  current  definition  for  "inde- 
pendent student"  for  the  1984-85  and 
1985-86  school  years  and  by  clarifying 
the  types  of  information  which  will 
have  to  be  made  available  to  students 
under  the  current  truth-in-lending 
provisions  of  the  law. 

The  bill  also  contains  long  overdue 
increases  in  the  commuter  allowance 
for  determining  Pell  grant  eligibility. 
Students  residing  at  home  have  been 
limited  to  an  $1,100  commuter  allow- 
ance since  the  inception  of  the  pro- 
gram in  1972.  The  bill  would  increase 
the  commuter  allowance  from  the  cur- 
rent $1,100  to  $1,600  for  school  year 
1984-85  and  then  to  $2,100  for  school 
year  1985—86. 

Another  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to 
extend  for  3  months  the  loan  consoli- 
dation opportunities  of  students  hold- 
ing guaranteed  and  direct  loans.  Under 
current  law  the  Student  Loan  Market- 
ing Association.  Sallie  Mae.  has  the 
authority  to  help  students  with  con- 
solidated loans.  This  authority  expires 
today,  August  1.  1983.  The  bill  before 
us  extends  Sallie  Mae's  authority  to 
make  these  loans  to  November  1.  1983. 
Originally  our  bill  would  also  have 
permitted  State  guarantee  agencies  to 
make  consolidated  loans  on  the  condi- 
tion that  no  individual  States  consoli- 
dated loans  can  exceed  15  percent  of 
the  outstanding  principal  on  loans 
held  by  that  State  agency.  However. 
David  Stockman  this  morning  object- 
ed to  this  provision.  So  we  deleted  it. 
and  will  consider  it  again  in  committee 
within  the  next  3  months. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is  important  to 
millions  of  students  throughout  the 
country.  It  will  bring  stability  to  the 
Federal  Government's  largest  student 
loan  and  student  grant  programs  by 
prescribing  the  exact  rules  for  these 
programs  for  2  full  school  years.  This 
bill  will  also  help  to  discourage  stu- 


dent default  on  loans  by  encouraging 
loan  consolidation.  I  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois (Mr.  Simon)  I  think  has  stated 
the  proposition  correctly. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  rise  and 
echo  the  words  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  about  the  lateness  of  the  sug- 
gestion by  OMB  that  the  bill  is  unac- 
ceptable. We  all  put  things  off,  but  I 
would  hope  that  OMB  would  not  put 
things  off  so  late,  to  the  11th  hour  and 
59th  minute,  before  we  come  to  the 
floor  with  a  bill. 

In  order  to  save  the  good  parts  of 
this  bill  that  are  not  objectionable,  we 
are  going  forward  today.  But  I  certain- 
ly hope  my  friends  over  at  OMB  will 
take  notice  that  nobody  is  extremely 
happy  with  the  lateness  of  their  objec- 
tion to  this  particular  bill. 

There  are  several  portions  of  the  bill 
which  remain  which  are  positive,  and 
that  is  why  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Simon)  wants  to  go  forward 
with  them,  and  he  has  laid  those  out. 

First  of  all.  the  disclosure  require- 
ments on  GSL  and  NDSL  programs 
are  rewritten  and.  second,  the  Family 
Contribution  Act  schedules  for  1984- 
85  and  1985-86  are  continued  in  the 
present  assessment  rates. 

This  gives  people  the  indication  as  to 
what  their  contribution  will  be  for 
their  youngsters  going  into  college  in 
the  next  several  years,  and  clarifies 
any  questions  along  that  line. 

We  will  have  to  come  back  with 
some  legislation  in  September  and  Oc- 
tober in  order  to  meet  some  reauthor- 
ization requirements  for  Sallie  Mae. 
and  I  hope  that  OMB  will  come  for- 
ward and  let  us  know  what  their  prob- 
lems are  before  then. 

I  was  going  to  congratulate  the  sub- 
committee chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon)  on  bringing 
forward  the  bill  which  he  had  involved 
the  minority  in  substantially,  and  I 
know  that  because  of  that  section 
being  taken  out,  I  hope  we  can  go  for- 
ward together  in  working  along  these 
lines  in  a  bipartisan  effort  on  future 
legislation.  I  thank  him  for  his  courte- 
sies in  the  past  and  on  this  particular 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman   from   Illinois  (Mr.   Erlen- 

BORN). 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3394. 

Let  me  first,  Mr.  Speaker,  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon), 
and  our  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Perkins),  for 
their  cooperation  in  responding  to  the 
objections  raised  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  was  developed 
over  the  last  2  months,  and  I  am  un- 
happy, as  well  as  the  other  Members 
who  have  expressed  themselves  here 


today,  that  we  did  not  have  this  infor- 
mation from  OMB  before. 

I  must  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  however, 
that  concerns  along  the  line  raised  by 
OMB  but  not  backed  up  by  the  mathe- 
matics that  they  were  able  to  perform 
were  raised  by  me  during  consider- 
ation of  the  bill  in  full  committee.  The 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
done  a  complete  analysis  of  this 
beyond  the  5  years  which  was  the 
limit  of  the  analysis  done  by  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office. 

I  mentioned  in  committee,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  first  5  years  of  this 
bill  would  be  the  least  expensive  of  the 
15-  to  20-year  impact  and  beyond  that 
this  legislation  would  have,  aijd  that  I 
was  unhappy  at  the  time  we  acted  on 
the  bill  in  full  committee  that  no  one 
had  made  an  analysis  of  the  cost  10 
years.  15  years  from  now,  and  that  is 
what  OMB  has  done  since  the  full 
committee  has  acted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  question  of  consoli- 
dation of  student  loans  is  important 
and  is  yet  to  be  resolved  as  a  result  of 
the  amendment  that  is  being  offered 
by  the  committee,  and  I  do  hope  that 
we  will  be  able  to  meet  again  together 
in  bipartisan  cooperation  to  resolve 
that  issue. 

An  important  provision  in  H.R.  3394 
relates  to  the  disclosure  of  informa- 
tion to  student  borrowers  under  both 
the  guaranteed  student  loan  and  the 
national  direct  student  loan  programs. 
It  addresses  concerns  raised  by  the 
lending  community  regarding  student 
loan  disclosure  provisions  enacted  in 
the  Student  Financial  Assistance 
Technical  Amendments  of  1982  con- 
cerning the  technical  feasibility  of 
some  of  the  disclosure  items  required. 
Foremost  among  the  concerns  raised 
was  the  required  redisclosure  informa- 
tion relating  to  the  GSL  loan  origina- 
tion fee  and  insurance  premium.  Lend- 
ers doubted  whether  this  information 
relating  to  these  items  would  be  read- 
ily available  in  that  student  loan  ac- 
counts are  often  maintained  on  com- 
puterized systems  with  minimal 
amounts  of  information  on  each  ac- 
count. Lenders  felt  that  the  mandato- 
ry disclosure  of  these  items  would  ne- 
cessitate searches  for  the  notes  origi- 
nally signed  at  the  time  student  loans 
are  disbursed.  These  notes  are  often 
stored  in  warehouses  where  they  are 
largely  inaccessible. 

The  loan  disclosure  provisions  in- 
cluded in  H.R.  3394  were  developed  in 
close  cooperation  with  both  the  lend- 
ing community  and  student  organiza- 
tions. They  will  assure  that  students 
are  provided  with  the  basic  informa- 
tion they  need  regarding  their  student 
loan  obligation.  They  are  also  designed 
to  be  administratively  workable  and 
will  help  hold  down  administrative 
costs  associated  with  lender  participa- 
tion in  the  GSL  program. 


Another  major  provision  in  H.R. 
3394  relates  to  the  Pell  grant  and  GSL 
programs.  The  legislation  establishes 
the  family  contribution  schedules  for 
the  1984-85  and  1985-86  academic 
years.  As  you  know.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
family  contribution  schedule  deter- 
mines what  amount  of  a  family's  dis- 
cretionary income  the  family  is  ex- 
pected to  contribute  to  their  son's  or 
daughter's  postsecondary  education. 
By  establishing  the  schedule  for  the 
next  2  years  in  the  Higher  Education 
Act,  we  will  be  taking  a  big  step 
toward  assuring  stability  in  both  of 
these  important  student  aid  programs. 
Under  this  provision  families  will  be 
able  to  improve  their  planning  for 
meeting  postsecondary  education 
costs. 

The  legislation  also  raises  the  Pell 
grant  cost-of-attendance  allowance  for 
students  not  residing  at  home  or  in  in- 
stitutionally owned  or  operating  hous- 
ing for  the  1984-85  and  1985-86  aca- 
demic years.  The  increases  included  in 
the  bill  for  this  allowance  represent 
modest  additions  to  a  maximum  allow- 
ance that  has  not  been  altered  for  10 
years.  By  making  this  adjustment,  the 
Pell  grants  of  some  of  our  Nation's 
poorest  postsecondary  students  will  be 
increased. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R. 
3394. 

D  1610 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New- 
York  (Mr.  BiAGGi). 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to  lend  my  sup- 
port to  the  legislation  now  before  us. 
H.R.  3394.  Passage  of  this  bill  today  is 
essential  if  we  are  to  maintain  the 
availability  of  student  loans  in  the 
coming  fiscal  years. 

As  one  of  the  original  authors  of  the 
1978  Middle  Income  Student  Assist- 
ance Act  as  well  as  the  1980  higher 
education  amendments,  I  believe  that 
this  legislation  is  an  essential  step  in 
carrying  out  the  1980  law  which 
sought  to  provide  financial  assistance 
to  each  needy  student  in  both  the 
public  and  the  private  sectors.  This 
balance  of  interest  must  be  main- 
tained if  we  are  to  continue  to  support 
and  nurture  choice  and  access  in 
higher  education. 

I  am  pleased  that  this  legislation  re- 
flects an  long-overdue  increase  in  the 
commuter  allowance  for  students  at 
public  schools.  Under  this  bill,  the  al- 
lowance will  be  raised  to  $1,600  for  the 
1984-85  school  year  and  $2,100  in  the 
1985-86  school  year.  For  students  at 
public  schools,  especially  the  40,000 
students  who  attend  the  City  Universi- 
ty of  New  York— who  do  not  live  with 
their  parents  or  on  campus— this  in- 
crease will  correct  a  long  standing  in- 
equity. 


At  the  same  time,  I  wish  to  under- 
score my  concern  that  this  incresise 
does  not  disproportionately  impact 
upon  students  who  are  equally  needy 
who  attend  high-priced  schools.  The 
ideal  answer  to  this  situation  is  that 
we  work  to  insure  that  the  Pell  grant 
program  remain  funded  at  a  level  of 
$2.8  billion  in  order  to  fund  a  $2,000 
award.  If  we  are  faced  with  insuffi- 
cient funding  in  the  Pell  grant  pro- 
gram, I  would  hope  that  we  can  active- 
ly work  to  insure  that  inequities  do 
not  occur. 

I  also  wish  to  point  out  that  I  sup- 
ported efforts  in  full  committee  to 
allow  State  agencies  to  guarantee  stu- 
dent loans— something  that  is  now 
provided  only  to  the  student  loan  mar- 
keting association.  It  is  clearly  unfair 
to  allow  one  single  agency  to  operate 
in  a  monopolistic  fashion  and  I  would 
hope  that  the  committee  will  make 
some  adjustments  in  this  area  in  the 
future  with  relation  to  the  3-month 
Sallie  Mae  extension. 

I  strongly  support  the  provisions  in 
the  bill,  specifically  the  provisions 
which  lock  in  the  Pell  grant  and  GSL 
contribution  schedules  so  that  stu- 
dents and  the  schools  they  attend  will 
not  be  unnecessarily  burdened  by  the 
continued  bureaucratic  foot-dragging 
by  the  Department  of  Education  as 
has  been  the  case  in  the  past. 

I  am  disappointed  that  the  commit- 
tee did  not  agree  to  extend  authority 
to  guarantee  loans  to  State  agencies 
despite  the  fact  that  we  have  given 
them  authority  to  consolidate  loans.  I 
supported  efforts  to  extend  this  au- 
thority and  break  the  monopolistic  sit- 
uation I  feel  that  we  will  be  creating.  I 
intend  to  work  in  committee  to  rectify 
this  matter  so  that  the  final  product 
will  be  more  equitable  to  those  lenders 
that  want  to  take  advantage  of  the 
same  options  that  we  have  given  to 
Sallie  Mae. 

Finally,  I  wish  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  Paul 
Simon,  for  his  steering  of  this  bill 
through  our  committee  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion  as  well  as  our  distinguished 
chairman  Carl  Perkins,  who  remains 
a  champion  for  all  educational  inter- 
ests in  this  Nation.  As  New  York's 
senior  member  of  the  Education  and 
Labor  Committee,  I  share  the  con- 
cerns of  my  colleagues  in  passing  this 
bill  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  Sallie 
Mae  can  continue  its  activities,  but 
more  importantly,  so  that  students  in 
all  segments  of  the  higher  education 
community  can  be  assured  that  their 
awards  will  be  distributed  in  a  timely 
fashion. 

Mr.    COLEMAN    of    Missouri.    Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  (Mr.  Jeffords). 
Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wonder  if  I  could 
engage  the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee in  a  colloquy. 


Mr.  SIMON.  I  would  be  pleased  to. 
Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  knows,  the  provisions 
which  I  fought  for  in  committee  have 
been  whisked  away  by  this  little 
amendment.  I  was  happy  to  get  these 
provisions,  and  thought,  due  to  their 
de  minimis  revenue  impact,  that  they 
were  acceptable  to  everyone. 

This  committee  amendment  amend- 
ment obviously  concerns  me.  It  looks 
to  me  like  we  are  giving  OMB  every- 
thing they  want.  But  we  are  taking 
away  much  which  would  be  of  assist- 
ance and  benefit  to  the  student. 

I  would  just  urge  the  gentleman,  and 
I  can  understand  the  reaction  to  the 
threat  of  the  administration  pounding 
down  on  us  tomorrow  when  we  need  a 
two-thirds  vote,  but  I  would  hope  that 
when  the  remnants  go  to  the  other 
body,  that  he  urge  the  other  body  to 
put  back  in  some  of  these  useful 
things.  Then  we  can  get  back  to  a 
more  normal  way  of  negotiating  with 
OMB  in  conference.  I  would  ask  the 
gentleman,  first  of  all,  as  to  whether 
or  not,  as  I  understand  it.  you  have 
just  a  short  elongation  of  the  time  for 
which  Sallie  Mae  can  consolidate, 
which  is  going  to  force  us  to  face  this 
issue  again.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  At  that  time,  as- 
suming the  States  are  not  granted  the 
ability  to  consolidate  loans  in  confer- 
ence, we  can  take  up  the  issue? 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  that  is  correct. 

Let  me  just  add.  if  the  gentleman, 
who  probably  has  some  influence  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  his  State,  it 
seems  to  me  if  something  is  worked 
out  on  the  other  side  and  we  get  OMB 
approval  in  the  next  few  days,  we  may 
be  able  to  do  more  than  what  we  have 
in  this  House  bill.  I  cannot  guarantee 
that,  obviously,  but  if  we  are  not  able 
to  do  anything  more  than  what  we 
have  here,  then  within  the  next  3 
months  we  will  certainly  reconsider 
the  suggestion  of  my  colleague  from 
Vermont. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman  I  am  going  to  take  his 
advice  on  that  matter,  and  I  do  hope 
that  more  can  be  put  back  in  this  bill, 
which  was  so  enthusiastically  agreed 
to  by  our  committee,  than  we  appar- 
ently can  get  through  at  this  time  due 
to  the  exigencies  of  time. 

But  I  do  want  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  work  on  this  bill,  and 
also  for  his  willingness  to  work  with  us 
who  wanted  to  try  to  give  the  States 
the  right  to  consolidate.  It  kind  of  in- 
trigues me  that  OMB,  would  disagree 
with  the  State  consolidation  amend- 
ment. Is  this  not  what  they  have  been 
trying  to  get  done,  that  is  to  ask  the 
States  to  take  more  of  the  burden  in 
these  matters  and  to  relieve  the  Feder- 
al  Government  of   its  obligations   in 
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student  financing  and  all.  I  am  amazed 
that  this  would  be  one  of  the  matters 
which  they  complain  about.  This 
amendment  seems  to  be  totally  con- 
sistent with  the  policy  that  this  ad- 
ministration has  been  trying  to  drum 
into  us.  I  find  it  somehow  ironic  that 
they  would  pick  upon  that  particular 
amendment  to  use  as  one  of  the  rea- 
sons for  discouraging  us  from  proceed- 
ing as  we  had  planned. 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield  further.  I  want  to  apologize  for 
not  discussing  this  amendment  with 
the  gentleman  from  Vermont.  I  found 
out  about  it  about  45  minutes  or  an 
hour  before  this  bill  came  up,  that  we 
had  the  problem  with  OMB,  so  we  had 
to  move  quickly  and  I  did  consult  with 
my  colleague  from  Illinois  and  my  col- 
league from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  suppose  my  real 
complaint  is  that  my  eloquent  state- 
ment in  support  of  your  bill  and  my 
amendment  now  becomes  somewhat 
irrelevant  and  I  will  have  to  engage  in 
some  corrective  surgery  on  it.  But 
other  than  that.  I  understand  the 
plight  and  will  do  all  I  can  hopefully 
to  resurrect  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield  further,  he  can  save  his  elo- 
quence. We  need  all  of  it  we  can  get  in 
the  House. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  that  the 
gentleman's  comment  a  moment  ago 
about  the  States  taking  over  part  of 
this  obligation  of  consolidation  fits 
right  in  with  the  administration's  phi- 
losophy. 

I  would  question  that  since  the 
States  do  that  with  tax-free  bonds. 

n  1620 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
(Mr.  Jeffords)  has  expired. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  1  additional  minute  to 
the  gentleman  from  Vermont  (Mr. 
Jeffords). 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

They  do  that  with  tax-free  bonds, 
and  there  actually  is  a  profit  within 
this  for  the  State  agencies.  That  is  one 
of  the  things  that  concerns  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget.  As  we 
know,  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  why 
in  committee  we  reduce  the  ability  of 
the  States  to  consolidate  to  no  more 
than  15  percent 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  understand,  and  I 
was  willing  to  restrict  use  to  15  per- 
cent under  the  pressure  of  OMB.  to 


make  the  revenue  impact  de  minimis. 
But  I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that 
the  experience  has  been  that  the 
States  have  had  a  much  better  record 
on  student  loan  default  and  other  mat- 
ters than  the  Federal  loans  have.  So  in 
that  respect,  the  States  have  been 
more  effective  in  saving  money  than 
has  the  Federal  Government.  In  fact 
allowing  the  States  to  consolidate  may 
very  well  end  up  a  net  saving. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  let 
me  say  that  the  States  have  had  a 
good  record,  and  if  we  allow  them  to 
consolidate  those  loans  that  would 
have  been  repaid  with  that  good 
record  and  stretch  them  out  for  15  to 
20  years  instead  of  the  10  years  now 
allowed  under  the  guaranteed  student 
loan  program,  it  means  an  additional  5 
to  10  years'  subsidy  for  the  interest. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  And  a  substantial 
decrease  in  the  number  of  defaults.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  comment. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Well,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  doubt  that.  I  think  they  have  a 
good  record  already. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield, 
just  so  there  is  no  question,  since 
there  has  been  a  lot  of  dialog  on  some 
things  that  are  not  even  before  the 
House,  this  side  of  the  aisle  supports 
H.R.  3394  and  hopes  that  it  will  pass 
under  suspension. 

•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3394,  the 
Student  Loan  Consolidation  and  Tech- 
nical Amendments  Act  of  1983.  This 
bill  makes  a  number  of  largely  techni- 
cal but  very  important  modifications 
in  the  student  financial  aid  programs. 
These  amendments  will  insure  that 
the  student  aid  programs  serve  stu- 
dents with  as  much  equity  as  is  possi- 
ble under  the  circumstances  and  with- 
out the  delays  that  have  often  been 
synonymous  with  a  denial  of  opportu- 
nity in  recent  years.  With  the  adop- 
tion of  these  amendments  the  student 
financial  aid  system  will  be  able  to  ef- 
fectively serve  students  for  the  1984- 
85  and  the  1985-86  academic  years  by 
which  time  the  next  reauthorization 
of  the  Higher  Education  Act  will  have 
taken  place. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Postsecondary  Education,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon), 
and  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  (Mr.  Coleman),  for 
their  efforts  and  their  leadership  in 
bringing  this  legislation  before  the 
House  in  a  timely  manner. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  provi- 
sions of  this  bill  are  those  which  keep 
in  place  the  current  family  contribu- 
tion schedule  for  the  Pell  grant  pro- 
gram and  the  guaranteed  student  loan 
program  with  adjustments  for  infla- 
tion. The  family  contribution  schedule 
is  the  basic  mechanism  for  determin- 


ing the  financial  strength  of  a  student 
and  his  or  her  family  in  order  to  deter- 
mine their  eligibility  for  a  Pell  grant 
or  a  guaranteed  student  loan.  By  con- 
tinuing the  current  family  contribu- 
tion schedule,  the  bill  precludes  the 
implementation  of  a  revised  family 
contribution  schedule  proposed  by  the 
administration  which  would  have  re- 
sulted in  severe  decreases  in  awards  to 
students  from  moderate  income  fami- 
lies only  .slightly  above  the  poverty 
line  as  well  as  the  elimination  of  sever- 
al hundred  thousand  middle-income 
students  from  the  programs. 

The  bill  also  maintains  the  current 
definition  of  an  independent  student. 
This  provision  will  prevent  the  admin- 
istration from  implementing  a  new 
complex  and  arbitrary  definition  of  in- 
dependent students.  Forestalling  this 
proposed  new  definition  of  independ- 
ent students  will  enable  these  stu- 
dents, who  are  generally  older  stu- 
dents returning  to  school,  to  continue 
to  benefit  from  the  programs. 

The  legislation  will  extend  for  3 
months  the  loan  consolidation  pro- 
gram of  the  Student  Loan  Marketing 
Association  which  expires  today.  This 
program  provides  to  students  with 
large  outstanding  loan  balances  or  stu- 
dent loans  from  multiple  lenders  the 
opportunity  to  negotiate  extended  and 
variable  repayments.  This  program 
has  proved  effective  in  aiding  students 
to  manage  the  repayment  of  their  stu- 
dent loans  and  to  prevent  loan  de- 
faults. I  hope  that  agreement  can  be 
reached  expeditiously  to  extend  this 
valuable  program  beyond  3  months. 

In  addition,  this  bill  clarifies  the  dis- 
closure requirements  that  require 
lenders  to  fully  inform  student  bor- 
rowers of  their  responsibilities  and  the 
terms  of  their  student  loans.  Since  stu- 
dent loans  were  removed  from  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Truth  in  Lending 
Act  in  the  last  Congress,  the  Student 
Financial  Assistance  Technical 
Amendments  Act  of  1982  provided  for 
new  disclosure  requirements  for  lend- 
ers. Implementation  of  these  new  dis- 
closure requirements  without  the 
modifications  contained  in  this  bill 
would  have  worked  a  severe  hardship 
on  lenders  in  terms  of  administrative 
burdens  and  cost  without  any  gain  in 
relevant  information  for  students.  The 
adoption  of  this  bill  will  enable  stu- 
dents to  be  fully  informed  about  their 
loan  obligations  without  needless  bur- 
dens on  lenders. 

Finally,  this  legislation  extends  per- 
manently the  provision  of  current  law 
which  provides  that  in  the  event  of 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  Student  Loan 
Marketing  Association,  all  of  its  credi- 
tors, including  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, will  have  equal  standing  in  their 
claims  against  Sallie  Mae's  assets.  This 
provision  will  insure  that  Sallie  Mae 
will  not  be  unfairly  hampered  in  its  ef- 
forts to  raise  funds  in  the  private  mar- 


kets and  that  it  can  therefore  continue 
to  serve  the  needs  of  the  guaranteed 
student  loan  program  as  well  as 
comply  with  the  intent  of  Congress 
with  respect  to  obtaining  its  financing 
in  the  private  markets. 

I  take  particular  pride  in  several  pro- 
visions of  this  legislation  to  which  I 
devoted  a  great  deal  of  personal  atten- 
tion. First,  the  bill  provides  that  the 
living  allowance  for  students  who  do 
not  live  on  campus  and  who  do  not 
commute  from  their  parents  home— 
those  who  commute  from  their  own 
apartment  or  home— will  be  increased 
by  $500  for  the  1984-85  academic  year 
and  by  another  $500  for  the  academic 
year  1985-86.  This  allowance  along 
with  tuition  charges  are  key  elements 
in  determining  the  cost  of  attendance 
at  a  postsecondary  institution  which 
in  turn  establishes  the  limit  on  a  stu- 
dent's eligibility  for  student  aid.  This 
living  allowance  for  commuting  stu- 
dents has  not  been  modified  since  the 
creation  of  the  Pell  grant  program  in 
1972.  and  this  has  resulted  in  artifi- 
cially and  arbitrarily  lowering  the  Pell 
grant  awards  particularly  of  low- 
income  students  attending  low-cost 
schools  such  as  community  colleges 
and  State  colleges.  I  am  very  pleased 
that  this  bill  begins  to  redress  this 
longstanding  inequity. 

This  bill  also  preserves  and  clarifies 
the  change  in  the  interest  rate  under 
the  guaranteed  student  loan  program 
for  students  who  begin  borrowing  this 
fall.  For  new  borrowers  the  interest 
rate  will  decrease  from  9  to  8  percent 
this  fall.  This  will  enable  students  to 
share  in  some  of  the  benefits  of  the 
decline  in  interest  rates. 

The  bill  also  requires  that  State 
direct  lenders  or  State  secondary  mar- 
kets who  raise  their  capital  through 
the  sale  of  tax-exempt  bonds  must  jus- 
tify to  the  Secretary  of  Education  in 
their  plan  of  doing  business  that  the 
amount  of  bonds  issued  are  not  in 
excess  of  the  reasonable  needs  for  stu- 
dent loan  credit.  I  expect  that  the  Sec- 
retary will  begin  to  police  the  amounts 
of  capital  raised  through  tax-exempt 
bonds  to  insure  that  excessive 
amounts  beyond  the  reasonable  needs 
of  student  credit  are  not  being  sold. 
The  Federal  revenue  foregone  because 
of  the  tax-exempt  status  of  these 
bonds  increases  the  Federal  deficit. 
This  Federal  cost  should  not  be  in- 
curred beyond  the  level  necessary  to 
serve  the  legitimate  educational  credit 
needs  of  students. 

Finally,  the  bill  provides  that  these 
State  authorities  who  raise  capital 
through  the  sale  of  tax-exempt  securi- 
ties may  not  engage  in  any  pattern  or 
practice  which  denies  access  to  loans 
to  students  which  results  in  discrimi- 
nation against  student  borrowers  on 
the  basis  of  race.  sex.  color,  religion, 
national  origin,  age.  handicapped 
status,  income,  attendance  at  a  par- 
ticular institution,  length  of  the  bor- 


rower's educational  program,  or  the 
borrower's  year  in  school.  The  provi- 
sion begins  to  address  the  need  to 
insure  that  eligible  students  are  not 
denied  access  to  student  loans  for  arbi- 
trary and  unfair  reasons  which  frus- 
trate the  program's  intent  of  helping 
to  provide  equal  educational  opportu- 
nity. 

This  is  a  modest  and  noncontrover- 
sial  bill.  It  appropriately  leaves  to  the 
reauthorization  process  important 
issues  such  as  repeal  of  the  loan  origi- 
nation fee,  establishment  of  a  single 
needs  analysis  system  for  the  Federal 
student  financial  aid  programs,  estab- 
lishment of  more  certainty  in  the  de- 
livery of  student  aid  and  improve- 
ments in  the  basic  equity  of  the  pro- 
grams. However,  this  bill  will  provide 
for  a  period  of  order  and  stability 
during  which  the  reauthorization  ef- 
forts can  proceed  free  from  unneces- 
sary distractions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill.* 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Simon)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill  H.R.  3394,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


IRISH  WILDERNESS  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
the  Senate  bill  (S.  64)  to  establish  the 
Irish  Wilderness  in  Mark  Twain  Na- 
tional Forest,  Mo.,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
s.  64 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Irish  Wilderness 
Act  of  1983". 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes 
of  the  Wilderness  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1131-1136). 
certain  lands  in  the  Mark  Twain  National 
Forest.  Missouri,  which  comprise  approxi- 
mately fifteen  thousand  five  hundred  acres, 
as  generally  depicted  on  a  map  entitled 
"Irish  Wilderness  Proposed",  dated  July 
1983,  are  hereby  designated  as  wilderness 
and  shall  be  known  as  the  Irish  Wilderness. 

(b)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the 
wilderness  area  designated  under  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  administered  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  in  this  Act  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Secretary")  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Wilderness  Act  of 
1964  16  U.S.C.  1131-1136)  governing  areas 
designated  by  that  Act  as  wilderness  except 
that  any  reference  in  such  provisions  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  Wilderness  Act  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act. 

(c)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 


shall  submit  a  map  and  legal  description  of 
the  wilderness  area  designated  by  subsec- 
tion (a)  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committees  on  Agriculture  and  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Such  map  and  legal  description  shall 
have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  includ- 
ed in  this  Act,  except  that  any  clerical  or  ty- 
pographical error  in  such  map  or  legal  de- 
scription may  be  corrected.  The  Secretary 
shall  place  such  map  and  legal  description 
on  file,  and  make  them  available  for  public 
inspection  in  the  office  of  the  Chief  of  the 
Forest  Service.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  LUJAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  a  second  will  be  consid- 
ered as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiberling) 
will  be  recognized  for  20  minutes,  and 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  (Mr. 
LujAN)  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiberling). 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  S. 
64.  This  bill  would  end  a  decades-long 
effort  by  many  Missourians  to  desig- 
nate the  so-called  Irish  Wilderness  as 
a  component  of  the  National  Wilder- 
ness Preservation  System. 

The  Irish  area  was  first  recognized 
by  Aldo  Leopold  as  an  outstanding 
natural  area  in  1929  and  was  first  pro- 
posed for  wilderness  in  1949.  In  1973.  a 
bill  to  designate  the  area  a  wilderness 
passed  the  Senate,  and  similar  legisla- 
tion has  been  introduced  by  both  Mis- 
souri Senators  in  every  Congress  since 
that  date.  S.  64  passed  the  Senate 
unanimously  earlier  this  year. 

The  15.500  acres  of  proposed  wilder- 
ness is  the  largest  remaining  roadless 
and  undeveloped  area  in  Missouri  and. 
therefore,  contains  unique  opportuni- 
ties for  primitive  recreation  and  the 
preservation  of  outstanding  water- 
shed, wildlife,  and  other  natural 
values.  The  area  is  also  directly  adja- 
cent to  the  Eleven  Point  National 
Scenic  River  and  offers  a  multifaceted 
terrain  containing  numerous  caves, 
sinkholes,  springs,  and  pools. 

Having  visited  it  myself  this  spring.  I 
can  personally  testify  to  the  outstand- 
ing character  of  this  area  in  terms  of 
both  interesting  terrain  and  interest- 
ing flora  and  fauna.  I  visited  one  area 
where  there  were  blue  herons  nesting 
in  a  tall  grove  of  trees,  and  you  could 
hear  the  young  herons  in  their  nests 
giving  a  strange  clucking  sound  and 
the  adult  herons  flying  overhead  in  a 
rather  wonderful  and  mysterious  pat- 
tern. 

I  visited  some  of  the  springs  and 
pools  and  took  pictures  of  the  beauti- 


21992 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


21993 


ful    wUdflowers    and    splendid    forest 
cover. 

Designation  of  this  wilderness  ap- 
pears to  have  very  strong  statewide 
support  in  the  State  of  Missouri.  Vir- 
tually every  major  newspaper  in  the 
State  has  run  editorials  in  favor  of  the 
wilderness  designation.  In  fact,  major 
newspapers  in  Kansas  City  and  St. 
Louis  have  run  repeated  editorials  sup- 
porting wilderness  designation. 

Further  discussion  of  the  wilderness 
attributes  of  the  area  can  be  found  in 
the  committee  report  on  S.  64.  so, 
given  our  crowded  schedule  today,  I 
will  not  elaborate  further.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  wish  to  commend 
our  colleagues  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  the  expeditious  treat- 
ment they  have  given  in  order  that  we 
might  take  this  up  on  the  Suspension 
Calendar  today,  and  I  want  to  thank 
my  colleagues  on  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  for  their 
help  in  working  out  a  bill  that  meets 
with  the  support  of  the  Members  suf- 
ficiently to  take  it  up  on  the  Suspen- 
sion Calendar. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la  Garza), 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
you  are  aware,  under  House  rule  X, 
clause  1(a),  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ture has  jurisdiction  over  forestry  in 
general  and  forest  reserves  other  than 
those  created  from  the  public  domain. 
Speaking  as  chairman  of  the  Agricul- 
ture Committee,  I  can  say  that  we  feel 
very  strongly  about  protecting  the  ju- 
risdictional interests  of  the  committee. 

The  Missouri  wilderness  bill  was  re- 
ported by  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  at  the  beginning  of 
today's  session  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  for  a  period 
of  2  hours.  I  have  personally  followed 
the  development  of  this  legislation 
and  have  been  assured  that  all  con- 
cerned parties  are  satisified  with  the 
compromise  that  has  been  struck  in 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs.  Thus,  because  the  Congress 
will  soon  enter  its  summer  recess,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  has  been 
asked  to  expedite  its  review  and  allow 
this  bill  to  be  presented  on  today's 
Suspension  Calendar.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion to  the  House  considering  the  bill 
today  and  support  its  passage  as  a 
compromise  that  meets  the  needs  of 
all  the  concerned  parties. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  expedited  consider- 
ation of  this  bill  is  done  in  light  of  the 
severe  time  restrictions  which  are  now 
present.  However,  if  any  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  bill  relating  to  matters 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture  should  become  an 
issue  with  the  Senate,  I  intend  to  re- 
quest that  the  Agriculture  Committee 
be  represented  in  any  conference 
which  may  be  held. 


Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LUJAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  qualified  sup- 
port of  this  legislation. 

This  legislation,  as  originally  intro- 
duced, was  to  set  aside  17,000  acres  in 
the  Irish  Wilderness  as  the  Irish  Wil- 
derness. In  a  true  bipartisan  way.  in 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  HucKABY)  offered  an  amendment 
that  would  have  reduced  that  to 
13,000  acres.  The  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona (Mr.  McNuLTY)  then  put  2,000 
acres  back  in,  so  it  results  now  in  a  wil- 
derness area  of  about  15.000  acres. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  one  concern 
that  I  have  in  how  we  handle  wilder- 
ness legislation,  and  this  is  probably  a 
prime  example.  The  Irish  Wilderness 
or,  rather,  this  particular  area  has  a 
lead  production  capacity  equal  to 
about  90  percent  of  all  the  lead  pro- 
duction in  the  United  States.  I  have 
heard  it  said  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  it 
is  15  percent  of  the  entire  world  pro- 
duction of  lead.  Yet  we  find  ourselves, 
in  designating  wilderness  areas,  disre- 
garding that  completely.  We  disregard 
the  natural  resources  that  exist,  the 
richness  that  exists  in  resources  in 
various  areas,  and  there  is  always  an 
attempt  to  make  it  a  wilderness  area 
whether  it  has  any  mineral  value  or 
whether  it  does  not. 

In  this  particular  case,  with  biparti- 
san support,  we  were  able  to  pinpoint 
certain  areas  that  are  truly  rich  in 
mineral  potential.  There  is  a  lot  of 
lead  mining  going  on  in  the  area.  The 
maps  that  we  saw  indicated  that  there 
is  a  good  likelihood  that  with  regard 
to  those  2.000  acres  that  were  set  aside 
to  see  if  there  is  any  potential  there, 
the  indications  are  that  there  is  some 
there.  Only  time  will  tell,  only  explo- 
ration will  tell  whether  there  is  or 
there  is  not. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  rise  in  support 
of  this  legislation  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it  also. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUJAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
area  in  question  here,  the  Irish  Wil- 
derness, lies  entirely  within  the 
Eighth  Congressional  District  of  Mis- 
souri, which  I  have  the  honor  and  the 
privilege  to  represent,  and  I  want  the 
record  to  show,  and  show  quite  clearly, 
that  it  is  not  I  who  am  sponsoring  this 
legislation.  I  certainly  would  prefer  to 
leave  the  entire  Irish  Wilderness  in  its 
current  multiple  use  status  and  under 
the  exemplary  management  of  the 
Forest  Service.  That  has  always  been 
my  position,  and  it  remains  my  prefer- 
ence. 

However,  if  I  have  to  give  up  some- 
thing in  the  neighborhood  of  15.000 
acres  in  order  to  preserve  the  econom- 


ic hopes  of  thousands  of  my  constitu- 
ents. I  will  do  so.  That  is  what  compro- 
mise is  all  about,  and  I  am  anxious  to 
be  a  part  of  an  acceptable  compromise 
on  this  issue.  We  have  been  talking 
throughout  the  debate  on  this  matter, 
and  this  is  not  the  first  time  it  has 
been  up  for  consideration  in  this 
House.  We  had  the  rule  up  last  year, 
and  it  was  defeated.  We  have  had 
lengthy  field  inspection  trips,  and  we 
have  had  hearings  in  the  subcommit- 
tee and  the  full  committee  this  year. 

We  have  largely  been  talking  about 
17,500  acres,  and  in  a  bipartisan  com- 
promise in  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  last  week  we  took 
15,000  plus  acres  out  and  said,  "OK, 
this  will  be  wilderness.  Let  us  save 
somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of 
2,000  acres,  that  which  has  been  desig- 
nated or  determined  to  have  the  high- 
est mineral  potential.  Let  us  save  that 
for  exploration  and  potential  develop- 
ment. " 

Now,  the  action  of  the  committee 
last  week  was  certainly  not  a  total  vic- 
tory for  me,  nor  was  it  a  total  victory 
for  the  wilderness  proponents.  It  was. 
however,  in  my  view,  a  partial  victory 
for  all  interests,  and  I  hope  as  such  it 
was  a  victory  for  the  public  interests. 
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We  have  through  the  action  taken 
Ijy  the  full  Interior  Committee.  I  be- 
lieve, preserved  the  economic  hopes  of 
the  people  of  Oregon  County  and  the 
surrounding  areas,  because  what  we 
are  saving  out  from  the  wilderness  is 
that  part  of  the  proposed  wilderness 
which  appears  to  have  the  greatest 
mineral  potential. 

So  I  am  hoping  that  all  sides  of  this 
issue  will  let  the  matter  rest  where  we 
have  now  arrived  at  and  that  there 
will  not  be  further  attempts  in  confer- 
ence to  cut  back  further  on  that  which 
is  going  to  be  reserved  for  potential 
economic  development. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  going  to  take 
a  lengthy  amount  of  time  here  this 
afternoon  to  go  into  all  the  issues  re- 
lated to  the  Irish  Wilderness.  It  may 
well  be  that  we  will  have  another  op- 
portunity when  this  bill  comes  back 
from  conference  to  talk  further  about 
that,  depending  on  how  the  confer- 
ence comes  out;  but  I  would  also  like 
the  record  to  show  and  to  alert  my  col- 
leagues in  the  House  that  through  the 
deliberations  of  the  subcommittee  and 
the  full  committee,  we  have  arrived  at 
what  I  think  is  a  very,  very  generous 
compromise. 

I  hope  that  we  may  back  away  from 
the  all  or  nothing  attitude  that  the 
proponents  of  wilderness  designation 
have  been  putting  forth. 

Now,  I  just  want  to  take  a  minute  or 
two  here  to  make  a  couple  points. 
Under  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964,  this 
area,  this  potential  wilderness  area, 
does  not  by  any  standard  of  definition 


meet  the  wilderness  criteria.  It  is  not 
roadless.  It  is  not  pristine.  It  is  not  un- 
trammeled  by  man.  Much  has  been 
made  of  the  point  that  most  of  the 
newspapers  in  Missouri  and,  quite 
frankly,  I  am  never  quite  sure  who 
newspapers  represent,  other  than  the 
opinion  of  the  editorial  writer,  which 
is,  you  know,  maybe  we  have  a  hun- 
dred dailies  in  Missouri.  I  am  not  sure 
of  the  number,  but  if  so,  that  would 
represent  the  opinions  of  a  hundred 
people  who  write  the  editorials.  I  do 
not  think  that  editorials  necessarily 
connote  subscription  by  all  the  readers 
of  the  newspapers;  but  we  have  had  it 
bandied  about  that  virtually  all  the 
newspapers  in  Missouri  support  the 
wilderness  designation.  I  suppose  the 
total  readership  of  all  the  newspapers 
in  Missouri  would  be  several  million 
people;  but  I  think  really  these  edito- 
rials in  favor  of  the  wilderness  desig- 
nation only  represent  the  opinions  of 
the  editorial  writers. 

But  let  us  get  more  specific,  A  lot 
has  been  said  about  the  fact  that  the 
Missouri  Wilderness  Coalition  repre- 
sents 43  different  wilderness  environ- 
mentalists organizations  in  Missouri, 
with  a  total  combined  membership  of 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of 
40,000  people.  Now,  that  is  significant 
and  I  acknowledge  the  fact  that  those 
people  deserve  representation. 

My  dear  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri,  my  colleague  (Mr.  Volkmer) 
is  giving  voice  to  those  people,  as  are 
the  cosponsors  of  the  bill,  the  gentle- 
men from  Missouri  (Mr.  Clay  and  Mr. 
Wheat),  and  the  two  Senators  from 
Missouri;  so  there  are  five  people 
fighting  on  behalf  of  the  Missouri  Wil- 
derness Coalition;  but  I  happen  to  rep- 
resent the  Eighth  District  of  Missouri. 
There  is  no  one  else  to  give  voice  to 
the  concerns,  the  economic  consider- 
ations of  the  people  in  the  four-county 
area  of  Oregon,  Carter,  Shannon,  and 
Shipley,  which  have  a  combined  popu- 
lation of  about  40,000  people  them- 
selves. 

So  I  find  a  bit  spurious  the  reason- 
ing that  here  we  have  got  this  wilder- 
ness coalition  of  40,000  people  and 
that  they  deserve  the  premier  consid- 
eration for  them  to  have  this  set  aside 
as  wilderness,  for  them  to  go  down  and 
have  their  annual  hikes;  but  that  very 
little  attention  should  be  given  to  the 
40,000  people  who  live  in  the  region 
surrounding  the  Irish,  who  are  desper- 
ately in  need  of  jobs  and  who  want  to 
see  if  indeed  there  are  minerals  be- 
neath the  Irish  and,  if  so,  if  they  could 
not  be  extracted. 

Back  on  the  newspaper  point,  virtu- 
ally all  the  newspapers  in  Missouri  do 
not  support  the  designation.  The 
newspaper  of  largest  circulation 
within  the  Eighth  Congressional  Dis- 
trict, the  Southeastern  Missourian, 
has  said  that  there  are  interests  to  be 
balanced  here  and  they  thought  in 
their  editorial  judgment  last  week  that 


the  compromise  struck  by  the  Interior 
Committee  was  a  good  one. 

Also,  the  St.  Louis  Globe  Democrat 
said  that  there  are  interests  to  be  bal- 
anced and  that  one  side  or  the  other 
here  should  not  necessary  prevail. 

So  I  would  come  back  to  my  point.  I 
do  not  think  we  have  had  in  the  Inte- 
rior Committee  a  victory  for  all  one 
side  or  all  the  other  side.  I  think  in 
giving  up  something  in  excess  of 
15,000  acres  to  the  wilderness  and  pre- 
serving something  a  little  less  than 
2,000  acres  for  potential  mineral  ex- 
ploration and  development  is  necessar- 
ily equitable  and  fair;  but  I  think  that 
my  people  and  I  can  live  with  that.  I 
just  hope  that  this  all-or-nothing  atti- 
tude does  not  persist  and  that  we  may 
proceed  to  have  a  reasonable  confer- 
ence with  the  Senate,  which  has  taken 
the  all-or-nothing  position  in  their 
passage  of  their  bill  (S.  64). 

So  I  hope  that  as  we  go  to  confer- 
ence with  the  Senate,  assuming  that 
this  bill  passes  today,  and  it  will  pass.  I 
trust,  and  I  will  support  it  in  the  spirit 
of  compromise.  I  just  hope  and  trust 
that  when  we  go  to  the  Senate,  we 
may  stand  up  for  the  House  position, 
because  I  believe  that  the  people  of 
Oregon  County  and  the  surrounding 
areas  have  already  paid  their  dues  vis- 
a-vis this  issue. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EMERSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  a  member  of  the  committee,  but  it 
would  be  my  observation  that  many 
times  when  we  get  to  a  position  like 
this  in  the  House,  why  this  all  or  noth- 
ing attitude  that  the  gentleman  refers 
to  is  usually  taken  by  editorial  writers 
or  perhaps  Members  of  this  body  who 
do  not  reside  in  that  congressional  dis- 
trict. 

I  know  from  a  personal  friendship 
with  the  gentleman  how  long  and  how 
hard  he  has  fought  for  a  reasonable 
compromise.  He  has  mentioned  the 
number  of  acres  here,  15,000  acres 
which  are  going  to  be  committed  to 
wilderness,  only  2,000  acres  would  be 
then  available  for  some  mineral  rights 
in  that  regard. 

I  would  just  hope  that  the  conferees 
would  back  the  House  position.  It  is  a 
reasonable  compromise  for  the  folks  in 
that  district  and  I  think  certainly  a 
reasonable  compromise  for  the  envi- 
ronmentalists in  Missouri  as  well. 

I  compliment  the  gentleman  for  his 
efforts. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  7  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  (Mr.  Volkmer). 

Before  I  do,  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  the  leadership  that 
he  has  shown  in  attempting  to  get  this 


bill  in  final  form.  We  would  not  have 
the  progress  that  we  have  had  if  it  had 
not  been  for  his  efforts,  along  with 
that  of  several  others  in  the  Missouri 
delegation. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  first 
wish  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  for  the  diligent  work  that  he  has 
done  with  the  Irish  Wilderness,  not 
only  this  year,  but  last  year  and  in 
previous  times  in  attempts  to  desig- 
nate the  approximately  17,000  acres  in 
Oregon  County  in  the  State  of  Missou- 
ri, presently  a  part  of  the  Mark  Twain 
National  Forest,  as  the  Irish  Wilder- 
ness in  Missouri. 

I  know  that  many  Members  other 
than  the  freshmen  Members  have 
heard  the  discussion  last  year  as  to 
how  the  Irish  Wilderness  came  about; 
but  I  think  a  short  brief  summary 
should  be  noted,  that  back  in  the  early 
1800's  a  group  of  Irishmen,  led  by  an 
Irish  priest,  looking  to  find  an  area 
outside  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan 
area  to  farm,  since  they  were  basically 
mostly  multifamily  settlements  in  this 
area;  but  it  was  during  the  Civil  War. 
At  that  time  when  marauders  from 
other  parts  made  it  uninhabitable  for 
them  to  stay  there,  they  had  to  leave. 
As  a  result  of  their  locating  there, 
though,  we  got  the  name  of  the  Irish. 
The  wilderness  formed  up  around  it 
and  then  in  the  1930s  the  National 
Forest  Service  started  acquiring  the 
land. 

It  is  not  new,  it  may  be  new  to  some 
Members,  that  this  land  was  to  be  des- 
ignated or  wished  to  be  designated  as 
wilderness;  but  it  goes  back  in  Missou- 
ri again  to  the  1930's  when  people 
were  starting  to  talk  about  setting  it 
aside  because  of  its  beauty  to  be  made 
a  wilderness  area. 

It  was  in  the  1940's  that  the  first  ar- 
ticles were  written  in  Missouri,  articles 
in  Missouri  periodicals  about  the  Irish 
Wilderness  and  how  it  should  be  pre- 
served. 

I  am  just  one  of  many  in  Missouri 
who  have  worked  for  the  protection  of 
this  preeminent  wilderness  area  in  the 
State.  In  the  1930's  conservationists 
began  suggesting  that  the  area  should 
be  spared  from  development. 

In  1937,  the  area  was  designated  as  a 
wilderness  refuge. 

Then  strong  concerns  were  ex- 
pressed for  the  protection  of  the  Irish 
by  the  Forest  Service  in  1971.  They 
proposed  special  management. 

Nearly  20,000  acres  in  1974  were  rec- 
ommended for  the  designation  of  the 
Irish  as  an  Eastern  wilderness. 

During  the  roadless  area  review  and 
evaluation  of  RARE  II,  the  Irish  re- 
ceived the  highest  wilderness  quality 
rating  of  any  area  in  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri. Throughout  the  struggle  to 
achieve  wilderness  designation  for  the 
Irish,  we  have  encountered  stiff  oppo- 
sition. 
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Because  of  the  possibility,  and  I  say 
possibility,  for  lead  mining  in  some  of 
the  area,  as  well  as  a  great  deal  of  the 
Mark  Twain  National  Park  in  south- 
ern Missouri  generally,  the  proposed 
wilderness  has  been  reduced  from  time 
to  time.  The  20.000-acre  special  man- 
agement area  of  1971  was  reduced  to 
19.000  acres  when  the  Forest  Service 
recommended  designation  in  1974. 

D  1640 

The  bill  was  reported  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
last  year  and  passed  by  the  other  body 
last  year  and  again  this  year  but  cov- 
ered a  smaller  area,  about  17,500  acres. 
This  modest  area  has  been  further  re- 
duced by  the  amendment  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  affairs 
this  year  by  another  2.000  acres. 

I  am  going  to  support  the  bill.  I  am 
disappointed  in  the  Interior  and  Insu- 
lar Affairs  Committee  amendment  be- 
cause, as  I  said  before,  it  has  been  con- 
stantly reduced  in  size.  I  take  the  posi- 
tion that  the  land,  if  it  does  not  con- 
tain lead,  will  remain  there.  The  lead 
mining  company  primarily  interested 
in  it  has  reserves  in  its  present  oper- 
ations to  last  at  least  until  the  year 
2000  and  maybe  beyond,  depending  on 
the  amount  of  demand  for  lead. 

We  also  have  45  miles  between  this 
area  and  where  they  are  and  a  lot  of 
the  area  in  the  Mark  Twain  National 
Forest  and  right  outside  of  it  and 
along  the  Viburnum  Belt  has  been  ap- 
plied for  licenses  by  that  company. 

The  probability  is  there  will  be  lead 
found  outside  to  the  wilderness  that 
would  be  exploited  long  before  we 
need  this,  and  we  may  be  30  or  40 
years  before  they  will  ever  get  to  lead 
mining  in  this  area. 

The  idea  of  a  raised  potential  for  a 
great  amount  of  employment,  et 
cetera,  as  a  result  of  setting  aside  this 
additional  2.000  acres  I  think  is  wrong. 
I  would  much  rather  preserve  it  as  wil- 
derness and  then  if  they  needed  the 
lead  in  the  future  generations  the 
Congress  could  come  back  then  and 
say  this  is  the  only  possibility  of  lead 
in  the  United  States  and  let  us  open  it 
up. 

Yes,  I  would  agree  to  open  it  up  if  I 
was  still  here.  I  would  not  disagree 
with  that. 

But  the  idea  of  possibly  tearing  it 
up.  you  can  never  replace  a  wilderness 
and  make  a  wilderness  out  of  it. 

But  I  would  like  to  read  a  little 
letter  that  I  just  received.  I  am  sorry 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  has  left 
because  it  is  from  the  State  of  Kansas, 
from  Prairie  Village,  Kans.  It  says. 

Dear  Sir.  this  spring  my  father  and  me 
went  backpacking  in  Irish  Wilderness.  I  am 
9  years  old.  Please  save  the  Irish  Wilderness 
because  it  is  such  a  beautiful  place.  When  I 
grow  up  I  hope  I  can  take  my  children 
there,  too.  Sincerely.  Heather  Houston. 

I  think  that  tells  the  story  of  most 
of  the  people  in  the  State  of  Missouri. 


Mr.  EMERSON.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Has  the  gentleman 
received  any  letters  from  his  district 
on  this? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman,  I  was  out  in  my  District 
yesterday  and  I  went  to  two  meetings 
in  my  district.  I  had  a  number  of 
people— because  it  has  got  quite  a  bit 
of  publicity  in  my  district— I  had  a 
number  of  people  come  up  and  ask  me 
how  the  bill  was  going  because  they 
felt  we  should  preserve  the  Irish  Wil- 
derness. 

I  have  received  only  one  letter  from 
my  district  in  opposition  to  my  posi- 
tion. Many  more  the  other  way. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further.  I  have  received 
petitions  bearing  the  signatures  of 
thousands  of  my  constituents  and 
many  hundreds  of  letters  in  addition 
in  opposition  to  this  wilderness  desig- 
nation. 

But  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
for  his  profound  interest  in  southeast 
Missouri.  I  hope  he  will  give  us  his 
help  on  the  occasions  when  we  would 
like  to  have  it  as  well  as  those  in 
which  we  would  really  like  to  resist. 

But.  in  addition,  if  I  may.  and  I  will 
get  the  gentleman  additional  time  if 
he  wants,  just  to  rebut  a  couple  of 
points,  back  to  my  point  about  this  not 
meeting  the  criteria  of  wilderness 
under  the  1964  Wilderness  Act  except 
as  Congress  on  individual  wilderness 
acts  changes  the  criterion  from  time 
to  time.  The  gentleman  says  we  should 
not  have  a  mine  in  there  because  it 
would  permanently  damage  the  land. 

Not  so.  There  was  an  iron  mine  in 
the  area. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
(Mr.  VoLKMER)  has  expired. 

Mr.  LUJAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri.  (Mr.  Emer- 
son). 

Mr.  EMERSON.  There  was  an  iron 
mine  there  in  the  early  1900's  and  in 
1980  they  cannot  even  find  it.  the  area 
so  lends  itself  to  be  reclaimed  by 
nature. 

The  gentleman  makes  a  point  about 
how  beautiful  it  is.  It  is  beautiful.  It 
was  once  burned  off  and  used  for  graz- 
ing. It  is  beautiful  because  it  has  been 
managed  back  to  good  health  by  the 
excellent  management  of  the  Forest 
Service. 

I  would  maintain  that  we  would  be 
better  off  leaving  it  in  its  current  mul- 
tiple use  status,  well  managed,  so  at 
least  we  could  fight  forest  fires  and 
take  out  timber  that  gets  knocked 
down  occasionally,  as  it  does,  such  as 
we  had  a  tornado  in  there  last  winter 
and    about    $30,000    worth    of    good 


timber  is  lying  on  the  ground  there 
now. 

I  offered  an  amendment  in  the  sub- 
committee to  try  to  get  that  removed 
in  accordance  with  the  established 
practices  of  the  Forest  Service  but  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  prevailed  in  his 
argument  on  the  committee  on  the 
ground  that  the  humus  for  the  insects 
was  more  important  than  any  econom- 
ic good  that  can  come  from  extraction 
of  $30,000  worth  of  timber  lying  there 
rotting. 

So  that  this  is  a  pristine  area  and 
you  are  counting  it  as  such,  it  is  not. 
There  are  railroad  beds  in  there. 
There  are  seven  ponds  in  there  that 
were  man-made  to  provide  water  for 
steam  for  the  engines  that  used  to 
haul  the  logs  out  of  there. 

Now  that  activity  does  not  go  on 
anymore.  It  is  a  beautiful  area.  No  one 
denies  that.  I  have  said  that  all  along. 

The  local  people  are  anxious  to  pro- 
tect this  area  but  they  also  want  some 
opportunity  for  economic  develop- 
ment. 

So  I  think  we  have  arrived  at  a  rea- 
sonable compromise  here.  We  have 
given  up  15.000.  a  little  better  than 
15.000  acres.  We  have  about  2,000  left 
for  mineral  exploration  and  potential 
development  and  I  think  really  that 
the  House  ought  to  stick  to  its  guns 
when  we  go  to  conference  with  the 
other  body. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield.  I  only  want  to  close  and 
say  in  passing  that  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  if  we  did  have  a  vote  on 
this  that  both  the  gentleman  from  the 
Eighth  District  of  Missouri  and  I 
would  both  support  the  bill  as  it  pres- 
ently stands  on  the  floor;  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  EMERSON.  As  it  presently 
stands,  I  intend  to  vote  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EMERSON.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league from  Missouri. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  that  first  of 
all  I  want  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
for  going  to  Missouri  and  holding 
hearings.  To  respond  to  my  colleague 
from  Missouri  relative  to  his  letter 
from  Prairie  Village,  Kans.,  the  little 
girl  that  said  she  appreciated  the  wil- 
derness area  of  the  Irish  that  she  was 
in,  actually  she  was  not  in  the  Irish, 
she  was  in  the  national  forest,  because 
it  is  still  not  a  wilderness  area. 

And  it  is  beautiful  in  its  present  con- 
dition as  a  national  forest. 

But  I  certainly  think  that  our  col- 
league from  Missouri,  the  Representa- 
tive of  that  district,  has  made  a  very 
reasonable  overture  in  his  willingness 
to  accept  what  came  out  the  commit- 
tee with  the  2.000  set  aside  out  of  the 
17.000  acres. 


I  just  hope  that  in  the  spirit  of  com- 
promise, and  our  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee did  say  in  St.  Louis,  and  is 
quoted  as  saying  he  thought  a  compro- 
mise could  be  reached,  and  I  think  the 
exact  quotation  was  that  he  hoped  we 
could  have  our  cake  and  eat  it  too.  and 
I  think  the  way  it  came  out  of  the 
committee  is  an  opportunity  to  fulfill 
that,  to  have  our  cake  and  eat  it,  too, 
with  15,000  being  set  aside  for  wilder- 
ness designation  and  2,000  set  aside 
which  would  still  be  available  for  ex- 
ploration for  the  people  who  live  in 
that  area  and  who  have  a  concern  for 
this. 

So  I  am  hopeful  that  this  will  pass 
the  House  in  its  present  form.  I  will 
support  it. 

I  hope  our  conferees  will  support  the 
House  position  in  conference  so  that 
we  may  be  able  to  support  it  when  the 
conference  report  comes  back. 

If  it  comes  back  in  this  form  I  am 
sure  we  will  support  it.  Otherwise  I 
think  we  may  have  no  alternative  than 
to  oppose  the  conference  report  and  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander),  the  distin- 
guished deputy  whip  on  the  Democrat- 
ic side. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  proud  to  be  a  co- 
sponsor  in  the  House  of  S.  64,  the 
Irish  Wilderness  bill.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  (Mr.  Emerson)  has  laid 
claim  to  the  affected  area  as  belonging 
to  his  district,  and  I  would  presume  to 
claim  a  relationship  to  it,  too— both 
through  the  fact  that  Eleven  Point 
Scenic  River  weaves  its  course— and  its 
spell— through  my  district,  and  be- 
cause the  Irish  Wilderness  Area  was 
the  scene  of  an  unforgettable  boyhood 
experience  of  mine. 

I  can  recall  exploring  the  Mark 
Twain  Cave  in  the  wilderness  area, 
and,  locked  there  among  the  stalag- 
mites and  stalactites,  I  relived  "Tom 
Sawyer"  through  the  mind,  I  thought, 
of  Tom  himself  and  Becky  Thatcher. 
No  child  in  America  should  be  de- 
prived of  the  opportunity  for  such  an 
adventure,  and,  surely,  Twain's  mas- 
terpiece, with  the  gripping  scene  of 
Tom  and  Becky  lost  in  the  cave  fore- 
most, is  still  one  of  the  books  that 
every  American  boy  and  girl  reads. 

I  remember,  too,  listening  to  the  lore 
and  legends  of  the  Irish  Wilderness 
and  tracing  the  springs  back  to  their 
headwaters.  One  of  the  legends  is  that 
one  of  the  rivers  disappears  into  a 
cave,  and  is  thought  to  be  the  source 
of  Mammoth  Spring,  the  largest  such 
natural  wonder  in  the  world. 

Twain  had  it  right,  and  the  truth 
that  he  based  his  novel  on  was  both 
stranger  and  more  exciting  than  any 
fiction,  even  his  own. 

Our  Nation  is  caught  these  days  in  a 
dilemma.  We  must  continue  to  explore 


natural  resources  for  our  society's  ex- 
ploitation and  development.  But  we 
have  learned  that  our  human  needs 
are  equally  dependent  on  a  preserva- 
tion of  the  natural  heritage,  and  it  is 
imperative  that  we  safeguard  as  much 
of  our  God-given  legacy  as  possible. 
The  Irish  Wilderness  is  preeminently 
worth  preserving.  After  all,  every  kid 
needs  a  place  to  dream. 

I  commend  the  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Subcommittee  for  a  Solomon- 
like decision,  which  makes  this  bill  sat- 
isfactory to  both  the  environmental 
minded  and  those  who  see  illegitimate 
and  needed  possibilities  for  develop- 
ment in  the  area. 

All  in  all,  I  think  Mark  Twain  would 
be  pleased.  As  someone  who  stood  in 
for  Tom  Sawyer  on  a  memorable  day 
once,  I  certainly  am. 
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Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LUJAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Emer- 
son). 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  expres- 
sion of  interest  here.  Our  districts  do 
adjoin.  He  is  close  to  that  part  of  the 
district.  Oregon  County  borders  on  Ar- 
kansas, Mr.  Alexander's  district  there. 
Let  me  say  to  my  friend  from  Arkan- 
sas, we  are  not  talking  about  destroy- 
ing anything  here;  we  are  not  talking 
about  something  not  being  preserved 
for  generations  to  come.  The  Eleven 
Point  River,  the  caves,  the  caves  are 
well  protected  in  the  bill  that  is  before 
this  House. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  full  Inte- 
rior Committee  we  took  a  great  deal  of 
territory  out  that  had  been  proposed 
to  be  left  in  for  exploration  and  devel- 
opment; White  Creek  Cave,  which  I 
believe  is  the  most  prominent  cave,  at 
least  it  was  the  one  that  the  subcom- 
mittee chose  to  visit,  is  well  preserved 
as  wilderness. 

So,  I  can  agree  with  an  awful  lot  of 
what  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
had  to  say.  I  also  want  to  reiterate  the 
point  that  I  think  in  the  compromise 
the  full  Interior  Committee  has 
struck,  we  have  given  up  a  lot  for  wil- 
derness, we  have  preserved  that  which 
offers  up  the  best  potential  for  miner- 
al exploration  and  development. 

This  is  a  compromise  everyone 
ought  to  be  able  to  live  with. 

So,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
support  of  this  bill.  I  intend  to  support 
it  myself  and  just  hope  that  the 
Senate  does  not  try  to  wear  us  down 
further. 

Mr.  LUJAN.  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  chair- 
man of  the  Ad  Hoc  Congressional 
Committee  for  Irish  Affairs  I  am 
pleased  to  lend  my  support  to  S.  64  to 


designate  more  than  15.000  acres 
within  the  Mark  Twain  National 
Forest  in  Missouri  as  the  Irish  Wilder- 
ness Area. 

While  I  have  never  had  the  pleasure 
of  visiting  this  particular  area,  ac- 
counts I  have  heard  indicate  that  this 
is  truly  one  of  the  most  beautiful  and 
unspoiled  of  all  forest  areas  in  the 
United  States  of  America.  It  therefcpre 
comes  as  no  surprise  that  the  Irish 
American  community  seeks  to  have 
this  area  designed  as  the  Irish  Wilder- 
ness Area. 

I  wish  to  acknowledge  the  active 
support  and  work  done  by  the  Ancient 
Order  of  Hibernians  the  oldest  and 
largest  of  all  Irish  American  organiza- 
tions on  behalf  of  this  legislation.  I 
have  enjoyed  a  long  and  fruitful  rela- 
tionship with  the  AOH  in  the  almost  6 
years  that  I  have  served  as  chairman 
of  the  Ad  Hoc  Congressional  Commit- 
tee for  Irish  Affairs. 

I  am  especially  pleased  to  acknowl- 
edge the  activities  of  former  national 
president  of  the  AOH.  Jack  Keane 
from  the  great  State  of  Missouri.  It 
was  during  Jack  Keane's  term  as  presi- 
dent that  the  ad  hoc  committee  was 
established— and  it  was  at  his  urging 
that  I  became  chairman.  Jack  Keane 
has  worked  tirelessly  on  this  legisla- 
tion and  I  hope  his  efforts  will  be  re- 
warded with  the  passage  of  this  legis- 
lation. 

Ireland  is  a  land  of  great  and  natural 
beauty.  The  Irish  Wilderness  Area 
would  be  in  that  same  tradition  and 
let  us  honor  the  Irish  American  com- 
munity of  this  Nation  with  the  pas- 
sage of  S.  64.« 

•  Mr.  WHEAT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  S.  64.  I  want  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Missouri  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  (Mr.  Volkmer)  and  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Public 
Lands  Subcommittee  (Mr.  Seiberling) 
for  bringing  this  legislation  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Irish  Wilderness  is 
properly  referred  to  as  the  "crown 
jewel"  of  Missouri's  wilderness.  It  is 
without  question  the  clearest  and 
strongest  expression  of  Ozark  land- 
scape, geology,  and  natural  beauty. 
The  Missouri  Wilderness  coalition  says 
of  the  area:  'The  Irish  is  the  best  of 
its  kind  and  the  last  of  its  kind." 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  last  point  is 
extremely  important.  The  Ozarks  have 
already  been  severely  scarred  by  roads, 
dams,  mines,  and  fields.  Passage  of 
this  legislation  would  restrict  commer- 
cial exploitation  of  the  area  and  pre- 
serve for  future  generations  a  small 
fragment  of  this  treasured  land. 

Currently,  thousands  of  Missourians 
and  out-of-state  visitors  enjoy  hiking, 
camping,  fishing,  canoeing,  and  other 
outdoor  recreational  pursuits  in  the 
Irish  Wilderness.  It  would  be  irrespon- 
sible of  us  if  we  did  not  insure  that 
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future  generations  have  the  same  op- 
portunity to  walk  in  and  enjoy  the 
pristine  beauty  of  the  Irish. 

Legrislation  to  preserve  the  Irish  Wil- 
derness has  already  been  approved  in 
the  other  Chamber.  Passage  by  this 
body  would  end  a  10-year  effort  to 
place  the  Irish  under  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System.  All 
Missourians  have  waited  a  long  time 
for  this  legislation.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  legislation.  We 
need  the  Irish  Wilderness  because  our 
children  and  grandchildren  must  have 
a  place  to  see  nature  in  its  undisturbed 
glory,  a  place  where  man  visits  but 
does  not  stay.* 

•  Mr.  WHITLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  concur  with  the  fine 
statement  just  given  by  my  chairman. 
As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Forests,  Family  Farms,  and  Energy.  I 
share  Chairman  de  la  Garza's  concern 
that  the  Agriculture  Committee  main- 
tain its  jurisdiction  as  described  in  the 
House  rules.  However,  in  the  interest 
of  time,  and  with  the  assurance  that 
the  individual  Members  who  are  af- 
fected by  this  legislation  are  in  full 
support  of  its  passage.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion to  the  House  considering  it  today. 

Further,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
report  that  this  bill  does  indeed  repre- 
sent a  workable  compromise  to  the 
wilderness  needs  of  Missouri,  and  I 
urge  its  passage.* 

•  Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  S.  64,  the  Irish  Wil- 
derness Act  of  1983.  People  who  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  experience  the 
pristine  beauty  of  the  Irish  Wilderness 
invariably  return,  again  and  again,  to 
this  unique  and  spectacular  region.  In 
this  Ozark  Mountain  preserve,  one 
finds  a  vast  array  of  foliage  and  wild- 
life which  is  unparalleled  in  the 
United  States.  Irish  Wilderness  is  a 
botanist's  paradise,  as  it  is  abundant  in 
rich  soils,  timber,  and  flowers.  Wildlife 
is  varied  and  plentiful,  and  the  many 
rivers  and  streams  are  ideal  for  can- 
oeing, hunting,  fishing,  and  camping. 
In  eastern  Connecticut,  we  are  espe- 
cially sensitive  to  the  need  to  preserve 
such  pristine  lands,  and  approach  nat- 
ural resources  with  a  sense  of  ecologi- 
cal responsibility.  We  recognize  the 
significance  of  the  "only  chance  for 
preservation  of  wilderness  in  southern 
Missouri." 

At  the  turn  of  the  century,  large 
timber  companies  exploited  the  Irish 
Wilderness,  leaving  a  barren  wasteland 
in  their  wake.  However,  due  to  the 
foresight  of  the  National  Forest  Serv- 
ice in  the  thirties,  a  forest  has  been  re- 
generated. Unfortunately,  the  St.  Joe 
Mining  Corp.,  along  with  other  private 
companies,  has  applied  for  a  permit  to 
explore  the  area  for  mineral  resources; 
namely  lead.  Such  a  permit  would 
mean  degradation  and  destruction  of 
the  Irish  Wilderness,  and  threaten  the 
natural  environment  therein. 


The  area  which  S.  64  seeks  to  pro- 
tect is  a  mere  18,000  acres,  and  consti- 
tutes only  18  percent  of  the  total  for 
which  St.  Joe  Mining  Co.  has  sought  a 
permit  to  explore.  In  fact,  there  is  an 
abundance  of  unexplored,  potential 
mining  land  outside  of  the  region.  Fur- 
thermore, the  mines  which  are  pres- 
ently being  utilized  by  the  St.  Joe 
Mining  Co.  have  a  lead  supply  which  is 
estimated  to  last  until  the  year  2020. 

Although  it  has  been  argued  that 
new  mineral  exploration  might  lead  to 
jobs  for  Oregon  County  residents.  Sen- 
ator Eagleton  points  out  that  the  ex- 
istence of  lead  in  the  Irish  Wilderness 
is  a  speculative  proposition.  There 
may  not  be  any  lead  at  all.  Since  lead 
is  not  a  scarce  mineral,  it  is  imperative 
that  we  restrain  exploitation  of  the 
region  until  such  time  as  we  do  face 
such  scarcity.  Congress  could  then  re- 
assess the  "wilderness"  status  of  the 
"Irish  "  based  on  investigations  and  in- 
ventory taken  while  the  land  was  a 
wilderness  preserve.  Furthermore,  ex- 
tensive drilling  in  adjacent  lands  will 
prove  quite  informative  as  to  the  prob- 
ability of  finding  lead  in  the  Irish  Wil- 
derness, should  the  need  for  additional 
lead  arise  in  the  future. 

As  for  the  economy  of  Oregon 
County,  and  the  region  in  general,  it  is 
unlikely  that  there  will  be  an  increase 
in  employment  due  to  lead  mining. 
There  is  already  a  steady  downward 
trend  in  the  demand  for  lead.  On  the 
other  hand  it  has  been  postulated  that 
a  wilderness  preserve  would  attract 
visitors  to  the  region,  who  would,  in 
turn,  contribute  to  the  economy  of 
Oregon  County. 

The  Irish  Wilderness  is  an  "area 
with  unique  natural  and  historic 
value."  which  far  exceeds  that  of 
short-term  mining  interests.  In  the 
last  10  years,  the  Senate  has  thrice 
passed  legislation  to  protect  the  region 
by  unanimous  consent.  The  House  of 
Representatives  should  join  this 
recent  effort  to  support  future  envi- 
ronmental needs,  and  long-term 
ecological  concerns. • 
•  Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  S.  64.  the  legislation 
designating  Missouri's  Irish  Wilder- 
ness as  part  of  the  National  Wilder- 
ness Preservation  System.  The  Irish 
Wilderness  is  the  largest,  undisturbed, 
near  pristine  ecosystem  left  in  the 
State  of  Missouri:  and  Missourians 
have  fought  for  more  than  a  decade  to 
see  this  land  preserved  as  part  of  our 
Nation's  wilderness  system. 

The  13,500  acres  of  proposed  wilder- 
ness designation  is  located  in  the  11 
point  river  country  of  southern  Mis- 
souri. The  region  offers  an  abundance 
of  attractions  that  no  institution  of 
modern  society  can  ever  hope  to  repli- 
cate. The  diversity  of  biological  com- 
munities, both  terrestrial  and  aquatic, 
results  from  the  coordination  of  geolo- 
gy, topgraphy,  soils,  plants,  and 
animal  life.  The  interesting  flora  and 


fauna  and  impressive  geological  fea- 
tures, like  the  Whites  Creek  Cave  and 
Fiddler  Spring,  have  long  been  appre- 
ciated by  Missouri  campers,  hunters, 
and  bikers.  In  recent  years,  the  Irish 
has  become  better  known  and  appreci- 
ated by  the  residents  of  our  State  and 
statistics  show  a  100-percent  increase 
in  recreational  visitors  since  1975.  The 
beauty  of  the  area  is  beyond  dispute. 

In  addition,  the  Irish  Wilderness 
plays  an  important  role  in  our  State's 
heritage  and  the  culture  of  Irish- 
Americans.  The  region's  name  derives 
from  its  earliest  settlers,  a  band  of 
Irish  immigrants  who  came  to  settle  in 
Missouri's  countryside  and  escape  the 
famine  that  plagued  their  homeland 
in  the  mid- 19th  century. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Senate  gave 
overwhelming  approval  to  S.  64.  Most 
of  Missouri's  major  newspapers  have 
endorsed  this  legislation.  I  believe  it  is 
of  the  utmost  importance  that  we  act 
to  protect  and  preserve  this  invaluable 
piece  of  natural  history  from  the  pres- 
sures of  modern-day  civilization.  The 
Irish  Wilderness  is  an  invaluable  piece 
of  land  that  we  cannot  ever  afford  to 
lose.  As  a  society,  we  are  only  begin- 
ning to  understand  the  high  price  we 
pay  for  narrow  future  vision.  Congress 
has  a  responsibility  to  protect  the  en- 
vironment—upon which  every  individ- 
ual is  equally  dependent.  There  is  no 
reason  to  deny  this  legislation,  but 
there  is  every  reason  to  designate  the 
Irish  Wilderness  a  component  of  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System.  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill.« 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiber- 
LiNG)  that  the  House  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  to  the  Senate  bill,  S.  64,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that,  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5.  rule 
I,  and  the  Chair's  prior  announce- 
ment, further  proceedings  on  this 
motion  will  be  postponed. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  Senate  bill  just  consid- 
ered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTING   PUBLIC   LAW   98-63 
DUE    TO     ERROR     IN     ENROLL- 
MENT OF  H.R.  3069 
Mr.    YATES.    Mr.    Speaker,    I    ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  in  the  House  of  the  joint 
resolution  (H.J.  Res.  338)  to  correct 
Public  Law  98-63  due  to  an  error  in 
the  enrollment  of  H.R.  3069. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  Clerk  read  the  joint  resolution 
as  follows: 

H.J.  Res.  338 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  in  order  to  cor- 
rect an  error  in  the  enrollment  of  H.R.  3069. 
the  following  paragraph  is  inserted  after 
the  first  paragraph  under  the  heading,  "'De- 
partment of  Education.  Student  financial 
assistance  "  on  page  32  of  Public  Law  98-63: 

"EMERGENCY  SCHOOL  ASSISTANCE 

To  enable  the  Secretary  of  Education  to 
comply  with  the  order  issued  in  U.S.  District 
Court  in  the  Case  of  the  United  States  of 
America  v.  the  Board  of  Education  for  the 
City  of  Chicago  (80  C  5124)  there  is  hereby 
appropriated  $20,000,000  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  available  balances  in  the  cur- 
rent appropriation  for  "Guaranteed  student 
loans'." 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Friday 
I  offered  a  motion  to  the  student 
financial  assistance  portion  of  the 
Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services 
and  Education  chapter  of  the  1983 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act. 

The  amendment  which  I  offered  to 
an  amendment  which  was  in  disagree- 
ment was  approved  by  the  House.  But, 
unfortunately,  it  was  not  included  in 
the  enrolled  bill  that  was  sent  to  an- 
other body.  The  bill  that  I  offer  today 
seeks  to  correct  that  error  by  making 
the  amendment  a  part  of  the  bill  that 
became  Public  Law  98-63.  It  has  been 
cleared  by  the  minority.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Mr.  O'BRIEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  has  been  cleared 
on  this  side.  We  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  for  his 
courtesy  and  graciousness  and  for 
having  come  over  here. 

I  really  appreciate  it.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  for  adoption  of  the  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  and  read  a  third  time, 
was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


RAILROAD  RETIREMENT 
SOLVENCY  ACT  OF  1983 
Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  direction  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules,  I  call  up  House  Resolu- 
tion 286  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  286 
Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Spealcer  may. 
pursuant  to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII,  de- 
clare the  House  resolved  into  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
1646)  to   amend   the   Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1974.  and  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Tax  Act  to  assure  sufficient  resources  to  pay 
current  and  future  benefits  under  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1974,  to  make  tech- 
nical changes,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
the  first  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dis- 
pensed with.   After  general   debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  con- 
tinue not  to  exceed  two  hours,  one  hour  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by   the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
and  one  hour  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minori- 
ty member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,    the    bill    shall    be    considered    for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  In 
lieu  of  the  amendments  recommended  by 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
and  Ways  and  Means  now  printed  in  the 
bill,   it   shall   be   in   order   to   consider   an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
consisting  of  the  text  of  the  bill  H.R.  3619. 
said  substitute  shall  be  considered  as  having 
been  read  for  amendment,  and  all  points  of 
order  against  said  substitute  for  failure  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  clause  5(a). 
rule  XXI  are  hereby  waived.  No  amendment 
to  the  bill  or  to  said  substitute  shall  be  in 
order   except    the    following    amendments, 
which  shall  not  be  subject  to  amendment 
except  as  herein  specified;  (1)  Amendments 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce  and  Ways  and  Means:  (2) 
the  amendment  printed  in  the  Congression- 
al Record  of  July  25,  1983,  by.  and  if  offered 
by.  Representative  Florio  of  New  Jersey  or 
Representative  Schroeder  of   Colorado   in- 
serting a  new  section  419  in  said  substitute, 
and  said  amendment  shall  be  debatable  for 
not  to  exceed  thirty  minutes,  to  be  equally 
divided   and   controlled   by   Representative 
Florio  and  a  Member  opposed  thereto;  (3) 
the  amendment  printed  in  the  Congression- 
al Record  of  July  25,  1983,  by  and  if  offered 
by.  Representative  Pickle  of  Texas  to  said 
substitute,  said  amendment  shall  be  debata- 
ble for  not  to  exceed  thirty  minutes,  to  be 
equally   divided   and   controlled   by  Repre- 
sentative   Pickle    and    a   Member   opposed 
thereto,  and  said  amendment  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  amendment  printed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  of  July  25,  1983,  by,  and  if 
offered  by.   Representative  Florio  of  New 
Jersey,  said  amendment  shall  be  debatable 
for   not   to   exceed   thirty   minutes,   to   be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  Repre- 
sentative   Florio    and    a    Member   opposed 
thereto,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said 
amendment    are    hereby    waived:    and    (4) 
amendments  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  26,  1983,  by  Representative 
Ridge  of  Pennsylvania  and  if  offered  by 
Representative  Florio  of  New  Jersey  or  Rep- 
resenUtive    Rostenkowski    of    Illinois    and 


each  said  amendment  shall  be  debatable  for 
not  to  exceed  fifteen  minutes,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  Representative 
Florio  and  a  Member  opposed  thereto.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopt- 
ed, and  the  previous  question  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend- 
menU  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in- 
tervening motion  except  one  motion  to  re- 
commit with  or  without  instructions. 


D  1700 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
gentleman      from      Michigan      (Mr. 
BoNiOR)  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  for  purposes  of  debate  only,  I 
yield  the  customary  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Quil- 
LEN),  pending  which  I  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  286 
provides  for  the  corisideration  of  H.R. 
1646,  the  Railroad  Retirement  Solven- 
cy Act  which  amends  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974  and  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act  to  assure  suffi- 
cient resources  to  pay  current  and 
future  benefits  under  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974.  In  order  to  bring 
this  very  important  legislation  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  expeditious  consideration.  House 
Resolution  286  provides  for  a  modified 
closed  rule  allowing  2  hours  of  general 
debate.  One  hour  of  debate  shall  be  di- 
vided and  controlled  by  the  chairman 
and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
the  other  hour  shall  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

In  lieu  of  amendments  offered  by 
the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means 
and  Energy  and  Commerce  printed  in 
the  bill  (H.  Res.  286)  provides  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  3619  as  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute. In  order  to  consider  H.R.  3619  as 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute, it  was  necessary  for  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  to  waive  points  of 
order  against  the  substitute  pursuant 
to  clause  5(a)  of  House  rule  XXI 
which  prohibits  appropriations  in  a 
legislative  bill.  This  waiver  is  neces- 
sary because  the  substitute  in  several 
sections  contains  language  which  tech- 
nically would  be  classified  as  an  appro- 
priation. 

House  Resolution  286  also  makes  m 
order  the  consideration  of  amend- 
ments to  H.R.  3619  offered  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce. These  amendments  shall  not  be 
subject  to  amendment  and  shall  be  de- 
bated under  the  5-minute  rule. 

House  Resolution  286  further  pro- 
vides for  the  consideration  of  an 
amendment  printed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  July  25  by  Repre- 
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sentative  Pickle.  Representative  Pick- 
le's amendment  is  debatable  for  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes  to  be  equally  divid- 
ed and  controlled  by  Representative 
Pickle  and  a  Member  opposed  to  the 
amendment.  Representative  Pickles 
amendment  shall  not  t)e  open  to 
amendment  except  by  an  amendment 
offered  by  Representative  Florid 
which  shall  also  be  printed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  of  July  25.  Repre- 
sentative Florio's  amendment  shall 
be  debatable  for  up  to  30  minutes  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
Representative  Florio  and  a  Member 
opposed  to  the  amendment.  Repre- 
sentative Florio's  amendment  is  not 
amendable.  House  Resolution  286  also 
waives  all  points  of  order  against  the 
Florio  amendment  to  the  Pickle 
amendment. 

House  Resolution  286  also  allows  for 
the  consideration  of  an  amendment 
printed  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  July  25  by  Representative  Florio. 
This  amendment  may  be  offered  by 
Representative  Florio  or  Representa- 
tive Schroeder.  It  adds  a  new  section 
419  to  the  substitute.  This  amendment 
is  not  amendable  but  is  debatable  for 
30  minutes  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween Represenative  Florio  and  a 
Member  opposed  thereto. 

House  Resolution  286  further  allows 
for  the  consideration  of  two  amend- 
ments printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  26  by  Representative 
Ridge  if  offered  on  the  floor  by  Repre- 
senative Florid  or  Representative 
Rostenkdwski.  The  amendments 
shall  be  debatable  for  no  longer  than 
15  minutes  each  with  the  time  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  Representa- 
tive Florid  and  a  Member  opposed  to 
the  amendments.  The  amendments 
shall  not  be  open  to  further  amend- 
ments. 

Finally.  House  Resolution  286  pro- 
vides for  one  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  instructions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  February  18,  1983, 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  an- 
nounced that,  without  congressional 
action,  it  would  have  to  reduce  tier  II 
benefits  to  railroad  retirees  by  40  per- 
cent on  October  1.  1983.  and  by  an  es- 
timated 80  percent  on  October  1,  1989. 
This  action  would  decimate  the  finan- 
cial stability  of  1  million  railroad  retir- 
ees. The  legislation  we  have  before  us 
today  provides  a  reasonable  method  of 
averting  this  catastrophe  by  providing 
sufficient  financial  resources  to  pay 
current  and  future  benefits. 

H.R.  1649  was  sequentially  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
and  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce.  The  two  committees'  ver- 
sion of  the  bill  have  been  combined  in 
H.R.  3619  which  will  be  offered  as  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute. House  Resolution  286  provides 
for  the  consideration  of  amendments 
to  the  substitute  from  the  two  com- 


mittees as  well  as  four  additional 
amendments. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  286 
is  a  fair  rule  which  will  facilitate  ade- 
quate and  orderly  debate  on  legisla- 
tion of  utmost  importance  to  many  of 
this  Nation's  retired  people  who  are 
depending  on  the  wisdom  of  this  body 
to  maintain  their  financial  stability 
and  permit  individual  dignity.  Without 
further  comment,  I  move  the  adoption 
of  House  Resolution  286. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  sis  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  railroad  retirement 
system  is  facing  a  great  crisis.  Unless 
we  take  action  on  this  measure  and 
pass  the  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
as  speedily  as  possible,  more  than  1 
million  retirees  will  suffer. 

By  October  1,  tier  2  benefits  will  be 
cut  by  40  percent.  By  October  1,  1984, 
the  reduction  will  double  to  80  per- 
cent. 

So  I  would  urge  the  House  to  sup- 
port this  rule  which  is  crafted  to  get 
the  job  done.  Even  though  it  is  a  modi- 
fied closed  rule,  I  support  it.  I  urge  the 
adoption  of  the  resolution  and  adop- 
tion of  the  bill  when  it  comes  to  the 
floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Would  the  gentleman 
explain  and  perhaps  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  would  care  to  answer. 

The  gentleman  from  Michigan  indi- 
cated that  in  the  sequential  referral  to 
Ways  and  Means  that  a  substitute  bill 
was  the  outcome  and  that  is  going  to 
be  presented. 

Am  I  to  take  from  that  that  the  gen- 
tleman's committee— not  the  Rules 
Committee— but  the  original  commit- 
tee—where did  this  go  originally,  may 
I  ask? 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  with  the  Energy 
and  Commerce  first. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Before  it  came  to 
Rules?  And  then  in  sequential  motion 
it  went  to  Ways  and  Means:  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  It  went 
to  Energy  and  Commerce,  then  to 
Ways  and  Means,  and  then  to  the 
Rules  Committee. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  But  the  substitute  one 
that  we  are  going  to  be  considering 
later  is  the  product  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  It  is  a 
compilation.  It  is  a  product  of  both 
committees. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Both  committees.  Then 
the  question  is  answered.  Then  I  am  to 
take  it  that  the  substitute  rule  is  a 
product  of  an  agreement  between  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  the 
committee  that  had  the  original  juris- 
diction. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  The  gen- 
tleman is  correct. 


Mr.  GEKAS.  All  right.  That  is  what 
I  wanted  to  know. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a 
number  of  retirees  in  my  district.  I 
think  this  legislation  is  most  impor- 
tant. Nationwide  a  million  retirees  will 
suffer  unless  we  do  something. 

I  commend  this  to  the  membership. 
I  have  no  requests  for  time  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  question 
on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  286  and  rule 
XXIII,  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill,  H.R.  1646. 
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Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  1646)  to  amend  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974  and  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act  to  assure  suffi- 
cient resources  to  pay  current  and 
future  benefits  under  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974.  to  make  techni- 
cal changes,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  Mr.  BoNiDR  of  Michigan  in  the 
chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  first  reading  of  the  bill  is  dis- 
pensed with. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Florid)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes;  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill) 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes;  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rosten- 
kdwski) will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes; and  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Conable)  will  be  recognized 
for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Florid). 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  today  is 
considering  H.R.  1646,  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983. 

As  we  all  know,  passage  of  this  bill  is 
absolutely  crucial  to  insuring  the  con- 
tinued solvency  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement System.  One  million  retirees 
depend  upon  this  system  for  their  live- 
lihood. If  corrective  action  is  not 
taken,  these  1  million  retirees  will  see 
their  tier  II  benefits  reduced  by  40 
percent  on  October  1.  This  reduction 
would  grow  to  80  percent  on  October 
1,  1984.  We  just  cannot  let  this 
happen. 


In  response  to  this  serious  crisis,  rail 
labor  and  management  negotiated  an 
agreement  in  February  on  changes  in 
the  system  to  assure  its  solvency. 
Shortly  thereafter,  I  introduced  H.R. 
1646,  to  provide  for  the  solvency  of 
this  system,  which  also  incorporated 
most  of  the  changes  suggested  by 
labor  and  management.  This  legisla- 
tion was  reported  out  of  the  Energy 
and  Commerce  Committee  in  early 
March. 

The  legislation  had  also  been  re- 
ferred to  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee. That  committee  made  certain 
changes  in  the  legislation,  primarily 
involving  taxes  and  the  railroad  unem- 
ployment insurance  system,  and  re- 
ported out  the  bill  on  July  1. 

Since  then,  the  two  committees  have 
agreed  on  a  joint  substitute,  which  was 
introduced  by  myself,  Mr.  Pickle  and 
Mr.  Ford  last  Thursday  as  H.R.  3619. 
The  rule  makes  the  text  of  this  substi- 
tute in  order  as  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  for  H.R.  1646,  to 
be  considered  as  original  text  for  pur- 
poses of  amendment. 

This  bill  is  a  difficult  compromise. 
Labor  and  management  have  made 
concessions  neither  is  happy  with. 
Labor  has  sacrificed  much  in  benefits. 
They  are  not  happy  that  their  mem- 
bers who  retire  in  the  future  will  re- 
ceive reduced  benefits. 

Under  this  bill  management  will  pay 
billions  of  dollars  in  new  taxes.  This  is 
a  difficult  burden  for  an  industry 
which  is  fighting  to  maintain  its  posi- 
tion in  the  transportation  industry 
and  faces  strong  competition.  Manage- 
ment is  not  happy  with  these  taxes 
and  would  prefer  that  they  not  be  im- 
posed. It  is  only  because  of  the  immi- 
nent disaster  we  face  and  the  need  to 
provide  fiscal  stability  to  the  fund 
that  we  must  impose  this  burden. 

I  will  be  offering  an  amendment 
later  dealing  with  the  change  in  the 
early  retirement  or  60/30  benefit  pro- 
posed by  labor  and  management.  My 
amendment  would  phase  this  change 
in  over  several  years  to  protect  those 
close  to  retirement. 

This  is  an  important  bill,  and  I  urge 
the  House's  support. 

I  ask  to  include  a  summary  of  the 
substitute,  as  follows: 
Summary  of  Joint  Energy  and  Commerce 
and  Ways  and  Means  Substitute  to  H.R. 
1646 
(H.R.  3619,  introduced  Thursday,  July  21  by 
Congressmen  Florio,  Pickle,  and  Ford  of 
Tennessee) 

I.  benefit  changes  IAS  PER  LABOR  MANAGE- 
MENT AGREEMENT  1  (ENERGY  AND  COMMERCE 
JURISDICTION! 

A.  60-30  change 
Under  current  law.  individuals  can  retire 
at  age  60  with  30  years  service  and  receive 
full  benefits.  Under  proposed  change,  indi- 
viduals retiring  before  age  62  would  receive 
a  reduced  Tier  I  benefit.  (Mr.  Florio  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  phase  this  change  in 
over  several  years  to  protect  those  close  to 
retirement). 


B.  Tier  II  COLA  delay 
Tier  II  COLA  scheduled  for  July  1.  1984 
will  be  deferred  to  January  I.  1985.  to  be 
consistent  with  timing  on  Social  Security 
COLA'S. 

C.  Tier  I  COLA  offset  against  tier  II  benefit 
The  Tier  I  COLA,  up  to  one-time  cumula- 
tive total  of  five  percent,  will  be  offset 
against  the  Tier  II  benefit.  For  example,  the 
Tier  I  COLA  in  January  will  be  3.5  percent. 
The  dollar  amount  of  the  increase  in  Tier  I 
will  be  offset  against  the  Tier  II  benefit. 
The  same  will  occur  with  the  first  1.5  per- 
cent of  the  Tier  I  COLA  in  January  of  1985. 
In  no  event  would  this  provision  operate  to 
reduce  a  Tier  II  benefit  below  ten  dollars. 
D.  Conforming  of  annuity  beginning  dates 
The  beginning  dates  of  annuities  would  be 
conformed  to  Social  Security.  For  example, 
there  would  be  a  five  month  waiting  period 
for  disability  annuities. 

E.  Conforming  of  student  benefits 
Student  benefits  under  Railroad  Retire- 
ment would  be  conformed  to  changes  made 
in  Social  Security. 

F.  Conforming  of  retirement  age 
The  Retirement  age  would  be  conformed 
to  the  long  term  changes  made  in  Social  Se- 
curity. 

G.  Annualisation  of  benefits 
Benefit  computations  would  be  annualized 
to  conform  to  the  annualization  of  the  tax- 
able wage  base  in  Title  II. 

II.  TAX  CHANGES  iWAYS  AND  MEANS 
JURISDICTION! 

A.  Employee  tier  II  taxes 
Employee  tier  II  taxes  would  increase  as 

follows:  Current,  2.00  percent;  July  1,  1984, 
2.75  percent;  January  1.  1985.  3.50  percent; 
January  1,  1986.  4.25  percent. 

B.  Employer  tier  II  taxes 
Employer  tier  II  taxes  would  increase  as 

follows:  Current,  11.75  percent;  July  1,  1984, 
12.75  percent:  January  1,  1985,  13.75  per- 
cent: January  1.  1986,  14.75  percent. 

C.  Annualization  of  tax  base 
The  tier  I  and  tier  II  tax  bases  would  be 

converted  from  a  monthly  to  an  annual  base 
on  January  1.  1985. 

D.  Taxation  of  tier  II  benefits 
Tier    11    benefits    would    be    subject    to 

income  tax  like  a  private  pension.  Thus, 
benefits  in  excess  of  employee  contributions 
would  be  includible  in  gross  income.  Reve- 
nue from  this  tax  would  be  returned  to  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account  until  the  ear- 
lier of  fiscal  year  1989  or  the  amount  of  rev- 
enue transferred  equals  $877  million. 
E.  Taxation  of  dual  benefits 
Dual  benefits  would  be  subject  to  income 
tax  like  a  private  pension.  Revenue  would 
be  returned  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count until  fiscal  year  1989.  After  that,  reve- 
nue would  be  returned  to  the  Dual  Benefits 
Payments  Account. 

F.  Conforming  of  deposit  schedules 
The  schedules  for  deposit  of  railraod  re- 
tirement   taxes    would    be    conformed    to 
Social  Security  on  January  1,  1986. 
G.  Temporary  repayment  tax 
A  temporary  repayment  tax  would  be  im- 
posed on  railroads  between  July  1,  1986  and 
September  30.  1990  to  help  repay  the  debt 
owed  by  the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insur- 
ance Account  to  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account.  The  tax  will  start  at  2  percent  of 
the  first  $7,000  in  annual  wages  and  will  go 
up  0.3  percent  each  January  1. 


H.  Taxation  of  sick  pay 
Sick  pay  received  under  the  Railroad  Un- 
employment Insurance  Act  would  be  subject 
to    income    tax    starting    January    1.    1984. 
under  the  same  conditions  as  other  sick  pay. 

III.  BORROWING  AUTHORITY  ADJUSTMENTS 
(ENERGY  AND  COMMERCE  JURISDICTION! 

A.  Current  borrowing  against  financial 

interchange 
The  Railroad  Retirement  system  would  be 
able  to  borrow  on  a  current  basis  from  the 
general  treasury  against  the  financial  inter- 
change payment  owed  by  Social  Security. 
B.  Borrowing  of  unemployment  system  from 
retirement  system  limited 
The   ability   of   the   Railroad   Unemploy- 
ment Insurance  Account  to  borrow  from  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account  would  stop  on 
September  30,  1985. 

IV.  OTHER  BENEFIT-RELATED  AMENDMENTS 
(ENERGY  &  COMMERCE  JURISDICTION! 

A  Repayment  of  debt  owed  to  system 
The  Railroad  Retirement  System  would 
be  repaid  the  debt  owed  it  by  the  Treasury 
as  a  result  of  past  underfunding  of  the  dual 
benefit.  This  repayment  would  be  made  in 
three  installments,  on  July  1,  1984.  January 
1,  1985,  and  January  1,  1986.  Interest  will 
accrue  until  date  of  payment. 

B.  Increase  in  waiting  period  for 
unemployment  benefits  during  strike 

The  waiting  period  for  receipt  of  railroad 
unemployment    benefits    during    a    strike 
would  be  increased  from  7  to  14  days,  effec- 
tive January  1.  1984. 
C.  Surviving  parents  benefits  conformed  to 

social  security 
Surviving  parents  would  be  assured  the 
same    benefit    they    would    receive    under 
social  security. 

D.  Deduction  for  military  compensation 

eliminated 
The  deduction  or  offset  for  the  receipt  of 
compensation  received  for  service  connected 
disabilities  would  be  eliminated. 

E.  Board  transmits  budget  directly  to 
Congress 
The  Railroad  Retirement  Board  would  be 
required  to  transmit  its  budget  request  and 
testimony  directly  to  Congress. 
F.  Return  revenue  from  uncashed  retirement 
checks  to  system 
The  revenue  from  uncashed  Railroad  Re- 
tirement checks  would  be  returned  to  the 
system. 

G.  Inspector  general 
An  independent  inspector  general  would 
be  established  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board. 

V.  OTHER  AMENDMENTS  (JOINT  ENERGY  AND 
COMMERCE/ WAYS  AND  MEANS  JURISDICTION! 

A.  Separate  social  security  equivalent 
benefit  account 
A  separate  account  would  be  established 
for  the  payment  of  social  security  equiva- 
lent benefits. 

B.  Annual  report  by  board 
The  Railroad  Retirement  Board  would  be 
required  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  Con- 
gress on  the  actuarial  status  of  the  retire- 
ment system. 

C.  Increase  in  monthly  wage  base  for 
railroad  unemployment  insurance 

The  monthly  wage  base  for  the  Railroad 
Unemployment  Insurance  System  would  be 
increased  from  $400  to  $600  effective  Janu- 
ary 1,  1984. 
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D.  Railroad  unemployment  compensation 
committee 

A  five  member  Railroad  Unemployment 
Compensation  Committee  would  be  estab- 
lished for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  all  as- 
pects of  the  railroad  unemployment  pro- 
gram and  submitting  a  report  to  Congress 
no  later  than  April  1.  1984  containing  rec- 
ommendations based  on  its  review  of  the 
program  and  recommended  adjustments  in 
contributions  and  benefits  which  will  enable 
the  program  to  repay  all  loans  from  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account  by  the  end  of 
the  year  2000.  There  would  be  two  labor 
representatives,  two  management  represent- 
atives, aind  one  neutral  member. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  7  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  bill,  the  railroad  retirement  legis- 
lation. It  is  important  that  we  pass 
this  legislation  as  soon  as  we  can.  It  is 
necessary  in  order  to  assure  the  con- 
tinued financial  integrity  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  and  unemployment 
systems. 

It  has  already  been  pointed  out  in 
earlier  debate  that  these  two  systems 
provide  for  the  retirement  benefits 
and  the  unemployment  coverage  of 
some  1  million  retirees  and  400,000 
active  workers,  and  these  two  systems 
at  the  present  time  are  unable  to  meet 
their  obligations,  that  is.  the  promises 
of  benefits  that  have  been  made  in  the 
past. 

Now,  the  railroad  retirement  system 
was  originally  supposed  to  be  a  pay-as- 
you-go  pension  system.  But  at  the 
present  time  the  system  has  a  3  to  1 
ratio  of  retirees  to  active  employees, 
that  is,  there  are  three  people  retired 
for  every  one  person  working.  And 
unless  this  legislation  is  passed,  it  will 
be  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Board  which  administers  this 
program  to  cut  back  or  reduce  the  pri- 
vate pension  portion  of  each  retirees 
annunity  by  some  40  percent  some- 
time this  fall.  As  has  been  stated— we 
will  not  get  into  the  parliamentary  sit- 
uation; I  think  Members  understand 
that— a  substitute  bill  has  been  agreed 
on.  and  that  will  be  the  bill  that  we 
will  be  using  for  purposes  of  amend- 
ment. 

I  would  point  out  that,  notwith- 
standing my  support  for  this  bill.  I  do 
feel  constrained  to  voice  to  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  committee  and  of  the 
House  my  concern  about  some  of  the 
things  that  this  bill  lacks.  This  substi- 
tute is  still  not  a  perfect  product  even 
though  it  is.  in  my  judgment,  a  vast 
improvement  over  the  bill  as  it  came 
out  of  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  be 
concerned  about  the  unemployment 
part  of  the  program.  I  had  proposed 
during  the  deliberations  and  discus- 
sions on  this  bill,  to  try  to  come  up 
with  solutions  for  the  problems  with 
this  system,  that  we  try  to  resolve  the 
problems  that  are  facing  the  unem- 
ployment system.  I  was  hopeful  that 


railroad  labor  and  management  would 
take  a  more  serious  look  at  the  sugges- 
tion that  I  brought  forward. 

Under  the  present  system,  railway 
workers  are  covered  under  a  separate 
unemployment  system.  I  had  suggest- 
ed that  we  work  out  ways  to  transfer 
the  railway  workers'  coverage  under 
the  State  unemployment  system  as  op- 
posed to  their  present  coverage  under 
the  existing  separate  system  adminis- 
tered by  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board.  I  believe  that  this  would  have 
enured  to  the  benefit  of  railway  work- 
ers and  also  railroad  management. 

In  this  regard.  I  would  note  that 
daily  unemployment  benefits  are 
higher  in  42  of  the  50  States  than 
under  the  separate  railroad  employ- 
ment system.  Now,  beyond  that,  I 
think  that  some  kind  of  transfer 
mechanism  could  have  been  worked 
out,  could  have  been  provided,  that 
would  have  met  any  of  the  legitimate 
concerns  not  only  of  railroad  labor 
and  management  but  also  the  States. 

Now,  hopefully,  the  study  committee 
that  is  provided  in  section  504,  which 
has  my  support,  will  carefully  review 
the  merits  of  this  proposal  that  I  put 
forward  and  see  if  we  cannot  come 
back  with  modernizing  the  railroad 
unemployment  system  so  that  we  will 
not  have  to  be  coming  back  here  time 
after  time  to  try  to  shore  up  the  finan- 
cial stability  of  that  program. 

Another  suggestion  that  I  put  for- 
ward that  is  not  incorporated  in  this 
bill  that  I  think  has  merit  and  will 
continue  to  press  for  would  have  been 
provided  greater  freedom  to  railroad 
labor  and  management  to  collectively 
bargain  over  the  type  of  private  pen- 
sion benefits  that  would  be  available 
to  them  in  the  future. 

Now,  our  presence  here  today  dem- 
onstrates that  existing  procedures 
show  that  Congress  does  play  a  very 
active  and  leading  role  in  determining 
the  level  of  benefits  and  the  amount 
of  revenue  that  are  necessary  to  pay 
for  these  benefits. 

I  believe  that  we  should  be  getting 
the  Congress  out  of  this  system  and 
permitting  the  railroad  labor  and  man- 
agement to  collectively  bargain  over 
the  benefits  of  their  retirement 
system.  I  believe  that  with  proper 
safeguards,  the  removal  of  the  Federal 
Government  as  the  third  party  to  ne- 
gotiations in  what  is  a  private  pension 
plan  is  both  a  healthy  and  a  desirable 
result  that  is  achievable. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  that 
these  two  reforms  that  I  advocated  are 
not  in  this  bill  but  will  continue  work- 
ing for  them.  But  having  said  that,  I 
support  this  bill,  and  I  would  urge 
that  it  be  passed  as  quickly  as  possible 
so  that  we  can  have  it  signed  into  law 
to  insure  that  those  who  are  receiving 
benefits  from  this  program  are  not 
going  to  be  losing  those  benefits, 
which  could  happen  if  we  do  not  act 
expeditiously. 


D  1720 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  (Ms.  Mikulski)  a  member 
of  the  subcommittee. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant concerns  of  any  employee  is 
the  knowledge  that  their  retirement 
program  is  sound  and  secure.  That  is 
why  the  current  threat  to  the  solvency 
of  the  railroad  retirement  system  de- 
mands our  urgent  attention.  One  mil- 
lion railroad  retirement  beneficiaries 
face  immediate  and  permanent  loss  of 
railroad  retirement  benefits. 

Congress  must  take  immediate 
action.  The  railroad  retirement  system 
must  be  maintained  to  fulfill  the 
needs  of  the  railroad  retiree.  I  believe 
that  it  would  be  a  basic  inequity  to  de- 
prive people  of  the  benefits  that  they 
worked  for  and  contributed  to.  In  this 
regard,  let  me  make  it  clear  that  I  am 
working  to  assure  railroad  retirees  of  a 
sound  and  viable  railroad  retirement 
program. 

To  avert  this  crisis,  and  achieve  a 
sound  railroad  retirement  system,  cer- 
tain sacrifices  must  be  made  (much 
like  our  experience  with  the  social  se- 
curity system).  We  are  asking  the  re- 
tirees and  their  spouses  to  bite  the 
bullet.  I  know  this  leaves  a  bitter 
taste,  but  it  is  imperative  that  we 
rescue  the  railroad  retirement  system. 

Rail  labor  and  rail  management 
have  agreed  upon  a  method  to  avoid 
this  disaster.  Their  compromise  is  in- 
cluded in  pending  legislation,  and  con- 
sists of  three  major  items:  savings, 
taxes,  and  payment  of  Federal  obliga- 
tions. This  legislation  can  return  the 
railroad  retirement  system  to  solven- 
cy, and  I  will  continue  my  efforts  to 
work  in  that  direction.  Any  plan  will 
require  all  participants,  the  retirees, 
the  employees,  and  management,  to 
sacrifice  in  order  to  insure  a  sound  re- 
tirement system.  They  have  indicated 
their  desire  to  work  toward  a  solvent 
railroad  retirement  system,  and  now  it 
is  up  to  Congress  to  do  its  part. 

I  think  railroad  retirees  and  their 
families  deserve  a  better  deal  than 
this— but  given  our  tough  economic 
times,  this  is  the  best  deal  we  can  get. 
I  will  vote  for  this  legislation  and  will 
continue  to  work  for  a  just  and  stable 
railroad  retirement  system. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Lent)  who  is  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  subcom- 
mittee who  played  a  very  key  role  in 
the  development  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  LENT.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  1646,  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Solvency  Act  of  1983  and  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Florio)  and  the  gentleman  from 


North    Carolina   (Mr.    Broyhill)    for 
their  leadership. 

As  most  of  us  know,  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  is  again  in  serious  fi- 
nancial difficulty.  Employment  as- 
sumptions used  in  1981  have,  as  many 
of  us  believed  at  the  time,  proven  to 
have  been  overly  optimistic. 

Although  I  have  several  reservations 
about  H.R.  1646,  enactment  of  this 
legislation  is  essential  to  assure  the 
continued  payment  of  full  benefits  to 
the  1  million  railroad  retirees. 

Under  the  rule  adopted  for  consider- 
ation of  this  bill  today,  the  text  of 
H.R.  3619  will  be  before  the  Members 
as  a  substitute  for  H.R.  1646,  as  re- 
ported by  the  Committees  on  Energy 
and  Commerce  and  Ways  and  Means. 
This  substitute  combines  features 
from  both  committee  versions  of  H.R. 
1646.  In  addition,  several  new  provi- 
sions are  incorporated  in  the  substi- 
tute. 

One  positive  addition  contained  in 
the  substitute  will  provide  for  the  ap- 
pointment by  the  President  of  an  inde- 
pendent inspector  general  for  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board.  The  Re- 
tirement Board  pays  out  approximate- 
ly $6  billion  a  year  in  benefits.  Given 
evidence  on  the  record  of  irregularities 
in  the  payment  of  certain  disability 
benefits,  I  believe  this  provision  has 
great  merit. 

Taken  as  a  whole,  the  substitute  is 
much  improved  from  the  version  of 
H.R.  1646,  as  reported  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Commerce.  The  mi- 
nority views  filed  with  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee  report  on  H.R. 
1646  noted  four  fundamental  short- 
comings with  the  bill  as  reported  by 
the  Committee.  Specifically,  these 
shortcomings  were  that  H.R.  1646  as 
reported:  First,  placed  an  unwarranted 
burden  on  Federal  taxpayers;  second, 
failed  to  address  the  railroad  unem- 
ployment system's  problems;  third, 
failed  to  guarantee  social  security 
equivalent  benefits  to  railroad  work- 
ers; and  fourth,  subsidized  certain 
commuter  railroads.  The  substitute 
before  us  today  seeks  to  address  all  of 
these  shortcomings. 

A  great  deal  of  credit  for  improving 
this  bill  must  be  given  to  the  Members 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee.  I  would  par- 
ticularly like  to  commend  the  chair- 
man of  the  Social  Security  Subcom- 
mittee for  his  leadership,  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Pickle). 

Although  the  version  of  the  bill  that 
will  be  considered  shortly  for  amend- 
ment is  a  much  improved  product,  I 
believe  further  improvements  could  be 
made  had  we  not  been  faced  with  a 
deadline  of  October  1.  For  example,  as 
the  distinguished  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  has  noted,  I  believe  the 
two  structural  changes  that  would 
have  covered  railroad  workers  under 
the  State  unemployment  systems  and 


given  greater  freedom  to  rail  labor  and 
management  to  structure  the  industry 
pension  program  through  the  collec- 
tive bargaining  process  would  have 
markedly  improved  this  product.  Un- 
fortunately, these  structural  changes 
were  not  pursued  by  the  parties,  and 
therefore,  are  not  reflected  in  the  bill 
before  us  today.  I  would  hope  that  in 
the  near  future  rail  labor  and  manage- 
ment will  carefully  explore  these 
modest  reforms. 

On  balance,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  intend 
to  vote  for  H.R.  1646  as  amended  by 
the  substitute.  Despite  my  reserva- 
tions about  the  bill,  I  believe  its  enact- 
ment is  essential  to  assure  that  those 
covered  by  the  retirement  system  will 
continue  to  receive  their  industry  pen- 
sion benefits. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Richardson)  a  member  of 
the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  I  thank  the 
gentleman   for   yielding  this   time  to 

me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Solvency  Act  is  based  on  an 
agreement  between  rail  labor  and 
management.  I  think  we  should  ap- 
plaud the  courage  and  diligence  they 
displayed  in  arriving  at  this  compro- 
mise agreement.  It  is  a  fragile  compro- 
mise however,  many  like  the  social  se- 
curity legislation  which  was  recently 
approved  by  the  Congress.  But  the 
railroad  retirement  system  is  in  even 
worse  shape  than  the  social  security 
system  was  and  if  we  do  not  take  swift 
action,  retirees  will  have  their  benefits 
cut  by  40  percent  as  early  as  October 
1.  We  must  not  let  this  happen.  Too 
many  railroad  retirees  in  my  district  in 
New  Mexico  and  throughout  the 
Nation  rely  on  these  payments. 

Like  any  compromise,  this  legisla- 
tion will  require  concessions  from  all 
affected  groups.  Taxes  will  be  in- 
creased for  both  labor  and  manage- 
ment while  benefits  will  be  slightly  re- 
duced for  some  beneficiaries.  I  was  dis- 
appointed the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee altered  two  important  provi- 
sions of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee. 

First,  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee decided  to  allow  the  railroad  un- 
employment insurance  account  to  con- 
tinue to  borrow  from  the  railroad  re- 
tirement account  instead  of  borrowing 
from  the  general  revenues  as  provided 
by  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Com- 
mittee. One  of  the  major  reasons  the 
retirement  system  is  in  such  dire  fi- 
nancial shape  is  the  unemployment 
the  railroad  industry  has  suffered  the 
past  few  years.  Since  1981,  employ- 
ment in  the  rail  industry  has  dropped 
by  31  percent.  This  has  had  a  devas- 
tating effect  on  the  retirement  system 
due  to  lost  tax  revenues  and  borrowing 
from  the  system  to  pay  for  unemploy- 
ment benefits.  Allowing  this  borrowing 


to  continue  is  not  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  railroad  retirement  system. 

In  addition,  I  was  not  pleased  with 
another  change  made  in  the  bill  by 
Ways  and  Means  which  provides  that 
revenues  raised  by  the  new  tax  on  tier 
II  benefits  will  be  contributed  in  the 
General  Treasury  as  opposed  to  going 
back  into  the  railroad  retirement  fund. 
It  is  unfortunate  that  we  had  to 
impose  any  tax  on  benefits  at  all.  But 
it  is  even  worse  that  these  funds  will 
not  be  used  to  help  support  the  retire- 
ment system. 

I  am  pleased  this  bill  calls  on  the 
Federal  Government  to  reimburse  the 
railroad  retirement  system  $1.7  billion 
for  dual-benefit  payments.  Between 
1975  and  1981  the  Government  ne- 
glected its  legal  duty  to  reimburse  the 
railroad  retirement  system  for  these 
dual  benefits  as  required  by  law.  It  was 
this  Federal  irresponsibility  combined 
with  the  drastic  increase  in  rail  unem- 
ployment that  helped  bring  on  the 
problems  the  retirement  system  is  now 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  took  courage  and  a 
lot  of  hard  work  to  develop  a  compro- 
mise on  social  security.  We  saved  that 
system  from  collapse.  Let  us  show  the 
Nation  that  was  not  a  one  time  act  of 
bipartisanship  and  cooperation.  Let  us 
act  now  to  save  the  ailing  railroad  re- 
tirement system  from  the  fate  it 
surely  awaits  if  we  do  not  pass  this  leg- 
islation. 


O  1730 
Mr.   BROYHILL.   Mr.   Chairman.   I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Nielson). 

Mr.  NIELSON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  support  of  this  bill. 

When  the  bill  first  came  before  the 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee.  I 
wondered  how  we  could  possibly 
afford  to  contribute  the  $4  billion  nec- 
essary from  the  Treasury  to  save  the 
system  at  that  time.  I  realized  at  that 
time  we  had  in  fact  promised  the  rail 
workers  that  their  retirement  would 
be  assured  and  that  we  had  a  commit- 
ment that  was  a  moral  commitment. 

I  would  like  to  give  special  credit  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Lent),  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill).  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Florio).  and 
also  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  RosTENKOWSKi).  and  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Conable), 
and  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
because  they  have  come  up  with  a  so- 
lution to  the  problem  which  requires 
less  than  half  of  that  amount  of 
money,  part  of  which  would  be  fi- 
nanced by  increased  contributions  by 
the  employer  and  the  employee. 

It  is  a  sensible  solution  to  a  problem 
that  is  very  acute.  I  do  support  the  bill 
in  its  amended  form. 

I  would  like  to  recommend  that  we 
support  the  Pickle  amendment,  which 
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1  think  will  do  as  it  did  for  social  secu- 
rity, make  it  financially  solvent  and 
make  it  feasible  so  that  the  system 
will  in  fact  stay  fiscally  sound. 

I  would  like  to  mention  from  a  per- 
sonal experience  that  I  realize  how  im- 
portant the  railroads  are.  During  the 
recent  mudslide  in  the  State  of  Utah, 
the  railroad,  of  course,  was  cut  off. 
About  3  miles  of  track  were  submerged 
under  an  artificial  lake  and  the 
Carbon  County  and  Emory  County 
which  produce  a  lot  of  coal  were  com- 
pletely cut  off  from  their  chance  to 
ship  their  products  to  Geneva  Steel 
and  other  of  their  customers. 

The  NRG  Railroad  and  the  employ- 
ees thereof  built  the  railroad  in  65 
days  which  would  normally  take  6 
months  to  complete,  right  through  a 
solid  mountain.  They  have  shown 
great  skill  and  great  innovation  in  get- 
ting that  accomplished. 

So.  I  just  salute  the  railroad  indus- 
try in  general,  and  the  D&RG  and  the 
railworkers  of  Utah  in  particular. 

I  do  rise  in  support  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  FLORID.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota (Mr.  Vento). 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
very  happy  to  come  to  the  floor  today 
and  support  this  bill  and  commend  the 
good  work  that  has  been  done  by  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Florid).  Indeed,  his  work  was  predi- 
cated on  the  agreement  between  rail 
labor  and  rail  management.  I  know 
that  he  was  thrust  into  a  very  tough 
position,  as  was  the  entire  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee,  because  it  was 
an  imperfect  compromise,  one  that 
was  not  agreed  to  by  the  administra- 
tion and  all  the  major  groups;  so  he 
has  done  a  great  job  in  terms  of  keep- 
ing his  eye  on  the  ball  and  coming  to 
the  floor  today  with  this  bill  in  a  very 
timely  manner.  I  want  to  especially 
commend  the  gentleman.  I  think  he 
has  done  an  outstanding  job. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  past  sev- 
eral months  I.  like  many  of  my  col- 
leagues in  this  Chamber,  have  received 
hundreds  of  letters,  cards,  and  phone 
calls  from  constituents  pleading  to  do 
what  is  necessary  to  insure  the  future 
solvency  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system.  In  my  home  State  of  Minneso- 
ta, we  have  over  22.000  railroad  retir- 
ees and  over  21.000  railroad  workers 
with  more  than  10  years  of  service, 
thereby  making  them  potentially  eligi- 
ble for  railroad  retirement  benefits. 
These  Minnesotans.  along  with  several 
hundred  thousand  retirees,  employees, 
and  their  families  across  this  country 
will  be  affected  by  what  we  do  with 
regard  to  this  issue.  By  acting  to  pass 
this  bill  or  by  failing  to  act.  we  will 
decide  the  future  of  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system.  If  we  do  what  is 
needed  and  what  is  right  and  pass 
legislation,  we  will  demonstrate  con- 
structive action  concerning  railroad  re- 


tirement and  the  future  well-being  of 
the  people  who  depend  upon  it.  If  we 
fail  to  enact  new  legislation  we  could 
well  insure  that  there  will  be  a  40-per- 
cent cut  in  tier  II  benefits  on  October 
1.  1983.  The  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  has  already  printed  its  notices 
to  advise  railroad  retirees  that  unless 
Congress  acts,  their  benefits  will  be 
cut.  The  notices  are  ready  and  will  be 
sent  in  the  absence  of  timely  action 
and  agreement  by  the  Congress  and 
the  administration. 

I  want  to  highly  commend  the  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee.  Mr.  Florio. 
who  has  worked  diligently  to  bring 
this  matter  before  the  House.  This 
was  especially  difficult  because  as  the 
chairman.  Mr.  Florid,  well  knows 
there  was  not  always  acceptance  and 
compromise  to  back  him  up. 

The  current  financial  problems 
facing  the  railroad  retirement  trust 
fund  did  not  develop  overnight.  They 
have  developed  over  a  period  of  years 
during  which  time  the  railroad  indus- 
try in  this  country  has  gone  into  a 
steep  decline.  This  decline  has  resulted 
in  thousands  of  workers  being  laid  off 
from  their  jobs  or  being  forced  into 
early  retirement.  Because  of  this  situa- 
tion, the  number  of  workers  support- 
ing the  railroad  retirement  system  has 
sharply  dropped.  In  1981.  the  railroads 
employed  510.000  people.  Today,  in 
1983.  this  number  has  fallen  to 
338.000. 

This  unprecedented  drop  in  railroad 
employment  means  that  fewer  reve- 
nues are  supporting  a  retirement 
system  whose  ranks  are  increasing. 
Fortunately,  the  railroad  retirement 
system  has  been  able  to  borrow  funds 
from  its  retirement  account  to  support 
its  unemployment  fund.  The  railroad 
unemployment  fund,  unlike  its  private 
sector  counterpart,  does  not  have  the 
ability  to  borrow  from  the  National 
Government.  Rather  it  has  borrowed 
about  $400  million  from  the  retire- 
ment system  and  is  further  seriously 
jeopardizing  the  solvency  of  the  retire- 
ment system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  railroad  workers,  re- 
tirees and  their  families  are  realistic. 
They  know  and  understand  that  their 
retirement  system  is  in  trouble  and 
they  are  looking  to  us  for  leadership 
in  solving  this  problem.  They  know 
they  may  not  get  everything  that  they 
would  like  in  this  bill.  Indeed,  there 
are  several  provisions  in  the  bill  which 
would  delay  or  reduce  some  benefits.  1 
am  hopeful  that  we  can  reduce  the 
impact  of  some  of  these  changes  by 
adopting  several  of  the  amendments 
which  will  be  proposed  to  the  bill 
during  this  debate.  This  legislation, 
which  is  the  result  of  a  compromise 
agreement  reached  between  railroad 
labor  and  management,  is  a  declara- 
tion of  concern  for  the  future  of  the 
railroad  retirement  system.  But  per- 
haps most  importantly,  it  calls  for 
compromise    and    sacrifice    from    all 


three  principal  partners  in  the  rail- 
road retirement  system:  labor,  man- 
agement, and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. Most  of  labor,  made  up  of  both 
workers  and  retirees,  is  willing  to 
accept  an  increase  in  the  payroll  taxes 
which  they  must  pay  to  support  this 
system.  They  are  also  willing  to  accept 
a  delay  in  the  payment  of  cost-of- 
living  adjustments  on  their  pensions 
so  that  the  railroad  retirement  sys- 
tems benefit  structure  will  be  brought 
more  into  conformity  with  the  social 
security  law  which  we  passed  earlier 
this  spring.  Some  have  also  indicated 
that  they  can  reluctantly  accept  a 
delay  in  retirement  with  full  benefits 
if  that  is  what  is  necessary  to  guaran- 
tee that  there  will  be  a  retirement 
system  for  them  in  the  future.  I  can 
think  of  no  stronger  example  of  why 
we  should  act  to  support  this  bill  than 
to  look  at  the  sacrifices  which  these 
railroad  workers  and  retirees  have 
made  in  the  past  and  are  still  willing 
to  make  in  the  future  to  insure  the 
survival  of  their  retirement  system. 
This  is  indeed  an  outstanding  example 
of  sacrifice  and  a  good  faith  effort  to 
resolve  the  crisis  in  the  railroad  retire- 
ment program. 

The  railroad  carriers  themselves  are 
also  being  called  upon  to  sacrifice 
something  to  assure  the  future  success 
of  railroad  retirement.  The  increase  in 
the  employer-paid  portion  of  payroll 
will  be  expensive  for  many  carriers, 
but  these  carriers  recognize  that  they 
owe  a  considerable  debt  of  gratitude  to 
these  retirees  who  have  given  the  best 
years  of  their  working  lives  to  their 
companies  and  the  railroad  industry. 

Finally,  the  Federal  Government  is 
being  called  upon  to  repay  the  railroad 
retirement  trust  fund  for  the  cost  of 
"dual  benefits."  It  is  estimated  that  a 
total  of  about  $1.7  billion  is  owed  by 
the  Federal  Government  to  the  rail- 
road retirement  trust  fund  to  cover 
the  costs  of  these  dual  benefits.  Earli- 
er legislation  in  the  midseventies 
bound  the  National  Government  to 
make  such  payments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  earlier  this  year  this 
Congress  was  able  to  pass  legislation 
which  guaranteed  the  future  solvency 
of  our  social  security  system.  There 
were  many  provisions  in  that  bill 
which  were  unpleasant  and  the  prob- 
lem was  significantly  different  from 
the  railroad  retirement  problem  that 
is  before  us  today.  Indeed,  there  was 
something  in  the  social  security  bill 
similar  perhaps  to  this  measure  which 
displeased  just  about  everyone  affect- 
ed. However,  the  point  is  that  we  were 
able  to  overcome  our  differences  and 
do  what  had  to  be  done  with  social  se- 
curity. We  passed  a  social  security  bill 
which  will  raise  an  estimated  $167  bil- 
lion in  additional  revenues  over  the 
next  7  years.  We  guaranteed  that  the 
36  million  persons  who  relied  on  their 
Governments  promise  to  save  social 


security  would  continue  to  receive 
their  benefits  and  would  not  be  disap- 
pointed. We  certainly  owe  our  Nation's 
railroad  retirees  and  railroad  workers 
and  their  families  no  less.  Their  rail- 
road retirement  system,  like  social  se- 
curity, is  backed  by  the  commitment 
of  the  Federal  Government.  Let  us  ful- 
fill our  commitment  both  to  them  and 
to  ourselves  by  supporting  this  com- 
promise bill. 

Moving  forward,  we  must  today  face 
the  reality  of  the  economic  shortfall 
and  the  drastic  reduction  in  the  rail- 
road labor  force  numbers  which  has 
shaken  the  very  foundation  of  the 
railroad  retirement  program.  The  solu- 
tion to  the  current  difficulties  is 
within  our  grasp;  railroad  labor  and 
management  have  made  their  commit- 
ment. Hopefully.  Congress  and  the  ad- 
ministration will  follow  suit  and  those 
affected  by  the  programs  will  be  safe- 
guarded from  default. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Bliley).  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  certainly  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  and  particularly  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Florid) 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Lent)  for  their  outstanding  work 
on  this  legislation,  as  well  as  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  for  bringing  to 
us  a  bipartisan  approach  to  this  very 
complicated  and  very  difficult  problem 
that  will  prevent  a  very  severe  hard- 
ship and  a  great  injustice  being  done 
to  over  a  million  of  our  retired  railway 
employees. 

This  is  a  good  example  for  all  of  us 
to  consider  as  we  consider  other  legis- 
lation dealing  with  other  problems. 

I  hope  that  we  will  pass  it  over- 
whelmingly and  that  it  will  soon  be  on 
the  Presidents  desk  so  that  come  Oc- 
tober the  recipients  will  not  have  any 
adverse  effect  on  their  pension  checks. 
Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Clinger). 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1646.  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983.  Al- 
though not  perfect  in  nature,  this  leg- 
islation will  protect  the  welfare  of 
those  retired  workers  who  have  served 
our  Nation's  rail  industry  during  a  life- 
time of  service.  The  bill  is  the  result  of 
lengthy  negotiations  between  repre- 
sentatives of  railroad  labor  and  indus- 
try in  order  to  prevent  a  40-percent 
cut  in  benefits  which  is  looming  in  the 
wings  should  Congress  fail  to  act.  To 
prevent  such  drastic  cutbacks.  H.R. 
1646  provides  for  increases  in  net  rail- 
road retirement  revenues  by  approxi- 
mately $4  billion  from  fiscal  year  1984 
through  fiscal  year  1988. 


The  increases  in  revenues  to  the  rail- 
road     retirement     system      will      be 
achieved  in  a  balanced  and  equitable 
manner  under  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
1646.    In    addition    to    phased-in    in- 
creases in  both  employee  and  employ- 
er contributions  to  retirement  funds, 
this  legislative  solution  provides  for  a 
series  of  three  payments,  estimated  at 
a  total  of  $2  billion,  to  be  made  by  the 
General  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
to    the    railroad    retirement    system. 
These  Federal  moneys  are  designed  to 
cover  unfunded  dual  benefits  paid  be- 
tween January  1,  1975,  and  October  1. 
1981.  Once  these  benefits  are  covered 
by  these  funds,  the  other  provisions  of 
this  bill  will  operate  to  place  the  re- 
tirement   system    on    firm    financial 
footing.  A  one-time  deferral  of  cost-of- 
living    increases    and    restricting    the 
ability  of  the  railroad  unemployment 
compensation  account  to  borrow  funds 
from    either   the    Federal    unemploy- 
ment compensation  accounts  or  rail- 
road pension  funds  will  help  to  make 
the  retirement  fund  more  responsible 
and  avert  the  kinds  of  financial  crises 
which  face  the  retirement  system  now. 
Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  thousands 
of  retired  railroad  workers  across  the 
country  as  well  as  in  the  23d  Congres- 
sional District  of  Pennsylvania  which  I 
have  the  privilege  of  representing  in 
Congress.  These  men  and  women  have 
labored  long  and  hard  to  move  our  Na- 
tion's people  and  cargo.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  legislation  as  a 
means  of  insuring  that  these  retired 
workers    are    provided    for    in    their 
golden  years  and  to  prevent  the  slash- 
ing of  benefits  which  railroad  workers 
have  duly  bought  and  paid  for  over 
their  years  of  service. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Daub). 

Mr.  DAUB.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  Repre- 
sentative of  a  district  in  Nebraska 
which  includes  a  large  number  of  rail- 
road retirees  and  their  families,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  dis- 
cuss this  Railroad  Retirement  Solven- 
cy Act. 

The  railroad  retirement  system  faces 
severe  financial  difficulties.  Employ- 
ment in  the  railroad  industry  has  de- 
clined sharply  from  510,000  in  August 
1981  to  388.000  at  present.  The  payroll 
tax  revenues  from  these  employees 
must  support  the  annuities  of  the  ap- 
proximately 1  million  beneficiaries. 

Because  a  cash  shortfall  is  projected 
for  fiscal  year  1984  and  beyond,  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  has  an- 
nounced that  it  will  not  be  able  to 
fund  full  benefits  after  fiscal  year 
1983,  which  ends  on  September  30. 
Therefore,  the  Board  will  have  to 
reduce  the  tier  II  portion  of  monthly 
rail  industry  pensions  by  40  percent 
beginning  October  1,  1984.  barring  cor- 
rective action. 

I  commend  rail  labor  and  manage- 
ment for  presenting  to  the  Congress 


an  agreement  to  alleviate  the  financial 
difficulties  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system,  and  therefore  avoid  any  reduc- 
tion in  benefits.  In  addition,  I  com- 
mend the  Committees  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  and  Ways  and  Means  for 
their  efforts  on  this  legislation. 

I  support  this  legislation  as  the  most 
fair  and  equitable  solution  to  the  fi- 
nancial difficulties  of  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system.  The  bill  provides  for 
some  form  of  contribution  to  the 
system  by  all  those  connected  with  the 
railroad  retirement  system,  including 
employers,  employees,  retirees,  and 
the  Federal  Government. 

I  support  the  amendment  to  provide 
for  a  more  lengthy  phase-in  of  the 
changes  in  the  60/30  benefit.  It  is 
unfair  to  allow  a  change  in  such  a  re- 
tirement benefit  without  allowing 
those  who  would  be  affected  by  the 
provision  in  the  near  future  the  oppor- 
tunity to  adjust  their  plans. 

This  bill  is  important  to  the  retirees, 
to  assure  them  that  their  current  ben- 
efits are  safe,  and  that  they  will  not  be 
subject  to  the  huge  reductions  in  tier 
II  benefits  that  could  occur.  In  addi- 
tion, the  current  employees  must  be 
assured  that  the  system  will  be  solvent 
and  provide  them  the  benefits  they 
have  worked  for  and  been  promised 
when  they  retire.  They  must  not  be 
penalized  by  the  railroad  retirement 
system  for  the  difficulties  that  have 
occurred  as  a  result  of  economic  cir- 
cumstances over  which  they  had  no 
control. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Russd). 

Mr.  RUSSO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey.  As  the  gentleman  knows.  I  am 
concerned  with  a  number  of  Rock 
Island  employees  in  my  district  who 
will  soon  lose  their  jobs  as  a  result  of 
the  liquidation  of  the  Rock  Island.  I 
am  particularly  concerned  about  the 
effect  of  the  change  in  the  early  re- 
tirement benefit  upon  these  employ- 
ees, who  do  not  have  the  choice  to 
continue  working. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  that  is  a  very  le- 
gitimate concern.  I  share  the  gentle- 
mans  concern  about  Rock  Island  em- 
ployees and  their  fate.  Last  year.  Con- 
gress passed  the  Rail  Safety  and  Serv- 
ice Improvement  Act  of  1982  which 
authorized  $35  million  in  labor  protec- 
tion benefits  for  Rock  Island  employ- 
ees. I  understand  the  conference 
report  on  the  fiscal  year  1984  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  appropriation 
bill  includes  this  $35  million,  as  au- 
thorized. 

Mr.  RUSSO.  That  is  my  understand- 
ing and  I  commend  the  gentleman's 
past  efforts  to  help  Rock  Island  em- 
ployees. However,  under  the  law,  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  issued  a 
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benefit  schedule  on  April  28.  1983.  to 
implement  the  Roclt  Island  labor  pro- 
tection. Unfortunately,  under  the  ben- 
efit schedule,  employees  who  accepted 
jobs  with  the  trustee  of  the  Rock 
Island  and  who  remained  employed 
through  June  30.  1982,  are  not  pro- 
tected, even  though  they  will  soon  lose 
their  jobs.  Some  of  the  employees  in 
my  district  are  so  affected. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  The  gentleman  has 
raised  a  very  valid  concern.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  I  believe  it  is  in- 
cumbent upon  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation to  review  the  benefit  sched- 
ule to  try  to  accommodate  the  needs 
of  these  employees.  Certainly  these  in- 
dividuals are  adversely  affected  as  a 
result  of  the  reduction  in  service  by 
the  Rock  Island. 

Mr.  RUSSO.  I  agree  with  the  gentle- 
man's point  and  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  efforts. 

D  1740 

Mr.  FLORIO.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  (Ms. 
Kaptur). 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1646.  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act,  because  it 
secures  the  compact  of  trust  between 
the  generations  of  American  railroad 
workers.  Passage  of  this  legislation 
will  send  the  same  clear  and  positive 
message  to  our  railroaders,  both  active 
and  retired,  as  was  sent  to  their  coun- 
terparts covered  by  social  security  last 
spring. 

I  applaud  the  committees  and  Chair- 
men RosTENKOwsKi  and  Florio  that 
crafted  this  critical  compromise  legis- 
lation. As  was  the  case  with  social  se- 
curity. ?.  compromise  was  required  and 
a  compromise  was  reached— one  that 
calls  for  an  equal  sharing  of  the 
burden.  Most  importantly,  railroad  re- 
tirees throughout  this  Nation,  includ- 
ing 53,300  in  Ohio  will  continue  to  re- 
ceive their  checks,  on  time,  and  with- 
out a  reduction  in  benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  letters  I  have 
received  and  people  with  whom  I  have 
spoken,  I  have  felt  a  sense  of  great  ur- 
gency and  concern  on  this  issue. 
Unlike  social  security,  this  issue  has 
not  received  a  great  deal  of  media  at- 
tention. The  lack  of  information  and 
the  complexity  of  the  issue  have  cre- 
ated much  fear  and  anguish. 

A  wife  of  one  railroad  retiree  in  my 
district  wrote.  "Please,  Ms.  Kaptur.  I 
urge  you  and  all  the  other  Congress- 
men and  Senators  not  to  let  the 
system  die.  It  is  too  important  to  too 
many  families."  One  railroader  put  it 
this  way.  "Approximately  10,000  re- 
cipients of  railroad  retirement  in  our 
district  depend  on  the  continued  good 
health  of  the  system  for  a  share  of  the 
better  life  as  promised  in  the  Ameri- 
can way.  "  And  finally,  one  widow 
wrote,  "I  am  entirely  dependent  on  my 
widow's  railroad  retirement  check  and 
if  any  part  of  it  was  taken  away  from 


me,  I  do  not  know  what  I  would  do.  I 
am  78  years  old  and  just  getting  by 
now.  " 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  at  the  11th 
hour.  By  passing  H.R.  1646,  today,  we 
will  avoid  a  calamity.  We  can  leave  for 
the  recess  knowing  that  we  have  saved 
the  system  that  provides  dignity  and 
decurity  to  so  many.  I  look  forward  to 
returning  home,  a  rail  center  in  north- 
west Ohio  and  being  able  to  let  the 
railroaders  there  know  that  we  have 
kept  the  faith  with  them  and  their 
families. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Ridce). 

Mr.  RIDGE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to 
commend  my  colleagues  on  both  com- 
mittees that  reported  this  legislation, 
for  their  efforts  to  restore  fiscal  integ- 
rity to  the  troubled  railroad  retire- 
ment system. 

They  have  worked  long  and  hard  to 
negotiate  a  compromise  that  success- 
fully balances  the  interests  of  rail 
labor,  rail  management,  railroad  retir- 
ees, and  the  Federal  Government. 

And,  as  a  Member  who  represents 
quite  a  few  railroaders— both  working 
and  retired— let  me  say  that  I  fully 
intend  to  vote  for  this  bill  on  final  pas- 
sage. But  I  do  so  with  more  than  a 
little  regret,  Mr.  Chairman,  not  be- 
cause of  what  this  bill  does,  but  be- 
cause of  what  it  fails  to  do. 

One  million  retired  rail  workers  are 
now  drawing  railroad  retirement  bene- 
fits, and  in  this  bill  we  reach  out  to 
them,  we  have  taken  into  account 
their  special  needs. 

Roughly  400.000  railroaders  are  now 
working,  and  in  this  bill  we  have 
reached  out  to  them,  too,  we  have 
taken  into  account  their  special  needs. 

But  what  of  the  roughly  100,000  un- 
employed railworkers  now  drawing 
railroad  unemployment  benefits? 

Yes,  we  have  kept  the  system  afloat, 
and  surely  that  will  benefit  them  as  it 
will  the  others  who  depend  upon  it  in 
one  way  or  another.  And  surely  I 
would  be  the  last  Member  to  underes- 
timate the  importance  of  keeping 
those  unemployment  benefits  coming. 

But  I  am  concerned,  Mr.  Chairman, 
very  concerned,  that  this  House  will 
not  have  an  opportunity  here  today  to 
consider  two  modest  amendments 
which  would  have  made  a  real  differ- 
ence in  the  lives  of  thousands  of  un- 
employed railroaders  and  their  fami- 
lies—at little  or  no  cost  to  the  system 
itself. 

To  those  of  my  colleagues  who  are 
unfamiliar  with  all  of  the  details  of 
compensation  to  unemployed  rail 
workers,  let  me  say:  Their  system  is 
separate  from  ordinary  unemployment 
compensation;  their  benefits  total  just 
$25  per  day,  and  they  are  permitted  to 
earn  no  more  than  $10  additional  per 
day  before  forfeiting  their  benefits. 
What  is  more,  under  current  law,  none 
of   an   unemployed   worker's  $10   per 


day  in  outside  earnings  may  be  earned 
in  a  regularly  scheduled  job.  Take  a 
job  driving  a  schoolbus  for  just  an 
hour  or  two  each  morning,  and  you 
lose  your  unemployment  benefits. 

My  colleagues,  I  had  hoped  we  could 
vote  here  today  to  lift  the  prohibition 
on  regularly  schedule  part-time  em- 
ployment—because I  feel  strongly  that 
anytime  we  in  the  House  can  remove 
in  a  responsible  fashion  any  obstacle 
to  an  unemployed  worker  feeding  his 
family,  we  should  lift  it. 

And  I  had  hoped  we  could  also  vote 
here  today  to  raise  from  $10  to  $15  per 
day  the  amount  we  will  permit  an  un- 
employed railroader  to  earn  on  his 
own  to  meet  the  needs  of  his  family— 
because  if  this  legislation  will  not  raise 
their  benefits,  then  the  least  we  can 
do,  in  my  view,  is  to  permit  every  un- 
employed rail  worker  the  chance  to 
earn  an  extra  $5  per  day  for  his 
family. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  now  appears  we 
will  not  be  voting  on  either  of  those 
amendments  today,  and  I  think  that  is 
unfortunate.  The  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  itself  estimates  that  one  of 
those  amendments  would  increase 
costs  to  the  unemployment  portion  of 
the  system  by  no  more  than  1  percent. 
The  Board  predicted  the  other  amend- 
ment would  cost  the  system  nothing. 

I  had  hoped  to  return  to  my  district 
this  weekend— in  the  particularly  hard 
hit  northwestern  corner  of  Pennsylva- 
nia—with good  news  for  my  unem- 
ployed rail  workers.  Does  "studying" 
the  problem  over  the  next  year  or  two 
qualify  as  good  news?  Yes,  I  suppose  it 
does,  if  you  have  the  good  fortune  not 
to  lose  your  job  with  the  railroad 
before  then. 

But  I  would  have  to  say  to  those  rail 
workers  unfortunate  enough  to  be 
without  work  today:  We  have  not  done 
enough:  we  could  have  done  more  to 
help  you  help  yourselves. 

As  I  said  before,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will  be  voting  for  this  bill  on  final  pas- 
sage. I  think  Chairman  Rostenkow- 
SKi,  Chairman  Pickle,  Congressmen 
Broyhill  and  Florio,  and  their  col- 
leagues on  their  respective  committees 
should  be  commended  for  weaving 
their  way  through  a  treacherous  mine- 
field of  controversy  and  competing 
claims.  It  was,  in  many  ways,  a  thank- 
less job.  Dividing  up  a  shrinking  pie 
always  is. 

But  I  could  not  cast  my  vote  in  favor 
of  this  bill  without  making  sure  that 
those  100.000  unemployed  rail  workers 
out  there  were  aware  that  their  plight 
has  not  gone  unnoticed,  and  that  our 
lack  of  action  on  these  two  amend- 
ments reflects  not  our  lack  of  concern 
but  a  lack  of  political  consensus  about 
how  best  to  insure  the  passage  of  the 
other  very  vital  changes  proposed  in 
this  bill. 

Before  yielding  back  my  time.  I 
would  just  like  to  express  my  apprecia- 


tion to  Chairman  Pepper,  Congress- 
men Long  and  Quillen,  and  their 
fellow  members  of  the  Rules  Commit- 
tee. I  was  honored  by  their  willingness 
to  receive  this  freshman  Member  at 
the  11th  hour,  and  their  willingness  to 
make  in  order  two  amendments  I  be- 
lieve merited  consideration  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Gaydos). 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 

The  area  I  represent,  the  city  of 
Pittsburgh  and  the  seven-county  area 
has  a  special  interest  in  railroads  and 
their  problems.  It  has  been  the  hub  of 
the  railroad  activities  in  the  last  cen- 
tury. 

I  want  to  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey,  Mr.  Florio,  and  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  from  North 
Carolina,  Mr.  Broyhill,  and  all  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  for  taking 
this  legislation  to  task  at  an  unreason- 
able time  and  in  an  emergency. 

Although  I  am  not  in  complete  con- 
cert with  the  legislation,  I  think  the 
major  portion  of  the  legislation  is  di- 
rected to  the  highlights,  and  I  would 
urge  the  committee  to  continue  their 
studies  and  possibly  in  the  future 
there  would  be  supplemental  legisla- 
tion. 

I  have  received  to  date  literally 
thousands,  and  I  repeat,  thousands  of 
letters  from  railroaders,  retirees,  those 
about  to  retire,  all  voicing  their  opin- 
ion one  way  or  another  as  to  the  legis- 
lation, its  implications  and  its  essence, 
and  in  some  instances  its  deficiencies. 

So  in  closing  I  wish  to  say  that  this 
bill  in  my  opinion,  based  upon  the 
many  observations  of  my  colleagues, 
deserves  the  support  of  our  colleagues 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  bill. 


D  1750 
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Chairman,  I 
have  no  other  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  our  time  if  that  is  appropriate.  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  yield  back 
his  remaining  time? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  If  the  gentleman 
does.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  yield  back 
my  time  and  let  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  go  ahead. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski)  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes,  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Con- 
able)  will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski). 


Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congress  was  re- 
cently notified  by  the  railroad  retire- 
ment board  that  on  September  1,  1983 
a  million  railroad  retirement  benefici- 
aries may  be  sent  a  notice  that  their 
tier  2  benefits  may  be  cut  by  as  much 
as  $235  per  month  effective  with  their 
October  1  check.  The  legislation  which 
we  have  before  us  today  insures  that 
railroad  retirement  benefits  will  not  be 
cut  on  October  1  and  that  under  rea- 
sonable economic  assumptions  the 
railroad  retirement  system  will  be  able 
to  meet  all  of  its  obligations  for  the 
foreseeable  future. 

The  Railroad  Retirement  Solvency 
Act  of  1983  will  improve  the  financial 
status  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system  through  numerous  adjust- 
ments to  both  the  income  and  outgo  of 
the  system.  Like  the  social  security 
amendments  which  were  passed  earlier 
this  year,  this  package  does  not  rely 
exclusively  on  any  one  solution  to  the 
problem.  Everyone  associated  with  the 
system  is  asked  to  bear  some  of  the 
burden.  Management,  labor,  and  retir- 
ees all  will  contribute  to  the  final  solu- 
tion, a  solution  which  all  hope  will  be 
a  lasting  one. 

This  bill  was  originally  intended  to 
address  only  the  financial  problems  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system.  How- 
ever, it  quickly  became  obvious  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  that 
in  addition  to  being  a  significant  fi- 
nancial drain  on  the  retirement 
system,  the  railroad  unemployment 
compensation  program  has  its  own 
severe  financial  problems  which  must 
also  be  addressed  immediately. 

Faced  with  these  two  sets  of  prob- 
lems the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  reported  provisions  which  in- 
crease payroll  tax  revenue  to  both  the 
railroad  retirement  and  unemploy- 
ment compensation  systems  thereby 
restoring  the  railroad  retirement 
system  to  solvency  and  improving  the 
financial  status  of  the  railroad  unem- 
ployment compensation  system.  The 
committee  also  set  up  a  framework  in 
which  the  issues  concerning  the  rail- 
road unemployment  compensation  sys- 
tem's future  solvency  and  structure 
can  be  resolved. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  also  believes  that  it  is  de- 
sirable to  make  certain  changes  con- 
cerning the  railroad  retirement  wage 
bases  and  financial  operation  of  the 
railroad  retirement  system  in  order  to 
more  closely  conform  the  operation  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system  with 
the  social  security  system. 

With  regard  to  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system,  the  committee  approved 
provisions  would  increase  income  to 
the  railroad  retirement  system  by  ap- 
proximately $3.5  billion  over  the  next 
5  years.  This  is  done  through  a  variety 
of  different  mechanisms,  including  tax 


rate  increases  and  the  taxation  of  rail- 
road retirement  benefits. 

The  committee  also  adopted  a 
number  of  provisions  to  improve  the 
solvency  of  the  railroad  unemploy- 
ment insurance  program.  Currently, 
that  program  is  borrowing  from  the 
railroad  pension  fund  in  order  to  pay 
unemployment  benefits.  The  provi- 
sions we  have  adopted  will  increase 
income  to  this  system  by  $500  million 
through  fiscal  1988,  reduce  the  drain 
on  the  pension  funds,  and  allow  the 
unemployment  program  to  begin  re- 
paying its  outstanding  loans  from  the 
pension  fund. 

It  should  be  noted  that  while  we  are 
today  considering  the  text  of  H.R. 
3619  as  an  original  text  for  purposes  of 
amendment,  this  clean  substitute 
makes  no  changes  with  respect  to  the 
provisions  which  were  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  Al- 
though a  few  provisions  have  been  re- 
allocated among  the  bill's  titles  to 
better  distinguish  the  jurisdictional  in- 
terests of  the  two  committees  which 
reported  this  bill. 

Those  provisions  which  were  report- 
ed by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  are  contained  in  either  title  II 
or  V.  Title  II  contains  those  items 
which  are  clearly  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  Those  provisions  contained  in 
title  V  which  were  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  con- 
cern matters  which  the  committee 
feels  are  properly  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion. The  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  has  asserted,  however,  that 
it  has  at  least  coequal  jurisdiction  on 
these  matters.  In  order  to  insure 
timely  passage  of  this  legislation,  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  has 
not  pressed  for  a  resolution  of  this  ju- 
risdiction issues  and  has  consented  to 
the  procedure  of  not  placing  these  ju- 
risdictionally  disputed  items  within 
the  revenue  title  of  this  bill  which  is 
the  procedure  that  had  been  followed 
when  the  committee  reported  the  bill. 
The  committee  notes  that  its  agree- 
ment not  to  press  at  this  for  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  jurisdictional  questions 
raised  by  this  legislation  does  not  in 
any  way  indicate  its  acquiesence  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce's 
assertion  of  jurisdiction. 

The  most  significant  disputed  provi- 
sion is  section  503  which  increases  the 
railroad  retirement  unemployment 
compensation  monthly  wage  base.  The 
committee  notes  that,  while  prior  to 
this  legislation  it  has  traditionally  not 
enacted  legislation  affecting  railroad 
unemployment  compensation  reve- 
nues. House  rule  X(l)(h)(ll)  describes 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  in  this  area  as 
"railroads,  including  railroad  labor, 
railroad  retirement  and  unemploy- 
ment, except  revenue  measures  related 
thereto."  While  income  to  the  railroad 
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unemployment  system  is  often  de- 
scribed as  contributions,  the  commit- 
tee notes  that  House  rules  provide 
that  jurisdiction  in  this  area  lies  with 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
which  has  jurisdiction  over  "revenue 
measures  generally"  (rule  X(1)(V)(3)). 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
also  disagrees  with  the  assertion  of  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
that  section  501  establishing  a  social 
security  equivalent  benefit  account  is 
a  matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  committee.  Under  this  provision, 
certain  earmarked  tax  revenues  which 
are  equivalent  to  social  security  taxes 
will  be  deposited  in  the  new  account  in 
order  to  finance  the  payment  of  spe- 
cific railroad  retirement  benefits 
which  are  equivalent  to  those  payable 
under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

Since  House  rules  provide  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  includes  the  deposit  of 
public  moneys  (rule  X(1)(V)(6)).  the 
committee  feels  that  the  establish- 
ment of  such  an  account  is  clearly 
within  its  jurisdiction  and  is  inextrica- 
bly linked  with  the  concept  of  ear- 
marked taxes  such  as  those  raised  by 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act. 

A  summary  of  the  major  revenue 
provisions  in  this  bill  which  were  ap- 
proved by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  follows. 

I.  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 

A.  INCREASED  RETIREMENT  TAX  RATES 

Tier  2  tax  rates  would  be  increased 
by  a  total  of  2.25  percentage  points  for 
employees  and  by  3  percentage  points 
for  employer  and  employee  represent- 
atives. These  increases  would  be  pro- 
vided in  three  equal  steps— .75  percent- 
age points  for  employees  and  1  per- 
centage point  for  employers— and 
would  become  effective  on  July  1, 
1984.  January  1.  1985  and  January  1. 
1986. 

B.  TAXATION  OF  RETIREMENT  BENEFITS 

Effective  for  benefits  received  after 
January  1.  1984.  tier  2  benefits  and 
dual  benefit  payments— windfall- 
would  be  treated  for  income  tax  pur- 
poses as  benefits  received  under  a  tax 
qualified  pension  plan.  The  revenues 
derived  from  the  taxation  of  these 
benefits  would  be  deposited  in  the  rail- 
road retirement  account  until  fiscal 
year  1989  and  be  available  for  the  pay- 
ment of  benefits.  Beginning  in  fiscal 
year  1989  or.  if  earlier,  when  the  reve- 
nues attributable  to  the  taxation  of 
tier  2  benefits  reaches  $877  million, 
the  proceeds  derived  from  the  tax- 
ation of  tier  2  benefits  would  be  depos- 
ited in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury. After  this  point  the  revenue  de- 
rived from  the  taxation  of  windfall 
benefits  would  be  deposited  in  the 
dual  benefits  payments  account. 

C.  ANNUALIZATION  OF  RETIREMENT  WAGE  BASES 

The  current  monthly  tier  1  wage 
base  which  is  equal  to  one-twelfth  of 


the  annual  social  security  wage  base- 
estimated  to  be  $3,125  per  month  in 
1984— would  be  changed  to  an  annual 
amount  equal  to  the  social  security 
wage  base— estimated  to  be  $37,500  in 
1984.  The  current  monthly  tier  2  base 
would  also  be  changed  to  an  annual 
amount  equal  to  12  times  the  monthly 
amount.  The  estimates  for  the  month- 
ly and  annual  bases  in  1984  are  $2,350 
and  $28,200.  respectively.  Both 
changes  are  effective  January  1.  1985 
and,  both  wage  bases  would  be  in- 
creased at  a  rate  equal  to  average  wage 
growth  in  the  economy. 

D.  SOCIAL  SECURITY  EQUIVALENT  BENEFIT 
ACCOUNT 

Effective  October  1.  1984.  there 
would  be  created  a  "Social  Security 
Equivalent  Benefit  Account"  and  all 
social  security  equivalent  revenues- 
including  tier  1  taxes,  the  revenues  de- 
rived from  the  taxation  of  social  secu- 
rity equivalent  benefits,  and  amounts 
transferred  to  the  railroad  reitrement 
system  through  or  borrowed  against 
the  financial  interchange— would  be 
deposited  in  the  account,  rather  than 
into  the  retirement  account.  In  addi- 
tion, all  social  security  equivalent  ben- 
efits would  be  paid  out  of  the  account. 
If  the  operation  of  the  financial  inter- 
change results  in  a  transfer  from  the 
social  security  equivalent  account  to 
the  social  security  trust  funds  such 
transfers  are  also  authorized  under 
this  provision. 

The  transfers  and  credits  to  the 
social  security  equivalent  benefit  ac- 
count would  be  made  at  the  same  time 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  transfers 
and  credits  are  now  made  to  the  rail- 
road retirement  account.  The  social  se- 
curity equivalent  benefit  account  also 
would  be  invested  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  railroad  retirement  account. 

The  creation  of  this  account  would 
not  significantly  affect  the  financial 
condition  of  either  account.  Nor  would 
the  creation  of  this  account  affect,  in 
any  way.  benefits  currently  payable 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act. 

E.  DEPOSITS  OF  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT 
EMPLOYMENT  TAXES 

Effective  on  and  after  January  1. 
1986.  the  schedule  under  which  rail- 
road employers  would  be  required  to 
deposit  railroad  retirement  employ- 
ment taxes  would  be  the  same  as  the 
schedule  which  applies  to  nonrailroad 
employers  for  purposes  of  depositing 
social  security  and  income  taxes. 

II.  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  UNEMPLOYMENT  AND 

COMPENSATION  SYSTEM 
A.     DELETION     OF     AUTHORITY     FOR     UNEMPLOY- 
MENT   COMPENSATION    PROGRAM    TO    BORROW 
FEDERAL  FUNDS 

Repeal,  effective  September  30, 
1985.  the  current  authority  for  the 
railroad  unemployment  system  to 
borrow  from  rail  pension  funds. 

B.  INCREASED  UNEMPLOYMENT  TAX  BASE 

Effective  January  1.  1984  railroad  re- 
tirement unemployment  compensation 
employer  taxes  would  be  increased  by 


50  percent,  by  increasing  the  amount 
of  monthly  wages  subject  to  the  tax 
from  $400  to  $600. 

C.  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  REPAYMENT 
TAX 

Effective  July  1.  1986  through  Sep- 
tember 30.  1990.  a  Federal  repayment 
tax  would  be  imposed  on  railroad  com- 
panies. The  tax  would  be  equal  to  2 
percent  on  the  first  $7,000  in  annual 
wages  paid  to  each  employee.  This  tax 
will  increase  by  0.3  percent  on  each 
subsequent  January  1.  up  to  a  maxi- 
mum of  5  percent.  Revenue  raised  by 
this  repayment  tax  would  be  used  only 
to  repay  loans  the  railroad  retirement 
account  has  made  to  the  railroad  re- 
tirement unemployment  compensation 
program. 

D.  TAXATION  OF  SICKNESS  BENEFITS 

Sick  pay  benefits  provided  under  the 
railroad  retirement  unemployment 
compensation  program,  except  for  sick 
pay  resulting  from  on-the-job  injuries, 
would  be  subject  to  the  Federal 
income  tax  the  same  limitations  and 
conditions  that  apply  to  the  taxation 
of  such  pay  received  by  workers  in 
other  industries.  This  would  be  effec- 
tive for  sick  pay  benefits  received  after 
December  31.  1983. 

E.  RAILROAD  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 
COMMITTEE 

A  railroad  unemployment  compensa- 
tion committee  would  be  established 
for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  all  as- 
pects of  the  railroad  unemployment 
program  and  submitting  a  report  to 
Congress  no  later  than  April  1.  1984 
containing:  First,  recommendations 
based  on  its  review  of  the  program  and 
second,  recommended  adjustments  in 
contributions  and  benefits  which  will 
enable  the  railroad  retirement  unem- 
ployment compensation  program  to 
repay  all  loans  from  the  railroad  re- 
tirement account  by  the  end  of  the 
year  2000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  before  us  em- 
bodies many  recommendations  jointly 
made  earlier  this  year  by  rail  manage- 
ment and  labor.  The  most  significant 
deviation  from  their  proposals  is  the 
deletion  of  the  suggestion  that  the 
railroad  unemployment  compensation 
system  be  authorized  to  borrow  from 
the  Federal  unemployment  insurance 
trust  fund  in  the  same  manner— 
except  for  repayment  requirements— 
in  which  States  borrow  from  this  fund. 
This  borrowing  authority  would  have 
allowed  the  unemployment  compensa- 
tion system  to  repay  its  debt  to  the 
railroad  retirement  system— estimated 
to  be  $650  million  by  fiscal  year  1984. 
Under  this  proposal,  future  borrowing 
from  the  railroad  retirement  system 
would  have  been  prohibited. 

The  committee  questioned  the  ap- 
propriateness of  allowing  the  railroad 
unemployment  compensation  system 
to  borrow  Federal  funds  with  no  re- 
quirement to  repay  borrowed  amounts 
and  no  demonstrable  ability  to  repay 


these  amounts  in  the  foreseeable 
future.  Questions  of  equity  vis-a-vis 
the  various  States,  who  are  required  to 
repay  such  loans,  also  arose.  In  light 
of  these  concerns,  the  committee 
passed  an  amendment  which  deleted 
that  provision  of  the  bill  which  au- 
thorized borrowing  from  the  Federal 
unemployment  insurance  trust  fund. 

Since  this  action  reduced  the  reserve 
levels  which  had  been  provided  under 
the  labor-management  agreement  and 
which  they  had  judged  to  be  reasona- 
ble and  prudent,  this  action,  while  nec- 
essary, only  heightened  the  commit- 
tee's concern  with  the  reserve  levels  in 
the  retirement  program,  especially 
under  adverse  employment  and  eco- 
nomic assumptions. 

As  a  result  of  these  concerns,  the 
committee  was  forced  to  go  beyond 
the  labor-management  agreement  and 
to  increase  revenue  raised  through  em- 
ployment taxes  paid  by  the  sector 
itself.  Even  with  these  increases,  the 
reserve  levels  provided  in  the  bill  are 
lower  than  those  provided  under  the 
labor-management  agreement.  While 
the  committee  would  have  preferred 
those  larger  reserve  levels,  since  they 
would  provide  more  confidence  that 
the  system  could  meet  all  benefit  obli- 
gations even  under  adverse  economic 
conditions,  the  committee  recognized 
that  it  is  possible  that  the  industry,  re- 
lying solely  on  employment  taxes, 
could  not  sustain  at  this  time  the  tax 
increase  which  would  be  necessary  to 
provide  these  reserve  levels. 

However,  the  committee  is  confident 
that  as  a  result  of  this  legislation  the 
railroad  retirement  system  will  be  able 
to  pay  benefits  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  This  statement  is  based  on  ac- 
tuarial projections  done  by  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board  under  what  it 
considers  to  be  both  intermediate  and 
pessimistic  assumptions.  I  have  at- 
tached to  my  statement  the  analysis  of 
this  legislation  prepared  by  the  chief 
actuary  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  for  the  interest  of  my  col- 
leagues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  the 
joint  product  of  the  Committees  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  Energy  and 
Commerce  is  a  sound  response  to  the 
railroad  retirement  and  unemploy- 
ment compensation  systems'  financial 
problems.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Railroad  Retirement  Board. 

May  26,  1983. 
To;  Board  Members. 
Prom:  Chief  Actuary. 

Subject:  Progress  of  Railroad  Retirement 
Account  under  revised  labor-management 
agreement. 

Labor  and  management  have  revised  their 
original  agreement,  which  was  embodied  in 
H.R.  1646.  The  most  important  change, 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  railroad  retire- 
ment account,  is  that  the  retirement  ac- 
count would  receive  no  relief  from  the  cash- 
flow problems  caused  by  lending  money  to 
the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  ac- 
count. The  attached  table  shows  my  esti- 


mate of  the  progress  of  the  retirement  ac- 
count under  two  employment  assumptions 
taking  into  consideration  all  the  revisions. 
This  information  was  prepared  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  staff  of  the  Social  Security 
Subcommittee  and  has  been  transmitted  to 
them. 

The  "best-guess"  employment  assumption 
is  that  which  has  been  referred  to  as  as- 
sumption A.  The  "pessimistic"  assumption 
has  been  used  in  material  prepared  previ- 
ously for  the  Social  Security  Subcommittee. 
It  now  seems  too  pessimistic  to  be  regarded 
as  plausible,  at  least  for  the  1983  employ- 
ment level.  The  two  assumptions  are  shown 
below. 


Calendar  yeai 


Employnwnt  assumplm 
(Hiousanits) 

"Besl-guess"       "Pessimislic 


1983 

1984 

1985 

1986  

1987 

1988  

1989-9Z 


385 
370 
360 
355 
350 
345 
340 


365 
350 
335 
320 
305 
290 
290 


The  attached  table  indicates  that  the 
agreement  would  still  resolve  the  system's 
financial  problems  through  1992.  even 
under  the  "pessimistic"  employment  as- 
sumption. The  loss  of  the  RUIA  debt  relief, 
however,  has  made  the  procurement  of  dual 
benefit  shortfall  appropriations  much  more 
important.  The  agreement  would  fail  under 
the  "pessimistic"  assumption  without  them 
in  1985  or  1986.  In  addition.  I  estimate  that 
the  amount  available  for  benefit  payments 
immediately  before  the  first  dual  benefit  in- 
stallment on  July  1.  1984  will  be  between 
$700  million  and  $900  million.  This  in  sub- 
stantial and  makes  the  possibility  of  a  cash- 
flow problem  at  that  time  remote,  but  does 
not  eliminate  it  completely. 

Norman  Solomon. 

AMOUNT  AVAILABLE  FOR  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  UNDER 
REVISED  LABOR-MANAGEMENT  AGREEMENT 


(In  millions  of  dollars) 


Previous 
(^'"Sem     Amount     col"",^ 

^"^r^       inc^ne-      outgo  ^       ^*jj^*      on  0«        >l^ 

31  ■"  years 

benefits 


BEST-GUESS   EMPIOVMENT  LEVELS 

1983 $5,046        $5,397       -$533     « $1,386  26 

1984  ...... 7,725         5,351             39  1,425  26 

1985 8,260         7.623           437  1.862  33 

1986  .:.-.: 8.870         7,922           804  2,666  45 

1987 8.588         8,220           261  2,927  47 

1988  _.-       8.996         8,558           362  3,289  51 

1989 ........       9,248         8,825           351  3.640  55 

1990, ....:...._ 9,655         9,142           442  4,082  59 

1991                      10.018         9.427           513  4,595  65 

1992 10.413         9.714            616  5.211  NA 

•PESSIMISTIC    EMPIOVMENT  LEVELS 

1983         4,906         5,397         -720  M,199  23 

1984   7,701         5,351          -94  1,105  20 

1985 8.226         7,714           281  1.386  24 

1986  ,._ „.       8.769         8.037           559  1.945  33 

1987  , -.       8,440         8.387          -62  1,883  30 

1988 8.792         8,788          -83  1,800  28 

1989  9.138         9.135          -67  1,733  26 

1990  9,504         9,463          -23  1,710  25 

1991  9,832         9,760              2  1.712  24 

1992  10.192        10,065             53  1.765  NA 

NA— Not  availal)le 

'  Excludes  tax  income  to  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  Account 
Includes  appropriations  lor  windfall  shortfall  m  1984,  1985  and  1986.  and 
financial  interchange  advances  m  all  years 

'  Excludes    money   lent    to    Railroad   Unemployment  Insurance   Account 

Includes  repayment  of  financial   interctange  advances  in   1985  and  later 

■1  Recognues  ttiat  money  lent  to  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  Account 
and  not  repaid  is  not  availatle  lor  benefit  payments 

*  Includes  unused  borrowing  authority 


I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

I  have  no  requests  for  time  other 
than  the  few  remarks  I  would  like  to 
make. 

Somebody  may  show  up  but  as  of 
now,  I  think  this  is  not  being  consid- 
ered a  controversial  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  support  this  meas- 
ure and  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for 
it  today.  The  sooner  it  becomes  law, 
the  better  off  the  railroad  retirement 
and  unemployment  compensation  pro- 
grams will  be. 

That  is  not  to  say  that  every  part  of 
the  bill  is  good.  Some  aspects  leave 
much  to  be  desired,  and  I  wish  that 
they  had  been  improved.  But  this  bill 
represents  the  best  package  we  are 
going  to  get  on  the  subject  in  this  Con- 
gress. 

I  strongly  favor  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  which  represent  action  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  Our 
committee  I  believe  substantially  en- 
hanced the  legislation  which  was  re- 
ferred to  us.  Among  the  improve- 
ments: An  end  to  authority  for  the 
railroad  unemployment  system  to 
borrow  from  the  railroad  retirement 
system:  a  mechanism  designed  to  move 
the  unemployment  program  toward 
solvency  and  a  capacity  to  repay  loans 
from  the  pension  fund:  and  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  special  committee  to 
study  all  aspects  of  this  program,  in- 
cluding the  possibility  of  bringing  rail- 
road workers  under  the  regular  Feder- 
al-State unemployment  compensation 
system. 

In  many  respects,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
retirement  and  unemployment  com- 
pensation programs  covered  in  H.R. 
3619  are  anachronistic.  They  were  es- 
tablished in  an  era  in  which  the  rail- 
road industry  occupied  a  truly  unique 
position  in  this  country.  Today,  the  ra- 
tionale for  these  programs  appears  un- 
realistic in  some  respects.  For  exam- 
ple, it  would  seem  logical  now  to  treat 
railroad  retirees  the  same  way  we 
treat  retirees  under  other  corporate 
pension  plans,  and  to  treat  unem- 
ployed railroad  workers  the  same  way 
we  treat  the  unemployed  in  other  sec- 
tors of  commerce  and  industry.  But  it 
is  obvious  we  cannot  make  these  major 
adjustments  immediately.  I  hope  we 
can  make  more  progress  in  those  gen- 
eral directions  as  time  permits. 

Today,  we  have  a  compromise  meas- 
ure which  includes  a  number  of  pro- 
gressive provisions.  It  is  far  from  per- 
fect, but  it  deserves  our  approval.  I 
hope  the  other  body  also  will  act  expe- 
ditiously on  it,  and  that  the  President 
will  be  able  to  sign  it  into  law  very 
soon. 


22008 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22009 


Time  is  of  the  essence. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Recula). 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
simply  want  to  add  my  voice  to  the 
many  we  have  heard  this  afternoon  in 
support  of  this  legislation. 

I  particularly  want  to  commend  the 
members  of  the  two  committees  that 
crafted  this  solution  to  a  very  difficult 
problem. 

I  know  that  many  of  the  railroad  re- 
tirees and  potential  retirees  have  been 
very  uneasy  about  the  future  of  the 
system.  With  the  passage  of  this  legis- 
lation it  will  give  a  measure  of  confi- 
dence to  them  in  terms  of  their  future 
and  the  security  of  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system.  It  certainly  is  a  tough 
problem  and  the  committee  members 
deserve  a  lot  of  credit  for  their  efforts. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKL  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Pickle). 

Mr.  PICKLE.  I  thank  the  chairman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  before  us  is  a 
consensus  bill.  It  has  been  agreed  to 
by  all  the  parties,  that  is  labor,  man- 
agement. Democrats,  and  Republicans; 
it  has  been  agreed  to  by  the  two  com- 
mittees which  have  jurisdiction  over 
the  benefit  and  tax  areas.  Therefore, 
it  is  not  a  controversial  matter,  and  we 
should  have  no  difficulty  in  moving 
this  bill  forward  today. 

But  I  think  it  is  time  for  us  to  pause 
again  to  realize  that  our  railroad  em- 
ployment system  has  been  in  a  mess,  if 
we  want  to  be  just  plain  about  it.  It 
has  been  brought  about  by  overly  opti- 
mistic employment  projections  which 
have  just  not  materialized. 

Now,  we  face  heavy  unemployment 
expenses  brought  about  because  of 
these  projections,  and  it  has  taken  a 
terrible  drain  on  our  trust  funds. 

So,  we  are  having  to  make  some 
changes  and  face  up  to  some  changes 
we  should  have  done  5,  10  years  ago. 

I  look  back  on  my  service  here,  I  was 
on  the  Committee  on  Commerce  some 
8  or  9  years  ago  when  we  reorganized 
the  railroad  retirement  system  and  we 
thought  we  had  solved  the  problems 
of  the  railroad  retirees. 

We  did  not.  We  have  postponed  and 
rolled  with  it;  although  in  1981  we 
passed  another  law. 

But  we  did  say  then  that  by  this 
year.  October  1.  1983.  if  the  funds  ran 
short  then  there  would  be  a  reduction 
in  benefits.  That  has  caused  us  to 
bring  this  legislation  forward  because 
we.  of  course,  do  not  want  and  cannot 
accept  the  fact  that  employees  would 
have  their  benefits  reduced  40  percent. 
The  legislation  we  have  today  is  a  very 


valid  means  of  keeping  that  from  hap- 
pening. 

D  1800 

Let  me  summarize  just  four  or  five 
things  that  this  bill  does. 

First,  in  general  the  ways  and  means 
portion  of  the  bill  raises  about  $1  bil- 
lion more  than  the  original  package. 
And  that  is  about  evenly  divided  be- 
tween the  employees  and  employer  re- 
tirement system  and  the  unemploy- 
ment system. 

Second,  it  precludes  open  ending 
borrowing  from  the  general  treasury. 
And,  of  course,  we  could  not  allow  that 
type  of  practice. 

Third,  it  curtails  future  borrowing 
from  the  railroad  retirement  program 
by  limiting  the  borrowing  to  between 
now  and  September  30,  1985. 

Fourth,  it  provides  sufficient  re- 
serves to  pay  retirement  benefits 
under  continuing  unfavorable  econom- 
ic conditions;  and 

Fifth,  it  provides  the  mechanism, 
which  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  Ford)  will  explain  in  more  detail, 
to  insure  a  more  solvent  unemploy- 
ment program  in  the  future. 

And  it  provides  for  repayment  of 
loans  which  have  been  made  to  the 
unemployment  fund  by  the  retirement 
fund. 

These  are  important  changes  neces- 
sary to  point  this  system  in  a  direction 
of  solvency. 

Now  when  the  general  debate  has 
concluded,  Mr.  Chairman,  under  the 
rule  I  will  offer  an  amendment  to  raise 
some  additional  funds  and  the  purpose 
of  offering  that  amendment,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  bill  that  we  have  agreed  to 
by  all  the  parties  here,  will  be  to  pro- 
vide for  sufficient  funds  to  make 
changes  in  the  60/30  retirement  provi- 
sions. That  is,  early  retirement  at  60 
years  of  age  and  30  years  of  service. 

When  my  amendment  is  offered,  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Florio),  under  the  rule,  will  offer  an 
amendment  that  will  make  those 
changes.  Together  we  hope  to  move 
that  amendment  forward. 

So,  though  we  are  making  changes 
that  are  a  little  bit  more  liberal  in  the 
early  retirement  aspects,  we  are  also 
paying  for  those  changes  as  we  move 
this  bill  along. 

I  think  we  are  all  in  general  agree- 
ment that  that  is  the  procedure.  And 
everyone  has  agreed  that  that  is  the 
way  to  proceed. 

The  fact  is  that  there  are  about 
three  railroad  retirees  for  every  rail- 
road worker. 

Any  way  you  slice  it,  that  is  going  to 
cause  problems— severe  problems.  In 
the  past  there  has  not  been  a  full 
effort  to  face  up  to  those  problems.  In 
the  1981  amendments  we  said  that  we 
would  cut  benefits  if  the  fund  again 
ran  out  of  money. 

Well,  this  is  1983,  and  we  know  that 
we  are  not  going  to  cut  benefits.  We 


are  acting  today  to  avert  a  40-percent 
reduction  in  the  tier  II  benefits  now 
scheduled  for  October  1. 

Nevertheless,  I  do  think  that  there  is 
cause  for  some  optimism.  This  bill, 
while  it  does  not  solve  all  the  pioblems 
we  face,  takes  a  little  different  direc- 
tion than  we  have  had  in  the  past.  We 
have  done  a  better  job  this  time,  I 
think,  of  facing  up  to  the  fact  that  the 
railroad  industry  will  suffer  from  a 
high  retiree  worker  ratio  for  some 
time  to  come.  The  impending  fact  of  a 
benefit  cut  has  produced  changes— 
both  higher  contributions  to  the  fund 
and  future  reductions  in  retirement 
benefits— that  show  a  greater  willing- 
ness to  face  this  problem  head  on.  My 
colleague  from  Tennessee  has  made  it 
clear  that  we  will  be  looking  for  more 
lasting  solutions  to  the  problems  with 
the  unemployment  fund,  too. 

In  sum,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not 
propose  to  bring  before  this  House  a 
final  solution  to  this  problem.  We  do 
bring  before  this  body  a  serious  at- 
tempt by  all  parties  involved  to  come 
to  grips  with  the  problems  in  this  area. 
Certain  areas,  such  as  the  unemploy- 
ment area,  will  require  further  action 
later  on.  and  we  know  that.  But  we  are 
moving  together,  without  blinders  and 
with  a  firm  conviction  that  the  Con- 
gress and  those  in  charge  of  the  rail- 
road funds  will  not  settle  for  less  than 
open  and  balanced  solutions  which  do 
not  impose  burdens  on  the  American 
taxpayer.  By  next  April  the  Railroad 
Unemployment  Compensation  Com- 
mittee must  make  its  recommendation. 
It  must  be  a  responsible  recommenda- 
tion. The  Congress  will  be  watching.  I 
serve  notice  to  employers  and  employ- 
ees that  I  will  be  watching. 

Most  Members  of  the  House  are  well 
aware  of  the  need  for  legislation  in  the 
railroad  retirement  area.  That  need 
also  carries  with  it  a  timetable  we  are 
striving  to  meet  here  today. 

Specifically,  current  law  stipulates 
that  if  the  retirement  fund  does  not 
have  sufficient  expected  revenue  to 
pay  benefits  throughout  the  entire 
fiscal  year,  then  the  money  available 
will  be  prorated  through  smaller  bene- 
fit checks  throughout  the  year.  Be- 
cause the  railroad  fund  will  not  have 
sufficient  money  to  pay  benefits 
throughout  fiscal  1984,  under  current 
law  railroad  retirement  beneficiaries 
will  begin  receiving  reduced  retire- 
ment checks  on  October  1,  1983.  This 
will  be  a  cut  in  the  tier  II  benefit  aver- 
aging $100  a  month  per  beneficiary, 
but  with  a  possible  cut  of  up  to  $235  a 
month.  These  reduced  checks  would 
be  followed  by  further  cuts  next  Octo- 
ber 1984,  unless  legislation  is  enacted 
shoring  up  this  system. 

Labor  and  management  have  come 
together  at  least  twice  this  year  to 
produce  agreements  to  avert  these 
benefit  cutbacks.  The  burden  of  their 
agreements  is  shared  by  railroad  em- 


Employee 

Employer 

Current 
law 

HR 
3619 

Current        HR 
law         3619 

1984    

1985 

1986  and  att«       

2 

2 

2 

275 
350 

425 

1175        1275 
11.75        13.75 
1175        1425 

ployers  and  employees  as  well  as,  to  have  the  protection  of  their  benefit 
some  degree,  by  the  retirees.  There  is  which  is  a  social  security  equivalent, 
also  assistance  provided  from  the  Fed-  I  think  therefore.  Mr.  Chairman 
eral  Government,  but  chiefly  this  will  that  we  have  proceeded  responsibly 
be  in  the  area  of  the  so-called  windfall  and  have  set  this  program  on  a  more 
benefits,  an  area  we  assumed  responsi-  sound  footing  for  the  future, 
bility  for  when  we  reorganized  railroad  To  be  more  specific,  in  the  railroad 
retirement  in  1974.  The  Ways  and  retirement  provisions  acted  upon  by 
Means  and  the  Commerce  Committees  Ways  and  Means,  the  bill  before  us 
have  passed  legislation  which  is  based    would: 

upon  these  agreements  and  which  will  First,  provide  for  three  equal  tax 
both  avert  the  impending  benefit  cuts  rate  increases  for  both  employers  (1 
and— just  as  critically— provide  a  percent)  and  employees  (.75  percent), 
better  foundation  for  the  railroad  re-  effective  July  1,  1984,  January  1.  1985 
tirement  and  unemployment  benefit  and  January  1.  1986,  according  to  the 
systems  in  the  future.  We  bring  that  following  chart: 
legislation  before  you  today  and  I  urge 
its  passage. 

This  legislation  is  a  strong  improve- 
ment over  the  initial  bill.  The  Mem- 
bers may  recall  that  we  passed  rail- 
road legislation  in  1981  which  was  sup- 
posed to  secure  the  retirement  system 
for  sometime  in  the  future.  Since  that 
date,  however,  employment  in  the  rail- 
road industry  has  dropped  dramatical-        Second,    place    the   railroad    retire- 

^♦^^a«^[*'1°r  '''■°TrQ°R?thPr.r  '"ent  wage  ba^es  on  an  annual 
the  1981  legislation  In  1981  the  rail-  ^^^unt.  In  tier  I.  this  would  be  identi- 
road  industry  employed  510.000  per-  ^^^  ^^^^^j 

ooo'Ann  k"*  l^\  """'^^'"   ^^/^H^  lor  base.  and  in  tier  II.  this  would  be  12 

i^^-°°°  ^\'H«t^\T"lhP  rlnrn  J^fn  times     the     monthly     amount.     This 

Also  since  that  date,  the  railroad  un-  effective  January  1,  1985.  ac- 

employment  fund  has  borrowed  exten-  following  chart: 

sively  from  the  retirement  fund.  By  ^"'"  & 
this  October,  the  unemployment  fund 
will  owe  the  retirement  fund  some 
$650  million,  and  over  the  next  4  fiscal 
years  it  could  borrow  an  additional 
$1.2  billion.  The  unemployment  fund 
will  have  no  ability  to  pay  this  loan  for 
the  foreseeable  future. 

The  combination  of  the  worsening 
unemployment    and    borrowing    from 

the  retirement  fund  by  the  unemploy-  Under  current   law   a  railroad   em- 

ment  fund  has  precipitated  the  benefit  ployee  who  worked  for  9  months  of 

cut  railroad  retirees  currently  face.  1983    at   $3,500   a   month    ($31,500   a 

The    first   response   contained   in   a  year)  would  pay  tier  I  taxes  on  only 

labor  management  agreement  was  to  $26,775   (9   times   $2,975)   and  tier  II 

raise  approximately  $3  billion  for  the  taxes  on  only  $20,025  (9  times  $2,225) 

retirement  fund  in  fiscal  years  1984-88  of  his  total  annual  wages— and  upon 

but  allow  the  railroad  unemployment  retirement     would     receive     benefits 

fund  to  borrow  from  the  Federal  un-  based  on  these  lower  wage  amounts, 

employment  fund.  That  amounted  to  Under  this  change,  the  railroad  em- 

an   open-ended   tap   on   the   General  ployee   would   pay   taxes   on   his   full 

Treasury.  Since  there  was  no  prospect  annual  earnings  up  to  the  annual  wage 

for  repayment  the  Ways  and  Means  amounts  listed  above.  He  would  also 

Committee  asked  the  industry  to  come  receive  benefits  based  on  these  higher 

up  with  a  better  solution.  amounts. 

Through  discussions  with  the  Indus-  Third,  the  bill  would  include  wind- 
try  and  committee  action  we  now  have  fall  benefits  and  tier  II  benefits  re- 
the  combined  package  which  is  before  ceived  after  January  1,  1984  in  taxable 
you  today.  income  as  a  private  pension.  In  the 

In  addition,  to  the  changes  I  out-  case  of  revenue  raised  through  the  in- 
lined  earlier,  the  ways  and  means  bill  elusion  of  windfall  benefits  in  taxable 
contains  important  amendments  income.  the  estimated  revenue 
which  bring  the  tier  I  railroad  retire-  amounts  would  be  deposited  in  the 
ment  benefits  in  closer  conformity  to  railroad  retirement  account  until 
the  social  security  program  which  fiscal  year  1989  and  in  the  windfall 
they  are  set  up  to  equate.  These  benefits  account  after  that.  In  the 
amendments  both  will  provide  greater  case  of  revenue  raised  through  the  in- 
uniformity  between  the  two  parallel  elusion  of  tier  II  benefits  in  taxable 
systems  but  also  will  provide  greater  income,  the  estimated  revenue 
protection  for  the  tier  I  benefits  in  the  amounts  would  be  deposited  in  the 
future  in  order  to  insure  that  what-  railroad  retirement  account  until  the 
ever  else  happens  railroad  retirees  will    earlier    of    fiscal    year    1989    or    the 
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amount  of  revenue  transferred 
reaches  $877  million.  After  that,  these 
proceeds  will  remain  in  the  General 
Treasury. 

Fourth,  the  bill  places  the  employer 
payroll  tax  deposit  schedule  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  FICA  deposit  sched- 
ule, beginning  January  1,  1986. 

Fifth,  the  bill  creates  a  social  securi- 
ty equivalent  benefit  account  as  of  Oc- 
tober 1.  1984.  to  which  will  be  deposit- 
ed all  social  security  equivalent  reve- 
nues, including  tier  I  taxes,  revenue 
from  the  inclusion  of  these  benefits  in 
taxable  income,  and  transfers  under 
the  financial  interchange  with  the 
social  security  trust  funds.  This  will 
provide  an  important  safeguard  for 
these  benefits  which  are  equivalent  to 
social  security  benefits  for  railroad  re- 
tirees. 

Sixth,  the  bill  provides  that  on  July 
1,  1985  and  each  subsequent  July  1  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  will 
submit  to  the  Congress  a  full  report 
on  the  railroad  retirement  system. 
Currently  this  is  done  only  about 
every  3  years,  but  it  will  be  important 
for  the  Congress  to  have  a  more  up  to 
date  view  of  the  system  in  the  next 
few  years  along  with  any  recommenda- 
tions the  board  may  want  to  make. 

Finally,  although  Mr.  Ford  will  ex- 
plain in  more  detail  the  provisions  af- 
fecting railroad  unemployment.  I  want 
to  say  that  I  think  those  provisions 
take  significant  steps  toward  a  solu- 
tion of  problems  in  that  area  and 
toward  protecting  the  retirement  fund 
in  the  future. 

Among  other  things,  these  provi- 
sions put  a  time  limit  on  how  long  the 
unemployment  fund  can  borrow  from 
the  retirement  fund,  include  a  report 
due  next  April  on  a  better  approach  in 
this  area,  and  impose,  effective  July  1. 
1986.  a  repayment  tax  to  repay  loans 
to  the  retirement  fund.  We  know  that 
we  will  have  to  address  this  issue 
again,  when  the  report  comes  back, 
but  this  is  a  significant  improvement 
in  this  area  and  meets  the  objections 
raised  against  an  open-ended  borrow- 
ing situation  which  we  faced  earlier. 

Following  are  estimates  from  CBO 
on  the  specific  effects  of  these  provi- 
sions: 
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In  sum.  we  need  to  act  quickly.  If  we 
do  not  benefits  will  be  cut  October  1. 
Notice  of  the  potential  cut  will  go  out 
to  l)eneficiaries  September  1.  and  the 
deadline  for  the  Railroad  Board  on  a 
decision  for  sending  out  a  reduced 
check  is  September  23,  approximately 
2  weeks  after  Congress  comes  back  in 
from  the  August  recess.  The  other 
body  needs  time  to  act  on  this  measure 
before  the  date,  and  we  have  reason  to 
believe  they  will  act  expeditiously. 

Finally,  this  is  a  solid  bill,  dividing 
out  the  burdens  and  responsibilities 
and  responding  sensibly  to  the  very 
real  problems  facing  this  industry  and 
the  retirement  and  unemployment 
funds. 

I  urge  its  immediate  adoption  and 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Ford). 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  outline  for  the 
Members  those  provisions  of  the  bill 
effecting  the  railroad  unemployment 
insurance  system.  Initially,  I  would 
like  to  remind  Members  that  the  pri- 
mary concern  of  both  committees  was 
to  avoid  an  automatic  decrease  in  rail 
pensions,  and  to  assure  the  long  range 
solvency  of  the  rail  pension  system. 

Rail  workers  are  covered  by  the 
Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance 
Act,  they  are  not  covered  by  regular 
State  unemployment  laws.  Under  this 
act,  whenever  the  rail  UI  program  has 
insufficient  funds  to  pay  unemploy- 
ment benefits,  it  can  borrow  from  the 
rail  pension  fund.  Because  of  a  rapid 
drop  in  rail  employment  over  the  last 
2  years,  this  borrowing  has  increased 
dramatically.  By  October  1.  1983,  the 
rail  UI  program  will  owe  the  rail  pen- 
sion fund  $650  million.  Without  any 
changes  in  the  rail  UI  program,  it 
would  have  to  borrow  an  additional 
$1.2  billion  over  the  next  5  years. 
Therefore,  within  the  context  of  as- 
suring a  sound  pension  fund,  some- 
thing had  to  be  done  to  reduce  this 
drain  on  the  pension  fund. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Commerce  would 


have  transferred  this  borrowing  au- 
thority to  the  Federal  unemployment 
account.  This  is  the  account  from 
which  States  borrow  when  they  have 
insufficient  funds  to  pay  benefits. 
There  were  no  provisions  in  the  bill, 
however,  for  a  specific  repayment  pro- 
cedure for  such  loans  to  the  rail  UI 
fund.  In  addition,  we  were  concerned 
that  by  simply  transferring  the  bor- 
rowing authority  to  the  Federal  unem- 
ployment account  we  would  be  giving 
up  any  chance  of  substantive  changes 
being  made  in  the  rail  UI  program 
that  would  reduce  and  ultimately 
eliminate  its  borrowing  needs. 

The  committee  struck  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  that  would  have  allowed 
borrowing  from  the  Federal  unem- 
ployment account.  Rather  than  allow 
such  borrowing,  we  adopted  a  number 
of  provisions  designed  to  improve  the 
solvency  of  the  railroad  unemploy- 
ment insurance  program.  These  provi- 
sions will  reduce  the  drain  on  the  pen- 
sion fund  and  begin  the  repayment  of 
outstanding  loans  to  the  pension  fund. 

Specifically,  the  unemployment  pro- 
visions would— 

First,  increase  employer-paid  unem- 
ployment taxes  by  50  percent,  effec- 
tive January  1,  1984. 

Second,  increase  the  amount  of 
wages  a  rail  employee  must  earn  in 
order  to  qualify  for  unemployment 
benefits  from  $1,000  to  $1,500,  effec- 
tive January  1,  1984. 

Third,  increase  the  waiting  period 
for  unemployment  benefits  in  the  case 
of  a  strike  from  7  days  to  14  days. 

Fourth,  make  sick  pay  benefits, 
which  are  paid  out  of  the  railroad  un- 
employment insurance  fund,  subject 
to  Federal  income  tax. 

Fifth,  establish,  effective  July  1, 
1986,  to  September  30,  1990,  a  railroad 
unemployment  repayment  tax  which 
will  be  used  solely  to  repay  outstand- 
ing loans  from  the  unemployment  in- 
surance program  to  the  perision  fund. 

Sixth,  repeal,  effective  September 
30.  1985.  the  authority  for  the  railroad 
unemployment  system  to  borrow  from 
rail  pension  funds. 

Seventh,  establish  a  Railroad  Unem- 
ployment Compensation  Committee, 
to  be  comprised  of  two  labor  repre- 
sentatives, two  management  represent- 
atives, and  one  public  member.  The 
committee  will  report  to  the  Congress, 
no  later  than  April  1.  1984.  recommen- 
dations addressing  all  aspects  of  the 
railroad  unemployment  insurance 
system,  including  the  possibility  of 
covering  rail  workers  under  the  Feder- 
al-State unemployment  system.  In  ad- 
dition, the  committee  is  specifically 
mandated  to  recommend  adjustments 
in  employer  contributions  to  the 
system  and  benefit  reductions  which 
will  enable  the  rail  unemployment 
system  to  repay  all  loans  from  pension 
fund  by  the  year  2000. 

I  know  that  some  Members  wanted 
us  to  go  further  in  the  rail  UI  area. 


particularly  by  extending  the  repay- 
ment tax  beyond  1990.  I  want  to  point 
out,  however,  that  the  Railroad  Unem- 
ployment Committee  must  report  to 
the  Congress  no  later  than  April  1, 
1984,  a  specific  plan  for  the  repayment 
of  all  loans  by  the  year  2000.  We  have 
started  the  repayment  tax.  If  we  had 
made  it  permanent  or  extended  it 
much  beyond  1990,  the  committee  we 
have  established  would  simply  have  no 
incentive  to  examine  all  aspects  of  the 
rail  UI  system,  including  tax  increases, 
benefit  reductions,  and  the  possibility 
of  covering  rail  workers  under  the  reg- 
ular State  programs. 

We  have  cut  off  the  borrowing  au- 
thority from  the  pension  fund  after 
September  30,  1985.  This  will  provide 
another  incentive  for  rail  management 
and  labor  to  bargain  seriously  and  in 
good  faith  about  the  future  of  the  rail 
UI  system. 

As  I  indicated  at  the  outset,  our  con- 
cern is  the  long-range  solvency  of  the 
pension  fund.  Frankly,  the  industry, 
management  and  labor  alike,  did  not 
focus  on  the  UI  program  when  this 
legislation  was  first  being  considered. 
They  were  bargaining  over  pension 
changes.  We  have  taken  substantial 
steps  in  improving  the  solvency  of  the 
UI  program,  but  we  have  also  allowed 
the  industry  a  framework  for  address- 
ing the  remaining  problems. 

I  believe  that  these  provisions  are 
fiscally  responsible;  by  assuring  that 
the  Federal  Government  does  not  pay 
what  the  industry  should  be  paying. 
And  they  are  fair,  by  allowing  the  in- 
dustry time  to  consider  further 
changes  in  the  rail  UI  system  and 
making  recommendations  to  the  Con- 
gress by  a  date  certain.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  approve  the  legislation. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con- 
sume to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Bedell). 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1646,  the  Railroad 
Solvency  Act  of  1983.  This  legislation 
is  based  upon  an  agreement  reached 
by  railroad  labor  and  management 
which  was  finalized  on  February  22, 
1983. 

The  railroad  retirement  system  cur- 
rently faces  severe  financial  problems. 
During  the  past  few  years  there  has 
been  a  precipitous  decline  in  railroad 
employment— a  reported  decrease 
from  510,000  in  August  of  1981  to 
388.000  in  January  of  this  year.  This 
large,  unexpected  drop  in  rail  employ- 
ment has  reduced  the  payroll  tax  reve- 
nues flowing  into  the  retirement 
system. 

On  February  18  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Board  issued  a  report  to  Con- 
gress confirming  the  serious  cash 
shortfalls  the  system  is  facing.  The 
Board  indicated  that,  if  corrective 
action  is  not  taken,  as  a  result  of  these 
shortfalls,  tier  II  retirement  benefits 


will  have  to  be  reduced  by  40  percent 
as  of  October  1.  1983,  and  by  80  per- 
cent as  of  October  1.  1984.  We  cannot 
allow  this  to  happen. 

The  bill  before  us  today  seeks  to  im- 
prove the  solvency  of  the  railroad  pen- 
sion system  and  the  railroad  unem- 
ployment compensation  program.  The 
primary  goal  of  H.R.  1646  is  to  assure 
a  sound  pension  system  for  both 
present  and  future  retirees  of  the  rail- 
road industry.  This  goal  will  be  accom- 
plished by  this  comprehensive  plan 
containing  benefit  modifications,  tax 
increases,  improvements  in  borrowing 
authority,  and  repayment  of  money 
owed  to  the  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count. 

H.R.  1646  is  not  an  ideal  solution: 
not  every  element  of  the  package  is 
absolutely  perfect.  But  it  will  move  us 
toward  the  goal  of  restoring  railroad 
retirement  to  a  firm  financial  footing. 
The  people  of  northern  Iowa,  through 
hundreds  of  letters  and  phone  calls  to 
me.  have  made  it  quite  clear  that  they 
support  this  action.  The  present  and 
future  railroad  retirees  in  my  district 
deserve  to  be  assured  that  the  railroad 
retirement  checks  they  have  earned  by 
their  hard  work  continue  to  come- 
now  and  in  the  future. 

I  certainly  share  my  constituents' 
support  for  long  overdue  action  to 
build  a  strong  financial  foundation  for 
the  retirement  system.  Thousands  of 
men  and  women  have  spent  their 
working  lives  in  the  railroad  industry, 
an  industry  which  has  helped— and 
continues  to  help— build  a  strong 
America.  Their  future  retirement  is  at 
stake,  and  we  must  not  fail  them. 

Finally.  I  want  to  comment  on  the 
concern  some  have  raised  about  the 
Federal  Government  shouldering  the 
financing  of  a  pension  and  unemploy- 
ment system  of  a  single  industry.  I  be- 
lieve this  is  a  legitimate  concern,  and  I 
am  pleased  to  see  that  the  actions 
taken  by  the  Ways  and  Means  and 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committees  ad- 
dress these  concerns  in  a  responsible 
manner. 

Again,  by  taking  sensible  and  fair 
action  today,  we  will  help  bring  the 
railroad  retirement  system  back  to  fi- 
nancial health,  not  only  to  ensure  that 
benefits  continue  to  be  paid  to  those 
who  are  presently  retired,  but  so  that 
the  men  and  women  working  in  the 
railroad  industry  regain  confidence  in 
the  system  and  are  assured  that  retire- 
ment benefits  will  be  available  to  them 
when  they  retire  in  coming  years. 

I  commend  the  commitment  ex- 
pressed by  the  committees  in  the 
House  with  jurisdiction  over  H.R.  1646 
for  their  prompt  action  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  much 
needed  legislation. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  (Mr.  Pease). 

Mr.  PEASE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
briefly  to  commend  the  members  of 


the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee 
and  the  members  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  on  which  I  serve, 
for  the  work  on  this  bill. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  good  ex- 
ample of  cooperation  at  its  best  which 
hopefully  will  alleviate,  with  its  pas- 
sage and  signature  by  the  President, 
the  concerns  of  many,  many  railroad 
retirees  that  I  have  heard  about  immi- 
nent reductions  in  their  pensions. 

I  think  we  owe  these  people  some  re- 
assurance that  their  pensions  will  not 
be  cut. 

Again.  I  commend  our  committee 
and  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Com- 
mittee for  its  good  work  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.    CONABLE.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereuter). 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  legislation. 

I  would  like  to  commend  the  leader- 
ship and  the  members  of  the  two  com- 
mittees for  bringing  us  H.R.  1646.  The 
parties  involved  are  diverse,  the  issue 
is  complex,  but  I  think  that  at  least  in 
the  short  term  we  have  a  product  that 
seems  to  be  satisfactory  to  most  rea- 
sonable parties. 

I  particularly  want  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Ridge) 
with  respect  to  his  comments  on  un- 
employment compensation. 
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Again,  I  congratulate  the  parties  in- 
volved, and  I  ask  the  Members  to  sup- 
port this  legislation. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Fields). 

Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  1646,  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Solvency  Act  of  1983.  I  am 
pleased  the  House  is  finally  consider- 
ing this  important  legislation  so  that 
the  hard-earned  benefits  of  our  Na- 
tion's railroad  retirees  will  be  protect- 
ed from  the  threat  of  a  40-percent  re- 
duction beginning  October  1  of  this 
year.  The  October  1  deadline  for  some 
legislative  action  is  in  fact  drawing 
very  near  and  for  many  of  us  who  are 
most  concerned  about  protecting  rail- 
workers  and  retirees,  I  am  satisfied 
with  the  work  of  both  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee  and  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee.  As  a  member 
of  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Commit- 
tee I  know  of  the  long,  hard  hours  of 
work  which  went  into  this  delicately 
balanced  legislative  package. 

Since  early  this  year  when  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board  reported  to 
Congress  pursuant  to  section  22  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  that  tier  II 
benefits  would  be  reduced  by  40  per- 
cent beginning  in  fiscal  year  1984, 
many  of  us  have  been  working  dili- 
gently and  expeditiously  to  come  up 
with  an  acceptable  legislative  package 


to  address  this  situation.  I  believe  H.R. 
1646  resolves  the  short-term  threat  of 
a  tier  II  benefit  reduction  as  early  as 
October  while  at  the  same  time  this 
legislation  restructures  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  to  assure  long-term  fi- 
nancial security  for  this  program.  In 
light  of  the  demographic  changes  in 
the  railroad  industry  of  late,  I  believe 
the  structural  changes  incorporated 
into  H.R.  1646  go  a  long  way  toward 
guaranteeing  economic  solvency  for 
this  program. 

Mr.    Chairman,    I    am    particularly 
pleased  with  the  amendment  to  be  of- 
fered on  the  so-called  60/30  provision 
and  plan  to  support  this  amendment. 
One  of  the  original  provisions  of  the 
initial    rail    labor    and    management 
agreement   was  an  immediate  reduc- 
tion in  tier  I  benefits  of  those  individ- 
uals who  have  at  least  30  years  service 
in  the  railroad  industry  but  who  have 
not  yet  reached  the  age  of  62.  Current 
law  provides  that  an  individual  with  30 
years  of  service  could  retire  at  age  60 
with  full  benefits.  This  60/30  provision 
most   directly    and    adversely    affects 
those  who  are  close  to  retirement  age 
and  is  undoubtedly  one  of  the  most 
emotionally    charged    topics    of    this 
entire  debate.  We  all  know  the  long 
years    of    planning    and    calculation 
which  goes  into  an  individual's  deci- 
sion to  retire.  Plans  must  be  made  for 
not  only  everyday  living  expenses  but 
unanticipated  expenses  must  also  be 
taken  into  account.  And  so  it  is  with 
the  thousands  of  railroad  workers  who 
are   planning   to   retire   in   the   near 
future. 

The  amendment  to  be  offered  will 
provide  for  a  longer  and  smoother 
transition  for  the  scheduled  change  in 
60/30.  Instead  of  taking  effect  immedi- 
ately, this  change  will  be  phased  in 
over  18  months  beginning  July  1.  1984, 
and  will  not  take  full  effect  until  Jan- 
uary 1986.  I  am  pleased  with  this 
amendment  and  believe  it  goes  a  long 
way  toward  buffering  those  railroad 
workers  planning  to  retire  in  the  next 
couple  of  years.  Although  I  would 
have  preferred  no  change  at  all  in  the 
60/30  provision,  I  feel  the  approach 
taken  in  this  amendment  is  the  most 
fair  of  all  those  considered.  Further, 
this  new  60/30  provision  will  provide 
younger  railworkers  with  more  time  to 
adequately  plan  for  their  own  retire- 
ment, thus  minimizing  the  overall  eco- 
nomic impact  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  summary  I  com- 
mend everyone  involved  in  the  devel- 
opment of  this  legislation  and  hope 
that  the  Senate  will  act  quickly  on 
their  version  of  this  legislation  so  we 
in  Congress  can  assure  the  thousands 
of  railworkers  and  retirees  that  we 
are  committed  to  protecting  their  re- 
tirement system. 
"Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Lewis). 
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Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  measure. 

I  want  to  first  congratulate  the 
chairman  and  the  ranking  minority 
Member  for  dealing  with  one  of  the 
toughest  areas  of  legislation  that 
there  is.  The  pension  field,  to  say  the 
least,  is  a  complex  one.  My  district  in 
southern  California  involves  communi- 
ties such  as  Needles.  Barstow.  and  San 
Bernardino,  where  railroad  workers 
are  among  the  most  important  of  our 
constituency.  If  the  social  security 
issue  was  significant,  indeed  this  issue 
is  just  as  significant  to  those  people 
who  are  depending  upon  the  promises 
made  in  these  programs  for  their  fu- 
tures. Indeed,  it  is  clear  that  govern- 
ment has  played  a  role  in  some  of  the 
problems  here.  Interfund  borrowing, 
the  way  we  use  those  moneys,  the  lack 
of  rules  that  apply  to  private  sector 
pensions  are  only  pieces  of  the  very 
complex  puzzle. 

I  want  to  commend  the  committee 
for  a  very,  very  fine  job  in  attempting 
to  really  bail  out  a  very  difficult  cir- 
cumstance. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1646.  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983.  This 
bill  is  of  great  importance  to  nearly  I 
million  railroad  retirees  throughout 
this  country  who  are  heavily  depend- 
ent on  the  railroad  retirement  pension 
system  and  the  benefits  they  receive 
from  the  system. 

In  my  own  district.  Pennsylvanias 
Lehigh  Valley,  there  are  several  hun- 
dred rail  retirees  who  are  extremely 
concerned  about  the  impact  on  the 
system  should  Congress  not  enact  leg- 
islation to  make  the  system  a  finan- 
cially healthy  one.  We  need  to  enact 
H.R.  1646  today  to  insure  that  these 
retirees  who  have  contributed  to  the 
system  all  their  lives  are  not  forced  to 
accept  a  40-percent  reduction  in  their 
pensions  this  year  and  an  80-percent 
reduction  in  their  pensions  in  1984. 

This  bill  is  by  no  means  perfect.  It 
calls  for  higher  taxes  on  employers, 
employees,  and  retirees.  It  also  calls 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  con- 
tribute about  $2  billion  to  the  system 
over  the  next  4  years  to  keep  the 
system  afloat.  It  is  not  the  ideal  bill 
for  either  rail  labor,  management,  or 
the  administration.  However,  it  ap- 
pears to  be  a  bill  which  we  can  all  live 
with.  It  is  a  consensus  bill.  It  addresses 
my  greatest  concern,  the  financial  in- 
tegrity of  the  railroad  retirement 
system  which  protects  rail  retirees 
within  my  district  and  across  the  coun- 
try. 

It  is  my  hope  that  in  the  future. 
Congress  will  try  to  improve  the  finan- 
cial integrity  of  the  system  for  future 
retirees  by  examining  ways  which  will 
ease  some  of  the  Federal  restrictions 
that  were  placed  on  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  since  the  1930's.  Ear- 


lier this  year  in  a  hearing  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Commerce.  Trans- 
portation, and  Tourism,  on  which  I 
serve.  Mr.  Fred  Hardin,  president  of 
the  UTU.  told  me  that  if  the  Federal 
Government  had  not  taken  such  an 
active  role  in  regulating  the  retire- 
ment system  it  could  have  purchased 
income  property  and  made  other  in- 
vestments to  insure  the  system's  finan- 
cial integrity  over  the  years.  It  may  be 
wise  for  us  in  the  future  to  loosen 
some  of  these  restrictions  which  we 
have  put  on  the  railroad  retirement 
system  so  that  it  can  invest  in  the  pri- 
vate sector,  and  see  a  greater  return 
on  its  investment.  It  is  possible  that  if 
the  Government  had  not  placed  such 
prohibitive  restrictions  on  the  system, 
and  allowed  the  railroad  retirement 
system  to  invest  like  other  pension 
funds,  the  action  we  are  taking  today 
which  raises  taxes  on  employees  and 
retirees  would  not  have  been  neces- 
sary. 

Again,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port H.R.  1646.  It  is  a  bill  that  keeps 
the  retirement  system  for  railroad  re- 
tirees solvent.  That  is  good  for  the 
country. 

Mr.  HUBBARD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983.  Pas- 
sage of  this  legislation  is  urgently 
needed.  As  we  know,  if  enacted  this 
legislation  will  rescue  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  in  the  same  way  that 
the  social  security  system  had  to  be 
rescued,  and  it  will  also  prevent  a  40- 
percent  cut  in  pension  benefits  sched- 
uled to  begin  in  October  1983. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  many  con- 
stituents who  are  railroad  employees 
and  railroad  retirees.  This  legislation 
is  extremely  important  to  them  and  to 
their  families.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
I  cosponsored  H.R.  1646,  the  original 
bill. 

Both  H.R.  1646  and  the  substitute 
amendment,  H.R.  3619.  have  been 
carefully  reviewed  and  endorsed  by 
both  railroad  labor  and  management 
as  the  best  means  to  resolve  the  criti- 
cal problems  with  which  the  railroad 
retirement  fund  is  faced. 

In  addition,  both  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  have  care- 
fully considered  this  legislation.  They 
have  brought  before  the  House  the 
compromise  bill,  H.R.  3619.  which  is 
acceptable  to  railroad  labor  and  man- 
agement. 

Therefore,  for  the  benefit  of  rail- 
road employees  and  retirees  through- 
out the  Nation.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  "Yes"  to  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Solvency  Act  of  1983. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1646,  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983.  This 
measure  is  a  complex  one  that  re- 
quired much  deliberation  and  discus- 
sion in  order  to  insure  its  solvency. 
The  legislation  averts  the  cuts  in  bene- 


fits slated  to  take  effect  on  October  1. 
1983,  because  of  lack  of  funds.  H.R. 
1646  is  designed  to  raise  revenues  by 
several  billion  dollars  over  the  next  5 
fiscal  years,  primarily  from  increases 
in  payroll  taxes  paid  by  both  the  em- 
ployee and  employer. 

There  are  many  complicated  provi- 
sions of  this  legislation;  provisions 
which  will  insure  the  solvency  of  the 
system  brought  about  by  hard  work 
and  compromise  on  the  part  of  all  the 
participants  in  fashioning  this  bill. 

The  tier  II  benefit  COLA  will  be  de- 
ferred for  6  months,  as  was  the  case 
with  the  COLA  under  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  Amendments,  and  will  take 
effect  on  January  1984.  H.R.  1646  re- 
peals the  authority  for  the  railroad 
unemployment  program  to  borrow 
funds  from  either  the  retirement  ac- 
count or  from  the  Federal  unemploy- 
ment insurance  trust  fund,  and  modi- 
fies the  60/30  benefit  provision. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  es- 
timates that  this  measure  will  result  in 
increases  in  unified  budget  revenues  of 
$140  million  in  fiscal  year  1984.  $636 
million  in  fiscal  year  1985,  and  over  $1 
billion  per  year  in  fiscal  years  1986  to 
1988.  Having  been  considered  by  both 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce as  well  as  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  I  am  confident  that 
H.R.  1646  is  a  viable  means  for  seeking 
the  solvency  of  a  retirement  system 
that  is  so  vital  to  many  of  my  constitu- 
ents. Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
urge  prompt  passage  of  this  legislation 
by  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Solvency  Act  of 
1983.  This  legislation  is  needed  if  we 
are  to  avoid  a  drastic  reduction  in  ben- 
efits on  October  1  of  this  year. 

H.R.  1646  will  not  please  everyone. 
It  is.  however,  a  fair  compromise  of 
the  intere.sts  at  stake.  The  bill  would 
require  each  of  the  major  partici- 
pants—retirees, management,  current 
workers  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment—either to  give  up  some  benefits 
or  pay  a  little  more  in  order  to  main- 
tain the  financial  soundness  of  the 
system.  I  believe  that  this  is  a  reasona- 
ble response  since  each  of  these 
groups  benefits  substantially  from  the 
existence  of  a  reliable  pension  system 
and  no  one  group  can  afford  to  bear 
the  burden  of  the  funding  shortfall 
which  will  occur  without  some  change. 

I  want  to  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee.  Mr.  Florio,  for 
putting  together  a  bill  that  has  the 
support  of  railroad  management  and 
the  majority  of  labor  unions  repre- 
senting the  workers.  The  retirees  of 
my  district  have  made  it  clear  to  me 
that  they  also  support  this  legislation. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  chairman 
for  moving  to  protect  the  immediate 
interests  of  railroad  workers  who  were 
about  to  retire  under  the  60/30  benefit 


rules.  As  originally  proposed,  the  bill 
would  have  required  a  20-percent  re- 
duction in  the  60/30  benefit,  effective 
July  1.  1983.  The  Florio  amendment 
protects  workers  who  are  about  to 
retire  by  keeping  the  present  60/30 
benefit  for  persons  eligible  to  retire  on 
or  before  June  30,  1984.  As  amended, 
the  bill  provides  for  a  10-percent  re- 
duction in  early  retirement  benefits 
for  persons  eligible  to  retire  from  July 
1.  1984,  through  December  31.  1985. 
The  full  20-percent  reduction  will  not 
take  effect  until  January  1,  1985.  This 
is  a  substantial  improvement  over  the 
original  bill. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
important  legislation. 
•  Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act  and  would 
like  to  commend  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  for  the  very  hard  work 
they  have  put  into  the  legislation  and 
for  the  compromise  they  have  brought 
to  us  for  consideration. 

While  I  feel  sure  that  the  parties  af- 
fected by  this  legislation  will  not  be  to- 
tally pleased  with  every  single  provi- 
sion of  the  measure,  I  do  feel  the  bill 
represents  an  important  step  forward 
in  assuring  the  financial  stability  of 
the  railroad  retirement  fund. 

The  bill  will  require  some  sacrifices, 
not  unlike  the  sacrifices  required  in 
the  social  security  legislation  earlier 
this  year,  but  it  will  also  assure  our 
railroad  retirees  of  earned  benefits 
during  their  retirement  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  support  this  legislation  and  that  it 
will  be  passed  by  the  House.* 
•  Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
most  pleased  to  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
1646.  the  Railroad  Retirement  Solven- 
cy Act  of  1983.  Without  this  legisla- 
tion, railroad  retirees  would  face  a  40- 
percent  reduction  in  their  tier  2  bene- 
fits on  October  1.  1983.  This  measure 
contains  other  important  provisions, 
which  make  needed  changes  in  the 
railroad  unemployment  compensation 
system. 

I  am  supporting  this  bill  for  the  fun- 
damental reason  that  it  ends  the 
yearly  guessing  game  that  railroad  re- 
tirees have  faced  about  the  level  of 
their  pension  benefits  since  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Reagan  administrations 
budget  in  1981.  H.R.  1646  reaffirms 
that  railroad  employees  and  retirees 
are  entitled  to  pension  certainty. 

H.R.  1646  represents  a  compromise 
worked  out  between  rail  labor  and 
management,  and  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration. The  legislation  imposes  new 
taxes  on  rail  employers  and  employ- 
ees, accelerates  employer  payroll  tax 
deposits  to  conform  with  recent  modi- 
fications in  social  security  laws,  and 
taxes  windfall  and  tier  2  benefits  as  a 
private  pension  depositing  the  pro- 
ceeds into  the  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count. In  addition.  H.R.  1646  requires 


the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  to 
submit  an  annual  report  on  the  finan- 
cial status  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system  along  with  any  recommended 
financing  changes  to  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee. 

As  a  member  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  I  worked  aggressively  to 
insure  that  a  fair  and  equitable  solu- 
tion was  reached  to  avert  this  pension 
crisis.  The  final  recommendations  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  as 
endorsed  by  rail  labor  and  manage- 
ment, are  responsible  and  deserve  the 
support  of  the  House.» 
•  Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Solvency  Act.  And  I  would 
like  to  begin  by  commending  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  and  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  and  especially  the  leader- 
ship of  these  committees  for  their 
prompt  action  on  this  vitally  impor- 
tant legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  over  the  past  half 
year,  scarcely  a  day  has  gone  by  when 
I  have  not  found  several  letters  on  my 
desk  sent  by  railroad  retirees  in  my 
district.  The  handwriting  on  these  let- 
ters varied,  the  postmarks  on  the  enve- 
lopes varied— but  there  was  one  mes- 
sage that  came  through  every  last  one 
of  these  letters. 

In  letter  after  letter,  they  made 
their  plea.  These  railroad  retirees  told 
me  how  hard  it  already  was  for  them 
to  make  ends  meet.  They  told  me  how 
important  their  annuities  were— how 
they  and  their  families  were  counting 
on  these  annuity  checks  to  pay  the 
bills,  buy  the  groceries,  and  keep  a 
roof  over  their  heads.  They  asked  me 
to  do  everything  in  my  power  to  help 
keep  their  benefits  safe  and  to  prevent 
these  crippling  cuts  in  their  benefits. 

And  Mr.  Chairman,  for  every  last 
one  of  these  railroad  retirees  who  lis- 
tens for  the  news  each  day,  waiting  to 
find  out  whether  his  benefits  will  be 
cut,  for  every  last  one  of  these  retirees 
who  has  such  a  reasonable  demand  to 
make,  I  would  like  to  present  their 
message  to  the  U.S.  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  parts  of 
this  legislation  which  some  of  my  col- 
leagues might  like  better  than  others. 
I  know  some  of  my  colleagues  are  con- 
cerned about  the  dual  benefits  and 
other  long-term  problems  in  the 
system.  And  there  are  many  of  us  who 
would  have  preferred  to  have  avoided 
tax  increases  on  these  benefits  or  rais- 
ing the  retirement  age  to  qualify  for 
full  benefits.  But  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
behalf  of  my  constituents,  constitu- 
ents who  probably  would  not  be  able 
to  keep  body  and  soul  together  if  they 
were  to  suffer  a  40-percent  cut  in  their 
annuities,  I  urge  you  to  bury  your  dif- 
ferences and  to  adopt  the  legislation 
we  have  before  us  today.  The  commit- 
tees have  done  a  good  job  in  working 
with  labor  and  management  to  develop 
a  compromise  solution.  And  it  is  the 


only  way  we  have  to  prevent  a  devas- 
tating cut  in  retirement  benefits.  And 
across  our  land,  there  are  1  million, 
yes,  that  is  1  million  railroad  retirees 
who  are  waiting  for  us  to  do  the  re- 
sponsible and  right  thing  and  save 
their  benefits. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  to  my 
colleagues  that  railroad  retirement 
benefits  are  not  gifts— they  are  bene- 
fits which  have  been  earned  by  our  re- 
tirees by  hard  work  over  the  course  of 
many  years.  And  if  they  were  to  suffer 
that  40  percent  cut.  it  would  be 
through  no  fault  of  their  own. 

The  primary  cause  of  the  financial 
problems  facing  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system  stems  from  the  reces- 
sion—which has  led  to  a  drop  in  rail- 
road employment  from  510.000  in 
August  of  1981  to  388,000  as  of  last 
January.  This  drop  in  employment  has 
meant  that  fewer  workers  were  paying 
into  the  fund,  so  tax  revenues  flowing 
into  the  retirement  system  have  been 
dropping.  Making  the  problem  worse, 
with  the  hard  times,  more  workers 
have  decided  to  retire  early,  so  we 
have  been  paying  more  out  from  the 
fund  for  benefits.  And  for  all  these 
reasons,  along  with  the  depletion  of 
the  fund  for  unemployment  benefits, 
the  retirement  fund  has  been  drawn 
down  to  dangerous  levels,  until  we 
have  reached  the  point  where  there 
would  not  be  enough  money  to  pay  for 
the  benefits  in  fiscal  year  1984  unless 
we  take  strong  legislative  action. 

And  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  before 
us  today  is  the  strong  action  we  need 
to  save  railroad  retirement  benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  from  McCreary 
County  to  Pulaski  County,  from 
Harlan  County  to  Whitley  County, 
railroad  retirees  in  my  district  have 
sent  me  a  message  which  I  would  like 
to  repeat  to  my  colleagues  here  today: 
Railroad  retirement  benefits  have 
been  earned  by  our  retirees,  railroad 
retirement  benefits  are  needed  by  our 
retirees,  and  railroad  retirement  bene- 
fits should  be  protected  by  our  Con- 
gress. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
with  me  today  in  taking  the  fair  and 
responsible  action  we  need  to  take, 
and  vote  in  favor  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Solvency  Act.» 
•  Mr.  MARLENEE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  the  railroad 
retirement  system.  For  railworkers 
this  is  an  emotional  issue  akin  to  that 
of  social  security.  We  in  Congress 
must  take  steps  to  insure  a  solvent 
railroad  retirement  system.  This  is  not 
the  time  to  debate  the  higher  question 
of  whether  or  not  there  should  be 
such  a  system.  No,  this  is  a  bread  and 
butter  issue,  and  without  immediate 
action,  we  will  cause  railroad  retire- 
ment tier  2  benefits  to  be  cut  40  per- 
cent in  October.  If  we  do  not  act  now 
to  solve  the  financial  problems  of  the 
system  we  will  throw  991.000  retirees, 
of  which  81  percent  are  65  or  older. 
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into  confusion  and  undesen'ed  finan- 
cial despair. 

Granted,  this  bill  is  not  perfect:  I 
specifically  would  have  preferred  to 
see  a  greater  phase-in  of  a  change  in 
the  60/30  (full  retirement  benefits 
after  reaching  60  years  of  age  with  30 
years  of  service).  I  have  7,265  rail- 
workers  in  my  State  between  50  and  60 
who  have  made  retirement  plans  based 
on  the  promise  of  full  retirement  ben- 
efits. It  is  unfortunate  we  have  to  pull 
the  rug  out  from  under  these  workers 
in  our  effort  to  save  the  whole  system. 

This  bill  asks  sacrifices  from  work- 
ers, retirees,  industry,  and  the  taxpay- 
er. It  gives  us  time  to  reexamine  the 
railroad  retirement  system  without  a 
crisis  hanging  over  us.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  monitor  the 
system  to  avoid  these  crisis  situations 
in  t*-  future.  It  is  inexcusable  for  re- 
tirees, their  survivors  and  dependents 
to  fear  a  loss  of  income  and  to  experi- 
ence reductions  in  income  in  the 
future. 

I  support  this  bill,  and  I  hope  it  will 
be  the  beginning  of  a  new  relationship 
between  Congress  and  railroad  retir- 
ees. We  owe  them  this  dignity.* 

•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  all  know  that  the  rail- 
road retirement  system  is  in  trouble. 
Declining  employment  levels  have  re- 
duced revenues  to  the  system  and  ex- 
acerbated its  deficit.  According  to  leg- 
islation passed  in  1981.  benefits  for  re- 
tirees will  have  to  be  reduced  by  40 
percent  in  order  to  bring  disburse- 
ments in  line  with  available  funds. 
The  agreement  we  are  considering 
today— which  includes  benefit  cuts. 
tax  increases,  and  the  taxation  of  in- 
dustry pensions— is  a  commendable 
effort  by  the  rail  industry  to  achieve  a 
bittersweet  solution  to  save  its  retire- 
ment system. 

No  one  likes  benefit  cuts  or  cost-of- 
living  delays  and  no  one  likes  tax  in- 
creases. But  the  nature  of  the  problem 
is  such  that  without  these  corrective 
measures,  we  face  a  much  worse  dilem- 
ma. I  believe  we  owe  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  railworkers  the  peace  of 
mind  that  comes  from  knowing  that 
drastic  benefit  cuts  are  not  on  the  ho- 
rizon; the  peace  of  mind  that  comes 
from  seeing  that  their  years  of  long, 
hard  work  will  result  in  promised  re- 
tirement benefits. 

This  legislation  is  a  good  example  of 
a  cooperative  approach  to  solving  a 
complex  and  difficult  problem.  Be- 
tween rail  labor,  management,  indus- 
try, and  the  respective  committees  in 
the  House,  a  solution  which  addressed 
immediate  and  long-term  solvency  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system  has 
been  achieved.  I  would  hope  that  if 
the  rail  industry  is  willing  to  take  this 
bitter  pill  as  a  cure  to  its  retirement 
ills,  the  House  will  do  the  same.# 

•  Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  of- 


fered by  Mr.  Florid.  I  want  to  com- 
mend him  and  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  for  their  efforts  to  rid  the 
statute  books  of  laws  which  unjustly 
deprive  women  of  their  pension  rights. 
Many  women  in  this  country  owe 
them  both  a  deep  debt  of  gratitude  for 
their  persistence. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  was 
made  necessary  by  a  1979  Supreme 
Court  decision  which  overturned  a 
unanimous  California  Supreme  Court 
ruling  in  the  case  of  Hisquierdo 
against  Hisquierdo.  Jess  Hisquierdo 
sued  his  wife  Angela  for  divorce  in 
1975.  after  14  years  of  marriage, 
during  which  she  was  a  homemaker 
and  he  a  worker  for  the  Atchison. 
Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Railway.  The  Cali- 
fornia Supreme  Court  ruled  unani- 
mously that  Mrs.  Hisquierdo  was  enti- 
tled as  a  matter  of  ownership  under 
California's  community  property  laws 
to  half  his  pension  benefits  attributa- 
ble to  his  labor  during  their  marriage. 
The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  revised  that 
decision,  holding  that  section  14  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  protects  rail- 
road retirement  benefits  from  legal 
process  "notwithstanding  any  other 
law  *  •  •  of  any  State." 

I  have  introduced  legislation  since 
1979  to  overturn  the  Hisquierdo  deci- 
sion. It  seems  outrageous  to  me  to 
argue  that  Congress  intended  to  de- 
prive a  former  spouse  of  the  pension 
benefits  she  contributed  to  by  her 
labors  in  the  home.  Marriage  is  an  eco- 
nomic partnership,  and  I  frankly 
think  Congress  should  recognize  that 
fact  by  establishing  joint  worker- 
spouse  ownership  of  Federal  pensions. 
At  the  very  least,  we  should  not  frus- 
trate the  laws  of  those  eight  States 
which  have  already  established  a  com- 
munity property  interest  in  pension 
benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will 
not  mean  any  additional  expense  for 
either  the  Federal  Government  or  the 
railroad  retirement  system.  In  fact,  it 
will  probably  mean  a  savings  of  tax 
dollars,  since  some  women  who  lost 
pension  benefits  by  laws  such  as  this 
have  had  to  turn  to  welfare  for  sub- 
sistence. In  addition,  the  amendment 
has  been  carefully  crafted  to  affect 
only  the  tier  II  portion  of  railroad  re- 
tirement benefits,  leaving  unaffected 
the  social  security  portion  of  these 
benefits.  Finally,  the  amendment  does 
not  itself  order  the  division  of  pension 
benefits:  it  simply  says  that  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board  must  comply 
with  court-approved  separation  agree- 
ments, divorce  decrees,  and  property 
settlement  agreements.  In  so  doing, 
the  amendment  takes  the  Federal 
Government  out  of  the  area  of  domes- 
tic relations,  where  it  has  never  been 
and  does  not  belong. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment. • 
•  Mr.   BOUCHER.   Mr.   Chairman,   I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  1646,  legislation 


to  reform  the  railroad  retirement 
system  and  to  prevent  the  massive  re- 
duction in  benefits  to  current  retirees 
that  will  be  required  without  immedi- 
ate passage  of  reform  legislation. 

Since  1981,  railroad  employment  has 
decreased  34  percent.  This  massive 
drop  in  employment  has  drained  the 
railroad  retirement  system  of  revenues 
required  to  finance  benefits  for  exist- 
ing retirees.  Under  current  law,  the 
system  will  be  forced  into  balance 
through  benefit  cuts  as  high  as  40  per- 
cent absent  comprehensive  reform  of 
the  tax  and  benefit  structure. 

In  response  to  this  threat,  rail  labor 
and  rail  management  joined  together 
to  construct  a  reform  package  which 
protects  benefits  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible  and  which  would  be  fi- 
nancially acceptable  to  the  railroads 
themselves.  The  result  of  these  negoti- 
ations was  legislation  reported  by  both 
the  House  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  and  the  Ways  and  the 
Means  Committee. 

The  basic  provisions  of  the  reform 
package  include  increases  in  payroll 
taxes  for  both  employers  and  employ- 
ees, a  6-month  delay  in  the  cost-of- 
living  adjustment  for  retirees,  and  an 
increase  in  the  age  at  which  railroad 
employees  may  retire  with  full  bene- 
fits after  30  years  of  service. 

During  House  consideration  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  amendments  earli- 
er this  year.  I  strongly  opposed  both 
the  delay  in  COLA  for  retirees  and  the 
increase  in  the  retirement  age  mandat- 
ed by  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Pickle  of  Texas:  I  voted  against  final 
passage  of  the  social  security  bill 
largely  because  of  these  two  provi- 
sions. 

Absent  the  support  of  both  railroad 
employees  and  railroad  retirees  for  the 
provisions  of  H.R.  1646.  I  would  have 
severe  reservations  concerning  its  pro- 
visions which  delay  the  COLA  for  re- 
tirees and  which  increase  the  retire- 
ment age  for  workers.  Because  of  the 
impending  40  percent  reduction  in 
benefits  that  would  occur  without  the 
passage  of  this  legislation,  however, 
and  because  railroad  employees  and 
retirees  are  united  in  their  support  of 
H.R.  1646,  including  these  provisions,  I 
intend  to  vote  for  final  passage  of  this 
legislation. 

Protecting  the  retirement  benefits  of 
all  Americans,  whether  they  receive 
social  security.  Federal  retirement, 
railroad  retirement,  military  retire- 
ment, or  benefits  from  a  private  pen- 
sion plan  is  one  of  the  most  important 
responsibilities  of  Congress.  Where 
commitments  have  been  made,  com- 
mitments must  be  honored.  Where 
changes  must  be  made,  as  is  the  case 
in  the  railroad  retirement  system, 
every  effort  must  be  made  to  protect 
the  benefits  of  retirees  and  to  secure 
the  support  of  those  retirees  for  the 
changes  in  benefits. 


Contrary  to  the  constructive  efforts 
of  the  labor-management  committee 
to  agree  on  a  retirement-reform  pack- 
age. President  Reagan  has  proposed 
massive  changes  in  the  retirement 
system  that  would  be  particularly 
harmful  to  retirees.  In  his  budget  pro- 
posal for  fiscal  year  1984,  the  Presi- 
dent reaffirmed  his  1983  position  but 
indicated  that  he  would  accept  a 
straight  17-percent  reduction  in  tier  2 
benefits  affecting  more  than  1  million 
railroad  retirees. 

In  contrast  to  the  President's  pro- 
posal, H.R.  1646  is  a  carefully  balanced 
package  designed  to  protect  the  bene- 
fits of  current  retirees,  to  assure  bene- 
fits to  future  retirees,  and  to  work 
within  the  financial  constraints  these 
difficult  times  have  imposed  on  the 
railroads  themselves. 

I  commend  Chairman  Dingell  of 
the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee, 
Chairman  Rostenkowski  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  and  those 
members  of  rail  labor  and  rail  manage- 
ment negotiating  teams  who  contrib- 
uted to  this  delicate  compromise.* 
•  Mr.  PURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
the  House  considers  this  legislation,  I 
would  like  to  share  several  comments 
offered  by  rail  employees  in  my  con- 
gressional district.  These  individuals 
have  called  to  my  attention  concerns 
with  proposed  changes  in  the  so-called 
60/30  benefit  schedule.  Under  current 
law,  rail  employees  with  30  years  of 
service  are  eligible  to  retire  with  full 
retirement  benefits  at  the  age  of  60.  In 
many  instances,  retirement  plans 
often  precede  by  several  months 
actual  retirement  from  employment. 
This  means,  for  example,  that  a  rail 
employee  approaching  the  age  of  60 
may  begin  planning  his  or  her  retire- 
ment at  age  59. 

I  fully  realize  the  serious  condition 
of  the  current  railroad  retirement 
system.  Without  corrective  action, 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  current  rail 
retirees  will  experience  drastic  benefit 
reductions.  The  legislation  before  the 
Congress  corrects  the  deficiencies  of 
both  the  railroad  unemployment  com- 
pensation account  and  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system.  One  such  correction 
comes  in  the  60/30  benefit  structure. 
Under  H.R.  1646,  provides  that  em- 
ployees who  retire  before  age  62,  and 
after  age  60,  will  receive  a  monthly 
tier  I  flat  rate  of  $550.  This  amount 
will  be  indexed  for  wage  increases  for 
those  who  begin  receiving  annuities 
under  the  60/30  requirement  in  subse- 
quent years.  Railroad  employees  retir- 
ing after  the  age  of  62  are  unaffected 
by  this  provision.  I  am  concerned  by 
this  change  because  it  allows  no  time 
for  those  very  close  to  retirement  age 
to  adjust  their  retirement  plans.  It 
would  have  been  far  more  to  my  liking 
to  have  changes  in  the  60/30  system 
phased  in  6  months  at  a  time.  Under 
this  type  of  procedure,  employees 
close  to  retirement  would  be  able  to 


better  adjust  to  the  changes  proposed 
here  today.*. 

•  Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Solvency  Act  on  behalf  of  the  many 
Richmond-area  residents  who  are  rail- 
road retirees  and  employees.  For 
them,  this  legislation,  which  guaran- 
tees a  retirement  system  they  have 
paid  for  and  been  promised,  is  every 
bit  as  important  as  the  social  security 
rescue  plan  we  passed  this  spring. 

Without  this  legislation,  thousands 
of  railroad  retirees  in  the  Richmond 
area  would  face  a  40-percent  reduction 
in  their  benefits  in  only  2  months. 
Such  a  reduction  in  the  retirement 
benefits  they  worked  so  hard  for 
would  be  through  no  fault  of  their 
own,  but  due  to  poor  planning  by  actu- 
aries and  a  generally  poor  economy. 
Such  a  reduction  is,  quite  simply,  un- 
acceptable. 

This  legislation  was  worked  out 
through  a  remarkable  process  of  coop- 
eration between  rail  labor,  manage- 
ment, and  the  administration.  The  bill 
provides  for  very  modest  adjustments 
in  benefits,  similar  to  those  enacted  in 
the  social  security  rescue  plan.  It  pro- 
vides for  reasonable  tax  increases  so 
that  the  railroads  themselves  and 
their  employees  will  bear  most  of  the 
burden  of  this  plan.  And,  the  bill  does 
this  without  placing  unreasonable  bur- 
dens on  other  taxpayers  and  the  Gen- 
eral Treasury. 

With  this  legislation,  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  should  remain  sol- 
vent, and  benefits  continue  being  paid, 
for  the  foreseeable  future.  But  even  in 
the  event  that  we  are  wrong,  this  bill 
makes  an  important  change.  Never 
again  will  we  hold  retirees  hostage  to 
funding  problems  they  did  not  create, 
for  this  bill  will  eliminate  the  unfair 
automatic  benefit  reduction  which 
today  threatens  the  security  of  retir- 
ees who  depend  on  these  benefits  as 
their  only  income.  Instead,  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board  will  be 
charged  with  the  responsibility  of  pre- 
paring annually  5-year  projections  for 
income  and  expenses.  If  those  projec- 
tions are  unbalanced,  the  board  will 
have  to  report  to  Congress  with  sug- 
gestions to  solve  the  problems.  Thus 
retirees  will  never  again  be  faced  with 
a  threat  of  a  40-percent  or  greater 
benefit  cut,  and  Congress  will  not  have 
to  legislate  in  a  crisis  atmosphere. 

Finally,  this  plan  will  guarantee 
those  still  working  for  America's  rail- 
roads that  their  retirement  will  be 
comfortable  and  secure. 

I  believe  the  railroad  employees  and 
management  should  be  commended 
for  coming  forward  with  this  very  fair 
and  reasonable  plan,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  its  passage.* 
•  Mrs.  COLLINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1646,  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Solvency  Act. 

In  the  past  few  years,  as  Chairwom- 
an of  the  House  Government  Oper- 


ations Committee  on  Manpower  and 
Housing,  I  have  chaired  numerous 
hearings  on  the  operations  of  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board. 

I  am  deeply  aware  of  the  kinds  of  ag- 
gravations the  annuitants  and  depend- 
ents of  the  RRB  constantly  face.  The 
legislation  which  we  are  addressing 
today  will  go  a  long  way  toward  in- 
creasing the  financial  security  of  RRB 
dependents.  Unfortunately,  this  bill  is 
not  the  final  step.  Until  the  RRB 
begins  offering  the  same  level  of  serv- 
ice as  is  offered  by  Social  Security, 
true  parity  will  not  exist.  RRB  benefi- 
ciaries will  still  be  shortchanged. 

In  1981,  hearings  held  by  my  sub- 
committee demonstrated  that  the 
RRB  field-office  stucture  is  outmoded. 
RRB  field  offices  are  not  equipped  to 
handle  many  beneficiary  services. 
RRB  field  personnel  are  not  adequate- 
ly trained.  Communication  between  of- 
fices and  the  main  office  in  Chicago 
are  antiquated,  causing  beneficiaries 
to  wait  for  w-eeks  for  answers  to  ques- 
tions of  critical  importance. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Board 
still  clings  to  the  outmoded  idea  of 
"intinerant"  offices,  where  benefici- 
aries have  to  meet  RRB  personnel  at 
their  local  post  office,  for  example,  for 
service.  While  almost  all  insurance 
companies  have  "800  "  telephone  num- 
bers for  toll-free  calls  to  assist  benefi- 
ciaries, the  Board  had  yet  to  install 
toll-free  customer  service.  Rather 
beneficiaries  are  given  schedules  of 
traveling  RRB  personnel  in  their  area. 
The  Board  representative  might  be  at 
the  local  Federal  office  building  one 
day  every  2  weeks,  or  he  might  stop  at 
the  post  office  to  answer  questions  or 
deliver  forms.  The  RRB  would  rather 
their  annuitants  did  not  call  the  local 
RRB  office.  Rather,  they  want  to  pro- 
vide face-to-face  contact. 

Likewise  when  the  local  RRB  office 
needs  to  transfer  or  receive  records  to 
or  from  central  office,  the  material 
might  travel  by  mail.  The  records 
themselves  might  be  compiled  by 
hand. 

The  Railroad  Retirement  Board  has 
dragged  its  feet  on  the  issue  of  mod- 
ernization of  equipment  and  proce- 
dure. Computerization  and  automa- 
tion have  been  slow.  The  Board  has  ig- 
nored technological  advancements 
which  would  have  made  the  Board's 
operation  more  efficient  and  thor- 
ough. 

I  suggest  that  part  of  the  reason  for 
the  short-sightedness  of  the  agency 
has  been  the  financial  turmoil  it  has 
faced  for  the  past  20  years.  I  know 
from  conversations  I  have  had  with 
Board  personnel  that  planning  in  the 
Board  has  been  minimal  and  that  up- 
heavals in  the  funding  and  benefits 
structure  have  cost  the  Board  dearly. 
For  example,  the  process  the  RRB 
needs  to  follow  when  adjustments  are 
made  to  beneficiary  qualifications  can 
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immobilize  the  Board's  computers  for 
months. 

This  is  simply  not  the  way  to  run  as 
important  an  agency  as  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board,  which  is  the  finan- 
cial lifeline  for  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  people.  We  have  to  rescue  the 
Board  once  and  for  all. 

We  have  got  to  demand  that  the 
Board  be  professionally  run.  with 
state-of-the-art  procedures,  and  with 
permament  identity. • 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill  is  con- 
sidered as  having  been  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute consisting  of  the  text  of  H.R. 
3619,  which  shall  be  considered  as 
having  been  read  for  amendment,  in 
lieu  of  the  amendments  recommended 
by  the  Committees  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  and  Ways  and  Means,  now 
printed  in  the  bill. 

No  amendments  are  in  order  to  the 
bill  or  the  said  substitute  except  the 
following,  which  shall  not  be  subject 
to  amendment  except  as  herein  speci- 
fied: 

First,  amendments  recommended  by 
the  Committees  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce and  Ways  and  Means;  second, 
the  amendment  printed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  of  July  25.  1983, 
by,  and  if  offered  by.  Representative 
Florio  or  Representative  Schroeder 
inserting  a  new  section  419  in  said  sub- 
stitute: third,  the  amendment  printed 
in  the  Congressional  Record  of  July 
25.  1983.  by.  and  if  offered  by.  Repre- 
sentative Pickle  to  said  substitute, 
which  shall  be  subject  to  the  amend- 
ment printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  25.  1983.  by  and  if  of- 
fered by.  Representative  Florio:  and 
fourth,  amendments  printed  in  the 
Congressional  Record  of  July  26, 
1983,  by  Representative  Ridge  and  if 
offered  by  Representative  Florio  or 
Representative  Rostenkowski. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

H.R.  3619 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Railroad  Retire- 
ment Solvency  Act  of  1983". 

TITLE  I -BENEFIT  ADJUSTMENTS 

Sec.  101.  (a)  Section  3(a)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  subdivision  (2)  to  read  as 
follows: 


"(2)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  indi- 
viduals entitled  to  an  annuity  under  para- 
graph (iv)  or  (V)  of  section  2(a)(1)  of  this 
Act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  entitled  to  a  dis- 
ability insurance  benefit  under  section  223 
of  the  Social  Security  Act.":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subdivision: 

"(3)  In  lieu  of  an  annuity  amount  provid- 
ed under  subdivision  (1).  the  annuity  of  an 
individual  entitled  to  an  annuity  under 
paragraph  (ii)  of  section  2(a)(1)  of  this  Act 
which  begins  to  accrue  before  the  individual 
attains  age  62  shall  be  in  an  amount  equal 
to— 

"(i)  for  each  month  prior  to  the  first 
month  throughout  which  the  individual  is 
age  62.  a  monthly  rate  of  $550  in  the  case  of 
an  individual  whose  annuity  begins  to 
accrue  before  January  1.  1984,  or.  in  the 
case  of  an  individual  whose  annuity  begins 
to  accrue  on  or  after  January  1.  1984.  the 
monthly  rate  applicable  in  the  calendar 
year  before  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
individual's  annuity  begins  to  accrue  multi- 
plied by  the  ratio  of  (A)  the  average  of  the 
total  wages  (as  defined  in  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  computed 
without  regard  to  the  limitations  specified 
in  section  209(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
or  section  3(j)  of  this  Act)  reported  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  such  Secre- 
tary's delegate  for  the  calendar  year  two 
years  l)efore  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
individual's  annuity  begins  to  accrue  to  (B) 
the  average  of  the  total  wages  (as  so  defined 
and  computed)  reported  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  or  such  Secretary's  delegate 
for  the  calendar  year  three  years  before  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  individual's  an- 
nuity begins  to  accrue,  with  such  product,  if 
not  a  multiple  of  $1.  being  reduced  to  the 
next  lower  multiple  of  $1:  and 

"(ii)  for  months  beginning  with  the  first 
month  throughout  which  the  individual  is 
age  62,  the  amount  (after  any  reduction  on 
account  of  age  but  before  any  deductions  on 
account  of  work)  of  the  old-age  insurance 
benefit  to  which  such  individual  would  have 
been  entitled  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
if  all  of  such  individual's  service  as  an  em- 
ployee after  December  31.  1936.  had  been 
included  in  the  term  'employment'  as  de- 
fined in  that  Act.". 

(b)  Section  4(a)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "spouses"  in  subdivi- 
sion (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "if  an 
individual  is  entitled  to  an  annuity  under 
paragraph  (ii)  of  section  2(a)(1)  of  this  Act 
which  did  not  begin  to  accrue  before  such 
individual  attained  age  62.  the  spouse  of 
such  individual":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subdivisions: 

"(3)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  entitled 
to  an  annuity  under  section  2(a)(l>(ii)  of 
this  Act  which  began  to  accrue  before  such 
individual  attained  age  62.  the  annuity  of 
the  spouse  of  such  individual  under  section 
2(c)  of  this  Act  shall,  in  lieu  of  an  annuity 
amount  provided  under  subdivision  (1),  be  in 
an  amount  equal  to— 

"(i)  for  each  month  prior  to  the  first 
month  throughout  which  both  the  individ- 
ual and  the  spouse  are  age  62.  50  per 
centum  of  that  portion  of  the  individuals 
annuity  as  is,  or  was  prior  to  such  individ- 
ual's attaining  age  62.  computed  under  sec- 
tion 3(a)(3)(i)  of  this  Act.  reduced  to  the 
same  extent  such  amount  would  be  reduced 
under  section  202(b)(4)  of  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  (in  the  case  of  a  wife)  or  under  sec- 
tion 202(0(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (in 


the  case  of  a  husband)  as  if  such  amount 
were  a  wife's  insurance  benefit  or  a  hus- 
band's insurance  benefit,  respectively,  under 
such  Act;  and 

"(ii)  for  months  beginning  with  the  first 
month  throughout  which  both  the  individ- 
ual and  the  spouse  are  age  62.  the  amount 
(after  any  reduction  on  account  of  age  based 
on  the  spouse's  age  at  the  time  the  amount 
under  this  paragraph  first  becomes  payable 
but  before  any  deductions  on  account  of 
work)  of  the  wife's  insurance  benefit  or  the 
husband's  insurance  benefit  to  which  such 
spouse  would  have  been  entitled  under  the 
Social  Security  Act  if  the  individual's  serv- 
ice as  an  employee  after  December  31,  1936. 
had  been  included  in  the  term  employment' 
as  defined  in  that  Act. 

"(4)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  entitled 
to  an  annuity  under  paragraph  (iv)  or  (v)  of 
section  2(a)(1)  of  this  Act.  the  annuity  of 
the  spouse  of  such  individual  entitled  to  an 
annuity  under  section  2(c)(l)(ii)(B)  of  this 
Act  shall,  in  lieu  of  an  annuity  amount  pro- 
vided under  subdivision  ( 1 ),  be  in  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  (after  any  reduction  on 
account  of  age  but  before  any  deductions  on 
account  of  work)  of  the  wife's  insurance 
benefit  or  the  husband's  insurance  benefit 
to  which  such  spouse  would  have  been  enti- 
tled under  the  Social  Security  Act  if  the  in- 
dividual's service  as  an  employee  after  De- 
cember 31.  1936,  had  been  included  in  the 
term  employment'  as  defined  in  that  Act. 
For  purposes  of  this  subdivision,  spouses 
who  have  not  attained  age  62  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  attained  age  62.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  become  effective  on  July  1.  1983,  and 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  awards  in 
cases  where  the  individual's  application  was 
filed  on  or  after  that  date  or  where  the  indi- 
vidual's annuity  under  section  2(a)(1)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  began  to 
accrue  on  or  after  that  date. 

Sec  102.  (a)  Section  3(g)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(g)(1)  Effective  with  the  date  of  any  in- 
crease after  January  31,  1984.  in  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  which  occurs,  or  which  would  have  oc- 
curred had  there  not  been  a  general  benefit 
increase  under  that  Act,  pursuant  to  the 
automatic  cost-of-living  provisions  of  .section 
215(i)  of  that  Act,  that  portion  of  the  annu- 
ity of  an  individual  which  is  computed 
under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall,  if 
such  individual's  annuity  under  section 
2(a)(1)  of  this  Act  began  to  accrue  on  or 
before  the  effective  date  of  a  particular  in- 
crease under  this  subdivision,  be  increased 
by  32.5  per  centum  of  the  percentage  in- 
crease in  the  index  which  is  used,  or  which 
would  have  been  used  had  there  not  been  a 
general  benefit  increase  under  the  Social 
Security  Act.  in  increasing  benefits  under 
the  Social  Security  Act  pursuant  to  the 
automatic  cost-of-living  provisions  of  section 
215(i)  of  that  Act.  Any  increase  under  this 
subsection  shall  not  be  deferred  and  shall  be 
reflected  in  all  payments  made  to  annu- 
itants after  such  increase  under  this  subsec- 
tion becomes  effective. 

(2)  The  first  and.  if  necessary,  the  follow- 
ing time  or  times  after  January  1,  1983,  that 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section 
202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are  increased, 
that  portion  of  the  annuity  of  an  individual 
which  is  computed  under  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section  as  increased  under  subdivision 
(1)  of  this  subsection  shall,  if  such  individ- 
ual's annuity  under  section  2(a)(1)  of  this 
Act  began  to  accrue  in  or  before  the  year  in 


which  such  first  increase  under  the  Social 
Security  Act  became  effective,  be  reduced 
by  the  dollar  amount  by  which  that  portion 
of  the  annuity  provided  such  individual 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  was  in- 
creased, after  any  reduction  under  subsec- 
tion (m)  of  this  section,  as  a  result  of  such 
increase  or  Increases  under  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  until  the  total  dollar  amount  of 
such  reduction  or  reductions  equals  5  per 
centum  of  the  annuity  amount  provided 
such  individual  under  subsection  (a),  as  re- 
duced under  subsection  (m),  prior  to  such 
first  increase.  In  no  case  shall  the  reduction 
by  reason  of  this  paragraph  operate  to 
reduce  such  portion  to  an  amount  less  than 
$10.". 

(b)  Section  4(d)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(d)"; 

(2)  by  striking  out    "3(g) "  and  inserting 
■•3(g)(1)"  in  lieu  thereof:  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subdivisions: 

"(2)  That  portion  of  the  annuity  of  the 
spouse  of  an  individual  as  is  determined 
under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  prior  to 
any  determination  under  subsection  (c)  of 
this  subsection  shall,  if  the  annuity  of  such 
spouse  is  not  subject  to  reduction  under  sub- 
division (3)  of  this  subsection,  be  reduced  by 
an  amount  equal  to  50  per  centum  of  the 
dollar  amount  by  which  the  annuity  of  the 
individual  was  reduced  under  section  3(g)(2) 
of  this  Act.  In  no  case  shall  the  reduction  by 
reason  of  this  paragraph  operate  to  reduce 
such  portion  to  an  amount  less  than  $10. 

"(3)  The  first  and,  if  necessary,  the  follow- 
ing time  or  times  after  January  1,  1983,  that 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section 
202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are  increased, 
that  portion  of  the  annuity  of  the  spouse  of 
an  individual  as  is  determined  under  subsec- 
tions (b),  (c),  and  (d)(1)  of  this  section  shall, 
if  such  spouse's  annuity  under  section  2(c) 
of  this  Act  began  to  accrue  in  or  before  the 
year  in  which  such  first  increase  under  the 
Social  Security  Act  became  effective,  be  re- 
duced by  the  dollar  amount  by  which  that 
portion  of  the  annuity  provided  such  spouse 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  was  in- 
creased, after  any  reduction  under  subsec- 
tion (i)  of  this  section,  as  a  result  of  such  in- 
crease or  increases  under  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  until  the  total  dollar  amount  of  such 
reduction  or  reductions  equals  5  per  centum 
of  the  annuity  amount  provided  such  siwuse 
under  subsection  (a),  as  reduced  under  sub- 
section (i).  prior  to  such  first  increase.  In  no 
case  shall  the  reduction  by  reason  of  this 
paragraph  operate  to  reduce  such  portion  to 
an  amount  less  than  $10.  ". 

(c)  Section  4(g)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subdivision  (1),  by  Inserting  "and 
without  regard  to  any  reduction  under  sec- 
tion 3(g)(2)  of  this  Act"  after  "before  any 
reduction  on  account  of  age": 

(2)  in  subdivision  (6),  by  striking  out 
""3(g)"  and  inserting  "3(g)(l)'  in  lieu  there- 
of: and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subdivisions: 

"(7)  The  first  and,  if  necessary,  the  follow- 
ing time  or  times  after  January  1,  1983,  that 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section 
202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are  increased, 
that  portion  of  the  annuity  of  a  survivor  of 
a  deceased  individual  as  is  determined  under 
subdivisions  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  or 
under  section  4(g)  of  this  Act  as  in  effect 
before  amendment  by  section  1119(g)  of 
Public  Law  97-35,  shall,  if  such  survivor's 
annuity  under  section  2(d)  of  this  Act  began 


to  accrue  before  the  effective  date  of  such 
first  increase  under  the  Social  Security  Act, 
be  reduced  by  the  dollar  amount  by  which 
that  portion  of  the  annuity  provided  such 
survivor  under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section 
was  increased,  after  any  reduction  under 
subsection  (i)  of  this  section,  as  a  result  of 
such  increase  or  increases  under  the  Social 
Security  Act  until  the  total  dollar  amount 
of  such  reduction  or  reductions  equals  5  per 
centum  of  the  annuity  amount  provided 
such  survivor  under  subsection  (f),  as  re- 
duced under  subsection  (i),  prior  to  such 
first  increase.  In  no  case  shall  the  reduction 
by  reason  of  this  paragraph  operate  to 
reduce  such  portion  to  an  amount  less  than 
$10. 

"(8)  That  portion  of  the  annuity  of  a  sur- 
vivor of  a  deceased  individual  as  is  deter- 
mined under  subdivisions  (1)  and  (2)  of  this 
subsection  shall,  if  the  annuity  of  such  sur- 
vivor is  not  subject  to  reduction  under  sub- 
division (7)  of  this  subsection,  be  reduced  by 
an  amount  equal  to  the  dollar  amount  by 
which  the  annuity  of  the  deceased  individ- 
ual was  reduced  under  section  3(g)(2)  of  this 
Act  or  would  have  been  reduced  under  such 
section  3(g)(2)  if  such  deceased  individual 
had  been  living  at  the  time  such  survivor's 
annuity  under  section  2(d)  of  this  Act  began 
to  accrue  (deeming  for  this  purpose,  if  such 
individual  died  before  becoming  entitled  to 
an  annuity  under  section  2(a)(1)  of  this  Act. 
that  such  individual  became  entitled  to  an 
annuity  under  paragraph  (i)  of  such  section 
2(a)(1)  in  the  month  in  which  such  individ- 
ual died).  In  a  case  where  the  survivor  of  a 
deceased  individual  is  not  entitled  to  a 
monthly  insurance  benefit  under  the  Social 
Security  Act,  the  reduction  provided  by  the 
preceding  sentence  of  this  subdivision  shall 
be  equal  to  the  dollar  amount  by  which  the 
annuity  of  the  deceased  individual  would 
have  been  reduced  under  section  3(g)(2)  of 
this  Act  if  the  annuity  of  such  deceased  in- 
dividual had  not  been  subject  to  reduction 
under  section  3(m)  of  this  Act.  In  no  case 
shall  the  reduction  by  reason  of  this  para- 
graph operate  to  reduce  such  portion  to  an 
amount  less  than  $10. 

"(9)  That  portion  of  the  annuity  of  a  sur- 
vivor of  a  deceased  individual  as  is  deter- 
mined under  section  4(g)  of  this  Act  as  in 
effect  before  amendment  by  section  1119(g) 
of  Public  Law  97-35  shall,  if  the  annuity  of 
such  survivor  is  not  subject  to  reduction 
under  subdivision  (7)  of  this  subsection,  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  dollar 
amount  by  which  the  annuity  of  the  de- 
ceased individual  was  reduced  under  section 
3(g)(2)  of  this  Act  or,  if  such  survivor  is  not 
entitled  to  a  monthly  insurance  benefit 
under  the  Social  Security  Act,  would  have 
been  reduced  under  such  section  3(g)(2)  if 
the  annuity  of  such  deceased  individual  had 
not  been  subject  to  reduction  under  section 
3(m)  of  this  Act.  In  no  case  shall  the  reduc- 
tion by  reason  of  this  paragraph  operate  to 
reduce  such  portion  to  an  amount  less  than 
$10.". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  For  purposes  of  the 
amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  annuity  portions  computed  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (d)  of  section  3  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  as  in  effect 
before  October  1.  1981,  shall  be  treated  as 
having  been  computed  under  subsection  (b) 
of  such  section  as  in  effect  after  that  date. 
Sec.  103.  (a)  Section  5(a)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "An  annuity"  at  the  be- 
ginning and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Sub- 


ject to  the  limitations  set  forth  below,  an 
annuity"; 

(2)  by  amending  paragraphs  (ii)  and  (iii) 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  an  applicant  otherwise 
entitled  to  an  annuity  under  paragraph  (iv) 
or  (v)  of  section  2(a)(1)  or  under  section 
2(d)(l)(i)  on  the  basis  of  disability,  not  earli- 
er than  the  later  of  (A)  the  first  day  of  the 
sixth  month  following  the  onset  date  of  the 
disability  for  which  such  annuity  is  awarded 
or  (B)  the  first  day  of  the  twelfth  month 
before  the  month  in  which  the  application 
therefor  was  filed: 

"(iii)  in  the  case  of  an  applicant  otherwise 
entitled  to  an  annuity  under  section  2(a)(1). 
2(c),  or  2(d>  where  paragraph  (ii)  does  not 
apply,  not  earlier  than  the  latest  of  (A)  the 
first  day  of  the  sixth  month  before  the 
month  in  which  the  application  therefor 
was  filed.  (B)  the  first  day  of  the  month  in 
which  the  application  therefor  was  filed  if 
the  effect  of  beginning  such  annuity  in  an 
earlier  month  would  result  in  a  greater  age 
reduction  in  the  annuity,  unless  beginning 
the  annuity  in  the  earlier  month  would 
enable  an  annuity  under  section  2(c)  which 
is  not  subject  to  an  age  reduction  to  be  pay- 
able in  such  earlier  month,  (C)  in  the  case 
of  an  applicant  otherw'ise  entitled  to  an  an- 
nuity under  section  2(a)(1)  or  2(c),  the  date 
following  the  last  day  of  compensated  serv- 
ice of  the  applicant,  or  (D)  in  the  case  of  an 
applicant  otherwise  entitled  to  an  annuity 
under  section  2(a)(1)  or  2(c).  the  first  day  of 
the  first  month  throughout  which  the  ap- 
plicant meets  the  age  requirement  for  the 
annuity  applied  for;"  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentence:  "For  the  purpose  of 
determining  annuity  amounts  provided 
under  sections  3(a),  4(a).  and  4(f)  of  this 
Act,  the  provisions  with  respect  to  the  t»e- 
ginning  dales  of  annuities  set  forth  in  this 
subsection  shall  be  deemed  to  govern  the  be- 
ginning dates  of  monthly  benefits  provided 
under  the  Social  Security  Act.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  become  effective  on  July  1,  1983.  and 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  annuities 
awarded  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  on 
or  after  that  date. 

Sec  104.  (a)  Clause  (B)  of  section 
2(d)(l)(iii)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "(B) 
will  be  less  than  nineteen  years  of  age  and  a 
full-time  elementary  or  secondary  school 
student.". 

(b)  Section  2(d)(4)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "full-time  student" 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "full-time  elementary  or  secondary 
school  student": 

(2)  by  striking  out  "educational  institu- 
tion'" each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "elementary  or  secondary 
school": 

(3)  by  striking  out  "twenty-two"  in  the 
fourth  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "nineteen":  and 

(4)  by  striking  out  "degree  from  a  four- 
year  college  or  university"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "diploma  or  equivalent  certifi- 
cate from  a  secondary  school  (as  defined  in 
section  202(d)(7)(c)(i)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act)". 

(c)  Section  5(c)(7)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "full-time  student"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "full-time  elemen- 
tary or  secondary  school  student";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "22"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "19  ". 
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(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  annuities 
accruing  for  months  after  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  is  enacted  except  in  the  case 
of  a  child  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eight- 
een in  or  l)efore  the  month  in  which  this 
Act  is  enacted  and  is  entitled  to  an  annuity 
under  section  2(d)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  for  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted  or,  if  earlier,  for  the 
month  of  April  1983. 

Sec  105.  (a)  Section  22  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  so  that  the  heading  of  such  section 
reads  as  follows: 

"REPORTING  REQUIREMENT"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "(a)"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  the  end  of  subsection  <a)  of 
such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  "(a)  On  or  l)efore  February  1 
of  each  year  beginning  in  1984.  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board  shall  prepare  a  five-year 
projection  of  anticipated  revenues  to  and 
payments  from  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count to  determine  the  ability  of  such  Ac- 
count to  pay  benefits  in  each  of  the  next 
succeeding  five  calendar  years.  No  later 
than  April  I  of  each  year,  the  Board  shall 
submit  a  written  report  to  the  President, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House,  and  the  President 
of  the  Senate  setting  forth  the  results  of 
the  projection  prepared  pursuant  to  the 
preceding  sentence.  If  the  projection  indi- 
cates that  the  funds  in  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Account  will  be  insufficient  to  pay  the 
full  amount  of  the  l)enefits  under  this  Act 
which  are  payable  from  that  Account  at  any 
time  during  the  five-year  period,  the 
Board's  report  shall  include  recommenda- 
tions as  to  the  increases  in  the  rates  of  tax 
which,  if  imposed  under  sections  3201(a). 
3211(a).  and  3221(a)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954.  would  assure  that  such 
Account  would  have  sufficient  funds  to  pay 
full  benefits  under  this  Act  in  each  month 
of  the  five-year  period.  Not  less  than  20  nor 
more  than  30  days  after  the  submission  of  a 
written  report  under  this  subsection  which 
indicates  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  adjust- 
ments, the  Railroad  Retirement  Account 
will  contain  insufficient  funds  to  pay  the 
full  amount  of  the  benefits  under  this  Act 
which  are  payable  from  that  Account  at 
some  time  during  the  five-year  period  cov- 
ered by  the  report,  the  Board  shall  publish 
such  report  in  the  Federal  Register.":  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(2)  by  striking  out  ". 
including  a  specific  proposal"  and  all  that 
follows  through  "payable  under  this  Act". 

Sec  106.  (a)  Section  2(a)(1)  of  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "the  age  of  sixty-five" 
from  paragraph  (i)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "retirement  age  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 216(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "reduced  by  1/180  for 
each  calendar  month  that  he  or  she  is  under 
age  sixty-five  when  the  annuity  begins  to 
accrue"  from  paragraph  (iii)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "reduced  by  1/180  for  each 
of  the  first  36  months  that  he  or  she  is 
under  retirement  age  (as  defined  in  section 
216(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  when  the 
annuity  t)egins  to  accrue  and  by  1/240  for 
each  additional  month  that  he  or  she  is 
under  retirement  age  (as  defined  in  section 
216(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  when  the 
annuity  l)egins  to  accrue". 

(b)  Section  2(a)(3)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"the  age  of  65"  and  the  age  of  sixty-five 
years"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  in  each 
instance  "retirement  age  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 216(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)". 


(c)  Section  2(c)(1)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"the  age  of  65"  from  paragraph  (ii)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "retirement  age  (as 
defined  in  section  216(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act)". 

(d)  Section  2(c)(2)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "the  age  of  65"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "retirement  age  (as 
defined  in  section  216(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act)":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "reduced  by  1/144  for 
each  calendar  month  that  the  spouse  or  di- 
vorced wife  is  under  age  65  when  the  annu- 
ity begins  to  accrue"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof,  "reduced  by  1/144  for  each  of  the 
first  36  months  that  the  spouse  or  divorced 
wife  is  under  retirement  age  (as  defined  in 
section  216(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act) 
when  the  annuity  begins  to  accrue  and  by 
1/240  for  each  additional  month  that  the 
spouse  or  divorced  wife  is  under  retirement 
age  (as  defined  in  section  216(1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act)  when  the  annuity 
begins  to  accrue", 

(e)  Section  2(c)(4)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"the  age  of  65"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"retirement  age  (as  defined  in  section  216(1) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act". 

(f)  Section  2(e)(2)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"age  sixty-five"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"retirement  age  (as  defined  in  section  216(1) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act)". 

(g)  Section  2(e)(4)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

age  sixty-five"  and  "age  of  sixty-five"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  in  each  instance 
"retirement  age  (as  defined  in  section  216(1) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act )". 

ih)  Section  4(aH2)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  (as  amended  by  section 
101(b)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "age  65"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"retirement  age  (as  defined  in  section  216(1) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act". 

(i)  Section  5(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

the  age  of  65"  and  age  65"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  in  each  instance  "retirement 
age  (as  defined  in  section  216(1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act)". 

(j)  Section  5(c)(2)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

age  65"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "re- 
tirement age  (as  defined  in  section  216(1)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act)". 

(k)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  except  that  such  amend- 
ment shall  not  apply  to  annuity  amounts 
provided  under  sections  3(b)  and  4(b)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  or  to  in- 
creases in  such  annuity  amounts  provided 
under  sections  3(g)  and  4(d)  of  such  Act  if 
the  individual  upon  whose  earning  record 
such  annuity  amounts  are  based  rendered 
service  as  an  employee  to  an  employer,  or  as 
an  employee  representative,  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec  107.  (a)  Section  3(i)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by 
adding  at  t|ie  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subdivision: 

"(4)  Where  for  any  calendar  year  after 
1984  an  individual  has  performed  service  for 
compensation  in  less  than  twelve  months  of 
the  calendar  year  but  has  received  compen- 
sation in  excess  of  an  amount  determined 
by  multiplying  the  number  of  months  in  the 
year  in  which  such  individual  performed 
service    for    compensation    by    an    amount 


equal  to  one-twelfth  of  the  current  maxi- 
mum annual  taxable  wages'  as  defined  in 
section  3121  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954.  the  individual  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  rendered  service  for  compensation  in 
that  number  of  months  in  the  calendar 
year,  but  not  to  exceed  twelve,  which  is 
equal  to  the  quotient  of  the  amount  of  such 
individual's  compensation  for  the  calendar 
year  divided  by  an  amount  equal  to  one- 
twelfth  of  the  current  maximum  annual 
taxable  wages'  as  defined  in  section  3121  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  with 
any  remainder  produced  by  this  computa- 
tion increasing  the  quotient  by  one.  but  an 
individual  shall  not  be  deemed  under  this 
subdivision  to  have  rendered  service  for 
compensation  in  any  month  in  which  such 
individual  was  neither  in  an  employment  re- 
lation to  one  or  more  employers  nor  an  em- 
ployee representative. 

(b)  Section  3(j)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentence:  'If  for  any  calendar 
year  after  1984  an  employee  has  received 
compensation  of  less  than  one-twelfth  of 
the  current  maximum  annual  taxable 
wages'  as  defined  in  section  3121  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  in  one  or  more 
months  of  the  calendar  year,  the  total  com- 
pensation paid  such  employee  in  the  calen- 
dar year  (without  regard  to  the  limitation 
on  the  amount  of  compensation  provided  in 
the  preceding  sentence)  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  paid  in  equal  proportions  with  re- 
spect to  all  months  in  the  year  in  which  the 
employee  will  have  been  in  the  service  of 
one  or  more  employers  for  compensation  or 
will  have  performed  service  for  compensa- 
tion as  an  employee  representative,  but  this 
sentence  shall  not  operate  to  increase  the 
employee's  compensation  for  any  month 
above  an  amount  equal  to  one-twelfth  of 
the  current  maximum  annual  taxable 
■wages'  as  defined  in  section  3121  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  become  effective  on  January  1, 
1985". 

TITLE  II-REVENUE  PROVISIONS 
SEC  201   SHORT  TITLE 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Railroad 
Retirement  Revenue  Act  of  1983  ". 

Subtitle  A— Railroad  Retirement  Taxes 

PART  I-INCREASE  IN  TIER  2  TAXES 
FOR  PERIOD  BEGINNING  JULY  1. 
1984.  AND  ENDING  DECEMBER  31. 
1984 

SEC  211    INCREASE  IN  TIER  2  TAXES 

(a)  Employee  Tax.— Subsection  (a)  of  sec- 
tion 3201  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (relating  to  tax  on  employees)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "2.0  percent "  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2.75  percent". 

(b)  Employer  Tax.— Subsection  (a)  of  sec- 
tion 3221  of  such  Code  (relating  to  tax  on 
employers)    is    amended    by    striking    out 

"11.75  percent "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"12.75  percent"". 

(c)  Employee  Representative  Tax.— Sub- 
section (a)  of  section  3211  of  such  Code  (re- 
lating to  tax  on  employee  representatives)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "11.75  percent" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "12.75  per- 
cent"". 

(d)  Technical  Amendment.— The  last  sen- 
tence of  section  230(c)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "11.75  per- 
cent" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "12.75 
percent"". 


SEC.  212.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendments  made  by  this  part  shall 
apply  to  compensation  paid  for  services  ren- 
dered after  June  30.  1984.  and  before  Janu- 
ary 1,  1985. 

PART  II-OTHER  CHANGES 
AFFECTING  TIER  2  TAXES 

SEC.  221.  INCREASES  IN  TIER  2  EMPLOYEE 
TAX;  ANNUALIZATION  OF  TAX 
BASE 

Section  3201  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  em- 
ployees) is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

SEC.  3201.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

"(a)  Tier  1  Tax.— In  addition  to  other 
taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  the 
income  of  each  employee  a  tax  equal  to  the 
following  percentage  of  the  compensation 
received  during  any  calendar  year  by  such 
employee  for  services  rendered  by  such  em- 
ployee: 

"In  the  case  of  compen-    The  rate  shall  be: 
satlon  received 

during; 

1985 7.05 

1986  or  1987 7-15 

1988  or  1989 7.51 

1990  or  thereafter 7.65. 

"(b)  Tier  2  Tax.— In  addition  to  other 
taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  the 
income  of  each  employee  a  tax  equal  to  the 
following  percentage  of  the  compensation 
received  during  any  calendar  year  by  such 
employee  for  services  rendered  by  such  em- 
ployee: 

"In  the  case  of  compen-    The  rate  shall  t>e: 
sation  received 

during: 

1985 3.50 

1986  or  thereafter 4.25. 

"(c)  Cross  Reference.— 
""For  application  of  different  contribution 
bases  with  respect  to  the  taxes  imposed  by 
subsections     (a)      and      (b).     see      section 
3231(e)(2)." 

SEC.  222.  INCREASES  IN  TIER  2  EMPLOYER 
TAX:  ANNUALIZATION  OF  TAX 
BASE. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  section  3221  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  em- 
ployers) are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Tier  1  Tax.— In  addition  to  other 
taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  every  em- 
ployer an  excise  tax.  with  respect  to  having 
individuals  in  his  employ,  equal  to  the  fol- 
lowing percentage  of  compensation  paid 
during  any  calendar  year  by  such  employer 
for  services  rendered  to  such  employer: 

■In  the  case  of  compen-    The  rale  shall  be: 
sation  paid  during: 

1985 7.05 

1986  or  1987 7.15 

1988  or  1989 7.51 

1990  or  thereafter 7.65. 

"(b)  Tier  2  Tax.— In  addition  to  other 
taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  every  em- 
ployer an  excise  tax,  with  respect  to  having 
individuals  in  his  employ,  equal  to  the  fol- 
lowing percentage  of  compensation  paid 
during  any  calendar  year  by  such  employer 
for  services  rendered  to  such  employer: 

"In  the  case  of  compen-    The  rate  shall  be; 
sation  paid  during: 

1985 13.75 

1986  or  thereafter 14.75'". 

(b)    Cross    Reference.— Section    3221    of 

such  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

thereof  the  following  new  subsection; 

"•(e)  Cross  Reference.— 

'For  application  of  different  contribution 

bases  with  respect  to  the  taxes  imposed  by 


subsections     (a)     and     (b).     see     section 
3231(e)(2).'" 

SEC.  223.  INCREASES  IN  TIER  2  EMPLOYEE 
REPRESENTATIVE  TAX;  ANNUALI- 
ZATION OF  TAX  BASE. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  3211  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  tax 
on  employee  representatives)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows; 
"(a)  Imposition  of  Taxes.— 
"(1)  Tier  i  tax.— In  addition  to  other 
taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  the 
income  of  each  employee  representative  a 
tax  equal  to  the  following  percentage  of  the 
compensation  received  during  any  calendar 
year  by  such  employee  representative  for 
services  rendered  by  such  employee  repre- 
sentative: 

•In  the  case  of  compen-    The  rate  shall  be: 
sation  received 

during; 

1985 1410 

1986  or  1987 14.30 

1988  or  1989 15.02 

1990  or  thereafter 15.30. 

■"(2)  Tier  2  tax.— In  addition  to  other 
taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  the 
income  of  each  employee  representative  a 
tax  equal  to  the  following  percentage  of  the 
compensation  received  during  any  calendar 
year  by  such  employee  representatives  for 
services  rendered  by  such  employee  repre- 
sentative: 

■In  the  case  of  compen-    The  rate  shall  be: 

sation  received 

during: 

1985 13.75 

1986  or  thereafter 14.75. 

"(3)  Cross  reference.— 


"For  application  of  different  contribution 
bases  with  respect  to  the  taxes  imposed  by 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2),  see  section 
3231(e)(2)."" 

SEC.  224.  TAXATION  OF  RAILROAD  RETIRE- 
MENT    BENEFITS     OTHER     THAN 
TIER  1  BENEFITS, 
(a)  Pension  Benefits  (Other  Than  Tier  1 
Benefits)    Taxed    as    Benefits    Received 
Under  Employer  Plans.— Section  72  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
annuities;   certain   proceeds   of  endowment 
and  life  insurance  contracts)  is  amended  by 
redesignating   subsection   (r)   as  subsection 
(s)  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (q)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(r)  Certain  Railroad  Retirement  Bene- 
fits Treated  as  Received  Under  Employer 
Plans.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  any  benefit  provided 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974 
(other  than  a  tier  1  railroad  retirement  ben- 
efit) shall  be  treated  for  purposes  of  this 
title  as  a  benefit  provided  under  an  employ- 
er plan  which  meets  the  requirements  of 
section  401(a). 

"(2)  Tier  2  taxes  treated  as  contribu- 
tions.- 

"(A)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1)— 

"(i)  the  tier  2  portion  of  the  tax  imposed 
by  section  3201  (relating  to  tax  on  employ- 
ees) shall  be  treated  as  an  employee  contri- 
bution, 

"(ii)  the  tier  2  portion  of  the  tax  imposed 
by  section  3211  (relating  to  tax  on  employee 
representatives)  shall  be  treated  as  an  em- 
ployee contribution,  and 

"(iii)  the  tier  2  portion  of  the  tax  imposed 
by  section  3221  (relating  to  tax  on  employ- 
ers) shall  be  treated  as  an  employer  contri- 
bution. 


"(B)  Tier  2  portion.— For  purposes  of 
subparagraph  (A)— 

"•(i)  After  i984.— "With  respect  to  compen- 
sation paid  after  1984.  the  tier  2  portion 
shall  be  the  taxes  imposed  by  sections 
3201(b).  3211(a)(2).  and  3221(b). 

"(ii)  After  September  so.  i98i.  and  before 
1985.— "With  respect  to  compensation  paid 
before  1985  for  senices  rendered  after  Sep- 
tember 30.  1981.  the  tier  2  portion  shall  he- 
'd) so  much  of  the  tax  imposed  by  section 
3201  as  is  determined  at  the  2  percent  rate, 
and 

"(II)  so  much  of  the  taxes  imposed  by  sec- 
tions 3211  and  3221  as  is  determined  at  the 
11.75  percent  rate. 

With  respect  to  compensation  paid  for  serv- 
ices rendered  after  June  30.  1984.  and  before 
1985,  subclause  (I)  shall  be  applied  by  sub- 
stituting "2.75  percent"  for  "2  percent",  and 
subclause  (II)  shall  be  applied  by  substitut- 
ing "12.75  percent"  for  "11.75  percent". 

"(iii)  Before  October   i.   i98i.— With  re- 
spect to  compensation  paid  for  services  ren-- 
dered  during  any  period  before  October  1. 
1981.  the  tier  2  portion  shall  be  the  excess 
(if  any)  of— 

"(I)  the  tax  imposed  for  such  period  by 
section  3201.  3211,  or  3221,  as  the  case  may 
be  (other  than  any  tax  imposed  with  respect 
to  man-hours),  over 

"(ID  the  lax  which  would  have  been  im- 
posed by  such  section  for  such  period  had 
the  rates  of  the  comparable  taxes  imposed 
by  chapter  21  for  such  period  applied  under 
such  section. 

"(C)  Contributions  not  allocable  to  sup- 
plemental annuity  or  windfall  benefits.— 
For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  no  amount 
treated  as  an  employee  contribution  under 
this  paragraph  shall  be  allocated  to- 

"(i)  any  supplemental  annuity  paid  under 
section  2(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1974,  or 

"(ii)  any  benefit  paid  under  section  3(h), 
4(e),  or  4(h)  of  such  Act. 

"(3)  Tier  i  railroad  retirement  bene- 
fit.—For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  the 
term  tier  1  railroad  retirement  benefit'  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  by  section 
86(d)(4). " 
(b)  Information  Reporting.— 
(1)  In  general.— Subpart  B  of  part  III  of 
subchapter  A  of  chapter  61  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  information  concerning  transac- 
tions with  other  persons)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section; 

SEC  6050G.  RETURNS  RELATING  TO  CER- 
TAIN RAILROAD  RETIREMENT 
BENEFITS. 

"(a)  In  General.— The  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Board  shall  make  a  return,  according 
to  the  forms  and  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  setting  forth— 

"•(1)  the  aggregate  amount  of  benefits  paid 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974 
(Other  than  tier  1  railroad  retirement  bene- 
fits, as  defined  in  section  86(d)(4))  to  any  in- 
dividual during  any  calendar  year, 

"(2)  the  employee  contributions  (to  the 
extent  not  previously  taken  into  account 
under  section  72(d)(1))  which  are  treated  as 
having   been  paid   for  purposes  of  section 

72(r),  ,    ..  , , 

"(3)  the  name  and  address  of  such  individ- 
ual, and 

"(4)  such  other  information  as  the  Secre- 
tary may  require. 

"(b)  Statements  To  Be  Furnished  to  In- 
dividuals With  Respect  to  Whom  Informa- 
tion Is  FURNISHED.-The  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Board  shall  furnish  to  each  individual 
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whose  name  is  set  forth  In  the  return  under 
subsection  (a)  a  written  statement  show- 
ing— 

"(1)  the  aggregate  amount  of  payments  to 
such  individual,  and  of  employee  contribu- 
tions with  respect  thereto,  as  shown  on  such 
return,  and 

■■(2)  such  other  information  as  the  Secre- 
tary may  require. 

The  written  statement  required  under  the 
preceding  sentence  shall  be  furnished  to  the 
individual  on  or  t>efore  January  31  of  the 
year  following  the  calendar  year  for  which 
the  return  under  subsection  (a)  was  made." 

(2)  Clkkical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  for  such  subpart  B  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
item: 

•  Sec.   6050G.   Returns   relating   to  certain 
railroad  retirement  benefits." 

(c)  Section  72(r)  Revenue  Increase 
Transferred  to  Certain  Railroad  Ac- 
counts.— 

(1)  In  general.— 

(A)  Transfers  to  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count.—There  are  hereby  appropriated  to 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  amounts 
equivalent  to  the  aggregate  increase  in  tax 
liabilities  under  chapter  I  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  which  is  attributable 
to  the  application  of  section  72(r)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (as  added  by 
this  Act)  with  respect  to  benefits  received 
before  October  1.  I98a.  The  aggregate 
amount  appropriated  under  the  preceding 
sentence  to  the  extent  attributable  to  bene- 
fits other  than  windfall  benefits  shall  not 
exceed  $877,000,000. 

(B)  Revenue   increases   attributable  to 

WINDFALL  benefits  RECEIVED  AFTER  SEPTEM- 
BER  30.    1988.  TRANSFERRED  TO   DUAL  BENEFITS 

PAYMENTS  ACCOUNT.— There  are  hereby  ap- 
propriated to  the  Dual  Benefits  Payments 
Account  amounts  equivalent  to  the  aggre- 
gate increase  in  tax  liabilities  under  chapter 
1  of  such  Code  which  is  attributable  to  the 
application  of  section  72(r)  of  such  Code  (as 
added  by  this  Act)  with  respect  to  windfall 
benefits  received  after  September  30.  1988. 

<C)  Windfall  benefits  defined.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph,  the  term  "windfall 
benefits"  means  any  benefit  paid  under  sec- 
tion 3(h).  4(e).  or  4(h)  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974. 

(2)  Transfers.— The  amounts  appropri- 
ated by  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  transferred 
from  time  to  time  (but  not  less  frequently 
than  quarterly)  from  the  genefal  fund  of 
the  Treasury  on  the  basis  of  estimates  made 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  the 
amounts  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1).  Any 
such  quarterly  payment  shall  t)e  made  on 
the  first  day  of  such  quarter  and  shall  take 
into  account  t>enefits  estimated  to  be  re- 
ceived during  such  quarter.  Proper  adjust- 
ments shall  be  made  in  the  amounts  subse- 
quently transferred  to  the  extent  prior  esti- 
mates were  in  excess  of  or  less  than  the 
amounts  required  to  be  transferred. 

(3)  Revenue  increases  from  tax  on  sup- 
plemental ANNUITIES  NOT  INCLUDED.— Para- 
graph (1)  shall  not  apply  to  tax  liabilities  at- 
tributable to  supplemental  annuities  paid 
under  section  2(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974. 

(d)  Overall  Minimum  Benefit  Treated  as 
Tier  1  Benefit —Paragraph  (4)  of  section 
86(d)  of  such  Code  (defining  tier  1  railroad 
retirement  benefit)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"3(f  M3),"  after  "3(a).". 


SEC  225  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

(a)  Amendments  Relating  to  Application 
OF  Contribution  Base  on  an  Annual 
Basis — 

(1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  3231(e)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (defining 
compensation)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(2)  Application  of  contribution  bases.— 
"(A)  Compensation  in  excess  of  applica- 
ble BASE  excluded.— 

"(i)  In  general.— The  term  compensation' 
does  not  include  that  part  of  remuneration 
paid  during  any  calendar  year  to  an  individ- 
ual by  an  employer  after  remuneration 
equal  to  the  applicable  base  has  been  paid 
during  such  calendar  year  to  such  individual 
by  such  employer  for  ser\ices  rendered  as 
an  employee  to  such  employer. 

"(ii)  Remuneration  not  treated  as  com- 
pensation excluded.— There  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  under  clause  (i)  remu- 
neration which  (without  regard  to  clause 
(i))  is  not  treated  as  compensation  under 
this  subsection. 

■(B)  Applicable  base.— 

"(i)  Tier  i  taxes.— Except  as  provided  in 
clause  (ii).  the  term  applicable  base'  means 
for  any  calendar  year  the  contribution  and 
benefit  base  determined  under  section  230 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  such  calendar 
year. 

"(ii)  Tier  2  taxes,  etc— For  purposes  of— 

"(I)  the  taxes  imposed  by  sections  3201(b). 
3211(a)(2).  and  3221(b).  and 

"(II)  computing  average  monthly  compen- 
sation under  section  3(j)  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974  (except  with  respect  to 
annuity  amounts  determined  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  or  (f)(3)  of  section  3  of  such  Act). 
clause  (2)  of  the  first  sentence,  and  the 
second  sentence,  of  subsection  (c)  of  section 
230  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  be  disre- 
garded. 

•'(C)  Successor  employers.— For  purposes 
of  this  paragraph,  the  second  sentence  of 
section  3121(a)(1)  (relating  to  successor  em- 
ployers) shall  apply,  except  that— 

■•(i)  the  term  services'  shall  be  substituted 
for  'employment'  each  place  it  appears. 

"(ii)  the  term  compensation'  shall  be  sub- 
stituted for  'remuneration  (other  than  re- 
muneration referred  to  in  the  succeeding 
paragraphs  of  this  sut»section)'  each  place  it 
appears,  and 

"(iii)  the  terms  employer",  'services',  and 
'compensation'  shall  have  the  meanings 
given  such  terms  by  this  section." 

(2)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3202  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  second 
sentence. 

(3)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  3231(e)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
fourth  and  fifth  sentences. 

(4)  The  last  sentence  of  section  230(c)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  hereby  repealed. 

(b)  Concurrent  Employment  by  2  or 
More  Employers.— Section  3231  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(i)  Concurrent  Employment  by  2  or 
More  Employers.— For  purposes  of  this 
chapter,  if  2  or  more  related  corporations 
which  are  employers  concurrently  employ 
the  same  individual  and  compensate  such 
individual  through  a  common  paymaster 
which  is  1  of  such  corporations,  each  such 
corporation  shall  be  considered  to  have  paid 
as  remuneration  to  such  individual  only  the 
amounts  actually  disbursed  by  it  to  such  in- 
dividual and  shall  not  be  considered  to  have 
paid  as  remuneration  to  such  individual 
amounts  actually  disbursed  to  such  individ- 
ual by  another  of  such  corporations." 


(c)  Other  Technical  Amendments.— 

(1)  The  following  provisions  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  each  amended 
by  striking  out  "tax  imposed  by  section 
3201  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "taxes 
imposed  by  section  3201  ": 

(A)  Section  3202(a). 

(B)  Paragraphs  (2)  and  (4)  of  section 
3202(c).  and 

(C)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  3231(e). 

(2)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3202  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 
amount  of  the  tax"  in  the  first  sentence  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'the  amount  of  the 
taxes",  and  by  striking  out  "such  tax"  in  the 
last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"such  taxes". 

(3)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  3202(c)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 
tax  under  paragraph  (1)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "the  taxes  under  paragraph 
(1)". 

(4)  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  3202(c)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "such 
tax"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such 
taxes". 

(5)  Paragraphs  (2)  and  (4)  of  section 
3202(c)  of  such  Code  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  'exceeds"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "exceed". 

(6)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  3231(e)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  '"such 
tax"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such 
taxes". 

(7)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  3231(e)(4) 
of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 

■3201(b)  and  3221(b)  (and  so  much  of  sec- 
tion 3211(a)  as  relates  to  the  rates  of  the 
taxes  imposed  by  sections  3101  and  3111)" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "3201(a). 
3211(a)(1).  and  3221(a)'. 

(8)  Subsection  (h)  of  section  3231  of  such 
Code  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "tax  imposed  under 
section  3201'"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"taxes  imposed  by  section  3201".  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  "re- 
ceived" and  in.serting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period. 

SEC  226.  DEPOSITARY  SCHEDULES. 

Effective  on  and  after  January  1.  1986.  the 
times  for  making  payments  prescribed 
under  section  6302  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  with  respect  to  the  taxes  im- 
posed by  chapter  22  of  such  Code  shall  be 
the  same  as  the  times  prescribed  under  such 
section  which  apply  to  the  taxes  imposed  by 
chapters  21  and  24  of  such  Code. 

SEC.  227.  EFFECTIVE  DATES 

(a)  Sections  221.  222.  223.  and  225.-The 
amendments  made  by  sections  221.  222.  223. 
and  225  shall  apply  to  remuneration  paid 
after  December  31.  1984. 

(b)  Section  224.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  amendments  made  by 
section  224  shall  apply  to  benefits  received 
after  December  31.  1983.  in  taxable  years 
ending  after  such  date. 

(2)  Treatment  of  certain  lump-sum  pay- 
ments  RECEIVED   AFTER   DECEMBER    31.    1983.— 

The  amendments  made  by  section  224  shall 
not  apply  to  any  portion  of  a  lump-sum  pay- 
ment received  after  December  31.  1983.  if 
the  generally  applicable  payment  date  for 
such  portion  was  before  January  1.  1984. 

(3)  No  FRESH  START.— For  purposes  of  de- 
termining whether  any  benefit  received 
after  December  31.  1983.  is  includible  in 
gross  income  by  reason  of  section  72(r)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  as 
added  by  this  Act.  the  amendments  made  by 


section  224  be  treated  as  having  been  in 
effect  during  all  periods  before  1984. 

(c)  Section   226.— Section   226  shall  take 
effect  on  January  1.  1986. 

Subtitle  B— Railroad  Unemployment 

Insurance  Provisions 

PART  I-RAILROAD  UNEMPLOYMENT 

REPAYMENT  TAX 

SEC.  231.  IMPOSITION  OF  TAX  ON  RAIL 
WAGES  TO  REPAY  LOANS  TO 
RAILROAD  UNEMPLOYMENT  IN- 
SURANCE SYSTEM. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Subtitle  C  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of   1954   (relating  to 
employment  taxes)  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  chapter  23  the  following  new  chapter: 
"CHAPTER  23A— RAILROAD 
UNEMPLOYMENT  REPAYMENT  TAX 
■Sec.  3321.  Imposition  of  tax. 
"Sec.  3322.  Taxable  period. 
"Sec.  3323.  Other  definitions. 

SEC.  3321.  imposition  OF  TAX. 

"(a)  General  Rule.— There  is  hereby  im- 
posed on  every  rail  employer  for  each  tax- 
able period  an  excise  tax.  with  respect  to 
having  individuals  in  his  employ,  equal  to 
the  applicable  percentage  of  the  total  rail 
wages  paid  by  him  during  the  taxable 
period. 

■(b)  Tax  on  Employee  Representatives.— 
"(1)  In  general.— There  is  hereby  imposed 
on  the  income  of  each  employee  representa- 
tive a  tax  equal  to  the  applicable  percentage 
of  the  rail  wages  paid  to  him  during  the  tax- 
able period. 

"(2)  Determination  of  wages.— The  rail 
wages  of  an  employee  representative  for 
purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  deter- 
mined in  the  same  manner  and  with  the 
same  effect  as  if  the  employee  organization 
by  which  such  employee  representative  is 
employed  were  a  rail  employer. 

"(c)  Rate  of  Tax.— For  purposes  of  this 
section— 

■•(1)  For  taxable  period  july  i  through 
DECEMBER  31.  1986.— The  applicable  percent- 
age for  the  taxable  period  beginning  on  July 
1.  1986.  and  ending  on  December  31.  1986, 
shall  be  2  percent. 

"(2)   Subsequent   taxable    periods.— The 
applicable     percentage     for     any     taxable 
period  beginning  after  1986  shall  be  the  sum 
of- 
"(A)  2  percent,  plus 

"(B)  0.3  percent  for  each  preceding  tax- 
able period. 

In  no  event  shall  the  applicable  percentage 
exceed  5  percent. 

"SEC.  3322.  TAXABLE  PERIOD. 

"(a)  General  Rule.— For  purposes  of  this 
chapter,  except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b).  the  term  taxable  period'  means— 

"(1)  the  period  beginning  on  July  1.  1986. 
and  ending  on  December  31.  1986. 

"(2)  each  calendar  year  after  1986  and 
before  1990.  and 

"(3)  the  period  beginning  on  January  1. 
1990.  and  ending  on  September  30.  1990. 

"(b)  Earlier  Termination  if  Loans  to 
Rail  Unemployment  Fund  Repaid.— The  tax 
imposed  by  this  chapter  shall  not  apply  to 
any  rail  wages  paid  on  or  after  the  first  Jan- 
uary 1  after  1986  as  of  which  there  is— 

"(1)  no  balance  of  transfers  to  the  railroad 
unemployment  insurance  account  under  sec- 
tion 10(d)  of  the  Railroad  Unemployment 
Insurance  Act,  and 

"(2)  no  unpaid  interest  on  such  transfers. 

■  SEC.  3323.  OTHER  DEFINITIONS. 

"(a)  Rail  Employer.— For  purposes  of  this 
chapter,  the  term  rail  employer'  means  any 
person  who  is  an  employer  as  defined  in  sec- 


tion 1  of  the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insur- 
ance Act. 
"(b)  Rail  Wages. — 

■•(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this 
chapter,  the  term  rail  wages"  means  wages 
as  defined  in  section  3306(b)  with  the  modi- 
fications specified  in  paragraph  (2). 

"(2)  Modifications.— In  applying  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  section  3306  for  purposes  of  para- 
graph ( 1  )— 

"(A)  Only  railroad  employment  taken 
INTO  account.— Such  subsection  (b)  shall  be 
applied— 

■■(i)  by  substituting  rail  employment'  for 
'employment'  each  place  it  appears,  and 

"(ii)  by  substituting  rail  employer'  for 
employer'  each  place  it  appears. 

■(B)  Wage  base  for  first  taxable 
PERIOD.— In  the  case  of  the  taxable  period 
beginning  on  July  1,  1986,  and  ending  on 
December  31,  1986,  such  subsection  (b)  shall 
be  applied  by  substituting  '$3,500'  for 
'$7,000'  each  place  it  appears  in  paragraph 
(1)  thereof. 

"(C)  Wage  base  for  last  taxable  period.— 
In  the  case  of  the  taxable  period  beginning 
on  January  1.  1990.  and  ending  on  Septem- 
ber 30.  1990.  such  subsection  (b)  shall  be  ap- 
plied by  substituting  ■$5,250'  for  $7,000' 
each  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  there- 
of. 

■'(c)  Rail  Employment.— For  purposes  of 
this  chapter,  the  term  rail  employment" 
means  services  performed  by  an  individual 
as  a  rail  employee  or  employee  representa- 
tive. 

"(d)  Rail  Employee  and  Employee  Repre- 
sentative.—For  purposes  of  this  chapter- 
ed) Rail  employee.— The  term  rail  em- 
ployee' means  any  person  who  is  an  employ- 
ee as  defined  in  section  1  of  the  Railroad 
Unemployment  Insurance  Act. 

"(2)  Employee  representative.— The  term 
■employee  representative'  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  by  section  1  of  the  Railroad 
Unemployment  Insurance  Act. 

■(e)   Concurrent   Employment   by    2   or 
More   Rail   Employers.— For   purposes   of 
this  chapter,  if  2  or  more  related  corpora- 
tions which  are  rail  employers  concurrently 
employ  the  same  individual  and  compensate 
such  individual  through  a  common  paymas- 
ter which  is  1  of  such  corporations,  each 
such  corporation  shall  be  considered  to  have 
paid    as   remuneration   to   such   individual 
only  the  amounts  actually  disbursed  by  it  to 
such  individual  and  shall  not  be  considered 
to  have  paid  as  remuneration  to  such  indi- 
vidual amounts  actually  disbursed  to  such 
individual  by  another  of  such  corporations. 
■•(f)   Certain    Rules   Made   Applicable.— 
For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  rules  similar 
to  the  rules  of  sections  3307  and  3308  shall 
apply  " 
(b)  Quarterly  Payment  of  Tax.— 
(1)  In  general.— Section  6157  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  payment  of  Federal  unemploy- 
ment tax  on  quarterly  or  other  time  period 
basis)   is   amended   by   adding   at   the   end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  Quarterly  Payment  of  Railroad  Un- 
employment Repayment  Tax.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— Every  rail  employer 
shall  compute  the  tax  imposed  by  section 
3321  for  each  calendar  quarter  in  any  tax- 
able period  in  the  manner  provided  in  para- 
graph (2).  The  tax  so  computed  shall, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  paragraph 
(3).  be  paid  in  such  manner  and  at  such  time 
as  may  be  provided  in  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary. 

■■(2)  Computation  of  tax.— The  tax  for 
any  calendar  quarter  shall  be  computed  by 
multiplying  the  aggregate  amount   of  rail 


wages  paid  in  such  calendar  quarter  by  the 
applicable  percentage  determined  under  sec- 
tion 3321(c). 

■■(3)  Exceptions.— No  payment  shall  be  re- 
quired under  this  subsection— 

"(A)  for  the  last  calendar  quarter  in  any 
taxable  period,  and 

"(B)  for  any  calendar  quarter  if  the  tax 
under  section  3321  for  such  quarter,  plus 
any  unpaid  amounts  for  prior  calendar 
quarters  in  the  taxable  period,  does  not 
exceed  $100. 

"(4)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  terms  taxable  period",  "rail 
employer',  and  rail  wages'  have  the  same 
respective  meanings  as  when  used  in  chap- 
ter 23A." 

(2)  Technical  amendments.— 

(A)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  6201(b)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  amount  not  to  be  as- 
sessed) is  amended  by  striking  oct  "Federal 
unemployment  tax""  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Federal  unemployment  tax  or  tax 
imposed  by  section  3321 ". 

(B)  Section  6317  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
payments  of  Federal  unemployment  tax  for 
calendar  quarter)  is  amended— 

(i)  by  striking  out  "Federal  unemployment 
lax"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'Federal 
unemployment  tax  or  tax  imposed  by  sec- 
tion 3321".  and 

(ii)  by  striking  out  'chapter  23 "  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "chapter  23  and  23A. 
as  the  case  may  be,". 

(C)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  6513  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  payments  of  Federal  un- 
employment tax)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
"Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  for  pur- 
poses of  section  6511.  any  payment  of  tax 
imposed  by  chapter  23A  which,  pursuant  to 
section  6157.  is  made  for  a  calendar  quarter 
within  a  taxable  period  shall,  if  made  before 
the  last  day  prescribed  for  filing  the  return 
for  the  taxable  period  (determined  without 
regard  to  any  extension  of  time  for  filing), 
be  considered  made  on  such  last  day." 

(D)  Subsection  (i)  of  section  6601  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  ■"3301"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "3301  or  3321". 

(c)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of 
chapters  for  subtitle  C  of  such  Code  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relat- 
ing to  chapter  23  the  following  new  item: 


"Chapter  23A.  Railroad  Unemployment  Re- 
payment Tax." 
(d)    Effective    Date.— The    amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  remu- 
neration paid  after  June  30.  1986. 

SEC  232  TAX  USED  TO  REPAY  LOANS  MADE 
TO  RAILROAD  UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE  ACCOUNT. 

(a)  Transfer  to  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count.- 

(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  transfer  from  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury  to  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Account  an  amount  equal  to  the 
additional  railroad  unemployment  Uxes  re- 
ceived in  the  Treasury. 

(2)  Taxes  credited  against  loans  to  rail- 
road unemployment  insurance  account.— 
Any  amount  transferred  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  credited  against,  and  operate  to 
reduce,  the  outstanding  balance  of  railroad 
unemployment  loans. 

(b)  Transfers  Made  Monthly.— Transfers 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  made  at  least 
monthly  on  the  basis  of  estimates  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  the 
amount  of  the  additional  railroad  unem- 
ployment taxes  received  in  the  Treasury. 
Proper  adjustments  shall  be  made  in  the 
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amount  subsequently  transferred  to  the 
extent  prior  estimates  were  in  excess  of  or 
were  less  than  the  amounts  required  to  be 
transferred. 

(c)  Transpers  to  Railroad  Unemployment 
Fund  After  Loans  Repaid.— If— 

(1)  the  amount  which  (but  for  this  subsec- 
tion) would  be  transferred  to  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Account  under  subsection  (a), 
exceeds— 

(2)  the  outstanding  balance  of  railroad  un- 
employment loans  (as  of  the  time  of  such 
transfer). 

such  transfer  (to  the  extent  it  exceeds  such 
outstanding  balance)  shall  be  made  to  the 
Railroad  Unemployment  Account. 

(d)  Definitions.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  Additional  railroad  unemployment 
TAXES.— The  term  "additional  railroad  un- 
employment taxes"  means  the  taxes  im- 
posed by  chapter  23A  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1934. 

(2)  Railroad  unemployment  account.— 
The  term  "Railroad  Unemployment  Ac- 
count" means  the  railroad  unemployment 
Insurance  account  in  the  unemployment 
trust  fund  established  pursuant  to  section 
904  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

(3)  Railroad  unemployment  loans.— The 
term  "railroad  unemployment  loans"  means 
transfers  under  section  10(d)  of  the  Rail- 
road Unemployment  Insurance  Act  from 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  to  the 
Railroad  Unemployment  Account.  The  out- 
standing balance  of  such  loans  shall  include 
any  interest  required  to  be  paid  under  such 
section  10(d). 

PART  II-TAXATION  OF  SICK  PAY 
PAID  UNDER  RAILROAD  UNEMPLOY- 
MENT INSURANCE  ACT 

SEC  241  TAXATION  OF  SICK  PAY  PAID 
UNDER  RAILROAD  UNEMPLOY 
MENT  INSURANCE  ACT. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Section  105  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
amounts  received  under  accident  and  health 
plans)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(i)  Sick  Pay  Under  Railroad  Unemploy- 
ment Insurance  Act.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  gross  income  in- 
cludes benefits  paid  under  section  2(a)  of 
the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  Act 
for  days  of  sickness;  except  to  the  extent 
such  sickness  (as  determined  in  accordance 
with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board)  is  the  result  of  on-the- 
job  injury." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to 
amounts  received  after  December  31,  1983. 
in  taxable  years  ending  after  such  date. 

TITLE  III-BORROWING  AUTHORITY 

ADJUSTMENTS 
Sec.  301.  (a)  Section  7(c)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement    Act    of    1974    is    amended    by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subdivision: 

(4)  After  the  end  of  each  month  begin- 
ning with  the  month  of  October  1983.  the 
Board  shall  determine  the  net  amount,  if 
any.  which  if  added  to  or  subtracted  from 
the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur\ivors  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospi- 
tal Insurance  Trust  Fund  would,  with  re- 
spect to  such  month,  place  those  Trust 
Funds,  taken  as  a  whole,  in  the  same  posi- 
tion in  which  they  would  have  been  if  (A) 
service  as  an  employee  after  December  31. 
1936.  had  tieen  included  in  the  term  'em- 
ployment' as  defined  in  the  Social  Security 


Act  and  in  the  Federal  Insurance  Contribu- 
tions Act.  and  (B)  this  Act  had  not  been  en- 
acted. If  for  any  month  the  net  amount  so 
determined  would  be  subtracted  from  those 
Trust  Funds,  the  Board  shall,  within  ten 
days  after  the  end  of  such  month,  report 
such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury for  transfer  from  the  general  fund  to 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account.  Any 
amount  so  reported  shall  further  include  in- 
terest (at  an  annual  rate  equal  to  the  rate  of 
interest  borne  by  a  special  obligation  issued 
to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  in  the 
month  in  which  the  transfer  is  made  to  the 
Account)  payable  from  the  close  of  the 
month  for  which  the  transfer  is  made  until 
the  date  of  transfer.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transfer  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count from  the  general  fund  such  amounts 
as.  from  time  to  time,  may  be  determined  by 
the  Board  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subdivision  and  reported  by  the  Board  for 
transfer.  For  such  purpose  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a  public 
debt  transaction  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
any  securities  issued  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  under  section  3102  of 
title  31  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  the 
purpose  for  which  securities  may  be  issued 
under  section  3102  of  title  31  of  the  United 
States  Code  are  extended  to  include  such 
purpose.  Each  such  transfer  shall  be  made 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  within  five 
days  after  a  report  of  the  amount  to  be 
transferred  is  received.  Not  later  than  De- 
cember 31  following  the  close  of  each  fiscal 
year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1984.  the  Board  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  the  total 
of  all  amounts  transferred  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subdivision  for  months  in 
such  fiscal  year.  Within  ten  days  after  a 
transfer,  or  transfers,  pursuant  to  subdivi- 
sion <2)  for  a  particular  fiscal  year,  the 
Board  shall  request  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  retransfer  from  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Account  to  the  general  fund  an 
amount  equal  to  (A)  the  total  of  all 
amounts,  exclusive  of  interest,  transferred 
to  such  Account  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  subdivision  for  months  in  such  fiscal 
year,  plus  (B)  interest  (at  the  rate  deter- 
mined in  subdivision  (3)  for  such  fiscal  year) 
payable  with  respect  to  each  amount  trans- 
ferred for  a  month  during  such  fiscal  year 
from  the  close  of  the  month  for  which  the 
transfer  of  the  amount  was  made  until  the 
date  of  retransfer  of  such  amount.  The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected to  retransfer  from  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Account  to  the  general  fund  such 
amounts  as.  from  time  to  time,  may  be  de- 
termined by  the  Board  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  preceding  sentence  of  this 
suttdivision  and  reported  by  the  Board  for 
retransfer.". 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  15  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  In  addition  to  the  amount  appropri- 
ated in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  for  each 
fiscal  year,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1975,  such  amount  as  the 
Board  determines  to  be  necessary  to  meet 
(A)  the  additional  costs,  resulting  from  the 
crediting  of  military  service  under  this  Act. 
of  l)enefits  payable  under  section  2  of  this 
Act.  but  only  to  the  extent  that  such  Ac- 
count is  not  reimbursed  for  such  costs  under 
section  7(c)(2).  (B)  the  additional  adminis- 
trative expenses  resulting  from  the  credit- 


ing of  military  service  under  this  Act.  and 
(C)  any  loss  in  interest  to  such  Account  re- 
sulting from  the  payment  of  additional  ben- 
efits based  on  military  service  credited 
under  this  Act:  Provided,  however.  That,  in 
determining  the  amount  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  for  any 
fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection,  there  shall  not  be  considered 
any  costs  resulting  from  the  crediting  of 
military  service  under  this  Act  for  which  ap- 
propriations to  such  Account  have  already 
been  made  pursuant  to  section  4(1)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937.  Any  deter- 
mination as  to  loss  in  interest  to  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Account  pursuant  to  clause 
(C)  of  the  first  sentence  of  this  subsection 
shall  take  into  account  interest  from  the 
date  each  annuity  based,  in  part,  on  military 
senice  began  to  accrue  or  was  increa.sed  to 
the  date  or  dates  on  which  the  amount  ap- 
propriated is  credited  to  the  Account.  The 
cost  resulting  from  the  payment  of  addition- 
al benefits  under  this  Act  based  on  military 
service  determined  pursuant  to  the  preced- 
ing provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  ad- 
justed by  applying  thereto  the  ratio  of  the 
total  net  level  cost  of  all  benefits  under  this 
Act  to  the  portion  of  such  net  level  cost  re- 
maining after  the  exclusion  of  administra- 
tive expenses  and  interest  charges  on  the 
unfunded  accrued  liability  as  determined 
under  the  last  completed  actuarial  valuation 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (g) 
of  this  section.  At  the  close  of  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30.  1975,  and  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter,  the  Board  shall,  as  prompt- 
ly as  practicable,  determine  the  amount  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Account  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  and  shall 
certify  such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  transfer  from  the  general  fund 
in  the  Treasury  to  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account,  When  authorized  by  an  appropria- 
tion Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  transfer  to  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account  from  the  general  fund  in  the  Treas- 
ury such  amounts  as,  from  time  to  time, 
may  be  determined  by  the  Board  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  and  cer- 
tified by  the  Board  for  transfer  to  such  Ac- 
count. In  any  determination  made  pursuant 
to  section  7(c)(2)  of  this  Act.  no  further 
charges  shall  be  made  against  the  Trust 
Funds  established  by  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  military  service  rendered 
before  January  1.  1957,  and  with  respect  to 
which  appropriations  authorized  by  clause 
(2)  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  4(1)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  shall  have 
been  credited  to  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account,  but  the  additional  benefit  pay- 
ments incurred  by  such  Trust  Funds  by 
reason  of  such  military  service  shall  be 
taken  in  account  in  making  any  such  deter- 
mination.". 
(c)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 

(a)  of  this  section  shall  be  effective  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  1983. 

(2)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 

(b)  of  this  section  shall  be  effective  on  the 
date  immediately  following  the  day  in  June 
1984  when  the  total  amount  of  money  out- 
standing to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count under  section  15(b)(2)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  retransferred  to 
the  general  fund  under  that  section. 

Sec  302.  Subsection  (d)  of  section  10  of 
the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  Act 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  "No  transfer  shall 
be  made  under  this  subsection  from  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account  after  Septem- 
ber 30.  1985.  and  no  such  transfer  shall  be 


made  on  or  before  September  30.  1985.  for 
purposes  of  paying  benefits  and  refunds  due 
after  such  date.". 
TITLE  IV-OTHER  BENEFIT-RELATED 

AMENDMENTS 
Sec.  401.  (a)  Section  15(d)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(d)"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "one-twelfth  of  the 
amount  which  the  Board  has  determined 
will  be  the  amount  of  the  appropriation  to 
be  made  to  the  Dual  Benefits  Payments  Ac- 
count under  the  applicable  public  law 
making  such  appropriation  for  such  fiscal 
year,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  make  such  transfer."  from  the  third 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  "the  amount  that  the  Board  esti- 
mates will  be  necessary  to  pay  on  the  first 
day  of  the  next  succeeding  month  the  annu- 
ity amounts  under  sections  3(h).  4(e),  and 
4(h)  of  this  Act  and  under  sections 
204(a)(3).  204(a)(4).  206(3),  and  207(3)  of 
Public  Law  93-445,  taking  into  account  any 
reduction  in  such  annuity  amounts  as  deter- 
mined under  section  7(c)(1)  of  this  Act,  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  make 
such  transfer,  but  at  no  time  shall  the  total 
amount  of  money  outstanding  to  the  Dual 
Benefits  Payments  Account  from  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Account  exceed  the 
amount  necessary  to  pay  the  annuity 
amounts  under  sections  3(h),  4(e),  and  4(h) 
of  this  Act  and  sections  204(a)(3).  204(a)(4). 
206(3).  and  207(3)  of  Public  Law  93-445  for 
one  month."; 

(3)  in  the  fourth  sentence,  by  inserting  "or 
during  ■  after  "prior  to";  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new- 
subdivisions: 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury- 
"(i)  shall  transfer  from  the  general  fund 
as  a  loan  to  the  Board  on  July  1.  1984,  one- 
third  of  the  special   amount   described  in 
subdivision  (3)  of  this  subsection; 

"(ii)  shall  transfer  from  the  general  fund 
as  a  loan  to  the  Board  on  January  1.  1985, 
one-third  of  the  special  amount  described  in 
subdivision  (3)  of  this  subsection,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  interest  that  one-third 
would  have  earned  had  it  been  in  *he  Rail- 
road Retirement  Account  since  July  1.  1984; 
and 

"(iii)  shall  transfer  from  the  general  fund 
as  a  loan  to  the  Board  on  January  1.  1986. 
the  final  one-third  of  the  special  amount  de- 
scribed in  subdivision  (3)  of  this  subsection, 
plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  interest  that 
one-third  would  have  earned  had  it  been  in 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  since  July 
1.  1984. 

"(3)  The  special  amount  referred  to  in 
subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection  is  the 
amount  which,  as  of  July  1,  1984,  would 
place  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  in 
the  same  position  it  would  have  been  on 
that  date  if  no  annuity  amounts  had  been 
paid  during  the  period  beginning  January  1. 
1975  and  ending  September  30,  1981.  under 
sections  3(h),  4(e).  and  4(h)  of  this  Act  and 
under  sections  204(a)(3),  204(a)(4).  206(3). 
and  207(3)  of  Public  Law  93-445,  and  no 
sums  had  been  appropriated  as  authorized 
in  section  15(d)  of  this  Act. 

"'(4)  For  the  purposes  of  subdivision  (2)  of 
this  subsection,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury is  authorized  to  use  as  a  public  debt 
transaction  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  any 
securities  issued  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Solvency 
Act  of  1983  under  section  3102  of  title  31  of 
the  United  States  Code  and  the  purposes 
for  which  securities  may  be  so  issued  are  ex- 
tended to  include  such  purposes. 


"(5)  The  amounts  transferred  to  the 
Board  as  loans  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Account. 

"(6)  The  amounts  transferred  as  loans 
under  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall 
be  repaid  to  the  general  fund  to  the  extent 
sums  are  appropriated  for  that  purpose,  and 
there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated, in  addition  to  any  other  sums  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  and  from  any  sums  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  make  such  repay- 
ments.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  upon  enactment. 

Sec  402.  (a)  Section  1(h)(6)  of  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (ii);  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (iii).  (iv). 
(V),  (vi),  and  (vii)  thereof  as  (ii),  (iii).  (iv). 
(v).  and  (vi),  respectively. 

(b)  Section  l(j)  of  the  Railroad  Unemploy- 
ment Insurance  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "(i)"  and  all  that  follows  through  "(ii)". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  compensation  paid  for  serv- 
ices rendered  after  June  30.  1983. 

Sec  403.  (a)  Section  1(h)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  Is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subdivision: 

""(7)  The  term  compensation'  includes  any 
separation  allowance  or  subsistence  allow- 
ance paid  under  any  benefit  schedule  pro- 
vided under  section  701  of  title  VII  of  the 
Regional  Rail  Reorganization  Act  of  1973 
and  any  termination  allowance  paid  under 
section  702  of  that  Act.  but  does  not  include 
any  other  benefits  payable  under  that  title. 
The  total  amount  of  any  subsistence  allow- 
ance paid  under  a  benefit  schedule  provided 
pursuant  to  section  701  of  the  Regional  Rail 
Reorganization  Act  of  1973  shall  be  consid- 
ered as  having  been  earned  in  the  month  in 
which  the  employee  first  timely  filed  a 
claim  for  such  an  allowance.". 

(b)  Section  l(i)  of  the  Railroad  Unemploy- 
ment Insurance  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  first  sentence  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  sentence:  "Solely  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  compensation  received  by 
an  employee  in  a  base  year,  the  term  com- 
pensation' shall  include  any  separation  al- 
lowance or  subsistence  allowance  paid  under 
any  benefit  schedule  provided  under  section 
701  of  title  VII  of  the  Regional  Rail  Reorga- 
nization Act  of  1973  and  any  termination  al- 
lowance paid  under  section  702  of  that  Act, 
but  does  not  include  any  other  benefits  pay- 
able under  that  title.  The  total  amount  of 
any  subsistence  allowance  payable  under  a 
benefit  schedule  provided  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 701  of  the  Regional  Rail  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1973  shall  be  considered  as  being 
compensation  in  the  month  in  which  the 
employee  first  timely  fUed  a  claim  for  such 
an  allowance.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  August  13.  1981. 

Sec  404.  Section  3(f)(1)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  after  "of  an  individual 
shall"  in  the  second  sentence  the  following 
"except  as  provided  in  the  following  sen- 
tence"; and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  second  sentence 
the  following:  "If  the  individual's  "average 
monthly  compensation'  is  determined  under 
subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  "final  average  monthly  compensa- 
tion' for  such  individual  shall  be  the  average 
of  the  compensation  for  the  24  months  in 


which  the  compensation  determined  for  the 
purpose  of  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  is  the  highest.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  October  1.  1983.  and  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  annuities  awarded  on 
or  after  that  date. 

Sec  405.  (a)  Section  3(f)(3)  of  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "and  divorced  wife"  after 
"spouse"  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the 
first  sentence  thereof:  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "such  annuity  or  annu- 
ities "  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "the  annuities  of  the  individual 
and  spouse". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  October  1.  1981. 

Sec  406.  (a)  Section  4(g)(4)  of  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by 
striking  out  •"(e)(3)"  in  the  second  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(e)". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  October  1.  1981. 

Sec  407.  (a)  Section  4(i)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subdivision: 

"(3)  The  annuity  of  any  survivor  under 
subsection  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be  re- 
duced, but  not  below  zero,  by  the  amount  of 
any  insurance  benefit  (before  any  deduction 
on  account  of  work)  payable  to  such  sur\'i- 
vor  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
unless  in  computing  the  amount  -under  sub- 
section (f )  a  reduction  was  made  for  such  in- 
surance benefit  pursuant  to  section  202(k) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act. ". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  annuities 
awarded  on  and  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

Sec  408.  (a)  Section  6(b)(1)  of  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  "No  lump  sum  shall  be  payable 
under  this  subdivision  if  the  employee  died 
leaving  a  sun  iving  divorced  wife  who  would 
on  proper  application  therefore  be  entitled 
to  receive  an  annuity  under  section  2(d)  of 
this  Act  for  the  month  in  which  the  employ- 
ee's death  occurred. '. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  October  1,  1981. 

Sec.  409.  (a)  Section  2(c)(2)  of  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by 
striking  the  period  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  ".  except  that  the  an- 
nuity of  a  divorced  wife  who  was  previously 
entitled  to  a  spouse  annuity  which  was  re- 
duced under  this  subdivision  shall  be  re- 
duced by  the  same  percentage  as  was  appli- 
cable to  the  spouse  annuity.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  divorced 
wife  annuities  awarded  on  and  after  the 
date  of  enactment. 

Sec  410.  (a)  Section  Kh)  (as  amended  by 
section  403  of  this  Act)  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

-(8)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  Act.  for  the  purposes  of  sections 
3(a)(1),  4(a)(1),  and  4(f)(1),  the  term  com- 
pensation' includes  any  payment  from  any 
source  to  an  employee  or  employee  repre- 
sentative if  such  payment  is  subject  to  tax 
under  section  3201  or  3211  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954. ". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  paymenu  made 
on  or  after  January  1,  1982. 

Sec  411.  (a)(1)  The  first  proviso  of  subsec- 
tion (k)  of  section  1  of  "the  Railroad  Unem- 
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ployment  Insurance  Act  Is  amended  by 
striking  out  Sl.OOO"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "$1,500  •. 

(2)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  Sl.OOO"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "$1,500". 

(3)  Section  4(a-2)<i)<A)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "$1,000"  and  in- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "$1,500". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  compensation  paid  for  serv- 
ices rendered  after  Deceml)er  31.  1983. 

Sec.  412.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  2  of 
the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "Provided,  how- 
ever" and  all  that  follows  down  through  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof:  "Provided,  however,  That  in 
any  case  in  which  the  Board  finds  that  his 
unemployment  was  due  to  a  stoppage  of 
work  because  of  a  strike  in  the  establish- 
ment, premises,  or  enterprise  at  which  he 
was  last  employed,  no  benefits  shall  be  pay- 
able for  the  first  fourteen  days  of  unem- 
ployment due  to  such  stoppage  of  work.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  days  of  unem- 
ployment in  registration  periods  beginning 
after  December  31.  1983. 

Sec  413.  (a)  Section  2(d)<l)(iv)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  period  the  following: 
".  but  neither  this  proviso  nor  clause  (B)  or 
(C)  of  this  paragraph  shall  operate  to  deny 
any  parent  an  annuity  to  the  extent  and  in 
the  amount  of  the  benefit  that  such  parent 
would  have  received  under  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  if  the  service  as  an  employee  of  the 
individual,  with  respect  to  which  such 
parent  would  tie  eligible  to  receive  an  annu- 
ity under  this  Act  except  for  this  proviso 
and  those  clauses,  were  included  in  employ- 
ment' as  defined  in  the  Social  Security  Act". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  annuities  that 
first  begin  to  accrue  with  respect  to  any 
month  beginning  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

Sec.  414.  <a)  S-nrtion  2(h)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(hXD  In"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  end  of  paragraph  (1): 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  "(h)"  immediately  liefore 
"(2)". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  months  begin- 
ning after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

Sec.  415.  Section  2(c)(3)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  ■.  if.  as  of  the  day  on  which  the  ap- 
plication" and  all  that  follows  through 
"support  of  such  wife  or  husband". 

Sec  416.  Section  7  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

■(f)  Whenever  the  Board  submits  or  trans- 
mits any  budget  estimate,  budget  request, 
supplemental  budget  estimate,  or  other 
budget  information,  legislative  recommen- 
dation, prepared  testimony  for  congression- 
al hearings,  or  comment  on  legislation  to 
the  President  or  to  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  it  shall  concurrently 
transmit  a  copy  thereof  to  the  Congress.  No 
officer  or  agency  of  the  United  States  shall 
have  any  authority  to  require  the  Board  to 
submit  its  budget  requests  or  estimates,  leg- 
islative recommendations,  prepared  testimo- 
ny for  congressional  hearings,  or  comments 
on  legislation  to  any  officer  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  for  approval,  comments,  or 
review,  prior  to  the  submission  of  such  rec- 


ommendations, testimony,  or  comments  to 
the  Congress.". 

Sec  417.  (a)  Section  15  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(IMI)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  implement  procedures  to  permit  the 
identification  of  each  check  issued  for  bene- 
fits under  this  Act  that  has  not  been  pre- 
sented for  payment  by  the  close  of  the  sixth 
month  following  the  month  of  its  issuance. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall, 
on  a  monthly  basis,  credit  each  account  es- 
tablished in  the  Treasury  for  the  payment 
of  benefits  under  this  Act  for  the  propor- 
tionate amount  of  benefit  checks  (including 
interest  thereon)  drawn  on  each  such  Ac- 
count more  than  six  months  previously  but 
not  presented  for  payment  and  not  previ- 
ously credited  to  such  Account,  to  the 
extent  provided  in  advance  in  appropriation 
Acts. 

"(3)  If  a  benefit  check  is  presented  for 
payment  to  the  Treasury  and  the  amount  of 
the  appropriate  portion  thereof  has  been 
previously  credited  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(2)  to  an  Account  or  Accounts,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  shall  nevertheless  pay 
such  check,  if  otherwise  proper,  recharge 
such  Account  or  Accounts  for  the  amount  of 
such  check  attributable  to  such  Account  or 
Accounts  and  notify  the  Board. 

"(4)  A  benefit  check  bearing  a  current 
date  may  be  issued  to  an  individual  who  did 
not  negotiate  the  original  benefit  check  and 
who  surrenders  such  check  for  cancellation 
if  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  determines 
it  is  necessary  to  effect  proper  payment  of 
benefits. 

"(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  all  checks  for 
benefits  under  this  Act  which  are  issued  on 
or  after  May  1.  1985. 

"(c)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  transfer  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  each  account  established  in  the 
Treasury  for  the  payment  of  l)enefits  under 
this  Act  in  the  month  following  the  month 
in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  and  in  each  of 
the  next  succeeding  months  until  May  1. 
1985.  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  re- 
imburse such  Accounts  in  the  proportionate 
amount  of  all  checks  (including  interest 
thereon)  attributable  to  such  Accounts 
which  the  Secretary  and  the  Board  jointly 
determine  to  be  unnegotiated  benefit 
checks,  to  the  extent  provided  in  advance  in 
appropriation  Acts.  After  any  amounts  au- 
thorized by  this  subsection  have  been  trans- 
ferred to  an  Account  or  Accounts  with  re- 
spect to  any  benefit  check,  the  provisions  of 
paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  of  section  15(i)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  (as  added 
by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section)  shall  be  ap- 
plicable to  such  check. 

"(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 
section, the  term  unnegotiated  benefit 
checks'  means  checks  for  Iwnefits  under  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  or  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  which 
are  issued  prior  to  May  1.  1985.  which 
remain  unnegotiated  after  the  sixth  month 
following  the  date  on  which  they  were 
issued,  and  with  respect  to  which  no  trans- 
fers have  previously  been  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  first  sentence  of  such  para- 
graph " 

Sec  418.  The  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  section: 

"INSPECTOR  general 

"Sec.  23.  For  the  purposes  of  the  Inspec- 
tor General  Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  the 


Railroad  Retirement  Board  is  an  establish- 
ment' and  the  Chairman  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board  is  the  head  of  the  estab- 
lishment' with  respect  to  such  Board.  For 
the  purpose  of  section  2  of  such  Act.  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  is  one  of  such 
establishments'." 

TITLE  V-OTHER  AMENDMENTS 

establishment  of  social  security 
equivalent  benefit  account 
Sec  501.  (a)  The  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  section 
15  the  following  new  section: 

"SOCIAL  SECURITY  EQUIVALENT  BENEFIT 
ACCOUNT 

"Sec  15 a.  (a)  There  is  hereby  created  an 
account  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  be  known  as  the  "Social  Security 
Equivalent  Benefit  Account'. 

"(b)  Transfers.  Etc.  to  Social  Security 
Equivalent  Benefit  Account.— 

"(1)  Net  tier  i  taxes,  etc.— There  is 
hereby  appropriated  to  the  Social  Security 
Equivalent  Benefit  Account  for  each  fiscal 
year,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  begin- 
ning October  1.  1984.  an  amount  equal  to 
the  sum  of  the  following  amounts: 

'"(A)  Net  tier  i  taxes.— Amounts  covered 
into  the  Treasury  (minus  refunds)  during 
such  fiscal  year  under  sections  3201(a). 
3211(a)(1).  and  3221(a)  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Tax  Act. 

"(B)  Income  tax  liabilities  attributable 
TO  taxation  of  social  security  equivalent 
benefits.— The  amount  which  (but  for  this 
section)  would  have  been  transferred  to  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account  under  section 
121ie)  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1983  to  the  extent  that  the  amount 
which  would  have  l)een  so  transferred  is  at- 
tributable to  taxation  of  social  security 
equivalent  benefits. 

Amounts  appropriated  to  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Account  shall  be  appropriately  re- 
duced to  take  into  account  the  amounts  ap- 
propriated under  this  paragraph  to  the 
Social  Security  Equivalent  Benefit  Account. 

•■(2)  Financial  interchange  amounts.— On 
and  after  Octot>er  1.  1984.  any  amount 
which  (but  for  this  section)  would  have 
l)een  transferred  to  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Account  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  or 
(4)  of  section  7(c)  of  this  Act  shall  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  Social  Security  Equivalent 
Benefit  Account.  On  and  after  October  1. 
1984.  no  transfer  shall  be  made  to  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Account  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (2)  or  (4)  of  section  7(c)  of  this  Act. 

"(3)  Certain  credited  military  service 
amounts.— To  the  extent  that  the  authori- 
zation for  appropriation  contained  in  sec- 
tion 15(b)  is  attributable  to  the  cost  of  social 
security  equivalent  benefits,  on  and  after 
October  1.  1984.  any  reference  in  such  sec- 
tion to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account 
shall  be  treated  as  a  reference  to  the  Social 
Security  Ekiuivalent  Benefit  Account. 

"(4)  Time  and  manner  of  credits  and 
transfers.— Amounts  appropriated  or  trans- 
ferred to  the  Social  Security  Equivalent 
Benefit  Account  under  this  section  shall  be 
credited  or  transferred  to  such  Account  at 
the  same  time  and  in  the  same  manner  as 
such  amounts  would  have  been  credited  or 
transferred  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count but  for  this  section. 

■"(c)(1)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  section,  amounts  in  the  Social  Security 
Ekiuivalent  Benefit  Account  shall  be  avail- 
able only  for  purposes  of  paying  social  secu- 
rity equivalent  l)enefits  under  this  Act  and 
to  provide  for  the  administrative  expenses 


of   the   Board   allocable  to  social   security 
equivalent  benefits. 

(2)  On  and  after  October  1.  1984.  any 
transfer  which  (but  for  this  paragraph) 
would  be  required  to  be  made  from  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Account  under  paragraph 
(2)  or  (4)  of  section  7(c)  shall  be  made  from 
the  Social  Security  Equivalent  Benefit  Ac- 
count. 

"■(d)(1)  Whenever  the  Board  finds  that  the 
balance  in  the  Social  Security  Equivalent 
Benefit  Account  will  be  insufficient  to  pay 
social  security  equivalent  benefits  which  it 
estimates  are  due  in  any  month,  it  shall  re- 
quest the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
transfer  from  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count to  the  credit  of  the  Social  Security 
Equivalent  Benefit  Account  such  moneys  as 
the  Board  estimates  will  be  necessary  for 
the  payment  of  such  benefits,  and  the  Sec- 
retary shall  make  such  transfer.  Whenever 
later  in  such  month  there  is  a  transfer  to 
the  Social  Security  Equivalent  Benefit  Ac- 
count under  paragraph  (2)  or  (4)  of  section 
7(c)  of  this  Act,  the  amount  so  transferred 
shall  be  immediately  retransferred  to  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account.  The  amount 
retransferred  under  the  preceding  sentence 
shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of  any  out- 
standing transfers  under  this  paragraph 
from  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  plus 
such  additional  amounts  determined  by  the 
Board  to  be  equal  to  the  loss  of  interest  to 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  resulting 
from  such  outstanding  transfers. 

"(2)  Whenever  the  Board  determines 
that- 

"(A)  amounts  in  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account  will  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  an- 
nuities which  it  estimates  are  due,  or  will 
t)ecome  due,  from  such  Account,  and 

■(B)  the  transfer  under  this  paragraph 
will  not  jeopardize  the  present  or  future 
payment  of  social  security  equivalent  bene- 
fiU, 

the  Board  shall  request  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  transfer  from  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Equivalent  Benefit  Account  to  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Account  such  moneys  as 
the  Board  estimates  will  be  necessary  for 
the  payment  of  such  annuities,  and  the  Sec- 
retary shall  make  such  transfer.  No  transfer 
under  this  paragraph  shall  be  required  to  be 
repaid. 

■■(e)  The  provisions  of  subsections  (e),  (f), 
and  (g)  of  section  15  are  hereby  made  appli- 
cable to  the  Social  Security  Equivalent  Ben- 
efit Account. 

•"(f)(1)  For  purposes  of  making  payments 
of  social  security  equivalent  benefits,  refer- 
ences in  the  Act  to  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account  shall  l>e  treated  as  references  to 
the  Social  Security  Equivalent  Benefit  Ac- 
count. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
social  security  equivalent  benefits'  means 
benefits  payable  under  this  Act  which  are  of 
a  kind  taken  into  account  in  determining 
the  amount  of  transfers  made  under  section 
7(c)(2)  of  this  Act.". 

(b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1984. 

(2)(A)  The  tier  1  portion  of  the  tax  im- 
posed by  section  3201,  3211.  or  3221  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  as  the  case 
may  be.  with  respect  to  compensation  paid 
before  1985  .shall  be  treated  as  described  in 
subparagraph  (A)  of  section  15A(b)(l)  of 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A),  the 
tier  1  portion  of  any  tax  is  so  much  of  such 
tax  as  is  determined  by  reference  to  the 
rates  of  taxes  imposed  by  chapter  21  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 


STUDY 

Sec  502.  On  or  before  July  1  of  1985.  and 
of  each  calendar  year  thereafter,  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board  shall  submit  to  the 
Congress  a  report  on  the  actuarial  status  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system  under  vari- 
ous economic  and  employment  assumptions. 
Such  report  shall  include  any  recommenda- 
tion for  financing  changes  which  might  be 
advisable,  including— 

(1)  any  adjustment  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Board  recommends  regarding  the 
rates  of  taxes  imposed  of  sections  3201(b), 
3211(a)(2),  and  3221(b)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954,  and 

(2)  if  there  are  sufficient  reserves  in  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account,  whether— 

(A)  the  rates  of  such  taxes  should  be  re- 
duced, or 

(B)  any  part  of  the  tax  imposed  by  section 
3221(b)  of  such  Code  should  be  diverted  to 
the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  Ac- 
count to  aid  in  the  repayment  of  its  debt  to 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account. 

increase  in  monthly  wage  base 
Sec  503.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8 
of  the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  so  much  of 
such  subsection  as  precedes  the  table  con- 
tained therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

■Sec  8.  (a)  Every  employer  shall  pay  a 
contribution,  with  respect  to  having  employ- 
ees in  his  service,  equal  to  the  percentage 
determined  as  set  forth  below  of  so  much  of 
the  compensation  as  is  not  in  excess  of  $600 
for  any  calendar  month  paid  by  him  to  any 
employee  for  any  services  rendered  to  him. 
If  compensation  is  paid  to  an  employee  by 
more  than  one  employer  with  respect  to  any 
such  calendar  month,  the  contributions  re- 
quired by  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to 
more  than  $600  of  the  aggregate  compensa- 
tion paid  to  such  employee  by  all  such  em- 
ployers   with    respect    to    such    calendar 
month,  and  each  employer  (other  than  a 
subordinate  unit  of  a  national  railway-labor- 
organization  employer)  shall  be  liable  for 
that  portion  of  the  contribution  with   re- 
spect to  such  compensation  paid  by  all  such 
employers  which  the  compensation  paid  by 
him  to  such  employee  for  services  rendered 
during  such  month  bears  to  the  total  com- 
pensation  paid   by   all   such   employers   to 
such  employee  for  services  rendered  during 
such  month.  In  the  event  that  the  compen- 
sation so  paid  by  such  employers  to  the  em- 
ployee  for  services   rendered   during   such 
month  is  less  than  $600.  each  subordinate 
unit  of  a  national  railway-labor-organization 
employer  shall  be  liable  for  such  portion  of 
any  additional  contribution  as  the  compen- 
sation paid  by  such  employer  to  such  em- 
ployee  for  services  rendered   during  such 
month  bears  to  the  total  compensation  paid 
by  all  such  employers  to  such  employee  for 
services  rendered  during  such  month:". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  8  of  such  Act 
is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "after  December  1975", 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  ""$400,"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ""$600.". 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (i)  of 
section  1  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "or  in  excess  of  $400  for  any  month 
after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  was  so 
amended"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or 
in  excess  of  $400  for  any  month  after  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  was  so  amended 
and  before  January  1984.  or  in  excess  of 
$600  for  any  month  after  1983  ". 


(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  compensation  paid  for  serv- 
ices rendered  after  December  31.  1983. 
railroad  unemployment  compensation 
committee 

Sec  504.  (a)  Representatives  of  railroad 
labor  and  railroad  management  shall  jointly 
establish  (and  jointly  appoint  the  members 
of)  a  committee  to  be  known  as  the  "Rail- 
road Unemployment  Compensation  Com- 
mittee" (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred 
to  as  the  "Committee"). 

(b)  The  Committee  shall  consist  of  five 
members— 

(1)  two  of  whom  shall  be  represenUtives 
of  railroad  labor. 

(2)  two  of  whom  shall  be  representatives 
of  railroad  management,  and 

(3)  one  of  whom  shall  be  an  individual 
who  shall  not  be  in  the  employment  of  or 
pecuniarily  or  otherwise  interested  in  any 
employer  (as  defined  in  section  1  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974)  or  any  or- 
ganization of  employees  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 1  of  such  Act). 

(c)  The  Committee  shall  review  all  aspects 
of  the  unemployment  and  sickness  insur- 
ance systems  provided  by  the  Railroad  Un- 
employment Insurance  Act  including  (but 
not  limited  to)  a  review  of— 

( 1 )  benefit  levels. 

(2)  experience  rating. 

(3)  debt  repayment  and  interest  on  debt. 

(4)  waiting  period  for  unemployment  ben- 
efits and  qualifying  requirements,  and 

(5)  alternatives  to  the  railroad  unemploy- 
ment insurance  system  such  as  covering  rail- 
road employees  under  the  Federal-State  un- 
employment compensation  system. 

(d)  Not  later  than  April  1.  1984.  the  Com- 
mittee shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Congress 
containing  recommendations— 

(1)  with  respect  to  the  review  conducted 
under  subsection  (c).  and 

(2)  with  respect  to  the  repayment  of  funds 
which  the  railroad  unemployment  insurance 
system  has  borrowed  from  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Account. 

Any  recommendation  submitted  under  para- 
graph (2)  shall  contain  adjustments  in  con- 
tributions and  benefits  which  will  enable 
the  railroad  unemployment  compensation 
system  to  repay  all  loans  from  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Account  before  December  31, 
2000. 

(e)  The  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (and 
anv  other  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality of  the  Federal  Government)  is  au- 
thorized to  cooperate  with,  and  assist,  the 
Committee  (at  its  request)  in  carrying  out 
its  duties  by  furnishing  sen'ices,  informa- 
tion, data,  or  other  material  which  the  Com- 
mittee determines  will  be  helpful  in  carry- 
ing out  its  duties. 

energy  and  commerce  committee 
amendments 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  amend- 
ments; Page  14.  line  2,  strike  out  "on  July  1, 
1983  "  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  month  beginning  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act ". 

Page  14.  line  4.  strike  out  "date"  and 
insert  "day"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  14,  line  8,  after  the  comma  insert 
""or". 

Page  15,  strike  out  line  14  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  3  on  page  17.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following; 
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Sec.  105.  Section  22  of  the  Railroad  Re 
tirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "(a)"  and  all  that  follows  through  the 
end  of  subsection  (a)  of  such  section  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(axi) 
On  or  before  February  1  of  each  year  begin- 
ning in  1984.  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  shall  prepare  a  five-year  projection  of 
anticipated  re%'enues  to  and  payments  from 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  to  deter- 
mine the  ability  of  such  Account  to  pay  ben 
efits  in  each  of  the  next  succeeding  five  cal- 
endar years.  No  later  than  April  1  of  each 
year,  the  Board  shall  submit  a  written 
report  to  the  President,  the  Speaker  of  the 
House,  and  the  President  of  the  Senate  set- 
ting forth  the  results  of  the  projection  pre- 
pared pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence.  If 
the  projection  indicates  that  the  funds  in 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  will  be  in- 
sufficient to  pay  the  full  amount  of  the  ben- 
efits under  this  Act  which  are  payable  from 
that  Account  at  any  time  during  the  five- 
year  period,  the  Board's  report  shall  in- 
clude— 

■■(A)  the  first  fiscal  year  during  which 
benefits  under  this  Act  must  be  reduced,  in 
the  absence  of  any  adjustments,  because  in- 
sufficient funds  (including  any  general  reve- 
nue borrowing  authority  under  this  Act) 
would  preclude  payment  of  full  benefits 
(other  than  benefits  payable  from  the  Dual 
Benefits  Payments  Account)  for  every 
month  in  such  fiscal  year. 

•■(B)  the  first  fiscal  year  during  which  the 
Board  would  recommend  suspension  of  the 
authority  to  borrow  contained  in  section 
10(d)  of  the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insur- 
ance Act.  in  order  to  prevent  depletion  of 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account;  and 

■■(C)  the  amount,  if  any.  of  adustments 
(stated  In  terms  of  percentage  of  taxable 
payroll),  and  any  other  changes  such  cash 
flow  adjustments,  necessary  to  preserve  the 
financial  solvency  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Account.  If  such  adjustments  were  ef- 
fective at  the  beginning  of  the  next  succeed- 
ing fiscal  year. 

••(2)  Not  less  than  20  nor  more  than  30 
days  after  the  submission  of  a  written 
report  under  this  subsection  which  indicates 
that.  In  the  absence  of  any  adjustments,  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account  will  contain 
insufficient  funds  to  pay  the  full  amount  of 
the  benefits  under  this  Act  which  are  pay- 
able from  that  Account  at  some  time  during 
the  five-year  period  convered  by  the  report, 
the  Board  shall  publish  such  report  in  the 
Federal  Register.". 

Page  21.  line  7.  strike  out  the  quotation 
mark. 

Page  21.  line  9.  strike  out  the  single  quota- 
tion mark  and  insert  a  double  quotation 
mark  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  21.  line  25.  after  the  period  insert  a 
close  quotation  mark. 

Page  22.  line  1.  strike  out  the  quotation 
mark. 

Page  22.  line  2.  strike  out  the  quotation 
mark  and  the  period  which  follows. 

Page  62.  line  9.  strike  out  •a". 

Page  62.  strike  out  line  16  and  line  17. 

Page  64.  line  15,  strike  out  ■Period"  and 
insert  •semicolon"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  67.  line  10.  after  the  period  insert  a 
close  quotation  mark. 

Page  67.  line  11.  strike  out  the  quotation 
mark. 

Page  67.  line  14.  strike  out  the  quotation 
mark. 

Page  67.  beginning  in  line  16  and  ending  in 
line  17,  strike  out  "this  Acf  and  insert  ■the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974 '•  in  lieu 
thereof. 


Page  67.  line  17.  Strike  out  Act  is'  and 
insert  'section  is"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  67,  line  19.  after  May"  insert  a 
comma. 

Page  68.  line  5.  strike  out  the  quotation 
mark. 

Page  68.  line  12.  strike  out  the  quotation 
mark. 

Mr.  FLORIO  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  amendments  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Florid)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
are  technical  amendments  that  have 
been  concurred  in  by  the  minority. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broy- 

HILL). 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  worked  these  amendments  out. 
They  are  technical  amendments,  and 
we  would  urge  that  they  be  accepted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee 
amendments. 

The  Energy  and  Commerce  Commit- 
tee amendments  were  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PICKLE 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment  made  in  order  under 
the  rule,  which  is  at  the  desk  and 
which  has  been  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pickle;  Page 
22.  line  10.  strike  out  ■july  i.  i984'  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  •January  i.  i984^'. 

Page  23.  line  7,  strike  out  "june  3o,  i984" 
and   insert    in   lieu   thereof   "December   3i, 

1983  ". 

Page  28.  line  17.  strike  out  'JUNE  3o.  1984" 
and    insert    In    lieu    thereof    'December   31. 

1983". 

(Change  in  Depositary  Schedules  To  Take 
Effect  on  January  1.  1984.) 

Page  38,  line  18,  strike  out  •January  1. 
1986  "  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "January  1, 

1984". 

Page  39.  line  24.  strike  out  "January  1. 
1986"  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  'January  1. 

1984". 

Mr.  PICKLE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  purposes  of 
determining  whether  or  not  there  is  a 
Member  opposed  to  control  the  15 
minutes,  the  Chair  will  inquire,  is 
there  a  Member  opposed  to  said 
amendment? 


The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Pickle)  for  15  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  I  am 
offering  today  would  raise  approxi- 
mately $100  million  over  the  next  5 
years  by  accelerating  the  effective 
dates  of  certain  tax  provisions  in  the 
bill. 

Specifically,  I  am  seeking  to  move  up 
the  date  by  which  railroad  employers 
will  be  required  to  follow  the  same  de- 
posit schedule  for  depositing  employ- 
ment taxes  as  all  social  security  pri- 
vate employers  from  January  1,  1986 
to  January  1,  1984.  In  addition,  I  am 
seeking  to  move  the  effective  date  for 
the  first  tier  2  tax  rate  increase  pro- 
vided in  the  bill  from  July  1,  1984  to 
January  1,  1984. 

The  fact  that  I  am  seeking  to  raise 
additional  revenues  beyond  what  has 
been  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  does  not  mean  that  I 
am  dissatisfied  with  the  product  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  On 
the  contrary,  the  changes  made  by  the 
committee  have  vastly  improved  the 
bill  and  have  significantly  reduced  the 
potential  liability  of  the  Federal  tax- 
payer. 

Last  week.  Congressman  Florio  no- 
tified me  that  he  would  seek  to  amend 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  dealing  with 
early  retirement,  the  so-called  60/30 
provision.  I  presumed  at  that  time 
that  the  amendment  would  be  made  in 
order. 

This  amendment  raised  concerns  in 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
that  the  solvency  goals  which  we  had 
achieved  through  our  tax  amendments 
would  not  be  achieved  because  outlays 
would  be  higher  under  the  Florio 
amendment.  However,  given  the  divi- 
sion of  jurisdictional  responsibilities  in 
the  House  between  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Commerce,  this  is  a 
matter  over  which  I  have  no  legislative 
authority. 

The  only  course  of  action  left  open 
to  me  as  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee with  jurisdiction  over  railroad  re- 
tirement employment  taxes  was  to 
seek  to  provide  that  if  the  Florio 
amendment  was  passed  by  the  House, 
the  House  would  also  approve  a  reve- 
nue increase  at  the  same  time  which 
would  be  sufficient  to  finance  the 
slower  phase-in  of  the  60/30  benefit 
change  provided  under  the  Florio 
amendment. 

The  parliamentary  procedure  which 
has  been  worked  out  with  the  Rules 
Committee  and  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  provides  that  the  benefit 
liberalization  amendment  must  be  of- 
fered as  an  amendment  to  my  revenue 
amendment.  As  a  result,  the  benefit 
change  cannot  be  approved  without 


the  revenues  necessary  to  finance  the 
change. 

I  would  point  out  again  to  my  col- 
leagues that  my  sole  purpose  in  offer- 
ing this  amendment  is  to  finance  the 
spending  which  is  envisioned  in  the 
amendment  to  my  amendment  which 
Mr.  Florio  will  soon  offer.  If  that 
amendment  is  not  approved  by  the 
House,  I  will  immediately  withdraw 
my  amendment  since  the  balance 
which  was  between  revenue  and  outgo 
was  struck  by  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  will  not  be  in  jeopardy. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  we  have  no 
objection  to  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment on  this  side.  We  think  it  is  a  con- 
structive amendment. 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  cooperation, 
but  I  will  finish  my  sentence,  since  I 
have  a  head  of  steam  worked  up  and  I 
hate  to  be  derailed  this  early. 

Let  me  just  say  specifically  that  the 
amendment  raises  the  money  that  is 
necessary  for  the  changes  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Florio)  will  offer  in  just  a  few  min- 
utes. That  is  the  long  and  the  short  of 
it. 

We  felt  that  if  we  give  these  bene- 
fits, we  ought  to  make  the  provision  to 
pay  for  it.  and  we  do  it  by  moving  up 
the  effective  date  of  the  deposit  and 
by  moving  up  the  date  of  the  rates. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further  to 
me.  I  would  like  to  congratulate  him 
on  having  expended  his  head  of  steam 
so  promptly. 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FLORIO  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PICKLE 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Florio  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pickle: 

Add  at  the  end  of  the  Pickle  amendment 
the  following: 

Page  2.  strike  out  line  17  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  13  on  page  3  and  Insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(1)  for  each  month  prior  to  the  first 
month  throughout  which  the  individual  is 
age  62.  the  amount  (after  any  reduction  on 
account  of  age  but  before  any  deductions  on 
account  of  work)  of  the  old-age  insurance 
benefit  to  which  such  Individual  would  have 
been  entitled  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
as  of  the  date  on  which  such  individual's  an- 
nuity begins  to  accrue  if  such  individual  had 
attained  age  62  on  the  first  day  of  the 
month  in  which  his  or  her  annuity  begins  to 
accrue  and  if  all  of  such  individual's  service 
as  an  employee  after  December  31.  1936. 
had  been  included  in  the  term  employment' 
as  defined  in  that  Act.  using  for  purposes  of 
this  computation  the  number  of  benefit 
computation  years  applicable  to  a  person 
bom  in  the  year  in  which  such  individual 
was  born;  and". 

Page  6.  strike  out  line  3  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  8  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following; 


(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  become  effective  on  July  1.  1984.  and 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  awards  in 
cases  where  the  indivudal's  annuity  under 
section  2(a)(1)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1974  began  to  accrue  on  or  after  that 
date  and  the  Individual  had  not  completed 
thirty  years  of  service  and  attained  age  60 
prior  to  that  date.  In  the  case  of  an  individ- 
ual who  has  completed  thirty  years  of  sen- 
ice  and  has  attained  age  60  before  January 
1.  1986.  the  amount  of  the  reduction  on  ac- 
count of  age  in  the  annuity  amount  provid- 
ed to  such  individual  under  section  3(a)(3) 
of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  an<f 
the  amount  of  the  reduction  on  account  of 
age  in  the  annuity  amount  provided  to  the 
spouse  of  such  individual  under  subdivision 
(3)  of  section  4(a)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1974  shall  be  only  one-half  of 
the  amount  by  which  such  annuity  would  be 
reduced  on  account  of  age  except  for  the 
provisions  of  this  sentence. 

Page  57,  line  2.  strike  out  "July  1.  1984" 
and  insert  "January  1.  1984"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  57.  line  9.  strike  out  "July  1.  1984" 
and  insert  "January  1.  1984"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  57.  line  15.  strike  out  "July  1,  1984" 
and  insert  "January  1.  1984  "  in  lieu  thereof. 

Page  57,  line  17,  strike  out  "July  1,  1984" 
and  insert  "January  1,  1984"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Mr.  FLORIO  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered   as    read    and    printed    in    the 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Florio)  will  be  recognized  for  15  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  I  am 
offering  to  the  Pickle  amendment  is 
very  important.  It  will  provide  protec- 
tion to  those  railroad  employees  close 
to  retirement,  by  phasing  in  the 
change  in  the  early  retirement,  or  so- 
called  60/30.  benefit. 

Under  current  law.  railroad  employ- 
ees can  retire  at  age  60  with  30  years 
service  with  full  benefits.  Labor  and 
management  agreed  to  change  this 
provision  so  that  individuals  could  still 
retire  at  age  60.  but  with  a  reduction 
in  the  tier  1,  or  social  security  type, 
benefit.  The  tier  2  benefit  would  not 
be  affected  by  this  change.  Individuals 
who  retire  at  62  with  30  years  service 
would  continue  to  get  full  benefits. 

Much  concern  has  been  expressed 
because  the  original  labor-manage- 
ment agreement  proposed  this  change 
to  take  effect  for  those  retiring  on  or 
after  July  1.  1983.  Obviously,  we  are 
past  that  date.  and.  in  any  event,  that 
was  too  soon  to  make  such  a  change.  I 
have  been  contacted  by  many  railroad 
employees  close  to  retirement  about 
this  problem,  and  I  am  sure  my  col- 
leagues have  been  too. 
My  amendment  would  protect  those 

close  to   retirement.   Individuals  who 

reached  60  with  30  years  service  by 


June  30.  1984  could  retire  at  any  time 
with  no  reduction.  Individuals  who 
reached  60  with  30  years  service  after 
June  30.  1984  but  on  or  before  Decem- 
ber 31.  1985  would  receive  a  10-percent 
reduction  in  tier  1  benefits  for  retire- 
ment before  62— half  the  full  reduc- 
tion. Finally,  individuals  who  turned 
60  on  or  after  January  1.  1986  would 
receive  a  20-percent  reduction  in  tier  1 
for  retirement  before  62— the  same  re- 
duction as  currently  occurs  for  those 
retiring  at  age  62  under  social  security. 
I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  reve- 
nue to  be  raised  by  Mr.  Pickles 
amendment  will  pay  for  the  added  cost 
to  the  system  of  my  amendment. 
Thus,  the  two  amendments  together 
would  be  revenue  neutral. 

This  amendment  also  does  two  other 
things.  First,  it  replaces  the  formula 
for  reduced  benefits  for  early  retire- 
ment that  is  currently  in  the  bill  with 
a  more  equitable  formula,  agreed  on 
by  labor  and  management.  The  formu- 
la in  the  bill  provides  for  a  flat  rate 
tier  I  benefit  for  early  retirement. 
This  flat  rate  would  be  the  same  re- 
gardless of  an  individual's  creditable 
compensation  or  wage  record.  The  al- 
ternative formula  in  the  amendment 
would  provide  a  proportional  reduc- 
tion based  on  an  individual's  wage 
record.  This  more  equitable  formula  is 
the  same  one  used  by  social  security  to 
compute  reduced  benefits  for  retire- 
ment at  age  62. 

Finally,  this  amendment  conforms 
certain  dates  as  a  result  of  Mr.  Pick- 
le's amendment.  The  bill  provides  for 
the  repayment  of  the  money  owed  the 
railroad  retirement  system  as  a  result 
of  the  past  underfunding  of  the  dual 
benefit.  The  bill  provides  that  this 
payment  occur  in  three  installments, 
at  the  same  time  an  increase  in  tier  II 
tax  rate  takes  place.  Because  Mr. 
Pickle's  amendment  accelerates  the 
first  tier  II  tax  increase  from  July  1. 
1984,  to  January  1.  1984.  my  amend- 
ment would  similarly  move  up  the  first 
repayment  installment  from  July  1, 
1984.  to  January  1.  1984. 

This  is  an  important  amendment, 
and  if  you  want  to  provide  equity  to 
railroad  employees  close  to  retirement, 
I  urge  your  support,  both  of  my 
amendment  and  of  Mr.  Pickle's 
amendment. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLORIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
will  be  glad  to  accept  this  amendment 
on  this  side.  The  gentleman's  amend- 
ment would  phase  in  the  change  in  the 
so-called  60/30  retirement  formula. 
We  have  examined  the  amendment 
and  we  accept  it.  It  does  end  up  exact- 
ly where  the  bill  is  written  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  FLORIO.  1  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  direct 
a  question  to  the  gentleman.  Will  this 
protect  those  who  are  on  the  thresh- 
old of  retirement  at  this  time?  Will 
there  be  a  sufficient  transition  period 
under  the  gentleman's  amendment? 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Yes;  that  is  exactly 
what  this  amendment  is  designed  to 
do. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  is  no  op- 
position to  said  amendments,  the  ques- 
tion is  on  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Plorio)  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Pickle). 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Pickle),  as 
amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  offer  an  amendment  which  is  made 
in  order  under  the  rule. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Schroeder: 
Page  68.  after  line  21.  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  419.  (a)  Section  14  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  Notwithstanding"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (a)  Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  and 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  not- 
withstanding": 

(2)  by  striking  out  ":  Proxrided,  however. 
That  the  provisions  of  this"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(b)(1)  This":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)  This  section  shall  not  operate  to  pro- 
hibit the  characterization  or  treatment  of 
that  portion  of  an  annuity  under  this  Act 
which  is  not  computed  under  section  3(a). 
4(a).  or  4(f)  of  this  Act.  or  any  portion  of  a 
supplemental  annuity  under  this  Act.  as 
community  property  for  the  purposes  of,  or 
property  subject  to.  distribution  in  accord- 
ance with  a  court  decree  of  divorce,  annul- 
ment, or  legal  separation  or  the  terms  of 
any  court-approved  property  settlement  in- 
cident to  any  such  court  decree.  The  Board 
shall  make  payments  of  such  portions  in  ac- 
cordance with  any  such  characterization  or 
treatment  or  any  such  decree  or  settle- 
ment.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  annuity  amounts 
payable  for  months  beginning  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  (Mrs. 
Schroeder)  will  be  recognized  for  15 
minutes,  and  a  Member  opposed  to  the 
amendment  will  be  recognized  for  15 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroe- 
der). 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  address  this 
amendment,  it  is  an  amendment  that 
we  have  done  in  all  of  the  other  retire- 
ment areas  that  have  come  before  this 
body.  I  think  it  is  terribly  important. 
What  it  does  is,  it  allows  Federal  pen- 
sions to  be  subject  to  State  court 
orders  and  obviously  brings  Federal 
pensions  in  line  with  where  we  have 
been  for  a  long  time  and  private  pen- 
sions, and  I  think  that  is  only  fair. 
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For  a  very  long  time  it  really  seems 
that  we  did  not  recognize  the  econom- 
ic value  of  what  a  spouse  did  at  home, 
and  this  says  that  if  the  court  deter- 
mines that  during  a  divorce  settle- 
ment, then  this  will  allow  that.  We 
have  done  this  for  the  CIA.  for  the 
military,  for  civil  service,  and  now  we 
are  doing  it  for  railroad  retirement,  if 
it  passes  today.  I  think  this  is  a  very 
important  package. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  delighted 
to  yield  to  the  coauthor,  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  FLORIO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  identi- 
fy with  this  amendment,  say  that  it  is 
my  pleasure  to  support  it.  It  has  been 
a  pleasure  working  with  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  in  perfecting  it 
and  being  able  to  offer  it. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  for  all  he 
has  done,  and  everyone  who  has 
worked  so  hard  on  it. 

This  amendment  would  eliminate  a 
provision  in  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  which  discriminates  against  di- 
vorced spouses.  Under  current  law.  a 
divorce  court  cannot  even  consider  an 
individual's  railroad  retirement  bene- 
fit in  dividing  property  in  a  divorce. 
This  amendment  would  allow  a  divorce 
court  to  take  a  railroad  retirement 
benefit  into  account.  However,  tier  I 
benefits,  which  are  like  social  security, 
would  continue  to  be  immune  from 
court  action,  as  are  social  security  ben- 
efits. This  would  treat  railroad  retire- 
ment benefits  like  other  pension  bene- 
fits. 

My  distinguished  colleague  from 
Colorado  has  been  most  successful  in 


eliminating  similar  discrimination  in 
other  Federal  pension  systems.  This 
amendment  would  do  likewise  for  the 
railroad  retirement  system.  Passage  of 
this  amendment  will  be  another  step 
in  improving  pension  equity  for 
women.  I  urge  its  support. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  also  like  to 
commend  the  gentlewoman's  amend- 
ment to  the  attention  of  all  Members 
and  urge  its  support. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment.  The  amendment  does 
not  require  a  court  to  consider  these 
benefits  in  a  property  settlement;  is 
that  correct?  It  only  enables  the  court 
to  do  so  depending  on  the  attending 
circumstances? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  That  is  exactly 
correct,  and  then  to  go  along  with  the 
court  order,  and  it  really  says  to  the 
Supreme  Court  they  were  wrong  in 
not  saying  that  State  law  did  not 
apply. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  So  in  effect,  what 
it  would  do  is  to  give  the  spouse  at 
least  a  fighting  chance  to  receive  a 
portion  of  these  benefits  for  her  sup- 
port. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  That  is  exactly 
correct.  It  treats  it  as  property,  which 
almost  every  State  in  the  Union  does. 
If  the  State  court  says  this  is  property, 
then  the  Federal  Government  cannot 
say,  "No,  we  have  a  different  idea.  "  I 
think  we  have  always  felt  family  law 
belonged  at  the  State  level  and  the 
Federal  Government  should  not  be 
able  to  duck  it. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding,  and  I  would  urge 
that  we  pass  this  so  we  can  get  on  to 
completion  of  the  legislation. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  any  Member 
wish  to  speak  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment? 

If  not,  the  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  are  no 
further  amendments,  the  question  is 
on  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  as  amended. 

The  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  as  amended,  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and   the   Speaker   pro   tempore   (Mr. 


Wright)  having  assumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  1646)  to 
amend  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1974  and  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax 
Act  to  assure  sufficient  resources  to 
pay  current  and  future  benefits  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974, 
to  make  technical  changes,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  286.  he  reported  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  an  amendment 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 
The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 

The   SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 

question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The   question   was   taken;   and   the 

Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 

the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  398,  nays 
5,  not  voting  30,  as  follows: 
(Roll  No.  297] 


Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

FogUetta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

FQrd(TN) 

Forsythe 

Frank 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

GUckman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 
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Boucher 

Boxer 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Coyne 


Craig 

D' Amours 

Daniel 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenborn 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 


Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNuIty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 


Hammerschmidt  Mineta 
Hansen  (ID)  Minish 

Hansen  (UT) 
Harrison 


Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacot>s 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FD 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 
Levine 
Levitas 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (FL) 
Lipinskl 
Livingston 
Lloyd 


Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 


Roemer 

Rogers 

Rostenkowskl 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith,  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Straiten 

Studds 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Crane,  Daniel 
Crane.  Philip 


NAYS-5 

Dannemeyer 
McDonald 


Paul 


NOT  VOTING-30 


Albosta 

Berman 

Bevill 

Boland 

Breaux 

Chappie 

Conyers 

Crockett 

Daschle 

Dellums 


Dowdy 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AD 

Fowler 

Gore 

Green 

Hance 

Harkin 

Heftel 

Loeffler 


Luken 

Neal 

Rose 

Siljander 

St  Germain 

Tauzin 

Towns 

Weaver 

Whitten 

Young (FL) 


D  1840 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  CLERK  OF  THE 
HOUSE  TO  MAKE  CORREC- 
TIONS IN  ENGROSSMENT  OF 
H.R.  1646 

Mr.  FLORIO.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  in  the  engrossment  of  the 
bill,  H.R.  1646,  the  Clerk  be  author- 
ized to  correct  section  numbers,  punc- 
tuation, and  cross  references,  and  to 
make  such  other  technical  and  con- 
forming changes  as  may  be  necessary 
to  reflect  the  actions  of  the  House  in 
amending  that  bill. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 
There  was  no  objection. 


.GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks,  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter  on  the 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

There  was  no  objection. 


REDUCING  TO  5  MINUTES  TIME 
FOR  VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO 
CLOSE  PORTIONS  OF  CONFER- 
ENCE ON  S.  675 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  yea 
and  nay  vote  required  by  clause  6,  rule 
XXVIII,  on  the  motion  to  be  offered 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  to  close  portions  of  the 
conference  on  the  bill,  S.  675,  be  a  5- 
minute  vote.  That  motion  will  immedi- 
ately follow  the  yea  and  nay  vote  on 
the  motion  to  postpone  House  Resolu- 
tion 256  indefinitely. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas? 
There  was  no  objection. 
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DISAPPROVING  THE  PRESI- 
DENTS RECOMMENDATION  TO 
EXTEND  CERTAIN  WAIVER  AU- 
THORITY WITH  RESPECT  TO 
ROMANIA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
pending  business  is  the  vote  on  the 
preferential  motion  offered  by  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel)  to 
postpone  indefinitely  the  motion  to 
consider  House  Resolution  256. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  reso- 
lution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  preferential  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne- 
sota (Mr.  Frenzel)  to  postpone  indefi- 
nitely the  motion  to  consider  House 
Resolution  256.  on  which  the  yeas  and 
nays  are  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  279.  nays 
126.  not  voting  28.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  298] 


Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Anderson 
Andrews  (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Archer 
Aspin 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Hoggs 
Bonier 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomflelo 
Brown  (CA) 
Bryant 
Burton  (CAi 
Byron 
Carper 
Can- 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clay 
dinger 
Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 
Coleman  iTXi 
Collins 
Conable 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
D' Amours 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 


YEAS- 279 

Dyson 

Eckart 

Edwards  <AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Emerson 

Erdreich 

Evans  ( lA ) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gray 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidl 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hillis 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Hughes . 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 


Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leiand 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lipinski 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lundine 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McDade 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Moody 

Moore 

Morrison  (CT) 

Murtha 

Natcher 

Nelson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Ol>erstar 

Obey 


Olln 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Rolierts 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 


Andrews  (NO 

Applegate 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bartletl 

Bethune 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boner 

Britt 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Campbell 

Carney 

Clarke 

Coats 

Corcoran 

Courter 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

E>annemeyer 

Daub 

DeWlne 

Dickinson 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Early 

Edwards  (OK) 

English 

Fields 

Franklin 

Gaydos 

Gingrich 

Gramm 

Green 

Gregg 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 


Russo 

Sabc 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stokes 

Stratlon 

Studds 

NAYS- 126 

Hansen  (ID) 

Haasen  (UT) 

Harmett 

Hefner 

Hiler 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Jeffords 

Jones  (TN) 

Kasich 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leath 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Lott 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marriott 

Martin  (NY) 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGralh 

Miller  (OH) 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Myers 

Nichols 


Swift 

Synar 

Tauke 

Taylor 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Traxler 

Udall 

Vander  Jagt 

Vento 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whittaker 

Williams  (MTi 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Nielson 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Paul 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Riller 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roth 

Rudd 

Schaefer 

Schulze 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Staggers 

Slenholm 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Tallon 

Thomas  (CA) 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Watkins 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wort  ley 

Young (AK) 


NOT  VOTING-28 


Albosta 

Alexander 

Bevill 

Boland 

Chappie 

Conyers 

Crockett 

[}aschle 

Dellums 

Dowdy 


Edgar 

Erlenborn 

Gore 

Hance 

Harkin 

Heftel 

Loeffler 

Luken 

Neal 

Rose 


Siljander 

Spence 

St  Germain 

Tauzin 

Towns 

Weaver 

Whitten 

Young (FL) 


So  the  preferential  motion  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 


n  1900 

Messrs.  WISE.  BIAGGI,  STAG- 
GERS, and  CLARKE  changed  their 
votes  from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT  changed 
his  vote  from  "nay"  to    yea." 


SIT 
AND 
1983. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE 
ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 
TRANSPORTATION  TO 
WEDNESDAY.  AUGUST  3. 
THURSDAY.  AUGUST  4. 
DURING  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  ROE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  be 
permitted  to  sit  for  purposes  of 
markup  while  the  House  is  operating 
under  the  5-minute  rule  on  Wednes- 
day. August  3.  and  Thursday.  August 
4.  1983. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MOTION  TO  CLOSE  CONFER- 
ENCE COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 
ON  S.  675.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION 

BILL  WHEN  CLASSIFIED  NA- 
TIONAL SECURITY  INFORMA- 
TION IS  UNDER  CONSIDER- 
ATION 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  PRICE  moves  that,  pursuant  to  rule 
XXVIII  6(a)  of  the  House  rules,  the  confer- 
ence committee  meetings  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  on  S.  675,  the  fiscal 
year  1984  Department  of  Defense  authoriza- 
tion, be  closed  to  the  public  at  such  times  as 
classified  national  security  information  \?. 
under  consideration:  Provided,  however. 
That  any  sitting  Member  of  Congress  shall 
have  the  right  to  attend  any  closed  or  open 
meeting. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Price). 

On  the  gentleman's  motion  to  close 
the  conference,  a  roUcall  vote  is  re- 
quired. This  will  be  a  5-minute  vote. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  396.  nays 
10,  not  voting  27.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  299] 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 


YEAS-396 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boner 


Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 


Byron 

Hall.  Sam 

Miller  (CA) 

Campbell 

Hamilton 

Miller  (OH) 

Carney 

Hammerschmidt  Mineta 

Carper 

Hansen  (ID) 

Minish 

Carr 

Hansen  (UT) 

Moakley 

Chandler 

Harrison 

Molinari 

Chappell 

Hartnett 

Mollohan 

Cheney 

Hatcher 

Montgomery 

Clarke 

Hawkins 

Moody 

Clay 

Hefner 

Moore 

dinger 

Hertel 

Moorhead 

Coals 

Hightower 

Morrison  (CT) 

Coelho 

Hiler 

Morrison  (WA) 

Coleman  (MO) 

Hillis 

Mrazek 

Coleman  (TX) 

Holt 

Murphy 

Collins 

Hopkins 

Murtha 

Conable 

Horlon 

Myers 

Conte 

Howard 

Natcher 

Cooper 

Hoyer 

Nelson 

Corcoran 

Hubbard 

Nichols 

Coughlin 

Huckaby 

Nielson 

Courter 

Hughes 

Nowak 

Coyne 

Hunter 

O'Brien 

Craig 

Hutto 

Oakar 

Crane.  Daniel 

Hyde 

Oberstar 

Crane.  Philip 

Ireland 

Obey 

DAmours 

Jacobs 

Olin 

Daniel 

Jeffords 

Ortiz 

Dannemcyer 

Jenkins 

Owens 

Daub 

Johnson 

Oxley 

Davis 

Jones  (NO 

Packard 

de  la  Garza 

Jones  (OK) 

Panetta 

Derrick 

Jones  (TN) 

Parris 

DeWine 

Kaptur 

Pashayan 

Dickinson 

Kasich 

Patman 

Dicks 

Kazen 

Paul 

Dingell 

Kemp 

Pease 

Dixon 

Kennelly 

Penny 

Donnelly 

Kildee 

Pepper 

Dorgan 

Kindness 

Perkins 

Downey 

Kogovsek 

Petri 

Dreier 

Kolter 

Pickle 

Duncan 

Kostmayer 

Porter 

Durbin 

Kramer 

Pries 

Dwyer 

LaFalce 

Pritchard 

Dymally 

Lagomarsino 

Pursell 

Dyson 

Lantos 

Quillen 

Early 

Latta 

Rahall 

Eckart 

Leach 

Rangel 

Edwards  (AL) 

Leath 

Ratchford 

Edwards  (CA) 

Lehman  (CA) 

Ray 

Edwards  ( OK ) 

Lehman  (FD 

Regula 

Emerson 

Leiand 

Reid 

English 

Lent 

Richardson 

Erdreich 

Levin 

Ridge 

Evans  (lA) 

Levine 

Rinaldo 

Evans  (ID 

Levitas 

Ritter 

Fascell 

Lewis  (CA) 

Roberts 

Fazio 

lewis  (FL) 

Robinson 

Feighan 

Lipinski 

Rodino 

Ferraro 

Livingston 

Roe 

Fiedler 

Lloyd 

Roemer 

Fields 

Long (LA) 

Rogers 

Fish 

Long  (MD) 

Rostenkowski 

Flippo 

Lott 

Roth 

Florio 

Lowery  (CA) 

Roukema 

Foglietta 

Lujan 

Rowland 

Foley 

Lungren 

Roybal 

Ford  (MI) 

Mack 

Rudd 

Ford(TN) 

MacKay 

Russo 

Forsythe 

Madigan 

Sabo 

Fowler 

Markey 

Savage 

Frank 

Marlenee 

Sawyer 

Franklin 

Marriott 

Schaefer 

Frenzel 

Martin  (ID 

Scheuer 

Frost 

Martin  (NO 

Schneider 

Fuqua 

Martin  (NY) 

Schulze 

Gaydos 

Martinez 

Seiberling 

Gejdenson 

Matsui 

Sensenbrenner 

Gekas 

Mavroules 

Shannon 

Gephardt 

Mazzoli 

Sharp 

Gibbons 

McCain 

Shaw 

Gingrich 

McCandless 

Shelby 

Glickman 

McCloskey 

Shumway 

Gonzalez 

McCollum 

Shuster 

Goodling 

McCurdy 

Sikorski 

Gradison 

McDade 

Simon 

Gramm 

McDonald 

Sisisky 

Gray 

McEwen 

Skeen 

Green 

McGrath 

Skelton 

Gregg 

McHugh 

Slattery 

Guarini 

McKeman 

Smith  (FD 

Gunderson 

McKinney 

Smith  (lA) 

Hall  (IN) 

Mica 

Smith  (NE) 

Hall  (OH) 

Michel 

Smith  (NJ) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Mikulski 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratlon 

Studds 

Slump 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 


Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

NAYS-10 


Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Garcia 
Kastenmeier 
Lowry  (WA) 
Lundine 


Albosta 

Boland 

Chappie 

Conyers 

Crockett 

Daschle 

Dellums 

Dowdy 

Edgar 


McNulty 
Mitchell 
Ottinger 
Patterson 

NOT  VOTING-27 


Schroeder 
Schumer 


Erlenborn 

Gilman 

Gore 

Hance 

Harkin 

Heftel 

Loeffler 

Luken 

Neal 


Rose 

Siljander 

SI  Germain 

Tauzin 

Towns 

Weaver 

Whitlen 

Wirth 

Young (FL) 


an- 


D  1910 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The    result    of    the    vote    was 
nounced  as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  during 
rollcall  No.  297.  the  vote  on  H.R.  1646. 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Solvency  Act 
of  1983,  I  was  unavailable  due  to  other 
business  in  the  Capitol.  Had  I  been 
able  to  be  here.  I  would  have  voted  in 
the  affirmative. 


FOUR  AMERICANS  INDUCTED 
INTO  BASEBALL  HALL  OF  FAME 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks,  and  include  extraneous 
matter.). 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  while  many  of  us  who 
took  part  in  the  annual  congressional 
baseball  game  last  week  may  have 
made  lasting  contributions  to  this 
Congress  history,  that  contribution 
did  not  extend  to  the  history  of  excel- 
lence in  American  baseball,  our  na- 
tional pastime. 

Yesterday,  however,  four  great 
Americans  who  have  made  substantial 
contributions  to  this  national  game 
were  inducted  into  the  baseball  Hall  of 
Fame  of  Cooperstown.  N.Y.  I  am 
proud  to  say.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  two  of 
them— George  Kell  and  Brooks  Robin- 
son—are Arkansans.  and  Mr.  Kell.  of 
Swifton,  Ark.,  is  my  consitutent  and 
my  friend. 


Both  George  and  Brooks  achieved 
greatness  at  third  base— the  "hot 
corner"  of  baseball  as  it  is  called  and. 
truly  in  their  long  and  productive  ca- 
reers, they  did  more  than  merely  en- 
tertain us.  Both  at  bat  and  in  the  field, 
they  demonstrated  continuing  excel- 
lence along  with  that  quality  Ernest 
Hemingway  called  "grace  under  pres- 
sure." 

Baseball  is  our  national  game  be- 
cause within  its  apparently  desultory 
time  frame,  it  demands  quick  and  in- 
stantaneous reaction  to  moments  of 
crisis.  Because  of  this,  our  baseball 
heroes  are  national  heroes  as  u'ell. 
The  symbolism  of  the  sport  is  the 
symbolism  of  our  national  life. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  an  article 
from  the  New  York  Times  of  Monday, 
August  1.  1983.  by  Joseph  Durso.  as 
follows: 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  Aug.  1.  1983] 

Four  Enter  Baseball  Hall  Amid  Cheers 
AND  Tribute 

(By  Joseph  Durso) 
Cooperstown.  N.Y..  July  31.-Brooks 
Robinson  and  Juan  Marichal  were  inducted 
into  baseballs  Hall  of  Fame  today  in  a  rare 
kind  of  international  fiesta  that  included 
speeches  in  Spanish,  the  singing  of  the  Do- 
minican Republic  anthem  and  hundreds  of 
Baltimore  Oriole  balloons,  caps  and  ban- 
ners. 

They  entered  the  Hall  of  Fame  along  with 
Geroge  Kell  and  Walter  Alston  while  a 
crowd  of  10.000  jammed  the  hillsides  around 
Cooper  Park  in  the  Leatherstocking  country 
of  upstate  New  York.  It  was  the  largest 
throng  here  since  the  Hall  of  Fame  was 
opened  45  years  ago.  and  it  was  a  cheering, 
chanting  crowd  that  roared  for  the  old 
Oriole  third  baseman  and  the  pitching 
master  from  Latin  America. 

There  was  so  much  fanfare  in  the  two- 
hour  ceremony,  in  fact,  that  it  even  subdued 
the  impending  crisis  over  the  future  of 
Bowie  Kuhn.  the  conjmissioner.  who  said 
simply:  "This  is  baseballs  finest  hour.  Only 
184  people  have  reached  the  Hall  of  Fame, 
and  these  are  four  of  the  most  popular  in 
our  time." 

Kuhn.  whose  term  as  commissioner  ends 
Aug.  12.  gave  no  hint  of  his  future  or  even 
his  mood  as  he  presided  over  the  induction. 
He  spoke  of  the  urgent  need  to  maintain 
•the  integrity"  of  baseball,  one  of  his  favor- 
ite themes  in  reviewing  his  14  years  in 
office.  But,  otherwise,  he  offered  no  clues  to 
what  might  happen  when  the  26  club 
owners  meet  this  week  in  Boston  to  decide 
his  fate. 

Instead,  he  stuck  to  the  agenda  and  the 
stars  of  the  cast,  pausing  frequently  while 
the  massed  Baltimore  fans  rose  for  numer- 
ous standing  ovations.  He  spoke  in  Spanish 
at  one  point  while  introducing  Marichal, 
and  Marichal  in  return  spoke  for  several 
minutes  in  Spanish  in  an  unusual  departure 
from  past  procedure.  In  his  only  allusion  to 
the  sport's  problems.  Kuhn  said: 

■Whatever  our  failures,  the  game  survives 
and  bounds  ahead.  The  public  knows  the 
greatest  thing  it  has  is  its  integrity.  The 
greatest  danger  is  from  those  who  do  not 
know." 


ALSTON  UNABLE  TO  APPEAR 

But  no  serious  message  could  diminish  the 
holiday  mood  of  the  crowd  as  it  cheered  the 


IMI 
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four  new  members  of  the  Hall  of  Fame  and 
the  25  previously  enshrined  members  who 
were  grouped  on  the  platform. 

The  old  heroes  included  Joe  DiMaggio. 
Sandy  Koufax.  Johnny  Mize,  Ralph  Kiner, 
Bob  Feller.  Cool  Papa  Bell.  Judy  Johnson. 
Al  Kaline.  Joe  Cronin  and  more  than  a 
dozen  others  who  already  occupy  niches  in 
the  gallery.  And  they  seemed  dazzled,  too  by 
the  constant  cheerleading  from  the  audi- 
ence. 

The  only  principal  missing  was  Alston, 
who  suffered  a  heart  attack  in  March  and 
who  was  watching  the  ceremonies  on  televi- 
sion at  his  home  in  Darrtown.  Ohio.  But  he 
was  lionized  with  the  others  for  his  23-year 
career  as  manager  of  the  Dodgers  in  Brook- 
lyn and  Los  Angeles,  a  career  that  Included 
seven  National  League  pennants  and  four 
World  Series  victories. 

His  grandson.  Bob  Ogle  of  San  Francisco, 
recalled  that  Alston  and  gone  to  bat  only 
one  time  In  the  major  leagues  and  had 
struck  out.  But  he  added  that  Alston  rel- 
ished his  years  as  a  manager  In  the  minor 
leagues  and  the  majors,  and  said: 

He  always  said  that  his  greatest  thrill 
was  winning  the  1955  Series,  the  first  cham- 
pionship for  the  Dodgers  in  Brooklyn." 

Next  came  Kell.  a  third  baseman  and  .306 
hitter  for  15  years  with  the  Philadelphia 
As.  Detroit  Tigers.  Boston  Red  Sox.  Chica- 
go White  Sox  and  the  Orioles. 

Kell.  now  a  television  broadcaster  with 
the  Tigers,  said  he  found  it  unbelievable 
that  he  and  Robinson  had  come  from  Ar- 
kansas and  Traveled  the  same  path  to  this 
place."  He  and  Robinson  became  only  the 
sixth  and  seventh  third  basemen  to  enter 
the  Hall  of  Fame. 

RELAYfX  TO  THE  CARIBBEAN 

When  Marichal  followed  Kell  to  the 
microphone.  Kuhn  said: 

"I  doubt  that  any  country  in  the  world 
has  produced  as  many  ballplayers  per  capita 
as  your  homeland." 

Speaking  first  in  English,  the  husky  pitch- 
er replied: 

"I  accept  this  honor  on  behalf  of  my 
family,  my  country  and  all  who  assisted  In 
making  my  baseball  career  a  reality." 

Then  he  repeated  the  acknowledgement 
In  Spanish,  and  his  remarks  were  relayed  by 
two  satellites  to  the  Caribbean.  He  became 
the  first  player  from  Latin  America  to  be 


elected  to  the  Hall  of  Fame  in  a  regular 
election.  Roberto  Clemente  of  Puerto  Rico 
was  inducted  in  1973  after  a  special  election 
that  followed  his  death  In  an  airplane  crash. 
Martin  Dihigo  of  Cuba  was  elected  in  1977 
as  a  star  of  the  old  Negro  Leagues. 

Marichal  was  extolled  as  a  stylist  who 
pitched  16  seasons  in  the  big  leagues.  13  of 
them  for  the  San  Francisco  Giants,  starting 
In  1960.  He  won  243  games,  lost  only  142. 
completed  244  and  finished  with  a  winning 
percentage  of  .621.  the  llth  l)est  in  baseball 
history. 

Then  it  was  Robinson's  turn,  and  the  Bal- 
timore delegation  had  Its  best  and  loudest 
moments. 

"I  never  saw  a  man."  Kuhn  said,  "who  so 
dominated  a  baseball  event  as  Brooks  Rob- 
inson dominated  the  1970  World  Series.  A 
truly  great  Cincinnati  team,  the  Big  Red 
Machine,  drove  into  a  concrete  wall  at  third 
base. 

"No  one  owns  more  Gold  Gloves  than  the 
16  he  earned  In  consecutive  seasons,  starting 
In  1960.  He  owns  nearly  every  fielding 
record  for  a  third  baseman.  Including  the 
best  fielding  percentage  of  .971  for  his 
career." 

Robinson  played  in  2.870  games  in  23 
years,  all  for  the  Orioles,  and  also  played  in 
18  straight  All-Star  Games.  Like  Kell.  he 
now  works  as  a  television  broadcaster  for  his 
old  team.  When  he  rose  to  speak,  his  parti- 
sans launched  dozens  of  orange  balloons 
into  the  summer  sky.  then  cheered  while 
the  "good  guy"  of  Baltimore  replied  in  an 
emotional  speech. 

"I  keep  asking  myself."  he  said,  "how  any 
one  man  could  l)e  so  fortunate.  One  thing  I 
am  grateful  for.  and  It  may  not  happen 
much  In  the  future  because  of  the  changing 
nature  of  baseball,  and  that  is  I  played  In 
one  city:  Baltimore,  my  adopted  hometown. 
They  cheered  me  on  my  good  days,  and  on 
my  bad  days." 

The  cheers  erupted  again  and.  from  the 
back  of  the  thronged  lawns,  one  voice  called 
out;  "There  were  no  bad  days.  Brooks." 


MESSRS.  ALSTON.  KELL.  MARI- 
CHAL. AND  ROBINSON:  WEL- 
COME TO  COOPERSTOWN 

(Mr.    BOEHLERT    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 


for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  past  3  days,  the  eyes  of  the  sports 
world  have  been  focused  on  Coopers- 
town,  N.Y.,  home  of  the  National 
Baseball  Hall  of  Fame. 

And,  while  everyone  was  not  as  for- 
tunate as  I  was.  to  be  there  personally, 
in  the  center  or  the  congressional  dis- 
trict it  is  my  privilege  to  represent,  the 
hearts  and  minds  of  kids  of  all  ages 
were  present.  Not  just  American  kids, 
but  kids  the  world  over— from  the  Do- 
minican Republic  to  distant  Japan- 
wherever  that  great  game  of  baseball 
is  known  and  loved.  To  know  it  is  to 
love  it. 

The  subjects  of  attention  in  Coop- 
erstown— Walter  Alston,  George  Kell, 
Juan  Marichal,  and  Brooks  Robin- 
son—help explain  that  love  of  base- 
ball. 

These  men.  all  of  whom  were  for- 
mally inducttd  into  the  National  Base- 
ball Hall  of  Fame,  are  genuine  heroes 
to  literally  hundreds  of  millions  of 
people,  young  and  old  and  in  between, 
at  a  time  when  we  need  all  the  heroes 
we  can  get.  They  brought  a  degree  of 
excellence  to  their  profession  that 
marked  them  among  the  best  of  the 
best,  right  up  there  with  such  immor- 
tals as  Connie  Mack,  Ty  Cobb,  Babe 
Ruth,  Joe  DiMaggio,  Stan  Musial,  and 
Ted  Williams. 

In  the  history  of  baseball,  only  184 
exceptionally  talented  individuals 
have  earned  a  coveted  position  on  the 
Cooperstown  team. 

Now  on  that  team  we  have  four 
rookies— Alston,  Kell,  Marichal,  and 
Robinson.  And  their  credential  are 
indeed  impressive.  Just  look  at  the 
records: 


WALTER  ALSTON 
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PITCHING  RECORD 


Vtai  and  club 


League 


Pet 


ERA 


1941-S()(ingtieM 
1942-S()(ingtield 
1944— Tfenlw 
1945-Trenlon 
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RECORD  AS  MANAGER 
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1947-Pueblc     

1948-St  Paul    

1949-St  Paul    

1950-Momreal  

1951-Mo(ilreal 

1952-Moolreal    .... 

1953-Mo(itreal  
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'  Replaced  Joe  Bird  with  club  in  sotti  place.  July  28.  1944 

•  Won  playoHs  By  defeating  Pawtucket,  three  games  to  none  and  Lynn,  lour  games  to  two 

:  Z  Ks  S  1^^  f^^ia^a^poTs  Zi::^::Z::S^^Ai^Xl.  m  U..  ^^  ^^  agams,  Montreal  (Internal  Leag«),  -our  games  to  one. 
:  iS  Ks'';''XSa"''ruf1aJS\f  ^S'a^tracuse.  loo,  gar^s  to  one,  lost  Junio,  World  Ser.s  against  Milwaukee  (American  Assxia.«n).  lou,  games  to  two 
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•  titon  pujolts  by  defeating  Buffalo,  fouf  games  to  two  and  Rxhester,  four  games  to  none,  won  Junior  World  Series  against  Kansas  City  (American  Assxiatmn).  tour  games     one 

•  Oelealed  Milwaukee  Braves,  h«o  games  to  none  in  playoff  lor  championship 
'1  lost  to  San  Francisco  Gianis,  two  games  to  one  in  playoff  lor  championship 
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' '  Retned,  September  29.  1976 

CHAMPIONSHIP  SERIES  RECORD 
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GEORGE  KELL 

[Born  August  23,  1922,  at  Swifton.  Ark,-H«ghl,  5'10"  Weight,  170  Threw  and  batted  righlhanded] 
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1973— San  Francaoa  1  _ 
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Notf-t1t"blished"lolSrmg  S'Se  records  most  years  leading  league  in  games,  third  baseman  (8)  most  double  plays,  third  baseman.  Iiletimc  (6181,  most  gairos,  third  baseman,  liletime  f^^^'OK  most  putoulsjhird  base™^ 
l.letimr(2  697)  mo7assrstr  Li  Uman  iilet.me  (6,205)  most  chances  acccpterf  third  baseman,  lilctime  (8,903),  highest  fielding  average,  third  baseman,  lifetime.  (971),  most  seasons  leading  league,  assists,  third  baseman  (8).  mosi 
seasons  third  baseman  (23),  most  seasons,  one  club  (23),  most  consecutive  seasons,  one  club  (23),  most  seasons  leading  league,  fielding,  third  baseman  (11) 

Tied  'ollowing  maioi  league  records  most  home  runs  with  bases  filled,  two  consecutive  games  (2),  May  6  and  9,  1962 

Established  American  league  records  lor  most  games  played,  third  baseman,  162game  schedule  (162),  1961  and  1964,  most  years.  150  or  more  games,  league  (14) 

Tied  American  League  record  for  most  seasons  leading  league,  chances  accepted,  third  baseman  (8) 

Signed  as  free  agent  by  Baltimore  Orioles  organization.  June  1.  1955  ^ 

'On  disabled  list,  toil  28  to  June  25,  1957 

«  On  disabled  list.  May  18  to  June  8.  1959 

>  Player^oach 

•  On  volunlanly  retired  list.  August  21.  1977 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  extend  a  warm  wel- 
come to  everyone  to  come  visit  Coop- 
erstown,  one  of  the  most  charming,  de- 
lightful communities  on  the  face  of 
this  Earth,  to  experience  firsthand  the 
thrill  of  an  exciting  walk  down 
memory  lane  in  the  National  Baseball 
Hall  of  Fame. 

And  I  ask  all  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  extending  well-deserved  con- 
gratulations to  Walter  Alston,  George 
Kell,  Juan  Marichal,  and  Brooks  Rob- 
inson. They  have  given  us  so  much. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RAYMOND 
ROEBUCK 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Applegate).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  CoEHLO),  is  recognized  for 
60  minutes. 

Mr.  COEHLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are  many,  many  people  who  day  in 
and  day  out  labor  unceremoniously  in 
service  to  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Yet,  despite  the  fact  that  they 
may  rarely  receive  attention  and 
thanks  for  the  good  work  they  do, 
they  are  nonetheless  appreciated  as 
well  as  being  indispensable  to  the  effi- 
cient and  effective  functioning  of  the 
House.  I  rise  today  to  publicly  thank 
and  pay  tribute  to  a  special  person, 
Ray  Roebuck,  who  is  today  celebrating 
20  years  to  this  House. 

Raymond  Harrison  Roebuck,  known 
to  most  of  us  simply  as  Ray,  is  manag- 
er of  the  Democratic  cloakroom  snack- 
bar. Ray's  culinary  talents  are  without 
equal  in  a  town  known  for  its  fine 
food.  While  others  may  argue  about 
the  quality  of  their  menus,  Ray  is  the 


only  chef  in  Washington  who  can  hon- 
estly state  that  more  Members  of  Con- 
gress regularly  dine  at  his  establish- 
ment than  at  any  other  restaurant  in 
town! 

In  addition  to  providing  nourish- 
ment to  our  bodies  with  his  own  spe- 
cial brand  of  cuisine,  Ray  also  helps 
nourish  the  soul  with  his  humor  and 
good  cheer.  No  matter  what  the  hour 
nor  the  press  of  business,  Ray  can 
always  be  counted  on  for  a  kind  com- 
ment and  warm  smile. 

Ray  Roebuck's  friendly  manner, 
dedication,  and  loyalty  exemplify  the 
spirit  of  service,  and  I  am  proud  to  call 
him  my  friend. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  may  not  be 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  words  of 
our  own  Ray  Roebuck  have  been  im- 
mortalized in  Jimmy  Breslin's  book, 
"How  the  Good  Guys  Finally  Won.  " 
In  this  book  about  Watergate,  there  is 
a  passage  describing  the  cloakroom 
and  of  Raymond  Roebuck  'presiding 
over  a  stainless  steel  snackbar."  In  re- 
sponse to  questions  about  his  particu- 
lar duties  and  his  easy  access  to  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  Ray's  articulate  and 
modest  reply  was:  'I  don't  know  noth- 
ing, I  don't  hear  nothing,  I  don't  see 
nothing." 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COEHLO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Ray- 
mond Roebuck,  the  manager  of  the 
Democratic  cloakroom  snackbar,  on 
the  20th  anniversary  of  his  employ- 
ment. 


Raymond's  job  is  certainly  no  easy 
one;  his  working  environment  is  one  of 
high  pressure  and  many  demands.  Yet 
in  spite  of  the  hectic  pace,  Raymond 
performs  his  duties  efficiently  and 
with  a  sense  of  humor  which  bright- 
ens the  day  of  those  who  have  the 
pleasure  to  work  with  him,  and  of 
those  who  enjoy  his  fine  concoctions. 
No  matter  how  late  the  hour,  nor  how 
frantic  the  schedule,  Raymond  may  be 
counted  on  for  a  delicious  snack  or 
meal,  provided  with  a  warm  smile  at 
the  'Chez  Raman. " 

Over  the  years,  he  has  been  more 
than  gracious  and  understanding  with 
the  hundreds  of  pages  who  work  in 
and  out  of  that  office  and  to  whom 
Raymond  has  always  been  a  mentor, 
friend,  and  fine  provider  of  nourish- 
ment. 

The  hard  work  and  loyalty  which 
Raymond  brings  to  his  work  are  indic- 
ative of  his  dedication  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  its  Members. 
We  are  indeed  fori^unate  to  have  him, 
and  I  trust  we  will  continue  to  enjoy 
his  exceptional  service  for  many  years 
to  come. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

D  1920 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  "Ray,  what  time  will 
we  adjourn  tonight?  "  "Now  I  can't  tell 
you  exactly  but  I  think  you  should 
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plan  on  keeping  your  6:30  evening  en- 
gagement." "Ray,  what  is  the  time  for 
tonight?"  "I  cant  tell  you  exactly  but 
Tve  stocked  up  enough  for  us  to  last 
until  3  a.m." 

For  20  years,  Ray  has  been  answer- 
ing our  queries,  providing  us  with  the 
fuel  to  keep  us  going;  and  sustaining 
our  morale  and  good  humor  with  his 
ever  pleasant,  sometimes  jovial  person- 
ality. He  listens  to  our  sometimes  un- 
funny jokes,  and  manages  to  pull  us  a 
hearty  laugh  even  when  the  joke  does 
not  even  deserve  a  half  smile.  He  has  a 
unique  way  of  reminding  us  that  we 
have  not  paid  for  the  food  we  con- 
sumed. After  finishing  off  one  of  his 
gastronomical  delights,  as  we  leave  the 
counter  (without  paying)  Ray  will  call 
out  "Congressmjui,  you  forgot  your 
umbrella. '" 

Do  we  really  know  Raymond  Roe- 
buck? No,  the  vast  majority  of  us  do 
not  really  know  him.  We  do  not  know 
Ray.  We  do  not  know  of  his  service  to 
his  church,  Caanan  Baptist.  We  do  not 
know  of  the  love  and  devotion  and 
care  he  gave  his  parents.  Lillian  and 
John  Roebuck.  We  are  not  aware  of 
the  counsel,  discipline,  and  guidance 
he  continues  to  give  the  young  pages. 
Is  it  any  wonder  that  those  pages 
come  back  year  after  year  to  see  Ray- 
mond? 

As  we  pay  tribute  to  him,  let  us  set 
the  record  straight.  First,  he  actually 
bakes  those  pies  himself.  Second,  the 
fried  chicken,  and/or  crab  cakes 
hidden  from  public  views  are  for 
junior  members,  not  senior  members. 
Third,  his  prices  are  not  competitive, 
they  are  below  market  dictated  prices. 

Ray,  thanks  for  putting  up  with  our 
idiosyncrasies;  our  incessant  demands; 
our  bad  tempers;  our  lack  of  consider- 
ation, and  a  host  of  other  human  frail- 
ties. Most  of  all,  thanks  for  being  the 
wonderful  human  being  you  are. 

Mr.  MAZZOLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  MAZZOLI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  having  asked  for  this  special  order 
so  we  can  pay  tribute  in  our  own  way 
to  our  friend  Raymond  Roebuck. 

The  gentleman  from  Kentucky,  who 
is  at  the  microphone  now,  has  had  the 
honor  of  serving  in  the  House  now  for 
13  years,  and  about  the  first  person  I 
think  the  gentleman  met  when  he 
came  to  Congress  was  the  gentleman 
who  is  with  us  tonight,  Mr.  Raymond 
Roebuck,  who  runs  the  snack  bar. 

Two  things  I  would  say:  One  is  that 
even  the  very  juniorest  of  junior  Mem- 
bers who  could  walk  into  this  House 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  parlia- 
mentary procedure  and  without  the 
background  and  the  experience,  could 
always  go  to  Raymond,  as  I  did,  and  as 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  did  13 
years  ago,  and  get  good  advice  and  get 


a  certain  amount   of  sympathy,   too. 
when  things  were  really  going  bad. 

Second,  and  not  an  inconsiderable 
advantage,  given  the  late  hours  of  the 
sessions  sometimes.  Raymond  Roe- 
buck is  probably  the  only  person  in 
the  history  of  culinary  arts  who  can 
make  a  hamburger  or  make  a  hot  dog 
taste  like  a  piece  of  Chateaubriand. 

So  I  would  just  like  to  salute  my 
friend  Raymond  for  having  made  my 
13  years  around  here  a  lot  less  burden- 
some than  they  could  have  otherwise 
been,  and  wish  him  20  more  years  of 
good  luck. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Indiana. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  our  colleague,  Mr. 
MoAKLEY,  has  just  said,  there  is  no 
more  appropriate  time  than  special 
orders  to  talk  about  Ray  Roebuck  be- 
cause he  never  gave  anything  but  a 
special  order  to  anybody.  It  had  his  in- 
dividual touch. 

I  might  add  that  for  someone  who 
does  not  say  nothing,  he  has  been  a 
ray  of  enlightenment  to  almost 
anyone  who  has  stood  at  the  counter, 
and  much  of  the  wisdom  that  Con- 
gress gets  credit  for— I  do  not  know 
how  much  that  is— but  much  of  the 
wisdom  that  Congress  gets  credit  for  it 
owes  to  its  wise  counselor  out  in  the 
cloakroom,  Ray  Roebuck. 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yeild? 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  I  appreciate  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  California 
yielding,  and  for  taking  this  special 
order  this  evening. 

Raymond  certainly  is  a  friend  of 
every  Member  of  this  House.  To  show 
his  generosity,  he  has  even  prepared 
sandwiches,  et  cetera,  for  the  Republi- 
can side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Really? 

Mr.  TRAXLER.  Yes.  Of  course,  he 
never  extends  them  credit,  because  he 
has  several  of  us. 

What  is  really  important  is  that  we 
can  speak  of  his  culinary  abilities  with 
the  full  knowledge  that  none  of  the 
hostesses  in  Washington  would  dare 
steal  him  away  from  the  Democratic 
cloakroom.  He  is  an  exceptional  chef, 
and  he  has  earned  all  of  our  gratitude 
for  that. 

He  does  all  of  this  marvelous  cook- 
ing in  a  space  of  4  feet  by  4  feet,  and 
his  stove  is  a  microwave,  and  his  sink 
is  a  one-holer.  He  has  two  knives,  and 
I  think  a  fork.  With  all  of  that,  he 
manages  to  feed  some  200-plus  Demo- 
crats and  the  Speaker,  and  that  is  no 
mean  task.  We  are  all  proud  of  him 
and  we  love  him  very  much. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much,  and  I  know 
that  Raymond  appreciates  it  also. 


I  yield  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  Everybody  just  knows 
Raymond  is  a  beautiful  individual.  He 
is  one  of  my  closest  and  dearest 
friends. 

It  is  hard  for  someone  who  does  not 
serve  here  to  know  that  the  fellow 
who  runs  the  snack  bar  is  a  confidante 
and  often  a  consultant  to  the  Speaker 
but  that  is  exactly  what  he  is.  When 
Ray  tells  me,  "The  vote  looks  pretty 
close  today,  Mr.  Speaker,"  I  know  that 
he  knows  what  he  is  talking  about.  Of- 
tentimes he  does  a  better  job  than  the 
whip  organization. 

Raymond  is  extremely  knowledgea- 
ble in  other  areas.  There  is  nobody 
who  knows  more  about  sports— wheth- 
er it  is  football,  baseball,  or  basketball. 

Ray  is  terrific.  He  can  tell  you  who 
was  the  third  baseman  for  the  Chicago 
White  Sox  so  many  years  ago.  He  can 
reminisce  on  the  Washington  Senators 
and  who  hit  a  home  run  on  such-and- 
such  a  day,  and,  of  course,  he  can  tell 
you  anything  about  his  beloved  Red- 
skins. He  is  a  true  sports  buff. 

Between  talking  about  legislation 
and  sports,  Raymond  can  find  time  to 
make  you  up  a  sandwich,  to  be  perfect- 
ly truthful.  Ray  is  just  a  beautiful, 
honorable  decent  guy.  Everybody  who 
knows  him  loves  him.  To  know  Ray  is 
to  love  him.  It  is  as  simple  as  that.  I 
am  honored.  Tony,  that  you  have  set 
aside  this  time  for  Raymond.  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  this  is  one  of  the 
biggest  delegations  I  have  seen  honor- 
ing an  individual,  any  individual,  on 
the  floor  of  the  House.  That  tells  you 
something  about  the  man  we  honor. 
The  man  has  friends. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  I  want  to  join  in  the 
Speakers  remarks  about  Raymond  to 
say  that  even  the  Speakers  statement 
that  Raymond  knows  more  about  the 
schedule  than  the  whip  organization 
happens  to  be,  in  many  cases,  true. 
Much  as  I  would  like  to  defend  the 
whip  organization  against  that  com- 
parison, I  have  to  admit  it  is  true,  and 
the  reason  it  is  true  is  that  over  the 
years  the  Speaker  and  the  majority 
leader  and  other  ranking  Members  of 
our  party  leadership  have  been  cus- 
tomers of  Rays,  and  when  the  ques- 
tion has  come  about  what  we  are  going 
to  do  in  the  evening  or  when  we  are 
going  to  adjourn,  Raymond  has  been 
told  the  unvarnished  truth;  whereas, 
not  all  the  whip  organization  is  always 
kept  totally  in  the  picture. 

With  that  one  comment,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, may  I  say  that  I  think  the  fact  that 
there  are  many  of  us  on  the  floor  to- 
night recognizes  20  years  of  devoted 
services  to  the  House. 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  We  are  happy  to  see 
the  whip  of  the  majority  party  back  in 
the  House.  He  has  been  suffering  from 
a  food  poisoning  he  caught  overseas. 
In  20  years,  I  have  never  heard  of  any- 


body getting  anything  like  that  from 
Ray. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  absolve  Raymond  to- 
tally. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  CoELHO)  for  yielding  and  com- 
mend him  for  providing  this  opportu- 
nity to  Members  to  pay  tribute  to  Ray- 
mond Harrison  Roebuck,  as  he  com- 
pletes 20  years  of  service  as  manager 
of  culinary  and  related  services  in  the 
Democratic  cloakroom. 

I  am  sure  that  many  Members  are 
participating  in  this  special  order  be- 
cause of  the  genuine  affection  in 
which  Raymond  is  held  by  us  all.  But 
others  are  participating  in  this  special 
order  for  fear  of  the  special  menu  that 
may  be  served  to  those  special  Mem- 
bers who  did  not  think  Raymond  was 
so  special. 

Certainly  everyone  has  heard  of 
Oscar  of  the  Ritz.  but  it  is  a  source  of 
concern  that  so  few  people  outside  the 
U.S.  Capitol  know  of  the  achievements 
of  our  own  "Ramon  of  the  snack  bar.  " 
Some  years  ago.  Raymond  Roebuck 
considered  following  the  lead  of  his 
famous  cousin  from  Chicago  by  pub- 
lishing a  catalog  of  the  culinary  selec- 
tions available  at  the  snack  bar.  How- 
ever, since  each  day's  menu  is  deter- 
mined by  what  is  on  sale  that  morning 
on  Safeway's  "day-old"  shelf,  it  was 
never  possible  to  operate  the  cloak- 
room facility  from  a  prearranged  book. 
Although  Raymond  continues  to 
offer  a  wise  selection  of  entrees.  Alka 
Seltzer  continues  to  be  his  biggest 
seller. 

As  I  am  sure  most  Members  are 
aware,  the  defense  appropriation  au- 
thorized the  U.S.  Navy  to  undertake  a 
research  and  development  project 
with  regard  to  Raymonds  coffee. 
Always  one  willing  to  explore  new 
technologies.  Raymond  has  agreed  to 
take  under  advisement  many  of  the 
Navy  recommendations,  even  the  one 
about  washing  the  coffee  machine,  oc- 
casionally. 

Likewise,  Raymond  has  always  made 
a  special  effort  to  keep  abreast  of  all 
the  latest  trends  in  cuisine,  and  his 
new  "lite  fare  menu"  has  been  a  big 
success.  Those  who  have  tried  it  agree 
that  no  restaurant  in  this  city  offers 
anything  exactly  like  his  bologna  and 
Cheddar  quiche. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  that  I  hardly 
need  to  tell  any  Member  how  accom- 
modating Raymond  can  be.  Under  his 
liberal  credit  policies,  a  Member  racing 
to  the  floor  for  a  vote  who  forgets  his 
wallet  can  still  count  on  being  about  to 
get  a  bite  to  eat,  provided,  of  course, 
that  he  pays  up  by  the  end  of  the  day 
and  does  not  run  his  tab  over  a  dollar 
and  a  half. 


But  his  trusting  nature  has  never 
prevented  Raymond  from  being  a 
shrewd  businessman.  Members  who 
have  found  themselves  on  the  "honor 
system"  when  Raymond  makes  one  of 
his  rare  departures  from  the  cloak- 
room and  leaves  the  snack  bar  on  self- 
service,  should  be  aware  that  the  vi- 
deocameras  in  the  gallery  are  not  the 
only  ones  tracking  the  Members. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  a  sudden  change  of 
pace  can  be  forgiven,  I  would  close  on 
a  serious  note  by  thanking  Raymond 
for  his  many  years  of  service  to  the 
House,  and  for  his  friendship  and 
many  kindnesses  to  all  its  Members. 

As  I  suspect  has  been  the  case  for 
most  Members  of  the  House,  Raymond 
was  probably  the  first  person  I  met 
when  I  came  to  Congress  and  he  has 
been  a  true  friend  ever  since.  His 
friendly  greeting  and  warm  smile  wel- 
comes everyone  he  meets. 

The  thing  I  think  that  has  im- 
pressed me  most  about  Raymond  is  his 
interest  in  looking  out  for  the  young 
pages  who  work  in  the  cloakroom. 
Pages  who  graduated  a  decade  ago  still 
drop  him  a  note  now  and  then  to  let 
him  know  how  they  are  doing.  And, 
when  former  pages  visit  Washington, 
Raymond  is  one  of  the  first  people 
they  look  up.  When  new  pages  arrive 
in  this  new  city  far  from  their  family, 
Raymond  provides  them  with  the 
trust,  stability,  and  commonsense 
advice  that  they  need.  Its  a  job  we  do 
not  pay  him  to  do  but  he  does  it  well 
and  he  deserves  credit  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Congress  is  a  lot  more 
than  Congressmen.  And  the  gentle- 
man from  California  is  to  be  com- 
mended for  giving  the  House  an  op- 
portunity to  pay  tribute  to  someone 
whose  contribution  to  this  body  is  at 
least  as  important  and  long  lasting  as 
our  own. 


n  1930 


Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Georb'ia  (Mr. 
Fowler). 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
always  difficult  to  speak  after  the 
leadership  and  after  the  very  generous 
remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts, both  gentlemen  from  Massa- 
chusetts; but  I  must  say  that  many  of 
us  in  this  party  that  if  we  had  to  nomi- 
nate as  candidates  for  a  renaissance 
man  it  would  probably  be  our  Ray- 
mond Roebuck. 

You  have  heard  from  the  Speaker 
about  Ray's  knowledge  of  sports.  You 
have  heard  from  many  of  our  col- 
leagues about  his  lack  of  knowledge  of 
cuisine.  He  is  the  only  man  I  know 
that  believes  that  a  hot  dog  is  the  only 
dog  that  feeds  the  hand  that  bites  it, 
and  if  you  reach  too  fast  for  it,  he  will 
bite  your  hand  on  the  way  to  his  dog. 

He  is  also  a  man  of  music.  He  knows 
not  only  his  sports,  he  knows  not  only 
his  cuisine,  he  knows  his  music. 


Raymond  is  eternal.  I  do  not  know 
how  old  he  is.  He  will  not  tell  how  old 
he  is.  I  know  he  knows  when  Clyde 
McFadden  was  with  the  Drifters.  He 
remembers  when  the  Howling  Wolf 
was  singing  those  blues  in  the  Walla 
Heights. 

He  remembers,  yea,  when  the  Plat- 
ters first  strolled  out  of  the  Royal  Pea- 
cock. 

He  remembers  when  Laverne  Baker 
was  out  there  facing  Chuck  Berry 
singing,  "Jim  Dandy  to  the  Rescue." 

His  knowledge  even  goes  back  to 
Fats  Domino  singing,  "Yes,  its  me  and 
I"m  in  love,"  26  times  before  they 
hauled  him  off  the  stage. 

He  knows  every  song  in  the  Broaden 
Hymnal.  He  knows  "Brighten  the 
Corner  Where  You  Are,"  "Bringing  in 
the  Sheaves,"  "Just  as  I  Am  Without 
One  Plea,""  and  all  of  that,  his  knowl- 
edge of  the  excellence  embodied  in 
sports,  the  dimension  that  music 
brings  to  our  lives,  the  pleasure  of  a 
meal  well  served,  even  if  it  is  a  special 
and  hasty  meal,  has  all  been  wrapped 
up  in  one  whale  of  a  fellow  that  is 
never  too  busy  to  stop  what  he  is 
doing  for  the  great  or  the  small. 

We  love  you.  Brother  Roebuck.  We 
are  thankful  that  they  still  make 
something  of  your  essence,  and 
"Though  you  ain't  perfect,  you're  all 
we  got,  and  we  are  so  grateful  for  it." 
Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Hughes). 

Mr.  HUGHES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

I  first  want  to  commend  our  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  California, 
for  taking  out  this  special  order  and 
that,  like  the  other  acts,  are  tough 
acts  to  follow.  They  have  already 
touched  upon  Raymonds  music,  his 
excellent  cuisine,  his  sports  ability. 

I  would  just  like  to  speak  briefly 
about  his  clandestine  operations  in  the 
bank.  I  do  not  know  if  a  fellow  can 
hide  tomatoes  any  better  than  Ray- 
mond. Raymond  is  good  at  hiding  that 
chicken,  ^n  fact.  I  only  see  chicken 
about  one  a  month.  It  is  either  gone 
or  he  has  hidden  it  well  when  I  get 
back  to  the  snack  bar. 

In  all  seriousness,  Raymond  is  a 
great  guy.  We  all  love  him.  He  has  a 
tremendous  sense  of  humor,  always 
has  a  smile  for  you,  a  good  word.  He  is 
just  a  delight  to  be  around. 

Raymond,  it  has  just  been  great 
having  you  aboard.  We  just  wish  you 
25  to  50  more  years  of  continued  suc- 
cess in  that  job. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Stokes.) 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  commend  my  colleague,  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Coelho)  for 
taking  out  this  special  order  for  my 
friend,  Raymond  Roebuck. 
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All  of  us  who  patronize  Ray  are 
proud  to  pay  honor  to  him  today  for 
20  years  of  outstanding  service  to  the 
House.  Although  he  is  located  in  the 
Democratic  cloakroom  of  the  House.  I 
have  often  seen  many  of  our  col- 
leagues from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  avail  themselves  of  his  services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  many  of  us  who  pa- 
tronized Ray  over  the  years  refer  to 
his  operation  as  Chez  Raymonds.  Not 
only  is  it  a  great  restaurant  but  it  is  a 
favorite  meeting  place  where  Members 
can  get  a  bite  to  eat  and  at  the  same 
time,  get  to  know  other  Members  a 
little  better.  It  is  a  place  to  discuss  leg- 
islation and  reminisce  as  well  as  to 
hear  the  latest  joke  or  humorous  story 
circulating  the  Halls  of  Congress.  It  is 
also  a  place  to  learn  of  the  strangest 
sandwiches  you  have  ever  heard  of. 
Whatever  the  concoction— Raymond 
can  prepare  it.  Sometimes,  if  the 
Member  desires.  Raymond  will  come 
up  with  some  new  and  delicious  con- 
coction. But  Ray  is  equally  nice  to 
those  who.  like  myself,  are  less  daring 
who  just  take  the  old  standby  meals, 
like  tuna  or  chicken  soup. 

It  is  always  interesting  at  the  begin- 
ning of  each  new  session  of  Congress 
to  stand  close  to  Ray's  operation  and 
see  him  greet  each  new  Member  of  the 
House  by  name.  That  is  one  of  Rays 
great  assets  which  is  that  he  knows 
every  Member  of  the  House  and  greets 
them  by  referring  to  them  by  name. 
This  uncanny  ability  to  remember 
names  is  just  not  reserved  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  but  includes  former 
Members  of  Congress,  and  current  and 
former  pages. 

Along  with  this  uncanny  ability  to 
remember  names  is  Raymond's  com- 
puterized mental  ability  to  juggle  fig- 
ures in  calculating  the  cost  of  each 
Member's  meal.  This  also  includes  the 
ability  to  store  each  persons  account 
in  his  head  when  we  forget  to  pay  or 
as  some  of  us  tell  him,  "pay  you  Satur- 
day". 

Those  of  us  who  have  patronized 
Raymond  over  the  years  have  come  to 
know  that  he  has  had  certain  favorites 
who  get  a  little  special  treatment.  Con- 
gressman Bill  Clay  and  I  discovered 
one  day  that  no  matter  how  many 
Members  were  told  he  was  out  of  tuna 
salad  that  somehow  whenever  former 
Member  Yvonne  Brathwaite  Burke 
came  up  and  asked  for  tuna,  that  Ray 
just  happened  to  find  a  dish  of  tuna 
salad  for  her.  Considering  her  beauty, 
however,  none  of  us  ever  blamed  Ray 
for  this.  The  fact  is  that  we  had  to 
praise  his  astuteness.  1  also  learned  a 
long  time  ago  that  on  those  days  when 
Ray  is  not  in  the  best  of  moods,  that  it 
helps  you  to  know  his  best  friend. 
Charlie  Melody.  Fortunately.  Charlie 
is  always  around  and  has  put  in  a  good 
word  for  me  on  more  than  one  occa- 
sion. 

Anot"her  thing  Congressman  Bill 
Clay  and  I  used  to  tease  Ray  about  is 


the  missing  pot.  Back  a  few  years  ago 
whenever  the  House  was  not  in  session 
late.  Ray  would  frequently  cook  a  spe- 
cial dish  and  bring  in  a  pot  of  it  the 
following  day.  On  one  occasion,  he 
told  both  of  us  not  to  eat  anything 
until  the  pot  arrived  that  he  had 
coming  and  that  he  expected  the  pot 
any  moment.  That  was  around  12 
noon.  Each  hour  when  we  checked 
with  him.  he  would  not  let  us  eat  any- 
thing, reminding  us  that  his  friend 
was  bringing  the  pot  and  would  be 
there  in  a  few  minutes.  Somewhere 
around  6  that  evening.  Raymond  final- 
ly acknowledged  that  he  did  not  know 
what  had  happened  to  either  the 
friend  or  the  pot  because  neither  one 
ever  showed  up. 

Those  were  the  good  old  days  and  it 
is  not  very  often  that  Ray  brings  in  a 
pot  anymore.  In  many  respects.  Ray- 
mond is  much  like  a  good  bartender. 
In  the  course  of  a  day's  session  of  Con- 
gress at  his  snack  stand.  Raymond  sees 
all.  hears  all  and  knows  all.  but  says 
nothing. 

What  he  will  talk  about,  however,  is 
basketball  and  I  learned  the  hard  way 
not  to  bet  him.  especially  if  you  are 
betting  on  the  Cleveland  Cavaliers. 

Well.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  could  go  on 
and  on  reciting  anecdotes  about  Ray- 
mond. I  take  pride  in  paying  tribute  to 
Raymond  for  his  valued  and  talented 
service  to  all  of  us  and  I  look  forward 
to  many  more  years  of  helping  Ray- 
mond locate  that  lost  pot. 

D  1940 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  great  remarks. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Dymally). 

Mr.  DYMALLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  take 
pride  today  in  joining  with  my  col- 
leagues in  commending  Raymond  Roe- 
buck on  the  celebration  of  his  20th 
year  of  service  to  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. 

For  many  years.  Ray  Roebuck  has 
been  the  provider  of  nourishment  for 
most  Members  of  this  distinguished 
body  as  part  of  his  responsibilities  as 
manager  of  the  Democratic  cloakroom 
snackbar.  Always  affable.  Ray  has  not 
only  furnished  fine  food  for  us.  but 
has  provided  a  warm  atmosphere  and 
a  warm  sense  of  humor  as  well.  His  un- 
dying spirit,  optimism,  and  zeal  are  re- 
freshing examples  of  dedication  and 
service  of  the  highest  order  to  our 
country. 

I  applaud  Raymond  Roebuck  for  his 
loyalty,  professionalism,  and  character 
and  look  forward  to  his  continued 
service  for  many  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  take  excep- 
tion to  labeling  Ray  as  an  expert  on 
baseball.  Ray  was  humbled  in  1981 
when  he  had  the  audacity  to  take  a 
bet  against  the  Los  Angeles  Dodgers 
for  the  New  York  Yankees  and  I  want 
to  tell  you  that  he  is  still  paying  very 
dearly  for  that  experience. 


Ray  is  a  dear  friend  and  we  love  him. 
we  all  love  him. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  now 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Dyson). 

Mr.  DYSON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  California  for  taking  the  time 
today,  and  I.  too.  would  like  to  salute 
Ray.  I  would  like  to  thank  him  for  the 
job  he  has  done  for  all  of  us. 

The  chairman  of  the  Ethics  Commit- 
tee I  think  hit  upon  a  very  important 
point.  He  knew  me  before  I  knew  him. 
I  remember  my  first  day  as  a  Member 
of  the  Congress  coming  into  the 
Chamber  and  walking  into  the  cloak- 
room and  Ray  pointing  me  out  and 
asking  me  how  the  blues  and  the  blue 
crabs  were  running  in  the  Chesapeake 
Bay. 

He  is  a  tremendous  individual  and  I 
again  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  California  for  taking  the  time 
out  to  recognize.  I  think,  a  very  special 
individual. 

I  salute  you.  Ray.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  now 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Seiberling). 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  California.  I  think  this  is 
most  appropriate. 

When  I  first  came  to  the  House  I 
was  expected  to  recognize  seniority 
and  I  quickly  recognized  that  Ray  had 
seniority  over  me  and  still  does. 

I  also  recognized  that  when  I  really 
wanted  to  know  what  I  ought  to  be 
doing,  all  I  had  to  do  was  ask  Ray  be- 
cause I  did  not  know  my  way  around 
here. 

I  also  began  to  learn  that  he  made 
some  darn  good  sandwiches. 

But  I  learned  a  couple  of  other 
things.  Raymond  was  in  an  odd  posi- 
tion. He  had  all  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  and  the  staff  as  customers  but 
they  were  also  in  a  sense  his  boss.  So 
he  at  one  point  in  one  way  had  to  be 
polite  and  courteous  and  friendly  and 
warm,  as  he  is  by  nature,  but  also  he 
had  to  sort  of  keep  them  at  arms' 
length  to  keep  them  from  pushing  him 
around.  And  he  is  an  absolute  genius 
at  putting  things  in  a  way  so  that  you 
know  that  he  has  put  you  in  your 
proper  place  and,  at  the  same  time, 
has  done  it  in  a  way  that  you  cannot 
possibly  take  offense  at. 

Raymond  has  some  other  nice  traits, 
one  of  which  is  he  really  is  genuinely 
accommodating.  I  have  been  hooked 
for  years  on  a  little  confection  called 
Kitkats.  I  put  Raymond  up  to  stocking 
the  1  day.  It  took  a  little  time  and  I 
urged  him.  but  he  finally  did.  About 
all  I  can  say  is  that  I  think  he  got  a  lot 
of  other  people  hooked  on  Kitkats 
around  here  as  a  result. 

And  I  finally  pursuaded  Raymond 
that  there  was  another  confection 
that  he  ought  to  stock,  and  that  is  a 
little  thing  called  Dannies.  It  is  a  kind 
of  a  frozen  yogurt  bar  on  a  stick.  Ray- 


mond. I  wfll  say  one  thing.  I  may  be 
one  of  your  better  customers  for  Dan- 
nies, but  you  have  been  selling  Dan- 
nies like  a  house  afire.  I  guess  that  is 
inappropriate  because  it  is  a  frozen 
thing.  I  will  say  like  a  baked  Alaska. 
Ever  since. 

Raymond  is  also  a  trusting  person.  If 
you  do  not  have  the  money  to  pay. 
why,  Raymond  not  only  trusts  you  to 
pay  him  later  but  he  trusts  you  to  re- 
member how  much  you  owe  him,  al- 
though I  have  never  been  quite  sure 
that  he  does  not  remember  pretty  well 
himself. 

In  any  event,  all  this  points  to  the 
fact  and  all  of  the  things  that  have 
been  said  today  to  the  fact  that  Ray- 
mond is  a  real,  genuine  article.  He  has 
no  stuffiness.  He  knows  how  to  deal 
with  all  of  the  prima  donnas,  and  that 
includes  all  435  of  us.  and  at  the  same 
time  he  does  it  in  such  a  way  that  we 
all  go  away  loving  him. 

Raymond,  we  love  you.  Thank  you 
so  much. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Louisiana  (Mrs.  Boggs). 

Mrs.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
deep  affection  and  much  gratitude 
that  I  rise  to  pay  tribute  to  Raymond 
Roebuck.  I  am  so  grateful  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  for  giving  me 
this  privilege. 

Raymond  Roebuck  is  a  kind,  astute, 
loving,  serviceable,  generous  man.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  he  is  one  of  the  most 
sustaining  members  of  this  institution. 
Of  course  we  all  have  our  favorite 
Ray  stories.  I  must  say  that  this  fine 
gourment  allowed  me  to  influence  him 
into  purchasing  a  microwave  oven  and 
thereby  he  doubled  the  specialties  to 
Chez  Raymond  by  being  able  to  ac- 
commodate those  of  us  who  like  a 
little  hot  food  every  once  in  a  while 
more  easily. 

And  speaking  of  hot  food,  I  knew  he 
was  an  excellent  cook  when  he  asked 
me  to  bring  him  a  chef  sized  bottle  of 
tabasco  sauce. 

But  I  suppose  what  we  all  love  Ray 
the  most  for  is  his  genuine  interest  in 
each  of  us,  in  our  families,  and  in  ev- 
erything that  we  hold  dear,  and  espe- 
cially his  interest  in  the  pages. 

All  of  us  who  love  the  pages,  who 
worry  considerably  about  the  fact  that 
they  have  so  little  direction,  often- 
times, and  we  are  concerned  that  they 
are  not  eating  properly,  they  are  not 
sleeping  properly,  they  are  not  study- 
ing properly,  they  are  not  exercising 
properly,  we  know  that  when  they  get 
into  a  really  difficult  bind  they  can 
repair  to  Raymond  Roebuck  and  he 
will  help  to  straighten  them  out.  He  is 
their  father  confessor  and  their  loving 
mother  sometimes,  and  we  in  the  Con- 
gress should  give  Raymond  a  special 
thanks  for  this  very  special  way  he  has 
with  the  pages. 


Ray,  I  really  do  appreciate  you  and 
love  you  and  thank  you,  and  I  hope 
that  you  will  remember  this  day  for  a 
very  long  time  to  come.  Put  it  in  that 
special  calculator  of  yours  that  hap- 
pens to  be  the  best  computer  brain  in 
the  House. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  from  Louisiana. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoinl 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman  arranging  this  special  order 
so  that  those  of  us  in  the  House  who 
have  learned  to  know  Raymond  as 
well  as  we  have  through  the  years  can 
pay  tribute  to  him. 

Raymond  is  with  us  this  evening  and 
I  want  to  join  those  frineds  who  are 
tipping  their  hat  to  him. 

I  join  my  colleagues  in  saluting  this 
gentleman  because  he  is  a  very  true 
gentleman.  Someone,  I  guess  several 
people  have  referred  to  Chez  Ray- 
mond a  number  of  times.  I  want  to  say 
that  in  all  of  the  time  that  I  have  been 
in  politics  or  in  government,  wherever 
I  have  worked  I  have  never  known  a 
man  to  know  the  succulent  qualities  of 
a  bologna  and  cheese  sandwich  as 
much  or  as  well  as  Raymond  Roebuck. 
Raymond  has  perfected  a  bologna 
and  cheese  sandwich  to  a  high  art 
form. 

Whenever  I  go  into  the  Cloak  Room 
and  I  order  a  whopper,  Raymond 
knows  exactly  what  I  have  in  mind, 
and  he  has  never  once  disappointed 
me.  Today,  in  fact,  I  told  him  I  wanted 
one  a  little  extra  special  because  I  was 
going  to  be  taking  some  time  on  this 
special  order  and  it  better  be  good  or 
otherwise  I  might  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  and  say  some  things  that 
would  be  on  the  negative  side. 

He  knew  I  was  kidding  because  I 
could  think  of  very  few  things  that  I 
could  say  that  would  be  negative. 

I  am  glad  that  our  colleague  from 
Louisiana,  Lindy  Boggs,  mentioned 
the  thing  that  she  did  on  a  serious 
note  because  one  of  the  things  that  I 
have  noticed  through  the  years  about 
Raymond  is  that  as  a  part  of  this 
family,  he  is  a  part  of  this  family,  and 
an  integral  part.  He  cares  more  about 
the  well-being  of  the  Members,  but 
particularly  the  young  people  who 
serve  as  pages. 
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He  really  does  care.  He  takes  the 
time  to  know  when  they  are  not  feel- 
ing well,  he  takes  the  time  to  care 
about  their  education,  he  cares  about 
their  lives  and  I  guess  for  those  of  us 
who  are  saluting  Raymond  tonight,  we 
are  saying  we  care  about  his  as  well. 

Those  bologna  and  cheese  sandwich- 
es are  great.  I  can  tell  any  colleague 
who  listens  tonight  that  if  anyone 
thinks  Raymond  forgets  who  has  not 
paid.  I  can  guarantee  them  that  that 
is   wrong.   Raymond   does   remember. 


More  than  that  there  is  one  other 
thing  I  want  to  say  about  Raymond. 
Raymond  probably  is  the  best  man  I 
have  met  in  Congress  in  laying  down  a 
bet  with.  For  9  years  I  have  made  a 
couple  of  small  wagers  with  Raymond 
on  sports  .events  of  one  kind  or  an- 
other. I  seldom  win.  I  am  not  a  person 
who  wins  bets.  I  have  gone  through  all 
my  life  and  hardly  ever  won  a  bet  on  a 
sports  event.  When  I  came  back  here 
to  Washington,  joined  this  House,  this 
caucus.  I  found  that  I  met  a  man  who 
I  could  lay  a  bet  down  with  and  fre- 
quently, if  not  inevitably.  '^Xalk  off 
with  a  sizable  reward,  not  sizable  but  a 
small  reward. 

In  9  years  I  have  lost  one  wager  with 
Raymond.  Raymond,  I  love  you,  wher- 
ever you  are,  I  love  you.  I  want  you  to 
know  that.  But  really  in  all  serious- 
ness, for  all  that  you  give  to  all  of  us, 
every  one  of  us  is  saying  tonight,  you 
are  family,  my  friend,  you  are  real 
family,  we  love  you  and  we  want  you 
to  stay  with  us  for  years  to  come. 

Mr.  COEHLO.  The  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts.  Mr.  Donnelly. 

Mr.  DONNELLY.  I  thank  my  good 
friend  from  California  for  yielding.  I 
congratulate  him  for  taking  time  this 
evening  to  commemorate  20  years  of 
service  by  our  good  friend  Raymond 
Roebuck. 

Raymond  to  me  represents  all  of  the 
best  things  that  career  Government 
employees  do.  He  is  a  member  of  this 
family  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  whether  you  are  going 
through  the  course  of  your  day.  a  good 
day  or  a  bad  day.  it  is  always  a  pleas- 
ure to  be  able  to  walk  into  the  cloak- 
room and  to  have  a  cheery  word  with 
Raymond  Roebuck.  There  are  very 
few  people  that  I  have  met.  not  just  in 
this  institution,  but  in  my  10  years  in 
public  life  that  have  that  unique  qual- 
ity, that  unique  quality  to  put  people 
at  ease  immediately  and  secondarily  to 
go  about  your  day-to-day  work  in  an 
efficient,  effective,  and  very  gratifying 
way. 

Ray  has  another  unique  quality:  He 
never  forgets  individuals  who  have 
served  in  this  institution,  nor  do  those 
individuals  forget  Raymond  and  the 
dear  way  that  he  carries  his  life  and 
the  quality  of  life  under  which  he 
lives.  In  the  5  years  I  have  served  in 
this  institution,  traveling  across  the 
breadth  of  this  Nation  I  have  met 
many  former  Members.  And  one  of  the 
first  things  they  say  is,  "Say  hello  to 
Ray  for  me." 

I  have  met  very  few  people  that 
have  not  had  a  dear  deep  respect  for 
this  man  and  the  way  he  has  carried 
himself. 

Raymond,  on  the  other  hand,  never 
forgets  Members  of  this  institution. 
Constantly  he  will  ask  me  about  cer- 
tain Members,  former  Members  of  the 
Massachusetts  delegation  no  longer 
with  us.  back  in  private  life,  how  are 


22040 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  1,  198 J 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22041 


they  feeling  personally,  how  are  their 
families,  what  are  they  doing  now  for 
a  living? 

He  is  without  a  doubt  a  dear 
member  of  this  family.  In  many  ways 
those  of  us  who  are  here  today  and 
those  that  serve  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  as  individuals  we  are  honoring 
ourselves  and  this  institution  by  hon- 
oring this  fine,  dear  man.  Raymond 
Roebuck,  who  I  will  always  consider  to 
have  been  a  great  asset  to  my  service 
in  this  institution  and  who  I  will 
always  hold  closely  with  the  word 
friend. 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Rahall). 

Mr.  RAHALL.  I  thank  rhe  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  California  for 
yielding  to  me  under  this  special 
order. 

I  am  very  honored,  very  happy  to 
join  this  evening  in  paying  special  rec- 
ognition to  Raymond  Roebuck  upon 
his  20  years  of  service  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  this  institution 
of  our  Government. 

I  have  been  here  6  years  and  there  is 
very  few  individuals  who  I  have  seen 
around  this  town  that  really  know 
how  to  put  Congressmen  in  line.  Let 
me  say  that  Raymond  Roebuck  knows 
how  to  do  that.  He  knows  how  to  do  it 
in  a  very  polite  manner  but  yet  a  very 
forceful  manner.  During  a  roUcall.  at 
the  height  of  the  noon  rush,  we  are  all 
back  there  trying  to  obtain  a  hot  dog 
or  sandwich,  some  of  Raymonds  deli- 
cious tuna  or  egg  salad,  and  what  will 
he  tell  us?  "There  are  two  or  three 
ahead  of  you.  Mr.  Rahall.  Write  your 
order  down,  get  in  line. '" 

Believe  me.  I  do.  So  Ray  knows  how 
to  put  us  in  line. 

I  have  just  come  from  a  reception  in 
Ray's  honor.  He  was  not  there,  but  I 
can  certainly  understand  his  wanting 
to  be  elsewhere  at  this  particular 
hour. 

I  must  say  there  were  more  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  at  that  reception 
than  I  have  seen  at  any  one  reception 
since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress. 

I  think  that  outpouring  of  Members 
who  wish  to  stop  by  and  say  thank  you 
to  Raymond  for  his  20  years  of  service 
is  certainly  indicative  of  the  high  re- 
spect in  which  Members  hold  Ray- 
mond. 

Certainly  as  has  been  mentioned 
earlier  today  we  have  our  troubled 
times  in  this  body.  Each  of  us  have  our 
ups  and  downs.  Each  of  us  have  our 
long  evenings  sometimes  in  which  we 
are  in  session  late  or  in  a  particular 
committee  meeting  to  all  hours  of  the 
night,  we  are  here  early  the  next 
morning  and  we  do  not  particularly 
want  to  hear  or  want  to  talk  funny 
items  or  talk  about  items  that  we  may 
not  attach  the  most  importance  to  at 
that    moment,    but    Raymond    knows 


who  to  soothe  over  those  feelings,  get 
us  to  talking  about  the  brighter  as- 
pects of  the  day  coming  before  us.  It  is 
indeed  a  delight  to  have  that  type  of 
person  to  talk  to  in  the  mornings  fol- 
lowing our  long  hours  in  this  Chamber 
and  in  this  institution.  So.  to  Ray- 
mond Roebuck  upon  his  20  years  of 
service  and  to  his  family,  to  his  friends 
that  are  with  us  here  this  evening.  I 
say  thank  you  for  the  service  you  have 
given.  I  might  add  one  further  note.  In 
all  6  years  I  have  been  here,  as  I  have 
said  Raymond  has  made  a  lot  of  them 
happier  moments  than  what  they 
would  otherwise  be.  I  can  recall  one  es- 
pecially sad  one  that  I  noticed  Ray- 
mond, it  has  been  the  only  sad 
moment  in  which  I  witnessed  him 
during  my  6  years  here;  that  was  the 
time  he  came  out  of  the  phone  booth 
in  the  cloakroom  with  tears  in  his  eyes 
upon  the  death  of  a  beloved  one  in  his 
family.  That  is  the  only  moment  I  can 
recall  in  which  there  were  genuine 
tears  in  his  eyes  and  it  was  a  genuine 
moment  of  sorrow,  a  pause,  and  one  of 
deep  thinking. 

I  recall  that  very  well.  Raymond.  I 
know  that  sticks  out  and  shall  always 
stick  out  in  my  memory  as  one  of  the 
few  moments  in  which  Raymond  Roe- 
buck expressed  a  sense  of  sorrow. 

Other  than  that,  he  has  brought 
great  cheer  to  many  Members  of  this 
body  and  to  this  institution  which  he 
has  served  to  the  highest  degree  of  re- 
spect, esteem  and  integrity.  I  thank 
you  for  it.  Raymond. 

Mr.  COELHO.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Pickle). 

Mr.  PICKLE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  privileged  to  pay 
my  respects  to  my  friend,  Raymond 
Roebuck.  Raymond  is  my  colleague 
and  my  contemporary.  We  are  both, 
more  or  less,  celebrating  20  years  of 
service  here  in  this  body.  As  long  as  I 
remember  he  is  the  only  one  who  has 
taken  care  of  us  in  the  cloakroom.  I 
know  of  no  other.  I  met  a  couple  who 
worked  in  the  cloakroom  before  Ray- 
mond. There  were  two  of  them,  hus- 
band and  wife.  So.  Raymond  is  taking 
care  of  two  jobs;  one  of  him.  two  of 
the  other.  It  might  have  been  three 
for  one:  whatever  the  job  he  could  do 
it  and  he  has  done  it  with  such  grace 
and  pleasantness  that  he  has  endeared 
himself  to  all  of  us. 

In  my  own  case.  I  maintain  my  own 
special  set  of  priorities  about  a  person 
I  would  serve  my  secret  formulas  to. 

When  I  serve  chili  here  once  a  year. 
I  get  my  venison  chili  and  I  would 
trust  that  secret  to  no  one  else  hardly 
except  Raymond  Roebuck.  But  I  do. 

Each  year  for  the  last  20  years  we 
have  served  venison  chili  to  a  group  of 
people  here  who  know  that  that  is  the 
quintessence,  that  is  the  elixir  of  all 
foods,  venison  chili  with  a  little  added 
touch  of  Roebuck,  to  say  nothing  of 
pickle  and  peppers  at  the  same  time. 
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I  am  impressed  by  the  fact  that  no 
matter  how  busy  you  are  and  how  fast 
you  rush  into  the  cloakroom  to 
demand  a  sandwich  or  something  to 
eat.  Raymond  says,  without  ever  look- 
ing up.  "Get  in  the  back  of  the  line. 
You  are  about  tenth." 

I  tell  you.  it  takes  a  man  with  a  little 
nerve  to  say  that  to  a  group  of  prima 
donnas  who  are  elected  to  Congress. 
But  Raymond  says  it  and  gets  away 
with  it  because  we  know  when  he  says 
that  he  is  just  simply  saying  "Every- 
body is  the  same.  You  wait  your  turn. 
I  am  going  to  take  care  of  these 
people."  And  I  have  seen  him  tell  the 
Speaker  that  and  hold  my  breath.  He 
held  onto  his  vow  and  the  Speaker  got 
in  line.  And  he  is  a  pretty  good  size 
fellow  to  be  noticing  at  the  end  of  the 
line,  but  that  was  Raymond's  rule, 
treat  everybody  alike. 

He  did  it  with  kindness.  He  did  it 
with  friendship,  with  understanding. 

A  lot  of  people  come  in  a  bar.  to  a 
neighborhood  bar.  and  they  want  to 
have  a  drink  and  before  it  is  over  with 
they  will  philosophize  and  they  will 
want  somebody  to  listen  to  them.  The 
same  is  true  in  the  cloakroom.  You  go 
in  to  Raymond  and  if  you  do  not 
watch  it,  he  will  get  your  order  in,  and 
he  will  listen.  And  the  next  thing  you 
know  you  will  get  a  little  conversation, 
a  little  appreciation,  and  if  you  do  not 
watch  it,  you  will  get  a  little  advice.  He 
has  plenty  of  it.  He  will  give  it  freely 
He  knows  what  to  say  because  he  un- 
derstands people.  If  he  had  not.  he 
would  not  have  been  here  and  loved  by 
so  many  people. 

So  all  of  us  in  the  House  salute  a 
public  servant  who  has  given  of  him- 
self and  made  us  all  feel  happy  that 
we  serve  here  and  that  we  are  com- 
rades working  together  in  the  public 
good. 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  (Mr.  Lowry). 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding. 

I  frankly  cannot  add  an  awful  lot  to 
what  the  gentleman  from  Texas  just 
said.  He  really  summed  it  up  well. 
Except  to  say  that  Raymond  Roebuck 
is  truly  an  unusual  person  and  a  very, 
very  valued  member  of  this  team  that 
works  so  hard  around  here.  And  I 
would  actually  say  that  even  if  I  was 
not  afraid  I  would  not  get  my  tuna 
fish  sandwich  had  I  not  said  it. 

The  only  thing  that  surprised  me— 
and  I  am  trying  to  say  this  to  be 
funny— is  I  did  not  realize  that  Ray- 
mond had  only  been  here  20  years.  I 
thought  he  had  been  here  a  lot  longer 
than  that.  I  thought  he  had  been  here 
as  long  as  the  institution. 

I  hope  he  is  here  many  more  years. 
He  is  a  very  valuable  member.  And  I 


want  to  thank  my  friend  from  Califor- 
nia for  having  this  special  order. 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Gaydos). 
Mr.  GAYDOS.  I  want  to  thank  my 
colleague  from  California. 

I  want  to  say  this  and  I  think  I  am 
now  in  a  proper  position  to  say  it.  I 
have  listened  to  everybody,  everything 
that  has  been  said  has  been  true,  accu- 
rate and  I  think  to  the  point,  and  I 
verify  what  has  been  said. 

But  I  probably  have  developed  an  af- 
finity for  Raymond  over  the  years  be- 
cause he  takes  regular,  frequent  trips 
up  to  the  Pennsylvania  Dutch  coun- 
try. And  up  there  he  learns  and  is  ex- 
posed to  all  the  great  cuisine  that  is 
prevalent  in  that  area  there  for  hun- 
dreds of  years.  So  Raymond  brings  to 
us  from  the  Pennsylvania  Dutch  coun- 
try good  recipes,  good  wholesome  food. 
And  one  of  the  Members  preceding 
me   had   said   that    he   thought   that 
Raymond  knew  everything,  heard  ev- 
erything. I  just  want  to  enlarge  upon 
that  along  the   lines  that   if   I   were 
Evans  and  Novak  or  if  I  were  Jack  An- 
derson, my  entry  into  the  secrecy  of 
this    House    would    be    back    in    that 
cloakroom.  And  we  owe  a  debt  and  I 
mean   an   unqualified,   unprecedented 
debt  to  Raymond  for  the  security  that 
he  has  established  back  there.  As  long 
as  I  have  been  here— that  is  some  16 
years  now— nothing  and  I  emphasize, 
but   nothing,   has   leaked   out  of   the 
cloakroom  detrimental  to  this  House. 
So  Raymond  does  know  how  to  keep  a 
confidence. 

Mr.  COELHO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  gentleman  may  not  have 
been  here  when  I  read  Raymond's 
famous  quote  that  is  published.  He 
says,  "I  don't  know  nothing.  I  don't 
hear  nothing  and  I  don't  see  nothing." 
That  is  his  quote  to  the  press.  And  the 
gentleman  is  articulating  that. 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  That  is  appropriate. 
It  is  apropos.  And  I  would  say  if  any- 
body would  have  made  that  statement, 
I  would  say  Raymond  when  he  makes 
it.  is  really  sincere  and  I  think  the 
facts  fit  him. 

Let  me  conclude  by  saying  this.  Most 
men  and  in  particular  Raymond's  job, 
along  with  all  the  activity  here  in  the 
House,  most  men,  throughout  life,  are 
content  to  very  seldom  see  their  name 
in  print.  They  do  things  in  a  sincere 
manner,  but  the  recognition  might  be 
wanting  in  substantial  form.  And  it  is 
good,  I  think,  basically  fundamentally 
good  and  right  and  proper  to  honor  a 
man  while  he  is  working  with  you. 
And  he  is  going  to  continue  to  work. 

So  that  is  why  I  congratulate  my 
good  friend  from  California  for  taking 
the  time  at  this  time  in  Raymonds 
career  and  his  services  to  this  House 
and  saying  good  things  about  a  man 
while  he  can  hear  them  and  hopefully 


enjoy  them  and  while  the  record  is 
good  and  fresh. 

In  final  conclusion,  I  want  to  add  my 
congratulations  to  a  fine  man,  who  I 
have  grown  to  respect,  admire,  and 
love  throughout  the  years.  Raymond 
R.opbi_ick 

Mr.  COELHO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Carr). 

Mr.  CARR.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  just  wanted  to  add  my  thank  you 
to  my  good  friend.  Raymond  Roebuck. 
And  I  say  the  word  "friend  "  in  the 
deepest  sense  of  that  term  because  he 
is  a  steadying  force  in  an  institution  of 
change  and  he  is  a  friend  to  us  all. 

I  heard  the  remarks  of  the  gentle- 
man from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Rahall) 
and  I  would  like  to  associate  myself 
with  his  remarks. 

I  have  been  standing  over  at  that  re- 
ception now  for  almost  an  hour  wait- 
ing to  make  Raymond  a  sandwich. 
Since  he  did  not  show  up.  I  guess  I 
have  to  come  over  here  and  thank  him 
for  his  service  to  the  Congress  and 
more  than  that,  the  country,  because 
the  country  will  probably  never  realize 
the  role  that  Raymond  has  played 
around  here  to  make  us  all  feel  so 
well,  be  healthy,  and  be  happy. 

I  rue  the  day  that  something  hap- 
pens to  Raymond  Roebuck  and  a 
Member  of  Congress  has  to  become 
the  real  Speaker  of  the  House. 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  and  I 
thank  all  my  colleagues  for  joining  me 
tonight  in  this  special  order  to  a  very 
special  person,  a  very  special  charac- 
ter, Ray  Roebuck. 

All  of  us  in  the  House  and  on  the 
Democratic  side  in  particular  thank 
him  for  his  dedication  to  his  service 
here,  but  Ray,  we  are  not  going  to  let 
you  get  away  with  only  20  years.  We 
are  looking  to  celebrate  that  40th  year 
and  to  do  more  talking  about  some  of 
your  good  deeds.  And  hopefully  next 
time  we  will  talk  about  some  of  your 
bad  deeds.  There  are  a  lot  of  those, 
too. 

•  Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
real  pleasure,  as  well  as  a  privilege,  to 
join  my  colleagues  in  honoring  the 
20th  year  of  service  to  this  House  pro- 
vided by  Mr.  Raymond  Roebuck,  the 
dedicated  and  indefatigable  manager 
of  the  Democratic  cloakroom  snack- 
bar. 

Raymond  has  a  quality,  which  I  fear 
this  body,  in  its  greatness,  too  often 
lacks:  namely  consistency.  He  is  not 
only  always  there  when  we  need  him. 
but  he  is  invariably  in  good  humor,  at 
any  hour  of  the  day  or  night.  When 
the  rest  of  us  grow  weary  and  when 
tempers  sometimes  run  short,  it  is 
Raymond  who  "turns  away  wrath" 
with  his  wit  and  restores  a  sense  of 
long-range  perspective  to  our  proceed- 
ings. In  fact.  I  am  convinced  that  he 


possesses  two  Biblical  characteristics 
which  are  absolutely  indispensable  for 
someone  in  his  position:  That  is.  the 
wisdom  of  Solomon  and  the  patience 
of  Job. 

I  doubt  that  there  is  any  other  em- 
ployee of  the  House  who  has  a  higher 
sense  of  dedication  than  Raymond 
Roebuck.  He  has.  I  am  told,  an  almost 
flawless  attendance  record  and  is  gen- 
erous to  a  fault— and  he  is  good  to  ev- 
eryone in  equal  measure,  whether 
they  be  first-term  pages,  exalted  lead- 
ers of  this  body,  or  even  members  of 
the  minority  party  who  have  become, 
over  the  years,  among  his  faithful 
friends  and  admirers.  Any  chairman  of 
a  standing  committee  must  wish  from 
time  to  time— as  I  do— that  he  had 
such  compelling  and  pervasive  influ- 
ence on  that  side  of  the  aisle. 

In  all  seriousness.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  paying  tribute  today  to  a  great 
American  who  embodies  all  of  those 
qualities  which  the  House  has.  since 
its  inception,  come  to  depend  upon 
from  its  most  loyal  and  selfless  em- 
ployees. We  owe  them  collectively,  and 
Ray  Roebuck  in  particular,  our  deep- 
est gratitude.* 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
never  a  time  that  I  have  needed  suste- 
nance that  Raymond  has  turned  me 
away. 

Many  a  bowl  of  chicken  soup  has 
aided  in  the  weighty  decisions  made  in 
this  great  House  of  Representatives. 

Thank  you  Raymond.* 

•  Mr.  HIGHTOWER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
wise  people  have  known  for  a  long 
time  that  the  way  to  have  friends  is  to 
be  one.  That  explains  the  reason  why 
Raymond  Roebuck  has  so  many 
friends.  Ray  is  a  friend. 

As  the  "Major  domo"  of  the  cloak- 
room he  comes  into  daily  contact  with 
the  Democratic  Members  of  the 
House.  Through  the  long  days  he  pa- 
tiently provides  opportunities  for  a 
•pause  that  refreshes"  to  Democratic 
lawmakers  that  enter  his  domain 
behind  the  House  Chamber.  There  for 
a  few  minutes  they  can  shed  some  of 
the  tension  that  seems  to  be  in  con- 
stant attendance  on  the  House  floor. 

Ray  is  special  to  us  because  he  treats 
us  all  alike.  There  do  not  seem  to  be 
any  "special"  Members  of  the  House 
when  it  comes  to  service  in  the  cloak- 
room. 

Ray  is  still  a  young  man;  20  years 
here  should  be  just  the  beginning.  I 
am  sure  this  House  will  want  to  take 
note  of  many  anniversaries  before  Ray 
tires  of  the  place  and  looks  for  a  suc- 
cessor. We  want  to  use  this  occasion  to 
say,  "Thanks,  Ray,  for  the  first  20 
years.  We  hope  that  you  will  add 
many,  many  more."» 
•  Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
to  join  with  my  colleagues  in  com- 
memorating Mr.  Raymond  Roebuck's 
20  years  of  service  to  the  House  of 
Representatives    as    manager    of    the 
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Democratic  cloakroom  snackbar.  Re- 
gardless of  the  hour,  one  can  count  on 
Ray  to  liven  any  day  with  his  dry  wit 
and  tasty  cuisine.  Ray's  dedicated  serv- 
ice makes  him  an  instant  friend  to 
those  who  meet  him.  "Service  with  a 
smile"  is  not  only  a  motto  but  a  life- 
style for  this  hard-working  and  loyal 
man.* 

•  Mr.  ECKART.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
privilege  for  me  to  join  my  colleagues 
in  a  tribute  to  Raymond  Roebuck  who 
is  celebrating  20  years  of  service  to 
this  institution. 

I  have  not  been  here  that  long,  but 
in  the  time  I  have  served,  Ray  as  man- 
ager of  the  Democratic  cloakroom 
snackbar  has  provided  me  with  more 
than  snacks  between  hectic  sessions. 
His  warm  smile,  personality,  and  con- 
sistent sense  of  humor  can  make  the 
dreariest  of  days  more  sunny. 

I  have  often  thought  how  is  it  possi- 
ble for  Ray  to  always  be  such  a  jovial 
fellow.  The  answer  to  my  question  is 
really  rather  simple:  Ray  Roebuck 
simply  does  not  know  how  to  be 
anyone  else  except  Ray  Roebuck,  a 
friendly  and  enthusiastic  person.  For 
me  personally,  the  attributes  of  Ray 
are  contagious.  He  personifies  every- 
thing that  is  good  about  serving  in  this 
institution.  I  truly  admire  his  dedica- 
tion to  his  job  and  his  service  to  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Thanks. 
Ray.  for  everything.* 

•  Mr.  GUARINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  pleasure  that  I  join  with  my 
Democratic  colleagues  in  commemo- 
rating the  20th  anniversary  of  Ray- 
mond Roebuck's  service  to  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

As  manager  of  the  Democratic  cloak- 
room snackbar.  Ray  has  always  had  a 
ready  smile,  a  deft  hand,  and  an  un- 
derstanding manner.  With  his  quick 
wit  and  culinary  art.  Ray  has  a  way  of 
making  service  feel  personal,  even  in  a 
crowded  and  pressured  room. 

I  want  to  thank  my  colleague  Tony 
CoELHO  for  calling  this  special  order. 
But  even  more.  I  would  like  to  thank 
Ray  for  the  thousands  of  special 
orders  he  has  served  to  many  past  and 
present  Members  over  these  20  years. 

I  am  certain  he  has  developed  a 
sense  of  politics  and  a  knowledge  of 
government  by  being  present  at  thou- 
sands of  side-door  conferences. 

To  Ray.  we  are  grateful  for  your 
friendship,  your  warm  personality  and 
your  dedication  to  the  House  you  have 
chosen  for  your  life's  work.  Good 
luck— now  and  always.* 

•  Mr.  ROWLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
the  occasion  of  Mr.  Raymond  Roe- 
buck s  20th  anniversary  of  service  to 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  I 
want  to  add  my  personal  thanks  for 
the  many  services  he  has  provided  me 
in  the  short  7  months  I  have  been  a 
Member  of  Congress. 

As  manager  of  the  Democratic  cloak- 
room snackbar,  Ray  is  one  of  the 
"behind    the    scenes"     persons    who 


makes  the  long  hours  and  days  of 
debate  on  the  House  floor  more  endur- 
able. He  not  only  helps  feed  us,  but  he 
provides  nourishment  for  our  spirits 
with  his  friendly  manner  and  great 
sense  of  humor. 

I  believe  it  very  appropriate  that  we 
take  this  opportunity  to  commend  Ray 
for  his  20  years  of  dedication  and  loy- 
alty of  service  to  the  House  and  its 
Members.* 

*  Mr.  LONG  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  would  like  to  join  my  colleagues 
in  celebrating  Raymond  Roebuck's 
20th  year  of  service  to  the  House. 

We  are  very  lucky  to  have  him.  He 
provides  us  with  high  quality  food.  He 
maintains  impeccable  sanitary  stand- 
ards. He  sustains  us  not  only  with  his 
food  but  also  with  his  unfailing  good 
humor.  His  snackbar  is  a  good  place  to 
get  pepped  up  as  well  as  filled  up. 

What  would  we  ever  do  without 
him?* 

*  Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  during 
the  many  long  hours  of  debate  on  the 
issues  before  this  body,  the  Members 
of  the  House  have  been  well  served  by 
the  employees  of  the  House.  All  are 
capable  and  efficient  public  servants. 
But  one  who  has  distinguished  himself 
ais  a  special  friend  and  most  cordial 
worker  is  our  good  friend,  Ray  Roe- 
buck. 

Ray's  management  of  the  Democrat- 
ic cloakroom  snackbar  has  brought 
happiness  and  a  welcome  bit  of  relief 
to  us  all.  His  service  is  always  efficient 
and  the  food  refreshing.  But  more 
than  that.  Ray's  friendly  and  relaxing 
attitude  is  contagious. 

More  than  once  I  have  seen  Ray 
spread  his  smile  to  the  faces  of  our 
tired  colleagues.  His  special  brand  of 
humor  has  always  brightened  the 
early  morning  hours  of  debate  when 
we  most  needed  him. 

For  20  years  Ray  Roebuck  has 
served  the  House  and  its  Members. 
And  for  20  years  we  have  enjoyed  his 
friendship.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  join  with 
my  colleagues  in  publicly  acknowl- 
edging Ray  Roebuck's  outstanding 
service  on  this  his  20th  anniversary  of 
service  to  the  House.* 

*  Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  re- 
member when  Ray  Roebuck  came  to 
work  in  the  Democratic  cloakroom 
snackbar,  and  I  have  counted  him  as  a 
friend  for  these  20  years.  A  part  of  my 
well-padded  waistline  and  sweet  dispo- 
sition are  directly  attributable  to  his 
culinary  art. 

Ray.  we  look  forward  to  another 
20— at  least.* 

*  Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  great 
pleasure  to  join  my  colleagues  in  trib- 
ute to  Mr.  Raymond  Roebuck,  the  dis- 
tinguished manager  of  the  Democratic 
cloakroom  snackbar.  Today,  we  cele- 
brate the  20th  anniversary  of  Ray- 
mond Roebuck's  unrelenting  service  to 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

For  the  past  two  decades,  Raymond 
Roebuck  has  provided  unsurpassed  at- 


tention to  the  real  needs  of  this  body. 
Giving  nourishment  and  inspiration  to 
Members  of  Congress,  Ray  has  demon- 
strated a  deep  and  abiding  faith  in  the 
democratic  process.  Raymond  Roe- 
buck is  known  for  his  unmatched  loy- 
alty and  irrepressible  humor.  He  is 
praised  worldwide  by  my  friend  from 
California.  Representative  Ed  Roybal, 
for  having  the  foresight  and  ingenuity 
to  put  tuna  in  his  tunafish  sandwich- 
es. 

I  am  honored  to  be  a  friend  of  Ray's 
and  to  join  in  celebrating  his  20th  an- 
niversary. I  deeply  appreciate  all  the 
help  Ray  has  given  me.  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  our  continued  association  for 
many  years  to  come.  I  wish  Ray  my 
warmest  congratulations  on  this  mo- 
mentous occasion.* 

*  Mr.  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  great  pleasure  that  I  join  in  with 
my  fellow  colleagues  in  Congress 
today  to  recognize  Raymond  Roebuck, 
manager  of  the  Democratic  cloakroom 
snackbar. 

This  gentleman's  outstanding  record 
of  20  years  service  and  his  delightful 
personality  are  a  fine  tribute  and  an 
eloquent  statement  to  the  loyalty  and 
dedication  to  the  House  and  its  Mem- 
bers. 

I  am  proud  to  take  part  in  this  cele- 
bration and  I  wish  Raymond  a  contin- 
ued success  in  the  future.* 

*  Mr.  HANCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
rise  to  join  my  colleagues  in  celebrat- 
ing the  20  years  of  service  of  Raymond 
Roebuck. 

Ray's  friendly  manner  and  quick 
smile  have  made  him  a  legend  in  his 
own  time  as  manager  of  the  Democrat- 
ic cloakroom  snackbar.  Of  course,  as 
you  know  Mr.  Speaker.  Ray  has  to 
have  a  good  sense  of  humor.  Anyone 
who  serves  up  his  kind  of  cuisine  has 
to  be  able  to  make  his  customers 
laugh. 

Like  all  good  comedians.  Ray  knows 
the  key  is  in  the  delivery  and  the  ma- 
tieral.  And  like  Will  Rogers  once  said. 
"There's  no  trick  to  being  a  humorist 
when  you  have  the  whole  Government 
working  for  you. " 

As  a  young  Congressman  newly  ar- 
rived in  Washington.  D.C..  Ray  took 
me  under  his  wing  and  explained  the 
power  structure,  the  voting  proce- 
dures, and  the  items  in  his  snackbar 
you  can  eat  and  live  to  tell  about.  I 
heeded  his  advice  and  have  enjoyed 
his  friendship  and  admired  his  ability 
to  apply  humor  to  even  the  most 
touchy  subjects. 

I  asked  him  recently  if  the  Demo- 
crats should  share  Ray's  unique  in- 
sight and  personality  with  our  Repub- 
lican friends.  Ray  thought  for  a 
moment  and  replied.  "No,  it  would  not 
be  right  to  mix  bad  food  with  bad  poli- 
tics." 

Ray.  congratulations  on  20  years, 
and  I  hope  you  keep  us  laughing  for 
20  more.* 


*  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
to  join  my  colleagues  today  in  cele- 
brating Ray  Roebuck's  20th  anniversa- 
ry of  service  to  the  House.  Without 
question,  he  deserves  our  most  sincere 
thanks  and  appreciation  for  a  job  ex- 
tremely well  done. 

Not  only  has  Ray  provided  for  the 
care  and  feeding  of  more  Members  of 
Congress  than  anyone  in  recent  histo- 
ry, he  has  taken  our  abuse,  listened  to 
our  criticisms,  and  kept  one  of  the  best 
and  most  authoritative  lines  of  the  up- 
coming schedules  in  the  House  than 
nearly  anyone  around. 

To  Ray,  I  join  all  of  those  grateful 
people,  who  over  the  past  20  years 
have  benefited  in  a  myriad  of  ways 
from  his  service,  in  exclaiming  my 
thanks.* 

*  Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  want  to  join  my  colleagues  in  paying 
tribute  to  Ray  Roebuck,  manager  of 
the  Democratic  cloakroom  snackbar. 

Although  I  have  only  been  a 
Member  of  Congress  for  a  short  time. 
I  have  come  to  recognize  the  impor- 
tant role  that  Ray  plays  in  our  hectic 
lives.  Even  in  the  worst  of  times,  he  is 
convivial,  charming,  and  totally  dedi- 
cated. Without  him  we  could  not  func- 
tion. He  always  has  good  nourishment 
for  the  body  and  the  spirit. 

I  congratulate  him  on  his  20  years  of 
service  to  the  House  and  hope  that  he 
will  grace  us  with  his  presence  for 
many  more  years  to  come.* 
*  Mr.  BOUCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  join  in  the  acknowledgment 
in  the  outstanding  work  of  Raymond 
Roebuck,  who  for  the  past  20  years 
has  served  as  manager  of  the  Demo- 
cratic cloakroom  snackbar. 

Since  my  arrival  in  the  House  in 
January  of  this  year,  I  have  continual- 
ly been  impressed  with  the  courtesy 
and  efficiency  of  Raymond  Roebuck, 
even  on  days  when  the  House  is  in  ses- 
sion for  more  than  12  hours. 

Raymond  always  has  a  kind  word  for 
the  Members  and  employees  of  the 
House  who  use  the  snackbar,  and  his 
presence  contributes  greatly  to  the 
cordiality  of  the  Democratic  cloak- 
room. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  join 
in  this  commemoration  of  the  20th  an- 
niversary of  Raymond's  service,  and  I 
sincerely  hope  that  we  will  be  privi- 
leged to  have  the  benefit  of  Ray- 
mond s  assistance  for  many  years  to 
come.* 

*  Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Ray  Roe- 
buck, the  Democratic  cloakroom's  man 
of  the  hour. 

With  his  unfailing  cheerfulness, 
unique  sense  of  humor,  and  disarming 
manner.  Ray  Roebuck  has  brightened 
many  a  long,  arduous  voting  day  for 
House  Democrats.  His  food  ranks  with 
the  very  best— Washington's  best  res- 
taurants cannot  compete  with  Ray 
Roebuck's  liverwurst  sandwiches.  In 
addition  to  his  great  personality,  Ray 


Roebuck  has  one  of  the  world's  finest 
memories— especially  if  you  have  for- 
gotten to  pay  for  your  chicken  soup 
because  of  a  pending  rollcall. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  my  colleagues  in 
wishing  Ray  the  very  best.* 
*  Mr.  YATRON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
join  with  my  colleagues  to  pay  tribute 
to  Raymond  Roebuck  on  this  very  spe- 
cial day. 

August  1,  marks  the  20th  year  of 
service  to  the  House  for  Raymond 
Roebuck.  During  his  tenure,  Raymond 
has,  unquestionably,  served  with  dis- 
tinction. He  has  been  a  dedicated, 
loyal,  affable,  and  effective  manager 
of  the  Democratic  cloakroom  snack- 
bar. His  particular  culinary  talents 
and  special  brand  of  humor  have  pro- 
vided Members  with  many  pleasant 
moments  and  much-needed  sustenance 
during  some  tense  and  difficult  peri- 
ods. 

We  all  owe  Raymond  a  sincere  thank 
you  for  the  fine  job  he  is  doing.  That 
is  why  it  is  most  fitting  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  express  our  apprecia- 
tion and  to  honor  an  individual  who 
contributes,  in  a  very  special  way.  to 
the  operation  of  this  Chamber.* 
*  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  join  in  this 
special  order  celebrating  the  20th  an- 
niversary of  Ray  Roebuck's  service  as 
manager  of  the  Democratic  cloakroom 
snackbar. 

We  can  always  count  on  Ray  to  keep 
up  our  spirits,  even  during  the  long 
hours  that  inevitably  come  at  the  end 
of  a  session  when  floor  activity  lingers 
into  the  early  morning  hours. 

He  is  a  great  source  of  information 
as  well.  He  seems  to  have  a  special  in- 
tuition about  the  progress  of  legisla- 
tion on  the  floor. 

I  personally  very  much  appreciate 
all  the  help  Ray  has  given  over  the 
years  in  a  variety  of  ways.  "Chez  Ray- 
monde"  makes  the  cloakroom  a  much 
happier  place,  and  I  congratulate  Ray 
on  his  fine  service.* 
*  Mr.  FUQUA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  de- 
lighted to  join  today  in  paying  tribute 
to  Ray  Roebuck.  I  arrived  on  January 
3,  1963.  and  Ray  arrived  on  August  1 
of  that  year  and  so  we  have  the  same 
memories  of  the  changes  in  this  body 
in  the  last  20  years.  I  also  remember 
with  great  fondness  the  many  meals 
he  has  provided  to  me  over  the  years. 
Through  Monday  sessions  that 
lasted  2  hours  to  Wednesday  sessions 
that  lasted  past  midnight.  Ray  has 
been  steady,  reliable,  and  enduring  as 
he  has  gone  about  his  work  with  a 
smile. 

Many  of  his  multitude  of  concoc- 
tions are  deserving  of  praise  in  song 
and  poem  but  I  think  his  pepper  hot- 
dogs  are  the  epicurean  delight  I  relish 
the  most,  if  you  will  forgive  the  pun. 

Ray  has  catered  to  the  palates  of 
many  different  Members  over  the 
years  and  as  he  celebrates  his  20th 
year  of  service,  I  am  pleased  to  say 


"Thank  you,  Ray "  for  a  job  well 
done.* 

*  Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  am  happy  to  join  with  my  colleagues 
in  paying  tribute  to  a  very  dedicated 
and  sincere  man,  Raymond  Roebuck. 
He  has  served  this  House  well  over  the 
past  20  years. 

He  and  I  have  been  friends  for  many 
years  and  I  can  say  that  he  has  kept 
things  running  smoothly  and  efficient- 
ly as  manager  of  the  Democratic 
cloakroom  snackbar.  He  always  has  a 
kind  word  for  everyone  and  we  all 
have  enjoyed  his  marvelous  sense  of 
humor  over  the  years. 

I  am  glad  we  can  take  this  time  to 
pay  tribute  to  Raymond  today.  It  is 
our  way  of  paying  back  the  loyalty, 
dedication,  and  service  he  has  given  to 
the  House  of  Representatives  over  the 
past  20  years.* 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
subject  of  my  special  order  tonight. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Harrison).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HONORING  DR.  NICK  MATHEWS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Harrison).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  "Virgin- 
ia (Mr.  Bateman)  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
April  14.  1983,  our  Nation  lost  one  of 
its  most  dedicated  patriots,  the  late 
Dr.  Nick  Mathews  of  Yorktown,  Va. 
Dr.  Nick,  as  I  so  fondly  addressed  him, 
passed  away  en  route  to  Pascagoula, 
Miss.,  while  accompanying  his  wife. 
Dr.  Mary  Mathews.  They  were  togeth- 
er as  we  shall  always  remember  them, 
as  she  traveled  to  carry  out  her  mis- 
sion as  the  sponsor  of  the  Aegis-class 
cruiser,  U.S.S.  Yorktown. 

Dr.  Nick  was  a  remarkable  man.  He 
was  not  a  sophisticate.  He  was  not  a 
great  intellectual,  though  he  had  a 
very  keen  intellect.  He  never  held  or 
aspired  to  public  office  and  never 
sought  the  limelight.  What  then 
makes  him  remarkable?  In  an  era  of 
cynicism  and  too  widespread  focus  on 
what  is  wrong  with  America,  his  life, 
his  energy,  and  so  much  of  his  re- 
sources were  a  celebration  of  what  is 
good  about  America. 

Born  on  the  Grecian  Isle  of  Kar- 
pathos  near  the  turn  of  the  century, 
Nick  Mathews  came  to  America  at  age 
17  and  as  so  many  immigrants  who 
came  here  seeking  opportunity,  he  did 
not  find  it  easily.  He  earned  it  by  hard 
work  and  determination  to  succeed.  He 


22044 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22045 


worked  in  the  coalfields  of  West  Vir- 
ginia, as  a  bus  boy.  dishwasher,  steel- 
worker,  and  later  a  chef.  If  the  expres- 
sion "work  ethic"  has  special  meaning 
for  you,  the  life  of  Nick  Mathews  has 
special  meaning,  even  if  you  were  not 
privileged  to  know  him.  By  his  un- 
stinting efforts.  Dr.  Nick  came  to 
enjoy  great  success  as  a  restaurateur. 

In  1942,  Nick  Mathews  married 
Mary  Mathews,  and  the  love  they 
shared  for  each  other  was  an  example 
that  was  both  heart  warming  and  in- 
spiring. They  were  partners  in  every 
aspect  of  their  lives.  I  have  never 
known  a  husband  and  wife  more  total- 
ly devoted  than  this  couple. 

Nick  and  Mary  came  to  Virginia  in 
the  early  1940s,  opened  restaurants  in 
Richmond  and  Williamsburg  and  in 
1944  founded  Nick's  Seafood  Pavilion 
in  Yorktown.  Va.  They  could  have  set- 
tled and  begun  their  successful  enter- 
prise elsewhere  with  greater  likelihood 
of  success,  but  they  chose  Yorktown 
and  a  site  overlooking  this  historic 
"commons"  of  the  town  of  Yorktown 
where  Washington  and  Rochambeau 
and  the  young  Lafayette  laid  siege  to 
the  forces  of  Lord  Cornwallis  and 
forced  him  to  surrender  his  army, 
thereby  winning  America's  war  for  in- 
dependence. 

Nick's  Seafood  Pavilion  was  built 
into  a  great  success  and  has  attracted 
a  loyal  patronage  that  is  international 
in  scope  for  the  excellence  of  its  cui- 
sine. 

As  they  built  their  success  on  a  solid 
foundation  of  hard  work  and  determi- 
nation to  earn  and  deserve  it,  Drs. 
Nick  and  Mary  have  shared  the  fruits 
of  that  success  with  countless  individ- 
uals in  need  and  by  quiet  acts  of  phi- 
lanthropy. Their  generosity  was  not 
motivated  by  any  desire  for  recogni- 
tion and  surely  not  for  notoriety,  but 
the  dimension  of  their  philanthropy 
could  not  remain  undetected. 

Dr.  Nick  had  a  special  concern  for 
Yorktown— not  as  the  place  they 
chose  to  start  a  business  but  as  the 
place  where  the  blessing  of  liberty  for 
the  American  people  was  won  on  the 
battlefield.  How  natural,  even  predict- 
able, that  as  Virginia  and  the  Nation 
began  preparation  for  our  Bicenten- 
nial of  American  independence,  Drs. 
Nick  and  Mary  Mathews  donated  land 
on  a  bluff  overlooking  the  York  River, 
valued  at  more  than  one-quarter  of  $1 
million  as  the  site  for  the  Virginia  Bi- 
centennial Center.  On  the  site  of  this 
outstanding  exhibit  center  devoted  to 
the  commemoration  of  our  freedom  as 
a  people  and  independence  as  a  nation. 
Dr.  Nick  is  now  at  rest. 

In  1980  a  young,  thriving  and  al- 
ready distinguished  Christopher-New- 
port College  in  my  hometown  of  New- 
port News,  Va.,  appropriately  recog- 
nized the  value  and  meaning  of  Nick 
and  Mary  Mathews  and  what  they 
stood  for,  when  it  conferred  upon  each 
of  them  an  honorary  degree  of  Doctor 


of  Humanities.  I  was  privileged  to  be 
present  when  the  degrees  were  con- 
ferred, and  what  a  warm  and  happy 
occasion  it  was. 

In  1981  when  we  celebrated  the  bi- 
centennial of  the  victory  at  Yorktown, 
Nick  and  Mary  were  prepared  to  see  it 
was  fully  and  properly  commemorat- 
ed. At  their  expense,  they  caused  to  be 
erected  at  a  site  on  the  York  River  a 
lovely  granite  monument,  which  bears 
a  plaque  which  says: 

Honoring  the  victory  of  Yorktown  is  of- 
fered as  a  lasting  symbol  of  patriotism  and 
gratitude  by  Drs.  Nicholas  and  Mary  Math- 
ews. "To  you  from  failing  hands,  we  pass 
the  torch.  Be  it  yours  and  hold  it  hig,h.  " 

It  is,  of  course,  predictable  that 
when  our  Navy  decided  to  name  a  new- 
cruiser  U.S.S.  Yorktown.  Mary  Math- 
ews was  selected  as  the  sponsor  who 
would  christen  the  ship.  It  was  to  dis- 
charge that  function  that  took  Drs. 
Nick  and  Mary  to  Pascagoula  on  his 
last  earthly  journey.  Equally  predict- 
able is  that  Mary  Mathews,  despite 
her  grief  at  the  loss  of  her  beloved 
husband,  went  forward  with  all  her 
duties  as  sponsor  of  the  great  ship, 
U.S.S.  Yorktown.  Though  I  have  at- 
tended scores  of  christening  ceremo- 
nies for  ships,  I  remember  none  as 
being  so  meaningful  as  that  of  the 
U.S.S.  Yorktown.  This  sentiment  was 
shared  by  a  shipbuilder  who  said: 

I've  seen  41  christenings  in  14  years,  and 
this  is  by  far  the  greatest.  And  Mary  Math- 
ews made  it  happen.  I  guess  we  ought  to  say 
Nicli  too.  because  he  was  part  of  it. 

Before  concluding  these  remarks,  I 
want  to  read  for  you  the  remarks  pre- 
pared by  Mary  Mathews  at  this  memo- 
rable christening  ceremony: 

I  wish  to  thank  all  that  made  this  great 
day  of  my  life  possible.  I  also  wish  to  thank 
you.  Senator  Warner.  John  Dalton,  former 
Governor  of  Virginia:  and  Marshall  Cole- 
man, former  Attorney  General  of  Virginia, 
for  placing  my  name  in  nomination  with  the 
Navy  for  sponsorship  of  this  great  ship. 
Yorktown.  And  I  wish  to  thank  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy.  John  Lehman,  for  select- 
ing me  among  a  group  of  distinguished 
American  women  to  sponsor  this  beautiful 
ship. 

Today  is  one  of  the  great  days  in  U.S.  his- 
tory. As  this  ship  is  christened  in  the  Missis- 
sippi's waters,  it  reminds  me  of  the  Jordan 
River,  where  Jesus  was  christened  2.000 
years  ago. 

The  name  she  gets  is  not  just  another 
name:  it  has  other  values  and  meaning:  The 
spirit  of  freedom,  liberty,  justice,  peace— the 
name  of  the  birthplace  of  our  great  Nation. 
The  name  stands  for  authenticity  of  the  in- 
dividual and  the  goodness  of  humanity  in 
the  blessed  Nation  that  feeds  the  hungry 
and  dresses  the  naked. 

We  christen  many  ships,  we  give  many 
names,  but  the  name  Yorktown  sounds  in 
the  minds,  souls  and  hearts  of  the  people  all 
over  the  world. 

I  pray  to  God  to  be  with  her,  and  protect 
her.  and  give  her  the  spirit  to  be  the  good 
Samaritan,  her  "mission  impossible"  always 
to  be  possible,  with  pride  of  victory  to  stand 
on  the  name  of  her  ancestors,  "the  Fighting 
Lady." 


The  name  Yorktown  means  the  American 
dream.  To  be  free  in  your  mind  and  body. 
To  enjoy  freedom,  liberty,  justice,  peace, 
and  happiness.  Because  without  freedom 
your  life  is  worthless.  The  Lady  Liberty 
stands  with  pride  and  dignity  on  the  top  of 
the  Victory  Monument  in  Yorktown  with 
her  arms  open,  signifying  the  most  precious 
gift  of  all.  freedom,  and  welcomes  all  nation- 
alities to  enjoy  this  blessed  land  of  freedom. 

Today.  April  16.  1983.  the  people  of  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  free 
people  the  world  over  wish  to  this  great  ship 
the  God  to  guide  and  protect  her  always. 
When  she  sails  in  the  open  seas  with  her 
flag  flying  high,  she  will  be  waving  liberty, 
freedom,  justice,  and  peace  to  the  free 
world,  and  to  those  small  nations  that 
depend  for  their  lives  and  happiness  on  the 
American  flag  that  signifies  freedom.  Let 
the  freedom  ring,  across  the  oceans  and 
through  the  four  corners  of  the  Earth.  God 
bless  America,  the  guiding  light  and  mother 
of  the  world.  God  bless  Yorktown,  the  birth- 
place or  our  great  and  merciful  Nation,  the 
United  States  of  America:  and  Pascagoula. 
where  this  great  ship  is  being  built,  and 
from  where  her  first  journey  will  begin. 

And  now  if  it  is  permissible,  the  band  will 
play,  in  behalf  of  my  husband  and  me. 
"America  the  Beautiful,"  the  song  we  treas- 
ure dearly. 

Thank  you.  each  and  every  one  of  you, 
from  the  bottom  of  my  heart,  and  God  bless 
you  all. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  insert  in  the 
Record  following  these  remarks  select- 
ed editorials  and  other'  articles  com- 
menting on  the  contributions  of  this 
outstanding  citizen  of  "America's  First 
Congressional  District"  which  I  am 
privileged  to  represent. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  salute 
the  memory  of  my  friend.  Dr.  Nick 
Mathews,  but  I  cannot  think  of  Dr. 
Nick  apart  from  Dr.  Mary  so  I  salute 
them  jointly  as  two  Virginians  and 
Americans  of  Greek  ancestry  whose 
unselfish  devotion,  patriotism,  and 
love  for  their  adopted  country  so  beau- 
tifully exemplify  the  meaning  of 
"duty,  honor,  country,"  to  which  senti- 
ment they  have  been  so  completely 
dedicated. 

Is  it  any  wonder  that  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  John  Lehman  observed: 

Not  so  long  ago  one  of  Virginia's  most  dis- 
tinguished citizens.  Nick  Mathews,  said,  and 
I  quote.  "Our  forefathers  struggled  and 
built  for  us  a  nation  which  is  now  the  light 
of  freedom  and  justice  for  the  entire  world. 
God  made  Yorktown  to  be  a  place  of  histo- 
ry—of sacred  soil.  We  must  never  forget  the 
heritage  of  this  place  and  this  name." 

Today,  we  add  a  major,  new  page  in  that 
heritage— in  that  history— as  we  christen 
the  fifth  ship  of  that  name.  And  part  of 
that  tradition  is  the  contribution  of  Nick 
and  Mary  Mathews  themselves,  to  an  under- 
standing of  what  it  means  to  be  an  Ameri- 
can, an  understanding  of  the  real  values, 
not  the  flag  waving,  surface  manifestations 
of  patriotism,  of  what  the  place  and  the 
ships  and  their  distinguished  records  of  the 
past  and  the  men  who  fought  there  and  on 
those  ships  means  for  the  future  of  all  man- 
kind. The  future  of  this  ship  is  assured  as 
one  of  the  most  distinguished  in  all  of  man- 
kind. I  am  sure  because  of  the  spirit  and  the 


courage  that  will  be  infused  in  this  now  cold 
steel  by  her  great  sponsor,  Mary  Mathews. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Eulogy  for  Dr.  Nicholas  M.  Mathews. 
April  20,  1983 
(Delivered  April  20,  1983.  by  John  E.  Ander- 
son, Ph.  D.,  President.  Christopher  New- 
port College.  Newport  News,  Va.) 
Miss    Mary,    dignitaries    of    the    church, 
Father    Makris.    Governor    Robb,    former 
Governor   Dalton.   base   commanders,   civil 
leaders,  loved  ones  and  friends  of  Dr.  Nicho- 
las Mathews,  it  is  with  great  humility  that 
we  come  to  pay  our  respects  to  one  whose 
life  has  made  such  an  impact  on  so  many. 

All  of  his  friends  who  loved  him  will  miss 
him  very,  very  much.  He  will  leave  a  great 
void  in  their  lives.  And  it  is  in  the  nature  of 
things  that  this  is  so.  for  his  countless  acts 
of  giving,  especially  of  himself,  have  been 
recognized  nationally,  as  well  as  within  our 
larger  community.  One  cannot  pass— having 
made  so  many  contributions— without  being 
missed  greatly. 

Among  those  acts— and  these  are  just  il- 
lustrations of  the  countless  many— close  to 
his  beloved  home  of  Yorktown  were:  the  do- 
nation of  land  for  the  Yorktown  Victory 
Center,  the  donation  of  property  on  which 
the  Yorktown  Historical  Shipwreck 
Museum  rests,  the  support  for  the  U.S. 
Transportation  Museum  Foundation  at  Port 
Eustis.  and  the  erection  of  the  Yorktown  Bi- 
centennial Rotunda,  which  is  such  a  beauti- 
ful and  visual  memorialization  of  his  patri- 
otism. 

But  his  acts  of  giving  were  not  confined  to 
this  geographical  area  of  his  adopted  land. 
They  were  further  seen  in  his  creation  of  a 
hospital,  a  chapel,  and  a  church  on  his 
native  Island  of  Karpathos.  These  acts  of 
giving  were  the  more  well-known  ones,  and 
have  been  publicized.  But  those  friends  w'ho 
knew  him  best  can  recount  the  more  numer- 
ous, but  less  known— and  even  unknown- 
acts  of  giving  that  were  even  more  a  hall- 
mark of  his  spirit.  These  acts  changed  the 
lives  of  individuals  who  had  given  up  hope, 
and  who  had  despaired  for  their  future. 
These  acts  gave  jobs,  security  and  hope  to 
people. 

And  it  is  in  these  acts  of  humanity  that 
the  essence  of  the  man  can  be  seen.  That  es- 
sence consisted  in  a  giving  which  did  not  en- 
slave, nor  foster  dependency,  but  rather  en- 
gendered in  the  recipients  the  rejuvenation 
of  spirit  which  comes  with  the  opportunity 
to  earn  and  return  more  than  they  had  re- 
ceived; for  he  believed  in  the  work  ethic, 
and  knew  that  the  dignity  of  other  humans 
is  preserved  and  enhanced  by  that  same 
work  ethic.  He  thus  gave  opportunity  and 
felt  fortunate  enough,  through  the  free- 
doms of  this  country,  to  be  able  to  pass  on 
the  benefits  of  those  freedoms  to  others. 

This  giving  reflected  a  generosity  of  spirit 
that  was  contagious,  and  established  a  tone 
of  respect  in  all  who  were  touched  by  his 
acts,  and  who  knew  him.  And  in  these  acts 
he  revealed,  not  just  generosity,  but  his  true 
nature  as  a  deeply  religious  man,  whose 
faith  in  his  country  and  in  mankind,  was 
not  just  parochial,  but  ecumenical  in  its  out- 
reach. 

But  coupled  with  his  generosity  of  spirit, 
was  his  intensity  of  belief.  His  dedication  to 
the  ideals  and  principles  of  freedom  were 
unsurpassed.  He  often  confined  in  friends 
his  fervent  wish  to  have  been  with  Gen. 
George  Washington  at  Yorktown,  to  have 
been  in  the  heat  of  battle,  to  have  been  one 
of  those  who  stood  up  for  freedom  by  sign- 
ing  the   Declaration   of   Independence,    to 


have  been  in  the  forefront  with  those  who 
valued  and  protected  the  young  American 
Nation,  as  it  threw  off  the  shackles  of  tyr- 
anny. For  first,  last,  and  always.  Nick  Math- 
ews was  a  patriot,  a  doer,  and  a  believer  in 
the  American  dream.  His  patriotism  was 
founded  in  fact  and  personal  experience,  be- 
cause he  lived  it,  and  in  so  doing,  he  became 
witness  to  his  own  beliefs.  He  came  to  this 
land  of  opportunity  with  little  but  the  will- 
ingness to  work  and  a  belief  in  the  abilities 
God  had  given  him.  He  became  what  he 
was— a  great  man,  generous  in  spirit,  intense 
in  belief,  and  a  living  example  of  the  Ameri- 
can dream. 

For  his  generosity  and  his  patriotism,  and 
his  many  qualities  that  enriched  the  lives  of 
so  many,  he  received  many  honors,  recogni- 
tion, and  awards. 

President  Dwight  Eisenhower  cited  him 
for  service  to  the  American  Red  Cross. 
President  Gerald  Ford  named  him  "Director 
of  the  Bicentennial  Commission,  1976- 
1981,"  the  Republic  of  France  honored  him 
for  his  support  in  the  recognition  of  French- 
American  contributions  during  the  Revolu- 
tionary War,  and  he  was  made  an  honorary 
citizen  of  many  States,  among  them  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  of  which  he  was 
proudest. 

In  May  of  1980,  Nick— along  with  his  de- 
voted wife  Mary,  was  awarded  an  honorary 
doctorate  by  the  unanimous  and  enthusias- 
tic vote  of  the  Board  of  Visitors  of  Christo- 
pher Newport  College.  And  the  word,  "doc- 
torate "  is  significant  here.  It  is  significant 
because  it  means  teacher,  from  the  Latin 
Doceo,  to  teach.  The  conferral  of  this 
degree  meant  for  all  the  world  to  under- 
stand that  Dr.  Nick  Mathews  was,  in  fact,  a 
teacher,  a  teacher  of  values  and  principles 
for  all  to  see.  cherish,  and  respect.  It  was  a 
fitting  degree  for  him  who  had  taught 
others  so  much  about  what  it  meant  to  be 
an  American. 

In  that  recognition  was  embedded  also  the 
role  of  the  student.  He  was  a  student  of  the 
human  condition,  of  his  country,  of  its  cus- 
toms, and  of  its  values.  As  he  learned  more, 
his  role  as  a  teacher  gradually  evolved  and 
he  then  became  a  preserver  of  those  values 
which  he  so  cherished.  In  the  history  of  the 
college.  Dr.  Nick  was  only  the  second  recipi- 
ent of  such  an  award.  A  fitting  tribute, 
indeed,  was  the  title,  "Dr.  Nick  Mathews," 
to  him  who  had  earned  the  respect  of  his 
fellow  man. 

As  a  continuance  of  the  increasing  recog- 
nition accorded  him  for  his  life  of  patriotic 
giving,  the  Freedom  Foundation  of  Valley 
Forge  notified  him  in  January  of  1983,  that 
he  had  been  selected  to  receive  the  coveted 
George  Washington  Award  in  the  category 
of  individual  achievement.  It  will  be  award- 
ed posthumously  in  June  1983.  This  award 
is  a  true  monument  of  a  grateful  society, 
which  expects  patriotism  form  its  own 
native  born,  but  which  rejoices  fulsomely  in 
the  patriotism  of  its  adopted  sons. 

But  as  he  took  great  pride  in  these  honors 
bestowed  upon  him  by  governments,  by  the 
college,  and  the  Freedom  Foundation,  he 
took  even  greater  pride  that  his  wife,  Mary, 
was  also  deserving  of  honor,  and  in  April 
1983,  that  pride  took  on  a  larger  dimension 
as  he  planned  for  the  trip  to  Pascagoula. 
Miss.,  for  Mary  to  be  sponsor  to.  and  chns- 
tener  of,  the  guided  missile  cruiser,  York- 
town,  the  namesake  of  his  beloved,  hal- 
lowed, homeground.  It  was  the  mark  of  the 
man.  knowing  that  he  was  not  well,  that  he 
wanted  for  Ms.  Mary  the  honor  of  that  cere- 
mony, and  its  symbolic  meaning,  to  insist  on 
completing— what    proved    to    be    this— his 


final  mission  in  his  expression  of  love  for 
his  country,  and  it  is.  further,  a  mark  of  the 
effectiveness  of  his  impact  on  others,  that 
Mary,  in  a  manner  that  would  have  swelled 
Nick's  chest  with  pride,  carried  out  the 
christening  amid  the  admiration  of  all  as- 
sembled, thus  bringing  fulfillment  to  Nick's 
final  plan. 

If  you  will  permit  me  to  say  so.  I  don't  be- 
lieve that  any  of  us  who  were  present  that 
day,  will  ever  forget  the  courage  of  Ms. 
Mary  Mathews,  on  April  16.  1983.  under  the 
rays  of  the  late  morning  Mississippi  Sun, 
surrounded  by  both  dignitaries  and  workers, 
listening  to  the  patriotic  songs  sung  by  the 
sea  chanters  of  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy,  as 
she  gave  her  remarks  in  tribute  to  Nick,  and 
then  proceeded— with  one  successful  blow  of 
the  christening  bottle- to  christen  the  ship, 
U.S.S.  Yorktown.  It  was  an  unforgettable 
moment  because  it  was  such  a  great  and  fit- 
ting tribute  to  the  man  who  had  given  so 
much  to  his  country,  and  who  will  be  re- 
membered in  the  pages  of  history  because 
of  it. 

In  closing  these  brief  but  heartfelt  re- 
marks. I  would  like  to  pass  on  an  observa- 
tion made  at  the  christening  that  fateful 
day.  April  16,  1983.  That  observation  is  this: 
It  is  said  that  the  fighting  spirit  of  a  ship 
is  implanted  by  the  spirit  of  the  person  who 
christens  it.  If  that  is  so— and  I  believe  it  to 
be  true— then  the  great  tradition  of  Ameri- 
can freedom  certainly  will  live  on  in  the 
U.S.S.  Yorktown  as  it  carries  the  indomita- 
ble spirit  of  the  Lord's  servant,  that  Ameri- 
can patriot  known  as  Dr.  Nick  Mathews. 


[Editorial  from  the  Daily  Press.  Apr.  17, 
19831 
Nick  Mathews 
Nick  Mathews  was  17  when  he  came  to 
America  from  the  island  of  Karpathos  in 
Greece.  It  was  1920  and  the  only  work  he 
could  find  was  as  a  coal  miner  in  West  Vir- 
ginia. He  later  collected  rent  in  Brooklyn 
and  after  that,  became  a  chef.  He  met  his 
beloved  Mary  when  she  was  a  member  of  a 
church  choir.  They  married  in  1942  and  in 
1944.  remembering  a  visit  to  Yorktown.  de- 
cided to  open  a  restaurant  near  the  beach. 
It  seated  24  customers. 

That  began  a  great  love  story,  which  his 
death  Thursday  will  not  end.  Nick  Ma- 
phens-who  became  Nick  Mathews— all  his 
life  said  in  gifts  large  and  small,  through 
acts  of  unsolicited  kindness,  that  he  loved 
America. 

But  he  and  his  wife  gave  more  than  love 
to  this  land.  They  are  remembered  most, 
perhaps,  for  larger  acts  of  charity:  donating 
21  acres  for  Yorktown's  Victory  Center: 
giving  the  site  for  a  church  in  Gloucester: 
paying  the  electric  bill  so  Yorktown's  streets 
would  not  go  dark:  distributing  countless 
flags  pins,  drums,  prints,  and  other  near-ne- 
cessities for  Yorktown's  needs:  and  even 
helping  build  a  hospital  in  their  native 
Greece. 

Because  of  the  magnitude  of  their  shar- 
ing it  is  almost  too  easy  to  overlook  the 
small-and  for  them,  routine-generosities. 
Three  Boy  Scouts  from  Seattle  certainly 
will  remember.  They  were  winding  up  a 
cross-country  bike  tour  several  years  ago 
with  37  others.  As  all  40  were  eating-for 
free-at  Nick's  Seafood  Pavilion,  three  of 
the  bikes  were  stolen.  Before  the  night  was 
out.  new  bikes  had  been  readied  and  all  the 
scouts  had  been  lodged  and  fed  at  Nick 
Mathews'  expense. 

Nick  Mathews  was  not  a  splendid  man  just 
because  he  won  awards  for  patriotic  service. 
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community  contributions,  and  good  citizen- 
ship. The  large-hearted  immigrant  exempli- 
fied for  many  native-born  Americans  the 
meaning  of  that  old-fashioned  word  'patri- 
otism." and  in  so  doing  made  life  richer  and 
more  joyous  for  us  all. 

IProm  the  Times  Herald.  April  12.  19831 
Nick  Mathews 

It  is  difficult  to  think  of  Nick  and  Mary 
Mathews  as  independent  individuals,  so 
much  have  they  been  a  team  in  all  they 
have  done— and.  most  especially,  in  their 
unstinting  devotion  to  their  adopted  home. 

The  Greek  couple's  love  affair  with  the 
United  States  is  legendary.  The  generosity 
of  Mr.  Nick  and  Miss  Mary  in  sharing  of  the 
manifold  blessings  they  received  from  this 
country  has  been  no  less  boundless  and  gen- 
uine. 

Nick  Mathews  died  Friday  en  route  to 
Mississippi  for  the  christening  of  the  newest 
Navy  ship  bearing  the  Yorktown  name. 
That  his  widow  chose  to  go  through  with 
her  role  was  expected,  and  proper.  Their 
sponsorship  of  the  vessel  is  an  added  tribute 
to  the  Mathews  l)eneficence. 

We  mourn  the  passing  of  Nick  Mathews 
for  his  blatant  patriotism.  His  was  a  love  of 
country  that  too  many  native-born  Ameri- 
cans take  for  granted  or.  perhaps,  consider 
passe.  Those  who  come  of  immigrant  par- 
ents possibly  best  can  understand  the  force 
that  drove  Mr.  Nick. 

Only  complete  strangers,  or  utter  recluses, 
can  t)e  ignorant  of  the  contributions  of  Nick 
Mathews,  in  property,  in  money,  in  selfless 
time  and  energy  that  showed  his  gratitude 
for  this  nation's  opportunities  and  free- 
doms. 

Beyond  those  public  deeds,  though,  there 
are  the  countless  acts  of  spontaneous  kind- 
ness. They  are  legion,  the  local  residents, 
tourists,  foreign  visitors,  persons  down  on 
their  luck,  caught  up  in  emergencies  or  un- 
expectedly stranded  or  distressed,  who  have 
l)een  helped  or  honored. 

Anybody  who  has  not  known  firsthand 
the  generosity  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mathews  un- 
doubtedly can  name  a  relative,  a  friend  or  a 
neighl)or  who  has. 

The  Peninsula  has  many  reminders  of 
Nick  Mathews,  but  today's  Yorktown.  which 
he  helped  make  possible,  may  be  in  itself  his 
greatest  memorial— the  heightened  stature 
of  the  site  of  the  deciding  battle  in  this 
country's  War  of  Independence,  and  the 
deeper  national  understanding  of  its  mean- 
ing. 

It  is  fitting  legacy. 

[Prom  the  Virginia  Gazette.  Apr.  20.  1983] 

Nick  MAinrws 

(By  Carolyn  Click) 

It  was  perhaps  most  fitting  that,  if  Nick 
Mathews  had  to  die.  he  would  leave  this 
Earth  enroute  to  one  of  those  great  patriot- 
ic events  he  loved  so  well. 

If  he  had  completed  the  trip  to  Pasca- 
goula.  Miss.,  no  doubt  he  would  have  looked 
on  proudly  as  his  wife  Mary  participated  in 
christening  ceremonies  of  the  USS  York 
town.  One  could  almost  picture  him.  stand- 
ing ramrod  straight,  his  great  heart  burst- 
ing with  patriotism  as  the  flag  of  his  adopt- 
ed country  was  hoisted  high  and  the  strains 
of  the  national  anthem  filled  the  air. 

No  one  need  recount  the  kind  of  love  and 
respect  Nick  Mathews  held  for  America  and 
his  adopted  countrymen.  Arriving  on  these 
shores  from  his  native  Greece,  he  worked 
and  struggled  at  a  host  of  jobs  because  he 
believed  that  the  American  system  would 


work  if  one  were  diligent  and  earnest  and 
enterprising  enough. 

His  efforts  paid  off.  probably  beyond  his 
wildest  imaginings,  as  he  saw  a  small  lunch 
counter  business  flourish  into  one  of  the 
most  profitable  and  energetic  enterprises  on 
the  East  Coast.  His  was  a  true  American 
success  story,  the  stuff  of  which  dreams  are 
made. 

Others  would  look  on  the  Greek  immi 
grant  as  a  self-made  man.  but  he  was  not 
content  with  that  title  because  he  believed 
the  United  States  had  contributed  as  much 
to  his  prosperity  as  his  own  hard  work. 
Always  looking  to  the  future.  Nick,  along 
with  Mary,  tried  to  return  a  portion  of  their 
good  fortune  to  the  people  they  believed 
had  helped  them  the  most. 

The  Yorktown  Victory  Center,  situated  on 
one  of  the  most  scenic  and  valuable  pieces 
of  land  in  Yorktown.  is  perhaps  the  most 
visible  symbol  of  the  spirit  of  Nick  Math- 
ews. In  its  integrity,  it  represents  the  kind 
of  feeling  both  he  and  Mary  held  for  their 
country  and  their  state.  It  would  be  hard  to 
imagine  a  Yorktown  without  Nick  Mathews, 
still  harder  to  picture  a  Bicentennial  cele- 
bration without  his  ebullient  and  inspiring 
presence. 

But  friends  and  acquaintances  will  also  re- 
member the  small  gestures  of  friendship, 
the  warmth  expressed  in  gifts  of  baklava.  of 
silver  coins,  of  complimentary  meals.  His 
was  a  spontaneous  heart-stirring  kind  of 
giving,  the  kind  not  to  be  refused  because  of 
its  sincerity. 

President  Kennedy  once  said.  "We  dare 
not  forget  that  we  are  the  heirs  of  that  first 
revolution."  Nick  Mathews  never  forgot, 
and  l)ecause  of  his  unyielding  faith  in  the 
ideals  perpetuated  200  years  ago  and  won  on 
a  bloody  battlefield  at  Yorktown.  others  will 
be  able  to  remember. 

Nicks  familiar,  gentle  presence  will  be 
missed,  but  he  has  ensured  that  his  legacy 
lives  on. 

IProm  the  Ledger-Star.  Apr.  19.  1983] 

Yorktown  Benefactor— Mr.  Nick's 

Gratitude 

Nick  Mathews  died  last  week  as  he  for  so 
long  had  lived,  devoting  his  time,  energy 
and  wealth  to  the  honor  of  Yorktown. 

He  was  flying  with  his  wife.  Mary  from 
Virginia  to  Mississippi  to  take  part  in  the 
launching  of  the  guidedmissile  cruiser  USS 
Yorktoicn,  when  his  heart  gave  out.  It  is  a 
testament  to  the  Mathewses'  commitment 
to  Yorktown  that  Mrs.  Mathews  insisted  on 
going  ahead  with  the  christening  of  the  ship 
in  honor  of  her  husband  even  in  that  hour 
of  sorrow. 

And  this  was  not  surprising  to  those  who 
knew  them. 

It  is  easy  to  describe  Nick  Mathews  and 
his  wife  and  their  dream  as  a  classic  Ameri- 
can success  story,  of  immigrants  landing  on 
these  shores  who  by  sheer  grit  and  hard 
work  acquired  material  wealth  and.  yet. 
never  forgot  that  this  was  possible  because 
of  the  opportunities  available  to  them 
which  would  not  l>e  found  in  other  lands. 

Their  itinerary  as  immigrant  restaura- 
teurs took  the  couple  to  Chicago.  Brooklyn. 
Richmond  and  Williamsburg  over  a  24-year 
period  before  they  arrived  in  Yorktown  in 
September  of  1944.  What  they  found  on  the 
shores  of  the  York  River  was  a  quaint,  run- 
down village  crouched  below  the  Yorktown 
Battlefield,  as  unprepossessing  as  the  scat- 
tered ruins  of  a  minor  temple  in  their  native 
Greek  islands. 

But  in  Yorktown.  with  their  seafood  res- 
taurant as  a  base  of  operations.   "Mr.  Nick' 


and  his  wife  and  their  many  relatives  did 
more  than  attract  customers  from  all  over 
Virginia  and  the  East  Coast.  They  became 
the  unofficial  conscience  of  Yorktown.  hec- 
toring all  of  those  who  would  listen  to  the 
need  to  restore,  safeguard  and  protect  the 
Town  of  York  as  a  symbol  of  American  lib- 
erty. 

Mr.  Mathews  did  more  than  talk:  Impa- 
tient with  the  endless  mumbling  of  county 
bureaucrats,  he  often  shelled  out  his  own 
money  for  the  Yorktown  cause;  When  the 
county  threatened  to  turn  off  the  towns 
streetlights.  Mr.  Nick  wrote  a  check  to 
Vepco  for  the  unpaid  light  bill:  Mary  Math- 
ews came  up  with  $700  for  a  surveyor's  fee 
when  county  and  town  disputed  whether 
there  was  enough  land  in  the  town  for  a 
courthouse  expansion:  when  the  Mathew"ses 
learned  that  neighboring  Newport  News  had 
offered  public  land  for  the  Yorktown  Victo- 
ry Center,  they  offered  the  state  at  no  cost 
a  site  they  owned,  valued  at  $500,000.  keep- 
ing the  facility  where  it  belonged— in  York- 
town. 

One  night  in  1973  when  the  county  ad- 
ministrator was  threatening  to  cut  off  the 
Yorktown  streetlights.  Mr.  Nick  sat  at  a 
table  in  his  restaurant,  denouncing  the 
affair  as  an  affront  not  only  to  the  villagers 
themselves,  but  to  the  American  people  as 
well.  He  turned  to  a  reporter  and  apologized 
for  his  heavily  accented  English,  then 
sighed.  "I  wish  so  bad  that  I  could  speak 
better." 

In  Yorktown.  where  the  street  lights 
never  went  out.  where  the  Victory  Center 
stands  as  a  living  memorial  to  history's  turn 
on  the  fields  above  the  river,  where  the  sea- 
food is  always  plentiful.  Mr.  Nick  will 
always  be  remembered  as  an  American  who 
spoke  with  a  clarity  few  can  rival. 

(Prom  the  Hellenic  Chronicle.  May  12. 
1983] 

Pull  Military  Honors  for  Nick  Mathews 

Newport  News.  Va.— Thousands  attended 
the  funeral  of  Nick  Mathews.  82.  restaura- 
teur, who  died  enroute  to  Pascagoula,  Miss., 
where  his  wife  was  to  christen  the  Cruiser 
Yorktown. 

Mrs.  Mathews,  the  former  Maria  Papami- 
halopoulou.  native  of  Sparta,  went  through 
with  the  scheduled  christening  despite  her 
sadness,  feeling  that  this  was  what  her  hus- 
band would  have  wanted. 

The  couple  had  been  instrumental  in  the 
development  of  historic  areas  of  Yorktown. 
Va..  where  they  had  settled  in  1944  follow- 
ing their  marriage  and  where  they  had  es- 
tablished their  successful  Nick's  Pamous 
Seafood  Pavilion. 

A  number  of  priests,  led  by  Bishop  Athen- 
agoras  of  Dorylaion.  assistant  to  Archbishop 
lakovos.  officiated  at  the  services  in  Sts. 
Constantine  and  Helen  Church.  Attending 
were  Gov.  Charles  Robb.  who  had  declared 
the  day  one  of  mourning  with  flags  at  half 
staff:  former  Governors  John  N.  Dalton  and 
Mills  E.  Goodwin  Jr..  Attorney  General  Ba- 
lilies  and  former  Attorney  General  Marshall 
Coleman  as  well  as  Sen.  Hunter  B.  Andrews 
of  the  Jamestown-Yorktown  foundation,  as 
well  as  military  leaders  of  each  branch  of 
the  service. 

Governor  Robb  had  ordered  a  state  funer- 
al for  Mr.  Mathews  and  eulogized  him  for 
his  outstanding  patriotic  and  civil  contribi- 
tions  to  the  state  of  Virginia.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  authorized  a  military  fu- 
neral for  Mr.  Mathews.  Capt.  John  P.  Pox. 
USN.  Naval  Weapons  Station.  Yorktown. 
was  officer   in  charge  of  the  military  ar- 


rangements for  the  funeral.  AP  Major 
Duncan  was  the  protocol  officer.  A.  Jack 
Georgalis  coordinated  the  church  services 
and  the  program,  including  seating  arrange- 
ments, and  James  Krikales  represented  Mrs. 
Mathews. 

Trustees  of  the  church  were  ushers,  and 
there  were  10  pall  bearers  and  40  honorary 
pall  bearers. 

Assisting  Bishop  Athenagoras  were  the 
Rev.  Theodore  Chelpon  of  St.  Katherine's. 
Palls  Church:  the  Rev.  Charles  Goumenis. 
Lowell  native,  and  the  Rev.  Savas  Constan- 
tinou  of  Annunciation.  Norfolk:  the  Rev. 
George  Paulson,  former  naval  chaplain,  of 
St.  Nicholas.  Virginia  Beach:  the  Rev.  Con- 
stantine N.  Dombalis.  Sts.  Constantine  and 
Helen.  Richmond:  the  Rev.  Spiro  Kehayes 
of  St.  Elpis.  Hopewell,  and  the  Rev.  Peter 
Markris  of  Sts.  Constantine  and  Helen, 
Newport  News. 

Eulogies  were  given  by  Governor  Dalton, 
John  Anderson,  president  of  Christopher 
Newport  College:  Bishop  Athenagoras  and 
Pather  Makris.  The  Marine  Guard  present- 
ed the  flag  to  Mrs.  Mathews,  the  same 
banner  hoisted  and  flown  on  the  USS  York- 
town  the  day  that  Mrs.  Mathews  had  chris- 
tened the  ship. 

The  body  was  escorted  by  Captain  Pox 
and  Pather  Makris  on  a  plane  provided  by 
the  Navy  in  Pascagoula. 

It  was  noteworthy  that  Mr.  Mathews,  who 
never  served  in  any  branch  of  the  service, 
received  full  military  honors,  and  his  body  is 
lying  in  the  historical  grounds  of  Yorktown 
Victory  Center,  at  the  order  of  Governor 
Robb. 

Besides  the  York  Town  Crier,  papers  hon- 
oring him  with  editorials  including  the  New- 
port News  Daily  Presss.  the  Times  Herald. 
Stories  of  his  unexpected  death  were  carried 
by  the  Richmond  Times-Dispatch,  the  York 
Daily  Press,  the  Times-Herald,  the  Daily 
Press,  the  Virginia  Pilot,  the  Mississippi 
Press  and  the  Washington  Post. 


tProm  the  Daily  Press.  Apr.  16.  1983] 
"Mr.  Nick  "  Known  for  Patriotism.  Giving 
York— Nick  Mathews,  who  loved  his 
adopted  country  so  much  that  he  pledged 
more  support  to  community  projects  than 
many  American  natives,  died  Thursday  just 
two  days  before  participating  in  yet  another 
project  dear  to  his  heart:  the  christening  of 
the  USS  Yorktown  in  Pascagoula.  Miss. 

His  wife.  Mary,  had  been  designated  spon- 
sor of  the  vessel. 

The  civic  work  of  Mathews  included  in- 
volvement in  everything  from  Little  League 
to  the  Bicentennial  celebration  at  Yorktown 
in  1981. 

"I  am  very  much  bereaved  at  the  passing 
of  a  dear  friend, "  said  Sen.  John  Warner.  R- 
Va..  on  learning  of  Mathews'  death. 

Warner  first  met  Mathews  in  1969  when 
he  came  to  Yorktown  as  undersecretary  of 
the  Navy. 

Tve  stood  beside  Nick  during  dozens  of 
ceremonies  and  he  must  have  listened  to  at 
least  20  of  my  speeches."  Warner  recalled. 

"The  thing  I  remember  best  were  the  long 
talks  we  used  to  have  about  the  meaning  of 
freedom  and  particularly  about  what  this 
country  means  to  people  who  immigrate 
from  countries  that  have  had  occasional 
lapses  in  personal  freedom. 

"Nick  was  a  true  American  and  his  actions 
and  service  to  the  community  will  be 
missed,"  Warner  said. 

"The  contributions  of  Nick  and  Mary 
Mathews  to  the  Bicentennial  were  well 
known."  said  York  County  Administrator 
John  M.  Richardson,  referring  to  the  cou- 


ple's donation  of  land  for  construction  of 
the  Yorktown  Victory  Center. 

"Nick's  civic  work,  however,  went  far 
beyond  what  was  done  during  the  Bicenten- 
nial." Richardson  said. 

Jim  Rollings,  director  of  the  Yorktown 
Victory  Center,  said  the  death  of  Mathews 
would  be  a  great  personal  loss. 

■The  contributions  to  the  Victory  Center 
by  Nick  by  no  means  stopped  with  the 
giving  of  the  23  acres."  Rollings  said.  "We  at 
the  center  always  knew  that  we  could  count 
on  Nick." 

Jack  Georgalas.  president  of  Tri-City  Bev- 
erage in  Newport  News  and  a  close  friend  of 
Mathews,  described  him  as  a  patriot. 

"Nick  was  certainly  one  of  a  kind,  and 
there  were  so  many  things  that  man  did 
that  will  never  be  known  to  the  public. 

"If  Nick  Mathews  were  alive  during  the 
Revolution,  he  would  have  probably  been 
among  the  people  to  have  signed  the  Decla- 
ration of  Independence."  Georgalas  said. 
"He  w'ill  be  sadly  missed  by  all  of  us  who 
loved  him."' 

Mathews  came  to  the  United  States  at  the 
age  of  17  in  1920  and  settled  in  Yorktown  in 
1935. 

In  1944.  he  and  his  wife  founded  Nick's 
Seafood  Pavilion  overlooking  the  Yorktown 
beach. 

The  couple  are  known  as  the  people  who 
kept  Yorktown  lighted.  When  the  street 
lights  in  Yorktown  were  cut  off  some  years 
ago  over  an  electricity  bill  dispute,  it  was 
the  Mathewses  who  stepped  in  and  paid  the 
bill. 

The  couple  also  gave  property  for  the 
Yorktown  Historical  Shipwreck  Museum, 
actively  supported  the  Waterfront  Histori- 
cal Restoration  and  helped  to  make  possible 
the  Port  Eustis  Transportation  Museum. 

The  couple  built  a  hospital  in  their  native 
Greece. 

Three  presidents  have  cited  the  couple  for 
their  national  service  and  work  in  historical 
organizations.  In  1980.  Mathews  and  his 
wife  were  bestowed  honorary  degrees  by 
Christopher  Newport  College. 

Mathews  was  born  at  Arcasa  on  the  island 
of  Karpathos  in  Greece.  He  migrated  to  this 
country  in  1920.  working  at  a  number  of 
jobs:  coal  miner  in  West  Virginia,  a  rent  col- 
lector in  Brooklyn  and  a  chef  in  Milwaukee. 
He  settled  in  Yorktown  in  1935  and  mar- 
ried Mary  Papamilhalopoulou  in  1942. 

Mathews,  who  was  born  Nick  Mapheos. 
was  always  proud  that  he  had  "entertained 
kings,  queens,  generals,  ambassadors  and 
secretaries  of  state." 

The  last  time  he  visited  Greece  was  in 
1957  when  his  mother  was  still  alive. 

"So  much  of  Europe  has  got  to  have  dicta- 
torships to  keep  the  communists  under  con- 
trol."' he  said  a  few  years  ago.  "I  don't  like 
to  talk  about  it.  I  like  to  talk  about  things  I 
can  control— my  business,  people,  friends." 

President  Dwight  Eisenhower  cited  him 
for  service  to  the  American  Red  Cross,  and 
President  Gerald  Ford  named  him  director 
of  Bicentennial  Commission.  Yorktown. 
1976-1981.  The  Republic  of  Prance  sent  let- 
ters of  appreciation  for  his  work  in  recogniz- 
ing Prench-American  historical  contribu- 
tions during  the  Revolutionary  War. 

York  Supervisor  Tabb  H.  Smith  said 
Mathews  was  "one  of  the  true  patriots  of 
York  County." 

"What  I  remember  most,  though  was  not 
his  giving,  but  his  giving  smile. '  Smith  said. 
"It  was  the  way  he  gave.  He  always  had  a 
smile  for  you." 

Supervisor  Rodgers  A.  Smith  said  Math- 
ews was  one  of  the  most  patriotic  and  gener- 
ous people  he  ever  met. 


"He'll  be  sorely  missed."  he  said.  "He  just 
loved  all  people,  big  and  small.  He  loved  to 
talk  to  the  little  people  and  the  greats.  He 
had  compassion  for  the  common  people  and 
felt  at  ease  with  the  famous.  He  could  relate 
to  all." 

Supervisor  Benjamin  M.  Rush.  Jr.  said  the 
wheels  have  been  set  into  motion  toward 
honoring  Mathews. 

I  went  to  Mr.  (John  M.)  Richardson's 
office  this  morning  to  see  what  we  could  do. 
We're  contemplating  several  things,  but 
would  not  want  to  go  into  detail  until  we  get 
the  consensus  of  the  whole  board.  This  does 
require  something  more  than  the  ordinary 
resolution."  he  said. 

■Personally.  I  feel  like  we  will  never  be 
able  to  do  as  much  for  him  as  he  did  for  us." 
Rush  said. 

He  visited  Nick's  Seafood  Pavilion  Priday 
morning. 

"Nick's  death  has  really  hit  them  hard. 
His  employees  felt  very  close  to  him  and 
Mary. 

"You  know,  some  of  them  were  former 
army  officers  in  Southeast  Asia.  The  Math- 
ews sponsored  them  and  gave  them  jobs- 
saved  them  from  sure  death. '"  Rush  said. 

The  maitre  d'.  Doug  Van  Khuyen.  is  a 
former  three-star  general  and  chief  of  staff 
of  the  Army  of  the  Republic  of  Vietnam.  He 
was  given  a  job  by  the  Mathews'  in  1975 
after  fleeing  Saigon  in  one  of  the  last  Amer- 
ican helicopters  to  leave  that  beleaguered 
city  before  it  fell  to  the  communists. 

Paul  Crockett,  a  manager  of  the  Duke  of 
York  Motel  not  far  from  the  restaurant, 
said  Mathews  often  stayed  in  the  back- 
ground while  his  wife  Mary  promoted  the 
American  ideals  of  freedom  and  patriotism. 
"He  was  always  ready  to  step  in  and  help. " 
said  Crockett,  who  also  serves  as  chairman 
of  the  Yorktown  Trustees. 

Board  of  Supervisors  Chairman  E.  S. 
"Buck  "  Bingley.  Jr.  and  Supervisor  Jake  Za- 
lumas  had  traveled  to  New  Orleans  en  route 
to  the  christening. 

After  hearing  of  Mathews'  death.  Bingley 
visited  Mrs.  Mathews. 

"She's  holding  up  very,  very  well— unbe- 
lievably well."  he  said. 

Bingley.  who  hunted  with  Mathews,  said. 
"You  certainly  have  to  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect  for  someone  who  has  been  able  to 
accomplish  what  he  has  done."  he  said. 

Zalumas  siad.  "I  will  always  remember  his 
smile  and  great  sense  of  patriotism." 


[From  the  Daily  Press.  May  18.  1983] 

Nick  Mathews  Left  Beloved  Yorktown 
With  Citizens'  Love 
(By  Parke  S.  Rouse) 

Williamsburg.— A  lot  of  people  have  writ- 
ten about  Nick  Mathews  since  he  died  in 
April  on  his  way  with  his  wife  to  christen 
the  USS  Yorktown  at  Pascagoula.  Miss.  I 
was  away  at  that  time,  so  I'd  like  to  say  a 
few  words  about  that  remarkable  man. 

I  met  Nick  Mathews  in  the  1950s  in  Rich- 
mond, and  I  soon  learned  he  was  the  most 
generous  man  I'd  ever  met.  When  I  met  him 
I  was  eating  a  solitary  lunch  at  the  old  Wil- 
liam Byrd  Hotel  coffee  shop,  on  my  way  to 
the  state  capitol.  When  I  asked  for  my  bill, 
the  waiter  said.  "It's  already  paid."  and 
pointed  to  Nick  Mathews  across  the  room. 

I'd  seen  Nick  once  or  twice  in  the  York- 
town  restaurant  he  and  his  wife  had  started 
in  1944.  but  I'd  never  met  him.  I  thanked 
him  for  my  lunch,  but  he  just  laughed  and 
brushed  my  thanks  aside. 

I  knew  him  better  by  the  1970s,  when  he 
and  Miss  Mary,  his  wife  came  to  a  meeting 
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of  the  Bicentennial  Commission  at  the  cap- 
Itol  to  talk  about  a  site  for  the  Yorktown 
Victory  Center.  The  commission  was  consid- 
ering building  a  bicentennial  center  a  mile 
or  so  inland  from  Yorktown.  on  land  to  be 
given  by  Newport  News  from  its  waterworks 
tract. 

Nick  and  Mary  had  already  protested  that 
possibility.  When  she  rose  to  speak,  her  eyes 
were  flashing  indignation.  I  expected  an 
outburst  that  would  make  embarrassing 
newspaper  headlines. 

Instead.  Miss  Mary  (as  Nick  called  her)  of- 
fered the  state  a  21 -acre  tract  at  Yorktown, 
close  to  the  York,  for  a  permanent  museum 
site.  Nick  beamed  happily.  He  liked  for  his 
wife  to  do  the  talking. 

All  that  is  history.  The  Bicentennial  Com- 
mission accepted  the  gift  and  built  the  Vic- 
tory Center.  It  remains  today  as  a  museum. 
Nick  and  Mary  could  have  sold  that  land  for 
$500,000  or  more,  but  they  preferred  to 
show  their  love  for  Yorktown  and  especially 
for  their  adopted  nation.  That  love  was 
their  consuming  motive  in  their  latter  years. 

I  got  to  know  Nick  and  Mary  well  in  the 
1970s,  and  they  helped  me  and  Yorktown  in 
many  ways.  They  entertained  many  official 
guests  at  their  Seafood  Pavilion,  always  re- 
fusing payment.  They  sent  box  lunches  to 
work  crews.  l)efriended  countless  bicenten- 
nial bicyclists  and  hikers,  paid  to  keep  street 
lights  going  on  Yorktown's  waterfront,  and 
sent  bunches  of  red  roses  to  every  bicenten- 
nial event  in  Yorktown  from  1976  through 
1981. 

Red  roses  t)ecame  their  insignia.  When- 
ever I  saw  a  bunch  on  a  Yorktown  stage.  I 
knew  Nick  and  Mary  had  struck  again. 

As  well  as  I  knew  Nick.  I  could  never  per- 
suade him  to  let  me  interview  him  for  the 
Daily  Press.  Over  the  years,  he  told  me 
many  stories  about  his  youth  in  Karpathos. 
Greece,  and  his  career.  But  not  for  publica- 
tion. He  and  his  wife  preferred  that  part  of 
their  lives  to  be  private.  Recently  they  built 
a  modern  house  on  Yorktown's  heights. 
above  their  restaurant,  but  they  asked  few 
guests  there.  They  needed  a  place  to  relax. 

I  know  that  Nick  was  born  about  1901.  left 
Greece  for  New  York  in  1920  and  worked  as 
a  coal  miner  and  chef  before  coming  to 
Yorktown  in  1944.  "I  want  to  be  American 
citizen."  he  said  then,  "so  what  l>etter  place 
to  live  than  here,  where  independence  was 
won". 

He  and  his  wife,  the  former  Maria  Pappa- 
mihalopoulou  of  Sparta,  opened  a  lunch 
counter  in  1944  near  what  was  then  the 
Yorktown-Gloucester  ferry  dock.  It  became 
famous  for  Greek  salad,  pastries,  and  sea- 
food. Today  it's  a  450-seat  restaurant  that 
serves  over  1.000  meals  daily  from  11  a.m. 
till  10  p.m.  After  closing  each  night.  Nick 
and  Mary  would  sit  down  and  relax  with 
their  hard-working  staff.  They  love  the 
human  race. 

The  couple  bought  property  in  and 
around  Yorktown.  giving  much  of  it  away 
for  civic  purposes.  After  all.  they  had  no 
children.  They  gave  also  to  the  Greek  Or- 
thodox church,  to  civic  and  charitable 
causes,  and  to  friends  and  hard-up  acquaint- 
ances. In  1981  they  created  a  $180,000  gran- 
ite and  marble  monument  on  Yorktown's 
Water  Street  to  honor  Washington.  Ro- 
chambeau.  and  other  Yorktown  victors. 

Mister  Nick  had  a  great  sense  of  humor 
but  avoided  public  speaking  because  of  his 
accent.  He  loved  to  tell  stories  of  his  early 
years.  He  remembered  his  father's  indigna- 
tion when  a  Greek  returned  to  Karpathos 
with  little  to  show  for  his  years  in  America. 
"When  he  opened  his  trunk  there  was  noth- 


ing." Nick  recalled.  "If  a  rat  had  fallen  in 
that  trunk,  he'd  have  broken  his  nose." 
Then  Nick  recalled  his  fathers  words.  'If 
you  can't  come  home  rich,  don't  come  home 
at  all.  " 

And  now  Nick  has  gone  home— rich  In  the 
l)est  sense  of  the  word.  He  is  rich  in  the  love 
of  his  fellow  men  and  in  the  memory  of 
those  of  us  who  come  after  him.  What 
better  does  life  offer? 

(Prom  the  Richmond  Times-Dispatch.  Apr. 
16.  1983] 

Nicholas  Mathews.  Restaurateur.  Dies 

Yorktown.— Nicholas  Minas  Mathews,  a 
Greek  inunigrant  who  loved  Virginia  and 
the  United  States  and  was  noted  for  his  pa- 
triotic philanthropy,  died  Thursday  near 
Mobile,  Ala.  He  was  about  82. 

Gov.  Charles  S.  Robb  yesterday  ordered 
flags  at  the  Yorktown  Victory  Center  flown 
at  half-staff  in  honor  of  Mr.  Mathews,  a 
prominent  Peninsula  restaurateur. 

Mr.  Mathews  and  his  wife.  Mary,  were  en 
route  to  Pascagoula.  Miss.,  where  she  was 
scheduled  to  christen  the  Navy  cruiser 
Yorktown  today.  He  apparently  suffered  a 
heart  attack  on  board  a  Navy  A-3  plane  and 
died  shortly  after  the  plane  landed  at  a 
Coast  Guard  training  center  at  Bates  Field 
near  Mobile. 

According  to  a  spokesman  for  Ingalls 
Shipbuilding  in  Pascagoula.  the  christening 
program  will  continue  as  scheduled,  and 
Mrs.  Mathews  has  indicated  she  intends  to 
christen  the  vessel. 

Using  borrowed  money.  Mr.  Mathews  and 
his  wife  opened  a  lunch  counter  in  York- 
town  across  from  the  ferry  landing  in  1944. 
The  business  grew  from  35  seats  in  a  450- 
seat  restaurant— Nick's  Seafood  Pavilion— 
and  built  a  national  reputation  on  good 
food,  good  service  and  good  prices.  His  sea- 
food platter  was  the  restaurant's  most 
famous  dish. 

Mr.  Mathews'  years  of  philanthropy  and 
patriotism  became  known  throughout  Vir- 
ginia in  1972  when  he  donated  to  the  state 
23  acres  outside  Yorktown.  It  became  the 
site  of  the  Yorktown  Victory  Center,  a  state 
shrine  to  the  Revolutionary  War  battle. 

Mr.  Mathews  became  concerned  that  the 
facility  designed  to  explain  to  the  nation 
the  role  of  Yorktown  was  going  to  be  con- 
structed in  Newport  News,  rather  than  at 
the  battlefield.  So  he  made  the  property 
available  with  only  one  condition— that  the 
center  always  pertain  to  history. 

A  bronze  plaque  in  the  Victory  Center 
reads:  "This  bicentennial  memorial  honor- 
ing the  victory  at  Yorktown  is  offered  as  a 
lasting  symbol  of  patriotism  and  gratitude 
[by]  Drs.  Nicholas  and  Mary  Mathews.  To 
You  from  failing  hands  we  pass  the  torch. 
Be  it  yours  and  hold  it  high.  " 

He  was  cited  by  three  U.S.  presidents— 
Dwight  D.  Eisenhower.  Gerald  R.  Ford  and 
Ronald  Reagan— for  patriotic  work,  and  by 
a  half-dozen  governors  of  Virginia  for  his 
service  to  the  state. 

His  financial  gifts  helped  make  possible 
many  activities  throughout  the  Peninsula. 
He  paid  Yorktown's  electric  bill  several 
years  ago  when  the  town  did  not  have  the 
money,  and  his  civic  work  ranged  from  help- 
ing Little  League  baseball  to  the  national  bi- 
centennial in  1981. 

The  Mathewses  gave  property  for  the 
Yorktown  Historical  Shipwreck  Museum, 
actively  supported  the  Yorktown  Water- 
front Restoration  and  financially  supported 
drives  to  establish  the  Port  Eustis  Transpor- 
tation Museum.  They  also  built  their  own 


bicentennial  monument  across  the  street 
from  their  restaurant. 

In  1980.  Nick  and  Mary  Mathews  received 
honorary  doctorates  from  Christopher  New- 
port College  in  recognition  of  their  service 
to  community,  state  and  nation.  Mr.  Math- 
ews also  built  a  hospital  in  his  native 
Greece. 

Born  at  Arcasa  on  the  island  of  Kar- 
pathos. Mr.  Mathews  immigrated  to  the 
United  States  in  1920  and  worked  in  a 
number  of  jobs— as  a  chef  in  Milwaukee,  a 
rent  collector  in  Brooklyn  and  a  coal  miner 
in  West  Virginia.  He  also  opened  restau- 
rants in  Chicago  and  New  York  City,  l)efore 
settling  in  Yorktown  in  1935. 

He  married  Mary  Papamilhalopoulou  in 
1942  in  New  York  and  opened  the  Yorktown 
restaurant  two  years  later. 

Mr.  Mathews  was  a  member  of  Sts.  Con- 
stantine  and  Helen  Greek  Orthodox  Church 
in  Newport  News. 

Father  C.N.  Dombalis.  dean  of  the  Greek 
Orthodox  Cathedral  of  Virginia  in  Rich- 
mond, said  that  "with  the  passing  of  Nick 
Mathews,  his  wife,  the  church  and  America 
morn,  for  in  Nick  we  found  the  noblest  and 
truest  expressions  of  ancient  Greece  prac- 
ticed in  his  adopted  land,  America. 

"We  salute  this  Virginian  of  Greek  ances- 
try. His  thousands  of  friends  will  miss  his 
warmth  and  compassionate  heart.  May  his 
good  deeds  and  memory  be  eternal." 

His  body  is  expected  to  be  flown  back  to 
Virginia  late  today.  Funeral  arrangements 
were  incomplete  last  night. 

(From  the  Washington  Post,  Apr.  16,  1983] 

Nick  Mathews  Dies:  Donated  Yorktown 
Land 

(By  Ken  Ringle) 

Nick  Mathews,  an  ebullient  Greek-born 
restaurateur  whose  love  for  America  led 
him  to  prosperity  in  Yorktown,  Va..  and  a 
major  role  in  the  nation's  Bicentennial  Cele- 
bration there  two  years  ago,  died  April  14  of 
a  heart  attack.  He  was  82. 

A  native  of  the  isle  of  Karpathos.  Dr. 
Mathews  immigrated  to  New  York  in  1920 
and  spent  his  first  years  after  arrival  work- 
ing as  a  coal  miner  and  chef  before  settling 
in  the  sleepy  historic  town  of  Yorktown  in 
1944. 

"I  want  to  be  American  citizen,"  he  told 
an  interviewer  later,  "so  what  better  place 
to  live  than  here  where  independence  is 
won?" 

With  borrowed  money,  he  and  his  wife, 
the  former  Maria  Pappsmiihalopoulou  of 
Sparta,  opened  a  lunch  counter  across  from 
a  ferry  landing  on  the  York  River. 

As  nearby  Williamsburg  blossomed  in  the 
postwar  years  under  the  impact  of  Rockefel- 
ler-funded restoration,  the  lunch  counter 
evolved  into  Nick's  Famous  Seafood  Pavil- 
lion,  now  a  450-seat  dining  mecca  festooned 
with  fountains.  Nubian  statues  and  such 
specialties  as  lobster  Dien  Bien  Phu. 

Tourists  lined  up  by  the  hundreds  to  get 
in.  and  Dr.  Mathews,  who  often  appeared 
embarrassed  by  his  success,  showered  them 
with  apologies,  complimentary  dishes  and 
sometimes  entire  free  meals. 

As  the  restaurant  grew.  Dr.  Mathews  u.sed 
its  profits  to  buy  property  within  the  crowd- 
ed limits  of  Yorktown  and  in  the  rural  sur- 
rounding counties.  One  25-acre  parcel  ad- 
joined the  battlefield  where  Cornwallis  sur- 
rendered, and  Dr.  Mathews  looked  forward 
with  anticipation  to  the  American  bicenten- 
nial. 


In    1981."    he    used    to   say    repeatedly. 
Yorktown  going  to  be  the  eye  ball  of  the 
world." 

What  he  and  his  wife  had  in  mind,  howev- 
er, was  not  cashing  in  on  the  bicentennial 
but  helping  to  pay  for  it,  in  gratitude  for 
what  America  had  given  them. 

When  he  found  that  politicians  and  devel- 
opers in  adjoining  Newport  News  were  talk- 
ing of  engineering  the  occasion  for  profit, 
he  went  before  the  General  Assembly  in 
Richmond,  pleading  near  tears  with  dumb- 
founded legislators  to  be  allowed  to  donate 
his  25  acres— worth  an  estimated  $500,000— 
for  the  Yorktown  Victory  Center. 

But  there  would  be  a  string  attached,  he 
said.  The  center  to  be  built  there  could  have 
no  souvenir  shops  or  other  commercial  fea- 
tures: it  was  to  be  a  shrine  to  the  American 
Revolution. 

When  the  gift  was  finally  accepted,  offi- 
cials of  nearby  Christopher  Newport  Col- 
lege awarded  the  couple  honorary  doctor- 
ates. Dr.  Mathews,  who  never  finished  high 
school,  wai  so  proud  he  used  the  title 
Doctor  whenever  he  could. 

Today  a  bronze  plaque  at  the  victory 
center  reads:  "This  bicentennial  memorial 
honoring  the  victory  at  Yorktown  is  offered 
as  a  lasting  symbol  of  patriotism  and  grati- 
tude by  Drs.  Nicholas  and  Mary  Mathews. 
To  you  from  failing  hands  we  pass  the 
torch.  Be  it  yours  and  hold  it  high. " 

In  addition  to  the  land  for  the  victory 
center.  Dr.  Mathews  had  earJier  donated 
$180,000  for  a  victory  monument  on  the 
Yorktown  waterfront,  and  when  Dr.  Math- 
ews died,  he  was  still  at  it;  en  route  by  plane 
to  Pascagoula.  Miss.,  where  his  wife  had 
been  chosen  by  the  Navy  to  christen  a  new 
cruiser— the  USS  Yorktown. 

(From  the  Times-Herald.  Apr.  15,  19831 

Memories  of  Service  Survive  Nick 

Mathews 


York.— Nick  Mathews  of  Yorktown— a 
man  who  loved  his  adopted  country  so  much 
that  he  pledged  more  support  to  community 
projects  than  did  many  American  natives- 
died  Thursday  just  two  days  before  partici- 
pating in  yet  another  project  dear  to  his 
heart— the  christening  of  the  USS  York- 
town  in  Pascagoula,  Miss. 

His  wife.  Mary,  had  been  designated  spon- 
sor of  the  vessel. 

The  civic  work  of  Mathews  included  in- 
volvement in  everything  from  Little  League 
to  the  Bicentennial  celebration  at  Yorktown 
In  1981. 

"The  contributions  of  Nick  and  Mary 
Mathews  to  the  Bicentennial  were  well 
known."  said  York  County  Administrator 
John  M.  Richardson,  referring  to  the  cou- 
ple's donation  of  land  for  construction  of 
the  Yorktown  Victory  Center. 

"Nick's  civic  work,  however,  went  far 
beyond  what  was  done  during  the  Bicenten- 
nial." Richardson  said. 

Jim  Rawlings.  director  of  the  Yorktown 
Victory  Center,  said  the  death  of  Mathews 
would  be  a  great  personal  loss. 

"The  contributions  to  the  Victory  Center 
by  Nick  by  no  means  stopped  with  the 
giving  of  the  23  acres,  "  Rawlings  said. 

■We  at  the  center  always  knew  that  we 
could  count  on  Nick. " 

Jack  Georgalas.  president  of  Tri-City  Bev- 
erage in  Newport  News  and  a  close  friend  of 
Mathews,  described  him  as  a  true  patriot 
who  loved  this  country. 

"Nick  was  certainly  one  of  a  kind,  and 
there  were  so  many  things  that  man  did 
that  will  never  be  known  to  the  public, " 
Georgalas  said. 


"If  Nick  Mathews  were  alive  during  the 
Revolution,  he  would  have  probably  been 
among  the  people  to  have  signed  the  Decla- 
ration of  Independence, "  Georgalas  said. 
"He  will  be  sadly  missed  by  all  of  us  who 
loved  him." 

Mathews  came  to  the  United  States  at  the 
age  of  17  in  1920  and  settled  in  Yorktown  in 
1935. 

In  1944,  he  and  his  wife  founded  Nick's 
Seafood  Pavilion  overlooking  the  Yorktown 
beach. 

The  couple  are  known  as  the  people  who 
kept  Yorktown  lighted.  When  the  street 
lights  in  Yorktown  got  cut  off  some  years 
ago  over  an  electric  bill  dispute,  it  was  the 
Mathews  who  stepped  in  and  paid  the  bill. 

The  couple  also  gave  property  for  the 
Yorktown  Historical  Shipwreck  Museum, 
actively  supported  the  Waterfront  Histori- 
cal Restoration  and  helped  to  make  possible 
the  Fort  Eustis  Transportation  Museum. 

The  couple  also  built  a  hospital  in  their 
native  Greece. 

Three  presidents  have  cited  the  couple  for 
their  national  service  and  work  in  historical 
organizations.  In  1980.  Mathews  and  his 
wife  were  bestowed  honorary  degrees  by 
Christopher  Newport  College. 

Mathews  was  born  at  Arcasa  on  the  island 
of  Karpathos  in  Greece.  He  migrated  to  this 
country  in  1920,  working  at  a  number  of 
jobs— coal  miner  in  West  Virginia,  a  rent 
collector  in  Brooklyn  and  a  chef  in  Milwau- 

He  settled  in  Yorktown  in  1935  and  mar- 
ried Mary  Papamilhalopoulou  in  1942. 

Mathews,  who  was  born  Nick  Matheos, 
was  always  proud  that  he  had  'entertained 
kings,  queens,  generals,  ambassadors  and 
secretaries  of  state." 

The  last  time  he  visited  Greece  was  in 
1957  when  his  mother  was  still  alive. 

■So  much  of  Europe  has  got  to  have  dicta- 
torships to  keep  the  communists  under  con- 
trol," he  said  a  few  years  ago.  'I  don't  like 
to  talk  about  it.  I  like  to  talk  about  things  I 
can  control— my  business,  people,  friends." 

President  Dwight  Eisenhower  cited  him 
for  service  to  the  American  Red  Cross,  and 
President  Gerald  Ford  named  him  director 
of  Bicentennial  Commission.  Yorktown. 
1976-1981.  The  Republic  of  France  sent  let- 
ters of  appreciation  for  his  work  in  recogniz- 
ing French-American  historical  contribu- 
tions during  the  Revolutionary  War. 


(From  the  York  Town  Crier,  Apr.  21.  1983] 

Modern-day  St.  Nicholas  Died  at  the 

Summit  of  a  Remarkable  Life 

(By  William  Tangney) 

"If  you  give  me  the  pills  and  I  feel  all 
right  or  not,"  Nick  Mathews  told  his  doctor 
last  week  as  Mary  remembers.  'I  am  going 
to  Pascagoula.  Make  me  all  right  if  you 
can." 

Nothing  was  going  to  stop  him  from 
boarding  that  special  Navy  jet.  from  start- 
ing his  wife  on  the  way  to  christen  history's 
fifth  U.S.  warship  bearing  the  gallant  name 
Yorktown.  They  had  been  a  partnership 
since  their  wedding  day.  and  Nick  knew  Miss 
Mary  wouldn't  leave  him. 

For  the  sake  of  his  own  name-saint.  St. 
Nicholas— patron  of  the  seafarer  in  Greek 
tradition— he  had  to  get  his  own  'Fighting 
Lady"  to  the  shipyard  in  Mississippi.  There, 
waiting  for  its  blessing  from  Miss  Mary,  was 
the  guided-missile  cruiser  designed  to  pro- 
tect a  whole  fleet  into  the  21st  century 
against  hundreds  of  simultaneous  attacks. 

He  never  considered  postponing  the  trip. 
He  and  Mary  were  the  ship's  sponsors,  and 
they  would  get  there. 


I  didn't  know  Nick  Mathews  until  the 
'70s.  but  he  must  have  modeled  his  life 
after  his  namesake  from  the  beginning. 

In  Greece.  St.  Nicholas  is  protector  of 
children  and  sailors.  When  English  colonisU 
in  America  heard  the  Dutch  say  Sint  Niko- 
laas.  the  English  tongue  produced  "Santa 
Claus. "  and  the  saint  added  the  principles  of 
giving  and  of  helping  the  poor  to  his  reper- 
toire. 

Nick  concentrated  on  those  four  things. 
With  no  children  of  his  own.  he  made  the 
need  of  all  children  for  a  heritage  his  spe- 
cial plea.  He  had  a  comradeship  with  all 
servicemen,  but  sailors  were  foremost,  and 
he  wore  an  officer's  cap  from  the  World 
War  II  aircraft  carrier  USS  Yorktown  (CV- 
10)  on  golfing  outings.  He  and  Mary  sent 
their  restaurant  manager  all  over  town  in 
formal  attire  every  Christmas  Eve  with  an 
actual  Santa's  load  of  fine  wines  and  Swiss 
chocolates.  And  they  quietly  helped  any 
number  of  people  without  means. 

Nick  listed  his  birth  date  as  Dec.  6,  but 
that  was  actually  his  "name  day."  the  birth 
date  of  St.  Nicholas.  That  saint  is  modeled 
on  the  fourth  century  bishop  of  a  place 
called  Myra  (now  called  Kale)  in  Turkey— 
but  on  the  water's  edge  and  facing  the 
Greek  island  of  Karpathos. 

Karpathos  is  where  Nick  Mathews  grew 
up.  not  160  miles  from  St.  Nicholas'  town  in 
Turkey.  And  through  Mr.  Nicks  childhood 
the  Turks  were  occupying  his  island.  Nick 
must  have  heard  a  lot  about  St.  Nicholas. 

At  noon  Thursday  doctors  examined  Mr. 
Nick,  and  they  compared  old  and  new  car- 
diographs. The  monitors  didn't  show  that 
his  life  was  in  the  balance.  He  and  Miss 
Mary  went  on  to  Patrick  Henry  Airport  and 
boarded  the  special  seven-seat  Navy  VIP 
plane  bound  for  the  christening  of  York- 
town  (CG-48). 

Fifteen  minutes  before  the  landing  near 
Mobile,  Ala.,  Nick  stood  up,  and  the  hus- 
band and  wife  reached  for  each  other's 
hand.  When  Nicks  hand  didn't  reach 
Mary's,  she  glanced  up  and  saw  that  he  was 
gone. 

He  died  at  the  summit  of  his  liie,  in 
action,  without  pain. 

Miss  Mary  bravely  christened  the  York- 
town.  The  Navy  made  an  exception  and  flew 
an  American  flag  at  Yorktown's  stern  15 
months  before  she  earns  the  USS  in  front  of 
her  name  when  commissioned,  at  Yorktown 
on  July  4.  1984.  She  will  fly  the  flag  on 
behalf  of  Nick  each  year.  The  ship's  "stern 
bar.  "  the  foremost  blade  of  metal  from  the 
tip  of  her  bow.  is  in  Nick's  casket. 

In  his  right  hand  Mary  has  placed  a  2x3- 
inch  image  that  she  bought  at  a  dime  store 
40  years  ago  after  they  met.  It's  St.  Nicho- 
las. 


For  Better,  for  Worse:  A  Love  Story 
Endures 

(By  Margaret  Cubberly) 
Nick  Malheos'  love  for  his  adopted  coun- 
try, an  outpouring  of  feeling  that  spilled 
over  into  his  many  acts  of  generosity,  was 
documented  in  the  news  stories  and  obituar- 
ies that  followed  his  death  last  week. 

But  there  was  another  great  love  in  "Mr. 
Nicks  "  life,  one  that  could  not  be  reported 
matter-of-factly.  Anyone  who  had  seen  Nick 
and  Mary  together  felt  the  strong  bond  of 
love,  companionship  and  trust  Ihat  existed 
between  husband  and  wife. 

Nick  and  Mary  worked  together  40  years, 
sharing  the  good  times  and  the  bad.  joined 
in  their  patriotic  and  civic  activities,  enter- 
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taining  with  equal  grace  people  from  all 
walks  of  life. 

The  love  story  of  Nick  Matheos  and  Mary 
Papamilhalopoulou  is  not  the  kind  that 
you'll  find  in  the  movies,  where  ■love"  has 
been  distorted  beyond  recognition.  It  is  a 
true  love  story. 

When  Nick  was  last  hospitalized  here  with 
breathing  problems,  Mary  stayed  with  him 
around  the  clock  for  two  weeks,  sleeping 
beside  his  bed  in  an  armchair.  Visitors  to 
the  hospital  a  few  days  before  Nick's  release 
saw  Mary,  her  face  lined  with  exhaustion, 
her  clothes  rumpled,  watching  anxiously 
over  her  husband. 

When  nurses  came  with  a  wheelchair  to 
take  him  away  for  another  in  the  endless 
series  of  tests  he  was  undergoing.  Mary 
eased  him  gently  out  of  bed.  She  carefully 
combed  his  hair  and  helped  him  on  with  his 
robe,  speaking  softly  in  Greek.  Nick's  smile 
warmed  the  room. 

Watching  this  man  and  woman— her  ten- 
derness, his  courtliness— was  a  reminder 
that  love  is  not  just  for  the  young.  It  tran- 
scends age.  And.  if  you're  lucky,  like  Nick 
and  Mary,  it  can  last  forever. 

•  Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
am  pleased  to  join  my  colleague  Herb 
Bateman  in  paying  tribute  to  the 
memory  of  Nick  Mathews.  In  all  of  my 
life  I  have  never  known  a  greater  pa- 
triot. 

When  Nick  Mathews  planted  his 
feet  on  our  shores,  he  gave  us  his 
heart  as  well.  As  believers  in  the 
American  dream  of  self-fulfillment,  he 
and  his  wife  Mary  were  the  embodi- 
ment of  the  American  success  story. 
The  restaurant  that  they  established 
at  Yorktown.  Va..  enjoys  a  reputation 
for  excellence  that  extends  beyond 
eastern  Virginia.  Countless  travelers 
go  out  of  their  way  in  order  to  be  able 
to  dine  at  Nick's  Seafood  Pavilion. 

What  many  of  them  do  not  realize, 
however,  if  they  visit  the  Battlefield 
Park  nearby,  is  that  the  land  for  the 
Victory  Center  there  was  donated  by 
Nick  and  Mary  Mathews.  Thousands 
of  visitors  each  year  tour  the  York- 
town  Battlefield  site  and  the  Victory 
Center,  and  their  enjoyment  and  ap- 
preciation for  what  transpired  two 
centuries  ago  is  enhanced  by  the 
Mathews'  gift. 

Yet  in  so  many  other  ways.  too.  Nick 
and  Mary  Mathews  have  been  exem- 
plary citizens.  Some  years  ago,  the 
town  of  Yorktown  could  not  meet  its 
public  lighting  obligation.  Nick  and 
Mary  Mathews  came  to  the  rescue.  If 
there  is  another  example  of  private 
citizens  paying  a  public  utility  bill,  I 
am  not  aware  of  it,  but  it  was  typical 
of  Nick  and  Mary. 

As  one  who  was  privileged  to  be 
their  friend,  I  constantly  marveled  at 
their  concern  and  love  for  their  adopt- 
ed country.  Nothing  could  have  been 
more  fitting  than  for  Mary  Mathews 
to  be  chosen  as  the  sponsor  of  the  new 
Navy  vessel  U.S.S.  Yorktown.  Appro- 
priately, the  Mathews  were  present 
for  the  Yorktown  Bicentennial  on  Oc- 
tober 19,  1981,  when  the  great  victory 
which  led  to  our  independence  was 
commemorated.     On     that     occasion. 


Mary  Mathews  and  the  President  of 
the  United  States  joined  in  authenti- 
cating the  laying  of  the  keel  of  the 
Yorktown. 

Those  of  us  in  Virginia  who  came  to 
know  and  love  Nick  and  Mary  Math- 
ews recall  the  circumstances  of  Nick's 
death.  He  and  Mary  were  on  their  way 
in  a  Navy  plane  to  Mississippi  for  the 
launching  of  the  Yorktown.  While 
they  were  aloft,  Nick's  heart  failed 
him,  "out  true  to  her  indomitable 
spirit.  Mary  Mathews  fulfilled  her  mis- 
sion, dedicating  the  Yorktown  to  the 
service  of  this  country  and  to  the 
memory  of  Nick  Mathews. 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  Nick  Math- 
ews the  man  is  gone,  his  spirit  lives. 
His  life  should  serve  as  an  example  to 
every  American,  whether  native  born 
or  adopted.  We  in  Virginia  who  have 
been  blessed  with  so  many  illustrious 
native  sons  proudly  include  the  name 
of  Nick  Mathews  on  the  roll  of  great 
Virginians— and  great  Americans.* 


D  2010 
GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks,  and 
to  include  extraneous  material,  on  the 
subject  of  my  special  order  today  on 
Dr.  Nick  Mathews. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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FAIR  TRADE  IN  STEEL  ACT  OP 
1983 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Harrison).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Gaydos)  is  recognized 
for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
the  record  to  show  that  for  a  better 
purpose  there  could  not  be  that  we 
were  somewhat  delayed  this  evening. 
We  had  presumed  we  would  start  spe- 
cial orders  around  6  o'clock,  but  our 
good  friend.  Ray  Roebuck.  I  believe, 
was  a  good  reason  why  the  delay  did 
occur  and  I  have  no  qualms  that  it  did 
occur  and  I  have  no  regrets. 

I  just  want  to,  for  the  record,  again 
to  emphasize  that  this  special  order 
was  authorized  by  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  Congressional  Steel 
Caucus  to  talk  specifically  and  clearly 
on  the  record  as  to  what  is  occuring  in 
the  steel  industry,  and  also  to  explain 
somewhat  in  detail  for  the  record 
what  the  Fair  Trade  in  Steel  Act  of 
1983  is  or  is  intended  to  be. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  ask  at  this  time 
that  all  Members  may  have  5  legisla- 
tive days  to  insert  their  remarks  and 


introduce  extraneous  matter  into  the 
Record  on  this  subject  matter. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 

There  wais  no  objection. 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
proceed  any  further,  I  want  to  yield  to 
a  member  of  the  executive  committee 
of  the  Steel  Caucus,  Mr.  Nick  Rahall. 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Steel  Caucus 
for  yielding,  and  I  want  to  commend 
him  for  taking  this  special  order  this 
evening,  and  the  executive  committee 
of  the  Steel  Caucus  for  authorizing 
such  special  order. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  honored  to  join 
with  my  colleagues  of  the  Steel 
Caucus  in  discussing  the  steel  industry 
this  evening,  and  this  country's  trade 
policy,  and  addressing  the  problems 
that  face  this  industry.  My  district  has 
several  steel  plants  and  a  great  deal  of 
metallurgical  coal,  which  is  used  in  the 
steelmaking  process.  When  the  steel 
industry  faces  hard  times,  so  does  the 
metallurgical  coal  industry  in  south- 
ern West  Virginia. 

For  the  last  several  months  we  have 
heard  the  administration  trumpet  its 
prophecy  that  recovery  is  at  hand.  I 
say  it  is  time  for  this  administraton  to 
visit  the  heartland  of  America  and  see 
first  hand  the  so-called  recovery. 
When  I  look  around  I  find  that 
107.000  steelworkers  still  do  not  have  a 
job  and  over  79.000  coal  miners  are 
still  unemployed— a  full  30  percent  of 
the  coal  industry  work  force.  How  long 
will  this  administration  hide  behind 
the  banner  of  free  trade  while  thou- 
sands of  hard  working  Americans  are 
unemployed? 

In  my  district  there  are  four  particu- 
lar counties— Mercer.  Wyoming.  Ra- 
leigh, and  McDowell— which  produce 
the  bulk  of  metallurgical  coal.  Unem- 
ployment figures  in  these  counties  at 
the  current  time  is  reminiscent  of  the 
Great  Depression,  are  as  follows: 
Mercer— 13.8  percent.  Wyoming— 23.7 
percent.  Raleigh— 14.3  percent,  and 
McDowell— 30.9  percent.  In  all  of 
these  counties,  coal  and  its  related  in- 
dustries are  the  source  of  income  for  a 
major  portion  the  wage  earners. 

Unless  there  is  a  resurgence  in  our 
steelmaking  capacity  a  great  number 
of  these  unemployed  coal  miners,  and 
others  in  West  Virginia,  will  never  be 
called  back  to  work.  I  believe  it  to  be 
encumbent  upon  our  Government  to 
review  its  trade  policies  and  establish 
some  priorities  in  order  to  alleviate 
these  distressful  situations. 

I  have  several  areas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  I  think  should  be  addressed.  I 
shall  not  go  into  detail  at  this 
moment,  but  just  touch  very  lightly 
upon  those  areas. 

First,  our  Government  must  address 
the  problem  of  subsidization.  For  too 


many  years  our  Government,  under 
the  leadership  of  both  parties,  has 
moved  very  slowly  to  protect  our  steel 
industry  from  unfair  competition.  Our 
steel  market  is  the  only  open  market 
in  the  world.  Yet  those  who  preach 
the  religion  of  free  trade  fail  to  men- 
tion that  foreign  markets  are  not  open 
to  American  steel  products.  We  must 
enact  a  trade  law  that  prohibits  in  my 
opinion  the  importation  of  any  prod- 
uct that  receives  a  direct  foreign  gov- 
ernment subsidy.  Also,  there  should  be 
a  provision  in  our  trade  policy  that 
prohibits  a  country  from  selling  its 
steel  products  in  the  United  States  if 
its  borders  are  closed  to  American 
products.  Failure  to  take  this  action 
will  further  encourage  foreign  coun- 
tries to  export  their  unemployment  to 
our  shores  and  deprive  our  companies 
and  reciprocal  opportunity  of  compet- 
ing overseas. 

Along  the  same  line,  swift  action 
must  be  taken  against  those  U.S.  firms 
which  arrange  business  deals  with  for- 
eign companies  that  receive  a  direct 
Government  payment  to  keep  the 
price  of  their  commodities  artificially 
low.  The  American  worker  can  com- 
pete with  anyone  on  an  equal  basis. 
However,  when  that  worker  must  also 
compete  against  a  coordinated  effort 
by  another  country  to  take  his  job,  the 
American  often  loses.  We  owe  our 
workers  the  opportunity  to  compete 
on  a  fair  and  equal  basis. 

Just  this  past  weekend  I  spoke  to 
the  Glass  Protective  League  in  Hun- 
tington. W.  Va..  and  said  to  them  that 
it  is  time  that  we  get  tough  with  our 
trading  partners.  They  have  gotten 
tough  with  us  in  the  past,  they  are  not 
afraid  to  take  actions  that  protect 
their  domestic  economy,  and  I  submit 
if  what  is  needed  in  order  to  alleviate 
our  current  high  unemployment  situa- 
tion in  America,  if  it  is  called  tough- 
ness with  our  trading  partners,  then  it 
is  time  that  we  get  tough  and  play 
hardball. 

We  must  develop  policies  to  further 
encourage  investment  in  research  and 
development  in  this  country.  This  can 
be  done  through  changes  in  our  tax 
code  and  through  the  targeting  of 
Federal  research  and  development  dol- 
lars. Congress  can  assist  steel  and 
many  of  our  other  basic  industries  by 
passing  H.R.  3434,  the  Work  Opportu- 
nities and  Renewed  Competition  Act 
of  1983.  This  legislation  allows  unprof- 
itable manufacturing  companies  to 
obtain  a  loan  from  the  Government 
against  their  unused  investment  tax 
credits.  Such  a  provision  will  enable 
the  steel  and  coal  industries,  among 
others,  to  invest  in  new  plant  and 
equipment.  This  type  of  investment 
will  enable  our  industries  to  update 
their  facilities  and  compete  more  ef- 
fectively with  those  foreign  companies 
that  receive  direct  government  subsi- 
dies to  lower  the  cost  of  their  prod- 
ucts. 


Our  lending  policies  to  foreign  gov- 
ernments must  be  reviewed.  We  now 
find  that  we  have  helped  finance  a 
worldwide  overcapacity  of  steel  pro- 
duction. In  the  future  Congress  must 
make  sure  that  the  assistance  we  lend 
overseas  does  not  have  the  potential  of 
putting  Americans  out  of  work. 

I  am  very  disturbed  by  the  willing- 
ness of  some  of  our  Government  agen- 
cies to  purchase  foreign  commodities. 
Why  does  our  Government  have  to 
spend  American  tax  dollars  on  goods 
made  overseas  when  they  are  available 
in  the  United  States?  Our  Government 
must  be  the  leader  in  buying  American 
made  products.  How  much  money  do 
we  save  if  our  workers  lose  their  jobs 
as  a  result  of  such  misguided  policies? 
Mr.  Speaker  and  Chairman  Gaydos 
of  the  Steel  Caucus.  I  think  that  the 
ultimate  solution,  despite  what  our 
recommendations  may  be  here  this 
evening  and  have  been  in  this  Con- 
gress, that  the  ultimate  solution  is 
going  to  depend  upon  the  cooperative 
actions  of  labor,  management  and  the 
Government  to  address  the  problem  of 
subsidized  imports.  Working  together 
we  can  devise  a  viable  solution  to  this 
problem.  We  have  the  best  workers  in 
the  world  and  we  can  make  the  best 
products  in  the  world.  We  have  the  po- 
tential, we  have  the  capability,  we 
have  the  wherewithal  and  we  have  the 
desire  as  a  nation  to  solve  this  problem 
and  to  meet  it  head-on. 

Just  as  other  nations  have  developed 
a  coordinated  government  effort  to 
penetrate  our  markets  and  displace 
American  workers,  all  Americans  must 
now  work  together  for  the  survival  of 
our  basic  industries. 

I  again  commend  Chairman  Gaydos 
and  the  Steel  Caucus  for  this  special 
order  and  lend  my  efforts  in  whatever 
way  possible  to  meet  the  problem.  1 
look  forward  to  working  with  the  Con- 
gressional Steel  Caucus  to  revive  our 
steel  industry,  because  when  the  steel 
industry  prospers,  so  does  the  metal- 
lurgical coal  industry. 

Mr.  GAYDOS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Rahall) 
for  his  remarks,  and  I  do  want  to  say 
this  for  a  matter  of  record,  and  I  think 
it  is  proper  to  state  for  the  record  that 
he  is  one  of  the  most  active  members 
on  the  executive  committee. 

I  want  the  record  to  further  show 
that  we  would  have  had  and  did  have 
Members  ready  and  willing  to  enter 
into  a  colloquy  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  in  detail.  I  have  all  the  state- 
ments of  our  colleagues  which  I  will 
put  in  at  the  termination  of  the  spe- 
cial order,  but  because  of  the  schedule 
we  are  going  to  follow  the  formality 
and  we  will  try  to  shorten  it  as  much 
as  we  can. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  turning  point  in  the 
war  in  Vietnam  came  when  an  Ameri- 
can officer  was  seen  in  the  United 
States  on  a  television  program  where- 
in a  report  was  given  explaining  a  mili- 


tary action.  He  said,  "We  had  to  de- 
stroy the  village  to  save  it."  The  reac- 
tion was  immediate,  the  controversy 
was  long,  and  the  residue  was  bitter. 
Everybody  knows  what  I  am  speaking 
of.  It  did  not  make  sense  to  the  people 
of  this  country. 

Today  we  have  a  trade  war.  and  un- 
employment is  around  10  percent  na- 
tionally. It  still  is  somewhere  around 
15  and  20  percent  in  many  of  the  in- 
dustrialized areas  that  could  be  consid- 
ered as  Ground  Zero.  In  steel. 
107,000— and  I  want  to  emphasize 
that— 107.000  breadwinners  still  are 
laid  off.  Capacity  and  utilization  for 
the  steel  industry  has  been  around 
53.6  percent  for  the  year  to  date.  Last 
year  was  one  of  the  worst  on  record. 
Capacity  utilization  a  year  ago  was  a 
little  less  than  53  percent. 

We  are  led  by  men  who  say  by  deed 
we  have  to  let  this  economy  be  de- 
stroyed before  we  save  it.  Family 
people  know'  whereof  I  speak.  We  have 
to  destroy  this  economy  at  the  base  to 
save  the  global  economy  and  the  world 
market,  they  say.  and  that  is  what 
they  tell  us. 

But  many  manufactured  goods  in 
the  world  market  amounts  to  little 
more  than  unrestrained  access  to  the 
U.S.  market  for  dumped  and  subsi- 
dized goods.  Those  who  export  here 
maintain  barriers  against  imports 
from  here,  from  our  country  to  their 
country.  This  is  true  in  steel  today. 

Among  steel-producing  nations, 
there  is  no  open  market  save  the 
United  States,  and  there  is  nearly 
twice  as  much  government  ownership 
and  coziness  and  intervention  in  all  of 
the  other  countries  of  the  world  as 
there  is  here  in  this  country  under  the 
free  enterprise  system. 

"World  Steel  in  1980."  and  that  is  a 
book,  a  publication,  is  an  excellent, 
far-seeing  new  book  by  our  Father 
William  T.  Hogan  from  Fordham  Uni- 
versity, a  respected  steel  economist 
and  one  who  on  many  occasion  has 
taken  part  intimately  and  completely 
in  discussions  on  steel  and  what  it 
means  to  the  breadwinners  in  this 
country.  Father  Hogan  has  a  re- 
nowned reputation. 

Father  Hogan  compiles  in  his  book 
the  recent  history  of  world  steel  and 
makes  note  of  several  things  peculiar 
to  this  United  States. 

D  2030 
First  he  says  in  that  publication: 
The  United  States  is  the  only  nation  that 
cannot  meet  its  domestic  need  for  steel  with 
domestic  production  ability.  We  have  under- 
capacity  in  this  country  in  a  world  where 
there  is  overcapacity  for  steel. 

Second,  he  makes  note  in  his  book 
that  it  is  the  only  market,  this  market 
of  ours,  in  the  world  in  which  foreign 
producers  are  granted  sufficient  stand- 
ing to  refer  to  their  definite  "share"  of 
the   American   market.   It   is  a  thing 
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taken  internationally  for  granted  by 
them  and  by  our  Government  too 
many  times. 

And  last  in  the  book.  Father  Hogan 
says: 

This  country  is  the  objective  of  virtually 
every  steel  producing  country  in  the  world. 
It  is  open  where  others  are  not.  They  design 
their  steel  capacity  with  exports  to  this 
country  in  mind.  This  is  the  largest  and 
most  lucrative  market  in  the  world. 

Another  of  Father  Hogans  findings 
is  that  approximately  60  percent  of 
the  world's  steel  industry  today  is  gov- 
ernment owned  or  heavily  subsidized. 
This  percentage  will  increase  in  the 
years  immediately  ahead  to  at  least  70 
percent,  if  not  more,  he  goes  on  to  say: 

There  can  only  be  one  result  when  policy 
pits  private  companies  against  the  deep 
pockets  of  foreign  governments,  as  it  does  in 
steel  and  in  goods  made  by  steel  in  the 
world  today.  The  result  is  destruction  of  the 
unsubsidized  which  must  surely  profit,  as  in 
this  country,  or  die.  By  their  policies,  our 
leaders  have  said  for  years  we  have  to  de- 
stroy this  economy  and  the  lives  of  our  in- 
dustrial workers  to  preserve  this  state  of 
cutthroat  international  competition.  Steel 
production  generally  involves  only  the 
United  States.  Europe,  and  certain  limited 
developing  nations. 

Now,  there  are  recent  findings  about 
the  United  States  that  are  worthy  at 
this  time  to  note.  For  example,  the 
American  steel  industry  in  1981  got 
the  same  production  out  of  129  fur- 
naces that  it  got  from  263  furnaces  in 
1960.  This  is  according  to  a  recent 
study  of  the  Congressional  Research 
Service.  This  is  a  dramatic  increase  in 
efficiency  for  an  industry  that  critics 
worldwide  score  for  being  backward, 
being  behind  the  times,  and  lack  of 
capitalization. 

Yes,  that  might  have  been  true,  but 
things  are  changing  here;  that  to 
again  refer  to  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service,  they  found  the  indus- 
try has  been  replacing  old  technology 
and  has  tried  and  has  been  successful 
to  meet  the  challenges  of  foreign  com- 
petition. 

By  the  way.  this  improvement  came 
in  years  when  viscous  price  discount- 
ing all  but  prohibited  the  kind  of 
profit  that  would  have  tracked  domes- 
tic investment  here  in  this  country. 
Subsidies  internationally  of  up  to  40 
percent  and  dumping  margins  of  more 
than  30  percent  were  found  in  foreign 
steel  during  this  period  of  time. 

In  addition.  Father  Hogan  goes  on 
and  has  determined  in  his  publication 
that  70  to  75  percent  of  Americas 
equipment  for  basic  production  and 
finishing  is  modern  and  is  fully  com- 
petitive internationally.  This  is  on  a 
plant-by-plant  basis  and  comparison. 

So  this  is  not  in  this  country,  as  so 
often  has  been  said,  a  steel  industry 
that  has  not  been  trying  and  not  been 
modernizing  and  not  been  capitalizing. 

It  continues  and  we  are  continuing 
to  try.  Individual  companies  are  going 
to    extraordinary    lengths    to    gather 


capital.  Even  if  you  do  not  like  some  of 
these  deals  that  are  trying  to  be  made, 
you  have  to  admit  that  the  American 
businessman  is  again  showing  some 
Yankee  ingenuity. 

Strange  things  are  happening  in  the 
current  continuing  fight  against  the 
latest  binge  of  foreign  subsidies  and 
foreign  dumping  here  in  our  country 
and  in  our  markets. 

For  example.  Bethlehem  Steel  last 
quarter  sold  more  steel  than  in  the 
corresponding  quarter  of  a  year  ago.  It 
also  made  16  percent  less  money  on 
that  steel. 

This  illustrates  the  kind  of  cutthroat 
pricing  that  unrestrained  foreign  sub- 
sidy and  dumping  bring  to  the  market. 
Overseas  Business  Doctrine  calls  it 
■'excessive  international  competition  " 
and  roundly  condemns  it. 

Bethlehem  Steel  lost  almost  $93  mil- 
lion last  quarter.  It  plans  to  close 
about  20  percent— I  repeat,  20  percent 
of  its  production  capacity;  yet  this 
company  is  still  hopefully  striving  to 
modernize. 

Meanwhile,  what  some  see  as  a 
quickening  of  the  pulse  in  the  econom- 
ic recovery  in  this  country  is  nothing 
more  than  a  heart  murmur  in  the 
basic  industries  and  particularly  in 
steel.  Imports  continue  to  take  around 
20  percent  of  the  market  in  steel  in 
this  country.  The  figure  is  down  from 
around  25  percent  last  year,  but  it  still 
is  at  a  rate  that  provides  no  stability 
and  that  provides  nothing  but  chaos 
internationally  and  cannibalism. 

Things  are  a  little  different  in 
Europe.  In  preparing  these  special 
orders,  I  scanned  with  my  staff  my  file 
of  clippings  from  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  on  matters  relating  to  steel 
where  the  following  developments 
were  news  items  in  the  first  6  months 
of  the  year. 

Flash:  British  Steel  which  had  com- 
bined operating  losses  of  $111  billion 
in  the  last  2  years  expected  to  receive 
additional  Government  subsidies  at 
home  of  $497  million  this  year. 

Flash:  The  Government  of  Spain  de- 
cided to  put  $4  billion  into  three  of  its 
six  steel  operations. 

Another  flash:  A  study  recommend- 
ed that  the  Government  of  Belgium 
put  another  $2  billion  into  the  oper- 
ations of  the  Cockerill-Sambre  Steel 
Co. 

Again,  the  Socialist  Government  of 
France  unveiled  a  massive  investment 
strategy  for  industry  which  includes 
$935  million,  almost  a  billion  dollars 
more  for  steel. 

There  is  an  overcapacity  existing 
today  of  making  steel  in  foreign  coun- 
tries throughout  the  world. 

Father  Hogan,  in  his  publication 
goes  on  and  he  sums  up  the  trends  in 
the  history  these  things  represent.  He 
says: 

Between  1975  and  1983,  less  than  a  10- 
year   period,    the   governments   of   Europe 


have  put  $30  billion  in  subsidies  into  their 
steel  industries. 

That  is  his  estimate. 

Mr.  Speaker.  $30  billion  is  more  than 
a  ton  of  money  if  you  weigh  it.  A  ton 
of  money,  for  those  of  us  here  and 
throughout  the  Nation  that  are  not  fa- 
miliar with  these  large  amounts  and 
sums  of  money.  That  is  the  equivalent 
of  30.6  tons  of  money. 

If  I  have  accurately  worked  out  the 
conversion  scale  recommended  to  me 
by  our  Bureau  of  Engraving,  mind 
you.  30.6  tons  of  money.  Furthermore, 
it  is  30.6  tons  of  $1,000  dollar  bills, 
which  even  this  country  does  not  print 
anymore.  That  gives  you  a  concept  of 
the  enormity,  the  enormous  amount 
of  money.  It  is  about  half  of  what  our 
75  percent  modern  industry  needs  to 
invest  in  our  own  country  in  the  next 
10  years  in  order  to  compete  interna- 
tionally. 

The  experts  say  that  $60  billion  is 
needed  to  best  and  to  compete  with 
the  waves  of  dumped  and  subsidized 
goods  coming  into  this  country. 

Father  Hogan  noted  that  most  coun- 
tries of  the  European  Community 
have  built  steelmaking  capacity  well 
beyond  their  own  domestic  needs  and 
they  must  export. 

For  the  rest  of  the  1980's.  he  contin- 
ued, the  European  communities  will 
continue  to  export  significant  ton- 
nages with  the  United  States  as  its 
principal  objective  or  market. 

World  Steel  in  the  1980's  contains  a 
telling  line  on  European  exports.  It 
says.  "The  chairman  of  one  of  the 
large  European  steel  companies,  when 
asked  why  he  was  so  adamant  about 
shipping  steel  to  the  United  States  at 
a  loss  of  $50  to  $70  a  ton  said  his  prime 
worry  was  unemployment  at  home  in 
Europe,  which  was  in  effect  being  ex- 
ported to  the  United  States." 

Now.  European  governments  have 
fallen  because  of  unpopular  domestic 
steel  policies.  That  is  admitted;  so  it 
looks  like  it  will  save  the  European 
portion  of  the  world  and  their  market, 
but  they  are  going  to  destroy  our  econ- 
omy and  be  allowed  to  dump  and  sub- 
sidize goods  into  our  country  and  into 
our  markets. 

At  present,  the  European  steel  trade 
with  the  United  States  is  under  an  ex- 
isting agreement.  They  sought  it  after 
their  producers  were  found  to  be  in 
massive  violation  of  the  trade  laws  last 
year,  and  that  is  a  matter  of  record. 
This  might  indicate  the  situation  is 
under  control,  this  so-called  agree- 
ment, but  history  indicates  this  kind 
of  control  is  at  best  temporary. 
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In  fact,  it  may  be  holding  up  only 
because  worldwide  demand  is  low 
throughout  the  world  today. 

American  industry  executives  tell  me 
that  there  is  some  demand  in  one  seg- 
ment of  the  market.  It  is  the  category 


of  oil  country  and  tubular  goods.  They 
said  European  products  will  reach  or 
exceed  the  agreed  upon  limits  in  that 
agreement  this  fall,  if  not  sooner. 
That  is  at  current  rates  of  their  export 
of  these  types  of  equipment  and  items 
into  this  country. 

The  way  they  treat  this  one  category 
may  say  more  about  their  attitude 
toward  the  overall  existing  agreement 
than  anything  they  may  say  in  person 
or  in  the  news  or  in  conferences.  And 
what  they  are  saying  is  not  all  that  en- 
couraging to  those  that  are  sensitive 
to  this  important  area. 

The  specialty  steel  trade  just  went 
under  administrative  quotas  after  a 
proceeding  under  our  trade  law  and  in 
accordance  with  international  agree- 
ments. The  quotas  were  less  than  they 
should  have  been,  as  thought  of  in 
some  circles,  and  of  shorter  duration 
than  allowable  under  the  existing 
trade  law. 

It  was  a  lukewarm  effort  to  offset 
the  effects  of  international  subsidies 
and  dumping  that  is  occurring  in  our 
international  trade. 

It  recently  drew  the  following  de- 
nunciation by  Sir  Roy  Denman.  the 
European  Community's  headman  here 
in  our  country.  He  said,  "Subsidies  in 
general  are  not  forbidden  in  GATT, 
nor  is  dumping.  " 

GATT  is  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trades,  the  international 
agreement,  and  he  wrote  this  in  a  pub- 
lication in  a  letter  from  Europe  and  he 
said.  'Serious  injury  was  not  shown." 
and  he  blamed  the  surges  of  exports 
or  imports  into  this  country  and  subsi- 
dized goods,  and  blamed  that  on  the 
strong  American  dollar. 

He  did  not  note,  however,  that  there 
is  a  surge  in  goods  every  time  Europe's 
economy  slows  down.  It  is  called  coun- 
tercyclical export.  It  lets  them  keep 
their  mills  running  and  their  unem- 
ployment down,  but  not  ours,  and  it 
can  happen  whatever  the  state  of  the 
dollar  internationally. 

Meanwhile  in  Europe  where  subsi- 
dies can  run  up  to  40  percent  they  are 
more  respectful  of  the  world  market 
as  such,  per  se;  faced  with  imports 
they  do  not  want,  they  simply  slap  on 
quotas  and  they  do  not  allow  our  prod- 
ucts to  enter. 

According  to  Father  Hogan  in  his 
book,  he  says  the  European  economic 
community  restrictions  placed  on  im- 
ports involve  quotas  controlling  the 
amount  of  steel  that  each  country  can 
export  to  the  EEC  as  well  as  what 
prices  must  be  charged.  These  are  ne- 
gotiated individually  with  each  coun- 
try. That  is  how  the  European  commu- 
nities do  it.  They  are  not  like  us  where 
we  try  to  adhere  to  international 
agreements.  They  do  what  they  want 
to  do  and  what  is  best  and  what  is 
most  expedient  for  them. 

They  export  unemployment  to  this 
country.  My  colleagues  on  this  floor 
do  not  want  and  have  no  desire,  or 


maybe  they  do  not  have  the  under- 
standing to  get  behind  legislation  and 
force  a  change  if  the  executive  does 
not  want  to  make  the  change,  and  the 
executive  in  this  country— when  I  talk 
about  the  executive  I  am  talking  about 
the  President  and  the  Secretary,  all 
Secretaries  directly  and  indirectly  in- 
volved—they have  the  power  under  ex- 
isting trade  laws  to  keep  these  unfair 
imports  out  of  this  country  and  pre- 
serve that  American  job. 

Let  me  emphasize  the  European 
practice  has  been  to  control  quantities 
and  price  of  imports,  and  this  is  histor- 
ical, and  this  is  a  matter  of  fact.  This 
is  not  me  speaking.  Controlling  the 
price  keeps  their  subsidies  domestical- 
ly from  going  higher,  but  they  keep 
subsidizing. 

The  Europeans  and  the  Japanese 
have  operated  for  a  number  of  years 
under  mutual,  formal  understandings 
internationally  in  trade.  They  agreed, 
and  this  is  a  matter  of  record,  to  re- 
spect one  another's  markets  in  steel 
throughout  the  whole  world,  and  they 
split  up  the  rest  of  the  world  market. 
They  said,  "Here,  Japan,  you  go  here, 
you  have  those  markets,  and  we  are 
not  going  to  compete  with  you."  And 
the  European  communities,  the  Japa- 
nese said,  'Here,  those  are  yours.  Here 
is  the  line  of  demarcation.  You  ship 
over  there  and  we  are  not  going  to 
bother  you." 

This  is  intrigue.  This  is  wrong.  It  is 
fundamentally  wrong.  It  is  wrong  on 
international  agreements  and  it  is 
wrong  under  GATT.  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade.  It  is 
wrong  fundamentally  to  do  that. 

This  is  a  matter  of  record  and  they 
did  not  deny  it.  All  of  this  was  called 
into  question  under  U.S.  trade  law  last 
year  as  a  matter  of  record,  and  the 
Special  Trade  Representative  to  the 
United  States— there  was  an  adequate 
demonstration  of  the  existence  of  a  bi- 
lateral, international  agreement  to  re- 
strain steel  exports,  and  that  was 
made  between  the  Government  of 
Japan  and  the  European  communities, 
which  as  the  Government  publication 
went  on,  the  agency  said  it  is  inconsist- 
ent with  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade. 

Secret  agreements.  I  remember 
secret  agreements  made  in  this  coun- 
try when  we  had  an  ambassador  of 
ambassador  status  in  Washington 
while  the  Japanese  fleet  was  on  its 
way  to  Pearl  Harbor.  Are  we  going  to 
have  a  repeat  of  the  same  thing? 

We  have  the  same  philosophy  in- 
volved. Will  we  say  anything? 

Do  you  think  the  Japanese  as  a 
nation  have  smarter  people  than  we 
have? 

What  about  the  case  recently  where 
they  were  fined  and  they  paid  $10  mil- 
lion to  cover  the  case  up  and  we  dis- 
covered them  stealing,  stealing  Ameri- 
can secrets?  What  kind  of  people  are 


they?  What  kind  of  government  would 
sanction  that? 

There  were  international  recrimina- 
tions, international  statements  made 
by  the  Premier  of  Japan  all  the  way 
up  from  the  top  to  the  bottom.  That  is 
wrong.  But  they  covered  it  up  and 
they  paid  $10  million  in  fines. 

And  I  remember  the  television  case. 
$500  million  was  assessed  against  the 
Japanese  because  they  were  doing  im- 
proper things  on  international  trade 
agreements  as  far  as  dumping  televi- 
sion sets  in  this  country.  This  is  a 
matter  of  fact,  and  the  fine  was  levied 
against  the  Japanese  because  of  inter- 
national trade  agreement  negotiations 
and  junk  like  that,  for  want  of  a  better 
descriptive  term,  junk  like  that,  and 
they  agreed  to  take  some  paltry  $10 
million  settlement  of  some  sort. 

It  stinks.  It  stinks  as  a  matter  of 
record.  And  that  is  exactly  what  has 
been  happening. 

I  can  give  you  illustration  after  illus- 
tration of  what  is  happening  interna- 
tionally. I  would  want  the  whole 
Nation  to  see  it  because  there  is  no 
basic  and  fundamental  insincerity 
with  our  trading  partners.  We  practice 
fair  trade  and  free  trade. 

But  every  other  country  under  the 
Sun.  including  the  Japanese  and  the 
European  communities,  always  have 
excuses,  formal  excuses  in  internation- 
al negotiations  of  why  they  are  ex- 
cluding products  made  in  this  country 
from  their  country.  They  have  the  100 
list  which  says  you  do  not  bring  into 
this  country  meat  in  certain  quantities 
from  the  United  States,  or  fruits  into 
Japan.  And  they  answer  you  in  inter- 
national programs,  in  international 
discussions,  the  Japanese  and  the  Eu- 
ropean communities,  and  they  all  say, 
•Well,  we  buy  from  you  this  and  we 
buy  from  you  that."  But  it  is  always  in 
the  agricultural  field  where  it  is  not 
labor  intense  or  where  one  man  driv- 
ing a  picker  or  a  tractor  can  produce 
enough  to  feed  thousands  of  people  in 
our  modern  farming  methods. 

No.  they  send  to  this  country  items 
as  big  as  this  pair  of  glasses,  which  are 
labor  intensive.  That  is  what  they 
send. 

It  takes  8  people.  20  people  involved 
in  making  that  specialized  item.  That 
is  how  you  beat  the  clock  on  interna- 
tional trade,  import  raw  materials  like 
timber  and  strip  a  country,  take  their 
lumber,  take  their  material,  take  their 
farm  products,  because  they  are  not 
labor  intense,  import  them  and  com- 
pare it  with  what  they  are  sending  to 
this  country,  goods  that  are  highly 
labor  intensive,  labor  intensive  prod- 
ucts, and  they  just  flood  that  country. 
There  is  no  magic.  The  Japanese,  or 
the  European  communities,  whether  it 
is  Belgium,  Luxembourg,  West  Germa- 
ny. Italy.  Portugal.  Brazil,  you  name 
them,   they  are  doing  a  very  simple 
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thing.    It    takes    no    mastermind    to 
figure  it  out. 

Dump  on  your  trading  partners  and 
protect  your  home  markets.  That  is 
what  it  is  all  about  and  you  do  not 
have  to  be  an  Einstein  to  figure  it  out. 

D  2050 

It  looks  like  we  have— the  complaint 
I  mentioned  and  referred  to  before 
was  that  the  agreement  between  the 
parties,  the  Japanese  and  the  Europe- 
an Communities  had  the  parties  di- 
verting a  lot  of  their  excess  capacity  to 
the  United  States.  That  is  where  we 
came  in.  When  they  said.  "We  will 
stay  out  of  this  sphere  worldwide  and 
you  stay  out  of  our  market  sphere  or 
area."  Then  when  they  had  excess 
production,  both  of  them,  no  less,  got 
together  and  they  said.  "We  will  dump 
into  the  United  States.  We  will  give 
then  all  the  excess.  Keep  our  employ- 
ment, let  them  be  unemployed.  We 
will  ship  our  unemployment  to  their 
country. ' 

Unfortunately  for  some  reason,  it  is 
a  horse  of  another  color  and  I  will 
take  it  up  at  another  time  in  detail, 
relief  was  denied  on  that  problem.  It 
looks  like  another  case  of  destroying 
the  U.S.  market  in  this  country  here 
again  to  save  the  world  market  for  for- 
eign countries.  Japanese  industry  grew 
in  little  more  than  30  years  from  just 
over  1  million  tons  of  capacity,  steel 
capacity,  to  about  140  million  tons  this 
year.  You  consider  those  apples,  un- 
derstand the  significance  of  that. 

They  built  an  industry  far  beyond 
their  domestic  needs.  They  now  export 
about  half  of  production,  steel  and 
steel  products.  And  they  must  keep  ex- 
porting or  decline,  like  this  Nation  is 
declining.  They  are  able  to  grow  be- 
cause of  a  system  that  let  them  fi- 
nance up  to  85  percent  of  their  indus- 
try by  government  loans,  including 
loans  from  the  government  Postal 
Service  Savings  System  which  exists  in 
Japan.  This  represents  a  saving  of  the 
people.  Its  assets  are  larger  than  the 
largest  commercial  bank  in  the  entire 
world.  Mind  you,  assets  larger  than 
any  lending  institution  in  the  whole 
world.  Postal  Savings  over  in  Japan. 

A  Japanese  banker  explained  in 
Father  Hogan's  book,  "The  lenders 
recognize"  talking  about  Japan  inter- 
nally, "that  the  steel  industry  was 
basic  to  the  Japanese  Nations  econo- 
my and  to  the  strong  confidence  they 
placed  in  the  growth  potential  and 
safety  of  the  steel  industry  as  an  in- 
vestment." 

That  is  a  matter  of  formal  record. 
Thus,  he  goes  on,  "The  nation's  pri- 
vate financial  institutions  continuous- 
ly mete  out  the  huge  investment  fund 
requirements  of  the  steel  industry  in 
Japan  whose  equity  ratio  was  at  a  low 
level  and  whose  earning  power  could 
hardly  be  rated  as  sufficient,  yet  they 
rallied  around  the  flag. 


In  the  mouth  of  the  banker,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  industry  could  not  make 
enough  to  get  the  investments  in 
Japan,  so,  the  government  got  into  the 
money  act.  That  is  where  MITI  came 
from.  The  whole  system  of  high  fi- 
nance; they  financed  it. 

Our  Japanese  partners  are  efficient 
and  aggressive.  They  had  good  teach- 
ers and  they  learned.  You  got  to  give 
them  credit  for  that.  Any  view  of  this 
efficiency  should  properly  be  tem- 
pered by  the  record  and  this  is  the 
record. 

Big  Japanese  corporations  were 
found  to  be  selling  here  in  the  late 
1970's  with  dumping  margins  of  over 
30  percent.  That  is  not  me  speaking,  or 
the  Steel  Caucus,  that  is  a  matter  of 
record. 

The  only  criminal  dumping  charges 
returned  with  regard  to  steel  were  re- 
turned in  1882.  I  mentioned  that 
before,  I  mentioned  $10  million,  but 
the  record  shows  $11  million  was  paid 
in  fines  to  close  that  case  so  there 
would  not  be  international  embarrass- 
ment as  to  the  Japanese  stealing  our 
trade  secrets,  improperly  and  contrary 
to  international  trade  law. 

Dumping  findings  routinely  were  re- 
turned against  Japanese  producers  in 
small  cases  in  this  country  in  record 
numbers  of  filings  last  year.  That  is  a 
matter  of  record,  not  me  speaking.  In 
one  product  line  the  margin  was  over 
20  percent. 

This  indicates  to  me  and  to  our  Gov- 
ernment and  to  the  world  that  the 
Japanese  will  dump  whenever  they 
feel  it  is  necessary  to  keep  their  own 
factories  going  and  to  keep  employ- 
ment going  in  their  country. 

Year  in,  year  out.  Japan  exports  di- 
rectly about  30  percent  of  its  produc- 
tion. We  are  always  the  best  or  the 
second  best  customer  of  theirs.  Re- 
member, they  built  for  export  in  the 
first  place.  So.  in  a  way  we  are  asking 
today  to  destroy  a  large  portion  of  our 
own  domestic  economy  in  order  to  pre- 
serve the  lifetime  employment  ideal  in 
Japan. 

They  have  a  record  of  dumping,  a 
formal  record  of  dumping  and  of  insid- 
ious activity.  Yet  this  country  through 
our  international  policies  actually 
pays  the  lion's  share  of  the  defense  of 
Japan. 

Every  time  we  ask  the  Japanese  for- 
mally or  informally  to  increase  their 
defensive  posture,  to  take  in  some 
more  exports,  to  balance  the  $16  bil- 
lion trade  imbalance  between  us  and 
them,  their  answer  is,  "We  will  try." 

And  they  have  been  trying,  for  35 
years  they  have  been  trying.  You 
know  how  they  have  been  trying. 

Maybe  their  bitterness  still  persists 
today.  Maybe  they  did  net  like  that 
defeat  which  happened  35  or  40  years 
ago.  But,  remember,  the  moving  party 
in  that  last  war  was  the  Japanese  and 
not  this  country.  And  that  too,  is  a 
matter  of  fact,  a  matter  of  history. 


That  is  what  the  Japanese  Govern- 
ment tried  to  change  here  last  year,  if 
you  remember  the  international  hulla- 
baloo that  occurred  particularly  from 
the  Filipinos,  South  Koreans,  and  the 
Chinese,  when  the  Japanese  educa- 
tional department  wanted  to  change 
the  history  books.  Do  you  know  what 
they  wanted  to  say?  They  wanted  to 
say  that  Japan  was  not  the  moving 
force  or  the  invaders.  That  is  what 
they  wanted  to  say.  And  they  did  say 
it.  They  changed  their  textbooks  until 
the  pressure  got  so  great  they  made 
them  change  it  back. 

Again,  you  count  those  apples.  If 
you  have  common  sense,  you  do  not 
have  to  be  a  Houdini  or  Einstein  to 
figure  out  who  is  doing  what  to  whom 
internationally.  Just  read  the  facts 
and  read  the  record. 

If  I  had  it  my  way  that  would  not  be 
occurring,  but  unfortunately  I  am  just 
a  small  Member  of  Congress.  I  know 
what  I  would  do.  People  in  this  coun- 
try might  hate  President  Nixon,  that 
is  their  prerogative  and  they  have  to 
analyze  the  record  as  they  see  fit.  But 
let  me  tell  you  something  I  want  the 
record  to  show  here  and  now:  It  was 
President  Nixon  who  had  the  courage 
many  years  ago  when  the  Japanese 
started  flooding  this  market  with 
automobiles  and  he  put  on  a  10-per- 
cent surtax.  Under  a  law  that  still 
exists  today,  he  had  the  courage  to  do 
it  and  effectively  blocked  them  there. 
If  it  was  not  for  President  Nixon  at 
that  time  doing  that  we  would  have 
had  unemployment  a  lot  earlier  than 
we  have  now  and  to  a  greater  degree. 
Love  him  or  hate  him,  you  have  to 
give  him  his  rightful  due;  that  is  that 
he  understood  international  politics 
and  international  law  and  he  had  the 
courage  of  his  convictions  and  he  rep- 
resented this  country.  He  did  not  care 
who  said  what.  He  looked  at  the  law, 
the  power  it  gave  him  and  he  acted  ac- 
cordingly. 

He  was  the  President  who  put  the 
first  multifiber  agreement  together 
limiting  textile  flooding  in  this  coun- 
try from  producers  like  Romania, 
places  like  that.  Hong  Kong,  all  that 
junk.  Again,  I  say  for  matter  of  em- 
phasis, junk,  because  I  do  not  want  to 
go  into  the  repeated  explanations  I 
have  over  the  years  on  this  very  floor, 
trying  to  alert  the  American  people 
and  our  Government  as  to  the  dastard- 
ly results  that  we  are  encouraging  and 
we  are  going  to  suffer. 

Father  Hogan  in  his  publication 
notes  that  because  of  their  depend- 
ence on  exports  the  Japanese  are  very 
interested  in  ending  the  chaos,  getting 
down  to  the  idea  of  stability  and  or- 
derly marketing  today  in  the  whole 
world.  This  takes  me  to  the  Third 
World.  I  have  taken  care  of  the  Japa- 
nese and  complained  bitterly  about 
the    European    Community    nations. 


and  now  let  us  take  a  look  at  that 
Third  World,  that  we  call  it. 
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Places  like  Brazil,  Korea.  They  are 
emerging,  they  say,  emerging  at  our 
expense,  I  say.  The  Japanese  histori- 
cally have  taken  over  more  than 
200.000  tons  of  imports,  according  to 
Father  Hogan.  And  steel  from  Korea 
and  Taiwan  pushed  imports  above  a 
million  tons  recently  in  Japan.  It  was 
called  a  dramatic  increase  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Japan.  Mind  you,  dramatic 
increase.  Chaos  in  the  streets  in 
Japan.  They  are  going  to  kill  our  in- 
dustries. Why?  Because  they  have  got 
a  stinking  1  million  ton  import  from 
those  countries  which  I  just  men- 
tioned, Korea  and  Taiwan. 

There  were  grumblings  in  Japan 
about  subsidies  over  there  in  Taiwan 
and  Korea.  There  were  complaints 
about  the  defects  in  the  material  and 
international  trade  violations  and  all 
that.  One  million  tons  which  the  Japa- 
nese complain  about  so  bitterly  equals 
about  seven-tenths  of  1  percent— 
seven-tenths  of  1  percent  of  Japan's 
total  capacity.  That  is  their  yearly 
steelmaking  capacity.  That  is  what  it 
amounts  to.  I  have  got  to  give  those 
figures  again.  I  have  to.  Seven-tenths 
of  1  percent  of  what  the  Japanese 
manufacture.  That  is  what  they  were 
grumbling  about.  And  getting  all 
hyper  because  they  were  being  flooded 
by  steel  from  Korea  and  Taiwan. 

On  the  other  hand,  look  at  this  com- 
parison. We  imported  more  than  1  mil- 
lion tons  in  the  month  of  May,  this 
last  month,  alone.  Who  is  crying  croc- 
odile tears?  You  answer  that. 

Father  Hogan  in  his  book  concluded, 
"It  is  doubtful  Japan  will  ever  import 
more  steel  than  it  does  now."  Is  that 
not  nice?  145  million  tons  of  capacity, 
half  of  which  goes  all  over  the  world, 
and  from  all  things  that  this  expert 
concludes  is  that  they  are  not  going  to 
import  any  more  over  there. 

So  if  the  world  is  going  to  be  safe  for 
democracy  and  in  the  Caribbean,  and 
in  South  America,  and  in  South 
Korea,  and  in  Taiwan,  go  over  and 
jump  across  the  river,  if  any  of  those 
places  are  going  to  earn  enough  in 
international  currency  it  is  going  to  be 
from  exporting  steel  to  this  country, 
not  to  Japan.  Japan  cannot  get  it. 
They  only  had  a  surplus  in  their  trade 
with  us  this  last  year  on  $16  billion.  I 
understand  it  is  heading  for  close  to 
$30  billion  this  year.  Close  to  $30  bil- 
lion excess,  surplus  of  trade. 

Again,  you  check  those  potatoes. 
You  analyze.  You  draw  your  own  con- 
clusions. 

If  the  Europeans  will  not  take  their 
developing  world  capacity— they  are 
making  steel,  down  in  Brazil,  over  in 
Korea  as  I  mentioned,  Taiwan,  Spain, 
South  Africa,  Luxembourg,  which  is 
not  developing,  it  is  an  old  place,  that 
if  meanwhile  in  this  world  if  the  Euro- 


peans are  not  going  to  take  these  im- 
ports, if  the  Japanese  are  not  going  to 
take  these  imports,  where  are  they 
going  to  go?  They  are  going  to  come 
right  here.  Right  in  this  country. 
They  will  be  in.  In  fact,  the  developing 
nations  have  become  the  leading 
source  of  imported  steel  in  recent 
months  in  this  country.  Imported  steel 
took  19  percent  of  the  U.S.  market  in 
May  of  this  year.  As  in  Brazil,  as  in 
Taiwan,  as  in  South  Korea,  the  hand 
of  government  direct  virtually  all  of 
the  steel  coming  from  the  Third 
World  countries.  Despite  any  advan- 
tage in  labor  costs,  it  is  subsidized  by 
those  nations.  And  when  developing 
nations  have  been  investigated  on 
formal  complaints,  subsidies  generally 
have  been  found.  And  this  is  a  matter 
of  record. 

The  trend  is  toward  more  foreign 
subsidies  in  the  world,  not  less.  There 
is  over  capacity  for  making  steel  in  the 
world.  And  more  is  being  built  ironical- 
ly. Every  steel  producer  is  growing  or 
seeking  stability  in  some  foreign  coun- 
try. 

Meanwhile  the  United  States  lost 
12.5  million  tons  capacity,  steelmaking 
capacity  in  this  country  between  1977 
and  1981  and  may  wind  up  losing  at 
least  that  much  again  between  1981 
and  the  end  of  the  present  binge. 

Mind  you,  all  that  capacity  down  the 
drain.  World  steel  looks  to  the  future 
and  made  some  predictions.  That  is 
what  Father  Hogan  did  in  his  book. 

No.  1.  Here  is  what  he  said.  "The 
Third  World  countries  will  cut  imports 
and  offer  increasing  export  competi- 
tion to  our  country."  He  made  another 
observation:  "Japan  must  continue  to 
export  or  watch  its  industry  decline.  " 
And  they  have  publicly  stated  they  are 
not  going  to  stand  for  unemployment 
in  Japan.  They  are  going  to  export. 
They  have  said  this  repeatedly. 

"The  Europeans  will  continue  to 
export,"  Father  Hogan  goes  on  to  say. 
And  he  bases  that  upon  fact. 

Most  countries  will  continue  to  pro- 
tect their  steel  markets  unless  a  world- 
wide shortage  develops.  The  U.S.  steel 
market  will  continue  to  be  the  target 
of  exports  from  Europe,  Japan,  and  all 
Third  World  countries. 

Again  in  this  lineup,  the  United 
States  is  the  only  country  incapable  of 
meeting  its  domestic  needs  with  do- 
mestic production. 

Mind  you,  the  greatest  country  in 
the  world  has  been— now  cannot  even 
supply  steel  because  of  what  has  hap- 
pened to  our  antiquated  and  our  erod- 
ing productability.  We  are  not  even 
going  to  be  self-dependent.  Yet  every 
nation  in  the  whole  world  looks  to  this 
country.  Example,  for  their  defense. 
Example,  Israel.  And  the  war  which 
she  had  with  Egypt  some  years  ago, 
when  her  tanks  were  destroyed,  you 
know  what  we  did  in  this  country?  We 
stripped  all  of  our  National  Guard 
units  of  all  the  available  tanks  and  put 


them  in  C-5As  and  sent  them  to 
Israel  because  they  were  complaining 
bitterly  that  they  were  about  to  fall, 
that  Israel  would  fall.  And  the  whole 
balance  of  power  in  the  Mideast  would 
be  disrupted. 

Mind  you  what  is  going  to  happen 
when  we  cannot  even  meet  our  own 
steel  production  needs.  Who  is  Israel 
going  to  turn  to  if  and  when  she 
should  need  tanks  again?  Is  she  going 
to  turn  to  Russia?  Sure,  France  will 
not  hear  her. 

Another  thing  you  should  think 
about.  So  U.S.  customers  will  be 
cracked  viciously  when  there  is  a 
worldwide  shortage.  What  little  pro- 
duction we  have  left.  And  there  will  be 
one,  according  to  Father  Hogan. 

One  analyst  this  year  predicted  a 
$600  a  ton  rise  in  the  spot  export  price 
when  the  shortage  does  come. 

Several  years  ago  when  we  had  an 
international  shortage  of  steel  the 
Japanese,  as  a  matter  of  record  and  I 
have  a  document  in  my  file,  and  the 
Europeans,  and  all  exporters  were  put- 
ting $200  and  $300  premiums  on  a  ton 
of  steel  because  there  was  a  shortage. 
And  before  they  would  ship  it  to  you, 
the  Japanese  in  particular,  would 
make  you  pay  that  premium  over  and 
above,  as  a  bonus,  and  second,  they 
would  make  you  enter  into  a  long-term 
agreement,  like  5  years.  They  would 
say  to  you,  "We  have  steel  now  and  if 
you  want  this  steel  now  you  are  going 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  for  5  years 
to  buy  from  us."  And  they  did  that 
and  I  have  it  verified  as  a  matter  of 
record.  And  that  is  illegal  according  to 
GATT.  We  do  not  do  that  in  this  coun- 
try. I  am  not  saying  this  country  is 
perfect,  but  we  do  not  do  some  of 
those  obvious  things  that  are  being 
done. 

You  can  see  how  obvious  it  is  when 
it  becomes  a  worldwide  shortage  all 
the  subsidies  which  all  these  countries 
gave  and  when  they  sold  their  steel  by 
dumping  it,  meaning  selling  it  below 
production  costs  and  all  that  loss 
which  they  carried  over  those  years, 
they  make  up  when  the  big  world 
shortage  comes.  And  they  charge  their 
premium.  And  they  get  that  money 
back.  And  they  gouge.  And  they  do 
not  care  whom  they  gouge.  They 
gouge  the  American  businessman.  He 
is  complaining  now  that  he  cannot 
compete.  What  is  he  going  to  do  when 
he  gets  gouged?  In  making  refrigera- 
tors and  washers  and  dryers,  all  utili- 
ties, let  alone  big  steel  planking  and 
all  forms  of  steel  and  bridge  material 
and  I-beams.  He  will  not  compete,  he 
will  be  less  of  a  competitor.  He  will  be 
paying  that  premium.  They  will  gouge 
his  eyes  out.  They  have  done  it  in  the 
past  and  they  will  do  it  to  a  greater 
degree  in  the  future. 

Where  1982  saw  a  $7  billion  trade 
deficit  in  steel  alone,  a  world  shortage 
could   double   that,   maybe   triple   it. 
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Once  capacity  Is  destroyed  and  par- 
ticularly in  the  high  cost  intensive 
steel  area,  because  all  steel  investment 
production  facilities  are  brutal,  they 
are  very  expensive,  very  massive  in 
form,  as  you  well  know. 

D  2110 

Once  you  lose  your  capacity,  it  is 
gone  forever.  It  is  too  difficult  to  get 
back.  Why,  the  estimates  on  Con- 
neaut,  the  first  integrated  steel  plant 
in  this  country,  fully  integrated,  up  at 
Conneaut— that  is  on  the  borderline 
between  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio— it  is 
now  estimated  it  costs  $8  billion  to  $9 
billion  to  put  that  into  effect.  How  can 
an  industry  which  has  not  made  any 
money,  no  more  than  6  percent  in  the 
last  20  years,  take  from  their  share- 
holders $9  billion  and  invest  it  at  Con- 
neaut? And  you  have  to  have  it.  It  is  a 
fully  integrated  concept  in  Conneaut. 
Unless  you  have  one.  you  cannot  com- 
pete in  the  steel  arena  internationally. 
Japan  has  their  integrated  steel 
works— and.  yes.  much  of  which  has 
been  paid  for  by  this  country,  the 
technology  and  everything. 

The  longer  the  U.S.  modernization  is 
held  off  by  the  cutthroat  price-cutting 
possibility  under  subsidy,  the  more  ca- 
pacity will  be  forced  to  close  and  the 
greater  the  gouge  when  the  shortage 
occurs. 

Father  Hogan  sees  the  solution  to 
this  chaos  in  some  kind  of  tonnage 
limitation  in  trade,  stability,  and  price. 
Past  attempts  at  voluntary  restraints 
were  failures.  Restraints  were  aban- 
doned. We  all  know  the  history.  The 
trigger  price  mechanism  was  simply  ig- 
nored and  circumvented,  and  there 
was  no  wheel  by  the  administration  to 
enforce  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Government 
is  seeking  to  stabilize  the  sugar  indus- 
try with  quotas  and  price  supports, 
and  there  is  consideration  of  quotas  on 
red  meat  coming  into  the  country. 
And.  going  further,  the  Europeans  cer- 
tainly must  understand  and  appreciate 
quotas  because  they  have  made  wide 
use  of  quotas  themselves. 

The  Japanese  want  stability.  They 
use  quotas  on  other  things.  So  they 
understand  them,  too. 

In  addition,  the  United  States  Steel- 
workers  of  America  have  endorsed 
quotas. 

Quotas  also  have  the  endorsement 
of  United  States  Steel.  Bethlehem 
Steel,  and  Jones  &  Laughlin  Steel. 
And  leading  producers  that  rank  below 
these  big  three  also  like  the  idea  of 
quotas  in  this  country. 

For  these  reasons,  the  leadership  of 
the  Congressional  Steel  Caucus  today 
introduced  the  quota  bill  limiting  im- 
ports to  11  percent  of  this  market  for 
steel  imports.  We  introduced  that  bill 
today. 

The  quota  system  is  preferable  to 
anything  else,  because  almost  every- 
thing else  has  been  tried  and  has,  un- 


fortunately, failed  to  date.  In  the  past, 
all  depended  upon  international  coop- 
eration and  good  will.  And  you  know 
what  happens  there.  An  administra- 
tion in  power  at  any  given  time  lacked 
the  will  to  enforce  whatever  system 
was  then  being  tried,  whether  it  was  a 
limitation,  a  voluntary  agreement  of 
limitation,  whether  it  was  the  multi- 
fiber  agreement  or  whether  it  was 
steel  tor  specialty  or  carbon  steel  or 
whether  it  was  trigger  price  mecha- 
nism, what  have  you.  There  was  never 
a  wheel  to  enforce  it. 

This  bill  which  the  Steel  Caucus  in- 
troduced today  would  reestablish  a 
steel  tripartite  advisory  commission  to 
advise  the  President.  Its  membership 
would  be  drawn  from  labor,  manage- 
ment, and  government.  It  would  be 
balanced  and  it  is  needed. 

In  addition,  quotas  on  steel  coming 
into  the  United  States  would  give  our 
trading  partners  some  international 
stability.  They  would  have  a  basis 
upon  which  to  plan  in  the  coming 
worldwide  rationalization  of  steel 
prices.  They  could  do  things.  They  will 
not  have  to  be  cut  short.  This  is  neces- 
sary because  right  now  the  United 
States  is  about  the  only  producer  that 
is  using  good  reason  and  rationalizing. 
Others  are  merely  talking  about  it. 
Many  are  still  continuing  to  build  steel 
capacity,  such  as  South  Korea,  which 
last  month— and  this  is  a  matter  of 
record— added  half  a  million  produc- 
tion tons  capacity.  What  is  going  to 
happen  to  that? 

Furthermore,  quotas  would  not 
come  close  to  closing  our  market,  even 
though  no  one  else  worries  about 
keeping  an  open  home  market.  Quota 
could  not  be  offset  or  circumvented  by 
currency  differences,  whether  they 
stem  from  natural  causes  of  interna- 
tional manipulation  of  currency.  This 
ought  to  satisfy  Sir  Roy.  whom  I  men- 
tioned earlier.  In  fact,  quotas  are  not 
easily  circumvented  in  any  fashion. 
This  is  part  of  their  attraction  and  ef- 
fectiveness. They  will  ease  or  avoid  the 
price  gouge  that  is  certain  to  accompa- 
ny a  world  shortage  as  our  capacity 
falls  gravely  below  domestic  demand. 

And  above  all.  and  in  conclusion, 
quotas  mean— and  I  say  this  on  behalf 
of  all  of  us  in  this  House  who  support 
it— quotas  mean  and  say  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  destroy  the  foundation  of 
the  economy  in  this  country  in  order 
to  save  the  world.  All  we  want  to  do  is 
have  our  fair  share  and  participate  in 
an  orderly  and  equal  fashion. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  now  defer  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  (Mr.  Regula)  who  is 
the  vice  chairman  of  the  full  caucus, 
who  has  given  yeoman  service  for  the 
last  6  years  of  the  Steel  Caucus,  a 
dedicated  caucus  member  and  one  who 
has  brought  much  wisdom  and  much 
patience  to  our  deliberations  on  the 
executive  committee,  and  as  a  matter 
of  record  I  want  to  thank  him  for  his 
patience  in  my  long  dissertation. 


Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Gaydos)  for  reserv- 
ing this  time  to  discuss  the  problems 
affecting  the  domestic  steel  industry. 

For  some  time  now  the  industry  has 
been  plagued  by  unfair  import  compe- 
tition such  as  dumping,  subsidies,  and 
targeting.  These  practices  have  led  to 
declining  productivity  in  the  U.S.  steel 
industry,  plant  closings,  and  increased 
unemployment,  not  to  mention  their 
effect  on  the  Nations  overall  econom- 
ic health. 

These  problems  affecting  the  domes- 
tic steel  industry  are  merely  symptoms 
of  a  much  greater,  potentially  more 
onerous  and  pervasive  problem.  They 
are  symptoms  of  escalating  global 
trade  tensions. 

Trade  is  no  longer  relegated  to  the 
back  pages,  but  increasingly  has 
become  a  page  1  story. 

In  a  recent  article  in  Foreign  Affairs 
entitled  "Double  or  Nothing:  Open 
Trade  and  Competitive  Industry"  it 
was  put  this  way: 

In  the  narrowest  sense  it  is  a  question  of 
which  countries  will  create  substantial  com- 
mercial advantage  in  growth  industries  of 
the  future,  which  countries  will  be  able  to 
defend  employment  in  today's  mainline  in- 
dustries during  that  transition,  and  which 
countries  will  move  up  to  substantial  roles 
in  traditional  sectors.  More  broadly,  the 
very  international  rules  determining  the  ap- 
propriate roles  for  government  in  national 
and  international  economic  life  are  being 
challenged  and  the  premises  of  multilateral 
trade  arrangements  are  being  questioned  by 
a  series  of  state-centered  industrial  develop- 
ment and  trade  strategies. 

Trade  conflicts  are  generating  global 
tension.  America's  open  trade  system 
has  been  a  hallmark  of  our  national 
leadership,  but  it  has  necessitated  that 
our  economy  be  able  to  absorb  imports 
as  other  countries  pursued  industrial 
development  strategies. 

Americas  open  market  has  come  to 
be  expected,  but  in  recent  years  we 
have  begun  to  pay  a  steep  price  for 
our  generosity.  Incresisingly,  pressure 
is  being  brought  to  bear  for  us  to  re- 
spond to  the  competitive  threats  to 
our  basic  industries  which  are  hurting 
many  sectors  of  the  economy,  as  well 
as  hindering  economic  recovery.  To  re- 
spond threatens  the  stability  of  free 
trade.  To  not  act  we  risk  substantial 
damage  to  many  sectors  of  our  econo- 
my, particularly  to  our  basic  "smoke- 
stack" industries  such  as  steel. 

The  practice  of  U.S.  policymakers 
has  been  to  respond  to  trade  problems 
in  an  ad  hoc  manner,  imposing  restric- 
tions or  negotiating  deals  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis.  When  domestic  sugar  grow- 
ers were  threatened,  a  quota  was 
slapped  on  imported  sugar.  When  the 
American  automobile  industry  was  se- 
verely depressed,  voluntary  import  re- 
straints were  negotiated  with  Japan. 


With  no  single,  strong  voice  pushing 
our  trade  objectives  above  all  else, 
whenever  a  question  arises  that  pits 
trade  against  other  policy  goals,  trade 
comes  up  short.  For  example,  the 
trade  weapon  was  used  as  an  instru- 
ment of  foreign  policy  in  imposing  a 
grain  embargo  on  the  Soviet  Union  to 
retaliate  against  that  country's  inva- 
sion of  Afghanistan,  leaving  U.S.  farm- 
ers devastated  by  the  long-term  loss  of 
foreign  market  share.  This  is  only  one 
example  of  how  trade  is  sacrificed  on 
the  altar  of  foreign  policy. 

At  least  eight  different  departments 
and  agencies  have  some  hand  in  U.S. 
trade  policy.  This  trade  policymaking 
apparatus  is  a  holdover  from  the  days 
when  the  United  States  could  take  its 
commercial  competitiveness  at  home 
and  abroad  for  granted.  This  strategy 
of  "free  trade,  but"  will  no  longer 
work. 

First,  the  problems  have  gone  so  far 
that  the  demand  for  protection  is  un- 
precedented. Second,  the  recession  and 
structural  shifts  are  causing  disloca- 
tion in  basic  U.S.  manufacturing  and 
are  threatening  the  development  of 
new  U.S.  industries. 

In  short  the  trade  scene  is  shifting. 
More  players  are  entering  the  game, 
the  rules,  as  well  as  the  stakes  are 
changing. 

We  too  must  change  our  posture  to 
meet  the  new  challenges  of  world 
trade.  The  United  States  must  clarify 
its  international  trade  objectives  and 
priorities  and  improve  its  trade  policy 
making.  To  do  this  we  must  consoli- 
date trade  functions. 

In  a  recent  article  in  Foreign  Affairs, 
Tom  Graham,  a  former  deputy  coun- 
sel with  the  Office  of  U.S.  Trade  Rep- 
resentative put  it  well:  "At  present, 
America  acts  like  a  blind,  lurching  ele- 
phant on  the  field  of  international 
competition." 

I  could  not  agree  more.  Despite  sev- 
eral reorganizations  undertaken 
during  previous  administrations,  bits 
and  pieces  of  our  foreign  trade  appara- 
tus are  scattered  throughout  a  variety 
of  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
No  one,  least  of  all  our  trading  part- 
ners, knows  who  is  responsible  for 
trade.  The  most  devastating  conse- 
quence of  this  disorganization  is  it 
allows  our  foreign  competitors  to  suc- 
cessfully shop  around  the  various 
agencies  involved  until  they  find  the 
one  most  sympathetic  to  their  views. 

Trade  policy  formulation,  negotia- 
tion, regulation,  and  promotion  are 
closely  intertwined.  They  cannot  effi- 
ciently or  effectively  be  artificially 
separated  in  different  agencies. 

The  importance  of  trade  to  the  wel- 
fare of  our  Nation  cannot  be  overstat- 
ed. It  is  not  just  a  steel  issue,  it  is  not 
even  just  an  industry  issue.  Declining 
exports  accounted  for  40  percent  of 
the  U.S.  rise  in  unemployment  be- 
tween 1980  and  1982.  With  total  trade 
in  goods  and  services  now  standing  at 


over  22  percent  of  GNP  and  every  $1 
billion  worth  of  trade  producing  ap- 
proximately 25,000  jobs,  trade  means 
jobs. 

Trade  is  crucial  to  an  accelerated  na- 
tional recovery.  Between  1977-80,  four 
out  of  every  five  new  jobs  in  manufac- 
turing were  export  related.  In  1982 
alone.  5  million  jobs  in  the  United 
States  were  supported  by  our  exports. 
This  rapid  growth  of  trade  in  our  do- 
mestic economy  necessitates  the  cre- 
ation of  a  Department  of  Trade.  Only 
by  consolidating  the  dispersed  trade 
functions  under  one  strong  head  can 
the  United  States  begin  to  effectively 
address  such  problems  as  the  decline 
of  basic  industries  and  the  competitive 
impact  of  industrial  policies. 

I  have  introduced  legislation,  and 
the  administration  has  endorsed  the 
concept  of  a  Department  of  Interna- 
tional Trade  and  Industry  which 
would  consolidate  the  principal  execu- 
tive branch  trade  functions,  incorpo- 
rating related  economic  affairs  and 
business  elements  of  the  present  De- 
partment of  Commerce. 

This  reorganization  would  enable  us 
to  fully  develop  our  international 
trade  opportunities  and  defend  our 
international  trading  rights.  For  the 
first  time,  a  single  Cabinet  Depart- 
ment would  be  responsible  for  both 
policymaking  and  policy  implementa- 
tion. It  would  enable  development  of  a 
policy  that  emphasizes  anticipation 
and  coordinated  action,  rather  than 
reaction  and  ad  hoc  trade  restrictions. 
Such  a  reorganization  would  recog- 
nize the  important  link  between  inter- 
national trade  and  domestic  industry 
activities  as  American  businesses  com- 
pete more  in  world  marketplaces.  It 
would  also  send  a  signal  to  our  trading 
partners  that  we  are  serious  about 
trade,  serious  about  stopping  unfair 
trading  practices,  and  serious  about  in- 
creasing our  export  market. 

The  challenges  we  face  today  in 
international  trade  are  not  unique. 
However,  the  prospects  for  slow  eco- 
nomic growth  and  stresses  on  the 
world  financing  system  are  placing 
greater  strains  on  the  world  trading 
system  than  at  any  time  since  World 
War  II.  An  estimated  30  million  work- 
ers are  unemployed  in  the  industrial 
nations.  There  is  growihg  sentiment, 
worldwide,  for  protectionist  measures. 
The  United  States  must  be  prepared 
to  meet  these  challenges.  To  do  so  we 
need  the  most  effective  Federal  orga- 
nization possible  for  trade.  Today  no 
such  organization  exists,  but  a  new 
Cabinet-level  Department  of  Interna- 
tional Trade  and  Industry  would  fill 
that  need  and  establish  international 
trade  as  a  permanent,  national  priori- 
ty. It  will  bring  accountability  for 
trade  policymaking  and  implementa- 
tion under  one  roof.  This  is  the  case 
for  all  other  critical  policy  areas  in  the 
Federal  structure  and  is  also  the  case 


for  virtually  all  of  our  important  inter- 
national competitors. 

Increasingly  participants  in  world 
trade  are  employing  State  strategies  to 
shape  markets  and  these  strategies  are 
having  a  growing  impact  on  the  future 
shape  of  the  international  economic 
order. 

Japan  is  one  of  the  most  successful. 
There,  systematic  government  policies 
have  moved  the  economy  away  from 
production  of  labor-intensive  goods 
such  as  textiles,  into  the  field  of  con- 
sumer durables,  such  as  televisions 
and  automobiles,  and  increasingly  into 
high-tech. 

This  was  accomplished  primarily  by 
the  Ministry  of  International  Trade 
and  Industry  (MITI).  Although  gov- 
ernment bureaucrats  do  not  strictly 
dictate  to  an  administered  market, 
they  have  consciously  contributed  to 
the  development  of  particular  sectors. 
Government  policies  helped  provide 
cash  for  investment,  tax  breaks  to  sus- 
tain liquidity,  research  and  develop- 
ment support,  and  aid  to  promote  ex- 
ports. 

The  Japanese  Government  also  ex- 
erted influence  on  the  economy  during 
its  boom  years  of  the  1950's  and  1960's 
by  controlling  imports  and  exports. 

While  I  do  not  advocate  the  Japa- 
nese approach,  there  can  be  no  deny- 
ing its  success.  Much  of  our  own 
recent  problems  stem  from  the  Japa- 
nese success.  This  success,  however, 
would  not  have  been  possible  without 
a  coordinated  policy,  promoted  and 
promulgated  by  MITI. 

We  too  must  be  better  prepared  to 
make  the  strategic  choices  about  the 
primary  needs  of  our  economy.  Open- 
ing foreign  markets  is  more  than  a 
question  of  quantities,  it  is  a  question 
of  strategies,  and  a  strategy  is  some- 
thing we  sadly  lack. 

Moreover,  without  an  independent 
ability  to  analyze  the  dynamics  of  the 
world  marketplace,  we  are  entirely  de- 
pendent upon  the  views  of  firms  and 
sectors  seeking  assistance,  forcing  a 
continuation  of  the  present  ad  hoc  ap- 
proach. 

Expansion  and  international  com- 
petitiveness must  be  made  principal 
national  goals.  Our  ability  to  compete 
in  international  trade  is  central  to  oiir 
future  economic  growth,  our  domestic 
welfare  and  our  national  security.  If 
we  are  to  meet  the  challenges  of  for- 
eign competition  we  must  take  the  in- 
stitutional steps  necessary  to  meet 
those  challenges  by  consolidating 
trade  responsibilities  and  elevating 
trade  to  its  proper  place  at  the  top  of 
our  national  agenda. 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
take  pleasure  in  joining  my  colleagues 
from  the  Congressional  Steel  Caucus 
in  this  special  order  today,  and  com- 
mend my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania 
(Mr.  Gaydos)  in  his  continuing  effort 
to  keep  the   House  informed  of  the 
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crisis   which   threatens   our   domestic 
steel  industry. 

In  my  district.  Mr.  Spealter.  the  steel 
industry  is  of  vital  importance.  The 
Fairless  Works  in  Fairless  Hills,  Bucks 
County  is  a  major  employer,  and  its 
health  is  of  tremendous  importance  to 
the  whole  region. 

We  in  Bucks  County  are  concerned, 
therefore,  about  the  proposed  agree- 
ment between  the  United  States  Steel 
Corp..  the  owner  of  the  Fairless 
Works,  and  the  British  Steel  Corp.  to 
import  unfinished  slabs  from  Britain 
and  terminate  steelmaking  activities  at 
Fairless.  The  imported  slabs  under  the 
plan  would  merely  be  finished  at  Fair- 
less. United  States  Steel's  only  major 
plant  on  the  east  coast. 

When  this  proposal  was  announced 
several  months  ago.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
went  to  England  and  Scotland  at  the 
behest  of  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  to  investigate  the 
implications  of  the  proposal  on  our 
steel  industry  and  to  report  back  to 
the  committee.  I  would  like  to  share 
that  report  with  the  full  House,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  ask  that  it  be  inserted  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  D.C.,  ApHl  21,  1983. 
Hon.  Clement  J.  Zablocki. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
Washington,  D.C 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  There  is  transmitted 
herewith  a  report  of  my  study  mission  to 
Glasgow.  Scotland  and  London.  England 
during  the  period  April  3-5.  1983.  At  your 
request.  I  undertook  this  mission  to  explore 
the  implications  of  a  proposed  supply  and 
financing  arrangement  by  the  U.S.  Steel 
Corporation  and  the  British  Steel  Corpora- 
tion. 

During  the  course  of  my  visit  I  met  with 
U.S.  diplomatic  officials.  British  steel  and 
government  officials,  and  labor  leaders  in 
Scotland.  I  also  held  discussions  with  U.S. 
lat>or  leaders  and  U.S.  Steel  officials,  both 
in  Pittsburgh  and  Washington.  D.C.  I  would 
like  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the  as- 
sistance and  cooperation  I  received  from  all 
of  these  officials. 

The  subject  of  my  investigation  has  seri- 
ous implications  for  U.S.  steelworkers  and 
for  the  foreign  policy  and  national  security 
of  the  United  States.  I  therefore  hope  that 
this  report  will  be  helpful  to  the  members 
of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  and  the 
Congress  in  their  deliberations  on  steel  im- 
ports. 

Sincerely, 

Peter  H.  Kostmayer. 
kostmayer  study  mission  report 
overview  of  the  u.s.  steel  industry 
In  the  past  two  years,  the  U.S.  steel  indus- 
try has  suffered  its  worst  slump  since  World 
War  II.  While  this  is  partially  attributable 
to  the  recent  recession  and  the  resulting 
weak  domestic  demand  for  steel  products,  it 
is  also  a  reflection  of  structural  problems  in 
the  steel  industry.  Many  U.S.  steelmakers 
have  failed  to  modernize  their  mills,  and 
thus  rely  on  inefficient  and  outdated  pro- 
duction methods  such  as  open  hearth  fur- 
naces. The  combination  of  obsolete  produc- 
tion methods  and  higher  labor  costs  than 
those  abroad  have  made  it  difficult  for  U.S. 
steelmakers  to  compete  effectively  with  for- 
eign steel  producers.  As  a  result.  U.S.  steel 


exports  have  declined  and  U.S.  steel  imports 
have  increased. 

U.S.  steelmakers  have  fought  fiercely 
against  foreign  imports.  Foreign  producers 
have  the  advantage  not  only  of  more 
modern  plants,  but  also  in  many  cases  sub- 
stantial government  subsidies  which  make 
their  products  even  more  competitive  in 
world  markets.  American  steel  producers 
maintain  that  it  is  impossible  for  them  to 
compete  against  subsidized  steel,  and  have 
used  a  variety  of  mechanisms  available 
under  U.S.  law  to  curb  such  imports.  In 
1982.  several  American  steel  companies,  led 
by  U.S.  Steel,  filed  for  import  relief  from 
steel  imports  in  one  of  the  most  comprehen- 
sive claims  for  protection  ever  made  by  a  do- 
mestic industry.  The  resulting  investiga 
tions  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and 
the  U.S.  International  Trade  Commission 
produced  a  final  determination  that  many 
of  the  eleven  countries  cited  in  the  petitions 
for  relief  were  subsidizing  certain  steel  prod- 
ucts, and  a  preliminary  determination  that 
some  countries  were  guilty  of  •dumping"  as 
well  (selling  products  at  less  than  market 
value).  The  petitions  were  ultimately  with- 
drawn in  exchange  for  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  European 
Economic  Community  which  limits  most 
steel  exports  (though  not  semifinished,  or 
slab"  steel)  from  the  E.E.C.  to  the  United 
Slates  through  1985.  (During  this  "breath- 
ing spell",  the  EEC  governments  are  com- 
mitted to  phasing  out  subsidies  to  their 
steel  producers.)  However,  the  import  relief 
cases  clearly  established  the  desire  of  the 
American  steel  producers  to  demand  protec- 
tion from  imports.  The  cases  also  demon- 
strated conclusively  that  EEC  countries 
were  subsidizing  their  steel  companies,  and 
that  the  United  Kingdom  was  one  of  the 
worst  offenders  in  providing  subsidies. 

While  U.S.  Steel  and  other  companies 
have  been  fighting  imports  (the  most  recent 
example  being  a  petition  filed  against  Japa- 
nese steel  imports).  U.S.  steelworkers  have 
made  strenuous  efforts  to  accommodate  the 
steel  companies  during  the  industry's 
slump.  On  March  1.  1983,  the  United  Steel- 
workers of  America  (U.S.W.A.)  agreed  to 
give  up  an  estimated  $2.9  billion  worth  of 
compensation  over  the  next  41  months  on 
the  understanding  that  the  savings  would 
be  utilized  by  the  steel  companies,  for  plant 
modernization.  For  many  individual  steel- 
workers. this  concession  amounted  to  sever- 
al thousand  dollars  per  year  in  pay  cuts. 

OVERVIEW  OF  BRITISH  STEEL  INDUSTRY 

The  British  Steel  Corporation  (BSC).  a 
government-owned  company  formed  in  1967 
from  nationalized  steel  companies,  has 
made  dramatic  strides  in  modernizing  the 
British  steel  industry  with  the  help  of  direct 
financial  assistance  from  the  British  govern- 
ment. All  five  of  its  big  steel  plants  are  inte- 
grated, and  utilize  basic  oxygen  furnaces 
and  continuous  casting  to  produce  steel  (the 
last  open  hearth  furnace  was  closed  in  the 
mid  1970s).  The  decision  by  BSC  to  nation- 
alize its  steel  production  based  on  the  Japa- 
nese approach  has  been  achieved  only 
through  massive  government  subsidies: 
more  than  $6  billion  since  1975.  according  to 
some  estimates. 

The  current  chairman  of  BSC  was  hired 
to  turn  BSC  into  a  profit-making  enterprise. 
While  BSC's  losses  have  been  cut  over  the 
past  few  years,  they  still  amounted  to  more 
than  500  million  pounds  ($750  million)  in 
the  past  year,  all  of  which  were  covered  by 
the  government.  In  addition,  the  BSC  re- 
ceives a  wide  raiigc  of  benefits  which  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  has  deter- 


mined to  constitute  subsidies.  These  include 
National  Loans  Fund  loans  and  loan  conver- 
sions, industrial  investment  loans  from  the 
European  Coal  and  Steel  Company,  loans 
fri<m  the  European  Investment  Bank,  re- 
gional development  grants,  interest  relief 
grants.  Iron  and  Steel  Industry  Training 
Board  grants.  Export  Credit  Guarantee  De- 
partment loans.  Industrial  and  Commerical 
Finance  Corporation  loans,  and  preferential 
rail  rates. 

The  Current  plan  of  the  EEC  calls  for 
member  governments  to  eliminate  operating 
subsidies  for  steel  by  December  31,  1984.  Al- 
though BSC  claims  it  will  meet  this  goal,  it 
will  be  difficult  to  achieve  without  further 
layoffs  and  plant  closings.  In  fact,  in  an 
effort  to  stem  its  losses,  BSC  attempted  last 
year  to  close  its  Ravenscraig  integrated  steel 
mill  in  Glasgow,  Scotland.  The  resulting 
outcry  from  Scottish  organizations  and 
Members  of  Parliament  made  the  closure 
politically  impossible,  and  forced  the  BSC  to 
seek  other  means  to  cut  its  losses:  namely 
negotiations  with  U.S.  Steel  for  a  supply 
and  financing  arrangement. 

BRITISH  STEEL  CORPORATION-U.S.  STEEL 
NEGOTIATIONS 

In  late  March  1983.  reports  began  to 
appear  in  the  U.S.  media  that  BSC  and  U.S. 
Steel  were  conducting  negotiations  which 
would  result  in  BSC  shipping  slab  steel  from 
its  Ravenscraig  plant  in  Scotland  to  U.S. 
Steel's  Fairless  Works  plant  in  Southeast- 
ern Pennsylvania.  Given  the  potential  do- 
mestic and  foreign  policy  implications  of 
such  an  arrangement,  the  Chairman  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  requested 
the  study  mission  to  investigate  the  pro- 
posed arrangement.  The  study  mission 
therefore  visited  the  Fairle.ss  Works  and  the 
Ravenscraig  plants,  and  held  di-scussions 
with  the  Chairman  of  U.S.  Steel  and  BSC. 
and  with  U.S.  and  Scottish  labor  representa- 
tives, as  well  as  other  appropriate  officials 
from  both  governments.  Although  some  of 
the  participants  in  the  negotiations  were  re- 
luctant to  explain  all  of  the  details  of  the 
arrangement,  the  study  mission  obtained 
important  information  on  the  negotiations 
which  raises  serious  questions  about  its  pro- 
priety. 

The  basic  elements  of  the  arrangement 
would  include  a  three  year  contract  (with  a 
three  year  renewal  option)  for  BSC  to 
supply  Fairless  Works  with  slab  steel  at  the 
rate  of  3  to  3.5  million  tons  per  year.  The 
majority  of  the  slab  would  be  supplied  from 
the  Ravenscraig  plant,  with  le.sser  amounts 
supplied  by  other  BSC  mills.  The  slab  would 
be  transported  in  U.S.  ships.  In  addition, 
BSC  would  invest  an  unspecified  amount  of 
money  in  the  finishing  operations  at  Pair- 
less  Works.  If  the  negotiations  are  success- 
ful, they  would  permit  U.S.  Steel  to  close 
down  the  hot'  end  of  its  Fairless  Works 
plant,  while  BSC  would  close  the  finishing 
end  of  its  Ravenscraig  plant.  Some  2,000- 
3,000  jobs  would  be  lost  at  each  plant  from 
the  closings. 

BSC  officials  made  it  clear  that  the  pro- 
posed venture  was  being  legally  structured 
to  avoid  U.S.  penalties  on  subsidized  steel 
products.  It  would  be  virtually  impossible 
for  BSC  itself  to  participate  in  such  an  ar- 
rangement without  being  subject  to  import 
relief  actions  in  the  United  States.  There- 
fore. BSC  proposes  to  form  a  private  corpo- 
ration financed  from  $400  million  to  be 
raised  through  a  private  stock  offering.  The 
company  would  gain  ownership  of  the  Ra- 
venscraig plant,  which  would  be  "spun  off" 
from  BSC.  None  of  the  funds  would  be  pro- 


vided by  the  British  government,  although 
government  approval  of  the  plan  is  re- 
quired. BSC  officials  expressed  confidence 
that  government  approval  would  be  grant- 
ed. 

BSC  and  U.S.  Steel  officials  argue  that 
such  an  arrangement  makes  good  economic 
sense,  at  least  in  the  long  run.  Ravenscraig, 
it  is  claimed,  can  produce  slab  steel  eco- 
nomically, but  the  finishing  end  of  the  mill 
is  too  costly  to  operate  due  to  low  demand. 
Fairless  Works,  on  the  other  hand,  cannot 
produce  slab  steel  as  efficiently  because  of 
its  outdated  production  methods,  but  it  is 
an  efficient  producer  of  finished  steel.  BSC 
officials  also  stated  that  even  though  the 
slab  steel  would  be  provided  on  a  "full  cost" 
basis  with  no  subsidy,  it  would  still  be 
cheaper  than  that  produced  by  Fairless 
Works.  Both  companies  argue  that  shutting 
down  the  less  productive  parts  of  their 
plants  will  ultimately  save  more  jobs  than 
are  immediately  lost  as  a  result  of  the  ar- 
rangement, on  the  premise  that  if  they  are 
not  permitted  to  cut  their  losses  on  their 
less  productive  operations  they  may  be 
forced  to  completely  close  the  plants. 

Both  Scottish  and  U.S.  labor  unions  are 
opposed  to  the  proposed  venture.  Labor 
leaders  at  Ravenscraig  stated  that  the  most 
recent  statistics  on  their  mill  show  that  it  is 
now  operating  at  a  profit.  They  also  pointed 
out  that  there  is  a  high  demand  for  slab 
steel  in  Great  Britain,  which  might  have  to 
be  supplied  from  imports  if  Ravenscraig's 
slab  production  were  devoted  to  exports  for 
the  U.S.  market.  Furthermore,  employment 
in  the  U.K.  steel  industry  has  already  been 
cut  more  than  in  half,  and  Glasgow's  unem- 
ployment rate  stands  at  18  percent.  Given 
these  factors,  and  the  political  importance 
of  retaining  a  steel  mill  in  Scotland,  labor 
leaders  are  confident  they  can  prevent  the 
proposed  arrangement.  U.S.  steelworkers 
have  condemned  the  plan  for  the  loss  of 
jobs  it  would  produce  in  an  already  de- 
pressed industry.  They  also  point  out  U.S. 
Steel's  hypocrisy  in  lobbying  against  steel 
imports  while  arranging  a  deal  which  would 
make  Fairless  Works  dependent  on  steel  im- 
ports, and  its  deceitfulness  in  forcing  wage 
concessions  from  U.S.  steelworkers  while  ne- 
gotiating behind  their  backs  to  eliminate 
more  jobs.  They  have  vowed  to  use  every 
possible  means  to  oppose  the  arrangement. 

IMPLICATIONS  FOR  U.S.  FOREIGN  POLICY  AND 
NATIONAL  SECURITY 

U.S.  Steel's  leading  role  in  demanding  pro- 
tection from  steel  imports  had  been  serious- 
ly undercut  by  the  announcement  of  the 
current  negotiations  with  BSC.  Its  crass 
"flip-flop"  on  steel  imports  could  well  lead 
the  current  Administration  to  regard  fur- 
ther requests  for  import  relief  much  less 
sympathetically,  thereby  loosening  the  re- 
strictions on  even  more  imports.  Any  such 
development  could  provoke  protectionist  ef- 
forts in  the  U.S.  Congress,  with  unfortunate 
consequences  for  U.S.  trading  partners. 

The  proposed  arrangement  poses  even 
more  serious  long-term  consequences  for 
U.S.  national  security,  however.  Other  steel 
companies  have  already  shut  down  their 
raw  steelmaking  facilities  and  are  relying  on 
imported  slab  steel.  Should  this  trend  con- 
tinue, the  United  States  may  find  itself 
eventually  dependent  on  foreign  producers 
for  steel.  This  prospect  raises  serious  ques- 
tions not  only  in  regard  to  lost  jobs  but  to 
the  very  security  of  the  United  States,  par- 
ticularly in  the  construction  and  transporta- 
tion sectors. 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1)  The  proposed  arrangement  between 
U.S.  Steel  and  BSC  is  an  attempt  by  BSC  to 
circumvent  U.S.  restrictions  on  subsidized 
imports.  BSC  officials  admitted  freely  that 
the  venture  is  being  structured  to  avoid  U.S. 
penalties  on  subsidized  steel.  Even  if  a 
"dummy"  corporation  with  a  new  name 
takes  ownership  of  Ravenscraig.  however, 
the  fact  remains  that  the  British  govern- 
ment has  subsidized  the  construction  and 
operations  of  the  Ravenscraig  plant.  The 
capital  which  Fairless  Works  needs  to  mod- 
ernize its  slab  production  has  been  provided 
to  Ravenscraig  by  the  British  taxpayer. 

(2)  BSC  is  trying  to  solve  its  own  domestic 
problems  at  the  expense  of  the  American  in- 
dustry. BSC  was  prevented  from  closing  the 
Ravenscraig  plant  for  domestic  political  rea- 
sons. Because  that  closure  was  prevented,  it 
has  targeted  an  American  plant  to  absorb 
its  excess  production  capacity. 

(3)  U.S.  Steel  is  backing  away  from  its 
promises  to  U.S.  Steel  workers  to  modernize 
its  plants  and  fight  imports.  U.S.  Steel  has 
failed  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  mod- 
ernize its  plants.  It  is  now  asking  the  steel- 
workers to  pay  for  its  mistakes. 

(4)  The  loss  of  jobs  which  would  result 
from  the  arrangement  negates  the  limited 
economic  benefits  which  would  accrue  to 
the  two  companies. 

<5)  The  proposed  arrangement  poses  seri- 
ous questions  about  U.S.  dependence  on  im- 
ports of  foreign  unfinished  steel. 

(6)  Given  the  factors  outlined  above,  the 
study  mission  recommends  that  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  and  the  U.S.  Congress 
enact  legislation  which  would  prevent  a  suc- 
cessful conclusion  of  the  negotiations.  Spe- 
cifically, the  mission  recommends  legisla- 
tion which  would  restrict  foreign  invest- 
ment of  the  type  contemplated  in  vital  in- 
dustries such  as  steel.  The  Committee 
should  also  request  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Investment  in  the  United  States  to 
review  the  proposed  arrangement. 

The  study  mission  further  recommends 
enactment  of  legislation  to  tighten  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974  to  ensure  that  subsidized 
steel  such  as  that  produced  at  Ravenscraig 
cannot  be  brought  into  the  United  States 
under  a  loophole  which  would  not  cover  the 
situation  created  if  the  British  Steel  Corpo- 
ration spins  off  the  Revenscraig  plant  to  a 
new  entity. 

Since  that  time.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
am  sure  my  colleagues  are  aware,  a 
second  major  negotiation  is  underway, 
this  between  the  Wheeling-Pittsburgh 
Steel  Corp.  and  the  subsidized  compa- 
ny, known  as  Steelmaker  Brazil  Corp. 
It  is  clear  that  a  pattern  is  being  set, 
and  that  such  arrangements  pose  a  se- 
rious threat  to  America's  steelmaking 
capacity.  Foreign  steel  is  subsidized  in 
contravention  of  our  trade  laws,  and 
its  importation  into  our  country 
means  that  American  steelworkers  will 
lose  their  jobs  so  that  foreign  workers 
can  keep  theirs.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 
At  this  point  in  the  Record.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  like  to  share  with  my 
colleagues  an  editorial  that  appeared 
July  31.  1983  in  the  Bucks  County 
(Pa.)  Courier  Times  on  the  implica- 
tions of  the  Wheeling-Pittsburgh 
move,  coming  as  it  does  on  the  heels  of 
the  U.S.  Steel/British  Steel  negotia- 
tions. 


[FYom  the  Bucks  County  Courier  Times. 
July  31,  1983] 

Import  Chain  Reaction 
Quote  of  the  week  belongs  to  an  unnamed 
business    associate    of    Dennis    J.    Carney, 
chairman  of  the  board  of  Wheeling-Pitts- 
burgh Steel  Corp. 

Carney  was  in  Brazil  last  week  trying  to 
negotiate  an  import  deal  with  the  state- 
owned  Brazilian  steel  company  similar  to 
the  one  U.S.  Steel  is  working  on  with  Brit- 
ish Steel  Corp. 

Wheeling-Pittsburgh  wants  to  buy  300,000 
tons  a  year  of  semifinished  steel  from  the 
Brazilians  for  finishing  at  its  plant  in  Stue- 
benville,  Ohio.  In  exchange,  Wheeling-Pitts- 
burgh would  receive  $40  million  for  capital 
improvements. 

The  funny  thing  about  all  of  this  is  that 
Carney  has  been  one  of  the  most  outspoken 
critics  of  subsidized  steel  imports. 

All  of  which  brings  us  to  the  memorable 
quote  of  the  business  associate  who  was 
asked  to  explain  the  rationale  for  Carney's 
actions.  "Dennis  isn't  going  to  be  taken 
down  on  principle,"  he  told  a  Wall  Street 
Journal  reporter. 

It  may  be  funny  if  the  consequences 
weren't  so  serious.  Steel  industry  officials 
who  consider  principles  dispensable  have 
jeopardized  the  jobs  of  thousands  of  steel- 
workers here  in  Lower  Bucks  County  and 
across  the  nation. 

The  critics  who  feared  U.S.  Steels  Import 
deal  would  set  off  a  chain  reaction  in  the  in- 
dustry are  being  proven  right. 

There's  a  message  there  for  the  Reagan 
administration,  which  purports  to  be  vitally 
concerned  about  matters  of  national  de- 
fense. An  industry  chain  reaction  which  di- 
minishes U.S.  capacity  to  manufacture  basic 
steel  will  open  this  nation's  "window  of  vul- 
nerability" far  wider  than  any  gap  in  missile 
throw-weight. 

In  response  to  massive  steel  industry  lay- 
offs in  the  late  1970s,  the  Carter  administra- 
tion created  a  special  commission  of  steel 
management,  union  and  government  repre- 
sentatives to  analyze  industry  problems  and 
recommend  solutions.  The  Steel  Tripartite 
Advisory  Committee  was  disbanded  by 
President  Reagan. 

A  U.S.  Steel  executive  told  a  House  sub- 
committee last  week  that  his  company  could 
support  reactivating  the  tripartite  commit- 
tee. The  United  Steelworkers  union  already 
has  called  for  its  re-establishment. 

Putting  the  committee  back  to  work  could 
be  the  first  step  toward  development  of  a 
much-needed  national  steel  policy.  The 
Wheeling-Pittsburgh  deal  reinforces  the 
conviction  that  something  must  be  done  to 
ensure  that  this  nation  does  not  become 
dangerously  dependent  on  foreign  sources 
of  supply. 

As  the  Courier  Times  correctly 
notes,  "there's  a  message  there  for  the 
Reagan  administration."  Unless  these 
proposals  are  stopped,  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration will  have  to  answer  not 
just  to  thousands  of  steelworkers  who 
lose  their  jobs,  but  to  all  those  who  be- 
lieve, as  I  am  sure  all  my  colleagues 
do.  that  it  is  important  for  our  country 
to  have  a  steelmaking  capability  to 
meet  all  our  needs,  especially  in  the 
area  of  national  defense. 

In  September  the  Subcommittee  on 
International  Policy  and  Trade  under 
the  chairmanship  of  Representative 
Don  Bonker  will  hold  hearings  on  the 
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proposal  between  United  States  and 
British  Steel.  Foreign  investment  in 
our  steel  industry  demands  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Congress  because  of  its  po- 
tential impact.  I  urge  my  colleagues  in 
the  Steel  Caucus,  as  well  as  all  others, 
to  help  insure  our  trade  laws  are  en- 
forced, and  to  support  efforts  to  end 
the  displacement  of  American  work- 
ers, and  to  strengthen  our  domestic 
steel  industry. 

•  Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Speaker.  Ameri- 
ca's steel  industry  still  suffers  from  a 
combination  of  problems  which  have 
been  sapping  its  vitality  for  the  past 
several  years. 

Among  the  most  serious  challenges 
are  subsidized  imports,  aging  physical 
plants  and  unnecessarily  complex  and 
costly  federally  imposed  regulatory 
burdens.  These  and  other  forces  have 
nearly  finished  off  this  country's  steel 
industry. 

Steelworkers  with  20  and  30  years  of 
seniority  find  themselves  on  unem- 
ployment for  the  first  time  in  their 
working  careers.  These  people  are  the 
solid  bedrock  of  America.  They  are  the 
ones  who  have  paid  their  way  all  of 
their  lives.  They  have  produced  qual- 
ity products  for  this  country  and  the 
world.  And  they  have  been  strong  sup- 
porters of  America.  And  now.  they  are 
unemployed. 

The  steel  industry  itself  has  been 
one  of  the  pillars  of  our  economy.  And 
while  it  has  suffered,  our  economy  has 
suffered. 

As  a  member  of  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  Congressional  Steel 
Caucus,  I  have  been  searching  for  leg- 
islative methods  of  helping  our  steel 
industry  regain  its  strength  so  that  it 
can  put  America's  steelworkers  back 
on  the  job. 

I  am  strongly  supporting  the  Fair 
Trade  in  Steel  Act  of  1983  because  it 
contains  several  provisions  which  I 
feel  are  needed  to  get  steel  back  on  its 
feet. 

The  key  ingredients  in  this  act. 
which  I  feel  would  contribute  to  steels 
recovery,  are  the  creation  of  a  steel 
tripartite  advisory  council  and  estab- 
lishing and  enforcing  quantitative  re- 
strictions on  steel  imports  and  iron  ore 
imports. 

This  act  directs  the  President  to  es- 
tablish a  Steel  Tripartite  Advisory 
Council  composed  of  management, 
labor,  and  members  of  the  steel  service 
center  segments,  in  the  basic  steel  in- 
dustry. This  Council  would  advise  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  the 
problems  facing  the  steel  industry. 
And  this  advice  is  sorely  needed. 

Placing  restrictions  on  the  amount 
of  imports  of  carbon  and  specialty 
steel  is  needed  to  prevent  domestic 
steel  production  jobs  from  being 
stolen  away  from  us  by  unfair  foreign 
competition. 

And  the  restrictions  for  the  last  half 
of  1983  of  limiting  iron  ore  imports  to 
7  million  tons  is  necessary. 


I  believe  the  method  of  imposing 
these  limitations  contained  in  the  act 
is  a  fair  one  to  this  country  and  to  its 
steelworkers. 

Our  steel  industry  is  one  of  Ameri- 
ca's most  essential  economic  contribu- 
tors. It  hjis  accomplished  a  great  deal 
toward  building  this  Nation  and  it  can 
still  make  a  significant  contribution  to 
maintaining  the  United  States  as  the 
strongest  country  in  the  world.  But 
only  if  we  do  not  sacrifice  it  to  unfair 
foreign  competition. # 
•  Mr.  NOWAK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  leaders  of  the  ex- 
ecutive committee  of  the  Congression- 
al Steel  Caucus  for  scheduling  this  dis- 
cussion to  again  focus  our  continuing 
concerns  on  the  deteriorated  condition 
of  America's  steel  industry. 

Just  last  week.  United  States  Steel 
reported  a  $112  million  loss  in  the 
quarter  ending  June  30.  1983.  Republic 
Steel,  whose  plant  in  my  district  in 
Buffalo  has  been  indefmitely  closed 
since  May  1982  with  no  reopening  im- 
minent, reported  a  $45  million  loss. 
Bethlehem  Steel,  which  is  proceeding 
with  plans  to  sharply  curtail  its  pro- 
duction at  its  Lackawanna  facility  by 
the  end  of  this  year,  reported  a  $93 
million  loss.  Unemployment  among 
American  steelworkers.  as  of  July  16. 
1983,  remained  beyond  the  100,000 
level,  and  production  capacity  was  at 
53.6  percent.  Yet,  foreign  imports  con- 
tinue to  capture  18.3  percent  of  the 
U.S.  market. 

Unfortunately,  despite  the  repeated 
efforts  of  the  Executive  Committee  of 
the  Steel  Caucus  to  meet  with  Presi- 
dent Reagan  to  discuss  the  critical 
problems  facing  this  vital  industry,  no 
such  appointment  has  been  scheduled. 
Therefore,  we  have  requested  this  spe- 
cial order  to  dramatize  our  concerns 
about  the  needs  of  the  steel  industry 
and  to  suggest  appropriate  remedial 
actions. 

In  order  to  solve  the  crisis  facing  the 
domestic  steel  industry,  our  Govern- 
ment must  formulate  and  implement  a 
comprehensive  steel  policy.  First  and 
foremost,  we  must  increase  the 
demand  for  domestic  steel.  This  in- 
volves the  strict  governmental  enforce- 
ment of  the  "Buy  American"  clause. 
Those  who  oppose  "Buy  American" 
argue  that  this  measure  would  raise 
the  cost  of  projects  using  American- 
made  materials.  I  believe  that,  despite 
possible  increased  costs  of  these 
projects,  this  is  a  worthwhile  invest- 
ment because  it  is  maintaining  jobs 
and  providing  essential  services,  and  is 
far  cheaper  than  paying  unemploy- 
ment benefits  to  laidoff  and  displaced 
steelworkers. 

Over  the  past  year,  a  number  of 
antidumping  and  countervailing  duty 
suits  have  been  filed  with  the  Interna- 
tional Trade  Commission  exhibiting 
the  violations  of  foreign  steel  produc- 
ers. However,  small  industries,  includ- 
ing some   of   our  smaller  steel   com- 


panies, cannot  afford  the  expensive 
and  lengthy  procedures  necessary  to 
fight  the  unfair  trade  practices  of 
their  foreign  counterparts.  Therefore, 
our  Government  must  not  only  aggres- 
sively enforce  existing  trade  laws,  but 
streamline  new  legislation  toward  as- 
sisting these  smaller  industries.  The 
trade  remedy  legislation  to  be  intro- 
duced by  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  later  this  year  should  ad- 
dress the  concerns  of  these  small  in- 
dustries as  well  as  supporting  our 
larger  steel  companies.  The  reestab- 
lishment  of  a  Tripartite  Advisory 
Council  would  provide  continuous 
communication  and  monitoring  of  the 
entire  steel  industry,  thus  avoiding 
crisis  management  and  decisionmak- 
ing. Import  quotas  will  allow  domestic 
steel  the  opportunity  to  recapture  a 
competitive  position  in  the  interna- 
tional market,  as  well  as  providing  suf- 
ficient time  to  modernize  plant  and 
equipment.  All  of  these  steps  would  re- 
emphasize  to  our  foreign  competitors 
that  violations  of  existing  trade  proce- 
dures will  not  be  tolerated. 

Import  quotas  would  help  provide  an 
essential  period  to  implement  our  do- 
mestic industry's  modernization  proc- 
ess, but  upfront  capital  is  also  needed 
to  purchase  new  equipment  and 
update  present  steel  facilities.  I  advo- 
cate tax  laws  which  allow  companies 
to  reinvest  unused  tax  credits  in  plant 
and  equipment.  I  have  cosponsored 
the  Work  Opportunities  and  Renewed 
Competition  Act  of  1983  (H.R.  3434) 
introduced  in  June  by  my  colleagues 
from  New  York  and  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
CoNABLE  and  Mr.  Jones),  which  targets 
capital  investment  from  tax  credits  to 
plant  and  equipment  modernization. 
Without  this  upfront  capital  invest- 
ment in  steel  facilities,  the  moderniza- 
tion process  cannot  be  completed. 

The  present  steel  crisis  has  forced 
numerous  plant  closings.  The  formerly 
productive  steel  worker,  thus,  faces 
great  discouragement  and  distress. 
Today's  displaced  worker  is  envision- 
ing the  prospect  of  losing  home  and 
property,  as  well  as  being  unable  to 
support  his  family.  I  have  continuous- 
ly supported  and  encouraged  job  train- 
ing assistance  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  provided  provisions  for 
the  retraining  of  the  displaced  worker 
in  legislation  I  recently  introduced, 
the  Enterprise  Development  and  In- 
dustrial Revitalization  Act  of  1983 
(H.R.  2375).  If  our  country  is  going  to 
solve  the  present  unemployment  situa- 
tion, particularly  among  former  steel- 
workers, the  Federal  Government  will 
have  to  implement  and  expand  such 
targeted  job  training  programs. 

Our  domestic  steel  industry  desper- 
ately needs  help  from  our  Federal 
Government  if  it  is  to  remain  a  viable 
competitor  in  the  international  econo- 
my. The  U.S.  steel  industry  is  encoun- 
tering fierce  competition  from  govern- 


ment-assisted members  of  the  Europe- 
an Economic  Community,  as  well  as 
from  Japan.  In  the  years  ahead,  our 
steel  industry  will  face  the  newly  de- 
veloped industries  of  such  Third 
World  countries  as  South  Korea, 
Brazil,  and  Mexico.  America's  steel  in- 
dustry, although  it  will  never  return  to 
its  production  capacity  of  the  1950's 
and  1960's,  must  modernize  and  be 
protected  if  it  is  to  be  a  viable  part  of 
our  Nation's  future  economy.* 
•  Mr.  APPLEGATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  from 
the  Steel  Caucus  in  support  of  the 
Fair  Trade  Steel  Act  of  1983. 

The  domestic  steel  industry  suffers 
from  the  depressed  state  of  the  econo- 
my and  is  unable  to  make  a  profit  in 
steelmaking  operations  because  of  the 
flood  of  imported  steel  at  prices  below 
the  cost  of  production.  The  loss  of 
business  by  domestic  producers  from 
unfairly  imported  steel  products  has 
added  to  the  number  of  unemployed 
and  indefinitely  delayed  multibillion- 
dollar  and  modernization  plans  which 
are  vital  to  the  long-term  future  of  the 
steel  industry.  U.S.  steel  plants  are 
now  operating  at  53.7  percent  of  ca- 
pacity. Yet.  despite  these  figures,  our 
trading  partners  are  maximizing  their 
steel  exports  to  the  United  States. 

Meanwhile,  the  administration  drags 
its  feet  in  protecting  U.S.  jobs  from 
unfair  foreign  subsidization.  This  fail- 
ure to  act  expeditiously  on  requests  by 
the  steel  industry  for  relief  from  low 
prices,  subsidized  steel  imports  adds 
further  insult  to  the  injury  already  in- 
curred. 

The  only  hope  is  to  introduce  stabili- 
ty into  the  marketplace  by  establish- 
ing orderly  import  restraints  on  steel 
and  iron  ore.  This  bill,  the  Fair  Trade 
in  Steel  Act  of  1983,  would  reestablish 
the  Steel  Tripartite  Advisory  Council 
to  develop  information  and  advice  on 
matters  concerning  the  domestic  steel 
industry.  Further,  it  would  allow  ex- 
pansion or  contraction  on  the  basis  of 
inflation,  shortages,  and  steel  unem- 
ployment of  quantitative  restrictions 
of  imports  for  5  years.  I  believe  this 
strong  quota  system  is  the  only  way  to 
stem  the  tide  of  cheap  steel  imports 
into  this  country.  While  the  steel  mills 
of  our  foreign  trading  partners  are 
running  at  full  strength,  plants  here 
at  home  are  closing  and  this  pattern  is 
threatening  the  very  fabric  of  our  in- 
dustrial base  and  national  security. 

I  am  confident  that  the  domestic 
steel  industry  can  experience  a  full  re- 
covery, but  our  Government  must  do 
its  part  to  guarantee  that  American 
producers  will  operate  in  a  trade  envi- 
ronment that  is  both  competitive  and 
fair.  I  ask  all  Members  of  this  body  to 
join  me  in  achieving  that  objective  by 
supporting  this  legislation. 

But  even  with  this  legislation  no  sus- 
tained and  real  trade  balance  can  be 
achieved  unless  the  administration's 
economic  policies  are  brought  under 


control.  The  continuing  huge  deficits 
brought  on  by  excessive  spending  and 
revenue  loss  through  tax  cuts  to  big 
business  and  high  income  earners  is 
the  primary  cause,  though  not  usually 
mentioned,  of  the  large  trade,  deficit 
we  suffer  because  the  budget  deficit 
keeps  the  value  of  the  dollar  too 
strong  against  foreign  currency  there- 
by inviting  imports  of  foreign  goods. 

We  have  much  work  to  do  but  the 
Fair  Trade  in  Steel  Act  of  1983  is  an 
important  step.» 

•  Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Speaker,  econo- 
mists advise  us  that  the  recession 
ended  late  last  year.  Such  news  is  pre- 
mature if  you  have  observed  the  condi- 
tion of  the  domestic  steel  industry  in 
the  past  few  months.  The  current  op- 
erating rate  of  the  industry  is  53.6  per- 
cent. 

Earlier  this  year,  my  colleagues  and 
I  presented  testimony  before  commit- 
tees of  the  House  regarding  the  need 
for  trade  reform  and  the  development 
of  an  industrial  policy.  In  my  testimo- 
ny, I  referred  to  Mr.  Eliot  Janeway  a 
well-known  political  economist,  who 
expressed  concern  about  the  prospects 
for  a  full  economic  recovery  in  our 
country.  I  would  like  to  bring  several 
of  these  quotes  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  now,  because  I  believe  they 
were  a  fairly  accurate  description  of 
what  is  occurring  today. 

According  to  an  American  Metal 
Market  article  in  which  Mr.  Janeway 
was  interviewed: 


The  administration  is  unwilling  to  develop 
a  "national  industrial  policy"  to  maintain 
the  economic  viability  of  basic  industries  in 
the  United  States. 

Congress  will  have  to  take  the  lead  in  sup- 
porting the  restructuring  and  revitalization 
of  basic  industries. 

If  there  is  a  strong  recovery  without  the 
effort  to  restructure  and  revitalize  domestic 
industries,  "the  foreigners  will  rip  off  chunks 
of  the  U.S.  market  with  low  import  prices 
like  you've  never  seen  to  get  their  people 
working  and  their  plants  running  at  full  ca- 
pacity." 

I  can  report  to  you  that  in  at  least 
two  respects,  Mr.  Janeway's  assertioiis 
are  accurate— now  that  a  recovery  is 
gathering  momentum,  steel  imports 
are  beginning  to  rise  dramatically  and 
second,  the  Congress  is  taking  the  lead 
to  help  revitalize  basic  industries. 

In  this  special  order  today.  I  would 
like  to  trace  the  recent  history  of  the 
domestic  steel  industry's  efforts  to 
obtain  relief  under  our  trade  laws. 
Then,  before  exploring  the  elements 
of  the  legislation  which  we  are  propos- 
ing, I  would  like  to  touch  on  certain 
aspects  of  one  of  our  trading  partners 
industrial/trade  policy  which  should 
provide  insight  on  the  issues  we  are 
discussing  today.  I  will  concentrate  on 
Japanese  industrial  policy  since  it  has 
been  the  most  successful— approxi- 
mately $20  billion  of  our  $40  billion 


trade  deficit  last   year   existed  with 
Japan. 

Last  year,  the  domestic  steel  indus- 
try had  one  of  its  worst  years  in  histo- 
ry. The  industry  produced  only  61.5 
million  tons  of  steel  at  an  average  op- 
erating rate  of  48.4  percent.  In  1982. 
steel  imports  accoimted  for  an  unprec- 
edented share  of  the  U.S.  market.  Al- 
though total  import  tonnage  declined 
from  19.9  million  net  tons  in  1981  to 
16.7  million  net  tons  last  year,  import 
penetration  accounted  for  nearly  22 
percent  of  the  domestic  market  last 
year  compared  to  almost  19  percent  in 
1981.  This  penetration  occurred  at  a 
time  when  the  U.S.  economy  was  being 
wracked  by  a  deep  economic  recession 
and  the  steel  industry  was  operating 
at  the  lowest  rates  and  employment 
levels  since  the  Great  Depression. 

At  the  peak  of  the  1982  steel  depres- 
sion, approximately  166,000  workers 
were  laid  off  with  some  30,000  on 
short  work  week— approximately  a  35 
percent  unemployment  rate  for  do- 
mestic steel  workers. 

For  the  first  5  months  of  this  year, 
imports  have  increased  each  month- 
today  imports  have  captured  18.3  per- 
cent of  the  domestic  market.  So  far 
this  year,  the  industry  has  operated  at 
an  average  operating  rate  of  54  per- 
cent of  capacity— 70  percent  is  the 
breakeven  point  for  steelmaking. 

As  we  have  learned  over  the  past 
several  years,  steel  imports  are  not 
necessarily  fairly  traded  in  our 
market.  In  the  aftermath  of  the  132 
trade  cases  filed  by  the  steel  industry 
last  year,  we  have  become  abundantly 
aware  of  the  various  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices that  our  trading  partners  have 
implemented  to  keep  their  people 
working  and  their  plants  running  at 
full  capacity,  while  our  workers  are 
laid  off  and  our  plants  closed  down. 
We  learned  of  government  subsidy  in 
the  range  of  20  to  40  percent,  dumping 
margins  ranging  from  20  to  30  percent 
as  well  as  techniques  such  as  targeting 
and  abuse  of  exchange  rates. 

Last  October  as  a  result  of  the  steel 
trade  cases,  an  arrangement  was  con- 
cluded with  our  European  trading 
partners  in  which  they  were  guaran- 
teed about  5.1  percent  of  the  domestic 
market  in  certain  steel  product  catego- 
ries. In  addition,  they  are  entitled  to 
export  no  more  than  a  5.9-percent 
share  of  the  domestic  market  in  pipe 
and  tube  products  before  a  consulta- 
tion procedure  can  be  initiated.  Most 
recently,  the  specialty  steel  producers 
together  with  the  help  of  the  steel- 
workers and  the  members  of  the 
caucus  were  able  to  obtain  partial 
relief  from  unfair  imports  with  a 
modest  4-year  import  restriction  pro- 
gram on  rod.  bar,  and  alloy  specialty 
steel  and  a  tariff  arrangement  on 
stainless  sheet,  strip,  and  plate  prod- 
ucts. 
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This  effort  has  not  been  painless  for 
the  industry  and  its  workers.  These 
proceedings  have  taken  time  and  con- 
siderable expense— an  average  dump- 
ing case  costs  approximately  $125,000 
while  an  average  subsidy  case  costs 
about  $100,000. 

In  my  judgment,  this  industry 
should  have  been  allowed  to  focus  its 
efforts  on  production,  modernization, 
and  investment  instead  of  filing  trade 
cases.  Rather,  at  a  time  of  deep  reces- 
sion with  unemployment  as  high  as  50 
percent  in  some  plants,  specialty  steel 
producers  spent  over  a  year  and  a  half 
in  court  and  hundreds  of  thousand.',  of 
dollars  seeking  remedy  from  unfair 
trade  practices. 

To  aggravate  the  situation,  1  hear 
that  our  European  trading  partners 
are  extremely  upset  over  the  level  of 
relief  which  the  industry  achieved  fair 
and  square  and  intend  to  appeal  the 
matter  to  GATT.  Let  us  be  blunt.  To 
date,  the  pursuit  of  relief  under  our 
trade  laws  together  with  the  various 
negotiated  settlements  have  proven 
largely  inadequate  and  ineffective  in 
responding  to  the  trade  problems  of 
the  domestic  industry.  Experience  in- 
dicates that  even  when  our  trade  laws 
are  enforced,  our  trading  partners 
with  their  respective  industrial  poli- 
cies find  ways  to  continue  the  abuse 
through  every  means  available— from 
Government  subsidization,  dumping, 
and  coordinated  industry  targeting  to 
abuses  of  the  exchange  rates. 

If  some  of  our  trading  partners  had 
been  serious  about  living  up  to  the 
various  international  trade  agreements 
to  which  they  are  signatories,  we 
might  not  have  had  a  problem.  Unfor- 
tunately, they  have  not.  Therefore.  1 
believe  that  members  of  the  Steel 
Caucus  are  taking  a  critically  impor- 
tant step  in  offering  legislation  to  deal 
with  the  issue  comprehensively. 

It  is  an  appropriate  time  to  an- 
nounce that  we  will  no  longer  tolerate 
the  plundering  of  our  domestic  steel 
market.  Through  this  legislation,  we 
intend  to  temporarily  restrict  access  to 
the  last  free  open  market  in  the  world 
in  order  to  give  the  domestic  industry 
time  to  recover  and  modernize  their 
facilities.  This  bill  will  require  our 
trading  partners  to  deal  with  their 
excess  capacities  and  inefficiencies. 
Clearly,  further  systematic  liquidation 
of  our  industry  must  be  prevented  and 
the  jobs  of  its  workers  preserved  if  we 
are  to  maintain  a  viable  steelmaking 
capability. 

In  certain  respects  this  legislation 
could  be  a  first  step  toward  an  indus- 
trial policy  for  steel.  Before  examining 
this  proposition  and  explaining  the 
basic  provisions  of  the  bill,  I  would 
like  to  direct  my  colleagues  attention 
for  a  moment  to  a  brief  analysis  of 
Japanese  industrial  policy  for  pur- 
poses of  comparison. 

Since  World  War  II,  the  Japanese 
Government  has  played  a  major  role 


in  assisting  its  basic  steel  industry.  It 
has  been  inextricably  involved  in  pro- 
moting, protecting  and  sustaining  its 
industry.  The  cornerstones  of  Japans 
industrial  policy  for  steel  are  the  use 
of  protection  to  generally  neutralize 
the  adverse  effects  of  competition  and 
the  development  of  international  com- 
petitive advantage  through  a  range  of 
assistance  programs. 

The  concept  of  a  free  market  econo- 
my where  risks  are  a  natural  part  of 
the  system  tends  to  be  distorted  when 
one  examines  the  nature  of  Japanese 
steelmaking.  Specifically,  in  Japan  the 
government  intervenes  when  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  natural  consequences 
of  risk  in  steelmaking  appear  immi- 
nent. 

For  example,  when  demand  is  fall- 
ing, the  Japanese  Government  allows 
the  formation  of  cartels  to  limit  steel 
production.  (A  matter  which  would 
quickly  alarm  our  antitrust  lawyers  at 
the  Department  of  Justice.)  Further, 
due  to  a  practically  closed  distribution 
system,  imports  have  been  virtually 
eliminated  from  the  domestic 
market— analysts  attribute  this  phe- 
nomena more  to  the  large  trading 
company  control  over  the  distribution 
channels  than  to  direct  government 
intervention.  Nevertheless,  this  type 
of  protection  has  given  the  Japanese 
space  to  expand  their  production,  and 
thereby,  unload  their  excess  capacity 
on  the  world  market,  particularly  the 
United  States. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  con- 
sistently undervalued  yen  has  aggra- 
vated this  problem  and  has  put  U.S. 
steel  products  at  a  disadvantage  in 
terms  of  price.  Beyond  import  protec- 
tion. Japan  has  adopted  a  number  of 
policies  to  enhance  the  competitive  ad- 
vantage of  its  steel  industry.  MITI  has 
promoted  mergers  and  joint  ventures 
to  improve  the  efficiency  of  its  large- 
scale  producers;  it  has  provided  direct 
and  indirect  financial  assistance  for  in- 
vestment in  equipment  and  funded 
major  construction  projects  to  acceler- 
ate domestic  demand;  it  has  fostered 
the  development  and  adoption  of  ad- 
vanced technologies  in  steelmaking 
and  subsidized  the  acquisition  and  al- 
location of  raw  materials. 

In  concluding  my  comments  about 
Japanese  industrial  policy.  I  would  like 
to  quote  a  recent  report  entitled  "Jap- 
anese Government  Promotion  of  the 
Steel  Industy.  "  At  present  the  Govern- 
ment buys  surplus  steel  from  Japanese 
makers  and  gives  it  away  to  least- 
developed  nations;  makes  virtually  un- 
limited low-interest  loans  to  steel- 
makers through  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  Japan  for  overseas  raw  mate- 
rials purchases;  subsidizes  steelmaking 
research  and  development  projects; 
and  is  currently  contemplating  a  mas- 
sive new  aid  program  to  help  Japanese 
steelmakers  undertake  a  'wholesale 
renovation    of    equipment  •  •  •    with 


the  object  of  maintaining  internation- 
al competitiveness. " 

As  you  can  see,  the  Japanese  have  a 
formidable  and  comprehensive  ap- 
proach to  steel  industrial  policy.  I  am 
not  suggesting  that  we  emulate  the 
Japanese  in  our  search  for  an  Ameri- 
can industrial  policy,  but  we  should  at 
least  consider  their  experience. 

The  passage  of  the  "Fair  Trade  in 
Steel  Act"  would  certainly  signal  a 
positive  step  in  the  effort  to  develop  a 
coordinated  approach  to  steel  prob- 
lems and  possibly  help  chart  a  course 
where  industrial  policy  can  become  a 
guiding  force  in  the  renewed  growth  of 
our  economy. 

Title  I  of  the  legislation  would  direct 
the  President  to  establish  a  Steel  Tri- 
partite Advisory  Council,  similar  to 
the  Steel  Tripartite  Advisory  Commit- 
tee under  the  Solomon  report.  This 
council  would  include  representatives 
of  labor,  management,  and  the  Gov- 
ernment. The  council  would  be 
charged  with  the  responsibility  of  ad- 
vising the  President  and  Congress  re- 
garding steel  problems  and  conducting 
research  on  trade,  tax,  environmental, 
health,  safety,  and  readjustment 
issues. 

Title  II  establishes  quantitative  re- 
strictions on  all  imports  of  carbon  and 
specialty  steel  products.  Imports  could 
take  no  more  than  11  percent  of  the 
domestic  market  ba-sed  on  apparent 
consumption  projections  set  twice  a 
year.  The  implementation  of  quanta- 
tive  restrictions  will  be  subject  to  an 
official  finding  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  that  the  domestic  steel  pro- 
ducers are  engaging  in.  and  have,  veri- 
fiable investment  plans  to  modernize 
the  domestic  industry.  In  addition, 
each  year  the  Secretary  will  conduct 
an  annual  review  to  insure  that  a  satis- 
factory level  of  progress  toward  steel 
industry  modernization  is  being 
achieved.  If  the  Secretary  makes  a 
negative  finding,  he  may  terminate 
the  quantitative  limitations. 

Title  III  sets  quantitative  limitations 
on  iron  ore  imports  to  14  million  tons 
per  year.  All  import  restrictions  would 
be  in  place  for  5  years. 

I  believe  this  legislation  is  critical  to 
the  continued  health  of  our  domestic 
steel  Industry.  It  may  seem  harsh  but 
it  is  necessary,  as  necessary  as  the 
policies  which  our  trading  partners 
have  adopted  in  the  past.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  and  cosponsor 
the  -Fair  Trade  in  Steel  Act  of  1983. "• 
•  Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  join  with  my  colleagues  who 
are  concerned  by  the  problems  facing 
our  Nation's  steel  Industry.  I  would 
particularly  like  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Members  of  this  House  the 
situation  of  the  railroad  wheel  and 
axle  industry.  One  manufacturer  of 
railroad  wheels  and  axles.  Standard 
Steel  of  Burnham,  Pa.,  is  located  in 
the  district  that  I  represent.  I  have 


had  the  opportunity  to  see  the  great 
difficulties  experienced  by  this  compa- 
ny in  recent  years. 

Domestic  manufacturers  of  railroad 
wheels  and  axles  have  been  plagued  by 
rapidly  growing  imports  from  Japan, 
France,  Brazil,  and  others.  This  rapid 
growth  in  imports  has  taken  place  in  a 
period  of  depressed  activity  in  the  rail- 
road industry  in  general,  resulting  in 
only  very  modest  growth  projections 
for  the  domestic  market  for  the  next 
several  years. 

The  United  States  imposes  no 
import  duty  on  wheels  or  completed 
wheel  and  axle  assemblies,  and  only  a 
small  duty  on  axles.  The  duty  of  ap- 
proximately 20  percent  which  was  for- 
merly imposed  on  railroad  wheels  was 
phased  out  during  multilateral  trade 
negotiations  in  1966;  a  time  when  ver- 
tually  no  wheels  and  axles  were  being 
imported  into  this  country.  In  the 
early  seventies,  imports  began  to  grow 
at  an  alarming  rate.  In  the  year  1974 
alone,  the  quantity  of  wheels  and 
axles  imported  increased  by  117  per- 
cent. Rapid  growth  continued  through 
the  decade,  with  a  400-percent  in- 
crease in  wheel  imports  and  a  1,600- 
percent  increase  in  axles  for  the 
period  1976  through  1981. 

While  there  are  virtually  no  barriers 
to  imports  entering  our  country,  our 
manufacturers  have  found  it  impossi- 
ble to  export  to  other  countries.  For 
instance,  while  we  place  no  duty  on 
these  products  entering  our  country 
from  Canada,  our  producers  are  faced 
with  a  17-percent  Canadian  duty  if 
they  wish  to  market  their  products  in 
Canada.  Although  our  producers  feel 
that  they  could  sell  products  profit- 
ably at  domestic  prices  in  Japan,  offi- 
cials of  Standard  Steel  were  advised  by 
the  Japanese  national  railway  that  in 
Japan,  all  railroad  wheels  are  Japa- 
nese wheels. 

I  feel  that  we  can  only  be  as  fair 
with  our  trading  partners  as  they  are 
with  us.  We  cannot  afford  to  follow  a 
one-sided  policy  of  free  trade  that  re- 
dounds to  the  detriment  of  our  Na- 
tion's industries.  Standard  Steel  has 
already  felt  the  sting  of  this  policy. 
From  an  employment  level  of  approxi- 
mately 2,000  in  June  1981,  they  have 
declined  to  under  900  today. 

Railroad  wheels  and  axles  are  a 
basic  industrial  product  necessary  for 


speaking  on  behalf  of  our  Nation's 
steel  industry,  an  industry  that  is  at 
the  heart  of  our  American  way  of  life. 
It  is  an  industry  which  produces  a  ma- 
terial used  in  our  private  and  public 
lives  as  well  as  a  material  critical  to 
U.S.  economic  and  military  security. 
Steel  is  also  a  necessity  for  the  con- 
struction industry  which  is  now  faced 
with  the  staggering  task  of  rebuilding 
our  Nation's  crumbling  infrastructure. 

Steel  is  also  a  way  of  life  for  the  five 
Midwestern  States— Pennsylvania, 

Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Michigan— 
where  the  majority  of  American  steel 
is  produced.  My  home  State  of  Indiana 
was  recently  ranked  as  the  Nation's 
top  steel  producer  although  it  is  now- 
producing  one-third  less  than  it  did  5 
years  ago. 

Northwest  Indiana  saw  its  reliance 
on  the  metal  industries  result  in  the 
loss  of  one  of  every  six  jobs  by  the  end 
of  the  last  year.  Many  of  these  layoffs 
in  turn  affected  service  industries  de- 
pendent on  steelworkers'  and  automo- 
bile workers'  paychecks.  Overall,  ap- 
proximately 30,000  steelworkers  in 
northwest  Indiana  and  south  Chicago 
lost  their  jobs.  Even  worse  for  the 
Midwest  is  the  knowledge  that  its  in- 
dustrial sector  will  never  return  to  its 
former  strength  and  will  share  much 
less  in  any  eventual  economic  recov- 
ery. 

In  1982,  the  steel  industry  endured 
its  worst  year  since  the  postwar 
period,  with  losses  totaling  $3.2  billion. 
Shipments  of  finished  steel  products 
were  the  lowest  in  several  decades. 
Last  month  production  capacity,  al- 
though slightly  improved  from  this 
time  last  year,  was  still  only  55.7  per- 
cent of  total  capacity,  and  unemploy- 
ment in  the  industry  was  107,000 


This  venture,  although  purported  to 
save  otherwise  soon-to-be-lost  jobs  at 
the  United  States  Steel  Fairless  facili- 
ty, would  violate  the  recently  signed 
labor  agreement  with  the  United 
Steelworkers  and  would  also  violate 
the  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  European  Economic 
Community  (EEC).  In  addition.  I  am 
convinced  that  the  imported  slabs 
would  in  fact  be  subsidized  and  that  in 
some  instances  the  matter  could 
threaten  existing  "Buy  American" 
provisions.  The  venture  is  also  a  seri- 
ous concern  to  national  security. 

The  real  danger  lies  in  the  establish- 
ment of  a  precedent  spreading  to 
other  companies  and  countries,  en- 
couraging imports  and  allowing  those 
countries  to  get  yet  another  share  of 
the  domestic  steel  market.  And.  it  ap- 
pears that  this  internationalism  is  al- 
ready beginning,  as  I  read  with  dismay 
in  last  Thursday's  Washington  Post 
that  Wheeling-Pittsburgh  Steel  Corp. 
is  evidently  negotiating  with  Steel- 
maker Brazil  to  import  steel  slabs  for 
domestic  finishing. 

What  we  see  here  is  that  United 
States  Steel  and  other  companies  are 
abandoning  their  long-standing  posi- 
tion regarding  imports  and  trade 
policy.  In  the  words  of  Lloyd  McBride 
of  the  United  Steelworkers.  the  com- 
panies would  have  us  believe  'that  the 
remedy  to  the  cash  flow  crisis  caused 
by  import  penetration  is  to  join  hands 
with  the  importers."  Mr.  McBride 
rightly  believes  that  this  is  not  the  so- 
lution to  the  problem  but  the  abdica- 
tion of  a  responsibility. 

It  is  clear  that  the  current  trade 
laws  on  the  books  are  difficult  and 
time-consuming  to  enforce,  if  in  fact 
they  are  even  enforced.  They  do  not 


Although    some    of    the    problems    provide  adequate  relief.  Consequently 


faced  in  the  industry  in  1982  were  due 
to  the  severe  economic  recession  and 
resulting  reduced  inventories  by  steel 
purchasers,  there  was  another  major 
cause— an  unprecedented  level  of 
market  penetration  by  imports.  Nearly 
22  percent  of  the  IT.S.  market— (or  16.7 
million  tons  of  steel)— went  to  imports 
as   compared    to    2.3    percent    in   the 


there  are  several  different  alternatives 
which  I  and  my  colleagues  of  the  Steel 
Caucus  urge  the  Congress  to  consider 
and  support. 

The  Steel  Caucus  introduced  today 
the  Fair  Trade  in  Steel  Act  of  1983. 
Title  I  of  the  legislation  would  estab- 
lish a  Steel  Tripartite  Advisory  Coun- 
cil to  advise  the  President  and  Con- 


1950's,  9.9  percent  in  the  1960's  and  15    gress  regarding  steel  problems  and  to 


percent  in  the  1970's.  Most  of  these 
imports  were  either  dumped  or  subsi- 
dized and  hurt  the  U.S.  steel  producer 


our 


transportation     system.      They    by,  first  reducing  sales  volume:  second. 


would  be  sorely  missed  in  time  of  war 
if  they  were  unavailable  domestically. 
This  is  true  of  many  steel  products  as 
well  as  basic  carbon  steel.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  take  a  hard  look  at  the 
problems  in  this  industry  and  to  sup- 
port congressional  action  to  identify 
and  enact  a  solution.  We  must  let  our 


develop  information  on  trade,  tax,  en- 
vironmental, health,  safety,  and  read- 
justment issues. 

The  Steel  Tripartite  Advisory  Coun- 
cil would  be  similar  to  its  earlier  coun- 
terpart of  the  latter  1970's,  the  Steel 
Tripartite  Advisory  Committee,  which 


artificially  depressing  revenues;  and 
third,  raising  average  unit  costs  of  pro- 
duction. The  result  was  that,  in  1982.  __.._  . 
more  than  150  unfair  trade  petitions  produced  the  Solomon  report  m  i»// 
were  filed.  In  the  words  of  a  colleague,  and  was  later  abolished  by  the  Reagan 
•Free  trade?  Only  in  the  U.S.A.  "  administration. 
There  is  yet  another  controversy  Title  II  establishes  quantitative  re- 
ana  enaci  a  so.ui.on.  we  u.u^l  ...  uu.  which  theatens  the  future  of  the  steel  strictions  on  all  \'^P°J1^%°J,^^,^[^°"  ^JJ 
trading  partners  know  that  we  will  not  industry  and  establishes  a  dangerous  specialty  steel  to  be  calculated  oy 
allow  American  industry  to  be  unfairly  precedent.  I  am  speaking  of  the  pro-  aking  no  ^"^o'-^^^^han  / 1  perce^^^^^ 
compromised..  Posed  United  States  Steel-British  Steel  total  expected  apparent  domestic  con 
i  Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker,  joint  venture  for  the  purchase  of  sumption  for  .^^^^  ^^ear^/^^e Jimita^ 
I  join  with  my  colleagues  of  the  Con-  semifinished  steel  slabs  from  Britain  tions  will  be  implemented  subject  to 
gressional    Steel    Caucus    tonight    in    to  be  finished  in  the  United  States. 


an  official  finding  by  the  Secretary  of 


r- 
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Commerce  that  the  beneficiaries  of 
import  relief  are  engaginK  in.  and 
have,  verifiable  investment  plans  to 
modernize  the  domestic  steel  industry. 

Thereafter,  prior  to  the  announce- 
ment of  quantitative  limitations  on 
the  first  day  of  April  each  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  conduct  an  annual 
review  and  insure  that  a  satisfactory 
level  of  progress  toward  steel  industry 
modernization  is  being  made.  If  the 
Secretary  makes  a  negative  finding,  he 
may  terminate  the  quantitative  limita- 
tions. 

Title  III  establishes  quantitative  re- 
strictions on  iron  ore  imports  which 
shall  not  exceed  7  million  tons  for  the 
last  half  of  1983  and  for  each  year 
thereafter  may  not  exceed  14  million 
per  annum.  The  Secretary  may  permit 
exceptions  if  he  determines  there  is  in- 
sufficient quantity  and  quality  to 
allow  production  at  an  individual 
plant. 

The  Ways  and  Means  Subcommittee 
on  Trade  is  also  in  the  process  of  de- 
signing legislation  to,  first,  improve 
access  to  trade  remedies  for  all  domes- 
tic industries  potentially  affected  by 
unfair  trade;  second,  to  provide  an 
easier-to-administer.  less  costly  proce- 
dure for  all  groups,  domestic  and  for- 
eign; and  third,  to  deter  the  spread  of 
unfair  trading  practices  by  our  trading 
partners,  particularly  such  measures 
as  industrial  targeting  and  subsidy 
schemes. 

Another  group  of  organizations  have 
joined  together  to  form  the  Trade 
Reform  Action  Coalition  (TRAC).  an 
alliance  of  U.S.  companies  and  workers 
in  the  chemicals,  footwear,  leather 
goods,  metalworking.  nonferrous 
metals,  steel,  television,  and  textile 
and  apparel  industries.  TRAC  was 
formed  because  of  a  common  interest 
and  concern  in  these  industries  about 
how  our  trade  laws  are  working  and 
how  they  can  most  effectively  be 
changed.  TRAC  members  believe  that 
the  Trade  Act  of  1974  and  the  Trade 
Agreements  Act  of  1979  provided 
needed  improvements  to  our  trade 
remedy  laws  but  that  domestic  indus- 
tries are  prey  to  predatory  targeting  of 
the  U.S.  market  by  foreign  producers 
and  their  governments  and  are  also 
victims  of  unfair  trade  practices. 
TRAC  proposals  to  resolve  these  prac- 
tices include: 

First,  reduce  costs  and  data  require- 
ments for  trade  case  petitioners  in 
countervailing  duty  and  antidumping 
investigations; 

Second,  shorten  the  length  of  time 
to  obtain  relief  in  antidumping  and 
countervailing  duty  cases; 

Third,  deal  with  the  problem  of 
"downstream  dumping"; 

Fourth,  reduce  administrative  discre- 
tion in  antidumping  and  countervail- 
ing duty  proceedings  to  make  them 
less  arbitrary  and  more  fair; 

Fifth,  modify  section  301  to  enable 
the    United    States    to    take    action 


against  foreign  governments  that 
engage  in  "industrial  targeting"; 

Sixth,  depoliticize  section  301  pro- 
ceedings by  placing  such  investigations 
and  decisions  in  an  administrative 
agency  and  subjecting  them  to  judicial 
review; 

Seventh,  reduce  the  injury  causation 
test  under  section  201.  the  'escape 
clause."  so  that  this  test  is  no  more 
severe  than  the  standard  required 
under  GATT. 

All  of  these  proposals  would  help  to 
resolve  some  of  the  steel  industry's 
problem.  If  the  flood  of  imported  steel 
continues,  the  industry  will  not  be 
able  to  recover  quickly  and  continue  to 
lose  overall  capacity  as  additional 
plants  close.  And.  we  must  stop  joint 
ventures  which  threaten  the  future  of 
the  domestic  steel  industry.  If  we  do 
not  develop  some  kind  of  strengthened 
policy  immediately,  there  will  be  little 
left  to  save.  If  our  trade  laws  cannot 
be  adequately  enforced,  then  we  must 
pass  such  laws  as  the  quota  bill  intro- 
duced today  to  remedy  the  problems 
and  overcome  inequities. 

I  lend  my  complete  support  to  the 
passage  of  proposals  that  will  result  in 
a  healthy,  viable  steel  industry  which 
produces  American-made  steel  for 
America.* 

•  Mr.  O'BRIEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
speak  today  in  support  of  reestablish- 
ing a  committee  similar  to  that  which 
was  once  known  as  the  Steel  Tripartite 
Committee. 

The  Steel  Tripartite  Committee  was 
the  brainchild  of  the  Solomon  report 
and  was  established  by  President 
Carter  on  July  26,  1978.  In  the  report, 
the  committee  was  given  a  clear  mis- 
sion—to insure  cooperation  in  the  face 
of  the  myriad  problems  associated 
with  developing  a  viable  steel  industry. 

After  formally  mandated  by  Presi- 
dent Carter's  Executive  order,  the 
Steel  Tripartite  Committee  was  to 
advise  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
Secretary  of  Labor  on  international 
and  domestic  issues  such  as  trade  and 
trade  adjustment  questions,  taxes,  en- 
vironmental protection  and  controls, 
occupational  safety  and  health  regula- 
tions, and  structural  readjustments 
with  respect  to  plants  and  labor.  It 
was  also  to  review  data  relating  to 
these  issues,  propose  solutions,  and  ex- 
amine other  proposals  for  their  impact 
on  the  steel  industry. 

Representatives  on  the  committee 
were  appointed  by  the  President  and 
included  the  following:  eight  repre- 
sentatives from  industry;  eight  repre- 
sentatives from  labor:  one  representa- 
tive from  the  U.S.  Trade  Representa- 
tive's office;  one  representative  from 
the  Treasury  Department;  one  repre- 
sentative from  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment; one  representative  from  the 
Labor  Department,  and  one  represent- 
ative from  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency. 


The  committee's  report  was  submit- 
ted on  September  25.  1980.  Since  that 
time  a  number  of  their  recommenda- 
tions have  been  enacted  into  law.  in- 
cluding accelerated  capital  recovery 
and  delaying  the  deadline  for  compli- 
ance with  Clean  Air  Act  pollution  con- 
trol requirements. 

The  committee  was  disbanded  fol- 
lowing its  report.  However,  the  need 
persists  for  a  continuing  cooperative 
dialog. 

The  committee  provided  an  excel- 
lent, unmatched  forum  for  all  interest- 
ed parties— Government,  steel  man- 
agement, and  labor— to  work  together 
in  resolving  the  steel  industry's  long- 
term  problems.  The  committee  is  now 
gone,  but  the  cooperation  and  healthy 
working  relationship  it  provided  is  still 
needed,  perhaps  now  more  than 
before. 

Indeed,  there  are  many  additional 
factors  to  be  considered  today  that 
were  not  as  conspicuous  in  1978  when 
the  commission  was  formed.  One  of 
these  is  the  importance  of  education- 
retraining,  relocating,  and  retooling— 
in  the  blueprint  for  the  steel  indus- 
try's future.  I  would  urge  that  if  such 
a  committee  is  created  again,  that 
there  be  a  representative  from  the 
educational  community. 

The  committee  was  successful  in  its 
mission.  No  one  disputes  this  fact.  So 
why  not  continue  with  a  good  thing, 
instead  of  letting  it  die  off  for  no 
reason?  This  time  we  need  a  perma- 
nent committee  so  that  we  can  work 
toward  maintaining  a  healthy  steel  in- 
dustry—permanently. The  committee 
will  go  a  long  way  toward  helping  plan 
for  both  the  short  and  long  term,  with 
all  interests  at  heart. 

It  seems  like  everybody  today  talks 
about  the  need  for  Government,  in- 
dustry, and  labor  to  work  together.  If 
we  are  really  serious  about  this— 
which  we  should  be— a  new  Steel  Tri- 
partite or  Quadpartite  Committee  is 
the  answer.* 

•  Mr.  KOLTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
begin,  it  is  a  great  pleasure  to  partici- 
pate in  this  special  order.  I  want  to 
thank  my  colleagues  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. Mr.  Gaydos  and  Mr.  Murtha.  for 
giving  me  the  opportunity  to  speak. 
Serving  with  such  fine  gentleman  is  a 
privilege  of  the  highest  degree. 

Steel  imports  have  been  an  increas- 
ingly serious  problem  for  the  last  two 
decades.  All  one  has  to  do  is  read  the 
business  and  economics  section  of  any 
major  newspaper,  and  the  story  be- 
comes quite  apparent.  We  have  compa- 
nies going  bankrupt,  plants  being 
closed,  workers  being  laid  off,  families 
being  disrupted,  and  communities  suf- 
fering devastation.  Despite  reading 
about  these  problems  and  seeing  the 
results  in  my  district  and  elsewhere  in 
western  Pennsylvania,  I  have  never  ac- 
tually seen  imported  steel.  To  me,  it 


was  like  an  invisible  enemy  that  only 
moved  with  the  cover  of  darkness. 

Well.  Mr.  Speaker,  now  I  know  what 
the  enemy  looks  like.  Let  me  explain. 
Last  Friday  evening,  while  driving 
home  on  Interstate  70,  I  passed  five  or 
six  flatbed  trucks,  carrying  rolls  of 
what  appeared  to  be  galvanized  steel. 
Usually  one  sees  two  or  three  rolls  of 
steel  on  a  flat  bed  trailer.  In  this  in- 
stance, each  trailer  was  carrying  six 
rolls.  My  legislative  assistant  pointed 
out  a  disturbing  fact.  Lettered  promi- 
nently on  each  roll  were  the  words 
"Made  in  Japan."  From  a  distance, 
those  steel  laden  trucks  were  reminis- 
cent of  a  military  convoy,  steadily  ad- 
vancing toward  its  target.  Besides 
hauling  steel,  those  vehicles  were  car- 
rying unemployment  and  the  tragedy 
that  accompanies  it.  For  me,  the  cycle 
is  complete,  albeit  in  a  reverse  fashion. 
First,  I  viewed  what  unfair  imports 
have  done.  Now,  I  have  actually  seen  a 
substantial  part  of  the  cause. 

My  primary  reason  for  mentioning 
that  string  of  steel  haulers  is  to  con- 
tinue directing  attention  to  a  very 
alarming  situation.  Quite  frankly,  if 
our  trade  laws  continue  being  ignored 
and  walked  on  with  muddy  shoes,  I  am 
confident  that  many  more  flatbed 
trucks  and  railroad  cars  will  be  deliver- 
ing unemployment  to  our  mill  commu- 
nities. 

In  fact,  Mr,  Speaker,  ominous  sig- 
nals have  already  been  sounded.  I 
refer  you  to  reports  that  Wheeling- 
Pittsburgh  Steel;  plans  to  import  ap- 
proximately 300,000  tons  of  steel  slabs 
annually  from  Brazil  for  finishing  at 
the  firm's  Steubenville,  Ohio,  facility. 
First.  United  States  Steel  set  the  in- 
dustry trend  by  attempting  to  negoti- 
ate for  semifinished  steel  from  Raven- 
scraig.  Scotland,  to  be  finished  at  the 
Fairless  Hills,  Pa.,  works.  Now,  the 
eighth  largest  steel  producer  is  trying 
to  make  a  similar  arrangement  only  on 
a  smaller  scale.  The  question  is,  "who 
will  be  next?"  or  better  yet.  "who 
won't  eventually  seek  such  an  arrange- 
ment in  order  to  survive?  ' 

Is  it  not  rather  ironic  that  we  have 
been  considering  legislation  that 
would  increase  the  U.S.  quota  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  while 
at  the  same  time,  Wheeling-Pittsburgh 
Steel  is  negotiating  with  Brazil?  This 
fact  leads  me  to  highlight  a  very  inter- 
esting parallel.  Wheeling-Pittsburgh  is 
facing  tremendous  financial  problems. 
The  company  lost  some  $18.9  million 
in  the  second  quarter  of  1983.  Last 
year,  the  firm  suffered  a  $75  million 
pretax  loss.  In  human  terms,  about 
half  of  Wheeling-Pittsburgh's  employ- 
ees are  laid  off.  That  translates  into 
about  10,000  individuals.  Brazil,  a  cen- 
terpiece in  the  massive  world  debt 
crisis,  owes  some  $90  billion  to  banks. 
That  is  more  than  any  other  develop- 
ing nation  in  the  world.  Both  entities 
have  exhausted  already  tenuous  lines 
of  credit.  It  seems  that  the  only  differ- 


ence is  that  when  discussing  Brazil's 
financial  woes,  one  talks  on  terms  of 
billions.  When  we  mention  Wheeling- 
Pittsburgh  and  the  industry  in  gener- 
al, we  use  millions. 

My  question  from  all  of  this  is.  Why 
are  we  not  debating  a  bill  that  would 
help  our  industries  and  workers?  I  ac- 
knowledge  the   necessity   of   interna- 
tional liquidity,  a  structured  balance- 
of-payments  system,  world  trade  and 
the  jobs  it  creates,  but  could  it  be  that 
an  IMF  quota  increase  just  might  con- 
tribute to  the  demise  of  our  own  in- 
dustrial  base?  After  all,   money  is  a 
fungible  item.  Can  we  be  assured  that 
our  tax  dollars  would  not  finance  Bra- 
zils  new  steel  capacity,  and  perhaps 
even    the    exporting    of    semifinished 
slabs  to  the  United  States?  I  think  not. 
Mr.  Speaker,   I  would  like  to  con- 
clude on  a  somewhat  brighter  note. 
On  July  5.  1983.  the  President  granted 
limited  relief  to  the  embattled  special- 
ty steel   industry.  The  imposition  of 
tariffs  and  quotas  on  foreign  produced 
specialty  steel  has  been  criticized  by 
the    industry,    the    steelworkers,    our 
trading    partners,    and    Members    of 
Congress,     including     this     Member. 
However,  in  reviewing  the  President's 
free   trade   philosophy,   and   the   fact 
that  several  key  members  of  the  Trade 
Policy  Committee  favored  granting  no 
relief  at  all,  I  think  the  industry  was 
fortunate. 

I  am  firmly  convinced  that  relief  was 
granted  because  of  the  tremendous 
effort  made  by  the  industry,  the 
union,  the  communities,  and  the  Con- 
gressional Steel  Caucus.  The  President 
could  not  ignore  us. 

I  would  like  to  extend  my  congratu- 
lations to  everyone  who  helped  make 
me  aware  of  the  industry's  desperate 
need  for  relief.  Also.  I  want  to  thank 
my  colleagues  who  signed  a  letter  I 
wrote  to  each  Member  of  the  Cabinet- 
level  Trade  Policy  Committee  in  sup- 
port of  the  industry's  plea  for  relief. 

Now  that  tariffs  and  quotas  are  in 
place,  we  must  continue  our  vigilance 
against  imports  of  unfairly  subsidized 
foreign  steel  for  many  years.  This  ac- 
knowledgement represents  a  first  step. 
We  must  not  grow  complacent  because 
of  this  symbolic  victory.  I.  for  one. 
pledge  to  continue  doing  everything 
possible  to  promote  the  health  of  the 
specialty  steel  industry  and  its  talent- 
ed employees. 

Also,  I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I 
am  prepared  to  try  everything  legally 
possible  to  prevent  the  importation  of 
semifinished  steel  into  the  United 
States.  We  must  signal  our  intentions 
to  the  world  that  regardless  of  the 
dark  cloud  hanging  over  our  steel  in- 
dustry, we  will  not  give  in  without  a 
fight.* 

•  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
first  like  to  commend  the  executive 
committee  of  the  Steel  Caucus  for  or- 
ganizing this  special  order.  Although 
it  has  not  been  a  secret  that  the  U.S. 


steel  industry  is  in  grave  trouble.  Gov- 
ernment policies  to  address  this  prob- 
lem still  need  to  be  formulated.  This 
special  order  will  hopefully  provide 
some  needed  impetus  for  change  in 
the  steel  industry. 

In  particular.  I  hope  this  special 
order  will  help  move  the-  industrial 
policy  debate  forward.  Our  country's 
lack  of  a  systematic  industrial  policy  is 
especially  apparent  with  respect  to  the 
steel  industry.  A  number  of  Govern- 
ment actions  have  been  taken  in  the 
past  20  years  to  aid  the  steel  industry. 
These  actions,  however,  have  not  been 
coordinated  and  they  have  not  been 
tied  to  any  long  range  view  of  what 
the  role  of  the  steel  industry  should  be 
in  the  American  economy. 

The  result  of  the  happenstance  in- 
dustrial policies  of  the  past,  coupled 
with  some  poor  management  decisions, 
slaps  us  in  the  face.  Unemployment 
rages  at  intolerable  levels  in  the  steel 
industry.  A  great  proportion  of  pro- 
duction occurs  at  hopelessly  outmoded 
plants  and  imports  continue  to  plague 
us.  Communities  across  the  Nation 
remain  in  shambles  because  of  plant 
shutdowns. 

I  believe  a  systematic  industrial 
policy  with  positive  adjustment  strate- 
gies would  enable  the  steel  industry 
and  other  troubled  basic  industries  in 
our  Nation  cope  with  their  economic 
difficulties  in  a  more  effective  manner. 
Necessary  quid  pro  quos.  involving 
both  labor  and  managment.  should 
have  accompanied  actions  such  as  the 
institution  of  trigger  prices.  Measures 
designed  to  protect  the  steel  industry 
should  not  merely  delay  necessary 
management  and  production  changes 
but,  instead,  they  should  be  tied  to 
guarantees  by  steel  companies  to  mod- 
ernize their  facilities. 

In  addition,  if  plants  must  close 
down,  steps  should  be  taken  to  help  af- 
fected workers  and  communities  to 
absorb  the  brutal  shocks.  Workers 
should  be  forewarned  and  thus  able  to 
plan  ahead.  Retraining  and  other  job 
assistance  programs  can  then  be  pro- 
vided. Communities  would  be  better 
prepared  to  aid  the  newly  unem- 
ployed, with  the  Federal  Government 
also  lending  a  necessary  helping  hand. 
Such  actions  should  not  occur  on  an 
ad  hoc  basis.  They  should  be  a  matter 
of  course. 

I  recently  had  the  opportunity  to 
hear  John  Sheehan,  legislative  direc- 
tor of  the  United  Steelworkers  of 
America,  testify  before  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Economic  Stabilization.  Mr. 
Sheehan  outlined  quite  effectively  the 
need  for  an  industrial  policy  in  gener- 
al, and  a  steel  policy  in  particular.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the  follow- 
ing reprint  of  Mr.  Sheehan's  remarks. 
I  have  also  included  the  testimony  of 
F.  Kenneth  Iverson.  CEO  of  Nucor 
Corp.   (a   mini-mill).   Mr.   Iverson   de- 
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scribes  why  a  different  approach  to 
steep  production  can  succeed: 
Testimony  of  John  J.  Sheehan.  Legislative 

Director,  United  Steelworkers  of  Amer- 
ica 

At  the  outset  let  me  say  that  while  our 
union  welcomes  these  hearings  on  industrial 
policy,  the  time  is  soon  approaching  when 
definitive  legislative  decisions  must  be 
made. 

Workers  in  such  basic  industries  such  as 
steel,  along  with  their  communities,  can  ill 
afford  to  wait  much  longer  for  effective 
relief  in  the  form  of  effective  industrial  poli- 
cies. 

For  almost  five  years  now.  our  union  has 
t>een  raising  the  industrial  policy  issue  and 
the  need  for  an  industrial  steel  policy.  In 
testimony  l)efore  the  Senate  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Small  Business  on  February  5,  1980. 
for  example,  we  stated: 

The  United  Steelworlcers  of  America  be- 
lieves that  we  are  approaching  a  critical 
stage  in  the  future  of  the  American  steel  in- 
dustry. Over  the  next  several  years  major 
decisions  will  t>e  made  with  respect  to  this 
most  basic  of  all  our  industries  .  .  .  The  de- 
cisions will  impact  greatly  on  the  American 
public  and.  therefore,  should  be  subject  to 
public  policy  considerations  .  .  .  Given  the 
dimensions  of  the  steel  problems  facing  us. 
the  time  has  come  for  a  national  steel  sector 
industrial  policy  .  .  . 

Unfortunately,  many  of  the  critical  deci- 
sions that  we  foresaw  in  1980  have  been 
made  with  little  or  no  public  input.  Steel 
plants  have  Iseen  closed,  steelworkers  have 
been  laid  off.  and  steel  communities  have 
been  devastated. 

The  worker  and  community  adjustment 
assistance  programs  we  called  for  in  1980 
were  not  forthcoming.  On  the  contrary,  un- 
employment and  conununity  assistance  pro- 
grams have  been  cut  drastically  under  the 
Reagan  economic  programs.  As  a  result,  the 
industry,  its  workers  and  their  communities 
are  far  worse  off  today  than  in  1980. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  focus  the 
remainder  of  this  testimony  on  four  specific 
areas: 

(1)  the  current  status  of  the  American 
steel  industry: 

(2)  the  debate  over  the  proposed  U.S. 
Steel-British  steel  deal  for  the  importation 
of  raw  steel: 

(3)  what  we  believe  are  the  essential  com- 
ponents of  an  adequate  industrial  policy: 
and 

(4)  some  specific  recommendations  for  an 
effective  steel  policy. 

STATUS  OF  the  AMERICAN  STEEL  INDUSTRY 

Since  1974.  some  200  steel  or  steel-related 
facilities  in  the  United  States  have  been  per- 
manently shutdown  (see  attachment). 
While  most  of  these  closings  involved  facili- 
ties within  existing  steel  plants,  in  at  least 
24  cases  entire  steel  mills  have  l>een  closed. 

Over  the  next  year,  the  large  integrated 
Bethlehem  steel  mill  at  Lackawanna.  New 
York,  will  be  closed  resulting  in  a  direct  job 
loss  for  7.000  steelworkers.  Unfortunately, 
we  expect  even  further  such  shutdowns  over 
the  next  several  years. 

Production  employment  in  basic  steel  has 
dropped  from  over  400.000  in  1974.  to  about 
200.000  today.  Nearly  all  of  this  decline  rep- 
resents permanent  job  loss.  Many  of  the 
150,000  steelworkers  currently  on  layoff 
may  never  go  back  to  their  former  jobs. 

Capacity  utilization  in  the  steel  industry 
declined  from  93.7  percent  in  1974  to  47.3 
percent  in  1982.  At  one  point,  it  fell  as  low 
as  34  percent.  For  the  first  five  months  of 


1983.  the  utilization  rate  averaged  52.9  per- 
cent. In  order  to  approach  the  'breakeven" 
point,  the  industry  estimates  that  a  65  per- 
cent capacity  utilization  rate  is  required. 

Domestic  steel  shipments  in  1982  were 
61.5  million  tons,  the  lowest  level  since  the 
1930s,  and  there  has  been  little  improve- 
ment thus  far  this  year. 

Steel  imports  in  1982  accounted  for  21.8 
percent  of  the  American  market,  the  high- 
est level  on  record.  So  far  this  year,  imports 
have  averaged  18.6  percent  of  the  market 
and  there  appears  to  be  some  further  mod- 
eration on  the  part  of  both  the  Japanese 
and  Europeans.  Indeed,  imports  for  the  first 
five  months  of  1983  are  22.6  percent  lower 
than  the  comparable  period  in  1982. 

In  March  of  this  year,  our  union  signed  a 
new  3-year  contract  with  the  basic  steel  in- 
dustry which,  among  other  things,  included 
a  wage  cut  amounting  to  some  $3  billion, 
which,  in  effect,  is  our  contribution  toward 
a  steel  recovery. 

Last  month,  our  union  announced  an 
across  the  board  20  percent  staff  layoff. 

Depending  upon  whose  numbers  are  used, 
steel  capacity  in  the  United  States  has  been 
reduced  by  7  to  10  million  tons  over  the  last 
several  years,  and  this  does  not  include  the 
shutdown  of  the  Bethlehem  Lackawanna 
plant. 

From  our  perspective,  the  situation  in  the 
steel  industry  is  not  going  to  improve  much 
in  the  very  near  future.  Indeed,  in  .spile  of 
Reagan's  widely  touted  'economic  recov- 
ery." it  appears  that  the  industry  will  be 
lucky  to  approach  the  break-even  point 
later  this  year.  Moreover,  steel-related  un- 
employment is  expected  to  remain  very 
high  for  some  time  to  come. 

U.S.  STEEL-BRITISH  STEEL  PROPOSAL 

A  great  deal  of  what  happens  to  the 
American  steel  industry  depends  upon  the 
outcome  of  the  current  controversy  involv- 
ing the  U.S.  Steel  Corporation  and  its  pro- 
posed plans  to  import  some  3.5  million  tons 
of  subsidized  steel  slabs  from  the  British 
Steel  Corporation. 

If  U.S.  Steel  is  permitted  to  proceed  with 
this  plan— which  we  vigorously  oppose— it 
will  not  only  mean  the  closing  of  the  hot 
metal  operations  of  the  Fairless  Works  out- 
side Philadelphia,  and  the  direct  loss  of 
1,800  jobs,  but  it  could  threaten  the  future 
of  this  Country's  entire  raw  steelmaking  ca- 
pacity. 

Indeed,  if  U.S.  Steel  can  import  cheap  sub- 
sidized steel  for  refinishing  and  sale  in  this 
market,  it  will  interject  a  new  unfair  com- 
petitive element  into  the  domestic  steel 
market.  Other  American  steel  companies, 
because  of  the  competitive  disadvantage, 
may  be  compelled  to  do  the  same,  thereby 
further  reducing  national  steel-making  ca- 
pacity. 

This  issue  raises  serious  policy  questions 
concerning  public  protection  from  narrow 
corporate  decisions  that  could  have  far 
reaching  consequences  on  our  industrial 
future.  It  also  raises  questions  concerning 
the  need  for  industrial  policies  that  are 
based  upon  public  as  well  as  corporate  inter- 
ests. 

Our  union  intends  to  resist  the  proposed 
U.S.  Steel-British  Steel  plan  with  all  the 
legal  resources  at  our  disposal. 

INDUSTRIAL  POLICY  COMPONENTS 

Every  industrialized  country  (except  per- 
haps for  the  U.S.),  and  many  Third  World 
nations,  have  coherent  and  articulated  na- 
tional industrial  policies. 

While  each  of  these  industrial  policies 
differ  in  terms  of  approach  and  character. 


common  to  all  of  them  is  the  active  role  of 
government  as  a  central  force  in  directing 
and  regulating  the  national  economy.  Al- 
though the  degree  of  government  interven- 
tion varies  from  country  to  country,  it  is  an 
accepted  fact  of  economic  life  that  govern- 
ment serves  as  a  primary  economic  planner 
and  decision  maker. 

In  its  simplest  form,  industrial  policy  is 
the  development  and  implementation  of  a 
strategy  to  revitalize,  improve  and/or  devel- 
op an  industry  or  industrial  base.  Industry 
needs  to  be  revitalized  in  order  to  be  com- 
petitive and  remain  viable  in  a  market  con- 
test which  is  increasingly  international.  Re- 
vitalization.  while  it  means  a  renewed  and 
accelerated  modernization  program  for 
many  of  our  existing  industrial  facilities, 
also  encompasses  the  factor  of  restructuring 
and  retrenchement.  Decisions  relating  to 
modernization  and  restructuring  because  of 
their  enormity  inevitably  have  noneconomic 
conseqences.  They  impact  upon  communi- 
ties and  the  workforce.  There  will  result 
drastic  shifts  in  manpower  policies— shifts 
which  in  the  short  run  immediately  affect 
the  lives  and  livelihood  of  individual  work- 
ers. Hence,  an  industrial  policy  must  entail 
employment  considerations  and  comprehen- 
sive worker-community  readaptation  pro- 
gram. We  realize,  however,  that,  on  the 
bottom  line,  the  more  productive  job  is  the 
more  secure  job.  The  labor  movement  views, 
therefore,  an  industrial  policy  as  one  which 
assures  a  continual  manpower  base  provid- 
ing job  opportunities  at  a  high  standard  of 
living  and,  most  importantly,  one  which  can 
make  more  secure  the  current  job  base  in 
our  industrial  sector  which  has  delivered 
high  wages  and  a  decent  living  opportunity. 

Usually,  it  is  a  strategy  developed  collec- 
tively by  government,  business  and  labor 
through  some  sort  of  tripartite  consultation 
process.  It  is  based  upon  the  recognition 
that  industrial  decisions  affecting  the 
nation  as  a  whole  are  far  too  important  to 
be  left  to  a  few  private  individuals  or  corpo- 
rate managers  alone. 

Most  industrial  policies  have  at  least  six 
common  policy  components,  including: 

(Da  public  mechanism  for  defining  indus- 
trial goals: 

(2)  an  investment  policy  for  targeting  and 
allocating  capital  resources  to  selected  in- 
dustries: 

(3)  a  labor  and  employment  policy  that 
seeks  adjustments  in  the  workforce  to 
better  accommodate  industrial  restructuring 
while  at  the  same  time  providing  unemploy- 
ment assistance  and  retraining: 

(4)  a  technological  research  and  develop- 
ment policy  which  may  be  publicly  financed 
and  directed,  and  jointly  conducted  on  an 
industry-wide  basis: 

(5)  a  trade  policy  that  seeks  to  shelter  se- 
lected domestic  industries  from  internation- 
al competition,  at  least  while  such  indus- 
tries are  developing  or  restructuring.  Many 
such  trade  policies  also  include  aggressive 
export  promotions: 

(6)  a  public  policy  management  system  de- 
signed to  coordinate  industrial  policy  with 
other  social  and  economic  policies  so  that 
the  policies  reinforce,  or  at  least  do  not  con- 
flict with  one  another. 

We  lielieve  that  these  six  policy  compo- 
nents are  essential  to  any  coherent  industri- 
al policy.  While  the  details  and  specific 
policy  tools  may  vary,  and  while  some  poli- 
cies may  be  more  successful  than  others, 
the  industrial  policies  of  other  nations  have 
had  a  profound  impact  on  the  world  econo- 
my. 


In  this  respect,  nearly  every  industrial 
nation  has  made  some  level  of  public  com- 
mitment to  its  basic  industries  such  as  steel, 
chemicals,  autos,  transportation,  communi- 
cations and  other  important  manufacturing 
sectors. 

Given  the  fact  that  some  70  percent  of 
U.S.  industrial  output  is  subject  to  interna- 
tional competition,  we  believe  that  the  time 
has  come  to  make  similar  commitments  to 
American  industries. 

A  NATIONAL  STEEL  POLICY 

Steel,  of  course,  is  a  primary  example  of  a 
basic  industry  subject  to  national  industrial 
policy  considerations.  Again,  except  for  the 
United  States,  every  steel  producing  nation 
has  a  coherent  sectoral  policy  governing 
steel. 

The  various  steel  policies  use  a  combina- 
tion of  trade,  investment,  employment,  re- 
search and  development  and  other  policy 
tools  to  protect,  modernize  and/or  restruc- 
ture their  steel  industries  on  the  one  hand, 
and  to  export  surplus  steel  production  on 
the  other. 

The  availability  of  large  amounts  of  sur- 
plus steel  production  capacity  is,  of  course, 
the  single  greatest  problem  confronting  the 
international  steel  community.  Indeed,  the 
socially  painful  steel  restructuring  process 
now  occurring  within  the  traditional  steel 
producing  nations  is  the  direct  result  of 
global  overcapacity.  This  whole  question  of 
excess  capacity,  restructuring  and  its  social 
and  economic  consequences  has  been  under 
intensive  study  by  the  OECD  Steel  Commit- 
tee for  some  time. 

However,  even  as  the  traditional  steel  pro- 
ducers undergo  this  restructuring  and  the 
elimination  of  capacity,  the  developing  na- 
tions are  exacerbating  the  problem  by 
adding  new  production  capacity  far  beyond 
what  they  need  for  domestic  consumption. 
The  result  is  surplus  steel  sent  into  the 
international  steel  markets,  often  at  de- 
pressed prices.  The  primary  goal  of  these 
producers  is  to  maintain  production  for  a 
whole  host  of  noneconomic  social  and  politi- 
cal reasons. 

Much  the  same  can  be  said  for  the  more 
traditional  steel  makers,  particularly  in 
times  of  world  recession  when  levels  of  steel 
production  are  maintained  for  other  than 
purely  economic  reasons.  Thus,  during  peri- 
ods of  economic  downturn,  the  Europeans, 
Japanese,  and  others  will  continue  steel  pro- 
duction often  at  a  loss  or  at  marginal  profit 
levels,  while  American  steel  companies 
reduce  production,  close  facilities,  and 
layoff  workers.  It  should  be  noted,  however, 
that  in  recent  years  the  Europeans  and.  to 
some  extent,  the  Japanese,  have  begun  to 
experience  the  same  problems  as  Americans. 
In  any  discussion  of  industrial  policy,  the 
question  naturally  arises:  should  the  U.S. 
have  such  a  policy  and,  if  so,  what  should  it 
include? 

Our  union  has  long  believed  that  the 
problems  facing  the  nation,  the  steel  indus- 
try, its  workers  and  their  communities, 
cannot  be  solved  without  a  sectoral  steel 
policy.  Thus,  we  have  called  for  a  steel 
policy  which  includes: 

(1)  The  reestablishment  of  the  Steel  Tri- 
partite Committee  to: 

Define  the  industrial  objectives  of  the 
steel  industry: 

Identify  the  specific  problem  areas  con- 
fronting the  industry,  workers,  and  commu- 
nities; 

Develop  a  rational  modernization  program 
for  the  industry: 

Provide  a  continuing  policy  forum  to  ad- 
dress steel  issues. 


(2)  A  steelworker  and  steel  community  ad- 
justment assistance  policy  to: 

Provide  assistance  to  deal  with  the  eco- 
nomic consequences  of  restructuring  and 
plant  shutdown;  and 

Develop  creative  economic  alternatives  for 
reemployment,  retraining,  and  community 
revitalization. 

(3)  An  industrial  investment  and  capital 
formation  policy  that: 

Uses  either  the  tax  system  and/or  a  public 
investment  agency  such  as  the  Depression- 
era  National  Reconstruction  Finance  Corpo- 
ration to  generate  and  target  the  capital 
necessary  to  modernize  and  stabilize  the 
steel  industry; 

Ties  any  tax  or  public  financial  loan  as- 
sistance to  the  development  and  implemen- 
tation of  an  acceptable  modernization  plan: 
and 

Forces  steel  companies  that  receive  such 
assistance  to  re-invest  the  funds  back  into 
basic  steel  and.  where  possible,  in  tradition- 
al steel  communities. 

(4)  A  steel  industry  research  and  develop- 
ment program  aimed  at  both  basic  and  ap- 
plied research  into  new  steel  technologies 
which  may  be  public  funded  and  carrried 
out  on  an  industry-wide  basis. 

(5)  A  reasonable  and  effective  trade  policy 
that  is  designed  to: 

■Vigorously  enforce  U.S.  trade  laws  and 
strict  adherence  to  international  trade 
agreements; 

Provide  trade  relief  during  periods  of 
world  economic  recession;  and 

Provide  some  level  of  market  insulation 
from  steel  imports  during  limited  periods  of 
steel  industry  modernization  and  restructur- 
ing: 

Respect  the  integrity  of  domestic  as  well 
as  international  steel  markets. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  time  is  rapidly  ap- 
proaching when  fundamental  public  policy 
decisions  must  be  made  with  respect  to  the 
future  of  America's  basic  industries.  For  the 
steel  industry,  labor,  management  and  gov- 
ernment simply  must  confront  the  question 
of  whether  and  when  a  public  policy  com- 
mitment will  be  made  to  protect  and  pre- 
serve this  most  basic  of  all  our  industries. 

For  our  part,  we  do  not  believe  that  the 
public  and  political  structure  of  this  country 
will  permit  the  extinction  of  basic  American 
industries  and  that  being  the  case,  we 
should  stop  all  the  posturing  on  this  issue 
and  get  on  with  the  task  of  developing 
sound,  workable,  and  publicly  responsible 
industrial  policies. 

TESTIMONY  OF  F.  KENNETH  IVERSON.  PRESI- 
DENT AND  Chief  Executive  Officer.  Nucor 
Corp. 

basis  of  comments 
Nucor  Corporation  is  a  manufacturer  of 
steel  and  steel  products.  Over  the  last  13 
years  we  have  constructed  seven  steel  mini- 
mills  on  four  sites.  In  1982  we  produced 
1.100,000  tons  of  Steel.  We  are  the  10th  larg- 
est steel  company  in  the  U.S.  and  have  an 
annual  capacity  close  to  2.000.000  tons.  We 
obviously  are  a  medium-size  producer.  What 
does  set  us  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  steel 
industry? 

1.  All  of  our  mills  use  the  latest  steel  tech- 
nology. 100  percent  of  our  steel  is  continu- 
ously cast. 

2.  For  more  than  10  years,  the  price  of  the 
steel  products  we  produce.  FOB  our  mills, 
has  been  equal  to  or  less  than  the  dockside 
price  of  these  products  from  foreign  suppli- 
ers. 


3.  We  have  continually  maintained  our 
work  force.  We  have  not  closed  a  single  op- 
eration nor  laid  off  a  single  employee  for 
lack  of  work. 

4.  We  operate  profitably.  Since  construct- 
ing our  first  steel  mill  in  1970  the  company 
has  never  had  a  loss  quarter.  In  1982  we  had 
a  10  percent  return  on  stockholders'  equity. 
For  the  last  five  years  our  return  on  stock- 
holders' equity  has  average  more  than  20 
percent. 

If  we  can  meet  foreign  steel  competition 
and  operate  profitably,  then  what  is  wrong 
with  the  major  portion,  of  our  steel  indus- 
try? 

PROBLEMS  OF  THE  U.S.  STEEL  INDUSTRY 

There  are  two  reasons  why  our  primary 
steel  industry  has  lost  advantages  it  once 
had  in  the  marketplace.  One  is  that  many  of 
our  steel  plants  are  old  and  inefficient. 
About  8  percent  of  our  steelmaking  capacity 
is  still  so  outdated  and  so  inefficient  it 
should  be  shutdown— the  cost  of  moderniz- 
ing or  making  it  environmentally  acceptable 
is  prohibitve. 

In  this  country,  for  many  generations,  a 
continuing  stream  of  new  invention  and  new 
manufacturing  techniques  allowed  us  to  far 
outpace  the  rest  of  the  world  in  both 
volume  and  efficiency  of  production.  In  a 
number  of  industries  this  is  no  longer  true— 
and  particularly  in  the  steel  industry.  In  the 
last  three  decades,  almost  all  of  the- major 
developments  in  steelmaking  were  made 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Many  of  our  larger  steel  companies  have 
not  quickly  accepted  technological  advances 
and  in  some  cases  have  adopted  new  tech- 
niques only  when  the  economic  evidence 
was  overwhelming. 

Continuous  casting  is  a  method  of  produc- 
ing a  billet  which  can  be  rolled  directly  into 
a  finished  product.  It  eliminates  ingot  pour- 
ing, soaking  pits,  reheating  furnaces  and 
break-down  mills.  The  yield  from  molten 
metal  to  finished  product  is  significantly  im- 
proved. It  reduces  energy  costs. 

Last  year  the  U.S.  produced  about  25  per- 
cent of  its  steel  by  the  continuous  casting 
process.  In  Japan  more  than  80  percent  of 
the  steel  was  continuously  cast.  Italy.  Aus- 
tria. West  Germany.  Sweden,  France, 
Canada,  Belgium  and  the  United  Kingdom 
all  had  a  higher  percentage  of  continuously 
cast  steel  than  we  did  in  the  U.S. 

About  10  percent  of  the  steel  in  the  U.S.  is 
still  produced  using  old  open  hearth  fur- 
naces. The  Japanese  shutdown  their  last 
open  hearth  furnace  more  than  five  years 
ago. 

I  would  be  negligent  if  I  did  not  recognize 
the  contribution  that  the  government  has 
made  toward  the  technological  deteriora- 
tion of  the  steel  industry.  Unrealistic  depre- 
ciation schedules,  high  corporate  taxes,  ex- 
cessive regulation  and  jawboning  for  lower 
steel  prices  have  in  the  past  made  it  diffi- 
cult for  the  steel  industry  to  borrow  or  gen- 
erate the  huge  quantities  of  capital  required 
for  modernization. 

The  second  problem  of  our  major  steel 
producers  is  in  the  area  of  labor  costs  and 
productivity. 

Total  hourly  compensation  for  production 
workers  in  the  U.S.  is  still  about  80  percent 
higher  than  the  average  manufacturing 
wage.  This  has  been  cited  as  one  of  the 
major  reasons  U.S.  mills  are  not  competi- 
tive. Steel  mill  work  is  hard.  hot.  skilled, 
dirty  and  dangerous.  In  every  industrialized 
country  steel  workers  earn  more  thaui  the 
average  manufacturing  worker.  In  Japan 
the  premium  is  close  to  50  percent.  Obvious- 
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ly.  higher  wage  rates  are  a  factor  in  the 
competitive  picture,  but  they  are  not  as  sig- 
nificant as  productivity.  Newer  Japanese 
mills  report  productivity  in  the  range  of  700 
to  1.000  tons  per  employee  per  year.  The 
productivity  in  older  integrated  mills  in  the 
U.S.  is  half  of  that.  The  U.S.  steel  industry's 
problems  in  productivity  stem  from  the  out- 
dated plants  mentioned  earlier  and  is  aggra- 
vated by  restrictive  union  work  rules  and  an 
excessive  number  of  people— and  here  I  in- 
clude clerical,  administrative  and  manage- 
ment as  well  as  production  workers. 

FUTURE  or  THE  STEEL  INDUSTRY 

I  am  not  pessimistic  about  the  future  of 
the  steel  industry.  We  have  enough  compar- 
ative economic  advantages  to  have  a  steel 
Industry  that  can  compete  in  the  interna- 
tional marketplace.  We  have  an  ample 
supply  of  iron  ore  and  an  ample  supply  of 
coke.  Our  electric  costs  are  considerably 
lower  than  those  in  most  industrialized 
countries;  we  have  low  cost  steel  scrap,  plus 
the  advantage  of  lower  freight  costs  in  most 
areas  of  the  U.S.* 

•  Mr.  WALGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
recent  headline  last  week  in  one  of  our 
newspapers  in  Pittsburgh  began.  "Skid 
in  Steel  Productivity."  Perhaps  the 
headline  would  have  better  read. 
"Steel  Industry  on  the  Skids." 

Losses  in  the  steel  industry  in  1982 
were  some  $4  billion— the  most  disas- 
trous loss  in  the  history  of  our  steel  in- 
dustry. Some  200  American  steel  facili- 
ties have  been  closed  permanently  in 
recent  years,  and  five  steel  companies 
in  existence  in  1978  have  either  closed 
down  or  ended  in  bankruptcy. 

In  3  years,  employment  in  the  steel 
industry  has  been  cut  nearly  in  half. 
More  than  150,000  steelworkers  are 
laid  off.  tens  of  thousands  have  been 
given  early  retirement,  and  more  than 
a  half  million  employees  in  supporting 
industries  like  coal  mining,  railroads, 
and  river  transport  are  suffering  the 
jobless  consequences  of  an  unhealthy 
American  steel  industry. 

The  numbers  are  bleak,  and  the  pain 
is  very  real. 

How  can  we  wake  up  this  adminis- 
tration and  this  Congress  to  a  tragedy 
occurring  within  our  own  borders 
before  our  very  eyes? 

Last  week  I  voted  against  further 
funding  for  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund.  The  administration  has 
urged  the  Congress  to  give  an  addi- 
tional $8.4  billion  to  IMF  to  assist  cer- 
tain Third  World  countries  pay  the  in- 
terest of  their  high-interest  loans  from 
American  banks.  The  American  bank- 
ing industry,  which  made  high-interest 
loans  to  risky  nations,  is  the  principal 
beneficiary  of  this  legislation. 

But  the  same  administration  which 
pushes  for  $8.4  billion  to  bail  out  for- 
eign debtor  nations  and  their  Ameri- 
can lenders  refuses  a  single  penny  for 
health  insurance  for  the  families  of 
unemployed  American  steelworkers 
and  has  blocked  efforts  to  save  the 
homes  of  American  steelworkers  from 
mortgage  foreclosure. 

The  same  administration  which 
urges  billions  for  countries  abroad- 


many  dollars  of  which  have  been  used 
to  build  foreign  steel  mills— refuses  to 
give  the  American  steel  industry  any 
kind  of  meaningful  protection  from 
unfair,  illegal  foreign  trading  prac- 
tices. 

I  believe  that  America's  trade  policy 
is  in  total  disarray.  While  food  banks 
and  soup  kitchens  have  overflow  busi- 
ness in  the  Mon  Valley  and  other 
parts  of  western  Pennsylvania,  this  ad- 
ministration with  the  support  of  many 
in  the  Congress  insists  on  spending  bil- 
lions of  dollars  on  bailouts  for  banks 
and  military  adventures  overseas  and 
virtually  nothing  on  an  industry  criti- 
cal to  the  economic  health  and  securi- 
ty of  this  country. 

I  think  it  is  time  for  balance  and 
fairness  in  our  relations  with  the 
world.  I  have  no  objection  to  helping 
Third  World  nations  develop  their  re- 
sources, and  I  am  fully  behind  recipro- 
cal trading  agreements  with  our  West- 
ern allies  in  Europe  and  Japan.  We 
live  in  an  interdependent  world,  and  a 
return  to  the  isolationist  "America 
first  and  only"  policies  of  another  gen- 
eration would  not  be  helpful.  But  bal- 
ance and  fairness  surely  require  some 
willingness  to  help  Americans  dam- 
aged by  the  recession. 

I  applaud  my  colleagues  for  their 
leadership  in  scheduling  this  time  to 
make  us  all  focus  on  the  problems  of 
our  steel  industry.  But,  frankly,  the 
talk  falls  on  deaf  ears.  Maybe  it  is  time 
for  us  to  use  our  votes  in  a  coordinat- 
ed, effective  way  to  send  a  message 
that  this  administration  will  not  mis- 
take. With  so  much  suffering  here  at 
home,  with  an  industry  vital  to  our  na- 
tional interest  clearly  on  the  skids.  I 
cannot  vote  to  keep  sending  our  re- 
sources abroad— at  least  not  without 
some  measure  of  concern  for  the  hard- 
working, taxpaying  American  in  our 
steel  valleys.  When  we  begin  to  take 
care  of  our  families  here  at  home,  this 
Member  of  Congress  will  be  more  will- 
ing to  extend  understanding  to  eco- 
nomic problems  abroad.* 
•  Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  not  to  detail  the  devastation 
of  the  American  steel  industry  in  the 
past  decade.  We  in  Congress  are  well 
aware  of  the  flooding  of  our  domestic 
market  by  subsidized  imports.  The  un- 
employment statistics  are  too  painful- 
ly familiar.  Over  two-thirds  of  the 
miners  in  my  native  northeastern  Min- 
nesota are  unemployed  and  another 
mine  in  Eveleth.  Minn.,  shut  down 
again  last  week.  These  steelworkers 
are  running  out  of  unemployment  ben- 
efits and  are  applying  in  record  num- 
bers for  food  stamps  and  local  assist- 
ance. They  want  to  go  back  to  work 
but  there  is  none. 

Here,  in  Congress,  the  Steel  Caucus 
has  worked  vigorously  for  a  strong 
steel  industry.  We  have  supported  tar- 
iffs and  quotas  to  protect  our  domestic 
market  from  unfair  foreign  competi- 
tion. We  have  worked  to  pass  responsi- 


ble buy  American  legislation.  We  have 
supported  petitions  to  the  Internation- 
al Trade  Commission.  Both  enforce- 
ment and  reform  of  our  existing  trade 
laws  are  vital  to  our  steel  industry. 

Since  the  1950s,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  provided  basic  industries, 
such  as  steel,  with  a  myriad  of  special 
tax  provisions,  depreciation  allow- 
ances, subsidized  loans  and  loan  guar- 
antees. For  all  industries,  this  special 
treatment  represented  $66  billion  in 
1980.  3.1  percent  of  the  GNP. 

Favorable  tax  treatment  of  Ameri- 
can steel  has  been  vigorous,  consist- 
ent—and misguided. 

Misguided  because  it  has  allowed  the 
steel  industry  to  abandon  their  out- 
dated plants  and  their  workers.  Mis- 
guided because,  while  offering  finan- 
cial incentives  to  industry,  it  has  al- 
lowed the  steel  industry  to  diversify 
and  divest  itself  of  steel  operations. 
Misguided  because  Congress,  in  ex- 
tending tax  relief,  has  not  tied  that 
relief  and  import  relief  to  require- 
ments that  the  steel  industry  use  the 
benefits  to  reinvest  in  new.  or  upgrad- 
ed steelmaking  capacity. 

Today,  about  8  percent  of  our  steel- 
making  capacity  is  so  outdated  that  in- 
dustry experts  have  recommended  it 
be  shut  down.  Modernization  for  this 
portion  of  our  steel  mills  would  not  be 
cost  efficient.  Industry  has  resisted  in- 
novative technologies  such  as  continu- 
ous casting  and  direct  reduction. 
Today,  we  produce  only  one  quarter  of 
our  steel  by  continuous  casting:  Japan, 
produces  80  percent  by  continuous 
cast  methods.  Ten  percent  of  our  steel 
is  still  produced  with  open  hearth  fur- 
naces; Japan  no  longer  operates  open 
hearth  furnaces.  Direct  reduction,  a 
technology  developed  and  commercial- 
ized by  American  companies,  accounts 
for  two-thirds  of  the  world's  steelmak- 
ing grade  DRI.  Only  9  percent  of  this 
output  is  produced  in  the  United 
States. 

Our  steel  industry  in  its  present  con- 
dition cannot  compete  with  foreign 
imports.  Many  blame  high  wages  for 
our  competitive  disadvantage.  Yet,  the 
United  Steelworkers  signed  a  3-year 
pact  in  March  which  offered  manage- 
ment $3  billion  in  wage  cuts. 

In  addition,  the  difference  between 
labor  rates  in  the  United  States  has 
been  deeply  affected  by  the  strength 
of  the  dollar  abroad.  The  high  ex- 
change rates  have  lowered  foreign 
wages  in  comparison  to  American 
ones.  For  example,  at  actual  exchange 
rates,  wages  in  the  United  Kingdom 
rose  only  6  cents  per  hour  between 
1980  and  1982,  from  $8.21  to  $8.27.  If 
the  value  of  the  dollar  had  not  in- 
creased relative  to  the  British  pound, 
the  increase  in  hourly  compensation 
in  Great  Britain  would  be  greater  than 
the  increase  in  American  wages,  a 
$2.79  increase  or  34  percent.  In  Bel- 
gium, steelworker  wages  are  today  ap- 


proximately half  of  American  wages, 
whereas  in  1980,  the  wages  were  ap- 
proximately equivalent.  We  cannot 
continue  to  place  the  blame  on  labor 
for  our  depressed  steel  industry. 

Rather  than  modernizing,  American 
industry  is  moving  rapidly  from  its  old 
plants  to  new  pursuits.  In  late  1979, 
United  States  Steel  closed  its  Youngs- 
town,  Ohio,  works  and  12  other  steel- 
making  facilities.  In  the  same  year,  it 
opened  a  joint  venture  shopping 
center  in  Pittsburgh,  and  invested  in  a 
world-scale  chemical  facility  in  Hous- 
ton. Between  1975  and  1979,  37  per- 
cent of  investment  by  United  States 
Steel  was  in  expansion  and  growth  of 
non-steel  sectors.  One  year  after  lob- 
bying heavily  for  the  accelerated  de- 
preciation allowances.  United  States 
Steel  devoted  its  resources  not  to  mod- 
ernization, but  to  the  acquisition— for 
$6  billion— of  Marathon  Oil  Co.  This 
year,  after  advocating  quotas  and 
import  relief,  United  States  Steel  pro- 
poses to  import  3.5  million  tons  per 
year  of  unfinished  steel  slabs  from  the 
subsidized  British  Steel  plant  in  Ra- 
venscraig,  Scotland.  The  corporation 
claims  it  cannot  afford  the  $1  billion 
needed  to  modernize  the  steelmaking 
end  of  its  Fairless  works  plant  near 
Philadelphia,  Pa. 

United  States  Steel  is  not  the  only 
steel  company  interested  in  diversifica- 
tion. National  Steel  has  acquired  three 
large  savings  and  loan  companies 
worth  $6.9  billion.  Republic  Steel  has 
expanded  into  the  insurance  business. 
Congress  cannot  continue  to  provide 
tax  breaks  for  an  industry  seemingly 
uninterested  in  modernization  and 
competition.  We  must  ask  the  steel 
companies  to  respond  to  import  relief, 
to  tax  credits,  to  subsidized  loans,  with 
an  active  modernization  program.  Our 
role  in  doing  so  will  be  a  positive  one:  a 
constructive  effort  at  rebuilding  our 
most  basic  industry. 

Today,  I  am  happy  to  join  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Gaydos).  chairman  of  the  Steel 
Caucus  in  introducing  the  "Fair  Trade 
in  Steel  Act  of  1983."  This  bill  reestab- 
lishes a  Steel  Tripartite  Advisory 
Council  composed  of  representatives 
of  management  and  labor,  the  Secre- 
taries of  Commerce  and  Labor,  the 
EPA  Administrator  and  Members  of 
Congress.  It  would  also  limit  imports 
of  carbon  and  specialty  steel  to  11  per- 
cent of  domestic  consumption  and 
would  limit  iron  ore  imports  to  14  mil- 
lion tons  per  year.  Finally,  the  "Fair 
Trade  in  Steel  Act  of  1983"  would  pro- 
vide needed  import  relief  for  the  steel 
industry— but  this  relief  would  be  con- 
tingent upon  proof  that  the  benefici- 
aries of  this  relief  are  engaged  in  veri- 
fiable modernization  of  the  domestic 
steel  industry.  This  legislation  will  re- 
activate the  Steel  Tripartite  Commit- 
tee, which  worked  quite  effectively 
during  the  Carter  administration. 


Congress  must  enact  tax  credits 
which  are  strictly  targeted  to  reinvest- 
ment' in  basic  plant  and  equipment. 
Likewise  any  Federal  loans  must  be 
predicated  on  commitments  to  retool. 

Finally,  the  Congress  can  and  must 
actively  discourage  steelmakers  from 
abandoning  plants  and  workers. 
Behind  the  unemployment  figures  are 
families  whose  lives  are  disrupted  and 
communities  whose  tax  bases  are 
eroded  by  plant  and  mine  closings. 
Studies  of  workers  in  automobile,  steel 
and  other  industries  showed  that  6 
years  after  a  plant  closing,  these  work- 
ers earned  an  average  of  12-  to  18-per- 
cent less  than  before  the  shutdown. 
This  represents  a  lifetime  loss  of 
$40,000  per  worker. 

Communities  suffer  too.  The  closing 
of  the  Campbell  Works,  in  Youngs- 
town,  Ohio,  caused  more  unemploy- 
ment than  just  the  4,100  steelworkers 
terminated.  Another  3,600  jobs  were 
lost  in  retail  and  other  businesses. 
Wages  lost  by  Campbell  Works  em- 
ployees totaled  $60  to  $70  million  and 
wages  in  other  businesses  in  the  same 
period  were  $63.5  million.  The  total 
cost  to  State,  local  and  Federal  Gov- 
ernments was  $35  million  in  lost  tax 
revenues  and  $35  million  in  benefits 
paid  to  the  unemployed. 

Modernization  of  old  plants,  rather 
than  construction  of  new  plants  in 
new  locations,  is,  in  fact,  more  eco- 
nomically feasible  for  steel  makers. 
While  a  new  plant  has  a  somewhat 
lower  operating  cost,  expansion  and 
modernization  of  existing  plants  has  a 
lower  capital  cost— $60  cheaper  per 
ton  of  finished  steel.  It  is  clearly  in 
the  best  interest  of  our  domestic  steel- 
makers to  cooperate  with  our  efforts 
in  Congress  to  revitalize  the  industry 
and  will  help  revitalize  our  industrial 
heartland. 

The  National  Employment  Priorities 
Act  of  1983,  which  I  have  cosponsored 
would  encourage  industries  to  stay  in 
their  plants  and  modernize  them.  H.R. 
2847  would  provide  Federal  assistance 
for  businesses  communities  or  workers 
to  prevent  plant  closings  by  allowing 
access  to  loan  capital.  Business  would 
be  required  to  provide  enough  notice 
of  closing  to  allow  local  governments, 
employees  and  small  businesses  to 
plan  for  and  adjust  to  potential  tax 
losses.  In  order  to  discourage  unneces- 
sary plant  closings,  businesses  would 
be  required  to  make  severance  pay- 
ments, pay  for  health  and  welfare  ben- 
efits and  provide  transfer  rights  to 
other  facilities  for  laid  off  workers.  Fi- 
nally, this  legislation  would  make  Fed- 
eral retraining  available  to  all  dislocat- 
ed workers  and  authorize  emergency 
assistance  to  local  governments. 

I  believe  that  Congress  must  actively 
support  the  steel  industry  and  its  steel 
workers.  However,  as  Congress  works 
to  renew  our  investment  in  the  steel 
industry,  we  will— we  must— ask  for  a 
reciprocal  commitment  by  industry  to 


retool  and  modernize.  If  Congress  acts, 
and  the  steel  industry  responds,  the 
Nation  will  benefit  from  a  strong  basic 
industry  for  our  national  security,  job- 
less steelworkers  will  be  reemployed 
and  the  domestic  steel  industry  will  be 
better  able  to  compete  fairly  with  for- 
eign trade.» 

•  Mrs.  MARTIN  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  first  let  me  commend  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  the 
chairman  of  the  Steel  Caucus  and  the 
other  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania, 
the  chairman  of  the  executive  commit- 
tee for  arranging  this  opportunity  to 
talk  about  steel  and  trade.  It  is  impor- 
tant that  we  discuss  openly  and  fully 
the  situation  being  faced  by  this  vital 
industry. 

In  my  district,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  one  of 
the  most  efficient  and  up-to-date  steel 
producing  facilities  in  the  country: 
Northwestern  Steel  &  Wire.  This  com- 
pany under  the  leadership  of  the 
Dillon  family  has  for  years  been  a  very 
profitable  corporation  employing  ap- 
proximately 4,000  persons.  It  has  the 
three  largest  electric  furnaces  in  the 
world  with  a  total  capacity  annually  of 
about  2,400,000  net  tons.  In  July  1982, 
the  company  began  operating  the  larg- 
est continuous  Bloom  &  Billet  Caster 
in  North  America.  They  have  under- 
taken in  the  past  year  modernization 
of  their  12-inch  mill.  Other  moderniza- 
tion projects  are  underway  or  are  on 
hold  pending  a  recovery  in  the  steel 
industry.  In  fact.  Northwestern  Steel 
has  spent  $163.6  million  on  capital  im- 
provements during  the  past  5  fiscal 
years,  all  generated  through  the  use  of 
internal  funds. 

As  is  evident  from  the  above  infor- 
mation. Northwestern  Steel  is  not  an 
old,  outdated,  inefficient  plant  that 
cannot  compete  effectively.  It  has 
competed  successfully,  and  its  manage- 
ment continues  to  look  to  the  future. 

That  future,  however,  has  become, 
at  best,  uncertain.  In  fiscal  year  1982, 
the  company's  net  sales  fell  by  31  per- 
cent and  shipments  by  33  percent.  The 
recession  obviously  accounted  for  a 
good  portion  of  this  decline,  but  even 
as  we  recover  from  that  recession,  the 
outlook  continues  to  be  bleak.  The 
cause  of  this  bleak  outlook  is  due  to 
the  increase  in  unfairly  traded  foreign 
steel  imports.  These  dumped  or  subsi- 
dized imports  rob  U.S.  mills  of  much 
needed  production  volume,  tend  to 
suppress  prices,  and  force  domestic 
mills  to  produce  at  much  lower,  less  ef- 
ficient operating  rates.  We  have  many 
trade  laws  on  the  books  to  deal  with 
dumping  and  subsidies,  but  the  length 
of  time  that  it  takes  to  go  through  the 
procedures  mean  that  relief  can  come 
too  late,  if  indeed  relief  comes  at  all. 

I  wish  now  to  read  a  letter  received 
recently  from  President  Peter  Dillon 
of  Northwestern  Steel  which  makes  a 
rather  persuasive  case  for  timely  en- 
forcement  of   current    trade    laws.    I 
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think  he  and  his  management  group 
which  had  input  into  his  letter  make  a 
very  valid  point,  and  one  on  which 
both  the  Congress  and  the  administra- 
tion should  take  action. 

Northwestern  Steel  &  Wire  Co.. 

Sterling.  IIL.  Apnl  15.  1983. 
Hon.  Lynn  Martin. 

Member  of  Congress.  Longworth  House 
Office  Building.  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Representative  Martin:  The  follow- 
ing rather  extensive  comments  in  my  letter 
are  in  response  to  your  correspondence  of 
March  28.  1983  requesting  an  opinion  of 
Congressman  Murphy's  reintroduction  of 
the  Pair  Trade  Act; 

We  are  in  a  trade  war.  and  all  areas  of  our 
government  are  attempting  to  restructure 
agencies  in  an  endeavor  to  consolidate  and 
improve  on  administration  trade  policies 
and  activities.  Certainly  Representative 
Murphy's  Pair  Trade  Act  attempts  to  hon- 
estly focus  in  on  the  problem  and  deserves 
support.  However,  it  appears  that  his  three- 
tiered  quota  on  steel  imports  and  a  newly 
established  Commission  would  address  only 
one  phase  of  the  problem. 

Let  us  explain.  Last  year  U.S.  steel  compa- 
nies filed  more  than  150  unfair  trade  cases. 
In  the  more  than  90  dumping  and  subsidy 
cases  filed  against  the  European  Communi- 
ty in  January  1982  the  cost  of  legal  fees 
alone  will  run  into  millions  of  dollars.  The 
money  was  spent  with  the  hope  that  in- 
creased duties  might  cause  exporters  who 
are  subsidized  or  who  dump  products  to 
eliminate  these  practices.  This  has  not  hap- 
pened. Even  where  cases  were  won  and 
duties  imposed,  duties  were  not  usually  col- 
lected. Por  example,  our  government  en- 
tered into  a  Suspension  Agreement  with 
Brazil  allowing  it  to  collect  export  taxes 
equal  to  the  subsidies  it  provided  to  its  in- 
dustry. This  Agreement  allows  the  govern- 
ment of  Brazil  to  switch  monies  from  one 
pocket  to  another  while  the  injury  to  the 
U.S.  domestic  industry  continues.  The  effect 
is  that  additional  sut)sidization  is  encour- 
aged. Moreover,  month  after  month  of 
injury  occurred  before  the  U.S.-E.C.  Ar- 
rangement, which  settled  the  cases,  was 
signed  in  October  1982.  The  settlement  per- 
mitted the  EC.  to  avoid  duties  payment  for 
past  subsidies  and  the  domestic  industry  re- 
ceived no  recompense  for  injury  suffered  be- 
cause of  these  practices.  We  came  out  of 
this  experience  realizing  that  our  trade  laws 
need  substantial  amendments  to  make  them 
less  costly,  less  cumbersome,  less  arbitrary. 
more  expeditious,  more  effective,  and  fair  to 
all. 

The  point  of  all  this  is  that  there  are 
many  areas  to  address,  but  the  bottom  line 
always  comes  up  indicating  the  main  prob- 
lem with  trade  regulations  is  not  in  the  laws 
themselves  but  in  the  lack  of  political  will 
on  the  part  of  successive  government  offi- 
cials charged  with  enforcing  those  laws. 
This  administration  won't  do  it.  it  won't 
even  develop  a  coordinated  government  pro- 
gram to  allow  industry  to  regroup  to  effi- 
cient levels  of  operating.  It  won't  develop  a 
coherent  package  of  programs  that  will  tie- 
in  domestic  investment  needs,  national  de- 
fense, strong  industrial  base,  and  trade  poli- 
cies that  will  benefit  all  American  industry. 
Congress  will  have  to  do  it.  And.  Represent- 
ative Murphy  is  right,  that  GATT  isn't  ca- 
pable of  enforcing  ■free"  trade. 

What  is  needed  is  full  and  prompt  law  en- 
forcement and  firm  political  will  on  govern- 
ment's part.  We  personally  believe  that  Sen- 
ator Roth's  Trade  Reorganization  Act  of 
1983  (S-121)  that  creates  the  Department  of 


Trade  to  be  headed  by  a  Secretary  and  two 
deputies  all  holding  the  rank  of  Ambassador 
is  the  kind  of  legislation  and  clout  we  need, 
not  only  for  steel,  but  for  American  indus- 
try to  allow  fair  trade  protection  for  the 
U.S.  consumer,  not  protection  for  the  im- 
porting countries. 

I  trust  that  the  above  comments  by  mem- 
bers of  our  management  group  will  provide 
some  valuable  insight  to  this  vexing  prob- 
lem which  faces  our  industry.  Your  support 
of  this  legislation  would  be  appreciated. 
Appreciatively, 

Peter  W.  Dillon.  President.m 

•  Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  those  of 
us  who  are  members  of  the  Congres- 
sional Steel  Caucus  are  aware  of  the 
concerns  some  Members  of  this  House 
have  about  stricter  enforcement  of  our 
trade  laws  so  that  American  steel  can 
prosper  and  grow. 

Each  of  us  wishes  we  lived  in  a  more 
perfect  world,  one  in  which  competi- 
tion between  nations  was  fair  and  sub- 
sidies, hidden  or  otherwise,  did  not 
skew  the  marketplace  for  steel. 

All  of  us  have  heard  the  calls  for  a 
return  to  what  some  see  as  the  halcy- 
on days  of  a  'free  trade"  America,  a 
nation  in  which  action  on  imports  was 
unneeded. 

Those  calls  have  been  made  before, 
always  with  an  allusion  to  the  ideal  of 
free  trade,  often  without  sufficient  at- 
tention to  the  practice  of  the  market- 
place. 

In  another  time,  during  a  similar 
debate.  Henry  Clay  made  note  of  fa- 
miliar arguments.  He  observed: 

The  call  for  free  trade  is  as  unavailing  as 
the  cry  of  a  spoiled  child.  It  has  never  exist- 
ed: it  never  will  exist. 

Reasonable  men  and  women  may 
differ  as  to  whether  free  trade  has 
ever  existed.  I  would  suggest  that  it 
would  be  difficult  for  a  reasonable  ob- 
server of  the  world  economy  to  expect 
free  trade  to  exist  anytime  soon  when 
it  comes  to  the  steel  industry.  The 
widespread  use  of  subsidies  is  well  doc- 
umented. 

Proposing  workable  legislative  meas- 
ures to  deal  with  the  admittedly  com- 
plex imported  steel  situation  has  been 
a  primary  purpose  of  the  Congression- 
al Steel  Caucus.  Monitoring  enforce- 
ment of  existing  laws  has  been  an- 
other. 

Making  sure  that  exi.sting  laws  are 
enforced  prompted  the  caucus  to  hold 
hearings  with  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  in  March  1983  on  the 
administrations  temporary  waiver  of 
the  "Buy  America"  provision  of  the 
Surface  Transportation  Act  of  1982. 
The  opposition  to  this  waiver  ex- 
pressed by  the  caucus  helped  cause 
the  administration  to  drop  a  $450,000 
project  threshold  in  May.  thereby  re- 
ducing the  prospect  for  job  loss  due  to 
waivers. 

The  use  of  steel  in  highway  con- 
struction should  not  be  underestimat- 
ed as  a  source  of  jobs.  According  to  a 
recent  report  by  the  General  Account- 
ing Office,  compiled  at  the  request  of 


the  Steel  Caucus,  steel  accounts  for 
$1.7  billion,  or  8.1  percent,  of  the  total 
project  costs  for  Federal-aid  highway 
projects  from  January  1979  through 
December  1981. 

According  to  the  report,  "Foreign 
Source  Procurement  Funded  Through 
Federal  Programs  by  States  and  Orga- 
nizations,'"  foreign  steel  purchases  by 
States  for  highway  projects  during 
that  period  totaled  $63.2  million.  Of 
that  amount,  $28.8  million  was  spent 
on  foreign  structural  steel.  82  percent 
of  which  went  for  two  projects,  the  Ar- 
kansas River  Bridge  and  the  Wiscon- 
sin Arrowhead  Bridge,  both  of  which 
used  Japanese  steel.  These  projects 
were  able  to  meet  the  "Buy  America " 
provisions  of  the  law  by  proving  that 
project  costs  would  be  reduced  by  10 
percent  or  more  through  a  foreign 
steel  purchase. 

In  several  other  instances,  however. 
GAO  investigators  found  apparent  vio- 
lations of  the  "Buy  America""  require- 
ments. At  this  point.  I  would  like  to  in- 
clude in  the  Congressional  Record 
the  GAO  findings  on  six  highway 
projects  in  which  contractors  appear 
to  have  purchased  foreign  structural 
steel  without  meeting  the  conditions 
of  the  law: 
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This  report  examined  foreign  source 
procurement  by  the  Federal  and  State 
Governments  in  such  programs  as 
highway,  municipal  waste-water  treat- 
ment, airports,  urban  mass  transporta- 
tion, rural  electrification  and  local 
public  works.  Another  report  on  the 
subject,  due  out  this  week,  will  include 
an  update  on  the  procurement  policies 
of  the  Department  of  Defense.  Recent 
reports  indicate  that  Department, 
through  the  Defense  Industrial 
Supply  Center  in  Philadelphia,  is  con- 
sidering awarding  two  contracts  for 
the  purchase  of  7.100  tons  of  plate 
steel  to  a  European  producer.  With 
this  prospect  in  the  offing,  the  upcom- 
ing GAO  report  should  be  interesting 
reading. 

Mr.  Speaker,  steel  employment  in 
our  Nation  was  453,000  in  1979.  The 
number  employed  in  the  industry 
dropped  sharply  to  289.000  by  1982. 
Pennsylvania,  once  the  country's  top 
steel  producer,  now  ranks  behind  Indi- 
ana and  Ohio.  In  the  Pittsburgh  area, 
where  90.000  worked  in  steel  in  July 
1979.  only  40.700  were  employed  in  No- 
vember of  last  year. 


These  harsh  statistics  are  among  the 
many  reasons  Congress  must  act  to 
preserve  a  vital  manufacturing  indus- 
try. As  economist  Lester  Thurow  has 
noted: 

The  idea  that  America  can  give  up  on 
manufacturing  (let  the  Japanese  make  the 
computers)  and  rescue  ourselves  with  serv- 
ices (we  will  do  the  programing)  is  simply 
non.sense.  In  the  long  run.  the  people  who 
build  the  hardware  are  going  to  dominate 
the  software. 

We  have  the  capacity  to  have  a 
healthy  steel  industry,  one  that  exer- 
cises a  dominant  role  in  the  world 
economy.  I  am  pleased  to  support  a 
measure  introduced  today  by  Mr. 
Gaydos  which  recognizes  this  fact. 

The  Fair  Trade  in  Steel  Act  of  1983 
authorizes  the  President  to  establish  a 
tripartite  advisory  council  for  the  in- 
dustry, composed  of  management, 
labor,  and  Government  representa- 
tives. This  council  would  advise  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  pend- 
ing steel  problems.  In  addition,  it 
would  conduct  research  on  trade,  envi- 
ronmental, health,  safety,  tax.  and  re- 
adjustment issues. 

The  act  would  also  impose,  for  a 
period  of  5  years,  quantitative  restric- 
tions on  the  import  of  carbon  and  spe- 
cialty steel.  No  more  than  11  percent 
of  the  total  expected  domestic  con- 
sumption in  these  products  could  be 
imported  in  a  given  year.  In  order  for 
the  restriction  to  become  effective,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  must  find  that 
those  who  benefit  from  the  relief, 
namely  American  producers,  are  en- 
gaged in  steel  industry  modernization. 
There  would  be  no  free  lunch  for  com- 
panies seeking  relief  while  failing  to 
make  efforts  to  become  competitive. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
sponsoring  this  important  measure.* 
•  Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  want  to  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Gaydos) 
for  taking  this  special  order  to  discuss 
the  need  to  modernize  our  industrial 
sector  and  the  lack  of  capital  forma- 
tion in  the  steel  industry. 

During  the  last  few  years,  the  hue 
and  cry  that  our  Nation  is  losing  the 
industrial  battle  for  the  future  has 
become  increasingly  shrill.  Economists 
have  pointed  out  that,  while  many  of 
our  trading  partners  have  benefited 
from  American  largesse  in  the  past— 
like  the  Marshall  plan— and  built 
modern  plants  with  advanced  equip- 
ment, our  basic  industries  have  lost 
their  competitive  edge.  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  can  continue  to  worry  about  this 
problem,  studying  essays  and  analyses 
of  the  situation,  while  contemplating 
the  niche  the  moribund  American  in- 
dustrial base  will  have  in  future  histo- 
ry books,  or  we  can  fight  back.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  time  to  study  is  over— 
the  time  to  fight  back  is  now.  On  June 
28,  1983,  I  introduced  legislation,  H.R. 
3434,  the  Work  Opportunities  and  Re- 
newed    Competition     Act     of     1983, 


WORC.  aimed  at  revitalizing  our  Na- 
tion's industrial  base,  where  the  need 
for  capital  is  greatest  and  unemploy- 
ment is  highest.  WORC  is  our  first 
shot  in  the  battle  for  the  industrial 
future,  a  kind  of  domestic  Marshall 
plan. 

Many  experts  suggest  that  the 
future  greatness  of  the  American 
economy  lies  in  the  sole  pursuit  of 
high-tech  industries.  I  have  always 
shared  the  view  that  advanced  tech- 
nology will  be  an  integral  part  of  our 
industrial  output  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  High-tech,  however,  is  not  a 
panacea.  Millions  of  Americans  work 
in  our  basic  industries  such  as  steel, 
automobiles,  mining,  transportation, 
and  chemicals.  Writing  off  basic  indus- 
tries will  mean  writing  off  millions  of 
jobs,  and  the  high  technology  sector 
cannot  ab.sorb  most  of  those  workers. 

Furthermore.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  leg- 
islation is  vital  to  all  industries  in  our 
effort  to  regain  a  competitive  edge  vis- 
a-vis our  foreign  counterparts.  Years 
of  anemic  productivity,  sagging  prof- 
its, protractedly  high  interest  rates, 
and  Government  subsidies  to  foreign 
competitors  have  led  to  a  decline  in 
our  ability  to  compete  abroad.  The  call 
for  trade  restrictions  to  protect  Ameri- 
can industry  from  foreign  competitors 
will  make  our  industry  less  competi- 
tive, not  more.  Moreover,  protection- 
ism may  also  dissipate  the  fragile  re- 
covery we  are  experiencing  globally. 
WORC  will  allow  us  to  meet  our  com- 
petitors head-on  with  better  products 
and  technology. 

WORC  is  also  important  to  our  na- 
tional   defense    capabilities    and    will 
insure  we  are  capable  of  quick  expan- 
sion. We  cannot  rely  on  our  trading 
partners  to  supply  our  needs  in  times 
of  national  emergency.  We  must  turn 
around  the  decline  in  our  aging  basic 
industrial  sector,  to  gain  a  beachhead 
in  the  industrial  battle  for  the  future. 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  facing  a  crisis  in 
the  steel  and  industrial  sector  of  our 
economy.  Millions  of  Americans  want 
to  work  and  they  are  frustrated  be- 
cause our  industries  do  not  have  the 
new  tools  to  give  them  jobs.  We  can 
show  the  world  a  productive  America 
again  by  putting  those  tools  in  their 
hands  with  the  WORC  bill.* 
•  Mr.    BROWN    of    California.    Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  would  like  to  join  the 
Steel   Caucus   in   discussing   its   work 
and    the    problems    surrounding    our 
stefel  industry.  The  Steel  Caucus  is  a 
congressional  organization  created  as  a 
forum  to  study  and  review  the  plight 
of  our  domestic  steel  companies,  and  I 
am  proud  to  have  been  a  member  of 
the  caucus  and, on  the  executive  com- 
mittee  during   its   years   of   work   in 
behalf  of  our  domestic  steel  industry. 
It  has  again  been  a  difficult  year  for 
this  industry  as  the  depressed  world 
economy  and  high  levels  of  steel  im- 
ports have  taken  their  toll  on  us. 


To  keep  their  workers  employed, 
many  foreign  countries  have  subsi- 
dized their  industries,  offering  their 
products  at  deflated  prices  in  the 
international  marketplace.  This  pric- 
ing, in  conjunction  with  other  advan- 
tages of  lower  wages  and  in  some  in- 
stances modernized  plants,  has  played 
havoc  with  our  domestic  industry, 
both  in  the  domestic  market  and  inter- 
nationally. 

In  order  to  combat  this  intense  com- 
petition, the  U.S.  plants  have  carefully 
reviewed  their  own  productivity  and 
efficiency.  Many  have  begun  extensive 
upgrading  and  modernization  pro- 
grams. Some  have  found  the  financing 
of  this  type  of  effort  prohibitive  and 
have  instead  been  forced  to  lay  off 
workers  in  hopes  of  a  future  revival  of 
the  market.  Others  have  opted  to  close 
down  their  plants  entirely. 

The  Steel  Caucus  has  been  following 
these  developments  closely.  In  the 
area  of  specialty  steel,  it  has  repeated- 
ly urged  the  administration  to  insti- 
tute a  limited,  short-term  restraint  on 
subsidized  products  which  have  been 
flooding  the  U.S.  market. 

The  many  plant  shutdowns,  howev- 
er, have  not  been  problems  so  easily 
solved.  The  Steel  Caucus  has  been 
looking  into  this  area  extensively,  re- 
viewing possible  programs  and  alterna- 
tives which  could  be  implemented  to 
ease  the  burden  caused  to  the  many 
unemployed  steelworkers. 

Instead  of  completely  closing  down 
plants,  there  have  been  some  creative 
compromises  suggested.  In  my  district, 
the  Kaiser  Steel  Corp..  located  in  Fon- 
tana.  Calif.,  is  an  example  of  a  compa- 
ny exploring  an  alternative  solution, 
to  keep  at  least  part  of  its  production 
lines  open. 

To  show  the  extent  the  import  prob- 
lem has  affected  our  markets.  I  would 
like  to  follow,  chronologically,  the  fac- 
tors leading  to  the  reduction  in  Kaiser 
Steel's  production,  and  the  steps  we 
have  taken  in  Congress  to  assist  them 
in  their  struggle  to  remain  open. 

BACKGROUND  ON  KAISER  STEEL 

In  order  to  put  the  Kaiser  Steel 
problem  into  perspective,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  review  the  different  situations 
that  have  existed  in  the  western  steel 
market  and  the  national  steel  market. 

From  January  1.  1969.  through  De- 
cember 31.  1972,  world  steel  trade  was 
handled  under  a  voluntary  restraining 
order.  VRO.  This  VRO  set  up  an  or- 
derly marketing  situation  so  that  all 
countries  could  have  a  share  of  the 
market;  national  import  penetration 
was  18.3  percent  in  1971.  The  VRO 
was  dropped  owing  to  the  threat  of  a 
lawsuit  from  the  National  Consumers 
Union  claiming  the  "VRO  was  inflating 
steel  prices.  However,  this  was  a  time 
of  expansion  and  initially  the  market 
was  not  seriously  affected. 

By  1973  the  national  import  figures 
were  approximately  16  percent.  How- 


22072 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22073 


ever,  on  the  west  coast,  imports  were 
close  to  38  percent.  Because  of  this 
damaging  increase,  the  late  Congress- 
man Pettis  and  I  formed  an  early  ver- 
sion of  the  Congressional  Steel 
Caucus.  In  the  beginning,  the  caucus 
was  comprised  of  Western  representa- 
tives concerned  about  the  increase  of 
imports  in  the  West.  Efforts  by  the 
caucus  resulted  in  the  inclusion  of  a 
provision  in  the  1974  Trade  Act  for  de- 
termination of  injury  to  an  industry 
on  a  regional  basis.  This  was  the  first 
time  that  subnational  determinations 
in  trade  were  made. 

By  1974.  the  recession  was  resulting 
in  decreased  demand  for  steel.  With  a 
smaller  world  market,  imports  compe- 
tition increased:  more  dumping  of 
steel  In  this  country  occurred.  The  in- 
dustry limped  along  and  Kaiser  Steel 
went  ahead  with  its  $250  million  mod- 
ernization program  in  an  effort  to 
remain  competitive. 

In  1977,  national  imports  were  17.8 
percent,  yet  west  coast  imports  were 
38  percent.  The  first  antidumping  case 
against  the  Japanese  was  upheld  and 
the  administration  encouraged  more 
cases  to  be  filed,  giving  our  negotiators 
a  firmer  hand.  The  importers  respond- 
ed with  the  plan,  devised  by  French 
Minister  Davigon,  for  the  Organiza- 
tion for  Economic  and  Cooperation 
and  Development,  OECD,  countries  to 
phase  out  their  old  production. 

In  1978,  the  trigger  price  mecha- 
nism, TPM,  went  into  effect.  President 
Carter  also  announced  a  program  with 
$500  million  in  loan  guarantees  for 
steel  plant  modernization.  Steel  im- 
ports reached  a  record  high,  with  im- 
ports during  February  1978,  reaching 
50  percent  on  the  west  coast. 

Since  the  TPM  was  calculated  on 
Japanese  production  and  freight  costs 
were  a  variable  of  the  TPM  levels,  the 
west  coast  enjoyed  the  lowest  TPM 
levels.  In  response,  the  Japanese  im- 
ports soon  dropped  off.  yet  European 
imports  increased  drastically.  During 
the  first  quarter  of  1977.  Japan  com- 
prised 84  percent  of  total  imports 
while  Europe  held  5.3  percent.  By  the 
next  year.  Japan's  portion  of  total  im- 
ports had  dropped  to  56  percent  while 
Europe's  contribution  rose  to  24  per- 
cent. 

In  mid- 1978.  the  California  Legisla- 
ture passed  Joint  Resolution  91.  call- 
ing upon  the  Government  to:  First, 
strictly  enforce  the  trade  laws:  Second, 
adjust  the  TPM  to  reflect  the  west 
coast's  problem:  and  third,  set  up  a 
State  "Buy  American  "  program. 

Following  this  action  by  the  Califor- 
nia Legislature,  I  sponsored  a  meeting 
with  the  Congressional  Steel  Caucus 
to  give  Kaiser  management  and  the 
steelworkers  the  opportunity  to 
present  their  problems  with  the  TPM 
to  Congress.  I  submitted  an  article  in 
the  Congressional  Record  which  re- 
printed the  State  joint  resolution  and 
called  upon  the  Treasury  Department 


to  make  the  needed  adjustments.  I 
then  sent  a  letter  to  the  Special  Trade 
Representative,  Bob  Strauss,  asking 
him  for  restrictions  on  west  coast  im- 
ports of  steel.  Next,  a  letter  was  sent, 
signed  by  20  other  Congressmen,  to 
the  Treasury  Department  asking  for 
TPM  changes. 

In  early  1980.  the  TPM  was  suspend- 
ed as  frustrated  steel  companies  filed 
antidumping  petitions  against  steel 
importers.  Shortly  thereafter,  to  cut 
costs.  Kaiser  Steel  laid  off  hundreds  of 
steelworkers.  I  sent  letters  to  the  Sec- 
retaries of  the  Commerce  and  Labor 
Departments  requesting  their  assist- 
ance in  helping  the  dislocated  steel- 
workers. The  Commerce  Department 
had  earlier  declared  Fontana  and  the 
surrounding  areas  as  a  special  impact 
area  due  to  Kaiser's  increasing  layoffs. 
As  a  result,  the  area  was  eligible  for 
special  programs.  The  Labor  Depart- 
ment had  the  trade  adjustment  assist- 
ance programs  which  included  supple- 
mental unemployment  benefits  and  re- 
training funds  for  workers  who  lose 
their  jobs  as  a  result  of  imports.  Un- 
fortunately, only  a  fraction  of  the 
Kaiser  workers  were  eligible  for  TRA 
benefits.  Most  of  the  money  went  to 
the  depressed  auto  industry  workers. 

With  the  TPM  eliminated,  I  sent  a 
letter  to  the  President  asking  him  to 
establish  a  steel  import  monitoring 
system. 

Finally,  the  antidumping  charges 
against  the  European  producers  were 
upheld  by  Commerce  and  additional 
cases  against  Asian  producers  were 
filed.  However,  after  all  of  this  effort, 
the  hard  times  for  the  U.S.  steel  indus- 
try persisted  and  the  west  coast,  as 
always,  bore  the  brunt  of  the  problem. 
At  present,  imports  enjoy  approxi- 
mately 22  percent  of  the  national  steel 
market  and  close  to  50  percent  of  the 
west  coast  market. 

After  facing  repeated  losses,  Kaiser 
Steel  is  currently  phasing  out  its  pri- 
mary steel  making  operations.  By  the 
end  of  the  year,  its  coke  ovens  and  fur- 
naces will  be  cold  and  most  of  the 
8.000  workers  employed  by  Kaiser 
during  better  times  will  be  out  of  jobs. 
These  people  had  expectations  which 
I  shared,  expectations  of  a  solid  career 
with  Kaiser  Steel.  In  Congress,  we 
worked  to  keep  those  jobs,  but  circum- 
stance played  against  us.  Even  now. 
when  there  is  such  a  need  for  retrain- 
ing programs  for  these  workers,  we 
must  fight  to  maintain  the  meager 
funding  levels. 

The  remaining  hope  for  Kaiser  Steel 
is  to  find  an  alternative  source  of  slabs 
to  replace  the  production  which  used 
to  come  from  its  primary  operations. 
Kaiser  is  engaged  in  negotiations  con- 
cerning ownership  of  the  plant  and  is 
looking  for  a  source  of  slab  steel  for 
the  mill.  Unfortunately,  this  situation 
is  similar  to  the  one  at  the  United 
States  Steel  Fairless  plant  and  our 
people  are  getting  caught  in  the  at- 


tempts to  block  the  arrangement 
there.  Once  again,  those  of  us  repre- 
senting the  west  coast  are  faced  with  a 
unique  situation. 

However,  the  Steel  Caucus  is  an  ef- 
fective forum  for  solving  these  prob- 
lems and  I  have  every  confidence  that 
we  will  come  to  an  equitable  solution. 
Kaiser  Steel  was  closing  its  primary 
end  out  of  necessity  well  before  the 
decision  was  made  to  find  another  slab 
source,  unlike  the  Fairless  plant  situa- 
tion. The  finding  of  a  source  of  slabs 
for  the  mill  at  Fontana  is  essential  in 
order  to  keep  the  remaining  workers 
employed  and  I  will  work  to  that  end. 

These  are  not  good  times  for  our  do- 
mestic steel  industry.  But  at  least 
there  is  a  group  in  Congress  working 
on  behalf  of  America's  steelworkers 
and  the  U.S.  steel  industry.  The  Steel 
Caucus  has  served  to  focus  attention 
on  the  plight  of  the  domestic  steel  in- 
dustry and  has  worked  toward  solu- 
tions to  their  problems.  I  am  confident 
that  this  work  will  pay  off  in  a  re- 
newed steel  manufacturing  base  in  the 
United  States.* 

•  Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  com- 
mend my  colleagues  from  Pennsylva- 
nia, Mr.  MuRTHA.  chairman  of  the 
House  Steel  Caucus,  and  Mr.  Gaydos, 
executive  committee  chairman  of  the 
House  Steel  Caucus,  for  their  fine 
leadership  and  for  requesting  this  spe- 
cial order  to  bring  to  light  many  of  the 
concerns  of  the  U.S.  steel  industry. 

In  the  past  weeks  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives has  been  debating  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  quota 
increase.  Considerable  concern  has 
been  expressed  regarding  foreign  sub- 
sidization of  commodities,  particularly 
steel,  and  its  impact  on  our  domestic 
industry.  If  we  wish  to  survive  in  the 
world  steel  market,  we  must  address 
the  problem  of  foreign  subsidization  of 
steel.  A  healthy  domestic  steel  indus- 
try is  not  only  critical  in  maintaining 
U.S.  jobs,  it  is  vital  to  a  strong  U.S. 
manufacturing  economy  and  our  na- 
tional defense.  However,  little  infor- 
mation is  available  for  our  Govern- 
ment to  make  appropriate  assessment 
of  loans  to  countries  where  steel  is 
being  subsidized. 

On  August  3,  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment to  title  III,  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  quota  increases  of 
H.R.  2957.  the  International  Recovery 
and  Financial  Stability  Act  of  1983. 
This  amendment  was  adopted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  directed 
the  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial 
Policies  to  conduct  a  12-month  study 
on  the  impact  on  the  U.S.  steel  indus- 
try of  steel  subsidies  by  nations  who 
are  borrowers  from  the  International 
Monetary  Fund.  The  Council  must 
report  to  the  President  and  both 
Houses  of  Congress  its  findings  and 
make  recommendations  on  appropri- 
ate action. 


The  National  Advisory  Council  is  re- 
sponsible for  U.S.  participation  in  the 
international  financial  institutions.  It 
coordinates  the  policies  and  practices 
of  all  agencies  of  the  U.S.  Government 
which  make,  or  participate  in  making, 
foreign  loans,  or,  which  engage  in  for- 
eign financial  exchange  or  monetary 
transactions.  The  Council  is  made  up 
of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury, 
State,  and  Commerce:  the  Chairman 
of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  System;  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Export  and  Import  Bank. 

Smokestack  industries  can  flourish 
if  they  modernize  and  labor  and  man- 
agement work  together.  These  indus- 
tries provide  high  paying  jobs  and  a 
market  for  high  technology  products. 
However,  they  will  need  an  economic 
climate  which  does  not  contribute  to 
the  tendency  of  industrializing  nations 
to  treat  steel  as  a  showcase  industry  to 
be  subsidized. 

My  amendment  to  H.R.  2957  calls  at- 
tention to  a  thorny  problem  which  im- 
pacts powerfully  on  present  and 
future  modernization  of  our  American 
steel  industry  and  will  provide  the  ad- 
ministration. Congress,  and  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund  with  appro- 
priate decisionmaking  data. 

Addressing  foreign  subsidization  of 
steel  is  one  way  to  help  make  the  steel 
industry  competitive  again:  increasing 
opportunities  to  modernize  the  indus- 
try is  another.  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  in  this  special  order  to 
highlight  an  important  piece  of  legis- 
lation that  will  go  a  long  way  to  help 
the  steel  industry  meet  the  challenge 
of  modernization.  As  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  H.R.  3434,  the  Work  Oppor- 
tunities and  Renewed  Competition  Act 
of  1983,  I  believe  this  legislation  could 
provide  significant  investment  toward 
modernization  of  our  basic  manufac- 
turing industries.  As  the  representa- 
tive of  this  country's  second  largest 
steel  company,  I  am  aware  of  the  kind 
of  capital  investment  needed  to  revi- 
talize our  basic  industries  and  make 
them  competitive  again. 

Basic  industries  such  as  steel,  autos. 
and  railroads  have  not  been  able  to 
take  advantage  of  investment  tax  cred- 
its they  have  earned  because  they 
have  not  realized  sufficient  profit  to 
use  the  credits  to  offset  their  tax  li- 
ability. The  Work  Opportunities  and 
Renewed  Competition  Act  of  1983  un- 
locks these  tax  benefits  by  allowing 
companies  with  unused  investment  tax 
credits  to  obtain  85  percent  of  the 
value  of  their  credits  when  reinvested 
in  new  plants  and  equipment.  The  re- 
strictions on  the  types  of  investment 
are  cleai'  and  the  full  value  of  the  rein- 
vestment tax  credit  must  be  paid  back 
by  1990. 

This  bill  offers  new  hope  for  the 
steel  industry  as  well  as  other  basic  in- 
dustries. And  most  important,  it  pro- 
vides a  means  to  make  those  industries 


more  competitive  and  help  put  Amer- 
ica back  to  work. 

The  steel  industry  is  vital  to  our 
jobs,  our  manufacturing  economy  and 
our  national  defense.  I  believe  the 
steel  industry  can  meet  the  challenge 
of  modernization  and  world  competi- 
tion with  the  proper  economic  climate. 
It  is  our  job  in  Congress  to  help  pro- 
vide that  proper  economic  climate.* 
•  Mr.  ERDREICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  many  of  my  col- 
leagues from  the  Steel  Caucus  to  dis- 
cuss the  problems  facing  the  steel  in- 
dustry and  to  examine  ways  in  which 
Congress  can  perhaps  respond  to  these 
pressing  needs. 

The  problems  facing  the  industry.  I 
believe  are  clear,  since  1974  approxi- 
mately 200  steel  facilities  in  the 
United  States  have  been  permanently 
shut  down.  Nationwide,  150,000  steel- 
workers are  without  jobs— over  10,000 
in  the  Sixth  District  of  Alabama 
which  I  represent. 

Net  losses  for  major  integrated  steel 
producers  in  this  country  surpased  $3 
billion  last  year  and  are  expected  to 
continue  throughout  this  year.  Over 
60  percent  of  our  production  capacity 
remains  idle,  and  imports  have 
claimed  22  percent  of  our  domestic 
market. 

The  industry  further  suffers  from  a 
lack  of  investment  modernizaiton.  The 
American  Iron  &  Steel  Institute  esti- 
mates the  industry  would  have  to 
spend  $60  bilion  over  the  next  decade 
to  bring  its  facilities  to  world-class 
levels.  In  1982,  U.S.  steelmakers  spend 
$2.2  billion  on  modernization,  while 
suffering  a  net  loss  of  $3  billion. 

Clearly,  the  industry  is  suffering  de- 
cline, in  part,  from  its  own  maturity, 
but  is  being  heavily  penetrated  by  im- 
ports as  well.  Doubling  this  problem  is 
the  fact  that  our  industry's  foreign 
competitors  are  subsidized.  Their 
modern,  efficient  plants  have  been 
subsidized  and  their  product  hits  the 
market  at  a  lower  price  because  it  is 
subsidized.  No  doubt,  government- 
aided  competition  has  placed  the  U.S. 
industry  at  a  considerable  disadvan- 
tage not  only  on  the  world  market,  but 
in  its  own  domestic  market  as  well. 

For  this  reason,  in  March  of  this 
year,  I  introduced  H.R.  1384,  the 
Unfair  Foreign  Competition  Act  of 
1983  to  allow  American  firms  to  seek 
damages  in  Federal  court  against  for- 
eign competitors  who  illegally  sell 
their  products  in  U.S.  markets.  Cur- 
rent remedies  only  allow  our  compa- 
nies to  file  charges  with  the  Interna- 
tional Trade  Commission,  a  time  con- 
suming and  often  unrewarding  proc- 
ess. 

Another  measure  which  would  pro- 
vide some  assistance  to  the  industry  is 
the  establishment  of  a  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Trade  and  Industry.  Creation 
of  such  a  department  would  provide 
needed  organizational  improvements 
and  increase  the  consideration  given 


to  trade  matters  in  U.S.  foreign  and 
domestic  policymaking  decisions. 

Certainly,  there  are  other  forms  of 
assistance  that  should  and  could  be 
provided  and  I  believe  that  it  is  imper- 
ative and  these  proposals  be  reviewed. 
Today.  I  was  greatly  encouraged  to 
learn  that  the  President  agreed  to 
meet  with  the  officers  of  the  executive 
committee  of  the  Steel  Caucus.  I  hope 
that  this  meeting  will  be  the  first  of  a 
series  with  the  goal  of  revitalizing  our 
industrial  base.  The  strength  of  our 
basic  industries  is  critical  not  only  to 
the  performance  of  our  domestic  econ- 
omy, but  is  important  to  providing  for 
our  national  security  needs  as  well. 
The  United  States  must  have  a  strong 
steel  industry  and  I  am  encouraged  by 
the  increased  focus  upon  the  industry 
and  strongly  urge  that  it  continue.* 


D  2120 

SOVIET    INVASION    OF    CZECHO- 
SLOVAKIA-A  DAY  OF  SHAME 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annunzio)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker. 
August  21  marks  the  15th  anniversary 
of  the  1968  invasion  of  Czechoslovakia 
by  the  Soviet  Union— an  outrageous 
act  of  totalitarian  oppression  which 
again  reminded  the  world  that  ideals 
of  freedom  and  human  dignity  simply 
do  not  exist  for  the  brutally  cruel  mas- 
ters of  the  Kremlin. 

The  people  of  Czechoslovakia  will 
again  commemorate  August  21  as  a 
day  of  Soviet  shame  as  will  Americans 
who  trace  their  ancestry  to  this  cap- 
tive nation.  None  of  us  as  Americans 
must  ever  forget  that  a  system  of  mon- 
strous barbarity  still  rules  in  the  cap- 
tive nations  and  that  all  of  us  must 
continue  our  support  for  the  Czecho- 
slovak people  in  their  just  aspirations 
for  self-determination  and  human  dig- 
nity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  I  wish  to  include  a  statement 
from  the  Czechoslovak  National  Coun- 
cil of  America  issued  in  commemora- 
tion of  this  sad  day  in  the  history  of 
freedom-loving  peoples  everywhere. 

The  statement  follows: 

Freedom  Is  Indivisible 

On  this  sad  occasion  of  the  fifteenth  anni- 
versary of  the  brutal  Soviet-led  invasion  and 
occupation  of  peaceful  and  freedom-loving 
Czechoslovakia,  we  American  citizens  of 
Czech.  Slovak  and  Subcarpatho-Ruthenian 
descent,  again  remind  the  entire  world  of 
this  Soviet  violation  of  key  principles  of 
international  law  incorporated  into  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations: 

The  brutal  Soviet  aggression  and  occupa- 
tion: ,  . 

(1)  violated  the  sovereignty  of  a  member 
state  of  the  United  Nations  (Article  2.  Sec- 
tion 1):  ...        ,  .  4-  , 

(2)  was  carried  out  m  violation  of  Article 
2.  Section  4.  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mill- 
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tary  force  in  the  relations  between  individ- 
ual members  of  the  United  Nations; 

(3)  violated  the  principle  of  self-determi- 
nation of  peoples  (Article  1.  Section  2): 

(4)  was  in  conflict  with  Article  2,  Section 
7.  which  prohibits  outside  intervention  in 
matters  essentially  within  the  domestic  ju- 
risdiction of  any  state: 

(5)  was  in  conflict  with  a  number  of  reso- 
lutions of  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
United  Nations,  particularly  with  Resolu- 
tion 2131  (XXI)  adopted  at  the  meeting  of 
December  21,  1965.  upon  the  Soviet  Union's 
own  motion,  prohibiting  any  intervention  in 
the  domestic  affairs  of  any  state  and  guar- 
anteeing its  independence  and  sovereignty. 

The  continued  Soviet  occupation  of 
Czechoslovakia  is  another  crime  against  the 
right  of  a  small  country  to  determine  its 
owTi  destiny  and  aspirations.  The  invasion 
was  an  intervention  by  the  forces  of  reac- 
tionary communism  to  prevent  the  Czechs 
and  Slovaks  from  establishing  their  own 
social  order  that  did  not  endanger  anyone 
and  sought  to  contribute  to  the  building  of 
bridges  across  the  discords  of  a  divided 
world  and  to  lend  aid  to  a  better  under- 
standing and  cooperation  among  all  nations 
on  the  basis  of  true  progress  and  humanity. 

The  people  of  Czechoslovakia  have  not  re- 
signed themselves  to  these  aggressive  plans 
of  Moscow.  The  day  of  August  21,  is  being 
commemorated  in  Czechoslovakia  as  a  Day 
of  Soviet  Shame  in  a  mighty  and  disciplined 
resistance  against  Soviet  pressure.  We  are 
joining  our  friends  in  Czechoslovakia  in 
asking  the  entire  civilized  world  to  support 
the  people  of  Czechoslovakia  in  their  effort 
to  achieve  "the  withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops 
from  Czechoslovakia.  "• 


THE  FORFEITED  CONVEYANCE 
DISPOSAL  IMPROVEMENTS  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
number  of  conveyances  seized  by  Fed- 
eral agencies  because  of  their  use  in  il- 
legal activities  has  nearly  tripled  in 
recent  years,  from  3.526  in  1979  to 
9.035  in  1981.  This  increase  is  the 
result  of  stepped  up  efforts  to  halt 
drug  trafficking,  illegal  immigration, 
and  the  transporting  of  other  forms  of 
contraband.  The  cost  of  processing 
these  seized  conveyances  has  increased 
as  their  numbers  have  increased,  and 
too  often,  because  of  limited  resources, 
vitally  needed  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers must  be  assigned  to  the  purely  ad- 
ministrative tasks  associated  with  in- 
ventorying, storing  and  selling  cars, 
boats,  and  airplanes  forfeited  to  the 
Government. 

A  General  Accounting  Office  report 
prepared  for  the  Government  Oper- 
ations Committee,  which  I  am  releas- 
ing today,  documents  monetary  losses 
due  to  serious  problems  with  current 
Federal  procedures  for  storing,  forfeit- 
ing, and  selling  seized  conveyances. 
GAO  has  determined  that  as  of  April 
1982.  Federal  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies were  holding  over  4.518  seized  con- 


veyances—3.665  cars.  692  boats,  and 
161  airplanes— worth  $82  million  when 
seized.  GAO's  evaluation  reveals,  how- 
ever, that  due  to  lengthy  forfeiture 
proceedings,  inadequate  security  and  a 
lack  of  maintenance,  seized  convey- 
ances—plagued by  deterioration,  van- 
dalism, and  theft— frequently  sell  for 
only  a  fraction  of  their  value  at  the 
time  they  were  taken. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  introducing 
the  Forfeited  Conveyance  Disposal 
Improvements  Act.  This  bill  is  de- 
signed to  help  avoid  economic  loss 
caused  by  the  deterioration  and  theft 
of  conveyances  taken  by  the  Govern- 
ment during  law  enforcement  oper- 
ations and  to  provide  needed  resources 
to  Federal  law  enforcement  agencies 
to  pay  for  services  involving  these  con- 
veyances, such  as  their  storage,  main- 
tenance, and  sale. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  bill  will  allow  in- 
creased use  of  administrative  forfeit- 
ure by  raising  the  limitation  on  these 
proceedings  to  $100,000.  Administra- 
tive proceedings  now  take  an  average 
of  8  months;  judicial  forfeitures,  on 
the  other  hand,  take  an  average  of  a 
year  and  a  half.  Greater  use  of  the 
shorter,  more  efficient  process  will 
result  in  less  economic  loss  due  to  de- 
preciation and  theft  of  this  property. 
Increased  use  of  administrative  forfeit- 
ures will  also  help  relieve  our  already 
overburdened  Federal  court  system. 

To  assure  that  the  rights  of  owners 
are  protected,  my  bill  includes  provi- 
sions to  require  notice  and  full  disclo- 
sure of  the  owner's  rights,  the  nature 
of  the  procedures  and  alternative  ac- 
tions available  at  the  owners  request. 
My  bill  also  requires  waiver  of  bond 
posting  requirements  if  anyone  who 
claims  an  interest  is  financially  unable 
to  pay  the  minimal  $500  bond. 

Further,  my  bill  assures  that  ade- 
quate resources  will  be  available  to 
pay  for  storage,  protection,  mainte- 
nance and  sale  of  seized  conveyances 
by  requiring  that  proceeds  from  their 
sale  be  deposited  in  two  funds,  estab- 
lished for  use  by  the  agencies  responsi- 
ble for  the  vast  majority  of  seizures. 
One  fund  would  be  established  for  the 
Customs  Service  and  one  for  agencies 
in  the  Department  of  Justice  (the  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service, 
the  Drug  Enforcement  Administra- 
tion, the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion, and  the  U.S.  Marshals  Service). 
Each  fund  would  be  available,  subject 
to  congressional  appropriations,  at  a 
level  not  to  exceed  $10  million  in  any 
fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  problems  created  be- 
cause of  the  increased  numbers  of 
seized  conveyances  have  been  under 
study  in  the  Congress  for  some  time. 
We  sought  to  deal  with  these  and 
other  issues  last  year  in  the  Omnibus 
Crime  legislation.  That  bill  was  ap- 
proved   by    the    97th    Congress,    but 


vetoed  by  the  President  for  reasons 
unrelated  to  this  issue.  Congressman 
Hughes.  Chairman  of  the  Judiciary 
Committees  Subcommittee  on  Crime 
has  ongoing  hearings  dealing  with 
these  and  other  critical  matters. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  GAO  study 
and  my  bill  will  be  useful  to  the  Crime 
Subcommittee  as  they  seek  to  deter- 
mine the  best  possible  solution  to 
these  problems.* 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Leland)  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  LELAND.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
that  the  record  reflect  how  I  would 
have  voted  on  the  following  rollcall 
votes; 

Rollcall  233.  H.R.  1.  Housing  and 
Urban-Rural  Recovery  Act,  July  13, 
the  Bartlett  amendment  to  allow  the 
interest  rates  on  Federal  Home  Ad- 
ministration insured  mortgage  loans  to 
be  negotiated  between  the  lender  and 
the  buyer.  I  would  have  voted  "no.  " 

Rollcall  234,  H.R.  1.  Housing  and 
Urban-Rural  Recovery  Act.  July  13, 
the  Wylie  motion  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  Banking,  Finance,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs Committee  with  instructions  to 
bar  communities  that  place  rent  con- 
trol on  projects  built  after  enactment 
from  receiving  Federal  funds  from  a 
new  $900  million  multifamily  rental 
housing  production  program.  I  would 
have  voted  "no. " 

Rollcall  235.  H.R.  1.  Housing  and 
Urban-Rural  Recovery  Act.  July  13, 
Passage  of  the  bill  to  authorize  $15.64 
billion  in  fiscal  1984  for  Federal  hous- 
ing programs  and  to  establish  a  new 
$900  million  multifamily  rental  hous- 
ing production  program.  I  would  have 
voted  "yes." 

Rollcall  236,  H.R.  2769.  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative.  Adoption  of  the  rule 
(H.  Res.  246)  providing  for  House  floor 
consideration  of  the  bill  to  provide 
trade  and  tax  preferences  to  the  na- 
tions of  the  Caribbean  region.  I  would 
have  voted  "no." 

Rollcall  237,  H.R.  2769.  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative.  Passage  of  the  bill.  I 
would  have  voted  "no." 

Rollcall  238.  H.R.  2350.  Health  Re- 
search Extension  Act.  Adoption  of  the 
rule  (H.  Res.  208)  providing  for  House 
floor  consideration  of  the  bill  to  au- 
thorize programs  at  the  National 
Cancer  Institute.  National  Heart. 
Lung  and  Blood  Institute  and  other 
agencies  through  fiscal  year  1986.  I 
would  have  voted  "yes." 

Rollcall  239.  H.R.  1398.  daylight 
saving  time.  Coats  amendment  to 
allow  States  to  exempt  themselves 
from  the  additional  2  months  of  day- 


light saving  time.  I  would  have  voted 
"no." 

Rollcall  240.  H.R.  1398.  daylight 
saving  time.  Passage  of  the  bill  to 
extend  daylight-saving  time  by  begin- 
ning it  on  the  first  Sunday  in  March 
rather  than  the  last  Sunday  in  April.  I 
would  have  voted  "no." 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  was  out  of  town  on 
official  business,  and  was  unable  to 
vote.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  this  oppor- 
tunity to  set  the  record  straight.* 


•  Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, due  to  official  business  on  Friday, 
July  29,  1983,  I  missed  three  votes.  If  I 
had  been  present  to  vote.  I  would  have 
voted  "no"  on  rollcall  vote  294;  "no" 
on  permitting  Senators  to  increase 
their  salaries  and  receiving  honoraria 
income,  rollcall  vote  295,  and  "yes"  on 
rollcall  vote  296,  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  153,  providing  for  August 
adjournment  of  the  House  and 
Senate.* 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado  (Mrs. 
ScHROEDER)  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

•  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
was  absent  on  Friday.  July  29.  Had  I 
been  present  I  would  have  voted  as  fol- 
lows: 

Rollcall  No.  289.  "nay." 

Rollcall  No.  290.  "nay," 

Rollcall  No.  291,  "yea." 

Rollcall  No.  292.  "yea." 

Rollcall  No.  293,  "nay." 

Rollcall  No.  294,  "nay." 

Rollcall  No.  295,  "nay." 

Rollcall  No.  296,  "yea." 


EXPLANATION  OF  VOTES 

MISSED    ON    JULY    29    DUE    TO 
DISTRICT  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  (Mr.  Erdreich) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ERDREICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Friday.  July  29.  business  in  district 
caused  me  to  miss  three  votes.  Rollcall 
No.  294.  the  Conte  amendment  to 
recede  from  disagreement  with  the 
Senate  amendment  No.  65  and  concur 
therein,  was  defeated  by  the  House  by 
a  vote  of  165  to  213.  The  Record  re- 
flects my  pair  against  the  amendment 
and  I  would  have  voted  against  the 
amendment  had  I  been  able  to  remain 
in  Washington.  On  rollcall  No.  295.  a 
motion  by  Chairman  Whitten  to 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered 
158.  and  concur  therein,  I  would  have 
voted  "nay"  as  well.  Finally,  I  would 
have  voted  "yea"  on  rollcall  No.  296. 
approving  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 153. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I 
regret  that  district  commitments 
called  me  away  from  the  business  of 
the  House.* 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman fron  Florida  (Mr.  Nelson)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 


FROM  HELSINKI  TO  MADRID 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Fascell)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  8  years 
ago  today,  the  heads  of  state  of  32  Eu- 
ropean nations,  the  Soviet  Union,  the 
United  States,  and  Canada  met  in  Hel- 
sinki. Finland,  and  affixed  their  signa- 
tures to  the  Final  Act  of  the  Confer- 
ence on  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe  (CSCE).  The  Helsinki  accord 
was  the  capstone  of  detente,  a  40.000- 
word  document  covering  nearly  every 
aspect  of  East-West  relations  from 
military  security  to  trade  to  coopera- 
tion in  the  humanitarian  field.  Most 
importantly,  perhaps,  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act  elevated  the  issue  of  human 
rights  to  one  of  legitimate  internation- 
al concern.  A  government's  treatment 
of  its  own  citizens  was  acknowledged 
to  have  a  bearing  on  that  govern- 
ment's relations  with  other  countries. 

In  early  September,  the  foreign  min- 
isters of  the  same  35  nations,  including 
Secretary  of  State  Shultz,  plan  to  con- 
vene in  Madrid,  Spain,  to  give  their  ap- 
proval to  a  36-page  document  which 
builds  upon  the  foundations  laid  in 
Helsinki.  The  concluding  document  of 
the  Madrid  meeting,  the  result  of 
nearly  3  years  of  deliberations,  calls 
for  new  initiatives  in  the  military  secu- 
rity area,  expanded  economic  coopera- 
tion, and  renewed  efforts  to  guarantee 
respect  for  human  rights.  Madrid  also 
goes  beyond  the  original  Helsinki  Pact 
by  calling  for  cooperative  ventures  in 
some  new  areas  such  as  the  combat  of 
international  terrorism.  At  Madrid,  as 
at  Helsinki,  the  unanimous  consent  of 
all  35  states  was  required  to  adopt 
each  and  every  word  in  the  document. 
The  Madrid  accord  inches  forward- 
ever  so  slowly  and  in  small  incre- 
ments—the human  rights  commit- 
ments undertaken  in  Helsinki.  After 
protracted  negotiations,  agreement 
was  reached  on  new  language  in  the 
area  of  religious  freedom,  minority 
rights,  emigration,  trade  union  rights, 
the  dissemination  of  information,  and 
improved  working  conditions  for  jour- 
nalists. If  these  provisions  are  fully 
implemented,  a  significant  improve- 
ment in  the  lives  of  countless  men  and 


women  will  occur.  Yet.  without  faith- 
ful adherence  to  these  new  provisions, 
they  will  remain  only  hollow  words, 
devoid  of  any  relevance  in  a  world  of 
harsh  reality.  Unfortunately,  the  reali- 
ty of  life  in  the  Soviet  Union  and 
other  East  European  countries  shows 
that  there  is  a  long  way  to  go.  Yet.  the 
new  commitments  undertaken  at 
Madrid  give  hope  that  some  actual  im- 
provements may  follow  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  the  desire  of  Moscow  to 
keep  European  detente  alive. 

The  test  of  the  Madrid  meeting,  in  a 
very  real  sense,  will  be  how  these  new 
agreements  are  honored  in  practice. 
Many  of  the  provisions  negotiated 
with  great  opposition  from  the  Soviet 
Union,  were  designed  to  address  the 
most  difficult  problems. 

Surpassing  the  commitment  in  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act  to  respect  the  free- 
dom of  persons  to  "profess  and  prac- 
tice" their  religion,  the  Madrid  docu- 
ment pledges  the  35  nations  to  take 
the  action  necessary  "to  effectively 
ensure  this  right."  Yet.  repression  of 
religious  believers  in  the  Soviet  Union 
has  increased  in  the  last  few  years. 
Over  250  religious  activists  have  been 
arrested  since  the  Madrid  meeting 
began  in  1980.  While  the  20-year-old 
saga  of  the  Vashchenko  and  Chmyk- 
halov  families  has  ended  happily  with 
their  resettlement  in  the  West,  at  least 
30.000  of  their  coreligionists— mem- 
bers of  unofficial  Pentecostal  and  Bap- 
tist communities— continue  their 
struggle  to  emigrate  from  the  Soviet 
Union. 

The  Helsinki  Final  Act  committed 
its  signatories  to  "facilitate"  freer 
movement  of  people  and  to  deal  with 
emigration  requests  in  "a  positive  and 
humanitarian  spirit."  Western  nego- 
tiators at  Madrid  succeeded  in  expand- 
ing those  commitments.  Requests  to 
emigrate  for  the  purpose  of  family  re- 
unification will  be  decided  "favorably" 
and  within  6  months  according  to  the 
draft  Madrid  concluding  document.  In- 
formation on  the  procedures  and  regu- 
lations governing  emigration  will  be 
readily  available,  and  the  fees  charged 
in  connection  with  emigration  will  be 
at  a  "moderate  level  in  relation  to  the 
average  monthly  income."  Applicants 
whose  requests  were  not  granted  shall 
"be  informed  of  their  right  to  renew 
applications."  Yet.  during  the  Madrid 
meeting,  the  rates  of  Jewish.  German, 
and  Armenian  emigration  from  the 
U.S.S.R.  have  plummetted  to  their 
lowest  levels  in  this  decade.  Thousands 
of  families  are  divided  including  at 
least  a  dozen  Americans  married  to 
Soviet  citizens.  And  many  Jewish  "re- 
fuseniks"— those  who  have  been  re- 
fused exit  visas— have  been  given  per- 
manent refusals  and  told  that  they  are 
forbidden  to  submit  new  applications. 
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Breaking  new  ground  not  covered  at 
Helsinki,  the  Madrid  accord  recognizes 
the  "right  of  workers  freely  to  estab- 
lish and  join  trade  unions"  and  "the 
right  of  trade  unions  freely  to  exercise 
their  activities  and  other  rights."  The 
participating  states  pledged  to  insure 
these  rights  as  well.  Yet,  in  Poland, 
the  free  trade  union  Solidarity  re- 
mains outlawed  with  many  of  the 
union's  top  leadership  and  advisers  im- 
prisoned. In  the  Soviet  Union,  work- 
ers' rights  advocates  Aleksei  Nikitin. 
Vladimir  Gershuni.  and  Aleksandr 
Skobov  are  forcibly  incarcerated  in 
psychiatric  hospitals  for  their  efforts 
to  establish  independent  trade  unions. 
At  least  another  20  labor  activists  are 
in  prison  or  in  psychiatric  institutions. 

The  recognition  in  the  Helsinki 
Pinal  Act  of  the  right  of  everyone  "to 
know  and  act  upon  his  rights " 
spawned  the  formation  of  Helsinki 
monitoring  groups  throughout  the 
Soviet  Union.  In  the  Madrid  docu- 
ment, the  legitimacy  of  such  groups  is 
acknowledged,  albeit  indirectly.  The 
35  nations  "reaffirm  that  •  •  •  organi- 
zations and  persons  have  a  relevant 
and  positive  role  to  play  "  in  imple- 
menting the  Helsinki  and  Madrid  ac- 
cords and  they  expressed  their  deter- 
mination "to  encourage  genuine  ef- 
forts to  implement  the  final  act.  " 
More  importantly,  the  Madrid  dele- 
gates committed  their  governments  to 
"take  the  necessary  action  in  their  re- 
spective countries  to  effectively 
ensure"  the  right  of  the  individual  to 
know  and  act  upon  his  rights.  Yet.  52 
members  of  the  Helsinki  monitoring 
groups  in  Moscow.  Ukraine.  Lithuania. 
Georgia,  and  Armenia,  as  well  as  mem- 
bers of  the  specialized  affiliate  groups 
on  psychiatric  abuse,  invalids'  rights, 
and  the  rights  of  religious  believers 
are  in  Soviet  prisons,  labor  camps  or 
internal  exile. 

The  father  of  the  Helsinki  monitors 
and  founder  of  the  Moscow  group. 
Yuri  Orlov.  has  already  spent  over  6 
years  in  labor  camp,  half  of  his  12-year 
sentence.  He  suffers  from  tuberculosis 
and  has  been  told  repeatedly  by  his 
captors  that  he  will  never  leave  the 
camp  alive.  On  July  10.  in  connection 
with  the  upcoming  conclusion  of  the 
Madrid  meeting,  he  began  a  hunger 
strike  to  protest  the  imprisonment  of 
his  fellow  monitors  and  demand  an 
amnesty  for  them. 

Western  delegations  at  Madrid  fre- 
quently protested  the  treatment  of 
Professor  Orlov  and  his  colleagues. 
Indeed,  the  Madrid  meeting  proved  to 
l)e  a  valuable  forum  for  the  West  to 
direct  the  glare  of  public  opinion  on 
Soviet  misdeeds  and  to  bring  pressure 
to  redress  them.  The  invasion  and  oc- 
cupation of  Afghanistan.  Soviet  com- 
plicity in  the  military  crackdown  in 
Poland,    and    increased    repression    in 


the  U.S.S.R.  and  Eastern  Europe  were 
forcefully  and  roundly  condemned  by 
Western  delegations  including  the  tra- 
ditionally neutral  countries.  The 
whole  catalog  of  Soviet  human  rights 
violations  was  thoroughly  documented 
and  deplored.  In  fact.  CSCE  is  the 
only  international  body  in  which  the 
U.S.S.R.  has  been  subjected  to  such 
frank  and  frequent  criticism  of  its 
human  rights  record.  The  next  follow- 
up  session,  to  be  held  in  Vienna  in 
1986.  will  provide  an  additional  oppor- 
tunity to  review  the  record  and  to  see 
how  well  the  words  agreed  on  at 
Madrid  were  implemented. 

Although  it  often  seems  futile,  in 
light  of  blatant  disregard  for  prior 
commitments,  to  agree  to  new  under- 
takings, in  the  long  and  arduous  strug- 
gle to  promote  universal  respect  for 
human  rights,  there  is  no  alternative. 
The  words  of  Madrid— coupled  with 
the  pledges  of  Helsinki— set  standards 
by  which  to  judge  the  behavior  of  the 
35  countries.  Words  are  the  yardstick 
by  which  deeds  are  measured.  The  35 
nations  could  breathe  new  life  into  the 
Helsinki  and  Madrid  provisions  by 
practicing  fidelity  to  those  words  in- 
stead of  merely  professing  it.  In  the 
Madrid  document,  the  participants 
"reaffirmed  their  commitment  to  the 
process  of  the  CSCE  and  emphasized 
the  importance  of  the  implementation 
of  all  the  provisions.  "  including  those 
on  human  rights.  Let  us  commemorate 
the  anniversary  of  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act  today  by  reaffirming  our  commit- 
ment to  hold  the  35  signatory  nations 
to  their  words.* 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Acker- 
man)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  due 
to  official  business  in  my  district  I  was 
unable  to  be  present  during  the  con- 
sideration of  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 153  on  Friday.  July  29.  Had  I 
l)een  here  I  would  have  voted  "aye  "  on 
rollcall  No.  296.* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  REV.  THEODORE 
GIBSON 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Pepper)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
comes  along,  every  now  and  then  one 
man  or  one  woman  who  makes  a  dif- 
ference in  the  life  around  them.  Such 
individuals  are  blessed  with  a  devine 
kind  of  eye  that  gives  them  the  power 
to  see  beyond  the  reach  of  the  vision 
of  the  many  and  the  sensitivity  to  feel 
deeply  the  wrongs  inflicted  upon 
others.  Such  a  person  like  the  martyr 


who  gives  his  life  for  his  cause,  seems 
to  rise  above  his  own  self-interest, 
above  pain  and  punishment  and  an- 
guish, in  his  or  her  dedication  to  the 
service  of  interests  much  larger  than 
his  or  her  own.  Such  a  man  was  the 
Rev.  Theodore  R.  Gibson.  Almost 
alone.  Father  Gibson  lifted  up  black 
people  to  walk  and  work  and  eat  and 
drink  on  a  level  with  white  people. 

Almost  alone  Father  Gibson  defeat- 
ed the  McCarthy-like  inquisition  of 
the  Florida  Legislature  aimed  at 
breaking  the  strength  of  those  who 
fought,  like  Father  Gibson,  for  a 
better  life  for  countless  numbers  of 
people.  In  doing  so.  Father  Gibson  had 
to  bear  the  scorn  and  the  denunciation 
of  those  who  did  not  understand  the 
meaning  of  liberty  and  freedom  and 
human  dignity  and  consitutional 
rights  of  others.  He  even  subjected 
himself  to  the  payment  of  a  heavy 
fine  and  to  incarceration  in  prison  to 
halt  this  assault.  He  was  saved  from 
that  fine  and  from  imprisonment  only 
by  the  decision  of  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court.  He  had  the  courage  to  fight  on 
in  those  dark  days  sustained  only  by 
his  faith  in  God  and  his  confidence 
that  our  judicial  system  would  protect 
him  as  he  fought  to  protect  the  consti- 
tutional rights  of  his  fellow  citizens. 

When  a  black  family  chose,  as  al- 
lowed by  law.  to  live  in  a  white  neigh- 
borhood and  the  family,  daring  to  do 
this,  was  picketed  and  denounced,  it 
was  Father  Gibson  who  invoked  the 
law  against  such  deprivation  of  the 
rights  of  citizens  and  had  the  disturb- 
ers arrested.  This  was  another  Father 
Gibson  first.  Slum  clearance  leading  to 
the  installation  of  sewage  disposal, 
running  water,  and  the  removal  of  old 
houses  for  all  citizens  were  other  ac- 
complishments in  Coconut  Grove 
brought  about  by  Father  Gibson.  It 
was  Father  Gibson  who  led  the  fight 
for  the  integration  of  buses  in  Miami. 
It  was  Father  Gibson  who  brought  the 
black  children  into  the  white  schools, 
who  opened  the  city  golf  course,  the 
beaches,  parks,  and  hospitals  in  Dade 
County.  It  was  Father  Gibson  whose 
wise  and  tactful  initiative  induced 
Walgreens.  Woolworth.  Kress. 
McCrory.  W.  T.  Grant.  Richards,  and 
Sears  to  open  their  lunch  counters  to 
all  races  without  incident. 

Father  Gibson  stood  strong,  deter- 
mined and  brave,  for  those  causes  he 
believed  to  be  right.  He  had  the  genius 
of  moving  oratory,  the  rare  gift  of  a 
beautiful  spirit:  his  vision  reached  into 
the  tomorrows  and  into  the  highest 
echelons  of  life.  He  was  a  man  with  a 
purpose,  with  a  cause,  and  with  a 
tender  conscience.  This  man  who  came 
up  through  the  ministry  and  became, 
not  only  an  heroic  spiritual  but  politi- 
cal leader  as  well,  has  left  an  indelible 
mark   of   things   being   better   for  so 


many  of  his  fellow  citizens  where  he 
lived  and  walked.  In  the  memories  of 
all  who  were  privileged  to  know  him 
will  ever  live  the  stalwart  image  of  this 
good  and  great  man.  Truly  does  he 
merit  the  accolade  which  Anthony 
paid  to  the  fallen  Brutus  upon  the  bat- 
tlefield at  Philippi  when  he  said,  "His 
life  was  gentle  and  the  elements  so 
mixed  in  him  that  nature  might  stand 
up  and  say  to  all  the  world,  this  was  a 
man."* 


GEORGE  BRAND-OUTSTANDING 
JOURNALIST  AND  CITIZEN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Panetta) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  the  retirement  of  one  of 
the  finest  citizens  of  my  State  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  one  of  the  finest  men  I 
have  ever  known— George  L.  Brand, 
the  editor  of  the  Telegram-Tribune  in 
San  Luis  Obispo. 

After  serving  as  editor  for  20  years, 
George  is  planning  on  a  life  of  teach- 
ing and  continued  activity  within  the 
community.  He  leaves  behind  a  news- 
paper of  high  professionalism,  integri- 
ty, and  journalistic  excellence,  at- 
tributes for  which  he  holds  a  great 
deal  of  responsibility. 

George  was  born  in  Santa  Rosa, 
Calif.,  and  served  in  the  Marines 
during  both  World  War  II  and  the 
Korean  war.  He  earned  a  political  sci- 
ence degree  from  Occidental  College 
while  working  as  a  reporter  in  Los  An- 
geles. He  joined  Scripps  newspapers  in 
1952,  served  as  managing  editor  of  the 
Redding  Record-Searchlight  for 
nearly  a  decade,  and.  in  1963.  became 
editor  of  the  Telegram-Tribune. 

I  became  well  acquainted  with 
George  when,  in  1969,  he  took  a  6- 
month  leave  of  absence  to  serve  as  Di- 
rector of  Information  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare. I  also  served  at  HEW  during  this 
period,  and  it  was  truly  an  honor  and  a 
pleasure  not  only  to  work  with  George 
but  also  to  have  him  as  a  friend.  That 
friendship  persists  to  this  day. 

During  his  tenure  as  editor,  George 
has  been  a  leader  in  efforts  to  protect 
the  environment  of  the  beautiful  area 
in  which  his  newspaper  is  published. 
He  has  editorialized  unceasingly  on 
behalf  of  a  ban  on  offshore  oil  and  gas 
drilling  in  sensitive  areas,  he  was  suc- 
cessful in  creating  a  sanctuary  for 
egrets,  herons,  and  other  waterfowl  in 
Morro  Bay,  he  supported  the  expan- 
sion of  the  wilderness  area  of  our 
Nation,  and  he  continues  to  warn 
against  the  opening  of  the  Diablo 
Canyon  Nuclear  Power  Plant  unless 


safety  and  waste  dumping  problems 
are  dealt  with. 

In  addition  to  his  editorial  responsi- 
bilities, George  has  been  an  active  par- 
ticipant in  efforts  to  protect  the  first 
amendment  rights  of  the  press,  par- 
ticularly regarding  the  need  for  the 
press  to  be  able  to  obtain  information 
to  relay  to  the  public.  In  addition,  he 
has  been  active  in  various  local  and 
statewide  newspaper  organizations. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  proud  to  know 
George  Brand,  and  I  have  been  proud 
to  have  him  as  my  friend.  The  people 
of  the  San  Luis  Obispo  area  are  losing 
the  journalistic  services  of  a  man  who 
has  informed  them  as  well  as  anyone 
could  have,  who  has  challenged  their 
ideas  and  helped  to  shape  their  views 
as  well  as  anyone  could  have,  and  who 
has  dedicated  himself  to  their  welfare. 
He  is  still  a  young  man.  and  he  still 
has  a  great  deal  to  offer.  I  know  my 
colleagues  join  me  in  wishing  George 
Brand  the  best  of  luck  in  the  future.* 


PLIGHT  OF  THE  DOMESTIC 
STEEL  INDUSTRY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Mol- 
LOHAN)  is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  at  this  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Yatron). 

Mr.  YATRON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  commend  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Gaydos)  for 
all  of  efforts  and  leadership  in  focus- 
ing the  Nation's  attention  on  this  very 
compelling  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  join  with 
my  colleagues  to  discuss  an  issue  of 
such  importance  that  it  commands 
continued  national  attention.  A  vi- 
brant domestic  steel  industry  is  essen- 
tial to  our  industrial  base  and  national 
security.  A  healthy  steel  industry  is 
and  will  continue  to  be  vital  to  a 
strong  and  prosperous  America.  Yet. 
despite  this  industry's  crucial  role,  it 
continues  to  be  subject  to  policies  that 
threaten  its  very  existence. 

While  economic  recovery  has  finally 
begun  to  take  hold  in  many  sectors  of 
our  economy,  recovery  continues  to 
elude  the  U.S.  steel  industry. 

We  have  been  working  through  the 
Steel  Caucus  and  congressional  com- 
mittees to  promote  a  legislative  envi- 
ronment that  will  enable  the  steel  in- 
dustry to  prosper  and  that  will  insure 
that  competition  with  other  producers 
is  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis. 

We  must  take  these  steps  to  main- 
tain our  capacity  for  steel  production 
that  is  critical  to  the  security  of  our 
Nation. 

The  continuing  illegal  and  unfair 
trade  practices  of  other  nations  still 


threaten  the  accomplishments  of 
these  efforts.  The  steel  industry  and 
its  workers  have  taken  important  steps 
to  improve  the  competitiveness  of 
their  industry. 

I  believe  that  all  those  who  have 
made  the  courageous  and  difficult  de- 
cisions necessary  to  enhance  the  pro- 
ductivity of  the  steel  industry  should 
be  highly  commended. 

Still,  the  problem  of  imports,  how- 
ever, remains  as  insidious  and  compel- 
ling as  ever. 

How  often  have  we  come  together  to 
discuss  this  problem  and  how  often 
has  the  response  been  incomplete  and 
unsatisfactory.  The  time  for  discussion 
has  long  since  passed,  it  is  action  and 
action  now  which  is  needed  to  insure 
that  our  steel  industry  can  recover. 

While  the  specialty  steel  industry  re- 
cently received  some  import  relief,  the 
administration's  decision  was  short  of 
what  is  required  to  stem  the  flow  of 
unfair  inports. 

Actions  on  imports  threatening  the 
carbon  steel  industry  have  also  been 
inadequate  to  date. 

We  need  to  more  vigorously  explore 
reciprocity  proposals  as  well  as  pursue 
effective  quotas  and  address  the  con- 
cerns established  by  important  trade 

pocpg 

The  plans  by  United  States  Steel 
and  Pittsburgh-Wheeling  to  import 
steel  slabs  and  have  them  finished  in 
this  country  is  an  alarming  precedent. 
This  type  of  negative  solution  points 
to  the  immediacy  of  our  import  prob- 
lems and  the  need  for  more  capital  iri- 
vestment  to  make  our  plants  competi- 
tive. ,  , 

We  must,  therefore,  explore  ways  to 

insure  that  the  cost  of  capital  for  the 
steel  industry  is  equal  to  that  of  those 
industries  which  can  presently  take 
advantage  of  the  investment  tax 
credit. 

Clearly,  increased  capital  investment 
and  productivity  is  essential  to  the 
survival  of  this  industry.  Government 
policies  should  encourage  recovery, 
not  hamper  it. 

Many  of  us  here  today,  have  seen 
firsthand  the  damage  which  has  oc- 
curred in  the  steel  industry.  In  my  dis- 
trict, my  continued  work  with  a  major 
steel  producer,  Carpenter  Technology 
Corp..  has  enabled  me  to  become  all 
too  familiar  with  the  hardships  facing 
the  industry  and  its  workers. 

I  am  hopeful  that  this  special  order 
will  help  to  focus  increased  attention 
from  this  body,  the  administration, 
and  the  Nation,  on  the  critical  prob- 
lems facing  this  industry. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  for  his  ex- 
cellent statement.  ,.    ^     ,     „  » 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  first  of  all  to 
thank  my  good  friends  and  colleagues 
from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Gaydos,  Mr. 
Murtha.  and  Mr.  Murphy,  for  arrang- 


22078 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22079 


ing  this  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
plight  of  the  domestic  steel  industry, 
particularly  in  the  context  of  today's 
international  trade  difficulties. 

International  trade  has  always  in- 
volved high  stakes  and  everyone  who 
participates  wants  to  come  out  a 
winner.  Unfortunately,  however,  in 
the  last  few  years  the  players  have 
changed  dramatically:  instead  of  in- 
volving predominately  private  business 
enterprises,  we  increasingly  see  gov- 
ernments and  government-subsidized 
companies  participating  in  the  inter- 
national marketplace.  But  we  in  this 
country  seem  to  have  forgottern  that 
rules  change  over  time,  and  that  our 
foreign  trade  policies  must  themselves 
change  to  accommodate  new  realities. 
We  are  now  the  only  country  in  the 
world  that  affords  open  access  to  the 
high  stakes  international  trade  table 
and  we  even  pay  the  ante  for  those 
who  cannot  afford  it. 

It  is  difficult  for  me  to  return  to  my 
home  State  of  West  Virginia,  which 
has  the  highest  unemployment  of  any 
State  in  the  Nation,  and  which  is 
heavily  dependent  upon  the  produc- 
tion of  steel  for  its  economic  well- 
being  and  explain  why  we  are  provid- 
ing loans  to  countries  that  subsidize 
industries  that  compete  with  our  own. 

My  constituents  ask  me  what  have 
we  done  to  protect  American  jobs  from 
countries  like  Japan,  Brazil,  and  South 
Korea  that  sell  their  products  on  the 
U.S.  market  at  below-cost  prices?  Why. 
they  want  to  know,  are  steel  imports 
devouring  over  20  percent  of  the  U.S. 
steel  market  while  our  steel  plants  op- 
erate at  54  percent  capacity  and  over 
100.000  steelworkers  are  unemployed? 

Frankly.  I  dont  have  much  good 
news  to  tell  them.  In  spite  of  the  ef- 
forts of  the  Congressional  Steel 
Caucus  and  individual  Members  of 
Congress,  there  is  no  concerted  effort 
on  the  part  of  the  administration  to 
address  the  critical  and  growing  prob- 
lem of  the  decline  of  our  basic  indus- 
tries. 

Evidence  of  the  continuing  nature  of 
the  problem  abounds.  In  spite  of  the 
much-heralded  'recovery.'  just  last 
week  Wheeling-Pittsburgh  Steel  an- 
nounced that  it  is  negotiating  an  ar- 
rangement with  Brazil  to  purchase 
semifinished  slab.  Brazil,  under  the 
terms  of  the  proposal,  will  inject  $40 
million  into  Wheeling-Pittsburgh. 

Brazil  is  a  country  that  has  been  in 
the  news  a  lot  lately,  and  not  for  pro- 
ducing outstanding  steel;  for  Brazil  is 
one  of  those  nations  that  is  carrying 
an  extensive  debt.  In  fact,  Brazil  cur- 
rently is  steeped  in  a  $90  billion  debt. 
Most  of  that  debt  is  owed  to  commer- 
cial banks— often  American  ones— and 
to  the  IMF— which  has  just  requested 
that  the  United  States  increase  its 
quota  by  50  percent  to  over  $8  billion. 
Brazil  also  subsidizes  its  steel  industry. 


Thus  American  money  is  going  to 
Brazil  to  pay  for  that  country's  steel 
production  facilities,  which  compete 
with  our  own  troubled  industry.  In 
other  words,  we  are  paying  another 
country  to  drive  us  out  of  the  steel  in- 
dustry. 

Wheeling-Pittsburgh  Steel  is,  unfor- 
tunately, not  unique  among  steel  com- 
panies for  negotiating  the  purchase  of 
semifinished  slab  from  abroad.  The 
steel  industry  in  this  country,  as  we  all 
know,  is  in  serious  trouble  and  it  is  not 
surprising  that  it  is  turning  to  the  best 
options  it  has  available  under  current 
law.  However  offensive  this  may  be  to 
you  and  me.  it  is  time  for  us  to  recog- 
nize that  as  elected  Federal  officials, 
we  are  in  part  responsible  for  the 
framework  that  drives  companies  like 
Wheeling-Pittsburgh  to  this  alterna- 
tive. Last  year  the  industry  lost  $3.2 
billion  at  a  time  when  it  desperately 
needs  to  modernize  if  it  is  to  continue 
to  compete  in  the  international 
market. 

I  am  a  Congressman  and  not  the 
president  of  a  U.S.  steel  company,  so  I 
cannot  presume  to  know  whether  pur- 
chasing slab  from  another  country 
that  subsidizes  its  steel  industry  is  the 
best  decision  for  the  company.  As  a 
legislator,  however,  I  do  know  that 
something  is  seriously  wrong  with  our 
trade  laws  or  the  enforcement  of  those 
laws  when  one  American  steel  compa- 
ny after  another  decides  that  it  must 
purchase  steel  from  abroad,  thus  jeop- 
ardizing more  American  jobs.  I  also 
know  that  we  have  a  crisis  on  our 
hands  if  we  continue  to  permit  this  to 
occur. 

Perhaps  part  of  the  reason  there  is 
only  a  muted  objection  to  these  events 
is  that  steel  and  other  basic  industries 
are  not  as  popular  as  they  once  were. 
There  is  a  new  kid  in  town  and  he  is 
called  high  technology— our  latest  eco- 
nomic messiah.  While  this  industry 
may  promise  solid  earnings,  they  are 
not  long-term  earnings.  Already,  one 
computer  company  announced  it  was 
moving  part  of  its  production  facilities 
overseas  where  costs  are  lower. 

Do  we  have  such  a  poor  memory 
that  we  forget  the  essential  role  steel 
has  played  in  American  history?  For 
over  a  century,  steel  plants  have  been 
supplying  us  with  materials  to  con- 
struct railroads,  bridges,  ships,  build- 
ings, and  later,  cars  and  airplanes. 
When  this  country  was  dragged  into 
war,  steel  played  an  integral  part  in 
preparing  us  for  the  task.  Do  we 
expect  now  in  the  1980's  that  we  have 
no  further  need  of  railroads,  cars, 
planes,  buildings,  and  roads?  As  we 
watch  our  infrastructure  crumble,  do 
we  expect  to  rebuild  without  a  domes- 
tic steel  supply? 

During  the  oil  crisis  in  the  1970's,  we 
quickly  realized  how  much  we  depend- 
ed upon  foreign  oil  and  how  vulnera- 


ble we  were  to  countries  that  sold  us 
the  oil.  I  we  fail  to  take  corrective 
action,  soon  we  may  relive  that  type  of 
experience. 

My  concern  is  not  bluff;  there  are 
currently  300  companies  in  299  com- 
munities producing  some  type  of  steel 
product  in  this  country  today.  Since 
1974.  however,  over  200  facilities  have 
been  permanently  shut  down.  Steel  ca- 
pacity, as  I  mentioned  earlier,  is  just 
over  50  percent.  Some  aspects  of  the 
steel  industry  desperately  need  more 
modern  equipment  and  techniques  in 
order  to  remain  competitive,  yet  since 
1980  steel  companies  have  been  able  to 
afford  only  half  of  the  capital  invest- 
ments they  anticipated. 

Clearly  we  have  a  problem.  Either 
we  get  up  from  the  trade  table  and 
quit  or  we  must  modify  our  strategy  so 
we  succeed.  The  former  choice  is  not  a 
realistic  alternative:  we  cannot  sacri- 
fice our  basic  industries  when  so  much 
of  our  defense  capabilities  and  funda- 
mental domestic  needs  depend  upon 
U.S.  steel. 

To  protect  our  own  interests,  we 
must  continue  to  manufacture  steel— 
and  every  phase  of  the  steel  produc- 
tion process.  We  must  stay  in  the 
game  and  we  must  win. 

The  challenge  is  a  serious  one.  the 
stakes  are  high,  but  a  country  such  as 
ours  does  not  accept  defeat. 

What,  then,  should  we  do?  As  a  first 
step,  we  should  impose  quotas  on  im- 
ported steel,  thus  giving  our  steel  com- 
panies an  opportunity  to  modernize. 
Today.  I  join  other  Members  of  the 
Steel  Caucus  in  introducing  legislation 
that  imposes  an  11  percent  import  lim- 
itation on  total  expected  apparent  do- 
mestic steel  consumption  per  year  for 
a  period  of  5  years.  This  legislation 
does  not  permit  the  steel  companies  to 
use  this  import  protection  as  a  means 
of  earning  more  capital  to  invest  in 
other  industries.  This  quota  will  be  im- 
posed subject  to  the  finding  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  that  the 
quota's  beneficiaries  are  in  fact  mod- 
ernizing their  plants. 

Those  of  us  who  are  concerned  over 
the  health  of  our  basic  industries 
should  not  be  intimidated  by  the  free 
trade  rhetoric  that  is  currently  epi- 
demic. Unfair  foreign  trade  practices 
do  exist— even  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion has  agreed  to  impose  quotas  on 
specialty  steel  products  in  response  to 
unfair  foreign  trade  practices  exer- 
cised on  that  industry.  As  we  move 
from  a  domestic  to  an  international 
economy,  we  must  address  the  prob- 
lem of  foreign  governments'  subsidies 
of  their  industries.  It  is  essential  we 
not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  subsi- 
dized trade  is  not  free  trade. 

Due  to  the  size  of  the  American 
market  and  U.S.  trade  laws  that  en- 
courage targeting  by  other  nations,  it 


is  not  surprising  that  other  countries 
are  willing  to  subsidize  their  industries 
and  sell  their  products  here  at  a  loss 
to  capture  a  share  of  our  market. 

Quota  legislation  is  an  appropriate 
response  to  this  problem  because  it 
leaves  a  share  of  the  market  open  to 
foreign  competition  without  further 
threatening  American  jobs.  Without 
measures  such  as  this  legislation,  do- 
mestic companies  will  continue  to  have 
to  prove  subsidy  and  injury  in  order  to 
receive  any  remedial  assistance  from 
our  Government,  such  as  the  imposi- 
tion of  quotas  or  countervailing  duties. 
Unfortunately,  as  too  many  American 
companies  have  discovered,  most  of 
the  facts  necessary  to  prove  subsidy 
and  injury  are  in  the  hands  of  the  for- 
eign competitors.  Thus  quota  legisla- 
tion such  as  the  bill  introduced  today 
is  a  necessary  and  positive  step  toward 
the  revitalization  of  our  basic  indus- 
tries. 

Second,  Congressman  Jones  has  in- 
troduced legislation,  which  I  have  sup- 
ported, to  permit  ailing  industries, 
such  as  steel,  to  take  advantage  of 
their  accumulated  investment  tax 
credits.  With  the  massive  losses  of  the 
steel  industry  over  the  last  few  years, 
the  investment  tax  credits  have  been 
useless.  Representative  Jones'  plan  is 
to  permit  companies  with  unused  tax 
credits  to  use  the  credits  as  a  loan 
now.  rather  than  waiting  until  they 
are  again  profitable  to  benefit  from 
the  credits. 

Third,  I  propose  we  develop  a  ration- 
al and  consistent  national  industrial 
policy. 

As  part  of  this  policy,  the  Federal 
Government  should  provide  research 
and  development  funds  for  basic  in- 
dustry to  the  same  extent  that  we  are 
currently  providing  research  moneys 
for  our  new  high  tech  industries.  If  we 
are  going  to  succeed,  we  must  be  the 
best  manufacturer  of  the  product  with 
the  most  modern  technology  available. 
It  is  too  late  for  our  steel  companies  to 
merely  play  'catchup"— we  must  leap- 
frog over  our  competitors  to  a  better 
way  of  producing  fine  steel  products. 

We  were  once  known  as  the  best 
source  of  steel  in  the  world,  and  we 
can  be  again  if  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment acknowledges  its  role  to  provide 
research  assistance  to  an  essential  in- 
dustry that  will  never  fully  recuperate 
without  it. 

In  addition,  there  are  broader  issues 
we  must  address.  The  current  ex- 
change rates  for  some  currencies,  in- 
cluding our  own  dollar  and  the  Japa- 
nese yen,  place  our  products  at  a  dis- 
advantage. Overvaluation  of  the  dollar 
makes  our  products  comparatively  ex- 
pensive, while,  for  example,  underva- 
luation of  the  yen  makes  Japanese 
products  relatively  less  expensive  and 
therefore  more  attractive. 


Interest  rates  also  remain  unaccept- 
ably  high,  and  are  continuing  to  climb. 
We  desperately  need  to  synchronize 
our  monetary  and  fiscal  policies  to 
permit  a  recovery  at  all  ends  of  the 
economic  scale. 

We  are  today  faced  with  a  crisis  in 
our  basic  industries.  While  we  ha""  fo- 
cused on  the  steel  industry  today,  it  is 
but  one  of  a  host  of  industries  that  are 
similarly  situated.  We  must  act  now  or 
fold  our  hands  and  retreat  into  greater 
dependence  upon  the  other  nations. 
We  must  recognize  there  are  new 
international  trade  rules  and  we  must 
learn  to  play  by  those  rules  while  con- 
tinuing to  compete  fairly  and  in  a 
manner  consistent  w-ith  our  great  her- 
itage. We  can  succeed  but  we  must  act 
now. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  WoRTLEY)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Dannemeyer,  for  30  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Dannemeyer,  for  30  minutes,  on 
August  2. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Dyson)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Annunzio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Nichols, 

Mr.  Brooks,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Wise,  for  60  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Leland.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  Schroeder,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Ms.  Ferraro,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Erdreich.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Nelson,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Fascell,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Ackerman,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Pepper,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Alexander,  for  30  minutes,  on 
August  2,  3  and  4. 

Mr.  Panetta,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Frank,  for  60  minutes,  on 
August  3. 

Mr.  Pease,  for  30  minutes,  on  Sep- 
tember 13. 

(The  following  Member  (at  his  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  materi- 
al:) 

Mr.  MoLLOHAN,  for  60  minutes, 
today. 


Mr.  Daub,  prior  to  passage  of  H.R. 
3677. 

Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut  and 
Mr.  Oilman,  to  revise  and  extend  prior 
to  the  vote  on  H.R.  1646. 

Mr.  Hubbard,  during  general  debate 
on  H.R.  1646  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  today. 

Mr.  Porter,  in  opposition  to  House 
Resolution  256  during  debate  on  that 
resolution  today. 

Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan,  during  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  3409. 

Mr.  Dyson,  during  consideration  of 
H.R. 1643  today. 

Mr.  KosTMAYER,  during  the  special 
order  of  Mr.  Gaydos  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  WoRTLEY)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Fields. 

Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Franklin. 

Mr.  McGrath, 

Mr.  Corcoran. 

Mr.  Hyde. 

Mr.  Gekas  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey  in  two  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  Gradison. 

Mr.  Roth. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Dyson)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter.) 

Mr.  Anderson  in  10  instances. 

Mr.  Gonzalez  in  10  instances. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California  in  10  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Annunzio  in  six  instances. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee  in  10  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Boner  of  Tennessee  in  five  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Lloyd  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Hamilton  in  10  instances. 

Mr.  Lipinski. 

Mr.  Bates. 

Mr.  Markey  in  four  instances. 

Mr.  Richardson. 

Mr.  BoLAND  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Zablocki. 

Mr.  Vandergriff. 

Mr.  Coyne. 

Mr.  HuTTO. 

Mr.  DE  LA  Garza. 

Mr.  Torricelli. 

Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan  in  two  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Rangel. 

Mr.  Rowland. 

Mr.  Gibbons. 

Mr.  Downey  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Lehman  of  California. 

Mr.  Erdreich. 

Mr.  Akaka. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 
By   unanimous  consent,   permission 
to    revise    and    extend    remarks    was 
granted  to: 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 
Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that    that   committee    had   examined 
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and  found  truly  enrolled  a  bill  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title,  which  was 
thereupon  signed  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore: 

H.R.  3069.  An  act  malting  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1983,  and  for  other  purposes. 


ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  had  examined 
and  found  truly  enrolled  a  joint  reso- 
lution of  the  House  of  the  following 
title,  which  was  thereupon  signed  by 
the  Speaker: 

H.J.  Res.  321.  Joint  resolution  to  proclaim 
a  day  of  national  celebration  of  the  two 
hundredth  anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the 
Treaty  of  Paris. 


BILL  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  did  on  July  29, 
1983,  present  to  the  President,  for  his 
approval,  a  bill  and  a  joint  resolution 
of  the  House  of  the  following  titles: 

H.R.  3069.  An  act  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
Septemtier  30.  1983.  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.J.  Res.  139.  An  act  to  designate  the 
week  beginning  June  24.  1984.  as  "Federal 
Credit  Union  Week." 

D  2140 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  9  o'clock  and  42  minutes 
p.m.).  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow. Tuesday,  August  2.  1983,  at  12 
o'clock  noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXI'V.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1642.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting  a 
report  on  the  impact  on  U.S.  readiness  of 
the  Army's  proposed  sale  of  certain  defen.se 
articles  to  Saudi  Arabia  (Transmittal  No. 
83-48).  pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  133b:  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

1643.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia.  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Act  5-60.  "Cable  Television  Commu- 
nications Act  of  1981  Clarification  Amend- 
ment Act  of  1983."  pursuant  to  section 
602(c)  of  Public  Law  93-198;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

1644.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  proposed  final  regula- 
tions for  the  Indian  fellowship  program, 
pursuant  to  section  431(d)  of  the  General 


Education  Provisions  Act.  as  amended;  to 
the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

1645.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notice  of  the  Army's  intention  to  offer  to 
sell  certain  defense  articles  and  services  to 
Saudi  Arabia  (Transmittal  No.  83-48).  pur- 
suant to  section  36(b)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs. 

1646.  A  letter  from  the  Executive  Secre- 
tary. Federal  Reserve  Employee  Benefits 
System,  transmitting  the  annual  report  for 
the  plan  for  the  year  ending  December  31. 
1982.  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  9503(a)(B);  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

1647.  A  letter  from  the  Clerk  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  transmitting  his 
report  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  289 
(H.  Doc.  No.  98-90);  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

1648.  A  letter  from  the  Clerk.  U.S.  Court 
of  Claims,  transmitting  copies  of  the  hear- 
ing officers'  opinions  and  the  opinion  and 
report  of  the  review  panel  concerning  con- 
gressional reference  cases  nos.  5-74  and  2- 
75.  pursuant  to  28  U.S.C.  2509:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

[Omitted  from  the  Record  of  July  29.  I983I 

Mr.  DINGELL:  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce.  H.R.  2453.  A  bill  to  amend  the 
Board  for  International  Broadcasting  Act  of 
1973  to  provide  for  radio  broadcasting  to 
Cuba;  with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  98-284, 
Pt.  II).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 
[Submitted  August  1.  19831 

Mr.  HOWARD:  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation.  H.R.  1761.  A  bill 
to  amend  title  I  of  the  Marine  Protection. 
Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of  (Rept.  No. 
98-200  Pt.  II).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina:  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries.  S.  46.  A 
bill  to  revise,  consolidate,  and  enact  certain 
laws  related  to  vessels  and  seamen  as  sub- 
title II  of  title  46.  United  States  Code. 
"Shipping";  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
98-338).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina:  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries.  H.R. 
2853.  A  bill  to  establish  a  National  Oceans 
Policy  Commission  to  make  recommenda- 
tions to  Congress  and  the  President  on  com- 
prehensive national  oceans  policy;  with  an 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  89-339.  Pt.  I).  Or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


REPORTED  BILLS 
SEQUENTIALLY  REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X,  bills  and 
reports  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk  for 
printing,  and  bills  referred  as  follows: 

Mr.  UDALL:  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs.  S.  64.  A  bill  to  establish  the 
Irish   Wilderness  in   Mark  Twain  National 


Forest.  Mo.,  with  an  amendment:  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  for  a 
period  ending  not  later  than  2  p.m.. 
Monday.  August  1.  1983  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  of  the  bill  and  amendment 
as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  com- 
mittee pursuant  to  clause  1(a),  rule  X  (Rept. 
No  98-337.  pt.  I).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 


SUBSEQUENT  ACTION  ON  A  RE- 
PORTED BILL  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X.  the  follow- 
ing action  was  taken  by  the  Speaker: 

Referral  of  S.  64  to  the  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture discharged,  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BEREUTER: 
H.R.  3724.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  extend  for  1  year 
the  provisions  under  which  tax-exempt 
bonds  may  be  issued  for  housing  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  BROOKS: 
H.R.  3725.  A  bill  to  amend  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  the  Controlled  Substances  Act. 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930.  and  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  to  establish  special 
funds  for  vessels,  vehicles,  and  aircraft 
seized  by  certain  Federal  law  enforcement 
agencies,  and  for  other  purposes:  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  the  Judiciary.  Ways  and 
Means,  and  Energy  and  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  BROOKS  (by  request): 
H.R.  3726.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  May 
27.  1955.  to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  do- 
mestic firefighting  forces  and  to  insure 
prompt  and  effective  control  of  wildfires  on 
Federal  lands  by  permitting  the  use  of  fire- 
fighting  forces  of  foreign  nations  and  the 
reimbursement  of  such  forces  for  costs  in- 
curred in  fighting  wildfires  throughout  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes:  joint- 
ly, to  the  Committees  on  Government  Oper- 
ations and  Foreign  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York  (for 
himself  and  Mr.  Gradison): 
H.R.    3727.    A    bill    to    eliminate    import 
quotas  on  sugar;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By   Mr.    GAYDOS   (for   himself.   Mr. 
MuRTHA.    Mr.    Recula.    Mr.    Hillis. 
Mr.   Applecate.   Mr.   Oberstar.   Mr. 
MoLLOHAN.    Mrs.    Hall   of    Indiana. 
Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Coyne.  Mr.  Kolter. 
Mr.      Rahall.      Ms.      Kaptur.     Mr. 
Murphy.  Mr.  Walgren,  Mr.  Yatron. 
Mr.  NowAK.  Mr.  Williams  of  Ohio, 
and  Mr.  Harrison): 
H.R.   3728.  A  bill   to  provide  for  orderly 
trade  in  certain  carbon  and  alloy  steel  and 
stainless  steel   products,   to   reduce   unem- 
ployment,  and   for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  MAZZOLI  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Sam  B.  Hall.  Jr..  Mr.  Frank.  Mr. 
Crockett,  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Lungren,  Mr.  McCoLLUM.  and  Mr. 
Fish): 


H.R.  3729.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act  to  extend  for  2 
years  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  refugee  assistance,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  MONTGOMERY  (by  request): 
H.R.  3730.  A  bill  to  transfer  custodianship 
and  operating  responsibility  for  Pershing 
Hall  in  Paris,  France,  and  provide  for  its  ad- 
ministration as  a  memorial:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  VANDER  JAGT: 
H.R.  3731.  A  bill  to  extend  temporary  sus- 
pension  of  duties  on   certain   clock   radios 
until  September  30.  1987;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  WOLPE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Vander  J  act): 
H.R.  3732.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tax 
Reform  Act  of  1969  with  respect  to  the  ap- 
plication of  the  excess  business  holding  pro- 
visions to  private  foundations;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII. 

private  resolutions 
Mr.  HYDE  introduced  a  private  resolution 
(H.  Res.  294)  to  refer  H.R.  3685  to  the  Chief 
Commissioner  of  the  U.S.  Claims  Court, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  765:  Mr.  Bartlett.  Mr.  Gramm.  and 
Mr.  Bateman. 

H.R.  891:  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  and 
Mr.  Rahall. 
H.R.  965:  Mr.  McCandless. 
H.R.  1092:  Mr.  Schaefer. 
H.R.   1315:  Mr.  Kastenmeier.  Mr.  Kemp. 
Mr.  Lantos,  Mr.  McEwen.  Mr.  O'Brien.  Ms. 
Oakar.   Mr.   Schaefer.   Mr.   Slattery.   Mr. 
Tallon.  and  Mr.  Wolpe. 
H.R.  1415:  Mr.  Akaka. 
H.R.    1417;    Mr.    Neal.    Mr.    Weiss,    Mr. 
Weaver,  and  Mr.  Wise. 
H.R.  1543:  Mr.  Towns  and  Mr.  Stokes. 
H.R.  2225;  Mr.  Natcher  and  Mr.  Bartlett. 
H.R.  2490:  Mr.  Carper. 
H.R.   2564:   Mr.   Barnard.   Mr.   Chandler. 
Mr.  Chappell.  Mr.  Coats.  Mr.  Daniel.  Mr. 
Dannemeyer.  Mr.  Dreier  of  California.  Mr. 
Fazio.    Mr.    Forsythe,   Mr.   Gingrich,   Mr. 
Gregg.  Mr.  Sam  B.  Hall,  Jr..  Mr.  Hammer- 
schmidt.  Mr.  Hiler.  Mr.  Horton,  Mr.  Jen- 
kins,   Mr.    Jones    of   North    Carolina,    Mr. 
Kemp.  Mr.  Kogovsek.  Mr.  Leath  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Livingston.  Mr.  Lujan.  Mr.  Lungren. 
Mr.  McCandless.  Mr.  Martin  of  New  York, 
Mr.  Minish.  Mr.  Nielson  of  Utah,  Mr.  Neal, 
Mr.  Panetta,  Mr.  Parris,  Mr.  Pashayan.  Mr. 
Rudd.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Shelby.  Mr.  Shum- 
WAY.  Mr.  Stangeland.  Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr. 
Whitley.  Mr.  Won  Pat,  and  Mr.  Vander- 

GRIFF. 

H.R.  2567:  Mr.  Coelho  and  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H.R.  2817:  Mr.  Murtha. 

H.R.  2837:  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr.  DAmours.  Mr. 
Akaka,  Mr.  Corrada,  Mr.  Craig.  Mr.  Heftel 
of  Hawaii,  and  Mr.  Hammerschmidt. 

H.R.  3081:  Mr.  Rudd  and  Mr.  Cheney. 

H.R.  3112:  Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan. 


H.R.  3292:  Mr.  Britt. 
H.R.  3362:  Mr.  Bereuter. 
H.R.  3387:  Mr.  Edwards  of  California,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  California,  Mr.  Jeffords,  and  Mr. 

TORRICELLI. 

H.R.  3408:  Mr.  Forsythe. 
H.R.  3563:  Mr.  Won  Pat.  Mr.  Gingrich, 
Mr.  Kemp,  and  Mr.  Stangeland. 

H.R.  3586:  Mr.  Eckart.  Mr.  Seiberling. 
Mr.  Applegate,  Mr.  Regula,  Mr.  Luken,  Mr. 
DeWine,  Mr.  Williams  of  Ohio.  Ms.  Oakar, 
and  Mr.  Stokes. 
H.R.  3591:  Mr.  Gaydos  and  Mr.  Frank. 
H.R.  3642:  Mr.  Gradison.  Mr.  Roe.  Mr. 
Ackerman.  Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Flippo,  Mr.  Sam 
B.  Hall.  Jr..  Mr.  Beilenson.  Mr.  D'Amours, 
Mr.  Mollohan.  Mr.  Russo.  Mr.  LaFalce. 
Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr.  Leland.  Mrs.  Boxer. 
Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Wyden. 
Mr.  Lent.  Mr.  Emerson.  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr. 
Clarke,  and  Mr.  Pepper. 

H.R.  3643:  Mr.  Corrada.  Mr.  Britt.  Mr. 
Spratt,  and  Mr.  Boehlert. 
H.R.  3678:  Mr.  Molinari  and  Mr.  AuCoin. 
H.J.  Res.  3:  Mr.  Wheat,  Mr.  Bosco,  Mr. 
LuNDiNE,  Mr.  Levine  of  California.  Mr. 
Howard,  Mr.  Eckart.  Mr.  Shannon.  Mr. 
Miller  of  California.  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa. 
Mrs.  Burton  of  California.  Mr.  Hoyer.  Mr. 
Fazio.  Mr.  Savage,  and  Mr.  Roybal. 

H.J.  Res.  179:  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Campbell. 
and  Mr.  Wirth. 

H.J.  Res.  205:  Mr.  Goodling  and  Mr. 
Waxman. 
H.J.  Res.  243:  Mr.  Corcoran  and  Mr.  Paul. 
H.J.  Res.  295:  Mr.  Andrews  of  Texas.  Mr. 
AuCoiN.  Mr.  Barnard.  Mr.  Barnes.  Mr. 
Bates.  Mr.  Bennett.  Mr.  Boucher,  Mr. 
Brooks.  Mr.  Bryant.  Mr.  Carper.  Mr.  Con- 
VERS,  Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane.  Mr.  Davis,  Mr. 
Dickinson.  Mr.  Dicks.  Mr.  Dowdy  of  Mis- 
sissippi. Mr.  Dyson.  Mr.  Emerson.  Mr.  Eng- 
lish, Mr.  Fascell.  Mr.  Gibbons.  Mr.  Hance. 
Mr.  Harkin,  Mr.  Hatcher.  Mr.  Heftel  of 
Hawaii.  Mr.  Hightower.  Mrs.  Holt,  Mr. 
Jones  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Kastenmeier. 
Mr.  Kazen.  Mr.  Leath  of  Texas.  Mr.  Lehman 
of  Florida,  Mr.  Levine  of  California.  Mr. 
Long  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Martin  of  New- 
York.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr.  Matsui.  Mr. 
McCollum.  Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  McHugh. 
Mr.  MiNETA.  Mr.  Natcher,  Mr.  Nichols.  Mr. 
Nielson  of  Utah.  Mr.  Pashayan,  Mr. 
Rahall.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Rowland.  Mrs. 
Schneider.  Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Snyder.  Mr. 
Spence,  Mr.  Stangeland.  Mr.  Stokes.  Mr. 
Stump.  Mr.  Tauke.  Mr.  Thomas  of  Georgia. 
Mr.  Wheat.  Mr.  Wilson,  and  Mr.  Young  of 
Alaska. 
H.  Res.  192:  Mr.  Boucher. 
H.  Res.  278:  Mr.  McKinney.  Mr.  Sunia. 
Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Corrada,  Mr. 
Patman,  Mr.  Forsythe,  Mr.  Madigan,  Mr. 
Kemp,  Mr.  Annunzio,  and  Mr.  Nielson  of 
Utah. 


the  people  of  Guam  with  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment: to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

181.  Also,  petition  of  Association  of  the 
Pacific  Island  Legislatures  (APIL).  Agana. 
Guam,  relative  to  a  comprehensive  econom- 
ic policy;  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Inte- 
rior and  Insular  Affairs.  Foreign  Affairs, 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs,  and 
Ways  and  Means. 

182.  Also,  petition  of  the  Board  of  Alder- 
men. Somer\-ille,  Mass..  relative  to  the  re- 
moval of  contaminated  fill:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Public  Works  and  Transportation. 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII.  peti- 
tions and  papers  were  laid  on  the 
Clerk's  desk  and  referred  as  follows: 

179.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Petition  of  the  As- 
sociation of  Pacific  Island  Legislatures 
(APIL).  Agana.  Guam,  relative  to  continu- 
ing legal  services  in  Micronesia  upon  termi- 
nation of  the  trusteeship:  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

180.  Also,  petition  of  the  Association  of 
Pacific  Island  Legislatures  (APIL).  Agana. 
Guam,  relative  to  pursuing  war  claims  for 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  2230 

(Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute) 

By  Mr.  SENSENBRENNER: 
—Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Civil 
Rights  Commission  Reauthorization  Act  of 
1983". 

establishment  of  terms  for  members  of  the 
commission 

Sec  2.  Section  101  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act 
of  1957  (42  U.S.C.  1975)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(f)(1)  Upon  vacancies  in  the  Commission 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, members  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  appointed  for  a  term  of  six  years  except 
that,  of  the  members  first  appointed  to  such 
vacancies— 

"(A)  two.  not  affiliated  with  the  same  po- 
litical party,  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term 
of  two  years; 

•(B)  two.  not  affiliated  with  the  same  po- 
litical party,  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term 
of  four  years;  and 

"(C)  two.  not  affiliated  with  the  same  po- 
litical party,  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term 
of  six  years. 

"(2)  After  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  subsection,  an  individual  appointed  to 
fill  a  vacancy  occurring  other  than  by  the 
expiration  of  a  term  of  office  shall  be  ap- 
pointed to  the  unexpired  term  of  the 
member  such  individual  succeeds. 

"(g)  A  commissioner  may  be  removed  by 
the  President  only  for  inefficiency,  neglect 
of  duty,  or  malfeasance  in  office.". 

extending  the  life  of  the  commission 

Sec  3.  Section  104(c)  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1957  (42  U.S.C.  1975c(c))  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "1983  "  and  inserting  "2003  " 
in  lieu  thereof. 

authorization  of  appropriations 

Sec  4.  Section  106  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act 
of  1957  (42  U.S.C.  1975e)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"authorization  of  appropriations 

"Sec  106.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  this  Act  $13,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1984.  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for 
each  of  the  following  nineteen  fiscal  years.". 


H.R.  2867 
By  Mr.  BREAUX: 
—Page  11.  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that  fol- 
lows down  through  line  5  on  page  12  and 
substitute  the  following: 
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■■(b)  Lawd  Disposal  of  Certain  Hazardous 
Waste.— (1)(A)  Not  later  than  February  1. 
1984.  the  placement  of  containerized  liquid 
hazardous  waste  in  landfills  or  salt  dome 
formations  is  prohibited. 

••(B)  Not  later  than  February  1.  1984.  the 
placement  of  bulk  or  noncontainerized 
liquid  hazardous  waste  in  landfills  which  do 
not  meet  the  requirements  of  40  CFR 
265.314  as  in  effect  on  July  27.  1983.  salt 
dome  formations,  underground  mines,  or 
caves  is  prohibited. 

■■(C)  Effective  six  months  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  placement 
of  bulk  or  noncontainerized  liquid  hazard- 
ous waste  in  any  landfill  is  prohibited. 

■•(D)  Effective  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  placement 
of  any  liquid  which  is  not  a  hazardous  waste 
in  a  landfill  for  which  a  permit  is  required 
under  subsections  3005(c)  or  (e)  is  prohibit- 
ed. 

■■(E)  Beginning  two  years  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  sulwection.  no  hazardous 
waste  listed  or  identified  under  Section  3001 
as  of  the  date  of  enactment  may  be  placed 
or  maintained  in  a  surface  impoundment 
which  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (k)  (as  established  in  Section  21 
of  these  amendments)  for  new  surface  im- 
poundments. For  any  hazardous  wastes 
identified  or  listed  under  Section  3001  after 
the  date  of  enactment,  the  placement  or 
maintenance  of  such  wastes  into  a  surface 
impoundment  which  does  not  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (k)  (as  established 
in  Section  21  of  these  amendments)  within 
two  years  after  such  listing  or  identification 
is  also  prohibited. 

(2)  Effective  on  the  dale  of  enactment, 
for  hazardous  waste  listed  or  identified 
under  Section  3001.  other  than  those  cov- 
ered by  the  prohibitions  in  paragraph  (1). 
there  shall  be  no  placement  of  such  waste 
into  salt  dome  formations,  underground 
mines,  or  eaves  until  such  time  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator has  issued  permit  standards 
under  this  subtitle  for  such  facilities  and  a 
permit  has  been  issued  pursuant  to  Section 

3005(c).  ,     . 

(3)  Prior  to  February  1.  1984,  the  Admin- 
istrator shall  maintain  the  requirements  (as 
in  effect  on  April  30,  1983)  in  regulations 
under  Section  3004  respecting  the  disposal 
in  landfills  of  liquid  hazardous  wastes  and 
free  liquids  contained  in  hazardous  wastes.'. 

On  page  14,  line  18.  insert  after  the  period 
the  following  sentence: 

••In  making  the  determinations  contained 
in  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator  may 
not  modify  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (bi  of  this  Section.". 

On  page  17.  line  10.  insert  after  the  period 
the  following  sentence: 

"In  the  case  of  agencies  or  instrumental- 
ities of  the  federal  government,  no  other  ef- 
fective date  established  by  the  Administra- 
tor shall  be  later  than  18  months  after  the 
effective  date  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A).-. 

On  page  18.  strike  the  closing  quotation 
marks  on  line  2.  and  insert  the  following 
subsections: 

■(g)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  Section, 
the  terms 

"(1)  ■Land  disposal'  means— 

■•(A)  the  placement  of  hazardous  waste  on 
or  into  the  land,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  placement  of  such  wastes  in  a  salt  dome 
formation,  landfill,  surface  impoundment, 
waste  pile,  injection  well,  land  spreading 
method,  coburial  with  solid  wastes,  or  stor- 
age in  drums,  tanks  or  other  vessels,  except: 


■■(i)  where  storage  in  drums,  tanks  or 
other  vessels  is  performed  to  allow  the  accu- 
mulation of  such  quantities  as  to  facilitate 
proper  treatment,  recovery,  or  disposal:  or 

•■(ii)  if  the  hazardous  waste  is  placed  in  a 
surface  Impoundment  for  treatment,  such 
impoundment  meets  the  design  standards 
for  new  impoundments:  and, 

■(ill)  where  treatment  residues  which  are 
hazardous  wastes  are  removed  for  subse- 
quent processing  or  disposal  within  one  year 
of  such  placement. 

■■(2)  liquid  hazardous  waste'  means  those 
hazardous  wastes  which  are  identified  or 
listed  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 3001  which  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines to  be  in  liquid  form  or  to  contain  free 
liquids,  including  those  liquid  hazardous 
waste  to  which  absorbents  have  been  added. 

■(h)  Air  Emissions  From  Land  Disposal 
Facilities.— Not  later  than  two  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
the  Administrator  shall  promulgate  regula- 
tions for  the  monitoring  and  control  of  air 
emissions  at  hazardous  waste  storage  treat- 
ment and  land  disposal  facilities,  including 
but  not  limited  to  open  tanks,  surface  im- 
poundments, and  landfills,  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  protect  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment.". 

On  page  58.  line  14.  after  the  period  insert 
the  following: 

■'(c)  Federal  Facility  Inspections.— Be- 
ginning one  year  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  subsection,  the  Administrator 
shall,  or  in  the  case  of  a  State  with  an  au- 
thorized hazardous  waste  program  the  State 
shall,  undertake  no  less  often  than  every 
year  a  thorough  inspection  of  each  facility 
for  the  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste  which  is  operated  by  a  Fed- 
eral agency  as  to  its  compliance  with  this 
subtitle  and  the  regulations  promulgated 
thereunder.  The  records  of  such  inspections 
shall  be  available,  consistent  with  section 
1006.  to  the  public  as  provided  in  Section 
3007(c). 

"(d)  Federal  Agency  Hazardous  Waste 
Facility  Inventory.— Each  Federal  agency 
shall,  within  one  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection,  undertake  a  con- 
tinuing program  to  compile,  publish,  and 
submit  to  the  Administrator,  and  the  State 
in  the  case  of  States  having  an  authorized 
hazardous  waste  program,  an  inventory  de- 
scribing the  location  of  each  site  which  the 
Federal  agency  owns  or  operates  or  has 
owneJ  or  operated  where  hazardous  waste  is 
t)eing  stored  or  has  been  or  is  being  disposed 
of.  The  initial  report  shall  be  submitted 
within  two  years  of  the  date  of  enactment 
of  these  amendments  and  shall  be  updated 
no  less  frequently  than  every  two  years 
thereafter.  Such  inventory  shall  contain- 
ed)  a  description  of  the  location  of  the 
sites  at  which  any  such  storage  or  disposal 
has  taken  place  before  or  after  the  date  on 
which  permits  are  required  under  Section 
3005  for  such  storage  or  disposal: 

■•(2)  such  information  relating  to  the 
amount,  nature,  and  toxicity  of  the  hazard- 
ous waste  at  each  such  site  as  may  be  practi- 
cable to  obtain  and  as  may  be  necessary  to 
determine  the  extent  of  any  health  hazard 
which  may  be  associated  with  such  site^ 

••(3)  the  name  and  address  and  responsible 
agency  for  each  such  site,  determined  as  of 
the  date  of  preparation  of  the  inventory: 

■•(4)  an  identification  of  the  types  of  tech- 
niques of  waste  treatment  or  disposal  which 
have  been  used  at  each  site:  and 


■■(5)  information  concerning  the  current 
status  of  the  site,  including  information  re- 
specting whether  or  not  hazardous  waste  is 
currently  being  treated  or  disposed  of  at 
such  site  (and  if  not,  the  date  on  which  such 
activity  ceased)  and  information  respecting 
the  nature  of  any  other  activity  currently 
carried  out  at  such  site.'^. 
—Page  11.  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that  fol- 
lows down  through  line  5  on  page  12  and 
substitute  the  following: 

■■(b)  Land  Disposal  of  Certain  Hazardous 
Waste.— (1)(A)  Not  later  than  February  1. 
1984,  the  placement  of  containerized  liquid 
hazardous  waste  in  landfills  or  salt  dome 
formations  is  prohibited. 

■■(B)  Not  later  than  February  1,  1984,  the 
placement  of  bulk  or  noncontainerized 
liquid  hazardous  waste  in  landfills  which  do 
not  meet  the  requirements  of  40  CFR 
265.314  as  in  effect  on  July  27.  1983.  salt 
dome  formations,  underground  mines,  or 
caves  is  prohibited. 

■(C)  Effective  six  months  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  placement 
of  bulk  or  noncontainerized  liquid  hazard- 
ous waste  in  any  landfill  is  prohibited. 

■■(D)  Effective  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  placement 
of  any  liquid  which  is  not  a  hazardous  waste 
in  a  landfill  for  which  a  permit  is  required 
under  subsections  3005  (c)  or  (e)  is  prohibit- 
ed. 

■'(2)  Effective  on  the  date  of  enactment, 
for  hazardous  waste  listed  or  identified 
under  Section  3001,  other  than  those  cov- 
ered by  the  prohibitions  in  paragraph  (1). 
there  shall  be  no  placement  of  such  waste 
into  salt  dome  formations,  underground 
mines,  or  caves  until  such  time  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator has  issued  permit  standards 
under  this  subtitle  for  such  facilities  and  a 
permit  has  been  issued  pursuant  to  Section 
3005(c) 

■•(3)  Prior  to  February  1,  1984.  the  Admin- 
istrator shall  maintain  the  requirements  (as 
in  effect  on  April  30.  1983)  in  regulations 
under  Section  3004  respecting  the  disposal 
in  landfills  of  liquid  hazardous  wastes  and 
free  liquids  contained  in  hazardous  wastes. ". 
On  page  14.  line  18,  insert  after  the  period 
the  following  sentence: 

'In  making  the  determinations  contained 
in  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator  may 
not  modify  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section.". 

On  page  17,  line  10,  insert  after  the  p>eriod 
the  following  sentence: 

■In  the  case  of  agencies  or  instrumental- 
ities of  the  federal  government,  no  other  ef- 
fective date  established  by  the  Administra- 
tor shall  be  later  than  18  months  after  the 
effective  date  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A).". 

On  page  18,  strike  the  closing  quotation 
marks  on  line  2,  and  insert  the  following 
subsections: 

•■(g)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  Section, 
the  terms 
••(1)  Land  dispasal'  means— 
••(A)  the  placement  of  hazardous  waste  on 
or  into  the  land,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  placement  of  such  wastes  in  a  salt  dome 
formation,   landfill,   surface   impoundment, 
waste    pile,    injection   well,    land   spreading 
method,  coburial  with  solid  wastes,  or  stor- 
age in  drums,  tanks  or  other  vessels,  except: 
"(i)    where    storage    in    drums,    tanks    or 
other  vessels  is  performed  to  allow  the  accu- 
mulation of  such  quantities  as  to  facilitate 
proper  treatment,  recovery,  or  disposal:  or 


•■(ii)  if  the  hazardous  waste  is  placed  in  a 
surface  impoundment  for  treatment,  such 
impoundment  meets  the  design  standards 
for  new  impoundments:  and, 

••(iii)  where  treatment  residues  which  are 
hazardous  wastes  are  removed  for  subse- 
quent processing  or  disposal  within  one  year 
of  such  placement. 

■•(2)  liquid  hazardous  waste'  means  those 
hazardous  wastes  which  are  identified  or 
listed  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  sec- 
lion  3001  which  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines to  be  in  liquid  form  or  to  contain  free 
liquids,  including  those  liquid  hazardous 
waste  to  which  absorbents  have  been  added. 
•■(h)  Air  Emissions  From  Land  Disposal 
Facilities.-NoI  later  than  two  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
the  Administrator  shall  promulgate  regula- 
tions for  the  monitoring  and  control  of  air 
emissions  at  hazardous  waste  storage  treat- 
ment and  land  disposal  facilities,  including 
but  not  limited  to  open  tanks,  surface  im- 
poundments, and  landfills,  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  protect  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment.■•. 

On  page  58.  line  14.  after  the  period  insert 
the  following: 

••(c)  Federal  Facility  Inspections.— Be- 
ginning one  year  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  subsection,  the  Administrator 
shall,  or  in  the  case  of  a  State  with  an  au- 
thorized hazardous  waste  program  the  State 
shall,  undertake  no  less  often  than  every 
year  a  thorough  inspection  of  each  facility 
for  the  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste  which  is  operated  by  a  Fed- 
eral agency  as  to  its  compliance  with  this 
subtitle  and  the  regulations  promulgated 
thereunder.  The  records  of  such  inspections 
shall  be  available,  consistent  with  Section 
1006.  to  the  public  as  provided  in  Section 
3007(c). 

■(d)  Federal  Agency  Hazardous  Waste 
Facility  Inventory.— Each  Federal  agency 
shall,  within  one  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection,  undertake  a  con- 
tinuing program  to  compile,  publish,  and 
submit  to  the  Administrator,  and  the  State 
in  the  case  of  Stales  having  an  authorized 
hazardous  waste  program,  an  inventory  de- 
scribing the  location  of  each  site  which  the 
Federal  agency  owns  or  operates  or  has 
owned  or  operated  where  hazardous  waste  is 
being  stored  or  has  been  or  is  being  disposed 
of.  The  initial  report  shall  be  submitted 
within  two  years  of  the  date  of  enactment 
of  these  amendments  and  shall  be  updated 
no  less  frequently  than  every  two  years 
thereafter.  Such  inventory  shall  contain- 
ed) a  description  of  the  location  of  the 
sites  at  which  any  such  storage  or  disposal 
has  taken  place  before  or  after  the  date  on 
which  permits  are  required  under  Section 
3005  for  such  storage  or  disposal: 

••(2)  such  information  relating  to  the 
amount,  nature,  and  toxicity  of  the  hazard- 
ous waste  at  each  such  site  as  may  be  practi- 
cable to  obtain  and  as  may  be  necessary  to 
determine  the  extent  of  any  health  hazard 
which  may  be  associated  with  such  site: 

■■(3)  the  name  and  address  and  responsible 
agency  for  each  such  site,  determined  as  of 
the  date  of  preparation  of  the  inventory: 

'•(4)  an  identification  of  the  types  of  tech- 
niques of  waste  treatment  or  disposal  which 
have  been  used  at  each  site:  and 

••(5)  information  concerning  the  current 
status  of  the  site,  including  information  re- 
specting whether  or  not  hazardous  waste  is 
currently  being  treated  or  disposed  of  at 
such  site  (and  if  not.  the  date  on  which  such 


activity  ceased)  and  information  respecting 
the  nature  of  any  other  activity  currently 
carried  out  at  such  site.". 

By  Mr.  TAUZIN: 
—Sec.  21.  Section  3004  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing the  following  at  the  end  thereof: 

(k)  Minimum  Requirements  for  Certain 
Facilities.— 

d)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  Subpara- 
graph (B),  each  landfill  or  surface  impound- 
ment for  which  an  application  for  a  permit 
under  Section  3005  (c)  is  received  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  the  Act  of  1983,  shall  be  required  (as  a 
condition  of  receiving  such  permit)  to  be 
double  lined  and  to  monitor  ground  water. 

(B)  With  respect  to  each  landfill  or  sur- 
face impoundment  containing  those  solid 
wastes  subject  to  the  study  required  under 
section  8002  (f)  or  (p)  and  which  landfill  or 
surface  impoundment  becomes  subject  to 
regulation  under  this  subchapter,  standards 
promulgated  under  subsection  (a)  for  such 
facility  shall  require  the  monitoring  of 
groundwater  and  such  other  standards  as 
the  Administrator  may  determine  are  neces- 
sary to  assure  the  protection  of  human 
health  and  the  environment;  and 


H.R. 2780 
By  Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan: 
—Page  2,  after  line  22,  insert  the  following 
new  section  (and  redesignate  the  succeeding 
sections  and  references  thereto  according- 
ly): 

computations  of  entitlement  using 
representative  tax  system 
Sec.   5.   Section   6707   of   title   31.   United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  bv  striking  out  subparagraph  (B)  of 
subsection  (b)(2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following: 

•■(B)  the  fiscal  capacity  of  the  State  and  of 
all  units  of  general  local  government  located 
in  such  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary by  means  of  the  representative  tax 
system  developed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(f).": 

(2)  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  (A)  and 
(B)  of  subsection  (b)(3)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

••(A)  the  numerator  is  the  per  capita  fiscal 
capacity  of  the  United  States,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  means  of  the  represent- 
ative tax  system  developed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f):  and 

■•(B)  the  denominator  is  the  per  capita 
fiscal  capacity  of  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  such  means.": 

(3)  by  striking  out  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of 
subsection  (c)(2)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"(i)  the  numerator  is  the  per  capita  fiscal 
capacity  of  the  United  States,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  means  of  the  represent- 
ative tax  system  developed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f);  and 

■■(ii)  the  denominator  is  the  per  capita 
fiscal  capacity  of  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  such  means,  bears  to": 

and  ,    ._     ,  , 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

■■(e)  The  amount  allocated  to  any  State 
under  this  subsection  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  sec- 
tion as  a  consequence  of  the  amendments 
made  by  section  5  of  the  State  and  Local 
Fiscal  Assistance  Amendments  of  1983  shall 
not  exceed  by  more  than  10  percent  the 
amount  which  would  be  allocated  to  such 
State  if  such  amendments  had  not  been  en- 
acted. 


•(f)d)  The  term  representative  tax 
system'  means  a  method  of  determining  the 
fiscal  capacity  of  a  government  by  estimat- 
ing the  amount  of  revenue  that  such  gov- 
ernment would  raise  if  it  applied  a  national 
uniform  set  of  tax  rates  to  a  specified  set  of 
tax  bases. 

••(2)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  Advisory  Com- 
mission on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
shall  develop  a  representative  tax  system 
similar  to  the  representative  tax  system  de- 
scribed in  the  March  1982  report  of  such 
Commission  entitled  Tax  Capacity  of  the 
Fifty  States:  Methodology  and  Estimates'. 
The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  collect 
whatever  data  and  statistical  estimates  are 
necessary  to  develop  and  implement  such  a 
system. 

■  (3)  When  the  Secretary  has  developed  a 
representative  tax  system  under  subpar- 
graph  (2),  or  proposes  to  amend  such 
system,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  accordance 
with  the  provision  of  section  553  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  provide  public  notice  of 
such  system  or  amendment  and  an  opportu- 
nity to  interested  persons  to  comment  on 
such  system  or  amendment.  A  report  on 
such  system  or  amendment  shall  be  submit- 
ted to  the  Committee  on  Finance  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  period  for 
receiving  comments  from  interested  persons 
has  ended. 

•■(4)  After  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  subparagraph  (3).  a  representative 
tax  system  developed  under  subparagraph 
(2).  and  any  amendment  made  to  such 
system,  shall  take  effect  not  sooner  than  45 
days  after  publication  in  final  form  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  concurrent  transmittal 
to  each  House  of  the  Congress. 

•■(5)  Until  the  Secretary  has  developed  a 
representative  tax  system  under  subpara- 
graph (2).  the  Secretary  shall  use  the  repre- 
sentative tax  system  and  data  provided  in 
the  most  recently  revised  version  of  the 
March  1982  report  described  in  subpara- 
graph (2).". 

Page  8.  beginning  on  line  5.  strike  out  all 
of  section  9  through  line  14  on  page  10  and 
redesignate  the  succeeding  section  accord- 
ingly. 

—Page  9,  strike  out  lines  10  through  12.  and 
on  lines  13  and  18.  redesignate  paragraphs 
(2)  and  (3)  as  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2),  respec- 
tively. 

Page  9.  strike  out  lines  21  through  23.  and 
on  line  24,  redesignate  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (b). 

Page  10.  line  1.  strike  out  •subsection 
(a)(3)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  •subsection 
(a)d)":  on  line  7,  strike  out  'subsections  (a) 
(1)  and  (2)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "sub- 
section (a)(1)":  and  on  line  12.  strike  out 
•  subsection  (a)(3)'  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
subsection  (a)(2)". 

H.R.  2957 
By  Mr.  BETHUNE: 
-On  page  19  on  line  20.  after  the  word 
■Acts",  insert  the  following:  •'except  that  no 
such  amounts  are  authorized  until  the  Sec- 
retary certifies  and  reports  to  Congress  that 
the  Fund  could  not  otherwise  have  access  to 
such  resources. ". 

-Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 
Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  el  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
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■'Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Secretary  has  deter- 
mined, and  reported  to  Congress,  the 
amount  of  profits  made  by  individual  depos- 
itory institutions  on  all  outstanding  loans  to 
such  member  country.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Secretary,  after  consul- 
tation with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
has  determined  and  reported  to  Congress 
that  the  drawing,  or  any  condition  associat- 
ed with  such  drawing,  would  not  tend  to  dis- 
rupt the  agricultural  export  of  the  United 
States.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  use.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  if  that  country  owes  the  United 
States  Government  any  debt  that  is  due  and 
unpaid  90  days  or  more  or  owes  any  debt 
that  is  due  and  unpaid  90  days  or  more  for 
which  the  United  States  has  contingent  li- 
ability.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  use.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Fund  requires,  as  a  con- 
dition of  such  drawing,  that  all  debts  of  the 
member  country  owed  to  the  United  States 
Government  or  for  which  the  United  States 
Government  has  contingent  liability  should 
be  no  more  than  90  days  part  due  and 
unpaid  so  long  as  such  drawing  remains  out- 
standing.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  use.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Secretary,  after  consul- 
tation with  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development,  has  determined  and  re- 
ported to  Congress  that  such  drawing  would 
not  tend  to  adversely  affect  the  housing  in- 
dustry in  the  United  States.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Secretary,  after  consul- 
tation with  the  United  States  Trade  Repre- 
sentative, has  determined  and  reported  to 
Congress  that  such  drawing  or  any  condi- 


tions associated  with  such  drawing  would 
not  tend  to  depress  demand  for  goods  ex- 
ported from  the  United  States.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Secretary,  after  consul- 
tation with  the  United  States  Trade  Repre- 
sentative, has  determined  and  reported  to 
Congress  that  such  drawing  or  any  condi- 
tions associated  with  such  drawing  would 
not  tend  to  depress  demand  for  services  pro- 
vided by  United  States  persons.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  use.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Secretary,  after  consul- 
tation with  the  United  Slates  Trade  Repre- 
sentative and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
has  determined  and  reported  to  Congress 
that  the  meml)er  country  does  not  provide 
financial  assistance  for  the  export  of  goods 
and  services  that  compete  in  world  markets 
with  goods  produced  or  services  provided  by 
United  States  persons.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  if  the  member  country  participates 
in  or  any  way  assists  any  effort  to  establish 
prices  of  commodities  imported  into  the 
United  States.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  the  Secretary  determines 
and  reports  to  Congress  that  such  drawing 
or  any  conditions  associated  with  such  draw- 
ing would  not  permit  depository  institutions 
to  charge  fees  for  making  loans  to  such 
member  country.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  use.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against  any  fund  drawing  by  a  member 
country  unless  that  country  is  a  State  Party 
to  the  Treaty  Banning  Nuclear  Weapons 
Tests  in  the  Atmosphere,  in  Outer  Space, 
and  Under  Water  and  a  State  Party  to  the 
Treaty  on  Non-Proliferation  of  Nuclear 
Weapons.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  oppose  and  vote 
against   any   fund   drawing   by   a   member 


country  unless  the  Secretary  has  deter- 
mined that  the  outlays  of  the  United  States 
Government  did  not  exceed  receipts  of  the 
United  States  Government  for  the  fiscal 
year  through  the  end  of  the  previous 
month.". 

By  Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE: 
—Page  28.  between  lines  8  and  9.  insert  the 
following: 

Sec  308.  Section  38  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreement  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Nicaragua". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreement 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et.  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  to  the  Fund  to  actively  oppose  and 
vote  against  any  credit  drawing  on  the  Fund 
or  any  of  its  facilities  by  any  country  which, 
according  to  information  provided  by  the 
Secretary,  is  in  arrears  by  90  days  or  more 
on  repayment  of  foreign  loans  or  credits 
from  the  United  States  Government,  or  on 
repayment  of  any  private  loans  or  credits 
which  have  been  guaranteed  by  the  United 
States  Government". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

PAYMENT  OF  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreement 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"PAYMENT  OF  QUOTA  INCREASE 

"Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  to  Arti- 
cle III  of  the  Articles  of  Agreement  of  the 
Fund  to  provide  that  the  balance  of  any 
quota  increase  shall  be  paid  by  member 
countries  in  United  States  dollars.  German 
marks.  French  francs.  British  pounds,  or 
Japanese  yen.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

REPAYMENT  OF  LOANS  IN  DEFAULT 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreement 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■REPAYMENT  OF  LOANS  IN  DEFAULT 

"Sec.  46.  All  funds  contributed  to  the 
Fund  by  the  United  States  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 40  shall  be  used  immediately  and  exclu- 
sively to  repay  loans  which  are  in  default  to 
depository  institutions  chartered  in  the 
United  States.". 


H.R.  3021 
By  Mr.  DANNEMEYER: 

(Amendment   to   the   amendment   in   the 
nature  of  a  Substitute  (text  of  H.R.  3521). 
—Page  18.  after  line  25.  insert  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(4)  None  of  the  funds  provided  to  a  State 
under  this  part  shall  be  used  to  provide 
abortion  counseling  or  referral. '. 
—Page  2.  line  11,  insert  "obtained  from  ex- 
isting revenue  sources  and  shall  be"  before 
"used". 

Page  3.  after  line  21,  insert  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  Within  90  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  part,  the  President, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the 
Senate  shall  each  appoint  five  members  to  a 
commission  which  shall  make  specific  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Congress,  within  90 
days  of  the  date  of  the  commission's  conven- 
ing and  consistent  with  paragraph  (2),  for 
the  financing  of  this  part. 

"(2)  Such  commission,  in  its  recommenda- 
tions— 


"(A)  may  not  recommend  that  any  of  the 
financing  of  this  part  be  derived  from  any 
Trust  Fund  under  this  Act  or  from  funds 
otherwise  to  be  used  to  pay  interest  on  the 
national  debt; 

"(B)  may  not  recommend  that  such  fi- 
nancing be  effected  in  a  manner  that  results 
in  a  reduction  in  the  funding  of  unemploy- 
ment   compensation    or    national    defense 


functions  below  the  levels  in  effect  for  fiscal 
year  1983;  and 

"(C)  shall  recommend  such  other  specific 
reductions  in  the  funding  of  other  programs 
and  functions,  in  approximate  proportion  to 
the  increase  in  the  funding  in  such  pro- 
grams and  functions  since  fiscal  year  1973, 
as  may  be  necessary  to  finance  this  part. 

"(3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 


of  this  part,  no  State  shall  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive payments  under  this  part  until  the 
first  calendar  quarter  beginning  after  the 
date  the  commission  makes  its  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Congress  under  this  subsec- 
tion.". 

—Page  18,  beginning  on  line  11,  strike  out 
"without  limitations  of  amount,  duration,  or 
scope  except  as  to  medical  necessity". 


22086 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


August  1,  1983 


August  1,  1983 


U.S.  SUGAR  PROGRAM 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  DOWNEY 

OF  NEV;  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  Congressman  Gradi- 
soN  and  I  are  introducing  a  bill  which 
addresses  the  U.S.  sugar  program.  We 
believe  that  the  sugar  progrsun,  in  the 
way  it  is  written  and  in  the  way  it  is 
administered,  is  one  of  the  worst  pro- 
grams in  existence.  This  program  is  in- 
consistent with  all  we  have  been 
trying  to  accomplish  in  international 
trade  policy;  it  distorts  agricultural 
markets  for  the  benefit  of  a  very  few 
producers;  and  it  is  adding  approxi- 
mately $3  billion  a  year  to  the  bill 
American  consumers  pay  for  sweeten- 
ers. 

Let  me  take  a  moment,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  explain  how  the  sugar  program 
works. 

Under  the  1981  farm  bill,  the  Gov- 
ernment provides  nonrecourse,  low-in- 
terest loans  to  sugar  producers  with 
sugar  as  collateral.  These  loans  are 
made  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 
ration of  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture and  are  extended  to  sugar  proces- 
sors who  use  their  sugar  as  collateral 
for  the  loans.  If  the  domestic  price  for 
sugar  exceeds  the  loan  rate,  plus  ship- 
ping, handling  and  storage  costs,  the 
processors  will  sell  the  sugar  on  the 
market  and  pay  off  the  loan.  If,  how- 
ever, the  market  price  is  below  the 
price  guaranteed  by  the  Government 
program,  the  producers  simply  default 
on  the  loan.  Since  the  collateral  for 
the  loan  is  the  sugar  itself,  the  Gov- 
ernment ends  up  owning  the  sugar  and 
the  processor  keeps  the  money  from 
the  loan  at  whatever  price  was  set  by 
the  Government.  Prom  1982  through 
1985  the  legislation  requires  the  Secre- 
tary to  establish  loan  provisions  which 
set  a  floor  for  sugar  prices  at  17  cents 
per  pound  for  the  1982  crop  year:  17.5 
cents  for  1983;  17.75  cents  for  1984  and 
finally  18  cents  a  pound  for  the  1985 
crop. 

The  problems  arise  because  of  the 
difference  between  world  market 
prices  and  the  loan  levels  set  in  the 
law.  Currently  raw  sugar  is  selling  at 
10  to  11  cents  per  pound  on  the  world 
market.  Obviously,  an  American  pro- 
ducer who  has  received  a  nonrecourse 
loan  of  17  cents  per  pound  will  choose 
to  forfeit  on  his  loan  and  allow  his 
sugar  to  pass  to  the  Government 
rather  than  sell  at  the  existing  market 
price.  Such  forfeiture  would  in  turn 


result    in    tremendous    losses    to    the 
Government. 

In  order  to  avoid  the  forfeiture  of 
sugar  to  the  Government,  the  Presi- 
dent is  authorized  to  impose  duties 
and  fees  on  imported  sugar.  However, 
even  the  authorized  duties  and  fees 
were  not  high  enough  to  bridge  the 
gap  between  market  prices  for  sugar 
and  the  loan  levels.  Thus,  in  May  1982, 
President  Reagan  signed  a  proclama- 
tion exercising  authority  Congress 
granted  him  to  impose  quotas  on  im- 
ports of  sugar.  These  quotas  restrict 
the  supply  of  sugar  in  the  United 
States  and  create  an  American  market 
price  high  enough  to  avoid  defaults  on 
loans  to  producers. 

When  the  loan  program  was  enacted 
by  Congress,  it  was  anticipated  that 
the  Government  would  protect  the  do- 
mestic market  price  at  about  2  cents 
above  the  loan  rate.  Thus  it  was  ex- 
pected that  a  17-cent-loan  program 
would  result  in  a  protected  market  sta- 
bilization price  of  about  19  cents.  How- 
ever, in  order  to  make  absolutely  cer- 
tain that  there  would  be  no  defaults  in 
loans  which  result  in  Federal  budget 
obligation,  the  administration  has  set 
the  market  stabilization  price  at 
nearly  4  cents  above  the  lojui  levels 
provided  in  the  law. 

This  is  quite  a  complex  program,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  I  will  try  to  describe  its 
impact  with  just  a  few  sentences.  In 
order  to  subsidize  American  sugar  pro- 
ducers. Congress  established  a  loan 
program  to  insure  the  producers  a 
return  far  above  that  offered  by  the 
world  market.  Then,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  in  administering  that 
program,  has  raised  the  price  of  sugar 
even  higher  than  the  sugar  producers 
could  have  dreamed. 

I  have  been  speaking  a  lot  in  terms 
of  pennies,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  current 
world  market  price  of  raw  sugar  is  10 
to  11  cents.  The  loan  rate  is  17  cents. 
The  market  stabilization  price  is  about 
21  cents.  It  may  appear  that  these  dif- 
ferences are  insignificant,  but  let  me 
assure  you  they  are  not.  A  1-cent  rise 
or  fall  in  the  price  of  raw  sugar  has  an 
impact  of  $300  million  on  American 
consumers.  Thus  our  sugar  program 
which  provides  a  subsidy  of  11  to  12 
cents  per  pound,  is  costing  our  citizens 
over  $1  billion  each  year. 

While  this  program  is  not  technical- 
ly a  tax.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  surely  has  the 
impact  of  one— and  a  most  regressive 
one  at  that.  Sugar  is  an  essential  in- 
gredient in  hundreds  of  our  food  prod- 
ucts, and  taxes  on  food  always  fall 
most  heavily  on  the  poor. 


On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  not  poor,  struggling  farmers  who  re- 
ceive the  benefits  of  the  sugar  subsidy. 
According  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, the  American  sugar  industry 
is  dominated  by  a  few  big  companies. 
All  told  there  are  fewer  than  14,000 
sugar  producers  in  the  United  States, 
a  mere  handful  compared  to  870,000 
wheat  producers  or  324,000  dairy 
farmers.  The  cost  of  this  billion  dollar 
program  for  the  benefit  of  these  very 
few,  amounts  to  an  incredible  average 
of  $71,500  per  producer  per  year. 
These  are  not  little  family  farms. 
They  are  some  of  the  Nation's  largest 
corporations. 

Further,  as  I  mentioned  above,  the 
sugar  program  has  required  the  impo- 
sition of  strict,  country-by-country 
quotas  on  sugar  brought  into  the 
United  States.  This  is  in  the  most  ex- 
treme and  the  most  disruptive  form  of 
market  protection  and  in  direct  con- 
tradiction to  U.S.  trade  policy. 

Sugar  import  quotas  legitimize  every 
other  country's  attempt  to  restrict  its 
imports  of  U.S.  products.  They  under- 
mine our  efforts  to  remove  trade  re- 
strictions imposed  by  the  European 
Conmiunity,  Japan,  and  other  trading 
nations.  Moreover,  they  have  notice- 
ably increased  the  risk  of  new  restric- 
tions being  added  to  American  wheat, 
corn,  and  other  agricultural  products 
which  we  must  be  able  to  export. 

Clearly,  Mr.  Speaker,  Congress 
should  address  and  reconsider  the 
sugar  program.  The  bill  we  introduce 
does  so.  It  will  eliminate  sugar  quotas, 
which  in  my  opinion  have  no  place  in 
our  trade  policy  and  have  been  so  re- 
strictively  utilized  to  drive  prices  far 
above  what  they  should  be.  Further, 
the  bill  assures  that  the  elimination  of 
the  authority  to  impose  quotas  will 
not  affect  the  President's  existing 
flexibility  in  modifying  duties. 

Surely,  there  are  additional  steps 
which  Congress  should  take  in  reform- 
ing that  program,  and  I  am  certain 
that  I  will  have  further  recommenda- 
tions to  make  in  the  future.  In  the 
meantime,  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
study  the  sugar  program  and  our  bill. 
We  feel  that  the  merits  are  clear  and 
look  forward  to  the  support  of  a  ma- 
jority. An  explanation  of  our  bill  fol- 
lows here: 

Section  1  of  the  bill  removes  the 
President's  authority  to  impose  import 
quotas  on  sugar  and  repeals  the 
quotas  currently  in  effect. 

Section  2  assures  that  the  elimina- 
tion of  the  quota  authority  will  not 
affect    the    President's    flexibility    to 


modify  duties  on  sugar.  The  standard 
for  modification  is  the  one  currently 
set  forth  in  headnote  2,  subpart  A, 
part  10  of  the  tariff  schedules.* 


HELSINKI  AND  GDANSK:  GRIM 
AUGUST  ANNIVERSARIES 


This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
month  begins  and  ends  with  the  anni- 
versaries of  two  historic  and  related 
events:  The  August  1  signing  of  the 
Helsinki  accords  in  1975  and  the 
August  31  signing  of  the  Gdansk 
agreements  in  1980. 

Today,  the  eighth  Helsinki  anniver- 
sary, is  not  a  happy  occasion.  It  re- 
minds us  of  the  men  and  women  who 
are  victimized  by  Soviet  bloc  govern- 
ments because  they  have  the  courage 
to  claim  the  human  rights  set  forth  in 
the  Helsinki  accords.  One  could  expect 
the  words  of  the  Helsinki  agreement 
to  sound  hollow  to  these  long-suffer- 
ing people.  Instead,  the  language  of 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act  continues  to  in- 
spire them  because  its  words  carry  the 
force  of  principle. 

The  spirit  of  Helsinki  was  present 
amongst     the     strikers     in     Gdansk, 
Poland,    during    that    fateful    August 
1980,  when  Solidarity  was  born.  It  is 
no   coincidence   that   one   of   the   de- 
mands secured  from  the  Polish  Gov- 
ernment by  the  workers  of  Szczecin 
that  August,  was  the  agreement  to  re- 
publish and  disseminate  the  text  of 
the  Helsinki  acrords.  The  Solidarity 
Union  had  its  own  Helsinki  monitoring 
committee  under  the  auspices  of  its  in- 
formation and  consultation  center  and 
matters   of   repression.   Zbigniew   Ro- 
maszewksi,  who  chaired  this  commit- 
tee, had  earlier  served  on  a  monitoring 
group  established  by  the  Workers'  De- 
fense Committee  (KOR)  and  had  pre- 
pared an  extensive  report  on  human 
rights  in  Poland   for  presentation  to 
the  Madrid  Review  Meeting  of  Helsin- 
ki signatory  states  in  the  fall  of  1980. 
The  Madrid  meeting  was  in  session 
that   grim   December   1981   when   the 
dark  night  of  martial  law  descended 
on    Poland.    This    unique    East-West 
forum  became  a  major  platform  from 
which  NATO  and  neutral   nonalined 
states  could  condemn  martial  law.  en-' 
suring    that    the    massive    abuse    of 
human  and  civil   rights  occurring  in 
Poland   remained   a   prominent   issue 
before  the  press  and  public.  Because 
of  the  tragic  events  in  Poland,  negotia- 
tion was  suspended   in   Madrid   until 
the  following  fall.  When  the  meeting 
resumed,  the  NATO  returned  with  a 
package  of  tough  proposals  geared  to 
reinforce  the  human  rights  and  free- 
doms under  siege  in  Poland  and  in  the 
other  Soviet  bloc  states.  Subsequent 
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debate  at  the  meeting  centered  on  the 
NATO  proposals,  thus  keeping  these 
important  humanitarian  issues  alive. 

The  most  significant  testament  to 
the  continuing  importance  Solidarity 
attaches  to  the  Helsinki  process,  and 
to  the  talks  in  Madrid,  is  a  meticulous- 
ly researched  600-page  report  written 
under  perilous  circumstances  by  a 
newly-formed  monitoring  group  in 
Poland  which  was  commissioned  by 
the  Temporary  Coordinating  Commit- 
tee (TKK  or  Underground)  of  Solidar- 
ity. Presented  to  delegates  at  the 
Madrid  meeting  in  March  1983,  it  pro- 
vides a  penetrating  analysis  of 
"Human  and  Civil  Rights  in  Poland 
During  the  State  of  War."  In  the  cover 
letter  introducing  the  report,  the  au- 
thors wrote: 

We  send  this  report  with  the  conviction 
that  it  will  serve  the  cause  of  peace  and  se- 
curity in  Europe,  for  there  can  be  no  peace 
without  social  justice. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  very  es- 
sence of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act  as  well 
as  the  Gdansk  agreements.  Recently 
the  Jaruzelski  regime  has  orchestrated 
an  artificial  lifting  of  martial  law  in 
Poland  which  has  been  accompanied 
by  thinly  veiled  attempts  to  tighten  in- 
ternal controls  while  appearing  to 
relax  them,  and  to  institutionalize  re- 
pression while  pretending  to  legalize 
it.  Jaruzelski's  refusal  to  release  the 
original  Helsinki  monitors,  imprisoned 
KOR  members,  is  stark  evidence  of 
the  lack  of  real  change  in  Poland. 

The  Madrid  meeting  will  come  to  a 
close  in  early  September  with  all  par- 
ticipating countries  approving  a  con- 
cluding document  that  endorses  free 
trade  unions  and  strengthens  the 
rights  of  Helsinki  monitors.  Poland 
has  agreed  to  document,  yet  it  declares 
Solidarity  to  be  an  outlawed  organiza- 
tion and  holds  its  top  leadership  pris- 
oner. 

But  I  see  reason  for  hope.  The  Hel- 
sinki monitors  in  Poland  perservere  in 
their  work,  for  these  courageous 
people  realize  that  the  Helsinki  proc- 
ess continues  to  make  sense  as  a  rea- 
sonable international  program  for  the 
development  of  lasting  trust  and  peace 
in  Europe,  just  as  the  Gdansk  agree- 
ments continue  to  hold  out  hope  for 
social  peace  and  social  justice.* 
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THE  LONG.  HARD  ROAD  FROM 
HELSINKI  TO  MADRID 


EXPLANATION  OF  MISSED  VOTE 

HON.  GERALDINE  A.  FERRARO 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1,  1983 
•  Ms.  FERRARO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Friday,  July  29.  I  was  unavoidably 
absent  from  the  House  Chamber  when 
the  vote  occurred  on  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  153,  providing  for  the 
adjournment  of  the  House  and  Senate. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "yea.  "• 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1.  1983 
•  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  8  years  ago  today,  on  August 
1,  1975,  in  Helsinki.  Finland,  the  lead- 
ers of  33  nations  of  Western  and  East- 
ern Europe,  Canada,  and  the  United 
States  signed  accords  which  were  to 
guide  their  states  toward  international 
trust  and  cooperation.  These  long- 
term  goals  were  to  be  met  through  the 
good  faith  observance  by  signatory 
states  of  agreed  standards  for  respon- 
sible and  humane  international  con- 
duct. 

Since  the  signing  8  years  ago,  con- 
cerned citizens  in  both  East  and  West 
have  sought  to  give  the  fine  words 
contained  in  the  Helsinki  Final  Act 
more  than  symbolic  meaning.  In  the 
West,  citizens  who  have  taken  an 
active  part  in  the  Helsinki  process 
have  complemented  and  furthered  the 
work  of  their  governments.  In  con- 
trast, citizens  of  East  bloc  countries 
who  similarly  have  attempted  to 
"know  and  act  upon  their  rights"  and 
play  a  legitimate  and  genuine  role  in 
the  Helsinki  process  consistently  have 
met  with  repression  at  the  hands  of 
their  governments. 

This  pattern  of  Eastern  bloc  human 
rights  abuse  in  contempt  of  the  Hel- 
sinki accords,  became  particularly  evi- 
dent in  the  Soviet  Union  and  Czecho- 
slovakia by  the  time  of  the  first  Hel- 
sinki Review  Meeting  in  Belgrade  in 
1977-78.  That  review  meeting  ended  in 
disappointment  with  a  terse  "agree- 
ment to  disagree"  that  accurately  mir- 
rored the  wide  gulf  separating  word 
and  deed. 

The  period  between  the  Belgrade 
Review  Meeting  and  the  opening  of 
the  Madrid  Review  Meeting  in  the  fall 
of  1980  witnessed  intensified  repres- 
sion on  an  even  wider  scale  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  where  the  KGB  de- 
clared open  season  on  dissident  activi- 
ty and  Helsinki  Monitoring  Groups 
came  under  heavy  siege.  The  Soviet 
Union  invaded  Afghanistan,  brutally 
violating  Helsinki  principles  regarding 
the  nonuse  of  force,  inviolability  of 
frontiers,  and  respect  for  the  sover- 
eignty of  states  as  well  as  those  con- 
cerning respect  for  fundamental 
human  rights  and  freedoms. 

During  the  course  of  the  Madrid 
Meeting  itself,  500  Soviet  citizens  are 
known  to  have  been  sent  to  prison, 
labor,  camp,  or  internal  exile  for  exer- 
cising rights  protected  under  the  Hel- 
sinki accords.  Fifty-two  members  of 
the  Moscow,  Ukrainian,  Lithuanian. 
Georgian,  and  Armenian  Helsinki 
Monitoring  Groups  currently  are  pris- 
oners of  conscience.  The  founder  of 


22088 

the  first  such  citizens'  group,  physicist 
Yuri  Orlov,  has  been  on  a  hunger 
strike  since  July  10  in  an  effort  to 
secure  amnesty  for  Helsinki  prisoners. 

Anatoly  Shcharansky,  Moscow  Hel- 
sinki Monitor  and  leader  of  the  Jewish 
emigration  movement  in  the  U.S.S.R., 
has  withstood  repeated  health-shat- 
tering incarcerations  in  prison  punish- 
ment cells.  Virtually  all  Ukrainian 
Helsinki  Monitors  have  been  impris- 
oned or  exiled.  Repression  in  the  forc- 
ibly annexed  Baltic  States  has  been 
severe,  largely  taking  place  far  from 
Western  view  and  therefore  with 
greater  impunity.  Dr.  Sakharov,  ex- 
hausted and  ill,  remains  in  bitter  inter- 
nal exile  in  Gorki.  His  wife,  former 
Helsinki  Group  member,  Elena 
Bonner,  fears  for  his  health  as  well  as 
her  own. 

Meanwhile,  in  Poland,  one  of  the 
few  places  in  the  East  bloc  where 
progress  steadily  had  been  made  since 
the  Helsinki  accords  were  signed,  the 
brief  renaissance  of  human  rights 
under  Solidarity  was  abruptly  stilled 
by  the  imposition  of  martial  law  in  De- 
cember 1981.  Since  then,  Poland  has 
suffered  social  upheaval,  human  catas- 
trophe and  is  now  undergoing  a  period 
of  entrenched  dictatorship.  Five 
former  members  of  the  Workers'  De- 
fense Committee  (KOR)— Adam  Mich- 
nik,  Jacek  Kuron,  Jan  Litynski, 
Henry  k  Wujec,  and  Jan  Joseph 
Lipski— who  served  as  Poland's  earliest 
Helsinki  monitors,  face  subversion 
charges  and  remain  in  pretrial  deten- 
tion. The  5,  as  well  as  approximately 
60  other  major  Solidarity  leaders  and 
advisers,  are  not  included  in  the  re- 
cently announced  amnesty.  Thousands 
of  others  remain  in  confinement  and 
their  fate  is  uncertain. 

Thus,  the  history  of  the  Madrid 
meeting  in  a  sense  has  been  a  chron- 
icle of  grim  developments.  For  3  long 
years  at  the  meeting.  Western  coun- 
tries have  succeeded  in  focusing  world 
attention  on  these  tragedies,  which 
otherwise  would  have  gone  unre- 
marked and  largely  unnoticed.  For  the 
West,  that  in  itself  was  both  a  moral 
obligation  and  an  important  accom- 
plishment. 

The  concluding  document  of  the 
meeting  reflects  this  concerned  preoc- 
cupation with  humanitarian  questions 
including  terrorism,  monitors,  reli- 
gious liberty,  trade  unions  and  human 
contacts,  and  other  humanitarian  mat- 
ters. The  concluding  document  also 
provides  for  a  series  of  meetings 
before  the  next  review  conference  in 
1986  which  provide  valuable  opportu- 
nities to  keep  human  rights  issues 
alive  and  preserve  the  lifeline  to  the 
persecuted  in  the  East  whose  only 
hope  is  sustained  expressions  of  West- 
em  support. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  many  the  path 
from  Helsinki  has  been  all  too  rocky. 
For  some,  a  tortuous  route  of  exodus. 
For  others,  a  seemingly  endless  diplo- 
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matic  maze.  In  the  final  analysis, 
though,  it  remains  the  one  long  road 
that  can  ultimately  lead  us  to  lasting 
peace  and  cooperation  in  Europe.* 
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MINUTEMAN  HOME  CARE  CORP. 


HELSINKI  HUMAN  RIGHTS  DAY 


HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

or  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1.  1983 

•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
commemorates  the  eighth  anniversary 
of  the  signing  of  the  Helsinki  accords. 
Eight  years  ago.  we  looked  at  this  his- 
toric occasion  as  a  giant  step  forward 
for  human  rights.  Finally,  an  agree- 
ment was  reached  among  nations  of 
diverse  economic,  religions,  and  philo- 
sophical backgrounds  which  recog- 
nized basic  human  rights  for  all 
people. 

Or  so  we  thought. 

Today  we  are  forced  to  look  back  at 
the  time  that  has  elapsed  since  that 
August  1,  with  a  great  degree  of  sad- 
ness. The  progress  in  the  area  of 
human  rights  has  been  dwarfed  by  a 
growing  violation.  The  hopes  ex- 
pressed at  that  time,  have  turned  to 
cynicism.  That  document  has  been 
used  by  maLny  countries  as  a  bargain 
ing  tool  in  achieving  their  economic 
and  political  goals.  In  these  nations,  a 
facade  of  human  rights  compliance  is 
promoted  when  it  is  politically  benefi- 
cial, but  at  any  time  the  rights  can  be 
quickly  revoked  at  the  whim  of  the 
government. 

The  Eastern  European  nations  that 
signed  the  Helsinki  accords  have 
shown  an  alarming  disregard  for  the 
rights  they  pledged  to  recognize  and 
uphold.  Led  by  the  Soviet  Union,  polit- 
ical and  labor  unions  such  as  Solidari- 
ty have  been  supressed  monitors  of 
the  accords  in  Eastern  bloc  nations 
have  been  harassed,  and  the  expres- 
sion of  religion  has  resulted  in  perse- 
cution amd  imprisonment  for  many, 
such  as  the  Soviet  Jews. 

Today's  anniversary  is  an  important 
day  for  all  of  us  who  believe  in  the 
ideal  of  human  freedom.  It  should  be  a 
day  of  celebration. 

This  year,  as  one  response  to  the 
continuing  crackdown  in  human 
rights,  we  should  make  it  a  day  of 
action.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
with  me  in  challenging  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  Eastern  allies  to  fulfill 
their  commitment.  The  accords  were 
signed  8  years  ago  in  a  spirit  of  coop- 
eration and  progress.  We  must  call  on 
all  who  participated  to  allow  those 
principles  to  operate  so  that  all  people 
might  enjoy  the  rights  and  freedom 
for  which  every  soul  thirsts.* 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
commend  the  Minuteman  Home  Care 
Corp..  of  Lexington.  Mass..  an  organi- 
zation which  recently  embarked  on  a 
most  worthwhile  project  aimed  at  im- 
proving services  for  older  Americans. 

Minuteman  Home  Care  Corp..  long 
ago  established  itself  as  a  leader  in  el- 
derly care,  helping  to  meet  the  special 
needs  of  senior  citizens  in  16  Massa- 
chusetts cities  and  towns,  including 
five  communities  which  I  represent— 
Burlington.  Lexington.  Wilmington, 
Winchester,  and  Woburn.  This  organi- 
zation has  provided  valuable  communi- 
ty services  such  as  home  care,  visiting 
homemakers,  volunteer  and  employ- 
ment opportunities,  transportation, 
and  meals  on  wheels. 

Minuteman  Home  Care  Corp.,  has 
now  joined  with  local  businesses  and 
industries  in  an  innovative  and  ambi- 
tious program  designed  to  further  im- 
prove services  for  seniors.  This 
project— planned  partnership  in 
aging— encourages  businesses  and  cor- 
porations to  participate  in  a  coopera- 
tive community  effort  to  address  the 
needs  of  older  Americans  and  those 
who  care  for  them.  I  would  like  to  rec- 
ognize the  concerned  businesses  that 
have  agreed  to  take  an  active  role  in 
shaping  the  system  of  care  for  the  el- 
derly of  their  communities.  These  or- 
ganizations are:  AVCO  Systems  Divi- 
sion; Digital  Equipment  Corp.;  W.  R. 
Grace  &  Co.;  Polaroid  Corp.;  Honey- 
well Information  Systems;  Gen  Rad; 
GTE  Laboratories,  Inc.;  Leader  Feder- 
al Savings  &  Loan  Association;  Ray- 
theon Co.;  Washington  Business 
Group  on  Health;  and  Boston  Univer- 
sity School  of  Management. 

Planning  partnership  in  aging  has 
already  established  some  important 
goals,  citing  the  need  for  better  prere- 
tirement planning,  for  more  informa- 
tion about  older  employees  and  their 
families,  for  continued  involvement  in 
cost  containment,  for  the  redesigning 
of  benefit  packages  to  encourage  effi- 
cient community  care,  and  for  a  great- 
er focus  on  corporate  contributions  to 
the  elderly.  I  am  certain  my  colleagues 
would  agree  that  these  are  most 
worthwhile  goals.  But  I  believe  that 
the  efforts  of  planning  partnership  in 
aging  are  especially  important  in  light 
of  the  disturbing  cutbacks  in  services 
for  the  elderly  brought  about  by  the 
present  administration.  Indeed,  it  is 
my  hope  that  this  joint  endeavor  by 
Minuteman  Home  Care  Corp.,  and 
those  concerned  businesses  and  corpo- 
rations will  set  an  example  for  other 
groups  throughout  the  Nation. 
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I  wholeheartedly  support  planning 
partnership  in  aging,  and  I  take  great 
pride  in  commending  their  fine  work.» 


SUGAR  PROGRAM 

HON.  WILUS  D.  GRADISON,  JR. 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  GRADISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  Congressman 
Downey  in  introducing  a  bill  which 
addresses  the  sugar  program  estab- 
lished by  the  1981  farm  bill.  The 
quotas  which  have  been  imposed 
under  that  legislation  to  protect  sugar 
prices  are  proving  to  be  extremely 
costly  to  consumers  and  are  undermin- 
ing our  Government's  efforts  to  liber- 
alize world  trade. 

The  administration  reluctantly  im- 
posed quotas  in  May  1982,  after  a  drop 
in  the  world  sugar  price  made  it  im- 
possible to  continue  to  protect  the 
sugar  loan  program  with  import  duties 
and  fees.  In  order  to  avoid  the  Govern- 
ment's acquisition  of  sugar  through 
the  forfeiture  of  loans,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  determined  that 
the  market  price  should  be  maintained 
at  20.73  cents  per  pound.  Many  ex- 
perts believe  that  this  price  was 
higher  than  it  needed  to  be,  and  when 
quotas  were  used  as  a  measure  of 
achieving  it,  sugar  prices  went  even 
higher. 

Quotas  are  not  an  effective  tool  for 
setting  prices.  It  is  difficult,  if  not  im- 
possible, to  fine  tune  the  market  rely- 
ing upon  them.  As  a  result,  USDA  felt 
it  should  be  safe  and  err  on  the  high 
side.  Thus.  USDA  set  very  restrictive 
country  by  country  quotas  which  have 
caused  prices  to  rise  above  22  cents  per 
pound. 

All  of  this  is  extremely  costly  to  our 
constituents.  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  the  cost  to  Americans  for 
each  1-cent  increase  in  the  price  of 
sugar  is  at  least  $300  million  a  year. 
Thus,  just  the  error  factor  in  using 
the  quotas  is  costing  consumers  over 
$600  million  in  1983.  And  this  is  on  top 
of  what  I  believe  is  a  grossly  over-gen- 
erous subsidy  of  $2.4  billion  provided 
sugar  producers  under  the  basic  loan 
program. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  worked  very 
hard  in  my  years  in  Congress  toward 
deregulation  of  the  economy  and  to 
eliminate  restrictions,  protections  and 
subsidies  from  special  segments  of  our 
economy.  I  believe  that  through 
tough,  healthy  and  unrestricted  com- 
petition, with  protections  only  when 
they  are  clearly  needed,  the  American 
economy  will  regain  its  vigor  and 
retain  its  place  as  the  most  creative 
and  efficient  economic  force  in  the 
world. 
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I  also  believe  that  our  trade  policy 
should  reflect  these  goals.  I  have  en- 
couraged every  effort  our  President 
has  made  to  force  foreign  nations,  who 
wish  to  export  their  goods  to  the 
United  States,  to  open  their  own  mar- 
kets to  products  made  in  America. 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
we  can  compete  with  any  nation  if  we 
are  permitted  to  do  so. 

I  am  grateful,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
many  of  my  colleagues  share  these 
views,  and  I  hope  they  will  join  me  in 
giving  careful  scrutiny  to  the  sugar 
program.  Quotas  are  the  most  restric- 
tive and  damaging  of  trade  barriers.  As 
U.S.  Trade  Representative  Brock  has 
stated,  their  imposition  under  the 
sugar  program  has  made  our  efforts  to 
remove  barriers  to  American  goods  in 
Europe  and  Japan  an  even  more  diffi- 
cult task.  Our  bargaining  position  will 
be  seriously  jeopardized  as  long  as 
quotas  remain  in  force. 

Our  bill  will  eliminate  the  hypocrisy 
of  quotas  from  the  sugar  program  and 
our  trade  policy,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  will 
also  preserve  the  President's  flexibility 
in  imposing  tariffs  on  imported  sugar. 
The  bill  will  have  an  impact  on  the 
subsidy  to  American  sugar  producers, 
and  I  believe  this  is  equally  as  appro- 
priate. The  sugar  program  provides  a 
much  higher  degree  of  support  in  rela- 
tion to  world  prices  than  nearly  any 
other  commodity.  American  prices  are 
at  22  cents  per  pound  for  sugar  while 
the  world  price  currently  ranges  from 
10  to  11  cents  per  pound.  Such  a  subsi- 
dy sends  exactly  the  wrong  signal, 
that  is  to  expand  production  rather 
than  contract  it— and  as  a  result,  per- 
petuates the  surplus  in  supply. 

Further,  according  to  figures  provid- 
ed by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  sugar  support  prices  are  much 
higher  relative  to  production  costs 
than  virtually  all  other  agricultural 
commodities.  The  comparison  looks 
like  this: 
Percent  target  price  is  of  cost  of  production 

Percent 

Sugar 80 

Wheat 56 

Com 65 

Cotton ■'^ 

Congress  is  reexamining  nearly  all  of 
its  agricultural  programs.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Surely,  we  must  also  look  again  at  the 
most  generous  farm  program  of  them 
all— sugar.  This  program  is  costing  our 
constitutents  $3  billion  each  year.  It  is 
disrupting  our  trade  policy  and  moving 
us  away  from  the  free  market  we  have 
been  working  so  hard  to  restore. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  carefully 
consider  this  legislation  and  support 
our  efforts  to  provide  rationality  in 
this  extremely  costly  program.* 
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CENTRAL  AMERICA  AND  OUR 
FUTURE 


HON.  JACK  HELDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  present 
for  our  colleagues  two  articles  from 
the     commentary     page     of     today's 
Washington  Times  concerning  the  cur- 
rent crisis  in  Central  America.  The  de- 
cisions made  over  this  issue  by  the 
President   and   the   Congress    in   the 
coming  months  will,  one  way  or  an- 
other,   have    permanent    effects    on 
American  citizens  and  the  peoples  in 
all  nations.  These  articles  by  Philip 
Gold  and  Patrick  Buchanan  offer  con- 
siderable   insight    into    the    decision 
process  and  its  meaning. 
Reagan  Has  a  Historic  Opportunity— if 
He's  Willing  To  Pay  the  Price 
(By  Patrick  Buchanan) 
With  the  dispatch  of  the  U.S.  battle  fleets 
to  the  Pacific  and  Caribbean  coasts  of  Cen- 
tral  America,   the   president   has   issued  a 
statement  to  the  world:  A  Soviet  satellite 
state  and  military  base  In  Central  America 
is  unacceptable  to  the  United  States. 

That  the  Sandinistas  and  their  American 
sympathizers  have  gotten  the  message  is  un- 
mistakable. Suddenly,  the  Ortega  Brothers 
are  anxious  to  negotiate  treaties  of  nonin- 
terference in  the  affairs  of  their  neighbors. 
The  American  left— politicians  and  press 
auxiliaries— is  alternately  berating  Reagan's 
•gunboat  diplomacy."  and  imploring  him  to 
talk  to  the  Sandinistas,  to  listen  to  the  Con- 
tadora  Group,  to  wait  upon  the  Kissinger 
Commission.  Something  approaching  a  gen- 
eral panic  has  broken  out  in  this  city  now 
that  Ronald  Reagan  means  to  rid  the  hemi- 
sphere of  the  Sandinistas. 

By  dispatching  the  Heet.  however,  the 
president  has  himself  publicly  climbed  up 
the  high  dive.  If  six  months  hence.  USS 
Ranger  and  New  Jersey  come  steaming 
home,  and  the  Sandinista  regime  is  firmly 
and  permanently  entrenched,  the  president 
will  be  perceived  as  having  run  an  American 
bluff.  The  Soviet  military  base  in  Central 
America  will  be  accepted  by  the  world  as  a 
permanent  feature  of  the  Cold  War  with 
which  the  United  States  has.  once  again, 
come  to  terms.  Castro  and  Andropov's  tre- 
mendous gamble  will  have  paid  off. 

All  the  talk  about  poverty  and  human 
rights,  democracy  and  land  reform  aside. 
Central  America  is  the  latest  battlefield  In 
the  war  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  Soviets,  the  Cubans,  the  Sandinistas 
have  shoved  their  stack  of  chips  in.  They 
have  accepted  the  risks  inherent  in  estab- 
lishing a  communist  beachhead  deep  inside 
the  hemispheric  defense  perimeter  of  the 
United  States.  They  have  in  four  years  built 
an  Indigenous  army  of  75,000  troops  and  mi- 
litia, poured  in  advisers,  technicians  and  ma- 
terial, and  sought  to  expand  the  beachhead 
to  El  Salvador. 

The  Ortega  Brothers  are  not  going  to  be 
negotiated  out  of  power  by  Richard  Stone 
or  Henry  Kissinger.  They  are  not  going  to 
be  frightened  out  of  power  by  the  battleship 
New  Jersey  with  its  impressive  array  of 
cruise  missiles.  They  are  not  going  to 
commit  suicide  by  inviting  back  antl-com- 
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munlst  Nicara^ans  and  committing  their 
fate  lo  fre«  elections.  Nor  will  they  be  aban- 
doned by  Yuri  Andropov  simply  because 
Sen.  Moynlhan  warns  that  IX  he  doesn't,  we 
will  cut  off  his  wheat  supply  and  foreclose 
on  his  Polish  sut>sldiary 

The  presence  of  the  battle  fleet  can  per- 
suade Managua,  temporarily,  to  cool  Its  rev- 
olutionary ardor,  to  play  the  peace-loving 
socialist  state,  the  hemispheric  good  neigh- 
bor. 

But.  as  soon  as  the  gun-boats  go  home, 
the  Sandinistas  will  return  to  the  business 
of  waging  war  against  Western  interests  in 
Central  America,  Just  as  Hanoi  went  back  to 
its  war  of  conquest  of  South  Vietnam,  the 
day  the  B-52s  departed. 

Having  seized  and  consolidated  power  at 
the  tMurel  of  a  gxin.  the  Sandinistas  will  not 
be  removed— except  at  the  barrel  of  a  gun. 
Given  the  military  build-up  in  Nicaragua, 
unprecedented  in  Central  American  history, 
it  is  unlikely  that  any  coalition  of  10.000 
"Contras"  can  drive  them  from  power,  with- 
out the  military  assistance  of  the  United 
States.  Which  means  American  wounded 
and  American  dead. 

If  the  United  States  is  unprepared  to  pay 
that  price,  then  we  should  reconcile  our- 
selves to  a  Central  America  of  20  million 
people  allied  with  and  attached  to  the 
Soviet  Empire.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

Conversely,  Central  America  offers  a  his- 
toric opportunity  to  the  United  States. 

In  Nicaragua,  the  Cubans  and  Soviets  are 
taking  an  immense  gamble.  They  are  over- 
extended, overexposed.  If  the  president  is 
willing  to  put  up  with  hysteria  in  the  United 
States,  to  pay  the  price  to  overthrow  the 
Sandinlsta  regime  he  would  be  the  first 
American  president  to  have  inflicted  a  deci- 
sive military  defeat  upon  the  Soviet  Empire. 

If.  through  American  action,  the  Sandi- 
nista  regime  is  thrown  upon  the  trash  heap 
of  history,  the  communist  war  in  El  Salva- 
dor—isolated, demoralized  guerrillas  with  no 
base  of  supply— will  gutter  out.  An  Ameri- 
can-backed push  to  dump  the  Sandinistas, 
coupled  with  U.S.  recapture  of  the  island  of 
Grenada  and  Suriname  from  the  grisly  Cas- 
troite  gangs  who  seized  them,  could,  in  six 
months,  put  the  Western  Hemisphere— ex- 
cepting only  Cuba— off-limits  to  the  Soviet 
Empire. 

This  would  expose  as  tragus  the  myth  that 
communist  revolutions  are  irreversible,  and 
would  send  a  message  to  the  world  that, 
under  Mr.  Reagan,  the  post-Vietnam  paraly 
sis  of  the  United  States  is  over  The  political 
and  psychological  shock  to  Castro,  of  seeing 
the  Soviets  Western  Hemisphere  bases 
rolled  up  with  impunity,  would  t>e  jolting: 
and  the  effect  upon  free  men  and  anti-com- 
munists from  Eastern  Europe  to  southern 
Angola  would  be  electric. 

By  sending  the  fleet.  Mr.  Reagan  has 
come  close  to  putting  his  place  in  history  on 
the  line.  If  the  Sandinistas  survive,  and  lead 
the  comminist  takeover  of  Central  America, 
no  amount  of  plea-bargaining  on  the  part  of 
the  president's  cohorts— i.e.  he  had  no  "con- 
sensus": he  lacked  public  support— is  likely 
to  persuade. 

NlCAJtACnA  AND  THE  MOMEMT  AT  HaND 

(By  Philip  Gold) 

The  ancient  Greeks  had  two  words  for 
time.  One,  chronos.  refers  to  time  in  its  ordi- 
nary mien:  the  undifferentiated  passage  of 
the  seasons  and  the  years.  The  English 
word,  chronological,  derives  from  it. 

The  second  word,  kairos.  can  mean,  var- 
iously, the  critical  time,  the  right  time  the 
unrepeatable  time.  Historically,  it  signifies 
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those  happenings  which  change,  not  only 
what  Is  to  come,  but  also  our  understanding 
of  what  has  gone  before.  Moses  on  Mount 
Sinai.  Christ  on  the  Cross.  Enola  Gay  above 
Hiroshima.  Auschwitz,  Tet— kairotic  bits  of 
time. 

But  there  is  also  a  kind  of  negative  kairos: 
a  sort  of  historical  anti-matter  composed  of 
roads  not  taken,  premises  and  promises  left 
unfulfilled,  hopes  and  opportunities  still- 
l)om.  Of  these  tragic  nonevents.  our  century 
has  known  more  than  its  share. 

And  is  living— may  be  living- through  an- 
other now. 

Since  first  it  cursed  the  earth,  communism 
has  come  to  power  largely  via  a  two-stage 
process:  Initial  alliance  with  non-communist 
forces  against  domestic  oppression  (or  for- 
eign (occupation ),  followed  by  the  gradual 
destruction  of  those  allies  after  victory. 
From  the  1917  Bolshevik  power  grab  to  the 
Czech  coup  of  1948  to  the  current  global 
array  of  tragedies,  the  pattern  has  been 
much  the  same:  first  ally,  then  co-opt. 
betray,  and  massacre. 

For  a  generation,  now,  it  has  been  part  of 
the  American  purpose  to  oppose— to  con- 
tain—the spread  of  communism.  This  policy 
of  containment  worked  well  enough  in  post- 
war Western  Europe,  where  strong  demo- 
cratic traditions  (twistered  by  American  aid 
and  troops)  helped  preclude  communist 
takeover. 

But  simple  anti-communism  has  proven 
peculiarly  inefficacious  in  the  developing 
world,  where  democratic  traditions  rarely 
exist,  and  where  American  influence  (and 
Marines)  have  been  used  more  often  to  prop 
up  existing  oppressions  than  to  work  for 
positive  change. 

In  part,  this  has  often  been  unavoidable: 
given  an  either/or  between  totalitarian  com- 
munism and  more  "traditional"  dictator- 
ship, the  latter  has  usually  proven  prefera- 
ble. Not  only  are  "traditional"  tyrannies 
somewhat  milder,  but  they  also  leave  open 
at  least  a  prospect  for  change:  violent  or 
otherwise.  And.  so  runs  the  logic,  history 
has  also  proven  that  when  communism  de- 
scends upon  a  country,  the  loss  is  final  and 
irreversible. 

But  what  If  this  logic  of  history  could  be 
changed?  What  if  the  classic  two-stage  pat- 
tern could  be  extended:  revolution  to  rid  a 
country  of  its  indigenous  tyranny,  the 
standard  communist  bid  for  total  control, 
followed  by  the  armed  refusal  of  those  who 
did  not  run  out  one  set  of  tyrants  in  order 
to  submit  to  another  far  worse? 

What  if  such  armed  refusals  could  avail 
themselves  of  the  tactics  which  have  proved 
so  successful  in  disrupting  governments 
across  the  planet?  And  what  if  those  armed 
refusals  could  enjoy  the  international  sanc- 
tuaries and  support  which  communist  move- 
ments have  hitherto  found  so  essential  for 
success? 

And  what  if  the  United  States  could  ally 
itself  with  such  armed  refusals?  What  if  the 
United  States  could  shed  its  developing 
world  image— and  actual  role— as  the  godfa- 
ther of  sundry  petty  despotisms  in  order  to 
support  genuine  popular  movements? 
Would  not  both  anti-communism  and  the 
advancement  of  positive  freedom  be  served? 

This  is.  of  course,  the  current  situation  in 
Nicaragua.  But  the  nascent  civil  war  tran- 
scends the  question  of  whether  that  county 
can  exist  without  either  the  communists  or 
the  Somocista.  And  *t  transcends  the  ques- 
tion of  whether,  as  one  American  adviser  in 
El  Salvador  aptly  put  it:  ""in  order  to  save 
one  country,  we  may  have  to  take  another 
back." 
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The  real  question  is  whether  or  not 
"taking  back"  can  establish  a  global  prece- 
dent: whether,  in  fact,  the  communist  tide  is 
reversible:  whether,  in  fact,  it  may  on  occa- 
sion be  more  effective  to  "take  back"  a 
country  than  to  "save"  its  local  oligarchs. 

Or  perhaps  the  real  question  is  whether 
or  not  the  American  people  can  be  brought 
to  understand  the  present  kairos:  whether 
they  will  authorize  the  activities  which  can 
make  the  reversal  possible:  or  whether  they 
will  succumb  to  that  orgy  of  self-pity  and 
pseudorighteousness  which  goes  by  the 
name,  ""Vietnsun  Syndrome." 

There  is  no  guarantee  that  the  Nicara- 
guan  cristss— or  the  Angolan,  or  the  Afghan, 
or  wherever  men  and  women  resist  commu- 
nist tyranny— will  become  the  kairotic  epi- 
sode in  the  struggle  against  communist  ex- 
pansion. Nothing  is  ever  guaranteed.  But. 
among  the  many  meanings  of  kairos  is:  "op- 
portunity."* 


SANCTITY  OF  LIFE  ON  QUALITY 
OF  LIFE 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  more  than  a  decade  ago  the 
Supreme  Court  launched  our  Nation 
on  a  most  brutal  course.  In  Roe 
against  Wade,  the  Court  denied  legal 
protection  to  the  most  defenseless  and 
vulnerable  members  of  the  human 
family:  unborn  children. 

In  formulating  this  decision,  the 
Court  relied  in  part  on  a  new  ethic, 
one  that  placed  only  relative  rather 
than  absolute  value  on  each  human 
life.  Since  unborn  children,  in  the 
Court's  estimation,  were  incapable  of 
"meaningful "  life,  their  destruction 
was  a  matter  of  legal  and  constitution- 
al indifference. 

Those  of  us  who  oppose  this  decision 
predicted  that  the  destruction  would 
not  stop  with  the  unborn,  but  would 
spread  inexorably  to  other  classes  of 
human  beings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  events  of  the  interven- 
ing decade,  sadly,  have  proved  us 
right.  Today  it  is  not  only  the  unborn, 
but  newly  born  defective  infants  as 
well,  who  are  being  killed  in  our  Na- 
tion's medical  facilities.  Such  infants 
are  considered  not  to  have  meaningful 
lives  and  are  left  to  die  through 
malign  neglect. 

It  is  significant  that  this  link  be- 
tween abortion  and  infanticide  is  ac- 
knowledged even  by  abortion  propo- 
nents. Austrailian  bioethicist  Peter 
Singer,  writing  in  the  July  1983  issue 
of  Pediatrics,  the  official  journal  of 
the  American  Academy  of  Pediatrics, 
notes  that.  "The  first  major  blow  to 
the  sanctity  of  life  view  was  the 
spreading  acceptance  of  abortion 
throughout  the  Western  world." 

Singer  applauds  this  assault  on  the 
sancity  of  life  ethic  and  a  second  as- 
sault on  it  as  well— infanticide. 


If  we  compare  a  severely  defective  human 
Infant  with  a  nonhuman  animal,  a  dog  or  a 
pig.  for  example,  we  will  often  find  the  non- 
human  to  have  superior  capacities,  both 
actual  and  potential,  for  rationality,  self- 
conciousness,  communication,  and  anything 
else  that  csm  plausibly  be  considered  moral- 
ly significant.  Only  the  fact  that  the  defec- 
tive infant  is  a  member  of  the  species  Homo 
sapiens  leads  it  to  be  treated  differently 
from  the  dog  or  pig.  Species  membership 
alone,  however.  Is  not  morally  rele- 
vant •  •  • 

If  we  can  put  aside  the  obsolete  and  erro- 
neous notion  of  the  sanctity  of  all  human 
life,  we  may  start  to  look  at  human  life  as  it 
really  is:  at  the  quality  of  life  that  each 
human  being  has  or  can  achieve. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Congress  must  call 
a  halt  to  this  erosion  of  the  sanctity  of 
life  ethic.  My  esteemed  colleague  from 
Illinois,  Henry  H-vde,  has  Introduced 
the  Respect  Human  Life  Act  (H.R. 
618),  and  has  filed  discharge  petition 
No.  3  so  that  it  may  come  before  this 
body.  ^     ^ 

I  call  on  all  my  colleagues  who  be- 
lieve human  life  to  be  valuable  and 
who  oppose  abortion  and  infanticide 
to  sign  Discharge  Petition  No.  3.  And  I 
call  on  every  Member  of  this  body  to 
read  Mr.  Singer's  article  so  that  they 
might  make  an  informed  choice  be- 
tween two  competing  ethics:  the  ethic 
of  elitism  and  death  embodied  in  the 
quality  of  life  ethic,  and  the  sanctity 
of  life  ethic. 

[Prom  Pediatrics,  Vol.  72,  No.  1,  1983] 
Commentaries:  Sanctity  of  Lire  or 

Quality  of  Life? 
(Copyright  ©  1983  by  the  American 
Academy  of  Pediatrics) 
The  ethical  outlook  that  holds  human  life 
to  be  sacrosanct— I  shall  call  it  the  "sancti- 
ty-of-life  view"— is  under  attack.  The  first 
major  blow  to  the  sanctity  of  life  view  was 
the  spreading  acceptance  of  abortion 
throughout  the  Western  world.  Supporters 
of  the  sanctity-of-life  view  have  pointed  out 
that  some  premature  babies  are  less  devel- 
oped than  some  of  the  fetuses  that  are 
killed  in  late  abortions.  They  add.  very  plau- 
sibly, that  the  location  of  the  fetus/infant— 
inside  or  outeide  the  womb— cannot  make  a 
crucial  difference  to  ite  moral  status.  Allow- 
ing abortions,  especially  these  late  abor- 
tions, therefore  does  seem  to  breach  our  de- 
fense of  the  allegedly  universal  sanctity  of 
Innocent  human  life. 

A  second  blow  to  the  sanctlty-of-Ufe  view 
has  been  the  revelation  that  It  Is  standard 
practice  in  many  major  public  hospitals  to 
refrain  from  providing  necessary  life-saving 
treatment  to  certain  patients.  Although  this 
practice  applies  to  geriatric  patients  and 
those  suffering  from  terminal  Illness,  the 
most  publicized  and  also  the  potentially 
most  significant  cases  have  been  severely  de- 
fective newborns.  In  Britain,  Dr.  John 
Lorber '  has  quite  candidly  described  his 
method  of  selecting  which  babies  suffering 
from  spina  bifida  should  be  given  active 
treatment,  and  he  has  indicated,  with  equal 
candor,  that  In  his  view  the  best  possible 
outcome  for  those  not  selected  is  an  early 
death. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

The  decision  not  to  treat  an  Infant  with 
Down's  syndrome  has  also  been  publicized. 
In  April  1982.  In  Bloomington,  Indiana,  the 
parents  of  an  infant  with  Down's  syndrome 
and  in  need  of  corrective  surgery  refused 
permission  for  the  surgery  to  be  performed. 
Pew  details  are  available  because  the  court 
ordered  the  records  sealed,  but  the  court  re- 
fused to  intervene  or  to  take  the  child  out 
of  his  parents'  custody.' 

Although  many  doctors  would  sharply  dis- 
tinguish the  active  termination  of  life  from 
a  decision  not  to  treat  a  patient  for  whom 
the  foreseen  outcome  of  this  decision  Is  the 
death  of  the  patient,  the  distinction  Is  a  ten- 
uous one,  and  the  claim  that  it  carries  moral 
weight  has  been  rejected  by  several  academ- 
ic philosophers.  Hence,  the  acceptance  of 
nontreatment  in  these  situations  Is  rightly 
perceived  as  a  further  threat  to  the  sancti- 
ty-of-life view. 

Some  respond  to  this  situation  with  a 
sense  of  alarm  at  'the  erosion  of  our  tradi- 
tional ethical  standards.  We  already  have, 
these  people  tell  us.  one  foot  on  the  slippery 
slope  that  will  lead  to  active  euthanasia, 
then  to  the  elimination  of  the  mentally 
feeble  and  of  the  socially  undesirable,  and 
finally  to  all  the  atrocities  of  the  Nazi  era. 
To  pull  back  from  this  abyss,  we  must  renew 
our  commitment  to  the  most  scrupulous  re- 
spect for  all  human  life,  irrespective  of  its 
quality. 

It  Is  In  keeping  with  this  response  that 
shortly  after  the  verdict  was  handed  down 
in  the  Bloomington  case,  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration Issued,  through  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  a  "Notice  to 
Health  Care  Providers"  stating  that  It  Is  un- 
lawful for  a  recipient  of  federal  financial  as- 
sistance to  withhold  from  a  handicapped 
Infant  any  medical  treatment  required  to 
correct  a  life-threatening  condition,  when 
the  treatment  Is  not  medically  contraindi- 
cated  and  would  be  given  to  an  infant  who 
was  not  handicapped. 

Seen  from  a  distance,  this  notice  appears 
to  put  doctors  In  the  absurd  situation  of 
having  to  keep  alive  the  most  grossly  defec- 
tive Infants,  for  whom  life  is  either  quite 
valueless— because  the  infant  is  forever  in- 
capable of  any  conscious  experience  whatsc>- 
ever— or  else  a  positive  burden,  because  It  is 
a  life  of  pain  and  discomfort  without  the  re- 
deeming value  of  a  rational  awareness  of 
self  or  others.  Even  Lord  Justice  Temple- 
man,  who  In  a  recent  English  case  concern- 
ing an  Infant  with  Down's  syndrome  or- 
dered that  surgery  be  performed,  did  not 
wish  to  go  so  far.  He  allowed  that  In  a  case 
In  which  the  life  of  the  Infant  would  be  "de- 
monstrably awful"  there  would  have  been 
grounds  for  allowing  a  child  to  die.  The 
Reagan  administration,  it  would  seem, 
wishes  infants  to  be  kept  alive  even  when 
their  life  will  be  "demonstrably  awful. " ' 

Is  the  erosion  of  the  sanctlty-of-llfe  view 
really  so  alarming?  Change  Is  often.  In 
Itself,  alarming,  especially  change  In  some- 
thing that  for  centuries  has  been  spoken  of 
In  such  hushed  tones  that  to  question  It  Is 
automatically  to  commit  sacrilege.  There  Is 
little  evidence,  however,  to  support  the  ap- 
plication of  the  slippery  slope  argument  In 
this  context.  Cultures  that  have  practiced 
forms  of  infanticide  or  euthanasia— Ancient 
Greece,   the   Eskimos— have   been   able   to 


'  Lorber  J:  Ethical  problems  In  the  management 
o(  myelomeningocele  and  hydrocephalus.  J  R  Coll 
Phvricians  LoTid  1975;10;1 


2  Deciding  About  Foregoing  Life-Sustaining  Ther- 
apv  discussion  paper  prepared  by  staff  of  Presi- 
dent's Commission  for  the  Study  of  Ethical  Prob- 
lems in  Medicine  and  Biomedical  and  Behavioral 
Research.  Washington.  DC.  August  1982.  Chap  7 

'See  Re  B.  (a  Minor).  Times  Law  Report.  Aug.  8. 
1981.  p.  15. 
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hold  the  line  around  those  categories  of 
beings  that  could  be  killed,  so  that  the  lives 
of  other  members  of  these  societies  were  at 
least  as  well  protected  as  the  lives  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  where  the  culture  offi- 
cially accepts  no  limits  to  the  sanctity  of 
human  life. 

Whatever  the  future  holds.  It  Is  likely  to 
prove  Impossible  to  restore  In  full  the  sanc- 
tlty-of-llfe view.  The  philosophical  founda- 
tions of  this  view  have  been  knocked  asun- 
der. We  can  no  longer  base  our  ethics  on  the 
idea  that  himian  beings  are  a  special  form 
of  creation,  made  In  the  Image  of  God,  sin- 
gled out  from  all  other  animals,  and  alone 
possessing  an  Immortal  soul.  Our  better  un- 
derstanding of  our  own  nature  has  bridged 
that  gulf  that  was  once  thought  lo  lie  be- 
tween ourselves  and  other  species,  so  why 
should  we  believe  that  the  mere  fact  that  a 
being  Is  a  member  of  the  species  Homo  sapi- 
ens endows  its  life  with  some  unique,  almost 
infinite,  value? 

Once    the    religious    mumbo-jumbo    sur- 
rounding   the    term    "human"    has    been 
stripped    away,    we    may    continue    to    see 
normal  members  of  our  species  as  possessing 
greater  capacities   of   rationality,   self-con- 
sciousness, communication,  and  so  on,  than 
members  of  any  other  species:  but  we  will 
not  regard  as  sacrosanct  the  life  of  each  and 
every  member  of  our  species,  no  matter  how 
limited  its  capacity  for  Intelligent  or  even 
conscious  life  may  be.  If  we  compare  a  se- 
verely defective  human  infant  with  a  non- 
human  animal,  a  dog  or  a  pig,  for  example, 
we  will  often  find  the  nonhuman  to  have  su- 
perior capacities,  both  actual  and  potential, 
for  rationality,  self-consciousness,  communi- 
cation, and  anything  else  that  can  plausibly 
be  considered  morally  significant.  Only  the 
fact  that  the  defective  Infant  Is  a  member  of 
the  species  Homo  sapiens  leads  It  to  be 
treated  differently  from  the  dog  or  pig.  Spe- 
cies membership  alone,  however,  is  not  mor- 
ally relevant.  Humans  who  bestow  superior 
value   on   the   lives   of   all    human   beings, 
solely  because  they  are  members  of  our  owti 
species,  are  judging  along  lines  strikingly 
similar  to  those  used  by  white  racists  who 
bestow  superior  value  on  the  lives  of  other 
whites,  merely  because  they  are  members  of 
their  own  race. 

Ironically,  the  sanctity  with  which  we 
endow  all  human  life  often  works  to  the  det- 
riment of  those  unfortunate  humans  whose 
lives  hold  no  prospect  except  suffering.  A 
dog  or  a  pig,  dying  slowly  and  painfully,  will 
be  mercifully  released  from  Its  misery.  A 
human  being  with  inferior  mental  capacities 
in  similarly  painful  circumstances  will  have 
to  endure  its  hopeless  condition  until  the 
end— and  may  even  have  that  end  post- 
poned by  the  latest  advances  in  medicine. 

One  difference  between  humans  and  other 
animals  that  Is  relevant  irrespective  of  any 
defect  is  that  humans  have  families  who  can 
Intelligently  take  part  In  decision  about 
their  offspring.  This  does  not  affect  the  in- 
trinsic value  of  human  life,  but  It  often 
should  affect  our  treatment  of  humans  who 
are  Incapable  of  expressing  their  own  wishes 
about  their  future.  Any  such  effect  will  not. 
however,  always  be  in  the  direction  of  pro- 
longing life— as  the  wishes  of  the  parents  In 
the  Bloomington  case,  and  In  several  other 
recent  court  cases,  illustrate. 

If  we  can  put  aside  the  obsolete  and  erro- 
neous notion  of  the  sancity  of  all  himian 
life,  we  may  start  to  look  at  human  life  as  It 
really  Is:  at  the  quality  of  life  that  each 
human  being  has  or  can  achieve.  Then  it 
win  be  possible  to  approach  these  difficult 
questions  of  life  and  death  with  the  ethical 
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sensitivity  that  each  case  demands,  rather 
th&n  with  the  blindness  to  individual  differ- 
ences that  is  embodied  In  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services'  rigid  in- 
struction to  disregard  all  handicaps  when 
deciding  whether  to  keep  a  child  al)ove— 
Peter  Singer.  MA,  BPhil.  FAHA,  Centre  for 
Human  Bioethics.  Monash  University.  Clay- 
ton. Victoria.  Australia.* 


AMERICAS  UNSUNG  HEROES 


HON.  BIU  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1.  1983 

•  Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  are  many  unsung  heroes  in  our 
Nation's  history— soldiers  whose  out- 
standing record  of  bravery  and  hero- 
ism in  battle  has  not  been  properly 
r'^'ognized.  I  want  to  draw  my  col- 
leagues attention  to  a  group  of  fight- 
ing men  who  fall  into  that  category. 

Mr.  Speaker.  41  years  ago  the  U.S. 
Marine  Corps  Navajo  Code  Talker  pro- 
gram was  established  at  a  Marine  base 
In  California.  Two  hundred  young 
Navajo  men  left  their  families,  homes, 
and  friends  to  enlist  in  the  military 
service  for  one  of  the  most  important 
missions  of  World  War  II.  The  Nava- 
jos  participated  in  a  training  program 
that  prepared  them  to  serve  in  diverse 
imits  as  communicators— code  talkers 
and  radiomen  at  communication  cen- 
ters throughout  the  war. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Navajo  was  an  unwrit- 
ten lamguage  at  that  time  and  com- 
pletely unintelligible  to  anyone  except 
another  Navajo.  Therefore,  it  was  a 
perfect  language  for  devising  code 
words  into  specialized  military  terms. 
Secret  coded  messages  could  be  trans- 
lated into  Navajo  and  transmitted  and 
translated  back  into  English  quicker 
than  messages  using  conventional  code 
writing  techniques. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Navajo  Code  Talk- 
ers were  one  of  the  U.S.  Government's 
secret  weapons  in  the  Pacific  during 
World  War  II.  Navajo  Code  talkers 
achieved  many  important  accomplish- 
ments. 

They  also  provided  the  key  to  a  413- 
word  code  the  Japanese  were  never 
able  to  break.  This  proved  to  be  a  sig- 
nificant factor  in  the  United  States 
winning  the  war  in  the  Pacific. 

The  activities  of  the  code  talkers  was 
so  secret  that  knowledge  of  what  they 
contributed  was  not  made  public  until 
30  years  after  war's  end.  Many  of  the 
code  talkers  were  unable  to  explain  to 
their  families  their  secret  role  in  the 
war  effort. 

Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  somewhat  ironic 
the  Navajo  Code  Talkers  who  risked 
their  lives  for  the  United  States 
during  World  War  II  were  discouraged 
and  even  forbidden  to  speak  their 
native  tongue.  There  is  an  effort  un- 
derway today  to  change  all  of  that  by 
promoting  the  importance  of  the 
Navajo  language. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Tribal  officials  on  the  Navajo  reser- 
vation are  taking  steps  to  preserve 
what  many  Navajos  believe  is  the  most 
precious  part  of  their  heritage:  the 
Navajo  language.  Tribal  leaders  are 
working  to  establish  a  policy  that 
would  bring  the  Navajo  language  back 
into  the  classroom  in  reservation 
schools.  Other  Navajos  are  working  on 
writing  a  dictionary  for  elementary 
school  children. 

These  activities  are  beginning  to 
bear  fruit.  I  noticed  the  reservation 
newspaper,  the  Navajo  Times,  printed 
an  article  in  the  Navajo  language.  I 
commend  these  efforts  and  hope  the 
importance  of  the  Navajo  language  is 
never  lost.  I  know  the  Navajo  Code 
Talkers  share  in  that  desire. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Navajo  Code  Talk- 
ers of  World  War  II  served  their  coun- 
try well.  They  deserve  to  receive  the 
same  benefits  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment as  do  non-Indian  veterans.  In 
many  cases,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  has  not 
happened.  Members  of  the  Navajo 
Code  Talkers  Association  are  now  be- 
ginning to  express  their  dissatisfaction 
with  the  Veterans'  Administration. 
They  have  requested  Federal  funds 
through  the  VA  to  start  up  a  medical 
facility  for  Navajo  veterans  at  the 
Gallup  Indian  Medical  Center.  Under 
existing  arrangements  Navajo  Veter- 
ans must  now  drive  over  3  hours  to  Al- 
buquerque to  receive  medical  treat- 
ment. Many  Navajo  veterans  live  on 
Federal  trust  lands  and  have  no  collat- 
eral. Therefore,  they  cannot  secure  a 
loan  to  build  a  home,  they  have  re- 
quested Federal  money  for  housing  on 
the  reservation  as  well  as  guaranteed 
loans  for  the  many  veterans  living  off 
the  reservation.  The  Navajo  Code 
Talkers  Association  is  also  working  to 
establish  an  Office  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs' on  the  Navajo  Reservation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Navajo  Code  Talk- 
ers are  asking  only  for  parity.  They 
are  asking  only  that  they  receive  the 
same  treatment  as  other  veterans 
groups. 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  the  U.S.  Ma- 
rines have  always  acknowleged  the  sig- 
nificant contribution  the  code  talkers 
made  to  the  war  effort,  it  took  40 
years  for  the  U.S.  Government  to 
make  any  kind  of  official  recognition. 
On  Agust  14.  1982.  a  special  Presiden- 
tal  Commission  dedicated  that  day  in 
recognition  of  these  unsung  warriors 
of  the  Navajo  Nation  who  gave  of 
their  time  and  commitment  and 
shared  the  special  heritage  of  their 
language  so  that  others  might  live.  A 
special  ceremony  is  planned  for  this 
year  on  August  12  in  Gallup.  N.  Mex.  I 
plan  to  attend.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  honor 
the  special  fighting  men  who  left  their 
hogans  on  the  vast  and  sprawling 
Navajo  reservation  to  make  one  of  the 
most  important  contributions  toward 
our  victory  in  the  Pacific  during  World 
War  II.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join 
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with  me  in  sharing  our  appreciation  to 
the  Navajo  Code  Talkers.# 
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EXCESS  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  IN 
LEHIGH  ACRES.  FLA. 


HON.  E  de  la  GARZA 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  pur- 
suant to  Public  Law  97-394,  the  Forest 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture has  informed  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  that  it  is  formally  propos- 
ing to  declare  as  excess  Federal  prop- 
erty the  Southeastern  Forest  Station 
Forest  Resources  Laboratory  located 
in  Lehigh  Acres.  Fla. 

A  final  decision  on  this  proposed  dis- 
posal will  be  made  after  30  days.  The 
Committee  on  Agriculture  will  wel- 
come comments  from  interested  Mem- 
bers and  I  ask  relevant  documents  de- 
tailing this  proposal  and  furnished  to 
me  as  chairman  of  the  committee  be 
included  in  the  Record  at  this  point: 
U.S.  Department  of  Agricultore. 

Forest  Service, 
Washington.  DC.  July  22,  1983. 
Hon.  E.  (KiKA)  DE  LA  Garza. 
Chairmaji.      Committee      on      Agriculture, 
House  of  Representatives,    Washington. 
DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Section  316  of  the 
1983  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appro- 
priations Act  (PL  97-394)  requires  funded 
Agencies  to  take  the  following  actions 
before  disposing  of  any  lands,  except  by  ex- 
change or  under  certain  specified  authori- 
ties; 

1.  Determine  that  the  tract  Is  no  longer 
needed  by  the  Federal  Government  and  in- 
ventory the  tract  as  to  its  public  value. 

2.  Provide  opportunity  for  public  review 
and  comment. 

3.  Provide  30  days  advance  notice  to  the 
congressional  delegation  of  the  State  or 
States  in  which  the  tract  proposed  for  sale 
is  located  and  the  plan  for  carrying  out  such 
disposal. 

4.  Notify  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  for  immediate  publication  in 
the  Congressional  Record. 

We  are  proposing  to  declare  excess  the 
Southeastern  Forest  Experiment  Station 
Forest  Resources  Laboratory.  Lehigh  Acres. 
Florida.  It  is  an  improved  10.02  acre  parcel 
located  in  the  Lehigh  Industrial  Park.  Lee 
Boulevard  Highway  884,  Lehigh  Acres.  Lee 
County.  Florida. 

Notice  was  given  to  the  Florida  Congres- 
sional Delegation  on  June  1.  1983.  (See  en- 
closed copy  of  letter.) 

Information  on  the  proposed  disposal  was 
published  in  the  local  newspaper  to  provide 
the  opportunity  for  public  review  and  com- 
ment. (See  enclosed  copy  of  notes.)  We  have 
received  no  comments  from  the  general 
public  nor  from  local  Government  officials. 
We  have  received  comments  from  the  Divi- 
sion of  Forestry.  Florida  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture and  Consumer  Services,  and  from 
the  School  of  Forest  Resources  and  Conser- 
vation of  the  University  of  Florida,  copies  of 
which  are  enclosed. 

The  final  decision  on  the  proposed  dispos- 
al will  be  made  after  30  days.  Our  Report  of 


Excess  Real  Property  will  include  the  inter- 
est indicated  by  the  State  of  Florida  agen- 
cies. 

Sincerely, 

J.  IjAMAR  Beasley. 
(For  R.  Max  Peterson,  Chief). 
Enclosure. 

Florida  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Consumer  Services 

Tallahassee,  Flo.,  June  9,  1983. 
Dr.  Eldon  Ross. 

Director,  Southeastern  Forest  Experiment 
Station,  Asheville.  N.C 
Dear  Eldon:  We  understand  that  due  to. 
budget  cutbacks  it  is  necessary  that  you 
close  out  the  Lehigh  Acres  Laboratory  and 
Related  Facilities,  and  phase  down  your  re- 
search in  eucalyptus  forest  plantation  stud- 
ies. This  will  result  in  the  Lab  being  de- 
clared excess. 

The  Florida  Division  of  Forestry  would 
like  to  continue  the  collaboration  and  par- 
ticipation in  the  research  and  assist  to  the 
extent  possible  with  continuing  the  efforts 
made  to  date.  Because  of  this  and  the  need 
for  us  to  eventually  move  our  district  office 
and  fire  control  facilities  to  a  more  desirable 
location,  it  is  requested  that  the  Lab  and 
Related  Facilities  be  transferred  to  the 
Florida  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Con- 
sumer Services,  Division  of  Forestry. 

If  this  is  done,  such  personnel  and  related 
resources  that  you  are  able  to  continue  in 
this  program  can  be  housed  and  supported 
by  the  facility  and  personnel  of  the  Divi- 
sion. 

We  would  appreciate  your  favorable  con- 
sideration and  support  of  this  request. 
Sincerely, 

John  M.  Bethea. 

Director. 


University  of  Florida.  School  of 
Forest  Resources  and  Conser- 
vation. 

Guinesville,  Fla.,  June  9,  1983. 
Dr.  Eldon  Ross, 

Director,    Southeastern    Forest    Experiment 
Station,  USDA,  Forest  Service,  Asheville, 

N.C.  „  ^     , 

Dear  Eldon:  For  several  years,  the  School 
of  Forest  Resources  and  Conservation  has 
collaborated  with  the  Station's  scientists  at 
Lehigh  Acres  on  eucalyptus  studies.  We 
have  several  joint  projects  there  now. 

Last  fall,  it  became  evident  that  budget 
problems  were  forcing  reductions  in  your 
eucalyptus  research.  Now,  I  understand  the 
Lehigh  Acres  Laboratory  is  being  declared 
excess  and  that  the  Florida  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Consumer  Services  is  pro- 
posing that  the  facility  be  turned  over  to 
them,  principally  for  use  by  its  Division  of 

Forestry.  ,  ...    ,  v. 

If  the  Station  must  dispose  of  the  labora- 
tory I  hope  that  it  will  be  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Con- 
sumer Services.  The  School  plans  further 
eucalyptus  studies  and  needs  continued 
access  to  the  clone  bank  seed  orchards  and 
data  at  Lehigh  Acres.  We  have  excellent  re- 
lations with  the  Division  of  Forestry  and 
thus  could  expect  their  agreement  for  such 
access. 

Sincerely. 

Arnett  C.  Mace.  Jr.. 

Director. 

[Port  Myers  News-F»ress,  Published  every 
morning-Daily  and  Sunday.  Fort  Myers, 
Florida] 

Affidavit  of  Publication 
State  of  Florida.  County  of  Lee. 
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Before  the  undersigned  authority,  person- 
ally appeared  Brenda  J.  Yarger.  who  on 
oath  says  that  she  is  the  Accts  OperSupr  of 
the  Fort  Myers  News-Press,  a  daily  newspa- 
per published  at  Fort  Myers,  in  Lee  County. 
Florida:  that  the  attached  copy  of  advertise- 
ment, being  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Disposi- 
tion in  the  matter  of  Land  and  Improve- 
ments, June  8,  15,  1983. 

Affiant  further  says  that  the  said  Fort 
Myers  News-Press  is  a  paper  of  general  cir- 
culation daily  in  Lee,  Charlotte,  Collier  and 
Hendry  Counties  and  published  at  Fort 
Myers,  in  said  Lee  County,  Florida  and  that 
said  newspaper  has  heretofore  been  con- 
tinuously published  in  said  Lee  County, 
Florida,  each  day,  and  has  been  entered  as  a 
second  class  mail  matter  at  the  post  office 
in  Fort  Myers  in  said  Lee  County,  Florida, 
for  a  period  of  one  year  next  preceding  the 
first  publication  of  the  attached  copy  of  the 
advertisement:  and  affiant  further  says  that 
he  has  neither  paid  nor  promised  any 
person,  firm  or  corporation  any  discount, 
rebate,  commission  or  refund  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  this  advertisement  for  pub- 
lication in  the  said  newspaper. 

Brenda  J.  Yarger 

Sworn  to  and  subscribed  before  me  this 
15th  day  of  June.  A.D.  1983. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Southeastern  Forest  Experi- 
ment Station. 

AshevilU,  N.C,  June  1,  1983. 
Hon.  Lawton  M.  Chiles. 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C 

Dear  Senator  Chiles:  For  the  past  15 
years,  the  Forest  Service  has  conducted  re- 
search at  Lehigh  Acres.  Florida.  Most  of  our 
studies  dealt  with  eucalyptus  for  forest 
plantations.  As  a  result  of  budget  reductions 
during  1981-1983.  our  staff  there  has  been 
reduced  to  one  scientist  with  several  part- 
time  employees.  Maintenance  costs  for  our 
Lehigh  Acres  laboratory  are  too  high  for 
the  size  of  our  staff.  Therefore,  we  have  de- 
termined that  the  facility  is  excess  to  our 
needs. 

We  will  not  report  the  property  as  excess 
until  you  have  had  30  days  for  review  as 
specified  in  Section  316  of  the  1983  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act. 

Site  Name:  Southeastern  Forest  Experi- 
ment Station,  Forest  Resources  Laboratory, 
Lehigh  Acres,  Florida. 

Description  and  size:  Laboratory  and 
office  space,  10,716  Sq.  Ft. 

All  properties  are  located  in  Lee  County 
near  Lehigh  Acres.  Florida,  commencing  at 
the  southwest  corner  of  the  northwest  quar- 
ter of  Section  29,  Township  44,  Range  26 
east,  10.02  Acres. 

We  have  notified  Senator  Hawkins  and 
Congressman  Mack  of  plans  to  declare  this 
property  excess.  Also,  we  are  publishing  the 
enclosed  notice  in  the  Fort  Myers  News 
Press  and  the  Suburban  Reporter  (Lehigh 
Acres)  on  June  6  and  13.  1983.  This  is  neces- 
sary to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  1983 
Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropria- 
tions Act. 

Dr.  Thomas  Ellis,  Assistant  Station  Direc- 
tor, called  your  Lakeland  office  last  week  to 
inform  you  of  our  plans.  As  he  explained, 
we  intend  to  have  our  scientist  continue  eu- 
calyptus research  through  a  cooperative 
agreement  with  the  Florida  Division  of  For- 
estry. We  are  indicating  on  our  report  to 
GSA  the  Divisions  interest  in  acquiring  the 
Lehigh  Acres  property. 
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If  you  wish  additional  information,  please 
write  to  us  or  caU  our  office  at  FTS  672- 
0758  or  704-258-2850.  extension  758. 
Sincerely, 

Eldon  W.  Ross, 

Station  Director.^ 

GAO  CHEMICAL  WARFARE 
REPORT  IS  NOT  FLAWED 


HON.  CLEMENT  J.  ZABLOCKl 

OF  WISCONSIN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  ZABLOCKl.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
month  ago  during  the  House  debate 
on  the  binary  chemical  weapons  pro- 
gram, a  number  of  charges  were  lev- 
eled against  a  new  report  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  entitled 
"Chemical  Warfare:  Many  Unan- 
swered Questions. "  It  appears  as  if  the 
primary  source  of  those  criticisms  was 
a  lobbying  document  prepared  and  dis- 
tributed to  Members  of  the  House  by 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

Upon  hearing  of  this  lobbying  docu- 
ment, Mr.  Charles  A.  Bowsher.  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  wrote  to  assure  me 
of  the  objectivity  and  independence  of 
GAO's  report.  In  his  letter  of  June  15, 
1983,  Mr.  Bowsher.  in  addition,  offered 
to  provide  the  House  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  with  an  indepth  re- 
sponse to  the  charges  contained  in  the 
DOD  lobbying  document.  Because  of 
the  importance  of  GAO's  findings  to 
the  congressional  debate  on  the  pro- 
posed binary  chemical  weapons  pro- 
gram. I  asked  Mr.  Bowsher  to  proceed 
with  his  response. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  come  to  my  at- 
tention that  key  Defense  Department 
officials  are  continuing  to  denigrate 
this  report  in  briefings  and  meetings 
with  both  Members  of  Congress  and 
the  press.  I  believe  that  the  time  has 
come  to  put  an  end  to  these  unsub- 
stantiated and  false  accusations.  Ac- 
cordingly. I  conamend  to  my  colleagues 
Mr.  Bowsher's  15-page  July  6  letter  to 
me  which  can  be  obtained  from  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  or  its 
Subcommittee  on  International  Secu- 
rity and  Scientific  Affairs.  What  fol- 
lows are  a  few  highlights  of  GAO's  re- 
sponses to  DOD  claims  which  reaffirm 
the  need  for  the  House  conferees  to 
preserve  the  House's  decisive  and  bi- 
partisan majority  vote  on  June  15 
against  binary  production  in  the  up- 
coming conference  with  the  Senate  on 
the  fiscal  year  1984  Defense  authoriza- 
tion legislation.  These  highlights  are: 

Dear  Chairman  Zablocki:  As  requested  by 
our  office,  we  respond  in  this  letter  in  detail 
to  the  charges  made  against  our  chemical 
warfare  report  ("Chemical  Warfare:  Many 
Unanswered  Questions."  April  29.  1983)  in  a 
12-page  anonymous  and  untitled  document 
that  has  been  circulating  among  congres- 
sional members.  Typically,  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  does  not  respond  to  such 
documents.  While  we  usually  respond  imme- 
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dlately  to  critiques  by  organizations  (or  even 
Individuals  representing  their  own  views). 
we  hesitate  to  give  credence  to  an  anony- 
mous document  by  treating  it  seriously.  In 
this  case,  however,  the  document  has  been 
given  such  wide  distribution  that  it  seems 
prudent  to  respond  formally  so  as  to  set  the 
record  straight. 

As  we  indicated  in  our  letter  to  you  on 
June  15.  1983.  our  chemical  warfare  report 
was  prepared  with  the  same  objectivity  and 
independence  that  GAO  applies  to  all  its 
products.  Additionally,  we  find  that  most  of 
the  comments  made  in  the  anonymous  doc- 
ument were  made  by  DOD  in  our  exit  con- 
ference with  Dr.  Gold,  the  Deputy  Assistant 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Chemical 
Matters,  and  as  is  our  customary  practice, 
we  responded  to  those  comments  in  our 
report  (see  pages  103-06  and  119-22).  .  .  . 

One  charge  that  the  document  makes  is 
that  GAO  did  not  hold  substantive  discus- 
sions on  the  issues  with  DOD  officials.  This 
charge  was  made  by  DOD  in  our  exit  confer- 
ence with  Dr.  Gold  on  January  24.  1983. 
Specifically,  he  raised  the  concern  that  we 
had  not  worked  with  his  office. 

We  pointed  out  at  the  exit  conference 
that  we  had  conducted  the  interview  and 
data  collection  phase  of  our  work  before  he 
arrived  at  DOD  and  that  we  would  make 
this  clearer  in  the  report.  We  also  presented 
him  with  a  list  ot  individuals  in  DOD  and 
the  services  whom  we  made  contact  with 
during  our  audit.  The  list  includes  Major 
General  Niles  Pulwyler  and  members  of  his 
staff  (his  office  served  as  the  Army's  focal 
point  [the  only  active  DOD  focal  point  at 
the  time  of  our  review]  for  chemical  warfare 
matters  during  the  period  of  our  review). 
Colonel  John  Tengler  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  Victor  Utgoff  and  Colonel  Horace 
Russell  of  the  National  Security  Council, 
Robert  Mikulak  of  the  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency,  and  Professor  John 
Deutch  of  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology  and  Chairman  of  the  Defense 
Science  Board  Summer  Study  of  Chemical 
Warfare  (during  a  briefing  on  chemical  war- 
fare that  he  presented  at  the  MITRE  Cor- 
poration). We  added  that  we  had  attended 
and  obtained  testimony  presented  to  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  in  May 
1982  by  Dr.  Richard  L.  Wagner,  the  Assist- 
ant to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Atomic 
Energy,  by  Dr.  Theodore  Gold,  the  Deputy 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Chemical  Matters,  and  by  the  Honorable 
James  P.  Leonard,  former  Ambassador  and 
senior  official  in  the  Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Agency  on  chemical  and  biologi- 
cal warfare  issues. 

We  also  talked  with  other  non-DOD  ex- 
perts such  as  Dr.  Matthew  Meselson  of  Har- 
vard University.  We  are  not  sure  who  on  the 
above  list  is  meant  in  the  document's  emo- 
tion-laden charge  that  GAOs  sources  in- 
clude "anti-chemical  activists."  We  do  not 
believe,  however,  that  an  information  syn- 
thesis can  omit  serious,  well-qualified  critics 
of  Administration  policies  or  proposals. 
Such  an  omission  would  be  true  grounds  for 
methodological  criticism. 

GAO  Claims:  "The  GAO  report  alleges 
that  the  DOD  lacks  knowledge  about  the 
size,  condition  and  composition  of  its  own 
chemical  stockpile." 

DOD  Response:  "This  allegation  is  false 
and.  not  only  is  it  unsupported  by  the  facts, 
it  is  not  even  supported  by  the  documenta- 
tion cited  in  the  GAO  report  .  .  .  Moreover. 
GAO  did  not  request  stockpile  information 
from  DOD  nor  even  avail  themselves  of  the 
primary  source  document  on  stockpile 
status." 
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GAO  Comments;  "In  summary,  our  report 
builds  upon  previous  audit  work  conducted 
by  GAO  and  a  follow-up  study  indicating 
the  continued  presence  of  several  critical 
problems.  After  an  extended  period  for 
agency  review.  DOD  officials  did  not  pro- 
vide or  give  the  titles  of  any  additional 
sources  that  would  clarify  the  status  of  the 
stockpile.  Repeated  requests  for  such  docu- 
mentation were  made  during  the  exit  con- 
ference with  DOD  in  response  to  concerns 
raised  by  Dr.  Gold.  As  noted  in  our  report 
(p.  104).  no  additional  sources  or  titles  were 
provided.  The  claim  that  GAO  did  not  re- 
quest stockpile  information  is,  therefore, 
false  •• 

GAO  Claim:  "The  present  GAO  report 
quotes  from  the  1977  GAO  report  which 
■found  that  little  had  been  done  to  maintain 
the  stockpile  as  serviceable  or  to  restore  its 
unserviceable  portions.'  The  present  report 
concludes  that  we  have  found  no  new  evi- 
dence from  the  present  review  that  suggests 
that  the  situation  has  changed.'  " 

DOD  Response:  The  GAO  did  not  re- 
quest from  DOD  any  information  on  our 
restoration  activities  but  instead  chose  to 
rely  on  outdated  reports  to  make  a  judg- 
ment. The  evidence  is  available  if  the  team 
had  bothered  to  look.  Prom  December  1980 
to  December  1982  the  DOD  increased  the 
percentage  of  155mm  and  8-inch  nerve 
agent  projectiles  ready  for  issue  from  less 
than  15%  to  almost  65%.  In  the  same  period 
the  percentage  of  bombs  ready  for  issue  in- 
creased from  75%  to  over  95%.  This  infor- 
mation is  documented,  and  was  reported  to 
Congress." 

GAO  Comments:  "As  we  stated  previously 
to  this  reply,  and  noted  on  page  104  of  our 
report,  we  responded  to  this  criticism  at  the 
exit  conference  held  with  DOD  officials  on 
January  24.  1983.  We  repeatedly  asked  for 
recent  information  on  DCJD  efforts  to  assess 
the  stockpile  size  and  condition.  No  addi- 
tional information  or  sources  were  provided 
at  that  time.  Given  the  important  achieve- 
ment that  would  be  represented  by  an  in- 
creased percentage  of  ready-for-issue  155- 
mm  and  8-inch  nerve  agent  projectiles  (from 
less  than  15  percent  to  approximately  65 
percent)  it  is  surprising  that  we  were  not  ad- 
vised of  it.  But  such  an  achievement  would 
also  have  obvious  implications  for  the  cur- 
rent rationale  supporting  projected  binary 
requirements." 

5.  GAO  Claim:  "As  opposed  to  an  empha- 
sis on  arms  control,  U.S.  chemical  policy  re- 
flects either  an  emphasis  on  weapons  or  an 
emphasis  on  defense  with  a  limited  retalia- 
tory capability  for  deterrence  of  chemical 
warfare." 

DOD  Response:  "The  overriding  U.S. 
chemical  warfare  objective  since  1969  has 
been  to  achieve  a  complete,  verifiable  ban 
on  chemical  weapons.  This  objective  has 
been  clearly  stated  in  both  words  and  deeds 
by  four  successive  administrations,  includ- 
ing the  present  one." 

GAO  Conunents:  "The  anonymous  docu- 
ment implies  that  GAO  chooses  not  to  men- 
tion that  the  overriding  U.S.  chemical  war- 
fare objective  has  been  to  achieve  a  com- 
plete, verifiable  ban  on  chemical  weapons. 
By  presenting  the  GAO  statement  out  of 
context,  the  d(x;ument  in  fact  misleads  the 
reader.  Page  17  of  our  report  does  present 
DOD's  statement  that  "the  ultimate  U.S. 
goal  is  a  complete  and  verifiable  ban  on  de- 
veloping, producing,  and  stockpiling  chemi- 
cal weapons.'  " 

GAO  Claim:  "Little  is  known  about  the 
size  or  composition  of  the  Soviet  stockpile." 
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DOD  Response:  "The  GAO  authors  did 
not  evaluate  any  primary  source  intelligence 
data  and  therefore  are  unqualified  to  make 
such  judgments." 

GAO  Comments:  'A  misconception  is  re- 
flected in  the  anonymous  document  regard- 
ing the  meaning  of  'primary  source  intelli- 
gence data'  and  the  manner  in  which  GAO 
treated  these  data.  We  did  indeed  obtain  in- 
telligence data,  including: 

(1)  ■■  Chemical  and  Biological  Warfare  Ca- 
pabilities-U.S.S.R..'  DTA.  February  1981, 
Secret. 

(2)  "  Chemical  and  Biological  Warfare  Ca- 
pabilities-U.S.S.C'  DIA,  Pebruary  1983. 
Secret. 

(3)  ■•  Chemical  and  Biological  Wafare  Ca- 
pabilities—European Communist  Countries 
(Less  U.S.S.R.).'  DIA.  June  8.  1982.  Secret. 

(4)  "Report  of  the  Defense  Science  Board 
1980  Summer  Study  Panel  on  Chemical 
Warfare."  OUSD  for  R&E.  January  1981. 
Secret. 

(5)  "DOD  Report  to  the  Congress  on 
Chemical  Warfare, "  March  1982,  Secret. " 

These  are  the  primary  documents  in 
which  the  Soviet  threat  in  terms  of  stock- 
pile, production  facilities,  test  sites,  depots, 
and  types  of  agents  is  presented.  We  treated 
the  documents  as  primary  source  data  and 
accepted  the  data  as  fact.  We  did  not  at- 
tempt to  evaluate  the  methods  by  which  the 
data  were  obtained.  We  also  received  brief- 
ings on  the  Soviet  threat  from  DIA  and 
JCS.  And  our  final  draft  was  reviewed  by 
the  CIA.  specifically  to  examine  our  treat- 
ment of  intelligence  data. 

Thus,  it  is  not  the  case  that  we  failed  to 
obtain  and  review  classified  data  up  to  and 
including  secret  documents  .  .  . 

GAO  Claim:  "The  available  data  do  not 
sustain  the  argument  that  binaries  offer 
substantial  technical  operational  advan- 
tages over  existing  weapons;  binaries  place 
greater  space  requirements  on  storage, 
transportation,  and  deployment;  the  mixing 
requirements  of  binaries  may  deminish  tsic] 
their  operational  effectiveness;  peacetime 
advantages  (of  binaries)  may  have  related 
wartime  costs  (such  as  mixing  time  and 
more  complex  logistics)." 

DOD  Response:  "The  GAO  auditors  did 
not  investigate  the  technical  characteristics 
of  either  binary  or  unitary  chemical  weap- 
ons: nor  did  they  compare  them  against 
each  other  or  against  some  type  of  objective 
criteria." 

GAO  Comments:  "Any  investigation  into 
the  technical  and  operational  characteris- 
tics of  the  binary  weapons  quickly  identifies 
the  lack  of  field-test  data.  One  is  left  with 
only  simulation  data  generated  by  using 
simulants  rather  than  actual  agents.  As  a 
result,  and  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  GAO 
report,  conclusions  about  many  of  the  tech- 
nical characteristics  of  binaries  and  com- 
parisons with  unitary  weapons  are  open  to 
que.stion.  Some  of  the  comparisons  made  by 
the  services  and  DOD  suffer  from  the  same 
lack  of  information  and,  as  a  result,  GAO 
simply  points  out  that  they  are  not  support- 
ed by  empirical  data.  GAO  does,  in  fact,  dis- 
cuss alternatives  to  binaries  (pp.  61-67). 
GAO  agrees  that  the  services  and  DOD 
have  "concluded  that  binary  weapons  are 
clearly  preferred  to  present  or  new  unitary 
weapons."  Our  position  is  simply  that  this 
conclusion  is  not  sustained  by  available 
data." 

GAO  Claims:  "Binary  production  might 
complicate  arms  control  verification  proce- 
dures." 

DOD  Response:  "The  difficult  problem  of 
verifying  nonproduction  of  key  precursors 


remains  unchanged  whether  or  not  the  U.S. 
proceeds  with  binary  production." 

GAO  Comments:  "The  GAO  report  in  fact 
once  again  attempts  to  present  a  balanced 
picture  of  the  implications  that  moderniza- 
tion through  binaries  might  have  for  disar- 
mament. In  this  case,  the  literature  is  not 
conclusive,  hence  the  summary  statement 
that  binaries  might  complicate  disarmament 
negotiations.  .  .  .  We  indicate  that  while  it 
seems  that  binaries  might  present  new  veri- 
fication problems,  little  is  known  about 
what  the  specific  verification  problems  are 
or  what  their  solutions  will  be." 

GAO  Claim:  "The  United  States  unlike 
the  Soviet  Union,  has  not  built  a  strong 
ability  to  defend  against  chemical  warfare." 
DOD  Response:  "The  United  States  is  not 
yet  where  we  need  to  be  in  chemical  protec- 
tive capabilities,  but  we  have  made  signifi- 
cant improvement  over  the  past  several 
years.  Por  example,  all  overseas  Army  and 
Air  Porce  units  have  chemical  protective 
equipment,  training  and  exercises  are  now 
routinely  conducted,  and  there  are  major  re- 
search and  development  program^  to  im- 
prove equipment.  Our  program  is  still  un- 
derway and  will  continue  to  evolve  to 
counter  the  threat." 

GAO  Comments:  "The  precise  statement 
made  in  the  GAO  report  is  that  the  United 
States,  unlike  the  Soviets,  does  not  have  a 
strong  ability  to  defend  against  chemical 
warfare'  (p.  57).  The  statement  that  GAO 
falsely  implied  that  the  U.S.  has  ignored 
chemical  defenses  while  seeking  new  chemi- 
cal weapons'  is  a  contradiction  of  our  state- 
ment, on  page  57  of  our  report,  in  a  discus- 
sion about  past  and  present  efforts,  that 
We  found  manifest  progress,  but  we  also 
noted  some  continuing  problems  and  limita- 
tions.' We  made  a  similarly  balanced  state- 
ment on  the  issue  of  funding  in  the  same 
section  of  our  report." 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  related  develop- 
ment since  the  June  15  decisive  House 
vote  against  binary  production,  the 
GAO  issued  on  July  1,  1983  another 
report  on  our  chemical  program  in 
which  the  GAO  concluded  that  "the 
U  S.  Army's  program  to  assure  the  se- 
curity and  safety  of  the  U.S.  chemical 
munition  stockpile  is  comprehensive 
and  effective." 

I  know  many  of  our  colleagues  will 
be  relieved  to  know  that  our  country's 
currently  large  stockpile  of  chemical 
munitions  and  bulk  chemical  agents 
was  found  by  GAO  to  be  comprehen- 
sive and  working  effectively.  The  GAO 
report  states: 

Army  efforts  have  been  successful.  Por  at 
least  the  last  five  years  (1978-82),  the 
extent  of  chemical  accidents  and  incidents 
has  been  minimal.  GAO  visited  four  storage 
sites  which,  together,  store  the  vast  majori- 
ty of  the  stockpile  and  found  that  three  had 
experienced  a  total  of  only  five  minor  chem- 
ical accidenU  or  incidents  for  the  five-year 
period.  The  other  site  had  experienced 
none.  All  the  accidents  or  incidents  were  im- 
mediately and  thoroughly  investigated,  and 
none  led  to  serious  personal  injury.  All 
chemical  agent  contamination  was  restrict- 
ed with  no  release  to  the  outside  atmos- 
phere. Moreover,  four  of  these  cases  were 
associated  with  demilitarization  or  disposal 
operations  rather  than  normal  storage  and 
maintenance. 

These   findings  make  it  clear  that 
safety  interests  and  requirements  do 
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not  justify  embarking  on  an  unproven 
and  untested  binary  production  pro- 
gram.* 


HOW  PITTSBURGHERS  VIEW 
THE  ISSUES 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 


•  Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  share  with  my  colleagues  the 
results  of  a  newsletter  survey  I  recent- 
ly conducted  for  the  14th  District  of 
Pennsylvania.  The  nearly  4,000  resi- 
dents of  the  Pittsburgh  area  who  com- 
pleted questionnaires  responded  deci- 
sively to  seven  questions  on  general 
issues  of  the  day.  Often  their  opinions 
opposed  the  policies  which  the  admin- 
istration sets  forth  as  mandated  by 
the  American  people.  In  several  areas, 
the  people  of  Pittsburgh  seem  to  have 
a  different  view. 

A  consensus  among  these  respond- 
ents is  apparent  on  the  subject  of 
America's  Armed  Forces.  Pitts- 
burghers  want  to  cut  back  sharply  the 
defense  budget.  Specifically  regarding 
the  pressing  issue  of  U.S.  involvement 
is  Central  America,  Pittsburghers 
overwhelmingly  oppose  providing 
American  military  assistance  to  coun- 
tries such  as  El  Salvador.  A  majority 
responded  that  they  believe  the  U.S. 
policy  toward  Central  America  should 
be  to  support  negotiations  among  con- 
flicting factions  and  to  provide  only 
economic  assistance,  not  military  as- 
sistance of  any  kind,  to  Central  Ameri- 
can nations. 

To  find  their  positions  on  defense 
spending,  I  asked  my  constituents  to 
choose  from  four  levels  of  proposed 
defense  budgets.  Fewer  than  one  in 
eight  said  they  support  the  President's 
proposed  defense  spending  plan  of 
$244.7  billion.  More  than  half  respond- 
ed that  they  would  prefer  even  less  de- 
fense spending  than  the  $235.4  billion 
approved  by  the  House  budget  resolu- 
tion—indicating that  even  a  reduction 
as  massive  as  $10  billion  is  not  enough. 
This  strong  statement  about  the 
level  of  Pentagon  spending,  coupled 
with  the  preference  of  Pittsburghers 
not  to  become  involved  militarily  in 
Central  America,  tells  me  that  we 
should  start  to  focus  on  fighting  the 
domestic  problems  individuals  in 
America  face  every  day— inflation,  un- 
employment, and  lack  of  basic  human 
services. 

I  asked  my  constituents  what  they 
thought  about  domestic  spending  and 
what  they  thought  we  should  do  to 
reduce  the  Federal  deficit.  Not  surpris- 
ingly, out  of  the  four  measures  sug- 
gested to  reduce  the  deficit,  66  percent 
of  the  voters  chose  to  cut  defense 
spending  as  a  means  of  getting  the 
Federal  budget  in  the  black.  Nearly 
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two-thirds  chose  to  initiate  an  econom- 
ic stimulus  program,  and  suggested 
public  works  or  jobs  programs.  Fur- 
ther, more  than  half  said  they  would 
not  want  to  reduce  human  services 
spending  or  to  increase  taxes  in  order 
to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit.  As  one 
constituent  commented,  "We  need  to 
invest  in  the  future,  to  support  higher 
education  and  basic  human  services." 

Given  the  chance  to  suggest  other 
means  of  reducing  the  Federal  deficit, 
three  themes  recurred:  First,  constitu- 
ents wanted  to  eliminate  waste  in  the 
Government  bureaucracy;  second, 
many  wanted  a  reduction  in  foreign 
aid  as  a  means  of  bringing  the  Ameri- 
can economy  back  to  its  feet;  and  last, 
more  often  than  any  other  suggestion, 
constitutents  demanded  reforms  in  the 
tax  structure.  A  tax  system  with  no 
deductions  or  loopholes  was  popular 
with  these  Pennsylvanians. 

On  the  subject  of  taxes,  I  asked  my 
constituents  to  indicate  their  views  on 
seven  tax  strategies  currently  consid- 
ered as  plausible  means  of  reducing 
the  Federal  deficit.  I  included  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  estimated 
savings  for  each  measure. 

All  told,  the  respondents  agreed  to 
measures  that  would  save  the  Govern- 
ment an  estimate  $232  billion  over  5 
years.  By  a  3  to  1  margin,  the  voters 
agreed  to  limit  tax  deduction  for  busi- 
ness entertainment,  a  savings  of  about 
$5.7  billion;  61  percent  thought  that 
the  period  for  depreciating  new  build- 
ings should  be  extended  by  5  years,  a 
savings  of  $19.3  billion.  Repeal  of  the 
oil  and  gas  depletion  allowance  to  save 
$8.7  billion  and  stopping  income  aver- 
aging for  tax  purposes  to  save  $20.9 
billion  were  also  high  priorities. 

The  respondents  were  divided  on  the 
option  with  the  biggest  savings  of  all. 
repeal  of  the  third  year  of  the  Reagan 
tax  cut  for  an  estimated  $177  billion 
savings;  49  percent  favored  the  repeal, 
43  percent  opposed  it,  and  8  percent 
were  not  sure.  A  $10,000  limit  on  de- 
ductions from  consumer  borrowing,  in- 
cluding home  mortgages  and  car  loans, 
for  $9  billion,  was  narrowly  rejected. 
Constituents  wanted  to  keep  sales  tax 
deductions,  a  potential  $27.9  billion  in 
revenues. 

Control  of  health  care  costs,  particu- 
larly hospitalization,  is  one  issue  on 
which  most  everyone  agrees  action  is 
necessary.  Yet  the  constituents  who 
filled  out  the  questionnaire  were  split 
on  a  particular  method  of  providing 
affordable  and  adequate  health  care. 
While  about  half  opposed  both  a  com- 
prehensive national  health  insurance 
program  or  national  health  insurance 
for  catastrophic  illness,  nearly  two- 
thirds  preferred  a  Federal  program  for 
controlling  rising  hospital  costs. 

Rising  costs  are  also  a  concern  in  the 
area  of  natural  gas  prices.  The  current 
administration  favors  a  3-year  period 
for  removing  all  price  controls  on  nat- 
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ural  gas,  which  opponents  fear  would 
lead  to  higher  gas  prices.  I  asked  my 
constituents  if  they  favored  the  ad- 
ministration plan  or  a  second  plan 
which  would  maintain  price  controls 
for  natural  gas  while  increasing  con- 
trols on  newly  discovered  gas  in  the 
future:  62  percent  of  the  respondents 
objected  to  decontrol,  and  nearly 
three-fourths  said  they  favored  strict- 
er controls  on  newly  discovered  gas 
through  1987. 

My  constituents  also  strongly  agreed 
on  the  need  for  campaign  finance 
reform.  Pour  out  of  five  favor  limiting 
the  amount  of  money  a  candidate  for 
Congress  can  spend.  Nearly  the  same 
number  agreed  to  limiting  the  amount 
of  money  Political  Action  Committees 
(PAC's)  can  contribute  to  congression- 
al campaigns. 

It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  residents  of 
the  14th  Congressional  District  of 
Pennsylvania  have  deeply  held  opin- 
ions on  which  course  this  Nation 
should  take.  They  want  to  trim  the  fat 
off  the  Federal  budget  without  cutting 
too  far  into  the  programs  that  help 
the  average  family.  They  particularly 
want  to  keep  the  massive  military 
budget  from  absorbing  funds  needed 
for  more  immediate  domestic  human 
services  programs.  They  want  to  keep 
the  United  States  out  of  military  in- 
volvement in  Central  America. 

As  their  elected  Representative  in 
Congress.  I  accept  the  mandate  given 
by  Pittsburgh  voters. 

At  this  point.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  include  in  the  record  the  exact 
response  to  the  questionnaire,  as  tabu- 
lated by  the  House  Information  Serv- 
ice. 

Bill  Coyne  Survey 

1.  Health  costs:  Costs  for  hospital  care  are 
rising  faster  than  inflation.  To  make  sure 
that  the  average  family  can  afford  adequate 
health  care,  which  do  you  prefer? 

(a)  A  comprehensive  national  health  in- 
surance system— Result:  Yes— 40  percent; 
no— 56  percent;  not  sure— 4  percent. 

(b)  National  health  insurance  for  cata- 
strophic illness— Result:  Yes— 39  percent; 
no— 56  percent;  not  sure— 6  percent. 

(c)  A  federal  program  aimed  at  controlling 
rising  hospital  costs.— Result:  Yes— 60  per- 
cent; no — 35  percent;  not  sure— 5  percent. 

2.  Natural  gas  prices:  The  Administration 
says  the  market  place  should  determine  the 
price  of  natural  gas.  It  proposes  to  remove 
price  controls  for  all  natural  gas.  including 
gas  already  discovered,  over  a  three  year 
period. 

Opponents  argue  that  decontrol  means 
eventual  higher  gas  prices.  They  propose 
maintaining  controls  on  "old  gas.  rolling 
back  the  allowable  ceiling  prices  to  January 
1.  1982  levels,  while  placing  stricter  controls 
on  new  gas  through  1987. 

Do  you  favor  decontrolling  the  price  of 
gas  over  the  next  three  years?  Result:  Yes— 
27  percent;  no— 62  percent;  not  sure— 11  per- 
cent. 

Do  you  favor  maintaining  price  controls 
on  gas  already  discovered,  rolling  back  ceil- 
ing prices  to  January  1.  1982.  while  putting 
stricter  controls  on  new  gas  through  1987? 
Result:  Yes— 72  percent;  no— 20  percent;  not 
sure— 8  percent. 
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3.  Taxes:  Unprecedented  federal  deficits 
of  over  $200  billion  a  year  are  considered  to 
be  a  serious  restraint  against  economic  re- 
covery. Following  are  some  of  the  tax  strat- 
egies being  considered  to  reduce  the  deficit 
(with  the  figure  in  parenthesis  showing  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  estimate  of  the 
revenue  gain  for  the  federal  government  for 
the  next  five  years).  Indicate  your  views  on 
each: 

(a)  Eliminate  sale.<:  tax  deduction  ($27.9 
billion)— Result:  Yes— 38  percent;  no— 51 
percent;  not  sure— 11  percent. 

(b)  Eliminate  "income  averaging  for 
people  with  rapidly  rising  income  who  enjoy 
lower  rates  based  on  incomes  in  previous 
years  ($20.9  billion)— Result:  Yes— 53  per- 
cent; no— 39  percent;  not  sure— 8  percent. 

(c)  Limit  tax  deductions  for  business  en- 
tertainment and  meals  to  50%  of  the 
amount  spent  ($5.7  billion)— Result:  Yes— 69 
percent:  no— 24  percent;  not  sure— 7  percent. 

(d;  Lengthen  the  period  for  depreciating 
new  and  newly-purchased  buildings  from  15 
to  20  years  ($19.3  billion)— Result:  Yes-61 
percent:  no— 30  percent;  not  sure— 9  percent. 

(e)  Put  a  $10,000  ceiling  on  deductions 
from  all  consumer  borrowing  such  as  home 
mortgages,  auto  loans  and  other  nonbusi- 
ness loans  ($9  billion)— Result:  Yes— 43  per- 
cent; no— 46  percent;  not  sure— 11  percent. 

(f)  Repeal  the  oil  and  gas  depletion  allow- 
ance ($8.7  billion)— Result:  Yes— 58  percent; 
no— 27  percent;  not  sure— 15  percent. 

(g)  Repeal  the  third  year.  10  percent 
income  tax  deduction  enacted  in  1981  ($177 
billion)— Result:  Yes— 49  percent;  no— 43 
percent;  not  sure— 8  percent. 

4.  Central  America:  The  Congress  has 
been  asked  by  the  Administration  to  in- 
crease military  aid  to  countries  such  as  El 
Salvador.  What  do  you  think  the  United 
States  policy  should  be  toward  Central 
American  countries  which  face  political  and 
military  challenges: 

(a)  Provide  military  assistance— Result: 
Yes— 14  percent;  no— 81  percent;  not  sure— 5 
percent. 

(b)  Provide  military  assistance,  while  sup- 
porting negotiations  among  factions- 
Result:  Yes— 23  percent;  no— 71  percent;  not 
sure— 6  percent. 

(c)  Provide  economic  assistance  only, 
while  supporting  negotiations— Results: 
Yes— 56  percent;  no — 38  percent;  not  sure— 6 
percent. 

5.  Defense  spending:  This  year  the  Admin- 
istration proposed  a  defense  budget  of 
$244.7  billion.  The  House  approved  $235.4 
billion  for  defense— less  than  the  Adminis- 
tration requested,  but  more  than  last  year. 

What  level  of  defense  spending  do  you 
favor?  (check  one)  not  sure:  3  percent. 

(a)  The  $244.7  billion  Administration  re- 
quest—Result: 13  percent. 

(b)  More  money  than  the  Administration 
requested— Result:  3  percent. 

(c)  The  $235.4  billion  approved  by  the 
House— Result:  25  percent. 

(d)  Less  than  either  the  Administration 
requested  or  the  House  approved— Result: 
56  percent. 

6.  Campaign  spending:  To  lessen  the  influ- 
ence of  money  on  the  electoral  process, 
would  you  favor  a  revision  of  the  election 
law  limiting  the  amount  a  candidate  can 
spend  on  a  campaign  for  Congress?  Result: 
Yes— 83  percent;  no — 12  percent;  not  sure— 5 
percent. 

As  to  Political  Action  Committees  (PACs). 
do  you  favor  placing  more  stringent  limits 
on  the  amount  of  money  congressional  can- 
didates can  receive  from  these  sources? 
Result:  Yes— 81  percent;  no— 12  percent;  not 
sure- 7  percent. 
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7.  Federal  deficit:  The  federal  deficit  for 
this  year  is  projected  to  be  four  times  great- 
er than  it  was  during  the  last  year  of  the 
Carter  Administration.  How  would  you 
reduce  the  deficit? 

(a)  Reduce  defense  spending— Result: 
Yes— 66  percent;  no— 20  percent;  not  sure— 
14  percent. 

(b)  Reduce  human  services  spending— 
Result:  Yes— 24  percent;  no— 57  percent;  not 
sure— 19  percent. 

(c)  Increase  taxes— Result:  Yes— 24  per- 
cent; no— 55  percent;  not  sure— 21  percent. 

(d)  Initiate  an  economic  stimulus  pro- 
gram—Result: Yes— 62  percent;  no  18  per- 
cent; not  sure— 20  percent. 

(e)  Other  (please  indicate)— Result:  An- 
swered—47  percent;  did  not  answer— 53  per- 
cent.* 


DR.  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR. 
DAY 

HON.  PETER  H.  KOSTMAYER 

or  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  to- 
morrow the  House  of  Representatives 
has  the  opportunity  to  designate  the 
third  Monday  in  January  each  year  as 
a  legal  public  holiday  to  commemorate 
the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr. 

Designating  new  public  holidays  in 
honor  of  someone  is  not  an  action  that 
the  Congress  should  treat  lightly  or 
without  careful  scrutiny.  However,  I 
believe  that  commemorating  Doctor 
King's  birthday  is  an  appropriate  trib- 
ute to  a  man  who  devoted  his  whole 
life  to  the  pursuit  of  those  ideals  on 
which  the  United  States  was  founded. 
His  commitment  to  a  peaceful  social 
revolution  moved  us  closer  to  meeting 
these  national  goals  and  his  short  life 
served  as  a  sign  of  hope  for  millions  of 
Americans,  both  black  and  white.  He 
proved  that  violence  and  lawlessness 
were  not  necessary  to  achieve  compas- 
sion and  justice  for  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  month  is  the  20th 
anniversary  of  Doctor  King's  "I  Have 
A  Dream"  speech  at  the  Lincoln  Me- 
morial on  August  28,  1963.  His  dream 
has  not  faded  or  dimmed  in  the  20  in- 
tervening years.  There  is  important 
unfinished  business.  We  as  a  nation 
must  use  his  birthday  each  year  to  re- 
dedicate  ourselves  to  the  principles 
and  goals  for  which  he  died. 

In  1979,  I  voted  in  favor  of  com- 
memorating Doctor  King's  birthday 
on  the  third  Monday  in  January  and  I 
do  so  again  this  year.  It  is  my  hope 
that  my  distinguished  colleagues  will 
recognize  the  importance  of  this  bill 
and  by  doing  so  rededicate  ourselves  to 
Doctor  King's  commitment  to  equality 
and  justice. 

Doctor  King's  speech  from  1963  fol- 
lows: 


I  Have  a  Dream 

B4ARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR. 

I  am  happy  to  Join  with  you  today  in  what 
will  go  down  In  history  as  the  greatest  dem- 
onstration for  freedom  in  the  history  of  our 
nation. 

Five  score  years  ago.  a  great  American,  m 
whose  symbolic  shadow  we  stand  today, 
signed  the  Emancipation  Proclamation. 
This  momentous  decree  came  as  the  great 
beacon  light  of  hope  for  millions  of  Negro 
slaves  who  had  been  seared  in  the  flames  of 
withering  injustice.  It  came  as  the  joyous 
daybreak  to  end  the  long  night  of  their  cap- 
tivity. ^     „ 

But  one  hundred  years  later  the  Negro 
still  is  not  free.  One  hundred  years  later, 
the  life  of  the  Negro  is  still  badly  crippled 
by  the  manacles  of  segregation  and  the 
chains  of  discrimination.  One  hundred  years 
later,  the  Negro  lives  on  a  lonely  island  of 
poverty  in  the  midst  of  a  vast  ocean  of  ma- 
terial prosperity.  One  hundred  years  later, 
the  Negro  Is  still  languished  in  the  comers 
of  American  society  and  finds  himself  an 
exile  in  his  own  land.  So  we  have  come  here 
today  to  dramatize  the  shameful  condition. 
In  a  sense  we've  come  to  our  Nation's  Cap- 
ital to  cash  a  check.  When  the  architects  of 
our  republic  wrote  the  magnificent  words  of 
the  Constitution  and  the  Declaration  of  In- 
dependence, they  were  signing  a  promissory 
note  to  which  every  American  was  to  fall 
heir.  This  note  was  a  promise  that  all  men, 
yes.  black  men  as  well  as  white  men,  should 
be  guaranteed  the  unalienable  righU  of  life, 
liberty  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness. 

It  is  obvious  today  that  America  has  de- 
faulted on  this  promissory  note  insofar  as 
her  citizens  of  color  are  concerned.  Instead 
of  honoring  this  sacred  obligation,  America 
has  given  the  Negro  people  a  bad  check,  a 
check  which  has  come  back  marked  "Insuf- 
ficient Funds. "  But  we  refuse  to  believe  the 
bank  of  Justice  is  bankrupt.  We  refuse  to  be- 
lieve that  there  are  insufficient  funds  in  the 
great  vaults  of  opportunity  of  this  nation. 
So  we  have  come  to  cash  this  check,  a  check 
that  will  give  us  upon  demand,  the  riches  of 
freedom  and  the  security  of  Justice.  We 
have  also  come  to  this  hallowed  spot  to 
remind  America  of  the  fierce  urgency  of 
now.  ,     ,  , 

This  is  no  time  to  engage  in  the  luxury  of 
cooling  off  or  to  take  the  tranquilizing  drug 
of  gradualism.  Now  is  the  time  to  make  real 
the  promises  of  democracy.  Now  is  the  time 
to  rise  from  the  dark  and  desolate  valley  of 
segregation  to  the  sunlit  path  of  racial  jus- 
tice. Now  is  the  time  to  lift  our  nation  from 
the  quicksands  of  racial  injustice  to  the 
solid  rock  of  brotherhood.  Now  is  the  time 
to  make  Justice  a  reality  for  all  of  God's 
children. 

It  would  be  fatal  for  the  nation  to  over- 
look the  urgency  of  the  moment.  This  swel- 
tering summer  of  the  Negro's  legitimate  dis- 
content will  not  pass  until  there  is  an  invig- 
orating autumn  of  freedom  and  equality. 
Nineteen  sixty-three  is  not  an  end  but  a  be- 
ginning Those  who  hoped  that  the  Negro 
needed  to  blow  off  steam  and  will  now  be 
content  will  have  a  rude  awakening  if  the 
nation  returns  to  business  as  usual.  There 
will  be  neither  rest  not  tranquility  in  Amer- 
ica until  the  Negro  is  guaranteed  his  citizen- 
ship rights.  The  whirlwinds  of  revolt  will 
continue  to  shake  the  foundations  of  our 
nation    until    the    bright    day    of    justice 


emerges. 

But  there  is  something  I  must  say  to  my 
people  who  stand  on  the  warm  threshold 
which  leads  them  to  the  palace  of  justice.  In 
the  process  of  gaining  our  rightful  place  we 
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must  not  be  guilty  of  wrongful  deeds.  Let  us 
not  seek  to  satisfy  our  thirst  for  freedom  by 
drinking  from  the  cup  of  bitterness  and 
hatred.  We  must  forever  conduct  our  strug- 
gle on  the  high  plane  of  dignity  and  disci- 
pline. We  must  not  allow  our  creative  pro- 
test to  degenerate  into  physical  violence. 
Again  and  again  we  must  rise  to  the  majes- 
tic heights  of  meeting  physical  force  with 
soul  force. 

The  marvelous  new  militancy  which  has 
engulfed  the  Negro  community  must  not 
lead  us  to  a  distrust  of  all  white  people,  for 
many  of  our  white  brothers,  as  evidenced  by 
their  presence  here  today,  have  come  to  re- 
alize that  their  destiny  is  tied  up  with  our 
destiny.  They  have  come  to  realize  that 
their  freedom  is  inextricably  bound  to  our 
freedom.  We  cannot  walk  alone. 

And  as  we  walk  we  must  make  the  pledge 
that  we  shall  always  march  ahead.  We 
cannot  turn  back.  There  are  those  who  are 
asking  the  devotees  of  civil  rights:  'When 
will  you  be  satisfied?"  We  can  never  be  satis- 
fied as  long  as  our  bodies,  heavy  with  the  fa- 
tigue of  travel,  cannot  gain  lodging  in  the 
motels  of  the  highways  and  the  hotels  of 
the  cities.  We  cannot  be  satisfied  as  long  as 
the  Negro's  basic  mobility  is  from  a  smaller 
ghetto  to  a  larger  one.  We  can  never  be  sat- 
isfied as  long  as  our  children  are  stripped  of 
their  selfhood  and  robbed  of  their  dignity 
by  signs  stating:  "For  Whites  Only."  We 
cannot  be  satisfied  as  long  as  the  Negro  In 
Mississippi  cannot  vote  and  the  Negro  in 
New  York  believes  he  has  nothing  for  which 
to  vote.  No.  no,  we  are  not  satisfied  and  we 
will  not  be  satisfied  until  justice  rolls  down 
like  the  waters  and  righteousness  like  a 
mighty  stream. 

I  am  not  unmindful  that  some  of  you  have 
come  here  out  of  great  triaU  and  tribula- 
tions, some  of  you  have  come  fresh  from 
narrow  jail  cells,  some  of  you  have  come 
from  areas  where  your  quest  for  freedom 
left  you  battered  by  the  storms  of  persecu- 
tion and  staggered  by  the  winds  of  police 
brutality.  You  have  been  the  veterans  of 
creative  suffering.  Continue  to  work  with 
the  faith  that  unearned  suffering  is  redemp- 
tive. 

Go  back  to  Mississippi,  go  back  to  Ala- 
bama go  back  to  South  Carolina,  go  back  to 
Georgia,  go  back  to  Louisiana,  go  back  to 
the  slums  and  ghettos  of  our  northern 
cities,  knowing  that  somehow  this  situation 
can  and  will  be  changed.  Let  us  not  wallow 
in  the  valley  of  despair. 

I  say  to  you  today,  my  friends,  even 
though  we  face  the  difficulties  of  today  and 
tomorrow.  I  still  have  a  dream.  It  is  a  dream 
deeply  rooted  in  the  American  dream.  I 
have  a  dream  that  one  day  this  nation  will 
rise  up  and  live  out  the  true  meaning  of  its 
creed:  "We  hold  these  truths  to  be  self-evi- 
dent that  all  men  are  created  equal. " 

I  have  a  dream  that  one  day  on  the  red 
hills  of  Georgia  the  sons  of  former  slaves 
and  the  sons  of  former  slaveowners  will  be 
able  to  sit  down  together  at  the  table  of 
brotherhood. 

1  have  a  dream  that  one  day  even  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  a  state  sweltering  with 
the  heat  of  injustice,  sweltering  with  the 
heat  of  oppression,  will  be  transformed  into 
an  oasis  of  freedom  and  justice.  I  have  a 
dream  that  my  four  little  children  will  one 
day  live  in  a  nation  where  they  will  not  be 
judged  by  the  color  of  their  skin  but  by  the 
content  of  their  character.  I  have  a  dream 
today.  ,     , , 

I  have  a  dream  that  one  day  down  in  Ala- 
bama with  its  vicious  racisU.  with  its  Gover- 
nor having  his  lips  dripping  with  the  words 
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of  Interposition  and  nullification— one  day 
right  there  in  Alabama,  little  black  boys  and 
black  girls  will  be  able  to  Join  hands  with 
little  white  boys  and  white  girls  as  sisters 
and  brothers. 
I  have  a  dream  today. 
I  have  a  dream  that  one  day  every  valley 
shall  be  exalted,  every  hill  and  mountain 
shall  be  made  low,  the  rough  places  will  be 
made  plain  and  the  crooked  places  will  be 
made  straight,  and  the  glory  of  the  Lord 
shall  be  revealed,  and  all  flesh  shall  see  it 
together. 

This  is  our  hope.  This  is  the  faith  that  I 
go  back  to  the  South  with.  With  this  faith 
we  will  be  able  to  hew  out  of  the  mountain 
of  despair  a  stone  of  hope.  With  this  faith 
we  will  be  able  to  transform  the  Jangling 
discords  of  our  nation  into  a  beautiful  sym- 
phony of  brotherhood.  With  this  faith  we 
will  be  able  to  work  together,  to  pray  to- 
gether, to  struggle  together,  to  go  to  jail  to- 
gether, to  stand  up  for  freedom  together, 
knowing  that  we  will  be  free  one  day. 

This  will  be  the  day  when  all  God's  chil- 
dren will  be  able  to  sing  with  new  meaning: 
My  country  'tis  of  thee, 
Sweet  land  of  liberty. 
Of  thee  I  sing: 

Land  where  my  fathers  died. 
Land  of  the  pilgrims'  pride. 
From  every  mountain-side 
Let  Freedom  ring. 

And  if  America  is  to  be  a  great  nation,  this 
must  become  true.  So.  let  freedom  ring  from 
the  prodigious  hill  tops  of  New  Hampshire. 
Let  freedom  ring  from  the  mighty  moun- 
tains of  New  York.  Let  freedom  ring  from 
the  heightening  Alleghenies  of  Pennsylva- 
nia. Let  freedom  ring  from  the  snowcapped 
Rockies  of  Colorado.  Let  freedom  ring  from 
the  curvaceous  slopes  of  California.  But  not 
only  that,  let  freedom  ring  from  Stone 
Mountain  of  Georgia. 

Let  freedom  ring  from  Lookout  Mountain 
of  Tennessee. 

Let  freedom  ring  from  every  hill  and 
molehill  of  Mississippi.  From  every  moun- 
tainside, let  freedom  ring.  And  when  we 
allow  freedom  to  ring,  when  we  let  it  ring 
from  every  village,  from  every  hamlet,  from 
every  state  and  every  city,  we  will  be  able  to 
speed  up  that  day  when  all  of  God's  chil- 
dren, black  men  and  white  men.  Jews  and 
Gentiles.  Protestants  and  Catholics,  will  be 
able  to  join  hands  and  sing  in  the  words  of 
the  Old  Negro  spiritual:  "Free  at  last!  Free 
at  last!  Thank  God  almighty,  we  are  free  at 
last!"* 

THE  KGB:  THE  REAL  ENEMY- 
PART  I 

HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  New 
York  Times  recently  published  a 
three-part  study  of  the  Soviet  intelli- 
gence and  security  agency,  the  KGB. 
One  of  the  findings  of  that  report 
states: 

During  the  first  half  of  this  year  every 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
member  in  Europe  with  the  exception  of 
Luxembourg  and  Portugal,  expelled  or  ar- 
rested men  described  as  Soviet  agents. 

This  series  is  all  but  Incredible  in  its 
documentation  of  KGB  espionage,  ex- 
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ploitation  of  "peace  roups'"  and  at- 
tempts to  gain  Western  technology 
through  various  means. 

I  found  this  series  so  informative 
that  I  want  to  bring  it  to  the  attention 
of  you  and  our  colleagues.  Too  often 
we  simply  take  KGB  activities  for 
granted  and  yawn  when  we  are  told 
what  the  KGB  is  doing.  We  say,  in 
effect:  "That,  after  all.  is  the  way  they 
are."  But  it  is  time  we  took  a  new. 
clear  look  at  KGB  activity  and  remem- 
ber what  that  organization  is:  An  inte- 
gral part  of  a  militant  ideology  dedi- 
cated to  the  eradication  of  Western 
values  and  rights. 

At  this  point.  I  wish  to  insert  in  the 
Record,  part  I  of  "Tracking  the 
KGB."  This  part  is  titled,  "The  KGB 
Goes  on  the  Offensive  aind  the  West 
Begins  To  Strike  Back"  by  John  Vino- 
cur  in  the  New  York  Times,  Sunday. 
July  14.  1983. 

The  K.G.B.  Goes  on  the  Oftensive  and  the 
West  Begins  Striking  Back 

(By  John  Vlnocur) 

Bonn.  July  23.— The  Soviet  intelligence 
and  security  agency,  the  K.G.B. .  has  en- 
tered a  phase  of  aggressiveness  in  its  activi- 
ties In  the  West,  according  to  allied  officials. 
The  upsurge  is  cited  as  the  principal  cause 
of  a  series  of  expulsions  of  Soviet  agents 
from  countries  around  the  world  since  the 
start  of  1983. 

The  number  of  Russians  expelled  for  Ille- 
gal intelligence-gathering  so  far  this  year 
has  reached  90,  according  to  the  United 
States  State  Department.  Six  others,  identi- 
fied as  spies,  left  on  their  own.  The  total  for 
all  of  1982.  according  to  United  States  Gov- 
ernment records  was  49;  in  1981.  it  was  27. 

TECHNOLOGY  AND  MISSILES 

The  Increased  number  of  expulsions,  in- 
cluding the  French  decision  to  order  the  de- 
parture of  47  Russians  in  April,  is  widely  de- 
scribed as  a  function  of  the  stepped-up 
K.G.B.  effort,  but  not  a  result  of  a  coordi- 
nated Western  campaign. 

Although  there  were  varying  views  on  the 
degree  of  increase  in  the  K.G.B.'s  activities, 
intelligence  analysts,  government  officials, 
and  active  and  former  counterespionage  of- 
ficers interviewed  in  six  European  countries 
and  the  United  States  agreed  that  the  areas 
of  Soviet  concentration  were  the  acquisition 
of  advanced  Western  technology,  and  an  at- 
tempt to  block,  through  political-influence 
operations,  NATO's  deployment  at  the  end 
of  the  year  of  new  nuclear  missiles  in  West- 
em  Europe. 

During  the  first  half  of  this  year  every 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
member  in  Europe  with  the  exception  of 
Luxembourg  and  Portugal  expelled  or  ar- 
rested men  described  as  Soviet  agents. 

The  latest  of  the  Russians  to  be  expelled 
was  Vladislav  Istomin.  a  Vice  Consul  in 
Geneva,  who  was  told  to  leave  Switzerland 
early  this  month  after  he  was  described  as  a 
spy  specializing  in  the  collection  of  techno- 
logical and  economic  information. 

Switzerland,  a  neutral,  also  closed  the 
Bern  bureau  of  the  Novosti  press  agency, 
citing  its  attempts  to  influence  disarmament 
groups  calling  themselves  the  peace  move- 
ment, and  threw  out  a  Soviet  journalist  and 
a  diplomat  described  as  his  K.G.B.  superior. 

Denmark  expelled  Yevgeny  Motorov.  head 
of  Line  X  for  the  K.G.B.  in  Copenhagen. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Line  X  is  the  field  section  for  science  and 
technology. 

Danish  counterespionage  sources  said  he 
tried  not  only  to  obtain  microelectronic 
equipment  on  NATO's  embargoed  lists,  but 
also  to  interest  a  Dane,  a  potential  agent,  in 
joining  the  country's  Pulbright  Scholarship 
Committee. 

A  prized  target 

In  Belgium.  'Vevgeny  Mikhailov.  director 
general  of  a  Soviet-Belgian  company  inter- 
ested in  computers,  was  thrown  out,  just  as 
his  predecessor  was  seven  years  ago. 

These  expulsions  have  counterparts  in 
Thailand.  Australia  and  Japan,  a  particular- 
ly prized  target  for  Its  technological  innova- 
tions. Even  the  Iran  of  AyatoUah  RuhoUah 
Khomeini  sent  home  18  Russians  described 
as  K.G.B.  agents,  denouncing  their  "treach- 
ery." 

If  Soviet  efforts  to  acquire  technology  in 
Japan  are  regarded  by  United  States  offi- 
cials as  particularly  intense,  it  is  in  Western 
Europe  that  counterintelligence  officials 
have  been  most  forthcoming  in  discussing 
K.G.B.  activities. 

"We  see  a  multiplication  and  an  intensifi- 
cation in  the  technology  sector  that  must 
reflect  unusual  pressure  to  perform,"  a 
West  German  counterespionage  official 
said.  "It  just  wasn't  there  before  in  the 
same  degree.  They've  become  very  aggres- 
sive." 

Another  West  German  expert  spoke  of  a 
coordinated,  intense  campaign  to  mobilize 
Western  opinion  against  the  new  NATO 
missiles. 

ABUSIVE  AND  OUTRAGEOUS 

In  Paris,  aides  to  President  Francois  Mit- 
terrand used  the  words  'abusive"  and  "out- 
rageous" in  describing  the  K.G.B.  activities 
that  led  to  the  expulsions  there. 

An  American  who  surveys  Soviet  espio- 
nage activities  dated  the  buildup  back  two 
and  a  half  to  three  years. 

The  onset  of  detente  in  the  late  60's  led  to 
a  general  upswing  in  efforts  by  the  K.G.B., 
he  said,  "but  their  plans  appear  to  have 
been  pushed  forward.  If  you  look  at  the  be- 
havior, you  cannot  reach  another  conclu- 
sion." 

"The  people  who  were  on  the  streets  work 
overtime,  and  the  other  guys  who  were  usu- 
ally in  the  house  went  into  the  streets,"  the 
American  said. 

He  found  a  symbol  for  the  expansion  in  a 
Soviet  general,  a  man  normally  leaving  his 
office  only  rarely,  who  was  "hustling  on  the 
street"— seeking  to  make  an  illegal  contact 
in  an  allied  capital. 

The  start  of  the  buildup  preceded  the 
coming  to  power  of  Yuri  V.  Andropov,  the 
Communist  Party  chief  who  headed  the 
K.G.B.  and  its  half-million  or  more  agents 
for  15  years. 

But  it  developed  under  him— and  with  it 
the  K.G.B.'s  reputation  as  a  highly  skilled, 
professional  organization,  hampered  by  bu- 
reaucracy, corruption  and  internal  rivalries, 
yet  unquestionably  respected,  or  reviled,  as 
a  leading  international  instrument  of  Soviet 
power. 

A  DIVISION  OF  LABOR 

In  addition  to  the  K.G.B.'s  assertiveness, 
there  are  reports  of  its  increased  use  of 
Eastern  European  intelligence  services  in 
coordinated  operations. 

A  West  German  expert,  one  of  those  in 
Western  Europe  who  see  relatively  limited 
changes  in  the  tempo  of  Soviet  espionage, 
insisted  that  its  overall  effectiveness  had 
grown  because  of  better  division  of  labor- 
giving     tasks     formerly     accomplished    by 
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K.G.B.  officers  to  the  so-called  •"satellite 
agencies." 

Documents  turned  over  to  the  Swiss  au- 
thorities after  the  occupation  of  the  Polish 
Embassy  in  Bern  by  dissidents  showed  un- 
usual coordination  between  the  East  bloc 
embassies  there  in  amassing  information  on 
military  matters. 

Some  evidence  exists  that  East  Germany, 
after  having  achieved  remarkable  penetra- 
tion in  West  Germany,  is  increasing  its  espi- 
onage effort  in  Scandinavia,  notably  in  Den- 
mark. 

The  Czechoslovaks  are  strongly  present  in 
Austria— the  West  Europiean  country  widely 
described  as  the  least  resistant  to  Soviet-led 
espionage— and  the  Bulgarians  in  Italy, 
Greece,  and  Turkey. 

A  United  States  Government  document, 
assessing  a  decade  of  Western  technology 
collection  by  the  Soviet  intelligence  agen- 
cies and  their  East  European  counterparts, 
found  last  year  that  it  had  saved  the 
Warsaw  Pact  "hundreds  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars" and  "years  in  development  time." 

The  acquisitions,  the  report  said,  have 
permitted  the  modernization  of  the  pact's 
weapons  industry,  greater  weapons  perform- 
ance, and  the  ability  to  build  in  counter- 
measures  "to  Western  weapons  early  in  the 
development  of  their  own  weapons  pro- 
grams." 

General  notions  of  the  extent  of  the 
K.G.B.'s  activities  have  been  reinforced  as 
well. 

TRAINING  OF  TERRORISTS 

Pro  and  con  discussions  among  Western 
intelligence  agencies,  current  six  or  seven 
years  ago,  over  the  possibility  of  Soviet  in- 
volvement in  the  training  of  terrorists  have 
largely  subsided,  replaced  by  a  general  ac- 
ceptance that  as  many  as  2.000  or  3.000 
members  of  the  Palestine  Liberation  Orga- 
nization received  specialized  training  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  P.L.O.,  in  turn,  furnished 
instruction  to  Western  European  terrorists. 

Varying  presumptions  and  theories  still 
exclude  any  single  line  among  the  Western 
agencies  about  the  role  Mehmet  Ali  Agca 
says  the  K.G.B.  played  in  aiding  his  attempt 
on  the  life  of  Pope  John  Paul  II  in  1981. 

The  French  and  Italian  intelligence  serv- 
ices are  among  those  tending  to  accept  the 
premise  that  the  Russians  were  a  party  to 
the  shooting.  But.  with  the  exception  of  the 
Italians,  none  of  the  European  counteres- 
pionage agencies  seem  to  ha%'e  made  a  prior- 
ity of  investigating  the  case. 

Rather,  the  attention  of  these  agencies  is 
mainly  focused  on  trying  to  keep  track  of 
the  K.G.B.  officers  in  so-called  ""legal"  posi- 
tions—embassies, trade  missions,  interna- 
tional organizations— running  agent  net- 
works made  up  of  target-country  nationals 
and  ""illegals."  or  Russians  with  false  identi- 
ties who  have  been  submerged  over  periods 
of  10  to  15  years  in  the  West. 

The  job  is  enormous.  In  most  Western 
countries,  the  percentage  of  officers  of  the 
K.G.B.,  and  the  G.R.U.,  the  Soviet  military 
intelligence  organization,  among  Soviet 
'"legals"  is  estimated  at  about  30  to  40  per- 
cent of  the  entire  Soviet  representation. 

A  PRIME  TARGET 

In  a  country  like  France,  this  would  mean 
about  400  officers.  According  to  Nikolai  Po- 
lyansky,  a  Russian  who  defected  while 
working  for  Unesco  in  Paris  in  1981,  the  per- 
centage of  Soviet  intelligence  officers  in  a 
country  like  Switzerland,  a  prime  target  be- 
cause of  its  international  organizations  and 
financial  community,  runs  to  about  two- 
thirds  the  entire  staff. 
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In  Prance,  officials  consider  that  the 
number  of  Soviet  agents  has  increased  sig- 
nificantly, and  date  the  buildup  from  the 
last  four  years. 

In  West  Germany,  where  the  mass  of 
Warsaw  Pact  Intelligence  operations  are  car- 
ried out  by  East  Germans,  the  408  Russians 
in  official  delegations  have  been  described 
as  Including  109  confirmed  intelligence  offi- 
cers, and  77  who  are  suspected  of  serving  in- 
telligence functions. 

Since  full,  24-hour  surveillance  of  a  single 
Soviet  officer  by  a  counterespionage  service, 
including  relays  and  replacements,  can  In- 
volve as  many  as  20  men  over  a  week,  pres- 
sures on  counterespionage  services  have 
grown. 

FATIGUE  AND  ANGER 

"To  understand  what  the  French  did 
when  they  threw  out  the  47, "  an  expert  ex- 
plained, "you  can  assume  that  the  decision 
was  weighed  politically,  and  bolstered  by 
very  good  evidence  obtained  by  the  very 
best  technical  means.  But  plain  fatigue  and 
real  anger  played  a  part." 

The  French  expulsions,  which  clearly 
strengthened  the  determination  of  other 
governments  to  move  against  K.G.B.  oper- 
ations, were  essentially  aimed  at  Line  X  in 
Paris.  President  Mitterrand  actually  re- 
ceived 127  names  for  possible  expulsion,  and 
the  final  list  was  drawn  from  them. 

The  Government's  vague  explanation  at 
the  time  of  the  expulsions  in  April  men- 
tioned intolerable  Interference  in  several 
areas  of  French  life. 

The  cases.  In  fact,  involved  rather  classic 
military  espionage,  with  considerable,  but 
not  dominant.  Interest  in  France's  develop- 
ment of  a  neutron  weapon. 

Soviet  officers  bribed  and  blackmailed 
French  citizens.  The  lack  of  arrests  of  the 
K.G.B.'s  French  agents  has  been  explained 
privately  as  an  attempt  to  keep  the  Rus- 
sians in  the  dark  about  the  extent  of  French 
knowledge  of  their  operations. 

A   K.G.B.  DEFECTOR 

The  French  have  described  as  "interesting 
in  a  general  sense  without  direct  bearing  on 
the  expulsions"  a  series  of  disclosures  about 
K.G.B.  operations  by  Vladimir  Kuzichkin,  a 
K.G.B.  major  in  charge  of  illegal  operations 
in  Iran  who  defected  to  Britain  in  June 
1982. 

One  report,  attributed  to  a  Western  diplo- 
mat in  Moscow,  told  of  France's  breaking  a 
Soviet  Embassy  code  through  an  unusual 
technological  advance.  There  was  no  confir- 
mation, but  highly  perfected  listening  and 
surveillance  devices  are  believed  to  be  an  im- 
portant factor  in  the  West's  evaluation  of 
K.G.B.  activities. 

Mr.  Polyanskysaid  In  an  Interview  that  all 
Western  intelligence  agencies  had  enough 
detailed  information  on  Soviet  Intelligence 
officers  and  their  activities  In  Western  coun- 
tries to  proceed  with  scores  of  expulsions, 
and  that  this  had  been  the  case  in  France 
for  years. 

"All  that  was  needed  is  the  political  will," 
he  said.  "Mr.  Mitterrand  had  it.  His  prede- 
cessor did  not.  The  evidence  is  there.  Take 
West  Germany.  The  evidence  Is  there.  The 
political  will  is  missing." 

Intelligence  officials  repeatedly  state  that 
expulsions  and  attitudes  of  individual  coun- 
tries toward  Soviet  intelligence  activities  go 
far  beyond  the  activities  themselves  and 
relate  to  domestic  politics. 

If  a  Socialist  Government  can  expel  47 
Russians  without  difficulty  or  severe  repris- 
al, an  official  said,  then  similar  decisions 
become  less  problematical  elsewhere. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

There  Is  a  strong  assumption  among  intel- 
ligence and  political  officials  outside  France 
that,  regardless  of  the  Soviet  Union's  "abu- 
sive" and  "outrageous"  behavior,  Mr.  Mit- 
terrand would  not  have  made  his  decision 
unless  he  had  some  clear  political  points  to 
make. 

The  officials  assume  that  he  sought  to 
weaken  the  French  Communist  Party  as  a 
source  of  potential  trouble  within  his  coali- 
tion Government  of  Socialists  and  Commu- 
nists; to  strengthen  his  anti-Soviet  creden- 
tials at  a  time  when  France  hoped  for  maxi- 
mum understanding  of  its  economic  prob- 
lems among  its  Western  allies,  notably  the 
United  States,  and  to  cut  the  ground  away 
from  any  domestic  opposition  that  would 
push  for  French  acceptance  of  the  Soviet 
demand  that  French  missiles  be  counted  in- 
calculating  a  possible  agreement  on  inter- 
mediate-range nuclear  missiles  in  Europe. 

For  a  former  British  specialist  In  Soviet 
Intelligence  operations,  the  most  significant 
aspects  of  the  series  of  expulsions  are 
whether  the  Russians  are  allowed  to  substi- 
tute new  personnel,  and  if  there  are  signs, 
however  small,  of  the  explusions'  effect  on 
K.G.B.  operations. 

So  far,  in  France,  none  of  the  K.G.B.  offi- 
cers have  been  replaced.  The  Soviet  Union 
has  proposed  three  or  four  names  to  fill  the 
corresponding  positions  at  Unesco  from 
which  its  men  were  expelled,  but  they  have 
not  been  approved  by  the  French  Govern- 
ment. 

VIRTUALLY  NO  RETALIATION 

For  some  experts,  the  fact  that  there  has 
been  virtually  no  retaliation  by  the  Soviet 
Union  for  most  of  the  expulsions  Is  a  clear 
sign  that  it  seeks  to  limit  damage  by  avoid- 
ing a  cycle  of  countermeasures  and  new  re- 
prisals. 

In  the  case  of  France,  the  Russians  are 
understood  to  have  been  informed  that 
dozens  of  new  expulsions  could  take  place  if 
the  French  Embassy  staff  in  Moscow  were 
diminished. 

Expulsions  in  themselves  are  believed  to 
create  substantial  problems  within  the 
K.G.B. 

As  a  result,  numbers  of  experienced  offi- 
cers cannot  be  used  easily  in  the  West  again, 
and  extreme  caution  must  be  employed  in 
running  operations  and  developing  or  main- 
taining contacts  with  agents  who  may  be 
under  surveillance. 

Because  foreign  postings  are  considered 
substantial  career  rewards,  there  are  psy- 
chological and  bureaucratic  problems  in  re- 
integrating men  into  service  at  home,  often 
in  dismal  internal  security  jobs  in  the  Soviet 
provinces. 

WE'VE  JUST  PINGED  THEM 

"If  you  P.N.G.  a  guy,  you're  creating  in- 
teresting waves  of  nervousness,"  an  Ameri- 
can expert  said  of  declaring  somebody  per- 
sona non  grata.  "But  have  these  expulsions 
seriously  broken  the  stride  of  agent  activi- 
ty? No.  We've  just  pinged  them.  They're 
flesh  wounds." 

The  British  specialist  argued  that,  with 
Mr.  Andropov  in  power  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
the  likelihood  was  that  the  K.G.B.'s  role 
would  continue  to  expand. 

•"His  presence  at  the  top  can  only  be  bene- 
ficial to  the  K.G.B.,"  he  said.  "He  knows  its 
resources  better  than  anyone  else  and  logic 
says  he  would  use  them." 

The  K.G.B.  now  sends  more  people  to  the 
Central  Committee,  and  its  own  organiza- 
tion includes  more  deputy  chairmen,  a  sign 
of  a  larger  staff  and  an  upgraded  status,  he 
said. 
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It  has  turned  into  an  organization  that 
many  skilled  young  Russians  seek  lo  join.  It 
offers  travel,  money,  and  power  to  a  degree 
that  few  other  Soviet  institutions  can  pro- 
vide. 

"They  have  operated  with  a  very  great 
deal  of  success,"  the  British  specialist  said. 
'"From  what  we've  seen  this  year,  the  con- 
clusion I  draw  is  a  pretty  narrow  one, 
though— not  much  more  than  a  sense  that 
this  success  seems  to  be  gradually  seeping 
into  the  heads  of  the  Western  authori- 
ties."* 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February 
4,  1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a 
system  for  a  computerized  schedule  of 
all  meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate 
committees,  subcommittees,  joint  com- 
mittees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate 
Daily  Digest— designated  by  the  Rules 
Committee— of  the  time,  place,  and 
purpose  of  the  meetings,  when  sched- 
uled, and  any  cancellations  or  changes 
in  the  meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information 
for  printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Re- 
marks section  of  the  Congressional 
Record  on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of 
each  week. 

Any  changes  in  committee  schedul- 
ing will  be  indicated  by  placement  of 
an  asterisk  to  the  left  of  the  name  of 
the  unit  conducting  such  meetings. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
August  2.  1983,  may  be  found  in  the 
Daily  Digest  of  todays  Record. 

Meetings  Scheduled 

AUGUST  3 
8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
9:00  a.m. 
Select  on  Intelligence 
Closed  briefing  on  intelligence  matters. 

S-407.  Capitol 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  economic 
state  of  the  inland  waterway  industry. 

SR-253 
Finance 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  H.R.  2163,  to  au- 
thorize funds  for  fiscal  years  1984 
through  1988  to  assist  States  in  admin- 
istering and  enforcing  recreational 
boating  safety  programs.  S.  927.  to 
extend  the  time  for  payment  of  the 
manufacturer's  excise  tax  on  sport 
fishing  equipment  and  S.  1183,  to 
exempt  from  the  tax  on  unrelated 
business  income  certain  debt-financed 
Income  of  educational  Institutions. 

SD-215 
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Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  resume  markup  of 
S.  1133,  to  authorize  funds  for  fiscal 
years    1984.    1985.    and    1986    for    the 
Legal  Services  Corporation. 

SD-430 
10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-406 
Governmental  Affairs 
Energy,   Nuclear  Proliferation   and  Gov- 
ernment Processes  Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  col- 
lection of  criminal  fines. 

SD-342 
Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675,  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

H-405.  Capitol 
10:30  a.m. 
Rules  and  Administration 
Business  meeting,  to  resume  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Resolution  177.  to  es- 
tablish procedures  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  an  investigation  into  the 
allegations    relating    to    members    of 
President  Reagan's  campaign  organi- 
zation, an  original  resolution  to  au- 
thorize   funds   from    the   contingency 
fund   of    the   Senate    to    establish    a 
Senate    day    care    center,    and    other 
pending  legislative  and  administrative 
business. 

SR-301 

2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1701.  to  impose 
specific  directives  on  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration. 

SD-366 

Judiciary 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1059.  to  pro- 
vide equal  access  and  opportunities  to 
public  school  and  public  college  stu- 
dents who  wish  to  meet  voluntarily  for 
religious  purposes. 

SD-226 

Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675.  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

S-407.  Capitol 

2:30  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
Thomas  R.  Pickering,  of  New  Jersey, 
to  be  Ambassador  to  El  Salvador. 

SD-419 

AUGUST  4 

8:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

International  Trade  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  administra- 
tion's proposed  renewal  of  the  Gener- 
alized System  of  Preferences  which 
permits  duty-free  entry  of  articles 
from  developing  countries,  subject  to 
certain  conditions  and  limitations;  to 
be  followed  by  hearings  on  the  sub- 
stance of  S.  979.  to  improve  the  en- 
forcement of  export  administration 
laws  (pending  on  Senate  calendar). 

SD-215 
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10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  spare  parts 
management  and  pricing  policy  of  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

SD-192 
Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675.  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

S-407.  Capitol 
10:30  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Arms  Control.  Oceans.  International  Op- 
erations, and  Environment  Subcom- 
mittee 
Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  joint  hearings  on  U.S.  nuclear 
assistance  to  India. 

SD-419 
2:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  Presidents  cer- 
tification on  conditions  in  El  Salvador. 

SD-419 
Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675.  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

S-407,  Capitol 

AUGUST  5 

9:30  a.m. 
Joint  Economic 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  employment/ 
unemployment      situation      for      the 
month  of  July. 

SD-106 
10:00  a.m. 
Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675.  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

S-407,  Capitol 
2:00  p.m. 
Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675.  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

S-407,  Capitol 

SEPTEMBER  8 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To   resume   oversight    hearings   on   the 
breakdown   of   the   traditional   family 
unit,   focusing  on   the   historical   per- 
spective and  societal  implications. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  15 

10:00  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Water  and  Power  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  752.  to  provide 
for  certain  measures  to  reduce  the  sa- 
linity of  the  Colorado  River,  S.  1027. 
to  provide  that  any  construction  costs 
undertaken  by  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton on  the  Yakima  River  basin  water 
enhancement  project  made  prior  to 
congressional  authorization  of  the 
project,  may  be  credited  toward  any 
future  cost-sharing  requirements  that 
Congress  may  impose  at  the  time  of 
authorization,  and  S.  483,  to  authorize 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  provide 
compensation  to  certain  landowners 
who  are  deprived  of  winter  stock  water 
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supply  for  their  livestock  along  Willow 
Creek  in  Idaho. 

SD-366 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  oversight   hearings  on  the 
breakdown   of   the   traditional   family 
unit,  focusing  on  causes  and  remedies. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  20 

10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  certain 
arms  reduction  proposals,  including 
Senate  Resolution  57.  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  2,  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
29.  Senate  Resolution  159.  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  74.  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  46.  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  107.  and  Senate  Resolution 
83. 

SD-419 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report    on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 
11:00  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  receive  legislative 
recommendations  for  fiscal  year  1984 
from  the  American  Legion. 

SR-325 

SEPTEMBER  21 

10:00  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  121.  to 
establish  a  U.S.  Department  of  Trade 
as   an   executive   department   of   the 
Federal  Government. 

SD-342 

SEPTEMBER  22 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To   resume   hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report    on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER  23 
9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth.  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  future  of  U.S. 
basic  industries. 

SD-215 

SEPTEMBER  27 

9:30  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Labor  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.   19  and  S.  918, 
bills  to  revise  current  Federal  pension 
law  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  ben- 
efits    of     working     and     nonworking 
women,  and  the  substance  of  S.  372.  to 
promote  interstate  commerce  by  pro- 
hibiting discrimination  in  the  writing 
and  selling  of  insurance  contracts. 

SD-430 


SEPTEMBER  29 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission   report   on   excellence   in 
education. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER  3 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth,  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  the  future  of 
U.S.  basic  Industries. 

SD-215 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

OCTOBER  18 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional   education    programs    adminis- 
tered by  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 


OCTOBER  25 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
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To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional educational  programs  adminis- 
tered by  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 


CANCELLATIONS 

August  3 

9:30  a.m. 
Judiciary 

Constitution  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Civil  Rights 
Commission. 

SD-226 
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(Legislative  day  of  Monday.  August  1,  1983) 


The  Senate  met  at  9  a.m.,  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  Honorable  John 
Heinz,  a  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Our  prayer  today  will 
be  offered  by  the  son  of  our  Senate 
Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Richard 
Christian  Halverson.  Jr..  pastor,  Ches- 
terbrook  Presbyterian  Church,  Falls 
Church,  Va. 


PRAYER 

The  Reverend  Richard  Christian 
Halverson.  Jr.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

Let  us  pray. 

Father  in  Heaven,  in  spite  of  the 
temptation  we  all  face  to  show  partial- 
ity to  others  depending  on  their  eco- 
nomic, social,  or  vocational  status, 
help  everyone  who  works  in  the 
Senate  to  faithfully  perform  their  role 
no  matter  how  great  or  small  it  is. 

Keep  each  one  from  coveting  the 
gifts  or  position  of  another  and  create 
a  spirit  of  harmony  in  this  body  born 
out  of  mutual  submission  and  service. 

If  there  are  any  who  are  unhappy  or 
unfulfilled  in  what  they  do  or  who 
they  are,  grant  them  the  wisdom  to 
comprehend  their  inestimable  value  to 
You  and  to  one  another. 

We  ask  this  in  the  name  of  Jesus 
Christ,  who,  though  He  was  in  the 
form  of  God,  did  not  count  equality 
with  God  a  thing  to  be  grasped  but 
emptied  Himself,  taking  the  form  of  a 
servant.  Amen. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  ACTING 
PRESIDENT  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  please  read  a  communication 
to  the  Senate  from  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  follow- 
ing letter: 

U.S.  Senate. 
President  pro  tempore. 
Washington,  DC.  August  2.  1983. 
To  the  Senate: 

Under  the  provisions  of  rule  I,  section  3. 
of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I 
hereby  appoint  the  Honorable  John  Heinz. 
a  Senator  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania, 
to  perform  the  duties  of  the  Chair. 

Strom  Thurmond. 
President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  HEINZ  thereupon  assumed  the 
chair  as  Acting  President  pro  tempore. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  acting  majority  leader  is  rec- 
ognized. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  there  is  a 
series  of  special  orders.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  time  requested 
for  Senators  Goldwater,  Baker.  Ste- 
vens, and  Tower  be  controlled  by  Sen- 
ator Symms. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Is  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  ROUTINE  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing the  time  for  the  special  orders 
there  be  a  period  for  the  transaction 
of  routine  morning  business  for  15 
minutes  during  which  Senators  may 
speak  for  not  to  exceed  3  minutes 
each. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


UNITARY  TAXATION 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  over 
the  past  few  years.  President  Reagan 
and  the  Congress  have  made  a  good 
start  on  efforts  to  ease  the  burden  of 
Federal  regulation  from  the  backs  of 
State  and  local  governments.  Congress 
must  be  wary  of  proposals  for  new 
Federal  intrusions  into  the  areas  of 
governmental  authority  reserved  to 
the  State. 

Examples  are  Federal  legislative  pro- 
posals designed  to  preempt  the  States' 
use  of  the  unitary  method  of  taxation. 
One  such  bill  would  cost  32  States 
almost  $700  million  in  revenues  by 
prohibiting  them  from  using  the  uni- 
tary apportionment  method  for  deter- 
mining in-State  profits  and  from 
taxing  certain  corporate  dividends.  In 
its  June  29,  1983,  decision  in  the  Con- 
tainer Corp.  case,  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  upheld  the  constitutionality  of 
these  State  tax  methods,  calling  them 
proper  and  fair. 

Recently  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
ran  an  editorial  which  did  not  approve 
the  Supreme  Courts  reasoning  on  the 
unitary  method  of  taxation.  However, 
the  Journal  points  out  that  the  uni- 
tary  method   keeps   the   States   from 


being  cheated  by  fancy  accounting, 
but  also  cautions  that  there  is  the  pos- 
sibility of  arbitrary  applications  of  it. 

The  Journal  concludes  that  the  best 
protection  against  such  arbitrary  ap- 
plications will  come  from  the  market, 
as  States  compete  with  each  other  for 
business  investment.  As  defenders  of 
States'  sovereignty,  the  Journal  op- 
poses efforts  to  impose  a  new  level  of 
Federal  regulation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
.sent  that  the  Journal  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  Record  immediately  fol- 
lowing my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  July  5. 
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Taxing  the  World 

Oh  for  the  good  old  days  of  19th  century 
tax  law.  That's  when  the  courts  agreed  with 
Adam  Smith  that  levies  should  be  uniform 
and  proportional,  meaning  as  simple  and. 
often,  as  low  as  possible.  We  venture  to  sug- 
gest that  this  attitude  had  something  to  do 
with  the  country's  phenomenal  growth.  As 
one  can  see  from  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court's 
recent  deci.->ion  on  the  'unitary  tax  "  in  Con- 
tainer Corp.  of  America's  suit  against  the 
California  Franchise  Tax  Board,  things  are 
different  now. 

This  increasingly  popular  tax.  used  in  one 
form  or  another  by  23  states,  violates  the 
old-fashioned  notion  that  taxes  should  be 
predictable  or  at  least  not  arbitrary.  The 
Supreme  Court  has  obviously  been  wres- 
tling with  the  problem.  It's  taken  six  cases 
on  the  subject  in  five  years.  Now.  in  an  opin- 
ion by  Justice  William  Brennan.  the  court's 
best  friend  to  freewheeling  state  finance, 
its  thrown  up  its  hands  and  endorsed  •flexi- 
bility "  from  Sacramento  to  Montpelier. 

The  states  with  this  tax  basically  want  to 
reach  as  much  of  a  company's  assets  as  they 
can  in  figuring  its  tax  bill.  Whether  the 
firm  spans  many  states  or  many  nations, 
they  argue  that  all  its  branches  and  subsidi- 
aries constitute  a  single  business  unit.  The 
states  then  apply  a  formula  to  determine 
how  much  of  this  business  goes  on  inside 
their  boundaries  and  proceed  to  make  their 
levy  on  that  portion  of  the  whole.  So  far. 
the  problem  hasn't  been  the  formula  that 
determines  each  state's  share:  it  generally 
has  three  parts,  for  total  payroll,  property 
and  sales  within  the  jurisdiction.  The  bat- 
tles come  in  defining  how  much  of  a  world- 
wide company's  parts  belongs  to  a  single 
business  unit.  Should  Mobil  be  taxed  for 
Aramco  in  Vermont,  to  cite  another  famous 
case? 

Fans  of  the  unitary  tax  say  that  it  keeps 
the  states  from  being  cheated  by  fancy  ac- 
counting that  switches  profits  from  the  divi- 
sion being  taxed  to  another  further  up  the 
line.  In  the  Vermont  case.  Mobil  was  claim- 
ing losses  for  two  years  that  reduced  its 
total  tax  bill  to  an  annual  $25.  By  figuring 
in  dividends  from  Mobil's  overseas  subsidiar- 


ies. Vermont  raised  its  tax  take  to  more 
than  $25,000  a  year.  The  Supreme  Court 
said  OK. 

So  far.  so  good,  but  the  problem  that  the 
latest  case  gave  up  on  is  how  to  say  consist- 
ently what  is  part  of  a  "unitary  business" 
and  what  isn't.  After  noting  the  court's  ear- 
lier attempts.  Justice  Brennan  shrugged  and 
said  that  hereafter  "this  Court  will,  if  rea- 
sonably possible,  defer  to  the  judgment  of 
state  courts. "  The  states  are  likely  to  choose 
the  rules  that  give  them  the  biggest  take, 
and  the  multinational  corporations  are 
bound  to  be  facing  a  welter  of  arbitrary 
standards. 

States  can  choose,  for  instance,  between 
taxing  the  dividends  a  foreign  subsidiary 
pays  to  the  parent  company,  as  Vermont 
did.  or  taxing  its  income  as  part  of  the 
whole,  as  did  California.  Some  eager  taxmen 
will  inevitably  stretch  the  unitary  idea  as 
far  as  it  will  go.  There's  even  bound  to  be 
abuse  of  the  apportionment  formula,  to  ex- 
aggerate the  in-state  share  of  business  and 
hence  the  tax  bill.  The  Supreme  Court, 
after  all.  has  already  endorsed  a  fairly  wide 
margin  of  error  in  an  exercise  that  is  arbi- 
trary to  begin  with. 

The  court  and  Congress  may  be  called 
back  into  the  morass  if  double  taxation  gets 
out  of  hand  and  foreign  tax  treaties  get 
stepped  on.  Britain's  Margaret  Thatcher  is 
already  muttering  darkly  about  the  case, 
and  she  tends  to  be  listened  to  these  days. 
But  the  most  powerful  discipline  will  prob- 
ably come  from  the  market,  as  disgruntled 
companies  start  to  shop  around  for  more  fa- 
vorable business  climates.  It's  revealing  that 
New  York's  Gov.  Cuomo  made  a  deal  with 
major  oil  companies  to  repeal  his  state's 
unitary  tax  just  a  week  before  the  Contain- 
er Corp.  decision.  In  return  he  did  get  their 
assent  to  another  state  tax  on  petroleum 
products,  but  he  also  seems  to  have 
squelched  rumors  that  some  of  the  majors 
were  thinking  of  pulling  their  headquarters 
out  of  the  state. 

As  defenders  of  states'  .sovereignty  in  the 
past,  we  should  still  stand  by  their  right  to 
make  their  taxes  as  complicated  and  as  eco- 
nomically damaging  as  they  want.  But 
things  were  a  lot  simpler  in  the  old  days. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE 
MINORITY  LEADER 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  minority  leader  is  recog- 
nized. 


•  This    "bullet  "  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 


IT  IS  TIME  TO  GIVE 
NEGOTIATIONS  A  CHANCE 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  we  are  perhaps  witnessing  early 
signs  of  a  desire  on  the  part  of  all  par- 
ties to  bring  a  regional  peace  to  Cen- 
tral America.  The  administration  ap- 
pears to  have  taken  on  a  new  flexibil- 
ity, in  its  rhetoric  at  least,  and  it 
ought  to  be  commended  for  that. 

I  believe  the  administration  is  re- 
sponding to  a  general  lack  of  both 
American  and  international  support 
for  its  overly  militant  attitude  toward 
the  region.  But  regardless  of  the  moti- 
vation, the  new  flexibility,  if  there  is 
such,  is  a  positive  sign,  particularly  as 
it  relates  to  former  Senator  Richard 
Stone's    meeting    this    past    weekend 


with  Ruben  Zamora,  one  of  the  repre- 
sentatives of  insurgents  in  El  Salvador. 
I  am  also  hopeful  regarding  recent 
positions  that  have  been  voiced  by 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua.  They  are  positive 
developments  because  they  are  respon- 
sive to  the  efforts  of  the  Contadora,  a 
group  comprised  of  four  democratic 
allies  of  the  United  States.  The  Presi- 
dent should  welcome  these  proposals 
since  they  are  in  accord  with  what  he 
himself  outlined  in  his  speech  to  the 
Congress  on  April  27. 

As  a  reciprocal  gesture  on  our  part, 
perhaps  this  might  be  the  time  for  the 
administration  to  pull  back  on  its 
planned  sea  and  land  maneuvers,  or  at 
least  reduce  the  scale  of  those  sea  and 
land  maneuvers  scheduled  for  the 
region.  To  do  so  would  send  a  signal 
that  our  response  to  potentially  fruit- 
ful proposals  offered  by  Nicaragua  and 
Cuba  is  one  of  conciliation,  and  a 
desire  to  explore  the  proposals,  rather 
than  escalation.  Recent  peace  propos- 
als for  Central  America  offered  by 
Cuba  and  Nicaragua  are  closely  relat- 
ed to  the  efforts  of  the  Contadora 
group  comprised  of  Mexico,  Venezu- 
ela, Panama,  and  Colombia. 

On  July  17,  the  President  of  the 
Contadora  countries  released  a  com- 
munique after  their  emergency 
summit  meeting.  It  called  for  a  greater 
reliance  on  negotiations  and  less  on 
military  means  for  settling  disputes,  a 
halt  to  the  militarization  of  the 
region,  withdrawal  of  all  foreign  mili- 
tary advisers,  and  opposition  to  the 
creation  of  foreign  military  bases  in 
Central  America. 

Nicaragua,  which  offered  its  propos- 
al on  July  19,  called  for  an  end  to  all 
arms  assistance  to  the  opposing  sides 
in  El  Salvador,  an  end  to  all  forms  of 
military  assistance  to  opposing  sides  in 
El  Salvador,  an  end  to  all  forms  of 
military  assistance  to  opposing  forces 
in  the  region  as  a  whole,  and  a  ban  on 
foreign  military  bases  and  military  ex- 
ercises in  the  region.  Moreover,  Nica- 
ragua made  a  concession  by  announc- 
ing its  willingness  to  negotiate  these 
issues  in  a  multilateral  rather  than  bi- 
lateral context,  and  these  meet  a 
number  of  requirements  previously 
laid  down  by  our  own  Government  as 
conditions  for  negotiations. 

The  Cuban  position  was  announced 
on  July  29  by  Fidel  Castro.  He  stated 
Cuba's  willingness  to  support,  and 
abide  by,  regional  accords  banning 
arms  shipments  into  Central  America 
by  all  outside  parties  and  prohibiting 
foreign  military  advisers  in  the  region. 
Certainly,  Cuban  behavior  under 
Fidel  Castro  leads  one  to  be  somewhat 
cautious  as  to  the  sincerity  with  which 
this  offer  was  made.  And  Nicaragua, 
under  the  Sandinistas,  gives  one  the 
impression  that  it  is  moving  in  the  di- 
rection of  becoming  a  Soviet  satellite. 
So  there  is  reason  to  question  the  sin- 
cerity of  the  leaders  of  both  of  these 
countries;  but  now  is  the  time  to  test 


the  sincerity  of  both  the  Cubans  and 
the  Nicaraguans,  particularly  since  the 
issues  of  war  and  peace  are  at  stake. 

In  my  estimation,  the  administration 
has  not  taken  full  advantage  of  the 
most  valuable  tool  we  have  at  our  dis- 
posal—the Contadora  group.  We  are 
talking  about  four  Latin  American  na- 
tions that  are  our  friends,  and  desper- 
ate to  assist  in  bringing  an  end  to  the 
violence  in  the  region. 

Mr.  President,  the  Contadora  group 
is  able  to  bring  to  bear  only  its  powers 
of  persuasion  and  consultation.  It 
cannot  do  much  if  the  United  States, 
the  dominant  force  in  the  region,  does 
not  work  closely  and  effectively  with 
it.  The  value  of  the  Contadora  group 
was  aptly  demonstrated  this  weekend 
when  the  meeting  was  arranged  be- 
tween Senator  Stone  and  Mr.  Zamora 
under  the  auspices  of  Colombian 
President  Belisario  Betancur. 

The  President  should  state  more 
clearly  his  intention  to  vigorously 
pursue  the  proposals— certainly  to  ex- 
plore them— offered  by  the  Contadora 
group,  Nicaragua  and  Cuba.  This 
would  demonstrate  that  the  United 
States  is  second  to  none  in  its  desire  to 
find  peaceful  solutions  to  Central 
America's  conflicts.  A  positive  sign  in 
that  direction  would  be  a  willingness 
on  the  part  of  the  administration  to 
scale  down— rather  than  scaling  up,  as 
today's  news  would  indicate— the 
planned  military  exercises,  both  in  size 
and  duration. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  this  sugges- 
tion today,  not  in  a  partisan  vein— for, 
above  all,  our  foreign  policy  should  be 
bipartisan.  As  I  have  previously  stated, 
this  issue  should  not  be  cast  in  terms 
of  who  might  lose  this  or  who  might 
lose  that,  but  in  terms  of  the  national 
security  interests  of  the  United  States. 


ACID  PRECIPITATION 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  July 
26  edition  of  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
contains  an  editorial  on  the  subject  of 
acid  precipitation.  The  editorial,  enti- 
tled, "What  Acid  Rain?  ",  makes  the 
point  that  recent  reports  on  that  phe- 
nomenon reach  conflicting  conclusions 
and  cast  doubt  on  proposed  control 
strategies. 

The  major  study  released  on  June  29 
by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
points  up  the  substantial  lack  of  un- 
derstanding as  to  the  actual  origins, 
causes,  and  effects  of  acid  precipita- 
tion among  America's  best  scientists. 

The  editorial  also  addresses  the 
question  of  the  costs  of  some  control 
strategies.  It  sounds  a  cautionary  note 
that  very  expensive  controls  should 
not  be  applied,  given  the  level  of  scien- 
tific uncertainty  over  the  effectiveness 
of  controlling  particular  sources  cou- 
pled with  the  certainty  of  economic 
damage  to  industrial  America. 
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I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
editorial  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
of  July  26  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  t>eing  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Recoro.  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  July  26. 

1983] 

What  Acid  Rain? 

We  seem  to  be  experiencing  a  sudden 
shower  of  •acid-rain"  studies.  The  White 
House  has  just  published  two.  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  another  and  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  is  working  on 
one.  What's  apparent  so  far  isn't  how  much 
we  kJiow  about  acid  rain,  it's  how  little.  But 
some  members  of  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion have  been  put  in  such  fear  of  the  envi- 
ronmental lobby  that  they  want  private  in- 
dustry—and its  customers,  of  course— to 
throw  billions  of  dollars  at  the  problem 
while  its  causes  still  are  clouded  with  doubt. 

The  point  man  of  this  effort  is  presiden- 
tial science  adviser  George  A.  Keyworth  II. 
better  luiown  tis  the  man  who  tried  to  give 
us  "dense-pack  "  basing  for  the  MX  missile. 
Mr.  Keyworth's  acid-rain  study  isn't  due  out 
until  fall,  but  he  has  been  in  such  a  hurry  to 
get  on  the  record  that  he  has  issued  a 
sketchy  five-page  simunary.  It  recommends 
that  "additional  steps  should  be  taken  now" 
to  make  a  "meaningful  reduction"  in  the 
emissions  of  sulfur  compounds  into  the  at- 
mosphere. Presumably  those  steps  include 
adding  more  super-costly  scrubbers  to  the 
Midwest  power  plants  the  acid-rain  lobby- 
ists claim  are  ruining  lakes  in  the  Northeast 
U.S.  and  Southeast  Canada. 

What's  the  scientific  basis  for  recommend- 
ing such  huge  expenditures?  Not  much. 
"The  overall  scientific  understanding  of  the 
various  aspects  of  acidic  precipitation  is 
quite  incomplete  at  the  present  time  and 
will  continue  to  have  major  uncertainties 
well  into  the  future."  the  Keyworth  summa- 
ry admits.  It  says  getting  at  the  truth  will 
take  "at  least  10  or  20  years"  of  additional 
research.  While  recommending  action  now 
based  on  "imperfect  data"  runs  the  risk  of 
error,  the  White  House  science  types  insist 
that  inaction  pending  more  research  entails 
"even  greater  risk  of  damage.  "  And  after  all. 
we  might  add.  it's  someone  else's  money. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  report 
takes  a  different  tack.  Curbing  sulfur  diox- 
ide emissions  throughout  eastern  North 
America  would  reduce  acid  deposition  in  the 
region,  it  argues.  But  the  NAS  can't  predict 
whether  substantially  reducing  emissions 
from  Midwest  power  plants  would  help  the 
Northeast  U.S.  and  Canada.  Moreover,  the 
academy's  scientists  say  they  really  don't 
fully  understand  the  meteorological  process- 
es that  may  (or  may  not)  be  making  precipi- 
tation more  acidic.  Their  modeling  suffers 
from  a  limited  data  base.  "There  is.  admit- 
tedly, much  to  be  learned  about  the  rela- 
tionships between  emissions  and  deposi- 
tion," the  study  states. 

Neither  the  Keyworth  nor  NAS  studies 
pay  much  heed  to  that  considerable  number 
of  scientists  who  believe  that  what's  called 
acid  rain  probably  is  more  the  result  of 
changing  natural  conditions  than  man-made 
pollution.  The  Western  U.S.  has  been  less 
dry.  on  the  whole,  in  recent  years,  which 
means  that  less  alkaline  dust  is  being  picked 
up  to  neutralize  the  natural  acidity  of  rain 
clouds  as  they  move  eastward,  one  such 
theory  holds. 

In  addition,  changes  in  local  farming  and 
forestry  practices  near  the  aifected  lakes 
and  streams  may  be  increasing  the  amount 


of  acidic  runoff.  Rising  precipitation  levels 
may  also  be  overwhelming  the  natural  buf- 
fering capacity  of  sensitive  areas  in  the 
Northeast.  Declining  fish-stocking  in  Adi- 
rondack lakes,  coupled  with  increased  fish- 
ing, may  be  more  responsible  for  declining 
fish  populations  than  those  suspected  rain 
clouds  from  Ohio  and  West  Virginia. 

These  and  other  nagging  questions  about 
the  acid-rain  hypothesis  were  given  more 
consideration  by  the  White  House  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality,  which  in  its 
annual  report  noted  that  the  air  generally  is 
getting  cleaner  (something  that  seems  self- 
evident  and  makes  us  wonder  why.  if  acid 
rain  is  a  result  of  pollution,  it  is  said  to  be 
getting  worse).  Emphasizing  the  need  for 
more  long-term  acid-rain  research,  it  says 
that  the  work  over  the  past  10  years  shows 
that  "the  causes  and  effects  of  acid  rain  are 
certainly  more  complicated  than  once  be- 
lieved." 

As  part  of  a  joint  U.S.-Canadian  acid-rain 
study  published  earlier  this  year,  the  U.S. 
team  concluded  that  "cause-and-effect  rela- 
tionships have  often  not  been  clearly  estab- 
lished." It  couldn't  differentiate  between 
manmade  and  natural  causes,  for  example, 
and  cited  our  lack  of  knowledge  about  key 
chemical  and  biological  processes  that  may 
effect  water  acidity. 

In  the  face  of  all  this  scientific  uncertain- 
ty, the  call  for  "immediate  action"  is 
strange  indeed.  Peabody  Holding  Co.,  admit- 
tedly with  some  bias  as  a  result  of  its  coal 
interests,  estimates  tighter  emission  rules 
would  cost  Midwestern  and  Southern  resi- 
dents $7  billion  annually  in  higher  electrici- 
ty bills  and  would  create  a  loss  of  $5  billion 
in  annual  mining  wages.  Edison  Electric  In- 
stitute calculates  electricity  bills  in  some 
parts  of  the  U.S.  would  rise  as  much  as  50 
percent. 

That  seems  to  us  like  a  lot  of  money  to  ex- 
tract from  ratepayers  on  the  basis  of  so 
little  understanding.  Perhaps  Mr.  Keyworth 
should  t>e  promoted  to  a  political  post  and 
let  someone  else  take  over  the  job  of  evalu- 
ating scientific  inquiry. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.   BYRD.   Mr.   President.   I   yield 

now  to  my  good  friend  Mr.  Proxmire. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  my  good 

friend  the  minority  leader. 


ALL  OF  US  WANT  TO  NEGOTI- 
ATE NUCLEAR  ARMS  CONTROL 
WITH  THE  SOVIETS  FROM 
STRENGTH 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr,  President, 
there  is  obviously  a  very  big  majority 
in  the  country  that  favors  the  negotia- 
tion of  a  mutual,  verifiable  nuclear 
arms  freeze  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
State  referenda  as  well  as  public  opin- 
ion poll  after  public  opinion  poll  con- 
sistently show  a  smashing  3-to-l 
margin  in  favor  of  such  a  nuclear 
freeze.  The  House  of  Representatives 
earlier  this  year  voted  nearly  2  to  1  in 
favor  of  such  a  freeze.  I  believe  the 
Senate  will  follow  suit  as  soon  as  we 
have  the  chance  to  do  so. 

How,  then,  has  the  Senate  approved 
authorization  of  the  MX  10-warhead 
missile?  How  has  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives also  approved  the  MX?  How 
can  we  explain  that,  even  if  we  can 
somehow  derail  the  MX  in  the  appro- 


priations process  or  somewhere  else 
along  the  line,  we  will  go  ahead  with 
the  testing,  production,  and  deploy- 
ment of  thousands  of  cruise  missiles, 
with  the  production  of  20  or  more  ad- 
ditional Trident  submarines  to  carry 
our  missiles  in  oceans  all  over  the 
world?  If  we  favor  a  freeze,  why  <lid  we 
vote  to  spend  billions  on  the  D-5,  the 
hard-target-kill  new  missile  expressly 
designed  for  our  subs?  Why  will  we 
probably  build  100  or  more  B-IB 
bombers  and  certainly  many  more  new 
technology  or  Stealth  bombers? 

The  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  has  calculated  that  in  the  next 
5  years  this  Congress  that  favors 
ending  the  nuclear  arms  race  will  ap- 
propriate at  least  $50  billion  per  year 
to  increase  the  size  and  lethal  punch 
of  our  nuclear  arsenal— and  get  this— 
even  if  the  present  arms  control  talks 
are  promptly  and  fully  successful. 
Why? 

Here  is  why?  While  some  of  us 
oppose  the  MX  and  the  B-1  bomber, 
virtually  no  one  I  know  in  the 
Senate— and  probably  very  few.  if  any. 
in  the  House— oppose  the  rest  of  the 
Defense  Departments  awesome  nucle- 
ar weapons  shopping  list.  These  weap- 
ons will  sharply  increase  our  capacity 
to  destroy  the  Soviet  Union  and  un- 
doubtedly provoke  a  determination 
from  the  Soviets  to  match  or  surpass 
our  nuclear  advances.  How  can  this 
willingness  to  spend  billions,  vastly  ex- 
panding our  nuclear  capacity,  square 
with  our  expressed  desire  to  stop  the 
arms  race?  The  answer  is  that  those  of 
us  who  favor  a  nuclear  freeze  do  not— 
I  stress  do  not— favor  unilateral  disar- 
mament. The  key  words  in  the  freeze 
are  that  it  must  be  "mutual"  and  "ver- 
ifiable." Unfortunately,  we  do  not  live 
in  a  Sunday  school  world.  We  cannot 
trust  our  powerful  adversary.  But  we 
can  recognize  that  the  Russians  have 
the  same  basic  interest  in  avoiding  the 
sure  suicide  of  a  nuclear  war  that  we 
have. 

Those  of  us  who  oppose  the  MX  and 
the  B-IB  do  believe  that  this  country 
should  negotiate  from  strength.  We 
simply  refuse  to  accept  the  argument 
that  testing,  building  and  deploying  an 
MX  for  $20  billion  or  spending  an- 
other $20  billion  on  a  hundred  B-IB 
bombers  will  neither  strengthen  our 
nuclear  deterrent,  nor  enhance  our 
bargaining  position  in  negotiations 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  This  Senator  is 
convinced  that  both  the  MX  and  the 
B-IB  will  weaken,  not  strengthen,  our 
nuclear  deterrent. 

I  say  all  this.  Mr.  President,  because 
I  have  become  convinced  that  there  is 
confusion  in  the  country  and  in  this 
body,  too.  We  do  not  have  Senators 
either  thirsting  for  nuclear  war  or 
ready  to  disarm  unilaterally.  The  dif- 
ference between  Senators  on  our  nu- 
clear weapons  policy  is  really  limited 
to  judgment  over  what  will  constitute 


an  effective  deterrent  and  will  serve 
our  interests  in  negotiating  with  the 
Soviet  Union  for  an  effective  arms 
control. 

How  does  this  square  with  my  pro- 
fessed estimate  that  a  majority  of  the 
Senate  will  support  a  nuclear  freeze? 
How  could  a  majority  of  Senators  sup- 
port a  nuclear  freeze  if  they  favor 
going  ahead  with  the  production  of 
thousands  of  cruise  missiles,  the 
Stealth  bomber,  the  midgetman  mis- 
sile, and  a  new  weapon  as  devastating 
as  the  hard-target-kill,  submarine- 
launched  missile  and  20  new  Trident 
submarines  to  carry  it?  Should  not 
those  of  us  who  favor  a  freeze  oppose 
and  vote  against  all  these  devastating 
nuclear  weapons?  Absolutely  not!  Why 
not?  Because  we  do  not  believe  in  uni- 
lateral nuclear  disarmament.  We  fully 
understand  that  without  an  agreement 
for  both  a  mutual  and  a  verified 
freeze,  we  must  push  ahead.  If  we 
stand  still,  our  present  deterrent  could 
vanish  as  the  Russians  test  and 
produce  and  deploy  ever  newer  weap- 
ons. 

Mr.  President,  this  aspect  of  the 
views  of  those  of  us  who  opposed  some 
nuclear  weapons  we  consider  either 
mischievously  destabilizing— like  the 
MX.  or  hopelessly  obsolete  like  the  B- 
IB— is  not  understood  by  many  of  our 
opponents  in  this  body.  It  is  not  un- 
derstood by  some  of  the  press  and 
some  of  the  public. 

Consider  that  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  that  passed  the  Senate  10 
days  ago  not  only  carried  the  MX;  it 
also  carried  a  series  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons and  billions  of  dollars  to  fund 
their  testing,  their  production,  and 
their  deployment.  Most  of  the  press 
attention  concentrated  on  the  MX. 
The  other  nuclear  weapons  that  make 
our  nuclear  arsenal  both  more  deadly 
and  more  survivable  were  never  in  con- 
troversy. They  were  either  supported 
by  virtually  all  Senators  or  the  few 
who  opposed  them  recognized  the 
hopelessness  of  any  attempt  to  take 
them  out  of  the  bill  because  such  a 
heavy  majority  of  the  Senate  favored 
their  retention. 

This  does  not  mean  that  a  majority 
of  Senators  do  not  favor  moving 
promptly  to  truly  effective  arms  con- 
trol negotiations  with  the  Soviets.  I 
am  convinced  they  do.  It  means  that 
we  recognize  that  we  must  negotiate 
with  the  Soviet  Union  from  a  position 
of  military  strength.  A  minority  of  us 
disagreed  on  the  MX  because  we  did 
not  consider  that  the  MX  added 
strength  to  our  military  posture.  I 
seen  nothing  inconsistent  in  the  House 
vote  for  the  MX  and  its  nearly  2-to-l 
vote  for  the  nuclear  freeze.  There  will 
be  nothing  inconsistent  if  the  Senate, 
having  approved  the  MX,  now  decides 
to  pass  a  nuclear  freeze  resolution. 

We  should  never  forget  that  until 
the  freeze  is  negotiated  and  accepted 
by  both  sides,  we  must  continue— as 


the  Soviets  certainly  will— to  build  our 
nuclear  strength.  The  arms  race  can 
only  stop  when  we  reach  a  mutual, 
verifiable  agreement. 


INTRANSIGENCE  ON  HUMAN 

RIGHTS 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  fre- 
quently the  intransigence  of  a  single 
nation  can  stall  a  vitally  needed  inter- 
national agreement.  For  the  past  10 
days,  the  small  nation  of  Malta  has 
filibustered  at  the  European  Security 
Conference,  preventing  the  conclusion 
of  the  East-West  conference  on  de- 
tente in  Europe. 

For  almost  3  years,  35  nations  have 
been  meeting  in  Madrid  to  review  and 
update  the  provisions  of  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act  of  1975.  Of  great  importance 
to  the  Western  nations  participating 
at  the  conference  was  a  review  of  the 
human  rights  violations  in  the  Soviet 
Union  and  Eastern  Europe.  Following 
the  detailed  review  there  was  a  gener- 
al condemnation  of  the  Soviet  Union 
and  her  allies  because  of  their  failure 
to  comply  with  their  Helsinki  commit- 
ments. 

Max  M.  Kampleman.  the  chief  U.S. 
delegate  to  the  Madrid  Conference, 
commented". 

The  Madrid  meeting  has  been,  therefore, 
the  appropriate  forum  at  which  to  insert  po- 
litical and  moral  pressure  into  the  process. 
The  implementation  review  became  the 
mechanism.  .  .  .  Madrid's  implementation 
review  afforded  the  opportunity  for  a  large 
number  of  the  participating  states  to  com- 
municate to  the  Soviet  Union  their  deep 
concern  about  violations  of  the  accords. 

As  Mr.  Kampleman  so  clearly  states, 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act  and  the  follow- 
up  Madrid  Conference  have  provided 
us  with  a  forum  to  protest  Soviet  ac- 
tions. Agreements  to  which  both  the 
United  States  and  Soviet  Union  are 
signatories  create  the  perfect  opportu- 
nity to  bring  pressure  to  bear  on  the 
Soviets  for  their  human  rights  viola- 
tions. 

But  Malta  is  singlehandedly  holding 
up  the  conclusion  of  the  Madrid  Con- 
ference. This  intransigence  rings  fa- 
miliar to  me,  because  for  the  past  16 
years  I  have  addressed  a  similar  in- 
transigence—the Senate's  failure  to 
ratify  the  Genocide  Convention.  Malta 
may  have  a  self-interest  in  stalling  the 
Madrid  accords,  but  no  one's  self-inter- 
est is  served  by  our  failure  to  ratify 
the  Genocide  Convention. 

Too  often  in  the  past,  our  diplomatic 
protests  have  been  easily  rebuffed  by 
the  Soviets.  Whenever  we  protest 
their  violations  of  human  rights— in 
Afghanistan,  Poland,  or  the  Soviet 
Union  itself— their  representatives 
have  a  simple  but  devastating  re- 
sponse. They  ask  how  we  can  protest 
violations  when  our  own  failure  to 
ratify  the  Genocide  Convention  indi- 
cates our  disregard  of  human  rights. 

I  firmly  believe  that  our  human 
rights  record  is  the  finest  in  the  world. 


but  our  failure  to  ratify  the  Genocide 
Convention  is  an  ugly  blotch  upon  it. 
We  must  provide  our  diplomats  with 
free  rein  to  protest  human  rights  vio- 
lations throughout  the  world.  We 
must  put  an  end  to  Soviet  charges  of 
hypocrisy. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  ratify  this 
important  human  rights  document. 


POWELL  MOORE  LEAVES  STATE 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  this  week 
will  be  Powell  Moore's  last  as  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  for  Congressional 
Relations.  Mr.  Moore  will  be  leaving 
public  service  to  take  a  position  as  vice 
president  for  legislative  affairs  for  the 
Lockheed  Corp.  The  Government's 
loss  will  be  Lockheed's  gain,  for  I 
cannot  think  of  anyone  who  has  a 
more  distinguished  record  of  public 
service  than  has  Powell  Moore  and 
who  is  as  trusted  and  has  the  confi- 
dence of  Members  of  Congress. 

I  first  knew  him  when  he  served  as 
Press  Secretary  for  the  late  Senator 
Richard  B.  Russell  of  Georgia  from 
1966  to  1971.  He  then  served  as 
Deputy  Director  of  Public  Information 
for  the  Department  of  Justice  from 
1971  to  1972.  and  as  Deputy  Special 
Assistant  to  the  President  from  1973 
until  1981. 

With  the  election  of  Ronald  Reagan 
as  our  40th  President,  Powell  assumed 
responsibilities  as  Deputy  Assistant  to 
the  President  for  Legislative  Affairs. 
On  February  4,  1982,  his  nomination 
was  confirmed  by  the  Senate  for  his 
present  position  as  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  Congressional  Relations. 

It  has  been  my  good  fortune  to  have 
known  and  watched  Mr.  Moore  grow 
during  his  public  career  in  Washing- 
ton. He  is  a  person  of  impeccable  in- 
tegrity and  devotion  to  duty.  He  has 
been  one  of  the  most  effective  and  de- 
pendable public  servants  I  have  ever 
known.  In  particular.  Mr.  Moore  has 
been  sensitive  and  appreciative  of  Con- 
gress as  an  institution.  The  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  State  will  be 
losing  a  particularly  valuable  asset. 

Powell  Moore  is  a  friend.  Although  I 
regret  his  leaving  Government  service, 
I  look  forward  to  continuing  this 
friendship  as  he  embarks  on  a  new 
career  in  the  private  sector,  and  I  wish 
him  well  as  he  launches  this  career. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  Democratic 
leader  for  his  remarks  concerning 
Powell  Moore,  and  I  am  sure  we  all 
wish  him  well.  I  endorse  the  glowing 
comments  made  by  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous   consent   that   the   special 
order   for   Senator   Mattingly   occur 
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first.  It  is  my  understanding  that  be- 
cause of  the  previous  unanimous-con- 
sent request,  already  granted,  the  re- 
mainder of  the  five  special  orders  will 
be    under    the    control    of    Senator 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Is  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
MATTINGLY 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  a  bill  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it 
be  read  the  first  and  second  times,  by 
unanimous  consent,  and  that  it  be  re- 
ferred to  the  proper  committees  for 
consideration. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  request? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  am  sending  a 
bill  to  the  desk  and  asking  that  it  be 
read  the  first  and  second  times,  by 
unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Does  the  Senator  wish 
to  do  this  under  the  provisions  of  rule 

xrv? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  I  just  wanted  it 
referred  appropriately. 

Mr.  BYRD.  So  the  Senator  is  not  at- 
tempting to  have  the  bill  placed  on 
the  calendar? 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  No. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Is  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


S.  1723-ALTERNATIVE  TRADE 
REORGANIZATION  PLAN 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity 
not  only  to  express  my  thoughts  on 
the  current  debate  over  the  plans  to 
reorganize  the  trade  functions  of  the 
Federal  Government,  but  also  to  intro- 
duce legislation  which  is  a  workable  al- 
ternative to  the  proposal  already  in- 
troduced. While  I  attempt  to  keep  an 
open  mind  to  suggestions  intended  to 
improve  the  process  of  formulating  a 
coherent  trade  policy  within  the  Gov- 
ernment. I  believe  the  administrations 
current  trade  reorganization  plan  is  a 
step  backward  for  the  trade  communi- 
ty in  our  country. 

This  position  may  come  as  a  surprise 
to  those  who  remember  my  cosponsor- 
ing  Senate  bill  121.  introduced  earlier 
this  session.  At  first  glance,  the  provi- 
sions of  S.  121  looked  appealing.  To 
merge  the  policymaking  and  negotiat- 
ing functions  of  the  Office  of  the  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  (USTR)  with 
the  analysis  and  implementation  func- 
tions of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Com- 
merce into  a  "lean  and  mean"  new  De- 
partment of  International  Trade  and 
Industry  (DITI)  had  some  degree  of 
attractiveness.  I  signed  on  as  an  early 
cosponsor  of  S.  121  out  of  an  aware- 


ness of  the  need  for  a  stronger,  more 
coherent  approach  on  trade. 

However,  it  is  on  account  of  my 
strong  belief  in  the  need  for  more  con- 
sistency in  U.S.  trade  policy  that  I 
have  come  to  oppose  the  administra- 
tion's reorganization  plan.  They  say 
their  reorganization  plan  will  improve 
coordination  among  the  various  de- 
partments which  have  a  hand  in  trade 
policy  formation.  I  say  that  taking 
USTR  out  from  under  the  umbrella  of 
the  White  House  and  making  it  an 
equal  among  other  departments  will 
demote  the  importance  of  trade  at  a 
time  when  it  should  and  must  be  a  na- 
tional priority. 

They  argue  that  the  creation  of  a 
new  Department  of  Trade  will  result 
in  a  'leaner  and  meaner  "  trade  policy- 
making structure.  I  say  that  we  do  not 
need  more  government,  more  bureauc- 
racy, and  more  cost. 

However,  while  I  oppose  the  admin- 
istrations  plan  for  trade  reorganiza- 
tion. I  do  not  support  the  existing 
trade  structure  either.  The  Office  of 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative,  the 
key  agency  for  trade  policy  formula- 
tion, has  itself  taken  on  the  bureau- 
cratic characteristics  of  other  Federal 
departments.  I  believe  it  has  lost  its 
ability  to  reconcile  the  disparate  but 
valid  interests  of  other  departments 
which  influence  trade  to  the  point 
where  USTR.  to  quote  Secretary  Bal- 
drige.  is  only  able  to  reach  the  "lowest 
common  denominator.  "  Gradual 
changes  in  the  makeup  of  USTR  over 
the  years.  I  believe,  have  resulted  in 
its  inability  to  implement  any  adminis- 
tration's authority  to  administer  trade 
laws  given  them  by  Congress  in  the 
Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962.  and  to 
act  as  staff  coordinator  for  trade 
policy  on  behalf  of  the  President. 

Let  us  face  it— the  two  alternatives 
we  face,  the  administration's  reorgani- 
zation plan  and  the  existing  trade 
structure,  are  inadequate.  What  the 
trade  community  needs  is  a  compro- 
mise and  that  is  just  what  1  propose 
today— a  plan  that  will  work  for  Amer- 
icans wanting  to  trade. 

We  already  have  existing  laws  en 
acted  in  1962  that  provide  for  the  type 
of  trade  organization  I  am  proposing. 
We  do  not  need  more  government  or 
elaborate  new  laws.  Laying  aside  the 
legal  technicalities,  the  compromise 
legislation  I  offer  today  will,  first,  re- 
store the  intent  of  the  current,  but  dis- 
torted, trade  laws  by  reducing  the  size 
of  the  Office  of  the  U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative to  what  was  originally  envi- 
sioned; second,  keep  the  office  directly 
under  the  umbrella  of  or  within  the 
White  House;  third,  permit  the  trade 
policymaking  process  to  be  managed 
by  the  President's  representative  for 
trade,  but  be  closely  and  immediately 
controlled  by  the  President.  That  way, 
when  the  President's  representative 
for  trade  speaks,  it  is  just  like  hearing 
it   from   the   President   himself.   Fur- 


thermore, fourth,  the  President  will  be 
designated  Chairman  of  the  Inter- 
agency Committee  on  Trade  Policy 
provided  for  originally  by  the  Trade 
Expansion  Act  of  1962  and  subsequent 
acts.  Finally,  fifth,  the  U.S.  Trade 
Representative  will  be  redesignated  as 
"the  President's  representative  for 
trade  negotiations"  to  emphasize  and 
clarify  his  direct  responsibility  to  the 
President. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  my  proposal 
is  a  true  compromise  and  creates  a 
"leaner  and  meaner  '  workable  trade 
structure.  It  shares  similar  objectives 
intended  by  the  President's  plan  but 
with  less  government,  with  little  or  no 
cost,  with  better  coordination  between 
competing  domestic  and  international 
policies,  and  with  the  best  interest  of 
the  trade  community  in  mind. 

The  objectives  of  my  compromise  in- 
clude: first,  streamlining  the  trade  pol- 
icymaking process;  second,  facilitating 
the  formulation  of  a  coherent  and  con- 
sistent trade  policy;  third,  restoring  an 
effective  organization  which  can  speak 
with  one  voice— the  President's; 
fourth,  synthesizing  the  interests  of 
other  agencies  with  responsibilities  for 
trade;  and  finally,  fifth,  forming  an  or- 
ganization which  is  able  to  improve 
our  balance  of  trade  and  our  competi- 
tiveness at  home  and  abroad. 

Reasons  for  restoring  the  authority 
of  the  President  to  oversee  trade  can 
be  found  in  current  law.  Under  the 
Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962.  Con- 
gress delegated  to  the  President  the 
authority  to  enter  into  trade  agree- 
ments and  to  administer  the  trade 
agreements  program,  an  authority 
which  was  renewed  under  the  Trade 
Acts  of  1974  and  1979.  Congress  dele- 
gated this  power  to  the  President  and 
not  to  any  subordinate  agency  or  de- 
partment of  the  executive  branch,  be- 
cause trade  in  goods  and  services  with 
other  countries  is  not  the  domain  of 
any  one  agency,  but  rather  involves: 
first,  the  State  Department  to  formu- 
late the  foreign  policy  of  the  United 
States;  second,  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment to  secure  our  national  security; 
third,  the  Commerce  Department  to 
promote  the  domestic  commerce  of 
the  United  States:  fourth,  the  Labor 
Department  to  insure  the  welfare  of 
the  American  worker;  fifth,  the  Agri- 
culture Department  to  secure  the 
prosperity  of  the  American  farmer; 
sixth,  the  Treasury  Department  to 
insure  the  financial  and  monetary  sta- 
bility of  the  country;  and  seventh, 
from  time  to  time,  the  interests  of 
other  departments  involved. 

I  firmly  believe  that  only  the  Presi- 
dent can  coordinate  and  give  appropri- 
ate weight  to  all  the  diverse  consider- 
ations stated  above.  It  is  also  his  re- 
sponsibility to  reestablish  fairness  and 
equity  in  our  trade  relations  with  for- 
eign countries. 


Furthermore,  under  the  Trade  Ex- 
pansion Act  of  1962,  a  special  repre- 
sentative for  trade  negotiations  was 
designated  to  carry  out  the  President's 
responsibility  to  administer  interna- 
tional trade  laws.  This  special  repre- 
sentative was  also  designated  Chair- 
man of  the  Interagency  Committee  to 
advise  the  President  with  respect  to 
trade  matters.  The  need  for  additional 
staffing  at  the  special  trade  represent- 
ative's office  was  minimized  because 
the  purpose  of  the  interagency  trade 
process  was  to  draw,  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible,  the  resources  of  the 
agencies  represented  in  the  Interagen- 
cy Trade  Committee. 

In  spite  of  the  legislative  mandate 
for  such  interagency  trade  organiza- 
tion, the  Office  of  the  President's  Spe- 
cial Trade  Representative— USTR— 
has,  as  I  said  before,  lost  its  markings 
of  a  small  office  of  the  President.  In 
the  process,  this  Office  has  so  broadly 
expanded  its  staff  that  it  fails  to  im- 
plement the  President's  authority 
given  him  by  Congress  in  1962,  to  act 
as  staff  coordinator  for  trade  policy  on 
behalf  of  the  President,  and  to  enable 
Congress  to  exercise  its  oversight  and 
express  its  concerns  in  international 
trade.  In  other  words,  the  authority  of 
the  President  to  conduct  and  coordi- 
nate trade  policy  and  make  negotia- 
tions has  become  blurred  and  haphaz- 
ard. Thus,  Mr.  President.  I  believe 
that  the  Office  of  the  Trade  Repre- 
sentative should  be  brought  under  the 
close  and  immediate  control  of  the 
President. 

However,  there  are  more  current 
reasons  which  support  my  position. 
Recently,  the  formulation  of  trade 
policy  has  increasingly  taken  on  politi- 
cal overtones.  This  has  been  particu- 
larly true  as  Presidential  elections  ap- 
proach. For  instance,  many  candidates 
today  are  calling  for  a  reexamination 
of  our  basic  assumptions  of  trade  and 
the  premises  upon  which  our  trade  re- 
lations are  based.  Some  prescribe  the 
adoption  of  "fashionable"  imitations 
of  other  countries'  models  for  trade. 

While  the  attention  given  to  trade  is 
desirable,  the  direction  of  most  pro- 
posals is  not.  Most  proposals  suggest 
heavy  Government  intervention  and 
decisionmaking  at  heavy  budget  cost. 

Thus,  after  the  election  is  over,  we 
will  either  be  faced  with  cumbersome 
Government  involvement  in  private 
business  or.  what  is  more  likely,  trade 
policy  will  return  to  the  back  burner 
to  simmer  and  stew  until  another  elec- 
tion campaign. 

In  other  words,  we  cannot  treat 
trade  policy  as  if  it  were  attached  to  a 
political  roller  coaster.  Trade  policy 
development  must  be  given  consisten- 
cy. To  secure  its  long-term  importance, 
its  rightful  place  and  coordination 
with  competing  domestic  and  interna- 
tional interests,  it  must  be  embedded 
and  united  with  the  development  of 
other  kinds  of  policies  such  as  fiscal 


and  monetary  policies.  These  policies 
certainly  earn  the  attention  of  the 
President  himself  and  so  must  trade 
policy. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  the  opportunity 
to  relay  my  message  and  the  elements 
of  my  compromise  legislation  to  the 
President  himself,  during  a  return 
flight  from  Atlanta  yesterday.  I 
stressed  the  need  for  him  to  direct 
trade  policymaking  from  the  White 
House  and  not  from  a  new  depart- 
ment. 

In  conclusion,  I  believe  the  adminis- 
tration's plan  would  be  a  step  back- 
ward for  our  trade  interests.  I  believe 
that  trade  reorganization  will  result  in 
deflecting  attention  from  political  sen- 
sitive trade  issues.  It  is  the  responsibil- 
ity of  Congress  to  require  the  Presi- 
dent, and  no  one  but  the  President,  to 
reconcile  competing  political  objec- 
tives with  the  priorities  of  trade  policy 
formulation. 

To  restore  tough,  effective,  and  effi- 
cient trade  policy  formulation  and 
execution,  the  Office  of  the  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  should  be 
trimmed  to  the  size  originally  contem- 
plated by  Congress  and  should  be 
brought  more  closely  into  the  White 
House  staff  under  the  direct  control  of 
the  President. 

The  President  should  share  the 
interagency  Committee  on  Trade 
Policy  provided  for  originally  by  the 
Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962  and  sub- 
sequent acts. 

Finally,  the  U.S.  Trade  Representa- 
tive should  be  redesignated  as  a  Presi- 
dent's representative  for  trade  negoti- 
ations to  emphasize  and  clarify  his 
direct  responsibilities  to  the  President. 

Mr.  President,  my  predecessors  in 
Congress  displayed  a  great  under- 
standing of  trade  matters.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  demonstrate  the  same 
understanding  and  insight.  I  further- 
more urge  those  active  in  the  trade 
community  in  this  country  to  take  a 
closer  look  at  the  trade  reorganization 
plan  before  accepting  an  idea  which,  I 
believe,  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of 
our  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
D'Amato).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
SYMMS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr.  Symms)  is 
recognized  for  75  minutes. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Presiding  Officer. 


A  SOLUTION  TO  OUR  CENTRAL 
AMERICAN  PROBLEM 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  address  this  body  this  morning  on  a 
subject  that  I  think  is  of  grave  impor- 
tance to  our  national  security.  I  think 
it  has  implications  that  go  far  past 
those  that  are  so  often  viewed  in  the 
general  sense  of  the  words  "interna- 
tional security."  "Communist  threat," 
and  so  forth.  It  has  an  impact  that  af- 
fects our  trade  policy.  Of  course,  I  am 
referring  to  the  problem  we  have  with 
our  foreign  policy  in  Central  America, 
in  El  Salvador,  Nicaragua,  and  Cuba, 
of  course,  being  those  bases  which  are 
providing  a  foothold  for  the  Soviets  in 
this  hemisphere  in  violation  of  the 
Monroe  Doctrine. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  concerned 
about  our  trade  policies.  I  heard  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Georgia 
addressing  the  Senate  earlier  this 
morning  about  the  problems  of  inter- 
national trade  and  what  we  could  do 
to  improve  it.  Certainly  we  should  be 
doing— and  I  support  those  efforts  of 
my  colleagues— things  to  help  bring 
about  a  reduction  in  this  drastic  bal- 
ance-of-payments  situation. 

As  long  as  there  is  a  perception  in 
the  world  that  the  United  States  is  no 
longer  a  reliable  ally;  that  the  United 
States  is  only  bluffing;  that  the  United 
States  ultimately,  due  to  our  stale- 
mate in  Korea  in  the  fifties,  our  loss  in 
Southeast  Asia  in  the  seventies,  al- 
lowed the  Castro  cancer  to  grow  and 
stay  in  this  hemisphere  in  violation  of 
agreements  that  have  been  signed 
with  the  United  States  over  a  period 
of  years;  whether  we  will  exert  our- 
selves to  our  moral  obligation  to  be 
the  leader  of  the  free  world,  and  cer- 
tainly in  our  own  front  yard  in  Central 
America,  it  causes  a  drain  of  capital 
out  of  countries  where  people  foresee 
things  to  be  less  stable  and  a  clamor- 
ing to  get  that  money  into  the  United 
States.  That  in  fact  has  a  big  impact 
on  employment  in  the  United  Statfes, 
on  jobs,  and  on  exports,  because,  as  we 
have  a  stronger  and  stronger  dollar, 
we  find  ourselves  in  a  situation  where 
a  good  part  of  the  psychological  per- 
ception that  people  have  is  to  liqui- 
date their  assets  in  countries  where 
they  foresee  things  less  stable  and  try 
to  get  the  money  into  the  United 
States.  It  only  makes  it  hard  for  our 
farmers  to  export  corn,  wheat,  and 
soybeans,  or  our  industrial  manufac- 
turers to  export  heavy  equipment  be- 
cause of  the  value  of  the  dollar  and 
the  differential  between  the  dollar  and 
currencies  of  other  countries  in  the 
world. 

There  is  a  lot  at  stake.  There  is  no 
question  that  our  vital  interests  are  on 
the  line  in  the  struggle  for  control  of 
Central  America.  The  bottom  line  is, 
will  we  have  the  courage  to  restore  the 
Monroe  Doctrine  in  Central  America, 
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or  will  we  allow  the  Brezhnev  doctrine 
to  be  successful? 

It  is  often  overlooked,  but  there  are 
some  big  stakes  with  respect  to  nation- 
al security.  I  mentioned  the  general 
concept  I  have  of  what  is  happening 
with  respect  to  international  trade  as 
people  try  to  cash  in  their  assets  in 
those  countries,  turn  them  into  hard 
American  dollars,  deposit  them  here, 
make  the  dollar  stronger,  and  making 
it  harder  and  harder  for  the  United 
States  to  compete  in  trade. 

But  we  should  look  at  what  happens 
to  national  security  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. Mr.  President.  El  Salvador  is  the 
symptom  of  the  main  problem  of 
American  foreign  policy.  Soviet  power 
in  Nicaragua  and  Cuba  is  the  cause. 
Restoring  the  Monroe  Doctrine  by 
prevailing  over  the  Brezhnev  doctrine 
is  the  solution.  Americas  vital  inter- 
ests are  on  the  line  in  the  struggle  for 
Central  America. 

First,  the  United  States  imports  40 
percent  of  its  energy  and  93  of  95  stra- 
tegic minerals. 

Second,  in  peacetime.  44  percent  of 
all  foreign  tonnage  and  45  percent  of 
crude  oil  shipped  to  the  United  States 
transits  the  Caribbean,  and  75  percent 
of  the  energy  imports  tranship  or 
transit  the  Caribbean. 

The  third  example  of  what  is  at 
stake  for  the  United  States  in  Central 
America  is  that  United  States  rein- 
forcements and  petroleum  for  our 
forces  in  Europe  would  embark  from 
gulf  ports  and  sail  through  the  Florida 
straits.  These  are  some  often  over- 
looked factors  indicating  how  great 
the  stakes  are  for  American  national 
security  in  Central  America. 

It  is  interesting  that  Harold  Rood  in 
his  brilliant  book  "Kingdoms  of  the 
Blind"  wrote: 

Following  the  Japanese  attack  on  Pearl 
Harbor  from  January  to  August  1942,  over 
260  Allied  merchant  ships  totaling  I'-i  mil- 
lion tons  were  sunk  by  German  submarines 
in  the  region  between  Florida  and  the  en- 
trance to  the  Panama  Canal.  Forty-one  mer- 
chant ships  were  sunk  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
in  May  alone.  Almost  half  the  ships  lost 
were  oil  tankers.  However,  in  all  of  those 
months,  there  were  never  more  than  12.  and 
usually  around  8.  U-boats  operating  in 
American  waters  to  the  west  and  south  of 
Cuba.  Those  submarines  were  operating 
4.000  miles  away  from  their  bases  on  the 
coast  of  France  outside  the  range  of  the 
German  air  force  and  without  support  from 
the  German  surface  fleet.  There  were  no 
long-range  aircraft  to  help  direct  the  U- 
boats  to  fruitful  targets  or  to  defend  them 
against  attacks  by  Allied  escort  vessels  and 
patrol  planes.  When  the  subs  had  fired  all 
their  torpedoes  and  were  running  short  of 
fuel,  they  had  to  return  to  their  bases  in  the 
Bay  of  Biscay. 

That  was  in  1942.  That  is.  when 
Cuba  was  an  ally  of  the  United  States. 
If  another  confrontation  of  any  kind 
came  about  with  the  submarine  base 
being  in  Cuba,  you  can  imagine  the 
havoc  that  could  be  raised. 


Fourth,  according  to  Navy  Secretary 
John  Lehman.  85  percent  of  the 
Army's  combat  logistics  come  out  of 
gulf  ports.  The  Caribbean  is  1  of  the 
world's  14  major  maritime  choke 
points  and  one  of  only  five  inland  seas. 
The  Panama  Canal  is  one  of  only  two 
interoceanic  canals  in  the  world.  Shift- 
ing forces  and  supplies  through  the 
Panama  Canal,  between  our  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  coasts,  saves  a  7,400-mile 
journey  around  Cape  Horn.  The  petro- 
leum fields  of  southern  Mexico  are 
also  a  ripe  target  for  Marxist  con- 
quest. 

A  fifth  factor  is  the  fact  that  the 
U.S.  economy  is  buttressed  by  imports 
of  $30  billion  annually  from  Central 
America  in  bauxite,  petroleum,  sugar, 
coffee,  and  meat.  Job-producing  ex- 
ports of  $31  billion  include  transport 
equipment,  industrial  machinery, 
chemicals,  grain,  and  manufactured 
goods.  Americp.ns  have  privately  in- 
vested more  than  $13  billion  in  the 
Caribbean  Basin  countries. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  the  Kennedy- 
Khrushchev  agreement  of  1962,  if  en- 
forced, would  preclude  the  introduc- 
tion of  any  offensive  weaponry  to 
Cuba.  Both  the  Monroe  Doctrine  and 
the  missile  crisis  agreement  also  re- 
strict Soviet  missile,  plane,  and  naval 
buildups  elsewhere  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere.  In  Nicaragua.  Grenada, 
and  Surinam  as  well  as  Cuba,  the 
Brezhnev  doctrine  is  being  permitted 
to  supersede  the  Monroe  Doctrine. 

The  Soviet  Union,  since  the  1962 
Kennedy-Khrushchev  agreement,  has 
incrementally  strengthened  its  offen- 
sive war-waging  capabilities  in  Ameri- 
cas  "front  yard. '  the  Caribbean  and 
Central  America. 

Here  are  some  examples  of  Soviet 
power  in  the  Americas: 

First,  five  Caribbean  nations  are  now 
part  of  the  Soviet  military  axis— Cuba. 
Nicaragua.  Grenada.  Guyana,  and  Sur- 
iname.  Each  is  preparing  major  air- 
strips capable  of  handling  the  big  TU- 
95  Soviet  Bear  bombers.  These  strate- 
gic aircraft,  with  a  range  of  5.100 
miles,  are  equipped  to  carry  the  385- 
mile  range  Kangaroo  nuclear  missile- 
each  one  40  times  more  devastating 
than  the  Hiroshima  bomb. 

Second.  Russian  Echo  II  nuclear 
submarines  operating  out  of  Cuba  are 
also  equipped  to  carry  cruise  missiles 
equipped  with  nuclear  warheads.  The 
Shaddock  missile,  even  more  powerful 
than  the  Kangaroo,  has  a  540-mile 
range. 

Third.  Cuba's  Armed  Forces  total 
more  than  225.000  personnel,  includ- 
ing a  15.000-man  Air  Force  and  a 
10.000-man  Navy;  140  SAM-3  missiles 
were  delivered  to  Havana  in  December 
1982.  Some  SAM's  are  being  trans- 
shipped to  Nicaragua  and  are  being  in- 
stalled there. 

Fourth,  this  year,  Cuba  has  complet- 
ed building  190  concrete,  bombproof 
shelters  for  its  fleet  of  225  Mig  Soviet- 


built  fighter  bombers.  At  least  40  are 
capable  of  delivering  nuclear  war- 
heads. The  Mig-23's  can  carry  Kitchen 
missiles  with  nuclear  warheads 
equipped  to  travel  480  miles  at  3.000 
miles  per  hour.  Counting  fixed-wing 
combat  aircraft  and  combat  helicop- 
ters. Cuba  deploys  555  planes.  Commu- 
nist Cuba  has.  among  its  numerous 
military  bases,  submarine  and  airbase 
facilities  so  'hardened"  that  they 
could  only  be  knocked  out  by  nuclear 
barrage. 

Fifth,  the  Soviets  have  supplied 
Cuba  with  at  least  650  tanks— 3,000  ac- 
cording to  Eden  Pastora— and  90  heli- 
copters. 

Sixth,  with  Soviet  aid,  the  Cubans 
have  developed  an  amphibious  attack 
capability  based  on  six  Foxtrot  patrol 
submarines,  with  20  torpedoes  each.  26 
fast  attack  craft  armed  with  Styx  sur- 
face-to-surface missiles.  10  large  patrol 
craft.  40  Zhuk  and  Turya  hydrofoil 
attack  boats,  fully  armed  with  guns 
and  torpedoes. 

Seventh,  more  than  13.000  Soviet 
personnel  are  stationed  in  Cuba,  in- 
cluding a  combat  brigade  of  soldiers 
under  arms,  reinforced  by  1,700  men 
during  June  and  equipped  with  tanks, 
armored  personnel  carriers,  long-range 
artillery,  and  long-range  air  transport 
capabilities,  plus  civilian  and  military 
advisers.  Perhaps  this  is  to  help  offset 
the  more  than  40.000  Cuban  troops  as- 
signed overseas  to  fight  the  U.S.S.R.s 
battles  in  Angola.  Ethiopia,  Nicaragua, 
and  el-sewhere. 

Eighth,  with  increasing  regularity, 
Soviet  nuclear  submarines  are  being 
serviced  out  of  Cuba's  Cienfuegos 
Naval  Base.  Soviet  Bear  bombers,  op- 
erating out  of  Cuba,  regularly  skirt 
the  edges  of  U.S.  airspace.  There  are 
reports  that  as  many  as  10  of  the 
"Bears."  possibly  designed  for  antisub- 
marine warfare,  possibly  equipped 
with  air-launched  cruise  missiles,  have 
recently  been  stationed  in  Cuba.  The 
Chief  of  Naval  Operations  has  con- 
firmed that  at  least  two  of  these 
Soviet  nuclear  bombers  are  fully 
equipped  with  operable  bomb  bays. 
Nine  Cuban  airfields  are  set  up  to 
handle  Soviet  TU-95's  and/or  Backfire 
bombers. 

Ninth,  in  1967.  the  United  States, 
plus  all  Latin  American  countries— 
except  Cuba— signed  the  Treaty  for 
the  Prohibition  of  Nuclear  Weapons  in 
Latin  America.  Why  not  Cuba?  Fifty- 
five  important  U.S.  cities,  with  74  mil- 
lion people,  are  in  range  of  Soviet  mis- 
siles, aircraft,  and  subs  operating  off 
our  shores. 

Tenth,  the  Soviet  intelligence  collec- 
tion unit  in  Lourdes.  Cuba,  covers  28 
square  miles— the  largest  non-Ameri- 
can center  in  the  Western  Hemi- 
sphere—to monitor,  by  electronic 
means,  U.S.  military  and  scientific  ac- 
tivity in  more  than  20  States.  It  can 


jam  satellite  transmissions  as  well  as 
civilian  and  military  communications. 

Eleventh,  63,000  tons  of  Soviet  mili- 
tary equipment  was  shipped  to  Cuba 
in  1981,  plus  another  68,000  tons  in 
1982.  This  is  more  than  in  1962,  the 
year  of  the  missile  crisis. 

The  Soviet  Union  is  giving  20  times 
more  military  assistance  to  Cuba  than 
the  United  States  is  providing  all 
Latin  America  There  are  reports  of 
Soviet-Cuban  biological  and  chemical 
warfare  production,  storage,  and  train- 
ing assistance  to  PLC,  SWAPO,  and 
Central  American  Marxist  forces  in 
Cuba. 

Twelfth,  two  prime  targets  for  the 
Soviets  are  Norfolk,  Va.— home  of  our 
Atlantic  Fleet— and  Charleston,  S.C— 
east  coast  base  for  the  nuclear  missile 
submarine  leg  of  our  strategic  defense 
triad— America  has  no  defense  against 
a  Soviet  strategic  offensive  launched 
from  Caribbean-based  submarines,  air- 
fields, or  missile  emplacements. 

Thirteenth,  36  military  bases,  in- 
cluding 2  ports  and  3  big  airstrips, 
have  been  created  in  Nicaragua,  which 
has  recently  received  50  Soviet  tanks, 
1,000  East  German  trucks,  100  antiair- 
craft guns,  three  brigades  of  Soviet  ar- 
tillery, plus  Soviet-built  assault  heli- 
copters and  transport  aircraft.  Nicara- 
gua's military  buildup  is  unprecedent- 
ed in  Central  America— more  than 
75,000  troops  already  under  arms— 39 
percent  of  all  males  over  18  in  Nicara- 
gua are  in  uniform— 2,000  Cuban  mili- 
tary advisers— plus  6,000  civilians— and 
it  has  been  rumored  that  those  num- 
bers have  been  going  up  rapidly— 36 
new  military  bases  and  Soviet  bloc 
weaponry— including  45  to  50  tanks, 
three  brigades  of  artillery,  100  antiair- 
craft guns,  armored  personnel  carriers, 
mobile  rocket-launchers,  transport  air- 
craft, and  assault  helicopters— as  well 
as  an  undetermined  number  of  Mig 
fighter  planes. 

Fourteenth,  as  many  as  50  Libyan 
and  PLO  advisers  have  been  active  in 
Nicaragua.  PLO  leader  Yasser  Arafat 
agreed  to  provide  military  equipment 
to  Nicaragua,  including  arms  and  air- 
craft, when  he  was  in  Managua  on 
July  22,  1980.  Arafat  affirmed  to  a 
group  of  Palestinian  journalists  in 
Beirut  on  January  11,  1982,  that 
"there  are  Palestinian  revolutionaries 
with  the  revolutionaries  in  El  Salvador 
*  *  ."  PLO  personnel  are,  for  example, 
providing  pilot  training  and  aircraft 
maintenance  in  Nicaragua. 

Fifteenth,  the  Soviets  have  prepared 
a  huge  drydock  in  Spain  which  has 
been  to  the  Nicaraguan  Pacific  port  of 
San  Juan  del  Sur,  in  connection  with 
the  Moscow-Managua  agreement  for  a 
new  trans-Isthmian  canal.  This  could 
be  used  to  justify  long  years  of  future 
Soviet  presence  required  to  turn  over 
drydock  functions  and  dig  the  new 
canal.  Indeed,  the  Soviet  brigade 
might  be  sent  over  from  Cuba  to  the 
Central  American  mainland  to  guard 


canal  construction.  San  Juan  del  Sur 
is  a  secure  beachhead  commanding  the 
Pacific  approaches  to  the  Panama 
Canal.  Soviet  engineers,  plus  their 
families,  are  due  to  arrive  soon.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  an  article 
from  Foreign  Broadcast  Information 
Service  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Soviet  Union  To  Donate  Floating 
Drydock 
San  Juan  del  Sur  (Eragu)  [not  further 
identified].— A  floating  drydock  donated  by 
the  Soviet  Union  to  Nicaragua  under  a 
policy  of  service  and  technic  cooperation 
with  our  nation  is  scheduled  to  arrive  at  this 
port  in  June. 

The  drydock.  currently  undergoing  repairs 
In  Spain,  will  be  brought  by  a  large  delega- 
tion of  Soviet  technicians  who  will  train  ap- 
proximately 100  people  to  handle  it  after  it 
is  installed. 

The  port  administration  reported  through 
Demetrio  Munoz  that  due  to  the  size  of 
dock,  small  and  oceangoing  ships  can  be  re- 
paired in  it  simultaneously. 

Munoz  said  that  the  drydock  will  be  3 
miles  off  this  port  and  is  expected  to  ser\'ice 
ships  of  fairly  large  draft. 

The  Soviets  will  provide  free  technical 
service  for  the  dock  for  a  period  of  7  to  10 
years,  that  is.  long  enough  for  Nicaraguans 
to  learn  to  handle  it. 

The  Soviet  delegation,  including  10  fami- 
lies, that  will  come  here  to  cooperate  with 
the  revolution  will  stay  at  the  Hotel  Barlo- 
vento  during  its  stay  in  Nicaragua. 

For  this  purpose,  the  National  Ports  En- 
terprise will  revamp  the  abandoned  hotel  at 
a  cost  of  5  million  Cordovas  under  an  agree- 
ment with  the  Nicaraguan  Tourism  Insti- 
tute, which  administers  these  installations. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  16th. 
Nicaraguan  pilots  are  currently  being 
trained  in  Bulgaria.  There  are  over 
5.000  Cuban.  Russian,  East  German, 
Bulgarian,  PLO,  and  other  East  bloc 
advisers  in  Nicaragua. 

These  Communist  advisers  are  now 
100  times  more  numerous  than  all 
American  military  advisers  in  all  of 
Central  America. 

Seventeenth,  there  are  10  airstrips 
in  Guyana.  3  in  Grenada.  The  new 
Russian  airbase  in  Grenada  expands 
the  radius  of  operation  of  all  Soviet 
and  Cuban  aircraft  in  the  region  al- 
lowing them  to  fly  1.000  miles  into  the 
heartland  of  South  America.  Cuban 
aircraft  can  refuel  in  Grenada  on 
flights  to  and  from  Africa. 

Eighteenth.  Grenada  provides  sever- 
al strategic  aspects  for  the  Russians: 
56  percent  of  all  the  oil  consumed  on 
the  eastern  U.S.  seaboard— over  6  mil- 
lion barrels  per  day— comes  from  the 
refineries  and  oilfields  within  500 
miles  of  Grenada— that  is.  the  giant 
Amerada  Hess  refinery  and  oil  storage 
complexes  in  St.  Croix.  U.S.  Virgin  Is- 
lands, and  St.  Lucia— could  be  knocked 
out  by  Mig-23/27  tactical  aircraft  in 
less  than  20  minutes. 

Nineteenth,  the  75-kilowatt  trans- 
mitter, given  by  Cuba  to  Radio  Free 


Grenada,  is  about  to  start  broadcast- 
ing "revolutionary"  messages  across 
the  Caribbean  and  into  Latin  America. 
Meanwhile,  Congress  is  holding  up 
funds  for  Radio  Marti— when  this  is 
going  on  under  our  nose. 

Twentieth,  Soviet  airbases  in  Nicara- 
gua and  Grenada  will  soon  enable  the 
Russians  to  dominate  the  airspace 
over  Mexico,  all  of  Central  America, 
northern  South  America,  and  the 
entire  eastern  Caribbean. 

Twenty-first,  with  the  Communist 
takeover  of  Surinam,  the  Soviet  Migs 
will  be  able  to  reach  into  Central 
Brazil  from  the  U.S.-built  airfield  in 
Surinam.  With  Surinam  and  Grenada 
as  Soviet/Cuban  bases  in  the  region,  it 
is  feared  that  any  or  all  of  the  tiny  is- 
lands in  the  region  could  be  easily  cap- 
tured overnight  by  20  or  30  armed 
Cuban  revolutionaries  in  a  boat— just 
as  Grenada  was  taken  by  the  Commu- 
nists in  1979. 

Twenty-second,  Soviet  and  Cuban 
trained  and  financed  terrorists  and 
guerrillas  operate  throughout  the 
Western  Hemisphere— not  just  in  El 
Salvador  and  Guatemala,  but  in  Co- 
lombia, Honduras,  Peru,  Haiti,  Argen- 
tina, Chile,  and  Venezuela  as  well. 
Indeed,  there  is  hardly  a  country 
among  the  island  and  continental  na- 
tions of  Latin  America  which  lacks  a 
disciplined  Communist  subversive 
entity  loyal  to  Moscow  and  its  objec- 
tives of  global  conquest. 

Twenty-third,  the  Soviet/Cuban 
command  have  long  since  plotted  Car- 
ibbean seabottom  trench  routes  link- 
ing the  four  Sovietized  countries— Gre- 
nada, Nigaragua,  Guyana,  Surinam- 
there.  Along  those  trenches,  Cuban  or 
Russian  submarines  can  shuttle  nucle- 
ar-missile cargos  undetected.  So  at  any 
of  the  four  surrogate  base  countries. 
TU-95's  could  be  armed  with  sub-deliv- 
ered Kangaroos  at  any  time.  Thus, 
with  nuclear  weapons  probably  al- 
ready inside  the  U.S.  early-warning 
arc,  the  Kremlin  can  engage  in  effec- 
tive nuclear  blackmail.  The  Kangaroo 
nuclear  warheads  are  40  times  more 
devastating  than  the  Hiroshima  bomb. 
Loaded  on  TU-95  Soviet  bombers  with 
a  range  of  5.100  miles,  these  385-mile 
range  Kangaroo  missiles  can  hit  any 
target  in  the  United  States  within  5 
minutes  of  launchtime. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  imposed  the 
Brezhnev  doctrine  upon  Fidel  Castro's 
Communist  regime  in  Cuba,  and  it 
probably  has  already  been  imposed  on 
Communist  Nicaragua.  Under  the 
Brezhnev  doctrine,  once  any  Commu- 
nist regime  seizes  power,  it  will  be 
maintained  and  supported  in  power  by 
Soviet  armed  force  as  in  Czechoslova- 
kia in  1968. 

Yet  Soviet  imperialist  intrusion  as  a 
permanent  source  of  conflict  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  is  contrary  to  a 
fundamental  principle  of  American 
foreign  policy— the  Monroe  Doctrine. 
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It  is  contrary  to  this.  Yet  it  goes  on  as 
we  stand  here  in  Washington  and 
watch  the  events  of  the  day  take 
place. 

In  April  and  May  1982,  President 
Reagan  and  three  other  top  officials 
of  the  Reagan  administration  explicit- 
ly stated  that  the  Soviets  had  violated 
the  1962  Kennedy-Khrushchev  Agree- 
ment which  ended  the  Cuban  missile 
crisis.  Under  this  agreement,  the  Sovi- 
ets were  required  to  halt  the  further 
introduction  of  offensive  weapons 
such  as  nuclear  missiles,  light  bomb- 
ers, and  troops  into  Cuba. 

In  addition  to  the  threat  of  nuclear 
blackmail,  it  does  not  take  much 
imagination  to  project  what  would 
happen  if  Central  America  is  dominat- 
ed by  Marxist  regimes  with  the  sup- 
port of  the  Cubans  and  the  Soviets.  It 
would  be  only  a  matter  of  time  before 
Mexico  would  become  a  Marxist  state 
on  our  own  southern  border.  Already 
the  Communists  are  building  subver- 
sive infrastructures  along  the  Mexican 
border  towns  from  San  Diego  in  the 
west  to  Brownsville,  Tex.,  in  the  east. 
If  you  think  we  have  problems  with  il- 
legal aliens  now.  think  of  the  problems 
we  would  come  to  have  if  a  Commu- 
nist Mexico  were  intent  on  mounting 
the  kind  of  terrorist  war  in  southern 
California.  Arizona.  New  Mexico,  and 
Texas  that  we  have  seen  in  Central 
America. 

That  is  why.  Mr.  President.  I  say  we 
cannot  afford  a  no-win  war  in  El  Sal- 
vador in  which  we  tinker  with  the 
symptoms  while  ignoring  the  cause. 
Land  reform,  in  the  sense  that  it 
means  expropriation  of  private  proper- 
ty, is  no  more  desirable  when  imposed 
by  the  U.S.  Government  than  when 
enforced  by  Joseph  Stalin. 

It  should  not  be  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration's objective  to  institute  demo- 
cratic socialism  in  the  nations  of  Latin 
America,  but  rather  to  defend  the  vital 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

When  many  people  want  to  make 
the  comparison  of  what  is  going  on  in 
Central  America  with  what  went  on  in 
Vietnam,  I  think  there  are  some 
things  we  should  look  back  at.  If  we 
cannot  learn  something  from  our  ex- 
perience there,  then  we  will,  of  course, 
deserve  all  the  problems  that  we  will 
get  in  the  future. 

I  mention,  Mr.  President,  the  fact 
that  we  have  large  numbers  of  undoc- 
umented illegal  aliens  in  this  country 
today.  Many  people  are  very  con- 
cerned about  it.  But  I  might  just  men- 
tion, also,  that  most  of  the  undocu- 
mented illegal  aliens  who  are  in  the 
United  States  today  are  at  a  working 
age,  they  are  working,  they  are  pro- 
ducing, they  are  paying  taxes,  they  are 
contributing  to  the  U.S.  social  security 
trust  fund  which  certainly  needs  the 
contributions,  among  other  things, 
and  are  providing  the  service  industry 
in  this  country  with  large  numbers  of 
the    people    for    restaurants,    hotels. 


some  agricultural  work,  and  other 
places,  doing  jobs  in  factories  and  in- 
dustry. There  are  somewhere  between 
8  million  to  15  million,  and  it  is  a  little 
bit  hard  to  tell  how  many  there  are. 
most  of  whom  come  from  Mexico  or 
from  Central  America  or  South  Amer- 
ica. 

If  we  should  see  a  Communist-type 
revolution  start  in  Mexico.  I  think  we 
could  be  sure  that  we  would  have  at 
least  10  percent  of  the  population 
from  the  Panama  Canal  come  north  to 
the  United  States,  and  those  would 
not  just  be  workers  at  that  point. 
They  will  be  families,  old  people, 
young  people,  and  everyone  coming 
with  it.  It  will  not  just  be  people 
coming  up  to  the  United  States  to 
work,  earn  some  money,  and  take  it 
back  in  a  direct  form  of  foreign  aid 
where  they  have  earned  their  foreign 
aid  and  take  it  back  to  provide  for 
their  families,  where  there  is  no  bu- 
reaucracy involved.  In  many  ways  it  is 
probably  our  most  effective  foreign 
aid  program,  the  guest  worker  pro- 
gram, that  goes  on  illegally  in  the 
United  States,  where  people  come  into 
this  country,  work  for  a  period  of  time 
and  take  the  money  back  to  help  their 
families. 

If  this  happens,  we  will  end  up  with 
millions  of  refugees  in  this  country, 
and  then  we  will  have  to  pay  for  refu- 
gee camps,  for  how  to  assimilate  these 
people  into  our  society.  English-speak- 
ing courses,  and  so  forth,  in  order  to 
help  them  become  part  of  our  society. 

I  said,  Mr.  President,  that  we  can  no 
longer  afford  a  no-win  war  in  Central 
America.  I  think  we  should  look  at 
what  happened  in  Southeast  Asia  to 
see  why  it  was  we  lost.  Of  course.  I 
have  said  many  times  that  the  battle 
was  lost  here  in  Washington,  it  was 
lost  by  the  opinion  makers,  it  was  lost 
by  those  people  who  make  the  news.  It 
was  lost  by  the  political  leaders  of  the 
time.  It  was  not  lost  by  the  brave  men 
and  women  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces 
on  the  battlefield.  The  war  was  lost 
here. 

In  Vietnam,  four  major  factors  con- 
tributed to  America's  defeat: 

First,  a  policy  of  gradualism  that 
started  here  in  Washington  which  pre- 
vented decisive  application  of  superior 
U.S.  force  and  capability. 

Second,  a  policy  of  permitting  the 
enemy  to  retain  privileged  sanctuaries, 
where  we  said  "We  cannot  shoot  past 
this  certain  line.  "  They  can  come  in 
but  when  they  go  back  across  the  line 
we  gave  them  sanctuary.  That  was  a 
decision  that  was  made  here  in  Wash- 
ington; 

Third,  failure  to  enunciate  a  clear 
policy  rationale,  based  on  the  defense 
of  America's  vital  interest;  and 

Fourth,  failure  to  rally  the  Ameri- 
can people  behind  a  policy  of  victory 
based  on  the  defense  of  our  vital  inter- 
ests. 


I  would  say.  Mr.  President,  that  if 
we  fall  into  the  same  trap  that  politi- 
cal leaders  of  the  sixties  fell  into,  we 
could  end  up  with  the  same  disastrous 
outcome.  I  think  first  we  must  define 
what  our  objectives  are  and  why  it  is 
in  our  best  interest,  and  that  is  what  I 
am  trying  to  do  here  today. 

But  we  cannot  achieve  a  victory  in 
Central  America  covertly  or  with  less 
than  a  total  effort  any  more  than  we 
were  able  to  in  Vietnam. 

I.  therefore  urge,  that  President 
Reagan  adopt,  articulate,  and  seek 
public  support  for  the  following  poli- 
cies, which,  in  my  opinion,  are  essen- 
tial to  preventing  Soviet  conquest  of 
the  Western  Hemisphere: 

On  that  point  it  is  probably  worthy 
to  look  into  the  future  as  to  why  it 
would  be  that  the  Soviets  would  want 
to  get  involved  in  Central  America 
when  it  is  so  far  from  the  Soviet 
Union.  Most  likely,  sometime  down 
the  road  the  Soviets  would  like  to  use 
their  base  and  their  foothold  in  Cen- 
tral America  as  a  bargaining  chip  for 
their  adventuristic  altitudes  toward 
warm  water  ports  in  the  Persian  Gulf, 
and  it  would  be  a  way  for  them  to  deal 
with  future  American  leaders  and 
future  American  administrations, 
saying,  "We  will  not  do  this  in  Central 
America  if  you  will  not  do  such  and 
such  in  the  Persian  Gulf." 

In  order  to  bring  this  about,  the  first 
thing  I  will  ask  the  President  to  do  is 
to  share  with  the  American  people  the 
full  and  precise  terms  of  the  1962  Ken- 
nedy-Khrushchev agreement,  the  dip- 
lomatic record  on  that  agreement 
since  1962,  and  the  full  extent  of  the 
Soviet  disregard  of  the  same  agree- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  always  baffled 
me  how  the  United  States  of  America 
could  have  a  confrontation  with  the 
same  Communist  enemy  in  Cuba  in 
1962  and  fail  to  respond  to  it  and  yet 
turn  right  around  and  go  9,000  miles 
from  home  in  the  name  of  resisting 
communism  and  fight  a  war  where  we 
lost  55,000  of  our  finest  young  men, 
and  then  we  found  out  that  it  was  all 
for  naught  because  we  did  not  have 
the  political  will  in  Washington  to 
allow  the  people  who  were  sent  to 
fight  the  war  to  carry  it  off  to  a  victo- 
ry. 

Evidently,  the  decision  was  not  made 
when  we  started  into  it  of  what  our 
objectives  were,  and  what  I  appeal  to 
this  administration  to  do  is  define 
what  our  objectives  are.  I  think  one 
way  to  start  in  this  would  be  to  ex- 
plain to  the  American  people  what  it 
was  that  was  agreed  to  in  the  Kenne- 
dy-Khrushchev agreement  which  said 
in  effect  that  they  cannot  put  in  of- 
fensive weapons  in  this  hemisphere, 
but  we  would  not  allow  Cuban  nation- 
als who  had  emigrated  to  the  United 
States  to  form  anti-Castro  provisional 


revolutionary  forces  to  go  back  and 
liberate  Cuba  from  the  Communists. 

So  we  have  held  up  our  end  of  the 
bargain  but  the  Soviets  and  Cubans 
have  not  held  up  theirs,  in  the  Kenne- 
dy-Khrushchev agreement  of  1962. 

Second,  we  should  recognize  and  de- 
clare the  present  Government  of  Nica- 
ragua and  the  present  Government  of 
Cuba,  for  that  matter,  are  at  war  with 
the  United  States,  and  they  are 
waging  a  battle  against  us  to  do  every- 
thing they  can. 

Third.  I  think  the  President  then 
should  consider  very  carefully  the  idea 
of  establishing  diplomatic  relations 
with  an  anti-Soviet  alternative  to  the 
Government  in  Nicaragua  and  declare 
it  is  our  policy  to  help  install  Nicara- 
gua's recognized  Government  and 
allow  them  to  have  a  free  election, 
which  the  present  Sandinista-Marxist 
government  will  not  allow. 

We  have  never  heard  that  they  had 
a  free  election  of  the  Government  we 
are  supporting  in  El  Salvador,  but 
there  has  been  no  election  except  at 
the  barrel  of  a  gun  in  Nicaragua. 

I  also  might  mention  that  it  is  a 
great  deal  of  concern  to  me— to  find  it 
being  reported  in  the  news  media  that 
Fidel  Castro  would  now  like  to  talk 
about  the  fate  of  Central  America 
with  the  United  States.  I  think  we 
should  remind  ourselves  and  Fidel 
Castro  that  it  is  not  the  decision  of 
the  United  States  or  Cuba  to  sit  down 
and  determine  what  the  fate  of  Cen- 
tral America  should  be. 

Our  responsibility,  I  think,  should  be 
to  allow  those  people  in  that  country, 
in  those  countries,  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  determine  their  own  future 
and  their  own  fate,  and  they  never 
have  been  given  that  opportunity 
since  the  Sandinista  revolution  in 
Nicaragua.  We  have  given  the  indige- 
nous people  that  opportunity  in  El 
Salvador,  and  they  support  the  gov- 
ernment in  power  in  El  Salvador,  and  I 
think  our  moral  obligation  should  be 
to  help  those  people. 

Fourth,  I  think  we  should  consider 
also  ending  the  restrictions  on  Cuban 
exiles  and  the  harassment  of  their 
anti-Castro  radio  stations. 

Fifth,  we  should  seek  popular  sup- 
port and  congressional  approval  to 
assist  those  people  who  are  trying  to 
help  freedom-loving  Nicaraguans 
regain  control  of  their  territory  which 
they  have  longed  for  for  so  many  gen- 
erations. 

I  think  we  should  consider.  Mr. 
President,  the  possibility  of  what  will 
happen  if  the  situation  is  not  affected 
by  what  our  fleet,  which  is  now  en 
route  to  Central  America,  is  doing.  I 
think  it  is  fine  for  the  United  States  to 
send  the  fleet  down  for  exercises,  but  I 
think  there  is  a  problem  that  we 
should  not  do  anything  with  respect  to 
our  military  posture  without  looking 
through  to  the  full  extent  of  where  we 
are  going. 


It  is  my  opinion  that  our  effort  now 
should  be  to  seek  a  victory  of  those 
people  in  Nicaragua  who  are  striving 
to  give  the  Nicaraguan  people  an  op- 
portunity for  social  justice,  for  eco- 
nomic justice,  and  for  political  free- 
dom and  political  ideas  and  thought 
processes. 

I  would  venture  to  say  that  the  San- 
dinistas or  the  Communists  now  in 
Nicaragua  would  have  a  hard  time  at 
the  polls  winning  a  free  election.  They 
would  not  do  well,  and  that  is  why 
they  do  not  want  to  have  any  election 
at  all  in  El  Salvador,  because  they 
know  they  will  not  win.  The  only  way 
they  can  win  an  election  is  through 
the  political  power  that  comes  out  of 
the  barrel  of  a  gun,  and  they  know- 
that,  and  that  is  the  reason  they  are 
operating  that  way. 

As  Al  Capone  once  said,  'One  can 
get  along  with  a  smile,  but  he  can  get 
along  better  with  a  smile  and  a  gun." 
That  is  what  is  happening  in  Central 
America.  We  have  terrorists  and  hood- 
lums blowing  up  bridges  and  power- 
lines,  disrupting  civil  activities  of 
people,  disrupting  their  ability  to 
farm,  to  raise  food  for  their  families, 
and  this  is  happening  in  El  Salvador 
and  it  is  being  financed  and  supported 
right  out  of  Nicaragua.  But  I  think 
now  that  the  fleet  has  been  moved 
down  to  Central  America,  we  have  to 
be  very,  very  careful  as  to  what  we  do 
and  whether  we  carefully,  judiciously 
exercise  our  power  with  that  so  that  it 
is  not  perceived  as  just  a  bluff. 

Sixth,  we  should  provide  for  the  de- 
fense of  Florida  and  the  Gulf  States 
from  attack  by  Soviet  missiles  and  air- 
craft based  in  the  Caribbean.  We 
should  provide  AW  AC  aircraft  for  our 
southern  air  defense. 

Seventh  we  should  declare  the  inten- 
tion to  fully  reassert  the  premise  of 
the  Monroe  Doctrine,  that  the  United 
States  will  not  permit  European  impe- 
rialism to  continue  anywhere  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  at  this  time 
that  we  are  confronted  with  the  chal- 
lenge that  grows  more  serious  each 
day,  and  our  failure  to  act  has  already 
resulted  in  an  unprecedented  military 
threat  to  the  United  States,  to  Ameri- 
ca's independence  and  security.  The 
question  in  the  1980's  is  the  same  as  it 
was  in  the  1820's:  the  sovereign  surviv- 
al of  our  free  society,  of  our  hemi- 
sphere, or  are  we  going  to  be  subjected 
to  submission  to  the  installment  plan. 
So  our  choice  is  very  clear,  between 
the  Brezhnev  doctrine  or  the  Monroe 
Doctrine.  I  would  ask  that  we  enforce 
the  Monroe  Doctrine. 

On  Thursday,  July  28,  1983,  a  very 
distinguished  journalist  in  this  city 
wrote  a  lead  editorial  in  the  Washing- 
ton Times  newspaper.  That,  of  course, 
is  Patrick  Buchanan.  Mr.  Buchanan 
points  out  that  President  Reagan  has 
historic  opportunity  if  he  is  willing  to 
pay  the  price. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  Buchanan 
editorial  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(By  Patrick  Buchanan) 

Reagan  Has  a  Historic  Opportunity— If 

He's  Willing  To  Pay  the  Price 
With  the  dispatch  of  the  U.S.  battle  fleets 
to  the  Pacific  and  Caribbean  coasts  of  Cen- 
tral America,  the  president  has  issued  a 
statement  to  the  world:  A  Soviet  satellite 
state  and  military  base  in  Central  America 
is  unacceptable  to  the  United  States. 

That  the  Sandinistas  and  their  American 
sympathizers  have  gotten  the  message  is  un- 
mistakable. Suddenly,  the  Ortega  Brothers 
are  anxious  to  negotiate  treaties  of  nonin- 
terference in  the  affairs  of  their  neighbors. 
The  American  left— politicians  and  press 
auxiliaries— is  alternately  berating  Reagan's 
■gunboat  diplomacy,"  and  imploring  him  to 
talk  to  the  Sandinistas,  to  listen  to  the  Con- 
tadora  Group,  to  wait  upon  the  Kissinger 
Commisssion.  Something  approaching  a 
general  panic  has  broken  out  in  this  city 
now  that  Ronald  Reagan  means  to  rid  the 
hemisphere  of  the  Sandinistas. 

By  dispatching  the  fleet,  however,  the 
president  has  himself  publicly  climbed  up 
the  high  dive.  If  six  months  hence.  USS 
Ranger  and  New  Jersey  come  steaming 
home,  and  the  Sandinista  regime  is  firmly 
and  permanently  entrenched,  the  president 
will  be  perceived  as  having  run  an  American 
bluff.  The  Soviet  military  base  in  central 
America  will  be  accepted  by  the  world  as  a 
permanent  feature  of  the  Cold  War  with 
which  the  United  States  has.  once  again, 
come  to  terms.  Castro  and  Andropov's  tre- 
mendous gamble  will  have  paid  off. 

All  the  talk  about  poverty  and  human 
rights,  democracy  and  land  reform  aside. 
Central  America  is  the  latest  battlefield  in 
the  war  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  Soviets,  the  Cubans,  the  Sandinistas 
have  shoved  their  stack  of  chips  in.  They 
have  accepted  the  risks  inherent  in  estab- 
lishing a  communist  beachhead  deep  inside 
the  hemispheric  defense  perimeter  of  the 
United  States.  They  have  in  four  years  built 
an  indigenous  army  of  75.000  troops  and  mi- 
litia, poured  in  advisers,  technicians  and  ma- 
terial, and  sought  to  expand  the  beachhead 
to  El  Salvador. 

The  Ortega  Brothers  are  not  going  to  be 
negotiated  out  of  power  by  Richard  Stone 
or  Henry  Kissinger.  They  are  not  going  to 
be  frightened  out  of  power  by  the  battleship 
New  Jersey  with  its  impressive  array  of 
cruise  missiles.  They  are  not  going  to 
commit  suicide  by  inviting  back  anti-com- 
munist Nicaraguans  and  committing  their 
fate  to  free  elections.  Nor  will  they  be  aban- 
doned by  Yuri  Andropov  simply  because 
Sen.  Moynihan  warns  that  if  he  doesn't  we 
will  cut  off  his  wheat  supply  and  foreclose 
on  his  Polish  subsidiary. 

The  presence  of  the  battle  fleet  can  per- 
suade Managua,  temporarily,  to  cool  its  rev- 
olutionary ardor,  to  play  the  peace-loving 
socialist  state,  the  hemispheric  good  neigh- 
bor. 

But.  as  soon  as  the  gun-boats  go  home. 
the  Sandinistas  will  return  to  the  business 
of  waging  war  against  Western  interests  in 
Central  America,  just  as  Hanoi  went  back  to 
its  war  of  conquest  of  South  Vietnam,  the 
day  the  B-52  departed. 
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Having  seized  and  consolidated  power  at 
the  barrel  of  a  gun.  the  Sandinistas  will  not 
be  removed— except  at  the  barrel  of  a  gun. 
Given  the  military  build-up  in  Nicaragua, 
unprecedented  in  Central  American  history, 
it  is  unlikely  that  any  coalition  of  10.000 
"Contras"  can  drive  them  from  power,  with- 
out the  military  assistance  of  the  United 
States.  Which  means  American  wounded 
and  American  dead. 

If  the  United  States  is  unprepared  to  pay 
that  price,  then  we  should  reconcile  our- 
selves to  a  Central  America  of  20  million 
people  allied  with  and  attached  to  the 
Soviet  Empire.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

Conversely,  Central  America  offers  a  his- 
toric opportunity  to  the  United  States. 

In  Nicaragua,  the  Cubans  and  Soviets  are 
taking  an  immense  gamble.  They  are  over- 
extended, overexposed.  If  the  president  is 
willing  to  put  up  with  hysteria  in  the  United 
States,  to  pay  the  price  to  o'erthrow  the 
S&ndinista  regime,  he  would  be  the  first 
American  president  to  have  inflicted  a  deci- 
sive military  defeat  upon  the  Soviet  Empire. 

If.  through  American  action,  the  Sandi- 
nista  regime  is  thrown  upon  the  trash  heap 
of  history,  the  communist  war  in  El  Salva- 
dor—isolated, demoralized  guerrillas  with  no 
base  of  supply— will  gutter  out.  An  Ameri- 
can-based push  to  dump  the  Sandinistas, 
coupled  with  U.S.  recapture  of  the  island  of 
Grenada  and  Surinam  from  the  grisly  Cas- 
troite  gangs  who  seized  them,  could,  in  six 
months,  put  the  Western  Hemisphere— ex- 
cepting only  Cuba— off-limits  to  the  Soviet 
Empire. 

This  would  expose  as  bogus  the  myth  that 
communist  revolutions  are  irreversible,  and 
would  send  a  message  to  the  world  that, 
under  Mr.  Reagan,  the  post-Vietnam  paraly- 
sis of  the  United  States  is  over.  The  political 
and  psychological  shock  to  Castro,  of  seeing 
the  Soviet's  Western  Hemisphere  bases 
rolled  up  with  impunity,  would  be  jolting: 
and  the  effect  upon  free  men  and  anti-com- 
munists from  Eastern  Europe  to  southern 
Angola  would  be  electric. 

By  sending  the  fleet.  Mr.  Reagan  has 
come  close  to  putting  his  place  in  history  on 
the  line.  If  the  Sandinistas  survive,  and  lead 
the  communist  takeover  of  Central  America, 
no  amount  of  plea-bargaining  on  the  part  of 
the  president's  cohorts— i.e.  he  had  no  "con- 
sensus"; he  lacked  public  support— is  likely 
to  persuade. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  print- 
ed in  the  Record  at  this  time  a  Wash- 
ington Times  article  by  Mrs.  Jeane 
Kirkpatrick,  our  distinguished  Ambas- 
sador to  the  United  Nations,  dated 
Friday.  July  15,  entitled  "Guerrilla 
Facade  of  Democracy  Has  Been 
Dropped.  " 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Washington  Times,  July  15. 

1983] 

GuERRitXA  Facade  of  Deimocracy  Has  Been 

Dropped 

(By  Jeane  Kirkpatrick) 

The  guerrilla  movements  in  Central  Amer- 
ica today  can  be  distinguished  from  those 
elsewhere,  those  in  Vietnam,  for  example,  in 
significant  measure  precisely  because  they 
dropped  any  reformist,  nationalist,  non- 
aligned,  democratic,  broad-based  facade, 
which  has  until  now  been  conceived  as  pre- 
requisite of  a  successful  strategy  for  so- 
called  liberation  wars. 


As  recently  as  1979.  when  the  Sandinistas 
undertook  the  last  six  months  of  the  strug- 
gle against  the  Somoza  regine  and  tri- 
umphed in  that  struggle,  it  was  reasonable 
to  anticipate  that  the  result  of  a  successful 
Sandinista  struggle  could  be  a  broad-based 
nationalist,  reformist,  neutralist,  democratic 
regime. 

The  liberation  front  which  achieved  its 
victory  over  Somoza  comprised  multiple 
groups.  There  were  important  representa- 
tives from  the  private  sector,  like  Arturo 
Cruz  and  Alfonso  Rottelo  and  Jorge  Salazar. 

There  were  religious  leaders  like  the 
Archbishop  Obando  y  Bravo,  who  com- 
manded the  broadest  support  in  the  nation 
and  had  become  veritable  symbols  of  opposi- 
tion to  Somoza. 

There  were  various  armed  factions  within 
the  FSLN,  and  the  PSLN  was  itself  a  plausi- 
ble, broad  front,  so  that  it  could  possibly 
bring  to  the  OAS  in  July  1979  its  request  for 
formal  official  support  from  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States. 

At  the  time,  in  July  1979,  in  response  to 
that  request  from  the  FSLN,  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  took  an  unprece- 
dented step.  It  passed  a  resolution  calling 
for  a  head  of  state,  Somoza.  to  step  down  as 
a  president,  and  his  replacement  by  repre- 
sentatives of  this  new.  broad,  reformist, 
democratic  front. 

Certainly  the  political  basis  of  the  act 
made  clear  the  expectations  of  the  other 
governments  of  the  Americas  and  of  the 
United  States. 

Formal  written  commitments  were  made 
by  the  FSLN  in  their  letter  to  the  OAS. 
That  letter  is  not  often  enough  thought 
about  today. 

Since  we  are  indeed  approaching  the 
fourth  anniversary  of  the  victory  of  the 
FSLN  in  Nicaragua.  I  would  like  to  read  just 
a  few  passages  from  the  letter  which  led  to 
the  OAS'  formal  support  and  which  played 
no  insignificant  role  in  the  final  arrival  of 
the  FSLN  in  power. 

"Mr.  Secretary  General  of  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States:  We  are  pleased  to 
make  available  to  you  and  to  the  ministers 
of  foreign  affairs  of  the  member  states  of 
the  organization  a  document  containing  our 
plan  to  secure  peace  in  our  heroic,  long-suf- 
fering country  at  the  moment  when  the 
people  of  Nicaragua  are  consolidating  its  po- 
litical and  military  victory  over  the  dictator- 
ship. 

"First,  we  have  developed  this  plan  on  the 
basis  of  the  resolution  of  the  17th  meeting 
of  consultation  on  June  23.  1979.  a  resolu- 
tion that  was  historic  in  every  sense  of  the 
word.  It  demands  the  immediate  replace- 
ment of  the  genocidal  Somoza  dictatorship, 
which  is  now  nearing  its  end.  and  backs  the 
installations  of  a  broadly  representative 
democratic  government  in  our  country,  such 
as  the  one  we  have  formed. 

"While  saying  that  the  solution  to  this 
problem  is  exclusively  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  people  of  Nicaragua,  it  appeals 
to  a  hemispheric  solidarity  to  preserve  our 
people's  right  to  self-determination.  We  are 
presenting  to  the  community  of  the  hemi- 
sphere in  connection  with  our  plans  to 
secure  peace,  the  goals  that  here  inspired 
our  government  ever  since  it  was  formed. 
They  have  been  set  forth  in  our  documents 
and  political  declarations,  and  we  wish  to 
ratify  them  here  today,  that  is.  t>efore  the 
OAS. 

"One,  it  is  our  firm  intention  to  establish 
full  observance  of  human  rights  in  our 
country  in  accordance  with  the  United  Na- 
tions Universal  Declaration  of  the  Rights  of 


Man  and  the  Charter  of  Human  Rights  of 
the  OAS.  Our  observance  of  human  rights 
has  already  been  made  plain  by  the  way  the 
Sandinista  National  Liberation  Front  has 
treated  hundreds  of  prisoners  of  war.  Our 
government  thus  invites  the  Inter-American 
Commission  on  Human  Rights  to  visit  our 
country  as  soon  as  we  are  installed  in  our 
national  territory. 

"Two,  our  wish  that  our  installation  in 
Nicaragua  come  about  through  peaceful  and 
orderly  transition.  The  Government  of  Na- 
tional Reconstruction  would  take  it  as  a  ges- 
ture of  solidarity  if  the  foreign  ministers  of 
the  hemisphere  were  to  visit  our  country, 
and  we  do  hereby  extend  to  them  a  frater- 
nal invitation  to  do  so. 

"Three,  our  intention  to  embrace  civil  jus- 
tice in  our  country,  and  to  try  those  incrimi- 
nated of  crimes  according  to  the  regular 
law.  The  people  have  won  themselves  the 
right  to  let  justice  prevail  for  the  first  time 
in  half  a  century,  and  will  do  so  within  the 
framework  of  the  law  without  a  spirit  of 
vengeance  or  indiscriminate  reprisals. 

"Four,  those  who  wish  to  do  so  may  leave 
the  country. 

"Five,  the  plan  to  call  the  first  free  elec- 
tions our  country  has  known  in  this  centu- 
ry, so  that  Nicaraguans  can  elect  their  rep- 
resentatives to  the  city  councils,  to  the  Con- 
stituent Assembly,  and  later  elect  the  coun- 
try's highest  authorities. 

"Mr.  Secretary  General,  it  is  now  up  to 
the  governments  of  the  hemisphere  to 
speak  so  that  the  soldarity  with  the  struggle 
of  our  people  is  carried  forward  to  make  de- 
mocracy and  justice  possible,  and  Nicaragua 
can  become  fully  effective.  We  ask  that  you 
transmit  the  text  of  this  letter  to  the  for- 
eign ministers  of  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States. 

"Yours  most  respectfully.  Junta  of  the 
Government  of  National  Reconstruction. 
Violeto  Chamoco,  Sergio  Ramirez  Mercado. 
Alfonso  Robelo.  Anehas  Daniel.  Ortega  Saa- 
vedra." 

Those  were  the  promises  offered.  Those 
were  the  statements  of  intentions,  sincerely, 
presumably,  entered.  On  the  basis  of  the 
letter's  promises  and  the  expectation  that 
those  promises  would  be  fulfilled,  the  OAS 
passed  its  resolution.  The  United  States 
rushed  some  $24.6  million  in  emergency 
food,  medical  and  reconstruction  assistance 
to  the  FSLN.  and  provided  some  $118  mil- 
lion in  direct  financial  assistance  in  the  sub- 
sequent 18  months. 

In  addition,  the  United  States  firmly 
backed  the  application  of  the  new  govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  in  the  multilateral  lend- 
ing institutions  and  assisted  them  in  secur- 
ing some  $262  million  in  aid  from  those  mul- 
tilateral institutions,  an  amount  doubled 
that  the  Somoza  government  had  received 
in  the  preceding  20  years. 

The  United  States  was  also  helpful,  as 
were  other  members  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States,  in  securing  support  from 
other  western  and  democratic  countries. 
This  was  so  successful  that  by  the  fall  of 
1982,  the  total  amount  of  economic  aid 
which  the  government  of  Nicaragua  had  re- 
ceived from  western  governments  was  esti- 
mated authoritatively  to  t>e  $1.4  billion  as 
compared  to  about  $.6  billion  from  the  East- 
ern bloc. 

The  government  which  resulted  rather 
quickly  shed  some  of  its  broad-based  charac- 
teristics. It  became  more  and  more  narrow 
in  composition,  and  repressive  in  its  behav- 
ior. Of  the  five  meml)ers  of  the  junta  who 
made  the  application  to  the  OAS.  who 
signed  the  letter,  two  resigned  within  the 


first  year:  Violeto  Chamoco  after  it  became 
clear  that  rigorous  press  censorship  was  the 
norm  rather  than  the  free  press  which  had 
been  anticipated:  Alfonso  Robelo  after  it 
became  clear  that  the  policies  were  not 
those  of  the  pluralist  democracy  which  he 
had  expected. 

Both  of  them  were,  of  course,  also  very 
negatively  impressed  by  the  decision  an- 
nounced during  the  first  year  to  postpone, 
and  then  to  postpone  again,  elections  until 
finally  it  was  announced  just  in  advance  of 
the  first  anniversary  of  the  revolution  in 
July  1980  that  there  would  be  no  elections 
before  1985,  not  even  the  municipal  elec- 
tions, which  it  was  thought  would  take 
place  during  the  first  year,  that  it  would, 
furthermore,  be  illegal  for  parties  to  orga- 
nize, or  to  discuss  candidacies  of  national 
elections  before  1984. 

It  was  further,  of  course,  suggested, 
rather  brutally,  that  those  elections  when 
they  finally  took  place  would  not  be  the 
kind  of  elections  that  we  bourgeois  demo- 
crats talk  about,  but  the  kind  of  elections 
that  would  serve  the  purposes  of  the  revolu- 
tion. 

The  progressive  private  sector,  COSEP, 
resigned  in  protest  against  the  progressively 
severe  restrictions  on  the  political  process 
and  on  economic  freedom.  Not  too  long 
thereafter,  their  leader,  Jorge  Salazar,  was 
murdered  in  cold  blood  as  he  traveled  from 
one  city  to  another,  gunned  down.  His 
widow  serves  today  on  the  six-person  direc- 
torate of  the  anti-Sandinista  FDN.  The  de- 
tails of  this  murder,  by  the  way,  are  avail- 
able today  in  Washington  from  that  most 
interesting  recent  arrival  from  Managua, 
Miguel  Bolanos  who  has  a  good  deal  of  in- 
formation as  well  as  about  the  murder  in 
cold  blood  of  hundreds  of  former  national 
guardsmen  who  were  on  one  pretext  or  an- 
other simply  shot  and  then  buried  in  mass 
graves. 

The  opposition  group  that  Alfonso  Robelo 
had  organized  in  his  opposition  party,  the 
MDN.  was  set  upon  repeatedly.  His  house 
was  attacked  by  the  so-called  divine  mobs 
with  which  the  Nicaraguan  revolution  at- 
tempts to  protect  itself,  and  demonstrate 
the  seriousness  and  character  of  its  purpose. 
Very  soon  it  became  clear  that  this  broad 
revolutionary  front  was  a  very  narrow  front 
indeed.  That  process  of  attrition  continued 
as  person  after  person  who  had  been  associ- 
ated with  the  Sandinista  front  abandoned 
hope,  gave  up,  went  first  into  passivity  and 
then  frequently  into  exile. 

Eden  Pastora's  departure  was  one  land- 
mark. The  departure  of  two  successive  am- 
bassadors to  Washington  were  other  land- 
marks. Virtually  the  entire  group  that  nego- 
tiated the  original  economic  assistance  from 
the  United  States  are  now  in  exile. 

It  had  become  progressively  clear  that  the 
broad  front  was  very  closely  linked  to  the 
Soviet  bloc.  The  landmark,  the  first  land- 
mark in  this  linkage,  was  a  trip  in  May  1980 
of  Moises  Hassan,  Henry  Ruiz  and  Carlos 
Colonel,  among  others,  to  Moscow  to  sign 
an  agreement  between  the  FSLN  and  the 
Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

At  that  meeting,  among  other  things,  the 
Sandinista  front,  the  FSLN,  committed 
itself  to  support  for  the  Soviet  invasion  of 
Afghanistan,  as  well  as  to  the  peace-loving 
Vietnamese  people's  invasion  and  occupa- 
tion of  Kampuchea. 

The  government  in  Managua  meanwhile 
devoted  itself  to  the  process  of  progressive 
consolidation  of  power.  The  church,  which 
in  Managua  has  been  notoriously  independ- 
ent, has  been  progressively  brought  under 


control,  and  when  it  could  not  be  brought 
under  direct  control  it  has.  of  course,  been 
challenged  by  way  of  the  development  of  a 
parallel  so-called  "popular  church." 

A  kind  of  apex  in  this  effort  was  achieved 
with  the  really  incredible  behavior  of  the 
Nicaraguan  government  during  the  visit  of 
the  Pope,  during  which  the  persons  who 
wanted  to  meet  the  Pope  were  prevented 
from  attending  his  appearances  and  his 
mass,  and  those  who  desired  to  insult  him 
were  instead  allowed  to  claim  the  only  seats. 
The  ushers  who  were  assigned  to  maintain 
order  were,  of  course,  also  cheerleaders  who 
led  the  interruptions,  systematic,  repeated 
interruptions  of  the  Pope's  homily. 

The  independent  unions  of  Nicaragua 
have  been  brought  under  control.  Private 
enterprise  has  been  brought  under  control. 
And  of  course,  though  it  is  hard  to  single 
out  particular  groups  who  have  been  mal- 
treated among  all  those  who  have  been  mal- 
treated, but  the  Miskito,  the  Suma,  the 
Rama— their  mistreatment  has  been  singu- 
lar for  its  brutality. 

It  either  drove  them  into  exile  or  into 
forced  habitation  in  camps  from  which  they 
are  not  permitted  to  depart— burning  the 
villages,  burning  their  churches,  burning 
their  fields,  really  brutalizing  these  people, 
who  have  asked  only  that  they  be  left  alone. 
That  is,  of  course,  the  ultimate  sin  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  totalitarian— that 
people  ask  to  be  left  alone  to  pursue  their 
own  goals  and  honor  their  own  values  and 
worship  their  own  gods.  The  Miskitos  were 
profoundly  offensive  to  the  Sandinistas,  and 
they  have  suffered  bitterly. 

Meanwhile,  the  militarization  in  Nicara- 
gua has  gone  on  apace.  Today  Nicaragua 
has  the  largest  military  force  of  any  country 
in  Central  America,  any  country  in  Central 
America  ever  dreamed  of. 

They  have  some  25,000  active  duty  forces 
and  double  that  number  in  militia  and  the 
active  forces.  There  are  more  foreigns  in 
Nicaragua  than  we  care  to  think  about. 
Cubans  are  the  largest  group.  There  are  sev- 
eral thousands  of  those.  Sometimes  we  esti- 
mate 9.000.  Is  that  our  current  estimate?— 
8,000,  9,000,  give  a  thousand,  take  a  thou- 
sand. By  the  time  we  look  again,  there  may 
be  more. 

There  are  Soviet  advisors,  there  are  East 
Germans,  there  are  40  to  50  PLO  "volun- 
teers." There  are  arms,  ammunitions  from 
all  the  countries,  virtually,  in  the  Soviet 
bloc. 

The  Libyan  connection  was  rather  dra- 
matically exposed  in  Brazil,  rather  uninten- 
tionally but  very  usefully,  providentially, 
one  might  almost  say,  during  a  crucial  con- 
gressional discussion. 

Nicaragua's  strength  makes  their  neigh- 
bors very  uncomfortable.  That  marvelous 
embodiment  of  democratic  leadership,  the 
president  of  Costa  Rica,  Carlos  Alberto 
Montt,  convmented: 

"At  this  point  it  is  possible  that  the  condi- 
tions for  a  consensus  action  within  the  OAS 
are  present.  But  yes,  there  is  sufficient 
reason  so  that  all  the  countries  should  be 
alert.  A  country  dominated  by  the  policies 
and  interests  of  the  Soviet  Union  in  our 
Caribbean  area  is  a  danger  for  other  na- 
tions. Cuba  has  been.  Nicaragua  will  be 
when  they  definitely  decide  openly  to  take 
the  road  to  international  Marxism." 

The  president  of  Panama.  Ricardo  de  la 
E^priella.  commented: 

"When  a  country  arms  itself  more  than  it 
needs  to  maintain  internal  order,  its  neigh- 
bors worry  and  can  do  the  same.  Nicaragua 
is  arming  itself  and  it  is  arming  itself  more 


than  what  is  necessary  to  maintain  order. 
This  pushes  other  nations  to  do  the  same. 
This  is  not  the  solution.  We  see  with  con- 
cern the  excess  of  the  Nicaraguan  govern- 
ment's armaments." 

The  decision  to  openly  identify  them- 
selves with  the  Soviet  Union  in  fact  had 
almost  been  taken  by  the  time  that  Presi- 
dent Montt  spoke,  and  that  was  something 
over  a  year  ago. 

It  was  at  the  first  anniversary,  of  course, 
that  Fidel  Castro  had  come  himself  to  say, 
now  we  are  three,  meaning,  of  course.  Cuba, 
Granada,  and  Nicaragua,  predicting  that 
soon  there  would  be  more. 

There  is  today,  for  anybody  who  is  inter- 
ested in  stamp  collecting,  a  marvelous  new- 
Karl  Marx  stamp  issued  in  Managua,  which 
not  only  has  a  picture  of  the  founder,  but  it 
also  quotes  from  the  Communist  Manifesto. 
It  is  no  longer  possible,  for  anybody  who 
is  willing  to  know,  to  doubt  the  political- 
military  character  of  the  government  of 
Nicaragua,  or  of  its  international  alliances, 
or  of  their  intentions. 

As  the  character  of  the  Nicaraguan 
regime  became  clearer,  so  did  the  character 
of  the  Salvadoran  struggle.  The  Salvadoran 
struggle,  too.  began  with  a  group,  the 
FMLN.  which  appeared  to  be  broad-based 
reformist,  neutralist,  pluralist.  It.  too.  con- 
tained diverse  elements,  or  appeared  to. 

They  are  no  more  ambiguous  in  their 
character  than  the  government  of  Nicara- 
gua. Their  intentions  are  no  more  ambigu- 
ous, their  plans  for  the  hemisphere  and  for 
the  rest  of  Central  America  are  no  more  am- 
biguous. 

The  interesting  doctrine  of  truth  which 
they  have  introduced  into  our  hemisphere  is 
as  important  as  the  military  forces.  They 
have  introduced  into  our  hemisphere.  I 
truly  believe,  a  notion  that  truth  is  defined 
by  power,  that  power  can  define  what  is 
good,  what  is  true,  what  is  fair,  what  is 
peace. 

Thev  are  trying  to  teach  us  that  what  is 
true  is  what  the  so-called  "progressive  na- 
tions "  say  is  true,  that  what  is  fair  is  what 
serves  their  interests,  that  what  is  legiti- 
mate is  what  expands  their  power.  They  are 
trying  to  teach  us  that  it  is  legitimate  for 
communist  governments  to  train  and  arm 
guerrillas  and  make  war  on  their  non-com- 
munist neighbors,  and  that  it  is  illegitimate 
for  non-communists  to  defend  themselves  or 
for  others  to  help  them  do  so. 

According  to  this  logic,  movements  which 
expand  communist  power  are  by  definition 
national  liberation  movements.  Everything 
is  permitted  to  achieve  their  ends:  nothing 
is  permitted  to  their  targets,  not  even  the 
right  of  self-defense. 

The  strategic  importance  of  this  conflict, 
morally,  military,  economically  to  the 
people  of  Central  America,  to  the  people  of 
South  America,  and  to  the  people  of  North 
America,  can  hardly  be  overestimated. 

We  should  not  ignore  the  fact  that  during 
the  past  year  an  active  guerrilla  movement, 
the  Sindero  Luminoso,  has  disrupted  the 
life  of  the  democratic  republic  of  Peru:  that 
another  guerrilla  movement,  the  M-19,  has 
disrupted  the  life  of  another  democratic  re- 
public, Colombia,  in  spite  of  a  very  generous 
offer  of  amnesty  by  the  new  president  of 
Colombia:  that  guerrilla  movements  contin- 
ue to  disrupt  the  life  of  Guatemala,  that 
they  threaten  Honduras,  that  they  threaten 
and  bully  and  menace  Costa  Rica. 

The  United  States  supports  today  the 
same  principles  which  have  inspired  us  for 
centuries.  We  support  the  notion  of  Ameri- 
cans free  of  interference  from  foreign  extra- 
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hemispheric  powers.  We  support  the  princi- 
ples of  national  independence,  of  self-deter- 
mination, the  principles  of  freedom,  equali- 
ty, constitutionalism,  rule  of  law.  democra- 
cy. 

The  president  of  the  United  States  has  re- 
iterated these  in  many  occasions.  He  did  so 
in  his  dramatic  speech  to  Congress,  when  he 
said: 

■The  United  States  will  support  any 
agreement  among  the  Central  American 
countries  for  the  withdrawal  under  fully 
verifiable  and  reciprocal  conditions  of  all 
foreign  military  and  security  advisers  and 
troops.  We  will  support  any  verifiable,  recip- 
rocal agreement  among  Central  American 
countries  and  the  renunciation  of  support 
for  insurgencies  in  neighbors'  territories. 
We  desire  to  help  Central  America  to  end  its 
costly  arms  race  and  will  support  any  verifi- 
able, reciprocal  agreement  on  the  nonimpor- 
tation of  offensive  weapons." 

Every  country  in  the  world,  specifically  in- 
cluding the  United  States,  has  a  stake  in 
this  struggle  for  the  defense  of  the  most 
basic  principles  of  the  Americas,  of  the 
United  Nations  Charter,  of  the  United 
States  Constitution,  and  indeed  of  the  civil- 
ized world. 

(The  Hon.  Jeane  Kirkpatrick  is  the 
United  States  representative  to  the  United 
Nations.) 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  want  to  just  com- 
ment briefly.  Mr.  President,  on  what 
Mr.  Buchanans  point  is.  He  makes  the 
point  here  by  saying: 

With  the  dispatch  of  the  U.S.  battle  fleets 
to  the  Pacific  and  Caribbean  coasts  of  Cen- 
tral America,  the  president  has  issued  a 
statement  to  the  world:  A  Soviet  satellite 
state  and  military  base  in  Central  America 
is  unacceptable  to  the  United  States. 

That  the  Sandinistas  and  their  American 
sympathizers  have  gotten  the  message  is  un- 
mistakable. Suddenly,  the  Ortega  Brothers 
are  anxious  to  negotiate  treaties  of  nonin- 
terference in  the  affairs  of  their  neighbors. 
The  American  left— politicians  and  press 
auxiliaries— is  alternately  berating  Reagan's 
•gunboat  diplomacy. "  and  imploring  him  to 
talk  to  the  Sandinistas,  to  listen  to  the  Con- 
tadora  Group,  to  wait  upon  the  Kissinger 
Commission.  Something  approaching  a  gen- 
eral panic  has  broken  out  in  this  city  now 
that  Ronald  Reagan  means  to  rid  the  hemi- 
sphere of  the  Sandinistas. 

That  is  Buchanans  opening  state- 
ment. Then  he  goes  on  to  say: 

By  dispatching  the  fleet,  however,  the 
president  has  himself  publicly  climbed  up 
the  high  dive.  If  six  months  hence.  USS 
Ranger  and  New  Jersey  come  steaming 
home,  and  the  Sandinista  regime  is  firmly 
and  permanently  entrenched,  the  president 
will  be  perceived  as  having  run  an  American 
bluff.  The  Soviet  military  base  in  Central 
America  will  be  accepted  by  the  world  as  a 
permanent  feature  of  the  Cold  War  with 
which  the  United  States  has.  once  again, 
come  to  terms.  Castro  and  Andropov's  tre- 
mendous gamble  will  have  paid  off. 

All  the  talk  about  poverty  and  human 
rights,  democracy  and  land  reform  aside. 
Central  America  is  the  latest  battlefield  in 
the  war  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

He  points  out  in  the  article— and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the  article 
as  it  will  appear  in  the  Record— 

In  Nicaragua,  the  Cubans  and  Soviets  are 
taking  an  immense  gamble.  They  are  over- 
extended, overexposed.  If  the  president  is 


willing  to  put  up  with  hysteria  in  the  United 
States,  to  pay  the  price  to  overthrow  the 
Sandinista  regime,  he  would  be  the  first 
American  president  to  have  inflicted  a  deci- 
sive military  defeat  upon  the  Soviet  Empire. 

It  would  appear  to  me,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, now  that  the  fleet  has  been  com- 
mitted, that  the  President  had  better 
think  long  and  hard,  as  the  leader  of 
our  foreign  policy.  I  think  my  big  con- 
cern when  a  Central  America  policy 
commission  was  announced  was  that 
we  do  not  need  government  by  com- 
mission in  the  United  States.  We  have 
a  very,  very  ample  system  of  checks 
and  balances,  of  congressional  coop- 
eration with  the  administration.  We 
really  are  certainly  capable,  I  think,  in 
our  system  of  having  cooperation  be- 
tween the  leader,  the  President,  the 
Commander  in  Chief,  and  the  Con- 
gress which  ultimately  has  to  approve 
these  appropriations  that  are  neces- 
sary for  any  of  the  actions  of  the  exec- 
utive branch,  whether  it  be  military  or 
otherwise. 

At  this  point  I  hope  the  administra- 
tion will  not  waste  this  opportunity. 
We  have  seen  these  opportunities  for 
action  wasted  in  1962  when  it  was  ap- 
propriate. I  think  if  we  are  victorious 
in  Central  America,  that  most  certain- 
ly we  could  put  Castro  on  the  defense 
instead  of  the  offense.  Fidel  Castro 
would  be  in  a  position  where  instead 
of  having  40,000  troops  scattered 
around  terrorizing  other  places  in  the 
world,  such  as  Africa  and  Nicaragua, 
he  would  have  to  have  them  back 
home  to  defend  the  homeland,  and  we 
could  make  the  world  a  much  safer 
place  if  we  exploit  a  unique  opportuni- 
ty in  history  that  has  been  handed  to 
us  at  this  point  in  time. 

If  we  fail  to  meet  the  challenge  and 
help  those  freedom-loving  people  who 
are  trying  to  democratize  Nicaragua,  if 
we  fail  in  that  task,  then  we  are  going 
to  pay  a  much  higher  price  in  blood 
and  treasure  later  on  down  the  road. 

It  would  be  my  wish  that  the  Presi- 
dent would  heed,  I  think,  the  very 
clear  insight  Mr.  Buchanan  has  set 
forth  in  his  editorial  of  Thursday, 
July  28,  and  apply  a  great  deal  of 
American  pressure  and  actually  bring 
this  about  so  that  we  are  successful,  so 
that  we  will  not  have  to  face  the  refu- 
gee problem  that  I  assure  my  col- 
leagues we  will  have  to  face  in  the 
very  near  future.  Just  a  little  bit  of 
effort  now  and  a  little  bit  of  exertion 
of  Americans  strength  here  in  our 
own  front  yard  will  pay  us  large  divi- 
dends down  the  road. 

Now,  I  would  just  like  to  close,  Mr. 
President,  by  saying  that  when  I  start- 
ed out  my  remarks  I  mentioned  the 
problems  we  faced  with  international 
trade  and  the  $70  billion  trade  deficit. 
American  success  in  Central  America 
would  probably  have  a  tremendous 
fringe  benefit  to  our  international 
trade  problems.  It  would  make  people 
perceive  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  a 


flight  of  capital  all  over  the  world  into 
what  they  view  as  the  last  bastion  of 
safety  and  freedom— America— that  is 
going  to  last  for  a  while  longer  while 
they  keep  spinning  over  little  coun- 
tries, throwing  them  to  the  alligators. 
Everyone  with  capital  hopes  of  course, 
that  the  United  States,  will  be  eaten 
last  by  the  alligators.  If  once  we  can 
reverse  the  tide  to  prove  that  it  is  not 
inevitable  that  the  Communist  ad- 
vancement is  going  to  continue,  to 
have  one  place  in  the  world  where 
there  was  a  repudiation,  a  reversal,  if 
you  will,  of  the  Soviet  expansionism 
and  the  application  of  the  Brezhnev 
doctrine  that  has  been  applied  so  dili- 
gently by  the  Soviet  empire  since  they 
have  come  into  being,  and  that  they 
have  instituted  in  1968,  of  course,  in 
Czechoslovakia  and  forced,  in  their 
typical  way,  their  definition  of  free- 
dom—if you  send  in  somebody  with 
more  AK-47's  and  bigger  and  better 
guns  than  they  have,  then  you  give 
them  freedom  at  the  point  of  a  gun 
barrel  and  you  have  it  freedom  the 
Russian  way.  That  is  what  they  call 
peace. 

I  sometimes  wonder  why  we  have 
been  so  naive  for  so  many  years  about 
what  the  Communists  were  up  to. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  thank  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  and  mi- 
nority leader  for  providing  this  time 
for  me  this  morning.  I  know  that  we 
are  very  busy  at  this  time  and  they  are 
moving  to  get  the  legislative  agenda 
on.  I  hope  that  my  short  45  minutes 
will  not  be  disruptive  to  the  efforts  of 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  and 
the  distinguished  minority  leader  have 
to  accomplish  today. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
15-minute  period  for  the  transaction 
of  routine  morning  business,  during 
which  Senators  may  speak  for  3  min- 
utes each. 


POVERTY  IS  WINNING 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  submit  for  the  Record  an  arti- 
cle recently  published  by  Colin  Welch 
in  the  summer  issue  of  Chief  Execu- 
tive magazine. 

Mr.  Welch  hit  the  nail  right  on  the 
head  in  his  article.  We  are  losing  the 
war  on  poverty  because  our  lawmakers 
have  lost  faith  in  the  compassion  of 
capitalism.  In  order  to  reduce  poverty 
we  have  to  believe  in  the  power  of  cap- 
italism to  deliver  more  freedom,  more 
opportunity,  more  social  mobility,  and 
more  abundance  than  any  other 
system  devised  by  man.  Capitalism  re- 
wards the  risktaker,  and  it  is  a  system 
that  believes  in  profit  as  an  incentive 


and  In  the  widest  distribution  of  jus- 
tice, as  well  as  wealth. 

Franklin  Roosevelt  used  to  say  that 
the  inherent  vice  of  capitalism  was  the 
unequal  sharing  of  blessings— while 
the  inherent  virtue  of  socialism  was 
the  equal  sharing  of  misery.  Too  many 
Americans  believe  that  capitalism  is 
not  very  noble,  that  somehow  our  eco- 
nomic system  is  something  to  apolo- 
gize for.  In  the  land  of  John  Kenneth 
Galbraith  and  John  Maynard  Keynes, 
profit  has  not  always  been  regarded  as 
a  positive  thing,  and  capitalism  has 
often  been  regarded  as  the  handmaid- 
en of  greed. 

But  the  American  brand  of  capital- 
ism has  always  demanded  more  than 
creature  comfort.  It  demands  a  fair 
distribution  of  the  profit— and  a  wide- 
spread assumption  of  responsibility. 
For  there  can  be  no  real  prosperity  in 
a  land  where  millions  are  denied  a 
chance  at  success.  Responsible  capital- 
ism fuels  social  progress  and  has  an 
underlying  morality  which  prevents 
the  system  from  degenerating  into 
mere  acquisition  on  a  grand  scale. 

As  the  last  half  century  has  been  a 
constant  narrowing  of  the  old  gulf  be- 
tween business  and  the  humanities,  so 
Government  has  come  to  assume  an 
ever-greater  role  in  economic  affairs. 
For  50  years,  we  have  turned  to  Wash- 
ington to  feed  the  hungry,  house  the 
homeless,  provide  work  for  the  unem- 
ployed. And  so  Government  swelled  to 
meet  those  demands;  and  in  the  proc- 
ess it  came  to  confuse  responsibility 
with  dictation.  It  promised  to  realize 
our  dreams— but  spent  much  of  its 
time  sleepwalking.  It  vowed  to  raise 
the  floor  beneath  the  poor— but  low- 
ered the  ceiling  on  everyone  else.  It 
sought  to  divide  existing  wealth  more 
evenly— rather  than  foster  the  cre- 
ation of  new  wealth  for  millions  of 
Americans. 

Real  compassion  and  capitalism  of 
the  American  brand  have  always  been 
comfortable  partners.  Our  brand  of 
capitalism  has  been  successful  because 
we  have  always  combined  it  with  a 
sense  of  moral  obligation.  It  reaches 
its  zenith  in  an  atmosphere  of  democ- 
racy, equity,  fairness  and  real  compas- 
sion. It  is  based  on  the  genius  of  indi- 
vidual men  and  women,  and  thrives 
wherever  those  individuals  are  protect- 
ed and  wherever  their  diversity  is 
maintained. 

Our  economic  system  has  not  failed 
us;  nor  has  it  outlived  its  usefulness  or 
too  simple  for  today's  complex  world. 
Our  economic  system— capitalism— is 
not  working  very  well  because  some  of 
our  leaders  on  Capitol  Hill  do  not  be- 
lieve in  the  merits  of  the  system  and 
constantly  try  to  undermine  it. 

One  need  only  look  around  the  globe 
for  proof  that  increasing  Government 
control,  further  punishing  our  produc- 
ers and  robbing  everyone  of  incen- 
tive—in short  socializing  our  econo- 
my—will not  work. 


Our  system  of  democratic  capitalism, 
based  on  the  freedom  and  genius  of 
the  individual,  with  individual  rights 
and  responsibilities  under  representa- 
tive Government  is  the  system  that 
does  work.  It  will  work  better  and  for 
the  benefit  of  everyone,  if  we  all  be- 
lieved in  the  system. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  article  by  Colin  Welch  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Poverty  is  Winning 
(By  Colin  Welch) 
President  Johnson,  a  great  and  maligned 
man  in  many  ways,  waged  two  great  wars  at 
once.  One  was  in  Vietnam,  and  ended  in 
defeat.  The  other  was  against  poverty.  You 
remember  the  sick  joke  of  the  time— "I've 
joined  the  war  against  poverty.  This  morn- 
ing I  shot  a  beggar."  And  how  has  this 
second  war  ended— in  defeat  or  victory? 

In  one  sense  it  has  not  ended,  and  never 
will  till  the  poor  are  no  longer  with  us.  But 
certainly  the  results  of  the  war  so  far,  in 
terms  of  objectives  achieved  and  costs  in- 
curred, are  perverse  and  disappointing  in 
the  extreme. 

Most  people  probably  think,  or  till  recent- 
ly thought,  that  the  prosperity  of  the 
Truman/Eisenhower-Kennedy  epoch  some- 
how left  out  the  poor.  The  rich  got  richer, 
the  middle  classes  prospered;  but  under- 
neath there  remained  a  great  reservior  of 
poverty  and  misery  which  was  unalleviated 
and  undiminished.  Precious  little  trickled 
down  into  those  dark  depths. 

I  could  never  believe  this  myself.  I  was  in- 
oculated against  this  particular  error  by  the 
Italian  economist  Pareto.  who  taught— 
roughly— that  a  rise  in  national  income 
must  normally  lead  to  greater  equality  as 
well  as  prosperity,  and  that  no  class  could 
be  excluded  from  its  benefits  unless  by  arbi- 
trary non-economic  barriers,  like  apartheid 
in  South  Africa. 

Yet  even  there,  so  great  are  the  wealth- 
producing  forces  generated  by  South  Afri- 
ca's bounding  economy,  that  nothing  can 
prevent  the  blacks  from  prospering,  less 
than  the  whites  maybe,  but  more  than  they 
did  before  in  South  Africa  or  do  anywhere 
else  in  Africa.  For  instance.  South  African 
blacks  own  more  automobiles  than  Russians 
do  in  the  whole  Soviet  Union! 

I  would  therefore  expect  poverty  to  have 
diminished  in  Eisenhower's  prosperous 
America.  And  so  indeed  we  find  that  it  did 
drop  steadily  between  1948  and  1968.  By 
1952  it  had  fallen  from  33  to  28  percent  of 
the  population;  under  Eisenhower  it  fell  to 
22  percent;  by  1964  it  was  only  18  percent, 
and  under  Johnson  it  fell  again  to  13  per- 
cent in  1968. 

A  5  percent  drop.  then,  under  Johnson? 
No  better  than  under  his  predecessors,  to  be 
sure,  but  no  worse  either.  But  wait:  as  a  bril- 
liant article  by  Charles  A.  Murray  (in  last 
fall's  Public  Interest)  made  clear,  things 
were  beginning  to  go  badly  wrong  by  1968. 

The  war  on  poverty  was  declared  in  1964. 
But  the  first  great  offensives  were  not 
launched  till  the  budgets  of  1967  and  1968. 
And  since  1968  the  steady  fall  in  poverty 
first  slowed  and  then  went  into  reverse. 
More  people  are  poor  in  America  now  than 
at  any  time  since  1968. 

This  refers  indeed  only  to  cash  incomes. 
Add  in  benefits  in  kind,  like  food  stamps, 
subsidized  housing  and  medical  care,  and 


you  get  a  rosier  picture.  While  13  percent 
now  live  in  cash  poverty,  only  6.1  percent 
live  in  absolute  poverty— though  of  course 
in-kind  benefits  are  not  the  same  as.  or  as 
good  or  dignified  as.  cash  in  the  pocket, 
which  the  poor  would  surely  prefer. 

For  a  less  rosy  picture,  there  is  what  Mr. 
Murray  calls  "latent  poverty";  that  is  to  say. 
the  number  of  people  "who  would  be  poor  if 
it  were  not  for  government  help." 

This  figure  dropped  steadily  and  healthily 
through  the  properous  '50s  and  '60s.  from 
about  30  percent  to  18  percent.  Since  then  it 
has  climbed  to  22  percent,  and  is  rising  still. 
Yet  the  war  on  poverty  was  designed  not  to 
increase  but  to  reduce  the  numbers  depend- 
ent on  government  help.  President  Johnson 
offered-not  handouts  but  a  hand,  "opportu- 
nity and  not  doles."  The  days  of  the  dole  he 
thought  numbered;  yet  more  people  are  de- 
pendent on  it  now  than  ever. 

What  are  the  consequences?  George 
Gilder  has  set  them  out.  as  also  Blanche 
Bernstein  in  "The  Politics  of  Welfare."  her 
account  of  her  heroic  efforts  to  bring  New 
York's  welfare  jungle  under  some  sort  of 
control.  To  name  a  few:  the  demoralization 
of  America's  poor;  the  destruction  of  work 
incentives  by  the  fact  that  welfare  pays 
better  for  idleness;  the  general  impoverish- 
ment caused  by  the  consequent  withdrawal 
of  labor;  a  growing  welfare  bureaucracy  of 
""community"  determined  to  extend  its 
empire  and  to  increase  the  numbers  depend- 
ent on  it;  a  consequent  explosion  of  false 
claims  and  ineligible  recipients;  a  vast  pro- 
liferation of  one-parent  dependent  families; 
the  growth  of  a  hereditary  "underclass."  in 
which  children  are  reared  to  regard  welfare 
(and  crime)  as  the  normal  way  of  life;  over- 
heavy  taxation,  destroying  the  jobs  even  of 
those  prepared  to  work  and  thus  aggravat- 
ing the  problem;  a  sorry  and  worsening 
mess. 

Capitalism  has  often  been  accused  of  per- 
petuating poverty,  or  even  of  creating  it. 
The  latter  charge  is  manifestly  absurb.  Cap- 
italism did  not  make  us  poor.  It  found  us 
poor. 

Poverty  was  our  original  and  natural 
state.  We  do  not  have  laboriously  to  explain 
it.  or  wonder  why  it  still  persists.  What  is 
really  a  matter  for  wonder  is  why  it  is  not 
still  as  universal  as  it  was. 

The  life  of  primitive  man  was  filed  with 
strife  and  labor:  strife  to  protect  his  hunt- 
ing grounds  and  cultivated  patches,  labor  to 
extract  from  these  last  a  miserable  subsist- 
ence. Capitalism  when  it  eventually  arrived 
did  not  find  him  fat  and  idle.  It  did  not  set 
him  to  work.  It  found  him  already  working. 
What  it  did  was,  by  organizing  his  toil  and 
dividing  his  labor,  to  make  him  infinitely 
more  productive. 

Thus  was  "surplus  value"  created.  Marx 
regarded  this  as  something  stolen  by  the 
capitalist  from  the  worker.  It  was  rather  in 
fact  something  created  by  the  capitalist, 
and  thus  arguably  his  own  property. 

He  was  not  so  much  "exploiting"  the 
workers  as  rearranging  his  work  for  the 
common  good.  The  result  was  an  enormous 
increase  of  wealth,  from  which  we  have  all, 
capitalists  and  workers  alike,  enormously 
benefited.  Still,  in  Marxist  and  progressive 
thought,  the  capitalist  is  regarded  as  the 
father  of  the  dragon  poverty  rather  than 
the  St.  George  who  killed  it. 

Governments  by  contrast  are  credited 
with  alleviating  poverty.  They  normally  de- 
serve such  credit  only  insofar  as  they  create 
and  maintain  the  order  and  stability  with- 
out which  capitalism  cannot  operate  fruit- 


22116 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  2,  1983 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22117 


fully.  Beyond  this  point  their  efforts  are 
often  counter-productive. 

Without  conscious  intent,  free  market 
capitalism  waged  war  on  poverty  with  nota- 
ble success.  With  conscious  intend,  govern- 
ments have  waged  war  on  poverty  with  little 
success,  none  or  worse.  There  is  a  paradox 
here,  and  a  moral. 

The  great  Gladstone  boasted  that,  as 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  he  had  left 
the  rich  richer  and  poor  less  poor  than  he 
found  them.  The  sooner  we  remember  that 
these  two  developments  are  not  incompati- 
ble but  harmonious,  the  better  for  the  poor. 

Meanwhile,  in  the  war  against  poverty, 
poverty  is  winning. 


ACCREDITATION  OF  THE  VOICE 
OF  AMERICA  TO  SENATE 
PRESS  GALLERY 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
might  have  1  more  minute,  I  would 
like  to  refer  to  an  article  written  by 
Lester  Kirisolving.  which  appeared  in 
the  Washington  Guide.  This  is  a  very 
interesting  article.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  read  it.  It  is  certainly  some- 
thing of  historical  significance,  I 
think,  to  those  of  us  who  are  new 
here.  It  concerns  the  rules  and  nu- 
ances of  how  this  august  body  works, 
how  the  rules  are  set  for  the  press  gal- 
lery in  the  United  States  Senate. 

I  found  the  article  very  interesting 
and  very  fascinating,  about  the  way 
that  Capitol  Hill  for  years  has  kept 
the  congressional  press  gallery  under 
the  control  of  the  press. 

I  want  to  compliment  those  in  the 
Senate  who  were  responsible  for  bring- 
ing about  the  fact  that  the  "Voice  of 
America"  will  now  have  accreditation 
in  our  press  gallery  and  they  will  have 
the  same  privileges  as  others  with  ac- 
creditation. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  they  do 
not  have  them  today  but  they  will 
have  them  in  the  very  near  future. 
They  will  have  the  same  privileges 
that  the  Tass  News  Agency  has  and 
the  same  privileges  that  Pravda  has  in 
the  press  gallery.  That  is  an  improve- 
ment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ar- 
ticle by  Lester  Kinsolving,  the  nation- 
al editor  of  Washington  Guide,  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Voice  op  America 
(By  Lester  Kinsolving) 

Most  Americans  are  not  aware  that  a  com- 
mittee of  reporters  on  Capitol  Hill  has.  for 
years,  kept  the  Voice  of  America  out  of  the 
Congressional  press  galleries,  while  at  the 
same  time  admitting  the  Tass  News  Agency. 

This  denial  of  accreditation  to  the  Voice 
of  America  (VOA)  is  done  by  the  Standing 
Committee  of  Correspondents,  a  reporters 
committee  (actually  three  reporters  commit- 
tees, for  print,  for  radio-TV.  and  for  periodi- 
cials)  to  whom  Congress  has  given  the  au- 
thority to  issue,  deny  or  even  confiscate  the 
Congresssional  press  credentials  of  other  re- 
porters. In  the  course  of  taking  such  action 
against  reporters  who  are  either  competi- 


tors, or  not  properly  respectful,  this  report- 
ers committee  cannot  be  taken  to  the  civil 
courts,  since  they  are  given  Congressional 
immunity.  The  only  recourse  to  which  a  re- 
porter can  turn  in  such  a  case  is  either  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and  Adminis- 
tration or  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  either 
of  whom  can  overrule  the  reporters  commit- 
tees. (Such  overruling,  by  the  Senate  Rules 
Committee,  has  taken  place  only  twice  in 
this  century.) 

When  the  VOA  appealed  this  exclusion  to 
the  Senate  Rules  Committee,  the  chairman. 
Charles  Mathias.  R-Md..  conducted  a  hear- 
ing on  May  10th.  The  hearing  room  was 
crowded,  and  there  were  no  less  than  48 
U.S.  Senators  who  wrote  Mathias  asking 
that  this  ban  on  the  VOA  be  set  aside.  De- 
spite this,  and  an  extensive  story  on  this 
hearing  by  UPI.  all  three  daily  newspapers 
published  in  Washington  (The  Post,  the 
Washington  Times,  and  USA  Today)  killed 
this  UPI  story. 

IMMUNITY  FROM  OUTSIDE  PRESSURES 

During  the  hearing,  the  -chairperson"  of 
the  Standing  Committee  of  Correspondents. 
Cheryl  Arvidson  of  Cox  Newspapers,  told 
the  Rules  Committee: 

■'The  VOA  is  a  government  agency,  run 
with  government  money  and  overseen  by 
political  appointees"  and  "is  also  charged 
with  articulating  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States."  Therefore:  "We  are  not  con- 
vinced that  VOA  is  totally  immune  from 
outside  pressures  from  higher  sources  who 
wish  to  influence  its  news  and  reporters." 

Just  how  many  newspapers  are  immune 
from  all  such  "outside  pressures"  is  an  in- 
teresting question  indeed,  raised  as  it  was  by 
Miss  Arvidson  who  is  employed  by  the  Cox 
Newspapers.  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  this 
corporation  is  Anne  Cox  Chambers  of  At- 
lanta, where  the  Cox  Newspapers  own  both 
dailies,  the  Journal  and  the  Constitution. 
Mrs.  Chambers  was  so  strong  a  supporter  of 
Jimmy  Carter's  campaign  for  the  Presiden- 
cy that  after  the  election,  she  became  the 
U.S.  Ambassador  to  Belgium.  As  for  "out- 
-side  pressures."  the  Atlanta  Constitution 
fired  its  education  editor.  George  Bowler, 
because  he  circulated  a  memo  to  fellow  jour- 
nalists asking  whether  it  was  ethical  for  a 
newspaper  to  avoid  reporting  anything  neg- 
ative about  Atlanta's  most  prominent  de- 
partment store— and  the  leading  advertiser 
in  the  Constitution. 

(Bowler  recalled,  during  an  interview,  that 
he  was  fired  by  Reg  Murphy,  who  is  now 
the  publisher  of  the  Baltimore  Sun.) 

RUSSIAN  RETALIATION? 

Since  Tass  News  Agency  is  unquestionably 
a  government  agency.  Miss  Arvidson  testi- 
fied: 

"The  Standing  Committee  (of  Corre- 
spondents) wrestled  with  this  problem  in 
1950  and  finally  admitted  Tass.  under  pres- 
sure from  the  State  Department." 

While  the  very  idea  of  the  elected  repre- 
sentatives of  the  press  corps  on  Capitol  Hill 
being  successfully  "pressured"  by  the  folks 
from  Foggy  Bottom  is  prima  facie  ludicrous. 
Miss  Arvidson  went  on  to  reveal: 

"A  confidential  State  Department  memo 
in  our  files  recommends  the  accreditation 
(Of  Tass)  in  the  interest  of  helping  Ameri- 
can correspondents  obtain  and  retain  vi.sas 
from  the  Soviet  Government.  These  days, 
newspapers  are  filled  with  reports  of  foreign 
governments  seizing  any  opportunity  to 
expel  American  correspondents  from  their 
countries,  and  there  is  no  doubt  in  our 
minds  that  U.S.  reporters  would  l>e  retaliat- 
ed against,  to  the  detriment  of  the  Ameri- 


can public,  if  the  Standing  Committee 
sought  to  oust  representatives  of  govern- 
ment-controlled news  services  from  our  gal- 
lery." 

Any  reporter  who  has  ever  covered  the 
Department  of  State  is  familiar  with  the 
policy  whereby  the  U.S.  Government,  when- 
ever an  American  diplomat  or  newsman  is 
expelled  without  due  cause,  expels  a  Soviet 
diplomat  or  newsman. 

U.S.  EDITORS  OBJECTION 

What  Miss  Arvidson  failed  to  mention  in 
her  testimony  is  the  fact  that  the  Standing 
Committee's  files  also  contain  a  very  strong- 
ly-worded protest  of  the  accreditation  of 
any  Tass  representatives,  given  the  large 
number  of  KGB  agents  who  have  been  dis- 
covered to  be  Tass  correspondents. 

This  protest  came  from  a  source  of  far 
greater  "pressure"  than  the  State  Depart- 
ment: the  ASNE  ( American  Society  of  News- 
paper Editors). 

This  reporters  committee  having  accredit- 
ed Tass  and  excluded  VOA  must  surely  pro- 
vide some  high  comedy  to  the  Kremlin— as 
well  as  a  propaganda  tool.  For  the  Soviets 
can  point  out  that  the  VOA  is.  by  Congress 
itself,  not  regarded  as  being  as  legitimate  as 
Tass.  or  the  other  government-controlled 
communist  news  agencies,  who  are  accredit- 
ed. 

NATIONAL  PUBLIC  RADIO  OBJECTS 

By  way  of  still  further  irony,  one  of  those 
on  the  Radio-TV  Gallery  Standing  Commit- 
tee who  testified  against  admission  of  VOA 
was  Linda  Wertheimer.  of  National  Public 
Radio.  NPR  is  heavily  financed  by  the  U.S. 
Government.  Mrs.  Wertheimer  is  accredited 
to  cover  Congress,  where  her  husband.  Fred, 
is  head  of  one  of  the  most  controversial  of 
all  the  lobbies,  Common  Cause.  And  speak- 
ing of  lobbyists.  Chairperson  Arvidson  told 
the  Senate  Rules  Committee: 

"The  Standing  Committee  was  created  in 
1877  to  deal  with  just  this  sort  of  problem: 
Congress  was  under  siege  from  lobbyists, 
claims  agents  and  executive  branch  employ- 
ees, who  were  using  press  privileges  to  gain 
access  to  the  press  galleries  and  other  facili- 
ties." 

TIME  MAGAZINE  OBJECTS 

Also  testifying  in  opposition  to  the  accred- 
itation of  VOA  was  the  Standing  Committee 
of  Correspondents  of  the  Periodical  Gallery. 
This  committee  includes  Neil  MacNeil.  cor- 
respondent of  Time  magazine.  Mr.  MacNeil 
led  the  opposition  to  the  accrediting  of  Con- 
sumer Reports,  whose  application  for  admis- 
sion was  turned  down,  among  other  reasons 
because  its  publisher.  Consumers  Union,  is  a 
non-profit,  advocacy  group  which  accepts  no 
ads  and  which  lobbys  on  behalf  of  consum- 
ers. Time.  Incorporated,  also  has  a  lobbyist 
in  Washington.  But  apparently  this  has 
been  regarded  as  not  so  corrupting  as  the 
advocacy  of  Consumer's  Union.  Moreover, 
the  many  points  of  view  which  are  advocat- 
ed by  Time  magazine  are  perhaps  more  ex- 
pressed, in  what  has  been  called  the  editori- 
al content:  no  editorials  per  se;  because 
Time  is  one  great  big  never-ending  editorial. 

QUITE  A  PROUD  HISTORY 

Chairperson  Arvidson  also  told  the  Senate 
Rules  Committee: 

■The  Standing  Committee  has  been  in 
place  since  1877.  so  we  have  quite  a  proud 
history."  She  did  not  explain  how  she  had 
managed  to  reach  such  a  conclusion  on  the 
basis  of  what  is  in  the  Standing  Committee 
files.  For  apparently  Miss  Arvidson  over- 
looked a  good  bit  of  the  history  of  this  com- 
mittee; of  which  history  very  few  people  of 


any  ethical  discernment  would  be  proud- 
such  as  the  Lautier  case. 

BECAUSE  I  AM  COLORED 

Louis  Lautier  was  a  reporter  for  the  At 
lanta  Daily  World,  and  35  other  newspapers 
of  the  Negro  Newspaper  Publishers  Associa 
tion. 

From  his  former  associates  at  the  Daily 
World  in  Atlanta,  as  well  as  the  Afro-Ameri- 
can in  Baltimore.  I  learned  that  Louis  Lau- 
tier died,  not  many  years  after  this  Stand- 
ing Committee  of  Correspondents  voted  re- 
peatedly to  keep  him  out  of  the  Senate 
Press  Gallery.  After  this  14  months  exclu- 
sion, however,  the  Senate  Rules  Committee 
voted  unanimously  to  overrule  the  Standing 
Committee  of  Correspondents,  and  to  order 
that  Louis  be  admitted. 

The  Standing  Committee  on  Correspond- 
ents' minutes  for  March  19.  1947.  contain 
some  very  notable  reactions  indeed  to  this 
action  by  the  Senate  Rules  Committee.  For 
these  reporters  termed  this  ruling  by  the 
Rules  Committee  an  "arbitrary  action  of 
the  Senators  in  ignoring  the  Standing  Com- 
mittee's recommendation  for  a  one  month 
study."  and  they  added  that  there  was:  "ob- 
vious political  motivation  behind  the  Sena- 
torial order.  "  which  constituted  "a  Rules 
Committee  challenge  of  the  correspondents' 
own  authority  in  controlling  the  press  gal- 
leries." 

The  effect  of  this  (alleged)  authority  to 
"control  the  press  galleries."— control  by  re- 
porters rather  than  Senators,  that  is— was 
apparent  in  Mr.  Lautier's  testimony.  He 
noted  that  the  Atlanta  Daily  World  pub- 
lished 6  times  a  week,  with  a  circulation  of 
28.190.  according  to  Editor  and  Publisher 
Yearbook.  (The  Standing  Committee  of 
Correspondents  issued  a  press  release  that 
reported:  "The  Committee  understan<is  that 
the  circulation  is  between  2.000  and  3,000.") 
Mr.  Lautier  also  noted  that  since  he  was 
accredited  to  the  White  House  and  attended 
President  Truman's  press  conferences:  and 
considering  the  number  of  newspapers  he 
represented,  with  a  circulation  of  ""around 
one  and  a  half  million. "  ...  "I  can  only  con- 
clude that  the  sole  reason  for  the  failure  or 
refusal  of  the  Standing  Committee  of  Corre- 
spondents to  approve  my  application  to  the 
Congressional  Press  Galleries  is  that  I  am 
colored." 

Mr.  Lautier  was  apparently  not  given  to 
any  exaggeration.  He  noted  that  Negro  re- 
porters were  relegated  to  the  visitors  galler- 
ies—when there  was  room.  But  on  such 
newsworthy  occasions  as  the  challenge  to 
the  credentials  of  Mississippi's  Senator 
Theodore  Bilbo.  ""Negro  correspondents  had 
to  get  the  news  the  best  way  they 
could.  ...  It  was  suggested  that  I  could 
follow  Congressional  proceedings  through 
the  Congressional  Record." 

DOMINATION  BY  BIG  RICH  MEDIA 

The  record  of  who  has  served  on  this 
Standing  Committee  of  Correspondents 
shows  that  this  committee  of  reporters  con- 
tinues, year  after  year,  to  be  dominated  by 
reporters  from  the  large  and  wealthy  media. 
This  is  one  of  the  privileges,  if  a  publisher 
can  afford  to  maintain  large  staffs  on  Cap- 
itol Hill:  for  they  can  also  dominate  the 
annual  election  of  members  of  this  Standing 
Committee  of  Correspondents. 

Every  one  of  the  candidates  in  the  1983 
election  to  this  Standing  Committee  sup- 
ported this  system  of  domination  by  the  Big 
Media,  because,  they  claimed,  they  believe 
in  the  concept  of  "one  man,  one  vote. " 

When  asked  if  they  also  believe  that  this 
concept  should  be  applied  to  the  floor  of  the 


Senate,  as  well  as  the  Senate  press  gallery, 
their  answers  were  somewhat  uncertain.  For 
such  a  system  would  no  longer  provide  the 
balance  under  which  such  comparatively 
small  states  as  Rhode  Island  and  Maryland 
sought  18th  century  protection  against 
being  dominated  by  such  giants  as  Virginia, 
New  York  and  Massachusetts. 

No  such  protection  is  provided  in  the 
Senate  Press  Gallery.  There  is  no  such  pro- 
tection for  reporters  who  represent  media  in 
many  of  those  states  with  smaller  popula- 
tions: stales  that  are  represented  in  the 
Senate  by  members  of  the  Senate  Rules 
Committee. 

If  any  of  the  reporters  from  such  com- 
paratively small  media  dare  to  be  insuffi- 
ciently respectful  to  the  clusters  of  Big 
Media  reporters  who  have  always  dominat- 
ed the  membership  of  the  Standing  Com- 
mittee of  Correspondents,  such  irreverent 
reporters,  can.  under  the  present  system, 
have  their  press  credentials  taken  away 
from  them,  or  denied.  This  has  been  done 
.  .  .  and  it  can  still  be  done  today;  without 
due  cause:  without  any  semblance  of  due 
process.  It  can  be  done  under  the  cloak  of 
Congressional  immunity.  It  can  be  done  by 
the  perpetrators  without  fear  of  any  lawsuit 
for  the  damage  they  can  do  to  people  like 
Lautier.  because  of  this  extension  of  Con- 
gressional immunity,  which  surely  ought  to 
be  taken  away  from  them  by  the  Senate 
Rules  Committee. 

NOWHERE  ELSE  DO  REPORTERS  ACCREDIT 

At  the  state  Department,  a  reporters'  un- 
official group  called  the  State  Department 
Correspondents  Association  is  no  longer  al- 
lowed to  accredit,  or  to  take  away  creden- 
tials, of  other  reporters.  Nowhere  else  in  our 
nation's  capital,  are  reporters  allowed  to 
control  the  accreditation  of  fellow  report- 
ers—who may  be  their  close  competitors,  or 
for  whom  they  may  harbor  personal  ani- 
mosity. 

Such  exceptional  power  is  granted,  howev- 
er, to  this  handful  of  reporters  on  Capitol 
Hill.  And  White  House  press  passes  are 
today  granted  only  after  the  applicant  has 
first  obtained  a  Congressional  press  pass. 

FLOUTING  THE  FIRST  AMENDMENT 

How  have  these  reporters'  committees  ex- 
ercised this  rather  awesome  power  over  the 
credentials  of  other  reporters?  Judge  Ger- 
hard Gesell  of  the  U.S.  District  Court  sum- 
marized the  record  quite  accurately  in  the 
case  of  Consumers  Union  vs.  Periodical  Cor- 
respondents Gallery: 

"Under  a  broad,  generalized  Congressional 
delegation,  authority  has  been  given  to  cer- 
tain newsmen  to  prevent  other  newsmen 
from  having  access  to  news  of  vital  conse- 
quence to  the  public.  As  a  result,  a  group  of 
established  periodical  correspondents  has 
undertaken  to  implement  arbitrary  and  un- 
necessary regulations,  with  a  view  to  exclud- 
ing from  news  sources  representatives  of 
those  publications  whose  ownership  or  ideas 
they  consider  objectionable.  The  situation 
disclosed  by  this  undisputed  record  flouts 
the  First  Amendment.  It  matters  not  that 
elements  of  the  press,  as  well  as  Congress 
itself,  appear  to  have  been  the  instruments 
for  denial  of  Constitutional  rights  in  this  in- 
stance: for  those  rights  limit  the  actions  of 
legislative  agents  and  instrumentalities  as 
surely  as  those  of  Congress  itself." 

WRIST  SLAPPING  THE  POWERFUL 

In  addition  to  Judge  Gesell's  notation  of 
this  flouting  of  the  First  Amendment,  there 
is  also  the  14th  Amendment's  guarantee  of 
equal  protection.  Yet  a  comparison  of  the 
Standing    Committee    of    Correspondents' 


treatment  of  Louis  Lautier  with  this  com- 
mittee's treatment  of  offenders  from  large 
and  wealthy  newspapers  in  the  committee's 
own  files  surely  demonstrates  an  absence  of 
equal  protection.  For  example: 

A  reporter  for  the  Washington  Star  was 
reprimanded  for  having  accepted  money 
from  an  agent  of  the  Government  of  Nicara- 
gua for  writing  a  story.  But  he  did  not  expe- 
rience loss  of  his  press  credentials  as  Lautier 
did. 

A  reporter  for  the  Detroit  News  commit- 
ted a  felony  by  impersonating  a  Congress- 
man, and  obtaining  a  good  seat  for  the 
Begin-Sadat  treaty-signing  at  the  White 
House.  Another  (non-journalist)  impersona- 
tor, of  Senator  Magnuson  in  Washington 
State,  was  convicted  and  sent  to  NcNeil 
Island  Penitentiary.  But  this  reporter  was 
not  even  reprimanded  by  the  Standing  Com- 
mittee of  Correspondents.  Instead,  his  by- 
lined  account  of  this  felonious  lying  was 
published  on  page  one  by  his  newspaper. 
And  he  didn't  experience  loss  of  his  creden- 
tials like  Lautier  did.  (His  proud  report  of 
having  lied  has  now  been,  in  effect,  second- 
ed by  reporters  of  the  Baltimore  Sun  and 
the  Los  Angeles  Times,  who  have  publicly 
declared  their  willingness  to  steal,  or  lie.  In 
order  to  get  a  story.  In  the  case  of  the  Balti- 
more Sun  reporter,  he  told  me  that  this 
willingness  to  steal  for  publication  would 
have  extended  even  to  such  U.S.  military  se- 
crets as  the  Manhattan  Project,  or  the  top 
secret  timetable  for  our  Normandy  Inva- 
sion.) 

A  reporter  for  the  Los  Angeles  Times  en- 
listed an  accomplice  to  impersonate  a  Con- 
gressman's staffer,  in  order  to  gain  access  to 
that  Congressman's  office  after  dark.  Here, 
this  reporter  stole  a  news  release  from  the 
desk  of  the  Congressman  and  broke  the  em- 
bargo by  three  days.  The  reporter  was 
caught  and  summoned  to  the  office  of  the 
U.S.  Attorney.  But  he  was  subsequently 
warned,  released,  and  only  reprimanded— by 
the  Standing  Committee  of  Correspondents. 
This  burglar  did  not  experience  loss  of  his 
credentials  like  Lautier  did. 

A  widely  syndicated  columnist  for  the 
Washington  Post  was  discovered,  in  1963,  to 
be  the  officer  of  an  airline,  who  presented  a 
bill  for  $16,000  to  Bobby  Baker.  This  colum- 
nist was  reprimanded  by  the  Standing  Com- 
mittee. Thirteen  years  later,  this  same  col- 
umnist was  exposed  by  the  Miami  Herald  as 
having  become  an  officer  of  the  Diplomat 
National  Bank,  as  well  as  director  of  a  chain 
of  restaurants,  and  official  of  a  chain  of 
karate  franchises.  But  not  one  member  of 
the  allegedly  concerned  Standing  Commit- 
tee of  Correspondents  was  apparently  will- 
ing to  file  a  complaint  against  Jack  Ander- 
son. They  took  no  action  against  this  re- 
peated violation  of  their  rules.  And  he  never 
experienced  loss  of  his  credential  like  Lau- 
tier did. 

A  reporter  for  the  Louisville  Times,  not 
many  years  after  the  creation  of  the  Stand- 
ing Committee  of  Correspondents,  entered 
the  House  of  Representatives  building  and 
confronted  retired  Congressman  William 
Taulbee  of  the  10th  District  of  Kentucky. 
Taulbee.  a  Methodist  clergyman,  was  not 
armed.  But  this  reporter.  Charles  Kincaid. 
in  front  of  eye  witnesses  including  House 
Doorkeeper  Sam  Donaldson,  drew  a  pistol 
and  shot  Congressman  Taulbee  in  the  head. 
In  having  researched  this  case  for  some 
twelve  hours,  in  the  back  issues  of  the 
Washington  Post  and  the  Washington  Star, 
and  having  consulted  with  the  House  Press 
Gallery  Superintendent.  I  learned  from  his 
41  years  experience  that  there  is  no  known 
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evidence  that  the  Standing  Committee  of 
Correspondents  ever  suspended  the  creden- 
tials of  reporter  Kincaid— even  for  killing  a 
Congressman. 

Instead,  the  Washington  Star  strongly 
supported  this  reporter  who  it  noted,  came 
from  a  good  family  in  the  Blue  Grass— while 
Congressman  Taulbee  came  from  the  hills. 
Kincaid  was  aquitted  a  year  later,  since  it 
was  reported  that  Taulbee  had  earlier  in  the 
day  grasped  Kincaid  by  the  ear  and  ex- 
pressed strong  displeasure  with  some  of  the 
reporter's  writings'  in  the  Lousiville  Times. 
For  having  murdered  a  Congressman,  re- 
porter Kincaid  did  not  suffer  loss  of  his  cre- 
dentials like  Lautier  did. 

INTERNATIONALLY  LODICBOUS 

In  addition  to  the  Lautier  case,  the  deci- 
sion of  this  Standing  Committee  of  Corre- 
spondents led  the  venerable  columnist  Rich- 
ard Strout  to  resign  from  the  press  galleries, 
rather  than  adhere  to  their  ridiculous 
ruling  that  he  would  no  longer  be  able  to 
accept  $50  fees  for  doing  broadcasts  for  the 
Voice  of  America. 

This  Standing  Committee  of  Correspond- 
ents has  also  made  itself  internationally  lu- 
dicrous by  charging  that  both  Drew  Pearson 
and  Marguerite  Higgins  had  violated  the 
rules  because  these  renowned  journalists 
had  endorsed  Crest  toothpaste,  the  alleged- 
ly low  nicotine  content  of  a  cigarette.  Lister- 
ine.  Adam  Hats.  Bromo  Seltzer  and  a  line  of 
men's  clothing  at  a  local  department  store. 
Higgins  laughed  and  dropped  her  member- 
ship. Pearson  appeared  before  this  Standing 
Committee  and  confessed  that  he  had  en- 
dorsed yet  another  product,  an  empty  con- 
tainer of  which  he  left  in  the  permanent 
files.  It  is  a  good  Maryland  product:  'Drew 
Pearson's  No-Bull  Cow  Manure." 

POSSIBLE  REFORMS 

If  the  Senate  Rules  Conimittee  sees  fit  to 
continue  the  existence  of  the  Standing 
Committee  of  Correspondents,  the  process 
of  election  ought  to  be  restructured  so  that 
small  media  may  be  guaranteed  representa- 
tion, and  thus  protection,  in  the  manner  of 
sparsely  populated  states  t>eing  represented 
in  the  United  States  Senate. 

This  could  t)e  done  by  a  Senate  Rules 
Committee  rule  that  no  one  wire  service, 
newspaper,  network  magazine,  etc..  will  be 
given  more  than  one  vote  in  the  election  of 
members  of  the  Standing  Committee  of  Cor- 
responsdents.  This  would  mean  that  the 
wealthy  and  powerful  media,  who  can 
afford  to  maintain  large  staffs  on  Capitol 
Hill,  will  no  longer  be  able  to  have  such 
power  over  the  smaller  media. 

There  is  also  a  serious  need  that  the  rules 
of  the  press  and  other  media  galleries  be  re- 
written by  competent  legal  counsel,  in  order 
that  they  be  clearly  understood,  rather  than 
vague,  and  subject  to  a  wide  variety  of  inter- 
pretations. 

The  most  serious  need,  however,  is  for  the 
Senate  Rules  Committee  to  issue  an  insist- 
ence that  all  actions  of  this  Standing  Com- 
mittee of  Correspondents  be  done  with 
proper  regard  for  due  process  of  law.  And 
when  violations  of  this  standard  are  alleged 
to  take  place,  there  be  immediate  access  to 
the  Senate  Rules  Committee,  or  a  sul)com- 
mittee  thereof.  This  is  essential  in  order 
that  never  again  will  any  person  have  to 
wait  so  long  for  remedial  action  as  did  Louis 
Lautier  as  a  result  of  the  indefensible  ac- 
tions of  this  Standing  Committee  of  corre- 
spondents. For  this  Committee  has  so  often 
violated  what  should  have  been  a  solemn 
obligation  to  uphold  the  First  and  Four- 
teenth Amendment  rights  to  press  freedom 


and  equal  protection,  in  the  course  of  main- 
taining the  good  name  of  the  United  States 
Senate. 


THE  CRANSTON  ENERGY  PLAN 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President  I  am 
today,  announcing  a  comprehensive 
long-range  plan  to  meet  the  Nations 
chronic  energy  problem. 

My  plan  will  eliminate  our  danger- 
ous and  costly  dependence  on  foreign 
oil  and  get  us  into  the  21st  century 
with  no  energy  crisis. 

My  national  energy  plan  calls  for: 

Phasing  out  all  nuclear  fission  pow- 
erplants  and  replacing  them  with  re- 
newable energy  sources: 

Increasing  the  use  of  renewable 
energy— such  as  solar,  wind,  geother- 
mal,  biomass  and  hydroelectric— to 
supply  as  much  as  25  percent  of  the 
Nation's  energy  needs  by  the  year 
2000. 

Doubling  the  current  rate  of  energy 
conservation. 

With  consistent  and  intelligent  plan- 
ning, we  can  ultimately  achieve  an  all- 
renewable,  inexhaustible  domestic 
energy  supply. 

We  can  meet  our  energy  needs  with- 
out threatening  our  environment. 

This  plan  will  make  possible  a  reduc- 
tion in  total  U.S.  energy  use  and  stim- 
ulate economic  growth. 

U.S.  consumers  and  business  will  use 
29.5  fewer  quads  of  energy  in  the  form 
of  imported  oil,  domestic  coal,  and  nu- 
clear power  than  the  Energy  Informa- 
tion Administration  has  projected  for 
the  year  2000. 

Instead,  Americans  will  use  10.6 
more  quads  of  energy  from  environ- 
mentally-clean renewable  sources. 

And  they  will  consume  18.9  quads 
less  energy— at  an  estimated  savings  of 
$190  billion  a  year. 

A  quad  is  short  for  a  quadrillion— a 
million  billion— BTUs  (British  ther- 
mal units).  It  is  the  energy  equivalent 
of  44  million  tons  of  bituminous  coal. 
63  million  tons  of  wood,  1  trillion  cubic 
feet  of  natural  gas,  or  170  million  bar- 
rels of  crude  oil. 

Saving  18.9  quads  of  energy  is  equiv- 
alent to  saving  151.2  billion  gallons  of 
gasoline— enough  to  keep  190  million 
cars  running  for  a  year. 

What  we  are  talking  about  essential- 
ly is  making  use  of  available  energy. 

We  do  not  need  to  sacrifice  our 
standard  of  living. 

In  fact,  intelligent  energy  planning 
will  enable  us  to  raise  our  standard  of 
living  and  the  quality  of  American  life. 

I  estimate  that  this  plan  will  create  5 
million  new  jobs  by  the  year  2000  and 
deter  new  cycles  of  inflation. 

Inefficient  use  of  energy,  like  the  in- 
efficient use  of  any  resource,  adds  to 
the  cost  of  production  and  ultimately 
hurts  business. 

Renewable  energy  production  is  far 
more  labor  intensive  than  the  expen- 
sive and  potentially  hazardous  nuclear 
plants  we  now  have. 


For  every  position  in  a  nuclear  pow- 
erplant  that  is  lost,  four  new  jobs  will 
be  created  in  producing,  selling,  and 
installing  renewable  energy  equip- 
ment—jobs for  carpenters,  cement 
masons,  crane  operators,  electricians, 
plumbers,  and  salespersons. 

Renewable  energy  production  is  also 
less  capital  intensive. 

Instead  of  wasting  capital  on  huge, 
evermore  costly  and  overcentralized 
powerplants.  we  should  invest  that 
money  to  modernize  and  revitalize 
American  industry. 

Until  1980,  Congress  had  thrashed 
out  a  number  of  bipartisan  approaches 
to  ease  our  energy  problems  by  reduc- 
ing importation  of  foreign  oil.  promot- 
ing alternate  energy  sources  and  en- 
couraging conservation. 

However,  these  efforts  lacked  the  co- 
herent goal  and  a  well-coordinated 
plan  essential  to  avoiding  recurring 
energy  crises. 

The  time  called  for  strong,  imagina- 
tive Presidential  leadership  on  the 
energy  front,  but  instead  we  elected 
Ronald  Reagan— who  turned  the  clock 
backward  by  undermining  support  for 
vital  energy  programs  Republicans  as 
well  as  Democrats  had  helped  to 
create. 

My  national  energy  plan  will  depend 
for  its  success  on  strong  Presidential 
leadership,  an  energy-sensitive  Con- 
gress and  farsighted  consumer  and 
corporate  decisions. 

The  plan,  by  the  year  2000,  would: 

First.  Double  energy  conservation  by 
reinstituting  mandatory  appliance  ef- 
ficiency standards  for  each  of  13 
major  household  appliances— which 
alone  would  save  5  to  15  quads  of 
energy— implementing  conservation 
measures  in  Federal  buildings,  and  en- 
couraging technically  feasible,  cost-ef- 
fective energy  efficiency  improve- 
ments in  buildings  through  well-de- 
signed, local.  State,  and  Federal  con- 
servation programs. 

Second.  Limit  oil  use  to  the  trans- 
portation sector  of  the  economy, 
where  liquid  fuels  continue  to  be 
needed  for  the  foreseeable  future- 
current  law  already  bans  the  burning 
of  oil  in  powerplants  after  1990. 

Third.  Reduce  foreign  oil  imports  by 
more  than  a  third,  to  1  billion  barrels 
a  year— about  8  percent  of  our  total 
energy  use.  That  is  how  much  we  now 
buy  from  non-OPEC  nations. 

Fourth.  Encourage  the  continued 
use  of  natural  gas,  the  cleanest  of  the 
fossil  fuels  which  is  in  ample  domestic 
supply  until  it  can  be  replaced  by  re- 
newable fuels  such  as  methane  gener- 
ated from  waste. 

Fifth.  Stop  licensing  construction  of 
new  nuclear  fission  powerplants  and 
decommission  existing  nuclear  plants 
as  alternative  energy  sources  come  on 
line. 

Sixth.  Slow  the  increase  in  coal  use 
below  the  rate  projected.  The  Energy 


Information  Administration  sees  coal 
satisfying  nearly  32  percent  of  the  Na- 
tion's energy  needs  by  the  year  2000; 
for  environmental  reasons,  I  would 
limit  our  coal  use  to  just  under  25  per- 
cent of  our  national  energy  use. 

Seventh.  More  than  double  the  role 
of  renewable  sources  in  meeting  the 
Nation's  energy  needs  through  ex- 
panded use  of:  geothermal,  solar, 
hydro,  wind,  and  biomass. 

Completion  of  the  federally-support- 
ed Heber  project  in  southern  Califor- 
nia by  1985  will  have  the  effect  of  dou- 
bling available  geothermal  resources. 

I  propose  extension  until  1990  of  re- 
newable energy  tax  credits  to  promote 
residential  and  commercial  use  of  solar 
energy,  solarization  of  Federal  build- 
ings and  encouraging  use  of  photovol- 
taic cells  in  the  developing  world. 

We  can  increase  our  hydroelectric 
capacity  by  negotiating  with  Canada 
to  take  advantage  of  expanding  hydro- 
electric power  across  the  border 
through  gridlinking  plus  adding  hy- 
droelectric capacity  to  existing  U.S. 
dams. 

The  Federal  Government  should  en- 
courage wind  farming  and  the  use  of 
small  and  large  wind  turbines  to  gen- 
erate electricity,  and  support  feasibili- 
ty demonstrations  of  urban  solid  waste 
conversion  to  energy. 

This  will  not  only  provide  fuel  but 
decrease  the  need  for  new  land  fills 
and  reduce  air  and  water  pollution. 
My  natural  energy  plan  follows: 
The  Cranston  Energy  Plan 
introduction  and  summary 
The  industrialized  world,  and  particularly 
the   United   States,   must    plan   its   energy 
future  or  face  ultimate  disaster.  The  United 
States    has    faced    recurring    energy    crises 
over  the  past  decade.  During  the  winter  of 
1972-73,  shortages  of  fuel  oil  developed  in 
some  areas  followed  by  gasoline  shortages  in 
the  spring.  From  October  1973  to  March 
1974,  crude  oil  supplies  from  Arab  OPEC 
states  were  abruptly  cut  off  and  prices  rose 
from  $1.77  a  barrel  to  $7.00.  The  price  of 
Saudi  crude  increased  every  year  from  1974 
until   1982  and  nearly  doubled  during  the 
1979-80  tight  market  caused  by  the  abrupt 
shut-down  of  Iranian  production.   In   1982 
the  price  was  $34  a  barrel.  As  a  result,  from 
1975  through  1981  the  United  States  paid 
$278  billion  for  imported  oil  compared  to 
$27  billion  in  the  preceding  several  years. 
The   1973-74  crisis  and   the   recurrence  in 
1979    brought    home    the    danger    of    our 
energy  situation,  perhaps  the  most  severe 
threat  to  our  security  in  our  lifetimes. 

Current  softness  in  the  world  oil  market 
results  from  worldwide  recession,  coupled 
with  some  conservation  resulting  from 
world  reaction  to  the  severe  price  increase 
of  1979-80.  However,  economic  development 
within  underdeveloped  nations  will  soon 
raise  world  oil  demand  and  almost  surely 
produce  a  new  world  oil  shortage  and  new 
and  precipitous  price  increases.  So  long  as 
our  economy  remains  dependent  on  import- 
ed oil.  we  could  again  face  huge  increases  in 
the  outflow  of  capital  each  year  to  OPEC 
nations,  with  the  situation  steadily  getting 
worse.  Compared  with  this  alternative,  a 
very  large  scale  investment  in  conservation 
and  in  clean  and  renewable  domestic  energy 


alternatives  and  other  domestic  energy 
sources,  spread  over  18  years  and  largely 
spent  inside  the  United  Slates,  would  be 
cheap. 

The  goal  of  the  Cranston  energy  plan  is  to 
achieve  an  all-renewable  domestic  energy 
supply,  if  possible,  during  the  21st  century. 
However,  because  projections  into  the  next 
century  are  not  particularly  useful,  the  plan 
sets  year  2000  targets.  In  the  accompanying 
table  proposed  energy  goals  are  listed.  Our 
energy  needs  are  to  be  supplied  by  roughly 
equal  contributions  of  domestic  oil,  natural 
gas,  coal,  renewables,  and  conservation.  Im- 
ported oil  will  be  reduced  to  only  8.3  percent 
of  our  total  energy  use;  it  is  hoped  that  nu- 
clear power  will  be  phased  out  by  2000.  The 
total  energy  supplied,  including  increased 
conservation,  matches  Energy  Information 
Agency  [EIA]  projections  for  the  United 
States  needs  in  the  year  2000. 

A  careful  analysis  of  renewable  energy 
sources  shows  that  a  25  percent  contribu- 
tion from  these  sources  can  reasonably  be 
achieved  by  2000. 

The  Cranston  plan  proposes  roughly  dou- 
bling the  rate  of  conservation  assumed  in 
the  EIA  plan,  reducing  energy  use  by  an  ad- 
ditional 17.5  percent. 

This  plan  assumes  that  no  nuclear  power 
plants  not  presently  licensed  for  construc- 
tion will  be  built,  and  that  existing  nuclear 
power  plants  can  be  phased  out  as  they  age 
and  lose  whatever  viability  they  presently 
have  and  as  less  expensive,  more  desirable 
alternatives  come  on  line.  If  renewables  (or 
other  projected  fuel  sources)  come  on  less 
quickly  than  anticipated,  or  total  demand 
exceeds  assumptions,  the  phasing  out  of  nu- 
clear plants  can  occur  more  slowly,  provided 
public  health  and  safety  are  protected. 

The  Cranston  plan  assumes  that  relatively 
clean-burning  natural  gas  is  the  most  desira- 
ble of  the  fossil  fuels.  The  amount  assumed 
by  EIA  is  also  included  here.  It  will  supply 
19.1  percent  of  the  nation's  energy  in  this 
plan. 

In  this  plan  all  of  the  domestic  and  im- 
ported oil.  as  well  as  a  small  contribution 
from  alcohol  fuels,  will  be  used  for  transpor- 
tation. Oil  accounts  for  31.3  percent  of  the 
total  energy  budget. 

The  balance  of  our  energy  supply  (24.6 
percent)  will  come  from  domestic  coal,  used 
primarily  to  generate  electric  power  with 
additional  U.S.  coal  exported  to  other  indus- 
trial nations. 

The  plan,  including  annual  milestones, 
and  the  details  of  how  they  are  to  be  accom- 
plished, would  be  submitted  to  Congress  for 
approval  or  modification  after  consultation 
with  states,  industry,  utilities,  and  others. 
Every  fourth  year  projections  would  be 
made  extending  final-year  targets  four 
years  into  the  future,  until  the  ultimate  ob- 
jective is  achieved. 

Under  the  Cranston  plan,  more  than  5 
million  jobs  for  carpenters,  cement  masons, 
electricians,  plumbers,  air  conditioners, 
heating  and  refrigerator  technicians,  gla- 
ziers, crane  operators,  solar  engineers,  archi- 
tects, solar  law  specialists,  real  estate  ap- 
praisers, salespersons,  city  planners,  land- 
scapers.  and  others  would  be  created  by  the 
year  2000.  When  renewable  energy  is  cou- 
pled with  a  strong  conservation  effort  and 
the  displacement  of  capital-intensive  energy 
investment,  the  economy  will  grow  at 
healthy,  prosperous  rates  without  creating 
inflation  or  new  energy  crises. 
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CHART  2.-CRANST0N  PLAN  COMPARED  WITH  EIA 
PROJECTIONS  FOR  THE  YEAR  2000  ' 
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DETAILS  OF  THE  CRANSTON  ENERGY  PLAN 

The  various  elements  of  the  Cranston 
energy  plan  for  the  year  2000  will  be  de- 
scribed in  somewhat  more  detail  to  indicate 
both  the  opportunities  and  problems  that 
we  face.  In  addition  several  important  pe- 
ripheral considerations  will  be  discussed. 

A.  Domestic  oil 
U.S.  petroleum  production  peaked  at  3.5 
million  barrels  per  day  in  1970  and  has  been 
declining.  Recent  high  prices  and  removal 
of  controls  has  brought  about  150  million 
extra  barrels  to  market  each  year  but  that 
does  not  solve  the  problem  of  declining  sup- 
plies. At  1981  production  rates,  the  U.S.  has 
about  nine  years  of  proved  conventional  oil 
reserves  left.  More  will  be  found,  but  most 
of  the  very  large  continental  U.S.  fields 
have  probably  been  discovered  with  the  2'/2 
million  oil  and  gas  wells  that  have  been 
drilled.  The  last  big  find  was  the  Alaska 
North  Slope  field  at  Prudhoe  Bay.  It  is  not 
clear  whether  there  are  similar  fields  within 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska 
(NPRA).  The  Reagan  Administration  at- 
tempted, as  part  of  its  controversial  plans, 
to  lease  2  million  acres  of  the  NPRA  in  1982. 
The  size  of  the  offering,  along  with  other 
massive  oil  lease  sale  offerings,  will  certain- 
ly reduce  the  U.S.  returns  on  this  promising, 
but  unproven,  resource. 
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Another  major,  largely  untapped  domestic 
crude  oil  source  is  "heavy  oil",  more  than 
half  of  which  is  in  California  but  which  ap- 
pears also  in  Kiinsas.  Texas.  Louisiana. 
Oklahoma.  Mississippi.  Wyoming,  and  Utah. 
The  total  reserve  could  be  more  than  20  bil- 
lion barrels.  Because  of  its  high  sulfur  and 
metal  content  and  its  high  viscosity,  heavy 
oil  is  difficult  and  costly  to  produce,  often 
requiring  steam  injection  or  other  heating 
processes  to  extract  the  oil.  As  much  as  one- 
third  of  the  produced  crude  may  be  used  to 
make  steam. 

While  there  are  problems  in  producing 
and  refining  this  oil.  there  are  also  solu- 
tions, and  240.000  barrels  a  day  are  being 
produced  in  California.  The  rate  at  which 
heavy  oil  will  be  developed  depends  on  the 
economics  behind  the  huge  investments  nec- 
essary to  take  advantage  of  this  large  do- 
mestic source. 

Oil  shale  in  the  Green  River  basin  of  Col- 
orado. Utah,  and  Wyoming  is  another  large 
deposit  of  oil.  However,  the  economic  risks 
of  oil  shale  production  are  very  great  and 
the  profitability  of  this  technology  is  in  -seri- 
ous doubt  with  world  oil  prices  at  about  $30 
per  barrel.  Many  of  the  production  tech- 
niques embody  serious  environmental  risks. 

All  potential  new  sources  of  oil  supplies 
will  be  increasingly  difficult  to  produce  or 
refine,  and  increasingly  costly.  The  Strate- 
gic Petroleum  Reserve  is  a  national  reserve 
to  provide  supplies  during  an  emergency. 
When  fully  established,  it  could  deter  a  po- 
litical-embargo and  during  a  supply  inter- 
ruption could  help  keep  prices  from  explod- 
ing. A  90-day  supply— about  750  million  bar- 
rels—is plaruied  for  the  U.S.:  this  goal  is  to 
be  reached  in  1989.  A  standby  use  plan,  in- 
cluding withdrawal  criteria,  methods  for 
pricing  and  allocating  the  oil  during  severe 
supply  interruptions  needs  to  t)e  promptly 
developed. 

B.  Natural  gas 

U.S.  natural  gas  production  reached  its 
peak  in  1973  and  has  maintained  a  slightly 
lower  level  of  output  since  then  in  spite  of 
the  significant  changes  in  price  structure  re- 
sulting from  the  Natural  Gas  Production 
Act  of  1978.  Some  gas  is  imported  from 
Mexico  and  Canada  and  small  amounts  are 
brought  in  by  special  ships  and  port  facili- 
ties as  liquified  natural  gas.  Our  proved  re- 
serves of  gas  would  disappear  in  11  years, 
but  recent  discoveries  and  the  potential  for 
major  new  finds  of  domestic  gas  are  far 
higher  than  that  for  oil. 

With  adoption  of  the  NGPA.  a  surge  in 
exploration  for  gas  took  place.  There  is  no 
convincing  evidence  that  total  decontrol  is 
needed  to  increase  exploration  further- 
since  current  prices  now  stimulate  conven- 
tional exploration,  and  total  decontrol 
would  eliminate  the  advantage  currently  en- 
joyed by  deep  drillers— who  have  found 
most  of  the  new  gas.  Decontrol  of  old  gas 
would  raise  consumer  prices  and  might  curb 
some  exploration  for  and  production  of  new 
gas. 

The  environmental  attractiveness  of  gas— 
because  of  low  sulfur  and  nitrogen  con- 
tent—and the  ease  of  converting  natural 
gas-burning  facilities  to  renewable  fuels, 
suggest  that  it  should  displace  less  attrac- 
tive fuels  even  as  we  work  to  reduce  the 
overall  U.S.  energy  consumption.  Such  an 
approach  is  reflected  in  the  Cranston 
energy  plan. 

C.  Cooi 

The  U.S.  has  enormous  amounts  of  coal, 
more  than  any  other  nation.  It  is  found  in 
26   states.   Since    1974   coal    use    has   risen 


steadily,  but  coal's  share  of  the  expanding 
electric  generation  market  has  declined. 
The  advisability  of  converting  power  plants 
from  natural  gas  to  coal,  as  the  Fuel  Use 
Act  once  required,  has  been  reconsidered  be- 
cause coal  brings  with  it  a  litany  of  prob- 
lems. 

One  problem  is  human.  In  1979.  coal  mine 
accidents  killed  100  miners  and  injured 
thousands.  Moveover.  black  lung  disease 
kills  at  least  4.000  miners  each  year.  Cur- 
rently. 200.000  former  mine  workers  are 
drawing  compensation  for  disabilities 
caused  by  black  lung  disease. 

Production  of  coal  by  underground  mining 
is  an  increasingly  capital  intensive  operation 
while  uncertain  marltets.  depending  on  vac- 
illations in  price  and  environmental  policy, 
have  reduced  capital  availability.  Even  strip- 
mining,  which  is  less  costly,  still  involves 
major  costs  for  necessary  land  reclamation. 

Most  coal  is  transported  by  rail  and  ex- 
pansion of  coal  use  would  inevitably  lead  to 
the  need  for  expansion  of  some  railroads, 
requiring  major  capital  investment.  But.  in 
other  areas,  under  some  conditions,  slurry 
pipelines  would  be  less  costly,  and  increase 
competition,  benefitting  consumers.  Howev- 
er, slurry  lines  require  right-of-way  ease- 
ments across  lands  owned  by  railroads 
which  they  are  unwilling  to  give.  Federal 
legislation  to  straighten  out  this  problem 
was  first  proposed  by  President  Kennedy  in 
1962.  No  administration  had  opposed  this 
legislation  until  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion—which argues  that  it  would  compro- 
mise state's  rights.  Problems  with  water  use 
can  be  avoided  by  using  other  fluids  in  the 
pipe. 

A  major  problem  with  coal  is  its  larger 
concentration  of  sulfur  than  most  gas  and 
oil  and  the  problems  with  environmental 
pollution  and  acid  rain  that  result.  The  use 
of  scrubl)ers  to  remove  most  sulfur  at  the 
plant  and  new  burning  techniques  such  as 
fluoridized  bed  combustion  and  magnetohy- 
drodynamic  (MHD)  generation  may  be  help- 
ful and  necessary  in  containing  this  major 
problem. 

Finally,  all  fossil  fuels  contribute  to  in- 
creasing the  concentration  of  carbon  diox- 
ide (C02)  in  the  atmosphere.  Coal,  because 
it  is  essentially  all  carbon,  is  much  the  worst 
of  all.  Scientists  fear  a  "greenhouse  effect  " 
from  a  C02  build  up  that  may  cause  mas- 
sive long-term  climatic  changes  including 
the  melting  of  the  polar  ice  caps  and  shift 
of  prime  agricultural  zones. 

Solving  coal's  environmental  problems  so 
that  its  tremendous  energy  potential  may 
eventually  be  realized,  if  possible,  is  an  area 
which  could  usefully  be  addressed  by  an  on- 
going multi-partite  commission,  consisting 
of  industry,  labor,  academia.  environmental- 
ists, and  appropriate  government  officials, 
working  cooperatively  to  formulate  consen- 
sus policies.  So  long  as  the  environmental 
problems  and  miners'  safety  are  unsolved, 
slow  growth  of  the  use  of  coal  is  appropri- 
ate. In  the  Cranston  plan  coal  would  supply 
24.6  percent  of  our  estimated  needs  in  2000. 
D.  Nuclear  energy 

In  1981  nuclear  plants  accounted  for  only 
11.9  percent  of  the  nation's  electricity  pro- 
duction. The  E.I.A.  projects  that  33  percent 
of  America's  electricity  will  be  fission-gener- 
ated in  2000.  This  is  neither  likely  nor  desir- 
able. 

Fission  reactors  have  become  increasingly 
costly  to  build  and  operate.  Between  1975 
and  1979  twenty  orders  for  new  reactors 
were  cancelled  and  40  deferred.  The  present 
costs  of  nuclear  energy  are  less  than  the 
true  costs  because  the  Price-Anderson  Act 


limits  the  liability  of  nuclear  plant  opera- 
tors for  risks  to  the  public  health  and 
safety.  Furthermore,  the  costs  of  major  ac- 
cidents, such  as  that  at  Three  Mile  Island, 
and  the  costs  of  dismantling  old  plants  and 
of  disposing  of  nuclear  waste— a  task  still 
not  adequately  handled— are  seldom  count- 
ed in  the  overall  reactor  costs. 

Uranium  is  a  finite  resource,  unless  breed- 
er reactor  technology  is  used  enabling  the 
reactor  to  produce  more  fuel  than  it  uses. 
But  breeders  convert  uranium  to  plutonium. 
only  a  few  pounds  of  which  can  create  a 
devastating  bomb.  The  risk  that  nuclear 
weaponry  will  proliferate  to  even  more  na- 
tions or  to  terrorist  groups,  destabilizing  the 
world  balance  of  terror,  is  great  enough 
with  conventional  fission  reactors,  without 
increasing  it  via  breeders. 

When  these  problems  are  compounded  by 
the  risk  of  human  error  and  mechanical 
failure,  such  as  occurred  at  Three  Mile 
Island,  fission  becomes  an  undesirable  alter- 
native, to  be  used  only  when  necessary.  By 
2000  we  could  hope  to  eliminate  this  necessi- 
ty completely  with  a  sensibly  steady  energy 
policy.  Continued  re.search  on  fusion  is  de- 
sirable. Fusion  poses  1/10  the  radiation 
hazard,  no  proliferation  problem  and  is  a  re- 
newable energy  source  which  uses  hydrogen 
atoms  as  fuel.  Technological  feasibility  may 
be  established  during  this  century,  but  the 
energy  is  not  likely  to  be  economic  until 
well  into  the  21st  century. 

E.  Renewabtes 

Switching  our  imported  oil  dependence  to 
any  other  limited  and  depletable  resource, 
particularly  a  fossil  fuel,  merely  delays  the 
day  when  we  or  our  children  again  will  face 
energy  crises.  Our  long-range  energy  policy 
goal  should  be  to  convert  our  economy  to 
domestically  available,  environmentally 
.safe,  renewable  energy  supplies.  But  given 
the  long  lead  times  for  total  energy  conver- 
sions, the  institutional  resistance  to  change, 
and  the  lack  of  present  availability  of  any 
single  totally  satisfactory  alternative,  the 
total  conversion  will  take  many,  many  years. 
To  reach  25  percent  solar  and  renewable 
energy  by  2000  will  require  adoption  of  a 
consistent  and  comprehensive  energy  policy 
and  steady  pursuit  of  its  goals. 

1.  Geothermal  Energy 

The  heat  within  the  earth  is  one  of  the 
most  plentiful  of  available  renewable  energy 
resources,  yet  one  whose  potential  is  often 
ignored  in  both  short  and  long-term  energy 
planning.  Magma  (molten  rock)  from  the 
earth's  core  reaches  temperatures  of 
1.200'C.  Very  recent  experiments  in  Hawaii 
have,  for  the  first  time,  penetrated  magma, 
recovered  a  complete  core,  and  maintained 
an  open  hole  in  the  magma  for  future  ex- 
periments. Scientists  believe  this  establishes 
the  feasibility  of  direct  extraction  of  energy 
from  magma  located  within  10  kilometers  of 
the  surface  of  the  earth.  U.S.G.S.  estimates 
that  in  the  continental  U.S.  alone,  near-sur- 
face magma  deposits  contain  800  to  8000 
times  as  much  energy  as  the  U.S.  uses  each 
year. 

The  geysers,  a  rare  dry  steam  resource  in 
northern  California,  currently  produce  910 
megawatts  of  electricity  and  this  will  more 
than  double  by  1990.  The  Cranston  plan  an- 
ticipates that  2.6%  of  the  nation's  energy 
will  be  supplied  by  geothermal  sources  in 
2000.  as  the  federally  supported  demonstra- 
tion of  the  binary  process  makes  use  of 
moderate  temperature  resources  commer- 
cially feasible. 


2.  Solar  Energy 


By  heating  the  earth  and  its  atmosphere, 
the  sun  generates  wind,  waves  and  tides, 
rainfall  for  rivers,  ocean  temperature  differ- 
ences, and  growth  in  trees  and  plants.  Thus, 
not  only  active  and  passive  solar  and  photo- 
voltaics.  but  wind  generation,  tide  conver- 
sion, hydroelectric  power,  ocean  thermal 
energy  conversion,  wood  burning,  biomass 
conversion  and  alcohol  fuels  are  solar 
energy  uses.  These  sources  are.  like  geother- 
mal energy,  for  practical  purposes,  inex- 
haustible or  "renewable  ".  Within  reasona- 
ble constraints  set  by  economics,  technology 
and  other  considerations  a  national  energy 
policy  should  prefer  alternatives  consistent 
with  achieving  national  goals.  The  use  of 
solar  options  is  preferable  because  they  are 
diffuse,  abundant,  environmentally  attrac- 
tive, renewable,  more  labor  intensive  and 
often  less  capital-intensive  than  other  op- 
tions. 

The  nation  is  already  embracing  renew- 
ables  in  many  areas.  Passive  solar  systems 
are  producing  more  than  half  a  buildings 
heat  needs  in  well  designed  and  well  insulat- 
ed new  homes.  Federal  tax  imducements, 
with  applicable  state  tax  credits,  make  new 
installations  of  solar  water  heating  and 
space  heating  economic  in  many  parts  of 
the  country  at  existing  oil  prices.  In  Califor- 
nia alone  there  are  expected  to  be  1.5  mil- 
lion solar  installations  by  1985. 

The  current  replacement  cost  of  fossile 
fuel  plants  is  over  $825  per  kilowatt  and 
future  fuel  supplies  are  uncertain.  The  cur- 
rent replacement  cost  of  nuclear  plants  is 
$1-2.000  per  kilowatt.  Photovoltaic  units 
currently  cost  $4-6.000  per  kilowatt  and  are 
expected  to  fall  below  $2-3,000  per  kilowatt 
by  1985  and  steadily  downward  thereafter 
while  nuclear  and  fossil  fuel  plant  costs  are 
rising  rapidly.  With  appropriate  government 
support,  by  1990  photovoltaic  cells  should 
generate  electricity  at  $450-1.000  per  kilo- 
watt or  less,  well  below  the  cost  of  all  tradi- 
tional alternatives.  Merely  redirecting 
amounts  the  Reagan  Administration  pro- 
poses to  use  to  subsidize  the  nuclear  indus- 
try-including Three  Mile  Island  clean-up 
cosU  and  development  of  the  Clinch  River 
Breeder  Reactor— would  more  than  pay  the 
short-run  federal  investment  cost  in  a  solar 
preference,  program.  Before  long  the  pro- 
gram would  pay  for  itself  and  return  budget 
savings  to  the  federal  government.  Even  a 
low  level  of  photovoltaic  conversion  could 
produce  3.3  million  jobs  by  2000. 

The  other  way  to  make  electricity  from 
sunlight  is  to  use  the  sun  to  heat  a  fluid 
which  drives  a  heat  engine.  Commercial  fea- 
sibility demonstrations  by  the  mid-1990s 
could  bring  on  commercial  solar  thermal 
electric  power  generation  before  the  end  of 
the  century.  However,  no  significant  solar 
thermal  generation  is  included  in  the  Cran- 
ston year  2000  plan.  Ocean  thermal  energy 
conversion  and  similar  techniques  applied  to 
solar  ponds  also  seem  unlikely  to  make  sig- 
nificant contributions  by  the  year  2000. 

Hydroelectric  power  now  supplies  12  per- 
cent of  the  nation's  electric  energy.  Expan- 
sion in  Canada  with  grid  linking  across  the 
border,  adding  power  generating  equipment 
to  existing  dams,  and  increasing  the  electric 
capacity  of  hydroelectric  dams  would  lead 
to  a  substantial  increase  In  energy  supply 
from  this  source. 

After  much  experimentation  and  develop- 
ment, wind  power  is  about  ready  to  develop 
commercially.  Begirming  in  1981  a  wind 
farm  development  was  begun  in  California. 
The  first  phase  is  to  be  completed  in  1983 
and  will  consist  of  fifty  2.5  megawatt  wind 


turbines.  By  1984  there  will  be  145  turbines 
generating  350  megawatts  of  power.  Some 
experts  believe  that  as  many  as  60.000- 
90.000  large  wind  machines  as  well  as  many 
smaller  ones  could  be  in  place  by  2000.  The 
Cranston  plan  sets  a  goal  which  is  less  than 
half  that  amount  but  still  contributes  3.4 
percent  of  the  nation's  energy  needs  in  the 
year  2000. 

After  the  1973-74  crisis,  the  use  of  wood 
for  cooking,  heating,  some  industrial  proc- 
esses, and  for  generating  electricity  soared. 
In  New  England.  20  percent  of  all  homes  use 
wood  as  a  primary  heat  source.  The  use  of 
wood  could  be  increased  by  a  factor  of  4  or  5 
and  renewed  indefinitely,  provided  that  a 
careful,  sustained  yield  forestry  manage- 
ment policy  is  pursued  which  avoids  clear- 
cutting  and  concentrates  on  selective  cut- 
ting, thinning,  species  variation  and  replant- 
ing. In  order  to  permit  other  uses  of  wood, 
to  guard  against  air  pollution,  and  to  main- 
tain maximum  retention  of  unspoiled  wil- 
derness and  green  space,  this  plan  limits 
wood-energy  use  to  half  its  potential. 

Urban  solid  waste  can  be  converted  to 
energy,  decreasing  the  need  for  new  land- 
fills and  cutting  air  and  water  pollution. 
The  technology  is  well  developed  in  Europe 
where  nearly  200  cities  convert  waste  to 
energy.  However,  efforts  to  demonstrate 
feasibility  of  waste  energy  conversion  in  sev- 
eral municipalities  have  been  abandoned  by 
the  Reagan  Administration.  The  Cranston 
plan  anticipates  that  .7  percent  of  our 
energy  needs  will  come  from  this  source. 

Many  plants  grown  in  sunlight  can  be  con- 
verted to  ethanol  (grain  alcohol)  or  metha- 
nol (wood  alcohol)  by  fermenting  carbohy- 
drate rich  crops,  then  distilling  the  alcohol. 
It  is  mixed  with  gasoline  to  produce  gasohol 
which  can  now  be  produced  for  about  $1.10 
per  gallon,  a  marginally  competitive  price. 
It  is  reasonable  to  maintain  the  current  fed- 
eral tax  incentive  to  permit  this  expanding 
renewable  energy  source  to  develop  at  its 
present  pace.  By  2000,  that  should  produce 
1.1%  of  our  energy  needs. 

F.  Conservation 
From  the  traditional  view  that  energy 
conservation  meant  sacrifice,  deprivation 
and  a  declining  standard  of  living.  Except 
within  the  Reagan  Administration,  a  recog- 
nition has  emerged  that  conser\'ation— in- 
creased energy  efficiency— is  the  least 
costly,  safest,  cleanest  and  fastest  way  to 
meet  our  transitional  energy  needs.  The  op- 
portunities for  major  improvements  in  con- 
servation appear  throughout  our  society. 

Our  industrial  strength  has  decreased  .se- 
verely in  recent  years  and  we  are  faced  with 
strong  challenges  from  Europe  and  Japan. 
Aging  plants  and  out-of-date  procedures 
must  be  revitalized  as  part  of  a  major  rein- 
dustrialization  of  America  that  is  needed  to 
meet  these  challenges.  Part  of  such  an 
effort  is  to  reduce  costs  and  make  our  indus- 
try energy  efficient  by  eliminating  the  prof- 
ligate energy  practices  of  our  cheap  energy 
days.  Waste  heat  from  plants  can  be  used  to 
heat  offices  or  water  or  to  preheat  ele- 
ments to  be  used  in  the  plant  process.  Major 
heat  users  should  investigate  reducing  costs 
by  cogeneration,  that  is  making  electricity 
to  be  sold  to  the  utility  and  using  the  re- 
maining "waste "  heat  for  their  industrial 
needs. 

Modern  insulation,  high  efficiency  burn- 
ers, long  lasting  high  efficiency  lighting, 
fuel  efficient  trucks  and  transportation,  and 
computer  controlled  energy  processes  are  all 
paths  to  an  efficient  and  competitive  U.S. 
industry  once  again  on  the  upswing.  The 
energy  savings  that  have  been  made  by  in- 


dustries with  strong  management  commit- 
ments to  conservation  and  with  technical 
staffs  devoted  to  analyzing  operations  and 
implementing  conservation  methods  have 
been  remarkable.  To  regain  our  worldwide 
industrial  leadership  requires  improvements 
in  many  areas;  one  of  them  is  to  place  our 
industry  at  the  cutting  edge  of  modern  tech- 
nology and  energy  efficient  practices. 

Significant  savings  can  come  from  extend- 
ing federal  auto  efficiency  standards  to  set 
goals  through  1995.  With  an  end-year  corpo- 
rate average  auto  efficiency  requirement  of 
40  miles  per  gallon  in  1995.  we  save  a  billion 
barrels  of  oil  in  2000.  Forty  miles  per  gallon 
is  already  technologically  feasible,  but 
would  require  large  front  end  capital  invest- 
ment by  an  ailing  domestic  auto  industry. 
Tax  incentives  and  some  continued  federal 
partnership  on  alternative  fuel  engine  re- 
search and  development  is  needed. 

Thirty-one  percent  of  the  energy  we  use  is 
for  generation  of  electricity— almost  always 
through  centralized  and  increasingly  expen- 
sive power  plants  run  by  utilities— regulated 
by  state  Public  Utilities  Commissions.  Under 
the  best  of  circumstances  only  35%  to  40% 
of  the  energy  used  in  generators  appears  as 
electricity;  the  remainder  is  heat  that  is 
usually  dispersed  to  rivers  or  the  environ- 
ment rather  than  being  used  to  heat  neigh- 
borhood buildings  ("district  heating")  or  to 
sell  to  nearby  industries  that  need  heat. 
The  city  of  St.  Paul,  its  residents,  and  a 
local  electric  utility  are  cooperating  in  the 
process  of  installing  district  heating  from  an 
electric  generator  as  a  major  experiment  in 
waste  heat  utilization.  If  successful,  this  ap- 
proach should  be  adopted  widely.  It  requires 
active  leadership  from  cities  and  the  accept- 
ance by  utilities  of  a  role  as  suppliers  of 
energy— both  heat  and  electricity— rather 
than  electricity  alone. 

Our  buildings,  both  residential  and  com- 
mercial, are  not  well  designed  for  energy 
conservation.  As  new  buildings  replace  old 
ones  it  is  essential  that  the  most  nagrant 
sources  of  energy  waste  be  eliminated.  This 
can  be  done  by  incorporating  where  practi- 
cal high  standards  of  insulation,  passive 
solar  heating  in  winter  and  solar  shading  in 
summer,  high  efficiency  air  conditioning, 
high  efficiency  gas  and  oil  burners,  efficient 
lighting,  lighting  controls  to  prevent  over  il- 
lumination, efficient  appliances,  and  mini- 
computer energy  management  systems.  To 
achieve  these  goals  requires  governmental 
leadership,  standard  state-wide  building 
codes  that  are  both  flexible  and  easily  un- 
derstood by  builders,  and  cooperation  by 
builders  and  suppliers.  A  state  building  code 
with  many  of  these  features  has  been  devel- 
oped in  California  and  is  being  implemented 
there.  If  successful,  its  use  could  be  encour- 
aged as  a  base  for  the  upgrading  of  other 
states  codes. 

The  opportunities  for  conservation  are 
enormous.  A  reduction  of  energy  use  by 
17.5%  beyond  that  projected  by  the  E.I.A. 
projections  is  proposed  by  the  Cranston 
plan.  To  achieve  such  results  requires 
steady  leadership  and  support  from  the  na- 
tional government  and  from  state  and  local 
governments  and  a  readiness  to  fight  waste 
by  utilities,  builders,  manufacturers,  offices, 
stores,  homeowners,  and  apartment  dwell- 
ers. 

In  conservation  the  Reagan  Admmistra- 
tion  has  been  tragically  wrong.  It  is  at- 
tempting to  dismantle  all  conservation  pro- 
grams lock,  stock,  and  barrel.  It  would 
remove  federal  support  that  enables  states 
and  localities  to  operate  effective  programs. 
It  fails  to  perceive  the  relationship  between 
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energy  modernization  of  urban  buildings 
and  the  viability  of  our  future  housing 
stock,  the  long-term  stability  of  regions,  and 
U.S.  economic  productivity.  Congress  man- 
dated national  appliance  efficiency  stand- 
ards for  each  of  13  major  house  appliaoices 
In  the  National  Conservation  Policy  Act  in 
1978. 

Instead,  the  Reagan  Administration  pro- 
posed standards  so  weak  as  to  constitute  no 
standard  at  all.  while  requiring  states  to  pe- 
tition to  avoid  preemption  of  state  stand- 
ards existing  in  California,  New  York,  Flori- 
da, Kansas  and  other  states.  It  refuses  to 
Implement  mandated  conservation  measures 
in  federal  buildings.  It  has  reduced  or  elimi- 
nated research  and  development  programs. 
Its  consistent  policy  in  the  field  of  energy  is 
to  reduce  or  destroy  any  programs  that  sup- 
port conservation.  The  Reagan  Administra- 
tion believes  that  support  for  conservation 
is  bad  and  that  support  for  nuclear  power  is 
good.  In  l)oth  respects,  it  is  wrong. 

KNVIRONMrNTAL  CONCERNS 

In  the  panic  following  the  energy  crises  of 
1973-74  and  1978-79.  proposals  to  lessen 
U.S.  oil  vulnerability  often  viewed  environ- 
mental concerns  as  mere  obstacles  in  the 
path  of  national  energy  development.  These 
niceties  might  be  taken  into  account  in  less 
troubled  times,  the  argument  runs,  but  not 
in  times  of  energy  crisis  when  U.S  security 
and  economic  interests  are  vulnerable  to 
foreign  pressure. 

President  Carter's  proposals  for  an 
Energy  Mobilization  Board— which  could 
override  state  and  federal  environmental 
laws  seen  as  obstacles  to  approved  energy 
projects— and  for  an  $88  billion  national 
commitment  to  synfuels  development,  were 
not  fully  approved  by  Congress.  It  was  too 
large  a  commitment,  too  soon,  and  without 
adequate  understanding  of  the  economic 
and  environmental  variables.  Another  exam- 
ple is  Reagan  Administration  Interior  Secre- 
tary James  Watts  5-year  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  oil  and  gas  leasing  plan.  In  a  search 
for  every  possible  barrel  of  oil  and  gas.  it 
would  disturb  or  threaten  with  oil  spills  vir- 
tually every  unspoiled  portion  of  the  na- 
tion's coastline,  regardless  of  the  views  of 
states  or  localities  or  any  competing  values 
or  commercial  interests  which  might  exist. 
Onshore.  Watt  made  similar  unacceptable 
proposals  for  wilderness  areas  and  other 
protected  preserves. 

Such  proposals  threaten  more  than 
"pretty"  areas.  They  lack  understanding  of 
the  fragile  balance  between  energy,  matter 
and  the  ecosystem  supporting  life  on  earth. 
The  inevitable  consequence  of  ignoring  envi- 
ronmental concerns  is.  at  best,  temporary 
relief  of  a  short-term  crisis  in  exchange  for 
a  worse  crisis  later,  when  inevitable  damage 
to  the  food  chain,  the  public  health  or 
safety,  the  atmosphere  which  supports  life, 
or  other  vital  human  interests  forces  recon- 
sideration. EInergy  policy  must  weigh  soci- 
etal needs  for  security,  health  and  safety, 
employment,  and  aesthetic  values,  not  just 
the  private  profits  of  entrepreneurs. 

Several  environmental  specifics  have  been 
previously  set  out  in  discussions  of  particu- 
lar fuels  and  technologies.  Two  deserve  re- 
emphasis  as  the  two  most  serious  environ- 
mental problems  associated  with  combus- 
tion of  fossil  fuels. 

We  are  just  beginning  to  understand  the 
effects  of  acid  rain.  Under  the  current  Clean 
Air  Act.  airborne  concentrations  within  a 
region  of  pollutants  like  sulfur  dioxide  and 
nitrogen  oxide,  i.e..  "SOX"  and  "NOX".  are 
reduced  by  controlling  sources  within  that 
region.  But  some  "SOX"  and  "NOX"  don't 


form  gaseous  air  concentrations.  Rather, 
they  rise  into  the  upper  atmosphere,  where 
they  combine  with  water  vapor  to  form  sul- 
furic or  nitric  acids,  which  then  fall  to  earth 
in  another  region,  poisoning  water  systems, 
crops  and  forests.  Since  these  toxics  do  not 
respect  man-made  boundaries,  acid  rain  is 
almost  always  an  international  or  interstate 
problem  with  which  the  1970  Clean  Air  Act 
amendments  are  inadequate  to  deal. 

The  Canadian  government  has  repeatedly 
expressed  concern  about  damage  to  its 
lakes,  forests,  and  ecosystems  from  U.S.  and 
Canadian-generated  acid  rain.  Clearly,  the 
problem  will  need  to  be  addressed  interna- 
tionally. Through  joint  efforts  of  science, 
industry  and  government.  Canada  has  re- 
duced some  of  its  own  emissions. 

In  the  U.S.  the  main  source  of  acid  rain  in 
31  states  of  the  East  and  Midwest  apparent- 
ly is  the  "tall  stacks"  of  fossil  fuel  burning 
powerplants.  built,  ironically  enough  to  dis- 
perse air  emissions.  The  stacks  may  be  in 
Ohio,  but  because  of  prevailing  winds,  the 
fall-out  may  occur  in  Canada  or  the  New- 
England  states. 

By  1978.  acid  rain  cost  an  estimated  $5  bil- 
lion in  the  eastern  U.S.  including  $1  billion 
in  reduced  agricultural  revenues.  In  the 
next  20  years,  unless  abated,  acid  rain  could 
cost  $8.3  billion  in  crop  damage  in  the  Ohio 
Valley  alone. 

In  addition,  acid  rain  does  damage  to  for- 
ests and  destroys  $13  billion  worth  of  mate- 
rials in  the  eastern  U.S.  annually,  and  does 
immeasurable  damage  to  lakes,  fresh  water 
rivers  and  streams  and  to  their  marine  pop- 
ulations. 

The  increased  acidity  of  the  water  supply 
leaches  metal  like  lead,  copper,  aluminum, 
mercury  and  cadmium  from  watershed  soils, 
sediments  and  water  pipes  and.  at  very  dan- 
gerous levels,  introduces  them  to  people  in 
their  drinking  water. 

While  the  problem  in  the  East  results 
from  the  prevalence  of  midwestern  power- 
plants  with  tall  stack  burning  high  sulfur 
coal,  the  West,  too,  has  its  own  acid  rain 
problem,  probably  caused  primarily  by  NOX 
from  auto  emissions. 

Reduction  of  the  SOX  problem  in  the 
East  is  technologically  feasible,  by  using 
■scrubbers"  in  the  stacks,  but  that's  expen- 
sive and  debate  rages  over  who  should  pay. 

The  answers  concerning  western  acid  rain 
are  less  clear,  but  may  involve  requiring 
automobile  inspection  and  maintenance  of 
auto  emission  equipment,  and  more  sophis- 
ticated technology. 

Certainly,  international  cooperation  and 
prompt  resolutioji  is  a  must. 

Scientists  believe  that  the  amount  of 
carbon  dioxide  in  the  atmosphere  could 
double  within  the  next  50  years,  if  present 
trends  continue,  threatening  a  'greenhouse 
effect  "  that  would  melt  polar  icecaps,  flood 
coastal  areas,  and  wipe  out  food  supplies. 

The  cause  is  combustion  of  fossil  fuels  in 
all  forms.  Only  by  ultimate  total  conversion 
to  non-fossil  fuels— particularly  clean  re- 
newables— can  this  effect  be  avoided,  since 
the  build-up  is  cumulative.  And.  as  more 
and  more  nations  develop  industrially,  they 
too  must  convert  to  clean  fuels  to  avoid  the 
greenhouse  effect. 

ECONOMIC  CONCERNS 

The  Reagan  Administration  argues  that— 
except  for  nuclear  fission  for  which  the  Ad- 
ministration has  proposed  major  new  subsi- 
dies—leaving the  nation's  future  energy 
supply  to  the  judgment  of  private  compa- 
nies responding  to  economic  pressures  of 
the  marketplace  is  sufficient.  The  Adminis- 


tration is  moving  in  exactly  the  wrong  direc- 
tion. 

The  marketplace  is  not  free.  It  has  been 
structured  by  previous  and  continuing  gov- 
ernment subsidies,  by  monetary  and  fiscal 
policies,  by  regulations  (local,  state  and  fed- 
eral), by  oligopoly  and  uneven  competition 
between  integrated  major  corporations  and 
non-integrated  independents.  Now  it  is  fur- 
ther unbalanced  by  uneven  access  to  capital 
and  to  some  energy  resources,  by  cartel  pric- 
ing, and  by  foreign  government  policies  that 
adjust  supply  and  demand  for  non-economic 
reasons. 

Even  were  the  market  really  "free",  feder- 
al responsibility  for  national  defense  and 
general  welfare  requires  the  government  to 
restrict  some  activity  and  to  encourage 
benign  activity,  where  economic  stability, 
the  national  economy  and  security,  public 
health  or  safety,  or  other  vital  public  inter- 
ests are  at  stake. 

Market  choice  of  some  very  capital-inten- 
sive alternatives— nuclear  power,  coal  and 
synfuels  development— could,  to  the  extent 
that  they  use  up  available  investment  cap- 
ital, prevent  near-term  investment  in  con- 
servation and  renewable  energy  technology, 
with  regrettable  long-term  economic  and  en- 
vironmental consequences. 

Government  policy  on  coal  should  aim  at 
improving  its  social  usefulness  by  support- 
ing MHD  and  fluidized  bed  combustion  re- 
search. A  short-term  increase  in  abundant 
U.S.  coal  is  reeded  to  provide  energy  during 
the  transition  to  renewable  energy  and  to 
increase  exports  to  offset  capital  outflow 
from  imported  oil.  But  weakening  environ- 
mental laws  that  govern  use  of  coal  is  both 
unnecessary  and  unwise.  And  the  govern- 
ment must  encourage  investment  in  the  less 
capital-intensive  and  more  socially  desirable 
renewables  which  ultimately  can  provide  all 
the  energy  we  need.  It  may,  therefore,  be 
necessary  to  increase  subsidies  for  renew- 
able energy  development. 

Developing  an  energy  plan  for  the  future 
is  vital,  but  it  provides  only  part  of  the  revi- 
talization  our  economy  needs.  And  economic 
recovery  which  merely  restores  energy-in- 
tensive industries  to  short  run  economic 
health  will  eventually  result  in  new  infla- 
tion, energy  crises,  and  deeper  future  reces- 
sions. 

Permanent  economic  health— insofar  as 
energy  policy  is  concerned — depends  on  de- 
creasing our  fossil  fuel  dependence  before 
the  next  world-wide  shortage  of  oil  occurs. 
It  requires  creation  of  the  numbers  and 
kinds  of  jobs  that  our  work  force  can  fill, 
many  from  new  energy  industries.  For  the 
same  investment  dollars,  conservation  and 
the  renewable  technologies  are  far  more 
labor-intensive  than  nuclear  or  fossil  fuels. 
And  nuclear  power  is  ever  more  costly,  while 
renewable  technology  is  ever  less  expensive 
and  the  fuel  is  usually  free. 

The  federal  government  must  work  with 
state  and  local  government,  with  the  utili- 
ties industry,  with  energy  technology  and 
fuel  suppliers  and  with  labor,  to  promote 
transition  to  a  strong,  energy-efficient  econ- 
omy which  provides  employment  for  our 
workers  at  energy  costs  that  do  not  deprive 
low  income  people  of  the  energy  they  need. 

Perhaps  $50  billion  of  private  and  public 
investment  on  average  will  be  needed  each 
year  for  energy  until  the  year  2000,  count- 
ing home-owner  and  business  investment, 
public  loans  and  loan  guarantees,  purchases, 
tax  credits  and  other  subsidies,  even  if 
heavy  investment  in  capital  intensive  alter- 
natives is  avoided.  By  far,  most  of  this  in- 
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vestment  will  come  from  consumer  and  cor- 
porate decisions  in  the  private  sector. 

But  there  is  no  choice.  If  we  do  not 
commit  to  and  carry  out  a  sensible  energy 
policy  over  the  next  17  years,  we  will  spend 
even  more  on  oil.  and  eventually  face  much 
more  costly  decisions. 


REMARKS      BY      CONGRESSMAN 
WAXMAN    ON    HUMAN    RIGHTS 
IN  THE  SOVIET  UNION 
Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lier  this   month    a   delegation   of    18 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, led  by  my  counterpart  in  that 
body,  Mr.  Foley  of  Washington,  the 
Democratic  whip,  met  in  Moscow  with 
Soviet  leaders  to  discuss  a  wide  range 
of  issues. 

A  major  focus  of  these  meetings  was 
the  issue  of  human  rights.  The  discus- 
sion of  this  issue  was  led  by  my  es- 
teemed and  respected  colleague  from 
California,  Representative  Henry  A. 
Waxman  of  Los  Angeles,  who  chaired 
the  task  force  on  human  rights  of  the 
House  delegation. 

Mr.  Waxman's  remarks  to  the  open- 
ing plenary  session  of  the  meetings  in 
the  Kremlin  received  a  good  deal  of  at- 
tention by  both  his  congressional  col- 
leagues and  Soviet  officials  because  he 
spoke  with  knowledge  and  passion 
from  the  perspective  which  all  Ameri- 
cans bring  to  the  fundamental  issues 
of  freedom  of  association,  expression, 
and  religious  observance. 

As  one  who  has  been  so  deeply  in- 
volved in  the  struggle  for  human 
rights  and  has  led  past  exchanges  of  a 
smiliar  nature  with  Soviet  officials,  I 
appreciate  the  candor,  lucidity,  and 
eloquence  of  Mr.  Waxman's  remarks 
and  the  impossibility  of  Soviet  offi- 
cials misinterpreting  his  words.  I  also 
know  that  the  concerns  he  so  forceful- 
ly expressed  accurately  reflect  the 
most  deeply  held  beliefs  of  the  Ameri- 
can people. 

Mr.  Waxman  called  attention  to  the 
severe  restrictions  within  which  Chris- 
tians, Muslims,  and  Jews  live  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  He  eschewed  diplomatic 
euphemisms  and  evasion.  The  Los  An- 
geles Congressman  chose,  rather,  to 
summarize  precisely  the  abuses  in  the 
field  of  human  rights  which  have  gen- 
erated greatest  concern  in  the  West 
and  referred  to  a  number  of  individual 
cases  and  a  wide  range  of  religious  and 
ethnic  groups.  The  unifying  principles 
were  our  agreement  with  the  Soviets 
at  Helsinki  and  our  own  moral  herit- 
age. 

Since  few  of  my  colleagues  in  this 
body  have  had  the  opportunity  to  read 
Mr.  Waxman's,  remarks,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  they  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  re- 
marks were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 


Remarks  by  Congressman  Henry  A. 
Waxman  on  Human  Rights  in  the  Soviet 
Union  to  Members  of  the  Supreme  Soviet 
OF  the  U.S.S.R.  in  the  Kremlin  on  July 
5.  1983 

We  meet  here  today  to  discuss  various 
issues  of  concern  to  the  people  of  our  coun- 
tries and,  indeed,  of  the  world.  Arms  control 
is  a  central  concern  to  all  of  us  here.  Yet  all 
of  my  colleagues  share  another  concern: 
that  governments  live  up  to  solemn  interna- 
tional commitments,  freely  undertaken,  to 
respect  the  human  rights  of  their  citizens. 

We  meet  here  today  to  discuss  issues  of 
mutual  concern.  Yet,  we  cannot  gloss  over 
those  issues  about  which  we  disagree.  Amer- 
icans are  convinced  that  the  issue  of  how  a 
government  treats  its  citizens  is  a  legiti- 
mate—indeed integral— part  of  the  interna- 
tional agenda. 

Modern  technology  has  brought  us  the 
atomic  bomb— and  the  danger  of  nuclear  ca- 
tastrophe. Modern  technology  has  also 
brought  us  instant  communication  with  the 
result  that  people  everywhere  are  informed 
about  people  around  the  world.  Indeed,  this 
awareness  is  a  central  fact  of  modern  life: 
we  all  inhabit  a  global  village  threatened 
with  total  destruction.  No  political  leader 
can  ignore  either  aspect  of  these  fundamen- 
tal facts. 

Instant  communication  also  makes  people 
everywhere  aware  of  contradictions  between 
words  and  deeds.  No  society  is  perfect.  No 
government  or  party  can  claim  that  all  its 
citizens  agree  on  every  point  of  public 
policy.  It  is  difficult  for  an  informed  public 
to  have  faith  in  negotiations  with  a  country 
which  flouts  solemn  agreements  in  one  area, 
such  as  human  rights,  while  professing  the 
urgent  need  for  new  agreements  in  another 
area,  such  as  arms  control.  In  fact,  I  believe 
that  governments  which  violate  the  interna- 
tionally guaranteed  rights  of  their  citizens 
risk  loss  of  international  credibility. 

This  loss  of  international  credibility  has 
many  ramifications:  not  only  the  loss  of 
public  confidence,  but  also  difficulties,  com- 
plications and  delays  in  the  diplomatic 
arena.  In  fact,  such  a  loss  of  credibility  ex- 
tends to  all  areas  of  bilateral  relations  and 
begins  to  poison  the  very  foundation  of  the 
relationship  between  our  countries. 

I  want  to  turn  to  an  examination  of  an 
international  agreement  which  spans  many 
vital  issues.  Indeed,  it  can  be  seen  as  a  code 
of  conduct  for  relations  between  states  and 
between  governments  and  governed:  the 
1975  Pinal  Act  of  the  Conference  on  Securi- 
ty and  Cooperation  in  Europe.  This  interna- 
tional agreement  does  not  have  the  status 
of  a  treaty:  rather,  it  is  a  solemn  statement 
of  political  intent.  It  is  precisely  in  relation 
to  this  document  that  the  question  of  credi- 
bility is  so  crucial,  particularly  since  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act  refers  to  the  positive  role 
to  be  played  by  private  individuals  as  well  as 
governmental  institutions. 

What  events  occurred  which  heightened 
public  concern  about  human  rights  viola- 
tions of  the  Helsinki  Accords  in  your  coun- 
try? Since  the  start  of  the  Madrid  CSCE 
Meeting  in  September  1980,  your  govern- 
ment has  arrested  over  500  people  in  the 
USSR  who  peacefully  advocated  Helsinki- 
guaranteed  rights.  These  arrests  have  bur- 
dened the  work  of  the  long-protracted 
Madrid  Meeting  and  have  exacerbated  ef- 
forts to  negotiate  a  balanced  and  substan- 
tive document. 

All  too  often  when  representatives  of  my 
country  speak  of  public  concern  for  human 
rights  issues  in  your  country,  we  are  told 
that  we  are  merely  concerned  with  the  fates 


of  a  few  misfits.  To, this  I  say  if  a  govern- 
ment can  easily  take  reprisals  against  its 
own  citizens  who  speak  critically,  then  no 
citizen  is  safe. 

F^lrthe^more,  it  is  precisely  vis  a  vis  indi- 
viduals that  governments  must  and  do  prove 
themselves.  Therefore,  I  will  refer  to  some 
individuals  in  your  country  whose  problems 
we  consider  to  be  representative  of  similar 
problems  faced  by  thousands  of  other 
people. 

ANDREI  SAKHAROV 

First,  however,  I  would  like  to  refer  to  a 
man  who  has  been  called  the  conscience  of 
mankind:  Andrei  Sakharov.  Although  he 
was  never  formally  accused  of  any  offense, 
on  January  22,  1980,  Sakharov  was  summar- 
ily banished  to  the  closed  city  of  Gorky 
where  he  lives  under  virtual  house  arrest. 
Today,  partly  as  a  result  of  a  hunger  strike 
undertaken  by  him  and  his  wife,  Elena 
Bonner,  to  gain  emigration  rights  for  a  rela- 
tive. Sakharov  and  Bonner  urgently  need  to 
be  hospitalized  in  the  Academy  of  Sciences 
hospital  in  Moscow.  How  can  a  goverrunent 
which  ostracizes  and  ignores  the  basic 
human  needs  of  a  famous  man  such  as  Sak- 
harov expect  to  gain  international  credi- 
bility for  its  treatment  of  ordinary  men  and 
women? 

HELSINKI  monitors 

Another  issue  of  particular  concern  to 
Americans  who  are  committed  to  the  noble 
humanitarian  aims  of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act 
is  the  systematic  campaign  of  repression  un- 
dertaken by  your  government  against  Soviet 
citizens  who  merely  sought  to  call  public  at- 
tention to  certain  shortcomings  in  Soviet 
observance  of  the  human  rights  provisions 
of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act.  Today.  53  mem- 
bers of  these  citizens'  groups  are  imprisoned 
in  Soviet  prisons,  labor  camps  and  psychi- 
atric hospitals.  None  of  these  people  ever 
advocated  violence.  Instead,  they  compiled 
reasonable  documents  about  human  rights 
problems  in  their  own  country.  If  your  gov- 
ernment found  fault  with  these  documents, 
why  not  dispute  their  facts?  By  locking  up 
such  people— and  by  abusing  them  further 
while  imprisoned— your  government  showed 
the  world  it  cannot  tolerate  individuals  who 
publicly  advocate  the  humanitarian  aims  of 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act. 

My  country  continues  to  be  concerned 
with  the  fates  of  53  imprisoned  Helsinki 
Monitors,  including  Russian  physicist  Yuri 
Orlov  and  Jewish  mathematician  Anatoly 
Shcharansky  of  the  Moscow  Helsinki 
Group:  poet  Mykola  Rudenko  of  the 
Ukrainian  Helsinki  Group:  Viktoras  Petkus 
of  the  Lithuanian  Helsinki  Group:  physicist 
Robert  Nazaryan  of  the  Armenian  Helsinki 
Group;  and  Merab  Kostava  of  the  Georgian 
Helsinki  Group.  Americans  cannot  under- 
stand why  young  Ukrainian  Monitor.  Olha 
Heyko.  now  faces  a  possible  12-year  impris- 
onment term,  nor  why  pregnant  Irina  Griv- 
nina  of  the  Psychiatric  Working  Group  is 
under  official  pressure  to  perform  manual 
labor  in  exile,  or  why  aged  Ukrainian  Moni- 
tor Oksana  Meshko  is  exiled  to  the  rigors  of 
remote  Siberia. 

emigration 
Despite  international  legal  commitments, 
your  government  does  not  permit  free  emi- 
gration from  the  Soviet  Union.  In  fact,  the 
only  recognized  legal  basis  for  leaving  the 
USSR  is  for  the  purposes  of  family  reunifi- 
cation. The  emigration  process  is  lengthy, 
cumbersome,  and  fraught  with  uncertainty 
and  potential  penalties.  In  a  distortion  of 
the  Helsinki  spirit,  since  1979  the  Soviet 
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govemment  now  defines  family  for  emigra- 
tion purposes  as  only  father,  mother,  son  or 
daughter. 

Tragically.  In  some  cases,  even  reunifica- 
tion of  nuclear  families  is  not  deemed  suffi- 
cient cause  to  permit  emigration  from  the 
USSR.  I  have  in  mind  here,  among  all  too 
many  other  examples,  the  issue  of  US- 
Soviet  binational  marriages.  One  U.S.  hus- 
band. Professor  Woodford  McClellan.  has 
not  seen  his  Russian  wife.  Irina.  since  1974. 
Last  year,  one  group  of  Soviet  citizens  was 
driven  to  a  series  of  life-threatening  hunger 
strikes  to  protest  prolonged  Soviet-imposed 
separation  from  their  husbands  and  wives  in 
the  West.  While  we  are  gratified  that  two  of 
these  Soviet  spouses  were  allowed  to  join 
their  families  in  the  United  States,  two 
other  Soviet  husbands.  Sergei  Petrov  and 
Yuri  Balovlenko.  are  still  being  denied  emi- 
gration permission.  Unfortunately,  this  list 
of  divided  nuclear  families  could  be  ex- 
tended. Another  case  comes  to  mind:  a 
mother,  Prancesca  Ysmson,  who  is  ill  with 
cancer,  has  been  trying  in  vain  for  three 
years  to  see  her  son  in  the  United  States. 
Recently,  several  members  of  this  Delega- 
tion met  a  young  man  by  the  name  of  Igar 
Tufeld  who  has  appealed  to  us  to  intervene 
with  you  for  his  parents.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Val- 
dimir  Tufeld.  who  are  both  quite  ill.  How 
can  the  Soviet  government  ignore  these 
basic  human  needs  of  its  citizens  and  still 
hope  to  be  trusted  in  the  world? 

Not  only  does  your  govemmfnt  restrict 
potential  emigi'ants  to  divided  nuclear  fami- 
lies, but.  in  practice,  only  the  members  of 
three  ethnic  minorities  in  the  Soviet 
Union— Jews.  Germans  and  Armenians- 
have  iteen  permitted  to  leave  the  Soviet 
Union  in  significant  numl)ers.  Even  here, 
however,  recent  statistics  point  to  a  sharp 
cutback  in  the  numbers  of  Soviet  Jews.  Ger- 
mans and  Armenians  being  permitted  to 
emigrate  from  the  USSR.  While  51.000  Jews 
left  the  Soviet  Union  in  1979.  last  year  only 
3.000  were  allowed  to  leave.  If  the  present 
trend  continues,  this  year  only  1.200  will 
emigrate.  Even  more  ominous  for  the  future 
emigration  prospects  of  Soviet  Jewry,  your 
government  recently  formed  an  official 
Anti-Zionist  Committee  which  announced 
on  June  6,  1983  that  the  process  of  family 
reunification  for  Soviet  Jews  was  "essential- 
ly completed." 

American  organizations  estimate  that 
300.000  Soviet  Jews  would  like  to  emigrate 
from  the  Soviet  Union:  one  such  man  is 
Gregory  Gimpelson  of  Leningrad  who  has 
applied  for  emigration  since  1977.  Denied 
permission  to  work  as  a  scientist,  neverthe- 
less he  is  denied  emigration  for  alleged 
access  to  secrets  in  a  scientific  job  he  left  in 
1973.  Another  family,  the  Michelson  family 
of  Florida  and  Moscow,  have  not  seen  each 
other  in  28  years!  Despite  many  appeals  on 
t>ehalf  of  this  family.  Galina  Golsman  Mi- 
chelson of  Moscow,  and  her  daughter's 
family,  continue  to  be  denied  emigration 
permission.  The  Essas  family  of  Moscow  has 
been  trying  to  emigrate  to  Israel  since  1973 
to  join  their  aged  parents.  And  I  raise  with 
you  on  a  personal  level  the  case  of  a  cousin 
of  mine.  David  Gregoriovitch  Vaksman  in 
Kishinev,  the  city  from  which  my  grandpar- 
ents fled  Tzarist  persecution  and  where  this 
young  man  lives  under  Soviet  oppression. 
Such  needless  human  suffering  flies  in  the 
face  of  your  government's  humanitarian 
pronouncements.  We  have  a  list  of  names  of 
people  that  put  a  lie  to  your  statement  that 
there  are  few  Jews  who  want  to  leave.  We 
know  of  them  because  their  relations  in 
Israel  and   in  the  United  States  have  ap- 


pealed to  us  for  help.  Some  of  us  will  try  to 
call  or  visit  these  refuseniks  while  we  are 
here.  Those  that  I  have  personally  talked  to 
tell  me  that  they  are  desperate.  And  I  tell 
them  they  are  not  forgotten  by  those  who 
will  stand  with  them  in  conscience. 

In  addition  to  these  tragic  stories,  other 
Soviet  families  are  adversely  affected  by 
Soviet  emigration  practices:  the  Jurgutis 
family  of  Lithuania  has  been  separated 
from  their  father  in  Chicago  since  1974;  the 
Russian  Evsyukov  family,  who  live  near 
Moscow,  suffer  numerous  persecutions,  in- 
cluding a  term  in  labor  camp,  for  their 
desire  to  emigrate. 

RELIGIOUS  BELIEVERS 

Of  course,  Americans  were  heartened  by 
the  news  that,  after  a  23-year  effort,  the 
Pentecostal  Vashchenko  family  were  al- 
lowed to  leave  the  USSR  on  June  27— the 
fifth  anniversary  of  their  taking  refuge  in 
the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Moscow.  I  hope  that 
their  fellow  Siberian  Pentecostals.  the 
Chmykhailov  family,  will  soon  follow. 

But  what  impelled  these  two  Pentecostal 
families— and  an  estimated  30.000  other 
Soviet  Christians— to  struggle  so  hard  and 
so  long  to  leave  the  Soviet  Union?  After  all. 
the  Soviet  Constitution  asserts  the  separa- 
tion of  church  and  state.  Nevertheless,  the 
Soviet  government  attempts  to  maintain 
total  control  over  organized  religion  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  All  religious  communities- 
Christian.  Jewish  or  Moselm— must  agree  to 
onerous  state  control  over  all  aspects  of 
their  activities.  Any  religious  community 
which  does  not  agree  to  such  legal  restric- 
tions is  relegated  to  outlaw  status.  Indeed, 
there  are  thousands  of  Soviet  Christians,  in- 
cluding, for  example.  175  reform  Baptists, 
who  are  imprisoned  in  the  Soviet  Union  for 
refusing  to  obey  such  laws. 

Yet  here  again  contradictions  in  the 
policy  of  your  government  emerge:  some  re- 
ligious communities,  even  if  they  agree  to 
abide  by  Soviet  laws,  are  refused  legal  status 
because  their  religious  belief  itself  is 
deemed  by  your  government  to  t>e  illegal. 
Here  I  have  in  mind  the  tragic  fate  of  the 
Ukrainian  Catholic  Church  and  of  the  Jeho- 
vah's Witnesses  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Adher- 
ents to  these  religions  are  subjected  to  par- 
ticular persecution.  Ukrainian  Catholic  ac- 
tivist, losyp  Terelya.  founder  of  the  Initia- 
tive Group  for  the  Rights  of  Believers  and 
the  Church— who  has  already  spent  over  a 
decade  in  prison— was  rearrested  in  Decem- 
ber 1982. 

Other  religious  activists  in  the  USSR  have 
also  suffered  similar  fates  at  the  hands  of 
your  government:  Russian  Orthodox  priest. 
Father  Gleb  Yakunin  of  the  Christian  Com- 
mittee has  been  denied  contact  with  his 
family  after  he  was  sentenced  in  August 
1980  to  a  ten-year  term:  Lithuanian  Catho- 
lic priest,  father  Alfonsas  Svarinskas  of  the 
Catholic  Committee,  was  also  sentenced  to  a 
ten-year  term. 

ETHMIC  AND  CULTURAL  RIGHTS 

Americans,  like  Soviets,  live  in  a  country 
with  a  rich  and  varied  cultural  history.  We 
understand  that  it  is  not  always  easy  to  ac- 
commodate the  diverse  aspirations  of  ethnic 
minorities.  Although  problems  remain,  in 
recent  years  my  country  has  made  great 
strides  in  improving  the  status  of  such 
American  ethnic  groups  as  Blacks  and 
Native  Americans. 

In  your  country,  however,  there  are  dis- 
turbing signs  of  regression  from  Helsinki  ob- 
ligations in  your  treatment  of  legitimate 
rights  of  ethnic  minorities:  these  are  anti- 
Semitic  articles  in  your  official  press;  there 


is  an  escalation  in  pressures  to  Russify  the 
languages  and  Sovietize  the  cultures  of  the 
non-Russian  half  of  your  population:  and 
there  is  evidence  of  discrimination  against 
religious  believers  and  Jews  in  higher  educa- 
tion. There  are  even  cases  of  imprisoning  of 
Soviet  citizens  who  seek  to  improve  the 
status  of  their  ethnic  groups:  a  Soviet  Jew. 
Peliks  Kochubievsky.  who  wanted  to  form  a 
Soviet-Israeli  Friendship  Soviety.  was  given 
a  prison  term  for  anti-Soviet  slander." 
Mustafa  Dzhemilev.  a  leader  of  the  Muslim 
Crimean  Tatar  struggle  from  Central  Asian 
exile  to  return  to  their  historic  homeland  in 
Crimea,  has  spent  most  of  his  adult  life  in 
camps  and  exile.  Russian  writers,  such  as 
Georgy  Vladimov.  are  forced  into  exile  from 
refusing  to  submit  to  official  pressures  to  in- 
crease Communist  orthodoxy  in  Russian  lit- 
erature. Soviet  scientists  are  denied  permis- 
sion to  attend  international  scientific  con- 
ferences—as happened  last  week  with  Pro- 
fessor Khatchaturyan  and  his  wife  who 
were  supposed  to  address  an  international 
physics  conference  in  Greece.  Other  Soviet 
scientists,  such  as  Jewish  mathematician 
Viktor  Brailovsky.  who  organized  an  unoffi- 
cial Moscow  seminar  for  other  scientist  re- 
fused emigration  permission,  are  impris- 
oned. 

UNOmCIAL  PEACE  GROUPS 

Although  your  government  encourages 
citizens'  disarmament  initiatives  in  the 
West.  Soviet  officials  have  imprisoned  eight 
members  of  two  unofficial  peace  groups: 
four  signatories  of  an  October  1981  appeal 
that  the  Baltic  states  of  Lithuania.  Estonia 
and  Latvia  t)e  included  in  an  official  Soviet 
proposal  to  create  a  Baltic  nuclear-free 
zone,  and  four  members  of  the  Group  to  Es- 
tablish Trust  between  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R. 

CONCLUSION 

I  hope  that  your  government  will  take  my 
comments  in  the  spirit  in  which  they  are  in- 
tended: if  trust  between  our  countries  is  to 
be  established,  we  must  be  more  attentive  to 
all  of  the  matters  of  concern  to  each  other. 
As  far  as  human  rights  are  concerned,  they 
are  not  only  important  to  us.  but  are  inex- 
tricably linked  with  the  other  items  on  the 
agenda  between  our  two  countries. 


PATRICK  WARREN'S  TREK 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  commend  and  to  congratulate 
a  courageous  Pennsylvanian,  Patrick 
Warren,  who  today  entered  Washing- 
ton after  walking  across  the  United 
States  from  California. 

Mr.  Warrens  3,000-mile  trek  will 
conclude  in  Philadelphia,  where  he 
lives.  His  grueling  odyssey  across  our 
Nation  was  undertaken  to  show  that 
epileptics  are  capable  of  everything 
that  their  nonafflicted  brethren  can 
do. 

Mr.  Warren,  a  roofer  by  trade,  suf- 
fered two  tragic,  almost  fatal  accidents 
before  learning  that  he  suffered  with 
epilepsy.  In  1974  and  again  in  1979 
during  epileptic  seizures.  Mr.  Warren 
walked  off  rooftops  while  working.  In 
the  second  fall,  he  fractured  his  skull. 

After  a  number  of  failures  at  reach- 
ing a  correct  diagnosis  of  Warren's 
problem  by  various  medical  authori- 
ties, the  Graduate  Hospital's  Compre- 


hensive Epilepsy  Center  correctly  di- 
agnosed his  ailment  as  epilepsy  and 
placed  him  on  a  treatment  program 
which  has  effectively  controlled  his 
seizures 

Determined  to  thank  the  CEC  and 
bring  attention  to  epilepsy  and  how  it 
can  be  conquered,  Mr.  Warren  set 
forth  on  his  prodigious  undertaking  on 
May  2.  With  grit  and  courage,  he  has 
persevered. 

Today,  he  is  being  received  at  the 
White  House  and  congratulated  by 
President  Reagan. 

And  now  as  he  enters  the  last  lap  of 
his  journey  on  behalf  of  all  epileptics. 
I  believe  he  deserves  the  thanks  and 
commendation  of  all  of  us  for  this 
noble  effort  on  behalf  of  his  fellow 
man. 


WEINBERGER'S  10 
COMMANDMENTS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  last 
week.  Secretary  of  Defense  Weinberg- 
er issued  10  initiatives  to  get  excessive 
cost  increases  of  spare  parts  under 
control. 

I  am  here  today  to  commend  Secre- 
tary Weinberger  for  his  directive,  but 
to  also  warn  both  the  Secretary  and 
the  American  public  that  the  10  initia- 
tives will  have  little  impact  in-and-of 
themselves.  I  have  some  suggestions 
for  Secretary  Weinberger. 

Secretary  Weinberger  has  declared 
verbal  war  on  the  largest  bureaucracy 
in  the  Western  world.  Yet  he  is  fight- 
ing a  war  against  a  well-armed  adver- 
sary, and  with  little  more  than  high- 
minded  and  noble-sounding  rhetoric. 

As  a  result,  the  Secretary  will  con- 
tinue to  experience  entrenched  resist- 
ance to  his  new  initiatives.  And  we  will 
continue  to  have  excessive  cost  in- 
creases of  spare  parts,  unless  concrete 
and  specific  steps  are  taken  to  change 
the  system. 

The  Secretary's  10  commandments 
closely  resemble  other  rhetoric  we 
have  heard  from  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment for  years.  The  most  recent  exam- 
ple is  the  Carlucci  initiatives. 

The  Carlucci  initiatives  were  to  be 
the  be-all  and  end-all  of  positive 
change  in  the  Pentagon.  But  they  had 
little  impact  because  they  had  no 
teeth. 

There  was  no  timetable,  no  account- 
ability, and  no  clear  indication  that 
the  initiatives  were  a  serious  undertak- 
ing. 

Now.  Mr.  Weinberger  has  given  us 
'Son  of  Carlucci."  10  new  initiatives 
which  are  even  more  vague  then  the 
first  32.  Yet  he  claims:  'It  is  a  pro- 
gram with  teeth."  and  it  will  end  cost 
abuses  "once  and  for  all." 

Here  is  an  indication  of  the  teeth  in 
these  10  commandments: 

"Should  offer  incentives.  '  '  *" 

"Awards  •  '  *  should  be  continued. 
•  •  ••• 

"I  expect  you.  •  •  •" 


"To  alert  defense  contractors.  *  •  *" 
"To  accelerate  reform.  *  *  *" 
"To  take  steps.  '  •  *" 
"To  convey  a  strong  belief.  *  *  *" 
The  Secretary  is  giving  us  nothing 
concrete.  No  goals,  no  timetable,  no 
accountability. 

The  real  10  conmiandments  are 
straightforward:  Thou  shall  not  kill. 
Period.  And  there  is  no  question  as  to 
who  is  accountable. 

I  would  like  to  illustrate  my  point 
with  the  particular  case  of  a  man  who 
has  tried  to  follow  these  10  command- 
ments for  over  a  year,  now,  and  has 
been  condemned  because  of  it. 

His  name  is  George  Spanton.  He  is 
the  resident  auditor  for  the  Defense 
Contract  Audit  Agency  in  West  Palm 
Beach,  Pla.  He  had  attempted  a  thor- 
ough audit  of  Pratt  &  Whitney  be- 
cause of  improprieties.  He  has  been 
harassed  to  the  point  of  frustration. 
He  nearly  lost  his  job  for  attempting 
to  save  the  taxpayer  money.  That  was 
his  reward  for  doing  what  is  right.  He 
was  threatened  with  dismissal  by  his 
own  superiors. 

Even  from  the  top  he  got  little  en- 
couragement. In  response  to  a  request 
from  me  to  keep  Spanton  on  the  case 
at  West  Palm  Beach,  Secretary  Wein- 
berger, on  April  16.  was  quoted  by  a 
spokesman  as  saying  it  was  "immateri- 
al" to  him  whether  Spanton  stayed  on 
the  job. 

I  have  put  together  a  chronology  of 
newspaper  clippings  which  detail  the 
Spanton  case.  It  was  not  until  his 
story  erupted  in  the  public  domain 
that  anything  was  done  to  correct  the 
perversion. 

One  wonders,  in  light  of  all  this,  how 
big  the  Secretary's  commitment  is  to 
these  10  initiatives.  So  far,  we  have 
just  words.  Now  we  need  foUowup. 
Words  are  necessary,  but  even  more 
desirable  are  actions,  which  are  proof 
of  intent. 

There  are  many  people  like  George 
Spanton  in  the  defense  community 
who  have  tried  and  have  wanted  to 
carry  out  the  10  commandments  for  a 
long  time.  Yet  the  system  has  stifled 
them.  That  is  because  the  incentives 
encourage  such  stifling.  And  indiffer- 
ence at  the  top  has  enabled  the  system 
to  prevail. 

If  the  Secretary  and  others  in  the 
Defense  Department  were  serious 
about  managing  the  Pentagon  effec- 
tively, they  would  listen  to  people  like 
Spanton  whose  job  it  is  to  expose 
waste  and  inefficiency. 

Earlier  this  afternoon,  I  had  a  letter 
hand-delivered  to  Secretary  Weinberg- 
er, asking  him  to  promote  George 
Spanton  for  his  diligence  and  perse- 
verence,  and  urging  him  to  exerci.se 
commandment  No.  2  against  those 
who  tried  to  stifle  Mr.  Spanton. 

The  second  commandment  reads  as 
follows: 

I  expect  you  to  take  stem  disciplinary 
action— Including  reprimand,  demotion  and 


dismissal— of  those  employees  who  are  neg- 
ligent in  implementing  our  procedures. 

I  also  sent  the  Secretary  a  copy  of 
this  memo  from  George  Spanton  to 
the  Atlanta  regional  director  for  the 
DCAA.  It  is  Mr.  Spanton's  response  to 
the  recent  DOD  Inspector  General's 
report  on  spare  parts  price  increases. 

In  this  memo.  Mr.  Spanton  recom- 
mends that  the  Inspectionor  General 
review  be  expanded  to  include  a  review 
of  Pratt  «fe  Whitney's  markup  and 
profit  determinations.  It  also  critiques 
the  current  DCAA  audit  policy,  and 
comments  on  the  incentives  for  cost 
growth  in  spare  parts. 

I  have  recommended  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  that  he  review  Mr. 
Spanton's  memo  and  that  he  heed  its 
recommendations. 

If  the  Defense  Department  is  serious 
about  bringing  cost  increases  under 
control,  it  will  listen  to  people  like 
George  Spanton.  and  then  change  the 
system  so  that  the  George  Spantoris 
are  more  easily  heard. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  should 
heed  such  specific  and  concrete  recom- 
mendations as  those  outlined  in  this 
memo  by  Spanton.  That  is  what  Span- 
ton  and  others  are  there  for. 

The  Secretary  should  construct  a 
timetable  with  startup  dates,  goals, 
and  progress  checks.  And  he  should 
make  public  the  names  of  those  who 
are  accountable— those  who  are  moni- 
toring progress,  evaluating  results  and 
establishing  new  goals. 

This  is  the  only  way  even  the  Secre- 
tary himself  will  ever  know  that  his 
initiatives  are  working.  And  it  is  the 
only  way  the  problem  of  excessive  cost 
increases  will  ever  be  corrected.  I  en- 
courage the  Secretary  to  take  these 
appropriate  steps. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hecht).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Time 
for  morning  business  has  expired. 
Morning  business  is  closed. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1984 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

clerk  will  report  the  pending  business. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3363)  making  appropriations 

for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  re- 
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lated  agencies  for  the  fiscal   year  ending 
September  30,  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 

SECOND  EXCEPTED  COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT- 
RELATING  TO  SECTION  3  1  7 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  second 
committee  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  for  a  series  of  questions 
which  I  hope  I  will  be  able  to  answer. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  friend,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources,  for  yielding. 

We  are  considering  here  a  matter 
that  touches  not  only  on  our  commit- 
tee but  also  on  a  number  of  concerns 
and  maybe  even  reservations  I  have  in 
a  number  of  ways. 

I  do  note  and  take  cognizance  of  the 
fact  that  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  are 
making  what  I  believe  is  a  sincere  and 
best  effort  to  insure  that  there  is  an 
adequate  flow  of  financing  or  nonin- 
terruption  of  employment,  specifically 
involving,  as  I  understand  the  purpose 
of  this  amendment,  the  WPPSS  nucle- 
ar powerplant  No.  3. 

I  note  that  I.  too,  come  from  an  area 
which  has  had  problems.  Incidentially. 
I  am  not  referring  to  Three-Mile 
Island.  We  still  have  that  as  a  prob- 
lem. But  we  have  our  economic  prob- 
lems, and  we  have  our  steel  mills  that 
have  been  hit  by  unemployment.  We 
have  had  problems  with  a  variety  of 
economic  hard  times,  and  they  contin- 
ue. 

A  number  of  questions  come  to  my 
mind,  and  I  should  like  to  make  sure 
that  I  have  all  my  facts  straight  first. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point?  That 
is  a  very  unusual  thought  process 
here— to  get  your  facts  straight  before 
saying  something.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  take  that  as  the  high 
compliment  I  think  it  is. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
effect  of  the  amendment  is  to  create  a 
separate  entity  through  the  Bonne- 
ville Power  System  which  would  allow 
that  entity,  using  the  full  faith  and 
credit  of  the  Bonneville  Power 
System,  to  underwrite  the  activities 
of 

Mr.  McCLURE.  May  I  rephrase  that 
slightly?  It  does  not  use  the  faith  and 
credit  of  Bonneville.  It  is  to  the  extent 
that  Bonneville  has  contractual  au- 
thority and  contractual  liability  under 
the  net  billing  agreements. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  stand  technically  cor- 
rected. 

Let  me  say  to  my  friend  that  I  am 
not  trying  to  spell  out  the  legalities 
here. 

My  understanding  is,  however,  that 
the  result  is  a  very  substantial  obliga- 
tion of  the  Bonneville  Power  System 
by  virtue  of  the  net  revenue  agree- 
ment and.  for  the  purposes  of  that 
agreement,  the  commitments  made  by 


the  Bonneville  System  are  binding 
upon  it  to  the  extent  of  those  agree- 
ments, which  are  considerable.  There- 
fore, to  the  extent  of  those  agree- 
ments Bonneville  has  pledged  its  full 
faith  and  credit  to  fulfill  those  agree- 
ments. Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  To  the  extent  of  the 
liabilities  incurred  in  the  net  billing 
contracts  which  were  entered  into  in 
1971  and  approved  by  Congress  in 
their  budget  submissions  in  1971,  that 
is  correct.  They  are  liable  for  the  pay- 
ments required  under  those  contracts. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Yes. 

It  is  my  further  understanding  that 
the  idea  is  that  this  new  authority  will 
be  able  to  issue  bonds  and  incur 
bonded  indebtedness  for  the  purpose 
of  completing  WPPSS  No.  3;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  It  is  not  necessarily 
contemplated  that  the  entity  would 
issue  bonds.  They  would  go  to  the  fi- 
nancial markets  to  raise  money  by 
debt  instruments. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  stand  corrected.  But 
they  will  seek  financing  from  the 
public  by  debt  instruments 

Mr.  McCLURE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HEINZ  [continuing].  Which  will 
include  bonded  indebtedness. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  It  could. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Would  those  be  solely 
for  the  purpose  of  No.  3  or  would  the 
uncompleted  financing  needed  for  No. 
2,  which  I  understand  is  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  $100  million,  also  be  fi- 
nanced? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  It  could  be. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  It  could  be. 

There  is  an  existing  number  of  credi- 
tors to  WPPSS  1,  2.  and  3  at  the 
present  time.  What  does  the  amend- 
ment provide  for  or  alternatively  what 
is  contemplated  in  the  way  of  subordi- 
nation of  existing  creditors  to  any  new 
financing  that  might  be  offered 
through  this  authority? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  think  the  subordi- 
nation is  a  question  that  is  not  rele- 
vant because  Bonneville  is  obligated  to 
pay  all  of  the  commitments  that  are 
outstanding  at  the  present  time  just  as 
they  would  be  with  respect  to  the  bal- 
ance, and  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
contemplation  on  the  part  of  anyone 
that  Bonneville  is  going  to  default 
with  respect  to  its  obligations  under 
the  net  billing  contracts  on  1,  2,  and  3 
which  are  already  covered  by  those 
contracts.  They  will  be  fully  paid  by 
Bonneville. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  do  not  know  that 
either  the  Senator  from  Idaho  or  I  in 
the  Chamber  can  dispose  of  the  issue 
authoritatively  because  I  do  not  claim 
to  be  an  expert  and  I  do  not  think  he 
does  either  on  the  effect  of  a  subse- 
quent decision  to  subordinate  existing 
debt  to  a  preferred  debt  to  be  issued  in 
the  future.  But  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  debt  originally  issued  was 
triple  A  rated  by  the  bond  services. 
Obviously,    it   is   no   longer   receiving 


that  high  rating.  But  it  would  be  this 
Senator's  concern,  if  not  judgment, 
that  the  act  of  subordinating  existing 
debt  will  have  some  kind  of  an  effect 
on  that  debt.  But  I  do  not  know  that 
he  and  I  are  the  kind  of  municipal  fi- 
nance authorities  that  this  Senator 
would  like  to  hear  from.  Indeed,  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  question  on  a 
subject  upon  which  reasonable  people 
can  disagree  and  suggest  to  me  that  if 
I  may  say  so,  Mr.  President,  that  is 
properly  a  subject  for  hearings  before 
our  committee. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  First  of  all,  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  any  question  in  the 
mind  of  anyone  of  whom  I  am  aware 
that  the  obligations  that  are  incurred 
under  the  net  billing  contracts  on  1.  2, 
and  3  are  not  to  be  fully  paid.  They 
will  be  fully  paid  from  revenues  that 
flow  from  the  marketing  of  existing 
power  in  the  projects  that  exist  in  the 
Northwest. 

Second,  I  wish  to  make  sure  that  the 
Record  reflected  accurately  that  the 
bonds  that  were  issued  on  1,  2,  and  3 
were  triple  A  rated,  were  bonds  issued 
by  the  Washington  Public  Power 
Supply  System  and,  although  they 
were  guaranteed  in  effect  by  the  net 
billing  contracts,  they  were  not  direct- 
ly issued  nor  were  they  direct  obliga- 
tions of  Bonneville. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Yes.  That  is  understood. 

On  the  first  point,  however,  the  Sen- 
ator raises  an  interesting  question 
which  is  that  the  net  billing  contract, 
of  course,  with  Bonneville  is  only  as 
good  as  the  ability  under  the  Bonne- 
ville power  system  to  find  a  buyer  for 
the  power  at  the  rate  that  they  want 
to  charge.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Of  course,  that  is 
correct.  But  the  Bonneville  system  has 
a  tremendous  number  of  customers 
who  consume  an  awful  lot  of  electrici- 
ty while  there  is  a  surplus  at  the 
present  time  and  it  would  be  the  sur- 
plus of  power  to  which  the  Senator 
would  be  addressing  his  question.  The 
rest  of  it  throughout  the  Pacific 
Northwest  is  being  sold  today,  and 
those  revenues  must  be  sufficient  to 
pay  the  indebtedness. 

There  is  a  rate  case  and  incidentally 
the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission has  some  responsibility  for  the 
supervision  of  rates,  and  that  rate  case 
before  FERC  must  generate  sufficient 
revenues  to  pay  the  obligations  that 
Bonneville  does  have,  and  those  reve- 
nues are  sufficient. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Neither  of  us  can  stand 
here  in  the  well  of  the  Senate  today 
and  say  particularly  in  the  light  of  the 
existing  surplus  of  power  and  in  light 
of  the  recent  experience  that  the  utili- 
ties in  this  Northwest  have  had. 
where-upon  increasing  off  a  very  low 
base  the  price  for  electric  power  in  the 


Northwest  there  have  been  cutbacks, 
conservation  in  electric  power  such 
that  at  least  in  one  significant  in- 
stance, when  a  substantial  rate  in- 
crease was  put  into  effect,  there  was 
no  net  increase  in  revenues. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  as  a  matter  of  fact 
the  revenues  had  not  been  sufficient 
and  were  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  in- 
debtedness to  Bonneville,  the  rates 
would  have  to  be  increased  again. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  That  is  correct.  What 
we  do  not  know  in  this  Chamber  I  sug- 
gest, though,  is  the  extent  to  which 
further  rate  increases  will  lead  to  fur- 
ther reductions  in  demand.  The  Sena- 
tor may  say  he  knows  and  I  may  say  I 
know,  but  that  does  not  make  either 
of  us  right. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  Senator  is  rais- 
ing an  issue  that  no  one  familiar  with 
the  Bonneville  system  has  raised  at 
all,  and  I  submit  it  should  not  be 
raised  now  to  cast  further  doubt  in  the 
minds  of  people  who  hold  the  bonds 
that  were  issued  by  WPPSS  on  1,  2, 
and  3  as  to  whether  or  not  they  will  be 
paid.  They  will  be  paid.  Bonneville  has 
the  resources  from  which  they  can  pay 
them.  They  will  be  paid  upon  their 
schedule.  There  is  absolutely  no  doubt 
in  the  mind  of  anyone  with  respect  to 
that. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  permit  me,  I  wish  some 
reassurance  on  that  for  the  reasons 
just  hinted  at  plus  some  others. 

Let  me  state  so  that  there  is  no  mis- 
understanding, the  Senator  from 
Idaho  concedes  that  there  is  a  surplus 
of  power  right  now  in  the  Northwest, 
and  that  is  without  the  completion 
and  without  WPPSS  2  and  WPPSS  3. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  If  I  may  interrupt 
the  Senator  at  that  point  to  make 
what  I  think  is  an  essential  point,  I 
understand  what  he  is  saying,  but  the 
revenues  for  Bonneville  are  complete- 
ly and  perfectly  adequate,  but  let  us 
stop  for  just  a  moment.  Apparently 
your  concern  is  whether  or  not  Bonne- 
ville will  be  able  to  pay  the  obligations 
that  it  has  under  the  net  billing  con- 

Mr.  HEINZ.  That  is  one  of  my  con- 
cerns. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Senator,  does  it  not 
stand  to  reason  that  to  complete  the 
plants  and  have  some  additional  power 
to  sell  is  going  to  enhance  its  ability  to 
pay  rather  than  decrease  its  ability  to 

pay? 

Mr.  HEINZ.  No:  that  is  not  immedi- 
ately clear,  because  in  order  to  gener- 
ate revenue  it  is  not  enough  to  have  a 
product  to  sell.  One  must  have  willing 
buyers. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Of  course. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Not  only  to  consume 
what  is  produced  but  to  pay  the  price 
that  must  be  charged. 

We  all  know,  at  least  as  I  understand 
this,  there  are  going  to  be  some  fur- 
ther rate  increases  here.  We  all  know 
at  least  within  the  last  few  years  there 


have  been  some  rate  increases  that 
have  actually  caused  demand  to  go 
down. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  the  Senator  is  in  a 
horse  race  you  want  to  have  a  horse 
that  will  run,  otherwise  you  are  going 
to  have  to  pay  for  the  horses  that 
came  out  of  the  starting  gate  and  are 
dead,  lying  there  on  the  track  dead. 
Do  you  want  to  have  to  pay  for  a  dead 
horse  or  would  you  rather  have  one 
that  runs? 

Mr.  HEINZ.  How  much  will  it  cost  to 
feed  the  horse  if  he  lives? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  that  horse  lives 
and  runs  he  has  the  opportunity  to 
win  something.  If  he  is  lying  dead  on 
the  track  he  has  no  opportunity  at  all. 
Mr.  GORTON.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  do  not  want  to  beat  a 
dead  horse. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  has  the  floor  but  the 
Senator  from  Washington  wants  to 
make  a  comment. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  have  the  feeling  I  am 
outnumbered  but  please  proceed. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  think  my  friend 
from  Pennsylvania  raised  good  ques- 
tions. I  do  not  believe  however  that 
the  questions  are  relevant  to  the 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend- 
ment which  is  before  us  at  the  present 
time,  and  I  do  not  believe  they  are  rel- 
evant for  the  following  reasons:  the 
amendment  which  is  before  us  at  the 
present  time  authorizes  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  to  enter  into 
certain  agreements  through  a  new- 
third  party  to  complete  Washington 
Public  Power  System  Project  No.  3. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is 
also  correct  that  this  could  be  utilized 
for  No.  2  as  well,  but  No.  2  is  now 
being  completed  by  money  coming  di- 
rectly from  the  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 
ministration and  it  will  be  complete- 
out  of  net  revenues— and  it  will  be 
complete  in  a  matter  of  months.  So 
that  this  legislation  in  all  probability 
is  not  necessary  for  the  completion  of 
No.  2. 

The  various  parties  who  are  interest- 
ed in  the  completion  of  No  3  have 
found  a  source  of  revenue,  source  of 
construction  money.  They  have  found 
money  which  they  can  borrow  if  this 
authority  is  granted.  That  assumes 
that  various  financial  institutions  will- 
ing to  lend  almost  $1  billion  are  con- 
vinced of  the  security  of  that  invest- 
ment. The  security  of  that  investment 
is  based  on  the  authority  of  the  Bon- 
neville Power  Administration  to 
charge  those  who  purchase  power 
from  it  enough  money  in  order  to 
repay  that  investment,  along  with  the 
bonds  which  are  already  outstanding 
on  WPPSS  1,  WPPSS  2,  and  WPPSS  3. 
Now  the  point  is  that  while  I  sup- 
pose in  theory  it  is  possible  that  there 
could  be  power  existing  from  No.  3 


which  can  be  completed  in  6  or  7  years 
in  any  event  which  could  not  be  mar- 
keted with  anyone  at  all,  it  could  be 
conceived  that  has  already  been  dis- 
counted by  the  persons  who  are  will- 
ing to  lend  money  by  the  fact  there 
will  be  a  market  for  it  or  in  the  alter- 
native the  Bonneville  Power  Authority 
from  its  other  revenues  can  pay  off 
both  the  bonds  which  have  been  al- 
ready   issued    and    the    $960    million 
which  is  necessary  to  complete  No.  3. 
Mr.  HEINZ.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  GORTON.  Certainly. 
Mr.  HEINZ.  I  think  the  Senator's  ar- 
gument raises  a  very  interesting  ques- 
tion. Let  us  assume  that  everything 
the  Senator  has  said  is  correct.  Let  us 
assume  there  are  willing  buyers  out 
there   for  this  financing,   and  let  us 
assume  that  everything  that  I  am  con- 
cerned about  is  correct,  that  is  to  say 
there  is  not  much  proof  that  there  is  a 
market  for  this  power,  that  there  is 
not  much  proof  that  the  market  can 
bear  the  price  that  is  contemplated. 
The  question  then  is  why  would  will- 
ing buyers  be  willing  to  buy  this  fi- 
nancing? 

I  think  that  that  should  lead  us  to 
the  next  area  of  inquiry,  which  is 
what  is  the  relationship  of  the  Bonne- 
ville Public  Power  system  and  the  sub- 
sidiary whose  net  billing  contract  it 
stands  ready  to  guarantee  to  other 
sources  of  funds,  namely  that  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

I  understand  the  Senator  from 
Idaho.  Senator  McClure,  has  an 
amendment,  I  do  not  know  whether  it 
is  pending  or  adopted,  that  says  the 
full  faith  and  credit  of  the  Federal 
Government  does  not  stand  behind 
the  Bonneville  Power  system. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  think  it  is  abun- 
dantly clear  in  existing  law  the  Feder- 
al Government's  full  faith  and  credit 
is  not  pledged  and  is  not  behind  Bon- 
neville Power  on  these  issues  and  that 
is  already  a  matter  of  law.  In  order  to 
make  it  absolutely  clear  I  suggest- 
ed  

Mr.  HEINZ.  It  was  apparently  not 
clear  to  the  bond  underwriters  as  re- 
cently as  1974  and  1976  but  according 
to  my  information  the  reason  there 
was  a  triple-A  rating  here  is  there  was 

an  assumption 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  true  at  all. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  think  you  and  I  are 
not  arguing  the  point. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Let  me  try  to 
Rnswcr. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  am  not  contending 
that  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
Federal  Government  is  involved  here. 
All  I  was  saying  is  you  intended  to 
make  that  doubly  clear  in  your  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  That  is  right.  I  in- 
tended, and  the  purpose  of  the  amend- 
ment was,  to  restate  what  the  law  al- 
ready is. 
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Mr.  HEINZ.  The  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania understands  that  fully  and 
did  not  think  his  comments  were  in 
any  way  at  variance  with  what  the 
Senator  has  Just  said.  What  I  did  want 
to  say  is  that.  I  really  did  want  to  ask, 
is  its  not  true  that  although  the  full 
faith  and  credit  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  not  contemplated  to  be  and 
as  you  read  existing  law  according  to 
most  people's,  most  authorities'  inter- 
pretations, although  some  would 
argue  it,  was  never  backed  by  the  full 
faith  and  credit  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, what  in  fact  is  the  nature  of 
the  relationship  between  Bonneville 
Public  Power  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

It  is  this  Senator's  understanding 
that  they  have  the  ability  to  have  the 
use  of  money  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  We  have  granted 
them  borrowing  authority  which  is 
limited  by  appropriations  acts  as  to 
what  that  borrowing  authority  is  from 
the  U.S.  Treasury.  We  have  from  time 
to  time  appropriated  money  to  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  for 
the  purpose  of  constructing  transmis- 
sion lines.  Those  direct  appropriations 
for  a  specific  purpose.  But  there  never 
has  been  an  argument  made  with  re- 
spect to  the  net  billing  contracts  that 
the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  is  pledged  to  the  net  billing  con- 
tracts and  that  is  not  the  case  under 
the  current  law  and  has  not  been  a 
representation  made  to  the  market 
and  the  issuance  of  the  bonds  by 
WPPSS.  I  think  WPPSS  in  issuing  the 
t)onds  stated  they  were  backed  by  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration 
through  the  net  billing  contracts, 
which  is  a  fact. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  That  distinction  is 
noted,  and  I  accept  it. 

Where  I  am  less  willing  to  accept  the 
argument  is  that  that  is  a  distinction 
that  is  a  meaningful  difference  to 
those  people  who  buy  bonds. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor yield? 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Because  having  come  to 
the  Congress  as  they  have  in  the  past 
for  between  $7  billion  and  $8  billion  in 
financing  for  transmission  equip- 
ment  

Mr.  McCLURE.  That  is  not  quite 
correct. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  You  do  not  know  what  I 
have  said  yet. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  But  I  know  what 
you  have  said  so  far,  and  it  is  incor- 
rect. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  What  is  incorrect? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  They  did  not  come 
to  Congress  for  $7  billion  or  $8  billion 
to  finance  transmission  lines.  That  in- 
cludes the  power  facilities  that  are  in 
Federal  dams  for  which  repayment  is 
required  under  the  authorization  for 
those  dams.  The  major  part  of  that  $7 
billion  to  $8  billion  comes  from  the  re- 
payment for  the  power  facilities,  the 


major— a  minor  part  of  it  with  re- 
spect  

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  minor  part 
is 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  am  trying  to 
find  out  when  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
wants  me  to  raise  my  point  of  order,  at 
what  point.  It  is  almost  12  o'clock.  Do 
you  want  me  to  make  it  after  we 
return  at  2  o'clock? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator  asking  that  question.  I  will 
consult  with  him.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  under  the  previous  order  we 
were  expected  to  recess  at  the  hour  of 
12  until  the  hour  of  2  o'clock  and  be 
back  on  the  bill  at  2. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Have  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
completed  their  business? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  completed  it. 
I  did  not  get  an  answer. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Let  me  put  this  in  the 
form  of  a  question.  Is  it  the  under- 
standing of  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
that  the  $7.5  billion,  roughly,  is,  as  we 
were  discussing  a  moment  ago,  an  obli- 
gation of  the  Bonneville  Power  system 
to  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  It  is  an  obligation, 
yes. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Could  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  tell  me  what  the  history  of  the 
repayment  of  that  obligation  has 
been? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  have  not  personal- 
ly checked  that  recently  because  it 
really  is  not  directly  relevant  to  the 
pending  matter. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  May  I  suggest  to  the 
Senator  why  it  may  be  very  relevant, 
indeed? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Surely. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
hour  of  12  noon  has  arrived. 

RECESS  UNTIL  2  P.M.  TODAY 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
move  that  the  Senate  recess  until  the 
hour  of  2  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will 
now  stand  in  recess  until  2  p.m.  this 
afternoon. 

Thereupon,  at  12  noon,  the  Senate 
recessed  until  2  p.m.,  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr. 

LUGAR). 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1984 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  now 
2  p.m.  It  may  be  that  there  is  a  mes- 
sage from  the  House  on  the  railroad 
retirement  bill.  I  may  ask  the  Senate 
to  turn  to  that,  temporarily.  I  will  not 
do  that  at  this  time.  Aj  I  indicated  ear- 
lier to  the  minority  leader  and,  I 
think,  to  other  Senators,  if  that  mes- 


sage does  arrive,  there  seems  to  be  a 
general  consensus  that  we  ought  to  try 
to  address  it,  if  we  can. 

Could  I  inquire  of  the  Chair,  is  the 
message  here? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
message  has  arrived. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  will  not  ask  the  Chair 
to  present  it,  but  while  I  have  a 
chance  to  confer  with  the  principals,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

I  withhold  that  request. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  ask  the  majority  leader  if  I 
might  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  in 
connection  with  the  pending  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  so  he  may  do  that. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  with  re- 
spect to  the  pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second.  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  majority  leader  is  recognized. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  as  I  in- 
dicated earlier,  on  the  floor  and  pri- 
vately to  the  minority  leader  and  to 
other  Senators  directly  involved  from 
the  jurisdictional  standpoint,  as  and 
when  we  received  H.R.  1646,  the  rail- 
road retirement  bill,  from  the  House 
of  Representatives,  it  would  be  my 
hope  that  we  could  take  it  up  on  a  rel- 
atively short  time  limitation  and  pro- 
ceed to  dispose  of  the  bill  this  after- 
noon. I  am  about  to  propose  such  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement.  If  that 
is  granted,  it  will  also  be  my  intention 
to  ask  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Budget  Act  be  waived  so  we  can  pro- 
ceed with  the  consideration  of  that 
matter. 

First.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  pending  meas- 
ure be  temporarily  laid  aside  and  that 
the  Senate  turn  to  the  consideration 
of  H.R.  1646.  the  railroad  retirement 
bill;  that  no  Senate  amendments  be  in 
order;  and  that  debate  be  limited  to  30 
minutes,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
the  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leader  or  their  designees. 

Mr.  LONG.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  Mr.  President,  that  has  not 
been  cleared  on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  I 
cannot    agree    to    that    limitation.    I 


could  agree  to  the  bill  being  brought 
up  for  consideration. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  do  I  un- 
derstand from  the  majority  leader 
that  there  would  be  no  amendments  in 
order? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  Mr.  President,  the 
language  of  the  request  was  that  no 
Senate  amendments  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BYRD.  So  there  could  not  possi- 
bly be  any  nongermane  amendment. 
Mr.  BAKER.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  amend  the 
request.  I  am  advised  now  that  per- 
haps the  time  limitation  had  not  been 
fully  cleared  on  both  sides.  I  amend 
the  unanimous-consent  request  by  re- 
moving the  time.  I  shall  restate  the  re- 
quest so  it  is  clear. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  temporarily  lay  aside  the  pend- 
ing measure  and  turn  to  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  1646,  the  railroad  retire- 
ment bill,  and  that  no  Senate  amend- 
ments be  in  order. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  would  the  majority  leader  add 
the  provision  that  no  call  for  the  regu- 
lar order  would  bring  this  measure 
down? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  Mr.  President,  I 
add  that  to  the  request. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  President,  and  I  do 
not  intend  to  object,  I  assume  that 
when  the  majority  leader  says  tempo- 
rarily laying  aside  a  measure  that  is  on 
the  calendar  at  the  moment,  he  means 
that,  immediately  upon  conclusion  of 
the  railroad  retirement  measure,  we 
shall  return  to  consideration  of  the  In- 
terior appropriations  measure? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  Mr.  President, 
that  would  happen  automatically 
unless  we  take  some  other  action  to 
take  up  some  other  meausure.  There 
are  other  measures,  such  as  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  report, 
that  may  require  action. 

The  answer  to  the  question  is  that, 
on  the  disposition  of  the  railroad  re- 
tirement measure,  the  Interior  bill 
would  recur  as  the  pending  business 
and  the  second  committee  amendment 
would  recur  as  the  pending  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


BUDGET  ACT  WAIVER— RAIL- 
ROAD RETIREMENT  SOLVENCY 
ACT 


Mr.  BAKER.  I  as  unanimous  consent 
that  section  402  of  the  Budget  Act  be 
waived  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  1646. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 


RAILROAD  RETIREMENT 
SOLVENCY  ACT  OF  1983 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  1646)  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  and  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act  to  assure  sufficient  re- 
sources to  pay  current  and  future  benefits 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974. 
to  make  technical  changes,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  might 
say  that  it  appears  likely  that  there 
will  be  a  request  for  a  record  vote  on 
this  measure.  At  the  request  of  an- 
other Senator,  I  now  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  that  question. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
there  are  Senators  who  would  like  to 
be  recognized  before  I  make  a  state- 
ment to  explain  the  bill.  I  wish  first  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Virginia  (Mr.  Warner)  who  has 
been  active  in  working  out  this  pro- 
gram. I  appreciate  his  assistance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  the 
legislation  before  us  today,  H.R.  1646, 
amends  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1974  and  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Tax  Act  of  1974  to  assure  sufficient 
funds  to  pay  current  and  future  bene- 
fits. 

If  the  Congress  does  not  act  on  these 
amendments,  present  railroad  retirees 
will  be  forced  to  take  a  40-percent  re- 
duction in  their  tier  II  benefits.  This 
cut  would  reduce  all  retirement  checks 
by  approximately  15  percent.  We 
cannot  allow  this  to  happen. 

This  $4  billion,  5-year  package  is  de- 
signed to  save  the  railroad  retirement 
system  from  insolvency. 

Under  this  legislation,  employers 
and  employees  will  increase  their  con- 
tributions to  the  retirement  system  by 
$500  million  over  the  next  5  years. 
During  that  same  period,  the  Federal 
Government  will  contribute  about  $2 
billion  to  the  system.  These  provisions 
will  become  effective  October  1. 

The  railroad  retirement  system  pays 
about  $5.7  billion  annually  in  benefits 
to  about  1  million  persons.  Recent 
high  unemployment  in  the  railroad  in- 
dustry has  threatened  to  make  the 
system  insolvent. 

Without  these  changes,  the  railroad 
retirement  system  will  face  a  deficit  of 
$13  billion  by  1992. 

The  legislation  represents  a  compro- 
mise plan  recommended  by  a  railroad 
labor-management  committee. 


Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  compromise  legislation. 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  senator  from  Iowa, 
who  has  the  same  committee  obliga- 
tion. 

Mr.  JEPSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Solvency  Act.  I  carmot  emphasize 
enough  the  extreme  importance  of 
this  legislation.  Thousands  of  retired 
railroad  employees  are  anxiously 
awaiting  the  adoption  of  this  bill. 
Without  exaggeration,  many  of  these 
retirees  would  not  be  able  to  make 
ends  meet  if  this  bill  is  not  passed. 

For  many  months  now,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  have  been  assuring  my  con- 
stituents that  Congress  would  act  re- 
sponsibly and  complete  action  on  this 
solvency  bill  prior  to  the  September 
deadline.  I  am  glad  that  I  am  able  to 
report  that  we  are,  in  fact,  meeting 
that  deadline. 

I  want  to  especially  congratulate  the 
representatives  of  railway  labor  and 
management  who  have  worked  so  hard 
to  come  up  with  a  compromise  pack- 
age. As  anyone  who  has  ever  been  in- 
volved in  labor-management  negotia- 
tions knows,  this  is  a  very  time  con- 
suming and  difficult  task.  The  individ- 
uals involved  deserve  great  praise  for 
their  hard  work  and  dedication  to  a 
fair  and  equitable  solution. 

There  are  those,  Mr.  President,  who 
have  criticized  this  plan  but  those 
voices  are  definitely  in  the  minority. 
There  is  no  denying  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  special  relationship  between 
the  railroad  retirement  fund  and  the 
Federal  Government.  If  we  were  able 
to  turn  the  clock  back  50  years,  we 
might  not  be  in  the  position  we  are  in 
today.  But,  turning  the  clock  back  is 
not  possible.  We  must  deal  with  the 
situation  as  it  is  presented  to  us.  The 
facts  are  that  if  we  do  not  act.  signifi- 
cant reductions  will  have  to  be  made 
in  the  benefits  of  thousands  of  retired 
railroad  workers.  I  cannot  accept  that 
solution. 

Railroad  retirees  worked  hard  for 
their  pensions  and  they  deserve  to 
have  a  pension  that  is  fair.  It  is  not 
their  fault  that  the  fund  is  in  trouble 
so  we  cannot  expect  to  bear  the 
burden  of  restoring  the  fund  the  fi- 
nancial solvency.  But  assessing  blame 
will  not  resolve  the  problem.  That  is 
why  it  was  so  important  for  labor  and 
management  to  work  together  to  find 
a  solution. 

Just  as  the  social  security  reform 
commission  developed  a  bipartisan  so- 
lution to  the  financing  problems  of 
social  security,  management,  and  labor 
have  worked  together  with  Govern- 
ment to  find  a  solution  to  the  railroad 
retirement  fund  problem. 

I  am  proud  to  be  able  to  support  this 
package  and  I  strongly  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  adopting  this  bill. 
We  cannot  turn  our  backs  on  those 
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people  who  are  depending  on  us  to 
come  up  with  a  solution.  To  vote 
against  this  package  would  be  disas- 
trous for  so  many  people. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  in  favor  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
state  at  the  outset  that  there  is  an- 
other committee  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  labor  union  resources.  I  under- 
stand that  Senator  Hatch  and  the 
ranking  member  on  that  committee 
may  want  to  share  in  this  presenta- 
tion. As  soon  as  they  arrive.  I  shall  be 
happy  to  yield  to  the  members  of  that 
committee. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
I  speak  as  a  member  of  that  commit- 
tee which  developed  this  compromise, 
worked  out  over  a  long  period  of  time. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  legislation  to 
put  the  railroad  retirement  fund  back 
on  its  feet.  This  legislation  is  urgently 
needed  to  prevent  major  benefit  cuts- 
cuts  that  would  reduce  tier  2  benefits 
for  retirees  by  40  percent— from  going 
into  effect  on  October  1.  I  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee Senator  Dole  and  the  chairman  of 
the  Labor  Committee  Senator  Hatch 
for  moving  this  legislation  through  so 
expeditiously,  especially  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  it  was  only  passed  by  the 
House  late  Monday. 

I  support  this  legislation  as  a  true 
compromise  plan,  but  I  have  many  res- 
ervations about  specific  parts  of  the 
plan.  This  package  of  tax  increases 
and  benefit  reductions  has  been  en- 
dorsed by  the  administration,  has  been 
adopted  by  the  full  House  on  a  vote  of 
398  to  5,  and  has  been  endorsed  by 
most  of  the  major  rail  unions. 

Although  this  bill  goes  far  to  put  the 
overall  railroad  retirement  fund  into 
solvency.  I  am  especially  concerned 
about  the  so-called  60-30  provisions  in 
this  package.  Currently  railroad  em- 
ployees can  retire  at  age  60  with  30 
years  service  and  obtain  full  benefits. 
As  I  understand  this  compromise,  per- 
sons wishing  to  retire  at  full  benefits 
would  have  to  wait  until  age  62.  Under 
this  bill  a  person  can  retire  with  full 
benefits  at  age  60  until  July  1,  1984. 
After  that  a  person  between  the  ages 
of  60  and  62  will  face  a  reduction  of  10 
percent  in  tier  1  (social  security  level) 
benefits.  After  January  1.  1986.  per- 
sons retiring  before  age  62  would  face 
a  reduction  in  tier  1  benefits  of  20  per- 
cent. 

I  am  deeply  distressd  by  this  particu- 
lar provision.  This  latest  phase-in  pro- 
vision may  help  some  individuals  who 
were  expecting  to  retire  next  year 
with  full  benefits.  But  it  will  still  leave 
many  retirees  with  the  choice  of  work- 
ing several  years  longer  than  planned 
or  accepting  reduced  benefits.  I  believe 
other     provisions    could     have     been 


adopted  that  would  have  generated 
the  same  cost  savings  to  the  railroad 
retirement  system,  but  I  am  reluctant- 
ly endorsing  the  whole  package  in 
order  to  insure  the  system's  solvency. 
However,  I  shall  follow  implementa- 
tion of  this  plan  carefully,  and  if  it  is 
financially  possible,  I  may  offer  an 
amendment  in  the  future  to  restore 
the  full  60-30  provision. 

Mr.  President.  I  must  emphasize 
that  the  insolvency  problem  faced  by 
the  railroad  retirement  fund— as  with 
the  social  security  system— is  not  due 
to  overspending  by  the  fund  to  retir- 
ees. Those  men  and  women  have 
worked  for  years  for  those  benefits. 
They  earned  them,  and  they  deserve 
to  be  paid  those  benefits.  The  real 
problem  lies  in  the  economic  policies 
that  the  Reagan  administration  has 
passed,  which  has  caused  tremendous 
unemployment  throughout  the  econo- 
my, but  especially  in  the  rail  industry. 
In  1956  there  were  1.2  million  workers 
paying  into  the  railroad  fund:  nobody 
ever  predicted  a  shortfall  back  then. 
But  today,  there  are  only  400,000 
workers.  That  is  a  precipitous  drop 
from  1980,  when  we  had  over  700.000 
workers.  That  tremendous  decline  in 
unemployment  during  the  Reagan  re- 
cession has  sent  the  fund  into  insol- 
vency and  has  forced  this  package  to 
be  developed. 

I  am  encouraged  that  this  plan  will 
be  adopted  in  time  to  prevent  the  even 
more  drastic  cuts  in  tier  H  benefits 
scheduled  to  take  place  on  October  1. 
But  I  believe  the  best  way  overall  to 
put  the  railroad  retirement  fund  back 
on  its  feet  is  to  revive  the  economy,  so 
railroad  workers  have  their  jobs  and 
railroad  retirees  can  keep  their  full 
benefits. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President, 
during  today's  Finance  Committee 
hearing,  the  Senator  from  Kansas  in- 
dicated his  support  for  a  study  to  ex- 
amine the  railroad  retirement  and  the 
railroad  unemployment  insurance  sys- 
tems and  their  effect  on  the  commuter 
railroad  lines  established  under  the 
Northeast  Rail  Service  Act  of  1981. 
During  today's  hearing.  David  Stock- 
man indicated  that  the  administration 
will  conduct  such  a  study  and  report 
back  to  Congress  by  early  1984. 

Several  Senators  have  expressed 
concerns  about  this  issue,  including 
the  Senators  from  Connecticutt,  New 
Jersey,  New  York,  and  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  President.  I  recommend  that  the 
study  be  undertaken  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Treasury,  in  conjunction  with 
the  affected  commuter  railroad  agen- 
cies and  labor,  to  review  all  aspects  of 
the  commuter  agencies'  participation 
in  the  railroad  retirement  system  and 
the  railroad  unemployment  system  in- 
cluding: 


First,  the  history  of  commuter  agen- 
cies as  providers  of  commuter  rail  serv- 
ice; 

Second,  a  comparison  of  past  and 
future  employment  trends  in  the  rail 
freight  and  commuter  service  areas; 

Third,  an  analysis  of  the  extent  to 
which  the  commuter  rails  are  respon- 
sible for  the  railroad  unemployment 
insurance  system's  debt  and  an  assess- 
ment as  to  whether  it  is  fair  to  impose 
the  solvency  tax  on  the  commuter 
lines: 

Fourth,  an  examination  of  whether 
the  freight  railroads  and  commuter 
agencies  should  be  under  the  same  tax 
rate  structure  of  the  retirement 
system  and  the  unemployment  system; 

Fifth,  recommendations  for  an  equi- 
table tax  rate  structure  for  the  com- 
muter lines  under  the  railroad  retire- 
ment and  railroad  unemployment  in- 
surance. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  ask  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  if  he  agrees  that  this  kind 
of  study  is  a  responsible  course  of 
action  to  take  and  whether  we  will 
expect  that  by  early  1984  the  study 
would  be  completed? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Let  me  state  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  New  Jersey 
that  I  appreciate  his  willingness  to  do 
it  in  this  fashion  rather  than  to  amend 
the  legislation.  I  think  this  is  a  respon- 
sible way  to  address  the  very  valid 
questions  raised  by  the  Senators  from 
New  Jersey,  New  York.  Pennsylvania, 
and  also  other  Senators  who  have  that 
same  concern.  We  will  direct  the 
Treasury  to  make  this  study  and  have 
the  report  back  by  April  1,  1984. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much  for  his  outstanding  work  on 
this  issue. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  for  his  support  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  trying  to  move 
as  quickly  as  we  can  on  this  legisla- 
tion. We  had  hearings  this  morning  in 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee.  The 
other  committee  of  jurisdiction.  Labor 
and  Human  Resources,  as  I  have  indi- 
cated, has  had  hearings.  There  has 
been  a  lot  of  discussion  in  the  past  sev- 
eral months  with  representatives  of 
the  American  railroads.  William 
Dempsey,  president  of  the  Association 
of  American  Railroads;  Charles  Hop- 
kins, Chairman  of  the  National  Rail- 
way Labor  Conference,  and  also  Mr. 
Ole  Berge,  president  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Maintenance  of  Way  employ- 
ees and  chairman  of  the  Railway 
Labor  Executives  Association  Commit- 
tee on  Railroad  Retirement,  and  Mr. 
Fred  Hardin,  were  before  our  commit- 
tee this  morning.  And  also  Jim 
Snyder,  chairman  of  the  Railroad 
Labor  Executive  Association's  Com- 
mittee on  Legislation  in  Washington. 
D.C..  and  Lloyd  Duxbury.  president  of 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Association. 


Mr.  David  Stockman,  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Mangement  and  Budget,  was 
on  the  same  panel.  He  arrived  a  bit 
late,  and  we  made  him  a  member  of 
that  distinguished  panel.  We  had  com- 
plete accord;  without  exception  every 
member  of  the  panel,  including  Mr. 
Stockman,  representing  the  President 
and  the  administration,  urged  that  we 
move  on  this  legislation  as  quickly  as 
possible. 

We  adjourned  that  hearing  about  11 
a.m.,  and  we  are  on  the  floor  now  with 
the  legislation.  I  think  that  would  sat- 
isfy the  concerns  of  those  distin- 
guished members  of  the  panel. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  does 
have  that  broad  support.  I  believe  the 
House  has  done  an  outstanding  job. 
No  doubt  there  will  be  some  questions, 
and  I  assume,  as  Mr.  Stockman  indi- 
cated, there  are  probably  a  number  of 
areas  where  we  might  provide  techni- 
cal amendments,  but  in  the  interest  of 
preventing  what  I  perceive  as  being  a 
real  problem  by  the  end  of  this 
month— sending  out  a  million  notices 
to  railroad  retirees  that  their  benefits 
were  going  to  be  reduced  by  40  percent 
is  not  something  that  I  think  should 
happen— we  must  pass  this  legislation. 
I  thank  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  for  their  willingness  to  con- 
sider this  bill  today. 

Today  the  Senate  has  the  opportuni- 
ty to  approve,  on  an  urgent  basis,  leg- 
islation to  deal  with  the  financial 
problem  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system  and  the  railroad  unemploy- 
ment compensation  system.  The  legis- 
lation proposed  for  dealing  with  those 
problems.  H.R.  1646,  is  a  matter  of 
some  urgency,  because,  unless  Con- 
gress acts,  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  will  implement  a  40-percent  re- 
duction in  so-called  tier  II  benefits— 
the  industry  pension  equivalent— on 
October  1,  in  order  to  insure  that 
income  to  the  system  will  not  fall 
short  of  outgo  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 
We  owe  it  to  the  retirees,  and  to  the 
railroad  industry,  to  make  sure  that 
does  not  happen. 

The  Senate  is  not  lacking  experience 
with  the  problems  of  underfunded  re- 
tirement benefit  programs.  Our  major 
legislative  achievements  this  year- 
some  might  say  our  only  achieve- 
ment—has been  to  secure  passage  of 
the  social  security  rescue  package 
based  on  the  recommendations  of  the 
National  Commission.  That  package 
was  a  balanced,  bipartisan  effort,  re- 
quiring significant  contributions  from 
beneficiaries  and  workers  paying  into 
the  system.  It  was  a  bill  that  no  one 
was  completely  happy  with— probably 
the  sign  of  a  perfect  compromise. 

There  seems  to  be  widespread  agree- 
ment that  the  same  approach  is 
needed  with  railroad  retirement.  The 
system  is  in  dire  trouble,  due  to  the 
steady  decline  in  railroad  employment 
while  the  number  of  retirees  drawing 
benefits  has  remained  high.  To  save 


the  system  requires  firm  action— to 
preserve  basic  benefits,  and  keep  our 
promise  to  workers  who  have  relied  on 
the  sytem,  requires  some  adjustment 
of  benefits  as  well  as  extra  revenues  to 
shore  up  the  program.  We  need  to  do 
our  best  to  approve  a  solvency  package 
that  will  guarantee  security  for  benefi- 
ciaries for  many  years  ahead,  not  just 
provide  a  quick  patch  up  that  will 
bring  us  back  to  the  issue  6  months,  1 
year.  2  years  from  now.  We  made  ad- 
justments in  the  program  in  1981  that 
proved  no  more  than  a  stopgap  before 
facing  the  real  problem. 

PROGRESS 

Fortunately,  all  parties  to  this  prob- 
lem have  shown  a  willingness  to  work 
together,  negotiate  in  good  faith,  and 
resolve  differences  in  order  to  put  to- 
gether a  workable  package.  Their  ef- 
forts resulted  yesterday  afternoon  in 
House  passage  of  the  compromise 
package,  based  on  the  negotiated 
labor-management  agreement  and 
modified  by  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  that  should  put  railroad 
retirement  on  a  much  sounder  finan- 
cial footing  and  guarantee  basic  bene- 
fits. The  legislation  also  addressed  the 
severe  problems  of  the  railroad  unem- 
ployment compensation  system,  which 
has  also  threatened  to  drain  the  re- 
tirement fund  under  its  borrowing  au- 
thority. While  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House  does  not  finally  resolve  the 
problems  of  railroad  unemployment,  it 
does  deal  with  the  problem  of  the  po- 
tential drain  on  the  retirement  fund 
and  set  the  stage  for  a  more  compre- 
hensive solution  for  railroad  unem- 
ployment compensation.  This  is  real, 
substantial  progress. 

SENATE  CONTRIBUTION 

The  Senate,  like  the  House,  is  acutely  sen- 
sitive to  the  needs  to  those  who  depend  on 
Government  entitlements,  and  of  the  diffi- 
culty of  finding  the  proper  financing  ar- 
rangements to  put  Government  retirement 
programs  on  a  secure  and  sound  basis.  In 
the  Finance  Committee  in  particular,  we  are 
also  keenly  aware  of  the  impact  higher 
taxes  can  have  on  an  industry  that  has  long- 
term  difficulties  of  its  own.  In  the  Senate 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources is  primarily  responsible  for  the  ben- 
efit structure  of  railroad  retirement  and  for 
all  unemployment  compensation.  The  Fi- 
nance Committee  is  entrusted  with  securing 
financing  for  the  system,  and  for  governing 
the  relationship  of  railroad  retirement  with 
social  security  and  of  railroad  unemploy- 
ment benefits  with  regular  unemployment 
compensation.  Each  of  those  responsibilities 
of  ours  is  Involved  in  the  House-passed  legis- 
lation, which  has  the  strong  support  of  rail 
labor  and  management.  That  fact  has  just 
been  made  clear  in  testimony  before  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  and  in  letters  from  labor 
and  management  which  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


August  1,  1983. 
Hon.  Robert  Dole, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Finance, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Dole:  We  are  writing  to  ex- 
press the  view  of  the  Association  of  Ameri- 
can Railroads  and  the  National  Railway 
Labor  Conference  respecting  H.R.  3619,  the 
railroad  retirement  legislation  that  is  to  be 
considered  by  the  House  today  and  that  is 
the  subject  of  hearings  in  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  tomorrow. 

The  Association  represents,  in  terms  of 
mileage  and  revenues,  almost  all  of  the  na- 
tion s  railroads  in  a  wide  variety  of  matters, 
including  legislative  matters,  that  concern 
the  railroad  industry.  The  Conference  rep- 
resents, in  terms  of  mileage  and  revenues, 
almost  all  of  the  nation's  railroads  in  na- 
tional collective  bargaining  with  the  unions 
representing  their  employees  and  in  regard 
to  other  matters  concerning  labor-manage- 
ment relations  in  the  railroad  industry,  in- 
cluding negotiations  with  the  unions  in 
regard  to  recommendations  to  the  Congress 
upon  proposed  changes  in  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system. 

Our  respective  Boards  of  Directors  met 
last  Thursday  and  Friday  and  considered 
this  legislation.  The  financial  burden  that  it 
will,  if  enacted,  impose  on  the  industry  is 
very  large  indeed.  That  burden  goes  well 
beyond  what  we  believe  is  necessary.  Never- 
theless, we  recognize  that,  in  view  of  the  im- 
minence of  benefit  reductions  mandated  by 
statute,  it  is  imperative  that  Congress  act 
promptly.  Accordingly,  we  support  the  en- 
actment of  H.R.  3619,  provided  that  enact- 
ment is  swift  and  with  no  further  changes 
that  would  further  minimize  the  effects  of 
the  benefit  modifications  or  further  in- 
crease the  costs  of  the  rail  industry. 
Very  truly  yours. 

Chairman.  National  Railway  Labor 
Conference. 

President,  Association  of  American  Rail- 
roads. 

Railway  Labor  Executives' 

Association, 
Washington,  D.C  August  1.  1983. 
Hon.  Robert  J.  Dole, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Finance, 
Senate  Hart  Office  Building,   Washing- 
ton, D.C. 
Hon.  Orrin  G.  Hatch, 

Chairman.  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources.  Senate  Russell  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Chairmen:  As  you  know,  the  railroad 
retirement  system  is  facing  a  serious  finan- 
cial crisis  that  will  result  in  drastic  cuts  in 
the  benefits  of  over  one  million  benefici- 
aries on  October  1.  1983,  under  Section  22  of 
the  current  law,  unless  action  is  taken  by 
the  Congress  to  enact  remedial  legislation 
promptly. 

You  are  also  aware  that  representatives  of 
railroad  labor  and  railroad  management 
have  been  working  diligently  for  the  past 
several  months  on  proposed  changes  in  the 
current  law  to  improve  the  financial  condi- 
tion of  the  system  so  that  such  reductions 
would  not  occur.  Additionally,  the  labor- 
management  proposal  would  place  the  rail- 
road retirement  trust  fund  in  a  solvent  con- 
dition for  at  least  the  next  decade. 

As  a  result  of  numerous  meetings  with 
Senators.  Congressmen,  and  their  staff,  the 
proposed  labor-management  legislation 
(H.R.  1646)  has  been  amended  by  the  par- 
ties as  well  as  jurisdictional  Committees  of 
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the  House.  As  a  result,  additional  increased 
costs  have  been  imposed  on  both  employers 
and  employees  to  further  insure  the  finan- 
cial solvency  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system  for  the  next  several  years. 

While  H.R.  1646  as  amended  differs  sig- 
nificantly from  the  original  H.R.  1646.  pri- 
marily because  of  the  increased  tax  provi- 
sions, and  while  there  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  among  the  parties  of  interest  over 
the  revenue  provisions,  the  fact  remains 
that  the  legislative  package  does  represent  a 
substantial  compromise  by  all  parties  of  in- 
terest, i.e..  labor-management,  federal  gov- 
ernment, and  railroad  retirement  benefici- 
aries. 

In  our  judgment,  the  legislation  certainly 
reflects  a  bi-partisan  effort  similar  to  that 
displayed  by  the  bi-partisan  group  responsi- 
ble for  the  enactment  of  the  recent  Social 
Security  legislation.  While  there  may  be 
certain  objectionable  features  for  each  of 
the  partisan  groups,  nevertheless  the  legis- 
lation (H.R.  1646)  expected  to  t)e  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  adequately 
corrects  the  financial  condition  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  trust  fund  and  removes  the 
possibility  of  drastic  annuity  reductions  on 
October  1,  1983,  under  Section  22  of  the  cur- 
rent law. 

Accordingly,  we  urgently  request  that 
H.R.  1646  be  passed  intact  immediately  by 
the  Senate  to  allay  the  fears  of  over  one 
million  beneficiaries  of  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system  and  our  400,000  active  railroad 
employees  who  are  deeply  concerned  about 
the  future  solvency  of  the  railroad  retire- 
ment trust  fund. 

Speaking  in  behalf  of  a  large  majority  of 
the  railroad  labor  unions,  we  respectfully 
request  your  support  and  prompt  action. 
Sincerely  yours, 

O.  M.  Berge. 

Chairman. 

Railroad   Retirement   Committee,    Rail- 
way Labor  Executiiies'  Association. 
Pred  a.  Haroin, 

Chairman. 

Railway  Labor  Executives'  Association. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  everyone 
agrees  as  I  do.  that  our  colleagues  in 
the  House  have  done  a  good  job  in  this 
bill.  In  the  normal  course  of  things  the 
Finance  and  Labor  Committees  would 
take  the  time  to  give  the  proposal  a 
fresh  look,  since  there  is  almost  always 
room  for  improvement,  and  our  Mem- 
bers generally  have  particular  con- 
cerns that  warrant  being  addressed.  In 
this  case,  however,  the  overwhelming 
desire  on  all  sides  appears  to  be  to  ex- 
pedite passage  of  the  House  bill.  It  is  a 
sound  package;  it  is  firmly  supported 
by  labor  and  management  and  it  is  en- 
dorsed by  the  administration,  as  David 
Stockman  testified  to  the  Finance 
Committee  this  morning.  While  there 
may  be  room  for  improvement  here— 


and  I  know  the  administration  sought, 
for  a  long  time,  to  reduce  the  general 
taxpayer's  contribution  to  this  pack- 
age even  more— the  looming  date  of 
October  1  seems,  in  this  Senator's 
view,  to  justify  our  agreeing  to  facili- 
tate swift  Senate  approval  of  the 
House  bill  without  independent  com- 
mittee consideration.  To  do  otherwise 
puts  at  risk  not  only  the  well-being  of 
beneficiaries,  but  their  confidence  in 
the  system  and  the  ability  of  Congress 
to  manage  it  properly.  More  crisis 
management  is  the  last  thing  we  need 
here.  To  that  end,  I  hope  Members  of 
the  Senate  will  agree  to  expedite  the 
House  railroad  retirement  bill.  If  they 
have  special  concerns,  there  will  be 
other  opportunities  to  address  them  in 
separate  legislation  if  they  can  make 
their  case.  To  proceed  in  this  fashion 
does  require,  of  course,  that  our  Mem- 
bers understand  the  features  of  the 
package,  the  nature  of  the  problems, 
and  the  ways  in  which  the  burden  of 
solving  those  problems  is  shared  under 
the  House  bill.  That  is  why  we  are 
here  today,  and  I  hope  all  Members 
state  whatever  concerns  they  have  for 
the  record  so  they  may  be  examined 
for  future  legislation,  rather  than  ad- 
dressed in  H.R.  1646.  The  case  is  com- 
pelling for  acting  now  to  safeguard 
railroad  retirement.  The  cost  is  not 
small,  but  to  do  less  would  be  a  breach 
of  faith  with  the  industry,  its  workers, 
and  those  who  worked  for  so  many 
years  to  earn  a  decent  retirement. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  background  and  an  ex- 
planation of  the  legislation  itself  be  in- 
cluded as  a  part  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  male- 
rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

H.R.  1646— Railroad  Retirement  Solvency 

Act— Background  and  Description 

background 

The  railroad  retirement  system  is  estab- 
lished under  Federal  law  to  provide  retire- 
ment benefits  to  employees  of  the  railroad 
industry.  The  system  is  funded  by  special, 
taxes  on  rail  employees  and  employers. 
Similarly,  unemployment  benefits  are  pro- 
vided to  rail  employees  through  a  specially 
funded  system  administered  by  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board.  Rail  employment  is  not 
covered  by  or  taxed  under  either  social  secu- 
rity or  the  regular  State  systems  of  unem- 
ployment insurance. 

There  are  two  basic  railroad  retirement 
benefits  and  two  additional  types  of  benefits 
for  which  some  retirees  are  eligible.  The 
basic  "Tier  I"  benefit  is  designed  to  provide 


retirees  the  equivalent  of  social  security 
benefits.  The  Tier  11"  benefit  is  the  equiva- 
lent of  industry  pension  benefits  for  rail- 
road workers.  In  addition,  a  modest  supple- 
mental annuity  benefit  is  available  to  career 
railroad  employees  who  retire  with  at  least 
25  years  service;  and  a  so-called  "windfall" 
or  dual  benefit  is  available  to  workers  who 
earned  both  railroad  retirement  benefits 
under  railroad  employment  and  social  secu- 
rity benefits  under  non-railroad  employ- 
ment. 

Solvency  problem.  In  the  1981  budget  rec- 
onciliation and  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax 
Act  Congress  enacted  benefit  and  tax  ad- 
justments in  railroad  retirement  designed  to 
ensure  the  solvency  of  the  system.  Under 
section  22(c)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  as  amended  at  that  time,  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board  is  required  to  report  by 
April  1  if  it  projects  there  are  insufficient 
funds,  including  borrowing,  to  fully  finance 
benefits  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  The  Board 
must  set  forth  regulations  providing  a  pro 
rata  reduction  in  pensions,  preserving  full 
social  security  equivalent  (Tier  I)  benefits 
and  paying  a  constant  benefit  each  month. 
Pursuant  to  this  provision,  on  February  18, 
1983,  the  Board  indicated  that  it  would  be 
required  to  reduce  Tier  II  benefits  by  40% 
beginning  October  1,  1983,  due  to  the  pro- 
jected shortfall  in  funds  for  the  retirement 
system. 

The  shortfall  is,  in  essence,  due  to  the  de- 
cline in  rail  employment  relative  to  the 
number  of  retired  railroad  employees.  Cur- 
rently there  are  about  3  railroad  retirees  for 
each  railroad  employee,  employment  in  the 
industry  having  declining  from  1.2  million 
in  1956  to  400,000.  The  "best  guess"  employ- 
ment projection  made  by  the  chief  actuary 
for  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  shows 
employment  declining  to  about  340,000  by 
1989  and  stabilizing  at  that  level  (Table  at- 
tached). 

The  following  tables  were  prepared  by  the 
Office  of  the  Actuary  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Board.  These  tables  are  self-ex- 
planatory and  give  some  indication  of  the 
ability  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  System 
to  pay  full  benefits  in  a  timely  manner 
under  two  different  employment  assump- 
tion. Employment  under  the  two  assump- 
tion are  shown  below: 
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LABOR/MANAGEMENT  AGREEMENT 

Early  this  year  rail  labor  and  management 
reached  agreement  on  a  suggested  financing 
package  to  ensure  the  solvency  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  system  and  shore  up  the 
railroad  unemployment  compensation 
system.  This  proposal,  involving  both  bene- 
fit adjustments,  tax  increases,  and  Federal 
contributions,  was  introduced  in  the  House 
as  H.R.  1646  and  the  Senate  as  S.  1074.  The 
package  was  modified  by  agreement  be- 
tween rail  labor  and  management  on  May 
25.  subsequent  to  the  action  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce  re- 
porting H.R.  1646.  H.R.  1646  was  significant- 
ly modified  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee and  reported  on  July  1.  and  further 
modified  on  the  House  floor  August  1. 

H.R.  1646  AS  PASSED  BY  THE  HOUSE 

The  basic  provisions  of  the  House-passed 
bill  are: 

60-30.  Currently  railroad  employees  can 
retire  at  age  60  with  30  years  service  and 
obtain  full  benefits.  This  rule  would  be 
changed  so  that  those  retiring  between  ages 
60  and  62  between  July  1.  1984  and  Decem- 
ber 31.  1985.  with  30  years  service,  would  re- 
ceive a  permanent  10  percent  reduction  in 
benefits.  Beginning  January  1,  1986,  the 
benefit  reduction  for  this  group  would  be  20 
percent. 

Disability  waiting  period.  The  disability 
waiting  period  for  railroad  retirement  would 
be  conformed  to  the  five-month  waiting 
period  for  s(x;ial  security  disability  benefits. 

Annuity  beginning  date.  Railroad  retire- 
ment would  be  conformed  to  the  limits  on 
retroactivity  for  beginning  annuity  pay- 
ments that  exist  under  social  security  (in 
most  cases  6  months  before  the  filing  of  an 
application). 

COLA  deferral.  The  Tier  I  and  Tier  II 
Cola's  for  this  year  would  be  delayed  until 
January  1,  1984,  to  parallel  changes  made  in 
social  security. 

COLA  offset.  Tier  I  COLA's  would  be 
offset  in  Tier  II  benefits  on  a  one-time  basis 
up  to  a  total  5  percent  COLA. 

Tier  I  benefit  taxation.  Tier  I  benefits 
would  be  taxed  under  the  same  rules  as 
social  security  benefits,  with  the  revenues 
returned  to  the  RR  fund. 

Tier  II  benefit  taxation.  Tier  II  would  be 
taxed  as  normal  retirement  benefits  (that 
part  which  exceeds  the  employee's  contribu- 
tion). Revenues  from  income  taxation  of 
Tier  II  benefits  and  windfall  l)enefits  would 


go  to  the  RR  fund  only  until  FY  1989  or 
when  revenues  from  taxing  Tier  II  reach 
$877  million,  whichever  is  sooner.  After  that 
they  would  go  to  the  general  fund,  and  in 
1989  revenue  from  taxing  windfall  benefits 
would  go  to  the  windfall  benefit  account. 

To  conform  to  changes  in  social  security, 
remaining  benefits  to  post-secondary  stu- 
dents would  be  phased  out. 

Tax  increases.  The  Tier  II  taxes  would  be 
increased  one  percent  for  employers  and  .75 
percent  for  employees  for  each  of  three 
years:  on  January  1,  1984,  January  1.  1985, 
and  January  1,  1986. 

The  financial  interchange  with  social  se- 
curity, which  transfers  to  the  RR  account 
the  amount  of  social  security  equivalent 
benefits  provided  under  railroad  retirement, 
would  be  put  on  a  current  basis  by  allowing 
the  railroad  retirement  fund  to  borrow 
against  the  financial  interchange. 

Windfall.  Funds  to  cover  full  windfall  ben- 
efits for  the  period  1974  to  1981  would  be 
loaned  from  the  Treasury  to  the  RR  fund 
over  three  years  ($1.7  billion  plus  interest). 
The  loans  would  be  repaid  only  if  Congress 
appropriates  funds  to  the  RR  account  for 
that  purpose. 

Annualized  wage  base.  The  wage  base  for 
Tier  I  and  Tier  II  would  be  changed  from  a 
monthly  determined  amount  to  an  annual 
amount,  effective  January  1,  1985,  and 
would  increase  thereafter  in  line  with  aver- 
age wage  growth. 

RR  unemployment  borrowing.  The  RR 
unemployment  system  would  not  be  allowed 
to  borrow  from  the  general  treasury,  but 
RR  unemployment  borrowing  from  the  rail- 
road retirement  fund  could  continue 
through  September  30,  1985. 

RR  unemployment  tax.  On  January  1. 
1984,  the  RR  unemployment  tax  would  be 
increased  by  raising  the  monthly  wages  sub- 
ject to  the  tax  from  $400  to  $600. 

RRUC  Repayment  Tax.  To  reimburse  the 
railroad  retirement  fund  for  borrowing,  a 
"repayment"  tax  would  be  imposed  on  rail- 
road companies  for  the  period  July  1,  1986, 
through  September  30,  1990.  Tax  would  be  2 
percent  of  the  first  $7,000  in  annual  wages 
for  each  employee  and  would  increase  by  0.3 
percent  each  January  1 . 

Sick  Benefits.  Sick  pay  under  railroad  re- 
tirement would  be  subject  to  income  tax  the 
same  as  all  other  sick  pay  is  taxed,  for  bene- 
fits received  after  December  31.  1983. 


Unemployment  Committee.  A  committee 
of  two  representatives  of  rail  labor  and  two 
of  rail  management,  plus  one  public 
member,  would  be  established  to  review  rail- 
road unemployment  and  report  to  Congress 
by  April  1.  1984  with  recommendations  that 
can  ensure  repayment  of  all  loans  from  the 
railroad  retirement  fund  no  later  than  the 
year  2000. 

Section  22  of  the  railroad  retirement 
would  be  amended  to  include  additional  re- 
porting requirements.  Each  year  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board  would  calculate  the 
projected  finances  of  the  system  over  the 
next  5  years,  and  would  be  required  to 
report  to  Congress  if  they  see  a  threat  of  in- 
solvency at  any  time  during  that  5-year 
period. 

Deposit  of  taxes.  As  of  January  1,  1984, 
the  deposit  of  railroad  retirement  taxes 
would  be  conformed  to  the  schedule  for  de- 
positing social  security  and  income  taxes  for 
nonrailroad  employment  ($500  or  more  un- 
deposited  at  end  of  month  must  deposit  in 
15  days  after  end  of  month:  $3,000  or  more 
undeposited  at  end  of  eight-month  period 
must  deposit  within  three  banking  days). 

Benefits  in  divorce.  In  community  proper- 
ty states,  benefits  payable  to  divorced  par- 
ties would  be  made  divisible  in  audit  settle- 
ments. 

Mr.  HEINZ  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  I»resident,  we  are 
obviously  faced  with  an  emergency. 
The  consideration  of  this  legislation 
occurs  on  the  threshold  of  what  could 
be  a  catastrophe  for  nearly  1  million 
retirees  nationwide,  some  82,000  of 
them  in  my  State  of  Pennsylvania.  We 
have  the  largest  number  of  retirees  in 
the  Nation.  We  are  acting  in  the  nick 
of  time.  This  is  the  11th  hour.  If  we 
were  not  to  pass  this  legislation,  there 
would  be  extremely  deep  cuts  in  the 
tier  2  portion  of  the  pensions  for  rail- 
road retirees.  They  would  go  down  by 
an  estimated  40  percent  on  October  1. 
If  we  do  not  act  between  now  and  Sep- 
tember 1,  a  notice  will  go  out  with  all 
the  checks  explaining  to  people  that 
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their  next  checks  may  be  substantially 
reduced. 

The  parties  to  this  legislation  have 
worked  long  and  hard.  I  want  to  asso- 
ciate myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  (Mr.  Dole).  Labor 
and  management  people  have,  after  6 
months  of  extremely  intensive  effort, 
emerged  with  a  solution,  a  solution 
that  is  badly  needed.  I  do  not  think  it 
is  a  perfect  solution.  Indeed.  I  have 
some  concerns  that  I  went  into,  in 
part,  at  our  Finance  Committee  hear- 
ing today.  But  I  do  intend  to  support 
this  legislation.  I  am  not  going  to  at- 
tempt to  amend  it.  I  am  going  to  at- 
tempt to  improve  upon  it.  as  I  will  ex- 
plain in  a  moment. 

H.R.  1646  is  now  before  the  Senate: 
and  the  Senate  is  scheduled  to  adjourn 
at  the  end  of  this  week  for  a  6-week 
recess.  We  in  the  Senate  either  have 
to  pass  a  bill  literally  within  a  matter 
of  hours— or  we  must  decide  to  let  the 
issue  wait  for  the  Senate  to  return.  In 
my  judgment,  the  Senate  should  not 
adjourn  and  let  beneficiaries  begin  the 
countdown  toward  the  October  1  dead- 
line. It  is  imperative  that  the  Senate 
pass  this  bill  immediately  so  that  the 
October  cuts  will  not  take  place. 

I  regret  that  the  Senate  has  been 
given  so  little  time  to  consider  the 
House-passed  bill,  which  is  an  ex- 
tremely compltx  piece  of  legislation 
that  will  have  a  heavy  impact  on  bene- 
ficiaries, on  rail  workers,  and  on  the 
railroad  industry. 

I  know  that  the  parties  have  been 
hard  at  work  on  this  problem.  I  com- 
mend rail  labor  and  management  for 
spending  more  than  6  months  of  in- 
tensive effort,  with  numerous  negotia- 
tions and  renegotiations,  to  come  up 
with  a  package  that  will  avert  the  dra- 
conian  benefit  cuts  that  have  been 
widely  advertised.  They  have  done 
their  work  well. 

The  good  results  of  these  efforts  are 
embodied  in  some  numbers:  the  typi- 
cal retired  worker  on  the  rolls  would 
end  up  losing  $60  a  month  in  October 
if  no  legislation  were  passed.  Under 
this  pending  legislation,  the  monthly 
annunity  will  not  be  reduced  at  all.  It 
will  l)e  frozen  from  now  through  De- 
cember 1984.  and  on  January  1.  1985. 
the  monthly  annuity  for  a  typical  em- 
ployee will  be  about  $7  a  month  more, 
instead  of  being  sharply  reduced. 

The  effect  for  people  in  various  cir- 
cumstances is  summarized  in  the  fol- 
lowing table,  which  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President.  I  must 
also  remind  the  parties  that,  regard- 
less of  ones  position  on  this  issue,  the 
railroad  retirement  system  is  a  Federal 
program,  for  which  the  Congress  is  ac- 
countable. And  I.  for  one,  have  some 
concerns  about  the  legislation  that  the 
House  has  sent  over. 

Because  benefits  are.  in  effect, 
frozen  through  1984  and  partially 
frozen  in  1985.  the  real  benefits  of  rail- 
road retirees,  adjusted  for  inflation, 
will  of  course  decline.  And  when  we 
consider  that  retire  taxable,  the  real, 
aftertax  income  of  the  beneficiaries 
will  be  reduced.  That  may  be  the  nec- 
essary, inevitable  price  to  pay  for  re- 
storing solvency  to  the  system.  * 

But.  then  again,  the  full  benefit  re- 
ductions may  not  be  inevitable.  Rail 
employment,  after  dipping  to  a  low 
point  of  388.000  in  March  1983.  has 
had  a  healthy  rebound  to  405.000  as  of 
June  1983,  which  is  well  above  the  em- 
ployment assumptioris  used  by  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  under  its 
so-called  best  guess  estimate.  Indeed, 
the  low  point  for  rail  employment  so 
far  this  year  is  above  the  average 
yearly  employment  level  assumed 
under  the  best  guess  assumptions. 

The  assumptions  also  predict  rail 
employment  will  decline  again  in  1984 
and  beyond.  The  legislation  we  are 
considering  has  a  healthy  margin  of 
safety  and  should  provide  adequate 
funding  for  the  next  10  years,  even 
using  the  pessimistic  assumptions  de- 
veloped by  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board.  And  I  am  relieved  that  the 
package  has  taken  into  account  such  a 
contingency  as  the  pessimistic  employ- 
ment assumptions. 

But  what  happens  if  we  have  erred 
in  our  assumptions— for  once— by 
using  too  pessimistic  an  estimate? 
That  could  mean  that  some  part  of 
the  benefit  reductions  imposed  on 
beneficiaries  may  not,  in  fact,  be  nec- 
essary, and  that  some  portion  of  the 
tax  increases,  the  stiff  tax  increases, 
on  rail  labor  and  management,  might 
prove  not  to  be  necessary.  The  bill 
before  the  Senate,  H.R.  1646,  does,  in 
fact,  contemplate  such  a  possibility  as 
far  as  taxes  go.  Section  502  of  the  bill 
calls  for  annual  reports  to  Congress  by 


the  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  on 
the  actuarial  status  of  the  fund,  in- 
cluding whether  there  are  sufficient 
reserves  in  the  account  and  whether 
the  rates  of  such  taxes  should  be  re- 
duced. So  presumably,  if  the  Congress 
legislates  more  tax  increases  than  are 
necessary,  there  is  a  way  for  Congress 
to  know  about  that  and  correct  it. 

But  what  about  the  1  million  rail- 
road retirees?  What  happens  to  them 
if  the  economic  recovery  proves  to  be 
robust,  and  rail  employment  stabilizes 
or  even  increases  in  contrast  to  the  de- 
clining forecasts  of  employment  used 
In  developing  the  bill?  There  is  no  pro- 
vision in  this  package  that  protects 
beneficiaries  from  any  potentially  un- 
necessary benefit  reductions. 

I  am  concerned,  in  particular,  with 
the  provision  in  the  bill  that  will  save 
nearly  $1  billion  over  5  years  by  reduc- 
ing retirees'  tier  2  benefits,  dollar  for 
dollar,  for  any  tier  1  social  security 
equivalent  cost-of-living  increases,  up 
to  a  cumulative  5-percent.  On  January 
1.  1984,  the  social  security  cost-of- 
living  increase  of  3.5  percent  will  be 
deducted  from  the  tier  2  benefit.  But 
since  the  bill  calls  for  a  cumulative  5 
percent  adjustment,  the  remaining  1.5 
percent  will  be  taken  from  the  social 
security  cost-of-living  increase  paid  on 
January  1,  1985. 

Now,  what  happens  if  rail  employ- 
ment picks  up?  What  happens  if  the 
reserves  are  above  even  the  best  guess 
estimate?  Well,  under  the  present  bill, 
the  second  phase  of  the  COLA  offset 
will  take  place  anyway.  There  is  no 
provision  for  a  contingency. 

Now.  the  philosophical  and  the 
policy  implications  of  this  provision 
also  trouble  me  deeply.  We  keep  tell- 
ing railroad  retirees  that  their  month- 
ly check  is  really  two  pensions  com- 
bined, a  social  security  pension  and  a 
private  industry  pension.  Well,  this 
COLA  offset  uses  the  social  security 
benefit  increase  to  reduce  the  indus- 
try's obligation  for  the  private  pen- 
sion. In  my  judgment,  it  is  not  good 
policy  to  allow  social  security  benefit 
increases  to  be  used  to  reduce  a  pri- 
vate pension  obligation. 

I  am  also  troubled  by  the  erratic  dis- 
tributional effects  of  this  provision. 

As  Chairman  of  the  Special  Commit- 
tee on  Aging,  I  asked  the  GAO  to  give 
me  some  data  on  the  distribution  of 
this  tier  2  cut.  They  advised  me  that 
45  percent  of  beneficiaries  would  lose 
less  than  10  percent  of  their  tier  2  ben- 
efits; 37  percent  will  lose  between  10 
and  20  percent  of  their  tier  2;  an  addi- 
tional 11  percent  will  lose  between  20 
and  30  percent  of  their  tier  2  benefits. 
And  7  percent  would  lose  more  than  30 
percent  of  their  tier  2  benefits. 

Now,  I  realize  that  no  one's  monthly 
check  will  go  down  because  of  this 
offset.  But  since  we  have  divided  this 
pension  into  two  parts,  there  seems  to 
me    to    be    serious    equity    problems 


about  using  the  social  security  benefit 
increase  to  cover  up  really  wide-rang- 
ing, disparate  reductions  in  the  indus- 
try pension. 

So  while  I  certainly  do  support  the 
legislation  as  a  whole,  it  seems  to  me 
that  this  one  provision  warrants  some 
closer  scrutiny  by  the  Senate.  For  ex- 
ample, the  second  phase  of  the  COLA 
offset  could  be  made  contingent  on  re- 
serve levels  so  that  if  rail  employment 
does  not  fall  to  the  levels  predicted, 
then  the  COLA  increase  would  not  be 
offset  in  1985. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  sup- 
port rapid  enactment  of  this  bill  to 
insure  that  the  benefits  are  not  cut  in 
October.  I  commend  rail  labor  and  rail 
management  for  their  efforts.  But  it 
may  be  necessary  to  take  a  look  at 
some  of  these  provisions  again  next 
year,  if  the  economy  and  the  condition 
of  the  railroad  retirement  fund  im- 
prove. 

Senator  Dole  and  I  agreed  at  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  hearing  on  railroad 
retirement  to  obtain  a  study  of  the  ef- 
fects of  this  COLA  offset  provision, 
and  of  the  potential  for  rescinding  the 
second  phase  of  the  offset.  That  study 
will  be  helpful. 

In  the  meantime,  I  intend  to  intro- 
duce a  bill,  shortly,  that  will  drop  the 
second  phase  of  the  COLA  offset, 
scheduled  for  January  1.  1985,  if  the 
reserves  available  to  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  are  sufficient  to  pay 
full  benefits. 

There  are  other  things  in  this  bill 
that  I  would  have  liked  the  Senate  to 
consider  more  carefully,  such  as  the 
way  in  which  the  dual  or  so-called 
windfall  benefits  are  taxed  as  a  private 
pension,  rather  than  as  a  social  securi- 
ty benefit.  And  I  also  question  wheth- 
er the  tax  on  tier  2  benefits  should  not 
flow  into  the  railroad  retirement  trust 
fund  for  a  longer  period  of  time  than 
is  provided  in  this  bill. 

But  we  are  faced  with  an  emergency. 
Benefits  will  go  down,  substantially,  if 
the  Senate  does  not  pass  this  bill 
today.  And  railroad  retirees  should  not 
be  held  hostage  because  of  congres- 
sional inaction.  I  therefore  support  im- 
mediate passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  beg 
the  indulgence  of  Senator  Dole  for 
the  purpose  of  a  discussion. 

As  the  distinguished  Chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee  recalls  at  the 
hearing  on  railroad  retirement  financ- 
ing earlier  today,  I  expressed  some 
concerns  about  the  provision  in  the 
bill  that  calls  for  the  next  5  percent  of 
tier  1— social  security— cost-of-living 
increases  to  be  used  to  reduce  the  tier 
2  benefit,  dollar  for  dollar.  I  am  con- 
cerned that  the  measure,  as  Mr.  Dux- 
bury  stated  at  the  hearing  in  behalf  of 
railroad  retirees,  might  unfairly— and 
unnecessarily— penalize  those  retirees 
who  are  least  able  to  afford  it.  And  it 
may  be  that  the  full  5-percent  COLA 
offset  will  not  be  required,  if  the  econ- 


omy recovers  strongly  and  rail  employ- 
ment increases,  or  even  stabilizes  at  its 
current  level  of  405,000,  instead  of  de- 
clining as  predicted  by  the  assump- 
tions used  to  work  out  the  financial  ef- 
fects of  this  package.  As  we  agreed  at 
the  hearing,  I  would  like  to  see  a  study 
that  will  evaluate  the  effects  of  the 
COLA  offset  provision  on  beneficiaries 
and  the  desirability  of  modifying  the 
provision  if  the  economy  and  rail  em- 
ployment permit. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  share  the  concern  of 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  and  I 
am  pleased  that  he  raised  this  ques- 
tion in  the  hearing.  It  is  a  matter  of 
record.  There  was  an  agreement  at 
that  time  that  we  would  figure  out  the 
best  way  to  posture  the  study.  I  am 
not  sure  whether  it  is  to  be  made  by 
GAO  or  Treasury.  I  am  sure  we  can  ar- 
range for  a  study  of  this  issue  without 
amending  the  bill  before  us,  H.R.  3619. 
How  would  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania like  this  study  to  be  conducted? 
Mr.  HEINZ.  I  should  like  to  make  a 
suggestion  in  that  regard  at  this  time. 
Following  up  on  our  discussion  at 
the  hearings,  I  made  a  few  inquires, 
and  it  is  my  best  judgment  that  we 
should  ask  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  to  make  a  report  to  Congress  by 
October  1,  1984.  to  address  the  follow- 
ing questions: 

First,  what  is  the  dollar  impact  of 
the  COLA  offset  provision  in  H.R. 
1646  on  beneficiaries  in  general,  and 
on  those,  in  particular,  with  annuities 
at  or  below  the  poverty  level,  or  within 
125  percent  of  the  poverty  level?  The 
effects  of  inflation  and  the  taxation  of 
benefits  should  be  taken  into  account. 
Second,  what  would  the  effects  on 
the  railroad  retirement  trust  fund  be 
if  the  second  phase  of  the  COLA 
offset,  that  which  is  scheduled  for 
January  1,  1985,  were  to  be  dropped? 

Third,  how  could  the  offset  cost-of- 
living  increases  eventually  be  restored 
to  beneficiaries— if  and  when  the  con- 
dition of  the  fund  returns  to  a  suffi- 
cient level  of  reserves? 

Does  the  Senator  from  Kansas  see  a 
problem  with  that  kind  of  study? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  see  no  problem  with 
such  a  study,  and  I  think  the  results 
will  probably  be  useful  and  informa- 
tive to  the  Congress.  And  I  think  it  is 
preferable  to  have  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Board  conduct  this  study  at 
our  direction,  rather  than  to  amend 
the  bill. 

I  think  that  would  be  a  good  way  to 
handle  it.  We  could  make  the  request 
to  the  board  in  writing,  and  I  am  cer- 
tain that  they  would  be  willing  to  ac- 
commodate that  request. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  I  see  no  reason  to 
amend  the  bill.  Often  we  do  that,  but  I 
think  with  the  strong  support  of  the 
Senator  from  Kansas,  the  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  we  would  get 
the  study  in  good  time.  So  long  as  the 
study  is  done  by  October  1,  1984,  to 
give  Congress  time  to  reconsider  the 


second  phase  of  the  COLA  offset,  it  is 
fine  with  me. 

Mr.    DOLE.    I    thank    the    Senator 
from  Pennsylvania.  We  will  do  that 
immediately.  The  date  he  suggests  is 
October  1.  1984? 
Mr.  HEINZ.  October  1,  1984. 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 
Mr.  President,  I  want  to  make  one 
other  remark  to  my  colleagues. 

It  is  my  hope,  if  we  can  get  the  enor- 
mous procedures  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  worked  out  in  time,  to  send  to  the 
desk  a  bill,  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation by  the  Senate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
bill  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 1(g)(2)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

"For  purposes  of  section  3(i)(2)  of  this  Act. 
the  period  June  15,  1948.  through  December 
15.  1950,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  war  ser\ice 
period  with  respect  to  any  individual  who 
without  intervening  employment  not  cov- 
ered under  this  Act  rendered  service  as  an 
employee  to  an  employer  under  this  act  in 
the  year  he  was  released  from  active  mili- 
tary service  or  in  the  year  immediately  fol- 
lowing such  year.". 

Sec.  2.  The  amendment  made  by  this  Act 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  annuities  accru- 
ing in  months  beginning  after  the  dale  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
take  this  opportunity  to  explain  to 
those  listening  that  the  purpose  of 
this  measure  is  to  correct  a  serious  in- 
equity that  results  from  an  oversight 
in  the  bill  before  us.  That  oversight  af- 
fects a  small  number  of  veterans  of 
the  Korean  conflict  who  lose  credit  for 
all  their  military  service  under  rail- 
road retirement  because  they  volun- 
teered just  prior  to  the  official  decla- 
ration of  a  war  service  period. 

Frankly.  I  had  intended  to  offer  this 
bill— which  I  introduced  on  May  5, 
using  identical  language,  as  S.  1214— as 
an  amendment  to  this  bill.  But  inas- 
much as  we  want  to  get  this  bill 
through  as  quickly  as  possible,  and 
since  I  did  not  want  to  delay  this  im- 
portant piece  of  legislation  by  requir- 
ing a  conference  with  the  House.  I  am 
asking  my  colleagues  to  cooperate  by 
giving  their  unanimous  consent  for 
the  consideration  of  this  measure. 
They  do  not  necessarily  have  to  vote 
for  it  if  they  do  not  like  it,  but  I  would 
hope  they  would  cooperate  in  allowing 
it  to  be  considered  immediately  upon 
the  disposition  of  this  measure. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  rep- 
resentatives of  rail  labor  and  manage- 
ment equally  support  this  change  in 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act.  Indeed, 
they  believed  it  was  to  be  included  in 
this  bill,  but  it  has  not  been  included. 
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through  the  oversight  I  mentioned  a 
moment  ago;  and  we  will  have  to  pass 
a  separate  bill  if  the  provision  is  to  be 
adopted  without  delaying  the  railroad 
retirement  bill. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  for  their  at- 
tention. I  hope  my  colleagues  can  help 
in  allowing  this  measure  to  be  consid- 
ered immediately  after  the  disposition 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object 

Mr.  HEINZ.  The  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania has  not  made  a  unanimous- 
consent  request.  I  am  simply  saying 
that  it  would  be  my  intention,  upon 
the  disposition  of  this  measure,  to 
make  such  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest; and  I  am  trying  to  put  Senators 
on  notice  now  that  they  might  be  able 
to  take  the  matter  under  their  best, 
carefully  considered  judgment.  I  do 
not  mean  to  interrupt  the  Senator,  but 
I  did  not  want  him  to  think  I  had  put 
the  unanimous-consent  request  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  thank  the  Senator.  If 
he  had  made  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest. I  would  feel  compelled  to 
object,  in  order  to  reserve  the  rights  of 
Senators  long  enough  for  those  inter- 
ested in  the  matter  to  be  alerted  and 
to  act  accordingly. 

Mr.  HEINZ.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
That  was  the  whole  purpose  of  my 
brief  remarks. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  the  rail- 
road retirement  program  has  reached 
the  point  where  benefit  costs  will  soon 
exceed  the  funds  available  to  pay 
those  benefits.  To  deal  with  this  situa- 
tion, the  House  passed  a  bill  on 
Monday  (H.R.  1646)  which  makes  sev- 
eral changes  in  the  railroad  retirement 
program  and  its  financing. 

The  House  bill,  which  is  now  before 
the  Senate,  is  a  major  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. It  increases  the  railroad  payroll 
tax  rates  on  both  railroads  and  rail 
workers.  It  repeals  the  previously  tax- 
free  status  of  the  industry  portion  of 
railroad  pensions.  The  portion  that  is 
equivalent  to  a  social  security  benefit 
was  already  made  taxable  under  the 
social  security  amendments.  It  pro- 
vides for  a  reduction  in  benefits  for 
those  retiring  before  the  full  retire- 
ment age.  The  bill  also  modifies  the 
cost-of-living  provisions  which  apply 
to  those  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  in  a 
manner  which  will  reduce  their  bene- 
fits compared  with  what  they  could 
expect  under  current  provisions.  In  ad- 
dition, a  substantial  part  of  meeting 
the  railroad  retirement  problem  over 
the  next  few  years  is  achieved  by 
transferring  some  $4  to  $5  billion  from 
the  General  Treasury  to  the  retire- 
ment program. 

In  the  ordinary  course  of  events,  a 
bill  of  this  magnitude  would  be  care- 
fully studied  by  the  Senate  commit- 
tees of  jurisdiction— the  Committee  on 
Finance  and  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare.  However,  the  bill 


is  being  handled  on  an  expedited  basis. 
At  a  hearing  this  morning  before  the 
Finance  Committee,  both  rail  labor 
and  management  and  Director  Stock- 
man of  OMB  urged  that  the  House  bill 
be  accepted  promptly  and  without 
amendment.  According  to  their  testi- 
mony, action  this  week  is  necessary  to 
prevent  the  necessity  of  notifying 
some  1  million  retirees  that  their  ben- 
efit checks  will  be  reduced  starting  in 
October. 

I  am  concerned  about  some  aspects 
of  this  legislation.  With  the  massive 
budget  deficits  this  country  faces,  I  am 
hesitant  to  see  us  simply  endorse  with- 
out examination  a  House-passed  bill 
which  to  a  considerable  extent  solves 
the  railroad  retirement  problem  by  fi- 
nancing it  out  of  general  Federal  reve- 
nues, which  is  to  say  financing  it  out 
of  the  deficit.  At  the  same  time,  how- 
ever. I  recognize  the  urgency  of  the 
situation  as  outlined  by  this  morning's 
witnesses  before  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  have  no 
alternative  available  to  us  at  this 
point,  I  will  reluctantly  vote  for  the 
bill.  I  would  much  prefer  to  be  voting 
for  a  measure  that  would  be  increasing 
revenues  and  trimming  future  in- 
creases to  the  extent  that  so-called 
general  revenues  would  not  be  neces- 
sary. I  hope  that  we  have  an  opportu- 
nity at  a  future  occasion  to  find  a 
better  solution. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  compromise. 

I  am  very  glad  that  railroad  labor 
and  management,  the  administration, 
and  congressional  leaders  have 
reached  a  compromise  which  will  avert 
the  need  to  notify  railroad  retirement 
recipients  of  a  catastrophic  cut  in 
their  benefits.  I  know  the  2.000  lowans 
who  have  written  me  on  this  issue  will 
also  be  glad  to  know  that  they  will  not 
be  on  the  receiving  end  of  those  no- 
tices. 

Though  this  solution  is  not  perfect— 
a  compromise  reached  with  the  gales 
of  crisis  blowing  down  our  doors  rarely 
is- it  does  meet  the  three  minimum  re- 
quirements for  remedial  legislation  in 
this  area.  First,  the  necessary  sacrific- 
es come  in  large  measure  from  the 
parties  Involved:  Railroad  employees, 
retirees,  and  management.  Second,  the 
actual  benefits  of  current  recipients 
will  not  be  reduced,  although  cost-of- 
living  adjustments  will  be  altered  and 
some  benefits  will  be  taxed.  Finally, 
all  parties  involved  assure  us  that  the 
Federal  deficit  will  not  be  increased. 

For  these  reasons,  I  find  this  benefit 
package  acceptable  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  compromise  so 
that  action  may  be  completed  before 
we  adjourn. 

I  want  to  close  with  a  note  of  cau- 
tion,  similar   to   the   one   I   sounded 


when  we  completed  work  on  the  social 
security  package.  And  that  is  that  like 
social  security,  railroad  retirement 
seems  to  have  a  nasty  habit  of  not  re- 
maining solvent  despite  our  guaran- 
tees. 

It  will  be  incumbent  upon  Congress 
to  keep  a  close  eye  on  the  system  as 
railroad  employment  continues  to  fall 
and  the  pressures  to  mount,  so  that  we 
may  insure  that  the  interests  of  retir- 
ees and  the  taxpayers  are  protected. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  other  requests  for  time 
on  this  side.  I  understand  the  distin- 
guished junior  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr.  Specter)  will  want  to  make 
a  statement.  I  am  not  sure  whether  he 
wants  to  make  it  or  just  have  it  made 
a  part  of  the  Record,  but  we  can  check 
on  that. 

I  also  indicate  that  I  share  the  con- 
cern expressed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Long) 
with  reference  to  transfer  of  general 
revenues.  That  is  a  matter  of  concern. 
It  is  certainly  a  matter  of  concern  at 
all  times,  particularly  in  the  time  of 
unwieldy  deficits,  and  it  is  a  matter  I 
assume  we  will  continue  to  address, 
but  I  do  believe  that  the  urgency  of 
the  need  for  the  legislation  has  been 
clearly  demonstrated  and  as  indicated 
by  Mr.  Stockman  this  morning  it  is 
not  the  kind  of  a  package  that  he  may 
have  put  together,  not  the  kind  that 
labor  might  have  put  together,  nor  the 
kind  that  management  might  have  put 
together,  but  all  parties  working  to- 
gether came  up  with  what  I  believe 
and  I  think  most  of  us  believe  is  a  fair 
compromise  under  the  circumstances. 

Are  there  further  requests  for  time? 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  today 
we  are  taking  the  necessary  steps  to 
avert  the  impending  bankruptcy  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system.  More 
than  80,000  residents  of  my  State  of 
Pennsylvania  rely  on  the  continued 
solvency  of  this  system.  The  unfortu- 
nate and  rapid  decline  in  rail  employ- 
ment lies  at  the  root  of  the  system's 
instability.  Four  years  ago,  rail  em- 
ployment hovered  at  about  550.000;  as 
recent  as  January  1983,  the  rail  indus- 
try counted  only  388.000  among  its 
work  force.  Pennsylvania  has  not  been 
spared  of  high  rail  unemployment. 
Yesterday,  joined  by  Senators  Sasser 
and  Dixon.  I  introduced  legislation  to 
reinstate  a  program  of  supplemental 
benefits  for  these  jobless  workers. 


On  February  18.  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Board  informed  the  Congress 
that  if  it  did  not  act  promptly,  railroad 
retirement  benefits  would  be  cut  40 
percent  on  October  1,  1983,  and  an  ad- 
ditional 40  percent  a  year  later.  The 
Committees  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources and  Finance  should  be  com- 
mended for  acting  under  pressure  to 
inject  a  certain  amount  of  financial 
stability  and  solvency  to  both  the  re- 
tirement system  and  the  railroad  un- 
employment Insurance  program.  How- 
ever, while  the  decisions  made  were 
difficult  ones  and  sufficient  for  the 
short  term,  they  were  not  necessarily 
the  most  equitable  and  correct  for  the 
long-term  future  of  railroad  workers. 

My  colleague.  Senator  Heinz,  has 
proposed  an  alternative  measure  to 
reform  the  railroad  retirement  system. 
Rather  than  threaten  the  administra- 
tion of  this  retirement  system  or  its 
beneficiaries  by  attempting  to  amend 
the  pending  bill  and  perhaps,  delay  its 
passage,  he  has  chosen  to  support  this 
bill  and  request  immediate  Senate 
scrutiny  of  his  proposal.  I  support 
Senator  Heinz  in  this  effort. 

During  the  97th  Congress,  I  opposed 
changes  In  the  structure  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  system.  I  rejected  the 
idea  of  merging  railroad  retirement 
tier  I  with  social  security,  or  convert- 
ing the  tier  II  component  to  a  private 
pension  plan.  I  also  supported  full 
funding  of  the  dual  benefit  for  rail- 
road retirees.  Although  the  bill  we 
consider  today  retains  this  basic  struc- 
ture, I  am  concerned  about  how  sever- 
al of  the  changes  proposed  will  Impact 
the  level  of  benefits  that  retirees- 
many  of  whom  spent  more  than  three 
decades  working  on  the  railroads- 
have  come  to  expect  and  deserve. 

Consequently.  I  look  forward  to 
rapid  consideration  of  the  Heinz  pro- 
posal. Meanwhile,  it  is  my  view  that 
we  are  acting  in  an  appropriate  and 
necessary  manner  to  preserve  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  railroad  retirement 
system.  I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  fully 
support  H.R.  1646  which  amends  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974  and 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  to 
assure  sufficient  resources  to  fund  cur- 
rent and  future  benefits  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  system.  H.R.  1646  is 
an  equitable  solution  to  the  system's 
insolvency  and  will  preserve  the 
system  without  further  benefit  cuts  or 
tax  Increases  through  this  century  and 
perhaps  the  next.  It  is  a  fair  compro- 
mise by  the  administration,  railroad 
labor,  and  rail  management.  We  are  all 
called  upon  to  share  the  burden  which 
includes  an  increase  in  taxes  on  em- 
ployers and  employees,  and  selective 
adjustments  in  benefits  to  produce  the 
greatest  savings  to  the  trust  fund 
while  having  the  least  effect  upon 
beneficiaries.  Nearly  1  million  bene- 
ficiaries would  receive  reduced  pension 


checks  in  October  if  the  Congress  fails 
to  act  on  this  measure. 

The  railroad  retirement  system  was 
enacted  by  Congress  in  1935— before 
the  establishment  of  the  social  securi- 
ty system— to  shore  up  the  failing  pen- 
sion plans  of  railroad  companies.  It  is 
the  only  pension  system  for  private 
sector  workers  that  is  financed  by  the 
Federal  Government.  The  system  is  fi- 
nanced through  a  combination  of  em- 
ployee, employer,  and  Federal  pay- 
ments to  a  trust  fund  administered  by 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Board. 

The  Railroad  Retirement  Board  an- 
nounced earlier  this  year  that  unless 
action  was  taken  to  bolster  the  retire- 
ment system,  certain  benefits  would 
have  to  be  cut  some  40  percent  Octo- 
ber 1  of  this  year  and  an  additional  40 
percent  the  next  year.  The  first  cut 
would  amount  to  an  estimated  $53-a- 
month  loss  in  the  average  monthly 
pension  of  $630.  The  principal  reason 
for  the  financial  strain  on  the  trust 
fund  is  the  unanticipated,  sharp  in- 
crease in  railroad  unemployment. 
Since  August  1981,  when  the  Congress 
last  addressed  the  financing  of  the 
system,  employment  in  the  rail  indus- 
try has  dropped  24  percent,  from 
510,000  to  388,000  workers. 

Mr.  President,  passage  of  the  bill  is 
particularly  significant  for  Illinois. 
There  are  66,200  railroad  retirement 
beneficiaries  in  Illinois- the  third 
greatest  amount  of  any  State.  Illinois 
has  more  railroad  workers— 34,000— 
than  any  other  State  in  the  Nation. 
The  Railroad  Retirement  Board  is 
headquartered  in  Chicago  where  it 
employs  1,100.  Excluding  agencies  of 
purely  regional  significance,  the  Board 
is  the  only  Federal  agency  not  located 
in  the  Washington  metopolitan  area. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  measure. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  1646,  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Solvency  Act  of  1983. 
This  legislation  is  critical  for  Insuring 
that  railroad  retirement  benefits  are 
paid  on  time  and  in  full  on  October  1 
of  this  year. 

There  is  a  funding  gap  of  $2.7  billion 
in  the  railroad  retirement  system  over 
the  next  3  years.  This  gap  threatens 
the  benefits  of  a  million  railroad  retir- 
ees across  the  Nation.  Over  7,000  of 
them  are  in  my  own  State  of  New 
Mexico. 

Unless  Congress  acts  promptly,  rail- 
road retirement  benefits  for  the  aver- 
age retiree  must  be  reduced  by  an  av- 
erage of  $636  in  fiscal  year  1984.  That 
reduction  begins  October  1. 

Railroad  retirees  and  their  depend- 
ents are  alarmed  about  the  fate  of 
their  next  benefit  check.  Rail  workers 
are  wondering  whether  the  system  will 
be  around  to  pay  benefits  when  they 
retire.  We  cannot  risk  allowing  the 
railroad  retirement  system  to  default 
on  its  obligations  to  so  many  Ameri- 
cans. 


This  bill  Is  the  result  of  a  series  of 
compromises  involving  labor  and  man- 
agement. Members  of  both  parties  in 
Congress,  and  the  administration.  As 
such  it  contains  many  elements  which 
many  of  us,  myself  included,  would 
not  support  if  they  were  not  part  of 
the  whole  compromise. 

Just  this  morning.  Mr.  Stockman, 
representing  the  administration,  en- 
dorsed this  bill  at  a  Finance  Commit- 
tee hearing  on  the  subject.  Represent- 
atives of  labor  and  management  sup- 
ported this  package  also.  And  the  vote 
yesterday  in  the  House  showed  broad 
bipartisan  support  when  it  was  passed 
by  a  vote  of  398  to  5.  I  think  all  of  the 
parties  who  helped  negotiate  this 
package  should  be  commended  for 
their  spirit  of  compromise. 

The  package  before  us  resembles  the 
bipartisan  social  security  compromise 
in  many  ways.  It  produces  solvency  in 
the  system  and  avoids  drastic,  across 
the  board  benefit  reductions  through 
a  combination  of  revenue  increases, 
slower  benefit  growth,  and  general 
fund  transfers.  This  allows  the  burden 
of  restoring  solvency  to  the  system  to 
be  spead  fairly  and  equitably. 

The  major  provisions  of  the  legisla- 
tion would: 

Increase  taxes  for  employers,  em- 
ployees, and  retirees; 

Delay  scheduled  COLA  increases 
and  several  other  benefit  changes  con- 
sistent with  social  security;  and 

Reimburse  the  railroad  retirement 
trust  fund  for  windfall  payments  that 
were  not  fully  appropriated. 

Despite  my  reservations  about  spe- 
cific parts  of  the  package,  I  have  de- 
cided on  balance  it  must  be  supported. 
It  must  be  supported  to  insure  that 
benefits  are  not  reduced  In  October, 
and  to  Insure  solvency  of  the  railroad 
retirement  system  over  the  longer 
term. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  as  chair- 
man of  the  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Committee,  I  join  with  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  Mr.  Dole  in  seek- 
ing prompt  consideration  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  bill  H.R.  1646.  This 
measure  passed  the  other  body  just 
yesterday,  and  the  administration  is 
asking  the  Senate  to  pass  the  bill  ex- 
peditiously, without  amendment,  thus 
clearing  the  measure  for  the  President 
to  sign. 

The  bill  is  the  product  of  long,  hard 
negotiations  among  representatives  of 
the  rail  industry,  the  rail  unions,  and 
the  administration.  The  relevant  con- 
gressional committees  have  also 
played  an  active  role  in  developing 
this  compromise  bill.  My  own  commit- 
tee held  hearings  on  the  matter  back 
in  April,  and  this  morning  the  Finance 
Committee  received  testimony  from 
the  administration,  the  rail  carriers, 
and  the  rail  unions.  All  the  witnesses 
supported  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
other  body,  and  they  strongly  pressed 
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for  prompt  Senate  action,  before  the 
start  of  the  August  recess. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  at  this 
point  to  insert  in  the  Record  letters 
which  have  been  sent  to  both  Mr. 
Dou:  and  me  from  the  Railway  Labor 
Executives'  Association,  representing 
rail  labor,  and  the  National  Railway 
Labor  Conference,  and  the  Association 
of  American  Railroads,  representing 
the  railroads.  In  these  letters,  the  par- 
ties set  forth  their  support  for  the  bill 
and  urged  speedy  action. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

August  1. 1983. 
Hon.  Orrin  G.  Hatch, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources.  U.S.  Senate,  Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Hatch:  We  are  writing  to 
express  the  view  of  the  Association  of  Amer- 
ican Railroads  and  the  National  Railway 
Labor  Conference  respecting  H.R.  1646,  the 
railroad  retirement  legislation  that  is  to  be 
considered  by  the  House  today  and  that  is 
the  subject  of  hearings  in  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  tomorrow. 

The  Association  represents,  in  terms  of 
mileage  and  revenues,  almost  all  of  the  na- 
tion's railroads  in  a  wide  variety  of  matters, 
including  legislative  matters,  that  concern 
the  railroad  industry.  The  Conference  rep- 
resents, in  terms  of  mileage  and  revenues, 
almost  all  of  the  nation's  railroads  in  na- 
tional collective  bargaining  with  the  unions 
representing  their  employees  and  in  regard 
to  other  matters  concerning  Iat)or-manage- 
ment  relations  in  the  railroad  industry,  in- 
cluding negotiations  with  the  unions  in 
regard  to  recommendations  to  the  Congress 
upon  proposed  changes  In  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system. 

Our  respective  Boards  of  Directors  met 
last  Thursday  and  FYiday  and  considered 
this  legislation.  The  financial  burden  that  it 
will,  if  enacted,  impose  on  the  industry  is 
very  large  indeed.  That  burden  goes  well 
beyond  what  we  believe  is  necessary.  Never- 
theless, we  recognize  that,  in  view  of  the  im- 
minence of  benefit  reductions  mandated  by 
statute,  it  is  imperative  that  Congress  act 
promptly.  Accordingly,  we  support  the  en- 
actment of  H.R.  1646,  provided  that  enact- 
ment is  swift  and  with  no  further  changes 
that  would  further  minimize  the  effects  of 
the  benefit  modifications  or  further  in- 
crease the  costs  of  the  rail  industry. 
Very  truly  yours. 


Chairman,  National  Railway 

Labor  Conference. 

President,  Association  of 

Ajnerican  Railroads. 

Railway  Labor 
Executives'  Association, 
Washington,  D.C,  August  1.  1983. 
Hon.  Robert  J.  Dole. 
Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Finance, 

Washington,  D.C 
Hon.  Orrin  G.  Hatch. 

Chairman.  Senate  Committee  on  Lat>or  and 
Human  Resources.  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Chairman:  As  you  know,  the  railroad 
retirement  system  is  facing  a  serious  finan- 
cial crisis  that  will  result  in  drastic  cuts  in 
the  benefits  of  over  one  million  benefici- 
aries on  October  1.  1983.  under  Section  22  of 
the  current  law.  unless  action  is  taken  by 


the  Congress  to  enact  remedial  legislation 
promptly. 

You  are  also  aware  that  representatives  of 
railroad  labor  and  railroad  management 
have  been  working  diligently  for  the  past 
several  months  on  proposed  changes  in  the 
current  law  to  improve  the  financial  condi- 
tion of  the  system  so  that  such  reductions 
would  not  occur.  Additionally,  the  labor- 
management  proposal  would  place  the  rail- 
road retirement  trust  fund  in  a  solvent  con- 
dition for  a  least  the  next  decade. 

As  a  result  of  numerous  meetings  with 
Senators.  Congressmen,  and  their  staff,  the 
proposed  labor-management  legislation 
(H.R.  1646)  has  been  amended  by  the  par- 
ties as  well  as  jurisdictional  Committees  of 
the  House.  As  a  result,  additional  increased 
costs  have  been  Imposed  on  both  employers 
and  employees  to  further  insure  the  finan- 
cial solvency  of  the  railroad  retirement  sys- 
tems for  the  next  several  years. 

While  H.R.  1646  as  amended  differs  sig- 
nificantly from  the  original  H.R.  1646.  pri- 
marily because  of  the  increased  tax  provi- 
sions, and  while  there  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  among  the  parties  of  interest  over 
the  revenue  provisions,  the  fact  remains 
that  the  legislative  package  does  represent  a 
substantial  compromise  by  all  parties  of  in- 
terest, i.e..  labor-management,  federal  gov- 
ernment, and  railroad  retirement  benefici- 
aries. 

In  our  judgment,  the  legislation  certainly 
reflects  a  bi-partisan  effort  similar  to  that 
displayed  by  the  bi-partisan  group  responsi- 
ble for  the  enactment  of  the  recent  Social 
Security  legislation.  While  there  may  be 
certain  objectionable  features  for  each  of 
the  partisan  groups,  nevertheless  the  legis- 
lation (H.R.  1646)  expected  to  be  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  adequately 
corrects  the  financial  condition  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  trust  fund  and  removes  the 
possibility  of  drastic  annuity  reductions  on 
October  1.  1983.  under  Section  22  of  the  cur- 
rent law. 

Accordingly,  we  urgently  request  that 
H.R.  1646  be  passed  intact  immediately  by 
the  Senate  to  allay  the  fears  of  over  one 
million  beneficiaries  of  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system  and  our  400.000  active  railroad 
employees  who  are  deeply  concerned  about 
the  future  solvency  of  the  railroad  retire- 
ment trust  fund. 

Speaking  in  behalf  of  a  majority  of  the 
railroad  labor  unions,   we  respectfully   re- 
quest your  support  and  prompt  action. 
Sincerely  yours. 

O.  M.  Berge,  Chairmaii, 
Railroad   Retirement   Committee.    Rail- 
icay  Labor  Executives'  Association. 
Fred  A.  Hardin,  Chairman, 
Railway  Labor  Executives'  Association. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  1646,  legislation 
to  resolve  the  financial  crisis  in  the 
railroad  retirement  system. 

Congress  last  acted  on  the  railroad 
retirement  system  in  1981  when  it  en- 
acted a  compromise  funding  plan  that 
called  for  benefit  cuts  in  exchange  for 
$1.7  billion  in  new  rail  employee  and 
employer  taxes  during  fiscal  years 
1982.  1983.  and  1984.  The  changes 
were  expected  to  keep  the  system  sol- 
vent for  10  years. 

However,  the  recession  which  oc- 
cured  since  that  time  has  casued  a  25- 
percent  reduction  in  rail  employment. 
In  the  18-month  period  from  July 
1981,  to  January  1983,  the  railroad  in- 


dustry suffered  a  net  loss  of  123,000 
jobs.  The  increased  unemployment  in 
turn  resulted  in  lost  payroll  taxes  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account  and 
additional  drains  on  that  account  for 
unemployment  compensation  claims. 

The  overall  problem  created  by  this 
sequence  of  events  is  of  substantial  di- 
mension. On  February  18,  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board  advised  Con- 
gress that  there  would  be  insufficient 
funds  to  pay  full  benefits  to  railroad 
retirees  this  fall.  The  crisis  Is  so  severe 
that  tier  II  benefits  will  be  cut  by  40 
percent  on  October  1,  1983,  and  by  80 
percent  on  October  1,  1984,  unless 
Congress  takes  action  now.  Feeling  the 
brunt  of  this  steep  reduction  would  be 
1  million  retirees,  retired  spouses  and 
survivors  nationwide.  In  the  State  of 
Maine,  there  are  nearly  5,000  rail  an- 
nuitants—2,200  retirees,  1,100  retired 
spouses,  and  1,600  survivors.  For  these 
individuals,  a  40-percent  reduction  in 
benefits  would  have  serious  repercus- 
sions, reducing  their  income  substan- 
tially and  rendering  them  more  vul- 
nerable to  today's  high  cost  of  living, 
particularly  as  winter  approaches  in 
the  Northeast  and  heating  costs 
mount. 

In  facing  the  task  of  helping  the 
railroad  retirement  system  avert  bank- 
ruptcy, we  in  Congress  are  mindful  of 
the  efforts  of  rail  labor  and  manage- 
ment in  drafting  a  resolution  to  the 
problem.  Earlier  this  year,  they  devel- 
oped a  memorandum  of  agreement, 
supporting  legislation  which  would 
assist  the  system  through  a  variety  of 
methods,  asking  railroad  retirees,  em- 
ployees, and  management  as  well  as 
the  Federal  Government  to  participate 
in  a  compromise  solution.  The  result  is 
a  $9  billion  package  that  should  stabi- 
lize the  system  over  a  period  of  years. 

Under  that  package,  retirees  are 
asked  to  forego  a  small  portion  of  the 
benefits  they  can  now  receive  under 
the  early  retirement  provision  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act.  They  would 
be  subject  to  reductions  in  cost  of 
living  adjustments  (COLA's)  and 
would  have  pension  benefits  subjected 
to  taxation. 

Rail  employees  and  management 
would  have  their  payroll  taxes  in- 
creased substantially  over  the  next  3 
years  to  add  to  the  revenues  of  the 
badly  depleted  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count. 

Under  the  original  rail  labor/man- 
agement agreement,  retirees,  employ- 
ees and  management  together  would 
contribute  41  percent  to  the  overall 
legislative  solution  and  the  Federal 
Government  59  percent. 

However,  the  agreement  has  under- 
gone modification  during  the  course  of 
deliberations  in  the  committees  and  on 
the  floor  of  the  House.  H.R.  1646,  as 
passed  by  the  House,  reduced  the  Gov- 
ernment's share  by  15  percent  and  ap- 
portioned   those   savings    among   the 


other  parties  affected  by  the  legisla- 
tion, but  principally  to  rail  manage- 
ment. As  a  result,  the  bill  provides  for 
a  Government  contribution  of  44  per- 
cent with  the  balance  to  be  made  up 
by  rail  retirees,  employees,  and  man- 
agement. 

The  legislation  before  us  also  ad- 
dresses in  partial  fashion  the  insolven- 
cy of  the  railroad  unemployment  com- 
pensation system.  That  system,  which 
is  administered  by  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Board,  has  for  some  time  had 
insufficient  income  to  pay  benefits  to 
those  railroad  workers  who  lose  their 
jobs.  Funds  have  therefore  been  bor- 
rowed from  the  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count in  order  to  insure  the  full  and 
prompt  payment  of  unemployment 
compensation  benefits.  While  rail 
labor  and  management  would  have  al- 
lowed the  railroad  unemployment 
compensation  system  to  borrow  from 
the  Federal  Treasury  for  funding 
shortfalls,  the  bill  allows  continued 
borrowing  from  the  pension  account 
until  September  30.  1985,  and  permits 
rail  labor  and  management  to  work  on 
a  long-term  solution  in  the  interim 
period.  I  will  look  forward  to  reviewing 
recommendations  on  that  problem  as 
information  becomes  available  next 
year. 

Mr.  President,  H.R.  1646  as  passed 
by  the  House  is  not  a  perfect  solution 
to  the  prospective  insolvency  of  the 
railroad  retirement  system.  Indeed, 
concern  has  been  expressed  about  the 
burden  it  would  impose  in  private  in- 
dustry, on  employees  and  on  retirees. 

Representatives  of  the  railroad  com- 
panies have  testified  before  Congress 
about  the  relative  cost  of  the  package, 
requiring  a  significant  contribution  on 
their  part  in  new  taxes  on  an  annual 
basis  for  each  employee.  While  all  rail- 
road systems  must  respond  to  the  im- 
position of  new  revenue  requirements, 
the  burden  will  be  more  keenly  felt  by 
smaller,  short  line  companies.  Fortu- 
nately, the  administration  has  agreed 
to  report  to  Congress  by  next  April  1 
on  the  impact  which  the  new  taxes 
will  have  on  commuter  lines. 

Fears  have  also  been  expressed 
about  the  costs  to  be  imposed  on  retir- 
ees, who  will  no  longer  have  as  gener- 
ous an  option  on  early  retirement  and 
who  must  forego  some  of  their  bene- 
fits in  order  to  contribute  to  the  over- 
all solution  that  has  been  worked  out. 
In  particular,  it  is  felt  that  the  offset 
which  must  be  made  by  the  tier  I 
COLA  on  tier  II  benefits  may  be  oner- 
ous to  certain  individuals  and  surviv- 
ing spouses.  Congress  must  take  a 
closer  look  at  this  provision  next  year 
after  experience  has  been  gained  with 
its  implementation  in  order  to  avoid 
unduly  steep  reductions  in  railroad  an- 
nuities. 

Mr.  President,  the  solution  to  the 
railroad  retirement  crisis  is  not  ideal. 
However,  it  is  a  reasonable  compro- 
mise that  demands  sacrifice  from  all 


parties  affected.  In  that  sense,  it  at- 
tempts to  apportion  fairly  the  $9  bil- 
lion needed  to  rescue  the  system  from 
bankruptcy.  Representatives  of  the  ad- 
ministration, rail  labor  and  manage- 
ment have  expressed  their  support  for 
the  package  in  its  current  form,  and 
have  urged  its  speedy  passage  in  order 
to  avert  the  40  percent  reduction  in 
benefits  which  will  otherwise  occur  on 
October  1. 

I  believe  Congress  has  the  right  and 
the  responsibility  to  shore  up  the 
ailing  railroad  retirement  system. 
Many  Americans  depend  upon  it  for 
their  support  and  will  suffer  substan- 
tial hardship  if  we  fail  to  respond  in  a 
prompt  and  positive  manner. 

Accordingly,  I  express  my  support 
for  the  legislation  and  urge  that  H.R. 
1646,  as  passed  by  the  House  by  a  vote 
of  398  to  5.  be  adopted  without  change 
by  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President.  I 
support  this  bill  as  essential  to  alle- 
viating the  anxiety  of  over  1  million 
railroad  retirement  beneficiaries.  They 
have  been  told  that  unless  we  act  now, 
their  pensions  will  be  cut  by  40  per- 
cent on  October  1.  This  is  a  totally  un- 
acceptable penalty  on  these  senior  citi- 
zens who  have  earned  the  right  to  a 
reasonable  standard  of  living  in  their 
retirement  years. 

The  retirees  are  not  to  blame  for 
economic  policies  that  have  brought 
about  the  rapid  demise  of  our  rail- 
roads. They  held  up  their  end  of  the 
bargain  through  years  of  hard  and 
dangerous  labor.  We  can  do  no  less. 

Labor  and  management  have  agreed 
on  the  contents  of  this  bill.  They  have 
agreed  to  share  the  burden  of  in- 
creased contributions  to  the  retire- 
ment fund. 

The  Federal  Government  has  a 
clear,  moral  responsibility  to  restore 
the  funds  owed  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Board  as  this  bill  provides. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this 
bill  today,  despite  some  less  than  per- 
fect features,  so  that  this  group  of 
senior  citizens  can  be  assured  that 
their  pensions  are  safe. 

Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President, 
today  we  are  considering  the  rescue 
plan  for  the  railroad  retirement 
system.  This  legislation  is  necessary 
because  railroad  retirees  and  rail 
workers  face  yet  another  financial 
crisis  in  their  retirement  system. 

Like  social  security,  their  system  is 
about  to  pay  out  more  in  benefits  than 
it  is  taking  in  in  taxes.  And  because  of 
this,  retirees  face  a  potential  40  per- 
cent cut  in  certain  benefits  on  October 
1,  this  year. 

Today's  funding  crisis  stems  from 
four  basic  problems. 

First,  there  are  25  percent  fewer  rail 
workers  paying  into  the  system  than 
in  1981. 

Second,  many  of  these  former  work- 
ers are  collecting  unemployment- 
forcing    the    railroad    unemployment 


fund  to  borrow  from  the  railroad  re- 
tirement accoimt,  RRA.  This  totals  up 
to  $500  million  since  1981. 

Third,  the  payment  of  windfall  bene- 
fits for  20  years  puts  a  continuous 
strain  on  the  RRA. 

And  fourth,  and  perhaps  the  most 
important  and  startling  reason,  is  the 
worker  to  retiree  ratio.  If  you  recall, 
Mr.  President,  during  the  social  securi- 
ty debate,  people  were  worried  because 
there  were  only  three  workers  for 
every  retiree  where  there  used  to  be  a 
14-to-l  ratio.  This  meant  a  smaller  tax 
base  and  forced  those  of  us  developing 
a  rescue  plan  to  take  a  hard  look  at 
payroll  tax  rates.  But  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  has  each  worker  sup- 
porting almost  three  retirees.  How  can 
reserves  be  built  up  under  these  cir- 
cumstances? And  how  can  a  fair  tax 
rate  be  set  for  employers  or  employ- 
ees? 

As  a  result  of  these  four  problems, 
the  entire  railroad  retirement  system 
is  again  teetering  on  the  edge  of  col- 
lapse. Income  in  fiscal  year  1982  was 
$5.6  billion,  but  expenditures  were 
almost  $6.3  billion.  Thus,  the  RRB  has 
projected  the  retirement  fund  will  be 
$548  million  short  in  fiscal  year  1984 
and  $13  billion  short  by  1992.  To  fur- 
ther compound  this  problem,  an  addi- 
tional $1.8  billion  in  borrowing  is  ex- 
pected by  the  rail  unemployment  fund 
by  1988. 

This  is  why  today's  legislation  is  so 
important.  While  I  am  concerned 
about  some  of  the  provisions— like  my 
colleague  from  Pennsylvania,  I  am 
concerned  about  the  tier  II  offset— I 
feel  it  is  imperative  that  the  package 
pass.  If  we  fail  to  act  this  week,  1  mil- 
lion retirees  will  needlessly  be  fright- 
ened by  official  notices  of  impending 
40-percent  benefit  cuts. 

By  passing  this  bill  today,  we  can 
avoid  creating  that  unnecessary  fear. 

In  my  travels  around  Minnesota,  I 
have  had  many  chances  to  talk  with 
railroad  retirees  who  are  terribly  con- 
fused and  worried  about  potential  cuts 
in  their  benefits.  Many  others— my 
staff  and  my  colleagues— have  heard 
the  same  fears. 

That  is  why  I  am  so  firmly  commit- 
ted to  preventing  current  retirees  from 
losing  40  percent  of  their  tier  II  bene- 
fits. My  contact  with  the  retirees  has 
impressed  on  me  the  severity  of  the 
situation  and  has  increased  my  dedica- 
tion to  resolving  the  funding  shortfall. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sup- 
port of  this  rescue  plan. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  offer  my  support  for  the  rail- 
road retirement  legislation  pending 
before  the  Senate,  H.R.  1646. 

Mr.  President,  history  records  that  it 
was  the  railroad  industry  which  led 
the  development  of  private  company 
pensions  in  this  country.  By  1927. 
some  8  years  before  the  passage  of 
social  security,  almost  95  percent  of 
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the  employees  of  major  rail  lines,  and 
five  out  of  six  employees  in  the  rail- 
road industry  had  some  opportunity  to 
receive  a  retirement  pension. 

In  1937.  the  railroad  retirement 
system  was  established  in  response  to 
a  growing  need  for  placing  the  wide 
variety  of  railroad  retirement  pension 
plans  on  a  sound  financial  basis.  In 
order  to  protect  the  pension  credits 
earned  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system,  rail- 
road employment  was  excluded  from 
sociail  security. 

In  1974.  the  system  was  reorganized, 
with  the  agreement  of  both  rail  labor 
and  management,  to  reflect  three 
levels  of  benefits:  Tier  1  benefits  are 
paid  to  employees  with  at  least  10 
years  of  railroad  experience  and  are 
based  upon  combined  railroad  indus- 
try and  social  security  covered  earn- 
ings. Tier  2  benefits  approximate  the 
structure  of  a  private  industry  pension 
plan  with  benefits  related  to  service  in 
the  railroad  industry  and  financed  by 
taxes  on  industry  employees.  Finally, 
a  dual  benefits  program  protects  those 
individuals  eligible  for  both  railroad 
related  benefits  and  social  security 
benefits. 

The  legislation  before  us  today  rep- 
resents a  genuine  compromise.  It  em- 
bodies the  collective  efforts  of  both 
rail  labor  and  management  to  main- 
tain a  strong  and  enduring  railroad  re- 
tirement system. 

This  legislation  represents  an  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  very  diverse  par- 
ticipants, the  administration  included, 
on  the  absolute  need  for  concrete 
action  to  avert  crippling  reductions  in 
basic  railroad  retirement  benefit 
levels. 

Time,  in  this  instance,  is  no  ally. 
Absent  a  quick  resolution  to  the  finan- 
cial problems  confronting  the  railroad 
retirement  system,  it  is  estimated  that 
average  railroad  retirement  benefits 
will  be  slashed  by  some  40  percent 
come  October  1  this  year.  And  next 
year,  benefit  reductions  of  up  to  80 
percent  could  be  in  the  offing. 

Few  among  us  would  be  able  to 
adjust  to  an  80-percent  reduction  in 
fixed  income,  or  even  a  40-percent  re- 
duction. Well,  that  is  exactly  what  will 
happen  unless  we  pass  this  legislation 
now  before  us. 

Without  this  legislation,  the  average 
railroad  retiree  will  have  his  benefits 
reduced  by  $60  per  month  starting  this 
October.  The  average  retiree's  spouse 
will  consequently  suffer  a  $40  reduc- 
tion per  month.  The  average  retiree 
who  has  retired  at  60  years  of  age  with 
30  years  of  railroad  experience  will  be 
facing  $220  reduction  in  monthly  ben- 
efits. 

Next  year  the  problem  will  worsen. 
The  average  retiree  will  be  facing  a 
$120  monthly  reduction,  while  the  av- 
erage retiree  who  has  retired  at  60 
years  of  age  with  30  years  of  service 
will  be  facing  a  $440  monthly  reduc- 


tion. Such  benefit  reductions  are  un- 
conscionable, and  cannot  be  rolerated. 

But  how.  you  may  ask.  has  such  a 
situation  developed?  There  are  basical- 
ly four  major  factors  which  have  con- 
tributed to  the  current  financial  diffi- 
culties of  the  railroad  retirement 
system: 

First,  the  recession  has  caused  rail- 
road employment  to  decline  by  nearly 
25  percent  over  the  past  2  years.  Al- 
though rail  employment  has  been  in- 
creasing over  the  past  few  months, 
there  are  still  more  than  100.000  less 
rail  employees  than  there  were  some  2 
years  ago. 

Second,  massive  borrowing  from  the 
railroad  retirement  trust  fund  in  order 
to  fund  the  dual  benefits  program, 
which  the  Congress  has  underfunded 
since  1974.  has  left  a  shortfall  of  $1.8 
billion  in  the  railroad  retirement  fund. 

Third,  borrowing  from  the  railroad 
retirement  trust  fund  to  meet  the  un- 
employment insurance  payments 
made  necessary  by  the  huge  layoffs  in 
the  rail  industry  over  the  past  2  years. 

Fourth,  the  excessive  delay  in  the 
transfer  of  funds  owed  by  social  secu- 
rity to  the  railroad  retirement  fund 
and  the  delays  and  limits  imposed 
upon  borrowing  against  those  funds  to 
keep  the  retirement  trust  fund  from 
expiration. 

In  January  of  this  year.  Senator 
Heinz  and  I  offered  a  sense-of-the- 
Congress  resolution  which  called  on 
rail  labor  and  management  to  discuss 
various  alternatives  for  remedying 
these  financial  difficulties  and  reach 
an  agreement  prior  to  October  1.  1983. 
They  have  done  so  and  it  is  now  Con- 
gress turn  to  act. 

This  legislation  has  the  support  of 
the  administration,  and  that  in  itself  is 
a  significant  accomplishment.  It  is  the 
result  of  intense  negotiations  involving 
management,  labor.  Congress,  and  the 
administration.  H.R.  1646  has  passed 
the  House  by  an  overwhelmmg  vote  of 
398  to  5.  This  bill  offers  the  best  avail- 
able solution  for  the  solvency  of  the 
railroad  retirement  system. 

It  is  a  fair  and  equitable  agreement 
in  that  it  singles  out  no  one  group  to 
absorb  the  burden  of  the  remedies. 
Employees,  employers,  retirees,  and 
the  Federal  Government  all  contrib- 
ute and  thus  share  responsibility  for 
the  retirement  system.  It  should  be 
noted  here  that  the  Federal  Gover- 
ment's  only  contribution  is  that 
amount  which  Congress  committed 
itself  to  pay  under  the  dual  benefits 
provision  of  the  1974  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act. 

Mr.  President,  without  passage  of 
H.R.  1646.  thousands  of  railroad  retir- 
ees would  suffer  a  severe  financial 
burden.  Instead  of  maintaining  their 
current  railroad  retirement  annuities, 
they  would  witness  severe  reductions 
in  their  basic  benefits.  Annual  benefit 
reductions  of  nearly  $1,000  per  retiree 
would  be  common  in  1984;  benefit  re- 


ductions of  some  $1,500  would  occur  in 
1985. 

With  passage  of  this  legislation, 
basic  benefits  are  protected,  and  the 
integrity  and  solvency  on  the  railroad 
retirement  system  is  maintained. 

I  am  a  supporter  of  the  strongest 
possible  railroad  retirement  system. 
Twenty  thousand  retirees  and  their 
families  and  dependents  in  Tennessee 
depend  on  a  sound  railroad  retirement 
system. 

H.R.  1646  maintains  a  solvent  rail- 
road retirement  program.  I  urge  pas- 
sage of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  express  my  strong  support  for 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Solvency  Act 
of  1983  which  we  are  considering 
today.  As  other  Members  of  this  body 
have  pointed  out.  this  is  by  no  means  a 
perfect  measure  but  we  have  an  emer- 
gency on  our  hands  and  this  bill  will 
avoid  the  benefit  cuts  that  otherwise 
would  occur  on  October  1. 

Mr.  President,  the  16.000  railroad  re- 
tirees and  dependents  in  Arkansas  are 
deeply  concerned  about  the  financial 
integrity  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system.  They  feel  like  they  are  on  a 
benefit  roUercoaster.  A  federally  ad- 
ministered railroad  retirement  pro- 
gram was  set  up  in  1937  and  has  been 
amended  several  times.  The  current 
structure  of  the  system  originated 
from  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1974.  and  I  am  sure  that  most  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  who  voted  for  that 
legislation  thought  that  they  were  as- 
suring the  financial  integrity  of  the 
system  for  years  to  come.  But  as  every 
Member  of  this  body  is  aware,  it  was 
necessary  in  1981  again  to  amend  this 
legislation  because  of  the  continuing 
decline  in  railroad  industry  employ- 
ment which  reduced  revenue  from 
payroll  taxes.  We  did  so  in  the  hope 
that  1  million  railroad  retirees,  their 
survivors,  and  dependents,  would  be 
assured  of  full  benefits  for  at  least  10 
years  and  perhaps  longer. 

But  our  predictions  were  way  off  the 
mark.  I  think  primarily  because  the 
President's  program  for  economic  re- 
covery, which  we  also  adopted  in  1981, 
has  been  such  an  unmitigated  econom- 
ic disaster  for  the  country.  When  we 
passed  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Amendments,  of  1981  we  assumed  that 
railroad  employment  would  level  off  at 
about  500.000  workers,  but  instead  the 
numbers  declined  from  510,000  in 
August  1981.  to  388,000  in  January  of 
this  year.  The  retirement  system  had 
an  income  of  $5.6  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1982.  but  expended  about  $700  million 
more  than  that.  Since  the  taxes  of 
each  worker  support  almost  three  re- 
tirees, the  fund's  reserves  were 
meager.  It  became  clear  that  the 
system  would  not  have  enough  money 
to  meet  benefit  payments  in  October 
of  this  year. 


As  a  result,  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  on  February  18  warned  of  mas- 
sive benefit  cuts,  and  the  railroad  re- 
tirees have  been  scared  ever  since. 
Happily,  rail  labor  and  management, 
with  congressional  help,  worked  out 
this  emergency  plan.  Again,  we  hope 
that  the  projections  that  this  measure 
will  shore  up  the  system  for  a  decade 
are  accurate,  but  all  of  us  are  aware 
that  these  projections  are  simply  edu- 
cated guesses  and  depend  primarily 
upon  the  performance  of  the  national 
economy,  which  no  one  has  had  any 
success  in  predicting  accurately  over 
the  last  few  years. 

The  important  thing  for  now  is  that 
we  are  adopting  a  plan  that  will  avoid 
benefit  cuts  in  October  and  we  hope 
for  a  long  time  thereafter.  It  is  a  rea- 
sonable plan  that  has  the  support  of 
both  rail  labor  and  management,  and 
it  is  imperative  that  we  send  this 
measure  to  the  President  as  quickly  as 
possible.  Our  Nation's  railroad  retirees 
and  their  dependents  have  been  dan- 
gling long  enough.  They  want  the  as- 
surance that  they  can  make  the  house 
payment  and  buy  food  and  clothing 
and  the  other  necessities  of  life  come 
October  1.  I  commend  the  members  of 
the  Finance  Committee  and  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  Committee  for  their 
work  on  this  measure.  I  hope  that  this 
important  bill  will  be  adopted  unani- 
mously. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  Senate  colleagues 
in  saluting  the  cooperative  effort  that 
went  into  the  bill  now  before  us,  H.R. 
1646.  From  personal  experience,  I 
know  what  thorny  issues  pay  and  ben- 
efits are.  and  I  congratulate  all  those 
whose  hard  work  made  today's  consid- 
eration of  a  railroad  retirement  pack- 
age possible. 

I  am  confident  this  bill  is  sufficient 
to  meet  the  financial  needs  of  railroad 
retirees  without  sacrificing  the  finan- 
cial stability  of  the  railroad  retirement 
system  as  a  whole.  The  compromises 
agreed  to  by  all  parties  affected  by  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  sets  an  example 
that  hopefully  will  be  emulated  in 
future  negotiations  on  difficult  legisla- 
tion. But  most  importantly,  with  this 
bill  we  can  now  guarantee  that  receipt 
of  much  deserved  retirement  benefits 
for  those  who  have  contributed  to  this 
important  piece  of  our  Nation's  histo- 
ry—the railroad. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  P»resident.  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1074  I  am  pleased  the 
Senate  is  today  considering  legislation 
which  assures  the  availability  of  re- 
sources to  pay  current  and  future  ben- 
efits under  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1974. 

I  am  especially  pleased  that  we  are 
meeting  only  hours  after  the  House  of 
Representatives  has  overwhelmingly 
approved  H.R.  1646.  a  bill  which  was 
hammered  out  by  rail  management 
and  labor.  This  is  truly  a  crucial  time 
for  Senate  action  because  this  issue 


needs  to  be  resolved  before  the  August 
recess. 

We  have  broad  support  for  this  legis- 
lation. The  issue  needs  immediate  at- 
tention. I  hope  we  can  get  these 
changes  enacted  into  law  as  soon  as 
possible  in  order  to  head  off  the  Octo- 
ber 1  reductions. 

This  retirement  system,  which  is 
now  paying  benefits  to  approximately 
1  million  annuitants,  will  undergo  a 
40-percent  reduction  in  its  tier  II  bene- 
fit payments  unless  Congress  acts  to 
improve  the  system's  financial  posi- 
tion. 

The  basic  problem  confronting  the 
railroad  retirement  system  is  the  same 
one  which  plagues  the  social  security 
system:  too  few  workers  paying  into 
the  system  in  proportion  to  those 
drawing  benefits.  This  problem  has 
been  exacerbated  by  the  decreasing 
level  of  rail  employment. 

The  financial  stability  of  the  rail- 
road retirement  system  has  caused 
great  concern  among  railroad  retirees 
who  have  contributed  for  many  years 
toward  their  retirement  only  to  be 
faced  now  with  possible  reductions. 

It  is  my  hope  that  H.R.  1646  will 
provide  a  long-term,  comprehensive  so- 
lution to  the  problems  of  adequately 
funding  the  railroad  retirement 
system  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  its  passage. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  support  this  urgently 
needed  legislation  to  improve  the  fi- 
nancial condition  of  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system.  This  legislation  is 
necessary  to  protect  the  benefits  of 
54,000  railroad  retirees  in  the  State  of 
Ohio  and  over  1  million  retirees  na- 
tionwide. This  refinancing  package, 
which  was  worked  out  by  railroad 
labor,  management,  and  Congress,  will 
prevent  a  drastic  40-percent  cut  in  re- 
tirement benefits  on  October  1.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  legisla- 
tion. 

The  deep  national  recession  has  had 
a  heavy  impact  on  the  railroad  indus- 
try. In  1981,  we  negotiated  a  refinanc- 
ing package  for  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system  that  was  designed  to  put 
it  on  firm  financial  footing  for  many 
years.  However,  during  the  last  2  years 
railroad  employment  has  dropped 
from  514,000  to  400,000  workers. 
Nearly  25  percent  of  railroad  workers 
have  lost  their  jobs.  This  high  unem- 
ployment in  the  railroad  industry  has 
reduced  contributions  to  the  retire- 
ment fund.  In  addition,  the  railroad 
unemployment  compensation  program 
has  borrowed  money  from  the  retire- 
ment fund,  further  reducing  assets  of 
the  retirement  program. 

The  bill  we  are  considering  today  in- 
cludes increased  taxes  for  railroad  em- 
ployers and  workers,  adjustments  in 
benefits  and  early  retirement,  trans- 
fers from  the  General  Treasury  to  the 
railroad  retirement  fund  for  past  un- 
derfunded obligations,  and  changes  in 


the  relationship  between  the  unem- 
ployment compensation  program  and 
the  retirement  system.  The  bill  has 
some  tough  medicine  that  will  require 
sacrifices  from  workers,  employers, 
and  retirees.  We  must  strike  a  balance 
that  is  fair  to  retirees  who  have  paid 
large  retirement  contributions  and  are 
entitled  to  their  benefits,  and  we  must 
also  be  mindful  of  the  needs  of  work- 
ers and  employers  who  are  struggling 
to  survive  during  this  very  difficult 
economic  period. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation  to  restore  financial  stability 
and  public  confidence  to  the  railroad 
retirement  system. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
examined  this  bill  in  comparison  with 
the  original  labor-management  re- 
quest in  February  of  this  year,  as  em- 
bodied in  H.R.  1646  and  S.  1074  as 
originally  introduced,  I  believe  that 
there  have  been  improvements.  I  com- 
mend the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  rail  labor,  and  rail  man- 
agement for  their  sincere,  hard-work- 
ing efforts  to  reach  a  compromise  on 
this  difficult  matter. 

As  much  as  I  appreciate  their  ef- 
forts, I  am  not  able  to  support  their 
final  product.  This  bill  contemplates 
raising  $9.26  billion  during  fiscal  years 
1984-88.  The  source  of  that  funding  is 
divided  as  follows: 
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My  main  reservations  about  the  biU 
are  as  follows:  Of  the  $4  billion  Feder- 
al contribution,  I  believe  $2.07  billion 
is  an  outright  gift,  the  reimbursement 
for  underfunded  past  windfalls  bene- 
fits. I  also  have  some  doubts  about  the 
$2  billion  worth  of  changes  in  the  bor- 
rowing against  the  financial  inter- 
change. 

Also  there  is  a  bad  precedent  in  this 
bill  of  which  I  want  my  colleagues  to 
be  fully  aware.  Tier  II  benefits  will  be 
taxed  for  the  first  time,  which  is  en- 
tirely fair  since  other  private  pensions 
are  subject  to  income  tax.  However, 
unlike  all  other  private  pensions,  the 
income  taxes  collected  on  tier  II  are 
deposited  in  the  railroad  retirement 
account,  not  the  General  Treasury, 
until  fiscal  year  1989  or  until  $877  mil- 
lion is  collected,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Lastly,  Mr.  President,  this  bill  does 
not  resolve  the  problem  of  rail-UI  in- 
solvency. The  railroad  unemployment 
insurance  program  has  operated  in  the 
red  18  years  out  of  the  past  23  years 
according  to  CRS.  Currently,  the  UI 
fund  is  approximately  $500  million  in 
debt   to   the   railroad   retirement   ac- 
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count.  Although  the  Increased  employ- 
er UI  taxes  in  this  bill  are  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  not  enough  will  be 
raised  to  preclude  future  borrowing  or 
to  repay  the  debt.  In  fact  this  bill  now 
allows  Rail-UI  to  borrow  from  the 
General  Treasury  instead  of  as  in  the 
past  from  the  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count. I  would  like  the  Senate  Labor 
Committee  to  join  Senate  Finance 
next  year  in  examining  this  rail-Ul 
problem. 

Mr.  President,  estimates  upon  which 
the  parties,  committees,  and  OMB 
relied  indicate  this  package  will  keep 
the  system  solvent  until  1990— that  is 
only  6V2  years.  I  place  little  faith  in 
those  estimate  given  the  track  record 
of  such  estimates  in  the  past.  I  hope 
for  the  sake  of  railroad  retirees  that 
this  package  puts  the  account  on 
sound  footing. 

I  am  genuinely  concerned  for  the  re- 
tirees and  the  taxpayers.  If  I  honestly 
felt  this  package  was  to  the  benefit  of 
both  of  them,  I  would  have  endorsed 
this  wholeheartedly.  I  feel  it  unfortu- 
nate that  once  again  this  deliberate 
body  has  acted  in  haste  without  know- 
ing the  elements  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  1646. 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Solvency  Act 
of  1983.  This  legislation  is  vital  to  in- 
suring the  solvency  of  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  and  to  preventing 
unfair  benefit  cuts  to  over  1  million 
railroad  retirees  that  would  otherwise 
occur  on  October  1,  1983. 

The  railroad  retirement  system  cur- 
rently faces  its  most  severe  financial 
crisis.  This  crisis  is  primarily  due  to 
the  severe  recession  that  we  have 
faced  over  the  last  2  years.  As  a  result 
of  this  recession,  railroad  employment 
has  decreased  from  510,000  in  August 
1981— when  the  railroad  retirement 
amendments  were  enacted  as  part  of 
the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1981.  to  388,000  in  January 
1983.  The  railroad  retirement  system 
suffered  a  loss  in  its  revenue  base 
during  this  18-month  period  of  over  25 
percent.  The  pension  equivalent  of  the 
railroad  retirees  benefits  is  now  facing 
a  40-percent  cut  in  October  of  this 
year,  rising  to  an  80-percent  cut  in  Oc- 
tober 1984. 

This  legislation  will  prevent  this  ca- 
tastrophe from  occurring.  It  will  pro- 
vide for  selective  adjustments  in  a  va- 
riety of  benefits  which  should  result  in 
the  greatest  savings  to  the  trust  fund 
with  the  least  adverse  affects  on  rail- 
road retirees.  It  will  provide  for  addi- 
tional funding  through  the  imposition 
of  taxes  upon  both  employees  and  car- 
riers. Finally,  it  will  provide  for  the  re- 
covery of  certain  depletions  in  the 
trust  fund  account  caused  by  past  un- 
derfunding. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  calls 
for  sacrifices  from  all  parties  involved. 
I  understand  that  rail  labor,  rail  man- 
agement, as  well  as  the  administration 


are  in  agreement  on  the  need  for  the 
immediate  enactment  of  this  legisla- 
tion. While  many  of  us  have  reserva- 
tions about  particular  aspects  of  this 
proposal,  it  is  clear  that  we  have  a 
package  of  mutually  dependent  com- 
promises. Their  prompt  and  swift  en- 
actment is  essential  to  the  avoidance 
of  the  economic  catastrophe  that 
would  otherwise  fall  upon  all  railroad 
retirees  and  their  beneficiaries. 

I  commend  the  leadership  of  both 
parties  for  their  diligence  in  bringing 
this  legislation  before  us,  and  urge  its 
immediate  adoption. 

Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Solvency  Act  of 
1983  is  the  product  of  tireless  efforts 
of  both  management  and  labor  to 
reach  an  agreement  that  returns  the 
system  to  solvency.  They  should  be 
commended  on  their  efforts. 

I  have  always  been  a  strong  support- 
er of  the  railroad  retirement  system, 
which  now  provides  benefits  to  almost 
1  million  railroad  beneficiaries,  60.000 
of  whom  reside  in  New  York  State.  By 
passing  this  legislation  this  afternoon, 
we  will  allay  the  fears  of  those  benefi- 
ciaries who  are  facing  a  40-percent  re- 
duction in  their  tier  II  benefits  on  Oc- 
tober 1. 

This  bill  requires  sacrifices  on  the 
part  of  beneficiaries,  current  railroad 
workers,  and  the  railroad  industry. 
Under  the  circumstances.  I  think  it  is 
the  best  possible  solution  considering 
the  time  constraints  under  which  we 
are  working.  However,  as  do  some  of 
my  colleagues,  I  have  some  concerns 
with  aspects  of  the  bill. 

I  am  bothered  by  the  COLA  deferral 
and  offset  provision.  I  was  pleased  to 
learn  that  a  study  will  be  undertaken 
with  a  report  due  on  October  1,  1983 
addressing  the  impact  of  this  provision 
on  railroad  beneficiaries. 

I  am  also  concerned  that  the  in- 
creased taxes  on  the  railroad  industry 
will  place  an  additional  burden  on  the 
already  overburdened  commuter  rail- 
road agencies.  I  was  pleased  to  learn 
that  Senator  Dole  and  David  Stock- 
man agreed  to  undertake  a  study  to 
review  all  aspects  of  the  commuter 
agencies'  participation  in  the  railroad 
retirement  system  and  the  railroad  un- 
employment system  and  to  report 
back  to  Congress  by  early  1984.  I  look 
forward  to  the  study  findings  and  an- 
ticipate that  it  will  lead  to  further  leg- 
islative action  on  our  part. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  pass  the  Railroad  Retirement  Sol- 
vency Act  of  1983. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
have  any  request  for  time.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
have  any  request  for  time  and  I  sug- 
gest we  go  ahead  and  vote  on  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a 
third  time,  and  was  read  the  third 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass?  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water)  and  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  Weicker)  are  necessarily 
absent. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Stennis)  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kasten).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  95, 
nays  2,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  240  Leg.] 


YEAS-95 

Abdnor 

Gam 

Metzenbaum 

Andrews 

Glenn 

Mitchell 

Armstrond 

Gorton 

Moynihan 

Baker 

Gra.ssley 

MurkowskI 

Baucus 

Hart 

Nunn 

Bentsen 

Hatrh 

Packwood 

Biden 

Hatfield 

Pell 

Bingaman 

Hawkins 

Percy 

Boren 

Hecht 

Pressler 

Bcschwitz 

Heflin 

Proxmire 

Bradley 

Heinz 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Hollings 

Quayle 

Burdirk 

Huddleston 

Randolph 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Riegle 

Chafee 

Inouye 

Roth 

Chiles 

Jarkson 

Rudman 

Cochran 

Jepsen 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Johruston 

Sasser 

Cranston 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

D'Amato 

Kasten 

Specter 

Danforth 

Kennedy 

Stafford 

DeConcini 

Lautenberg 

Stevens 

Denton 

Laxalt 

Symms 

Dixon 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

Levin 

Tower 

Dole 

Long 

Trible 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Tsongas 

Durenberger 

Mathias 

Wallop 

Kagleton 

Matsunaga 

Warner 

East 

Mattingly 

Wilson 

Exon 

McClure 

Zorinsky 

Ford 

Melcher 
NAYS-2 

Helms 

Nickles 

NOT  VOTING 

-3 

Goldwater 

Stennis 

Weicker 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  1646)  was  passed. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  canvassing  the  list  of  available 
things  to  do.  I  must  report  to  the 
Senate  that  I  have  a  dreary  report  on 
all  fronts. 


It  does  not  look  as  if  we  are  going  to 
get  very  far  with  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  appropriations  bill— at 
least  not  today.  I  continue  to  hope 
that  we  can  pass  that  bill,  but  it  is 
clear  to  me  that  we  are  not  going  to 
get  it  done  today. 

I  had  hoped,  as  I  announced  earlier, 
to  have  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation conference  report,  but  at  last 
reading,  the  House  had  not  yet  passed 
it.  The  estimate  was  that  it  would 
probably  be  4:30  p.m.  before  they  act, 
which  means  it  would  be  5  to  5:30  p.m. 
before  we  could  act. 

There  is  one  education  bill  that 
might  be  taken  up  this  afternoon,  but 
if  there  is  any  opposition  to  that,  I  am 
afraid  that  would  be  impossible. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  If  the  leader  will 
yield.  I  believe  that  could  be  ready  by 
not  later  than  4  p.m. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  what  I 
propose  to  do  is  put  us  in  morning 
business  and  give  Members  an  oppor- 
tunity—I notice,  for  instance,  that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr.  Stafford) 
wishes  to  speak  on  a  matter  concern- 
ing the  former  chairman  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee.  Other  Senators 
may  have  things  to  do. 

Then  when  we  get  a  chance  to  clear 
the  education  bill  to  do  or  anything 
else,  we  clearly  will  do  that.  We  al- 
ready have  an  order  for  9:30  in  the 
morning.  When  we  come  back  in  the 
morning,  we  would  be,  once  again,  on 
the  Interior  appropriations  bill. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Ohio  is 
greatly  interested  in  that,  and  none  of 
this  is  calculated  to  deprive  him  of  any 
opportunity  he  would  have  to  make 
whatever  move  he  wishes,  but  for  a  va- 
riety of  reasons  I  would  sort  of  like  to 
put  that  to  bed  right  now  and  pick  it 
up  again  in  the  morning  after  routine 
morning  business  is  out  of  the  way, 
about  10  a.m.  or  maybe  10:30  a.m. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  majority  leader  yield  for  a 
moment? 
Mr.  BAKER.  Yes;  I  yield. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  It  occurs  to  me 
that  the  Interior  appropriations  bill  is 
a  matter  that  a  number  of  people  put 
a  lot  of  work  into.  I  only  have  a  special 
interest  in  the  content  of  it  as  1  of  100 
Senators.  We  have  been  delayed  in 
some  respects  with  respect  to  one  com- 
mittee amendment.  Yesterday  I  was 
prepared  and  did  raise  a  point  of  order 
with  respect  to  that  committee  amend- 
ment. I  was  asked  to  withhold  that 
temporarily.  I  am  prepared  to  raise 
that  point  of  order  immediately.  I  am 
prepared  to,  if  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
wishes  to  appeal  the  decision  of  the 
Chair  in  the  event  the  Chair  rules  in 
my  favor,  move  that  along  expedi- 
tiously. 

The  point  of  my  being  on  my  feet  is 
to  say  to  the  majority  leader  that  I  for 
one  do  not  want  to  be  a  party  to  any 
delay  and  am  prepared  to  move  for- 
ward. 


As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  my  under- 
standing we  were  indeed  going  to  move 
immediately  to  the  consideration  of 
the  Interior  appropriations  bill  pursu- 
ant to  the  order  that  was  entered  prior 
to  taking  up  the  railroad  retirement 
bill.  I  thought  that  was  a  clear  under- 
standing that  we  had.  I  would  really 
like  to  go  forward  and  raise  my  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator,  I  understand  how  he 
feels.  That  is  why  I  said  what  I  said. 
The  problem  I  have  outlined  would 
not  jeopardize  his  rights.  What  it 
would  do  is  postpone  the  confronta- 
tion on  the  point  of  order  until  this 
measure  occurred  as  the  pending  busi- 
ness tomorrow  morning. 

Now,  I  hope  the  Senator  will  let  us 
do  that.  It  is  true  and  I  freely  ac- 
knowledge that  when  he  asked  me  I 
stated,  and  I  stated  accurately,  I  be- 
lieve, that  when  railroad  retirement 
was  disposed  of,  the  pending  business 
would  be  once  more  the  Interior  ap- 
propriation bill,  as  indeed  it  is.  It  is 
before  the  Senate  at  this  moment.  But 
I  hope  the  Senator  would  not  insist  on 
that. 

For  a  variety  of  reasons,  including 
some  personal  considerations— and  I 
know  every  Senator  in  this  Chamber 
at  one  time  or  the  other,  sometimes 
large  numbers  of  Senators  have  had 
personal  matters  they  had  to  attend 
to— I  hope  the  Senator  would  consider 
giving  me  that  much  flexibility  so  that 
we  could  deal  with  this  in  the  morning 
instead  of  today.  I  promise  him  that  I 
am  not  trying  to  defeat  his  efforts  to 
make  the  point  of  order,  but  I  do  urge 
the  Senator  to  consider  that  it  is  a 
leadership  judgment  on  this  side  at 
least  that  we  would  be  better  served  to 
pick  up  this  fray  in  the  morning  than 
we  would  be  to  continue  it  this  after- 
noon. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  When  the  ma- 
jority leader  puts  it  on  that  basis,  I  am 
hard  put  to  say  no,  since,  when  I  have 
gone  to  him  on  previous  occasions  on  a 
personal  matter,  he  has  always  been 
very  accommodating.  I  would  not 
insist  upon  the  matter,  but  I  do  hope  I 
will  have  my  opportunity  early  in  the 

morning  so  that  every  Member  may 

have   an   opportunity   to  vote   if   the 

Senator  from  Idaho  appeals  the  ruling 

of  the  Chair. 
Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator 

very  much. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  give  time 
for  objections,  if  I  may  say  most  re- 
spectfully to  the  Chair. 

I  will  not  object,  but  I  do  want  to 
state  for  the  record  that  the  reason  I 
am  not  objecting  is  that  the  majority 
leader  can  find  various  ways  in  which 
to  get  Radio  Marti  up  if  he  wanted.  So 
with  all  those  weapons  at  his  com- 
mand, I  see  no  need  for  his  having  to 
go  through  those  motions,  so  I  do  not 
object. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  minority  leader.  He  is  absolutely 
correct.  There  is  certainly  more  than 
one  way  to  bring  that  matter  back 
before  the  Senate  for  this  purpose,  but 
this  is  the  quickest  and  cleanest  way.  I 
thank  the  minority  leader  for  his 
statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


The 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER, 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby  move 
to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  motion  to 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  S.  602,  an 
act  to  provide  for  the  broadcasting  of  accu- 
rate information  to  the  people  of  Cuba,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Senators.    Paula    Hawkins,    Steven    D. 
Symms.      Mack      Mattingly.      Slade 
Gorton,     Lawton    Chiles.    James    A. 
McClure,  Jesse  Helms.  Gordon  Hum- 
phrey. Jeremiah  Denton.  Paul  Trible, 
Orrin  G.  Hatch.  John  P.  East.  Don 
Nickles,    Paul    Laxalt,    Strom    Thur- 
mond, and  Barry  Goldwater. 
Mr.  BAKER  addressed  the  Chair. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
majority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  under 
rule  XXII,  this  vote  would  occur  after 
a  quorum  call  had  established  the 
presence  of  a  quorum  of  Senators, 
with  that  quorum  call  to  begin  at  10:30 
on  Thursday  morning.  If  cloture  is  not 
invoked  on  Wednesday,  tomorrow,  on 
the  previous  motion,  it  would  be  my 
intention  to  confer  with  the  minority 
leader  and  see  if  we  could  find  a  more 
convenient  time  for  that  vote,  but  I 
will  not  do  so  at  this  moment. 


RADIO  MARTI 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  one 
other  matter.  As  I  indicated  to  the  mi- 
nority leader  a  moment  ago,  I  planned 
to  file  a  second  cloture  motion  on  the 
Radio  Marti  matter. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
in  order  to  submit  a  cloture  motion  on 
that  matter  at  this  time. 


FEDERAL  SUPPLEMENTAL 
COMPENSATION  ACT  OF  1982 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
majority  leader  yield  to  me  for  the 
purpose,  which  I  have  discussed  with 
him  already,  of  initiating  the  process 
under  rule  XIV  of  getting  a  bill  on  the 
calendar. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes,  I  yield.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  minority  leader  did  speak  to 
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me  about  this.  He  is  master  of  the 
rules,  and  he  certainly  has  the  full  op- 
portunity to  do  this,  which  I  acknowl- 
edge and  appreciate. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  message  at 
the  desk,  a  House  message,  H.R.  3409, 
on  Federal  supplemental  compensa- 
tion. I  have  been  asked  by  a  Senator  to 
ask  for  the  first  reading  of  that  meas- 
ure. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  bill. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3409)  to  amend  the  Federal 
Supplemental  Compensation  Act  of  1982 
with  respect  to  the  number  of  weeks  of  ben- 
efits paid  in  any  State. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  second  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  object 
to  further  proceeding  on  the  bill  at 
this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard  to  the  second  reading  of 
the  bill  on  this  day.  The  bill  will 
remain  at  the  desk  pending  second 
reading  on  the  next  legislative  day. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont  wishes  to  be  recognized. 

Mr.  President,  did  I  provide  for  a 
time  in  which  Senators  might  speak  in 
morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  right  now  no  order. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Did  I  provide  for  a 
time  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
Is  currently  no  order  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  beg  the  Chairs 
pardon.  I  had  a  colloquy  with  the  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio,  who  indicated  he 
would  not  object.  I  then  made  the  re- 
quest that  there  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  in  any 
event,  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  be  a  period  for  the  transac- 
tion of  routine  morning  business  to  go 
no  longer  than  4:30  p.m.  in  which  Sen- 
ators may  speak  for  not  more  than  10 
minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR 
RANDOLPH 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  understands 
that  we  are  now  in  morning  business.  I 


hope  that  my  dear  friend  and  col- 
league of  many  years.  Senator  Ran- 
dolph, is  listening  and  while  I  am  talk- 
ing may  be  able  to  get  to  the  floor,  be- 
cause I  had  hoped  he  would  be  here.  I 
thought  he  was  present.  He  was  a  few 
minutes  ago. 

Mr.  President,  my  very  good  friend 
and  colleague,  the  most  able  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  Senator  Jennings 
Randolph,  has  justly  won  the  respect 
and  admiration  of  his  colleagues  in 
this  body  and  in  the  other  body,  back 
at  home  and  throughout  the  Nation 
during  his  entire  public  life.  He  has 
consistently  put  the  needs  of  the 
Nation  above  partisan  politics  in  work- 
ing with  and  serving  eight  Presidents. 
It  has  been  my  extreme  pleasure  to 
have  worked  closely  with  Senator  Ran- 
dolph. We  currently  serve  together  on 
three  committees:  Environment  and 
Public  Works,  of  which  I  am  currently 
honored  to  be  the  chairman,  and 
which  he  served  as  chairman  for 
many,  many  years.  It  was  under  his 
leadership  that  I  learned  the  routine 
of  running  a  committee. 

We  have  also  ser\'ed  together  on  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources, and  there  we  have  been  since 
1971,  when  I  came  to  the  Senate— he 
as  chairman  and  I  as  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  the 
Handicapped. 

We  have  served  together  on  the  Vet- 
erans" Affairs  Committee  since  its  cre- 
ation. 

Throughout  his  career.  Senator 
Randolph  has  helped  to  champion  the 
cause  of  the  blind,  the  disabled,  the 
aged,  the  poor,  and  others  who  need  a 
strong  voice  in  Washington. 

His  list  of  accomplishments  is  long 
and  impressive.  Among  them,  he  has 
authored  the  26th  constitutional 
amendment,  giving  18-  to  20-year-olds 
the  right  to  vote. 

I  know  how  zealously  and  jealously 
he  has  guarded  the  blind  vendor  pro- 
gram, which  was  created  by  the  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard  Act. 

He  has  authored  the  Appalachian 
Development  Act  and  the  Economic 
Development  Act  to  provide  increased 
employment  opportunities  and  serv- 
ices for  depressed  areas. 

It  was  under  his  leadership  in  the 
Subcommittee  on  the  Handicapped 
that  he  and  I  developed  what  became 
Public  Law  94-142.  providing  for  equal 
education  opportunity  for  all  handi- 
capped children. 

Senator  Randolph  is  the  only 
Member  of  the  98th  Congress  to  have 
voted  for  the  landmark  social  security 
law.  Over  the  years,  he  has  worked  to 
strengthen  this  program,  which  touch- 
es the  lives  of  almost  every  American 
family. 

Senator  Randolph,  to  our  personal 
sorrow,  recently  announced  that  he 
will  not  seek  reelection  in  1984.  He  cer- 
tainly will  be  acutely  missed  in  the 
Senate.  Everyone  wishes  him  well,  be- 


cause he  has  been  a  friend  and  a  gen- 
tleman in  his  relations  with  all  his 
Senate  colleagues,  whether  they  be 
Republicans.  Democrats,  liberals,  or 
conservatives. 

Mr.  President,  the  May  edition  of 
the  American  Association  of  Retired 
Persons  news  bulletin  contained  a 
most  deserved  special  feature  on  Sena- 
tor Randolph  which  describes  his  long 
and  illustrious  career  in  Congress.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  arti- 
cle be  printed  in  the  Record  as  a  small 
token  of  the  affection  and  esteem  in 
which  the  people  of  this  Nation,  as 
well  as  his  colleagues  in  this  body, 
hold  him. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Senator  Randolph  Recalls  Roosevelt's 
New  Deal 

(By  Bill  Crawford) 

Depression,  Recession.  Coal  mines.  Hard 
worlc.  Long  hours  on  West  Virginia's  roller- 
coaster  roads.  Climbing.  Stumping  in  the 
back  country.  Setbacks.  Politics.  Winning 
and  losing  elections.  FDR's  New  Deal. 

Jennings  Randolph  knows  all  about  the 
vicissitudes  of  life. 

The  United  States  Senator  from  the 
Mountain  State  has  ■served  four  U.S.  Presi- 
dents and  worked  with  nine  Presidents."  he 
said,  since  1933  when  he  came  to  Washing- 
ton as  a  freshman  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. 

At  81,  Randolph  is  the  only  current 
member  of  Congress  who  was  serving  when 
the  original  Social  Security  legislation 
passed  in  1935.  He  was  elected  to  the  House 
with  the  1932  Roosevelt  landslide.  Ran- 
dolph lost  an  election  in  1947  and  later 
joined  Capital  Airlines,  where  he  became  as- 
sistant to  the  president  and  director  of 
public  relations.  He  was  elected  to  the 
Senate  in  1958  and  has  served  continuously 
since.  Now  he  is  looking  toward  retirement. 

Roosevelt  was  Randolph's  favorite  Presi- 
dent, and  he  likes  to  reminisce  about  the 
days  of  the  New  Deal  and  FDR.  'Roosevelt 
couldn't  walk,  but  he  placed  America  on  its 
feet.  "  the  Senator  said  of  FDR,  who  was 
confined  to  a  wheelchair. 

Randolph  vividly  recalls  one  of  FDR's 
trips  to  West  Virginia.  "It  was  at  the  Moun- 
tain State  Forest  Festival,  and  I  told  the 
President  that  our  Governor  (Guy  Kump) 
and  Sen.  Mansfield  Neely  were  bitter  en- 
emies. 'Just  wait  til  I  get  both  of  them 
togther.'  the  President  responded.  Roosevelt 
told  them  that  any  split  in  the  Democratic 
party  would  not  be  condoned,  and  he  had 
them  shake  hands,"  the  Senator  recalled. 

He  also  remembers  the  day  he  sold  his  car 
in  1933  so  he  would  have  enough  money  to 
live  with  his  wife  Mary,  whom  he  had  mar- 
ried only  a  week  earlier.  It  was  his  first  year 
in  Congress  and  "times  were  hard,"  he'said. 
A  few  years  later,  he  recounted,  he  went  to 
a  Washington  bank  and  told  an  executive 
that  he  needed  to  borrow  $1.000— "but  I 
don't  have  any  collateral."  he  said.  "Yes. 
you  do."  the  banker  retorted,  "you've  been 
elected  to  two  terms  in  Congress." 

In  his  early  years  as  a  Congressman,  he 
saw  even  more  of  the  First  Lady.  Eleanor 
Roosevelt,  than  he  did  of  FDR.  She  was  in- 
terested in  helping  with  homestead  projects 
for  miners  and  became  popular  with  West 
Virginians,  who  later  named  a  new  town  El- 


eanor. Calling  her  a  "'remarkable  woman." 
Sen.  Randolph  recalled  "going  down  Into 
coal  mines  with  her  and  square-dancing 
with  her  later  that  night." 

"I'll  never  forget  the  night  when  I  was 
driving  Mrs.  Roosevelt  and  Doris  Duke  back 
to  Washington  from  West  Virginia  and  we 
decided  to  stop  for  supper.  I  reached  Into 
my  pocket  and  had  only  pennies.  Here  I  am, 
I  thought,  with  the  First  Lady  of  the  United 
States  and  the  richest  girl  in  America  and  I 
have  only  pennies." 

He  solved  the  dilemma  by  slipping  away 
during  the  meal  and  explaining  the  problem 
to  the  owner,  who  was  an  old  friend.  He 
mailed  a  check  for  the  dinner  the  next  day. 

Before  coming  to  Washington,  Sen.  Ran- 
dolph was  a  newspaper  editor  in  Clarksburg 
and  a  professor  at  Davis  and  Elkins  College 
in  Elkins.  W.  Va.,  where  he  later  served  as 
athletic  director.  "We  beat  West  Virginia  U. 
(7-0).  and  Navy  (2-0)  in  football  In  the  late 
'20s."  he  said  with  a  smile. 

Some  of  the  Senator's  "best  accomplish- 
ments,"  he  said.  Include: 

Author  of  the  26th  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution,  which  guaranteed  18-to-20- 
year-olds  the  right  to  vote. 

Author  of  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  in 
1936,  which  created  the  Blind  Vendor  Pro- 
gram and  paved  the  way  for  major  legisla- 
tion for  the  handicapped. 

Author  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De- 
velopment Act  and  Economic  Development 
Act.  which  were  passed  in  1965. 

He  also  served  as  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Environment  and  Public  Works  Committee 
in  1966-71.  and  has  a  general  record  of 
achievements  far  too  long  to  list  here. 

He  recently  announced  that  he  Is  retiring 
after  his  current  term,  which  ends  in  1985. 
"There  Is  a  season  and  time  for  every  pur- 
pose." Sen.  Randolph  told  friends  gathered 
for  an  81st  birthday  party. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
even  as  the  senior  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont is  the  chairman  of  our  commit- 
tee and,  in  that  sense,  the  greatest  of 
our  number,  I  am  one  of  the  least;  but 
I  think  we  might  claim  to  be  equals  in 
our  affection  and  regard  for  the  man 
to  whom  the  chairman,  with  his  char- 
acteristic graciousness,  refers  in  our 
proceedings  as  the  chairman  emeritus. 

Senator  Randolph  is  everything  Sen- 
ator Stafford  has  said.  He  is  not  just  a 
person  whose  long  career  reminds  us 
that  someone  exceptional  is  in  our 
presence,  but  also  someone  whose  per- 
sonal manner  and  sense  of  his  Nation 
and  of  this  body  remind  us  of  some 
things  which  may  have  diminished  in 
the  interval  and  what  we  may  have 
lost  and  what  we  still  continue,  at 
least  in  a  measure,  to  possess  by  his 
continued  and  invaluable  presence. 

I  thank  my  chairman  for  his  charac- 
teristic graciousness  in  what  he  has 
just  said. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  delighted  that 
our  chairman  emeritus  has  been  able 
to  come  to  the  floor.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  on  a  long-distance  telephone  call, 
responding  to  a  constituent  on  some 
problems  that  he  and  others  have  in 
the  lovely  land  in  the  hills  of  West 
Virginia. 


The  Senators  from  Vermont  and 
New  York  are  most  generous  in  their 
words  which  are  spoken  as  I  begin  our 
final  17  months  in  this  forum— God 
willing— on  this  historic  Hill. 

I  thank  you,  my  friend  and  able 
Chairman.  I  shall  not  refer  to  the 
measures  on  our  efforts  except  in  this 
one  instance. 

You  are  one  of  a  few  Members  of  the 
Congress  who  pilots  his  own  plane. 
You  fly  back  and  forth  to  Vermont, 
said  to  be  the  most  rural  of  our  States. 
By  some  criteria.  West  Virginia  is  clas- 
sified as  second.  You  and  I  and  Sena- 
tor MoYNiHAN— who  has  been  very 
gracious,  as  always,  in  his  comments- 
know  that  the  aviation  history  of  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  the  world,  is 
being  celebrated  this  year:  the  bicen- 
tennial of  air  and  space. 

It  was  my  dream  that  we  have  an  Air 
and  Space  Museum.  In  1946,  I  au- 
thored the  legislation  which  created 
what  is  now  that  popular  museima, 
said  to  be  the  most  visited  in  the 
world. 

It  was  30  years  before  we  were  able 
to  open  it— the  land,  the  buildings,  the 
aircraft,  the  spacecraft,  all  the  exhib- 
its. 

Since  July  4,  1976.  as  of  the  last 
count  a  few  days  ago,  approximately 
62.5  million  men,  women,  and  children 
came  to  that  museum,  on  Independ- 
ence Avenue,  to  marvel  at  the  "flying" 
machines  and  thrill  at  the  movies.  We 
compress  time  in  moving  individually 
and  carrying  the  messages  across  the 
far  reaches  of  the  Earth  and  the  sky 
and  into  space. 

It  was  only  a  few  weeks  ago  that,  for 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  human- 
kind, through  the  gift  of  television, 
ABC— my  son  Jay  works  for  NBC,  and 
he  will  forgive  me— in  cooperation 
with  those  of  our  Republic  and  Ger- 
many and  Comsat,  worked  out  a  plan 
by  which,  initially,  we  saw  on  a  televi- 
sion screen  the  intrepid  climbers  scal- 
ing the  heights  toward  the  peak  of 
Mount  Everest. 

Never  before  had  that  happened.  We 
realized  again  how  dependent  we  are 
on  one  another  and  as  units  of  Gov- 
ernment, because  Katmandu  and 
Nepal  are  a  long  way  from  New  York, 
Vermont,  or  West  Virginia.  A  signal 
was  dropped  over  the  Indian  Ocean 
and  the  completed  cycle  permitted  us 
the  enjoyment  and  excitement  of 
watching  the  climbers.  That  signal 
needed  an  Earth  station.  And  where  is 
that  station?  In  a  quiet  valley  of  West 
Virginia,  in  Preston  County  in  the 
little  community  of  Etam  and  nearby 
Lennox.  The  discs  rise  12  stories  high, 
a  part  of  this  circle  which  brings,  we 
hope,  humankind  closer  together  in 
the  understanding  of  the  need  for 
peace  among  the  peoples  of  this 
planet. 

Yes,  there  are  faraway  places  with 
strange  sounding  names,  but  the  world 


must  come  closer  together  not  only  in 
science  but  in  our  hearts. 

In  the  Senate  there  is  the  prepara- 
tion for  possible  war.  Our  Nation  must 
be  strong,  but  the  questing  for  peace 
must  go  forward.  Mr.  President,  our 
two  friends  are  stalwarts  in  hopefully 
bringing  to  passage  the  National  Acad- 
emy for  Peace. 

We  have  54  sponsoring  Senators 
working  to  bring  the  bill  to  the  floor. 
It  has  been  reported  from  the  commit- 
tee on  which  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont and  I  serve  by  a  vote  of  11  to  6. 
We  hope  the  bill  can  pass  before  this 
Congress  ends  the  present  year. 

Thanks,  Senator  Stafford,  thanks. 
Senator  Moynihan. 

We  share— all  of  us— heavy  responsi- 
bilities and  also  cherished  opportuni- 
ties in  this  body.  Regardless  of  politi- 
cal labels,  we  work  together  with  our 
cooperative  and  constructive  chairman 
of  the  Environmental  and  Public 
Works  Committee. 

I  recall  Senator  Moynihan's  helpful 
visits  to  our  State.  Next  Tuesday 
evening  I  will  be  speaking  up  in  New 
York  State  at  Houghton  College. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  thankful  I  can 
be  a  Member  of  the  Senate. 

I  shall  leave,  of  course,  on  January  4, 
1985  as  our  beloved  majority  leader, 
Howard  Baker,  will  leave.  I  shall  re- 
member most  the  kind,  considerate, 
and    cooperative    spirit    of    my    col- 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  first 
of  all,  I  will  not  add  my  voice  to  those 
of  Senator  Moynihan  and  Senator 
Stafford  at  this  moment.  When  I  get 
ready  to  deliver  an  encomium  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  West  Vir- 
ginia I  would  want  an  hour  or  two  of 
reserved  time  to  say  all  the  things  I 
wish  to  say  about  him,  for  a  host  of 
reasons,  not  the  least  of  which  is  that 
we  roomed  together  on  the  same  floor 
of  the  Dirksen  Building  for  many 
years.  He  was  a  great  supplier  of  an  in- 
exhaustible supply  of  popcorn  to  ev- 
eryone on  the  floor,  and  I  will  always 
remember  him  for  that  as  well  as  his 
legislative  achievements.  But  at  the 
proper  time  I  certainly  will  add  my 
voice  to  those  that  have  already  been 
heard  here  today. 


COAL  LEASING  MORATORIUM 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
majority  leader  has  indicated  that  we 
are  not  going  to  get  to  the  Interior  ap- 
propriations bill  and  that  this  is  prob- 
ably going  to  have  to  be  put  over 
unless  some  disposition  can  be  made  of 
the  provision  in  the  bill  dealing  with 
the  Washington  Public  Power  issue. 

If  ancl  when  that  issue  is  presented. 
Senator  Jackson  and  I  intend  to  offer 
an  amendment,  as  we  have  previously, 
declaring  a  moratorium  on  coal  leasing 
on  Federal  lands.  This  amendment  will 
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be  slightly  different  from  the  one  we 
offered  previously  and  by  which  we 
lost  by  3  votes.  This  amendment  will 
be  in  keeping  with  a  provision  that  is 
in  the  supplemental  appropriations 
bill  which  requires  Secretary  Watt  to 
appoint  a  commission.  I  must  say  I 
would  be  suspicious  of  any  Commis- 
sion Secretary  Watt  would  appoint, 
but,  nevertheless,  he  will  be  under 
mandate  by  law  to  appoint  a  commis- 
sion that  is  charged  with  the  responsi- 
bility of  coming  back  with  a  set  of 
guidelines  for  the  coal  leasing  pro- 
gram, dealing,  not  only  with  determin- 
ing which  lands  should  be  leased  but 
also  with  determining  how  the  Gov- 
ernment can  be  sure  it  will  get  fair 
market  value  for  the  coal  it  does  sell. 

Senators  all  know  that  the  General 
Accounting  Office  has  said  that  the 
last  lease  sale  of  1.6  billion  tons  of  coal 
held  by  Secretary  Watt  cost  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayers  almost  $100  million. 
That  is,  the  lease  sale  failed  by  nearly 
$100  million  to  bring  the  fair  market 
value. 

So,  all  Senator  Jackson  and  I  are 
proposing— and  it  does  not  seem  like 
very  much  to  me— is  that  the  Commis- 
sion report  within  6  months  after  it  is 
appointed,  that  the  Commission 
report  be  forwarded  to  Congress,  and 
that  Congress  be  given  90  days  in 
which  to  review  the  recommendations. 

There  is  no  mandate  under  expedit- 
ed procedures  for  Congress  to  act  in 
order  for  leasing  to  resume.  The 
amendment  simply  provides  the  Con- 
gress with  90  days  in  which  to  review 
the  report.  If  it  is  satisfactory,  obvi- 
ously the  coal  leasing  can  go  forward. 
If  it  is  not.  Congress  can  do  whatever 
it  sees  fit  to  do.  I  hope  that  at  some 
point,  maybe  before  we  get  out.  if  not 
shortly  after  we  come  back  from  our 
recess,  we  can  get  back  to  the  Interior 
bill,  and  Senator  Jackson  and  I  can  be 
heard  auid  the  matter  debated  once 
again. 

It  is  not  the  most  exotic  issue  in  the 
world,  but  it  is  one  that  is  very  impor- 
tant. 

Mr.  President,  this  mornings  New- 
York  Times  has  an  excellent  editorial 
entitled  "Cool  the  Fire  Sales  in  Public 
Coal."  The  New  York  Times  has  taken 
Mr.  Watt  to  task  about  his  decision  to 
lease  at  least  another  10  billion  tons  of 
coal  before  he  leaves  office  when  we 
have  a  172-year  supply  of  coal  under 
lease  right  now  at  current  production 
rates  from  Federal  leases. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  that  editorial  and  an  editori- 
al that  appeared  in  Saturday  morn- 
ing's Hartford  Courant  entitled  "Mor- 
atorium on  Coal  Leasing,"  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

(Prom  the  New  York  Times.  Aug.  2.  1983] 

Misplaced  Energy— Cool  the  Pire  Sales  in 

Public  Coal 

With  coal  in  glut,  and  billions  of  tons  of 
Federal  coal  still  under  lease  to  mining  com- 
panies, there  is  no  reason  to  rush  the  Interi- 


or Department's  peddling  of  more  leases  to 
coal  on  Federal  lands.  Yet  Interior  Secre- 
tary James  Watt  proposes  to  auction  off  an 
additional  17  billion  tons  over  the  next  15 
months. 

Congress  has  sufficient  doubts  about  Mr. 
Watt's  program  that  it  recently  ordered  him 
to  appoint  a  commission  to  examine  the 
coal-leasing  program.  The  House  has  also 
ordered  a  suspension  of  coal  leasing  until 
the  commission  reports.  The  Senate  ought 
to  do  the  same. 

The  commission's  first  task  is  to  weigh  the 
General  Accounting  Office's  finding— which 
Mr.  Watt  disputes— that  last  years  sale  of 
coal  leases  in  the  Power  River  Basin  netted 
roughly  $100  million  less  than  fair  market 
value.  If  so.  the  bidding  procedure  needs  to 
be  seriously  revised. 

Mr.  Watt  contends  that  the  bonus  bids 
paid  for  leases  are  trivial  compared  with  the 
royalty  payments  when  coal  is  mined:  thus 
the  public's  interest  is  to  get  as  much  coal 
into  production  as  possible.  There  is  some- 
thing to  this  argument,  but  not  a  lot.  The 
bonus  bids  are  cash  in  hand,  which  makes 
them  more  important  than  distant  royalties. 
They  also  represent  the  Government's  only 
means  of  capturing  the  premium  value  of 
one  tract  over  another. 

The  commission  should  also  establish  a 
clear  procedure  for  selecting  the  tracts  put 
up  for  lease.  With  so  much  coal  to  choose 
from,  it  is  hard  to  see  why  Mr.  Watt's  de- 
partment can  only  select  land  of  high  envi- 
ronmental value.  The  Utah  sale  planned  for 
next  February  includes  five  tracts  near  the 
borders  of  the  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park 
and  10  in  national  forests.  The  next  sale,  in 
New  Mexico's  San  Juan  basin,  will  lead  to 
the  destruction  of  some  2.500  sites  contain- 
ing dinosaur  fossils  and  1.500  archeological 
sites  of  the  Anasazi  Indians. 

The  coal  industry  mined  100  million  tons 
of  Federal  coal  last  year,  and  has  18  billion 
tons  under  lease.  It  can  well  afford  to  hold 
its  breath  for  a  few  months  while  some 
order  is  imposed  on  Mr.  Watt's  furious  fire 
sales. 

[Prom  the  Hartford  Courant.  July  30.  1983] 
Moratorium  on  Coal  Leasing 

Interior  Secretary  James  G.  Watt  remains 
characteristically  unrepentant  after  charges 
he  leased  federal  coal  at  bargin-basement 
prices  to  companies  that  might  have  had 
inside  knowlege  about  the  leasing  program 
last  year. 

He  plans  four  more  sales,  involving  more 
than  10  billion  tons  of  coal,  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  despite  the  depressed 
coal  market.  The  proposed  sales  raise  many 
serious  environmental  questions,  but  even 
the  economics  argue  againt  rushing  head- 
long into  getting  rid  of  more  resources  now. 

If  the  sales  take  place,  taxpayers  will 
likely  lose  hundreds  of  millions— perhaps 
billions— of  dollars  that  might  otherwise  go 
to  the  federal  treasury  if  the  coal  were  held 
until  the  market  improves. 

Congress  should  prevent  Mr.  Watt  from 
dumping  more  of  the  coal  resource,  at  least 
until  a  recently  appointed  blue-ribbon  com- 
mission completes  its  review  of  this  depart- 
ment's leasing  procedures  and  makes  its  rec- 
ommendations to  Congress.  The  commission 
is  supposed  to  present  a  report  in  six 
months. 

The  House,  as  part  of  the  appropriations 
process,  has  already  voted  to  defer  further 
coal  leasing  to  allow  the  commission  to  do 
its  work.  The  Senate  should  do  the  same 
when  it  considers  Interior's  appropriations 
bill,  probably  within  the  next  few  days. 


If  the  Interior  secretary  can't  learn  from 
his  own  mistakes,  the  least  Congress  can  do 
is  prevent  Mr.  Watt  from  repeating  them. 


JAPANS  IMPORT  STRATEGY 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  most  frequently  discussed  foreign 
trade  topics  in  Congress  is  the  trade 
deficit  we  have  with  Japan.  Certainly 
the  $20  billion  trade  deficit  expected 
for  this  year  is  cause  for  concern. 
American  companies  want  to  be  able 
to  sell  more  of  their  products  and  serv- 
ices in  Japan,  but  have  been  met,  in 
many  instances,  with  nontariff  bar- 
riers and  a  decided  preference  for 
products  made  in  Japan. 

As  the  free  world's  second  largest 
economy,  Japan  has  become  an  eco- 
nomic marvel  around  the  world.  Many 
countries,  including  our  own,  seek  to 
borrow  pages  from  Japan's  book  of 
economic  growth. 

In  the  past  several  years,  we  have 
been  seeking  to  impress  upon  Japan 
the  need  to  provide  broader  access  for 
foreign  companies  to  its  domestic  mar- 
kets. A  number  of  tariffs  have  fallen 
in  the  past  several  years  which  have 
encouraged  us  to  believe  that  Japan  is 
on  the  road  to  lowering  barriers. 

We  recently  had  another  confirma- 
tion of  this  when  Japan's  Ministry  of 
International  Trade  and  Industry 
(MITI)  announced  that  it  would  begin 
emphasizing  the  importance  of  im- 
ports rather  than  exports. 

On  June  16,  the  Christian  Science 
Monitor  carried  an  article  from  Tokyo 
on  this  shift  in  policy  at  MITI.  I  ap- 
plaud this  change  at  MITI  and  think 
that  it  is  a  very  strong  signal  to  this 
country  and  other  major  exporters 
that  Japan  is  serious  about  improving 
market  access.  This  is  a  very  positive 
report  to  hear  from  Tokyo  and  I  wish 
to  bring  it  to  my  colleagues'  attention. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  article  from  the  Monitor 
by  Geoffrey  Murray  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(Prom  the  Christian  Science  Monitor,  June 
16.  1983] 

Japan  Adopts  Strategy  for  Imports 

(By  Geoffrey  Murray) 

Tokyo.— Japan's  powerful  Ministry  of 
International  Trade  and  Industry  will  stress 
imports  rather  than  exports  from  now  on  to 
remove  its  "notorious"  image  overseas,  the 
ministry's  new  head  has  promised. 

"The  main  problem  now  is  how  to  increase 
imports,  and  further  market-opening  meas- 
ures may  have  to  be  considered."  said 
Sosuke  Uno,  in  his  first  interview  since  as- 
suming the  MITI  post  last  Friday. 

In  the  first  ministerial  change  of  the 
seven-month-old  government  of  Prime  Min- 
ister Yasuhiro  Nakasone.  Mr.  Uno  replaced 
Sadanori  Yamanaka.  who  resigned  reported- 
ly because  of  health  problems. 

A  prisoner  of  war  in  Siberia,  Uno  returned 
from  Russian  captivity  to  enter  local  poli- 


tics. He  stepped  onto  the  national  scene  in 
1960.  Previous  Cabinet  appointments  includ- 
ed a  stint  as  MITI  vice-minister  from  1966 
to  1968. 

Would  he  become  as  controversial  a  figure 
at  MITI  as  his  predecessor?  Smiling,  Mr. 
Uno  said  firmly:  'Yes.  There  are  a  lot  of 
characters  in  the  Nakasone  faction  (of  the 
LX)P.  to  which  both  men  belong].  We  had 
been  on  the  sidelines  a  long  time." 

Nevertheless,  Uno,  in  his  first  public  ut- 
terances as  MITI  minister,  has  not  repeated 
the  charges  made  by  Mr.  Yamanaka  that 
Japan's  trading  partners  in  the  West  are 
making  Tokyo  a  "scapegoat"  for  their  eco- 
nomic problems  and  lack  of  competitiveness 
in  the  world  market.  "Trade  frictions  have 
some  psychological  aspects,"  he  said  gently. 
With  a  trade  war  still  a  possibility— espe- 
cially with  a  record  trade  surplus  in  pros- 
pect this  year— MITI  would  conduct  thor- 
ough discussions  with  its  counterparts 
abroad  about  thorny  issues.  Uno  pledged. 

He  said  Prime  Minister  Nakasone  had 
asked  him  to  pursue  the  goals  of  stimulat- 
ing the  domestic  economy,  developing  har- 
monious trade  with  other  countries  and  pro- 
moting Japan's  international  role  in  an  era 
of  global  economic  interdependence. 

Uno  promised  that  under  his  stewardship 
"notorious  MITI"  would  do  its  best  to  main- 
tain cooperative  ties  with  Japan's  trading 
partners  for  sustained  economic  growth 
without  inflation. 

A  few  days  before  Yamanaka's  resigna- 
tion, government  sources  said  the  emphasis 
at  MITI  would  now  be  switched  from  tradi- 
tional export  promotion,  including  financial 
support,  to  creating  opportunities  for  more 
imports  of  foreign  manufactured  goods. 

As  the  longtime  ally  of  Nakasone,  Uno  is 
seen  by  political  analysts  here  as  likely  to 
play  an  important  role  in  promoting  the 
premier's  program  for  revitalization  of  the 
Japanese  economy  to  reverse  the  depressed 
demand  that  is  harming  the  import  market. 
Other  countries  should  be  left  in  no  doubt 
of  Japan's  determination  to  reflate  the  do- 
mestic economy  and  make  a  major  contribu- 
tion to  beating  global  recession,  Uno  said. 


MR.  GENNADY  KHASIN  AND 
SOVIET  JEWRY 


Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  due  to 
my  deep  concern  for  Soviet  Jews,  who 
are  systematically  discriminated 
against  and  severely  persecuted  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  I  am  "adopting"  Mr. 
Gennady  Khasin,  a  professor  of  math, 
a  Hebrew  teacher,  and  long-term  "re- 
fusenik."  Mr.  Khasin  first  applied  to 
emigrate  in  1976  but  was  refused  for 
reasons  of  "state  interest."  Gennady 
and  his  wife  Natasha  have  both  lost 
their  jobs  as  a  result  of  applying  to 
emigrate.  Adding  insult  to  injury,  Mr. 
Khasin  has  been  threatened  with 
prosecution  for  "parasitism"  because 
he  is  unemployed.  The  Khasins  have 
been  subject  to  severe  harassment  by 
the  KGB,  including  repeated  searches 
of  their  home  and  confiscation  of 
Hebrew  language  books,  personal  let- 
ters, a  tape  recorder,  and  Natasha's 
emigration  invitation  from  Israel  as 
well  as  some  of  her  daughter's  person- 
al belongings. 

In  spite  of  all  of  this.  Gennady  and 
Natasha  have  remained  activists.  Na- 
tasha maintains  contact  with  a  group 


called  Prisoners  of  Conscience,  filling 
in  for  Ida  Nudel,  who  is  currently 
living  in  exile.  In  December  1982,  the 
Khasins  were  informed  by  Soviet  offi- 
cials that  they  need  never  apply  to 
emigrate  again,  because  their  refusals 
were  considered  permanent  and  irrevo- 
cable. Even  if  this  dire  announcement 
had  not  been  made,  Gennady  Khasin 
would  have  very  little  hope  because 
his  mother,  Adela,  who  was  his  only 
relative  living  in  Israel  and  therefore 
the  only  person  able  to  send  him  the 
needed  invitation  to  emigrate,  died 
last  month. 

In  April  of  this  year,  Gennady  was 
summoned  for  reserve  duty— even 
though  he  has  never  served  in  the 
army  before  and  is  now  beyond  the 
age  of  military  service.  Since  reserve 
duty  is  usually  served  only  by  high- 
ranking  officers,  there  is  speculation 
that  this  represents  a  new  form  of 
harassment.  Another  Jewish  activist. 
Lev  Elbert,  was  recently  sentenced  to  1 
year  in  a  labor  camp  for  refusal  to 
serve. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  it  is  clear 
that  the  Khasins— like  thousands  of 
Soviet  Jews  who  have  applied  to  emi- 
grate—are living  under  intolerable 
conditions.  If  there  is  any  hope  for 
Soviet  Jews  and  others  who  are  being 
persecuted  by  Soviet  officials  for  their 
religious  beliefs,  it  is  that  U.S.  policy- 
makers will  not  forget  them.  It  is  im- 
perative that  we  raise  the  issue  of 
Soviet  Jewry  with  Soviet  leaders  every 
chance  we  get.  We  must  convince 
them  that  we  consider  their  treatment 
of  Soviet  Jews  a  fundamental  stum- 
bling block  on  the  road  to  improved 
relations  between  our  two  countries. 

For  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues,  I 
would  like  to  insert  an  article  in  the 
Record  from  the  New  York  Times 
about  Soviet  Jewish  emigres  in  Israel 
who  deny  the  Soviets'  claim  that 
almost  all  Jews  who  wish  to  emigrate 
have  done  so. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[From  the  New  York  Times,  June  14,  1983] 


Emigres  in  Israel  Deny  Soviet  Claim: 
They  Tell  Own  Stories  To  Show  That 
Relatives  Left  Behind  Are  Still  Seeking 
To  Go. 


weeks  ago  in  apparent  response  to  interna- 
tional criticism  over  the  virtual  cutoff  of 
Jewish  emigration.  The  number  of  Jews 
leaving  the  Soviet  Union  dropped  to  2.688  in 
1982,  from  a  high  of  51,320  in  1979.  There 
are  about  1.8  million  Jews  in  the  Soviet 
Union. 

emigration  generally  restricted 
The  emigration  of  Soviet  citizens  in  gener- 
al is  restricted,  but  permission  has  been 
granted  to  substantial  numbers  of  Jews,  os- 
tensibly to  reunify  families  separated  by 
World  War  11. 

At  the  Moscow  new  conference,  one  of  the 
committee  members.  Samuil  L.  Zivs,  a  jurist, 
said  those  Jews  who  wanted  to  leave  have 
left  the  country." 

The  Israeli  group  that  gathered  today  re- 
butted the  assertion  by  telling  their  own 
stories.  There  were  10  of  them,  each  with 
two  or  more  people  left  behind,  and  they 
spoke  somberly,  often  choking  back  tears. 
There  was  none  of  the  wit  and  merriment 
that  ran  through  gatherings  of  would-be 
emigres  in  Moscow  in  the  1970's.  none  of  the 
sardonic  humor  that  used  to  keep  them 
afloat. 

"My  letters  don't  get  there,  their  phone  is 
cut  off,"  said  one  of  the  Emigres.  Fanya 
Gorenshtein.  "We  can't  do  anything.  It's 
very  hard,  very  hard.  We  have  no  hope  any- 
more." 

Her  daughter.  Etalina  Godyak.  a  piano 
teacher,  has  been  refused  an  exit  visa  since 
1979.  The  daughter's  husband  is  a  physicist. 
Their  10-year-old  son,  Anton,  was  killed  at  a 
Moscow  school  in  November  1980.  when  an 
older  boy  hit  him  on  the  back  of  the  neck 
with  a  karate  blow.  Mrs.  Gorenshtein  said. 

SEPARATION  PAINFUL  FOR  PARENTS 

For  aging  parents,  the  separation  has 
been  painful.  Asya  Plashchanka,  who  came 
to  Israel  in  1977.  left  her  daughter,  Natalya 
Rozenshtein  and  her  son-in-law.  Grigory 
Rozenshtein,  and  her  two  grandsons.  Mr. 
Rozenshtein,  a  computer  specialist,  has 
been  repeatedly  refused  emigration  since 
1974  and  has  been  placed  under  house 
arrest  from  time  to  time. 

The  older  grandson,  Mikhail,  21,  has  been 
threatened  with  prosecution  for  refusing 
army  service,  despite  a  deferment  as  a  medi- 
cal student,  Mrs.  Plashchanka  said. 

"It  is  the  fourth  generation  of  my  family 
to  suffer, "  she  said.  "In  '37  my  parents  were 
arrested,  my  father  was  shot.  I  am  the  only 
daughter,  and  I  was  left  alone  at  the  age  of 
16.  As  a  daughter  of  an  enemy  of  the 
people.'  I  couldn't  get  a  job.  they  threw  me 
out  everywhere.  Now  my  daughter  and  her 
husband.  Now  my  grandchildren.  Perhaps 
their  children  as  well.  So  Jewish  history  in 
the  Soviet  Union  is  not  yet  closed." 


(By  David  K.  Shipler) 

Jerusalem,  June  13.-A  group  of  Jewish 
emigres  whose  parents,  children  and  friends 
have  been  blocked  from  leaving  the  Soviet 
Union  gathered  today  in  Jerusalem  to  rebut 
a  recent  Soviet  contention  that  almost  all 
Jews  who  wished  to  emigrate  had  done  so. 

The  assertion,  made  in  a  Moscow  news 
conference  last  week  by  a  member  of  the  of- 
ficially backed  Anti-Zionist  Committee,  has 
caused  indignation  in  the  emigre  communi- 
ty. The  Israel  Public  Council  for  Soviet 
Jewry  lists  2.240  emigres  as  having  a  total  of 
8,000  relatives  who  want  to  leave,  according 
to  Ruth  Bar-On,  council  spokesman. 

"We  believe  it  is  perhaps  three  times 
more."  she  said. 

The  Soviet  Anti-Zionist  Committee,  made 
up   of   well-known   Jews,    was   formed   six 


plagued  with  DEEPENING  DOUBT 

Parents,  many  in  their  60s,  are  plagued 
by  the  deepening  doubt  that  they  will  ever 
see  their  children  again. 

Vinya  Belkinas  34-year-old  son,  Yakov 
Rakhlenko,  and  his  wife  and  daughter,  have 
been  waiting  in  Moscow  since  1972  for  per- 
mission to  emigrate.  He  worked  as  a  fitter. 

Rika  Kulbak's  son,  Emmanuil  Lurye,  a  44- 
year-old  chemist,  got  his  visa,  but  he  was 
taken  off  the  plane  Feb.  15,  1980,  and  she 
and  her  husband  came  on  without  him.  Ap- 
peals on  his  behalf  have  been  made  by 
American  scientists,  to  no  avail. 

Vanda  Osnis's  only  son.  Marat,  a  comput- 
er engineer,  has  been  waiting  since  1972.  He 
has  a  wife  and  a  child.  Having  lost  hU  job. 
he  now  gives  physics  and  mathematics  les- 
sons privately  to  earn  some  money,  she  said. 
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"They  don't  receive  my  letters;  I  don't  re- 
ceive theirs,"  Mrs.  Osnis  said.  'For  more 
than  six  years,  I  haven't  received  a  photo- 
graph." 

They  have  occasional  guarded  conversa- 
tions on  the  telephone. 

CHILDREN  LETT  PARENTS  BEHIND 

There  are  some  cases  of  children  who 
made  it  out.  and  parents  who  did  not.  Igor 
Tufeld,  a  student  at  Hebrew  University,  said 
that  his  mother  and  father,  both  with 
health  problems,  had  been  refused  visas  re- 
peatedly since  1977.  They  have  never  seen 
his  wife,  whom  he  met  in  Israel,  nor  have 
they  seen  his  son.  their  grandson.  Mr. 
Tufeld  speaks  with  them  by  phone. 

"They  told  me  they're  really  depressed." 
he  said.  "They  are  just  two  sick  people." 

Similarly.  Bella  Khomak's  parents  are 
living  in  Kishinev,  in  Soviet  Moldavia.  They 
all  applied  together  in  1977.  but  her  father, 
who  used  to  work  in  an  office  that  distribut- 
ed electrical  equipment,  was  refused  a  visa. 
Mrs.  Khomak,  who  was  divorced,  came 
ahead  to  Israel  with  her  daughter. 

Preda  Shkolnik's  husband.  Itskhak.  has 
l)een  released  after  seven  years  in  prison  for 
anti-Soviet  agitation  and  espionage  for  the 
Israelis,  but  no  prospect  of  his  emigration  is 
in  sight.  She  and  his  daughter,  now  16, 
came  without  him. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Saunders,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  NU- 
CLEAR REGULATORY  COMMIS- 
SION-MESSAGE FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT-PM  71 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompany- 
ing report:  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  EInvironment  and 
Public  Works: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  the  Eighth 
Annual  Report  of  the  Nuclear  Regula- 
tory Commission  as  required  by  Sec- 
tion 307(c)  of  the  Energy  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1974  (42  U.S.C.  5877). 

The  report  covers  fiscal  year  1982, 
with  occasional  treatment  of  events 
occurring  after  that  period. 

Ronald  Reagan. 
The  White  House.  August  2,  1983. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  9:56  a.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  has  passed 
the  following  bills,  in  which  it  requests 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  1646.  An  act  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  and  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act  to  assure  sufficient  re- 
sources to  pay  current  and  future  benefits 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974. 


to  make  technical  changes,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and 

H.R.  3394.  An  act  to  provide  additional  au- 
thority for  the  consolidation  of  student 
loans  and  to  make  certain  other  changes  in 
Federal  student  financial  assistance. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  section  4(a)  of  Public  Law 
96-114,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  98- 
33,  the  Speaker  appoints  as  additional 
members  of  the  Congressional  Award 
Board  the  following:  Mr.  A.  J.  F. 
O'Reilly  of  Pittsburgh.  Pa:  Dr.  Juanita 
Kreps  of  Durham,  N.C:  Mr.  Christo- 
pher F.  Edley  of  New  York.  N.Y..  and 
Dr.  Henry  Viscardi.  Jr.,  of  Albertson. 
N.Y.;  and  Mr.  Douglas  A.  Eraser  of 
Northville.  Mich.,  for  the  remainder  of 
the  term  of  Ms.  Dinah  Shore:  and  that 
pursuant  to  section  4(a)  of  Public  Law 
96-114,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  98- 
33,  the  minority  leader  appoints  as  ad- 
ditional members  of  the  Congressional 
Award  Board  the  following:  The  Hon- 
orable Gerald  R.  Ford  of  Rancho 
Mirage.  Calif.;  Mr.  Curtis  L.  Carlson  of 
Minneapolis.  Minn.;  Mr.  Allen  H.  Neu- 
harth  of  Rochester.  N.Y.:  and  Mr.  C. 
William  Verity,  Jr.,  of  Middletown, 
Ohio. 

At  2:11  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  was  deliv- 
ered by  Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading 
clerks,  announced  that  the  Speaker 
had  signed  the  following  enrolled  bills 
and  joint  resolution: 

S.  272.  An  act  to  improve  small  business 
access  to  Federal  procurement  information. 

S.  930.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Smithsoni- 
an Institution  to  purchase  land  in  Santa 
Cruz  County.  Ariz. 

H.J.  Res.  338.  Joint  resolution  to  correct 
Public  Law  98-63  due  to  an  error  in  the  en- 
rollment of  H.R.  3069. 

The  bills  and  joint  resolution  were 
subsequently  signed  by  the  President 
pro  tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

At  3:18  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  was  deliv- 
ered by  Ms.  Goetz.  one  of  its  reading 
clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  2355)  to  estab- 
lish an  emergency  program  of  job 
training  assistance  for  disabled  veter- 
ans and  veterans  of  the  Vietnam  era. 
with  amendments,  in  which  it  requests 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate; 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  House  has  passed  the  following 
bill,  with  an  amendment,  in  which  it 
requests  the  concurrence  of  the 
Senate: 

S.  64.  An  act  to  establish  the  Irish  Wilder- 
ness in  Mark  Twain  National  Forest.  Mo. 

The  message  further  announced 
that  the  House  has  passed  the  follow- 
ing bills,  in  which  it  requests  the  con- 
currence of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  1556.  An  act  to  authorize  the  convey- 
ance of  the  Liberty  ship  John  W.  Brown; 
and 

H.R.  3564.  An  act  to  require  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier  announce- 
ment of  the  1984  crop  feed  grain  program 


and  to  the  1985  crop  wheat  and  feed  grain 
programs. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  House  has  agreed  to  the  following 
concurrent  resolution,  in  which  it  re- 
quests the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  40.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  maintain  cur- 
rent efforts  in  Federal  nutrition  programs 
to  prevent  increases  in  domestic  hunger. 

The  message  further  announced 
that  pursuant  to  section  4(a)  of  Public 
Law  96-114,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
98-33.  the  Speaker  appoints  as  a 
member  of  the  Congressional  Award 
Board:  Mr.  Joseph  J.  Gouthro  of  At- 
lantic Highlands.  N.J..  vice  Mr.  A.  J.  F. 
O'Reilly  of  Pittsburgh.  Pa. 


HOUSE  MEASURE  REFERRED 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  1556.  An  act  to  authorize  the  convey- 
ance of  the  Liberty  ship  John  W.  Brown;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 


HOUSE  CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION  REFERRED 

The  following  concurrent  resolution 
was  read,  and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.  Con.  Res.  40.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  maintain  cur- 
rent efforts  in  Federal  nutrition  programs 
to  prevent  increases  in  domestic  hunger;  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  reported  that  on 
today.  August  2,  1983.  he  had  present- 
ed to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  following  enrolled  bills: 

S.  272.  An  act  to  improve  small  business 
access  to  Federal  procurement  information; 
and 

S.  930.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Smithsoni- 
an Institution  to  purchase  land  in  Santa 
Cruz  County,  Ariz. 


REPORT  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

Mr.  LAXALT,  from  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations, without  amendment. 

S.  1721.  An  original  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Departments  of  Commerce, 
Justice,  and  State,  the  Judiciary,  and  relat- 
ed agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  No.  98-206). 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  with  amendments. 

S.  1625.  A  bill  to  amend  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Retirement  Reform  Act. 


By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs:  James  Brian  Hyland, 
of  Virginia,  to  be  Inspector  General,  Depart- 
ment of  Labor. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  as 
in  executive  session,  I  report  from  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation,  favorably  a  nomina- 
tion list  in  the  Coast  Guard  which  ap- 
peared in  its  entirety  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  August  1.  1983;  and, 
to  save  the  expense  of  reprinting  them 
on  the  Executive  Calendar.  I  ask  that 
they  lie  on  the  Secretary's  desk  for 
the  information  of  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ment;    to    the    Committee    on    Labor    and 
Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  NUNN  (for  himself.  Mr.  Mat- 

TiNGLY.   Mr.    Bumpers.   Mr.   Chiles. 

Mr.    DeConcini.    Mr.    Heflin,    Mr. 

HOLLINGS.       Mr.       HUDDLESTON.       Mr. 

Levin,    Mr.    Moynihan,    Mr.    Ran- 
dolph, Mr.  ZoRiNSKY,  Mr.  D'Amato. 
Mr.  Abdnor,  Mr.  Durenberger.  Mr. 
East.  Mr.  Goldwater,  Mr.  Hatfield, 
Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Kasten,  Mr.  Laxalt, 
Mr.  Percy,  Mr.  Tower.  Mr.  Thur- 
mond. Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  Bentsen,  and 
Mr.  Inouye): 
S.J.  Res.  142.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  week  of  October  3  through  October  9. 
1983.    as     'National    Productivity    Improve- 
ment   Week.";    to    the    Committee   on    the 
Judiciary. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  LAXALT: 
S.  1721.  An  original  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Departments  of  Commerce, 
Justice,  and  State,  the  Judiciary,  and  relat- 
ed agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30,  1984,  and  for  other  purposes; 
from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations; 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

By  Mr.  HATCH  (by  request): 
S.  1722.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  Community 
Services  Block  Grant  Act,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses;   to    the    Committee    on    Labor    and 
Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  MATTINGLY: 
S.  1723.  A  bill  to  redesignate  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative  as  the  Presi- 
dent's Representative  for  Trade  Negotia- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  DOMENICI: 
S.  1724.  A  bill  to  designate  the  Federal 
Building  in  X^as  Cruces,  New  Mexico  as  the 
"Harold  L.  Runnels  Federal  Building.  ";  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

By  Mrs.  HAWKINS: 
S.  1725.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  respecting  powers  and 
procedures  in  immigration  emergencies,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  EAGLETON  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Huddleston.     Mr.     Zorinsky.     Mr. 
BoREN,     Mr.     Sarbanes,     and     Mr. 
Baccus): 
S.  1726.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  purchase  stored  commod- 
ities from  producers  under  certain  circum- 
stances; to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

By  Mr.  McCLURE  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Garn  and  Mr.  Armstrong): 
S.  1727.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1977  to  reform  and  reduce  the  cost  of 
administering  the  food  stamp  program,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture. Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Andrews.  Mr.  Heinz.  Mr.  Sarbanes. 
Mr.  Rollings.  Mr.  Riegle.  Mr.  Mat- 
sunaga.  Mr.  Cranston.  Mr.  Tsoncas. 
Mr.  Gorton.  Mr.  Metzenbaum.  Mr. 
Specter,  and  Mr.  Inouye): 
S.  1728.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  National  Task  Force  on  Organ 
Procurement    and    Transplant    Reimburse- 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
By  Mr.  HATCH  (by  request): 
S.  1722.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  Commu- 
nity Services  Block  Grant  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
repeal  of  the  community  services  block 
grant  act 
•  Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  today 
by  request  of  the  administration  I  am 
introducing  legislation  to  end  the  sep- 
arate authorization  of  the  community 
services  block  grant.  Many  of  the  func- 
tions of  the  community  services  block 
grant  program  are  served  by  the  social 
services    block    grant    program,    and 
therefore,  it  makes  sense  to  consoli- 
date these  functions  and  the  requisite 
funding  under  one  program.  The  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices is  proposing  in  separate  legislation 
an  enhancement  of  the  social  services 
block  grant  authorization  to  account 
for  community  services  functions  that 
are   not   now   included   in   this  block 
grant. 

The  community  services  block  grant 
and  the  social  services  block  grant 
were  both  passed  as  part  of  the  Omni- 
bus Reconciliation  Act  of  1981.  These 
two  programs  were  components  of 
President  Reagan's  first  New  Federal- 
ism initiative.  They  were  designed  to 
replace  highly  restrictive  categorical 
grant  programs  with  broader  block 
grant  programs  that  would  allow  the 
States  greater  flexibility  in  meeting 
the  needs  for  social  and  community 
services.  States  have  varying  popula- 
tions with  varying  needs  and  varying 
concepts  on  how  these  needs  should  be 
met,  and  it  is  only  reasonable  to  give 
the  States  the  latitude  to  accommo- 
date these  differences.  Also,  over  the 
past  20  years  there  has  been  a  sub- 
stantial improvement  in  both  the  ad- 
ministrative and  technical  capacities 
of  the  States  to  establish  and  coordi- 
nate social  programs. 

However,  it  is  true  that  when  the 
community  services  block  grant  was 
enacted  in  1981,  the  States  had  no  spe- 
cific experience  in  operating  the  com- 
munity services  programs.  These  pro- 
grams had  heretofore  been  adminis- 


tered by  a  separate  Federal  agency 
that  has  since  passed  from  the  scene. 
Consequently,  an  array  of  restrictions 
were  included  in  the  community  serv- 
ices block  grant  authorization  to  pro- 
tect existing  grant  recipients  and  to 
insure  that  certain  specific  functions 
would  be  performed.  This  October,  the 
States  will  have  had  2  years  of  experi- 
ence with  the  community  services 
block  grant  and  the  community  serv- 
ices programs.  Therefore,  it  is  time  to 
ease  the  restrictions  so  that  the  States 
can  use  their  experience  to  improve 
the  services  that  are  provided  the  el- 
derly and  the  needy.  This  legislation 
that  the  administration  is  proposing 
and  I  am  introducing  today  is  designed 
to  accomplish  this  end.» 


By  Mr.  MATTINGLY: 

S.  1723.  A  bill  to  redesignate  the  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  as  the  Presi- 
dent's Representative  for  Trade  Nego- 
tiations, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Mattingly  and 
the  text  of  the  legislation  appear  earli- 
er in  today's  Record.) 


By  Mr.  DOMENICI: 
S.  1724.  A  bill  to  designate  the  Fed- 
eral building  in  Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  as 
the  "Harold  L.  Runnels  Federal  Build- 
ing"; to  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works. 

HAROLD  L.  runnels  FEDERAL  BUILDING 

•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  rising  today  to  introduce  legisla- 
tion to  name  the  Federal  building  in 
Las  Cruces.  N.  Mex.,  as  the  Harold  L. 
Runnels  Federal  Building.  Former 
Congressman  Runnels  served  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  for  10  years 
and  was  a  popular  and  respected  Rep- 
resentative of  the  people  of  New 
Mexico. 

Harold  Runnels  was  elected  to  his 
first  term  in  1970.  Over  the  10  years  of 
his  service,  he  distinguished  himself  as 
a  fiscal  conservative  who  called  for 
fiscal  restraint  long  before  others  in 
the  Congress  were  worried  about 
budget  deficits. 

Harold  Runnels  served  the  people  of 
New  Mexico  well.  His  basic  philosophy 
was  to  work  with  all  groups  to  arrive 
at  a  final  understanding  that  would  be 
supported  by  all  involved.  His  unique 
ability  to  bring  divergent  interests  to- 
gether earned  him  the  respect  of  New 
Mexicans. 

Regrettably,  Congressman  Runnels 
died  of  a  terminal  illness  almost  3 
years  ago,  on  August  5.  1980.  The 
memory  of  his  good  work  remains  with 
the  people  of  New  Mexico,  and  it  is  a 
fitting  tribute  to  name  the  Federal 
building  in  Las  Cruces  in  his  memory. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  that  the 
Senate  might  act  swiftly  on  this  bill, 
and  I  request  that  the  text  of  the  leg- 
islation appear  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1724 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
building  located  at  200  Grlgg  Street.  Las 
Cruces,  New  Mexico,  knovm  as  the  Federal 
Building,  shall  hereafter  be  known  and  des- 
ignated as  the  "Harold  L.  Runnels  Federal 
Building".  Any  reference  in  a  law.  map.  reg- 
ulation, document,  record,  or  other  paper  of 
the  United  States  to  that  building  shall  be 
deemed  to  l)e  a  reference  to  the  ■Harold  L. 
Runnels  Federal  Building".* 


By   Mr.    EAGLETON   (for   him- 
self, Mr.  HuDDLESTON,  Mr.  Zor- 
INSKY,    Mr.    BoREN,    Mr.    Sar- 
BANES,  and  Mr.  Baucus): 
S.  1726.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  to  purchase  stored 
commodities    from    producers    under 
certain  circumstances;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

MORE  NEEDS  TO  BE  DONE  TO  PROTECT  FARMERS 
FROM  WAREHOUSE  BANKRUPTCIES 

•  Mr.  EAGLETON.  Mr.  President,  on 
a  numlaer  of  occasions,  the  Senate  has 
considered  and  approved  legislation  to 
revise  the  bankruptcy  laws  to  assist 
farmers  who  unfortunately  find  their 
grain  tied  up  in  a  warehouse  bankrupt- 
cy action. 

Although  changes  in  the  bankruptcy 
laws  are  clearly  necessary,  in  my  opin- 
ion they  do  not  go  far  enough.  In  situ- 
ations where  the  assets  of  the  ware- 
house are  less  then  its  indebtedness  or 
where  a  shortage  of  grain  exists,  even 
if  the  proposed  changes  in  the  bank- 
ruptcy law  are  enacted,  the  farmers  in- 
volved would  still  suffer  unacceptable 
financial  losses.  No  matter  what 
change  is  made  in  the  bankruptcy  law, 
it  would  not  protect  farmers  in  such 
situations.  I  have  been  particularly  in- 
terested in  what  is  happening  with 
federally  licensed  warehouses  and 
those  warehouses  with  uniform  grain 
storage  agreements  with  the  Federal 
Government.  When  a  farmer  stores 
his  grain  in  one  of  these  warehouses 
which  has  an  implicit  stamp  of  ap- 
proval of  the  Federal  Government  on 
it.  he  should  feel  confident  that  his 
grain  is  safe.  Unfortunately,  that  is 
not  necessarily  so. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  a  report  that  has  just 
been  issued  by  the  General  Account- 
ing Office  on  this  very  subject.  Back  in 
1981,  GAO  made  some  very  specific 
suggestions  as  to  actions  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  should  take  to  im- 
prove the  inspection  and  financial 
review  of  grain  warehouses.  GAO  be- 
lieved that  if  their  suggestions  were 
implemented,  the  chances  of  detecting 
warehouses  which  were  experiencing 
financial  difficulties  and  which  had 
the  potential  of  going  bankrupt  would 
be  improved.  GAO  was  convinced 
USDA  could  better  their  preventive  ef- 


forts and,  therefore,  reduce  the  inci- 
dence of  warehouse  bankruptcies. 

The  most  recent  GAO  review,  com- 
pleted at  my  request,  looked  specifical- 
ly at  what  USDA  has  done  to  improve 
its  inspection  program  and  implement 
the  GAO  recommendations.  After  a 
yearlong  review,  GAO  has  concluded 
that  the  grain  warehouse  industry's  fi- 
nancial problems  have  not  lessened, 
that  the  Department  has  reduced  the 
number  of  warehouse  examination 
hours  expended  and  the  frequency 
rate  of  warehouse  examinations,  and, 
finally,  that  the  financial  reporting  re- 
quirements for  federally  examined 
warehouses  are  inadequate  to  insure  a 
thorough  review  of  a  warehouse's  fi- 
nancial condition. 

Mr.  President,  what  GAO  has  found 
is  that  the  USDA  is  still  doing  far 
from  the  maximum  it  could  to  prevent 
warehouse  bankruptcies.  It  is  appall- 
ing to  me  that  when  it  would  be  so 
easy  to  improve  their  reviews  and  im- 
prove their  financial  reporting  re- 
quirements in  order  to  help  prevent 
bankruptcies  before  they  happen, 
USDA  has  not  done  so. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  high  time  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  take 
the  issue  of  warehouse  bankruptcies 
seriously.  The  GAO  found  that  there 
were  23  bankruptcies  amongst  ware- 
houses with  USDA  uniform  grain  stor- 
age agreements  in  1982.  In  the  first  2 
months  of  1983,  seven  more  ware- 
houses with  agreements  went  bank- 
rupt. Needless  to  say,  this  is  not  a  ster- 
ling record. 

I  am  today  introducing  legislation 
similar  to  what  I  proposed  last  year 
which  would  give  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture additional  authority  to  assist 
farmers  caught  up  in  grain  warehouse 
bankruptcies.  Since  the  Secretary  is 
apparently  reluctant  to  take  the  steps 
necessary  to  help  prevent  bankrupt- 
cies in  the  warehouses  USDA  licenses 
and  inspects,  I  believe  it  is  incumbent 
upon  him  to  assist  farmers  who  are 
caught  up  in  such  bankruptcies. 

Two  major  changes  have  been  made 
to  the  bill  compared  with  how  it  read 
last  year.  First,  the  Secretary  would 
now  be  required  to  provide  assistance 
to  producers  who  wanted  it  rather 
than  it  being  at  his  discretion  to  do  so 
and,  second,  under  this  legislation  the 
Secretary  could  make  payment  to 
farmers  in  either  cash  or  commodities 
as  opposed  to  just  cash. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
digest  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office  report  and  a  copy  of  the  bill  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
PoLLOwup  ON  Actions  Needed  To  Protect 

Depositors     at      Federally     Examined 

Grain  Warehouses 

digest 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  adminis- 
ters a  voluntary  licensing  and  examination 


program  for  warehouses  storing  agricultural 
commodities  under  the  U.S.  Warehouse  Act. 
The  Department's  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  <AMS)  administers  the  program  to 
ensure  that  producers  and  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment have  safe  storage  facilities.  It  also 
sets  requirements  for  and  examines  ware- 
houses storing  commodities  owned  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  or 
pledged  to  CCC  as  loan  collateral. 

On  June  19.  1981.  GAO  issued  a  report  en- 
titled "More  Can  be  Done  To  Protect  De- 
positors at  Federally  Examined  Grain  Ware- 
houses" <GAO/CED-81-112)  which  recom- 
mended that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
make  changes  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture's warehouse  examination  and  finan- 
cial data  review  procedures  to  provide  in- 
creased protection  to  depositors  at  grain 
warehouses.  The  report  estimates  that  as 
many  as  300  of  the  6.400  warehouses  then 
subject  to  Federal  examination  may  have 
been  financially  unsound. 

The  Ranking  Minority  Member.  Subcom- 
mittee on  Agriculture.  Rural  Development, 
and  Related  Agencies.  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  asked  GAO  to  provide  up- 
dated information  on  (1)  actions  taken  by 
Agriculture  to  implement  GAO's  recommen- 
dations. (2)  the  impact  of  the  fiscal  year 
1983  budget  on  the  Department's  ability  to 
improve  its  inspection  activities,  and  (3)  the 
extent  of  financial  problems  in  the  grain 
warehouse  industry. 

Actions  taken  on  previous  GAO 
recommendations 

GAO's  1981  report  found  that  the  devel- 
opment  and  use  of  a  reliable  formula  for 
predicting  warehouses  that  may  go  bank- 
rupt in  the  foreseeable  future  would  make 
the  Federal  warehouse  examination  pro- 
gram more  effective.  Accordingly,  GAO  rec- 
ommended to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  appropriate  action  be  taken. 

As  a  result,  the  Department  is  in  the  proc- 
ess of  developing  a  predictive  formula  to 
help  identify  grain  warehouses  in  danger  of 
bankruptcy,  as  GAO  recommended. 

In  response  to  GAO  recommendations 
calling  for  stricter  financial  reporting  re- 
quirements. AMS  and  CCC  amended  their 
regulations  effective  July  1.  1982.  AMS  reg- 
ulations now  require  that  financial  state- 
ments be  prepared  in  accordance  with  gen- 
erally accepted  accounting  principles  and 
that  they  be  audited  by  an  independent  cer- 
tified public  accountant.  AMS  regulations 
also  provide  that  financial  statements  may 
be  audited  or  reviewed  by  independent 
public  accountants  but  will  be  accepted  with 
the  understanding  that  the  warehouse  will 
be  subject  to  an  onsite  examination  and 
audit  by  the  Secretary. 

In  contrast.  CCC  regulations  provide  that 
financial  statements  may  be  accompanied 
by  either  a  report  of  audit  or  review  con- 
ducted by  an  independent  certified  public 
accountaint  or  by  an  independent  public  ac- 
countant or  with  a  compilation  report.' 
CCC  procedures  provide  that  financial 
statements  not  audited  by  a  certified  public 
accountant  may  be  subject  to  an  examina- 
tion by  the  Secretary.  (See  p.  8.)    • 

GAO  believes  that  because  review  reports 
and  compilation  reports  do  not  contain  an 
accountant's  opinion,  the  reports  do  not 
provide  the  Department  with  sufficiently 
reliable    financial     information    on    ware- 


'  A  compilation  report  is  management's  represen- 
tation of  the  financial  statement.  No  auditing  or  re- 
viewing has  been  done  and,  accordingly,  no  opinion 
or  any  other  form  of  assurance  ts  given. 


houses.  A  review  may  bring  to  the  account- 
ant's attention  significant  matters  affecting 
the   financial  statements,  but  it  does  not 
provide  assurance  that  the  accountant  will 
become  aware  of  all  significant  matters  that 
would  be  disclosed  in  an  audit.  Further,  in  a 
compilation  report,  the  accountant  does  not 
express  any  opinion  on  the  financial  state- 
ments. An  audit,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a 
critical    examination    of    the    accounting 
records  by  a  public  accountant.  Through  an 
evaluation  of  the  company's  system  of  inter- 
nal controls,  inspection  of  documents,  obser- 
vation of  assets,  and  other  accounting  proce- 
dures, the  accountant  will  gather  evidence 
necessary  to  express  an  opinion  on  the  fair- 
ness of  the  company's  financial  statements. 
Financial  statemente  audited  by  independ- 
ent  certified   public   accountants   or   inde- 
pendent public  accountants,  although  more 
costly,  would  provide  the  Department  and 
depositors  at  federally  examined  grain  ware- 
houses   with    greater    assurance    that    the 
warehouses'   financial  statements  are  reli- 
able. The  audited  statements  are  reliable. 
The  audited  statements  would  provide  de- 
positors with  a  better  indication  as  to  the 
warehouses'  financial  condition.  (See  p.  9.) 
Recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture 
Although  the  Department  has  amended 
its   warehouse    financial    reporting    regula- 
tions since  the  June  1981  report.  GAO  rec- 
ommends that  the  Department  revise  its 
regulations  to  require  that  federally  exam- 
ined  warehouses   submit   annual   financial 
statements  accompanied  by  an  audit  report 
prepared  by  an  independent  certified  public 
accountant  or  independent  public  account- 
ant. (See  p.  10.) 

Extent  of  financial  problems  at  grain 
warehouses 
GAO  concluded  that  the  industry's  finan- 
cial problems  have  not  lessened.  For  exam- 
ple, the  number  of  warehouses  that  have 
filed  for  bankruptcy  or  liquidated  increased 
from  14  in  1980  to  23  in  1982.  Further,  of 
the  19  warehouses  identified  in  GAO's  June 
1981  report  that  met  GAO's  criteria  for 
being  in  financial  trouble,  only  8  were  still 
in  operation  under  the  same  owner.  (See  p. 
13.) 

Impact  of  fiscal  year  1983  budget  on 
inspection  activities 
The  Department  has  reduced  the  number 
of  examination  hours  expended  and  the  fre- 
quency rate  of  warehouse  examinations. 
However,  Department  officials  stated  that 
the  funds  available  in  the  fiscal  year  1983 
budget  was  not  a  factor  in  its  reduction  deci- 
sion because  warehouses  would  be  responsi- 
ble for  all  or  part  of  the  examination  cost. 
(See  p.  18.) 

Department  officials  also  stated  that  the 
July  1.  1982.  changes  to  the  financial  report- 
ing requirements  would  provide  them  with 
additional  financial  information  on  ware- 
houses. They  believe  that  the  additional  in- 
formation would  make  it  possible  to  reduce 
the  frequency  of  examinations  needed  to  de- 
termine warehouses'  financial  condition. 

GAO  believes  that  the  reduction  in  the 
frequency  of  warehouse  examinations  was 
premature  considering  the  current  financial 
condition  of  the  grain  warehouse  industry 
and  the  lack  of  a  predictive  formula  to  be 
used  for  establishing  priorities  and  frequen- 
cies of  examinations.  GAO  also  believes  that 
any  reductions  in  the  frequency  of  ware- 
house examinations  should  not  have  been 
made  until  its  recommendations  regarding 
financial  reporting  requirements  and  the  de- 
velopment   of    a   predictive    formula   have 


been  implemented  and  an  improved  finan- 
cial condition  demonstrated.  Until  then,  the 
reduction  in  the  frequency  of  examinations 
increases  the  possibility  that  some  ware- 
houses which  are  short  of  grain  or  are  in  fi- 
nancial difficulty  will  go  undetected,  in- 
creasing the  likelihood  of  bankruptcy  or  liq- 
uidation. 


Agency  comments  and  GAO  evaluation 
GAO  obtained  comments  from  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  which  generally 
agreed  with  the  report's  factual  content. 
From  an  accounting  viewpoint,  the  Depart- 
ment agreed  with  GAO's  evaluation  that  fi- 
nancial statements  accompanied  by  an  audit 
report  prepared  by  an  independent  certified 
public  accountant  or  by  an  independent 
public  accountant  would  provide  the  most 
reliable  indication  of  a  warehouse's  finan- 
cial condition.  However,  from  an  operations 
viewpoint,  the  Department  believes  that  the 
financial  information  contained  in  compila- 
tion reports  provides  CCC  with  adequate  as- 
surance as  to  the  solvency  of  warehouses. 

GAO  believes  that  compilation  reports  do 
not  provide  sufficiently  reliable  financial  in- 
formation because  they  do  not  contain  an 
opinion  by  an  accountant  on  the  financial 
condition  of  the  warehouse.  GAO  believes 
that  annual  financial  statements,  accompa- 
nied by  an  audit  report  prepared  by  an  inde- 
pendent certified  public  accountant  or  inde- 
pendent public  accountant,  containing  an 
accountant's  opinion  of  the  financial  .state- 
ments, provide  a  more  reliable  indication  of 
a  warehouse's  financial  condition. 

S.  1726 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Agriculture  and  Food  Act  of  1981  Is  amend- 
ed by  Inserting  after  section  1122  a  new  sec- 
tion as  follows: 

"authority  of  the  secretary  of  agricul- 
ture   TO    purchase    stored    commodities 

FROM     PRODUCERS     UNDER     CERTAIN     CIRCUM- 
STANCES 

•Sec  1123.  (a)  In  any  case  In  which  a 
warehouse  licensed  under  the  United  States 
Warehouse  Act.  or  licensed  under  a  State 
law  comparable  to  such  Act.  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture— 

'•(1)  has  filed  a  voluntary  petition  In  bank- 
ruptcy, 

"(2)  has  had  an  Involuntary  petition  m 
bankruptcy  filed  against  it.  or 

"(3)  Is  unable  to  release  commodities  In 
the  possession  of  such  warehouse  because 
such  warehouse  has  Instituted,  or  has  had 
Instituted  against  It.  under  a  State  law  pro- 
ceedings relating  to  financial  insolvency, 
the  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  a  pro- 
ducer, purchase  from  such  producer  the 
quantity  of  any  agricultural  commodity 
stored  by  such  producer  In  such  warehouse 
if  such  producer  has  a  warehouse  receipt  (or 
other  valid  document  of  title  or  ownership 
defined  in  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary) for  such  commodity. 

"(b)  The  price  which  the  Secretary  shall 
pay  any  producer  under  subsection  (a)  for 
any  agricultural  commodity  shall  be  based 
upon  the  prevailing  market  price  for  the 
commodity  on  the  day  on  which  the  petition 
In  bankruptcy  referred  to  In  subsection  (a) 
was  filed  or  the  day  on  which  proceedings 
were  Instituted  under  State  law.  as  the  case 
may  be,  minus  applicable  storage  charges, 
or  in  lieu  of  cash  payment  the  Secretary 
may  make  payment  in  the  form  of  an  equiv- 
alent amount  of  agricultural  commodity  of 


equal  quality  to  that  stored  by  such  produc- 
er in  such  warehouse. 

•■(c)  If  the  Secretary  purchases,  under  the 
authority  of  this  section,  any  quantity  of  an 
agricultural  commodity  stored  in  a  ware- 
house referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  by  a  pro- 
ducer described  In  such  subsection,  the 
United  States  shall  be  subrogated  to  any 
right  or  claim  that  such  producer  or  such 
producer's  personal  representative,  succes- 
sor, dependents,  or  sunivors  may  have 
against  such  warehouse  with  respect  to  the 
commodity  purchased  by  the  Secretary. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section  through  the  Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation. 

•■(e)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  such  regula- 
tions as  the  Secretary  determines  necessary 
to  carry  out  this  section  not  later  than 
ninety  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  section."* 


By  Mr.  KENNEDY  (for  himself. 

Mr.  Andrews,  Mr.  Heinz,  Mr. 

Sarbanes,   Mr.   Rollings,   Mr. 

Riegle,    Mr.    Matsunaga.    Mr. 

Cranston,    Mr.    Tsongas,    Mr. 

Gorton.  Mr.  Metzenbaum.  Mr. 

Specter,  and  Mr.  Inouve): 
S.  1728.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the 
esablishment  of  a  National  Task  Force 
on  Organ  Procurement  and  Trans- 
plant Reimbursement;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

NATIONAL  TASK  FORCE  ON  ORGAN  PROCUREMENT 
AND  TRANSPLANT  REIMBURSEMENT 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  joining  with  Senators  An- 
drews. Heinz.  Sarbanes.  Hollings, 
Riegle.  Matsunaga.  Cranston,  Tson- 
GAS,  Gorton,  and  Metzenbaum  in  in- 
troducing a  bill  to  create  a  National 
Task  Force  on  Organ  Procurement 
and  Transplant  Reimbursement. 

The  tragic  plight  of  a  series  of  chil- 
dren in  desperate  need  of  liver  trans- 
plants in  order  to  live  has  filled  our 
media  over  the  last  several  months 
and  awakened  the  compassion  and 
concern  of  the  American  public.  Anx- 
ious parents  have  sought  out  TV  cam- 
eras and  newspaper  reporters  in  fran- 
tic efforts  to  locate  suitable  donors 
before  their  children  die. 

Some  of  these  stories  have  had 
happy  and  others  tragic  endings. 

The  publicized  cases  are  only  the  tip 
of  the  iceberg.  Not  only  are  there 
many  children  needing  liver  trans- 
plants whose  cases  never  draw  public 
attention,  other  organs  are  needed  by 
American  citizens  but  are  not  avail- 
able. There  are  major  concerns  about 
the  adequacy  and  effectiveness  of  the 
information  directed  to  the  medical 
community,  the  clergy,  and  the  public 
safety  community.  There  are  deep 
concerns  that  the  current  system  of 
organ  identification  and  allocation  is 
inadequate,  poorly  coordinated,  and 
ineffective  in  meeting  life  and  death 
needs. 

As  a  result  of  these  concerns  and  the 
obvious  need  for  information  by  the 
American  people,  I  am  introducing  leg- 
islation   to    create    a    National    Task 
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Force    on    Organ    Procurement    and 
Transplant  Reimbursement. 

This  bill  directs  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  to  con- 
vene a  12-member  task  force  to: 

Assess  the  current  status  and  ade- 
quacy of  organ  procurement  and  dis- 
semination mechanisms. 

Develop  a  plan  for  creating  a  well- 
developed,  coordinated  system  for  a 
comprehensive  organ  donor  and  dis- 
semination network. 

Develop  a  plan  for  the  education  of 
the  medical  community,  the  general 
public,  the  clergy  and  public  safety  of- 
ficers on  the  issues  of  organ  transplan- 
tation and  procurement. 

Assess  the  appropriateness  role  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  estab- 
lishment and  maintenance  of  an  organ 
procurement  system. 

Develop  a  plan  for  a  permanent 
body  to  make  recommendations  to 
public  and  private  insurers  on  the  ap- 
propriations of  insurance  reimburse- 
ment for  particular  transplant  proce- 
dures. 

American  Academy  of  Pediatrics  in 
New  York  City.  As  a  result  of  major 
television  network  coverage  of  Mr. 
Fiske's  appeal,  a  liver  from  a  10- 
month-old  Salt  Lake  City  auto  acci- 
dent victim  was  offered  for  transplan- 
tation. 

One  week  ago.  the  President  made  a 
plea  for  a  liver  to  save  the  life  of  a 
dying  girl.  Two  days  later  a  wire  serv- 
ice story  brought  news  of  a  Congress- 
man's letter  to  the  President  inform- 
ing him  of  another  child  dying  of  a 
rare  liver  disease. 

Despite  the  humane  ends  served  by 
these  media  appeals,  it  would  clearly 
be  in  the  best  interest  of  patients,  the 
families,  and  our  society  if  such  des- 
perate measures  were  not  necessary. 

This  turn  to  the  media  to  identify 
and  allocate  organs  for  transplanta- 
tion has  been  forced  on  Americans  be- 
cause of  the  shortage  of  organs  and 
the  difficulty  of  identifying  appropri- 
ate potential  donors.  The  shortage  of 
organs  is  real. 

The  number  of  potential  annual 
liver  transplants  is  about  4.600  nation- 
ally; yet,  only  around  100  liver  trans- 
plants will  be  performed  this  year. 
The  number  of  recipients  is  expected 
to  increase  as  improvements  occur  in 
transplantation  techniques. 

Some  doctors  estimate  that  at  least 
12,000  Americans  are  potential  candi- 
dates for  heart  transplants.  Yet,  only 
100  Americans  are  expected  to  receive 
a  heart  transplant  this  year. 

Despite  the  fact  more  than  5,000 
people  will  have  kidney  transplants 
this  year,  there  are  between  6.000  to 
8.000  people  currently  awaiting  donor 
kidneys.  Furthermore,  experts  believe 
that  10.000  kidney  transplants  annual- 
ly will  be  possible  within  5  years  if  the 
necessary  organs  are  available. 

These  numbers  put  the  organ  trans- 
plant issues  in  a  perspective  that  is 


hard  to  ignore.  It  is  easy  to  under- 
stand the  desperation  and  fear  felt  by 
potential  organ  recipients  and  their 
families.  And.  apparently,  the  despera- 
tion and  fear  is  not  unfounded.  Donald 
Denny,  director  of  Organ  Procurement 
for  the  University  Health  Center  for 
Pittsburgh  is  quoted  in  an  October 
1982  issue  of  U.S.  News  &  World 
Report  as  saying  that  his  center  lost  a 
dozen  patients  over  a  2-year  period 
who  were  waiting  for  suitable  livers; 
one  patient  waited  almost  5  years  for  a 
suitable  kidney. 

The  tragedy  of  the  shortages  is  even 
more  striking  when  we  realize  that 
only  2,500  kidney  donors  were  found 
last  year  among  the  estimated  20,000 
potential  American  donors. 

Among  the  reasons  given  for  the 
shortage  of  donors  are  physician  reluc- 
tance to  discuss  organ  donation  with 
grieving  families,  lack  of  family  aware- 
ness, lack  of  information  on  the  part 
of  the  medical  community,  and  com- 
plexity in  obtaining  the  cooperation  of 
a  transplant  team.  Perhaps  most  im- 
portant, there  is  not  adequate  national 
network  to  solicit,  identify,  and  match 
donors  and  need. 

Congressman  Albert  Gore,  chair- 
man of  the  House  Science  and 
Technology  Subcommittee  on  Investi- 
gations and  Oversight,  held  hearings 
in  April  of  this  year  on  the  problems 
of  organ  procurement,  distribution, 
and  reimbursement.  Mr.  Gore  found 
that  the  existing  system  for  organ  pro- 
curement is  fragmented,  with  pro- 
found variation  from  locality  to  locali- 
ty, and  lacks  a  cohesive  national  or  re- 
gional organizational  strategy. 

In  the  area  of  kidney  transplants. 
Congressman  Gore  found  that  exist- 
ing programs  for  organ  transplanta- 
tion were  supported  by  Federal  funds 
provided  as  reimbursement  for  costs  to 
kidney  acquisition.  Despite  the  heavy 
investment  in  Federal  dollars,  the 
kidney  procurement  program  also 
lacked  a  national  or  regional  strategy. 

Some  have  argued  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  take  positive  steps 
to  improve  the  availability  of  donor 
organs.  It  has  been  suggested  that 
Federal  funding  would  encourage  the 
development  of  organ  procurement 
agencies  in  uncovered  geographical 
areas.  A  national  computer  network  to 
improve  matching  between  donors  and 
recipients  and  to  reduce  the  number  of 
unused  donor  organs  has  been  recom- 
mended by  other  experts.  Still  others 
suggest  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  fund  educational  programs  for 
the  medical  community  and  the  public 
to  encourage  organ  donation. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  clear  to  all 
that  the  media  do  not  represent  an  ap- 
propriate nor  efficient  means  of  allo- 
cating scarce  medical  resources.  It  is 
also  clear  to  all  that  something  must 
be  done.  The  role  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  an  organ  procurement 
system  should  be  clarified. 


In  addition  to  the  issue  of  the  avail- 
ability of  organs,  there  is  the  very 
major  issue  of  how  to  finance  these 
procedures.  When  Jamie  Fiske  left  the 
University  of  Minnesota,  it  was  esti- 
mated that  the  total  cost  for  her  care 
in  Minneapolis,  including  hospitaliza- 
tion while  awaiting  the  transplant, 
was  as  much  as  $175,000. 

Many  transplant  recipients  are 
forced  to  turn  to  bake  sales  and  com- 
munity collections  to  pay  for  their 
procedures.  Reimbursement  policy  on 
transplants  is  inconsistent  and  inad- 
equate. The  decision  as  to  who  should 
live  and  who  should  die  should  not 
rest  on  either  an  arbitrary  insurance 
policy  or  on  personal  wealth.  This 
country  cannot  accept  this  approach 
to  transplant  reimbursement.  The  task 
force  will  address  this  issue,  recom- 
mending a  rational  and  fair  transplant 
reimbursement  policy. 

The  National  Task  Force  on  Organ 
F*rocurement  and  Transplant  Reim- 
bursement Act  which  Senator  An- 
drews and  I  are  proposing  will  enlist 
the  advice  and  talent  of  experts  from 
around  the  country  to  develop  a  ra- 
tional response  to  this  urgent  and  crit- 
ical problem.  The  task  force  will  ad- 
dress all  of  the  issues  including  reim- 
bursement and  report  back  to  the  Con- 
gress with  their  plans.  Senator  Orrin 
Hatch,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources,  has  as- 
sured me  that  the  Labor  Committee 
will  hold  expedited  hearings  on  this 
legislation  after  the  August  recess. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  printed  in  the  Record,  along 
with  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  me  from 
Charles  and  Marilyn  Fiske  in  support 
of  efforts  to  address  the  procurement 
problems.  I  also  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  print  in  the  Record  an  article 
by  John  K.  Iglehart.  entitled  "Trans- 
plantation: The  Problem  of  Limited 
Resources.  "  from  the  July  14,  1983 
issue  of  the  New  England  Journal  of 
Medicine,  and  letters  of  support  from 
the  American  Heart  Association,  the 
American  Liver  Foundation,  and  the 
National  Kidney  Foundation. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

s.  1728 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "National  Task 
Force  on  Organ  Procurement  and  Trans- 
plant Reimbursement  Act". 

FINDINGS 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  finds  and  declares 
that— 

(Da  major  obstacle  to  all  organ  trans- 
plant programs  is  the  lack  of  suitable  donor 
organs  for  patients  awaiting  surgery: 

(2)  a  numt)«r  of  patients  waiting  for  donor 
organs  face  certain  death  within  a  predict- 
able time  period; 

(3)  the  absence  of  fully  effective  national 
networks    to    solicit,    identify,    and    match 
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organ  donors  with  transplant  patients  has 
forced  such  patients  and  their  families  to 
resort  to  public  appeals  through  the  mass 
media  in  order  to  procure  the  organs  needed 
for  transplantation; 

(4)  a  cooperative  relationship  between  an 
informed  public  and  a  receptive  medical 
community  is  necessary  for  the  identifica- 
tion and  procurement  of  organs  for  trans- 
plantation; and 

(5)  disagreements  between  the  health  in- 
surance community  and  the  medical  com- 
munity concerning  the  appropriateness  of 
reimbursement  for  transplant  procedures 
has  led  to  inequitable  treatment  and  poten- 
tial denial  of  needed  care. 

ESTABLISHMENT 

Sec.  3.  Within  60  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  shall  establish 
a  National  Task  Force  on  Organ  Procure- 
ment and  Transplant  Reimbursement. 

DUTIES  or  THE  TASK  FORCE 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Task  Force  shall  assess  the 
nature  and  extent  of  public  and  private  ef- 
forts that  are  needed  to  create  a  highly  visi- 
ble, well  defined,  and  effective  program  of 
organ  procurement,  and  shall  develop  a  plan 
for  the  establishment  of  a  comprehensive 
organ  donor  network  and  organ  procure- 
ment system. 

(b)  The  plan  developed  under  subsection 
(a)  shall  Include— 

(1)  an  analysis  of  the  factors  that  affect 
and  determine  the  availability  of  organs  for 
transplantation; 

(2)  a  specification  of  mechanisms  to  iden- 
tify potential  organ  donors,  provide  for 
rapid  matching  of  donors  with  appropriate 
organ  recipients,  and  facilitate  transporta- 
tion of  organs  to  such  recipients; 

(3)  provisions  for  the  education  and  train- 
ing of  members  of  the  medical  community, 
including  physicians,  nurses,  hospitals,  and 
emergency  personnel; 

(4)  provisions  for  the  education  of  the 
general  public,  the  clergy,  law  enforcement 
officers,  members  of  local  fire  departments, 
and  other  agencies  and  individuals  that  may 
be  instrumental  in  effecting  organ  procure- 
ment: 

(5)  provisions  for  the  development  of  a 
system  for  the  collection,  analysis,  and  dis- 
semination of  all  data  useful  for  the  cre- 
ation and  maintenance  of  an  effective  organ 
procurement  system; 

(6)  provisions  for  the  conduct  of  continu- 
ing research  concerning  the  transportation 
of  organs  from  donors  to  recipients: 

(7)  recommendations  for  appropriate 
mechanisms  to  provide  financial  support  for 
an  organ  procurement  system,  and  for 
amounts  necessary  to  support  such  a 
system" 

(8)  an  assessment  of  the  appropriate  role 
for  the  Federal  Government  in  the  estab- 
lishment and  maintenance  of  an  organ  pro- 
curement system;  and 

(9)  provisions  for  the  establishment  of  an 
authoritative  permanent  entity  to  make  rec- 
ommendations to  private  and  public  insur- 
ers concerning  the  appropriateness  of  insur- 
ance reimbursement  for  particular  trans- 
plant procedures. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  Task  Force  shall  be  com- 
posed of  twelve  members  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  (or  the  designee  of  the  Secretary). 

(2)  The  Surgeon  General  of  the  United 
States  (or  the  designee  of  the  Surgeon  Gen- 
eral). 


(3)  The  Director  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  (or  the  designee  of  the  Director). 

(4)  Six  Individuals  appointed  by  the  Secre- 
tary who  are  not  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States  and  who  represent  the 
medical  community,  the  religious  conununi- 
ty,  the  public  safety  community,  and  the 
health  insurance  community. 

(5)  Three  Individuals  appointed  by  the 
Secretary  who  are  not  officers  or  employees 
of  the  United  States  and  who  have  personal 
experience  with  respect  to  organ  procure- 
ment. 

(b)  A  vacancy  In  the  Task  Force  shall  be 
filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original  ap- 
pointment was  made.  A  vacancy  In  the  Task 
Force  shall  not  affect  its  powers. 

(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  In  paragraph  (2), 
members  shall  be  appointed  for  the  life  of 
th6  Xflsk  Forc6. 

(2)  If  any  member  of  the  Task  Force  who 
was  appointed  to  the  Task  Force  under 
paragraph  (1).  (2),  or  (3)  of  subsection  (a) 
leaves  the  office  specified  under  such  para- 
graph, or  if  any  member  of  the  Task  Force 
who  was  appointed  under  paragraph  (4)  or 
(5)  of  such  subsection  becomes  an  officer  or 
employee  of  the  United  States,  such  individ- 
ual may  continue  as  a  member  of  the  Task 
Force  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  thirty 
days  beginning  on  the  date  such  Individual 
leaves  that  office  or  becomes  such  an  officer 
or  employee,  as  the  case  may  be. 

(d)  The  members  of  the  Task  Force  shall 
elect  a  Chairman  from  among  the  members 
of  the  Task  Force. 

(e)  Seven  members  of  the  Task  Force  shall 
consitltute  a  quorum,  but  a  lesser  number 
may  hold  hearings. 

(f)  The  Task  Force  shall  hold  Its  first 
meeting  on  a  date  specified  by  the  Secretary 
which  Is  not  later  than  thirty  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  Secretary  establishes  the 
Task  Force  under  section  3.  Thereafter,  the 
Task  Force  shall  meet  at  the  call  of  the 
Chairman  or  a  majority  of  its  members  but 
shall  meet  at  least  three  times  during  the 
life  of  the  Task  Force. 

(g)(1)  Each  member  of  the  Task  Force 
who  Is  not  an  officer  or  employee  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  compensated  at  a 
rate  equal  to  the  dally  equivalent  of  the 
annual  rate  of  basic  pay  prescribed  for 
grade  GS-18  of  the  General  Schedule  under 
section  5332  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
for  each  day  (Including  traveltime)  during 
which  such  member  Is  engaged  In  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  as  a  member  of  the 
Task  Force.  Each  member  of  the  Task  Force 
who  is  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  shall  receive  no  additional  compensa- 
tion. 

(2)  While  away  from  their  homes  or  regu- 
lar places  of  business  in  the  performance  of 
duties  for  the  Task  Force,  all  members  of 
the  Task  Force  shall  be  allowed  travel  ex- 
penses, including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsist- 
ence, at  rates  authorized  for  employees  of 
agencies  under  sections  5702  and  5703  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code. 

director  AND  STAFF  OF  TASK  FORCE 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Task  Force  shall  appoint 
an  Executive  Director  who  shall  be  compen- 
sated at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  rate  of 
basic  pay  prescribed  for  level  V  of  the  Exec- 
utive Schedule  under  section  5316  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

(b)  With  the  approval  of  the  Task  Force, 
the  Executive  Director  may  appoint  and  fix 
the  compensation  of  such  additional  person- 
nel as  the  Executive  Director  considers  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  duties  of  the  Task 
Force. 


(c)  The  Executive  Director  and  the  addi- 
tional personnel  of  the  Task  Force  referred 
to  In  subsection  (b)  may  be  appointed  with- 
out regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  governing  appoint- 
ments In  the  competitive  ser\'lce.  and  may 
be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53 
of  such  title  relating  to  classification  and 
General  Schedule  pay  rates. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  the  Task  Force,  the  Executive  Di- 
rector may  procure  temporary  or  intermit- 
tent services  under  section  3109(b)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  at  rates  for  indi\'iduals 
not  to  exceed  $200  per  day. 

(e)  Upon  request  of  the  Task  Force,  the 
head  of  any  Federal  agency  Is  authorized  to 
detail,  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  any  of  the 
personnel  of  such  agency  to  the  Task  Force 
to  assist  the  Task  Force  In  carrying  out  Its 
duties  under  this  Act. 

(f )  The  Administrator  of  General  Services 
shall  provide  to  the  Task  Force  on  a  reim- 
bursable basis  such  administrative  and  sup- 
port services  as  the  Task  Force  may  request. 

POWERS  OF  TASK  FORCE 

Sec  7.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
this  Act.  the  Task  Force  may  hold  such 
hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  take  such  testimony,  and  receive 
such  evidence,  as  the  Task  Force  considers 
appropriate.  The  Task  Force  may  adminis- 
ter oaths  or  affirmation  to  witnesses  ap- 
pearing before  the  Task  Force. 

(b)  Any  member  or  employee  of  the  Task 
Force  may.  If  authorized  by  the  Task  Force, 
take  any  action  which  the  Task  Force  Is  au- 
thorized to  take  by  this  section. 

(c)  The  Task  Force  may  secure  directly 
from  any  Federal  agency  such  information 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Task 
Force  to  carry  out  this  Act.  Upon  request  of 
the  Chairman  of  the  Task  Force,  the  head 
of  such  agency  shall  furnish  such  informa- 
tion to  the  Task  Force. 


REPORT 

Sec  8.  (a)  The  Task  Force  may  transmit 
to  the  President  and  to  each  House  of  the 
Congress  such  Interim  reports  as  the  Task 
Force  considers  appropriate. 

(b)  The  Task  Force  shall  transmit  a  final 
report  to  the  President  and  to  each  House 
of  the  Congress  not  later  than  six  months 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Task  Force  is 
established  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
3.  The  final  report  of  the  Task  Force  shall 
contain  a  detailed  statement  of  the  findings 
and  conclusions  of  the  Task  Force  and  the 
recommendations  of  the  Task  Force  for 
such  legislation  and  administrative  actions 
as  the  Task  Force  considers  appropriate. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  9.  For  purposes  of  this  Act— 

(1)  the  term  "Federal  agency"  has  the 
meaning  given  to  the  term  "agency"  in  sec- 
tion 551(1)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code; 

(2)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services;  and 

(3)  the  term  "Task  Force"  means  the  Na- 
tional Task  Force  on  Organ  Procurement 
and  Transplant  Reimbursement  established 
under  section  3. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  10.  For  fiscal  years  beginning  after 
September  30,  1983.  there  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  carry  out  this  Act. 

TERMINATION 

Sec  11.  The  Task  Force  shall  terminate 
three  months  after  the  date  on  which  the 
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Task  Force  transmits  the  final  report  re- 
quired under  section  8  to  the  President  and 
each  House  of  Congress. 

100  Baybekry  Circle. 
Bridgewater.  Mass..  July  26.  1383. 
Senator  Edward  Kemnesy, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kennedy:  We  are  encour- 
aged by  your  effort  to  effectively  address 
the  problems  that  are  associated  with  trans- 
plant surgery.  Your  willingness  to  introduce 
legislation  for  the  establishment  of  a  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Organ  Procurement 
signals  a  plan  of  action  that  involves  both 
public  and  private  efforts.  The  identifica- 
tion of  organs  for  transplantation  is  a  coop- 
erative effort  between  a  well  informed 
public  and  an  integrated  system  that 
matches  suitable  donors  with  recipients. 
Until  there  is  a  better  resolution  potential 
transplant  patients  will  find  themselves  in  a 
race  against  time. 

Last  Pall  we  were  faced  with  this  problem 
as  our  daughter  Jiunie  awaited  transplant 
surgery  at  University  Hospital  in  Miruiesota. 
A  willingness  to  address  this  problem  offers 
hope  to  those  patients  facing  this  surgery. 
We  feel  that  a  National  Commission  to  col- 
lect the  necessary  data  to  address  the  prob- 
lems of  organ  procurement  and  education  is 
an  encouraging  step.  As  we  had  mentioned 
to  you  when  we  met  last  April  we  support 
your  effort  in  this  critical  health  issue. 

As  Jamie  continues  to  grow  and  take  her 
first  few  steps  we  support  your  effort  to 
bring  hope  to  so  many  others. 
Sincerely. 

Charles  and  Marilyn  Piske. 

[From  the  New  England  Journal  of 

Medicine.  July  14,  1983] 

Health  Policy  Report 

(JohnK.  Iglehart) 

transplantation:  the  problem  op  limited 
resources 

A  congressional  inquiry,  designed  original- 
ly to  evaluate  current  methods  of  securing 
human  organs  for  transplantation,  has 
helped  alert  federal  policy  makers  to  inad- 
equacies in  that  system.  But  along  the  way, 
the  Inquiry  also  uncovered  some  other  seri- 
ous aspects  of  the  profound  dilemma  that 
third  parties  will  Increasingly  face  In  decid- 
ing whether  to  pay  for  costly  new  transplan- 
tation procedures  and  also  involving  the 
chaotic  process  by  which  emerging  technol- 
ogies are  evaluated  for  their  medical  effica- 
cy. 

The  interest  of  the  legislators  who  were 
party  to  the  inquiry,  undertaken  by  the 
House  Science  and  Technology  Subcommit- 
tee on  Investigations  and  Oversight,  was 
provoked  by  recent  media  attention  to  the 
plight  of  families  with  children  who  have  an 
Incurable  liver  disease,  biliary  atresia,  and 
need  a  liver  transplantation.  As  they  ad- 
dressed the  issue,  the  legislators  found 
themselves  confronted  by  an  array  of  social, 
economic,  medical,  political,  and  ethical 
questions,  such  as  "Who  shall  live?"  "Who 
shall  pay?"  and  Who  shall  decide?"  These 
are  the  kinds  of  questioru  that  arise  in  a 
health-care  system  that  is  driven  by  an  ever- 
expanding  technology  base  and  a  seemingly 
insatiable  coruumer  and  provider  demand  to 
use  medical  care,  yet  faces  a  future  of  limit- 
ed resources. 

The  congressional  examination  under- 
scored the  complex  issues  ahead  for  a  socie- 
ty that  Is  humanitarian  in  its  instincts  and 
supportive    of    a    generous    investment    in 


social  welfare  but  leaves  to  the  vagaries  of  a 
media  blitz  the  task  of  families  searching 
for  a  human  organ  for  transplantation:  that 
believes  in  the  decentralization  of  govern- 
ment and  views  the  private  sector  as  su- 
preme but  also  supports  a  president  who  di- 
rects his  staff  to  help  families  find  livers 
and  the  means  to  finance  their  transplanta- 
tion at  the  same  time  that  the  Defense  De- 
partment refuses  to  pay  for  the  same  proce- 
dure. 

The  congressional  inquiry  was  launched 
by  Representative  Albert  Gore.  Jr..  an  ambi- 
tious young  politician  who  is  chairman  of 
the  House  Science  and  Technology  Subcom- 
mittee on  Investigations  and  Oversight.  The 
issue  was  brought  to  Gore's  attention  ini- 
tially when  a  Teruiessee  constituent  sought 
his  help  in  securing  an  organ.  The  broader 
issues  concerning  transplantation  were 
raised  by  Dr.  Myron  Genel.  a  professor  of 
pediatrics  at  the  Yale  University  School  of 
Medicine.  Genel  is  spending  a  year  In  Gore's 
office  as  a  Robert  Wood  Johnson  Founda- 
tion health-policy  fellow.  An  unannounced 
but  nevertheless  favored  candidate  to 
assume  the  seat  that  Senate  Majority 
Leader  Howard  H.  Baker.  Jr..  will  vacate  In 
1984  when  he  retires.  Gore  has  been  active 
in  a  range  of  health  issues,  including  the  re- 
lation between  sodium  in  food  and  high 
blood  pressure,  human  genetic  screening, 
and  the  National  Cancer  Institute's  therapy 
program.  Thus,  one  could  not  accuse  him  of 
simply  grabbing  the  Issue  of  organ  trans- 
plantation because  it  is  In  the  medical  spot- 
light at  the  moment,  though  he  did  reap 
considerable  publicity  for  his  efforts. 

On  April  13.  1983.  Gore  opened  the  first  of 
three  days  of  hearings  before  the  subcom- 
mittee with  the  following  remarks: 

"Each  of  us  has  been  moved  by  the  stories 
of  families  seeking  life-saving  organs  for 
their  critically  ill  loved  ones.  ...  I  am  sure 
that  many  of  you  have  wondered,  as  I  have, 
why  there  is  not  some  system  to  help  meet 
those  compelling  needs  in  a  more  rational 
way.  ...  It  was  for  this  very  reason,  espe- 
cially after  I  was  personally  contacted  to 
assist  in  such  a  search,  that  I  directed  the 
sut>commlttee  staff  to  conduct  the  investiga- 
tion which  has  brought  us  here  today." 

This  report  will  focus  on  the  issues  sur- 
rounding the  availability  and  procurement 
of  organs  for  transplantation  that  were  ex- 
amined by  Gore's  subcommittee  and  a 
recent  workshop  sponsored  by  Surgeon 
General  C.  Everett  Koop.  a  pediatric  sur- 
geon with  a  keen  interest  in  improving  the 
procurement  process.  The  report  will  also 
dwell  on  the  inconsistencies  in  the  perform- 
ance and  policies  of  third  parties  as  they 
struggle  with  what  Gore  characterized  as 
"the  dawning  of  a  new  era  in  transplanta- 
tion." A  subsequent  report  will  cover  the 
mounting  concern,  expressed  by  members  of 
Gore's  panel,  testified  to  by  Dr.  Edward  N. 
Brandt.  Jr..  assistant  secretary  of  health  of 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices (DHHS).  and  also  reflected  in  a  range 
of  other  activities,  over  the  absence  of  an 
adequate  mechanism  to  evaluate  emerging 
medical  technologies  and  those  already  in 
common  use. 

As  a  consequence  of  two  widely  publicized 
cases  of  pediatric  liver  transplantation  and 
the  difficulty  or  failure  of  families  of  other 
patients  to  secure  organs,  a  growing  aware- 
ness of  the  problems  of  organ  procurement 
has  been  created  by  the  media  and  the  ex- 
pressed interest  of  politicians,  including 
President  Reagan.  The  need  to  develop 
better  organ-procurement  procedures  was 
also  underscored   by   nationally   recognized 


physicians  who  testified  to  the  growing 
demand  of  organs  as  improved  surgical 
methods  and  a  promising  new  drug,  cyclo- 
sporine.  make  transplantation  a  more  at- 
tractive medical  alternative  for  an  increas- 
ing number  of  patients. 

Added  to  these  concerns  were  the  senti- 
ments of  legislators  who  serve  on  the  Sci- 
ence and  Technology  Subcommittee  on  In- 
vestigations and  Oversight.  Democrats  and 
Republicans  alike,  without  exception,  were 
decidedly  in  favor  of  transplantation.  They 
dwelled  on  the  personal  plight  of  families  in 
need  of  organs  and  the  resources  to  trans- 
plant them.  Little  was  said  about  the  soci- 
etal implications  of  the  transplantation  phe- 
nomenon. Koop's  workshop  (June  7 
through  9)  was  attended  by  40  people  of 
similar  mind. 

Representative  Joseph  R.  Skeen  of  New 
Mexico,  the  subcommittee's  ranking  Repub- 
lican, recounted  that  he  had  lost  a  sister  in 
1962  to  a  kidney  disorder  and  that  a  niece, 
who  testified  at  the  hearing,  had  recently 
received  a  transplanted  kidney.  "The  future 
of  this  field  of  research  [transplantation]  is, 
in  my  opinion,  without  limit. " 

Representative  James  H.  Scheuer  another 
subcommittee  member,  said  in  his  opening 
remarks: 

"We  in  Congress  must  evaluate  and  ana- 
lyze how  the  federal  government  can  aid  in 
organ  procurement  and  how  we  can  make 
sure  that  every  patient  who  needs  an  organ 
for  a  transplant  has  one.  We  must  also  ex- 
amine the  adequacy  of  the  Medicare  cover- 
age for  transplants,  both  In  terms  of  the 
procedures  and  the  length  of  time  that  the 
benefits  are  available.  In  no  way  should  the 
federal  reimbursement  mechanism  act  as  a 
disincentive  to  transplants  which  are  far 
more  life-saving,  far  more  life-enhancing 
and  far  more  cost-effective  than  convention- 
al therapies." 

Representative  Claudlne  Schneider,  said 
in  her  opening  comments; 

"The  thought  of  vital  organs,  such  as 
livers,  hearts  and  kidneys,  being  transplant- 
ed routinely  at  our  nation's  best  medical 
centers  is  a  tribute  to  how  far  transplant 
technology  has  evolved.  ...  I  think  it  would 
certainly  be  a  tragedy  if.  after  realizing  that 
we  have  the  technological  breakthrough 
...  we  don't  take  full  advantage  of  afford- 
ing this  remarkable  therapy  to  all  needing 
patients." 

A  shortage  of  organs  for  transplantation 
has  persisted  for  years.  It  now  appears  that 
this  shortage  will  be  exacerbated  by  im- 
provements In  transplantation  techniques, 
because  the  numbers  of  available  organs 
that  are  actually  transplanted  has  not 
changed  appreciably.  Ironically,  the  inad- 
equacy of  the  liver  supply  has  received  far 
more  attention  than  has  the  shortage  of 
kidneys— a  fact  that  Donald  W.  Denny,  di- 
rector of  organ  procurement  for  the  Trans- 
plant Foundation  at  the  University  of  Pitts- 
burgh, testified  to  on  April  13  before  Gore's 
panel. 

"The  shortage  of  kidneys  "for  transplanta- 
tion has  received  relatively  little  attention, 
largely  because  renal  transplantation  is  not 
a  form  of  transplant  therapy  which  Is  often 
an  alternative  to  death.  .  .  .  The  undeniable 
facts  that  a  real  kidney,  a  transplanted 
kidney,  provides  a  better  quality  of  life  for 
ESRD  [end-stage  renal  disease]  patients 
and  that  renal  transplantation  is  more  cost- 
effective  per  patient  life-year  than  the  arti- 
ficial kidney  have  not  been  sufficient  to 
cause  the  national  sense  of  urgency  which 
underlies  these  hearing.  Without  Intending 
to  diminish   the  meaning  and  the  impor- 


tance of  this  subcommittee's  purpose  today, 
I  must  lament  ...  the  fact  that  recent  pub- 
licity concerning  the  need  for  a  liver  trans- 
plant for  a  handful  of  patients  at  two  or 
three  transplant  centers  (including  my  own) 
has  outweighed  the  silent  suffering  of  many 
thousands  of  patients  waiting  for  a  kidney 
trsmsplant  at  150  transplant  hospitals  over 
the  past  decade  in  moving  the  conscience  of 
this  nation." 

Among  the  witnesses  before  the  House 
panel  were  three  transplantation  surgeons 
who  discussed  the  status  of  organ  procure- 
ment and  transplantation  generally.  They 
were  Dr.  Norman  Shumway.  professor  of 
surgery  at  the  Stanford  University  School 
of  Medicine;  Dr.  Thomas  E.  Starzl,  professor 
of  surgery  at  the  University  of  Pittsburgh 
School  of  Medicine;  and  Dr.  G.  Melville  Wil- 
liams, professor  of  surgery  at  the  Johns 
Hopkins  Hospital.  All  three  testified  to  the 
dramatic  progress  in  organ  transplantation, 
which  is  reflected  In  survival  rates.  They  at- 
tributed this  progress  to  the  emergence  of 
cyclosporine,  to  their  belief  that  liver,  heart, 
and  heart-lung  transplantations  are  no 
longer  "experimental"  procedures,  and  to 
the  opinion  that  third-party  payers  were 
calling  them  experimental  as  an  excuse  not 
to  finance  such  operations.  All  three  agreed 
that  greater  discussion  within  families  of 
the  importance  of  making  a  commitment, 
before  a  tragedy  occurs,  to  donate  organs  is 
"the  single  most  important  thing  that  could 
happen"  to  increase  the  supply  of  available 
organs. 

Since  1967,  more  than  500  heart  trans- 
plantations have  been  performed  in  the 
United  States.  Currently,  there  are  10 
American  medical  centers  with  active  heart- 
transplantation  programs;  they  performed 
some  100  transplantations  in  1982.  Thirty 
were  undertaken  at  Stanford.  Roger  W. 
Evans,  a  research  scientist  at  Battelle 
Human  Affairs  Research  Centers,  Seattle, 
reported  In  a  paper  prepared  for  the  Sur- 
geon General's  organ-procurement  work- 
shop that  "With  as  many  as  nine  hospitals 
either  currently  In  the  process  of  establish- 
ing new  transplant  programs,  or  seriously 
considering  beginning  to  perform  heart 
transplants,  the  number  of  such  procedures 
performed  in  1983  is  expected  to  exceed 
125." 

Shumway  has  pioneered  the  development 
of  heart  transplatation  in  the  United  States. 
He  described  it  as  a  "proven  therapeutic 
intervention  with  a  five-year  survival  rate  of 
at  least  50  per  cent,  and  a  one-year  survival 
rate  that  approaches  80  per  cent."  These 
rates  were  similar  to  those  cited  by  Dr. 
Peter  Safar  for  Pittsburgh's  heart-trans- 
plant program.  Shumway  reported  that  106 
of  260  patients  who  had  received  heart 
transplants  at  Stanford— representing  work 
over  a  15-year  period— were  still  "alive  and 
well.  .  .  .  Suffice  it  to  say  that  transplanta- 
tion of  the  heart  is  on  the  same  therapeutic 
footing  as  kidney  transplants." 

Shumway  also  testified  to  the  progress  in 
heart-lung  transplantations,  noting  that  8 
of  1 1  patients  who  have  undergone  this  pro- 
cedure "are  alive  and  well,  out  of  the  hospi- 
tal and  fully  rehabilitated  two  months  to 
two  years  after  the  transplant.  .  .  .  Irrespec- 
tive of  any  conceivable  advance  in  artlflcal 
organs,  heart-lung  transplantation  Is  here 
to  stay." 

Liver  transplantation  began  In  1963. 
sural  has  performed  al>out  370  of  the  esti- 
mated 600  liver  transplantations  that  have 
been  undertaken  throughout  the  world. 
Before  the  use  of  cyclosporine.  beginning  in 
1980,  the  surgery  resulted  in  only  a  30  per 


cent  survival  rate  after  the  first  year.  Staral 
observed  that  with  the  use  of  the  new  drug, 
the  one-year  rates  of  graft  and  patient  sur- 
vival have  more  than  doubled  and  are  now 
65  to  70  per  cent.  Staral's  surgical  team  car- 
ried out  82  liver  transplantations  in  1982 
and  expects  to  do  100  more  this  year. 

Staral  predicted  that  once  cyclosporine  Is 
approved  for  general  use  and  liver  trans- 
plantation is  no  longer  considered  an  experi- 
mental procedure,  many  medical  centers 
will  create  new  liver-transplantation  pro- 
grams. 'I  am  guessing  20  to  30  centers  .  .  . 
there  must  be  already  around  12  that  are 
ready  to  go."  Staral  also  predicted  that  the 
rate  of  kidney  transplantation  will  increase 
sharply  after  cyclosporine  is  approved  for 
general  use— a  step  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration is  expected  to  announce  this 
summer.  Attributing  his  estimate  to  Sandoz. 
the  manufacturer  of  the  drug,  Staral  said 
that  to  maintain  a  patient  with  a  liver 
transplant  on  cyclosporine  would  cost  from 
$5,000  to  $6,000  a  year. 

All  the  surgeons  who  testified  discounted 
the  adverse  effects  of  the  drug  and  did  not 
mention  its  possible  long-term  conse- 
quences. (Dr.  David  Winter,  cyclosporine 
project  leader  at  Sandoz,  told  the  FDA's 
Oncologic  Drugs  Advisory  Committee  on 
March  25:  'Renal  dysfunction,  often  called 
nephrotoxicity,  is  clearly  of  major  concern 
to  us.  Roughly  a  quarter  of  the  patients  do 
exhibit  this. "  Winter  said  that  among  1800 
patients  throughout  the  world  who  have  re- 
ceived cyclosporine,  15  cases  of  lymphoma 
have  been  reported— 8  in  patients  with  renal 
transplants,  6  in  patients  with  cardiac  trans- 
plants, and  1  in  a  patient  with  a  bone- 
marrow  transplant.  The  committee  voted  to 
recommend  approval  of  cyclosporine  for  use 
in  patients  with  kidney,  liver,  and  heart 
transplants. ) 

Williams,  who  is  former  president  of  the 
American  Association  of  Transplant  Sur- 
geons, agreed  with  Staral  that  kidney  trans- 
plantation will  increase  once  cyclosporine  Is 
made  available  to  medical  centers  other 
than  the  four  that  have  used  It  as  an  inves- 
tigational drug.  Williams  said  that  the 
number  of  kidney  transplantations  in- 
creased from  4,721  four  years  ago  to  5,350 
last  year.  According  to  recent  estimates, 
20,000  people  who  die  in  the  United  States 
each  year  would  be  suitable  kidney  donors 
(in  terms  of  age  and  disease),  but  only  2,000 
actually  become  donors.  Williams  asked:  'Is 
the  reason  for  our  failure  to  obtain  more 
organs  the  result  of  negative  public  atti- 
tudes or  inefficient  procurement  systems?  I 
think  both." 

Denny,  Pittsburgh's  transplant  coordina- 
tor, described  the  recovery  of  organs  as  a 
three-tier  process  involving  110  organ-pro- 
curement programs  that  exist  across  the 
United  States,  physicians  and  nurses  who 
work  in  acute-care  hospitals,  and  the  gener- 
al public.  In  describing  this  process,  Denny 
left  no  doubt  that  the  task  of  the  nation's 
360  transplant  coordinators  is  a  never- 
ending  struggle  to  educate  medical  practi- 
tioners and  the  public  concerning  the  criti- 
cal need  for  organs  to  transplant.  "Because 
of  the  apparent  holes  In  our  educational 
system,"  Denny  testified,  this  year  the 
North  American  Transplant  Coordinators 
Organization  established  a  24-hour  national 
informatlon-and-referral  service  for  doctors 
and  nurses,  which  can  be  reached  by  dialing 
800-24-DONOR.  "Our  struggle  now  Is  to  ac- 
quaint physicians  and  nurses  throughout 
the  country  with  the  availability  of  this 
number.  .  .  .  Every  organ  procurement  pro- 
gram has  as  one  of  its  major  goals  the  recov- 


ery of  kidneys  for  transplantation  for  the 
nearly  6.000  people  who  are  now  waiting  for 
renal  transplantation  in  this  country." 

Denny  described  physicians  and  nurses  as 
"the  weak  link  "  between  the  organ-procure- 
ment programs  and  the  public,  because  they 
often  "shirk  "  the  task  of  explaining  to  fami- 
lies the  meaning  of  brain  death,  the  physi- 
cal state  patients  must  be  in  before  they 
become  potential  organ  donors,  with  the  ex- 
ception, of  course,  of  healthy  donors  who 
offer  one  of  their  two  kidneys  for  transplan- 
tation. 

"In  my  experience,  only  one  out  of  10 
families  of  a  brain  dead  victim  Initiates  the 
request  to  donate.  ...  To  try  to  explain  to  a 
family  that  this  brain-dead  victim  who  looks 
as  though  he  is  alive  and  merely  comatose  is 
really  dead  is  a  difficult  task  for  physicians 
and  sometimes  they  shirk  it  .  .  .  because  of 
their  own  grief,  their  own  pain,  their  own 
assault  on  their  integrity  which  they  are  ex- 
periencing because  of  death." 

Denny  said  that  "Ignorance,  apathy,  [and] 
indifference"  all  play  a  part  in  forming  the 
attitudes  of  practitioners  who  resist  involve- 
ment in  the  organ  procurement  process, 
••.  .  .  but  perhaps  the  biggest  problem  is  the 
medical-legal  problem— physicians  and 
nurses  who  fear  that  if  they  cooperate  in 
the  recovery  of  organs  for  transplantation, 
they  will  be  vulnerable  to  litigation.  We  live 
In  a  litigious  society,  and  physicians  espe- 
cially know  how  damaging  nuisance  lawsuits 
can  be.  As  a  result,  they  oftentimes  practice 
defensively.  Their  patients  are  not  waiting 
for  transplants,  and  our  requests  that  they 
help  us  sometimes  fall  on  deaf  ears  because 
of  their  fear  of  medical-legal  vulnerability." 
Prom  June  7  through  9.  Benny  and  some 
40  other  people  committed  to  Improving  the 
organ-procurement  process,  including  the 
surgeon  general,  transplantation  surgeons, 
transplant  coordinators,  critical-care  nurses, 
and  families  who  have  lost  children  because 
of  the  inadequacies  of  the  process,  gathered 
at  Project  HOPE.  Millwood.  Virginia,  to  dis- 
cuss how  best  to  educate  the  physician  and 
the  public  to  the  need  for  organ  donation. 

Koop.  a  pediatric  surgeon  for  35  years 
before  he  became  surgeon  general,  said  in 
his  keynote  address: 

■•.  .  .  whatever  success  has  been  achieved 
so  far  in  organ  procurement  is  only  a 
modest  beginning,  a  small  toe-hold  on  what 
may  be  as  difficult  a  climb  as  the  north  face 
of  Everest.  ...  I  think  It's  important  for  us 
to  accept  the  current  system  of  organ  pro- 
curement as  voluntary,  decentralized  and 
Imperfect,  but  nevertheless  open  to  Im- 
provement. And.  having  accepted  It.  relay 
that  information  to  the  public  In  the  most 
reassuring  way  possible." 

Koop.  who  said  that  he  had  convened  the 
workshop  at  the  request  of  President  and 
Mrs.  Reagan,  declared  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment should  be  a  participant  in  efforts 
to  improve  the  procurement  process,  but  it 
should  not  assume  a  "leadership  position." 
At  the  close  of  the  workshop,  Koop  outlined 
the  steps  he  would  take  to  improve  the  pro- 
curement system:  convening  a  work  group 
to  discuss  the  formation  of  a  federation  of 
the  disparate  interests  now  involved  in  pro- 
curement, urging  private  groups  to  submit 
proposals  to  DHHS  "for  the  possible  fund- 
ing of  a  project  to  address  the  deficiencies 
in  the  data  bases  relating  to  organ  procure- 
ment and  transplantation. "  and  forming  a 
group  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
"to  address  the  problem  of  the  maintenance 
of  the  body  of  a  potential  multiple  organ 
donor." 
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Koop  said  that  on  the  basis  of  the  re- 
marka  of  several  participants  and  "my  own 
Instincts.  I  would  like  to  keep  away  from 
regulatory  suggestions  and  offer  an  educa- 
tional alternative  to  the  establishment  of 
organ  procurement  plans  and  protocols 
within  hospitals."  The  educational  alterna- 
tive would  Involve  discussions  with  the 
American  Hospital  Association  and  the  Fed- 
eration of  American  Hospitals,  requesting 
that  their  memt>er  hospitals  institute  poli- 
cies that  would  lead  to  more  effective  pro- 
curement of  organs  from  potential  donors. 
Denny,  among  others,  had  suggested  the 
use  of  state  health  departments  and  the 
Joint  Commission  on  Accreditation  of  Hos- 
pitals as  agencies  that  could  incorporate  in 
their  certifying  processes  a  requirement 
that  hospitals  have  policies  for  the  determi- 
nation of  brain  death  and  for  identifying 
potential  donors  and  referring  them  to  the 
nearest  procurement  program. 

Koop's  workshop  was  only  a  small  reflec- 
tion of  the  array  of  federal  activities  related 
to  organ  transplantation.  These  activities 
include  funding  biomedical  research  related 
to  transplantation,  regulating  the  approval 
of  new  drugs  intended  to  increase  the  effica- 
cy of  transplantation,  paying  for  kidney  and 
cornea  transplants  under  Medicare,  and  ex- 
amining the  need  to  finance  heart  and  liver 
transplantations.  In  recent  months  even 
Reagan  has  become  personally  involved 
both  by  directing  Koop  to  identify  the  steps 
that  could  be  taken  to  close  the  gap  t>e- 
tween  the  demand  for  organs  and  their 
supply  and  by  employing  a  White  House 
aide  whose  responsibilities  include  working 
directly  with  families  that  are  searching  for 
organs  and  the  means  to  finance  their 
transplantation. 

The  involvement  to  finance  of  the  aide. 
Michael  Batten,  has  led  to  an  unusual  series 
of  federal  interventions  on  behalf  of  fami- 
lies. Including  pressuring  private  health  in- 
surers, state  Medicaid  directors,  and  the 
DHHS  to  pay  for  organ  transplants;  making 
arrsmgements  with  the  Air  Force  to  ferry 
organs  and  patients;  and  assisting  in  local 
fund-raising  efforts  to  pay  for  the  oper- 
ation. 

Batten  said  in  an  Interview  that  he  func- 
tions under  a  mandate  from  Reagan  to  "give 
life  a  chance,  [to]  err  on  that  side."  al- 
though the  emphasized  that  he  does  not  di- 
rectly solicit  funds  for  families.  Stemming 
from  that  "unwritten  policy."  said  Batten, 
who  works  in  the  White  House  Office  of 
Public  Liaison,  "is  a  mandate  to  use  the 
good  offices  of  the  President  to  help  fami- 
lies find  organs  and  the  means  to  pay  for 
them."  Batten  said  his  activities  have  in- 
cluded "twisting  the  arms  of  state  Medicaid 
directors"  to  pay  the  state  share  for  liver 
transplantations.  One  technique  Batten  said 
he  uses  Is  to  "put  in  writing"  the  willingness 
of  DHHS  to  pay  the  federal  share.  "That 
shifts  the  burden  to  the  states." 

Batten  estimated  that  his  activities  have 
"forced"  20  states  to  pay  for  liver  transplan- 
tations when  they  otherwise  might  have  de- 
clined. "New  York  was  a  piece  of  cake,  but 
other  states  came  harder.  Mississippi  re- 
fused [to  pay  for  the  two  liver  transplants 
received  by  Brandon  Halll."  he  said.  Batten 
also  makes  regular  inquiries  of  private  in- 
surers that  resist  covering  liver  transplanta- 
tions. 

Nationally,  the  Blue  Cross  and  Blue 
Shield  Association  still  considers  liver  trans- 
plantation an  "experimental"  procedure 
and  thus  not  one  that  insurance  plans  are 
compelled  to  finance,  but  individual  plans 
have  Increasingly  bowed  to  local  pressures 


and  paid  for  such  procedures,  though  usual- 
ly on  an  ad  hoc  basis.  (Charles  Flske,  father 
of  Jamie  Flske.  one  of  the  celebrated  pediat- 
ric liver-transplant  recipients,  testified 
before  Oore  that  after  pledging  to  pay  for 
the  procedure,  Massachusetts  Blue  Cross  re- 
versed its  decision  but  subsequently— after 
the  case  had  generated  considerable  publici- 
ty and  political  pressure— helped  pay  for  it, 
telling  Flske,  "due  to  the  extenuating  cir- 
cumstances in  this  particular  case,  we  have 
made  an  exception.") 

Batten  said  he  points  out  this  decision  to 
other  Blue  Cross  plans  that  resist  paying 
for  liver  transplantations.  "When  the  Blue 
Cross  plans  say  we  do  901  cover  liver  trans- 
plants because  they  are  experimental.  I  ask, 
'Why  don't  you  cover  them  on  the  same  ad 
hoc  basis  that  Massachusetts  Blue  Cross 
did?' "  Batten's  activities  have  gone  largely 
unnoticed  in  Washington,  except  for  the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
(HCFA).  which  worries  about  the  implica- 
tions his  actions  may  have  for  It.  HCFA's  re- 
gional offices  recently  were  directed  to  learn 
what  they  could  of  Battens  activities.  The 
information  was  consolidated  and  written  as 
an  "eyes  only"  memorandum  that  was  held 
tightly  within  DHHS. 

Batten's  activities  have  generated  many 
local  newspaper  stories.  On  May  12.  for  ex- 
ample, the  Memphis  Press  Scimitar,  in  an 
article  headlined,  "Reagan  Staff  Aids 
Woman's  Quest  for  UT  [University  of  Ten- 
nessee! Transplant."  recounted  that  Batten 
had  intervened  on  t>ehalf  of  an  Arizona 
woman  after  her  husband's  health  insurer. 
Insurance  Company  of  North  America,  re- 
fused to  pay  for  the  operation,  contending 
that  a  liver  transplantation  was  still  an  ex- 
perimental procedure. 

On  May  14,  the  New  Haven  Register,  in  an 
article  headlined,  "White  House  Intervenes 
to  Get  Mom  a  Transplant,"  reported: 

"It  took  the  intervention  of  the  White 
House,  but  an  unemployed  penniless  mother 
of  four  will  get  the  S89.000  federal  grant  she 
needs  for  a  possible  life-saving  transplant, 
the  governor's  office  said  Friday.  .  .  .  Mi- 
chael Batten,  an  aide  to  President  Reagan, 
said  the  commissioner  of  the  federal  Reha- 
bilitative Services  Administration  reversed 
an  earlier  decision  and  approved  the  surgery 
after  discussions  with  White  House  offi- 
cials." 

Batten's  activities,  as  noble  as  they  may 
appear  at  the  local  level,  have  created  an  ad 
hoc  arrangement  fraught  with  inequity,  be- 
cause for  every  person  he  can  help,  there 
are  obviously  many  more  people  who  slip 
through  this  makeshift  process.  Batten  con- 
ceded that  his  activities  amount  to  "events 
in  search  of  a  policy."  Ironically,  although 
he  said  he  "raised  hell  with  the  Defense  De- 
partment. Batten  has  thus  far  had  no  dis- 
cernible success  in  reversing  a  policy  of  its 
Civilian  Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the 
Uniformed  Services  (CHAMPUS)  not  to  pay 
for  liver  transplantations.  CHAMPUS'  rea- 
soning was  precisely  the  same  as  that  of  the 
Insurance  Company  of  North  America;  the 
procedure  is  experimental  and  thiis  not  cov- 
ered by  the  program. 

Dr.  John  F.  Beary  III,  acting  assistant  sec- 
retary of  defense  for  health  affairs,  testified 
to  the  department's  policy  in  this  regard  on 
April  27  during  an  appearance  l)efore  Gore's 
subcommittee.  The  question  arose  in  con- 
nection with  Captain  John  H.  Broderick  of 
Minden.  Louisiana,  an  Army  officer  whose 
31-month-old  daughter,  Adriane,  has  biliary 
atresia  and  needs  a  liver  transplantation. 
Beary  said:  "Our  Office  of  General  Counsel 
has  reviewed  the  legal  situation  pertaining 
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to  th?  case  and  has  advised  me  that  it  Is  le- 
gally objectionable  to  pay  for  experimental 
medicines  and  surgery,  until  such  time  that 
medical  researchers  prove  that  a  therapy  is 
effective  and  that  it  is  not  more  likely  to 
harm  the  patient  than  to  help. 

Beary  said  that  CHAMPUS  determines  its 
policy  on  whether  a  therapy  is  experimental 
or  generally  accepted  treatment  according 
to  the  findings  of  three  bodies:  the  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield  Medical  Policy  Coun- 
cil, the  Public  Health  Service,  and  the 
American  Medical  Association's  Council  on 
Scientific  Affairs.  The  Blue  Cross  Council, 
Beary  testified,  concluded  at  its  March 
meeting  this  year  that  liver  transplantation 
was  "still  experimental."  The  Public  Health 
Service  is  studying  the  question,  the  results 
of  which  Brandt  testified,  "should  be  avail- 
able this  summer."  The  American  Medical 
Association's  Council  on  Scientific  Affairs 
has  not  considered  the  question  and,  accord- 
ing to  its  chairman.  Dr.  William  Dolan.  has 
no  plans  at  present  to  do  so. 

However,  the  refusal  of  CHAMPUS  to 
cover  liver  transplantations  has  not  inhibit- 
ed its  involvement  in  the  kind  of  activities 
in  which  the  White  House's  Batten  has  en- 
gaged to  assist  families  in  need  of  organs. 
Beary  testified:  "With  Captain  Broderick, 
for  example,  the  CHAMPUS  has  provided 
guidance  on  fund  raising,  community  re- 
sources, running  an  appeal,  and  managing 
an  appeal  account." 

Beary's  testimony  left  Gore  just  short  of 
outraged: 

"I  find  your  testimony  extremely  disap- 
pointing, extremely  disappointing  .  .  .  What 
we  have  here  is  an  absolutely  absurd  situa- 
tion, and  it  is  very  frustrating.  Most  all  the 
private  insurance  companies  recognize  that 
this  is  no  longer  an  experimental  procedure. 
Most  of  them  are  reimbursing  for  it.  We 
have  testimony  showing  that  there  is  a  70  to 
80  percent  success  rate  with  these  proce- 
dures. We  have  testimony  showing  that  it  is 
cheaper  to  save  their  lives  and  go  forward 
with  a  transplant  than  it  is  to  pay  for  all 
the  care  needed  during  a  lingering  death, 
which  you  presently  approve  (finance).  And 
yet  the  government  bureaucracies  repre- 
sented here  absolutely  refuse  to  recognize 
what  is  obvious  to  the  medical  experts  in 
the  field.  That  is  a  slow,  slow  process  that  is 
cranking  along  toward  the  consensus  confer- 
ence (National  Institutes  of  Health  Consen- 
sus Conference  on  Liver  Transplantation. 
June  20  through  23)  and  then  there  will  be 
an  evaluation.  .  .  .  And,  in  the  meantime, 
these  children  need  the  money,  and  in  its 
place  we  have  the,  I  think,  bizarre  spectable 
of  the  Defense  Department  providing  public 
relations  guidance  to  mount  public  fund- 
raising  drives  for  the  children  of  military 
personnel  who  need  these  procedures  to 
save  their  lives." 

One  conclusive  development  that  came 
out  of  Beary's  testimony  was  a  pledge  to 
bring  the  assets  of  military  medicine  to  bear 
on  the  organ-procurement  problem.  Beary 
said:  "We  have  seven  million  beneficiaries  in 
the  military  hospital  system  Itself,  12.000 
doctors  and  161  hospitals.  So  I  hope  by  ap- 
proaching this  systematically,  we  can  come 
up  with  a  very  reasonable  program  to  con- 
tribute to  the  shortage  of  organs." 

Carolyne  K.  Davis,  administrator  of 
HCFA.  discussed  in  her  testimony  the  status 
of  kidney  transplantation  as  it  applies  to 
the  End-Stage  Renal  Disease  program,  pri- 
marily a  dialysis  program,  which  HCFA  op- 
erates. (On  December  31,  1982,  HCFA  re- 
ported that  70,055  patients  with  end-stage 
renal  disease  were  entitled  to  Medicare  ben- 


efits. On  that  date,  HCFA  said,  a  toUl  of 
65,763  Medicare  and  non-Medicare  patients 
were  receiving  dialysis  treatments. 

Davis  said  that  38,650  kidney  transplanta- 
tions have  been  performed  since  the  pro- 
gram t)egan  a  decade  ago.  "We  now  have 
roughly  15,700  individuals  who  are  current- 
ly still  alive  and  living  with  a  functioning 
transplanted  kidney."  In  another  such  esti- 
mate, which  pointed  up  the  dismal  state  of 
data  collection  In  the  program,  Prof.  Rich- 
ard A.  Rettig,  chairman  of  the  Department 
of  Social  Sciences  at  the  Illinois  Institute  of 
Technology  and  a  respected  student  of  end- 
stage  renal  disease,  testified  that  there  are 
12.000  such  patients  alive  with  a  functioning 
kidney  transplant. 

Davis  brought  to  the  committee's  atten- 
tion the  recent  findings  of  HCFA's  research 
staff,  which  showed,  she  said,  that  "a  group 
of  transplant  patients  would  cost  the  Medi- 
care program  less  than  a  group  of  dialysis 
patients  after  a  four-year  period  of  time 
when  one  aggregates  the  costs  for  the  four- 
year  period  and  considers  them. "  Davis  also 
mentioned  briefly  a  Battelle  Institute  study, 
financed  by  HCFA.  that  analyzed  11  renal- 
dlalysls  centers  and  about  900  patients.  The 
study,  she  said,  concludes  that  "the  kidney 
transplant  and  the  patienU  who  are  on 
home  dialysis  are  more  likely  to  be  working 
and  have  a  lower  level  of  functional  impair- 
ment." Another  study  she  discussed,  under- 
taken by  the  Brandeis  University  Health 
Policy  Center  and  also  funded  by  HCFA.  is 
investigating  methods  to  increase  public 
participation  in  kidney  donation.  "We  hope 
that  we  can  correlate  and  analyze  the  state 
of  the  art  in  the  organ  procurement  area 
and  develop  a  model  for  a  successful  kidney 
procurement  agency."  Davis  said. 

If.  as  is  widely  believed  in  the  transplanta- 
tion community,  a  new  era  in  organ  trans- 
plantation is  at  hand,  what  steps  should  the 
federal  government  consider  to  facilitate 
this  phenomenon?  Rettig  recommended 
that  Congress  examine  the  issue  of  reim- 
bursing for  the  costs  of  immunosuppressive 
drugs  used  by  transplant  recipients  as  part 
of  "outpatient  services  "  and  eliminate  the 
three-year  eligibility  limit  for  benefits  re- 
ceived by  transplant  recipients.  (The  ab- 
sence of  benefit  coverage  after  three  years 
was  Identified  in  testimony  by  the  National 
Association  of  Patients  on  Hemodialysis  and 
Transplantation  as  an  impediment  to  trans- 
plantation.) 

Rettig  also  suggested  that  the  government 
examine  the  prospect  that  increased  re- 
sources Invested  in  organ  procurement 
might  well  yield  higher  numbers  of  re- 
trieved kidneys.  Rettig  was  particularly  crit- 
ical of  the  administration  of  the  End-State 
Renal  Disease  Program,  characterizing  It  as 
"weak."  Lastly,  Rettig,  too,  called  for  im- 
proved mechanisms  for  the  assessment  of 
technology. 

Since  Gore's  Subcommittee  on  Investiga- 
tions and  Oversight  does  not  have  any  legis- 
lative authority,  the  primary  product  of  Its 
hearings  on  organ  transplantation  will  be  a 
report,  the  bulk  of  which  will  be  framed  and 
written  by  Genel.  Another  panel,  the  House 
Energy  and  Commerce  Subcommittee  on 
Health  and  Environment,  to  which  Gore 
has  close  ties  by  virtue  of  his  membership 
on  the  parent  committee,  plans  hearings  in 
late  July  on  the  same  issues  that  Gore 
raised.  Expressing  his  view  on  the  subject. 
Representative  Henry  A.  Waxman  CD- 
Calif.),  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health  and  the  Environment,  said: 

"Over  the  past  year,  I  have  become  in- 
creasingly   concerned    about    the    nation's 


policies  toward  organ  transplantation.  Too 
often  now  even  the  most  prominent  patients 
cannot  get  the  organ  that  they  need.  Severe 
barriers  to  payment  preclude  millions  with- 
out health  Insurance  from  admission  to  a 
transplant  program.  This  situation  will 
surely  become  worse  as  cyclosporine  be- 
comes widely  available  and  transplants 
more  viable." 

Gore  said  in  an  interview  that  his  subcom- 
mittee's report  will  recommend  "a  cohesive 
national  program  for  improved  organ  pro- 
curement"  that  will  Include  a  strong  federal 
role— a  feature  that  puts  Gore's  vision  In 
conflict  with  that  of  Koop.  Gore's  report  is 
also  likely  to  recommend  the  regionalization 
of  transplantation  facilities  by  geography  or 
some  measure  of  quality  or  both— a  policy 
direction  favored  in  both  the  NIH  liver 
transplant  consensus  conference  and  a  new 
report  prepared  by  a  task  force  on  liver 
transplantation  in  Massachusetts.  Gore's 
report  is  also  likely  to  include  a  call  for  cat- 
astrophic health  insurance.  Whatever  the 
report  says,  it  will  by  no  means  be  the  last 
word  on  a  set  of  issues  that  concerns  organ 
transplantation  today  but  inevitably  will 
apply  to  other  technologies  tomorrow;  In 
their  many  different  forms,  they  all  seem  to 
boil  down  to  making  more  effective  use  of 
limited  resources. 

Abcerican  Heart  Association, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  2.  1983. 
Hon.  Edward  M.  Kennedy, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  B.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kennedy:  I  understand 
that  you  will  be  shortly  introducing  the 
"National  Task  Force  on  Organ  Procure- 
ment Act. "  The  legislation  as  I  understand 
It  would  establish  a  national  Task  Force  to 
assess  and  evaluate  the  multitude  of  prob- 
lems confronting  organ  transplantation  in 
the  United  States  and  to  develop  a  compre- 
hensive organ  donor  network  and  organ  pro- 
curement plan. 

The     American     Heart     Association     is 
pleased  to  support   your  legislative  effort 
and  to  offer  our  assistance  in  ensuring  that 
this  legislation  is  enacted  expeditiously. 
Sincerely, 

Mary  Jane  Jesse,  M.D.. 

President. 

American  Liver  Foundation, 
Cedar  Grove,  N.J..  August  1,  1983. 
Hon,  Edward  M.  Kennedy. 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kennedy:  Please  be  advised 
that  the  American  Liver  Foundation  is  very 
supportive  of  your  and  Senator  Mark  An- 
drews plans  to  propose  legislation  soon  to 
establish  a  National  Commission  and  system 
for  the  procurement  of  desperately  needed 
organs  to  save  the  lives  of  many  in  need  of 
these  organs. 

It  is  becoming  increasingly  evident.  In  our 
opinion,  that  the  medical  procedure  to 
transplant  livers  has  emerged  as  a  sound 
medical  procedure.  Yet.  the  major  problem 
we  see  in  the  absence  of  a  national  system 
to  match  donor  with  recipient.  The  develop- 
ment of  such  a  mechanism  is  imperative  to 
the  survival  of  many  potential  recipients  of 
organs. 

Again,  we  support  your  efforts  and  stand 
ready  to  provide  any  assistance  whatsoever 
in  developing  such  a  program. 
Sincerely. 

Thixma  K.  Thiel, 

President. 


National  Kidney  Foundation.  Inc.. 

New  York,  N.Y.,  August  1.  1983. 
Hon.  Edward  Kennedy, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kennedy:  It  is  a  pleasure 
for  me  on  behalf  of  the  National  Kidney 
Foundation  to  endorse  the  organ  donation, 
research,  and  registry  legislation  you  and 
Senator  Mark  Andrews  will  introduce  to- 
morrow. 

The  National  Kidney  Foundation  has 
been  a  leader  In  the  field  of  research  In 
transplant  rejection,  profusion  and  tissue 
typing.  We  were  part  of  the  group  that  suc- 
cessfully sponsored  and  gained  approval  of 
the  Uniform  Anatomical  Gift  Act  In  the  var- 
ious 50  states.  More  recently  we  have  suc- 
cessfully sponsored  organ  donation  designa- 
tion on  state  driving  permits  in  many  states. 
We  have  been  the  prime  mover  in  donor 
education  programs  having  distributed  more 
than  30  million  organ  donor  cards.  Early 
this  year  we  commissioned  the  Gallup  Orga- 
nization to  conduct  the  first  national  sur\'ey 
of  public  opinion  on  organ  donation. 

We  stand  ready  to  assist  you  and  Senator 
Andrews,  Congressmen  Gore  and  Waxman, 
in  developing  a  national  program. 
Sincerely, 

David  Odgen,  M.D., 

President,  National  Kidney  Foundation. 

•  Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  join  with  my  coUeagxie,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts,  in 
introducing  legislation  calling  on  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices to  establish  a  National  Task  Force 
on  Organ  FYocurement  and  Trans- 
plant Reimbursement  Act. 

In  recent  months,  we  have  been 
made  aware  of  the  plight  of  men. 
women,  and  children  who  are  desper- 
ately awaiting  transplant  surgery.  We 
must  immediately  take  action  to  find 
solutions  to  this  tragic  dilemma. 

It  is  my  hope  that  through  the  cre- 
ation of  a  national  task  force,  major 
obstacles  surrounding  organ  donation 
will  be  closely  examined.  These  will  in- 
clude: 

First.  Public  awareness  for  the  need 
of  donors  for  organ  transplants.  A 
recent  Science  magazine  article  stated 
that  last  year  in  the  United  States,  out 
of  some  20,000  potential  donors- 
young  or  middle-aged  patients  classi- 
fied as  brain  dead— only  2,500  actually 
donated  their  organs. 

Second.  Better  coordination  of 
present  organ  procurement  and  distri- 
bution systems;  and 

Third.  Reimbursement  policies  for 
the  cost  of  organ  transplantation. 

Both  the  Congress  and  the  adminis- 
tration have  expressed  concern  over 
the  problems  with  organ  procurement. 
Recently,  Congressman  Albert  Gore 
of  Tennessee,  chairman  of  the  House 
Science  and  Technology  Subcommit- 
tee on  Investigations  and  Oversight, 
held  a  series  of  hearings  on  organ  do- 
nation. I  am  pleased  that  Congress- 
man Gore,  as  well  as  Congressman 
Waxman,  chairman  of  the  House 
Energy  and  Commerce  Subcommittee 
on    Health    and    Environment,    and 
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myself  will  soon  introduce  legislation 
creating  a  comprehensive  donor  net- 
work. 

The  administration  has  also  been  in- 
volved in  the  study  of  organ  procure- 
ment. In  June.  Surgeon  General  C.  Ev- 
erett Koop  conducted  a  worltshop  to 
examine  the  present  organ  procure- 
ment process  and  a  possible  role  for 
the  Federal  Government  in  that  proc- 
ess. With  the  creation  of  a  national 
task  force,  the  problems  and  obstacles 
can  be  given  a  comprehensive  over- 
view. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  in  this 
effort  to  establish  a  National  Task 
Force  on  Organ  Procurement  and 
Transplant  Reimbursement  Act,  and 
to  call  for  the  immediate  enactment  of 
this  legislation  so  that  the  precious 
gift  of  life  can  be  offered  to  all  Ameri- 
cans.* 


By  Mr.  McCLURE  (for  himself, 
Mr.     Garn,     and     Mr.     Arm- 
strong): 
S.  1727.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food 
Stamp    Act    of    1977    to    reform    and 
reduce  the  cost  of  administering  the 
food  stamp  program,   and   for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

POOD  STAMP  REFORM  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President, 
today  Senator  Garn,  Senator  Arm- 
strong and  I  are  introducing  the  Food 
Stamp  Reform  Act  of  1983.  This  bill 
contains  16  changes  in  the  food  stamp 
program  that  are  necessary  to  elimi- 
nate some  of  the  waste  and  abuse  of 
the  system. 

Every  Member  of  this  body  knows 
that  our  budget  problems  will  never  be 
solved  until  Congress  has  the  courage 
to  address  the  growth  in  entitlement 
programs.  It  does  not  take  a  Ph.  D.  in 
economics  to  figure  out  where  the 
problem  lies  when  you  have  over  50 
percent  of  the  total  Federal  budget 
growing  at  15  percent  a  year.  We  have 
allowed  this  situation  to  go  on  long 
enough,  and  I  think  Congress  has  an 
obligation  to  the  American  taxpayer 
to  do  something  about  it.  If  Congress 
thinks  it  can  ignore  the  growth  in  all 
the  entitlement  programs  then  we  are 
just  not  living  in  the  real  world.  Be- 
tween 1970  and  fiscal  1981,  the  cost  of 
living  rose  138  percent,  and  during  the 
same  period  Federal  spending  on  enti- 
tlement programs  more  than  quadru- 
pled, from  $70  billion  to  $295  billion. 
We  could  eliminate  every  discretion- 
ary program  the  Government  oper- 
ates, and  it  is  not  going  to  solve  our 
budget  problem.  The  only  way  to  do 
that  is  to  enact  reforms  in  entitle- 
ments. The  bill  we  are  introducing 
today  is  a  step  in  that  direction. 

I  will  not  argue  that  the  food  stamp 
program  was  set  up  with  the  best  of 
intentions  and  that  it  is  a  necessary 
program  for  many  people  in  this  coun- 
try who  find  themselves  in  circum- 
stances beyond  their  control.  Certain- 


ly, we,  as  a  society,  have  a  human  obli- 
gation to  help  people  who  are  in  need. 
But,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe 
the  American  taxpayer  is  under  any 
obligation  to  pay  for  food  for  people 
who  are  perfectly  capable  of  working 
and  who  simply  find  it  easier  to  live 
off  the  public  dole. 

In  1961,  the  Federal  Government  es- 
tablished a  small  antihunger  program 
in  eight  U.S.  counties,  at  a  cost  of  $13 
million.  This  experimental  project 
blossomed  in  the  current  food  stamp 
program  that  was  enacted  in  1964  at  a 
cost  of  $56  million.  By  1978,  it  cost  ex- 
actly 100  times  the  original  amount. 
This  year,  we  are  talking  about  a  pro- 
gram that  will  exceed  $12  billion.  Cur- 
rently, 1  out  of  10  Americans  are  re- 
ceiving food  stamps— 22  million 
people.  We  have  94  million  taxpayers 
in  this  country.  Every  one  of  those 
taxpayers  pays  $127.66  a  year  to  fi- 
nance this  program.  The  unbelievable 
growth  of  food  stamps  tells  me  that 
structural  changes  are  needed  in  order 
to  reduce  the  number  of  able-bodied 
people  who  are  receiving  benefits. 
Changes  are  also  needed  not  only  to 
eliminate  abuse,  but  also  to  cut  down 
on  the  fraud  that  is  so  widespread  in 
the  system.  The  Food  Stamp  Reform 
Act  achieves  these  goals  by  doing  the 
following: 

First.  Restores  the  food  stamp  pur- 
chase requirement  eliminated  in  1977, 
with  an  exemption  for  the  elderly  and 
disabled. 

Second.  Limits  eligibility  to  those 
with  gross  incomes  at  or  below  100 
percent  of  poverty. 

Third.  Permits  the  States  to  use  the 
same  assets  test  as  for  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  (AFDC),  or  in 
the  case  of  the  elderly  or  disabled,  per- 
mits the  use  of  the  assets  test  for  sup- 
plemental security  income  (SSI). 

Fourth.  Requires  photo  identifica- 
tion cards  be  issued  and  that  food 
stamps  be  countersigned. 

Fifth.  Counts  as  income  for  eligibil- 
ity determination  such  things  as 
income  tax  rebates.  Federal  energy  as- 
sistance. 

Sixth.  Reduces  the  standard  deduc- 
tion from  $85  to  $60. 

Seventh.  Reduces  the  age  of  a  child 
which  exempts  an  individual  from 
work  registration  from  6  to  3,  except 
where  appropriate  child  care  is  not 
available. 

Eighth.  Freezes  the  indexing  of  ben- 
efit levels;  that  is,  child  care  deduc- 
tion, excess  shelter  deduction. 

Ninth.  Requires  the  States  to  pay 
for  any  excess  in  the  error  rate  above 
3  percent. 

Tenth.  Requires  that  purchases  with 
food  stamps  be  made  in  even  dollar 
amounts.  Any  amount  over  an  even 
amount  must  be  paid  by  the  recipient 
in  cash. 

Eleventh.  Eliminates  the  $10  mini- 
mum benefit. 


Twelfth.  Permits  the  Secretary  to 
require  cross-matching  with  dividend 
and  interest  income  information  re- 
ported to  the  IRS  to  determine  unre- 
ported income  to  the  household. 

Thirteenth.  Permits  the  States  to  re- 
quire repayment  through  unemploy- 
ment compensation  benefits  if  a  par- 
ticipant has  been  receiving  food 
stamps  through  fraudulent  means. 

Fourteenth.  Permits  the  States  to 
intercept  Federal  income  tax  refunds 
to  pay  for  overissuance  due  to  fraud. 

Fifteenth.  Simplifies  definition  of 
"household." 

Sixteenth.  Permits,  rather  than  re- 
quires, the  States  to  provide  expedited 
service  for  certain  households. 

Back  in  November  1980,  the  investi- 
gations staff  of  the  Senate  Appropria- 
tions Committee  reported  that  "we  be- 
lieve far  too  little  is  being  done  to 
detect  and  prosecute  food  stamp  recip- 
ient fraud."  Three  years  later,  in  its 
report  of  February  4,  1983,  GAO  de- 
termined that  we  lose  about  $1.2  bil- 
lion every  year  from  the  food  stamp 
program  because  of  overissuance, 
errors,  and  fraud.  Year  after  year 
passes,  and  we  still  have  done  relative- 
ly little  to  clean  up  the  food  stamp 
program.  I  think  it  is  a  national  dis- 
grace, and  this  bill  is  designed  to  do 
something  about  it.  The  provisions  in 
this  bill  are  roughly  divided  into  three 
categories— tightening  up  on  eligibility 
requirements,  addressing  fraud  and 
abuse  and  cutting  back  on  waste. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  always 
thought  it  was  ludicrous  to  establish  a 
poverty  level,  and  then  make  food 
stamps  eligibility  at  something  above 
that  level.  If  the  poverty  level,  as  de- 
fined by  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  is  too  low,  then  it  should 
be  changed,  but  until  that  is  deter- 
mined to  be  the  case,  then  eligibility 
for  assistance  programs  should  be  set 
at  100  percent  of  the  poverty  level. 

Likewise,  I  have  never  understood 
why  we  have  allowed  so  many  deduc- 
tions for  eligibility  determination.  If  a 
person  receives  a  low-income  energy 
assistance  check— that  is  income. 
There  is  no  way  you  can  get  around 
that  fact.  Money  is  money,  no  matter 
what  form  it  comes  in.  and  all  of  that 
should  be  taken  into  account  when  de- 
termining eligibility. 

According  to  the  GAO  report  issued 
in  February  of  this  year,  although 
Federal  losses  in  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram can  occur  in  any  number  of 
ways,  the  biggest  problem  lies  in  how  a 
household's  eligibility  is  determined. 
The  Food  Stamp  Reform  Act  simpli- 
fies the  definition  of  households  eligi- 
ble to  participate  in  the  food  stamp 
program  in  such  a  way  that,  with  the 
exception  of  elderly  or  disabled  per- 
sons, all  individuals  living  together 
would  be  defined  as  a  household. 
States  would  be  permitted  to  draw  up 


criteria  to  provide  certain  exceptions, 
if  they  so  desire. 

The  bill  contains  several  provisions 
relating  to  fraud  and  abuse  that  I  be- 
lieve are  just  plain  commonsense.  The 
requiring  of  photo-identification  cards 
and  countersigned  stamps,  much  like 
travelers"  checks,  will  help  eliminate 
the  black  market  in  food  stamps,  plus 
help  reduce  the  estimated  $20  billion, 
according  to  GAO.  that  is  lost  each 
year  due  to  reported  losses  and  theft 
of  food  coupons  mailed  to  participat- 
ing households.  Allowing  the  cross- 
checking of  IRS  records  to  verify  in- 
terest and  dividend  income,  and  the  re- 
ported level  of  assets,  such  as  a  savings 
account,  is  one  of  the  recommenda- 
tions that  GAO  makes  in  it's  report. 
Additionally,  if  a  person  has  received 
food  stamps  through  fraudulent 
means,  then  we  should  be  able  to 
intercept  unemployment  benefits  and 
income  tax  refunds. 

One  of  the  complaints  I  hear  most 
often  from  Idahoans  about  food 
stamps  is  when  a  participant  buys  a 
small  item  and  uses  the  change  from 
the  food  stamp  to  purchase  beer  or 
cigarettes.  By  requiring  even  dollar 
purchases,  this  abuse  will  be  eliminat- 
ed, and  the  food  stamp  participant  will 
only  have  to  pay  a  maximum  of  99 
cents.  Requiring  an  out  of  pocket  ex- 
pense of  1  to  99  cents  is  hardly  an  in- 
tolerable burden. 

Responsible  people  who  work  in  food 
stamp  offices  will  tell  you  that  the 
"expedited  service"  requirement  is  one 
of  the  most  abused  provisions  of  the 
current  program.  Currently  a  food 
stamp  recipient  can  request  expedited 
service  and  must  receive  the  assistance 
within  5  days.  All  this  provision  does  is 
permit  the  people  to  hop  from  food 
stamp  office  to  food  stamp  office.  The 
February  GAO  report  indicates  that 
this  "multiple  participation"  is  quite 
extensive.  Inadequate  time  for  verifi- 
cation precludes  early  detection  of  a 
fraudulent  application.  Our  bill  simply 
allows  a  State  to  provide  expedited 
service,  rather  than  requiring  it. 

Finally,  this  legislation  will  require 
that  the  States  pay  for  any  excess  in 
the  error  rate  above  3  percent.  The 
food  stamp  program  currently  has  an 
error  rate  of  over  10  percent.  That  is 
totally  unacceptable,  but  the  States 
have  no  real  reason  to  try  to  correct 
this  problem  since  the  program  is  100 
percent  funded  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. I  believe  it  is  entirely  reason- 
able to  require  this  lower  rate,  or  to 
require  reimbursement  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  GAO  report  indicates  that  the 
four  most  prevalent  abuses  of  the 
system  include: 

Failing  to  accurately  report  income 
and  assets. 
Opening  multiple  cases. 
Filing  false  claims  of  lost  or  stolen 
coupons   and   authorization-to-partici- 
pate  cards. 


Failing  to  report  changes  that  could 
result  in  terminated  eligibility  or  re- 
duced benefit  levels. 

The  bill  Senator  Garn,  Senator  Arm- 
strong, and  I  are  offering  addresses 
all  of  these  areas  and  does  so  in 
manner  that  will  not  harm  those 
people  who  are  truly  eligible  for  food 
assistance.  The  food  stamp  program  is 
one  of  the  most  abused  and  wasteful 
programs  the  Federal  Government  op- 
erates, and  I  think  that  vast  majority 
of  the  American  people  agree  with  me. 
Why  Congress  is  always  so  hesitant  to 
take  a  stand  on  this  issue  and  clean  up 
the  program  is  beyond  me.  It  is  only 
reasonable  to  think  that  when  we  see 
abuse,  we  should  act  to  do  something 
about  it.  We  have  made  some  advances 
in  food  stamp  reform— but  it  simply 
has  not  been  enough.  All  of  the  things 
my  bill  deals  with  need  to  be  done. 
They  needed  to  be  done  years  ago,  but 
better  late  than  never. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  time. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1727 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of   the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 
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references  to  the  food  stamp  act  or  1977 
Sec  2.  Except  as  otherwise  specifically 
provided,  whenever  in  this  Act  an  amend- 
ment or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an 
amendment  to.  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or 
other  provision,  the  reference  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  made  to  a  section  or  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  (7 
U.S.C.  2011  et  seq.). 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

PURCHASE  requirement 

Sec.  101.  (a)  Section  3(b)  (7  U.S.C. 
2012(b))  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  any 
amount  to  be  paid  by  the  household  for  the 
allotment"  before  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof. 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  4(a)  (7 
U.S.C.  2013(a))  is  amended  by  inserting 
"which  has  a  greater  monetary  value  than 
the  charge  to  be  paid  for  the  allotment  by 
the  households  •  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof. 

(c)  Section  8  (7  U.S.C.  2017)  is  amended— 

( 1)  by  striking  out  the  section  heading  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"VALUE  OP  AND  CHARGES  FOR  AL- 
LOTMENT"; 

(2)  by  inserting  "which  is  in  excess  of  the 
amount  charged  the  household  for  the  al- 
lotment" after  "household"  in  subsection 
(b);  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

■(e)  (DA  household  shall  be  charged  for 
the  allotments  issued  to  them,  except  that— 

■(A)  allotments  shall  be  issued  without 
charge  to  a  household  containing  an  elderly 
or  disabled  member;  and 

•(B)  allotments  may  be  issued  without 
charge  to  a  household  with  an  income  of 
less  than  $30  per  month  for  a  family  of  four 
under  standards  of  eligibility  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

"(2)  The  amount  of  the  charge  shall  rep- 
resent a  reasonable  investment  on  the  part 
of  the  household,  except  that  the  charge 
may  not  exceed  30  per  centum  of  the  house- 
hold's income. 

•(f)"Funds  derived  from  the  charges  made 
for  allotments  shall  be  promptly  deposited, 
in  a  manner  prescribed  in  regulations  Usued 
pursuant  to  this  Act.  in  a  separate  account 
maintained  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  for  such  purpose.  The  deposits  shall 
be  available,  without  limitation  to  fiscal 
years,  for  the  redemption  of  coupons. ". 

(d)  Section  11  (7  U.S.C.  2020)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (e)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (20):  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(22)  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  for  the  institution  of  procedures 
under  which  a  household  participating  in 
the  food  stamp  program  may  have  any 
charges  for  its  allotment  deducted  from  any 
payment  the  household  receives  under  title 
IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  601 
et  seq.)  and  have  its  allotment  distributed  to 
it  with  the  payment;":  and 

(2)  In  subsection  (h).  by  striking  out 
"Treasury  "  and  all  that  follows  through  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "separate  account  established 
under  section  8(f).  a  sum  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  value  of  any  coupons 
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issued  as  a  result  of  the  negligence  or  fraud 
exceeds  the  amount  that  was  charged  for 
the  coupons  under  section  8(e)(2)". 

(e)  Section  15(a)(7  U.S.C.  2024(a))  Is 
amended  by  Inserting  "purchase,"  after  "for 
the". 

(f)  Section  18  (7  U.S.C.  2027)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  adding  after  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (a)  the  following  new  sentence: 
"Such  portion  of  any  such  appropriation  as 
may  be  required  to  pay  for  the  value  of  the 
coupon  allotments  issued  to  eligible  house- 
holds which  Is  In  excess  of  the  charges  paid 
by  the  households  for  the  allotments  shall 
be  transferred  to  and  made  a  part  of  the 
separate  account  established  under  section 
8(f)."; 

(2)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  of  sub- 
section (b)  to  read  as  follows:  "In  any  fiscal 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  limit  the  value  of 
coupons  issued  which  is  in  excess  of  the 
value  of  coupons  for  which  househol(is  are 
charged,  to  an  amount  which  is  not  in 
excess  of  the  portion  of  the  appropriation 
for  the  fiscal  year  which  is  transferred  to 
the  separate  account  under  subsection  (a).": 
and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(f)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  any 
of  the  funds  in  the  separate  account  estab- 
lished under  section  8(f)  are  no  longer  re- 
quired to  carry  out  this  Act.  the  unneeded 
funds  shall  be  paid  into  the  miscellaneous 
receipts  of  the  Treasury.". 

HOUSEHOLDS 

Sec.  102.  Section  3(i)  (7  U.S.C.  2012(1))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "or  who.  while  living 
with  others,"  in  clause  (1)  of  the  first  sen- 
tence and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "separate  and  apart 
from  the  others,  or"  in  clause  (1)  of  the  first 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
comma; 

(3)  by  striking  out  "together"  the  second 
time  it  appears  in  clause  (2)  of  the  first  sen- 
tence; 

(4)  by  Inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  the  following:  ",  or 
(3)  at  the  option  of  the  State  agency,  one  or 
more  Individuals  who  while  living  with 
others,  customarily  purchase  food  and  pre- 
pare meals  for  home  consumption  separate 
and  apart  from  the  others";  and 

(5)  by  inserting  after  the  second  sentence 
the  following  new  sentence:  "Subject  to  the 
preceding  sentence  and  the  limitation  of 
clause  (2)  of  the  first  sentence  of  this  sub- 
section relating  to  parents  and  children,  or 
siblings,  who  live  together,  a  State  agency 
may  prescribe  criteria  to  determine  whether 
one  or  more  individuals  who  while  living 
with  others,  customarily  purchase  food  and 
prepare  meals  for  home  consumption  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  the  others  qualify  as  a 
household  under  clause  (3)  of  the  first  sen- 
tence of  this  subsection.". 

ADJUSTMENT  OP  ELIGIBILITY  AND  BENEFIT 
LEVELS 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 3(0)  (7  U.S.C.  2012(0))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "and"  after  "September 
30"  at  the  end  of  clause  (5);  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  ",  (7)"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  "household  size"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (8). 

(b)  Section  5(e)  (7  UJS.C.  2014(e))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence: 
and 

(2)  in  clause  (2)  of  the  fourth  sentence,  by 
striking  out  "adjusted  (i)"  and  all  that  fol- 


lows through   "twelve  months  ending  the 
preceding  June  30,". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

TITLE  II-ELIGIBLE  HOUSEHOLDS 

INCOME  STANDARDS  OF  ELIGIBILITY 

Sec.  201.  Section  5(c)(2)  (7  U.S.C. 
2014(c)(2))  is  amended  by  striking  out  "by 
more  than  30  per  centum". 

NONRECURRING  LUMP-SUM  PAYMENTS 

Sec  202.  (a)  Section  5(d)  (7  U.S.C. 
2014(d))  is  amended  by  striking  out  clause 
(8). 

(b)  Section  5(f)<l)  (7  U.S.C,  2014(f)(1))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  ",  other  than  income  of 
the  type  described  in  subparagraph  (C)." 
after  "one  year"  in  subparagraph  (A);  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

(C)  Household  income  for  those  house- 
holds that  receive  income  in  the  form  of 
nonrecurring  lump-sum  payments,  includ- 
ing, but  not  limited  to.  income  tax  refunds, 
rebates,  or  credits,  retroactive  lump-sum 
social  security  or  railroad  retirement  pen- 
sion payments,  and  retroactive  lump-sum  in- 
surance settlements,  shall  be  income  of  the 
household  in  the  month  received.  The 
household  shall  be  Ineligible  for  participa- 
tion in  the  food  stamp  program  for  the 
whole  number  of  months  that  equals  (1)  the 
sum  of  such  amount  and  all  other  income 
received  in  such  month,  not  excluded  under 
subsection  (d),  divided  by  (ii)  the  nonfarm 
income  poverty  guidelines  applicable  to 
such  household.  Any  income  remaining 
(which  is  less  than  the  applicable  monthly 
standard)  shall  be  treated  as  household 
income  received  in  the  first  month  following 
the  period  of  ineligibility  determined  under 
the  preceding  sentence.". 

energy  ASSISTANCE  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Section  5(d)  (7  U.S.C.  2014 
(d))  (as  amended  by  section  202(a)  of  this 
Act)  is  amended— 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  clause  (11); 

(2)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause 
(10);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  clause  (9).  (10).  and 
(12)  as  clauses  (8),  (9),  and  (10),  respectively. 

(b)  Section  2605(f)  of  the  Low-Income 
Home  Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981  (42 
U.S.C.  8624  (f))  is  amended— 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  "food  stamps,";  and 

(2)  by  inserting  ",  other  than  the  Pood 
Stamp  Act  of  1977"  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof. 

STANDARD  DEDUCTIONS 

Sec  204.  The  first  sentence  of  section  5(e) 
(7  U.S.C.  2014(e))  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$85"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$60". 

RESOURCE  LIMITATIONS 

Sec  205.  Section  5(g)  (7  U.S.C.  2014(g))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "The"  in  the  first  sen- 
tence and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(1)  Sub- 
ject to  paragraph  (2),  the";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(2)  (A)  In  lieu  of  the  resource  limitations 
provided  for  in  paragraph  (1),  a  State  may. 
if  it  so  elects,  establish  resource  limitations 
provided  for  in  subparagraph  (B)  only,  sub- 
paragraph (C)  only,  or  both  such  subpara- 
graphs. 

"(B)(i)  As  used  in  this  subparagraph,  the 
term  "resources'  has  the  same  meaning 
given  the  term  for  purposes  of  determining 
eligibility  for  benefits  under  title  XVI  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1601  et  seq.) 


(relating  to  the  supplemental  security 
income  program). 

"(ii)  If  a  household  includes  an  elderly  or 
disabled  member,  the  combined  resources  of 
all  members  of  the  household  may  not 
exceed— 

"(I)  in  the  case  of  a  household  consisting 
of  only  one  member,  the  amount  referred  to 
In  section  1611(a)(l)(B)(ii)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (42  U.S.C.  1382(a)(l)(B)(il))  (re- 
lating to  an  individual  having  no  spouse 
with  whom  the  Individual  is  living):  and 

"(II)  in  the  case  of  a  household  consisting 
of  more  than  one  member,  the  amount  re- 
ferred to  in  section  1611(a)(2)(B)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1382(a)(2)(B)) 
(relating  to  an  individual  who  has  an  eligi- 
ble spouse). 

"(D)(i)  As  used  in  this  subparagraph,  the 
term  'resouces'  has  the  same  meaning  given 
the  term  for  purposes  of  determining  eligi- 
bility for  aid  under  the  State  plan  approved 
under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  (42  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.). 

"(ii)  If  a  household  does  not  include  an  el- 
derly or  disabled  member,  the  combined  re- 
sources of  all  members  of  the  household 
may  not  exceed  the  resource  limitation  ap- 
plicable to  a  household  of  the  same  size  as 
the  household  under  the  State  plan  ap- 
proved under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.). 

"(E)  The  choice  by  a  State  to  use  resource 
limitations  under  this  paragraph  in  lieu  of 
the  limitations  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
uniform  throughout  the  State.". 

TITLE  III-ELIGIBILITY 
DISQUALIFICATIONS 

PARENTS  AND  OTHER  CARETAKERS  OF  CHILDREN 

Sec.  301.  Clause  (B)  of  section  6(d)(2)  (7 
U.S.C.  2915(D)(2)(B))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  "(B)  a  parent  or  other  member  of  a 
household  with  responsibility  for  the  care 
of  (i)  a  dependent  child  who  is  under  three 
years  of  age.  (ii)  a  dependent  child  who  is 
three  years  of  age  or  older  but  under  six 
years  of  age,  in  any  case  in  which  adequate 
care  is  not  otherwise  available,  or  (ill)  an  in- 
capacitated person;". 

TITLE  V- ISSUANCE  AND  USE  OP 
COUPONS 

CASH  CHANGE 

Sec.  401.  Section  7(b)  (7  U.S.C.  2016(b))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  ":  Provided  further," 
and  all  that  follows  through  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
a  period;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentences:  "Change  in  any  form, 
other  than  uncancelled  or  unmarked  cou- 
pons which  were  previously  accepted  for  eli- 
gible foods,  may  not  be  given  to  eligible 
households  for  food  purchases.  Eligible 
households  using  coupons  to  purchase  food 
shall  pay  cash  for  the  amount  of  such  pur- 
chase which  exceeds  the  value  of  the  lowest 
coupon  denomination  issued.". 

TITLE  V-VALUE  OF  ALLOTMENT 

MINIMUM  ALLOTMENT 

Sec  501.  Section  8(a)  (7  U.S.C.  2017(a))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  colon  after 
"dollar"  and  all  that  follows  through  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  a  period. 

TITLE  VI-ADMINISTRATION 

EXPEDITED  COUPON  ISSUANCE 

Sec  601.  Paragraph  (9)  of  section  11(e)  (7 
U.S.C.  2020(2)(9))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 


"(9)  at  the  option  of  the  State  agency,  for 
the  provision  of  coupons  on  an  expedited 
basis  to  categories  of  households  designated 
by  the  State  agency  to  be  in  immediate  need 
because  such  households  each  have— 

"(A)  household  income,  as  described  in 
section  5(d),  that  is  less  than  $85  per  month; 
and 

"(B)  financial  resources,  as  described  in 
section  5(g),  that  do  not  exceed  $100;". 

PHOTOGRAPHIC  IDENTIFICATION  CARDS 

Sec  602.  Section  ll(e)(16)  (7  U.S.C. 
2020(e)(16))  is  amended  by  striking  out  "in 
those"  and  all  that  follows  through  "integri- 
ty.". 

COUNTERSIGNATURE  OF  COUPONS 

Sec  603.  Section  11(e)  (7  U.S.C.  2020(e)) 
(as  amended  by  section  101(d)(1)  of  this 
Act)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(23)  that  the  State  agency  shall  require  a 
member  of  a  household  to  sign  a  coupon  at 
the  time  the  coupon  Is  issued  to,  and  used 
by,  the  member;". 


(A)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"(8),  or  (9)". 

(D)  Clause  (1)  of  section  6103(p)(4HF)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or 
(8)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(8),  or 
(9)". 

(E)  The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  of 
section  7213(a)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or  (8)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(8),  or  (9)". 


interest  and  DIVIDEND  INCOME 

Sec  604.  (a)  Section  11  (7  U.S.C.  2020)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(o)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  may  require  a  State  agency,  the 
Inspector  General,  or  both,  to  request  and 
utilize  information  available  under  section 
6103(l)(9)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  pertaining  to  the  interest  and  dividend 
income  of  the  households  in  any  State  or 
area  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
action  would  aid  in  protecting  the  integrity 
of  the  food  stamp  program  in  such  State  or 
area.". 

(b)(1)  Section  6103(1)  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1954  (relating  to  disclosure  of 
returns  and  return  information  for  purposes 
other  than  tax  administration)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(9)  Disclosure  of  certain  return  informa- 
tion to  Federal.  State,  and  local  agencies  ad- 
ministering federally  funded  needs-based 
programs. 

"(A)  Return  information  from  Internal 
Revenue  Service.— The  Secretary  shall, 
upon  written  request,  disclose  Interest  and 
dividend  data  from  automated  files  contain- 
ing return  information  from  information  re- 
turns made  pursuant  to  section  6041,  6042, 
and  6049  to  officers  and  employees  of  an  ap- 
propriate Federal,  State,  or  local  agency  ad- 
ministering a  federally  funded  needs-based 
program. 

"(B)  Restriction  on  disclosure.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  disclose  return  information 
under  subparagraph  (A)  only  for  purposes 
of,  and  to  the  extent  necessary  in,  determin- 
ing an  individual's  eligibility  for  benefits,  or 
the  amount  of  benefits,  under  a  federally 
funded  needs-based  program,". 

(2)(A)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  6103(a)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  'or  of 
any  l(x;al  child  support  enforcement 
agency"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  any 
local  child  support  enforcement  agency,  or 
any  local  agency  administering  a  federally 
funded  needs-based  program  ". 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
6103(p)(3)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  records 
of  inspection  and  disclosure)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or  (8)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(8),  or  (9)". 

(C)  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  6103(p)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  safeguards)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "or  (8) "  In  so  much  of 
such  paragraph  as  precedes  subparagraph 


TITLE  VII— COIXECTION  AND  DISPOSI- 
TION OF  CLAIMS  FOOD  STAMP 
INTERCEPT  OF  UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS 

Sec  701.  (a)  Section  13  (7  U.S.C.  2022)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

•(c)(1)  A  State  agency  may  determine  on  a 
periodic  basis,  from  information  supplied 
pursuant  to  section  3(b)  of  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act  (29  U.S.C.  49b(b)).  whether  an 
individual  receiving  compensation  under  the 
State's  unemployment  compensation  law 
(including  amounts  payable  pursuant  to  an 
agreement  under  a  Federal  unemployment 
compensation  law)  owes  an  uncollected 
overissuance. 

•(2)  A  State  agency  may  recover  an  uncol- 
lected overissuance— 

"(A)  by  entering  into  an  agreement  with 
an  Individual  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
under  which  specified  amounts  will  be  with- 
held from  unemployment  compensation 
otherwise  payable  to  the  individual  and  fur- 
nishing a  copy  of  the  agreement  to  the 
State  agency  administering  the  unemploy- 
ment compensation  law.  or 

"(B)  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement,  by 
obtaining  a  writ,  order,  summons,  or  other 
similar  process  in  the  nature  of  garnish- 
ment from  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
to  require  the  withholding  of  amounts  from 
the  unemployment  compensation. 

"(3)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term 
•uncollected  overissuance'  means  the 
amount  of  an  overissuance  of  coupons,  as 
determined  under  subsection  (b)(1),  which 
has  not  been  recovered  pursuant  to  subsec- 
tion (b)(1).". 

(b)(1)  Section  11(e)  (7  U.S.C.  2020(e))  (as 
amended  by  section  603  of  this  Act)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

••(24)  at  the  option  of  the  State,  for  proce- 
dures necessary  to  obtain  payment  of  uncol- 
lected overissuance  of  coupons  from  unem- 
ployment compensation  pursuant  to  section 
13(c);  and". 

(2)  Section  3(b)  of  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act 
(29  U.S.C.  49b(b)),  as  amended  by  sections 
181(1)  and  501  of  the  Job  Training  Partner- 
ship Act  (96  Stat.*1356  and  1392),  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  striking  out  "or"  the  second  place 
it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
comma;  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "such  Act,"  the  fol- 
lowing: "or  of  a  State  agency  charged  with 
the  administration  of  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram in  a  State  under  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1977  (7  U.S.C.  2011  et  seq.),". 

(3)  Section  303(d)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  503(d))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  redesignating  pargraphs  (2)  and  (3) 
as  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4),  respectively;  and 

(B)  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

••(2)(A)  The  State  agency  charged  with 
the  administration  of  the  State  law— 

•■(i)  may  require  each  new  applicant  for 
unemployment  compensation  to  disclose 
whether  the  applicant  owes  an  uncollected 
overissuance  (as  defined  in  section  13(c)(3) 


of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of   1977)  of  food 
stamp  coupons, 

••(ii)  may  notify  the  State  food  stamp 
agency  to  which  the  uncollected  overis- 
suance is  owed  that  the  applicant  has  been 
determined  to  be  eligible  for  unemployment 
compensation  if  the  applicant  discloses 
under  clause  (i)  that  the  applicant  owes  an 
uncollected  overissuance  and  the  applicant 
is  determined  to  be  so  eligible, 

••(lii)  may  deduct  and  withhold  from  any 
unemployment  compensation  otherwise 
payable  to  an  individual— 

••(I)  the  amount  specified  by  the  Individ- 
ual to  the  State  agency  to  be  deducted  and 
withheld  under  this  clause, 

••(II)  the  amount  (if  any)  determined  pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  submitted  to  the 
State  food  stamp  agency  under  section 
13(c)(2)(A)  of  the  Pood  Stamp  Act  of  1977, 
or 

•'(III)  any  amount  otherwise  required  to 
be  deducted  and  withheld  from  the  unem- 
ployment compensation  pursuant  to  section 
13(c)(2)(B)  of  such  Act,  and 

"(iv)  shall  pay  any  amount  deducted  and 
withheld  under  clause  (lii)  to  the  appropri- 
ate State  food  stamp  agency. 

••(B)  Any  amount  deducted  and  withheld 
under  subparagraph  (A)(iii)  shall  for  all 
purposes  be  treated  as  if  it  were  paid  to  the 
individual  as  unemployment  compensation 
and  paid  by  the  individual  to  the  State  food 
stamp  agency  to  which  the  uncollected  over- 
issuance  is  owed  as  repayment  of  the  indi- 
vidual's uncollected  overissuance. 

••(C)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  unemployment  compensation'  means 
any  compensation  payable  under  the  State 
law  (including  amounts  payable  pursuant  to 
an  agreement  under  a  Federal  unemploy- 
ment compensation  law). 

•■(D)  A  State  food  stamp  agency  to  which 
an  uncollected  overissuance  is  owed  shall  re- 
imburse the  State  agency  charged  with  the 
administration  of  the  State  unemployment 
compensation  law  for  the  administrative 
costs  incurred  by  the  State  agency  under 
this  paragraph  which  are  attributable  to  re- 
payment of  uncollected  overissuance  to  the 
State  food  stamp  agency  to  which  the  un- 
collected overissuance  is  owed. ". 


FOOD  STAMP  intercept  OF  FEDERAL  TAX 
REFUNDS 

Sec  702.  (a)  Section  13  (7  U.S.C.  2022)  (as 
amended  by  section  701(a)  of  this  Act)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

••(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(7),  a  State  agency  may  inform  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  of  the  identity  of  an 
individual  who  owes  an  uncollected  overis- 
suance and  the  amount  of  the  uncollected 
overissuance. 

••(2)  Upon  receiving  notice  from  a  State 
agency  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1).  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  determine 
whether  any  amounts,  as  refunds  of  Federal 
taxes  paid,  are  payable  to  the  named  indi- 
vidual (regardless  of  whether  the  individual 
filed  a  tax  return  as  a  married  or  urunarried 
individual).  If  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
finds  that  an  amount  is  payable,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  shall  withhold  from 
the  refunds  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount 
of  the  uncollected  overissuance,  and  pay  the 
amount  to  the  State  agency  (together  with 
notice  of  the  individuals  home  address). 

•(3)  If  the  offset  procedure  is  applied  for 
the  benefit  of  a  State  agency  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (2),  the  State  agency  must  pay  a 
fee  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  re- 
imburse the  Secretary  for  the  full  cost  of 
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applying  such  procedure.  Such  fees  shall  be 
credited  to  the  appropriation  accounts 
which  bore  all  or  part  of  the  costs  involved 
In  making  the  collections. 

'•(4)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
issue  regulations,  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary, which  prescribe— 

"(A)  the  time  at  which  a  State  agency 
must  submit  notice  of  an  uncollected  overis- 
suance: 

"(B)  the  manner  in  which  the  notice  must 
be  submitted; 

"(C)  the  necessary  information  which 
must  be  contained  in  or  accompany  the 
notice;  and 

"(D)  the  amount  of  the  fee  that  a  State 
agency  must  pay  to  reimburse  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (3). 

"(5)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
advise  the  Secretary,  at  least  annually,  of— 

"(A)  the  State  agencies  which  have  fur- 
nished notices  of  uncollected  overissuances 
under  this  subsection; 

"(B)  the  number  of  cases  in  each  State 
with  respect  to  which  the  notices  have  been 
furnished  under  this  subsection; 

"(C)  the  amount  of  uncollected  overis- 
suances sought  to  be  collected  under  this 
subsection  by  each  State;  and 

■(D)  the  amount  of  the  collections  actual- 
ly made  under  this  subsection  in  the  case  of 
each  State  agency. 

"(6)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term 
•uncollected  overissuance'  means  the 
amount  of  an  overissuance  of  coupons,  as 
determined  under  subsection  (bMl).  which 
has  not  been  collected  pursuant  to  subsec- 
tion (bMl)  or  (c)  within  three  months  of  the 
determination  of  the  overissuance. 

"(7)  An  uncollected  overissuance  shall  be 
subject  to  the  offset  procedure  descriljed  in 
this  subsection  if  the  amount  of  the  uncol- 
lected overissuance  in  the  current  or  previ- 
ous taxable  years  and  any  other  amounts 
owed  to  the  State  agency  under  similar  pro- 
visions of  Federal  law  equals  $100  or  more. '. 

(b)(1)  Section  11(e)  (7  U.S.C.  2020(e))  (as 
amended  by  section  701(b)(1)  of  this  Act)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(25)  at  the  option  of  the  State  agency, 
for  procedures  necessary  to  obtain  payment 
of  uncollected  overissuances  of  coupons 
from  Federal  tax  refunds  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 13(d).". 

(2)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  16(a)  (7  U.S.C.  2025(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "section  13(b)(  1 )  of  this  Act" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsections 
(b)(1).  (c).  and  (d)  of  section  13". 

(3)  Section  6402(c)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  so  much  of  such  sub- 
section as  precedes  "The  amount  of"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(c)  Offsets.— 

'•(1)  Offset  of  past  due  support  against 
overpayments.—"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "sutwection"  in  the 
third  sentence  of  paragraph  (1)  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "paragraph";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Offset  of  food  stamp  overissuances 
AGAINST  OVERPAYMENTS.— The  amount  of  any 
overpayment  to  be  refunded  to  the  person 
making  the  overpayment  shall  be  reduced 
by  the  amount  of  any  uncollected  overis- 
sance  (as  defined  in  section  13(d)(6)  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977)  of  food  stamp  cou- 
pons owed  by  that  person  and  with  respect 
to  which  the  Secretary  has  been  notified  by 
a  State  agency  in  accordance  with  section 
13(d)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977.  The 


Secretary  shall  remit  the  amount  by  which 
the  overpayment  is  so  reduced  to  the  State 
agency  to  which  the  uncollected  overis- 
suance is  due  and  notify  the  person  who 
made  the  overpayment  that  so  much  of  the 
overpayment  as  was  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
person's  obligation  for  an  uncollected  over- 
issance  has  been  paid  to  the  State  agency. 
This  paragraph  shall  be  applied  to  an  over- 
payment after  such  overpayment  has  been 
reduced  (pursuant  to  paragraph  (1))  by  the 
amount  (if  any)  of  past-due  support  owed  by 
such  person  and  prior  to  the  crediting  of 
such  overpayment  against  such  person's 
future  liability  for  an  internal  revenue 
tax.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  taxable  years  ending  after  De- 
cember 31.  1983. 

TITLE    VIII-ADMINISTRATIVE    COST 
SHARING  AND  QUALITY  CONTROLS 
STATE      AGENCY      LIABIUTY      FOR 
ERRORS 
Sec.  801.  (a)  Section  16  (7  U.S.C.  2025)  is 

amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
and  redesignating  subsections  (e).  (f).  and 
(g)  as  subsections  (d).  (e).  and  (f ),  respective- 
ly; and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

'■(c)(1)  As  used  in  this  subsection— 

"(A)  the  term  'dollar  value  equivalent' 
means  the  value  of  allotments  determined 
by  multiplying  the  payment  error  rate  for  a 
fiscal  year  by  the  dollar  value  of  all  allot- 
ments issued  during  that  fiscal  year  by  a 
State  agency;  and 

■■(B)  the  term  payment  error  rate'  means 
the  percentage  of  all  allotments  issued  in  a 
fiscal  year  by  a  state  agency  which  are— 

'■(i)  issued  to  households  which  fail  to 
meet  the  eligibility  requirements  estab- 
lished under  section  5  or  6;  and 

■■(ii)  overissued  to  households  which  meet 
such  requirements. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  institute  an  error 
rate  reduction  program  under  which  each 
State  agency  shall,  other  than  for  good 
cause  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  pay 
to  the  Secretary  or  have  withheld  by  the 
Secretary  as  described  in  paragraph  (4).  the 
dollar  value  equivalent  of  the  any  payment 
error  rate  of  the  State  agency  which  is  over 
3  per  centum,  as  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

"(3)  If  the  Secretary  makes  a  claim 
against  a  State  for  payment  under  para- 
graph (2),  the  State  may  seek  administra- 
tive and  judicial  review  of  such  claim  under 
the  procedures  set  forth  in  section  14. 

"(4)  If  a  claim  made  against  a  State  for 
payment  under  paragraph  (2)  is  ultimately 
determined  to  be  valid  or  is  not  contested  by 
the  State,  the  claim  shall  be  collected  by 
the  Secretary  through  State  payment,  with- 
holding amounts  otherwise  payable  to  the 
State  agency  under  this  Act.  or  other  mech- 
anisms authorized  by  subchapter  II  of  chap- 
ter 37  of  title  31.  United  States  Code.  Such  a 
claim  may  be  collected  on  a  monthly,  quar- 
terly, semiannual,  or  annual  basis,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary.". 

(bid)  Section  11  (7  U.S.C.  2020)  is  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  striking  out  'section  16(e)"  in  sub- 
section (e)(3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"sections  16(d)";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  ""sections  16(a)  and 
16(c)"'  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection 
(g)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section 
16(a)'. 


(2)  Section  18(e)  (7  U.S.C.  2027  (e))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  second  sen- 
tence. 

(c)(1)  Section  11  (7  U.S.C.  2020)  (as 
amended  by  seciton  604(a)  of  t:iis  Act)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (h)  and 
redesignating  subsections  (i)  through  (o)  as 
subsections  (h)  through  (n).  respectively. 

(2)  Section  llle)(2)  (7  U.S.C.  2020  (e)(2))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '■subsection  (i)" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection 
(h)". 

(3)  The  first  sentence  of  section  18(e)  (7 
U.S.C  2027(e))  is  amended  by  striking  out 
■"11  (g)  and  (h)""  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
""11(g)"". 

TITLE  IX-EFFECTIVE  DATE 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec  901.  Except  as  provided  in  sections 
103(c)  and  702(c)  of  this  Act.  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  Act  shall  become  effec- 
tive on  October  1.  1983.* 

•  Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  join  my  colleagues.  Sen- 
ators McClure  and  Garn,  introducing 
this  major  food  stamp  reform. 

This  program  is  out  of  control. 

I  hear  from  Coloradans  all  the  time 
about  various  abuses  they  see  every 
day  in  the  grocery  stores.  In  the  last 
year,  nearly  500  people  have  written  to 
me  to  express  their  concern  about  this 
program,  and  I  know  other  Senators 
hear  the  same  fears  from  their  con- 
stituents. 

People  were  outraged  to  hear  the 
case  of  the  Texas  housepainter  (re- 
ported in  the  Washington  Post  of  Sep- 
tember 29,  1982)  who  had  applied  for 
food  stamps  75  times  in  23  different 
States,  and  had  stolen  $14,000  worth 
of  stamps  from  the  program.  This 
went  on  for  2  years  before  he  was  fi- 
nally caught. 

Investigators  in  Chicago  in  Septem- 
ber of  1982  arrested  42  persons  for 
food  stamp  fraud,  and  found  that  24 
of  them  were  Federal  employees.  All 
told,  these  people  had  stolen  $500,000 
worth  of  food  stamps.  A  similar  inves- 
tigation in  Indianapolis  at  the  same 
time  resulted  in  21  arrests  of  store 
owners,  not  food  stamp  recipients,  who 
had  traded  cash  for  food  stamps  and 
turned  in  the  fraudulent  stamps  in 
violation  of  Federal  laws. 

An  investigation  in  Virginia  known 
as  'Operation  Sandcrab"  turned  up  40 
arrests  of  food  stamp  cheaters  who 
had  illegally  exchanged  the  coupons 
for  stereos,  cars,  guns,  drugs,  clothes, 
and  other  luxuries. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  impossible  to 
know  how  many  more  people  have 
been  involved  in  food  stamp  fraud  and 
abuse.  But  the  General  Accounting 
Office  estimated  in  its  February  1983 
report  that  waste,  abuse,  and  error 
result  in  losses  approaching  $2  billion 
per  year.  And  it  is  important  to  note 
that  those  who  are  most  hurt  by  these 
abuses  are  the  people  who  really  need 
food  stamps.  That  is  $2  billion  that 
could  have  gone  to  families  who 
needed  it.  For  instance,  the  same  GAO 
report    estimates    that    $500    million 


worth  of  food  stamps  are  underissued; 
that  is.  that  people  were  given  inad- 
equate amounts  based  on  their  entitle- 
ments. And  the  net  losses  from  these 
errors  could  have  provided  food  stamp 
benefits  to  1.7  million  needy  people  for 
2  years. 

The  legislation  we  are  Introducing 
today  is  aimed  at  solving  the  real  prob- 
lems that  caused  these  abuses.  We 
must  redouble  our  efforts  to  catch 
those  who  cheat  the  system,  and  cheat 
the  poor,  but  at  the  same  time,  I  think 
it  is  especially  important  that  we  solve 
the  institutional  problems  that  allow 
these  abuses  to  occur. 

For  example,  GAO  reported  that 
during  1981,  16,000  cases  of  recipient 
fraud  were  actually  adjudicated,  but 
suggests  that  fraud  is  much  more 
prevalent  than  that.  New  York  City  in 
1981  made  almost  no  investigations  of 
cases  involving  inaccurate  reporting  of 
Income  or  recipient  of  multiple  bene- 
fits, and  none  were  ever  referred  for 
adjudication.  In  California  the  same 
year,  14,000  potential  fraud  cases  were 
investigated  but  only  242  were  ever  re- 
ferred for  adjudication. 

Part  of  the  problem  is  that  States 
have  little  incentive  for  cracking  down 
on  these  abtises.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment pays  all  of  the  benefits  and  a 
substantial  share  of  the  administrative 
costs  of  the  program,  and  States  are 
not  required  to  pay  for  errors,  so  long 
as  the  error  rate  is  no  more  than  10 
percent. 

But  the  GAO  report  lists  many 
other  means  whereby  the  States  could 
do  a  better  job  of  enforcing  the  food 
stamp  laws.  Cross-checking  of  comput- 
er files  to  determine  multiple  applica- 
tions, and  to  check  other  income 
sources  is  one  way  States  could  be 
more  sure  that  a  person  really  needs 
food  stamps.  And  the  ability  to  check 
IRS  records  to  see  that  a  person  re- 
ports all  his  income  on  a  food  stamp 
application  is  another  method  of  re- 
ducing this  fraud. 

The  legislation  we  are  introducing 
will  correct  these  problems.  It  address- 
es 16  particular  changes  in  the  system 
designed  to  give  States  the  tools  and 
the  incentives  needed  to  avoid  this 
kind  of  waste  in  the  future.  And  if  we 
expect  this  program  to  accomplish  its 
intended  purpose,  we  must  act  on 
these  matters  now. 

The  food  stamp  program  began  as 
an  experiment  in  eight  counties  in 
1961.  That  experiment,  which  cost  the 
taxpayers  $13  million,  served  150,000 
people.  It  blossomed  into  the  food 
stamp  program  in  1964  at  a  cost  of  $56 
million.  By  1978  the  program  had 
reached  literally  100  times  its  original 
cost,  and  this  year  it  is  expected  that 
the  program  will  cost  $12  billion  to  op- 
erate. And  today  more  than  22  million 
Americans  receive  food  stamps. 

The  rapid  increases  in  the  cost  of 
this  program  are  hard  to  justify  in 
these  severe  economic  times.  But  they 


are  impossible  to  justify  until  we  ad- 
dress the  abuses.  I  encourage  the 
Senate  to  act  expeditiously  on  this  bill 
and  I  commend  Senator  McClure  for 
his  leadership  on  what  I  think  is 
among  the  most  important  issues  of 
our  times.* 


By  Mr.  NUNN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Mattingly,  Mr.  Bumpers,  Mr. 
Chiles,  Mr.  DeConcini,  Mr. 
Heflin,     Mr.     HoLLiNGS,     Mr. 

HUDDLESTON,     Mr.     LEVIN,     Mr. 

MoYNiHAN,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr. 
ZoRiNSKY,    Mr.    D'Amato,    Mr. 

ABDNOR,  Mr.  DURENBERGER,  Mr. 

East,  Mr.  Goldwater,  Mr.  Hat- 
field. Mr.  Helms.  Mr.  Kasten, 
Mr.  Laxalt,  Mr.  Percy,  Mr. 
Tower,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr. 
Boren,  Mr.  Bentsen,  and  Mr. 

INOUYE): 

S.J.  Res.  142.  Joint  resolution  desig- 
nating the  week  of  October  3  through 
October  9,  1983,  as  "National  Produc- 
tivity Improvement  Week";  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

NATIONAL  PRODUCTIVITY  IMPROVEMENT  WEEK 

•  Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  for  sever- 
al years  it  has  been  my  pleasure  to  in- 
troduce a  Senate  joint  resolution  des- 
ignating a  week  in  October  as  "Nation- 
al Productivity  Improvement  Week." 
Because  one  of  the  most  important 
economic  issues  facing  our  Nation  is 
the  urgent  need  to  gain  a  better  un- 
derstanding of  the  crippling  effect  of 
declining  or  stagnating  productivity  on 
the  economic  health  of  the  United 
States,  I  am  pleased  once  again  to 
offer  this  joint  resolution  on  behalf  of 
the  American  Institute  of  Industrial 
Engineers.  This  resolution  calls  on  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  pro- 
claim October  3  through  October  9, 
1983,  as  "National  Productivity  Im- 
provement Week"  for  1983. 

As  you  may  know,  from  1948  to  1978 
American  productivity  grew  at  a 
rather  steady  annual  rate  of  2.2  per- 
cent. However,  since  1978.  though 
there  have  been  varying  degrees  of 
quarterly  increases  and  decreases,  pro- 
ductivity growth  has  stalled.  This  is  a 
dangerous  situation  because  the  trend 
to  increased  wages  and  salaries  with- 
out an  accompanying  increase  in  pro- 
ductivity leads  to  more  dollars  chasing 
fewer  goods  and  services,  which  is  one 
of  the  root  causes  of  inflation.  There- 
fore, it  is  extremely  important  that  we 
recognize  the  need  to  continually  in- 
crease productivity  in  order  to  help 
combat  the  continuing  danger  of  infla- 
tion. Such  increased  productivity 
would  also  help  remedy  our  balance  of 
trade  problem  and  increase  our  nation- 
al standard  of  living. 

According  to  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service,  there  are  at  least  five 
factors  which  contribute  to  a  general 
slowdown  in  productivity  growth. 
First,  increases  in  the  price  of  energy 
over  the  last  decade  have  caused  a 
shift   away   from   the   production   of 


goods  using  large  amounts  of  energy 
toward  the  production  of  goods  using 
smaller  amounts  of  energy.  The  type 
of     industries     which     use     smaller 
amounts  of  energy  tend  to  have  lower 
rates  of  productivity  growth.  Second, 
increases  in  the  cost  of  capital  over 
labor  have  led  some  industries  to  favor 
increases  in  the  use  of  labor  over  the 
use  of  capital  equipment  which  would 
have  increased  productivity.  Third,  in- 
creases in  the  cost  of  financing  such 
productivity      increasing      equipment 
have  discouraged  its  purchase.  Fourth, 
the  advent  of  less  productive  younger 
workers  of  the  baby-boom  generation 
into  the  work  force  has  decreased  pro- 
ductivity.    Finally,     throughout     the 
decade  of  the  1970's,  increased  Gov- 
ernment regulations  concerning  safety 
and  pollution  control  caused  the  diver- 
sion of  capital  into  equipment  to  deal 
with  these  problems  which  does  not 
necessarily  increase  productivity. 

We  must  remember  that  productivi- 
ty growth  can  help  to  hold  down  infla- 
tion. Besides  helping  to  break  the 
wage-price  spiral,  it  can  help  to  im- 
prove the  security  of  American  jobs. 
At  a  time  of  such  serious  unemploy- 
ment, the  retention  of  American  jobs 
is  vitally  important.  Over  the  decade 
of  the  1970's  it  has  been  estimated 
that  declining  U.S  competitiveness 
cost  $125  billion  in  lost  production  and 
2  million  lost  jobs.  This  problem, 
which  some  refer  to  as  structural  un- 
employment, is  directly  related  to  the 
fact  that  our  foreign  competitors  have 
consistently  attained  average  produc- 
tivity gains  much  higher  than  that  of 
the  United  States. 

There  are  numerous  ways  in  which 
productivity  growth  may  be  encour- 
aged, such  as  increased  rates  of  capital 
investment,  reduced  energy  costs,  and 
improved  research  and  development 
efforts.  However,  any  successful  solu- 
tion to  our  productivity  crisis  will  re- 
quire a  clearer  appreciation  of  both 
the  serious  effects  of  declining  produc- 
tivity, as  well  as  the  potential  that  a 
reversal  of  this  trend  holds  for  reduc- 
ing the  threat  of  a  revival  of  double- 
digit  inflation. 

Mr.  I»resident,  I  am  therefore 
pleased  to  note  that  once  again  the 
American  Institute  of  Industrial  Engi- 
neers, whose  members  are  actively  en- 
gaged in  management  of  plant  design 
and  engineering,  systems  engineering, 
production  and  quality  control,  energy 
conservation,  performance  and  oper- 
ations standards,  and  material  flow 
system  and  operations  research,  has 
continued  their  public  information 
campaign  to  promote  a  better  under- 
standing of  the  critical  aspects  of  pro- 
ductivity improvement.  Efforts  such  as 
these  are  to  be  commended  and  en- 
couraged, and  I  am  pleased  to  join  in 
the  cosponsorship  of  this  joint  resolu- 
tion designating  October  3  through  9, 
1983    as    "National    Productivity    Im- 


n-059  0-87-28  (Pt.  16) 


22164 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  2,  1983 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22165 


provement  Week."  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  Senate  will  act  expeditiously  on 
this  resolution.* 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  resolution  in- 
troduced by  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Georgia.  Senator  Nunn.  It 
is  only  fitting  that  we  commemorate 
the  week  of  October  3.  1983,  as  Nation- 
al Productivity  Week. 

The  Nation  has  recently  endured  the 
worst  recession  since  the  Great  De- 
pression of  the  1930's.  However,  we  are 
now  entering  a  period  of  sustained  eco- 
nomic growth  without  runaway  infla- 
tion. With  disinflation,  profits  can  no 
longer  be  realized  via  price  hikes.  The 
marketplace  will  not  tolerate  higher 
prices  or  wages  in  an  environment  of 
declining  inflation.  Instead  the  only 
way  to  generate  larger  profits  is 
through  productivity  savings.  Stable 
prices  force  a  reduction  in  costs  which 
results  in  improved  income  levels. 

For  the  corporation,  both  large  and 
small,  this  means  streamlining  man- 
agement, reducing  labor  costs,  and 
purchasing  more  productive  technolo- 
gy. The  American  worker  plays  a  criti- 
cal role  in  this  process.  If  our  Nation's 
industry  is  to  regain  its  competitive 
position,  improved  productivity  must 
occur.  For  labor,  this  does  not  repre- 
sent only  sacrifice.  The  best  way  I 
know  to  guarantee  jobs  is  to  insure 
that  our  products  are  superior  from  a 
price  and  quality  viewpoint.  Productiv- 
ity is  paramount  to  accomplishing  this 
goal.  Today,  as  economic  activity  bur- 
geons, new  strides  in  productivity  are 
being  attained.  I  applaud  both  man- 
agement and  labor  for  these  gains. 
Controlling  inflation  is  critical  to  the 
continuation  of  this  process.  National 
Productivity  Week  will  highlight  the 
importance  efficiency  plays  in  our  Na- 
tion's economic  well-being.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  269 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McClure.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Hatch)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
269,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  disposal 
of  silver  from  the  national  defense 
stockpile  through  the  issuance  of 
silver  coins. 

S.  914 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McClure,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Abdnor).  the  Senator 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Bentsen).  the  Sena- 
tor from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd), 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
BoscHwiTz).  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mr.  Dole),  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
(Mr.  Eagleton).  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  (Mr.  Murkowski),  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr.  Roth) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  914,  a 
bill  to  protect  firearms  owners'  consti- 
tutional rights,  civil  liberties,  and 
rights  to  privacy. 


s.  las* 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  Eagleton,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts (Mr.  Kennedy)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1256,  a  bill  to  authorize 
special  assistance  for  desegregation  ac- 
tivities. 

S.  1301 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Heinz,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  Pressler)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1301,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
allow  a  credit  against  tax  for  expenses 
incurred  in  the  care  of  elderly  family 
members. 

S.  1302 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Heinz,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr. 
Matsunaga)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1302.  a  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  with  respect 
to  purchase  and  rentals  of  durable 
medical  equipment. 

S.  1306 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mathias,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
(Mr.  Quayle)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1306,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
patent  law  to  restore  the  term  of  the 
patent  grant  for  the  period  of  time 
that  nonpatent  regulatory  require- 
ments prevent  the  marketing  of  a  pat- 
ented product. 

S.   1520 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cranston,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Sarbanes)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1520,  a  bill  to  authorize  re- 
dress payments  to  certain  residents  of 
the  United  States  of  Japanese-Ameri- 
can. Aleut,  or  other  ancestry  who  were 
interned,  detained,  or  forcibly  relo- 
cated by  the  United  States  during 
World  War  II.  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1602 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McClure.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Grassley  )  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1602,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  a 
partial  exclusion  for  dividends  and  in- 
terest beginning  in  1983. 

S.   1634 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Garn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1634,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Mineral 
Lands  Leasing  Act  of  1920  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.   1661 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Johnston)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1661,  a  bill  to  amend  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  make 
technical  corrections  with  respect  to 
the  application  after  1983  of  the  per- 
centage depletion  allowance  to  oil  and 
natural  gas  resulting  from  secondary 
or  tertiary  processes. 


a.  1666 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Chafee,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
(Mr.  Simpson)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1666,  a  bill  to  amend  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  reduce 
the  capital  gains  tax  rates  for  individ- 
uals who  hold  new  issues  of  stock  at 
least  5  years. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  17 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pryor,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr. 
Dole)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  17,  a  joint  res- 
olution proposing  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  to  provide  for  the 
direct  popular  election  of  the  Presi- 
dent and  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  1  13 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wilson,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Bentsen)  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Tower)  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  113.  a  joint 
resolution  to  provide  for  the  designa- 
tion of  the  week  beginning  June  3 
through  June  9,  1984,  as  "National 
Theater  Week." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  121 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abdnor.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mrs.  Kassebaum)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
121.  a  joint  resolution  to  designate  No- 
vember 1983  as  "National  Diabetes 
Month. " 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  136 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Glenn,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mr.  Dole),  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky (Mr.  Ford),  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Lautenberg) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  136,  a  joint  resolu- 
tion to  recognize  "Volunteer  Firefight- 
ers Recognition  Day,"  as  a  tribute  to 
the  bravery  and  self-sacrifice  of  our 
volunteer  firefighters. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   130 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  DeConcini)  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  (Mr.  Laxalt)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Resolution 
130,  a  resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  President 
should  award  the  Presidential  Medal 
of  Freedom  to  Barney  Clark,  to  be  pre- 
sented to  his  family  in  his  memory. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE,  SCIENCE,  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Tuesday.  August  2,  to  meet  in  execu- 


tive session  to  consider  pending  calen- 
dar business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY,  NUCLEAR 
PROLIKERATION  AND  GOVERNMENT  PROCESSES 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Energy,  Nuclear  Prolifera- 
tion and  Government  Processes  of  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday, 
August  3,  to  hold  an  oversight  hearing 
on  the  collection  of  criminal  fines. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  in  closed  session  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day. August  3.  to  receive  a  briefing  on 
intelligence  matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


Manhattan,  was  built  during  Father  Mur- 
phy's pastorate,  which  extended  from  1944- 
47  It  Still  stands,  and  Is  doing  fine,  he  says, 
with  Just  a  hint  of  pride.  Its  founding  and 
construction  received  wide  coverage  at  the 
time,  as  any  one  who  lived  In  New  York  City 
at  the  time  well  remembers. 

Made  a  Monslgnor  in  1966,  while  pastor  of 
St.  Joseph's  Church  in  New  Windsor.  N.Y.. 
Father  Murphy  was  assigned  to  St.  Gabri- 
el's In  New  Rochelle  In  1969,  where  he  re- 
mained until  1975.  In  1976.  he  came  to 
Pelham  which  he  loves. 

He  says  Pelham  is  beautiful  the  people 
wonderful,  "very  much  like  my  first  parish  ". 
St.  Catharine's  parish  Is  "like  a  huge  family. 
That's  the  Innuence  of  Msgr.  Philip 
Murphy ".  He  very  much  enjoys  working 
with  Msgr.  Philip  Murphy  and  the  other 
priests.  Father  Butler,  who  has  been  at  St. 
Catharine's  for  23  years  and  Msgr.  Darcy. 
the  apostolate  for  deaf  and  speech  disabled 
for  this  area.  In  residence  in  Pelham. 

The  necessity  of  closing  St.  Catharines 
School  is  heartbreaking  to  Msgr.  Murphy, 
but  he  is  glad  there  are  other  parochial 
schools  nearby. 

Fifty  years  of  "parochial  duties "  means 
fifty  years  of  ministering  to  human  needs. 
While  he  Is  required  to  retire  this  year  upon 
reaching  the  age  of  75,  Msgr.  Murphy  says 
that  he  will  be  permitted  to  continue  his 
duties  so  long  as  he  wishes  to  do  so  and  is 
able.  And  he  finds  that  very  fortunate.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  MSGR.  WILLIAM  T. 

MURPHY 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  distin- 
guished member  of  New  York's  clergy. 
Msgr.  William  T.  Murphy,  associate 
pastor  of  St.  Catharines  Church.  This 
past  month  Monsignor  Murphy  cele- 
brated the  50th  anniversary  of  his  or- 
dination. A  splendid  accomplishment 
indeed. 

Recently,  the  Pelham  Sun  printed  a 
front  page  article  outlining  Monsignor 
Murphy's     distinguished     career.      I 
would  like  to  share  that  article  with 
my  colleagues  and  ask  that  it  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 
The  article  follows: 
Monsignor  Murphy  Is  50  Years  a  Priest 
Monsignor  William  T.  Murphy,  associate 
pastor  of  St.  Catharines  Church,  celebrated 
50  years  In  the  priesthood  recently.  His  re- 
ponse  to  congratulations  is  •Incredible! " 

He  was  ordained  at  St.  Patrick's  Cathe- 
djral  on  June  10.  1933,  by  Patrick  Cardinal 
Hayes.  Parishioners  of  St.  Catharines 
Church  celebrated  on  June  19,  due  to  earlier 
parchlal  and  school  concerns. 

Bom  in  Greenwich  Village,  Manhattan. 
Msgr.  Murphy  attended  parochial  schools 
and  graduated  from  St.  Joseph's  Seminary 
in  Yonkers.  His  first  assignment  was  St.  Jo- 
seph's Church  in  Middletown,  New  York, 
where  he  served  for  three  years.  He  has  a 
distinct  memory  of  each  succeeding  assign- 
ment, seven  In  all,  but  Insists  that  no  special 
memories  stand  out.  It  has  been  just  day  by 
day  parochial  duties:  Masses,  preaching,  ad- 
ministering sacraments,  hearing  confes- 
sions. 

Within  one  exception:  during  World  War 
II.  a  new  church,  "A  different  kind  of 
church".  Our  Lady  of  Victory,  ministering 
to  business  people  in  the  Wall  Street  area  of 


RESTORING  MOST-FAVORED- 
NATION  STATUS  TO  POLAND 


•  Mr.  EAST.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  there  are  continu- 
ing discussions  within  the  Department 
of  State  and  the  Office  of  the  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  of  restoring 
most-favored-nation  status  to  Poland. 
Dr.  Magnus  J.  Krynski  of  Duke  Uni- 
versity, in  a  recent  letter  to  Mr.  Fred- 
erick Montgomery  of  the  Trade  Repre- 
sentative's Office,  argues  forcefully 
and  knowledgeably  against  such  resto- 
ration. I  believe  Dr.  Krynski's  argu- 
ments are  compelling,  and  I  recom- 
mend that  my  colleagues  consider 
them  seriously.  I  ask  that  Dr.  Kryns- 
ki's letter  be  printed  in  full  in  the 
Congressional  Record. 
The  letter  follows: 

POMOST, 
Socio-Political  Movement, 
Durham.  N.C..  May  30,  1983. 
Mr.  Frederick  Montgomery, 
Chairman.    Trade  Policy  Staff  Committee. 
Office  of  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative. 
Washington,  B.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Montgomery:  Mr.  ChrUtopher 
Rac  Coordinator  of  the  Executive  Commit- 
tee of  POMOST,  A  Polish-American  organi- 
2ation  with  headquarters  in  Chicago,  Illi- 
nois, and  branches  In  fifteen  other  states, 
asked  me  to  write  to  you  in  connection  with 
the  memorandum  addressed  to  your  office 
some  time  ago  by  Mr.  Mitchell  Kobelinski. 
We  know  of  Mr.  Kobellnskl's  memorandum. 
In  which  he  argued  the  case  for  the  restora- 
tion of  the  Most  Favored  Nation  status  to 
Poland  from  Kurier  Polski  i  Polomjny  of 
March  1983  (No.  1).  which  printed  a  lengthy 
summary  of  his  arguments. 

Mr.  Kobellnskl's  memorandum  Is  intellec- 
tually unconvincing  and  his  views  run 
counter  to  the  majority  opinion  of  Polish 
Americans.  Why  then  Is  It  necessary  to 
reply  to  his  memorandum?  Mr.  Kobelinski 


is  a  former  director  of  the  U.S.  Import- 
Export  Bank  and  a  former  director  of  the 
U.S.  Small  Business  Administration.  His 
successful  career  In  the  past  should  not  ob- 
scure the  fact  that  his  present  argumenta- 
tion Is  unsound  and  that  his  advocacy  of 
economic  collaboration  with  the  unpalata- 
ble Jaruzelskl  regime  Is  generally  rejected 
by  the  Polish-American  community  as  mor- 
ally ambiguous. 

Before  dealing  with  the  specifics  of  Mr. 
Kobellnskl's  memorandum,  a  brief  comment 
on  the  major  Polish-American  organizations 
and  their  attitudes  is  necessary. 

Virtually  all  the  major  Polish-American 
organizations  strongly  support  all  the  sanc- 
tions In  force  at  the  present  moment.  In 
fact,  many  Polish  Americans  feel  that  the 
sanctions  do  not  go  fwr  enough.  POMOST. 
the  largest  and  fastest-growing  pro-Solidari- 
ty organization.  Is  strongly  In  favor  of  sanc- 
tions. Other  major  pro-Solidarity  organiza- 
tions, such  as  the  Committees  in  Support  of 
Solldarltv  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia. 
Support  of  Solidarity  of  Boston,  and  Soli- 
darity   International    of    Connecticut    and 
New  York,  also  favor  sanctions.  I  speak  of 
these  matters  from  firsthand  knowledge  as 
POMOST's  liaison  officer  to  our  fraternal 
pro-Solidarity  organizations  in  the  North- 
east. I  can  also  say  with  authority,  as  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Polish  Institute  of  Arts  and  Sciences  in  New- 
York  (the  prestigious  organization  of  acade- 
micians,   writers,    and    artists)    that    the 
Polish-American     Intellectual     community 
also  backs  the  sanctions.  Finally,  even  the 
Polish  American  Congress,  the  organization 
which     represents     older     generations    of 
Polish  Americans  and  Is  perhaps  least  re- 
sponsive to  Issues  of  foreign  policy.  Is  also 
officially  strongly  on  record  as  supporting 
sanctions.   This   Is   of   utmost    Importance, 
since  Mr.  Kobelinski  Is  a  former  chairman 
of  the  Illinois  Division  of  the  Polish  Ameri- 
can Congress,  and  a  false  Impression  might 
have  been  created  that  he  represenU  the 
views  of  the  PAC.  The  fact  Is  that  Mr.  Ko- 
bellnski's  views  are  not  at  all  representative 
of  any  substantial  segment  of  the  PolUh- 
American  community.  Mr.  Kobelinski  is  the 
President  of  the  Kore  International  Trade 
and  Investment  Company,  which  is  interest- 
ed in  trade  with  Poland.  His  views  are  more 
likely  than  not  a  reflection  of  the  economic 
Inten  sts  of  that  company. 

Let  me  respond  now,  point  by  point,  to 
Mr.  Kobellnskl's  arguments: 

1.  Kobelinski:  The  United  States  has  in 
the  past  maintained  economic  relations  with 
socialist  countries  the  political  systems  of 
which  it  does  not  approve.  By  revokmg  the 
Most  Favored  Nation  status  from  socialist 
Poland,  the  U.S.  is  guilty  of  a  double  stand- 
ard. ,    .       J  _„ 
Response:  The  MFN  status  is  based  on 
good  behavior.  East  Germany,  Czechoslova- 
kia and  the  Soviet  Union  were  never  grant- 
ed MFN  status:  Romania  recently  lost  it  for 
a  transgression  that  Is  relatively  minor  com- 
pared to  all  the  violations  of  Polish  and 
international  laws  perpetrated  by  the  Jaru- 
zelskl junta.  Here  are  some  of  these  viola- 
tions. The  Jaruzelskl  regime  violated  the  de- 
cision of  the  Polish  Supreme  Court,  which 
legalized  Solidarity:  it  proclauned  Martial 
Law  in  contravention  of  the  Polish  Consti- 
tution, and  it  also  violated  many  interna- 
tional   agreements,    statutes,    and    conven- 
tions, in  particular  those  of  the  Helsinki 
Pinal  Accord,  the  International  Labor  Orga- 
nization, and  the  United  Nations.  Smce  the 
onset  of  Martial  Law  more  than  fifty  people 
have  been  killed  or  tortured  to  death  in 
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street  demonstrations,  prisons,  and  police 
stations.  Water  cannon,  concussion  erran- 
ades.  tear  gas.  and  truncheons  are  regularly 
used  against  peaceful  demonstrators.  Some 
of  the  former  Solidarity  activists  are  ab- 
ducted from  the  streets  and  factory  floors 
and  pressed  into  penal  military  battalions, 
while  others  are  forced,  through  threats 
and  physical  violence,  to  leave  Poland.  All 
the  major  professional  and  artistic  organiza- 
tions have  been  dissolved  or  indefinitely  sus- 
pended, and  many  of  their  members  have 
lost  their  positions.  A  show  trial  resembling 
Moscow  trials  of  the  1930s  is  being  prepared 
against  five  intellectuals  of  the  Committee 
for  Workers'  Defense  and  seven  Solidarity 
Union  leaders.  The  regime  is  poisoning  the 
atmosphere  of  public  life  by  adopting  a 
policy  of  "divide  and  conquer."  It  tries  to  set 
farmers  against  workers,  workers  against  in- 
tellectuals. Catholics  against  Jews,  "radical" 
priests  sigainst  ""reasonable"  bishops. 

Can  anyone  in  his  right  mind  seriously 
suggest,  as  Mr.  Kobelinski  apparently  does, 
that  this  grotesque  regime,  which  combines 
in  a  bizarre  manner  many  of  the  worst  fea- 
tures of  Stalinism.  Nazism,  and  Prussian 
militarism,  should  deserve  privileged  treat- 
ment by  the  United  States  Government? 

2.  Kobelinski:  The  U.S..  by  applying  sanc- 
tions and  embargoes,  is  losing  its  credibility 
as  a  trading  partner. 

Response:  Mr.  Kobelinski  defines  credibil- 
ity in  a  very  narrow  sense,  in  terms  of  trad- 
ing credibility  only.  We  believe  that  political 
credibility  is  more  important,  that  there  are 
larger  interests  than  just  the  narrow  eco- 
nomic ones.  The  case  for  trade  with  the 
East  has  always  been  argued  on  the  basis  of 
leverage;  if  we  are  not  going  to  use  this  le- 
verage, there  is  no  longer  any  justification 
for  trading.  Besides,  the  U.S.  should  not  be 
concerned  about  its  reputation  as  a  trading 
partner  in  the  eyes  of  the  regime  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  in  an  apt.  if 
somewhat  understated  phrase,  described  as 
a  "bunch  of  no  good  lousy  bums." 

3.  Kobelinskv  Poland  was  one  country 
with  which  the  U.S.  had  a  favorable  trade 
balance. 

RespoTise:  This  is  not  a  serious  consider- 
ation, since  the  amount  of  trade  was  rather 
insignificant.  Besides,  we  do  not  believe  that 
trade  »ith  the  Soviet  bloc  should  be  used  to 
solve  the  economic  difficulties  of  the  West, 
such  as  recession,  unemployment,  and  bal- 
ance of  trade.  Other  ways  need  to  be  found 
to  handle  these  problems.  In  this.  I  believe, 
Polish  Americans  are  totally  in  agreement 
with  the  policies  of  the  present  Administra- 
tion which  is  trying  to  persuade  our  NATO 
allies  to  adopt  a  similar  stance. 

4.  Kobelinski:  The  Jaruzelski  government 
is  liberal,  and  this  is  exemplified  by  the  fact 
that  85  percent  of  agriculture  is  in  private 
hands  and  Jaruzelski  is  doing  everything  in 
his  power  to  offer  inducements  to  peasants 
to  increase  their  production. 

Response:  Polish  agriculture  has  been  in 
private  hands  since  1956  and  this  fact  has 
nothing  to  do  with  any  liberalism  on  the 
part  of  the  present  government.  In  fact,  the 
past  two  governments  also  courted  the  peas- 
ants, only  to  crack  down  on  them  later  on. 
Jaruzelski  seems  to  be  repeating  this  pat- 
tern; he  has  recently  levied  a  crippling  new 
tax  on  farmers. 

5.  Kobelinski:  The  Jaruzelski  government 
is  sincerely  engaged  in  reforms  aimed  at  the 
decentralization  of  the  economy,  and  it 
should  be  helped  by  the  West  to  achieve 
this  goal. 

Response:  The  decentralization  plans  have 
already  met  with  serious  resistance  at  the 


local  level  by  vested  interests  and  are  not 
likely  to  be  implemented.  The  nation's  lead- 
ing economists  are  in  internment  camps  and 
prisons  now.  but  even  Jaruzelski's  econo- 
mists agree  that  the  economy  is  at  present 
in  a  much  worse  state  than  it  was  before  the 
introduction  of  Martial  Law  and  they  have 
ceased  quoting  statistics.  The  downward 
spiral  of  the  Polish  economy  continues,  and 
practically  everyone  agrees  that  its  end  is 
nowhere  in  sight.  One  Communist  journal- 
ist recently  stated  that  Poland  would  be 
well-advised  to  apply  for  the  status  of  a 
Third  World  country,  so  that  it  would  be 
able  to  receive  more  loans  and  credits. 

6.  Kobelinski:  If  the  U.S.  does  not  rescind 
sanctions  Poland  will  not  be  able  to  pay  its 
debt  to  the  U.S. 

Response."  It  is  obvious  to  everyone  that 
Poland  is  actually  in  default  and  will  never 
be  able  to  repay  its  debts.  A  recent  article  in 
Forbes  magazine  mentioned  that  the  IMF  is 
"giving  nightly  thanks""  for  the  tact  that 
Poland  is  not  one  of  its  members.  Jaruzelski 
has  unilaterally  proclaimed  Poland  in  de- 
fault by  suspending  payments  on  the  inter- 
est. Everyone  realizes  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  making  payments  to 
American  bankers  from  taxpayers'  money  as 
part  of  a  charade  to  help  our  imprudent 
bankers  with  their  bookkeeping.  Polish 
Americans  believe  that  those  payments 
should  be  stopped  and  Poland  declared  in 
default.  The  Polish  Communists  were  not 
paying  the  debt  when  they  had  MFN  status, 
and  they  are  not  paying  it  now.  F\irther- 
more,  they  were  always  cynical  about  their 
obligations  and  never  intended  to  pay.  In 
support  of  this  argument.  I  refer  you  to  the 
excellent  piece  by  John  Van  Meer  in  Com- 
mentary (December  1982.  pp.  18-19).  Mr. 
Kobelinski  uses  the  argument  that  the 
Poles  may  repay  the  debt  simply  to  appeal 
to  Western  public  opinion. 

7.  Kobelinskv  Sanctions  hurt  the  average 
Pole  by  limiting  the  quantity  of  goods  on 
the  market. 

Response:  The  Polish  people  firmly  sup- 
port sanctions  and  are  enthusiastic  pro- 
Reaganites.  The  Poles  are  aware  that  even 
if  they  may  be  hurt  economically,  so  will  be 
the  regime,  and  they  take  a  long  historical 
view  that  the  present  repressive  regime 
should  not  be  aided  if  one  expects  any  re- 
versal of  policy. 

Besides,  it  is  highly  debatable  that  the 
regime  would  put  any  goods  on  the  market 
which  would  benefit  the  average  citizen. 
The  Crovernment  spokesman.  Jerzy  Urban, 
has  cynically  declared  that  the  Government 
"Will  always  have  enough  food  for  them- 
selves." Polish  consumer  items,  totally  un- 
available in  Poland,  are  being  sold  in  New 
York  City,  and  consumer  goods  that  come 
to  Poland  as  gifts  from  the  West  are  often 
used  as  an  instrument  of  political  control. 
There  have  been  recorded  cases  of  relief 
food  from  Germany  going  to  the  ZOMO 
police.  Therefore,  the  argument  that  trade 
with  Poland  will  improve  the  plight  of  the 
average  Pole  is  specious. 

Mr.  Kobelinski  is  factually  correct  in  only 
one  section  of  this  memorandum.  It  is  true 
that  the  Polish  regime  has  called  upon 
Polish-American  businessmen  to  establish 
private  enterprises  in  Poland,  and  it  is  also 
true  that  some  businessmen  responded  to 
the  invitation.  There  is  no  question  that  for 
the  next  few  months  or  years  there  will  be 
oportunities  in  Poland  for  shortsighted 
petty  entrepreneurs  to  profit  from  the  col- 
lapse of  the  Polish  economy.  If.  however, 
the  previous  pattern  of  treating  private 
business  in  Poland  is  repeated,  the  entrepre- 


neurs will  eventually  be  forced  out  of  busi- 
ness by  heavy  taxation  and  a  full  array  of 
bureaucratic  harassments.  The  final  plight 
of  those  who  choose  to  traffic  with  the  Mar- 
tial Law  regime  is  of  no  concern  to 
POMOST.  POMOSTs  main  concern,  how- 
ever, is  to  expose  Mr.  Kobelinski 's  elaborate 
structure  of  economic  and  political  rational- 
izations for  what  it  really  is— a  smoke  screen 
to  conceal  the  desire  of  a  handful  of  busi- 
nessmen for  immediate  financial  profit. 

To  summarize:  Sanctions,  even  though 
they  do  not  go  far  enough,  are  effective,  as 
evidenced  by  the  savage  anti-American  and 
anti-Reagan  campaign  of  vilification  un- 
leashed by  the  Jaruzelski  regime.  The 
people  of  Poland  overwhelmingly  support 
the  retention  of  sanctions.  Sanctions  also 
have  a  psychological  and  symbolic  dimen- 
sion: they  reassure  the  Polish  people  that 
their  struggle  is  not  forgotten  and  that  the 
world's  greatest  democracy,  the  United 
States  of  America,  is  on  their  side. 

The  spirit  of  resistance  in  Poland  remains 
strong.  The  influence  of  Solidarity's  ideals 
continues  unabated  in  Poland  and  beyond 
its  borders— in  Hungary  and  even  in  distant 
Cuba.  The  U.S.  should  support  the  great 
Polish  rebellion  against  totalitarianism  not 
only  because  of  the  obvious  legitimacy  of 
the  Poles'  struggle  for  democracy  and 
human  rights.  It  is  in  the  national  interest 
on  the  U.S.  to  support  movements  that  will 
weaken  and  destabilize  totalitarian  Commu- 
nist regimes  world-wide.  President  Reagan, 
in  his  superb  speech  to  the  British  Parlia- 
ment, announced  the  formation  of  the 
American  Political  Foundation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  helping  create  pluralistic  and  demo- 
cratic movements  in  the  Third  World  and  in 
the  Communist  bloc.  In  Poland  the  U.S. 
does  not  need  to  teach  the  people  the  rudi- 
ments of  democracy  and  trade  unionism;  a 
highly  sophisticated  movement  of  pluralis- 
tic democracy  is  already  in  existence  there. 
Supporting  this  movement  will  be  in  keep- 
ing with  this  Administration's  avowed  inten- 
tion to  assume  the  ideological  offensive  in 
our  conflict  with  the  U.S.S.R.  We  can  think 
of  no  easier,  more  natural,  and  least  costly 
way  of  implementing  the  President's  policy 
of  supporting  the  emergence  of  pluralistic 
democracies  abroad  than  the  retention  of 
the  present  sanctions  against  Poland. 

Such  a  policy  will  have  the  enthusiastic 
support  of  POMOST.  of  other  pro-Solidari- 
ty groups,  and  of  the  vast  majority  of  the 
Polish-American  community.  Polish  Ameri- 
cans have  been  concerned  with  the  "Carterl- 
zation"  of  U.S.  foreign  policy,  with  its  con- 
stant shifts  and  vacillations.  We  had  high 
hopes  of  the  Reagan  Administration,  and  by 
and  large  we  have  not  been  disappointed. 
We  continue  to  hope  that  in  President  Rea- 
gan's second  term  the  firm  and  long-range 
policy  of  linking  trade  to  the  Communist 
block's  behavior  world-wide  will  be  applied 
consistently.  The  premature  removal  of 
sanctions  would  be  a  bitter  disappointment 
to  Polish  Americans;  we  would  regard  it  as 
an  abandonment,  for  no  valid  reason,  of  a 
superb  movement  which  is  shaking  the 
foundations  of  the  Soviet  Empire. 

The  situation  in  Poland  is  highly  unpre- 
dictable. Mieczyslaw  Rakowski,  the  Deputy 
Premier,  announced  a  few  days  ago  that 
Martial  Law  may  last  several  years.  At 
about  the  same  time  two  Soviet  journals  at- 
tacked him  as  "a  dangerous  liberal"— proof 
that  Jaruzelski's  superiors  in  Moscow  are 
not  quite  satisfied  with  his  performance  of 
repression.  The  Jaruzelski  junta  may  still  be 
replaced  by  a  regime  that  is  even  harsher, 
and  the  possibility  of  direct  Soviet  invasion 


cannot  be  precluded.  Under  these  volatile 
circumstances  the  question  of  lifting  sanc- 
tions, even  the  discussion  of  the  topic, 
POMOST  firmly  firmly  believes  should  be 
taken  off  the  agenda  of  U.S.  foreign  and 
trade  policy  for  a  good  many  years— pres- 
sures from  our  Western  Allies  and  Mr.  Ko- 
belinski and  his  cohorts  notwithstanding. 

POMOST  strongly  believes  that  U.S.  for- 
eign and  trade  policies  should  be  conducted 
on  the  basis  of  the  national  interest  of  the 
U.S.,  and  not  in  response  to  pressures  from 
a  handful  of  businessmen  who  represent 
only  their  own  interests. 
Respectfully, 

Magnus  J.  Krynski, 
Chairman,  Department  of  Slavic  Litera- 
tures. Duke  University  and  POMOST's 
North  Carolina  Representative.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  ATTORNEY  JOHN 
DAY  BRIGGS 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  pay  tribute  today  to  a 
distinguished  citizen  who  has  served 
his  community  diligently  and  well. 

On  Friday  September  23.  1983,  the 
Washington  County  Democratic  Com- 
mittee will  be  honoring  John  Day 
Briggs  with  a  testimonial  dinner- 
dance.  I  would  like  to  add  my  appre- 
ciation to  theirs  and  share  with  the 
Senate  some  of  the  outstanding  posi- 
tions Mr.  Briggs  has  held. 

John  Day  Briggs  has  served  in  many 
posts  in  his  lifetime.  He  has  served 
Washington  County.  N.Y.,  as  a  super- 
visor, tax  attorney,  county  attorney, 
compensation  attorney,  district  attor- 
ney, and  county  judge.  And  he  has 
served  in  each  of  these  positions  with 
great  distinction.  Many  consider  him 
to  be  the  senior  statesman  of  the 
county. 

But  more  than  anything  else,  John 
Day  Briggs  is  a  dedicated  public  serv- 
ant. The  plethora  of  positions  he  has 
held  testifies  to  his  dedication  to  the 
well-being  of  the  citizens  of  Washing- 
ton County.  And,  in  this  era  of  public 
apathy  and  indifference,  men  such  as 
John  Day  Briggs  are  rare  indeed  and 
deserving  of  our  gratitude.* 


They  call  this  the  National  Day— a  eu- 
phemism I  suppose  for  Conquest 
Day— and  try  to  amuse  the  Polish 
people  with  anecdotes  of  their  subordi- 
nation to  their  traditional  Russian  en- 
emies. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  perhaps  have 
been  preferable  to  ignore  this  day  as 
an  illegitimate  holiday.  But  better 
that  we  take  a  moment  to  remember 
the  good  that  is  Poland— its  people,  its 
natural  resources,  its  history  of  cour- 
age and  fierce  independence. 

Poland,  with  36  million  people,  is 
second  in  area  and  population  only  to 
the  Soviet  Union  in  Eastern  Europe.  It 
has  huge  coal  and  gas  reserves,  and  is 
a  source  of  copper  and  sulfur.  But 
Poland  also  is  in  serious  debt.  It  owes 
the  United  States  about  $3  billion,  and 
has  a  total  foreign  debt  of  $26  billion. 
Poland  is  therefore  not  just  de- 
pressed politically;  it  is  depressed  eco- 
nomically. 

Yet  the  people  who  poured  into  the 
streets  by  the  thousands  to  celebrate 
Solidarity  Day.  and  by  the  millions  to 
greet  the  Pope,  did  not  appear  de- 
pressed. Angry,  yes.  Cautious,  perhaps. 
But  the  fear  of  reprisals  did  not  seem 
to  deter  them.  They  remember  past 
freedom  and  fight  on.  no  matter  what 
the  consequences.  They  are  like 
George  Bernard  Shaw's  prisoner,  who, 
when  he  sees  the  door  of  his  dungeon 
open,  dashes  for  it  without  stopping  to 
think  where,  or  whether,  he  will  get 
his  dinner  outside. 

Mr.  President,  on  this  sad  anniversa- 
ry I  congratulate  the  Polish  people  for 
their  perseverence  in  remembering 
other,  more  authentic,  national  days.* 


bravery  of  these  three  officers.  They 
were  willing  to  lay  their  own  lives  on 
the  line  for  what  they  believed  in, 
while  the  terrorists  were  only  willing 
to  risk  the  lives  of  others. 

To  Rocco  Pascarella,  Salvatore  R. 
Pastorella,  and  Anthony  S.  Senft  our 
hearts  and  prayers  go  out  for  a 
healthy  recovery  and  a  happy  life. 
Take  pride  in  the  knowledge  of  your 
great  importance  to  our  society.  You 
men  will  serve  as  an  inspiration  for  all 
of  us  who  know  of  your  brave  deeds. 
May  we  all  be  as  dedicated  in  our 
public  service  as  you  three  men  were 
courageous  in  your  duties  on  the 
police  force.  You  have  given  the  citi- 
zens of  New  York  yet  another  reason 
to  take  pride  in  their  New  York  City 
Police.* 


POLISH  NATIONAL  DAY 
•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
hitherto  when  I  have  spoken  in  this 
Chamber  on  the  subject  of  Poland,  it 
has  been  with  the  aim  of  chastising 
the  Polish  Communist  regime  and  its 
Russian  overlords. 

This  day.  of  all  days,  should  give  me 
ample  opportunity  to  complain  most 
stridently.  July  22— called  Poland's 
National  Day— commemorates  the 
adoption  of  the  Soviet  Constitution 
which  transformed  the  democratic  re- 
public of  Poland  into  the  socialist 
Polish  People's  Republic.  Hardly  an 
event  any  of  us  here,  nor  indeed  the 
vast  majority  of  the  Polish  people, 
would  like  to  celebrate. 

But  of  course  the  Polish  Communist 
authorities  will  try  to  use  the  day  to 
divert   the   attention   of   the   people. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DETECTIVES  SAL- 
VATORE PASTORELLA  AND  AN- 
THONY SENFT  AND  TO  POLICE 
OFFICER  ROCCO  PASCARELLA 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  the  valiant  acts  of  three 
members  of  the  New  York  City  Police 
Department.  On  January  1.  1983,  De- 
tectives Salvatore  Pastorella  and  An- 
thony Senft.  and  Police  Officer  Rocco 
Pascarella  sacrificed  personal  security 
to  serve  the  citizens  of  New  York  City. 
These  three  policemen  performed 
beyond  the  call  of  duty.  To  say  that 
their  actions  were  heroic  is  to  under- 
state their  selflessness. 

On  that  night,  these  three  officers 
were  faced  with  a  crime  of  the  worst 
kind— indiscriminate  terrorism.  They 
were  called  upon  to  remove  a  bomb 
placed  by  terrorists  of  the  FALN,  and, 
while  attempting  to  remove  the  device, 
it  detonated,  maiming  them  for  life. 

Terrorist  actions  of  this  kind  repre- 
sent the  worst  form  of  cowardice. 
They  attempt  to  destroy  the  very 
fabric  of  Democratic  society,  jeopard- 
izing innocent  lives.  The  very  weak- 
ness of  the  act  is  made  painfully  clear 
when  compared  to  the  strength  and 


VOLUNTEER  FIREMAN 
RECOGNITION  DAY 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
it  is  with  pleasure  that  I  join  Senator 
Glenn  as  a  cosponsor  of  his  resolution 
designating  August  20  as  "Volimteer 
Fireman  Recognition  Day. "  Volunteer 
firemen  across  the  Nation  perform  a 
dangerous  and  essential  duty;  a  duty 
which  deserves  the  honor  of  all  Ameri- 
cans. As  Senator  Glenn  has  pointed 
out,  in  1982,  68  volunteer  firemen  lost 
their  lives  and  337  have  died  over  the 
last  5  years. 

In  New  Jersey  there  are  some  60.000 
volunteer  firefighters  who  work  in 
1.200  separate  departments.  These 
firemen,  like  their  colleagues  around 
the  country,  serve  their  communities 
and  fellow  citizens  in  a  brave  and  un- 
selfish manner.  I  am  indeed  honored 
to  designate  a  day  in  their  honor.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  HENRY  URBAN, 
THE  PEOPLE'S  PUBLISHER 
*  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Henry 
Urban,  the  recently  retired  publisher 
and  president  of  Buffalo  News.  Known 
to  many  as  the  "Peoples  Publisher," 
Henry  Urban  built  his  reputation  on 
his  concern  for  the  integrity  of  The 
Buffalo  News  and  its  readers.  Never 
distancing  himself  from  the  day-to-day 
operations,  he  maintained  a  constant 
oversight,  walking  the  floors  and 
proofreading  the  copy,  making  sure 
that  his  readers  would  not  be  annoyed 
by  typographical  mistakes. 

Mr.  President,  on  June  20,  1983,  The 
Buffalo  News  printed  an  article  which 
described  Henry  Urban  and  his  career 
quite  well.  I  ask  that  it  be  included  in 
the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 
Henry  Urban  Retires;  Guided  the  News  as 
"People's  Publisher" 
Every  worked  day  during  three  decades  at 
The  News.  Henry  Z.  Urban's  homeward  trip 
has  taken  him  through  the  intersection  of 
Delaware  Avenue  and  Perry  Street. 
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"Every  time  I  have  driven  by.  I  looked  up 
at  the  window,  the  one  in  the  room  where  I 
was  bom."  he  says.  Then  he  adds.  "I  didn't 
get  very  far  in  life." 

The  man  who  Is  retiring  today  as  presi- 
dent and  publisher  of  The  News  has  come  a 
long  way.  his  self-deprecating  remarks  to 
the  contrary.  A  large  part  of  his  waking 
hours  for  30  years  has  been  devoted  to  The 
News  and  it  has  been  a  period  of  change  and 
transition. 

Through  it  all.  Mr.  Urban,  a  man  whose 
roots  are  deep  in  Buffalo,  has  helped  keep 
up  The  News  tradition  of  close  identifica- 
tion with  the  conununity.  He  is  confident  it 
is  a  tradition  that  will  continue. 

Joining  The  News  in  1953.  Mr.  Urban 
served  from  1957  to  1962  as  assistant  busi- 
ness manager  and  from  1962  to  1971  as  busi- 
ness manager  and  assistant  treasurer. 

In  1971  he  became  treasurer,  business 
manager  and  corporate  director.  In  1974  the 
board  of  directors  named  him  president  and 
publisher. 

He  quickly  earned  the  title  of  the  'peo- 
ple's publisher."  a  man  who  listened  careful- 
ly to  the  concerns  of  readers  and  did  some- 
thing about  them.  Knowing  that  readers  are 
always  annoyed  at  typographical  errors,  he 
daily  cArefuUy  scoured  the  first  edition  for 
errors.  When  he  spotted  one.  he  was  on  the 
phone  immediately  to  the  production  offi- 
cer. 

Rather  than  view  operations  from  an 
"ivory  tower"  office,  he  became  a  familiar 
figure  around  The  News  plant.  During  the 
Blizzard  of  '77.  he  ate  fench  fries  for  break- 
fast along  with  other  marooned  employees. 
He  also  had  to  make  painful  decisions  about 
a  Friday  press  run  that  couldn't  be  delivered 
by  trucks,  blocked  by  snow  drifts. 

Ultimately,  the  trucks  delivered  both  the 
Friday  and  Saturday  News.  Mr.  Urban  him- 
self delivered  some  of  them  to  the  homes  in 
his  neighborhood. 

The  30-year  period  was  marked  by  the 
death  in  1956  of  Edward  H.  Butler  Jr..  son 
of  The  News  founder  and  its  second  proprie- 
tor, and  the  move  from  the  News  building  of 
nearly  a  century  at  Main  and  Seneca  streets 
to  a  new  headquarters  at  Scott  and  Wash- 
ington streets. 

After  Mr.  Butler's  death.  Mr.  Urban 
worked  closely  with  James  H.  Righter.  pub- 
lisher from  1955  to  his  retirement  in  1971. 
and  with  the  widow  of  Mr.  Butler.  Kate  R. 
Butler,  when  she  assumed  the  task  of  pub- 
lisher from  1971  until  her  death  in  1974. 

Mr.  Urban  was  editor  and  publisher  when 
The  News  was  purchased  in  1977  by  Warren 
E.  Buffett  of  Omaha.  Neb. 

Mr.  Urban  comments,  "The  News  is  an  in- 
stitution of  great  integrity  that  identifies 
with  the  commimity  and  with  its  employees. 
Mr.  Buffett  has  wanted  that  continued  in 
the  Butler  tradition." 

One  of  Mr.  Buffett's  early  decisions  was  to 
return  to  the  oldest  of  all  News  traditions,  a 
Sunday  morning  paper. 

It  was  typical  of  Mr.  Urban's  dedication 
that,  with  the  start  of  the  new  Sunday 
paper  in  November  1977.  he  came  to  the 
plant  about  11:30  every  Saturday  night  and 
toured  production  facilities,  checking  on  the 
progress  of  work  and  chatting  with  employ- 
ees. 

Mr.  Urban  and  his  wife.  Ruth  DeMoss 
Wickwire  Urban  or  "Dolly. "  intend  to  stay 
in  Buffalo. 

"It's  home  to  us  and  we  like  it,"  he  ex- 
plains. "The  best  is  yet  to  come  for  this 
city." 

The  retiring  publisher  is  planning  ahead 
only  six  months.  He  wants  to  catch  up  on 


his  reading  and  do  some  traveling.  That  will 
include  an  annual  tradition  of  25  years— a 
summer  stay  at  Nantucket— and  visits  to 
Leesburg.  Va.,  to  visit  daughter  Ruth 
"Robbie"  Smith:  to  Troy  to  see  another 
daughter.  Florence  "Sony"  Hunn.  and  New 
York  City  to  see  a  son.  Ward  A.,  who  is  with 
the  Bank  of  New  York. 

Another  son,  Henry  Z.  Jr.,  stayed  in  Buf- 
falo where  he  is  associated  with  the  Manu- 
facturers &  Traders  Trust  Co. 

The  .Urbans  also  are  proud  of  two  grand- 
children. 

"We're  city  people."  Mr.  Urban  says  about 
his  wife  and  himself.  "That's  strange,  too. 
because  I'm  a  descendant  of  farmers." 

He  is  the  grandson  of  George  P.  Urban, 
who  came  to  Western  New  York  from  Ger- 
many to  found  the  Urban  Milling  Co.  and 
play  a  role  in  the  early  use  of  electricity  as 
head  of  the  Cataract  Power  and  Conduit  Co. 

His  mother  »as  Emma  Winspear.  whose 
family  got  here  in  1836,  six  years  ahead  of 
the  Urbans.  The  Winspear  farm  was  at  Doat 
Street  and  Pine  Ridge  Road  where  Villa 
Maria  College  now  stands. 

Henry  Urban's  father.  George,  had  a 
stable  of  thoroughbred  horses  on  his 
Cheektowaga  farm.  The  'son  remembers 
taking  them  to  a  half-mile  track  along 
Harlem  Road  to  exercise  them. 

The  Urban  trotting  horses  raced  those 
from  stables  of  Seymour  H.  Knor  and 
Chauncy  U.  Hamlin.  A  few  gentlemanly 
wagers  were  made  along  the  rails  of  the 
Hamburg  track.  In  the  winter  horses  were 
hitched  to  cutters  for  races  over  the  snow 
from  Symphony  Circle  northward  along 
Richmond  Avenue. 

Henry  Urban  was  playing  polo  at  the 
Knor  home  in  East  Aurora.  ("I  wasn't  very 
good."  he  says.) 

He  can  look  out  windows  of  The  News 
building  and  see  the  destroyer,  the  USS  Sul- 
livan, in  the  Buffalo  Naval  Park.  It  was  the 
ship  that  came  to  the  rescue  of  the  shot-up 
USS  Canberra,  the  World  War  II  cruiser  on 
which  Mr.  Urban  was  a  gunnery  lieutenant. 
Mr.  Urban  entered  naval  service  upon  grad- 
uation from  Yale  University  in  1943. 

He's  a  trim  6  feet,  one  inch— testimony  to 
an  active  life  that  included  occasional  golf, 
calisthenics  and  gardening. 

Ahead  of  him  is  a  self-imposed  deadline. 

"At  the  end  of  the  year.  I'll  review  things 
to  see  if  I  enjoy  loafing.  It  could  be  that  I'll 
get  back  into  a  few  things  after  that.  " 

Mr.  Urban  remarks  in  mock  frustration. 
"Getting  out  of  this  office  is  more  difficult 
than  getting  into  it.  I  expect  I'll  be  here 
July  1  cleaning  out  my  desk." 

But  he  is  happy  about  his  successor  Stan- 
ford Lipsey.  who  is  moving  up  from  vice 
chairman  to  president  and  publisher. 

"Working  with  Stan  has  l)een  a  pleasure." 
Mr.  Urban  says.  "We  have  made  a  smooth 
transition. " 

After  lifetime  of  community  service,  it's 
unlikely  that  either  Mr.  or  Mrs.  Urban  will 
t>e  idle.  He  has  developed  himself  to  many 
community  fund-raising  drives. 

Mrs.  Urban,  whose  family  was  in  the  fore- 
front of  the  state's  steel  industry,  has  been 
chairman  of  the  Board  of  Managers  of  Chil- 
dren's Hospital  and  will  cap  19  years  of  ser\ - 
ice  as  an  honorary  member.  She  also  was 
active  on  the  Buffalo  General  Hospital 
Junior  Board. 

Mr.  Urban  doesn't  want  to  drop  out  of  his 
community  activities,  but  he  admits  he'd 
like  a  little  vacation  from  them. 

He  will  continue  as  a  director  of  The 
News. 


The  News  Executive  Committee  today 
honored  Mr.  Urban  at  a  luncheon  in  the 
Buffalo  Club.* 


COOPER  INDUSTRIES  DONATION 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  insert  in  the  Record  a  letter 
from  F»resident  Reagan  to  the  presi- 
dent of  Cooper  Industries,  a  Texas- 
based  company. 

The  letter  expresses  the  President's 
pleasure  and  pride  in  Cooper  Indus- 
tries" donation  of  10,000  acres  of  beau- 
tiful wilderness  to  the  Wrangell-St. 
Elias  National  Park  and  Preserve  in 
Alaska. 

The  10,000  acres  constitute  about 
500  mining  claims— nearly  a  third  of 
all  the  mining  claims  in  the  park— 
which  Cooper  acquired  in  1981.  The 
claims  lie  in  the  Chitistone  Canyon,  an 
area  particularly  noted  for  its  spectac- 
ular scenery. 

Wrangell-St.  Elias  National  Park, 
with  its  12  million  acres,  is  the  largest 
park  in  the  United  States.  It  is  famous 
for  its  glaciers,  its  wild  rivers,  its  abun- 
dant wildlife  and  its  great  mountains. 
The  Cooper  donation  is  situated  in  the 
heart  of  the  park.  It  will  make  a  mag- 
nificent addition. 

Since  Cooper  is  primarily  a  manufac- 
turing company  and  has  not  been  in- 
volved in  minerals  development,  it  was 
decided  to  divest  inself  of  the  mining 
claims.  But  to  the  company's  credit 
and  to  our  lasting  benefit.  Cooper,  de- 
cided not  to  sell,  but  to  donate  its  land 
to  the  national  park  system.  In  cele- 
bration of  its  50th  anniversary,  their 
donation  is  the  single  largest  corpo- 
rate gift  of  land  to  the  Park  Service. 

I  want  to  commend  the  leadership  of 
Cooper  Industries  in  making  this  un- 
precedented gift  to  the  United  States. 
The  people  of  the  United  States  are 
receiving  a  great  gift. 

This  is  an  area  that  should  be  avail- 
able for  many  activities,  and  the  dona- 
tion by  Cooper  Industries  will  insure 
that  the  lands  will  be  available  for 
generations  to  come.  I  should  like  to 
note  in  passing  that  by  this  action  the 
development  of  a  potentially  world- 
class  deposit  of  strategic  minerals  will 
go  undeveloped.  Unfortunately,  the 
problems  Cooper  faced  in  developing 
the  claims  serves  to  illustrate  how  dif- 
ficult it  is  to  bring  into  production 
mineral  finds  in  remote  parts  of 
Alaska. 

As  Secretary  Watt  noted  so  elo- 
quently: 

Cooper  has  provided  an  outstanding  ex- 
ample of  the  kind  of  private  initiatives  that 
are  needed  to  assure  the  protection  of  prime 
park  resources  without  always  drawing  on 
the  financial  resources  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  material  follows: 


The  White  House, 
Washington.  D.C..  June  1,  1983. 
Mr.  Robert  Cizik. 
President. 
Cooper  Industries, 
Houston.  Tex. 

Dear  Mr.  Cizik:  I  am  pleased  to  send  you 
this  personal  note  of  thanks  for  Cooper  In- 
dustries' fine  gift  of  10,000  acres  of  prime 
Alaska  wilderness  for  inclusion  in  the  Na- 
tional Park  System. 

This  splendid  addition  to  Wrangell-St. 
Elias  National  Park  and  Preserve  greatly  en- 
riches the  public  estate  and  constitutes  the 
single  largest  corporate  gift  of  land  to  the 
National  Park  Service.  By  choosing  to 
donate  rather  than  develop  this  land,  you 
have  demonstrated  how  concerned  corpora- 
tions can  make  lasting  contributions  to  this 
nation's  environmental  well-being. 

Again,  my  personal  thanks  and  praise  for 

this  wonderful  gift  to  the  American  people. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan. 

[News  release] 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

National  Park  Service. 
For  Release  June  1.  1983. 


Cooper  Industries  Donation  in  Alaska  Is 

Largest  in  Park  Service  History 
Cooper  Industries,  a  Texas-based  manu- 
facturing company,  today  donated  more 
than  500  mining  claims  in  the  Wrangell-St. 
Elias  National  Park  and  Preserve.  Alaska,  to 
the  Federal  government. 

The  claims,  representing  nearly  Vi  of  the 
claims  in  the  park  and  covering  approxi- 
mately 10,000  acres,  constitute  the  largest 
donation  ever  made  by  a  commercial  con- 
cern to  the  National  Park  System. 

Interior  Secretary  James  Watt  accepted 
the  gift  on  behalf  of  the  government  and 
noted  that  "Cooper  has  provided  an  out- 
standing example  of  the  kind  of  private  mi- 
tiatives  that  are  needed  to  assure  the  pro- 
tection of  prime  park  resources  without 
always  drawing  on  the  financial  resources  of 
the  Federal  government  " 

Secretary  Watt  added  that  "it  is  a  great 
pleasure  to  recognize  Cooper  Industries' 
generosity  which  so  clearly  shows  the  public 
interests  of  the  business  community.  " 

Wrangell-St.  Elias  National  Park  and  Pre- 
serve is  the  largest  in  the  United  States  and 
is  renowned  for  its  sweeping  scenic  vistas, 
mountain  peaks  of  up  to  18.000  feet,  huge 
glaciers,  remote  valleys,  wild  rivers,  and 
magnificent  wildlife.  The  Cooper  donation 
is  located  in  the  heart  of  this  vast  park  on 
the  border  with  Canada. 

In  making  the  donation.  Alan  E.  Riedel, 
Senior  Vice  President  of  Cooper  Industries, 
said,  "Cooper  Is  a  manufacturing  company, 
and  not  in  minerals  development.  This  area 
is  very  wild  and  has  spectacular  mountain 
and  valley  scenery.  There  is  abundant  wild- 
life—the famous  Dahl  sheep,  wolves,  moose 
and  bear.  We  thought  we  might  sell  it:  how- 
ever, t>eing  our  150th  anniversary,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  National  Park  Service  we  decid- 
ed to  make  a  gift  of  the  land  to  the  Ameri- 
can people." 

The  area  donated  is  about  15  miles  east  ol 
McCarthy  in  the  park's  Chitistone  Canyon 
area,  which  is  particularly  noted  for  its 
rugged  beauty.  The  claims  are  on  both  sides 
of  the  Chitistone  River. 

Cooper  acquired  the  property  in  question 
when  it  acquired  the  Belden  Corporation  of 
Illinois  in  1981.  The  company's  headquar- 
ters is  in  Houston,  Texas.* 


THANK  YOU  TO  SUMMER 
INTERNS 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President, 
each  summer  my  office  and  the  office 
of  my  colleagues  is  filled  with  interns. 
Highly  motivated  and  eager  to  learn, 
they  come  to  Washington  for  a  variety 
of  reasons.  Some  are  interested  in  a 
career  in  Government  and  use  their 
internship  to  help  themselves  decide  if 
they  have  made  the  correct  career 
choice.  For  others,  an  internship  is  an 
opportunity  to  augment  their  studies 
at  school.  They  are  afforded  time  to 
study  Washington  in  Washington,  in- 
stead of  from  a  classroom. 

Whatever  their  reasons  for  coming 
to  Washington,  their  presence  is  much 
appreciated.  Whether  performing  tedi- 
ous tasks  or  interesting  research,  they 
are  essential  to  the  smooth  fimction- 
ing  of  the  office. 

My  office  has  11  interns  this 
summer,  all  of  whom  have  proven  in- 
valuable in  one  way  or  another.  I 
would  like  to  thank  Julio  Batista, 
Ruth  Bard,  Harold  Bordwin.  Tharon 
Cooke.  Brian  McKeon,  Mary  Phillips, 
Daniel  Paris,  Richard  Palmer,  David 
Schanzer,  Victoria  Schwartz,  and 
Christine  Scott  for  the  fine  work  they 
have  all  done.  It  has  been  my  pleasure 
to  have  you  working  here  in  my  office. 
I  hope  that  you  have  all  benefited 
from  your  summer  here  and  would 
like  to  wish  you  the  best  of  luck.« 


PERSECUTION  IN  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 
•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  Sandinista  revolution  in 
1979,  the  entire  fabric  of  Nicaraguan 
society  has  been  altered.  We  know  full 
well  the  economic  and  military 
changes,  and  have  more  recently 
become  aware  of  the  persecution  of 
labor  leaders,  journalists  and  Miskito 
Indians.  I  should  like  to  bring  to  the 
Senate's  attention  the  situation  of  Nic- 
aragua's Jewish  community. 

I  should  say  "former  Jewish  commu- 
nity." as  they  have  been  forced  into 
exile  from  Nicaragua  since  the  revolu- 
tion. Their  story  is  important  for  a 
number  of  reasons.  First,  the  harass- 
ment and  expulsion  of  a  religious  mi- 
nority from  any  country  is  a  gross  vio- 
lation   of    human    rights,    which    the 
United  States  must  deplore.  Further- 
more, their  plight  is  the  result  of  long- 
standing ties  between  the  Sandinistas 
and  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organiza- 
tion. Such  ties  exist  also  between  the 
PLO    and    revolutionary    groups    in 
many  other  Central  and  Latin  Ameri- 
can countries.  We  are  all  aware  that 
the  PLO  receives  a  great  deal  of  its 
support    from    the    Soviet   Union.    It 
should  be  noted  here  that  the  Soviets 
are  currently  conducting  their  own  in- 
tensive campaign  of  anti-Semitism.  Fi- 
nally, those  Central  and  Latin  Ameri- 
can countries  all  have  politically  vul- 
nerable    Jewish     communities,     who 


stand  to  receive  similar  treatment  at 
the  hands  of  leftwing  revolutionaries 
in  league  with  the  PLO. 

Without  some  expression  of  outrage 
over  the  expulsion  of  the  Jews  of  Nica- 
ragua, and  some  understanding  of  the 
conditions  and  forces  leading  to  it,  the 
Jews  of  El  Salvador  may  well  become 
the  next  case  in  point. 
Yasser  Arafat,  himself,  proclaimed: 
It  was  disgraceful  of  Reagan  to  call  us  ter- 
rorists. We  are  a  great  revolution  that  can 
never  be  intimidated.  We  have  connections 
with  all  revolutionary  movements  through- 
out the  world,  in  Salvador,  in  Nicaragua— 
and  I  reiterate  Salvador— and  elsewhere  in 
the  world. 

It  has  been  said  by  some  in  this 
coimtry  that  the  situation  in  Nicara- 
gua is  the  result  simply  of  Sandinista 
anticapitalism,  not  including  Sandi- 
nista anti-Semitism.  This  is  a  simplis- 
tic reading  of  recent  history  and  shows 
ignorance  of  the  Sandinista  method  of 
operation. 

The    Sandinistas    claim    their    eco- 
nomic plan  includes  a  mixture  of  cap- 
italism and  socialism,  and  they  have, 
in   fact,   left   some   industries   in   the 
hands  of  their  owners.  Some  of  these 
owners  are  Catholic,  some  are  Arab, 
some    are    of    European    extraction. 
There  is  evidence  that  the  only  Nica- 
raguan  businessmen  who   have   been 
put  out  of  business  as  a  group  are  the 
Jewish   ones.   They  were   not   all   in- 
volved in  the  same  industry;  they  did 
not    all    have    the    same    degree    of 
wealth:  they  did  not  all  employ  the 
same  number  of  people.  There  was  no 
logical  economic  reason  to  confiscate 
all    of   the   Jewish   businesses.   Their 
only  common  denominator  was  the  re- 
ligion of  their  owners.  This  is  anti- 
Semitism  in  a  pure  form. 

Where  did  it  come  from?  The  Jews 
of  Nicaragua  had  lived  there  peaceful- 
ly for  nearly  a  century.  Its  roots  are  in 
the  support  given  to  Israel  by  the  pre- 
vious governments  of  Nicaragua,  and 
reinforced  by  arms,  training  and 
money  given  to  the  revolutionaries  of 
Nicaragua  by  the  Cubans,  the  PLO 
and  by  radical  Arab  States. 

This  was  confirmed  recently  by  San- 
dinista defector  Miguel  Bolanos.  Bo- 
lanos  was  commander  of  a  guerrilla 
unit  during  the  revolution,  and  an  offi- 
cer in  Sandinista  counterintelligence 
until  his  defection  this  year.  He  said: 

There  is  no  problem  now:  there  are  no 
Jews.  They  (the  Sandinistas)  ruined  their 
churches  and  took  their  land  and  their 
stores.  Then  they  told  them  to  leave  .  .  . 
Our  solidarity  with  the  PLO  was  more  im- 
portant then  anything  we  had  with  Jews  or 
Israel. 

That  solidarity  goes  back  a  long 
time.  In  1968.  the  Sandinistas  and  the 
PLO  met  in  Mexico  City,  resulting  in 
52  Nicaraguans  going  to  Lebanon  and 
Algeria  for  training.  . 

In  1970,  Sandinistas  participated  m 
the  PLO  uprising  against  King  Hus- 


22170 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  2,  1983 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22171 


sein  of  Jordan,  and  an  attempted  hi- 
jacking of  an  Israeli  airliner. 

In  1978.  in  a  public  statement,  the 
Sandinistas  and  the  Marxist  Demo- 
cratic Front  for  the  Liberation  of  Pal- 
estine emphasized  "the  bonds  of  soli- 
darity which  exist  between  the  two 
revolutionary  organizations"  and  con- 
demned U.S.  support  for  Israel  and 
Nicaragua. 

Later  that  year,  the  Sandinistas  fire- 
bombed  the  entrance  of  the  Managua 
Synagogue  during  Sabbath  services.  It 
was.  perhaps,  the  first  incident  in 
which  the  Nicaraguan  Jews  felt  the 
direct  effect  of  an  alliance  committed 
to  the  overthrow  of  Somoza  and  the 
destruction  of'  Israel.  It  was  certainly 
not  the  last. 

Common  graffitti  in  Managua  read. 
"Israel.  Jews  and  Somoza— the  same 
thing." 

After  the  revolution,  the  Sandinistas 
signed  a  govemment-to-govemment 
agreement  with  the  PLO.  The  PLO 
opened  an  Embassy  in  Managua  and 
loaned  the  Sandinistas  6  million  Brit- 
ish pounds. 

On  the  first  armiversary  of  the  revo- 
lution. Yasser  Arafat  was  hailed  in 
Managua  by  Interior  Minister  Thomas 
Borge.  who  told  him: 

We  say  to  our  brother  Arafat  that  Nicara- 
gua is  his  land  and  the  PLO  cause  is  the 
cause  of  the  Sandinistas. 

Later,  the  PLO  supplied  advisors, 
technicians,  pilots  and  trainers  to  the 
Sandinistas.  This  followed  tons  of 
arms  and  ammunition  supplied  by  the 
PLO  through  Lebanon  during  the  rev- 
olution. 

Following  the  revolution,  the  Sandi- 
nistas confiscated  the  Synagogue  of 
Managua,  claiming  it  was  the  personal 
property  of  a  prominent  Jewish  citi- 
zen. This  was  despite  the  fact  that  the 
deed,  properly  recorded,  showed  the 
building  to  belong  to  the  Nicaraguan 
Jewish  community,  and  to  no  individ- 
ual. The  building  is  currently  a  Sandi- 
nista  office  building,  covered  with 
anti-Zionist  posters.  The  Sandinistas 
now  say  they  will  consider  reviewing 
the  Jewish  community's  claim  to  the 
building  and  reestablishing  it  as  a 
house  of  worship.  However,  in  a  coun- 
try with  no  Jews,  this  is  cynicism  of 
the  highest  order. 

Where  did  this  unholy  alliance  come 
from?  How  do  revolutionaries  from 
the  Middle  East  find  those  of  Central 
America?  Who  is  the  mediator?  Revo- 
lution today  is  not  an  isolated  phe- 
nomenon. Terrorists  from  around  the 
globe  meet  and  coordinate  their  arms, 
training,  activities  and  ideologies. 
Castro.  Arafat  and  the  Sandinistas  are 
entirely  public  about  their  interna- 
tional commitment  to  assisting  people 
in  revolution.  And  the  chief  exporter 
of  liberationist  philosophy  and  the 
means  to  succeed  is  the  Soviet  Union. 

Therein  lies  a  grave  danger  to  the 
United  States  and  to  our  friends  and 
allies  around   the  world— specifically, 


in  this  case,  a  danger  to  Jewish  com- 
munities in  so  many  countries  vulnera- 
ble to  political  upheaval. 

Elliot  Abrams,  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State  for  Human  Rights,  recently  ad- 
dressed the  subject  of  the  slogan  of 
leftist  revolutionaries— "Imperialism. 
Zionism  and  Colonialism."  He  said: 

Imperialism,  of  course,  refers  to  the  US 
and  its  West  European  allies.  Colonialism 
refers  to  our  allies  in  the  Third  World,  such 
as  El  Salvador.  And  Zionism  refers  to  the 
State  of  Israel,  and— let  us  be  quite  clear 
about  this— to  the  Jewish  people  as  well. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  been  making  a 
case  against  Zionism  since  1967  and 
was  instrumental  in  the  infamous  1975 
"Zionism  is  Racism"  resolution  at  the 
United  Nations. 

This  year,  they  have  gone  further. 
In  April,  a  new  anti-Zionist  committee 
was  formed  to  combat  Zionism,  which 
is  defined  in  part  as  a  cult  of  political 
arbitrariness  and  impunity,  demagogy 
and  ideological  sabotage,  sordid  ma- 
neuvers and  perfidy  and,  finally,  a  cult 
of  racism. 

Leningrad  Pravda  followed  that  by 
denying  the  existence  of  Jewish  cul- 
ture and  religion,  saying  that  those 
things  had  been  destroyed  by  the  Di- 
aspora 2.000  years  ago.  Practice  of  the 
Jewish  religion  today,  accordingly, 
makes  Jews  agents  of  Zionism,  as  de- 
fined above. 

By  attempting  to  delegitimize  the 
Jewish  religion,  the  Soviets  are 
making  it  acceptable  for  their  surro- 
gates and  proxies  to  collaborate  both 
for  the  destruction  of  Israel  and  the 
destruction  of  Jews. 

It  is  done  today  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
where  Jews  have  gone  to  prison  for 
teaching  the  Hebrew  language. 

It  was  done  in  Nicaragua,  where  the 
Jewish  community  was  harrassed  into 
exile. 

It  may  be  done  tomorrow  in  the 
other  countries  of  Central  America, 
where  the  PLO  is  assisting  the  Soviet 
Union  in  the  export  of  revolution  and 
the  export  of  anti-Semitism.* 


THE  COMPREHENSIVE  CRIME 
CONTROL  ACT 

•  Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Comprehen- 
sive Crime  Control  Act,  as  amended  by 
the  Senate  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary on  July  21,  1983.  It  is  expected 
that  this  historic  legislation  will  be  re- 
ported by  the  committee  this  week. 

It  has  taken  many  years  of  states- 
manlike, bipartisan  cooperation 
among  members  of  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee, and  t)etween  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches,  to  fashion  this 
"core  package."  The  result  is  a  reason- 
able, intelligent,  and  effective  aproach 
to  the  crime  problem  that  is  upper- 
most in  everyone's  mind  today. 

The  bill  now  excludes  the  "drug 
czar"  provision  opposed  by  the  admin- 
istration.  In   addition,   this   amended 


version  of  the  Comprehensive  Crime 
Control  Act  deletes  other  controver- 
sial items,  among  which  are:  the  good 
faith  exception  to  the  exclusionary 
rule:  limitations  on  habeas  corpus; 
constitutional  procedures  for  the 
death  penalty:  and  the  Federal  Torts 
Claims  Act  amendments. 

We.  therefore,  now  have  before  us 
the  essence  of  the  omnibus  crime 
package  the  Senate  passed  last  year  by 
a  vote  of  95  to  1:  sentencing  and  bail 
reform  and  the  criminal  forfeiture 
provisions.  These  new  rules  will  insure 
that  organized  crime  figures,  illegal 
drug  traffickers,  and  violent  criminals 
will  serve  full  sentences  commensurate 
with  their  crimes.  These  reforms  will 
yield  us  more  prisoners  who.  when 
faced  with  truly  significant  criminal 
sentences,  will  be  more  willing  to  coop- 
erate with  Federal  prosecutors  in  de- 
veloping stronger  cases  against  the 
leaders  of  the  organized  crime  and 
drug  networks.  We  will  also  be  better 
able  to  seize  the  proceeds  and  profits 
of  criminal  activity.  By  raising  the 
criminals  cost  of  doing  business,  we 
will  make  criminal  activity  less  attrac- 
tive. 

The  drug  enforcement  provisions  in- 
cluded in  this  legislation  increase  Fed- 
eral penalties  applicable  to  drug-relat- 
ed offenses.  Fines  and  prison  terms 
will  increase  for  those  dealing  in  large 
quantities  of  narcotics.  They  will  be 
doubled  for  defendants  with  prior 
felony  convictions.  A  special  grant  au- 
thority is  also  provided  the  Drug  En- 
forcement Administration  (DEA)  to 
assist  the  States  in  their  efforts  to 
combat  the  illegal  diversion  of  con- 
trolled substances. 

The  justice  assistance  section  of  this 
bill  creates  a  beneficial  program  of  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  agencies.  I  applaud 
particularly  the  DEA  and  justice  as- 
sistance provisions.  Crime  is  a  national 
problem.  The  sophistication  and  finan- 
cial resources  of  modern  crime  often 
exceed  the  resources  of  local  law  en- 
forcement. These  new  provisions  con- 
stitute an  important  recognition  of  the 
need  for  Federal  assistance  to  local- 
ities in  their  anticrime  efforts. 

Similarly,  provisions  in  this  legisla- 
tion to  facilitate  the  donation  of  sur- 
plus Federal  property  to  State  and 
local  governments  for  new  prison 
space  are  welcome.  The  prison  over- 
crowding crisis  is  national  in  scope  and 
effect.  It  demands  a  Federal  response. 
Other  timely  additions  include  reform 
of  our  laws  with  respect  to  the  insan- 
ity defense,  racketeering,  and  foreign 
currency  transactions. 

Mr.  President,  the  need  for  this  leg- 
islation has  been  demonstrated  over 
the  course  of  countless  congressional 
hearings.  I  would  like  to  conclude  my 
remarks  by  referring  to  one  such  hear- 
ing. It  was  held  by  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee in  New  York  on  July  11.  I  was 


privileged  to  testify  at  that  hearing 
before  Senators  Thurmond  and  Biden. 
who  then  graciously  invited  me  to  join 
them  on  the  panel. 

At  that  hearing,  I  heard  extensive 
testimony  from  Federal,  State,  and 
local  law  enforcement  officials.  This 
testimony  convinced  me  that  we  have 
it  within  our  power  to  make  truly  his- 
toric inroads  against  organized  crime 
and  illegal  drug  trafficking. 

To  succeed  against  crime,  we  need  to 
improve  the  cooperation  between  Fed- 
eral and  local  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies. We  also  need  to  do  more  to  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  society  without  vio- 
lating the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
accused.  The  Comprehensive  Crime 
Control  Act  accomplishes  both  goals: 
for  that  reason  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
give  it  their  full  support.* 


SUPPORT  FOR  SILVER  COINS 

•  Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  It  is 
time  for  the  Treasury  Department  to 
start  striking  silver  dollars  again. 

Silver  is  a  noble,  precious  metal, 
much  in  demand  both  by  coin  collec- 
tors and  also  by  the  public  at  large.  In 
the  past,  it  has  proven  to  be  a  respon- 
sible way  to  hedge  against  inflation, 
and  when  produced  as  coin,  has  been 
widely  collected  by  serious  numisma- 
tists. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  introduced  earli- 
er this  year  S.  269,  a  bill  which  would 
provide  for  the  disposal  of  silver  from 
the  national  defense  stockpile  through 
the  issuance  of  silver  coins. 

The  first  part  of  the  bill  would  re- 
introduce a  silver  dollar  bearing  the 
same  design  that  George  T.  Morgan. 
Assistant  Engraver  of  the  U.S.  mint, 
placed  on  the  dollar  in  1878,  and 
which  was  circulated  under  the  Bland- 
Allison  Act  until  1921.  Over  500  mil- 
lion of  these  coins  were  produced  by 
the  U.S.  mints  at  Philadelphia.  San 
Francisco.  New  Orleans,  Carson  City, 
and  Denver,  and  they  are  highly 
prized  by  collectors. 

My  bill  would  authorize  up  to  15  mil- 
lion ounces  of  silver— amounting  to 
about  19  million  coins)— to  be  pro- 
duced with  this  historic  design 
with  a  current  date. 

At  a  recent  hearing  before 
Senate  Banking  Committee, 
Vigdor,  vice  president  of  Manfra,  Tor- 
della  &,  Brookes,  and  a  member  of  the 
executive  committee  of  the  National 
Association  of  Coin  and  Precious 
Metals  Dealers  testified  in  favor  of  my 
bill  and  said  that  he  believed  that 
these  coins  would  sell  out  within  a 
very  short  period  of  time,  thus  giving 
the  Government  very  substantial  prof- 
its. 

Additionally,  my  bill  proposes  that  a 
silver  "Krugerrand"  be  produced  by 
the  mint  and  sold  in  bulk,  also  at  a 
profit. 

This  also  was  supported,  at  the  same 
hearing,  by  the  National  Association 
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of  Coin  and  Precious  Metals  Dealers, 
as  well  as  Gary  Sturtridge,  president 
of  the  Professional  Numismatists 
Guild. 

I  believe  that  passage  of  this  legisla- 
tion is  both  in  the  national  interest, 
and  beneficial  to  the  national  econo- 
my, because  of  the  substantial  revenue 
that  it  will  raise. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  call 
your  attention  to  an  article  which  ap- 
pears in  the  June  1983  issue  of  COIN- 
age  magazine,  by  David  L.  Ganz.  a  con- 
tributing editor,  and  general  counsel 
to  both  the  Professional  Numismatists 
Guild  and  the  National  Association  of 
Coin  and  Precious  Metals  Dealers, 
which  further  discusses  the  proposal. 

In  conclusion,  I  heartily  endorse 
prompt  and  speedy  action  on  this  pro- 
posal. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  COINage,  June  1983] 

A  1984  Morgan  Dollar?— Congress 

Considers  Some  Exciting  New  Ideas 

(By  David  L.  Ganz) 

The  government  issuance  of  a  silver  "kru- 
gerrand" and  a  new  Morgan  dollar,  coupled 
with  an  American  eagle  bullion  coin  seems 
to  hinge  upon  differences  between  the 
Senate  and  the  House  in  regards  to  the  bills 
in  question. 

Based  upon  legislation  proposals  of  Sena- 
tors James  McClure,  R-Idaho,  and  Jesse 
Helms,  R-N.C,  and  set  down  for  full  discus- 
sion on  the  very  day  that  federal  income  tax 
is  due  for  filing,  the  bills  under  discussion 
would  fundamentally  alter  the  composition 
of  coinage  in  a  way  that  has  been  done  only 
twice  in  our  history  since  the  original  Mint 
Act  of  1792. 

Those  two  instances  are  1933.  when  gold 
was  removed  from  legal  tender  status,  and 
1965,  when  silver  was  withdrawn  from  circu- 
lating coinage.  The  practical  effect  of  both 
bills  would  be  to  restore  gold  and  silver  coin- 
age, in  Helms'  works,  as  the  Constitution 
originally  intended. 

Reissuance  of  the  Morgan  silver  dollar, 
utilizing  the  identical  design  that  circulated 
from  1878  to  1921  (with  intermittent  periods 
of  non-production)  is  one  of  the  ideas  of  the 
McClure  proposal  which  calls  for  15  million 
troy  ounces  of  silver  to  be  utilized. 

Helms  in  his  bill  calls  for  issuance  of  a 
one-ounce  American  eagle  struck  of  .999 
fine  gold,  and  exempt  from  capital  gains 
tax.  It  is  similar  to  that  proposed  by  the 
federal  Gold  Commission,  whose  report  was 
issued  last  year  favoring  such  a  legal  tender 
coin  as  a  step  toward  revitalizing  a  gold 
standard. 

Based  on  statistics  contained  in  the  legis- 
lative proposals,  and  since  the  standard 
silver  dollars  contained  .7734  troy  ounces  of 
precious  metal  (in  specifications  shown  in 
the  accompanying  chart),  that  means  that  a 
total  of  about  19.4  million  pieces  could  be 
produced— as  both  proof  and  in  uncirculated 
condition. 

There  is  no  practial  limitation  as  to  their 
total  number  of  silver  bullion  coins  of  Amer- 
ican eagle  bullion  coins  that  would  be  struck 
given  the  high  amount  of  precious  metal 
available  under  the  bills  for  coining. 

Under  the  McClure  bill,  the  revived 
Morgan  silver  dollars  would  be  primarily  in- 
tended for  collector  sales,  for  each  would 
sell  at  the  spot  price  of  bullion  plus  a  premi- 
um, defined  for  the  proof  as  at  least  75  per- 


cent above  cost,  and  for  uncirculated,  at 
least  50  percent  above  cost. 

In  the  case  of  the  other  part  of  the  Idaho 
Republican's  plan  to  remonetize  silver,  it 
would  authorize  issuance  of  a  .999  fine  silver 
coin  containing  one  troy  ounce  of  silver— a 
virtual  silver  Krugerrand.  (The  South  Afri- 
can government,  for  many  years,  has  issued 
a  gold  coin,  denominated  the  Krugerrand, 
which  contains  exactly  one  troy  ounce  of 
gold.) 

PROPOSED  NEW  "MORGAN"  SILVER  DOLLARS 

Size:  38.1  mm. 

Weight:  26.73  grams. 

Fineness:  .900  fine. 

Troy  Oz.:  .7734  fine  troy  ounces. 

Edge:  Reeded. 

Proof  Price:  $18.95*. 

Uncirculated  Price:  $16.25*. 

Obverse:  Liberty  head. 

Reverse:  Eagle. 

McClure's  call  for  the  reissue  of  the 
Morgan  silver  dollar  for  the  first  time  in  61 
years  (and  the  first  regular  silver  dollar 
issue  since  1935)  is  more  than  a  typical  bill 
introduced  by  a  member  of  Congress  for 
home  state  constituency. 

Idaho  has  been  the  home  of  King  Silver 
for  over  a  century,  and  McClure  is  not  a 
freshman  member  of  Congress.  Since  he 
came  to  Washington  as  a  Congressman  in 
1967  (switching  to  the  Senate  after  the  1972 
election),  he  has  gained  seniority  and  is 
using  it  to  promote  a  back-home  industry 
where,  after  all.  he  will  have  to  face  the 
votes  again  in  1984. 

Moreover,  McClure  is  now  a  powerful  man 
in  the  Senate's  inner  circle,  a  full  committee 
chairman  as  well  as  active  in  the  Senate  Re- 
publican conference.  And,  perhaps  most 
pure  of  all.  he  is  apparently  a  true  believer 
of  silver  and  its  coinage  usage. 

Back  in  1971,  Congressman  James 
McClure  introduced  the  first  bill  calling  for 
a  silver-clad  bicentennial  commemorative 
coin,  a  piece  patterned  after  the  then-issued 
proof-silver  clad  Ike  dollars.  He  never  wa- 
vered from  that  support,  and  now.  it  ap- 
pears that  there  is  a  possibility  his  silver 
Krugerrand  will  become  reality. 

Likewise.  Helms  is  a  powerful  conservative 
leader  with  a  strong  constituency  outside 
the  Senate,  whose  belief  in  the  value  of  gold 
(and  its  power  to  help  cure  the  economic 
malaise  of  the  economy)  is  that  of  a  true  be- 
liever. He  has  backed  a  number  of  gold  coin 
and  medallion  proposals  over  the  past  sever- 
al years,  and  here  has  taken  up  the  mantel 
left  by  the  defeat  at  the  polls  of  Sen.  Harri- 
son Schmidt,  R-N.M,  who  first  proposed 
these  golden  eagle  coins  in  the  last  session 
of  Congress. 

Clearly,  however,  the  influence  of  the 
Gold  Commission's  report  of  last  year  is 
felt,  where  influential  Republicans  includ- 
ing Treasury  Secretary  Regan,  gubernatori- 
al candidate  Lewis  Lehrman,  and  Rep.  Ron 
Paul,  R.-Tex.,  promoted  issue  of  gold 
money. 

In  part,  McClure's  bill  calling  for  the  cre- 
ation of  a  new  Morgan  dollar  backs  an  ap- 
proach also  put  forth  by  a  government 
sponsored  study,  that  prepared  by  the 
Comptroller  General's  Report  on  National 
Defense-Related  Silver  Needs,  issued  in  Jan- 
uary, 1982,  which  called  for  striking  of  com- 
memorative coinage  for  collectors. 

The  second  part,  calling  for  bullion  coins, 
was  also  in  the  GAO  Report,  which  stated 


•  Note:  Price  calculated  on  $14  an  ounce  silver. 
Surcharge  added  to  uncirculated  <50%)  and  to  proof 
(75%)  may  change.  All  figures  approximate. 
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that  "a  bullion  coinage  program  could  also 
better  assure  that  the  disposal  Cof  silver  bul- 
lion in  government  possession!  is  made  for 
domestic  consumption  by  making  the  silver 
more  attractive,  affordable,  and  accessible" 
by  having  a  coin  for  -Less  than  $20.  instead 
of  over  $60,000  .  .  .  required  to  participate 
in  the  sale"  held  then,  and  now.  by  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  the  govern- 
ment's selling  arm. 

This,  ultimately,  is  the  impetus  of  the 
McClure  program,  for  the  government  has 
been  selling  off  silver  from  the  national 
stockpile  as  a  means  of  raising  revenue,  and 
also  as  a  means  of  acquiring  (through  use  of 
the  proceeds)  other  more  scarce  or  critical 
materials. 

These  sales,  all  by  auction,  have  had  a  de- 
stabilizing effect  on  the  marketplace,  and 
McClure  believes  that  if  individuals  can  ac- 
quire silver  at  relatively  modest  cost,  the 
market  would  stabilize  and  the  price  of 
silver  start  to  go  up  again,  benefiting  the 
miners  of  Idaho  and  elsewhere. 

To  help  sell  the  bullion  pieces,  the 
McClure  proposal  calls  on  the  Treasury  De- 
partment to  set  up  a  network  of  dealers  and 
distributors,  or.  more  aptly,  to  utilize  exist- 
ing, recognized  dealers  who  would  be  able  to 
buy  the  pieces  at  bulk  discounts. 

Bullion  coins  would  have  to  be  sold  by 
Treasury  at  a  price  equal  to  bullion  plus  no 
more  than  10  percent  (and  a  bulk  discount 
given  from  that  sum).  Thus,  it  would  be  pos- 
sible to  acquire  relatively  modest  quantities 
of  silver  bullion  "krugerrand"  pieces  at  a 
modest  advance  over  "spot"  on  a  given  day. 
(In  fact,  the  prior  day's  price  would  be  the 
fix.) 

Legislation  on  the  gold  proposal  was  held 
last  year  by  Rep.  Frank  Annunzio.  D-IU.. 
chairman  of  the  House  Coinage  Subcommit- 
tee, where  Ron  Paul  is  ranking  minority 
member.  To  the  surprise  of  everyone  in  at- 
tendance, the  Treasury  Department  backed 
the  gold  coin— including  the  requirement 
that  It  be  exempted  from  capital  gain— but 
only  on  condition  that  the  bill  be  unamend- 
ed. 

Charles  Stahl.  a  long-time  observer  of  the 
precious  metals  market  and  publisher  of 
•Greens  Commodity  Market  Comments. "  a 
respected  industry  review  of  gold  and  silver 
prices,  believes  that  the  Treasury's  support 
was  actually  only  lukewarm  at  best  and 
more  likely  subterfuge. 

Theory  behind  this  is  that  Treasury 
staked  out  a  position  backing  a  bill  (without 
any  deviation)  which  it  knew  could  not  pass 
because  of  opposition  from  key  leaders  such 
as  Rep.  Henry  S.  Reuss.  D-Wisc..  then  chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Economic  Committee,  and 
others. 

But  it  may  l)e  difficult  to  leave  that  posi- 
tion now.  especially  when  the  Treasury  Sec- 
retary headed  up  the  Gold  Commission. 
And,  powerful  opponents  such  as  Reuss  are 
not  retired  from  Congress. 

Treasury  may  now  try  to  argue  that  with 
the  revitalization  of  the  gold  medallion  pro- 
gram (the  five-year  venture  reluctantly  em- 
barked upon  by  Treasury  in  1980).  there  is 
no  need  for  the  Helms  bill. 

This  revitalization  includes  a  reeding  of 
the  edge  (like  a  coin),  and  an  appellation  of 
national  origin,  coupled  with  a  more  coin- 
like design  which  appears  to  be  as  much  a 
marketing  tool  and  anything  else.  (J.  Aron 
St  Co.,  a  division  of  Goldman.  Sachs,  is  han- 
dling the  marketing  under  a  contract  with 
the  Treasury. 

However,  this  ignores  the  reality  that  the 
medallions  are  just  that— they  are  not  legal 
tender  coins,  cannot  be  used  to  settle  con- 


tracts, or  to  pay  wages,  and  (of  course) 
while  exempt  from  sales  tax  at  initial  point 
of  sale  through  the  government,  are  not 
exempt  from  capital  gain— the  way  that 
money  is  supposed  to  be. 

Witnesses  at  the  hearing  were  to  be  called 
from  all  sectors  c'  the  economy  and  nation, 
ranging  from  Lehrman.  who  narrowly  lost 
the  governors  race  in  New  'ifork.  to  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  National  Association  of 
Coin  &  Precious  Metals  Dealers  and  the 
Professional  Numismatic  Guild.  Inc. 

What  remains  to  be  seen  is  what  type  of 
hearing  (and  action)  it  will  receive  in  the 
House— and  when,  if  at  all.  a  silver  kruger- 
rand. a  new  Morgan  dollar,  and  a  new  gold 
coin  will  be  issued  for  the  American  collec- 
tor and  people  to  acquire.* 


CLAYTON  LORD 

•  Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President, 
we  have  in  our  State  a  distinguished 
city  councilman  for  Wrightsville,  Ga.. 
Mr.  Clayton  Lord.  This  fine  gentleman 
has  served  his  community  in  many 
posts,  including  37  years  as  the  justice 
of  the  peace. 

What  makes  Mr.  Lord  unique  is  his 
age:  He  is  92  years  young.  I  would  like 
to  enter  into  the  Record  an  article  on 
Mr.  Lord  from  the  Atlanta  Constitu- 
tion. I  would  like  to  especially  call  my 
colleagues"  attention  to  Mr.  Lord's 
platform.  "Just  honesty  and  truth, 
standing  up  for  what  I  believe  to  be 
right,  speaking  out  even  if  it's  unpopu- 
lar, and  not  making  a  bunch  of  prom- 
ises that  I  cant  keep.  " 

That  is  a  platform  and  a  philosphy 
that  we  all  should  follow. 

I  submit  for  the  Record  an  interest- 
ing newspaper  article  relating  to  Mr. 
Lord. 
The  article  follows: 

[Prom  the  Atlanta  Constitution] 
Oldest  Councilman  in  U.S.  May  Be  92- 
Year-old  Sage  in  Wrightsville 
(By  Grace  T.  Crawford) 
Wrightsville.  Ga.— At  an  age  when  many 
people  are  turning  to  nursing  homes.  Clay- 
ton Lord,  a  92-year-old  retired  storekeeper  is 
busily  completing  a  two-year  term  on  the 
city  council  here. 

His  political  staying  power  has  made  him 
one  of  the  oldest— if  not  the  oldest— active 
officeholders  in  the  country,  according  to 
Cynthia  Loft  in  of  the  Georgia  Municipal 
Association  and  Prances  Raiford  of  the  Na- 
tional League  of  Cities. 

Ms.  Loftin  says  no  specific  age  records  are 
kept  by  her  agency,  but  as  far  as  we  can 
determine,  there's  no  evidence  to  indicate 
an  older  city  councilman  anywhere." 

At  the  age  of  90.  Lord  had  completed  37 
years  as  the  town's  Justice  of  the  Peace.  He 
says  he  "never  dreamt"  of  running  again  for 
public  office,  that  he  was  "just  too  busy" 
with  his  books,  garden,  fishing,  writing  and 
working  for  Brown  Memorial  Baptist 
Church,  where  he  is  one  of  the  oldest  mem- 
bers. 

But  he  was  drafted,  he  says,  by  a  group  of 
townspeople  who  paid  his  entrance  fee,  had 
his  political  cards  printed,  then  campaigned 
for  him.  "because  they  thought  I  was 
honest  and  the  best  man  for  the  job." 

With  a  soft  chuckle,  the  wire-thin  council- 
man says  he  "couldn't  help  but  be  tickled" 
when— after   some   folks   said    he   was   too 


old— he  won  the  election.  He  defeated  the 
man  who  had  been  named  Wrightsvilles 
Man  of  the  Year  by  local  civic  organiza- 
tions. 

Refusing  to  call  himself  a  politician.  Lord 
says  he's  "just  a  servant  of  the  people. "  and 
did  most  of  his  campaigning  in  the  1981 
election  by  "chatting  with  folks"  around  the 
Johnson  County  Courthouse  Square  and  by 
milling  about  among  the  Saturday  shop- 
pers. 

His  platform,  he  says,  "was  just  honesty 
and  truth,  standing  up  for  what  I  believe  to 
be  right,  speaking  out  even  if  it's  unpopular, 
and  not  making  a  bunch  of  promises  that  I 
can't  keep.  " 

And  speak  out  he  does,  says  WrighUville 
Mayor  Willis  Wombles.  smiling  and  shaking 
his  head.  "Yes  sir.  Mr.  Clayton  is  very,  very 
sharp.  He  keeps  abreast  of  everything  that's 
going  on  and  doesn't  rely  on  anyone  else  to 
inform  him  of  the  facts.  He  looks  carefully 
at  every  situation,  then  he  speaks  his 
mind." 

And  he  does  not  sugar-coat  his  opinions: 

On  racial  problems  in  Wrightsville,  stag- 
ing ground  for  several  demonstrations  and 
racially  motivated  shootings  in  the  past 
three  years:  "There  are  none  and  never 
have  been.  Any  problems  around  here  were 
caused  by  a  bunch  of  outsiders." 

On  the  discrimination  suit  filed  by  a 
group  of  blacks  against  the  sheriff,  city 
council  and  county  commission:  "The  most 
stupid  thing  that  ever  happened  in  Johnson 
County.  .  .  .  The  best  blacks  in  town  were 
against  it." 

Undecided  as  to  whether  he  will  seek  an- 
other term.  Lord  says  he's  spent  "a  mighty 
lot  of  time'  in  public  office,  his  first  experi- 
ence on  council  as  a  young  fellow  in  the 
20s.  "  He  also  served  on  the  Johnson  County 
School  Board,  the  local  tax  board  and  says 
he  was  "a  regular  Marrying  Sam"  during  his 
years  as  Justice  of  the  Peace,  presiding 
often  over  the  court  "where  folks  brought 
in  every  problem  in  the  book  and  then 
some." 

The  councilman  passes  some  of  his  time 
with  the  courthouse  philosophers,  a  group 
of  his  retired  friends  who  gather  in  good 
weather  under  the  big  oak  trees  just  beyond 
the  town  square  "and  solve  some  mighty 
weighty  problems."" 

He  has  strong  ideas  about  food  and  excer- 
ise.  sticking  mostly  to  chicken  and  fish  and 
fresh  vegetables  that  he  raises  and  tends  in 
a  half-acre  garden  plot  behind  his  white 
frame  home  a  few  blocks  from  downtown 
Wrightsville.  Cooking  for  himself  since  the 
death  of  his  wife  Irma  several  years  ago.  he 
proudly  says  his  four  children  and  22  grand- 
children "rave  about  my  turnips." 

In  addition  to  his  duties  as  a  town  council- 
man, he  writes  a  weekly  column.  "Clayton 
Lord  Sez,  "  for  the  local  paper. 

The  senior  councilman  is  an  avid  reader 
and  his  shelves  overflow  with  a  variety  of 
materials,  plus  a  collection  of  newspapers 
from  various  cities.  He  just  wants  to  keep  in- 
formed, he  says,  noting  that  he's  also  quite 
a  collector  of  joke  books  because  he  thinks 
laughter  "'is  mighty  good  medicine  "  and 
he's  always  found  a  lot  to  laugh  about." 

Lord,  who  turns  93  in  August,  says  "a 
bunch  of  folks  have  been  talking  to  me 
about  running  for  mayor,  but  I  don't  have 
time  to  fool  with  that."« 


THE  ST.  PAUL  COMPANIES 
•  Mr.    DURENBERGER.    Mr.    Presi- 
dent. Minnesota  has  a  well-earned  na- 


tional reputation  as  the  home  of  inno- 
vative ideas.  More  times  than  not, 
when  you  trace  the  roots  of  a  success- 
ful social  program  you  will  find  them 
firmly  anchored  in  Minnesota  soil. 

One  reason  why  innovation  flour- 
ishes in  Minnesota  is  that  the  people 
in  my  State  have  found  that  the  deliv- 
ery of  public  services  does  not  always 
have  to  involve  the  public  sector.  Gov- 
errunent  is  not  the  only  choice  in 
meeting  the  legitimate  needs  of 
people;  in  fact,  in  many  cases  it  is  far 
from  the  best  choice. 

Government,  private  for-profit  and 
not-for-profit  institutions,  and  individ- 
uals work  side-by-side  in  Minnesota  to 
improve  the  quality  of  life  for  all 
people  in  our  State. 

One  outstanding  example  of  this 
public-private  cooperation  is  the  in- 
volvement of  The  St.  Paul  Companies. 
The  stated  objective  of  The  St.  Paul 
Companies'  community  involvement 
could  and  should  serve  as  a  model  for 
all  businesses: 

To  contribute  to  the  vitality  of  the  com- 
munities where  we  do  business  in  a  way  that 
encourages  study,  active  debate  and  respon- 
sible action  on  issues  critical  to  these  com- 
munities for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the 
flexibility,  diversity  of  thought  and  innova- 
tion neccessary  to  meet  challenges  of  a 
changing  environment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  an  article 
from  the  July  1983  issue  of  Response 
magazine  be  included  in  today's 
Record  following  my  comments.  I 
commend  this  article  to  my  colleagues. 
It  is  typical  of  the  kind  of  effort  being 
made  in  Minnesota  by  outstanding 
companies  like  The  St.  Paul  Compa- 
nies and  an  example  of  how  one  con- 
cerned corporate  citizen  can  make  a 
difference. 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say 
a  special  word  about  Carl  B.  Drake, 
Jr..  the  chairman  of  The  St.  Paul 
Companies.  Successful  corporate  in- 
volvement in  the  community  demands 
leadership  and  commitment  at  the 
top.  Carl  Drake  has  provided  that  for 
The  St.  Paul  Companies  and  it  is  one 
of  the  very  important  reasons  why  the 
Juvenile  Crime  Prevention  Curriculum 
detailed  in  the  article  in  Response  has 
been  so  successful. 

[Prom  the  Response,  July  19831 

Contributing  to  the  Vitality  of  Our 

Community 

(By  Carl  B.  Drake,  Jr.) 

Like   most   major   corporations.   The   St. 

Paul  Companies  have  established  a  program 

of  corporate  involvement. 

We,  like  other  businesses,  realize  that  we 
have  obligations  to  a  variety  of  stocke- 
holders  including  our  stockholders,  consum- 
ers, employees  and  government,  as  well  as 
the  communities  where  we  do  business. 

Community  involvement— or  better  yet. 
community  relations— describes  the  pro- 
grams and  activities  to  which  the  company 
will  apply  its  corporate  resources— money, 
skills  and  personnel— to  assist  in  the  solu- 
tion of  social  problems  in  which  the  interest 
of  the  stockholder,  employees,  customers 
and  the  general  public  are  fundamentally 


inseparable.  These  activities  aim  to  make 
the  community  a  better  place  to  live  and  to 
assist  groups  of  people  to  solve  problems 
that  do  not  respond  to  individual  action. 

Community  relations  activities  of  The  St. 
Paul  Companies  have  two  goals:  1)  to  con- 
tribute to  the  solution  of  public  problems 
for  the  purpose  of  reducing  economic  and 
social  costs  wnich  drain  the  company  and 
the  community,  and  2)  to  help  create  a 
stable,  strong  community  environment 
which  enhances  the  quality  of  life  for  em- 
ployees and  the  public. 

Both  of  those  are  high-sounding  objec- 
tives, but  I  particularly  want  to  draw  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  they  stress  cooperation. 
We  state  that  we  will  "contribute  to  the  so- 
lution of  public  problems"  and  that  we  will 
"help  create  a  stable,  strong  community  en- 
vironment" rather  than  asserting  the  more 
traditional  corporate  verbs  like:  direct,  con- 
trol, lead,  develop,  implement,  etc.  This  is 
not  a  case  of  semantic  game-playing:  those 
words  were  chosen  carefully  to  reflect  the 
style  of  our  community  affairs  programs. 
community  vitality 
This  cooperative  style  stems  from  the  di- 
rection and  objective  which  senior  manage- 
ment of  The  St.  Paul  Companies  has  set  for 
its  community  involvement:  "to  contribute 
to  the  vitality  of  the  communities  where  we 
do  business  in  a  way  that  encourages  study, 
active  debate  and  responsible  action  on 
issues  critical  to  these  communities  for  the 
purpose  of  increasing  the  flexibility,  diversi- 
ty of  thought  and  innovation  necessary  to 
meet  the  challenges  of  a  changing  environ- 
ment." 

We  translate  those  objectives  into  support 
for  activities  which  will  encourage  self-reli- 
ance, stress  preventative  approaches  to 
problem-solving,  encourage  innovation  and 
creativity,  address  leadership  development, 
involve  management/technical  assistance 
and,  finally,  encourage  collaboration. 

When  all  of  these  goals  and  objectives  get 
distilled,  their  by-products  should  be  pro- 
grams and  activities  that  are  conceived  and 
nurtured  from  within  the  communities  and 
where  our  role  is  that  of  a  partner  in 
making  these  ideas  a  successful  reality. 

Based  on  what  we  hear  from  the  neigh- 
borhood and  community  groups  that  have 
dealt  with  The  St.  Paul  Companies,  we  have 
apparently  been  successful  in  fashioning  a 
community  affairs  process  which  citizens 
feel  is  responsive  to  their  needs  and  inter- 
ests. 

Let  me  try  to  describe  in  practical  terms 
how  all  of  this  theory  works  in  a  real-Ufe 
situation. 

vandalism  fires 
Four  years  ago  some  concerned  residents 
in  the  eastern  part  of  St.  Paul  began  looking 
around  for  solutions  to  a  rash  of  vandalism 
fires  that  plagued  their  neighborhood.  In- 
creased police  surveillance  offered  short- 
term  help,  but  neighborhood  leaders  were 
looking  for  long-term  solutions. 

Aware  of  The  St.  Paul's  reputation  as  a 
company  that  was  interested  in  cooperating 
with  community  groups— and  sensing  our  in- 
terest as  an  insurance  company  in  fire  pre- 
vention and  arson  awareness  activities— rep- 
resentatives of  the  neighborhood  asked  the 
company  to  help  them  solve  their  problems. 
In  order  to  help  determine  the  scope  and 
size  of  the  problem.  The  St.  Paul  staff 
hosted  a  meeting  involving  representatives 
from  the  police  and  fire  departments,  the 
schools,  interested  non-profit  agencies  and 
company  experts  in  arson  detection  and  pre- 
vention, as  well  as  leaders  of  the  community 
council  in  the  affected  neighborhood. 
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That  first  meeting  identified  the  major 
problem  area  as  juvenile  arson— young  chil- 
dren setting  garage  fires  for  the  "thrill"  of 
harassing  and  disturbing  the  neighborhood. 
The  group  decided  that  the  most  effective 
way  to  try  and  combat  the  problem,  on  a 
long-term  basis,  was  to  show  the  neighbor- 
hood youngsters  the  negative  impact  their 
actions  had  on  their  neighborhood.  The 
school  appeared  to  offer  the  most  effective 
forum  for  getting  this  message  to  young- 
sters. So.  when  the  county's  Criminal  Jus- 
tice Coordinating  Council  came  to  The  St. 
Paul  for  funds  to  develop  a  curriculum  on 
juvenile  crime  in  cooperation  with  the 
schools,  we  were  enthusiastic.  A  junior  high 
school  teacher  agreed  to  pilot  the  program 
in  her  class. 

The  12-week  program  brings  into  the 
classroom  police  and  fire  department  per- 
sonnel to  talk  about  juvenile  crime  and  law 
enforcement;  representatives  from  the  juve- 
nile justice  system  describe  the  court  proc- 
ess for  juvenile  offenders;  representatives 
from  the  county  probation  department  tell 
about  that  aspect  of  juvenile  justice;  insur- 
ance company  representatives  explain  how 
juvenile  crime  affects  the  insurance  premi- 
ums that  their  parents  pay  for  fire  and 
other  forms  of  property  insurance. 

The  students  go  on  field  trips,  including 
visits  to  neighborhood  residents  and  busi- 
nesses that  have  been  victims  of  crime. 
These  trips  give  them  a  chance  to  see  first- 
hand, the  real  impact  people  experience 
from  criminal  activities- the  fear,  anger  and 
frustration  of  the  crime  victims. 

The  unusual  element  of  this  classroom 
program  requires  the  junior  high  school  stu- 
dents to  prepare  lesson  plans,  including 
dramatizations,  covering  what  they  have 
learned  about  crime.  The  students  then  go 
into  the  fourth  grade  of  neighboring  ele- 
mentary schools  and  put  on  classes,  skits 
and  small  group  discussions  with  those  chil- 
dren. This  peer  teaching  element  strength- 
ens the  junior  high  school  students'  under- 
standing of  the  effects  of  crime  on  their 
neighborhoods  while  also  sensitizing  young- 
er students  about  crime. 

A  COOPERATIVE  EFFORT 

From  its  very  beginning  the  Juvenile 
Crime  Prevention  Curriculum  has  been  a  co- 
operative effort.  The  neighborhood  started 
it  by  raising  the  concerns:  city  and  county 
governments  and  the  local  school  district  re- 
sponsed  by  their  willingness  to  work  togeth- 
er with  the  community  in  solving  a  major 
local  problem.  The  St.  Paul  Companies,  the 
business  element  of  this  cooperative  equa- 
tion, provided  not  only  the  financial  re- 
sources to  get  the  project  under  way  and 
keep  it  going  but  also  served  as  the  catalyst 
to  bring  all  of  the  participants  together. 

Has  the  project  been  well  received? 

Since  its  pilot  project  phase,  the  program 
has  grown  in  four  years  to  be  a  part  of  the 
school  curriculum  throughout  the  St.  Paul 
school  system.  But  its  influence  is  more 
than  just  local.  Copies  of  the  full  curricu- 
lum have  been  made  available  free  of 
charge  by  The  St.  Paul  Companies.  To  date, 
nearly  4,000  copies  have  been  distributed  to 
education  and  law  enforcement  officials  in 
all  50  states  and,  surprisingly,  four  foreign 
countries. 

Did  it  work? 

From  the  very  beginning,  police  and 
school  officials  as  well  as  neighborhood  resi- 
dents said  they  could  sense  a  difference  in 
what  was  happening  in  their  community  as 
the  result  of  the  Juvenile  Crime  Prevention 
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Curriculum.  Vandalism  and  other  juvenile 
related  crimes  declined. 

A  formal  evaluation  process  is  currently 
under  way.  Preliminary  results  of  interviews 
with  students  who  went  through  the  pilot 
program  four  years  ago  show  that  they  all 
have  strong,  positive  recollections  of  the 
program.  All  of  those  interviewed  said  they 
had  not  committed  a  juvenile  crime  since 
the  program.  And  more  amazingly,  many 
said  they  had  talked  others  in  their  peer 
group  out  of  committing  juvenile  crimes. 

COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS  PRIORITIES 

While  the  Juvenile  Crime  Prevention  Cur- 
riculum is  an  Important  example  of  The  St. 
Paul  Companies'  cooperative  approach  to 
community  involvement,  it  is  not  the  only 
example.  We  have  established  community 
affairs  priorities  which  include  education, 
health  and  conununity  development— em- 
ployment, housing  and  public  safety.  Based 
on  these  priorities,  we  are  currently  engaged 
in  discussions  with  St.  Paul/Minneapolis 
neighborhood  groups  on  housing  and  eco- 
nomic development  proposals  that  we 
expect  to  spring  to  life  in  the  near  future  as 
major  conununity  programs.  This  coopera- 
tive approach  is  an  integral  part  of  our  as- 
sessment of  progrtun  and  project  proposals 
in  all  of  these  areas.  We  look  for  what  the 
community  or  organization  itself  is  bringing 
to  the  activity  and  how  we  can  blend  our  re- 
sources to  help  it  achieve  its  goals.« 


WAINO  HENDRICKSON 
•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
a  few  weeks  ago  I  spoke  in  this  Cham- 
ber on  the  occasion  of  the  100th  birth- 
day of  one  of  Alaska's  Territorial  Gov- 
ernors. George  A.  Parks.  I  have  a 
much  less  happy  event  to  report.  It 
concerns  the  death  of  Waino  Hen- 
drickson,  who  was  Acting  Governor  of 
the  Territory  of  Alaska  twice,  in  1957 
and  again  in  1958. 

Waino  Hendrickson  was  a  true  Alas- 
kan. Bom  in  a  log  cabin  in  Juneau,  he 
spent  all  but  his  World  War  II  mili- 
tary service  in  Alaska.  He  worked  in 
Alaska's  mines,  on  its  docks,  and  even- 
tually on  its  lands  for  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management. 

Mr.  Hendrickson  entered  politics 
almost  by  accident,  and  only  because 
he  felt  strongly  enough  about  a  town 
issue  to  run  for  mayor.  From  1945  on 
he  rose  steadily  in  Alaskan  govern- 
ment, until  in  1953  when  he  was  ap- 
pointed secretary  of  the  State,  the 
second  highest  position  in  the  State. 
At  two  points  in  his  career,  he  served 
as  Acting  Governor. 

He  held  the  post  at  perhaps  the 
most  pivotal  point  in  Alaska's  history, 
filling  the  gap  between  the  last  Terri- 
torial Governor— Frank  Heintzleman— 
and  the  first  Governor  of  the  new- 
State- William  Egan.  Throughout  this 
period  of  great  flux,  he  provided  the 
wisdom  and  stability  that  Alaska's  citi- 
zens needed. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  insert 
for  the  Record  at  this  point  three  arti- 
cles that  appeared  in  the  Anchorage 
Times  and  the  Anchorage  Daily  News 
at  the  time  of  Mr.  Hendrickson's 
death.    They    show    more    poetically 


than  I  can  what  this  man  meant  to 
Alaskans. 
The  articles  follow: 

[Prom  the  Anchorage  Daily  News,  June  22, 
1983] 

Services  Scheduled  for  Former 
Territorial  Governor 

(By  John  Lindback) 
Services  are  scheduled  this  week  in  both 
Anchorage  and  Juneau  for  Waino  Hendrick- 
son. who  was  territorial  governor  of  Alaska 
when  it  became  a  state  in  1959. 

Hendrickson  died  Sunday  morning  at 
Providence  Hospital.  He  was  87. 

Services  in  Anchorage  will  be  held  Thurs- 
day. Visitation  is  scheduled  for  7  p.m.  and  a 
memorial  service  will  be  held  at  8  p.m..  both 
at  Forest  Lawn  Mortuary.  11621  Old  Seward 
Highway. 

Services  are  scheduled  for  2  p.m.  Saturday 
in  Juneau  at  the  new  Centennial  Hall.  Hen- 
drickson was  born  in  Juneau  and  served  as 
the  town's  mayor  from  1946  to  1953. 

Hendrickson,  a  Republican,  served  as  the 
federally  appointed  secretary  of  Alaska 
from  1953  to  1959.  The  position  is  consid- 
ered the  equivalent  of  the  lieutenant  gover- 
nor today. 

During  his  tenure  as  secretary,  he  filled  in 
twice  as  acting  territorial  governor.  The 
first  time  was  January  3  to  April  8.  1957.  be- 
tween the  terms  of  Govs.  Frank  Hentzleman 
and  Michael  Stepovich. 

Family  members  said  he  was  also  acting 
governor  from  Aug.  10.  1959  to  Jan.  3.  1959. 
the  day  Alaska  joined  the  union.  Stepovich 
had  resigned  from  the  presidentially  ap- 
pointed post  of  territorial  governor  prior  to 
statehood  in  order  to  enter  Alaska's  first 
campaign  for  governor. 

Hendrickson's  political  history  included  a 
term,  from  1950-52.  in  the  territorial  House 
of  Representatives.  That  term  was  served 
concurrently  with  his  position  as  mayor  of 
Juneau. 

Craig  Forrest,  one  of  Hendrickson's  eight 
grandchildren,  said  one  of  his  grandfather's 
most  important  accomplishments  was  guid- 
ing the  transition  of  the  territorial  govern- 
ment into  statehood. 

Forrest  said  his  grandfather  was  especial- 
ly proud  of  an  honor  bestowed  upon  him  in 
1958  by  the  Tlingit  tribe  of  southeastern 
Alaska.  They  inducted  him  as  honorary 
meml)er  of  the  tribe. 

After  statehood.  Hendrickson  became  the 
manager  of  the  Juneau  office  of  the  federal 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.  He  retired  in 
1966. 

Hendrickson  was  born  on  June  18,  1896. 
He  graduated  from  Juneau  High  School  in 
1916  and  served  in  the  U.S.  Army  from 
1917-1919. 

He  worked  for  five  years  with  the  Alaska- 
Juneau  Gold  Mine  Company  From  1924  to 
1927.  he  was  assistant  manager  of  the 
Juneau  city  dock. 

In  1927,  he  became  an  employee  and 
stockholder  of  the  Alaska  Laundry,  where 
he  worked  until  1945.  He  was  a  salesman  in 
Juneau  for  American  Wholesale  Grocery 
from  1945  to  1953. 

He  married  Marion  Kingsnorth  Jones,  a 
nurse,  in  1924.  They  had  one  daughter,  Dor- 
othea Forrest  of  Anchorage. 

Hendrickson  was  active  in  a  number  of 
civic  organizations.  He  served  as  president 
of  the  Pioneers  of  Alaska  and  was  a  past 
commander  of  the  state  American  Legion. 

Hendrickson  is  survived  by  his  daughter, 
seven  grandchildren  and  eight  great-grand- 
children. 


The  family  requests  that  friends  who  wish 
to  donate  memorials  direct  them  to  the 
charity  of  their  choice  or  to  the  American 
Lung  Association,  406  G.  St.,  Anchorage. 
99501. 

[From  the  Anchorage  Times.  June  21.  19831 
Waino  Edward  Hendrickson 
Alaska  pioneer  Waino  Edward  Hendrick- 
son. former  mayor  of  Juneau  and  secretary 
of  Alaska  during  territorial  days,  died 
Sunday  at  Providence  Hospital.  He  was  87. 

Mr.  Hendrickson  was  born  June  18.  1896 
in  a  log  cabin  in  Juneau  where  the  Baranof 
Hotel  now  stands. 

Mr.  Hendrickson  went  to  one-room 
schools  in  Juneau  and  graduated  from  high 
school  in  1916  with  a  class  of  14  students. 

After  high  school,  Mr.  Hendrickson 
worked  in  the  Alaska-Juneau  and  Alaska- 
Gastineau  mines.  In  1918  he  and  a  small 
group  of  men  from  Juneau  went  to  Fort 
William  Henry  Seward  at  Haines  for  mili- 
tary training  and  then  on  to  the  Presidio  in 
San  Francisco,  Calif.  It  was  his  first  outside 
trip. 

When  World  War  I  ended,  he  returned  to 
Juneau  and  the  gold  mines.  He  also  met  and 
married  a  Canadian  nurse  who  had  come  to 
Juneau  to  work  at  St.  Ann's  Hospital.  He 
and  Marion  Kingsnorth  Jones  married  in 
1924. 

From  the  mines,  Mr.  Hendrickson  went  to 
work  at  the  city  dock.  He  left  the  dock  to 
work  at  the  Alaska  Laundry  and  Cleaners, 
where  he  remained  for  the  next  20  years. 

In  1945  Mr.  Hendrickson  found  himself  in 
the  middle  of  a  heated  small-town  argument 
over  the  ownership  of  the  local  power  utili- 
ties. He  decided  to  run  for  mayor  on  a  plat- 
form opposing  municipally  owTied  utilities. 
He  won  that  election— and  several  more. 

In  1951,  he  ran  as  a  Republican  for  the 
territorial  House  of  Representatives,  a  post 
he  held  again  in  1953.  When  President 
Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  appointed  B.  FYank 
Heintzleman  governor  in  1953,  he  appointed 
Mr.  Hendrickson  secretary  of  Alaska- 
today's  equivalent  to  lieutenant  governor. 

When  Heintzleman  resigned  Mr.  Hen- 
drickson became  acting  governor,  a  position 
he  held  until  1957  when  Eisenhower  ap- 
pointed Mike  Stepovich  governor.  Mr.  Hen- 
drickson was  reappointed  secretary. 

He  l)ecame  acting  governor  when  Stepo- 
vich resigned  to  run  against  Ernest  Gruen- 
ing  for  one  of  Alaska's  two  U.S.  Senate 
seats.  He  remained  in  the  position  until  Wil- 
liam A.  Egan  was  sworn  as  the  state's  first 
governor  on  Jan.  3.  1959. 

Mr.  Hendrickson  was  appointed  by  Eisen- 
hower to  head  the  Alaska  Field  Committee, 
the  transitional  office  that  was  to  oversee 
the  change  from  territorial  status  to  state- 
hood. He  remained  there  until  1961. 

At  that  time  he  became  director  of  the 
Southeast  Alaska  field  Office  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  a  position  he  held 
until  he  retired  and  moved  to  Anchorage  in 
1965. 

He  served  on  the  state  Geographic  Board 
and  the  Governor's  Advisory  Committee  on 
Aging.  He  was  past  grand  president  of  the 
Pioneers  of  Alaska  and  a  past  department 
commander  of  the  American  Legion. 

He  was  king  of  the  1970  Fur  Rendezvous. 

He  leaves  one  daughter.  Dorothea  Forrest 
of  Anchorage. 

Arrangements  are  pending  at  Kehl's 
Forest  Lawn  Memorial  Chapel. 


[From  the  Anchorage  Times.  June  22.  1983] 
Waino  Hendrickson 
Waino  Hendrickson  was  a  gentle,  quiet 
man  who  served  Alaska  well  in  a  period 
when  the  new  state  was  being  formed.  He 
came  close  to  being  governor  on  several  oc- 
casions, but  fate  never  allowed  him  this 
honor. 

He  had  other  distinctions  that  will  put  his 
name  near  the  top  of  the  list  of  prominent 
citizens  when  the  history  of  20th  Century 
Alaska  is  written.  But  it  was  his  courtship 
with  the  governorship  that  came  to  mind 
when  word  of  his  death  at  Providence  Hos- 
pital was  reported  Sunday. 

A  life-long  Alaskan,  bom  in  Juneau.  Mr. 
Hendrickson  became  active  in  hometown 
politics  in  1945.  By  1953.  he  had  been  ap- 
pointed secretary  of  Alaska,  which  was  the 
territory's  No.  2  office  and  similar  to  the 
post  of  lieutenant  governor  today. 

On  two  occasions  during  his  seven-year 
tenure  as  secretary  he  became  acting  gover- 
nor at  the  behest  of  President  Dwight  D.  Ei- 
senhower: for  five  months  in  1956  after 
Gov.  B.  FVank  Heintzleman  resigned  and 
again  for  ten  months  In  1958  after  Gov. 
Mike  Stepovich  resigned  to  run  for  U.S. 
Senate. 

During  the  weeks  prior  to  the  advent  of 
statehood.  Sen. -elect  Ernest  Gruening  made 
entreaties  to  Washington  to  have  the 
"acting"  dropped  from  Hendrickson's  title, 
but  it  was  never  done. 

At  one  time  in  the  early  1950s,  he  held 
three  important  posts  at  the  same  time. 
While  he  was  mayor  of  Juneau  he  was  elect- 
ed to  the  legislature  and  was  serving  In  both 
joljs  when  he  was  appointed  secretary  of 
Alaska. 

Mr.  Hendrickson's  pursuits  were  not  all 
political.  He  headed  the  official  team  named 
by  the  president  to  oversee  the  transition  of 
Alaska  from  a  territory  to  a  state.  He  also 
served  a  term  as  grand  president  of  the  Pio- 
neers of  Alaska. 

His  soft  voice  and  gentle  presence  was 
such  that  many  Alaskans  of  today  are  un- 
aware of  his  contributions  a  generation  ago. 
But  he  earned  a  place  of  merit  in  the  rich 
history  of  Alaska.* 


FCC  FINANCIAL  INTEREST  AND 
SYNDICATION  RULES 

•  Mr.  KASTEN.  Mr.  President, 
throughout  my  career  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  I  have  been  inter- 
ested in  the  relationship  of  Govern- 
ment to  the  natural  operation  of  com- 
petitive marketplace  forces  in  insuring 
that  the  interests  and  needs  of  the 
American  people  are  well  served.  I  be- 
lieve that  Government  should  intrude 
itself  into  the  marketplace  only  when 
there  are  dysfunctions  that  jeopardize 
the  public  interest.  As  a  member  of 
the  Senate  Commerce  Committee,  I 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  apply  this 
philosophy  to  the  domain  of  telecom- 
munications and,  in  this  regard,  my 
special  attention  has  been  drawn  to 
the  PCC's  financial  interest  and  syndi- 
cation rules. 

These  rules  were  adopted  by  the 
Commission  in  1970.  The  financial  in- 
terest rule  prohibits  the  three  major 
television  networks  from  investing  in 
programs  which  are  broadcast  on  the 
networks   in   exchange   for   a   profit- 


sharing  interest.  The  syndication  rule 
prohibits  the  three  major  networks 
from  entering  the  business  of  selling 
individual  programs— either  those  al- 
ready broadcast  on  the  networks  or 
original  programs— directly  to  local 
stations  on  a  non-network  basis.  In  the 
view  of  many  economic  and  telecom- 
munications scholars,  these  rules  rep- 
resent the  high  water  mark  of  unjusti- 
fied Government  intrusion  into  a  mar- 
ketplace capable  of  functioning  prop- 
erly to  serve  the  interests  of  the  televi- 
sion viewing  public.  Rather  than 
curing  imbalances,  the  rules  have  ap- 
parently generated  their  own 
unacceptable  distortions. 

The  rules  have  been  the  subject  of 
study  and  debate  virtually  since  they 
were  adopted.  This  study  and  debate 
has  been  extensive,  scholarly  and  bi- 
partisan. In  the  mid-1970's  the  Brook- 
ings Institution  published  a  report 
concluding  that  the  rules  were  mis- 
guided. In  the  late  1970's  Congress  au- 
thorized a  special  FCC  staff  study  of 
the  rules  which  took  2  years  to  com- 
plete and  which  involved  the  compila- 
tion of  thousands  of  pages  of  evidence. 
This  special  staff  study  concluded  that 
the  rules  were  unfounded,  ill-con- 
ceived, and  counterproductive  and 
should  be  repealed.  Recently,  as  a  part 
of  an  ongoing  FCC  proceeding,  the  De- 
partments of  Commerce,  Justice,  and 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  have 
reviewed  the  rules  in  detail  and  deter- 
mined that  they  should  be  eliminated 
in  their  present  form. 

What  I  am  troubled  by  are  efforts  in 
both  Houses  of  Congress  to  bypass  all 
of  this  study  and  expert  opinion  and 
impose  a  moratorium  on  the  FCC's 
ability  to  complete  its  work  of  review- 
ing this  outdated  set  of  rules.  It  is  the 
function  of  the  Congress  to  establish 
the  broad  framework  of  communica- 
tions policy.  But  we  have  delegated  to 
the  FCC,  as  the  expert  Government 
agency,  the  authority  to  implement 
that  policy  subject  to  congressional 
oversight.  Pursuant  to  that  delegation 
the  FCC  adopted  the  financial  interest 
and  syndication  rules.  Pursuant  to 
that  delegation  they  should  be  permit- 
ted to  review  them  for  their  continued 
effectiveness  and  if  the  FCC  deter- 
mines that  the  rules  are  no  longer 
warranted  they  should  be  permitted  to 
act  to  repeal  them. 

We  often  hear  the  complaint  that 
Government  is  incapable  of  acting  ex- 
peditiously. We  in  Congress  are  often 
critical  of  the  failure  of  the  various  de- 
partments and  agencies  of  the  Govern- 
ment to  consider  and  act  on  matters  of 
importance  in  a  deliberate  but  timely 
manner.  Here  we  face  a  Commission 
that  has  spent  over  5  years  and  mil- 
lions of  taxpayers  dollars  examining 
these  issues,  yet  some  in  Congress  are 
suggesting  that  the  FCC  be  prevented 
from  completing  its  consideration  of 
the  subject  for  an  additional  5  years. 


That  is  simply  bad  government. 
FCC  should  act  and  act  now.« 


The 


INLAND  WATERWAY  FINANCING 

•  Mr,  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President,  at 
my  request,  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  recently  completed  a  study, 
"Inland  Waterway  Financing  and  the 
Potential  Effects  of  User  Charges," 
This  issue,  together  with  the  question 
of  inland  waterway  development,  is 
now  under  review  within  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Water  Resources  of  our 
Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works.  It  is  my  hope  that  we 
can  report  legislation  to  the  Senate 
next  month. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  this 
issue  and  the  CBO  review,  I  ask  that  a 
copy  of  this  report  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  together  with  a  copy  of  Dr. 
Rivlin's  transmittal  letter. 

The  material  follows: 

U.S.  Congress. 
Congressional  Budget  Office, 
Washington.  B.C..  July  21,  1983. 
Hon.  Robert  T.  Stafford, 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works.  U.S.  Senate,  Washington. 
B.C. 

Dear  Mr  Chairman:  In  response  to  your 
request,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
has  completed  a  brief  analysis  of  issues  re- 
lating to  inland  waterway  development  and 
user  charge  financing.  The  analysis  takes  up 
the  questions  of  who  should  bear  the  costs 
of  that  development,  what  portion  of  feder- 
al costs  should  be  recovered  by  user  charges, 
what  types  of  charges  are  available,  and 
how  should  capital  costs  be  treated. 

The  paper  also  reviews  the  "Section  205 
Study"  recently  completed  by  the  Depart- 
ments of  Transportation  and  Commerce. 
The  CBO  finds  the  study  analytically  sound 
and  concurs  in  its  overall  conclusions.  Par- 
ticular points  of  agreement  are  that  user 
charges  designed  to  recover  the  full  costs  of 
the  federal  government's  investment  in 
inland  waterways  would  be  substantially 
above  current  levels,  and  that  the  effects  of 
uniform  system-wide  fees  would  differ  from 
those  of  segment-specific  fees. 

The  sector  that  would  be  most  adversely 
affected  by  imposition  of  fees  set  to  recover 
waterway  services  costs  would  be  agricultur- 
al shippers.  Charges  that  covered  operation 
and  maintenance  costs  would  be  about  4 
cents  per  bushel.  Charges  that  also  recov- 
ered initial  investment  costs  in  addition  to 
operations  and  maintenance  might  range 
between  6  cents  and  10  cents  per  bushel. 
The  outcome  would  dejiend  on  which  invest- 
ment costs  were  to  be  recovered  and  how 
they  were  amortized. 

Finally,  the  analysis  points  out  that,  to 
the  extent  foreign  nations  attempt  to  iso- 
late their  domestic  markets  from  interna- 
tional price  fluctuations,  a  significant  por- 
tion of  any  U.S.  user  charge  would  likely  be 
passed  on  to  foreign  governments,  rather 
than  being  borne  by  U.S.  agricultural  ship- 
pers. 

I  hope  your  Committee  finds  this  study 
useful.  Please  let  us  know  if  we  can  be  of 
further  assistance. 

With  best  wishes. 
Sincerely, 

Alice  M.  Rivlin,  Director. 

Attachment. 
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Inland  Waterway  Financing  and  the 
Potential  Eitects  of  User  Charges 

PREFACE 

This  short  study  was  undertaken  at  the 
request  of  Chairman  Stafford  of  the  Senate 
Conunittee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works  to  provide  information  on  issues  re- 
lating to  inland  waterway  development. 
Peyton  L.  Wynns  of  CBOs  Natural  Re- 
sources and  Commerce  Division  prepared 
the  analysis  under  the  general  supervision 
of  David  L.  Bodde  and  Everett  M.  Ehrlich. 

INTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  has  pre- 
pared this  study  to  assist  the  Congress  in 
considering  adjustments  to  federal  policy 
with  respect  to  inland  waterway  develop- 
ment. The  paper  consists  of  three  parts. 
The  first  briefly  summarizes  some  of  the 
major  issues  facing  the  Congress  in  the  de- 
velopment of  inland  waterway  policy.  The 
discussion  focuses  on  financing  the  costs  of 
the  inland  water  system.  Four  questions  in 
particular  are  considered:  Who  should  bear 
the  costs  of  the  system?  How  should  a 
proper  level  of  cost  recovery  be  determined? 
What  alternative  types  of  charges  are  avail- 
able? And  how  should  capital  costs  be  treat- 
ed. 

The  second  part  reviews  a  major  study  of 
inland  waterway  user  charges  undertaken 
by  the  Administration  to  assess  the  econom- 
ic impacts  of  user  charges.*  The  study, 
which  seems  sound  in  its  analytic  method, 
arrives  at  several  conclusions:  That  user 
charges  designed  to  recover  the  system's  full 
costs  would  be  sutjstantially  above  the  levels 
of  current  fees:  that  barge  operators  and 
grain  shippers  are  the  two  groups  that 
stand  to  be  adversely  affected  to  any  meas- 
urable extent  by  the  institution  of  user  fees 
set  to  recover  the  system's  full  costs:  and 
that  the  consequences  of  uniform  user  fees 
levied  systemwide  would  differ  from  those 
of  fees  set  at  different  rates  for  different 
segments. 

The  third  part  of  the  paper  deals  directly 
with  the  impact  on  grain  shippers  of  water- 
way user  charges  higher  than  the  current 
level  of  less  than  1  cent  per  bushel.  (Levied 
as  a  tax  on  gasoline,  the  current  user  charge 
is  in  fact  divided  among  shippers,  consum- 
ers, and  carriers.)  It  concludes  that  user 
charges  designed  to  recover  waterway  oper- 
ating and  maintenance  costs  would  result  in 
charges  of  about  4  cents  per  bushel  of  grain 
delivered.  Pull  recovery  not  only  of  operat- 
ing and  maintenance  costs  but  also  of  all 
rapital  investments  in  the  year  expenditures 
were  made  would  raise  total  charges  to  ap- 
proximately 10  cents  per  bushel.  Proposals 
that  would  limit  capital  recovery  to  new- 
projects  and  spread  recovery  over  a  project  s 
life  would  result  in  user  charges  averaging  6 
cents  per  bushel.  The  level  of  user  charges 
faced  by  individual  shippers  would  vary 
markedly,  depending  on  such  factors  as  the 
type  of  user  charge,  the  availability  of  other 
modes  of  transport,  and  the  responses  of 
competing  carriers  (primarily  rail'.  Finally, 
to  the  extent  that  foreign  grain-importing 
nations  continued  to  use  variable  import 
levies  in  the  attempt  to  isolate  their  domes- 
tic markets  from  international  price  fluctua- 
tions, a  significant  portion  of  any  U.S.  user 
charge  would  likely  l)e  passed  on  to  foreign 
governments. 


PART  I.  MAJOR  POLICY  ISSUES 

The  issues  the  Congress  faces  in  the  devel- 
opment of  a  comprehensive  inland  water- 
way policy  fall  into  two  basic  categories: 

Which  projects  should  the  federal  govern- 
ment undertake?  and 
How  should  those  projects  be  paid  for? 
These  questions  are  not  new.  In  1976.  for 
example,  the  Congress  requested  from  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  a  study  to 
assist  in  considering  questions  dealing  with 
the  federal  investment  required  and  the 
projects  needed.'  That  study  identified  po- 
tential investment  needs  arising  from  tech- 
nological obsolescence  and  congestion.  It 
concluded  that  $2.9  billion  in  1982  dollars 
would  be  needed  to  complete  navigation 
projects  already  under  construction,  and  an- 
other $8.9  billion  would  be  needed  to  reha- 
bilitate and  improve  the  inland  waterway 
system  over  the  coming  20  years.  Another 
study,  by  the  Departments  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Commerce,  took  up  the  questions 
of  how  such  projects  should  be  financed  and 
paid  for.  and  what  likely  impact  should  be 
anticipated  from  waterway  user  charges 
Mandated  by  the  Inland  Waterway  Revenue 
Act  of  1978  (P.L.  95-502).  the  study  is  most 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  "Section  205 
Study"  and  is  examined  in  Part  II. 

The  link  between  the  means  of  financing 
projects  and  the  number  and  types  of 
projects  that  should  be  undertaken  war- 
rants emphasis.  The  level  of  investment 
needs"  depends  in  part  on  how  projects  are 
paid  for.  Assessments  of  transportation 
needs  reflect  a  desired  quality  and  quantity 
of  services  to  be  provided  at  some  under- 
stood level  of  prices.  When  the  prices 
charged  for  use  of  a  service  or  facility 
change,  the  level  of  "needs"— that  is. 
demand  for  that  service— may  change  dra- 
matically as  a  result.  One  of  the  effects  of 
not  charging  or  underchanging  users  for 
services  provided  is  that  doing  so  usually 
leads  to  exaggerated  assessments  of 
demand.  In  other  worcJs.  users  request  a  far 
higher  level  of  investment  than  they  would 
if  they  themselves  were  faced  with  paying 
for  the  investment. 

The  second  set  of  issues,  then,  is:  Who 
should  pay  for  the  projects  the  federal  gov 
ernment  undertakes,  and  how  should  those 
projects  be  financed.  These  questions  are 
considered  from  two  perspectives— the  gen- 
eral choice  between  user  charges  and  fund- 
ing from  general  revenues,  and  more  specif- 
ic issues  related  to  user  charges. 
User  charges  versus  funding  from,  general 

revenues 
From  1824.  when  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers first  l)egan  work  on  the  nation's 
inland  waterway  system,  most  costs  were 
paid  from  general  revenues.'  Early  federal 
involvement  in  the  development  and  oper- 
ation of  the  inland  waterways  was  undertak- 
en to  link  the  newly  developing  Midwest 
with  the  more  developed  eastern  part  of  the 
country.  Many  later  projects  were  also  un- 
dertaken to  promote  regional  economic 
growth.  The  direction  of  federal  policy 
shifted  in  1978.  however,  with  the  imposi 
tion  of  an  excise  tax  on  fuel  under  the 
Inland  Waterway  Revenue  Act.  The  initial 
tax  rate  was  set  at  4  cents  per  gallon  and  is 
scheduled  to  increase  in  stages  to  a  final 
level  of  10  cents  per  gallon  in  1985.  Thus. 


today,  commercial  users  of  the  inland  water- 
way system  are  required  to  share  directly  in 
the  costs  of  supporting  the  system. 

When  a  federal  subsidy  is  intended  to  pro- 
mote regional  development,  few  alternatives 
to  funding  such  projects  from  general  reve- 
nues are  available.  Attempts  to  finance 
projects  by  charging  beneficiaries  would 
largely  negate  the  intent  of  a  subsidy  de- 
signed for  that  purpose.  To  the  extent  that 
the  economy  has  now  matured,  however, 
and  federal  support  of  the  inland  waterway 
system  has  come  to  l>e  viewed  as  support  of 
one  of  a  choice  of  freight  modes,  the  Con- 
gress may  wish  to  see  that  users  bear  an  in- 
creasing share  of  the  costs  of  the  system.' 

User  charges  have  at  least  three  major 
justifications.  First,  they  promote  an  effi- 
cient use  of  resources.  Transportation  facili- 
ties provided  without  cost  recovery  make  a 
mode  that  is  subsidized  cheaper  to  use  than 
it  otherwise  would  t>e.  This  can  lead  to  a  di- 
version of  traffic  from  an  economically 
more  efficient  mode  to  the  subsidized  mode. 
Second,  simple  fairness  suggests  that  com- 
mercial enterprises,  not  the  general  taxpay- 
er, shoulder  the  costs  of  the  government 
services  they  use.  And  third,  user  charges 
can  help  determine  the  quality  and  quantity 
of  services  to  be  supplied  by  the  govern- 
ment. Consensus  is  currently  growing  that 
federal  subsidies  give  rise  to  demand  for 
services  that  exceeds  the  level  that  would  be 
requested  if  user.s  had  to  pay  for  those  serv- 
ices, and  that  many  projecu  previously  au- 
thorized would  not  have  been  undertaken  if 
users  had  had  to  pay  for  them.  Appropri- 
ate—that is.  higher— user  charges  would 
tend  to  diminish  the  demand  for  projects 
that  are  not  economically  justified.  If  users 
are  to  pay  a  share  of  the  costs  of  the  inland 
waterway  system,  several  subsidiary  issues 
must  be  resolved. 

Levels  of  cost  recovery 
User  fees  now  in  effect  recover  approxi- 
mately 10  percent  of  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' costs  of  operating  and  maintaining 
the  inland  waterway  system.  Taxes  at  their 
present  levels  do  not  recover  investment 
costs.  Since  other,  competing  modes  of 
transport  receive  far  less  subsidy,*  a  move 
toward  full  cost  recovery  appears  to  offer 
potential  for  improving  the  efficiency  of  the 
nation's  tran.sportation  system.  Such  a  move 
would  mean  substantially  higher  fees  on 
users,  with  hardship  on  some.  Thus,  the 
Congress  might  wish  to  phase  in  any 
changes  in  user  charges  or  to  seek  less  than 
full  cost  recovery.  This  latter  approach 
would  resemble  that  taken  in  1978  under 
the  Inland  Waterway  Revenue  Act,  which 
phases  in  the  current  set  of  fuel  taxes  at 
levels  that  recover  less  than  full  costs. 


•See  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  and  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  Inland  Waterway  User 
Taxes  and  Charges'  (February  1982). 


'  See  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  National 
Watrrwav  Study— A  Frametcork  for  Decuion 
Making— A  Summam.  Institute  for  Water  Re- 
sources (January.  19831 

'  In  fact,  user  charges  were  levied  on  a  few  water- 
way segments  until  1871. 


'  For  an  overvie»  of  the  nation's  public  works  In- 
frastructure and  an  extensive  analysis  of  user 
charges,  see  Congressional  Budget  Office.  Public 
Works  tnjrastructure:  Policy  Considerations  for  the 
19iOs  (April  1983)  See  also  Congressional  Budget 
Office.  Reducing  the  Deficit:  Spending  and  Revenue 
Opf ions  (February  1983).  Chapter  IX  on  "User  Fees 
and  Other  Government  Changes." 

<  The  Congressional  Budttet  Office  has  estimated 
that,  in  1980.  federal  subsidies  covered  more  than 
one-fourth  of  all  inland  waterway  shipping  cosU.  In 
contrast,  trucks  and  railroads  received  far  less  (1 
percent  and  6  percent,  respectively)  and  pipelines 
received  no  subsidies  Since  1980.  the  level  of  feder- 
al support  for  the  rail  freight  industry  has  fallen  as 
Conralls  financial  performance  has  Improved.  See 
statement  of  Alice  M.  RIvlin.  Director.  Congression- 
al Budget  Office,  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works.  Subconunittee  on 
Water  Resources.  February  10.  1982. 


SystemiDide  versus  segment-specific  charges 
User  fees  for  services  provided  to  commer- 
cial navigation  can  be  uniform  for  all  users 
throughout  the  inland  waterway  system. 
For  example,  the  current  fuel  tax  and  the 
Administration's  recent  proposal  (S.  1554) 
that  all  carriers  pay  a  tax  of  1.1  mill  per 
ton-mile  represent  fees  of  this  type.  Alterna- 
tively, different  fees  can  be  charged  to  dif- 
ferent users,  depending  on  the  costs  of  the 
services  provided  to  them.  Under  such  a 
plan,  users  of  high-cost  waterway  segments 
would  pay  fees  reflecting  the  relative  costs 
of  those  segments— for  example,  lockage 
charges  or  ton-mile  fees,  which  differ  by 
river  segment. 

Uniform  systemwide  charges  tend  to  be 
easier  and  therefore  less  costly  to  adminis- 
ter. Since  all  users  pay  the  same  charge  re- 
gardless of  the  costs  of  services  provided  to 
them,  however,  systemwide  fees  do  not  nec- 
essarily promote  the  selection  of  the  most 
cost-effective  projects.  Segment-specific 
fees,  on  the  other  hand,  tend  to  be  adminis- 
tratively more  complex,  but  they  may  lead 
to  greater  gains  in  efficiency;  users  more  di- 
rectly responsible  for  the  costs  must  pay 
more  of  the  costs  incurred  in  their  behalf. 
Some  combination  of  systemwide  and 
project-specific  charges  is  also  possible— for 
example,  a  systemwide  fee  to  recover  basic 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  combined 
with  a  segment-specific  fee  for  any  water 
route  on  which  heavy  use  requires  excep- 
tionally large  investment  costs.* 

Treatment  of  capital  costs 

Because  waterway  projects  are  relatively 
few  and  of  large  scale  involving  sizable  cap- 
ital investment,  the  Congress  may  wish  to 
consider  initial  federal  financing  of  the 
projects,  with  subsequent  cost  recovery. 
Federal  highway  and  airport  programs  are 
financed  on  a  "pay-as-you-go"  basis,  with 
concurrent  federal  financing  and  cost  recov- 
ery. That  is.  user  fees  are  set  at  a  level  high 
enough  so  that  user  charge  revenues  offset 
current  capital  outlays.  Such  an  approach  is 
feasible  with  highways  and  airports,  in 
which  there  are  large  numbers  of  capital 
projects  and  the  administrative  costs  of 
treating  each  individually  would  be  high. 

With  waterway  projects,  a  somewhat 
modified  approach  might  be  effective.  If 
major  up-front  costs  were  federally  fi- 
nanced, they  might  subsequently  be  recov- 
ered over  a  projects'  economic  life  with  user 
charges  tailored  to  specific  projects.  Doing 
so  would  strengthen  the  tie  between  invest- 
ment costs  and  payments  by  users— thereby 
increasing  economic  efficiency. 

PART  II.  THE  SECTION  205  STUDY 

In  their  'Section  205  Study. "  the  Depart- 
ments of  Transportation  and  Commerce  un- 
dertook to  forecast  the  level  of  inland  wa- 
terway traffic,  first  assuming  no  user 
charges.'  Cost  information  provided  by  the 


» This  approach,  a  combination  of  systemwide 
and  segment-specific  fees,  is  reflected  in  S.  1554. 
which  was  introduced  on  June  28.  1983  and  referred 
to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Worts. 

•  See  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  and  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  Inland  Watenray  User 
Taxes  and  Charges  (February  1982).  Since  only  a 
small  fraction  of  the  $8  million  authorized  for  the 
study  was  actually  appropriated,  the  final  report 
was  not  so  comprehensive  as  the  act  descril)es.  Ref- 
erence to  supporting  analysis  is  provided  in  the  Ap- 
pendix. 


Corps  of  Engineers  was  then  used  to  esti- 
mate an  initial  level  of  user  charges  that,  if 
levied  on  this  traffic,  would  recover  all 
inland  waterway  costs.  Since  user  charges 
would  increase  the  costs  of  barge  transpor- 
tation, some  traffic  would  be  diverted  to 
other  freight  modes.  The  reduction  in  the 
expected  level  of  traffic,  in  turn,  would 
mean  that  the  initial  level  of  user  charges 
would  not  result  in  full  cost  recovery. 
Hence,  the  simulation  model  was  run 
through  several  iterations,  each  time  with 
assumptions  of  lower  traffic  and  higher  user 
charges  than  in  the  previous  round  until  the 
level  of  traffic  appeared  to  stabilize. 

Two  key  aspects  of  the  Section  205  Study 
are  particularly  worth  noting.  First,  the  wa- 
terway use  levels  forecast  prior  to  any  diver- 
sion of  traffic  that  might  result  from  user 
charges  reflected  a  continuation  of  the  sub- 
stantial growth  experienced  during  the 
1970s  (averaging  a  little  over  3  percent  a 
year).  In  light  of  the  slower  growth  experi- 
enced since  1979,  continuation  of  such  high 
growth  rates  is  not  now  a  clear  prospect. 
Second,  the  study  contemplated  recovering 
only  a  relatively  small  amount  of  capital  ex- 
penditures. It  did  not  include  any  capital  re- 
covery of  projects  previously  completed  and 
concluded  that  traffic  growth  would  not  ne- 
cessitate completion  of  any  major  new- 
projects  until  the  year  2000.  Thus,  the  only 
capital  expenditures  to  be  recovered  were 
projects  still  under  construction.'  In  1985. 
the  costs  to  be  recovered  would  include 
about  $25  million  in  capital  recovery,  and  by 
1995,  annual  capital  recovery  would  rise  to 
about  $150  million.  (Converted  into  1982 
dollars,  capital  recovery  would  be  about  $31 
million  for  1985  and  $190  million  for  1995.) 
These  amounts  are  relatively  small  com- 
pared with  current  Corps  of  Engineers  con- 
struction levels,  which  have  been  running  at 
about  $400  million  a  year,  and  they  are  also 
small  next  to  the  Corps'  estimates  of  ap- 
proximately $12  billion  worth  of  construc- 
tion required  over  the  next  20  years  (or 
about  $600  million  a  year  in  1982  dollars).* 
The  combination  of  traffic  levels  that  may 
be  high  and  cost  figures  that  are  probably 
low  means  that  any  estimates  of  the  tax 
levels  needed  to  achieve  full  cost  recovery 
are  on  the  low  side.  Thus,  the  Section  205 
Study's  conclusion  that  a  fuel  tax  of  34 
cents  a  gallon  (in  1979  dollars)  would  be  re- 
quired in  1985  to  recover  costs  fully  appears 
low.» 

Taxes  under  present  law  will  reach  a  max- 
imum of  10  cents  a  gallon  in  1985.  This  level 
is  clearly  far  below  the  rate  required  for  full 
cost  recovery.  The  ultimate  level  of  taxes 
that  would  be  needed  for  full  cost  recovery 
would  depend  on  a  large  number  of  uncer- 
tainties including  future  traffic  growth, 
elasticity  of  demand  for  waterway  trans- 
port, responses  of  competing  freight  modes 
to  waterway  charge  increases,  and  the 
strength  of  foreign  markets.  Thus,  the  exact 
per-gallon  level  of  fuel  taxes  that  would 
fully  recover  waterway  expenditures  is  un- 
certain. But  calculation  of  an  exact  figure  is 
unnecessary  unless  the  Congress  should 
desire  to  raise  the  tax  level  in  one  large  in- 
crease. Much  more  important  is  the  fact 
that  the  tax  level  for  full  cost  recovery 
would  be  far  above  current  levels. 


'Those  costs  would  be  amortized  over  a  50-year 
period  at  a  3-percent  rate  of  interest.  Since  all  costs 
were  expressed  in  1979  dollars,  the  3  percent  repre- 
sents a  real  rather  than  nominal  interest  rate. 

'See  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  National  Wa- 
terways Study. 

•Converting  the  34  cents  to  1982  dollars  would 
yield  an  estimate  of  43  cents  per  gallon. 


The  205  Study  is  useful  in  pointing  out 
differences  between  segment-specific  versus 
systemwide  user  charges.  When  facilities 
are  financed  by  charges  that  clearly  reflect 
the  costs  of  the  services  provided,  users  usu- 
ally tailor  their  demand  to  their  needs  more 
carefully  than  they  do  when  services  are 
paid  for  either  by  a  systemwide  excise  tax  or 
out  of  general  federal  tax  revenues.  This  ob- 
servation holds  as  well  for  services  provided 
by  the  private  sector.  For  example,  when 
electric  power  is  metered  and  users  are 
charged  according  to  use.  less  power  is  con- 
sumed and  conservation  is  encouraged.'" 

The  205  Study  notes  several  high  cost /low 
volume  waterway  segments  that  would 
carry  no  traffic  at  all  if  charges  were  set  to 
cover  the  full  costs  of  providing  services. 
Some  such  segments  have  already  cost  the 
federal  government  substantial  sums  of 
money,  and  the  projection  of  increased  wa- 
terway traffic  in  general  suggests  that  these 
segments  may  have  adequate  prospects  for 
future  use  to  warrant  their  continuation.  In 
such  instances,  the  structure  and  timing  of 
user  charges  might  be  adapted  to  particular 
circumstances.  Levies  could  be  limited  to 
less  than  full  cost  recovery,  leaving  respon- 
sibility for  remaining  costs  still  with  the 
federal  government— that  is.  still  subsidized. 
Should  traffic  growth  continue,  this  would 
retain  the  opportunity  for  the  federal  gov- 
ernment to  recover  a  greater  proportion  of 
costs  in  the  future.  To  prevent  such  situa- 
tions from  recurring,  however,  the  Congress 
might  choose  to  impose  segment-specific 
user  charges  designed  to  recover  full  costs 
on  new  projects  not  yet  begun. 

Several  other  conclusions  of  the  205  Study 
are  also  notable.  One  is  that,  with  or  with- 
out user  charges,  traffic  growth  on  the 
inland  waterway  system  is  projected  to  con- 
tinue. It  also  concludes  that  user  charges 
would  have  minor  or  negligible  impacts  on 
regional  economies,  on  energy  consumption, 
and  on  the  international  balance  of  pay- 
ments. On  the  other  hand,  two  groups 
would  sustain  negative  impacts,  namely 
barge  operators  and  grain  interests.  Though 
these  effects  are  not  analyzed  in  great 
detail,  the  diversion  of  some  traffic  to  other 
freight  modes  (mainly  rail)  would  cause  the 
barge  industry  to  experience  slowed  grow-th 
in  traffic,  revenues,  and  employment.  Given 
the  forecast  of  continued  overall  traffic 
growth,  however,  industry  revenues  and  em- 
ployment are  nonetheless  expected  to  rise 
over  time,  though  less  than  might  be 
achieved  without  increased  user  charges. 

Thus,  in  light  of  all  other  changes  occur- 
ring in  a  dynamic  economy,  the  study  con- 
cludes that  user  charges  would  probably  not 
be  a  major  influence  on  the  well-being  of 
the  groups  affected.  It  does,  however,  ana- 
lyze in  detail  the  impact  of  waterway  user 
charges  on  grain  shippers,  discussed  in  the 
next  section. 

PART  III.  IMPACT  OF  USER  CHARGES  ON 
AGRICULTURAL  SHIPPING 

Various  factors  would  determine  the  ef- 
fects of  waterway  user  charges  on  farmers. 
These  include  the  level  and  type  of  charges 
and  conditions  in  domestic  and  foreign  mar- 
kets. The  effects  would  not  be  uniform 
among  all  farmers;  not  surprisingly,  those 
closest  to  waterways  and  making  the  most 
extensive  use  of  them  would  feel  the  most 
impact.  In  other  words,  farmers— or  indeed, 
any  other  users  of  public  works— who  bene- 


">  For  other  instances  of  this  effect  in  the  private 
sector,  see  Congressional  Budget  Office.  Public 
Works  Infrastructure. 
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fit  most  directly  from  a  subsidy  stand  to  be 
the  most  directly  affected  by  the  withdraw- 
al of  that  subsidy.  And  conversely,  if  the  im- 
position of  higher  user  charges  should 
result  In  a  higher  delivered  or  marlcet  price 
for  grain,  farmers  far  from  water  transpor- 
tation who  make  relatively  little  use  of  such 
services  might  actually  benefit. 

Cost  effects  for  grain  shipping— two  analytic 
approaches 
Recognizing  the  importance  of  grain 
transportation,  the  Section  205  Study  pre- 
sents the  results  of  two  different  analytic 
methods  to  simulate  effects  of  user  charges. 
F*irst.  grain  transportation  was  studied  in 
the  same  manner  as  all  other  commodities 
by  Data  Resources.  Inc.  (DRI).  Future  traf- 
fic volumes  without  user  charges  were  gen- 
erated in  DRI's  macro-economical  model. 
"Trigger  points.'  or  potential  price  in- 
creases at  which  shippers  would  begin  to 
alter  their  shipping  patterns,  were  then  esti- 
mated. Then.  DRI  sought  to  estimate 
amounts  of  traffic  diverted.  Assuming  that 
all  costs  were  borne  by  farmers,  the  results 
suggested  that  the  cost  per  bushel  of 
moving  grain  by  barge  would  increase  by 
about  2  cents  to  4  cents  by  1990.  and  that  a 
fuel  tax  of  about  38  cents  per  gallon  would 
be  required  to  recover  costs  fully  in  that 
year. ' ' 

The  results  differed  according  to  whether 
the  means  of  cost  recovery  assumed  was  a 
systemwide  fuel  tax  or  a  segment-specific 
mechanism.  With  the  segment-specific  user 
charge,  barge  transportation  on  serveral 
river  systems  emerged  as  no  longer  viable, 
because  the  waterway  charges  would  result 
in  costs  higher  than  shippers  would  have  to 
pay  to  use  other  transport  modes.  In  such 
cases,  only  a  systemwide  charge  would  sup- 
port these  segments'  costs.  Shippers  on  high 
volume  segments,  in  contrast,  would  bear 
lower  shipping  costs  under  a  segment  tax 
than  under  a  systemwide  tax. 

The  second  approach,  talien  in  a  study  by 
researchers  at  Iowa  State  University,  uses 
production  estimates  from  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  for  the  years  1985  and 
1990.  The  Iowa  study  identified  the  origin 
points  for  the  grain  shipments  and  the  final 
destination  points  on  the  basis  of  consump- 
tion and  export  patterns.  It  then  used  a 
mathematical  model  to  derive  a  least-cost 
distribution  system.  This  provided  a  base 
case— an  estimate  on  traffic  flows  in  the  ab- 
sence of  raised  user  charges.  Transport  costs 
were  then  increased  to  reflect  user  charges, 
and  the  program  was  rerun  with  a  different 
set  of  commodity  flows  resulting. 

The  basic  result  of  the  Iowa  analysis  is 
that  grain  transport  costs  per  bushel  would 
be  increased  an  average  of  between  2  cents 
and  3  cents,  assuming  a  systemwide  fuel  tax 
of  32  cents  a  gallon  in  1985.  Because  the 
Iowa  study's  method  used  more  geographi- 
cally specific  input  information,  the  results 
yielded  more  specific  geographic  informa- 
tion. The  results  were  not  uniform  for  all 
farmers.  Typically,  the  price  increases  ap- 
peared lower  on  the  Columbia/Snake  River 
system  (Washington/Oregon),  ranging  from 
less  than  1  cent  per  bushel  up  to  2.5  cents 
per  bushel,  and  higher  on  the  Missouri 
River  system,  ranging  from  4  cents  per 
bushel  to  7  cents  per  bushel. 


TABLE  1  -LEVEL  Of  WATERWAY  USER  CHARGES  REQUIRED 
TO  RECOVER  OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  COSTS  IN 
1982 
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CBO  estimates 
The  CBO  estimates  that  the  level  of  user 
charges  that  would  have  been  required  to 
recover  all  1982  operation  and  maintenance 
costs  would,  on  average,  have  been  about  4 
cents  per  bushel.  These  charges  are  shown 
in  Table  1.  along  with  the  user  charges  that 
might  result  from  the  Administrations  pro- 
posal to  recover  70  percent  of  operation  and 
maintenance  costs.  These  estimates  assume 
that  user  charges  are  related  to  ton  miles 
carried.  User  charges  would  be  substantially 
lower  if  calculated  on  the  basis  of  tons 
shipped,  because  agricultural  shipments 
tend  to  have  trip  lengths  much  longer  than 
the  average  for  the  full  spectrum  of  water- 
way users. 

Long-term  effects 

Depending  on  market  conditions,  in- 
creased user  fees  might  be  borne  in  the 
short  run  by  U.S.  producers,  by  consumers, 
or  by  intermediaries.  In  the  longer  term,  the 
burden  would  likely  be  divided  somehow  be- 
tween producers  and  consumers  only. 

During  the  past  year  or  so,  increasing  at- 
tention has  been  devoted  to  import  levies 
and  other  attempts  by  foreign  nations  to  in- 
sulate their  domestic  markets  from  interna- 
tional commodity  price  fluctuations. '^  In  es- 
sence, such  policies  seek  to  maintain  a  fixed 
domestic  price  by  raising  tariffs  in  response 
to  falling  import  prices  and  lowering  tariffs 
in  response  to  rising  prices.  To  the  extent 
that  U.S.  exports  are  bound  for  destinations 
that  adhere  to  such  practices  (such  as  the 
European  Community),  and  to  the  extent 
that  user  fees  resulted  in  higher  delivered 
prices,  the  nations  importing  the  grain 
would   absorb    the    user    fees   by   reducing 


import  levies  to  maintain  constant  domestic 
prices.  On  the  basis  of  current  export  pat- 
terns, two  analysts  have  estimated  that  ap- 
proximately two-thirds  of  any  U.S.  user  fees 
would  ultimately  be  absorbed  by  foreign 
governments." 

In  any  event,  the  magnitude  of  the  impact 
of  user  fees  on  farmers  would  be  swamped 
by  normal  price  fluctuations  and  other  eco- 
nomic variables.  For  example,  CBO  estimat- 
ed last  year  that  a  one-percentage-point  in- 
crease in  the  interest  rate  would  cost  about 
$5,700  each  year  for  a  typical  farm  harvest- 
ing 400  acres  of  com  and  soybeans."  By 
contrast,  user  fees  resulting  in  a  price 
change  of  3  cents  a  bushel  would  result  in  a 
loss  of  gross  annual  farm  income  of  about 
$900.  In  comparing  any  price  changes  result- 
ing from  user  charges,  one  should  note  thai 
changes  in  daily  grain  prices  of  5  cents  to  10 
cents  per  bushel  are  not  uncommon. 

appendix;  analyses  supporting  the  section 

20b  STUDY 

Detailed  reports  of  the  research  undertak- 
en for  preparation  of  the  Section  205  Study 
can  be  found  in  the  following  publications 
of  Data  Resources,  Inc.  (DRI)  and  Iowa 
State  University  (Iowa  State).  See  Robert 
Schuessler  and  Allan  Phillips.  The  Eco- 
nomic Impact  of  Inland  Waterway  User 
Charges,"  DRI  (March  1982).  and 
Schuessler.  'Analysis  of  Issues  Relating  to 
the  Economic  Impact  of  Inland  Waterway 
User  Taxes  and  Charges."  DRI  (March 
1982).  See  also  C.  Phillip  Baumel  and  Curtis 
D.  Huyser.  "Impact  of  Inland  Waterway 
User  Charges  on  Fertilizer  Flows."  Iowa 
State  (March  1982).  and  Baumel,  Robert  J. 
Hauser,  and  Jeffrey  Bealieu,  "Impact  of 
Inland  Waterway  User  Charges  on  Com, 
Wheal,  and  Soybean  Flows,"  Iowa  State 
(March  1982).« 


■  ■  All  estimates  are  expressed  in  constant  1979 
dollars. 


"'See.  for  example,  Maury  Bredahl.  William 
Meyers,  and  Keith  Collins.  -The  Elasticity  of  For- 
eign Demand  for  U.S.  Agricultural  Exports"  in 
American  Journal  of  Agricultural  Economics  (Feb- 
ruary 1979).  and  Gary  P.  Sampson  and  Richard  H. 
Snape.  "Effects  of  the  EECs  Variable  Import 
Levies"  in  Journal  of  Political  Economy  (1980).  See 
also  Congressional  Budget  Office.  "Agricultural 
Export  MarkeU  and  the  Potential  Effects  of 
Export  Subsidies."  Unpublished  Staff  Working 
Paper  (June  1983). 
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SENATOR       ERVIN       ON 

RIGHTS     AMENDMENT: 

TIME  IS  GONE" 
•  Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished former  Senator  from  North 
Carolina,  Sam  J.  Ervin.  Jr.,  wrote  an 
article  for  the  New  York  Times  on  the 
equal  rights  amendment  which  ap- 
peared in  yesterday's  edition.  Senator 
Ervin  brings  great  wisdom  and  years 
of  public  service  to  bear  when  he 
shares  his  thinking  on  issues  of  the 
day.  I  therefore  invite  my  colleagues' 
attention  to  the  matter  of  the  equal 
rights  amendment  and  Senator  Ervins 
judgment  on  it. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  "ERA'S 
Time  Is  Gone  "  by  Senator  Ervin,  ap- 
pearing in  the  August  1  edition  of  the 
New  York  Times,  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  article  follows: 


"See  James  K.  Biniaey  and  Jerry  A.  Sharpies. 
"The  Incidence  of  Inland  Navigation  User  Charges 
on  U.S.  Grain  Producers  and  Consumers  Abroad:  A 
Discussion  and  Some  Preliminary  Results"  in  Wa- 
terway User  Charges  Conference  Proceedings.  Uni- 
versity of  Illinois  at  UrbanaChampaign  (June  23- 
24).  1982. 

"  See  statement  of  Alice  M.  Rivlin.  Director,  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  before  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget,  March  10,  1982  and  re- 
sponses to  subsequent  questions. 


[From  the  New  York  Times.  Aug.  1.  19831 
ERA'S  Time  Is  Gone 
(By  Sam  J.  Ervin.  Jr.) 

MORGANTON.  N.C.-After  49  years  of  wise 
forbearance,  Congress  in  1972  succumbed  to 
temptation  and  submitted  the  Equal  Rights 
Amendment  to  the  states  for  their  ratifica- 
tions. In  the  next  eight  months,  22  states 
voted  to  ratify  it  without  pausing  to  deter- 
mine what  it  meant  and  would  do. 

Knowledgeable  and  patriotic  Americans, 
chiefly  women,  became  alarmed  by  the 
early  trend  and  assumed  the  task  of  telling 
the  truth  about  the  amendment  to  state  leg- 
islators who  had  not  already  voted  to  ratify 

it. 

As  the  truth  was  exposed,  ratifications 
slowed.  The  35th  and  last  ratification  was  in 
1977.  when  President  Carter's  underlings 
and  supporters  of  the  amendment  persuad- 
ed or  coerced  Indiana  to  ratify  the  amend- 
ment by  a  one-vote  margin. 

When  it  became  obvious  that  the  requisite 
number  of  states— three-fourths— would  not 
ratify  within  the  seven  years  originally  des- 
ignated for  the  purpose.  Congress  suc- 
cumbed to  temptation  a  second  time  and  ex- 
tended the  deadline  for  ratification  three 
more  years.  Again  the  amendments  sup- 
porters were  disappointed.  Not  a  single  state 
ratified  the  amendment  during  the  three- 
year  extension,  notwithstanding  political 
pressures  and  economic  threats  previously 
unknown  in  the  United  States. 

Blind  to  these  illuminating  events,  unre- 
lenting advocates  of  the  amendment  are 
now  demanding  that  Congress  submit  to 
temptation  for  the  third  time  and  present 
the  amendment  to  the  states  yet  again.  Con- 
gress should  resist  these  siren  calls. 

One  can  understand  what  the  Equal 
Rights  Amendment  means  and  will  do  by 
reading  the  beguiling  and  deceptive  words 
of  the  amendment  and  by  meditating  on 
what  its  most  knowledgeable  champions 
have  said  on  the  subject. 

The  amendment  says  "equality  of  rights 
under  the  law  shall  not  be  denied  or 
abridged  bv  the  United  States  or  any  state 
on  account  of  sex."  Prof.  Thomas  Emerson 
of  the  Yale  Law  School  and  the  three  law- 
yers who  joined  him  in  an  article  in  the 
Yale  Law  Joumal  in  April  1971  have  told  us 
exactly  what  that  means.  I  quote  their 
words: 

"The  basic  principle  of  the  Equal  Rights 
Amendment  is  that  sex  is  not  a  permissible 
factor  in  determining  the  legal  rights  of 
women  or  men.  This  means  that  the  treat- 
ment of  any  person  by  the  law  may  not  be 
based  upon  the  circumstances  that  such 
person  is  of  one  sex  or  the  other.  The  prin- 
ciple of  the  amendment  must  be  applied 
comprehensively  and  without  exceptions. 
Prohibition  against  the  use  of  sex  as  a  basis 
for  differential  treatment  applies  to  all 
areas  of  legal  rights.  From  this  analysis  it 
follows  that  the  constitutional  mandate 
must  be  absolute.  Equality  of  rights  means 
that  sex  is  not  a  factor." 

This  being  true,  the  amendment,  if  rati- 
fied, would  have  a  devastating  effect  on  the 
realities  of  human  life  as  they  have  always 
existed  in  America  and  on  the  structure  of 
our  Government.  I  enumerate  a  few  of  the 
inescapable  consequences  of  its  ratification. 
It  would  nullify  all  existing  and  future  laws 
on  these  subjects: 

Laws  that  exempt  women  from  being 
drafted  and  sent  into  combat  in  wars  with 
our  armed  enemies. 

Laws  that  grant  legal  exemptions  and  eco- 
nomic protections  to  women  in  general  and 
wives,  mothers  and  widows  in  particular. 


Laws  that  impose  on  husbands  and  fa- 
thers the  primary  obligations  to  support 
their  wives  and  children. 

Laws  that  insure  privacy  to  men  and 
women  and  boys  and  girls  by  requiring  sepa- 
rate restrooms  in  schools  and  in  public,  com- 
mercial and  industrial  buildings. 

Laws  that  permit  or  require  segregation 
by  sex  in  schools,  hospitals,  jails  and  pris- 
ons. 

Laws  that  regulate  marriage  and  make  the 
legal  right  of  one  person  to  marry  another 
depend  on  their  being  persons  of  different 
sexes. 

Laws  that  defines  as  crimes  sexual  of- 
fenses, such  as  rape  and  carnal  knowledge 
of  innocent  and  virtuous  girls  under  the  age 
of  consent,  which  can  be  committed  only  by 
men. 

What  has  just  been  said  cannot  be  rightly 
disputed.  The  Equal  Rights  Amendment  ap- 
plies absolutely  and  completely  to  all  areas 
of  legal  rights  and  forbids  Congress  and  the 
states  to  make  any  legal  right  of  any  person 
depend  on  the  circumstance  that  he  or  she 
is  of  one  sex  or  the  other. 

Besides,  the  amendment  would  transfer 
from  the  states  to  Congress  the  ultimate 
legislative  power  to  enact  all  laws  regulating 
the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  men  and 
women  and  the  protection  of  little  children, 
God  s  most  helpless  creatures.  In  addition, 
the  amendment  would  rob  state  courts  of 
much  jurisdiction  by  vesting  in  the  Supreme 
Court  supreme  power  to  determine  all  ques- 
tions on  these  subjects. 

If  ratified,  the  Equal  Rights  Amendment 
would  crucify  American  womanhood  on  the 
cross  of  a  dubious,  legal  equality  and  a  spe- 
cious legal  uniformity.* 


ORDER  OP  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
there  is  no  great  demand  for  morning 
business  this  afternoon.  In  a  few  mo- 
ments I  will  ask  the  Chair  to  inquire  if 
there  is  further  morning  business  and 
if  no  other  Senator  seeks  recognition, 
I  will  plan  to  ask  that  the  Senate 
recess  over  under  the  order  previously 
entered  until  9:30  a,m,  tomorrow. 


AGREE- 
REPORT, 


FELLOWSHIP  PROGRAM  OF  THE 
ENGINEERING  SOCIETY  OF  DE- 
TROIT 
•  Mr.  RIEGLE,  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  call  the  Senate's  attention  to  a 
valuable  and  enlightened  program 
that  was  developed  2  years  ago  by  the 
Engineering  Society  of  Detroit.  This 
program  places  two  professional  engi- 
neers on  Capitol  Hill  for  1  year. 
During  the  past  11  months,  Scott 
Wagner  of  Detroit  has  been  working 
in  my  office  and  Bill  Pollard  of  Ann 
Arbor  has  been  a  staff  professional  in 
the  office  of  my  colleague  from  Michi- 
gan, Carl  Levin.  They  have  provided 
technical  expertise  and  ability  to  our 
staffs  in  a  variety  of  areas. 

For  example,  Scott  Wagner  has  been 
involved  in  issues  ranging  from  revi- 
sions of  the  Clean  Air  Act  to  funding 
for  mass  transit  projects  in  Michigan, 
Scott's  contributions  have  been  most 
valuable  because  he  has  enhanced  our 
own  capability  to  analyze  the  difficult 
issues  facing  the  Congress,  and  devel- 
op appropriate  responses.  In  addition, 
Scott,  and  this  program,  bring  to  us 
engineers  with  a  distinct  Michigan 
perspective.  This  enables  our  offices  to 
focus  legislative  efforts  in  areas  with 
the  greatest  benefit  to  the  State. 

Congress  faces  thousands  of  issues 
that  are  technical  in  nature.  The  Engi- 
neering Society  of  Detroit's  fellowship 
program  has  increased  our  ability  to 
serve  the  people  of  Michigan  in  more 
professional  and  practical  fashion.* 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
MENT— CONFERENCE 
H.R.  3329 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
unanimous-consent  request  in  respect 
to  the  conference  report  that  I  would 
like  to  state  now  for  the  benefit  of  the 
minority  leader. 

Mr.  I»resident,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  when  the  Senate  considers 
the  conference  report  to  accompany 
H.R.  3329,  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation appropriations  bill,  that  the 
only  amendment  to  be  in  order  to  an 
amendment  in  disagreement  be  an 
amendment  dealing  with  OPM,  to  be 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Mathias),  with  debate  to  be  limit- 
ed to  30  minutes  equally  divided  be- 
tween the  mover  of  the  amendment 
and  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  or 
their  designees. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
thai  time  on  the  conference  report 
and  all  other  amendments  in  disagree- 
ment be  limited  to  a  total  time  of  30 
minutes,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
ihe  chairman  of  the  Transportation 
Subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  that  subcommittee,  or 
their  designees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
RUDMAN).  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  no  objec- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  1  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  B/.KER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
three  other  brief  requests  and  then  1 
believe  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  a  matter  he  wishes  to  ad- 
dress. Mr.  President.  I  believe  all  three 
of  these  requests  have  been  cleared 
with  the  minority  leader. 


ORDER  TO  HOLD  H.R.  3232  AT 
THE  DESK 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  a.sk 
unanimous  consent  that  H.R.  3232,  an 
act  to  amend  title  38  of  the  United 
States  Code  to  authorize  payment  of 
travel  and  transportation  expenses  of 
newly  appointed  special  agents  of  the 
Justice   Department   be   held   at   the 
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desk   until   the   close  of   business   on 
Thursday.  August  4. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  TO  HOLD  H.R. 
THE  DESK 


3677  AT 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  H.R.  3677,  an 
act  to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  increase  the  cap 
Eunount  allowable  for  reimbursement 
of  hospices  under  the  medicare  pro- 
gram be  held  at  the  desk  pending  fur- 
ther disposition. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 


EARLY  ANNOUNCEMENTS  OF 
AGRICULTURAL  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Now.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  minority  leader  is  agreeable,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  Senate  to  turn  to 
the  consideration  of  H.R.  3564. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3564)  to  require  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier  announce- 
ment of  the  1984  crop  feed  grain  program 
and  of  the  1985  crop  wheat  and  feed  grain 
programs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  inunediate  con- 
sideration of  the  bill? 

Mr.  BYRD.  No  objection.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
H.R.  3564  will  help  farmers  and  indus- 
tries that  provide  vital  farm  produc- 
tion supplies  to  make  timely  decisions 
for  the  1984  and  1985  crop  year.  The 
provisions  of  H.R.  3564  are  identical  to 
those  contained  in  S.  1687,  a  bill  I  in- 
troduced along  with  Senator  Jepsen. 

I  am  pleased  that  Congress  has 
acted  rapidly  in  enacting  this  legisla- 
tion. The  bill  will  give  wheat  and  feed 
grain  farmers  and  farm  suppliers  a 
better  opportunity  to  plan  for  adjust- 
ments in  the  1984  and  1985  crop  years 
than  they  have  been  afforded  in  the 
past. 

The  bill  requires  that  the  1985 
wheat  program  and  the  1984  and  1985 
feed  grain  programs  be  announced  ear- 
lier than  the  dates  specified  in  the 
1981  farm  bill.  Under  the  bill,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  would  announce 
the  1985  wheat  program  by  July  1, 
1984.  Further,  he  would  announce  the 
1984  feed  grain  program  by  September 
30.  1983.  and  the  1985  feed  grain  pro- 
gram by  September  30,  1984. 

Farmers  and  farm  supply  industries 
need  to  have  adequate  time  to  evalu- 
ate the  commodity  programs  and  to 


make  planting  and  purchasing  deci- 
sions based  on  that  evaluation. 

The  late  announcement  of  the  1983 
payment-in-kind  program  gave  farm- 
ers and  farm  suppliers  little  opportu- 
nity to  plan  adjustments  for  the  1983 
crop  year.  Due  to  the  late  announce- 
ment of  the  program,  agricultural  sup- 
pliers, such  as  fertilizer  producers  and 
dealers,  were  caught  with  very  large 
surpluses  of  supplies. 

It  seems  clear  that  the  timing  of  the 
program  announcements  can  seriously 
and  adversely  affect  the  fertilizer  in- 
dustry. To  alleviate  the  problems  of 
that  industry  and  other  suppliers  of 
production  items,  and  the  farm  econo- 
my as  a  whole,  the  acreage  reduction 
programs  must  be  announced  as  early 
as  possible. 

This  bill  provides  for  more  timely 
announcement  and  I  am  pleased  the 
Congress  has  approved  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  before  the  Senate  and  open  to 
amendment.  If  there  be  no  amend- 
ment to  be  offered,  the  question  is  on 
the  third  reading  and  passage  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  3564)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


RECORD  OPEN  UNTIL  6  P.M. 
TODAY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  Senate  will  not  be  in 
session  very  much  longer.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Record  may  be 
kept  open  today  until  6  p.m.  for  the 
purpose  of  inserting  statements. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Now,  Mr.  President.  I 
believe  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
wishes  to  address  the  Chair.  I  yield  to 
him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont. 


CONSOLIDATION  OF  STUDENT 
LOANS  AND  CHANGES  IN  FED- 
ERAL STUDENT  FINANCIAL  AS- 
SISTANCE 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President.  I 
call  up  H.R.  3394.  which  is  at  the  desk, 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3394)  to  provide  additional  au- 
thority for  the  consolidation  of  student 
loans  and  to  make  certain  other  changes  in 
Federal  student  financial  assistance. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

amendment  no.  2109 

(Purpose:  To  strike  a  cost  of  attendance  al- 
lowance for  room  and  board  provision,  and 
to  extend  a  priority  provision  with  respect 
to  Sallie  Mae  indebtedness,  and  for  other 
purposes) 
Mr.   STAFFORD.    Mr.    President.    I 

send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 

ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr.  Staf- 
ford) proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
2109. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  22,  lines  14  and  15,  in  section  3(a) 
of  the  Student  Financial  Assistance  Techni- 
cal Amendments  of  1982.  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 4(a)  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
out  ".  1984-1985.  and  1985-1986"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "and  1984-1985". 

On  page  22.  beginning  on  line  24,  strike 
out  subsection  (c)  of  section  3  of  the  Stu- 
dent Financial  Assistance  Technical  Amend- 
ments of  1982.  as  amended  by  section  4(a)  of 
the  House  engrossed  bill. 

On  page  32.  line  16.  section  8  of  the  House 
engrossed  bill  is  amended  by  striking  out  all 
after  "by"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  "striking  out  September  30,  1984' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'September  30. 
1988'". 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  extremely  grateful  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader.  Senator 
Baker,  and  the  minority  leader.  Sena- 
tor Byrd,  for  arranging  for  the  pend- 
ing bill  H.R.  3394,  to  be  brought  up  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  essential  that 
this  bill  be  considered,  passed,  sent 
back  to  the  House,  and  sent  to  the 
President  before  we  go  into  recess.  If 
we  do  not  act  now,  there  will  be  yet 
another  delay  in  the  processing  and 
delivery  of  student  aid  for  more  than  6 
million  applicants  who  need  this  aid  in 
order  to  be  able  to  attend  school. 
These  perpetual  delays,  resulting  from 
differences  about  the  distribution  of 
such  aid  between  Congress  and  the  ad- 
ministration, have  caused  massive  con- 
fusion among  students,  parents,  col- 
lege administrators,  and  lenders  about 
the  availability  of  aid.  They  have 
wreaked  havoc  with  the  ability  of  stu- 
dents to  plan  the  financing  of  their 
higher  education. 

The  bill  before  us,  Mr.  President, 
would  do  the  following: 

First.  Permanently  extend  the 
waiver  of  Federal  debt  priority  under 


bankruptcy  statutes  for  the  Student 
Loan    Marketing    Association    (Sallie 

Mae); 

Second.  Maintain  the  current  family 
contribution  schedules  for  Pell  grants 
and  guaranteed  student  loans  for  the 
1984-85  and  1985-86  academic  years, 
updated  for  the  most  recent  and  rele- 
vant data:  . 
Third.  Maintain  the  existing  defini- 
tion of  "financially  independent  stu- 
dent" for  the  1984-85  and  1985-86  aca- 
demic years; 

Fourth.  Clarify  the  student  loan  dis- 
closure provisions  of  last  year's  higher 
education  technical  amendments, 
Public  Law  97-301; 

Fifth.  Increase  the  "Cost  of  attend- 
ance" allowance,  used  in  determining 
eligibility  for  Pell  grants,  for  commut- 
ing students  not  living  at  home  to 
$1,600  in  1984-85  and  $2,100  in  1985- 
86;  and 

Sixth.  Extend  for  3  months  the  au- 
thority of  Sallie  Mae  to  consolidate 
student  loans. 

Our  amendments  would  modify  the 
House-passed  bill  in  the  following 
manner: 

First.  Extend  the  Federal  debt  prior- 
ity waiver  for  Sallie  Mae  to  September 
30,  1988,  rather  than  permanently. 
This  is  an  extension  of  4  years  relative 
to  current  law,  and  will  provide  suffi- 
cient stability  for  Sallie  Mae  in  the  fi- 
nancial markets;  and 

Second.  Allow  the  increase  in  the 
commuter  student  allowance  to  rise  to 
$1  600  for  the  1984-85  academic  year. 

On  this  latter  item.  Mr.  President, 
we  feel  constrained  by  the  action  of 
the    other    body.    Frankly,    I    would 
prefer  to  wait  until  the  reauthoriza- 
tion   of    the    Higher    Education    Act, 
scheduled  to  take  place  in  the  99th 
Congress,  to  address  this  issue,  which 
has  the  potential  of  shifting  the  distri- 
bution of  Pell  grants  among  students 
in  the  various  sectors  of  higher  educa- 
tion. This  is  certainly   a  substantive 
change  in  what  we  intended  to  be  a 
technical    amendments   bill.    I   would 
like  to  make  it  clear  as  to  the  intent  of 
this   amendment.   We   do   not   intend 
that  the  increased  ceiling  for  the  com- 
muter student  allowance  be  achieved 
by  reducing  Pell  grant  awards  for  non- 
commuters.  In  other  words,  if  funds 
are  insufficient  to  assure  payment  of 
Pell  grant  awards  to  satisfy  all  entitle- 
ments  at   the   current    maximum    of 
$1,800,  the  $1,600  ceiling  on  the  com- 
muter allowance  should  be  reduced  as 
necessary.  This  is  not  to  imply  that 
the  Pell  grant  maximum  award  should 
remain  at  $1,800;  quite  the  opposite, 
we  hope  that  the  maximum  award  will 
be  increased,  and  the  commuter  allow- 
ance will  be  able  to  rise  accordingly.  It 
has    not    risen,    I    am    informed,    for 
almost   10  years.   However,   this  is  a 
matter  which  is  within  the  province  of 
the  appropriations  process,  and  must 
be  finally  addressed  within  that  proc- 
ess. 


Mr.  President,  this  is  the  best  bill  we 
are  likely  to  get,  given  the  stringencies 
of  our  time  constraints.  It  is  far  from  a 
perfect  bill;  it  is  not  what  I  would,  as 
chairman  of  the  Education  Subcom- 
mittee, have  desired.  We  intended  to 
bring  before  the  Senate  a  bill  which 
would  have  allowed  State  loan  guaran- 
tee agencies  and  other  private  lenders 
the  opportunity  to  consolidate  loans 
on   behalf   of  students   on  the  same 
terms  as  Sallie  Mae.  The  bill  which  my 
good      friend.      Congressman      Paul 
Simon,  intended  to  bring  before  the 
House  on  Monday  would  have  done 
just  that.  However,  at  the  last  minute, 
just  hours  before  consideration  of  the 
bill   under   suspension   of   the   House 
rules,  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  informed  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Education  and 
Labor   Committee,    Congressman   Er- 
LENBORN,  that  OMB  objected  to  the 

b^ill. 

OMB    has   known    of    this    bill    for 
months,  and  had  never  raised  objec- 
tions to  it.  At  the  nth  hour,  without 
accurate  data,  it  now  objects  to  stu- 
dent loan  consolidation,  the  Congres- 
sional  Budget   Office   estimates   that 
loan    consolidation    by    States    would 
result  in  a  revenue  loss  of  some  $2  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1984,  rising  to  $12 
million   in   fiscal   year    1986.   This   is 
indeed  a  minimal  cost  to  bear  if  we  are 
attempting,  as  the  administration  has 
suggested  time  and  time  again  that  we 
do,  to  shift  the  burden  of  government 
to  the  States.  Needless  to  say,  I  am 
vexed  about  the  dilatory  response  of 
OMB    on    this    matter.    To    merely 
extend  Sallie  Mae's   authority   for  3 
months   means   merely   that   we   will 
shortly  visit  this  issue  again,  with  or 
without  the  help  of  OMB. 

Mr.  President,  with  respect  to  the 
extended  3-month  authority  of  Sallie 
Mae  to  consolidate  student  loans,  I  am 
aware  that  the  original  August  1  shut- 
down date  for  loan  consolidation  has 
caused  some  questions  in  the  minds  of 
borrowers  and  within  the  administra- 
tion of  Sallie  Mae  as  to  whether  the 
program  would  be  able  to  continue.  I 
would  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to 
work  out  an  agreement  to  allow  the 
program  to  continue,  extending  con- 
solidation authority  to  States  and 
other  private  lenders  as  well.  However, 
I  would  urge  that  Sallie  Mae  in  the 
next  3  months,  accept  for  consolida- 
tion only  those  applications  actually 
made  to  it  prior  to  August  1. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  there  is  an- 
other issue  which  I  would  have  hoped 
to  address  in  this  legislation.  I  am  con- 
cerned that  certain  nonprofit  guaran- 
tors of  student  loans  which  are  not 
designated  as  the  State  loan  guarantee 
agency  have  been  entering  States  to 
guarantee  loans  without  informing  the 
designated  State  agency.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  believe  that  in  certain  States, 
where  access  to  student  loans  has  been 
far  from  universal,  the  State  agencies 


have  been  part  of  this  problem  of 
access.  This  is  especially  true  for  stu- 
dents in  certain  proprietary  school 
programs  of  short  duration.  In  these 
States,  it  may  be  necessary  to  have  an 
outside  lender  and  an  outside  guaran- 
tor. 

However,  I  do  not  believe  that  out- 
side guarantors  should  make  a  unilat- 
eral  determination   that   service   and 
access  provided  by  a  State  agency  has 
been  inadequate,  and  then  enter  into 
business  in  that  State  without  some 
determination    by    the    Secretary    of 
Education    and    the    Governor    that 
access  has  been,  in  fact,  inadequate.  It 
has  never  been  the  intent  of  Congress, 
since  the  inception  of  the  State  guar- 
antee agency  program,  to  have  a  non- 
profit    organization     or     institution 
which  is  not  designated  as  the  State 
guarantee  agency  compete  with  such  a 
designated   agency.   If   the   Secretary 
finds  that   an  outside  guarantor  can 
provide    improved   sLudent    access   to 
capital,  then  he  should  allow  a  guaran- 
tee arrangement  made  by  that  guaran- 
tor to  stand.  I  believe  that  the  recent 
proliferation   of   these   arrangements, 
without  close  scrutiny  by  Congress  or 
bv  the  Secretary  as  to  whether  such 
arrangements    actually    improve    stu- 
dent access  to  loan  capital,  is  trouble- 
some, and  does  merit  our  prompt  at- 
tention.  Therefore,   Mr.   President,   I 
will  work  to  see  that  Congress  address- 
es this  important  issue  during  its  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  student  loan 
consolidation  issue,  which  must  occur 
before  the  end  of  October. 

I  thank  my  colleagues,  and  urge  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  would  like  to 
make  a  brief  .statement  regarding  H.R. 
3394.  the  Student  Loan  Consolidation 
and  Technical  Amendments  Act  of 
1983.  As  Senator  Stafford  noted,  this 
legislation  addresses  and  resolves  some 
very  important  and  complex  problems 
related  to  our  student  financial  aid 
system. 
Specifically,  this  bill: 
Establishes  the  Guaranteed  Student 
Loan  and  Pell  Grant  Family  Contribu- 
tion Schedule  through  the  1985-86 
school  year: 

Freezes  the  criteria  for  determining 
independent  student  status  through 
the  1985-86  school  year; 

Requires  the  disclosure  of  certain  in- 
formation to  students  regarding  their 
loans:  and 

Extends  the  Student  Loan  Market- 
ing As.sociation  loan  consolidation  au- 
thority  through   October   31   of   this 

year. 

If  we  hope  to  avoid  a  serious  disrup- 
tion in  the  student  financial  aid 
system,  we  must  insure  that  these  four 
provisions  are  enacted  prior  to  the 
August  recess.  However,  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  are  operating 
under  enormous  time  pressures.  I  fear 
that  the  House  will  simply  not  have 
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time  to  return  to  consideration  of  this 
bill,  as  amended. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  I  have  no 
substantive  objections  to  these  amend- 
ments. I  would  simply  prefer  to  accept 
this  bill  without  these  amendments.  I 
believe  our  first  priority  should  be  in 
insuring  that  the  financial  aid  system 
is  not  needlessly  disrupted. 

I  will  not  object  to  the  amendment 
by  Senator  Staftord  nor  will  I  oppose 
it.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  also  accept 
this  amendment  and  this  bill.  More 
importantly,  however,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues in  the  House  to  move  to  a 
speedy  disposition  of  this  bill  as 
amended.  Let  us  get  this  bill  enacted 
and  get  the  loan  money  out  to  the  stu- 
dents. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  debate?  If  not,  the  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  2109)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  passage  of  the  bill  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  further  amendments?  Is  there 
further  debate?  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  of  the  amendment  and 
the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  I  move  to  reconsid- 
er the  vote  by  which  the  bill  passed. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  move  to  lay  the 
motion  to  reconsider  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
all  I  have  in  my  folder.  There  may  be 
at  least  one  other  Senator  on  the  way 
to  the  floor.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescind- 
ed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FARMERS  AND  FOREIGN 
SUBSIDIES 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
we  all  know  that  our  agriculture  pro- 
ducers in  this  country  are  undergoing 
very  difficult  times— low  prices,  the 
weather,  surplus  production,  foreign 
sales  declining  for  the  third  time  in 
over  a  decade.  We  know  that,  in  this 
country,  we  have  to  be  able  to  sell 
abroad  over  a  third  of  the  grain  we 
produce  in  order  to  accommodate  the 
production  capacity  of  our  producers 


and  to  assure  some  kind  of  reasonable 
return. 

Our  colleague,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware  (Mr.  Biden), 
has  written  an  excellent  article,  car- 
ried in  the  Daily  Times  of  Salisbury, 
Md..  relating  to  this  problem  as  it  af- 
fects his  State  of  Delaware. 

One  of  the  problems  that  the  Sena- 
tor from  Delaware  points  out  and  em- 
phasizes in  this  article  is  the  fact  that 
our  producers  are  having  to  compete 
with  agriculture  producers  of  other 
countries  who  enjoy  large  subsidies  in 
their  efforts  to  export  their  products. 
Consequently,  we  are  not  playing  on 
an  even  field  as  far  as  competing  for 
the  export  market. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
article  by  Senator  Biden  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Salisbury  (Md.)  Daily  Times. 

July  U,  1983] 

Farmers  Shouldn't  Have  To  Compete  W:th 

Foreign  Subsidies 

(By  Joseph  Biden) 

In  the  last  10  years  the  value  of  Delaware 
agricultural  exports  have  skyrocketed  550 
percent. 

This  is  a  clear  example  of  how  well  our 
products  can  sell  abroad  if  they  are  allowed 
to  compete  on  even  terms.  But  in  1981.  for 
the  first  time  in  many  years,  the  value  of 
our  farm  exports  dropped  because  of  the 
unfair  and  restrictive  practices  of  our  trad- 
ing partners. 

Those  of  us  who  serve  Delaware  in  the 
Congress  have  had  to  wrestle  with  the  issue 
of  how  to  get  America's  trading  partners  to 
trade  fairly.  This  problem  hits  Delaware's 
agriculture  hard,  especially  the  poultry  and 
soyt>ean  business  which  is  so  important  on 
the  Delmarva  peninsula.  Agriculture  re- 
mains one  of  Delaware's  largest  and  most 
important  industries  and  these  products  are 
the  major  elements  of  that  industry. 

Our  farmers  and  poultry  producers,  who 
are  hard-working  and  productive  managers, 
deserve  better.  They  find  themselves  falling 
farther  and  farther  behind.  Not  only  do 
they  have  to  contend  with  high  interest 
rates— much  too  high  in  relation  in  the  cur- 
rent rate  of  inflation— and  continuing  low 
prices  for  their  products,  but  they  also  find 
themselves  losing  ground  to  foreign  com- 
petitors—especially those  in  Europe— who 
are  heavily  sutisidized  by  their  governments. 

In  1976.  the  U.S.  exported  $30  million 
worth  of  poultry  to  the  Middle  East.  Last 
year,  because  of  foreign  subsidies,  those  ex- 
ports fell  to  almost  nothing.  Delaware's 
poultry  producers  feel  the  aftershocks  as 
they  continue  to  lose  money  and  markets. 
Unless  something  happens  fast,  the  United 
States  may  no  longer  have  an  export  indus- 
try for  whole  broilers. 

At  the  end  of  June,  the  Commerce  De- 
partment reported  that  for  the  month  of 
May  nationwide  figures  show  overall  ex- 
ports falling  3.2  percent.  Our  trade  deficit 
for  1983  could  hit  a  record  $70  billion  mark 
if  that  trend  continues. 

Expansion  of  our  exports  for  Delaware 
and  the  entire  nation  can  l)e  achieved— if  we 
insist  on  fair  competition.  To  that  end.  I 
have  proposed  both  legislative  and  adminis- 
trative remedies. 


Recently  I  joined  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues in  pressing  Ambassaador  Bill  Brock, 
our  international  trade  representative,  to 
negotiate  more  agressively  with  our  Europe- 
an and  Brazilian  trading  partners.  What  we 
need  is  to  substantially  reduce  government 
subsidies  so  everyone  can  compete  on  a 
more  nearly  equal  footing.  Brock  has  been 
negotiating  for  the  last  year  and  a  half.  If 
those  negotiations  drag  out  much  longer 
without  achieving  some  substantial  conces- 
sions, many  poultry  producers  could  be 
facing  bankruptcy  particularly  in  light  of 
problems  caused  by  the  PIK  program. 

Two  weeks  ago,  to  indicate  the  urgency  of 
this  matter  to  the  Administration,  a  biparti- 
san group  of  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
joined  me  in  passing  an  amendment  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  Bill.  The  IMF 
is  responsible  for  loans  to  developing  coun- 
tries. The  legislation  calls  for  curtailment  of 
aid  to  countries  with  predatory  export  sub- 
sidies. 

Another  step  that  should  help  our  farm- 
ers is  the  ongoing  negotiation  with  the 
Soviet  Union  for  a  long-term  grain  agree- 
ment. Again,  I  am  urging  Ambassador  Brock 
to  press  the  Soviets  to  include  value-added 
products  (soybean  meal  and  oil  and  poultry 
parts)  in  the  agreement.  Including  those 
products  would  be  of  immeasurable  benefit 
to  Delaware's  producers.  Soybeans  and  poul- 
try accounted  for  59  percent  of  Delaware's 
agricultural  exports  in  1981.  If  our  products 
get  a  fair  shake  in  these  new  markets,  we 
can  help  our  farmers  without  resorting  to 
export  subsidies. 


BLACK  AND  HISPANIC  VIEWS  ON 
IMMIGRATION 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
when  experienced  pollsters  V.  Lance 
Tarrance  and  Peter  D.  Hart  join  to- 
gether to  produce  a  nationwide  poll, 
no  reasonable  person  would  dare  ques- 
tion the  results.  Today,  these  well  re- 
spected professionals  released  the  re- 
sults of  a  nationwide  survey  on  His- 
panic and  black  attitudes  toward  im- 
migration policy. 

Although  their  findings  were  not 
surprising  to  me,  they  do  refute  much 
of  the  misinformation  that  has  been 
circulated  about  the  need  for  immigra- 
tion control.  Some  of  the  highlights  of 
the  survey  were: 

Both  with  regard  to  legal  and  illegal 
immigration,  substantial  portions  of 
the  Hispanic  and  black  communities 
perceive  a  need  for  change  in  Ameri- 
can immigration  policies— with  plural- 
ities or  majorities  of  respondents  em- 
phasizing the  need  to  put  greater  con- 
trols on  immigration. 

Substantial  majorities  favor  propos- 
als to  curb  illegal  immigration  by 
having  penalties  and  fines  for  employ- 
ers who  hire  illegal  immigrants. 

Pluralities  of  Hispanics  and  majori- 
ties of  blacks  believe  that  the  United 
States  should  admit  fewer  immigrants 
into  the  country  legally  than  has  been 
the  case  in  recent  years. 

Substantial  majorities  of  Hispanics 
and  blacks  believe  that  illegal  immi- 
gration  hurts   the  job  situation   for 


American  workers  by  taking  away  jobs 
that  Americans  might  fill. 

This  is  the  most  comprehensive  na- 
tional poll  ever  taken  on  the  attitudes 
of  Hispanic  and  black  Americans  on 
U.S.  immigration  issues,  and  I  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  take  the  time  to 
review  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
summary  of  major  findings  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum- 
mary was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Hispanic  and  Black  Attitudes  Toward  Im- 
migration   Policy— Summary    of    Major 
Findings 
concern  with  the  immigration  issue 

1.  Among  both  Hispanics  and  blacks,  there 
is  a  broad  degree  of  concern  with  the  issue 
of  immigration.  This  is  particularly  true 
among  Hispanics.  72%  of  whom  rank  inuni- 
gration  as  having  above  average  importance 
among  the  range  of  issues  with  which  gov- 
ernment deals— including  31%  who  say  im- 
migration is  one  of  the  most  important 
issues  facing  government  and  41%  who  rank 
it  as  very  important.  Among  blacks,  57% 
assign  above  average  priority  to  the  issue  of 
immigration. 

2.  There  is  a  widespread  perception  that 
illegal  immigrants  hurt  the  job  situation  for 
American  workers  by  taking  away  jobs  that 
Americans  might  take.  Fully  82%  of  all 
blacks  say  that  illegal  immigrants  hurt  the 
job  situation  for  Americans.  Sixty-nine  per- 
cent of  all  blacks  believe  that  this  situation 
is  a  major  problem.  Blacks  with  incomes 
under  $10,000  are  particularly  likely  to  feel 
that  job  losses  caused  by  illegal  immigration 
are  a  major  problem  (76%).  Among  Hispan- 
ics, a  58%  majority  believe  that  illegal  immi- 
grants take  jobs  away  from  Americans  who 
might  want  them,  and  46%  of  all  Hispanics 
consider  this  to  be  a  problem  of  major  pro- 
portions. Fifty-one  percent  of  Hispanics  who 
are  U.S.  citizens  consider  the  impact  of  ille- 
gal immigration  of  American  employment  to 
be  a  problem  of  major  proportions,  com- 
pared to  28%  among  non-citizen  Hispanics. 

3.  The  large  majority  of  blacks  (71%)  be- 
lieve that  illegal  immigrants  cause  general 
pay  rates  and  wages  in  America  to  be  lower 
than  they  otherwise  would  be,  and  six-out- 
of-ten  blacks  term  the  Impact  of  illegal  im- 
migration on  wage  rates  a  major  problem. 
Attitudes  among  Hispanics  on  this  question 
are  somewhat  more  divided— 52%  say  that 
illegal  immigrants  undermine  American 
wage  rates,  while  40%  do  not  believe  this  is 
the  case.  Among  Hispanics  who  are  U.S.  citi- 
zens, 55%  say  illegal  immigrants  undercut 
wage  rates  in  the  country,  including  43% 
who  deem  this  to  be  a  major  problem. 
Among  non-citizen  Hispanics,  42%  say  that 
illegal  immigrants  undercut  wages  and  the 
issue  is  considered  to  be  a  major  problem  by 
26%. 

4.  Attitudes  among  both  Hispanics  and 
blacks  are  divided  with  regard  to  the  asser- 
tion that  restricting  illegal  immigration 
would  be  harmful  to  the  economy  because 
low-wage  jobs  now  done  by  illegal  immi- 
grants would  not  get  done  or  employers 
would  be  forced  to  pay  higher  wages. 
Among  Hispanics,  51%  agree  and  40%  dis- 
agree. Among  blacks.  48%  agree  and  44% 
disagree. 

THE  BASIC  DIRECTION  OF  IMMIGRATION  POLICY 

Both  with  regard  to  legal  and  illegal  immi- 
gration, substantial  portions  of  the  Hispanic 


and  black  communities  perceive  a  need  for 
change  in  American  immigration  policies— 
with  pluralities  or  majorities  of  respondents 
emphasizing  the  need  to  put  greater  con- 
trols on  Inunigration. 

1.  On  the  subject  of  legal  Immigration,  46 
percent    of    Hispanics    say    that    the    U.S. 
should  admit  fewer  Immigrants  legally  than 
has  been  the  case  over  the  past  decade  (the 
question  cited  450,000  as  the  annual  average 
over  the  past  decade),  27  percent  feel  the 
recent  levels  of  immigration  are  about  right, 
and  only  15  percent  say  the  U.S.  should  in- 
crease the  number  of  legal  immigrants  ad- 
mitted  to   the   country.   Among   Hispanics 
who   are  U.S.   citizens,   50  percent  believe 
fewer  legal  immigrants  should  be  admitted 
than  has  been  the  case  In  the  recent  past.  12 
percent  prefer  higher  quotas,  and  26  per- 
cent   are    satisfied    with    current    levels. 
Among    non-cltlzen    Hispanics,    30    percent 
would  prefer  less  legal  Immigration,  25  per- 
cent say  more  legal  immigration  should  be 
allowed,  and  28  percent  endorse  the  status 
quo.  When  asked  specifically  about  legal  im- 
migration from  Mexico  in  a  question  that 
cited  the  1980  level  of  56,000,  Hispanics  are 
somewhat  less  agreed  on  the  need  for  reduc- 
tions (14  percent  allow  more,  37  percent 
allow  fewer,  40  percent  about  right).  There 
is  a  broad  consensus  among  blacks  in  sup- 
port of  reducing  legal  immigration  general- 
ly:  fully   65   percent   say   the   U.S.   should 
admit  fewer  legal  Immigrants  than  it  has 
under  recent  practices.  Including  45  percent 
who  say  the  number  of  legal  immigrants 
should  be  a  lot  less. 

2.  On  the  subject  of  Illegal  Immigration,  a 
substantial    plurality    of    Hispanics    and    a 
large   majority   of   blacks  say   our  current 
laws  need  to  be  changed  to  be  tougher  and 
more  restrictive  of  illegal  immigration  and 
Illegal  aliens.  Among  blacks,  fully  70  percent 
favor  changing  current  laws  to  be  tougher 
on  illegal  immigration,  16  percent  say  the 
current  laws  are  about  right,  and  just  8  per- 
cent feel  the  laws  should  be  changed  to  be 
made  less  restrictive.  Among  Hispanics.  47 
percent  favor  tougher  laws,  22  percent  sup- 
port the  status  quo,  and  15  percent  favor 
moving  toward  less  restrictions;  16  percent 
are  unsure.  Again,  the  difference  in  atti- 
tudes between  Hispanics  who  are  U.S.  citi- 
zens and  those  who  are  non-citizens  is  sub- 
stantial:   55    percent    of    Hispanic    citizens 
favor  tougher  laws  to  deal  with  Illegal  immi- 
gration, compared  to  23  percent  among  His- 
panic non-citizens.  Among  both  blacks  and 
Hispanics,  attitudes  toward  the  basic  direc- 
tion of  U.S.  policy  on  illegal  Immigration 
hold  relatively  stable  after  respondents  are 
given  arguments  both  for  (protecting  Ameri- 
can jobs  and  wages,  put  the  needs  of  Ameri- 
cans first)  and  against  ("nation  of  immi- 
grants" tradition,  difficulty  of  enforcement, 
potential  for  discrimination)  tough  restric- 
tions on  illegal  Immigration.  After  hearing 
the  pro  and  con  statements,  Hispanics  favor 
tough  restrictions  on  Illegal  immigration  by 
a  margin  of  57  percent  to  32  percent;  blacks 
favor  tough  restrictions  by  a  71  percent-to- 
19  percent  margin.  (See  attached  question- 
naire for  wording  of  statements.) 


REACTION  TO  SPECIFIC  POLICY  PROPOSALS 

Substantial  majorities  of  both  Hispanics 
and  blacks  favor  proposals  to  curb  Illegal 
Immigration  by  having  penalties  and  fines 
for  employers  who  hire  illegal  Immigrants 
and  making  major  increases  In  the  amount 
of  money  the  federal  government  spends  on 
patrolling  the  borders  to  stop  Illegal  Immi- 
grants from  entering  the  country.  At  the 
same  time,  Hispanics  tend  to  be  strongly 
sympathetic  to  the  idea  of  an  amnesty  pro- 


gram for  Illegal  Immigrants  who  have  been 
In  the  country  for  a  certain  period  of  time;  a 
majority  of  blacks  also  support  this  idea, 
but  with  less  Intensity.  When  respondents 
volunteer  what  they  believe  would  be  an  ap- 
propriate amount  of  time  an  Illegal  Immi- 
grant should  have  been  In  the  U.S.  In  order 
to  qualify  for  amnesty,  the  median  response 
among  Hispanics  is  4.7,  while  the  median  re- 
sponse among  blacks  is  somewhat  higher 
than  five  years. 

1.  By  a  margin  of  60%  to  33%,  Hispanics 
support  adopting  legal  sanctions  against  em- 
ployers who  hire  Illegal  Immigrants.  Among 
Hispanic  citizens.  66%  favor  these  employer 
sanctions— including  53%  who  strongly  sup- 
port them.  Hispanic  non-cltlzens  oppose  em- 
ployer sanctions  by  a  margin  of  55%  to  38%. 
Blacks  favor  penalizing  employers  who  hire 
Illegal  Immigrants  by  a  margin  of  66%  to 
27%,  with  56%  strongly  supporting  employ- 
er sanctions. 

2.  Stepped-up  spending  on  tougher  border 
enforcement  Is  supported  by  all  Hispanics 
by  a  margin  of  61%  to  30%,  with  47%  saying 
they  feel  strongly  about  their  support  for 
greater  efforts  to  patrol  the  borders.  Among 
blacks,  fully  69%  favor  major  Increases  In 
funding  for  border  patrols  (Including  55% 
who  strongly  favor  this). 

3.  When  asked  how  they  feel  about  the 
idea  of  establishing  "some  sort  of  amnesty 
or  legalization  program  that  would  allow  il- 
legal Immigrants  or  undocumented  workers 
who  have  been  In  the  U.S.  for  a  certain 
period  of  time  to  remain  here  legally, "  74% 
of  all  Hispanics  say  they  favor  this  idea, 
with  57%  who  say  they  favor  it  strongly; 
19%  oppose  the  plan.  Blacks  favor  the  con- 
cept of  amnesty  by  a  margin  of  57%  to 
34%— including  38%  who  are  strongly  sup- 
portive; 29%  are  strongly  opposed.  When 
asked  in  a  subsequent  question  to  volunteer 
how  long  an  illegal  immigrant  should  have 
been  In  the  country  to  qualify  for  amnesty, 
28%  of  Hispanics  mention  a  period  of  four 
years  or  less,  32%  suggest  five  years,  29% 
volunteer  a  period  of  more  than  five  years, 
and  5%  stress  their  opposition  to  any  sort  of 
amnesty.  Among  blacks,  21%  mention  a  resi- 
dency requirement  of  four  years  or  less,  27% 
specify  five  years.  34%  mention  a  period  of 
more  than  five  years,  and  10%  say  no  lUegal 
immigrant  should  be  granted  amnesty. 

4.  Finally,  respondents  were  asked  for 
their  reaction  to  the  provision  of  certain 
tax-funded  services  to  Illegal  Immigrants, 
with  the  following  results: 

Hispanics  broadly  support  the  Idea  of 
having  the  government  provide  free  public 
education  to  the  children  of  Illegal  Immi- 
grants (71  percent  favor.  25  percent  oppose): 
blacks  are  also  favorable  to  this  idea,  but  by 
a  somewhat  smaller  margin  (55  percent 
favor,  40  percent  oppose). 

Majorities  of  both  Hispanics  (57  percent 
oppose,  36  percent  favor)  and  blacks  (60  per- 
cent oppose,  36  percent  favor)  reject  the 
Idea  of  allowing  Illegal  Immigrants  to  re- 
ceive welfare  such  as  AFDC  and  Food 
Stamps.  Among  Hispanic  citizens,  63  per- 
cent oppose  permitting  illegal  immigrants  to 
participate  in  these  welfare  programs.  In- 
cluding 53  percent  who  are  in  strong  opposi- 
tion. 

With  regard  to  Medicaid,  Hispanics  favor 
allowing  illegal  immigrants  to  receive  bene- 
fits by  a  margin  of  52  percent  to  41  percent, 
while  opinions  among  blacks  are  slightly 
more  divided  (50  percent  favor,  44  percent 
oppose). 

Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  to  the  majority  leader. 
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Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  THE  RECOGNITION 
OF  CERTAIN  SENATORS  ON 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  on  tomorrow, 
after  the  recognition  of  the  two  lead- 
ers under  the  standing  order,  two  Sen- 
ators be  recognized  on  special  orders 
for  not  to  exceed  15  minutes  each. 
That  is  to  say.  Senators  Rudman  and 
Dixon,  in  that  order. 


ORDER  TO  RESUME  CONSIDER- 
ATION OF  H.R.  3363  ON  TO- 
MORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  after 
the  execution  of  the  special  orders,  it 
is  anticipated  that  time  may  be  provid- 
ed for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business.  After  that,  if  it  is  so 
provided,  the  Senate  will  return  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Interior  appro- 
priations bill. 

In  addition  to  the  Interior  appro- 
priations bill.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
hoped  that  on  tomorrow  we  can  pick 
up  the  Department  of  Transportation 
appropriations  conference  report.  On 
last  inquiry,  the  House  had  not  yet 
finished  action  on  that  measure,  but 
they  expect  to  do  so  today.  We  should 
have    that    matter    available    in    the 


Senate  tomorrow.  It  is  privileged,  of 
course,  and  at  some  point  I  will  ask 
the  Senate  to  turn  to  the  consider- 
ation of  that  conference  report. 


RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT 
9:30  A.M. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  know 
of  no  other  Senator  seeking  recogni- 
tion. I  find  no  dispute  on  that  issue 
from  the  minority  leader,  who  is  a 
short  distance  from  me  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle.  Given  those  circum- 
stances. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  stand  in  recess  until  the 
hour  of  9:30  a.m.  tomorrow  morning, 
in  accordance  with  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
recessed  at  4:19  p.m.  until  tomorrow. 
Wednesday.  August  3,  1983,  at  9:30 
a.m. 
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The  House  met  at  12  o'clock  noon. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  Duke  Kimbrough 
McCall.  president  of  the  Baptist 
World  Alliance,  Louisville,  Ky..  offered 
the  following  prayer: 

Our  Father  who  art  in  heaven,  we 
open  our  hearts  and  our  hands  to  re- 
ceive Thy  good  gifts  this  day.  Give  us 
a  job  worth  doing  and  wisdom  to  do  it 
well,  for  our  own  sake  and  the  sake  of 
all  mankind. 

We  have  worried  and  argued  on  the 
assumption  that  we  are  worth  preserv- 
ing from  nuclear  holocaust  or  just 
plain  hunger.  Alas,  there  is  little  sup- 
portive evidence  of  our  importance 
outside  our  pride  and  our  instinct  for 
self-preservation. 

Our  best  hope  is  that  You.  O  God. 
thought  we  were  worth  saving  because 
You  loved  us  all.  So  be  pleased  to  hear 
our  prayer,  in  the  name  of  Jesus 
Christ,  our  Saviour  and  Lord.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings  and  announces  to  the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Saunders, 
one  of  his  secretaries. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 
A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  a  joint  resolution  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title: 

H.J.  Res.  338.  Joint  resolution  to  correct 
F>ublic  Law  98-63  due  to  an  error  in  the  en- 
rollment of  H.R.  3069. 


PRIVATE  CALENDAR 
The  SPEAKER.  This  is  the  day  for 
the  call  of  the  Private  Calendar.  The 
Clerk  will  call  the  bill  on  the  Private 
Calendar. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  THE  LIBERTY 
SHIP  "JOHN  W.  BROWN  " 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  1556) 
to  authorize  the  conveyance  of  the 
Liberty  ship  John  W.  Brown  to  the 
John  W.  Brown  preservation  project. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 


H.R. 1556 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  (hereinafter  in 
this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "Secretary")  may 
convey,  without  reimbursement  but  subject 
to  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section  2,  the 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  the  vessel  John  W.  Brown  to  the  John  W. 
Brown  Preservation  Project  (hereinafter  in 
this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "Project"),  a  non- 
profit corporation  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  New  York..  If  such  a  convey- 
ance is  made,  the  Secretary  shall  deliver  the 
vessel  to  the  Project  at  the  place  where  the 
vessel  is  located  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  in  its  present  condition, 
without  cost  to  the  United  States. 

Sec.  2.  The  conveyance  of  the  vessel  John 
W.  Brown  under  the  first  section  of  this  Act 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  The  Project  shall  use  the  vessel  as  a 
nonprofit  merchant  marine  memorial 
museum  and  may  not  use  it  for  commercial 
transportation  purposes. 

(2)  If  the  United  States  has  need  for  the 
vessel  at  a  later  date,  the  Project,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Secretary,  shall  make  the  vessel 
available  to  the  United  States  without  cost 
to  the  United  States. 

(3)  In  the  event  the  Project  no  longer  re- 
quires the  vessel  for  use  as  a  merchant 
marine  memorial  museum,  the  Project  shall 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  reconvey 
the  vessel  to  the  United  States  in  as  good  a 
condition  as  when  it  was  received  from  the 
United  States,  except  for  ordinary  wear  and 
tear,  and  shall  deliver  it  to  the  United 
States,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  at 
the  place  where  the  vessel  was  delivered  to 
the  Project. 

With      the      following      committee 
amendment: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof: 

That,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
(hereinafter  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the 
"Secretary")  may  convey,  subject  to  such 
conditions  he  deems  appropriate  and  sub- 
ject to  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section  2, 
the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  the  vessel  John  W.  Brown  to  a 
nonprofit  corporation  (hereinafter  in  this 
Act  referred  to  a^  the  "recipient")  for  use  as 
a  merchant  marine  memorial.  If  such  a  con- 
veyance is  made,  the  Secretary  shall  deliver 
the  vessel  to  the  recipient  at  the  place 
where  the  vessel  is  located  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act.  in  its  present 
condition,  without  cost  to  the  United  States. 

Sec.  2.  The  conveyance  of  the  vessel  John 
W.  Brown  under  the  first  section  of  this  Act 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  conditions: 

( 1 )  The  recipient  shall  use  the  vessel  as  a 
non-profit  merchant  marine  memorial 
museum  and  may  not  use  it  for  commercial 
transportation  purposes. 

(2)  If  the  United  States  has  need  for  the 
vessel  at  a  later  date,  the  recipient,  at  the 
request  of  the  Secretary,  shall  make  the 


vessel  available  to  the  United  States  with- 
out cost  to  the  United  States. 

(3)  In  the  event  the  recipient  no  longer  re- 
quires the  vessel  for  use  as  a  merchant 
marine  memorial  museum,  the  recipient 
shall,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  re- 
convey  the  vessel  to  the  United  States  in  as 
good  a  condition  as  when  it  was  received 
from  the  United  States,  except  for  ordinary 
wear  and  tear,  and  shall  deliver  it  to  the 
United  States  at  the  place  where  the  vessel 
was  delivered  to  the  recipient. 

Sec  3.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  require 
the  Secretary  to  retain  this  vessel  in  the  Re- 
serve Fleet  for  a  period  longer  than  two 
years  from  the  date  of  enactment. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  committee 
amendment  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The     committee     amendment     was 
agreed  to. 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  m 
support  of  H.R.  1556— legislation  to 
preserve  one  of  the  last  Liberty 
ships— the  John  W.  Brown.  This  bill 
authorizes  the  Maritime  Administra- 
tion to  transfer  the  John  W.  Brown  to 
an  appropriate  nonprofit  organization, 
which  would  then  establish  a  memori- 
al honoring  the  men  and  women  who 
built  and  crewed  the  merchant  fleet 
that  helped  win  World  War  II. 

This  museum  will  also  serve  as  a 
vivid  reminder  of  the  need  to  maintain 
a  fleet  capable  of  transporting  arms, 
supplies,  and  troops  in  the  event  of  a 
national  emergency.  It  is  indeed  unfor- 
tunate that  many  of  our  citizens  are 
unaware  of  the  crucial  role  played  by 
our  merchant  marine  during  times  of 
national  crisis. 

The  risk  undertaken  by  our  mer- 
chant seamen  is  demonstrated  by  one 
grim  statistic:  During  World  War  II, 
merchant  seamen  suffered  a  greater 
percentage  of  fatalities  than  any 
branch  of  the  armed  services,  except 
for  the  Marines. 

The  role  of  the  merchant  fleet  was 
so  significant  that  General  Eisenhow- 
er characterized  the  merchant  marine 
as  our  fourth  arm  of  defense. 

H.R.  1556  will  save  the  John  W. 
Brown,  which  was  one  of  2.770  Liberty 
ships  built  in  series  construction.  She 
was  constructed  in  41  days  at  the 
Bethlehem-Fairfield  shipyard  in  Balti- 
more. She  saw  service  in  the  Mediter- 
ranean as  a  troop  transport,  ferrying 
troops  to  the  Anzio  beachhead  and 
transporting  German  POW's  to  North 
Africa. 


D  This  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g..  O  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
•  This  ••bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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After  the  war,  Liberty  ships  served 
various  functions:  Some  became  naval 
auxiliary  vessels;  many  were  utilized 
as  break-bulk  transports  by  U.S.  and 
foreign  shipping  lines;  and  a  number 
were  ultimately  used  in  artificial  reef 
projects. 

In  1945,  the  John  W.  Brown  became 
the  Nation's  first  and— to  my  knowl- 
edge—only maritime  high  school. 
Prom  then  until  last  year  she  was  used 
by  the  New  York  City  Board  of  Educa- 
tion to  teach  young  people  the  neces- 
sary skills  to  prepare  for  service  at  sea. 

H.R.  1556  will  facilitate  the  creation 
of  a  permanent  living  memorial  to 
those  valiant  seamen  who  gave  their 
lives  so  that  others  might  live  in  free- 
dom. 

The  establishment  of  this  museum 
will  also  be  a  tribute  to  the  workers 
who  constructed  the  merchant  fleet 
that  helped  us  win  the  war.  These 
workers— though  they  did  not  serve  on 
the  battlefield— worked  long  and  hard 
to  build  the  fleet. 

Our  merchant  mariners  and  ship- 
yard workers  have  long  been  neglected 
and  ignored;  this  legislation,  however, 
will  create  a  suitable  memorial  to  the 
valiant  men  and  women  who  served 
with  distinction,  and  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  supporting  it.« 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"A  bill  to  authorize  the  conveyance  of 
the  Liberty  ship  John  W.  Brown. " 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  concludes  the 
call  of  the  Private  Calendar. 


REV.  DR.  DUKE  KIMBROUGH 
McCALL 

(Mr.  HUBBARD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  HUBBARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
pleasure  and  an  honor  to  have  Dr. 
Duke  Kimbrough  McCall.  president  of 
the  Baptist  World  Alliance,  to  give  our 
opening  prayer  and  serve  as  our  guest 
chaplain  today. 

Dr.  McCall.  now  chancellor  of  the 
Southern  Baptist  Theological  Semi- 
nary in  Louisville.  Ky..  retired  Febru- 
ary 2,  1982.  as  president  of  the  South- 
em  Baptist  Theological  Seminary 
after  three  decades  of  leadership 
there.  I  am  privileged  to  say  that  Dr. 
McCall  and  my  late  father.  Dr.  Carroll 
Hubbard,  Sr.,  for  52  years  a  Baptist 
minister,  were  friends  and  closely  asso- 
ciated with  each  other  through  the 
years. 

It  can  be  said  that  as  president  of 
the  Baptist  World  Alliance  that  Dr. 
McCall  is  to  Baptists  internationally 
what  Pope  John  Paul  II  is  to  Catholics 
around  the  world. 


Ordained  a  Baptist  minister  in  1937, 
Dr.  McCall  was  pastor  of  Broadway 
Baptist  Church  in  Louisville  for  3 
years  and  president  of  New  Orleans 
Baptist  Theological  Seminary  from 
1943  to  1946.  Further,  Duke  McCall 
has  held  several  national  denomina- 
tional posts  over  the  years,  including 
executive  secretary-treasurer  of  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention's  Execu- 
tive Committee. 

He  and  his  lovely,  talented  wife  Mar- 
guerite, who  died  April  3  this  year, 
raised  four  sons:  twins  Duke  Kim- 
brough McCall,  Jr.,  and  Douglas 
Henry  McCall,  John  Richard  McCall. 
and  Michael  William  McCall. 

Dr.  Duke  McCall  is  admired  by  those 
who  know  him,  including  his  col- 
leagues in  the  Lord's  work— Jewish 
rabbis.  Catholic  priests,  and  Protes- 
tant ministers. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  as  my  guests 
today  Dr.  Duke  McCall  and  his  grand- 
son. Douglas  McCall. 


TELEPHONE  RATE  INCREASES 

(Mr.  WRIGHT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission 
recently  has  promulgated  a  ruling 
which  threatens  to  reach  out  and 
touch  every  American  right  in  the 
pocketbook. 

That  ruling  in  effect  will  reduce  long 
distance  charges  and  greatly  increase 
the  charges  for  local  telephone  serv- 
ice. 

Bell  operating  companies  through- 
out the  country  have  announced  their 
request  for  unprecedented  telephone 
rate  increases  in  the  wake  of  that 
ruling.  We  are  seeing  requests  that 
could  double  or  triple  the  average  con- 
sumer's basic  telephone  bill. 

But  Judge  Harold  Greene,  who  de- 
cided the  AT&T  case  on  which  the 
Federal  Communications  ruling  was 
based,  says  that  the  access  charge  de- 
cision runs  directly  counter  to  the  pur- 
pose of  the  court. 

So  I  commend  to  my  colleagues  seri- 
ous consideration  of  a  bill  which  has 
been  introduced  in  the  Commerce 
Committee  which  would  repeal  the 
Federal  Communications  access 
charge  decision  and  require  the  FCC 
to  establish  a  formula  under  which 
local  telephone  service  will  remain  af- 
fordable throughout  the  country. 


DR.  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR. 

(Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Texas  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  the  House  will  vote  on 
making  the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  a  national  holiday. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  was  a  man  of 


vision.  He  had  a  vision  of  America 
which  we  must  continue  to  strive  to 
reach.  He  was  a  man  who  asked  that 
the  person  who  delivered  his  eulogy 
not  say  that  he  had  won  a  Nobel  Peace 
Prize  or  that  he  had  received  400  or 
500  other  awards.  All  he  wanted  said 
was  that  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr., 
tried  to  love  and  care  for  others. 

Those  tangible  awards  had  little 
meaning.  He  wanted  us  to  remember 
him  as  a  drum  major;  a  drum  major 
for  justice,  a  drum  major  for  peace, 
and  a  drum  major  for  righteousness. 
That  is  what  this  bill  and  this  debate 
are  all  about.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr., 
was  a  man  who.  during  a  speech  in  De- 
troit, Mich.,  not  long  before  he  died, 
said  that  "Every  man.  from  a  bass 
black  to  a  treble  white,  is  significant 
on  God's  keyboard.  " 

Reverend  King  was  a  leader  in  the 
tradition  of  the  Apostle  Paul  and  Ma- 
hatma  Gandhi.  He  understood  that 
passive  resistance  can  be  mightier 
than  force.  He  once  said  that  "It  is  a 
strong  man  who  can  stand  up  to  vio- 
lence without  resorting  to  violence." 
He  was  a  man  who  believed  in  Amer- 
ica; his  determination  was  fired  by  the 
ideals  for  which  this  country  was 
founded.  He  was  a  man  who  believed 
that  "Injustice  anywhere  is  a  threat  to 
justice  everywhere." 

Let  us  unite  here  to  right  an  injus- 
tice which  we  in  Congress  have  al- 
lowed to  be  perpetuated  by  our  inac- 
tion. This  recognition  of  Dr.  King's 
birthday  is  not  just  a  celebration  of 
one  man's  life;  it  is  a  celebration  of 
every  American's  inalienable  rights.  It 
is  a  celebration  of  justice,  a  celebra- 
tion of  progress,  a  celebration  of  hope. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.,  had  a  dream. 
Let  us  help  America  realize  that 
dream.  Now  is  the  time  to  make  real 
the  promise  of  democracy.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  important 
and  timely  legislation. 
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A  CALL  FOR  TEXTILE  FAIR 
TRADE  LEGISLATION 

(Mr.  DERRICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
on  behalf  of  the  117,000  South  Caro- 
linians still  employed  in  textiles  and  in 
behalf  of  those,  who  until  1982.  had 
jobs  in  the  27  South  Carolina  mills 
that  have  been  shut  down.  I  ask  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Trade  to  im- 
mediately develop  legislation  to 
combat  foreign  unfair  trade  practices. 

Yes.  the  textile  industry  has  had  to 
update  its  equipment  and  refine  its 
lines;  it  has  done  that  and  continues  to 
do  so.  but  the  finest  equipment  in  the 
world  cannot  compete  against  foreign 
governments  subsidizing  their  textile 
companies    in    an    all-out    effort    to 


obtain    a 
market. 

I  am  greatly  disappointed  with  this 
weekend's  trade  agreement  with  China 
which  strikes  another  blow  to  the  U.S. 
textile  industry.  The  President  has 
promised  repeatedly  to  limit  textile 
imports  to  domestic  market  growth, 
but  he  has  sold  us  out. 

I  do  not  ask  for  protectionism;  I  ask 
for  fair  trade. 

Since  the  Reagan  administration  is 
not  doing  the  job.  I  am  asking  the 
Congressman  Sam  Gibbons'  Subcom- 
mittee on  Trade  to  bring  about  fair 
trade.  The  administration  has  talked  it 
to  death;  I  want  to  see  the  Congress 
give  new  life  to  textiles  crafted  in  the 
United  States 

Prior  to  his  election.  President 
Reagan  promised  he  would  make  sure 
that  textile  jobs  remain  in  this  coun- 
try. He  said  that  fibers,  textiles,  and 
apparel  provide  2.3  million  jobs,  a  high 
percentage  of  which  are  held  by  mi- 
norities. Under  Mr.  Reagan,  the 
number  of  jobs  has  dropped  by 
200,000. 

Certainly  the  recession  has  played  a 
role,  but  a  big  part  of  the  problem  has 
been  our  trade  practices.  Prom  Janu- 
ary through  May  of  this  year  textile 
imports  are  up  21  percent  over  the 
same  period  last  year.  During  the 
same  5  months  our  textile  trade  deficit 
is  up  34  percent.  Korea  has  increased 
its  marunade  fiber  dress  imports  to  the 
United  States  by  164  percent  over 
1982;  Hong  Kong's  increase  is  113  per- 
cent. As  an  indication  of  how  severe 
our  trade  practice  problems  are,  there 
has  been  a  significant  increase  in  the 
number  of  cases  of  foreign  unfair 
trade  filed  with  the  International 
Trade  Commission.  There  have  been 
five  cases,  such  as  the  dumping  of  pol- 
yester cloth  from  Japan  and  China, 
filed  already  in  1983. 

We  cannot  waste  any  more  time. 
There  are  more  than  2  million  Ameri- 
cans looking  to  Congress  to  provide 
help  they  cannot  find  anywhere  else. 
It  is  time  for  unfair  trade  to  cease. 


The  explicit  promise  in  the  Declaration  of 
Independence  that  we  are  endowed  by  our 
Creator  with  certain  inalienable  rights  was 
meant  for  all  of  us.  It  was  not  meant  to  be 
limited  or  perverted  by  special  privilege,  or 
by  double  standards  that  favor  one  group 
over  another. 

Mr.  Speaker,  every  Member  of  Con- 
gress knows  that  this  was  the  work  of 
a  speech  writer.  And  this  speech  writer 
is  attempting  to  undercut  and  to  sub- 
vert the  President's  policy  of  double 
standards  and  special  privileges  in  tax- 
ation. 

The  effect  of  President  Reagan's 
Tax  Act  of  1981  was  to  increase  the 
burden  of  taxes  for  middle  America 
and  for  lower-income  Americans  by 
about  10  percent  and  to  decrease  taxes 
for  upper-income  Americans  by  the 
same  10  percent.  So  disguised  as  a  tax 
cut,  it  was  the  largest  tax  shift  in 
American  history. 

It  reminds  me  of  the  old  country 
lawyer's  adage:  "The  large  print 
giveth.  and  the  small  print  taketh 
away." 


STAND- 
PRIVI- 


A  POLICY  OF  DOUBLE 
ARDS  AND  SPECIAL 
LEGES  IN  TAXATION 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  heard  much  lately  about  debate- 
gate  or  brief-gate  and  about  spies  and 
moles  around  the  Presidency.  In  all 
fairness,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  duty 
this  morning  to  submit  convincing  evi- 
dence that  there  is  right  now,  at  this 
moment,  a  Democratic  mole  in  Ronald 
Reagan's  White  House. 

Mr.  Reagan,  in  his  address  to  the 
American  Bar  Association  yesterday, 
said: 


tion  and  to  stifle  criticism  of  those  ad- 
ministration policies  which  are  unfair 
to  many  in  our  Nation.  I  urge  the 
Senate  to  reject  the  President's  nomi- 
nations for  replacements  and  I  hope 
the  courts  will  overturn  the  firings.  It 
is  essential  for  the  Civil  Rights  Com- 
mission to  be  independent  of  the  ad- 
ministration whose  policies  it  is  exam- 
ining. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS 

(Mr.  KILDEE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  press 
has  been  full  of  reports  lately  of  the 
administration's  apparently  new-found 
commitment  to  the  cause  of  civil 
rights.  Indeed,  there  has  been  a  much 
publicized  increase  in  the  administra- 
tion's civil  rights  posture  during  these 
last  several  weeks. 

But  it  is  by  their  deeds— not  their 
words— that  the  Nation  shall  judge  the 
Reagan  administration's  commitment 
to  civil  rights.  And  by  every  measure, 
this  President's  commitment  has  been 
found  lacking. 

From  the  shame  of  attempting  to 
grant  tax  exempt  status  to  schools 
which  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  race 
to  the  travesty  of  trickle-down  eco- 
nomics, the  Reagan  administration 
has  steadfastly  impeded  progress  on 
civil  rights  issue.  But  more  disturbing 
than  the  administration's  drive  to  pre- 
vent the  success  of  the  civil  rights 
movement,  is  their  attempt  to  roll 
back  many  of  the  movement's  past 
gains.  There  is  no  greater  example  of 
this  retreat  than  the  President's  at- 
tempts to  pack  the  U.S.  Commission 
on  Civil  Rights. 

The  President  has  taken  the  unprec- 
edented step  of  firing  five  of  the  six 
Commission  members  during  his  term. 
These  firings  are  irresponsible  and  a 
clear  effort  to  stack  the  Commission 
with  members  who  will  make  the  Com- 
mission ineffective  as  a  civil  rights 
monitoring  organization. 

The  Civil  Rights  Commission  was  es- 
tablished as  the  conscience  of  our  Na- 
tional Government.  President  Reagan 
is  trying  to  remake  the  Commission 
into  a  mouthpiece  for  his  administra- 


D  1215 

NEW  YORK  IS  THE  APPLE  OP 

U.S.  NAVY'S  EYE 

(Mr.  BIAGGI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  Diana 
Ross  and  the  U.S.  Navy  have  some- 
thing in  common— they  both  love  New 
York.  They  each  displayed  their  affec- 
tion for  the  greatest  city  in  the  world 
last  week.  Diana  Ross  gave  a  free  con- 
cert viewed  by  almost  half  a  million 
people  in  Central  Park— and  did  it  as 
her  way  of  thanking  New  York  City 
for  all  it  had  done  for  her  career. 

Last  Friday,  the  U.S.  Navy  and  their 
distinguished  Secretary  John  P. 
Lehman,  Jr.,  announced  that  the  city 
of  New  York  had  been  awarded  the 
battleship  Iowa  and  six  other  support 
ships  all  of  which  would  be  stationed 
in  the  Port  of  New  York.  Estimates 
show  that  this  project  will  produce  as 
many  as  9,000  new  jobs  and  over  $500 
million  a  year  to  New  York  City's 
economy.  It  is  said  that  nothing  hap- 
pens by  itself.  The  Iowa  contract  came 
as  the  result  of  hard  work  and  a  spe- 
cial brand  of  bipartisan  cooperation 
within  our  congressional  delegation. 
Our  colleague  Joe  Addabbo  and  Sena- 
tor Al  D'Amato  were  the  guiding 
lights  which  helped  steer  the  Iowa 
into  New  York  City. 

As  a  lifelong  resident  of  New  York 
City,  I  take  special  pride  in  her  special 
week  last  week.  The  people  of  New 
York  City  do  not  always  receive  their 
fair  share  of  the  Federal  pie— but  at 
least  in  this  one  instance— New  York 
City  proved  to  be  the  apple  of  the  U.S. 
Navy's  eye. 


THE  TELEPHONE  CRISIS 
(Mr.   BATES   asked  and  was   given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation 
held  a  rare,  joint  hearing  on  telephone 
legislation  pending  before  this  Con- 
gress. 

There  are  now  12  bills  before  both 
Houses  that  attempt  to  reduce  for  the 
American  consumer  the  great  impact 
of  the  AT&T  divestiture  decisions.  As 
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the  author  of  three  of  those  bills,  I 
would  like  to  call  your  attention  to 
what  must  be  addressed  to  avert  a 
crisis  in  our  telephone  system. 

First,  we  must  insure  that  future 
service  not  fall  below  the  current  level 
of  service  to  telephone  customers. 

Second,  States  must  retain  the  au- 
thority to  regulate  service  to  insure 
that  all  areas  and  customers  are  cov- 
ered, even  if  not  profitable.  Their  role 
in  depreciation  decisions  should  be 
preserved. 

Third,  access  charges  derived  from 
the  availability  of  the  telephone 
system  reflect  the  benefits  from  the 
system. 

Fourth,  a  universal  fund  be  estab- 
lished which  does  not  exclude  any 
State  with  overall  cost-efficient  service 
if  there  are  areas  within  the  State 
where  service  costs  are  more  than  the 
national  average. 

These  issues  must  be  addressed  if 
this  Nation  is  to  continue  to  retain  its 
complex  web  of  telecommunications 
and  to  preserve  effective  competition 
in  the  industry. 


THE  TEFLON  PRESIDENCY 
(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks. ) 

^4^s.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
after  carefully  watching  Ronald 
Reagan  he  is  attempting  a  great 
breakthrough  in  political  technology- 
he  has  been  perfecting  the  Teflon 
coated  Presidency. 

He  sees  to  it  that  nothing  sticks  to 
him.  He  is  responsible  for  nothing- 
civil  rights.  Central  America,  the 
Middle  East,  the  economy,  the  envi- 
ronment—he is  just  the  master  of 
ceremonies  at  someone  else's  dinner. 

"Oh,  that  naval  exercise."  "Oh.  that 
Interior  Secretary."  "Oh,  that  Middle 
East."  "Oh.  that  acid  rain."  "Oh.  that 
unemployment." 

Harry  Truman  had  a  sign  on  his 
desk  emblazoned  with  his  motto:  "The 
buck  stops  here."  It  has  obviously 
been  removed  and  Reagan  s  desk  has 
been  Teflon  coated,  also  I  could  be 
wrong.  Maybe  Reagan  does  know  what 
he  is  doing.  The  Rocky  Mountain 
News  on  July  29  carried  a  cartoonist's 
version  of  the  last  Presidential  press 
conference.  Reported:  "Mr.  President, 
isn't  your  claim  that  your  administra- 
tion has  done  more  for  women  just  an- 
other fabrication?"  Reagan:  "I'm  glad 
you  asked.  I'm  willing  to  put  my 
record  against  anyone  else's!  Check  it 
out.  You'll  see  we've  had  more  fabrica- 
tions than  any  previous  administra- 
tion!" 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks.) 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  noted 
last  week  that  the  FDA  chief.  Dr. 
Arthur  Hull  Hayes,  resigned  rather 
unexpectedly.  Of  course,  we  all  know 
he  was  under  internal  investigation  by 
his  department,  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  he  mirrored  the 
laxity  of  FDA.  As  we  all  know,  more 
than  69  percent  of  the  over-the- 
counter  drugs  that  FDA  has  tested— 
and  they  have  not  gotten  to  most  of 
them— are  unsafe  and  ineffective.  Our 
Aging  Health  Subcommittee  had  a 
hearing  last  week  at  which  we  went  in 
depth  into  the  ineffective  and  unsafe 
diet  pills  that  are  being  popularized  by 
a  super-duper  campaign  in  advertising, 
and  we  saw  examples  of  people  who 
have  suffered  strokes  and  hyperten- 
sion and  hypnotic  reactions,  and  so 
forth. 

In  fact,  the  majority  of  people  who 
take  those  awful  pills  are  very  suscep- 
tible to  those  kinds  of  occurrences. 
The  tragedy  is  that  FDA  is  not  using 
its  discretionary  power  to  enforce  the 
law.  They  are  not  protecting  the 
American  consumer.  Therefore,  I  have 
introduced  a  bill  which  deals  with 
FDA.  If  they  are  not  going  to  protect 
the  consumer,  we  must  make  them. 


production   of  nerve  gas  weapons  in 
the  conference  report. 

Of  course,  that  is  no  surprise,  be- 
cause the  armed  services  conferences 
members  ooze  prejudice  for  this  faulty 
system.  This  House  has  found  2  years 
in  a  row  that  those  weapons  are  not 
needed,  and  that  is  no  surprise.  The 
Department  of  Defense  itself  has  ad- 
mitted that  the  artillery  shells  we 
have  are  perfectly  good  until  the  year 
1990. 

This  House  has  found  that  the  Big 
Eye  Bomb  is  a  mechanical  nightmare. 
It  blows  up  on  us,  not  the  enemy.  That 
is  why  this  House  has.  for  2  years  in  a 
row,  rejected  this  idiotic  weapons 
system.  Not  only  have  we  saved  $6  bil- 
lion for  the  American  taxpayer,  but 
we  have  preserved  a  moratorium  that 
has  been  in  effect  since  1969  which 
serves  us  well  because  we  hold  the 
high  ground  on  this  issue  in  the  world 
when  it  comes  to  deciding  who  people 
can  trust  on  the  issue  of  arms  control. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  the 
conference  report  when  it  comes  back 
if  it  includes  this  very  ill-conceived 
weapons  system. 


PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry  on  the  discre- 
tionary powers  of  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
KiLDEE).  The  gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
not  the  fair  policy  of  the  Speaker, 
when  we  are  in  the  1-minute  speech 
period,  that  he  first  recognize  the 
Democrats  who  were  on  the  floor  in 
the  order  that  they  arrived,  and  then 
the  Republicans  who  have  been  sitting 
here  for  45  minutes  in  the  order  in 
which  they  arrived,  and  then  go  back 
to  those  latecomers?  Is  that  not  the 
fair  policy  of  the  Speaker  of  this 
House? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  is  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Chair,  and  the 
Chair  tries  to  be  fair.  The  Chair  is 
aware  of  no  unfairness  yet.  The  Chair 
now   recognizes   the   gentleman   from 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  thank  the  Speak- 
er for  being  so  fair. 


UNSAFE  AND  INEFFECTIVE  DIET 
PILLS 
(Ms.  OAKAR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


NERVE  GAS  WEAPONS  BACK  IN 
THE  NEWS  AGAIN 

(Mr.  BETHUNE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
morning  papers  are  full  of  the  news 
that  the  armed  services  conference 
has  caved  in  to  the  request  of  the  mor- 
ibund Chemical  Corps  to  include  the 


A    BANKER'S    AND    A   CONGRESS- 
MANS     PERSPECTIVE     ON     IMF 
QUOTA  INCREASE 
(Mr.   MACK   asked   and   was   given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  few 
days,  we  will  again  discuss  the  IMF 
and  its  quota  increase  of  $8.4  billion.  It 
was  said  here  that  bankers  are  not 
Congressmen  and  Congressmen  are 
not  bankers.  While  that  may  be  true, 
let  me  share  a  few  thoughts  after  16 
years  in  the  banking  business. 

First,  you  do  not  solve  the  problem 
of  international  finance  by  piling  debt 
on  top  of  debt. 

Second,  you  do  not  solve  the  prob- 
lem by  committing  to  additional  lend- 
ing without  knowing  how  much  more 
money  in  future  years  will  be  needed. 
Third,  you  do  not  solve  the  problem 
by  working  out  a  plan  which  does  not 
have  as  its  basis  a  full  understanding 
of  the  specific  losses  that  cold  occur 
over  a  certain  period  with  a  specific  fi- 
nancial impact. 

The  conclusion,  to  which  I  have 
come,  places  the  responsibility  directly 
on  our  international  lenders.  They 
should  develop  the  plan;  they  should 
forge  the  agreements,  they  should  re- 
structure the  debt  but  without  taxpay- 
er dollars. 

That  is  a  banker's  and  a  Congress- 
man's perspective. 


COMMUNIST  HUMAN  RIGHTS 
VIOLATIONS  IN  EL  SALVADOR 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  I  do  not  wish 
to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

At  2  p.m.  tomorrow,  before  the 
House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Rights,  I 
will  present,  on  behalf  of  the  Central 
American  Freedom  Alliance  and  the 
Council  for  International  American 
Security,  a  diary  of  public  statements 
about  specific  incidents  between  Octo- 
ber 1979  and  June  1983  that  docu- 
ments for  the  first  time  the  daily  reali- 
ty of  terrorism  used  by  Communist 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  compilation  of 
broadcast,  wire  and  press  reports 
culled  by  the  Foreign  Broadcast  Infor- 
mation Service  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce.  More  often  than  not,  it 
shows  what  the  guerrillas  themselves 
report  about  their  own  terrorist  activi- 
ties through  Radio  Havana  and  their 
own  propaganda  organs.  Based  on  this 
evidence,  we  can  point  to  over  20,000 
human  rights  violations,  killings, 
maimings.  kidnappings,  hostage- 
taking,  and  terrorist  assaults  in  public 
places  by  Communist  insurgents  in  El 
Salvador. 

This  evidence  is  a  matter  of  public 
record,  and  I  invite  the  media  to  exam- 
ine it  closely. 


uct  was  destined  had  been  held  May  25 
through  June  8,  7  weeks  ago. 

Company  officials  explain  that  their 
only  competition  internationally 
comes  from  a  Swedish  firm  which  can 
export  its  product  free  of  licensing  re- 
quirements. 

Sadly,  I  must  report  that  this  exces- 
sive delay  is  not  an  unusual  occur- 
rence. No  wonder,  therefore,  that  U.S. 
exporters  are  losing  ground  daily  in 
their  battle  to  remain  competitive 
internationally.  Unless  we  act  now  to 
reform  control  laws  which  contribute 
nothing  to  our  national  security  but 
which  contribute  to  the  economic  well- 
being  of  our  foreign  competitors,  our 
Nation's  status  as  an  economic  super- 
power will  be  lost  forever.  That  will  be 
a  truly  fatal  blow  to  our  overall  na- 
tional security. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me 
in  giving  overwhelming  approval  to 
H.R.  3231  when  it  reaches  the  House 
floor. 


REFORM  OF  EXPORT  CONTROL 
LAWS  ESSENTIAL— NOW! 

(Mr.  BEREUTER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.)  

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
anyone  doubts  the  need  for  the  export 
control  law  reforms  proposed  in  H.R. 
3231,  they  only  need  to  speak  with 
their  constituents. 

Yesterday,  for  example.  I  received  a 
letter  from  a  small  business  in  my  dis- 
trict which  demonstrated  in  graphic 
terms  the  appalling  state  of  affairs  re- 
garding our  export  control  program. 
On  February  22  of  this  year,  my  con- 
stituent company  filed  with  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce  an  export  li- 
cense application  for  a  microprocessor 
controlled  fraction  collector,  a  device 
used  in  chemical  and  biochemical  ap- 
plications which  collects  liquids  which 
are  subsequently  deposited  into  test 
tubes.  The  company  sought  export  ap- 
proval for  this  product  in  order  that  it 
might  be  exhibited  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  According  to  company  officials, 
several  telephone  calls  to  the  Depart- 
ment failed  to  obtain  any  expediting 
of  this  application. 

The  export  license  was  finally  grant- 
ed, more  than  5  months  later,  on  July 
26.  The  exhibition  for  which  the  prod- 


I  am  today  introducing  legislation 
that  authorizes  and  requests  the  Presi- 
dent to  promote  Capt.  Grace  M. 
Hopper  to  commodore.  I  ask  that  you, 
too,  show  Captain  Hopper  that  she  is  a 
valuable  part  of  our  Navy,  that  she 
has  contributed  "above  and  beyond 
the  call  of  duty  "  and  that  she  is  enti- 
tled to  flag  rank. 


D  1230 

PROMOTE  GRACE  HOPPER  TO 
COMMODORE 

(Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  would  like  to  call  to  your  atten- 
tion the  work  and  contributions  of  a 
very  special  woman.  Capt.  Grace  M. 
Hopper,  U.S.  Navy,  who  is  currently 
serving  on  active  duty  with  the  Naval 
Data  Automation  Command  in  Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

During  her  40-year  association  with 
the  Navy,  'the  grand  old  lady  of  soft- 
ware" has  made  numerous  contribu- 
tions through  her  expertise  in  the 
computer  field.  Captain  Hopper 
worked  with  the  first  large-scale  com- 
puter, Mark  I.  She  pioneered  much  of 
today's  most  widely  accepted  comput- 
er programing  language,  COBOL,  and 
she  invented  the  first  practical  compil- 
er to  translate  English  into  machine 
language.  She  has  been  honored  with 
more  than  30  awards  and  recognitions 
for  her  outstanding  advances  in  the 
computer  field.  She  retired  from  the 
Navy  at  the  age  of  60.  However,  the 
Navy  was  compelled  to  recall  her  to 
active  duty  just  8  months  later  when 
the  Pentagon  discovered  it  was  in  need 
of  her  expertise  in  the  computer  field. 

At  76,  Captain  Hopper  is  currently 
the  oldest  naval  officer  on  active  duty. 
In  a  May  1983  interview  with  News- 
week, she  was  quoted  as  saying,  "I've 
received  the  highest  award  anybody 
can  give  me,  and  that  is  the  privilege 
and  the  honor  of  serving  proudly  in 
the  U.S.  Navy."  It  is  time  the  Navy 
recognized  the  outstanding  contribu- 
tions made  by  this  officer  recalled 
from  retirement  over  a  decade  and  a 
half  ago.  and  promote  her  to  the  rank 
of  commodore. 


TOBACCO  SUBSIDY  PROGRAM 
FOUND  WANTING 

(Mr.  PETRI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  tobac- 
co lobby  has  asked  us  to  support  a  pro- 
cession of  cure-alls  under  the  guise  of 
getting  the  tobacco  subsidy  program 
working.  However,  reality  has  voted  to 
reject  these  so-called  cures. 

When  the  tobacco  markets  opened 
in  Georgia  and  Florida  last  week,  to- 
bacco sold  for  an  average  of  12  cents  a 
pound  less  than  last  year.  The  result 
was  additional  hardship  on  the  tobac- 
co farmers  along  with  tremendous  sur- 
pluses. 

Last  year,  14  percent  of  the  tobacco 
sold  during  the  first  week  of  sale  went 
into  surplus.  This  year,  the  surplus  for 
the  first  week  was  over  37  percent. 

The  tobacco  lobby  has  held  off 
major  change  by  asking  for  studies  in 
1981,  an  assessment  in  1982,  and  a 
price  freeze  in  1983.  How  long  are  we 
going  to  be  fooled  by  these  quack 
cures  which  only  help  absentee  allot- 
ment holders  and  big  corporations? 
Let  us  put  the  tobacco  subsidy  pro- 
gram out  of  its  misery,  now. 


OPPOSITION  TO  CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS 

(Mrs.  ROUKEMA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
most  distressed  yesterday  to  learn  that 
the  conferees  to  H.R.  2969,  the  De- 
fense Department  authorization  bill, 
have  decided  to  end  the  moratorium 
we  have  had  since  1969  on  the  produc- 
tion of  chemical  weapons.  This  is  a 
terrifying  decision  which  must  be  re- 
versed. History  will  not  forgive  us  if 
we  agree  to  produce  these  lethal 
binary  chemical  munitions. 

The  case  has  not  been  made  for  pro- 
duction of  these  weapons.  The  propo- 
nents have  not  answered  the  questions 
of  deterrence  or  adequately  addressed 
the  foreign  policy  implications,  specifi- 
cally with  respect  to  our  NATO  allies. 
A  new  weapons  program  will  be  estab- 
lished with  little  understanding  of  the 
impact  upon  foreign  policy,  military 
security,  or  comprehensive  arms  con- 
trol. 

Very  recently,  this  House  voted  deci- 
sively   256    to    161    against    chemical 


22190 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  2,  1983 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22191 


weapons  production.  Subsequently, 
the  other  body  approved  production, 
but  only  after  the  Vice  President  was 
called  in  to  cast  an  extraordinary  tie- 
breaking  vote.  This  can  hardly  be  con- 
strued by  the  conferees  as  a  mandate 
for  production. 

I  urge  the  conferees  to  reverse  this 
decision  or  be  prepared  for  a  challenge 
to  the  conference  report  when  it  is 
brought  to  the  House  floor. 


OF      NAME 
COSPONSOR 


OP 
OF 


WITHDRAWAL 

MEMBER     AS 

H.R.  1797 

Mr.  WHITEHURST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  name 
be  withdrawn  as  a  cosporisor  of  H.R. 
1797. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


INTRODUCTION      OF      BILL      TO 

AFFORD      RELIEF      TO      SMALL 

HEALTH  CLINICS 

(Mr.  RICHARDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
recently  the  National  Health  Ser\'ice 
Corps  issued  some  guidelines  on  July 
31.  1983,  that  would  alter  the  payback 
system  for  rural  health  clinics  all 
around  this  country.  This  has  grave 
implications  for  many  health  clinics 
that  are  small  and  serve  the  poor  and 
the  elderly  with  adequate  health  care. 
Because  of  these  new  guidelines,  these 
clinics  will  be  placed  in  jeopardy. 
These  new  payback  schemes  are  going 
to  strangle  them.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  say 
that  a  persons  health  should  not  be 
related  to  a  person's  wealth.  Health 
care  should  be  a  basic  human  right  for 
every  American. 

I  have  introduced  a  bill.  H.R.  3649. 
which  establishes  new  guidelines  for 
payback  schemes  so  that  these  rural 
health  clinics,  whether  they  are  on  an 
Indian  reservation,  in  a  Hispanic  rural 
area,  or  in  an  inner  city  ghetto  can 
survive. 

I  say.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  carmot 
carry  out  these  budget  cuts  to  the 
point  where  those  who  can  least 
afford  to  sustain  them  bear  the  brunt 
of  this  administration's  excessive  mis- 
guided priorities  which  produces  inhu- 
mane regulations,  which  my  bill  will 
hopefully  eliminate. 


ary  principle  that  all  men  are  created 
equal.  No  classes,  no  racial  barriers,  no 
regional  divisions. 

Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr..  made 
that  deeply  American  principle  come 
alive  for  millions  of  our  citizens.  He 
reaffirmed  the  American  dream,  plant- 
ed its  deeds  in  ghetto  deserts  and  re- 
minded a  Nation  to  honor  and  respect 
its  most  precious  resource;  its  people, 
all  of  them. 

Three  historic  events  establish 
America  as  unique  among  all  nations: 
Our  Revolution  to  create  equality  of 
opportunity,  our  Civil  War  to  preserve 
national  unity  and  our  civil  rights 
struggle  to  confirm  human  dignity  and 
rights.  Dr.  King  was  the  founding 
father  of  the  civil  rights  movement  in 
this  country.  In  that  sense,  not  in  the 
sense  that  he  was  perfect  for  he  was 
very  human.  Dr.  King  is  owed  a  debt 
of  gratitude  by  every  American,  re- 
gardless of  race,  color,  or  creed. 

For  this  reason.  I  cast  my  vote  for 
the  establishment  of  a  national  holi- 
day in  his  name.  This  holiday  will 
honor  Martin  Luther  King.  It  also 
ought  to  be  a  day  of  reflection  on  why 
we.  as  a  Nation,  are  different:  Our 
freedom.  And  on  why  we.  as  a  Nation 
are  great:  Our  resolve  to  make  that 
freedom  real  for  us  all. 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  BILL  MAKING  A 

HOLIDAY   OF   MARTIN   LUTHER 

KING.  JR.'S  BIRTHDAY 

(Mr.  ROEMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarlcs.) 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
Nation  is  built  on  a  single,  revolution- 


ACTION  ON  RECONCILIATION 
BILL  URGED 

(Mr.  PEASE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  PEASE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
Members  of  the  House  know,  we  face 
from  the  budget  resolution  reconcilia- 
tion instructions  to  cut  down  on 
spending  by  a  given  number  of  billions 
of  dollars  and  to  have  a  modest  in- 
crease in  revenue.  The  reporting  date 
of  that  reconciliation  bill  is  supposed 
to  be  near  the  end  of  September.  I 
hope  very  much  that  the  House  will 
meet  that  deadline. 

The  National  Governors  Association 
met  over  the  weekend.  Gov.  Scott 
Matheson.  the  association  chairman, 
warned  that  without  responsible 
budget  actions  to  reduce  Federal  defi- 
cits, we  will  have  a  recovery  that  is 
just  "a  blip  on  the  horizon."  He  said  in 
particular,  that  if  we  are  not  willing  to 
face  up  to  more  taxes  and  make  the 
decisions  soon,  we  can  kiss  the  recov- 
ery goodbye. 

Mr.  Speaker,  none  of  us  wants  to 
have  this  recovery  die  in  its  tracks.  I 
hope  very  much  that  the  House  will 
act  on  the  reconciliation  bill  by  the 
end  of  September. 


for  1  minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
success  of  Chrysler  and  the  Federal 
loan  guarantee  program  has  the  Gov- 
ernment in  the  anomalous  position  of 
holding  14.4  million  very  valuable 
Chrysler  warrants.  Two  questions 
present  themselves:  How  to  dispose  of 
the  warrants  and  what  to  do  with  the 
revenues  they  bring. 

The  first  question  has  been  an- 
swered by  the  administration.  Com- 
mendably.  it  plans  to  sell  the  warrants 
at  fair  market  value,  bringing  in  over 
$300  million  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. To  suggest  that  the  Govern- 
ment should  surrender  the  warrants 
or  sell  them  at  less  than  full  market 
value,  as  Chrysler  had.  is  like  a  patient 
cured  of  a  fatal  illness  who  later  belit- 
tles the  severity  of  his  sickness  in 
order  to  avoid  paying  the  doctor. 

The  second  question  is  what  to  do 
with  these  dollars.  Today  I  will  be  cir- 
culating a  letter  among  my  colleagues 
urging  the  administration  to  use  the 
profits  of  these  proceeds  to  retrain  un- 
employed workers  in  auto  and  auto-re- 
lated industries.  It  is  upon  these 
people  that  the  greatest  burden  has 
fallen.  It  is  these  people  who  will  give 
up  the  most  in  the  smaller  and  re- 
trenched auto  industry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  least  the  Govern- 
ment can  do  is  use  those  profits  to 
help  find  these  unemployed  auto 
workers  new  skills  and  new  jobs. 


WHAT    TO    DO    WITH    PROCEEDS 
FROM     THE     CHRYSLER     WAR- 
RANTS 
(Mr.    SCHUMER    asked    and    was 

given  permission  to  address  the  House 


OPPOSITION         TO         CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS     PRODUCTION     PRO- 
VISION   IN   DEFENSE   AUTHORI- 
ZATION LEGISLATION 
(Mr.  PORTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker  and 
ladies  and  gentlemen  of  the  House, 
yesterday  conferees  on  the  Defense 
authorization  bill  agreed  to  include  a 
provision  in  their  conference  report 
that  would  allow  the  production  of 
chemical  weapons.  They  did  this  de- 
spite the  fact  that  the  House  voted 
against  including  such  a  provision,  and 
the  other  body  approved  it  only  by  a 
vote  of  50  to  49,  the  50th  vote  being 
that  of  the  Vice  President  to  break  a 
deadlock— a  vote  of  the  administra- 
tion, not  a  vote  of  a  Member  of  that 
legislative  body. 

In  my  judgment,  this  country  does 
not  need  chemical  weapons  and  should 
not  produce  them  but  that  is  a  ques- 
tion of  public  policy  upon  which  rea- 
sonable minds  might  differ. 

My  objection  today  is  that  I  believe 
it  is  an  absolute  outrage  for  any  con- 
ference committee  to  insert  a  provi- 
sion in  a  conference  report  that  does 
not  have  the  support  of  a  majority  of 
either  House  of  the  Congress.  It  seems 


to  me  that  we  ought  to  change  our 
rules  so  that  conferees  do  not  have  au- 
thority to  include  such  an  unsupport- 
ed provision. 

But.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  any  case,  I,  for 
one.  do  not  intend  to  support  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  Defense  authori- 
zation bill  if  this  provision  is  included. 


CONTADORA'S  ACHIEVEMENTS 

(Mr.  RUDD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
past  8  months  the  so-called  Contadora 
group,  made  up  of  Mexico,  Colombia, 
Panama,  and  Venezuela,  has  been  run- 
ning around  Central  America  telling 
the  world  how  peace  can  be  achieved 
in  that  region  of  our  hemisphere. 

So  far,  the  only  thing  that  the  four 
countries  that  make  up  the  Conta- 
dora—Colombia.  Mexico.  Panama,  and 
Venezuela— have  been  able  to  achieve 
is  the  establishment  of  a  forum  for 
our  enemies  to  take  pot  shots  at  our 
Government. 

Pravda,  in  an  article  on  June  13, 
1983,  claimed  that  the  United  States 
was  "sabotaging"  the  proposals  made 
by  the  Contadora  by  refusing  to  sup- 
port direct  talks  between  Nicaragua 
and  Honduras. 

The  following  day.  the  China  Daily 
wrote  that  the  U.S.  Government's  re- 
fusal to  hold  dialog  with  the  leftwing 
forces  has  met  with  opposition  from 
the  Central  American  countries. 

We  do  not  need  this  type  of  com- 
ment circulated  among  our  friends 
throughout  the  world. 

And  we  do  not  need  the  Contadora 
group  and  its  highly  suspicious  mo- 
tives. 

If  a  joint  government  effort  is 
needed  to  halt  Communist  terrorism 
in  Central  America  and  bring  peace  to 
that  region— and  one  may  very  well  be 
needed— then  it  should  come  from  the 
already  established  Organization  of 
American  States,  whose  primary  goals 
are  to  preserve  peace  and  security  and 
to  promote  the  integral  development 
of  the  member  states. 


Last  night  in  Washington,  D.C.,  the 
Dawsons,  Jane  and  Sam  Dawson,  two 
very  gracious  Washington  hosts,  held 
a  gathering  in  their  home  to  call  at- 
tention to  the  plight  of  the  Afghan 
people.  Attending  that  party  were 
Members  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
including  leadership  Members  of  the 
House  and  the  Senate.  The  Dawsons 
are  part  of  a  growing  number  of  Amer- 
icans who  are  sympathetic  to  the 
cause  of  the  Afghan  freedom  fighters 
and  who  have  decided  to  help. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  instructive 
to  our  friends  in  the  Soviet  Union  who 
are  listening  to  our  debates  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  to  recognize  that 
the  subject  of  Afghanistan  is  one 
which  unifies  both  parties  in  the  Con- 
gress. Members  of  this  House  can  look 
forward  to  a  sense-of-the-Congress  res- 
olution which  I  and  others  will  be  in- 
troducing shortly  in  bipartisan  fashion 
to  call  attention  to  the  plight  of  the 
Afghan  people  at  the  hands  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  The  resolution  will  also  ad- 
dress the  need  for  an  appropriate  re- 
sponse on  behalf  of  the  American 
people. 


WASHINGTON  PARTY  HOSTED 
TO  CALL  ATTENTION  TO 
PLIGHT  OF  THE  AFGHAN 
PEOPLE 

(Mr.  RITTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
House  has  recently  been  exposed  to 
some  very  pointed  differences  on  our 
policy  in  Central  America.  I  would  like 
to  call  attention  to  an  area  of  the 
world  where  those  differences  do  not 
exist.  That  is  the  country  of  Afghani- 
stan, suffering  since  1979  under  the 
weight  of  a  brutal,  Soviet  invasion. 


moratorium  on  the  production  of 
chemical  weapons,  which  was  ap- 
proved yesterday  by  the  conferees  on 
the  defense  authorization  bill. 

The  language  that  was  accepted  by 
the  conferees  is  no  compromise  at  all. 
It  is  merely  a  new  package  for  an  old 
request,  one  that  was  defeated  in  the 
House  and  which  passed  only  by  a 
single  vote  margin  in  the  Senate. 

Binary  chemical  weapons  are  moral- 
ly repugnant.  They  have  not  been  ade- 
quately tested.  They  will  not.  I  believe, 
provide  the  safety  that  the  gentleman 
previous  to  me  spoke  of  and  they  will 
not  contribute  to  our  national  securi- 
ty. 

To  approve  funding  for  them  at  this 
time  is  not  only  unwise,  but  runs  con- 
trary to  the  express  wishes  of  a  major- 
ity of  this  Congress  and  to  the  biparti- 
san relationship  that  this  issue  has 
gathered  in  the  White  House  over  the 
past  three  or  four  Presidents. 


D  1245 
BINARY  CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

(Mr.  ANTHONY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANTHONY.  Mr.  Speaker,  sever- 
al of  my  colleagues  have  come  before 
the  House  today  to  complain  about 
the  fact  that  the  conferees  on  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill  have  included 
the  binary  project.  They  have  used 
typically  emotional  arguments.  We 
cannot  win  that  argument  on  an  emo- 
tional basis,  but  if  you  will  just  stop 
momentarily  and  listen  to  the  facts. 
Chemical  weapons  are  abhorrent  to 
everybody.  That  is  a  given  fact;  but  we 
have  chemical  weapons  now.  That  is 
not  the  issue. 

The  issue  is  very  simply  this:  Are  we 
going  to  have  the  capability  as  a  deter- 
rent effect  to  be  able  to  safely  trans- 
port and  protect  our  soldiers  in  the 
battlefield?  If  we  do  not  in  this  par- 
ticular area,  we  are  not  doing  our 
armed  services  justice. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  vote  on 
the  defense  authorization  bill  on  the 
facts  and  not  on  emotion. 


BINARY  CHEMICAL  WEAPONS— A 
REPLY 

(Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  like  to  address  the 
issue  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas,  has  just  raised. 

I  want  to  rise  and  express  my  strong 
objection  to  the  agreement  to  end  the 


SUPPORT  A  NATIONAL  HOLIDAY 
FOR  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING 

(Mr.  LUNGREN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LUNGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  rise  to  encourage  all  in  this  body,  but 
particularly  those  on  the  Republican 
side,  to  support  H.R.  3706.  establishing 
a  national  holiday  commemorating  the 
life  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

I  was  one  of  those  who  voted  against 
this  on  suspension  the  last  time  it  was 
up;  but  I  have  looked  at  it  again.  I 
have  reviewed  my  position  on  it  and 
have  had  a  change  of  heart  and  vision 
as  it  relates  to  this  bill. 

I  hope  others  will  similarly  take  a 
look  at  this.  It  seems  to  me.  reflecting 
on  this  issue,  that  I  have  to  concude 
that  the  importance  of  this  occasion, 
the  importance  of  the  memory  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.,  and  all  he 
symbolizes  with  respect  to  the  civil 
rights  movement  is  such  that  if  it 
takes  a  national  holiday  which  hap- 
pens to  fall  on  a  work  day  that  we 
should  go  ahead  and  do  that. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King  stands  as  a  symbol  to  the 
black  community;  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  he  stands  as  a  symbol  to  more 
than  the  black  community,  to  all  of  us, 
black,  white,  red  and  brown,  to  suggest 
that  we  have  a  concensus  of  con- 
science in  this  country  dedicated  to 
the  securing  of  civil  rights  for  all.  We 
may  disagree  from  time  to  time  as  to 
how  we  achieve  those  goals,  but  it 
seems  to  me  we  ought  to  rally  around 
his  memory  in  support  of  this  consen- 
sus. 
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PERMISSION     FOR     SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE    ON     MERCHANT     MARINE 
OF       COMMITTEE       ON       MER- 
CHANT   MARINE    AND    FISHER- 
IES    TO     SIT     DURING     THE     5- 
MINUTE     RULE      ON      WEDNES- 
DAY. AUGUST  3.  1983 
Mr.    BIAGGI.    Mr.   Speaker,    I   ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom- 
mittee  on   Merchant   Marine   of   the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  be  permitted  to  sit  at  10  a.m. 
on  Wednesday.  August  3,  1983.  for  the 
purpose  of  holding  a  hearing  on  H.R. 
3156— a  bill  to  aunend  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act  of  1936  and  for  other  pur- 
poses    ("Merchant     Marine     Act    of 
1983"). 

The  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Forsythe)  and  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  subcom- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
(Mr.  Snyder)  have  been  apprised  of 
the  hearing  date  and  time  and  are  in 
accord  with  this  request. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York? 
There  was  no  objection. 


VETER- 
ACT    OF 


EMERGENCY     VIETNAM 

ANS'    JOBS    TRAINING 

1983 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker's  table  the  bill  (H.R.  2355) 
to  establish  an  emergency  program  of 
job  training  assistance  for  disabled 
veterans  and  veterans  of  the  Vietnam 
era,  with  Senate  amendments  thereto, 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendments 
with  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend- 
ments and  the  House  amendments  to 
the  Senate  amendments,  as  follows: 

Senate  amendments:  Strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 
That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  'Veterans' 
Emergency  Job  Training  Act". 
TITLE  I— VETERANS'  EMERGENCY  JOB 
TRAINING  PROGRAM 

See.  101.  (a)  Title  38.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  chapter  43  the 
following  new  chapter: 

•CHAPTER  44— VETERANS'  EMERGEN- 
CY JOB  TRAINING  PROGRAM 

"Sec. 

"2101.  Purpose. 

"2102.  Establishment  of  program:  adminis- 
tration. 

"2103.  Enigibillty;  application:  certification. 

"2104.  Employer  job  training  programs. 

"2105.  Approval  of  programs. 

"2106.  Training  establishments. 

"2107.  Nonqualifying  programs  of  training. 

"2108.  Payments  to  employers. 

"2109.  Discontinuance  of  approval  of  em- 
ployer programs:  overpay- 
ments: penalties. 

"2110.  Coordination:  information  and  out- 
reach. 

"2111.  Inspection  of  records:  investigations. 

"2112.  Termination  of  program. 

"2113.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 


■■{  2101.  Purpose 

"The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  address 
the  problem  of  severe  and  continuing  unem- 
ployment among  veterans  by  providing  in- 
centives to  employers,  in  the  form  of  pay- 
ments to  defray  the  costs  of  training  or  re- 
training, to  hire  wartime  veterans  who  have 
been  unemployed  for  long  periods  of  time  or 
have  job  skills  that  have  been  rendered  ob- 
solete by  advances  in  technology  or  other 
industrial  changes,  for  employment  in 
stable,  permanent  positions  that  involve  sig- 
nificant training  or  retraining. 
5  2102.  Establishment  of  program:  adminis- 
tration 

••(a)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  (hereinafter  in  this  chapter  re- 
ferred to  as  the  Secretary'*  shall  jointly 
carry  out  a  program  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter  to  assist  eligible 
veterans  in  obtaining  employment  in  stable, 
permanent  positions  that  involve  significant 
training  or  retraining.  Assistance  under  the 
program  shall  be  in  the  form  of  payments 
made  to  employers  to  assist  them  in  defray- 
ing the  costs  of  training  or  retraining  eligi- 
ble veterans  employed  in  such  positions. 

"(b)  Not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  chapter  but  in 
no  event  later  than  October  1.  1983.  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  the  Secretary  shall  enter 
into  an  agreement  specifying  their  respec- 
tive responsibilities  for  the  administration 
of  the  provisions  of  this  chapter.  The  agree- 
ment shall  include  specifications  that  the 
Administrator  shall  be  responsible  for  the 
determination  of  whether  a  veteran  meets 
the  service  requirements  under  section  2103 
of  this  title  and  for  payments  to  employers 
under  section  2108  of  this  title,  and  that  the 
Secretary  shall  be  responsible  for  the  deter- 
mination of  whether  a  veteran  meets  the 
unemployment  requirements  under  section 
2103  of  this  title  and  for  job  development 
activities  under  section  2110  of  this  title. 
The  term  administering  agency'  as  used 
hereinafter  in  this  chapter  refers  to  the 
Veterans'  Administration  or  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  or  both  as  specified  in  such 
agreement. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  respon- 
sibilities under  this  chapter  through  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Labor  for  Veterans'  Em- 
ployment established  under  section  2002A 
of  this  title. 
"§2103.  Eligibility:  application:  certification 

"(a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  chapter,  an 
eligible  veteran  is  a  veteran  who— 

"(1)  acquired  entitlement  to  educational 
assistance  benefits  from  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration under  a  program  enacted  by 
the  Servicemen's  Readjustment  Act  of  1944. 
the  Veterans'  Readjustment  Assistance  Act 
of  1952.  or  the  Veterans'  Readjustment  Ben- 
efits Act  of  1966  and  who  served  during  a 
period  of  war:  and 

■(2MA)  is  unemployed  and  has  been  unem- 
ployed for  at  least  fifteen  of  the  twenty 
weeks  immediately  preceding  the  date  of  ap- 
plication for  participation  in  a  program 
under  this  chapter:  or 

"(B)(i)  is  unemployed  and  has  been  termi- 
nated or  laid  off  from  employment  and  is  el- 
igible for  or  has  exhausted  entitlement  to 
unemployment  compensation,  and  (ii)  has 
no  realistic  opportunity  to  return  to  em- 
ployment in  the  same  or  a  similar  occupa- 
tion in  the  geographical  area  where  the  vet- 
eran previously  held  employment. 
For  the  purposes  of  clause  (2)  of  this  subsec- 
tion, a  veteran  shall  be  considered  unem- 
ployed when  the  veteran  is  without  a  job 
and  wants  and  is  available  for  work. 


•(b)  A  veteran  who  desires  to  undertake  a 
program  of  job  training  under  this  chapter 
shall  submit  to  the  administering  agency  an 
application  which  shall  specify  the  training 
objective  to  be  pursued  and  shall  be  in  such 
form  and  contain  such  information  as  the 
administering  agency  shall  prescribe.  The 
administering  agency  shall  approve  such  ap- 
plication unless  the  administering  agency 
finds  that  the  veteran  is  (1)  not  eligible  to 
participate  in  a  program  under  this  chapter, 
or  (2)  already  qualified  for  the  specified 
training  objective. 

"(c)  A  veteran  who  has  been  determined 
to  be  eligible  under  this  section  shall  be  cer- 
tified as  such  by  the  administering  agency, 
and  the  administering  agency  shall  furnish 
such  veteran  with  a  copy  of  a  certification 
of  eligibility  for  presentation  to  an  employ- 
er offering  a  program  of  job  training  under 
this  chapter. 
"S  2104.  Employer  job  training  programs 

•(a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2)  of  this  subsection,  in  order  to  qualify  as 
a  program  of  job  training  under  this  chap- 
ter, a  program  of  job  training  of  an  employ- 
er must  provide  training  approved  under 
this  chapter  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  six 
months  in  an  occupation  in  a  growth  indus- 
try, an  occupation  requiring  the  use  of  new 
technological  skills,  or  an  occupation  for 
which  demand  exceeds  supply. 

■•(2)  A  period  of  training  of  between  three 
and  six  months  may  be  approved  where  the 
administering  agency  determines,  in  accord- 
ance with  standards  which  the  administer- 
ing agency  shall  prescribe,  that  the  purpose 
of  this  chapter  would  be  met. 

"(b)  The  maximum  period  of  training  for 
which  assistance  may  be  paid  on  behalf  of 
an  eligible  veteran  under  this  chapter  is 
twelve  months,  except  that  such  period  may 
be  extended  by  the  administering  agency 
for  a  period  of  up  to  six  additional  months 
in  the  case  of  a  veteran  with  a  service-con- 
nected disability  rated  at  (1)  30  percent  or 
more,  or  (2)  10  or  20  percent  if  such  veteran 
has  been  determined  under  section  1506  of 
this  title  to  have  a  serious  employment 
handicap. 

••(c)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  chap- 
ter, an  eligible  veteran  approved  for  partici- 
pation in  a  program  under  this  chapter  may 
accept  an  approved  program  of  job  training 
offered  to  the  veteran  by  any  employer. 
•■§  2105.  Approval  of  programs 

■•(a)  An  employer  may  be  paid  assistance 
under  section  2106  of  this  title  on  behalf  of 
an  eligible  veteran  employed  by  such  em- 
ployer and  participating  in  a  program  of  job 
training  offered  by  such  employer  only  if 
such  program  is  approved  in  accordance 
with  such  procedures  as  the  administering 
agency  may  by  regulation  prescribe  and  if 
the  program  meets  the  other  requirements 
established  under  this  chapter. 

•(b)  An  employer  offering  a  program  of 
job  training  that  the  employer  desires  to 
have  approved  for  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter  shall  submit  a  written  application 
for  such  approval.  Such  application  shall  be 
in  such  form  and  contain  such  information 
as  the  administering  agency  shall  prescribe 
and  shall  contain  a  certification  by  the  em- 
ployer— 

••(1)  that  the  employer  has  planned  for 
the  employment  of  the  eligible  veteran  in  a 
position  for  which  such  veteran  is  to  be 
trained  and  that  the  employer  has  no 
reason  to  expect  that  such  position  will  not 
be  available  on  a  stable,  permanent  basis  to 
such  veteran  at  the  end  of  the  training 
period: 


■'(2)  that  the  wages  and  benefits  to  be  paid 
to  an  eligible  veteran  participating  in  the 
employer's  program  of  job  training  will  be 
not  less  than  the  wages  and  benefits  nor- 
mally paid  to  other  employees  participating 
In  a  comparable  program  of  job  training: 

'(3)  indicating  the  total  number  of  hours 
of  training  to  be  offered  for  each  eligible 
veteran,  and  describing  the  training  content 
of  the  program  and  the  objective  of  the 
training: 

■(4)  that  the  employment  of  an  eligible 
veteran  under  this  chapter— 

■(A)  will  not  result  in  the  displacement  of 
currently  employed  workers  (including  par- 
tial displacement  such  as  a  reduction  in  the 
hours  of  nonovertime  work,  wages,  or  em- 
ployment benefits):  and 

••(B)  will  not  be  in  a  job  (i)  while  any 
other  individual  is  on  layoff  from  the  same 
or  any  substantially  equivalent  job.  or  (ii) 
the  opening  for  which  was  created  as  a 
result  of  the  employer  having  terminated 
the  employment  of  any  regular  employee  or 
otherwise  having  reduced  its  work  force 
with  the  intention  of  hiring  a  veteran  in 
such  job  under  this  chapter: 

•(5)  that  the  training  content  of  the  pro- 
gram is  adequate.  In  light  of  the  nature  of 
the  occupation  for  which  training  is  to  be 
provided  and  comparable  training  opportu- 
nities in  such  occupation,  to  accomplish  the 
training  objective  certified  under  clause  (3) 
of  this  subsection: 

•(6)  that  the  occupation  or  job  for  which 
training  is  to  be  provided  customarily  re- 
quires training  of  not  less  than  an  average 
of  thirty  hours  per  week  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  six  months  or  such  other  period  as 
may  be  approved  under  section  2104(a)(2)  of 
this  title: 

••(7)  that  the  length  of  the  training  period 
under  the  proposed  program  Is  not  longer 
than  the  length  of  programs  that  employers 
in  the  community  customarily  require  new 
employees  to  complete  in  order  to  become 
competent  in  the  occupation  or  job  for 
which  training  is  to  be  provided: 

•■(8)  that  there  is  in  the  training  establish- 
ment or  place  of  employment  such  space, 
equipment,  instructional  material,  and  in- 
structor personnel  as  are  needed  to  accom- 
plish the  training  objective  certified  under 
clause  (3)  of  this  suljsection; 

•(9)  that  the  employer  will  keep  records 
adequate  to  show  the  progress  made  by 
each  veteran  participating  in  the  program, 
and  otherwise  to  demonstrate  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  this  chapter:  and 

•(10)  that  the  program  meets  such  other 
criteria  as  may  be  established  by  the  admin- 
istering agency. 

"(cKl)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2)  of  this  subsection,  the  administering 
agency  shall  approve  the  proposed  program 
of  job  training  unless  the  administering 
agency  finds  that  the  application  does  not 
contain  a  certification  and  other  informa- 
tion meeting  the  requirements  of  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section. 

"(2)  The  administering  agency  may  with- 
hold approval  pending  the  outcome  of  an  in- 
vestigation of  any  matter  under  section 
2111(c)  of  this  title,  and.  based  on  such  out- 
come, may  disapprove  such  program,  in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  which  the  admin- 
istering agency  shall  prescribe. 

■•(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  ap- 
proval of  a  program  of  apprenticeship  or 
other  on-job  training  for  the  purposes  of 
section  1787  of  this  title  shall  be  considered 
to  meet  all  requirements  for  approval  of  a 
program  of  job  training  under  this  chapter. 


■■§  2106.  Training  establishments 

'•Any  employer  may  enter  into  an  arrange- 
ment or  agreement  with  an  educational  in- 
stitution that  has  been  approved  for  the  en- 
rollment of  veterans  under  chapter  34  of 
this  title  in  order  that  such  institution  may 
provide  a  program  of  job  training  (or  a  por- 
tion thereof)  under  this  chapter.  When  such 
an  arrangement  or  agreement  has  been  en- 
tered into,  the  application  of  the  employer 
shall  so  state  and  set  forth  a  description  of 
the  training  to  be  so  provided. 
•'§  2107.  Nonqualifying  programs  of  training 
"No  assistance  under  this  chapter  may  be 
paid  on  behalf  of  an  eligible  veteran  partici- 
pating in  a  program  of  job  training— 

"(1)  for  employment  in  a  seasonal,  inter- 
mittent, or  temporary  job: 

"(2)  for  employment  under  which  commis- 
sions are  the  primary  source  of  income: 

"(3)  for  employment  which  involves  politi- 
cal or  religious  activities: 

•'<4)  for  employment  with  any  depart- 
ment, agency,  instrumentality  or  branch  of 
the  Federal  Government  (including  the 
United  States  Postal  Service  and  Postal 
Rate  Commission):  or 

•(5)  if  the  training  program  will  not  be 
carried  out  in  the  United  States. 
••§  2108.  Payments  to  employers 

'•(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsections  (b) 
and  (c)  of  this  section,  the  administering 
agency  shall  make  quarterly  payments  to  an 
employer  of  an  eligible  veteran  participat- 
ing in  an  approved  program  of  job  training 
under  this  chapter.  The  amount  paid  to  an 
employer  on  behalf  of  an  eligible  veteran 
may  not  exceed  the  lesser  of— 

"(1)  50  percent  of  the  wages  paid  to  the 
veteran  by  the  employer  during  the  period 
for  which  payments  are  made:  or 

"(2)  an  amount  for  such  period  calculated 
on  the  basis  of  an  annual  rate  of  (A)  $9,000 
in  the  case  of  an  eligible  veteran  with  a  serv- 
ice-connected disability  rated  at  (i)  30  per- 
cent or  more,  or  (ii)  10  or  20  percent  if  such 
veteran  has  been  determined  to  have  a  seri- 
ous employment  handicap  under  section 
1506  of  this  title,  or  (B)  $6,000  in  the  case  of 
any  other  eligible  veteran. 

"(b)  If  an  employer  to  whom  payments 
are  made  under  this  chapter  is  a  private, 
for-profit  enterprise  employing  five  hun- 
dred or  fewer  employees,  the  administering 
agency  may  make  such  payments  on  a 
monthly  basis. 

"(c)  Payment  may  not  be  made  to  an  em- 
ployer for  a  period  of  training  under  this 
chapter  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  until  the  ad- 
ministering agency  has  received— 

"(1)  from  the  veteran,  a  certification  as  to 
the  veteran's  actual  employment  and  train- 
ing with  the  employer  during  such  period: 
and 

"(2)  from  the  employer,  a  certification— 

"(A)  that  the  veteran  was  employed,  and 
that  the  veteran's  performance  and  progress 
were  satisfactory  during  such  period:  and 

"(B)  with  respect  to  the  first  such  certifi- 
cation, indicating  the  date  on  which  the  em- 
ployment of  such  veteran  began. 

"(d)  No  assistance  may  be  paid  on  behalf 
of  an  eligible  veteran  under  this  chapter- 
ed) and  to  such  veteran  under  chapter  31, 
34,  or  36  of  this  title  for  the  same  period: 

"(2)  if  the  employer  is  receiving  any  other 
form  of  assistance  on  account  of  the  train- 
ing or  employment  of  such  veteran,  includ- 
ing assistance  under  the  Job  Training  Part- 
nership Act  (96  Stat.  1322;  29  U.S.C.  1501  et 
seq.):  or 

••(3)  if  such  veteran  has  completed  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  under  this  chapter. 


•§  2109.  Discontinuance  of  approval  of  em- 
ployer programs:  overpayments:  penalties 
•■(a)  If  the  administering  agency  finds  at 
any  time  that  a  program  of  job  training  pre- 
viously approved  by  the  administering 
agency  for  the  purposes  of  this  chapter 
thereafter  fails  to  meet  any  of  the  require- 
ments established  under  this  chapter,  the 
administering  agency  may  immediately  dis- 
approve further  participation  by  eligible 
veterans  under  that  program.  The  adminis- 
tering agency  shall  provide  to  an  employer 
whose  program  is  disapproved  under  this 
section,  and  to  each  eligible  veteran  partici- 
pating in  such  program,  a  statement  of  the 
reasons  for.  and  an  opportunity  for  a  hear- 
ing with  respect  to,  such  disapproval.  Such 
employer  and  such  veteran  shall  be  notified 
of  such  disapproval,  such  reasons,  and  such 
opportunity  by  a  certified  or  registered 
letter,  and  a  return  receipt  shall  be  secured. 
•■(b)(1)  Whenever  the  administering 
agency  finds  that  an  overpayment  of  assist- 
ance under  this  chapter  has  been  made  to 
an  emplpyer  on  behalf  of  an  eligible  veteran 
as  a  result  of  a  certification  or  information 
contained  in  an  application  submitted  by  an 
employer  which  was  false  or  clearly  unsup- 
portable  *  in  any  material  respect,  the 
amount  of  such  overpayment  shall  consti- 
tute a  liability  of  the  employer  to  the 
United  States. 

•(2)  Whenever  the  administering  agency 
finds  that  an  overpayment  of  assistance 
under  this  chapter  has  been  made  to  an  em- 
ployer on  behalf  of  an  eligible  veteran  as  a 
result  of  a  certification  or  information  con- 
tained in  an  application  submitted  by  a  vet- 
eran which  was  false  or  clearly  unsupporta- 
ble  in  any  material  respect,  the  amount  of 
such  overpayment  shall  constitute  a  liabil- 
ity of  the  veteran  to  the  United  States. 

••(3)  Any  overpayment  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2)  of  this  subsection  may  be 
recovered  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other 
debt  due  the  United  States. 

••(c)  Whenever  the  administering  agency 
finds  that  an  employer,  willfully  or  with 
reckless  disregard  of  the  facts,  has  made  a 
false  certification  under  section  2105  or 
2108(c)(2)  of  this  title,  or  any  regulation 
issued  thereunder,  or  has  caused  the  admin- 
istering agency  to  make  a  certification  or 
give  approval  contrary  to  such  sections,  or 
such  regulation,  such  employer  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  a  civil  penalty,  imposed  by  the  ad- 
ministering agency  after  an  adjudication  de- 
termined on  the  record  after  opportunity 
for  a  hearing  before  such  agency,  of  not  to 
exceed  $1,000  for  each  such  violation.  Such 
violation  shall  constitute  a  separate  viola- 
tion with  respect  to  each  individual  em- 
ployed by  reason  of  such  wrongful  certifica- 
tion or  approval.  Actions  by  the  administer- 
ing agency  to  impose  a  civil  penalty  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  reviewable  in  the 
district  courts  of  the  United  States. 

••§  2110.  Coordination:  information  and  out- 
reach 

■■(a)  The  administering  agencies  shall  pro- 
vide for  an  outreach  and  public  information 
program  to  inform  private  industry  and 
business  concerns  (including  small  business 
concerns),  educational  institutions,  trade  as- 
sociations, and  labor  unions  of  opportunities 
under  this  chapter,  and  to  promote  job  de- 
velopment by  encouraging  employers  and 
unions  to  make  training  programs  available 
for  eligible  veterans.  The  administering 
agencies  shall  coordinate  such  program  with 
those  job  counseling,  placement,  job  devel- 
opment, and  other  services  provided  for 
under  chapters  41  and  42  of  this  title  and 
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with  other  similar  services  offered  by  other 
public  agencies  and  organizations. 

•■(b)  The  administering  agencies  shall  re- 
quest and  obtain  from  the  Administrator  of 
the  Small  Business  Administration  a  listing 
of  small  business  concerns,  and,  on  a  regular 
basis,  update  such  listings.  Such  listings 
shall  be  used  to  identify  and  promote  possi- 
ble training  and  employment  opportunities 
for  eligible  veterans. 

"(c)  The  administering  agencies,  in  consul- 
tation said  cooperation  with  the  Secretary 
of  Education,  shall  take  appropriate  actions 
to  advise  educational  institutions  of  the  op- 
portunities made  available  to  veterans 
under  this  chapter  and  the  opportunity  for 
such  institutions  to  enter  into  arrangements 
or  agreements  with  employers  pursuant  to 
section  2106  of  this  title. 

•(d)  The  administering  agencies  shall 
assist  veterans  and  employers  desiring  to 
participate  under  this  chapter  in  making  ap- 
plication and  completing  necessary  certifica- 
tions. 

"(e)  In  carrying  out  responsibilities  under 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  shall  make  max- 
imum use  of  the  services  of  State  and  Assist- 
ant State  Directors  for  Veterans'  Employ- 
ment, disabled  veterans'  outreach  program 
specialists,  and  employees  of  local  offices 
appointed  pursuant  to  sections  2003.  2003A. 
and  2004  of  this  title.  The  Secretary  shall 
also  use  such  resources  as  are  available 
under  title  IV-C  of  the  Job  Training  Part- 
nership Act  (96  Stat.  1322:  29  U.S.C.  1501  et 
seq.). 

••(f)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  administering  agencies  shall  en- 
deavor to  achieve  an  equitable  regional  dis- 
tribution of  training  opportunities,  based  on 
a  comparison  of  regional  data  concerning 
the  rate  of  unemployment  among  veterans 
of  a  period  of  war.  and  taking  Into  consider- 
ation the  regional  distribution  of  eligible 
veterans  and  approved  programs  of  job 
training. 
"J  2111.  Inspection  of  records:  investigations 

"(a)  The  records  and  accounts  of  employ- 
ers pertaining  to  veterans  on  behalf  of 
whom  assistance  has  been  paid  under  this 
chapter,  as  well  as  other  records  which  the 
administering  agencies  determine  are  neces- 
sary to  ascertain  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements established  under  this  chapter, 
shall  be  available  at  reasonable  times  for  ex- 
amination by  authorized  representatives  of 
the  Federal  Government. 

■•(b)  The  administering  agencies  may  mon- 
itor all  participants  under  this  chapter  to 
determine  whether  they  are  complying  with 
the  requirements  established  under  this 
chapter. 

■•(c)  The  administering  agencies  may  in- 
vestigate any  matter  they  deem  necessary  to 
determine  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments established  under  this  chapter.  The 
investigations  authorized  by  this  subsection 
may  Include  examining  records  (including 
making  certified  copies  thereof),  question- 
ing employees,  and  entering  into  any  prem- 
ises or  onto  any  site  where  any  part  of  a 
program  of  job  training  is  conducted  under 
this  chapter,  or  where  any  of  the  records  of 
the  employer  offering  or  providing  such 
program  are  kept. 
"5  2112.  Termination  of  program 

•'Assistance  may  not  be  paid  to  an  employ- 
er under  this  chapter— 

■•(1)  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  who  applies  for 
a  program  of  job  training  under  this  chap- 
ter after  September  30.  1984:  or 

••(2)  for  any  such  program  which  com- 
mences after  December  31.  1984. 


•■§  2113.  Authorization  of  appropriations 

"There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Administrator  $150,000,000  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  payments  to  employers 
under  this  chapter.". 

(b)  The  table  of  chapters  at  the  beginning 
of  such  title  and  at  the  beginning  of  part  III 
of  such  title  are  each  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  chapter  43  the  fol- 
lowing new  item: 

••44.  Veterans'  Emergency  Job  Training 

Program 2101.". 

(c)(1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  2112  of  title  38.  United  States  Code 
(as  added  by  subsection  (a)),  in  the  event 
that  funds  are  not  both  appropriated  under 
section  2113  of  such  title  (as  added  by  sub- 
section (a))  and  made  available  by  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  to  the  Veterans'  Administration  on 
or  before  October  1.  1983.  for  the  purpose  of 
making  payments  to  employers  under  chap- 
ter 44  of  such  title  (as  added  by  subsection 
(a)),  assistance  may  be  paid  to  an  employer 
under  such  chapter  on  behalf  of  any  eligible 
veteran  if  such  veteran— 

(A)  applies  for  a  program  of  job  training 
under  such  chapter  within  one  year  after 
the  date  on  which  funds  so  appropriated  are 
made  available  to  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion by  the  Director,  and 

(B)  commences  participation  in  such  pro- 
gram within  fifteen  months  after  such  date. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
the  term  •eligible  veteran"  shall  have  the 
meaning  provided  in  section  2103(a)  of  such 
title  (as  added  by  subsection  (a)). 

Sec.  102.  The  amendments  made  by  this 
title  shall  take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

TITLE  II-VETERANS' 
ADMINISTRATION  REORGANIZATION 
Sec.  201.  The  requirements  of  section 
210(b)(2)(A)  of  title  38.  United  States  Code, 
shall  not  apply  to  the  planned  administra- 
tive reorganization  at  the  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration Rehabilitation  Engineering  Center 
(hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as 
•VAREC")  at  252  Seventh  Avenue.  New 
York.  New  York,  involving— 

(1)  the  transfer  to  the  Veterans'  Adminis- 
tration Medical  Center.  New  York,  of 
twenty-four  full-time  equivalent  employees 
from  the  VAREC  Special  Clinic  team,  five 
full-time  equivalent  employees  from  the 
VAREC  Restoration  Laboratory,  and  four 
full-time  equivalent  employees  from  the 
VAREC  Research  and  Development  Service: 

(2)  the  administrative  reassignment  from 
the  VAREC  of  eight  employees  (in  addition 
to  those  described  in  clause  (1))  who  are 
orthotists  or  prosthetists  and  whose  work 
stations  are  at  nearby  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion medical  centers  to  those  medical  cen- 
ters; and 

(3)  the  reorganization  of  elements  of  the 
VAREC  not  providing  direct  patient  services 
so  as  to  continue  them  at  252  Seventh 
Avenue  as  the  '•Veterans'  Administration 
Prosthetic  Technology  and  Information 
Center",  under  the  direct  supervision  of  the 
Director.  Prosthetic  and  Sensory  Aids  Serv- 
ice. Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery. 
Veterans'  Administration  Central  Office. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  "An  Act  to 
amend  title  38.  United  States  Code,  to  estab- 
lish an  emergency  job  training  program  for 
wartime  veterans.". 

House  amendments  to  the  Senate 
amendments: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment  to  the  text 
of  the  bill.  Insert  the  following: 
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PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  ad- 
dress the  problem  of  severe  and  continuing 
unemployment  among  veterans  by  provid- 
ing, in  the  form  of  payments  to  defray  the 
costs  of  training,  incentives  to  employers  to 
hire  and  train  certain  wartime  veterans  who 
have  been  unemployed  for  long  periods  of 
time  for  stable  and  permanent  positions 
that  Involve  significant  training. 
definitions 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act: 

(1)  The  term  "Administrator"  means  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs. 

(2)  The  term  "Secretary "  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor. 

(3)  The  terms  "Veteran".  "Korean  con- 
flict", "compensation"",  ""service-connected", 
"active  military,  naval,  or  air  service". 
"State '".  and  "Vietnam  era",  have  the  mean- 
ings given  such  terms  in  paragraphs  (2).  (9). 
(13).  (16).  (20).  (24),  and  (29),  respectively,  of 
section  101  of  title  38,  United  States  Code. 

establishment  of  program 
Sec  4.  (a)  The  Administrator  and,  to  the 
extent  specifically  provided  by  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  shall  carry  out  a  program  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  Act  to  assist  eligible  vet- 
erans in  obtaining  employment  through 
training  for  employment  in  stable  and  per- 
manent positions  that  involve  significant 
training.  The  program  shall  be  carried  out 
through  payments  to  employers  who 
employ  and  train  eligible  veterans  in  such 
jobs  in  order  to  assist  such  employers  in  de- 
fraying the  costs  of  necessary  training. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the  Sec- 
retary's responsibilities  under  this  Act 
through  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor 
for  Veterans'  Employment  established 
under  section  2002A  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code. 

eligibility  for  program:  duration  of 
assistance 
Sec  5.  (a)(1)  To  be  eligible  for  participa- 
tion in  a  job  training  program  under  this 
Act.  a  veteran  must  be  a  Korean  conflict  or 
Vietnam-era  veteran  who— 


(A)  is  unemployed  at  the  time  of  applying 
for  participation  In  a  program  under  this 
Act;  and 

(B)  has  been  unemployed  for  at  least  15  of 
the  20  weeks  immediately  preceding  the 
date  of  such  veteran's  application  for  par- 
ticipation in  a  program  under  this  Act. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  the 
term  "Korean  conflict  or  Vietnam-era  veter- 
an" means  a  veteran— 

(A)  who  served  in  the  active  military, 
naval,  or  air  service  for  a  period  of  more 
than  180  days,  any  part  of  which  was  during 
the  Korean  conflict  or  the  Vietnam  era;  or 

(B)  who  served  in  the  active  military, 
naval,  or  air  service  during  the  Korean  con- 
flict or  the  Vietnam  era  and— 

(i)  was  discharged  or  released  therefrom 
for  a  service-connected  disability;  or 

(11)  Is  entitled  to  compensation  (or  but  for 
the  receipt  of  retirement  pay  would  be  enti- 
tled to  compensation). 

(3)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  a  veter- 
an shall  be  considered  to  be  unemployed 
during  any  period  the  veteran  is  without  a 
job  and  wants  and  is  available  for  work. 

(b)(1)  A  veteran  who  desires  to  participate 
In  a  program  of  job  training  under  this  Act 
shall  submit  to  the  Administrator  an  appli- 
cation for  participation  in  such  a  program. 
Such  an  application— 

(A)  shall  include  a  certification  by  the  vet- 
eran that  the  veteran  is  unemployed  and 
meets  the  other  criteria  for  eligibility  pre- 
scribed by  subsection  (a);  and 

(B)  shall  be  in  such  form  and  contain  such 
additional  information  as  the  Administrator 
may  prescribe. 

(2)(A)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (B).  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  an  application 
by  a  veteran  for  participation  in  a  program 
of  job  training  under  this  Act  unless  the  Ad- 
ministrator finds  that  the  veteran  is  not  eli- 
gible to  participate  in  a  program  of  job 
training  under  this  Act. 

(B)  The  Administrator  may  withhold  ap- 
proval of  an  application  of  a  veteran  under 
this  Act  If  the  Administrator  determines 
that,  because  of  limited  funds  available  for 
the  purpose  of  making  payments  to  employ- 
ers under  this  Act.  it  is  necessary  to  limit 
the  number  of  participants  in  programs 
under  this  Act. 

(3)(A)  The  Administrator  shall  certify  as 
eligible  for  participation  under  this  Act  a 
veteran  whose  application  is  approved  under 
this  subsection  and  shall  furnish  the  veter- 
an with  a  certificate  of  that  veteran's  eligi- 
bility for  presentation  to  an  employer  offer- 
ing a  program  of  job  training  under  this 
Act.  Any  such  certificate  shall  expire  60 
days  after  it  is  furnished  to  the  veteran. 
The  date  on  which  a  certificate  is  furnished 
to  a  veteran  under  this  paragraph  shall  be 
stated  on  the  certificate. 

(B)  A  certificate  furnished  under  this 
paragraph  may,  upon  the  veteran's  applica- 
tion, be  renewed  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  subparagraph  (A). 

(c)  The  maximum  period  of  training  for 
which  assistance  may  be  provided  on  behalf 
of  a  veteran  under  this  Act  is— 

(1)  fifteen  months  in  the  case  of— 

(A)  a  veteran  with  a  service-connected  dis- 
ability rated  at  30  percent  or  more:  or 

(B)  a  veteran  with  a  service-connected  dis- 
ability rated  at  10  percent  or  20  percent  who 
has  been  determined  under  section  1506  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  have  a  seri- 
ous employment  handicap:  and 

(2)  nine  months  in  the  case  of  any  other 
veteran. 


EMPLOYER  JOB  TRAINING  PROGRAMS 

Sec  6.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2).  in  order  to  be  approved  as  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  under  this  Act,  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  of  an  employer  ap- 
proved under  section  7  must  provide  train- 
ing for  a  period  of  not  less  than  six  months 
in  an  occupation  in  a  growth  industry,  in  an 
occupation  requiring  the  use  of  new  techno- 
logical skills,  or  in  an  occupation  for  which 
demand  for  labor  exceeds  supply. 

(2)  A  program  of  job  training  providing 
training  for  a  period  of  at  least  three  but 
less  than  six  months  may  be  approved  if  the 
Administrator  determines  (in  accordance 
with  standards  which  the  Administrator 
shall  prescribe)  that  the  purpose  of  this  Act 
would  be  met  through  that  program. 

(b)  Subject  to  section  10  and  the  other 
provisions  of  this  Act,  a  veteran  who  has 
been  approved  for  participation  in  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  under  this  Act  and  has 
a  current  certificate  of  eligibility  for  such 
participation  may  enter  a  program  of  job 
training  that  has  been  approved  under  sec- 
tion 7  and  that  Is  offered  to  the  veteran  by 
the  employer. 

APPROVAL  of  employer  PROGRAMS 

Sec  7.  (a)(1)  An  employer  may  be  paid  as- 
sistance under  section  8a  on  behalf  of  an  eli- 
gible veteran  employed  by  such  employer 
and  participating  in  a  program  of  job  train- 
ing offered  by  that  employer  only  if  the 
program  is  approved  under  this  section  and 
in  accordance  with  such  procedures  as  the 
Administrator  may  by  regulation  prescribe. 

(2)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 
the  Administrator  shall  approve  a  proposed 
program  of  job  training  of  an  employer 
unless  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  application  does  not  contain  a  certifica- 
tion and  other  information  meeting  the  re- 
quirements established  under  this  section  or 
that  withholding  of  approval  is  warranted 
under  subsection  (g). 

(b)  The  Administrator  may  not  approve  a 
program  of  job  training— 

( 1 )  for  employment  which  consists  of  sea- 
sonal, intermittent,  or  temporary  jobs; 

(2)  for  employment  under  which  commis- 
sions are  the  primary  source  of  income: 

(3)  for  employment  which  involves  politi- 
cal or  religious  activities; 

(4)  for  employment  with  any  department, 
agency,  instrumentality,  or  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government  (including  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission):  or 

(5)  if  the  training  will  not  be  carried  out 
in  a  State. 

(c)  An  employer  offering  a  program  of  job 
training  that  the  employer  desires  to  have 
approved  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall 
submit  to  the  Administrator  a  written  appli- 
cation for  such  approval.  Such  application 
shall  be  in  such  form  as  the  Administrator 
shall  prescribe. 

(d)  An  application  under  subsection  (c) 
shall  include  a  certification  by  the  employer 
of  the  following: 

(1)  That  employer  is  planning  that,  upon 
a  veteran's  completion  of  the  program  of 
job  training,  the  employer  will  employ  the 
veteran  in  a  position  for  which  the  veteran 
has  been  trained  and  that  the  employer  ex- 
pects that  such  a  position  will  be  available 
on  a  stable  and  permanent  basis  to  the  vet- 
eran at  the  end  of  the  training  period. 

(2)  That  the  wages  and  benefits  to  be  paid 
to  a  veteran  participating  in  the  employer's 
program  of  job  training  will  be  not  less  than 
the  wages  and  benefits  normally  paid  to 
other  employees  participating  in  a  compara- 
ble program  of  job  training. 


(3)  That  the  employment  of  a  veteran 
under  the  program— 

(A)  will  not  result  in  the  displacement  of 
currently  employed  workers  (including  par- 
tial displacement  such  as  a  reduction  in  the 
hours  of  nonovertime  work,  wages,  or  em- 
ployment benefits):  and 

(B)  will  not  be  in  a  job  (i)  while  any  other 
individual  is  on  layoff  from  the  same  or  any 
substantially  equivalent  job.  or  (ID  the 
opening  for  which  was  created  as  a  result  of 
the  employer  having  terminated  the  em- 
ployment of  any  regular  employee  or  other- 
wise having  reduced  its  work  force  with  the 
intention  of  hiring  a  veteran  in  such  job 
under  this  Act. 

(4)  That  the  employer  will  not  employ  in 
the  program  of  job  training  a  veteran  who  is 
already  qualified  by  training  and  experience 
for  the  job  for  which  training  is  to  be  pro- 
vided. 

(5)  That  the  job  which  is  the  objective  of 
the  training  program  is  one  that  involves 
significant  training. 

(6)  That  the  training  content  of  the  pro- 
gram is  adequate,  in  light  of  the  nature  of 
the  occupation  for  which  training  is  to  be 
provided  and  of  comparable  training  oppor- 
tunities in  such  occupation,  to  accomplish 
the  training  objective  certified  under  clause 
(2)  of  subsection  (e). 

(7)  That  each  participating  veteran  will  be 
employed  full  time  in  the  program  of  job 
training. 

(8)  That  the  training  period  under  the 
proposed  program  Is  not  longer  than  the 
training  periods  that  employers  in  the  com- 
munity customarily  require  new  employees 
to  complete  in  order  to  become  competent 
in  the  occupation  or  job  for  which  training 
is  to  be  provided. 

(9)  That  there  are  in  the  training  estab- 
lishment or  place  of  employment  such 
space,  equipment,  instructional  material, 
and  instructor  personnel  as  needed  to  ac- 
complish the  training  objective  certified 
under  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (e). 

(10)  That  the  employer  will  keep  records 
adequate  to  show  the  progress  made  by 
each  veteran  participating  in  the  program 
and  otherwise  to  demonstrate  compliance 
with  the  requirements  established  under 
this  Act. 

(11)  That  the  employer  will  furnish  each 
participating  veteran,  before  the  veteran's 
entry  into  training,  with  a  copy  of  the  em- 
ployer's certification  under  this  subsection 
and  will  obtain  and  retain  the  veteran's 
signed  acknowledgment  of  having  received 
such  certification. 

(12)  That  the  program  meets  such  other 
criteria  as  the  Administrator  may  determine 
are  essential  for  the  effective  implemenU- 
tion  of  the  program  established  by  this  Act. 

(e)  A  certification  under  subsection  (d) 
shall  include— 

(Da  statement  indicating  (A)  the  total 
number  of  hours  of  participation  in  the  pro- 
gram of  job  training  to  be  offered  a  veteran, 
(B)  the  length  of  the  program  of  job  train- 
ing, and  (C)  the  starting  rate  of  wages  to  be 
paid  to  a  participant  in  the  program:  and 

(2)  a  description  of  the  training  content  of 
the  program  (including  any  agreeement  the 
employer  has  entered  into  with  an  educa- 
tional irtstitution  under  section  8)  and  of 
the  objective  of  the  training. 

(f)(1)  Except  as  specified  in  paragraph  (2), 
each  matter  required  to  be  certified  to  in 
paragraphs  (1)  through  (11)  of  subsection 
(d)  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  requirement 
established  under  this  Act. 

(2)(A)  For  the  purposes  of  section  8(c), 
only   matters   required   to   be   certified   In 
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paragraphs  (1)  through  (10)  of  subsection 
(D)  shall  be  so  considered. 

(B)  For  the  purposes  of  section  11,  a 
matter  required  to  be  certified  under  para- 
graph (12)  of  subsection  (d)  shall  also  be  so 
considered. 

(g)  In  accordance  with  regulations  which 
the  Administrator  shall  prescribe,  the  Ad- 
ministrator may  withhold  approval  of  an 
employer's  proposed  program  of  job  train- 
ing pending  the  outcome  of  an  investigation 
under  section  12  amd,  based  on  the  outcome 
of  such  aj\  investigation,  may  disapprove 
such  program. 

(h)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  ap- 
proval of  a  program  of  apprenticeship  or 
other  on-job  training  for  the  purposes  of 
section  1787  of  title  38.  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  considered  to  meet  all  requirements 
established  under  this  Act  for  approval  of  a 
program  of  job  training. 

PAYMBwrs  TO  employers:  overpayment 

Sec.  8.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (3)  and  subsection  (b)  and  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  section  9.  the  Administra- 
tor shall  make  quarterly  payments  to  an 
employer  of  a  veteran  participating  in  an 
approved  program  of  job  training  under  this 
Act.  Subject  to  section  5(c)  and  paragraph 
(2),  the  amount  paid  to  an  employer  on 
behalf  of  a  veteran  for  any  period  of  time 
shall  l)e  50  percent  of  the  product  of  (A)  the 
starting  hourly  rate  of  wages  paid  to  the 
veteran  by  the  employer  (without  regard  to 
overtime  or  premium  pay),  and  (B)  the 
number  of  hours  worked  by  the  veteran 
during  that  period. 

(2)  The  total  amount  that  may  be  paid  to 
an  employer  on  behalf  a  veteran  participat- 
ing in  a  program  of  job  training  under  this 
Act  is  $10,000. 

(3)  In  order  to  relieve  financial  burdens  on 
business  enterprises  with  relatively  few 
numbers  of  employees,  the  Administrator 
may  make  payments  under  this  Act  on  a 
monthly,  rather  than  quarterly,  basis  to  an 
employer  with  a  number  of  employees  less 
than  number  which  shall  be  specified  in  reg- 
ulations which  the  Administrator  shall  pre- 
scribe for  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 

(b)  Payment  may  not  be  made  to  an  em- 
ployer for  a  period  of  training  under  this 
Act  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  until  the  Admin- 
istrator has  received— 

(1)  from  the  veteran,  a  certification  that 
the  veteran  was  employed  full  time  by  the 
employer  in  a  program  of  job  training 
during  such  period:  and 

(2)  from  the  employer,  a  certification— 

(A)  that  the  veteran  was  employed  by  the 
employer  during  that  period  and  that  the 
veteran's  performance  and  progress  during 
such  period  were  satisfactory:  and 

(B)  of  the  number  of  hours  worked  by  the 
veteran  during  that  period. 

with  respect  to  the  first  such  certification 
by  an  employer  with  respect  to  a  veteran, 
the  certification  shall  indicate  the  date  on 
which  the  employment  of  the  veteran  began 
and  the  starting  hourly  rate  of  wages  paid 
to  the  veteran  (without  regard  to  overtime 
or  premium  pay). 

(cMlMA)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
finds  that  an  overpayment  under  this  Act 
has  been  made  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of 
a  veteran  as  a  result  of  a  certification,  or  in- 
formation contained  in  a  application,  sub- 
mitted by  an  employer  which  was  false  in 
any  material  respect,  the  amount  of  such 
overpayment  shall  constitute  a  liability  of 
the  employer  to  the  United  States. 

(B)  Whenever  the  Administrator  finds 
that  an  employer  has  failed  in  any  substan- 
tial respect  to  comply  for  a  period  of  time 


with  a  requirement  established  under  this 
Act  (unless  the  employer's  failure  is  the 
result  of  false  or  incomplete  information 
provided  by  the  veteran),  each  amount  paid 
to  the  employer  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  for 
that  period  shall  be  considered  to  be  an 
overpayment  under  this  Act.  and  the 
amount  of  such  overpayment  shall  consti- 
tute a  liability  of  the  employer  to  the 
United  States. 

(2)  Whenever  the  Administrator  finds 
that  an  overpayment  under  this  Act  has 
been  made  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of  a 
veteran  as  a  result  of  a  certification  by  the 
veteran,  or  as  a  result  of  information  provid- 
ed to  an  employer  or  contained  in  an  appli- 
cation submitted  by  the  veteran,  which  was 
willfully  or  negligently  false  in  any  material 
respect,  the  amount  of  such  overpayment 
shall  constitute  a  liability  of  the  vetertui  to 
the  United  States. 

(3)  Any  overpayment  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2)  may  be  recovered  in  the 
same  maruier  as  any  other  debt  due  the 
United  States.  Any  overpayment  recovered 
shall  be  credited  to  funds  available  to  make 
payments  under  this  Act.  If  there  are  no 
such  funds,  any  overpayment  recovered 
shall  be  deposited  into  the  Treasury. 

(4)  Any  overpayment  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2)  may  be  waived,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  set  forth  in  section  3102  of  title 
38.  United  States  Code. 

ENTRY  INTO  PROGRAM  OF  JOB  TRAINING 

Sec.  9.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  the  Administrator  may 
withhold  or  deny  approval  of  a  veteran's 
entry  into  an  approved  program  of  job 
training  if  the  Administrator  determines 
that  funds  are  not  available  to  make  pay- 
ments under  this  Act  on  behalf  of  the  veter- 
an to  the  employer  offering  that  program. 
Before  the  entry  of  a  veteran  into  an  ap- 
proved program  of  job  training  of  an  em- 
ployer for  purposes  of  assistance  under  this 
Act.  the  employer  shall  notify  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  employer's  intention  to  employ 
that  veteran.  The  veteran  may  begin  such 
program  of  job  training  with  the  employer 
two  weeks  after  the  notice  is  transmitted  to 
the  Administrator  unless  within  that  time 
the  employer  has  received  notice  from  the 
Administrator  that  approval  of  the  veter- 
an's entry  into  that  program  of  job  training 
must  be  withheld  or  denied  in  accordance 
with  this  section. 

PROVISION  or  TRAINING  THROUGH  EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

Sec  10.  An  employer  may  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  an  educational  institution 
that  has  been  approved  for  the  enrollment 
of  veterans  under  chapter  34  of  title  38. 
United  States  Code,  in  order  that  such  insti- 
tution may  provide  a  program  of  job  train- 
ing (or  a  portion  of  such  a  program)  under 
this  Act.  When  such  an  agreement  has  been 
entered  into,  the  application  of  the  employ- 
er under  section  7  shall  so  state  and  shall  in- 
clude a  description  of  the  training  to  be  pro- 
vided under  the  agreement. 

DISCONTINUANCE    OP    APPROVAL    OF    PARTICIPA- 
TION IN  CERTAIN  EMPLOYER  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  11.  If  the  Administrator  finds  at  any 
time  that  a  program  of  job  training  previ- 
ously approved  by  the  Administrator  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  thereafter  fails  to  meet 
any  of  the  requirements  established  under 
this  Act.  the  Administrator  may  immediate- 
ly disapprove  further  participation  by  veter- 
ans in  that  program.  The  Administrator 
shall  provide  to  the  employer  concerned, 
and  to  each  veteran  participating  in  the  em- 


ployer's program,  a  statement,  of  the  rea- 
sons for.  and  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing 
with  respect  to.  such  disapproval.  The  em- 
ployer and  each  such  veteran  shall  be  noti- 
fied of  such  disapproval,  the  reasons  for 
such  disapproval,  and  the  opportunity  for  a 
hearing.  Notification  shall  be  by  a  certified 
or  registered  letter,  and  a  return  receipt 
shall  be  secured. 

INSPECTION  OF  RECORDS:  INVESTIGATIONS 

Sec  12.  (a)  The  records  and  accounts  of 
employers  pertaining  to  veterans  on  behalf 
of  whom  assistance  has  been  paid  under  this 
Act.  as  well  as  other  records  that  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  to  be  necessary  to 
ascertain  compliance  with  the  requirements 
established  under  this  Act.  shall  be  avail- 
able at  reasonable  times  for  examination  by 
authorized  representatives  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

(b)  The  Administrator  may  monitor  em- 
ployers and  veterans  participating  in  pro- 
grams of  job  training  under  this  Act  to  de- 
termine compliance  with  the  requirements 
established  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Administrator  may  investigate  any 
matter  the  Administrator  considers  neces- 
sary to  determine  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements established  under  this  Act.  The 
investigations  authorized  by  this  subsection 
may  include  examining  records  (including 
making  certified  copies  of  records),  ques- 
tioning employees,  and  entering  into  any 
premises  or  onto  any  site  where  any  part  of 
a  program  of  job  training  is  conducted 
under  this  Act.  or  where  any  of  the  records 
of  the  employer  offering  or  providing  such 
program  are  kept. 

(d)  The  Administrator  may  administer 
functions  under  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  in 
accordance  with  an  agreement  between  the 
Administrator  and  the  Secretary  providing 
for  the  administration  of  such  subsections 
(or  any  portion  of  such  subsections)  by  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Under  such  an  agree- 
ment, any  entity  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  specified  in  the  agreement  may  ad- 
minister such  subsections,  notwithstanding 
section  4(b). 

COORDINATION  WITH  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

Sec  13.  (a)(1)  Assistance  may  not  be  paid 
under  this  Act  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of 
a  veteran  for  any  period  of  time  described  in 
paragraph  (2)  and  to  such  veteran  under 
chapter  31.  32.  34.  35,  36  of  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  for  the  same  period  of  time. 

(2)  A  period  of  time  referred  to  in  para- 
graph ( 1 )  is  the  period  of  time  beginning  on 
the  date  of  which  the  veteran  enters  into  an 
approved  program  of  job  training  of  an  em- 
ployer for  purposes  of  assistance  under  this 
Act  and  ending  on  the  last  date  for  which 
such  assistance  is  payable. 

(b)  Assistance  may  not  t>e  paid  under  this 
Act  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of  an  eligible 
veteran  for  any  period  if  the  employer  re- 
ceived for  that  period  any  other  form  of  as- 
sistance on  account  of  the  training  or  em- 
ployment of  the  veteran,  including  assist- 
ance under  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Act  (29  U.S.C.  1501  et  seq.)  or  a  credit  under 
section  44B  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (26  U.S.C.  44B)  (relating  to  credit  for 
employment  of  certain  new  employees). 

(c)  Assistance  may  not  be  paid  under  this 
Act  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  who  has  complet- 
ed a  program  of  job  training  under  this  Act. 

COUNSELING 

Sec  14.  The  Administrator  and  the  Secre- 
tary may.  upon  request,  provide  employ- 
ment counseling  services  to  any  veteran  eli- 
gible to  participate  under  this  Act  In  order 


to  assist  such  veteran  In  selecting  a  suitable 
program  of  job  training  under  this  Act. 

INFORMATION  AND  OUTREACH;  USE  OF  AGENCY 
RESOURCES 

Sec.  15.  (a)(1)  The  Administrator  and  the 
Secretary  shall  Jointly  provide  for  an  out- 
reach and  public  information  program— 

(A)  to  inform  veterans  about  the  employ- 
ment and  job  training  opportunities  avail- 
able under  this  Act.  under  chapters  31,  34, 
36.  41,  and  42  of  title  38,  United  States 
Ccide,  and  under  other  provisions  of  law; 
and 

(B)  to  Inform  private  Industry  and  busi- 
ness concerns  (Including  small  business  con- 
cerns), public  agencies  and  organizations, 
educational  Institutions,  trade  associations, 
and  labor  unions  about  the  job  training  op- 
portunities available  under,  and  the  advan- 
tages of  participating  In,  the  program  estab- 
lished by  this  Act. 

(2)  The  Secretary,  In  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  shall  promote  the  devel- 
opment of  employment  and  job  training  op- 
portunities for  veterans  by  encouraging  po- 
tential employers  to  make  programs  of  job 
training  under  this  Act  available  for  eligible 
veterans,  by  advising  other  appropriate  Fed- 
eral departments  and  agencies  of  the  pro- 
gram established  by  this  Act,  and  by  advis- 
ing employers  of  applicable  responsibilities 
under  chapters  41  and  42  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  veterans. 

(b)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secretary 
shall  coordinate  the  outreach  and  public  in- 
formation program  under  subsection  (a)(1), 
and  job  development  activities  under  subsec- 
tion (a)(2),  with  job  counseling,  placement, 
job  development,  and  other  services  provid- 
ed for  under  chapters  41  and  42  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  and  with  other  similar 
services  offered  by  other  public  agencies 
and  organizations. 

(c)(1)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secre- 
tary shall  make  available  In  regional  and 
local  offices  of  the  Veterans'  Administration 
and  the  Department  of  Labor  such  person- 
nel as  are  necessary  to  facilitate  the  effec- 
tive implementation  of  this  Act. 

(2)  In  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  of 
the  Secretary  under  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  maximum  use  of  the  services  of 
State  and  Assistant  State  Directors  for  Vet- 
erans' Employment,  disabled  veterans'  out- 
reach program  specialists,  and  employees  of 
local  offices  appointed  pursuant  to  sections 
2003.  2003A,  and  2004  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code.  The  Secretary  shall  also  use 
such  resources  as  are  available  under  part  C 
of  title  IV  of  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Act  (29  U.S.C.  1501  et  seq.).  To  the  extent 
that  the  Administrator  withholds  approval 
of  veterans'  applications  under  this  Act  pur- 
suant to  section  5(b)(2)(B),  the  Secretary 
shall  Uke  steps  to  assist  such  veterans  in 
taking  advantage  of  opportunities  that  may 
be  available  to  them  under  title  III  of  that 
Act  or  under  any  other  program  carried  out 
with  funds  provided  by  the  Secretary. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  request  and  obtain 
from  the  Administrator  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration  a  list  of  small  business 
concerns  and  shall,  on  a  regular  basis, 
update  such  list.  Such  list  shall  be  used  to 
Identify  and  promote  possible  training  and 
employment  opportunities  for  veterans. 

(e)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secretary 
shall  assist  veterans  and  employers  desiring 
to  participate  under  this  Act  In  making  ap- 
plication and  completing  necessary  certifica- 
tions. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  16.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated   to    the    Veterans'    Administration 


$150,000,000  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1984 
and  1985  for  the  purpose  of  making  pay- 
ments to  employer  under  this  Act  and  for 
the  purpose  of  section  18  of  this  Act. 
Amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion shall  remain  available  until  September 
30.  1986. 


TERMINATION  OF  PROGRAM 

Sec  17.  (a)  Except  as  provided  under  sub- 
section (b),  assistance  may  not  be  paid  to  an 
employer  under  this  Act— 

( 1 )  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  who  applies  for 
a  program  of  job  training  under  this  Act 
after  September  30.  1984;  or 

(2)  for  any  such  program  which  begins 
after  December  31,  1984. 

(b)  If  funds  are  not  both  appropriated 
under  section  16  and  made  available  by  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  to  the  Veterans'  Administration  on 
or  before  October  1.  1983.  for  the  purpose  of 
making  payments  to  employers  under  this 
Act,  assistance  may  be  paid  to  an  employer 
under  this  Act  on  behalf  of  an  veteran  if  the 
veteran— 

(1)  applies  for  a  program  of  job  training 
under  this  Act  within  one  year  after  the 
date  on  which  funds  so  appropriated  are 
made  available  to  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion by  the  Director;  and 

(2)  begins  participation  in  such  program 
within  15  months  after  such  date. 


EXPANSION  OF  TARGETED  DELIMITING  DATE 
EXTENSION 

SEC  18.  (a)  Subject  to  the  limitation  on 
the  availability  of  funds  set  forth  In  subsec- 
tion (b),  an  associate  degree  program  which 
is  predominantly  vocational  In  content  may 
be  considered  by  the  Administrator,  for  the 
purposes  of  section  1662(a)(3)  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  to  be  a  course  with  an 
approved  vocational  objective  If  such  degree 
program  meets  the  requirements  estab- 
lished In  such  title  for  approval  of  such  pro- 
gram. 

(b)  Funds  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  derived  only  from 
amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thorizations of  appropriations  in  section  16. 
Not  more  than  a  total  of  $25,000,000  of 
amounts  so  appropriated  for  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985  shall  be  available  for  that 
purpose. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec  19.  This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  Octo- 
ber 1,  1983. 

In  lieu  of  the  Senate  amendment  to  the 
title  of  the  bill,  amend  the  title  so  as  to 
read:  "An  Act  to  establish  an  emergency 
program  of  job  training  assistance  for  un- 
employed Korean  conflict  and  Vietnam-era 
veterans,  and  for  other  purposes.". 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Senate  amend- 
ments and  the  proposed  House  amend- 
ments to  the  Senate  amendments  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Reserving 
the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I 
do  not  plan  to  object,  but  I  would  like 
to  take  this  reservation  to  inquire  of 
our  distinguished  chairman  and  to 
inform  the  Members  of  the  House 
what  we  have  conferred  in  with  the 
Members  of  the  other  body. 


I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Missis- 
sippi. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  our 
Subcommittee  on  Education,  Training, 
and  Employment,  Mr.  Leath,  is  on  the 
floor  and  will  explain  the  differences 
between  the  bill  as  it  originally  passed 
the  House  and  the  proposed  amend- 
ments in  some  detail;  however,  before 
he  does  that,   if  the  gentleman  will 
yield  to  me  further,  I  would  like  to  re- 
spond briefly.  The  committee  is  fortu- 
nate to  have  a  leader  as  capable  as  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Leath).  As 
chairman    of    the    Subcommittee    on 
Education,     Training,     and     Employ- 
ment, he  made  a  decision  early  on  that 
if  Congress  passed  any  jobs  bill  this 
year,  he  would  make  certain  that  Viet- 
nam veterans  were  included.  Various 
job   proposals   have   surfaced   in   the 
Congress   but   this   authorization   for 
training  for  Vietnam  and  Korean  vet- 
erans to  qualify  them  for  better  jobs 
will  be  the  first  authorization  to  get  to 
the   President.    The    gentleman    from 
Texas  has  delivered  what  he  said  he 
would   earlier   this   year.   We   are   all 
grateful  for  his  dedication  and  hard 
work. 

I  want  to  thank  the  very  able  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  full  com- 
mittee, Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  for  his 
splendid  leadership  and  cooperation  in 
helping  to  get  this  legislation  enacted. 
We  would  not  have  been  successful  in 
getting  a  bill  to  the  President  without 
tremendous  work  on  the  part  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York,  the  very  able 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub- 
committee. Mr.  Solomon,  for  his  lead- 
ership as  well.  He  was  totally  commit- 
ted to  doing  something  to  help  reduce 
the  high  unemployment  of  Vietnam 
veterans;  and  this  bill,  which  he  has 
helped  shape,  will,  to  some  degree, 
help  bring  that  about.  I  am  grateful  to 
the  gentleman. 

Finally,  I  want  to  thank  the  very 
able  and  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs,  Mr.  Simpson.  The  gentleman 
has  been  most  understanding  in  help- 
ing us  resolve  differences  between  the 
bill  passed  by  the  House  and  the 
Senate  amendments  thereto.  The  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Wyoming 
has  been  most  fair  in  his  dealings  with 
me  and  I  am  grateful  for  his  coopera- 
tion. I  also  want  to  thank  the  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Cranston),  for  his 
willingness  to  work  with  us  to  get  a 
bill  to  the  President  as  quickly  as  pos- 
sible. All  members  and  staff  of  the 
Senate  committee  have  been  very 
helpful  to  those  of  us  who  have  been 
working  on  this  bill. 
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I  appreciate  the  hard  work  of  the 
members  and  staffs  of  both  commit- 
tees in  developing  this  bill. 

If  the  gentleman  will  yield  further, 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  is 
on  the  floor  and  will  briefly  explain 
the  major  provisions  of  the  proposed 
agreement. 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Leath). 

Mr.  LEATH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Education.  Training  and  Employment. 
I  am  pleased  to  join  with  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs Committee  is  urging  the  House  to 
accept  the  amendments  to  H.R.  2355 
we  are  considering  today. 

On  June  7,  the  House  overwhelming- 
ly passed  H.R.  2355  by  a  vote  of  407 
yeas  to  10  nays.  The  Senate  passed 
H.R.  2355,  amended,  by  unanimous 
voice  vote  on  June  15.  Obviously, 
broad  bipartisan  support  for  this  legis- 
lation has  been  clearly  established  in 
both  Houses  of  Congress. 

Veteran  unemployment  remains 
very  high.  In  June.  365,000  Vietnam- 
era  veterans  between  the  ages  of  25 
and  44  had  been  unemployed  15  weeks 
or  longer.  In  addition  to  this  disturb- 
ing statistic,  the  rate  of  unemploy- 
ment among  Vietnam-era  veterans  was 
higher  than  that  for  nonveterans  in 
all  age  groups.  This  situation  has  ex- 
isted for  many,  many  months.  Al- 
though we  are  all  greatly  concerned 
by  the  high  unemployment  being  ex- 
perienced by  so  many  segments  of  our 
population,  we.  as  a  nation,  have  made 
a  particular  commitment  to  provide 
special  assistance  to  those  who  wore 
the  uniform  during  time  of  war.  His- 
torically, too  many  Vietnam  era  and 
disabled  veterans  have  experienced 
difficulty  finding  and  maintaining 
suitable  employment.  Added  to  the 
chronically  unemployed  are  veterans 
who.  prior  to  the  recent  recession, 
were  sucessf  uUy  employed  but  are  cur- 
rently out  of  work  due  to  shifting  in- 
dustries and  changing  technology. 
EX^ery  effort  must  be  made  to  assist  all 
veterans  who  desperately  need  jobs. 
H.R.  2355  will  go  a  long  way  toward  as- 
sisting these  long-term  unemployed 
wartime  and  disabled  veterans. 

The  amendments  before  us  today 
blend  the  best  features  of  H.R.  2355  as 
passed  by  the  House  and  the  Senates 
amendments  to  this  bill.  Although  a 
detailed  discussion  of  the  compromise 
will  follow  my  statement,  there  are  a 
few  provisions  I  want  to  point  out  to 
my  colleagues. 

As  passed  by  the  House.  H.R.  2355 
would  extend  eligibility  for  job  train- 
ing to  veterans  of  the  Vietnam  era  and 
veterans  disabled  after  August  4.  1964. 
The  Senate  amendment  would  extend 
eligibility  for  job  training  to  all  war- 
time veterans  who  have  eligibility  for 
GI  bill  benefits;  that  is.  veterans  of 
World  War  II.   Korea,  and  Vietnam. 


The  compromise  agreement  limits  eli- 
gibility to  Korean  conflict  and  Viet- 
nam-era veterans.  I  want  to  emphasize 
that  the  broadcasting  of  the  pool  of 
eligibles  beyond  those  included  in  the 
House-passed  bill  will  in  no  way  in- 
crease the  cost  of  the  bill.  While  the 
House-passed  H.R.  2355  limited  eligi- 
bility to  the  younger  Vietnam-era  vet- 
eran, we  feel  that  it  is  equally  impor- 
tant to  provide  training  to  Korean  vet- 
erans who  also  have  been  displaced 
from  their  jobs  and  must  acquire  new 
skills  in  order  to  achieve  meaningful 
employment. 

Another  issue  of  particular  concern 
is  the  funding  level  provided  for  this 
job  training  program.  The  House- 
passed  bill  would  provide  $25  million 
for  fiscal  year  1983.  $150  million  for 
fiscal  year  1984  and  an  additional  $150 
million  for  fiscal  year  1985.  The 
Senate  amendments  would  provide  a 
total  of  $150  million  for  the  program. 
The  compromise  agreement  estab- 
lishes a  funding  level  of  $150  million 
for  fiscal  year  1984  and  $150  million 
for  fiscal  year  1985.  We  are  very 
pleased  with  this  funding  level  and  be- 
lieve it  will  effectively  accomplish  the 
purpose  of  the  bill  to  assist  a  substan- 
tial number  of  long-term  unemployed 
wartime  veterans. 

The  first  concurrent  budget  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  91)  specifically 
allows  for  the  funding  level  we  have 
agreed  on  with  the  Senate.  It  is  imper- 
ative that  funds  for  this  legislation  be 
appropriated  as  soon  as  practicable. 
We  had  expected  the  HUD-Independ- 
ent  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for 
1984  (Public  Law  98-45)  to  include  a 
Senate  approved  $150  million  for  a 
veteran  emergency  job  training  pro- 
gram. We  were  deeply  disappointed 
when  the  $150  million  was  dropped  by 
the  conferees  on  that  legislation  (H.R. 
3133).  My  good  friend  Ed  Boland. 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
HUD-Independent  Agencies  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee.  however, 
stated  very  clearly  on  the  floor  that 
when  the  authorizing  legislation  is  en- 
acted, the  Appropriations  Committee 
will  act  swiftly  to  approve  the  author- 
ized funds.  I  very  much  appreciate 
that  assurance  and  feel  confident  that 
that  commitment  will  be  met. 

I  also  want  to  emphasize  our  expec- 
tation that,  following  congressional 
approval  of  funding  for  the  job  train- 
ing program  contemplated  by  H.R. 
2355.  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  will  expeditiously  allocate  the 
funds  and  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion will  implement  this  program  with- 
out delay.  During  the  consideration  of 
this  legislation,  the  administration 
demonstrated  an  incredible  insensitiv- 
ity  to  the  needs  of  unemployed  Viet- 
nam veterans  by  opposing  H.R.  2355. 
Administration  representatives  argued 
lamely  that  veterans  needed  no  addi- 
tional job  training  assistance,  refer- 
ring to  the  Jobs  bill  (Public  Law  98-8) 


and  Job  Training  Partnership  Act 
(JTPA)  (Public  Law  97-301).  Public 
Law  98-8  has  no  money  earmarked  for 
jobs  for  veterans.  The  $9.4  million  pro- 
vided for  veterans  under  JTPA  for 
fiscal  year  1984  is  woefully  inadequate 
for  this  purpose  and  will  not  begin  to 
address  the  needs  of  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  unemployed  veterans. 
Make  no  mistake  about  it.  it  is  the  in- 
tention of  the  Congress  that  eligible 
veterans  of  Korea  and  Vietnam,  who 
so  badly  need  the  job  training  assist- 
ance authorized  in  this  legislation,  will 
receive  that  assistance  beginning  Octo- 
ber 1  of  this  year.  There  must  be  no 
delay. 

Members  should  also  note  the  com- 
promise reached  regarding  the  dura- 
tion of  assistance  paid  on  behalf  of 
each  eligible  veteran.  The  House  bill 
would  provide  that  training  assistance 
would  be  paid  for  a  period  of  up  to  12 
months  for  a  veteran  with  a  service- 
connected  disability  rated  at  30  per- 
cent or  more.  or.  for  any  other  eligible 
veteran,  6  months  with  up  to  an  addi- 
tional 6  months  of  assistance  available 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Administrator. 
The  Senate  amendment  on  this  provi- 
sion would  provide  a  maximum  period 
of  12  months  assisted  training,  except 
that  an  additional  6  months  could  be 
allowed  for  veterans  with  service-con- 
nected disabilities  rated  at  30  percent 
or  more  or  at  10  or  20  percent  if  the 
veteran  has  been  detei  -nined  to  have  a 
serious  employment  handicap.  The 
compromise  agreement  would  provide 
15  months  of  assistance  in  the  case  of 
a  veteran  with  a  service-connected  dis- 
ability rated  at  30  percent  or  more  and 
to  a  veteran  with  a  service-connected 
disability  rated  at  10  or  20  percent 
who  has  been  determined  to  have  a  se- 
rious employment  handicap.  Any 
other  eligible  veteran  may  receive  up 
to  9  months  of  assistance. 

As  passed  by  the  House,  the  pay- 
ment made  to  an  employer  on  behalf 
of  a  veteran  participating  in  a  program 
of  job  training  would  be  limited  to  50 
percent  of  the  veterans  starting  wage. 
The  Senate  provision  would  limit  the 
payment  to  50  percent  of  the  veteran's 
starting  wage  up  to  a  maximum  of 
$9,000  for  service-connected  disabled 
veterans  and  $6,000  for  other  eligible 
veterans.  The  compromise  establishes 
a  cap  of  $10,000  on  the  total  amount 
that  may  be  paid  to  an  employer  on 
behalf  of  a  veteran. 

Finally,  regarding  the  administra- 
tion of  the  program,  the  House  bill 
would  provide  that  the  program  be 
carried  out  by  the  Administrator  of 
Veterans'  Affairs  in  cooperation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  Senate 
provision  would  provide  that  the  pro- 
gram be  carried  out  jointly  by  the  Sec- 
retary and  the  Administrator,  and 
that  the  responsibilities  of  each  would 
be  specified  in  an  interagency  agree- 
ment.    The     compromise     agreement 


would  provide  that  the  program  shall 
be  carried  out  by  the  Administrator 
and.  to  the  extent  specifically  provid- 
ed in  the  act,  the  Secretary.  It  is  the 
feeling  of  the  House  Committee  that 
through  the  years  the  VA  has  gained 
invaluable  experience  in  handling  pro- 
grams of  the  kind  authorized  by  H.R. 
2355  and  has  in  place  a  nucleus  of  pro- 
fessional people  who  are  cognizant  and 
sensitive  to  the  many  problems  of  ad- 
ministering a  training  program  for  vet- 
erans.  The  Veterans'   Administration 
knows  the  problems  of  the  past  and  is 
in  an  excellent  position  to  assure  that 
the  program  will  be  administered  with 
a  minimum  of  abuses.  This  long  expe- 
rience with  on-job  training  makes  the 
VA  the  logical  agency  to  have  primary 
responsibility   for   the   program.   The 
compromise  agreement,  however,  spe- 
cifically assigns  to  the  Secretary  pri- 
mary responsibility  for  promotion  and 
development  of  employment  and  job 
training  opportunities.  It  is  expected 
that  the  Disabled  Veterans  Outreach 
Program  (DVOP)  will  be  fully  utilized 
in  the  outreach  aspect  of  this  new  pro- 
gram as  will  be  the  field  personnel  of 
the  Veterans  Employment  and  Train- 
ing Service— that  is,  the  Regional  and 
State  Directors  for  Veterans  Employ- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  believe  the  amend- 
ments before  us  today  are  good  ones. 
This  modest  program  is  designed  to 
get  veterans  working  again  and  to 
narrow  the  gap  between  veterans  and 
their  civilian  counterparts  whose  edu- 
cation and  employment  were  not  inter- 
rupted by  military  service— and  to  do 
so  on  a  short-term  emergency  basis  in 
order  to  ride  out  these  tough  economic 
times  that  have  hit  all  Americans  so 
hard. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Missis- 
sippi, (Mr.  Montgomery)  the  chair- 
man of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Commit- 
tee, and  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  committee,  John  Paul  Hammer- 
scHMiDT,  for  their  assistance  and  coop- 
eration in  the  development  of  this  leg- 
islation. I  also  want  to  express  my  ap- 
preciation to  Gerald  Solomon,  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub- 
committee, whose  cooperation  and 
hard  work  has  been  most  helpful  in 
considering  and  advancing  this  legisla- 
tion. I  congratulate  all  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Education.  Training 
and  Employment  for  their  contribu- 
tion in  helping  bring  this  most  impor- 
tant bill  to  a  successful  conclusion. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
these  amendments. 

There  follows  an  explanatory  state- 
ment of  the  House-passed  bill,  the 
Senate  amendment  (S.  1033).  and  the 
compromise  agreement  on  H.R.  2355: 


Explanatory  Statement  of  House  Bill, 
Senate  Amendment  (S.  1033).  and  Compro- 
mise Agreement  on  H.R.  2355.  the  "Emer- 
gency Veterans'  Job  Training  Act  of 
1983' 

This  explanatory  statement  explains  the 
provisions  of  H.R.  2355  as  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  with  an 
amendment  incorporating  the  provisions  of 
S.  1033  as  reported,  and  the  provisions  of  a 
compromise  agreed  to  by  the  Committees. 
The  differences  between  the  House  bill,  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  the  compromise 
agreement  are  noted  below,  except  for  cleri- 
cal corrections,  conforming  changes  made 
necessary  by  agreements  reached  between 
the  Committees,  and  minor  drafting,  techni- 
cal, and  clarifying  changes. 

This  explanatory  statement  is  being  pre- 
sented in  lieu  of  a  joint  explanatory  state- 
ment of  a  committee  of  conference. 

GENERAL 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate 
amendment  would  establish  a  new,  emer- 
gency program  of  job  training  for  certain 
veterans,  providing  a  system  of  payments  to 
employers  who  hire  and  train  eligible  veter- 
ans who  have  been  unemployed  15  out  of 
the  20  weeks  immediately  preceding  their 
application  for  participation  in  the  pro- 
gram. Both  would  provide  some  administra- 
tive role  for  both  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion and  the  Department  of  Labor.  Finally, 
the  program  established  by  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  amendment  would  generally 
be  closed  to  new  applicants  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1984. 

STATUTORY  FORMAT 

The  House  bill  is  in  the  form  of  a  free- 
standing law.  The  provisions  of  the  Senate 
amendment  establishing  the  new  program 
would  be  set  forth  in  a  new  chapter  44  pro- 
posed to  be  added  to  title  38.  United  States 
Code. 

The  compromise  agreement  adopts  the 
format  of  the  House  bill. 

Hereinafter,  citations  to  provisions  in  the 
Senate  amendment  that  would  be  set  forth 
in  the  proposed  new  chapter  44  of  title  38 
are  made  by  reference  to  the  "new  section" 
number  in  title  38.  For  example,  the  refer- 
ence to  proposed  new  section  2102  of  title  38 
is  referred  to  as  "new  section  2102". 

PURPOSE 

The  House  bill  (section  2(b))  states  the 
purpose  of  the  legislation  in  terms  of  pro- 
moting job  training  and  employment  of  un- 
employed Vietnam-era  and  disabled  veter- 
ans; the  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2101).  in  terms  of  addressing  veterans'  un- 
employment problems  by  providing  employ- 
ers with  financial  incentives  to  employ  and 
train  certain  unemployed  wartime  veterans. 

The  House  bill  (section  2  (a)  and  (c)).  but 
not  the  Senate  amendment,  also  contains 
Congressional  findings  relating  to  the  need 
for  this  legislation  and  would  require  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs  and  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  to  administer  the  new- 
program  in  a  vigorous  and  expeditious 
maimer. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  2) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  PROGRAM 

The  House  bill  (section  4)  would  provide 
that  the  program  shall  be  carried  out  by  the 
Administrator  in  cooperation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2102)  would  provide  that  the  program  shall 
be  carried  out  by  the  Administrator,  jointly 


with  the  Secretary,  and  that  the  respective 
responsibilities  of  each  must  be  specified  in 
an  interagency  agreement  (with  certain  re- 
sponsibilities required  to  be  assigned  as 
specified  in  the  legislation)  entered  into 
within  60  days  after  enactment  but  in  no 
event  later  than  October  1.  1983. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  4(a)) 
would  provide  that  the  program  established 
under  this  Act  shall  be  carried  out  by  the 
Administrator  and,  to  the  extent  specifically 
provided  in  the  Act,  the  Secretary. 

As  noted  below  under  the  heading  "In- 
spection of  Records:  Investigations",  the 
compromise  agreement  specifies  (section 
12(d))  that  the  Administrator  may  elect  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
providing  for  Department  of  Labor  entities 
specified  in  the  agreement  to  carry  out  cer- 
tain responsibilities  of  the  Administrator  re- 
lating to  the  monitoring  of  compliance  (sec- 
tion 12(b)),  and  the  conduct  of  any  investi- 
gations necessary  to  determine  compliance 
(section  12(c)).  The  compromise  agreement 
also  (section  15)  assigns  to  the  Secretary 
primary  responsibility  for  promoting  the  de- 
velopment of  employment  and  job  training 
opportunities  and  joint  responsibilities  with 
the  Administrator  with  respect  to  outreach 
and  public  information  and  assisting  veter- 
ans and  employers  in  applying  to  partici- 
pate in  the  new  program,  and  (section  14) 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  provide  certain 
employment  counseling  services. 

An  important  gotil  of  the  Committees  has 
been  to  minimize  the  administrative  obsta- 
cles to  swift  implementation  of  the  pro- 
gram, in  order  that  veterans  and  employers 
might  be  brought  into  the  program  as  expe- 
ditiously as  possible,  consistent  with  the 
emergency  nature  of  this  legislation. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2102(c)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  pro- 
vide that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  carry 
out  the  Secretary's  responsibilities  through 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  for  Veter- 
ans' Employment  established  under  section 
2002A  of  title  38. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  4(b)) 
contains  this  provision. 

ELIGIBILITY  FOR  PROGRAM 

The  House  bill  (section  3(1))  would  pro- 
vide eligibility  for  veterans  of  the  Vietnam 
era.  as  defined  in  section  101(29)  of  title  38 
(the  period  beginning  August  5,  1964.  and 
ending  on  May  7.  1975).  and  for  disabled  vet- 
erans entitled  to  receive  ser%'ice-connected 
disability  compensation  from  the  VA  for  a 
disability  incurred  or  aggravated  any  time 
after  August  4,  1964. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2103(a))  would  provide  eligibility  for  veter- 
ans of  World  War  II  (defined  in  section 
101(8)  of  title  38  as  the  period  beginning  De- 
cember 7.  1941,  and  ending  December  31, 
1946),  the  Korean  conflict  (defined  in  sec- 
tion 101(9)  of  title  38  as  the  period  begin- 
ning June  27,  1950.  and  ending  January  31. 
1955),  and  the  Vietnam  era.  Service  during 
those  periods  would  be  specifically  defined 
by  reference  to  entitlement  standards  estab- 
lished under  the  GI  Bills  of  those  periods— 
generally,  that  the  veteran  was  discharged 
under  conditions  other  than  dishonorable, 
and  met  certain  minimum-service  require- 
ments: World  War  11—90  days:  Korean  con- 
flict—90  days:  and  Vietnam  era— 180  days. 
These  minimum  service  requirements  would 
not  be  applicable  to  veterans  discharged  for 
service-connected  disabilities. 

Under  both  the  House  bill  (section  5(a)) 
and  the  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2103(a)),  eligibility  would  further  be  condi- 
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Uoned  upon  the  veter»n  having  be«n  unem- 
ployed ror  not  less  than  IS  of  the  last  20 
weeks  at  the  time  of  applying  for  participa- 
tion In  the  program.  A  veteran  would  be 
considered  unemployed"  when  the  veteran 
is  without  a  Job  (to  be  determined,  under 
the  House  bill.  In  accordance  with  the  crite- 
ria used  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of 
the  Department  of  Labor)  and  wants  and  Is 
available  for  work.  Under  the  Senate 
amendment,  but  not  the  House  bill,  eligibil- 
ity would  be  further  conditioned  upon  the 
veteran  l>elng  unemployed  when  applying  to 
participate  As  an  alternative  to  unemploy- 
ment for  15  out  of  20  weeks,  the  Senate 
amendment,  but  not  the  House  bill,  would 
provide  eligibility  to  an  unemployed  veteran 
who  has  been  terminated  or  laid  off  from 
employment.  Is  eligible  for  or  has  exhausted 
entitlement  to  unemployment  compensa- 
tion, and  has  no  realistic  opportunity  to 
return  to  employment  In  the  same  or  a  simi- 
lar occupation  in  the  geographical  area 
where  the  veteran  previously  held  employ- 
ment. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  5<a>) 
would  provide  eligibility  for  a  Korean  con- 
flict or  Vietnam-era  veteran  who  Is  unem- 
ployed and  has  been  unemployed  for  at 
least  15  of  the  20  weeks  InMiedlately  pre- 
ceeding  the  date  of  application  for  partici- 
pation In  a  program  of  Job  training.  The 
term  'Korean  conflict  or  Vietnam-era  veter- 
«m"  would  be  defined  to  mean  a  veteran  who 
served  for  one  day  or  more  during  either  of 
those  periods  and  who  ( 1 )  has  served  at 
least  181  days  or  (2)  was  discharged  from 
service  for  a  service-connected  disability  or 
is  entitled  to  compensation  for  a  service-con- 
nected disability.  The  term  "unemployed" 
would  apply  to  any  period  during  which  the 
veteran  is  without  a  job  and  wants  and  Is 
available  for  work. 

Although  the  compromise  agreement  does 
not  contain  the  language  from  the  House 
bill  mandating  the  use  of  criteria  from  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  determining 
whether  a  veteran  Is  without  a  Job.  it  is  the 
Committees'  general  contemplation  that 
these  criteria  will  be  applied.  However,  the 
Committees  wish  to  emphasize  their  inten- 
tion that  the  fact  that  a  veteran  Is  or  has 
been  a  "discouraged  worker"— i.e.,  one  who 
ceased  looking  for  work  l)ecause  he  or  she 
lielieved  none  was  available— should  in  no 
way  preclude  participation  in  the  new  pro- 
gram. 

Veterans '  applications 
Both  the  House  bill  (section  5(b))  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2103(b)) 
would  require  that  veterans  seeking  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  program  of  Job  training  submit 
an  application  in  such  form  and  containing 
such  information  as  Is  prescribed  adminis- 
tratively. The  Senate  amendment,  but  not 
the  House  bill,  would  require  the  applica- 
tion to  specify  the  training  objective  to  be 
pursued. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
5(b)(1))  follows  the  House  bill  with  modifi- 
cations that  would  clarify  that  a  veteran's 
application  is  not  for  participation  in  a  par- 
ticular employer's  program  of  job  training 
and  would  require  that  an  application  con- 
tain the  veteran's  certification  regarding  un- 
employment status  and  military  service  re- 
quirements. 

Approval  of  veterans '  applications 
The  House  bill  (section  5(b))  would  pro- 
vide that  an  application  of  a  veteran  may 
not  be  approved  if  it  is  found  that  the  veter- 
an is  already  qualified  for  the  Job  for  which 
the  training  would  be  provided. 


The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2103(b))  would  provide  that  a  veteran's  ap- 
plication must  be  approved  unless  it  is 
found  that  the  veteran  either  is  not  eligible 
or  is  already  qualified  for  the  specified 
training  objective.  In  addition,  under  the 
Senate  amendment,  a  veteran  who  has  been 
determined  to  be  eligible  would  be  certified 
as  such  and  would  be  furnished  with  a  copy 
of  a  certificate  of  eligibility  for  presentation 
to  an  employer  offering  a  program  of  job 
training. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
5(b)(2))  follows  the  Senate  amendment  with 
three  modifications: 

First,  the  provision  for  disapproval  of  the 
veteran's  application  if  the  veteran  is  al- 
ready qualified  for  the  training  objective  is 
deleted.  The  Committees  recognize  that  at 
this  early  stage  of  determining  a  veteran's 
basic  eligibility,  it  would  often  be  premature 
to  require  veterans  to  commit  themselves  to 
a  particular  training  objective.  The  goal  of 
precluding  the  payment  of  training  assist- 
ance under  this  legislation  on  behalf  of  vet- 
erans who  are  already  qualified  in  the  pro- 
posed field  of  training  should  be  adequately 
served  by  the  requirement,  derived  from  the 
House  bill  and  contained  in  section  7(d)(4) 
of  the  compromise  agreement  (discussed 
below),  that  an  employer  certify  that  train- 
ing will  not  be  provided  to  veterans  who  are 
already  qualified. 

Second,  approval  of  the  veterans'  applica- 
tion could  be  withheld  If  the  Administrator 
determines  that  such  withholding  of  ap- 
proval is  necessary  in  order  to  limit  the 
number  of  veteran  participants  in  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  under  this  measure 
where  it  is  determined  that  sufficient  funds 
are  not  available  to  permit  that  veteran's 
participation.  This  change  is  designed  to 
clarify  the  Administrator's  authority  to 
ensure  that  spending  under  the  program 
does  not  exceed  the  funds  appropriated.  It 
corresponds  to  section  9  of  the  compromise 
agreement,  which  gives  the  Administrator 
authority  to  withhold  or  deny  approval  of 
an  eligible  veteran's  entry  into  a  program  of 
Job  training  on  the  basis  of  funding  limita- 
tions. Thus,  the  Act  contains  two  separate 
mechanisms  for  controlling  obligations 
within  the  bounds  of  available  funds:  As  an 
initial  safeguard,  the  pool  of  veteran  appli- 
cants having  certificates  may  be  limited, 
and.  at  a  subsequent  point  in  the  pre-obliga- 
tlon  process,  the  entry  of  veterans  previous- 
ly certified  as  eligible  into  VA-assisted  train- 
ing may  be  postponed  or  stopped  in  order  to 
keep  obligations  within  those  bounds. 

Third,  the  certificate  of  eligibility  fur- 
nished to  the  veteran  would  be  valid  for 
only  60  days,  would  be  required  to  specify 
the  dates  of  issuance  and  expiration,  and 
could  be  renewed  upon  application  by  the 
veteran.  This  provision  Is  designed  to  pro- 
vide both  the  Administrator  and  employers 
with  a  mechanism  for  ensuring  that  a  veter- 
an's eligibility  is  reasonably  current  and  the 
Administrator  with  a  further  mechanism 
for  estimating  potential  obligations  of 
funds.  Consistent  with  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 10  of  the  compromise  agreement,  the 
Committees  intend  that  the  certificate  also 
specify  that  it  is  subject  to  the  availability 
of  funds,  that  a  veteran  may  not  enter  an 
approved  program  of  job  training  under  it 
until  the  employer  has  given  the  VA  two 
weeks  notice  of  Intention  to  enter  the  veter- 
an into  such  training,  and  any  other  mat- 
ters that  would  be  useful  from  the  stand- 
IKtint  of  the  effective  implementation  of 
this  legislation. 


DURATION  OP  ASSISTANCE 

The  House  bill  (section  5(c))  would  pro- 
vide that  training  assistance  could  be  paid 
for  a  period  of  up  to  twelve  months  in  the 
case  of  a  veteran  with  a  service-connected 
disability  rated  at  30  percent  or  more.  or.  In 
the  case  of  any  other  eligible  veteran,  for  a 
period  of  six  months  with  up  to  an  addition- 
al six  months  of  assistance  available  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Administrator. 

Under  the  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2104(b)).  the  maximum  period  of  assist- 
ed training  would  be  twelve  months,  except 
that  an  additional  six  months  could  be  al- 
lowed for  veterans  with  service-connected 
disabilities  rated  either  at  30  percent  or 
more  or  at  10  or  20  percent  if  the  veteran 
has  been  determined  to  have  a  serious  em- 
ployment handicap  under  section  1506  of 
title  38.  relating  to  vocational  rehabilitation 
for  certain  veterans  with  service-connected 
disabilities. 

The  compromise  agreement  (in  section 
5(c))  contains  the  following  maximum  train- 
ing-period provisions:  fifteen  months— 
across  the  board,  without  the  need  for  indi- 
vidual extensions— in  the  case  of  certain  vet- 
erans with  .service-connected  disabilities 
rated  either  at  30  percent  or  more  or  at  10 
or  20  percent  If  the  veteran  has  been  deter- 
mined to  have  a  serious  employment  handi- 
cap under  section  1506  of  title  38,  and  nine 
months  In  the  cases  of  other  veterans. 

EMPLOYER  JOB  TRAINING  PROGRAMS 

The  House  bill  (section  6(a))  would  pro- 
vide that,  to  qualify  as  a  program  for  which 
assistance  may  be  paid,  a  program  of  job 
training  must  provide  training  for  a  period 
of  at  least  six  months.  Under  the  Senate 
amendment  (new  section  2104(a)).  an  assist- 
ed program  must  generally  be  for  no  less 
than  six  months,  except  that  a  program  of 
between  three  and  six  months  could  be  ap- 
proved where  the  purposes  of  the  program 
would  otherwise  be  met. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  6(a)) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  House  bill  (section  6(b))  would  pro- 
vide that  an  eligible  veteran  may  select  an 
approved  program  of  Job  training  with  any 
employer.  Under  the  Senate  amendment 
(new  section  2105(c)).  an  eligible  veteran 
may  accept  an  approved  program  offered  to 
the  veteran  by  any  employer. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  6(b)) 
provides  that  a  veteran  approved  for  partici- 
pation and  having  a  current  certificate  of 
eligibility  may  enter  any  approved  program 
offered  to  the  veteran  by  the  employer. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2104(a)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  re- 
quire that  In  order  to  qualify  as  a  program 
of  job  training,  an  employer's  program  must 
offer  training  In  an  occupation  in  a  growth 
industry,  an  occupation  requiring  the  use  of 
new  technological  skills,  or  an  occupation 
for  which  demand  for  labor  exceeds  supply. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
6(a)(1))  contains  this  provision.  The  Com- 
mittees Intend  that  the  Administrator  shall 
construe  these  terms  liberally— that  is,  In 
the  case  of  an  occupation  with  respect  to 
which  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether  it 
should  be  included  in  one  of  these  three  cat- 
egories, that  doubt  should  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  including  it.  In  case  of  such  doubt, 
it  might  be  useful  for  the  Administrator  to 
consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Labor  or  other 
appropriate  entity  in  construing  the  statu- 
tory terms. 


APPROVAL  or  EMPLOYER  PROGRAMS 

Approval  process 
The  House  bill  (section  8)  would  establish 
basically  a  two-step  approval  process  for 
programs  of  job  training.  First,  the  employ- 
er would  submit  a  written  application  con- 
taining a  certification  that  certain  criteria 
would  be  met;  and,  second,  the  Administra- 
tor would  be  required  to  conduct  an  investi- 
gation regarding  the  criteria  for  approval  in 
order  to  determine  whether  the  criteria  are 
met. 

The    Senate    amendment    (new    section 
2105(c))    would    require    the    employer    to 
submit  with  the  application  a  certification 
that  all  applicable  criteria  for  Job  training 
programs  would  be  met,  and  would  essen- 
tially  eliminate   the   requirement    for   the 
second  step  under  the  House  bill,  by  man- 
dating generally  that  a  proposed  program  of 
job  training  with  respect  to  which  the  appli- 
cation and  certification  comply  on  their  face 
with  the  requirements  of  the  legislation  be 
approved  without  the  need  for  any  prior  in- 
vestigation. Investigation  would  be  author- 
ized, but  not  required,  and  approval  of  the 
proposed  program  being  investigated  could 
be  withheld  pending  the  outcome  of  the  In- 
vestigation, whereupon,  depending  on  the 
outcome,  the  program  could  be  disapproved. 
The    compromise    agreement    (section    7 
(a)(2)  and  (g))  follows  the  Senate  amend- 
ment. The  Committees  believe  that  this  ap- 
proach will  minimize  administrative  difficul- 
ties, enhance  the  attractiveness  of  the  pro- 
gram to  employers,  and  expedite  implemen- 
tation of  the  program.  To  the  extent  that 
such  limited  prior  approval  proves  to  be  a 
less    effective    safeguard    than    mandatory 
prior  investigation,  the  Committees  believe 
that  the   post-approval   safeguards   in   the 
compromise   agreement— including  the   au- 
thorities   regarding    inspection    of    records, 
monitoring,  investigation,  discontinuance  of 
approval,  periodic  certifications  connected 
with  each  payment  of  assistance,  and  over- 
payment remedies  with  respect  to  both  em- 
ployers and  veterans,  as  well  as  the  avail- 
ability of  civil  penalties  under  the  Federal 
False  Claims  Act  (31  U.S.C.  §  3729-31)  and 
criminal  penalties  under  the  Federal  False 
Statements  Act  (18  U.S.C.   §  lOOD-should 
be   sufficient   to   ensure   that   the   require- 
ments of  this  legislation  will  be  able  to  be 
properly  enforced  so  that  limited  resources 
will  not  be  expended  for  nonqualified  pro- 
grams of  training. 

Criteria  for  approval  of  employer  programs 
Both  the  House  bill  (section  9)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2107) 
would  preclude  assistance  to  programs  of 
Job  training  for  employment  in  seasonal, 
intermittent,  or  temporary  Jobs  (the  House 
bill,  but  not  the  Senate  amendment,  provid- 
ing an  exception  for  seasonal  Jobs  as  deter- 
mined to  be  appropriate),  for  employment 
under  which  commissions  are  the  primary 
source  of  income,  for  employment  involving 
political  or  religious  activities,  or  where  the 
training  program  would  be  carried  out  out- 
side the  United  States.  The  House  bill  (sec- 
tion 6(b)),  but  not  the  Senate  amendment, 
would  exclude  employers  other  than  for- 
profit  private  employers.  The  Senate 
amendment  (new  section  2107(4)).  but  not 
the  House  bill,  would  exclude  federal  agen- 
cies. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  7(b)) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  House  bill  (section  8(b)(3))  would  re- 
quire the  employer  to  certify  that  there  is  a 
reasonable  certainty  that  a  position  of  the 
type  for  which  the  veteran  is  to  be  trained 


will  be  available  to  the  veteran  at  the  end  of 
the  training  period. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2105(b)(1))  would  require  the  employer  to 
certify  that  the  employer  has  planned  for 
the  employment  of  the  veteran  in  an  appro- 
priate position  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
training  period,  and  that  the  employer  has 
no  reason  to  expect  that  such  a  position  will 
not  then  be  available  to  the  veteran  on  a 
stable,  permanent  basis. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(1))  follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  8(b)(1))  and 
the  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2105(b)(2))  would  require  the  employer  to 
certify  that  veterans  participating  in  its  pro- 
gram of  job  training  will  be  paid  no  less 
than  other  employees  in  such  a  program  or, 
under  the  Senate  amendment,  a  comparable 
program. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(2))  follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  House  bill,  but  not  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, would  require  a  pre-approval  finding, 
upon  investigation,  that  the  program  of  Job 
training  will  not  be  given  to  veterans  who 
are  already  qualified  for  the  job  for  which 
training  is  to  be  provided. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(4))  follows  the  House  bill,  with  an 
amendment  modifying  this  provision  so  as 
to  require  that  the  matter  be  included  in 
the  employer's  certification  (rather  than 
necessarily  be  subject  to  pre-approval  inves- 
tigation). The  Committees  note  that  this 
provision  is  intended  only  to  require  the  em- 
ployer to  conduct  a  reasonable,  good-faith 
inquiry  into  a  veteran's  qualifications,  and 
that  section  8(c)  of  the  compromise  agree- 
ment would  impose  upon  the  veteran,  and 
not  upon  the  employer,  liability  for  over- 
payments to  the  employer  which  result 
from  false  or  incomplete  information  fur- 
nished to  the  employer  by  the  veteran. 

The  House  bill  (section  8(c)(1)),  but  not 
the  Senate  amendment,  would  require  a  pre- 
approval  finding,  upon  investigation,  that 
the  job  for  which  training  is  to  be  provided 
is  one  in  which  progression  and  appoint- 
ment to  the  next  higher  classification  are 
based  upon  skills  learned  through  organizf-d 
and  supervised  training  on  the  Job  rather 
than  on  factors  such  as  length  of  service 
and  normal  turnover. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(5))  contains  a  provision  requiring  the 
employer  to  certify  that  the  Job  in  question 
Is  one  that  involves  significant  training. 

The  House  bill  (section  8(0(10)),  but  not 
the  Senate  amendment,  would  require  a  pre- 
approval  finding  that  the  training  program 
will  be  stated  in  a  written  agreement  signed 
by  the  employer  and  the  veteran,  and  that  a 
copy  of  the  signed  agreement  will  be  provid- 
ed to  both  the  veteran  and  the  VA. 

The  compromise  agreement  (Section 
7(d)(ll))  follows  the  House  bill  with  an 
amendment  modifying  this  provision  so  as 
to  require  that  the  matter  be  included  in 
the  employer's  certification  (rather  than 
necessarily  be  subject  to  pre-approval  inves- 
tigation) and  to  refer  to  a  copy  of  the  em- 
ployer's certification  under  this  subsection 
(subsection  (d)  of  section  7  of  the  compro- 
mise agreement)  rather  than  to  a  written 
agreement. 

Six  other  approval  criteria  which  were  in- 
cluded in  substantially  similar  form  in  both 
the  House  bill  (section  8(c)),  as  matters  re- 
quiring pre-approval  findings  but  not  certifi- 
cation, and  the  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2105(b)),  as  matters  subject  to  certifica- 
tion, are  included  in  the  compromise  agree- 


ment. These  criteria  relate  to  the  nondlspla- 
cement  of  current  or  laid-off  workers  (para- 
graph (3)  of  section  7(d)).  the  adequacy  of 
training  content  (paragraph  (6)).  the  full- 
time  employment  of  participating  veterans 
(paragraph  (7)).  the  length  of  the  period  of 
training  as  compared  to  that  customarily  re- 
quired by  employers  (paragraph  (8)),  the 
availability  of  adequate  training  facilities 
(paragraph  (9)),  and  the  maintenance  of 
records  adequate  to  show  employer  compli- 
ance (paragraph  (10)). 

The  House  bill  (section  8(0(11))  would  au- 
thorize the  imposition  of  additional  criteria 
as  to  which  pre-approval  findings  would  be 
required.  The  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2105(b)(10))  would  similarly  authorize 
additional  criteria  as  to  which  certification, 
rather  than  pre-approval  findings,  would  be 
required. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(12))  contains  a  provision  authorizing 
additional  criteria  that  the  Administrator 
determines  are  essential  for  the  effective 
implementation  of  the  program  established 
by  the  compromise  agreement. 

The  Committees  note  their  intention  that 
this  authority  to  impose  additional  criteria 
is  intended  to  meet  unforeseen  problems 
clearly  necessitating  the  imposition  of  addi- 
tional requirements.  The  Committees  stress 
that  this  provision  is  not  intended  to  give 
the  VA  authority  to  impose  undue  restric- 
tions sis  was  done  with  respect  to  the  target- 
ed delimiting  date  extension  program  (en- 
acted in  section  201(a)  of  Public  Law  97-72) 
and  required  Congressional  action  (section 
201(a)  of  Public  Law  97-306)  undoing  the  re- 
strictions and  extending  the  program  for  a 
year. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2105(b)(3)),  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  re- 
quire the  employer's  certification  to  Indi- 
cate the  number  of  hours  of  training  and  to 
describe  the  training  content  of  the  pro- 
gram and  the  training  objective. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  7(e)) 
contains  this  provision  with  amendments  re- 
quiring that  the  cerificatlon  also  specify  the 
length  of  the  program  and  the  starting  rate 
of  wages  and  describe  any  agreement  the 
employer  has  entered  into  under  section  8 
of  the  compromise  agreement,  relating  to 
the  provision  of  training  through  education- 
al Institutions. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  7(f)) 
would  also  clarify  that  generally  each  of  the 
matters  specified  in  section  7  (d)  (1) 
through  (11)  of  the  compromise  agreement 
as  requiring  employer  certification  prior  to 
approval  of  a  program  of  Job  training  (i.e., 
not  including  matters  that  may  be  adminis- 
tratively required  to  be  certified  under  para- 
graph (12)  of  section  7(d))  shall  be  consid- 
ered to  be  affirmative  substantive  require- 
ments. However,  for  purposes  of  section  8(c) 
of  the  compromUe  agreement,  relating  to 
overpayments*  only  the  matters  covered  by 
paragraphs  (1)  through  (10)  would  be  con- 
sidered requirements.  Thus,  a  failure  to  pro- 
vide a  participating  veteran  with  a  copy  of 
the  employer's  certification  would  not  be 
grounds  for  an  overpayment.  For  the  pur- 
poses of  section  11  of  the  compromise  agree- 
ment, relating  to  the  discontinuance  of  ap- 
proval of  veterans'  participation  in  employ- 
er programs  that  fall  out  of  compliance  with 
requirements  established  under  this  legisla- 
tion, the  matters  covered  by  all  twelve  para- 
graphs of  section  7(d)  would  be  considered 
such  requirements.  Hence,  failures  to  pro- 
vide participating  veterans  with  copies  of 
the  employer's  certificate  and  to  meet  re- 
quirements     establUhed      administratively 
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under  the  authority  in  paragraph  (12) 
could,  be  virture  of  section  7(f)(2)<B).  result 
In  discontinuance  of  approval. 

The  Committees  note,  with  repect  to  the 
requirement  (under  subsections  (d)(1)  and 
(f)  of  section  7  of  the  compromise  agree- 
ment) that  the  employer  plan  for  the  per- 
manent employment  of  the  veteran  after 
training,  that  it  is  not  their  intention  that 
an  employer's  failure  to  continue  a  veteran's 
employment  after  the  completion  of  train- 
ing should,  in  and  of  itself,  result  in  the  cre- 
ation of  an  overpayment.  An  overpayment 
on  the  basis  of  subsection  (d)(1)  would 
result  only  where  there  is  an  affirmative 
finding,  based  upon  an  investigation  or 
other  action  under  section  12.  that  the  em- 
ployer had  in  fact,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  certification  under  subsection  (d).  failed 
to  make  plans  for  the  continuing  employ- 
ment of  such  veterans  as  may  complete 
training  under  the  employer's  program,  had 
made  other  plans  inconsistent  with  such 
continuing  employment,  had  no  reasonable 
basis  at  that  time  for  expecting  that  a  posi- 
tion would  be  available  to  the  veteran  on  a 
stable  and  permanent  basis  at  the  end  of 
the  training  period,  or  did  have  some  af- 
firmative basis  for  expecting  that  such  a  po- 
sition would  not  then  be  available.  In  the 
making  of  such  an  affirmative  finding,  the 
record  of  the  employer  in  continuing  or  not 
continuing  the  employment  of  veterans 
would  certainly  be  relevant. 

PAYMENTS  TO  EMPLOYERS 

Computation  of  amounts 

The  House  bill  (section  7(a))  would  pro- 
vide that  the  amount  paid  to  an  employer 
on  behalf  of  a  veteran  for  any  period  may 
not  exceed  50  percent  of  the  wages  paid  for 
that  period,  computed  on  the  basis  of  the 
starting  wage  rate. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2108(a))  would  provide  that  the  amount 
paid  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of  a  veteran 
may  not  exceed  the  lesser  of  50  percent  of 
the  wages  paid  during  the  training  period  in 
question,  or  a  specified  annual  dollar  limit. 
That  limit  would  be  $9,000  in  the  cases  of 
certain  veterans  with  service-connected  dis- 
abilities (including  all  veterans  with  disabil- 
ities rated  at  30  percent  or  more,  as  well  as 
those  rated  10  to  20  percent  disabled  who 
have  l)een  determined  to  have  a  serious  em- 
ployment handicap  under  section  1506  of 
title  38).  and  $6,000  in  the  case  of  any  other 
veteran. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  8(a)) 
provides  that  the  training  assistance 
amount  paid  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of  a 
veteran  for  any  period  shall  t)e  50  percent  of 
the  veteran's  wages  for  that  period— not 
counting  any  increase  over  the  starting  rate 
and  without  regard  to  overtime  or  premium 
pay— up  to  a  total  of  $10,000  payable  on 
behalf  of  any  individual  veteran. 

The  Committees  stress  that  the  rule  relat- 
ing to  overtime  and  premium  pay  would 
apply  regardless  of  the  frequency  or  regu- 
larity with  which  such  pay  is  paid  for  the 
job  for  which  training  is  being  provided. 
Payment  periods 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  7(b))  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2108(a)) 
would  provide  for  payments  to  be  made  to 
employers  on  a  quarterly  basis.  The  Senate 
amendment  (new  section  2108(b)).  but  not 
the  House  bill,  would  authorize  the  making 
of  payments  on  a  monthly,  rather  than 
quarterly,  basis  to  private,  for-profit  busi- 
nesses with  500  of  fewer  employees. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  8(a) 
(1)  and  (3))  follows  the  Senate  amendment 


with  an  amendment  deleting  the  require- 
ment that  businesses  be  private  and  for- 
profit  and  establishing  a  requirement  that 
the  Administrator  set  a  numerical  limit  by 
regulation. 

The  Committees  recognize  that  cash  flow 
problems  sufficiently  significant  to  warrant 
monthly  payments  may  vary  from  one  type 
of  business  or  industry  to  another.  Thus, 
the  Committees  believe  that  the  Adminis- 
trator should  have  considerable  latitude  in 
setting  such  limits,  with  the  goal  of  attract- 
ing employers  with  relatively  few  employees 
into  the  program  established  under  this  leg- 
islation. 

Certifications 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  7(b))  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2108(c)) 
would  provide  that  no  payment  for  a  period 
of  training  may  be  made  until  individual 
certifications  have  been  received  from  both 
the  employer  and  the  veteran.  The  veteran 
would  be  required  to  submit  a  certification 
as  to  the  veteran's  actual  employment  and 
training  with  the  employer  during  the  train- 
ing period  for  which  payment  is  to  be  made: 
and  the  employer  would  be  required  to  cer- 
tify that  the  veteran  was  employed  and  pro- 
gressing satisfactorily  during  that  period. 
The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2108(c)(2)(B)),  but  not  the  House  bill,  would 
require  the  employer  to  indicate,  in  the  first 
of  these  periodic  certifications,  the  date  on 
which  the  employment  of  the  veteran 
began. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  8(b)) 
contains  these  provisions  with  two  modifica- 
tions. First,  each  periodic  certification  by  an 
employer  would  be  required  to  include  an 
indication  of  the  number  of  hours  worked 
by  the  veteran  during  the  period  for  which 
payment  is  to  be  made;  and.  second,  the  em- 
ployer's initial  certification  would  be  re- 
quired to  indicate  the  starting  rate  of  wages 
paid  to  the  veteran. 

The  House  bill  (section  7(a)).  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  specify  that  pay- 
ments to  employers  employing  disabled  vet- 
erans may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
fraying the  costs  of  making  structural 
changes  to  the  employer's  workplace  to 
remove  architectural  barriers. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision. 

The  Committees  note  that  nothing  in  the 
language  of  the  compromise  agreement 
would  preclude  employers  from  using  train- 
ing assistance  payments  to  make  reasonable 
accommodations  to  the  needs  of  disabled 
veterans,  which  in  the  cases  of  certain  types 
of  disabilities  (for  example,  blindness  and 
deafness  would  not  necessarily  be  structur- 
al. The  compromise  agreement,  in  providing 
that  the  purpose  of  such  payments  is  to 
assist  employers  in  defraying  the  cost  of 
necessary  training,  specifies  no  limitations 
on  the  uses  to  which  payments  may  be  put 
by  employers. 

OVERPAYMENTS 

The  House  bill  (section  7(c))  would  pro- 
vide that,  if  a  willful  or  negligent  false  certi- 
fication by  either  an  employer  or  a  veteran 
were  to  result  in  an  overpayment  of  training 
assistance,  the  amount  of  the  overpayment 
would  be  a  liability  to  the  United  States  of 
the  party  making  the  false  certification, 
subject  to  collection  in  the  same  manner  as 
any  other  debt  due  to  the  United  States. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2109(b))  would  provide  that,  if  a  certifica- 
tion or  application  which  was  false  or  clear- 
ly unsupportable  in  any  material  respect 
were  to  result  in  an  overpayment  of  assist- 


ance, the  party  submitting  that  certification 
or  information  would  be  liable  for  the  over- 
payment. As  in  the  House  bill,  the  overpay- 
ment could  be  collected  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  debt  due  to  the  United  States. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
8(c)(1)(A))  would  provide  that  an  employer 
would  be  liable  for  any  overpayment  of  as- 
sistance resulting  from  a  certification,  or  in- 
formation contained  in  an  application,  sub- 
mitted by  an  employer  that  was  false  in  any 
material  respect.  Also  (under  section 
8(c)(1)(B)),  if  the  Administrator  finds  that 
the  employer  has  failed  in  any  substantial 
respect  to  achieve  compliance  with  any  re- 
quirement (including  matters  deemed  to  be 
requirements  for  this  purpose  by  virtue  of 
section  7(f)(2)(A)  of  the  compromise  agree- 
ment—clauses (1)  through  (10)  of  section 
7(d))  established  under  the  compromise 
agreement  (unless  the  employer's  failure  is 
the  result  of  false  or  incomplete  informa- 
tion provided  by  the  veteran),  any  payment 
for  the  period  of  noncompliance  would  be 
an  overpayment  for  which  the  employer 
would  be  liable. 

A  veteran's  liability  (section  8(c)(2))  for  an 
overpayment  would  depend  upon  a  finding 
by  the  Administrator  that  the  veteran  sub- 
mitted material  which  was  willfully  or  negli- 
gently false  in  any  material  respect  in  a  cer- 
tification or  application  submitted  by  the 
veteran  to  the  Administrator  or  in  informa- 
tion provided  to  an  employer. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
8(c)(3))  would  further  provide  that  overpay- 
ments recovered  would  be  credited  to  funds 
available  for  payments  under  the  compro- 
mise agreement  and  that,  if  no  such  funds 
remain,  the  amount  of  the  overpayment  re- 
covered would  be  deposited  into  the  U.S. 
Treasury.  Finally,  the  compromise  agree- 
ment (section  8(c)(4))  would  authorize  the 
Administrator  to  waive,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
any  such  overpayment,  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  section  3102  of 
title  38.  which  authorizes  waiver  of  recovery 
of  claims  under  laws  administered  by  the 
VA  whenever  the  Administrator  determines 
that  recovery  would  be  against  equity  and 
good  conscience,  and  where  application  for 
relief  from  recovery  has  been  made  within 
180  days  of  the  date  of  notification  of  the 
indebtedness  to  the  debtor. 

Cit'i;  penalty 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2109(c)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  au- 
thorize the  administrative  imposition  of  a 
civil  penalty  (up  to  $1,000  for  each  individ- 
ual wrongfully  employed  in  a  program  of 
job  training  under  the  Senate  amendment), 
after  an  adjudication  determined  on  the 
record  after  opportunity  for  an  agency 
hearing,  on  an  employer  who  has.  willfully 
or  with  reckless  disregard  of  the  facts,  made 
a  false  certification  or  has  caused  the  ad- 
ministering agency  to  give  approval  con- 
trary to  the  requirements  of  the  legislation. 
Actions  to  impose  such  a  penalty  would  be 
reviewable  in  the  Federal  courts. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision. 

The  Committees  note  the  existence  of 
general  authority,  under  the  False  Claims 
Act  (31  U.S.C.  a  3729-31).  regarding  the  as- 
sessment and  collection  of  civil  penalties,  as 
well  as  criminal  sanctions  (18  U.S.C.  §  1001), 
through  judicial  rather  than  administrative 
processes,  in  cases  of  knowingly  false,  ficti- 
tious, or  fraudulent  claims  or  statements 
made  to  representatives  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. The  Committees  strongly  urge  the 
Administrator  (and.  where  appropriate,  the 
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Secretary  of  Labor)  to  ensure  that,  when- 
ever in  the  implementation  of  the  compro- 
mise agreement  evidence  of  a  violation  of 
such  a  statute  comes  to  light,  the  matter  is 
vigorously  pursued  and,  where  appropriate, 
referred  ta  the  Department  of  Justice  for 
action. 

The  Committees  also  note  the  existence  of 
authority  for  the  Department  of  Justice  to 
provide,  at  the  request  of  the  agency  in- 
volved, certain  legal  services  in  conducting 
investigations  and  examining  witnesses,  in 
connection  with  a  claim  before  the  agency 
(28  U.S.C.  §514).  and  believe  that  this  au- 
thority may  prove  useful  in  determining 
whether  any  particular  employer  has  acted 
knowingly  and  willfully  in  connection  with 
the  submission  of  a  false  claim,  has  submit- 
ted fraudulent  materials,  or  has  otherwise 
demonstrated  conduct  which  would  render 
that  employer  subject  to  the  civil  or  crimi- 
nal penalties  noted  above,  or  to  any  other 
applicable  sanction  established  by  law  or 
regulation.  In  all  such  matters,  the  Commit- 
tees urge  prompt  and  full  cooperation  be- 
tween the  Administrator  (and.  where  appro- 
priate, between  the  Secretary)  and  the  At- 
torney General,  consistent  with  the  terms 
and  provisions  of  sections  514  and  516  (re- 
garding representation  by  the  Attorney 
General  in  any  action  in  which  the  United 
States  is  a  party)  of  title  28.  and  of  applica- 
ble Interagency  agreements. 

ENTRY  INTO  PROGRAM  OF  TRAINING 

As  noted  above  in  the  discussion  of  section 
5(b)  of  the  compromise  agreement,  under 
the  subheading  "Approval  of  Veterans'  Ap- 
plications", the  compromise  agreement  (sec- 
tion 9)  authorizes  the  Administrator  to 
withhold  or  deny  approval  of  a  veteran's 
entry  into  an  approved  program  of  job 
training  when  necessary  to  avoid  incurring 
obligations  in  excess  of  the  funds  available. 
The  compromise  agreement  also  requires 
that  employers  give  the  VA  two  weeks 
notice  prior  to  a  veteran's  entry  into  VA-as- 
sisted  training.  That  notice  is  intended  to 
enable  the  Aministrator  to  withhold  or  deny 
approval  for  the  purpose  of  ensuring  that 
obligations  are  not  incurred  in  excess  of 
available  funds. 

PROVISION  OF  TRAINING  THROUGH  EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2106).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  permit 
an  employer  to  enter  into  an  arrangement 
or  agreement  with  an  educaitonal  institu- 
tion that  has  been  approved  for  the  enroll- 
ment of  veterans  under  chapter  34  of  title 
38  for  that  institution  to  provide  the  pro- 
gram of  training  (or  a  portion  thereof). 
When  such  an  arrangement  or  agreement 
has  been  entered  into,  the  application  of  the 
employer  would  be  required  to  disclose  that 
fact  and  describe  the  training  to  be  provided 
by  the  institution. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  10) 
contains  this  provision  with  amendments 
deleting  any  reference  to  "arrangements  ". 

DISCONTINTJANCE  OF  PAYMENTS  FOR 
UNSATISFACTORY  CONDUCT  OR  PROGRESS 

The  House  bill  (section  10),  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  authorize  the 
Administrator  to  discontinue  payments  on 
behalf  of  a  veteran  based  upon  a  finding  by 
the  Administrator  that  the  conduct  or 
progress  of  the  veteran  is  unsatisfactory  due 
to  circumstances  within  the  control  of  the 
employer. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision.  The  Committees  note 
that,  under  section  8(b)(2)(A)  of  the  com- 
promise   agreement,    quarterly    payments 


may  not  be  made  until  the  Administrator 
has  received  from  the  employer  a  certifica- 
tion that  the  veteran  was  employed  by  the 
employer  during  the  period  for  which  pay- 
ment is  to  be  made  and  that  the  veteran's 
performance  and  progress  during  that 
period  were  satisfactory.  The  Committees 
also  note  that  such  a  certification  is  subject 
to  investigation  under  section  12(c)  and 
overpayment  collection  under  section  8(c). 

DISCONTINUANCE    OF    APPROVAL    OF    PARTICIPA- 
TION IN  CERTAIN  EMPLOYER  PROGRAMS 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  11)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2109(a)) 
would  provide  a  mechanism  for  the  disap- 
proval of  further  participation  by  veterans 
in  a  program  of  job  training  which,  subse- 
quent to  its  approval  has  fallen  out  of  com- 
pliance with  any  of  the  requirements  estab- 
lished under  the  legislation.  The  Senate 
amendment  would  authorize  such  disap- 
proval (while  the  House  bill  would  mandate 
it),  and  would  establish  a  notice  and  hearing 
process  to  govern  the  disapproval  process. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  11) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

INSPECTION  OF  RECORDS:  INVESTIGATIONS 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  12)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2111(a)) 
would  authorize  examinations  of  the 
records  and  accounts  of  participating  em- 
ployers. The  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2111(b))  would  also  authorize  the  moni- 
toring of  program  participants  in  order  to 
determine  compliance  with  the  program  re- 
quirements and  investigation  of  any  matter 
deemed  necessary  to  determine  compliance. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  12 
(a),  (b).  and  (O)  follows  the  Senate  amend- 
ment with  an  amendment  adding  a  provi- 
sion (section  12(d)),  derived  from  the  Senate 
amendment  (new  section  2102(b)),  authoriz- 
ing, but  not  requiring,  the  Administrator  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  to  provide  for  the  administration 
of  the  provisions  regarding  monitoring  and 
investigations,  or  any  portion  of  those  provi- 
sions, by  the  Department  of  Labor.  Duties 
undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Labor 
pursuant  to  such  an  agreement  would  be  au- 
thorized to  be  carried  out  by  any  appropri- 
ate branch  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  not- 
withstanding the  general  requirement,  con- 
tained in  section  4(b)  of  the  compromise 
agreement,  that  the  responsibilities  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  under  the  compromise 
agreement  be  carried  out  by  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Labor  for  Veterans'  Employ- 
ment. 

COORDINATION  WITH  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

The  House  bill  (section  14)  would  provide 
that  a  veteran  may  not  receive  benefits  both 
under  the  House  bill  and  under  chapters  31 
(relating  to  training  and  rehabilitation  for 
veterans  with  senice  connected  disabilities). 
32  (relating  to  post-Vietnam  era  veterans' 
educational  assistance),  34  (relating  to  the 
so-called  "Vietnam-era  GI  Bill"),  or  35  (re- 
lating to  survivors'  and  dependents'  educa- 
tional assistance)  of  title  38.  or  chapter  107 
of  title  10  (relating  to  educational  assistance 
for  current  enlistees),  for  the  same  period. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2108(d)  (1)  and  (2))  would  similarly  preclude 
simultaneous  payments  of  assistance  under 
the  Senate  amendment  and  under  chapter 
31  or  34.  under  chapter  36  (which  includes 
provisions  for  the  payment  of  Vietnam-era 
GI  Bill  benefits  for  correspondence  courses 
and  for  apprenticeship  or  other  on-job 
training)  of  title  38.  or  where  the  employer 
is  receiving  any  other  form  of  assistance  on 
account  of  the  training  or  employment  of 


the  veteran.  The  Senate  amendment  (sec- 
tion 2108(d)(3)),  but  not  the  House  bill, 
would  prohibit  the  payment  of  assistance 
under  the  Senate  amendment  where  the 
veteran  on  behalf  of  whom  assistance  is  to 
be  paid  had  already  completed  a  program  of 
job  training  under  the  program  that  would 
be  established  by  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  13) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment  with  addi- 
tional references,  derived  from  the  House 
bill,  to  chapters  32  and  35  of  title  38. 

COUNSELING 

The  House  bill  (section  16),  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  require  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
provide  counseling  services,  upon  request,  to 
eligible  veterans  in  order  to  assist  them  in 
selecting  a  suitable  program  of  job  training. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  14) 
contains  this  provision,  with  an  amendment 
authorizing,  rather  than  requiring,  the  pro- 
vision of  such  counseling  services. 

INFORMATION  AND  OUTREACH:  USE  OF  AGENCY 
RESOURCES 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  15)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2110) 
would  provide  that  the  responsibilities  for 
information  and  outreach  would  be  shared 
between  the  Veterans'  Administration  and 
the  Department  of  Labor.  Information  and 
outreach  activities  would  be  targeted  toward 
both  veterans  and  employers:  would  be  co- 
ordinated with  services  and  opportunities 
provided  for  under  chapters  41  (relating  to 
job  counseling,  training,  and  placement 
sen'ices  for  veterans)  and  42  (relating  to  em- 
ployment and  training  of  disabled  and  Viet- 
nam-era veterans)  of  title  38,  and  with  re- 
sources and  programs  available  under  the 
Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (Public  Law 
97-300)  and  would  emphasize  reliance  on 
disabled  veterans'  outreach  program  special- 
ists and  other  personnel  appointed  under 
relevant  provisions  of  title  38.  The  Senate 
amendment,  but  not  the  House  bill,  would 
require  coordination  of  such  information 
and  outreach  efforts  with  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration  and  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  would  require  the  ad- 
ministering agencies  to  assist  veterans  and 
employers  in  completing  applications  and 
certifications,  and  would  require  the  admin- 
istering agencies  to  endeavor  to  achieve  an 
equitable  regional  distribution  of  the  limit- 
ed training  funds  available. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  15) 
would  require  the  Administrator  and  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  to  conduct  jointly  an 
outreach  and  public  information  program 
directed  to  both  veterans  and  employers,  as 
well  as  to  educational  institutions  and  labor 
unions,  and  would  assign  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  primary  responsibility  for  promoting 
the  development  of  employment  and  job 
training  opportunities.  It  would  require  the 
Administrator  and  the  Secretary  to  coordi- 
nate outreach  and  public  information  activi- 
ties with  other  job  counseling,  placement, 
job  development,  and  other  services  avail- 
able through  the  VA  and  the  Department  of 
Labor,  as  well  as  with  similar  ser%'ices  of- 
fered by  other  public  agencies  and  organiza- 
tions (including  Federal  agencies).  It  would 
require  the  Administrator  of  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs and  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  make 
available  sufficient  personnel  for  facilitat- 
ing effective  implementation  and  to  provide 
assistance  to  veterans  and  employers 
making  applications  and  completing  certifi- 
cations. Further,  it  would  require  the  Secre- 
tary to  make  maximum  use  of  persormel 
currently  available  through  the  Office  of 
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the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Veterans'  Em- 
ployment and  Resources  under  the  Job 
Training  Partnership  Act.  Finally,  the  Sec- 
retary would  l)e  required  to  request  and 
obtain  certain  information  from  the  Small 
Business  Administration  in  order  to  pro- 
mote maximum  training  opportunities  for 
veterans. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2110(b)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  re- 
quire efforts  to  achieve  an  equitable  region- 
al distribution  of  training  opportunities. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision.  However,  the  Commit- 
tees note  their  belief  that  it  would  be  useful 
for  consideration  to  be  given  to  developing  a 
mechanism,  if  feasible,  for  equitable  distri- 
bution. 

AtJTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  House  bill  (section  19)  would  author- 
ize the  appropriation  to  the  VA  of  $25  mil- 
lion for  fiscal  year  1983,  $150  million  for 
fiscal  year  1984,  and  $150  million  for  fiscal 
year  1985,  to  carry  out  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  (section  102) 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  to  the 
VA  of  a  total  of  $150  million  for  the  purpose 
of  making  payments  to  employers  under  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  16) 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $150 
million  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1984  and 
1985  for  the  purpose  of  making  payments 
under  the  compromise  agreement,  to  remain 
available  until  September  30.  1986.  The 
Committees  note  that  these  amounts  have 
been  specifically  approved  by  the  Congress 
for  this  purpose,  in  H.  Con.  Res.  91,  the 
First  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget 
for  Fiscal  Year  1984,  and  that  such  amounts 
have  been  set  apart  in  that  resolution  from 
other  amounts  provided  for  in  Function  700 
for  veterans'  benefits  and  services  generally. 

The  Committees  expect  that,  if  additional 
personnel  ceilings  and  funds  are  necessary 
for  the  effective  implementation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  compromise  agreement,  the 
VA  will  request  such  additional  ceilings  and 
funds. 

TERMINATION  OP  PROGRAM 

The  House  bill  program  would  (under  sec- 
tion 18)  be  open  to  new  veteran  applicants 
during  the  15-month  period  beginning  July 
1.  1983.  and  ending  September  30,  1984.  No 
assistance  would  be  authorized  to  be  paid 
after  September  30,  1985. 

The  Senate  amendment  program  would 
(under  new  section  2112)  be  open  to  new 
veteran  applicants  during  the  12-month 
period  beginning  October  1,  1983.  and 
ending  September  30.  1984.  No  assistance 
would  t>e  authorized  to  l)e  paid  for  any  pro- 
gram commencing  after  December  31.  1984. 
The  Senate  amendment  (section  101(c)) 
would  also  provide  that,  in  the  event  that 
funds  are  not  l)Oth  appropriated  and  made 
available  by  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  (OMB)  on  or  before  the  effective 
date,  October  1,  1983,  the  termination  dates 
for  the  program  would  t)e  extended  by  peri- 
ods equal  to  the  period  beginning  October  1, 
1983.  and  ending  on  the  date  funds  are 
made  available  by  OMB. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  17) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

EXPANSION  OF  TARGETED  DELIMITING  DATE 
EXTENSION 

The  House  bill  (section  13).  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  permit  veterans, 
in  lieu  of  participating  in  a  program  of  job 
training,  to  pursue  at  an  educational  institu- 
tion approved  under  chapter  34  of  title  38  a 
full-time  program  of  training  with  a  voca- 


tional objective  or  a  full-time  associate 
degree  program  with  a  vocational  objective. 
Such  programs  would  be  required  to  be  of  at 
least  six-months  duration  and  in  an  employ- 
ment field  where  it  is  found  that  there  is  a 
specified  level  of  probability  of  long-term 
employment.  Paymenu  for  periods  of  such 
training  would  be  made  monthly  to  reim- 
burse the  veteran  for  the  cost  of  tuition, 
fees,  books,  supplies,  and  equipment,  but 
could  not  exceed  $500  a  month.  Not  more 
than  $25  million  could  be  obligated  for  such 
a  program  in  any  fiscal  year. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  18) 
would  authorize  the  VA  to  provide  educa- 
tional assistance,  using  up  to  $25  million  of 
funds  appropriated  under  the  compromise 
agreement,  for  the  pursuit  of  an  asscKiate 
degree  program  (meeting  the  applicable 
title  38  requirements  for  such  degree  pro- 
grams) with  a  predominantly  vocational 
content.  This  assistance  would  be  in  the 
same  amounts  and  be  available  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  applicable 
to  the  pursuit  of  vocational  objective 
courses  under  the  targeted  delimiting  date 
extension  provisions  (section  1662(a)(3)  of 
title  38)  that  were  enacted  in  Public  Law  97- 
72  and  amended  by  Public  Law  97-306  to 
provide  certain  Vietnam-era  veterans  whose 
GI  Bill  eligibility  periods  have  expired  a  fur- 
ther opportunity  to  use  their  GI  Bill  bene- 
fits for  vocational  training.  Thus,  such  as- 
sistance could  be  made  available,  until  not 
later  than  December  31.  1984,  for  all  Viet- 
nam-era veterans  who  ever  established  GI 
Bill  eligibility  under  chapter  34  of  title  38 
except  in  those  cases  in  which  it  is  deter- 
mined that  the  veteran  is  not  in  need  of  the 
course  involved  in  order  to  obtain  a  reason- 
ably stable  employment  situation  consistent 
with  the  veteran's  abilities,  aptitudes,  and 
interests. 

A  ceiling  of  $25  million  of  the  total  of  the 
amounts  appropriated  under  section  17  for 
both  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985  would  be 
placed  on  expenditures  for  such  assistance; 
no  statutory  minimum  would  be  established 
for  such  expenditures. 

This  assistance— as  in  the  case  of  GI  Bill 
educational  assistance  and  contrasted  with 
training  assistance  in  connection  with  veter- 
ans' participation  in  programs  of  job  train- 
ing under  the  compromise  agreement 
(which  is  payable  to  veterans'  employers)— 
would  be  payable  to  veterans. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

The  House  bill  would  (under  section  19) 
take  effect  on  July  1,  1983.  The  amend- 
ments to  title  38.  United  States  Code,  that 
the  Senate  amendment  would  make  to  add  a 
new  chapter  44  would  (under  section  102) 
take  effect  on  October  1.  1983. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  19) 
has  an  October  1,  1983,  effective  date. 

The  Committees  intend  that  the  VA  and 
the  Department  of  Labor  develop  now  the 
necessary  regulations  and  procedures  for 
implementing  this  legislation  and  expect 
that  the  entire  $150  million  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1984  will  be  appropriated  in  the 
continuing  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1984.  If 
the  VA  and  the  Department  thus  make  the 
necessary  preparations  and  funds  are  so  ap- 
propriated, the  program  could  begin  on  or 
about  October  1.  1983. 

VAREC  REORGANIZATION 

The  Senate  amendment,  but  not  the 
House  bill,  would  exempt  the  planned  ad- 
ministrative reorganization  of  the  Veterans' 
Administration  Rehabilitation  Engineering 
Center  (VAREC)  from  the  requirement,  es- 
tablished under  section  210(b)(2)(A)  of  title 


38,  that  such  reorganizations  be  proposed  in 
a  detailed  report  submitted  to  the  appropri- 
ate Committees  of  Congress  not  later  than 
the  date  that  the  President's  budget  is 
transmitted  and  not  commence  until  the  fol- 
lowing October  1. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision. 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr. 
Speaker,  further  reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  explanation. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  of  the 
Veterans  Affairs  Subcommittee  on 
Education,  Training  an(i  Employment, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Leath),  and  the  ranking  member,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Solo- 
mon) for  their  efforts  in  introducing 
and  working  so  hard  on  this  important 
measure. 

At  this  time,  under  my  reservation, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Solomon),  the 
ranking  member. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
bill  before  the  House,  H.R.  2355.  the 
Emergency  Veterans  Job  Training  Act. 
I  would  also  like  to  commend  my  dis- 
tinguished subcommittee  chairman, 
Mr.  Leath,  the  chairman  of  the  full 
Veterans  Affairs  Committee,  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Mississip- 
pi, Mr.  Montgomery,  and  of  course, 
the  distinguished  ranking  member  of 
the  full  committee.  Mr.  Hammer- 
scHMiDT,  for  their  leadership  and  dili- 
gence in  helping  to  bring  this  impor- 
tant measure  before  the  House  today. 
Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  2355  is  not  just 
another  "recession  relief"  bill,  or 
which  we  have  seen  so  many  this  year. 
To  the  contrary,  H.R.  2355  is  designed 
to  address  a  serious  problem  of  long 
standing  and  grave  dimensions— the 
problem  of  high  unemployment 
among  our  active  duty  and  service  con- 
nected disabled  veterans.  This  is  not  a 
problem  created  by  the  recession 
which  is  now  virtually  ended,  but 
rather  a  problem  that  has  existed  for 
many  years. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  already 
today,  this  measure  will  not  create 
added  bureaucracies,  and  it  will  not  in- 
crease Federal  intervention  in  private 
businesses.  Instead,  H.R.  2355  is 
simple  in  approach  and  modest  in  cost. 
It  simply  authorizes  an  expansion  of 
existing  on-the-job  training  programs 
already  administered  by  the  Veterans' 
Administration.  These  VA  employ- 
ment training  programs  have  already 
proved  themselves  to  be  highly  suc- 
cessful in  leading  to  worthwhile,  per- 
manent careers.  The  VA  is  prepared  to 
move  swiftly  to  fully  implement  the 
expansion  of  training  programs  au- 
thorized by  this  bill,  with  no  major 
staff  additions  or  administrative 
delays. 

This  is  a  carefully  drafted  approach 
to  a  problem  that  we  have  studied  and 
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Investigated    in    great    depth    during 
hearings  earlier  this  year. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  lend 
their  wholehearted  support  to  this  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  full  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr. 
Montgomery)  for  his  usual  excellent 
leadership. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  if  he  has 
any  further  remarks  to  make  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  say  there  were  only  10  Mem- 
bers who  voted  against  this  bill.  Over 
400  voted  for  it  when  it  came  up  sever- 
al months  ago.  This  would  be  a  great 
help  to  the  Vietnam  and  Korean  veter- 
ans and  I  certainly  hope  that  we  can 
get  this  unanimous  request. 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr. 
Speaker,  further  reserving  the  right  to 
object,  as  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  House  Veterans'  Affairs  Com- 
mittee and  the  subcommittee  chair- 
man has  indicated,  we  have  before  us 
today  a  modest  approach  to  addressing 
the  problem  of  chronically  high  unem- 
ployment among  some  of  our  active 
duty  and  service-connected  disabled 
veteraris. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  of  the 
Veterans'  Affairs  Subcommittee  on 
Education.  Training,  and  Employ- 
ment, the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Leath),  and  the  ranking  member,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Solo- 
mon), for  their  efforts  in  introducing 
and  working  so  hard  on  this  important 
measure.  And  of  course.  I  commend 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  our  full 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi (Mr.  Montgomery),  for  his 
usual  excellent  leadership. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  before  us 
today  is  carefully  designed  to  correct 
the  unacceptable  unemployment  rates 
among  our  Nation's  veterans.  H.R. 
2355  is  a  cautiously  drafted,  modest 
approach  to  providing  useful  on-the- 
job  training.  The  term  "on-the-job 
training"  is  chosen  purposefully  to  un- 
derscore the  point  that  by  passing  this 
bill  today,  we  are  not  creating  more 
public  works  jobs  or  make-work  posi- 
tions with  Government  entities. 

Instead,  this  bill  will  expand  existing 
VA  on-the-job  training  programs,  plac- 
ing eligible  veterans  with  private  busi- 
nesses across  the  United  States. 

I  would  also  like  to  stress  to  my  col- 
leagues that  the  program  expansion 
authorized  under  H.R.  2355  is  ready  to 
be  fully  implemented  almost  immedi- 
ately. During  hearings  on  this  propos- 
al, the  Veterans'  Administration  testi- 
fied that  administrative  costs  will  con- 
sume less  than  3  percent  of  the  total 
amount  of  funds  authorized. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  we  can  all 
agree  that  this  is  a  reasonable  ap- 
proach to  a  problem  which  has  been 


fully  studied  by  our  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee.  Favorable  action  on  H.R. 
2355  will  mean  substantive  progress  in 
helping  our  unemployed  veterans 
train  for  jobs  in  growth  industries. 

I  strongly  urge  passage  of  this  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  that  the 
amendments  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  initial  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


FEDERAL    SUPPLEMENTAL    COM- 
PENSATION ACT  AMENDMENTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
unfinished  business  is  the  question  of 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  the 
bill,  H.R.  3409.  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Ros- 
TENKOWSKi)  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  3409, 
as  amended,  on  which  the  yeas  and 
nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  338,  nays 
84,  not  voting  11,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  300] 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I    ask    unanimous    consent    that    all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  to  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial on  the  legislation  just  considered. 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of, the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi? 
There  was  no  objection. 


EIGHTH  ANNUAL  REPORT  OF 
NUCLEAR  REGULATORY  COM- 
MISSION FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1982— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid 
before  the  House  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  which  was  read,  and  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  with- 
out objection,  referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce. 

(For  message,  see  proceedings  of  the 
Senate  of  today,  Tuesday,  August  2, 
1983.) 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  Chair  will 
now  put  the  question  on  each  motion 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  on  Monday,  August  1,  1983, 
in  the  order  in  which  that  motion  was 
entertained. 

Votes  will  be  taken  in  the  following 
order: 

H.R.  3409.  by  the  yeas  and  nays; 

H.R.  3564,  by  the  yeas  and  nays; 

H.  Con.  Res.  40,  by  the  yeas  and 
nays;  and 

S.  64,  by  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  votes  after 
the  first  such  vote  in  this  series. 


YEAS— 338 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Aspin 

AuColn 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Herman 

Bethune 

BeviU 

Biaggi 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carper 

Carr 

Chappell 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Courier 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crockett 

D'Amours 

Daschle 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 


DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenborn 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gradison 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertcl 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Hopkins 


Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hutto 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lipinski 

Uoyd 

Long (LA) 

Long(MD) 

LowTy  (WA) 

Luken 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Martin  <IL) 

Martin  (NO 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 
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MlneU 

Mlnish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neml 

NeUon 

Nichols 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Ot  linger 

Owens 

Oxley 

PanetM 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perliins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

PurseU 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Regula 

Reid 


Archer 

Badham 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Brown  (CO) 

Carney 

Chandler 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Conable 

Coughlin 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

Dreier 

Edwards  (OKI 

Fields 

Forsythe 

Franklin 

Prenzel 

Gekas 

Gingrich 

Cranim 
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Dowdy 
Goodling 
Gray 
Hansen  (ID) 


Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Roberts 

Rodlno 

Roe 

Roemer 

Refers 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Slsisky 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (PL) 

Smith  iIA) 

Smith  (NJi 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solan 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

NAYS— 84 

Green 

Gregg 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnett 

Holt 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Lagomarsino 

Leath 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

LoefHer 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marriott 

Martin  (NY) 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McDade 

McDonald 

Molinari 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Nielson 


Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzln 

Taylor 

Thomas  iGA) 

Torres 

Torrlcelll 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergrtff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wlrth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young iFL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


Olin 

Packard 

Paul 

Pritchard 

QuiUen 

Ray 

Ritter 

Robinson 

Rudd 

Schaefer 

Schulze 

Shaw 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Solomon 

Spence 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Thomas  ( CA ) 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Weber 

Wlrui 

Wortley 

Zschau 


NOT  VOTING- 11 


Heftel 
Lundine 
Rose 
Siljander 


St  Germain 

Stark 

Weaver 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of 
rule  I.  the  Chair  announces  that  he 
will  reduce  to  a  minimum  of  5  minutes 
the  period  of  time  within  which  a  vote 
by  electronic  device  may  be  taken  on 
all  the  additional  motions  to  suspend 
the  rules  on  which  the  Chair  has  post- 
poned further  proceedings. 


JMI 


D  1300 

Messrs.  McDADE,  BATEMAN.  and 
LEWIS  of  Florida  changed  their  votes 
from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Messrs.  BONKER.  McGRATH. 
LENT,  and  CORCORAN  changed 
their  votes  from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 


ANNOUNCEMENT     OF     ACREAGE 

LIMITATION      AND      SET-ASIDE 

PROGRAMS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
unfinished  business  is  the  question  of 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  the 
bill,  H.R.  3564,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
(question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  3564,  as 
amended,  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered. 

The  Chair  will  announce  that  this  is 
a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  329,  nays 
93.  not  voting  II,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  3011 
YEAS-329 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzlo 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonier 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 


Byron 

Campbell 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  iMO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conyers 

C<x>per 

Coughlin 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crockett 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 


Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  ( OK  i 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans (IL) 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Flippo 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (Ml) 

Ford(TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gramm 

Gray 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 


Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hartnell 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hlllis 

Hopkins 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  ( NC ) 

Jones  ( OK ) 

Jones  ( TN ) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leiand 

Levin 

Levitas 

Lipinski 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long (LA) 

Long(MD) 

Lowry  (WA) 

MacKay 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Msrt'n  (IL) 

Mirtin(NY) 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McHugh 
McKernan 


Anderson 

Archer 

Badham 

Bateman 

Berman 

Boehlert 

Burton  (IN) 

Carney 

dinger 

Conable 

Conte 

Corcoran 

Courter 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

DAmours 

Dannemeyer 

Dreier 

Edwards  (AL) 

Erlenbom 

Fish 

Florio 

Forsythe 

Gibbons 

Gradison 


McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Ol)erstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ot  linger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patman 

Patterson 

Paul 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

PurseU 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rol)erts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

NAYS-93 

Green 

Gregg 

Holt 

Horton 

Hughes 

Hyde 

Kasich 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Lent 

Levine 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

Madigan 

Marriott 

Martin  (NC) 

Martinez 


Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sislsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vandergrlff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  I  AK) 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Za.bloc\t\ 


McCain 

McCollum 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKinney 

MUler(OH) 

Minish 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Nielson 

O'Brien 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Pritchard 

Quillen 

Regula 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roukema 

Rudd 

Schaefer 


Schneider 

Schulze 

Shaw 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Snyder 


Stump 

Thomas  (CA) 
Vander  Jagt 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Waxman 


Whitehurst 

Williams  (OH) 

Wolf 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Zschau 


NOT  VOTING- 11 


Bliley 
Goodling 
GuarinI 
Hansen  (ID) 


Heftel  Siljander 

Lewis  (CA)  St  Germain 

Lundine  Weaver 
Rose 
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Messrs.  HORTON.  BURTON  of  In- 
diana, and  WYDEN  changed  their 
votes  from  "yea"  to  "nay". 

Mr.  CAMPBELL  and  Mr.  LEVITAS 
changed  their  votes  from  "nay"  to 
"yea". 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  title  of  the  bill  was  amended  so 
as  to  read:  "A  bill  to  require  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier 
announcement  of  the  1984  crop  feed 
grain  program  and  of  the  1985  crop 
wheat  and  feed  grain  programs." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


MAINTAINING  CURRENT  EF- 
FORTS IN  FEDERAL  NUTRI- 
TION PROGRAMS  TO  PREVENT 
INCREASES  IN  DOMESTIC 
HUNGER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
unfinished  business  is  the  question  of 
suspending  the  rules  and  agreeing  to 
the  concurent  resolution  (H.  Con  Res. 
40)  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas.  (Mr.  de  la 
Garza)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  agree  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution (H.  Con.  Res.  40)  as  amended, 
on  which  the  yeas  and  nays  are  or- 
dered. 

This  will  be  a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  407,  nays 
16.  not  voting  10.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  302] 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzlo 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bates 


YEAS-407 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

BUley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 


Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 


Clarke 

Clay 

Cllnger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courter 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crockett 

D'Amours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

DonneUy 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

EngUsh 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans  (lA) 

E^'ans  (IL) 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Prank 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Han.  Ralph 

HaU.  Sam 

Hamilton 


Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NC) 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leiand 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

LowTy  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (IL) 

Martin  (NC) 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

MUler  (CA) 


Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

PurseU 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Robert 


Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

TaUon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 


Badham 

Cheney 
Crane.  Daniel 
Crane.  Philip 
Gramm 
Hansen  (UT) 


Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovlch 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

NAYS- 16 

Hartnett 

Kindness 

Leath 

McDonald 

Paul 

Rudd 


Whitten 

Wnilams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Shumway 
Shuster 
Smith.  Denny 
Stump 


NOT  VOTING— 10 


Goodling 
Hansen  (ID) 
Heftel 
Lundine 


Rose 
Savage 
Siljander 
St  Germain 


Torricelli 
Weaver 


So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  concurrent  resolution,  as  amend- 
ed, was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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IRISH  WILDERNESS  ACT  OF  1983 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
unfinished  business  is  the  question  of 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  the 
Senate  bill.  S.  64,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the 
Senate  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Seiber- 
ling) that  the  House  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  Senate  bill.  S.  64.  as 
amended,  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered. 

This  will  be  a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  406,  nays 
18.  not  voting  9.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  303] 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzlo 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 


YEAS— 406 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 


Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 
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Cut 

Chandler 

ChappeU 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  <TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crockett 

D' Amours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dell  urns 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

DingeU 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Bklwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenbom 

Evans (lA) 

Evans (IL) 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Peighan 

Perraro 

Piedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Plippo 

Florio 

FoglietU 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Pord(TN) 

Fowler 

Prank 

Franklin 

Prenzel 

Prost 

Puqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

GuarinI 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 
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Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmldt 

Hance 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

HlUis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  <CA) 

Lehman  (FL> 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (PL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 


Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Mlnish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

OUn 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rlnaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rostenkowskl 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Schuraer 

Seiberiing 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 


Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solarz 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 


Crane.  Daniel 
Crane.  Philip 
Dannemeyer 
Forsythe 
Gramm 
Hall.  Ralph 


Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (OA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

NAYS- 18 

Hartnett 

Jacobs 

Latta 

Leath 

Loeffler 

McDonald 


Whittaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Patman 
Paul 
Skeen 

Smith.  Denny 
Stump 
Young  (AK) 


NOT  VOTING— 9 


Goodling 
Hansen  (ID) 
Heftel 


Lundine 

Rose 

Savage 


Siljander 
St  Germain 
Weaver 


So  the  Senate  bill,  as  amended,  was 
passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  2250 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  cosponsors  of 
the  bill.  H.R.  2250. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  BIRTH- 
DAY OF  MARTIN  LUTHER 
KING.  JR..  AS  A  LEGAL  PUBLIC 
HOLIDAY 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
the  bill  (H.R.  3706).  to  amend  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  to  make  the  birth- 
day of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr..  a  legal 
public  holiday. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  3706 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 6103(a)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  below 
the  item  relating  to  New  Years  Day  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■Birthday  of  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  the 
third  Monday  in  January.". 

Sec.  2.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first 
section  of  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the 
first  January  1  that  occurs  after  the  two- 
year  period  following  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentlewoman  from  Indiana  include 
an  amendment  in  her  motion? 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  do  not. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  a  second  is  not  re- 
quired on  this  motion. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Indiana 
(Mrs.  Hall)  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Dannemeyer)  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentle- 
woman from  Indiana  (Mrs.  Hall). 
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Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  3345  designates 
the  third  Monday  in  January  of  each 
year  a  legal  public  holiday  to  com- 
memorate the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr..  to  take  effect  on  the 
first  January  that  occurs  2  years  after 
enactment. 

Martin  Luther  King  gave  to  this 
great  Nation  a  new  understanding  of 
equality  and  justice  for  all.  He  taught 
us  that  our  democratic  principles 
could  be  seriously  impaired  if  they 
were  not  applied  equally,  and  that  tai- 
loring these  principles  through  non- 
violence would  have  a  lasting  effect. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  legislation  before 
us  will  act  as  a  national  commitment 
to  Dr.  King's  vision  and  determination 
for  an  ideal  America,  which  he  spoke 
of  the  night  before  his  death,  where 
equality  will  always  prevail. 

Next  year  marks  the  20th  anniversa- 
ry of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King's  Nobel 
Peace  Prize  Award,  where  he  was  rec- 
ognized by  all  people  of  the  world  for 
bringing  about  a  peaceful  social  revo- 
lution which  changed  the  hearts  and 
minds  of  men  and  women  everywhere. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  time  is  before  us  to 
show  what  we  believe,  that  justice  and 
equality  must  continue  to  prevail,  not 
only  as  individuals,  but  as  the  greatest 
Nation  in  this  world.  It  is  America's 
turn  to  say  thank  you  to  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr..  and  it  is  our  duty  as 
elected  Representatives  to  nationalize 
this  tribute. 

H.R.  3345  has  received  overwhelm- 
ing support  from  both  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  and 
the  Subcommittee  on  the  Census  and 
Population,  by  reporting  this  bill  to 
the  House  of  Representatives  with 
only  one  dissenting  vote.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  recognize  the  bipartisan 
support  this  legislation  carries. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  all  hold  the 
memory  of  Dr.  King  and  his  vital  con- 
tributions to  this  country  in  the  high- 
est esteem  by  supporting  the  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  public  holiday. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  House  to  ap- 
prove this  legislation  and  I  reserve  the 
balance  of  my  time. 


Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  an 
amendment  to  this  bill  that  would  des- 
ignate the  third  Sunday  in  January  as 
the  date  on  which  we  recognize  and 
honor  the  contribution  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  to  this  country.  Un- 
fortunately, that  amendment  is  not  in 
order  under  the  procedure  under 
which  we  are  proceeding;  namely,  the 
suspension  procedure,  and  it  is  for  this 
reason  that  reluctantly  I  must  oppose 
this  measure  in  the  form  that  it  is 
brought  to  us  at  this  time. 

It  is  interesting  that  the  given  name 
of  Martin  Luther  King,  Sr.,  the  father 
of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  was  Mi- 
chael; Michael  King  decided  to  become 
a  great  preacher,  so  he  looked  back  in 
history  to  select  the  name  of  a  great 
preacher  and  theologian,  and  he 
choose  Martin  Luther.  That  is  how 
Michael  King  become  Martin  Luther 
King,  Sr. 

And  since  the  man  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about  today,  Mr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.,  is  named  after  a  great  name 
in  the  history  of  Western  civilization, 
Martin  Luther,  I  thought  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  draw  an  analogy  be- 
tween these  two  men. 

For  example,  Martin  Luther  was  a 
great  preacher.  So  was  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.  Martin  Luther  was  a  reform- 
er. In  the  16th  century  he  brought 
great  reform  to  the  church  as  it  exist- 
ed at  the  time.  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr..  has  also  brought  reform  to  this 
country  in  the  form  of  raising  the 
sights  and  attitudes  of  people  to  recog- 
nize that  we  Americans  are  committed 
to  the  enjoyment  of  civil  rights  for  all 
people. 

Martin  Luther  was  a  great  political 
leader  of  his  time.  Out  of  the  thoughts 
which  he  brought  to  Western  civiliza- 
tion came  the  writings  that  ultimately 
found  their  way  in  the  Declaration  of 
Independence  and  the  Constitution  of 
this  country.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr., 
was  also  a  great  political  leader  of  his 
time. 

Martin  Luther  was  a  theologian  and 
a  hymn  writer  and  the  translater.  I  do 
not  think  it  has  ever  been  said  of 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  that  he  was 
involved  in  these  activities. 

And  the  reason  that  I  made  this 
analogy  is  quite  simple.  Our  society 
has  chosen  to  recognize  the  contribu- 
tions that  Martin  Luther  made  to 
Western  civilization.  How?  The  fourth 
Sunday  in  October  is  historically  rec- 
ognized in  Germany,  the  birthplace  of 
Martin  Luther,  and  in  this  country 
and  throughout  Christiandom  as  Ref- 
ormation Sunday.  And  if  our  society 
can  recognize  the  contributions  of 
Martin  Luther  on  a  Sunday  in  Octo- 
ber, it  would  seem  appropriate  and  fit- 
ting that  we  recognize  the  contribu- 
tions of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  on  a 
similar  day  in  our  society. 


We  have  nine  holidays  in  this  coun- 
try. Three  of  them  relate  to  recogni- 
tion of  persons— Washington's  Birth- 
day, Columbus  Day  and  Christmas 
Day.  These  persons  whom  we  recog- 
nize on  these  3  days  are,  of  course, 
noted  in  history.  I  question  whether  or 
not  the  contribution  of  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.,  is  of  equal  stature  to  these 
three  persons. 

The  House  considered  this  matter  4 
years  ago.  When  it  was  brought  up  on 
suspension  4  years  ago,  it  was  defeat- 
ed, and  then  subsequently  came  up 
under  a  rule,  and  we  adopted  an 
amendment.  By  a  vote  of  207  to  191. 
we  adopted  the  third  Sunday  in  Janu- 
ary as  the  day  on  which  we  recognized 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  the  cost 
of  this  to  the  taxpayers.  Federal  tax- 
payers, is  $225  million  in  lost  produc- 
tivity in  our  Federal  work  force,  per 
year.  The  private  sector  loss  has  been 
estimated  at  three  times  this  amount. 

And  my  final  point  is  that  the  ad- 
ministration is  opposed  to  the  bill  in 
its  present  form,  that  is,  being  brought 
up  under  the  Suspension  Calendar. 
The  administration  prefers  that  the 
bill  be  brought  up  under  the  amend- 
ment process  so  that  amendments  can 
be  offered  and  considered,  and  let  the 
House  work  its  will  in  that  form 
rather  than  under  the  suspension 
process  that  we  now  have  before  us. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  (Mr.  Mitchell). 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
cannot  really  say  what  I  want  to  say  in 
1  minute.  It  is  impossible.  I  can  just 
point  out  to  you  that  when  I  was  a 
young  man  I  dreamed  that  the  only 
way  I  could  participate  in  this  society 
was  by  being  a  revolutionist.  I  was  ab- 
solutely convinced  that  the  only  way  I 
would  achieve  equality  in  this  Nation 
was  by  armed  warfare.  I  was  convinced 
of  that  because  I  was  segregated  in  my 
schools,  I  had  been  segregated  in  the 
military,  I  had  been  segregated  in  my 
neighborhood. 

When  I  was  a  young  man  I  had  abso- 
lute contempt  for  those  older  blacks 
who  had  been  so  brutalized  and  de- 
based by  this  evil  thing  in  this  Nation 
that  they  were  what  we  called  Uncle 
Toms— stripped  away  of  almost  any 
sense  of  manhood,  personhood,  and 
womanhood. 

And  then  came  this  man  King,  who 
somehow  or  another  took  that  young 
militant  and  said  to  him:  There  is  an- 
other way  through  nonviolence.  He 
lifted  a  whole  nation,  a  whole  race  of 
people.  And  more  importantly  than 
that,  he  took  the  tenets  of  the  Judeo- 
Christian  ethic  and  turned  them  into  a 
weapon  that  changed  the  face  of  this 
Nation,  and  indeed  the  world. 

What  do  you  mean,  "cost"?  What 
was  the  cost  of  keeping  us  blacks 
where  we  were?  All  these  extraneous 
things  do  not  mean  a  thing  to  me.  I 


am  talking  about  what  is  the  right  and 
decent  thing  to  do,  and  to  urge  a  vote 
for  this  bill  in  the  form  that  it  is. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Courter). 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  first.  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentlewoman 
from  Indiana  (Mrs.  Hall)  for  1  addi- 
tional minute. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Courter). 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COURTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  passage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  20  years  ago  this 
month.  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr., 
led  over  half  a  million  people  to  the 
Nation's  Capital  to  sound  a  joint  decla- 
ration of  protest:  That  America  had 
defaulted  on  a  promissory  note  to 
which  all  Americans  were  to  have  been 
heirs.  That  note  contained  the  prom- 
ise that  all  men  and  women  would 
enjoy  the  riches  of  freedom  and  the 
security  of  justice. 

But  as  he  spoke  the  words  which 
have  become  as  integral  a  part  of 
American  history  as  the  Great  Lincoln 
and  Douglas  debates.  Dr.  King  remind- 
ed us  that  for  far  too  long,  the  bene- 
fjts  of  liberty  and  opportunity— the 
basis  of  our  democratic  state— had 
been  routinely  denied  to  impoverished 
Americans,  the  overwhelming  majori- 
ty of  whom  were  black. 

Twenty  years  ago  this  month.  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King  was  able  to  pierce 
the  veil  of  withering  injustice  and  vis- 
ualize a  nation,  his  nation,  where 
man's  inhumanity  to  man  would  not 
flourish.  As  he  shared  with  us  his 
vision,  he  challenged  each  of  us  to 
make  ours  a  world  where  "we  will  be 
able  to  work  together,  to  pray  togeth- 
er, to  struggle  together,  to  go  to  jail 
together,  to  stand  up  for  freedom  to- 
gether, knowing  that  we  will  be  free 
one  day." 

In  challenging  us  to  work  toward 
greatness.  Dr.  King  planted  the  seed 
whose  progeny  will  endure  as  long  as 
the  struggle  against  injustice  endures. 
Tragically,  we  find  that  20  years 
later  the  disparity  between  the  haves 
and  the  have  nots  is  even  greater. 
Within  our  borders,  poverty  is  more 
and  more  a  condition  suffered  by 
women  and  minorities  and  families  are 
feeling  the  oppression  of  an  economic 
crisis  unparalleled  since  the  Great  De- 
pression. 

There  is  much  work  to  be  done,  and 
while  the  dreamer  has  been  silenced 
by  an  assassin's  bullet,  20  years  later 
his  words  live  on  with  new  applica- 
tions to  new  oppression.  The  challenge 
is  for  us  now  to  act  in  a  responsible 
manner  to  insure  that  Dr.  King  and 
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his  dream  for  his  America— our  Amer- 
ica—are not  forgotten. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
support  for  the  legislation  making  the 
third  Monday  in  January  a  national 
holiday  to  celebrate  the  life  and  words 
of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  As  a 
Federal  holiday,  each  year  we  will  be 
reminded  of  the  higher  goals  and 
ideals  which  form  the  basis  of  this 
Nation.  Each  year  we  will  be  reminded 
of  the  path  along  which  we  have  come 
and  will  see  the  new  path  to  be  forged 
ahead  in  our  goal  of  freedom  and  jus- 
tice for  all  people. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Dr.  King's  contribution 
to  our  heritage  was  immeasurable.  He 
forced  us  to  see  our  faults,  when  we 
did  not  wish  to  see  them.  Yet  he  was 
able  to  address  them  in  a  manner  in 
which  we  all  came  to  see  was  a  voice 
for  opportunties  that  America  needed 
to  heed  in  order  to  continue  to  demon- 
strate her  greatness. 

Today,  20  years  after  the  march  on 
Washington,  we  have  an  opportunity 
to  say  to  those  for  whom  Dr.  King's 
struggle  meant  the  most— we  have 
heard,  and  we  will  strive  to  make  his 
America  a  reality.  And  if  we  continue 
to  try,  then  his  dream  will  live.  For  his 
contribution,  a  Federal  holiday  is  only 
a  small  part  in  bringing  that  dream  to 
reality.  Such  recognition,  however,  is 
the  only  fitting  recognition  for  a  man 
who  has  done  so  much  for  our  Nation. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation  and  to  support  our  contin- 
ued efforts  to  provide  all  Americans 
with  the  reality  of  liberty  and  the 
guarantee  of  justice. 

Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am 
against  bringing  the  legislation  to  the 
floor  under  suspension  of  the  rule.  My 
feeling  on  this  point  stems  from  my 
concern  about  the  proliferation  of  the 
number  of  legal  holidays  we  have  in 
the  United  States. 

In  the  past  several  months  I  have  at- 
tempted to  work  out  a  compromise  for 
this  particular  bill  which  would  freeze 
the  number  of  legal  holidays  to  9 
rather  than  permitting  their  increase 
to  10  and  then  perhaps  one  day  to  11 
or  12. 

A  number  of  proposals  were  consid- 
ered to  this  end.  But  all  proved  to  be 
unworkable,  for  one  reason  or  an- 
other. In  addition,  I  was  concerned 
that  no  optional  holiday  format 
should  have  the  effect  of  giving  lesser 
concern  and  stature  to  the  day  for 
Martin  Luther  King.  This  was  also  my 
concern  with  the  proposal  to  establish 
a  Martin  Luther  King  Day  on  a 
Sunday,  which  seems  to  me  similar  to 
the  argument  that  you  can  ride  on  the 
bus  but  you  have  to  go  to  the  back. 

Nevertheless,  I  continue  to  believe 
that  Congress  must  in  the  very  future 
place  a  limit  on  the  number  of  legal 
public  holidays  created  in  this  coun- 
try. 
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To  this  end,  I  have  introduced  legis- 
lation today  to  do  just  that,  freezing 
the  number  of  holidays  not  at  the 
present  9,  but  permitting  I  more  for 
Dr.  King,  but  then  freezing  it  at  10. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Dr.  King  had  a  dream 
of  equality,  equality  of  rights  and  op- 
portunities for  all  children.  It  was  for 
this  dream  that  Dr.  King  lived,  and  it 
was  for  this  dream  that  he  died.  It  has 
been  15  years  since  the  assassination 
of  Dr.  King,  and  his  memory  has  only 
grown  in  stature.  The  impact  of  his 
gospel  has  grown  in  historical  perspec- 
tive. 

Martin  Luther  King  taught  us  that 
the  greatest  power  in  human  history  is 
not  the  power  of  armies  or  generals, 
but  the  power  of  one  individual  with 
moral  strength.  Dr.  King  asked  for  a 
society  which  judged  men  and  women 
not  by  the  color  of  their  skin,  but  by 
the  content  of  their  character. 

A  holiday  honoring  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King  would  acknowledge  our 
debt  to  this  great  man  and  our  nation- 
al acceptance  of  his  dream,  a  dream  of 
a  society  free  from  hatred,  free  from 
prejudice,  and  free  from  violence, 
where  there  is  equal  opportunity  for 
all  Americans. 

The  legislation  before  us,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, calls  for  creating  the  third  Monday 
in  January  as  a  day  in  honor  of  the 
memory  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King 
not  only  because  of  the  strength  of  his 
leadership  and  the  courage  of  his  com- 
mitment, but  also  because  of  the 
unique  contribution  he  made  to  the 
fundamental  principle  that  all  people 
are  created  equal. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Garcia). 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  New  York. 
Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  we  find  ourselves  considering  a 
resolution  honoring  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.  The  obligation  to  pay  tribute 
to  Dr.  King  with  a  Federal  holiday  has 
been  overdue  for  some  time.  Surely, 
Mr.  Speaker,  few  Americans  have  ever 
done  as  much  to  heal  this  Nation  in  a 
time  of  lingering  crisis. 

When  America  showed  signs  of  be- 
coming a  nation  divided  in  hatred 
along  racial,  generational,  and  ideolog- 
ical lines.  Dr.  King  fought  that  hatred. 
He  reached  across  those  barriers  with 
a  clear  vision  of  a  republic  firmly 
grounded  in  equality,  and  justice. 
Without  violence  indeed,  with  a  pow- 
erful gentleness  that  demanded  atten- 
tion. Dr.  King  forced  an  entire  country 
to  see,  some  for  the  first  time,  the 
many  injustices  lurking  within  our 
system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Dr.  King  sought  truth 
as  the  means  to  end  injustice.  No 
higher  example  can  be  found  of  a 
man's  dedication  to  his  country. 


A  Federal  holiday  honoring  Dr.  King 
will  keep  his  actions,  his  methods,  his 
principles  forever  in  the  minds  of 
Americans.  It  will  insure  the  survival 
of  those  principles  long  after  those  of 
us  with  a  vived  memory  of  all  he  lived 
through,  and  died  trying  to  solve,  have 
made  way  for  a  new  generation, 
molded  by  different  experiences. 

I  have  cosponsored  resolutions  hon- 
oring Dr.  King  in  this  way  many 
times,  and  proudly  do  so  again.  I  urge 
my  fellow  Members  to  give  this  resolu- 
tion their  full  support,  in  the  hope 
that  we,  in  the  spirit  of  Dr.  King,  can 
rekindle  and  maintain  the  commit- 
ment to  equality  so  necessary  in  our 
struggle  to  build  a  truly  just  society. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.    GARCIA.    I   yield   to   my   col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  new  York. 
Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  favor  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  original  author 
of  the  Monday  holiday  legislation.  I 
am  delighted  that  the  bill  before  us 
now  proposes  to  honor  the  late  Dr. 
King  with  a  Monday  holiday. 

In  fact,  when  the  movement  to 
create  a  national  holiday  on  the  birth- 
date  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr., 
was  first  proposed,  I  recall  a  meeting 
of  clergy  and  laymen  that  was  con- 
vened in  Albany,  N.Y.  in  early  January 
1971.  at  the  Sweet  Pilgrim  Baptist 
Church  to  generate  support,  for  the 
proposal.  When  I  was  called  on  during 
the  meeting  to  express  my  views.  I  ex- 
pressed my  strong  support,  as  a  long- 
time admirer  of  Dr.  King,  and  then 
suggested  that  the  most  appropriated 
and  acceptable  procedure  might  be  to 
make  the  King  holiday  a  Monday  holi- 
day. This  suggestion  received  the  en- 
thusiastic support  of  the  assembled 
guests. 

Shortly  thereafter  I  introduced  a  bill 
to  that  effect,  and  over  the  years  I 
have  pressed  for  that  solution. 

I  therefore  want  to  commend  the 
gentlelady  from  Indiana  (Mrs.  Hall) 
for  her  sponsorship  of  this  legislation. 
And  I  would  also  point  out  that  this 
arrangement  places  the  commemora- 
tion of  Dr.  King  on  the  very  same 
place  as  we  commemorate  the  discov- 
erer of  America,  Christopher  Colum- 
bus, the  Father  of  his  Country, 
George  Washington,  and  the  preserver 
of  the  Union.  Abraham  Lincoln. 

Surely  this  is  in  my  opinion,  the 
finest  possible  tribute  that  a  grateful 
Government  can  pay  to  Dr.  King. 

Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARCIA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  what  an  outrage.  Can  you 
imagine  anything  more  preposterous 
than  not  recognizing  one  of  the  great- 
est men  of  all  time.  Peacemakers  are 
God's  children  they  allow  all  of  us  to 


live  and  love.  We  have  nothing  with- 
out them.  Who  can  we  consider  some- 
thing or  cross  or  cost  compared  to  the 
limitless  contributions  of  Dr.  King. 

Mr.  GARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  1 
minute  that  is  allowed  to  me.  I  just 
want  to  make  it  very  clear  to  my  col- 
league from  Indiana,  having  been 
down  this  road  twice  before  as  the 
floor  manager  of  this  bill.  I  want  to 
congratulate  her  because  of  all  the 
hard  work  that  she  has  done. 

Let  me  go  a  step  further  with  my 
colleagues  here.  The  question  about 
whether  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King  de- 
serves a  national  holiday  is  one  that, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  means  a  re- 
sounding yes.  To  many  of  us.  especial- 
ly myself.  I  was  elected  to  the  New 
York  State  Legislature  in  1965  as  a 
result  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act  which 
passed  in  1964.  Had  it  not  been  for  the 
work  of  Martin  Luther  King,  walking 
the  corridors  of  Congress  to  get  that 
Voting  Rights  Act  through,  many  of 
us  in  this  Congress,  especially  those 
with  brown  faces  and  black  faces, 
would  not  be  sitting  here  today. 

On  behalf  of  this  legislation.  I  be- 
lieve that  this  holiday  is  long  overdue. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  issue  today  is  clear 
cut:  is  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  de- 
serving of  a  national  holiday  bearing 
his  name  and  dedicated  to  his 
memory?  The  answer  is  a  resounding 
"Yes." 

Believe  me,  I  have  heard  all  the  ar- 
guments against  this  bill;  the  costs  are 
too  great,  the  man  is  too  controversial: 
the  legacy  is  unsettled:  and  so  forth. 
We  have  heard  them  before  and  they 
most  asssuredly  will  be  heard  today. 
Yet  we,  who  are  the  beneficiaries  of 
Dr.  King's  long  march  for  justice  and 
equality,  are  unmoved  and  unsympa- 
thetic to  such  attacks  which  can  only 
be  described  as  weak  attempts  to  dis- 
credit the  memory  and  contributions 
of  this  great  American. 

King's  greatness  is  measured  not 
only  in  the  causes  and  struggles  he 
championed,  but  in  the  spirit  he 
aroused  and  the  response  he  evoked 
from  the  American  people  to  his  life- 
long pilgrimage  for  justice  and  equali- 
ty. 

Dr.  King's  struggle  on  behalf  of 
black  Americans  evolved  into  a  cru- 
sade for  all  Americans  who  were  un- 
employed, poorly  housed,  disenfran- 
chised, uneducated  or  undernourished. 
Dr.  King  forced  the  Nation  to  con- 
front these  problems,  and  devise  fair 
and  compassionate  remedies  at  a  time 
when  it  would  have  been  far  easier  to 
look  the  other  way.  But  Dr.  King 
would  not  let  us  look  away.  He  chal- 
lenged us  to  join  his  march  and  bring 
America's  underclass  and  underprivi- 
ledged  out  from  shadows  of  discrimi- 
nation and  into  the  Nation's  main- 
stream. 

He  made  us  look  into  the  faces  of 
America's  homeless,  its  poor  and  unfed 
and  not  turn  away— and  then  he  made 


us  act  because  it  was  the  only  right 
thing  to  do. 

That  simply  is  the  choice  for  us 
today:  to  do  the  right  thing  and  pass 
this  bill. 

I  am  as  convinced  as  even  before 
that  the  spirit  of  Dr.  King  lives  on. 
and  the  commitment  to  pursue  his 
goals  grows  stronger  with  the  passage 
of  time.  It  is  up  to  us.  his  beneificiar- 
ies.  to  see  that  his  spirit  lives  on  and 
his  work  progresses  until  the  dimen- 
sions of  Dr.  King's  dream  are  fully  re- 
alized by  all  Americans. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Campbell). 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  a  great  sense  of  regret  that  I  cast 
my  vote  today  against  H.R.  3706.  des- 
ignating the  third  Monday  of  January 
as  a  Federal  holiday  commemorating 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  The  fact 
is.  I  believe  that  Dr.  King  made  signifi- 
cant   contributions    to    the    cause    of 
equal  rights,  and  I  believe  as  strongly 
as  anyone  that  it  is  entirely  appropri- 
ate that  he  be  honored.  I  have  proved 
this    with    my    votes    in    favor    of    a 
Sunday  holiday  to  recognize  his  ac- 
complishments and  to  provide  for  a 
statue  of  Dr.  King  in  the  U.S.  Capitol. 
But  I  cannot  in  good  conscience  vote 
to  create  another  paid  holiday  which 
will,  according  to  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress,   cost    this    Nation's    taxpayers 
$270  million  for  the  pay  and  benefits 
and  lost  productivity  of  Federal  work- 
ers alone,  and  up  to  another  $796  mil- 
lion assuming  State  and  local  govern- 
ments follow  Washington's  lead.  That 
is  a  combined  cost  to  the  taxpayers  of 
over  $1  billion  in  direct  costs  and  lost 
productivity.  If  one  takes  the  gross  na- 
tional product,  which  last  year  was 
over  $3  trillion,  and  divides  it  by  the 
number   of   working   days   in   a   year 
(about  250),  the  potential  cost  to  the 
whole  of  American  society  for  another 
holiday    is    a   staggering   $12    billion. 
Now,  I  do  not  think  the  pricetag  would 
reach  that  level,  but  the  top  dollar 
cost  potential  is  a  figure  that  must  be 
considered. 
I  cannot  in  good  conscience  vote  to 


question  our  motivations.  I  resent  the 
tactics   of   the   leadership   who   have 
denied  us  the  chance  to  vote  for  a 
Sunday  day  of  commemoration  which 
would  be  so  appropriate  for  a  man 
who  was  an  ordained  minister  of  the 
Gospel  and  which  is  equally  as  appro- 
priate  as   the   Monday   holiday   pro- 
posed which  would  not  even  fall  on  Dr. 
King's  birthday.  I  have  to  question  if 
there    is    not    a    political    motivation 
here,  one  that  is  particularly  ugly  in 
that  it  calls  into  question  what  should 
be  unquestioned— the  nearly  universal 
respect  of  the  American  people  and 
the  Congress  for  Dr.  King's  memory 
and  accomplishments. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  not  the 
issue.  The  issue  is  only  whether  the 
holiday  should  fall  on  a  weekday  with 
substantial  costs  to  our  national  econ- 
omy, or  whether  we  should  designate 
the  holiday  on  a  Sunday.  To  me,  the 
answer  is  clear.  Shutting  down  the 
productive  machine  of  this  country 
would  hurt  most  those  that  Dr.  King 
was  concerned  about.  Indeed,  I  believe 
Dr.  King  himself  would  far  rather  see 
tax  dollars  going  to  programs  with 
real  and  tangible  benefits  to  the  Na- 
tion's needy. 

I  do  not  agree  with  everything  Dr. 
King  did,  but  I  do  acknowledge  his 
great  contributions  to  the  black  com- 
munity and  to  achieving  equal  rights 
and  opportunity  for  all.  I  do  agree 
that  he  should  be  honored,  either  by  a 
Sunday  holdiay  or  perhaps  by  chang- 
ing one  of  our  other  holidays  to 
Heroes'  Day.  Finally,  however,  I  had 
to  reject  the  spending  priority  em- 
bodied in  H.R.  3706  which  would  have 
us  allocate  up  to  $12  billion  in  lost  pro- 
duction for  a  symbolic  gesture  which 
will  not  provide  food  nor  jobs  or  secu- 
rity for  those  in  need. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
how  much  time  has  the  minority  con- 
sumed so  far? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  state  that  the  gentleman 
has  13  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  And  Mr. 
Speaker,  how  much  time  does  the  ma- 
jority have  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentlewoman     from     Indiana     (Mrs. 
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honor  an  "individual,  when  no  other 
American  is  so  honored  now  that 
George  Washington's  Birthday  has 
been  redesignated  President's  Day. 

And,  I  cannot  in  good  conscience 
vote  to  send  exactly  the  wrong  signal 
when  our  economy  is  begirming  to 
come  around  and  productivity  is  final- 
ly on  the  rise. 

Mr.  Speaker,  surely  the  great  major- 
ity of  us  do  want  to  honor  Dr.  King's 
memory  and  his  contributions,  but 
many  of  us  also  see  the  economic  pit- 
fall of  creating  another  day  of  idleness 
for  the  American  workforce.  Very 
frankly,    I    resent    those    who    would 


Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Then  perhaps 
the  gentlewoman  from  Indiana  (Mrs. 
Hall)  should  take  some  time  at  this 
time.  Would  that  be  appropriate? 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  (Mrs.  Burton). 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BURTON  of  California.  1  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak- 
er I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3706,  the 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  holiday  bill, 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation.  I  wish  to  commend  my  col- 
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league  Conexesswoman  Katie  Hall  for 
her  efforts  in  bringing  this  bill  to  the 
floor.  However,  I  do  wish  to  state  for 
the  record  that  this  bill,  which  desig- 
nates the  third  Monday  of  January  of 
each  year  as  a  legal  public  holiday  to 
commemorate  the  birthday  of  Martin 
Luther  King,  does  not  provide  the  full 
status  of  a  national  public  holiday, 
and  will  not  even  conform  to  the  17 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the  hundreds 
of  cities,  municipalities,  and  institu- 
tions across  the  Nation  that  have 
made  his  actual  birth  date  a  time  of 
formal  observance. 

I  will  continue  to  support  consistent 
efforts  being  made  now  and  in  prior 
Congresses  to  have  Dr.  King's  actual 
birthday  designated  as  a  national  holi- 
day. The  first  bill  to  recognize  the 
birthday  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr..  was  introduced  15  years  ago  in 
1968  by  Congressman  John  Conyers. 
And,  each  year  thereafter.  Mr.  Con- 
yers has  introduced  a  bill  to  designate 
Dr.  King's  actual  birthday  a  national 
holiday.  In  my  9  years  of  serving  in 
the  Congress.  I  have  always  supported 
legislation  that  would  establish  Janu- 
ary 15  as  a  national  public  holiday  in 
honor  of  Dr.  King,  and  I  wish  to  com- 
mend Mr.  CoNYERs  for  his  unrelenting 
efforts  and  determination  in  introduc- 
ing and  pursuing  the  establishment  of 
a  King  national  holiday. 

Fifteen  years  have  passed  since  Dr. 
King's  tragic  assassination  in  my  home 
city  of  Memphis.  Dr.  King  devoted  his 
entire  life  to  the  struggle  for  human 
rights  and  justice  for  all  mankind.  Ar- 
rested frequently,  physically  abused, 
and  constantly  threatened  with  the 
possibility  of  death.  Dr.  King  never 
ceased  his  fight  for  our  freedom.  He 
perceived  a  dream  and  called  on  us  to 
realize  it,  an  American  fitted  to  the 
specifications  of  its  own  constitution 
and  ideals.  Martin  Luther  King,  a  na- 
tional figure  dedicated  to  dependence 
on  democratic  processes,  morality  and 
nonviolence  as  a  method  of  protest, 
epitomized  the  American  political  phi- 
losophy. 

What  remains  is  to  make  Dr.  King's 
actual  birthday  a  national  holiday,  to 
permit  the  Nation  as  a  whole  to  com- 
memorate his  life  and  to  reflect  upon, 
and  rededicate  itself  to,  the  ideals  that 
he  lived  and  gave  his  life  for  on  the 
very  date  of  his  birth. 

The  mood  of  Congress  and  the  coun- 
try can  only  be  called  tragic  if  mone- 
tary or  other  concerns  are  placed 
above  such  ideals  as  justice  and 
human  rights.  Anything  less  than  a 
full  legal  holiday  is  an  affront  to  the 
millions  of  Americans,  black  and 
white,  who  regard  Dr.  King  as  the  in- 
dividual who  had  the  greatest  positive 
impact  on  American  life  in  this  centu- 
ry. His  supporters  in  the  Congress  will 
continue  to  push  for  a  fitting  memori- 
al for  him  on  the  date  of  his  birth. 


Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BURTON  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  sponsor  of  legisla- 
tion to  honor  the  achievements  and 
the  ideals  of  the  late  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr.,  I  am  a  proud  Ameri- 
can, ready  to  vote  to  designate  his 
birthday  as  a  national  holiday. 

It  is  fitting  that  we  take  this  long 
overdue  action  as  we  approach  the 
20th  anniversary,  on  August  27,  of  Dr. 
King's  historic  march  on  Washing- 
ton—a march  in  which  he  proved  him- 
self to  be  a  drum  major  for  equality 
and  for  peace. 

Dr.  King's  famous  "I  Have  a  Dream" 
speech,  delivered  on  the  steps  of  the 
Lincoln  Memorial,  has  inspired  many 
generations  to  continue  the  quest  for 
equality  and  peace.  Indeed,  the  speech 
had  a  profound  effect  on  me  and  con- 
tributed to  my  embarking  on  a  public 
service  career  to  work  toward  these 
American  ideals. 

The  history  of  mankind,  it  is  said, 
records  the  course  of  human  events, 
influenced  and  shaped  by  its  leaders. 
Dr.  King  will  surely  be  recorded  for 
posterity  as  one  who  influenced  and 
shaped  the  course  of  history  in  this 
century. 

But  I  am  not  here  so  much  to  praise 
Dr.  King,  the  man.  His  courage,  dedi- 
cation, and  conviction  have  been  well 
documented.  Posthumously,  he  has 
earned  the  highest  honors,  including 
the  Nobel  Prize. 

I  am  here  to  urge  my  colleagues  to 
approve  the  legislation  before  us  today 
to  demonstrate  our  commitment  to 
the  ideals  which  inspired  Dr.  King- 
applied  equality,  nonviolence  in  the 
political  and  social  processes,  and 
human  rights. 

Dr.  King  supported  the  basic  tenets 
of  our  Constitution,  the  right  of  equal- 
ity and  freedom  for  all.  He  was  the 
spokesperson  for  minorities,  the  disen- 
franchised, and  the  poor.  The  Civil 
Rights  Act  is  a  living  memorial  to  Dr. 
King's  determination.  Because  of  his 
work,  many  people  have  a  better  way 
of  life. 

Now.  more  than  ever,  we  need  to  re- 
flect and  renew  our  commitment  to 
Dr.  King's  goals.  Over  the  last  30 
months,  the  White  House  has  tried  to 
turn  back  the  clock  on  gains  we  have 
made  for  civil  rights.  For  example,  the 
President  supports  a  subsidy  to  private 
schools  that  discriminate  racially,  at 
the  expense  of  public  education.  The 
administration  has  targeted  tax  cuts 
to  the  rich  and  budget  cuts  to  the 
poor.  Black  unemployment  has 
climbed  to  20  percent.  Working  women 
earn  only  59  cents  on  every  dollar 
earned  by  their  male  counterparts.  We 
must  demand  from  our  President,  and 
other  leaders,  a  renewed  commitment 
to  justice  and  equality  for  all. 


Dr.  King's  commitment  to  peace  in 
the  struggle  for  freedom  is  even  more 
poignant  today.  In  1983,  we  must  ap- 
proach our  problems  abroad  through  a 
determined  program  of  conflict  resolu- 
tion. In  a  world  where  nuclear  stock- 
piles threaten  our  very  existence,  the 
importance  of  peace  is  paramount. 

Finally  the  lesson  we  should  learn 
from  Dr.  King's  life  is  that  we  cannot 
close  our  eyes  to  the  plight  of  the  poor 
and  oppressed  people  in  our  Nation 
and  throughout  the  world.  When  a 
nation  loses  its  regard  for  human 
rights,  it  loses  its  standing  in  the 
global  community,  and  with  its  own 
people.  America  must  set  an  example 
that  our  less  fortunate  neighbors  can 
follow.  We  must  help  the  developing 
countries  and  insist  on  respect  for 
human  rights. 

America  must  turn  Dr.  King's 
dreams,  for  equality,  peace,  and 
human  rights,  into  reality  for  the  ben- 
efit of  all.  Declaring  this  great  man's 
birthday  a  national  holiday  is  a  posi- 
tive step  in  the  right  direction.  It 
shows  our  neighbors  that  we  are  a 
nation  truly  committed  to  the  ideals  of 
peace  and  equality— at  home  and 
abroad. 

Mrs.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  speak  today  for  the  first 
time  in  my  brief  career  as  a  Member  of 
the  House  in  support  of  a  bill  of  major 
symbolic  importance  to  this  Nation- 
establishing  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr's., 
birthday  as  a  national  holiday.  Recog- 
nizing Dr.  King  in  this  way  will  affirm 
this  country's  commitment  to  the 
rights  of  all  men  and  women  and  to 
the  pursuit  of  world  peace. 

Dr.  King  was  a  man  of  enormous 
courage  and  wisdom.  Like  Ghandi,  he 
was  truly  among  the  great  men  of 
peace.  He  was  the  first  civil  rights 
leader  to  speak  out  against  the  war  in 
Vietnam— an  action  which  was  con- 
demed  by  many,  both  black  and  white. 
But  he  had  the  courage  to  do  what 
was  right  and  the  vision  to  see  that 
war  is  always  begun  by  those  in  power 
but  is  fought  by  the  powerless.  As  we 
find  ourselves  on  the  verge  of  another 
ill-advised  military  adventure,  it  is  es- 
pecially important  to  remember  Dr. 
King. 

I  fervently  hope  the  House  passes 
this  legislation  and  gets  on  with  the 
effort  to  realize  Dr.  King's  dream  of 
racial,  social,  and  economic  justice. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  the  balance  of 
my  time  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia (Mr.  Wyche  Fowler). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Fowler)  is  recognized 
for  one-half  minute. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  be- 
lieve that  history  will  attest  that  the 
greatness  of  a  nation  is  not  measured 
by  the  esteem  in  which  it  holds  it  poli- 
ticians and  its  generals,   but  how  it 


August  2,  1983 

lent  social  change;  the  historical  affir- 
mation by  Americans  of  the  value  and 
importance  of  the  individual  citizen. 

I  want  to  give  particular  emphasis  to 
this  last  point,  because  in  this  period 
of  public  cynicism  about  politics  and 
goverrunent,  there  is  heard  through- 
out our  land  the  cor^tant  refrain  that 
the  individual  citizen  no  longer  counts 
in  our  country,  that  there  is  no  way  an 
individual  can  have  impact  on  the  eco- 
nomic   and    political    decisions    that 
affect  all  of  our  lives,  that  events  are 
effectively  out  of  control.  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King  recognized,  as  have  few 
other    contemporary    Americans,    the 
ways  in  which  such  feelings  of  power- 
lessness  can  become  their  own  self-ful- 
filling prophecy.  His  life  was  a  direct 
and  eloquent  refutation  of  the  alleged 
impotence  of  the  individual  citizen.  It 
was  a  statement,  by  actual  deeds,  of 
the  tremendous  power  available  to  a 
single  individual  who  refuses  to  acqui- 
esce to  the  established  power,  who  re- 
fuses to  accept  social  injustice  in  any 
form,  and  who  is  prepared  to  assume 
the  risks  that  are  inevitably  associated 
with  efforts  to  change  the  status  quo. 
There  is  a  tendency  to  endow  Martin 
Luther  King  with  superhuman  charac- 
teristics, but  I  suspect  that  Dr.  King 
would  far  prefer  to  be  remembered  not 
for  his  extraordinary  qualities,  but  his 
ordinary  qualities;  not  for  his  strength 
but  for  his  vulnerability;  not  for  his 
courage,   but   for   his   fears.   Because 
what    Dr.    King    recognized,    as    few 
others  have,  is  the  revolutionary  po- 
tential of  a  single  individual's  action 
and  commitment. 

He  recognized,  and  showed  us  by  his 
own  personal  example,  that  a  single 
individual  can  make  a  difference— and 
that  perfectly  ordinary  people,  pos- 
sessed of  little  more  than  a  belief  in 
themselves  and  in  the  Tightness  of 
their  cause,  and  a  willingness  to  accept 
risk;  can  turn  our  country  around. 

The  establishment  of  a  national  hol- 
iday to  pay  tribute  to  the  life  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King  is  the  least  that 
can  be  done  to  assure  that  this  mes- 
sage of  commitment  and  inspiration 
will  be  forever  before  the  American 
people.  .,,    ,, 

Mr.    CLAY.   Mr.   Speaker,    will    the 

gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri. 

Mr  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3706.  This  legislation 
is  very  special  for  all  who  cannot 
forget  America's  commitment  to  social 
and  economic  justice.  This  legislation 
will  bring  the  overdue  recognition  to  a 
man  who  exemplifed  what  social  jus- 
tice is  all  about  and  who  died  as  a 
result  of  that  struggle. 

This  nonviolent  apostle  from  Atlan- 
ta laid  the   foundation  for  the  civil 
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treats  its  prophets  and  its  poets. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  was  a  proph- 
et and  a  poet  and  a  patriot. 

By  honoring  him,  we  honor  all 
Americans  of  whatever  color  or  faith 
who  believe  that  the  greatness  of  our 
country  is  living  up  to  our  patriotism 
by  adhering  to  our  principles. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
express  my  great  joy  and  satisfaction 
that  the  House  of  Representatives  has 
finally  voted  to  honor  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King's  legacy.  By  declaring  his 
birthday  a  national  holiday,  we  have 
made  certain  that  his  day  will  be  for- 
ever enshrined. 

Dr  King  was  the  greatest  advocate 
for  peace  in  U.S.  history,  an  advocate 
for  the  equality  of  all  men  regardless 
of  race,  class,  or  nationality.  The 
American  dream  was  enriched  by  his 
philosophy  of  brotherhood.  If  his 
memory  is  to  live  on  to  nourish  this 
dream,  we  must  be  reminded  of  him 
periodically.  This  is  the  essence  of 
why  we  did  the  right  thing  today.  His 
memory  will  remain  long  after  this 
generation  has  passed  away,  and  his 
dream  will  never  die. 

The  course  of  history  was  changed 
by  this  great  man's  dedication  to  his 
cause.  Who  can  say  what  would  have 
happened  had  he  not  committed  him- 
self to  lifting  up  his  people?  We  must 
never  forget  that  it  was  for  their  sake 
that  he  lived,  and  for  their  sake  that 
he  was  struck  down.  I  hope  that  we 
never  forget  this.  ..,.,. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOWER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  legislation. 

In  establishing  a  Martin  Luther 
King  national  holiday,  we  will  not 
only  be  giving  recognition  to  the  life 
and  accomplishments  of  a  truly  great 
American,  but  we  will  be  providing  a 
living  memorial  that  can  serve  to  in- 
spire both  present  and  future  genera- 
tions of  Americans  to  a  renewed  dedi- 
cation to  the  principle  upon  which 
this  Nation  was  founded. 

Surely  no  contemporary  American 
better  exemplified— in  his  words  and 
in  his  actions— American  values  and 
traditions.  For  Americans  every- 
where—black and  white,  young  and 
old.  North  and  South— Dr.  King  sym- 
bolized the  best  in  the  Nation:  the  con- 
tinuing struggle  to  achieve  a  truly 
open  society,  in  which  all  Americans 
will  have  an  equal  opportunity  to 
achieve  their  full  human  potential; 
the  commitment  to  an  ultimately  inte- 
grated society  in  which  racial  and 
ethnic  and  religious  prejudice  and  dis- 


jobs,  housing,  and  educational  oppor- 
tunities. He  was  a  champion  in  the 
battles  for  peace  and  freedom. 

I  known.  Mr.  Speaker,   and   fellow 
Members  of  the   House   that   it   will 
come  as  no  surprise  to  you  to  hear  me 
say  as  a  legislator  who  is  uniquely  af- 
fected by  the  possible  outcome  of  this 
debate  that  I  favor  the  passage  of  leg- 
islation which  would  declare  a  nation- 
al holiday  in  Dr.  King's  honor.  I  do, 
however,  want  you  to  know  that  I  see 
broader  implications  in  our  decision  at 
this  point  in  history  pertaining  to  the 
very  future,  and  destiny  of,  not  only 
black  and  other  similarly  affected  mi- 
norities, but  of  our  Nation  as  a  whole. 
We  as  a  nation  are  strong,  but  none- 
theless divided  by  differing  sociocul- 
tural.    political,    and   economic   back- 
grounds. Are  we  willing  to  continue 
our  forward  momentum  in  America's 
bold  and  noble  attempt  to  achieve  a 
free  and  just  democratic  society? 

It  is  significant  that  a  statement  of 
his  hope  for  the  world  was  symbolized 
twenty  years  ago  in  this  man's  famous 
T  have  a  dream  "  speech  right  herein 
the  Nation's  Capitol.  He  proclaimed 
universal  truth  when  he  stated.  "I 
hope  that  my  4  little  children  will  not 
be  judged  by  the  color  of  their  skin, 
but  by  the  content  of  their  character." 
Regrettably.  20  years  later.  Dr.  King's 
four  little  children,  now  all  young 
adults,  are  not  judged  by  the  content 
of  their  character,  but  by  the  color  of 
their  skin. 

Dr.  King's  life  has  meaning  for  each 
of  us  today  and  we  should  all  work 
diligently  in  order  that  a  national  holi- 
day will  be  declared  in  his  honor. 

Mr  Speaker.  I  attended  a  national 
meeting  the  other  day  of  individuals 
who  are  professionally  involved  in  the 
cause  of  education,  and  to  my  surprise 
and  amazement,  one  of  the  public 
school  teachers,  said,  "Some  of  our 
young  people  who  were  bom  in  the 
latter  sixties  and  early  seventies  do 
not  even  know  who  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr.  is.  This  is  both  a  shame  and 
disgrace  to  all  of  America. " 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  cannot  allow  this  to 
happen.  Dr.  King  was  persistent  in 
support  of  his  dream  and  all  of  us  are 
richer  and  stronger  because  of  this 
nonviolent  apostle  from  Atlanta. 

Mr  Speaker,  a  national  holiday  de- 
clared in  Dr.  King's  honor  will  not 
allow  our  young  people  to  forget  a 
man  who  laid  the  foundation  for  the 
civil  rights  movement  in  our  country 
and  generated  the  drive  for  human 
rights  around  the  world.  Mr  Speaker, 
this  would  be  a  major  failure  on  our 
part  as  legislators. 

Dr  King's  advocacy  for  "person- 
hood"  for  all  people  is  now  dead.  But 
he  still  lives.  He  lives  in  the  hearts  and 
minds  of  all  people  who  treasure  and 


I  hnic  and  religious  prejudice  and  dis-  "ghts  movernent  in  onr^onn^^V^n^  --^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^,  ,^ 

crimination  will  not  limit  the  ability  of  generated  the  drive  fo^^uman^g  ^^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^^^j  J^^^'^f^  " 

Americans  to  learn  from  and  to  enjoy  ^'•^"/.the  world,  "f J^  ^^^^^f  ^^  he  were  alive  today,  his  voice  would  be 

one  another;  the  advocacy  of  nonvio-  in  the  battles  for  equal  treaimenu. 


22214 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  2,  1983 


heard  against  the  divisive  and  oppres- 
sive policies  of  the  current  administra- 
tion. He  would  be  in  the  forefront  as  a 
"drum  major"  for  justice  and  for 
righteousness. 

It  is  significant  that  Dr.  King's  re- 
markable contributions  were  fully  in 
accord  with  and  supportive  of  Ameri- 
ca's ideals  and  principles  in  our  decla- 
ration of  independence  which  declared 
more  than  200  years  ago  that  "all  men 
are  created  equal,  that  they  are  en- 
dowed by  their  creator  with  certain  in- 
alienable rights,  that  among  these  are 
life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happi- 
ness." 

Dr.  Kings  brilliant  life  gave  mean- 
ing to  this  national  declaration  of  lib- 
erty and  justice.  Further,  he  practiced 
nonviolence  and  initiated  direct  action 
reminding  our  country  to  live  by  the 
principles  upon  which  it  was  founded. 
Dr.  King  awakened  a  nation  that  had 
for  centuries  deprived  many  Ameri- 
cans from  participating  in  the  social, 
economic,  and  political  institutions  of 
the  society.  His  basic  philosophy  was 
^hat  every  man  still  does  have  his 
chance,  his  opportunity,  his  right  to 
live,  to  work,  to  be  himself  and  become 
whatever  his  manhood  and  courage 
combine  to  make  him.  This  is  the 
promise  of  America. 

The  dreamer  is  gone  but  the  dream 
lives  on.  We  can  take  hope  in  the  fact 
that  Dr.  King,  in  the  face  of  adversity 
and  enormous  oppression  never  quit, 
but  he  resolved  to  keep  on  serving 
human  kind.  He  never  allowed  his 
dream  to  die  as  he  worked  from  Mont- 
gomery to  Memphis  where  he  met  his 
tragic  end  in  1968.  His  life,  in  the 
midst  of  manifold  activities  that  con- 
front poor  Americans  is  a  radiant  ex- 
ample that  love  can  conquer  hate  and 
unity  can  come  from  division.  This 
should  serve  as  a  beacon  for  all  of  us 
in  a  period  of  travail. 

Mr.  Speaker,  and  esteemed  fellow 
Members,  I  shall  not  use  this  occasion 
to  castigate  those  who  pretend  not  to 
hear  the  roar  and  demands  for  justice. 
I  shall  not  reproach  those  who  pre- 
tend that  they  cannot  see  a  further 
need  for  honoring  Dr.  King  and  de- 
claring a  national  holiday  in  his  honor 
to  insure  that  Americans  do  not  forget 
the  monumental  contribution  of  this 
man. 

I  will  not  criticize  those  who  do  not 
see  a  need  for  such  a  holiday.  Nor  will 
I  question  the  motives,  wisdom,  and 
patriotism  of  those  who  speak  out  in 
opposition  to  this  legislation.  Or  worst 
yet,  I  do  not  begrudge  those  who  dare 
not  speak  because  of  cowardice  and 
trepidation.  I  can  only  hope  that 
greater  than  any  notions  to  the  con- 
trary, the  principles  of  simple  decency 
and  fairness  will  ultimately  prevail. 

Let  me  say  further,  in  paraphrasing 
a  quote  from  William  Lloyd  Garrison, 
you  can  be  certain  that  those  Ameri- 
cans who  support  this  legislation  are 
in  earnest  on  this  issue— we  will  not 


equivocate,  we  will  not  excuse,  we  will 
not  retreat  a  single  inch. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  the  record  show 
that  I  stand  in  favor  of  the  declaration 
of  a  national  legal  public  holiday  in 
honor  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King. 

Let  the  record  show,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  I  stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  with 
all  people  of  good  conscience  and  firm 
convictions  to  work  unceasingly  for  a 
better  America. 

Mrs.  COLLINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Illinois. 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
this  measure  to  make  the  birthday  of 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr..  a  nation- 
al holiday  because  it  is  long,  long  over- 
due. 

In  the  sixties,  during  the  awful  times 
when  I  saw  flashed  across  my  televi- 
sion screen  firemen  turning  water 
hoses  on  black  Americans  who  were 
peacefully  marching  for  their  God- 
given  rights,  and  policemen  beating 
and  dragging  into  paddywagons  black 
men,  women,  and  children  as  we 
sought  our  human  rights,  and  segrega- 
tionsists  standing  in  the  doorways  of 
schools  to  keep  blacks  from  becoming 
educated,  and  ax  wielding  restauran- 
teurs  standing  menacingly  in  front  of 
restaurants  threatening  blacks  who 
tried  to  eat  there,  and  so  forth. 

But  the  scene  I  remember  the  most 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  of  a  big  burly 
white  policeman  snatching  the  Ameri- 
can flag  out  of  the  hands  of  a  tiny 
little  black  boy,  who  was  struggling 
mightily  to  keep  it.  That,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  a  picture  which  will  forever  stay  in 
my  mind  because  it  so  clearly  por- 
trayed the  visceral  feeling  embodied  in 
this  issue.  On  one  side  of  the  issue  was 
the  little  black  boy  proudly  waving  the 
flag  of  his  country  and  holding  on  to  it 
tightly.  On  the  other  side  was  the  big 
bad  white  policeman  snatching  away 
his  hopes  and  his  dreams— telling  him 
in  no  uncertain  terms  that  America, 
the  land  of  his  birth,  didn't  want  to  in- 
clude him  among  her  citizenry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  sincerely  believe  that 
if  we  fail  to  pass  this  measure  in  the 
House  today,  we  will  have  again 
snatched  the  flag  out  of  the  hands  of 
black  Americans.  We  will  have  again 
indicated  to  those  black  kids  sitting  up 
there  in  the  galleries,  to  their  parents 
and  grandparents,  and  to  all  folk  the 
world  over  that  this  body  of  our  demo- 
cractic  government  does  not  live  up  to 
the  preamble  of  the  Declaration  of  In- 
dependence: "that  all  men  are  created 
equal.  "  To  my  colleagues  I  say:  Let  us 
not  live  with  the  shame  any  longer. 
Let  us— all  of  us— vote  for  this  long, 
overdue  measure  to  recognize  the 
greatness  of  the  accomplishments  of 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

Mr.  PAUNTROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  FAUNTROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
was  Tchaikovsky  who  said  of  Marian 
Anderson:  "A  voice  like  this  comes 
once  in  a  hundred  years."  In  the  hear- 
ing room,  where  the  Subcommittee  on 
Census  and  Population  marked  up 
H.R.  3345  last  month,  there  hang  the 
pictures  of  two  great  Americans  who 
were  truly  the  men  of  their  centuries. 
The  first  is  that  of  George  Washing- 
ton, the  founding  father  and  first 
President  of  our  great  Republic.  No 
one  questions  that  he  was  indeed  the 
man  of  the  18th  century.  The  second 
is  that  of  Abraham  Lincoln.  No  one 
questions  the  fact  that  the  valiant 
leadership  of  Abraham  Lincoln  as 
saving  our  Union  made  him  the  "Man 
of  the  19th  Century." 

When  the  history  of  the  20th  centu- 
ry is  written,  few  will  question  the  fact 
that  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  was  the 
singularly  most  important  man,  with 
the  most  important  message  for  this, 
the  most  violent  century  in  the  history 
of  mankind.  That  message  was  this: 
"We  must  either  learn  to  live  together 
as  brothers  or  we  are  all  going  to 
perish  together  as  fools." 

That  message  and  the  life  work  of 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  which 
shaped  it.  has  made  the  name  of 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  a  trigger  to 
the  deep  longings  of  people  in  every 
corner  of  this  globe,  particularly  those 
who  have  survived  the  savagery  of  war 
in  Europe,  in  Asia,  and  on  the  conti- 
nent of  Africa.  America  honors  herself 
when  she  honors  this  man  of  world 
renown  with  a  legal  holiday. 

The  New  York  Times  captured  his 
significance  from  his  time  when  it 
wrote: 

It  can  be  said  of  him  as  of  few  men  in  like 
positions,  that  he  did  not  fear  the  weather 
and  did  not  trim  his  sails,  but  instead  chal- 
lenged the  wind  itself  to  improve  its  direc- 
tion and  to  cause  it  to  blow  more  softly  and 
more  kindly  over  the  world  and  its  people. 

There  are  those  who  say  that  non- 
violence can  never  again  be  an  effec- 
tive tool  for  resolving  hiunan  conflict; 
nevertheless,  the  vision  of  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  nags  uncomfortably 
at  the  minds  of  statesmen  and  gener- 
als alike— a  strange,  brooding  figure, 
standing  somewhere  in  the  distance 
with  a  beckoning  truth,  waiting  for 
the  world  to  catch  up. 

Favorable  action  of  this  measure 
today  will  assure  that  that  truth  will 
be  forever  etched  in  the  mental  skies 
of  our  everbroadening  horizon  as  a 
nation. 

It  was  Goethe  who  said: 

What  we  have  inherited  from  our  fathers, 
we  must  earn  again  for  ourselves,  else  we 
lose  it. 

Let  us  pass  this  bill  that  generations 
unborn  might  be  inspired  as  Martin 
Luther    King.     Jr..     inspired     us    to 
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become   answers  to  Josiah   Holland's 
prayer: 

God,  Give  Us  Men! 
God,  give  us  men!  A  time  like  this  demands 
Strong  minds,  great  hearts,  true  faith  and 

ready  hands; 
Men  whom  the  lust  of  office  does  not  kill: 
Men  whom  the  spoils  of  office  cannot  buy; 
Men  who  possess  opinions  and  a  will; 
Men  who  have  honor;  men  who  will  not  lie; 
Men  who  have  can  stand  before  a  dema- 
gogue 
And  damn  his  treacherous  flatteries  with- 
out winking! 
Tall  men.  sun-crowned,  who  live  above  the 

fog 
In  public  duty  and  In  private  thinking; 
For  while  the  rabble,  with  their  thumb- 
worn  creeds. 
Their    large    professions    and    their    little 

deeds. 
Mingle  in  selfish  strife,  lo!  Freedom  weeps. 
Wrong  rules  the  land  and  waiting  justice 
sleeps. 
Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3706,  designating  the 
birthday  of  Martin  Luther  King  as  a 
legal,  public  holiday. 

Let  me  take  this  opportunity  to  com- 
mend the  leadership  of  the  gentlelady 
from  Indiana  (Mrs.  Hall)  for  bringing 
this  legislation  to  the  House  floor. 

The  work  of  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.,  and  his  followers  had  a  tremen- 
dous impact  on  the  history  of  this 
country.  As  a  religious  leader.  Dr. 
King  preached  to  a  national  congrega- 
tion about  the  human  dignity  of  every 
man  and  woman.  As  a  civil  rights  advo- 
cate, he  spoke  out  against  the  inequal- 
ity and  injustice  in  American  society. 
As  a  national  political  figure,  Martin 
Luther  King  led  the  civil  rights  move- 
ment in  an  effective,  but  nonviolent 
way,  despite  the  hatred  and  violence 
he  faced.  His  memory,  his  work,  and 
his  words  have  become  a  permanent 
part  of  this  country's  memory  and 
conscience. 

Most  Americans  agree— whatever  po- 
litical philosophy— that  this  man  de- 
serves special  recognition.  I  can  think 
of  no  better  way  to  honor  this  great 
man,  to  remember  his  works  and 
words,  or  to  reflect  on  the  progress 
that  must  be  made  in  the  future,  than 
a  national.  Federal  holiday.  Any  other 
tribute— an  observance  or  remem- 
brance day— would  fall  short  of  our 
duty  to  focus  on  the  message  of 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

Twenty  years  ago  this  month.  Dr. 
King  published  his  "Letter  from  the 
Birmingham  Jail."  To  me.  one  sen- 
tence in  this  letter  capsulizes  the  mes- 
sage of  this  man.  King  wrote:  "Injus- 
tice anywhere  is  a  threat  to  justice  ev- 
erywhere." 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  1971,  Dr.  King's 
birthday  has  been  a  legal  holiday  in 
my  own  State  of  Massachusetts.  I  urge 
the  House  today  to  take  the  first  step. 


to  nationally  recognize  the  accom- 
plishments and  contributions  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  H.R.  3706. 

Mr.  HUBBARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  HUBBARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  this  important  leg- 
islation to  designate  the  birthday  of 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  as  a  na- 
tional holiday. 

Through  Dr.  King's  leadership  and 
faith,  the  American  people  were  made 
aware  of  the  dangers  of  segregation 
and  discrimination  which  had  divided 
our  country.  Dr.  King's  ideals  became 
real  for  millions  in  this  Nation,  and 
they  sparked  a  nonviolent  movement 
which  sought  peaceful  change  and  the 
complete  removal  of  barriers  due  to 
race,  creed,  or  religion. 

I  support  this  legislation,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  believe  we  should  establish  this 
holiday  in  order  to  say  to  our  fellow 
countrymen  that  Dr.  King's  ideals 
must  still  be  pursued  and  that  Amer- 
ica will  truly  be  a  Nation  undivided  for 
one  and  all. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this  leg- 
islation. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Rodino). 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  the  bill. 

The  House  of  Representatives  in 
considering  legislation  that  would  des- 
ignate the  birth  date  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  a  national  holiday  is 
taking  a  significant  step  in  the  direc- 
tion of  giving  proper  national  recogni- 
tion to  one  of  our  great  leaders. 

As  you  know,  I  have  for  at  last  15 
years  been  introducing  legislation  that 
would  designate  the  birth  date  of  Dr. 
King  a  national  holiday.  In  each  ses- 
sion of  Congress  since  the  initial  intro- 
duction, the  legislation  has  gained  in 
support  and  is  now  again  being  consid- 
ered by  the  House.  I  trust  that  my  col- 
leagues will  support  the  legislation 
and  join  the  great  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans who  presently  support  a  national 
holiday  in  honoring  of  Dr.  King.  We 
would  be  joining  16  States,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
if  we  passed  the  legislation  before  us. 
It  is  time  for  us  to  move  this  legisla- 
tion so  that  we  can  offer  our  support 
to  those  who  are  working  to  have  the 
Senate  pass  a  national  holiday  in 
honor  Dr.  King. 
In  introducing  legislation  that  would 


designate  the  birthday  of  Dr.  King  a 
national  holiday,  I  never  viewed  it  as 
an  isolated  piece  of  legislation  to 
honor  one  man.  Rather,  I  have  always 
viewed  it  as  an  indication  of  the  com- 
mitment of  the  House  and  the  Nation 
to  the  dream  of  Dr.  King.  When  we 
pass  this  legislation  it  should  signal 
our  commitment  to  the  realizaiton  of 
full  employment,  world  peace,  and 
freedom  for  all. 

The  legislation  we  are  considering 
today  concerns  a  person  who  contrib- 
uted much  to  American  life.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  an  exaggeration  to  say  that 
Dr.  King  changed  the  face  of  America 
with  the  deeds  and  words.  The  sover- 
eignty of  the  people  is  the  central  pur- 
pose of  the  American  system  of  gov- 
ernment. That  purpose  at  various 
times  in  our  history  has  manifested 
itself  in  public  protests  and  petitioning 
of  our  government  for  the  redress  of 
grievances.  Dr.  King  was  the  preemi- 
nent leader  of  popular  political  action 
in  modem  history.  In  practicing  non- 
violent direct  action,  he  embodied  a 
great  tradition  that  originated  with 
the  Pilgrim  settlement  in  the  17th 
century. 

If  we  pass  this  legislation,  we  will  be 
recognizing  the  heroic  dimensions  of 
Dr.  King's  life.  We  would  also  be  ex- 
pressing an  appreciation  of  the  fact 
that  Dr.  King's  stature  depended  on 
many  vaired  qualities;  a  singular  self- 
discipline  and  steadiness;  an  unshaka- 
ble faith  in  the  basic  goodness  of 
human  beings,  a  single-handed  dedica- 
tion to  raising  up  the  lives  of  the  dis- 
advantaged; his  inspiring  and  unfor- 
gettable speech;  and  his  exceptional 
courage.  In  passing  this  legislation,  we 
would  also  be  saying  that  Dr.  King 
was  more  than  a  spokesman  for  black 
people  in  America,  rather  that  he  was 
speaking  to  the  aspirations  and  inter- 
ests of  our  Nation.  This  reality  is  best 
summarized  in  the  following  state- 
ment by  Dr.  King: 

The  struggle  for  peace  and  the  struggle 
for  civil  rights  as  we  call  it  in  America,  hap- 
pened to  be  tied  together  ...  I  feel  that  the 
people  who  are  wofking  for  civil  rights  are 
working  for  peace;  I  feel  the  people  who  are 
working  for  peace  are  working  for  civil 
rights  and  justice. 

It  is  clear  that  Dr.  King  taught  us 
much  about  life  and  death  during  this 
brief  stay  on  this  Earth.  Lerone  Ben- 
nett, the  historian  and  Dr.  King's  bi- 
ographer, wrote  the  following  with  re- 
spect to  what  Dr.  King  taught  us 
about  life  and  death: 

His  grace,  like  Ghandis  grows  out  of  a 
complicated  relation  not  to  oppression,  but 
to  the  ancient  scourges  of  man,  to  pain,  to 
suffering,  to  death.  Men  who  conquer  the 
fear  of  these  things  in  themselves  acquire 
extraordinary  power  over  themselves  and 
others.  .  .  .  Reverend  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr.  has  taught  us  not  only  how  to  die,  but 
also,  and  more  importantly,  how  to  live. 
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I  am  very  pleased  to  be  a  part  of  the 
bipartisan  effort  which  is  behind  the 
movement  of  the  legislation  in  the 
House.  I  will  vote  in  favor  of  the  legis- 
lation and  I  encourage  my  colleagues 
to  do  the  same. 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker.  20  years 
ago  this  month  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr..  stirred  the  conscience  of  the 
Nation  with  his  eloquent  "Let  Free- 
dom Ring"  address  here  in  Washing- 
ton. It  has  been  15  years  since  Dr. 
King— at  the  pirmacle  of  his  leader- 
ship and  in  the  prime  of  his  life— was 
assassinated  in  Memphis.  Yet.  we  still 
do  not  have  a  national  holiday  to 
honor  this  man,  the  greatest  leader  in 
history  in  the  struggle  for  full  equality 
for  black  citizens.  We  should  no  longer 
delay  honoring  this  great  American 
and  all  that  he  represents.  We  should 
act  now  and  designate  the  third 
Monday  in  January  as  a  national  holi- 
day to  honor  Dr.  King. 

I  am  an  original  sponsor  of  legisla- 
tion to  so  honor  this  man  and  the 
principles  that  he  preached  and  for 
which  he  lived  and  died.  For  more 
than  a  decade.  I  have  espoused  this 
cause  so  that  we  Americans  can  set 
aside  one  special  day  to  rededicate  our- 
selves to  the  principles  of  social,  politi- 
cal, and  economic  justice  for  all. 

I  do  not  propose  this  national  holi- 
day lightly.  It  takes  a  rare  person  of 
an  extraordinary  event  to  justify  a  na- 
tional holiday.  Dr.  King  was  more 
thain  a  rare  person;  he  was  unique. 
And  the  changes  that  grew  out  of  his 
leadership  were  so  extraordinary  that 
they  continue  to  have  a  profound  and 
historic  effect  on  the  American  way  of 
life. 

It  is  time  for  us  to  honor  this  man 
and  his  inestimable  contribution  to 
this  Nation  and  the  world  by  setting 
aside  a  public  holiday  in  his  name. 

In  1975,  I  told  the  Southern  Chris- 
tian Leadership  Conference: 

They  shot  down  the  man— and  they 
snuffed  out  his  life— but  they  could  not 
shoot  down  his  dream.  For  his  dream  was 
stronger  than  life  and  more  powerful  than 
death.  And  the  dream  lives  on. 

Yes,  the  dream  for  which  Dr.  King 
gave  his  life  lives  on.  But  the  dream— 
"That  one  day  this  Nation  will  live  out 
the  true  meaning  of  its  creed:  "We 
hold  these  truths  to  be  self-evident, 
that  all  men  are  created  equal'  "—is 
still  for  too  many  a  dream  deferred. 
We  have  moved  closer  to  the  ideal  of 
Dr.  King's  but  the  journey  is  far  from 
complete. 

As  we  continue  the  struggle  to  reach 
"the  sunlit  path  of  racial  justice."  let 
us  set  aside  this  day  to  honor  Dr. 
King's  life  and  his  great  works.  Let 
this  day  stand  forever  as  a  shining 
ssTTibol  of  our  commitment  to  the 
brotherhood  of  man— as  an  enduring 
expression  of  our  determination  to 
make  the  dream  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr..  a  dream  fulfilled. 


Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio  (Ms.  Oakar). 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
been  a  privilege  to  cosponsor  H.R. 
3706,  and  I  count  it  an  honor  to  rise  in 
support  of  this  bill  to  designate  a 
public  holiday  in  honor  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr. 

Federal  law  currently  recognizes 
nine  public  holidays.  Two  of  these 
holidays  specifically  recognize  individ- 
uals. Christopher  Columbus  and 
George  Washington.  Both  individuals 
played  major  roles  at  crucial  points  in 
American  history.  Without  their 
vision,  leadership  and  contribution. 
America  would  not  be  the  oasis  of 
freedom  and  democracy  it  is  today. 

The  issue  before  us  now  is  whether 
we  should  recognize  another  great  and 
historic  period  in  the  life  of  the 
United  States  and  commemorate  a 
man  who  made  major  contributions  to 
that  era  by  designating  a  national  hol- 
iday to  honor  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr. 

Mr.  Speaker,  like  Columbus  and 
Wsishington.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.. 
was  a  visionary  leader  who  made  last- 
ing contributions  to  our  country  at  a 
critical  time  in  our  history.  He  impact- 
ed all  of  us  regardless  of  our  race,  reli- 
gion, sex.  or  economic  status.  He 
touched  our  conscience  in  a  spirit  of 
nonviolence  and  peace,  for  which  he 
received  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize.  He 
made  us  question  our  policies,  our 
practices,  and  our  beliefs.  More  impor- 
tantly, he  taught  us  a  good  deal  about 
ourselves  and  our  national  commit- 
ment to  the  principles  of  justice  and 
equality.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  com- 
pare the  America  of  1958  with  the 
America  of  1968  to  see  what  Dr.  King 
meant  to  this  country. 

We  are  a  better  country  because 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  was  here. 
And  I  urge  my  fellow  Members  to  vote 
the  recognition  Dr.  King's  principles 
deserve. 

n  1400 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Martin  Luther  King  is 
a  great  American  who  deserves  to  have 
a  Federal  holiday  designated  for  him 
as  a  monument  to  his  achievements. 
Such  a  holiday  would  also  be  a  nation- 
al endorsement  of  the  principles  of 
nonviolent  activism  as  a  means  of  ac- 
complishing peaceful  change. 

All  Americans  can  take  pride  in  the 
fact  that  Martin  Luther  King's  life  ex- 
emplified the  very  best  of  American 
traditions  and  philosophy.  Martin 
Luther  King  was  a  pragmatist  in  the 
best  sense  of  the  word.  While  he  de- 
voutly believed  that  there  was  a 
heaven  after  death,  he  worked  tireless- 


ly to  make  life  on  Earth  more  bearable 
for  the  least  among  us.  Martin  Luther 
King  was  a  fervent  exponent  of  the 
Judeo-Christian  ethic  which  has 
guided  this  Nation  since  it  was  found- 
ed. 

Above  all.  Martin  Luther  King  was 
an  apostle  of  nonviolence.  In  a  world 
which  is  now  threatened  with  extinc- 
tion by  violent  nuclear  war.  the  way  of 
nonviolence  must  be  promoted  with 
new  vigor.  At  this  moment  riots  and 
wars  are  raging  in  several  parts  of  the 
world.  Those  who  worship  the  false 
gods  of  war  and  violence  continue  to 
create  new  bitterness  and  new  cycles 
of  revenge-seeking.  This  special  recog- 
nition of  Martin  Luther  King  would 
send  a  message  around  the  world  that 
American  stands  for  freedom  and  jus- 
tice achieved  through  nonviolent  and 
peaceful  means. 

The  struggle  for  equality  and  justice 
in  our  society  is  ongoing.  Despite 
major  accomplishments  of  recent  his- 
tory, legislation  such  as  the  Voting 
Rights  Act  and  the  abolition  of  Jim 
Crow  laws,  there  exists  an  undeniable 
imbalance  between  the  races.  Predju- 
dices  and  misconceptions  which  are 
longstanding  contribute  to  this  imbal- 
ance and  cause  the  problem  to  fester. 
These  attitudes  must  change  if  Ameri- 
ca's inequities  are  to  change.  Passage 
of  this  legislation  to  make  Martin 
Luther  King's  birthday  a  national  hol- 
iday will  make  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  that  healing  process.  While  we 
cannot  legislate  people's  attitudes  or 
perceptions,  we  can  set  aside  a  day  for 
them  to  consider  Dr.  King's  accom- 
plishments. As  an  apostle  of  nonvio- 
lence. Dr.  King  led  freedom  marches, 
boycotts,  and  rallies  in  a  successful 
effort  to  redirect  the  conscience  of 
America,  to  resolve  the  problem  of 
physical  segregation  and  economic  and 
social  subjugation  of  people  of  color. 
He  was  a  pragmatic  leader,  but  he 
never  lost  sight  of  his  ideals— freedom, 
equality,  and  justice. 

Dr.  King's  life  and  struggle  for 
mutual  understanding  and  respect  be- 
tween the  races  is  exemplary.  It  is  my 
hope  that  consideration  of  his  exam- 
ple will  lead  to  acceptance  of  his  ex- 
ample, and  ultimately,  a  just  society. 
So  not  only  will  this  day  allow  us  to 
look  back  upon  Dr.  King's  great 
achievements,  it  will  foster  an  under- 
standing so  vital  if  we  are  to  realize 
Martin  Luther  King's  dream. 

Throughout  the  world  the  greatness 
of  Martin  Luther  King  is  recognized 
and  acknowledged.  The  Nobel  Peace 
Prize  was  only  symbolic  of  the  millions 
of  awards  Martin  Luther  King  won  in 
the  hearts  of  people  everywhere.  The 
vote  for  this  holiday  is  a  vote  to  en- 
shrine an  example  of  the  very  best 
that  America  has  produced. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 


Ms.  OAKAR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  honored  to  be  a 
cosponsor  of  H.R.  3706,  a  bill  which 
would  designate  the  third  Monday  in 
January  as  a  Federal  holiday  to  com- 
memorate the  life  and  work  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

Dr.  King  was  an  extraordinary 
American,  who  sought  to  put  an  end 
to  centuries  of  racial  and  social  op- 
pression through  nonviolent  action. 
He  struggled,  with  other  dedicated 
civil  rights  leaders,  for  the  freedom 
and  human  dignity  of  all  Americans. 

Dr.  King's  work  in  civil  rights  was 
for  the  realization  of  the  principles 
upon  which  this  country  was  founded: 
liberty,  justice,  equality,  and  peace.  He 
knew  that  if  one  person  is  denied  free- 
dom of  opportunity,  no  one  is  truly 
free. 

I  was  fortunate  enough  to  be  on  the 
Lincoln  Memorial  20  years  ago  this 
month  when  Dr.  King  delivered  his  in- 
spiring "I  have  a  dream"  speech.  His 
dream  was  that  Americans  would  not 
be  "judged  by  the  color  of  their  skin, 
but  by  the  content  of  their  character." 
All  caring  people  share  this  goal  for 
our  Nation. 

This  country  has  come  a  long  way  in 
20  years  toward  correcting  the  social 
and  political  injustices  of  the  past. 
Yet,  there  is  much  left  to  be  done  if 
we  are  to  realize  fully  Dr.  King's 
dream.  A  day  of  recognition  for  the  ac- 
complishments and  goals  of  Dr.  King 
is  a  great  tribute  to  a  worthy  Ameri- 
can. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane). 

Mr.  DANIEL  B.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  will  be  re- 
membered in  history  as  a  very  impor- 
tant man.  He  had  a  very  definite 
impact  on  everyone  of  our  lives,  and 
was  responsible  for  a  change  in  the 
course  of  this  great  Nation.  The  civil 
rights  movement  was  a  period  in  our 
history  that  many  have  referred  to  as 
a  second  American  revolution.  A  time 
when  people  of  all  races  and  creeds 
began  to  envision  a  dream  of  equal  op- 
portunity and  social  economic  progress 
for  all. 

1  feel  that  it  is  entirely  proper  and  I 
support  fully  the  concept  of  a  com- 
memorating birth  date  for  this  Ameri- 
can. In  recognizing  this  man  and  this 
period  in  history  we  would  preserve 
for  future  generations  the  memory  of 
a  man  who  changed  the  lives  of  mil- 
lions of  Americans. 

The  question  we  are  facing  today  is 
not  whether  we  should  recognize  this 
man  but  rather  in  what  manner.  We 
are  already  facing  a  huge  budget  defi- 
cit, if  not  the  largest  in  the  208  years 
of  our  history,  and  every  effort  we  can 


make   at   holding   the   line   on   these 
types  of  expenditures  should  be  exer- 
cised. The  cost  of  a  national  holiday 
on  a  regular  workday  is  estimated  at 
$237   million   including   the   premium 
pay  for  those  individuals  who  would 
receive   it.   The   spirit   and   intent   of 
commemoration  can  be  realized  by  the 
designation  of  another  day.  a  nonwork 
day  as  a  national  day  of  recognition. 
In  my  estimation  that  would  serve  the 
purpose   of   recognizing   the   achieve- 
ments of  this  man  and  this  period  of 
our  history.   I   come  from  the   great 
State  of  Illinois,  the  home  of  Abraham 
Lincoln.  I  am  sure  you  will  agree  with 
me  that  history  has  shown  he  was  a 
great    man,    one    who    also    had    an 
impact  on  the  lives  of  millior^s  of  his 
fellow   Americans.    We    do   not   com- 
memorate his  birthday  with  a  separate 
national  holiday. 

It  is  for  these  reasons,  I  oppose  this 
bill  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  I 
would  rather  support  an  amendment 
to  this  bill  to  recognize  a  Sunday  in 
January  as  a  national  day  of  recogni- 
tion. I  would  respectfully  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  do  the  same. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANIEL  B.  CRANE.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  talks  about  cost.  What 
about  the  cost  to  my  race  under  that 
system  of  segregation  that  was  so  rigid 
in  this  Nation? 

You  talk  about  cost.  What  about  the 
cost  to  my  life  when  I  had  to  endure 
what  this  Nation  put  on  me  as  a  black 
man? 

Costs  become  irrelevant  in  this  busi- 
ness, and  I  certainly  hope  that  we  do 
not  hear  any  more  of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  DANIEL  B.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  hope  the  gentleman  will  feel  the 
same  way  about  the  Defense  budget. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Daniel  B.  Crane)  has  expired. 

Mrs.  HAT  J.  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Tallon). 

Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  TALLON.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut. ^.  ^ 
Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  legislation. 

Few  people  would  deny  that  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  was  a  great  man. 
This  is  not  the  issue.  Rather,  the  issue 
is  the  absence  of  an  appropriate 
formal  occasion  to  call  attention  to  Dr. 
King's  life,  his  social  commitment,  his 
determination,  and  the  values  of  jus- 
tice and  equality  that  he  preached  and 

lived. 

We  in  this  Chamber— on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle— witnessed  the  growth  and 


development  of  the  civil  rights  move- 
ment during  the  1950's  and  1960's,  but 
children  growing  up  today  will  never 
experience  the  power  and  leadership 
that  Dr.  King  brought  to  our  Nation. 
He  preached  a  message  of  patriotism, 
brotherhood,  and  human  dignity,  cor- 
nerstones of  a  strong  nation.  A  nation- 
al holiday  commemorating  the  birth 
of    Dr.    King    will    help    to    keep    his 
dream   alive   by   teaching   our   young 
people     how     much     we     value     his 
memory  and  the  principles  he  gave  up 
his  life  advancing.  It  will  also  compel 
us,   on   an   annual   basis,   to  examine 
whether    this    Nation    continues    to 
make  progress  toward  insuring  that  aU 
of  its  citizens  enjoy  the  benefits  prom- 
ised by  our  Constitution  and  laws. 

The  people  of  my  district  strongly 
support  this  legislation.  Last  January, 
10  members  of  the  Dixwell  Communi- 
ty House  Bikila  Track  Club  of  New 
Haven  ran  a  400-mile  relay  from 
Washington,  D.C..  to  New  Haven. 
Conn.,  to  generate  support  for  the 
movement  to  win  this  holiday.  Later 
this  month,  hundreds  of  people  from 
the  New  Haven  area  will  travel  to 
Washington  to  relive  the  historic 
march  which  took  place  here  20  years 
ago  and  which  culminated  in  Dr. 
King's  "I  Have  a  Dream"  speech,  an 
address  which  electrified  the  Nation. 

In  his  book  "Why  We  Can't  Wait," 
Dr.  King  made  reference  to  a  quota- 
tion which  I  would  like  to  repeat,  that 
"justice  too  long  delayed  is  justice 
denied. "  Currently.  19  State  govern- 
ments—including my  own  State  of 
Connecticut— have  acted  to  memorial- 
ize his  birthday.  A  bill  to  make  Janu- 
ary 15  a  legal  national  holiday  has 
been  introduced  in  every  Congress 
since  Dr.  King's  death  in  1968.  The 
American  people  have  waited  long 
enough  for  this  legislation.  I  am  proud 
to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this  bill.  I  urge 
Members  to  reaffirm  the  principles 
Dr.  King's  life  symbolized  by  voting  in 
favor  of  establishing  this  national  hol- 
iday. 

Mr.  TALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3706.  legislation 
to  make  the  third  Monday  in  January 
each  year  a  national  holiday  in  observ- 
ance of  the  birthday  of  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr. 

The  1960's  were  volatile  times  that 
could  have  erupted  in  harsh,  wide- 
spread violence  at  any  time.  Racial 
hostility  and  social  injustice  were  to 
the  point  of  irreparably  tearing  our 
country  apart,  and  were  a  nation  divid- 
ed. 

Lives  were  lost  in  this  battle  for 
principles  that  are  founded  in  our 
Constitution.  Yet,  even  more  would 
have  been  lost  had  the  man  leading 
the  movement  for  social  justice  and 
equal  opportunity  not  been  a  man  of 
nonviolence.  A  man  who  understood, 
like  Ghandi,  that  long-lasting  change 
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could  best  be  accomplished  through 
peaceful  means. 

That  man  was  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr. 

Historically,  since  his  death,  his 
birthday  has  been  a  day  to  reflect  on 
and  rededicate  the  Nation  to  the  pur- 
poses that  he  developed  and  gave  his 
life  for— achieving  the  American 
dream  of  freedom,  equality,  reconcilia- 
tion and  justice  at  home,  as  well  as 
peace  in  the  world. 

Usually,  as  time  goes  by,  the 
memory  of  our  national  leaders  fades 
or  tarnishes.  Yet  this  is  not  the  case 
with  Dr.  King.  He  stands  among  the 
small  number  of  great  leaders  who 
gave  their  lives  and  for  whom  respect, 
honor,  and  admiration  have  grown 
with  each  passing  year. 

But  most  importantly,  a  national 
holiday  in  Dr.  Kings  name  would  not 
be  just  a  celebration  of  one  man's  life. 
It  would  be  a  time  to  memorialize  the 
ideals  he  stood  for  and  fought  for— 
ideals  that  many  in  our  Nation  now 
take  for  granted. 

We  are  fortunate  to  have  lived  in 
the  same  generation  as  this  man.  We 
remember  his  struggle.  It  is  only  fit- 
ting to  recognize  his  birthday  as  a  na- 
tional holiday  for  future  generations 
to  learn  from  as  well. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  McDonald). 

Mr.  Mcdonald.  Mr.  speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  H.R.  3706,  a 
bill  designating  the  third  Monday  in 
January  of  each  year  a  legal  public 
holiday  to  commemorate  the  birthday 
of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

At  best,  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.'s, 
prior  associations  and  activities  are 
questionable.  This  fact  is  reflected  in 
the  auction  taken  by  Attorney  General 
Robert  P.  Kennedy,  certainly  one  of 
the  most  liberal  men  to  hold  that  high 
post,  when  he  authorized  wiretaps  and 
other  forms  of  surveillance  of  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.  after  the  FBI  devel- 
oped evidence  that  King  was  associat- 
ed with  and  being  manipulated  by 
Communists  and  secret  Communist 
agents. 

Consider  the  effusion  from  Political 
Affairs,  official  theoretical  journal  of 
the  Communist  Party,  U.S.A.,  for  May 
1968,  a  month  after  Kings  assassina- 
tion: 

The  Reverend  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.. 
the  voice,  inspiration  and  symbol  of  the 
Negro  people's  struggle  for  freedom  and 
equality,  is  dead  *  *  •.  The  man  who.  more 
than  anyone  else,  personified  the  heroic  de- 
termination of  the  black  people  to  win  their 
liberation  now.  One  of  humanity's  great 
leaders  has  been  silenced  forever  *  •  *.  We 
must  see  that  his  memory  not  be  desecrated. 
We  must  not  fail  to  do  all  in  our  power  to 
realize  the  dream  for  which  he  died. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  this  is 
not  a  quote  from  the  Washington  Post 
or  the  Atlanta  Constitution  but  from 
an  official  publication  of  the  Commu- 
nist Party,  U.S.A. 


Unfortunately,  neither  the  Congress 
nor  the  American  people  have  any 
idea  what  information  was  gathered 
by  the  FBI.  Under  court  order  in  1977, 
the  FBI's  surveillance  records  and 
tapes  on  Reverend  King  were  sealed  in 
the  National  Archives  for  50  years  or 
until  the  year  2027.  Those  who  intend 
to  vote  for  H.R.  3706  might  well  want 
to  ask  themselves  why  this  action  was 
taken?  It  would  seem  that  those  who 
support  elevating  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr..  to  the  status  of  a  national  hero  by 
making  his  birthday  a  Federal  holiday 
would  wish  to  dispel  those  who  have 
doubts  and  who  question  why  King's 
record  has  been  sealed  in  secrecy. 
Before  acting  prematurely,  this  House 
should  either  request  that  the  records 
be  made  available  or  delay  consider- 
ation until  the  information  is  released. 

Recently,  the  tapes  of  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt  and  John  F.  Kennedy  were 
made  public.  Similar  review  of  Martin 
Luther  King's  tapes  should  also  be 
permitted  lest,  after  proclaiming  his 
birthday  a  National  holiday,  any  possi- 
ble embarrassment  to  this  Congress 
and  the  American  people  may  occur 
when  the  tapes  are  eventually  made 
public. 

Let  us  take  appropriate  congression- 
al action  to  have  the  records  and  tapes 
released.  If  there  is  nothing  to  hide, 
who  would  object? 

This  is  not  a  measure  to  be  taken 
lightly.  In  addition  to  the  reasons 
cited,  if  King's  birthday  is  made  a  na- 
tional holiday,  he  will  be  the  only 
American  to  be  honored  by  name. 

Mr.  Speaker,  so  Members  of  this 
House  can  make  a  valued  and  in- 
formed judgment  on  the  question 
before  us,  I  strongly  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  in  opposition  to  legisla- 
tion to  designate  the  birthday  of 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  a  legal  public 
holiday  until  all  the  facts  are  before 
us. 

At  this  point  in  the  Record,  I  in- 
clude the  following: 

[FYom  the  Congressional  Record.  Dec.  8. 
19751 

Martin  Luthek  King.  Jr.'s  Rexationship 
With  the  Communists 

Mr.  McDonald  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  indeed  interesting  that  Washington  Post 
staff  reporter  Laurence  Stern  in  a  bylined 
story  on  December  8.  1975.  has  'revealed" 
that  the  identity  of  the  "important  secret 
member  of  the  Communist  Party"  who  was 
discovered  by  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investi- 
gation to  be  a  major  "political  influence"  on 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  was  New  "York  at- 
torney Stanley  Levison. 

The  article  quotes  an  unnamed  spokes- 
man for  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  In- 
telligence that  the  formal  confirmation  of 
Levison  as  the  King  associate  who  triggered 
the  close  FBI  monitoring  of  King's  activities 
was  being  kept  secret  for  "national  security" 
reasons. 

In  this  context,  ""national  security  rea- 
sons" strongly  imply  the  involvement  of  a 
foreigh  power  in  the  Levison/King  contacts. 
Has  there  been  an  enemy  foreign  power  or 
powers  involved  with  King  and  his  organiza- 


tion, the  Southern  Christian  Leadership 
Conference?  The  answer  is  "Yes.""  Both  the 
Russians  and  their  East  German  subsidiar- 
ies have  made  every  effort  to  court  King, 
his  successor.  Ralph  Abemathy.  and  the 
SCLC  organization  as  a  whole.  If  a  person 
were  acting  as  a  Soviet  KGB  or  East 
German  intelligence  agent,  all  of  their  con- 
tacts and  all  organizations  and  persons  they 
influenced  would  be  legitimate  subjects  for 
intensive  investigation. 

Stern's  article  cites  the  1971  book.  "Ken- 
nedy Justice."  by  Victor  Navasky,  for  a  de- 
tailed account  of  Levison's  role  in  making 
the  surveillance  of  King's  activity  as  a  high 
priority  necessity.  Navasky  noted  that  Levi- 
son had  been  King's  adviser  on  both  legal 
and  financial  matters  from  the  days  of  the 
Birmingham  bus  boycott.  Mrs.  Coretta 
Scott  King's  memoirs  recount  Levison's  in- 
fluence over  a  12-year  period,  noting  that  he 
was  always  there  "to  offer  assistance  •  •  • 
always  working  in  the  background,  his  con- 
tribution has  been  indispensable." 

Whatever  the  precise  nature  of  Levisons 
contribution  which  caused  the  Justice  De- 
partment to  send  an  official  to  meet  with 
King  to  entreat  him  to  have  no  further  con- 
tact with  Levison— which  King  would  not 
do— the  public  record  of  Communist  and 
pro-Communist  affiliations  and  activities  of 
other  close  associates  of  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr.,  are  not  being  brought  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  American  people  by  the  mass 
media. 

The  activities  of  these  people  are  quite  a 
different  matter  than  the  shadowy  activities 
of  Stanley  Levison;  and  in  the  December  3. 
1975.  issue  of  Review  of  the  News.  Robert  H. 
Reeder  has  done  a  public  service  by  compil- 
ing the  public  records  of  a  number  of  top 
King  aides  and  associates.  The  article  reads: 

The  King  File 

(By  Robert  H.  Reeder) 

Senator  Frank  Church  (D-Idaho)  has 
turned  the  Senate  Intelligence  Committee 
into  a  vehicle  for  smearing  the  late  F.B.I. 
Director  J.  Edgar  Hoover.  Hoover's  private 
files  show  that  he  had  become  convinced 
that  Martin  Luther  King  was  a  person  of 
low  moral  character  who  had  fallen  under 
the  control  of  the  Communists.  Church 
claims  to  find  this  absurd.  Attorney  General 
Robert  Kennedy,  however,  did  not  find  it 
absurd  in  the  least  and  authorized  F.B.I, 
surveillance  of  King— including  wiretaps, 
which  were  maintained  between  1963  and 
1966. 

Those  wiretaps  and  other  evidence  proved 
that  Martin  Luther  King  was  indeed  a 
person  of  low  moral  character  who  had 
fallen  under  the  control  of  the  Communists. 
But  Senator  Church  has.  like  Richard 
Nixon,  ducked  the  issue  by  refusing  to  re- 
lease the  damning  tapes.  And  the  "Liberal" 
press  has  cooperated  by  laboring  to  create 
the  myth  that  Martin  Luther  King  was  an 
innocent  victim  of  Director  Hoover's  bad 
temper. 

The  F.B.I,  has  been  accused  of  playing 
"dirty  tricks"  on  Martin  Luther  King.  It  has 
been  accused  of  threatening  to  release  infor- 
mation in  its  files  that  would  have  been 
damaging  to  King's  respectability.  And 
almost  nothing  has  been  said  about  Martin 
Luther  King's  notorious  immorality  and 
Communist  associates.  The  New  York 
Times,  on  November  19.  1975.  commented: 
"The  committee  staff  members  said  they 
could  find  no  justification  for  the  bureau's 
attack  on  Dr.  King. "  The  Senate  Intelli- 
gence Committee  would  like  us  to  believe 


that  Martin  Luther  King  was  under  surveil- 
lance because  he  criticized  the  F.B.I. 

We  do  not  know  what  information  is  in 
the  substantial  F.B.I,  file  on  Dr.  King  but 
we  do  know  that  even  the  most  cursory  look 
at  Martin  Luther  King's  public  record 
should  convince  the  merest  tyro  that  there 
was  very  good  reason  for  Director  Hoover  to 
consider  King  "dangerous." 

Martin  Luther  King  was  quoted  In  the 
New  York  World  Telegram  of  July  23,  1964, 
as  declaring:  "[I  am]  sick  and  tired  of  people 
saying  this  movement  has  been  infiltrated 
by  Communists  and  Communist  sympathiz- 
ers. There  are  as  many  Communists  in  this 
freedom  movement  as  there  are  Eskimos  in 
Florida. "  One  hardly  has  to  look  at  the 
entire  "freedom  movement"  to  find  evidence 
of  Communist  infiltration— though  the  level 
of  infiltration  was  overwhelming  when  the 
whole  movement  Is  considered.  Rather,  to 
be  scrupulously  fair,  let  us  look  directly 
under  Dr.  King's  nose— at  those  persons 
closest  to  him— and  see  what  we  find. 

Hunter  Pitts  O'Dell  came  to  work  for  the 
Southern  Christian  Leadership  Conference 
(S.C.L.C.)  late  In  1960  as  Dr.  King's  staff 
consultant.  In  the  fall  of  1962  he  was  pro- 
moted to  acting  staff  director  In  charge  of 
voter  registration  and  Integration  work- 
shops. During  this  period,  O'Dell  was  a 
member  of  the  National  Committee  of  the 
Communist  Party.  The  "Liberal"  press  ig- 
nored it.  Finally,  on  October  26.  1961,  the 
St.  Louis  Globe-Democrat  revealed  that  In 
1956  and  1958  Hunter  Pltte  O'Dell  had  been 
identified  under  oath  as  a  Communist  orga- 
nizer. 

What  did  Martin  Luther  King  do?  He  an- 
nounced that  he  had  discharged  Comrade 
O'Dell. 

A  few  months  later  it  was  discovered  that 
O'Dell  had  not  been  fired  but  promoted, 
and  was  now  running  King's  large  New  York 
office!  When  the  story  hit,  Dr.  King  claimed 
to  have  discharged  O'Dell  a  second  time.  A 
subsequent  check  by  U.P.I,  determined  that 
Hunter  Pitts  O'Dell  of  the  National  Com- 
mittee of  the  Communist  Party  was  still  em- 
ployed by  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King. 

Bayard  Rustln  is  the  notorious  homosex- 
ual King  called  "a  brilliant,  efficient  and 
dedicated  organizer  and  one  of  the  best  and 
most  persuasive  interpreters  of  nonvio- 
lence." He  was  secretary  and  advisor  to 
King  from  1956  to  1960,  and  went  with  him 
to  Oslo  to  receive  the  Nobel  Prize  In  1964. 

Rustin  was  an  organizer,  recruiter,  and 
fund-raiser  for  the  Young  Communist 
League,  served  28  months  in  prison  during 
World  War  II  for  refusing  to  do  work  re- 
quired of  those  who  were  conscientious  ob- 
jectors, was  given  60  days  in  jail  in  Califor- 
nia for  lewd  vagrancy  In  1953,  and  while 
working  for  King  was  one  of  only  five  "im- 
partial observers"  at  the  Communist  Party's 
closed-door  16th  national  convention  In 
1957.  That  Is  only  part  of  the  record. 

Fred  Shuttlesworth,  longtime  field  secre- 
tary of  King's  S.C.L.C,  was  president  of  the 
Southern  Conference  Educational  Fund 
(S.C.E.F.).  This  group  was  thoroughly  Inves- 
tigated by  Committees  of  both  the  House 
and  Senate  and  repeatedly  found  to  have 
been  a  major  Communist  operation.  On  No- 
vember 26,  1963,  Shuttlesworth  was  one  of 
two  honored  guests  at  the  15th  anniversary 
dinner  of  the  National  Guardian,  described 
by  a  Congressional  Committee  as  "a  virtual 
official  propaganda  arm  of  Soviet  Russia." 
A  former  bootlegger.  Fred  Shuttlesworth's 
Communist.  Communist  Front,  and  radical 
activities  fill  three  typewritten  pages.  King 
said  of  Shuttlesworth:   "Reverend  Shuttles- 


worth  Is  my  principal  aide.  Why.  he  gave  me 
my  start  and  he  advised  me  from  the  very 
first.  I  depend  on  him. " 

James  Bevel  was  Martin  Luther  King's 
chief  aide  In  Chicago.  He  has  declared:  "We 
must  move  to  destroy  Western  Capitalism." 
At  a  Black  Power  rally  at  Berkeley.  Califor- 
nia. In  1966  Bevel  announced:  ""One  of  the 
problems  of  not  being  able  to  bum  down  the 
slums  of  Chicago  Is  at  this  point  not  having 
the  proper  discipline  required  for  the  prob- 
lems of  carrying  out  that  kind  of  a  mission. 
That  Is  why  we  haven't  burned  It  down.  .  .  . 
We  are  going  to  be  part  of  an  International 
revolution  to  end  slavery.  ...  I  guess  I  hate 
Western  Civilization  more  than  most 
people.  .  .  ." 

The  "Reverend"  Bevel  continued  to  em- 
phasize the  destruction  of  capitalism,  and 
then  he  told  the  crowd  that,  when  John 
Kennedy  was  President,  Bevel  had  told 
people:  "If  the  Vletcong  jumped  Jackie  In 
my  back  yard,  I  wouldn't  pull  them  off  her." 
Wyatt  T.  Walker,  staff  aide  to  Martin 
Luther  King,  was  editorial  adviser  to  the 
Marxist-Leninist  Progressive  Labor  Move- 
ment. He  was  a  familiar  supporter  of  Com- 
munist Fronts. 

Myles  Horton  was  director  of  the  High- 
lander Center,  an  outgrowth  of  the  High- 
lander Folk  School,  In  Tennessee,  where 
King  was  trained.  Martin  Luther  King  was 
In  fact  listed  as  a  sponsor  of  the  Highlander 
Center  on  Its  stationery.  Horton  conceived 
the  Highlander  Folk  School,  described  by  a 
Joint  Committee  of  the  Tennessee  Legisla- 
ture as  ""a  meeting  place  for  known  Commu- 
niste  and  fellow  travelers. "  The  Georgia 
Commission  on  Education  termed  It  a 
"Communist  Training  School." 

James  Dombrowski  was  another  member 
of  the  Communist  Party  who  was  a  close 
friend  and  advisor  to  Martin  Luther  King. 
Law  enforcement  authorities  obtained  a 
cancelled  check  made  out  to  King  from  the 
Communist  Front  S.C.E.F.  which  was  signed 
by  Dombrowski  and  Benjamin  Smith. 
Smith,  according  to  Senator  James  O.  East- 
land (D.-Mlsslssippi),  •"....  Is  registered 
under  the  Foreign  Agents  Registration  Act 
as  an  agent  of  Fidel  Castro." 

In  a  letter  discovered  by  government  In- 
vestigators, King  wrote  to  Comrade  Dom- 
browski: "Dear  Jim:  This  Is  just  a  note  to  ac- 
knowledge receipt  of  your  letters  of  recent 
date.  We,  too,  were  more  than  happy  to 
have  you  In  our  home,  the  fellowship  was 
very  very  rewarding  ....  Very  sincerely 
yours,  Martin." 

Carl  and  Anne  Braden  have  both  been 
longtime,  notorious  members  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  working  in  the  Louisville  area. 
The  Bradens,  officers  of  the  S.C.E.F.,  were 
part  of  the  "Louisville  Seven  "—a  group  re- 
sponsible for  purchasing  a  house  in  an  all- 
white  area  of  Louisville,  selling  it  to  a  Negro 
family,  and  then  dynamiting  it  to  stir  up 
racial  trouble. 

King  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Bradens  In  1959 
urging  them  to  become  permanently  associ- 
ated with  his  Southern  Christian  Leader- 
ship Conference. 

A  photograph  taken  at  the  6th  annual 
conference  of  the  S.C.L.C.  in  1962,  and 
found  in  the  files  of  James  Dombrowski. 
shows  Martin  Luther  King,  Carl  and  Anne 
Braden,  and  James  Dombrowski,  and  de- 
scribes King  on  the  back  as  ""responding  to 
Anne  Braden's  speech." 

Aubrey  Williams  was  president  of  S.C.E.F. 
until  1963.  In  1945  the  U.S.  Senate  rejected 
his  appointment  to  a  government  post  be- 
cause of  his  affiliations  with  the  Communist 
apparatus.  In  1954,  Williams  was  identified 


under  oath  as  a  member  of  the  Communist 
Party  by  two  witnesses. 

Two  years  later.  In  1957,  King  was  photo- 
graphed with  Williams,  Myles  Horton, 
Abner  Berry  (a  member  of  the  Central  Com- 
mittee of  the  Communist  Party),  and  other 
Comrades  at  a  Communist  training  school 
in  Tennessee.  King  referred  to  Williams  as 
"'one  of  the  noble  personalities  of  our 
times." 

Ralph  David  Abemathy  was  Martin 
Luther  Kings  top  aide  from  the  time  of  the 
Montgomery  Bus  Boycott.  He  succeeded 
King  as  head  of  the  S.C.L.C.  Abemathy  ac- 
companied Dr.  King  to  that  Communist 
training  school  in  Tennessee  in  1957.  And 
they  had  more  than  their  radical  commit- 
ment In  common.  In  the  1958  case  of  Ala- 
bama V.  Davis,  sworn  testimony  was  Intro- 
duced regarding  sexual  aberrations  commit- 
ted by  Abemathy  on  a  15-year-old  girl  who 
sang  In  the  choir  of  his  church. 

Not  only  Is  Abemathy  an  active  supporter 
of  such  Communist  causes  as  the  effort  to 
free  Communist  Angela  Davis,  but  in  1972 
he  was  an  honored  guest  of  the  Soviet 
Union  and  of  Communist  East  Germany 
(G.D.R.).  where  he  declared:  "As  pastor  and 
theologian.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
G.D.R.  embodies  what  we  aspire  to  in  the 
world."  Two  hours  before  his  departure  he 
told  a  Communist  Party  press  conference: 
"What  we  are  still  fighting  for  in  the  U.S.A. 
is  what  has  already  been  achieved  In  the 
G.D.R." 

The  East  German  Communists  gave  Aber- 
nathy  a  medal,  and  reported  that  agents  of 
their  leading  religious  Front  had  "for  many 
years"  been  in  correspondence  with  Martin 
Luther  King.  They  presented  the  "Rever- 
end" Abemathy  with  a  German  edition  of 
Coretta  King's  My  Life  with  Martin  Luther 
King,  and  he  declared:  "President  Kennedy 
once  said  in  West  Berlin  that  he  was  a  Ber- 
liner. I  want  to  change  that  and  say:  I  am  a 
Citizen  of  the  [Communist]  German  Demo- 
cratic Republic'  " 

Little  wonder  that  after  lengthy  investiga- 
tion the  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Un- 
American  Activities  for  the  State  of  Louisi- 
ana concluded  In  Its  three-part  Report  on 
the  activities  of  S.C.E.F.  that  the  Southem 
Christian  Leadership  Conference,  headed  by 
Martin  Luther  King,  was  "substantially 
under  the  control  of  the  Communist  Party 
through  the  Influence  of  the  Southern  Con- 
ference Educational  Fund  [S.C.E.F.]  and 
the  Conmiunlsts  who  manage  It." 

If  Martin  Luther  King  was  "sick  and  tired 
of  people  saying  this  movement  has  been  In- 
filtrated by  Communists  and  Communist 
sympathizers,"  It  was  because  he  knew  It 
was  true. 

And  so  did  J.  Edgar  Hoover  and  the  P.B.I. 
Director  Hoover  spoke  out  many  times  to 
warn  of  Communist  Involvement  In  the 
"civil  rights "  movement.  On  one  occasion, 
he  said:  'We  do  know  that  Communist  In- 
fluence does  exist  In  the  Negro  movement 
and  It  Is  this  Influence  which  is  vitally  im- 
portant." Hoover  declared  that  the  Commu- 
nist Party  "strives  only  to  exploit  what  are 
often  legitimate  Negro  complaints  and 
grievances  for  the  advancement  of  Commu- 
nist objectives.  .  .  .  Racial  Incidents  are 
magnified  and  dramatized  by  Communists 
In  an  effort  to  generate  racial  tensions." 

Mrs.  Julia  Brown  is  a  brave  and  gracious 
Negro  lady  who  spent  more  than  nine  years 
as  a  member  of  the  Communist  Party  In 
Cleveland,  serving  as  an  undercover  opera- 
tive for  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation. 
According  to  Mrs.  Brown: 
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••.  .  .  Mr.  King  was  one  of  the  worst  en- 
emies my  people  every  had. 

"I  know  that  It  is  considered  poor  taste  to 
speak  ill  of  the  dead.  But  when  someone 
served  the  enemies  of  our  country  while 
alive,  and  his  name  Is  still  used  by  his  com- 
rades to  promote  anti-American  activities, 
shouldn't  people  who  know  the  truth  speak 
out? 

"I  learned  many  surprising  things  while  I 
served  in  the  Communist  Party  for  the  FBI. 
Communist  leaders  told  us  about  the  dem- 
onstrations that  would  be  started,  the  pro- 
test marches,  the  demands  that  would  be 
made  for  massive  federal  intervention. 
Every  Communist  was  ordered  to  help  con- 
vince American  Negroes  that  we  are  no 
better  off  than  slaves.  Wherever  we  went 
and  whatever  we  did.  we  were  to  promote 
race  consciousness  and  resentment,  because 
the  Communists  know  that  the  technique  of 
divide  and  conquer  really  works. 

"We  were  also  told  to  promote  Martin 
Luther  King,  to  unite  Negroes  and  whites 
behind  him.  and  to  turn  him  into  some  sort 
of  national  hero.  We  were  to  look  to  King  as 
the  leader  in  this  struggle,  the  Communists 
said,  because  he  was  on  our  side! 

"I  know  they  were  right,  because  while  I 
was  in  the  Communist  Party  I  learned  that 
Martin  Luther  King  attended  a  Communist 
training  school.  I  learned  that  several  of  his 
aides  and  assistants  were  Communists,  that 
he  received  funds  from  Communists,  and 
that  he  was  taking  directions  from  Commu- 
nists. 

"Most  Americans  never  look  at  the  Com- 
munist press  in  this  country.  If  they  did, 
they  would  learn  that  the  Communists 
loved  Martin  Luther  King.  He  was  one  of 
their  biggest  heroes.  And  I  know  for  a  fact 
the  Communists  would  never  have  promot- 
ed him.  financed  him.  and  supported  him  if 
they  couldn't  trust  him.  He  carried  out  their 
orders  just  as  slavishly  as  Party  memt)ers  In 
Cleveland.  Ohio. " 

Little  wonder  that  F.B.I.  Director  J.  Edgar 
Hoover  called  Martin  Luther  King  the 
most  notorious  liar  In  the  country." 

We  do  not  know  what  additional  Informa- 
tion Mr.  Hoover  had  on  King,  but  after 
years  of  electronic  surveillance  he  certainly 
knew  much  more  than  we  have  been  able  to 
present  In  this  brief  survey  from  the  public 
record.  Yet  the  Senate  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee has  refused  to  release  the  F.B.I,  file  on 
King.  They  chose  instead  to  attack  the 
F.B.I,  for  using  "dirty  tricks."  and  members 
of  the  Committee  staff  said  "they  could  find 
no  justification  for  the  bureau's  attack  on 
Dr.  King."  Incredibly,  a  U.P.I,  release  on 
November  19.  1975.  declared:  "A  top  FBI  of 
ficial  said  Wednesday  that  the  Bureau  had 
no  legal  justification  for  its  smear  campaign 
against  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  but  sus- 
pected, without  evidence,  he  might  be  under 
'Communist  Influence.'  " 

"Suspected,  without  evidence.  .  .  ."'  That 
is.  as  we  have  seen  simply  not  true.  And  the 
distortion  Is  intended  to  damage  the  reputa- 
tion of  both  the  F.B.I,  and  the  late  Director 
J.  Edgar  Hoover. 

John  J.  McDermott.  Assistant  Director  of 
the  F.B.I..  spoke  on  November  21.  1975. 
before  a  Connecticut  group  which  aids  fami- 
lies of  policemen,  firemen,  and  corrections 
officers  killed  In  the  line  of  duty.  He  said 
the  P.B.I. 's  six-year  surveillance  of  Martin 
Luther  King  was  justified  because  of  con- 
cern that  King  was  influenced  by  subver- 
sives. He  put  it  this  way:  "We  did  what  we 
felt  we  had  to  do  for  the  welfare  of  the 
nation  at  the  time.  Don't  forget  they  [radi- 
cals  and   Communists]   were   t>ombing   the 


Pentagon.  They  said  they  were  going  to 
shut  down  the  government."  Another  F.B.I, 
official  reminded  us  that  the  King  projects 
"were  started  at  a  time  when  cities  were 
l)elng  burned. .  . 

We  believe  most  Americans  would  agree 
that  our  law  enforcement  authorities  should 
keep  under  surveillance  any  person  or  group 
about  which  there  is  substantial  evidence  of 
involvement  in  such  crimes  as  revolutionary 
violence.  Communist  subversion,  and  con- 
spiracy with  agents  of  a  foreign  power  to 
overthrow  the  U.S.  Government  by  force 
and  violence.  To  the  extent  the  F.B.I,  main- 
tained such  surveillance  under  J.  Edgar 
Hoover,  we  heartily  applaud  Its  efforts. 

[From  the  Congressional  Record.  Oct.  31. 

19791 

Lest  We  Forget 

Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  we 
were  supposed  to  consider  H.R.  5461— a  bill 
to  make  Martin  Luther  King's  birthday  a 
paid  Federal  holiday.  There  are  many  rea- 
sons to  be  opposed  to  another  Federal  holi- 
day, but  lest  we  forget  some  of  King's  prior 
associations  and  activities.  I  would  like  to 
place  in  the  Record  at  this  point  an  article 
from  the  Review  of  the  News  for  April  24. 
1968.  I  commend  it  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues: 

Lest  We  Forget 

Who  killed  Martin  Luther  King?  And 
why? 

Well,  who  stood  to  profit? 

You  will  recall  that  King  first  came  to 
notice  in  1955.  as  head  of  the  Montgomery 
Bus  Boycott  launched  by  Mrs.  Rosa  Parks. 
Mrs.  Parks  was  a  student  at  the  Highlander 
Folk  School,  which  was  organized  with  the 
help  of  Don  West,  then  district  director  of 
the  Communist  Party  of  North  Carolina, 
and  which  was  of  course  a  Communist  train- 
ing school— cited  as  such  by  several  govern- 
ment agencies.  And  King  ran  the  boycott  of 
the  Montgomery  Improvement  Association, 
which  had  been  formed  by  the  Rev.  Fred 
Shuttlesworth.  who  is  a  former  convict,  says 
the  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Un- 
American  Activities  of  the  State  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  "has  l)een  affiliated  with  several 
communist-front  organizations."' 

Another  former  convict  is  Bayard  Rustin. 
who  in  1953  was  arrested  by  the  Pasadena 
Police  Department  for  homosexual  activi- 
ties. The  Allen-Scott  Report  for  August  16. 
1963.  reports  that  in  1936.  as  a  college  stu- 
dent. Rustin  joined  the  Youth  Communist 
League,  "and  was  active  in  its  operation  on 
the  campus  and  elsewhere";  and  that  in 
World  War  II.  he  was  arrested  for  making 
speeches  opposing  our  war  against  Hitler, 
and  served  twenty-six  months  in  federal 
prison. 

And  in  1955  he  became  Dr.  King's  "secre- 
tary." 

In  March.  1957.  at  a  meeting  in  Atlanta, 
they  formed  the  Southern  Christian  Lead- 
ership Conference.  The  meeting  probably 
couldn't  have  been  called  in  February,  be- 
cause Mr.  Rustin.  Dr.  King's  secretary,  was 
then  attending  the  sixteenth  national  con- 
vention of  the  Communist  Party. 

The  president  of  SCLC  was  of  course  the 
Rev.  Dr.  King.  The  vice-president  of  SCLC 
was  the  Rev.  Fred  Shuttlesworth.  And 
Shuttlesworth  later  Ijecame  the  new  presi- 
dent of  the  Southern  Conference  Educa- 
tional Fund— which  has  been  described  by 
three  government  agencies  as  a  department 
of  the  Marxist  Conspiracy.  It  was  organized 
by  Communists,  is  run  by  Communists  and 
is  the  most  important  Communist  organiza- 
tion in  the  South. 


Mr.  Carl  Braden  has  served  as  field  direc- 
tor and  has  been  named  under  oath  as  a 
Communist  Party  member.  His  wife  Anne, 
an  SCEP  official,  has  also  been  named 
under  oath  as  a  Communist. 

Mr.  Braden  is  a  former  convict,  of  course. 
You  have  to  be  to  get  anywhere  in  the 
Movement.  While  in  Louisville,  he  was  con- 
victed of  a  felony— a  little  matter  involving 
some  dynamite. 

Mr.  Aubrey  Williams  was  SCEF  president 
until  1963.  In  April.  1954.  he  was  named 
under  oath  as  a  Communist.  It  was  Wil- 
liams, a  Communist,  whom  Shuttlesworth— 
King's  vice  president— replaced  as  president 
of  SCEF.  a  Communist  organization. 

And  there  was  James  A.  Dombrowski,  ex- 
ecutive director  of  SCEF,  who  has  also  been 
named  under  oath  as  a  Communist  Party 
member. 

On  October  7.  1958.  Dr.  King  wrote  a 
letter  to  Anne  Braden.  in  which  he  urged 
her  and  her  husband  Carl— both  already 
well  known  as  Communists— to  become  per- 
manently associated  with  his  SCLC. 

And  on  August  16.  1960.  King  wrote  the 
following  letter  to  Communist  Dombrowski: 
"Dear  Jim.  This  is  just  a  note  to  acknowl- 
edge receipt  of  your  letters  of  recent  date. 
We.  too.  were  more  than  happy  to  have  you 
in  our  home,  the  fellowship  was  very  re- 
warding. I  will  expect  to  hear  from  you 
when  Bishop  Love  returns  to  the  country. 
At  that  time  we  can  set  the  date  for  an  At- 
lanta meeting.  Very  sincerely  yours. 
Martin." 

In  fact.  King  actually  filed  an  affidavit  in 
federal  court  in  New  Orleans,  strongly  sup- 
porting Dombrowski  and  SCEF— and  re- 
fused to  repudiate  the  affidavit  even  after 
being  shown  proof  that  he  was  actually  a 
Communist. 

Indeed,  a  photograph  exists  which  shows 
Martin  Luther  King  along  with  Anne 
Braden.  Carl  Braden  and  James  Dom- 
browski (the  last  three  all  identified  Reds), 
the  back  of  which  reads  as  follows  in  Dom- 
browski's  handwriting:  "The  6th  Annual 
Conference  of  the  Southern  Christian  Lead- 
ership Conference.  Birmingham.  Alabama. 
September  25  to  28.  1962.  " 

And  there  is  a  check,  issued  by  the  South- 
em  Conference  Educational  Fund,  signed  by 
James  A.  Dombrowski.  and  dated  March  7. 
1963.  to  the  order  of  Martin  Luther  King,  in 
the  amount  of  $167.74.  with  a  notation  on  it: 
"New  York  expenses"— and  Dr.  King's  en- 
dorsement on  the  back. 

The  Louisiana  Committee  on  Un-Ameri- 
can Activities  concludes  that  the  Southern 
Christian  Leadership  Conference— founded 
by  Dr.  King- Is  "sustantlally  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  Communist  Party  through  the 
influence  of  the  Southern  Conference  Edu- 
cational Fund  and  the  Communists  who 
manage  it." 

There  is  also  the  fact  that  on  the  Labor 
Day  weekend  of  the  year  1957.  In  a  speech 
at  the  Communist  Highlander  Folk  School. 
King  called  Communist  Aubrey  Williams 
■'one  of  the  noble  personalities  of  our 
times."  and  had  his  picture  taken  with 
Abner  W.  Berry,  of  the  Central  Committee 
of  the  Communist  Party. 

And  there  is  Hunter  Pitts  O'Dell.  who  was 
exposed  in  1956  as  a  southern  district  orga- 
nizer for  the  Communist  Party,  in  1962  as  a 
member  of  the  National  Committee  of  the 
Communist  Party— and  as  late  as  the 
summer  of  1963.  was  still  employed  by  Dr. 
King  to  help  run  the  SCLC. 

In  fact,  we  read  in  the  Boston  Globe  of 
April  15.  1964;  "Official  warnings  have  again 
been   given   to   King   about  another,  even 


more  important  associate  who  is  known  to 
be  a  key  figure  In  the  covert  apparatus  of 
the  Conmiunlst  Party.  After  the  warnings, 
King  broke  off  his  open  connection  with 
this  man,  but  a  second-hand  connection 
none  the  less  continues.  .  ." 

And  last  September,  the  nationally  syndi- 
cated Allen-Scott  Report  revealed  that  "the 
FBI  has  unimpeachable  evidence.  Including 
photographs,  showing  that  King  Is  now  lis- 
tening to  a  man  who  .  .  .  has  been  one  of 
the  Communist  party's  biggest  money  rais- 
ers in  this  country."  He  it  was  apparently 
who  wrote  King's  statement  in  April.  1967. 
at  the  UN,  that  Congress  is  "wild  with 
racism";  and  his  sUtement  later  in  the  year, 
at  his  SCLC  convention,  that  the  U.S.  is  the 
"greatest  purveyor  of  violence  in  the  world 
today." 

Dr.  King  of  course  was  the  inventor  of 
"nonviolence."  What  actually  was  "nonvio- 
lence?" How  did  it  work?  Well,  in  Saturday 
Review  for  April  3.  1965.  he  tells  us: 

"1.  Nonviolent  demonstrators  go  into  the 
streets  to  exercise  their  constitutional 
rights. 

"2.  Racists  resist  by  unleashing  violence 
against  them. 

""3.  Americans  of  conscience  In  the  name 
of  decency  demand  federal  Intervention  and 
legislation. 

"4.  The  Administration,  under  mass  pres- 
sure, Initiates  measures  of  immediate  Inter- 
vention and  remedial  legislation." 

Now,  remember,  this  isn't  my  idea.  This  Is 
straight  from  King  himself.  And  observe 
that  according  to  Dr.  King  himself,  the  vio- 
lence that  usually  occurred  In  one  of  his 
demonstrations  wasn't  unexpected,  wasn't 
to  be  avoided,  wasn't  something  to  be  sorry 
about.  It  was  exactly  what  he  wanted.  It 
was  the  point  to  the  whole  Production. 

It  was  In  fact,  said  Dr.  King,  the  only 
reason  for  a  "non-violent "  demonstration:  to 
generate  more  pressure  on  the  Congress  to 
Install  more  collectivism. 

"For  weeks."  explains  Newsweek  of  March 
22.  1965.  "Martin  Luther  King  had  been  es- 
calating his  Selma  voter-registration  cam- 
paign toward  the  state  he  calls  "creative  ten- 
sion—the setting  for  a  paroxysm  of  segrega- 
tionist violence  that  can  shock  the  nation  to 
action.  .  .  ." 

"The  Negroes"  rationale  In  holding  night 
marches."  explains  the  New  York  Times  of 
February  24.  1964.  "is  to  provoke  the  racist 
element  in  white  communities  to  show  its 
worst." 

So  King's  "nonviolence."  to  repeat,  not 
only  wasn't  In  any  way  an  attempt  to  avoid 
violence— according  to  King  himself,  vio- 
lence was  an  inescapable,  essential,  desirable 
part  of  it.  ""Nonviolence"  meant  only  that 
King  himself  did  not  use  the  violence— he 
caused  It.  He  provoked  it,  finally  forcing 
""racists"— everyone  who  doesn't  own  a  pair 
of  sandals  and  doesn't  need  a  bath— either 
to  lie  down  and  die  or  to  retaliate,  so  that 
King  could  play  the  innocent  victim.  "Non- 
violence"  in  short  was  nothing  else  but  a 
demonstration  of  dialectical  materialism, 
the  pseudosclence  Invented  by  Marx,  ac- 
cording to  which  Marxists  advance  by  con- 
trolling both  sides  of  the  conflict;  by  ad- 
vancing a  thesis,  which  provokes  an  antithe- 
sis—a reaction  by  reactionaries— a  struggle 
which  produces  a  synthesis,  which  becomes 
a  new  thesis,  and  continues  until  the  com- 
plete victory  of  Socialism. 

"In  short,"  said  King  In  Stride  Toward 
Freedom  (New  York,  Harper  &  Row,  1958, 
pp.  94-95),  "I  read  Marx  as  I  read  all  of  the 
influential  historical  thinkers— from  a  dia- 
lectical point  of  view,  combining  a  partial 


yea  and  a  partial  no.  .  .  .  The  Kingdom  of 
God  is  neither  the  thesis  of  individual  enter- 
prise nor  the  antithesis  of  collective  enter- 
prise, but  a  synthesis  which  reconciles  the 
truths  of  both." 

So  the  Ironic  truth  is  that  King  contribut- 
ed to  his  own  murder.  For  in  Memphis  he 
was  once  again  applying  his  philosophy  of 
"nonviolence."  was  he  not?  Once  again,  he 
was  trying  to  provoke  violence  according  to 
stage  2  of  his  tactics. 
And  he  succeeded. 

And  what  were  the  "Immediate  Interven- 
tion and  remedial  legislation"  King  was 
after  according  to  stage  4? 

In  the  Selma  March,  for  Instance,  in  1965. 
the  violence  he  provoked  according  to  stage 
2.  followed  on  schedule  by  the  sympathy  of 
stage  3,  caused  the  lightning  passage  of  the 
"voting  rights"  bill,  under  which  the  federal 
government  grabbed  from  the  state  power 
to  register  voters— the  point  being,  of 
course,  that  in  any  dictatorship,  whether 
Communist  or  Nazi,  all  the  power  must  be 
centralized. 

And  soon  King's  organization  will  launch 
his  "Poor  People's  March"  on  Washington. 
The  plan  as  you  know  envisions  the  actual 
Interruption  of  Congress  unless  "poor 
people"  are  handed  about  $100  billion— 
which  would  be  used  as  usual  to  recruit, 
train,  finance  and  defend  the  Communist 
gangs  which  are  destroying  our  country, 
through  the  "war  on  poverty."  For  such  an 
amount  of  course  you  have  to  put  on  a  good 
show.  You  need  some  really  bloody  "nonvio- 
lence." 

And  where  is  it  all  heading?  What  is  the 
goal?  Suppose  the  "Poor  People's  March" 
does  manage  to  interrupt  Congress.  Suppose 
in  fact  that  so  many  "poor  people  "  physical- 
ly occupy  the  government,  that  the  govern- 
ment is  paralyzed  and  cannot  function. 
What  would  we  have? 

What  we  would  have  of  course  Is  the  Rus- 
sian Revolution.  We  would  have  a  coup— the 
seizure  of  our  government  by  ""nonviolence": 
by  force. 

Now  imagine  once  again  that  you  are  one 
of  the  small  band  of  rich,  educated  and  not 
at  all  oppressed  conspirators  secretly  run- 
ning the  communization  of  America.  And 
once  again  you  are  looking  down  from  your 
skyscraper  in  New  York.  Your  scheme  to 
create  a  race  war  Is  going  very  well.  You  are 
sorry  you  had  to  wait  so  long,  of  course— 
you  remember  wishing  years  ago  that  you 
could  Immediately  Indulge  your  great  love 
of  killing— but  you  knew  that  Americans  of 
both  colors  had  to  be  properly  prepared.  So 
you  began  with  something  Americans  could 
be  sold:  "nonviolent  Integration."  and  you 
used  a  clergyman  named  King  to  sell  It— to 
capitalize  on  the  fact  that  black  Americans 
have  sometimes  been  the  victims  of  injus- 
tice—and to  sell  it  so  as  deliberately  to 
create  the  bitterness  you  need. 

But  now  it's  1968,  and  your  scheme  is 
going  very  well.  There's  lots  of  beautiful 
killing  and  blood.  "Watts  was  glorious,"  you 
said.  If  you  happen  to  be  Herbert  Aptheker. 
Now  you  no  longer  need  to  bother  with  such 
nonsense  as  ""Integration."  Yet  at  the  same 
time,  you  have  serious  problems.  Your  use 
of  King  is  being  more  and  more  exposed. 
His  use  of  violence  Is  becoming  understood. 
Everybody  says  he  is  becoming  unpopular. 
In  fact,  he  is  turning  from  an  asset  into  a  li- 
ability. "Reactionaries"  are  preventing  the 
passage  of  important  Communist  legisla- 
tion. King  Is  doing  his  best,  but  you  are 
having  difficulty,  for  Instance,  getting  that 
$100  billion. 

Suppose  King  were  violently  removed? 
you  ask  yourself.  You  no  longer  need  him— 


so  suppose  he  were  brutally  murdered  as 
part  of  his  next  demonstration  of  dialectical 
materialism.  That  would  be  the  ultimate  in 
"nonviolence."  With  one  30.06  bullet  you 
could  blame  "white  racism,"  as  usual,  re- 
store King's  reputation,  further  accustom 
Americans  to  martial  law.  pass  your  Com- 
munist legislation— and  at  the  same  time 
notify  your  troops  around  the  country  that 
'"nonviolence"  is  dead,  too,  and  should  be  re- 
placed by  guerrilla  warfare. 

So  you  call  in  your  shooters  and  you  order 
the  hit. 

Observe  the  first  results  of  the  murder. 
Riots  and  looting  raged  for  a  week  making 
Americans  of  both  races  furious.  Many  feel 
great  sympathy  for  the  victim.  And  In  New 
York.  Nelson  Rockefeller  was  able  to  ram 
through  a  $6  billion  "urban  renewal"  pro- 
gram which  lets  the  state  Intervene  over  the 
heads  of  the  mayors. 

Rockefeller  participated  by  the  way  in  a 
memorial  march  for  King,  arm  linked  with 
Charles  Kenyatta.  head  of  Harlem's  Mau 
Mau  Society— named  for  the  Communist 
terrorists  of  Kenya.  Whether  or  not  Ken- 
yatta Is  just  another  psycho.  I  don't  know, 
but  he  specializes  In  appearing  in  public 
with  a  machete  on  which  a  Bible  has  been 
impaled. 

In  fact  that's  what  he  was  carrying  when 
Rockefeller  took  his  arm. 

And  in  Washington,  Johnson's  Commu- 
nist housing  bill  was  passed.  When  the  Com- 
munlsU  grabbed  Russia,  they  naturally  also 
grabbed  housing,  using  the  welfare  of  work- 
ers as  the  excuse.  They  didn't  say  they  were 
doing  It  for  black  people,  because  no  black 
people  are  there.  They  said  that  everyone 
had  the  "right"  to  a  certain  living  space, 
and  moved  those  who  had  less  in  with  those 
who  had  more.  Remember  that  no  black 
people  were  Involved— everybody  who  was, 
was  as  white  as  the  Governor  of  Mississip- 
pi—so  those  who  resisted  weren't  racists, 
were  they?  They  resisted  because  the  point 
as  always  was  not  to  establish  "racial  jus- 
tice." but  to  control  the  population.  And 
Party  members  and  sympathizers  naturally 
got  the  best. 

The  same  thing  will  now  begin  to  happen 
here. 

This  is  why  we  must  continue  telling  the 
truth  about  Martin  Luther  King;  not  for  re- 
venge, or  just  to  destroy  a  phony  reputa- 
tion, but  because  of  the  use  to  which  his 
murder— like  that  of  John  P.  Kennedy— is 
being  put. 
So  who  killed  King? 

The  fact  that  Ramsey  Clark  heads  the  in- 
vestigation is  suspicious  enough.  Anybody 
who  believes  Clark  has  any  interest  in  truth 
should  be  sent  Immediately  to  me.  I'm 
trying  to  sell  the  Brooklyn  Bridge.  And  ob- 
serve that  his  investigation  already  smells 
like  last  week's  mackerel. 

If  and  when  Clark  ever  presents  a  suspect, 
you  can  bet  we  will  be  told  he  is  a  "right- 
wing  extremist." 
So  what  should  Americans  do  now? 

1)  Demand  that  we  be  told  all  the  facts 
and  that  the  Investigation  continue  untU 
King's  killers  are  found.  Then  we  might  as 
well  also  find  out  who  kiUed  Medger  Evers, 
Dlew  up  the  four  little  black  girls  in  that 
church  In  Birmingham  in  1963.  and  helped 
Communist  Oswald  kill  Kennedy. 

2)  Refuse  to  be  intimidated.  King  was 
almost  entirely  a  creation  of  public  rela- 
tions—of a  bunch  of  crooked  reporters,  most 
of  them  white.  Like  the  barrage  of  publicity 
after  the  Kennedy  assassination.  The  cur- 
rent propaganda  is  designed  not  only  to  ad- 
vance Conmiimism  but  to  demoralize  the 
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opposition— to  malie  Americans  uncertain 
and  guilty.  In  fact,  on  Long  Island,  for  in- 
stance, hoodlums  stoned  automobiles  whose 
drivers  refused  to  turn  on  their  headlights 
•for  the  King."  Needless  to  say,  the  growing 
number  of  Americans  of  both  colors  aware 
of  what  King  really  was,  and  really  was 
doing,  will  not  be  given  coverage  on  CBS. 
You  are  not  as  alone  as  that  lie  net  would 
have  you  think. 

3)  Continue  exactly  as  we  have  been— tell- 
ing the  truth— explaining  that  "free  hand- 
outs" are  nothing  but  the  bait  of  dictators: 
that  the  trouble  in  this  country  isn't  caused 
by  black  people,  but  by  the  small  band  of 
criminals— most  of  them  white— who  have 
been  framing  them;  and  that  the  "civil 
rights  movement."  which  now  has  taken  the 
life  of  Martin  Luther  King,  was  designed 
from  the  beginning  to  enslave  us  all. 

(Prom  the  Congressional  Record.  Nov.  9. 

1979] 
Virginia  Taxpayers  Association  Opposes 

Martin  Luther  King  Holiday 
Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  I  am  told  we  will  again  be  con- 
sidering   next    week,    legislation    to    make 
Martin  Luther  Kings  birthday  a  paid  Fed- 
eral holiday,  I  believe  it  to  be  appropriate  to 
include  in  the  Congressional  Record  the 
testimony  by  the  Virginia  Taxpayers  Asso- 
ciation before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee in  opposition  to  that  measure  on  June 
21,  1979.  This  is  especially  true,  since,  to  the 
best  of  my  knowledge,  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Conunittee  has  never  published  their  hear- 
ings. Therefore.  I  commend  this  statement 
to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues: 
Testimony  of  Kenneth  White.  President. 
Virginia  Taxpayers  Association 
Mr.    Chairman,    my    name    is    Kenneth 
White  and  I  am  President  of  the  Virginia 
Taxpayers  Association,  a  federation  of  local 
taxpayer  organizations  and  individuals  from 
all  10  congressional  districts  in  Virginia.  The 
Virginia  Taxpayers   Association   was   orga- 
nized six  years  ago  as  a  broad-based  taxpay- 
er organization  working  to  reduce  govern- 
ment taxes  and  spending  at  all  levels  of  gov- 
ernment—local,  state   and   federal— and   to 
preserve    the    freedom    of    the    individual 
American   citizen.    The   VTA    has   become 
widely  known  not  only  across  Virginia  but 
among  followers  of  the  taxpayer  movement 
all  over  the  United  States,  and  reports  of 
our  activities  have  been  carried  in  publica- 
tions printed  in  many  other  states. 

Immediately  following  the  success  of 
Proposition  13  in  California  a  year  ago.  we 
called  a  state  capitol  press  conference  at- 
tended by  the  principal  Virginia  media  in 
Richmond  where  we  announced  plans  to 
obtain  property  tax  reductions  similar  to 
those  In  California  and  where  we  made  the 
statement:  'Taxpayers  are  the  boss",  a 
slogan  that  was  immediately  carried  as  the 
lead  item  in  a  national  Associated  Press 
news  story  and  was  featured  on  network  tel- 
evision. A  Lynchburg.  Va.  News  lead  editori- 
al specifically  favoring  our  VTA  position  on 
the  Panama  Canal  treaty  was  carried  in  the 
Congressional  Record  July  18.  1978.  For  the 
last  six  years  we  have  represented  taxpayers 
of  our  state  at  the  annual  legislative  ses- 
sions of  the  Virginia  General  Assembly  in 
Richmond  on  a  wide  variety  of  taxpayer 
matters,  we  have  twice  appeared  in  televised 
debates  with  the  Virginia  attorney  general 
on  the  subject  of  state  general  obligation 
bonds,  we  have  assisted  in  the  continuing 
defeat  of  the  so  called  Equal  Righu  Amend- 
ment in  the  Virginia  legislature,  and  we  are 


currently  promoting  vigorously  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  that  would  give  Virginia 
taxpayers  the  right  of  Initiative  and  refer- 
endum as  now  enjoyed  in  some  22  other 
states  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Regarding  the  proposal  now  before  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee  to  establish  a 
federal    holiday    on    January    15.    Martin 
Luther  Kings  birthday,  we  do  not  believe 
the  present  economic  situation  will  permit 
the  United  States  to  afford  any  more  feder- 
al holidays  for  any  reason  whatsoever.  As  a 
result  of  destructive  policies  tolerated  and 
deliberately  encouraged  by  Congress  over 
many  years,  capital  has  been  exported  from 
the  United  States  to  foreign  countries  to  a 
point  where  today  many  industries  are  more 
efficient  and  productive  in  advanced  nations 
overseas  than  here  at  home,  and  the  United 
States  is  no  longer  competitive  In  producing 
many  kinds  of  goods.   Intolerable  ever-in- 
creasing minimum  wage  laws  passed  by  Con- 
gress are  only  one  of  the  reasons  for  this. 
Also  Congress  has  by  its  beneficence  with 
taxpayers'  resources  made  federal  employ- 
ees a  specially  privileged  class— as  well  as  in- 
creasing beyond  reason  the  number  of  such 
employees— and  U.S.  News  &  World  Report 
revealed  In  its  June  18.  1979  issue  that  each 
workday  federal  offices  are  closed  costs  tax- 
payers $194.5  million.  (Of  course  this  figure 
is  in  Federal  Reserve  Notes,  or  what  the 
January.    1979   Reader's    Digest    admits   is 
"phony  money '■.  but  this  really  counterfeit 
currency,  for  which  we  have  Congress  to 
thank  also,  is  the  only  thing  made  available 
for  use  in  most  statistics  today.)  So  what  is 
really  the  proposal  now  before  this  commit- 
tee is  the  insane  idea  of  declaring  another 
federal  paid  holiday  in  a  less  and  less  pro- 
ductive nations  which  is  already  bankrupt, 
and  where  the  country's  national  debt  can 
never  possibly  be  paid  by  the  taxpayers. 
Frankly,  for  any  congressional  committee  to 
seriously  consider  such  a  proposal  is  a  far- 
ther reason  why  members  of  Congress  as  a 
class  today  rate  so  low  in  all  the  public  opin- 
ion, polls.  Do  members  of  this  committee 
really  wonder  why  there  is  a  national  tax 
revolt  today? 

Of  course,  the  cost  of  the  holiday  cannot 
be  limited  to  federal  pay  alone,  since  state 
and  local  government  employees  also  would 
l)e  affected  and  a  great  many  private  em- 
ployers would  feel  compelled  to  pay  their 
employees  for  not  working  also.  So  the  total 
economic  consequences  would  be  disastrous. 
Moreover,  coming  at  a  time  so  soon  after 
Christmas  and  New  Years  Day  the  January 
15  date  would  be  particularly  unnecessary 
for  an  additional  holiday. 

There  is  now  no  federal  legal  holiday  hon- 
oring any  American  except  our  first  and 
greatest  President.  George  Washington.  In 
the  light  of  all  the  other  great  American  pa- 
triots who  are  not  so  honored,  including 
Thomas  Jefferson  and  Patrick  Henry,  it 
would  be  singularly  inappropriate  to  devote 
a  holiday  to  one  who  did  as  much  to  in- 
crease federal  bureaucracy,  federal  regula- 
tion and  federal  encroachment  on  American 
life  as  Martin  Luther  King.  Representative 
John  Ashbrook  of  Ohio  has  placed  massive 
documentation  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  King's  unwavering  service  to  Communist 
causes,  and  It  would  be  Impossible  in  this 
brief  time  to  restate  all  of  Ashbrooks  un- 
challengable  facts,  but  we  would  like  to  in- 
corporate herewith  by  reference  Congress- 
man Ashbrooks  lengthy  and  authoritative 
material.  We  should  keep  in  mind  that  it 
was  a  very  liberal  Democrat  attorney  gener- 
al. Robert  Kennedy,  who  ordered  govern- 
ment personnel  to  investigate  thoroughly 


Kings  subversive  connections  and  activities. 
All  of  this  might  perhaps  be  considered  by 
some  King  adulators  to  be  merely  academic 
history  of  no  account  in  today's  world, 
except  for  its  extreme  importance  in  the 
area  of  ideals  and  symbolism.  The  honora- 
ble ranking  minority  member  of  this  Judici- 
ary Committee.  Senator  Thurmond,  is  cer- 
tainly as  well  informed  as  any  member  of 
Congress  on  the  overwhelming  importance 
given  by  Communist  forces  to  symbolism, 
for  it  was  the  honorable  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  who  single-handedly  gave  to 
the  American  public  some  years  ago  his  his- 
toric report  in  Muzzling  American  Military 
Forces  in  which  many  significant  but  some- 
times hidden  Communist  devices  and  influ- 
ential symbols  were  revealed.  It  was  just  a 
few  days  ago  from  this  hearing  date.  June 
11.  1979.  that  Communist  interest  in  Martin 
Luther  King  was  confirmed  by  a  most  unim- 
peachable source,  Tass,  the  Soviet  news 
agency.  It  was  on  that  date  that  the  Soviet 
propaganda  machine  declared,  according  to 
an  Associated  Press  dispatch  from  Moscow 
that  President  Carter's  decision  to  submit  a 
bill  to  Congress  making  Martin  Luther 
Kings  birthday  a  national  holiday  was  "a 
serious  success  for  the  progressive  forces  in 
the  U.S.A.  ■  (the  Tass  agency). 

It  needs  to  be  asked  publicly,  and  also  an- 
swered publicly,  why  are  the  ruthless  Com- 
munist butchers  so  interested  in  making 
Martin  Luther  Kings  birthday  a  holiday  in 
a  foreign  country  (that  Is.  foreign  to  the 
Soviet  Union),  and  why  should  the  United 
States  do  anything  of  this  kind  and  of  such 
symbolic  importance  to  bring  special  pleas- 
ure to  such  enemies  of  mankind? 

We  can  only  conclude  by  warning  this 
committee  that  if  the  committee  wishes  by 
Its  actions  to  add  further  fuel  to  the  fast- 
growing  national  tax  revolt,  an  affirmative 
vote  on  the  question  now  before  us  will  cer- 
tainly do  It. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[Prom  the  Congressional  Record.  Nov.  13. 
1979] 

Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  been 
suggested  that  the  birthday  of  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  be  declared  a  national  hol- 
iday. I  strongly  oppose  this  plan.  King  prac- 
ticed and  preached  confrontation  politics. 
Nonviolence  was  the  facade  behind  which 
hatred  and  violence  were  nurtured.  The 
American  Nazi  Party  in  its  obscene  plan  to 
march  in  the  predominately  Jewish  town  of 
Skokie.  III.,  was  merely  emulating  King's 
provocative  confrontation  tactics  in  white 
communities  in  the  past. 

Recently,  the  Washington  Post  contained 
a  column  by  William  Raspberry,  a  strong 
supporter  of  King,  protesting  the  action  of 
Hosea  Williams,  head  of  the  Atlanta  chap- 
ter of  the  Southern  Christian  Leadership 
Conference,  in  presenting  the  "Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  Peace  Medal'  to  the 
Libyan  dictator.  Qaddafl.  According  to 
Raspberry,  while  Williams  heads  a  dissident 
faction  in  SCLC.  other  black  leaders  refuse 
to  condemn  his  presentation  of  the  medal. 
Corretta  Scott  King,  widow  of  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  would  only  say  that  the 
medal  was  not  an  official  medal  of  the 
SCLC. 

In  many  ways.  Qaddafl  is  an  appropriate 
recipient.  He.  like  King,  collaborates  with 
the  Communists.  You  will  remember  that 
Attorney  General  Robert  Kennedy  author- 
ized wiretaps  of  King's  home  and  office  to 
obtain  evidence  of  his  relationship  with 
Communists.  Qaddafl.  also,  mouths  phrases 
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atwut  peace  while  providing  training  to  ter- 
rorists and  support  for  other  dictators  such 
as  Idl  Amln  In  Uganda. 

As  I  have  pointed  out  in  the  past.  terror- 
Ism  Is  a  violent  attack  on  noncombatants  for 
the  purpose  of  Intimidation  to  gain  a  mlli- 
Ury  or  political  objective.  Terrorists  are  not 
freedom  fighters— neither  were  the  young 
hoodlums  set  loose  in  our  streets  by  the  in- 
flammatory rhetoric  of  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr. 

The  recent  embrace  of  Yasser  Arafat  by 
those  who  Interlted  MLK's  mantle  makes  It 
clear  who  will  benefit  from  the  suggested 
national  holiday.  Arafat,  the  Soviet  cutting 
edge  In  the  Middle  East,  heads  the  most  vi- 
cious international  terrorist  organization 
currently  functioning.  A  national  holiday  on 
MLK's  birthday  will  bring  aid  and  comfort 
to  those  who  want  Arafat  to  "overcome. ' 

[From  the  Congressional  Record.  June  18. 
19801 
Americans.  Stop  Thinking  Like 
Communists 
Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker.  Julia  Brown, 
who   was   for   many   years   an   undercover 
member  of   the   Communist   Party   of  the 
United  States  for  the  FBI  addressed  the 
council  of  the  John  Birch  Society  here  in 
Washington  on  June  9.  1980.  She  felt  It  ap- 
propriate at  that  time  to  restate  her  testi- 
mony before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee of  1  year  ago  pertaining  to  the  possible 
enactment    of   a   Federal    paid   holiday    in 
honor  of  the  late  Martin  Luther  King.  Her 
testimony,   then,    as   now.   Is   deserving   of 
wider  attention.  This  lady  has  given  a  lot  to 
her  country  and  her  views  are  not  popular 
in  some  circles  but  they  are  valid  In  my 
view.  I  commend  it  to  the  attention  fo  my 
colleagues. 
Her  testimony  follows: 

Mrs.  Julia  Brown— June  9.  1980 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Welch. 

Members  of  the  council,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men, it  is  an  honor  to  attend  a  gathering 
such  as  this— even  more  of  an  honor  to  be 
asked  to  speak. 

I  have  done  a  great  deal  of  speaking 
throughout  the  United  States,  and  I  have 
come  to  Washington  on  many  occasions  to 
testify  before  various  government  agencies. 
I  believe  this  is  the  first  time  that  I  have 
ever  appeared  before  an  audience  In  this 
city  to  deliver  a  speech,  instead  of  to  pro- 
vide testimony. 

My  most  recent  visit  to  Washington  oc- 
curred just  about  one  year  ago  when  I  ad- 
dressed the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee. 
The  matter  under  consideration  was  a  bill  to 
declare  a  national  holiday  In  honor  of 
Martin  Luther  King.  As  you  know,  the 
measure  did  not  pass  Isist  year.  Unfortunate- 
ly, however,  it  is  still  being  promoted  by  a 
large  number  of  Senators  and  Congressmen. 
I  am  strongly  opposed  to  such  a  proposal.  If 
I  may.  I  would  like  to  repeat  the  short  testi- 
mony I  gave  to  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee last  June. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I,  Julia  Brown,  joined  the 
Communist  Party  In  December.  1947.  think- 
ing I  was  joining  a  legitimate  civil  rights 
movement.  Finding  out  that  I  was  a  true 
meml)er  of  the  Communist  Party  which  ad- 
vocated the  overthrow  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment. I  decided  to  leave  the  organization, 
but  I  had  to  bide  my  time  to  avoid  suspicion. 
Subsequently  I  went  to  the  FBI  to  report 
what  I  had  heard  and  seen.  In  1951.  I  was 
asked  by  the  FBI  to  go  back  into  the  Com- 
munist Party  as  an  undercover  agent  to 
report  on  their  subversive  activities. 


While  at  the  Communist  Party  meetings, 
which  only  Party  members  attended.  I  fre- 
quently heard  Martin  Luther  King  dis- 
cussed, and  was  told  by  Frieda  Catz  that  he 
was  in  training  for  a  civil  rights  movement. 
Frieda  Catz  was  a  Party  member  from 
Cleveland.  Ohio,  who  had  been  assigned  to 
my  training  and  education  within  the  Com- 
munist Party.  On  learning  this.  I  reported  it 
to  my  contact  in  the  FBI.  He  told  me  that 
the  Bureau  knew  that  Martin  Luther  King 
had  high  level  connections  with  the  Com- 
munist Party,  and  I  should  report  anything 
else  that  I  heard  about  his  activities.  I  con- 
tinued to  report  until  1960.  over  ten  long 
years. 

In  Martin  Luther  King's  early  years  of 
agitation,  he  was  the  hero  of  America's  com- 
munists. The  cells  that  I  was  associated 
with  in  Cleveland  were  continually  being 
asked  to  raise  money  for  Martin  Luther 
King's  activities  and  to  support  his  civil 
rights  movement  by  writing  letters  to  the 
press  and  influencing  local  clergymen,  and 
especially  black  clergymen,  that  Martin 
Luther  King  was  a  good  person,  unselfishly 
working  for  the  American  Negro,  and  in  no 
way  connected  with  the  Communist  Party. 

There  are  many  great  American  Negroes 
such  as  George  Washington  Carver  and 
Booker  T.  Washington  who  provide  the 
youth  of  America  with  an  example  they  can 
follow.  Martin  Luther  King  provides  an  ex- 
ample of  agitation  and  manipulation  for 
goals  dictated  by  hatred  and  envy.  The 
memory  of  Carver  and  Washington  would 
be  dishonored  if  your  committee  acts  favor- 
ably in  this  matter. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  was  in  the  Commu- 
nist Party,  as  a  loyal  American  Negro.  I 
knew  Martin  Luther  King  to  be  closely  con- 
nected with  the  Communist  Party.  If  this 
measure  is  passed  honoring  Martin  Luther 
King,  we  may  as  well  take  down  the  stars 
and  stripes  that  fly  over  this  building  and 
replace  it  with  a  reel  flag. 

And  that  was  my  message  to  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee  on  June  2.  1979. 

I  would  like  to  believe  that  what  I  said 
would  have  been  enough  to  stop  the  glorifi- 
cation of  Martin  Luther  King.  But  we  all 
know  that,  even  if  they  never  name  a  holi- 
day after  him.  there  are  still  too  many 
Americans  who  hold  that  man  to  be  like  a 
god.  What  has  happened,  of  course.  Is  that 
there  are  too  many  of  our  fellow  citizens 
who  actually  have  been  conditioned  to  think 
exactly  the  way  Communists  want  them  to 
think. 

And  not  just  about  Martin  Luther  King! 
Right  now.  in  America,  huge  numbers  of 
our  people  have  been  convinced  that  they 
should  rely  on  government  to  provide  all 
the  necessities  of  life,  and  even  to  provide 
the  distinction  between  right  and  wrong. 
Government  has  become  the  source  of  ev- 
erything for  many  Americans.  Such  atti- 
tudes never  built  this  great  country  and 
made  it  such  a  wonderful  land  of  plenty. 

On  the  contrary,  the  attitude  that  holds 
that  government  is  the  provider  is  the  one 
that  dominates  countries  like  Soviet  Russia. 
China  and  Cuba.  But  Americans  who  think 
like  the  Communist  do  not  appreciate  the 
difference  between  a  free  country  such  as 
ours,  and  a  slave  country  such  as  exists  in 
Red  Russia. 

When  I  was  working  for  the  FBI  as  a 
member  of  the  Communist  Party,  it  became 
evident  to  me  that  the  Party's  open  and  an- 
nounced intention  regarding  our  country 
was  quite  different  from  its  quiet  and  more 
important  intention.  The  announced  inten- 
tion was  to  overthrow  the  United  States 
government  by  force  and  violence. 


But.  while  all  Communists  were  told  to 
build  for  the  day  when  that  overthrow 
could  be  accomplished,  a  great  deal  more  of 
the  Party's  efforts  were  directed  towards 
making  the  United  States  government 
larger  and  more  of  a  dominant  Influence 
over  the  lives  of  the  American  people.  Actu- 
ally, Communists  were  seeking  to  strength- 
en the  federal  government  all  the  time- 
through  socialistic  legislation  and  through 
Increasing  government  control  over  the  free 
enterprise  system.  Communists  were  seek- 
ing to  destroy  the  U.S.  government  and  to 
build  it  into  an  all-powerful  force  at  the 
same  time. 

Except  for  the  area  of  military  defense,  no 
American  should  want  a  powerful  central 
government.  This  Is  what  Communists 
want.  yet.  today,  millions  of  Americans  not 
only  want  a  big,  federal  bureaucracy— they 
also  want  to  cut  back  on  needed  military 
and  defense  programs.  They  have  been  led 
to  think  exactly  like  the  Communists  want 
them  to  think. 

A  good  example  of  what  is  happening  to 
America  came  to  mind  with  the  establish- 
ment of  the  new  cabinet-level  Department 
of  Education.  This  is  something  that  Com- 
munists have  always  wanted.  And  just  a  few 
weeks  ago.  this  new  Department  came  Into 
existence. 

William  Z.  Foster  called  for  this  Commu- 
nist goal  in  a  very  explicit  way  In  his  famous 
book  "Toward  Soviet  America".  In  that 
book,  Foster,  who  was  the  National  Chair- 
man of  the  Conmiunist  Party  of  the  United 
States  actually  stated  that  one  of  the  steps 
toward  the  creation  of  a  Communist  Amer- 
ica was  the  creation  of  a  National  Depart- 
ment of  Education.  And  he  wrote  his  book 
in  1932!  His  book  was  so  Important  to  the 
Communists  that  it  was  published  simulta- 
neously by  two  publishing  houses,  only  one 
of  which  was  openly  Communist. 

Only  a  short  time  after  Foster  wrote  his 
book,  however,  American  Communists  re- 
ceived orders  to  suppress  it.  The  book 
turned  out  to  be  too  explicit.  And  so.  from 
that  time  on  American  Communists  did 
whatever  they  could  to  hide  the  publication 
of  Foster's  plans  by  destroying  Toward 
Soviet  America.  Communists  were  allowed 
to  read  it.  but  no  one  else  was  to  see  it. 
Through  the  efforts  of  some  patriotic  anti- 
Communists,  however,  this  book  was  re-pub- 
lished in  1961.  It  carried  a  Foreword  by  Con- 
gressman Francis  Walter,  who  was  at  that 
time  the  Chairman  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Un-American  Activities. 

On  page  316  of  Toward  Soviet  America, 
Communist  Party  Chairman  William  Z. 
Foster  wrote  as  follows:  "Among  the  ele- 
mentary measures  the  American  Soviet  gov- 
ernment will  adopt  to  further  the  cultural 
revolution  are  the  following;  the  schools, 
colleges  and  universities  will  be  coordinated 
and  grouped  under  a  National  Department 
of  Education  and  Its  state  and  local 
branches. "  Then  he  said:  "The  studies  will 
be  revolutionized,  being  cleansed  of  reli- 
gions, patriotic  and  other  features  of  the 
bourgeois  Ideology.  The  students  will  be 
taught  internationalism  and  the  general 
ethics  of  the  new  Socialist  society." 

So.  here  we  have  the  national  Chairman 
of  the  Communist  Party  calling  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  National  Department  of 
Education.  And  he  wanted  it  to  remove  reli- 
gion and  patriotism  from  the  schools,  and  at 
the  same  time  promote  internationalism 
and  Socialist  ethics.  Socialist  ethics  means 
that  whatever  is  good  for  the  state  is  right; 
whatever  is  not  good  for  the  state  Is  wrong. 
That  amounts  to  no  real  ethics  at  all. 
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In  1979,  Confess  passed  the  legislation 
which  set  up  this  Communist-desired  Educa- 
tion Department.  Then.  President  Carter  se- 
lected as  the  nation's  first  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation a  Los  Angeles  Judge  named  Shirley 
Hufstedler  who  is  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  Aspen  Institute  for  Human- 
istic Studies.  In  other  words,  the  lady 
chosen  to  run  the  Department  of  Education, 
which  CommunlsU  have  wanted  since  1932, 
is  a  Humanist. 

What  do  Humanists  believe  In?  Well,  the 
Humanist  Manifesto  published  in  1973  says 
that  Humanists  do  not  believe  in  God:  reject 
any  standard  of  ethics:  and  oppose  national 
sovereignty.  According  to  the  same  docu- 
ment. Humanists  are  for:  world  government, 
sexual  freedom,  abortion,  and  an  end  to  pa- 
rental control  over  children.  Does  any  of 
that  differ  from  William  Z.  Poster  or  any 
other  Communist's  design  for  America?  No. 
it  does  not! 

Am  I  saying  that  Mrs.  Hufstedler  U  a 
Communist?  No.  I'm  saying  that  she  is  a 
Humanist.  And  although  not  all  HumanisU 
are  Communists,  my  experience  tells  me 
that  all  Communists  are  Humanists. 

So.  not  only  have  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent followed  Communist  desires  in  creating 
a  federal  Education  Department,  but  an 
ideal  Communist  choice  to  head  it  has  been 
chosen  by  Mr.  Carter. 

You  are  not  going  to  read  or  hear  about 
this  shocking  information  in  the  public 
news  media.  It  takes  a  group  like  The  John 
Birch  Society  to  focus  attention  on  these 
matters.  And.  without  information  such  as 
this,  most  of  the  American  people  will  end 
up  thinking  exactly  as  Communists  want 
them  to  think— that  a  federal  Department 
of  Education  is  a  good  thing,  and  that  the 
lady  judge  will  be  a  good  administrator. 

Years  ago.  this  Society  produced  a  film 
about  the  civil  rights  movement  called  An- 
archy USA.  I  was  pleased  to  appear  in  a  por- 
tion of  that  film.  And  I  was  even  more 
pleased  to  know  that  the  film  did  a  great 
deal  of  good. 

Many  times,  in  Anarchy  USA.  Soviet  dic- 
tator Lenin  was  quoted  as  saying:  "Commu- 
nism must  be  built  with  non-Communist 
hands."  That  lesson  was  drummed  into  all 
Party  members  when  I  was  in  the  Party. 
The  Communist  strategy  aimed  at  deceiving 
people  into  accepting  and  working  for  Com- 
munist programs,  without  ever  letting  it  be 
shown  that  Communism  was  the  result. 

This  strategy  is  still  working  very  well 
today.  If  you  need  proof  that  it  is.  I  ask  you: 
How  long  has  It  been  since  you  took  a  look 
at  the  Communist  Manifesto?  Or.  have  you 
ever  looked  at  It?  If  you  have,  you  know 
how  many  present  federal  programs  have 
been  called  for  by  Karl  Marx  In  his  famous 
document.  And  you  know  how  many  other 
programs  dreamed  up  by  Marx  are  being 
proposed. 

The  heavy  progressive  Income  tax  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  are  planks  In  the 
Communist  Manifesto.  Federal  takeover  of 
land  and  land-use  controls  can  be  found  in 
it.  The  Manifesto  calls  for  an  end  to  the 
rights  of  inheritance,  which  has  largely 
been  accomplished.  Yet.  all  these  Commu- 
nist programs  were  sold  to  Americans  as 
something  else. 

The  Manifesto  calls  for  federal  control  of 
communications  and  transportation — and 
the  appropriate  federal  agencies  are  already 
In  place  to  accomplish  those  tasks.  Govern- 
ment ownership  of  business  Is  called  for, 
and  we  are  well  along  this  road.  Elstabllsh- 
ment  of  Industrial  armies  Is  proposed,  and 
we  have  VISTA.  CETA  and  other  such  agen- 


cies. Finally,  the  Communist  Manifesto  calls 
for  free  education  for  all  In  government 
schools.  The  Communists  want  no  diversity 
in  education.  They  want  a  government  con- 
trolled by  them  to  be  everyone's  teacher. 

Maybe  we  should  extend  a  great  big  thank 
you  to  all  the  people  who  in  recent  years, 
have  started  private  schools.  They  may  not 
know  that  they  are  refusing  to  go  along 
with  Karl  Marx's  program,  but  they  know 
enough  to  know  that  something  Is  terribly 
wrong  in  the  government  schools.  I  certain- 
ly hope  that  the  private  school  movement 
grows  stronger  and  stronger  in  America. 

What  I  am  telling  you,  of  course,  is  that 
America  is  being  converted  Into  a  Commu- 
nist country.  It  is  not  hard  to  see  this  if  you 
know  what  to  look  for.  This  conversion  is 
certainly  being  accomplished  by  Commu- 
nists. But  they  get  tremendous  help  from 
Democrats  smd  Republicans.  The  problem  is 
that  the  American  people  do  not  know  what 
the  Communist  program  is.  And  they  also 
do  not  know  what  the  American  system  is 
supposed  to  be. 

One  of  the  greatest  goals  of  Communism 
has  always  been  to  get  people  dependent  on 
government.  The  American  system  has 
always  meant  that  government  should  leave 
us  alone  and  merely  protect  our  rights. 

The  Communist  way  costs  tremendous 
amounts  of  money.  The  taxes  and  controls 
that  result  from  government  taking  care  of 
huge  numbers  of  people  actually  lead  to  a 
destruction  of  jobs  and  businesses.  In  turn, 
this  leads  to  more  people  becoming  depend- 
ent on  government. 

We  all  read  recently  about  the  horrible 
riot  in  Miami.  It  resulted  In  fifteen  deaths, 
370  injuries  and  millions  of  dollars  in  prop- 
erty damage.  The  riot  was  a  chilling  remind- 
er of  what  happened  twelve  to  fifteen  years 
ago— in  WatU,  Detroit,  Newark  and  so  many 
other  places. 

One  aspect  of  the  Miami  riot  that  has  re- 
ceived little  attention  was  its  terrible  sav- 
agery. One  of  the  victims  was  killed  after 
being  dragged  from  his  car  and  beaten.  He 
died  when  a  car  was  driven  back  and  forth 
over  his  body— several  times.  A  group  stand- 
ing by  cheered!  Another  victim  was  so  badly 
mutilated  that  he  could  not  even  be  identi- 
fied. 

We  like  to  think  that,  because  there  have 
been  no  large  riots  In  over  a  decade,  there 
has  been  a  big  improvement  in  race  rela- 
tions. I  wish  I  could  say  that  such  was  the 
case. 

What  has  happened  Is  that  Communists 
and  those  who  do  their  will  have  accom- 
plished two  major  goals.  First,  they  have 
convinced  a  great  many  Americans  that  gov- 
eriunent  is  supposed  to  be  the  provider. 
And.  second,  they  have  slowed  down  Ameri- 
can Industry— which  means  that  there  are 
fewer  jobs,  fewer  opportunities  to  start  a 
small  business,  and  fewer  Americans  able  to 
be  Independent  of  government. 

When  America's  productivity  slows  down, 
who  gets  hurt  first?  The  unskilled  worker 
who  lives  in  the  inner  city  gets  hurt  first. 
And,  because  of  what  he  has  been  told,  he 
immediately  looks  to  government  to  take 
care  of  him.  What  he  doesn't  know,  and 
what  leaders  like  Martin  Luther  King  never 
told  him  Is  that  too  much  government  took 
away  his  job  In  the  first  place. 

The  government  programs  that  are  sup- 
posed to  help  him  actually  turn  out  to  make 
him  a  slave— to  government!  Deep  down,  he 
knows  this.  He  ends  up  hating  the  system, 
and  hating  the  people  who  administer  it.  It 
is  then  very  easy  to  make  his  hatred  racial 
in  nature. 


As  I  see  reports  in  the  newspaper  about 
steel  mills  closing,  and  autombile  plants 
shutting  down,  and  America  not  growing 
the  way  it  always  has  grown.  I  become  very 
concerned.  It  has  been  almost  twenty  years 
since  I  served  the  FBI  in  the  Communist 
Party.  The  Party  members  that  I  know  were 
all  trained  to  use  this  type  of  economic  dis- 
order to  further  the  cause  of  Communism 
and  to  further  the  destruction  of  America. 
And.  even  though  the  Communist  Party  re- 
ceives little  attention  today,  its  people  are 
still  active  and  still  able  to  turn  many  things 
to  a  Communist  purpose. 

Even  worse,  self-serving  politicans  of  all 
races  continue  to  push  for  the  same  goals  as 
the  CommunlsU.  They  have  no  regard  for 
the  people  they  claim  to  be  helping.  And 
they  have  no  regard  for  the  country  they 
are  supposed  to  be  serving. 

It  Is  more  than  foolish  to  make  govern- 
ment larger  and  more  powerful.  Doing  so  is 
the  certain  road  to  a  Communist  America. 
And  I.  for  one.  think  that  the  Carters,  the 
Kennedys  and  lots  more  like  them  don't 
even  care  about  what  they  are  doing  to 
America— as  long  as  their  own  nests  are 
feathered. 

The  task  that  remains  for  real  Americans 
is  to  tell  the  truth  about  where  this  country 
is  headed— and  who  is  taking  all  of  us  down 
the  road  to  a  Communist  America.  What 
has  to  be  done  is  to  get  more  Americans  to 
stop  thinking  like  the  Communists  want 
them  to  think. 

It  has  been  obvious  to  me  for  a  long  time 
that  this  organization  is  doing  the  right 
thing.  I  have  travelled  all  over  the  United 
States  to  speak  for  the  John  Birch  Society's 
speakers  bureau.  The  Society  members  that 
I  met  In  cities  and  towns  everywhere  were 
fine  people  who  were  not  taken  in  by  Com- 
munist propaganda. 

They  helped  to  slow  down  the  rush 
toward  Soviet-style  rule  here  in  America. 
But  there  is  still  plenty  left  to  be  done. 
Only  now.  there  is  less  time  to  do  it. 

So  I  urge  all  of  you  who  are  part  of  this 
wonderful  group  to  keep  working  hard. 
You're  on  the  right  track.  And.  to  those  of 
you  who  are  not  members,  or  who  are  not 
hard-working  members,  I  ask  you  to  get 
busy.  If  you  don't,  the  Communists  will  win 
with  all  the  help  that  they're  getting  from 
those  Democrats  and  Republicans.  They 
will  win  because  the  American  people  did 
not  know  the  difference  between  American- 
ism and  Communism. 

Julia  Brown  does  not  ever  want  a  situa- 
tion to  develop  where  she  has  to  say:  "I  told 
you  so!" 

Julia  Brown  would  much  rather  be  able, 
in  a  few  years  to  say:  "I  was  part  of  a  great 
team  that  helped  to  save  America." 

Thank  you  very  much. 


[From  the  Congressional  Record,  Sept.  14, 
19811 

Mr.  McDonald.  I  thank  the  chairman  for 
yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  In  opposition  to  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  153,  a  resolution  au- 
thorizing a  statue  of  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.  to  be  placed  in  the  U.S.  Capitol.  At  best, 
Martin  Luther  King's  prior  associations  and 
activities  are  questionable.  Until  all  infor- 
mation is  available,  passage  of  this  measure 
could  prove  an  embarrassment  to  this  Con- 
gress and  the  American  people. 

Under  court  order  in  1977,  the  FBI's  sur- 
veillance records  and  tapes  on  Reverend 
King  were  sealed  in  the  National  Archives 
for  50  years  or  until  the  year  2027.  The  sup- 


porters of  this  resolution  might  want  to  ask 
themselves  why  this  action  was  taken? 
Before  acting  prematurely,  we  should  either 
request  that  the  records  be  made  available 
or  delay  consideration  until  the  information 
is  released.  At  this  point  in  time  we  should 
not  authorize  putting  a  statue  of  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  in  a  place  of  honor  in  our 
Nation's  Capitol  until  all  the  facts  are 
before  us. 

Rev.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.,  who  pro- 
fessed nonviolence,  in  fact  was  wedded  to  vi- 
olence. He  sought  out  violence:  he  courted 
and  provoked  violence  against  his  followers 
and  by  his  followers  because  he  believed  vio- 
lence was  necessary  to  the  achievement  of 
his  ends.  Reverend  King  said  as  much  In  an 
article  he  wrote  for  the  Saturday  Review  of 
April  3,  1965. 
In  this  article  he  wrote: 
"The  goal  of  the  demonstrations  in  Selma, 
as  elsewhere,  is  to  dramatize  the  existence 
of  injustice  and  to  bring  about  the  presence 
of  justice  by  methods  of  nonviolence." 

He  continued  by  writing  that  that  goal 
can  be  achieved  when  four  things  occur: 

"1.  Nonviolent  demonstrators  go  into  the 
streets  to  excerclse  their  constitutional 
rights. 

"2.  Racists  resist  them  by  unleashing  vio- 
lence against  them. 

"3.  Americans  of  conscience  in  the  name 
of  decency  demand  federal  intervention  and 
legislation. 

"4.  The  Administration,  under  mass  pres- 
sure, initiates  measures  of  Immediate  inter- 
vention and  remedial  legislation." 

In  other  words,  the  demonstrations  were  a 
staged  media  event,  a  dramatization  to  at- 
tract the  newspaper  reporters  and  television 
cameramen  and  make  a  local  event  into  a 
national  issue.  But  the  second  necessary  in- 
gredient for  Reverend  King's  scenario  was 
violence. 

In  communities  where  ad  hoc  gangs  of 
thugs  did  not  appear  to  attack  demor^tra- 
tors,  night  marchers  were  staged  to  lure  out 
nightriders.  And  when  all  eLse  failed  to  pro- 
voke violence,  demonstrators  led  by  Rever- 
end King  and  his  Southern  Christian  Lead- 
ership Conference  deliberately  violated  the 
laws  by  holding  marches  and  parades  with- 
out permits,  violating  court  injunction  and 
provoking  police  officers.  In  some  areas 
such  as  Birmingham  and  Selma.  Reverend 
King  was  successful  in  provoking  the  vio- 
lence he  felt  was  necessary  for  him  to  win 
his  goals. 

During  the  Albany,  Ga.,  protests  in  1962, 
where  the  law  enforcement  authorities 
avoided  confrontation  despite  provocations. 
King  generated  little  publicity.  When  he 
was  eventually  arrested  leading  an  Illegal 
demonstration  in  July,  Reverend  King  re- 
fused to  pay  the  fine  so  that  he  could 
remain  in  jail  as  a  so-called  martyr.  After  a 
black  man  paid  Reverend  King's  fine  and  he 
had  to  leave  jail,  he  called  the  event  having 
been  'kicked  out  of  jail. " 

In  Birmingham.  Reverend  King  welcomed 
truant  students  from  high  schools  and  even 
younger  into  the  demonstrations  although 
they  were  In  great  danger.  Let  us  remember 
what  he  said  after  the  murder  of  four  young 
girls  attending  Sunday  school  in  a  bomb  ex- 
plosion and  after  two  teenaged  boys  were 
shot  to  death  during  the  riot  that  followed. 
In  the  Nation  of  March  9.  1964,  Reverend 
King  worte: 

"The  keys  to  victory  In  Birmingham  were 
the  refusal  to  be  intimidated;  the  indomita- 
ble spirit  of  Negroes  to  endure;  their  willing- 
ness to  fill  the  jails;  their  ability  to  love 
their  children— and  take  them  by  the  hand 


into  battle;  to  leave  on  that  battlefield  six 
murdered  Negro  children,  to  suffer  the 
grief,  and  resist  demoralization  and  provoca- 
tion to  violence." 

And  so  for  Reverend  King,  "six  murdered 
Negro  children"  were  "keys  to  victory."  In 
other  words,  martyrs  helped  him  achieve 
his  ends  and  he  saw  this,  and  he  deliberate- 
ly continued  to  court  violence. 

In  his  book,  "Why  We  Can't  Walt."  Rever- 
end King  wrote: 

"Looking  back,  it  is  clear  that  the  intro- 
duction of  Birmingham's  children  into  the 
campaign  was  one  of  the  wisest  moves  we 
made." 

But  the  New  York  Times  editorially  dis- 
agreed, stating  that— 

""The  presence  of  hundreds  of  children 
among  the  marchers  made  all  these 
marches  especially  perilous  adventures  in 
brinksmanshlp." 

It  is  also  appropriate  to  question  whether 
or  not  Rev.  Martin  L.  King,  Jr.,  really  found 
racism  repugnant  in  light  of  his  support  of 
discrimination  In  jobs  and  housing  so  long 
as  the  discrimination  was  in  favor  of  blacks; 
in  light  of  the  formation  in  February  1966, 
in  Chicago  of  what  Reverend  King  called  a 
common  front  with  the  violence-oriented, 
virulently  racist  Nation  of  Islam  (NOD  or 
Black  Muslims:  and  in  light  of  the  state- 
ments of  some  of  Reverend  King's  closest 
aides  such  as  Rev.  James  Bevel. 

During  the  1963  Birmingham  disorders. 
Reverend  Bevel  told  students: 

""We  need  an  army  of  captains  and  ser- 
geants and  privates  to  fight  the  white  man 
this  summer.  I  want  captains  to  march 
whole  schools  to  jail  after  graduation." 

While  Reverend  King  did  not  advocate 
race  hatred,  he  did  not  bar  alliances  with 
racists  and  he  did  not  keep  them  from  his 
personal  staff. 

In  1966  during  the  Chicago  housing  cam- 
paign, the  association  of  Reverend  King  and 
his  Southern  Christian  Leadership  Confer- 
ence with  violence  was  evern  more  open. 
With  Reverend  King's  knowledge,  his  aide. 
Reverend  Bevel,  showed  films  of  the  vio- 
lence during  the  Watts  riots  in  Los  Angeles 
to  Chicago  residents  being  recruited  to  par- 
ticipate in  his  equal  housing  campaign. 
Among  those  particularly  singled  out  for 
contacts  and  for  those  film  showings  were 
the  leaders  and  members  of  Chicago's  noto- 
riously violent  criminal  youth  gangs. 

Reverend  King  told  newsmen  that  the 
film  showings  had  been  Intended  "to  show 
the  negative  results  of  rioting "  and  to  dem- 
onstrate that  rioters  who  destroyed  their 
own  communities  accomplished  nothing. 
But  that  Is  not  how  the  Chicago  street 
gangs  interpreted  the  films.  Whenever  the 
film  showed  a  black  rioter  attacking  a  police 
officer,  they  cheered.  And  whenever  law  en- 
forcement officers  were  shown,  they  hissed 
and  booed.  In  fact.  Reverend  Bevel's  film 
shows  for  youth  gang  members  were  noth- 
ing other  than  audiovisual  seminars  in 
mayhem. 

One  might  have  expected  after  the  riot 
that  Rev.  Martin  L.  King,  the  noted  advo- 
cate of  nonviolence,  would  have  broken  all 
contact  between  SCLC  and  the  gangs;  but 
that  is  not  what  happened.  Instead  Rever- 
end King  and  SCLC  executive  director  Rev. 
Andrew  J.  Young  met  with  the  gang  leaders 
for  several  hours.  The  gang  leaders  pledged 
a  truce  and  said  they  would  "try  nonvio- 
lence."  The  truce  did  not  last  till  the  end  of 
that  day.  Five  young  men  were  shot  and  vio- 
lence Increased  to  Include  2  deaths  and  13 
wounded  so  that  a  State  curfew  was  im- 
posed 2  weeks  after  the  truce. 


As  one  of  Rev.  Martin  L.  King.  Jr.'s.  crit- 
ics. Dr.  Joseph  Harrison  Jackson,  then 
president  of  the  National  Baptist  Conven- 
tion, noted  at  the  time: 

""There  is  a  danger  of  using  nonviolence  in 
such  a  way  that  it  will  create  violence." 

One  of  these  ways  is  to  teach  the  young 
contempt  for  the  law.  Reverend  King's 
"nonviolent  civil  disobedience"  taught  that 
any  law  an  individual  personally  and  subjec- 
tively disagrees  with  or  feels  is  unjustly  re- 
strictive can  be  arbitrarily  broken  at  will. 

This  is  not  the  lesson  we  should  teach 
young  Americans,  but  it  is  the  lesson  we 
would  teach  them  by  making  a  hero  of  Rev. 
Martin  L.  King.  Jr..  and  by  placing  a  statue 
of  him  in  our  Nation's  Capitol. 

COMMUNIST  MANIPULATION  OF  REVEREND  KING 
AND  HIS  MOVEMENT 

The  Communist  Party.  U.S.A.,  has  at- 
tempted to  use  virtually  every  real  or  imag- 
ined grievance  of  evey  segment  of  American 
society— the  young,  the  old.  women.  Ameri- 
can Indians,  blacks,  Latinos  and  European 
ethnic  groups— to  develop  and  exacerbate 
divisions  among  us.  The  Communists  made 
the  most  of  the  opportunity  to  stir  up  race 
hatred  provided  by  the  civil  rights  move- 
ment, and  the  man  around  whom  the 
Moscow-line  Communists  collected  was  Rev. 
Martin  L.  King. 

The  whole  range  of  Communist  Party 
members,  sympathizers,  and  front  groups 
were  mobilized  to  aid  Reverend  King's  cam- 
paigns. 

Some  of  the  support  was  via  the  former 
Highlander  Folk  School,  now  the  Highland- 
er Research  and  Education  Center.  In  sworn 
testimony  before  the  Senate  Internal  Secu- 
rity Subcommittee  in  1954.  Paul  Crouch,  a 
former  CPUSA  official  and  organizer  de- 
scribed Highlander  as  being  run  "ostensibly 
as  an  independent  labor  school,  but  actually 
working  in  close  cooperation  with  the  Com- 
munist Party."  Prominent  among  Highland- 
er's supporters  was  the  old  International 
Union  of  Mine.  Mill  &  Smelter  Workers, 
now  merged  with  the  United  Steelworkers 
of  America.  Mine-Mill  was  found  by  the 
Subversive  Activities  Control  Board  to  be 
Communist-infiltrated. 

Reverend  King,  in  a  very  famous  photo- 
graph, is  shown  attending  a  1957  Labor  Day 
Weekend  seminar  at  the  Highlander  Folk 
School.  The  man  sitting  next  to  Reverend 
King  in  the  photograph.  Abner  W.  Berry,  a 
top  official  of  the  CPUSA.  wrote  In  the 
Dally  Worker  that  the  seminar  had  enabled 
those  attending  to  reestablish  communica- 
tions with  each  other  "that  had  been  dis- 
connected during  the  past  few  years. "  The 
disconnection  had  taken  place  after  the 
Civil  Rights  Congress  disbanded  rather 
than  register  as  a  Communist  Party  front. 

Reverend  King's  support  of  Highlander 
goes  beyond  attendance  at  one  seminar.  In 
its  1958-59  27th  Annual  Report  of  the  High- 
lander Folk  School  quoted  Reverend  King 
as  saying: 

"You  have  given  the  South  some  of  Its 
most  responsible  leaders  In  this  great  period 
of  transition." 

Two  years  later.  Highlander  and  Reverend 
King's  Southern  Christian  Leadership  Con- 
ference ran  joint  training  programs  for  civil 
rights  activists. 

One  of  Reverend  King's  closest  SCLC 
aides  was  Jack  H.  O'Dell,  now  with  Rev. 
Jesse  Jackson's  Operation  PUSH.  Under  the 
name.  Hunter  Pitts  O'Dell.  Jack  O'Dell  had 
been  one  of  the  Communist  Party's  top  or- 
ganizers in  the  South.  When  his  affiliation 
with  this  totalitarian  party  became  known. 
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Reverend  King,  under  pressure,  fired 
O'Dell.  The  controversy  was  reopened  when 
it  was  discovered  that  O'Dell  had  been  re- 
hired by  Reverend  Kings  New  York  SCLC 
chapter. 

The  important  point  is  not  that  a  Commu- 
nist Party  organizer  had  penetrated  Rever- 
end Kings  confidence,  because  a  Commu- 
nist could  sneak  into  almost  any  organiza- 
tion. What  is  important  is  that  when  this 
man  was  exposed  to  Reverend  King  as  a 
member  of  an  organization  that  proposes  to 
impose  a  systematic  totalitarian  regime  on 
this  country,  that  has  been  repeatedly  dem- 
onstrated to  be  controlled  by  the  Soviet 
Union,  a  dictatorship  whose  troops  only  a 
few  years  earlier  in  1956  had  slaughtered 
Hungarian  freedom  fighters;  with  all  this. 
Rev.  Martin  L.  King  fired  O'Dell  only  be- 
cause his  continued  presence  would  give  am- 
munition to  segregationists  and  race-baiters. 

But  then,  he  had  O'Dell  rehired  in  New 
York.  And  their  association  continued. 
O'Dell.  who  is  still  an  editor  of  Freedom- 
ways  magazines,  the  Communist  Party's 
propaganda  arm  directed  at  blacks,  ap- 
peared with  Reverend  King  at  a  Preedom- 
ways  affair  in  Carnegie  Hall  in  February 
1968. 

That  Freedomways  magazine  affair  was  to 
celebrate  the  100th  anniversary  of  the  birth 
of  W.  E.  B.  DuBols  who  in  his  senility  mar- 
ried a  young  Communist  and  joined  the 
CPUSA.  In  his  prime,  W.  E.  B.  DuBois  un- 
derstood how  the  Marxist-Leninists  wanted 
to  use  black  people.  He  wrote  in  1931: 

■'The  Communists,  seizing  leadership  of 
the  poorest  and  most  ignorant  blacks  head 
them  toward  inevitable  slaughter  and  jail- 
slavery,  while  they  hide  safely  in  Chatta- 
nooga and  Harlem. 

"DuBois  responded  to  the  Communists' 
plan: 

"American  Negroes  do  not  propose  to  be 
the  shock  troops  of  the  Communist  Revolu- 
tion, driven  out  in  front  to  death,  cruelty 
and  humiliation  in  order  to  win  victories  for 
white  workers. 

"DuBois  pointed  out  further  that  the 
Communists  only  pretend  to  speak  for  white 
workers  and  actually  serve  to  polarize  ten- 
sions l)etween  black  and  white  workers. 

"DuBois  denounced  the  American  Com- 
munists for  being  the  mouthpiece  of 
Moscow,  and  went  on  to  say: 

"Unfortunately.  American  Communists 
are  neither  wise  nor  intelligent." 

In  his  keynote  speech  that  evening.  Rever- 
end King  said: 

"So  many  would  like  to  ignore  the  fact 
that  Dubois  was  a  Communist  in  his  last 
years." 

And  he  went  on  to  denounce  anticommu- 
nism  as  "irrational"  and  "obsessive." 

A  key  point  of  Reverend  King's  speech 
was  to  attack  U.S.  support  for  the  South  Vi- 
etnamese against  Communist  aggression. 
The  struggle  against  the  Vietcong  he 
termed  a  "senseless,  cruel  unjust  war."  For 
the  record,  it  should  be  noted  that  it  is  the 
Vietnamese  Communists  who  have  proved 
to  be  senseless  and  cruel.  In  May  1979,  more 
than  80  persons,  organized  by  entertainer 
Joan  Baez.  most  of  whom  had  once  opposed 
U.S.  participation  in  the  Vietnamese  war, 
published  an  advertisement  charging  that 
the  Communist  conquerors  of  Vietnam  held 
200,000  political  prisoners,  that  they  starved 
and  tortured  prisoners  and  that  some  were 
used  as  living  mine  detectors,  clearing  mine- 
fields with  their  hands  sind  feet. 

Reverend  King  had  more  Conununist 
agents  than  merely  Jack  O'Dell  in  his  en- 
tourage. King's  long-term  adviser  was  New 


York  attorney  Stanley  Levison.  who  FBI  in- 
vestigations revealed  to  be  a  "Communist 
agent,"  Levison  says  he  was  not  a  party 
member,  but  that  is  not  what  the  FBI  found 
him  to  be.  You  do  not  have  to  be  a  party 
member  to  be  an  agent,  and  you  do  not  have 
to  be  working  for  the  Russians  to  be  a  Com- 
munist agent. 

After  the  FBI  produced  for  King  the  evi- 
dence that  Levison  was  a  Communist  agent, 
acting  for  a  foreign  power,  he  declined  to 
separate  himself  from  this  adviser. 

Communists  other  than  those  in  the 
CPUSA  were  involved  with  Reverend  King's 
activities.  His  wife,  for  example,  was  active 
with  Women  Strike  for  Peace  in  the  Early 
1960's.  In  hearings  before  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Un-American  Activities.  Women 
Strike  for  Peace  was  shown  to  be  an  affili- 
ate of  the  Women's  International  Demo- 
cratic Federation  (WIDF),  an  international- 
ly active  Communist  front  controlled  by  the 
International  Department  of  the  Soviet 
Communist  Party  Central  Committee.  And 
starting  with  the  marches  in  Selma  in  1963. 
King  had  active  support  from  a  number  of 
disarmament  and  ban-the-bomb  groups  who 
worked  with  the  World  Peace  Council 
(WPC).  like  the  WIDF  which  is  virtually  its 
women's  auxiliary  controlled  by  the  KGB 
and  the  Soviet  Communist  Party  Central 
Committee.  A  more  detailed  report  on  those 
international  Soviet  fronts  by  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  was  published  in  the 
House  Intelligence  Committee's  hearing. 
"The  CIA  and  the  Media, "  in  1978. 

It  is  not  without  significance  that  in  1971, 
when  the  East  German  regime  welcomed 
Rev.  Ralph  D.  Abemathy.  whom  they  iden- 
tified as  Reverend  King's  successor,  the 
GDR's  propaganda  brochure  said: 

"The  GDR  was  on  the  side  of  Martin 
Luther  King  and  Ralph  Abemathy  in  the 
1950's  when  they  organized  the  historic  boy- 
cott of  the  omnibuses  of  Birmingham  *  •  *." 

For  these  and  other  reasons  in  the  public 
record.  I  urge  rejection  of  this  ill-conceived 
resolution. 

[Prom  the  Congressional  Record.  Oct.  7, 
19811 

"The  Spike"  in  Reality— An  Earlier  Chap- 
ter IN  How  THE  Soviets  Funded  American 
Communists 

Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  was 
mentioned  during  the  debate  on  the  placing 
of  a  bust  of  Martin  Luther  King  in  the 
House  or  Representatives,  there  is  a  50-year 
seal  on  the  Martin  Luther  King  file,  but 
some  facts  are  already  before  the  public. 
These  concern  his  connections  with  the 
Communist  Party  of  the  United  States. 
These  connections  are  firmly  established 
and  if  there  are  those  who  still  doubt  it. 
please  read  the  item  I  am  today  inserting  by 
my  colleague  John  Ashbrook.  This  state- 
ment appeared  in  Human  Events  for  Octo- 
ber 10.  1981.  The  statement  follows: 

CProm  Human  Events.  Oct.  10.  1981] 

The  King-U.S.S.R.  Connection— How  the 
Soviets  Funded  American  Communists  ' 

(By  Representative  John  M.  Ashbrook) 
On  Feb.  6.   1980.  the  House  Intelligence 
Committee    heard    testimony    from    John 


■  Reproduced  in  the  publication  Human  Events  is 
a  Chase  Manhattan  check  (or  $20,000  made  payable 
to  the  Communist  party  publication.  The  Worker 
This  check  was  drawn  on  the  order  of  the  Bank  for 
Foreign  Trade  In  Moscow  through  a  Soviet-owned 
bank  in  Paris.  It  was  one  of  many. 


McMahon.  then  the  deputy  director  for  op- 
erations for  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency.  McMahon.  one  of  the  most  experi- 
enced and  highly  regarded  CIA  officials, 
was  describing  to  Committee  how  the  Soviet 
Union  carried  out  their  covert  action  which 
they  call  "active  measures"  against  the  free 
world.  These  are  the  Soviet  operations  to  in- 
fluence events  in  the  target  countries.  They 
include  forgeries,  media  placement,  agents 
of  influence,  and  funding  of  Communist  and 
subversive  groups. 

McMahon  described  how  the  Soviets 
channeled  $50  million  a  year  to  the  Commu- 
nist parties  of  the  free  world.  I  asked  him 
how  much  of  that  comes  into  the  United 
States.  He  responded  that  the  CIA  does  not 
trace  Soviet  operations  in  this  country  and 
that  we  should  get  the  information  from 
the  FBI. 

Actually.  I  already  knew  a  great  deal 
about  this  Soviet  operation  in  our  country. 
As  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Un-American  Activi- 
ties and  later  the  Internal  Security  Commit- 
tee. I  was  able  to  trace  the  Soviet  subsidies 
for  U.S.  Communist  party  publications  from 
the  Soviet  Bank  for  Foreign  Trade  through 
a  Paris  bank  owned  by  the  Soviet  Union  to 
the  Chase  Manhattan  Bank  and  into  the 
coffers  of  the  Communist  Party.  U.S.A.  The 
Paris  bank.  Banque  Commerciale  Pour 
L'Europe  Du  Nord,  is  often  used  to  launder 
Soviet  funds  to  Communist  and  terrorist 
groups  in  the  free  world. 

I  also  knew  something  even  more  star- 
tling. Herb  Romerstein.  a  House  Intelli- 
gence Committee  staffer  who  pays  close  at- 
tention to  these  matters,  had  briefed  me  on 
a  top-secret  FBI  penetration  of  the  Commu- 
nist party  apparatus  that  was  smuggling  in 
KGB  cash  for  the  use  of  the  American 
Communists.  I  know  much  more,  but  unlike 
the  liberals.  I  cannot  reveal  information 
that  is  still  classified. 

I  am  free  to  discuss  this  one  aspect,  how- 
ever, because  a  recent  book  by  David  J. 
Garrow.  the  FBI  and  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr.,  has  now  revealed  the  identities  of  the 
men  who  penetrated  the  supersecret  Com- 
munist operations  for  the  TBI. 

For  almost  three  decades  two  brothers, 
Morris  and  Jack  Childs.  had  been  FBI  in- 
formants deep  in  the  apparatus  that  trans- 
ferred Soviet  funds  to  the  CPUSA  for  sub- 
versive activities  in  the  United  States.  Ac- 
cording to  the  book,  they  had  revealed  to 
the  FBI  that  one  of  their  co-workers  in  the 
apparatus  was  Stanley  Levinson.  a  white 
lawyer  who  served  as  the  chief,  behind-the- 
scenes,  adviser  to  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 
Jack  Childs  died  last  year  but  his  brother 
Morris  continued  to  serve  the  FBI,  under- 
cover, until  the  publication  of  the  Garrow 
book.  In  a  rare  example  of  FBI  humor,  the 
brothers  were  called  by  the  code  name 
'Solo. " 

The  brothers  had  been  Communist  party 
members  long  before  they  agreed  to  cooper- 
ate with  the  FBI.  Morris  Childs  was  a 
member  of  the  Communist  party's  National 
Committee.  He  had  served  as  editor  of  the 
Daily  Worker  and  as  the  state  leader  of  the 
party  in  Illinois.  But,  even  more  important, 
he  had  close  associations  with  the  Soviet 
Communist  party  and  intelligence  agencies. 

In  1931.  he  served  as  a  Communist  Inter- 
national official  in  Moscow  directing  the 
American  Communist  students  at  the  Lenin 
School,  the  Soviet's  international  training 
school.  He  was  a  close  associate  of  Soloman 
Lozovsky.  a  high  Soviet  official  who  ran  the 
Communist-controlled  Red  International  of 
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Labor  Unions,  which  was  closely  linked  to 
the  Soviet  Intelligence  service.  Lozovsky  was 
arrested  by  the  Soviet  secret  police  In  1949 
or  50  and  was  murdered  In  1952  during  one 
of  the  periodic  anti-Semitic  purges.  It  may 
be  that  the  brothers'  break  with  commu- 
nism was  caiised  by  their  observations  of 
the  true  nature  of  the  Soviet  regime. 

The  Garrow  book  is  sympathetic  to  King 
and  his  adviser.  Levison.  Nevertheless.  It 
confirms  the  Information  that  many  of  us 
had  concerning  the  Communist  Influence  on 
King's  activities.  As  the  FBI  files  on  the 
Martin  Luther  King  case  have  been  sealed 
for  50  years,  to  avoid  embarrassment  to 
King's  family  and  supporters,  the  Garrow 
book  t>ecomes  particularly  significant. 

According  to  the  book.  Levison  dropped 
out  of  the  Conununist  financial  manipula- 
tions and  established  a  relationship  with 
King  In  the  late  1950s.  Members  of  Levl- 
son's  family  revealed  to  Garrow  that  Levi- 
son had  been  associated  since  1965  with 
Victor  Lesslovskl.  a  top  Soviet  official  at  the 
United  Nations.  They  told  him  that  they 
suspected  that  Lesslovskl  was  a  KGB  agent. 
Indeed,  he  Is.  Lesslovskl.  until  recently  the 
personal  assistant  to  the  secreUry-general 
of  the  United  Nations.  Is  one  of  the  highest- 
ranking  KGB  officers  ever  to  serve  in  the 
United  States.  HU  relationship  to  Levison 
shows  that  the  adviser  to  King  remained 
under  KGB  control  even  after  leaving  the 
Communist  party  financial  apparatus. 

Garrow  also  reveals  that  it  was  Levison 
who  recommended  fellow  Communist 
Hunter  Pitts  O'Dell.  also  known  as  Jack 
O'Dell.  to  be  an  employee  of  King's  South- 
em  Christian  Leadership  Conference. 
O'Dell.  then  a  National  Committee  member 
of  the  Communist  party,  became  a  highly 
trusted  King  aide.  He  now  works  for  Jesse 
Jackson  in  Operation  PUSH. 

It  was  the  activities  of  these  two  Commu- 
nists. Levison  and  O'Dell,  that  caused  Atty. 
Gen.  Robert  Kennedy  to  authorize  the 
famous  wiretaps  on  King.  According  to 
Garrow,  Kennedy  tried  on  a  number  of  oc- 
casions to  convince  King  to  get  rid  of  his 
Communist  advisers.  King  would  promise  to 
do  so,  but  each  time  slipped  Levison  and 
O'Dell  in  through  the  back  door. 

The  50-year  seal  on  the  Martin  Luther 
King  file  leaves  many  questions  unan- 
swered. One  of  these  is:  Did  King  get  any  of 
the  Soviet  Money?  Another  is:  What  role,  if 
any,  did  the  Soviets  play  in  moving  King 
from  civil  rights  activities  to  antl-Vletnam 
War  {Lsit&t'ion? 

Sooner  or  later  skullduggery  always  gets 
revealed.  Now  we  know  some  of  the  details 
of  the  Soviet  financial  support  for  Commu- 
nist and  subversive  activities  in  the  United 
States.  Will  we  really  have  to  wait  50  years 
before  learning  the  whole  truth  about 
Martin  Luther  King? 

Testimony  or  Hon.  Larry  P.  McDonald  of 
Georgia  Before  the  House  Rules  Com- 
mittee ON  THE  Consideration  of  the  Rule 
to  H.R.  5461.  December  4.  1979 
Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  first  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  address  the  subject  of  a 
national   holiday  for  the  late  Dr.  Martin 
Luther    King.    Jr.    before    your   conunittee 
today,   and   for  the   openness   in  allowing 
public  debate  and  testimony  on  the  rules 
governing  the   final  determination  of  this 
event.  This  Is  In  fact  what  I  am  here  to  ad- 
dress, congressional  openness  and  fairness. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Individuals  who 
seek  the  institution  of  this  holiday  are  at 
counter  purposes  with  themselves  by  want- 
ing to  proceed  under  a  closed  or  modified 
closed  rule.  In  effect  gagging  public  debate. 


Those  who  most  openly  advocate  Dr.  King's 
contribution  claim  it  was  based  upon  his 
support  of  the  Democratic  process,  a  process 
obviously  steeped  in  the  need  for  openness, 
candor,  and  accessibility  to  all  the  people. 
This  Is  not  a  position  which  supports  a  lim- 
ited public  debate.  If  he  was  a  man  of  the 
people  and  took  his  case  directly  to  them, 
shouldn't  we  be  willing  to  trust  the  outcome 
of  this  holiday  to  the  full  voice  of  the 
people:  an  open  discussion  and  full  amend- 
ment process  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives? There  Is  no  question  that  clearly  we 
should  do  so. 

Parllmentary  technicalities  such  as  a 
modified  open  rule  or  a  closed  rule  are  the 
procedures  used  to  expedite  complicated 
legislation  where  amendments  and  debate 
become  self  defeating  and  bog  down  the 
congressional  process.  But  to  utilize  them  to 
cut  down  debate,  generally,  when  it  is  un- 
necessary or.  specifically  in  this  case,  when 
It  Is  contrary  to  the  need  for  a  full  national 
pronouncement  of  support;  this  is  counter 
to  reason  and  a  violation  of  our  congression- 
al procedure.  In  my  view  It  should  be  an  em- 
barrassment to  the  supporters  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King  to  have  him  Institutionalized 
in  any  other  manner  than  a  fully  open  rule. 
If  his  fame  and  greatness  are  as  genuinely 
accepted  by  this  country  that  he  deserves  to 
be  recorded  In  history  as  equal  to  George 
Washington  In  his  contribution  to  society, 
let  the  voice  of  the  people  speak  In  his 
behalf  through  their  representatives  with- 
out restraint.  An  open  rule  Is  the  only  ap- 
propriate basis  under  which  to  consider  this 
proposed  holiday. 
Thank  you. 


Testimony  of  Hon.  Larry  P.  McDonald  of 
Georgia  Before  the  House  Census  and 
Population      Subcommittee      on      Rev. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  Holiday  Legis- 
lation. February  23.  1982 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  to  thank  you  for  in- 
viting me  to  testify  on  legislation  to  elevate 
Rev.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  to  the  status 
of  a  national  hero  by  making  his  birthday  a 
federal    holiday.    I    strongly    oppose    such 
action. 

There  is  ample  documented  evidence  that 
Rev.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  was  not  the 
man  of  nonviolence  he  professed  to  be.  but 
that  he  was  in  fact  wedded  to  violence  and 
willing  to  work  with  America's  violent  en- 
emies to  achieve  his  goals.  Let's  look  at 
some  facts. 

Attorney  General  Robert  F.  Kennedy,  cer- 
tainly one  of  the  most  "Liberal"  men  to 
hold  that  high  post,  authorized  wiretaps 
and  other  forms  of  surveillance  of  Rev. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  after  the  FBI  de- 
veloped evidence  that  Rev.  King  was  col- 
laborating with  and  l)eing  manipulated  by 
Communists  and  secret  Communist  agents. 

Martin  Luther  King's  long-term  advisor 
was  New  York  attorney  Stanley  Levison, 
identified  by  the  FBI  as  a  "Communist 
agent. "  When  the  FBI  produced  for  Rev. 
King  the  evidence  that  Levison  was  a  Com- 
mimist  agent,  acting  for  a  foreign  power. 
King  declined  to  separate  himself  from  this 
advisor  and  their  collaboration  continued 
until  King  died. 

Supporters  of  Rev.  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr.  obtained  a  court  order  in  1977  sealing 
the  FBI's  surveillance  records  and  tapes  on 
Rev.  King  in  the  National  Archives  for  50 
years  or  until  the  year  2027.  If  the  FBI  files 
had  not  proved  King's  involvement  with  the 
Communists,  we  can  rest  assured  that  they 
would  have  been  released  as  part  of  the 
attack  on  the  FBI  during  the  1970's. 


Stanley  Levison  was  not  the  only  Commu- 
nist in  Rev.  King's  entourage.  One  of  King's 
closest  aids  In  the  Southern  Christian  Lead- 
ership Conference  (SCLC)  was  Jack  H. 
O'Dell.  who  now  is  an  executive  of  Rev. 
Jesse  Jackson's  Operation  PUSH.  O'Dell 
was  one  of  the  Communist  Party.  U.S.A.'s 
top  Southern  organizers.  When  his  Commu- 
nist Party  role  became  a  public  issue.  King 
said  O'Dell  was  fired.  But  a  short  time  later. 
O'Dell  was  quietly  rehired  by  King's  New 
York  City  SCLC  office  and  remained  a  King 
advisor  until  his  death. 

The  point  is  not  that  a  Communist  could 
penetrate  King's  confidence,  but  that  he  re- 
fused to  disassociate  himself  from  those 
whose  loyalty  is  to  an  aggressive,  blood- 
stained enemy  of  the  United  States. 

Rev.  Martin  Luther  King  was  not  a  man 
of  nonviolence.  He  sought  out  violence  and 
provoked  violence  against  his  followers  be- 
cause he  believed  violence  was  necessary  to 
achieve  his  ends.  Rev.  King  wrote  this  in  an 
article  published  in  Saturday  Review  in 
April  1963.  in  which  he  said  it  was  necessary 
to  "Dramatize  the  existence  of  injustice  and 
to  bring  about  the  presence  of  justice  "  in 
four  steps.  Rev.  King  wrote  that  these  were: 
"1.  Nonviolent  demonstrators  go  into  the 
streets  to  exercise  their  constitutional 
rights.  2.  Racists  resist  them  by  unleashing 
their  violence  against  them.  3.  Americans  of 
conscience  in  the  name  of  decency  demand 
federal  intervention  and  legislation.  4.  The 
Administration,  under  mass  pressure,  initi- 
ates measures  of  immediate  Intervention 
and  remedial  legislation." 

Violence  was  a  necessary  ingredient  In 
Rev.  King's  scenario.  In  communities  where 
demonstrators  were  imable  to  provoke  at- 
tacks, night  marches  were  staged  to  lure  out 
the  nlghtrlder  element.  When  all  else  failed. 
Rev.  King  and  his  followers  deliberately  vio- 
lated the  laws  by  holding  marches  without 
parade  permits,  by  violating  court  injunc- 
tions and  provoking  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials—a tactic  we  saw  repeated  by  the  Nazi's 
in  their  provocations  against  the  Jews  of 
Skokle.  Illinois. 

A  primary  example  of  this  tactic  by  King 
was  in  Albany,  Georgia,  in  1962.  There  law 
enforcement  officials  avoided  confronta- 
tions with  the  result  that  Rev.  King  gener- 
ated little  publicity.  When  King  eventuaUy 
managed  to  be  arrested  while  leading  an  Il- 
legal demonstration,  he  refused  to  pay  his 
fine  so  he  could  stay  jail  as  a  so-called 
"martyr."  After  a  black  man  paid  the  fine 
and  he  was  freed.  King  called  the  event 
being  "kicked  out  of  jail. " 

I  think  it  essential  to  keep  in  mind  what 
Rev.  King  wrote  in  The  Nation  in  March 
1964.  after  the  Birmingham  campaign  and 
bombing  deaths  of  four  young  girls  attend- 
ing Sunday  school  followed  by  a  riot  in 
which  two  teenaged  boys  were  killed.  King 
wrote  that  the  "keys  to  victory  in  Birming- 
ham were  the  refusal  to  be  Intimidated;  the 
indomitable  spirit  of  Negroes  to  endure; 
their  willingness  to  fill  the  Jails;  their  abili- 
ty to  love  their  children— and  take  them  by 
the  hand  into  battle;  to  leave  on  that  battle- 
field six  murdered  Negro  children:  .  .  .  . " 
He  was  admitting  that  martyrs  helped  him 
achieve  his  ends  and  deliberately  continued 
to  court  violence  and  create  martyrs. 

This  is  not  the  lesson  we  should  teach 
young  Americans,  but  it  is  the  lesson  we 
would  teach  them  by  designating  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.'s  birthday  as  a  national 
holiday  and,  thus,  making  a  hero  of  him. 

If  we  wish  to  honor  a  black  American, 
which  I  agree  is  long  overdue,  it  would  be 
certainly  more  appropriate  to   honor  one 
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who  has  stood  the  test  of  time  and  proven 
without  a  doubt  and  without  controversy 
that  he  Is  Indeed  a  great  American  who  de- 
serves to  be  so  honored.  Two  such  Individ- 
uals are  Booker  T.  Washington  and  George 
Washington  Carver.  As  you  tnow.  Booker  T. 
Washington  was  a  world- renowned  and  re- 
spected agricultural  chemist  and  George 
Washington  Carver  was  a  respected  black 
educational  leader.  They  both  literally  rose 
"Up  Prom  Slavery"  and  epitomize  the 
American  spirit  and  determination  to  rise 
above  poverty  and  adversity.  By  their  state- 
ments, by  their  writings,  by  their  actions,  by 
their  accomplishments,  by  their  lives  they 
represent  achievement  and  Ideals  which 
black  Americans,  and  all  Americans  for  that 
matter,  can  be  proud.  These  are  the  types  of 
men  we  should  consider  honoring  rather 
than  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  whose  prior 
associations  and  activities  are  questionable 
at  best. 

Until  the  FBI's  records  and  tapes  of  Rev. 
King  are  heard  by  both  the  Congress  and 
the  American  public,  passage  of  legislation 
to  designate  a  national  holiday  in  his  honor 
should  not  occur. 

Recently,  the  tapes  of  Franklin  D.  Roose- 
velt and  John  F.  Kennedy  were  made 
public.  Similar  review  of  Rev.  Kings  tapes 
should  also  be  permitted  lest,  after  pro- 
claiming his  birthday  a  federal  holiday,  any 
possible  embarrassment  may  occur  when 
the  tapes  are  eventually  made  public.  Let's 
take  one  step  at  a  time  in  the  proper  order. 

It  would  seem  that  those  who  support  this 
legislation  would  wish  to  dispel  those  who 
have  doubts  and  who  question  why  Rev. 
King's  record  has  been  sealed  In  secrecy. 

Before  acting  prematurely,  let  us  take  ap- 
propriate Congressional  action  to  have  the 
records  and  tapes  released.  If  there  Is  noth- 
ing to  hide,  who  could  object? 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Bethune). 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
Republican  and  as  a  former  FBI  agent. 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Martin 
Luther  King  holiday  bill. 

In  the  1960's  we  in  Arkansas  rallied 
around  Winthrop  Rockefeller.  I  was  a 
Democrat  at  the  time.  I  became  a  Re- 
publican because  we  wanted  to  break 
the  stranglehold  that  Orville  Faubus 
and  machine  politics  had  had  on  our 
State  for  a  long  time  which  had  sup- 
pressed not  just  black  citizens  but  all 
citizens  in  our  State,  and  we  Republi- 
cans, in  the  finest  tradition  of  Abra- 
ham Lincoln,  brought  blacks  in  gov- 
ernment, and  we  Republicans,  in  the 
finest  tradition  of  Abraham  Lincoln, 
made  changes  in  the  election  laws  and 
opened  up  the  political  process  for 
blacks  in  Arkansas. 

And  do  you  know  what  we  learned 
out  of  all  that?  The  great  changes  are 
not  made  here  in  the  legislative  cham- 
bers or  in  the  judical  halls.  The  great 
changes  in  this  world  are  made  in  the 
hearts  and  minds  of  men  and  women. 
Attitudes  are  so  important. 

I  think  that  this  holiday  for  Martin 
Luther  King  will  give  us  an  annual  op- 
portunity to  recommit  ourselves  to  the 
proposition  that  all  men  are  created 
equal.  It  will  nourish  the  spirit  of  rec- 
onciliation that  we  need  so  desperately 
in  this  country  right  now. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  all  Members  and 
I  urge  particularly  the  Members  on 
my  side  of  the  aisle  to  support  this 
bill.  Let  us  make  this  a  bipartisan 
effort,  as  it  should  be. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  a  long 
overdue  testimonial  to  Dr.  King  and 
the  thousands  of  Americans,  black  or 
otherwise,  who  worked  and  fought  for 
an  America  where  equality  prevails  for 
all  citizens  regardless  of  race,  color, 
creed,  sex,  or  national  origin. 

This  legislation  poses  a  positive 
symbol  of  recognition  for  the  dedicat- 
ed efforts  expended  for  fundamental 
rights  that  are  guaranteed  by  our  Con- 
stitution—the guarantee  of  life,  liber- 
ty, and  the  pursuit  of  happiness  for  all 
citizens  of  these  United  States.  Dr. 
King  stood  for  and  died  for  the  princi- 
ples upon  which  this  Government  was 
established,  the  very  principles  which 
brought  our  forefathers  to  these 
shores.  The  principles,  cherished  by 
all,  yet  denied  to  a  segment  of  our 
population  simply  because  of  the  color 
of  their  skin. 

I  also  believe  this  legislation  has  im- 
portance because  of  the  need  to  com- 
memorate the  contribution  that  black 
Americans  have  made  to  the  greatness 
of  this  country.  There  are  and  have 
been  extensive  efforts  to  recognize  the 
accomplishments  of  Americans  of 
other  ethnic  groups,  but  few  paying 
just  tribute  to  the  contributions  of 
black  Americans.  In  my  home  State 
alone,  we  have  erected  monuments 
and/or  named  public  facilities  on 
behalf  of  Count  Pulaski— a  Polish 
American— Lafayette— a  French  Amer- 
ican—native American  tribes,  and  so 
forth.  There  is  a  McArthur  Park 
named  after  the  great  Army  general, 
who  happened  to  have  been  born 
there,  and  there  is  recognition  of 
Robert  E.  Lee. 

It  is  my  belief  that  black  children 
need  heroes  and  positive  role  models, 
just  as  much  as  children  of  other 
racial  groups.  The  opportunity  to  iden- 
tify with  a  national  hero  of  one's  own 
race  lends  itself  to  a  type  of  pride  that 
engenders  an  emotional  desire  to  suc- 
ceed or  to  emulate.  Recogizing  the  ac- 
complishments of  black  American 
heroes  can  only  have  a  positive  effect 
on  our  society.  Dr.  King  is  indeed  a 
hero  to  Americans  of  all  races,  but  es- 
pecially to  black  Americans.  Recogniz- 
ing his  birth  is  a  tribute  to  all  people 
who  contributed  to  the  civil  rights 
movement.  His  dream  of  a  society 
where  all  men  of  all  races  could  live  as 
brothers  is  not  a  black  dream,  but  an 
American  dream. 

Dr.  King  was  a  great  American  and  a 
man  of  Christ.  He  fought  for  and  died 
for  a  greater  America,  and  for  this 
reason,  we  owe  this  legislation  to  his 
memory. 
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Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Bateman). 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  reluctant  opposition  to  H.R.  3706. 
the  bill  to  designate  the  birthday  of 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  as  a  legal 
public  holiday. 

The  roster  of  Americans  who  could 
reasonably  be  considered  for  the 
honor  of  having  their  birthdays  desig- 
nated as  national  holidays  is  a  long 
one.  It  is  apparent,  given  that  fact, 
that  not  all  can  be  so  honored.  Were 
we  to  follow  such  a  course,  we  could 
reach  the  point  where  there  are  more 
holidays  than  workdays  in  the  year— a 
pleasant  prospect,  perhaps,  but  not  a 
practical  one. 

Therefore  it  is  essential  that  we  be 
extremely  selective  as  to  those  whose 
birthdays  are  singled  out  as  holidays. 
The  cost  of  a  holiday  is  considerable. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office,  in 
a  cost  estimate  incorporated  into  the 
committee  report  on  this  legislation, 
notes  that  Federal  premium  pay  alone 
amounts  to  $24  million,  offset  in  part 
by  $7  million  in  fuel  savings.  And  this 
says  nothing  about  the  costs  of  a  shut- 
down in  the  private  sector,  to  the 
degree  that  the  holiday  is  observed  by 
business  and  industry,  and  the  cost  to 
State  and  local  government. 

In  view  of  the  contributions  of 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  I  would 
concur  in  the  proposal  of  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Danne- 
MEYER),  that  we  designate  the  third 
Sunday  of  each  January  as  a  com- 
memoration of  Dr.  King's  birthday.  I 
think  that  would  be  an  appropriate 
step. 

But  if  we  are  to  add  a  10th  Federal 
holiday  to  the  calendar  in  honor  of  a 
distinguished  American,  it  strikes  me 
that  one  of  America's  greatest  leaders 
should  next  be  so  honored.  That  pre- 
eminently great  American  is  Thomas 
Jefferson. 

It  is  no  slur  upon  Dr.  King  to  state 
that  Jefferson  should  be  the  next 
American  to  have  his  birthday  de- 
clared a  legal  holiday.  After  all,  Jeffer- 
son is  the  author  of  the  Declaration  of 
Independence,  one  of  our  greatest 
Presidents,  and  more  than  any  other, 
the  man  who  articulated  the  ideals 
which  animated  the  American  Revolu- 
tion and  shaped  the  Republic  in  which 
we  live.  Moreover,  we  inherited,  and 
procured  by  peaceful  means,  our 
transcontinental  boundaries  by  the  ac- 
quisition of  the  Louisiana  Territory, 
an  expanse  of  land  secured  for  us  by 
the  diligence  and  boldness  of  Thomas 
Jefferson  as  President. 

We  also  should  consider  that  occa- 
sions as  well  as  persons  can  rightly  be 
the  subjects  of  a  tribute  in  the  form  of 
a  national  holiday.  I  hope  that  I  will 
not  be  accused  of  parochialism  if  I 
suggest  that  there  could  appropriately 


be  a  Yorktown  Day  to  commemorate 
the  military  victory  on  October  19. 
1781,  when  American  independence 
was  secured.  Yorktown  is  indeed  in  my 
congressional  district,  but  its  signifi- 
cance to  every  American  is  obvious. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  I  find  it  im- 
possible to  support  H.R.  3706  as  re- 
ported to  the  House  by  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  My 
lack  of  support  is  not  evidence  of  a 
lack  of  respect  for  Dr.  King,  but 
rather  a  reflection  of  the  priorities 
and  practicalities  which  I  have  recited. 
Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer). 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3706. 

Today  and  throughout  the  commit- 
tee proceedings  on  this  bill,  we  have 
heard  proposals  for  a  plebiscite,  for  a 
Sunday  holiday,  and  for  other  types  of 
half-holidays. 

The  struggle  for  civil  rights,  the 
struggle  between  the  races  in  this 
country  has  been  a  struggle  for  one 
thing,  for  one  simple  ideal— equality. 
It  would  be  the  ultimate  irony  if  Dr. 
King's  memory  were  commemorated 
by  an  unequal  holiday. 

Mr.  CROCKETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CROCKETT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  we  have  before  us  a  bill  to  honor 
a  man  of  peace,  the  late  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.  He  was  a  man  whose 
thirst  for  justice  and  whose  strength 
of  will  exemplified  the  best  qualities 
of  the  American  spirit.  He  was  a  pio- 
neer of  American  history— not  of  the 
inhospitable  18th  century  settlements 
along  the  east  coast,  nor  of  the  later 
efforts  to  tame  the  rugged  lands  of  the 
plains  and  West. 

Instead.  Dr.  King  was  a  pioneer  of 
the  spirit— he  showed  us  the  new  fron- 
tiers of  human  justice  and  equality 
that  lay  just  beyond  our  grasp  in  this 
century.  He  led  us  through  the  diffi- 
cult struggle  to  overcome  the  obstacles 
of  prejudice  and  apathy,  and  let  us 
share  in  his  dream  of  a  nation  un- 
bound by  racial  or  ethnic  hatred. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me 
today  in  voting  to  honor  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  by  designating  a  na- 
tional holiday  in  his  honor. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Lun- 

GREN). 

Mr.  LUNGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
as  a  Republican  and  as  a  fiscal  con- 
servative in  support  of  this  bill. 

I  also  rise  as  someone  who  voted 
against  this  bill  when  it  was  on  sus- 
pension the  last  time. 

Ever  since  I  cast  that  vote  I  have 
been  thinking  about  it  and  wondering 
if  I  did  the  right  thing.  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  I  did  not;  not  that 
I  now  fail  to  realize  there  are  costs  in- 


volved here  and  certainly  we  ought 
not  to  minimize  those  costs,  and  not 
because  there  are  no  other  great 
heroes  that  perhaps  some  think  ought 
to  be  recognized  in  our  galaxy  of  great 
Americans,  but  because  I  think  we 
ought  to  recognize  that  this  country  is 
unique  in  a  number  of  ways.  One  is  ex- 
emplified by  the  founding  of  this  Re- 
public. The  second  is  exemplified  by 
the  Civil  War  that  decided  that  this 
country  would  remain  unified  because 
certain  principles  that  originally 
brought  this  country  together  were 
worth  preserving. 

The  third  great  unique  movement  in 
this  country,  in  my  judgment,  is  that 
of  the  civil  rights  movement. 

What  does  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King 
stand  for?  As  a  young  person  growing 
up  in  southern  California,  frankly,  I 
was  too  young  to  be  involved  in  the 
civil  rights  movement  and  probably 
would  not  have  been  involved  in  any 
way,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  save 
for  the  example  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King. 

I  reflected  upon  that  after  my  vote 
several  years  ago. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
has  expired. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  more  minute  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Lungren). 

Mr.  LUNGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ap- 
preciate the  grant  of  additional  time. 

I  reflected  back  on  my  experiences 
during  my  growing  up  years.  I  recall 
that  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King  stood  as 
an  inspiration  to  me.  He  made  me  rec- 
ognize that  there  were  people  in  this 
country  that  were  not  accorded  the 
same  rights  that  I  was  given,  that  de- 
spite what  our  country's  essential  doc- 
ument said,  not  all  men  and  women 
were  created  equal,  at  least  as  far  as 
the  implementation  of  our  laws  were 
concerned;  that  we  had  not  fulfilled 
that  obligation  which  we  had  so 
proudly  promised  in  our  beginning 
documents. 

Dr.  Martin  Luther  King  stirred 
inside  me  a  feeling  that  we  had  to 
walk  together  if  we  were  going  to  work 
out  the  problems  of  this  country. 

So  I  suggest  that  this  holiday  is  not 
just  for  the  black  Americans,  but  it  is 
for  all  Americans— white  Americans, 
red  Americans,  brown  Americans,  and 
black  Americans. 

The  symbolism  of  this  holiday  is 
particularly  important  today  because 
we  have  tremendous  disagreements 
among  all  of  us  as  to  how  we  achieve 
those  civil  rights  goals.  Because  we 
have  these  disagreements,  it  some- 
times appears  that  the  entire  subject 
is  divisive  and  we  forget  about  the  fact 
that  we  all  are  committed  to  a  consen- 
sus of  conscience  on  civil  rights  in  this 
country.  If  this  day  does  nothing  else 
but  give  us  1  day  to  reflect,  1  day  to 
pray,  1  day  to  think  about  and  remem- 
ber the  commitment  that  we  all  have. 


then  it  will  be  worth  it,  no  matter  the 
cost. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp). 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the 
gentleman  from  California  yield  1 
more  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  more  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Kemp) 
is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreci- 
ate that. 

You  know,  a  number  of  years  ago  I 
watched  a  fascinating  docimientary, 
interviewing  refugees  from  Vietnam  in 
refugee  camps  in  Thailand.  The  net- 
work interviewer  went  up  to  an  old 
woman  of  almost  90  years  of  age  and 
asked:  "What  keeps  you  going?  What 
are  you  hoping  to  do  with  your  life?" 
She  said:  "I  dream  of  living  in  the 
United  States  of  America." 

She  did  not  know  America  from  the 
newspapers.  She  did  not  know  Amer- 
ica from  being  able  to  speak  very  good 
English.  She  just  knew  America  from 
the  standpoint  of  what  America  means 
as  an  idea,  as  a  dream.  It  was  an  idea 
and  a  dream  that  here  was  a  place  in 
which  people  were  free  to  be  all  that 
God  meant  them  to  be.  Here  was  a 
place  in  which  all  people  were  created 
equal  and  that  the  Government  was 
instituted  to  help  preserve  those 
rights  that  were  given  to  us,  not  by 
the  Government,  but  by  an  inalienable 
source. 

I  just  returned  with  my  wife  from 
the  Soviet  Union.  They  have  beautiful 
documents  about  guaranteed  rights  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  right  to  emi- 
grate, the  right  to  join  your  family, 
the  right  to  speak,  the  right  to  join  a 
labor  union;  but,  unfortunately,  the 
rights  which  are  given  to  them  by  the 
Government  are  denied  by  the  Gov- 
ernment because  those  rights  do  not 
come  from  that  inalienable  source. 
That  which  the  Government  gives,  it 
can  take  away  and  thus  the  Russian 
Revolution  was  flawed  from  the  begin- 
ning. 

The  Martin  Luther  King  holiday  is 
not  just  a  holiday  for  a  civil  rights 
leader.  It  is  more  importantly,  as  the 
gentleman  from  California  pointed 
out,  a  holiday  to  commemorate  that 
idea,  that  dream  that  all  people  have 
all  over  this  country  and  indeed  the 
world,  to  live  in  freedom,  justice,  digni- 
ty, to  be  able  to  know  that  those 
rights  are  guaranteed  by  Government 
through  our  Constitution  but  are 
given  to  us  by  God,  that  inalienable 
source. 

I  have  changed  my  position  on  this 
vote  because  I  really  think  that  the 
American  Revolution  will  not  be  com- 
plete until  we  commemorate  the  civil 
rights  revolution  and  guarantee  those 
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basic  declarations  of  human  rights  for 
all  Americans  and  remove  those  bar- 
riers that  stand  in  the  way  of  people 
being  what  they  were  meant  to  be. 

The  gentleman  from  California  sug- 
gested he  chainged  his  position  and  so 
did  I  because  this  is  the  time  In  which 
we  must  truly  say  that  America  is  one 
nation,  one  people,  one  family,  one 
country  dedicated  to  rights  not  only 
for  all  Americans,  but  for  all  people 
everywhere.  Ending  racial  segregation 
through  constitutional  means  is  as  im- 
portant a  contribution  to  this  country 
and  our  American  Revolution  as  hold- 
ing the  Union  together. 

I  wsuit  to  see  my  party  stand  for 
that.  If  we  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that 
the  Republican  Party  was  founded  by 
Mr.  Lincoln  as  a  party  of  civil  rights, 
of  freedom,  and  hope,  and  opportuni- 
ty, and  dreams,  and  a  place  where  all 
people  could  be  free.  If  we  turn  our 
backs  we  are  not  going  to  be  the  party 
of  human  dignity  we  want  as  Republi- 
cans to  be  linown  for. 

I  ask  that  we  make  this  a  unanimous 
vote  today  and  vote  for  ourselves  and 
for  our  country,  and  for  the  future  of 
our  children  by  showing  the  world  this 
Nation  is  still  the  land  of  opportimity 
and  freedom. 

This  is  a  vote  to  help  make  the 
American  dream  a  reality. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander). 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3706. 

On  April  4,  1968,  I  was  visiting  the 
nearby  city  of  Memphis  and  was  at  a 
place  only  about  10  blocks  away  from 
the  Lorraine  Motel  where  Martin 
Luther  King  was  slain. 

The  news  of  his  death  spread  like  an 
electric  current  throughout  that  city 
and  throughout  our  Nation,  and  a  pall 
of  silence  fell  upon  the  people  of 
Memphis  and  the  people  of  America  as 
welL 
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At  the  news  of  Dr.  King's  death,  ev- 
eryone realized  that  a  great  American 
leader  had  fallen. 

Martin  Luther  King  struggled  so 
that  all  citizens  could  aspire  to  and 
share  in  the  American  dream.  He  gave 
his  life  for  dignity,  for  equality,  and 
for  justice. 

It  is  right;  it  is  proper  that  we  me- 
moralize  the  life  of  Martin  Luther 
King  so  that  his  vision  of  America  can 
live  forever. 

"I  don't  care  what  happens  to  me 
now.  I  have  been  to  the  mountaintop.'" 
Dr.  King  said,  a  day  before  he  was  cut 
down  by  a  sniper,  in  the  prime  of  his 
life  and  mission. 

Martin  Luther  King  himself  desired 
no  glory.  It  is  not  for  his  sake  that  we 
should  honor  him  with  a  national  holi- 
day, but  for  our  own. 


Let  us  prove,  at  long  last,  that  this 
prophet  of  mankind  does  have  honor 
in  his  own  country. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  Edwards). 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  (Mr.  Edwards). 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  support  this  resolution  and 
I  do  so  not  because  Dr.  King  is  more 
deserving  of  a  tribute  than.  say. 
Andrew  Jackson,  or  John  Adams,  or 
Dwight  Eisenhower,  but  because  what 
Martin  Luther  King  did  was  to  give 
real  meaning  to  the  promise  that  in 
this  country  every  citizen  is  a  first- 
class  citizen. 

Before  Martin  Luther  King,  before 
the  marches,  before  the  sit-ins,  blacks 
in  my  district  rode  in  separate  seats  in 
the  back  of  the  bus.  They  could  not 
use  the  restaurants  or  the  restrooms 
that  the  rest  of  us  used.  They  could 
not  go  to  the  same  schools  we  went  to. 

They  stood  outside  the  system,  out- 
side the  professions,  and  outside  the 
good  jobs.  The  American  dream,  if  you 
were  black,  was  poverty  and  isolation. 

Martin  Luther  King  did  not  create 
violence  and  bloody  revolution.  He  de- 
fused it  by  creating  a  new  awareness,  a 
disturbed  conscience,  and  finally  a  new 
national  cohesiveness. 

It  is  less  the  man  than  the  achieve- 
ment that  we  celebrate  with  such  a 
holiday. 

Dr.  King  gave  his  life  for  the  cause 
of  freedom  and  equality.  Let  us  have 
the  courage  to  vote  to  celebrate  that 
cause. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Mitchell)  this  issue 
transcends  the  cost  of  one  holiday. 
This  is  an  issue  that  goes  to  the  heart 
of  what  America  is  all  about. 

What  this  resolution  celebrates  is 
what  we  as  Republicans  and  conserv- 
atives believe  in.  and  I  ask  all  of  my 
colleagues  to  vote  for  it. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Gingrich). 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
should  honor  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr. 

Yesterday  President  Reagan  was 
welcomed  to  Georgia  by  Mayor 
Andrew  Young,  a  disciple  of  Dr.  King, 
and  the  second  black  mayor  of  Atlan- 
ta. 

Without  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.. 
the  advances  in  ending  segregation 
and  establishing  civil  rights  would 
almost  certainly  not  have  occurred. 

While  Dr.  King  was  black  and  the 
fight  to  end  segregation  directly  af- 
fected the  black  community,  his  birth- 
day should  be  celebrated  by  all  Ameri- 
cans as  a  demonstration  of  the  virtues 
of  freedom  and  a  free  society. 

When  America's  conscience  was 
challenged.  Americans  responded. 
Unlike  the  Soviet  Union  and  South 


Africa,  our  Nation  responded  to  a 
direct  challenge  by  living  up  to  our 
best  ideals. 

All  Americans  can  be  proud  that  our 
religious  tradition  was  carried  on  by 
Reverend  King,  our  intellectual  tradi- 
tion was  extended  by  Dr.  King,  the 
great  nonviolent  protest  theories  of 
Henry  Thoreau  were  put  into  practice 
by  the  man.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr. 

For  all  time,  all  lovers  of  freedom 
will  look  back  to  Dr.  King's  life  and  to 
America's  response  to  his  challenge  as 
an  inspiration;  because  he  enriched 
freedom  for  all,  we  owe  ourselves  a 
day  to  remember  and  releam  the  les- 
sons he  taught. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Oilman). 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  legislation. 

Last  November,  as  a  birthday 
present  from  two  members  of  my 
staff.  I  received  a  copy  of  "Let  the 
Trumpet  Sound."  the  excellent  recent 
biography  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.,  by  Stephen  B.  Gates.  Reading  this 
book  was  a  painful  personal  pilgrim- 
age, as  well  as  an  act  of  intellectual, 
spiritual,  and  political  homage  to  an 
extraordinary  person  who  has  been 
such  a  major  force  in  my  own  life's 
commitment  to  the  cause  of  world 
peace,  human  rights,  and  equal  justice 
for  all. 

More  important,  reading  this  book 
reinforced  my  determination  to  see  to 
it  that  the  98th  Congress  passes  legis- 
lation insuring  a  national  holiday  of 
remembrance  and  reverence  in 
memory  of  the  achievements  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  He  was  much 
more  than  a  great  American  and  the 
most  noble  of  our  Nobel  Peace  Laure- 
ates: He  was  a  great  humaui  being 
whose  life  of  commitment,  action,  and 
sacrifice  has  been  a  beacon  of  hope 
and  inspiration  for  nonviolent  social 
change  to  literally  millions  of  people 
around  the  world. 

In  America,  he  was  the  living  embod- 
iment of  the  highest  principles  pro- 
fessed in  the  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence: That  all  are  created  equal  and 
endowed  by  their  Creator  with  certain 
inalienable  rights,  among  which  are 
life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happi- 
ness. He  challenged  the  conscience  of 
America  by  confronting  both  church 
and  state  on  the  spiritual  and  political 
immorality  of  segregation  in  our  socie- 
ty. It  was  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr., 
standing  in  the  shadow  of  the  Lincoln 
Memorial  on  August  28,  1963.  who  had 
the  courage  to  stand  up  to  white 
America  on  behalf  of  nonwhite  Amer- 
ica and  say: 

When  the  architects  of  our  Republic 
wrote  the  magnificent  words  of  the  Consti- 


tution and  the  Declaration  of  Independence, 
they  were  signing  a  promissory  note  to 
which  every  American  was  to  fall  heir  •  •  *. 
It  is  obvious  today  that  America  has  de- 
faulted on  this  promissory  note,  insofar  as 
her  citizens  of  color  are  concerned.  Instead 
of  honoring  this  sacred  obligalton,  America 
has  given  the  Negro  people  a  bad  check;  a 
check  which  has  come  back  marked  insuffi- 
cient funds.  We  refuse  to  believe  that  there 
are  insufficient  funds  In  the  great  vaults  of 
opportunity  of  this  nation.  And  so  we've 
come  to  cash  this  check,  a  check  that  will 
give  us  upon  demand  the  riches  of  freedom 
and  the  security  of  justice. 

As  a  citizen  of  the  world,  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr..  carried  his  message 
into  the  global  arena:  The  message  of 
human  rights,  true  brotherhood  and 
sisterhood  through  the  justice  of 
shared  equality,  and  the  reconciliation 
of  nations  through  diplomatic  negotia- 
tion, rather  than  the  violence  of  war 
and  destruction.  In  accepting  the 
Nobel  Peace  Prize  in  Oslo,  Norway,  in 
December  1964,  he  spoke  of  "the  need 
to  overcome  oppression  and  violence 
without  resorting  to  violence  and  op- 
pression." He  then  went  on  to  say: 

I  refuse  to  accept  the  cynical  notion  that 
nation  after  nation  must  spiral  down  a  mili- 
taristic stairway  into  the  Hell  of  thermonu- 
clear destruction.  I  believe  that  unarmed 
truth  and  unconditional  love  will  have  the 
final  word  in  reality.  That  is  why  right  tem- 
porarily defeated  is  stronger  than  evil  tri- 
umphant. 

It  was  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr., 
using  his  eminence  as  a  Nobel  Peace 
Laureate,  who  chose  to  speak  out  on 
the  insanity  and  immorality  of  the 
war  in  Indochina,  despite  the  warnings 
and  threats  of  other  so-called  leaders 
in  the  civil  righs  movement.  Early  on. 
he  warned  that  the  bombs  being 
dropped  in  Indochina  would  explode 
in  the  ghettoes  of  America.  In  a 
speech  in  Los  Angeles,  he  directly 
challenged  Lyndon  B.  Johnson's  false 
claim  that  America  could  have  both 
guns  and  butter  with  these  words: 

The  promises  of  the  Great  Society  have 
been  shot  down  on  the  battlefields  of  Viet- 
nam. The  pursuit  of  this  widened  war  has 
narrowed  domestic  welfare  programs, 
making  the  poor.  White  and  Negro,  bear  the 
heaviest  burden  *  *  *. 

On  April  4.  1967.  in  the  speech  at 
Riverside  Church  in  New  York  City, 
he  made  one  of  the  most  cogent  cri- 
tiques of  American  cold  war  interven- 
tionism  and  escalation  ever  uttered  by 
a  public  figure.  His  peroration  was  a 
cry  from  the  heart  that  is  even  more 
poignant  when  read  in  the  light  of  the 
madness  of  the  contemporary  nuclear 
arms  race: 

Somehow  this  madness  must  cease.  We 
must  stop  now.  I  speak  as  a  child  of  God 
and  brother  to  the  suffering  poor  of  Viet- 
nam. ...  I  speak  for  the  poor  in  America 
who  are  paying  the  double  price  of  smashed 
hopes  at  home  and  death  and  corruption  in 
Vietnam.  I  speak  as  a  citizen  of  the  world, 
for  the  world  as  it  stands  aghast  at  the  path 
we  have  taken.  I  speak  as  an  American  to 
the  leaders  of  my  own  nation.  The  great  ini- 


tiative of  the  war  is  ours.  The  initiative  to 
stop  must  be  ours. 

Were  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  still 
alive  today,  he  would  be  in  the  fore- 
front of  the  movement  to  reverse  the 
course  of  the  nuclear  arms  race,  and  to 
prevent  this  Nation  from  continuing 
its  overt  and  covert  military  interven- 
tion in  Central  America.  And  he  would 
be  in  the  forefront  of  the  opposition 
to  this  administration's  concerted 
effort  to  turn  back  the  clock  on  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  in  the 
fields  of  civil  and  human  rights  in  the 
past  20  years— progress  that  has  been 
achieved  through  the  bloody  sacrifice 
of  many  brave,  brave  women  and  men 
in  this  society. 

As  we  prepare  to  commemorate  the 
20th  anniversary  of  the  march  on 
Washington,  the  legacy  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr.,  is  still,  tragically,  an 
unfulfilled  dream.  During  a  lifetime 
that  was  all  too  brief— only  39  years- 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  was  cursed, 
reviled,  and  spat  upon,  beaten,  jailed, 
and  stabbed,  denounced  as  an  extrem- 
ist by  the  media,  and  as  a  nigger,  and  a 
traitor  in  the  highest  councils  of  Gov- 
ernment. Finally,  in  an  attempt  to  slay 
the  dream,  they  slew  the  dreamer. 

It  is  for  us,  the  living,  to  make  cer- 
tain that  his  dream  never  dies.  It  is  for 
us.  the  living,  to  insure  that  his  life's 
work  will  be  remembered  beyond  a 
statue  inside  the  Nation's  Capital.  It  is 
for  us.  the  living,  to  insure  that  a  na- 
tional holiday,  commemorating  the 
legacy  of  his  commitment,  achieve- 
ment, and  sacrifice  will  be  a  constant 
reminder  of  what  this  Nation  can  be— 
and  ought  to  be.  It  is  for  us.  the  living, 
to  fulfill  his  dream,  in  the  words  of 
the  civil  rights  anthem,  that  "we  shall 
live  in  peace  someday  •  *  *." 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  to  support  H.R.  3345,  which 
designates  the  third  Monday  in  Janu- 
ary of  each  year  as  a  legal,  public  holi- 
day commemorating  the  birthday  of 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that 
this  is  a  responsible  course  of  action, 
both  in  terms  of  the  past  and  the 
future.  Dr.  King  and  the  cause  he  rep- 
resented are  indeed  deserving  of  this 
kind  of  national  recognition. 

Dr.  King  was  a  nonviolent  man  who 
dedicated  his  life  to  the  cause  of 
equality.  He  exemplified  our  Nation's 
commitment  to  social  justice. 

He  led  a  national  campaign  that 
pricked  America's  social  conscience. 
And  in  the  end  he  gave  his  life  in  that 
struggle. 

Without  question  Dr.  King  and  his 
work  set  the  stage  for  the  civil  rights 
movement  in  this  country.  His  elo- 
quence, his  passion,  and  his  personal 
commitment  captured  the  minds  and 
hearts   of   millions   upon   millions   of 


Americans  and  set  them  on  a  course  of 
action— blacks  and  whites  alike. 

Dr.  King  was  only  39  years  old  when 
his  life  was  snuffed  out  by  an  assas- 
sin's bullet.  By  most  ways  of  reckoning 
such  things,  his  most  creative  years 
lay  ahead  of  him.  His  untimely  death 
was  a  tragedy  for  all  America. 

To  be  sure  Dr.  King's  life  was  one  of 
unselfish  dedication.  He  worked  tire- 
lessly and  without  thought  of  personal 
reward  for  justice,  equality,  peace,  and 
dignity. 

What  impressed  me  most  about  his 
vision  and  his  cause  was  that  it  far 
transcended  the  narrow  confines  of  a 
race  struggle.  His  dream  was  for  all 
Americans— blacks.  whites,  Jews. 
Protestants,  and  Catholics. 

In  large  measure  this  proposed  Fed- 
eral holiday  would  go  far  beyond  rec- 
ognizing the  birth  of  Dr.  King.  I  fer- 
vently hope  it  will  be  an  occasion  to 
celebrate  freedom  and  tolerance  in 
America. 

I  especially  want  to  commend  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Indiana, 
Katie  Hall,  for  her  skillful  and  dedi- 
cated stewardship  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
join  in  honoring  a  distinguished  Amer- 
ican. Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  This 
measure,  H.R.  3706,  designating  Dr. 
King's  birthday  as  a  national  holiday, 
is  a  befitting  commemoration  of  his 
life  and  his  significant  contributions 
to  mankind.  In  a  time  of  struggle,  Dr. 
King's  leadership  provided  our  trou- 
bled Nation  with  a  renewed  sense  of 
values  and  purpose.  He  reminded  us 
that  the  principles  upon  which  this 
Nation  was  founded  are  meaningless 
unless  applied  equally  to  all,  regard- 
less of  race,  color,  creed,  sex,  or  na- 
tional origin. 

In  recognizing  Martin  Luther  King's 
birthday,  we  do  far  more  than  honor 
this  leader.  A  national  remembrance 
in  his  honor  serves  as  an  appropriate 
reminder  that  many  of  his  dreams  and 
struggles  for  civil  rights  remain  unful- 
filled. Dr.  King  touched  the  conscience 
of  America,  preaching  that  love  and 
understanding  would  prevail  in  the  ul- 
timate struggle  between  good  and  evil. 
He  shared  with  us  his  dream  that 
someday  all  God's  children  would  be 
free  and  equal.  And  yet.  his  dreams 
and  ambitions  came  to  a  tragic  end  be- 
cause of  the  very  hatred  and  bigotry 
that  Dr.  King  sought  to  end. 

If.  as  a  Nation,  we  remember  Dr. 
King's  birthday  each  year,  it  will  help 
instill  a  spirit  of  purpose  and  determi- 
nation in  all  of  us  to  fulfill  the  dreams 
of  this  inspiring  leader.  Such  an 
annual  reminder  of  that  troubled  era. 
a  legal  holiday  in  Kings  name,  would 
appropriately  honor  the  man.  and  his 
dreams  and.  at  the  same  time,  remind 
us  all  of  our  continuing  responsibility 
to  pursue  equal  justice  for  all.  As  I 
have  done  in  the  past.  I  renew  my  sup- 
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port  for  this  worthy  proposal  and  urge 
my  colleagues  to  do  the  same. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Miiuiesota  (Mr.  Pr£nzel). 

Mr.  POGUETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  POGUETTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  have  the  op- 
portunity to  recognize,  finally,  the 
unique  contributions  made  to  this 
Nation  by  the  late  Reverend  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  I  rise  to  urge 
every  Member  of  the  House  to  vote  in 
favor  of  this  resolution,  which  will 
make  Dr.  King's  birthday  a  national 
holiday. 

Dr.  King  was  an  extraordinary  man. 
whose  struggle  was  the  ultimate  Amer- 
ican struggle.  His  cause  was,  and  is.  as 
basic  to  our  history  and  to  our  future 
as  the  Declaration  which  founded  this 
Republic:  "We  hold  these  truths  to  be 
self-evident,  that  all  men  are  created 
equal."  It  is  our  loss  as  a  nation  that 
the  truths  which  we  have  held  to  be 
self-evident  have  not  been  the  truths 
to  which  we  have  dedicated  ourselves. 
Dr.  King  lived  those  words,  and  fought 
to  make  them  a  reality,  as  few  other 
men  in  our  history  have. 

Martin  Luther  King  was  a  voice  for 
peace,  a  symbol  of  courage,  and  a  light 
in  the  long  struggle  to  equality.  His 
determination  gave  people  throughout 
this  land  who  had  no  voice  the  cour- 
age to  speak:  his  leadership  as  a  man 
of  nonviolence  gave  vent  to  200  years 
of  anger  and  frustration  in  a  way 
which  forced  people  to  listen. 

Without  Dr.  King  there  might  never 
have  been  a  Civil  Rights  Act.  Without 
Dr.  King  there  might  never  have  been 
a  march  on  Washington  to  bring  to 
the  legislature  of  this  land  a  list,  not 
of  demands,  but  of  rights  which  the 
Constitution  guaranteed  but  which 
the  Nation  applied  only  selectively. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Martin  Luther  King 
was  a  man  of  wisdom,  of  vision,  of 
strength,  and  of  courage.  He  helped 
shape  the  future  we  live  today.  His 
belief,  his  work,  and  his  dreams  should 
be  a  beacon  as  we  set  course  for  the 
future. 

These  are  the  characteristics  which 
mark  great  men.  These  are  the  charac- 
teristics which  made  Washington.  Lin- 
coln, and  Jefferson  leaders,  and  exam- 
ples to  us.  and  to  our  children.  Martin 
Luther  King  was  such  a  leader,  such 
an  example. 

We  honor  our  Nation  by  marking 
the  birth  of  this  great  man.  even  as  we 
honor  the  man. 

I  urge  the  House  to  vote  "aye." 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  SAVAGE.  Mr.  Speaker.  wUl  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SAVAGE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  measure. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  4.  1968,  I  sat 
in  a  church  basement  meeting  in  sub- 
urban Washington  and  was  both 
shocked  and  appalled  at  what  I  heard. 
I  was  angry  and  I  was  upset. 

No,  it  was  not  because  of  the  tragic 
news  yet  to  come  from  Memphis.  My 
shock,  my  anger  came  because  there 
was  underway  in  that  place  of  rever- 
ence—keep in  mind  this  was  a  meeting 
in  a  church,  a  house  of  worship,  a 
place  of  God— a  heated  debate  among 
my  then  neighbors  over  a  major  issue 
of  the  day:  open  housing. 

I  was  appalled  because  I  heard 
people  with  whom  I  lived  in  a  comfort- 
able suburb  in  this  so-called  land  of 
opportunity  talking  of  denying  hous- 
ing access  in  "our"  area  to  what  they 
referred  to  as  "those"  people. 

Regretfully,  the  "those"  people  were 
distinguished,  and  clearly  so,  only  by 
the  color  of  their  skin.  What  was 
taking  place  in  that  meeting  was  a  far 
from  orderly  attempt  to  deny  equality 
of  opportunity  for  fellow  citizens.  It 
made  me  sick. 

I  had  my  say,  and  the  more  I  reflect 
upon  what  I  said,  the  prouder  I  am. 

Memories  fade  in  terms  of  the  letter 
of  what  I  said,  but  not  the  spirit. 

I  doubt  if  there  was  any  special  elo- 
quence, but  I  do  know  I  quoted  liberal- 
ly from  the  news  reports  of  the  lime 
and  about  the  work  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  not  just  the  work  of  Dr. 
King,  but  the  necessity  of  it. 

I  talked  about  opportunity,  and 
equality,  and  fairness,  and  things  like 
that. 

The  presentation  was  not  long  be- 
cause, you  see,  the  meeting  was  inter- 
rupted by  a  report  on  the  events  in 
Memphis.  The  horror  of  it  all  was  not 
so  much  that  a  fellow  human  being 
had  been  killed,  tragic  though  such  a 
thing  always  is,  no  matter  what  the 
circumstances,  but  rather  the  horror 
of  it  all  was  the  reason  Dr.  King  was 
gunned  down. 

Dr.  King's  life  was  taken  because  of 
who  he  was.  what  he  was  doing,  what 
he  stood  for.  His  crusade,  and  it  is  fair 
to  call  it  that,  was  not  simply  for  those 
of  his  own  race,  but  rather  for  all  of 
his  brothers  and  sisters  who  were 
Americans.  His  crusade  was  for  me. 
For  us. 

What  this  remarkable  man  achieved 
in  his  lifetime  cannot  be  accurately 
measured.  But  I  know  what  I  have 
told  my  children.  We  as  a  country  and 
a  people  have  traveled  a  long  way 
toward  the  cherished  dream  of  equali- 


ty for  all  in  my  lifetime.  Dr.  King, 
more  than  any  other  individual,  is  re- 
sponsible for  that  progress.  It  cost  him 
dearly.  It  benefits  us  greatly. 

I  do  not  want  just  another  holiday, 
we  probably  have  too  many  of  them 
already  and  most  have  lost  their  sig- 
nificance and  are  viewed  as  simply  an- 
other day  off.  And  I  realize  it  is  costly 
in  terms  of  dollars  and  cents  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  approve  an- 
other holiday. 

I  know  all  the  arguments  that  have 
been  mentioned  but  I  also  know,  in  my 
heart  of  hearts,  that  this  special  day 
of  recognition  is  warranted.  It  is  war- 
ranted for  Dr.  King  who  gave  so  much 
for  so  many  and  it  is  warranted  as  long 
overdue  recognition  for  the  oh  so 
many  positive  contributions  made  by 
other  black  Americans  from  the  early 
days  of  our  Republic,  contributions 
that  have  more  often  than  not  been 
overlooked  or  ignored. 

In  short,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
salute  and  a  symbol.  Let  us  do  it  for  all 
the  right  reasons. 

Mr.  FISH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  FISH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  great 
pride  in  joining  my  colleagues  today  in 
support  of  H.R.  3706,  legislation  desig- 
nating Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.'s, 
birthday  a  national  holiday.  I  have 
long  been  a  supporter  of  this  effort 
and  I  congratulate  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Conyers)  for  his 
15-year  pursuit  of  this  worthwhile 
cause  and  the  gentlewoman  from  Indi- 
ana (Mrs.  Hall)  for  bringing  this 
measure  before  us  today. 

By  furthering  the  civil  rights  of 
American  blacks.  Dr.  King  contributed 
to  the  cause  of  freedom  for  all  Ameri- 
cans, regardless  of  race  or  creed.  By 
strengthening  the  cause  of  justice,  he 
inspired  millions  throughout  the 
world  in  mankind's  common  aspira- 
tions. 

Last  year,  the  Congress  partly  recog- 
nized Dr.  King's  contributions  by  ap- 
proving a  bill  to  place  a  bust  of  him  in 
the  U.S.  Capitol.  Dr.  King  is  the  first 
black  man  to  receive  such  an  honor. 
While  this  is  an  important  achieve- 
ment, it  is  not  enough.  That  is  why  I 
have  again  lent  my  support  to  H.R. 
3706,  to  make  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.'s,  birthday  a  legal  public  holiday. 
Our  desire  to  achieve  this  goal  should 
override  consideration  of  cost  or  incon- 
venience. 

Dr.  King's  message  of  redemption 
and  reconciliation  is  no  less  mean- 
ingful today  than  during  his  lifetime. 
His  life's  work  and  unyielding  adher- 
ence to  achieving  social  change 
through  nonviolence  serves  as  a  great 
example  during  these  turbulent  and 
troubled  times. 

Bestowing  such  an  honor  on  Dr. 
King  would  transcend  his  status  as  a 


black  civil  rights  leader.  Such  an  act 
would  recognize  that  Dr.  King  spoke 
as  an  American  about  the  spiritual  lib- 
eration of  all  people.  This  year  we 
have  a  chance  to  make  our  commemo- 
ration of  his  dream  a  permanent  reali- 
ty. He  spoke  of  brotherhood,  an  end  to 
poverty,  of  justice,  of  peace,  for  all 
mankind.  We  must  continue  to  work 
together  in  furthering  his  vision  of  the 
future. 

Mr.   SKELTON.   Mr.   Speaker,   will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I,  too, 
support  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  recognize  the  life  of 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  is  to 
salute  the  themes  on  which  our  coun- 
try was  founded.  The  dream  that  he 
articulated  was  the  same  one  that  in- 
spired our  forefathers  to  give  birth  to 
the  ideal  we  call  America. 

The  opportunity  for  full  realization 
of  American  citizenry  is  the  goal  for 
which  we  should  continue  to  strive  for 
all  citizens.  In  our  continuing  efforts, 
the  vision  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr.,  will  be  a  driving  force. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill 
before  us,  H.R.  3345,  is  not  a  new  bill. 
The  idea  of  adding  another,  new  Fed- 
eral holiday,  to  honor  the  late  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.,  was  thor- 
oughly debated  and  voted  on  in  1979. 

As  I  have  emphatically  stated  and 
strongly  believe,  Martin  Luther  King 
was  a  distinguished  and  prominent 
American  citizen  who  helped  teach 
many  of  us  the  true  meaning  of  broth- 
erhood and  equality.  He  was  a  good 
man,  an  effective  leader,  and  one  who 
deserves  to  be  honored  and  remem- 
bered by  a  fitting  memorial. 

One  such  memorial  that  I  supported 
in  1981  was  the  creation  of  a  bust  or 
statue  of  Dr.  King,  to  be  placed  in  the 
Capitol.  This  resolution  passed  and  a 
commission  is  currently  in  the  process 
of  choosing  a  sculptor.  I  wholeheart- 
edly support  and  applaud  this  memori- 
al that  will  be  enjoyed  and  revered  by 
Americans  and  foreign  visitors  alike.  I 
know  it  is  not  the  final  memorial,  but 
it  demonstrates  the  House's  willing- 
ness to  honor  Dr.  King. 

But  what  is  this  alleged  tribute  that 
is  before  us  again  today?  It  is  not  a  fit- 
ting memorial  to  give  certain  privi- 
ledged  workers  a  day  off  to  salute  the 
ideals  of  Dr.  King.  Dr.  King  deserves  a 
day,  but  do  Federal  employees,  includ- 
ing ourselves,  rate  another  day  off 
with  pay. 

Government  employees,  as  far  as  I 
know,  already  have  more  holidays 
than  any  other  class  of  employees. 
They  are  supposed  to  be  here,  to  serve 


and  assist  the  public.  On  too  many  oc- 
casions already  they  are  on  holiday 
when  the  rest  of  our  constituents  are 
working  and  want  Federal  services. 

And  what  is  the  cost  of  another  Fed- 
eral holiday?  It  is  $235  million,  unbud- 
geted.  To  spend  another  quarter  of  a 
billion  with  our  budget  already 
plagued  by  deficits  seems  to  me  to  be 
an  unsuitable  memorial.  And  that  is 
only  the  annual  cost.  It  will  grow  and 
grow  each  year. 

When  the  Federal  Government  gives 
a  holiday  it  puts  great  pressure  on  the 
private  sector  to  do  the  same.  As  this 
proposed  holiday  spreads,  it  will  have 
a  marked  effect  on  productivity.  The 
potential  cost  is  in  billions  of  dollars. 

I  know  that  many  of  those  support- 
ing this  Federal  holiday  have  noble  in- 
tentions. Yes,  I  agree  that  we  should 
have  a  day  to  pay  respect,  honor,  and 
to  reflect  on  a  man  of  such  great 
achievements,  beliefs,  and  hopes.  We 
can  do  so  without  giving  an  extra  day's 
pay  to  a  certain  specific  class  of  Amer- 
icans. A  commemorative  day  is  a  good 
idea.  In  my  judgment,  that  would  be  a 
suitable  memorial. 

Another  paid  Federal  vacation  day  is 
certainly  not  needed  or  in  order.  It  is 
another  dip  into  the  taxpayers  pockets 
to  pay  a  special  class  of  Americans 
which  already  has  plenty  of  holidays. 
We  do  not  have  to  be  foolish  with  the 
taxpayers'  money  to  honor  Dr.  King. 
I  submit  the  following: 
[Prom  the  Congressional  Record.  Nov.  13, 

1979] 
Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.,  was  a  distinguished  and  promi- 
nent American  citizen  who  helped  teach 
many  of  us  the  true  meaning  of  brother- 
hood and  equality.  He  was  a  good  man.  an 
effective  leader,  and  one  who  deserves  to  be 
honored  and  remembered  by  a  fitting  me- 
morial. 

Unfortunately,  H.R.  5461  does  not  provide 
a  suitable  memorial.  This  bill  simply  pro- 
vides another  day  off  with  pay  for  bureau- 
crats. 

It  also  provides  about  $200  million  worth 
of  inflation  through  a  nonnegotiated  raise 
to  an  elite  group  of  people  who  have  just  re- 
ceived a  7-percent  pay  raise,  and  who  al- 
ready receive  more  paid  holidays  than  most 
American  employees. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  there  is  little  or 
no  extra  cost  to  the  taxpayers  in  this  bill.  If 
Government  employees  have  been  working 
at  full  capacity,  and  I  believe  we  should  give 
them  the  benefit  of  the  doubt,  somebody  is 
going  to  have  to  do  the  work  that  would 
have  been  done  on  the  holiday.  That  seems 
to  work  out  to  a  $200  million  kick  in  the 
head  to  the  taxpayers. 

If  we  were  to  canvass  our  constituencies 
we  would  surely  find  little  enthusiasm  to 
pay  for  another  paid  holiday  for  bureau- 
crats. Many  taxpayers  did  not  get  the  7-per- 
cent pay  raise,  nor  do  they  get  the  splendid 
pension  benefits  that  Government  employee 
get. 

In  addition  to  the  costs  to  the  taxpayer, 
inflationary  costs  would  soon  reverberate 
through  the  private  sector,  too.  Whenever 
Government  employees  are  handed  a  bene- 
fit, private  employees  will  claim  it,  too.  An- 
other paid  holiday  will  soon  be  stimulating 


inflation  in  private  industry,  too.  perhaps 
by  as  much  as  $3  billion. 

Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  was  too  good 
a  person  for  us  now  to  attempt  to  exacer- 
bate inflation  in  his  name.  There  are  many 
suitable  noninflationary  memorials  which 
could  be  voted  by  this  House.  I  believe  this 
bill  does  not  provide  a  fitting  tribute,  and  it 
should  be  voted  down. 


D  1430 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Dan- 
NEMEYER)  has  1  minutc  remaining. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  reserve  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  speaker,  I  make  a 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  such  time  as 
he  may  consume. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Regular  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  not  entertain  the  point  of 
order  at  this  time. 

The  gentleman  from  California 
yielded  to  whom? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Slat- 

TERY). 

Mr.  SLATTERY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  "holiday"  is  defined  as 
"a  day  on  which  custom  or  the  law  dic- 
tates a  halting  of  general  business  ac- 
tivity to  commemorate  or  celebrate  a 
particular  event."  The  birth  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  is  an  event 
worthy  of  commerating  and,  as  such, 
is  worthy  of  being  designated  a  nation- 
al holiday. 

In  my  lifetime  and  in  the  lifetimes 
of  many  of  my  colleagues,  few  individ- 
uals have  had  as  profound  an  effect  on 
America  and  on  the  world,  as  did  Dr. 
King.  Few  others  before  or  since  Dr. 
King  have  committed  themselves  so 
fully  and  so  steadfastly  to  the  princi- 
ples of  equality,  justice  and  harmony 
among  all  people. 

Today,  as  we  debate  making  Dr. 
King's  birthday  a  national  holiday,  we 
must  keep  in  mind  several  issues.  The 
principles  upon  which  Dr.  King  based 
his  philosophy  and  his  actions  are  the 
same  principles  upon  which  much  of 
recent  legislation  has  been  founded.  In 
Congress,  these  principles  have  been 
translated  into  enactment  of  voting 
rights,  civil  rights,  fair  housing,  and 
economic  opportunity  legislation.  Fur- 
thermore, the  movement  toward  arms 
reduction  and  peaceful  coexistence  of 
all  nations  is  predicated  upon  those 
same  principles. 

While  some  with  a  myopic  perspec- 
tive choose  to  view  Dr.  Kings  beliefs 
and  his  actions  narrowly,  I  choose  to 
view  his  beliefs  and  his  actions  on  a 
worldwide  scale.  Because  he  believed 
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In  the  dignity  of  all  people  and  devot- 
ed his  life  to  achieving  that  ideal,  the 
significance  of  Dr.  King's  contribu- 
tions transcends  all  nations  and  races. 
At  the  time  of  his  tragic  death.  Dr. 
King  truly  had  become  an  internation- 
al leader. 

I  am  proud  to  have  had  the  opportu- 
nity to  cosponsor  legislation  designat- 
ing Dr.  King's  birthday  a  national  hol- 
iday. I  am  not  proud,  however,  that  we 
find  ourselves  again  debating  an  issue 
that  has  been  introduced  every  year 
since  1968.  I  am  proud  that  the  Senate 
of  my  home  State.  Kansas,  has  had 
the  wisdom  and  foresight  to  pass  a  res- 
olution earlier  this  year  memorializing 
Congress  to  declare  Dr.  King's  birth- 
day a  national  holiday.  The  members 
of  the  Kansas  Senate  are  concerned, 
as  I  am.  that  passage  of  this  legisla- 
tion Is  long  overdue. 

We  can  pay  no  greater  tribute  to  Dr. 
King  In  the  20th  armlversary  year  of 
the  historic  March  on  Washington, 
than  to  reaffirm  our  commitment  to 
equality  and  justice  and  to  make  his 
birthday  a  national  holiday. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  the  Virgin  Islands 
(Mr.  DE  Lugo). 

Mr.  DE  LUGO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to  add  to  the 
voices  of  many  of  my  colleagues  who 
rise  in  support  of  Mrs.  Halls  bill  des- 
ignating Martin  Luther  King's  birth- 
day as  a  holiday.  I  find  it  hard  to  view 
my  comments  as  part  of  a  debate  on 
the  issue  since  it  seems  that  the  con- 
clusion must  be  foregone:  This  coun- 
try needs  to  celebrate  Martin  Luther 
King's  birthday.  We  need  to  celebrate 
the  individual  who  epitomized  the 
struggles  of  many  black  leaders  In  this 
country  and  whose  discipline  and 
strength  of  purpose  brought  black 
Americans  further  Into  the  main- 
stream of  this  country  than  any  single 
person  In  our  history. 

Martin  Luther  King's  achievement  is 
important  for  all  Americans,  for  the 
further  we  are  from  discrimination, 
the  closer  we  are  to  the  pride  and  dig- 
nity we  all  want  to  feel  atK>ut  these 
United  States.  Thus,  apart  from  the 
recognition  due  to  a  man  to  whom  we 
all  owe  an  Immense  debt.  Americans 
need  this  day  as  a  reminder  of  the 
conunltment  we  all  must  have  to  the 
values  set  forth  In  our  Constitution. 
These  are  values  which  we  personally 
hold  as  unmutable  and  which  we  have 
an  interest  in  protecting  for  each 
other. 

I  urge  any  Member  who  may  have 
doubts  on  this  matter  to  consider  the 
importance  that  celebrating  Martin 
Luther  King's  birthday  holds  for  the 
very  spirit  of  our  Nation. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana. 


Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  ask  that  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia yield  back  the  balance  of  his  time. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  The  gentle- 
man from  California  reserves  the  bal- 
ance of  his  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Will  the  gentlewoman 
yield  to  me? 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  a 
point  of  order  that  a  quorxmi  Is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  does  not  have  to  entertain  a 
motion  for  a  call  of  the  House  at  this 
time  and  chooses  not  to. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  am  sorry.  I  did  not 
hear  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
point  of  order  cannot  be  made  when 
the  Chair  has  not  put  the  pending 
question,  and  the  Chair  has  discretion 
whether  to  entertain  a  motion  for  a 
call  of  the  House  at  this  time  and  now 
recognizes  the  gentlewoman  from  In- 
diana. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
distinguished  leader  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Yes.  I  yield  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  In 
support  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  been  14  years 
since  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  was 
assassinated  In  Memphis  at  age  39. 
The  first  bill  proposing  to  establish  a 
Federal  holiday  in  honor  of  Dr.  King 
was  introduced  by  my  esteemed  col- 
league. Mr.  John  Conyers.  Jr..  on 
April  8.  1968.  less  than  1  year  after  Dr. 
King's  tragic  assassination  by  James 
Earl  Ray.  Since  then,  over  50  bills 
have  t)een  Introduced  to  establish  Dr. 
King's  national  holiday. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  hearings  on 
many  of  these  bills,  there  has  been  no 
lack  of  eloquence  or  evidence  concern- 
ing the  extraordinary  achievements  of 
the  man  who  was  the  Nobel  Peace 
Prize  winner  in  1964.  During  hearings 
that  have  been  held  there  has  been  no 
lack  of  recognition  of  the  man's  Indel- 
ible impact  on  the  consciousness  and 
consciences  of  people  throughout  the 
world.  His  name  has  been  linked  with 
those  of  George  Washington.  Abra- 
ham Lincoln,  and— for  his  nonvio- 
lence—the name  of  Gandhi.  I  find  It 
ironic  that  Americans  saw  fit  to  select 
"Gandhi"  as  the  best  picture  of  the 
year  in  1982  and  yet.  their  Representa- 
tives have  refused  to  award  a  native 
Gandhi  the  recognition  that  typically 
accompanies  superhuman  contribution 
to  society. 

The  arguments  that  have  been  ad- 
vanced to  prevent  the  establishment 


of  a  national  holiday  in  Dr.  King's 
honor  have,  in  fact,  centered  upon  his 
being  human.  Whenever  Dr.  King  was 
an  ordinary  man— and  all  extraordi- 
nary people  throughout  history  have 
had  their  ordinary  moments— Dr. 
King  was  singularly  held  accountable 
for  not  being  extraordinary.  Any  polit- 
ical statements,  viewpoints,  or  opin- 
ions, any  behaviors  or  actions  that 
were  not  unequivocally  exceptional, 
have  been  held  against  him. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  other  man  has  in- 
spired millions  and  who  gave  his  life  In 
the  cause  of  every  principle  of  decency 
imaginable— freedom,  justice,  equality, 
compassion,  faith  in  humanity,  hope, 
love,  and  nonviolence— has  been  so 
mercilessly  scrutinized.  Who.  among 
those  who  would  excoriate  this  man. 
expects  that  his  or  her  own  mortality 
will  leave  a  more  Illustrious  aftermath 
than  that  of  the  late  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr.? 

When  superhuman  people  exhibit 
human  imperfections,  they  are  some- 
how deemed,  thereafter,  to  be  subhu- 
man. I  do  not  agree  with  this  logic,  nor 
do  I  see  the  presence  of  human  imper- 
fections in  anyone  as  a  sufficient  justi- 
fication for  denying  him  a  national 
holiday  although  his  achievements 
have  been  outstanding.  The  require- 
ment of  perfection  has  not  been  a  con- 
dition for  the  awarding  of  national 
holidays  to  other  leaders,  and  It  ought 
not  to  be  a  condition  that  should  be 
met  by  the  only  black  man  for  whom 
such  serious  annual  consideration  has 
been  given  to  be  so  honored. 

Mr.  Speaker,  It  Is  beyond  my  com- 
prehension, and  therefore  beyond  my 
belief,  that  dollars  and  cents  argu- 
ments have  also  been  adduced  to  justi- 
fy the  prevention  of  the  establishment 
of  a  national  holiday  to  honor  Dr. 
King  and  the  universal  principles  for 
which  he  stood.  And  yet  these  argu- 
ments have  been  presented.  Every 
year  someone  ticks  off  the  dollars  and 
cents  that  this  Nation  would  lose  by 
honoring  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.. 
with  a  public  holiday. 

Various  substitutes,  therefore,  have 
been  proposed  to  recognize  Dr.  King. 
These  substitutes  have  Included  the 
placing  of  a  statue  or  a  bust  of  Dr. 
King  In  the  Capitol,  or  designating 
some  Sunday  as  his  day  of  recognita- 
tlon.  But  the  life  that  Dr.  King  gave 
was  not  a  substitute.  It  was  not  a  fac- 
simile thereof.  It  was  the  genuine 
thing:  his  own  and  his  only  life.  I 
cannot  accept,  therefore,  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  substitute  tribute,  an  ersatz  award, 
for  this  man  who  was  true  to  human- 
ity, true  to  the  causes  of  freedom  and 
justice,  true  to  his  commitment  to 
nonviolence,  true  to  his  belief  In  the 
basic  Integrity  of  the  American  people, 
true  to  his  dream. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  hearing 
my  words  In  support  of  the  passage  of 
H.R.  3706  which  has  been  Introduced 


this  year  by  the  gentlewoman  from  In- 
diana, Mrs.  Katie  Hall,  to  designate 
the  third  Monday  of  January  each 
year  as  a  legal  public  holiday  to  com- 
memorate the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Yes.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  measure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  much  has  been  made 
here  by  the  opponents  of  this  resolu- 
tion of  the  cost  to  the  taxpayer  of  the 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  national  holi- 
day. 

I  have  a  long  established,  hard- 
earned  reputation  in  the  House  as  a 
fiscal  conservative.  I  am  cautious  and 
careful  when  it  comes  to  spending  the 
taxpayers'  money. 

With  that  background  I  reviewed 
and  ask  other  Members  to  review  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office's  esti- 
mate of  the  annual  cost  of  this  holi- 
day. CBO  estimates  a  cost  of  $18  mil- 
lion annually.  That  works  out  to  a  cost 
of  7.6  cents  per  citizen  per  year. 

For  7.6  cents  per  citizen  we  honor  a 
man  who  led  the  civil  rights  revolution 
in  our  country— a  revolution  which 
ranks  with  the  Civil  War  and  the  Rev- 
olutionary War  of  1776.  as  one  of  the 
three  most  Important  events  in  our 
Nation's  history. 

For  7.6  cents  per  citizen  we  honor  a 
man  who  reaffirmed  the  American 
dream  that  all  men  are  created  equal, 
who  planted  its  seeds  in  ghetto  de- 
serts, and  who  reminded  a  nation  to 
honor  and  respect  its  most  precious  re- 
source: its  people— all  of  them. 

For  7.6  cents  per  citizen  we  not  only 
honor  an  imperfect  man  who  fought 
and  died  for  the  perfect  dream,  we 
also  set  aside  a  day  of  reflection  on 
why  we  as  a  nation  are  different:  our 
freedom.  And  on  why  we  as  a  nation 
are  great:  our  resolve  to  make  the 
dream  of  freedom  real  for  every  Amer- 
ican. 

Is  honor  and  the  American  dream 
worth  7.6  cents  per  citizen?  I  believe 
that  at  any  price  it  is  worth  the  cost, 
at  7.6  cents  it  Is  a  steal. 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GRAY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  too  want  to  join  my 
colleagues  in  expressing  my  strong 
support  for  H.R.  3706,  which  desig- 
nates the  third  Monday  in  January  as 
a  legal  public  holiday,  commemorating 
the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  Members  in  this 
Chamber  have  expressed  reservations 
about  supporting  H.R.  3706,  due  to  Its 
potential  costs  to  the  Government. 
Well,  according  to  the  CBO,  there  may 
be  a  potential  budgetary  impact  of  ap- 


proximately $18  million  to  the  Federal 
Government  resulting  from  additional 
Federal  holiday. 

However,  there  is  every  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  these  costs  will  be  partially 
offset  by  additional  tax  revenues 
which  might  be  generated  from  in- 
creased retail  sales  and  consumer  ac- 
tivity on  such  a  holiday.  In  my  mind 
the  costs  Involved  here  are  immaterial, 
however. 

Second,  their  are  those  who  say 
there  are  too  many  Federal  holidays 
already,  and  we  will  do  just  as  well  by 
commemorating  Dr.  King's  Birthday 
on  the  third  Sunday  in  January  in- 
stead of  Monday. 

In  response,  national  holidays  have 
heretofore  been  reserved  for  some  of 
the  greatest  persons  in  our  history. 

Martin  Luther  King  was  one  of  the 
greatest  men  in  our  history,  and  in 
fact  was  a  major  force  in  reshaping 
the  history  of  the  United  States  in  the 
20th  century. 

For  those  who  argue  for  a  Sunday 
commemorative  holiday  I  say,  let  us 
not  confuse  a  national  holiday  with  a 
holy  day. 

This  legislation  honors  Dr.  King  not 
only  for  the  strength  of  his  leadership 
and  the  courage  of  his  commitment  to 
human  rights,  but  also  for  his  unique 
contribution  to  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciple that  all  men  are  created  equal. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  Dr.  King's 
last  speech,  he  said  that  he  has  been 
to  the  mountaintop,  and  had  a  vision 
that  true  equality  for  all  people  would 
become  a  reality. 

By  honoring  Dr.  King's  birthday,  we 
bring  that  vision  a  little  closer. 

By  honoring.  Dr.  King's  birthday,  we 
honor  a  man  not  only  because  he 
changed  American  peacefully,  but  be- 
cause he  was  a  man  who  symbolizes 
the  hopes  and  asperations  of  millions 
of  Americans. 

Martin  Luther  King's  day  must  be  a 
day  for  all  America,  because  Martin 
Luther  King's  dream  is  the  American 
dream. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  hope 
we  will  pass  this  bill  and  establish  this 
annual  holiday  commemorating  the 
birth  of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  What 
could  be  more  fitting  than  to  have  a 
time  near  the  beginning  of  each  year 
to  pause  and  reflect  upon  the  basic 
principle  of  the  oneness  of  humanity 
so  eloquently  espoused  by  this  remark- 
able nonviolent  man  who  served  as  a 
hair  shirt  to  the  Nation's  conscience 
and,  for  doing  that,  was  slain. 

From  his  unjust  imprisonment 
Martin  Luther  King  wrote  that  our 
generation  shall  have  to  repent  not 
only  for  the  hateful  things  said  and 
done  by  the  bad  people  but  for  the  un- 
thinking silence  of  the  good  people. 

We  need  in  this  and  in  recurring 
generations  recurring  reminders  of 
that  solemn  truth.  And  we  can  use  a 
recurrent  opportimity  to  renew  our 
commitment  to  this  Nation's  funda- 


mental goals  of  equality,  fairness,  and 
freedom  and  human  dignity. 

It  was  20  years  ago  this  month  that 
Martin  Luther  King  stood  in  the 
shadow  of  the  Lincoln  Memorial  and 
proclaimed  his  now  famous  phrase,  "I 
have  a  dream."  Is  it  not  the  same 
dream  to  which  this  Nation  proclaims 
Its  allegiance  enshrined  in  the  Jeffer- 
sonian  words  "All  men  are  created 
equal"? 

While  the  full  implication  of  that 
dream  is  elusive  and  may  never  be 
wholly  fulfuUed,  it  must  be  pursued, 
and  the  distance  narrowed  between 
the  promise  of  American  principles 
and  the  reality  of  American  life. 

Passage  of  this  biU  today  will  not 
fulfill  that  dream,  but  it  will  fuel  it 
and  provide  an  annual  time  of  renew- 
al. 

Just  as  Martin  Luther  King  called 
upon  people  to  stand  up  and  be  count- 
ed on  the  side  of  justice  and  dignity 
and  self-respect,  I  call  upon  my  col- 
leagues today  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted  in  behalf  of  this  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  announce  that  the  majority 
has  the  right  to  close,  and  the  minori- 
ty must  use  Its  time  before  that  time 
or  yield  it  back. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  How  much 
time  does  the  minority  have,  Mr. 
Speaker? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
minority  has  1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  thank  the 
Speaker. 

Why  this  matter  came  on  the  Sus- 
pension Calendar  has  not  been  made 
clear  to  me  or  to  other  Members  of 
the  Chamber.  As  the  Members  know, 
when  it  comes  on  the  Suspension  Cal- 
endar, no  amendment  is  in  order. 

I  believe  that  the  amendment  that 
should  be  In  order  is  the  opportunity 
for  the  House  to  express  its  will  as  to 
whether  or  not  we  recognize  what 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  has  contrib- 
uted to  this  country  in  the  form  of  a 
holiday  on  a  workday  or  on  a  Sunday. 
I  happen  to  believe  that  this  recogni- 
tion day  should  be  on  a  Sunday  in 
order  that  we  save  the  private  work 
force  the  cost  of  another  day  off  for 
employees  and  also  the  public  sector 
employers  of  that  same  cost  impact. 

We  should  not  overlook  the  words  of 
a  Washington,  D.C.,  supermarket  clerk 
who  said  as  follows:  "The  man  died 
trying  to  help  black  garbagemen  keep 
their  jobs.  Let  us  have  a  "King  Day' 
but  make  people  stay  in  school  an 
extra  hour  and  let  people  work  over- 
time." 

I  think  that  gentleman's  observation 
is  entitled  to  respect,  but  unfortunate- 
ly the  way  this  procedure  has  been 
brought  in  the  House,  we  cannot  even 
give  the  Members  of  the  House  the  op- 
portunity to  vote  on  giving  life  to  what 
this  gentleman  recommended. 
I  ask  for  a  "no"  vote. 
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TKe  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to 
the  distinguished  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
O'Neilx). 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
Speaker  yield? 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
month  marks  the  20th  anniversary  of 
Dr.  King's  historic  march  on  Washing- 
ton, and  it  is  fitting  that  the  House  is 
voting  today  on  legislation  that  gives 
much  deserved  recognition  to  the  life 
and  work  of  this  truly  great  American. 

Twenty  years  ago.  Martin  Luther 
King  shared  with  us  a  dream.  A  dream 
which  became  a  vision  for  millions  of 
Americans.  A  dream  that  sparked  a 
nonviolent  movement  that  promoted  a 
peaceful  end  to  much  of  the  inequality 
of  treatment  some  Americans  received 
l>ecause  of  their  race,  creed,  or  color. 

Dr.  King  focused  this  country's  at- 
tention on  the  democratic  principals 
and  ideals  upon  which  it  was  founded, 
and  made  us  live  up  to  the  fundamen- 
tal tenets  of  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence and  the  Constitution— the 
equality  of  man  and  our  quest  for  a 
more  perfect  union. 

Today,  our  House  has  the  opportuni- 
ty to  tsike  a  step  forviard  in  developing 
a  more  perfect  union. 

In  commemorating  a  holiday  to 
honor  Dr.  King,  we  give  ourselves  the 
opportunity  to  reflect  upon  the 
growth  of  our  country,  and  acknowl- 
edge the  problems  we  have  yet  to  over- 
come. 

The  resolution  reported  by  the 
House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  offers  a  thoughtful  bal- 
ance to  holiday  legislation  that  has 
been  introduced  in  every  Congress 
since  Dr.  Kings  untimely  death  in 
1968. 

In  response  to  the  concern  that  a 
floating  holiday  would  cause  difficulty 
for  business  and  industry,  it  estab- 
lishes the  King  observance  on  the 
third  Monday  of  each  January. 

In  recognition  of  the  16  States  and 
many  cities  that  have  already  enacted 
holidays  in  Dr.  King's  honor,  the  ef- 
fective date  of  this  obser\'ance  is  Janu- 
ary 1985.  This  date  provides  State  and 
local  governments,  as  well  as  the  pri- 
vate sector,  the  opportunity  to  bring 
their  observances  in  line  with  the  na- 
tional holiday. 

Conflicts  persist,  our  Nation  and  the 
world  face  many  problems  which 
result  from  the  separation  of  people 
because  of  ignorance  and  fear.  In  es- 
tablishing this  holiday,  we  can  indi- 
cate our  belief  that  the  ideals  Dr.  King 
lived  and  died  for  must  still  be  pur- 
sued. 

I  urge  you  to  indicate  this  body's  re- 
solve to  maintain  a  strong  and  visible 


posture  in  securing  basic  civil  and 
human  rights  in  all  of  this  country's 
endeavors  through  peace,  compassion, 
and  understanding  so  purposefully  ad- 
vocated by  Dr.  King  by  voting  in  favor 
of  H.R.  3706. 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was 
two  decades  ago  that  I  had  the  privi- 
lege to  hear  Dr.  Martin  Luthfer  King 
proclaim  "I  have  a  dream"  in  his  mag- 
nificent oration  at  the  Lincoln  Memo- 
rial. 

Probably  50  Members  of  Congress 
went  down  that  day  to  join  250.000 
people  by  the  reflecting  pool.  I  remem- 
ber a  few  petty  men  in  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  asked  for  unneces- 
sary roUcalls  and  quorum  calls  in 
order  to  force  us  to  leave  that  historic 
occasion  and  return  to  the  floor. 

Martin  Luther  King  changed  Amer- 
ica—all of  America.  He  changed  it  not 
by  a  force  of  arms  but  by  moral  force. 

He  asked  us  to  become  the  country 
that  we  always  claimed  to  be:  a  coun- 
try of  equal  justice,  of  equal  opportu- 
nity, a  country  where  all  men— all 
men— are  created  equal. 

He  asked  America  to  be  as  good  as 
its  Declaration  of  Independence,  to  be 
as  good  as  its  Bill  of  Rights.  He  asked 
all  of  us  to  take  the  words  of  our 
Pounding  Fathers  and  make  these 
words  come  alive  for  all  people.  He 
asked  for  an  American  society  that 
judges  men  and  women  not  by  the 
color  of  their  skin  but  by  the  content 
of  their  character. 

Martin  Luther  King  showed  our 
country  the  way  to  achieve  equal  op- 
portunity and  equal  justice  through 
nonviolence,  through  the  enforcement 
of  civil  rights. 

Many  of  us  still  remember  in  1955 
when  a  tired  black  woman,  in  Mont- 
gomery entered  a  bus  and  sat  up  front, 
where  blacks  were  not  allowed  to  sit. 

A  white  came  aboard  and  she  was 
supposed  to  move  back.  Tired,  weary 
and  proud,  she  accepted  jail,  rather 
than  move  to  the  back. 

Martin  Luther  King  started  this 
movement.  Because  he  protested,  be- 
cause he  marched,  he  brought  segrega- 
tion to  its  knees.  And  justice  prevailed 
in  that  southern  city. 

The  great  monument  to  Martin 
Luther  King  will  not  to  be  built  by 
what  we  decide  here  today.  That 
monument  is  the  historic  tide  of  black 
Americans  into  the  American  demo- 
cratic system,  as  citizens,  as  teachers, 
as  professionals,  as  politicians,  as  lead- 
ers. 

This  living  monument  will  endure 
and  flourish  to  remind  future  genera- 
tions of  what  Martin  Luther  King 
did— and  what  he  led  the  rest  of  us  to 
do. 

The  decision  we  make  in  the  House 
today  is  not  on  Martin  Luther  King's 
place  in  history.  That  place  is  already 
secure.  It  grows  stronger  each  day. 

What  we  must  decide  is  whether  to 
ratify   the   decision   of   history   or  to 


remain  silent.  I  urge  my  colleagues  not 
to  remain  silent  but  to  give  to  this 
great  man  the  official  honor  that  his- 
tory has  already  bestowed  on  him. 

Greatness  has  been  proven  by  this 
great  Nobel  Prize  winner.  Human 
rights  and  civil  rights  are  his  monu- 
ment. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  our- 
selves an  annual  memorial  to  a  man 
who  set  the  true  standard  of  what  our 
country  stands  for.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues: Give  Martin  Luther  King  his 
day. 

•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  this  legislation, 
which  would  commemorate  the  birth- 
day of  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  as  a 
national  public  holiday. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  great  Nation  of 
ours  has  been  built  and  sustained  by 
great  men  and  women.  All  of  us  can 
probably  think  of  any  number  of  indi- 
viduals whose  contributions  to  this 
Nation  deserve  to  be  remembered  and 
commemorated  in  one  manner  or  an- 
other. 

Why,  then,  do  we  take  this  opportu- 
nity to  single  out  one  man  among 
many.  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King? 

I  think  the  answer  is  simply  that 
there  have  been  few  individuals  in  the 
history  of  this  country— perhaps  no 
others— who  have  been  so  deeply  com- 
mitted to  the  sacred  principles  on 
which  this  Nation  was  founded.  There 
have  been  few  individuals  who  have 
done  more  to  stir  the  conscience  of 
this  Nation  to  extend  the  basic  rights 
of  our  Constitution  to  so  many  people. 

The  American  of  today  is  different 
in  many  ways  from  the  America  of  a 
generation  ago.  In  some  ways  things 
have  not  improved  for  the  better.  But 
in  some  ways,  at  least,  we  are  a  signifi- 
cantly better  society.  We  are  better  be- 
cause we  are  more  tolerant  of  each 
other.  And  we  are  better  because  the 
laws  of  this  land  now  require  fair 
housing,  voting  rights,  equal  employ- 
ment opportunity,  and  more  educa- 
tional opportunity. 

Would  we  have  achieved  this  state  of 
affairs  had  there  never  been  a  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King?  Probably. 

Would  we  have  achieved  this  state  of 
affairs  in  the  time  we  have  without 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King?  Absolutely 
not. 

Martin  Luther  King  was  many 
things— a  clergyman,  a  political  leader, 
a  statesman,  and  perhaps  most  impor- 
tant, a  prophet.  It  is  fitting  and  proper 
that  we  set  aside  a  day  in  his  honor, 
not  only  because  of  what  he  did  in  the 
short  time  God  granted  him  on  this 
earth,  but  because  we  need  to  rededi- 
cate  ourselves  at  least  1  day  a  year,  to 
the  principles  for  which  he  stood  and 
gave  his  life. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues.  Republican 
and  Democrat,  black  and  white,  to 
support  this  legislation.* 


•  Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
express  my  full  support  for  passage  of 
H.R.  3345,  which  would  designate  the 
birthday  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.,  as  a  national  holiday. 

We  are  long  overdue  in  remembering 
the  contribution  of  one  of  the  greatest 
men  in  this  Nation's  history.  Dr.  King 
worked  toward  the  achievement  of 
equality  and  justice  for  all  Americans. 
He  courageously  stood  for  the  princi- 
ples of  equal  rights,  social  justice,  and 
political  opportunity  for  all.  His  ef- 
forts awakened  America  to  the  fact 
that  racial  discrimination  and  inequal- 
ity still  exist,  over  a  century  after  the 
Emancipation  Proclamation  and  the 
passage  of  the  14th  and  15th  amend- 
ments to  the  Constitution.  Efforts 
have  been  made  ever  since  his  tragic 
death  in  1968  to  establish  this  national 
holiday.  It  is  time  we  formally  recog- 
nize this  great  American  by  setting 
aside  the  third  Monday  in  January  to 
remember  him. 

Dr.  King  strove  for  social  change 
through  the  use  of  nonviolence.  He 
showed  us  those  aspects  of  our  society 
that  required  change,  yet  did  so  in  a 
way  that  worked  within  the  existing 
system.  The  period  witnessed  a  dra- 
matic upsurge  in  public  support  for 
the  civil  rights  movement,  with  subse- 
quent progress  in  equal  housing,  em- 
ployment, and  political  participation. 
Dr.  King's  accomplishments  are  testa- 
ment to  the  fact  that  an  individual  can 
make  a  difference  in  our  society,  and 
do  so  without  violence. 

The  observance  of  Martin  Luther 
King's  birthday  is  more  than  the  re- 
membrance of  a  great  man.  It  is  a 
moment  in  which  we  can  remember 
the  principles  on  which  this  Nation 
was  founded.  This  Nation  was  founded 
on  the  belief  that  every  individual  is 
equal  under  the  law,  and  thus  is  af- 
forded every  opportunity  for  personal 
advancement.  Our  future  depends  on 
our  continued  dedication  toward  the 
goal  of  full  equality  for  all  our  people. 
Dr.  King  once  expressed  his  dream 
that  people  "not  be  judged  by  the 
color  of  their  skin,  but  by  the  content 
of  their  character."  The  observance  of 
this  national  holiday  demonstrates  our 
continued  commitment  to  the  ideals 
that  Dr.  King  sought  to  teach  us. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  supporting  this  legislation.* 
•  Mr.  MOORE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  should  be  permitted  to  freely 
and  openly  construct  the  most  mean- 
ingful way  to  annually  observe  and 
honor  the  contributions  to  our  society 
left  by  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 
Today  a  bill  is  brought  to  the  House 
floor  to  declare  the  third  Monday  of 
each  January  a  national  legal  holiday 
in  honor  of  Dr.  King.  Others  wish  to 
set  this  observance  on  a  Sunday  or 
wish  to  establish  a  holiday  in  some 
manner  without  increasing  the  total 
number  of  holidays  allowed  Federal 
employees.  These  alternatives  cannot 


be  offered  today  as  the  procedure  used 
to  consider  H.R.  3706  prevents  consid- 
eration of  any  amendments. 

The  central  question  should  be  ob- 
servance of  a  holiday  with  the  Na- 
tion's attention  drawn  only  to  the  mes- 
sage of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  In- 
stead, we  are  presented  with  a  bill  and 
a  procedure  that  violates  the  freedom 
of  open  debate  and  decision  Dr.  King 
held  so  precious.  I  cannot  vote  for 
H.R.  3706  under  these  terms.  I  cannot 
vote  for  a  bill  that  places  emphasis  on 
Federal  employees  having  another  day 
leave  in  the  same  context  as  the  genu- 
ine purpose  of  this  holiday.  I  do  sup- 
port recognizing  his  birthday  in  an  ap- 
propriate manner  as  determined 
through  the  full  legislative  process. 

The  last  Congress  with  my  support 
approved  authorization  for  placement 
of  a  bust  or  statue  of  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr..  in  the  U.S.  Capitol 
and  I  have  urged  the  Joint  Committee 
on  the  Library  to  act  expeditiously  in 
its  selection  of  a  sculptor  for  this  pur- 
pose including  consideration  of  a  na- 
tionally recognized  black  sculptor 
from  Louisiana.  I  trust  time  will  not  be 
lost  in  making  sure  this  work  is  under- 
taken, completed,  and  the  statue  or 
bust  placed  in  a  prominent  position  in 
the  Capitol  for  all  to  view  and  remem- 
ber.* 

•  Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  legislation.  H.R. 
3706,  which  would  designate  the  third 
Monday  in  January  as  a  legal  public 
holiday  to  commemorate  the  birthday 
of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  share  my  colleagues' 
respect  and  admiration  for  the  late  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  However,  I 
cannot  support  the  legislation  before 
us  here  today  for  a  number  of  reasons. 
First  of  all,  I  oppose  this  legislation 
being  brought  before  the  House  on  the 
Suspension  Calendar.  I  believe  legisla- 
tion dealing  with  Federal  holidays 
should  be  brought  up  before  the 
House  on  the  regular  Union  Calendar 
so  that  other  alternatives  such  as  the 
one  offered  by  Mr.  Dannemeyer  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  be  reviewed 
and  debated  by  the  whole  House. 

Additionally,  I  am  most  concerned 
about  the  cost  of  a  new  Federal  holi- 
day. The  personnel  cost  of  a  holiday  to 
the  Federal  Government  alone  is 
$221,000,000,  according  to  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management.  And  al- 
though the  Federal  Government  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  propose  national 
holidays  for  other  Federal  employees, 
individual  States  usually  follow  its 
lead.  The  added  personnel  costs  of 
such  action  could  result  in  10  or  20 
times  the  $221  million  estimate  for  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  also  most  con- 
cerned about  the  precedent  we  set 
here  today  if  we  were  to  pass  this  leg- 
islation. Presently,  there  are  nine  paid 
Federal  holidays.  The  last  time  Con- 
gress enacted  legislation  designating  a 


paid  Federal  holiday  was  in  1941.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  believe  if  we  pass  this  legis- 
lation we  will  be  opening  the  flood- 
gates for  future  such  actions.  I  feel  as 
one  of  the  earlier  speakers  that  we  in 
Congress  should  instead  enact  a  Fed- 
eral policy  respecting  Federal  holidays 
and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  for 
such  commemorative  days. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  find  it  quite 
interesting  to  note  that  of  the  nine 
current  Federal  holidays,  none  is  dedi- 
cated to  any  of  the  great  figures  of 
American  history,  including  George 
Washington,  Abraham  Lincoln,  or 
Theodore  Roosevelt.  Instead  of  the 
legislation  before  us  here  today,  I  be- 
lieve we  should  instead  act  on  legisla- 
tion which  would  recognize  all  great 
American  historic  figures  including 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 
Thank  you.  Mr.  Speaker.* 
*  Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
support  this  legislation. 

Martin  Luther  King  served  all  Amer- 
icans by  pursuing  the  promised  land  of 
equal  opportunity  peacefully  and 
bravely.  All  public  officials  should  rec- 
ognize the  force  and  importance  of 
that  example. 

Martin  Luther  King  was  indeed  an 
American  hero.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
about  that.  But  he  was  and  is  much 
more  than  a  hero.  He  lives  on  as  a 
symbol— a  symbol  of  freedom  and  com- 
passion, of  peace  and  equality. 

And  we  should  understand  that  by 
voting  for  this  legislation,  by  voting  to 
recognize  this  great  man.  we  are 
voting  to  pay  homage  to  our  Nation's 
most  basic  and  important  principles. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  pay  homage. 
Thank  you.* 
*  Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3706,  a  bill  to 
designate  the  third  Monday  of  Janu- 
ary as  a  holiday  in  honor  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King. 

If  ever  we  needed  to  set  aside  a  day 
of  the  year  to  reflect  on  the  inspira- 
tion of  a  man  of  peace,  now  is  the 
time.  Dr.  King's  views  on  the  amas 
race  are  as  appropriate  today  as  they 
were  in  1964  when  he  accepted  the 
Nobel  Peace  Prize.  He  then  said: 

I  refuse  to  accept  the  cynical  notion  that 
nation  after  nation  must  spiral  dowTi  a  mili- 
taristic stairway  into  the  hell  of  nuclear  de- 
struction. 

Dr.  King,  suggesting  his  own  eulogy 
just  2  months  before  he  died,  re- 
marked that  if  he  were  to  be  remem- 
bered he  hoped  it  would  be  as  a  "drum 
major  for  justice  and  for  peace."  He 
said  to  his  wife,  Coretta  Scott  King: 

Yes.  if  you  want  to  say  that  I  was  a  drum 
major,  say  that  I  was  a  drum  major  for  jus- 
tice; say  that  I  wa.s  a  drum  major  for  peace: 
I  was  a  drum  major  for  righteousness;  and 
all  the  other  shallow  things  will  not 
matter  .  .  . 

What  could  be  more  fitting  that  a 
national  holiday  in  honor  of  a  man 
who  devoted  his  life  to  peace  and  jus- 
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tice?  I  have  heard  the  arguments 
against  designating  a  day  in  January 
as  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King  Day,  arg- 
ments  which  suggest  that  it  will  some- 
how lessen  worker  productivity  or  in- 
crease Government  costs.  I  do  not  find 
them  convincing.  The  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania  has  had  a  State  holi- 
day in  honor  of  Dr.  King  for  a  number 
of  years.  It  continues  to  function  as 
well  as  any  other  State.  I  hope  this 
Congress  will  follow  the  example  of 
Pennsylvania.  Dr.  King  inspired  not 
only  our  State,  he  inspired  the  Nation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  yes  on 
H.R.  3706. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  include 
in  the  Congressional  Record  the  text 
of  a  1981  Pittsburgh  City  Council  reso- 
lution which  calls  on  the  Congress  to 
declare  a  holiday  in  honor  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King. 

The  resolution  follows: 

Resolution  No.  34 

Whereas,  the  Reverend  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr.  dedicated  his  life  and  endeavors  to 
the  achievement  of  a  just  and  healthy  socie- 
ty and  the  enhancement  of  respect  and 
trust  in  our  institutions  and  the  insurance 
that  ail  citizens  are  treated  equally  before 
the  law;  and 

Whereas,  his  outstanding  contributions  in- 
cluded the  Nobel  Peace  Prize  and  other 
forms  of  international  recognition:  and 

Whereas,  January  15  is  the  birthdate  of 
this  great  American  and  is  celebrated 
throughout  the  United  States  of  America: 
and 

Whereas,  celebrations  are  held  in  schools, 
churches  and  community  centers:  and 

Whereas  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsyl- 
vania has  designated  January  15  as  a  State 
holiday:  and 

Whereas,  the  United  States  Congress  has 
been  petitioned  to  designate  January  15  as  a 
National  legal  holiday;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Mayor  and  the  Mem- 
bers of  Council  of  the  City  of  Pittsburgh  on 
behalf  of  the  residents  of  the  City  of  Pitts- 
burgh do  honor  and  recognize  the  birthdate 
of  the  Reverend  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr. 
and  encourage  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  designate  January  15  as  a  National 
legal  holiday.* 

•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today, 
we  debate  a  bill  that  should  pass  the 
Congress  435  to  0.  The  need  for  Dr. 
King's  birthday  as  a  time  of  national 
rememberance  should  be  self-evident. 
It  would  be  a  time  to  rekindle  his  call 
to  us— black  or  white  or  brown  or 
whatever— his  call  to  us  for  justice  and 
equality  for  all  Americans. 

After  all,  it  was  20  years  ago  this 
simimer  that  Dr.  King  came  to  Wash- 
ington to  bring  the  needs  and  demands 
of  his  people  to  our  attention.  Like  so 
many  high  school  students  of  the 
time.  I  heard  Dr.  King's  message  and 
was  moved.  It  affected  our  generation, 
wherever  we  were,  and  changed  our 
hearts  and  our  minds. 

But  that  was  20  years  ago.  Many 
American  youths— and  adults— have 
not  heard  Dr.  King's  message.  Many 
lead  lives  which  are  still  racially  isolat- 
ed, still  insulated  from  the  call  of  his 
words  and  his  deeds  and  his  accom- 


plishments. A  holiday  to  remind  us  of 
his  work— 1  day  each  year— would  be 
more  than  an  important  means  of 
honoring  a  slain  national  leader:  It 
would  be  a  needed  national  education- 
al effort  to  keep  us  on  track;  on  the 
road  to  freedom  and  justice  for  all 
people.  It  is  our  failure  of  the  past  few 
years,  our  failure  to  keep  moving,  keep 
rolling  down  this  path  which  demon- 
strates how  desparately  this  holiday  is 
needed  now.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  H.R.  3706.» 

•  Mr.  LUKEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  pass 
H.R.  3706.  legislation  establishing  a 
national  holiday  in  honor  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr. 

I  firmly  believe  that  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King  made  substantial  contri- 
butions to  the  social,  political,  and 
spiritual  foundatioixs  of  this  country. 
His  courageous  advocacy  of  peace, 
equal  justice,  and  nonviolence  estab- 
lishes him  as  one  of  the  truly  great 
leaders  in  American  history.  His 
dream  of  an  America  with  equal  jus- 
tice for  all  became  a  vision  for  millions 
of  Americans  and  it  sparked  a  move- 
ment which  sought  peaceful  change 
and  the  removal  of  barriers  due  to 
race,  creed,  or  religion.  A  national  hol- 
iday commemorating  the  birth  of  Dr. 
King  gives  this  great  American  leader 
the  recognition  which  his  life  and 
work  so  richly  deserve. 

H.R.  3706  should  be  passed  over- 
whelmingly by  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, designating  the  third 
Monday  of  January  of  each  year  as  a 
legal  public  holiday  to  commemorate 
the  birthday  of  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr.  The  effective  date  of  this  observ- 
ance is  January  of  1985.  which  gives 
State  and  local  governments,  as  well  as 
the  private  sector,  the  opportunity  to 
prepare  for  observance  of  this  new  na- 
tional holiday.  The  Congress  should 
recognize  the  important  contributions 
of  Dr.  King  and  establish  a  national 
holiday  which  will  allow  all  Americans 
to  reflect  upon  the  ideals  for  which  he 
stood.* 

•  Mr.  WIRTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  our 
Nation  has  always  celebrated  its  great 
leaders:  People  who.  through  foresight 
and  wisdom  have  united  our  Nation  in 
times  of  turmoil  and  apprehension  and 
challenged  us  to  be  great.  George 
Washington  led  us  through  a  war  and 
into  our  life  as  a  new  and  uncertain 
nation.  Abraham  Lincoln  held  that 
nation  together  through  its  darkest 
and  most  painful  crisis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  our  time  we  have 
known  such  a  man:  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr.  Bom  without  the  advantage 
of  skin  color  enjoyed  by  Washington 
and  Lincoln.  King  brought  to  a  con- 
fused and  troubled  nation  a  new  un- 
derstanding of  its  commitment  to 
equality,  justice,  and  human  dignity. 

To  Dr.  King,  these  were  not  simply 
words  to  be  set  in  stone  and  then  de- 
fended as  one  would  a  city  or  a  strate- 


gic hill  top.  Rather,  they  were  dynam- 
ic realities,  bom  fresh  every  day  of 
commitment  and  action.  Prom  his 
church  in  Atlanta,  from  the  buses  and 
highways  and  jails  of  the  South,  and 
from  the  streets  of  the  North.  King  re- 
minded this  Nation  of  the  human  dig- 
nity and  the  equality  which  is  every- 
one's "inalienable  right." 

Prom  the  steps  of  the  Lincoln  Me- 
morial. Dr.  King  shared  with  us  a 
dream  which  we  must  continually 
make  our  own.  For  it  will  only  be 
through  such  vigilance  that  we  will 
maintain  not  only  those  freedoms  won 
by  King  and  his  nonviolent  civil  rights 
movement,  but  all  those  rights  and  lib- 
erties we  have  struggled  for  over  200 
years  to  preserve. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  day  our  Nation  will 
realize  "the  true  meaning  of  its  creed." 
And  when  we  do,  we  must  remember 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr..  the  great 
American  who  pointed  the  way.  That 
day  will  truly  be  his  day.  But  we  can 
start  today  by  remembering  King  as 
we  do  all  our  heroes,  and  by  dedicating 
a  day  each  year  to  his  memory,  to  his 
words  and  deeds,  and  to  the  work  we 
have  remaining  to  make  his  dream  a 
beautiful  reality.# 

•  Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was 
proud  to  vote  today  in  favor  of  honor- 
ing Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  Dr. 
King's  vision  of  an  America  with  true 
equality  for  all  and  his  commitment  to 
the  pursuit  of  justice  through  nonvio- 
lent change  should  be  recognized  by 
this  country. 

It  would  be  my  preference,  however, 
that  we  find  a  different  way  to  memo- 
rialize this  great  man  than  by  estab- 
lishing another  national  holiday.  That 
is  costly  to  the  Federal  Government  as 
well  as  to  the  private  sector. 

One  specific  suggestion  is  to  estab- 
lish a  national  day  of  remembrance  on 
the  third  Sunday  of  January.  Or.  we 
could  consider  memorials  or  fitting 
tributes  such  as  those  memorials  in 
Washington,  D.C.  which  acknowledge 
the  greatness  of  many  for  whom  there 
is  no  formal  holiday. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Senate  might 
modify  our  bill  so  as  to  preserve  the 
intent  of  the  House  action  but  not 
create  a  new  Federal  holiday.  Dr.  King 
was  a  truly  extraordinary  American.  I 
believe  his  legacy  must  be  appropriate- 
ly honored,  and  that  is  why  I  voted  for 
the  concept  embodied  in  this  legisla- 
tion.* 

•  Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker.  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  was  undoubt- 
edly one  of  the  greatest  men  in  the 
history  of  our  country,  who  lived  up  to 
the  highest  ideals  of  humanity.  He 
was  instrumental  in  leading  the  search 
for  freedom  for  all  Americans,  within 
an  unbending  framework  of  nonvio- 
lence. 

Dr.  King's  ideals  are  as  relevant 
today  as  they  were  in  the  1960's,  a 
decade  which  he  influenced  tremen- 


dously. He  is  a  man  we  must  never 
forget,  because  the  ideas  and  values 
which  he  so  strongly  and  unselfishly 
believed  in,  were  for  the  betterment  of 
all  mankind. 

A  national  holiday  In  Dr.  King's 
name  would  be  a  day  in  America  for 
millions  of  citizens,  of  all  races,  to  re- 
flect on,  and  rededlcate  the  Nation  to. 
the  purposes  of  his  life's  work.  Time 
often  diminishes  the  memory  of  great 
leaders.  This  is  not  the  case  with  Dr. 
King.  He  is  among  a  small  number  of 
great  leaders  for  whom  respect,  honor, 
and  admiration  have  grown  increasing- 
ly with  time. 

Further,  this  holiday  would  not  just 
be  a  celebration  of  one  man's  life,  al- 
though extraordinary.  Rather,  it 
would  be  a  day  for  the  entire  Nation 
to  memorialize  the  ideas  he  represent- 
ed and  the  moral  purpose  that  we  des- 
perately need  to  recapture  today.* 
•  Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, my  vote  in  opposition  to  H.R.  3345, 
designating  the  birthday  of  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  a  legal  public  holiday 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  a  state- 
ment that  we  should  not  honor  the 
man  and  his  vision.  Rather  it  is  the 
question  of  the  effect  of  most  legisla- 
tion we  pass— the  cost  to  the  taxpayer 
and  to  our  Nation's  business  of  remov- 
ing another  productive  workday  from 
the  calendar  year.  It  will  cost  $225  mil- 
lion in  lost  Federal  work  force  produc- 
tivity. The  U.S.  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce estimates  it  will  cost  businesses 
$4.3  billion. 

I  also  question  the  propriety  of  Dr. 
King's  being  so  honored.  Jesus  Christ 
is  the  only  individual  whose  birthday 
is  now  so  recognized.  We  have  discon- 
tinued honoring  George  Washington's 
birthday,  instead  we  celebrate  Presi- 
dent's Day. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  States 
are  at  liberty  to  create  whatever  State 
holidays  they  choose;  17  States  now 
honor  Dr.  King's  birthday,  two  of 
them  designate  it  a  Sunday.  In  Illinois, 
we  honor  Lincoln,  in  Virginia  they 
honor  Robert  E.  Lee,  and  in  Alabama 
they  honor  Jefferson  Davis.  Let  the 
States  take  this  action. 

Finally,  when  the  bill  was  considered 
in  the  House  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service,  an  amend- 
ment was  offered  that  would  proclaim 
Sunday  such  a  day.  If  it  is  the  intent 
of  the  bill's  proponents  to  provide  a 
day  commemorating  Dr.  King's  efforts 
to  gain  equal  justice  for  all,  it  seems  to 
me  the  best  way  to  do  this  is  to  desig- 
nate a  Sunday  for  such  a  day.  It 
should  be  noted  that  this  option  was 
precluded  by  the  procedure  used  to 
bring  the  bill  to  a  vote.  The  Washing- 
ton Post  quoted  a  supermarket  clerk 
who  commented  on  the  matter  of  es- 
tablishing a  Federal  holiday  for  Dr. 
King: 

The  man  died  trying  to  help  black  gar- 
bagemen  keep  their  jobs  .  .  .  Let's  have  a 


King  Day.  but  make  people  stay  in  school 
an  extra  hour  and  let  people  work  overtime. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  that  sentiment 
which  I  am  sure  Martin  Luther  King 
would  have  endorsed.* 
•  Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  to  congratulate  my  colleagues  in 
the  House  on  the  passage  of  H.R.  3706. 
a  bill  to  make  the  third  Monday  in 
January  a  national  holiday  in  com- 
memoration of  the  birthday  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  It  is  particu- 
larly fitting  that  this  bill  has  passed 
the  House  at  this  time  while  we  are 
preparing  to  celebrate  the  20th  anni- 
versary of  Dr.  King's  historic  1963 
march  on  Washington. 

In  my  home  State  of  Connecticut  we 
have  recognized  Dr.  King's  birthday  as 
a  State  holiday  for  several  years,  the 
time  is  long  overdue  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  officially  honor  this 
great  man  in  the  same  way.  I  would 
hope  that  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
and  the  President  will  act  swiftly  to 
complete  action  on  this  very  impor- 
tant measure. 

Dr.  King  was  one  of  our  greatest 
leaders,  in  one  of  our  most  troubled 
times.  By  setting  aside  a  day  to  honor 
his  memory  we  can  insure  that  future 
generations  will  learn  of  Dr.  King's 
valiant  struggle  for  civil  rights  and 
justice  for  all  people.  I  can  think  of  no 
man  who  would  serve  as  a  finer  exam- 
ple for  our  young  people,  and  with 
much  of  what  Dr.  King  set  out  to  ac- 
complish still  not  achieved,  we  must 
do  all  we  can  to  encourage  others  to 
follow  in  his  footsteps.  I  was  proud  to 
vote  with  the  majority  of  my  col- 
leagues in  the  House  today  to  honor 
Dr.  King  and  reiterate  my  hope  that 
the  Senate  and  the  President  will 
follow  suit.* 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  not 
only  rise  in  support  of  this  legislation 
but  also  with  a  certain  sense  of  indig- 
nation over  how  long  it  has  taken  us 
to  achieve  what  this  bill  sets  out  to  do. 
H.R.  3706  would  designate  the  third 
Monday  in  January  of  each  year  as  a 
legal  public  holiday  to  commemorate 
the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.  We  must  pass  this  bill  if  we 
are  to  correct  an  injustice  of  history  of 
tremendous  magnitude. 

The  detractors  from  this  legislation 
concentrate  their  efforts  on  raising  ar- 
guments about  the  cost  of  establishing 
another  legal  Federal  holiday.  There 
are  nine  such  holidays  in  existence 
today  and  I  do  not  recall  any  of  them 
being  subjected  to  this  degree  of  scru- 
tiny if  not  outright  delay. 

A  national  holiday  is  perhaps  the 
only  real  and  fitting  tribute  this 
Nation  could  pay  to  the  memory  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King  Jr.  Dr.  King  was  a 
man  of  enormous  influence  over  this 
Natioan  and  remained  so  until  he  met 
a  sudden  death  by  assassination.  Yet 
almost  14  years  after  the  fact,  we  have 
failed  to  establish  any  appropriate  na- 


tional tribute  to  the  memory  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King. 

I  am  not  persuaded  by  the  argu- 
ments of  those  who  charge  the  cost  of 
a  new  Federal  holiday  would  be  pro- 
hibitive and  this  serves  as  a  justifica- 
tion for  us  not  observing  this  holiday. 
It  does  seem  to  me  that  by  having  the 
day  designated  on  a  Monday  would 
serve  to  minimize  the  extra  costs. 

The  issue  to  me  is  basic— do  we  at 
long  last  pay  an  appropriate  national 
tribute  to  the  illustrious  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  by  designating  his 
birthday  as  a  national  holiday— or  do 
we  continue  to  prolong  this  omission 
of  history?  I  urge  us  to  pass  this  bill  in 
sufficient  time  for  it  to  be  the  focal 
point  at  the  upcoming  20th  anniversa- 
ry observance  of  Dr.  King's  famous 
march  on  Washington— an  event 
which  so  acutely  shaped  the  course  of 
civil  rights  in  this  Nation.  Let  us  not 
promote  in  this  Congress  the  same 
type  of  injustice  which  Dr.  King 
fought  so  hard  to  eliminate  from  our 
society.  Therefore.  I  urge  passage  of 
H.R.  3706.« 

•  Mr.  NICHOLS.  Mr.  Speaker.  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  was  a  great 
leader  of  our  generation,  and,  in  the 
minds  of  many  citizens,  he  is  undoubt- 
edly respected  equally  with  President 
Abraham  Lincoln,  who  brought  about 
the  end  of  slavery  in  this  great  Nation. 
We  honor  President  Lincoln  on  the 
Sunday  in  February  that  falls  nearest 
his  birthday,  and  the  House  should  at 
least  be  allowed  this  same  choice  when 
considering  such  an  appropriate  recog- 
nition of  Dr.  King. 

By  considering  this  bill  under  sus- 
pension of  the  rules,  the  Members' 
hands  are  tied,  and  the  only  choice  is 
to  accept  another  paid  Federal  holiday 
at  the  expense  of  the  taxpayers,  or 
not.  This  is  not  an  appropriate  way  to 
consider  honoring  Dr.  King.  While  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  has  esti- 
mated the  costs  to  be  $24  million,  I 
recall  that  when  this  was  considered 
back  in  1979.  a  figure  of  $212  million 
was  noted  in  the  Record. 

As  we  are  currently  facing  a  budget 
deficit  of  $200  billion,  and  interest 
rates  have  started  to  climb  again,  an- 
other paid  Federal  holiday  is  simply 
the  wrong  signal  for  the  House  to  send 
to  the  financial  market.  This  will  only 
serve  to  further  increase  prices  and 
place  additional  burdens  on  our  poor 
and  elderly;  another  holiday  for  our 
postal  workers  will  only  serve  to  fur- 
ther increase  the  cost  of  postage  for 
our  citizens  who  cannot  get  about  as 
easily,  and  who  are  more  dependent  on 
the  mail. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  want  to  sup- 
port some  appropriate  recognition  of 
the  work  of  Dr.  King,  but  this  legisla- 
tion is  too  restrictive  and  offers  no  al- 
ternative. I  do  not  believe  that  the 
taxpayers  of  our  Nation  can  afford  an- 
other Federal  holiday  at  this  time,  and 
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the  bill  before  us  offers  no  other 
choice.* 

•  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  today  to  express  my 
support  for  H.R.  3345.  desig:nating  the 
third  Monday  in  January  of  each  year 
a  legal  public  holiday  to  commemorate 
the  birthday  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr. 

Passage  of  a  bill  such  as  H.R.  3345  is 
long  overdue.  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King. 
Jr..  made  monumental  contributions 
to  the  Civil  Rights  Act  and  was  re- 
sponsible in  large  part  for  the  U.S. 
greater  national  commitment  to  the 
achievement  of  equality. 

Like  many  of  the  greatest  men  in 
history,  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.. 
proved  that  there  is  no  limit  to  what 
can  be  accomplished  by  peaceful 
means.  Today  we  are  witnessing  hostil- 
ity in  almost  every  corner  of  the 
world.  Iran  and  Iraq  have  waged  a 
senseless  war  for  the  last  32  months, 
religious  turbulence  continues  in  the 
Middle  East,  in  Africa.  Chad  is  strug- 
gling to  counter  the  military  domi- 
nance of  Libya,  and  in  Central  Amer- 
ica the  United  States  is  financing  a 
covert  war  which  most  Americans 
know  very  little  about. 

Surely,  today  more  than  ever,  we 
could  benefit  from  a  day  which  would 
serve  as  a  constant  reminder  that 
peace  can  be  a  valuable  tool  in  obtain- 
ing one's  objectives. 

Although  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  is 
no  longer  with  us,  the  perpetuation  of 
his  memory  will  serve  as  a  reminder 
and  a  lesson  for  all  of  us  that  skin 
color  and  violence  should  play  no  role 
in  our  relations  with  the  people 
around  \is.m 

•  Mr.  RATCHPORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  rise  in  remembrance  of  a 
dream,  and  of  a  dreamer,  the  late  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  Dr.  King, 
being  the  wise  and  sightful  man  that 
he  was.  had  a  vision  that  one  day  all 
men  would  rise  up  in  recognition  of 
the  bond  that  we  all  share  as  human 
beings.  King  believed  that  man  was  ca- 
pable of  expressing  a  deeply  rooted 
love  and  that  his  love  could  overshad- 
ow all  of  our  differences,  all  of  our 
hates  and  prejudices.  I  too  believe  in 
Dr.  King's  dream.  Though  he  has  been 
dead  for  many  years  now.  I  know  that 
the  dream  is  not  dead.  This  is  why  I 
am  here  today  asking  my  fellow  Con- 
gressmen to  join  me  in  recognition  of 
the  important  contributions  Dr.  King 
made  to  our  Nation,  by  supporting  his 
birthday  as  a  national  holiday. 

Dr.  King  once  said  that."  "The  man 
who  won't  die  for  something  is  not  fit 
to  live.  "  King  did  not  simply  die  for 
the  sake  of  blacks  and  the  poor.  He 
died  for  blacks  and  whites,  for  all  of 
mankind.  He  believed  as  do  I.  that  if 
we  are  to  truly  be  a  great  world  leader, 
we  must  caress  all  of  our  people, 
making  everyone  an  equal  part  of  our 
Nation.  In  his  famous  1963  speech.  Dr. 
King  said: 


We  will  be  able  to  speed  up  that  day  when 
all  of  Gods  children,  black  men  and  white 
men,  Jews  and  Gentiles.  Protestants  and 
Catholics,  will  be  able  to  Join  hands  and 
sing.  Free  at  last!  Free  at  last! 

This  is  the  caliber  of  man  we  had  in 
Dr.  King. 

Everyone  here  today  knows  of  Dr. 
King's  heioic  story  and  his  quest  for 
equality  for  all  mankind.  I,  therefore, 
will  not  elaborate  too  much  on  his  role 
in  the  civil  rights  movement  and  his 
use  of  nonviolent  action.  However,  one 
campaign  deserves  particular  praise. 
Dr.  King's  Birmingham  campaign  in 
1962.  Under  Dr.  King's  leadership,  the 
Gandhi  method  of  nonviolent  resis- 
tence  was  revised,  tested,  and  proven 
to  be  an  effective  vehicle  for  bringing 
about  social  change  in  the  United 
States.  By  attacking  the  economic 
power  of  Birmingham,  King  and  his 
associates  gave  the  civil  rights  move- 
ment life  by  bringing  it  to  the  atten- 
tion of  America.  Protesters,  trained  in 
nonviolent  resistance,  were  peaceful 
and  turned  the  other  cheek,  even 
while  being  attacked  by  dogs.  Hun- 
dreds at  a  time  were  jailed  and  beaten. 
Elven  more  alarming  to  the  millions  of 
Americans,  who  viewed  this  movement 
on  television,  was  the  use  of  young 
children,  also  trained  in  nonviolent 
action.  These  children  stood  up  to  the 
fsmgs  of  police  dogs  and  many  were 
jailed.  In  the  face  of  this  revolution 
and  bravery,  the  moral  conscience  of 
the  Nation  was  deeply  stirred.  To  all 
the  country.  Dr.  King's  fight  became 
the  fight  of  decent  Americans  of  all 
races  and  creeds. 

Priests  and  rabbis,  young  and  old. 
black  and  white,  followed  King  and 
were  instrumental  in  his  accomplish- 
ments. Members  of  every  class,  faith, 
and  profession  joined  hands  and 
marched  alongside  King.  This  army 
fought  a  long  hard  battle  with  their 
one  weapon,  love. 

Progress  toward  the  eradication  of 
racial  injustice  was  indeed  one  of  Dr. 
King's  accomplishments,  yes.  But 
there  is  a  much  larger  story.  Dr. 
King's  movement  enlarged  the  con- 
cept of  brotherhood  to  a  vision  of  total 
interrelatedness.  Nonviolence,  as  prac- 
ticed by  Dr.  King  proved  to  not  only 
be  the  answer  to  the  needs  of  blacks, 
but  to  the  most  adequate  needs  of  all 
humanity.  Since  Dr.  King's  heroic 
stand  for  human  rights,  we  have  seen 
the  use  of  his  tactics  and  philosophy 
by  several  groups  seeking  equality; 
womens  groups,  religious  groups,  war 
protestors,  and  students.  Dr.  King's 
struggle  had  a  significant  impact  on 
the  achievements  made  by  these 
groups  of  all  of  America.  We  are  all. 
therefore,  deeply  indebted  to  Dr.  King 
for  his  guidance  in  the  area  of  social 
change. 

Dr.  King  and  his  dream  inspired  us 
to  attempt  to  reach  new  heights,  to 
reach  beyond  our  wildest  imagination, 
to  a  world  of  peace  and  love  for  man- 


kind; a  world  where  men  are  judged  by 
their  deeds  instead  of  by  the  color  of 
their  skin,  social  status,  or  religion.  He 
knew  that  the  hate,  so  deeply  embed- 
ded in  our  society,  would  destroy  us;  or 
at  least  prevent  us  from  reaching  our 
greatest  potential.  We  must,  therefore, 
preserve  his  legacy,  and  grasp  this 
message,  so  that  generations  to  come 
will  know  of  this  great  man  and  his 
struggle  for  human  rights.  A  day  each 
year  named  in  honor  of  this  great 
American,  is  not  simply  a  day  of  re- 
membering his  movement,  but  a  day 
that  we  can  stop  and  relish  the  dream 
he  had  for  us,  a  day  to  explore  the 
possibilities  of  his  dream  coming  true. 
Dr.  King's  birthday,  as  a  national  holi- 
day would  symbolize  our  commitment 
to  world  peace  and  love  of  mankind. 

Its  been  5  years  since  legislation  was 
introduced  which  would  make  King's 
birthday  a  national  holiday.  Those  of 
us  who  believe  in  the  dream  have  kept 
the  faith  and  the  dream  alive.  Many 
counties  and  cities  already  observe 
such  a  holiday.  All  arguments  against 
the  passage  of  this  legislation  have 
been  fully  considered  and  found  with- 
out merit.  The  need  for  this  holiday  is 
indeed  needed  today  more  than  ever. 

Dr.  King's  contributions  to  our 
Nation,  and  certainly  his  sacrifice 
cannot  possibly  be  measured.  He  was  a 
man  of  love,  who  used  love  to  obtain 
his  objectives.  King  was  jailed  several 
times,  beaten,  stabbed,  and  had  his 
house  bombed.  In  the  light  of  all  of 
this.  King  continued  to  fight  his 
enemy  with  love.  "Hate  is  rooted  in 
fear,  and  the  only  cure  for  fear  is 
love."  was  a  favorite  saying  of  King's. 
With  his  undying  love  for  mankind 
King  helped  to  break  still  another 
chain  which  enslaved  our  country's 
black  and  poor.  He  forced  America  to 
take  a  look  at  itself  and  its  hypocri- 
sies. How  many  men  in  our  lifetime,  in 
this  country,  can  you  remember 
having  such  an  impact  on  our  Nation. 
We  may  never  see  such  a  man  again. 
We  must,  therefore,  not  forget  his 
courage  or  his  sacrifice.  He  had  but 
one  message;  that  we  must  love  one 
another.  By  doing  so.  Dr.  King  felt 
that  we  could  overcome  all  of  our  bar- 
riers. We  must  remember  King  and  his 
legacy,  for  as  we  strive  to  fulfill  his 
dream,  we  are  really  striving  for  a 
better,  more  peaceful  life  for  our- 
selves  tt 

•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
urge  the  passage  H.R.  3706,  a  bill 
which  would  establish  a  legal  Federal 
holiday  on  the  birthday  of  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr. 

Such  a  holiday  would  serve  foremost 
as  a  tribute  to  and  commemoration  of 
Dr.  King's  lifetime  of  struggles  on 
behalf  of  the  cause  of  freedom  and 
equality,  a  cause  for  which  he  gave  his 
life.  The  extent  of  Dr.  King's  contribu- 
tions to  the  movement  for  civil  rights 
and  social  justice  is  beyond  estimation. 


As  organizer,  orator,  lobbyist,  leader, 
and  as  the  great  strategist  of  nonvio- 
lent protest.  Dr.  King  gave  every 
ounce  of  his  energy  to  help  build  a 
more  just  society. 

His  accomplishments,  however, 
cannot  be  measured  merely  in  num- 
bers of  laws  passed,  numbers  of  insti- 
tutions integrated,  numbers  of  protest 
goals  achieved  as  a  result  of  his  ef- 
forts. By  all  these  measures,  and  many 
more,  his  accomplishments  can  only 
be  described  as  superhuman.  But  per- 
haps even  more  important  was  Dr. 
King's  accomplishment  as  the  greatest 
moral  leader  of  his  generation,  per- 
haps of  this  century.  Dr.  King  inspired 
people  of  all  backgrounds  and  faiths 
to  defy  a  system  which  for  so  long  had 
perpetuated  discrimination  and  injus- 
tice; and  he  exhorted  all  Americans  to 
live  up  to  the  vision  of  brotherhood 
embodied  in  our  Bill  of  Rights.  A 
member  of  one  of  the  most  alienated 
groups  in  American  society,  he  became 
his  generation's  greatest  expositor  of 
the  American  dream. 

A  commemoration  of  Dr.  King's 
birthday  would  also  serve  as  a  testa- 
ment to  all  the  thousands  of  individ- 
uals who  gave  their  time,  their 
strength,  and  in  some  cases  their  lives, 
in  the  cause  which  Dr.  King  so  valiant- 
ly guided.  His  principal  strategy  was 
one  of  mass  action,  and  it  is  fitting 
that  a  day  of  remembrance  for  Dr. 
King  should  be  viewed  equally  as  a 
day  of  remembrance  for  the  anony- 
mous thousands  who  shared  his  strug- 
gle. Those  who  fought,  and  those  who 
continue  to  fight,  the  battles  of  the 
civil  rights  movement  have,  as  Dr. 
King  put  it.  "through  tenacity  and 
creative  commitment,  injected  new 
meaning  into  the  veins  of  American 
life." 

Dr.  King  was  also  a  vocal  leader 
against  our  foolish  pau-ticipation  in  the 
Vietnam  war.  He  was  a  great  advocate 
of  peace.  Were  he  with  us  today  I  have 
no  doubt  he  would  be  leading  us  in 
protest  against  our  involvement  in 
President  Reagan's  Central  American 
war— as  sadly  no  leader  has  arisen  to 
do  today. 

The  most  important  function  of  a 
holiday  on  Dr.  King's  birthday,  then, 
would  not  be  to  look  back  in  order  to 
pay  tribute,  but  to  look  forward,  to 
dedicate  ourselves  to  the  causes  for 
which  Dr.  King  ceaselessly  toiled.  In 
his  last  book,  "Where  Do  We  Go  Prom 
Here:  Chaos  or  Community?"  Dr.  King 
observed  that- 
Much  has  been  done,  but  it  has  been  ac- 
complished by  too  few  and  on  a  scale  too 
limited  for  the  breadth  of  the  goal.  Freedom 
is  not  won  by  passive  acceptance  of  suffer- 
ing. Freedom  is  won  by  a  struggle  against 
suffering. 

That  observation  remains  equally  ac- 
curate today. 

A  few  weeks  from  today  a  coalition 
of  groups  from  all  across  the  country 
will  hold  a  demonstration  on  the  Mall 


to  mark  the  20th  anniversary  of  the 
March  on  Washington.  They  will  be 
calling  on  our  Nation  to  take  up  Dr. 
King's  unfinished  agenda,  to  recommit 
ourselves  to  the  fulfillment  of  the 
dream  he  expounded  20  years  ago.  The 
establishment  of  a  Federal  holiday  on 
the  birthday  of  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.,  would  provide  a  national  day  of  re- 
dedication  to  that  dream,  to  the  goal 
of  a  truly  just  national  community.* 
•  Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King's  place  in  Ameri- 
can history  has  been  guaranteed  by 
his  commitment  to  equal  justice  for  all 
and  change  through  nonviolence. 

Today,  as  that  struggle  to  promote 
freer  and  more  diverse  access  to  this 
country's  resources  continues,  the  un- 
relenting growth  of  Government 
spending  and  deficits  clearly  stands  as 
the  greatest  obstacle  to  full  employ- 
ment, equal  access  to  opportunity  and 
prosperity— matters  of  great  concern 
to  all  Americans. 

Given  this  reality,  the  creation  of 
another  Federal  holiday— with  its  ac- 
companying adverse  fiscal  implica- 
tions—does not  seem  to  be  the  proper 
vehicle  to  honor  Dr.  King.  The  cost  to 
our  government  of  a  new  Federal  holi- 
day would  be  a  minimum  of  $235  mil- 
lion at  the  Federal  level  and  an  addi- 
tional amount  at  the  State  level. 

Dr.  King's  message  was  inspirational 
and  spiritual.  His  day  of  recognition 
ought  to  reflect  that  fact. 

I  would  support  an  alternative  pro- 
posal to  set  aside  a  specified  Sunday  as 
the  holiday,  or  declare  a  national  day 
of  prayer  and  meditation  in  his  honor. 
My  feeling  on  this  matter  are  very 
sincere  and  I  would  not  be  in  favor  of 
creating  an  additional  holiday  for  any 
American.* 

•  Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3706  designating  Janu- 
ary 15  as  a  national  holiday  in  honor 
of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King. 

A  relentless  campaigner  for  human 
rights,  racial  justice,  and  world  peace. 
Dr.  King's  words  remain  insightful 
and  much  needed  today.  In  fact,  over 
the  last  15  years  the  importance  of  Dr. 
King's  efforts  have  become  increasing- 
ly apparent. 

In  today's  vote,  the  House  can  at 
long  last  provide  the  special  recogni- 
tion that  this  great  American  leader 
deserves.  In  designating  this  holiday, 
we  not  only  recognize  the  contribution 
of  black  Americans  to  our  Nation's 
progress;  we  as  well  underscore  our  so- 
ciety's awareness  that  greatness  comes 
in  many  forms.  As  we  rightly  honor 
certain  presidents  and  military 
achievements,  we  can  also  honor  a 
man  who  did  not  hold  elective  office, 
but  whose  main  achievement  was  to 
remold  the  conscience  of  an  entire 
nation. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  support  today 
for  this  resolution  in  the  interest  of  all 
Americans,  for  it  is  this  vast  constitu- 
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ency  which  Martin  Luther 
mately  served  so  nobly.* 
*  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  legislation  to 
create  a  national  holiday  commemo- 
rating the  birth  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.  It  is  most  appropriate,  and 
long  overdue,  that  we  recognize  Dr. 
King's  great  contribution  to  the  strug- 
gle for  civil  rights  and  social  justice  in 
this  country  by  creating  a  holiday  in 
his  honor. 

Dr.  King's  actions  have  touched  all 
our  lives.  He  was  able  to  focus  the  Na- 
tion's attention  on  the  institutional 
barriers  that  prevented  black  Ameri- 
cans from  voting,  getting  a  quality 
education,  and  receiving  just  treat- 
ment from  the  courts.  Nimierous 
pieces  of  legislation,  including  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964,  and  the 
Voting  Rights  Act,  were  enacted  large- 
ly in  response  to  Dr.  King's  persist- 
ence in  demanding  that  all  Americans, 
regardless  of  the  color  of  their  skin, 
receive  the  coiistitutional  protection 
of  equal  protection  under  law. 

The  nine  national  holidays  currently 
observed  by  Government  agencies 
were  created  to  remind  us  of  some- 
thing great  in  American  history.  We 
should  create  a  national  holiday  hon- 
oring Dr.  King  because  he  personified 
the  inexorable,  irresistable  yearning 
for  social  justice  of  the  American 
people.  He  represents  that  part  of  the 
American  soul  which  refuses  to  toler- 
ate prejudice  and  injustice,  surely  one 
of  our  Nation's  greatest  strengths. 

Creation  of  a  national  holiday  to 
honor  Dr.  King's  struggle  for  racial 
equality  is  particularly  urgent  now. 
Under  the  current  administration,  af- 
firmative action  in  education  and  em- 
ployment has  fallen  into  disfavor  as  a 
national  policy.  The  Assistant  Attor- 
ney General  for  Civil  Rights,  William 
Bradford  Reynolds,  has  repeatedly 
stated  his  opposition  to  any  affirma- 
tive action  programs.  A  King  holiday 
will  surely  create  renewed  awareness 
of  the  cause  to  which  Dr.  King  dedi- 
cated his  life.  It  is  my  hope  that  re- 
newed interest  in  the  struggle  for 
racial  equality  will  prevent  further 
erosion  of  the  gains  made  by  black 
Americans  in  recent  years. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in  favor 
of  this  legislation.* 

*  Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3345,  the  bill  to 
designate  the  birthday  of  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.,  as  a  national  public 
holiday. 

National  recognition  and  commemo- 
ration of  this  great  American  and  the 
ideals  for  which  he  stood  is  long  over- 
due. In  time  of  racial  strife,  he  spoke 
eloquently  for  brotherhood,  social  jus- 
tice, human  dignity  and  peace  in  the 
world.  He  sought  the  achievement  of 
these  goals  through  nonviolent  social 
protest— indeed  his  life  epitomized  the 
nonvolent  struggle  against   injustice. 
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His  visionary  leadership  enabled  this 
country  to  move  closer  to  the  ideals  of 
racial  and  social  justice  upon  which  it 
was  founded  than  multitudes  of 
armies  ever  could  have  done.  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  laid  the  foundation 
for  the  civil  rights  movement  in  this 
country,  and  his  legacy  lives  on  in  our 
lives  today. 

Not  only  was  King  a  living  embodi- 
ment of  the  ideals  upon  which  Amer- 
ica was  founded,  his  message  was  a 
beacon  of  hope  and  inspiration  to 
people  of  all  races  and  creeds  seeking 
nonviolent  social  change  all  over  the 
world.  Dr.  King  lived  for  his  dream  of 
America  as  a  land  of  equal  rights  and 
equal  opf>ortunity  for  all.  And  he  was 
killed  for  that  dream.  It  is  our  respon- 
sibility to  see  that  his  dream  lives  on. 
and  that  it  is  visibly  symbolized  and 
honored  by  the  creation  of  a  national 
holiday.  A  national  day  of  remem- 
brance would  accord  King  the  promi- 
nent place  he  deserves  in  our  Nation's 
history,  and  it  would  remind  us  each 
year  that  America  still  has  a  distance 
to  go  to  realize  Martin  Luther  King's 
dream.  Each  year  on  January  15.  we 
must  rededicate  our  lives  to  the  strug- 
gle against  bigotry  and  injustice.* 
•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Reverend  Dr.  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.  had  a  dream,  a  utopic 
vision  in  which  humankind  could  coex- 
ist peacefully,  productively,  and  har- 
moniously regardless  of  racial,  reli- 
gious, or  ethnic  differences.  Dr.  King 
did  more  and  has  come  closer  than 
anyone  to  allowing  this  dream  to  ma- 
terialize. King  was  the  catalyst  for  the 
dream  of  a  world  conmiunity  in  which 
all  individuals  would  live  together  in 
humaneness  and  respect. 

Dr.  King  devoted  his  life  to  eliminat- 
ing racial  prejudice  and  bigotry  in  all 
forms  through  nonviolent  means.  Dr. 
King's  advocacy  of  passive  resistance 
is  modeled  after  that  great  sage  and 
leader.  Mahatma  Gandhi.  Dr.  King  is 
perhaps  our  country's  foremost  exam- 
ple of  our  national  commitment  to 
strive  for  equality  without  resorting  to 
violence.  To  quote  Dr.  King: 

Nonviolence  is  the  answer  to  the  crucial 
political  and  moral  questions  of  our  time; 
the  need  for  man  to  overcome  oppression 
and  violence  without  resorting  to  oppression 
and  violence.  Man  must  evolve  for  all 
human  conflict  a  method  which  rejects  re- 
venge, aggression,  and  retaliation.  The  foun- 
dation of  such  a  method  is  love. 

Dr.  King's  life,  education,  and  sacri- 
fice stand  as  an  inspiration  to  all  of  us. 
I  l)elieve  that  it  is  time  to  honor  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  by  establish- 
ing a  Federal  holiday  to  commemorate 
Dr.  King's  birthday.  It  is  time  not 
merely  to  recognize  the  contribution 
he  has  given  to  this  country,  but  to 
dedicate  a  day  each  year  to  the  ever- 
lasting imprint  he  has  left  on  the 
world.  As  a  long-time  supporter  of  this 
effort.  I  urge  the  passage  of  this  reso- 
lution.* 


•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
join  my  colleague,  Mrs.  Hall,  the  gent- 
lelady  from  Indiana,  my  friends  and 
colleagues  in  the  Congressional  Black 
colleagues  in  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus— especially  Mr.  Conyers— and 
other  Members  of  the  House  in  sup- 
porting passage  of  H.R.  3706. 

I  have  a  special  purpose  and  person- 
al reason  for  supporting  enactment  of 
legislation  making  Dr.  King's  birthday 
a  national  holiday.  I  joined  Dr.  King 
at  the  second  anniversary  celebration 
of  the  1956  Montgomery  bus  boycott. 
As  a  freshman  legislator  in  the  Illinois 
House  and  the  sponsor  of  major  civil 
rights  legislation  in  the  Illinois  legisla- 
tor. Dr.  King  Invited  me  to  join  him  in 
a  flight  from  southern  Illinois  to  At- 
lanta and  then  to  Montgomery  to 
share  in  the  celebration  of  one  of  the 
most  significant  civil  rights  achieve- 
ments then  on  record.  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity during  that  time  to  better  'un- 
derstand the  man  who  was  fast  becom- 
ing a  living  legend  in  this  Nation's  civil 
rights  history. 

The  self-styled  "drum  major  for  jus- 
tice" was  also  a  prophet  of  peace.  He 
not  only  mobilized  and  lef  the  382  day 
bus  boycott  in  Montgomery,  he  also 
called  on  the  Nation's  leaders  to  reject 
nuclear  war  and  human  devastation  in 
Southeast  Asia,  and  fought  for  human 
dignity  and  living  wage  for  sanitation 
workers  in  Memphis.  During  his  all 
too  brief  lifetime,  he  became  a  nation- 
al hero,  a  warrior  for  racial  justice,  a 
Nobel  Prize  winner,  and  a  shepherd  to 
the  masses. 

While  enactment  of  this  legislation 
has  symphonic  meaning  for  all  Ameri- 
can citizens,  especially  black  Ameri- 
cans, it  has  substantive  meaning  as 
well.  Today  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives should  put  behind  it  questions  of 
cost  an  color,  and  lift  up  the  character 
and  achievements  of  Rev.  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  'aye"  on  H.R.  3706.» 
•  Mr.  DONNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
1968.  the  House  has  considered  legisla- 
tion to  establish  a  national  holiday  in 
honor  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr. 
This  month  marks  the  20th  anniversa- 
ry of  Dr.  King's  historical  march  on 
Washington,  and  I  think  it  only  fitting 
that  today,  we  pass  H.R.  3706.  in  order 
to  once  and  for  all  give  this  great 
American  the  recognition  he  so  de- 
serves. 

As  a  result  of  Dr.  King's  faith  and 
leadership,  the  American  people  were 
awakened  to  the  real  damages  of  seg- 
regation and  discrimination  which  had 
divided  our  Nation.  Seventeen  States, 
including  my  home  State  of  Massachu- 
setts have  already  enacted  holidays  in 
his  honor.  To  approve  legislation  to 
designate  1  day  in  tribute  to  this  great 
American  leader  is  a  small  price  for 
this  bocy  to  pay  in  light  of  his  many 
outstanding  achievements. 


The  ideals  that  Dr.  King  lived  and 
died  for  must  continue  to  be  pursued 
for  the  sake  of  world  peaece.  I  sincere- 
ly hope  that  my  colleagues  will  sup- 
port passage  of  H.R.  3706.» 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All 
time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  of- 
fered by  the  gentlewoman  from  Indi- 
ana (Mrs.  Hall)  that  the  House  sus- 
pend the  rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R. 
3706. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  338,  nays 
90.  not  voting  5.  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  304] 

YEAS-338 

Ackerman 

Collins 

Garcia 

Addabbo 

Conte 

Gaydos 

Akaka 

Conyers 

Gejdenson 

Albosta 

Cooper 

Gekas 

Alrxander 

Corcoran 

Gephardt 

Anderson 

Coughlin 

Gibbons 

Andrews  <  NC ) 

Courter 

Oilman 

Andrews  <  TX ) 

Coyne 

Gingrich 

Annunzio 

Crockett 

Glickman 

Anthony 

O' Amours 

Gonzalez 

Aspin 

Daschle 

Gore 

AuCoin 

Daub 

Gradlson 

Barnard 

Davis 

Gray 

Barnes 

de  la  Garza 

Green 

Bates 

Dellums 

Guarlni 

Bedell 

Derrick 

Gunderson 

Beilenson 

DeWine 

Hall  (IN) 

Bennett 

Dicks 

Hall  (OH) 

Bereuler 

DIngell 

Hall.  Ralph 

Berman 

Dixon 

Hamilton 

Belliune 

Donnelly 

Hance 

Bevill 

Dorgan 

Harkin 

Biacgi 

Dowdy 

Harrison 

BUley 

Downey 

Hartnett 

Boehlert 

Duncan 

Hatcher 

Bogfs 

Durbin 

Hawkins 

Boland 

Dwyer 

Hefner 

Boner 

Dymatly 

Hertel 

Bonier 

Dyson 

Hlghtower 

Bonker 

Early 

Hiler 

Borski 

Eckart 

Hillls 

Bosco 

Edgar 

Hopkins 

Boucher 

Edwards  (AL) 

Horton 

Boxer 

Edwards  <CA) 

Howard 

Breaux 

Edwards  (OKI 

Hoyer 

Britt 

Emerson 

Hubbard 

Brooks 

English 

Huckaby 

Broomfleld 

Erdrelch 

Hughes 

Brown  (CA) 

Evans (lA) 

Hunter 

Broyhlll 

Evans  (ID 

Hyde 

Bryant 

Pascell 

Jacobs 

Burton  (CA) 

Fazio 

Johnson 

Burton  (IN) 

Feighan 

Jones  (NC) 

Byron 

Perraro 

Jones  (OK) 

Carper 

Fish 

Jones  (TN) 

Carr 

Flippo 

Kaptur 

Chandler 

Florio 

Kasich 

Chappell 

Foglietta 

Kastenmeier 

Chappie 

Foley 

Kazen 

Cheney 

Ford  (Mil 

Kemp 

Clarke 

Ford  (TN) 

Keruielly 

Clay 

Forsythe 

Kildee 

Coats 

Fowler 

Kogovsek 

Coelho 

Frank 

Kolter 

Coleman  (MO) 

Frost 

Kostmayer 

Coleman  (TX) 

Puqua 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levlne 

Levltas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Upinskl 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCloskey 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKtnney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 


Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

ObersUr 

Obey 

OUn 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

PanetU 

Parrls 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rocraer 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schuize 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Sikorski 

Siljander 

Simon 

Sislsky 

Skeen 


Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauzin 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torrlcelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergrlff 

Venlo 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whittaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wirth 

WUe 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young  (MO) 
Zablocki 
Zschau 


Applegate 

Archer 

Badham 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bilirakis 

Brown  (CO) 

Campbell 

Carney 

dinger 

Conable 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Dickinson 

Dreier 

Erlenlxjm 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Go(xlling 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Hall.  Sam 

Hammerschmidt 

Hansen  (UT) 

Holt 


NAYS— 90 

Hutto 

Ireland 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarslno 

LatU 

Leath 

Loeffler 

Lott 

Lujan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NC) 

Martin  (NY) 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McDonald 

Miller  (OH) 

Mollnari 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Packard 

Pashayan 


D  1450 

Mr.  ROSE  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


Paul 

Petri 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Ray 

Robinson 

Rogers 

Roth 

Rudd 

Schaefer 

Sensenbrenner 

Shelby 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith,  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Sundqulst 

Tauke 

Taylor 

Vucanovich 

Whitehurst 

Winn 

Young  (FL) 


D  1500 
GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mrs.  HALL  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  matter 
on  H.R.  3706.  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana? 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
and  I  shall  not  object.  I  take  the  reser- 
vation only  to  notify  the  House  that 
on  this  very  historic  occasion,  a  major- 
ity of  both  parties  in  the  House  voted 
for  the  bill  just  passed. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3329.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS, 
1984 


Hansen  (ID) 
Ueftel 


NOT  VOTING- 

Scheuer 
St  Germain 


5 

Weaver 


Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  call  up  the  conference  report  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  3329)  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1984, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  conference  report 
is  considered  as  having  been  read. 

(For  conference  report  and  state- 
ment, see  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
July  26,  1983.) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman) 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Coughlin)  will  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman). 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conferees  on  the 
fiscal  year  1984  transportation  appro- 
priations bill  had  two  basic  objectives: 
First,  to  provide  the  resources  neces- 
sary to  meet  our  Nation's  transporta- 
tion program  objectives  for  the  coming 


year;  and  second,  to  produce  a  confer- 
ence agreement  which  will  become  a 
public  law. 

We  believe  we  have  achieved  both  of 
these  objectives.  The  conference 
agreement  would  provide 

$10,932,207,225  in  new  budget  author- 
ity. That  is  $367.7  million  less  than 
the  House  bill  and  $78.25  million  more 
than  the  Senate  bill.  We  have  strong 
indications  from  the  administration 
that  the  conference  agreement  is  ac- 
ceptable to  them  and  that  the  bill  will 
be  signed  into  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  some  Members  might 
question  why  this  conference  agree- 
ment is  so  far  below  the  House-passed 
bill.  The  major  reduction  from  the 
House  bill  occurs  in  the  FAA  ac- 
count—which has  been  cut  by  about 
$200  million  in  line  with  the  Senate 
bill. 

In  my  view,  the  House  conferees 
would  not  have  agreed  to  the  Senate 
aviation  figures  but  for  a  July  13  letter 
sent  to  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  by  Secre- 
tary Dole.  That  letter  states  that  the 
lower  Senate  figures  would  allow  the 
department,  which  includes  the  FAA. 
to  operate  effectively  and  goes  on  to 
say  that  the  FAA  Administrator  be- 
lieves that  the  Senate  figures  would 
not  severely  impact  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  national  airspace  system 
plan. 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  convey  my 
appreciation  for  the  actions  taken  by  the 
Senate  Subcommitee  on  Transportation  in 
marking  up  the  fiscal  year  1984  DOT  Appro- 
priations Bill.  The  excessive  appropriation 
levels  of  the  House  passed  bill  were  dramati- 
cally reduced  and  much  of  the  objectionable 
bill  and  report  language  was  deleted.  Bar- 
ring any  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  De- 
partment can  operate  effectively  within  the 
Subcommittee's  levels.  In  particular.  FAA 
Administrator  Helms  has  indicated  that  the 
FAA  levels,  although  reduced  below  those 
requested  by  the  Administration  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  will  not  severely  impact  the  im- 
plementation of  the  NAS  plan  in  1984— the 
Administration  remains  committed  to  the 
outyear  funding  requirements  associated 
with  the  NAS  plan. 

I  would  recommend  that  an  enacted  Ap- 
propriations Bill  along  the  lines  of  that  of 
the  Subcommittee  be  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. 


Mr.  Speaker,  in  agreeing  to  the 
lower  aviation  funding  levels,  we  are 
taking  the  Secretary  and  the  FAA  Ad- 
ministrator at  their  word. 

I  will  add,  however,  that  the  admin- 
istration will  have  a  lot  of  explaining 
to  do  at  next  year's  budget  hearing.  I 
will  be  particularly  interested  to  hear 
the  FAA  explain  why  it  testified  that 
$1  billion  in  the  facilities  and  equip- 
ment account  was  essential  for  the 
continued  implementation  of  the  NAS 
plan  only  to  learn  3  months  later  that 
they  believe  that  a  $750  million  level 
would  have  no  severe  impact  on  the 
implementation  of  that  plan.  I  will 
also  be  interested  to  know  why  the 
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FAA  can  apparently  operate  with  $145 
million  less  than  the  amount  they 
claimed  they  required  at  our  April 
budget  hearing.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
statements  made  in  the  Secretary's 
July  13  letter  combined  with  the 
FAA's  reaction,  or  lack  thereof,  to  the 
aviation  funding  levels  contained  in 
the  Senate  bill  raise  serious  questions 
in  my  mind  about  the  FAA's  entire 
budget  formulation  process. 

The  other  significant  reduction  from 
the  House  bill  contained  in  the  confer- 
ence agreement  is  a  $100  million  cut  in 
the  section  9  mass  transit  block  grant. 
Frankly,  this  was  the  price  exacted  by 
the  administration  to  get  this  bill 
signed.  Although  the  House  conferees 
were  reluctant  to  make  this  reduction, 
I  would  point  out  that  the  conference 
level  of  $2.39  billion  is  still  $415  mil- 
lion more  than  the  President's  budget 
request  for  section  9  and  does  not  in- 
clude the  cap  on  operating  assistance 
requested  by  the  President. 

Other  major  highlights  of  the  con- 
ference agreement  are  as  follows: 

For  the  Coast  Guard,  the  conferees 
have  provided  a  total  of  $2.45  billion. 
This  is  $51  million  more  than  last 
year's  level.  This  amount  includes  $369 
million  for  acquisition,  construction 
and  improvements  which  will  continue 
the  major  procurements  of  13  new  270- 
foot  cutters,  41  new  jet  aircraft,  and  90 
short-range  helicopters.  We  read  the 
Secretary's  July  13  letter  as  endorsing 
these  figures  even  though  they  are  $45 
million  below  the  budget  request. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  confer- 
ence agreement  contains  over  $3.6  bil- 
lion in  new  budget  authority  for  the 
FAA,  and  limits  obligations  for  airport 
grants  to  $800  million.  According  to 
the  Secretary,  this  will  provide  a  suffi- 
cient funding  level  for  the  FAA  in 
fiscal  year  1984. 

In  the  highway  area,  the  conference 
agreements  limits  obligations  for  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  to 
$12.52  billion.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$80  million,  or  6  tenths  of  1  percent, 
from  the  House  level.  According  to  our 
best  information,  over  the  first  9 
months  of  fiscal  year  1983,  the  States 
have  obligated  highway  funds  at  a 
rate  of  $915  million  per  month.  This 
works  out  to  about  $11  billion  for  the 
year.  If  the  same  spending  pattern 
holds  true  for  fiscal  year  1984,  the 
conference  level  of  $12.52  billion 
would  provide  a  cushion  of  $1.5  billion 
for  discretionary  projects,  administra- 
tive   costs,    and    special    nonformula 


funds.  We  think  this  spending  level 
will  not  do  damage  to  the  highway 
program.  But  I  can  assure  my  col- 
leagues that,  if  state  highway  spend- 
ing patterns  change  significantly,  we 
will  give  full  consideration  to  revising 
the  highway  obligation  limitation. 

The  conference  agreement  also  in- 
cludes up  to  $21  million  for  emergency 
assistance  connected  with  the  Mianus 
Bridge  disaster  in  Connecticut,  and 
$15  million  for  railroad-highway  cross- 
ing demonstration  projects. 

For  highway  safety,  the  conference 
agreement  provides  $78  million  in  new 
budget  authority  for  operations  and 
research  of  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration.  In  addi- 
tion, obligation  limitations  totaling 
$142.9  million  are  established  for  three 
other  highway  safety  programs. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
caution  NHTSA  about  a  small  matter, 
but  one  which  has  significant  symbolic 
value.  Over  the  years,  various  congres- 
sional committees  have  expressed  con- 
cern about  the  proliferation  of  so- 
called  advisory  committees  through- 
out the  Federal  Government.  We  may 
take  an  in-depth  look  at  DOT  advisory 
committees  in  next  year's  hearings. 
But  I  want  to  warn  NHTSA  that  one 
of  those  whose  effectiveness  we  ques- 
tion is  the  National  Highway  Safety 
Advisory  Committee.  This  advisory 
committee  seems  to  have  a  penchant 
for  holding  national  conferences  at 
taxpayers'  expense,  which  appear  to 
produce  little  of  real  value.  I  especially 
would  like  NHTSA  to  take  a  close  look 
at  the  need  for  this  group's  proposed 
national  conference  in  may  1984  in 
light  of  similar  conferences  planned  in 
the  same  month,  and  the  need  for  this 
group  to  establish  subcommittees 
which  hold  national  meetings  in  order 
to  plan  national  meetings.  I  expect 
NHTSA  to  be  much  tougher  in  approv- 
ing funds  for  these  and  similar  activi- 
ties and  will  examine  NHTSA's  actions 
during  the  fiscal  year  1985  budget 
hearing.  If  no  improvements  are  forth- 
coming the  committee  will  take  appro- 
priate action. 

For  the  Federal  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration, the  conference  agreement  pro- 
vides about  $950  million  in  new  budget 
authority.  This  includes  $716.4  million 
for  Amtrak.  $100  million  for  the 
Northeast  corridor  project,  and  $35 
million  for  Rock  Island  labor  protec- 
tion payments. 

For  mass  transit,  the  conference 
agreement  provides  a  total  of  $4,243 


billion  which  is  comprised  of  $3.02  bil- 
lion in  new  budget  authority  and  a 
limitation  of  $1,225  billion  on  contract 
authority  obligations.  In  total,  the 
conference  agreement  provides  $477 
million  more  for  transit  than  was  re- 
quested by  President  Reagan. 

In  the  general  provisions  section, 
there  are  three  provisions  which  are  of 
keen  interest  to  many  Members.  The 
first  is  section  314  which  concerns  Na- 
tional Airport.  That  provision  requires 
the  Secretary  to  hold  in  abeyance  for 
60  days  her  proposed  rulemaking  to 
adjust  the  annual  passenger  ceiling  at 
National.  The  purpose  of  this  provi- 
sion is  to  allow  further  dialog  on  this 
issue  among  all  interested  parties  and 
to  afford  congress  another  opportuni- 
ty to  address  this  issue  in  the  upcom- 
ing continuing  resolution  should  there 
continue  to  be  major  problems. 

Another  general  provision  of  note  is 
section  315  concerning  the  repayment 
of  maritime  Administration  construc- 
tion differential  subsidies.  The  provi- 
sion in  the  conference  agreement 
would  prohibit  enforcement  of  the  sec- 
retary's proposed  construction  differ- 
ential subsidy  rule  for  60  days  follow- 
ing promulgation  of  that  rule.  Section 
315  also  requires  that  enforcement  of 
the  CDS  rule  be  held  in  abeyance  for 
at  least  60  days  from  the  date  of  en- 
actment. 

Section  319  of  the  conference  agree- 
ment prohibits  the  FAA  from  closing 
any  facilities  prior  to  December  1, 
1983.  In  addition  that  provision  re- 
quires the  FAA  to  submit  to  Congress 
a  detailed,  site-specific,  and  time- 
phased  plan  for  all  facility  closures  by 
October  1,  1983.  This  will  enable  us  to 
evaluate  more  fully  the  adequacy  of 
the  FAA's  facility  consolidation  plans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  the  House  conferees 
signed  the  conference  report.  I  want  to 
single  out  in  particular  one  of  those 
conferees,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania, the  ranking  minority 
member  (Mr.  Coughlin)  for  his  coop- 
eration and  leadership  in  helping  to 
fashion  this  conference  report.  I  great- 
ly appreciate  his  assistance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  conference  agree- 
ment is  fiscally  responsible  and  meets 
the  transportation  needs  of  our 
Nation.  I  urge  adoption  of  the  confer- 
ence report. 

I  insert  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
table  listing  the  conference  figures  in 
detail: 
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NoUr  eirrivr  t«fit» 11. MO. 000 

(N  triTrtftr) (1. 000.000) 
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Illinaii  faadar  line  aatiatanca  (b«  transfer) — 

Totalt  Federal  Railroad  Adainittration 1.007.273.000 


(202.487.000)         (t?9>400t000)         <:92.487.000)         (200.000.000) 
13.020.000  13.020.000  13.020.000  13.020.000 


10.000.000 
8.400.000 


a. 000. 000 

8.500.000 


10.000.000 
8.500.000 


8.0OO.0O0 
8. 300. 000 


(-2.487.000) 


-2.000.000 
-100.000 


(10.000.000)  (lO.COO.OOO)  (lOtOCO.OOO)  (lOfOOO.OOO) 

(Vt73B.000)  (9.738.000)  (9.738.000)  (9.738.000) 


—  33.700.000 


15.000.000 


(12.400.000.000)  (12.400.000.000)  (12.400.000.000)  (12.400.000.0001 

—  —                             —  (-80.000.000) 

(11.400.000.000)  (11.400.000.000)  (UiAOO.OOO.OOO)  (11.400.000.000) 

—  —                            —  20.000.000 
— .                              1,000.000 


(30.000.000)  (30.000.000)  (30.000.000)  (30.000.000) 


31.420.000 


77.998.000 

(118.000.000) 
(77.000.000) 


43.220.000 


4.270.000 
5.800.000 


41.390.000 


4.270.000 
5.800.000 


73.590.000 


77.99f.00e 


13.847.000 

24.514.000 

14.473.000 

9.340.000 

854.000 


20.000.000 


lOO.OOO.OOO 
442.000.000 


78.000.000 

(I18.000.OCO) 
(100.000.000) 

(37.930.0001 


78.000.000 


Uitao.ooo 

24.500.000 

14.223.000 

14.240.000 

854.000 

(10.000.000) 


14.000.000 

(4.000.000) 

35.000.000 

100.000.000 

720.000.000 


78.000.000 

(118.000.000) 
(lOO.OOO.OOO) 

(37. 930. COO) 


78.000.000 

(118.000.000) 
(100.000.000) 

(37.950.000) 


73.000.000  78.000.000 


11,480.000 

28.900.000 

14.225,000 

24.240.000 

834.000 


U.OOO.OOO 

(4.000.00C) 

33.OCO.000 

100.000'OCO 

714.400.000 


11.430.000 

28.900.000 

14.223.000 

24.240.000 

854.000 


14.000.000 

(4.000.000) 

35.000.000 

100.000.000 

714.400.000 


115.000. 000 


(-80.000.000) 


»20.000,000 
tl.OOO.OOO 


(4.270.000 
43.800.000 

443.970.000 


»fOOO 


(423.000.000) 


(♦37.950.000) 


t2.000 


-2.187.000 

17.384.000 

-450.000 

414.900.000 


-4.000.000 
(44.000,000) 
435.000.000 

454.400.000 


(20.000.000)  (20.000.000)  (20.000.000)         (420.000.000) 


(3.000.000) 


(3,000,000)  (43.000.000) 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22247 


FT  1983 
Enacted 


FT  1984 
Estiaataa 


Senate 


Cimferencf 


Conference 

coaeared  with 

Ettiaatas 


54.800,000 
2,488,592,200 


333.000.000 
273.000,000 


3,182.392.200 


(1.800.0001 


20.200.000 


25.893.000 
900.000 


54.800.000 
2.388.592,200 


270,000,000 
230,000,000 


29,200.000 


54.800.000 

2.388.592,200 


293,400.000 
230,000.000 


-444.000 


42.800.000 
4415.092.200 


-84.400.000 
420,000,000 


2. 973, CIS. 200    3.017.992.200     4352,824,200 


Ur«an  Hast  Transportation  Adainittration 

Adainittrative  expentet 28.404.402  29.444.000      29.200.000      29.444.000 

(i»  transfer) (204.398)  —           — 

ReaearcDi  developaenti  and  daaonttrationt  and 

univartit*  rataarch  and  trainini 58,250,000  52,000.000 

Foraula  irantt 1,248,500,000  1,973.500.000                                                 _ 

tltcretionara  arants •••  1.491.450.000  —           —           — 

(Liaitation  on  o611«ations) —  (1.100.000.000)  (1. 230.000.000)  (1.200.000.000)   (1.223.000.000)   (4123.000.000) 

(Liauidation  of  contract  autterization!  (Trust  Fund)..  (33.000.000)  (242.000.000)    (242.000.0001    (242.000.000)    (242.000.000)          — 

(Liauidation  of  contract  autterization) (481.133.000)  — 

Intarstate  transfer  arants-transit 412.000.000  380.000.000 

Hashinaton  Natre 240,000^0 230.000,000 

Total.  Urban  Rass  Transportation  Adainistration.  3.498.804.402  2.443.144.000 

Saint  Uaarence  SeaMV  Davelopaant  Corporation 

(Liaitatian  on  adatnistrative  eKPentat) (1. 740.000)  (1.823,000) 

Research  ate  Special  Proaraat  Adainittration 

Research  ate  special  proaraas 20.022.000  20.287.000 

Office  of  tte  Inspector  General 

Salaries  and  expenses 25.335.000  23.893.000 

Bid  riuing  invasti»ativ»' support 

Total.  Office  of  tte  Inspector  (ienaral 25,335,000  25.895.000      24.793.000      24.793.000      24.793.000 

xsxas««smB«w«BS«  sBxaftsssnpmxsss  aasKmaBSBmaBssKS  ssaaasEsaassszKS  saanasasassscxss 

Total,  title  I.  BePortaent  of  Transportation! 

Naa  buddat  (oAliAational)  autteritu 11,221.880.932  10.234.843.434   10.444.418.454   10.209.229.454   10.287.383,454 

Appropriations (11.231.937,402)  (10,234.233.000)  (10.789.528.200)  (10.208.639.200)  (10.244.793.200) 

Appropriations  for  debt  raductlon (-23.833.450)  (-243.544)      (-243,544)      (-243,544) 

AutteMt*  to  terrou (5.000.000)  (854.000)                 (854.000)                 (834.000) 

R.»ittion (-9.423.000)  —         (-143.500.000)                           — 

(i»  transfer) (149,429.398)  —             (29.550.000)           (14.550,000) 

(LiaiUtions) (193.990,000)  (204.512.000)         (200.400.000)         (204.487.000) 

(LiaiUtions  on  dir«:t  loans) (2.301.000)  (30.000,000)           (30.000.000)           (30,000.000)                          _ 

<i  iaiLatiMw  m  loMi  <uar»ntc*«> a • «.a**  (AOOvOOOtOOO)  — 

Li«Ut  on.  on  ne.  loan  •«r»,t..s) (100.000.000)  —             (20,000,000)           (20,000,000)           (20.000,000) 

(LiaiUtion  on  uorlilte  capital  fute) (70.909.000)  (48.198.000)           (47,730.000)           (48.198,000)           (47.974,000) 

ai~t2U!^"f^»il^t^utterization) 9.407.185,000)  (12.729,738.000)   (12.724.738.000)   (12.729,738.000)    (12.727.238,000) 


(1,800.0001 


20.200.000 


24.795.000 


(1,800.000) 


20.200.000 


24.795>000 


(-243.544) 
(854.000) 

(19.550.000) 

(201.800.000) 

(30.000.000) 


(-25.000) 


-87.000 


4900.000 


4900.000 


430.540.200 
(410.S4O.20Oi 


(419.550.000) 
(-2.712.000) 


3S3KK3saaK)iaa>xs  sxascsa 


(420.000.000) 

(-224.000) 

(-2.500.000) 

aasaaaaaasaaaaa 


TITLE  II  -.  RELATED  AGENCIES 

Architectural  and  Transportation  tarriers 
Ceaaliance  ibard 

Salaries  ate  expenses < 

Natiotel  Transportation  Safetv  Board 

Salaries  ate  expenses 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses • 

( t<i  transfer ) 

Paaaants  ta  air  carriers... 

Total.  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 

Interstate  Caaaerce  Coaaistion 

Salaries  ate  expenses • 

Paaaants  for  directed  rail  service  (liaitation  on 
oOliSations) • 

Panaaa  Canal  Coaaitsion 

Qperatina  expenses 

Capital  outlav 

Total,  fanaaa  Canal  Coaaission 

Serartaan*  of  the  Treaturv 

Office  of  tte  Secretarv;  (Investaent  in  Fute 
Anticipation  Notes) 


2.020.000 


19,970.000 


23.823.000 
48.400,000 


1.700.000     •  1.900.000 


1.900.000 


1.900.000 


19.733.000  20.415,000  21.042,000  20,838,000 

aaaaamaaaaaa  aaaaaaaxaaaaaaaa  a^acaxaaasas^aaa  aaaasaaaaaaai ■ ■  i 


20,890,000 
50,800,000 


18,400,000 
(2,400,000) 
50,800,000 


14.100.000 
50.800.000 


18.400.000 
50.800.000 


72.225.000       71.490,000      49.200.000 

■  I  I  III  .aaaa  aaaaaaaaxsasesaa  amByssaaasxaaaaa 


44,900,000       49,200,000 


45,400.000 

(10.000.000) 


58.038,000 

(10.000.000) 


59.000.000 


42.000.000 


(5.000.000)     (10.000,090) 

.avTsaasacaa 


40,000,000 


(5,000,000) 


405.378.435  424.342.000  418.942.000  409.442.000  409.442.000 

29.024.000  29,438.000  29.439.000  29,438,000  29,438.000 


4200.000 


41.123.000 

aaaxaaasaaaa 


-2.490.000 


-2.490,000 


41,942.000 


(-5,000,000) 

svaaaaxsBssza 


-14,700,000 


434,402,435 


(5,000.000) 


433.800.000 


448.400.000      439.100,000 
aaaaaaaaaasxs  aaxsaaaxaaaxESEB 


439.100.000 

aasKaasxsai 


■ai-a    aaai 


-14.700.000 

as  aaaaa  a  aa  aaa 


t49in0.000  f40»4f9f000  f49.2?9t000  949>299>000  tl00*04f*0O0 

awvMsasaaaraaa  scacaawaccsaaas*  aa«aaa««*asaaa«a  aaaaaaaaaaaaaax ':  xxaaaaaasxaaaaxa  ' 


22248 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  2.  1983 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22249 


Unitad  SUtm  ttilitm  Attociitien 

AdBtnlitrittv*  fxnniM it 

(K  Irawftfl • 

Mrlin*  l»r««il«tion  Stud*  Comitian 

Salarln  jnd  •wcniM  (b«  tr*nff«r>i.. 

HMhanaton  NctranliUn  *rM  Tranit  *utlwrit» 

Int«r*«i  rmaantt 

TeUtf  titli  It>  r«l«t«4  *MnctM: 
*w  buMtt  (abllMtioMl)  Mtharitu 

(K  trimftr) 

(Liiitation  on  akliutiam) 


FT  IW3 
Enactad 

FT   IW* 

EitlMtM 

HOVM 

S«n«t* 

Conftf»oet 

rovarcd  kiUi 

CstiMlm 

31iU3>3«t 

31iM3f3«V 

»54.424.54» 
(lOtOOO.OOO) 

2>3«0.0«O 
(4«0.M0) 

31>M3>3«t 

453.278. 3«» 
(2.800. 000) 
(3.000.000) 

2.100.000 
(400.000) 

1300.000) 

11.4*3.5*? 

444. 723.349 
(too. 000) 
(10.000.000) 

2.100.000 
(400. 000) 

31.4*3.S*V 

444.(21f549 
(400.000) 
(3.000.000) 

«2>10O.0O0 
(♦400.000) 

rilH 

»4«.831i204 
(10>00O>0O0) 

-11.803. 000 
(4400.000) 

(-3.000.000) 

■«■■■■««■«*«>«■■    ■««■«••■•««■■»■■    saw 


as    >«•»■««« 


KCAPITULATIIM 

•rw«  UUl.  titlt*  I  m*  Ii:  .^           . 

■(H  kudMt  (obliuttonal)  wttariU •...  11.870.712.134 

(^f»ri»tiOB» (ll.TOO.788.804) 

Im^rufTitUam  for  dMt  roduction (-25»«53.450) 

*uUwrit>  ta  borroii (5.000.000) 

■ncMiion (-t.423.000) 

(K  Irimfar) (14t.42t.3t8) 

(Lioltatiom) ••••#••.•••••••  (It3.tt0.000) 

(LiaiUttom  an  abliaationt). ....•••. •••••••••  Ji3t330.000.000) 

(Uaitition*  on  diract  loant) (2.301.000) 

(LlaiUtiona  on  loan  auarantaaa) (400.000.000) 

<LiaiUtian«  on  tm»  loan  auarantari) •  (100.000.000) 

(Llaitation  on  nomina  e»>it«l  fund) (7O.tOt.00O) 

Naaarandj: 

'*rrtA^fI«t?2IL)       ""!...!.!!?.!!! <».407,185.000)   (12.72?. 738.000   (12.724,738.000)   {12.72?.73«.000)   (12.727.238.000) 

(.^riHion  fo;  d.«t  r«^t.on> (23.853.450)                 <263.344)                 (243.344)                 (243.344)                 (243.544) 

■SB   ssassa«avaBB  m««  «•>»««>««■*«« 


10.tl3.472.02S 
(10>tl2.8ai.54t) 
(-243.544) 
(854.000) 


(204.512.000) 

(14.422.000.000) 

(30.000.000) 


(48.198.000) 


ll.2tt.8t7.225 

(ll.442.80«.74t) 

(-243.544) 

(854.000) 

(-143.500.000) 

(32.390.000) 

(200 .400.000) 

(13.022.950.000) 

(30.000.000) 

(20.000.000) 
(47.750.000) 


10.833.933.223  10.932.207.225 

(10.853.3*4.749)  (10.911.414.769) 

(-243.544)  (-243.544) 

(854.000)  (854.000) 

(17.450.000)  (19.950.000) 

(204.487.000)  (201.800.000) 

(14, 882.950. 000)  (14.820.450.000) 

(30.000.000)  (30,000,000) 


(20,000.000) 
(48.198.000) 


(20.000.000) 
(47.974.000) 


♦18.733.200 
(-1.244,800) 


(il9. 950.000) 

(-2,712.000) 

(♦198.450.000) 


(♦20.000.000) 
(-224.000) 


(-2. 500. 004) 


ToUl.  arrrorriailon*  includtnd  awroprlationa 
irpJirMatloBTfof'dibrr^t'oi!? (21.503.730.804)   (23.443.473.549)  (24.024.898.749)   (23.583.934.749)   (23.459,708.749)         (414.235.200) 

„„„„,„„,,,    snmMBSaasamn    m*^Ba«aaBa«sssss    ssscnvKaKaKSSss    vssssassssaCKsaa    waaxaaaaaxaaaaa 


D  1510 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
norida  (Mr.  Lehman),  and  the  House 
conferees  have.  I  think,  brought  home 
the  bacon  in  an  $11  billion  transporta- 
tion appropriations  bill  that  can  be 
signed  by  the  President,  and  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
so  indicated. 

I  certainly  rise  in  support  of  the  bill. 
The  subcommittee  chairman  did  a 
superb  job  in  representing  the  inter- 
ests of  the  House  in  this  bill  which,  as 
I  said,  contains  some  $10.9  billion  in 
new  obligational  authority.  It  is  $873 
million  less  than  fiscal  year  1983.  $367 
million  less  than  the  House-passed 
bill,  and  $18  million  over  the  budget 
estimates. 

It  is  a  compromise  reached  not  only 
by  the  House  and  Senate,  the  majority 
and  the  minority,  but  also  by  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  and  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

In  order  to  get  a  bill  that  would  be 
signable.  the  House  and  the  Senate 
conferees  often  took  the  lower  of  the 


two  figures,  and  let  me  just  give  some 
highlights  of  the  bill. 

For  the  Coast  Guard,  it  contains 
$1,656  million  for  Coast  Guard  oper- 
ations and  $369  million  for  acquisition, 
construction,  and  improvements.  Both 
of  these  levels,  we  are  informed,  are 
levels  with  which  the  Coast  Guard  can 
live. 

With  regard  to  aviation,  the  bill  con- 
tains $2,500  million,  with  nothing  from 
the  trust  fund,  for  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  operations.  It  contains 
$750  million  for  facilities  and  equip- 
ment, and  it  contains  an  $800  million 
limitations  on  obligations  for  airports 
grants  in  aid.  The  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  has  signed  off  on  all  of 
these  levels. 

The  bill  contains  $716,400,000  for 
Amtrak.  which  is  $54  million  above 
the  administrations  budget  request. 

It  contains  $2,388  million  for  Urban 
Mass  Transportation  Administration 
formula  grants  and  $1,255  million  for 
discretionary  grants,  including  $195 
million  for  bus.  $545  million  for  rail 
modernization,  and  $339  million  for 
new  starts.  In  the  statement  of  the 
managers,    the    conferees    direct    the 


Secretary  to  reprogram  excess  new 
starts  into  rail  modernization. 

The  bill  contains  $18,400,000  for  the 
CAB.  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  for 
a  period  of  10  months,  and  $60  million 
for  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion, providing  for  1.150  staff  years. 

With  regard  to  National  Airport,  it 
holds  the  proposed  rulemaking  in 
abeyance  for  60  days  after  enactment, 
and  with  regard  to  construction  differ- 
ential subsidy,  it  holds  the  enforce- 
ment of  any  rule  in  abeyance  for  60 
days  after  enactment. 

It  holds  closures  or  consolidations  of 
flight  service  stations  in  abeyance 
prior  to  December  1.  1983.  and  pro- 
vides that  that  FAA  shall  report  to 
Congress  no  later  than  October  1. 
1983. 

I  certainly  want  to  congratulate,  par- 
ticularly the  subcommittee  chairman, 
the  staff,  and  the  conferees  on  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate  sides.  It 
took  a  lot  of  bargaining,  and  it  took  a 
lot  of  work  to  get  a  bill  that  in  its 
present  form  can  be  signed  by  the 
President. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


JMi 


Mr.  COUGHLIN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
know  that  we  worked  together  on  the 
issue  of  National  Airport,  and  I  know 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Sabo).  was  also  in- 
volved. I  think  the  conferees  ended  up 
with  a  good  compromise  on  that  issue, 
putting  in  abeyance  for  a  couple  of 
months  a  rules  changes  on  the  number 
of  passengers  at  National  Airport  but 
still  recognizing  that  there  may  need 
to  be  some  limits. 

It  did  not  go  as  far  as  I  wanted,  but 
it  did  go  far  in  recognizing  that  there 
must  be  reasonable  changes  in  the  way 
the  entire  airport  structure  in  this 
area  operates  in  order  to  protect  the 
safety  and  convenience  of  passengers. 

So.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  congratulate  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  COUGHLIN). 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  it  is  important  that  the  rule- 
making be  allowed  to  proceed  to  at 
least  examine  the  passenger  cap  at  na- 
tional airport,  to  see  if  it  is  the  apprc)- 
priate  passenger  cap,  and  to  see  if 
some  other  more  appropriate  passen- 
ger cap  might  be  desirable.  That  is 
what  we  were  seeking  to  provide  in  the 
legislation. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want 
to  follow  that  up  and  say  that  I  appre- 
ciate the  fact  that  the  conference  com- 
mittee was  able  to  work  that  out  in  a 
spirit  of  reconciliation  with  Mrs.  Dole. 
I  thank  the  gentleman,  and  I  thank 
the  members  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
know  that  the  gentleman  from  Virgin- 
ia (Mr.  Wolf)  has  worked  very,  very 
hard  on  this  indeed.  I  appreciate  his 
efforts,  and  I  commend  him  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ratchford),  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  RATCHFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  what  we  have  here  today  is  a 
good  conference  report  and  a  confer- 
ence report  in  the  truest  sense. 

There  was  a  lot  of  give  and  take  in 
reaching  the  point  at  which  we  find 
ourselves  today.  The  National  Airport 
issue  is  a  prime  example.  That  just  did 
not  happen.  There  was  the  give-and- 
take  back  and  forth,  and  finally  a  reso- 
lution. In  addition  to  that,  we  now 
have  a  conference  report  that  is  defen- 
sible from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
budget.  I  think  that  is  important,  too. 
We  are  not  just  passing  another  ap- 
propriation bill;  we  are  passing  an- 
other appropriation  bill  which  can  be 
signed  into  law. 


Third,  it  needs  to  be  said  that  the 
emphasis  now  is  on  mass  transit,  and 
that  is  clearly  where  it  needs  to  be. 
When  we  started  out  this  February, 
this  document  containing  the  appro- 
priation for  transportation  did  not  in 
my  judgment  clearly  reflect  the  mass 
transit  needs  of  this  country.  It  did 
not  reflect  the  difficult  vote  taken  by 
Members  of  Congress  last  December  in 
the  form  of  a  5-cent  increase  in  the 
gas  tax.  with  1  cent  of  that  allocated 
to  mass  transit.  That  allocation,  that 
difficult  vote,  that  priority  is  now  re- 
flected in  this  bill. 

From  a  State  point  of  view,  the  Con- 
necticut congressional  delegation 
would  like  to  thank  both  the  members 
of  the  committee  and  the  conferees 
for  recognizing  that  we  had  a  national 
problem  that  emerged  after  this  bill 
left  our  Chamber.  The  Mianus  River 
Bridge  in  Greenwich,  Conn.,  which  is 
truly  the  link  between  the  Connecti- 
cut Thruway  and  the  connecting  point 
between  the  rest  of  the  country  and 
all  of  New  England  collapsed.  We  ap- 
pealed to  the  committee,  and  the  com- 
mittee responded. 

That  particular  bridge  is  in  the  dis- 
trict of  the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut (Mr.  McKiNNEY).  Because  of  the 
emergency  nature  of  the  situation,  we 
felt  a  response  was  needed  by  the  Con- 
gress. The  conferees  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  agreed.  So  the  Connecticut 
delegation  unanimously,  Republicans 
and  Democrats,  come  before  you  today 
to  say,  "Thank  you." 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  balance  this  is  a 
good  report,  a  fair  report,  one  that 
meets  our  mass  transit  needs  and  one 
that  ought  to  be  passed  in  a  quick 
period  of  time  this  afternoon  with  lim- 
ited debate. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  (Mr.  Pursell). 

Mr.  PURSELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Transportation  appro- 
priations conference  report  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  The  approval  of  this  confer- 
ence report  will  demonstrate  that  year 
after  year  Congress  has  met  its  re- 
sponsibilities by  approving  a  bill 
before  the  new  fiscal  year  begins. 

This  is  a  tribute  to  Mr.  Lehman,  re- 
spected chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, Mr.  COUGHLIN,  ranking  Republi- 
can of  the  subcommittee,  Mr.  Whit- 
ten,  chairman  of  the  full  committee 
and  their  Senate  counterparts.  Most 
of  all  it  is  a  tribute  to  this  body.  By 
avoiding  unnecessary  delays,  by  bat- 
tling for  a  bill  acceptable  to  the  ad- 
ministration, and  by  addressing  the 
critical  transportation  needs  of  Amer- 
ica, we  can  be  proud  that  by  land,  sea 
or  air,  America's  transportation 
system  is  second  to  none. 

I  also  want  to  make  special  reference 
to  a  small,  but  increasingly  significant 
aspect  of  the  Transportation  appro- 
priations bill.  This  is  the  St.  Lawrence 


Seaway  Development  Corporation. 
The  Corporation  is  much  like  the  tip 
of  an  iceberg.  It  is  visible  to  both  the 
United  States  and  Canadian  shippers, 
but  the  great  bulk  of  the  corporation's 
work  is  visible  only  to  those  who 
depend  daily  on  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway  for  their  livelihood.  From  the 
grain  farmers  and  merchants  through- 
out the  Midwest  to  the  coal  fields  of 
Appalachia,  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
opens  the  heartland  of  the  United 
States  to  the  world  for  navigation, 
trade  and  economic  growth. 

Just  recently  the  Seaway  Develop- 
ment Corporation  witnessed  the  pas- 
sage of  the  1  billionth  metric  ton  of 
cargo  through  its  locks  and  channels. 
It  is  my  belief  that  the  potential  of 
the  seaway  has  not  been  fully  realized. 
By  modernizing  the  seaway,  by  in- 
creasing the  annual  tonnage  passing 
through  it,  by  providing  greater  access 
for  the  industries  and  shippers  of  the 
Midwest  to  the  markets  of  the  world, 
we  can  accelerate  economic  recovery. 
Based  upon  the  actions  taken  during 
this  session  of  Congress,  it  appears 
there  is  significant  support  for  this 
effort. 

This  year.  Congress  has  eliminated 
the  seaway's  construction  debt.  By  so 
doing,  we  have  saved  shippers  and  con- 
sumers thousands  of  dollars.  Congress 
has  also  continued  to  support  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  additional 
locks  study  by  approving  several  hun- 
dred thousand  dollars.  The  corps  ex- 
pects to  complete  this  study  and  rec- 
ommend to  Congress  several  proposals 
to  improve  the  operation  of  the  locks 
and  expand  the  seaway's  usage. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  more  per- 
sonal note,  I  have  prepared  a  slide 
presentation  of  the  history  and  cur- 
rent status  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway.  This  18y2-minute  presentation 
is  intended  to  introduce  and  educate 
the  public  and  potential  seaway  users, 
to  the  benefits  and  conveniences  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  system. 
During  the  August  recess,  I  plan  to 
travel  throughout  the  Midwest  and 
Canada  showing  this  slide  presenta- 
tion. Included  in  my  travels  will  be 
tours  of  the  Soo  Locks  and  the  Wel- 
land  Canal,  as  well  as  numerous  con- 
versations with  Canadian  seaway  offi- 
cials. I  will  also  present  this  film  to  in- 
terested Members  and  staff  this  fall. 
In  \fiewing  the  future  of  the  St.  Law- 
rence Seaway,  I  believe  that  we  must 
make  every  attempt  to  coordinate  the 
United  States  plans  and  actions  with 
those  of  our  Canadian  counterparts. 

The  need  for  a  strong  partnership  is 
paramount.  Together  we  must  move  to 
recognize  the  seaway  as  a  resource  of 
unmatched  opportunity.  I  urge  the 
adoption  of  this  report. 

D  1520 
Mr.    COUGHLIN.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
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gentleman      from      Kentucky      (Mr. 
Snydkr). 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  this  time  to 
me. 

I  have  asked  for  this  time.  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  engage  In  a  colloquy  with 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
Sabo).  who  I  understand  authored  the 
provisions  with  regard  to  the  National 
Airport  In  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. 

In  that  connection.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  compliment  my  colleague 
from  Mmnesota  for  his  leadership  and 
efforts  to  maintain  the  strong  position 
the  House  has  had  for  years  with 
regard  to  preventing  an  undue  reduc- 
tion in  service  which  would  adversely 
impact  scores  of  cities  in  the  eastern 
half  of  the  country  in  service  to  Na- 
tional Airport.  While  I  regret  that  the 
House  position  did  not  prevail  in  con- 
ference, I  recognize  that  if  the  method 
of  calculating  the  passenger  ceiling  at 
the  airport  is  revised  satisfactorily, 
further  reductions  in  the  number  of 
scheduled  airline  flights  may  be  avoid- 
ed. I  would,  however,  appreciate  a  clar- 
ification of  the  conferees  Intent  on 
this  matter. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
do  so.  and  I  might  add,  I  appreciate 
the  leadership  my  colleague  from 
Kentucky  has  displayed  throughout 
the  years  on  this  issue.  It  is  my  strong 
hope  that  the  Secretary  will  adhere  to 
the  conferees'  direction  on  this  matter 
so  that  we  will  once  and  for  all  put 
this  matter  to  rest. 

The  issue  of  National  Airport  was 
perhaps  the  most  contentious  of  those 
dealt  with  in  the  transportation  bill 
this  year.  Although  there  was  concern 
of  the  conferees  about  lowering  the 
passenger  ceiling,  we  were  all  aware  of 
Secretary  Dole's  strong  desire  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  proposed  rulemaking. 
Therefore,  in  the  interest  of  compro- 
mise, we  decided  not  to  prohibit  the 
Secretary  from  proceeding  with  the 
rulemaking  but  to  hold  its  effective 
date  in  abeyance  for  60  days  after  en- 
actment of  this  bill.  During  that  time 
we  expect  the  Secretary  to  establish  a 
dialog  aimong  all  of  the  interested  par- 
ties in  an  effort  to  reach  an  accord  on 
a  final  policy.  This  interval  will  give  us 
the  opportunity  to  review  any  changes 
in  the  policy,  to  insure  that  it  reflects 
the  wishes  of  the  Congress  and,  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible,  that  we  are  in 
agreement  on  a  final  policy. 

Of  primary  importance  is  the  desire 
of  the  conferees  that  the  Secretary 
should  reconsider  the  means  by  which 
the  passenger  level  is  calculated,  espe- 
cially whether  certain  connecting 
flight  passengers  or  short  runway  and 
commuter  operations— which  may 
place  a  lesser  burden  on  ground  and/ 
or  air  facilities— might  be  appropriate- 
ly exempted,  or  calculated  on  less  than 
a   one-for-one   basis.    After   extensive 


discussions  on  this  matter,  we  believe 
that  by  recalculating  the  method  of 
determining  the  level,  the  interests  of 
the  varying  parties  can  more  equitably 
be  achieved.  For  example,  passengers 
connecting  from  one  flight  to  another 
do  not  burden  the  airports  crowded 
roadways,  parking  lots  or  curbs.  In 
most  instances  they  do  not  claim  lug- 
gage. They  simply  move  from  one  gate 
to  another  within  the  walls  of  the  ter- 
minal buildings.  It  does  not  appear  eq- 
uitable that  these  connecting  passen- 
gers should  be  included  in  the  passen- 
ger count  on  a  one-for-one  basis.  Addi- 
tionally, the  Secretary  has  proposed 
exempting  30  daily  operations  by  50 
seat  commuter  airplanes  from  the 
commuter  hourly  limit.  Perhaps  those 
passengers  carried  on  exempted  flights 
should  also  be  calculated  on  a  differ- 
ent basis  than  is  currently  done. 

The  conferees  have  made  It  clear 
that  we  do  not  wish  to  draft  the 
minute  details  of  the  regulations.  This 
is  properly  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department.  However,  because  of 
the  historical  involvement  of  the  Con- 
gress in  the  development  of  National 
Airport  policy,  we  fully  retain  the  re- 
course to  legislative  remedies,  if  the 
regulations  do  not  adhere  to  the 
wishes  of  the  conferees  with  regard  to 
changing  the  method  by  which  the 
ceiling  is  calculated. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me.  and  I  hope  that  ex- 
planation is  satisfactory. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Wolf). 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  respond  to 
a  question? 

I  hope  we  are  not  doing  something 
which  is  another  way  of  exceeding  the 
current  cap  there. 

I  think  the  gentleman  is  saying  and 
I  want  to  be  sure  that  this  is  clear, 
that  Mrs.  Dole  has  the  flexibility  and 
the  leeway  to  make  a  lot  of  different 
changes.  The  gentleman  is  not  trying 
to  have  the  people  who  then  land  and 
take  off  someplace  else  and  not  get 
out.  not  counted  at  all?  The  gentleman 
is  not  trying  to  change  this  totally,  is 
he? 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  in  this  bill  we 
change  nothing.  We  simply  give  some 
guidance  to  the  Secretary,  indicating 
that  there  well  may  be  passengers  who 
should  be  counted  on  a  different  basis 
than  one  on  one. 

We  expect  to  review  whatever  regu- 
lations she  may  promulgate  and  make 
a  judgment  on  whether  they  are  fair. 
If  they  are  not  fair,  the  conference 
report  indicates  that  the  alternative  of 
a  legislative  remedy  remains  for  the 
future. 

Mr.  WOLF.  I  understand  that,  but 
the  gentleman  will  have  to  acknowl- 
edge that  Senator  Andrews  also  has 


some    opinions   about    this.    too.    and 
there  are  other  people. 

I  think  and  I  hope  that  we  are  doing 
this  in  a  spirit  of  reconciliation.  What 
we  are  doing  has  to  be  some  sort  of 
compromise.  It  cannot  be  all  give  or  all 
take.  I  hope  that  is  what  the  gentle- 
man is  trying  to  say. 

I  was  a  little  concerned  when  the 
gentleman  was  talking  about  not 
counting  these  passengers,  not  count- 
ing this  or  not  counting  that,  as  to 
what  kind  of  legislative  history  we 
were  making.  The  gentleman  is  not 
suggesting  that  we  go  back  up  to 
where  we  are.  There  must  be  some 
give  and  take.  Is  that  what  the  gentle- 
man is  saying? 

Mr.  SABO.  That  is  a  judgment  we 
will  have  to  make  at  a  later  dale. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Secretary 
would  seriously  re-examine  her  sug- 
gested rules  in  light  of  the  suggestions 
of  the  conferees,  so  that  we  might 
have  a  rational  policy  for  the  National 
Airport,  one  that  can  be  agreed  upon 
and  one  that  also  promotes  the  great- 
est efficiency  within  air  transport. 

Mr.  WOLF.  But  the  gentleman  is 
again,  if  I  may  say.  seeking  a  compro- 
mise. That  is  what  the  gentleman  is 
interested  in.  is  it  not? 

Mr.  SABO.  What  we  are  seeking  at 
this  point  is  a  serious  review  by  the 
Secretary  of  her  proposed  rules. 

Mr.  WOLF.  The  Secretary  has  ac- 
knowledged that  she  is  doing  that;  and 
I  think  she  is  doing  that  in  a  good 
faith  effort.  I  think  the  gentleman  is 
seeking,  and  I  wanted  the  gentleman 
to  say.  hopefully,  a  compromise  in  a 
spirit  of  reconciliation,  not  binding  the 
Secretary  or  binding  anybody,  asking 
to  go  back  and  look  at  this;  but  I  think 
a  compromise  is  what  everyone  is  look- 
ing for.  Is  that  what  the  gentleman's 
understanding  is? 

Mr.  SABO.  The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  is  looking  for  sound  policy. 
1  do  not  intend  to  prejudge  what  the 
Secretary's  decision  might  be  at  this 
point.  I  simply  do  not  know  what  the 
result  of  the  re-examination  of  Nat- 
tional  Airport  policy  by  the  Secretary 
will  be. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
has  expired. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
there  was  a  deficiency  when  we  were 
speaking  before.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man should  also  acknowledge  that  it  is 
important  for  the  airlines  to  also  work 
in  a  spirit  of  reconciliation  with  Mrs. 
Dole.  Mrs.  Dole  attempted  this  process 
also  and  is  not  a  single  participant.  It 
takes  two  to  tango  here.  I  would  hope 
that  the  airlines  also  would  partici- 
pate. 

Second,  I  hope  Mrs.  Dole  is  not 
taken  advantage  of  here.  The  message 


to  Mrs.  Dole  is  to  approach  this  In  a 
spirit  of  reconciliation,  a  compromise 
in  the  true  sense  of  the  word.  I  would 
hope  that  is  what  we  are  seeking  here. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  the  confer- 
ence report  indicates  that  we  would 
desire  that  the  Secretary  and  the  air 
carriers  sit  down  together  and  work  at 
achieving  a  goal  that  is  rational  and 
makes  sense  for  the  National  Airport. 
That  obviously  will  Involve  discussion 
by  both  the  Secretary  and  the  air  car- 
riers. 

D  1530 

But  it  is  also  clear  that  the  final 
people  to  make  the  policy  judgment 
remains  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WOLF.  I  understand  that  and  it 
has  always  been  that  way. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  and  I  hope 
Mrs.  Dole  takes  note  of  this  and  that 
the  airlines  take  note  that  we  are  look- 
ing for  a  compromise. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the    gentleman    from    Virginia    (Mr. 

PARRIS). 

Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  to 
the  transportation  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1984.  As  you  know,  within 
this  legislation  is  language  which  will 
allow  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
to  set  the  cap  at  Washington  National 
Airport  at  a  level  which  is  more  condu- 
cive to  air  safety.  Currently,  the  pas- 
senger level  is  set  at  16  million.  With 
the  pending  legislation  in  place,  the 
passenger  level  may  be  set  at  a  lower 
figure,  thus  allowing  traffic  to  be  car- 
ried over  to  Dulles  and  Baltimore- 
Washington  Airports  by  the  year  1985. 

In  addition  to  the  flexibility  allowed 
to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  on 
the  setting  of  the  cap  after  60  days,  I 
am  also  pleased  that  the  conference 
language  provides  for  a  study  of  trans- 
portation to  and  from  the  airports. 
This  would  include  analysis  of  bus 
transportation  and  Interstate  66  HOV 
lanes. 

I  have  always  said  that  National  is 
an  accident  waiting  to  happen.  Al- 
though there  is  room  for  improve- 
ment. I  am  glad  that  Congress  is 
taking  appropriate  steps  to  make  Na- 
tional Airport  a  safer,  less  congested 
facility. 

In  addition  to  that  issue.  I  am  par- 
ticularly pleased  that  the  conference 
committee  has  added  an  additional  $20 
million  to  the  amount  originally  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  for  the  Washing- 
ton metro  system  which  will  assist  and 
permit  that  agency  to  continue  their 
construction  program  without  undue 
delay. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Ray). 

Mr.  RAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  the  distinguished  chairman  of 


the  committee  and  his  committee  for 
doing  such  a  fine  job  in  bringing  this 
bill  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  a  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  I»rocurement  and 
Military  Nuclear  Systems  of  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee. 

My  subcommittee  is  very  familiar 
with  the  waste  Isolation  pilot  project. 
This  project  will  yield  important  and 
valuable  information  on  the  safe  han- 
dling of  nuclear  wastes. 

Mr.  Lehman's  motion  is  in  support  of 
some  critical  plarming  and  design  work 
to  be  done  for  roads  associated  with 
this  project. 

Both  our  subconunittee  and  the  full 
committee  strongly  support  this 
project,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  Mr.  Lehman's  motion. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  (Mr.  Glicki«an). 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  conference  report. 

But  I  want  to  indicate  my  concern 
about  the  funding  levels  in  two  FAA 
accounts.  The  conference  report  ap- 
propriates about  $235  million  less  than 
what  came  out  of  this  House  in  the 
area  of  facilities  and  equipment  in  the 
airport  airways  trust  fund.  It  does, 
however,  appropriate  roughly  what  we 
put  in  the  House  bill  in  the  research 
and  development  part  of  the  fund. 

My  concern  is  that  last  year  we 
passed  dramatic  increases  in  the  air- 
line ticket  taxes  and  the  aviation  fuel 
taxes  and  that  tax  money  was  sup- 
posed to  go  into  the  development  of  a 
national  air  space  system  to  modernize 
the  movement  of  aircraft  in  this  coun- 
try so  that  we  will  have  a  continued  ef- 
ficient and  safe  airline  and  aviation 
system  in  America.  Now  it  appears 
that  those  increased  revenues  are  not 
being  spent  is  promised. 

My  concern  is  that  the  numbers  as 
recommended  by  the  conference  may 
in  fact  result  in  a  restriction  in  the  de- 
velopment of  that  plan.  The  letter 
that  Secretary  Dole  wrote  that  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  referred  to  in- 
dicates that  these  figures  will  "not  se- 
verely restrict  the  operations  of  this 
new  air  space  plan." 

But  the  implication  is  that  while  it 
will  not  severely  restrict  the  operation, 
it  might  restrict  it  in  some  degree. 

So  I  guess  I  would  ask  the  gentle- 
man from  norida  this  question:  If  it 
appears  through  the  normal  oversight 
of  this  committee  and  other  commit- 
tees, as  well  as  the  Public  Works  Com- 
mittee and  my  own  Committee  on  Sci- 
ence and  Technology  that  we  are 
unduly  pushing  back  and  delaying  the 
procurement  and  related  items  in  the 
operation  of  the  national  air  space 
plan,  will  the  subcommittee  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  recommend  a 
supplemental  appropriation  in  order 
to  insure  that  the  millions  of  dollars 
that  people  are  paying  in  airline  ticket 
taxes  and  fuel  taxes  from  general  avia- 


tion and  other  airplane  operations  will 
be  used  for  the  moneys  they  were  in- 
tended to  be  used? 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  I  would 
assure  the  gentleman  that  should  such 
occasion  occur,  the  subcommittee 
would  certainly  consider  a  recommen- 
dation from  the  administration  for  a 
supplemental  appropriation. 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  I  would  close  by 
saying  I  think  this  is  an  important  bill. 
But  I  think  airline  safety  is  one  of  the 
key  functions  of  the  Government  and 
I  know  that  the  committee  feels  that 
way  as  well.  And  improving  and  mod- 
ernizing our  system  will  determine  if 
we  have  an  efficient  airway  system, 
and  I  hope  that  the  committee  will 
monitor  this  closely. 
I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereuter). 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  discuss  one  particular  section  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  Appro- 
priations Conference  Report,  specifi- 
cally the  railroad-highway  crossing 
demonstration  projects  portion  found 
on  page  10  of  the  report. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  this  sec- 
tion provides  $15  million  for  railroad- 
highway  crossings  demonstration 
projects.  It  presents  a  compromise— a 
disapppointing  compromise  from  the 
standpoint  of  this  Member. 

The  initial  House  version  of  the  bill 
provided  $35  million  for  these 
projects.  It  included  specific  earmark- 
ing language  for  key  projects  now 
ready  to  fully  utilize  the  appropriated 
funds.  Because  of  the  failure  of  the 
other  body  to  include  any  funds  for 
the  program,  the  conferees  agreed  to  a 
much  lower  figure,  and  stripped  the 
bill  of  any  earmarked  language  for 
specific  projects. 

I  want  to  conamend  the  chairman 
and  ranking  Republican  member  of 
the  transportation  appropriations  sub- 
committee and  the  ranking  Republi- 
can member  of  the  full  committee  for 
their  efforts  in  support  of  the  higher 
figure  that  incuded  earmarking  for 
specific  projects.  They  have  been  key 
supporters  in  the  battle  to  win  recog- 
nition of.  and  support  for.  a  demon- 
stration project  in  Lincoln.  Nebr.  I 
know  they  tried  to  retain  the  House 
language,  but  the  "zero"  option  posi- 
tion taken  by  the  Senate  gave  them 
little  maneuvering  room  in  which  to 
work. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  railroad-highway 
crossing  demonstration  project  was 
first  authorized  over  10  years  ago 
largely  at  the  urging  of  my  predeces- 
sors in  the  Nebraska  congressional  del- 
egation. The  program  has  been  a  legis- 
lative priority  for  this  Member  since  I 
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came  to  Congress  In  1979.  The  pro- 
gram is  designed  to  implement  grade 
separations  and  other  safety  features 
at  points  where  highways  and  tracks 
intersect  and  present  life-threatening 
situations  for  the  nearby  residents. 

Although  Nebraskans  in  Congress 
supported  the  program  at  its  inception 
and  have  supported  it  in  the  10  years 
since,  very  little  of  the  benefits  from 
the  program  have  gone  to  Nebraska. 
This  year,  however,  the  House  bill  ear- 
marked $6.5  million  for  Lincoln,  Nebr., 
the  home  of  the  first  State-authorized 
"railroad  safety  transportation  dis- 
trict." The  funds  were  to  go  for  com- 
pletion of  work  on  the  North  27th 
Street  Viaduct. 

Needless  to  say,  our  momentary  vic- 
tory was  short  lived.  Since  the  Nebras- 
ka Legislature  created  a  Railroad- 
Highway  Transportation  Safety  Dis- 
trict, the  local  officials  in  Nebraska 
have  planned  and  executed  their  por- 
tion of  the  project. 

Realizing  the  stringent  financial  re- 
strictions existing  within  Federal  pro- 
grams, they  scaled  their  request  back 
by  two-thirds,  from  over  $20  million  to 
$6.5  million.  Furthermore,  the  city  has 
brought  the  project  to  the  point  where 
the  Federal  funding  would  be  used  im- 
mediately for  right-of-way  acquisition 
and  construction,  upon  completion  of 
which  the  project  would  be  fully 
usable  by  the  traveling  public. 

Having  visited  just  a  few  minutes 
ago  with  the  chairman  of  the  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  and  acknowl- 
edging his  reservations  and  limitations 
upon  discussion  in  the  colloquy  of  any 
specific  references  to  projects,  I  would 
like  to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the 
chairman  and  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  working  around  that  res- 
ervation. 

The  conference  report  notes  that 
the  projects  listed  in  the  House  report 
are  worthy  of  meritorious  consider- 
ation by  the  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration obligating  the  funds.  That  is 
clear  enough  and  I  appreciate  that 
statement. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Couchlin, 
the  conference  report  on  page  10  also 
directs  the  Federal  Highway  Adminis- 
tration to  follow  the  House  commit- 
tee's report  instructions  to  insure  the 
development  of  a  construction  financ- 
ing plan  prior  to  the  funding  that  is 
found  on  page  43  of  the  House  report. 

The  language  makes  reference  to 
advice  not  to  obligate  until  there  is  a 
viable  financing  plan  for  construction 
of  the  project. 

I  understand  that  because  of  the  po- 
sition of  the  conferees  of  the  other 
body  that  the  earmarking  would  be 
impossible  on  your  part  now  or  coun- 
terproductive. 

Now  to  the  question.  Is  it  safe  to 
assume  that  this  means  funding  pref- 
erences should  be  given  to  segments  or 
sections  of  projects  that  could  really 
be  used  by  the  traveling  public  upon 


completion  of  this  particular  segment 
funded? 

I  would  ask  the  chairman  if  he 
would  care  to  respond  to  that  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  I  certainly 
understand  the  gentleman's  concern 
with  this  particular  rail-highway 
crossing  demonstration  project  and  as 
the  gentleman  says,  we  have  many 
more  projects  than  can  be  funded  with 
the  $15  million  in  the  conference 
report. 

I  can  only  reiterate  what  Is  in  the 
conference  report.  It  says: 

The  conferees  note  that  the  projects 
listed  in  the  House  report  are,  among 
others,  projects  worthy  of  meritorious  con- 
sideration. 

The  Department  should  note  the  instruc- 
tions contained  in  the  House  report  regard- 
ing obligations  in  this  program. 

The  facts  of  life  are  that  we  have 
more  programs  than  we  have  money.  I 
wish  the  gentleman  the  best  of  luck  in 
seeking  funding  for  his  project. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man. All  I  am  really  trying  to  find  out 
is  why  the  subcommittee  specifically 
requires  a  financing  plan.  I  assume  it 
is  so  that  we  do  not  end  up  buying 
right-of-way  on  which  a  project  then 
is  eventually  not  constructed.  That 
was  my  only  question. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  The  gen- 
tleman is  correct;  yes. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. I  wanted  to  make  that  clear. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  would  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  if 
he  has  anything  to  say  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man is  entirely  correct,  that  the 
reason  we  ask  that  we  insure  the  de- 
velopment of  a  construction  financing 
plan  was  so  that  we  would  have 
projects  that  would  be  usable  and  that 
would  be  completed  and  that  projects 
which  had  that  in  place  would  obvi- 
ously proceed  first. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  And  be  useful  to 
the  traveling  public. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  The  gentleman  is 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  comments  and  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  his  indulgence  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Mrazek). 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  Congress  in- 
tends that  the  section  305  language 
apply  to  section  5  of  the  urban  mass 
transit  formula  grants,  and  not  to  non- 
urban  grants.  I  would  like  to  know  if 
the  chairman  has  the  same  under- 
standing. 


Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  The  gen- 
tleman is  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  MRAZEK.  I  thank  the  chairman 
and  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  (Mr.  Myers). 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  for 
yielding  this  time.  I  do  so  for  the  pur- 
pose of  clarification. 

On  amendment  No.  27  dealing  with 
railroad  highway  crossing  demonstra- 
tion projects,  when  this  bill  left  the 
House  the  report  identified  a  number 
of  projects  throughout  the  country 
that  should  receive  these  funds  as 
high  priority  items. 

However,  as  has  often  happened  on 
a  number  of  occasions,  the  other  body 
struck  the  identification  and  the  rec- 
ommendations by  the  House  as  far  as 
identifying  projects  and  also  reduced 
the  doUars  from  $35,700,000  down  to 
$15  million. 
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In  the  report  now  coming  out  of  the 
conference,  the  conferees  note  that 
the  projects  listed  in  the  House  report 
are,  among  other  projects,  "Worthy  of 
meritorious  consideration.  The  De- 
partment should  note  instructions 
contained  in  the  House  report  regard- 
ing obligation  of  this  program." 

However,  also  the  House  report 
spoke  about  viable  funding,  that  no 
construction  funds  should  start  until  a 
new  viable  funding  program. 

My  question  is,  obviously  since  we 
reduce  the  dollars,  $15  million  is  not 
going  to  fund  all  these  projects;  it 
would  seem  to  be  wise  until  viable 
funding  has  been  worked  out  with  the 
Department  that  the  projects  that 
would  complete  design  or  engineering 
should  be  high  priority  items. 

Is  there  any  consideration  as  far  as 
the  committee  is  concerned  about  the 
funding  for  the  design  and  engineer- 
ing to  complete  those  before  we  go  to 
construction?  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
for  clarification. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  understand  the  gentleman's  con- 
cern. I  can  only  reiterate  the  confer- 
ence report  language  and  I  think  you 
have  already  read  most  of  that.  I  can 
only  speak  for  the  House  conferees. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Of  course,  conferees 
are  the  ones  that  really  write  this  con- 
ference and  the  ones  that  will  give  the 
direction  and  I  hope  the  Department 
through  the  conference  report.  It 
would  seem  that  the  priority  should 
go,  and  that  the  Department  should 
be  encouraged  to  fund  these  design 
and  engineering  and  complete  them, 
rather  than  try  to  start  something  we 
do  not  know  if  we  can  finish  or  not. 


Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  As  the  gen- 
tleman knows,  the  conferees  were 
silent  on  this  issue.  I  think  I  would  be 
ill-advised  to  give  the  gentleman  any 
false  encouragement  at  this  time, 
though  I  wish  him  good  luck  on  this 
project. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  am  not  sure  what 
that  means  but  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comment. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mirmesota  (Mr.  Sabo). 

Mr.  SABO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  have  a  very 
good  bill  before  us.  I  expect  all  of  us 
can  think  of  things  we  would  like  to  do 
if  we  had  more  money  available  but  I 
think  the  chairman  of  our  subcommit- 
tee. Bill  Lehman,  and  the  ranking  Re- 
publican, Larry  Coughlin,  have  done 
a  remarkable  job  in  dealing  with  the 
variety  of  demauids  that  so  many  of  us 
had  and  all  the  desires  we  had  in  arriv- 
ing at,  in  my  judgment,  a  very  fair  and 
good  bill. 

So.  to  Mr.  Lehman  and  Mr.  Cough- 
lin I  say  "Thank  you  on  behalf  of  all 
of  us  who  serve  with  you  on  the  com- 
mittee and  in  the  House  for  doing 
such  an  excellent  job"  and  presenting 
to  us  today  a  bill  that  we  can  be  proud 
to  vote  for. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  so  much  of  my  remaining  time  as 
he  may  consume  to  the  distinguished 
ranking  member  of  the  full  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Conte). 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  conference  report  on 
the  transportation  appropriations  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1984.  The  conference 
agreement  provides  for  new  budget  au- 
thority of  $10.9  billion,  which  is  $18.7 
million  above  the  budget  request, 
$367.7  million  below  the  House-passed 
bill,  and  $78.3  million  above  the 
Senate-passed  bill.  Frankly.  I  was  dis- 
appointed by  many  of  the  cuts  made 
from  the  House  levels.  But  we  were 
under  strong  pressure  to  bring  back  a 
bill  that  could  be  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, and  this  was  the  maximum  that 
OMB  would  accept. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  briefly 
outline  some  of  the  key  items  in  this 
bill.  For  the  Coast  Guard,  we  have 
provided  $8  million  more  than  was  in 
the  Senate  bill  for  operating  expenses. 
The  Coast  Guard  is  going  to  have  sig- 
nificant demands  placed  on  it  in  1984 
by  the  siunmer  Olympic  games  and  by 
continued  efforts  against  drug  smug- 
gling, and  the  amount  in  this  bill  is 
going  to  be  the  bare  minimum  for  sat- 
isfactory levels  of  operations.  If  there 
should  be  any  unforeseen  conditions 
that  arise,  I  would  expect  that  there 
will  be  a  need  for  a  supplemental  ap- 
propriation. 

For  the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration,  the   conferees   privided   $750 


million  for  facilities  and  equipment, 
instead  of  the  $985.5  million  proposed 
by  the  House.  This  will  necessarily 
slow  down  progress  on  the  national 
airspace  system  plan  implementation, 
but  according  to  the  FAA  will  not  pre- 
vent the  ultimate  completion  of  the 
plan  on  schedule. 

The  conference  agreement  provides 
$800  million  for  grants-in-aid  to  air- 
ports. This  is  $50  million  more  than 
was  provided  in  fiscal  year  1983,  and 
although  it  is  lower  than  the  author- 
ized level  this  was  the  maximum 
amount  that  could  be  provided  given 
our  overall  spending  ceiling. 

I  know  that  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues have  been  concerned  about 
funding  for  rail-highway  crossing  dem- 
onstration projects,  for  which  the 
House  had  provided  $35.7  million.  The 
conference  agreement  provides  $15 
million  for  these  projects,  which 
should  at  least  get  most  of  them  un- 
derway. 

For  our  friends  in  Connecticut,  and 
indeed  for  all  of  us  who  have  occasion- 
al need  to  travel  on  Route  95  up  and 
down  the  Atlantic  coast,  we  have  pro- 
vided up  to  $21  million  for  repairs  and 
related  expenses  associated  with  the 
collapse  of  the  Mianus  Bridge. 

In  the  area  of  rail  service  assistance, 
the  conference  agreement  provides  $15 
million  for  local  rail  service  assistance, 
of  which  $2.5  million  is  for  discretion- 
ary grants.  The  House  report  provided 
that  $500,000  of  this  amount  should  be 
made  available  for  a  project  in  Massa- 
chusetts, and  it  is  my  hope  that  this 
money  will  be  used  for  a  rail  yard  im- 
provement project  in  Deerfield,  Mass. 

The  conferees  have  provided  $716.4 
million  for  Amtrak,  an  amount  that 
will  permit  the  continued  operation  of 
all  current  routes. 

For  feeder  line  assistance,  we  have 
provided  $3  million  for  the  so-called 
Bloomer  Line  in  Illinois,  which  should 
permit  the  continued  operation  of 
that  important  line. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  were  a  nimiber  of 
general  provisions  in  the  bill  that  had 
generated  some  controversy.  With 
regard  to  National  Airport,  the  confer- 
ees agreed  to  a  provision  that  would 
require  the  proposed  rulemaking  to 
adjust  the  passenger  ceiling  at  the  air- 
port to  be  held  in  abeyance  for  at  least 
60  days  from  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  measure.  That  will  provide  time 
for  the  Department  of  Transportation 
and  the  various  interested  parties  to 
try  to  resolve  their  difference  over  this 
issue,  while  leaving  open  the  opportu- 
nity for  further  congressional  action 
should  those  negotiations  not  be  suc- 
cessful. 

The  conferees  took  a  similar  ap- 
proach to  the  construction  differential 
subsidy  (CDS)  issue,  by  requiring  that 
the  enforcement  of  any  rule  with  re- 
spect to  the  repayment  of  such  subsi- 
dies be  held  in  abeyance  for  60  days 
following  the  enactment  of  this  meas- 


ure, and  also  be  held  in  abeyance  for 
60  days  following  the  promulgation  of 
such  a  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  bill  that  pro- 
vides funds  for  our  critical  transporta- 
tion needs,  consistent  with  the  need  to 
exercise  fiscal  restraint  in  light  of  our 
tremendous  deficit  problem.  It  is  a  bill 
that  the  administration  can  accept, 
and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  I  was  down  at 
the  White  House  this  morning  at  the 
Republican  leadership  meeting  and 
the  President  said  he  was  going  to  sign 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  take  this  op- 
portimity  to  commend  Chairman  Bill 
Lehman  for  his  leadership.  The  confer- 
ence was  weighted  with  many  contro- 
versial issues.  He  masterfully  handled 
our  deliberations  and  brought  us  to  an 
amicable  conclusion.  I  also  want  to 
commend  Larry  Coughlin,  our  rank- 
ing member  of  our  subcommittee,  for 
his  leadership  and  masterful  work. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  I  thank  my 
good  friend  from  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
CoNTE,  for  his  most  generous  remarks. 
He  played  a  masterful  part,  himself,  in 
creating  this  bill.  I  also  want  to  thank 
Mr.  Sabo  for  his  remarks  in  my  behalf 
and  in  behalf  of  the  subcommittee. 
Without  his  position  as  ranking  major- 
ity member,  we  would  have  had  a 
much  more  difficult  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time  I  would 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Mineta). 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  con- 
ference report  contains  a  number  of 
essential  programs.  It  is  important 
that  they  be  allowed  to  proceed. 

But  I  think  the  Members  should  also 
be  fully  aware  of  some  of  the  serious 
concerns  this  conference  report  raises, 
especially  in  aviation.  In  aviation 
funding,  this  conference  report  is  not 
a  compromise,  it  is  the  Senate  number 
in  every  program  of  any  real  size.  The 
Senate  took  the  House  bill  and  cut 
nearly  half  a  billion  dollars  out  of  the 
major  aviation  programs,  and  the  con- 
ference report  follows  those  Senate 
funding  levels  exactly.  I  fully  recog- 
nize that  our  conferees  were  put  in  an 
impossible  situation  when  the  adminis- 
tration totally  backed  the  Senate  niun- 
bers,  even  where  those  numbers  were 
in  many  instances  lower  than  the  ad- 
ministration request  level  and  violated 
previous  commitments  made  by  this 
administration. 

But  these  cuts  are  made  only  at  very 
real  cost,  and  the  Members  should 
know  what  some  of  these  costs  are. 

This  gentleman  from  California  has 
the  privilege  of  chairing  the  Aviation 
Subcommittee  for  the  House  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  Committee. 
One  of  my  concerns  is  the  damage 
done  to  the  aviation  trust  fund.  Less 
than  a  year  ago,  this  Congress  raised 
aviation  user  taxes  to  fund  higher  au- 
thorization   levels    for    badly    needed 
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aviation  programs.  We  did  so  at  the 
urging  of  this  administration.  As  part 
of  that  package,  triist  fund  authoriza- 
tions totaled  $3.9  billion  for  fiscal  year 
1984,  and  tax  levels  were  set  accord- 
ingly. However,  this  conference  report 
adopts  Senate  numbers,  cuts  that  $3.9 
billion  in  triist  fund  spending  to  only 
$1.8  billion,  and  does  so  at  the  urging 
of  the  administration.  We  are  cutting 
the  spending  we  had  planned  on.  and 
are  taxing  for.  and  by  more  than  half, 
by  $2.1  billion,  while  leaving  the  tax 
levels  unchanged. 

What  does  that  do  to  the  trust  fund 
surplus?  By  my  calculations  it  will 
nearly  double  the  trust  fund  surplus 
in  only  1  year's  time.  The  unobligated 
balance  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1983 
will  be  slightly  more  than  $2.1  billion. 
As  a  result  of  the  underspending  for 
trust  fund  programs  in  this  conference 
report,  I  calculate  that  the  unobligat- 
ed balance  will  hit  $3.6  billion  by  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1984.  This  is  the 
same  trust  fund  surplus  that  we  were 
assured,  when  we  passed  the  adminis- 
tration's taxes,  would  decline  to  about 
$1.3  billion  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1984. 

So  you  will  not  need  to  wonder 
where  this  trust  fund  surplus  came 
from:  it  came  from  this  conference 
report.  When  we  cannot  persuade  the 
administration  or  the  Senate  to  honor 
the  commitments  made  to  these  pro- 
grams when  the  taxes  were  raised,  sky- 
rocketing surpluses  are  the  result. 
With  these  kinds  of  surpluses  looming, 
I  see  no  valid  argument  against  cut- 
ting aviation  user  taxes  across  the 
board.  We  do  not  need  the  higher  rev- 
enues: we  are  awash  in  the  money  we 
have  already  collected  and  are  not 
spending.  With  this  conference  report, 
we  have  come  to  the  point  where  avia- 
tion taxes  should  be  reduced. 

The  second  major  area  of  concern  is 
the  effect  of  this  conference  report  on 
FAA  operations,  which  is  cut  $140  mil- 
lion below  the  administration  request 
level,  but  again  at  the  urging  of  the 
administration.  There  are  only  two 
possible  consequences  of  this  funding 
level.  One  is  that  we  will  come  back 
and  restore  much  of  the  difference  in 
a  supplemental  appropriation.  The 
other  is  that  it  will  be  impossible  to 
continue  restoration  of  the  air  traffic 
control  system;  it  will  be  impossible  to 
bring  on  new  controller  work  force  as 
planned:  and  slot  restrictions  and 
GAR  restrictions,  which  have  been 
easing  for  months,  will  have  to  remain 
with  us.  If  those  restrictions  return, 
you  will  not  need  to  wonder  there  they 
came  from:  they  came  from  this  con- 
ference report. 

We  have  to  get  past  the  idea  that 
this  is  all  just  a  numbers  game  and 
that  the  numbers  have  no  conse- 
quences in  the  real  world.  In  the  real 
world  of  aviation,  the  cuts  insisted  on 
by  the  Senate  and  the  administration 


are  going  to  have  some  serious  conse- 
quences. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

D  1550 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin). 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
former  member  of  this  subcommittee, 
I  want  to  extend  my  appreciation  to 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman),  who  has  handled  this  bill  all 
the  way  through  the  House,  through 
the  Conference,  and  now  on  the  floor 
again. 

I  think  that  the  balanced  bill  he  and 
the  members  of  the  committee  bring 
before  us  warrants  our  support. 

This  is  a  good  bill.  This  bill  balances 
the  transportation  needs  of  every 
region  of  the  country.  It  does  so  in  the 
most  thoughtful  and  fair  way.  I  espe- 
cially appreciate  the  committee's  sen- 
sitive attention  to  the  problems  faced 
by  the  Portland  metropolitan  area  in 
Oregon.  And  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did 
not  stand  up  and  echo  some  of  the  re- 
marks of  the  colleagues  of  mine  who 
have  taken  the  well  before  me  in  ex- 
tending my  compliments  to  the  leader- 
ship of  the  new  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, the  members  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side,  and  to  the  ranking  Repub- 
lican and  the  Republican  members  of 
the  committee  as  well. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  sound  bill.  It 
has  been  stated  that  the  President  will 
sign  it.  I  think  it  warrants  an  over- 
whelming vote  of  confidence  by  the 
full  membership  of  the  House. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  AuCoin)  for  his  kind  re- 
marks. I  wish  that  he  were  still  on  our 
subconunittee.  but  I  certainly  under- 
stand his  change  to  the  Defense  Com- 
mittee where  he  is  making  such  a  valu- 
able contribution. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon). 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 
And  I  would  like  to  ask  him  to  yield  to 
engage  in  a  brief  colloquy  about  the 
railroad-highway  crossing  demonstra- 
tion program. 

The  House  bill  provided  $9.7  million 
for  the  Carbondale  project  in  my  dis- 
trict in  southern  Illinois.  This  was  the 
highest  allocation  among  several  re- 
ceiving funds  under  the  House  bill. 

The  total  allocation  of  the  House 
bill  for  the  program  nationwide  had 
been  set  at  $35.7  million  out  of  the  $50 
million  authorized  for  the  program. 

Do  the  conferees  have  any  instruc- 
tion for  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation in  the  allocation  of  funds  to 
these  projects? 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  I  would 
only  reiterate  to  my  friend  from  Illi- 
nois that  the  conference  report  states 


that  the  conferees  note  that  the 
projects  listed  in  the  House  report, 
such  as  his.  are  among  projects  worthy 
of  meritorious  consideration.  The  De- 
partment should  note  instructions 
contained  in  the  House  report  regard- 
ing obligations  in  this  program. 

I  certainly  hope  the  gentleman  is 
successful  with  his  project,  but  I 
would  be  remiss  if  I  at  this  time  gave 
him  any  false  encouragement.  I  wish 
him  the  best  of  luck  with  the  project 
because  I  know  it  is  a  worthwhile 
project. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
And  I  know  that  the  wish  of  good  luck 
from  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee is  significant  to  the  Department. 

And  let  me  just  add  inasmuch  as  the 
House  bill  gives  such  high  priority  to 
the  Carbondale  project  providing  it 
with  the  largest  allotment  of  any 
other  project,  and  because  of  the 
strong  community  support  and  the 
strong  record  of  good  management  of 
the  Carbondale  project,  it  seems  clear 
that  the  Department  has  many  com- 
pelling reasons  to  direct  a  share  of 
program  funds  sufficient  to  continue 
the  important  work  underway  there. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  am  happy  to  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentlewoman    from    Louisiana    (Mrs. 

BOGGS). 

Mrs.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  conference 
report  and  I  thank  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  member  and  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  for  their  very 
hard  and  successful  work  in  bringing 
forth  such  a  balanced  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

I  would  like  to  especially  thank 
them  for  including  within  the  confer- 
ence report  the  continuance  of  the 
vessel  traffic  system  in  New  Orleans 
and  in  San  Francisco  by  an  offset  of 
the  fuel  savings  of  $3  million.  When 
all  of  us  are  so  concerned  about  the 
transport  of  hazardous  materials  and 
hazardous  goods,  it  is  especially  fitting 
that  the  committee  of  the  House  kept 
in  place  this.  very,  very  necessary 
system,  until  it  can  be  taken  over  by 
either  local  or  State  authorities,  as  the 
case  may  be. 

I  would  like  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  If  I 
may,  to  ask  the  chairman,  as  our  col- 
league from  Illinois  did,  if  the  railroad 
allocation  for  Metairie,  La.,  was  con- 
sidered in  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  If  the  gen- 
tlewoman would  yield  to  me,  as  the 
gentlewoman  heard  me  state  to  other 
members  here,  including  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois,  the  conferees  note 
that  the  projects  listed  in  the  House 
report  are  among  other  projects 
worthy  of  meritorious  consideration. 
And  at  this  time  I  can  only  say  that  I 
would  hope  the  gentlewoman's  project 
does  receive  due  consideration,  but  I 


would  be  remiss  if  I  offered  any  false 
encouragement  at  this  time. 

Mrs.  BOGGS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Fazio),  the  chair- 
man of  the  Legislative  Subcommittee 
of  the  Conunittee  on  Appropriations, 
and  a  former  member  of  this  subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreci- 
ate the  gentleman  yielding  and  I  ap- 
preciate even  more  the  kind  consider- 
ation that  he  gave  to  the  California 
projects  that  were  before  the  subcom- 
mittee this  year. 

I  see  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Sabo).  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut (Mr.  Ratchford),  and  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Carr) 
and  other  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee here  and  I  would  like  to  include  all 
of  them  in  my  laudatory  comments 
that  I  would  like  to  direct  to  the  com- 
mittee. 

California  has  been  known  as  a  free- 
way-oriented society  for  many  years 
now.  but  we  are  seeing  the  emergence 
of  a  number  of  new  modes  of  transpor- 
tation, particularly  light-rail  systems 
in  San  Diego  and  San  Jose  and  Sacre- 
mento  and  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
area,  the  augmentation  of  the  MUNI 
and  BART  systems  and.  particularly 
important  in  Los  Angeles,  the  begin- 
ning of  a  fixed  rail  transit  system. 

And  this  committee,  although  con- 
fronted with  some  very  difficult  fiscal 
realities  brought  about  by  growth  in 
other  aweas  of  the  Sunbelt,  has  been 
very  helpful.  California  is  coming  late 
to  the  fiscal  table  in  historic  terms.  But 
the  committee  has  gone  beyond  the  call 
of  duty  in  coming  to  our  aid.  We  sin- 
cerely appreciate  the  attention  the 
conunittee  has  given  us,  the  ability 
those  of  us  on  the  committee  have  had 
to  participate  in  the  process. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  am  hapy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

It  is  not  precisely  a  transportation 
matter,  but  may  affect  the  movement 
of  the  gentleman.  I  thought  the  gen- 
tleman would  like  to  know  that  the 
Sabastini  election  was  just  set  aside  in 
the  courts. 

Mr.  FAZIO.  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Lewis),  you 
could  not  have  made  my  day  with  any 
greater  finality  than  with  that  news.  I 
probably  have  lost  my  train  of 
thought  as  it  relates  to  transportation. 
So  I  simply  will  conclude  by  telling 
the  chairman  one  more  time  how  much 
we  appreciate  the  way  in  which  the 
chairman  let  us  participate  with  him  in 
allocating  the  funds  that  are  available. 
And  I  thank  the  committee  very  much. 
•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
conference  report  on  the  Transporta- 


tion appropriation  is  under  the  House- 
passed  version  by  $367.7  million  or  3.3 
percent,  but  it  is  still  too  expensive  to 
win  my  approval. 

According  to  the  House  Budget 
Committee  factsheet  for  June  21, 
1983,  the  conference  report  is  $23  mil- 
lion in  budget  authority  and  $452  mil- 
lion in  outlays  over  the  President's 
most  recent  request.  Funding  levels 
above  the  request  include  $352  million 
for  mass  transit,  $51  million  for 
Amtrak,  and  a  total  $100  million  in 
Federal  Railroad  Administration  fund- 
ing. 

Bills  which  are  almost  a  half  million 
above  the  amount  requested  by  the  ad- 
ministration ought  not  be  ignored  by 
the  deficit  conscious  American  public. 
The  conference  report  gives  the  ap- 
pearance of  responsibility  since  its 
$10.9  billion  appropriation  falls  within 
the  302(a)  perimeters  of  the  budget 
resolution  for  fiscal  year  1984.  The  ap- 
propriation conferees  would  have  to  be 
commended  for  their  restraint  were  it 
not  that  the  budget  resolution  and  its 
allocations  are  so  high.  The  confer- 
ence report  is  $295  million  below  the 
spending  allocations  of  the  budget. 
That  is  a  good  start,  but  the  reduc- 
tions are  not  enough  to  warrant  a  vote 
in  favor. 

The  Transportation  conference 
report  is  not  the  worst  spending  bill 
that  the  Appropriation  Committee  has 
produced.  In  fact,  this  bill  is  an  im- 
provement over  last  year's  bill  which 
relied  heavily  on  supplementals.  Nev- 
ertheless, the  bill  is  excessive. 

Because  I  believe  that  difficult  deci- 
sions must  be  made  to  bring  down  the 
looming  deficits,  I  intend  to  vote 
against  this  bill.* 

•  Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  waste  iso- 
lation pilot  program  (WIPP)  is  a  re- 
search and  development  facility  de- 
signed to  demonstrate  the  safe  dispos- 
al of  radioactive  wastes  resulting  from 
defense  activities  of  the  Department 
of  Energy. 

Construction  of  the  WIPP  is  set  to 
begin  in  mid-September— ahead  of 
schedule  and  below  budget.  Last 
month  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
ordered  administrative  land  withdraw- 
al, and  on  July  5,  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  awarded  the  actual  con- 
struction contract. 

As  part  of  the  original  authorizing 
legislation  (Public  Law  96-164),  the 
Secretary  of  E]nergy  was  directed  to 
enter  into  a  written  agreement  with 
the  State  of  New  Mexico  as  to  how  the 
DOE  was  to  resolve  the  concerns  of 
the  State.  That  agreement  is  being 
overseen  by  the  U.S.  district  court. 

As  part  of  that  stipulated  agree- 
ment, the  DOE  pledged  to  support  the 
New  Mexico  congressional  delegation 
in  seeking  appropriations  for  the  pur- 
pose of  upgrading  certain  highways 
which  would  typically  be  used  for 
transporting    wastes    to    the    facility. 


The  stipulated  agreement  set  a  figure 
of  $57.9  million  for  the  upgrade. 

Obviously,  a  full  $58  million  is  not 
necessary  at  this  time,  however,  a  need 
of  $5.8  million  was  identified  by  the 
State  of  New  Mexico. 

On  January  14,  1983,  my  colleague 
Senator  Pete  Domenici  met  with  then 
Transportation  Secretary  Drew  Lewis. 
Secretary  Lewis  noted  at  the  meeting 
that  under  the  terms  of  the  stipulated 
agreement,  the  $5.8  million  could  not 
be  met  through  existing  programs. 
Therefore  he  agreed  that  a  special  ap- 
propriation would  have  to  be  pursued. 
Secretary  Lewis  assured  Senator  Do- 
menici of  the  Department's  full  sup- 
port for  upgrading  the  roads  associat- 
ed with  the  WIPP.  Since  that  time,  we 
have  also  been  assured  verbally  of 
newly  appointed  Transportation  Sec- 
retary, Elizabeth  Dole's  support. 

In  lieu  of  the  decision  to  begin  con- 
struction of  the  site  in  mid-September, 
the  action  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
appropriating  $5.8  million  for  plan- 
ning and  design  work  must  be  accom- 
plished. Congress  should  continue  its 
strong  support  of  the  WIPP.  and  I  do 
not  believe  anything  should  impede 
the  drilling  and  excavation  work  for 
the  project.* 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
come  to  my  attention  that  the  FAA 
plans  to  lump  together  numerous  sup- 
port-type contracts,  into  a  single  con- 
tract. Such  consolidation  into  an  um- 
brella program  known  as  'Systems  En- 
gineering Integration".  RFP  No. 
DFTA  0183  R  17144,  will  undoubtedly 
be  damaging  to  small  business  firms 
and  probably  contrary  to  forthcoming 
revisions  in  OMB  Circular  A-76.  It  is 
clearly  contrary  to  the  House  Small 
Business  Committee's  efforts  over  the 
past  decade  to  enable  small  businesses 
to  bid  for  Government  procurement 
contracts. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Office  of  Fed- 
eral Procurement  Policy  issued  pro- 
posed revisions  to  OMB  Circular  No. 
A-76,  which  governs  performance  of 
commercial  activities  by  the  Govern- 
ment in-house  versus  through  con- 
tract. In  the  draft— which  shortly  will 
be  finalized— special  efforts  were  made 
to  preserve  contracting  activities  for 
small  and  disadvantaged  small  busi- 
nesses. 

Over  the  past  decade,  the  House 
Small  Business  Committee  has  worked 
with  contracting  officers  to  break  out 
portions  of  work  so  that  small  busi- 
nesses could  bid  for  it.  This  policy  has 
been  accepted— it  has  provided  the 
Government  new  sources  of  supply, 
saved  the  taxpayer  many  millions  of 
dollars  by  increasing  competition,  and 
been  of  invaluable  assistance  to  small 
entrepreneurs.  It  is  beyond  my  under- 
standing why  the  Department  of 
Transportation  would  consider  permit- 
ting FAA  to  reverse  this  policy.  I  trust 
it  will  not  do  so.» 
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•  Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  on 
the  Department  of  Transportation  au- 
thorization bill.  In  particular.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  provision  contained 
therein  which  bans  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  revised  regulations  issued 
by  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment on  July  14. 

By  the  overwhelming  vote  of  75  to 
18,  the  Senate  has  already  voted  to 
prohibit  the  implementation  of  these 
regulations,  and  I  firmly  believe  the 
House  should  do  likewise. 

The  July  14  regulations  are  certainly 
an  improvement  over  the  first  set  of 
OPM  regulations  issued  on  March  30 
in  that  they  are  not  as  punitive.  How- 
ever, they  still  would  make  major 
changes  in  the  pay.  promotion  and 
RIP  procedures  in  the  Federal  work 
force.  In  my  opinion,  such  significant 
changes  require  congressional  review 
and  oversight.  Given  that  these  new 
regulations  have  been  out  for  less 
than  a  month,  that  review  and  over- 
sight by  this  House  has  not  been  possi- 
ble. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues,  there- 
fore, to  support  this  provision  of  the 
bill.* 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  have  no  further  requests  for  time, 
and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  the  previous  question  is 
ordered  on  the  conference  report. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENTS  IN  DISAGREEMENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  first  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  1  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  1;  Page  2.  line  6. 
strike  out  "JSS.OOO"  and  insert    tSS.OOO". 

MOTION  OFTERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  "SSB.SOO". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  amendments  numbered  10,  14, 
47,  49,  and  55  be  considered  en  bloc 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  referred  to 
are  as  follows: 


Senate  amendment  No.  10:  Page  5.  line  25. 
strike  out  "ll.OOO.OOO"  and  Insert  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary". 

Senate  amendments  No.  14:  Page  7,  line 
22,  after  $56,900,000"  insert  ":  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  is  au- 
thorized to  transfer  appropriated  funds  be- 
tween this  appropriation  and  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  appropriation  for 
Operations:  Provided  further.  That  this  ap- 
propriation shall  be  neither  Increased  nor 
decreased  by  more  than  7.5  per  centum  by 
any  such  transfers:  Provided  further.  That 
any  such  transfers  shall  be  reported  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations. 

Senate  amendment  No.  47:  Page  29,  line  5. 
after  "basic"  insert  ".  Including  not  to 
exceed  $3,000  for  official  entertainment  ex- 
penses to  be  expended  upon  the  approval  or 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Transporta- 
tion". 

Senate  amendment  No.  49:  Page  30,  line  5. 
strilte      out       "$25,895,000"      and       insert 

$26,795,000,  of  which  $900,000  shall  be 
available  only  for  necessary  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General  to  augment 
the  bid  rigging  investigative  efforts  current- 
ly underway.". 

Senate  amendment  No.  55:  Page  32.  line 
12.  strike  out  all  after  "program"  down  to 
and  Including  "entity"  in  line  15  and  insert 
"unless  the  Commission  is  precluded  from 
meeting  this  requirement  because  of  circum- 
stances beyond  its  control". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10.  14.  47.  49.  and  55 
and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
D  1600 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  21  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  21:  Page  11.  line  2. 
after  "rescinded"  insert  ":  Provided  further. 
That,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  of  the  foregoing  limitation  at  least 
$80,000,000  shall  first  be  made  available  to 
fund  construction  of  all  eligible  portions  of 
new  air  carrier  runways,  and  related  con- 
struction, at  airtJorts  as  to  which  joint  De- 
partment of  Transportation/Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  Task  Force  Delay  Stud- 
ies have  been  prepared  for  issuance  in  1983. 
or  later,  showing  annual  delay  costs  attibu- 
table  to  inadequate  runway  capacity  that 
will  exceed  the  cost  of  construction,  and  as 
to  which  the  sponsor's  preapplication  shall 
specify  a  1984  project  start  date,  whereafter 
the  balance  of  the  $80,000,000  shall  revert 
to  the  discretionary  funds". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  21  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment  insert  the  following:  ":  ProiHded 


further.  That,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  of  the  foregoing  limitation 
at  least  $25,000,000  shall  first  be  made  avail- 
able to  fund  construction  of  all  eligible  por- 
tions of  new  air  carrier  runways,  and  related 
construction,  at  airports  as  to  which  joint 
Department  of  Transportation/Federal 
Aviation  Administration  Task  Force  Delay 
Studies  have  been  prepared  for  issuance  in 
1983,  or  later,  showing  annual  delay  costs 
attributable  to  inadequate  runway  capacity 
that  will  exceed  the  cost  of  construction, 
and  as  to  which  the  sponsor's  preapplication 
shall  specify  a  1984  project  start  date, 
whereafter  the  balance  of  the  $25,000,000 
shall  revert  to  the  discretionary  funds". 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman) 
is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  MiNETA). 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  gentleman's  motion 
to  recede  to  the  Senate  amendment 
with  an  amendment. 

I  do  so  because  there  are  many  air- 
ports in  every  single  State  of  this 
Nation  which  are  seeking  discretion- 
ary grants  from  the  airport  program 
and  their  projects  are  valid  and  their 
needs  are  real.  What  the  Senate  did  is 
it  first  reduced  the  amount  of  money 
available  to  all  these  airports  by  cut- 
ting the  total  airport  grants  program 
by  $100  million,  to  the  point  where  the 
so-called  pure  discretionary  funds  for 
which  most  of  these  airports  are  com- 
peting total  only  $100  million  for  the 
entire  country. 

Having  cut  back  the  amount  of 
funds  available  to  everybody,  they 
then  attempted  to  designate  most  of 
those  limited  funds  for  just  one  air- 
port, leaving  all  the  rest  of  the  air- 
ports in  the  country  to  fight  over  the 
leftovers. 

What  is  before  us  now  is  an  amend- 
ment that  would  mark  $25  million  for 
one  airport— Houston— while  leaving 
all  the  rest  of  airports  in  the  country 
seeking  discretionary  grants  to  com- 
pete for  the  remaining  $75  million  in 
pure  discretionary  money.  This 
amendment  has  the  effect  of  taking 
money  away  from  airports  in  every 
State,  including  from  other  airports  in 
Texas. 

The  effect  of  defeating  this  motion 
will  be  to  insist  on  the  House  position 
and  to  continue  to  give  all  airports  in 
the  country  an  equal  shot  at  discre- 
tionary airport  grants. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  emphasize 
that  this  is  not  in  any  way  a  vote 


against  Houston  or  against  this 
project.  I  am  familiar  with  the  project 
and  I  think  it  is  a  valid  and  needed 
project  and  that  in  any  fair  competi- 
tion it  will  get  discretionary  grant  as- 
sistance. But  it  should  not  receive 
preferential  treatment  to  sJl  other  air- 
ports in  the  country.  It  should  not  be 
able  to  avoid  having  the  need  for  this 
project  weighed  against  the  need  for 
all  other  projects. 

I  would  have  no  objection  to  Hous- 
ton getting  $25  million,  or  any  other 
amount,  in  discretionary  money,  if 
that  amount  were  found  to  accurately 
reflect  the  need  for  this  project  rela- 
tive to  applications  from  other  air- 
ports all  over  the  country. 

In  short,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  not  to 
funding  for  Houston's  project,  but  to 
the  way  the  other  body  has  attempted 
to  give  preferential  treatment  to  one 
airport  at  the  expense  of  airports  all 
over  the  country.  Everybody  should 
have  to  play  by  the  same  rules. 

A  vote  against  the  pending  motion 
will  be  a  vote  to  insist  on  equal  treat- 
ment of  all  airport  grant  applications. 
I  urge  a  "no"  vote. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Leland). 

Mr.  LELAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  thank  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Mineta),  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Aviation,  for  his  remarks  regarding 
the  conference  report  on  the  transpor- 
tation appropriations  as  they  affect 
the  much-needed  improvements  at 
Houston  Intercontinental  Airport. 

I  appreciate  his  concerns  about  the 
precedental  impact  of  mandating  the 
allocation  of  funds  for  Houston  or  any 
other  airport.  In  fact,  as  Chairman 
Mineta  points  out,  such  a  practice 
could  in  the  future  very  well  work  to 
Houston's  detriment. 

I  am  grateful  that  in  the  expression 
of  his  reservations  concerning  the 
motion  to  accede  to  the  Senate  he 
noted  the  strong  need  Houston  has 
demonstrated  for  improvement  fund- 
ing and  that  a  vote  against  the  motion 
to  accede  was  not  a  vote  against  Hous- 
ton. 

Those  of  us  who  are  vitally  con- 
cerned about  tranportation  improve- 
ments at  Houston  Intercontinental 
take  comfort  in  the  chairman's  obser- 
vation that  he  is  confident  that  Hous- 
ton will  receive  the  funding  it  needs  if 
given  fair  treatment  in  the  review 
process. 

I  would  take  this  opportunity,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  emphasize  once  again  the 
need  which  has  been  demonstrated  for 
the  runway  improvements  at  Houston 
Intercontinental.  As  the  House  confer- 
ence report  correctly  notes,  there  are 
substantial  costs  associated  with  the 
delays  resulting  from  the  need  for  ad- 
ditional runway  capacity  in  Houston. 
In  addition,   these  delays  affect  our 


Nation's  air  transportation  system,  of 
which  Houston  is  a  vital  part. 

The  conference  report  is  clear  in  its 
emphasis  on  Houston's  pressing  need 
and  I  very  much  appreciate  the  re- 
marks of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia, which  serve  to  imderscore  that 
emphasis.  I  want  to  thank  Chairman 
Mineta  for  his  attention  and  assist- 
ance. 

I  would  like  too,  to  commend  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman) 
for  his  leadership  as  chairman  of  the 
Transportation  Subcommittee  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  especially 
for  his  sensitivity  to  the  very  critical 
problems  of  Houston  Intercontinental 
Airport  during  consideration  of  this 
most  important  issue.  His  leadership 
was  simply  invaluable. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Fields). 

Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
clarify  for  my  fellow  colleagues  that 
the  Houston  delegation  does  not  seek 
to  insist  on  Senate  language  earmark- 
ings  funds  for  Houston,  nor  to  demand 
a  roUcall  vote  on  this  technical  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Rather,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  seek  to  ex- 
plain the  importance  of  this  runway 
project  at  Houston  Intercontinental 
Airport  to  the  traveling  public  and  the 
aviation  community  in  Houston,  the 
Southwest,  and  nationwide. 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  I  have  serious 
concerns  regarding  the  direction  of 
future  proposed  runways  at  interconti- 
nental, I  nonetheless,  feel  strongly 
that  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion and  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration should  not  only  give  priority 
consideration  for  funding  Interconti- 
nental's  aviation  concerns,  but  should 
also,  through  the  Secretary's  discre- 
tionary funds,  provide  $25  million  for 
vitally  needed  runway  construction 
funds  at  Houston  Intercontinental 
Airport. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Houston  Intercontinen- 
tal has  three  runways  currently  oper- 
ating in  excess  of  airfield  design  capac- 
ity. A  recent  FAA/industry  task  force 
study  concluded  that  if  a  new  runway 
is  not  constructed  by  1985,  the  delay 
cost,  expressed  in  1980  dollars,  to  the 
aviation  community  using  Interconti- 
nental, will  be  $116.1  million  annually. 
Commercial  air  carriers  will  bear  $83.2 
million  of  these  delay  costs  directly  at- 
tributable to  lack  of  adequate  runway 
capacity  at  Intercontinental.  Further, 
the  study  estimates  that  there  will  be 
over  95,000  hours  of  aircraft  delay  an- 
nually if  a  new  runway  is  not  con- 
structed by  1985.  By  1990,  the  lack  of  a 
new  runway  will  produce  annual  delay 
costs  of  $276.9  million  based  on  1980 
dollars. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  serious  air- 
field capacity  problems  at  Houston 
Intercontinental  Airport.  For  this 
reason.  I  believe  it  is  imperative  that 


the  Department  of  Transportation 
and  the  FAA  funds  use  $25  million  for 
the  construction  of  a  new  runway  at 
Houston  Intercontinental. 

Mr.  Speaker,  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress underscored  the  need  for  and  im- 
portance of  the  Houston  runway 
project  and  gave  it  No.  1  priority  in 
their  respective  committee  reports  on 
the  Department  of  Transportation  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1984. 

The  economic  justification  of  the 
runway  construction  project  cannot  be 
debated.  The  cost  of  construction  rep- 
resents a  small  fraction  of  the  delay 
costs  experienced  by  the  airlines  and 
consumers  without  the  runway.  The 
one-time  cost  of  construction  at  $87 
million,  of  which  $65  million  is  eligible 
for  funding  under  the  AIP  program, 
compares  with  projected  annual  cost 
of  delay  estimated  in  a  DOT/FAA 
report  to  be  in  excess  of  $116  million 
per  year.  By  1990.  these  delay  costs 
will  total  almost  $300  million  a  year. 

Moreover,  the  project  is  one  that 
has  national  significance.  Delays  at 
Houston  Intercontinental  produce  air 
traffic  delays  that  ripple  across  the 
country.  Houston  is  a  leading  air  traf- 
fic hub  for  both  domestic  and  interna- 
tional operations  and  yet  does  not 
have  enough  runway  capacity  to  meet 
the  needs  of  air  commerce  and  the 
traveling  public.  As  a  result,  the  fail- 
ure to  fund  this  runway  project  will 
produce  adverse  consequences  of  enor- 
mous magnitude. 

Houston  travelers  contribute  over 
$150  million  annually  into  the  aviation 
trust  fund.  The  cost  of  the  runway  re- 
quiring $25  million  in  fiscal  year  1984 
and  the  remainder  in  fiscal  year  1985 
represents  a  small  return  for  this  con- 
tribution and  a  small  portion  of  the 
approximately  $330  million  available 
in  the  total  pool  of  discretionary  funds 
for  the  fiscal  year. 

In  short,  this  project  is  economically 
justified,  has  important  national 
merits,  and,  therefore,  must  be  accord- 
ed the  highest  priority  by  the  FAA  in 
its  discretionary  fund  grants. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  LiPiNSKi). 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  gentlemen  from 
California's  efforts  to  oppose  Mr.  Leh- 
man's motion  to  recede  and  concur 
with  the  Senate  amendment  No.  21 
concerning  grants-in-aid  for  airports. 

This  amendment  which  was  adopted 
by  the  Senate  and  House  conferees  is 
an  unprecedented  attempt  to  insert 
legislation  in  an  appropriations  bill. 

Language  was  inserted  in  the  confer- 
ence report  that  would  earmark  a  spe- 
cific amount  of  money— $25  million  for 
Houston  Intercontinental  Airport.  In 
both  the  House  and  Senate  reports 
that  accompany  H.R.  3329.  48  airports 
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were  listed  to  receive  priority  funding 
for  airport  Improvement  projects.  No 
other  airport  received  a  specific  ear- 
marking in  the  legislation.  I  am  sure 
all  of  these  48  plus  airports  are  worthy 
of  airport  improvement  funding.  But  I 
do  not  feel  it  is  fair  for  one  airport  to 
be  singled  out  to  receive  a  specific 
amount  that  would  total  one  quarter 
of  the  available  funds. 

I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  motion  made  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  Aviation  Subcommittee. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida  (Mr.  Shaw). 

Mr.  SHAW.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
comments  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Mineta).  In  my 
home  district  of  Broward  County.  Fla.. 
we  have  under  construction  a  large 
new  airport  the  Port  Lauderdale-Hol- 
lywood  Airport.  In  times  of  short 
funds  it  would  be  wrong  to  skim  off 
the  top  large  sums  for  one  airport  at 
the  expense  of  the  rest  of  the  country. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Porter). 

Mr.  PORTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  the  points 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia are  very  important  ones  indeed. 
This  priority  earmarking  for  one  air- 
port project  over  all  others  would  be. 
it  seems  to  me.  unprecedented.  If  we 
did  it  in  this  case,  priority  earmarking 
would  be  attempted  again  and  again  in 
the  future.  The  Houston  airports 
needs  can  stand  on  their  own  in  com- 
petition with  all  others  and  without 
special  treatment  here.  This  proposal 
is  simply  not  wise  public  policy,  and  I 
would  support  the  gentleman  from 
California  and  oppose  the  motion  to 
concur  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 
•  Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  gentleman's  motion 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  do  the 
same. 

As  you  have  heard,  if  the  gentle- 
man's motion  is  adopted.  $25  million 
in  airport  improvement  discretionary 
funds  would  be  specifically  earmarked 
for  the  Houston  Intercontinental  Air- 
port in  fiscal  year  1984.  This  would  be 
in  addition  to  the  nearly  $5  million  in 
entitlement  funds  which  the  airport 
would  receive  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  authorizing  statute. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  it  is  very  inap- 
propriate to  take  a  relatively  small 
grant  program,  such  as  airport  im- 
provement program,  and  single  out 
one  airport  for  preferential  treatment. 
Certainly,  the  airports  in  my  district 
are  not  being  guaranteed  any  of  these 
discretionary  funds  and  I  do  not  see 
why  Houston  should  be  treated  any 
differently. 

In  addition.  I  would  like  to  empha- 
size to  my  colleagues  that  the  entire 


amount  of  discretionary  funds  avail- 
able for  fiscal  year  1984  will  only  be 
about  $309  million,  and  two-thirds  of 
this  amount  is  required  to  be  distribut- 
ed to  narrowly  defined  classes  of  air- 
ports and  certain  types  of  projects. 
Therefore,  the  total  amount  of  pure 
discretionary  funds  which  will  be 
available  for  obligation  will  be  about 
$100  million,  of  which  425  million  or 
25  percent  would  be  guaranteed  to  the 
city  of  Houston  if  the  gentleman's 
motion  is  adopted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  runway  construc- 
tion project  at  Houston  Intercontinen- 
tal may  be  one  of  the  highest  priority 
projects  in  the  Nation,  but  it  should  be 
judged  in  the  same  way  as  other 
projects— on  the  merits.  Accordingly.  I 
would  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose 
the  gentleman's  motion  and  then  to 
support  a  further  motion  that  the 
House  insist  on  its  disagreement  with 
the  Senate  amendment. • 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  the  previous  question  is 
ordered  on  the  motion. 

There  was  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

MOTION  orFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  move  that  the  House  insist  on  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  21. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  23  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  23:  Page  12.  line 
14.  after  "made"  Insert  ":  Provided,  That 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  may  here- 
after issue  notes  or  other  obligations  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  such  forms 
and  denominations,  bearing  such  maturities, 
and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  pre- 
scribe. Such  obligations  may  be  issued  to 
pay  any  necessary  expenses  required  pursu- 
ant to  the  guarantee  issued  under  the  Act  of 
September  7,  1957.  Public  Law  85-307,  as 
amended  (49  U.S.C.  1324  note).  The  number 
of  such  obligations  when  combined  with  the 
aggregate  of  all  such  obligations  made 
during  fiscal  year  1983  shall  not  exceed 
$250,000,000  by  September  30.  1984.  Such 
obligations  shall  be  redeemed  by  the  Secre- 
tary from  appropriations  authorized  by  this 
section.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
purchase  any  such  obligations,  and  for  such 
purpose  he  may  use  as  a  public  debt  trans- 
action the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  se- 
curities issued  under  the  Second  Liberty 
Bond  Act,  as  now  or  hereafter  in  force.  The 
purpose  for  which  securities  may  be  issued 
under  such  Act  are  extended  to  include  any 
purchase  of  notes  or  other  obligations 
issued  under  the  subsection.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  may  sell  any  such  obliga- 
tions at  such  times  and  price  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine 
in  his  discretion.  All  purchase,  redemptions. 


and  sales  of  such  obligations  by  such  Secre- 
tary shall  be  treated  as  public  debt  transac- 
tions of  the  United  States". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  23  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  Inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following:  ":  Provid- 
ed. That  notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
may  hereafter  Issue  notes  or  other  obliga- 
tions to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in 
such  forms  and  denominations,  bearing 
such  maturities,  and  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  may  prescribe.  Such  obligations 
may  be  issued  to  pay  any  necessary  ex- 
penses required  pursuant  to  the  guarantee 
issued  under  the  Act  of  September  7,  1957, 
Public  Law  85-307.  as  amended  (49  U.S.C. 
1324  note).  The  amount  of  such  obligations 
when  combined  with  the  aggregate  of  all 
such  obligations  made  during  fiscal  year 
1983  shall  not  exceed  $175,000,000  by  Sep- 
tember 30,  1984.  Such  obligations  shall  be 
redeemed  by  the  Secretary  from  appropria- 
tions authorized  by  this  section.  The  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  shall  purchase  any 
such  obligations,  and  for  such  purpose  he 
may  use  as  a  public  debt  transaction  the 
proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities 
issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act, 
as  now  or  hereafter  In  force.  The  purpose 
for  which  securities  may  be  Issued  under 
such  Act  are  extended  to  include  any  pur- 
chase of  notes  or  other  obligations  issued 
under  the  subsection.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  may  sell  any  such  obligations  at 
such  times  and  price  and  upon  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine  in  his 
discretion.  All  purchase,  redemptions,  and 
sales  of  such  obligations  by  such  Secretary 
shall  be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions 
of  the  United  States". 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr, 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  28  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  28:  Page  17  after 
line  13,  insert:  Notwithstanding  sections  125, 
129,  and  301  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
$21,000,000  from  the  Emergency  Relief 
Fund  authorized  under  section  125  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  shall  be  made  avail- 
able to  repair  or  replace  the  Mianus  Bridge 
on  Interstate  95  in  Greenwich,  Connecticut, 
and  for  repair  of  local  roads  and  for  ancil- 
lary expenses  incurred  by  the  towns  of 
Greenwich,  Connecticut,  and  Port  Chester, 


New  York  as  a  result  of  the  Mianus  Bridge 
collapse.  Of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  section,  not  more  than  $1,000,000  Is  to 
be  equally  divided  to  the  towns  of  Green- 
wich, Connecticut,  and  Port  Chester,  New 
York. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  28  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  Inserted  by  said 
amendment.  Insert  the  following: 
emergency  relief 

Notwithstanding  sections  125,  129,  and  301 
of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  an  additional 
$20,000,000  shall  be  available  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  for  the  emergency 
fund  authorized  under  section  125  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code:  Provided,  That  the 
Secretary  shall  give  first  priority  to  making 
funds  available  to  repair  or  replace  the 
Mianus  Bridge  on  1-95  In  Connecticut:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  the  Federal  funds  pro- 
vided herein  shall  not  duplicate  assistance 
provided  by  any  other  Federal  emergency 
program,  compensation  received  from  Con- 
necticut bridge  Insurance  policies,  or  any 
other  non-Federal  source:  Provided  further. 
That  regulations  Issued  under  section  125, 
title  23,  United  States  Code,  shall  apply  to 
the  expenditure  of  such  Federal  funds:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  funds  shall  not  be 
available  until  the  State  of  Connecticut 
enters  Into  an  agreement  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 105  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1978  which  covers  the  Mianus  Bridge. 

MIANUS  BRIDGE  EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE 

For  necessary  expenses  to  help  defray 
costs  such  as  additional  police  and  fire  serv- 
ices and  road  repairs  resulting  from  the 
Mianus  Bridge  collapse,  $1,000,000:  Provid- 
ed, That  such  sum  shall  be  equally  divided 
between  and  allocated  to  the  towns  of 
Greenwich,  Connecticut,  and  Port  Chester, 
New  York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER   pro   tempore.   The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the     gentleman     from    Florida    (Mr. 
Lehman). 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The   SPEAKER   pro  tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  30  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  tunendment  No.  30:  Page  17.  after 
line  18.  insert: 

Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Project  Roads 
For  necessary  expenses  in  conriection  with 
planning  and  design  activities  associated 
with  the  upgrading  of  certain  highways  for 
the  transportation  of  nuclear  waste  generat- 
ed during  defense-related  activities,  not  oth- 
erwise provided  for,  $5,800,000  to  remain 
available  untU  expended:  Provided,  however. 
That  these  funds  become  available  when 


construction  of  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot 
Project  commences. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and 
concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  36  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No  36:  Page  20,  line 
17,  strike  out  all  after  "amended"  down  to 
and  including  "purposes"  In  line  25. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  36  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  change:  "fiscal 
year  1981  "  to  "fiscal  year  1979  ". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  39  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  39:  Page  25,  line 
11,  after  "1984  "  Insert  ":  Provided,  That  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  is  authorized  to 
Issue  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  notes 
or  other  obligations  pursuant  to  section  512 
of  the  Railroad  Revitalization  and  Regula- 
tory Reform  Act  of  1976  (Public  Law  94- 
210),  as  amended,  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  times  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  any 
amounts  required  pursuant  to  the  guaran- 
tee of  the  principal  amount  of  obligations 
under  section  511  through  513  of  such  Act, 
such  authority  to  exist  as  long  as  any  such 
guaranteed  obligation  Is  outstanding". 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  39  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  Inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following:  ":  Provid- 
ed, That  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  is 
authorized  to  issue  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  notes  or  other  obligations  pursu- 
ant to  section  512  of  the  Railroad  Revital- 
ization and  Regulatory  Reform  Act  of  1976 
(Public  Law  94-210),  as  amended.  In  such 
amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  pay  any  amounts  required  pursuant 
to  the  guarantee  of  the  principal  amount  of 
obligations  under  sections  511  through  513 
of  such  Act,  such  authority  to  exist  as  long 
as  any  such  guaranteed  obligation  is  out- 
standing: Provided  further.  That  the 
amount  of  such  notes  or  other  obligations, 
when  combined  with  the  aggregate  of  all 
such  notes  or  obligations  issued  during 
fiscal  year  1983,  shall  not  exceed 
$150,000,000  by  September  30,  1984.'. 


Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  41  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  41:  Page  26,  strike 
out  lines  1  to  7,  Inclusive. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  41  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
Illinois  Feeder  Line  Assistance 
itransfer  of  fundsi 

For  a  grant  related  to  the  acquisition  and 
rehabilitation  of  the  railroad  feeder  line  as 
authorized  by  section  511  of  the  Rail  Safety 
and  Service  Improvement  Act  of  1982, 
$3,000,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  unobligated  balances  of  "Redeemable 
preference  shares":  Provided,  That  such 
grant  shall  contain  terms  requiring  (1)  the 
repayment  of  the  full  amount  of  the  grant 
to  the  United  States  In  the  event  of  the  ces- 
sation of  service  on  such  line  within  five 
years  after  the  first  operation  of  such  serv- 
ice after  receipt  of  such  grant,  and  (2)  a  liq- 
uidation priority  for  the  United  States  in 
the  event  of  bankruptcy  within  such  five- 
year  period. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered  as  read   and   printed   in   the 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  53  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  53:  Page  31,  line 
11,  strike  out  all  after  "expenses,"  down  to 
and  Including  "carriers"  "  In  line  12  and 
Insert  "$16,100,000,  for  the  period  October 
1,  1983  through  June  30.  1984". 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  motion. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  53  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  In- 
serted by  said  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "$18,400,000.  for  the  period  October  1. 
1983  through  August  1.  1984". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment In  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  60  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  60:  Page  41,  strike 
out  lines  16  to  24,  inclusive. 
MOTION  ornaiED  by  mr.  lehman  of  Florida 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  60  and 
concur  therein  with  An  sunendment.  as  fol- 
lows: Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  314.  The  Congress  intends  and  directs 
that  the  proposed  rulemaking  to  adjust  the 
annual  passenger  ceiling  at  Washington  Na- 
tional Airport  be  held  in  abeyance  for  at 
least  60  days  from  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  61  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  61:  Page  42.  strike 
out  lines  1  to  6.  inclusive. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  61  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  315.  None  of  the  funds  provided  in 
this  Act  for  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion shall  be  used  for  the  enforcement  of 
any  rule  with  respect  to  the  repayment  of 
construction  differential  subsidy  for  the 
permanent  release  of  vessels  from  the  re- 
strictions in  section  506  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1936.  until  60  days  following 
the  promulgation  of  any  such  rule. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  the  enforcement  of  any  rule  regarding 
the  repayment  of  construction  differential 
suttsidy  for  the  permanent  release  of  vessels 
from  the  restrictions  in  section  506  of  the 
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Merchant  Marine  Act.  1936.  shall  be  held  in 
abeyance  for  at  least  60  days  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  act. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  64  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  64:  Page  42,  after 
line  19.  insert: 

Sec.  315.  No  funds  appropriated  under 
this  act  shall  be  expended  to  pay  for  any 
travel  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  as  passenger  or 
crew  member  aboard  any  Department  of 
Transportation  aircraft  to  any  destination 
served  by  a  regularly  scheduled  air  carrier: 
Provided,  That  this  limitation  shall  not 
apply  if  no  regularly  scheduled  carriers' 
flight  arrives  at  the  destination  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator within  6  hours  local  time  of  the 
desired  time  of  arrival:  Provided  further. 
That  this  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  costs 
incurred  by  any  flight  which  is  essentially 
for  the  purpose  of  inspecting,  investigating, 
or  testing  the  operations  of  any  aspect  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  system 
designed  to  aid  and  control  air  traffic,  or  to 
maintain  or  improve  aviation  safety:  Provid- 
ed further.  That  this  limitation  shall  not 
apply  to  costs  incurred  by  any  flight  in  De- 
partment of  Transportation  aircraft  which 
is  necessary  in  times  of  emergency  or  disas- 
ter, or  for  security  reasons,  or  to  fulfill  offi- 
cial diplomatic  representation  responsibil- 
ities in  foreign  countries:  Provided  further. 
That  written  certifications  shall  be  issued 
quarterly  on  all  flights  initiated  in  the  pre- 
vious quarter  subject  to  this  limitation  and 
shall  be  made  readily  available  to  Congress 
and  the  general  public. 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  64  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment  insert  "317". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
D  1610 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  65  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  65:  Page  42.  after 
line  19,  insert: 

Sec.  316.  Section  120(j)  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  word  "Representatives"  the  following:  ", 
and  for  funds  allocated  under  the  provisions 


of  section  155  of  this  title  and  obligated  sub- 
sequent to  January  6,  1983.". 

motion  offered  by  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  section  No.  "316"  named  in 
said  amendment  insert  "318". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  66  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  66:  Page  42,  after 
line  19,  insert: 

Sec.  317.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used  by  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  for  any  facilities  clo- 
sures or  consolidations  prior  to  December  1, 
1983:  Provided,  That  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  shall,  no  later  than  October 
1.  1983.  submit  to  the  appropriate  commit- 
tees of  the  Congress  a  detailed,  site-specific, 
and  time-phased  plan,  including  cost-effec- 
tiveness and  other  relevant  data,  for  all  fa- 
cilities closures  or  consolidations  over  the 
next  three  years:  Provided  further.  That,  in 
the  instance  of  any  proposed  closure  or  con- 
solidation questioned  in  writing  by  a  com- 
mittee of  the  Congress,  no  such  proposed 
closure  or  consolidation  shall  be  advanced 
prior  to  April  15,  1984,  in  order  to  allow  for 
the  timely  conduct  of  any  necessary  con- 
gressional hearings. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreements  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  66  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment  insert  the  following: 

Sec  319.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used  by  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  for  any  facility  closures 
or  consolidations  prior  to  December  1.  1983: 
Provided,  That  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration shall,  no  later  than  October  1, 
1983,  submit  to  the  appropriate  committees 
of  the  Congress  a  detailed,  site-specific,  and 
time-phased  plan,  including  cost-effective- 
ness and  other  relevant  data,  for  all  facili- 
ties closures  or  consolidations  over  the  next 
three  years:  Provided  further.  That,  in  the 
instance  of  any  proposed  closure  or  consoli- 
dation questioned  in  writing  by  a  committee 
of  the  Congress,  no  such  proposed  closure 
or  consolidation  shall  be  advanced  prior  to 
April  15,  1984,  in  order  to  allow  for  the 
timely  conduct  of  any  necessary  congres- 
sional hearings. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
motion  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 


the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment In  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  67  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  67:  Page  42.  after 
line  19.  Insert: 

Sec.  318.  Section  145  of  Public  Law  97-377. 
approved  December  21.  1982.  is  amended  (1) 
by  designating  the  existing  text  thereof  as 
subsection  (a),  and  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  be  effective  as  of  5 
o'clock  ante  meridian  eastern  daylight  time. 
August  3,  1981.  ". 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  67  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  section  No.  "318 "  named  in 
said  amendment  insert  the  following:  "320". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  next  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  69  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  69:  Page  42  after 
line  19.  insert: 

Sec.  320.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  in  this  Nation  there  exist  millions  of 
handicapped  people  with  severe  physical  im- 
pairments including  partial  paralysis,  limb 
amputation,  chronic  heart  condition,  em- 
physema, arthritis,  rheumatism,  and  other 
debilitating  conditions  which  greatly  limit 
their  personal  mobility: 

(2)  these  people  reside  in  each  of  the  sev- 
eral States  and  have  need  and  reason  to 
travel  from  one  State  to  another  for  busi- 
ness and  recreational  purposes; 

<3>  each  State  maintains  the  right  to  es- 
tablish and  enforce  its  own  code  of  regula- 
tions regarding  the  appropriate  use  of 
motor  vehicles  operating  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion; 

(4)  within  a  given  State  handicapped  indi- 
viduals are  oftentimes  granted  special  park- 
ing privileges  to  help  offset  the  limitations 
imposed  by  their  physical  impairment; 

(5)  these  special  parking  privileges  vary 
from  State  to  State  as  do  the  methods  and 
means  of  identifying  vehicles  used  by  dis- 
abled individuals,  all  of  which  serve  to 
impede  both  the  enforcement  of  special 
parking  privileges  and  the  handicapped  in- 
dividual's freedom  to  properly  utilize  such 
privileges; 

(6)  there  are  many  efforts  currently  un- 
derway to  help  alleviate  these  problems 
through  public  awareness  and  administra- 
tive change  as  encouraged  by  concerned  In- 
dividuals and  national  associations  directly 
involved  in  matters  relating  to  the  issue  of 
special  parking  privileges  for  disabled  indi- 
viduals; and 

(7)  despite  these  efforts  the  fact  remains 
that  many  States  may  need  to  give  the 
matter  legislative  consideration  to  ensure  a 
proper  resolution  of  this  issue,  especially  as 
it  relates  to  law  enforcement  and  placard  re- 
sponsibility. 


(b)  The  Congress  encourages  each  of  the 
several  States  working  through  the  Nation- 
al Governors  Conference  to— 

(1)  adopt  the  International  Symbol  of 
Access  as  the  only  recognized  and  adopted 
symbol  to  be  used  to  identify  vehicles  carry- 
ing those  citizens  with  acknowledged  physi- 
cal impairment; 

(2)  grant  to  vehicles  displaying  this 
symbol  the  special  parking  privileges  which 
a  State  may  provide;  and 

(3)  permit  the  International  Symbol  of 
Access  to  appear  either  on  a  specialized  li- 
cense plate,  or  on  a  specialized  placard 
placed  in  the  vehicles  so  as  to  be  clearly  visi- 
ble through  the  front  windshield,  or  on 
both  such  places. 

(c)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
agreements  of  reciprocity  relating  to  the 
special  parking  privileges  granted  handi- 
capped individuals  should  be  developed  and 
entered  into  by  and  between  the  several 
States  so  as  to— 

(1)  facilitate  the  free  and  unencumbered 
use  between  the  several  States,  of  the  spe- 
cial parking  privileges  afforded  those  people 
with  acknowledged  handicapped  conditions, 
without  regard  to  the  State  of  residence  of 
the  handicapped  person  utilizing  such  privi- 
lege; 

(2)  Improve  the  ease  of  law  enforcement 
in  each  State  of  its  special  parking  privi- 
leges and  to  facilitate  the  handling  of  viola- 
tors; and 

(3)  ensure  that  motor  vehicles  carrying  in- 
dividuals with  acknowledged  handicapped 
conditions  be  given  fair  and  predictable 
treatment  throughout  the  Nation. 

(d)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term 
"State"  means  the  several  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

(e)  The  Secretary  of  Transportation  shall 
provide  a  copy  of  this  section  to  the  Gover- 
nor of  each  State  and  the  Mayor  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia. 

motion  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  69  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment  insert  ""321". 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  last  amend- 
ment in  disagreement. 

Senate  amendment  No.  70  reads  as 
follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  70:  Page  42.  after 
line  19.  insert: 

Sec  321.  The  Senate  intends  that  the 
Benjamin  Franklin  Bridge  connecting  Phila- 
delphia. Pennsylvania  and  Camden.  New 
Jersey,  be  given  priority  consideration  by 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEHMAN  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida  moves  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  70  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  322.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  the  limitation  on  total  obliga- 
tions for  Federal-aid  highways  and  highway 


safety  construction  programs  for  fiscal  year 
1984  contained  in  Title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be 
reduced  by  $80,000,000. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  motion  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Lehman). 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  confer- 
ence report  and  the  several  motions 
was  laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
within  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  conference 
report  and  amendments  in  disagree- 
ment on  the  bill.  H.R.  3329,  and  that  I 
may  insert  tabular  material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING        FOR        CONSIDER- 
ATION    OF     H.R.     2780.     STATE 
AND      LOCAL      FISCAL     ASSIST- 
ANCE AMENDMENTS  OF  1983 
Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  285  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  285 
Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may. 
pursuant  to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  de- 
clare the  House  resolved  into  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
tJnion  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
2780)  to  extend  and  amend  the  provisions  of 
title  31.  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
general  revenue  sharing  program,  and  the 
first  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dispensed 
with.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Operations,  the  bill  shall  be  consid- 
ered for  amendment  under  the  five-minute 
rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Operations  now  printed  in  the  bill  as 
an  original  bill  for  the  purpose  of  amend- 
ment under  the  five-minute  rule,  and  each 
section  of  said  substitute  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  read  for  amendment.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
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amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
any  Member  may  demand  a  separate  vote  In 
the  House  on  any  amendment  adopted  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or 
to  the  committee  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute.  The  previous  question  shall 
be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  with- 
out intervening  motion  except  one  motion 
to  recommit  with  or  without  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Hall)  is  recognized  for 
1  hour. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  the  customary  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Taylor)  for  purposes  of  debate  only, 
and  pending  that.  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  285 
is  an  open  rule  providing  for  the  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  2780,  the  State  and 
Local  Fiscal  Assistance  Amendments 
of  1983. 

The  rule  provides  for  2  hours  of  gen- 
eral debate  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Operations. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  rule 
makes  in  order  the  Government  Oper- 
ations Committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  as  an  original 
text  for  purposes  of  amendment.  Each 
section  of  the  substitute  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  read. 

House  Resolution  285  further  pro- 
vides for  one  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  instructions. 

There  are  no  waivers  granted  under 
this  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  1780  extends  the 
authorization  for  the  general  revenue 
sharing  program  for  5  years.  This  leg- 
islation is  urgently  needed  because  the 
authority  for  general  revenue  sharing 
will  expire  on  Septeml)er  30.  1983. 

There  is  bipartisan  support  for  ex- 
tending revenue  sharing,  and  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  opposition  to  this  open 
rule.  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
adopt  the  rule. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  285 
is  an  open  rule  under  which  the  House 
will  consider  legislation  authorizing  a 
5-year  extension  of  the  general  reve- 
nue sharing  program  at  a  potential 
cost  of  as  much  as  $38  billion. 

The  rule  makes  in  order  the  commit- 
tee amendments  now  printed  in  the 
bill.  H.R.  2780.  as  original  text  for 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule. 
Because  of  the  nature  of  the  contro- 
versy surrounding  this  reauthoriza- 
tion, two  hours  of  general  debate  is 
provided. 

Lastly,  the  rule  provides  for  one 
motion  to  recommit,  with  or  without 
instructions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very  simple 
rule,  it  does  not  contain  any  waivers 
and  it  was  reported  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  by  a  voice  vote. 


The  bill  made  in  order  by  this  rule, 
however,  remains  highly  controversial. 
The  administration  strongly  opposes 
the  bill,  unless  it  is  amended  to  bring 
the  funding  levels  in  line  with  the 
President's  request. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Oper- 
ations, the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Brooks)  is  also  opposed  to  the  bill. 
When  he  appeared  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules,  he  warned  us  that  if 
the  Members  do  not  have  the  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility to  limit  this  bill  to  the  cur- 
rent levels— at  a  minimum— then  we 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  cure  our 
Federal  deficit  problems. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  mention  these  two 
areas  of  opposition,  from  both  the  ad- 
ministration and  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Oper- 
ations, so  that  our  colleagues  will  be 
aware  that  amendments  will  be  of- 
fered to  reduce  the  funding  levels. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  other  re- 
quests for  time. 

I  think  the  rule  is  in  order.  It  is  an 
open  rule  and  I  support  the  adoption 
of  the  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  no  requests  for  time,  and  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  this  resolu- 
tion. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


APPOINTMENT    AS    MEMBER    OF 
CONGRESSIONAL  AWARD 

BOARD 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  section 
4(a)  of  Public  Law  96-114.  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  98-33.  the  Chair  ap- 
points as  a  member  of  the  Congres- 
sional Award  Board  Mr.  Joseph  J. 
Gouthro.  of  Atlantic  Highlands.  N.J.. 
in  lieu  of  Mr.  A.  J.  F.  O'Reilly  of  Pitts- 
burgh. Pa.,  without  objection. 

There  was  no  objection. 


STATE  AND  LOCAL  FISCAL  AS- 
SISTANCE AMENDMENTS  OF 
1983 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
KiLDEE).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolu- 
tion 285  and  rule  XXIII.  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 
H.R.  2780. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  2780)  to  extend  and  amend  the 
provisons  of  title  31,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  the  general  revenue 
sharing  program,  with  Mr.  Swift  in 
the  chair. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  first  reading  of  the  bill  is  dis- 
pensed. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Brooks)  will  be  recognized 
for  1  hour,  and  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Horton)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks). 

n  1620 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  re- 
quire. 

Mr.  Chairman,  regardless  of  its  mer- 
its, or  lack  thereof,  H.R.  2780  is  a  rela- 
tively uncomplicated  piece  of 
legislation.  The  bill  calls  for  a  5-year 
extension  of  general  revenue  sharing. 
Local  governments  would  be  funded  at 
a  level  of  $5.3  billion  per  year  on  an 
entitlement  basis.  This  figure  repre- 
sents a  16-percent  increase  from  the 
current  level  of  $4.6  billion  per  year.  It 
also  exceeds  the  funding  level  provided 
for  in  the  first  budget  resolution  by 
$280  million. 

The  bill  includes  an  authorization  of 
$2.3  billion  per  year  for  State  govern- 
ments, subject  to  the  appropriations 
process.  This  is  the  same  approach 
that  has  been  used  for  the  States  for 
the  past  2  years,  though  in  neither 
year  has  a  State  share  been  appropri- 
ated. However,  H.R.  2780  eliminates 
the  State  share  "turn-back  "  provision 
adopted  in  1980.  Under  that  provision, 
if  a  State  share  had  been  appropri- 
ated. Each  State  would  have  been  re- 
quired to  forego  or  turn  back  an  equal 
amount  of  Federal  categorical  assist- 
ance as  a  condition  of  receiving  its  rev- 
enue sharing  allocation. 

H.R.  2780  improves  the  revenue 
sharing  audit  provisions  by  requiring 
governments  receiving  over  $25,000  to 
obtain  annual  audits.  However,  an  ex- 
ception is  provided  for  governments 
operating  on  a  2-year  fiscal  period. 
These  governments  may  submit  bien- 
nial audits  so  long  as  those  audits 
cover  both  years.  Under  current  law, 
an  audit  is  required  at  least  once  every 
3  years,  though  only  1  year  of  the  3- 
year  period  need  be  covered. 

Finally,  the  bill  discontinues  the  spe- 
cial allocation  for  sheriffs  in  Louisiana 
parishes  and  makes  a  number  of  tech- 
nical amendments  proposed  by  the  ad- 
ministration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  Members  who 
have  been  in  the  House  for  any  length 
of  time  probably  are  aware  of  my 
views  on  the  revenue  sharing  program. 
I  opposed  it  in  1972,  when  the  Nixon 
administration— in  an  election  year- 
brought  the  program  into  existence.  I 
opposed  its  reauthorization  in  1976, 
another  election  year.  I  opposed  it  in 
the  next  Presidential  election  year, 
1980.  when  it  was  reauthorized  again, 
and  I  oppose  it  today.  Revenue  shar- 


ing is  a  program  that  does  not  do  what 
it  purports  to  do  and  has  serious  and 
dangerous  unintended  side  effects. 

To  understand  why  I  have  been  op- 
posed for  so  many  years  to  this  pro- 
gram, which  has  all  the  surface  appeal 
of  motherhood  or  cotton  candy  at  the 
circus,  it  would  be  instructive  to  go 
back  to  the  reasons  that  were  original- 
ly advanced  for  revenue  sharing  to  see 
whether  it  hJis  done  what  its  support- 
ers originally  said  it  would  do.  The 
Members  will  recall  that  revenue  shar- 
ing was  going  to  be  a  means  of  permit- 
ting State  and  local  governments  to 
share  the  benefits  of  the  Federal 
taxing  system.  It  was  speculated  that, 
in  the  post-Vietnam  war  years,  the 
Federal  Government  would  be  faced 
with  the  problem  of  what  to  do  with 
all  the  extra  revenues  rolling  into  its 
coffers.  Turning  these  bothersome 
surpluses  over  to  the  State  and  local 
governments  through  revenue  sharing 
was  concocted  as  a  means  of  solving 
the  problem. 

Well,  of  course  the  post-Vietnam  war 
surpluses  never  materialized.  Instead 
of  a  surplus,  since  1972,  we  have  been 
faced  with  an  unbroken  string  of  defi- 
cits. The  stark  truth  is  that  the  Feder- 
al Government  has  no  revenue  to 
share  and  it  never  had  any  revenue  to 
share.  From  the  outset,  the  program 
has  been  financed  by  piling  billions  of 
dollars  on  top  of  the  basic  deficit,  re- 
quiring greater  borrowing  and  greater 
cumulative  interest  payments  on  the 
national  debt. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  I  opposed 
revenue  sharing  in  1972.  1976.  and 
1980.  My  opposition  to  the  program  is 
even  stronger  in  1983.  because  the  de- 
fects of  the  program  and  its  harmful 
effects  are  even  more  apparent  in  the 
current  budget  and  economic  situation 
we  face.  In  1972.  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment ran  a  budget  deficit  of  a  mere 
$23  billion.  In  1976.  the  deficit  was  a 
paltry  $66  billion.  In  1980.  it  was  only 
$59.6  billion.  But  let  me  remind  my 
colleagues  that  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration itself,  using  its  rosiest  predic- 
tions and  its  most  far-out  wishes,  pro- 
jects a  budget  deficit  for  the  next 
fiscal  year  of  $180  billion.  That  is  in  1 
year,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  I  want  to 
remind  you  of  the  dangerous  impact 
that  a  deficit  of  this  size  is  going  to 
have  on  the  trade  markets  and  on  the 
Federal  Government's  borrowing  re- 
quirements. The  reality  that  we  face  is 
that  deficits  of  this  size  pose  the 
threat  of  strangling  the  economy  just 
as  it  is  beginning  to  recover  from  3 
years  of  recession,  plunging  us  into 
even  greater  unemployment,  stagna- 
tion, and  misery. 

The  local  governments  cite  the  re- 
cession as  a  reason  that  they  need  rev- 
enue sharing  reinstated.  But  if  we  do 
not  attack  the  deficit  for  the  coming 
year  and  the  following  years,  and  if 
the  economy  is  plunged  back  into  re- 
cession,   local    governments    will    be 


harmed  far  more  than  they  can  now 
imagine.  The  way  we  can  help  them  in 
the  long  run  is  by  eliminating  this  def- 
icit enhancer  of  a  program. 

Instead,  we  are  here  today  consider- 
ing a  bill  to  extend  the  program  for  5 
more  years  at  an  increased  funding 
level  and  as  an  entitlement.  At  the 
same  time,  we  are  telling  our  constitu- 
ents that  we  are  determined  to  get 
control  of  Federal  spending,  we  are 
being  asked  to  put  this  program 
beyond  our  reach  in  the  budget  proc- 
ess for  5  years  and  pile  another  $26.5 
billion  on  the  national  debt.  Painful  as 
it  is  for  many  of  you,  what  we  do  here 
today  may  send  the  loudest  signal  yet 
as  to  our  sincerity  about  fiscal  respon- 
sibility. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say 
that  we  are  told  we  should  renew  reve- 
nue sharing  because  It  Is  a  success.  Of 
course,  it  is  a  success  to  those  who  re- 
ceive its  funds.  Christmas  Is  a  success, 
too,  and  birthday  parties  for  5-year- 
olds  are  a  success,  too.  and  for  the 
same  reason.  Everybody  likes  getting 
gifts  that  they  did  not  have  to  work 
for.  But  this  success  Is  a  dangerous 
and  costly  expenditure  that  does  not 
do  what  it  was  claimed  it  would  do  and 
that  disburses  Federal  funds  without 
any  real  accountability  for  their  use  at 
a  time  when  the  Federal  Government 
can  Ul  afford  to  disburse  such  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks)  has  con- 
sumed 8  minutes. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  In  strong  sup- 
port of  the  extension  of  the  general 
revenue  sharing  program.  I  am  pleased 
that  the  House  Is  moving  expeditious- 
ly to  renew  this  Important  legislation 
prior  to  the  August  district  work 
period.  Reauthorization  of  the  pro- 
gram at  this  time  Is  essential  if  local 
Governments  are  to  be  able  to  pru- 
dently plan  their  own  budgets  with  a 
minimum  of  disruption. 

General  revenue  sharing  was  created 
In  1972  and  began  a  new  era  In  Ameri- 
can Intergovernmental  relations.  For 
the  first  time.  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent created  a  large-scale  progrsun  of 
general  purpose  fiscal  assistance  to 
both  State  and  local  governments. 
This  aid  was  provided  with  very  few 
conditions,  permitting  State  and  local 
elected  officials  the  opportunity  to 
spend  assistance  dollars  where  they 
felt  needs  were  greatest. 

Unlike  categorical  grant  programs,  a 
State  or  locality  does  not  have  to 
apply  for  revenue  sharing  funds.  In- 
stead, It  receives  Its  program  money 
automatically  based  on  a  formula 
founded  on  a  number  of  important 
data  elements,  including  population, 
personal  income,  and  tax  effort.  Under 
the  original  legislation.  State  govern- 
ments   received    one-third    and    local 


governments  two-thirds  of  all  avail- 
able funds.  An  important  element  of 
the  program's  funding  was  Its  entitle- 
ments status.  This  removed  revenue 
sharing  from  the  annual  discretionary 
appropriations  process  and  thereby 
encouraged  better  State  and  local 
long-term  budgeting. 

The  program  was  renewed  in  1976. 
with  the  States  receiving  $2.3  billion 
per  year  and  local  governments  $4.6 
billion  a  year.  I  should  add  at  this 
point  that  the  local  share  of  the  pro- 
gram has  remained  at  this  level  of  $4.6 
billion  since  that  time. 

The  program  was  again  extended  in 
1980  for  3  years,  with  the  local  share 
and  allocation  formula  remaining  un- 
changed. Yet.  significant  allocations 
were  made  In  the  State  government 
portion  of  the  program.  The  State 
share  was  totally  revoked  for  1981,  and 
made  subject  to  discretionary  annual 
appropriation  In  1982  and  1983.  States 
would  also  be  required  to  forgo  $1  of 
Federal  categorical  aid  for  each  dollar 
of  revenue  sharing  they  received. 
Since  that  time,  no  appropriation  has 
been  either  requested  or  approved  for 
the  State  share. 

Today,  we  are  considering  legislation 
that  would  continue  the  program, 
which  is  set  to  expire  on  September  30 
of  this  year.  By  renewing  this  pro- 
gram, this  House  will  reaffirm  Its  faith 
not  just  In  revenue  sharing,  but  also  In 
the  American  system  of  cooperative 
federalism.  By  renewing  this  program, 
we  will  also  provide  aid  to  local  gov- 
ernments at  a  time  when  many  of 
them  are  financially  pressed  by  varied 
and  difficult  economic  circumstances. 
This  aid  win,  to  the  benefit  of  the  Fed- 
eral taxpayer,  be  fairly  distributed  In 
an  extremely  efficient  manner,  with 
less  than  one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  the 
total  program  funds  going  to  Federal 
administrative  expenses. 

As  I  have  stated  earlier,  revenue 
sharing  requires  no  lengthy  applica- 
tion for  receipt  of  aid.  It  does  not 
force  a  locality  to  add  huge  numbers 
of  people  to  campaign  for  Federal 
money.  It  also  does  not  need  huge 
numbers  of  Federal  bureaucrats  to  op- 
erate it.  What  other  multibilllon- 
dollar  Federal  program  can  be  rim  by 
less  than  140  Federal  employees  and  a 
computer? 

As  the  former  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 
eral Paperwork  Commission,  I  am  par- 
ticularly sensitive  to  the  administra- 
tive costs  and  the  papen^ork  burdens 
Implicit  in  Federal  programs.  Revenue 
sharing  is  a  model  program  in  that 
regard  and  is  one  of  the  most  stream- 
lined of  all  Federal  programs.  This 
fact  has  been  borne  out  time  and  time 
again  by  various  government  reports 
and  hearings  held  by  the  Intergovern- 
mental Relations  and  Human  Re- 
sources Subcommittee  of  the  Govern- 
ment Operations  Committee. 
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The  bill  we  have  before  us  today. 
H.R.  2780,  is  a  product  of  a  great  deal 
of  work  by  the  Intergovernmental  Re- 
lations and  Human  Resources  Sub- 
committee under  the  leadership  of  its 
chairman.  Mr.  Weiss,  and  its  ranking 
minority  member.  Mr.  Walker.  This 
bill  extends  the  program,  something  I 
strongly  support.  Yet  there  are  two 
major  changes  I  would  like  to  see 
made  in  the  bill. 

First,  the  bill  extends  the  program 
for  a  5-year  period.  This  would  be 
longer  than  any  period  for  which  Con- 
gress has  reauthorized  the  program. 
Such  a  long  extension  is,  I  believe, 
unwise.  It  effectively  prevents  the 
Congress  from  making  any  changes  in 
the  program  for  that  entire  5-year 
period.  We  live  in  a  fast-changing 
world.  None  of  us  knows  now  what  the 
fiscal  situation  of  State  and  local  gov 
emments  might  be  even  2  or  3  years 
from  now.  An  extension  for  a  lesser 
period  of  time  would  have  the  signifi- 
cant advantage  of  allowing  the  Con- 
gress the  opportunity  to  review  the 
program  to  make  sure  it  is  effectively 
achieving  its  goals.  The  administration 
has  recommended  the  traditional  3- 
year  reauthorization  period.  It  is  my 
intention  at  the  appropriate  time  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  reduce  H.R. 
2780's  reauthorization  from  5  years  to 
3  years. 

My  second  item  of  concern  is  that 
the  bill  before  us  is  over  the  amount 
contained  in  the  House  budget  resolu- 
tion, as  well  as  that  requested  by  the 
administration.  Presently,  this  bill  in- 
creases the  funding  for  the  local  gov- 
ernment entitlement  share  by  $731 
million  for  each  of  the  5  years  of  its 
reauthorization  for  a  total  increase  of 
$3.65  billion.  This  $731  million  annual 
increase  not  only  exceeds  the  level  of 
funding  requested  by  the  administra- 
tion, but  more  importantly,  it  is  well 
over  the  $450  million  increase  permit- 
ted under  the  first  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget.  This  is  because  the 
committee  reported  the  bill  prior  to 
the  adoption  of  the  first  budget  reso- 
lution in  order  to  comply  with  the 
Budget  Act  deadline.  At  that  time,  the 
House-passed  resolution  allowed  a 
$731  million  increase.  It  is  my  inten- 
tion to  offer  an  amendment  to  bring 
H.R.  2780  into  conformity  with  the 
budget  resolution. 

Reducing  the  length  of  the  authori- 
zation from  5  to  3  years,  as  I  suggested 
earlier,  and  bringing  the  funding  level 
in  line  with  the  budget  resolution  as  I 
suggest  now,  is  the  best  way  to  balance 
the  demands  of  the  President  that  we 
control  spending  and  the  needs  of 
local  officials  that  we  provide  some  in- 
crease in  aid  to  their  governments. 
The  result  of  my  amendment  is  that 
the  increase  in  the  funding  of  the  pro- 
gram is  reduced  from  $3.65  billion  over 
5  years  to  $1.36  billion  over  3  years.  A 
funding  increase  of  this  size  is  much 
more  appropriate  in  light  of  the  defi- 


cits we  expect  in  the  coming  years  and 
also  appropriate  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  the  program  has  not  seen  an  in- 
crease since  1976. 

In  summary,  the  two  amendments  I 
intend  to  offer  will  make  this  a  fiscally 
responsible  bill  and  at  the  same  time 
provide  some  important  financial 
relief  to  local  officials  across  the  coun- 
try. My  amendments  are  important, 
for  make  no  mistake  about  it,  too 
much  money  is  in  this  bill,  and  we  are 
courting  a  possible  Presidential  veto. 

The  administration  has  said,  in  the 
strongest  possible  terms,  that  it  pre- 
fers an  extension  at  the  present 
annual  funding  level  of  $4.6  billion. 
The  warnings  of  administration  offi- 
cials on  this  point  have  recently  inten- 
sified. I  would  like  to  enter  into  the 
record  a  letter  I  received  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  David  Stockman,  on  June 
20  on  this  matter  and  quote  the  rele- 
vant sentence: 

Unless  H.R.  2780  is  amended  to  conform 
to  a  funding  level  of  $4.6  billion  per  year  for 
3  years,  the  President's  other  senior  advisers 
and  I  will  not  be  able  to  recommend  approv- 
al of  the  bill,  should  it  be  presented  for  the 
President's  action. 

This  letter,  combined  with  telephone 
conversations  I  have  had  with  admin- 
istration officials,  clearly  indicates 
that  if  the  President  is  presented  with 
a  bill  that  increases  revenue  sharing 
too  greatly,  a  veto  is  a  definite  possi- 
bility. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  letter  which  I  re- 
ceived from  Mr.  Stockman  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Office  of  Management  and  Bdocet. 

Washington.  DC.  June  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Prank  Horton. 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Prank:  I  am  writing  to  apprise  you 
of  the  Administration's  serious  objection  to 
certain  features  of  H.R.  2780.  legislation 
that  would  reauthorize  the  General  Reve- 
nue Sharing  program. 

As  you  know,  H.R.  2780  would  extend 
General  Revenue  Sharing  for  five  years  and 
would  increase  the  entitlement  portion  of 
the  program  for  the  current  level  of  $4.6  bil- 
lion annually  to  $5.3  billion  for  each  of 
these  five  years.  The  Administration's  pro- 
posal, by  contrast,  would  extend  the  pro- 
gram for  three  years  at  its  current  funding 
level.  We  believe  that  our  recommended 
proposal  is  fair,  prudent,  and  fiscally  re- 
sponsible. 

H.R.  2780  in  its  current  form  is  a  budget 
buster.  This  bill  would  in  a  single  year  in- 
crease spending  for  General  Revenue  Shar- 
ing by  sixteen  percent.  If  enacted,  it  would 
result  in  fiscal  year  1984-86  outlays  that 
would  exceed  the  Administration's  request 
by  over  $2.1  billion.  Increases  of  this  magni- 
tude are  totally  inappropriate,  especially  in 
light  of  the  serious  financial  problems 
facing  the  Federal  Government. 

The  Administration  also  cannot  support 
the  five-year  reauthorization  of  the  pro- 
gram contained  in  H.R.  2780.  This  would  fi- 
nancially commit  the  Federal  Government 
for  much  too  long  a  period  of  time.  A  three- 
year  extension  would  permit  the  Congress 
and  the  Administration  to  review  the  fund- 


ing level,  allocation  formula,  and  the  pro- 
gram operation  on  a  much  more  timely 
basis. 

To  be  sure  that  there  is  no  misunder- 
standing, one  point  should  be  clarified.  The 
Administration  does  not  oppose  the  exten- 
sion of  revenue  sharing.  On  the  contrary, 
the  President  is  personally  on  the  record  as 
favoring  the  program's  reauthorization. 
What  the  Administration  does  oppose  is  the 
unnecessarily  long  extension  and  the  fiscal- 
ly irresponsible  funding  increase  contained 
in  H.R.  2780. 

Unless  H.R.  2780  is  amended  to  conform 
to  a  funding  level  of  $4.6  billion  per  year  for 
three  years,  the  President's  other  senior  ad- 
visers and  I  will  not  be  able  to  recommend 
approval  of  the  bill,  should  it  be  presented 
for  the  President's  action. 

I   have   taken   the   liberty   of  sending   an 
identical  letter  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Operations. 
Sincerely. 

David  A.  Stockman, 

Di  rector. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  warn  this 
House  about  another  issue  related  to 
revenue  sharing.  As  we  take  up  this 
bill,  amendments  will  be  presented  for 
your  consideration  that  would  alter 
the  present  formula  for  allocating  rev- 
enue sharing  funds.  To  do  so  would  be 
a  serious  mistake.  The  present  formu- 
la is  strongly  supported  by  a  most  im- 
portant constituency,  the  program's 
recipients.  Local  elected  officials  have 
time  and  time  again  pleaded  with  the 
Government  Operations  Committee 
not  to  change  the  formula.  I  would 
like  to  place  into  the  Record  letters 
from  the  most  important  groups  of 
local  elected  officials,  including  the 
National  League  of  Cities  and  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties,  which 
call  for  no  formula  changes.  To  quote 
from  the  letter  from  the  league  and 
NACo.  the  presidents  of  these  two  or- 
ganizations state: 

Most  formula  change  proposals,  even 
those  with  "hold  harmless"  provisions, 
would  effectively  disadvantage  certain  types 
of  jurisdictions  relative  to  other  types  in 
terms  of  the  overall  percentage  increase  re- 
ceived. We  believe  that  the  immediate  and 
long-term  impacts  of  such  non-proportional 
distribution  of  an  increase  in  funding 
should  be  studied  in  depth  before  imple- 
menting formula  changes. 

The  letter  goes  on  to  say: 

The  National  Association  of  Counties  and 
the  National  League  of  Cities  oppose 
changes  to  the  current  general  revenue 
sharing  formula  on  grounds  of  the  general 
need  of  local  governments  for  an  increase  in 
general  revenue  sharing  funding  and  the 
danger  of  implementing  formula  changes 
without  careful  study  and  analysis  of  im- 
pacts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  full  text  of  the 
letter  to  which  I  just  referred  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Jdly  26,  1983. 
Hon.  Frank  Horton. 

Ranking  Minority  Member,  House  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Operations,  Raybum 
House     Of/ice     Building,     Washington. 
DC. 
Dear    Congressman    Horton:    As    House 
floor  action  on  H.R.  2780.  the  bill  to  reau- 


thorize the  general  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram, approaches,  the  National  Association 
of  Counties  and  the  National  League  of 
Cities  wish  to  make  you  aware  of  our  posi- 
tion with  regard  to  amendments  pertaining 
to  formula  changes  that  may  be  offered  on 
the  floor.  We  support  retention  of  the  cur- 
rent revenue  sharing  formula  as  provided  in 
H.R.  2780,  and  adamantly  oppose  any  alter- 
ations. We  take  this  position  for  several  rea- 
sons: 

First,  we  believe  that  if  there  is  an  In- 
crease in  the  level  of  funding  for  the  pro- 
gram, as  proposed  in  H.R.  2780,  all  local  gov- 
ernments should  share  proportionately  in 
that  increase.  Virtually  all  local  govern- 
ments are  experiencing  some  degree  of 
fiscal  stress  as  a  result  of  the  recession  and 
cutbacks  in  federal  aid.  They  rely  heavily  on 
general  revenue  sharing  to  assist  them  in 
dealing  with  revenue  shortfalls.  Funding  for 
the  program  has  not  been  increased  since 
1976.  During  that  period,  NACo  and  NLC  es- 
timate that  fifty  percent  of  the  buying 
power  of  revenue  sharing  dollars  has  been 
eroded  by  inflation.  All  local  governments 
need  some  increase  in  their  revenue  sharing 
allocations  to  at  least  partially  offset  the  ef- 
fects of  inflation  and  aid  them  in  resolving 
their  fiscal  problems. 

Second,  most  formula  change  proposals, 
even  those  with  "hold  harmless  "  provisions, 
would  effectively  disadvantage  certain  types 
of  jurisdictions  relative  to  other  types  in 
terms  of  the  overall  percentage  increase  re- 
ceived. We  believe  that  the  immediate  and 
long-term  impacts  of  such  non-proportional 
distribution  of  an  increase  in  funding 
should  be  studied  in  depth  before  imple- 
menting formula  changes. 

Finally,  no  formula  is  perfect  and  any 
type  of  formula  change  is  bound  to  result  in 
some  anomalous  allocations.  Under  the  for- 
mula changes  contained  in  S.  1426,  for  ex- 
ample, som  •  of  the  neediest  jurisdictions  in 
certain  states  would  receive  no  additional 
revenue  sharing  funds,  even  if  the  funding 
level  for  the  program  were  increased  by 
$450  million.  Such  anomalous  distributions 
also  indicate  the  need  for  extensive  study 
and  deliberation  prior  to  the  implementa- 
tion of  formula  changes. 

To  summarize,  the  National  Association  of 
Counties  and  the  National  League  of  Cities 
oppose  changes  to  the  current  general  reve- 
nue sharing  formula  on  grounds  of  the  gen- 
eral need  of  local  govenments  for  an  in- 
crease in  general  revenue  sharing  funding 
and  the  danger  of  implementing  formula 
changes  without  careful  study  and  analysis 
of  impacts.  We  support  the  efforts  of  Rep. 
Ted  Weiss  to  institute  such  studies  and 
await  his  findings  with  interset. 

In  the  meantime,  however,  our  organiza- 
tions urge  all  House  members  to  support 
H.R.  2780  in  its  retention  of  the  current  for- 
mula for  general  revenue  sharing  alloca- 
tions and  to  oppose  any  amendments  to 
alter  the  formula  that  may  be  offered  on 
the  House  floor. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  Royer. 
President,  National  League  of  Cities. 
Sandra  R.  Smoley, 
President  National  Association  of 
Counties. 

Mr.  Chairman,  altering  the  formula 
could,  quite  simply,  endanger  the  frag- 
ile coalition  that  supports  the  program 
and  spell  its  demise. 

In  conclusion,  I  must  reiterate  my 
very  strong  support  for  the  continu- 
ance of  revenue  sharing.  It  is  a  "cor- 


nerstone" of  our  Federal  domestic  aid 
system  and  helps  assure  the  financial 
viability  of  our  federal  system  of  gov- 
ernment. H.R.  2780,  if  amended  along 
the  lines  I  have  suggested,  is  an  effec- 
tive vehicle  for  extension  of  this  im- 
portant program. 

D  1640 
Mr.    BROOKS.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
yield  7'/2   minutes   to   the   gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Weiss). 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  2780,  the  State  and 
Local  Fiscal  Assistance  Amendments 
of  1983.  This  bill,  which  was  over- 
whelmingly approved— 37  to  2— by  the 
Government  Operations  Committee, 
amends  and  extends  the  present  gen- 
eral revenue-sharing  legislation  that 
will  expire  on  September  30  at  the  end 
of  this  fiscal  year. 

To  summarize  briefly,  the  committee 
bill  makes  the  following  changes  in 
the  existing  program: 

First.  General  revenue  sharing  for 
local  governments  is  reauthorized  as 
an  entitlement  program  for  5  addition- 
al years.  This  increase  over  the  cur- 
rent 3-year  authorization  was  ap- 
proved in  order  to  enable  local  units  of 
government  to  plan  for  the  most  effi- 
cient utilization  of  these  funds.  In  the 
committee  bill,  the  annual  funding 
level  is  increased  16  percent— from 
$4.57  billion  to  approximately  $5.3  bil- 
lion—to adjust  for  the  loss  in  purchas- 
ing power  of  revenue-sharing  dollars 
only  since  the  last  reauthorization  of 
the  program  in  1980. 

It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that, 
aside  from  a  one-time  increase  of  $200 
million  voted  in  1976,  this  program  has 
not  been  adjusted  for  inflation  since 
its  inception  in  1972.  During  this  11- 
year  period,  the  purchasing  power  of 
the  dollar  has  been  reduced  by  135 
percent.  In  this  context,  a  16-percent 
increase  in  local  payments  is  a  very 
modest  and  long  overdue  adjustment. 
It  is  especially  needed  and  justified 
today  because  of  the  sizable  reductions 
that  have  been  made  in  Federal  cate- 
gorical grants  at  the  very  time  that 
State  and  local  governments  have  ex- 
perienced severe  revenue  losses  due  to 
recession.  This  additional  funding  was 
provided  for  in  the  first  budget  resolu- 
tion initially  passed  by  the  House,  but 
the  budget  conference  report  assumes 
an  increase  in  general  revenue  sharing 
of  $450  million  per  year,  to  approxi- 
mately $5.01  billion  per  year.  Al- 
though we  would  like  to  see  a  more 
generous  increase  in  the  program,  the 
budget  compromise  is  a  realistic  level, 
and  I  intend  to  support  an  amendment 
to  this  lower  level  to  conform  with  the 
first  budget  resolution. 

Second,  revenue  sharing  for  State 
governments  is  continued  as  an  au- 
thorization, subject  to  annual  appro- 
priations, at  the  present  level  of  $2.3 
billion.  Also,  the  bill  eliminates  the  so- 
called     Levitas     amendment,     which 


would  negate  the  very  purpose  of  reve- 
nue sharing  by  requiring  the  States  to 
forfeit  an  equal  amount  of  other  Fed- 
eral assistance. 

Third,  the  requirement  for  an  inde- 
pendent financial  audit  of  govern- 
ments receiving  $25,000  or  more  each 
year  is  changed  from  once  in  3  years 
to  an  annual  audit,  which  is  the  pre- 
vailing practice  today.  However,  any 
government  operating  on  a  biennial 
fiscal  period  would  be  permitted  to 
audit  its  financial  statements  once  in  2 
years  covering  both  years.  An  annual 
audit  requirement  was  recommended 
by  the  Comptroller  General,  and  it 
was  generally  supported  by  the  wit- 
nesses who  appeared  before  the  sub- 
committee. 

Fourth.  The  special  provision  for  al- 
locations to  Louisiana  sheriffs  is  dis- 
continued because  this  parish  office  is 
not  a  general  purpose  unit  of  govern- 
ment and  other  limited  purpose  gov- 
ernments are  not  eligible  for  revenue- 
sharing  payments. 

The  bill  also  incorporates  a  number 
of  technical  amendments  requested  by 
the  Treasury  Department  or  by  the 
Legislative  Counsel's  Office  for  the 
purpose  of  clarifying  and  perfecting 
certain  language  in  the  existing  law. 
In  addition,  the  committee  approved  a 
provision,  affecting  only  local  govern- 
ments within  Massachusetts,  to  permit 
the  crediting  of  certain  taxes  for  fiscal 
year  1982  that  were  not  collected  until 
1983  due  to  a  court  ordered  change  in 
the  method  of  valuating  property. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  commit- 
tee bill  is  a  sound  and  realistic  meas- 
ure, given  the  present  budget  limita- 
tions confronting  the  Congress. 
Except  for  the  committee  amend- 
ments, which  are  primarily  technical 
in  nature,  H.R.  2780  is  essentially  the 
clean  bill  approved  as  a  compromise 
measure  by  the  subcommittee  that  I 
am  privileged  to  chair.  H.R.  2780  was 
approved  by  the  subcommittee  after  a 
thorough  study  of  the  general-revenue- 
sharing  program,  which  included  3 
days  of  public  hearings  in  Washington 
and  4  days  of  field  hearings  held  in 
various  sections  of  the  country. 

H.R.  2780  was  approved  by  the  com- 
mittee without  any  change  in  the 
method  of  allocating  funds.  However, 
there  was  interest,  both  in  the  sub- 
committee and  the  full  committee,  in  a 
proposal  to  raise  the  present  145  per- 
cent upper  limit  on  per  capita  alloca- 
tions to  local  governments,  and  a  pro- 
posal to  use  the  representative  tax 
system  (RTS),  together  with  or  as  a 
substitute  for  per  capita  income,  in 
the  measurement  of  each  State's  fiscal 
capacity.  Also  given  serious  consider- 
ation was  a  proposal  to  advance  reve- 
nue-sharing payments  to  the  begin- 
ning of  each  calendar  quarter  instead 
of  after  the  end  of  the  quarter.  In  the 
final  analysis,  these  proposals  were 
not  included  in  the  bill  mainly  because 
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they  would  have  required  additional 
money  to  prevent  some  jurisdictions 
from  losing  funds. 

With  respect  to  the  representative 
tax  system,  the  bill  directs  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the 
Comptroller  General,  and  the  Adviso- 
ry Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  to  study  and  further  devel- 
op the  RTS  for  possible  use  in  allocat- 
ing revenue-sharing  funds  in  the 
future. 

Similarly,  the  current  budget  strin- 
gency made  it  impractical  to  resume 
entitlement  payments  to  State  govern- 
ments, although  I  believe  there  is 
strong  justification  for  doing  so. 

I  am  sure  you  are  all  aware  of  the 
radically  changed  financial  circum- 
stances of  State  governments  since  the 
last  revenue-sharing  reauthorization 
in  1980.  In  place  of  the  budget  surplus- 
es many  States  enjoyed  at  that  time, 
most  States  today  are  trying  desper- 
ately to  reduce  expenditures,  cut  their 
wortt  forces,  and  increase  taxes  in 
order  to  avoid  budget  deficits,  which 
are  legally  prohibited  in  virtually  all 
of  the  States. 

It  should  be  noted  also  that  many 
States  are  in  very  poor  financial  condi- 
tion as  the  result  of  three  national  re- 
cessions in  the  past  decade.  Even  our 
most  prosperous  States  are  feeling  the 
pinch  of  increasing  unemployment 
and  declining  revenues.  I  believe  it  is 
clear  that  the  States  need  and  deserve 
continued  revenue-sharing  assistance, 
and  I  would  urge  this  body  to  restore 
these  payments  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  would  prefer 
to  see  this  legislation  provide  more  as- 
sistance to  our  local  and  State  govern- 
ments. I  recognize  that  H.R.  2780  is 
probably  the  best  we  can  do  under 
present  budget  conditions.  It  is  my 
hope  that  the  Congress  will  act  quick- 
ly to  reauthorize  this  vital  program  so 
that  local  governments  can  plan  for 
the  most  efficient  and  responsible  use 
of  these  revenue-sharing  funds. 

Before  yielding.  I  would  be  remiss  if 
I  failed  to  acluiowledge  several  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  who  have  been  in- 
strumental in  bringing  this  legislation 
to  the  floor. 

The  chairman  of  the  Government 
Operations  Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks),  although 
personally  opposed  to  this  legislation, 
has  been  continually  fair  and  forth- 
right in  his  handling  of  H.R.  2780.  and 
supportive  of  the  subcommittee  activi- 
ties during  the  reauthorization  proc- 
ess. 

The  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  and  Human  Resources,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker),  is  likewise  to  be  commended 
for  his  diligent  efforts  and  support  of 
the  subconrunittee's  work;  as  should 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  gentle- 


man from  New  York  (Mr.  Solarz). 
who  did  such  outstanding  work  in  the 
operations  of  the  Budget  Committee 
in  the  consideration  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man, for  yielding  this  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walker).  I  also 
take  this  occasion  to  commend  him  for 
his  work  on  the  subcommittee  in  the 
role  of  the  ranking  minority  member. 
He  has  done  an  outstanding  job.  and 
we  thank  him  for  it. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  comments  and  for  yielding 
me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  strongly  support 
the  reauthorization  of  the  revenue- 
sharing  program.  Symbolically,  and  in 
reality,  revenue  sharing  epitomizes  the 
best  aspects  of  our  federal  system  at 
work. 

Revenue  sharing  is  simple  and  effec- 
tive. Money  is  returned  to  local  gov- 
ernments by  the  Federal  Government 
with  minimum  requirements  and 
almost  no  administrative  costs.  Local 
governments  benefit  from  the  in- 
creased resources  and  the  flexibility  to 
make  decisions  and  to  be  more  respon- 
sive to  their  constituents. 

In  the  decade  since  its  inception, 
more  than  465  billion  in  Federal  reve- 
nue sharing  funds  have  been  returned 
to  State  and  local  governments.  There 
can  be  no  disputing  the  fact  that  this 
money  has  helped  insure  the  financial 
integrity  of  recipient  governments  and 
help  restore  decisionmaking  power  to 
the  local  level. 

Local  governments  must  be  repon- 
sive  governments.  Local  officials  are 
not  somewhat  isolated  from  their  con- 
stituents like  Members  of  Congress  or 
State  legislators.  When  programs  or 
projects  are  demanded  by  constitu- 
ents, local  officials  need  the  resources 
£ind  flexibility  to  act  promptly.  Reve- 
nue sharing  without  so  many  of  the 
burdens  and  restrictions  that  accom- 
pany other  Federal  programs,  provides 
local  officials  with  the  steady  support 
they  need. 

As  local  officials  came  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  and  Human  Resources, 
chaired  so  ably  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Weiss),  we  continually 
heard  how  vital  revenue  sharing  was 
to  the  fiscal  integrity  of  our  cities, 
counties,  and  townships. 
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We  continually  heard  of  police  pro- 
tection, fire  equipment,  recreational 
facilities,  libraries,  and  other  worth- 
while projects  purchased  with  revenue 
sharing  funds.  That  is  an  aspect  of 
this  program  that  I  think  speaks  to 
the  concern  legitimately  raised  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  full  commit- 
tee. 


He  makes  the  point  that  we  have  no 
real  revenue  to  share  at  the  Federal 
level  and  that  is  true.  But  it  is  also 
true  that  the  very  kind  of  programs 
that  the  local  governments  are  using 
revenue  sharing  funds  to  meet  are  pro- 
grams that  we  would  otherwise  have 
to  design  categorical  programs  to 
meet.  These  categorical  programs 
would  be  fantastically  expensive  for 
the  Federal  Government,  they  would 
cost  far  more  than  the  revenue  shar- 
ing program  has  cost  or  will  cost  in  the 
future.  It  is  that  kind  of  concern  that 
I  bring  to  this  discussion  because  I 
think  that  what  we  have  got  to  have  is 
this  kind  of  program  which  allows 
local  governments  to  act  selectively, 
use  Federal  funds  selectively  and 
thereby  save  vast  resources  that  other- 
wise might  get  spent  at  the  Federal 
level. 

It  was  those  kinds  of  comments  that 
we  heard  from  local  officials  and  they 
reflected  the  local  decisions  made  by 
all  levels  of  government  which  are 
closest  to  the  taxpayers.  I  like  the  fact 
that  the  revenue  sharing  program 
makes  a  lot  of  that  kind  of  thing  possi- 
ble. I  must  say,  however,  that  I  have 
some  problems  with  the  bill  as  it 
comes  to  the  floor. 

Certain  aspects  of  it  bother  me  and  I 
will  offer  at  least  one  amendment  to 
make  a  change.  The  funding  level,  for 
example,  is  too  high.  I  will  vote  to 
lower  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
that  it  is  extremely  important  that  we 
adopt  the  amendment  that  will  be  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  McCandless)  that  brings  the 
funding  level  back  down  to  current 
funding  levels. 

The  threat  of  the  administration  to 
veto  this  bill,  if  it  is  not  brought  into 
that  kind  of  funding  level  compliance, 
I  think  is  a  real  threat,  indeed.  It  jeop- 
ardizes this  worthwhile  program  for 
the  future  and  I  hope  that  the  gentle- 
man from  California  will  see  his 
amendment  adopted. 

Other  changes  also  may  be  needed. 
But  the  concept  of  revenue  sharing  is 
sound.  The  program  should  be  reau- 
thorized. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding 
me  the  time  and  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Lewis). 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  distinguished  minori- 
ty member  from  New  York  for  allow- 
ing me  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  talk  about 
revenue  sharing  we  are  talking  about  a 
no-string  revenue  sharing  for  each  in- 
dividual community,  county,  and 
State. 

When  you  are  talking  about  New 
Federalism  the  best  form  of  assistance 
is  revenue-sharing.  And  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of   the   Federal   revenue-sharing 


program  and  more  specifically,  H.R. 
2780. 

I  served  for  four  terms  as  mayor/ 
councilman  of  the  village  of  North 
Palm  Beach.  Fla.,  before  the  revenue- 
sharing  program  existed.  Problems 
that  the  community  faced  then,  were 
not  unlike  those  it  faces  today. 

Without  the  additional  sources  of 
revenue  to  support  important  munici- 
pal projects  and  purchase  necessary 
capital  equipment— the  overall  budget 
for  the  village  had  to  be  stretched  as 
far  as  possible— and  difficult  choices 
had  to  be  made  due  to  limited  funds. 

Small  cities  with  populations  of  less 
than  10.000  in  particular  benefit  from 
this  program.  My  district  includes  a 
number  of  these  small  cities. 

The  city  managers  advise  me  that 
this  money  allows  them  to  purchase 
expensive  capital  equipment  such  as 
police  cars,  fire  trucks,  garbage  trucks, 
bulldozers,  and  dumptrucks. 

Some  municipalities  apply  these 
funds  to  improve  their  water  and 
sewer  systems.  Other  cities  will  use  a 
portion  of  their  funds  to  purchase 
lawnmowers  for  the  city  parks  and  to 
build  shuffleboards  for  elderly  resi- 
dents. 

Thus  revenue-sharing  money  is  an 
important  supplement  to  these  local 
communities'  budgets.  Furthermore.  I 
have  always  believed  that  there  is  a 
need  to  return  some  of  the  taxpayers' 
hard-earned  money  to  their  local  com- 
munities. With  no  Federal  strings  at- 
tached, these  dollars  make  it  possible 
for  localities  to  improve  community 
life  for  their  residents. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  serve  as  cochair  of 
the  Local  Government  Caucus  with 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Cali- 
fornia, Congresswoman  Boxer.  We 
both  have  local  government  experi- 
ence and  can  attest  to  the  strong  sup- 
port local  governments  have  voiced  to 
us  for  continuing  the  Federal  revenue- 
sharing  program. 

The  caucus  was  formed  this  year  to 
bring  together  those  Members  of  Con- 
gress with  experience  and  interest  in 
local  government  issues  and  to  pro- 
mote those  interests.  Just  as  the 
caucus  membership  is  bipartisan,  the 
issue  of  revenue  sharing  cuts  across 
party  lines. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  vote  to  con- 
tinue this  program  and  to  provide 
local  governments  with  an  important 
source  of  supplemental  funding  to 
carry  out  their  municipal  responsibil- 
ities. 

I  thank  the  chairman.  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 
•  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  passage  of 
HR  2870,  the  reauthorization  of  the 
general  revenue-sharing  program. 
There  is  little  doubt  in  my  mind  that, 
of  all  the  programs  of  assistance  to 
people  in  this  country,  the  general  rev- 
enue-sharing  program    is   one   which 


most  effectively  meets  the  criteria  of 
what  a  good  Federal  program  should 
be.  I  say  that  because  of  the  particular 
strength  of  the  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram. This  is  one  Federal  program 
which  delivers  financial  assistance  to 
local  governments  throughout  the 
country,  and  makes  no  pretense,  as  we 
do  all  too  often  here  in  Washington, 
that  those  local  governments  cannot 
be  trusted  to  make  a  decision  on  how 
to  best  spend  those  funds.  General 
revenue  sharing  makes  the  logical  as- 
sumption that  those  closest  to  their 
own  citizens  can  make  the  best  deter- 
mination as  to  how  most  effectively 
and  efficiently  make  use  of  those 
funds,  without  Federal  interference, 
guidelines,  or  onerous  regulations. 

There  are  several  elements  in  the 
legislation  today  which  make  this  re- 
authorization desirable.  Although  I 
would  have  preferred  the  extension  of 
the  authorization  to  a  full  5  years  in- 
stead of  the  3  years  which  is  now  the 
case,  it  appears  that  the  threat  of  an 
adminstration  veto  makes  the  3-year 
extension  the  best  possible  that  we 
can  do  at  this  time.  This  is  regrettable, 
since  the  5- year  period  would  have  en- 
abled local  units  of  government  to 
better  plan  how  to  most  effectively  use 
these  funds.  It  is,  however,  I  suppose 
better  to  take  the  3-year  reauthoriza- 
tion than  none  at  all.  Frankly,  I  feel 
that  this  limitation  is  a  foolish  one, 
since  there  is  no  doublt  that,  whether 
it  is  in  3  years  or  5  years,  we  certainly 
will  reauthorize  this  program  again. 
The  administration's  shortsightedness 
and  false  economies  exhibited  once 
again  in  this  instance,  continue  to  dis- 
turb me. 

As  amended  to  conform  with  the 
first  budget  resolution,  this  bill  will 
also  provide  for  a  9.9-percent  increase 
in  authorized  funding  for  this  pro- 
gram. While,  frankly,  I  might  have 
preferred  the  16-percent  increase  re- 
ported out  by  the  authorizing  commit- 
tee, budget  concerns,  as  well  as  the 
threat  of  negative  action  from  the 
President,  have  convinced  me  that  this 
level  of  funding  appears  to  be  the  best 
we  can  manage  at  this  time,  and  I  am 
in  full  support  of  it. 

This  9.9-percent  increase  means  that 
my  State  of  South  Dakota,  whose  local 
units  of  government  were  eligible  for 
$15.9  million  in  general  revenue  shar- 
ing in  1983.  will  be  eligible  for  a  total 
of  $17.5  million  in  1984  and  beyond. 
Given  the  depressed  state  of  the  farm 
economy,  and  the  reduced  tax  base 
that  this  tends  to  cause  in  primarily 
agricultural  States  like  South  Dakota, 
this  is  an  increase  that  is  long  overdue, 
and  is  certainly  welcomed.  The  level  of 
authorization  for  general  revenue 
sharing  has  not  been  increased,  with 
one  small  exception  in  1976,  since  its 
inception  in  1972.  It  has  not  even  been 
adjusted  for  inflation,  although  the 
costs  to  local  governments  have  cer- 
tainly  been   drastically   increased   by 


this  same  economic  scourge.  The 
result  of  this  lack  of  adjustment  has 
been  that  the  amount  of  the  dollars 
purchasing  power  since  1972  has  been 
reduced  by  135  percent.  The  modest 
9.9  percent  increase  in  funding  now  by 
no  means  recaptures  this  inflation-lost 
purchasing  power,  but  at  least  it  is  a 
small  step  in  the  right  direction. 

I  know  of  no  responsible  legislator 
who  will  deny  that  revenue  sharing  is 
one  program  which,  because  of  the 
direct  control  it  affords  to  local  gov- 
ernments, is  one  of  our  most  efficient, 
effective  programs  designed  to  give  as- 
sistance to  the  local  goverrunents 
which  are  closest  to  the  people  they 
represent.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  strong  support  of  this  legisla- 
tion.* 

•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  2780  as  re- 
ported by  the  Government  Operations 
Committee.  This  legislation  would  give 
a  new  and  vitally  needed  5  year  lease 
on  life  for  the  general  revenue  sharing 
program  of  such  fundamental  impor- 
tance to  local  governments  in  this 
Nation. 

My  support  of  this  bill  is  based  on 
the  fact  that  it  seeks  to  remedy  the  ef- 
fects which  inflation  has  had  on  the 
revenue-sharing  program  since  it  re- 
ceived its  last  funding  increase  in  1980. 
While  some  would  view  with  concern  a 
16-percent  increase  in  funding,  one 
should  view  it  in  the  context  of  the 
timeframe  since  1980. 

What  is  the  importance  of  general 
revenue  sharing  in  this  Nation.  Ac- 
cording to  the  National  League  of 
Cities— revenue  sharing  represents  the 
only  direct  Federal  assistance  program 
in  one-third  of  all  cities.  For  cities 
with  populations  under  10,000,  it  is  the 
only  direct  assistance  for  62  percent.  It 
is  little  wonder  that  the  League  writes. 
"Prompt  reauthorization  of  revenue 
sharing  is  clearly  the  No.  1  priority  of 
American  cities  this  year." 

When  one  looks  at  the  particulars  of 
this  bill— the  length  of  the  reauthor- 
ization as  well  as  the  funding  levels 
stand  out  as  the  most  prominent 
issues  for  us  to  determine.  With  re- 
spect to  the  5-year  reauthorization,  let 
us  evaluate  it  from  the  context  of  the 
units  of  local  goverrmient  who  receive 
these  funds.  For  them  it  makes  infi- 
nitely more  sense  to  be  able  to  plan 
for  a  5-year  time  period  than  for  a  3- 
year  period.  Most  local  governments 
have  fiscal  years  commencing  prior  to 
October  1  so  that  budget  and  planning 
is  disrupted  each  year  reauthorization 
occurs  after  a  city's  fiscal  year  has  al- 
ready begun.  A  5-year  reauthorization 
would  certainly  relieve  that  problem. 

A  reauthorization  of  revenue  shar- 
ing is  especially  vital  in  these  times 
when  States  and  localities  are  in  the 
midst  of  their  most  severe  fiscal  crisis 
since  the  Great  Depression.  It  is  being 
felt  in  every  conceivable  way— from  in- 
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creased  hunger  among  people— to 
crumbling  bridges  and  highways. 
These  are  growing  problems  which  are 
being  met  with  reduced  resources  es- 
pecially at  the  Federal  end.  The  Amer- 
ican Federation  of  State-County  and 
Municipal  Employees  estimates  "The 
Reagan  administrations  spending  re- 
ductions have  come  disproportionately 
out  of  State  and  local  government 
aid— which  will  be  down  $24  billion  in 
1984  as  a  result  of  the  cumulation  of 
Federal  cuts." 

All  in  all  the  case  for  H.R.  2780 
seems  both  clear  and  compelling.  Rev- 
enue sharing  is  a  program  which  has 
worked  and  continues  to  work  and 
should  be  rewarded  by  getting  reau- 
thorized. Revenue  sharing  represents 
the  very  best  in  our  governmental 
system— Federal  aid  directly  to  local 
governments  for  their  use  to  meet 
their  most  critical  needs.  It  is  a  pro- 
gram which  has  been  largely  free  from 
scandal  and  waste  and  has  much  good 
to  show  for  itself.  It  deserves  support. 
I  know  my  home  city  of  New  York  has 
been  greatly  aided  by  general  revenue 
sharing  and  any  reduction  in  funds 
would  cause  great  strain  on  a  city 
which  is  clearly  on  the  fiscal  rebound. 

We  must  not  allow  ourselves  to 
become  victims  of  misguided  econom- 
ics. If  we  cut  revenue  sharing  today  or 
reduce  its  life  span,  we  are  only  hurt- 
ing ourselves  somewhere  else.  These 
funds  serve  as  seed  moneys  for  certain 
projects— they  help  to  secure  private 
sector  funding.  Conversely,  if  the  re- 
sources are  reduced,  the  strains  and 
competition  for  other  dollars  becomes 
that  much  more  intense  and  it  is 
people  who  suffer.  Cities,  towns,  and 
villages  will  have  to  start  choosing  be- 
tween which  vital  services  they  can 
fund— will  it  be  fire  instead  of  energy 
assistance  and  the  like. 

I  for  one  t)elieve  that  revenue  shar- 
ing over  the  years  has  insulated  itself 
from  the  political  process  and  has  pro- 
duced results  across  this  Nation.  It  is 
not  the  right  time  to  inject  either  poli- 
tics or  misguided  economics  into  the 
program.  Therefore,  a  vote  for  H.R. 
2780  as  reported  is  the  only  way  to 
proceed  for  the  good  of  the  Nation.* 
•  Mr.  BOUCHER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2780.  the  reau- 
thorization of  the  general  revenue- 
sharing  program. 

H.R.  2780  authorizes  annual  general 
revenue-sharing  payments  to  local 
govenunents  of  $5.3  billion  through 
fiscal  year  1988.  an  increase  of  16  per- 
cent over  the  program's  last  reauthor- 
ization in  1980.  This  increase  is  appro- 
priate in  view  of  the  rate  of  inflation 
since  1980  and  the  hardships  incurred 
by  localities  arising  from  the  current 
recession. 

In  my  district  of  southwest  Virginia, 
funds  obtained  through  the  general 
revenue-sharing  program  have  been 
applied  toward  the  construction  of 
schools,  parks,  sewage  systems,  and  a 


whole  host  of  other  projects  which 
have  advanced  economic  development. 
The  administrators  of  local  govern- 
ments in  southwest  Virginia  believe 
that  without  general  revenue  sharing, 
they  would  have  to  compete  with 
larger,  wealthier  units  of  government 
for  limited  Federal  resources.  The 
complex  application  requirements  of 
the  categorical  grant  programs  force 
local  governments  to  employ  person- 
nel who  are  highly  specialized  and 
technically  proficient  in  limited  policy 
areas.  Revenue  sharing  addresses  this 
problem  by  disbursing  Federal  funds 
in  an  equitable  manner  to  all  local 
governments,  regardless  of  their  size, 
grant  seeking  expertise,  or  economic 
resources. 

I  congratulate  my  colleagues  on  the 
Government  Operations  Committee 
for  resisting  administration  attempts 
to  limit  the  size  of  this  reauthoriza- 
tion, and  I  hope  that  the  House  will 
defeat  any  weakening  amendments  to 
H.R.  2780.  Annual  payments  to  local 
governments  through  the  general  rev- 
enue-sharing program  have  not  been 
increased  since  fiscal  year  1978.  and  in 
view  of  the  devastating  effect  which 
the  recession  has  had  upon  local  gov- 
ernments, I  believe  that  the  funding 
increase  contained  in  this  legislation  is 
warranted.* 

•  Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  H.R.  2780,  the  re- 
authorization of  the  general  revenue- 
sharing  program.  Revenue  sharing  is 
one  aspect  of  federalism  that  has 
clearly  worked.  It  is  a  flexible  and  effi- 
cient program.  For  one-third  of  all 
cities  it  is  the  only  direct  form  of  Fed- 
eral assistance. 

I  support  an  increase  in  the  funding 
of  the  general  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram. There  has  been  no  change  in 
the  funding  level  since  1976.  Nearly 
half  of  the  program  has  been  lost  to 
inflation  since  that  last  increase.  An 
increase  is  clearly  needed.  All  across 
the  country,  costs  are  increasing  faster 
thair  revenues,  forcing  many  commu- 
nities to  increase  taxes,  lay  off  work- 
ers, and  cut  vital  services.  Recent  cut- 
backs in  other  Federal  aid  programs, 
combined  with  the  effects  of  recession 
and  high  interest  rates,  have  increased 
the  need  for  this  legislation. 

Revenue-sharing  moneys  are  provid- 
ing critically  needed  support  for  such 
things  as  emergency  shelter,  food 
banks,  and  police  and  fire  protection. 
Revenue  sharing  affords  communities 
the  flexibility  they  need  in  dealing 
with  such  problems. 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  I  hope  we 
move  swiftly  in  approving  this  reau- 
thorization. Time,  in  a  matter  such  as 
this,  is  of  the  essence.  The  programs 
authority  expires  on  September  30  of 
this  year,  let  us  act  well  in  advance  of 
that  deadline.* 

•  Mr.  ALBOSTA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  2780,  the 
State     and     local     fiscal     assistance 


amendments  of  1983.  This  legislation 
reauthorizes  the  Federal  revenue  shar- 
ing program  for  5  years  and  increases 
the  amount  of  funds  to  $5.3  billion  per 
year.  This  represents  a  16-percent  in- 
crease from  the  current  appropria- 
tions level  and  will  compensate  for  the 
effects  of  inflation  since  the  program 
was  last  authorized  in  1980.  The  bill 
will  continue  the  current  allocation 
formula  and  all  units  of  general  local 
government  will  continue  to  be  eligible 
for  revenue  sharing  payments. 

As  a  former  county  commissioner,  I 
have  always  supported  the  revenue 
sharing  program.  I  strongly  believe 
revenue  sharing  is  effective  because 
the  program  allows  the  local  units  of 
government  to  decide  which  programs 
and  projects  to  fund  in  their  communi- 
ty. Instead  of  bureaucrats  sometimes 
located  thousands  of  miles  away  decid- 
ing what  a  community  needs,  local  of- 
ficials make  these  decisions  under  the 
revenue-sharing  program.  As  a  result, 
funds  are  spent  on  a  more  cost-effec- 
tive basis. 

Too  often  people  alienated  from 
their  Government  because  decisions 
are  made  without  local  input.  The  rev- 
enue sharing  program  has  been  unique 
in  returning  decisionmaking  to  the 
local  level.  As  a  former  local  official,  I 
feel  we  must  continue  this  program 
and  make  sure  it  is  adequately  funded. 
Numerous  projects  in  my  district  have 
been  funded  with  revenue-sharing 
moneys  including  parks,  firehouses, 
community  centers,  roads,  bridges,  and 
police  protection.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  H.R.  2780  so  that  this  legis- 
lation can  move  forward  quickly  and 
the  Federal  revenue-sharing  program 
can  continue  to  benefit  this  country.* 
*  Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  2780. 

Over  the  past  11  years,  revenue  shar- 
ing has  put  tax  dollars  back  into  cities 
and  counties  in  Texas.  Officials  of 
cities  and  counties  throughout  my  dis- 
trict have  emphasized  to  me  the  great 
help  that  this  program  has  been  to 
their  communities.  It  has  been  a  reli- 
able and  consistent  source  of  funds  to 
financially  distressed  areas,  with  no 
strings  attached.  These  local  units  of 
government  have  been  able  to  set 
their  own  priorities  and  fund  the  pro- 
grams of  greatest  need  to  the  people 
whose  needs  they  are  in  the  best  posi- 
tion to  know.  These  funds  have  paved 
streets  in  some  communities;  in  others, 
they  have  helped  to  pay  police  or  fire- 
fighters. In  short,  the  program  has 
provided  flexibility  in  a  broad  range  of 
community  improvements. 

Now,  more  than  ever,  this  program 
is  needed  and  it  deserves  our  support. 
Cuts  in  other  Federal  grant  programs 
have  forced  many  communities  to 
raise  local  taxes,  to  lay  off  workers, 
and  to  reduce  important  public  serv- 
ices. Costs  are  going  up  faster  than 
the   revenues   can    be    raised   to   pay 


them.  To  deny  these  communities  an 
increase  in  their  Federal  revenue 
shares  under  these  circumstances 
would  be  dangerously  shortsighted 
and  counterproductive.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  reauthorize  this  valuable  as- 
sistance program,  to  increase  its  pay- 
ment levels  as  proposed,  and  to  do  so 
promptly  enough  that  there  will  be  no 
danger  of  a  lapse  when  September  30 
arrives.* 

*  Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
support  revenue  sharing.  Unfortunate- 
ly, this  bill  exceeds  the  freeze  budget 
that  is  so  essential  if  we  are  to  limit 
Federal  spending,  reduce  the  deficit, 
lower  interest  rates,  and  put  people 
back  to  work  again. 

Revenue  sharing  has  been  of  great 
benefit  to  local  governments  in  Louisi- 
ana and  is  a  relative  efficient  use  of 
tax  dollars.  We  should  continue  the 
progream  at  current  levels— no  cuts, 
no  increases. 

Because  of  the  increased  funding  in 
this  bill  I  will  vote  no.  That  vote 
should  not  be  construed  as  opposition 
to  the  concept  of  our  level  funding  for 
revenue  sharing.* 

*  Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  in- 
clude the  following  information  perti- 
nent to  this  debate  for  the  benefit  of 
my  colleagues. 

U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  18,  1983. 
Dear  Member  of  Congress:  The  House 
will  soon  consider  H.R.  2780,  legislation  re- 
authorizing the  general  revenue  sharing 
program  for  five  years.  The  U.S.  Conference 
of  Mayors  strongly  urges  you  to  support  the 
bill  as  reported  by  the  Government  Oper- 
ations Committee,  and  to  oppose  any  weak- 
ening floor  amendments. 

The  revenue  sharing  program  is  of  vital 
importance  to  cities  around  the  country,  the 
vast  majority  of  which  have  t)een  forced  to 
raise  taxes,  cut  services,  lay  off  employees, 
and  defer  important  infrastructure  invest- 
ments. Cities  have  suffered  through  two 
years  of  crippling  cuts  in  federal  and  state 
aid,  extremely  high  urban  unemployment,  a 
declining  property  tax  base  in  many  areas, 
high  interest  rates,  and  unprecedented 
problems  in  the  municipal  bond  market. 
The  revenue  sharing  program  is  one  of  the 
few  sources  of  federal  assistance  remaining 
to  many  of  these  jurisdictions.  Without  it. 
there  would  be  massive  property  tax  in- 
creases at  the  local  level. 

Moreover,  timing  is  important.  It  is  urgent 
that  the  Congress  take  quick  action  on  reve- 
nue sharing,  so  as  to  allow  local  govern- 
ments to  plan  their  fiscal  1984  budgets. 
Many  local  governments  cannot  include  rev- 
enue sharing  funds  in  their  budgets  until 
the  program  is  enacted,  a  fact  which  has 
unduly  complicated  their  budget  formula- 
tion so  far. 

H.R.  2780.  reported  overwhelmingly  by 
the  Government  Operations  Committee, 
would  reauthorize  the  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram for  five  years,  with  a  one-time  increase 
of  16  percent  or  $732  million.  The  Confer- 
ence of  Mayors  supports  this  increase  as 
reasonable  and  just.  The  revenue  sharing 
program  has  not  been  increased  since  1976. 
and  has  declined  over  50  percent  in  purchas- 
ing power  since  that  time.  Thus,  the  15  per- 
cent increase  does  not  fully  adjust  for  the 
inflation  of  the  last  eight  years,  but.  it  does 


show  that  Congress  accepts  revenue  sharing 
for  the  valuable  program  that  it  is. 

The  Conference  of  Mayors  hopes  you  will 
vote  to  support  H.R.  2780.  and  will  oppose 
any  amendments  to  cut  the  level  of  funding 
or  weaken  the  bill.  The  five-year  extension 
smd  modest  increase  in  funding  proposed  by 
the  bill  are  vitally  important  for  cities  and 
other  local  governments  across  the  country. 
Sincerely, 

Richard  H.  Pulton, 
Mayor  of  Nashville,  President. 


National  Association  of 
Counties 
Washington,  D.C..  July  27,  1983. 
Dear  Representative:  House  floor  action 
on  H.R.  2780,  the  general  revenue  sharing 
reauthorization  bill,  is  fast  approaching.  Re- 
authorization of  the  general  revenue  shar- 
ing program  is  the  top  legislative  priority  of 
the  National  Association  of  Counties.  NACo 
wholeheartedly    supports    H.R.    2780    and 
urges  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  it. 

We  believe  that  it  is  a  good  bill  for  local 
governments  nationwide  because: 

It  provides  for  a  five-year  reauthorization 
period  for  general  revenue  sharing; 

It  increases  funding  for  the  program  by 
$733  million; 

It  makes  no  changes  to  the  current  alloca- 
tion formula;  and 

It  provides  for  state  participation  in  the 
program  on  an  authorized  basis,  subject  to 
annual  appropriations. 

The  bill's  five-year  reauthorization  period 
will  permit  local  governments  to  plan  their 
budgets  with  greater  confidence.  The  fund- 
ing increase  will  partially  compensate  for 
the  erosion  of  the  buying  power  of  revenue 
sharing  dollars  due  to  inflation  that  has  oc- 
curred since  the  funding  level  for  the  pro- 
gram was  last  increased  in  1976.  Retention 
of  the  current  formula  will  ensure  that  reve- 
nue sharing  funds  will  continue  to  be  dis- 
tributed to  local  jurisdictions  on  an  equita- 
ble basis.  Inclusion  of  the  states  in  the  pro- 
gram will  provide  a  potential  for  assisting 
the  later  in  solving  pressing  fiscal  problems. 
We  urge  you  to  support  this  bill  vigorous- 
ly. Please  vote  against  any  amendments  to 
reduce  the  reauthorization  period,  eliminate 
the  increase,  change  the  allocation  formula, 
or  exclude  the  states  from  the  program. 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of 
our  views. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sandra  R.  Smoley, 

President 

NACO  Resolution  on  Reauthorization  of 
General  Revenue  Sharing 

Whereas,  General  Revenue  Sharing  is  a 
vital  program  for  county  governments  be- 
cause it  distributes  funds  to  be  spent  on 
local  priorities,  according  to  the  discretion 
of  county  officials;  and 

Whereas,  General  Revenue  Sharing  is 
among  the  most  efficient  of  federal  grant 
programs,  with  administrative  costs  of  ap- 
proximately one  percent:  and 

Whereas,  the  current  general  revenue 
sharing  program  is  scheduled  to  expire  on 
September  30,  1983;  and 

Whereas,  the  National  Association  of 
Counties  has  designated  renewal  of  revenue 
sharing  as  its  first  legislative  priority  in 
1983;  and 

Whereas,  Section  11.1.1  of  the  American 
County  Platform  states  those  principles  ac- 
cording to  which  the  general  revenue  shar- 
ing program  should  be  structured; 

Therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that  the  Nation- 
al Association  of  Counties  support  legisla- 


tion for  the  renewal  of  revenue  sharing  that 
reflects  these  Platform  principles  and  two 
additonal  principles,  namely  that  (1)  gener- 
al revenue  sharing  allocations  be  increased 
to  reflect  needed  increases  in  local  program 
costs  due  to  inflation,  and  (2)  the  state 
share  of  general  revenue  sharing  be  re- 
stored to  the  program  without  a  reduction 
in  the  local  share;  and 

Be  it  further  resolved,  that  the  National 
Association  of  Counties  urge  that  general 
revenue  sharing  be  dealt  with  on  its  own 
program  merits  in  an  expeditious  manner 
and  not  be  delayed  by  the  consideration  of 
other  proposals. 

Resolution  on  Legislation  to  Accelerate 

General  Revenue  Sharing  Payments 
Whereas,  General  Revenue  Sharing  is  a 
vital  program  for  county  governments  be- 
cause it  distributes  funds  to  be  spent  on 
local  priorities,  according  to  the  discretion 
of  county  officials;  and 

Whereas,  many  county  governments  are 
providing  services  under  severe  fiscal  con- 
straints because  of  the  recession  and  cut- 
backs in  intergovernmental  aid;  and 

Whereas,  all  county  governments  allocate 
revenue  sharing  dollars  to  programs  and 
services  which  can  abate  the  impact  of  the 
recession;  and 

Whereas,  county  governments  currently 
receive  general  revenue  sharing  pa^Tnepts 
five  days  after  the  end  of  quarter  for  which 
the  funds  have  been  allocated;  and 

Whereas,  receipt  of  revenue  sharing  funds 
earlier  in  the  quarter  would  facilitate  more 
rapid  deployment  of  these  funds  to  assist 
the  needy  and  for  other  urgent  purposes; 
and 

Whereas,  legislation  has  been  introduced 
in  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  to  accel- 
erate revenue  sharing  pajTnents  to  the  fifth 
day  after  the  beginning  of  a  quarter; 

Therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that  the  Nation- 
al Association  of  Counties  support  the  im- 
mediate passage  of  such  legislation,  but  only 
if  such  acceleration  of  payment  will  not  be 
used  as  a  reason  for  Congress  to  fail  to  ap- 
prove an  inflationary  adjustment  in  general 
revenue  sharing  in  the  future. 

American  Federation  of  State, 
County  and  Municipal  Employees, 

Washington,  D.C..  July  27.  1983. 
Dear  Representative:  On  behalf  of  the 
more  than  one  million  public  employees 
who  are  represented  by  the  American  Fed- 
eration of  State,  County  and  Municipal  Em- 
ployees, I  urge  you  to  support  H.R.  2780, 
the  bill  which  reauthorizes  general  revenue 
sharing  and  increases  the  funding  level  for 
the  local  share  of  the  program. 

Local  revenue  sharing  has  not  been  in- 
creased since  1976.  even  though  the  cost  of 
living  has  risen  by  over  sixty  percent  since 
then.  To  partially  compensate  for  the  ero- 
sion of  the  value  of  revenue  sharing  and  to 
address  the  most  severe  fiscal  crisis  con- 
fronted by  cities,  counties  and  townships, 
the  Government  Operations  Committee, 
consistent  with  the  House  Budget  Resolu- 
tion, included  an  Increase  of  $732  million  in 
the  bill  it  reported  in  May.  Since  then,  the 
House  and  Senate  have  agreed  on  a  Budget 
Resolution  which  includes  a  $450  million  in- 
crease in  local  revenue  sharing.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  an  amendment  will  be  of- 
fered to  bring  H.R.  2780  in  line  with  the 
Budget  Resolution.  We  support  that  amend- 
ment and  vigorously  oppose  any  other 
amendments  to  further  reduce  the  increase 
in  the  program. 
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AFSCME  has  supported  revenue  sharing 
since  Its  Inception  and  we  have  made  Its  re- 
authorization and  an  increase  In  the  local 
share  of  our  major  priorities  for  the  98th 
Congress. 

We  have  supported  revenue  sharing  be- 
cause we  believe  it  is  critical  to  the  effective 
functioning  of  our  Federal  system.  Under 
our  form  of  Federalism  the  responsibility 
for  providing  the  most  crucial  and  vital  serv- 
ices, ranging  from  water  supply,  to  sewers, 
to  sanitation,  to  police  and  fire  protection, 
to  education,  has  been  rightfully  assigned  to 
state  and  local  governments  so  that  individ- 
ual communities  can  best  decide  for  them- 
selves how  to  administer  these  functions. 

However,  under  our  structure  of  govern- 
ment, it  is  the  Federal  government  with  its 
broad  and  relatively  progressive  tax  system 
that  is  best  able  to  finance  a  decent  level  of 
public  service.  Revenue  sharing  is  needed 
because  it  is  the  program  which  most  effi- 
ciently facilitates  the  use  of  the  Federal  go- 
venmenfs  tax  base  to  fund  the  critical  serv- 
ices performed  by  state  and  local  govern- 
ments. 

Without  revenue  sharing,  many  communi- 
ties would  not  have  the  capacity  to  provide 
essential  services,  while  others  would  have 
to  fund  these  services  through  increased  re- 
gressive taxes  on  user  fees. 

The  modest  increase  in  revenue  sharing  is 
especially  needed  now.  As  the  fact  sheet  I 
am  enclosing  with  this  letter  documents, 
state  and  local  governments  are  experienc- 
ing the  worst  fiscal  crisis  since  the  Great 
Depression.  The  deep  and  prolonged  reces- 
sion has  greatly  diminished  their  revenue 
raising  capacity,  while  the  Administration 
budget  cuts  have  reduced  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  by  forty  percent  in  real  terms. 
The  result  has  l>een  massive  cuts  in  services. 
tax  increases  and  continuing  budget  crisis. 

While  some  expect  the  recovery  will  help 
solve  this  crisis,  the  fact  is  that  the  econom- 
ic upturn  has  yet  to  t)e  felt  in  the  state  and 
local  sector.  Furthermore.  Data  Resources 
Inc..  the  most  respected  economic  forecast- 
ing firm,  predicts  that  without  additional 
Federal  aid  the  local  government  sector  will 
grow  far  less  than  the  private  economy  and, 
as  a  result,  will  remain  anemic.  It  is.  there- 
fore, likely  that  the  recovery  will  be  retard- 
ed, or  alMrted.  by  a  crumbling  and  decaying 
infrastructure  of  state  and  municipal  serv- 
ices on  which  business  must  inevitably  rely. 
An  increase  in  revenue  sharing  would  help 
avoid  such  a  crisis  and  promote  a  sustained 
and  balanced  recovery. 

I  l)elieve  the  case  for  a  $450  million  in- 
crease in  revenue  sharing  is  overwhelming 
given  the  history  of  this  valuable  program 
and  given  the  economic  need.  I.  therefore, 
urge  you  to  support  H.R.  2780.  with  the  one 
amendment  to  bring  it  in  conformance  with 
the  Budget  Resolution,  and  to  oppose  all 
other  amendments. 
Sincerely. 

Gekalo  W.  McEntee. 
International  President. 

American  Federation  of  State, 
cottnty  and  municipal  employees. 

Washington.  B.C.,  July  22,  1983. 
The  Need  por  General  Revenue  Sharing 

SUMMARY 

After  having  been  among  the  hardest  hit 
victims  of  the  recent  recession,  state  and 
local  governments  are  now  projected  to  lag 
behind  other  sectors  of  the  economy  in  re- 
covery. To  promote  economic  growth  and 
relieve  the  great  fiscal  pressure  now  weigh- 
ing on  America's  cities  and  counties.  Con- 
gress should  reauthorize  General  Revenue 


Sharing  at  the  $5.05  billion  level  agreed  on 
in  the  Budget  Resolution.  That  level  repre- 
sents a  $450  million,  or  less  than  ten  per- 
cent, increase  in  the  progrsun  which  has  not 
been  increased  since  1976. 

State  and  local  government  fiscal  crisis 
States  and  localities  are  in  the  midst  of 
their  most  severe  fiscal  crisis  since  the 
Great  Depression.  A  recession- induced  fall 
in  tax  collections  combined  with  steep  re- 
ductions in  federal  aid  has  forced  most 
states,  counties  and  municipalities  to  imple- 
ment major  service  cutbacks  and  tax  in- 
creases. 

Evidence  of  the  fiscal  crisis  and  its  effects 
is  widespread: 

1.  Human  services; 

A  recent  Conference  of  Mayors  survey 
showed  that  Health.  Employment  and 
Senior  Citizen  Services  are  the  human  serv- 
ices most  widely  cutback  because  of  reduc- 
tions in  federal  aid.  From  fiscal  year  1981  to 
fiscal  year  1983  city  expenditures  for  these 
programs  fell  by  52  percent.  68  percent  and 
12  percent  respectively. 

The  Conference  of  Mayors  also  reports 
that  its  membership  could  only  meet  43  per- 
cent of  the  demand  for  emergency  services 
in  fiscal  year  1982. 

2.  Infrastructure: 

Cities  and  counties  have  had  to  sharply 
reduce  spending  for  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  infrastructure.  This  has  acceler- 
ated an  already  serious  deterioration  of 
roads,  schools,  water  systems  and  other 
public  facilities.  Each  passing  day  of  contin- 
ued underinvestment  increases  the  risk  of 
another  disaster  like  the  recent  collapse  of 
1-95  in  Connecticut. 

Construction  spending  by  state  and  local 
governments  fell  9.4  percent  in  1981  and  7.0 
percent  in  1982.  A  further  decline  is  project- 
ed for  this  year. 

A  study  by  the  Joint  Economic  Committee 
found  that  cities  realized  only  60  percent  of 
the  spending  they  had  budgeted  for  capital 
purposes  in  1981. 

The  needs  for  infrastructure  investment 
are  tremendous.  Just  to  maintain  their 
water  systems,  cities  will  have  to  spend  up 
to  $100  billion  over  the  next  two  decades. 

3.  Employment: 

At  a  time  when  demands  for  services  are 
at  record  levels,  states  and  localities  are 
tieing  forced  to  cut  their  workforces.  Over 
400.000  state  and  local  government  jobs 
have  t)een  lost  in  three  years,  according  to 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Previous  economic  downturns  were  usual- 
ly moderated  by  increased  state  and  local 
spending  and  employment.  This  time,  how- 
ever, the  state  and  local  public  sector  was 
hit  even  harder  than  the  private  sector.  In 
large  part,  this  accounts  for  why  the  cur- 
rent recession  is  so  severe. 

In  1982  state  and  local  employment  fell  by 
1.5  percent,  while  national  employment  was 
down  by  only  0.9  percent. 

4.  Losses  of  Federal  and  State  aid: 

The  Reagan  Administration's  spending  re- 
ductions have  come  disproportionately  out 
of  state  and  local  government  aid— which 
will  be  down  $24  billion  in  1984  as  a  result  of 
the  cumulation  of  federal  cuts. 

State  aid  to  local  governments  is  also 
being  cutback  as  states  attempt  to  balance 
their  budgets.  Eighty-eight  percent  of  the 
cities  contacted  in  a  JEC  survey  expected 
decreases  in  state  aid. 

5.  Tax  increases: 

A  recent  National  League  of  Cities  survey 
showed  that  71  percent  of  the  cities  covered 
raised  user  fees.  Thirty-two  percent  proper- 


ty tax  rates  (and  many  more  would  have  but 
for  tax  limitation  laws  like  Proposition  13). 
Most  state  governments  are  also  finding  it 
necessary  to  sharply  boost  taxes  while  re- 
ducing services. 

77»e  Outlook  for  State  and  local 
governments 

As  evidenced  by  sharp  employment  and 
service  cutbacks  and  record  tax  increases, 
state  aid  local  governments  are  trying  hard 
to  cope  with  their  financial  problems.  Un- 
fortuately  they  just  do  not  have  the  re- 
sources necessary  to  meet  the  increased  re- 
sponsibilities that  they  face  in  these  times 
of  high  unemployment.  Moreover,  the  eco- 
nomic recovery  will  not  by  itself  provide  the 
needed  fiscal  relief.  In  fact,  state  and  local 
governments  will  be  lagging  even  further 
behind  the  national  economy  in  recovery 
than  they  did  in  recession. 

Data  Resources.  Incorporated  forecast 
that  state  and  local  employment  will  contin- 
ue to  decline  this  year  and  will  show  only 
very  small  gains  from  current  depressed 
levels  in  1984  and  1985: 


(In  puuirt] 


1982 

1983 

19S4      1985 

1981- 
85 

ToW  U  S  «nlonwit 

..    -09 
-15 

+  01 
-04 

+33     +27 
+06     +11 

+  60 

Slite  yHlociHuwiiiwm 

-02 

Ten  percent  increase  in  both  prudent  and 
needed 

Inflation  has  ended  the  benefits  of  GRS. 
Local  revenue  sharing  has  not  been  in- 
creased since  FY  1977.  even  though  the  cost 
of  living  has  increased  by  over  sixty  percent 
since  then.  In  addition.  H.R.  2780.  which 
was  reported  by  the  Government  Oper- 
ations Committee,  reauthorizes  the  program 
for  five  years,  while  S.  1426.  which  was  re- 
ported by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee, 
extends  the  program  for  three  years.  In 
either  case,  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  will 
surely  increase  by  more  than  ten  percent, 
causing  a  further  decline  in  the  real  value  of 
the  program,  despite  the  ten  percent  in- 
crease. 

CONCLUSION 

State  and  local  budgets  will  continue  to  be 
under  great  strain  over  the  next  several 
years.  Consequently,  reauthorization  of 
General  Revenue  Sharing,  with  the  10  per- 
cent increase  in  funding  recommended  by 
the  House-Senate  Conference  Committee,  is 
essential  to  prevent  further  cutbacks  in 
state  and  local  human  services  and  infra- 
structure investment.  In  addition,  the  stim- 
ulus which  GRS  provides  to  state  and  local 
economies  throughout  the  country  will  help 
ensure  that  the  national  recovery  is  bal- 
anced and  sustained. 

National  League  of  Cities, 
Washington.  D.C..  July  29.  1983. 

Dear  Representative:  We  are  writing  on 
behalf  of  the  15.000  nation's  cities  our  orga- 
nization represents  to  urge  your  support  for 
the  re-enactment  of  General  Revenue  Shar- 
ing as  provided  in  H.R.  2780.  the  State  and 
Local  Fiscal  Assistance  Amendments  of 
1983. 

Our  organization  strongly  supports  pas- 
sage of  the  bill  as  reported,  and  we  urge  you 
to  oppose  any  amendments. 

Prompt  reauthorization  of  revenue  shar- 
ing is  clearly  the  number  one  priority  of 


American  cities  this  year.  It  Is  the  most 
comprehensive  of  all  federal  aid  programs 
to  cities.  Not  only  is  it  the  most  flexible  and 
efficient  of  all  federal  aid  programs,  but  for 
a  third  of  all  cities,  it  is  their  only  direct 
federal  assistance.  For  cities  of  under  10,000, 
it  is  the  only  direct  assistance  for  6?  per- 
cent. 

We  urge  you  to  support  the  modest  In- 
crease In  the  bill— the  first  since  1976.  Since 
that  time,  we  estimate  that  at  least  half  the 
value  of  the  program  has  been  lost  to  Infla- 
tion. Our  survey  of  fiscal  conditions  indi- 
cates that  costs  are  increasing  faster  than 
revenues,  forcing  almost  all  cities  to  in- 
crease fees,  lay  off  employees,  and  cut  serv- 
ices. With  the  impact  of  the  recession,  high 
interest  rates,  and  reductions  in  federal  aid 
to  cities  since  1981  in  programs  such  as  com- 
munity development  block  grants  and  was- 
terwater  treatment  grants,  revenue  sharing 
has  become  a  more  and  more  critical  tool  to 
meet  life  support  services  such  as  emergen- 
cy shelter,  food  banks,  fuel  assistance, 
health,  police  and  fire  protection.  Revenue 
sharing  gives  cities  the  opportunity  to  re- 
spond quickly  to  such  problems  in  a  manner 
suited  to  the  circumstances  of  each  situa- 
tion. 

The  Government  Operations  Committee, 
after  careful  deliberation,  rejected  all  ef- 
forts to  amend  the  distribution  formula.  We 
urge  you  to  support  the  committee's  posi- 
tion and  oppose  any  formula  amendments. 
All  local  governments  should  receive  an  in- 
crease because  of  the  fiscal  stress  they  are 
experiencing.  While  the  existing  formula  is 
not  perfect,  there  is  much  to  say  for  it. 

The  important  role  of  the  tax  effort 
factor  in  relation  to  a  community's  wealth 
assures  assistance  on  the  basis  of  need  and  a 
community's  efforts  to  help  itself.  Although 
any  formula  could  be  changed,  the  current 
GRS  formual  is  widely  considered  to  be  fair 
and  effective.  We  do  not  believe  it  ought  to 
be  changed  without  major  and  convincing 
reasons. 

Finally,  we  urge  you  to  support  the  5  year 
reauthorization  provided  in  the  bill.  Most 
local  governments  have  fiscal  years  com- 
mencing prior  to  October  1.  so  that  budget 
and  planning  is  disrupted  each  year  reau- 
thorization occurs  after  a  city's  fiscal  year 
has  already  begun.  A  longer  reauthorization 
period  would  assist  municipal  officials  in 
their  budget  processes  by  removing  another 
uncertainty  as  we  grapple  with  our  efforts 
to  raise  revenue  and  cut  services. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our 
views.  We  are  grateful  for  the  expeditious 
scheduling  on  the  part  of  the  House. 
Sincerely. 

Charles  Royer. 
President,  NLC, 

Mayor  of  Seattle. 
William  H.  Hudnut. 
Co-Chair,       Rei'enue 
Sharing  Task 

Force,  Mayor  of  In- 
dianapolis. 
Perd  L.  Harrison, 
Immediate  Past 

President,      Mayor 
of  Scotland    Neck, 
NC. 
Daniel  Whitehurst, 
Co-Chair,       Reventie 
Sharing  Task 

Force.     Mayor     of 
Fresno.  Calif. 


American  Society  for  Public 

Administration, 
Washington,  B.C.,  July  22,  1983. 
Hon.  Ted  S.  Weiss. 

Chairman,    Subcomm.ittee   on    Intergovern- 
mental Relations  and  Human  Resources, 
Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Weiss:  The  National 
Council  of  the  American  Society  for  Public 
Administration  (ASPA)  had  adopted  a  reso- 
lution supporting  the  reauthorization  of  the 
general  revenue  sharing  program.  This  reso- 
lution was  adopted  July  10,  1983  and  a  copy 
is  enclosed  for  your  consideration. 

ASPA  is  a  national  professional  organiza- 
tion dedicated  to  better  government  and  im- 
proved public  service.  Organized  in  1939,  we 
are  a  broadly  representative  body  of  public 
administrators  from  the  local,  state,  and 
federal  levels  of  goveriunent  and  the  aca- 
demic community. 

Our  Society  is  concerned  about  the  fiscal 
viability  of  state  and  local  government  as 
well  as  the  condition  of  intergovernmental 
relations.  We,  therefore,  request  that  you 
seek  and  support  the  reauthorization  of  the 
general  revenue  sharing  program,  essential- 
ly following  the  format  of  the  program  as 
initially  established,  with  funding  for  both 
state  and  local  governments.  ASPA  stands 
ready  to  assist  you  in  any  way  it  can  to 
achieve  this  objective. 
Sincerely, 

Patricia  S.  Florestano, 

ASPA  President 
Enclosure. 

Resolution 
Whereas,  the  general  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram expires  on  September  30,  1983;  and 

Whereas,  the  general  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram distributes  federal  funds  to  state  and 
local  governments  to  be  allocated  according 
to  their  perceived  needs;  and 

Whereas,  state  and  local  govemmenU 
have  had  their  revenues  seriously  depleted 
by  the  recent  recession;  and 

Whereas,  the  American  Society  for  Public 
Administration  is  the  national  professional 
organization  dedicated  to  better  government 
and  excellence  in  the  public  service;  and 

Whereas,  the  American  Society  for  Public 
Administration  is  concerned  about  the  fiscal 
viability  of  state  and  local  governments  as 
well  as  the  condition  of  intergovernmental 
fiscal  relations; 

Now  therefore  be  it  resolved.  That,  the 
American  Society  for  Public  Administration 
supports  the  reauthorization  of  the  general 
revenue  sharing  program,  essentially  follow- 
ing the  format  of  the  program  as  initially 
established,  with  funding  for  both  state  and 
local  governments. 

Central  New  York  Regional 
Planning  and  Development  Board. 

Syracuse,  N.Y.,  Apnl  12,  1983. 
Hon.  Ted  Weiss. 

Chairman,    Subcommittee   on    Intergovern- 
mental Relations  and  Human  Resources, 
House  Government  Operations  Commit- 
tee, Washington.  D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Weiss:  On  behalf  of 
the  Central  New  York  Regional  Planning 
and  Development  Board,  representing  the 
130  communities  of  the  Central  Region  in 
Upstate  New  York.  I  enclose  for  your  atten- 
tion the  attached  correspondence  which  was 
sent  to  each  of  our  Congressional  represent- 
atives, expressing  our  full  support  for  the 
continuation  of  the  General  Revenue  Shar- 
ing Program. 

In  your  position  as  Chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
you    have   great   responsibility    in    leading 


Congressional  support  for  continuation  of 
this  program,  which  is  vital  to  local  commu- 
nities in  our  Region.  Given  this  leadership 
role,  we  ask  that  you  work  with  your  col- 
leagues in  the  House  to  reauthorize  the 
General  Revenue  Sharing  program. 
Sincerely, 

Natalie  W.  Gustafson. 

Chairwoman. 

New  York  Commission  on 

State-Local  Relations. 
Albany,  New  York,  April  14,  1983. 
Hon.  Ted  Weiss, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Weiss:  As  Chairman 
and  Vice  Chairman  of  New  York's  bi-parti- 
san Legislative  Commission  on  State-Local 
Relations,  we  want  to  strongly  urge 
reauthorization  of  the  federal  General  Rev- 
enue Sharing  (GRS)  Program.  It  is  a  topic 
of  prime  importance  to  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment officials  in  New  York.  The  reasons 
are  simple. 

The  program  is  conceptually  correct.  It  is 
consistent  with  the  doctrine  of  home  rule, 
and  recognizes  the  federal  government's 
fiscal  responsibilities  as  a  partner  in  the 
intergovernmental  system. 

The  program  is  fiscally  important.  Local 
governments  in  New  York  rely  heavily  on 
these  monies,  and  even  more  so  now  with 
the  retrenchments  inherent  in  shifting  to 
block  grant  funding. 

The  program  can  be  an  effective  policy 
tool.  Revenue  sharing  distribution  formulas 
have  attempted  to  target  aid  based  on  meas- 
ures of  fiscal  need.  This  is  but  one  of  several 
laudable  goals  that  are  most  easily  ad- 
dressed by  such  a  general  purpose  program. 
Several  bills  have  been  introduced  in  this 
session  of  Congress  which  would  reauthor- 
ize the  General  Revenue  Sharing  (GRS) 
Program.  They  focus  debate  on  three  major 
issues:  ( 1 )  the  number  of  years  the  program 
should  be  reauthorized  for,  (2)  the  total 
level  of  funding  authorized  and  whether  the 
states  should  once  again  receive  a  share, 
and  (3)  whether  any  changes  should  be 
made  in  the  way  monies  are  allocated  to  the 
states  and  sub-state  regions. 

During  the  past  year,  our  Commission  has 
extensively  analyzed  New  York  State's  Per 
Capita  Revenue  Sharing  Program  and  we 
believe  that  our  work  can  contribute  to  the 
debate.  For  example,  our  June  1982  survey 
of  local  government  officials  showed  strong 
support  for: 

Providing  a  greater  percentage  of  toUl  aid 
in  the  form  of  "no  strings  attached"  general 
purpose  aid  (especially  revenue  sharing); 

Reviewing  questions  of  equity,  both  inter- 
class  and  intraclass,  within  the  distribution 
formulas; 

Adjusting  the  distribution  formulas  to  re- 
flect differing  levels  of  poverty,  aged  popu- 
lation, services  provided,  and  levels  of  tax 
effort;  and 

Providing  a  "permanance  "  to  the  distribu- 
tion so  local  officials  know  how  much  they 
are  going  to  receive  and  can  budget  that 
amount  with  confidence. 

Based  on  these  results,  and  after  review- 
ing the  major  bills  before  the  Congress  and 
analyzing  the  issues  they  raise,  we  feel  that 
inclusion  of  the  following  three  components 
will  encourage  rational  fiscal  development 
in  New  York  and  should  be  included  in  any 
reauthorization  bill  eventually  approved  by 
the  Congress. 
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1.  LXHCTHn*  THE  ORS  A0THOHIZATION  PERIOD 

As  In  Other  states.  New  York's  state  and 
local  governments  are  moving  towards  a 
more  rational  approach  to  capital  budget- 
ing, one  that  emphasizes  planning  capital 
expenditures  five  years  in  advance. 

This  becomes  very  important  in  light  of 
the  need  to  finance  billions  of  dollars  worth 
of  infrastructure  replacement  at  the  State 
and  local  level.  The  New  York  State  Legisla- 
ture, for  example,  is  presently  considering  a 
bill  which  would  require  the  State  to  assem- 
ble a  five-year  plan  for  financing  and  sched- 
uling capital  construction  projects.  Conse- 
quently, the  longer  the  authorization  period 
of  the  revenue  sharing  program,  the  more 
local  and  state  governments  will  be  able  to 
tie  federal  funds  Into  their  own  investment 
plans  and  use  those  funds  to  leverage 
money  from  other  sources. 

Secondly,  lengthening  the  authorization 
period  will  institutionalize  a  program  which 
has  served  New  York  municipalities  and. 
until  1980,  the  State  well.  Since  the  pro- 
gram grants  general  purpose  aid.  it  allows 
governments  the  flexibility  to  spend  monies 
where  they  see  the  most  urgent  need. 

New  York  local  government  officials  have 
welcomed  the  revenue  sharing  program  be- 
cause it  has  proven  helpful  in  two  major 
ways.  The  New  York  State  Department  of 
Audit  and  Control  has  found  that  federal 
GRS  funds  have  alleviated,  somewhat,  local 
reliance  on  regressive  real  property  and 
sales  taxes.  After  the  program  was  first  ini- 
tiated, local  governments  experienced  a 
downward  trend  in  their  tax  rates.  For 
those  municipalities  that  are  "up  against" 
their  constitutional  property  tax  limits,  the 
additional  revenue  sharing  funds  forestall 
local  cutbacks  in  services  and  other  more  ex- 
pensive forms  of  financing  local  improve- 
ments. 

This  Is  particularly  true  for  New  York's 
cities.  Over  the  last  five  years.  New  York's 
five  largest  cities  (New  York  City.  Buffalo. 
Rochester.  Syracuse  and  Yonkers)  have  ex- 
perienced problems  with  their  tax  limits. 
For  the  local  fiscal  years  ending  In  1982.  all 
were  above  90  percent  of  their  property 
taxing  power,  except  for  Syracuse.  New 
York  City.  In  fact,  was  at  100  percent  of  its 
tax  limit  In  1982. 

There  is  one  more  reason  to  lengthen  the 
authorization  period.  New  York  State's  own 
program  of  general  purpose  aid  to  its  local- 
ities operates  under  a  permanent  authoriza- 
tion, as  do  most  state  categorical  aid  pro- 
grams. A  permanent  or  lengthier  authoriza- 
tion period  for  federal  revenue  sharing 
would  parallel  the  structure  already  estab- 
lished In  New  York  State,  and  greatly  facili- 
tate the  annual  budget  process. 

2.  INCREASE  FISCAL  RESOURCES  DISTRIBUTED  TO 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  THROUGH  GRS  AND  REIN- 
STITtJTE  STATE  PARTICIPATION  IN  THE  PRO- 
GRAM 

There  are  many  arguments  for  once  again 
allowing  the  states  to  participate  In  the  rev- 
enue sharing  program.  First,  the  reason 
states  were  excluded  In  1980  Is  no  longer 
valid.  At  that  lime  states  were  in  a  better 
fiscal  condition  relative  to  the  federal  gov- 
ernment. This  argued  for  Increasing  state  fi- 
nancing of  their  own  services  and  public  im- 
provements. Today,  however,  states  find 
themselves  in  much  worse  financial  shape 
than  they  were  a  few  years  ago.  This  is  a 
result  of  not  only  a  fall-off  in  total  federal 
aid  to  the  states,  but  also  by  decreases  in  an- 
ticipated own  source  revenues  due  to  the 
current  recession. 

These  forces  caused  New  York  State  to  ex- 
perience a  $579  million  revenue  shortfall  In 


1982-83.  and  to  face  a  possible  $1.8  billion 
deficit  in  the  1983-84  State  fiscal  year. 
Measures  taken  by  the  New  York  State  Leg- 
islature to  close  this  deficit  included  the  au- 
thorization of  $985  million  in  new  State 
taxes,  decreases  in  appropriations  for  State 
operations.  State  capital  projects,  certain 
local  aid  programs,  and  the  elimination  of 
about  3.400  state  jobs. 

Secondly,  states  are  being  called  upon  by 
the  present  administration  to  take  a  more 
active  role  in  the  intergovernmental  system. 
The  aggregating  of  over  sixty  categorical 
programs  into  nine  block  grants  in  1981 
placed  new  administrative  burdens  on  the 
states.  Although  a  streamlining  of  federal 
regulations,  accompanying  the  passage  of 
the  block  grants,  has  resulted  in  some  sav- 
ings to  State  administrators.  New  York  offi- 
cials felt  that  these  savings  were  not  signifi- 
cant enough  to  compensate  for  cuts  In  fund- 
ing. The  President's  New  Federalism  Initia- 
tive envisions  turning  even  more  administra- 
tive and  financial  responsibilities  over  to 
states.  If  states  were  to  again  become  full 
partners  in  the  federal  GRS  program,  they 
would  be  more  amenable  to  accepting  these 
additional  responsibilities. 

Thirdly,  expenditures  in  areas  of  both 
State  and  local  concern  would  Increase. 
When  New  York's  State  government  re- 
ceived funds  under  the  GRS  Program,  ap- 
proximately 30  percent  of  the  entitlement 
went  towards  education  expenditures  and 
approximately  30  percent  for  health  pro- 
grams. Ten  percent  of  the  federal  revenue 
sharing  funds  were  used  for  the  functions  of 
highways  and  corrections  each.  Remaining 
funds  were  spent  in  numerous  other  func- 
tional areas. 

Increasing  GRS  entitlements  to  local  gov- 
ernments would  compensate  for  losses  and 
purchasing  power  New  York's  local  govern- 
ments have  experienced  due  to  inflation. 
The  last  time  funding  for  general  revenue 
sharing  was  Increased  was  as  part  of  the 
1976  reauthorization.  In  1978,  the  first  full 
year  that  the  Increase  took  effect,  New- 
York  municipalities  received  $515  million  In 
revenue  sharing  dollars.  This  year,  only 
$447  million  will  be  distributed.  Although 
this  represents  an  actual  decrease  of  $68 
million,  due  primarily  to  a  decrease  In  the 
state's  population  relative  to  other  states.  It 
represents  a  whopping  Teal"  dollar  de- 
crease of  $127  million,  or  25  percent,  over 
the  1978  level. 

In  addition  to  a  decrease  in  GRS  dollars 
flowing  to  local  governments  in  New  York 
State,  total  real  federal  aid  to  New  York 
State  has  decreased  over  the  past  decade. 
Dr.  Seymour  Sacks  of  Syracuse  University 
pointed  out  in  a  recent  paper  on  the  pat- 
terns of  local  government  revenue,  while 
federal  aid  to  New  York  State  increased  at  a 
rate  greater  than  Inflation  between  1970 
and  1975  (22.3  percent  In  actual  terms  and 
15.6  percent  in  real  dollars)  between  1975 
and  1980  actual  federal  aid  to  New  York 
State  Increased  at  only  3.25  percent— a  real 
decrease  of  4.5  percent.  And  this  figure  does 
not  account  for  decreases  in  aid  due  to  fed- 
eral cuts  since  1980.  Proposals  designed  to 
offset  these  real  dollar  decreases  In  revenue 
sharing  and  other  federal  aid  would  serve  to 
help  compensate  local  governments  for 
some  of  the  losses  they  have  experienced  In 
the  last  decade. 

Basing  future  growth  In  program  revenues 
to  a  federal  revenue  source  tied  to  economic 
growth,  such  as  the  income  tax,  would  addi- 
tionally assure  local  governments  that  their 
revenue  sharing  payments  would  at  least 
remain  constant  in  real  dollars. 


Our  Commission  recently  sent  a  survey  to 
all  local  officials  requesting  their  opinions 
on  the  effectiveness  and  mix  of  State  aid 
they  are  presently  receiving.  One  question 
asked  was  how  they  might  use  each  addi- 
tional revenue  sharing  dollar.  Although  the 
question  was  specific  to  New  York's  revenue 
sharing  program,  we  believe  the  responses 
would  be  similar  for  the  federal  revenue 
sharing  program.  New  York's  local  officials 
indicated  about  19  cents  would  go  for  cur- 
rent expenditures.  25  cents  for  capital  ex- 
penditures. 38  cents  to  reduce  property 
taxes.  13  cents  to  reduce  outstanding  debt, 
and  the  remaining  five  cents  would  be  used 
for  "Other"  purposes. 

Data  complied  by  the  U.S.  Treasury  De- 
partment indicates,  present  revenue  sharing 
funds  have  been  targeted  towards  financing 
essential  local  functions  In  New  York  State. 
In  our  counties,  approximately  20  percent 
of  revenue  sharing  dollars  are  directed  to- 
wards health  and  highway  purposes  each. 
New  York's  cities  have  used  more  than  50 
percent  of  their  funds  for  police  expenses 
and  around  25  percent  for  fire  expenses. 
Towns  use  a  large  portion  of  their  funds, 
around  25  percent,  in  the  functional  area  of 
highways. 

3.  REEXAMINE  THE  GOALS  OF  THE  GRS  PROGRAM 
IN  LIGHT  OF  THE  PAST  DECADE  OF  EXPERIENCE 

When  first  authorized  by  Congress  In 
1972.  the  program's  primary  purpose  was  to 
allow  local  governments  flexibility  In  how 
they  spent  federal  dollars.  Since  then  nu- 
merous studies  and  audits  on  the  expendi- 
ture of  revenue  sharing  dollars  have  been 
completed.  Analysis  of  these  data  with 
other  supporting  data  would  indicate 
whether  the  GRS  Program  has  met  Its  goal, 
and  determine  what  its  role  has  been  in  the 
intergovernmental  system.  For  example,  low 
tax  capacity  governments  may  now  depend 
on  revenue  sharing  dollars  to  keep  their 
local  tax  burdens  In  line  with  other  local- 
ities. 

Once  the  program's  "mission"  and  role  Is 
reassesed.  additional  study  and  consider- 
ation should  be  given  to  distributing  funds 
along  more  equitable  lines,  in  which  local 
governments'  needs  are  taken  into  consider- 
ation. Such  comprehensive  analysis  and  sub- 
sequent debate  would  span  several  years 
and,  thus,  would  not  conflict  with  a  call  for 
extending  the  length  of  the  authorization 
period  of  the  program. 

Components  which  we  feel  should  be  con- 
sidered, when  trying  to  improve  the  target- 
ing of  GRS  aid  to  those  states  and  localities 
with  the  most  fiscal  need,  include  the  fol- 
lowing: eliminating  the  tiering  of  revenue 
sharing  funds  at  the  county  level  so  that 
municipalities  of  similar  need  receive  simi- 
lar grants;  and.  revising  the  estimates  of 
fiscal  resources  on  which  aid  is  distributed 
among  the  states.  For  example,  an  income 
estimate  which  takes  into  account  a  state's 
capacity  to  tax  different  revenue  sources  as 
well  as  the  effort  the  State  is  already 
making  to  finance  its  services  would  assist  a 
State  which  Is  up  against  its  fiscal  limits. 
For  example,  according  to  existing  work 
ACIR  has  already  done  in  this  area.  New 
York  State  already  taxes  its  corporate 
Income,  total  property,  and  personal  Income 
bases  approximately  twice  as  much  as  the 
average  state.  Its  total  tax  effort,  given  its 
resources,  is  72  percent  higher  than  the  av- 
erage state  (the  highest  of  all  states)  and 
173  percent  above  the  state  showing  the 
least  tax  effort  given  its  resources.  Alaska. 

As  this  letter  emphasizes.  New  York  State 
would  benefit  from  a  number  of  short-term 


and  longer  term  changes  presently  being 
considered  by  the  Congress.  Revenue  shar- 
ing funds  have  served  useful  purposes  In  the 
Intergovernmental  system.  Its  continuation 
Is  essential  to  the  fiscal  health  of  our 
State's  local  governments.  Its  revision  along 
the  lines  we've  mentioned  can  only  serve  to 
Increase  Its  usefulness  as  a  tool  to  meet  the 
service  needs  of  New  York  State's  citizens. 

Your  consideration  of  these  views  Is  great- 
ly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 

James  W.  McCabe,  Sr.. 

Chairman. 
James  H.  Donovan, 

Vice  Chairman. 

The  International  Institute 

of  Municipal  Clerks, 
Pasadena.  Calif.,  June  13,  1983. 
Hon.  Ted  Weiss. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Weiss:  The  Membership  of  the 
International  Institute  of  Municipal  Clerks, 
on  May  26,  1983,  unanimously  adopted  a 
resolution  urging  Congress  to  extend  the 
General  Revenue  Sharing  Program. 

Our  membership,  which  consists  of  6.500 
city,  village,  town  and  borough  clerks  locat- 
ed in  every  state,  feels  that  General  Reve- 
nue Sharing  is  a  crucial  source  of  funding 
for  thousands  of  small  communities  that 
use  monies  for  a  wide  range  of  vital  local 
projects. 

I  should  add  that  40  percent  of  our  mem- 
bers are  from  communities  below  5,000  pop- 
ulation. They  know  that  their  cities  and 
towns  will  suffer  severe  financial  conse- 
quences If  the  General  Revenue  Sharing 
Program  Is  allowed  to  expire  on  September 
30,  1983. 

IIMC,  as  an  organization  of  concerned 
public  officials,  has  gone  on  record  in  sup- 
port of  General  Revenue  Sharing  in  1976 
and  1980. 

It  respectfully  urges  that  every  effort  be 
made  to  re-enact  this  program. 
Sincerely, 

John  J.  Hunnewell. 

Executive  Director. 

A  Resolution  Urging  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress  OF   the   United   States   to   Make 
Every  Effort  to  Reenact  the  General 
Revenue  Sharing  Program 
Whereas.  General  Revenue  Sharing  Is  a 
crucial  source  of  funding  for  thousands  of 
small  communities  that  use  monies  for  a 
wide  range  of  vital  local  projects:  and 

Whereas,  testimonies  and  studies  by  local 
government  officials  have  shown  that  severe 
consequences  to  the  nation's  cities  and 
towns  will  result  If  General  Revenue  Shar- 
ing is  allowed  to  expire  on  September  30, 
1983:  and 

Whereas,  the  International  Institute  of 
Municipal  Clerks  has  gone  on  record  In  1976 
and  in  1980  favoring  this  program  when  it 
was  before  Congress  for  renewal;  and 

Whereas,  the  IIMC  Federal  Legislation 
Committee,  and  the  IIMC  Board  of  Direc- 
tors, have  In  October  of  1982,  supported  the 
continuation  of  the  General  Revenue  Shar- 
ing Program: 

Now,  therefore,  be  It  resolved  by  the 
Members  of  the  International  Institute  of 
Municipal  Clerks  at  the  37th  Annual  Con- 
ference, held  in  Minneapolis,  Minnesota. 
May  22-26.  1983;  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  be  urged  to  make  every  effort 
to  re-enact  the  General  Revenue  Sharing 
Program. 


Be  it  further  resolved.  That  a  fully  exe- 
cuted copy  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  key 
legislative  leaders  of  Congress  involved  in 
the  re-enactment  of  the  General  Revenue 
Sharing  Program. 

Unanimously  adopted  this  26th  Day  of 
May  1983,  by  the  International  Institute  of 
Municipal  Clerks. 

AFI^CIO, 

Washington,  D.C,  August  1,  1983. 

Dear  Representative:  The  AFL-CIO 
urges  your  support  for  H.R.  2780,  the  bill 
which  reauthorizes  general  revenue  sharing 
and  Increases  the  funding  level  for  the  local 
share  of  the  program. 

The  need  for  revenue  sharing  has  greatly 
Increased  in  the  past  few  years  as  costs  of 
local  services  have  increased  with  inflation, 
federal  grants  for  services  and  other  ex- 
penditures have  substantially  decreased, 
and  state  and  local  revenues  have  drastical- 
ly diminished  as  a  result  of  a  poor  economy 
and  federally-tied  state  tax  laws.  The  fund- 
ing level  for  local  revenue  sharing  has  not 
been  increased  since  1976,  even  though  the 
cost  of  living  has  risen  by  over  sixty  percent 
since  then. 

While  the  $732  million  increase  for  reve- 
nue sharing  reported  by  the  Government 
Operations  Committee  was  consistent  with 
the  House  Budget  Resolution,  the  budget 
resolution  conference  agreement  reduced 
that  increase  to  $450  million.  The  AFL-CIO 
would  not  oppose  an  amendment  to  bring 
the  increase  to  $450  million  but  we  do 
oppose  any  further  reductions  or  any  other 
amendments  to  the  bill. 

It  is  expected  that  Congressman  Walker 
will  offer  to  this  bill  the  same  amendment 
which  he  offered  last  month  to  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
which  would  allow  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
waive  certain  labor  standards,  including 
Davis-Bacon  wage  standards,  in  local  areas. 
Congressman  Walker's  earlier  attempt  was 
defeated  148  to  270;  we  urge  you  to  again 
vote  against  this  spurious  amendment. 

We  urge  your  support  for  H.R.  2780  with  a 
funding  increase  of  at  least  $450  million  for 
local  revenue  sharing  and  rejection  of  all 
other  amendments. 
Sincerely. 

Ray  Denison. 
Director,  Department  of  Legislation.9 

•  Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  to  express  my  strong  sup- 
port for  H.R.  2780.  which  reauthorizes 
the  general  revenue  sharing  program. 

This  bill  reauthorizes  the  program 
for  an  additional  5  years— an  increase 
over  the  current  3-year  authorization 
that  will  enable  local  governments  to 
plan  for  the  most  effective  efficient 
utilization  of  these  funds.  Further- 
more, this  bill  contains  the  first  in- 
crease the  general  revenue  sharing 
program  has  received  since  1976. 

State  and  Local  governments  have 
been  among  the  hardest  hit  victims  of 
the  recent  recession,  and  are  now  pro- 
jected to  lag  behind  other  sectors  of 
the  economy  in  recovery.  These  fiscal 
problems  have  taken  place  at  a  time  of 
drastic  Federal  aid  reductions,  and 
have  forced  most  States,  counties,  and 
municipalities  to  implement  major 
service  cutbacks  and  tax  increases. 

State  and  local  budgets  will  continue 
to  be  under  great  strain  over  the  next 
several  years.  I  believe  that  reauthori- 


zation of  general  revenue  sharing  for  a 
5-year  period  is  essential  to  prevent 
further  cutbacks  in  State  and  local 
services  and  to  provide  State  and  local 
economies  with  a  needed  stimulus.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  im- 
portant legislation.^ 

Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  today 
we  must  decide  whether  or  not  to  re- 
authorize the  1972  State  and  Local 
Fiscal  Assistance  Act,  widely  known  as 
general  revenue  sharing.  During  the 
past  5  years  this  program  has  provided 
nearly  40,000  local  governments  with 
$23  billion.  The  legislation  we  are  now 
considering  proposes  to  increase  this 
by  9.9  percent,  so  that  over  the  next  5 
years  local  governments  will  receive 
$25  1  billion.  This  is  a  significant  simi. 
and  I  appreciate  the  grave  reserva- 
tions many  of  my  colleagues  have  ex- 
pressed as  they  consider  their  vote.  I 
am  therefore  thankful  for  this  oppor- 
tunity to  address  my  colleagues'  con- 
cerns and  to  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
2780. 

Perhaps  the  most  common  criticism 
of  the  bill  focuses  on  the  proposed 
funding  increase.  This  objection  points 
out  that  the  Federal  Treasury  is  cur- 
rently borrowing  to  meet  its  yearly  ob- 
ligations. We  do  not  have,  in  short, 
any  spare  revenue  to  "share"  with  lo- 
calities. While  opponents  do  not  sug- 
gest that  we  let  revenue  sharing  lap.se 
altogether,  they  insist  that  increasing 
the  program's  authority,  even  by  the 
proposed  one-time  boost  of  $450  mil- 
lion, will  merely  increase  the  Federal 
deficit.  This  in  turn,  it  is  suggested, 
will  increase  interest  rates  and  stifle 
the  Nation's  fragile  economic  recov- 
ery. This  objection  assumes  that  since 
the  fiscal  health  of  local  governments 
rightly  depends  on  increasing  the  ac- 
tivity and  prosperity  of  the  private 
sector,  and  not  on  the  largess  of  the 
Federal  Govertiment,  the  funding  in- 
crease would  be  "fiscally  irresponsi- 
ble." 

Agaixist  this  objection  I  point  out 
that  economic  growth  occurs  precisely 
in  the  counties,  municipalities,  sub- 
urbs, and  cities  which  are  this  coun- 
try's marketplaces.  It  is  here  that  we 
are  recovering  from  the  worst  reces- 
sion in  40  years.  Economic  growth 
brings  increases  in  personal  income, 
property  values,  and  ultimately,  local 
tax  revenues.  But  it  also  brings  addi- 
tional and  immediate  demands  for 
local  public  services.  Without  these 
services,  growth  is  impossible.  And 
though  the  recovery  is  indeed  fragile, 
protecting  it  is  best  done  by  making 
the  inmiediate  investment  in  bridge 
and  road  repair,  sewer  extensions, 
mass  transit  systems,  schools  and 
other  public  services  necessary  to  ac- 
commodate increased  economic  activi- 
ty. 

Without  the  contribution  of  Federal 
revenues,  localities  will  either  have  to 
forgo  these  critical  improvements  or 
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Increase  property  taxes.  These  taxes 
are  not  only  regressive  and  inefficient 
mechanisms  for  raising  revenue,  they 
are  not  conducive  to  stimulating  the 
economic  growth  for  which  we  all 
hope.  In  short,  local  governments  will 
be  forced  to  discourage  the  very 
growth  which  will  bring  them  lasting 
fiscal  security. 

The  current  funding  level  for  reve- 
nue sharing  was  established  in  1978. 
Since  that  time  inflation  has  worn 
thin  the  budgets  of  most,  if  not  all, 
local  jurisdictions.  The  recession  has 
diverted  resources  to  increase  humani- 
tarian aid  and  relief,  and  delayed 
many  long  needed  capital  improve- 
ments. The  funding  increase  proposed 
in  H.R.  2780  will  not  replace  the  pur- 
chasing power  lost  to  localities  by  the 
ravages  of  inflation.  But  it  will  help 
restore  the  fiscal  security  necessary  to 
local  government  for  budgetary  plan- 
ning. Where  the  recession  is  still 
acute,  localities  can  better  provide  for 
the  human  needs  of  their  citizens. 
Where  the  recovery  is  burgeoning,  lo- 
calities can  plan  their  public  services 
and  capital  improvements  in  such  a 
way  as  to  insure  the  market's  vibrant 
growth. 

Our  public  transportation  network 
of  bridges,  highways,  and  mass  transit 
systems— our  public  infrastructure  in 
general— is  in  no  condition  to  meet  the 
demands  of  a  prolonged  recovery.  The 
simplest,  most  efficient  mechanism  for 
providing  the  resources  necessary  to 
upgrade  public  capital  is  through  the 
locally  controlled  budgets  of  local  gov- 
ernment. All  they  need  is  the  active 
support  of  the  Federal  Government. 
This  was  the  rationale  behind  the 
original  passage  of  the  1972  act,  and  it 
is  as  true  today  as  it  was  11  years  ago. 

In  Maryland's  First  Congressional 
District,  for  example,  general  revenue 
sharing  has  contributed  an  average  of 
3.8  percent  of  local  government  reve- 
nues. A  survey  of  the  uses  to  which 
the  counties  have  put  their  allocations 
illustrates  the  local  control  and  flexi- 
bility of  the  program.  Caroline  County 
put  its  $450,000  mostly  to  its  "general 
fund. "  Cecil  County  spent  its  $838,700 
for  transportation  improvement.  Har- 
ford and  Wicomico  Counties  acceler- 
ated their  debt  retirement.  Kent 
County  spent  $369,300  for  improving 
its  health  and  education  facilities. 

Opponents  who  object  to  reauthor- 
ization on  the  grounds  of  budgetary 
restraint  and  responsibility  invoke  an 
argument  which  I  take  very  seriously. 
I  am  by  nature  a  fiscal  conservative, 
and  have  adamantly  supported  recent 
efforts  to  contain  the  Federal  deficit. 
But  though  well  intentioned,  the  argu- 
ment, as  I  have  tried  to  point  out,  is 
economically  misapplied  in  this  in- 
stance. Regarding  the  political  ques- 
tion of  budgetary  responsibility,  I  can 
point  to  the  remarks  of  several  State 
and  local  officeholders  to  substantiate 
my  claim  that  revenue  sharing  is  the 


surest  mechanism  for  promoting  local 
fiscal  responsibility. 

Mayor  Elmer  E.  Horsey,  of  Chester- 
town,  Md..  for  instance,  has  written  re- 
questing my  continued  support  for 
keeping  community  development  bloc 
grants  separate  from  revenue-sharing 
funds.  Both  programs  are  vitally  im- 
portant to  Chestertown.  and  Mayor 
Horsey  is  convinced  the  merger  of 
these  programs  is  not  in  his  city's  in- 
terest. The  city  of  Cecilton,  Mayor 
Harold  Miller  informs  me.  has  found 
general-revenue-sharing  funds  indis- 
pensable for  its  water  system  improve- 
ments. Fully  8  percent  of  Cecilton's 
budget  comes  from  GRS  funds,  and 
without  these  moneys,  its  water  tower 
and  other  improvements  could  not 
have  been  financed.  Mr.  Allen  L. 
Dennis,  council  president  of  the  city  of 
Cambridge,  has  informed  me  that 
GRS  funds  equal  22  cents  per  $100  of 
assessed  valuation  on  the  local  proper- 
ty tax  rate.  The  program  is  vital  to 
Cambridge,  and,  as  Mr.  Dennis  has 
pointed  out,  it  would  be  "fiscally  irre- 
sponsible" of  us  to  reduce  Federal  per- 
sonal income  taxes  and  simultaneously 
force  local  governments  to  increase 
their  local  property  tax  rates. 

With  these  considerations  in  mind,  it 
seems  shortsighted  to  view  this  bill  as 
simply  an  ill-conceived  increase  in  the 
Federal  deficit.  The  program  empha- 
sizes local  control  and  flexibility.  By 
preserving  the  active  partnership  be- 
tween local  and  Federal  Government, 
it  helps  stabilize  the  conditions  for 
economic  recovery  while  avoiding  the 
redtape  of  an  intrusive  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy. It  is  a  sound,  perhaps  the 
soundest,  public  investment  we  can 
make  in  our  cities  and  counties. 

I  sincerely  hope  my  colleagues  will, 
after  considering  these  comments, 
vote  to  support  the  bill. 

I  would  also  invite  my  colleagues  to 
read  some  of  the  many  letters  I  have 
received  from  elected  officials 
throughout  Maryland. 

The  letters  follow: 

County  Commissioners, 
La  Plata.  Md..  July  5.  1983. 
Hon.  Roy  P.  Dyson. 
Longworlh  House  Office  Building, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Dyson:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  June  14,  1983,  with  regard  to 
General  Revenue  Sharing. 

As  you  well  know.  General  Revenue  Shar- 
ing funds  are  critical  to  this  county.  We  use 
the  funds  to  support  our  Sheriffs  Depart- 
ment operations.  Obviously,  since  we  can't 
function  without  our  Sheriffs  Department, 
the  property  taxpayer  would  realize  the 
burden  of  the  loss  of  General  Revenue 
Sharing. 

I  greatly  appreciate  your  constant  efforts 
to   secure    these    funds    for   our    residents, 
without  your  support  we  would  be  in  a  most 
difficult  situation. 
Sincerely. 

Eleanor  F.  Carrico. 


Sheriff's  Department. 
Cecil  County.  Md..  June  27,  1983. 
Hen.  Roy  P.  Dyson. 
LongwoTth  House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Dyson:  The  General  Revenue 
Sharing  Program  which  is  due  to  expire  this 
September  30  is  of  great  concern  to  those  of 
us  in  local  government.  Here  in  Cecil 
County,  the  Sheriffs  Department  is  en- 
gaged in  starting  up  not  only  a  new.  modem 
correctional  facility  but  also  a  model  pro- 
gram which  we  hope  will  be  an  example  for 
state  and  county  governments  nationwide. 
In  order  for  us  to  continue  such  a  standard 
of  excellence,  it  is  necessary  for  bills  such  as 
HR  2780  to  be  passed  by  our  federal  govern- 
ment. This  bill  would  not  only  correct  the 
fact  that  funding  has  not  kept  up  with  in- 
flation but  also  allow  states  to  receive  cate- 
gorical grants  which  are  so  badly  needed  by 
some  segments  of  our  population. 

Our  "New  Federalism"  administration  will 
probably  continue  to  approve  restricted  rev- 
enue sharing  programs,  but  those  of  us  who 
have  seen  the  benefits  of  legislation  such  as 
that  proposed  by  HR  2780  must  continue  to 
support  it  whenever  we  can. 
Yours  very  truly. 

John  F.  DeWitt. 

Sheriff 

City  of  Havre  de  Grace. 
Havre  de  Grace.  Md.,  June  28,  1983. 
Hon.  Roy  P.  Dyson. 

Congress  of  the  United  States,  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Roy:  Thank  you  for  your  very  in- 
formative letter  of  June  14.  1983  concerning 
the  General  Revenue  Sharing  Program. 

Small  municipalities,  such  as  Havre  de 
Grace.  Maryland,  would  be  hard-pressed  to 
balance  annual  budgets  were  it  not  for  reve- 
nue sharing  and  Conimunity  Block  Grant 
funds.  We  could  not  tax  the  citizens  suffi- 
ciently to  pay  for  the  needed  improvements 
to  maintain  a  certain  quality  of  life  for  our 
citizens. 

Ten  years  or  so  ago  I  was  appointed  Co- 
Chairman  of  our  initial  Community  Block 
Grant  Committee.  I  worked  with  many  in- 
terested citizens  for  years  in  securing 
needed  funds  for  many  projects  in  Havre  de 
Grace.  So.  I'm  very  familiar  with  the  bene- 
fits of  this  particular  program. 

As  an  elected  City  official,  it  is  my  duty  to 
improve  the  conditions  of  my  City  that  ulti- 
mately leads  to  a  better  way  of  life  for  its 
citizens.  Sharing  in  the  above  funds  is 
matter  of  factly  a  necessity  and  I  would  not 
want  to  see  this  potential  funding  for 
worthwhile  community  projects  be  lessened 
or  combined.  Therefore,  please  express  my 
concern  to  this  threat  to  the  citizens  of 
Havre  de  Grace  and  convey  my  support  of 
H.R.  2780  to  your  colleagues  in  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Best  personal  regards. 
Very  truly  yours. 

Philip  J.  Barker. 
City  Councilman. 

House  of  Delegates, 
Annapolis,  Md.,  June  28,  1983. 
Hon.  Roy  Dyson. 
Congress  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Roy:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  con- 
cerning the  General  Revenue  Sharing  pro- 
gram which  is  scheduled  to  expire  this  Sep- 
tember 30. 

As  you  know,  the  General  Revenue  Shar- 
ing program  is  important  to  the  St.  Mary's 
County    government    in    that    it    provides 


monies  to  fund  many  of  its  vital  programs 
such  as  health,  education,  police  tmd  social 
services.  To  eliminate  such  funding  would 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  St.  Mary's  County 
and  would  necessitate  the  County's  having 
to  Increase  the  real  estate  tax  rate  in  order 
to  obtain  the  necessary  funds  to  maintain 
the  present  level  of  services.  In  my  oplrtion. 
an  over-all  study  of  government  funding 
and  financing  policies  is  needed  at  this  time 
particularly  in  view  of  all  of  the  proposed 
program  changes. 

I  strongly  support  your  efforts  on  H.R. 
2780.  Kindly  keep  me  advised  as  to  the 
progress  of  this  matter. 

Wishing  you  much  success  and  happiness. 
I  am 

Sincerely, 

John  F.  Slade  III. 

The  Commissioners  of  Aberdeen, 

Aberdeen,  Md.,  June  17.  1983. 
Hon.  Roy  Dyson, 

Congress  of  the  United  States,  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Dyson:  The  Commis- 
sioners of  Aberdeen  appreciate  the  posting 
on  the  status  of  Revenue  Sharing.  From  all 
reports  we  have  received,  every  one  from 
the  President  to  Congress,  agrees  that  Reve- 
nue Sharing  should  be  continued.  We 
hasten  to  add  our  support  to  the  continu- 
ation of  this  program. 

It  is  no  secret  that  most  municipalities  are 
working  with  very  tight  budgets  so  revenue 
sharing  becomes  more  important  than  ever 
in  keeping  Cities  and  Towns  in  a  fiscally  re- 
sponsible position.  We  urge  you  and  your 
fellow  representatives  to  work  toward  a  five 
year  reauthorization  of  revenue  sharing  and 
to  work  toward  an  increased  amount.  If 
there  is  anything  further  we  can  do  to  assist 
in  finalizing  this  program  favorably,  please 
advise.  In  the  meantime,  our  thanks  for 
your  efforts  on  our  behalf. 
Very  truly  yours, 

Ronald  Kupferman. 

President. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  substitute  committee  amend- 
ment recommended  by  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  shall  be 
considered  as  an  original  bill  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule,  and  each  section  shall  be 
considered  as  having  been  read. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  section  1. 

The  text  of  section  1  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited 
"State  and  Local  Fiscal  Assistance 
menu  of  1983". 

The    CHAIRMAN.    Are    there 
amendments  to  section  1? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  sec- 
tion 2. 

The  text  of  section  2  is  as  follows: 


as  the 
Amend- 


ed)  'entitlement  period'  means  each  one- 
year  period  beginning  on  October  1  of  1981, 
1982.  1983.  1984.  1985.  1986.  and  1987.  ". 

(b)  Section  6711(a)(3)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "1983"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ■1988". 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  HORTON 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Horton.  Page 
2.  beginning  on  line  6.  strike  out  all  of  sec- 
tion 2  through  line  13  and  Insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

EXTENSION  OF  PROGRAM 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  6701(a)(1)  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(1)  'entitlement  period'  means  each  one- 
year  period  beginning  on  October  1  of  1981. 
1982,  1983,  1984.  and  1985. ". 

(b)  Section  6711(a)(3)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ■1983"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  '1986". 

Mr.  HORTON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  armounces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2,  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 

D  1710 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  quorum  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  has  not  ap- 
peared. 

The  Chair  announces  that  a  regular 
quorum  call  will  now  commence. 

Members  who  have  not  already  re- 
sponded under  the  noticed  quorum 
call  will  have  a  minimum  of  15  min- 
utes to  record  their  presence.  The  call 
will  be  taken  by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 

The  following  Members  responded 
to  their  names: 


any 


[Roll  No.  3051 
ANSWERED  'PRESENT" 


-376 


EXTENSION  OF  PROGRAM 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  6701(a)(1)  of 
United  States  Code,  is 
follows: 


title  31. 
amended  to  read  as 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Anderson 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 


AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bedell 

Bennett 

Bereuter 


Herman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 


Boland 

Bonlor 

Bonker 

Borskl 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brom-n  (CA) 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Conte 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenborn 

Evans (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Peighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Poglietta 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gore 


Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmldt 

Hance 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkln 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Herlel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Jones  (OK)  . 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Latta 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Locffler 

Long (LA) 

Lotl 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

MazzoH 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 


McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McEwen 

McKeman 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Miller  (CA) 
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Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 
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Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 
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Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberslar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Palman 

Patterson 

Paul 

Pease 

Penny 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Range  1 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritler 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 
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Shelby 

Sikorski 
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Slattery 
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Smith  (NEi 

Tauzln 

Whitley 

Smith  (NJ> 

Taylor 

Whittaker 

Smith.  Denny 

Thomas  (CA) 

Whilten 

Smith.  Robert 

Thomas  (GA) 

Williams  ( OH  1 

Snowe 

Torres 

Wilson 

Snyder 

Torrlcelll 

Winn 

Solomon 

Towiu 

WIrth 

Spence 

Traxler 

Wise 

Sprmtt 

Udall 

Wolf 

St  Oermun 

Valentine 

Wolpe 

Sta«gers 

Vander  Jact 

Wortley 

Stangeland 

Vandergriff 

Wright 

Stenholm 

Vento 

Wyden 

Stokes 

Volkmer 

Wylie 

Stratton 

Vucanovlch 

Yates 

Studds 

Walgren 

Yatron 

Stump 

Walker 

Young (FL) 

Sundquist 

Watkins 

Young  (MO) 

Swift 

Weber 

Zablocki 

Synu- 

Weiss 

Zschau 

Tallon 

Wheat 

Tauke 

Whitehurst 

D  1730 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Three  hundred 
seventy-six  Members  have  answered  to 
their  names,  a  quorum  is  present,  and 
the  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Horton 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  £m  addi- 
tional 5  minutes.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Horton)  is  recog- 
nized for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2780.  the  State 
and  Local  Fiscal  Assistance  Amend- 
ments Act  of  1983.  I  want  to  commend 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Weiss)  and  the  members  of 
the  Government  Operations  Commit- 
tee for  the  fine  work  they  did  in  bring- 
ing this  important  bill  to  the  floor. 

I  have  always  been  and  continue  to 
be  a  strong  supporter  of  the  Federal 
general  revenue  sharing  program.  As  a 
former  member  of  the  Government 
Operations  Committee.  I  know  that 
revenue  sharing  is  probably  the  single 
most  direct  Federal  program  to  help 
our  States  and  39.000  local  govern- 
ments nationwide.  In  my  State  of 
Peruisylvania  alone,  over  2.600  local 
governments  benefit  from  this  impor- 
tant program. 

Since  the  beginning  of  this  year, 
local  government  officials  from  my 
district,  which  includes  all  of  Bucks 
County  and  eastern  Montgomery 
County,  have  voiced  their  strong  sup- 
port for  the  prompt  reauthorization  of 
general  revenue  sharing  at  adequate 
funding  levels  in  order  to  avoid  undue 
complications  with  the  preparation  of 
their  municipal  and  township  budgets. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  excerpts  from  a 
recent  letter  that  I  received  from  the 
Pennsylvania  Local  Government  Con- 
ference regarding  the  importance  of 
revenue  sharing.  I  am  sure  that  the 
opinions  of  the  Pennsylvania  Confer- 
ence are  not  unique  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  reaffirm  today  our  support 


of   this   program   by   voting   for   H.R. 
2780. 

Pennsylvania  Local 
Government  Conference, 
Camp  Hill,  Pa.,  June  8,  1983. 
Hon.  Peter  H.  Kostmayer. 
Pennsylvania      Congressional      Delegation. 
Cannon   House  Office  Building,    Wash- 
ington. D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Kostmayer:  In  recent 
months  the  Pennsylvania  Local  Govern- 
ment Conference,  consisting  of  the  Pennsyl- 
vania State  Association  of  Boroughs,  the 
Pennsylvania  League  of  Cities,  the  Pennsyl- 
vania State  Association  of  County  Commis- 
sioners, the  Pennsylvania  State  Association 
of  Township  Commissioners,  and  the  Penn- 
sylvania State  Association  of  Township  Su- 
pervisors conducted  a  study  of  Revenue 
Sharing  in  Pennsylvania  municipalities.  The 
intent  of  the  study  was  to  assess  the  effects 
of  the  program  in  its  current  form  and  to 
determine  what  effect  the  termination  or 
curtailment  of  the  program  would  have  on 
local  taxes  and  services  in  the  years  ahead. 

The  booklet.  'Revenue  Sharing— Its 
Impact  on  Pennsylvania  Local  Govern- 
ment." documents  the  results  of  this  study. 
The  results  indicate  that  General  Revenue 
Sharing  accounts  for  16.7  percent  of  the  av- 
erage local  budget:  the  average  General 
Revenue  Sharing  payment  to  municipalities 
in  Pennsylvania  Congressional  districts  is 
$59,931,  ranging  from  a  low  of  $216  to  a 
high  of  $14,011,523:  if  General  Revenue 
Sharing  funds  were  to  be  replaced  by  prop- 
erty taxes,  these  taxes  would  rise  an  average 
of  61.2  percent,  and  for  93.8  percent  of  the 
responding  municipalities.  Revenue  Sharing 
funds  are  the  only  direct  source  of  federal 
funds  received. 

The  Pennsylvania  Local  Government  Con- 
ference supports  and  endorses  the  renewal 
of  the  Revenue  Sharing  program,  and  would 
encourage  that  the  results  of  this  survey  be 
used  in  the  debate  on  renewal. 
Sincerely, 

Jay  Himes, 
Chairman,  Local  Government  Conference. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  reduces  the 
entitlement  period  from  5  to  3  years. 
While  being  quite  straightforward,  it 
is  important  to  the  financial  integrity 
*of  this  bill  and  to  the  ability  of  the 
Congress  to  effectively  oversee  the 
program.  The  committee  bill  reauthor- 
izes the  revenue-sharing  program  as 
an  entitlement  through  September 
1988.  a  period  of  5  years.  This  is  longer 
than  any  other  previous  reauthoriza- 
tion period  adopted  by  the  Congress 
and  signed  by  the  President. 

My  concern  over  this  lengthy  exten- 
sion period  is  twofold.  First,  the  inter- 
governmental system  is  ever  changing, 
with  its  future  well-being  almost  im- 
possible to  predict.  None  of  us  know 
now  what  the  fiscal  situation  of  State 
and  local  government  might  be  even  2 
or  3  years  from  now.  This  alone  is 
reason  enough  not  to  go  with  a  5-year 
extension. 

A  case  example  of  this  occurred  just 
3  years  ago.  during  the  last  reauthor- 
ization of  this  very  program.  At  that 
time.  State  governments  as  a  whole 
were  running  budget  surpluses  and  in 
generally  good  financial  condition.  Be- 
cause of  this,  the  Congress  removed 


their  entitlement  status,  with  the 
result  that  they  have  not  been  funded 
since.  Yet.  many  State  governments 
are  now  in  extreme  financial  straits. 
The  financial  situation  for  State  gov- 
ernments has,  in  3  years,  changed  dra- 
matically in  ways  that  no  one  at  that 
time  could  foresee.  While  the  commit- 
tee has  chosen  not  to  reactivate  the 
States  share  as  an  entitlement,  or  on  a 
countercyclical  basis  because  of  the 
severe  budget  constraints  at  the  Fed- 
eral level,  the  committee  at  least  had 
the  opportunity  to  consider  doing  so. 

To  lock  up  the  formula  and  the 
funding  level  for  5  years  effectively 
prevents  Congress  from  using  the  ve- 
hicle of  revenue  sharing  reauthoriza- 
tion to  meet  new  problems  and  oppor- 
tunities within  the  federal  system.  A  3- 
year  reauthorization,  on  the  other 
hand,  would  provide  ample  opportuni- 
ty to  review  the  program  to  be  certain 
it  is  achieving  its  goals. 

I  am  even  more  deeply  concerned 
about  another  aspect  of  a  5-year  enti- 
tlement. If  it  is  allowed  to  stand,  the 
Congress  will  be  committing  the  Fed- 
eral Treasury  to  the  payment  of  some 
$26.5  billion.  There  would  be  nothing 
we  could  do  about  it.  We  would  have 
to  pay  the  money  whether  we  wanted 
to  or  not.  Now  we  all  know  why  it  is 
important  for  revenue  sharing  to  be 
an  entitlement,  and  I  support  its  enti- 
tlement status.  The  least  we  should  do 
is  entitle  these  funds  for  as  short  a 
period  of  time  as  is  reasonable,  A  3- 
year  extension  is  such  a  reasonable 
period  and  would  commit  the  Federal 
Government  to  $10  billion  less  in  enti- 
tlement spending  than  does  a  5-year 
bill. 

The  recent  midsession  budget  review 
projects  Federal  deficits  in  the  $150 
billion  range  for  each  of  the  upcoming 
5  fiscal  years,  A  large  part  of  this 
problem  is  entitlement  spending,  to 
commit  this  and  future  Congresses  to 
an  additional  $10  billion  more  in  enti- 
tlement spending  than  is  necessary 
would  tie  our  hands  in  dealing  with 
the  problem  of  Federal  spending 
which  is  a  mistake. 

The  argument  may  well  be  made 
that  a  5-year  extension  is  needed  to 
insure  local  governments  of  a  certain 
level  of  revenue  for  a  longer  period  of 
time.  Unexpected  interruptions  in  the 
level  and  flow  of  revenue-sharing  dol- 
lars would.  I  agree,  cause  tremendous 
difficulty  for  local  budgeting.  Yet. 
that  is  why  revenue  sharing  is  an  enti- 
tlement. The  purpose  of  my  amend- 
ment is  to  balance  the  need  of  local 
governments  for  an  assured  source  of 
funds  to  the  need  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  balance  its  own  budget. 
Limiting  the  entitlement  status  of  rev- 
enue sharing  to  a  3-year  period  is  an 
excellent  way  to  do  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  moving  this  pro- 
grams  reauthorization  period  back  to 
the  traditional  3-year  period  is  fiscally 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22277 


prudent,  fair  to  future  Congresses,  and 
in  no  way  wreaks  havoc  on  local  budg- 
eting. I  would  add  finally,  that  my 
amendment  enjoys  the  whole-hearted 
support  of  the  administration.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

n  1740 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  I  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
dated  June  20  of  this  year  in  which  he 
says'"!  am  writing  to  advise  you  of  the 
administration's  serious  objections  to 
certain  features." 

Then  he  goes  on  to  say  that— 

Under  the  extension  of  5  years  it  would  in- 
crease the  entitlement  portion  from  the  cur- 
rent level  of  $4.6  billion  annually  to  $5.3  bil- 
lion for  5  years.  The  administration's  pro- 
posal would  extend  it  for  3  years. 

In  its  present  form  it  is  a  budget 
buster,  says  Mr.  Stockman. 

The  bill  would,  in  a  single  year,  increase 
spending  for  general  revenue  sharing  by  16 
percent.  It  would  result  in  fiscal  years  1984- 
86  outlays  that  would  exceed  the  adminis- 
tration's request  by  over  $2.1  billion.  In- 
creases of  this  magnitude  are  totally  inap- 
propriate, especially  in  light  of  serious  fi- 
nancial problems  facing  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Then  it  goes  on  to  point  out  that  the 
Budget  Director  and  other  officials 
would  recommend  to  the  President  a 
veto  if  it  does  have  this  5-year  period 
in  it. 

So  I  would  urge  that  we  reduce  the 
period  from  5  years  to  3  years, 

Mr,  SKELTON,  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr,  Chairman,  as 
we  continually  reassess  the  various 
ways  in  which  our  taxpayers'  money  is 
spent,  eliminating  waste  wherever  we 
can,  we  must  not  forget  to  reward  the 
programs  and  projects  that  are  worth- 
while and  have  a  positive  impact  on 
our  Nation's  cities  and  counties.  With- 
out question,  the  revenue-sharing  pro- 
gram deserves  to  be  reauthorized. 

I  recently  conducted  a  survey,  talk- 
ing with  city  and  county  clerks  and 
mayors  and  county  judges  throughout 
my  district,  and  discovered  the  pattern 
is  that  there  is  no  pattern,  except  that 
everyone  strongly  favors  the  revenue- 
sharing  program.  Responses  such  as 

"Essential. "  and  "We're  all  for  it!" 
were  typical  answers  when  the  clerks 
were  questioned  about  revenue  shar- 
ing. 

What  makes  revenue  sharing  an  at- 
tractive program  for  local  communi- 
ties is  that  local  officials  decide  where 
and  how  the  money  is  spent.  What 
makes  revenue  sharing  attractive  for 
us  in  Washington  is  that  vital  commu- 
nity repairs  and  improvements  are 
completed,  while  at  the  same  time 
local  services  continue  to  expand,  A 
sample  of  the  projects  funded  through 
revenue  sharing  in  Missouri's  Fourth 


Congressional  District  include:  street 
maintenance.  bridge  construction, 
park  improvements,  library  upkeep, 
and  new  computer  systems.  Improve- 
ments and  investments  such  as  these 
are  truly  important  to  the  health  and 
well-being  of  our  cities  and  towns. 
This  influx  of  funds  provides  a  neces- 
sary economic  stimulus.  It  is  unfortu- 
nate, but.  these  improvements  are  the 
ones  that  no  one  notices  until  the  pot- 
holes form  or  the  paint  peels.  We  must 
continue  to  work  to  keep  these  pro- 
grams alive. 

Who  knows  better  than  community 
leaders  what  specific  projects  a  com- 
munity needs?  In  1982.  Lafayette 
County  exemplified  how  effective  the 
revenue-sharing  program  can  be.  Of 
the  $131,588  received,  county  officials 
apportioned  this  money  into  a  wide  va- 
riety of  areas,  specifically:  repairs  to 
county  buildings,  the  Extension  Coun- 
cil of  the  University  of  Missouri,  the 
Western  Medical  Health  Center,  and 
the  local  4-H  clubs.  These  funds,  and 
the  ways  in  which  they  are  spent, 
offer  substantial  evidence  of  the  bene- 
fits of  this  type  of  local  control  to  the 
community. 

For  these  reasons,  I  strongly  support 
the  revenue-sharing  program.  Such  a 
no-strings-attached  revenue  source 
allows  us  to  look  out  for  the  economic 
health  of  the  cities  and  counties 
throughout  our  nation.  The  revenue- 
sharing  program  has  earned  our  sup- 
port, and  I  urge  the  Congress  to  reau- 
thorize these  vital  funds. 

Mr,  JONES  of  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  commend  the  gentle- 
man for  this  amendment  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

I  recognize  that  the  gentleman 
offers  this  amendment  not  as  an 
enemy  of  revenue  sharing  but  as  a 
friend  and  supporter  of  revenue  shar- 
ing. Around  this  body  and  back  home 
in  our  speeches  we  rail  against  uncon- 
trolled Federal  spending  and  we  rail 
against  entitlement  programs  that  are 
growing  and  creating  a  situation  in 
which  we  cannot  control  the  Federal 
budget. 

The  general  revenue-sharing  pro- 
gram is  a  capped  entitlement  program 
and  we  ought  to  show  our  willingness 
today  to  put  some  limitations  on  this 
entitlement  program. 

What  we  would  be  doing  if  we  reject 
the  gentleman's  amendment  is  com- 
mitting, by  our  vote  today,  to  spend 
without  any  review  over  the  next  5 
years,  to  spend  in  excess  of  $26  billion. 
It  makes  sense  to  limit  this  commit- 
ment to  a  3-year  period. 

General  revenue  sharing  in  each  of 
its  reauthorizations  up  to  this  point 
have  been  for  periods  of  3  years.  Com- 
parable programs  such  as  the  commu- 
nity   development    block    grant,    the 


UDAG  program,  the  EDA  program, 
are  all  authorized  for  3-year  periods. 
That  gives  the  local  communities  the 
opportunity  to  plan  ahead  and  yet  it 
gives  the  Congress  and  the  Federal 
fiscal  policymakers  an  opportunity  to 
review  in  a  timely  fashion  how  these 
programs  are  fitting  into  our  overall 
economy. 

Other  programs,  defense,  education, 
food  stamps,  programs  such  as  that, 
do  not  have  this  kind  of  5-year  author- 
ization with  a  firm  commitment  to 
spend,  and  I  do  not  believe  we  ought 
to  be  giving  it  to  general  revenue  shar- 
ing. 

We  can  talk  about  $200  billion  defi- 
cits and  we  can  rail  against  them  but 
we  have  an  opportunity  today  to  put 
some  controls  on  those  so-called  un- 
controlled spendings. 

I  hope  that  the  House  will  support 
the  gentleman's  amendment.  I  think  it 
is  a  good  amendment  that  improves 
the  program. 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  comments  and  I  certainly 
appreciate  his  support  for  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  would  add  to  what  the  gentleman 
already  said  that  I  am  a  very  strong 
supporter  and  have  been  a  strong  sup- 
porter for  revenue  sharing.  I  know 
that  many  of  the  public  interest 
groups  and  many  of  the  municipalities 
would  like  to  have  a  5-year  program. 
But  as  the  gentleman  pointed  out.  and 
as  I  pointed  out,  for  us  to  do  that  I 
think  would  be  foolhardy. 

It  is  an  entitlement  program  and  we 
are  all  familiar  with  what  entitlement 
programs  are.  For  us  to  put  on  the 
books  5-year  entitlement  programs 
now,  at  this  level,  I  think  would  not  be 
very  prudent  expecially  in  light  of  the 
fiscal  restraint  that  we  should  be 
maintaining  as  far  as  this  body  in  con- 
cerned. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  the  vari- 
ous municipalities  have  been  able  to 
live  in  the  past  under  this  3-year  au- 
thorization or  entitlement  program. 
So  they  are  not  unused  to  having  the 
entitlement  for  a  3-year  period  of 
time. 

So  I  think  with  all  factors  involved 
that  it  is  more  prudent  for  us  to 
reduce  the  period  from  5  years  to  3 
years. 

I  might  say  also,  parenthetically.  I 
will  offer  an  amendment  to  bring  the 
funding  in  line  with  the  budget  recom- 
mendations and  the  budget  resolution 
that  was  adopted,  which  is  approxi- 
mately $450  million  more  than  the 
$4.6  billion. 

But  it  is  important  I  think  that  we 
adopt  this  amendment  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  adopt  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr, 
Horton)  has  expired, 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Levitas  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Horton  was 
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allowed   to   proceed   for   2   additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman on  his  amendment  and  on  his 
statement. 

I  have  been  a  very  strong  advocate 
of  general  revenue  sharing.  One  of  the 
most  unpleasant  experiences  I  have 
had  in  Congress  was  differing  with  my 
distinguished  chairman  on  this  subject 
by  supporting  revenue  sharing  in  my 
first  term  as  a  Member  here.  But  I  do 
believe  in  it. 

However,  we  have  got  to  make  the 
program  sensible  and  reasonable  and 
not  just  a  greed  bucket  for  local  gov- 
ernments. I  think  for  us  to  do  any- 
thing other  than  adopt  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  would  take  this  pro- 
gram from  a  reasonable,  low-cost  ad- 
ministration program  into  an  uncon- 
trollable giveaway  program  which 
would  not  be  accountable  to  the  Con- 
gress. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues,  those  of  us 
who  support  revenue  sharing,  as  well 
as  those  who  do  not  support  revenue 
sharing,  to  support  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  and  I  would  also  hope 
that  the  gentleman  will  feel  inclined 
to  support  my  amendment  which  I  will 
offer  later  on  on  the  tit-for-tat  provi- 
sion with  rest>ect  to  State  funding,  if 
that  should  be  authorized. 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  friend 
from  New  York,  the  distinguished 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Gov- 
ernment Operations  Committee,  Mr. 
HoRTON.  which  provides  for  a  3-year 
reauthorization  of  general  revenue 
sharing  rather  than  the  5-year  exten- 
sion included  in  the  bill  reported  by 
the  committee. 

The  committee's  bill  would  reau- 
thorize revenue  sharing  through  fiscal 
year  1988.  The  Congressional  Budget 
Office's  baseline  estimate  of  the  aggre- 
gate Federal  budget  deficit  over  that 
5-year  period  is  $1.2  trillion,  which  is 
roughly  equal  to  the  current  national 
debt  that  has  taken  nearly  200  years 
to  accumulate.  In  light  of  these  pro- 
jections, it  would  be  an  act  of  fiscal  ir- 
responsibility for  Congress  to  irrevoca- 
bly commit  the  Federal  Government 
to  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $26 
billion  for  general  revenue  sharing 
over  the  next  5  years. 

Just  last  week  I  received  a  'dear  col- 
league" letter  from  the  chairman, 
ranking  minority  member,  and  seven 
other  members  of  the  House  Budget 
Committee  asking  my  support  for  an 
amendment  to  the  rehabilitation  act 
amendments  of  1983.  While  support- 
ing this  program,  which  provides  reha- 


bilitation assistance  to  handicapped 
individuals,  the  Budget  Committee 
members  were  seriously  concerned 
about  expanding  it  as  an  entitlement 
program  for  the  next  3  years.  The 
letter  said: 

To  put  our  concern  in  perspective,  ap- 
proximately three-quarters  of  Federal 
spending  is  uncontrollable  by  an  annual 
budget  and  appropriations  process.  Entitle- 
ment and  other  mandatory  programs  consti- 
tute the  bulk  of  that  amount.  The  remain- 
ing one-quarter  of  Federal  spending  is  the 
only  portion  which  Congress  controls 
through  its  annual  appropriations  process, 
and  half  of  that  amount  is  devoted  to  de- 
fense. As  presently  drafted.  H.R.  3520  v^ould 
increase  the  so-called  uncontrollable  portion 
of  the  budget  by  expanding  an  entitlement 
in  the  out-years. 

Should  we  not  be  equally  concerned 
about  extending  the  entitlement  in 
general  revenue  sharing  for  an  addi- 
tional 5  years?  Do  we  not  owe  it  to 
ourselves  and  our  constitutents  to  take 
another  look  at  this  $5.3  billion  per 
year  expenditure  before  fiscal  1989? 

Furthermore,  if  mayors  and  county 
commissioners  are  going  to  enjoy  the 
luxury  of  spending  revenue  sharing 
funds,  while  Congress  bears  the  re- 
sponsibility for  raising  the  money, 
local  officials  should  be  required  to 
justify  the  continuation  of  this  pro- 
gram more  often  than  once  every  5 
years. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mem- 
bers should  be  aware  that  the  adminis- 
tration adamantly  opposes  a  5-year  ex- 
tension of  revenue  sharing.  Budget  Di- 
rector Stockman  has  advised  the  com- 
mittee that  he  will  recommend  that 
the  President  veto  any  reauthorization 
of  longer  than  3  years. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  gentleman's  amendment. 
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Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Three  years,  in  my  judgment,  is  too 
short  an  authorization  for  a  program 
like  revenue  sharing  which  is  intended 
to  help  local  governments  provide  im- 
portant public  services.  In  the  course 
of  hearings,  which  the  subcommittee 
held  both  here  in  Washington  and 
across  the  country,  the  one  concern 
expressed  by  the  witnesses  represent- 
ing local  governments  was  the  need 
for  stability  and  predictability  in  the 
revenue-sharing  program. 

Many  State  and  local  governments 
are  moving  toward  a  more  rational  ap- 
proach to  capital  budgeting,  one  that 
emphasizes  planning  capital  expendi- 
tures 5  years  in  advance. 

This  becomes  very  important  in 
light  of  the  need  to  finance  billions  of 
dollars  worth  of  infrastructure  re- 
placement at  the  State  and  local  level. 


The  New  York  State  Legislature,  for 
example,  is  presently  considering  a  bill 
which  would  require  the  State  to  as- 
semble a  5-year  plan  for  financing  and 
scheduling  capital  construction 
projects.  Consequently,  the  longer  the 
authorization  period  of  the  revenue- 
sharing  program,  the  more  local  and 
State  governments  will  be  able  to  tie 
Federal  funds  into  their  own  invest- 
ment plans  and  use  those  funds  to  le- 
verage money  from  oiher  sources. 

Lengthening  the  authorization 
period  will  institutionalize  a  program 
which  has  served  municipalities  and. 
until  1981,  the  State  as  well.  Since  the 
program  grants  general  purpose  aid.  it 
allows  governments  the  flexibility  to 
spend  moneys  where  they  see  the  most 
urgent  need. 

In  fact,  it  is  noteworthy  that  in  sub- 
mitting its  New  Federalism  initiative 
to  Congress,  proposing  that  the  enti- 
tlement portion  of  the  community  de- 
velopment block  grant  program  be 
combined  with  revenue  sharing,  the 
administration  itself  recommended  a 
5-year  extension  of  that  program. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  5-year  reau- 
thorization of  revenue  sharing  is  a 
practical  and  sensible  timeframe,  and  I 
therefore  urge  defeat  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Horton  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Weiss  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

The  letter  the  gentleman  was  refer- 
ring to  as  to  the  administration  posi- 
tion for  extending  the  program  for  5 
years  including  merging  revenue  shar- 
ing and  community  development.  It 
did  not  talk  just  to  the  question  of  just 
revenue  sharing. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Of  course.  And  if  the 
gentleman  will  allow  me,  the  point 
that  I  am  making  is  that  simply  be- 
cause it  is  raised  from  3  years  to  5 
years  does  not  automatically  make  it 
wrong.  As  a  matter  of  fact  there  is  an 
advantage  to  having  a  5-year  program 
so  that  the  communities  can  better 
plan  ahead  as  to  how  they  are  going  to 
be  spending  that  money. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  has  just  made  the  case  that 
was  made  before  our  subcommittee  by 
many  of  the  local  communities  that 
came  before  us. 


Let  me  talk  for  a  moment  why  I 
think  that  the  fiscally  responsible  vote 
is  for  us  to  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment and  for  a  5-year  extension.  We 
heard  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  mention  a  few 
moments  ago  the  problem  of  uncon- 
trolled Federal  spending.  I  think  we 
all  recognize  that  that  is  in  fact  a 
major  problem  that  we  face. 

What  the  advantage  of  the  entitle- 
ment program  that  we  have  before  us 
here  is  that  we  do  cap  that  entitle- 
ment. We  do  make  some  decisions 
about  holding  a  steady  level. 

The  longer  you  can  hold  that  cap  in 
place,  the  better  chance  we  have  of 
managing  the  budget  in  those  out- 
years.  Now,  I  think  you  have  to  decide 
what  perspective  you  are  coming  at 
here. 

If  you  believe  that  after  the  3-year 
period  that  we  are  going  to  come  back 
and  lower  the  spending  levels  of  the 
program,  then  you  might  agree  with 
the  gentlemen  from  Oklahoma  and 
some  of  the  other  gentleman  who 
have  spoken  on  this  amendment.  The 
tendency,  however,  is  to  come  back 
and  raise  the  spending  levels  of  the 
program.  For  example,  in  1980,  these 
exact  arguments  were  made.  Here  we 
are  3  years  later  coming  back  and  the 
bill  that  we  have  before  us  substantial- 
ly raises  the  entitlement  level.  Would 
we  not  have  been  better  off  in  1980  to 
have  capped  the  program  at  the 
present  $4.6  billion  level  and  at  least 
have  the  next  2  years  being  at  a  lower 
spending  level  than  is  likely  to  happen 
in  this  particular  program? 

I  would  also  say  that  if  we  really 
want  to  do  something  about  address- 
ing the  issues  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
raise,  let  us  support  the  McCandless 
amendment  when  it  comes  up  and  cap 
the  program  at  its  present  spending. 
He  will  offer  an  amendment  to  cap  the 
program  at  $4.6  billion  in  spending. 
You  combine  that  with  a  5-year  au- 
thorization and  you  can  substantially 
lower  the  cost  of  this  program  over  a 
period  of  time. 

So,  it  seems  to  me  that  if  we  really 
want  to  do  something  about  control- 
ling one  of  the  uncontrollables.  let  us 
do  it  for  a  5-year  period,  cap  it  at  $4.6 
billion  and  save  some  real  money.  If 
you  go  for  the  3-year  extension.  I  fear 
what  we  will  be  doing  is  simply  giving 
us  an  opportunity  to  come  back  in  3 
more  years  and  raise  the  spending 
level  again. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 
Mr.  LEVITAS.  I  thank  my  colleague. 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  gentleman 
knows.  I  disagree  with  him  on  this  par- 
ticular amendment.  I  was  the  author 
of  the  amendment  that  made  revenue 
sharing  an  entitlement  program  and  I 


did  it  in  order  to  provide  for  predict- 
ability and  certainty,  so  that  the  com- 
munities could  use  the  money  wisely 
and  would  not  have  to  wonder  from 
year-to-year  how  much  would  be  made 
available. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  3-year  period  is 
a  reasonable  period  that  we  utilize  for 
budget  purposes. 

Why  5  years?  Why  not  10  years  or  7 
or  15  or  13?  Or  why  not  make  it  like 
social  security  or  medicare,  indefinite? 
I  think  that  if  we  are  going  to  limit 
this  program  so  we  can  reevaluate  it 
from  time  to  time  the  3-year  period, 
which  is  a  standard  period,  within  a 
budgetary  cycle,  and  would  cover  at 
least  2  fiscal  years  of  each  local  gov- 
errmient,  would  be  a  more  sensible 
place  to  draw  the  line. 

Mr.  WALKER.  The  gentleman  will 
admit,  having  provided  distinguished 
leadership  on  this  program,  that  the  3- 
year  period  is  not  sacrosanct.  In  the 
early  days  we  did  in  fact  authorize  the 
program  for  longer  than  3-year  peri- 
ods. 
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And  in  fact  during  those  periods  of 
time,  the  program  did  not  rise  in  cost 
as  fast  as  it  has  under  the  3-year  au- 
thorization. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  we  can  make 
a  good  case,  that  one  way  of  keeping 
costs  down  in  the  program  is  to  have 
the  period  of  time  go  a  little  bit 
longer.  And  that  is  all  that  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  is  suggesting. 
And  that  is  all  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  is  suggesting. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  also  disagree  with  the  gentleman's 
argument  and  I  do  not  see  why  gener- 
al revenue  sharing  should  be  treated 
differently  than  community  develop- 
ment block  grant  or  UDAG  or  EDA, 
which  have  3-year  authorizations. 

Just  so  that  I  understand  the  argu- 
ment correctly,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  is  saying  that  he  opposes 
the  amendment  so  that  you  can  do  less 
for  the  cities  if  you  support  the  Weiss 
position,  is  that  it? 

Mr.  WALKER.  The  gentleman  un- 
derstands, I  think,  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  has  made  the  argu- 
ment that  the  local  governments  have 
made,  and,  of  course,  they  are  interest- 
ed in  extending  this  out  further.  And  I 
had  said  to  the  gentleman  earlier  that 
I  thought  that  there  was  a  conserva- 
tive argument  for  it,  too. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  is 
raising  that  more  conservative  argu- 
ment which  I  thought  spoke  to  the 
point  raised  by  the  gentleman  earlier 
about  uncontrolled  Federal  spending.  I 
think  this  is  a  good  way  of  controlling 
Federal  spending  a  little  bit.  And  if 


that  happens  to  gel  with  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York's  argument,  well, 
that  may  be  a  happy  coincidence. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  I  just 
think  this  is  an  historic  event  here 
today. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  attempt- 
ing to  follow  the  argument  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania.  And  I  find 
it  very  difficult  to  do  so.  He  seems  to 
be  arguing  it  is  cheaper  to  fund  this 
program  for  5  years  than  it  is  3  years. 
I  cannot  quite  follow  that. 

I  can  recall  when  this  program  start- 
ed. I  recall  the  then  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  John  Connally,  who  sup- 
ported the  program,  coming  up  to  the 
Hill  and  lobbying  me  as  a  member  of 
the  Rules  Committee  on  three  sepa- 
rate occasions  before  he  finally  con- 
vinced me  to  vote  for  this  program. 
And  it  came  out  by  one  vote.  It  was 
not  an  overwhelming  vote  in  the  Rules 
Committee.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was 
not  overwhelming  in  the  beginning  in 
the  committee  chaired  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks). 

They  sold  me  on  this  program  by 
saying  they  were  going  to  cut  out  some 
of  these  categorical  grant  programs 
and  in  lieu  thereof  come  up  with  a 
program  of  revenue  sharing  without 
any  strings  attached  for  local  govern- 
ment and  our  cities  to  spend  as  they 
wish. 

What  happened?  They  kept  all  of 
the  categorical  grant  programs  and 
now  had  revenue  sharing  as  well. 

So  I  was  sold  on  this  program  in  the 
first  place  by  an  argument  which 
never  came  to  pass.  But  I  have  sup- 
ported it  because  they  do  spend  the 
money  more  wisely  at  the  local  level 
than  they  do  here  at  the  Federal  level. 
But  it  just  seems  to  me  to  conunit 
ourselves  for  5  years  on  this  program, 
rather  than  3,  is  a  little  bit  ridiculous, 
when  every  time  you  go  out  there  and 
read  the  wire  service  you  find  where 
somebody  is  saying  something  about, 
'the  fear  of  high  interest  rates."  And 
these  high  interest  rates  will  come  be- 
cause the  Federal  Government  is 
being  forced  to  be  out  there  borrowing 
and  borrowing  and  borrowing  more 
every  single  day  and  every  single  week. 
This  cannot  go  on. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

To  my  distinguished  friend  even  the 
Members  who  are  for  this  bill,  most  of 
them  realize  that  3  years  is  enough. 
How  greedy  can  you  get? 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
reclaim  my  time,  the  gentleman  said 
that,  I  did  not. 
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Let  me  say  that  we  have  not  had  a  5- 
year  period  for  revenue  sharing  at  any 
time  yet.  We  have  had  3  years.  And  I 
think  that  we  ought  to  continue  it  on 
a  3-yesu-  basis,  rather  than  a  5-year 
basis. 

Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  2780,  State  and  Local 
Fiscal  Assistance  Amendments  of  1983, 
which  would  extend  general  revenue- 
sharing  payments  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment for  5  more  years. 

I  have  seen  first  hand  the  benefits 
which  general  revenue  sharing  has 
brought  to  communities  across  our 
country.  In  the  Fourth  District  of  Ala- 
bama, which  I  represent,  countless 
projects,  which  would  have  been  im- 
possible even  to  envision  because  of  a 
lack  of  local  funding,  are  today  in 
place,  benefiting  residents  because  rev- 
enue-sharing funds  were  made  avail- 
able. 

Improved  fire  protection,  street  re- 
pairs, water  system  extensions,  addi- 
tional police  protection,  and  many 
other  municipal  services  have  received 
assistance  through  this  program. 

The  concept  behind  revenue  sharing 
is  a  valid  one.  The  local  government 
officials  have  more  direct  knowledge 
of  the  needs  of  their  communities 
than  do  Washington  agencies.  These 
funds  can  be  put  to  immediate  use  to 
solve  pressing  local  problems  without 
the  nightmare  of  bureaucratic  red- 
tape. 

I  continue  to  trust  that  Americas 
local  government  officials  have  the 
ability  and  the  desire  to  see  that  their 
communities  receive  every  possible 
benefit  from  the  tax  dollars  they  re- 
ceive and  revenue  sharing  is  an  impor- 
tant source  of  funds  to  them. 

I  have  been  a  consistent  supporter  of 
this  firw  program  to  return  Federal 
revenue  to  county,  city,  and  town  gov- 
ernments, as  well  as  States,  under  cer- 
tain conditions,  since  the  program  was 
established  in  1972. 

I  favored  the  reauthorization  of  this 
program  in  1976  and  again  in  1980. 
And  I  am  strongly  supporting  this 
year's  amendments,  which  would  con- 
tinue it  through  1988. 

Included  in  the  provisions  of  this 
new  extension  is  a  16-percent  increase 
over  the  1983  level.  This  would  com- 
pensate for  the  effects  of  inflation 
since  the  program  was  last  reauthor- 
ized in  1980. 

Unlike  revenue  sharing  for  county, 
city,  and  town  governments,  the  State 
allocation  would  not  be  an  entitle- 
ment, but  would  be  an  authorization, 
subject  to  the  annual  appropriations 
process  here  in  the  Congress.  I  am 
confident  that  if  the  national  debt  is 
sizably  reduced,  we  can  see  fit  to  make 
these  payments,  totaling  $2.3  billion 
for  fiscal  years  1984  to  1988,  available 
to  the  various  State  governments. 

An  improvement  has  been  made  in 
current  law  that  requires  State  gov- 
ernments to  forgo  an  equal  amount  of 


Federal  categorical  assistance,  should 
the  Congress  decide  to  appropriate  the 
$2.3  billion  annually  to  the  various 
States. 

Although  the  current  bill  continues 
the  existing  allocation  formulas,  provi- 
sion is  made  for  a  general  study  of  this 
aspect  of  the  general  revenue-sharing 
program. 

The  Treasury  Department  is  also  di- 
rected to  study  alternatives  to  person- 
al income  tax,  which  is  currently  being 
used  to  calculate  the  taxing  capacity 
and  taxing  efforts  of  the  States  and 
local  governments. 

While  the  other  body  has  a  bill 
which  would  only  extend  this  program 
for  3  years,  and  not  provide  a  suffi- 
cient increase  to  compensate  for  the 
inflationary  effect  on  payments,  I  am 
confident  this  House  measure  is  far  su- 
perior and  will  pass. 

At  this  time  I  would  also  like  to  en- 
courage my  colleagues  in  the  House  to 
pass  this  measure  by  a  sufficient 
margin  which  will  indicate  to  the 
other  body  the  strong  support  here  in 
the  House  for  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
2780. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Horton). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  226,  noes 
202,  not  voting  5,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  306] 

AYES-226 

Akaka 

Coughlin 

Gramm 

Albosta 

Courter 

O^egg 

Andrews  (NC) 

Craig 

Hall.  Sam 

Andrews  (TX) 

Crane.  Daniel 

Hammerschmidt 

Anthony 

Crane.  Philip 

Hansen  (UT) 

Applegate 

Crockett 

Hartnett 

Archer 

D'Amours 

Hatcher 

Badham 

Daniel 

Hefner 

Bateman 

Dannemeyer 

Hertel 

Bates 

Daub 

Hightower 

Bedell 

DeWine 

Hiler 

Bennett 

Dickinson 

Hillis 

Bethune 

Dingell 

Holt 

BUirakis 

Donnelly 

Hopkins 

Bliley 

Dreier 

Horton 

Boehlert 

Dwyer 

Howard 

Boland 

Edwards  (AL> 

Huckaby 

Boner 

Edwards  (OK) 

Hughes 

Brooks 

Emerson 

Hunter 

Broomfield 

English 

Hutto 

Brown  (CO) 

Erlenbom 

Hyde 

Broyhill 

Pascell 

Ireland 

Burton  (IN) 

Fiedler 

Jacobs 

Byron 

Fields 

Jones  (NC) 

Campbell 

Fish 

Jones  (OK) 

Carper 

Ford  (MI) 

Jones  (TN) 

Chandler 

Porsythe 

Kasich 

Chappell 

Franklin 

Kemp 

Chappie 

Prenzel 

Kindness 

Cheney 

Frost 

Kramer 

Clarke 

Fuqua 

LaFalce 

Coats 

Gekas 

Lagomarsino 

Coleman  (MO) 

Gibbons 

LatU 

Conable 

Gingrich 

Leath 

Conte 

Glickman 

Lehman  (FL) 

Cooper 

Goodling 

Levitas 

Corcoran 

Gradtson 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (PL) 

Ortiz 

Smith  (NJ) 

Livingston 

Oxley 

Smith.  Denny 

Loeffler 

Packard 

Smith.  Robert 

Long  (MD) 

Panetta 

Snowe 

Lowery  (CA) 

Parrls 

Snyder 

Lujan 

Paul 

Solomon 

Lungren 

Pease 

Spence 

Mack 

Petri 

St  Germain 

Madigan 

Pickle 

Stangeland 

Marriott 

Porter 

Slenholm 

Martin  (ID 

Price 

Stratton 

Martin  (NY) 

Pritchard 

Stump 

Mazzoli 

Pursell 

Synar 

McCain 

Quillen 

Tallon 

McCandless 

Ray 

Taylor 

McCollum 

Regula 

Thomas  (CA) 

McCurdy 

Ridge 

Udall 

McDade 

Ritter 

Valentine 

McDonald 

Roberts 

Vander  Jagt 

McEwen 

Robinson 

Vento 

McKeman 

Roemer 

Vucanovlch 

McKinney 

Roth 

Watkins 

McNultv 

Roukema 

Weber 

Mica 

Rudd 

Whitehurst 

Michel 

Sabo 

Whitley 

Miller  (OH) 

Schaefer 

Whittaker 

Minlsh 

Schneider 

Williams  (OH) 

Montgomery 

Schulze 

Wilson 

Moody 

Seiberling 

Winn 

Moorhead 

Sensenbrenner 

Wirth 

Morrison  (WA) 

Shaw 

Wolf 

Murphy 

Shumway 

Wort  ley 

Murtha 

Shusler 

Wright 

Neal 

Siljander 

Wylie 

Nelson 

Sisisky 

Young  (AK) 

Nielson 

Skeen 

Young (FL) 

O'Brien 

Skelton 

Zschau 

Obey 

Slattery 

Olin 

Smith  (NE) 
NOES- 202 

Ackerman 

Erdreich 

Long (LA) 

Addabbo 

Evans  (lA) 

Lowry(WA) 

Alexander 

Evans  (ID 

Luken 

Anderson 

Fazio 

Lundine 

Annunzio 

Feighan 

MacKay 

Aspin 

Ferraro 

Markey 

AuCoin 

Flippo 

Marlenee 

Barnard 

Florio 

Martin  (NC) 

Barnes 

Foglietta 

Martinez 

Bartlett 

Foley 

Matsui 

Beilenson 

Pord(TN) 

Mavroules 

Bereuter 

Fowler 

McCloskey 

Berman 

Prank 

McGrath 

Bevill 

Garcia 

McHugh 

Biaggi 

Caydos 

Mikulski 

Boggs 

Gejdenson 

Mineta 

Bonior 

Gephardt 

Mitchell 

Bonker 

Oilman 

Moakley 

Borski 

Gonzalez 

Molinari 

Bosco 

Gore 

MoUohan 

Boucher 

Gray 

Moore 

Boxer 

Green 

Morrison  (CT) 

Breaux 

Guarini 

Mrazek 

Britt 

Gunderson 

Myers 

Brown  (CA) 

Hall  (IN) 

Naicher 

Bryant 

Hall  (OH) 

Nichols 

Burton  (CA) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Nowak 

Carney 

Hamilton 

Dakar 

Carr 

Hance 

Oberstar 

Clay 

Harkin 

Ottinger 

Clinger 

Harrison 

Owens 

Coelho 

Hawkins 

Pashayan 

Coleman  (TX> 

Hoyer 

Patman 

Collins 

Hubbard 

Patterson 

Conyers 

Jeffords 

Penny 

Coyne 

Jenkins 

Pepper 

Daschle 

Johnson 

Perkins 

Davis 

Kaptur 

Rahall 

de  la  Garza 

Kastenmeicr 

Rangel 

Dellums 

Kazen 

Ratchford 

Derrick 

Kennelly 

Reid 

Dicks 

Kildee 

Richardson 

Dixon 

Kogovsek 

Rinaldo 

Dorgan 

Kolter 

Rodino 

Dowdy 

Kostmayer 

Roe 

Downey 

Lantos 

Rogers 

Duncan 

Leach 

Rose 

Durbin 

Lehman  (CA) 

Rostenkowskl 

Dymally 

Leiand 

Rowland 

Dyson 

Lent 

Roybal 

Early 

Levin 

Russo 

Eckart 

Levine 

Savage 

Edgar 

Llpinski 

Sawyer 

Edwards  (CA) 

Lloyd 

Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Studds 

Waxman 

Schumer 

Sundquisl 

Weiss 

Shannon 

Swift 

Wheat 

Sharp 

Tauke 

Whltten 

Shelby 

Tauzln 

Williams  (MT) 

Sikorski 

Thomas  (GA) 

Wise 

Simon 

Torres 

Wolpe 

Smith  (FL) 

Torrlcelli 

Wyden 

Smith  (lA) 

Towns 

Yates 

Solare 

Traxler 

Yatron 

Spratt 

Vandergrlff 

Young  (MO) 

Staggers 

Volkmer 

Zahlocki 

Stark 

Walgren 

Stokes 

Walker 

NOT  VOTING- 
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Hansen  (ID) 

Lott 

Weaver 

Heftel 

Miller  (CA) 

D  1820 

Messrs.  DORGAN,  WALGREN, 
ROGERS,  PENNY.  SWIFT,  MARTIN 
of  North  Carolina,  and  SAWYER 
changed  their  votes  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 

Mr.  HERTEL  of  Michigan  changed 
his  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  ad- 
ditional amendments  to  section  2? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  sec- 
tion 3. 

The  text  of  section  3  is  as  follows: 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
ENTITLEMENTS 

Sec.  3.  Section  6703(b)(2)  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  ■■$4,566,700,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ■■$5,297,333,000.' 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HORTON 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Horton:  Page 
2,  beginning  on  line  14,  strike  out  all  of  sec- 
tion 3  through  line  17  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
ENTITLEMENTS 

Sec.  3.  Section  6703(b)(2)  of  title  31, 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  •■$4,566,700,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ■$5,016,700,000". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Horton)  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLARZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
the  budget  debate  this  spring,  I  made, 
as  one  of  my  highest  priorities,  the 
adoption  of  an  increase  in  funding  for 
the  revenue-sharing  program,  in  my 
capacity  both  as  a  member  of  the 
House  Budget  Committee  and  as  a 
member  of  the  House-Senate  confer- 
ence on  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget.  As 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  there  are  sever- 
al compelling  reasons  for  the  continu- 
ation of  this  program  which  provides 
•no  strings  attached"  dollars  for  the 
localities  and,  indirectly  for  State  gov- 
ernments, as  well. 


Localities  get  money  from  three 
sources— local  taxes,  State  aid,  and 
Federal  aid.  Just  as  the  recession  and 
the  Reagan  tax  cut  have  caused  Feder- 
al revenues  to  decline,  so  have  they  ad- 
versely affected  the  fiscal  condition  of 
States  and  localities.  Revenue  sharing, 
in  my  judgment,  represents  the  most 
effective  and  expedient  approach  by 
which  we  can  provide  a  quick  fiscal  in- 
fusion for  States  and  localities. 

Periodically,  groups  such  as  the  Na- 
tional Governor's  Association  or  the 
National  Conference  of  State  Legisla- 
tors provide  Congress  with  a  fiscal 
snapshot  of  State  and  city  budgets. 
State  budget  balances,  according  to 
the  National  Governors  Association, 
will  reach  an  all-time  low  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  1983.  In  fiscal  1983.  the  State 
balances  are  expected  to  total  $345 
million  and,  if  Texas  is  excluded,  the 
remaining  49  States  would  be  in  defi- 
cit. Almost  every  State  in  the  Union 
has  a  constitutional  requirement  for  a 
balanced  budget;  thus,  unless  States 
receive  additional  Federal  aid,  tax  in- 
creases and  further  service  cutbacks 
will  be  the  order  of  the  day.  Already, 
NCSL  reports,  24  States  have  enacted 
tax  increases  this  year;  27  States  have 
cut  spending;  18  States  have  engaged 
in  massive  layoffs  of  State  employees; 
and,  many  others  have  placed  limits 
on  personnel  hiring. 

In  essence,  State  budgets  are  beyond 
the  point  of  being  snare  tight— they 
are  broken;  cutbacks  are  occurring; 
services  are  being  reduced,  and  the 
quality  of  our  constituent's  lives  are 
being  threatened.  In  my  judgment, 
revenue  sharing  represents  one  of  the 
most  potent  and  appropriate  forms  of 
recession  relief  this  Congress  can 
produce. 

There  are  enormous  unmet  needs  in 
the  land. 

A  recent  Conference  of  Mayor's 
survey  showed  that  health,  employ- 
ment, and  senior  citizen  services  are 
the  human  services  most  widely  cut 
because  of  reductions  in  Federal  aid. 
From  fiscal  year  1981  to  fiscal  year 
1983,  city  expenditures  for  these  pro- 
grams fell  by  52  percent.  68  percent, 
and  12  percent  respectively.  And  the 
conference  reports  that  its  member- 
ship could  only  meet  43  percent  of  the 
demand  for  emergency  services  in 
fiscal  year  1982.  Cities  and  counties 
have  had  to  reduce  sharply  spending 
for  construction  and  maintenance  of 
infrastructure,  the  economic  life  sup- 
port systems  of  our  Nation.  In  fact, 
construction  spending  by  State  and 
local  governments  fell  9.4  percent  in 
1981  and  7  percent  in  1982.  A  further 
decline  is  projected  this  year.  We 
cannot  delay  making  the  kinds  of 
needed  investments  in  our  Nation's 
economic  future  which  infrastructure 
spending  represents.  Once  again,  we 
find  that  general  revenue  sharing  is 
one  of  the  most  efficacious  means  by 
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can   fund   these   kinds   of 


which   we 
projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  congratulate  again 
the  chairman  of  the  Government  Op- 
erations Subcommittee  on  Intergov- 
ernmental Relations,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Weiss),  who  has 
proven  himself  to  be  a  great  friend  of 
the  urban  areas  of  our  Nation.  This  is 
an  outstanding  bill  and  I  would  urge 
my  colleagues  to  give  it  their  full  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  very  important  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  I  am 
offering  is  needed  to  bring  this  bill  in 
line  with  the  first  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget  adopted  by  this 
Congress.  I  am  offering  this  amend- 
ment on  behalf  of  myself  and  Mr. 
Jones,  chairman  of  the  House  Budget 
Committee.  The  Government  Oper- 
ations Committee  reported  out  H.R. 
2780  on  May  11  of  this  year,  in  order 
to  meet  the  Budget  Act  deadline  on 
spending  bills.  At  that  time,  only  the 
House  had  completed  action  on  the 
first  budget  resolution.  In  that  House- 
passed  budget  resolution,  there  was 
with  the  proper  budget  function  an  al- 
lowance for  an  annual  increase  of  $800 
million.  On  this  basis,  the  committee 
reported  a  bill  under  this  budget  ceil- 
ing and  increased  the  program  by  $731 
million  per  year  for  5  years. 

Since  that  time,  action  of  the  first 
budget  resolution  has  been  completed, 
and  it  allows  for  only  a  $450  million  in- 
crease in  the  program.  My  amendment 
would  reduce  the  increase  in  H.R.  2780 
to  that  level  in  order  to  bring  it  in  line 
with  the  budget  resolution.  In  other 
words,  my  amendment  would  reduce 
the  increase  from  $731  to  $450  million, 
so  there  is  an  increase,  but  it  is  only 
the  amount  that  is  included  in  the 
budget  resolution  that  was  adopted. 

The  administration  has  stated  in  the 
strongest  possible  terms  its  opposition 
to  any  funding  increase. 

Following  my  amendment,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  McCand- 
less) is  going  to  offer  an  amendment 
to  reduce  my  amendment  to  the 
present  level  of  $4.6  billion. 

A  letter  to  myself  from  OMB  Direc- 
tor Stockman,  which  I  earlier  entered 
into  the  Record,  unequivocally  stated 
that  he  and  the  President's  other 
senior  advisers  would  recommend  the 
President  not  sign  the  bill  with  the 
funding  increase. 

Yet,  local  officials  across  the  coim- 
try  are  faced  with  a  very  difficult 
fiscal  situation  brought  on  by  the  com- 
bined effects  of  recession  and  infla- 
tion. They  correctly  note  that  the 
fuding  level  for  the  local  share  of  reve- 
nue sharing  has  remained  at  $4.6  bil- 
lion since  1976.  Since  that  time,  the 
real  value  of  that  1976  dollar  has  de- 
clined nearly  50  percent. 

The  funding  increase  permitted  in 
the  first  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
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budget  of  $450  million  per  year  in  my 
Judgment  strikes  a  balance  between 
these  two  positions.  While  not  grant- 
ing the  Increase  that  would  be  needed 
to  fully  compensate  for  the  effects  of 
inflation,  it  does  provide  for  a  very 
modest  level  of  program  growth. 

I  believe  that  my  amendment  meets, 
as  best  as  possible,  the  competing  in- 
terests of  all  interested  parties  and  I 
urge  Members  to  support  my  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  JOKES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Jones),  the  coauthor  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

D  1830 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  strongly  urge  that  this  amendment 
be  adopted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  some  other 
amendments  that  will  be  offered  to 
this  legislation,  I  may  be  speaking  on 
them,  but  it  will  be  from  a  personal 
perspective  or  as  a  Representative  of 
the  First  District  of  Oklahoma. 

On  this  particular  amendment.  I 
speak  from  an  institutional  perspec- 
tive as  chairman  of  the  House  Budget 
Committee. 

The  general  revenue-sharing  pro- 
gram that  is  brought  to  the  floor  is 
over  the  limits  set  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution which  the  House  and  the 
Senate  adopted  just  a  few  weeks  ago. 
It  is  over  by  nearly  $300  million. 

This  amendment,  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  and  myself 
and  others,  will  conform  this  legisla- 
tion to  the  limits  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

This  bill  is  a  test  of  our  willingness 
not  just  to  make  budget  plans,  but  to 
implement  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
HoRTON)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Horton 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  further  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  But  to  im- 
plement them  in  concrete  individual 
spending  decisions.  I  think  the  House 
can  be  proud  of  the  record  we  have  es- 
tablished so  far  this  year  in  that  every 
attempt  to  brech  the  budget  ceilings 
has  been  defeated.  We  held  the  line  on 
the  amendment  to  eliminate  the 
reform  in  Federal  pension  programs. 
That  was  defeated. 

The  excesses  in  the  supplemental 
appropriations  bill  were  defeated. 

The  housing  authorization,  which 
was  over  the  limit,  was  brought  back 
under  the  budget  ceilings. 

This  is  another  opportunity  for  us  to 
show  not  just  rhetoric,  but  concrete 
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action  that  we  are  willing  to  live  by  a 
budget  plan,  live  within  the  restric- 
tions of  those  budget  ceilings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  that 
this  amendment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
and  express  my  support  of  his  amend- 
ment. Of  course,  there  was  no  attempt 
to  breach  any  budget  ceilings.  What 
the  subcommittee  and  the  committee 
did  was  to  adopt  the  legislation  initial- 
ly within  the  framework  and  param- 
eters of  the  first  budget  resolution  as 
adopted  by  the  House. 

Since  then,  the  budget  resolution 
that  w£is  reported  out  of  conference 
and  adopted  by  the  House  was  reduced 
to  a  $450  million  increase,  where  as 
originally  it  was  $800  million. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
seeks  to  conform  the  bill  to  that  exist- 
ing figure  and  I  support  the  gentle- 
man in  that  effort. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  support. 

Mr.  DONNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  DONNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  associate  myself  with 
the  gentleman's  remarks,  the  remarks 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee and  the  remarks  of  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  New  York, 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

I  chair  the  Task  Force  on  Entitle- 
ments. Indexing,  and  UncontroUables 
on  the  House  Budget  Committee.  In 
the  3  years  that  I  have  served  on  that 
committee,  it  does  not  take  a  lot  of  in- 
vestigation to  understand  the  enormi- 
ty of  the  problem  in  the  entitlement 
area. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  again 
expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Donnelly. 
and  by  unanimous  consent.  Mr. 
HoRTON  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  DONNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  DONNELLY.  You  need  not 
serve  on  that  committee  very  long  to 
understand  the  enormity  of  the  prob- 
lem that  we  have  in  the  entitlement 
area.  In  the  decades  of  the  seventies, 
from  1970  to  1980.  entitlements  have 
grown  at  a  rate  of  over  450  percent. 

From  1970  to  1982.  the  entitlement 
programs  as  a  percentage  of  our  total 
outlays  have  grown  from  about  30  to 
50  percent. 

Sooner  or  later  this  Institution  is 
going  to  have  to  deal  with  the  enormi- 


ty of  that  problem,  the  political  reali- 
ty of  that  problem. 

Now,  I  understand  very  well  the  po- 
litical reality  of  revenue  sharing,  but  I 
think  this  is  a  test.  It  is  a  test  of  our 
willingness  after  all  the  speeches  we 
give  that  it  is  so  necessary  for  us  to  re- 
strain Federal  spending.  This  is  one  of 
the  first  tests  that  we  have  had  since 
the  passage  of  the  budget  resolution, 
whether  this  Congress  has  the  will. 

I  congratulate  my  friend,  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York,  for  presenting 
this  amendment,  and  I  congratulate 
my  friend  for  supporting  this  amend- 
ment. I  hope  it  is  unanimously  adopt- 
ed. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  M'CANDLESS  TO 
THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HORTON 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McCandless 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Horton: 
On  line  4  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  strike  out 

$5,016,700,000'  "  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
■•$4.566.700.001'. 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  I  am  offering  would 
basically  eliminate  the  increase  in  the 
entitlement  portion  of  revenue  shar- 
ing contained  in  the  bill  before  us. 
H.R.  2780  increases  local  revenue  shar- 
ing by  $731  million  per  year  for  each 
of  the  3  years  of  its  authorization.  My 
amendment  provides  for  only  a  $1 
annual  increase  in  the  program.  This 
$1  increase  is  to  satisfy  some  technical, 
parliamentary  requirements  of  the 
House. 

I  must  oppose  this  increase,  or  for 
that  matter,  any  increase  for  two  basic 
reasons.  First,  all  of  us  are  keenly 
aware  of  the  enormous  deficits  we  are 
now  facing.  The  recent  midseason 
budget  review,  conducted  by  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
showed  projected  annual  budget  defi- 
cits in  excess  of  $150  billion  for  the 
foreseeable  future.  For  this  Congress 
to  add  to  that  deficit  by  increasing  the 
entitlement  spending  in  this  bill  by 
over  $3.6  billion  is  financially  irrespon- 
sible. If  we  cannot  hold  the  line  on 
spending  and  vote  down  this  increase, 
we  will  be  giving  a  dark  signal  to  the 
financial  markets  that  we  are  unwill- 
ing to  take  the  tough  actions  to  bring 
down  the  deficit.  In  this  way.  we  will 
be  voting  to  guarantee  higher  interest 
rates  and  possibly  retard  the  economic 
recovery  now  underway. 

There  is  another  consideration  to 
vote  down  this  large  spending  in- 
crease. The  President's  senior  advisers 
have  said  in  the  sternest  possible 
terms  that  if  this  bill  is  presented  for 
the  President's  signature  and  it  con- 
tains any  funding  increase,  they  will 
reconrunend  to  veto  it.  If  that  happens, 
we  will   have  turmoil  on  our  hands. 


with  local  governments  unable  to  act 
on  their  own  budgets.  In  the  end.  we 
may  see  the  demise  of  revenue  shar- 
ing. 

The  best  thing  this  House  can  do. 
both  in  terms  of  fiscal  prudence  and  to 
insure  the  continuance  of  this  impor- 
tant program,  is  to  support  my  amend- 
ment and  pass  a  bill  with  the  present 
$4.6  billion  funding  level. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  NELSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  California.  I  do 
so  full  well  realizing  that  a  number  of 
my  mayors  and  city  councilmen  and 
county  commissioners  have  called.  The 
argument  that  I  present  to  them  is 
that  the  bill  before  us  presents  a  16- 
percent  increase  for  general  revenue 
sharing.  Since  the  Inception  of  this 
program  over  the  last  decade,  we  have 
seen  a  level  of  funding  of  $4.6  billion 
nationwide  for  this  program. 

I  understand  that  local  governments 
have  less  flexibility  in  raising  revenue 
locally— the  property  taxes  are  rela- 
tively inelastic  as  a  source  of  revenue. 
They  have  come  to  rely  on  revenue 
sharing  as  a  source  of  revenue  that  is 
built  into  their  budgets. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  local  govern- 
ments are  plarming  their  budgets  for 
next  year  and  have  counted  on  general 
revenue  sharing  of  $4.6  billion,  or  the 
same  amount  that  they  received  last 
year. 

Now.  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  at  a 
question  of  setting  financial  priorities. 
We  must  draw  the  line.  In  the  face  of 
$200  billion  deficits,  and  when  the 
Federal  budget  is  awash  in  red  ink.  we 
ought  to  draw  that  line. 

In  the  alternative,  were  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia not  to  succeed.  I  would  certainly 
support  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  and  my  chairman 
of  the  Budget  Committee,  the  gentle- 
man from  Oklahoma,  to  keep  it  at  the 
level  of  the  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  we  really 
ought  to  think  a  little  bit  about  the 
basic  concept  of  general  revenue  shar- 
ing as  a  program.  It  is  not  as  if  we  in 
all  of  our  largess  as  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment are  giving  people  something 
that  was  the  Federal  Goverm..jnt's  to 
begin  with. 
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What  we  are  doing  is  giving  people 
back  something  which  was  theirs  to 
begin  with. 

Need  I  remind  this  body  that  the 
revenues  which  we  spend  and  expend 
come  from  people  back  in  the  local- 
ities? Since  this  program  was  adopted 


in  1972  and  the  localities  were  author- 
ized to  receive  these  entitlements 
there  has  been  one  single  $200  million 
increase  in  1976.  The  value  of  the  pro- 
gram has  eroded  to  the  point  where 
that  $4.6  billion  is  in  fact  worth  $1.9 
billion  in  1972  dollars. 

There  has  been  a  135-percent  ero- 
sion in  the  value  of  that  money. 

What  we  attempted  to  do  originally 
in  the  subcommittee  and  the  commit- 
tee was  to  provide  for  an  increase  to 
cover  inflation  since  1980  only,  an 
amount  of  16  percent,  or  $733  million. 
The  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
HoRTON)  in  order  to  come  within  the 
framework  of  the  budget  resolution,  is 
now  moving  to  cut  that  back  to  $450 
million,  a  10-percent  increase,  almost 
reduced  to  half  of  the  inflationary  in- 
crease since  1980. 

Since  1980  local  governments  have 
had  their  entitlements  and  their  cate- 
gorical programs  cut  back  by  estimates 
ranging  from  $13  to  $40  bilUion.  Half  of 
the  cities  in  the  United  States  had  to 
cut  their  job  forces  in  1982.  Nearly 
three-quarters  of  them  had  to  raise 
taxes  in  1982. 

It  is  not  as  if  you  are  talking  about 
giving  money  to  those  who  are  living 
in  luxury.  What  we  are  doing  in  this 
situation  is  not  even  keeping  pace  with 
inflation  since  1980. 

To  adopt  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  McCand- 
less) is  in  fact  to  demonstrate  our 
total  disregard  of  our  people  and  our 
communities  back  home  who  are 
struggling  to  be  able  to  provide  basic 
services  to  their  constituencies  which 
are  also  our  constituencies. 

I  would  urge  a  defeat  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  rise  in  favor  of  the  McCand- 
less amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  heard  a  lot  of 
good  arguments  here  a  few  minutes 
ago  about  why  we  need  to  do  some- 
thing about  capping  uncontrolled  Fed- 
eral spending.  Here  is  a  good  place  to 
place  the  cap. 

We  can  place  the  cap  right  at  the 
current  funding  level  at  $4.6  billion  by 
adopting  the  McCandless  amendment. 
It  is  the  responsible  route  to  go. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  local  gov- 
ernments that  came  in  and  appeared 
before  our  subcommittee  made  it  quite 
clear  that  they  would  like  the  addi- 
tional money.  Sure  they  would.  No 
doubt  about  it. 

However,  they  also  made  it  rather 
clear  in  most  instances  that  they  could 
survive  on  the  present  funding  levels, 
that  what  they  really  wanted  was  re- 
authorization of  this  program  and  to 
continue  the  funding  flow  at  some- 
thing approximating  present  levels. 

That  is  what  we  can  do  with  the 
McCandless  amendment.  We  can 
assure  that  we  do  not  add  on  to  the 


deficit,  that  we  can  assure  that  we 
continue  this  very  worthwhile  pro- 
gram, but  we  do  it  at  a  responsible 
funding  level. 

So  I  would  hope  that  the  Members 
would  support  the  gentleman  from 
California.  Mr.  McCandless.  in  his 
effort  to  limit  the  spending  in  the  up- 
coming 3  fiscal  years  to  $4.6  billion. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  FRANK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  understood  the 
need  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, Mr.  HoRTON.  I  think  it  was  a 
useful  move  and  I  hope  the  House  will 
proceed  to  act  on  it. 

But  I  think  the  additional  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  McCandless)  is  a  mis- 
take. As  the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee (Mr.  Weiss)  pointed  out,  the 
figure  that  we  would  be  at,  if  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York's  amendment 
were  adopted  unchanged,  would  be  the 
budget  figure.  So  it  is  a  figure  which 
we  have  been  using  in  our  estimates  of 
the  deficit. 

The  question  then,  it  seems  to  me,  is 
of  the  various  and  competing  claims 
for  Federal  expenditure,  how  much  do 
we  think  of  those  that  are  made  by 
the  people  who  live  in  our  urban  and 
rural  goverrmient  areas,  because  these 
are  not  funds  which  in  my  judgment 
go  as  gifts  solely  to  the  Goverrunent. 
They  go  I  think  to  purchase  services. 

My  own  sense  is.  as  I  look  at  how 
money  is  spent  by  the  various  levels  of 
government,  that  the  local  govern- 
ments, the  counties,  the  recipients  of 
these  revenue-sharing  funds,  spend 
them  at  least  as  well  as  we  spend  ours. 
I  know  one  is  supposed  to  believe  in 
the  inherent  superiority  of  whatever 
level  of  government  one  happens  to  be 
serving  in  at  the  moment,  but  I  do  not 
think  objectively  a  case  can  be  made 
that  we  spend  the  money  so  much 
more  sensibly  at  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment level  that  it  is  somehow  irrespon- 
sible to  make  this  available  to  local 
goverrunent. 

Indeed,  at  times  like  this  I  think 
local  governments  have  done  an  im- 
portant job,  for  instance,  in  trying  to 
provide  employment  for  a  wide  range 
of  people  and  they  provide  a  level  of 
services.  Local  governments  do  not  do 
the  more  interesting  and  controversial 
and  exotic  things.  They  do  police  serv- 
ice, they  do  fire  service.  They  do  sani- 
tation. They  do  things  about  which 
there  is  a  broad  consensus. 

Obviously  we  do  not  want  to  see 
money  spent  unnecessarily.  But  I 
think  sometimes  analogies  are  helpful. 
Let  us  not  think  of  this  just  as  reve- 
nue-sharing programs.  Let  us  think  of 
it  as  something  we  would  call  the  TIK 
program,  or  taxation  in  kind,  in  which 
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we  would  send  back  to  local  govern- 
ments some  revenues  so  that  they 
would  not  engage  in  taxation  at  the 
local  level. 

Then  I  would  simply  propose  that 
we  let  the  TIK  program  grow  at  the 
same  rate  as  the  PIK  program,  or  even 
that  we  let  it  grow  at  one-quarter  of 
the  rate  of  the  PIK  program. 

My  point  is  those  who  have  been 
voting  enormous  amounts  of  money  in 
a  very  short  period  of  time  to  give 
people  cotton  so  that  they  would  not 
grow  cotton,  so  that  we  can  give  them 
back  the  cotton  that  they  did  not  grow 
In  the  first  place,  it  seems  a  little  bit 
hard  on  the  cities  and  the  people  who 
are  living  in  the  cities,  and  the  coun- 
ties, and  the  people  who  live  there  to 
say  that  we  are  going  to  begrudge 
them  the  figure  that  was  voted  in  the 
budget  for  police  services,  fire  services, 
and  other  services. 

I  would  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  that  we  ought  not  to 
be  exceeding  the  budget  figure.  But  to 
say  that  there  should  be  no  increase  at 
all  in  the  amount  of  money  that  we 
provide  out  of  the  Federal  taxation 
pot  to  help  with  the  services  that  are 
provided  locally  seems  to  me  unjusti- 
fied. 

The  level  of  taxation  is  only  one 
question.  The  other  is  the  type  of  tax- 
ation. 

As  you  look  at  the  kind  of  taxes  that 
are  leveled  in  this  society.  I  think  the 
Federal  income  tax,  with  all  of  its 
problems,  is  still  preferable  from  the 
standpoint  of  equity,  efficiency, 
impact  on  the  economy,  to  the  kind  of 
taxes  that  many  local  governments 
have  to  raise. 

The  question  is:  Are  we  prepared  to 
be  cooperative  to  the  extent  that  the 
budget  resolution  proposed? 

It  is  a  relatively  small  increase  that 
we  are  offering  in  the  bill  as  voted  out 
by  the  committee  to  the  local  govern- 
ments. The  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  would  say 
that  the  local  governments  do  not  get 
an  extra  penny,  that  other  areas  of 
the  Federal  Government  will  increase 
and  increase  and  increase  and  in- 
crease, but  we  would  not  vote  an  extra 
penny  of  Federal  taxes  to  help  local 
communities  with  police  services,  fire 
services,  education. 

I  will  close  with  this.  With  all  of  the 
talk  we  have  about  helping  education, 
and  obviously  money  alone  is  not  the 
answer,  but  neither  is  its  absence,  gen- 
eral revenue  sharing,  adequately 
funded  with  the  minimal  increase  over 
the  past  years  that  this  bill  has.  will  in 
fact  I  think  provide  more  money  to 
help  educate  children  than  anything 
else  that  we  are  talking  about  doing 
this  year. 

So  I  hope  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  will  be  de- 
feated and  the  underlying  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New- 
York  will  be  before  us. 


Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  to  speak  for  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  McCandless). 

The  first  thing  I  want  to  do  is  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  HoRTON)  for  the  excellent  job 
that  he  has  done  in  bringing  this  bill 
to  the  floor,  because  the  truth  of  the 
matter  is  revenue  sharing  is  one  of  the 
finest  Federal  programs  that  we  have 
ever  had.  It  is  truly  a  New  Federalism 
program  that  President  Reagan  has 
been  selling  right  from  the  very  begin- 
ning of  his  administration  when  we 
talk  about  block  grants  with  no  strings 
attached.  That  is  what  it  is. 

I  speak  as  a  former  town  supervisor, 
as  a  former  county  legislator,  a  former 
State  legislator,  and  the  program  is  a 
good,  working  program. 

Second.  I  want  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman for  offering  his  amendment  to 
cut  back  on  the  increases  to  the  level 
of  the  budget  which  passed  this 
House. 

But  with  all  due  respect  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  we  still  are  in- 
creasing spending  by  more  than  half  a 
billion  dollars  over  last  year's  level. 
Ladies  and  gentlemen,  we  just  do  not 
have  that  money. 

When  I  was  just  a  young  boy  I  could 
recall  reading  about  Everett  Dirksen, 
the  leader  in  the  other  body,  saying 
that,  "You  know,  we  talk  about  a  mil- 
lion here,  a  million  there,  and  pretty 
soon  we  are  talking  about  a  lot  of 
money."  You  know  that  we  do  not  talk 
about  millions  here  on  this  floor  any- 
more. We  talk  in  billions  and  billions 
and  half  billions,  and  this  is  another 
half  billion  increase. 

I  can  recall  back  in  1980  when  we  de- 
bated at  great  length  whether  or  not 
to  continue  State  revenue  sharing.  At 
that  time,  I  think  there  was  one  State 
that  had  a  deficit  and  all  of  the  rest  of 
them,  including  New  York  State, 
where  I  come  from,  had  surpluses  of 
one  kind  or  another. 

At  that  time  we  decided  because  of 
the  deficits  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment was  running  and  because  of  the 
accrued  deficit  that  we  had  built  up 
over  the  years  that  we  did  not  have 
any  surplus  to  give  to  the  States  at 
that  time,  and  we  did  away  with  it. 

I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  do  away 
with  local  revenue  sharing  at  the  local 
levels  because  I  think  it  is  a  valuable 
program.  But  the  truth  of  the  matter 
is  we  cannot  afford  to  increase  this  by 
a  half  a  billion  dollars. 
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I  hear  people  come  in  this  well  and 
they  say  well,  you  know  you  can  blame 
these  huge  deficits  on  Ronald  Reagan. 
Well,  you  know  if  it  were  up  to  Ronald 
Reagan  we  would  cut  spending  and 
that  would  be  the  third  leg  of  Reagan- 
omics  that  we  have  not  been  able  to 
cope  with.  Let  us  look  at  Reaganomics 


for  a  minute,  because  we  do  not  hear 
about  it  anymore.  We  used  to  hear  ti- 
rades on  this  side  of  the  aisle  every 
day  until  it  started  to  work.  Because 
all  Reaganomics  was  just  three  things: 
it  was  cutting  taxes  and  pumping 
money  back  into  the  private  sector 
and  into  the  pockets  of  the  people  so 
they  could  either  spend  it  or  save  it 
and  either  way  it  was  good,  because  if 
they  spend  it,  it  created  demand  for 
goods,  which  created  jobs;  if  they 
saved  it,  it  made  investment  capital 
available  so  that  small  businesses 
could  thrive  in  this  country  and  create 
jobs.  You  know  cutting  those  taxes 
worked.  Then  cutting  spending.  We 
did,  we  did  not  cut  back  on  any  Feder- 
al programs;  of  all  the  300  Federal 
programs  all  we  did.  back  in  1981,  was 
stem  the  growth  of  those  programs 
and  that  worked.  And  the  third  leg  of 
the  Reaganomics  was  regulatory 
reform  and  we  have  lived  up  to  that 
too,  because  whereas  American  busi- 
ness and  industry  used  to  be  saddled 
with  more  than  $100  billion  in  admin- 
istrative redtape,  we  managed  to 
reduce  that  Federal  Register  from  a 
foot  thick  to  about  half  of  that  and 
that  means  we  have  relieved  business 
and  industry  of  $25  billion  of  regula- 
tions that  were  unnecessary,  duplica- 
tive, or  that  we  just  could  not  afford. 
So,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  if  we 
want  to  see  this  recovery  continue,  we 
have  to  continue  controlling  the 
growth  of  spending.  I  represent  a  rural 
district  in  America,  the  district  is  220 
miles  long,  approximately  11,000 
square  miles,  with  hundreds  of  towns 
and  villages  and  a  lot  of  counties. 

And  I  am  willing  to  go  back  home 
and  tell  them,  listen.  I  know  you  have 
a  need  for  money  but  we  carmot 
reduce  the  deficits  as  long  as  we  keep 
adding  a  half  billion  dollars  here  and  a 
billion  dollars  there  to  the  uncontrol- 
lable deficits  we  already  have  and, 
ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  is  what  we 
have  done  with  every  single  authoriza- 
tion and  appropriation  bill  that  has 
come  before  this  House  and  will  come 
before  this  House  between  now  and 
September  30  regardless  of  that 
budget  resolution  which  already  calls 
for  increases  throughout  the  entire 
budget. 

So,  I  appeal  to  you,  stand  up,  you 
can  talk  to  your  people  back  home.  Let 
us  be  fiscally  responsible  and  let  us 
make  the  third  leg  of  Reaganomics 
work,  controlling  the  growth  of  spend- 
ing, then  everybody  in  this  country 
will  prosper. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  not  going  to 
speak  on  this  amendment  but  in  re- 
sponse to  some  of  the  other  comments 
I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words.  I  am  a 
former  city  councilwoman  and  I  know 
in  my  area  and  other  areas  around  the 


country  the  kinds  of  issues  that  people 
really  relate  to,  issues  that  my  friend 
from  Massachusetts  mentioned;  that  is 
the  issue  of  safety.  People  were  always 
asking  for  more  police  protection,  for 
more  fire  protection  in  those  areas. 

These  are  the  kinds  of  programs 
that  relate  to  general  revenue  sharing. 
Our  areas  do  not  have  enough  of  the 
resources  to  provide  the  necessities 
that  our  people  need. 

So  no  other  program  really  provides 
as  intimately  and  as  specifically  as  the 
kinds  of  programs  that  evolve  from 
revenue  sharing. 

And  I  think  the  American  people 
want  our  tax  dollars  to  be  spent  in 
those  kinds  of  methods. 

And  I  heard  my  friend,  the  previous 
speaker,  just  talk  about  where  are  we 
going  to  get  half  a  billion  dollars? 
Well,  I  can  tell  you  where.  Why  do  we 
not  just  go  after  some  of  the  cost  over- 
runs in  the  Defense  Department?  I 
never  hear  too  much  about  the  cost 
overruns.  One  project  that  I  recall 
mentioning  on  the  floor  last  year  was 
the  helicopter  project  that  had  a  cost 
overrun  of  $4.6  billion.  Nine  times 
more  than  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

There  are  moneys  available  and 
there  are  areas  where  we  can  get  the 
half  billion  dollars  if  we  are  reasona- 
ble. I  honestly  think,  that  the  Ameri- 
can people  would  rather  have  more 
police  protection,  more  fire  protection, 
than  giving  some  lucrative  defense 
contract  to  a  large  corporation  or, 
indeed,  a  foreign  country  which  is 
where  10  percent  of  the  contracts  for 
defense  go  to.  This  is  something  that 
relates  to  the  average  American.  We 
ought  to  increase  these  funds.  We 
ought  to  say,  "Here  are  some  funds 
that  you  can  actually,  visually,  and 
specifically  take  advantage  of"  and 
this  is  why  revenue  sharing  is  so  im- 
portant to  our  local  communities. 

It  seems  to  me,  when  one  is  here  in 
Washington  one  loses  sight  of  the  im- 
mediate needs  of  the  people  back 
home.  I  hope  we  do  not  lose  sight  of 
what  our  American  people's  needs  are. 
There  is  really  a  cry  for  more  safety, 
more  of  the  programs  that  our  cities 
and  our  rural  areas  can  give  to  their 
people.  So,  lei,  us  not  cut  them  off,  let 
us  really  try  to  give  our  people  what 
they  specifically  want  and  that  is  what 
revenue  sharing  is  all  about. 

And  let  us  cut  the  budget,  let  us 
really  get  into  balancing  the  budget. 
Let  us  cut  down  on  the  defense  con- 
tracts that  have  cost  overruns,  let  us 
say  "you  cannot  spend  more  for  weap- 
ons than  they  should  cost"  and  let  us 
cut  down  on  giving  all  the  tax  breaks 
to  the  rich.  That  would  really  relieve 
our  budgetary  and  deficit  difficulties. 
We  all  know  that. 

So,  let  us  not  pretend  that  this  reve- 
nue-sharing amendment,  the  original 
amendment  is  really  responsible  for 
the  deficit  that  we  have.  The  amend- 


ment by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  does  not  add  to  the  budget  reso- 
lution which  we  passed.  It  conforms  to 
it. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  revenue  shar- 
ing was  first  initiated  in  this  House 
there  were  proposals  for  both  general 
revenue  sharing  and  special  revenue 
sharing.  I  supported  the  concept.  I 
made  the  comment  at  the  time,  how- 
ever, that  we  were  building  into  the 
whole  system  an  automatic  lobbying 
effort  from  around  the  country,  from 
State  goverrunents  all  the  way  down  to 
the  lowest  level  of  government,  on 
behalf  of  a  perpetuation  of  the  pro- 
gram. That  is  well  and  good.  Now  we 
are  at  the  juncture,  however,  where 
we  have  to  make  a  decision  as  to 
whether  or  not  all  these  different 
levels  of  government  are  in  better  fi- 
nancial shape  as  a  block  than  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  And  I  submit  today 
that  the  Federal  Government  is  in  a 
lot  worse  shape  than  every  other  level 
of  government  out  there.  And  when 
township  officials  came  to  me  earlier 
in  the  year  asking  whether  or  not  rev- 
enue sharing  would  be  extended,  my 
judgment  call  was  "Yes,  it  will  be.  but 
do  not  get  too  greedy  and  ask  for  too 
much  because  we  have  much  more  of  a 
financial  problem  than  you  all  do  and 
we  do  not  need  to  subject  ourselves  to 
a  Presidential  veto, "  or  some  other  im- 
pediment to  the  program. 

So,  I  urge  support  for  the  McCand- 
less amendment,  which  would  in  es- 
sence continue  the  current  level  fund- 
ing for  the  next  3  years. 

We  all  know  that  many  localities  are 
having  difficulties  making  ends  meet. 
So  are  many  States.  But  the  one  level 
of  government  having  the  most  diffi- 
culty, by  far  in  this  regard  is  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

We  are  thus  certainly  in  no  position 
to  be  bailing  out  other  levels  of  gov- 
ernment. When  we  are  facing  deficits 
of  upward  of  $200  billion  ourselves. 
We  are  already  seeing  interest  rates 
edging  up  again  as  a  result  of  these 
deficits.  If  we  continue  to  spend  as  if 
there  is  no  end  in  sight,  we  will  virtu- 
ally guarantee  continued  high  interest 
rates  and  an  early  end  to  economy  re- 
covery. 

The  States  and  localities  are  in  the 
straits  they  are  in  today  because  of 
the  recent  recession.  The  best  way  to 
improve  their  financial  condition  is 
through  continued  economic  recovery 
and  lower  interest  rates. 

We  do  the  localities  far  more  good 
by  insuring  continued  economic  recov- 
ery rather  than  by  parceling  out  a  few 
more  goodies  from  the  Federal  gravy 
train. 

The  committee  revenue  sharing  bill 
will  increase  Federal  expenditures  by 
$2.1  billion  over  the  next  3  years.  The 


congressional  budget  resolution  level 
will  result  in  increases  of  nearly  $1.4 
billion  over  that  timeframe.  Both  in- 
creases are  far  too  much. 

When  States  and  localities  face  a  fi- 
nancial crunch,  they  find  ways  to  cut 
spending,  often  to  the  bone.  Why  is  it 
that  we  cannot  do  the  same  thing?  We 
cannot  even  seem  to  limit  spending  to 
current  levels. 

It  is  time  to  get  our  house  in  order, 
just  as  the  States  and  localities  are 
getting  their  houses  in  order.  The 
McCandless  amendment  would  help  us 
do  that,  and  should  be  adopted.  Fail- 
ure to  effectively  restrain  Federal 
spending  and  reduce  these  horrendous 
deficits  will  only  lead  to  a  repetition  of 
our  recent  experience. 

I  trust  that  no  one  wants  to  go  down 
that  path  again. 

Mr.  SLATTERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  coming  to  this 
body  several  months  ago,  I  have 
become  convinced,  that  the  No.  1 
threat  to  the  future  of  our  country  is 
the  size  of  our  national  deficits.  I 
would  just  point  out  that  it  seems  as 
we  progress  in  our  deliberations  that 
little  is  done  to  really  approach  the 
problem  on  the  spending  side.  I  know 
and  I  think  the  majority  of  the  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  know  that  if  we  are 
going  to  be  serious  in  dealing  with  the 
deficit  problem,  at  some  point  we  are 
going  to  have  to  deal  with  not  only  the 
spending  side  but  we  are  also  going  to 
have  to  deal  with  the  revenue  side.  To- 
night I  think  we  have  the  opportunity 
to  put  about  $450  million  in  the  bank 
in  our  effort  to  deal  with  the  spending 
side.  I  would  also  point  out  that  as  I 
traveled  around  my  district  the 
common  comment  that  I  received 
from  locally  elected  officials  was  that 
they  were  not  expecting  more  money, 
they  were  just  asking  how  much  less 
money  they  were  going  to  receive. 
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I  would  submit  to  my  colleagues  that 
if  we  in  fact  are  able  to  provide  them 
with  the  same  level  of  funding  they  re- 
ceived last  year,  they  will  be  satisfied 
and  understand  that  we  all  must  con- 
tribute to  the  solution  to  our  budget 
crisis. 

Beyond  that,  I  would  say  that  the 
choices  we  have  to  make,  if  we  are 
going  to  deal  with  the  deficit  problem, 
are  not  easy  choices.  They  are  indeed 
hard  choices.  And  the  choice  this 
evening,  I  would  submit,  is  not  the 
choice  between  whether  we  increase 
revenue  sharing,  but  rather,  whether 
we  are  going  to  be  able  to  take  this 
$450  million  and  fimd  some  of  the  des- 
perately needed  programs  that  we  are 
going  to  have  to  deal  with  later  on. 
Perhaps  health  insurance  benefits  for 
the  unemployed.  These  are  the  kind  of 


22286 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  2,  1983 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22287 


tough  choices  we  have  to  make.  Where 
else  can  we  cut  to  fund  those  programs 
we  have  to  fund  In  this  time  of  deep 
recession. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  strongly 
urge  that  my  colleagues  exercise  this 
opportunity  to  put  $450  million  In  the 
bank,  so  that  It  Is  available  to  meet 
our  needs  later  on  and  at  the  same 
time  reduce  the  desperate  deficit  situ- 
ation that  our  country  is  facing. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  In  support  of  the  McCandless 
amendment. 

Mr.  LOWERY  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  LOWERY  of  California.  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Texas  for  yielding. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia for  his  amendment. 

As  a  member  of  the  committee  and  a 
former  county  supervisor  from  River- 
side, California,  I  have  Just  a  couple  of 
questions  of  clarification. 

I  understand  that  under  current  law 
local  governments  may  spend  funds 
for  any  purpose  which  is  a  permissible 
use  of  the  governments  own  funds 
when  its  laws  and  the  laws  of  its  State 
as  long  as  it  corresponds  to  those  re- 
quirements; is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LOWERY  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

In  my  12  years  in  county  govern- 
ment, that  is  correct. 

Mr.  LOWERY  of  California.  So  the 
funds  are  not  required  by  law  to  be 
earmarked  for  any  specific  purpose. 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LOWERY  of  California.  Nor  is 
there  any  predescribed  or  prescribed 
set  percentage  of  funds  received  re- 
quired to  go  for  any  specific  purpose? 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LOWERY  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  this  colloquy. 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman.   

Mr.  BARTLEHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  In  support  of  the  McCandless 
amendment.  I  am  not  a  member  of  the 
committee,  but  I  am  a  former  member 
of  a  city  council.  And  I  understand,  as 
many  do  In  this  country,  the  effective- 
ness of  general  revenue  sharing  at  the 
city  and  county  levels.  But  I  also  un- 
derstand the  devastation  of  negative 
revenue  sharing:  The  negative  revenue 
sharing  of  double-digit  inflation  and 
interest  rates  that  are  so  high  that 
cities  cannot  sell  their  bonds  in  order 
to  build  their  infrastructures. 

I  rise  in  support  of  the  McCandless 
amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  because 
that  would  continue  general  revenue 
sharing  at  a  level  funding,  at  predict- 
able funding.  The  fact  is  that  the  most 
generous  revenue  sharing  this  House 
could  pass  would  be  a  stable  Federal 


budget,  and  a  Federal  budget  under 
control  to  eliminate  the  erosion  that 
another  Member  spoke  of.  that  ero- 
sion in  spending  power  that  Is  caused 
by  inflation,  and  by  interest  rates, 
that  during  the  late  1970"s  and  early 
1980's.  were  so  high  that  cities  could 
not  operate  and  could  not  rebuild 
their  infrastructures. 

The  point  is.  the  most  effective  gen- 
eral revenue  sharing  we  could  pass  is  a 
balanced  Federal  budget.  The  further 
point,  as  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia stated  so  eloquently,  and  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman,  is  that  in  fact  an 
Increase  In  revenue  sharing  is  not 
likely  to  become  law.  And  so  for  this 
House,  for  those  of  us  who  are  for  rev- 
enue sharing,  we  should  vote  for  the 
McCandless  amendment.  And  if  we  are 
against  negative  revenue  sharing  of  In- 
flation and  Interest  rates  that  cripple 
cities  far  more  than  we  can  help  them, 
we  should  vote  for  the  McCandless 
amendment. 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  what  we  are 
really  talking  about  here  is  not  fund- 
ing at  the  same  level.  Let  us  be  honest. 
If  we  are  talking  about  giving  the 
same  amount  of  money  that  they  re- 
ceived in  1980.  we  are  talking  about  a 
cut.  We  know  that  inflation  has  taken 
place.  This  committee  had  hearings 
across  this  country,  the  various  county 
execs  were  saying  that  they  were 
having  a  very  difficult  time.  In  1980 
the  States  did  not  have  the  problem 
that  they  have  now.  Almost  every 
State  In  the  United  States  has  a  defi- 
cit. 

So  it  points  out  that  they  are  strug- 
gling. 

The  money  is  being  used  to  bring 
about  more  police,  more  firemen.  We 
are  talkng  about  safety.  And  to  sit 
here  in  this  room  and  act  like  we  are 
not  talking  about  people,  we  are  talk- 
ing about  money  that  is  going  to  be 
used  to  help  people,  I  find  that  our 
priorities  are  upside  down. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  budget 
cuts.  I  am  also  concerned  about  saving 
money.  But  I  do  not  think  this  is  the 
route  to  go.  There  are  other  things 
that  we  can  do  to  cut  the  deficit. 

As  my  colleague  from  Ohio  men- 
tioned earlier,  talk  about  the  Defense 
budget.  That  is  an  area  you  can  go  and 
get  some  of  that  money  back.  But  we 
are  not  talking  about  that.  We  are 
talking  about  saving  lives  and  helping 
people,  then  for  some  reason  or  an- 
other we  talk  very  loosely  about  it.  I 
would  hope  that  you  would  give  reve- 
nue sharing  the  same  support  that  the 
Defense  budget  received. 

I  am  hoping  that  we  do  not  make 
the  same  mistake  that  we  have  made 
so  many  times  In  this  House.  We  made 
a  mistake  early  on  and  now  we  have  a 
chance  to  correct  it  now.  we  have  a 
chance  to  support  the  Horton  amend- 


ment and  I  suggest  that  this  is  the 
route  to  go  to  make  certain  that  mu- 
nicipal governments  will  be  able  to 
continue  to  function  and  the  lives  of 
people  will  not  be  put  In  jeopardy. 

So  I  hope  the  Members  In  this 
House  and  everybody  of  good  will  will 
come  forward  and  support  the  Horton 
amendment  and  not  the  McCandless 
amendment. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  Mr.  Chairman, 
win  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TOWNS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MAVROULES.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

I  want  to  congratulate  the  gentle- 
man on  the  statement  he  just  made.  I 
respect  very  much  what  the  gentle- 
man had  to  say  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  when  one  gentleman  men- 
tioned he  had  served  in  county  govern- 
ment, the  other  member  said  he  was  a 
city  counsellor.  And  I  have  the  great- 
est respect  for  those  who  serve  at  that 
level  of  government.  I  also  served  as  a 
mayor  for  six  terms  in  a  city  of  50.000 
people.  And  a  known  fact  is  that  out 
of  the  50  States,  42  States  presently 
are  now  contemplating  raising  taxes  to 
meet  some  of  their  problems  on  that 
level. 

So  I  want  to  aline  myself  with  the 
gentleman's  statements  that  he  has 
made  and  in  support  of  the  gentle- 
man's statement. 

Mr.  TOWNS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TOWNS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I,  too.  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  an  excellent 
statement.  And  In  regard  to  his  com- 
ments about  the  Department  of  De- 
fense and  its  funding,  it  is  fascinating 
to  note  that  here  we  are  trying  to  get 
only  a  portion  of  the  inflationary  in- 
crease since  1980  and  the  argument  is 
made  that  that  Is  Increasing  the  fund- 
ing for  revenue  sharing. 

When  we  hear  of  Increases  In  the 
Department  of  Defense  funding,  how- 
ever, it  Is  not  keyed  to  keeping  pace 
with  Inflation.  Instead  we  are  told 
'This  Is  only  a  6  or  8  percent  Increase 
above  Inflation." 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to 
have  some  concern  about  how  we  deal 
with  the  lives  of  the  people  in  our 
communities  back  home.  If  my  col- 
leagues have  not  noticed  lately,  things 
are  getting  tough  back  there. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  support  the  amend- 
ment of  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  McCandless]. 
The  amendment  would  return  funding 


for  local  governments  from  general 
revenue  sharing  to  its  current  level  of 
$4,567  billion  per  year.  Not  just  a 
penny  or  two,  that  is  a  pretty  good 
sum.  I  certainly  would  prefer  a  fund- 
ing level  for  revenue  sharing  a  little 
bit  lower  than  $4,567  billion.  About 
$4,567  billion  lower  would  just  suit  me 
fine. 

But  If  we  are  going  to  reauthorize 
this  program.  It  does  not  seem  too 
much  to  ask  the  local  governments  to 
get  by  on  the  same  amount  of  windfall 
that  they  have  been  receiving  for  the 
past  7  fat  years. 

Sacrifices  are  being  demanded  of  all 
segments  of  our  society  as  the  Federal 
Government  attempts  to  put  its  budg- 
etary house  in  order.  We  are  asking 
our  elderly  to  forgo  cost-of-living  in- 
creases. We  are  cutting  back  on  social 
and  health  programs  for  the  neediest 
of  our  citizens. 

In  the  light  of  these  fiscal  realities, 
it  does  seem  to  me  that  our  local  gov- 
ernments could  do  their  part  by  receiv- 
ing only  the  $4,567  billion  that  they 
currently  receive  instead  of  a  larger, 
even  more  unjustified  amount. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words  and  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  some  serious  points 
have  been  raised  here  and  I  would  like 
to  address  them  briefly. 

First  of  all,  there  has  been  reference 
to  the  budget  and  to  the  budget  defi- 
cit. As  has  been  emphasized  here,  this 
increase  is  included  within  the  budget 
resolution  passed  by  this  House. 
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And  I  think  that  should  be  taken 
into  account  by  everyone  who  votes  on 
this  matter,  whether  they  were  for  or 
against  the  budget  resolution. 

The  budget  resolution  provided  for  a 
deficit  lower  than  that  presented 
through  the  administration's  budget. 

Second,  I  would  ask:  Why  renew  It  at 
Its  present  level?  Why  not,  if  you  want 
to  cut  the  budget,  have  the  courage  of 
your  convictions.  If  you  want  to  cut  it 
this  way,  and  move  to  reduce  It  to  $3.6 
or  to  $2.6  billion. 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
let  me  share  with  the  gentleman  a 
couple  of  thoughts,  as  a  fellow  who 
worked  very  hard  in  county  govern- 
ment full  time  for  12  years. 

All  of  the  budgets  have  been  put  to 
bed  In  California  currently,  to  the  best 
of  my  knowledge— at  least  in  my  dis- 
trict they  have— based  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment win  fund  the  current  program  at 
the  current  level  and  that  there  would 


be  no  further  cutbacks  on  that  par- 
ticular program. 

There  is  no  illusion  of  grandeur  on 
the  part  of  anyone  in  local  govern- 
ment in  the  State  of  Callfonrla  that 
the  big  brother  on  the  Potomac  is 
going  to  come  up  with  another  bag  of 
gold  over  and  above  that  that  he  al- 
ready has. 

So  I  leave  that  with  you  for  what- 
ever thought  value  it  may  have. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  appreciate  the  comment  of  the 
gentleman  from  California.  As  some- 
one who  was  in  county  government  for 
a  few  years,  I  understand  that  the 
budget  process  works  that  way.  But 
then  cut  It  not  for  this  fiscal  year,  but 
the  next,  if  this  is  not  an  important 
item.  Say  $4.6  billion  this  year  and 
$3.6  next  year. 

I  think  the  truth  of  the  matter  Is 
that  this  is  an  Important  program. 
And  all  that  this  increased  amount 
provides  for  is  some  reflection  of  infla- 
tion. All  we  win  be  doing  Is  supporting 
local  government  in  the  next  3  years 
at  the  same  level,  in  terms  of  real  dol- 
lars, as  in  previous  years— actually 
less,  when  you  take  into  account  infla- 
tion over  the  years. 

The  last  point— and  I  think  all  of 
these  have  been  raised  seriously  and 
deserve  consideration- relates  to  the 
so-caned  negative  revenue-sharing  ar- 
gument. 

My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  has  mentioned  that,  and  I  very 
much  believe  in  his  dedication  to  the 
Importance  of  local  government.  But  if 
you  are  going  to  compare  deficits,  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  only  fair  to  take 
into  account  what  has  happended  to 
State  and  local  governments  these  last 
few  years.  We  are  not  renewing  reve- 
nue sharing  In  1983  In  the  same  cir- 
cumstances as  it  was  renewed  several 
years  ago.  And  that  factor  has  been 
mentioned  by  several  people  earlier. 

And  let  me  just  elaborate  a  bit:  Of 
the  50  States,  47  are  experiencing  rev- 
enue shortfalls  totaling  $7.9  billion 
below  their  budget  estimates.  During 
1982.  14  States  raised  the  personal 
income  taxes;  14  raised  their  sales 
taxes;  6  Increased  their  corporate 
income  taxes;  12  increased  their  motor 
fuel  taxes,  et  cetera,  et  cetera. 

So  I  would  urge  that  we  defeat  this 
amendment.  If  we  believe  in  the  vi- 
brancy and  the  importance  of  local 
government,  we  should  put  them  at 
least  next  year  and  the  2  years  there- 
after in  the  same  position.  In  terms  of 
real  dollars,  as  they  have  been  the  last 
few  years,  or  at  least  something  close 
to  It.  This  is  not  a  profligate  sum  we 
are  suggesting,  and  I  heartUy  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  vote  in  favor  of 
this  modest  Increase  and  in  opposition 
to  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 


words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  In  opposition  to 
this  reduction  of  funding  revenue  shar- 
ing payments  to  local  governments  to 
the  current  level. 

In  West  Virginia  we  are  facing  un- 
employment at  more  than  17  percent, 
so  the  local  governments  can  111  afford 
the  reduction  at  this  time. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
what  revenue  sharing  does— at  least  In 
West  Virginia— is  to  help  to  supple- 
ment existing  programs.  It  does  not  go 
just  for  Federal  programs,  but  it  does 
help  to  supplement  these  programs. 
Also,  it  does  allow  for  discretion  at  the 
local  level,  which  I  think  is  an  impor- 
tant function. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  over  the  past  1 1  years  reve- 
nue sharing  has  provided  the  local 
governments  with  critically  needed 
funding.  But  still,  over  the  same 
period— I  know  it  has  been  pointed  out 
here  earlier— the  purchasing  power  of 
the  grants  has  decreased  by  135  per- 
cent as  a  result  of  inflation.  The  In- 
crease that  we  are  now  considering 
win  help  to  restore  the  purchasing 
power  which  has  been  lost  since  1980, 
and  I  think  that  is  also  important  at 
the  local  level. 

Across  West  Virginia's  Second  Con- 
gressional District,  with  which  I  am 
most  famUlar,  revenue  sharing  has 
continued  to  provide  local  govern- 
ments with  the  means  of  insuring  es- 
sential community  services.  For  in- 
stance, Mr.  Chairman,  the  law  en- 
forcement agencies  funded  with  reve- 
nue sharing  insure  that  my  citizens 
are  safer,  the  local  health  services 
made  a  reality  by  revenue  sharing 
insure  health  care  for  those  who 
would  be  otherwise  unable  to  care  for 
themselves.  Also,  Mr.  Chairman,  reve- 
nue sharing  grants  invested  in  human 
resources  insure  the  well-being  of  the 
elderly  of  West  Virginia,  who,  in  the 
wake  of  the  worst  recession,  win  be 
able  to  take  care  of  themselves. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  speak  In  op- 
position. I  think  that  we  do  need  to  co- 
operate with  the  local  governments. 
As  a  former  State  official,  I  know  that 
that  cooperation  from  Washington  Is 
very  Important. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  win  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Ohio. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  for  his  re- 
marks. I  feel  the  gentleman  has  poign- 
antly related  the  problems  in  West 
Virginia,  which  reany  mirror  the  prob- 
lems in  so  many  areas  of  the  country. 
I  would  like  to  just  reiterate  one  point 
that  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
just  made,  which  I  think  bears  repeat- 
ing, that  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
HoRTON]  does  not  exceed  the  budget 
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resolution.  It  is  within  the  budget  that 
we  passed.  So  all  the  rhetoric  about 
this  exceeding  funds,  and  so  forth,  is 
really  not  quite  true.  The  gentleman's 
amendment  does  not  exceed  the 
budget  resolution.  What  it  does  specif- 
ically is  come  up  to  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. That  is  the  spirit  of  why  we 
passed  the  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  her  comments.  I  do  think 
that  is  an  important  point,  because  it 
does  go  back  to  the  budget  resolution. 
I  think  that  the  importance  of  reve- 
nue sharing  to  the  local  communities, 
the  rural  communities,  is  a  very  impor- 
tant element. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  we  are  get- 
ting to  the  end  of  the  debate  on  this 
amendment,  and  probably  all  that 
needs  to  be  said  has  been  said.  But  I 
would  like  to  reiterate  at  least  a  couple 
of  points. 

First  of  all.  as  to  myself,  I  was  a  re- 
luctant supporter,  in  the  begiruiing  of 
revenue  sharing.  I  was  not  sure  it 
would  work  out.  I  thought  there  was 
some  credibility  to  the  argument  that 
we  did  not  have  revenue  to  share  from 
the  Federal  Government,  and  I  just 
did  not  know  how  it  would  work  when 
it  got  to  the  State  and  local  level.  But 
I  have  to  confess  that  it  has  worked 
better  than  I  thought  it  would.  It  is  a 
good  program,  and  I  support  it.  I  cer- 
tainly like  the  idea  that  it  is  one  of  the 
few  programs  where  whatever  money 
we  do  send  back  home,  it  goes,  basical- 
ly, without  strings,  and  the  local 
people  cam  have  hearings  and  decide 
where  this  money  is  to  go  without 
direct  instructions  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

However,  I  have  heard  a  lot  of  gasps 
in  this  city,  in  the  media  and  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  about  the  deficit,  the 
need  to  do  something  about  it,  but  the 
only  suggestion  I  hear  in  trying  to 
really  deal  with  the  deficit  is  to  cut  it 
all  out  of  defense.  We  cannot  get  it  all 
out  of  defense.  Nobody  wants  to  cut 
any  program.  We  do  not  want  to  cut 
education,  we  do  not  want  to  cut 
transportation,  we  do  not  want  to  cut 
water  programs,  we  do  not  want  to  cut 
anything— we  want  to  increase  them. 

In  this  instance,  all  this  amendment 
says  is:  Let  us  just  hold  it  at  the  level 
that  it  was  funded  last  year. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  so  elo- 
quently stated,  we  are  talking  about 
$4,567  billion  here.  It  is  not  chicken- 
feed. 

And  I.  too,  have  spoken  to  my  elect- 
ed officials,  and  they  say,  "Do  not  cut 
out  revenue  sharing."  I  respond,  "It  is 
not  going  to  happen.  But  you  may 
have  it  level  funded."  They  say,  'That 
is  OK,  we  can  live  with  that." 


So  here  is  an  instance  where  the  of- 
ficials already  recognize  they  may  not 
get  an  increase.  It  is  a  minimal  saving 
in  a  program  that  fundamentally  is 
one  we  support.  And  I  remind  the 
Members  that  it  was  a  Republican  ini- 
tiative that  started  this  program.  It  is 
the  type  of  program  we  like,  but  we 
cannot  stand  here  and  say  we  have  got 
to  cut  other  programs,  we  have  got  to 
deal  with  the  deficits  in  these  other 
areas  and  not  be  willing  to  do  it  mini- 
mally, just  level  funding,  in  a  program 
that  we  like. 
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I  urge  my  colleagues  for  a  variety  of 
reasons,  not  only  because  it  is  merito- 
rious, but  to  avoid  problems  down  the 
road,  to  support  this  level-funding 
amendment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  briefly? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  make 
the  point  that  the  Horton  amendment, 
while  it  does  come  very  close  to  being 
at  the  budget  level,  is  slightly  above 
the  budget  level.  It  is,  in  fact.  $4  mil- 
lion more  than  the  specific  budget 
level,  so  the  statement  that  was  made 
that  it  is  within  the  budget  level,  it  is 
about  $4  million  more. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Harking  back  to  the  remarks  of  the 
previous  speaker  from  West  Virginia, 
who  I  think  eloquently  stated  the 
problems  both  in  our  State  and  in  the 
third  district,  I  would  just  like  to  add 
something. 

I  have  heard  some  remarks  about  fat 
years  for  the  States.  I  have  heard 
something  about  no  tax  effort,  some- 
thing about  how  the  States  and  local 
governments  and  country  govern- 
ments have  not  really  been  doing  the 
work  themselves  and  are  not  cutting 
the  mustard. 

I  would  just  like  to  continue  a  little 
bit  with  what  has  been  happening  in 
West  Virginia.  For  instance,  we  now 
stand  as  one  of  the  States  with  the 
highest  personal  income  taxes  per 
thousand  dollars  of  income  of  any 
State  in  the  Nation.  We  are  at  least  up 
to  and  usually  excelling  any  of  the 
taxes  that  people  traditionally  pay. 
Our  State  legislature  in  the  last  ses- 
sion enacted  $155  million  worth  of  new 
taxes. 

The  public  employees  in  our  State, 
and  teachers,  have  not  gotten  a  pay 
raise  in  2  years.  It  is  questionable 
whether  they  will  get  one  next  year. 
We  now  have  public  employees'  sala- 
ries for  teachers  48th  in  the  country, 
for  public  employees  50th  in  the 
Nation. 


So  I  say  to  you  that  we  have  a  high 
tax  effort  and  diminishing  resources. 
Somebody  said,  "Well,  you  are  not 
making  enough  of  an  effort."  Well,  it 
has  been  a  hard  time.  Oh,  and  I  forgot 
also  the  highest  unemployment  in  the 
Nation,  and  while  it  is  running  17  or 
18  percent  statewide,  in  7  of  my  14 
counties  that  I  represent  it  is  now  over 
30  percent. 

So  I  say  revenue  sharing  and  the 
very  modest  increase  that  this  amend- 
ment would  strip  us  of  is  desperately 
needed.  A  135-percent  increase  in  cost- 
of-living  expenses  in  the  past  few 
years,  and  yet  no  increase  in  revenue 
sharing.  Therefore,  I  would  urge  rejec- 
tion of  the  gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WISE.  I  certainly  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gentleman 
liked  the  proposed  increase  in  revenue 
sharing,  he  is  going  to  love  the  Wil- 
liams amendment. 

Mr.  WISE.  I  really  like  that  Wil- 
liams amendment  and  am  looking  for- 
ward to  speaking  on  that. 

I  would  just  like  to  finish  one  other 
part.  I  heard  a  while  back  someone 
say.  "You  do  not  hear  much  about 
Reaganomics  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle."  I  think  I  have  just  given  you  a 
nice  recitation  on  Reaganomics.  But  I 
would  just  like  to  say  I  do  not  hear 
much  about  that  balanced  budget 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

So  while  we  are  talking  about  not 
hearing  much  about  Reaganomics,  I 
would  like  to  hear  why  the  budget  is 
not  balanced  since  you  have  gotten 
the  spending  cuts  you  needed,  you 
have  gotten  the  tax  decreases  that  you 
desperately  wanted,  you  held  onto  the 
third  year  of  the  tax  cut.  How  come  it 
ain't  gravy,  fellows? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WISE.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  asked  the  gentle- 
man to  yield  so  a  correction  could  be 
made  here. 

The  figure  that  I  cited  earlier,  evi- 
dently one  figure  was  rounded  off  and 
the  other  figure  was  not.  The  Horton 
amendment  does,  in  fact,  come  in 
right  at  the  budget  figure,  and  I  did 
not  want  my  previous  statement  to 
stand  on  the  record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  McCand- 
LESS)  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Horton). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have. 


RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  176,  noes 
248.  not  voting  9.  as  follows: 


Andrews  (TX) 

Anthony 

Archer 

Badham 

Bartlett 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bilirakis 

BlUey 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  < IN) 

Campbell 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Conte 

Corcoran 

Courter 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

D'Amours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dingell 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Edwards  ( AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Evans  (lA) 

Fascell 

Fcighan 

Fields 

Ford  (MI) 

Porsythe 

FYanklin 

Prenzel 

Puqiia 

Gekas 

Gibbons 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Goodling 

Gradison 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Annunzio 

Applegate 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Berman 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 
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Gramm 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall.  Sam 

Harden  (UT) 

Hartnett 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Jones  (OK) 

Kasich 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (FL) 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Loeffler 

Long(MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Madigan 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

Mica 

Michel 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nielson 

NOES— 248 

Boner 

Bonior 

Honker 

Borskt 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Byron 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Clay 

dinger 

Coelho 

Collins 

Conyers 

Cooper 


O'Brien 

Obey 

Olin 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Parris 

Patman 

Paul 

Pepper 

Petri 

Pickle 

Porter 

Pritchard 

Quillen 

Ray 

Regula 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Sensenbrenner 

Sharp 

Shaw 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Siljander 

Skeen 

Slatlery 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Watkins 

Weber 

Whitehurst 

Whittaker 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wolf 

Young (FL) 


Coughlin 

Coyne 

Crockett 

Daschle 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Durbln 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Ek;kart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 


Erdreich 

Evans  (ID 

Fazio 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frost 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Lehman  (CA) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Lipinski 

Uoyd 

Long (LA) 


Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

MacKay 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCloskey 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Moody 

Moore 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Natcher 

Nichols 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Pashayan 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Perkins 

Price 

Pursell 

Rahall 

Ran  gel 

Ratchford 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Roybal 


Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skelton 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Sprat  t 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

Stokes 

Stratton 

Studds 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


crease  over  the  current  funding  level. 
Any  increase  is  just  more  deficit 
spending.  But.  the  funding  level  in  the 
Horton  amendment  will  at  least  show 
some  degree  of  restraint  on  our  part 
and  will  also  show  that  we  are  at- 
tempting to  stay  within  the  guidelines 
that  we  as  a  Congress  set  for  ourselves 
in  adopting  the  budget  resolution. 

I  urge  support  for  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Horton). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  381,  noes 
43,  not  voting  9,  as  follows: 


NOT  VOTING— 9 

Bosco  Hansen  (ID)         Weaver 

Erlenborn  Heftel  Wilson 

Garcia  Jeffords  Wright 

D  1940 

Messrs.  SKELTON.  BATEMAN. 
ROWLAND,  WORTLEY,  FOLEY. 
PRICE  and  HANCE  changed  their 
votes  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  DANIEL,  Mr.  JENKINS,  Mrs. 
SCHROEDER.  Mr.  WIRTH,  and  Mr. 
BEILENSON  changed  their  votes 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  to  lower 
the  funding  level  for  revenue  sharing 
to  the  figure  contained  in  the  first 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget. 
It  goes  without  saying  that  a  funding 
level  of  $5,017  billion,  in  my  opinion,  is 
still  too  high.  It  is  still  a  substantial, 
unwarranted,     and     indefensible     in- 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Boucher 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (IN) 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Clay 

dinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Conable 

Conte 

Cooper 

Corcoran 


[Roll  No.  308] 

AYES-381 

Coughlin 

Courter 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Crockett 

D'Amours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dyson 

Eckart 

Edwards  (AD 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

E^nglish 

Erdreich 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gore 


Gradison 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (DT) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

LatU 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 
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LewU(FL) 

Obey 

Smith  (lA) 

Uplnakl 

Olln 

Smith  (NE) 

Llvlncston 

Ortla 

Smith  (NJ) 

Uoyd 

Ottlnger 

Smith.  Denny 

Loeffler 

Owens 

Smith.  Robert 

Long (LA) 

Oxley 

Snowe 

Long(MD) 

Packard 

Snyder 

Lott 

PanetU 

Solarz 

Lowery  (CA) 

Panis 

Solomon 

Lowry  (WA) 

Pashayan 

Spence 

Lujan 

Patman 

Spratt 

Luken 

Patterson 

St  Germain 

Lundlne 

Paul 

Staggers 

Luncren 

Pease 

Stangeland 

Mack 

Penny 

Stark 

MkcKay 

Pepper 

Stenholm 

Madlgan 

Petri 

Stokes 

Marriott 

Pickle 

Stratton 

Martin  (IL) 

Porter 

Stump 

Martin  (NO 

Price 

Sundqulst 

Martin  (KY) 

Pritchard 

Swift 

Martinez 

Pursell 

Synar 

Mauui 

QuUlen 

Tallon 

Mavroules 

Rangel 

Tauke 

Maxzoli 

Ratchiord 

Tauzln 

McCain 

Ray 

Taylor 

McKTandless 

Regula 

Thomas  (CA) 

McCloskey 

Reid 

Thomas  (GA) 

McCollum 

Richardson 

Torres 

McCurdy 

Ridge 

Torricelli 

McDade 

Rlnaldo 

Towns 

McDonald 

RItter 

Traxler 

McEwen 

Roberts 

Udall 

McCrath 

Robinson 

Valentine 

McHugh 

Roemer 

Vander  Jagt 

McKeman 

Rogers 

Vandergriff 

McKlnney 

Rose 

Vento 

McNulty 

Rostenkowski 

Volkmer 

Mica 

Roth 

Vucanovich 

Michel 

Roukema 

Walgren 

Mikulski 

Rowland 

Walker 

Miller  (CA) 

Roybal 

Watkins 

Miller  (OH) 

Rudd 

Waxman 

Mineta 

Sabo 

Weber 

Minish 

Sawyer 

Weiss 

Moakley 

Schaefer 

Whitehurst 

Mollnari 

Scheuer 

Whitley 

Montgomery 

Schneider 

Whittaker 

Moody 

Schroeder 

Whitten 

Moore 

Schulze 

Williams  (MT) 

Moorhead 

Seiberling 

Williams  (OH) 

Morrison  (CT) 

Sensenbrenner 

Winn 

Morrison  <WA) 

Sharp 

Wirth 

Mrazek 

Shaw 

Wise 

Murphy 

Shelby 

Wolf 

Murtha 

Shumway 

Wolpe 

Myers 

Shuster 

Wortley 

Natcher 

Sikorski 

Wyden 

Neal 

Siljander 

Wylie 

Nelson 

Simon 

Yates 

Nichols 

Sisisky 

Yatron 

Nielson 

Skeen 

Young  (FL) 

O'Brien 

Skelton 

Young  (MO) 

Oakar 

Slattery 

Zablocki 

Oberstar 

Smith  (FL) 
NOES-43 

Zschau 

Anderson 

Edwards  (CA) 

Mitchell 

Applegate 

Florio 

MoUohan 

Berman 

FoglietU 

Nowak 

Biaggi 

Ford  (TN) 

Perkins 

Boxer 

Prank 

Rahall 

Brown  (CA) 

Gejdenson 

Rodino 

Burton  (CA) 

Gray 

Roe 

Collins 

Green 

Russo 

Conyers 

Howard 

Savage 

Coyne 

Johnson 

Schumer 

DavL-i 

Kazen 

Shannon 

E>ellums 

Kostmayer 

Studds 

Dymally 

Leland 

Wheat 

Early 

Markey 

Rdgar 

Marlenee 

NOT  VOTING 

-9 

Ba«» 

Heftel 

Wilson 

Erienbom 

Jeffords 

Wright 

Hansen  (ID) 

Weaver 
D  2000 

Young  (AK) 

Messrs. 

GRAY.      COYNE.      DY» 

ALLY,  and  DAVIS  and  Mrs.  COLLINS 
changed  their  votes  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 


Messrs.  TORRICELLI,  RALPH  M. 
HALL,  GUARINI,  and  LEVINE  of 
California  changed  their  votes  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WILLIAMS  OF 
OHIO 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wiluams  of 
Ohio:  Page  2.  after  line  17  Insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section  (and  redesignate  the  suc- 
ceeding sections  and  references  thereto  ac- 
cordingly): 

ALLOCATION  OF  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  6703(b)  of  such  title  Is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following:  "Any  amount  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  for  any 
entitlement  period  in  excess  of 
$4,566,700,000  shall  be  available  to  pay  enti- 
tlement amounts  allocated  to  units  of  gener- 
al local  government  for  that  period  under 
section  6709(d)." 

(b)  Section  6709  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

■■(d)(1)  In  addition  to  the  amount  allocat- 
ed to  each  unit  of  general  local  government 
under  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  this 
section  for  an  entitlement  period,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  allocate  to  each  unit  of  general 
local  government  which  is  located  in  a 
county  area  which  meets  the  requirements 
of  paragraph  (2)  an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  the  amount  made  available  for 
this  subsection  (under  the  last  sentence  of 
section  6703(b))  as— 

(A)  the  product  of  <i)  the  unemployment 
rate  of  such  county  area,  divided  by  the  na- 
tional average  rate  of  unemployment  for 
the  most  recent  12-month  period  preceding 
the  allocation  for  which  satisfactory  data 
are  available,  multiplied  by  (ii)  the  amount 
allocated  under  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c) 
to  such  unit  for  that  entitlement  period, 
bears  to 

(B)  the  sum  of  the  products  determined 
under  subparagraph  (A)  for  all  the  units  of 
general  local  government  located  in  county 
areas  which  meet  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (2). 

■■(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  a 
county  area  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
paragraph  for  an  entitlement  period  if,  for 
the  most  recent  12  months  preceding  the  al- 
location for  which  satisfactory  data  are 
available,  such  county  area  had  an  average 
rate  of  unemployment  equal  to  or  in  excess 
of  the  national  average  rate  of  unemploy- 
ment for  such  12  months,  as  determined  in 
accordance  with  criteria  used  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  in  defining  individuals  as  unem- 
ployed. 

■•(3)(A)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1)— 

■•(1)  no  unit  of  general  local  government 
shall  receive  an  allocation  under  this  subsec- 
tion which  exceeds  the  amount  allocated  to 
such  unit  under  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c) 
of  this  section: 

"(ii)  no  unit  of  general  local  government 
shall  receive  an  allocation  of  more  than  10 
percent  of  the  amount  allocated  under  this 
subsection:  and 

■■(ill)  no  unit  of  general  local  government 
shall  receive  an  allocation  under  this  subsec- 
tion if  the  per  capita  income  of  the  geo- 


graphic area  of  such  unit  exceeds  the  per 
capita  income  of  the  State  within  which 
such  unit  is  located  by  more  than  25  per- 
cent; 

but  the  allocations  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  other  constraints 
on  allocations  contained  in  section  6712. 

■■(B)  Any  amounts  which  remain  unallo- 
cated by  reason  of  the  requirements  of  this 
paragraph  shall  be  allocated  among  the 
units  of  general  local  government  which  do 
not  receive  an  allocation  under  this  subsec- 
tion by  ratably  increasing  the  amount  of 
their  allocations  under  subsections  (a),  (b), 
and  (c).". 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  all  know  that  many  areas  of 
our  country  are  suffering  from  terri- 
bly high  levels  of  unemployment.  We 
are  all  concerned  about  the  human 
suffering  going  on  in  these  locations 
and  I  feel  sure  all  are  interested  in 
doing  something  to  help  them. 

Today  with  this  amendment  that  I 
am  offering,  we  have  a  chance  to  help. 
We  can  help  our  ailing  cities  and  our 
Johnny  Lunch  Buckets,  the  average 
guy  who  cannot  find  work,  we  can  do 
this  by  targeting  some  extra  funds  to 
areas  of  high  unemployment. 

Before  I  go  any  further,  I  want  to 
make  it  clear  that  I  plan  to  leave  alone 
the  revenue-sharing  formula.  I  know 
how  precious  it  is  to  many  Members. 
Also  I  will  propose  nothing  that  would 
reduce  any  community's  revenue-shar- 
ing payment. 

My  amendment  would  simply  take 
the  increase  in  the  revenue-sharing 
entitlement  fund,  an  increase  that  we 
have  just  seen  set  at  $450  million  a 
year,  and  allocate  that  money  to  those 
communities  suffering  from  high  un- 
employment. The  greater  the  unem- 
ployment, the  larger  the  share  of 
funds  the  community  would  receive. 

The  $4.6  billion  that  has  been  the 
annual  revenue-sharing  level  for  each 
of  the  last  5  years  would  remain  the 
same. 

So  my  amendment  would  not  reduce 
revenue-sharing  payments  to  any  ju- 
risdiction. My  amendment  deals  only 
with  the  new  money,  the  $450  million 
that  we  have  just  added  to  the  bill. 

Under  the  amendment  communities 
eligible  to  receive  part  of  that  $450 
million  are  those  communities  located 
in  counties  which  over  the  past  year 
have  had  unemployment  rates,  equal 
to,  or  higher  than,  the  national  unem- 
ployment rate  for  the  same  period. 

The  amendment  I  propose  is 
straightforward  and  simple.  It  would 
not  reduce  revenue-sharing  payments 
to  any  jurisdiction. 
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It  would,  however,  direct  money  to  do  that.  I  urge  the  Members  to  re-  about  it,  because  that  money  would  be 
where  it  is  needed  most.  And  please  member  their  plight.  I  urge  the  Mem-  targeted  for  a  purpose  which  is  not  de- 
note, that  many  of  the  communities  bers  to  keep  in  mind  the  needs  of  signed  to  be  in  the  revenue-sharing 
that  would  be  eligible  for  funds  under  Johnny  Lunch  Bucket,   the  guy   out  program. 

my  amendment  will  have  probably  lost  there  looking  for  a  job,  who  in  many  Revenue  sharing  now  is  distributed 

population  because  of  plant  closings  cases  is  having  his  local  taxes  raised  on  a  formula  basis.  To  do  it  with  a  spe- 

and    unemployment,    and    therefore,  because   revenue-sharing   moneys   are  cial  purpose  would  be  different  from 

will  receive  smaller  shares  from  the  cut  from  his  hard-hit  community.  what  we  have  been  doing,  and  you 

normal  revenue-sharing  pie.  I  urge  the  Members'  support  for  this  would  be  taking  the  new  money  that  is 

My  amendment  may  just  keep  them  amendment,  which  is  designed  to  send  allocated  for  revenue  sharing  and  pro- 

where  they  were  this  year  with  regard  Federal   assistance   where   it   is   most  vide  it  for  special  targeted  areas, 

to  revenue-sharing  payments,  needed.  It  makes  no  sense  to  me  to  j  might  also  say  that  there  are  other 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  pass  domestic  aid  legislation  without  programs  where  this  can  now  be  done 

the  gentleman  yield?  directing  at  least  some  of  it  to  the  part  j^     community     development     block 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  of  the  country  where  it  is  so  badly  grants,  UDAG,  job  assistance  program, 

the  gentleman  from  Maryland.  needed.  if  there  is  a  need  for  that,  it  ought  to 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  I  thank  the  gentle-  g  jqiq  be   done   and   especially   targeted   on 

man  for  yielding.  -anr^r^tT-o     -kk       r^^r.  ■              t  that  basis  and  not  done  through  this 

I  think  the  amendment  has  a  great  Mr.    BROOKb.    Mr.    Chairman,    i  particular  bill, 

deal  of  appeal,  but  I  had  a  chance  to  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  ^^  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 

read  it.  The  gentleman  stated  again  on  words.                    ,    .      .              •*•      »  gentleman  yield? 

the  floor,  it  would  be  targeted  to  those  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  m  opposition  to  j^^.  hqRTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
counties  that  have  the  highest  rates  of  the   amendment.    While    I    have    the  ^an  from  New  York 
unemployment.  highest  regard  for  the  gentleman  from  ^^   WEISS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 

There  are  one  or  two  cities  around  Ohio  (Mr.  Williams)  m  his  interest  in  ^^^  yielding  to  me,  and  I  want  to  asso- 
this    Nation    that    are    independent  trymg    to    a^ist    those    communities  ^iate  myself  with  his  remarks, 
cities.  My  city  of  Baltimore  is  not  a  that  are  suffermg  the  painfu    effects  chairman,  I  think  that  there  is 
part  of  any  county.  How  would  we  fare  of  high  "l^einPloJ^,^^;  ^ '""f^  °PP°^^,  a  need  for  a  specific  program  counter- 
under  this?  his  amendment  to  allocate  a  port.onof  .^  ^^^^^^  ^^.^^  .^  ^^^     ^^^  ^^. 

-sharing  funds  on  the  basis  '  ,,  .      ..^  ...       ,  ^^^^^  ...    ..„ 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  The  reason    the  revenue-i 
the  county  data  is  being  used  is  be-    of  unemployment  rates. 


actly  to  the  kinds  of  areas  that  the 


tne  couniy  aaia  is  oeing   uiseu  i£>  uc-     ui  uiiciupiuo^nicm,  i».i.co.  frpntlpmnn    frnm    Ohio    sneaks    about 

cause  that  is  what  is  most  available.        The  problem  with  this  proposal  is    |^"'f„T"  roor^te  it  "ntS  revS^iu^^ 
Where  there  is  citv  data  available,  I     that  unemployment  data  for  units  of    fJi*i°  >","l'^?°Iti!. ' V'^L^J^  J^^ 


sharing  legislation  I   think  runs  the 


am    sure    the    Tre^ury    Department  government  below  the  State  level  are  ^^^^    of    enrngering      h^    pro^^^^ 

would  use  that.  notoriously  unreliable.  In  fact,  experts  "fk    ^^    ^"'^^"/"/"|    J^'\     for   thS 

Mr.   MITCHELL.   I  certainly  think  on  unemployment  statistics  have  char-  *^'i^t„?°;"lara^^^^^^^                       '""^ 

the  gentleman's  amendment  is  fair.  It  acterized  the  data  for  smaller  counties  ^""'l^I'^jf^ere^'^^^^^^ 

is  not  touching  any  of  the  old  money,  and     local     governments     as     simply  j^^^'j^Jittee    I   toirthrge^^^^^ 

It  is  only  touching  new  money,  that  "random  numbers.''  ^Sid  aU  my  collea^es  that  5e  werT^ 

amount  of  money  that  is  obviously  not  Mr.  Chairman,  allocating  scarce  Fed-  ^^  seeEL  to  g^  informrtion  froS 

sufficient  to  make  any  great  dent  in  eral  resources  on  the  basis  of  random  Jact  seekmg  to  ^^^  '™^"'°^^'7™ 

the  unemployment  problem  areas,  but  numbers  would  completely  erode  the  Hi^^  JJ;™5^„;'^rtSeSrso  thi  J?  could 

at  least  it  signifies  to  me  a  willingness  already  rather  limited  mtegrity  of  this  ^If^J^  °^P,*f  ^^."^^n^^^^^^ 

to  continue  to  attack  the  problem  of  ill-conceived  program.  Prepare  ^jP^":^  °;^°""f^^^ 

unemployment  where  it  is  concentrat-  I    would    therefore    urge    my    col-  ^l^^^'^"/,  ^l^ItHii  h^L  nnf /otttn 

ed  leagues  to  oppose  this  amendment.  doing  that.  We  still  have  not  gotten  all 

And  quite  frankly,  with  the  gentle-  Mr.    HORTON.    Mr.    Chairman,    I  of  the  data  that  we  requested  from 

man's  explanation  on  cities,  I  would  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  Commerce.  When  we  do    we  will  m 

urge  support  of  the  amendment.  words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  fact  introduce  a  specific  piece  of  coun- 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the  amendment.  '^^j;^^'' «^'t^^^om    rth«nk  thP  ^^ntle 

gentleman  for  his  support.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  agree  with  Mr.  HORTON.  I  thank  the  fentie- 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  conclude  my  the  statements  made  by  the  chairman  man.   Mr.   Chairman,   the   gentleman 

statement   by   simply  saying,   I   have  of  the  committee  and  agree  with  him  did  inform  me  earlier,  before  we  took 

heard  many  of  my  colleagues  say  what  that    the    gentleman    from    Ohio    is  up  the  bill  in  committee,  that  the  sub- 

the  gentleman  from  Maryland  has  just  trying    to    accomplish    something    to  committee  was  going  to  look  at  coun- 

said  on  several  occasions  here  in  the  take  care  of  a  situation  that  exists  in  tercyclical  bills,  and  that  they  would 

well,  decrying  the  lack  of  compassion  his  State  and  in  other  States  where  handle  them  on  a  separate  basis.  But  I 

in  the  bureaucracy  for  the  folks  down-  there  is  high  unemployment.  This  is  think  it  would  be  a  mistake  on  our 

town.  also  the  case  in  my  area.  But  the  basic  part  to  adopt  this  amendment,  and  1 

Here  is  an  opportunity  to  show  some  formula  for  revenue  sharing  is  not  de-  urge  that  the  Members  oppose  it. 
compassion  for  those  out  of  work,  for  signed  to  target  funds  toward  a  few  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohi(j.  Mr.  Chair- 
the  communities  devastated  by  plant  areas  where  there  are  high  economic  man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
closings     and     high     unemployment  and  social  needs.  I  would  like  to  point  Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
rates,  unable  to  provide  the  services  out  to  the  Members  who  just  voted  to  man  from  Ohio.                    t   v,-  t  «♦  « 
that  they  deserve— the  folks  who  live  provide  for  an  additional  $450  million  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  I  thmk  it  is 
in  those  communities  deserve,  because  over  the  $4.6  billion  that  that  is  the  important  to  note  once  again  that  you 
in   most   cases   their   revenue-sharing  money  that  is  being  talked  about  here  are    dealing    with    areas    under    the 
payments  are  cut.  Because  people  are  to    be   specifically    targeted.    So    you  normal  sharing  factors  that  are  used 
leaving  their  communities,  based  upon  would  really  have  two  programs— $450  now.  Those  areas  that  have  suffered 
the  formulas  that  we  currently  have  million  would  be  targeted  toward  the  plant  closings  are  not  gomg  to  get  the 
set      forth.      their      revenue-sharing  high  unemployment  areas,  and  those  money  they  got  last  year  because  of 
moneys  would  be  cut.  of  you  who  voted  expecting  that  your  the  exodus  of  people  from  those  com- 

I  ask  my  colleagues  not  to  turn  their  areas  are  going  to  be  increased  propor-  munities. 

backs  on  our  Nation's  unemployed.  I  tionately  with  the  additional  $450  mil-  I.  too.  believe  that  everyone  should 

am  sure  none  of  the  Members  want  to  lion  can  just  go  back  home  and  forget  get  their  fair  share.  I  would  love  to 
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wait  for  countercyclical,  and  I  will  sup- 
port the  gentleman's  bill;  however, 
that  will  not  correct  the  problems  that 
are  occurring  with  the  loss  of  revenue 
sharing  money.  And  that  is  what  we 
are  dealing  with  today. 

All  I  want  to  do  is  keep  them  even. 
If  they  do  not  qualify  with  the  high 
unemployment  rates,  then  they  will 
not  get  additional  money.  If  they  do. 
maybe  we  can  keep  them  even. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Just  one  point.  There 
is  now  $450  million  in  the  bill.  If  it  is 
targeted  differently,  you  are  not  going 
to  get  an  increase  for  your  communi- 
ties. 

I  urge  that  the  Members  oppose  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  take  the  well  to  ask 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas,  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions. 

This  money,  as  I  understand  it.  is 
distributed  by  formula.  Is  part  of  that 
formula  the  amount  of  taxes  that  are 
raised  by  any  community  or  any 
State? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Tax  effort  is  consid- 
ered as  one  of  the  factors.  That  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Tax  effort.  Is  unem- 
ployment one  of  those  factors? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  No. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  You  see.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  am  caught  in  this  dilemma,  as 
was  debated  during  the  IMP  bill: 
Those  of  us  who  represent  areas  along 
the  Mexican  border,  from  Brownsville 
to  San  Diego,  are  caught  in  a  bind. 
Our  tax  collections  have  gone  down 
tremendously;  our  unemployment  has 
gone  way  up.  The  statistics  that  we 
offer  you  are  compiled  by  the  Com- 
merce Department.  The  Laredo  metro- 
politan area  in  our  State  of  Texas  is 
one  of  the  highest  areas  of  unemploy- 
ment in  the  United  States,  and  we  are 
one  of  the  lowest  tax-gathering  por- 
tions of  the  Nation,  simply  because  we 
have  lost  most  of  our  income  and  so 
many  people  are  unemployed,  we  do 
not  have  any  income  with  which  to 
pay  taxes. 

Now,  our  share  of  revenue  sharing  is 
going  to  go  way  down  this  year  unless 
we  can  come  up  with  some  type  of 
help.  As  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  see, 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has  been  the 
only  one  to  come  forward  with  a  par- 
tial solution.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to 
change  the  formula,  since  I  am  not  on 
the  Committee;  I  do  not  have  the  per- 
sonal expertise  to  be  able  to  devise  a 
certain  formula  for  these  sections  of 
the  country  for  which  I  am  speaking 
without  doing  damage  to  the  entire 
bill.  I  do  not  want  to  do  damage  to  the 
entire  bill,  but  I  certainly.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, would  recommend  to  you  that 
some  thought  be  given  to  these  areas 
of  which  I  am  speaking. 


I  just  do  not  know  at  this  stage  of 
the  game  what  else  I  can  do  except  to 
support  the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  in 
his  amendment  because  it  at  least 
gives  my  district  a  little  bit  more  than 
I  would  get  under  the  provisions  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  for  the 
statement  he  has  been  making  because 
he  hits  the  nail  right  on  the  head. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  pointed 
out  in  offering  this  amendment,  the 
formula  itself  works  against  areas  like 
yours  because  they  consider  tax  effort. 
And  when  you  lose  you  tax  base  in  cer- 
tain of  these  communities,  you  suffer 
through  revenue  sharing. 

Now,  what  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
is  proposing  is  not  to  touch  the  money 
that  you  have  been  getting.  It  is  only 
the  extra  money  that  is  being  put  in 
this  bill  that  is  going  to  be  touched 
and  targeted  to  these  high  unemploy- 
ment areas. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  If  we  wanted 
to  do  something  about  these  areas  of 
high  unemployment,  we  should  sup- 
port the  gentleman's  amendment.  I 
think  the  formula  itself  for  general 
revenue  sharing,  the  part  that  he  is 
not  touching,  other  to  be  looked  at,  in 
view  of  the  experience  where  you  have 
people  moving  out  because  there  is  no 
employment  in  those  areas  and  not  pe- 
nalize those  people  living  in  those 
areas  because  of  the  formula  itself. 

So  I  commend  the  gentleman  for  his 
statement,  and  I  also  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  Ohio  for  of- 
fering the  amendment  because  I  know 
of  no  one  who  works  any  harder  to  put 
people  back  to  work  in  his  district 
than  does  the  gentleman  from 
Youngstown. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's contribution. 

In  connection  with  what  the  gentle- 
man has  said,  the  formula  seems  to 
help  those  people  who  do  not  need  the 
help. 

Mr.  LATTA.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  And  it  penalizes  those 
sections  of  the  country  that  cannot 
help  themselves. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KASICH.  It  has  come  to  my  at- 
tention that  in  Youngstown  alone  we 
had  a  loss  of  30.000  people  from  the 
city  of  Youngstown.  And  I  would  be 
willing  to  bet  that  if  we  were  to  exam- 
ine that  population  that  left  that  city, 
we  would  find  that  those  people  who 
were  more  mobile,  who  could  afford  to 
travel  to  other  areas  of  the  country  to 
seek  employment,  are  the  ones  who 
left,  and  those  who  were  left  in  those 
communities  were   those  people  who 


were  the  least  mobile,  and  that  means 
those  people  who  really  need  the  serv- 
ices that  are  provided  for  with  tax  col- 
lections. But  if  you  have  people  there 
who  are  older,  who  have  no  income, 
you  are  depleting  the  city's  revenues 
and  resources.  And  all  we  do  here  is 
simply  to  say  $450  million  in  new  dol- 
lars, not  touching  the  $4.6  billion,  but 
taking  the  $450  million  new  dollars,  let 
us  do  something  for  those  areas  where 
we  have  experienced  severe  structural 
unemployment,  where  those  jobs  may 
never  come  back.  We  need  to  do  some- 
thing for  those  areas,  and  this  is  only 
one  effort  to  do  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Kazen) 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Brooks  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kazen  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

□  2020 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  so  I  can  finish 
this? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  to  finish  his  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that 
during  the  discussion  on  New  Federal- 
ism there  was  discussion  in  many  cir- 
cles about  the  need  to  pinpoint  Feder- 
al money  in  areas  where  you  are 
having  severe  structural  unemploy- 
ment problems.  This  simply  is  another 
effort,  just  like  the  jobs  bill,  where  we 
tried  to  target  money  to  areas  of  high 
unemployment.  This  is  right  along 
that  line.  We  are  not  talking  about 
changing  the  basic  structure  of  reve- 
nue sharing,  just  the  $450  million 
extra,  and  I  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Youngstown  for  offering  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  will  be  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Brooks  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kazen  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  my  beloved  friend 
from  Laredo,  the  tax  effort  is  the  total 
tax  revenue  divided  by  the  personal 
income.  If.  as  you  say,  the  personal 
income  in  your  district  is  down  sub- 
stantially, and  the  tax  revenues  are 
down  substantially,  the  answer,  when 
you  divide  it.  might  be  the  same,  and 
your  tax  effort  might  not  be  cut.  That 
is  the  factor  that  is  applied  in  the  for- 
mula. That  is  why  this  formula  that 
they  now  have  is  probably  the  best 
that  we  have  for  giving  away  money 


and  for  making  Christmas  come  here 
in  August  rather  than  in  December. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  will  tell  the  gentle- 
man that  I  agree  with  him.  My  per 
capita  income,  and  I  represent  3  of  the 
lowest  10  counties  in  per  capita  income 
in  the  country,  and  I  represent  4  of 
the  highest  unemployment  counties  in 
the  country,  and  those  that  do  not 
have  the  tax  effort  and  income,  be- 
cause they  just  do  not  have  the 
income,  these  are  the  people,  and  this 
is  the  type  of  district  that  I  represent 
and  that  I  am  arguing  for  standing 
here  in  the  well. 

I  am  not  trying  to  destroy  your  for- 
mula, I  will  say  to  my  colleague  from 
Texas.  But  I  do  want  to  find  some  way 
to  help  people  who  cannot  help  them- 
selves. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Yes;  I  would  be  delight- 
ed to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  argument  we 
heard  over  here  is  one  of  the  best  ar- 
guments against  the  amendment.  One 
of  the  reasons  some  communities  have 
slightly  less  than  the  national  average 
is  because  they  had  some  mobile 
people  who  moved  out.  They  aban- 
doned the  community.  And  now  you 
are  going  to  hold  them  to  the  same 
dollar  level  they  got  last  year  and  not 
give  them  a  cost-of-living  increase. 

That  is  an  argument  against  this 
amendment.  I  want  to  tell  you  this, 
too:  The  statistics,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  said,  that  are  being  used 
are  very  inaccurate.  Cities  of  large 
hard-core  areas  are  not  properly  repre- 
sented. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Pickle) 
has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa 
and  by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Kazen 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  If  the  gentle- 
man will  yield  further,  cities  that  have 
large  hardcore  areas  do  not  show  up 
on  the  unemployment  statistics  as 
having  high  unemployment  because 
there  are  so  many  people  there  who 
have  never  had  a  job.  Largely,  these 
statistics  measure  those  who  were 
lucky  enough  to  have  had  jobs  long 
enough  to  have  accomplished  getting 
on  unemployment  compensation  when 
they  were  out  of  work.  It  discriminates 
against  cities  of  large  hardcore  unem- 
ployment areas,  and  also  against  rural 
areas  where  we  have  so  many  people 
who  have  never  had  a  job. 

This  would  make  this  bill  so  dis- 
criminatory that  it  removes  any 
excuse  for  a  good  many  of  us  to  sup- 
port it  from  now  on.  It  is  no  longer  a 
national  bill  when  you  get  into  this 
kind  of  thing. 


Mr.  KAZEN.  Let  me  just  tell  my  col- 
league that  I  am  speaking  for  my  dis- 
trict. I  have  not  had  an  outmigration 
from  our  cities.  My  people  are  not 
mobile,  as  they  are  in  other  parts  of 
the  country.  They  are  still  there. 
Their  plight  comes  from  the  devalu- 
ation of  the  Mexican  peso  because 
close  to  90  percent  of  our  commerce 
was  with  Mexico. 

Since  IMF  placed  all  those  condi- 
tions on  Mexico,  and  since  the  Mexi- 
can people  cannot  cross  over  to  buy 
anything  because  of  the  devaluation 
of  their  money,  we  have  had  the  larg- 
est number  of  bankruptcies  that  we 
have  ever  experienced  in  the  history 
of  south  Texas.  These  are  the  people 
who  are  still  living  there.  These  are 
the  people  who  must  continue  to  have 
the  services  that  every  city  must  offer. 
We  just  do  not  have  the  tax  base,  we 
do  not  have  the  revenue.  We  have  the 
high  unemployment.  We  do  not  know 
how  in  the  world  to  help  ourselves, 
and  I  am  here  in  the  well  pleading 
with  my  colleagues  to  please,  give  us 
just  a  little  slice  of  this  pie  that  we  are 
slicing  here  today. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  point 
out  to  the  gentleman  that  it  is  for  that 
reason  that  we  put  $315  million  in 
EDA,  even  though  the  administration 
asked  nothing.  That  comes  out  of  the 
subcommittee  I  happen  to  chair.  That 
is  the  reason  we  put  money  into  SBA. 
You  do  not  have  to  bollix  up  every 
other  program.  We  have  programs 
that  are  specially  designed  to  reach 
that  kind  of  purpose,  and  I  am  sup- 
porting them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Kazen) 
has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kazen 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  KAZEN.  I  appreciate  what  the 
gentleman  has  done  in  his  committee, 
but  who  in  my  district,  what  small 
business,  is  going  to  borrow  money 
when  they  are  no  longer  in  business? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  EDA  is  not  that 
kind  of  a  program.  EDA  goes  to  the 
city.  You  have  development  program, 
you  have  all  kinds  of  programs  in 
EDA.  That  is  not  the  kind  of  a  pro- 
gram we  are  talking  about  at  all.  It 
will  go  where  it  will  help,  where  this 
will  do  very  little  to  help,  as  a  matter 
of  fact. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  If  it  were  so,  I  do  not 
know  why  I  have  been  getting  calls  all 
day  from  my  cities  asking  me  to  please 
do  something  to  help  them  direct 
came  at  the  money  in  this  bill  to  them. 
Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 


and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  favor  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio.  I  think  it  is  an  important 
amendment.  As  he  has  well  pointed 
out,  it  does  not  reduce  the  amount 
that  is  presently  going  to  any  area.  We 
are  talking  about  approximately  $450 
million. 

What  can  it  mean?  It  can  mean  the 
difference  in  one  of  my  counties,  for 
instance,  of  whether  or  not  there  is  a 
policeman  out  on  the  county  roads  at 
night.  That  is  right.  We  have  six  depu- 
ties in  one  of  my  counties,  and  one  of 
the  hard-hit  counties,  with  30  percent 
unemployment;  six  deputies.  The  dif- 
ference is  whether  or  not  there  is  cov- 
erage on  a  night  shift.  It  makes  a  dif- 
ference as  to  whether  the  town  of 
Clendenin,  which  has  an  antiquated 
jail  and  is  the  only  holding  facility  for 
25  miles  in  any  direction,  actually  is 
able  to  hold  prisoners  anymore.  It 
makes  a  difference  as  to  whether 
there  are  some  basic  services  being  of- 
fered. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  recognize 
what  this  does.  It  does  not  reduce  the 
money  that  you  are  presently  getting. 
Second,  it  deals  with  the  basic  prob- 
lem that  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
discussed  and  which  many  of  us  face 
in  our  counties. 

We  have  diminishing  resources.  We 
have  a  .declining  tax  base.  At  a  time  in 
the  communities  when  they  need  help 
the  most,  we  have  the  least  ability  to 
respond. 

This  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  addresses  that  and  says  we 
will  give  you  a  little  more  help.  That  is 
what  unemployment  is  all  about.  It 
makes  you  weak.  It  is  a  debilitating  af- 
fliction. This  simply  says  we  will  give 
those  areas  a  special  recognition;  not 
much  recognition,  but  we  will  give 
them  enough  and  perhaps  that  will 
help  some  of  them. 

I  know  in  the  14  counties  I  repre- 
sent, spread  over  200-some  miles,  it 
could  help  a  lot.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WISE.  Certainly.  I  would  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

If  you  cannot  answer  rny  problem, 
perhaps  the  gentleman  who  sponsored 
the  amendment  can. 

Mr.  Chairman,  looking  over  the 
amendment.  I  am  just  curious  as  to 
how  you  allocate  the  funds,  the  $450 
million,  between  those  areas  of  local 
government  who  do  qualify  because  of 
high  unemployment. 

Mr.  WISE.  I  will  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  (Mr.  Williams)  for  a 
response. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  It  would  be 
based  upon  unemployment  data, 
county  by  county  across  the  country, 
using  county  figures. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  On  the  percentage 
of  unemployment? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Yes.  any- 
body equal  to  the  national  average  or 
above.  The  factor  that  would  be  used 
would  be  a  weighted  factor.  For  exam- 
ple, if  you  are  suffering  a  15-percent 
unemployment,  you  would  divide  the 
national  average,  which  is  10,  into  that 
and  come  up  with  a  weighted  factor  of 
1.5  If  you  are  17  percent,  you  would 
have  a  factor  of  1.7. 

You  would  take  every  county  that  is 
eligible  that  is  equal  or  over  the  na- 
tional average  and  determine  who 
they  are  and  set  them  aside  to  divide 
up  the  $450  million.  Then  you  would 
use  the  weighted  factor,  which  in  es- 
sence says  that  if  you  are  suffering 
large  unemployment,  you  are  going  to 
get  a  larger  portion  of  the  $450  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Well.  I  still  do  not 
understand  one  factor  in  it,  and  that 
factor  is.  where  does  the  population 
factor  come  in? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  That  for- 
mular  is  the  orignia>  formula  for  the 
$4.6  billion  population  tax  base. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  know,  but  where 
does  that  come  in  the  gentleman's  for- 
mula? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  It  does  not. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  It  is  only  allocated, 
then,  on  percentage  of  unemployment 
over  and  above  the  weighted  national 
average? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  That  is  cor- 
rect. But  we  are  taking  only  the  $450 
million. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  If  is  have  a  unit  of 
local  govenment.  one  that  has  15-per- 
cent unemployment  and  has  a  10.000 
population,  and  then  I  have  another 
unit  of  local  government  that  has 
500.000  population  with  15  percent, 
then  I  get  the  same  amount  of  money 
for  the  10.000  as  I  do  for  the  500.000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  It  is  multi- 
plied by  the  amount  of  revenue  shar- 
ing that  they  are  currently  getting. 
They  cannot  get  more  than  that. 

I  am  sorry;  I  did  not  understand  the 
gentleman,  so  that  the  population 
factor  does  figure. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  It  is  multiplied  by 
the  amount  that  you  get  under  the  ex- 
isting formula? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  That  is 
right,  computed  against  the  current 
share  they  are  getting  under  the  $4.6 
billion. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  still  question  then 
whether  the  gentleman's  formula  will 
actually  work  when  we  get  down  to 
the  $450  million. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  It  will 
work,  because  we  are  dealing  strictly 
with  unemployment  and  the  other 
factor.    I    misunderstood    the    gentle- 


mans  question.  I  did  not  answer  prop- 
erly. 

The  population  factor  does  apply  in 
the  current  share  that  an  eligible 
entity  is  receiving  and  it  does  apply. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  But  if  you  multiply 
it  against  what  they  are  presently  re- 
ceiving to  add  to.  that  does  not  neces- 
sarily arrive  at  $450  million.  It  could 
be  more  or  less. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  If  the  gen- 
tleman wants,  I  will  try  to  answer  that 
with  this  statement. 

You  multiply  the  qualifying  commu- 
nity's normal  revenue  sharing  pay- 
ment by  the  weighted  factor  of  the 
county  in  which  they  are  located,  if 
you  are  talking  about  a  city  of  10.000 
or  50,000.  You  total  those  products. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  has  ex- 
pired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Ohio,  and  by  unanimous  consent.  Mr. 
Wise  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute.) 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WISE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  You  total 
those  two  products,  compute  each  eli- 
gible community's  percentage  share  of 
that  total;  then  you  give  each  qualify- 
ing community  the  same  percentage 
share  of  the  $450  million  that  they 
would  get  when  you  total  those  prod- 
ucts. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Wil- 
liams amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  so  to  bring  out  a 
couple  of  factors. 

First,  one  with  which  I  am  con- 
cerned and  makes  me  feel  that  maybe 
the  House  would  need  to  remind  itself 
of  the  conception  of  this  legislation.  I 
did  not  support  the  first  revenue  shar- 
ing legislation  for  the  same  reason 
that  now  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas,  the  chair- 
man, and  the  distinguished  ranking 
minority  member  are  opposing  the 
amendment. 

I  said  then  that  it  was  inequitable, 
that  we  were  only  going  to  help  those 
that  already  had  and  did  not  need. 

I  remember  the  chairman  then  an- 
swering that  question  that,  yes.  it  was 
geared  to  those  that  were  efficient,  to 
those  that  were  productive,  to  those 
that  got  more  taxes  from  their  popu- 
lace. 

I  think  now  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  is  bringing  some  degree  of  equity 
and  justice.  Call  it  another  program. 
OK.  This  is  the  vehicle  we  have  before 
us  and  more  studies  or  arguing  that 
you  are  not  going  to  get  accurate  fig- 
ures. I  think  that  argument  we  should 
not  even  discuss. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  the  accurate 
figures  could  be.  The  members  of  the 
committee  are  concerned  with  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  the  $450  million.  I 


will  tell  you  what  is  going  to  happen  if 
we  do  not  adopt  this  amendment.  It 
will  be  split  between  Montgomery 
County.  Md..  and  Fairfax  County.  Va. 
That  is  where  all  the  $450  million 
could  go.  because  those  are  the  two 
highest  per  capita  income  counties  in 
the  country.  Those  are  the  two  high- 
est tax  collection  counties  in  the  coun- 
try and  that  is  where  your  $450  mil- 
lion is  going,  to  the  two  highest 
income  counties  in  the  country. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  yield  very  brief- 
ly. 

Mr.  WOLF.  We  will  accept  the 
money  tonight.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  The  gentleman 
agrees  with  me. 

The  two  highest  areas  of  unemploy- 
ment that  need  to  be  targeted  are  the 
inner  cities,  the  large  cities,  and  the 
rural  areas,  this  is  where  you  have  the 
high  unemployment. 

I  see  nothing  wrong  with  adding  a 
little  degree  of  equity  to  this  legisla- 
tion, to  quote  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  I  see  nothing  wrong  to  add 
legitimacy  to  this  legislation  and  bring 
a  little  equity  and  a  little  justice. 

Unless  you  want  to  split  it  with  a 
very  few  rich  counties.  I  think  the  best 
thing  we  could  do  at  this  point  is  to 
support  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio,  because  this  added 
money  could  just  go  to  two  or  three 
counties,  really.  Otherwise,  we  will  not 
be  helping  those  who  need  it  at  this 
time. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  support  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

I  just  want  to  point  out  two  quick 
things.  One  is  that  I  agree  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  my  good 
friend  and  one  of  the  great  leaders  of 
this  House,  when  he  says  that  unem- 
ployment figures  are  often  wrong. 
That  is  very  true.  They  are  often 
wrong  and  they  are  usually  higher  in 
high  unemployment  areas  than  the 
Department  of  Labor  statistics. 

Another  point  I  would  like  to  make 
is  that  a  lot  of  times  we  hear  from  our 
colleagues  who  say.  "You  know,  my 
State  does  not  statistically  show  that 
we  have  high  unemployment,  but  my 
specific  area  has  high  unemployment, 
and  yet  unemployment  compensation 
and  programs  of  that  nature  do  not 
really  trigger  properly  for  my  specific 
county." 

The  great  thing  about  this  amend- 
ment is  that  it  is  targeted  very  specifi- 
cally and  it  does  not  use  the  kind  of 
formulas,  for  example,  that  we  use  for 
unemployment  compensation. 

So  for  those  of  you  who  really  feel 
strongly  that  while  your  State  might 
not  have  the  national  unemployment 


figures  that  your  area  does,  this  is  the 
perfect  amendment  for  you  to  support. 

I  want  to  commend  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  and  one  of 
our  minority  leaders,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Latta)  for  his  state- 
ment and  others.  Their  statements 
were  excellent. 

For  those  of  you  who  may  not  be  af- 
fected by  this  amendment,  my  appeal 
would  be  to  think  of  the  national  in- 
terest and  to  think  in  terms  of  those 
people  who  are  suffering  and  are  in 
great  pain.  I  hope  we  can  get  beyond 
the  provincial  as  well.  I  urge  support 
of  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  (Mr.  Williams). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  154,  noes 
259.  not  voting  20,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  309] 

AYES-154 

Albosta 

Gradison 

Oberstar 

Annunzio 

Gray 

Obey 

Applegate 

Guarini 

Ortiz 

AuCoin 

Hall  (IN) 

Owens 

Bate.s 

Hall  (OH) 

Oxley 

Berman 

Hance 

Paul 

Bevill 

Harrison 

Pease 

Bonior 

Hawkins 

Perkins 

Honker 

Hertel 

Petri 

Borski 

Hillis 

Price 

Boucher 

Howard 

Pursell 

Broomfield 

Hughes 

Rahall 

Brown  (CA) 

Jacobs 

Rangel 

Burton  (IN) 

Kaptur 

Regula 

Carr 

Kasich 

Reid 

Clay 

Kastenmeier 

Richardson 

dinger 

Kazan 

Ridge 

Coats 

Kemp 

Ritter 

Coelho 

Kildee 

Rodino 

Collins 

Kindness 

Roe 

Conte 

Kogovsek 

Rogers 

Conyers 

Kolter 

Rostenkowski 

Corcoran 

Kostmayer 

Russo 

Coughlin 

LaFalce 

Savage 

Courter 

Latta 

Sawyer 

Coyne 

Lehman  (CA) 

Schroeder 

Crane.  Daniel 

Leland 

Schulze 

Crockett 

Levin 

Seiberling 

Davis 

Livingston 

Sensenbrenner 

de  la  Garza 

Long (LA) 

Sharp 

Dellums 

Lowry  (WA) 

Shelby 

DcWine 

Luken 

Shuster 

Dicks 

Madigan 

Siljander 

Dingell 

Martin  (ID 

Staggers 

Dixon 

Matsui 

Stokes 

Duncan 

McDade 

Sundquist 

Durbin 

McEwen 

Swift 

Dymally 

McKinney 

Tauke 

Eckart 

Michel 

Torres 

Erdreich 

Mikulski 

Towns 

Evans  <  ID 

Miller  (CA) 

Traxler 

Peighan 

Miller  (OH) 

Vander  Jagt 

Fields 

Minish 

Williams  (MT) 

Florio 

Mitchell 

Williams  (OH) 

Poglietta 

MoUohan 

Wise 

Foley 

Moody 

Wolpe 

Ford  (MI) 

Murphy 

Wyden 

Ford  (TN) 

Murtha 

Wylie 

Gaydos 

Nichols 

Yatron 

Gekas 

Nowak 

Zablocki 

Gonzalez 

O'Brien 

Goodling 

Oakar 

NOES-259 

Ackerman 

Oilman 

Packard 

Addabbo 

Gingrich 

Panetta 

Akaka 

Glickman 

Pashayan 

Alexander 

Gore 

Patman 

Anderson 

Gramm 

Patterson 

Andrews  (NO 

Green 

Penny 

Andrews  (TX) 

Gregg 

Pepper 

Anthony 

Gunderson 

Pickle 

Archer 

Hall.  Ralph 

Porter 

Aspin 

Hall.  Sam 

Quillen 

Bad ham 

Hamilton 

Ratchford 

Barnard 

Hammerschmidt  Ray 

Barnes 

Hansen  (UT) 

Rinaldo 

Bartlett 

Harkin 

Roberts 

Bateman 

Hartnett 

Robinson 

Bedell 

Hatcher 

Roemer 

Beilcnson 

Hefner 

Roth 

Bennett 

Hightower 

Roukema 

Bereuter 

Hiler 

Rowland 

Bethune 

Holt 

Roybal 

Bitirakis 

Hopkins 

Rudd 

Bliley 

Horton 

Sabo 

Boehlert 

Hoyer 

Schaefer 

Boggs 

Hubbard 

Scheuer 

Boland 

Huckaby 

Schneider 

Boner 

Hunter 

Schumer 

Boxer 

Hutto 

Shannon 

Breaux 

Hyde 

Shaw 

Britt 

Ireland 

Shumway 

Brooks 

Jenkins 

Sikorski 

Brown  (CO) 

Johnson 

Sisisky 

Broyhill 

Jones  (NO 

Skeen 

Bryant 

Jones  (OK) 

Skelton 

Burton  (CA) 

Jones  (TN) 

Slattery 

Byron 

Kennelly 

Smith  (FL) 

Campbell 

Kramer 

Smith  (lA) 

Carney 

Lagomarsino 

Smith  (NE) 

Carper 

Lantos 

Smith  (NJ) 

Chandler 

Leach 

Smith.  Denny 

Chappell 

Leath 

Smith,  Robert 

Chappie 

Lehman  (FL) 

Snowe 

Cheney 

Lent 

Snyder 

Clarke 

Levine 

Solarz 

Coleman  (MO) 

Levitas 

Solomon 

Coleman  (TX) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Spence 

Conable 

Lipinski 

Spratt 

Cooper 

Lloyd 

St  Germain 

Craig 

Loeffler 

Stangeland 

Crane,  Philip 

Lott 

Stenholm 

D'Amours 

Lowery  (CA) 

Stratton 

Daniel 

Lujan 

Studds 

Dannemeyer 

Lungren 

Stump 

Daschle 

Mack 

Synar 

Daub 

MacKay 

Tallon 

Derrick 

Markey 

Tauzin 

Dickinson 

Marlenee 

Taylor 

Donnelly 

Marriott 

Thomas  (CA) 

Dorgan 

Martin  (NO 

Thomas  (GA) 

Dowdy 

Martin  (NY) 

Torricelli 

Downey 

Martinez 

Udall 

Dreier 

Mavroules 

Valentine 

Dwyer 

Mazzoli 

Vandergriff 

Dyson 

McCain 

Vento 

Early 

McCandless 

Volkmer 

Edgar 

McCloskey 

Vucanovich 

Edwards  (AD 

McCoUum 

Walgren 

Edwards  (CA) 

McCurdy 

Walker 

Edwards  (OK) 

McDonald 

Watkins 

Emerson 

McGrath 

Waxman 

English 

McHugh 

Weber 

Evans (lA) 

McKeman 

Weiss 

Pascell 

McNulty 

Wheat 

Fazio 

Mica 

Whitehurst 

Ferraro 

Moakley 

Whitley 

Fiedler 

Molinari 

Whittaker 

Fish 

Montgomery 

Whitten 

Flippo 

Moore 

Wirm 

Fowler 

Morrison  (CT) 

Wirth 

Frank 

Morrison  (WA) 

Wolf 

Franklin 

Mrazek 

Wortley 

Frenzel 

Myers 

Yates 

Frost 

Natcher 

Young  (AK) 

Fuqua 

Neal 

Youn^  (FL) 

Garcia 

Nelson 

Young  (MO) 

Gejdenson 

Nielson 

Zschau 

Gephardt 

Olin 

Gibbons 

Ottinger 

NOT  VOTING- 

-20 

Biaggi 

Lcwis  (CA) 

Rose 

Bosco 

Long  (MD) 

Simon 

Erlenbom 

Lundine 

Stark 

Forsythe 

Mineta 

Weaver 

Hansen  (ID) 

Moorhead 

Wilson 

Heftel 

Parris 

Wright 

Jeffords 

Pritchard 

D  2050 


Messrs.  NICHOLS.  PERKINS. 
BEVILL,  and  AUCOIN  changed  their 
votes  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  ad- 
ditional amendments  to  section  3? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WALKER 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Walker:  Page 
2.  after  line  17.  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tion (and  redesignate  the  succeeding  sec- 
tions and  references  thereto  accordingly): 

WAIVER  OF  WAGE  RATE  RESTRICTIONS  TO 
INCREASE  EMPLOYMENT 

Sec.  4.  Section  6704(a)  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  ■The  Secretary 
may  waive  the  requirements  of  paragraph 
(4)  or  (5).  or  both,  if  a  State  government  or 
unit  of  general  local  government  demon- 
strates that  such  waiver  will  enable  it  to 
substantially  increase  the  level  of  employ- 
ment which  it  can  support  with  funds  made 
available  under  this  chapter.". 

parliamentary  iN(}niRy 

Mr.  LEVITAS  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Would  the  Chairman 
explain  whether  the  Clerk  is  reporting 
an  amendment  or  is  reading  for 
amendment?  I  cannot  hear. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  is  re- 
porting the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker). 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  continued  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WALKER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  will  provide 
an  opportunity  for  the  revenue-shar- 
ing program  to  help  put  some  people 
to  work. 

My  amendment  will  accomplish  this 
by  establishing  a  waiver  procedure  for 
the  Davis-Bacon  provisions  contained 
in  the  revenue-sharing  statute.  I  am 
not  trying  to  break  any  new  legislative 
ground.  I  am  not  mounting  any  kind 
of  an  all-out  attack  on  the  Davis- 
Bacon  provisions.  I  am  trying  to  put 
people  to  work  and  I  am  trying  to 
reduce  the  unemployment  lines. 

Briefly  I  want  to  explain  my  amend- 
ment and  urge  that  it  be  passed. 
Under  my  proposal  recipients  of  reve- 
nue-sharing funds  could  apply  for  a 
waiver   of   Davis-Bacon   requirements 
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and  related  prevailing  wage  provisions 
of  the  revenue-sharing  statute  if  the 
recipients  can  show  that  a  waiver  will 
substantially  increase  the  level  of  em- 
ployment generated  by  projects  in 
which  the  funds  are  used.  I  want  to 
stress  that  last  part  of  my  amendment 
first:  A  waiver  of  Davis-Bacon  provi- 
sions could  only  be  granted  if  the  ap- 
plicant effectively  proves  that  doing  so 
will  result  in  substantially  more  people 
at  work  on  a  particular  project. 

In  our  subcommittee  hearings  we 
heard  rather  incredible  testimony 
where  the  federally  determined  Davis- 
Bacon  prevailing  wage  was  $14  an 
hour  for  a  skilled  construction  worker 
while  the  actual  wage  paid  on  a  non- 
Federal  project  was  half  of  that  or  $7 
an  hour. 
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We  also  heard  testimony  to  the 
effect  that  local  officials  avoid  using 
revenue-sharing  funds  for  construc- 
tion projects  so  that  they  will  not  have 
to  deal  with  the  expense  of  complying 
with  Davis-Bacon. 

The  conclusion  is  obvious.  Fewer 
workers  are  being  hired  as  a  result  of 
those  Davis-Bacon  provisions  that  are 
contained  in  the  Revenue  Sharing  Act. 
Frankly,  in  some  communities,  no  con- 
struction workers  are  being  hired  be- 
cause of  those  requirements  and  that 
disturbs  me  greatly. 

In  1979,  the  GAO  made  the  follow- 
ing recommendations  to  Congress. 
First: 

The  Congress  should  repeal  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act. 

And  Second: 

Congress  should  repeal  the  provisions  in 
77  related  statutes  which  involve  federally 
assisted  construction  projects  and  which  re- 
quire that  wages  paid  to  contractor  employ- 
ees be  not  lower  than  those  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  prevail  in  the  lo- 
cality, in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

I  must  emphasize  that  my  amend- 
ment does  not  seek  in  any  way,  shape, 
or  form,  to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon 
provisions  in  the  Revenue  Sharing 
Act,  despite  the  GAO"s  recommenda- 
tion. I  only  want  to  provide  for  a 
waiver  of  the  requirement.  And  the 
waiver  would  be  optional  and  it  would 
be  approved  only  if  significantly  more 
jobs  were  available  as  a  result  of  that 
waiver.  Numerous  local  officials  who 
came  before  our  subcommittee  testi- 
fied that  they  thought  this  amend- 
ment was  a  good  idea,  that  it  would  in 
fact  bring  about  more  use  of  revenue- 
sharing  funds  for  construction  related 
projects. 

Recently,  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  circu- 
lated the  final  chapter  of  their  study 
on  regulatory  federalism.  ACIR  rec- 
ommends modification  or  elimination 
of  crosscutting  Federal  requirements, 
including  Davis-Bacon. 


In  conclusion.  I  want  to  reiterate  the 
emphasis  of  my  amendment. 

The  focus  is  on  jobs.  A  Davis-Bacon 
waiver  would  only  be  sought  and 
granted  if  it  put  more  people  to  work. 

I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  this 
amendment  and  go  on  record  in  favor 
of  jobs  instead  of  special  interest 
power.  We  know  that  special  interests 
are  perfectly  willing  to  deny  Ameri- 
cans jobs  in  order  to  protect  their  own 
perks. 

This  committee  should  not  be  a 
party  to  that  kind  of  callous,  indefen- 
sive  wielding  of  power.  We  should  be 
willing  to  support  more  employment 
for  the  people  of  this  country  even  in 
the  face  of  the  demands  of  the  power 
brokers. 

My  amendment  means  more  jobs, 
and  more  jobs  should  be  our  highest 
priority  as  we  consider  this  legislation. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

One  thing  that  the  gentleman  spoke 
about  piques  my  interest  and  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman.  Suppose  a 
community  or  a  county  commissioner's 
group  decided,  as  a  result  of  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment,  if  it  should  pass, 
that  it  was  going  to  enter  into  a  con- 
struction type  of  project,  rather  than 
the  kind  that  they  had  been  consider- 
ing in  the  past.  Would  that  in  itself 
alone  be  able  to  allow  them  to  certify 
that  more  jobs  would  be  created  under 
the  gentleman's  criteria? 

Mr.  WALKER.  They  would  have  to 
demonstrate  that  by  waiving  Davis- 
Bacon  in  the  course  of  that  construc- 
tion that  they  could  in  fact  provide 
more  work.  And  in  making  that  kind 
of  a  statement  to  the  Secretary,  he 
could  then  grant  them  the  waiver  if 
they  could  show  that  substantially 
more  jobs  would  be  created.  But  just 
the  idea  of  instituting  a  construction 
project  would  not  be  something  that 
in  and  of  itself  would  result  in  a  grant 
of  a  waiver. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  this  amend- 
ment. The  Davis-Bacon  Act  and  simi- 
lar provisions  of  other  laws  represent 
a  statement  of  Federal  policy  which  is 
applicable  across  the  board  to  the  ex- 
penditure of  Federal  funds.  As  long  as 
that  policy  stands,  it  is  appropriate 
that  it  should  be  applicable  to  revenue 
sharing  just  as  it  is  to  other  programs. 
If  that  policy  is  to  be  changed,  it 
should  be  done  on  a  comprehensive 
basis  rather  than  piecemeal  in  legisla- 
tion dealing  with  individual  programs 
such  as  general  revenue  sharing.  A 
similar  amendment  was  offered  in  the 
committee     markup     where     it     was 


soundly  rejected.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  reject  it  now  as  well. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walker). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
getting  late  and  we  have  been  working 
on  this  wonderful,  wonderful  bill  since 
4:20.  And  the  Speaker  wants  us  to 
finish  it  tonight.  I  think  we  should 
finish  it  tonight.  To  implement  and 
encourage  that  culmination  of  this 
great  effort  to  bring  Christmas  early,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  re- 
mainder of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record  and  open  to  amendment  at 
any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  text  of  the  remainder  of  the  bill 
is  as  follows: 

ELIMINATION  OF  CATEGORICAL  GRANT  REFUND 
REQUIREMENT 

Sec.  4.  Section  6705  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  ev- 
erything after  the  first  sentence  thereof. 

ELIMINATION  OF  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  RELATING 
TO  LOUISIANA  SHERIFFS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Chapter  67  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  sec- 
tion 6710. 

(b)(1)  The  chapter  analysis  of  chapter  67 
of  such  title  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
item  pertaining  to  section  6710. 

(2)  Section  6701(a)(5)  of  such  title  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "and  "  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (A): 

(B)  by  striking  out  •':  and"  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period;  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (C>. 

(3)  Section  6703(b)(2)  of  such  title  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "6708-6710"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "6708  and  6709'. 

(4)  Section  6707(a)(2)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "6708-6710  "  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "6708  and  6709". 

(5)  Section  6712(b)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striliing  out  paragraph  (4)  thereof. 

ADJUSTING  DEFINITION  OF  MASSACHUSETTS  TAX 
EFFORT 

Sec  6.  Section  6713  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)(1)  For  the  purposes  of  allocating 
amounts  under  sections  6708  and  6709 
among  units  of  general  local  government 
within  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachu- 
setts for  the  entitlement  period  beginning 
October  1.  1983.  the  adjusted  taxes  of  those 
governments  shall  include  property  taxes 
levied  for  the  Commonwealth's  1982  fiscal 
year  and  recognized  as  fi.scal  year  1982  re- 
ceipts pursuant  to  Massachusetts  General 
Laws,  chapter  59.  sections  21  and  23.  and 
chapter  44,  sections  35  through  46. 

"(2)  No  tax  collections  credited  to  any 
unit  of  general  local  government  under  this 


subsection  for  fiscal  year  1982  shall  be  cred- 
ited to  that  unit  of  general  local  govern- 
ment for  any  other  fiscal  year.". 

REQUIREMENT  FOR  AUDITS  FOR  EACH  FISCAL 
PERIOD 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Section  6723(a)  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "expecting  to  receive" 
in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "which  receives"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "at  least  once  every  3 
years  in  such  sentence; 

(3)  by  inserting  after  such  sentence  the 
following:  "Such  audit  shall  be  made  annu- 
ally except  that,  if  the  government  operates 
on  a  biennial  fiscal  period,  such  audit  shall 
be  made  biennially  but  shall  cover  the  fi- 
nancial statement  or  statements  for.  and 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter  during,  both  years  within  such 
period."; 

(4)  by  striking  out  "auditing  standards"  in 
the  last  sentence  of  such  paragraph  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "government  auditing 
standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  Gener- 
al of  the  United  States  ":  and 

(5)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence  of 
paragraph  (2). 

(b)  Section  6723(b)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Not  later  than  thirty  days  following 
completion  of  the  audit,  the  government 
shall  submit  a  copy  of  the  audit  report  to 
the  Secretary  and  the  audit  report  shall  be 
made  available  for  public  inspection.  This 
availability  shall  be  publicized  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  encourage  and  facilitate  such 
inspection.". 

(c)  Section  6723(c)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Under  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  the  Secretary  may  waive  the 
requirement  of  subsection  (a)(1)  of  this  sec- 
tion for  a  State  government  or  unit  of  gen- 
eral local  government  for  a  fiscal  year  if  the 
Secretary  decides  that  the  financial  state- 
ments of  that  government  for  such  year 
cannot  be  audited,  and  the  government 
shows  substantial  progress  in  making  the 
statements  auditable." 

(d)(1)  Section  6723  of  such  title  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (d)  and 
by  redesignating  subsections  (e).  (f),  and  <g) 
as  subsections  (d).  (e).  and  (f).  respectively. 

(2)  Section  6724(a)(2)(B)  of  such  title  is 
ameded  by  striking  out  "6723  (a)-(e)  and 
(g)":  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "6723  (a)- 
(d)and(f)". 

TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

Sec.  8.  (a)(1)  Section  6701(c)  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "Except  as  provided 
in  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
data  computations  based  on  the  ratio  of  the 
estimated  population  of  the  part  to  the  pop- 
ulation of  the  entire  unit  of  general  local 
government.". 

"(2)  Section  6701(d)  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing "annexation."  after  "constitutional 
change.". 

"(3)  Section  6701(e)(2)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "having  one  unit  of  general 
local  government"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "and  the  sole  unit  of  general  local 
government  in  the  area". 

"(b)  Section  6704(a)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  by  inserting  "under  this  chapter" 
before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph ( 1 ); 


(2)  by  striking  out  "received  under'  in 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"so  received  in  accordance  with"; 

(3)  by  striking  out  "consistent "  in  para- 
graph (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in 
accordance"; 

(4)  by  striking  out  "section  6723(b)"  in 
paragraph  (7)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"section  6723(f)"; 

(5)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
such  paragraph  (7); 

(6)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon;  and 

(7)  by  inserting  after  such  paragraph  the 
following  new  paragraphs: 

"(9)  the  government  will  comply  with  sec- 
tion 6714  of  this  title;  and 

"(10)  the  government  will  comply  with 
section  6723  of  this  title.". 

(c)  Section  6707  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence  of 
subsection  (c)(5);  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  'urban- 
ized population'  shall  be  determined  on  the 
basis  used  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  for 
general  statistical  purposes. ". 

"(d)(1)  Section  6708(a)(2)(A)  is  amended 
by  inserting  "(as  determined  under  section 
6709(a)(2)(A))"  after  "adjusted  taxes". 

(2)  Section  6712(a)(2)(A))  is  amended  by 
inserting  "(as  determined  under  section 
6709(a)(2)(A))"  after  "adjusted  taxes". 

"(e)  Section  6713(a)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "before  the  beginning  of  the 
entitlement  period"  immediately  after  "Sec- 
retary of  Commerce". 

"(f)  Section  6716  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "when"  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "if". 

"(g)  Section  6716(c)(1)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: "with  respect  to  which  the  allega- 
tion of  discrimination  is  made". 

"(h)  Section  6717  is  amended— 

"(1)  by  striking  out  "a  part "  in  subsection 
(b)(3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any 
part"; 

"(2)  by  striking  out  "except  when"  in  sub- 
section (c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"unless "; 

"(3)  by  striking  out  "When"  in  such  sub- 
section and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "If"; 
and 

(4)  by  inserting  "of  discrimination"  after 
"The  holding"  in  subsection  (e). 

(i)  Section  6718(b)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "about "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"based  on". 

STUDY  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  TAX  SYSTEM 

Sec  9.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce, the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  Advisory  Commis- 
sion on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
shall- 

(1)  study  and  develop  the  use  of  the  repre- 
sentative tax  system  for  purposes  of  alloca- 
tion under  chapter  67  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code; 

(2)  conduct  a  study  of  alternatives  to  the 
use  of  personal  income  as  a  measure  of  the 
fiscal  capacity  of  State  governments  and 
units  of  general  local  government,  for  pur- 
pose of  allocation  under  chapter  67  of  title 
31.  United  States  Code;  and 

(3)  conduct  a  study  of  existing  formulas 
used  to  allocate  Federal  funds  or  to  deter- 
mine eligibility  for  receipt  of  Federal  funds. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  de- 
termine, specify,  and  collect  whatever  data 
and  statistical  estimates  are  necessary  to  de- 


velop  the  system   described   in   subsection 
(a)(1). 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
also  consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
with  respect  to  the  study  required  by  sub- 
section (a)(3)  and  such  study  shall  include 
an  analysis  of  the  mathematical  form  of  the 
formulas,  the  data  and  statistics  used  to  im- 
plement the  formulas,  and  the  management 
of  the  formulas  by  Federal  agencies. 

(d)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
submit  to  Congress  a  report  on  the  findings 
of  the  studies  required  under  subsections  (a) 
(1)  and  (2).  including  any  recommendations 
for  legislation,  not  later  than  two  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Not  later  than  two  years  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary 
shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report  on  the 
findings  of  the  study  required  by  subsection 
(a)(3).  together  with  his  recommendations 
for  the  improvement  of  the  structure  and 
the  management  of  those  formulas. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec  10.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tion (b),  the  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  apply  to  entitlement  periods  (as  such 
term  is  defined  in  section  6701(aKl)  of  title 
31,  United  States  Code)  beginning  on  or 
after  October  1.  1983. 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  section  7 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  any  fiscal  year 
(or  period)  of  any  State  government  or  unit 
of  general  local  government  beginning  on  or 
after  October  1.  1983. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  about  four  major  amendments.  I 
have  one  that  is  not  very  major. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  consideration  of  the  bill  and 
all  amendments  thereto  be  concluded 
at  10  o'clock. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  amend- 
ments to  section  3? 

The  Chair  will  inform  the  Commit- 
tee that  due  to  the  unanimous-consent 
request  just  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks),  the  bill  is 
now  open  to  amendment  at  any  point, 
section  3  through  the  remainder  of 
the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MCANDLESS 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McCandless: 
Page  2,  beginning  on  line  18.  strike  out  sec- 
tion 4  through  line  22  and  insert  In  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

ELIMINATION  OF  STATE  SHARE 

Sec.  4.  Section  6703(bKl)  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  "each  entitlement  period"  the  follow- 
ing: "beginning  before  October  1,  1983  ". 

D  2110 
Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
my  amendment  eliminates  authoriza- 
tion in  the  bill  for  the  States'  share  of 
revenue  sharing.  As  written.  H.R.  2780 
continues  States  eligibility  subject  to 
appropriation. 
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Frankly.  I  see  no  need  to  continue 
the  charade.  Revenue-sharing  funds 
for  the  States  have  not  been  appropri- 
ated since  1980.  and  I  honestly  doubt 
that  our  budget  will  allow  appropria- 
tion in  the  next  3  years.  Let  us  be 
honest  with  the  Governors  and  State 
legislators  and  tell  them  there  will  be 
no  State  share  by  entitlement  or 
through  the  appropriations  process.  It 
has  been  the  will  of  Congress;  let  us 
recognize  it  by  passing  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  argue 
that  my  proposal  is  a  "budget-sensi- 
tive" amendment.  H.R.  2780  author- 
izes S2.3  billion  for  the  States  subject 
to  appropriation.  Suppose  our  col- 
leagues call  our  bluff  and  the  money  is 
appropriated.  Are  we  ready  to  share 
the  responsibility? 

It  is  our  responsibility  to  establish 
priorities.  We  simply  cannot  afford  to 
give  money  to  everyone.  If  we  are  seri- 
ous about  reducing  the  deficit  and  con- 
taining inflation,  we  can  ill  afford 
spending  money  we  do  not  have. 

I  suggest  it  is  prudent  to  provide 
funding  directly  to  local  governments 
where  it  can  be  used  most  efficientlv 
and  with  maximum  participation  by 
taxpayers.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
reject  State  participation  in  any  form. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment  to  eliminate  the  au- 
thorization for  revenue  sharing  pay- 
ments to  State  governments. 

In  reauthorizing  general  revenue 
sharing  in  1980.  Congress  eliminated 
the  state  share  entirely  for  fiscal  year 
1981.  and  made  payments  to  State  gov- 
ernments subject  to  the  appropria- 
tions process  for  fiscal  years  1982  and 
1983.  This  judicious  act  of  budgetary 
restraint  was  taken  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  while  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment was  facing  a  fiscal  year  1981 
budget  deficit  of  nearly  $60  billion, 
most  States  enjoyed  the  luxury  of 
budget  surpluses. 

Supporters  of  retaining  the  State 
share  authorization  argue  that  while 
the  States  may  have  been  in  good 
fiscal  shape  in  1980.  many  have  since 
fallen  on  hard  times  and  are,  there- 
fore, desperately  in  need  of  revenue 
sharing  funds.  But  we  cannot  ignore 
the  even  more  serious  deterioration  of 
the  Federal  Government's  financial 
condition. 

Restricting  State  government  par- 
ticipation in  the  General  revenue- 
sharing  program  made  good  economic 
sense  when  the  Federal  budget  deficit 
stood  at  $60  billion  per  year,  and  elimi- 
nating the  State  share  authorization 
entirely  makes  even  l)etter  sense  as 
annual  deficits  spiral  up  to  the  $200 
billion  level. 

Finally,  in  recent  years  the  States 
have  continually  insisted  that  the  Fed- 


eral Government  put  its  fiscal  house 
in  order.  In  fact.  35  State  legislatures 
have  adopted  resolutions  calling  for  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  require  a 
balanced  Federal  budget.  Eliminating 
the  State  share  of  general  revenue 
sharing  represents  a  relatively  small, 
but  important,  step  toward  achieving 
the  goal  of  a  balanced  budget,  and  I 
urge  an  affirmative  vote  on  this 
tunendment. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  that  there 
were  no  moneys  appropriated  was  be- 
cause the  amendment  that  was  adopt- 
ed in  1980.  in  addition  to  authorizing 
the  State's  portion  of  an  authorized 
basis  rather  tham  entitlement,  also  in- 
cluded the  provision  of  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Levitas).  which 
said  that  even  if  money  were  appropri- 
ated by  the  Congress,  the  States,  in 
order  to  take  that  money  down,  had  to 
turn  in  dollar  for  dollar  money  from 
their  categorical  grant  programs.  Of 
course,  no  State,  at  a  time  when  their 
programs  were  being  cut  to  smither- 
eens, would  apply  for  revenue-sharing 
money  under  those  conditions. 

I  should  also  point  out  that  since  the 
last  new  authorization  in  1980.  when 
you  could  say  that  the  States  were 
flush,  at  least  they  were  running  a 
mild  surplus,  have  almost  all  of  them 
reached  crisis  proportions.  Twenty-one 
of  them  now  are  running  a  budget  def- 
icit. Eight  States  raised  their  individ- 
ual income  taxes  during  the  last  2 
years.  Thirteen  States  raised  their 
sales  taxes.  And  other  taxes  have  been 
adopted  by  27  other  States.  We  are 
not  giving  money  to  the  States  by  this 
provision.  All  that  we  are  saying  is 
that  there  should  be  an  authorization 
so  that  if  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee at  the  appropriate  time  decides 
that  there  are  good  and  valid  reasons 
to  provide  funding,  in  fact  it  would  be 
permissible  to  do  so. 

I  think  that  the  amendment  ought 
to  be  defeated  so  that  the  States  could 
have  a  shot  at  getting  those  moneys 
that  the  Appropriations  Committee 
felt  it  was  appropriate  and  Congress 
then  voted  for  the  funding. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  would  like  to  associ- 
ate myself  with  the  gentleman's  views, 
and  I  rise  also  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man   from    California    (Mr.    McCand- 

LESS). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  McCandless) 
there  were— ayes  42.  noes  43. 


RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Was  the  gentle- 
man seeking  recognition  at  the  time  of 
the  announcement  of  the  vote? 

Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Yes.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  218.  noes 
193.  not  voting  li2  as  follows: 


(Roll  No.  310] 

AYES-218 

Albosta 

Gingrich 

Murphy 

Alexander 

Glickman 

Murtha 

Anderson 

Goodling 

Myers 

Andrews  (NCi 

Gore 

Neal 

Andrews  (TX) 

Gradison 

Nelson 

Annunzlo 

Gramm 

Nielson 

Applegate 

Gregg 

Olin 

Archer 

Hall.  Ralph 

Oxiey 

AuColn 

Hall,  Sam 

Packard 

Badham 

Hance 

Pat  man 

Barnard 

Haiuen  i\JT> 

Paul 

Bartlett 

Harkin 

Pease 

Bateman 

Hartnett 

Penny 

Bates 

Hefner 

Pickle 

Bedell 

Hightower 

Porter 

Bennett 

Hiler 

Price 

Bethune 

HillU 

Ray 

Bevlll 

Holt 

Regula 

Bllirakis 

Hopkins 

Roberts 

Bliley 

Hubbard 

Robiruon 

Boggs 

Huckaby 

Roemer 

Boner 

Hunter 

Rogers 

Bonker 

Hutto 

Roth 

Breaux 

Hyde 

Rowland 

Brooks 

Ireland 

Rudd 

Broomdelb 

Jarot>s 

Schaefer 

Brown  (CAi 

Jenkins 

Schroeder 

Brown  (CO) 

Jones  (NO 

Sensenbrenner 

Broyhill 

Jones  (OK) 

Sharp 

Bryant 

Jones  (TN) 

Shaw 

Burton  iINi 

Kasich 

Shumway 

Byron 

Kemp 

Shuster 

Campbell 

Kindne.^ 

Sikorski 

Carper 

Kramer 

Siljander 

Chandler 

Lagomarsino 

Simon 

Chappell 

Lantos 

Skeen 

Chappie 

Latta 

Skelton 

Cheney 

Leach 

Slattery 

Clarke 

Leath 

Smith  (lA) 

CoaU 

Lehman  (FLi 

Smith.  Denny 

Coelho 

Levitas 

Smith.  Robert 

Coleman  iMO) 

Lewte  (CA) 

Snyder 

Conable 

Lewis  (FLi 

Solomon 

Cooper 

Livingston 

Spence 

Corcoran 

Lloyd 

Spratt 

Coughlin 

Loeffler 

Slangeland 

Craig 

Long  ( LA  1 

Stenholm 

Crane.  Daniel 

Long  (MDl 

St  ration 

Crane.  Philip 

Lott 

Stump 

DAmours 

Lowery  (CA) 

Synar 

Daniel 

Lujan 

Tauzin 

Dannemeyer 

Lundine 

Taylor 

de  la  Garza 

Lungren 

Udall 

Derrick 

Mack 

Valentine 

DeWine 

Madigan 

Vander  Jagt 

Dicks 

Marriott 

Vandergriff 

Donnelly 

Martin  (ID 

Vento 

Dowdy 

McCain 

Volkmer 

Dreier 

McCandless 

Vucanovich 

Edwards  (OK) 

McCollum 

Walker 

Emerson 

McCurdy 

Walkins 

English 

McDade 

Whilehurst 

Erdreich 

McDonald 

Whitley 

Evans  iIAi 

McEwen 

WhItUker 

Pascell 

McNulty 

Whitten 

Fiedler 

Mica 

Winn 

Fields 

Michel 

Wlrth 

Flippo 

Miller  (CA) 

Wolf 

FYanklln 

Miller  (OH) 

Wylie 

Frenzel 

Montgomery 

Young  (AK) 

Frost 

Moore 

Young  (FL) 

Fuqua 

Moorhead 

2^hau 

Gibbons 

Morrison  (WA) 

Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Anthony 

Aspin 

Barnes 

Bellenson 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Boehlert 

Boland 

Senior 

Borski 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Britl 

Burton  (CA) 

Carney 

Carr 

Clay 

Clinger 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conle 

Conyers 

Courier 

Coyne 

Crockett 

Daschle 

Daub 
Davis 

Dellums 

Dickinson 

Dingell 

Dorgan 

Downey 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (CA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Pish 

Florio 

Poglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Fowler 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gcjdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Gray 


Biaggi 

Bosco 

Dixon 

Erlenbom 

Forsythe 

Frank 

Hansen  (ID) 

Heftel 


NOES— 193 

Green 

Guarinl 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmldt 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawktiu 

Hertel 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hughes 

Johnson 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

KolUr 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lehman  (CA) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levlne 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

MacKay 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCloskey 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McKinney 

Mikulski 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Natcher 

Nichols 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Ol)erstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 


Pashayan 

Patterson 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pursell 

QuUlen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Reld 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seil)erling 

Shannon 

Shelby 

Sisisky 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Staggers 

Stokes 

Studds 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Tallon 

Tauke 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  <OA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Wheal 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wyden 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


NOT  VOTING— 22 


Jeffords 

Lipinski 

MineU 

O'Brien 

Parris 

Pepper 

Pritchard 

Rose 
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St  Germain 

Stark 

Weaver 

Weber 

Wilson 

Wright 


Mr.  GEJDENSON  and  Mr. 
MARKEY  changed  their  votes  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  CLARKE  and  Mr.  COLEMAN  of 
Missouri  changed  their  votes  from 
•'no  "  to  "aye. " 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROOKS 

Mr.    BROOKS.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brooks:  Page 
3.  beginning  on  line  1.  strike  out  all  of  sec- 
tion 5  through  line  20  and  redesignate  the 
succeeding  sections  and  references  thereto 
accordingly. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  would  re- 
store the  special  allocation  of  general 
revenue-sharing  funds  for  Louisiana 
sheriffs.  Our  friends  from  the  Pelican 
State,  the  State  of  my  birth,  make  the 
argument  that  sheriffs  in  Louisiana 
have  special  duties  and  functions  that 
make  them  a  special  case  in  terms  of 
revenue-sharing  fund  allocations.  Our 
friends  from  Louisiana  make  this  ar- 
gument very  effectively,  because  every 
time  funding  for  the  sheriffs  is  taken 
out.  it  manages  to  reappear  in  the  rev- 
enue sharing  authorization  by  the 
time  the  bill  is  enacted.  I  predict  that 
no  matter  what  happens  with  this 
amendment,  this  will  be  the  case  if 
revenue  sharing  is  reenacted  this  year. 
Therefore,  I  think  we  in  the  House 
ought  to  spare  ourselves  the  futile  ex- 
ercise of  deleting  Louisiana  sheriffs 
since  the  end  result  will  be  their  inclu- 
sion. I  urge  support  for  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  yield  to  my  distin- 
guished friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  simply  going  to 
seek  recognition  to  say  that  the 
amendment  which  I  had  printed  in  the 
Record  relating  to  the  States'  share 
under  the  tit-for-tat  amendment  will 
not  be  offered  in  light  of  the  vote  on 
the  last  amendment,  which  I  voted 
for;  however.  I  say  this  in  order  to  get 
the  attention  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  full  committee 
that  in  the  event  the  other  body 
should  retain  the  States'  share  of  reve- 
nue sharing  for  purposes  of  confer- 
ence, I  would  expect  that  the  tit-for- 
tat  grant  tradeoff  would  be  considered 
as  a  compromise  position  between  the 
House  position  and  the  other  body's 
position  in  the  event  this  gets  to  con- 
ference on  that  issue.  In  other  words  I 
will  oppose  any  conference  position 
that  simply  retains  the  State  share  of 
the  program  without  a  grant  trading 
position  as  exists  in  the  present  law. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
for  yielding  in  connection  with  his 
amendment,  with  the  pistol  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  held  closely  to 
our  heads. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  oppose  this  amend- 
ment, not  because  I  have  anything 
personal  against  the  sheriffs  of  Louisi- 
ana. From  what  I  am  told  about  them, 
they  really  are  exceedingly  fine  public 
servants. 

The  difficulty  is  that  as  distin- 
guished from  the  other  recipients  of 


revenue-sharing  funds,  who  are  gener- 
al purpose  governments,  the  Louisiana 
sheriffs  are  special  purpose  units  of 
governments.  They  are  not  alone  in 
performing  some  functions  that  mu- 
nicipalities or  counties  or  localities  in 
other  places  perform.  There  is  no 
reason  for  them  to  be  included  in  this 
legislation  at  all  and,  indeed,  this 
House  has  never  on  its  own  voted  to 
include  them  in.  What  has  happened 
invariably  is  that  when  we  have  gotten 
to  conference  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  who  used  to  be  chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Committee,  would 
get  us  in  that  conference,  the  bsisis  for 
adoption  of  revenue  sharing  was  inclu- 
sion of  the  Louisiana  sheriffs.  That 
may  once  again  confront  us.  although 
the  situation  is  different  this  year; 
however,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  ought 
not  to  be  this  body  which  undercuts 
the  legitimacy  of  the  revenue-sharing 
program. 

I  know  that  my  distinguished  chair- 
man has  only  the  best  interests  of  this 
House  and  of  the  revenue-sharing  bill 
at  heart;  but  I  would  urge  nonetheless 
that  we  defeat  his  proposed  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  am  pleased  to  yield  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  just  say  for  the  Members 
who  are  wondering  about  why  we  are 
so  confused  in  this  situation  in  Louisi- 
ana, the  amendment  does  not  give  the 
State  of  Louisiana  a  nickel  more  than 
it  would  normally  get.  It  just  allows 
the  State  to  divide  their  shares  and 
name  the  sheriffs  in  Louisiana  as  one 
of  the  direct  recipients.  The  sheriffs  in 
Louisiana  are  different  in  the  way 
they  are  elected  and  they  are  different 
in  the  way  they  get  their  funding  to 
run  their  offices.  The  only  thing  the 
amendment  does  is  to  allow  them  to  be 
named  as  a  recipient.  It  does  not  give 
the  State  any  more  money  at  all. 

D  2140 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Brooks). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENTS  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEVIN  OF 
MICHIGAN 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  two  amendments,  and  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  be 
considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Levin  of 
Michigan:  Page  2.  after  line  22.  insert  the 
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following  new  section  (and  redesignate  the 
succeeding  sections  and  references  thereto 
accordingly): 

COMPtTTATIONS  OF  ENTITLEMENT  USING 
REPRESENTATIVE  TAX  SYSTEM 

Sec.  5.  Section  6707  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (B)  of 
subsection  (b)(2)  and  Inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following: 

••(B)  the  fiscal  capacity  of  the  State  and  of 
all  units  of  general  local  government  located 
in  such  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary by  means  of  the  representative  tax 
system  developed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(f).": 

(2)  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  (A)  and 
(B)  of  suljsection  (b)(3)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

••(A)  the  numerator  is  the  per  capita  fiscal 
capacity  of  the  United  States,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  means  of  the  represent- 
ative tax  system  developed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f ):  and 

•■(B)  the  denominator  is  the  per  capita 
fiscal  capacity  of  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  such  means.": 

(3)  by  striking  out  clauses  (i)  and  <ii)  of 
subsection  (c)(2)(Ai  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

••(1)  the  numerator  is  the  per  capita  fiscal 
capacity  of  the  United  States,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  means  of  the  represent- 
ative tax  system  developed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f):  and 

"(ii)  the  denominator  is  the  per  capita 
fiscal  capacity  of  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  such  means.  t>ears  to": 
and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

••(e)  The  amount  allocated  to  any  State 
under  this  subsection  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  sec- 
tion as  a  consequence  of  the  amendments 
made  by  section  5  of  the  State  and  Local 
Fiscal  Assistance  Amendments  of  1983  shall 
not  exceed  by  more  than  10  percent  the 
amount  which  would  be  allocated  to  such 
State  if  such  amendments  had  not  been  en- 
acted. 

•■(fXl)  The  term  representative  tax 
system'  means  a  method  of  determining  the 
fiscal  capacity  of  a  government  by  estimat- 
ing the  amount  of  revenue  that  such  gov- 
ernment would  raise  if  it  applied  a  national 
uniform  set  of  tax  rates  to  a  specified  set  of 
tax  bases. 

•■(2)  The  Secretary,  inconsultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  Advisory  Com- 
mission on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
shall  develop  a  representative  tax  system 
similar  to  the  representative  tax  system  de- 
scribed in  the  March  1982  report  of  such 
Commission  entitled  'Tax  Capacity  of  the 
Fifty  States:  Methodology  and  Elstimates'. 
The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  collect 
whatever  data  and  statistical  estimates  are 
necessary  to  develop  and  implement  such  a 
system. 

••(3)  When  the  Secretary  has  developed  a 
representative  tax  system  under  subpara- 
graph (2).  or  proposes  to  amend  such 
system,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  accordance 
with  the  provision  of  section  553  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  provide  public  notice  of 
such  system  or  amendment  and  an  opportu- 
nity to  interested  persons  to  comment  on 
such  system  or  amendment.  A  report  on 
such  system  or  amendment  shall  be  submit- 
ted to  the  Committee  on  Finance  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  of  the  House  of  Representatives 


as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  period  for 
receiving  comments  from  interested  persons 
has  ended. 

••(4)  After  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  subparagraph  (3).  a  representative 
tax  system  tleveloped  under  subparagraph 
(2).  smd  any  amendment  made  to  such 
system,  shall  take  effect  not  sooner  than  45 
days  after  publication  in  final  form  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  concurrent  transmittal 
to  each  House  of  Congress. 

••(5)  Until  the  Secretary  has  developed  a 
representative  tax  system  under  subpara- 
graph (2).  the  Secretary  shall  use  the  repre- 
sentative tax  system  and  data  provided  in 
the  most  recently  revised  version  of  the 
March  1982  report  described  in  subpara- 
graph (2) .". 

Page  8.  beginning  on  line  5.  strike  out  all 
of  section  9  through  line  14  on  page  10  and 
redesignate  the  succeeding  section  accord- 
ingly 

Page  9.  strike  out  lines  10  through  12.  and 
on  lines  13  and  18.  redesignate  paragraphs 
(2)  and  (3)  as  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  respec- 
tively. 

Page  9.  strike  out  lines  21  through  23.  and 
on  line  24.  redesignate  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (b). 

Page  10.  line  1.  strike  out  "subsection 
(a)(3)^'  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  ■•sul)section 
(a)(1)";  on  line  7.  strike  out  "subsections  (a) 
(1)  and  (2)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  'sub- 
section (a)(1)':  and  on  line  12.  strike  out 
"subsection  (a)(3)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
■subsection  (a)(2)". 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendments  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  have  tried  to  circulate  this 
amendment  broadly.  It  has  been  print- 
ed in  the  Record  and  we  have  circular- 
ized information  regarding  it. 

There  presently  is  an  inequity  in  the 
revenue-sharing  system.  It  relates  to 
how  tax  effort  and  tax  capacity  are 
calculated. 

As  we  know,  there  is  a  three-part 
and  there  is  a  five-part  formula.  Both 
of  them  contain  reference  to  tax  effort 
and  to  tax  capacity. 

The  problem  is  that  while  in  deter- 
mining tax  effort  all  of  the  resources 
of  a  State  are  considered  in  calculating 
what  revenues  are  raised  from  those 
resources,  when  it  comes  to  tax  capac- 
ity the  only  thing  considered  is  per- 
sonal income. 

Several  years  ago  this  Congress,  this 
Congress  asked  the  GAO  to  take  a 
look  at  the  personal  income  bases  in 
these  formulas.  Let  me  read  briefly 
what  they  said.  "We  have  already 
studied  this  matter." 

The  GAO  said  "Residents'  personal 
income,  however,  is  an  incomplete 
measure  of  tax  capacity.  It  only  meas- 
ures income  at  the  point  it  is  received 
in  the  form  of  wages,  salaries,  et 
cetera.  Income  is  also  taxed  through 
severance,  commercial  industrial  prop- 


erty or  sales  tax  where  it  is  produced 
or  used  for  consumption." 

This  is  a  complex  amendment.  It  in- 
volves a  simple  and  important  princi- 
ple but  it  has  effect. 

Let  me.  if  I  might,  continue  to  dis- 
cuss it  in  terms  of  the  GAO  report. 

It  continued  "Another  drawback  of 
personal  income  is  its  inability  to  re- 
flect the  diversity  of  revenue  sources 
within  a  State." 

So  what  is  proposed  instead  of  the 
use  of  personal  income  alone  as  a  de- 
termination of  tax  capacity,  what  is 
proposed  in  this  amendment  is  to  use 
the  RTS,  representative  tax  system, 
that  has  been  worked  on  for  20  years. 

What  is  would  do  would  be  to  use  26 
different  bases  to  determine  how  a 
State  taxes  itself,  determine  national 
average,  and  then  apply  that  national 
average  to  the  bases  within  the  State. 

In  a  word,  what  is  included  in  tax  ef- 
forts, members  of  the  committee, 
should  also  be  included  in  determining 
tax  effort.  It  is  really  that  simple. 

Let  me  say  a  word  about  a  few  other 
aspects  of  this. 

Is  this  a  regional  proposal?  The 
answer  is  "No." 

The  major  gainers  under  this  ap- 
proach would  include  Alabama,  Arizo- 
na. Georgia.  Michigan,  New  York, 
Tennessee.  North  Carolina,  Pennsylva- 
nia. Rhode  Island,  and  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Penrisylvania. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  in  the  well  for 
his  amendment  and  indicate  that  the 
gentleman  in  the  well  has  shared  with 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
some  specific  analyses  of  the  States 
that  he  has  outlined  that  in  fact  are 
gainers  under  the  formula  the  gentle- 
man is  offering. 

I  think  those  who  are  supportive  of 
an  earlier  amendment  on  targeting  to 
areas  of  economic  distress  by  unem- 
ployment should  also  be  interested  in 
targeting  the  revenue  sharing  funds  to 
those  areas  of  need. 

I  think  the  gentleman's  amendment 
provides  that  targeting  mechanism 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  gentleman's  amendment  and  I 
urge  them  also  to  listen  carefully  to 
what  the  formula  does. 

It  is  a  late  hour.  It  is  a  late  time  to 
be  bringing  this  amendment  up.  But  I 
think  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
offers  an  amendment  that  should  be 
supported  across  the  House  floor,  and 
I  commend  the  gentleman  for  his  ef- 
forts. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Levin  amendment  to  H.R. 
2780.  the  general  revenue  sharing  re- 
authorization bill.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  has  shown  real 
leadership  in  putting  together  an 
amendment    which    would    insure    a 


fairer  and  more  equitable  allocation  of 
revenue  sharing  funds  among  the 
States. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  gener- 
al revenue  sharing  has  become  the 
most  important  Federal  program  of 
direct  aid  to  localities.  Since  1972,  the 
GRS  program  has  distributed  billions 
of  dollars  to  39,000  State  and  local 
governments,  for  almost  every  reason- 
able government  purpose.  To  a  good 
portion  of  these  governments,  this 
means  that  GRS  moneys  are  used  for 
education  and  capital  infrastructure 
improvements,  while  social  services  for 
the  elderly,  the  sick  and  the  indigent 
rank  high  on  the  list  of  prominent 
uses  by  other  areas. 

And  even  though  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion has  eroded  the  value  of  revenue 
sharing  dollars,  decreasing  by  about  50 
percent  since  1976.  these  payments 
play  a  vital  role  to  the  localities  which 
are  charged  with  providing  these  serv- 
ices. Indeed,  it  can  be  argued  that 
many  local  governments  find  revenue 
sharing  moneys  more  essential  than 
ever  before. 

There  is  simply  no  doubt  that 
should  we  in  Congress  fail  to  renew 
the  program,  there  would  be  immedi- 
ate and  severe  layoffs  and  hiring 
freezes,  cutbacks  in  services,  escalating 
taxes  and  delayed  capital  projects. 

The  general  revenue  sharing  pro- 
gram that  we  have  before  us  today 
also  includes  2  very  important  target- 
ing principles.  The  first  is  that  the 
Federal  Government— especially,  in 
time  of  tight  budgets— ought  to  assist 
those  governments  with  low  relative 
fiscal  capacity  to  meet  the  needs  of 
their  citizens.  Taking  tax  capacity  into 
account  gives  recognition  to  the  fact 
that  fiscally  poor  States  would  have  to 
impose  a  much  heavier  tax  burden  on 
their  citizens  than  would  fiscally  rich 
States  providing  similar  benefits  to 
their  needy  population.  The  second 
principle  is  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment ought  to  provide  more  reveunue 
sharing  aid  to  those  States  which  pro- 
vide their  citizens  public  services  from 
their  own  revenue  sources. 

But  these  principles  have  been 
"biased",  in  recent  years,  by  the  meas- 
ures of  tax  capacity  and  tax  effort 
used  in  the  general  revenue  sharing 
interstate  formulas.  The  tax  capacity 
factor  used  personal  income  as  a  proxy 
for  evaluating  a  States  ability  to  raise 
revenues.  The  theory  behind  using 
personal  income  is  that  taxes  are  even- 
tually paid  out  of  personal  income,  so 
the  higher  the  personal  income  level 
of  a  State,  the  more  revenue  that 
State  can  raise.  However,  this  is  only 
part  of  the  picture.  There  are  several 
State  taxes  which  are  not  paid  out  of 
the  personal  income  of  residents  of 
that  State. 

For  example,  some  States  apply  a 
severance  tax  to  natural  resources  ex- 
tracted from  the  State.  This  tax  is 
usually  passed  on  the  consumers,  but 


those  consumers  do  not  necessarily 
reside  in  the  State  which  imposed  the 
severance  tax.  Other  examples  of 
taxes  which  do  not  necessarily  fall  on 
the  personal  income  of  the  residents 
of  a  State  include  sales  and  entertain- 
ment taxes  paid  by  tourists,  value- 
added  taxes  paid  by  consumers  of 
goods  manufactured  in  other  States, 
and  corporate  income  taxes. 

The  current  system,  which  uses  only 
personal  income  as  a  measure  of  tax 
capacity,  understates  the  ability  of 
some  States  to  raise  revenue.  These 
States  can  and  do  raise  money  in  ways 
not  measured  by  the  current  system. 

In  addition,  the  current  tax  effort 
measure  used  in  the  general  revenue 
sharing  program— defined  as  the  total 
taxes  collected  in  State  divided  by  the 
State's  capacity—  also  has  drawn  in- 
creasing criticism  in  past  years  be- 
cause it  uses  income  as  a  measure  of  a 
State's  tax  capacity.  Distortions  are 
particularly  great  for  the  energy  pro- 
ducing and  tourism— rich  States. 

To  overcome  these  deficiencies,  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern- 
mental relations  developed  another 
measure  for  tax  capacity— and,  there- 
by, tax  effort— by  estimating  the 
amount  of  revenue  the  state-local 
system  would  have  generated  had  it 
made  use  of  all  its  taxable  resources. 
According  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO),  this  representative  tax 
system  (RTS)  approach  is  superior  to 
personal  income  as  an  indicator  of  tax 
capacity  because  it  reflects  the  major 
revenue  sources  available  to  State  and 
local  governments." 

The  primary  advantage  of  the  repre- 
sentative tax  system  is  that  it  address- 
es all  regional  comparative  advan- 
tages, such  as  corporate,  mineral, 
sales,  or  farm  wealth,  as  well  as  resi- 
dential property  values.  Indeed,  the 
Levin  amendment  would  help  States 
in  all  regions  of  the  country— East, 
Midwest.  South,  and  West. 

In  conclusion.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
for  offering  this  important  amend- 
ment and  hope  you  join  me  in  support- 
ing his  amendment  to  H.R.  2780. 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Let  me  conclude  because  others 
want  to  speak. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin) 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Edgar  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Levin  of 
Michigan  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  There  is 
the  argument  that  all  right,  it  is 
unjust.  There  is  the  argument  that  all 
right,  it  is  used  in  Canada  and  we 
know  how  it  works  there.  But  let  us 
wait  until  next  year. 

We  would  have  to  wait  until  3  years 
from  now.  This  is  an  unjust  system.  It 
has  been  studied. 


The  time  for  this  body  and  the  350 
or  so  Members  whose  States  would 
gain  by  equity,  it  is  the  time  for  all  of 
us  to  join  together  and  once  and  for 
all  end  an  unjust  formula  and  insert  a 
well-studied  proposal,  the  RTS.  in  lieu 
of  it. 

I  urge  support  of  all  of  us  in  favor  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  I  want  to  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment.  It  makes  good  sense.  It  is 
a  balanced  approach,  a  far  better  ap- 
proach, than  the  system  included  in 
the  bill  now  which  deals  only  with  per- 
sonal or  per  capita  income  as  a  basis 
for  one  of  the  factors  in  revenue  shar- 
ing; whereas  the  representative  tax 
system  would  include  all  potential 
sources  of  tax  revenue  for  a  State. 
That  would  mean  including  corporate 
taxes,  sales  taxes,  property  tax.  energy 
severance  taxes.  That  is  important  be- 
cause that  is  one  of  those  taxes  that 
energy  rich  States  export  to  consumer 
States. 

By  including  all  of  these  factors  into 
the  tax  aspect  of  the  revenue-sharing 
formula  we  would  be  developing  a  fair 
and  a  representative  basis  for  distrib- 
uting the  revenue-sharing  funds. 

I  urge  the  support  of  the  Members 
for  the  Levin  amendment. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  WOLPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  want  to  join  in  commending  the 
gentleman  in  the  well  for  introducing 
this  amendment.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  take  a  very  close  look  at  it. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  take  a  very 
close  look  at  the  State-by-State  analy- 
sis of  the  impact  of  the  Levin  amend- 
ment on  the  distribution  of  revenue 
sharing  dollars. 

The  revenue  sharing  formula  takes 
as  a  given  the  notion  that  States 
should  be  rewarded  on  the  basis  of 
their  tax  effort.  The  present  problem 
with  the  present  formula  is  that  its 
measure  of  tax  effort  and  its  measure 
of  tax  capacity  is  an  unfair  one.  It 
does  not  really  measure  the  total  re- 
sources available  to  a  given  State  in 
the  taxation  that  is  imposed  by  that 
State. 

What  this  measurement  does  is  to 
build  in  all  of  the  available  resources 
available  to  a  State  so  that  it  will  offer 
a  more  fair  distribution  of  the  Federal 
revenue  sharing  dollars. 

It  should  be  noted  that  when  we  de- 
controlled the  price  of  oil  in  this  coun- 
try certain  States  that  had  the  energy 
resources  experienced  a  huge  increase 
in  revenues  and,  as  a  consequence  of 
that  increase  in  revenue,  those  States 
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ended  up  with  a  higher  percentage 
rather  than  a  lower  percentage  of  Fed- 
eral revenue  sharing  dollars  at  the  ex- 
pense of  energy  consuming  States 
throughout  the  country. 

D  2150 

At  the  expense  of  energy  consuming 
States  throughout  the  country. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaicer,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  be  given  2  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  One  additional  minute. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  now  under  the  unanimous-con- 
sent request  only  10  minutes. 

I  would  like  to  inquire  as  to  how  the 
Chair  proposes  that  we  divide  that  10 
minutes  up  to  be  assured  that  those 
who  oppose  the  amendment  have  simi- 
lar time  to  those  who  have  spoken  on 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  next  Member 
to  be  recognized  will  be  one  who  rises 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  gentleman  be  allowed  to 
proceed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  how  many  ad- 
ditional minutes? 

Ms.  OAKAR.  For  1  additional 
minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  this  is  one  of 
the  most  thoughtful  amendments  ever 
offered  concerning  this  bill. 

It  is  very  unfortunate  that  it  is  so 
late  because  somehow  I  do  not  get  the 
feeling  that  all  of  us  are  willing  to 
really  absorb  the  impact  of  what  the 
gentleman's  formula  is  all  about, 
which  is  really  a  corrective  formula. 

I  just  urge  my  colleagues  to  really 
try  to  analyze  what  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  is  trying  to  do,  which  is 
eminently  fair.  I  hope  we  pass  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment.  I  am  only  sorry 
that  is  offered  at  this  hour,  that  he 
was  not  able  to  offer  it  sooner,  because 
I  think  if  we  had  a  chance  to  study  it, 
there  is  no  question  that  it  should 
pass. 

I  am  hoping  we  will  be  in  a  position 
to  pass  it  even  at  this  late  hour. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  associ- 
ate myself  with  this  amendment,  I 
think  it  is  an  excellent  amendment  be- 


cause it  does  represent  a  move  toward 
fairness  in  changing  the  basis  on 
which  we  decide  what  the  share 
should  be. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  to  H.R.  2780  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Levin).  This  amendment  seeks  to  in- 
clude a  fairer,  more  equitable  defini- 
tion of  the  tax  capacity  and  tax  effort 
of  States  in  the  formulas  for  distribu- 
tion of  general  revenue-sharing  funds. 
Under  the  formulas  used  during  the 
previous  authorization  periods,  distri- 
bution of  revenue-sharing  dollars  has 
been  linked  to  the  tax  capacity,  or 
ability  to  generate  revenue,  of  the 
States.  The  capacity,  or  tax  base,  has 
then  been  compared  to  the  revenues 
actually  raised  in  the  particular  State. 
The  ratio  of  capacity  to  revenue  is 
used  to  measure  the  tax  effort  of  the 
State,  or  how  heavy  the  State  tax 
burden  is  on  the  residents  of  that 
State.  These  formulas  were  designed 
to  provide  for  a  fair  distribution  of 
Federal  dollars  to  needy  States  and  lo- 
calities across  the  Nation.  They  have 
worked  well,  providing  much  needed 
funds  to  communities  with  far  less 
ability  to  raise  revenues  than  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

The  formulas  for  distribution  of 
funds  are  complex  and  this  amend- 
ment does  not  seek  to  change  them. 
What  this  amendment  does  is  to  pro- 
vide for  a  clearer  picture  of  tax  capac- 
ity so  that  the  formulas  can  work 
better  in  directing  revenue-sharing 
funds  to  governmental  units  who  are 
meeting  their  own  revenue  raising  re- 
sponsibilities. Currently,  tax  capacity 
of  a  State  is  measured  by  the  total 
personal  income  of  that  State  on  the 
theory  that  taxes  will  be  paid  out  of 
personal  income  and  therefore  State 
revenues  are  intrinsically  linked  to 
them.  This  measure,  however,  presents 
only  a  portion  of  the  revenue  picture. 
Many  States  rely  on  severance  taxes 
on  natural  resources  as  a  major  reve- 
nue raising  tool.  Others  rely  heavily 
on  sales  taxes,  value-added  taxes,  en- 
tertainment taxes  and  corporate 
income  taxes,  all  not  necessarily 
linked  to  personal  income.  The  repre- 
senative  tax  system,  offered  in  this 
amendment,  would  take  into  account 
all  of  the  possible  revenue  raising  tools 
used  by  a  State  in  computing  tax  ca- 
pacity and  in  turn,  tax  effort.  By 
doing  so  the  data  base  of  revenue 
sharing  formulas  is  expanded  and  a 
more  accurate  reading  of  States'  reve- 
nue raising  initiatives  is  possible.  This 
adjustment  will  correct  the  problem  of 
underestimating  a  State's  tax  capacity 
which  is  the  natural  result  from  look- 
ing only  at  personal  income  in  deter- 
mining that  capacity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  some 
criticism  of  this  method  of  computing 
tax  capacity  and  effort  focusing  on  the 
possibility  that  some  States  may  re- 
ceive a  smaller  share  of  revenue  shar- 


ing moneys  should  this  system  be 
adopted.  In  point  of  fact,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Pennsylvania  will  in- 
crease its  share  of  funds  by  0.42  per- 
cent under  the  representative  tax 
system  and  40  other  States  will  receive 
more  funds  or  a  larger  share  under 
H.R.  2780  if  this  amendment  is  adopt- 
ed. It  is  true  that  nine  States  will  re- 
ceive less  funding  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  but  the  States  gaining  the 
most  from  implementation  of  the  rep- 
resentative tax  system  are  those 
whose  tax  capacity  has  been  most  se- 
verely overstated  in  the  past  or  whose 
tax  effort  has  been  most  severely  un- 
derstated. On  balance.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  would  benefit  most 
States  in  the  Nation  by  presenting  a 
truer  indicator  of  their  fiscal  health 
and  thus  allowing  for  a  more  responsi- 
ble, more  equitable  distribution  of 
Federal  revenue  sharing  funds. 

In  enacting  this  legislation  before  us 
today,  we  in  Congress  bear  a  great  re- 
sponsibility. If  general  revenue  shar- 
ing is  to  be  available  to  all  States  in 
the  Union,  we  must  do  our  best  to 
insure  a  fair  distribution  of  funds. 
This  amendment  makes  an  adjustment 
in  definitioris  relating  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  revenue  sharing  funds  which 
provides  for  a  more  accurate  and  equi- 
table allocation  of  Federal  money.  It  is 
an  opportunity  for  Congress  to  meet 
its  responsibility  to  safeguard  taxpay- 
er dollars  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
take  the  opportunity  and  adopt  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  although  the  propos- 
al by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  is 
interesting,  I  must  oppose  including 
this  approach  in  the  revenue-sharing 
program  at  this  time.  Those  of  us  who 
have  lived  with  revenue  sharing  over 
the  past  decade  know  that  when  you 
change  just  one  element  of  the  com- 
plex allocation  formulas,  you  may  end 
up  with  rather  surprising— and  unin- 
tended—results. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  its  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  2780,  the  committee 
carefully  examined  the  representative 
tax  system  approach  proposed  in  this 
amendment.  The  committee  concluded 
that  since  the  proposed  change  would 
represent  a  rather  dramatic  revision  of 
the  current  allocation  formulas,  fur- 
ther analysis  of  this  method  is  neces- 
sary. 

H.R.  2780  therefore  directs  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
the  Comptroller  General,  and  the  Ad- 
visory Commission  on  Intergovern- 
mental Relations,  to  study  and  devel- 
op the  representative  tax  system  for 
possible  use  in  the  revenue-sharing  al- 
location formulas.  The  Secretary  is  re- 
quired to  submit  a  report  to  Congress 
on  his  findings  and  recommendations 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  gentleman's  amendment.  The 
amendment  is  not  a  simple  manipula- 
tion of  Federal  revenue  sharing  for- 
mulas. Rather,  it  is  a  dramatic  re- 
fashioning, a  transformation  of  the 
Federal  consideration  of  equitable  dis- 
tribution of  revenue  sharing  dollars. 

The  amendment  embodies  a  notion 
referred  to  as  the  "representative  tax 
system".  That  system  is  one  attempt,  a 
flawed  effort  to  develop  an  equitable 
allocation  system  by  determining  a 
State's  fiscal  capacity.  Perhaps  such 
capacity  needs  to  be  both  understood 
and  measured.  This  amendment,  on 
this  bill,  is  not  the  proper  vehicle  for 
such  a  broad  and  sweeping  change  in 
Federal  policy. 

The  Members  of  this  House  would 
be  making  a  major  mistake  in  accept- 
ing this  metamorphasis  in  public 
policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  although  I  do  not 
support  this  amendment,  I  am  in 
strong  support  of  the  legislation. 

After  having  been  among  the  hard- 
est-hit victims  of  the  recent  recession. 
State  and  local  governments  are  now 
projected  to  lag  behind  other  sectors 
of  the  economy  in  recovery.  To  pro- 
mote economic  growth  and  relieve  the 
great  fiscal  pressure  not  weighing  on 
America's  cities  and  counties.  Congress 
should  reauthorize  general  revenue 
sharing  at  the  $5.02  billion  level 
agreed  on  in  the  budget  resolution. 
That  level  represents  a  $450  million— 
or  less  than  10  percent— increase  in 
the  program,  which  has  not  been  in- 
creased since  1976. 

States  and  localities  are  in  the  midst 
of  their  most  severe  fiscal  crisis  since 
the  Great  Depression.  A  recession-in- 
duced fall  in  tax  collections  combined 
with  steep  reductions  in  Federal  aid 
has  forced  most  States,  counties,  and 
municipalities  to  implement  major 
service  cutbacks  and  tax  increases. 

Evidence  of  the  fiscal  crisis  and  its 
effects  is  seen  in  the  reduction  of 
State  and  local  government  expendi- 
ture for  human  services  and  infra- 
structure repair. 

At  a  time  when  demands  for  services 
are  at  record  levels.  States  and  local- 
ities are  being  forced  to  cut  their  work 
forces.  Over  400.000  State  and  local 
government  jobs  have  been  lost  in  3 
years,  according  to  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics.  Previous  economic 
downturns  were  usually  moderated  by 
increased  State  and  local  spending  and 
employment.  This  time,  however,  the 
State  and  local  public  sector  was  hit 
even  harder  than  the  private  sector.  In 
large  part,  this  accounts  for  why  the 
current  recession  is  so  severe.  In  1982, 
State  and  local  employment  fell  by  1.5 
percent,  while  national  employment 
was  down  by  only  0.9  percent. 

The  Reagan  administration's  spend- 
ing reductions  have  come  dispropor- 
tionately out  of  State  and  local  gov- 
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emment  aid.  which  will  be  down  $24 
billion  in  1984  as  a  result  of  the  cumu- 
lation of  Federal  cuts.  State  aid  to 
local  governments  is  also  being  cut 
back  as  States  attempt  to  balance 
their  budgets.  Eighty-eight  percent  of 
the  cities  contacted  in  a  Joint  Econom- 
ic Committee  survey  expected  de- 
creases in  State  aid. 

At  the  same  time,  cities  and  counties 
have  had  to  raise  property  taxes  and 
user  fees,  a  choice  viewed  with  ex- 
treme disfavor  by  local  citizens,  who  in 
return  for  the  increase  receive  fewer 
services. 

Inflation  has  reduced  the  benefits  of 
GRS.  Local  revenue  sharing  has  not 
been  increased  since  fiscal  year  1977, 
even  though  the  cost  of  living  has  in- 
creased by  over  60  percent  since  then. 
The  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  will 
surely  increase  by  more  than  10  per- 
cent over  the  5-year  authorization  of 
this  bill,  causing  a  further  decline  in 
the  real  value  of  the  program,  despite 
the  less  then  10-percent  increase. 

State  and  local  budgets  will  continue 
to  be  under  great  strain  over  the  next 
several  years.  Consequently,  reauthor- 
ization of  general  revenue  sharing, 
with  less  than  a  10-percent  increase  in 
funding,  is  essential  to  prevent  further 
cutbacks  in  State  and  local  human 
services  and  infrastructure  invest- 
ment. In  addition,  the  stimulus  which 
GRS  provides  to  State  and  local 
economies  throughout  the  country 
will  help  insure  that  the  national  re- 
covery is  balanced  and  sustained. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  pass  this  bill 
and  defeat  all  amendments  except  one, 
which  will  conform  the  authorization 
to  the  level  of  the  first  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment.  I  will  be  very  short. 

I  want  to  make  some  points.  The 
first  point  is  that  there  is  a  need  for 
changing  the  formula.  But  it  ought  to 
be  studied.  It  has  not  been  studied. 

This  bill  does  provide  for  a  study  to 
be  made  by  the  subcommittee. 

Second— and  I  think  this  is  a  very 
Important  point— whenever  you 
change  the  piece  of  pie,  because  that 
is  what  you  are  doing,  you  are  dividing 
up  $4.6  billion  plus  $450  million  into 
approximately  39.000  pieces.  When 
you  divide  it  someliody  is  going  to  lose 
if  somebody  picks  up. 

The  other  point  is  that  this  amend- 
ment permits  many  of  the  changes  in 
the  formula  to  be  made  by  the  execu- 
tive branch  so  they  can  design  the 
changes.  And  I  think  for  that  reason 
alone  we  ought  not  to  adopt  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tleman if  he  is  aware  in  addition  to 
the  two  organizations  the  chairman 
from  Texas  cited  in  opposition  to  this, 
the  National  League  of  Cities  and  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties,  that  in 
addition  the  American  Federation  of 
State,  County,  &  Municipal  Employ- 
ees, the  public  employee  divisions  of 
the  AFL-CIO  and  National  Associa- 
tion of  Towns  &  Townships  are  also 
opposed  to  this  formula  change. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  contribution. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
(Mr.  Craig). 

Mr.  CRAIG.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  with  his  remarks  and  warn  all 
of  the  Members  in  the  House  at  this 
late  hour  to  be  attempting  to  address 
a  major,  and  I  repeat,  a  major  formula 
change  at  this  time  without  looking  at 
the  provisions  of  this  legislation 
which,  in  itself,  requests  a  thorough 
examination  of  that  formula,  is.  at 
best,  very  complicated,  recognizing 
that  our  national  associations  that  are 
the  beneficiaries  of  this  type  of  legisla- 
tion have  asked  that  we  examine  it 
under  the  full  light  of  a  thorough  in- 
vestigation. 

Mr.  MacKAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Florida. 

Mr.  MacKAY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

I  would  like  to  make  the  point  that 
there  are  other  issues  besides  the  rep- 
resentative tax  system. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  there  have 
been  other  changes  in  the  revenue 
sharing  since  the  original  formula  was 
adopted.  TRS  does  not  take  into  ac- 
count user  fees.  There  are  major 
States  like  California  which  would  be 
penalized  because  they  do  not  show  up 
as  making  a  tax  effort  when  in  fact 
they  are  relying  on  user  fees  because 
of  proposition  13.  That  is  another 
reason. 
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Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Ohio. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  would  just  like  to  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  about  this  child  that  was 
brought  up  from  the  committee  that, 
in  fact,  this  issue  has  been  studied  to 
death.  The  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  has  stud- 
ied this  for  the  last  20  years  and  rec- 
ommends the  change  to  the  RTS  for- 
mula, the  Levin  amendment.  In  addi- 
tion to  that,  the  General  Accounting 
Office  recommends  the  change. 


Mr.  HORTON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  amend- 
ment and  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat 
it. 

•  Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  to  H.R. 
2780  being  offered  by  our  colleague 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Levin). 

The  amendment  would  correct  a 
glaring  inequity  in  the  general  reve- 
nue sharing,  GRS,  allocation  formulas 
by  substituting  the  representative  tax 
system,  RTS,  measure  of  tax  effort  for 
the  current  system  which  simply  di- 
vides a  State's  total  personal  income 
by  the  total  revenue  raised  by  the 
State  to  derive  a  surrogate  measure 
for  State  tax  effort. 

I  would  like  to  address  one  problem 
that  will  be  resolved  by  the  amend- 
ment: the  inclusion  of  severance  tax 
revenues  in  the  measure  of  State  tax 
effort. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  consumer  of  oil 
and  natural  gas  contributes  to  the  sev- 
erance tax  collections  of  the  energy 
producing  States.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  debate.  I  will  assume  that  the 
energy  producing  States  have  a  legiti- 
mate claim  to  such  tax  revenues.  After 
all,  their  supplies  of  oil  and  natural 
gas  are  being  depleted,  and  the  energy 
producing  States  need— much  like  the 
oil  companies  need  the  depletion  al- 
lowance—another assumption  for 
debate  purposes  only— severance  taxes 
as  a  buffer  for  when  the  wells  run  dry. 

Assuming  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman, 
nonetheless,  I  would  suggest  that 
what  the  energy  producing  States  nei- 
ther need  nor  deserve  is  to  fully  count 
their  severance  tax  collections— taxes 
that  are  paid  by  consumers  through- 
out the  country— as  part  of  their  State 
tax  effort. 

Under  the  present  system,  consum- 
ers throughout  the  country  are  con- 
tributing directly  to  the  coffers  of  the 
energy  producing  States,  through  sev- 
erance taxes  that  are  passed  through 
to  consumers,  and  indirectly,  as  these 
severance  tax  payments  contribute  to 
the  energy  producing  States"  tax  ef- 
forts thereby  increasing  their  GRA  en- 
titlements. 

Mr.  Chairman,  State  tax  effort  was 
included  in  the  GRS  formulas  to 
insure  that  GRS  dollars  would  flow 
more  freely  to  States  as  their  ability 
to  raise  revenues  on  their  own  de- 
creased. Congress  recognized  that 
States  with  poor  populations  and 
States  that  taxed  their  residents  heav- 
ily in  order  to  provide  needed  services 
should  be  treated  more  favorably  in 
the  distribution  of  revenue  sharing 
dollars.  Accordingly,  the  5-factor  GRS 
formula  allocates  17  percent  of  total 
revenue  sharing  dollars  on  the  basis  of 
State  tax  effort,  while  the  3-factor 
GRS  formula  weighs  State  tax  effort 
equally  with  population  and  relative 


income  to  determine  the  distribution 
of  GRS  dollars  among  the  States. 

Congress  noble  goal  of  providing  ad- 
ditional revenues  to  poor  and  needy 
States  has  been  distorted  by  our  fail- 
ure to  devise  a  measurement  of  State 
tax  effort  that  reflects  our  substantive 
concerns.  The  out-of-State  revenues 
raised  through  severance  taxes  distort 
the  allocation  of  revenue  sharing  dol- 
lars. The  Treasury  Department  had 
estimated  that  $36  million  in  GRS  dol- 
lars will  be  transferred  to  the  energy 
producing  States  from  the  energy  con- 
suming States  from  fiscal  year  1980  to 
fiscal  year  1985  due  to  increased  sever- 
ance tax  collections. 

I  should  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
that  natural  gas  deregulation  legisla- 
tion reported  by  the  Senate  Energy 
Committee,  which  decontrols  all  natu- 
ral gas  including  old  gas,  will  certainly 
exacerbate  the  problem.  The  adminis- 
tration's earlier  decision  to  decontrol 
domestic  oil  prices  and  the  action 
taken  by  the  Senate  Energy  Commit- 
tee, if  supported  by  the  full  Congress, 
will  add  billions  of  dollars  to  the  budg- 
ets of  the  energy  producing  States 
through  increased  severance  tax  col- 
lections, and  millions  more  through 
transfers  within  the  GRS  program. 

The  amendment  being  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  Mr. 
Levin,  which  I  urge  all  my  colleagues 
from  the  energy  consuming  States  to 
support,  will  correct  this  imbalance  as 
it  regards  GRS  funds  by  substituting  a 
measure  of  State  tax  effort  that  more 
equitably  takes  into  account  all  poten- 
tial sources  of  State  revenue  rather 
than  only  one.  that  being  personal 
income. 

The  RTS  measure  has  been  devised 
by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter- 
governmental Relations,  a  bipartisan 
commission  with  representatives  from 
all  regions  of  the  country.  I  believe 
that  it  is  fair,  and,  more  importantly, 
its  incorporation  into  the  GRS  pro- 
gram will  restore  congressional  intent 
as  regards  the  measurement  of  tax 
effort. 

The  bill  before  us  requires  a  2-year 
study  of  the  RTS  system  and  other  al- 
ternative measures.  This  is  indeed 
commendable,  but  I  do  not  believe 
that  we  need  another  2-year  study.  If 
we  need  one,  let  us  put  the  RTS 
system  in  place  and  mandate  a  study 
of  its  operation. 

I  for  one  am  tired  of  waiting  for  a 
resolution  to  this  problem.  Remember 
that  the  2-year  study  required  by  the 
bill  will,  in  all  likelihood,  not  be  imple- 
mented until  the  GRS  program  is  up 
for  renewal— 5  years  from  now— if  it  is 
implemented  at  all. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment.* 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
strikes  me  that  with  a  Federal  deficit 
of  nearly  $200  billion  this  year,  there 
is  very  little  revenue  indeed  to  share 
with  the  States  or  anyone  else.  Ac- 


cordingly, I  will  vote  against  final  pas- 
sage of  the  revenue  sharing  bill  before 
us,  in  the  symbolic  effort  to  try  to 
reduce  the  deficit. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendments 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan (Mr.  Levin). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  a  divi- 
sion (demanded  by  Mr.  Levin  of  Michi- 
gan) there  were— ayes  54,  noes  98. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  LEVIN  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  192,  noes 
220,  not  voting  21,  as  follows: 


Akaka 

Albosta 

Anderson 

Annunzio 

Applegate 

Aspin 

Barnard 

Barnes 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Berman 

Boehlert 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Broomfield 

Bro*-n  (CA) 

Byron 

Carney 

Carr 

Chandler 

Clay 

dinger 

Coelho 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Coyne 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crockett 

Davis 

Dellums 

Derrick 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Downey 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Pish 

Florlo 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford(TN) 


[Roll  No.  3111 

AYES- 192 

Forsythe 

Frank 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gilman 

Goodling 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hertel 

Holt 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hughes 

Hyde 

Jacobs 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Latta 

Lent 

Levin 

Levitas 

Uoyd 

Long  (MD) 

Luken 

Lundine 

Madigan 

Markey 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NY) 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

McCloskey 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mikulski 

Miller  (OH) 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 


Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Nowak 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Parris 

Pease 

Penny 

Petri 

Porter 

Price 

Ratchford 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rudd 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schulze 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Shuster 

Sikorski 

Siljander 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stump 

Tallon 

Torricelli 

Traxler 

Udall 

Vander  Jagt 

Vento 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Wheat 

Williams  (OH) 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wyden 

Yates 

Yatron 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Alexander 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Anthony 

Archer 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Bartlelt 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bevlll 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boggs 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  (IN) 

Carper 

Chappell 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Coats 

Coleman  (MO) 

Craig 

Crane.  Philip 

DAmours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

de  la  Garza 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Edwards  (AD 

Emerson 

English 

Erdreich 

Evans  (lA) 

Fascell 

Perraro 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Plippo 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Prenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gibbons 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harkin 


NOES-220 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Ireland 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kogovsek 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FD 

Leland 

Levine 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FD 

Livingston 

Loeffler 

Long (LA) 

Lott 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NO 

Martinez 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

Mica 

Michel 

Miller  (CA) 

Minela 

Molinari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Otlinger 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Panetta 

Pashayan 

Patman 
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Patterson 

Paul 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Purseil 

Quillen 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Richardson 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Shaw 

Shumway 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  (FD 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stratton 

Sundquist 

Swift 

Synar 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Towns 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Watkins 

Weiss 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whiltaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wright 

Wylie 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FD 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


NOT  VOTING— 21 


Biaggi 

Boucher 

Campbell 

Coleman  (TX) 

Corcoran 

Edwards  (OK) 

Erlenbom 


Gingrich 

Hansen  (ID) 

Heftel 

Jeffords 

Kemp 

Lipinski 

Lowery  (CA) 


O'Brien 

Pritchard 

Rose 

St  Germain 

Weaver 

Weber 

Wilson 


D  2210 

Mr.  MINETA  and  Mr.  GARCIA 
changed  their  votes  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 

Messrs.  STOKES,  PORTER, 
DANIEL    B.     CRANE.     RUDD,     and 
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KASTENMEIER  changed  their  votes 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendments  were  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

n  2220 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
other  amendments? 

The  question,  then,  is  on  the  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  as  amended, 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Swirr,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consid- 
eration the  bill  (H.R.  2780)  to  extend 
and  amend  the  provisions  of  title  31, 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
general  revenue  sharing  program,  pur- 
suant to  House  Resolution  285.  he  re- 
ported the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
an  amendment  adopted  by  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole?  If  not.  the  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  so  ordered  to  be  en- 
grossed and  read  a  third  time,  and  was 
read  the  third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
DANNEMEYER 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  am  opposed 
to  this  bill.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  a  very 
simple  reason.  We  do  not  have  any 
revenue  to  share,  only  a  deficit.  If  it 
were  not  so  serious,  it  would  be  funny. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recomit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER  moves  to  recommit  the 
bill.  H.R.  2780.  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Operations. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  reject- 
ed. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 


The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  381,  nays 
35.  answered  "present"  1.  not  voting 
16,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  3121 


AcKerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews  I NC I 
Andrews  (TX) 
Annunzlo 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Aspin 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartletl 
Baleman 
Bales 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Bllirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Britt 

Broomfield 
Brown  (CA> 
Broyhill 
Bryant 
Burton  (CA) 
Burton  (IN) 
Byron 
Carney 
Carper 
Can- 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Clarke 
Clay 
dinger 
Coats 
Coelho 

Coleman  (MO) 
Coleman  (TX) 
Collins 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Ctxjper 
Corcoran 
Coughlln 
Courier 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crockett 
D' Amours 
Daniel 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
DeWine 
Dickinson 


YEAS-381 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

E)organ 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  ( ALi 

Edwards  (CA) 

Emerson 

Erdreich 

Evans  (lA) 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Pazlo 

Felghan 

Ferraro 

Fiedler 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglletta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Forsythe 

Fowler 

Prank 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gray 

Green 

Guarinl 

Gunderson 

HalKIN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hlghtower 

Hiler 

Hillls 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 


Ireland 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaplur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeler 

Kazen 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Koatmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lanlos 

Latta 

Leach 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FT.) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levilas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Loll 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Martinez 

Matnil 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

MrCandless 

McClo-skey 

McCollum 

McDade 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McHugh 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

MikulskI 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

MinUh 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT) 


Morrison  (WA) 

Roe 

Sundqulst 

Mrazek 

Rogers 

Swift 

Murphy 

Rostenkowskl 

Synar 

Murtha 

Roth 

Tallon 

Myers 

Roukema 

Tauke 

Natcher 

Rowland 

Tauzln 

Neal 

Roybal 

Taylor 

Nelson 

Rudd 

Thomas  (CA) 

Nichols 

Russo 

Thomas  (GA) 

NIelson 

Sabo 

Torres 

Nowak 

Savage 

Torricelll 

O'Brien 

Sawyer 

Towns 

Oakar 

Scheuer 

Traxler 

Oberstar 

Schneider 

Udall 

Obey 

Schroeder 

Valentine 

Olin 

Schulze 

Vander  Jagt 

Ortiz 

Schumer 

Vandergriff 

Ottinger 

Selberling 

Vento 

Owens 

Sensenbrenner 

Volkmer 

Oxley 

Shannon 

Vucanovich 

Packard 

Sharp 

Walgren 

Panetta 

Shaw 

Walker 

ParrU 

Shelby 

Watklns 

Pashayan 

Shumway 

Waxman 

Patman 

Sikorski 

Weiss 

Patterson 

Slljander 

Wheal 

Pease 

Simon 

Whitehurst 

Penny 

Sisisky 

.  Whitley 

Pepper 

Skeen 

Whltlaker 

Perkins 

Skellon 

Whitlen 

Petri 

Slattery 

Williams  (MT) 

Porter 

Smith  (PL) 

Williams  (OH) 

Price 

Smith  (lA) 

Winn 

Prltchard 

Smith  (NE) 

Wirth 

Pursell 

Smith  (NJ) 

Wise 

Quillen 

Smith.  Robert 

Wolf 

Rahall 

Snowe 

Wolpe 

Rangel 

Snyder 

Wortley 

Ratchford 

Solarz 

Wright 

Ray 

Solomon 

Wyden 

Regula 

Spence 

Wylle 

Reid 

Spralt 

Yates 

Richardson 

Staggers 

Yatron 

Ridge 

Stangeland 

Young  (AK) 

Rinaldo 

Stark 

Young (FL) 

Riuer 

Stokes 

Young  (MO) 

Robinson 

Stratton 

Zablockl 

Rodlno 

Studds 

NAYS-35 

Zschau 

Archer 

Glickman 

Mack 

Badham 

Goodling 

McCurdy 

Bennett 

Gramm 

McDonald 

Brooks 

Gregg 

Paul 

BrowTi(CO) 

Hansen  (tTT) 

Pickle 

Cheney 

Hartnett 

Roberts 

Crane.  Daniel 

Holt 

Roemer 

Crane.  Philip 

Hughes 

Schaefer 

Dannetiirycr 

Jacobs 

Shusler 

Dreier 

Jones  (OK) 

Smith.  Denny 

English 

Loeffler 

Slump 

Fields 

Lungren 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


na   is   consistent   with   the   privileges   and 
rights  of  the  House. 
Sincerely, 

James  M.  Powell. 

Chief  of  Police. 


ANSWERED    PRESENT"-! 
Stenholm 


NOT  VOTING- 16 


Biaggl 
Campbell 
Edwards  (OK) 
E^lenbom 
Gingrich 
Hansen  (ID) 


Heftel 

Jeffords 

Kemp 

Lipinski 

Lowery  (CA) 

Rose 


St  Germain 
Weaver 
Weber 
Wilson 


D  2230 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Rose  for,  with  Mr.  Stenholm  against. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  live  pair  with  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Rose).  If  he 
had  been  present,  he  would  have  voted 
"yea."  I  voted  "present." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  How 
would  the  gentleman  have  voted? 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  I  would  have 
voted  "nay." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 


D  2240 


AUTHORIZING    THE     CLERK    TO 
MAKE     CORRECTIONS     IN     EN- 
ROLLMENT OF  H.R.  2780,  STATE 
AND      LOCAL     FISCAL     ASSIST- 
ANCE AMENDMENTS  OF  1983 
Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,   in  the  en- 
grossment of  the  bill,  the  Clerk  be  au- 
thorized to  correct  section  numbers, 
punctuation,  and  cross  references,  and 
to  make  such  other  technical  and  con- 
forming changes  as  it  may  be  neces- 
sary   to    reflect    the    actions    of    the 
House  in  amending  the  bill.  H.R.  2780. 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.     Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 
There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and 
include  extraneous  material  on  H.R. 
2780,  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 

AS      COSPONSOR      OF      HOUSE 

JOINT  RESOLUTION  1 

Mr.  KOLTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  cosponsors  of 
House  Joint  Resolution  1. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMUNICATION       FROM       THE 

CHIEF  OF  POLICE  OF  THE  U.S. 

CAPITOL  POLICE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid 
before  the  House  the  following  com- 
munication from  the  Chief  of  Police  of 
the  U.S.  Capitol  Police: 

U.S.  Capitol  Police, 
Office  of  the  Chief. 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  2,  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  ONeill.  Jr.. 
Speaker,    House   of  Representatives,    Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  to  inform  you, 
pursuant  to  the  provision  of  House  Rule  L 
(50),  that  Allen  P.  Bowers.  Inspector.  U.S. 
Capitol  Police,  has  receive(j  a  subpoena 
from  the  Circuit  Court  for  Montgomery 
County.  Maryland.  In  the  matter  of  State  of 
Maryland  vs.  Louis  Stokes,  Case  Number 
31329  Criminal. 

After  consulting  with  counsel.  I  have  de- 
termined that  compliance  with  the  subpoe- 


THE  POLITICAL  TAX  CREDIT 

REFORM  ACT  OF  1983 
(Mr.  McHUGH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter. ) 

Mr.  McHUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  Representatives 
CoNABLE,  Udall.  Jenkins,  Tauke,  and 
Pursell,  I  am  today  introducing  the 
Political  Tax  Credit  Reform  Act  of 
1983. 

The  Political  Tax  Credit  Reform  Act 
is  designed  to  lessen  the  dependence  of 
congressional  candidates  on  special  in- 
terest PAC  money  by  making  it  easier 
to  raise  a  larger  share  of  campaign 
funds  in  the  form  of  small  contribu- 
tions from  individuals  in  the  candi- 
date's home  State. 

The  proposal  would  also  strengthen 
political  parties. 

The  law  currently  provides  for  a  50- 
percent  credit  on  virtually  any  type  of 
political  contribution  up  to  a  maxi- 
mum of  $50  for  an  individual  and  $100 
for  a  joint  return. 

Our  bill  would  convert  the  current 
credit  into  two  separate  and  more  fo- 
cused credits,  as  follows: 

First.  A  credit  for  contributions  to 
House  and  Senate  candidates  under 
which  contributors  would  receive  full 
credit  up  to  a  maximum  of  $50  for  an 
individual  and  $100  for  a  joint  return; 
and 

Second.  A  credit  for  contributions  to 
political  party  committees  under 
which  contributors  would  receive  half 
credit,  also  to  a  maximum  of  $50  for 
an  individual  and  $100  for  a  joint 
return. 

The  full  credit  for  contributions  to 
congressional  candidates  would  only 
apply  to  contributions  for  the  candi- 
date's home  State. 

In  order  to  control  the  revenue  loss, 
the  credit  would  be  eliminated  entirely 
for  all  other  entities— specifically,  po- 
litical action  committees  (PAC's), 
newsletter  funds,  and  Presidential, 
State,  and  local  candidates.  The  credit 
for  contributions  to  these  entities  ac- 
counts for  better  than  40  percent  of 
the  revenue  loss  attributable  to  the 
current  tax  credit. 

There  are  specific  reasons  for  elimi- 
nating the  credit  with  respect  to  the 
above  entities  which  are  addressed  in 
the  fact  sheet  I  will  attach  at  the  end 
of  my  statement.  However,  with  re- 
spect to  eliminating  the  credit  with  re- 
spect to  PAC's,  I  would  like  to  note 
that  providing  a  tax  credit  for  contri- 
butions to  PAC's  is  tantamount  to  pro- 
viding them  with  a  Government  subsi- 
dy. We  believe  there  is  no  justification 
for  the  Government  to  be  subsidizing 


groups  whose  main  purpose  is  to  lobby 
Members  of  Congress  and  Govern- 
ment officials  in  behalf  of  their  par- 
ticular interest. 

In  addition  to  eliminating  the  above 
entities,  the  bill  also  contains  provi- 
sions to  insure  that  the  revenue  loss  in 
future  years  does  not  exceed  the  cur- 
rent revenue  loss  from  the  tax  credit. 
This  is  accomplished  by  providing  that 
if  the  combined  revenue  loss  from  the 
two  credits  in  any  2-year  period  ex- 
ceeds the  revenue  loss  from  the  cur- 
rent credit  for  the  years  1981  and 
1982,  both  credits  shall  be  suspended 
until  Congress  passes  legislation 
making  whatever  adjustments  are  nec- 
essary to  ensure  that  the  revenue  loss 
in  the  subsequent  2-year  period  does 
not  exceed  the  amount  specified  in  the 
law. 

Thus,  our  proposal  will  be  entirely 
revenue  neutral.  In  other  words,  it  will 
not  cost  a  penny  more  than  the  cur- 
rent tax  credit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  current  tax  credit 
has  not  worked  effectively  as  a  stimu- 
lus to  small  giver  contributions  for  two 
reasoris:  First,  competition— the  cur- 
rent credit  applies  to  all  political  con- 
tributions at  every  level  of  govern- 
ment; and  second,  insufficient  benefit 
to  the  contributors.  Fundraising  ex- 
perts assert  that  a  50-percent  credit  is 
not  a  sufficient  inducement  to  attract 
contributions.  However,  all  those  who 
make  a  contribution  take  advantage  of 
the  tax  credit  when  they  file  their  tax 
returns.  Thus,  the  50-percent  credit 
costs  millions,  but  it  is  not  doing  the 
job  it  was  intended  to  do. 

A  full  100-percent  credit,  on  the 
other  hand,  would  have  major  impact, 
increasing  both  the  amount  and  the 
number  of  small  contributions  because 
people  could  get  back  the  full  amount 
of  their  contribution.  This  would  make 
it  cost  efficient  for  candidates  to  place 
more  emphasis  on  raising  small  contri- 
butions from  the  grassroots  and  less 
on  raising  contributions  from  out-of- 
State  special  interests. 

This  dependence  has  significant 
ramifications  for  the  legislative  proc- 
ess because,  as  we  all  know,  incum- 
bents are  far  more  dependent  on  PAC 
money  than  are  nonincumbent  candi- 
dates. For  example,  the  750  general 
election  candidates  who  filed  reports 
with  the  FEC  for  1982  election  activity 
reported  that  32  percent  of  their  funds 
came  from  political  action  committees. 
However,  nonincumbent  candidates  re- 
ceived only  24  percent  of  their  funds 
from  PAC's,  while  incumbents  re- 
ceived 38  percent  of  their  money  from 
PAC's. 

Moreover,  incumbents  received  twice 
as  much  PAC  money  as  did  nonincum- 
bent candidates-$  107,000  to  $51,000. 
It  should  be  emphasized  that  these  are 
the  average  amounts  for  all  candi- 
dates. The  average  amounts  for  candi- 
dates in  so-called  marginal  races  are 
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nearly  double  the  averages  for  all  con-  Following  is  a  factsheet  on  the  Polit-  candidates  from  exploiting  the  new  credit 

didates.  ical  Tax  Credit  Reform  Act  of  1983:  *"h  national  mass  mall  appeals. 

Our  proposal  will  allow  Members  to  Factsheet-The  Political  Tax  Credit                   impact  of  too  percent  tax  credit 

reduce      this     dependency     on      PAC  Reform  Act  of  1983                            The  current  tax  credit  has  not  worked  ef- 

money  by  making  it  easier  for  them  to  summary  fectively  as  a  stimulus  to  small-giver  contri- 

raise  campaign  funds  from  an  alterna-  ^,.  converts  the  current  tax  credit  into  ''""°"s  f*""  t»o^ reasons:  d)  Competition: 

tive  source  of  funding-the  residents  ,:i\^ZlllorSLTiZ.T  cSntrmuuCLTeJerTt"  of  g'o  eC^t' 

of  their  own  States  and  districts.  This  a  credit  for  contributions  to  House  and  ^d  ^ZMSfrcient^b^enefft  to  contriSITtors; 

will  not  only  enable  candidates  to  raise  Senate  candidates  under  which  contributors  ^^^^  fundraisers  assert  that  the  50  percent 

larger    amounts    from    current    small-  from  the  candidates  home  state  would  re-  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  sufficient  inducement  to  at- 

contribution    givers,    it    will    also    in-  ceive  full  credit  up  to  a  maximum  of  $50  for  tract  contributions.  Nonetheless,  everyone 

crease  the  number  of  people  partici-  an  individual  ($100  for  a  joint  return     and  ^.^^  ^^^^^  ^  contribution  takes  advantage 

paling  in  the  political  process  by  con-  ^   "^<^'^  .  f   contributions   to   political  ^j  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^.^^^  ^^^     ^^^  ^^^^      „^i 

trlbuting   to   the   candidate   of   their  ^:^^l'°:^:^XixiZT^^:"^S'u:T^^^^  ^^^'^  ^^^  ^^^"""    '^*'"^-  ''''  ^°  ^^^""^ 

choice.  TumVf  «7for  t^nX'duamio'o  lor\Tnt  "^IL'^'^fnttdeTto  do   "  ''  ""'  """'  '^' 

It  should   be  emphasized   that   the  return)  job  it  was  mended  to  do. 
».. ._«.,.»    en  .^«_«.»»f    »««    /.^o^i»    io    „^»  ,n,  i,,-    ,     •      .t.     »             ji.       ••     1     «            A  full  (100  percent)  credit,  on  the  other 
current    50-percent    tax    credit     s    not  (2)  Eliminates  the  tax  credit  entirely  for  hand,  would  have  major  impact  increasing 
working   effectively   as   a  stimulus   to  contributions  to  state  and  local  candidates.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  „f  3^^„ 
small-giver     contributions     and     that  presidential    candidates,    newsletter    funds  contributions  because  people  could  get  back 
only  a  full  100-percent  credit  can  pro-  and    political    action    committees    <PACs)^  the  full  amount  of  their  contribution.  This. 
vide    the    kind    of    incentive    that    is  These  entities  account  for  more  than  40%  of  m  turn,  would  make  it  cost-efficient  for  can- 
needed  to  enable  congressional  candi-  ^^^  '°J*'  revenue  loss  attributable  to  the  ^,,^,^^^3  ^^  p,^^^  ^^^^  emphasis  on  raising 
dates   to   lessen   their  dependency   on  '""(Tf  controir'revenue   loss   bv    providing  ^'"*"  contributions  from  the  grassroots  and 
PACmonev  .^..,?^1^                 ?      P"^"^""'"^  less  on  raising  PAC  contributions  from  out- 
V,    '"""^V                 ^                             .n.  ^*>*'  'f  ^^^  combined  revenue  loss  from  the        .    ,   .    snecial  interests 
Mr.  Speaker,   as  Congressman  Con-  two  credits  in  any  two-year  period  exceeds  °'  ^^^^^  special  interests. 
ABLE   noted   when    he   and    I    testified  the  revenue  loss  from  the  current  credit  for  elimination  of  tax  credit  for  contribu- 
before  the  House  Administration  Task  the  years  1981  and  1982.  both  credits  shall        tions  to   pacs.   newsletter   funds,   and 
Force  on  Elections,  our  bill   is  not  a  be  suspended  until  Congress  passes  legisla-        presidential,  state  and  local  candidates 

comprehensive  proposal nor  was  it  in-  t'O"  making  whatever  adjustments  are  nee-        PAC's— Most  PACs  represent  a  particular 

tended  to  be    It  addresses  only  one  of  essary  to  insure  that  the  revenue  loss  in  the  special  interest.  Thus  a  tax  credit  for  contri- 

»v,«   ^«i»^   .^-^Kio^o   »v,ot    r^^c^A   tr^  K^  subseQucnt  two-year  period  does  not  exceed  butions  to  the  PAC  is  in  effect,  a  govern- 

the  major  problems  that  need   to  be  ^^^  ^^^  specified   in  the  law.  To  assure  ment  subsidy  to  that  special  interest.  There 

dealt  witn  in  tnc  area  oi  eieciion  law  j^qj^.  accurate  data  regarding  the  amount  of  is  no  justification   for  the  government  to 

reform:    dependence    on    PAC    money  revenue  loss  each  year,  candidates  and  com-  subsidize  groups  whose  main  purpose  is  to 

and  the  lack  of  alternative  funding.  mittees  would  be  required  to  report  the  ag-  lobby  Members  of  Congress  and  government 

Basically,  our  proposal  is  an  effort  to  gregate  amount  of  all  contributions  of  $50  officials  to  influence  legislation  and  govern- 

make  some  modest  progress  at  a  time  or  less  and  the  first  $50  of  all  large  contribu-  ment  decisions  in  behalf  of  their  particular 

when  most  observers  believe  it  is  un-  tions.  interest. 

likely   we   can    pass   any   kind   of   bill  Revenue  loss  is  also  controlled  by  requir-        Newsletter    Funds— Newsletter    accounts 

dealing  with  the  problems  of  campaign  ")f  candidates   to   remit   to   the   Treasury  are   no  longer  permitte^^^ 

,.          ^      ,  .,    _  *^               \u      A-  after  each  election  all  unobligated  funds  in  Congress,  thus  it  is  assumed  that  the  only 

iiiiaiiCc-    tn;i    congress,    we    aisagree.  g^cess  of  $50,000.  but  not  more  than  they  ones  which  exist  today  are  maintained  by 

We   believe   the   Political   Tax   Credit  raised  in  credit-eligible  contributions.  Thus  state  legislators.  There  is  no  reason  to  allow 

Act  of  1983  is  enactable  for  the  follow-  a  candidate  who  currently  has  a  big  fund  re-  a   federal   tax   credit    for  contributions   to 

Ing  reasons:  serve  would  not  be  required  to  turn  it  over  such  accounts. 

It    is    nonpartisan    in    that    neither  to  the  Treasury.  The  provision  would  simply        Presidential  Candidates— The  tax  credit  is 

party   would   benefit   over   the   other,  prevent  such  a  candidate  from  using  the  least  useful  with  respect  to  Presidential  can- 

The  main  beneficiaries  would  be  the  credit   to   increase   his  campaign   fund   re-  didates  since  people  pay  attention  to  presi- 

inctitiifinn    nf    thp    rnntrrpts    nnrt    thp  serve.  Similarly,  it  would  prevent  safe  seat  dential  politics,  tend  to  develop  a  definite 

uiiLituiion    01    tne    «..uiigres>&    aiiu    tiie  candidates  from  using  the  credit  to  build  up  preference  for  a  particular  candidate,  and 

American  people.  a  big  campaigrn  fund  surplus.  therefore   need   no  special    inducement   to 

It    is    a    reasonable    approach    that  annual  revenue  loss  ^^^'p  "^^  candidate  of  their  choice.  In  addi- 

simply  modifies  a  law  that  is  already  „  „      .       .    .^             ^                           ,  tion.  Presidential  candidates  receive  federal 

in  existence;  Following  is  the  year  by  year  revenue  loss  ^^pp^^^   j„   ^^^  primaries  via  matching  of 

It  involves  no  bureacracy  or  regula-  *""^"'^^iT  r^^t.^f^Zl  V^^u^^^.TZ  contributions  up  to  $250  and  are  totally  fi- 

tory  complexities-  fw   P*".""^*',  contributions  as  estimated  by  ^^^^^^  ^jj^        ^lic   funds  in   the  general 

lury  cuiiificAiiica.  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  and  the  Joint  pip„tinn 

.MrrpT,t"t«T!:rS-*"^  '""'"^  ^^"^  ^^^  ^ftL^'^To'^i."^"    '^'^"  deduction   was  abol-  "'|™and  Local  Candidates-At  least   18 
current  tax  credit  ished  m  1978.  states  provide  a  tax  credit  or  a  tax  deduc 
It  IS  responsive  to  widespread  public  (;„  ^^iov^]  tion  for  contributions  to  state  and  local  can- 
concern  regarding  the  role  of  special     1973 ,39  didates  while  9  states  prove  direct  public  fi- 

interest  PAC  money  in  our  elections;         1974 38  nancing  assistance  to  state  and  local  candi- 

It  will  reduce  candidate  dependence     1975 57  dates.  It  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  addi- 

on  PAC  money  by  providing  an  alter-     1976 82  tional  states  would  begin  providing  such  as- 
native  source  of  funding;                                1977 .....!..!.!!!!!.!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!.!          96  slstance  if  the  federal  tax  credit  were  limit- 
It  will  eliminate  what  is,  in  effect,  an     1978 139  ed  soley  to  congressional  candidates  and  po- 

unwarranted   Government  subsidy   to     1979 194  »"ca'  party  committees^  It  should  also  be 

CTOUDS    whose    main     function     is    to     1980 269  "Oted    '^at    unlike   candidates    for    federal 

p-oups    wnose    main    lunciion    is    to  ojjicp  g^^^g  ^^^  ,oc^,  candidates  may  legal- 
lobby  m  behalf  of  their  special  inter-     |^°*    • • ;;  ■":";:■  ■■:::■; ,  294  ly  accept  corporate  funds  in  30  states  and 

^st;  rwl,    V .r union  funds  in  43  states. 

It  will  stengthen  political  parties  by  P"'™inary  estimate.                                                              ^^^^^ 

eliminating    competition    from    candi-  home  state  contributor  restriction 

date  fundraising  and  by  giving  parties  1"he  restriction  that  the  100  percent  credit  EL      PASO      HERALD-POST      "SPE- 

an   advantage   over   PAC   fundraising'  applies  only  to  contributions  from  the  can-        CIAL  REPORT:  THE  BORDER" 

*"<*•                                                            '  ?t**ni».L^^^nh«u'nn7h^  '.nn.^or ''t^hf f " , hi        (Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Texas  asked  and 

T» J,,   ■ -J..     _  _     ^-   ■      ,.■  It  places  emphasis  on  the  concept  that  the                                       •     ■         ^         jj           ^i. 

It  will  increase  citizen  participation  new  credit  is  a  grassroots  alternative  to  spe-  ^^s  given   permission  to  address  the 

in  the  political  process  by  making  it  cial  interest  PAC  money  from  Washington  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 

easier  for  the  average  person  to  make  and  other  parts  of  the  country,  and  (2)  it  extend  his  remarks  and  include  extra- 

a  contribution.  prevents  direct  mailers  and  high  visibility  neous  matter. ) 
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Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, today  I  am  submitting  for  the  Con- 
gressional Record  the  first  of  a  re- 
markable series  of  articles  by  the  El 
Paso  Herald-Post,  one  of  the  finest 
newspapers  in  the  country.  The 
Herald-Post  has  begun  this  series 
called  "Special  Report:  The  Border/ 
Reporte  Especiale:  La  Frontera"  to  ex- 
amine the  unique  way  of  life  on  the 
United  States-Mexico  border,  and  to 
underscore  the  special  problems  that 
our  unique  geographical  situation  pre- 
sents. 

This  first  report  that  I  am  submit- 
ting concerns  an  issue  that  we  in  Con- 
gress will  soon  face:  The  immigration 
issue  and  the  upcoming  consideration 
of  the  Simpson-Mazzoli  bill.  Joe 
Olvera,  a  reporter  for  the  Herald-Post, 
recently  traveled  deep  into  Mexico  and 
posed  as  an  illegal  alien,  paying  to 
have  himself  smuggled  across  the 
border.  The  reason?  To  tell  a  side  of 
the  illegal  aliens  story  that  seldom 
gets  told— to  tell  what  life  is  like  for 
the  aliens  and  for  the  families  they 
leave  behind. 

Since  having  an  accurate  view  of  the 
unique  way  of  life  on  the  border  is  es- 
sential to  understanding  the  forces 
behind  the  immigration  issue,  I  will 
continue  to  make  my  colleagues  aware 
of  this  unique  way  of  life  on  the 
border  through  efforts  such  as  that  of 
the  El  Paso  Herald-Post. 
The  article  is  as  follows: 

[From  the  El  Paso  Herald  Post] 
A  Reporters  Odyssey:  "I  Wanted  To  Find 
Out  What  Aliens  Go  Through" 
(By  Joe  Olvera) 
From  Mexico  City  to  Los  Angeles.— The 
Mexican  soldiers  rifle  was  slung  low.  held  in 
his  hand  as  he  walked  onto  the  bus. 
He  had  a  look  of  pure  power. 
He  stared  at  me.  I  was  wearing  my  Mazat- 
lan  baseball  cap.  My  size  stopped  him  for  a 
moment.  I  looked  into  his  eyes— unflinch- 
ing. 

For  a  full  minute  we  stared  into  each 
other's  eyes.  Suddenly,  a  slight  movement 
by  another  passenger  caused  him  to  look 
away— both  of  us  saved  face.  He  turned  to 
me  one  more  time,  as  if  to  say.  "Perhaps  we 
will  meet  again." 

He  walked  off  the  bus.  his  stride  one  of 
pride,  of  confidence.  I  heaved  a  sigh  of 
relief. 

Fellow  passengers  turned  to  look  at  me. 
wondering  why  the  soldier  chose  me  for  the 
confrontation.  I  wondered,  too. 

This  was  not  to  be  my  last  anxious 
moment  on  my  trip  from  Mexico  City  to 
America. 

My  plan  was  to  be  smuggled  into  the 
United  States,  posing  as  one  of  the  millions 
of  Mexicans  and  other  Central  Americans 
who  make  the  same  journey. 

Although  there  is  no  way  I  can  compare 
what  I  did— an  investigative  trip— to  the  life- 
and-death  experiences  of  the  others.  I 
wanted  to  find  our  firsthand  what  illegal 
aliens  go  through. 

What  I  found  out  is  that  there  are  dan- 
gers, but  it  is  easy  to  make  it  across  the 
border. 

It  is  easy  because  a  person  determined  to 
enter  the  country  does  not  surrender  to  fail- 
ure. 


If  he  or  she  is  caught  on  the  first  try.  an- 
other attempt  is  made,  and  another,  until 
the  attempt  Is  successful. 

However  the  road  starts  out  for  an  His- 
panic, it  is  not  an  easy  one. 

I  started  out  in  Mexico  City  after  learning 
that  most  people  make  it  on  their  own  to  Ti- 
juana, Ciudad  Juarez  or  some  other  border 
city. 

Once  they  arrive  at  their  destination,  they 
make  contact  with  a  smuggler  who  will  take 
them  across. 

Many  of  them,  however,  already  have  an 
established  pattern  for  crossing— one  that 
does  not  include  smugglers. 

Armed  with  this  information.  I  decided  to 
take  my  chances  on  the  road. 

From  the  time  I  boarded  my  Tres  Estre- 
Uas  de  Oro  Express  Bus,  in  Mexico  City  at 
noon  on  June  21.  until  I  met  a  friend  in 
California  some  60  hours  later,  my  true 
identity  was  known  only  to  me. 

I  settled  down  into  my  smallish  seat,  excit- 
ed and  nervous  at  the  prospect  of  being  on 
the  dangerous,  two  lane.  Mexican  highways 
for  a  two-day  journey. 

I  was  headed  for  Tijuana,  more  than  2.000 
miles  away. 

The  small  bus  seat  bent  my  tall  6-foot-2- 
inch  frame  in  a  most  uncomfortable 
manner. 

We  traversed  through  mounUinous  coun- 
try, with  hairpin  curves  taken  at  high  speed 
by  our  fearless  Mexican  driver. 

After  eight  hours,  we  finally  pulled  into 
the  open  air  madness  that  is  the  Guadalaja- 
ra Bus  Depot. 

After  Guadalajara,  the  villages  passed  like 
a  blur— Pachuca.  Queretaro.  Irapuato. 
Tepic,  San  Ignacio,  Guamuchil,  Navojoa.  I 
was  already  exhausted,  and  we  still  had 
countless  hours  to  go  before  reaching  Tijua- 
na. 

As  it  was.  riding  on  that  bus  brought  me  a 
streak  of  luck  that  made  my  crossing  into 
the  United  States  an  easy  affair. 

Traveling  on  a  crowded  bus  with  25  people 
(17  of  them  intending  to  get  into  the  U.S.  il- 
legally) can  be  a  heady  experience. 

During  those  moments  when  I  was  awake 
and  my  head  not  nodding  off  into  sweet 
slumber.  I  overheard  people  making  plans 
with  one  another  on  what  they  would  do 
once  they  were  in  the  states.  There  was  no 
fear  among  them  that  they  would  be  over- 
heard since  it  was  assumed  that  all.  or  most, 
of  us  were  Mexicans. 

I  learned  also  that  Mexico  has  its  own 
problems  with  immigration.  At  three  loca- 
tions along  the  way.  the  bus  was  pulled  over 
by  Mexican  immigration  authorities. 

We  were  all  advised  by  the  driver  to  pre- 
pare our  identification  papers.  On  one  of 
these  stops,  an  officious-looking  man  got  on 
board  and  demanded  an  I.D.  from  all  of  us. 
I  didn't  want  the  others  to  know  that  I 
was  a  U.S.  citizen,  so  before  the  bus  stopped. 
I  moved  to  the  rear  where  there  were  some 
empty  seats. 

I  pulled  out  my  Texas  driver's  license. 
Other  people  pulled  out  what  forms  of  I.D. 
they  had. 

■Americano?"  the  immigration  officer 
asked  me  quietly.  I  nodded  and  he  walked 
away. 

Some  of  those  with  no  I.D.'s  were  asked— 
not  politely— to  get  off  the  bus. 

Suspecting  that  they  were  not  Mexicans 
but  were,  rather,  from  South  America,  the 
authorities  intended  to  question  these 
people. 

People  of  El  Salvador,  that  battle-torn 
nation,  are  persona-non-grata  in  Mexico. 

They  create  as  many  problems  for  Mexi- 
can authorities  and  social  services  as,  some 


people  claim,  Mexicans  create  in  the  United 
States. 

Those  without  I.D.  are  asked  questions 
about  Mexican  life  and  customs. 

Two  women  who  looked  for  all  the  world 
like  Indians  from  Oaxaca  (which  they 
were),  were  asked  if  they  knew  how  to  make 
tortillas. 

They  were  laughing  about  it  later  on  the 
bus.  because  they  said  their  anxiety  made 
them  forget  the  recipe  they  had  used  all 
their  lives. 

The  man  who  was  seated  beside  me,  here- 
after known  as  el  Guero.  told  me  he  was 
positive  one  of  the  men  asked  to  deboard 
was  Salvadoreno. 

Later,  after  the  Salvadoreno  had  been  al- 
lowed back  on  the  bus.  I  discovered  that  he 
did  not  have  a  Mexican  accent.  He  said  that 
he  was  going  to  the  United  States,  but  he 
never  told  me  his  nationality. 

He  also  told  me  he  had  bribed  the  official 
with  500  pesos.  But.  '500  pesos  is  nothing." 
said  el  Guero.  However.  I  could  tell  that  500 
pesos  was  more  than  the  man  could  afford. 
Two  more  check  points,  each  with  greedy 
immigration  officers,  awaited  him. 

After  one  day  of  traveling  with  el  Guero.  I 
told  him  that  I  too  wanted  to  go  into  the 
United  States.  I  told  him  that  I  did  not 
know  how  I  was  going  to  do  it.  that  I  hoped 
to  pick  up  a  smuggler,  or  vice-versa,  but  that 
I  just  did  not  know  how  the  system  worked. 
As  luck  would  have  it.  Guero  offered  to 
help  me  get  across. 

Guero  explained  to  me  that  his  brother 
would  be  picking  him  up  in  Tijuana.  He  said 
that  he  was  sure  his  brother  would  be  glad 
to  smuggle  me  into  the  United  States,  be- 
cause that  was  the  way  Guero.  and  other 
family  members  came  to  America. 

Actually.  Guero  said,  he  had  been  smug- 
gled into  the  United  States  via  Tijuana 
many  times  in  the  past  five  years  and  he 
had  never  been  caught. 

His  brother,  he  said,  had  a  specially 
equipped  car  with  hydraulic  lifu  in  the  rear 
that  would  escape  the  suspicion  caused  by  a 
too-low  trunk. 

His  brother  always  had  big  cars.  Guero 
said,  and  I  could,  no  doubt,  fit  well  in  the 
car  trunk  with  him.  Would  I  be  willing  to 
take  the  risk? 

■Yes!"  I  answered  reluctantly,  and  nerv- 
ously. I  thanked  Guero  for  his  offer. 

Guero  said  that  his  brother  was  a  resident 
alien  in  the  United  Stales,  and  that  he 
could  go  back  and  forth  to  Mexico  without 
any  problem. 

Guero  assured  me  that  aside  from  my  get- 
ting cramps  in  my  legs  the  trip  across  would 
be  a  smooth  one.  as  it  had  always  been  for 
him. 
Guero  was  right. 

I  finally  met  Guero's  brother  after  wait- 
ing at  the  Tijuana  Bus  Terminal  for  a  nen - 
ouslv  long  time.  His  only  remark  was  about 
how"  tall  I  was.  He  said  my  legs  would  be 
very  sore  from  being  locked  up  in  the  trunk 
for  possibly  more  than  one  hour. 

I  spoke  as  little  as  possible,  since  I  did  not 
want  Guero's  brother  to  detect  my  U.S.  Chi- 
cano  accent. 

When  Guero  and  I  climbed  into  the  car 
trunk,  I  had  an  ominous  feeling  we  would  be 
discovered. 
But.  there  was  no  way  out  of  it  by  then. 
Guero  had  told  his  brother  that  I  was 
from  San  Nicolas  in  the  state  of  Jalisco. 
There  was  no  time  to  engage  in  a  long  dis- 
cussion with  Guero's  brother,  so  he  accept- 
ed me  at  face  value. 

As  the  car's  trunk  slammed  down  on  us. 
my  heart  was  beating  very  rapidly.  I  had 
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caught  a  cold  on  the  bus  trip  from  Mexico 
City. 

I  was  tired,  smelly,  and  my  legs  were  al- 
ready numb  from  the  long  bus  trip. 

Guero  told  me  to  hold  a  handkerchief  to 
my  nose  and  to  blow  into  it  periodically  to 
avoid  my  sneezing  or  coughing  at  the  check- 
point. 

Guero  and  I  talked  softly  as  the  car  made 
its  way  smoothly  to  the  border.  I  was  scared 
and  nervous  to  be  lying  there,  not  knowing 
what  was  happening  outside. 

We  tried  to  be  as  quiet  as  possible.  I  could 
sense  that  Guero  was  nervous  too. 

I  was  a  poUo,  literally  in  Spanish,  a  baby 
chick.  So  was  Guero.  Though  he  made  the 
trip  several  times,  each  crossing  is  like  the 
first  one. 

After  t>eing  on  the  road  for  what  seemed 
like  an  eternity,  we  felt  the  car  moving  and 
stopping  at  shorter  intervals. 

"Ya  estamos  en  el  puente  (we're  at  the 
bridge),"  whispered  Guero  to  me. 

I  knew  we  had  arrived  at  the  polnt-of- 
entry,  and  my  apprehension  increased.  My 
legs  were  bent  and  cramped  so  that  I  longed 
to  stretch  them. 

Guero  was  a  small  man,  so  he  was  more 
comfortable  than  me,  but  I  could  see  that 
his  frame  also  was  bent  in  the  cramped 
quarters.  A  small  light  had  given  some 
solace,  but  at  the  approach  to  the  bridge, 
Guero  had  flicked  it  off. 

We  cold  breathe  easy  enough,  but  my 
nervousness  made  me  gasp  for  air.  We  heard 
muffled  sounds  outside  the  car:  someone 
was  opening  a  door,  and  then,  closing  it. 

I  sensed  that  it  was  our  turn  at  the  check- 
point. 

I  held  my  breath.  The  car's  trunk  was  car- 
peted and  clean;  Guero  shook,  and  I  did  too. 

Even  though  I  am  a  U.S.  citizen,  I  was 
breaking  the  law.  By  not  entering  through  a 
checkpoint  and  declaring  my  citizenship,  I 
was  entering  the  country  Illegally. 

Our  car  began  moving  again.  This  time  I 
could  sense  that  it  was  picking  up  speed, 
and  soon  we  were  flowing  smoothly  at  a 
good  rate  of  speed. 

Guero  shouted  out  in  glee,  and  pumped 
my  hand. 

■Ya  la  hiclmos,"  he  said,  telling  me  that 
we  had  made  it.  I  breathed  a  sigh  of  relief.  I 
was  glad  I  didn't  have  to  do  this  frequently. 

After  driving  for  a  while  longer,  Guero's 
brother  opened  the  trunk.  Guero  jumped 
out  and  pumped  his  brother's  hand.  I  got  up 
slowly,  disentangled  my  legs  and  tried  to 
climb  out  of  the  car  trunk. 

Guero  came  over  to  help  me.  It  took  me  a 
while  to  get  the  blood  circulating. 

I  was  still  nervous  and  shaking  from  the 
experience.  Guero  and  I  climbed  into  the 
back  seat.  We  both  had  huge  grins  on  our 
faces. 

The  Anglo  woman,  who  had  driven  the  car 
past  the  checkpoint,  was  telling  Guero's 
brother,  in  English,  that  she  wished  he 
would  find  a  better  way  to  bring  his  family 
to  the  United  States. 

"This  sort  of  thing  is  getting  on  my 
nerves,"  the  woman  said.  "You  know  we're 
breaking  the  law." 

"Nah,"  said  Guero's  brother.  "Don't 
worry,  they'll  never  catch  us.  Besides,  If  you 
won't  help  me,  I'll  find  someone  who  will  " 

"Never  mind,"  she  said.  A  tone  of  resigna- 
tion crept  into  her  voice. 

I  just  kept  quiet,  not  letting  on  that  I 
knew  any  English.  For  all  they  knew,  I  was 
from  San  Nicolas. 

Guero  didn't  speak  any  English,  so  he  Just 
gazed  out  the  window  while  his  brother  and 
his  friend  talked,  argued,  and  made  up. 


I,  of  course,  understood  every  word, 
amused  by  the  fact  that  they  were  speaking 
about  me.  She  complained  about  the  fact 
that  by  crossing  me  to  the  United  States, 
that  they  were  officially  smugglers. 

She  said  that  they  had  crossed  that  thin 
barrier,  which  separates  smugglers  from  or- 
dinary people  who  only  bring  their  relatives 
to  the  United  States. 

She  was  complaining  too  about  the  fact 
that  some  smugglers  charge  as  much  as 
$350  and  that  he  had  never  mentioned  any 
price  to  me. 

He  answered  that  if  he  had  quoted  me  a 
price,  that  meant  they  really  were  smug- 
glers. He  didn't  want  to  cross  that  line  at  all, 
he  said  to  her. 

"He's  my  brother's  friend,  and  that's  all 
that  matters  to  me,"  he  said. 

I  silently  thanked  him  for  what  he  had 
said  and  later  paid  him  $100.  I  liked  Guero's 
brother,  for  his  courage  and  daring. 

When  Guero's  brother  asked  me  where  I 
wanted  to  go.  I  told  him  the  Greyhound  sta- 
tion In  Los  Angeles,  in  as  Mexican  an  accent 
as  I  could  muster  (rolling  my  r's  in  the  Eng- 
lish pronunciation). 

After  I  nodded  off  and  dozed  for  brief,  but 
welcome,  periods  of  time,  Guero's  brother 
pulled  into  the  station. 

I  thanked  Guero's  brother,  gave  Guero  a 
Mexican  abrazo,  waved  goodbye  at  the 
Anglo  woman,  and  walked  into  the  Grey- 
hound station.  My  mission  was  complete. 

All  that  remained  was  for  me  to  go  to  Chi- 
cago, where  my  assignment  would  take  me 
on  the  final  leg. 

I  settled  back  to  take  In  the  American  sce- 
nery, and  prepared  myself  for  working  in 
Chicago. 

This  time,  there  would  be  no  soldiers  at 
any  checkpoints.  No  officers  of  any  kind  in- 
terrupted our  trip  to  the  city  at  the  foot  of 
Lake  Michigan. 

Dream  Fizzles— Illegals  Discover  Abuse, 
Low  Wages  in  Chicago 

(By  Joe  Olvera) 

Chicago.— "All  arbol  callido  todos  le 
quieren  sacar  lena,"  (Everyone  wants  wood 
from  a  fallen  tree)  says  Daniel  Vargas. 

Vargas,  of  El  Salvador,  is  but  one  of  a 
quarter  million  "fallen  trees"  in  Chicago. 

They  are  Illegal  HIspanics— from  El  Salva- 
dor. Nicaragua.  Guatemala,  Colombia  and 
Peru.  Most,  of  course,  are  from  Mexico. 
They  flee  political  violence  and  economic 
ruin  In  search  of  fortune  and  a  better  life. 
But  what  they  find  is  not  much  better  than 
what  they  leave  behind. 

Most  of  their  "wood"  is  taken  by  Ameri- 
can employers  who  pay  them  less  than  mini- 
mum wage:  by  landlords  who  charge  them 
high  rents  in  substandard  housing:  by  bribe- 
hungry  Mexican  immigration  officials,  and 
by  smugglers  who  take  every  thing  they 
have  to  deliver  them  to  their  final  destina- 
tion. 

Donato  R.  works  at  a  restaurant.  He  said 
that  he  is  paid  only  $2  an  hour,  but  that  the 
owner  keeps  telling  him  he  is  earning  the 
minimum  wage. 

"I  know  better,"  said  Donato.  "There  have 
been  times  when  I've  put  in  many  hours  of 
overtime,  and  yet,  my  paycheck  continues 
being  small. 

"But  what  can  I  do?  I  need  to  work.  If  I 
complain,  I  get  fired.  If  I  get  fired,  my 
family  in  Mexico  will  not  eat.  I  have  to  swal- 
low my  pride  and  accept  their  abuse,  and 
their  dishonesty." 

Donato  Is  an  Illegal  Mexican  who  has  lived 
in  the  Chicago  area  for  two  years.  He  lives 


in  the  outskirts  of  Chicago  in  a  room  which 
he  shares  with  five  other  men. 

The  room  rents  for  $205  per  month,  and 
has  nothing  in  the  form  of  luxuries.  The 
floors  are  hard,  and  the  room  is  In  a  state  of 
perpetual  bachelor's  disarray. 

Dirty  mattresses,  dirty  sheets  and  dirty 
bedspreads  decorate  a  variety  of  sleeping  ac- 
commodations. The  building  is  old,  and  de- 
crepit, and  their  slumlord  doesn't  care. 

The  room  Is  a  grimy  green  with  walls 
decorated  by  the  pinup  posters  of  sexy 
women  found  in  the  pages  of  Alarma  and 
other  Mexican  girlie  magazines. 

A  small-framed  portrait  of  La  Virgen  de 
Guadalupe  also  decorates  one  side  of  the 
room. 

Their  social  life  consists  of  having  a  few 
beers  in  lounges  where  violence  and  anger 
predominate.  Not  much  is  left  from  their 
paycheck  once  they  send  money  home  to 
families  in  Mexico. 

Not  much  is  left  from  their  dreams  either. 
The  American  dream  for  Donato  and  his 
roommates  has  fizzled  out.  Donato  hopes  to 
return  to  Mexico  in  November.  His  room- 
mates, however,  are  determined  to  stay  here 
and  to  survive. 

Donato  came  to  this  country  in  April  1981. 
Basically,  he  and  his  five  roommates  all 
have  the  same  story. 

Donato  first  came  across  the  border  in  Ti- 
juana illegally,  with  12  men  in  a  large,  late 
model  Dodge.  He  said  that  he  got  caught  his 
first  time  around,  and  was  sent  back  to  Ti- 
juana. 

"The  next  day  the  coyote  smuggled  us  in 
again,"  he  said.  "This  time,  there  were  only 
seven  of  us  in  a  station  wagon.  Once  I  got  to 
Los  Angeles,  I  took  the  train,  the  LA  Ex- 
press to  Chicago." 

Donato  said  that  it  cost  him  $550  to  be  de- 
livered from  Tijuana  to  Chicago  by  the 
smuggler. 

•  I  paid  him  when  I  got  to  Chicago,  three 
days  after  we  had  left  Tijuana,"  he  said.  I 
did  not  feel  any  great  thrill  at  seeing  Chica- 
go, but  I  was  happy  to  see  my  wife  who  was 
already  here  to  meet  me." 

Donato  and  his  wife  worked  together  at  a 
plastics  manufacturing  plant,  but  eventual- 
ly, she  returned  to  Mexico,  because  she 
missed  their  five  children.  Now,  Donato 
longs  for  the  day  when  he  can  rejoin  his 
family,  he  said. 

Donato.  like  many  illegal  Hispanics  In 
Chicago,  works  a  variety  of  jobs,  at  a  variety 
of  locations.  He  presently  works  in  a  Chica- 
go suburb  known  as  Morton  Grove,  a  small 
community  of  some  23,000  people. 

Vargas  came  to  the  United  States  illegally 
from  El  Salvador  by  himself.  His  wife  fol- 
lowed him  six  months  later. 

He  left,  not  because  he  had  any  political 
problems  in  the  war-torn  country,  but  be- 
cause he  worried  for  the  future  of  his  chil- 
dren. 

"I've  always  been  a  hard  worker,  always 
tried  to  support  my  family,"  said  Vargas.  "I 
was  worried  about  my  sons,  they  were  start- 
ing to  form  alliances  with  the  rebels.  I 
didn't  want  my  sons  murdered  like  so  many 
others. 

"Getting  through  Mexico  to  the  United 
States  was  extremely  difficult,  because 
Mexican  authorities  abuse  us  even  worse 
than  U.S.  authorities.  I  had  to  pay  so  many 
bribes  that  I  arrived  In  the  United  States 
penniless." 

After  working  his  way  through  Tucson,  he 
found  a  church  group  that  helped  him  to 
Chicago. 


■We  are  very  thankful  to  all  the  churches 
which  helped  us  along  the  way.  God's  hand 
was  guiding  us." 

Nearly  all  of  the  illegal  Hispanics  arrive  in 
Chicago  with  their  pockets  empty,  but  their 
heads  full  of  stories  about  the  riches  of 
America. 
Now  they  are  in  America. 
Cesarina  Dominguez,  a  social  worker  with 
Chicago's  Department  of  Human  Services, 
said  the  situation  with  illegals  is  'sad, "  be- 
cause they  are  taken  advantage  of. 

•The  exploitation  level  is  Incredible.  Men 
and  women  are  often  stripped  of  their  digni- 
ty, the  only  thing  that  can  keep  them 
going,"  she  said. 

Amulfo  M.  came  to  Chicago  from  Puebla, 
Mexico,  five  years  ago,  and  he  said  he  plans 
to  return  to  Mexico  in  November  and  "never 
return"  to  the  United  States. 

"There  are  many  problems  between  blacks 
and  Hispanics, "  said  Amulfo  M.  'Two  His- 
panics were  recently  beaten  to  death  by 
blacks  in  this  area  ( Pilsen-Llttle  Village). 
Since  Harold  Washington  was  elected 
mayor,  it  has  been  rougher  on  us  Hispan- 
ics." 

The  Hispanic  new  to  the  United  States 
goes  through  a  tremendous  emotional 
shock.  They  must  jump  rapidly  and  adjust 
rapidly  from  one  set  of  values  to  another. 

Julio  Montoya  Is  a  Salvadoreno  who  first 
came  to  this  country  illegally  in  1970.  He  is 
now  a  naturalized  citizen,  working  as  a  jour- 
nalist for  La  Raza  and  other  Spanish  lan- 
guage weeklies  in  Chicago. 

He  said  there  is  an  underground  network 
that  helps  illegal  Mexicans  adjust  to  living 
in  Chicago,  but  people  from  El  Salvador 
don't  get  "as  much  help"  as  Mexicans. 

•Before  I  got  my  legal  papers,  I  lived  the 
fear  and  the  uncertainty  that  an  illegal  lives 
here, "  said  Montoya. 

"There  is  the  pressure  of  not  speaking  or 
reading  English,  there  is  the  pressure  of  not 
understanding  the  cultural  traditions. 

"Some  things  are  changing:  for  instance, 
the  image  that  Mexicans  are  the  only  ille- 
gals In  Chicago  is  wrong. 

"Mexicans  do  constitute  the  majority  of 
Illegals,  at  some  60  percent  of  that  popula- 
tion."  He  added  that  Salvadorans  are  now 
coming  to  the  United  States  in  greater  num- 
bers. 

He  estimated  there  are  more  than  250,000 
illegals  In  Chicago.  Of  these,  60  percent  are 
Mexican,  10  percent  are  Salvadorenos,  and 
the  rest  consist  of  Guatamaltecos.  Colom- 
bianos.  Peruvianas,  and  A/tcara^uenses. 

"In  my  country,  we  live  between  life  and 
death:  life  is  worthless:  the  risk  in  coming  to 
the  United  States  Is  minimal  compared  to 
the  risk  of  remaining  in  El  Salvador, "  he 
said. 

"Still, "  Montoya  said,  "You  know  what?  If 
I  were  given  the  chance  to  return  to  a 
peaceful  El  Salvador,  I  wouldn't  hesitate  for 
a  minute.  I'm  an  unwanted  stranger  in  the 
United  States,  even  though  I'm  already  a 
citizen. 

"But,  I  love  El  Salvador.  I  love  my  coun- 
try. I  would  not  hesitate  to  choose  El  Salva- 
dor over  the  United  States.  " 

Migrants  Look  to  U.S.  for  Salvation 
(By  Joe  Olvera) 

San  Nicolas,  Jalisco,  Mexico.  At  times, 
during  the  American  growing  season,  the 
cattle  outnumber  the  people  walking  on 
these  cobblestone  streets. 

This  village  of  about  i,000  people  Is  like 
many  others  In  the  Mexican  interior.  Nearly 
every  man  and  woman  migrates  to  the 
United  States  Illegally  to  work  the  fields  of 


American  farms.  The  streets  are  empty  in 
the  summer,  full  in  the  winter. 

Those  who  have  worked  as  migrant  farm 
workers  "are  readily  identifiable, "  said  Guil- 
lermo  Llamas,  who  used  to  live  in  San  Nico- 
las but  now  lives  In  Guadalajara,  some  25 
miles  away. 

"They  leave  wearing  guaraches  (sandals) 
and  they  return  wearing  wing-tips.  There  Is 
not  one  man  In  San  Nicolas  who  has  not  Ille- 
gally entered  the  United  States  to  work," 
Llamas  said. 

Many  Mexicans  still  view  the  United 
States  as  the  land  of  opportunity,  where 
dollars  can  be  swept  up  off  the  streets  by 
hard-working  field  hands  who  can  then 
return  to  Mexico  with  riches  to  spend. 

But  as  often  as  not,  the  streets  of  San 
Nicolas  greet  a  man  returning  from  the 
United  States  with  broken  dreams  and  a 
broken  family. 

Mexican  farm  workers  are  fleeing  the  in- 
terior because  of  a  severe  drought  that  is 
crushing  more  than  8  out  of  every  10  acres 
of  farmland.  In  their  trips  to  the  vineyards 
of  California  or  farms  of  New  Mexico,  Arizo- 
na and  Texas,  they  encounter  many  difficul- 
ties, such  as  immigration  officers  and  com- 
petition for  work. 

The  problems  when  they  return  home 
might  be  even  worse.  The  long-term  family 
separations  often  lead  to  divorce. 

Antonia  Amezcua,  a  San  Nicolas  house- 
wife who  hasn't  seen  her  husband  in  five 
years,  said  the  burden  of  illegal  aliens  falls 
heaviest  on  those  who  remain  in  Mexico. 

"Many  times,  too  many  times,  families  are 
left  broken,  without  a  father  to  offer  a 
strong  hand  and  discipline  the  children  who 
tend  to  go  astray  once  the  father  is  miss- 
ing," Mrs.  Amezcua  said. 

■When  and  if  the  father  returns,  main- 
taining or  re-eslabllshlng  a  firm  hand  is  dif- 
ficult because  by  then  the  children,  espe- 
cially the  boys,  have  established  survival  life 
patterns  of  their  own." 

Alienated  because  he  has  lost  control  of 
his  family's  destiny,  the  father  has  two 
choices,  Mrs.  Amezcua  said. 

He  can  stay  home  and  re-establish  his 
dominant  role  as  the  head  of  the  family,  al- 
though this  means  he  must  find  work  in 
Mexico  and  struggle  for  a  living  at  very  poor 
wages. 

Or  he  can  "save  face"  by  returning  to  the 
states,  working  hard  and  sending  money 
home,  which  is  what  has  happened  in  her 
case. 

•This  is  what  the  children  want  him  to  do 
anyway,"  said  Mrs.  Amerzcua.  "They  like 
the  living  which  their  father's  U.S.  dollars 
provide  In  Mexico. 

"The  surprising  thing  is  that  there  Is  a 
general  acceptance  of  this  new  pattern,"  she 
said. 

"Mexican  families  used  to  stay  together 
through  very  tough  times.  Now,  it  just 
seems  easier  to  break  up. 

"The  main  thing  now  is  for  the  husband 
to  be  able  to  provide  for  the  family— what- 
ever that  takes,  and  however  far  that  takes 
him." 

Llamas,  who  runs  a  Guadalajara  business, 
said  his  father  used  to  work  the  U.S.  fields, 
illegally  at  first,  but  then  legally.  Llamas 
was  once  a  migrant  farm  worker,  but  no 
more.  He's  made  enough  American  money 
and  chooses  to  live  in  Mexico. 

Even  though  his  father  was  missed  during 
his  trips  to  the  United  States,  he  used  the 
money  wisely.  Llamas  said  his  father  insist- 
ed on  a  full  education  for  all  his  children,  so 
that  they  would  not  have  the  difficult  life 
he  had. 


•My  father  has  always  been  a  mule  when 
It  comes  to  working  hard,'"  said  Llamas,  34. 
••Fortunately,  he  instilled  that  love  to  work 
in  all  of  us." 

Llamas  has  had  enough  of  working  for  low 
pay  in  U.S.  fields  and  is  trying  to  make  it  in 
his  own  country.  He  recently  opened,  with 
two  partners,  a  firm  that  sells  electronics 
equipment  to  construction  companies  in 
Guadalajara. 

He  earned  a  degree  In  electrical  engineer- 
ing from  the  University  of  Guadalajara. 
Even  though  he  has  a  permit  to  live  legally 
in  the  United  States,  Llamas  said  he  has  no 
desire  to  move. 

••The  situation  is  very  difficult  for  Mexi- 
cans in  the  United  States.  I  tried  to  find  em- 
ployment as  an  electrician,  but  nobody 
would  hire  me.  All  the  better  jobs  go  to  U.S. 
citizens. 

••I  had  grown  tired  of  working  the  fields, 
so  I  quit  the  United  States  and  returned  to 
Mexico.  I'm  determined  to  make  it  here.  I 
want  to  make  it  here.  This  is  my  country." 
Llamas  said  that  most  of  the  people  who 
migrate  to  the  United  States  are  those  with- 
out any  resources  or  with  very  low  employ- 
ment skills. 

•Most  of  the  people  who  go  to  the  United 
States  are  people  who  are  not  even  prepared 
to  work  in  Mexico,  let  alone  the  United 
States,"  he  said. 

••These  people  have  such  a  hard  time  in 
Mexico  that  they  look  to  the  United  States 
as  their  salvation.  If  they  do  manage  to  find 
work  in  Mexico  It  usually  means  performing 
the  most  menial  of  jobs." 

Gerardo  Buenrostro,  19,  is  one  such  man. 
He  was  in  San  Nicolas,  having  recently  ar- 
rived from  the  states  where  he  worked  'the 
grapes." 

He  said  that  this  had  been  his  second  trip 
to  the  United  States,  and  that  it  certainly 
would  not  be  his  last. 

•The  first  time  I  went  into  the  United 
States  illegally,  I  was  caught  by  la  migra 
(the  Border  Patrol)."  Buenrostro  said.  "I 
had  paid  $350  to  a  poUero  (smuggler)  to 
take  me  across  the  border  In  Tijuana." 

Buenrostro  said  usually  he  would  not  have 
lost  that  money,  but  since  the  pollero  had 
already  done  his  job— getting  him  to  Los 
Angeles— he  paid  the  money. 

After  getting  caught  the  first  time,  he  suc- 
ceeded on  his  second  attempt,  and  made  it 
to  the  Napa  Valley  grape  vineyards  in  Cal- 
fornla. 

••I  was  only  In  Napa  for  four  months, 
when  the  mlgra  pulled  a  raid  at  the  farm  I 
was  working  in  in  Santa  Rosa,"  he  said. 

"They  came  In  with  two  vans,  and  went 
from  row  to  row  picking  us  out  from  the 
legal  ones.  They  caught  15  of  us  men.  It  was 
early,  around  9  a.m.,  they  took  us  to  Tijua- 
na." 

On  his  second  successful  trip,  Buenrostro 
walked  for  five  hours  through  the  hills  near 
San  Diego.  The  coyote  (smuggler)  "brought 
us  food  and  water,  and  generally  was  very 
helpful.  We  finally  went  from  San  Clemente 
to  Los  Angeles  in  a  large  van.  Once  we  ar- 
rived in  Los  Angeles,  it  was  every  man  to 
himself.  The  coyote  had  already  done  his 
job." 

Another  attempt,  Buenrostro  went  across 
in  the  trunk  of  a  car  with  four  other  men. 
Buenrostro  said  that  he  loved  the  United 
States.  The  first  time  he  was  in  the  United 
States,  he  managed  to  send  $2,500  to  his 
family  in  Mexico. 

This  time  he  earned  less,  $1,000,  but  the 
dollar  is  worth  more  in  Mexico  now. 

He  also  said  that  since  he  had  been  caught 
in  the  raid,  he  had  not  been  paid  by  his  em- 
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ployer.  but  that  his  two  brothers,  one  of  noteworthy  that  only  12.2  percent  of  60.3  to  36.5  percent.  Respondents  fa- 

whom  is  a  legal  resident,  in  Napa  would  see  those    responding    think    the    United  vored  a  constitutional  amendment  to 

to  It  that  he  received  his  pay.  States  hais  any  advantage  over  the  So-  permit  prayer  in  public  schools  by  a 

Buenrostro  said  that  he  truly  likes  the  ^j^^^   vjY^\\e  44.1  percent  think  the  So-  margin  of  54.9  to  39.1  percent.  They 

United  States,  but  that  he  still  prefers  to  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  advantage  and  43.6  per-  oppose  a  constitutional  amendment  to 

"Maybl  some  day   I   will   make  enough  cent  believe  both  powers  are  roughly  prohibit  all  abortions  by  79.7  to  16.6 

money  to  buy  myself  some  land,  or  a  busi-  equivalent.   On   specific   weapons   sys-  percent.  Levying  fines  against  employ- 

ness."  he  said.    Until  that  day  comes.  I  will  tems,  repondents  support  development  ers  who  knowingly  hire  illegal  aliens  is 

still  go  to  the  United  States  to  work.  Its  of  the  MX  missile  by  a  narrow  margin  favored  by  75  to  20.3  percent.  Howev- 

great  over  there."  of  48.4  to  42.7  percent.  However,  they  er,  granting  permanent  residency  to  il- 

But  while  some  Mexicans  see  the  United  favor  construction  of  a  new  long-range  legal   aliens   residing   in   this   country 

States  as  a  land  of  opportunity,  others  see  it  bomber  by  a  wider  margin  of  58.5  to  prior  to  January  1.  1981  is  opposed  by 

as  a  land  of  opportunist^^  3^  ^  percent.  62.4  to  29.9  percent. 

pi^entofX^cu^urerSexicoa^^^^  On  Central  America,  people  respond-  On    other    issues,    the    decontrol    of 

t»^t  the  United  States  is  like  a  •cancer."  ing  to  the  survey  believe— by  a  margin  natural  gas  is  favored  by  a  margin  of 

which  preys  on  the  innocents  in  Mexico.  of  67.8  to  25.8— that  the  presence  of  a  55.4  to  29.7  percent.  A  lower  minimum 

"Don't  sit  there  and  tell  me  that  the  Marxist  government  in  Central  Amer-  wage   for   teenagers   is   favored   by   a 

United  States  does  not  benefit   from  the  ica    poses    a    security    threat    to    the  margin  of  63.5  to  33.2  percent.  Easing 

labor  of  Mexicans."  said  Acosta.  region.  But.  interestingly,  they  appear  environmental  controls  on  industry  is 

■The  United  States  has  grown  rich  and  is  ^^  j,g  iggg  certain  how  to  respond  to  opposed  by  a  margin  of  75.5  to  21.9 

a  great  country  because  of  Mexicans  who  ^^^  x.YiTez.i.  By  a  margin  of  50.7  to  42.8  percent.      Respondents     are     divided 

"^trfc^aMendiola.  a  communications  spe-  'V°^^,  .7"^°"^)"^  °?P°",^.f  °""  v".^^  *''"°'*    ^^^"^^    °"    Japanese    imports, 

cialist  in  the  Mexican  Department  of  Agri-  of  military  aid  to  El  Salvador   Yet.  by  46.3  percent  favor  them.  47.3  percent 

culture,  said  the  idea  U.S.  streets  are  paved  a  margin  of  47.3  to  44.9  they  favor  the  oppose  them, 

with  gold  leads  to  grief  for  many  Mexicans,  use  of  covert  activities  to  destabilize  Mr    Speaker,  a  question-by-question 

"People   don't   realize   that   the  cost   of  unfriendly  governments,  that   is.   like  breakdown    of    answers    given    to    my 

living  is  so  much  higher  in  the  states,  and  Nicaragua.  10th    District    questionnaire    for    the 

that  those  few  dollars  they  will  earn  will  Qn  domestic  issues,  respondents  are  benefit  of  my  colleagues  follows, 

barely   provide  a  subsistence,"   Miss  Men-  rliviried    fairlv   evenlv   in   their  assess- 

diolasaid  aiviaea   lairiy   eveniy     11   ineir   i^ess  Results  of  10th  District  Questionnaire 

aioia  saia.                      ,       .    w    .      v,       .  ment  of  cuts  to  Federal  assistance  pro- 

Julia  Palacios,  a  sociologist  who  teaches  at  .     ^u,     _,„_,  9  „„,-<;■  "^Q  7  nerrent  1    Which  of  the  following  levels  of 

the  Umversidad  /ftero-Americana  in  Mexico  f^Tf '"     w_re  too  mS    23  Sefcent  ''^f^"^*'  ^P^"*^*"^  '^^""^  y°"  ^^P" 

City,   has  made  a  study  of  the  problems  said  they  were  loo  mucn,   .JJ  percent  ^^^,                                                  ^^^^^ 

faced  by  illegal  immigrants.  said  they  were  too  little:  and  37.3  per-  ^     ^      ^^^^^^    increase-( House 

•There  are  so  many  different  types  of  im-  cent  thought  they  were  about   right.              recommendation) 21.5 

migrants. "  she  said.    'Some  of  them  don't  Still,    when    asked    whether   spending  g    g    percent    increase— (Senate 

have  any  financial  problems.  They  just  go  for    specific    Federal    assistance    pro-  recommendation)                              21  5 

to  the  United  States  for  the  adventure  and  grams  should  be  reduced  or  increased,  c.  10  percent  increase-(Adminis- 

the  excitement. '                .^      „«            .    »  there  was  much  more  sentiment   for              tration  proposal) 25.6 

illS  Tarrorr. Te^^^o  iS  wr.;  reducmg  spending.  Of  the  Federal  a.-          o.  No  Inc^eaTe 17.8 

there  is  no  more  work.  sistance    programs    that    respondents           e.  Decrease 13.7 

"  thought  should  be  reduced,  the  food  2.  Do  you  support  development  of 

^~^^"^~^  stamp  program  was  mentioned  most,  the  MX  missile? 

RESULTS  OF  TEXAS  lOTH  followed  by  legal  services  for  the  poor.          Yes 48.4 

DISTRICT  QUESTIONNAIRE  ^his  seems  to  reflect  a  common  per-           No 42.7 

(Mr.  PICKLE  asked  and  was  given  ception  that  the  Government  spends          No  opinion 8.7 

permission  to  address  the  House  for  1  too  much  on  social  welfare  programs.  3.  Do  you  favor  the  construction  of  a 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  Still,  when  asked  how  they  would  bal-  n^*   '°"^„''*"f^  bomber  to  re- 
remarks      and      include      extraneous  ance  the  budget  most  people  said,  in  P'*^^  '"^  ^'^^ 
matter.)  an  apparent  contradiction,  they  would          J^^ ' 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  re-  cut  defense  spending.   Ironically,  the          J,"  ■■■;■■; .qo 

leasing  the  results  of  a  questionnaire  option  picked  by  the  fewest  respond-  ,?,°?'"  „"„;"'„■  ";UV;h'";Vh"f^^^^^ 

put  out   by   my   office  soliciting   the  ents  was  to  reduce  assistance  to  the  '^?oX  sZement^  Lt  chlrai 

opinions  of  the  residents  of  the  lOth  poor,  elderly,  and  disabled.  The  second  terizes  the  nuclear  balance  be- 

Congressional  District  on  a  wide  array  most    frequently    mentioned    solution  tween  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 

of  national  issues.  was  to  delay  or  cap  the  third-year  tax  United  States? 

The    questionnaire    was    mailed    to  cut.  A.  Soviet  Union  has  slight  advan- 

postal    patrons    (households)    in    the  On  an  issue  of  particular  interest  to              tage 26.6 

10th   Congressional   District   in   early  me,  69  percent  of  the  respondents  fa-  B.  United  States  has  slight  edge ..        8.9 

June.  So  far,  I  have  received  approxi-  vored   the   change   in    the   retirement  C.  Both  powers  roughly  equiva- 

mately  16,000  responses  from  constitu-  age  for  full  social  security  benefits  to             lent 43.6 

ents.  67  by  the  year  2027.  This  change  is  the  D.  United  States  has  big  advan- 

While  the  results  are  probably  not  result    of    an    amendment    I    offered             ^*8e. ■_ 3.3 

as  reliable  as  a  more  scientific  survey,  during  consideration  of  the  social  se-  ^-  Soviets  have  big  advantage ......       n.b 

the  sample  is  large  enough  to  give  me  curity  bailout  bill  earlier  this  year.  5.  Do  you  favor  con  inuation  of  mili- 

sorae  feel  for  how  the  folks  in  the  10th  On  other  issues,  respondents  favored  ^ry  am  10  c.1  oaivaaor.                      ^^^ 

District  are  thinking.  passage   of   the   equal   rights   amend-                ^^.j 

On  deferise  spending,   I  think  it   is  ment,  which  has  been  reintroduced  in           ^^  opinion 6  5 

significant    that   68.6    percent   of   the  Congress,  by  a  narrow  47.7  to  45.1  per-  ^  ^^         favor  the  use  of  covert  ac! 

people   responding   think   that   an   in-  cent    margin.    Those    answering    the  tivities  by  the  United  States  to 

crease  in  defense  spending  is  needed,  questionnaire    favored    a    ceiling    on  destablilize    unfriendly    govem- 

Although  people  are  divided  on  how  campaign  spending  by  political  action  ments  (i.e.  CIA  involvement  in 

much  it  should  be  increased,  there  ap-  committees     in     congressional     cam-  Nicaragua)? 

pears  to  be  general  consensus  that  we  paigns  by  an  overwhelming  margin  of           Yes 47.3 

must  do  something  to  counter  Soviet  82.3    to     11.5    percent.     Respondents          No 44.9 

advances.  Along  this  line,  I  think  it  is  oppose  tutition  tax  credits  by  a  margin          No  opinion 7.9 
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7.  Do  you  feel  that  the  presence  of  a 

Marxist  government  in  Nicara- 
gua poses  a  security  threat  to 
the  United  States  and  other  gov- 
ernments in  the  region,  including 
Mexico? 

Yes 

No 

No  opinion 

8.  Do  you  favor  greater  Congression- 

al involvement  in  the  formula- 
tion of  foreign  policy? 

Yes 

No 

No  opinion 

9.  Do  you  favor  levying  fines  against 

employers  who  knowingly  hire  Il- 
legal aliens? 

Yes 

No 

No  opinion 

10.  Do  you  favor  granting  permanent 
residency  to  illegal  aliens  who 
have  resided  in  the  United  States 
prior  to  Jan.  1,  1981? 

Yes 

No 

No  opinion 

11.  In  the  past  two  years,  the  Con- 
gress has  reduced  expenditures 
for  a  number  of  the  major  feder- 
al assistance  programs  that  aid 
the  poor,  disabled  and  the  elder- 
ly? In  general,  do  yo  feel  these 
cuts  have  been: 

Too  much 

Too  little 

About  right 

12.  For  which  of  the  following  feder- 
al assistance  programs,  should 
spending  be  reduced? 

A.  Aid  to  Families  with  Depend- 
ent Children 

B.  Child  Nutrition  Programs 

C.  Pood  Stamps 

D.  Low   Income  Energy  Assist- 
ance  

E.  Medicaid 

F.  Supplemental  Security  Insur- 
ance  

G.  Legal  Aid 

H.     Education     grants    to    low- 
income  students 

I.  Housing 

J.  None 

13.  For  which  of  the  following  feder- 
al assistance  programs,  should 
spending  be  increased? 

A.  Aid  to  Families  with  Depend- 
ent Children 

B.  Child  Nutrition  Programs 

C.  Food  Stamps 

D.  Low    Income   Energy   Assist- 
ance  

E.  Medicaid 

F.  Supplemental  Security  Insur- 
ance  

G.  Legal  Aid 

H.     Education     grants    to    low- 
income  students 

I.  Housing 

J.  None 
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67.8 

25.8 

6.4 


51.8 

39.0 

9.8 


75.0 
20.3 

4.7 


20.0 

62.4 

7.7 


39.7 
23.0 
37.3 

Number 

619 

297 

1,066 

613 
354 

624 
888 

643 
641 
530 


384 
571 
195 

308 
491 

275 
273 

498 
312 
870 


14.  The  Social  Security  bill  just 
signed  by  the  President  address- 
es the  long-term  solvency  of  the 
Social  Security  system  by  gradu- 
ally increasing  the  retirement 
age  for  full  benefits  to  67  by  the 
year  2027.  It  makes  no  changes 
before  the  year  2000  and  main- 
tains the  right  to  retire  at  age  62 
at  a  lower  amount. 

A.  Do     you     agree     with     this 
change?  Percent 

Yes 69.0 

No 23.2 

No  opinion 7.9 

B.  Do  you  think  that  Congress. 

in  conjunction  with  this 
change  in  full  retirement, 
should  provide  an  occupa- 
tional disability  for  individ- 
uals who  still  must  retire 
early  for  health  reasons? 
(The  Social  Security  bill  calls 
for  recommendations  to  be 
presented  to  Congress  for 
such  a  program.) 

Yes 72.1 

No 18.8 

No  opinion 9-1 

15.  The  Equal  Rights  Amendment 
has  been  reintroduced  in  Con- 
gress. Do  you  favor  passage  of 
the  ERA? 

Yes 47.7 

No 45.1 

No  opinion 7.2 

16.  Do  you  favor  easing  of  environ- 
mental controls  on  industry? 

Yes 21.9 

No 75.5 

No  opinion 2.6 

17.  Should  we  impose  trade  restric- 
tions on  Japanese  imports? 

Yes 46.3 

No 47.3 

No  opinion 6.5 

18.  Do  you  favor  a  Constitutional 
Amendment  to  prohibit  all  abor- 
tions? 

Yes 16.6 

No 79.7 

No  opinion 3.7 

19.  Do  you  favor  a  Constitutional 
Amendment  to  permit  prayer  in 
public  schools? 

Yes 54.9 

No 39.1 

No  opinion 5-9 

20.  Do  you  favor  a  lower  minimum 
wage  for  teenagers? 

Yes 63.5 

No 33.2 

No  opinion 3.3 

21.  Do  you  favor  decontrol  of  natu- 
ral gas? 

Yes 55.4 

No 29.7 

No  opinion 14.9 

22.  Do  you  favor  tuition  tax  credits 
for  parents  who  send  their  chil- 
dren to  private  schools? 

Yes 36.5 

No 60.3 

No  opinion 3.2 

23.  Do  you  favor  a  ceiling  on  the 
amount  of  political  action  com- 
mittee (PAC)  funds  that  can  be 
used  in  Congressional  elections? 

Yes 82.3 

No 11-5 

No  opinion 6-2 


24.  Current  projections  indicate  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  will  experi- 
ence financial  shortfalls  before 
the  end  of  the  decade.  How 
would  you  deal  with  this  prob- 
lem? Number 

A.  Fund  Medicare  from  general 
revenues 415 

B.  Increase  payroll  taxes 141 

C.  Increase  deductibles  and  co-in- 
surance payments 329 

D.  Put  further  limitations  on 
payments  to  hospitals  and  phy- 
sicians          832 

E.  Restrict  coverage  of  certain 
benefits 396 

F.  Replace  Medicare  with  Na- 
tional Health  Insurance 615 

G.  None  of  the  above 112 

H.  No  opinion 140 

25.  Agricultural  extension,  price  sup- 
ports and  loan  programs  should 
be:  Percent 

A.  Continued  because  they  stabi- 
lize the  farm  economy  and 
open  up  new  markets  for  prod- 
ucts        39.1 

B.  Discontinued  because  they 
cost  too  much  and  violate 
supply  and  demand  economics..       47.0 

C.  No  opinion 13.8 

26.  The  1984  federal  budget  deficit  is 
projected  to  be  $170-$180  billion. 
How  should  the  federal  govern- 
ment reduce  the  deficit?  Number 

A.  Reduce  defense  spending 868 

B.  Generate  new  revenue  with 
new  or  higher  taxes 443 

C.  Reduce  spending  for  entitle- 
ments          551 

D.  Reduce  assistance  to  poor,  el- 
derly, disabled 334 

E.  Defer  or  cap  third-year  tax 
cut 694 

P.  All  of  the  above 99 

G.  None  of  the  above 204 


KENNETH  HEATH-PREEMINENT 
AGRICULTURAL  AND  CIVIC 
LEADER  IN  SOUTHEAST  MIS- 
SOURI 

(Mr.  EMERSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  deep  sadness  that  I  rise  today  to 
inform  my  colleagues  of  the  loss  of 
one  of  southeast  Missouri's  preemi- 
nent agricultural  and  civic  leaders,  my 
friend  Kenneth  R.  Heath  of  Dogwood. 
Mo.  Kenny  was  killed  on  his  farm  in  a 
mishap  on  July  18. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  am  sure  everyone 
who  serves  in  an  elected  office  feels, 
one  of  the  most  rewarding  experiences 
a  public  servant  has  is  the  opportunity 
to  meet  people,  make  new  friends  and 
come  to  know  well  those  folks  who 
make  up  the  vital  fabric  of  our  dis- 
tricts. States,  and  country.  It  was 
during  my  first  campaign  to  serve  in 
the  House  that  I  came  to  know  Kenny. 
He  was  always  ready  to  offer  his 
friendship,  advice  and  counsel  to  fa- 
cilitate sound  agricultural  policies,  a 
better  community,  a  better  State  and 
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country:  Indeed,  a  better  world.  That 
is  the  kind  of  man  Kenny  was  and 
that  Is  the  way  he  lived  his  life,  with 
everyone  with  whom  he  came  into  con- 
tact. 

I  will  not  go  into  the  many  organiza- 
tions and  public  service  groups  Kenny 
lent  his  help  to,  because  they  are  men- 
tioned in  the  article  accompanying 
these  remarks  in  the  Concmissional 
Record.  I  just  want  to  say  that  Kenny 
was  a  fine  man  and  able  leader  who 
left  things  in  a  better  condition  than 
he  found  them.  His  energy,  concern 
and  commitment  to  the  service  of  his 
fellow  men  can  never  be  totally  re- 
placed. 

I  am  certain  that  all  Members  join 
me   in   sending   our   heartfelt   condo- 
lences to  Kenny's  wife  Nancy,  his  chil- 
dren, his  mother  and  sisters. 
[Prom  the  Daily  Standard  (Slkeston.  Mo.). 
July  19.  19831 
By  Electrical  Shock:  Parmer  Dies  in 
Accident 

East  Prairie.— Kenneth  Ray  Heath,  44.  of 
East  Prairie  Route  One.  a  prominent  land- 
owner, fanner  and  curator  of  the  University 
of  Missouri-Columbia,  was  killed  sometime 
between  5  p.m.  and  6  p.m.  Monday  on  his 
farm  In  the  Dogwood  community. 

Mississippi  County  Coroner  Elgin  McMi- 
kle.  called  to  the  scene  about  8  p.m. 
Monday,  said  today  death  was  accidental 
and  Heath  was  killed  instantly  by  electrical 
shock  from  440  current. 

Heath  reportedly  had  gone  back  in  the 
field,  about  three  quarters  of  a  mile  west  of 
the  Dogwood  store,  to  check  an  irrigation 
system  which  had  ceased  functioning.  He 
evidently  was  working  on  the  pump,  pow- 
ered by  440  current,  as  he  had  a  screwdriver 
in  his  hand  when  found  lying  face  down. 
Water  was  standing  around  the  pump  area 
and  the  ground  was  very  wet.  according  to 
Sheriff  Avery  Hutcheson.  who  also  investi- 
gated the  death. 

An  employee  on  the  Heath  farm.  Earl 
Bryant,  went  to  check  on  Heath  when  he 
failed  to  respond  to  the  farm  radio.  Bryant 
went  to  the  field  to  locate  and  assist  Heath 
and  found  the  body  near  the  irrigation 
system. 

Commenting  the  death  was  "due  to  a 
human  error."  the  coroner  said  Heath's 
hands  and  the  left  side  of  his  chest  was 
burned  from  the  electrical  shock. 

Active  in  farming  in  the  Dogwood  commu- 
nity. Heath  was  appointed  to  the  University 
of  Missouri  Board  of  Curators  by  Gov.  Bond 
in  January  for  a  six-year  term.  He  was  a 
board  member  of  Citizens  Bank  in  Charles- 
ton, board  member  and  part -owner  of  Dog- 
wood Store  and  Oil  Co.  and  a  member  of  the 
Foresight  Panel  of  "Missouri  Ruralist." 

He  was  presented  the  University  of  Mis- 
souri Citation  of  Merit  Award  and  the  State 
Extension  Farm  Management  Award  in 
1981  and  had  been  named  Outstanding 
Young  Farmer  by  the  Sikestone  and  Blast 
Prairie  Jaycees. 

Other  activities  include  being  a  member  of 
the  University  of  Missouri's  State  Extension 
Advisory  Committee,  a  meml)er  and  past 
president  of  the  College  of  Agricultural 
Alumni  Board;  and  a  member  of  the  Search 
Commitee  for  Associate  Dean  of  Agricultur- 
al Extension  in  1981-82. 

Heath  has  been  active  in  Farm  Bureau, 
serving  as  chairman  of  the  10th  Congres- 
sional District  Farmer's  Action  Committee 


for  four  years.  State  Young  People's  Pro- 
gram chairman  from  1963-64  and  was  a  past 
Mississippi  County  board  member  and  presi- 
dent of  Farm  Bureau. 

A  1960  graduate  of  the  University  of  Mis- 
souri with  a  major  in  soils.  Heath  was  a 
member  of  the  East  Prairie  R-2  School  Dis- 
trict. Dogwood  United  Methodist  Church 
and  Sunday  School  superintendent,  a  32 
degree  Mason;  past  chairman  of  the  Missis- 
sippi County  Soil  Conservation  Service  and 
participated  in  a  delegation  sponsored  by 
the  State  Department  of  Agriculture  which 
toured  farm  operations  in  Western  Europe 
and  Russia. 

Born  Sept.  26.  1938.  son  of  Margaret 
Hurley  Heath,  who  survives  of  the  Dogwood 
community,  and  the  late  Noah  Sylvester 
Heath,  he  had  lived  in  Mississippi  County 
all  his  life. 

On  Jan.  21.  1965  he  married  Nancy  Gail 
Matthes.  who  survives. 

In  addition  to  his  wife  and  mother,  surviv- 
ing are:  one  daughter.  Emily  Margaret 
Heath  of  the  home;  two  sons.  Brian  Ray 
Heath  and  Altm  Corey  Heath  of  the  home: 
and  two  sisters.  Mrs.  Bill  (Margie)  Arington 
of  the  Dogwood  community  and  Brenda 
Morris  of  Port  Lauderdale.  Fla. 

One  Sister.  Martha  Faye  Heath,  preceded 
him  in  death. 

Friends  may  call  after  6:30  p.m.  today  at 
Shelby  Funeral  Home  in  East  Prairie,  where 
Masonic  rites  will  be  conducted  at  8  p.m. 
today. 

Funeral  services  will  be  conducted  at  3 
p.m.  Wednesday  in  the  funeral  home  with 
the  Revs.  Floy  V.  Brower  and  Harold 
Norton  officiating. 

Burial  will  follow  in  Dogwood  Cemetery. 

[From  the  Charleston  (Mo.).  Enterprise- 
Courier  July  21.  1983] 

Missouri  University  Curator  Kenneth  R. 
Heath.  44.  of  the  Dogwood  Community,  was 
electrocuted  late  Monday  afternoon  while 
working  on  an  irrigation  pivot  system  on  his 
farm. 

The  Mississippi  County  agribusinessman. 
civic  leader  and  bank  director  was  appointed 
to  a  six-year  term  on  the  University  of  Mis- 
souri Board  of  Curators  by  Governor  Chris- 
topher Bond  in  January  of  this  year.  The 
Curators  are  the  governing  body  for  the 
four-campus  Missouri  University  system. 

Coroner  Elgin  McMikle  ruled  the  death 
accidental. 

Heath  was  a  lifelong  resident  of  Mississip- 
pi County  and  graduated  from  East  Prairie 
High  School  in  1956.  He  received  his  B.S.  in 
Agriculture  from  the  University  of  Missouri- 
Columbia  in  1960. 

Active  in  civic  affairs  for  many  years. 
Heath  was  a  member  of  the  East  Prairie  R-2 
School  District  Board  of  Education,  a 
member  of  the  State  Extension  Advisory 
Committee,  and  served  on  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  the  Citizens  Bank  of  Charleston. 
He  was  also  active  in  the  ag  alumni  organi- 
zation of  the  University  of  Missouri. 

He  had  served  as  chairman  of  the  Missis- 
sippi County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Board  of  Supervisors,  was  a  member  of  the 
Mississippi  County  Airport  Commission  and 
the  Mississippi  County  Extension  Council. 

A  resident  of  the  Dogwood  community. 
Heath  farmed  land  in  Mississippi  and  New 
Madrid  counties  and  was  a  co-owner  of  the 
Dogwood  Store  and  Oil  Co. 

In  1981.  Heath  received  the  State  Exten- 
sion Farm  Management  Award  and  the  Uni- 
versity of  Missouri  Citation  of  Merit  Award. 

Heath  was  born  Sept.  26.  1938  in  the  Dog- 
wood community  to  Mrs.  Margaret  Hurley 


Heath  and  the  late  Noah  Sylvester  Heath. 
On  Jan.  21.  1965.  he  married  Nancy  Gall 
Matthes.  who  survives. 

In  addition  to  his  wife  and  mother,  he  is 
survived  by  two  sons.  Brian  Ray  Heath  and 
Alan  Corey  Heath,  and  one  daughter.  Emily 
Margaret  Heath,  all  of  the  home;  and  two 
sisters,  Mrs.  Bill  (Margie)  Arington  of  Dog- 
wood and  Brenda  Morris  of  Ft.  Lauderdale. 
Fla. 

He  was  preceded  in  death  by  his  father 
and  one  sister.  Martha  Faye  Heath. 

In  lieu  of  flowers,  the  family  requests  that 
a  scholarship  fund  be  established  in  Mr. 
Heath's  memory. 


FARM  POLICY 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  (Mr.  Glickman), 
is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  GLICKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
take  the  floor  of  the  House  today  to 
talk  about  farm  policy.  It  strikes  me 
that  no  time  since  I  have  been  in  Con- 
gress has  the  issue  of  farm  policy  been 
more  chaotic  than  it  is  right  now. 

At  no  time  since  I  have  been  in  Con- 
gress for  6'/2  years  has  there  been  a 
crisis  of  decisionmaking  both  at  the 
Federal  level  as  well  as  the  private 
level  and  the  State  level,  both  at  the 
legislative  level  as  well  as  the  adminis- 
trative level. 

Nobody  really  knows  what  to  do 
about  farm  programs.  That  means 
both  grain  programs,  livestock  pro- 
grams, as  well  as  some  of  the  other 
commodity  programs  we  have  such  as 
sugar  and  dairy.  And  the  public  policy 
choices  are  just  about  nil. 

But  let  me  talk  about  what  we  have 
right  now  on  farm  policy  and  farm 
programs. 

The  main  program  we  have  to  deal 
with  is  the  PIK  program,  payment-in- 
kind.  In  my  judgment  that  program 
has  failed  in  every  respect. 

It  was  balleyhooed  as  a  free  program 
or  next  to  free  program,  but  the  esti- 
mates now  are  that  PIK  may  cost  as 
much  as  $21  billion  this  year. 

In  spite  of  huge  levels  of  participa- 
tion, as  much  as  18  percent  of  the 
wheat  acreage  in  the  country  was  en- 
rolled, the  stock  reductions  will  be 
minimal.  Only  about  8  percent  for 
wheat. 

So  for  about  $21  billion  we  have  got 
virtually  about  the  same  amount  of  re- 
ductions as  we  had  received  the  previ- 
ous year. 

Farm  income  may  actually  fall  again 
this  year  as  huge  PIK  supplies  depress 
the  cash  markets.  The  only  modera- 
tion may  be  due  to  somewhat  lower 
costs  of  production  this  year  and 
granted  the  recent  announcement  of 
grain  sales  to  the  Soviet  Union  may 
help  to  a  certain  degree. 

Of  greatest  concern  to  farmers 
throughout  this  entire  country  is  that 
the  management  and  administration 
of  the  program  has  been  and  contin- 
ues to  t>ie  a  nightmare  and  may  be  driv- 


ing up  the  costs  of  the  program,  thus 
decreasing  its  ability  to  bolster  the 
economy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  In  last  week's  Business 
Week  magazine,  the  edition  dated 
August  8,  1983,  there  was  an  article 
entitled  "How  PIK  Is  Poisoning  Farm 
Policy." 

One  of  the  things  I  worry  about  as  a 
Member  of  Congress  from  an  agricul- 
tural producing  State  is  that  for  the 
first  time  we  are  beginning  to  see  a 
disintegration,  a  breaking  apart  of  the 
farm  coalitions  that  have  for  years  put 
together  farm  bills  In  this  place,  pri- 
marily because  of  negative  feelings 
about  the  PIK  program. 

I  think  it  Is  worthwhile  reading  a 
couple  of  sections  from  that  Business 
Week  article.  I  quote: 

Only  last  winter  farmers  tugged  at  the 
Nation's  heartstrings  as  they  battled  de- 
pressed crop  prices  and  massive  debt  to 
avert  the  bankruptcy  auction  gavel. 

Today,  in  an  abrupt  reversal  of  sentiment, 
farmers  are  the  target  of  scorn— now  no- 
where more  than  in  the  rural  communities 
where  they  market  their  grain  and  bank 
their  profits.  Prom  the  main  streets  of  the 
Midwest  to  the  corridors  of  the  Capitol,  the 
realization  is  taking  hold  that  farmers  have 
wrangled  the  largest  and  perhaps  least  ef- 
fective Federal  bailout  ever,  the  $12  billion 
payment-in-kind  program,  or  PIK. 

The  mounting  budgetary  costs  and  appar- 
ent ineffectiveness  of  PIK  and  other  farm 
programs  are  creating  a  powerful  political 
backlash.  But  farm  interests  are  bitterly 
split  over  how  to  contain  the  costs  of  agri- 
cultural supports  and  deal  with  the  farm 
sector's  fundamental  problem  of  overcapa- 
city. That  split  is  paralyzing  policymaking 
and  it  threatens  to  undermine  efforts  by  the 
Reagan  administration  to  overhaul  the  Gov- 
ernment's farm  programs. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  article,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

I  think  that  the  PIK  program  is 
doing  more  than  undermining  the  ef- 
forts of  the  administration.  I  think 
that  the  PIK  program  is  jeopardizing 
the  fragile  coalition  that  has  made  ag- 
ricultural policy  for  about  a  century. 

Now  it  looks  to  me  as  if  we  lack  a 
firm  policy  for  the  future.  I  believe 
that  the  administration  continues  to 
use  farm  policy  as  a  budget  balancer 
without  regard  for  its  implications  for 
farm  programs. 

The  way  the  announcement  of  the 
1984  wheat  program  has  been  handled 
shows  no  regard  for  farmers.  The  ad- 
ministration has  withheld  details  of 
the  program  even  at  this  stage  as  a  po- 
litical bargaining  chip  for  its  too  little, 
too  late  proposal  to  freeze  target 
prices. 

D  2250 

Also  its  announcement  last  Friday  of 
further  details  conflict  on  target  price 
freeze  legislation  only  worsens  the  sit- 
uation created  earlier. 

And  in  spite,  over  the  last  week,  of 
action  involving  Soviet  grain  sale 
agreements,  foreign  sales  will  be  hurt 
dramatically  over  the  last  18  months 


from  the  use  of  farm  trade  to  leverage 
other  matters. 

For  example,  inaction  until  lately  on 
the  Chinese  textiles  matter  has  cost 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  be- 
cause the  administration  hsis  failed  to 
set  a  course  promoting  farm  exports 
irrespective  of  other  matters  and  has 
in  fact  contradicted  its  espoused  sup- 
port of  free  trade  by  clamping  down 
on  imports,  thus  costing  American 
farmers  their  largest  market. 

The  administration  has  played  cat 
and  mouse  with  the  Soviet  Union  ever 
since  taking  office  and  has  made  posi- 
tive signals  only  twice,  both  politically 
motivated:  once  last  year  a  few  weeks 
before  the  mid-term  elections  and  just 
last  week  to  shore  up  farm  belt  sup- 
port as  the  President  decides  to  run 
for  reelection  and  sell  further  cuts  In 
other  domestic  programs. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  me  to  come 
down  here  and  more  than  criticize.  We 
have  a  giant  farm  program  costing 
many,  many  billions  of  dollars,  de- 
pressed farm  prices. 

I  myself  felt  PIK  at  the  time  was  at 
least  a  way  to  go  out  of  doldrums  of 
the  1981  farm  bill.  But  it  has  not 
worked  very  well.  So,  we  need  to  look 
toward  the  sound  future.  One  of  the 
things  that  disturbs  me  is  the  absolute 
emptiness  of  policymaking  on  farm 
programs  almost  anywhere  in  this 
country.  The  kind  of  thinking  that 
goes  on  in  America  on  scientific  policy 
trade  and  export  policy,  economic 
policy  is  not  found  in  agricultural 
policy.  There  are  no  agricultural  think 
tanks  in  America. 

We  do  not  see  the  existing  think 
tanks  like  Brookings,  American  Enter- 
prise Institute,  Hoover  Institution,  and 
the  whole  assortment  of  folks 
throughout  America  who  think  about 
policy  are  not  even  touching  or  talking 
about  agricultural  land  policy. 

Even  our  land  grant  institutions 
which  have  done  such  a  dramatic  and 
wonderful  job  of  increasing  agricultur- 
al productivity,  on  the  whole  do  not  do 
very  much  in  trying  to  develop  agricul- 
tural policy  for  the  next  few  decades. 

The  alternative  is  a  great  disaster 
for  American  agriculture:  fewer  and 
fewer  farmers,  more  and  more  bank- 
ruptcies, a  situation  which  will  build 
on  itself  and  keep  general  economic  re- 
covery from  emerging. 

Let  us  look  at  what  we  can  do.  In  the 
area  of  farm  exports  we  can  establish 
a  firm  policy  on  farm  export  and  on 
circumstances  to  use  concessional  fi- 
nancing. We  can  establish  greater  and 
more  stable  bilateral  trade  agreements 
with  countries  all  over  the  world.  But 
we  have  to  realize  that  exports  alone 
will  not  improve  the  situation  dramati- 
cally. So,  we  have  to  look  at  the  situa- 
tion of  management. 

We  are  too  productive,  produce  too 
many  crops  particularly  in  the  grains 
area  and  something  must  be  done  to 
reduce  that  production  or  else  we  will 


see  prices  continue  to  plununet  down 
to  zero  and  maybe  in  30  years  the  fit- 
test will  survive,  but  lots  of  folks,  lots 
of  towns,  lots  of  parts  of  America  will 
go  bankrupt  in  the  process. 

The  current  policies  have  failed, 
acreage  reduction,  set-asides.  PIK, 
none  have  worked  to  reduce  the  real 
problem  which  are  huge  oversized- 
crops. 

Now  is  the  time  to  begin  serious  con- 
sideration to  alternatives  to  the  cur- 
rent policy  to  restructure  supply  con- 
trols and  such  alternatives  could  in- 
clude mandatory  production  controls, 
which  I  think  the  farmers  in  America 
should  decide  for  themselves.  The  al- 
ternatives could  involve  bushel  allot- 
ments as  opposed  to  acreage  allot- 
ments, because  you  do  not  eat  acres, 
you  do  not  consume  acres  and  for 
years  that  is  the  way  we  have  reduced 
production  in  America  when  in  fact 
perhaps  we  ought  to  be  looking  at  the 
issue  of  reducing  the  total  amount  of 
bushels  produced. 

But  I  guess  I  come  down  to  this 
House  because  I  have  seen  a  dirth  of 
discussion  from  Members  from  agricul- 
tural producing  areas  responding  to 
the  great  outcry  that  we  see  in  the 
press  and  in  the  national  discussions 
on  the  PIK  program. 

It  is  expensive,  it  is  not  working  to 
rebuild  an  agricultural  future  for 
farmers.  There  must  be  better  ways. 
And  I  guess  my  point  today  is  that 
during  the  next  3  months  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  all  of  us  in  America,  not 
just  farm-producing  legislators  but 
folks  throughout  America,  farmers 
themselves,  people  in  institutions  of  , 
higher  learning,  to  begin  thinking 
much  more  carefully  about  what  we 
want  our  farm  picture  to  look  like  in 
the  next  20  years. 

I  would  close  by  reminding  my  col- 
leagues that  our  natural  resource  base 
is  the  heart  of  America's  strength. 
And  as  it  begins  to  deteriorate,  as  it 
has  been  for  the  last  10  or  15  years,  we 
have  seen  the  strength  of  America's 
economy  begin  to  deteriorate  further. 
I  am  a  Member  from  an  agricultural 
State  but  from  an  Urban  area  of  that 
agricultural  State  and  I  have  come  to 
realize  the  significance  of  a  sound, 
strong,  future-oriented  farm  economy 
to  a  healthy  America. 

It  seems  to  me  we  are  at  the  water- 
shed of  agricultural  policies.  Unless  we 
can  make  dramatic  changes  in  our 
farm  policies  over  the  next  2  or  3  years 
we  may  see  a  disastrous  catastrophe 
happen  in  the  production  of  food  and 
fiber  in  America. 

•  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
joining  with  my  colleagues  this 
evening  to  examine  our  agricultural 
policies  and  the  current  stewardship 
of  our  basic  agricultural  programs  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  tenure  of  John  Block  as  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  be  re- 
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membered  most  in  future  years  for  the 
payment-in-kind  (PIK)  program.  Al- 
though land  diversion  programs  have 
been  utilized  since  the  1930"s,  the  scale 
of  the  PIK  program  has  assured  it  will 
not  be  ignored  nor  forgotten  in  the 
near  or  more  distant  future. 

Monumental  in  many  respects,  the 
payment-in-kind  program  is  also  a 
monument  to  the  mismanagement  of 
the  Nation's  most  basic  farm  programs 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
The  size  and  cost  of  the  PIK  program, 
which  have  assured  its  place  in  histo- 
ry, are  also  a  direct  reflection  of  the 
degree  of  farm  program  mismanage- 
ment which  necessitated  the  creation 
of  the  PIK  program. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture, the  PIK  program  was 
needed  because  of  large  global  supplies 
of  agricultural  commodities,  the  global 
recession,  the  strong  U.S.  dollars,  and 
the  financial  plight  of  importing  na- 
tions. In  particular,  the  Agriculture 
Department  cited  record  world  pro- 
duction of  grains,  oilseeds,  and  cotton 
in  1981-82  and  record  world  crops  of 
grains  and  oilseeds  again  in  1982-83, 
world  consumption  of  feedgrains  had 
not  increased  since  1978-79  and  world 
consumption  of  wheat  had  not  in- 
creased since  1979-80,  the  value  of  the 
U.S.  dollar  compared  to  other  curren- 
cies had  risen  to  the  highest  level  in  13 
years  which  increased  the  cost  of  U.S. 
farm  commodities  purchased  by  for- 
eign buyers  and  depressed  farm  export 
sales,  and  the  global  economic  reces- 
sion reduced  the  ability  of  importing 
nations  to  purchase  U.S.  farm  produc- 
tion. 

These  conditions,  cited  by  the  Agri- 
culture Department  to  explain  the 
need  for  creating  the  PIK  program, 
did  not  arrive  unarmounced  1  day  late 
in  1982  on  the  doorstep  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture.  The  loss  of  $2.2 
billion  in  farm  exports  because  of  the 
impact  of  the  value  of  the  U.S.  dollar, 
for  example,  had  been  estimated  on 
March  3,  1982,  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  These  conditions  were  no 
surprise,  but  are  instead  an  admission 
of  major  mismanagement  of  the  Na- 
tion's farm  programs  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture. 

As  a  direct  consequence  of  this  mis- 
management, the  cost  of  farm  price 
support  programs  has  increased  dra- 
matically from  $4  billion  in  1981,  only 
2  years  ago,  to  $21.8  billion  this  year 
according  to  the  administration's  most 
recent  forecast.  A  stated  objective  of 
the  PIK  program  is  "to  promote  a 
farm  income  while  at  the  same  time 
reducing  costs  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and,  thus,  to  U.S.  taxpayers."  As 
a  result  of  farm  program  mismanage- 
ment, the  cost  of  farm  price  support 
programs  has  soared,  but  according  to 
current  estimates,  no  improvement  in 
farm  income  has  occurred.  In  fact, 
farm  prices  are  falling  and  in  June  the 
national  farm  parity  price  fell  to  56 


percent  equaling  the  50-year  low  suf- 
fered in  January  and  February  of 
1982. 

As  the  consequences  of  farm  pro- 
gram mismanagement  have  become 
apparent  even  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  there  have  been  increas- 
ing efforts  to  divert  attention  away 
from  the  failed  management  of  our 
Nation's  basic  farm  programs  and  to 
focus  attention  on  future  farm  policy. 
The  debate  on  future  farm  policy 
sought  by  the  administration  has 
begun  and  the  cost  of  consequences  of 
program  mismanagement  are  central 
to  that  debate.* 

•  Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  lead- 
ing agricultural  economists  and  farm 
organization  representatives,  including 
two  from  the  University  of  Missouri, 
testified  recently  at  a  House  Govern- 
ment Operations  Subcommittee  hear- 
ing and  charged  that  mismanagement 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  early  1982  contributed  to  lower 
farm  income  at  the  same  time  that  the 
taxpayer  cost  for  administering  farm 
programs  increased. 

Dr.  Abner  Womack  told  the  subcom- 
mittee that  a  paid  diversion  program 
for  1982  would  have  increased  farmers' 
incomes  for  1982  and  would  have  re- 
duced price-depressing  surpluses.  Dr. 
Harold  Breimyer  concurred,  testifying 
that  if  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
had  instituted  an  aggressive  paid  di- 
version in  early  1982,  not  only  would 
prices  have  been  higher  for  farmers 
and  Government  payments  less  for 
taxpayers,  but  little  or  no  payment-in- 
kind  program  would  have  been  needed 
in  1983.  He  laid  most  of  the  blame  on 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Di- 
rector David  Stockman's  approach  to 
agricultural  problems,  calling  them 
"penny  wise  and  not  merely  pound 
foolish,  but  billion  dollar  foolish." 

In  early  1982.  I  spoke  to  this  body 
and  called  for  a  comprehensive  farm 
program,  including,  among  other 
things,  a  proper  diversion  program 
and  increased  agricultural  exports. 
The  House  passed  legislation  incorpo- 
rating these  provisions,  but  it  was 
never  enacted  into  law.  Thus,  in  1982, 
we  saw  agricultural  exports  actually 
decrease  as  burdensome  grain  surplus- 
es piled  up. 

Finally,  the  administration  respond- 
ed in  1983  with  payment-in-kind,  or 
PIK.  program.  This  program  has  been 
helpful,  and  has  undoubtedly  saved 
many  farmers  from  bankruptcy.  But  it 
has  had  its  drawbacks.  It  has  hurt  the 
business  of  small  agricultural  suppli- 
ers, such  as  farm  equipment  dealers 
and  those  who  sell  fertilizer  and  seed. 
And,  because  the  program  was  drawn 
up  in  haste,  there  have  been  adminis- 
trative headaches.  I  have  received  re- 
ports of  long  delays  in  PIK  payments 
being  made,  and  of  farmers  receiving 
the  wrong  class  or  grade  of  grain. 
Newspaper   reports   have   focused   on 


payments  worth  more  than  a  million 
dollars  to  large  corporate  farms. 

These  problems,  plus  the  cost  of  the 
program,  indicate  that  PIK  can  only 
be  a  short-term  solution  to  farm  finan- 
cial problems.  In  my  opinion,  there 
will  be  no  substantial,  long-term  im- 
provement in  the  farm  economy  until 
we  reverse  the  current  downward 
trend  in  agricultural  exports,  expand 
the  market  for  our  farm  products  and 
bring  interest  rates  down  to  a  reasona- 
ble level.* 


ALTERNATIVE  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Danne- 
MEYER)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  not  too  difficult  to  lapse  into  a  state 
of  mild  euphoria  over  the  seemingly 
endless  gush  of  optimistic  news  over 
the  past  several  weeks.  Reports  the 
GNP  had  risen  over  8  percent  in  the 
second  quarter  had  many  economic 
forecasters,  both  private  and  in  Gov- 
ernment, falling  over  themselves  in 
unrestrained  astonishment  that  their 
own  predictions  were  about  half  that 
figure.  It  seems  now  everybody  sees 
the  rainbow. 

The  problem  is  that  we  are  not  nec- 
essarily assured  of  finding  a  pot  of 
gold  at  the  end  of  that  rainbow.  The 
July  economic  news  notes  published 
by  the  National  Association  of  Home 
Builders  gives  us  a  clue.  Based  on  the 
way  the  financial  markets  have  been 
behaving  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the 
housing  recovery  can  maintain  its  mo- 
mentum for  more  than  a  few  months. 
Even  worse  we  may  have  another  bust 
in  1985  as  a  result  of  the  almost  cer- 
tain collision  in  the  capital  markets 
when  demands  for  private  capital 
clash  with  Government  borrowing. 

Government  borrowing,  borrowing 
necessitated  by  budget  deficits  of  such 
magnitude  that  most  people  cannot 
comprehend  the  numbers.  The  mes- 
sage to  Congress  ought  to  be  clear 
enough,  "cut  spending  now  or  face  the 
inevitable  tide  when  the  34th  State 
calls  for  the  convening  of  a  Constitu- 
tional Convention  to  require  a  bal- 
anced budget."  Not  more  than  a  half 
hour  ago  this  House  saw  adopted  a  re- 
authorization of  revenue  sharing  for 
cities  and  counties  and  States  around 
this  country. 

In  concept  it  was  an  excellent  pro- 
posal, starting  in  the  early  part  of  the 
1970's  to  give  revenue  by  the  Federal 
Government  without  strings  and  as  a 
reduction  for  this  new  revenue  sharing 
we  would  reduce  on  an  allocated  basis 
certain  categorical  aid  programs. 

It  was  intended  it  would  be  a  net 
push  to  the  Federal  taxpayer.  It  has 
not  worked  out  that  way.  And  we  saw 
the  result  of  the  vote.  Once  something 
gets  started  it  is  almost  impossible  to 


stop  it,  even  though  we  have  no  reve- 
nue to  share. 

Over  the  course  of  the  past  several 
weeks  this  Member  from  California 
has  taken  these  special  orders  to  bring 
to  the  Members'  attention  the  fact 
that  we  can,  if  we  have  the  will  in  this 
House,  adopt  a  budget  proposal  that 
can  substantially  reduce  the  deficit 
that  we  are  now  facing  in  this  country; 
namely,  estimated  to  be  $200  billion 
for  fiscal  year  1984.  the  fiscal  year 
that  will  start  on  October  1  of  this 
year. 

The  Members  may  recall  that  when 
this  matter  was  considered  by  the 
House  in  March  of  this  year,  this 
Member  from  California,  working  with 
half  a  dozen  of  my  colleagues,  pro- 
duced an  alternative  budget  that  pro- 
posed spending  for  1984  of 
$760,510,000,000.  that  is  in  contrast  to 
the  budget  proposal  adopted  by  the 
House  calling  for  spending  of  $863.55 
billion.  That  reduction  of  $103  billion, 
which  it  would  have  achieved,  were  it 
adopted,  would  not  balance  the  budget 
in  1984,  but  it  would  have  significantly 
reduced  the  deficit,  in  fact,  reduced 
the  deficit  for  1984  to  $68.51  billion. 

You  would  think  when  you  examine 
opinion  polls  around  the  country  that 
the  Members  of  this  House  would  be 
willing  to  at  least  adopt  a  spending 
proposal  that  would  substantially 
reduce  the  deficit,  because  poll  after 
poll  indicates  that  that  is  the  desire  of 
the  American  people.  But  my  col- 
leagues will  be  surprised  perhaps  to 
learn  that  the  Members  of  this  House 
were  not  even  permitted  to  vote  on 
this  alternative  budget  whereby  we 
would  have  reduced  the  deficit  by  over 
$100  billion  for  fiscal  year  1984. 

You  have  to  ask  the  question,  well, 
why  would  a  process  come  about  that 
would  prevent  the  Members  of  the 
House  from  voting  for  that  lower  level 
of  spending  consistent  with  the  will  of 
the  vast  majority  of  the  people  of  this 
country. 

The  answer  to  that  question  deals 
with  how  this  House  Ls  run  and  who 
runs  this  House. 

The  Democrats  in  this  House  have  a 
total  of  some  267.  We  Republicans 
have  a  total  of  about  168.  They  have 
62  percent  of  the  membership,  we 
have  38  percent  of  the  membership. 

The  Rules  Committee,  which  con- 
trols the  flow  of  legislation  to  the 
House,  as  we  all  know,  has  a  majority 
of  two  to  one  Democrats  on  that  Rules 
Committee. 

This  Member  went  to  the  Rules 
Committee  and  asked  that  a  rule  be 
made  in  order  whereby  the  alternative 
budget  that  this  Member  from  Califor- 
nia is  talking  about  could  have  been 
voted  on  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

I  am  sad  to  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
the  Rules  Committee,  dominated  by 
the  Democrats  two  to  one,  ignored  the 
request  by  this  Member  from  Califor- 
nia and  refused  to  make  this  alterna- 


tive budget  in  order  to  be  voted  on  on 
the  floor  of  the  House. 

I  can  only  conclude  that  the  main 
reason  they  did  that  was  because  they 
do  not  want  their  Members  in  this 
House  to  have  to  vote  or  to  explain  to 
their  voters  in  the  election  of  Novem- 
ber 1984  why  they  voted  against  cut- 
ting spending  of  this  magnitude. 

It  is  a  sad  day,  but  it  is  the  only  way 
that  I  can  bring  this  matter  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  House  that  this  error 
could  be  rectified  when  the  law  says 
we  are  supposed  to  take  up  the  second 
concurrent  budget  resolution  in  Sep- 
tember of  this  year,  just  about  a 
month  and  a  half  from  now,  and  it  is 
my  hope  that  the  Rules  Committee 
will  make  in  order  an  alternative 
budget  proposal  so  that  Members  of 
this  House  will  have  the  chance  to 
vote  on  record  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  want  to  reduce  spending  of  the 
amount  that  was  contained  in  this  al- 
ternative proposal  or  some  other 
Member's  alternative  which  will  move 
in  the  same  direction. 

Sometimes  I  am  asked  when  I  make 
this  presentation,  "Well,  where  are 
you  going  to  cut  spending?"  There  is  a 
drum  beat  around  here.  Sometimes  we 
hear  that,  "Well,  you  really  cannot  cut 
spending.  It  is  so  ingrained  in  our 
system  that  as  a  practical  matter  it 
cannot  be  done.  "  Or  if  you  are  at- 
tempting to  make  spending  cuts  of 
that  magnitude,  you  really  cannot 
achieve  it  because  you  are  doing  it  on 
the  backs  of  the  poor,  the  downtrod- 
den, the  deprived,  and  the  handi- 
capped in  our  society. 

I  have  prepared  an  analysis  which  I 
have  been  reading  over  the  course  of 
the  past  several  weeks  to  indicate  that 
that  is  not  the  case  and  to  illustrate  to 
my  colleagues  how  we  can  reduce 
spending  of  this  magnitude  in  a  re- 
sponsible way. 

I  want  to  read  some  of  those  provi- 
sions here  this  evening. 

The  first  category  deals  with  700, 
veterans  benefits  and  services. 

The  proposal  for  reduction  in  this 
category  comes  at  $200  million,  the 
base  line  is  $25.5  billion.  The  alterna- 
tive budget  that  this  Member  from 
California  prepared  suggested  spend- 
ing be  $25.3  billion,  a  reduction  of  $200 
million. 

And  the  way  that  can  be  achieved  is 
by  altering  compensation  provisions  in 
category  701  as  follows: 

Reduce  funding  for  1984  to  level  pro- 
posed by  the  President,  cap  outyears 
to  allow  for  60  percent  of  CPI  COLA 
less  expected  caseload  decline. 

In  category  750,  administration  of 
justice.  The  CBO  base  line  estimated 
spending  at  $5.4  billion.  This  alterna- 
tive budget  recommends  $4.9  billion,  a 
reduction  of  $500  million. 

That  reduction  can  be  achieved  as 
follows: 


Category  751,  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment activities  (Department  of  Educa- 
tion) education  activities. 

Department  management:  Reduce 
funding  for  civil  rights  enforcement  to 
level  proposed  by  the  President. 

Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services.  Departmental  management: 
Office  of  Civil  Rights— terminate 
office,  transfer  activities  to  the  Justice 
Department. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development.  Fair  housing  and  equal 
opportunity:  Fair  housing  assistance- 
terminate  funding  for  grants  to  States. 

Department  of  Justice.  Interagency 
Law  Enforcement.  Organized  crime 
drug  enforcement— reduce  funding  to 
level  proposed  by  the  President. 

Department  of  the  Treasury.  Bureau 
of  Alcohol.  Tobacco,  and  Firearms- 
terminate  bureau,  transfer  necessary 
interstate  criminal  detection  and  in- 
vestigation activities  to  the  FBI. 

Other  independent  agencies.  Com- 
mission on  Civil  Rights— terminate 
agency,  transfer  the  activities  to  the 
Justice  Department. 

Architectural  and  Transportation 
Barriers  Compliance  Board— terminate 
agency,  program  has  progressed  to 
degree  of  compliance  where  separate- 
agency  status  is  not  warranted. 

Category  752  Federal  litigative  and 
judicial  activities.  Department  of  Jus- 
tice. Legal  activities:  Community  rela- 
tions service— delete  funding  and  ter- 
minate Federal  intervention  in  local 
police  operations. 

Other  independent  agencies.  Legal 
Services  Corporation— terminate 

agency  as  originally  proposed  by  the 
President. 

Category  754,  criminal  justice  assist- 
ance. Office  of  Justice  Assistance:  Jus- 
tice assistance— reduce  funding  to  level 
proposed  by  the  President. 

Category  800,  general  government. 

CBO  base  line  for  this  category  is 
$5.4  billion  for  1984.  This  alternative 
proposal  suggests  we  spend  for  it  $5.2 
billion.  A  difference  of  $200  million. 

In  a  breakdown  of  that  category. 

Category  801,  legislative  functions. 

Legislative  branch.  Senate:  Miscella- 
neous items— cap  funding  at  $40  mil- 
lion. Contingent  expenses — cap  fund- 
ing at  $250,000. 

House:  Allowances  and  expenses- 
cap  funding  in  outyears  at  $90  million. 

Government  Printing  Office:  Con- 
gressional printing  and  binding— cap 
funding  in  outyears  at  $100  million. 

Other  legislative  branch  agencies: 
Commission  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion in  Europe— terminate  the  activi- 
ties of  that  agency. 

Category  802,  executive  direction 
and  management.  Executive  Office  of 
the  President.  Office  of  Science  and 
Technology  Policy— terminate  the 
office,  activities  ought  to  be  adminis- 
tered by  the  Office  of  Policy  Develop- 
ment. 
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Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
and  Office  of  E^nvlronmental  Quality- 
terminate  these  activities,  policy 
ought  to  be  directed  by  the  EPA. 

U.S.  Trade  Representative— termi- 
nate office,  activities  ought  to  be  ad- 
ministered by  the  International  Trade 
Administration. 

Category  803,  central  fiscal  oper- 
ations. E>€partment  of  the  Treasury. 
Bureau  of  Government  Financial  Op- 
erations: Salaries  and  expenses- 
reduce  funding  to  level  proposed  by 
the  President,  cap  outyears  at  $250 
million. 

Office  of  the  Secretary:  Salaries  and 
expenses— incorporate  President's  pro- 
posal to  delete  funding  for  the  old  ac- 
count for  international  affairs. 

Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt:  Adminis- 
tering the  public  debt— reduce  funding 
to  level  proposed  by  the  President,  cap 
outyears  at  $210  million. 

Category  806,  other  general  govern- 
ment. 

Department  of  the  Treasury.  Office 
of  the  Secretary:  Presidential  election 
campaign  fund— terminate  taxpayer 
subsidies  of  campaigns. 

Other  independent  agencies.  Navajo 
and  Hopi  Indian  Relocation  Commis- 
sion—terminate the  Agency,  activities 
ought  to  be  administered  by  the  Inte- 
rior Department. 

Other  temporary  commissions:  Advi- 
sory Commission  on  Intergovernmen- 
tal Relations— terminate  this  activity. 

U.S.  Holocaust  Memorial  Council- 
delete  funding,  finance  activities 
through  private  donations  as  was  the 
Vietnam  Veterans  Memorial. 

We  in  this  House,  serving  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  must 
come  to  a  basic  decision  as  to  whether 
we  truly  want  to  do  something  about 
this  runaway  out-of-control  spending. 
And  the  way  to  do  it  is  to  lay  out  a 
program  whereby  we  can  responsibly 
make  significant  cuts  in  the  spending 
total  by  the  Federal  Goverrunent. 
That  is  in  this  spirit  that  this  pro- 
posed alternative  is  offered. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  when  we  take 
up  this  matter  again  in  September,  as 
the  law  requires,  that  we  will  have  an 
opportunity  of  voting  on  this  proposed 
alternative  proposal  for  reducing 
spending  by  bringing  it  under  control 
or  some  other  Member's  so  that  the 
taxpayers  of  this  country  will  have  an 
opportunity  of  evaluating  whether  or 
not  we  have  been  proper  stewards  of 
the  privileges  and  responsibilities  that 
we  hold  as  Members  of  Congress. 
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THE  O'NEILL  PROJECT  IN 
NEBRASKA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereuter) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  25,  1983.  I  addressed  the  Mem- 


bers of  this  body  to  discuss  my  con- 
cerns about  a  new  study  of  the  author- 
ized O'Neill  project  in  Nebraska.  I  out- 
lined for  the  record  some  of  my  reser- 
vations about  this  latest  study  effort. 

I  wish  to  reiterate  one  statement 
from  my  July  25  special  order:  "I  shall 
not  consider  myself  or  my  constituents 
bound  in  any  way  by  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  joint  State-Federal  study 
authorized  in  the  fiscal  year  1983  sup- 
plemental appropriations  bill." 

I  repeat  this  statement  because  I 
have  been  asked  today  to  join  my  col- 
leagues in  the  Nebraska  congressional 
delegation  in  signing  a  letter  to  Secre- 
tary Watt  requesting  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation to  initiate  another  review 
and  analysis  of  the  authorized  O'Neill 
unit  plan  in  order  to  determine  if 
there  are  additional  ways  to  reduce 
costs  for  the  authorized  project. 

I  did  sign  the  letter  because  I  believe 
any  effort  to  reduce  costs,  even  mar- 
ginally, deserves  support.  However,  as 
the  O'Neill  project  includes  construc- 
tion of  the  Norden  Dam,  it  will  never 
receive  sufficient  support  in  Nebraska 
or  Congress  to  see  it  completed.  Never- 
theless, I  am  willing  to  give  supporters 
of  the  project  this  additional  opportu- 
nity to  seek  modifications  to  their 
project  and  present  their  findings  to 
the  public.  I  am  anxious  to  see  a  de- 
tailed work  plan  outlining  the  compo- 
nents of  this  study  effort. 

For  the  record,  I  wish  to  make  clear 
that  in  this  instance  as  well,  that  I 
consider  that  neither  my  constituents 
nor  I  are  in  any  way  bound  by  the  re- 
sults of  this  second  study. 

At  the  conclusion  of  both  studies,  I 
hope  that  a  concensus  can  be  achieved 
to  begin  work  on  a  reasonable,  cost-ef- 
fective alternative  that  delivers  water 
to  north  central  Nebraska. 


FAIR  HOUSING  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1983 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Sensen- 
BRENNER)  IS  recogTiized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  introduced  the  Fair 
Housing  Amendments  of  1983.  This 
bill  is  the  same  proposal  that  Presi- 
dent Reagan  recently  submitted  to  the 
Congress.  It  has  the  strong  endorse- 
ment of  the  Justice  Department  and 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development. 

This  legislation  puts  teeth  in  the 
current  law  where  none  have  existed 
before.  The  heart  of  this  bill  is  the 
strengthened  enforcement  mechanism. 
For  the  first  time,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, upon  HUD's  recommendation  will 
be  able  to  file  an  action  where  an  indi- 
vidual has  complained  of  a  discrimina- 
tory housing  practice.  Currently,  the 
Attorney  General  only  has  pattern  or 
practice    jurisdiction.    The    Attorney 


General  can  also  file  for  temporary  or 
injunctive  relief  pending  final  disposi- 
tion of  a  complaint.  The  bill  places  ad- 
ditional emphasis  on  conciliation  by 
providing  for  binding  arbitration.  It 
allows  a  civil  penalty  to  be  levied  by  a 
court  for  $50,000  and  $100,000  for  sub- 
sequent violations. 

This  bill  also  includes  handicapped 
persons  as  a  covered  class.  The  handi- 
capped provisions  are  broadly  written, 
but  do  not  include  current  impairment 
related  to  alcoholism  or  drug  abuse  or 
that  would  be  a  direct  threat  to  the 
safety  of  others. 

This  legislation  is  another  example 
of  the  administration's  strong  commit- 
ment to  the  enforcement  and 
strengthening  of  our  civil  rights  laws. 
I  hope  the  introduction  of  this  bill  will 
spark  the  serious  thoughtful  and  bi- 
partisan debate  on  this  major  civil 
rights  issue  which  needs  to  be  ad- 
dressed. It  is  a  debate  that  needs  to  be 
devoid  of  political  rhetoric  if  the 
strengthening  of  our  fair  housing  laws 
is  to  become  a  reality.  As  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  House  Judici- 
ary Subcommittee  on  Civil  and  Consti- 
tutional Rights,  I  will  be  working  very 
hard  to  accomplish  the  objective  of 
putting  teeth  in  the  current  act  and  to 
include  handicapped  persons  as  a  cov- 
ered class.* 


FTC  CREDIT  PRACTICES  RULE 
WELL  BALANCED 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Annunzio)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  20  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
voted  to  adopt  a  modified  version  of 
the  credit  practices  rule  that  had  been 
under  consideration  since  1975.  The 
rule  that  was  adopted  carefully  bal- 
ances the  needs  of  consumers  for  pro- 
tection from  unfair  credit  practices 
against  the  needs  of  creditors  to  col- 
lect debts  due  them.  It  is  a  victory  for 
commonsense  in  rulemaking  and 
should  stand  as  an  example  to  other 
agencies  on  how  to  conduct  fair  and 
unbiased  rulemaking  proceedings. 

The  rule  bans  certain  contractual 
provisions  in  consumer  credit  con- 
tracts that  give  creditors  unfair  and 
unnecessary  leverage  over  consumers. 
Confession  of  judgment  clauses,  also 
known  as  cognovits,  are  banned.  These 
are  contractual  clauses  in  which  the 
consumer  supposedly  agrees  in  ad- 
vance that  if  the  consumer  defaults  on 
paying,  for  whatever  reason,  the  credi- 
tor can  go  to  court,  file  suit,  and  then 
have  a  judgment  entered  against  the 
consumer,  all  without  the  consumer 
being  notified  of  the  suit  or  having  an 
opportunity  to  present  a  defense.  Cog- 
novits are  completely  contrary  to  the 
American  system  of  fairness  in  which 
everyone  should  have  an  opportunity 


to  be  heard  and  are  properly  banned 
by  the  rule. 

Many  States  permit  debtors  to  keep 
certain  essential  property  when  their 
property  is  seized  to  collect  a  judg- 
ment. Typically,  the  exempt  property 
consists  of  certain  goods  that  are  es- 
sential to  the  consumer  for  maintain- 
ing a  home,  such  as  cooking  utensils, 
or  a  livelihood,  such  as  tools.  Often 
creditors  have  consumers  waive  in  ad- 
vance all  their  rights  to  keep  such 
property.  The  FTC  rule  would  prohib- 
it such  blanket  waivers  but  would 
permit  the  consumer  and  creditor  to 
agree  to  waive  State  exemptions  of 
specific  items  if  State  law  permitted. 

A  wage  assignment  permits  a  credi- 
tor to  receive  part  of  a  consumer's 
paycheck  directly  from  the  consumer's 
employer.  Once  a  creditor  has  a  wage 
assignment,  the  consumer  has  no 
choice  over  how  to  spend  his  money, 
and  if  an  emergency  arises  in  which 
the  consumer  needs  the  additional 
money  for  medical  bills  or  the  like,  the 
consumer  cannot  divert  that  money 
from  the  creditor  to  pay  the  doctor. 
Under  an  irrevocable  wage  assignment, 
there  is  nothing  the  consumer  can  do, 
for  unlike  a  wage  garnishment,  the 
consumer  receives  no  notice  that  the 
wage  assignment  has  been  filed,  and 
no  court  has  to  give  permission  for  the 
wage  assignment.  The  rule  bars  irrevo- 
cable wage  assignments,  but  recognizes 
that  voluntary  wage  assignments  that 
may  be  canceled  by  the  consumer  are 
not  subject  to  abuse,  and  so  permits 
them.  Here  again,  the  Commission 
took  a  commonsense  approach  and 
barred  abuses  without  developing  an 
overbroad  rule. 

Another  typical  consumer  credit 
contract  clause  that  is  outlawed  by  the 
rule  is  the  blanket  security  interest  in 
household  goods  and  furnishings.  This 
clause  gives  the  creditor  the  right  to 
seize  and  sell  all  the  consumer's  per- 
sonal goods  and  belongings  in  the 
event  the  consumer  defaults  on  the 
agreement.  This  remedy  is  used  more 
by  creditors  to  terrorize  consumers 
than  to  provide  security  that  will  pro- 
vide compensation  since  the  resale 
value  of  used  household  goods  is  typi- 
cally low.  The  rule  recognizes  that 
some  household  goods  do  have  signifi- 
cant value,  however,  and  it  permits  the 
taking  of  security  interests  in  items  of 
significant  value,  such  as  works  of  art 
and  antiques.  Creiditors  who  advance 
funds  for  the  purchase  of  particular 
items  can  continue  to  take  security  in- 
terests in  those  items  as  well. 

The  rule  forbids  the  pyramiding  of 
late  charges.  Often  a  consumer  will 
miss  a  payment  and  incur  a  late 
charge.  If  the  consumer  then  makes 
up  that  payment  but  not  the  late 
charge,  the  creditor  will  apportion 
part  of  each  subsequent  payment  to 
the  intial  late  charge  and  consequent- 
ly cause  every  succeeding  payment  to 
be  late.  The  creditor  will  then  assess  a 


late  charge  for  each  one  of  those  pay- 
ments. This  practice  permits  the  credi- 
tor to  parlay  a  single  late  payment 
into  a  recurring  charge,  even  though 
the  account  is  actually  paid  to  date. 

Finally,  the  rule  requires  that  co- 
signers be  provided  a  notice  informing 
them  of  the  obligations  and  liabilities 
that  they  are  undertaking  when  co- 
signing  a  loan.  Many  consumers  who 
guarantee  loans  for  others  do  not  real- 
ize that  they  can  be  liable  for  late  fees 
and  collection  costs,  can  be  sued,  can 
have  their  wages  garnished,  and  can 
have  their  property  sold  without  the 
creditor  first  seeking  payment  from 
the  primary  obligor.  This  notice  is  a 
small  price  to  pay  for  informing  co- 
signers of  the  nature  of  the  obligation 
they  are  incurring. 

The  Commission  wisely  rejected  sev- 
eral proposals  in  connection  with  the 
rule.  It  rejected  bans  on  cross-collater- 
al clauses,  which  give  the  creditor  a  se- 
curity interest  in  property  already  in 
use  as  collateral  for  earlier  loans  when 
the  creditor  makes  a  new  loan,  third- 
party  contacts  when  attempting  to  col- 
lect debts,  prohibitions  on  the  assess- 
ment of  attorney's  fees  in  collection 
actions,  and  limitations  on  deficiency 
judgements  when  collateral  is  sold  for 
less  than  the  amount  owed  the  credi- 
tor. 

The  actions  of  the  Commission  in 
prohibiting  certain  actions  by  credi- 
tors and  rejecting  other  proposals 
clearly  show  that  the  Commission 
gave  careful  consideration  to  the  argu- 
ments for  and  against  these  proposals. 
After  8  years  of  hearings,  reports, 
staff  recommendations,  and  delibera- 
tions, it  appears  to  me  that  the  Com- 
mission developed  a  final  rule  that  will 
permit  creditors  to  continue  to  ade- 
quately secure  loans  and  assure  repay- 
ment without  abusing  consumers.  The 
Commission  is  to  be  congratulated  for 
its  action  in  adopting  this  rule.  I  am 
confident  that  the  Commission  will 
approve  the  final  statement  of  basis 
and  purpose  and  regulatory  analysis 
for  the  proposed  rule  this  September 
so  that  the  rule  can  be  finally  promul- 
gated without  any  undue  delay.* 


ONE  APPROACH  TO  CONTROL- 
LING HEALTH  CARE  COSTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Paketta) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  re- 
cently had  the  opportunity  to  read  the 
text  of  a  speech  given  by  Joe  Califano, 
former  Secretary  of  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
(HEW)  entitled,  "The  Chrysler  Story: 
How  an  Ailing  American  Firm  Is  Tack- 
ling Health  Care  Cost  Problem."  I  am 
inserting  the  text  of  this  speech  into 
the  Record  for  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues.  The  major  focus  of  this 
essay     responds     to     the    challenges 


which  face  the  Chrysler  Corp.  and 
other  private  concerns  in  their  efforts 
to  afford  the  health  care  cost  of  their 
employees.  However,  this  same  mes- 
sage can  be  directed  at  the  Congress, 
and  the  administration  as  we  contem- 
plate reforms  to  salvage  the  crippled 
medicare  system  and  maintain  other 
Federal  health  care  programs. 

As  you  all  know  too  well,  the  medi- 
care trust  fund  is  facing  severe  finan- 
cial problems  and  recent  projections 
point  to  a  $1  trillion  deficit  in  this 
trust  fund  by  the  year  2005.  While  the 
Congress  has  given  the  social  security 
system  new  life,  the  medicare  fund 
continues  to  demand  intensive  care. 
The  fact  is  that  the  financial  problems 
in  the  medicare  system  and  the  cost 
demands  of  other  Federal  health  care 
programs  will  continue  to  make  inher- 
ently difficult  the  institution  of  effec- 
tive policies  to  reduce  large  Federal 
budget  deficits.  This  fact  points  to  the 
need  for  the  enactment  of  sound,  fair, 
and  compassionate  reforms  in  this  pro- 
gram. With  growth  in  the  elderly  pop- 
ulation expected  throughout  the  next 
decade,  it  is  our  responsibility  to 
insure  that  adequate  and  quality 
health  care  coverage  is  available. 

Former  Secretary  Califano  con- 
cludes in  his  speech  that  education, 
the  use  of  alternative  systems,  build- 
ing on  efficient  parts  of  the  current 
system,  and  cooperation  from  health 
care  participants  are  all  parts  of  a 
comprehensive  solution  to  the  health 
problems  demanding  the  attention  of 
the  Chrysler  Corp.  As  Congress  de- 
bates medicare  reforms,  the  sugges- 
tions of  Mr.  Califano  should  be  recog- 
nized. 

Following  is  the  text  of  former  Sec- 
retary Califano's  speech: 
[From  the  PAH  Review,  July/ August  1983] 

The  Chrysler  Story:  How  an  Ailing  Amer- 
ican Firm  Is  Tackling  Health  Care  Cost 

Problem 

(By  Joseph  A.  Califano,  Jr.) 

Let  me  begin  with  some  questions. 

Over  the  past  30  years,  what  has  been  the 
fastest  rising  cost  of  doing  business  in  Amer- 
ica? 

If  businessmen  answer  labor,  they  are 
wrong.  If  union  leaders  answer  energy,  they 
are  wrong,  too. 

What  is  the  most  rapidly  widening  gap  be- 
tween what  a  company  pays  the  average  em- 
ployee and  what  that  employee  takes  home? 

If  you  answer  income  taxes,  you  are 
wrong. 

What  is  the  most  sharply  increasing  por- 
tion of  the  ballooning  federal  budget? 

If  you  answer  Social  Security  or  defense 
spending,  you  are  wrong. 

The  answer  to  all  these  questions  is 
health  care  costs. 

For  management,  health  care  is  the  only 
item  purchased  that  is  priced  unilaterally, 
outside  the  competitive  marketplace,  with- 
out any  negotiation  with  the  suppliers— doc- 
tors and  hospitals. 

For  employees,  particularly  those  in  so- 
phisticated, hard-bargaining  unions  like  the 
United  Auto  Workers  (UAW)  who  negotiate 
for  each  half  cent  of  the  dollar,  health  care 
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benefits  are  put  In  the  contract  without 
questioning  whatever  the  hospital,  doctor  or 
laboratory  charges. 

We  did  not  get  into  this  predicament— one 
might  say.  mess— overnight.  Health  care 
costs  have  been  outstripping  inflation  for 
years.  Every  recent  American  president- 
Johnson.  Nixon.  Ford.  Carter  and  now 
Reagan— has  tried  to  change  the  way  we 
pay  doctors  and  hospitals  and  to  put  a  cap 
on  hospital  costs. 

In  1980.  when  oil  prices  were  skyrocketing, 
concerned  Americans  feared  that  the  Arab 
oil  sheiks  would  break  the  American  econo- 
my. In  that  year.  Americans  spent  S2  on 
health  care  for  every  $1  they  spent  on  oil. 
In  1982.  the  double  digit  rise  in  health  care 
costs,  in  defiance  of  the  worst  recession  and 
the  lowest  inflation  in  years,  demonstrates 
that  something  is  fundamentally  wrong 
with  our  health  care  system. 

The  structure  of  that  system  assures  con- 
tinued growth  and  guarantees  that  most  of 
the  growth  will  be  inflationary  and  not  real, 
that  cost  increases  will  not  reflect  better 
health  care  for  Americans.  In  two  respects. 
the  health  industry  is  totally  out  of  step 
with  the  American  system  of  free  enterprise 
and  competition: 

First,  hospitals  are  generally  reimbursed 
on  a  cost,  or  in  the  case  of  for  profit  hospi- 
tals, a  cost-plus  basis.  Doctors  are  paid  on  a 
fee-for-service  t>asis.  Thus,  the  more  hospi- 
tals spend,  the  more  they  receive:  the  more 
services  doctors  perform,  the  more  money 
they  make.  No  wonder  the  rate  of  surgery  is 
rising  five  times  faster  than  the  population. 

Second,  there  is  no  relationship  between 
the  buyer  and  the  seller.  When  an  American 
buys  an  automobile,  he  or  she  picks  a 
dealer,  negotiates  about  model,  price,  terms 
of  payment,  optional  equipment,  color,  trim. 
Then  the  buyer  picks  the  car  he  wants. 

With  inflation  increasingly  coming  under 
control  as  consumer  and  wholesale  price  in- 
dices level  off.  with  profit  margins  on  cars 
still  at  depression  levels,  with  union  wage 
increases  tougher  to  get.  health  care  stands 
out  as  the  single  most  inflationary  factor  in 
the  American  economy  today. 

NOW  IS  THE  SEASON  AND  TIME  TO  ACT 

If  indeed  there  is  a  season  for  everything 
and  a  time  for  every  purpose  under  heaven, 
then  now  is  the  season  and  time  for  Ameri- 
can business  and  American  labor  to  deal 
with  the  cost  of  health  care— a  cost  that 
bears  little  relationship  to  the  quality  of 
care  and  none  to  the  efficiency  with  which 
it  is  delivered. 

Last  year,  the  cost  of  medical  care  rose 
about  12  percent,  triple  the  3.9  percent  in- 
crease in  the  overall  Consumer  Price  Index 
<CPI>  (which  itself  has  a  health  care  compo- 
nent.) The  daily  cost  of  a  hospital  room  rose 
20  percent,  to  an  average  of  $340  per  day. 
The  total  bill  for  health  care  in  the  United 
States  was  $321  billion.  That  is  a  levy  of 
$1,400  on  every  man.  woman  and  child  in 
America.  Almost  15  cents  of  every  federal 
tax  dollar  spent  went  to  the  health  care  in- 
dustry, and  it  was  the  cost  of  health  care 
that  drove  so  many  state  budgets  into  defi- 
ciU. 

What  about  Americsm  business? 

Take  just  one  slice  of  its  health  care  bill. 
In  1983.  U.S.  companies  will  pay  $77  billion 
In  health  insurance  premium.s  for  their  em- 
ployees and  retirees,  and  their  dependents. 
That  is  more  than  those  companies  will  pay 
out  in  dividends. 

This  year.  Americans  will  turn  10  percent 
of  the  Gross  National  Product  (GNP)  over 
to  the  health  care  industry.  Health  care  is 
our     nation's     second     largest     employer 


(behind  education)  and  our  third  largest  in- 
dustry in  consumer  spending  (after  food  and 
housing.) 

But  no  one  enters  a  hospital  and  says.  "I 
would  like  an  appendectomy  today."  or  I 
would  like  a  hysterectomy  tomorrow." 
Where  hospitalization  is  involved,  the  pa- 
tient doesn't  even  pick  the  surgeon  or  spe- 
cialist. His  family  physician  does.  That 
doctor  prescribes  the  medical  procedure:  he 
picks  the  hospital  at  which  it  will  t>e  per- 
formed. Knowing  he  is  not  likely  to  be  sued 
for  conducting  an  extra  test,  the  doctor  has 
every  incentive  to  run  lots  of  tests.  And  so 
does  the  hospital  since  its  charges  for  tests 
help  pay  for  the  expensive  equipment  used 
to  conduct  them. 

The  doctor  doesn't  pay  the  bill.  And  the 
patient  doesn't  think  he  is  paying  it.  Ninety- 
four  percent  of  the  hospital  bills  in  America 
are  paid  by  government  program  (like  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid),  private  insurers  and  the 
Blues. 

The  Blue  Cross  card  is  like  having  a  credit 
card  to  use  at  restaurants— and  never  get- 
ting the  bill.  We  would  all  order  caviar,  lob- 
ster, steaks  and  Dom  Perignon  if  we  had 
such  a  card.  And  that  is  the  only  food  and 
champagne  the  restaurant  would  stock. 
There  would  be  no  more  crowded  tables. 
The  owner  would  not  have  to  worry  about 
renting  unnecessary  space  or  the  cost  of 
linens  on  empty  tables.  He  would  have  no 
concern  about  moving  out  the  first  sitting 
and  turning  the  tables  over  twice  each 
evening.  Several  waiters  would  hover  over 
each  table— one  to  serve,  another  to  mix  the 
salad,  a  third  to  debone  the  fish  and  a 
fourth  whose  specialty  was  whipping  the  za- 
baglione. 

Of  course,  the  Blue  Cross  card  that  lets  us 
enter  the  third  party,  fee-for-service.  cost- 
plus  health  care  reimbursement  system  pro- 
vides only  the  illusion  of  a  free  lunch.  In  re- 
ality, we  are  all  paying  for  this  meal— tmd  in 
10  short  years,  the  bill  will  hit  at  least  $1 
trillion— unless  we  do  something  about  it. 

Businessmen  tend  to  look  at  these  num- 
bers the  way  they  look  at  the  federal  budget 
deficits:  They  are  something  that  someone 
else  better  get  under  control.  Let  Ronald 
Reagan  fix  it.  He  is  trying— and  so  is  Con- 
gress. The  House  and  Senate  just  put  a  lid 
on  Medicare  payments  to  hospitals  by  set- 
ting fixed  rates  for  467  hospital  procedures, 
from  appendectomy  to  breast  surgery. 

But  the  health  care  system  is  like  a  pillow. 
If  you  push  down  one  part  of  it.  another 
will  puff  up.  As  Congress  and  state  health 
care  systems  put  caps  on  public  payments  to 
hospitals  and  doctors,  those  providers  will 
just  increase  their  charge  to  private  payers, 
that  is.  business  and  its  employees. 

What  about  Chrysler' 

The  prospect  of  imminent  bankruptcy  in 
business,  like  the  prospect  of  execution  in 
prison,  has  a  marvelous  capacity  to  focus 
the  mind.  When  Chrysler  decided  not  to 
follow  the  Wall  Street  Journal's  advice  to 
"die  with  dignity."  it  took  a  hard  lcx)k  at  the 
way  it  was  living,  what  had  to  be  changed  to 
survive  and.  hopefully  prosper. 

Chrysler  changed  the  way  it  was  operat- 
ing—in its  plants,  with  banks  and  supplier, 
with  the  union  and  with  the  car-buying 
public.  What  the  old  Chrysler  Corporation 
once  accepted  as  inevitable,  the  new  Chrys- 
ler Corporation  found  intolerable.  And  the 
unchangeable  was  changed. 

So  it  must  be  for  health  care.  Chrysler 
has  decided  to  act. 

One  of  the  things  Chrysler  found,  when  it 
faced  bankruptcy,  was  that  its  health  care 
costs  were  just  as  bad  as.  if  not  worse  than 


those  of  the  nation  as  a  whole.  Chairman 
Lee  Iac(x;ca  found  the  health  care  cost  prob- 
lem so  intimately  related  to  the  future  via- 
bility of  the  new  Chrysler  Corporation  that 
he  created  a  committee  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors on  health  care— the  only  one  of  its 
kind  in  American  business. 

He  asked  me  to  chair  that  committee.  He 
himself  sits  on  it.  along  with  three  other 
Chrysler  directors— United  Auto  Workers 
(UAW)  President  Douglas  Fraser  (who  re- 
cently retired),  former  Michigan  Governor 
Bill  Milliken.  and  American  Red  Cross 
Chairman  Jerome  Holland.  We  also  created 
a  management  task  force  to  work  with  the 
board  committee. 

We  have  been  at  it  for  more  than  a  year. 
We  went  behind  the  health  insurance  pre- 
miums we  have  been  paying  to  analyze 
health  care  utilization  patterns  and  expend- 
itures in  order  to  identify  opportunities  for 
cost  control.  We  looked  not  just  at  things 
like  length  of  hospital  stay,  but  probed  the 
intensity  of  care— the  laboratory,  x-ray. 
pharmacy  and  ancillary  charges  that  can  in- 
flate the  total  health  care  bill.  And  we  com- 
pared practices  and  medical  procedures 
among  hospital  physicians. 

In  short,  we  looked  at  how  much  we  were 
paying,  to  which  physicians,  for  what  medi- 
cal procedures,  at  what  hospitals,  for  which 
employees,  retirees  and  dependents.  My  mis- 
sion is  to  announce  what  we  found  and  what 
we  intend  to  do  about  it. 

REPORT  FROM  CHRYSLER'S  HEALTH  CARE 
COMMITTEE 

Here  is  what  we  found: 

The  direct  health  care  bill  for  Chrysler 
employees,  dependents  and  retirees  will 
amount  to  more  than  $6,000  for  each  active 
worker  in  1983.  Put  another  way,  each 
worker  has  to  produce  $6,000  just  to  pay  for 
direct  health  care  costs,  like  health  insur- 
ance premiums— before  Chrysler  can  pay 
for  anything  else,  including  wages.  Chrysler 
will  pay  $373  million  in  health  insurance 
premiums  in  1983.  That  makes  Blue  Cross 
Blue  Shield  our  biggest  supplier. 

That  is  only  part  of  the  health  care  bill. 
Chrysler  will  also  pay  more  than  $20  million 
in  Medicare  taxes  (in  addition  to  the  $20 
million  its  workers  will  pay).  We  estimate 
that  of  the  $6  billion  we  will  pay  supplies  in 
1983.  at  least  $200  million  will  go  to  pay 
health  care  costs  for  their  employees. 

Put  it  all  together  and  what  does  it  mean 
for  the  American  car  buyer?  The  total 
health  care  bill  Chrysler  will  pay  this  year 
amounts  to  more  than  $600  for  each  car  we 
sell.  That  is  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
sticker  price  of  an  Omni  or  Horizon;  10  per- 
cent of  the  price  of  a  "K"  car.  That  is  eight 
times  the  $75  per  car  health  care  cost  at 
Chrysler  in  1970. 

What  does  Chrysler's  health  care  bill 
mean  to  its  workers? 

In  1983,  the  $6,000  each  average  hourly 
worker  must  produce  to  pay  for  health  care 
equals  the  amount  that  worker  will  be  paid 
for  almost  four  months'  work.  Just  about  10 
years  ago,  in  1972,  the  comparable  amount— 
$850— was  equal  to  less  than  one  month's 
pay.  Chrysler's  1983  health  care  bill  will 
exceed  the  amount  Chrysler  pays  in  cash  re- 
tirement benefits  to  all  65,000  of  its  pension- 
ers. 

When  we  looked  at  Chrysler's  situation, 
we  found  abuses,  plenty  of  them.  And  we 
have  begun  to  move  to  correct  those  abuses. 

In  1981.  Chrysler  payments  to  podiatrists 
and  others  for  services  on  feet  were  $4  mil- 
lion in  Michigan  alone,  far  in  excess  of  our 
payments   for   such   services   in   any   other 


area.  Last  year,  we  started  a  screening  pro- 
gram in  Michigan  for  foot  surgery,  requir- 
ing prior  determination  of  medical  necessity 
for  certain  high  volume  procedures.  We 
were  able  to  save  well  over  $1  million  in  the 
first  year,  reducing  our  costs  for  those  serv- 
ices by  more  than  30  percent. 

Concerned  about  excessive  costs  of  pre- 
scription drugs— which  ran  at  a  $23  million 
annual  rate  in  1982— we  have  started  a  pilot 
generic  drug  program.  It  is  having  money, 
and  we  plan  to  extend  it.  We  are  also  polic- 
ing the  drug  benefit  portion  of  our  health 
care  program  to  catch  abuses,  like  the  em- 
ployee who.  in  a  one-year  period,  obtained 
136  prescriptions  for  4  milligram  Dilaudids 
totaling  8.671  tablets— 27  a  day.  Or  the 
worker  who  in  one  year  obtained  51  pre- 
scriptions for  6.030  10  milligram  Valium 
tranquilizers. 

HOPE  FOR  future:  CHANGING  THE  STRUCTURE 

The  new  Chrysler  Corporation  is  moving 
to  eliminate  at  least  $10  million  in  waste 
and  abuse.  But  the  big  savings— and  the 
hope  for  the  future— rests  in  fundamentally 
changing  our  health  care  structure.  Right 
now,  Chrysler  and  its  employees  receive 
health  care  in  a  system  of  comprehensive 
benefits,  at  no  apparent  cost  to  the  individ- 
ual, with  an  infinite  choice  of  hospital, 
doctor  and  para-professional  without  regard 
to  cost.  It  is  a  system  that  encourages 
spending  and  permits  waste  to  flourish. 

In  the  Detroit  area  in  1981  (the  last  year 
for  which  we  have  figures),  the  average  cost 
for  a  day  at  six  of  the  largest  acute  care 
hospitals  that  Chrysler  used  varied  from 
$452  to  $608.  The  cost  for  the  average 
length  of  stay  at  these  hospitals  varied  from 
$3,028  up  to  $6.077— a  100  percent  spread. 

The  variances  are  just  as  wide  in  fees  dif- 
ferent physicians  charge  for  the  same  serv- 
ices and  the  tests,  x-rays  and  drugs  they 
prescribe  for  the  same  diagnoses. 

What  is  the  single  most  costly  medical 
procedure  Chrysler  paid  for  in  1982?  It  was 
the  $4  million  Chrysler  paid  doctors  for 
post-admission  visits  to  hospitalized  pa- 
tients. 

If  we  had  any  doubt  about  the  structural 
defects  in  this  fee-for-service.  cost-uncon- 
scious system,  our  analysis  of  the  Chrysler 
Outpatient  Psychiatric  Benefit  Program  re- 
moved it. 

In  1973,  Chrysler  employees  and  retirees, 
and  their  dependents,  received  some  34,000 
services  under  this  program  at  a  cost  of 
$800,000.  About  that  time,  psychiatric  clin- 
ics in  Michigan  discovered  the  wide  open 
Chrysler  plan,  and  they  started  springing 
up  everywhere.  By  1978,  services  for  Chrys- 
ler-insured patients  climbed  to  over  160,000 
at  a  cost  of  $5  million.  This  stunning  in- 
crease was  arrested  only  when  Blue  Cross/ 
Blue  Shield  slapped  a  moratorium  on  ap- 
proving new  clinics  for  reimbursement. 

The  programs  to  deal  with  abuse  are  valu- 
able and  will  save  both  millions  of  dollars 
and  hundreds  of  unnecessary,  and  by  defini- 
tion risky,  medical  procedures.  But  they 
don't  get  to  the  basic  structural  problem  of 
the  health  care  system.  They  don't  change 
the  current  situation  where  both  the 
demand  and  prices  for  medical  services  are 
set  unilaterally  by  the  suppliers,  and  the 
users  don't  realize  they  are  paying  for  what 
they  consume. 

We  also  want  to  recognize  that  choosing  a 
family  physician  from  among  150  general 
practitioners  is  just  as  good  as  choosing 
from  among  200.  And  if  those  who  choose 
from  among  150  save  several  hundred  or 
$1,000  per  year,  then  they  should  receive 
the  benefit  of  their  choice.  And  where  the 


same  quality  health  care  is  provided— within 
or  without  the  new  system— those  who 
choose  a  more  expensive  alternative  should 
be  conscious  of  the  costs  of  their  choice— 
and  bear  those  costs. 

We  intend  to  get  together  with  doctors 
and  hospitals  who  will  work  with  Chrysler 
and  their  patients  to  keep  costs  down.  We 
intend  to  give  our  health  care  business  to 
these  doctors  and  hospitals  and  to  provide 
incentives  to  them  for  supplying  efficient, 
high  quality  health  care  to  our  employees 
and  retirees,  and  their  dependents.  Our 
system  will  be  offered  to  all  doctors  and 
hospitals  that  want  to  join  with  us  in  this 
effort. 

We  need  the  cooperation  of  our  employees 
to  do  this.  The  first  step  is  getting  to  them— 
and  our  managers— the  information  that  we 
have  accumulated,  telling  them  what  we 
have  learned  about  health  care  costs.  So  we 
are  going  to  our  employees  and  asking  them 
to  join  in  this  effort  just  as  they  have  joined 
with  us  to  make  the  new  Chrysler  Corpora- 
tion a  proud  phoenix  out  of  the  ashes  of  the 
past. 

The  alternatives  we  face  at  Chrysler  are 
pretty  clear,  and  they  are  not  pleasant. 
They  are  far  more  expensive  for  all  of  us. 
Those  alternatives  involve  cuts  in  benefits, 
ever-increasing  copayments  and  deductibles, 
health  care  cosU  so  high  that  we  price  our- 
selves out  of  the  U.S.  and  world  car  markets 
and  out  of  work,  lower  quality  health  care- 
or  some  unhappy  combination  of  the  above. 
Those  are  the  choices.  We  have  already 
faced  some  tough  times  at  Chrysler.  We 
have  made  some  tough  decisions.  We  have 
held  down  our  pay.  We  have  changed  some 
work  rules.  We  further  automated  and  ro- 
botized. We  have  streamlined  our  manage- 
ment ranks  and  our  assembly  lines.  We  got 
back  on  our  feet  by  making  those  choices  to- 
gether—management, union,  employees  and 
our  suppliers.  ThJlt  is  the  way  we  intend  to 
make  the  hard  choices  on  health  care. 

The  alternatives  that  the  rest  of  American 
industry,  its  employees  and  its  health  care 
suppliers,  face  are  about  the  same  as  ours. 
They  can  join  us.  We  would  welcome  them 
and  encourage  them  in  the  battle  to  get 
health  care  costs  under  control.  We  think  it 
is  in  their  interests.  The  "Fortune  500  "  em- 
ploys 14.4  million  people.  If  all  the  members 
of  that  corporate  club  have  average  health 
care  costs  per  active  employee  of  only  half 
of  Chrysler's  cost,  they  are  paying  about  $43 
billion  annually  for  health  care.  That  is  70 
percent  of  their  1982  profits. 

America,  like  Chrysler,  does  face  choices 
regarding  its  health  care  costs.  We  can  do 
nothing  and  watch  our  country's  annual 
health  care  bill  go  from  1982's  $321  billion 
to  $1  trillion  in  the  early  1990s,  just  10  years 
from  now.  Or  we  can  act  to  fix  things  the 
way  that  Americans  have  always  done  once 
we  saw  the  size  and  shape  of  the  problems 
we  confronted. 

The  new  Chrysler  Corporation  has  decid- 
ed to  work  with  the  United  Auto  Workers, 
our  employees,  and  the  hospitals  and  physi- 
cians who  serve  the  Chrysler  family,  to 
change  the  system. 

We  have  decided  to  stop  blaming  the 
other  guy— the  government,  or  the  doctors, 
or  the  hospital  administrators,  or  the  insur- 
ers, or  the  insured  for  the  health  care  cost 
mess  that  we  are  in.  By  and  large,  they  have 
only  been  acting  the  way  that  the  system 
has  encouraged  them  to  act.  There  is  plenty 
for  them  to  change,  and,  of  course,  we  will 
need  their  help.  But  we  are  going  to  concen- 
trate on  what  we  can  do. 

The  first  step  is  education.  The  new 
Chrysler  Corporation  is  beginning  a  major 


effort— unprecedented  In  the  history  of 
American  business— to  tell  its  executives, 
union  and  salaried  employees  and  stock- 
holders what  we  face.  We  want  our  employ- 
ees to  have  the  same  high  quality  health 
care  that  they  now  enjoy.  But  we  want 
them  to  know  that  there  are  choices  we  and 
they  can  make— and  get  that  same  high 
quality  health  care  at  a  significantly  lower 
price. 

We  want  to  put  in  place  a  real  alternative 
to  the  present  system— one  that  will  change 
the  way  the  costs  are  generated.  If  we  suc- 
ceed, we  estimate  that  we  will  save  up  to 
$1,000  for  each  active  employee  each  year. 
That  is  money  employees  could  see  in  their 
paychecks  rather  than  in  the  checks  Chrys- 
ler sends  to  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield  and  our 
other  medical  and  dental  carriers.  It  is 
money  their  spouses  and  dependents  can 
use  for  groceries  and  education. 

We  want  to  build  on  the  most  efficient 
parts  of  our  health  care  structure.  We 
intend  to  become  more  prudent  purchasers 
and  channel  our  business  to  those  doctors 
and  hospitals  which  are  conscious  of  costs. 
For  example,  there  are  many  efficient  sup- 
pliers of  health  care  in  Southeastern  Michi- 
gan who  are  willing  to  cooperate  with 
Chrysler  and  its  employees  and  agree  that, 
from  now  on,  company-supported  health 
care  plans  will  be  the  most  efficient,  rather 
than  the  most  wasteful  systems. 

We  believe  that  enough  doctors  and  hospi- 
tals will  join  with  us  so  that  Chrysler  em- 
ployees will  have  plenty  of  room  to  choose 
their  family  physician.  It  is  not  the  insured 
but  the  physician  who  selects  the  specialists 
and  surgeons,  who  in  turn  select  the  hospi- 
tals. We  are  conscious  of  freedom  to  choose 
a  physician— and  we  want  to  preserve  a  wide 
range  of  choice. 

For  me,  I  subscribe  to  the  words  of  G.  K. 
Chesterton: 

•I  do  not  believe  in  a  fate  that  befalls 
people  however  they  act.  I  do  believe  in  a 
fate  that  befalls  them  unless  they  act." 


PRIVACY  PROTECTION  ACT  OF 
1984 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  (Mr.  English) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  ENGLISH.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  the  Privacy  Protection 
Act  of  1984,  a  bill  to  establish  a  perma- 
nent and  independent  Privacy  Protec- 
tion Commission  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  idea  of  a  governmental  entity 
with  responsibility  for  establishing 
privacy  policy  and  overseeing  its  im- 
plementation is  not  new.  'When  the 
Privacy  Act  of  1974  was  initially  con- 
sidered in  the  Senate.  Senator  Sam 
Ervin  advocated  the  creation  of  a  Fed- 
eral Privacy  Board  as  an  aid  to  en- 
forcement and  oversight  of  the  act. 
The  proposal  passed  the  Senate  but  it 
met  with  resistance  in  the  House. 

As  a  compromise,  the  Congress  es- 
tablished the  Privacy  Protection 
Study  Commission  as  a  temporary 
group  to  conduct  research  and  make 
recommendations  on  a  wide  range  of 
privacy  issues.  In  its  final  report 
issued  in  1977,  the  Privacy  Protection 
Study  Commission  also  recommended 
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that  an  independent  entity  be  estab- 
lished to  monitor  and  evaluate  privacy 
laws;  to  continue  research,  study,  and 
investigations:  to  issue  interpretative 
rules  for  the  Privacy  Act;  and  to  pro- 
vide privacy  advice  to  the  President, 
the  Congress,  and  to  the  States.  Al- 
though bills  to  accomplish  this  pur- 
pose were  introduced  from  time  to 
time  in  the  past,  no  action  was  ever 
taken. 

Why  am  I  reviving  the  notion  of  a 
permanent  Privacy  Commission  at  this 
time?  In  June,  the  Subcommittee  on 
Government  Information.  Justice,  and 
Agriculture  conducted  2  days  of  gener- 
al oversight  hearings  on  the  Privacy 
Act  of  1974.  These  were  the  first  gen- 
eral oversight  hearings  on  the  act 
since  its  enactment.  Several  conclu- 
sions were  immediately  apparent  from 
the  testimony. 

First,  oversight  of  the  Privacy  Act 
within  the  executive  branch  is  virtual- 
ly nonexistent.  As  part  of  the  compro- 
mise that  led  to  the  creation  of  the 
Privacy  Protection  Study  Commission, 
the  Congress  assigned  oversight  and 
implementation  responsibilities  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
OMB  is  simply  not  doing  a  very  good 
job.  In  fact.  OMB  is  hardly  doing  the 
job  at  all.  In  the  words  of  one  witness. 
OMB  has  'virtually  abdicated  respon- 
sibility" for  the  Privacy  Act.  Other 
witnesses  also  agreed  that  OMB  was 
not  interested  in  its  Privacy  Act  re- 
sponsibilities. 

Second,  privacy  is  no  longer  an  issue 
of  purely  domestic  interest.  In  recent 
years,  an  increasing  number  of  foreign 
nations  have  become  concerned  about 
the  privacy  implications  of  new  tech- 
nology and  of  the  flow  of  personal  in- 
formation across  national  borders. 
Legislation  to  protect  personal  data 
has  been  enacted  in  some  countries. 
West  Germany.  Sweden,  Prance,  and 
other  nations  have  established  data 
protection  commissioners  or  agencies. 
The  Council  of  Europe  has  proposed  a 
convention  to  establish  international 
standards  for  data  protection. 

These  international  concerns  about 
privacy  have  very  important  implica- 
tions for  American  businesses.  Restric- 
tions on  the  transfer  of  data  to  na- 
tions that  do  not  have  adequate  priva- 
cy protections  may  result  in  the  loss  of 
markets  for  information  and  telecom- 
munications service.  In  addition,  mul- 
tinational companies  are  finding  that 
their  own  internal  operations  are  im- 
peded by  restrictions  on  data  transfer. 

One  expert  in  international  privacy 
law  testified  that  ratification  of  the 
Council  of  Europe  Data  Protection 
Convention  would  make  things  more 
difficult  for  American  companies 
doing  business  in  Europe.  With  the 
functional  demise  of  the  National 
Telecommunications  and  Information 
Administration,  there  is  no  agency  in 
the  Federal  Government  paying  suffi- 
cient attention  to  the  implications  for 


American  businesses  of  international 
privacy  concerns. 

The  Privacy  Protection  Commission 
that  I  am  proposing  would  have  re- 
sponsibility for  both  domestic  and 
international  privacy  issues.  Domesti- 
cally, the  Commission  would  be  as- 
signed an  oversight  role  under  the  Pri- 
vacy Act  of  1974.  The  Commission 
would  develop  guidelines  and  model 
regulations,  investigate  compliance 
with  the  act,  and  generally  oversee 
agency  Privacy  Act  activities. 

For  international  privacy  issues,  the 
Commission  would  assist  U.S.  compa- 
nies doing  business  abroad  to  comply 
with  foreign  data  protection  laws, 
assist  in  the  coordination  of  U.S.  priva- 
cy policies  with  those  of  foreign  na- 
tions, accept  complaints  and  otherwise 
consult  with  foreign  data  protection 
agencies.  The  Commission  would  also 
assist  in  the  development  or  imple- 
mentation of  private  sector  data  pro- 
tection standards.  However,  the  Com- 
mission would  have  no  regulatory  au- 
thority over  the  private  sector. 

It  is  time  to  renew  the  debate  over 
how  we  should  set,  implement,  and 
oversee  policies  designed  to  protect 
the  privacy  of  personal  information.  I 
hope  that  my  bill  will  serve  as  an  ef- 
fective vehicle  for  that  debate.  Privacy 
can  so  easily  be  sacrificed  to  other  in- 
terests that  it  is  likely  to  be  ignored 
unless  there  is  a  dedicated  and  respon- 
sible spokesman.  Both  OMB  and  NTIA 
have  failed  in  that  cole.  A  small  and 
independent  Commission  seems  to  be 
the  best  alternative. 

I  welcome  any  comments  on  the  Pri- 
vacy Protection  Act  of  1984.« 


NEW  COMMITTEE  RULE  ADOPT- 
ED BY  COMMITTEE  ON  SCI- 
ENCE AND  TECHNOLOGY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Fuqua)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FUQUA.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
result  of  the  recent  involvement  of  the 
Conunittee  on  Science  and  Technology 
in  the  issue  involving  the  alteration  of 
transcripts,  the  committee  reviewed  its 
rules  governing  procedure.  On  July  26, 
1983.  the  committee  met  to  consider  a 
proposed  rule  change  which  is  now 
rule  23  in  the  material  I  am  inserting 
for  the  Record. 

The  committee  adopted  the  new  rule 
for  the  publication  of  transcripts  by  a 
vote  of  37  to  0.  It  is  my  feeling  it  will 
correct  the  problem  of  transcription 
alteration,  and.  at  the  same  time,  pro- 
vide a  method  whereby  the  work  of 
the  committee  staff  is  expedited.  The 
Committee  on  Science  and  Technology 
rules  governing  procedure  in  the  98th 
Congress,  as  amended,  follow: 


Rules  Govehning  Procedure  or  the  Com- 
mittee ON  Science  and  Technolocy.  U.S. 
House  or  Representatives,  98th  Congress 
(Note:*  indicates  rules  applicable  to  sub- 

commitees.) 

GENERAL 

1.  The  Rules  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, as  applicable,  shall  govern  the  com- 
mittee and  its  subcommittees.  The  rules  of 
the  committee,  as  applicable,  shall  be  the 
rules  of  its  subcommittees. 

committee  meetings 

Time  and  place 

2.  Unless  dispensed  with  by  the  Chairman, 
the  meetings  of  the  committee  shall  be  held 
on  the  1st  and  3rd  Tuesday  of  each  month 
the  House  is  in  session  at  10:00  a.m.  and  at 
such  other  times  and  in  such  places  as  the 
Chairman  may  designate. 

3.  The  Chairman  of  the  committee  may 
convene  as  necessary  additional  meetings  of 
the  committee  for  the  consideration  of  any 
bill  or  resolution  pending  before  the  com- 
mittee or  for  the  conduct  of  other  conunit- 
tee business. 

•4.  The  committee  shall  make  public  an- 
nouncement of  the  date.  time,  place  and 
subject  matter  of  any  of  its  hearings  at  least 
one  week  before  the  commencement  of  the 
hearing.  If  the  Chairman  determines  that 
there  is  good  cause  to  begin  the  hearing 
sooner,  he  shall  make  the  announcement  at 
the  earliest  possible  date.  Any  announce- 
ment made  under  the  subparagraph  shall  be 
promptly  published  in  the  Daily  Digest,  and 
promptly  entered  into  the  scheduling  serv- 
ice of  the  House  Information  Systems. 

•5.  The  committee  may  sit  while  the 
House  is  reading  a  measure  for  amendment 
under  the  5-minute  rule,  provided  10  or 
more  Members  on  the  House  floor  do  not 
object  when  special  leave  for  such  commit- 
tee or  subcommittee  to  sit  is  requested. 

Ranking  majority  member  to  preside  in 
absence  of  chairman 

•6.  If  the  Chairman  of  the  committee  is 
not  present  at  any  meeting  of  the  commit- 
tee, the  ranking  Member  of  the  Majority 
Party  on  the  conimittee  who  is  present  shall 
preside. 

Order  of  business 
•7.  The  order  of  business  and  procedure  of 
the  committee  and  the  subjects  of  inquiries 
or  investigations  will  be  decided  by  the 
Chairman,  subject  always  to  an  appeal  to 
the  committee. 

Membership 

8.  A  majority  of  the  Majority  Members  of 
the  committee  shall  determine  an  appropri- 
ate ratio  of  Majority  to  Minority  Members 
for  each  subcommittee  and  shall  authorize 
the  Chairman  to  negotiate  that  ratio  with 
the  Minority  Party;  Provided,  however,  that 
party  representation  on  each  subcommittee 
(including  any  ex-officio  Members)  shall  be 
no  less  favorable  to  the  Majority  Party  than 
the  ratio  for  the  full  committee.  Provided, 
further  that  recommendations  of  conferees 
to  the  Speaker  shall  provide  a  ratio  of  Ma- 
jority Party  Members  to  Minority  Party 
Members  which  shall  be  no  less  favorable  to 
the  Majority  Party  than  the  ratio  for  the 
full  committee. 

Special  meetings 

9.  Rule  XI  2(c)(2)  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  hereby  incorpo- 
rated by  reference  (Special  Meetings). 


committee  procedures 


Quorum 

•10.  One-third  of  the  Members  of  the  com- 
mittee shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  all  pur- 
poses except  that  a  majority  must  be 
present  in  order  to:  (1)  report  or  table  any 
legislation,  measure  or  matter;  (2)  close 
committee  meetings  or  hearings;  or  (3)  au- 
thorize the  issuance  of  subpenas. 

•11.  The  number  of  Members  to  constitute 
a  quorum  for  taking  testimony  and  receiv- 
ing evidence  shall  not  be  less  than  two.  one 
of  whom  shall  be  a  Member  of  the  Minority. 

Proxies 

12.  Any  Member  may  authorize  a  vote  by 
proxy  with  respect  to  any  measure  or 
matter  before  the  committee.  Such  proxy 
authorization  shall  be  in  writing,  shall 
assert  that  the  Member  is  absent  on  official 
business  or  is  otherwise  unable  to  be  pre  ^ent 
at  the  meeting  of  the  committee,  shall  des- 
ignate the  person  who  is  to  execute  the 
proxy  authorization,  and  shall  be  limited  to 
a  specific  measure  or  matter  and  any 
amendments  or  motions  pertaining  thereto; 
except  that  a  Member  may  authorize  a  gen- 
eral proxy  only  for  motions  to  recess,  ad- 
journ or  other  procedural  matters.  Each 
proxy  to  be  effective  shall  be  signed  by  the 
Member  assigning  his  or  her  vote,  filed  with 
the  committee  clerk,  and  shall  contain  the 
date  and  time  of  day  that  the  proxy  is 
signed.  Proxies  may  not  be  counted  for  a 
quorum. 

Witnesses 

•13.  The  committee  shall,  insofar  as  is 
practicable,  require  each  witness  who  is  to 
appear  before  it  to  file  with  the  committee 
(in  advance  of  his  or  her  appearance)  a  writ- 
ten statement  of  the  proposed  testimony 
and  to  limit  the  oral  presentation  at  such 
appearance  to  a  summary  of  his  or  her 
statement. 

•14.  Whenever  any  hearing  is  conducted 
by  the  committee  on  any  measure  or 
matter,  the  Minority  Members  of  the  com- 
mittee shall  be  entitled,  upon  request  to  the 
Chairman  by  a  majority  of  them,  before  the 
completion  of  the  hearing,  to  call  witnesses 
selected  by  the  Minority  to  testify  with  re- 
spect to  the  measure  or  matter  during  at 
least  one  day  of  hearing  thereon. 

Investigative  hearing  procedures 
15.  Rule  XI  2(k)  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  is  hereby  incorporated 
by  reference  (rights  of  witnesses  under  sub- 
pena). 

Subject  m.atteT 

•16.  Bills  and  other  substantive  matters 
may  be  taken  up  for  hearing  only  when 
called  by  the  Chairman  of  the  committee  or 
by  a  majority  vote  of  a  quorum  of  the  com- 
mittee, except  those  matters  which  are  the 
subject  of  special-call  meetings  outlined  in 
Rule  9. 

17.  No  private  bill  will  be  reported  by  the 
cormnittee  if  there  are  two  or  more  dissent- 
ing votes.  Private  bills  so  rejected  by  the 
committee  will  not  be  reconsidered  during 
the  same  Congress  unless  hew  evidence  suf- 
ficient to  justify  a  new  hearing  has  been 
presented  to  the  committee. 

•18.  (a)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  for  the 
committee  to  consider  any  new  or  original 
measure  or  matter  unless  written  notice  of 
the  date,  place  and  subject  matter  of  consid- 
eration and  to  the  extent  practicable,  a  writ- 
ten copy  of  the  measure  or  matter  to  be 
considered,  has  been  available  in  the  office 
of  each  Member  of  the  committee  for  at 
least  three  calendar  days  in  advance  of  con- 


sideration,  excluding  Saturdays.   Sundays, 
and  legal  holidays. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  sec- 
tions of  this  rule,  consideration  of  any  legis- 
lative measure  or  matter  by  the  committee 
shall  be  in  order  by  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the 
Members  present,  provided  that  a  majority 
of  th  committee  is  present. 

Open  meetings 

•19.  Each  meeting  for  the  transaction  of 
business,  including  the  markup  of  legisla- 
tion, of  the  committee  shall  be  open  to  the 
public  except  when  the  committee,  in  open 
session  and  with  a  quorum  present,  deter- 
mines by  roll  call  vote  that  all  or  part  of  the 
remainder  of  the  meeting  on  that  day  shall 
be  closed  to  the  public.  No  person  other 
than  Members  of  the  committee  and  such 
congressional  staff  and  such  departmental 
representatives  as  they  may  authorize  shall 
be  present  at  any  business  or  markup  ses- 
sion which  has  been  closed  to  the  public. 
This  paragraph  does  not  apply  to  open  com- 
mittee hearings  which  are  provided  for  by 
Rule  20  contained  herein,  or  to  any  meeting 
that  relates  solely  to  internal  budget  or  per- 
sonnel matters. 

•20.  Each  hearing  conducted  by  the  com- 
mittee shall  be  open  to  the  public  except 
when  the  committee,  in  open  session  and 
with  a  quorum  present,  determines  by  roll 
call  vote  that  all  or  part  of  the  remainder  of 
that  hearing  on  that  day  shall  be  closed  to 
the  public  because  disclosure  of  testimony, 
evidence  or  other  matters  to  be  considered 
would  endanger  the  national  security  or 
would  violate  any  law  or  rule  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Notwithstanding  the  re- 
quirements of  the  preceding  sentence,  and 
Rule  10,  a  majority  of  those  present,  there 
being  in  attendance  the  requisite  number 
required  under  the  rules  of  the  committee 
to  be  present  for  the  purpose  of  taking  testi- 
mony. 

(A)  may  vote  to  close  the  hearing  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  discussing  whether  testimo- 
ny or  evidence  to  be  received  would  endan- 
ger the  national  security  or  violate  clause 
2(k)(5)  of  Rule  XI  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives;  or 

(B)  may  vote  to  close  the  hearing,  as  pro- 
vided in  clause  2(k)(5)  of  Rule  XI  of  the 
Rules  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  No 
Member  may  be  excluded  from  nonpartici- 
patory  attendance  at  any  hearing  of  any 
committee  or  subcommittee,  unless  the 
House  of  Representatives  shall  by  majority 
vote  authorize  a  particular  committee  or 
subcommittee,  for  purposes  of  a  particular 
series  of  hearings  on  a  particular  article  of 
legislation  or  on  a  particular  subject  of  in- 
vestigation, to  close  its  hearings  to  Members 
by  the  same  procedures  designated  in  this 
subparagraph  for  closing  hearings  to  the 
public:  Provided,  however.  That  the  commit- 
tee or  subcommittee  may  by  the  same  proce- 
dure vote  to  close  one  subsequent  day  of 
hearing. 

Requests  for  roll  call  votes 
21.  A  roll  call  of  the  Members  may  be  had 
at  the  request  of  three  or  more  Members. 
Committee  records 
•22.  The  committee  shall  keep  a  complete 
record  of  all  committee  action  which  shall 
include  a  record  of  the  votes  on  any  ques- 
tion on  which  a  roll  call  vote  is  demanded. 
The  result  of  each  roll  call  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  committee  for  inspection  by 
the  public  at  reasonable  times  in  the  offices 
of  the  committee.  Information  so  available 
for  public  inspection  shall  include  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  amendment,  motion,  order  or 
other  proposition  and  the  name  of  each 


Member  voting  for  and  each  Member  voting 
against  such  amendment,  motion  order  or 
proposition  and  the  names  of  those  Mem- 
bers present  but  not  voting. 

'23.  Publication  of  committee  hearings 
The  transcripts  of  those  hearings  conduct- 
ed by  the  Committee  which  are  decided  to 
be  printed  will  be  published  in  verbatim 
form,  with  the  material  requested  for  the 
record  inserted  at  that  place  requested,  or 
at  the  end  of  the  record,  as  appropriate. 

Any  requests  by  those  Members,  staff  or 
witnesses  to  correct  any  errors,  other  than 
errors  in  transcription,  or  disputed  errors  in 
transcription,  will  be  appended  to  the 
record,  and  the  appropriate  place  where  the 
change  is  requested  will  be  footnoted. 

Prior  to  approval  by  the  Chairman  of 
hearings  conducted  jointly  with  another 
Congressional  committee,  a  memorandum 
of  understanding  will  be  prepared  which  in- 
corporates an  agreement  for  the  publication 
of  the  verbatim  transcript. 

5-Minute  rule  during  committee  proceedings 
•24.  The  time  any  one  Member  may  ad- 
dress the  committee  on  any  bill,  motion  or 
other  matter  under  consideration  by  the 
committee  or  the  time  allowed  for  »,he  ques- 
tioning of  a  witness  at  hearings  before  the 
committee  will  be  limited  to  five  minutes, 
and  then  only  when  the  Member  has  been 
recognized  by  the  chairman,  except  that 
this  time  limit  may  be  waived  by  the  Chair- 
man or  acting  Chairman.  The  rule  of  ger- 
maneness will  be  enforced  by  the  Chairman. 

Requests  for  written  motions 
•25.  Any  legislative  or  non-procedural 
motion  made  at  a  regular  or  special  meeting 
of  the  committee  and  which  is  entertained 
by  the  chairman  shall  be  presented  in  writ- 
ing upon  the  demand  of  any  Member 
present  and  a  copy  made  available  to  each 
Member  present. 

subcommittees 
Structure  and  jurisdiction 

26.  The  committee  shall  have  the  follow- 
ing standing  subcommittees  with  the  juris- 
diction indicated. 

(aJ  Subcommittee  on  Energy  Development 
and  Applications.  Legislation,  general  and 
special  oversight  and  all  other  matters  relat- 
ing to  research,  development  and  demon- 
stration programs  in  fossil  energy  R&D; 
solar  applications;  solar  technology:  ad- 
vanced energy  technology;  energy  conserva- 
tion: biomass;  basic  energy  sciences;  high 
energy  and  nuclear  physics;  geothermal 
energy;  international  cooperation  in  non-nu- 
clear energy:  and  policy  and  management 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Energy. 

(b/  Subcommittee  on  Natural  Resources, 
Agriculture  Research  and  Environment 
Legislation,  general  and  special  oversight 
and  all  other  matters  relating  to  natural  re- 
sources, including,  but  not  limited  to.  water 
research,  and,  to  the  extent  appropriate,  ag- 
riculture R&D;  legislation,  risk  assessment 
and  other  matters  relating  to  environmental 
research  and  development  generally— in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to.  research  and  de- 
velopment activities  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency;  environmental  health, 
safety,  life  sciences,  pharmaceutical  and 
medical  activities  of  Executive  departments 
and  agencies,  as  appropriate;  operational 
and  research  and  development  activities  re- 
lated to  the  atmosphere  (including  meteor- 
ology, aeronomy.  climate,  weather  modifica- 
tion): those  ocean  R&D  activities  related  to 
the  quality  and  management  of  the  environ- 
ment of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 


11-059  0-87-33(Pt.  161 


22324 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  2,  1983 


August  2,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22325 


pheric  Administration:  and  activities  relat- 
ing to  a  land  observing  system. 

Ic)  Subcommittee  on  Energy  Research  and 
Production.  Legislation,  general  and  special 
oversight  and  all  other  matters  relating  to 
research,  development  and  demonstration 
involving  nuclear  fission  and  the  nuclear 
fuel  cycle:  nuclear  fusion,  electric  energy 
systems;  energy  storage  systems:  hydroelec- 
tric energy  systems:  international  coopera- 
tion in  nuclear  matters  (except  for  exports 
of  nuclear  technology  and  hardware):  and 
policy  and  management  programs  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy. 

td)  Subcommittee  on  Science.  Research 
and  Technology.  Legislation,  general  and 
special  oversight  and  all  other  matters  relat- 
ing to  the  National  Science  Foundation:  the 
National  Bureau  of  Standards:  the  Office  of 
Science  and  Technology  Policy:  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment:  scientific  re- 
search and  development  and  applications: 
sceince  policy:  scientific  resources  (including 
manpower):  science  education:  science  infor- 
mation and  information  sciences:  technolo- 
gy transfer:  technology  assessment:  innova- 
tion, productivity,  and  industrial  R&D: 
standards  (weights,  measures,  etc.):  patent 
policies  as  they  relate  to  Federal  research 
and  development  programs:  R&D  involving 
governmental  health,  nutritional  and  handi- 
capped programs:  biotechnology:  intergov- 
ernmental mechanisms  for  R&D:  and  inter- 
national cooperation  in  science  and  technol- 
ogy. 

te/  Subcommittee  on  Transportation, 
Aviation  and  Materials.  Legislation,  general 
and  special  oversight  and  all  other  matters 
relating  to  civil  aviation  research  and  devel- 
opment (includes  aeronautical  research  and 
technology  programs  of  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  and  re- 
search and  development  programs  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration):  transpor- 
tation programs  of  the  Department  of 
Energy:  aviation-weather  senices:  materials 
R&O  and  national  materials  policies,  both 
domestic  and  international:  oversight  of  sur- 
face transportation  research  and  develop- 
ment programs  of  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation, Urban  Mass  Transportation  Ad- 
ministration. Federal  Railroad  Administra- 
tion. Federal  Highway  Administration.  Na- 
tional Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administra- 
tion, and  Coast  Guard  and  the  Maritime  Ad- 
ministration; oversight  of  research  and  de- 
velopment in  communications  other  than 
that  for  which  the  Subcommittee  on  Space 
Science  and  Applications  is  responsible. 

(fJ  SutKommittee  on  Investigations  and 
Oversight  Review  and  study,  on  a  continu- 
ing basis,  of  the  application,  administration, 
execution,  and  effectiveness  of  those  laws, 
or  parts  of  laws,  the  subject  matter  of  which 
is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
and  the  organization  and  operation  of  the 
Federal  and  private  agencies  and  entities 
having  responsibilities  in  or  for  the  adminis- 
tration and  execution  thereof,  in  order  to 
determine  whether  such  laws  and  the  pro- 
grams thereunder  are  being  implemented 
and  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the 
intent  of  the  Congress.  In  addition,  the  Sub- 
committee on  Investigations  and  Oversight 
and  the  appropriate  subcommittee  with  leg- 
islative authority  may  cooperatively  review 
and  study  any  conditions  or  circumstances 
which  indicate  the  necessity  or  desirability 
of  enacting  new  or  additional  legislation 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee, 
and  may  undertake  futures  research  and 
forecasting  on  matters  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee.  The  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations  and  Oversight  shall  in  no 


way  limit  the  responsibility  of  other  sub- 
committees from  carrying  out  their  over- 
sight responsibilities,  nor  shall  any  investi- 
gation be  undertaken  by  the  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations  and  Oversight  without  (a) 
consultation  with  the  Chairman  of  the  ap- 
propriate subcommittee  with  legislative  au- 
thority and  (b)  approvjil  of  the  Chairman  of 
the  committee. 

tg/  SutKommittee  on  Space  Science  and 
Applications.  Legislation,  general  and  spe- 
cial oversight  and  all  other  matters  relating 
to  the  National  Aeronautcis  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration (except  aeronautical  research 
and  development):  riational  programs  of  re- 
search and  development  in  space  explora- 
tion, space  applications,  space  communica- 
tions and  related  matters:  and  activities  re- 
lating to  a  land  observing  system. 
Referral  of  legislation 

27.  All  legislation  and  other  matters  re- 
ferred to  the  committee  shall  be  referred  to 
all  subcommittees  of  appropriate  jurisdic- 
tion within  two  weeks  unless,  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  Majority  Members  of  the  full 
committee,  consideration  is  to  be  by  the  full 
committee.  Subcommittee  chairmen  may 
make  requests  for  referral  of  specific  mat- 
ters to  their  subcommittee  within  the  two- 
week  period  if  they  believe  subcommittee 
jurisdictions  so  warrant. 

Ex  officio  members 

28.  The  Chairman  and  Ranking  Minority 
Member  shall  serve  as  ex  officio  Members  of 
all  subcommittees  and  shall  have  the  right 
to  vote  and  be  counted  as  part  of  the 
quorum  on  all  matters  before  the  subcom- 
mittees. 

Procedures 

29.  No  subcommittee  shall  meet  for 
markup  or  approval  when  any  other  sub- 
committee of  the  committee  is  meeting  to 
consider  any  measure  or  matter  for  markup 
or  approval. 

30.  Each  subcommittee  is  authorized  to 
meet,  hold  hearings,  receive  evidence,  and 
report  to  the  committee  on  all  matters  re- 
ferred to  it.  Each  subcommittee  shall  con- 
duct legislative  and  general  oversight,  in- 
quiries for  the  future  and  forecasting,  and 
budget  impact  studies  on  matters  within 
their  respective  jurisdictions.  Subcommittee 
chairmen  shall  set  meeting  dates  after  con- 
sultation with  the  Chairman  and  other  sub- 
committee chairmen  with  a  view  toward 
avoiding  simultaneous  scheduling  of  com- 
mittee and  subcommittee  meetings  or  hear- 
ings wherever  possible. 

31.  Any  Member  of  the  committee  may 
have  the  privilege  of  sitting  with  any  sub- 
committee during  its  hearings  or  delibera- 
tions and  may  participate  in  such  hearings 
or  deliberations,  but  no  such  Member  who  is 
not  a  member  of  the  subcommittee  shall 
vote  on  any  matter  before  such  subcommit- 
tee. 

32.  During  any  subcommittee  proceeding 
for  markup  or  approval,  a  roll  call  vote  may 
be  had  at  the  request  of  one  or  more  Mem- 
bers of  that  subcommittee. 

Power  to  sit  and  act:  subpena  power 

33.  Rule  XI  2(m)  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  hereby  incorpo- 
rated by  reference  (power  to  sit  and  act; 
subpena  power). 

REPORTS 

Substance  of  legislative  reports 

34.  The  report  of  the  committee  on  a 
measure  which  has  been  approved  by  the 
committee  shall  include  the  following,  to  be 
provided  by  the  committee: 


(A)  the  oversight  findings  and  recommen- 
dations required  pursuant  to  clause  2(b)(1) 
of  Rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, separately  set  out  and  identi- 
fied, (RuleXI2(l)(3)(A)); 

(B)  the  statement  required  by  section 
308(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974,  separately  set  out  and  identified,  if 
the  measure  provides  new  budget  authority 
or  new  or  increased  tax  expenditures,  (Rule 
XI  2(1)(3)(B)]: 

(C)  a  detailed  analytical  statement  as  to 
whether  the  enactment  of  such  bill  or  joint 
resolution  into  law  may  have  an  inflation- 
ary impact  on  the  national  economy,  [Rule 
XI2(1)(4)]: 

(D)  with  respect  to  each  roll  call  vote  on  a 
motion  to  report  such  bill  or  resolution,  the 
total  number  of  votes  cast  for  and  the  total 
number  of  votes  cast  against  the  reporting 
of  such  bill  or  resolution,  (Rule  XI 
2(1)(2)(B)]; 

(E)  the  estimate  and  comparison  prepared 
by  the  committee  under  Rule  XIII  7(a)  of 
the  Rules  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
unless  the  estimate  and  comparison  pre- 
pared by  the  Director  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  prepared  under  subdivision 
(A)  of  Rule  34  has  been  timely  submitted 
prior  to  the  filing  of  the  report  and  included 
in  the  report,  (Rule  XIII  7):  and 

(F)  in  the  case  of  a  bill  or  joint  resolution 
which  repeals  or  amends  any  statute  or  part 
thereof,  the  text  of  the  statute  or  part 
thereof  which  is  proposed  to  be  repealed, 
and  a  comparative  print  of  that  part  of  the 
bill  or  joint  resolution  making  the  amend- 
ment and  of  the  statute  or  part  thereof  pro- 
posed to  be  amended.  [Rule  XIII  31. 

35.  (a)  The  report  of  the  committee  on  a 
measure  which  has  been  approved  by  the 
committee  shall  further  include  the  follow- 
ing, to  be  provided  by  sources  other  than 
the  committee: 

(A)  the  estimate  and  comparison  prepared 
by  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  required  under  section  403  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  separate- 
ly set  out  and  identified,  whenever  the  Di- 
rector (if  timely  submitted  prior  to  the 
filing  of  the  report)  has  submitted  such  esti- 
mate and  comparison  to  the  committee. 
(RuleXI2(l)(3)(C)]: 

(B)  a  summary  of  the  oversight  findings 
and  recommendations  made  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Operations  under  Rule 
X2(b)(2)  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, separately  set  out  and  identi- 
fied. [Rule  XI2(1)(3)(D>]. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  sec- 
tions of  this  rule,  if  the  committee  has  not 
received  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  report  the 
material  required  under  subdivisions  (A) 
and  (B)  of  this  rule,  then  it  shall  include  a 
statement  to  that  effect  in  the  report  on  the 
measure. 

Minority  and  additional  views 

36.  If,  at  the  time  of  approval  of  any  meas- 
ure or  matter  by  the  committee,  any 
Member  of  the  committee  gives  notice  of  in- 
tention to  file  supplemental,  minority,  or 
additional  views,  that  Member  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  not  less  than  3  calendar  days  (ex- 
cluding Saturdays.  Sundays,  and  legal  holi- 
days) in  which  to  file  such  views,  in  writing 
and  signed  by  that  Member,  with  the  clerk 
of  the  committee.  All  such  views  so  filed  by 
one  or  more  Members  of  the  committee 
shall  be  included  within,  and  shall  be  a  part 
of.  the  report  filed  by  the  committee  with 
respect  to  that  measure  or  matter.  The 
report  of  the  committee  upon  that  measure 
or  matter  shall  be  printed  in  a  single  volume 


which  shall  include  all  supplemental,  minor- 
ity, or  additional  views  which  have  been 
submitted  by  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the 
report,  and  shall  bear  upon  its  cover  a  recit- 
al that  any  such  supplemental,  minority,  or 
additional  views  (and  any  material  submit- 
ted under  subdivisions  (A)  and  (B)  of  Rule 
34)  are  included  as  part  of  the  report.  How- 
ever, this  rule  does  not  preclude  (1)  the  im- 
mediate filing  or  printing  of  a  committee 
report  unless  timely  request  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  file  supplemental,  minority,  or  ad- 
ditional views  has  been  made  as  provided  by 
this  subparagraph  or  (2)  the  filing  by  the 
committee  of  any  supplemental  report  upon 
any  measure  or  matter  which  maybe  re- 
quired for  the  correction  of  any  technical 
error  in  a  previous  report  made  by  that 
committee  upon  that  measure  or  matter. 

37.  The  Chairman  of  the  committee  or 
subcommittee,  as  appropriate,  shall  advise 
Members  of  the  day  and  hour  when  the 
time  for  submitting  views  relative  to  any 
given  report  elapses.  No  supplemental,  mi- 
nority or  additional  views  shall  be  accepted 
for  inclusion  in  the  report  if  submitted  after 
the  announced  time  has  elapsed  unless  the 
Chairman  of  the  committee  or  subcommit- 
tee, as  appropriate,  decides  to  extend  the 
time  for  submission  of  views  beyond  3  days, 
in  which  case  he  shall  communicate  such 
fact  to  Members,  including  the  revised  day 
and  hour  for  submissions  to  be  received, 
without  delay. 

Consideration  of  subcommittee  reports 

38.  Reports  and  recommendations  of  a 
subcommittee  shall  not  be  considered  by  the 
full  committee  until  after  the  intervention 
of  three  calendar  days,  excluding  Saturdays. 
Sundays  and  legal  holidays,  from  the  time 
the  report  is  submitted  and  printed  hearings 
thereon  shall  be  made  available,  if  feasible, 
to  the  Members,  except  that  this  rule  may 
be  waived  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair- 
man. ' 

Timing  and  filing  of  committee  reports 

39.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Chairman  to 
report  or  cause  to  be  reported  promptly  to 
the  House  any  measure  approved  by  the 
committee  and  to  take  or  cause  to  be  taken 
the  necessary  steps  to  bring  the  matter  to  a 
vote. 

40.  The  report  of  the  committee  on  a 
measure  which  has  been  approved  by  the 
committee  shall  be  filed  within  seven  calen- 
dar days  (exclusive  of  days  on  which  the 
House  is  not  in  session)  after  the  day  on 
which  there  has  been  filed  with  the  clerk  of 
the  committee  a  written  request,  signed  by  a 
majority  of  the  Members  of  the  committee, 
for  the  reporting  of  that  measure.  Upon  the 
filing  of  any  such  request,  the  clerk  of  the 
committee  shall  transmit  immediately  to 
the  Chairman  of  the  committee  notice  of 
the  filing  of  that  request. 

41.  Any  committee  or  subcommittee 
report  published  by  the  committee  shall 
follow  the  same  procedures  for  its  approval, 
including  the  opportunity  to  submit  views, 
as  is  followed  in  the  case  of  a  report  accom- 
panying a  bill  or  resolution  which  has  been 
approved  by  the  committee. 

MEDIA  COVERAGE 

•42.  The  committee  may  permit,  by  major- 
ity vote,  hearings  or  meetings  which  are 
open  to  the  public  to  be  covered  in  whole  or 
in  part  by  television,  radio  and  still  photog- 
raphy—or by  any  such  methods  of  cover- 
age—in accordance  with  Rule  XI  3  of  the 
Rules  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


Legislative  and  Oversight  Jurisdiction  of 
THE  Committee  on  Science  and  Technology 

"RULE  X.  establishment  AND  JURISDICTION  OF 

standing  committees 
"The  Committees  and  Their  Jurisdiction. 
"1.  There  shall  be  in  the  House  the  follow- 
ing standing  committees,  each  of  which 
shall  have  the  jurisdiction  and  related  func- 
tions assigned  to  it  by  this  clause  and 
clauses  2.  3,  and  4:  and  all  bills,  resolutions, 
and  other  matters  relating  to  subjects 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  standing  com- 
mittee as  listed  in  this  clause  shall  (in  ac- 
cordance with  and  subject  to  clause  5)  be  re- 
ferred to  such  committees,  as  follows: 


viciing     for     summer     district     work 
period,  "yea."« 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

Mr.  GEPHARDT  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Wright),  after  2:30  p.m..  Friday, 
July  29.  on  account  of  illness  in  the 
family. 


"(r)  Committee  on  Science  and  Technolo- 


gy. 


'(1)  Astronautical  research  and  develop- 
ment, including  resources,  personnel,  equip- 
ment, and  facilities. 

"(2)  Bureau  of  Standards,  standardization 
of  weights  and  measures  and  the  metric 
system. 

"(3)  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration. 

"(4)  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Council. 

"(5)  National  Science  Foundation. 

"(6)  Outer  space,  including  exploration 
and  control  thereof. 

"(7)  Science  scholarships. 

"(8)  Scientific  research  and  development. 

"(9)  Civil  aviation  research  and  develop- 
ment. 

"(10)  Environmental  research  and  devel- 
opment. 

"(11)  All  energy  research,  development, 
and  demonstration,  and  projects  therefor, 
and  all  federally  owned  or  operated  nonmili- 
tary  energy  laboratories. 

"(12)  National  Weather  Service. 

"In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction 
under  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph (and  its  general  oversight  function 
under  clause  2(b)(1)).  the  committee  shall 
have  the  special  oversight  functions  provid- 
ed for  in  clause  3(f)  with  respect  to  all  non- 
military  research  and  development. 

«  •  *  •  • 

"SPECIAL  OVERSIGHT  FUNCTIONS 

"3.  (f)  The  Committee  on  Science  and 
Technology  shall  have  the  function  of  re- 
viewing and  studying,  on  a  continuing  basis, 
all  laws,  programs,  and  Government  activi- 
ties dealing  with  or  involving  nonmilitary 
research  and  development. '• 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 
By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Wolf)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Dannemeyer,  for  30  minutes,  on 
August  3. 

Mr.  Dannemeyer.  for  30  minutes,  on 
August  4. 

Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane,  for  15  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida,  for  60  minutes, 
on  September  14. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr,  Sensenbrenner,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Dyson)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material: ) 

Mr.  Annunzio.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Panetta.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  English,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  FuQUA,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  Collins,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gephardt,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Richardson,  for  10  minutes,  on 
August  3. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  (Mr.  Gephardt) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause of  illness  in  my  family,  it  was 
not  possible  for  me  to  be  here  for  the 
last  three  votes  on  Friday,  July  29. 

Had  I  been  present  and  voting,  I 
would  have  cast  my  votes  as  follows: 

RoUcall  No,  294  motion  that  House 
recede  and  concur  in  Senator  amend- 
ment No.  65  to  H.R.  3069,  supplemen- 
tal appropriation,  "nay." 

Rollcall  No.  295.  motion  that  House 
recede  and  concur  in  Senate  amend- 
ment No.  158  to  H.R.  3069,  supplemen- 
tal appropriation,  "yea." 

Rollcall  No.  296,  final  passage  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  153.  pro- 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  remarks  was 
granted  to: 

Mr.  Brooks,  to  revise  and  extend  in 
favor  of  the  Horton  amendment. 

Mr.  Dyson,  to  revise  and  extend  on 
H.R.  2780,  general  revenue  sharing 
and  Mr.  Glickman  to  revise  and 
extend  on  H.R.  2780,  general  revenue 
sharing. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Wolf)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter: ) 

Mr.  Fields  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  COURTER. 

Mr.    Young    of    Florida    in    10    in- 
stances. 
Mr.  Michel  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  F»URSELL. 

Mr.  Cheney. 

Mr.  Bereuter  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Prenzel  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Green  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Lagomarsino  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Forsythe. 

Mr.  Gekas. 
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Mr.  Hartnett  In  three  instances. 

Mr.  COOGHLIN. 

Mr.  McGrath  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  Clinger  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Lent  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Regola. 

Mr.  Gingrich. 

Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Dyson)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  BoRSKi. 

Mr.  Gejdenson  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Mazzoli. 

Mr.  Levine  of  California  in  two  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  ROYBAL. 

Mr.  Ortiz. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Ms.  Oakar. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Florida. 

Mr.  MURTHA. 

Mr.  MiixER  of  California. 
Mr.  Yates. 
Mr.  McNuLTY. 

Mr.  DORGAN. 

Mr.  Florio. 

Mr.  Edgar  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Swift. 

Mr.  Skelton. 

Mr.  Ireland. 

Ms.  MiKULSKI. 

Mr.  Berman. 
Mr.  AuCoiN. 
Mr.  LuKEN. 
Mr.  Rose. 
Mr.  Waxman. 
Mr.  McDonald. 


his  approval,  joint  resolutions  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title: 
On  August  1.  1983; 

H.J.  Res.  321.  An  act  to  proclaim  a  day  of 
national  celebration  of  the  200th  anniversa- 
ry of  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris. 
On  August  2.  1983: 

H.J.  Res.  338.  Joint  resolution  to  correct 
Public  Law  98-63  due  to  an  error  in  the  en- 
rollment of  H.R.  3069. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILLS 
SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  sig- 
nature to  enrolled  bills  of  the  Senate 
of  the  following  title: 

S.  272.  An  act  to  improve  small  business 
access  to  Federal  procurement  information, 
and 

S.  930.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Smithsoni- 
an Institution  to  purchase  land  in  Santa 
Cruz  County,  Ariz. 


ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  had  examined 
and  found  truly  enrolled  a  joint  reso- 
lution of  the  House  of  the  following 
title,  which  was  thereupon  signed  by 
the  Speaker: 

H.J.  Res.  338.  Joint  resolution  to  correct 
Public  Law  98-63  due  to  an  error  in  the  en- 
rollment of  H.R.  3069. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  11  o'clock  and  14  minutes 
p.m.)  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Wednesday,  August  3,  1983, 
at  10  a.m. 


JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  did  on  the  follow- 
ing dates  present  to  the  President,  for 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1649.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  (Comptroller),  transmitting 
selected  acquisition  reports  and  SAR  sum- 
mary tables  for  the  quarter  ended  June  30, 
1983,  pursuant  to  section  811(a)  of  Public 
Law  94-106:  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

1650.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg- 
islation to  amend  the  Federal  Employees 
Compensation  Act  to  provide  a  waiting 
period  and  restrictions  on  continuation  of 
pay  received  during  initial  claims  process- 
ing, increased  timeliness  in  that  processing, 
more  equitable  benefits,  increased  emphasis 
on  reemployment  of  disabled  workers,  im- 
proved oversight  of  long-term  disabilities, 
and  improved  expenditure  controls;  to  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

1651  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Legal  Ad- 
viser for  Treaty  Affairs.  Department  of 
State,  transmitting  copies  of  international 
agreements,  other  than  treaties,  entered 
into  by  the  United  Stales,  pursuant  to  1 
U.S.C.  112b(a);  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs. 

1652.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director. 
Minerals  Management  Service,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  the 
proposed  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments 
totaling  $220,097.20  to  the  CNO  Producing 
Co..  pursuant  to  section  10(a)  of  the  Outer 
Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1653.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director. 
Minerals  Management  Service.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  the 
proposed  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments 
totaling  $66,830.54  to  Mobil  Oil  Corp..  Shell 
Oil  Co..  Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc..  Arco  Oil  and 
Gas  Co.  and  Pelto  Oil  Co.,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 10(a)  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Lands  Act  of  1953;  to  the  Committee  on  In- 
terior and  Insular  Affairs. 

1654.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director. 
Minerals  Management  Service,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  the 
proposed  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments 
totaling  $67,224.69  to  Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc.. 
Mobil  Oil  Corp..  and  Shell  Oil  Co..  pursuant 
to  section  10(a)  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953:  to  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 


1655.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director, 
Minerals  Management  Service.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  the 
proposed  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments 
totaling  $32,597.41  to  the  Shell  Oil  Co.,  Arco 
Oil  and  Gas  Co..  and  Mobil  Oil  Corp..  pursu- 
ant to  section  10(a)  of  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1656.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director, 
Minerals  Management  Service,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  the 
proposed  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments 
totaling  $50,031.40  to  the  Mobil  Oil  Corp. 
and  ICI  Delaware  Inc.,  pursuant  to  section 
10(b)  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands 
Act  of  1953;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 

1657.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  transmitting  a  report  on  ne- 
gotiated contracts  for  experimental,  devel- 
opmental, or  research  work,  covering  the 
period  October  1,  1982.  through  March  31, 
1983.  pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  2304(e);  to  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisher- 
ies. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina;  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries.  H.R. 
3278.  A  bill  to  provide  a  comprehensive 
system  of  liability  and  compensation  for  oil- 
spill  damage  and  removal  costs,  and  for 
other  purposes;  with  amendments  (Rept. 
No.  98-340,  Pt.  I).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  CHENEY: 
H.R.  3733.  A  bill  to  modify  the  Jackson 
Hole  Snake  River  local  protection  flood  con- 
trol project  in  Wyoming  to  authorize  main- 
tenance work  to  be  performed  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers:  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  COURTER: 
H.R.  3734.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  limit  the  number  of  public 
holidays  which  may  be  established  by  Fed- 
eral statute  or  executive  order:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
By  Mr.  SAM  B.  HALL,  Jr.: 
H.R.  3735.  A  bill  to  exempt  from  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Federal  antitrust  laws  certain 
conduct  of  motor  common  carriers  of  prop- 
erty  which    relates   to   rates   applicable   to 
intrastate  transportation;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  KOLTER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Murphy): 
H.R.  3736.  A  bill  to  permit  Federal  partici- 
pation in  the  construction  of  certain  new 
toll  roads,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

By  Mr.  McHUGH  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
CoNABLE.  Mr.  Jenkins.  Mr.  Pursell, 
Mr.  Tauke,  and  Mr.  Udall): 


H.R.  3737.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  a  full 
credit  for  contributions  to  candidates  for 
Congress,  and  for  other  purposes;  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
House  Administration. 

By  Mr.  ORTIZ  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Pepper,  and  Mr.  Roybal): 
H.R.  3738.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  reform  the  benefit 
payment  procedures  which  are  followed 
upon  the  death  of  an  insured  individual  or 
beneficiary  (including  a  dependent  or  survi- 
vor) by  providing  for  the  payment  of  a 
lump-sum  death  benefit,  in  an  equitable 
manner  and  in  a  realistic  amount,  when  any 
such  insured  individual  or  beneficiary  dies; 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  SEIBERLING  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  F^ighan): 
H.R.  3739.  A  bill  to  provide  certain  author- 
ity to  reduce  erosion  within  the  Cuyahoga 
Valley    National    Recreation    Area;    to    the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  ALBOSTA: 
H.R.  3740.  A  bill  to  suspend  for  a  3-year 
period    the    duty    on    3-CHydroxydiphenyl- 
acetyl)    oxyl-l.l-dimethylpiperidinium    bro- 
mide;   to    the    Committee    on    Ways    and 
Means. 

H.R.  3741.  A  bill  to  suspend  for  a  3-year 
period  the  duty  on  5H-Dibenz  [b,f]  azepine- 
5-propanamine,  10,  U-dihydro-N-methyl-, 
monohydrochloride:  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  3742.  A  bill  to  suspend  for  a  3-year 
period  the  duty  on  hydrazone,  3-(4-methyl- 
piperazinyliminomethyl)  rifamycin  SV;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  ENGLISH: 
H.R.  3743.  A  bill  to  establish  a  Privacy 
Protection  Commission,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations. 

By  Mr.  GUARINI; 
H.R.  3744.  A  bill  to  amend  title  V  of  the 
Refugee  Education  Assistance  Act  of  1980  to 
extend  assistance  for  Cuban  and  Haitian  en- 
trants  to   72   months   after   the   month   of 
entry;  jointly  to  the  Committees  on  Educa- 
tion and  Labor  and  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa: 
H.R.    3745.    A    bill    to   establish    a   Peace 
Corps  Strategy  Commission;  to  the  Conunit- 
tee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  ROSE  (for  himself.  Mr.  de  la 
Garza,  Mr.  Albosta,  Mr.  Andrews  of 
North  Carolina,  Mr.  Anthony,  Mr. 
Bateman,  Mr.  Bedell,  Mr.  Britt.  Mr. 
Chappie,  Mr.  Clarke,  Mr.  Derrick. 
Mr.  Dickinson,  Mr.  Duncan,  Mr. 
Dyson,  Mr.  English.  Mr.  Foley,  Mr. 
Franklin,  Mr.  Gonzalez,  Mr.  Hance, 
Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Hatcher.  Mr. 
Hefner,  Mr.  Horton.  Mr.  Jones  of 
North  Carolina.  Mr.  Jones  of  Ten- 
nessee, Mr.  Montgomery.  Mr.  Neal, 
Mr.  Nichols.  Mr.  Panetta.  Mr. 
Pease,  Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Sisisky, 
Mr.  Skelton.  Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr. 
Swirr,  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr.  Thomas  of 
Georgia,  Mr.  Valentine.  Mr.  Wat- 
kins,  Mr.  Whitley,  and  Mr.  Won 
Pat): 
H.R.  3746.  A  bill  entitled:  'The  Agricultur- 
al Stabilization  and  Conservation  Commit- 
tee Act  of  1983":  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

By  Mr.  SENSENBRENNER  (for  him- 
self. Mr.  Michel,  Mr.  Gekas,  Mr. 
Sawyer,  Mr.  Lungren.  Mr.  McCol- 
LUM,  Mr.  Wylie,  Mr.  McKinney,  Mr. 
Bartlett,  Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Vander 
Jagt.  Mr.  Erlenborn.  Mr.  Horton. 
and  Mr.  Whitehurst): 


H.R.  3747.  A  bill  entitled:  "The  Pair  Hous- 
ing Amendments  of  1983";  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  SWIFT: 
H.R.  3748.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  include  inspectors  of  the  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service  and 
inspectors  of  the  U.S.  Customs  Service 
within  the  immediate  retirement  provisions 
applicable  to  certain  employees  engaged  in 
hazardous  occupations;  to  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT: 
H.J.  Res.  339.  Joint  resolution  designating 
February  14  of  each  year  as  "National 
Salute  to  Hospitalized  Veterans'  Day";  to 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

By  Mr.  BROWN  of  California  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Sabo,  Mr.  Akaka,  Mr. 
Foley.  Mr.  Roberts,  Mr.  Panetta. 
Mr.  Franklin.  Mr.  Evans  of  Iowa. 
Mr.  Levin  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Snyder. 
Mr.  Lewis  of  California,  Mr.  Tallon, 
Mr.  Perkins,  Mr.  Mazzoli.  Mr.  Van- 

DERGRIFF,  Mr.   DE  LA  GaRZA,   Mr.   ROE, 

Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida, 
Mr.  Fauntroy,  Mr.  Hansen  of  Utah, 
Mr.  Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Vento,  Mr. 
Hughes.  Mr.   Spen'ce,   Mr.   Corrada. 
Mr.  Schneider.  Mr.  Lowry  of  Wash- 
ington, Ms.  Snowe,  and  Mr.  Bonior 
of  Michigan): 
H.J.  Res.  340.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  designation  of  the  week  of  Novem- 
ber 27  through  December  3,  1983.  as  "Na- 
tional Entomology  Week  ";  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
By  Mr.  GREEN; 
H.  Res.  295.  Resolution  dealing  with  the 
prevention  of  arson;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 


MEMORIALS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII, 
237.  The  Speaker  presented  memorial  of 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  rela- 
tive to  a  nuclear  weapons  freeze:  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 
private  resolutions 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE  introduced  a  joint 
resolution  (H.J.  Res.  341)  authorizing  and 
requesting  the  President  to  appoint  Captain 
Grace  M.  Hopper  (U.S.  Naval  Reserve,  Re- 
tired) to  the  grade  of  commodore  on  the  re- 
tired list,  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  190:  Mr.  Patterson. 

H.R.  408:  Mr.  Dwyer  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Schaefer.  and  Mr.  Brown  of  Colorado. 

H.R.  671;  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Ratchford.  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Murphy. 
Ms.  Oakar,  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Ford  of  Ten- 
nessee, Ms.  MiKULSKi,  Mr.  Scheuer.  Mr. 
MacKay.  Mr.  Solarz,  Mr.  Ottinger.  Mr. 
Owens,  Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  Biaggi,  Mr.  Ed- 
wards of  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Leland.  Mr. 
Lantos,  Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan.  Ms. 
Kaptur,  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Mitch- 
ell, Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Heftel  of  Hawaii,  Mr. 


Weiss,   Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.   Clinger,   and  Mr, 
Bonker. 

H.R.  672;  Mr.  Levine  of  California,  Mr. 
Neal,  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr. 
Ford  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Fazio.  Mrs.  Boxer, 
Mr.  McNulty.  Mr.  Clinger.  Mr.  Hertel  of 
Michigan.  Mr.  Rogers,  Mrs.  Collins,  Mr. 
Gejdenson.  Mr.  Torricelli.  and  Mr.  Weiss. 

H.R.  943;  Mr.  Roe. 

H.R.  953:  Mr.  Rinaldo. 

H.R.  1244:  Mr.  Packard. 

H.R.  1249;  Mr.  Hawkins  and  Mr.  Luken. 

H.R.  1374:  Mr.  Rogers. 

H.R.  1415:  Mr.  Shumway. 

H.R.  1881:  Mr.  Bedell,  Mr.  Broompield, 
Mr.  Campbell.  Mr.  Emerson.  Mr.  Gaydos, 
Mr.  Jenkins,  Mr.  Marriott.  Mrs.  Martin  of 
Illinois,  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Robin- 
son, Mr.  RoEMER,  Mr.  Sabo,  Mr.  Shuster, 
Mr.  Sisisky,  Mr.  Snyder,  Mr.  Walgren.  Mr. 
Winn,  and  Mr.  Young  of  Florida. 

H.R.  1903:  Mr.  Bennett.  Ms.  Ferraro,  and 
Mr.  Yates. 

H.R.  1918:  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.R.  1942:  Mrs.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Mineta. 

H.R.  2000:  Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Archer.  Mr. 
Vander  Jagt.  Mr.  F»hilip  M.  Crane.  Mr. 
F^ENZEL,  Mr.  Martin  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Schulze.  Mr.  Gradison.  Mr.  Campbell,  Mr. 
Thomas  of  California,  and  Mr.  Patman. 

H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Pursell  and  Mr.  Penny. 

H.R.  2305:  Mr.  Rahall. 

H.R.  2382:  Mr.  Pursell,  Mr.  Harkin,  Mrs. 
Schneider,  and  Mr.  McCollum. 

H.R.  2488:  Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr.  Fauntroy, 
Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Crockett.  Mr.  Bedell.  Mr. 
Gray.  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Dellums, 
Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  Harkin,  and  Mr.  Yatron. 

H.R.  2660:  Mr.  Jeffords,  Ms.  Oakar.  Mr. 
Weaver,  Mr.  Torres,  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Roe, 
Mr.  Ackerman,  Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Corrada,  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida,  Mr.  Stokes, 
Mr.  Lewis  of  Florida.  Mr.  Berman.  Mr.  Van- 
dergriff,  Mr.  GooDLiNG,  Mr.  Howard,  Mr. 
Crockett,  Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan,  Mr. 
Mitchell.  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana,  Mr.  Weiss, 
Mr.  Tallon,  Mr.  Scheuer,  Mr.  Anderson, 
Mr.  Panetta.  and  Mr.  Carr. 

H.R.  2854:  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Bevill,  Mr.  Ratchford.  Mr.  F^ank.  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida,  Mr.  Crockett,  Mr. 
Stokes,  Mr.  Murphy,  Ms.  Oakar,  Mr. 
Rangel,  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr.  Scheuer,  Mr. 
MacKay.  Mr.  Solarz,  Mr.  Ottinger,  Mr. 
Owens,  Mr.  Biaggi,  Mr.  Berman.  Mr. 
Lehman  of  Florida.  Mr.  Edwards  of  Oklaho- 
ma, Mrs.  Collins.  Mr.  Leland.  Mr.  Lantos, 
Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan.  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr. 
Hyde.  Mr.  Chappel,  Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  Towns, 
Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Heftel  of 
Hawaii,  Mr.  Weiss.  Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Clinger, 
and  Mr.  Bonker. 

H.R.  2855:  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee,  Mr. 
Bevill.  Mr.  Ratchford,  Mr.  Prank.  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida,  Mr.  Crockett.  Mr. 
Stokes,  Mr.  Murphy,  Ms.  Oakar.  Mr. 
Rangel.  Ms.  Mikulski,  Mr.  Scheuer,  Mr. 
MacKay.  Mr.  Solarz,  Mr.  Ottinger.  Mr. 
Owens.  Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr.  Berman,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  Florida,  Mr.  Edwards  of  Oklaho- 
ma, Mrs.  Collins,  Mr.  Leland,  Mr.  Lantos, 
Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr. 
Hyde,  Mr.  Chappel,  Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  Towns, 
Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Heftel  of 
Hawaii,  Mr.  Weiss,  Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Clinger, 
Mr.  Bonker.  Mr.  Corcoran. 

H.R.  2856:  Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Ratchford. 
Mr.  Frank,  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Crockett,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Murphy,  Ms. 
Oakar.  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee, 
Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr.  Scheuer,  Mr.  MacF^y, 
Mr.  Solarz,  Mr.  Corcoran,  Mr.  Ottinger, 
Mr.  Owens,  Mr.  Vento,  Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr. 
Lehman  of  Florida,  Mr.  Edwards  of  Oklaho- 
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ma.  Mrs.  Coixins.  Mr.  Lantos.  Ms.  Kaptur. 
Mr.  HvDE.  Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr. 
Towns.  Mr  HErxEL  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Weiss. 
Mr.  Edgar.  Mr  Clinger.  and  Mr.  Bonker. 

H.R.  2911;  Mr.  Schaefer. 

H.R.  3028:  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.R.  3106:  Mr.  Ireland  and  Mr.  Dorgan. 

H.R.  3245:  Ms.  Ferraro. 

H.R.  3335:  Mr  Hetner. 

H.R.  3341:  Mr.  Jenkins. 

H.R.  3349:  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Bedell. 
Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Feichan.  Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Richardson.  Mr. 
Dellums.  Mr.  Hubbard,  and  Mr.  Vander- 
GRirr. 

H.R.  3350:  Mr.  Pepper.  Mr.  Green,  and 
Mr.  Fascell. 

H.R.  3578:  Mr.  Roth. 

H.R.  3387:  Mr.  Ottincer.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr. 
Crockett.  Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Rancel.  and  Mr. 
Kiloez. 

H.R.  3532:  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska.  Mr. 
Jones  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Stark.  Mr. 
Whitehurst.  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Nichols.  Mr. 
Wilson.  Mr.  Hutto.  Mr  Stokes,  Mr.  Gonza- 
lez, and  Mr.  Ottinger. 

H.R.  3545:  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H.R.-  3591:  Mr.  Addabbo.  Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr. 
Boner  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Dwyer  of  New 
Jersey,  Mr.  Fowler.  Mr.  Frenzel.  Mr.  Guar- 
INI.  Mr.  Hubbard.  Mr.  LaFalce.  Mr.  Lehman 
of  Florida.  Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr. 
MiNETA,  Mr.  Murphy.  Mr.  Quillen.  Mr. 
Sabo.  and  Mr.  Vento. 

H.R.  3642:  Mr.  Hobton.  Mr.  Eckart.  Mr. 
Owens  Mr.  Edwards  of  California.  Mr. 
Edgar.  Mr.  Dowdy  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Dorgan  Mr.  Panetta.  Mr.  Hughes,  Mr.  Gep- 
hardt. Mr.  MiNETA.  Mr.  Staggers.  Mr. 
Glickman.  Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Fowler.  Mr. 
Duncan.  Mr.  Downey  of  New  York,  and  Mr. 
Rostenkowski. 

H.R.  3646:  Mr.  Mineta  and  Mr.  Fazio. 

H.R.  3678:  Mr.  Moody.  Mr.  Vandergriff. 
Mr.  Wise,  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana,  and  Mr. 
Borski. 

H.R.  3681:  Mr.  Jeffords. 

H.J.  Res.  103:  Mr.  Feigham.  Mr.  Stump. 
Mr.  Brown  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Downey  of 
New  York,  and  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.J.  Res.  105:  Mr.  Brown  of  California. 
Mr.  Florio.  Mr.  Thomas  of  California.  Mr. 
Foley.  Mr.  Whittaker.  Mr.  McEwen.  Mr. 
HucKABY.  Mr.  Evans  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Young  of 
Alaska,  Mr.  Gunderson.  Mr.  Solarz,  Mr. 
Wylie,  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Mrs. 
Kehnelly.  Mr.  Natcher.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr. 
McGrath.  Mr.  Dreier  of  California,  Mr. 
Stangeland.  and  Mr.  Conabix. 

H.J.  Res.  120:  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.J.  Res.  134:  Mr.  McEwen. 

H.J.  Res.  176:  Mr.  Mavroules.  Mr.  Russo. 
Mr.  Dickinson.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  DeWine. 
Mr.  Shannon,  and  Mr.  Stump. 

H.J.  Res.  295:  Mrs.  Boggs.  Mr.  Broyhill. 
Mr.  CouGHLiN.  Mr.  Early.  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr. 
Fowler.  Mr.  Hefner,  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Luken. 
Mr.  Mica.  Mr.  Mollokan,  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr. 
Myers.  Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Pritchard.  Mr. 
RoEMER.  Mr.  ScHUMER.  Mr.  Shumway.  Mr. 
Smith  of  Iowa.  Mrs.  Smith  of  Nebraska,  Mr. 
Tauzin,  Mr.  Valentine,  Mr.  Whitten,  and 
Mr.  Wortley. 

H.J.  Res.  313:  Mr.  Hamilton. 

H.  Res.  15:  Mr.  Bateman.  Mrs.  Burton  of 
California,  Mr.  Clarke,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr. 
Ralph  M.  Hall,  Mr.  McEwen.  and  Mr. 
Young  of  Alaska. 

H.  Res.  102:  Mr.  de  la  Garza,  Mr.  Wat- 
kins.  Mr.  Won  Pat.  Mr.  Sunia.  Mr.  Synar. 
Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Weaver.  Mr.  Stange- 
land. Mr.  Dorgan.  Mr.  Rose,  Mr.  Weber, 
Mr.  Bedell,  Mr.  Bevil.  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr. 
Albosta,  Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Oxley,  Mr.  Ober- 


STAR,  Mr.  Whitley.  Mr.  Britt.  Mr.  McNul- 
TY,  Mr.  Nielson  of  Utah,  Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Cor- 
coran, and  Mr.  Tallon. 

H.  Res.  190:  Mr.  Volkmer,  Mrs.  Burton  of 
California,  and  Mr.  Luken. 

H.  Res.  216:  Mr.  Penny,  Mr.  Siljander, 
and  Mr.  Sundquist. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  spon- 
sors were  deleted  from  public  bills  and 
resolutions  as  follows: 
H.R.  1797:  Mr.  Whitehurst. 
H.R.  2250:  Mr.  Dicks. 
H.J.  Res.  1:  Mr.  Kolter. 


PETITIONS.  ETC. 
Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII: 
183.  The  Speaker  presented  a  petition  of 
the  Western  Governors'  Conference,  San 
Francisco,  California,  relative  to  redress  for 
American  citizens  of  Japanese  ancestry  for 
their  internment  during  World  War  II; 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  2350 
By  Mr.  GLICKMAN: 
—On  page  143.  after  line  11  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 
report    on    federal    role    in    facilitating 

timely    access    to    human    organs    for 

transplant  purposes 

Sec.  .  (a)  The  Director  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health,  after  consultations 
with  the  Directors  of  the  National  Heart, 
Lung,  and  Blood  Institute,  the  National  In- 
stitute of  Diabetes  and  Digestive  and 
Kidney  Diseases,  the  National  Institute  of 
Child  Health  and  Human  Development,  the 
National  Eye  Institute,  and  the  Center  for 
Diease  Control,  the  Administrator  of  the 
Veterans'  Administration,  a  designee  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  such  other  federal 
officials  as  the  Director  deems  appropriate, 
representative  state  and  local  health  offi- 
cials, health  care  professionals  with  qualifi- 
cations to  provide  specific  guidance,  shall 
submit  a  plan  to  the  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act  to  expand  and  im- 
prove timely  access  to  human  organs  avail- 
able for  transplant  purposes,  including  but 
not  limited  to  means  of  improving  public 
awareness  of  the  shortage  of  human  organs 
for  transplant  purposes  and  establishing  a 
comprehensive  national  network  of  informa- 
tion sharing  with  regard  to  organs  available 
for  transplant. 

(b)  further  legislative  authority  is  deemed 
by  the  Director  to  be  necessary  to  adequate- 
ly expand  and  improve  such  access,  such 
report  shall  be  accompanied  by  proposed 
legislation  to  allow  for  implementaton  of  its 
recommendations  and  an  interim  plan  for 
improving  such  access  to  human  organs  for 
transplant  purposes. 


H.R.  2379 
By  Mr.  UDALL: 


—Page  2.  line  3.  strike  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert  the  following  in  lieu  there- 
of: 

short  title 
Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"National  Park  System  Protection  and  Re- 
sources Management  Act  of  1983". 

findings 
Sec.  2.  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  natural  and  cultural  resources  of 
the  national  park  system  embrace  unique, 
superlative  and  nationally  significant  re- 
sources, constitute  a  major  source  of  pride, 
inspiration,  and  enjoyment  for  the  people  of 
the  United  States,  and  have  gained  interna- 
tional recognition  and  acclaim: 

(2)  the  Congress  has  repeatedly  expressed 
its  intentions,  in  both  generic  and  specific 
statute  and  by  other  means,  that  the  natu- 
ral and  cultural  resources  of  the  national 
park  system  be  accorded  the  highest  degree 
of  protection: 

(3)  many  of  the  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources of  the  national  park  system  are 
being  degraded  or  threatened  with  degrada- 
tion; and 

(4)  no  comprehensive  process  exists  for 
the  gathering  of  data,  the  identification, 
analysis,  and  documentation  of  trends,  and 
the  identification  of  problems  regarding  the 
condition  of  the  national  park  systems  nat- 
ural and  cultural  resources,  and  for  the  de- 
velopment of  a  program  to  prevent  and  re- 
verse the  degradation  of  the  natural  and 
cultural  resources  of  the  national  park 
system. 

purpose  and  policy 
Sec.  3.  In  furtherance  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535;  16 
U.S.C.  1-4).  it  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act,  and 
shall  continue  to  be  national  policy,  to  pro- 
vide for  a  high  degree  of  protection  and 
preservation  of  the  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources within  the  national  park  system  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public,  and  to  provide  for 
the  interplay  of  the  forces  and  processes  of 
natural  geological  change  and  ecological 
succession  in  perpetuity  (except  for  loca- 
tions of  development  or  where  the  historic 
scene  is  to  be  stabilized  and  depicted  at  a 
particular  static  point  in  time).  In  further- 
ance of  that  purpose  and  policy,  it  is  the 
specific  purpose  of  this  Act  to  provide  for 
the  development  of  comprehensive  manage- 
ment programs,  and  planning  and  decision- 
making processes  which  will— 

(1)  identify  damage,  threats,  and  problems 
affecting  the  natural  and  cultural  resources 
of  the  national  park  system,  and 

(2)  provide  for  the  implementation  of  ac- 
tions which  will  prevent  and  reverse  such 
adverse  forces  so  as  to  maximize  the  protec- 
tion and  preservation  of  the  natural  and 
cultural  resources  of  the  national  park 
system. 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  deemed  to 
constitute  a  change  in  the  more  specific 
purposes  or  provisions  of  the  various  Acts 
establishing  the  individual  units  of  the  na- 
tional park  system. 

state  of  the  parks  report 
Sec.  4.  (a)  In  furtherance  of  the  provisions 
of  section  3  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
undertake  a  continuing  program  of  data  col- 
lection, research,  monitoring,  analysis  and 
documentation  as  to  conditions,  factors  and 
forces  which  are  degrading,  or  threatening 
to  degrade,  the  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources of  the  national  park  system  and 
shall  prepare  a  biennial  "State  of  the 
Parks  "  report.  Such  report  shall  constitute 


documentation  of  the  condition  of  park  re- 
sources. Including  problems  related  to  their 
degradation  and  solutions  to  such  problems. 
The  report  shall  correlate  to  a  fiscal  year 
base  and  shall  be  transmitted  by  January  1, 
1985  (and  by  January  1  of  each  odd  num- 
bered year  thereafter),  by  the  Secretary  to 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  Senate  for  referral  to  and 
consideration  by  the  appropriate  legislative 
committees  of  the  Congress.  Successive  re- 
ports shall  update  previous  submissions. 
Each  report  shall  be  printed  as  a  House  doc- 
ument. The  report  shall  include,  but  need 
not  be  limited  to,  the  following  major  com- 
ponents: 

(Da  brief  description,  for  each  individual 
unit  of  the  national  park  system,  of— 

(A)  the  past,  current,  and  projected  condi- 
tion of  the  unit's  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources; 

(B)  the  Impact  from  identified  factors  and 
forces,  ranked  in  order  of  priority,  emanat- 
ing from  both  inside  and  outside  the  unit, 
which  damage  or  threaten  to  damage  the 
welfare  and  integrity  of  the  unit's  natural 
and  cultural  resources,  with  identification 
of  the  trends  and  the  severity  of  impact  of 
such  factors  and  forces; 

(C)  ongoing  and  planned  protection  and 
management  actions,  including  specific  re- 
search programs,  with  regard  to  subpara- 
graphs (A)  and  (B)  of  this  paragraph;  and 

(D)  the  accomplishments  and  results  of 
the  actions  undertaken  in  accordance  with 
subparagraph  (C); 

(2)  a  description  and  assessment  of  the 
systemwide  efforts  to  address  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection, 
which  assessment  shall  include  a  list  of  all 
personnel  positions  systemwide  (given  ac- 
cording to  pay  grade,  location,  and  profes- 
sional expertise  of  the  incumbent)  assigned 
50  per  centum  or  more  of  the  time  to  direct 
resource  protection,  resource  management 
activities  or  research,  and  an  assessment  of 
the  effectiveness  and  adequacy  of  these  per- 
sonnel in  meeting  resource  management  ob- 
jectives; 

(3)  a  detailed  and  specific  discussion,  de- 
veloped in  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  sub- 
section, of  continuing,  newly  implemented 
and/or  recommended  systemwide  policies, 
plans,  programs,  actions,  commitments,  and 
accomplishments  for  both  the  direct  man- 
agement actions  and  the  research  programs 
of  the  National  Park  Service  relating  to  the 
prevention  and  reversal  of  factors  and 
forces  which  are  altering  or  damaging,  or 
threatening  to  alter  or  damage,  the  welfare 
and  integrity  of  natural  and  cultural  park 
resources,  which  discussion  shall  include, 
but  not  be  limited  to— 

(A)  management  policies,  directions,  and 
priorities; 

(B)  accomplishments  in  and  progress 
toward  resolving  specific  problems  described 
in  the  current  and  the  previous  State  of  the 
Parks  report; 

(C)  continuing  research  projects: 

(D)  new  administration  and  research  pro- 
posals for  park  protection  and  resource 
management  programs; 

(E)  an  itemized  estimate  of  the  funding 
required  for  the  following  two  fiscal  years  to 
carry  out  both  the  continuing  and  the  new- 
management  actions  and  research  pro- 
grams; 

(F)  legal  authority  available  for  address- 
ing damage  and  threats  emanating  from 
outside  unit  boundaries,  the  effectiveness  of 
that  authority  in  preventing  damage  to  the 


natural  and  cultural  resources,  and  sugges- 
tions for  new  authority  which  may  promote 
resource  protection;  and 

(G)  the  progress  in  meeting  the  objectives 
of  this  Act; 

(4)  a  discussion  of  the  adequacy  of  past 
and  present  congressional  appropriations  in 
addressing  protection  and  resource  manage- 
ment programs;  and 

(5)  a  determination  and  explanation  of 
funding  needs  for  fulfilling  the  mandates  of 
this  section. 

(b)  In  the  preparation  of  the  State  of  the 
Parks  report,  the  National  Park  Service 
shall  take  appropriate  steps  to  solicit  public 
involvement.  A  preliminary  draft  of  the 
report  shall  be  made  available  to  the  public 
for  a  period  of  thirty  days  for  review  and 
comment  no  less  than  three  months  before 
the  final  report  is  due  for  submission  to  the 
Congress.  Notice  of  the  availability  of  such 
draft  for  public  review  and  comment  shall 
be  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  A 
summary  of  public  comments  received  shall 
be  transmitted  with  the  State  of  the  Parks 
report. 

SIGNIFICANT  RESOURCE  PROBLEMS 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  shall  identify  and 
establish  priorities  among  at  least  the  fifty 
most  critical  natural  and  the  fifty  most  crit- 
ical cultural  resource  problems  or  threats 
within  the  national  park  system  and  shall 
prepare  a  detailed  analysis  of  such  problems 
or  threats  (with  an  estimate  of  the  funds 
necessary  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  prob- 
lems or  threats).  Such  analysis  shall  be 
made  annually  and  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress 
on  the  same  date  as  the  submission  of  the 
Presidents  budget  to  the  Congress. 

SCIENTIFIC  ADVISORY  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such 
steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  contract  with 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  for  devel- 
opment of  a  plan  for  the  National  Park 
Service  to  conduct  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources inventories  and  research  directed  to 
the  problems  of  and  the  solutions  for  natu- 
ral and  cultural  resource  problems  within 
the  national  park  system. 

(b)  The  plan  required  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  simultaneously  submitted  to  the 
Secretary  and  to  the  appropriate  commit- 
tees of  the  Congress  no  later  than  eighteen 
months  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 
Three  months  and  six  months  after  the  ef- 
fective date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
submit  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
Congress  a  written  statement  as  to  his 
progress  in  the  consummation  of  arrange- 
ments with  the  National  Academy  of  Sci- 
ences for  the  development  of  such  a  plan. 

(c)  Funding  for  such  plan  shall  derive 
from  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  this 
purpose  to  the  National  Park  Service. 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 

Sec.  7.  Resource  management  plans  for 
each  unit  of  the  national  park  system,  in- 
cluding areas  within  the  national  capital 
region,  shall  be  prepared  and  updated  no 
less  frequently  than  every  two  years.  Such 
plans  shall  address  both  natural  and  cultur- 
al resources  of  the  park  units  and  shall  in- 
clude, but  not  be  limited  to— 

(Da  historical  overview  of  the  past  com- 
position, treatment,  and  condition  of  the  re- 
sources; 

(2)  a  statement  of  the  purposes  and  objec- 
tives for  the  management  and  preservation 
of  the  individual  and  collective  componente 
of  the  resource  base; 

(3)  an  inventory  of  significant  resources 
and  their  current  condition,  prepared  in  ac- 


cordance with  acceptable  scientific  baseline 
data  collection  methods; 

(4)  an  identification  of  current  and  poten- 
tial problems,  emanating  from  sources  both 
inside  and  outside  park  unit  boundaries,  as- 
sociated with  the  protection  and  manage- 
ment of  the  resources; 

(5)  a  comprehensive,  detailed  program  of 
proposed  actions  to  be  taken  to  prevent  or 
reverse  the  degradation  of  the  natural  and 
cultural  resources  of  the  park,  including  a 
proposed  schedule  of  actions  to  be  initiated 
and  the  estimated  costs  to  complete  such  ac- 
tions; and 

(6)  a  brief  summary  of  accomplishments 
in  resolving  resource  problems  identified 
pursuant  to  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  this 
subsection. 

General  management  and  other  relevant 
plans  developed  for  each  park  unit  shall  be 
brought  into  conformity  with  the  park 
unit's  resource  management  plan,  and  the 
resource  management  plan  shall  be  used  to 
provide  data  for  the  State  of  the  Parks 
report.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  guide- 
lines for  the  National  Park  Service  setting 
forth  procedures  whereby  the  development 
of  general  management  plans  and  resource 
management  plans  shall  be  coordinated 
with  other  affected  Federal  agencies.  States, 
and  local  governments. 

LAND  CLASSIFICATION  REVIEW 

Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  a 
review  of  the  current  land  classification 
system  for  the  preservation  and  use  of  lands 
within  national  park  system  units,  and  shall 
adopt  such  revisions  as  may  be  appropriate 
to  assure  the  protection  of  park  resources, 
appropriately  balanced  with  the  use  and  ap- 
preciation of  those  resources  by  visitors. 
Such  review  shall  include  the  development 
of  a  new  classification  for  maximum  re- 
source protection  where  restricted  use  may 
be  necessary  to  protect  sensitive  ecosystems 
and  cultural  resources  or  areas  of  special 
value  for  research,  scientific,  or  related  pur- 
poses. The  review  mandated  by  this  section 
shall  be  completed  and  the 'results  adopted 
by  January  1.  1985. 

INTERNATIONALLY  RECOGNIZED  AREAS 

Sec  9.  (a)  Those  park  units  accorded  the 
designation  of  'biosphere  reserve"  or  'world 
heritage  site"  shall  receive  priority  atten- 
tion and  consideration  for  prompt,  height- 
ened resource  data  collection,  monitoring, 
and  resource  protection  efforts.  The  Secre- 
tary shall  develop  a  document,  setting  forth 
such  policies  and  guidelines  as  are  appropri- 
ate to  achieve  these  objectives,  to  be  pub- 
lished in  draft  form  in  the  Federal  Register 
no  later  than  January  1.  1985  for  public 
comment,  and  published  in  final  form  no 
later  than  April  30.  1985.  Such  document 
shall  be  revised  subsequently  as  appropri- 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
with  respect  to  any  international  park  locat- 
ed within  the  United  States  and  any  adja- 
cent nation  which  has  been  recognized  and 
designated  as  a  Biosphere  Reserve  under 
the  auspices  of  the  international  conserva- 
tion community,  the  responsible  park  man- 
agement officials  of  the  United  States  and 
such  nation,  in  conjunction  with  appropri- 
ate legislative  and  parliamentary  officials, 
establish  means  and  methods  of  ensuring 
that  the  integrity  of  such  Biosphere  Re- 
serve is  maintained,  and  the  collective  at- 
tributes for  which  it  was  so  recognized  and 
designated  are  accorded  the  highest  practi- 
cable degree  of  continuing  protection. 
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PUBUC  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Sec.  10.  (a)  In  any  case  of  areas  which  are 
within  any  unit  of  the  national  paric  system, 
where  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  vested 
with  any  authority  to— 

( 1 )  issue  any  lease: 

(2)  authorize  or  permit  any  use,  occupan- 
cy, or  development  of  such  areas; 

(3)  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  such  lands 
or  waters  or  interests  therein  or  sell  or  oth- 
erwise dispose  of  any  timber  or  sand,  gravel, 
and  other  materials  located  on  or  under 
such  areas. 

he  may  exercise  such  authority  only  after 
he  has  determined  that  the  exercise  of  such 
authority  will  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
effect  on  the  values  for  which  such  national 
park  system  unit  was  established  (including 
the  scenery  and  the  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources). Such  determination  shall  be  made 
only  after  notice  and  opportunity  for  a 
hearing  on  the  record.  The  process  for  col- 
lecting needed  information  and  evaluation 
thereof  for  this  section  or  section  1 1  may  be 
integrated  with  such  planning  and  decision- 
making processes  as  are  required  by  other 
law.  except  that  the  determination  of  the 
effect  upon  park  resources  shall  be  a  sepa- 
rate document  or  a  separate  chapter  within 
a  document  executed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  or  the  head  of  any  other  Feder- 
al agency  or  instrumentality  as  may  be  re- 
quired by  this  section  or  section  11. 

(b)  In  any  case  of  areas  which  are  adja- 
cent to  any  unit  of  the  national  park 
system,  where  the  Secretary  is  vested  with 
any  authority  described  in  subsection  (a), 
the  Secretary  may  exercise  such  authority 
only  after  he  has  determined  that  the  exer- 
cise of  such  authority  will  not  have  a  signifi- 
cant adverse  effect  on  the  values  for  which 
such  national  park  system  unit  was  estab- 
lished: except  that  if  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that— 

(1)  any  significant  adverse  effects  on  the 
values  for  which  the  national  park  system 
unit  was  established  are  clearly  of  lesser  im- 
portance than  the  public  interest  value  of 
the  proposed  action:  and 

(2)  the  exercise  of  such  authority  is  fully 
consistent  with  the  Act  of  August  25.  1916 
<39  SUt.  535:  16  U.S.C.  1-4).  the  Act  of 
August  18.  1970  (84  Stat.  825:  16  U.S.C.  la-I 
through  la-7).  and  specific  provisions  of  law 
which  established  the  affected  national 
park  system  unit. 

he  may  exercise  such  authority.  The  Secre- 
tary shall  publish  the  record  of  such  deci- 
sion in  the  Federal  Register  and  transmit 
copies  of  such  decision  documents  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources of  the  United  States  Senate  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs of  the  United  States  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. The  Secretary  shall  not  imple- 
ment such  decisions  until  thirty  legislative 
days  after  such  transmittal. 

(c)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  inland 
waters  except  those  which  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment owns. 

FEDERAL  PROGRAM  REVIEW 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Each  agency  or  instrumentali- 
ty of  the  United  States  conducting  or  sup- 
porting activities  within  or  adjacent  to  any 
unit  of  the  national  park  system  shall,  to 
the  extent  practicable,  undertake  to  Insure 
that  those  activities  will  not  significantly 
degrade  the  natural  or  cultural  resources  or 
values  for  which  the  unit  was  established. 
Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  deemed 
to  give  rise  to  a  cause  of  action  in  any  court 
of  law. 


(b)  During  the  normal  procedure  utilized 
by  any  Federal  agency  in  deciding  to  under- 
take or  approve  any  Federal  action  (except 
such  actions  as  may  be  required  for  mainte- 
nance or  rehabilitation  of  existing  struc- 
tures or  facilities)  on  areas  within  or  adja- 
cent to  any  unit  of  the  national  park 
system,  the  agency  head  (or  the  Secretary 
as  determined  pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  of 
this  section),  shall  consider  whether  such 
action  may  degrade  or  threaten  the  natural 
or  cultural  resources  of  any  such  unit,  and  if 
the  head  of  such  agency  finds  that  such 
action  may  have  such  an  effect,  he  shall 
notify  the  Secretary  in  writing.  Such  notifi- 
cation shall,  at  a  minimum,  include  a  de- 
scription of  the  proposed  action,  the  pro- 
posed agency's  views  as  to  the  potential 
short  and  long  term  impact  of  the  proposed 
action  on  the  park  unit's  resources,  and  any 
measures  proposed  by  the  agency  to  prevent 
or  minimize  adverse  effects  on  such  park 
unit's  resources. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  respond  in  writing 
with  regard  to  the  foreseeable  impact  on 
park  resources  of  such  proposed  Federal 
action  and  shall  include  recommendations 
for  any  changes  in  the  proposed  Federal 
action  needed  to  avoid  adverse  effects  on 
park  resources.  Such  response  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  proposing  Federal  agency 
within  sixty  days  after  receipt  of  notifica- 
tion required  by  subsection  (b).  The  re- 
sponse by  the  Secretary  shall  include  (as  an 
attachment)  the  views  of  professional  per- 
sormel  within  the  National  Park  Service 
whose  expertise  is  relevant  to  the  issue  of 
the  impact  of  such  proposed  action  on  park 
resources. 

(d)  In  any  instance  in  which  the  Secretary 
has  not  been  notified  of  a  Federal  agency's 
proposed  action  and  on  his  own  determina- 
tion finds  that  such  action  may  threaten 
the  natural  or  cultural  resources  of  any  unit 
of  the  national  park  system,  the  Secretary 
shall  notify  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  in  writing.  Upon  such  notification  by 
the  Secretary,  such  agency  head  shall 
promptly  provide  the  Secretary  with  the  in- 
formation specified  in  subsection  (b),  and 
any  other  relevant  information  in  the  pos- 
session of  such  agency  if  requested  by  the 
Secretary,  and  such  notification  by  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 
thereby  invoke  the  other  relevant  provi- 
sions of  this  section. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  fully  consider  any 
adopted  city,  county.  State,  or  Federal  com- 
prehensive development  plans  or  elements 
thereof  and  shall,  if  requested  by  the  affect- 
ed governmental  unit,  hold  a  public  hearing 
prior  to  responding  to  the  Federal  agency  if 
such  response  to  the  proposed  action  is  to 
be  negative.  The  hearings  are  to  be  held  at 
or  near  the  site  of  the  proposed  action  or 
project  after  notification  of  the  affected 
local  government  unit. 

(f)(1)(A)  In  all  cases  where  the  proposed 
Federal  action  would  occur  upon  federally 
owned  lands  or  waters  within  the  author- 
ized boundary  of  a  national  park  system 
unit,  the  proposing  Federal  agency  shall 
comply  fully  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Secretary. 

(B)  In  all  cases  where  the  proposed  Feder- 
al action  would  occur  upon  areas  not  owned 
by  the  Federal  Government  within  the  au- 
thorized t>oundary  of  a  national  park  system 
unit,  the  proposing  Federal  agency  shall 
fully  consider  the  recommendations  of  the 
Secretary  and  shall  comply  with  such  rec- 
ommendations, unless  the  head  of  such 
agency,  after  consideration  of  applicable 
law,  including  the  Act  of  August  25.  1916  (39 


Stat.  535:  16  U.S.C.  1-4).  and  the  Act  of 
August  18.  1970  (84  Stat.  825:  16  U.S.C.  la-1 
through  la-7)  finds  that  the  public  interest 
in  the  proposed  action  is  greater  than  the 
public  interest  in  avoiding  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  the  natural  and  cultural  resources 
of  the  affected  national  park  system  unit. 
The  proposing  Federal  agency  shall,  upon 
such  determination  publish  the  record  of 
decision  in  the  Federal  Register  and  notify, 
in  writing,  the  Secretary  and  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources  of  the 
United  States  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insu'.ar  Affairs  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives  of  such  de- 
cisions, including  the  reasons  therefor,  and 
shall  not  implement  the  proposed  action  for 
thirty  legislative  days  after  the  date  of  such 
transmittal. 

(2)  In  any  case  where  the  proposed  Feder- 
al action  involves  areas  adjacent  to  the 
boundary  of  a  national  park  system  unit, 
the  proposing  Federal  agency  shall  fully 
consider  the  recommendations  contained 
within  the  response  from  the  Secretary. 
The  proposing  Federal  agency  shall  trans- 
mit the  details  of  the  planned  final  course 
of  action  to  the  Secretary  prior  to  imple- 
menting such  action.  In  any  instance  in 
which  there  is  substantial  disagreement  be- 
tween the  proposing  agency's  course  of 
action  and  the  Secretary's  recommendations 
to  the  agency,  the  Secretary  shall,  within 
ten  days  of  receipt  of  the  agency's  planned 
final  course  of  action,  notify,  in  writing,  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources of  the  United  States  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
of  the  United  States  House  of  Representa- 
tives. The  proposing  Federal  agency  may 
proceed  with  the  proposed  final  course  of 
action  at  the  time  of  transmittal  to  the  Sec- 
retary, except  that  if  the  proposed  final 
course  of  action  is  inconsistent  with  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Secretary,  the  pro- 
posed final  course  of  action  shall  not  be  im- 
plemented for  thirty  legislative  days  after 
the  date  of  such  transmittal  to  the  commit- 
tees of  Congress  referred  to  in  the  preceding 
sentence. 

(g)  The  Secretary  shall  publish  promptly 
(but  in  all  cases  within  ten  days)  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  a  notice  of— 

( 1 )  receipt  of  any  proposed  Federal  action, 
including  a  summary  of  the  key  components 
of  the  proposal  and  the  location  and  avail- 
ability of  supporting  documents,  and 

(2)  notice  of  the  response  made  by  the 
Secretary  to  the  proposing  agency,  includ- 
ing all  recommendations  made  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(h)  The  following  Federal  actions  which 
constitute  a  major  and  necessary  compo- 
nent of  an  emergency  action  shall  be 
exempt  from  the  provisions  of  this  section— 

( 1 )  those  necessary  for  safeguarding  of  life 
and  property: 

(2)  those  necessary  to  respond  to  a  de- 
clared state  of  disaster:  and 

(3)  those  necessary  to  respond  to  an  immi- 
nent threat  to  national  security. 

(i)  Any  action  under  this  Act  must  be 
brought  in  the  United  States  district  court 
for  the  district  in  which  the  national  park 
system  unit  concerned  is  located,  and  such 
court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  provide  any 
appropriate  relief. 

TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE.  COOPERATION.  AND 
PLANNING 

Sec.  12.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  co- 
operate with,  and  is  authorized  to  provide 
technical  assistance  to.  any  governmental 
unit  within  or  adjacent  to  the  units  of  the 


national  park  system  where  the  results  of 
such  cooperation  and  assistance  would 
likely  benefit  the  protection  of  park  re- 
sources. There  shall  be  initiated,  by  the  su- 
perintendent of  each  unit  of  the  national 
park  system,  an  effort  to  work  cooperatively 
with  all  governmental  agencies  and  other 
entities  having  influence  or  control  over 
lands,  resources,  and  activities  within  or  ad- 
jacent to  the  park  unit  for  the  purpose  of 
developing,  on  a  voluntary  basis,  mutually 
compatible  land  use  or  management  plans 
or  policies  for  the  general  area. 

(b)  Those  personnel  assigned  to  provide 
assistance  described  in  subsection  (a)  shall 
be  employees  of  the  National  Park  Service 
knowledgeable  about  the  affected  unit  of 
the  national  park  system  and  the  resources 
that  unit  was  authorized  to  protect. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  to  units  of  local  government  for  the 
purposes  described  in  subsection  (a).  Such 
grants  shall  not  exceed  $25,000  in  any  fiscal 
year  to  any  unit  of  local  government.  The 
Secretary  shall  develop  criteria  for  the 
awarding  of  grants,  with  such  criteria  to  in- 
clude priority  for  awards  which  will  afford 
the  greatest  increased  degree  of  protection 
to  critically  degraded  or  threatened  park  re- 
sources. 

(d)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  more  than  $750,000  in  each  of  fiscal 
years  1984.  1985,  and  1986  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section.  Such  sums  shall  remain 
available  until  appropriated,  and  such  sums 
as  may  be  appropriated  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

(e)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  no  less  than  two  park 
units  in  addition  to  all  "biosphere  reserves" 
and  "world  heritage  sites",  for  each  admin- 
istrative region  of  the  national  park  system 
shall  have  initiated  the  effort  described  in 
subsection  (a).  No  more  than  two  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  each  unit 
within  the  national  park  system  shall  have 
initiated  such  an  effort. 

(f)  In  no  more  than  two  years  following 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  assure  that  each  unit,  or  each 
regional  office  for  the  region  in  which  a 
unit  is  located,  has  on  its  staff  at  least  one 
person  who  is  trained  and  knowledgeable  in 
matters  relating  to  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  and  whose  principal  duty  it  shall  be 
to  coordinate  the  activities  which  are  relat- 
ed to  the  provisions  of  this  section.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  initiate,  within  no  more  than 
one  year  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  a  training  program  for  park  personnel 
in  the  principles  and  techniques  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  requirements  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

PUBLIC  INFORMATION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  13.  By  January  1,  1984,  the  Secretary 
shall  initiate  and  shall  continue  to  develop, 
a  public  information  program  designed  to 
inform  park  visitors  and  the  public  of  the 
problems  confronting  the  protection  of  park 
resources  and  the  solutions  being  imple- 
mented to  address  those  problems.  Educa- 
tional information  of  this  nature  shall  be 
made  available  to  youth  groups  and  to  edu- 
cational institutions. 


PERSONNEL 

Sec.  14.  The  Secretary  shall  promptly  and 
continually  take  actions  to  assure  that  the 
staffing  of  the  National  Park  Service  pro- 
vides for  an  adequate  number  and  distribu- 
tion of  personnel  with  sufficient  scientific 
and  professional  knowledge  and  expertise  to 
provide  for  the  protection  and  management 
of  the  natural  and  cultural  resources.  Scien- 


tific research  shall  be  directed  to  the  re- 
source protection  and  management  needs  of 
the  park  system  units.  Programs,  guidelines, 
and  standards  for  the  following  shall  be 
under  development  by  no  later  than  Janu- 
ary 1,  1984,  and  completed  no  later  than 
January  1,  1985: 

(1)  employee  training  programs  in  re- 
source protection  and  resource  manage- 
ment; 

(2)  performance  standards  for  all  employ- 
ees as  related  to  resource  protection  and  re- 
source management; 

(3)  qualification  criteria  related  to  re- 
source protection  and  resource  management 
for  positions  to  be  filled  by  new  employees; 
and 

(4)  career  ladders  for  employees  specializ- 
ing in  resource  protection  and  resource 
management,  with  equitable  promotion  op- 
portunities for  advancement  into  mid-level 
and  senior  general  management  positions. 

GENERAL  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 

Sec.  15.  Section  12(b)  of  the  Act  of  August 
18.  1970  (84  Stat.  825;  16  U.S.C.  la-1 
through  la-7)  is  amended  by  inserting  the 
following  at  the  end  of  the  first  sentence: 
"Each  such  plan  shall  be  reviewed,  revised 
and  approved  no  less  frequently  than  every 
ten  years  or  it  shall  cease  to  constitute  an 
officially  approved  plan.  All  plans  not  fully 
addressing  all  of  the  following  elements  on 
January  1.  1984.  shall  be  revised  and  ap- 
proved to  so  address  all  such  elements  by  no 
later  than  January  1.  1988.". 

DONATIONS 

Sec  16.  (a)  In  the  case  of  real  property  lo- 
cated adjacent  to,  or  within  or  in  the  near 
vicinity  of,  any  unit  of  the  national  park 
system  if— 

( 1 )  the  owner  of  any  interest  in  such  prop- 
erty desires— 

(A)  to  make  a  contribution  of  such  inter- 
est to  any  person,  and 

(B)  to  have  such  contribution  qualify  as  a 
charitable  contribution  under  section  170  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating 
to  deduction  for  charitable,  etc..  contribu- 
tions and  gifts),  and 

(2)  the  Director  of  the  National  Park 
Service  determines  that  the  contribution  of 
such  interest  to  such  person  will  protect  or 
enhance  the  unit  of  the  national  park 
system, 

the  Director  of  the  National  Park  Sen'ice 
shall,  upon  such  owner's  written  request, 
promptly  take  appropriate  steps  to  assist 
the  owner  in  satisfying  the  requirements  of 
such  section  170  with  respect  to  such  contri- 
bution. 

(b)  The  assistance  provided  by  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  National  Park  Service  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  include  (but  shall  not  be 
limited  to)  providing  for— 

(Da  professional  valuation  of  the  interest 
in  real  property  being  contributed,  and 

(2)  a  statement  as  to  the  importance  of 
such  contribution  related  to  protecting  and 
enhancing  park  unit  values. 

ALASKA  NATIONAL  INTEREST  LANDS 
CONSERVATION  ACT  PRIORITY 

Sec  17.  In  all  cases  where  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
are  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  December  2,  1980  (16  U.S.C.  3101-3233). 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  December  2, 
1980  (16  U.S.C.  3101-3233)  shall  prevail. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec  18.  As  used  in  this  Act.  the  term— 
(1)    'Appropriate  committees  of  the  Con- 
gress" means  those  committees  of  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  which  have  primary 


jurisdiction  for  the  authorization  of  nation- 
al park  system  units  and  programs  or  for 
the  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  acquisi- 
tion and  operations  of  such  units  and  pro- 
grams. 

(2)  "Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  acting  through  the  Director  of 
the  National  Park  Service  except  where  spe- 
cific reference  is  made  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

(3)  "Resource"  and  "resources"  includes— 

(A)  in  the  case  of  natural  resources,  the 
geology,  paleontological  remains,  and  flora 
and  fauna  which  are  principally  of  indige- 
nous origin,  and 

(B)  in  the  case  of  cultural  resources,  the 
historic  and  prehistoric  districts,  sites, 
buildings,  structures,  objects  and  human 
traditions  associated  with  or  representative 
of  human  activities  and  events,  including  re- 
lated artifacts,  records  and  remains. 

(4)  "National  park  system  "  has  the  mean- 
ing provided  by  section  2  of  the  Act  of 
August  8,  1953  (16  U.S.C.  Ib-lc). 

(5)  "Federal  action"  means  any  Federal 
project  or  direct  action,  or  any  Federal 
grant  or  loan  to  a  public  body. 

(6)  The  term  "thirty  legislative  days" 
means  thirty  calendar  days  of  continuous 
session  of  Congress.  For  purposes  of  this 
paragraph— 

(A)  continuity  of  session  of  Congress  is 
broken  only  by  an  adjournment  sine  die; 
and 

(B)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not 
in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of 
more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  are 
excluded  in  the  computation  of  the  thirty- 
day  period. 


SAVINGS  PROVISION 

Sec  19.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  exempt  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, the  Director  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice, or  any  other  department,  agency,  or  in- 
strumentality of  the  United  States  from 
compliance  with  any  other  requirement  of 
law. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  20.  Effective  October  1,  1983.  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  BUDGET  ACT 

Sec  21.  Any  new  spending  authority 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  401  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment 
Control  Act  of  1974)  which  is  provided 
under  this  Act  shall  be  effective  for  any 
fiscal  year  only  to  the  extent  or  in  such 
amounts  as  provided  in  appropriations  Acts. 
Any  provision  of  this  Act  which  authorizes 
the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority 
shall  be  effective  only  for  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning after  September  30.  1983.  Nothing  in 
this  section  shall  be  construed  to  affect  or 
impair  any  authority  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts, incur  indebtedness,  or  make  pay- 
ments under  any  other  provision  of  law. 


H.R. 2867 
By  Mr.  BREAUX: 
—Page  11.  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that  fol- 
lows down  through  line  5  on  page  12  and 
substitute  the  following: 

"(b)  Land  Disposal  of  Certain  Hazardous 
Waste.-(1)(A)  Not  later  than  February  1. 
1984,  the  placement  of  containerized  liquid 
hazardous  waste  in  salt  dome  formations, 
underground  mines  or  caves  is  prohibited. 

"(B)  Not  later  than  February  1.  1984.  the 
placement    of    bulk    or    noncontainerized 
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liquid  hazardous  waste  in  landfills  which  do 
not  meet  the  requirements  o(  40  CFR 
265.314  as  in  effect  on  July  27.  1983.  salt 
dome  formations,  underground  mines,  or 
caves  is  prohibited. 

•<C)  Effective  six  months  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  suljsection.  the  placement 
of  built  or  noncontainerized  liquid  hazard- 
ous waste  in  any  landfill  is  prohibited. 

•(D)  Not  later  than  six  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Hazardous  Waste 
Control  and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983.  the 
Administrator  shall  promulgate  final  regu- 
lations which  minimize  (to  the  extent  tech- 
nologically feasible)  the  disposal  of  contain- 
erized liquid  hazardous  waste  in  landfills. 

■(E)  Effective  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  placement 
of  any  liquid  which  is  not  a  hazardous  waste 
in  a  landfill  for  which  a  permit  is  required 
under  subsections  3005  (c)  or  (e)  is  prohibit- 
ed. 

■•(F)(i)  Not  later  than  4  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  no 
hazardous  waste  listed  or  identified  under 
Section  3001  as  of  the  date  of  enactment 
may  be  placed  or  maintained  in  a  surface 
impoundment  which  has  been  granted  In- 
terim Status  pursuant  to  Section  3005(e) 
unless  the  Administrator  has  issued  a 
permit  for  such  surface  impoundment  under 
Section  3005(c). 

••(ii)  For  any  hazardous  waste  identified  or 
listed  under  Section  3001  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  not  later  than 
4  years  after  such  listing  or  identification, 
such  hazardous  waste  may  not  be  placed  or 
maintained  in  a  surface  impoundment 
which  has  been  granted  Interim  Status  pur- 
suant to  Section  3005(e)  unless  the  Adminis- 
trator has  issued  a  permit  for  such  surface 
impoundment  under  Section  3005(c). 

"(iii)  Permits  issued  pursuant  to  clauses  (i) 
and  (ii)  of  this  subparagraph  shall  contain  a 
compliance  schedule  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  subsection  (k)  (as  established  in 
Section  21  of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control 
and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983)  as  rapidly  as 
practicable,  but  in  no  event  later  than  2 
years  after  the  issuance  date  of  the  permit. 

"(2)  Effective  on  the  date  of  enactment, 
for  hazardous  waste  listed  or  identified 
under  Section  3001.  other  than  those  cov- 
ered by  the  prohibitions  in  paragraph  (1). 
there  shall  t)e  no  placement  of  such  waste 
into  salt  dome  formations,  underground 
mines,  or  caves  until  such  time  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator has  issued  permit  standards 
under  this  subtitle  for  such  facilities  and  a 
permit  has  been  issued  pursuant  to  Section 
3005(c). 

"(3)  Prior  to  February  1.  1984  with  respect 
to  the  prohibitions  contained  in  paragraph 
(1)(A)  and  (1)(B)  of  this  Section  and  pend- 
ing the  promulgation  of  regulations  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (1)(D)  of  this  Section,  the 
Administrator  shall  maintain  the  require- 
ments (as  in  effect  on  April  30.  1983)  in  reg- 
ulations under  Section  3004  respecting  the 
disposal  in  landfills  of  liquid  hazardous 
wastes  and  free  liquids  contained  in  hazard- 
ous wastes.". 

On  page  14.  line  18.  insert  after  the  period 
the  following  sentence: 

■In  making  the  determinations  contained 
in  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator  may 
not  modify  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  Section.". 

On  page  17.  line  10.  insert  after  the  period 
the  following  sentence: 

"In  the  case  of  agencies  or  instrumental- 
ities of  the  federal  government,  no  other  ef- 
fective date  established  by  the  Administra- 
tor shall  be  later  than  18  months  after  the 


effective  date  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A).". 

On  page  18.  strike  the  closing  quotation 
marks  on  line  2.  and  insert  the  following 
sul)sections: 

'(g)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  Section, 
the  terms 

"(1)  Land  disposal'  means— 

"(A)  the  placement  of  hazardous  waste  on 
or  into  the  land,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  placement  of  such  wastes  in  a  salt  dome 
formation,  landfill,  surface  impoundment, 
waste  pile,  injection  well,  land  spreading 
method,  coburial  with  solid  wastes,  or  stor- 
age in  drums,  tanks  or  other  vessels,  except: 

"(i)  where  storage  in  drums,  tanks  or 
other  vessels  is  performed  to  allow  the  accu- 
mulation of  such  quantities  as  to  facilitate 
proper  treatment,  recovery,  or  disposal:  or 

"(ii)  if  the  hazardous  waste  is  placed  in  a 
surface  impoundment  for  treatment,  such 
impoundment  meets  the  design  standards 
for  new  impoundments:  and. 

"(iii)  where  treatment  residues  which  are 
hazardous  wastes  are  removed  for  subse- 
quent processing  or  disposal  within  one  year 
of  such  placement 

"(2)  liquid  hazardous  waste'  means  those 
hazardous  wastes  which  are  identified  or 
listed  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 3001  which  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines to  be  in  liquid  form  or  to  contain  free 
liquids,  including  those  liquid  hazardous 
wastes  to  which  absorl>ents  have  been 
added. 

■■(h)  Air  Emissions  From  Land  Disposal 
Facilities.— Not  later  than  two  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
the  Administrator  shall  promulgate  regula- 
tions for  the  monitoring  and  control  of  air 
emissions  at  hazardous  waste  storage,  treat- 
ment and  land  disposal  facilities,  including 
but  not  limited  to  open  tanks,  surface  im- 
poundments, and  landfills,  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  protect  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment.". 

On  page  58,  line  14.  after  the  period  insert 
the  following: 

■■(c)  Facility  Inspections.— Beginning  one 
year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Administrator  shall,  or  in  the 
case  of  a  State  with  an  authorized  hazard- 
ous waste  program  the  State  shall,  under- 
take no  less  often  than  every  year  a  thor- 
ough inspection  of  each  facility  for  the 
treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  of  hazardous 
waste  which  is  operated  by  a  Federal  agency 
as  to  its  compliance  with  this  subtitle  and 
the  regulations  promulgated  thereunder. 
The  records  of  such  inspections  shall  be 
available,  consistent  with  Section  1006.  to 
the  public  as  provided  in  Section  3007(b). 

■■(d)  Federal  Agency  Hazardous  Waste 
Facility  Inventory.— Each  Federal  agency 
shall,  within  one  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection,  undertake  a  con- 
tinuing program  to  compile,  publish,  and 
submit  to  the  Administrator,  and  the  State 
in  the  case  of  States  having  an  authorized 
hazardous  wate  program,  an  inventory  de- 
scribing the  location  of  each  site  which  the 
Federal  agency  owns  or  operates  or  has 
owned  or  operated  where  hazardous  waste  is 
being  stored  or  has  been  or  is  being  disposed 
of.  The  initial  report  shall  be  submitted 
within  two  years  of  the  date  of  enactment 
of  these  amendments  and  shall  be  updated 
no  less  frequently  than  every  two  years 
thereafter.  Such  inventory  shall  contain— 

"(1)  a  description  of  the  location  of  the 
sites  at  which  any  such  storage  or  disr>osal 
has  taken  place  before  or  after  the  dale  on 
which  permits  are  required  under  Section 
3005  for  such  storage  or  disposal: 


■■(2)  such  information  relating  to  the 
amount,  nature,  and  toxicity  of  the  hazard- 
ous waste  at  each  such  site  as  may  t)e  practi- 
cable to  obtain  and  as  may  be  necessary  to 
determine  the  extent  of  any  health  hazard 
which  may  be  associated  with  such  site; 

"(3)  the  name  and  address  and  responsible 
agency  for  each  such  site,  determined  as  of 
the  date  of  preparation  of  the  inventory: 

"<4)  an  identification  of  the  types  of  tech- 
niques of  waste  treatment  or  disposal  which 
have  been  used  at  each  site:  and 

'(5)  information  concerning  the  current 
status  of  the  site,  including  information  re- 
specting whether  or  not  hazardous  waste  is 
currently  being  treated  or  disposed  of  at 
such  site  (and  if  not.  the  date  on  which  such 
activity  ceased)  and  information  respecting 
the  nature  of  any  other  activity  currently 
carried  out  at  such  site.". 

By  Mr.  DOWDY  of  Mississippi: 
—Page  7.  line  14.  strike  out    "ninety"  and 
insert    in   lieu   thereof   "one   hundred  and 
eighty". 

By  Mr.  HILER: 
(Amendment  to  the  amendment  by  Mr. 
Lent) 
-Page  3.  strike  out   '(4)  not  later  than  180 
days  after  the  enactment"  in  line  23  and  all 
that  follows  down  through  ■■the  generator." 
in  line  5  (Strike  out  all  of  the  first  sentence 
of  paragraph  (4)  of  the  Lent  amendment) 
and  substitute: 

"(4)  No  later  than  270  days  after  the  en- 
actment of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control 
and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983.  any  hazard- 
ous waste  which  is  part  of  a  total  quantity 
generated  by  a  generator  generating  greater 
than  250  kilograms  but  less  than  1.000  kilo- 
grams during  one  calendar  month  and 
which  is  shipped  off  the  premises  on  which 
such  waste  is  generated  shall  be  accompa- 
nied by  a  copy  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  Uniform  Hazardous  Waste 
Manifest  form  signed  by  the  generator.  No 
later  than  540  days  after  the  enactment  of 
such  Act.  the  same  requirement  .shall  apply 
to  generators  generating  greater  than  100 
kilograms  but  less  than  1.000  kilograms 
during  one  calendar  month.". 

By  Mr.  LENT: 
—Page  5.  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows down  through  line  11  on  page  9  and 
substitute: 

SMALL  quantity  GENERATOR  'WASTE 

Sec  3.  Section  3001  of  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol- 
lowing at  the  end  thereof: 

"(d)  Small  Quantity  Generator  Waste.— 
(1)  Effective  30  months  from  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control 
and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983.  unless  the  Ad- 
ministrator promulgates  standards  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection 
prior  to  such  date,  hazardous  waste  generat- 
ed by  any  generator  in  a  total  quantity 
greater  than  one-hundred  kilograms  but  less 
than  one-thousand  kilograms  during  a  cal- 
endar month  shall  be  subject  to  the  follow- 
ing requirements  until  the  standards  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection 
have  become  effective: 

"(A)  in  addition  to  the  notice  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection, 
the  information  provided  in  the  form  shall 
include  the  name  of  the  waste  transporters 
and  the  name  and  address  of  the  facility 
designated  to  receive  the  waste; 

"(B)  except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(3)(A)  of  this  subsection,  the  treatment, 
storage  or  disposal  of  such  waste  shall  occur 
at  a  facility  with  interim  status  or  a  permit 
under  this  subtitle;    . 


"(C)  generators  of  such  waste  shall  file 
manifest  exception  reports  as  required  of 
generators  producing  greater  amounts  of 
hazardous  waste  per  month  except  that 
such  reports  shall  be  filed  by  January  31. 
for  any  waste  shipment  occurring  in  the  last 
half  of  the  preceding  calendar  year,  and  by 
July  31.  for  any  waste  shipment  occurring  in 
the  first  half  of  the  calendar  year;  and 

"(D)  generators  of  such  waste  shall  retain 
for  three  years  a  copy  of  the  manifest 
signed  by  the  designated  facility  that  has 
received  the  waste. 


Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  con- 
strued as  a  determination  of  the  standards 
appropriate  under  paragraph  (2). 

"(2)  Not  later  than  eighteen  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Hazardous 
Waste  Control  and  Enforcement  Act  of 
1983,  the  Administrator  shall  promulgate 
standards  under  sections  3002,  3003,  and 
3004  for  hazardous  waste  generated  by  a 
generator  in  a  total  quantity  of  hazardous 
waste  greater  than  one-hundred  kilograms 
but  less  than  one-thousand  kilograms 
during  a  calendar  month.  Except  as  provid- 
ed in  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  such 
standards,  including  standards  applicable  to 
the  legitimate  use.  reuse,  recycling,  and  rec- 
lamation of  such  wastes,  may  vary  from  the 
standards  applicable  to  larger  quantity  gen- 
erators but  must  be  sufficient  to  protect 
human  health  and  the  environment. 

"(3)  Standards  promulgated  under  para- 
graph (2)  shall  at  a  minimum  provide  that: 

"(A)  on-site  storage  of  hazardous  waste 
generated  by  a  generator  generating  a  total 
quantity  of  hazardous  waste  greater  than 
one-hundred  kilograms  but  less  than  one- 
thousand  kilograms  during  a  calendar 
month,  may  occur  for  up  to  180  days  with- 
out the  requirement  of  a  permit; 

"(B)  all  other  treatment,  storage,  or  dis- 
posal of  hazardous  wastes  generated  by  such 
generators  shall  occur  at  a  facility  with  in- 
terim status  or  a  permit  under  this  subtitle; 

and  _,  . 

"(C)  any  hazardous  waste  generated  by 
such  generators  which  is  shipped  off  the 
premises  on  which  such  waste  is  generated, 
shall  l>e  accompanied  by  a  manifest,  except 
that  the  specific  requirements  for  entries  on 
such  manifest  may  vary  from  those  applica- 
ble to  the  manifest  required  for  larger  quan- 
tity generators. 

"(4)  No  later  than  180  days  after  the  en- 
actment of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control 
and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983,  any  hazard- 
ous waste  which  is  part  of  a  total  quantity 
generated  by  a  generator  generating  greater 
than  100  kilograms  but  less  than  one-thou- 
sand kilograms  during  one  calendar  month 
and  which  is  shipped  off  the  premises  on 
which  such  waste  is  generated  shall  be  ac- 
companied by  a  copy  of  the  EPA  Uniform 
Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  form  signed  by 
the  generator.  This  form  shall  contain  the 
following  information: 

"(A)  the  name  and  address  of  the  genera- 
tor of  the  waste; 

"(B)  the  Department  of  Transportation 
description  of  the  waste,  including  the 
proper  shipping  name,  hazard  class,  and 
identification  number  (UN/NA).  if  applica- 
ble; 
"(C)  the  number  and  type  of  containers; 

and 

"(D)  the  quantity  of  waste  being  trans- 
ported. 

If  subparagraph  (B)  is  not  applicable,  in  lieu 
of  the  description  referred  to  in  such  sub- 
paragraph (B).  the  form  shall  contain  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  identifi- 
cation number,  or  a  generic  description  of 


the  waste,  or  a  description  of  the  waste  by 
hazardous  waste  characteristic.  Additional 
requirements  related  to  the  manifest  form 
shall  apply  only  if  determined  necessary  by 
the  Administrator  to  protect  human  health 
and  the  environment. 

"(5)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (4),  nothing  in  this  subsection  shall 
be  construed  to  affect  or  impair  the  validity 
of  regulations  of  the  Administrator  promul- 
gated prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  and  Enforcement 
Act  of  1983  with  respect  to  hazardous  waste 
generated  by  generators  of  less  than  one- 
thousand  kilograms  per  calendar  month. 

"(6)  The  Administrator  may  promulgate 
regulations  under  this  subtitle  which  estab- 
lish special  standards  for.  or  exempt  from 
regulations,  hazardous  wastes  which  are 
generated  by  any  generator  who  does  not 
generate  more  than  one-hundred  kilograms 
of  hazardous  waste  per  calendar  month. 

"(7)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  or  impair  the  validity  of 
regulations  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  pursuant  to  the  Hazardous 
Materials  Transportation  Act. 

■■(8)  The  last  sentence  of  section  3010(b) 
shall  not  apply  to  regulations  promulgated 
under  this  section. 

■■(9)  The  Administrator  shall  undertake 
activities  to  inform  and  educate  the  waste 
generators  of  their  responsibilities  under 
this  section  during  the  period  within  thirty 
months  after  the  enactment  of  this  section 
to  help  assure  compliance.". 

By  Mr.  SKELTON: 
—Amend  Section  5  subsection  (c)(2)(E)  by 
striking  ■1.000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■■2,800".  _    ^ 

-Amend  Section  5,  subsection  (c)(2)(E)  by 
inserting  the  work  'liquid'  immediately  fol- 
lowing ■■(E)"  and  immediately  preceding 
■hazardous". 


(Amendment  to  the  amendment  by  Mr. 
Lent) 
—Page  5  in  the  line  20.  after  the  period  in 
Paragraph  9  of  the  Lent  Amendment  insert; 
■There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
purposes  of  this  paragraph.  $500,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  through  1986". 

(Amendment  to  the  amendment  by  Mr. 
Lent) 
—Add  the  following  new  paragraph  to  the 
Lent  amendment: 

•■(  )  The  Administrator  shall  cause  to  be 
studied  the  existing  manifest  system  for 
hazardous  wastes  as  it  applies  to  small 
quantity  generators  and  recommend  within 
30  months  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  and  Enforcement 
Act  of  1983  whether  the  current  system 
shall  be  retained  or  whether  a  new  system 
should  be  introduced.  The  study  shall  in- 
clude an  analysis  of  the  cost  versus  the  ben- 
efits of  the  systems  studied  as  well  as  an 
analysis  of  the  ease  of  retrieving  and  collat- 
ing information  and  identifying  a  given  sub- 
stance. Finally,  any  new  proposal  shall  in- 
clude a  list  of  those  standards  that  are  nec- 
essary to  protect  human  health  and  the  en- 
vironment.". 


H.R.  2957 
By  Mr.  BETHUNE: 
-Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 


reimbursement  from  beneficiaries  of 
quota  increases 
Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 


"reimbursement  from  beneficiaries  of 

quota  increases 
■Sec.  46.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds— 
■■(1)  despository  institutions  have  charged 
excessive  rates  of  interest  on  loans  made  to 
foreign  countries; 

••(2)  such  excessive  rates  of  interest  were 
often  imposed  in  order  to  compensate  for 
the  declared  high-risk  rate  of  lending  to 
such  countries: 

■■(3)  the  United  States  Government,  by  in- 
creasing its  quota  contribution  to  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund,  has  substantially 
reduced  the  risk  of  lending  to  those  foreign 
countries  which  benefit  from  the  increased 
resources  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund; 

■■(4)  such  quota  contribution  by  the 
United  States  Government  will  result  in  a 
considerable  financial  burden  to  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayer;  and 

■(5)  permitting  depository  institutions  to 
retain  the  profits  earned  from  the  excessive 
interest  rates  charged  to  such  foreign  coun- 
tries results  in  unjust  enrichment  to  such 
depository  institutions  in  light  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  United  States  quota  contribu- 
tion. 

■■(b)  Each  depository  institution  shall 
transmit  a  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  specifying— 

■•(1)  all  loans  made  by  such  depository  in- 
stitution to  any  foreign  country; 
■■(2)  with  respect  to  each  such  loan— 
■'(A)  the  rate  of  interest  charged  on  such 
loan; 
"(B)  all  service  fees  imposed  on  such  loan; 
"(C)  the  unpaid  balance  on  such  loan; 
"(D)  the  total  amount  of  interest  collected 
on  such  loan;  and 

"(E)  such  other  information  as  may  be  re- 
quested by  the  Secretary. 

■•(c)(1)  The  Secretary  may  examine  the 
books  and  records  of  any  depository  institu- 
tion in  order  to  insure  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

■■(2)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  with  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  and 
other  appropriate  Federal  and  State  regula- 
tory agencies  in  order  to  obtain  information 
on  foreign  loans  by  depository  institutions 
which  may  have  been  reported  to  such 
agencies. 

■■(d)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
which  loans  made  by  depository  institutions 
or  subsidiaries  thereof  have  been  extended, 
refinanced,  or  made  more  secure,  or  in  any 
other  manner  affected  by  the  increased 
United  States  quota  contribution  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  40. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  in- 
terest rate  charged,  and  the  interest  rate 
earned,  on  such  loans.  All  such  interest 
rates  shall  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  Truth  in  Lending  Act 
and  the  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  such 

Act. 

""(e)(1)  With  respect  to  loans  identified  in 
subsection  (d),  the  Secretary  shaU  deter- 
mine which  loans  have  earned  for  the  de- 
pository institution  involved  a  rate  of  return 
which  is  greater  than  the  rate  of  return 
which  would  have  been  earned  by  such  de- 
pository institution  if  the  principal  amount 
involved  had  been  lent  in  the  United  SUtes 
to  a  corporate  borrower  with  a  rating  of 
AAA  for  a  similar  maturity. 

■■(2)  The  amount  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary to  have  been  earned  in  excess  of  the 
amount  which  would  have  been  earned  from 
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a  domestic  loan  (as  determined  under  para- 
graph (1 ))  shall  be  paid  to  the  Treasury  as  a 
reimbursement  for  the  Increased  quota  con- 
tribution made  pursuant  to  section  40  of 
this  Act. 
"(f )  For  purposes  of  this  section- 
ed) the  term  "depository  institution" 
shall  have  the  same  meaning  given  such 
term  in  section  19<bMl  (A)  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Act: 

"(2)  the  term  "loan"  means  any  extension 
of  credit  to— 

"(A)  a  foreign  government  or  any  agency 
or  instrumentality  thereof; 

"(B)  any  entity  owned  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  a  foreign  government  unless  United 
States  persons  own  at  least  10  percent  of 
such  entity; 

"(C)  any  entity  which  is  not  more  than  10 
percent  owned  by  United  States  persons.". 
—Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

DETERMINATION  OP  BENEFITS  FROM  QUOTA 
INCREASES 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"DETERMINATION  OF  BENEFITS  FROM  QUOTA 
INCREASES 

"Sec.  46.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds— 

"( 1  >  despository  instutions  have  charged 
excessive  rates  of  interest  on  loans  made  to 
foreign  countries; 

"(2)  such  excessive  rates  of  interest  were 
often  imposed  in  order  to  compensate  for 
the  declared  high-risk  rate  of  lending  to 
such  countries; 

"(3)  the  United  States  Government,  by  in- 
creasing its  quota  contribution  to  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund,  has  sut>stantially 
reduced  the  risk  of  lending  to  those  foreign 
countries  which  benefit  from  the  increased 
resources  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund; 

"(4)  such  quota  contribution  by  the 
United  States  Government  will  result  in  a 
considerable  financial  burden  to  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayer:  and 

"(5)  permitting  depository  institutions  to 
retain  the  profits  earned  from  the  excessive 
interest  rates  charged  to  such  foreign  coun- 
tries results  in  unjust  enrichment  to  such 
depository  institutions  in  light  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  United  States  quota  contribu- 
tion. 

"(b)  Each  depository  institution  shall 
transmit  a  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  specifying— 

"(1)  all  loans  made  by  such  depository  in- 
stitution to  any  foreign  country; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  each  such  loan— 

"(A)  the  rate  of  interest  charged  on  such 
loan; 

"(B)  all  service  fees  imposed  on  such  loan; 

"(C)  the  unpaid  balance  on  such  loan: 

■(D)  the  total  amount  of  interest  collected 
on  such  loan;  and 

"(E)  such  other  information  as  may  be  re- 
quested by  the  Secretary. 

"(c)(1)  The  Secretary  may  examine  the 
books  and  records  of  any  depository  institu- 
tion in  order  to  insure  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  with  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  and 
other  appropriate  Federal  and  State  regula- 
tory agencies  in  order  to  obtain  information 
on  foreign  loans  by  depository  institutions 
which  may  have  been  reported  to  such 
agencies. 

"(d)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
which  loans  made  by  depository  institutions 


or  subsidiaries  thereof  have  been  extended, 
refinanced,  or  made  more  secure,  or  in  any 
other  manner  affected  by  the  increased 
United  States  quota  contribution  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  made  pursu- 
ant ot  section  40. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  in- 
terest rate  charged,  and  the  interest  rate 
earned,  on  such  loans.  All  such  interest 
rates  shall  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  Truth  in  Lending  Act 
and  the  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  such 
Act. 

"(e)(1)  With  respect  to  loans  identified  in 
subsection  (d).  the  Secretary  shall  deter- 
mine which  loans  have  earned  for  the  de- 
pository institution  involved  a  rate  of  return 
which  is  greater  than  the  rate  of  return 
which  would  have  been  earned  by  such  de- 
pository institution  if  the  principal  amount 
involved  had  l>een  lent  in  the  United  Stales 
to  a  corporate  l)orrower  with  a  rating  of 
AAA  for  a  similar  maturity. 

"(2)  The  amount  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary to  have  l)een  earned  in  excess  of  the 
amount  which  would  have  been  earned  from 
a  domestic  loan  (as  determined  under  para- 
graph (1))  shall  be  disclosed  to  the  public 
within  180  days  of  any  transfer  of  resources 
to  the  Fund. 

"(f)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

"(1)  the  term  depository  institution'  shall 
have  the  same  meaning  given  such  term  in 
section  19(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Act; 

"(2)  the  term  loan'  means  any  extension 
of  credit  to— 

"(A)  a  foreign  government  or  any  agency 
or  instrumentality  thereof; 

•(B)  any  entity  owned  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  a  foreign  government  unless  United 
States  persons  own  at  least  lO'^c  of  such 
entity: 

"(C)  any  entity  which  is  not  more  than  10 
percent  owned  by  United  States  persons.". 
—Page  43.  after  line  18.  insert  the  following: 

DISCLOSURE  OF  PROFITS  ON  FOREIGN  LOANS 

Sec  413.  Each  depository  institution  shall 
publicly  disclose  all  profits  made  on  all  for- 
eign loans.  Not  later  than  120  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies  shall 
promulgate  regulations  or  orders  necessary 
to  implement  this  section. 
—On  Page  45.  on  line  3.  after  the  word  "au- 
thorized", insert  the  following:  "(but  not 
until  the  United  States  Governor  has  re- 
ported to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  on 
the  total  compensation  of  all  employees  of 
the  institution  and  not  until  the  Secretary 
has  reported  this  information  to  Congress)". 
—On  Page  46.  on  line  6.  after  the  word  "au- 
thorized", insert  the  following:  "(but  not 
until  the  United  States  Governor  has  re- 
ported to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  on 
the  total  compensation  of  all  employees  of 
the  institution  and  not  until  the  Secretary 
has  reported  this  information  to  Congress)". 
—On  Page  46.  on  line  18.  after  the  word  "au- 
thorized", insert  the  following:  "(but  not 
until  the  United  States  Governor  has  re- 
ported to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  on 
the  total  compensation  of  all  employees  of 
the  institution  and  not  until  the  Secretary 
has  reported  this  information  to  Congress)". 
—On  Page  47,  on  line  10,  after  the  word  "au- 
thorized", insert  the  following:  "(but  not 
until  the  United  States  Governor  has  re- 
ported to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  on 
the  total  compensation  of  all  employees  of 
the  institution  and  not  until  the  Secretary 
has  reported  this  information  to  Congress)". 
—On  Page  49,  after  line  4.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 


"(3)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
conduct  a  study  of  how  public  entities,  both 
domestic  and  foreign,  absorb  the  resources 
from  the  domestic  credit  markets  of  the 
United  States  and  shall  report  to  Congress 
before  October  15,  1984,  on  the  findings  of 
such  study.". 

—On  Page  49.  after  line  4.  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(3)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
conduct  a  study  of  how  multilateral  devel- 
opment institutions  compensate  their  em- 
ployees and  shall  report  to  Congress  before 
October  15.  1984.  on  the  findings  of  such 
study.  Such  study  shall  include  listing  of 
employees  whose  total  compensation  ex- 
ceeds the  gross  pay  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress.". 

By  Mr.  DORGAN: 
—On  Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

PROHIBITION  ON  RENEGOTIATION  PEES 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  (including  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title),  in  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  debtor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fee  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring  and  any 
such  fee  which  does  not  exceed  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring  shall  be  am- 
ortized over  the  effective  life  of  the  loan  in- 
volved. 

(b)  The  requirements  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section.  Each  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 
—Page  28,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

PROHIBITION  ON  RENEGOTIATION  FEES 

Sec.  308.  (a)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  (including  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title),  in  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  debtor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fees  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  (including  any  other  provision  of  this 
title),  any  fee  which  is  authorized  to  be 
charged  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  shall  be  amor- 
tized over  the  effective  life  of  the  loan  in- 
volved. 

(b)  The  requirements  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section.  Each  approriate  Feder- 
al banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

By  Mr.  GONZALEZ: 
—Section  309  (a),  strike  out  the  words  fol- 
lowing "restructuring.". 

By  Mr.  McCOLLUM: 
—Page  19.  beginning  on  line  18.  strike  out 
"5.310.8    million    Special    Drawing    Rights" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1.830  million  Spe- 
cial Drawing  Rights". 

By  Mr.  PAUL: 
—Page  19.  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows   through    line    20.   and    insert    in    lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"USE  OF  THE  FUND'S  GOLD  RESERVE 

"Sec.  40.  The  United  States  Governor  of 
the  Fund  shall  request  the  Fund  to  sell  part 
of  the  Fund's  gold  reserve  in  order  to  pro- 
vide such  amounts  as  are  necessary  to  allevi- 
ate the  current  problems  of  international 
borrowers.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 


NOTICE  TO  CONGRESS  REGARDING  BORROWING  IN 
UNITED  STATES  CREDIT  MARKETS 

SEC  308.  Section  5  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
AgreemenU  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286c)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"Neither  the  President  nor  any  person  or 
agency  shall,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
consent  to  any  borrowing  (other  than  bor- 
rowing from  a  foreign  government  or  other 
official  public  source)  by  the  Fund  of  funds 
denominated  in  United  States  dollars  unless 


the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  transmits  a 
notice  of  such  proposed  borrowing  to  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  at  least  60  days 
prior  to  the  date  on  which  such  borrowing  is 
scheduled  to  occur.". 
—Page  28,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following; 

CONSENT  OF  CONGRESS  REQUIRED  FOR 
BORROWING  IN  UNITED  STATES  CREDIT  MARKETS 

Sec.  308.  Section  5  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286c)  is  amended 


by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"Neither  the  President  nor  any  person  or 
agency  shall,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
consent  to  any  borrowing  (other  than  bor- 
rowing from  a  foreign  government  or  other 
official  public  source)  by  the  Fund  of  funds 
denominated  in  United  States  dollars  unless 
Congress,  in  advance  and  by  law.  authorizes 
such  action.". 
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HELSINKI  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  BILL  GREEN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
I«  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1.  1983 

•  Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today, 
August  1,  1983,  is  the  eighth  anniver- 
sary of  the  signing  of  the  Helsinki 
Agreement  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion. It  is  not  an  anniversary  to  be 
celebrated  but  rather  one  to  be  la- 
mented. For  while  the  Helsinki  Agree- 
ment was  hailed  as  a  milestone  for 
human  rights,  the  actual  state  of 
human  rights  in  the  Soviet  Union 
today  is  at  a  new  low. 

While  the  Helsinki  Agreeement  said 
of  freedom  of  religion  that  "•  *  '  the 
participating  states  will  recognize  and 
respect  the  freedom  of  the  individual 
to  profess  and  practice,  alone  or  in 
community  with  others,  religion  or 
belief  acting  in  accordance  with  the 
dictates  of  his  own  conscience,"  we 
know  this  is  not  the  case  in  the  Soviet 
Union  today.  Religious  studies  are  not 
allowed.  anti-Semitism  in  the  guise  of 
anti-Zionism  is  officially  sanctioned, 
and  Jews  are  victimized  in  jobs, 
schools,  and  social  arena. 

Furthermore,  all  signatories  to  the 
accord  agreed  to  implement  the  "Uni- 
versal Declaration  of  Human  Rights." 
which  states  that  "everyone  has  the 
right  to  leave  any  country  including 
his  own  and  to  return  to  his  country." 
I  will  not  insult  the  intelligence  of  my 
colleagues  by  stating  the  obvious.  It  is 
enough  to  say  that  in  the  first  6 
months  of  this  year  only  637  Soviet 
Jews  were  allowed  to  emigrate  to 
Israel. 

I  have  taken  the  opportunity  of  this 
eighth  anniversary  to  write  to  Soviet 
President  Yuriy  Andropov  on  behalf 
of  my  adopted  refusenik,  Semyon 
Gluzman.  and  his  family.  Mr.  Gluz- 
man's  "crime."  for  which  he  served  7 
years  of  hard  labor  and  3  years  in 
exile,  was  that  as  a  respected  Soviet 
psychiatrist,  he  would  not  cooperate 
with  the  KGB  in  branding  Ukrainian 
dissidents  as  psychotics.  Further,  Dr. 
Gluzman  continued  to  point  out  the 
fact  that  he  is  Jewish,  evidently  a 
crime  in  the  Soviet  Union.  While  re- 
leased from  internal  exile  in  May  1982, 
Gluzman  still  lives  in  a  catch-22  exist- 
ence in  Kiev,  where  he  is  not  allowed 
to  work  as  a  psychiatrist  and  not  al- 
lowed to  emigrate. 

I  would  like  to  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  pleading  Dr. 
Gluzman's  case  by  cosponsoring  House 
Joint  Resolution  291,  which  I  have  in- 


troduced on  his  behalf,  and  to  send 
their  own  letters  to  Soviet  officials  re- 
sponsible for  the  continuation  of  such 
conditions  in  violation  of  international 
law. 

As  Avital  Shcharansky.  wife  of  im- 
prisoned Soviet  activist  Anatoly 
Shcharansky.  so  eloquently  pointed 
out  in  a  Washington  Post  oped  piece 
yesterday,  the  Soviet  Union  must  be 
held  accountable  to  the  Helsinki 
Agreement  and  to  followup  meetings 
in  Belgrade  and  Madrid.  I  am  reprint- 
ing her  column  for  the  benefit  of  my 
colleagues  who  may  have  missed  it: 

CFrom  the  Washington  Post.  July  31.  1983] 

Human  Rights:  What's  the  Use  op 
Talking? 

(By  Avital  Shcharansky) 

In  August  of  1975.  after  the  signing  of  the 
Helsinki  Agreement  on  security  and  coop- 
eration in  Europe.  1  received  an  exuberant 
letter  from  my  husband.  Anatoly  Shchar- 
ansky: "They  have  signed  an  international 
agreement."  he  wrote,  "and  it  speaks  exact- 
ly of  us:  of  the  reunification  of  families  and 
of  free  emigration.  Soon  we  will  be  together 
in  Jerusalem."  Not  only  Anatoly  but  all 
those  around  him  were  elated. 

Anatoly  and  1  had  been  kept  apart  for  a 
year:  at  the  time  of  President  Nixon's  visit.  I 
had  been  granted  an  exist  visa,  and  Anato- 
ly's  application  had  been  denied.  We  were 
told  that  unless  I  made  use  of  my  visa  I 
would  never  be  granted  smother.  And  we 
were  told  that  Anatoly  would  certainly  re- 
ceive his  visa  within  six  months.  1  left.  A 
year  of  delay  and  disappointment  followed. 
With  the  Helsinki  Agreement  we  hoped  that 
Anatoly  and  many  others  would  be  allowed 
to  go  to  Israel. 

The  reality,  however,  was  different.  At  the 
very  time  of  the  signing  of  the  agreement, 
the  KGB  l)egan  a  new  attack  against  the 
Jewish  emigration  movement.  They  forbade 
demonstrations.  Those  who  dared  demon- 
strate to  express  their  wish  to  go  to  Israel 
were  arrested  and  sent  to  Sit>eria  for  five 
years.  Those  who  applied  to  emigrate  lost 
their  jobs  and  were  accused  of  being  "para- 
sites." Students  who  applied  to  emigrate 
were  expelled  from  their  universities  and 
drafted  into  the  army.  Their  applications 
were  then  dismissed  on  the  pretext  that 
they  had  learned  military  secrets.  Those 
who  refused  to  serve  in  the  army  were  im- 
prisoned. 

In  response  to  these  and  other  violations 
against  human  rights,  a  group  of  very  cou- 
rageous people,  including  my  husband, 
sought  to  bring  Soviet  violations  of  the 
accord  to  the  attention  of  the  world.  The 
KGB  fought  against  this  group  as  well. 

In  1977  Anatoly  was  arrested  and  sen- 
tenced to  13  years'  imprisonment  on  the  ri- 
diculous charge  that  he  was  a  spy  for  the 
CIA— a  charge  immediately  denied  by  Presi- 
dent Carter.  The  true  reason  for  the  arrest 
and  the  very  harsh  sentence  was  the  desire 
to  destroy  the  Jewish  emigration  movement. 

In  1978.  the  35  nations  met  again  in  Bel- 


grade to  review  compliance  with  the  Helsin- 
ki Agreement.  Again  the  same  contradiction 
occurred.  While  inside  at  the  official  ses- 
sions there  were  speeches  about  human 
rights,  in  the  Soviet  Union  the  KGB  was  ar- 
resting and  imprisoning  those  trying  to 
defend  the  rights  ensured  them  by  the 
agreement. 

This  September,  the  three-year-long 
Madrid  Conference  will  conclude  with  a 
ceremony.  Today  the  members  of  the  unof- 
ficial Soviet  group  monitoring  the  Helsinki 
Agreement  remain  in  prison.  Emigration 
has  almost  completely  ceased.  The  Soviet 
government  has  launched  an  intense  cam- 
paign of  anti-Semitic  propaganda. 

Will  Madrid  repeat  the  experience  of  Hel- 
sinki and  Belgrade? 

A  process  that  improves  the  dialogue  be- 
tween East  and  West  certainly  serves  the  in- 
terests of  peace.  But  signatures  without  ac- 
tions are  self-contradictory.  The  countries 
participating  in  the  Madrid  Conference 
have  a  grave  responsibility  to  the  dissidents 
and  "refuseniks"— those  refused  emigration 
visas— who  have  put  themselves  in  danger. 
These  brave  people  have  attempted  to 
uphold  the  rights  that  every  country 
present  at  Madrid  has  previously  accepted 
and  is  now  reaffirming— rights  that  have 
not  yet  come  to  be. 

For  those  trapped  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
Madrid  can  be  not  only  a  disappointment 
but  a  source  of  danger.  If  the  U.S.S.R.  sees 
that  the  West  is  willing  to  reach  agreements 
without  requiring  actual  and  concrete  con- 
cessions, the  Soviets  will  feel  still  more  free 
to  suppress  human  rights.  The  result  will  be 
not  to  protect  human  rights  but  to  destroy 
them. 

Moreover,  can  Russia's  commitment  to 
future  agreements  be  trusted  when  it  re- 
fuses to  abide  by  its  prior  agreement  at  Hel- 
sinki? If  the  Soviet  Union  hopes  to  continue 
the  Helsinki  process  and  to  move  on  to  fur- 
ther accords,  it  should  offer  concrete  action 
demonstrating  its  good  intentions. 

In  spite  of  the  Soviet  law  granting  visits  to 
prisoners  every  six  months.  Anatoly  had 
been  denied  visits  for  a  year  and  a  half. 
After  months  of  writing  letters  he  learned 
that  none  of  them  had  been  sent.  He  began 
a  hunger  strike  that  lasted  three  and  a  half 
months.  Finally,  several  weeks  ago.  on  July 
5.  his  mother  was  allowed  to  speak  to  him 
through  a  glass  partition.  He  told  her: 

"Everything  that  has  been  done  to  me  for 
the  past  six  years  has  been  illegal.  Remem- 
ber that  at  my  trial  it  was  announced  that  I 
had  nothing  to  say  to  judges  who  in  two 
hours'  time  would  read  a  sentence  that  had 
been  prepared  well  in  advance.  I  will  not  say 
one  word  but  every  day  that  I  am  in  prison 
is  a  continuation  of  the  illegal  situation  that 
began  with  my  trial.  I  am  an  innocent 
victim  and  this  is  well  known  to  everyone, 
especially  to  those  who  framed  me." 

I  add  my  own  hopes  that  the  United 
States,  a  nation  founded  on  the  principle  of 
individual  liberties,  will  be  true  to  those 
who  are  fighting  for  these  very  principles.* 


HON.  HENRY  J.  HYDE 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  msertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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Monday,  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
years  roll  by,  it  becomes  a  great  loss  to 
the  cause  of  truth  when  great  histori- 
cal events  fade,  unacknowledged,  into 
the  forgotten  past.  One  such  events 
was  the  forced  famine  in  the  Ukraine 
in  1933  which  resulted  in  the  starva- 
tion of  from  4.5  million  to  7  million 
people.  This  event,  which  rivals  the 
Jewish  Holocaust  and  the  massacre  of 
Cambodians  by  the  Khmer  Rouge,  is 
largely  unknown,  and  not  one  serious 
book  on  this  tragedy  is  available  in 
English. 

Mr.  Adrian  Karatnycky.  research  di- 
rector of  the  A.  Philip  Randolph  Insti- 
tute, reminds  us  of  this  tragedy  in  an 
article  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of 
July  7,  1983,  which  I  would  like  to 
share  with  my  colleagues: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  July  7. 
1983] 
Forced  Famine  in  the  Ukraine:  A 
Holocaust  the  West  Forgot 
(By  Adrian  Karatnycky) 
Fifty  years  ago  this  past  spring,  the  nor- 
mally bountiful  fields  of  the  Ukraine  were 
filled  with  the  odor  of  death.  Crows  flew 
over   the    steppe,    awaiting    their    feast   of 
human  carrion.  Corpses  littered  the  streets 
and  roadways.  In  the  June  6.  1933.  issue  of 
the  London  Morning  Post.  Malcolm  Mug- 
geridge  depicted  the  following  scene: 

"If  you  go  now  to  the  Ukraine  or  the 
North  Caucasus,  exceedingly  beautiful 
countries  and  formerly  amongst  the  most 
fertile  in  the  world,  you  will  find  them  like 
a  desert;  fields  chokes  with  weeds  and  ne- 
glected: no  livestock  or  horses:  villages  de- 
serted: peasants  famished,  often  their 
bodies  swollen,  unutterably  wretched. 

•You  will  discover  if  you  question  them 
that  they  have  had  no  bread  at  all  for  three 
months  past;  only  potatoes  and  some  millet, 
and  they  are  now  counting  potatoes  one  by 
one.  .  .  .  They  will  tell  you  that  many  have 
already  died  of  famine  and  that  many  are 
dying  every  day;  that  thousands  have  been 
shot  by  the  government  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  exiled." 

The  devastation  Mr.  Muggeridge  described 
wasn't  caused  by  any  natural  catastrophe.  It 
was  an  entirely  new  phenomenon— history's 
first  artificial  famine:  a  consequence  of  Sta- 
lin's effort  to  collectivize  agriculture  and 
crush   the   nationally   conscious  Ukrainian 

With  the  exception  of  Mr.  Muggeridges 
reports,  William  Henry  Chamberlin's  in  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor,  and  the  publica- 
tion of  several  stories  and  a  number  of 
shocking  photographs  of  starving  children 
in  the  Hearst  newspapers,  the  Western 
press  was  largely  silent  about  the  genocide 
that  was  occurring  in  the  Soviet  Ukraine. 
Europe  and  the  U.S.  were  in  the  throes  of 
the  Great  Depresssion.  Violence  in  the 
streets  was  common.  Fascism  was  on  the 
march.  The  forced  famine  of  1933  had  re- 
grettably come  at  an  inopportune  time. 

Some  reporters  from  the  West  concealed 
the  truth  because  of  an  ideological  commit- 
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ment  to  Soviet  communism.  Others,  like 
New  York  Times  correspondent  Walter  Dur- 
anty,  were  seduced  by  official  favors  and 
access  to  high  government  circles  into  delib- 
erately and  shamelessly  attempting  to  sup- 
press the  story  of  the  famine,  while  writing 
fawning  articles  on  Stalin's  rule.  For  this 
Mr.  Duranty  was  rewarded  with  Pulitzer 
prizes  and  the  Order  of  Lenin. 

None  of  the  day's  newspaper  reports  was 
able  to  grasp  the  enormity  of  the  cataclysm. 
Today,  reliable  academic  estimates  place  the 
number  of  Ukrainian  victims  of  starvation 
at  4.5  million  to  7  million.  This  dark  event, 
which  rivals  in  its  magnitude  to  Jewish  Hol- 
ocaust and  the  massacre  of  the  Cambodians 
by  the  Khmer  Rouge,  is  still  largely  un- 
known outside  the  private  memories  of 
some  survivors. 

The  famine  was  in  part  the  byproduct  of 
Stalin's  relentless  drive  to  collectivize  Soviet 
agriculture.  That  starvation  was  artificially 
induced  is  beyond  dispute.  The  famine  was  a 
clear  result  of  the  fact  that  between  1931 
and  1933.  while  harvests  were  precipitously 
declining,  Stalin's  commissars  continued  to 
requisition  and  confiscate  ever-increasing 
quantities  of  grain,  much  of  it  exported  to 
Western  Europe.  Peasants  were  shot  and  de- 
ported as  rich,  landowning  "kulaks."  Most 
livestock  perished  from  the  lack  of  feed, 
some  as  a  result  of  peasant  attempts  to 
resist  collectivization.  Cannibalism  was  not 
uncommon.  Although  no  medical  quaran- 
tine was  declared  and  non-Ukrainians  were 
free  to  travel  into  and  out  of  the  area,  starv- 
ing villagers  who  sought  to  flee  areas  strick- 
en with  famine  and  its  resulting  outbreaks 
of  pneumonia,  typhus,  and  tuberculosis 
were  turned  back  at  checkpoints  controlled 
by  Soviet  patrols  that  scrupulously  enforced 
newly  imposed  internal  passport  regula- 
tions. 

While  the  drive  to  collectivize  agriculture 
was  a  wideranging  phenomenon  common  to 
the  entire  U.S.S.R..  only  in  the  Ukraine  did 
it  assume  a  genocidal  character.  Indeed 
there  can  be  no  question  that  Stalin  used 
the  forced  famine  as  part  of  a  political  strat- 
egy whose  aim  was  to  crush  all  vestiges  of 
Ukrainian  national  sentiment.  As  he  wrote, 
"The  nationality  problem  is  by  its  essence  a 
peasant  problem.  "  The  attack  against  the 
•kulaks,"  therefore,  was  viewed  as  an  attack 
against  the  social  basis  of  Ukrainian  nation- 
alism. Moreover,  the  famine  was  accompa- 
nied by  an  extensive  purge  in  the  cities  of 
the  Ukrainian  cultural  and  political  elite— 
whose  leading  activists  had  been  the  pre- 
cursors of  a  national  communism  similar  to 
that  which  later  emerged  in  Tito's  Yugo- 
slavia and  Gomulka's  Poland. 

Some  might  ask  whether  today  it  is 
worthwhile  to  dredge  up  the  memory  of  yet 
another  act  of  Stalinist  barbarism.  What 
can  this  event  from  a  dim  and  receding  past 
tell  us  that  Solzhenitsyn's  "Gulag  Archipel- 
ago" has  not?  One  might  be  tempted  to  say 
that  nothing  new  can  be  learned  from  this 
secret  horror.  Yet  the  1933  famine  is  impor- 
tant for  both  moral  and  political  reasons. 

There  is  of  course  our  moral  obligation  to 
honor  the  memory  of  the  nameless  victims 
by  depicting  the  truth.  Moreover,  it  is  im- 
portant to  understand  the  forced  famine  as 
a  pivotal  event  in  Soviet  history,  whose  con- 
sequences remain  to  this  day. 

For  the  famine  created  a  disastrous  situa- 
tion in  Soviet  agriculture  from  which  the 
U.S.S.R.  still  hasn't  fully  recovered.  More- 
over, the  famine  eliminated  a  substantial 
segment  of  the  U.S.S.R.'s  non-Russian  pop- 
ulation, thus  ensuring  that  the  Soviet  Union 
would  remain  for  the  next  five  decades  a 
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state  dominated  by  an  absolute  Russian  ma- 
jority. Finally,  the  famine  caused  an  enor- 
mous rift  within  the  Ukrainian  nation, 
which  had  long  been  nationally  assertive. 
To  this  day.  independent  and  national  senti- 
ment among  Eastern  Ukrainians  is  much 
lower  than  among  Western  Ukrainians 
(who.  in  1933.  as  part  of  Poland,  were  spared 
the  trauma  of  the  famine  and  the  Great 
Terror). 

Yet  despite  the  pivotal  importance  of  the 
forced  famine,  for  50  years  its  full  story  has 
remained  untold.  Not  one  serious  book  on 
this  tragedy  is  available  in  English. 

Today— at  a  time  when  some  would  recast, 
Soviet  communism  in  a  friendlier  mold,  the 
better  to  negotiate  arms  reductions  with— 
may  once  again  be  an  inopportune  time  to 
bring  up  the  terrible  loss  of  life  and  the 
painful  trauma  of  the  brutally  scarred 
Ukrainian  nation.  Yet  50  years  seems  too 
long  to  remain  silent  about  one  of  the  great- 
est crimes  in  mankind's  history.* 


LET  US  NOT  RUSH  TO  MAKE  UP 
WITH  POLAND 


HON.  TOM  CORCORAN 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
sadly,  predictably,  it  appears  that  Po- 
land's lifting  of  martial  law  has  initiat- 
ed a  new  era  of  repression  for  the 
Polish  people.  Poland's  legislature  has 
broadened  its  power  to  jail  activists 
and  to  expand  censorship;  independ- 
ent unions  are  totally  banned  and 
strikes  are  illegal.  These  severe  limita- 
tions on  the  freedoms  of  the  Polish 
people  should  cause  the  United  States 
to  respond  cautiously,  and  only  when 
substantial  changes  are  made  in  the 
treatment  of  the  Polish  citizen  should 
we  alter  our  policies  toward  the  Polish 
Government. 

Senator  Robert  Kasten,  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Oper- 
ations of  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee,  has  described  in  a  convinc- 
ing manner  how  past  Western  policies 
and  movement  toward  normalizing  re- 
lations with  Poland  plays  right  into 
the  hands  of  the  Soviets.  I  wish  to 
commend  Mr.  Kasten  for  his  insight- 
ful article,  published  July  28,  1983,  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal,  and  I  insert  it 
here  for  the  consideration  of  my  col- 
leagues. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  July  28, 

1983] 

Hold  Off  Rescheduling  the  Polish  Loans 

(By  Robert  W.  Kasten.  Jr.) 

What  do  the  latest  actions  by  the  Polish 
government  really  mean  for  the  people  of 
Poland,  and  how  should  the  U.S.  react?  We 
have  conditioned  normal  relations  with 
Poland  upon  the  lifting  of  martial  law,  re- 
lease of  political  prisoners  and  discussions 
with  independent  labor  unions.  Are  condi- 
tions in  Poland  sufficiently  changed  for  us 
to  normalize  relations? 

In  many  cases  the  new  -civil "  laws  are 
harsher  than  martial  laws  they  replace.  For 
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instance,  it  now  will  be  Impossible  to  strike 
legally,  independent  unions  will  be  banned 
completely,  press  censorship  and  restric- 
tions on  movement  will  be  tightened  sever- 
ly,  and  the  regime  will  be  able  to  declare  an 
emergency  whenever  it  decides  there  is  a 
threat  from  "internal  factors."  As  Gen.  Jar- 
uzelski  told  the  Polish  Parliament  a  week 
ago:  "Any  attempt  at  anti-state  activity  will 
be  curbed  no  less  unswervingly  than  during 
martial  law."  No  wonder  that  Lech  Walesa 
declared:  "If  I  were  to  choose  between  the 
new  (laws)  and  martial  law.  I  would  choose 
martial  law."  In  addition,  it  seems  that  the 
"release  of  political  prisoners"  by  Polish  au- 
thorities may  not  include  any  real  political 
prisoners. 

ARGUMENTS  OF  THE  "MODERATES" 

Thus,  despite  the  apparent  changes,  there 
hasn't  been  any  change  in  substance.  Yet 
the  banking  community  has  begun  to 
clamor  for  a  return  to  the  state  of  affairs 
before  martial  law.  Poland  has  requested 
that  its  foreign  debt  be  rescheduled  drasti- 
cally, including  an  incredible  eight-year 
moratorium  on  interest  payments  and  a 
demand  for  $3  billion  more  in  export  cred- 
its. American  and  European  leaders  seem 
ready  to  discuss  this.  Clearly,  the  West  has 
yet  to  learn  anything  about  economic  rela- 
tions between  communist  and  capitalist  na- 
tions. 

Those  who  advcate  a  rescheduling  make 
the  same  arguments  as  the  "moderates" 
who  opposed  a  declaration  of  Polish  default 
one  year  ago.  Then  despite  the  fact  that 
Poland  had  stopped  making  payments  on  its 
debts,  they  argued  against  facing  the  finan- 
cial realities  and  declaring  default. 

The  "moderates"  asserted  that  if  we  re- 
frained from  declaring  default,  the  West 
would  gain  in  two  ways:  There  would  be  an 
incentive  for  the  Polish  authorities  to  "lib- 
eralize" more  quickly,  to  lift  martial  law  and 
to  treat  the  Polish  people  less  harshly.  And 
Poland  would  speed  up  its  repayment  of 
loans  to  the  West. 

But  what  actually  happened?  It  has  taken 
1"^  years  to  "lift"  martial  law,  and  this 
action  itself  is  meaningless.  The  evidence 
doesn't  support  the  claim  that  Western  re- 
straint leads  to  improved  behavior  on  the 
part  of  communist  governments.  History  in- 
dicates that  in  dealing  with  such  regimes 
the  welfare  of  the  people  depends  far  more 
on  the  dynamics  of  internal  politics  than  on 
Western  actions. 

What  about  the  financial  situation? 
During  hearings  before  my  Foreign  Oper- 
ations Subcommittee  last  year,  representa- 
tives of  the  administration  claimed  that  if 
we  didn't  declare  default,  things  would  be 
better  for  Western  creditors.  Robert  Hor- 
mats,  former  assistant  secretary  of  state,  is 
testimony  on  Feb.  9.  1982,  opposed  declaring 
Poland  in  default  and  asserted  that  "the 
best  chance  of  putting  maximum  pressure 
to  obtain  a  reflow  of  currency  from  Poland 
to  the  West  is  by  continuing  to  press  them 
to  pay  their  debts.  Now  they  don't  pay  as  we 
would  like,  clearly,  but  there  is  a  net  out- 
flow. There  is  a  net  outflow,  and  it  is  a  high 
cost  for  ain  economy  as  weak  as  the  Polish 
economy." 

But  the  past  year  hasn't  fulfilled  the  pre- 
dictions of  those  who  confidently  assured  us 
that  the  Polish  government  would  make 
every  effort  to  repay  its  debt.  True,  Poland 
paid  half  of  the  interest  due  in  1982,  but 
only  on  the  condition  that  the  other  half  be 
"recycled"  back  to  Poland  by  banks  as 
short-term  credits.  The  net  effect  was  to  in- 
crease the  debt's  magnitude  by  one  half  the 
interest   due   to   Western   creditors.   These 
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short-term  credits  enabled  Poland  to  "pur- 
chase" Western  goods,  leading  to  a  further 
transfer  of  resources  from  West  to  East. 
And  now  comes  the  latest  outrageous  re- 
quest from  the  Polish  debtors.  The  "out- 
flow" described  by  Mr.  Hormats  continues 
to  be  in  the  opposite  direction. 

This  is  perhaps  the  most  important  point 
to  be  made,  for  the  Polish  debt  is  but  a 
small  part  of  the  greater  issue  of  financing 
and  extending  credit  to  the  Soviet  Union 
and  its  satellites.  Trade  with  the  Soviet 
Union  once  was  seen  as  an  aspect  of  "de- 
tente." By  trading  with  and  lending  to  the 
communists,  it  was  argued,  we  would  bridge 
the  gap  between  East  and  West,  bringing 
prosperity  and  hope  to  oppressed  people. 
And  by  making  tyrannical  states  more  de- 
pendent on  Western  goods  and  technology, 
we  would  convert  them  into  more  moderate 
and  freer  nations,  eventually  eliminating 
the  danger  of  war.  Western  trade  would 
"liberalize  "  the  communist  countries. 

But  things  didn't  work  out  that  way.  The 
oppressed  people  remain  oppressed,  the 
communist  nations  are  no  less  tyrannical, 
and  the  danger  of  war  hasn't  been  reduced. 
Why  hasn't  the  theory  of  "liberalization  by 
trade"  worked,  as  we  once  believed  it  would? 

Part  of  the  answer  lies  in  the  underlying 
philosophy  of  the  Soviet  bloc  countries 
themselves. 

According  to  Lenin's  theory  of  imperial- 
ism, the  capitalist  West  is  driven  by  histori- 
cal necessity  to  export  its  surplus  first  to 
the  underdevelop>ed  world,  and  then  to  com- 
munist countries.  In  other  words,  when  cap- 
italists extend  credit  to  communist  nations, 
they  are  behaving  as  Marxist-Leninist 
theory  predicts  they  will.  As  Lenin  wrote: 

.  .  the  capitalists  of  the  whole  world 
and  their  governments,  in  their  rush  to  con- 
quer the  Soviet  market,  will  close  their  eyes 
tto  various  Soviet  diplomatic  subterfuges] 
and  will  thereby  be  turned  into  blind  deaf 
mutes.  They  will  furnish  credits  which  will 
serve  us  for  the  support  of  the  Communist 
Party  in  their  countries  and,  by  supplying 
us  material  and  technical  equipment  which 
we  lack,  will  restore  our  military  industry 
necessary  for  our  future  attacks  against  our 
suppliers.  To  put  it  in  other  words,  they  will 
work  on  the  preparation  of  their  own  sui- 
cide." 

The  implication  is  that  the  accumulation 
of  debt  has  been  a  conscious  act  of  policy  by 
the  communist  states  and  that  they  have  no 
intention  of  paying  it  back.  It  is  likely  that 
communist  borrowing  is  part  of  'the  eco- 
nomic strategy  of  an  empire."  In  a  brilliant 
essay  by  this  title  in  Grand  Strategy:  Coun- 
tercurrents,  Larry  Arnn  observed  that: 

"...  until  the  Poles  actually  repay  the 
loans,  the  food  they  have  consumed  and  the 
capital  they  have  imported  is  not  expensive 
to  them  at  all.  It  is  incredibly  cheap.  The 
spanking  new  Polish  steel  mill  may  not  be 
an  efficient  and  wise  investment  by  our 
standards,  but  it  is  a  large  and  modern  steel 
mill,  and  so  far  someone  else  has  paid  for 
it." 

The  problem's  magnitude  becomes  appar- 
ent when  we  consider  that  Poland's  govern- 
ment is  $25  billion  richer  and  the  West  is 
$25  billion  poorer,  and  that  even  though 
Poland  has  paid  only  a  minute  part  of  what 
it  owes,  its  line  of  cedit  is  far  from  exhaust- 
ed. Furthermore,  as  Mr.  Arnn  noted,  the 
logic  that  has  allowed  Poland  to  "borrow" 
$25  billion  will  enable  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  rest  of  its  satellites  to  "borrow"  billions 
and  billions  more,  unless  we  recognize  this 
policy  for  what  it  is:  the  economic  exploita- 
tion of  the  West  by  the  E^t,  which  can 


August  2,  1983 


occur  only  because  of  the  shortsightedness 
of  capitalist  nations. 

SHOULD  DELAY  AGREEMENTS 

We  must  recognize  these  things  and  be 
guided  in  our  relations  with  communist 
countries  by  reason  and  prudence— not  by 
our  hopes  alone.  These  hopes  have  been 
dtished  too  many  times.  I  believe  we  have 
reached  a  point  where  we  must  draw  the 
line.  A  year  ago  I  called  for  the  U.S.  to  de- 
clare Poland  in  default.  Now  I  believe  that 
the  U.S.  should  delay  any  agreements  on  re- 
scheduling Poland's  debt  until  such  time  as 
that  country  meets  objective  standards  of 
human  freedom.  In  addition,  if  by  the  end 
of  the  year  Poland  hasn't  made  substantive 
changes  in  its  policy  toward  its  people,  we 
should  state  unequivocally  that  we  will  de- 
clare Poland  in  default  on  the  $1.7  billion  it 
owes  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
The  U.S.  thereby  would  accomplish  three 
important  goals.  First,  we  would  make  clear 
to  our  allies  and  to  Western  business  inter- 
ests that  trade  between  West  and  East  is  a 
risky  undertaking  that  we  will  no  longer 
subsidize.  Second,  we  would  begin  to  under- 
mine the  economic  strategy  of  the  Soviet 
empire.  And  finally,  we  would  make  it  clear 
that  our  commitment  to  liberty  and  human 
rights  is  more  than  just  words.* 


JAMAICA  CELEBRATES 
INDEPENDENCE 


HON.  SAM  GIBBONS 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  some- 
times the  actions  we  take  here,  and  in 
the  other  body,  have  repercussions 
which  range  far  from  Capitol  Hill  and 
Washington,  and  even  from  America, 
The  decisions  that  we  make  in  this  leg- 
islature sometimes  have  a  small 
impact  on  us  directly,  but  can  be  vital- 
ly important  to  our  friends  and  sup- 
porters around  the  world. 

Last  week  we  cleared  from  confer- 
ence and  sent  to  the  President  for  sig- 
nature H,R.  2973  which  contained  the 
title  known  as  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative.  This  legislation  will  present 
an  opportunity  for  heightened  export 
opportunities  for  27  friendly  Caribbe- 
an nations,  and  will  allow  them  to 
strengthen  their  export  markets  and 
economies. 

One  of  these  nations  is  our  good 
friend  and  neighbor,  Jamaica.  The 
passage  of  this  legislation  could  not 
have  come  at  a  better  time  for  the  citi- 
zens of  this  great  and  good  friend  of 
America,  because  they  are  in  the  midst 
of  the  annual  celebration  of  their  in- 
dependence. 

In  fact,  today  is  the  official  celebra- 
tion commemorating  the  fact  that  21 
years  ago  this  island  nation  achieved 
its  independence  and  the  beginning  of 
what  has  grown  to  become  one  of  the 
strongest  democracies  and  staunchest 
supporters  of  the  United  States  in  the 
free  world. 
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It  is  therefore  appropriate  that  news 
of  the  passage  of  this  bill  with  all  the 
possibilities  it  conveys  for  future  de- 
velopment and  prosperity  should 
reach  the  people  of  Jamaica  at  this 
time  when  they  are  celebrating  this  in- 
dependence. 

When  told  of  our  actions.  Prime 
Minister  Edward  Seaga  was  reported 
to  say: 

Great  news.  This  couldn't  have  come  at  a 
better  time  than  in  the  midst  of  our  21st 
birthday  celebrations. 

We  went  on  to  say: 

I  have  been  closely  involved  with  this  ini- 
tiative from  the  very  beginning  and  have 
followed  it  every  step  of  the  way.  Although 
it  has  been  a  long  wait,  I  have  never  lost 
faith  that  this  most  significant  part  of  the 
Caribbean  Basin  package  would  eventually 
be  enacted.  I  am  happy  that  the  Congress 
has  so  resoundingly  endorsed  the  bill  with 
most  of  the  substantive  features  emerging 
intact.  It  is  now  only  a  matter  of  a  few  days 
before  President  Reagan  signs  this  legisla- 
tion, making  it  law. 

I  join  Prime  Minister  Seaga  in  his 
pleasure  on  the  passage  of  this  bill, 
and  wish  the  Jamaican  people  a 
hearty  21st  birthday.* 
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job.  Joseph  Glaab,  business  representative 
for  Local  1976  of  the  Drywall  Tapers  and 
Finishers  Union,  heard  about  the  need  and 
called  his  friends  in  the  painting  and  deco- 
rating Industry.  The  result  Is  apparent  to 
anyone  who  visits  the  center,  on  Union 
Street  behind  the  Christ  Episcopal  Church. 

It  took  a  crew  of  20  painters— among  them 
the  three  Rusereto  brothers  of  Dumont  and 
Paterson.  FYank  Nardozza  and  Leo  Balelo  of 
New  Mllford,  Bill  and  Randy  Hagerman  of 
Hackensack,  Leo  James  and  Enrique  Rojo  of 
Paterson,  Steve  Mazzone  of  Port  Lee,  and 
Tony  Gavalljas  of  Saddle  Brook— just  one 
day  to  paint  and  decorate  all  the  children's 
rooms  and  hallways  at  the  center.  They  did 
It  free  of  charge;  contractors  donated  the 
materials. 

While  the  painters  were  busy  Inside,  the 
children  and  staff  were  entertained  outside 
by  clowns  from  the  Shriners'  Clown  Unit  of 
Livingston's  Salaam  Temple.  A  Hawthorne 
sllk-screenlng  firm  donated  T-shirts  for  all 
the  youngsters.  Mr.  Glaab's  union  also  de- 
livered a  catered  meal  of  Chinese  food  for 
the  painters,  the  children,  and  the  staff. 

This  "Brush-up  Day"  at  the  HoUey  Center 
Is  the  type  of  cooperation  that  many  volun- 
tary organizations  are  having  to  turn  to  in  a 
time  of  shrinking  government  assistance. 
The  generous  contribution  by  all  those  who 
recognized  a  need  and  filled  It  Is  the  essence 
of  voluntarism.  We  hope  the  spirit  is  catch- 
ing.* 


AN  ACT  OF  COMMUNITY  SPIRIT 


HON.  ROBERT  G.  TORRICELLI 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  insert  in  the  Congressional 
Record  an  editorial  which  recently 
ran  in  the  Bergen  Record  newspaper 
in  my  congressional  district.  This  edi- 
torial commended  the  efforts  of  sever- 
al individuals  in  my  district  who  re- 
cently donated  time,  materials,  and 
effort  to  aid  in  the  refurbishing  of  a 
child  care  and  development  center  in 
Hackensack,  N.J.  The  center  was  badly 
in  need  of  repair  but  it  had  no  funds 
to  perform  the  work.  These  individ- 
uals, however,  selflessly  volunteered 
their  services  to  perform  the  needed 
work. 

Examples  like  this  should  cause  us 
to  pause  and  question  whether  each  of 
us  in  our  own  lives  is  doing  all  that  we 
can  to  help  others  who  suffer  misfor- 
tune. We  must  never  forget  that  one 
of  the  greatest  contributions  we  can 
make  as  citizens  is  to  help  those  who 
cannot  help  themselves. 

I  commend  the  reading  of  this  edito- 
rial to  my  colleagues.  I  hope  that 
through  this  example  each  of  us  will 
gain  an  increased  sense  of  community 
spirit  and  will  be  inspired  to  take  time 
from  our  busy  lives  to  help  others  in 
need: 

Christmas  in  July 

The  Holley  Child  Care  and  Development 
Center  In  Hackensack  needed  an  Interior 
paint  job.  Money  is  tight  at  Holley.  as  It  Is 
at  all  non-profit  community  organizations, 
so  the  center's  officials  kept  putting  off  the 


AMENDMENTS  TO  EXPORT 
ADMINISTRATION  ACT 


HON.  TOBY  ROTH 

OF  WISCONSIN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1.  1983 

•  Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  we 
return  from  the  August  district  work 
period,  the  House  will  take  up  H.R. 
3231,  amendments  to  the  Export  Ad- 
ministration Act.  This  act  is  vital  to 
protect  our  national  security.  A  KGB 
agent  once  said  that  Moscow  considers 
our  high  technology  and  advanced  sci- 
ence their  national  resource.  Our  high 
technology  has  enabled  the  Soviets  to 
build  more  advanced  weapons  systems. 

The  Export  Administration  Act  is 
one  tool  to  thwart  the  theft  of  our 
technology.  H.R.  3231  as  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  con- 
tains a  provision  to  eliminate  thou- 
sands of  export  licenses.  These  li- 
censes, as  it  relates  to  our  highest 
technology,  are  critical  for  monitoring 
exports  and  tracking  down  illegal  ex- 
ports and  exporters. 

We  have  an  obligation  to  make  the 
export  licensing  system  efficient  and 
accurate.  We  also  have  the  responsibil- 
ity to  protect  our  national  security  by 
keeping  our  advanced  technology  out 
of  the  military  research  laboratories  in 
Moscow  and  Leningrad.  I  am  looking 
forward  to  working  with  my  colleagues 
to  insure  that  the  Export  Administra- 
tion Act  meets  these  objectives. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  recent  article  in  the 
New  York  Times  outlined  how  Ameri- 
ca's high  technology  is  being  pirated. 
The  methods  are  complex.   We  may 
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just   have   begun   to   understand   the 
enormity  of  the  KGB  program. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the  arti- 
cle which  follows.  It  is  one  of  the  de- 
tailed examinations  of  how  the  Soviets 
acquire  advanced  Western  technology. 

(From  the  New  York  Times.  July  25.  1983] 

A  Trail  of  Western  Technology  Is 
Followed  to  the  K.G.B.'s  Door 

(By  John  Vinocur) 

Paris.— Every  year  Western  high  technol- 
ogy with  military  applications,  worth  mil- 
lions of  dollars,  disappears  beyond  the  bor- 
ders of  the  Soviet  Union  and  Its  allies. 
Sometimes  the  Warsaw  Pact's  procurement 
effort  Is  so  effective  that  the  embargoed 
equipment  is  even  returned  to  the  West  for 
secret  repairs. 

American  laws  and  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  agreements  ban  the  transfer 
of  such  sophisticated  microelectronic  and 
computer  equipment.  But  the  volume  reach- 
ing the  Eastern  bloc  Is  startling,  according 
to  Western  intelligence  experts. 

Much  of  It  It  obtained,  they  say,  through 
dummy  corporations  and  covert  suppliers 
who  cooperate  with  the  technology  procure- 
ment campaign,  which  Is  regarded  as  the 
current  primary  task  of  the  K.G.B.,  the 
Soviet  intelligence  and  internal-security 
agency,  and  the  G.R.U.,  its  military  counter- 
part. 

THE  CASE  OF  THE  MAN  AT  ORLY 

How  it  works  is  illustrated  through  a  case 
involving  Jean  Dldat,  a  freight  forwarder  at 
Orly  Airport  In  Paris.  He  has  taken  some  ex- 
traordinary troubleshooting  trips.  The  most 
brazen  was  traveling  to  Amsterdam  to 
handle  a  shipment  of  advanced  American- 
made  microelectronic  equipment,  strategic 
goods  weighing  more  than  a  ton,  that  the 
Russians  were  secretly  flying  back  to  the 
West  from  Moscow  for  servicing. 

The  Czechoslovaks  also  complained  about 
their  coverty  obtained  million-dollar  Ameri- 
can computers,  he  said.  The  Warsaw  Pact 
countries'  grievances  were  dizzying  because 
they  concerned  sensitive  American  technol- 
ogy acquired  from  Western  European  mid- 
dlemen systematically  diverting  embargoed 
material  to  the  East. 

According  to  Western  experts,  most  of  the 
goods  correspond  to  precise  shopping  lists 
administered  by  Soviet  Intelligence  agencies. 
It  was  8  Palrchild  Sentry  7  quality  control 
system  for  testing  Integrated  circuits  that 
Mr.  Didat  said  was  shipped  westward  from 
Moscow  for  repair.  The  Sentry  7  Is  on  the 
United  States  list  of  technology  proscribed 
for  export  to  the  Soviet  Union  and  Its  allies. 

Last  year  a  United  States  Government 
document,  trying  to  describe  the  scope  of 
the  Illegal  acqulstions.  said  that  they  had 
eroded  the  technical  superiority  of  Western 
weapons  and  that  stopping  the  procurement 
was  one  of  the  West's  "most  complex  and 
urgent  Issues."  The  intensity  of  K.G.B.  pro- 
gram Is  such  that  It  Is  said  that  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  has  set  up  a  special  in- 
ternal organization  to  deal  with  technology 
transfers. 

Defining  the  Soviet  operation,  the  Gov- 
ernment report  said  the  K.G.B. .  with  exten- 
sive support  of  the  Intelligence  agencies  of 
Eastern  Europe,  had  the  main  responsibility 
for  collecting  "Western  classified,  export- 
controlled  and  proprietary  technology. " 

"These  Intelligence  organizations,"  the 
report  said,  "have  been  so  successful  at  ac- 
quiring Western  technology  that  the  man- 
power  levels  they   allocate   to  this  effort 
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have  increased  significantly  since  the  1970s 
to  the  point  where  there  are  now  several 
thousand  technology  collection  officers  at 
work.  These  personnel,  under  various  covers 
ranging  from  diplomats  to  journalists  to 
trade  officials,  are  assigned  throughout  the 
world." 

According  to  an  expert  in  Washington, 
there  may  be  as  many  as  100  K.G.B.  collec- 
tion officers  working  at  the  Soviet  Embassy 
in  Tokyo,  one  of  the  most  fertile  areas  for 
acquistions.  In  general,  the  Japanese  efforts 
to  control  the  process  are  regarded  as  slower 
In  starting  than  those  in  the  United  States. 
or  in  Western  European  countries  when 
their  own  technology,  as  opposed  to  that  of 
third  countries,  is  involved. 

MICROELECTRONIC  EQUIPMENT 

The  report  said  the  illegal  acquisition  of 
hundreds  of  pieces  of  Western  microelec- 
tronic equipment  worth  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  had  allowed  the  Soviet 
Union  to  build  the  basic  industry  for  the  de- 
velopment of  sophisticated  weapon  systems 
over  the  nex  decades. 

According  to  the  document,  the  level  of 
the  acquired  hardware  and  technical  skill  is 
such  that  put  together  it  could  "meet  100 
percent  of  the  Soviets'  high-quality  micro- 
electronic needs  for  military  purposes,  or  50 
percent  of  all  their  microelectronic  needs." 

A  table  of  "notable  successes"  by  the  Rus- 
sians contained  in  the  report  listed  dozens 
of  items  such  as  advanced  inertial  guidance 
components,  missile  guidance  subsystems, 
computers,  lasers  and  complete  industrial 
processes. 

The  report  asserted  that  the  acquisitions 
most  directly  affecting  Soviet  military  de- 
velopment came  from  the  gathering  by 
K.G.B.  agents  of  firsthand  intelligence  in- 
formation, and  "illegal  trade  diversions." 
the  purchase  of  sensitive  equipment 
through  dummy  corporations  in  the  West 
for  eventual  transfer  to  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

ROLE  or  THE  MIDDLEMAN 

It  is  here  that  the  middlemen  come  in.  Mr. 
Didat  estimated  that  his  little  office  at  Orly. 
decorated  with  a  calendar  of  Soviet  movie 
star  from  the  Soviet  film  export  organiza- 
tion, handled  goods  worth  $20  million  to  $25 
million  a  year  for  several  years  in  traffic 
toward  the  Soviet  Union  and  Czechoslo- 
vakia. 

Almost  all  of  it  was  American  high  tech- 
nology material,  obtained  through  an  intri- 
cate series  of  post-box  companies  in  Liech- 
tenstein and  Switzerland,  forged,  purchased 
and  misappropriated  documents  and  great 
amounts  of  cash. 

In  his  interpretation  of  French  law,  Mr. 
Didat  said  he  felt  that  the  transport  end  of 
things,  sending  crates  marked  electrical 
equipment  from  here  to  there,  was  legal. 
The  rest  of  the  business  he  is  familiar  with, 
he  said,  was  managed  separately  by  Robert 
Almori.  also  known  as  Mathurin  Almori,  or 
Joseph  Lousky.  two  Frenchmen  named  this 
year  by  a  hearing  conunissioner  of  the 
United  States  International  Trade  Adminis- 
tration as  involved  in  the  reexport  of  Ameri- 
can equipment  to  "proscribed  destinations." 

Denied  export  privileges  himself  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Commerce  in 
April  for  having  shipped  unlicensed  high 
technology  from  the  United  States,  and 
questioned  last  month  for  two  days  by  the 
French  police.  Mr.  Didat  has  not  been  ac- 
cused of  any  crime. 

But  in  separate  interviews  he  and  an  asso- 
ciate, both  describing  themselves  as  manipu- 
lated and  insignificant,  furnished  partial  de- 
tails of  some  of  the  operations  that,  in  the 
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view  of  some  investigators  in  the  United 
States  and  Europe,  have  the  mark  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact's  technology  procurement 
campaigns. 

CROUPS  IN  FRANCE  AND  SWITZERLAND 

The  company  that  employed  Mr.  Didat. 
Cotricom.  in  which  a  Mr.  Almori.  according 
to  the  Paris  trade  register,  held  a  majority 
share,  served  as  shipper  for  two  parallel 
groups  in  France  and  Switzerland. 

According  to  the  trade  register.  Cotricom 
was  created  in  1977.  nine  months  after  the 
incorporation  of  Hedera  Establishment,  a 
Liechtenstein  post-box  company  that  served 
as  an  intermediary.  After  considerable  suc- 
cess over  a  period  of  years,  the  operations 
foundered  this  year  with  the  issuance  of  the 
Commerce  Department's  trade  ban  on  its 
principals  and  subsequent  police  investiga- 
tions in  France  and  Switzerland. 

Both  the  French  and  Swiss  legs  worked  on 
the  principle  that  American  high  technolo- 
gy can  be  bought  legally  and  with  relative 
ease  on  the  open  market  in  the  United 
States  and  transported  to  seemingly  reputa- 
ble purchasers  in  Western  Europe  without 
much  difficulty. 

In  some  cases,  computer  subcomponents, 
electronic  manufacturing  and  testing  sys- 
tems were  sent  to  Cotricom  from  Technica 
Limited,  a  company  in  Scottsdale.  Ariz.,  run 
by  Michel  d'Ormigny.  He  is  a  French-born 
naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
who.  after  a  career  in  the  garment  business, 
went  into  the  microelectronics  field  in  what 
was  believed  to  be  an  association  with  Mr. 
Almori. 

SHIPMENT  TO  COTRICOM 

In  at  least  one  instance,  a  Technica  ship- 
ment, described  as  unlicensed  by  the  Com- 
merce Department,  was  made  to  Cotricom 
for  the  account  of  Hedera  Establishment. 
The  man  who  signed  the  Hedera  order 
blank,  listing  himself  as  administrator,  was 
Felix  Constantine  Popovitch. 

Mr.  Popovitch  is  a  French  citizen  who  said 
that  he  was  born  in  Egypt  of  Rumanian  par 
ents  and  that  he  received  an  electrical  engi- 
neering degree  in  1960  from  Stanford  Uni- 
versity. He  was  employed  until  his  contract 
was  terminated  this  month  as  a  sales  man- 
ager for  microelectronics  by  Calma.  a 
wholly  owned  French  subsidiary  of  General 
Electric.  He  worked  previously  in  Japan  as 
Par  East  marketing  manager  for  Fairchild 
Systems  Technology. 

Mr.  Popovitch  signed  the  order  blank  for 
Hedera  because,  he  said.  Mr.  Almori.  "a 
buddy,  a  guy  I  know."  who  was  involved  in 
Hedera.  had  asked  him  for  a  favor.  Al- 
though Mr.  Popovitch  denied  it.  Mr.  Didat 
asserted  that  it  was  he  who  did  the  repair 
work  in  Amsterdam  on  the  Fairchild  equip- 
ment he  had  flown  out  of  Moscow. 

Mr.  Popovitch  has  acknowledged  involve- 
ment in  two  orders.  But.  in  fact,  the  volume 
flowing  through  Cotricom  was  vast,  and  the 
size  and  complexity  of  the  equipment  great. 
Mr.  Didat  said  he  went  to  Czechoslovakia  to 
handle  what  he  described  as  the  first  deliv- 
ery of  a  Fairchild  Sentry  7.  the  type  of  unit, 
worth  about  $400,000.  that  eventually 
brought  the  French  leg  of  the  operation 
into  the  open. 

"About  three  years  ago."  said  Bernard 
Goldfarb.  a  French  textile  importer  and  ex- 
porter. "Almori  came  to  see  me  through 
friends.  The  way  he  talked  he  seemed  like  a 
guy  with  political  protection.  He  told  me 
atxjut  his  trips  to  Hungary  and  the  U.S.S.R.. 
and  to  talk  like  that  I  figured  someone  had 
to  l>e  watching  out  for  him.  because  what  he 
asked  me  was  to  get  him  an  order  blank 
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from  a  certain  company  so  that  he  could 
import  something  under  an  American  em- 
bargo." 

The  company,  Mr.  Goldfarb  said  in  an 
interview,  was  C.G.E.  Alstholm.  a  major 
French  electronics  and  technology  producer 
nationalized  by  President  Fran(;ois  Mitter- 
rand's Government.  "I  went  to  see  a  friend, 
and  I  got  the  order  blank."  Mr.  Goldfarb 
said.  But  the  association  did  not  end  there. 

According  to  Mr.  Goldfarb.  Mr.  Almori  re- 
turned to  see  him  last  year,  talking  about 
another  order  blank  and  saying  he  had  to  go 
to  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Paris  to 
prove  that  the  signature  on  an  Alstholm 
purchase  order,  that  of  a  Mr.  Lefevre,  was 
legitimate. 

"I  stayed  up  all  night  practicing  writing 
his  name. "  Mr.  Goldfarb  said.  "Almorei  told 
me  there  was  nothing  to  worry  about,  that 
the  fix  was  in." 

In  fact,  the  order  for  two  Fairchild  units 
worth  $800,000  had  raised  suspicions  when 
Mr.  Didat  sought  to  expedite  it  in  Washing- 
ton, and  the  request  for  an  export  permit 
from  the  United  States  was  never  approved. 
Mr.  Goldfarb  said  he  kept  20.000  francs  for 
his  efforts  and  distributed  30.000  more  to 
two  intermediaries.  (At  the  current  rate  of 
exchange  20.000  francs  is  worth  $2,570.  and 
30.000  francs  is  $3,855.)  With  his  acknowl- 
edgment of  his  role  to  the  French  police  and 
United  States  officials,  he  said,  he  has  expe- 
rienced "Shame  I'll  never  live  down." 

ILLEGALLY  OBTAINED  PURCHASE  FORM 

Mr.  Almori  has  not  responded  to  attempts 
to  have  him  comment  on  the  case.  Mr. 
Didat  said  his  impression  was  that  Mr. 
Almori  had  been  delivering  to  the  Soviet 
Union  for  more  than  two  decades.  Some- 
how, uncharacteristic  sloppiness  entered  the 
handling  of  the  illegally  obtained  Alstholm 
purchase  form. 

Since  the  late  1970s.  Mr.  Didat  said.  Mr. 
Almori  "got  orders  from  the  Russians  or 
Czechs,  and  most  of  time  they  used  U.S. 
catalogues  and  showed  him  precisely  what 
options  they  wanted."  Mr.  Didat  added:  "He 
never  bought  what  wasn't  ordered,  and  he 
was  paid  by  the  Russians  or  whoever 
through  accounts  in  Switzerland  and  West 
Germany.  But  he's  not  a  special  case.  There 
are  a  hundred  deliverers  like  Almori." 

The  Swiss  operation,  which  involved 
Hedera.  in  part,  and  Mr.  Lousky.  for  whom 
Mr.  Didat  said  he  also  shipped  material,  had 
a  different  mode  of  procedure  because  much 
of  the  ordering  was  done  from  inside  an  es- 
tablished Swiss  electronics  company,  Pavag 
S.A.  of  Neuchatel,  a  subsidiary  of  the  Hasler 
holding  group  in  Bern. 

According  to  officials  of  Hasler,  two  Favag 
employees,  Pierre  Andre  Raindin,  the  pur- 
chasing manager,  and  Marc  Villoz,  the  ad- 
ministrator, both  since  dismissed,  used  the 
company  to  make  orders  for  American  high- 
technology  equipment  that  was  sold  off  to  a 
dummy  corporation  apparently  for  transfer 
to  the  East. 

DIAGRAMS  OF  ORDERS 

Mr.  Randin  is  described  by  Hasler  officials 
as  the  former  employee  of  an  American  cor- 
poration who  lives  with  a  Czechoslovak- 
born  woman  previously  employed  by  Favag. 

He  has  drawn  diagrams  showing  how  a 
Czechoslovak  organization  made  orders 
through  Hedera  that  were  eventually  passed 
along  directly,  or  via  Favag.  to  Eler  Engi- 
neering. This  is  a  tiny  company  founded 
with  about  $50,000  in  capital  in  Ranees. 
Switzerland,  liquidated  and  then  reestab- 
lished, also  in  Switzerland,  by  Mr.  Lousky. 
whose  residence  is  in  Paris. 


Other  orders  had  been  handled  earlier  by 
a  second  small  company,  apparently  found- 
ed by  Mr.  Lousky,  bearing  the  name  Ditton 
&  Drayton. 

The  equipment  includes  an  order  of  more 
than  $1  million  for  three  Digital  PDP  11/ 
70s  computers,  described  by  a  United  States 
official  as  having  possible  use  in  missile 
guidance  and  the  collection  of  data  from 
satellites,  and  one  VAX  11/780  computer 
from  Data  General,  sold  for  about  $800,000, 
in  which  Czechoslovak  engineers  were  said 
to  have  inspected  the  material  in  a  ware- 
house near  Geneva. 

The  operation  fell  apart  this  spring  as  a 
result  of  the  disappearance  in  1982  of  two 
American-made  machines  used  in  manufac- 
turing microcircuitry.  Shipped  to  Favag  by 
a  company  in  Massachusetts,  and  resold  to 
Eler  the  equipment  was  suddenly  gone. 

LARGEST  DIVERSION  OF  ITS  KIND 

A  Swiss  customs  service  investigation  into 
the  affair  has  described  it  as  the  "largest  di- 
version of  its  kind  in  the  country's  history." 
and  a  Commerce  Department  suspension 
order  cited  Mr.  Randin  and  Mr.  Lousky  as 
having  conspired  to  re-export  the  two  pro- 
jection mask  aligners,  made  by  the  Perkin- 
Elmer  Corporation  of  Norwalk,  Conn.,  to  as 
"proscribed  destination." 

The  machines,  worth  about  $500,000,  were 
traced  to  France.  Mr.  Didat  does  not  say  he 
shipped  them  to  Eastern  Europe,  but  like 
most  of  the  investigators  he  would  not 
argue  against  the  presumption  that  they 
wound  up  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  Lousky  was  described  by  his  lawyer  as 
"not  in  France  at  the  moment. "  Mr.  Didat 
said  no  one  saw  Mr.  Almori  around  any- 
more. 

Hedera  Establishment  was  dissolved  as  a 
company  last  Jan.  31  with  declared  capital 
of  15,000  Swiss  francs  ($7,125  at  the  current 
rate  of  exchange).  Under  corporate  law  in 
Liechtenstein,  its  papers  suggest  nothing 
more  about  who  paid  for  its  multimillion- 
dollar  accounts  other  than  listing  the  two 
Vaduz  lawyers  who  served  as  the  entire 
membership  of  its   "administrative  board.  "• 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

for  each  item  mailed.  More  than  2  mil- 
lion items  are  mailed  annually  at  the 
taxpayer's  expense.  Would  it  not  be 
better  to  save  the  taxpayer  billions  of 
dollars  by  forcing  those  who  make  so- 
licitations through  the  mail  to  pay  for 
their  expenses? 

My  constituent  also  endorsed  a  flat 
rate  income  tax.  Over  the  years  our 
system  of  taxation  has  evolved  into  a 
nuisance  for  those  who  pay,  and  a 
blessing  for  those  who  do  not  want  to 
pay.  What  if  we  were  to  cut  out  all  of 
the  special  advantages  and  gains  for 
those  people  who  take  advantage  of 
our  tax  system?  Would  it  not  be  better 
for  everyone  to  pay  equally,  without 
frills,  loopholes,  and  massive  deduc- 
tions? The  modified  flat  rate  income 
tax  system  just  might  make  our  Gov- 
ernment run  more  effectively. 

Finally,  my  constituent  emphasized 
the  importance  of  becoming  energy  in- 
dependent. As  he  correctly  pointed 
out.  the  United  States  would  be  in  a 
much  better  situation  if  it  reduced  its 
dependency  on  the  the  Organization 
of  Petroleum  Exporting  Countries  by 
developing  the  energy  resources  we 
have  at  home,  such  as  photovoltaics 
and  geothermal  energy. 

I  thank  my  constituent  for  his  com- 
ments and  suggestions  and  hope  my 
colleagues  find  his  remarks  as  interest- 
ing as  I  do.» 


A  MORE  EFFICIENT 
GOVERNMENT 


HON.  JIM  BATES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
before  you  today  at  the  suggestion  of 
my  constituent,  Mr.  William  J.  Cam- 
pinelli  who  brought  to  my  attention 
an  article  which  was  published  in  the 
Senior  World  Newspaper  in  San  Diego, 
Calif.  The  article  suggested  ways  to 
make  our  Government  operate  more 
efficiently  and  effectively.  I  found  Mr. 
Campinelli's  comments  both  provoca- 
tive and  interesting,  and  I  would  like 
to  share  them  with  my  colleagues. 

First,  he  raised  a  question  about  our 
postal  system.  He  stated  that  there  is 
a  better  way  to  operate  the  American 
postal  system,  a  way  in  which  the  tax- 
payer does  not  have  to  subsidize  the 
system.  Nonprofit  political  and  labor 
organization  use  the  American  postal 
system  to  solicit  money  without 
paying  any  fees.  The  cost  is  a  nickel 


walter  troy  honored  with 
Mcdonald  award 


HON.  WILLIAM  0.  LIPINSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
behalf  of  the  residents  of  the  Fifth 
Congressional  District  in  Illinois,  I 
would  like  to  call  attention  to  an  out- 
standing member  of  our  community. 
Walter  Troy  has  served  Chicago's 
southwest  side  with  honor  and  distinc- 
tion for  over  40  years. 

Wally's  activities  have  been  many 
and  varied.  His  community  involve- 
ment started  early,  when  he  was  a  Boy 
Scout,  and  continued  through  his 
adult  life.  He  currently  serves  on  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Garfield 
Ridge  Chamber  of  Commerce,  is  vice 
president  of  the  Midway  Kiwanis 
Club,  and  is  a  member  of  the  Midway 
Businessman's  Organization. 

Walter  has  won  many  awards  for  his 
service  to  the  community,  including 
the  1982  "Patriot  of  the  Year  "  award 
and  the  Ray  McDonald  Community 
Achievement  Award.  All  of  us  in  the 
Fifth  Congressional  District  appreci- 
ate Wally's  efforts  on  our  behalf,  and 
look  forward  to  working  with  him  in 
the  years  to  come.  I  insert  into  today's 
Congressional  Record  a  newspaper 
article,  printed  when  Walter  Troy  was 
awarded   the   Ray   McDonald   Award, 
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describing  some  of  Walter's  achieve- 
ments: 

Walter  Troy  Honored  with  McDonald 

Award 
Walter  Troy,  the    "McDonald  Award"  re- 
cipient for  the  month  of  April,  was  bom  and 
raised    in    the    Bridgeport    neighborhood, 
where  he  lived  for  thirty-five  years.  After 
graduating  from  Mark  Sheridan  Grammar 
School   in    1941,   he   attended   Kelly   High 
School  for  two  years,  followed  by  two  years 
at  Jones  Commercial  High  School  where  he 
majored  in  business.  During  his  high  school 
years,  Troy  was  employed  by  the  "Chicago 
Herald  American"  newspaper  as  a  copy  boy. 
He  entered  the  army  shortly  after  gradua- 
tion. ser\'ing  three  years  being  stationed  at 
Fort   Knox,  Kentucky   and  Fort   Benning, 
Georgia.  After  being  discharged  from  the 
army,    he    returned    home    and    attended 
Wright  Junior  College  at  night,  while  work- 
ing at  the  newspaper.  He  later  became  a 
police  reporter  for  for  the  "Chicago  Ameri- 
can,"   which   was   later   purchased   by   the 
Tribune  Company,  and  became  known  as 
the  'Chieago  Today  "  newspaper.  After  nine 
years  at  that   position,  Troy  purchased  a 
news  agency  in  the  Clear  Ridge  area,  which 
he  ran  until  1973,  at  which  time  he  and  son 
Joseph    joined    forces    and    bought    Clover 
Club  Beverages.  Troy  and  wife  Jean  have  a 
younger  son,  Thomas,  who  has  entered  the 
business  with  his  father  and  brother.  Son. 
Joe  and  his  wife  Jane  have  two  children. 
Tina,  age  seven,  and  a  son  Tim.  age  six. 

Troy's  participation  in  community  activi- 
ties began  at  an  early  age  as  a  Boy  Scout, 
and  continued  throughout  his  adult  life,  as 
an  officer  and  member  of  St.  Barbara's 
Church  Holy  Name  Society,  and  as  presi- 
dent of  a  high  school  Music  Sponsors  Orga- 
nization. Currently  Troy  is  serving  on  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Garfield  Ridge 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  is  vice-president  of 
the  Midway  Kiwanis  Club,  and  is  a  member 
of  the  Midway  Businessmen's  Organization. 
He  also  sponsored  Little  League  teams. 
Bowling  Leagues,  and  various  other  charita- 
ble organizations.  In  recent  years.  Troy  has 
been  recognized  by  the  business  community 
on  several  occasions.  He  was  named  the 
winner  in  the  Business  category  at  the  23rd 
Ward  Community  Achievement  Award 
Dinner  in  1979.  and  was  named  "Patriot  of 
the  Year  "  in  June  1982.  by  the  Midway  Sen- 
tinel. 

The  business  at  Clover  Club  Beverages 
has  grown  over  the  past  ten  years,  and  is 
now  one  of  the  largest  and  few  remaining 
independent  soda  manufacturers  in  the  city 
of  Chicago.  In  addition  to  the  sale  of  their 
own  bottled  and  canned  soda,  beer,  wine  and 
liquor  have  been  included  to  make  Clover 
Club  Beverages  a  most  prosperous  enter- 
prise. All  this  has  happened  to  a  man  who 
began  his  early  years  as  a  copy  boy  for  a 
Chicago  newspaper  many  years  ago. 

The  staff  of  the  Midway  Sentinel  ex- 
presses its  thanks  to  Wally  Troy  for  his 
many  contributions  to  our  community.  His 
dedication  and  involvement  truly  exempli- 
fies the  standards  set  by  our  late  editor,  Ray 
McDonald.* 
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FEDERAL  LAND  AND  WATER 
POUCIES:  DOES  THE  RIGHT 
HAND  KNOW  WHAT  THE  LEFT 
IS  DOING? 


HON.  RICHARD  H.  LEHMAN 

or  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  like  to  enter  into  the 
Record,  an  excerpt  from  an  article 
from  the  August  1.  1983,  Los  Angeles 
Times,  entitled  "River  Victims  Blame 
U.S.  for  Losses."  This  article  addresses 
the  unfortunate  plight  of  citizens  who 
lost  property  and  life  savings  as  a 
result  of  recent  Colorado  River  floods. 
The  point  of  this  article,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  at  the  same  time  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  was  issuing  flood  warning 
along  the  Colorado  River  in  Arizona 
and  California,  another  Interior 
agency,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment was  busy  issuing  Federal  land 
leases  to  resort  owners  and  recreation 
facility  operators  apparently  with 
little  or  no  consideration  of  Bureau  of 
Reclamations  proclamations  about 
flood  dangers.  This  summer's  tragic 
floods  illustrate  a  clear  need  for  better 
coordination  between  bureaus  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  the  Los  Angeles  Times.  Aug.  1.  1983] 

Agency  OK'd  Rbsorts:  Riveb  Victims 

Blame  U.S.  for  Losses 

(By  Richard  E.  Meyer) 

Parker.  Ariz.— Not  long  after  sunup.  Tom 
Peet  went  down  to  the  river,  checked  the 
pump  on  his  water  supply,  then  strolled  the 
length  of  his  resort  in  the  cool,  quiet  desert 
dawn.  During  the  night,  he  noticed  with  ap- 
prehension, the  river  had  splashed  over  the 
top  of  his  retaining  wall.  That  was  how  it 
began. 

It  was  early  June.  For  three  weeks,  the 
river  rose.  Tom  Peet  fought  it.  With  help 
from  his  guests,  he  cut  down  trees.  He  tore 
out  shrubs,  he  flattened  mesquite.  He 
moved  mobile  homes.  He  spread  sheets  of 
green  plastic.  He  filled  6.000  sandbags.  He 
used  1.400  cinderblocks  to  add  48  inches  to 
his  retaining  wall.  But  it  wasn't  enough. 

When  he  had  done  everything  he  could, 
he  walked  to  the  edge  of  the  rising  flood. 
Tom  Peet,  46.  sat  on  a  sandbag  and  cried. 

HEAVY  PRICE  TO  PAY 

Since  the  flood  began,  the  Colorado  River 
has  been  exacting  a  heavy  price  from  Peet 
and  dozens  of  other  businessmen,  residents 
aind  property  owners  in  the  Parker  Strip— 
11"^  miles  of  shoreline  in  Arizona  and  Cali- 
fornia, a  few  minutes'  drive  northeast  of 
this  dusty,  discouraged  town.  Flooding  on 
both  sides  of  the  river  has  ruined  buildings, 
swept  away  beaches  and  destroyed  the 
summer  tourist  trade.  Counting  lost  reve- 
nue, resort  operators  estimate  the  damage 
and  what  it  will  cost  to  rebuild  away  from 
the  water  at  nearly  $10  million. 

The  cost  won't  stop  there.  The  river  is  ex- 
pected to  flow  at  38.000  cubic  feet  per 
second  until  September,  and  then  at  30.000 
cfs  through  the  end  of  the  year.  'That'll 
wipe  out  our  winter  business  too."  Peet  said. 
"It's  just  going  to  be  hell." 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  James  G.  Watt 
and  officials  in  his  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
contend  that  Peet  and  others  along  the 
river  have  only  themselves  to  blame.  The 
bureau  opened  Colorado  River  floodgates  in 
early  June,  after  heavy  snow  runoff  and 
storage  of  too  much  water— based  on  faulty 
computer  projections— had  filled  reservoirs 
to  overflowing. 

"TRIED  TO  DISCOURAGE" 

"There  are  flood  victims.  "  Watt  has  de- 
clared, "because  they  built  on  the  flood 
plain."  Alden  Briggs,  the  bureau's  chief 
water  scheduler  at  Hoover  Dam.  said. 
These  people  .  .  .  built  in  a  flood  way.  The 
bureau  .  .  .  <and)  state  and  counties  tried  to 
discourage  it." 

However,  an  investigation  by  The  Times 
shows  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
through  another  of  its  agencies,  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  in  fact  encouraged 
resort  operators  to  build  and  upgrade  recre- 
ation facilities  on  federal  property  along  the 
river. 

For  nearly  four  years  before  the  flood,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  approved  de- 
tailed blueprints  for  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  dollars'  worth  of  development  in  the 
flood  plain.  *  *  * 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ap- 
proved large  investments  despite  warnings 
that  reservoirs  along  the  Colorado  were  fill- 
ing up  and  that  the  river  might  overflow. 
The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  issued  the 
warnings.  The  first  came  in  March.  1977.  at 
a  public  meeting  in  Parker. 

The  meeting  was  held  during  a  drought. 
Few  resort  operators  attended.  "It  was  one 
of  the  worst  droughts  in  the  history  of  the 
West."  Julian  Rhinehart.  a  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation spokesman,  acknowledged.  "So.  at 
that  time,  you  know,  it  was  a  little  difficult 
to  get  their  attention  when  we  were  talking 
about  floods." 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  issued  a 
second  warning  in  April,  1979.  also  at  a 
public  meeting  in  the  area.  Five  months 
later,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
started  issuing  long-term  leases  to  resort  op- 
erators with  facilities  on  BLM  land. 

Some  late-comers— operators  who  received 
long-term  leases  after  1980— say  they  had 
no  idea  that  any  warning  had  been  given. 
The  leases  reserved  the  government's  right 
to  flood  BLM  property,  but  none  of  the  op- 
erators took  that  as  a  warning  that  it  actu- 
ally would  occur.  And.  until  recently,  some 
were  unaware  that  their  contract  contained 
such  a  provision. 

OPPOSED  DEVELOPMENT 

Robert  N.  Broadbent.  commissioner  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  said  his  agency  op- 
posed all  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
leases  that  approved  development  in  the 
flood  plain.  "The  BLM  is  the  one  that 
issued  those  leases,  not  us."  Broadbent  said. 
"We  have  protested  most  all  of  them." 

He  said  the  protests  were  lodged  with  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  protests 
went  unheeded.  "There  (are)  numerous  in- 
stances." Broadbent  said  with  dismay,  "of 
(these  kinds  of)  .  .  .  encroachment  onto  the 
flcKKi  plain." 

Darwin  Snell,  who  heads  the  Yuma  dis- 
trict of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
which  has  jurisdiction  over  the  Parker 
Strip,  acknowledged  that  his  agency  allowed 
resort  operators  to  build  in  the  flood  plain, 
on  both  the  Arizona  and  California  sides  of 
the  Colorado  River.  "A  lot  of  times,  we  did 
not  know  exactly  where  the  flood  plain 
was,"  Snell  said.  ""We  found  out  as  a  result 
of  these  last  few  weeks." 
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"'HAD  SOME  WARNING" 

May  agreed  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement not  only  encouraged  development 
but  required  resort  owners  to  upgrade  their 
facilities.  However.  May  and  Snell  denied 
that  the  agency  failed  to  warn  resort  owners 
about  flood  danger.  "I  think  they  probably 
had  some  warning  .  .  .  before  they  signed 
the  contract."  Snell  said.  'I  do  not  think 
that  we  would  just  sit  by  and  not  give  them 
any  »"arning.'" 

To  a  person,  resort  operators  with  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  leases  in  the  Parker 
Strip  say  they  received  no  such  warning 
before  they  signed  their  contracts. 

All  other  federal,  state  and  local  agencies 
authorized  to  issue  development  permits 
defer  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
on  the  question  of  warnings.  "Flood  plain 
management  is  not  a  Corps  of  Engineers 
mandate,  "  public  affairs  officer  Maurice 
Peerenboom  said. 

POPULATIONS  CREW 

In  a  1964  land-use  plan,  a  Department  of 
the  Interior  advisory  committee  noted  that 
the  populations  of  Southern  California, 
southern  Nevada  and  Arizona  were  growing 
sharply.  The  land-use  plan,  which  some 
started  calling  the  Red  Book  because  of  its 
red  binding,  said  the  Parker  Strip  might 
someday  attract  34  million  visitor  days  of 
recreation  u.se  annually.  That,  the  Red 
Book  declared,  could  mean  $200-million 
worth  of  recreation  business  a  year. 

However,  there  were  problems. 

But  the  Red  Book  also  said.  "'Develop- 
ments should  include  a  wide  range  of  public 
facilities  to  meet  present  and  future  recrea- 
tion needs.  .  .  .  The  flood  plain  between  le- 
veies  or  natural  escarpments  and  the  river 
(should)  be  made  available  for  appropriate 
recreation  use  and  the  establishment  of  ap- 
propriate public  use  of  recreation  facilities." 

ENCOURAGED  TO  EXPAND 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  drew  up 
a  Parker  Strip  recreation  management  plan. 
The  plan  called  for  ""upgrading  facilities  .  .  . 
(and)  encouraging  winter-visitor  use." 

Because  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
had  no  funds  to  do  this  on  its  own.  it  decid- 
ed to  "Utilize  private  capital  to  provide  in- 
tensive recreation  facilities  through  long- 
term  concession  leases."  Re-sort  owners— 
whom  the  government  had  tried  to  evict  as 
squatters— were  invited  to  become  federal 
concessionaires.  The  Department  of  the  In- 
terior encouraged  them  to  expand  and  im- 
prove their  accommodations. 

The  management  plan  was  specific:  The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  wanted 
"camping  space,  food  services,  general 
stores,  marine  supplies,  laundry  facilities, 
play-grounds  and  water-oriented  facilities." 
The  BLM  wanted  access  roads  and  parks  for 
recreational  vehicles.  It  wanted  architecture 
"consistent  with  Mexican  and  Indian  influ- 
ences prevalent  in  the  Sonoran  Desert." 
And  it  wanted  the  resorts  to  relocate  mobile 
homes— away  from  the  river  front. 

But  it  said  nothing  about  flooding. 

The  management  plan  did  say  that  the 
BLM  wanted  "set  back  zones"  along  the 
river  front  ""to  ensure  recreational  access  to 
the  general  public." 

In  return,  the  BLM  issued  the  resort 
owners  commercial  permits  of  varying 
lenghts— some  of  them  for  as  long  as  five 
years— to  achieve  a  common  expiration  date: 
Dec.  31,  1979.  After  that  date,  it  offered 
leases  whose  stated  aim  was  to  "induce  long- 
term  investment  .  .  .  with  reasonable  expec- 


tations of  security  in  the  investment  and  a 
fair  return  of  profit." 

The  minimum  length  of  each  lease  was  de- 
termined by  how  long  it  would  take  each 
resort  owner  to  amortize  his  investment.  In 
practical  terms,  that  meant  that  the  more 
an  owner  invested,  the  longer  his  lease 
would  be. 

A  few  miles  up  the  strip,  Glenn  Drake,  57, 
with  sandy  hair  and  mutton  chop  sideburns, 
pledged  to  Invest  $1.5  million  to  get  a  20- 
year  lease  on  two  resorts— River  Lodge  and 
River  Lodge.  Too— with  more  than  a  mile  of 
river  front. 

Of  that  amount,  Drake  estimates  that 
work  in  the  flood  plain,  which  the  BLM  ap- 
proved on  his  blueprints,  was  worth  about 
$600,000.  At  least  half  of  that  was  for  an 
island  and  a  marina  he  built  in  the  river, 
complete  with  a  lake,  stream,  bridge  and 
boat  slips.  Drake  signed  his  lease  in  1980.  It 
took  him  two  years  to  get  all  of  the  permits 
he  needed  from  federal,  state  and  county 
agencies,  and  no  one  said  anything  about 
any  danger  of  flooding,  Drake  said. 

The  river  wiped  out  his  marina.  It  has  cov- 
ered his  island  and  part  of  his  beach  on  the 
shore.  His  general  store  is  surrounded.  Six- 
teen sites  for  recreational  vehicles  are  flood- 
ed, including  utility  hookups.  His  water 
supply  is  gone. 

He  estimates  damage  to  land  and  improve- 
ments, including  the  cost  of  moving  them 
away  from  the  flood  plain,  at  $950,000  to 
$1.4  million  and  said  lost  income  is  averag- 
ing about  $60,000  per  month. 

"'If  I  don't  get  any  money  I  can  borrow," 
Drake  said,  "I  might  as  well  shut  down." 

For  Ron  Poe,  it's  a  matter  of  deciding 
whether  he  wants  to  start  all  over. 

'"CLEANING  RESTROOMS" 

At  45,  Poe  had  completed  the  work  he 
pledged  for  20-year  lease  on  Riverland 
Resort. 

"I'm  really  just  a  little  mom  and  pop  busi- 
ness that  James  Watt  and  President  Reagan 
could  care  less  about.  I  shouldn't  say  that, 
but  I  feel  that  way.  Yet,  I'm  supplying 
recreation  to  thousands  of  people.  Literally 
thousands  of  people.  And  Watt  says  the 
system  worked  well!  Well,  the  system  de- 
stroyed me,  and  the  system  destroyed  Tom 
Peet,  and  it  destroyed  a  lot  of  other  people 
out  here. 

"I  didn't  see  James  Watt  talking  to  me 
when  he  was  here  touring  the  flood.  Maybe 
he  knew  he'd  better  not.  "• 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

the  health  of  the  'Virgin  Islands  econo- 
my as  a  whole. 

In  order  to  insure  that  rum  imports 
from  CBI  beneficiary  countries  do  not 
injure  or  threaten  injury  to  the  'Virgin 
Islands  industry,  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  announced 
during  the  House-Senate  conference 
on  the  CBI  legislation  that  he  would 
ask  the  Finance  Committee  to  approve 
a  resolution  pursuant  to  section  332  of 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  requiring  the 
U.S,  International  Trade  Commission 
to  monitor  future  CBI  rum  imports 
and  to  study  their  effect  on  the  Virgin 
Islands  industry.  At  the  same  time, 
the  conferees  approved  a  provision  by 
the  administration  which  would  define 
a  Virgin  Islands  industry  as  a  domestic 
industry  for  the  purpose  of  seeking 
import  relief  under  section  201  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974  (the  escape  clause). 

Since  the  Virgin  Islands  rum  indus- 
try produces  mainly  unaged  bulk  rum, 
which  is  particularly  price  and  import 
sensitive,  and  since  the  Puerto  Rico 
rum  industry  produces  mainly  aged 
bottled  and  bulk  rum,  which  is  not  es- 
pecially price  sensitive,  the  escape 
clause  may  not  provide  an  effective 
remedy  for  the  Virgin  Islands  unless 
the  ITC  were  to  define  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands industry  as  a  separate  industry 
or,  in  the  alternative,  unless  it  defined 
the  production  of  unaged  bulk  rum  as 
a  separate  industry.  I  would  like  to 
state  for  the  record  that  in  my  opinion 
the  testimony  and  evidence  presented 
to  the  congressional  committees  con- 
sidering the  CBI  provide  substantial 
support  for  making  such  a  distinction. 
Further,  it  is  my  hope  that  the  ITC,  in 
carrying  out  its  responsibilities  pursu- 
ant to  any  mandate  under  section  332 
of  the  Tariff  Act.  will  monitor  rum  im- 
ports and  organize  its  study  in  such  a 
way  as  to  allow  it  to  distinguish  the 
Virgin  Islan<is  industry  from  the 
Puerto  Rico  industry.* 
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growers  on  equal  footing  with  our  Na- 
tion's wheat  farmers,  ricegrowers,  and 
others  who  chose  to  participate  in  PIK 
and  therefore  I  wish  to  express  my 
support.* 


NEED  TO  DISTINGUISH  VIRGIN 
ISLAND  RUM  INDUSTRY  FROM 
PUERTO  RICO  RUM  INDUSTRY 


HON.  RON  de  LUGO 

OF  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  DE  LUGO.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
course  of  the  Congress'  consideration 
of  the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative,  sub- 
stantial testimony  was  presented  that 
indicated  the  importance  of  the  rum 
industry  to  the  U.S.  Virgin  Islands, 
both  as  a  major  source  of  revenue  to 
the  territory's  government  and  as  a 
significant  provider  of  jobs  in  the 
manufacturing  sector  of  the  local 
economy.  Thus,  any  injury  to  the 
Virgin  Islands  rum  industry  could 
have  a  profound  and  adverse  effect  on 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
3069— SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1983 


HON.  WEBB  FRANKLIN 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  FRANKLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause of  official  business  in  my  district 
in  Mississippi,  I  was  not  present  for 
rollcall  No.  293.  I  would  like  the  record 
to  show  that  had  I  been  here  I  would 
have  voted  "yea"  for  Mr.  Whitten's 
motion  that  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  the 
Senate  numbered  1  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment  which  would  pro- 
vide for  funding  payments  to  Ameri- 
can cottongrowers  under  the  Presi- 
dent's payment-in-kind  program.  This 
provision  would  put  America's  cotton- 


TIM  WIRTH  SAVES  NPR 


HON.  NORMAN  Y.  MINETA 

OP  CALIFORNIA 
IN  the  house  of  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  a  moment  to  congratulate 
my  colleague.  Representative  Tim 
WiRTH  of  Colorado  for  the  heroic  role 
he  played  in  assuring  financial  back- 
ing for  National  Public  Radio.  NPR 
offers  an  invaluable  service  to  our 
Nation  by  providing  outstanding  cov- 
erage of  national  news,  and  Tim 
WiRTH  deserves  the  thanks  of  all 
Americans  for  helping  sustain  that 
service. 

I  would  like  now  to  submit  the  fol- 
lowing editorial  which  details  the  fine 
work  which  Tim  contributed  in  order 
to  rescue  NPR. 
[From  the  Rocky  Mountain  News.  July  31. 

1983] 
NPR  Snatched  From  Brink  of  Bankruptcy 

National  Public  Radio's  hero  of  the  hour 
is  Congressman  Tim  Wirth  of  Colorado's 
2nd  District.  It  was  Wirth  who  made  the 
survival  of  NPR  a  priority  and  brought 
about  the  agreement  that  will  give  NPR  a 
loan  of  some  $8.5  million  from  the  Corpora- 
tion for  Public  Broadcasting,  to  be  repaid  by 
NPR  stations  around  the  country  over  a 
period  of  three  years. 

According  to  the  NPR  folks,  Wirth.  chair- 
man of  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Tele- 
communications, Consumer  Protection  and 
Finance,  made  it  all  happen.  He  cleared  his 
calendar,  cancelled  dinner  plans,  and  kept 
negotiations  going  until  2  a.m.  The  result: 
an  arrangement  that  will  allow  millions  of 
people  to  continue  enjoying  such  programs 
as  "All  Things  Considered  "  and  "Morning 
Edition. "  Wirth  simply  wouldn't  let  go.  "Fix 
it. "  he  said.  Now.  with  NPR's  financial  trou- 
bles at  least  temporarily  resolved,  it's  likely 
that  others  will  want  a  slice  of  the  credit.  It 
belongs  to  Tim  Wirth. 

The  fixing  wasn't  easy.  CPB  was  fearful 
that  if  it  made  the  loan  and  NPR  went  bust 
at  some  future  date,  the  satellite  system  on 
which  CPB  also  depends  would  be  lost  as 
well.  It  wanted  the  system  protected,  and 
that  was  accomplished  by  turning  it  over  to 
three  trustees,  not  associated  with  either 
CPB  or  NPR.  Thus,  agreement  reached 
NPR  will  continue  the  programming  so 
many  Americans  consider  the  best  in  the 
land. 

It's  not.  of  course,  a  free  ride.  NPR  sta- 
tions around  the  country  may  be  hard 
pressed  to  pay  their  share  of  the  loan.  And 
so  far  nobody  knows  how  much  that's  going 
to  be.  Those  same  stations  already  go  to 
their  listeners  for  support.  And  some  never 
make  clear  that  the  excellent  programming 
they  urge  people  to  support  isn't  local. 

So  the  fund-raising  programs  scheduled 
early  next  week  by  NPR  will  be  carried  by 
only  about  a  third  of  NPR  stations.  KCFR 
in  Denver  won't  be  among  them.  Station 
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manager  Max  Wycisk  instead  plans  a  direct 
mail  solicilaticr.  of  members  and  will  do  a 
fund-raising  program  in  October. 

It's  true  that  there  is  no  immediate  urgen- 
cy to  raise  NPR-bailout  dollars.  But  it  is  also 
true  that  the  prospective  demise  of  NPR 
might  have  brought  contributions  not  oth- 
erwise available. 

The  burden  of  solvency,  however,  is  one 
that  will  have  to  be  shared— by  NPR.  by  iu 
member  stations,  and  by  those  who  think 
the  quality  of  programming  offered  by  the 
NPR  network  is  worth  preserving.  If  that 
cant  be  accomplished  in  the  three-year  life 
of  the  loan,  its  unlikely  well  see  another 
such  rescue,  Tim  Wirth  or  no.» 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

work.  He  had  directed  the  inner-city  YMCA 
here  for  almost  a  decade.  His  contribution 
to  the  lives  of  the  hundreds  of  youngsters 
who  have  passed  through  the  facility  during 
those  years  surely  is  the  greatest  monument 
a  man  could  wish. 

To  have  reached  his  life's  end  in  such 
service,  while  tragic,  was  fitting  in  a  sense 
that  many  would  envy.» 


August  2,  1983 

CHARLEY  HADLEY 


August  2,  1983 


TRIBUTE  TO  A  SUPPORTER  OP 
BIRMINGHAM  YOUTH 


HON.  BEN  ERDREICH 

or  ALABAMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 
•  Mr.  ERDREICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  sev- 
eral weeks  ago.  Birmingham  lost  a 
man  who  made  helping  children  of 
Birmingham  his  priority  for  almost  a 
decade. 

David  Rivers  served  as  executive  di- 
rector of  the  Fourth  Avenue  Branch 
■yMCA  since  1974.  He  also  served  pre- 
viously as  an  administrator  with 
YMCAs  in  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  Cleve- 
land, Ohio. 

I  worked  with  David  in  1982  to  raise 
money  to  enable  youths  to  enjoy 
summer  "Y"  activities  as  a  part  of  the 
YMCAs  back-a-boy  program.  I  can 
personally  attest  to  his  outstanding 
contribution  to  the  lives  of  the  hun- 
dreds of  youth  who  looked  upon  him 
as  friend  and  counsel. 

David  was  killed  on  Sunday.  July  17, 
1983.  in  Rayville.  La.,  in  an  auto  acci- 
dent. He  was  traveling  to  Monroe,  La., 
with  a  group  of  Birmingham  area 
youngsters  who  were  scheduled  to 
participate  in  a  YMCA  basketball 
tournament. 

It  is  ironic  that  David  Rivers'  life 
would  end  doing  the  thing  he  most 
loved  to  do,  helping  the  young  men 
who  passed  through  the  doors  of  the 
Fourth  Avenue  Birmingham  YMCA. 

An  editorial  in  the  July  20  Birming- 
ham News  summed  it  up  best:  "To 
have  reached  his  life's  end  in  such 
service,  while  tragic,  was  fitting  in  a 
sense  that  many  would  envy.  " 

The  text  of  the  Birmingham  News 
editorial,   which   pays  tribute   to  the 
good  deeds  of  David  Rivers,  follows: 
[Prom  the  Birmingham  News,  Wed.,  July 
20,  19831 
David  Rivers 
As   tragic   as   was   the   death   of   Fourth 
Avenue    YMCA    Executive   Director   David 
Rivers  earlier  this  week  in  a  traffic  accident, 
in  a  sense  Mr.  Rivers'  end  could  not  have 
been  more  appropriate.  He  was  accompany- 
ing a  "Y"  basketball  team  to  a  tournament 
in  Monroe,  La. 

In  a  life  marked  by  service  to  his  fellow 
man.  and  especially  to  youth.  Mr.  Rivers 
was  a  veteran  of  the  Peace  Corps  and  of  "Y" 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  NORTHWEST 
FLORIDA  BLOOD  CENTER 


HON.  EARL  HUTTO 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  August  1.  1983 
•  Mr.  HUTTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
month  will  be  the  35th  anniversary  of 
the  Northwest  Florida  Blood  Center, 
Inc.  of  Pensacola.  a  nonprofit  organi- 
zation. I  would  like  to  take  this  time  to 
honor  the  Blood  Center  which  is  so 
vital  to  the  people  in  the  Florida  Pan- 
handle because  it  supplies  blood  to  15 
hospitals  in  the  area  daily. 

The  center  wais  conceived  in  1948 
and  became  a  reality  in  1949  as  the  Es- 
cambia Blood  Bank.  In  1979,  the  Bank 
changed  its  name  to  the  Northwest 
Florida  Blood  Center,  Inc.  It  is  li- 
censed by  the  Federal  Drug  Adminis- 
tration (FDA),  and  accredited  by  the 
Florida  Association  of  Blood  Banks 
(FABB).  It  is  also  a  member  of  the  Na- 
tional Clearinghouse  of  the  American 
Association  of  Blood  Banks  (AABB). 
that  allows  the  Blood  Center  to  ship 
and  receive  blood  throughout  the 
United  States  as  requirements  dictate. 
The  center  serves  five  counties  of 
northwest  Florida:  Escambia.  Santa 
Rosa.  Washington.  Holmes,  and  Oka- 
loosa. 

The  objectives  of  the  Blood  Center 
are  to  keep  a  sufficient  amount  of 
blood  content  on  hand  to  serve  the 
community's  needs  and  to  furnish 
blood  and  components  as  they  are 
needed  in  various  hospitals  which  this 
center  serves.  I  might  add  that  an  out- 
standing job  is  being  done  by  this  or- 
ganization. 

To  commemorate  the  anniversary, 
the  center  will  host,  along  with  the 
Honorary  Chairman  Vince  Whibbs, 
mayor  of  Pensacola,  a  month-long 
blood  drive.  This  commemorative  drive 
is  to  help  the  bank  compensate  for 
severe  summer  shortage. 

All  citizens  have  to  depend  on  blood 
banks  everywhere  and  the  Northwest 
Florida  Blood  Center  has  performed 
an  exemplary  service  for  the  people  of 
this  area  and  stands  ready  at  all  times 
to  save  lives.* 


HON.  WILLIAM  LEHMAN 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  Dade  County,  when  the 
important  issues  are  being  decided  at 
the  ballot  box,  there  is  always  one 
person  who  can  really  make  a  differ- 
ence—Charley Hadley  and  his  get-out- 
the-vote  effort. 

Over  the  years,  business  and  politi- 
cal leaders  of  the  entire  community 
have  turned  to  Charley  Hadley,  and 
through  "Operation  Big  Vote,"  he 
always  delivered.  The  votes  he  turned 
out  for  the  1978  referendum  on  build- 
ing Dade  County's  MetroRail  system 
made  the  real  difference  in  gaining 
voter  approval.  A  few  years  earlier,  his 
work  was  instrumental  in  the  passage 
of  a  bond  issue  which  provided  finan- 
cial support  for  this  mass  transporta- 
tion project. 

Charley  has  also  been  a  definite 
factor  in  the  election  of  public  offi- 
cials who  have  brought  renewed  lead- 
ership to  our  community.  Congress- 
man Claude  Pepper  could  always 
depend  on  Charley,  not  only  as  an  old 
friend  from  Tallahassee,  but  as  a 
faithful  political  ally.  State  Senator 
Jack  Gordon  and  our  late  Mayor 
Robert  King  High  owed  much  to 
Charley  Hadley,  and  I  too  am  person- 
ally indebted  to  his  tireless  efforts. 
Charley  acts  from  his  own  deep  per- 
sonal commitment,  and  he  has  often 
had  to  use  his  own  modest  funds  to  fi- 
nance his  voter  registration  and  voter 
turnout  projects. 

Charley  has  changed  south  Florida, 
and  he  continues  the  fight  to  make 
these  changes  work  for  those  who  de- 
serve a  fair  chance  in  a  community 
that  has  already  been  made  better  be- 
cause of  Charley  Hadley. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  recent  article  in  the 
Miami  Herald  describes  a  tribute  paid 
to  Charley  Hadley  by  the  people  of 
Miami.  The  article  follows: 
Liberty  City  'Mayor"  Takes  Well-Earned 
Center  Stage 
(By  Liz  Balmaseda) 
When  his  turn  came  to  stand  on  the  stage 
and  talk  to  the  people  gathered  below  in  his 
honor  Wednesday.  Charley  Hadley  was  full 
of  words. 

The  unofficial  mayor  of  Liberty  City,  the 
big  man  behind  the  black  community's 
voting  machine,  "Operation  Big  Vote."  he 
stood  proud  in  rainbow  suspenders,  a  red 
carnation  on  his  collar  and  a  short  and  wide, 
blue-scribble  tie  on  his  chest. 

Uncle  Charley  Hadley,  69  years  old,  300 
pounds  of  a  man  on  a  portable  stage.  A 
thousand  eyes  were  on  him,  some  of  them 
belonged  to  very  important  people. 

Charley  Hadley  spoke  in  sentences  with 
no  periods,  told  jokes,  thanked  everybody 
for  coming  to  the  dedication  of  the  Charles 
Rudolphe  Hadley  Clinic,  the  extension  of  a 
public  veneral  disease  control  center  at  1350 


NW  I4th  St..  where  Hadely  worked  from 
1943  to  1982. 

"I  didn't  know  this  job  thing  would  last  so 
long.  I  thought  I  would  be  looking  for  an- 
other job.  But  as  the  years  started  to  pass, 
the  business  began  to  pick  up. "  he  said. 

But  his  role  as  a  health  investigator  was 
not  what  drew  more  than  500  people  to  the 
new  clinic  Wednesday.  They  came  to  pay 
tribute  to  Hadley.  the  black  powerbroker 
who  25  years  ago  founded  Operation  Big 
Vote,  a  grass-roots  political  network  that 
has  helped  to  elect  members  of  Congress, 
state  legislators,  commissioners  and  mayors. 

Once  his  candidates  made  it  to  office,  they 
usually  appointed  Hadley  to  select  boards. 
He  has  served  on  the  Miami  Biracial  Com- 
mittee for  Community  Problems,  Urban  Re- 
newal Committee.  Civil  Service  Board  and 
Housing  Authority,  and  the  Advisory  Board 
for  Metro's  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development. 

Wednesday,  many  of  those  politicians 
whom  he  helped  to  get  elected  paid  tribute 
to  him. 

"If  I  had  the  opportunity  I  would  nomi- 
nate him  as  one  of  our  national  treasures,  " 
said  Commissioner  Ruth  Shack. 

A  chorus  from  the  James  E.  Scott  Com- 
munity Association  sang.  "He's  got  the 
whole  world  in  his  hands. "  And  later,  Dewey 
Knight,  assistant  county  manager,  said: 
"Charley  Hadley  is  not  God,  but  he  has  had 
many,  many  people  in  his  hands.  He  has 
had  the  children  with  no  toys  at  Christmas 
in  his  hands.  He  has  had  the  people  with 
food  problems  at  Thanksgiving  in  his 
hands." 

When  the  kudos  had  passed  and  the  songs 
had  l>een  sung,  the  "Man  of  the  Hour  "  re- 
mained at  the  microphone,  bathed  in  his 
glory.  As  he  left  the  stage,  the  old  activist 
said  softly:  "This  will  probably  be  my  last 
time  this  way.  "• 
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gress  through  its  inclusion  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record.* 


CONCERNING  THE  ETHIOPIAN 
HUNGER  CRISIS 


DAUPHIN  COUNTY  VOLUNTEER 
FIREMAN  HONORED 


HON.  GEORGE  W.  GEKAS 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  vol- 
unteer fireman  occupies  a  special 
place  in  both  the  history  of  our  Nation 
and  in  the  esteem  bestowed  upon  him 
by  his  fellow  citizens. 

Therefore,  an  award  granted  to  one 
of  its  number  by  his  peers  is  of  special 
significance. 

Such  an  award  was  given  to  Rev. 
Lloyd  E.  Beamesderfer,  a  constituent, 
by  the  Dauphin  County,  Pa.,  Fire- 
men's Association  at  their  annual  con- 
vention on  June  10,  1983. 

Reverend  Beamesderfer  was  named 
chaplain  emeritus  of  the  association  in 
recognition  of  his  many  years  of 
service. 

The  inscription  on  the  plaque  is  as 
follows: 

West  Side  Hose  Co.  No.  3.  Joseph  Bivens 
Award.  1983.  presented  to  Rev.  Lloyd  E. 
Beamesderfer.  with  gratitude  for  your  tire- 
less effort  in  the  interest  of  the  Volunteer 
Fireman  of  Dauphin  County. 

The  achievement  is  worth  the  recog- 
nition hereby  granted  by  the  U.S.  Con- 


HON.  GEORGE  E.  BROWN,  JR. 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  July  21,  1983,  I  participated 
in  the  special  order  requested  by  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Michi- 
gan, Congressman  Wolfe,  concerning 
the  Ethiopian  hunger  crisis.  In  my  re- 
marks, I  urged  the  United  States  to 
expedite  its  response  to  the  pleas  for 
emergency  assistance.  I  also  expressed 
my  disappointment  and  frustration  at 
the  decision  to  discontinue  the  long- 
standing Public  Law  480,  Food  for 
Peace,  assistance  for  that  region. 

Last  week,  July  26,  1983,  Peter 
McPherson,  the  administrator  of  the 
U.S.  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment (AID),  announced  the  United 
States  would  provide  an  additional 
$700,000.  The  bulk  of  this  assistance, 
to  be  utilized  by  the  Christian  Relief 
Service  (CRS),  is  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  food.  At  the  same  time,  Mr. 
McPherson  announced  the  reinstate- 
ment of  $3  million  for  ongoing  human- 
itarian assistance  under  the  Public 
Law  480  for  fiscal  year  1984. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  support 
for  this  increased  assistance,  and  com- 
mend the  administration  for  its 
prompt  response.  In  addition,  I  would 
like  to  encourage  AID  to  continue  to 
monitor  this  situation  closely,  and  join 
many  other  relief  efforts  in  Ethiopia 
which  are  being  coordinated  through 
the  United  Nations  Disaster  Relief  Or- 
ganization (UNDRO). 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  an  article  outlining 
the  plight  in  Ethiopia. 

[From  the  Christian  Science  Monitor. 

Thurs..  July  28.  1983] 

Wanted:  Trucks  To  Carry  Food  to 

Drooght-Stricken  Ethiopiana 

(By  David  Winder) 

The  refreshing  sound  of  rain  falling  on 

parched   land    has    brought   new    hope    to 

drought-stricken  Ethiopia. 

At  the  same  time,  an  international  SOS  to 
save  4.5  million  Ethiopians  from  malnutri- 
tion and  starvation  is  yielding  some  results. 
Food— now  the  most  precious  commodity  in 
Ethiopia— is  reaching  the  nation's  ports  in 
plentiful  amounts  as  a  result  of  accelerated 
international  relief  efforts. 

The  overwhelming  need  at  this  point  is 
for  more  trucks  and  spare  parts  to  ensure 
that  the  food  gets  from  clogged  ports  to 
starving  people,  some  of  whom  are  caught 
in  a  cross  fire  of  government  and  guerrilla 
shooting  in  the  northern  regions  of  the 
country. 

The  fighting  has  only  exacerbated  the 
devastating  effects  of  the  drought  and 
caused  a  flood  of  refugees  into  Sudan  and 
Djibouti,    both    poor    countries    straining 
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under  an  increased  refugee  load.  Meanwhile 
Somalia— also  a  catchment  area  for  fleeing 
Ethiopians  and  at  war  with  Ethiopia  be- 
cause of  the  contested  Ogaden  region— re- 
cently reported  coming  under  ground  and 
air  attack  from  Ethiopia. 

Ethiopia's  response  to  both  Its  internal 
and  external  problems  has  been  dramatic.  A 
thorough  shakeup  of  its  military  govern- 
ment has  left  its  strong  man,  Mengistu 
Halle  Mariam.  firmly  in  the  saddle.  The 
shakeup  has  been  followed  by  an  announce- 
ment that  Ethiopia  will  introduce  military 
conscription. 

According  to  an  official  of  Oxfam,  the 
British  relief  agency,  as  many  as  half  of 
those  fleeing  across  Ethiopian  borders  are 
students— presumably  those  who  would  be 
eligible  for  the  draft. 

Ethiopia  has  broadened  its  international 
appeal  for  help  in  combating  a  drought  that 
many  voluntary  agencies  working  in  the 
country  say  is  as  severe  as  the  1972-73 
drought.  The  Ethiopian  government's  fail- 
ure to  respond  adequately  to  the  earlier 
crisis  was  the  straw  that  broke  the  reign  of 
Emperor  Haile  Selassie  and  paved  the  way 
for  the  present  Marxist  government. 

The  United  States,  for  one,  has  just 
stepped  up  its  assistance.  Voluntary  agen- 
cies suspect  that  the  Reagan  administration 
is  now  responding  to  increasing  pressures 
within  Congress  that  it  put  humanitarian 
considerations  ahead  of  political  objections 
on  the  Ethiopian  issue.  Ethiopia  is  a  firm 
supporter  of  the  Soviet  Union,  its  principal 
arms  supplier,  and  has  angered  Washington 
in  the  past  with  strident  anti-US  attacks. 

"The  major  point  is  that  the  US  govern- 
ment is  now  responding  in  greater  measure 
to  the  crisis  and  we  applaud  that,"  says 
Carol  Capps  of  Church  World  Service  and 
Lutheran  World  Relief  in  Washington. 

She  was  reacting  to  the  July  26  announce- 
ment by  the  administrator  of  the  US 
Agency  for  International  Development 
(AID),  Peter  McPherson,  that  the  US  would 
provide  an  additional  $700,000  to  Ethiopia. 
The  bulk  of  that  will  go  to  renting  trucks 
where  delivery  of  food  is  frustrated  by  poor 
roads  or  lack  of  roads,  insufficient  numbers 
of  trucks  and  spare  parts,  and  an  inability 
or  reluctance  to  penetrate  large  areas  of 
revel-held  territory. 

In  addition.  AID  has  reinstated  a  $3  mil- 
lion request  for  ongoing  humanitarian  as- 
sistance under  the  PL  480  food  aid  program 
for  the  fiscal  year  1984.  Until  now  AID  had 
failed  to  submit  such  a  request— a  gesture 
interpreted  as  signifying  the  administra- 
tion's disapproval  of  the  Marxist  govern- 
ment of  Colonel  Mengistu. 

In  a  telephone  interview  shortly  after  dis- 
closing new  Ethiopian  funding  to  a  Senate 
subcommittee  hearing  on  world  hunger.  Mr. 
McPherson  insisted  that  the  US  was  doing 
what  was  needed  to  alleviate  the  situation. 
"It  is  the  Ethiopians  and  the  Soviets  who 
should  be  doing  more,"  he  said.  Mr. 
McPherson  also  suggested  that  the  Ethiopi- 
ans could  release  more  of  their  military 
trucks  for  distributing  relief  supplies. 

The  AID  administrator's  assessment  is  at 
odds  with  that  of  Catholic  Relief  Sen'ices 
(CRS),  a  volunteer  agency  through  which 
AID  is  funneling  almost  all  of  its  assistance. 
According  to  Ken  Hackett,  African  region- 
al director  of  CRS,  who  has  just  returned 
from  a  tour  of  Ethiopia,  the  government 
there  earns  high  praise  for  its  well-orga- 
nized relief  efforts.  "The  difference  between 
the  Ethiopians'  relief  work  and  their  coun- 
terparts in  the  rest  of  Africa  is  the  differ- 
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ence  between  night  and  day."  Mr.  Hacketl 
says. 

The  Ethiopian  relief  effort  has  been  aided 
by  late  rains  needed  for  the  November  har- 
vest, which  will  be  the  next  crucial  stage  in 
the  recovery  effort. 

At  the  same  time,  the  problems  confront- 
ing the  Ethiopian  government  are  immense. 
The  government  is  unable,  despite  the  use 
of  greater  military  muscle,  to  dislodge  guer- 
rilla forces  which  for  20  years  have  been 
waging  a  struggle  for  independence  in  the 
northern  province  of  Eritrea. 

Meanwhile  the  drought  has  hit  hardest  in 
the  three  adjacent  provinces  of  Gondar. 
Tigre.  and  WoUo.  In  Tigre.  guerrilla  forces 
of  the  Tigre  People's  Liberation  Front 
(TPLP)  are  thought  to  occupy  as  much  as 
85  percent  of  the  province.  Fighting,  which 
has  Intensified  in  Tigre  Province  in  recent 
months,  has  also  spilled  over  into  Gondar 
and  WoUo.  As  many  as  10.000  new  refugees 
are  believed  to  have  fled  both  the  drought 
and  the  fighting  and  found  refuge  in  rural 
refugee  encampments  scattered  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  Kassala.  Qala  en  Nahl.  Gedaref.  and 
EU  Hawata  in  eastern  Sudan. 

Ethiopian  refugees  have  also  swollen  the 
slum  areas  of  Khartoum  and  Port  Sudan. 
The  total  number  of  Ethiopian  refugees  in 
Sudan  is  now  estimated  to  be  well  in  excess 
of  600.000.  Tiny  Djibouti  on  the  shores  of 
the  Red  Sea  is  staggering  under  the  weight 
of  some  35.000  to  40,000  Ethiopian  refugees 
representing  some  15  percent  of  the  entire 
population— a  load  that  the  Djibouti  gov- 
ernment finds  intolerable. 

Because  of  the  fighting,  especially  in 
Tigre.  food  supplies  cannot  penetrate  key 
areas.  Food  that  would  normally  take  two 
days  to  reach  Makale  in  Tigre.  where  there 
are  devastating  accounts  of  starvation  and 
malnutrition,  now  takes  two  weeks.  The 
food  comes  in  at  the  port  of  Massawa.  and  is 
then  loaded  and  dispatched  to  Asmara. 
From  there  it  is  reloaded  again  and  sent  on 
to  Adigrat.  At  Adigrat,  a  military  convoy 
consisting  of  about  100  military  trucks  to 
ensure  its  safety  takes  over  and  continues 
the  journey  to  Makale. 

Yet  some  of  the  food  distribution  prob- 
lems begin  at  the  source— at  the  ports  of  ar- 
rival. While  food  shipments  are  moving 
smoothly  enough  out  of  the  port  of 
Massawa.  there  are  long  tie-ups  at  Assab 
(not  enough  trucks)  and  Djibouti  (only  two 
locomotives). 

The  combined  effects  of  civil  strife, 
drought,  and  world  recession  on  one  of  Afri- 
ca's largest  and  poorest  countries  (per 
capita  income  is  $140.  or  1  percent  of  the 
US's)  is  taking  a  toll  even  on  those  not  di- 
rectly affected  by  drought  or  fighting. 

According  to  a  relief  worker  who  has  been 
there,  the  nutritional  status  of  the  people  in 
Addis  Ababa,  the  Ethiopian  capital,  is  now 
as  bad  as  that  of  the  Sahel,  the  desert 
region  of  'West  Africa,  "and  getting  worse. "• 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Rucker  League  in  New  York  City,  is 
now  in  its  30th  year  of  competition. 

On  Sunday,  August  7,  the  Rucker 
League  will  be  host  to  the  Remy  City 
Games,  a  tournament  featuring  teams 
from  the  professional  basketball 
leagues  in  Baltimore,  Washington. 
D.C.,  Philadelphia,  and  Chicago. 
These  teams  will  challenge  New 
York's  basketball  supremacy. 

The  expansion  of  inner  city  summer 
basketball  leagues  founded  in  the 
1960's  and  1970's  to  encourage  youth 
to  excel  in  academics  and  athletics  can 
be  traced  back  to  the  efforts  of  a 
former  New  York  City  Parks  Depart- 
ment employee  and  schoolteacher  Hol- 
combe  Rucker.  who  founded  the 
league,  the  first  of  its  kind  in  America. 

Holcombe  Rucker  dedicated  his  life 
to  the  youth  of  his  city,  giving  his 
time,  money,  love,  and  fostering  the 
desire  to  achieve  on  and  off  the  bas- 
ketball court.  The  Rucker  League's 
main  purpose  has  always  been  to  use 
sports  as  a  vehicle  to  encourage  youth 
to  obtain  an  education.  Toward  that 
purpose,  the  Rucker  League  also  spon- 
sors an  educational  component  called 
the  each  one,  teach  one  program, 
which  serves  more  than  400  education- 
ally disadvantaged,  inner  city  youth. 
The  program  provides  academic  coun- 
seling and  tutoring  for  the  students. 

I  am  proud  that  such  a  fine  program 
which  combines  athletic  and  academic 
excellence  serves  the  youth  of  my 
community,  my  city,  and  our  Nation.* 


SALUTE  TO  THE  HOLCOMBE 
RUCKER  BASKETBALL  LEAGUE 


CLASS  OF  1958  OF  THE  ROOSE- 
VELT HIGH  SCHOOL  IN  HONO- 
LULU. HAWAII.  CELEBRATES 
ITS  25TH  REUNION 


August  2,  1983 

professionals  today.  All  of  them  have 
communicated  a  love— and  even  a  rev- 
erence—for learning  to  their  children. 
This  is  indeed  a  great  accomplishment. 

During  my  years  as  a  teacher  in  the 
public  school  system,  there  was  strong 
community  support  for  our  public 
schools.  Communities  across  the  face 
of  this  Nation  believed  that  a  publicly 
financed  school  system  could  provide 
our  Nation's  young  people  with  a  qual- 
ity education.  I  can  still  recall  the  en- 
thusiasm for  learning  shared  by  the 
class  of  1958  at  Roosevelt  High  School 
and  at  every  other  institution  of  learn- 
ing in  Hawaii.  The  dreams  and  aspira- 
tions of  the  students  of  the  fifties 
were  supported  and  reflected  by  their 
parents.  Those  were  indeed  the  halcy- 
on days  for  education  in  our  Nation. 

For  the  last  several  years,  public 
confidence  in  our  Nation's  educational 
system— and  the  schools  which  com- 
pose it— has  been  slipping.  Thus,  it 
came  as  no  real  surprise  to  many  of  us 
when  the  National  Commission  on  Ex- 
cellence in  Education  reported  that 
American  education  is  in  trouble.  I  am 
sure  that  there  is  not  a  member  of  the 
Roosevelt  High  School  Class  of  1958 
who  did  not  know  that  long  before  the 
Commission  issued  its  report. 

I  am  sure  that  the  members  of  high 
school  classes  of  the  late  fifties  share 
my  commitment  to  improving  the 
quality  of  education  we  are  able  to 
offer  our  children  and  their  children 
in  the  future.  Certainly,  the  future  of 
our  Nation  depends  upon  our  ability 
and  willingness  to  make  that  corrmiit- 
ment.a 


August  2,  19S3 


HON.  CHARLES  B.  RANGEL 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1.  1983 

•  Mr.  RANGLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  that  one  of  our  Nation's 
finest  and  its  oldest  summer  profes- 
sional basketball  league,  the  Holcombe 


HON.  DANIEL  K.  AKAKA 

OF  HAWAII 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
August  13,  1983,  the  Class  of  1958  of 
the  Roosevelt  High  School  in  Honolu- 
lu, Hawaii,  will  be  celebrating  its  25th 
class  reunion.  I  remember  this  class 
very  well,  for  I  was  an  educator  at  the 
time.  I  have  fond  memories  of  many  of 
the  alumni  of  the  class  of  1958;  in  1958 
in  Hawaii  our  students  were  highly 
motivated,  and  the  quality  of  educa- 
tion uniformly  high.  Indeed,  in  1958. 
we  trained  minds  and  prepared  our 
students  to  live  in  the  world  of  the 
future.  As  a  former  teacher  and  princi- 
pal, I  am  immensely  proud  of  the  qual- 
ity of  education  we  offered  our  stu- 
dents in  the  fifties. 

The  students  we  trained  in  the  fif- 
ties have  gone  on  to  higher  and  great- 
er things:  they  have  received  advanced 
degrees:  they  are  professionals  en- 
gaged in  a  wide  variety  of  activities; 
and,  perhaps  the  most  important  area 
of  endeavor  of  all,  they  are  the  moth- 
ers and  fathers  of  many  of  our  young 


HIGH  STAKES  IN  CENTRAL 
AMERICA 


HON.  ROBERT  J.  LAGOMARSINO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA-nVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  current  issue  of  Readers  Digest 
contains  an  interesting  and  informa- 
tive summary  of  the  crisis  in  Central 
America.  The  analysis  by  Author 
David  Reed  puts  into  proper  perspec- 
tive the  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States  in  countering  the 
Soviet,  Cuban,  Nicaraguan  threats  in 
this  hemisphere. 

High  Stakes  in  Central  America 

THE  communist-inspired  STRUGGLES  RACKING 
THIS  VULNERABLE  REGION  MAY  SOON  AFFECT 
THE  ENTIRE  WESTERN  HEMISPHERE 

(By  David  Reed) 
The  guerrilla  column  moves  silently 
through  the  night,  across  abandoned  farms, 
past  charred  ruins  of  farm-houses.  When 
the  men  reach  a  cleared  strip,  they  place  tin 
cans,  filled  with  gasoline,  along  the  edges. 
The  moment  they  hear  the  sound  of  the 
twin-engine  plane,  they  set  the  gasoline 
afire.  Guided  by  flickering  ribbons  of  flame. 


the  aircraft  drops  bundles  dangling  from 
parachutes.  When  the  bundles  hit  the 
ground,  the  guerrillas  tear  them  open  and 
load  up  with  weapons  and  ammunition, 
medicines  and  radio  equipment.  Then,  as  si- 
lently as  it  came,  the  column  disappears  in 
the  darkness. 

The  scene  is  El  Salvador  and  the  guerril- 
las, members  of  the  Farabundo  Marti  Na- 
tional Liberation  Front,  are  seeking  to  es- 
tablish a  Marxist  dictatorship  there.  Ship- 
ments are  assembled  in  pro-Soviet  Nicara- 
gua to  the  south,  and  then  sent  by  land,  sea 
and  air  across  Honduras  to  El  Salvador.  The 
conflict  is  anything  but  a  local  matter;  in- 
stead, an  expansionist  Soviet  Union  is  focus- 
ing its  might  on  Central  America  in  an 
effort  to  bring  that  key  region  under  the 
control  of  pro-Soviet  client  regimes.  Cuba, 
propped  up  by  $12.8  million  a  day  in  Rus- 
sian subsidies,  carries  out  the  dirty  work  for 
Moscow,  organizing  the  pipeline  of  materiel, 
and  training  guerrillas  and  urban  terrorists. 
Ever  since  NATO  was  founded  in  1949. 
Americans  have  accepted  the  necessity  of 
defending  Western  Europe  against  Soviet 
expansion.  But  many  members  of  Congress, 
fearing  "another  Vietnam "  and  eager  to 
oppose  President  Reagan  for  partisan  politi- 
cal reasons,  have  been  reluctant  to  back  his 
requests  for  military  aid  to  anti-communist 
forces  in  Central  America.  Yet  Central 
America  is  right  on  our  doorstep.  San  Salva- 
dor, the  capital  of  El  Salvador,  is  closer  to 
Washington,  DC.  (1880  miles)  than  Los  An- 
geles is  (2300  miles). 

Modest  American  aid  can  save  El  Salvador 
and  the  rest  of  Central  America  from  a  com- 
munist takeover.  All  that's  needed  is  more 
instructors  and  more  military  equipment. 
American  combat  troops  are  neither  wanted 
nor  required.  Local  anti-communist  forces 
can  do  the  job  on  their  own. 

NINE  DICTTATORS 

Nicaraguan  guerrillas,  who  called  them- 
selves Sandinistas,  came  to  power  in  July 
1979  because  of  the  near-total  opposition  of 
Nicaragua's  2.7  million  people  to  continued 
rule  by  Anastasio  Somoza,  whose  family  had 
run  Nicaragua  for  more  than  40  years. 
There  was  widespread  rejoicing  when 
Somoza  fled  into  exile,  and  the  Sandinistas 
promised  that  free  elections  would  soon  be 
held  and  that  the  country's  wealth,  much  of 
which  had  been  in  Somoza's  hands,  would 
be  redistributed  fairly. 

Today  Nicaragua  is  ruled  by  a  directorate 
of  nine  former  guerrilla  comandantes  who 
have  turned  the  country  into  a  police  state. 
Like  their  mentor.  Fedel  Castro,  they  swag- 
ger about  in  military  uniforms  with  pistols 
on  their  hips.  As  a  result  of  Sandinista  mis- 
management of  the  economy  and  the  world 
recession,  there  are  shortages  of  basic  foods; 
unemployment  and  inflation  have  soared. 
Elections  have  been  postponed  until  at  least 
1985. 

The  comandantes.  however,  have  not 
fared  badly.  Each  has  taken  over  at  least 
one  mansion,  sometimes  two.  formerly 
owned  by  Somoza  and  his  cohorts. 

Nicaragua  groans  under  the  weight  of  for- 
eign communists.  More  than  6.000  Cubans 
and  500  Russians  and  Eastern  Europeans 
are  busy  shoring  up  Central  America's  first 
pro-communist  regime.  Two  thousand  of  the 
Cubans  are  military  personnel.  They  have 
turned  Nicaragua's  armed  forces  into  the 
biggest  and  most  menacing  war  machine 
ever  seen  in  Central  America.  In  addition 
there  are  2.000  Cuban  teachers.  1.500  Cuban 
construction  workers  and  500  Cuban  medi- 
cal personnel  in  the  country,  with  Cuban 
technicians  and  advisers  found  at  the  high- 
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est  levels  of  all  government  ministries.  East 
Germans  are  instructing  the  Sandinistas  on 
their  sinister  specialty,  the  secret  police. 
The  Palestine  Liberation  Organization  has 
dispatched  50  military  instructors. 

The  communists  have  dug  in  for  the  long 
haul  in  Nicaragua.  Several  thousand  young 
Nicaraguans  have  been  sent  to  the  Soviet 
bloc  for  university  study,  technical  training 
and  political  indoctrination.  Aeroflot  has  es- 
tablished air  service  to  Managua,  and  there 
is  a  constant  flow  of  Nicaraguans  to  and 
from  Moscow. 

Nicaragua's  neighbors  are  increasingly 
worried  about  the  military  buildup  and  the 
Sandinistas'  cries  of  "revolution  without 
frontiers."  The  Sandinistas  already  have  a 
regular  army  of  20.000  soldiers,  mostly 
Cuban-trained,  2V2  times  the  size  of  Somo- 
za's army.  They  are  backed  by  20,000 
trained  reservists  and  50.000  militiamen.  Ni- 
caragua's neighbor  to  the  south.  Costa  Rica, 
abolished  its  army  in  1948.  (The  Costa 
Ricans  felt,  quite  rightly,  that  armies  and 
ambitious  generals  are  the  curse  of  Latin 
America.)  Nicaragua's  neighbor  to  the 
north.  Honduras,  has  just  13,500  in  its  army. 
Honduras  has  air  superiority  over  Nicara- 
gua, but  only  for  the  moment.  Some  120 
Nicaraguans  are  being  trained  as  Mig  pilots 
inside  the  Soviet  bloc.  Diplomats  in  Mana- 
gua expect  a  squadron  of  16  Migs  in  Nicara- 
gua before  the  end  of  the  year.  The  Sandi- 
nistas also  have  152-mm.  self-propelled  guns 
and  50  T-54  and  T-55  tanks,  all  supplied  by 
the  Soviets.  Honduras  has  no  armor,  no 
meaningful  anti-tank  capability,  no  artil- 
lery. Nervously  watching  the  Sandinista 
buildup.  Honduras's  Chief  of  Staff  Gen. 
Gustavo  Alvarez,  says,  "I  don't  imagine  they 
want  it  for  parades." 

Nicaragua  also  provides  the  headquarters 
for  El  Salvador's  insurgents.  Instead  of 
being  in  the  El  Salvador  mountains.  Salva- 
doran  rebel  leaders  are  in  a  heavily  guarded 
compound  near  Managua  where,  with 
Cuban  assistance,  the  major  military  deci- 
sions are  made. 

REBELS  AT  HOME 

The  flow  of  war  materiel  from  communist 
countries  for  El  Salvador's  rebels  funnels 
through  Nicaragua.  Last  April.  Brazilian  au- 
thorities confiscated  52  tons  of  arms  and 
ammunition  (labeled  "medical  supplies  ")  on 
four  cargo  planes  from  pro-Soviet  Libya 
after  the  planes  had  made  refueling  stops 
en  route  to  Nicaragua.  The  portion  of  Hon- 
duras fronting  the  Pacific  coast  is  about  60 
miles  wide.  It  takes  only  two  nights  for  men 
on  foot  or  leading  mules  to  cross  from  Nica- 
ragua through  Honduras  to  El  Salvador. 
Other  arms  are  loaded  onto  small  boats  in 
Nicaragua.  Darting  across  the  water  at 
night,  the  boats  are  hidden  in  coastal  inlets 
by  davm.  More  and  more,  materiel  is  being 
sent  by  airdrops. 

However,  after  four  years  of  helping  stir 
up  trouble  in  El  Salvador,  the  Nicaraguan 
Sandinistas  now  find  themselves  with 
plenty  of  the  same  at  home.  The  regime  has 
come  under  attack  from  more  than  7500 
anti-communist  guerrillas,  called  contras. 
short  for  counterrevolutionaries.  Operating 
out  of  Honduras  and  Coasta  Rica,  the  con- 
tras have  fought  a  number  of  pitched  bat- 
tles with  Sandinista  troops.  One  group  of 
contras  from  Honduras  raided  as  far  south 
as  the  Nicaraguan  town  of  Matagalpa,  just 
60  miles  from  Managua.  U.S.  officials  say 
the  contras  are  doing  much  better  than 
anyone  had  expected;  they  have  been  re- 
ceiving assistance  from  villagers  who  have 
grown  increasingly  resentful  of  the  Cubans, 
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food  rationing  and  Sandinista  harassment 
of  the  Catholic  Church. 

The  largest  of  the  contra  groups  is  the 
Nicaraguan  Democratic  Force  (FDN  in 
Spanish),  its  5000  fighters  trained  and 
armed  in  Honduras  with  CIA  and  Honduran 
assistance.  Fighting  in  coordination  with 
the  FDN  are  2000  Miskito  Indians  deter- 
mined to  avenge  Sandinista  atrocities 
against  their  people.  The  Miskitos— Mora- 
vians and  Roman  Catholics— were  outraged 
when  the  Sandinistas  closed  down  churches. 
When  some  Miskito  men  joined  an  anti-San- 
dinista  movement,  the  Sandinistas  forcibly 
removed  the  entire  Miskito  population  from 
the  border  area  with  Honduras,  destroyed 
40  of  their  villages,  killing  women  and  chil- 
dren as  well  as  men. 

A  third  group  of  500  contras  operates  out 
of  Costa  Rica  and  is  led  by  Eden  Pastora,  a 
former  Sandinista  comandante,  who  got  fed 
up  with  the  Cuban  domination  of  the  Sandi- 
nista government. 

The  contras  have  tied  the  Sandinistas  in 
knots.  They  have  the  classic  advantage  of 
the  guerrilla,  and  the  Sandinistas  the  classic 
weakness  of  the  government.  The  govern- 
ment has  to  be  everywhere,  guarding  mili- 
tary installations  and  economic  targets  and 
defending  cities  and  towns.  The  guerrillas 
choose  when  and  where  to  fight.  By  inflict- 
ing damage  on  Sandinista  forces,  they  un- 
dermine the  credibility  of  the  government. 

INFORMAL  ALLIANCE 

Honduras  has  become  a  key  ally  of  the 
United  States  in  opposing  Soviet-Cuban  de- 
signs on  Central  America  The  Honduran 
government  permitted  Nicaraguan  contras 
to  train  on  Honduran  territory  and  contin- 
ues to  allow  CIA-funded  supplies  to  be 
shipped  through  Honduras.  In  addition,  the 
government  has  agreed  to  open  a  base  in 
Honduras  where  120  U.S.  military  instruc- 
tors would  train  2400  Salvadoran  troops  so 
as  to  increase  their  effectiveness  in  coping 
with  the  guerrillas  in  their  own  country. 
President  Roberto  Suazo.  a  56-year-old 
country  physician,  says.  "'As  a  doctor  I  know 
that  when  there  is  a  cancerous  lesion  on  the 
body,  it  must  be  eliminated  or  it  will 
spread." 

The  Honduran  army  and  police  have 
cracked  down  on  the  traffic  of  supplies  from 
Nicaragua  to  El  Salvador.  It  is  impossible  to 
stop  it  entirely  because  most  of  the  border 
is  sparsely  settled  wilderness.  The  Hondur- 
ans.  moreover,  do  not  have  the  means  to 
intercept  the  night  flights  across  their  terri- 
tory. 

Honduras  will  receive  more  than  $30  mil- 
lion in  U.S.  military  aid  during  this  fiscal 
year.  At  any  one  time.  35  to  40  U.S.  military 
personnel  are  in  the  country  helping  to 
train  its  army.  In  addition.  50  men  from  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  are  working 
on  a  $13-million  expansion  of  a  military  air- 
field that  American  planes  could  use  in  a 
Honduran  emergency. 

Except  for  Haiti.  Honduras  is  the  poorest 
country  in  the  Western  hemisphere.  Unlike 
its  neighbors,  it  has  no  rich  volcanic  soil 
and.  rather  than  a  country  of  huge  hacien- 
das with  peons  working  the  land.  Honduras 
has  always  been  a  place  where  small  farm- 
ers work  their  own  land.  With  a  freely  elect- 
ed government,  a  free  press  and  free  labor 
unions.  Honduras  has  few  indigenous  guer- 
rillas or  urban  terrorists  of  any  conse- 
quence. And  its  informal  alliance  with  the 
United  States  is  paying  off  handsomely  in 
its  struggle  against  poverty.  The  United 
States  has  embarked  on  a  program  of  eco- 
nomic aid  to  Honduras  that  is  large  for  a 


22348 

country  of  Just  3.7  million  people.  If  Con- 
gress approves  a  request  for  supplemental 
funds.  $96  million  will  be  spent  on  economic 
and  health  programs  during  this  fiscal  year, 
three  times  as  much  as  on  the  military. 

SIGNS  or  HOPE 

In  El  Salvador  a  military  stalemate  has 
developed.  The  government  has  been  unable 
to  defeat  the  Marxist  guerrillas,  who 
number  some  6000;  the  guerrillas,  in  turn, 
are  unable  to  bring  down  the  government. 
The  stalemate  gives  the  government  time  to 
build  its  strength.  American  military  aid. 
though  inadequate,  has  nonetheless 
brought  about  some  changes  in  the  Salva- 
doran  security  forces.  Says  one  American 
adviser.  "The  Salvadoran  army  was  orga- 
nized to  fight  on  conventional  lines.  We're 
turning  it  completely  around,  into  a  coun- 
terinsurgency  force." 

While  some  elements  in  the  security 
forces  have  no  appetite  for  fighting,  those 
who  have  been  trained  by  Americans  fight 
well.  Unfortunately  there  are  far  too  few 
troops  with  such  training— 4,000  out  of 
20.000  in  the  regular  army  and  national 
guard.  The  American  military  mission  in  El 
Salvador  hopes  to  train  3.000  more  Salva- 
dor&ns  this  year.  The  program,  however, 
has  been  hobbled  by  the  fact  that  the  Ad- 
ministration, fearful  of  an  adverse  reaction 
in  Conjress.  has  limited  the  number  of 
American  instructors  to  55.  The  President 
had  asked  for  $136  million  for  the  current 
fiscal  year,  but  seven  months  into  it.  Con- 
gress provided  only  $26  million. 

In  the  past,  the  Salvadoran  army  conduct- 
ed itself  as  most  Latin  American  armies  do. 
When  troops  ventured  out  of  their  garri- 
sons, it  was  in  force  to  patrol  highways  in 
vehicles.  Now.  as  a  result  of  American  insist- 
ence, small  units  are  in  the  field  all  the 
time;  when  they  find  Marxist  guerrillas,  re- 
inforcements are  flown  to  the  scene  in 
American-provided  helicopters.  Three  im- 
mediate-reaction battalions  and  an  airtwrne 
battalion,  all  trained  by  Americans,  are  able 
to  strike  at  the  guerrillas  anywhere  in  the 
country. 

The  security  forces  have  been  singularly 
successful  in  cleaning  up  San  Salvador,  the 
capital.  Three  years  ago.  guerrillas  roamed 
the  city  with  impunity,  collecting  war 
taxes"  at  gunpoint  and  hijacking  cars.  At 
night,  everyone  withdrew  to  his  home;  the 
streets  were  absolutely  deserted.  Since  then, 
however,  the  security  forces  have  run  the 
guerrillas  out  of  town.  Streets  are  thronged 
at  night  with  people  out  for  a  stroll. 

The  guerrillas  have  little  chance  of  win- 
ning, not  only  because  of  the  military  supe- 
riority of  the  government  forces  but  because 
the  Salvadoran  public  does  not  support  the 
rebels.  The  guerrillas  called  for  a  general 
strike  in  August  1980.  The  public  ignored  it. 
In  January  1981  the  guerrillas  called  on  ci- 
vilians to  staige  an  uprising  in  connection 
with  a  "final  offensive"  by  the  rebels.  There 
was  no  uprising  and  the  offensive  was  a 
bust.  Last  year,  the  guerrillas  urged  the 
public  to  l)oycott  elections  for  a  constituent 
assembly,  threatening  to  shoot  people  who 
turned  out  to  vote.  The  result;  80  percent  of 
the  eligible  voters  went  to  the  polls.  The 
public  has  tjeen  further  alienated  by  the 
guerrillas'  economic  warfare.  The  rebels 
bum  trucks  atnd  buses,  destroy  bridges  and 
power  lines  and  set  fire  to  crops. 

The  Salvadoran  govenunent  is  far  from 
perfect,  but  it  is  a  freely  elected  one.  Right- 
ists inside  and  outside  of  the  government 
have  tried  to  sabotage  the  land-reform  pro- 
gram, yet  it  remains  basically  intact.  Atwut 
100.000    peasant    families    have    benefited; 
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once  employed  for  a  pittance  as  laborers  on 
vast  haciendas,  they  now  are  living  on  their 
own  land.  Rightist  terrorism  still  is  carried 
out  by  elements  in  the  security  forces,  par- 
ticularly the  national  guard  and  the  treas- 
ury police,  but  the  number  of  political  mur- 
ders and  kidnappings  has  fallen  sharply. 
Human-rights  violations  are  deplorable,  but 
critics  of  American  aid  to  El  Salvador 
should  be&T  in  mind  that  it  has  been  a  land 
of  great  violence  throughout  its  modern  his- 
tory. The  situation  cannot  be  changed  over- 
night—especially in  the  midst  of  a  fratrici- 
dal war. 

Of  all  the  events  that  are  unfolding  in 
Central  America,  the  appearance  of  the 
contra  guerrillas  in  Nicaragua  may  prove  to 
be  the  most  decisive.  Many  people  feel  that 
the  contras  have  a  good  chance  of  destroy- 
ing the  Sandinista  regime.  This  will  not 
happen  very  soon;  guerrilla  warfare  normal- 
ly goes  on  for  several  years  before  it  is  suc- 
cessful. Should  the  contra  win.  the  Marxist 
insurgency  in  El  Salvador  and  a  similar, 
lower-level  one  in  neighboring  Guatemala 
would  in  all  likelihood  wither  away. 

To  hasten  this  day,  the  United  States 
should  lend  its  support  to  democratic  forces 
in  Central  America  whose  people  look  to  us 
for  leadership.  Indeed.  America's  role  as  a 
world  leader  may  well  hinge  on  how  reso- 
lutely we  deal  with  this  Soviet-orchestrated 
threat  in  our  own  back  yard.* 
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HON.  THOMAS  F.  HARTNETT 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
can  hardly  comprehend  the  injustice 
and  inequities  being  inflicted  upon  the 
peoples  of  Central  America,  until  it  is 
viewed  with  ones  own  eyes.  During  my 
visit  to  Central  America  in  June.  I  wit- 
nessed the  degradation  of  human  free- 
doms and  rights  on  a  scale  beyond 
belief.  The  citizens  of  these  countries 
are  not  calling  on  the  United  States 
from  some  far  corner  of  the  world. 
These  people  are  calling  for  help  from 
within  our  hemispheric  bounds.  Our 
neighbors  request  the  economic  and 
ideological  help  a  democracy  can  pro- 
vide. 

The  countries  of  Central  America 
are  not  only  proximal  to  the  United 
States  geographically,  but  also  politi- 
cally. Of  the  32  countries  in  Latin 
America.  23  nations  representing  70 
percent  of  the  total  Latin  American 
population,  are  democratic.  It  is. 
therefore,  the  direct  responsibility  of 
the  United  States  and  the  other  eight 
regional  democracies  that  endorsed 
the  principles  of  the  San  Jose  Final 
Act  of  October  1982,  to  insure  the  se- 
curity of  the  Latin  American  democra- 
cies. This  security  is  becoming  increas- 
ingly difficult  to  maintain  under  the 
weight  of  Communist  subversion  and 
aggression. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  preyed  upon 
targets  of  democratic,  as  well  as  au- 
thoritarian, regimes.  This  was  evi- 
denced in  the  1960"s  by  the  Commu- 
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nist  guerrilla  activities  in  democratic 
Venezuela  and  Uruguay.  Since  1978, 
the  negative  influence  of  the  Soviet 
Union  has  infiltrated  Colombia  and 
Costa  Rica.  The  Soviet  Union,  working 
through  its  satellite.  Cuba,  has  demon- 
strated large-scale  subversion  in  many 
Latin  American  countries.  There  are 
an  estimated  8.000  Cubans  in  Nicara- 
gua and  Suriname.  Currently,  major 
subversive  efforts  are  being  actively 
pursued  in  Central  America.  Colombia. 
Dominican  Republic.  Chile,  and  Haiti. 
This  amounts  to  a  Soviet  military 
effort  in  Latin  America  that  is  twice  as 
great  as  that  of  the  United  States. 

Between  1962  and  1981.  Soviet  secu- 
rity assistance  to  Latin  America  to- 
taled nearly  $4  billion;  U.S.  assistance 
for  the  same  period  was  roughly  $1.5 
billion.  The  number  of  Soviet  military 
advisers  in  Latin  America  between 
1970  and  1981  was  double  that  of  the 
United  States.  Furthermore,  the  Sovi- 
ets have  also  provided  for  the  massive 
modernization  and  buildup  in  Cuba 
since  1981.  In  1981.  military  equip- 
ment, amounting  to  more  than  63.000 
metric  tons,  poured  into  Cuba.  This  is 
the  highest  total  since  1962,  during 
the  Cuban  missile  crisis.  Just  last  year, 
68,000  metric  tons  of  military  equip- 
ment was  delivered  to  Cuba. 

When  I  look  at  these  startling  fig- 
ures and  realize  that  nearly  half  of 
our  foreign  trade,  including  petrole- 
um, passes  through  the  Panama  Canal 
and  Caribbean  Sea:  and  further,  in  a 
time  of  European  crisis,  at  least  half 
our  supplies  for  NATO  would  go  past 
Cuba.  I  feel  the  need  to  enact  more  re- 
sponsive legislation  in  this  area  of  con- 
cern. Our  lifelines  of  trade  in  the  Car- 
ibbean Basin  are  in  ever  increasing 
danger  from  the  Soviet  combat  bri- 
gade stationed  in  Cuba  and  a  modern- 
ized Soviet  submarine  base,  also  locat- 
ed in  Cuba.  There  is  firm  evidence  re- 
garding Soviet  and  Cuban  support  for 
violent  leftist  activities  in  Central 
America.  U.S.  intelligence  has  provid- 
ed locations  of  training  camps,  com- 
mand centers,  and  arms  supply  routes 
within  this  region.  There  are  Nicara- 
guan  based  military  facilities  that  pro- 
vide command  and  control,  training 
and  logistical  support  for  the  Salva- 
doran guerrilla  forces.  These  activities 
are  not  motivated  with  concern  for 
democratic  freedoms  and  equalities  in 
society,  but  are.  in  fact,  designed  to 
prevent  friendly  U.S.  relations  with 
Latin  America. 

It  has.  therefore,  been  necessary  for 
the  United  Stales  to  promote  a  policy 
of  support  for  nations  struggling  with 
political  freedom.  Many  of  my  liberal 
colleagues  have  said  the  United  States 
is  emphasizing  security  over  economic 
development;  this  is  simply  misleading 
rhetoric.  In  fiscal  year  1983  three- 
fourths  of  our  assistance  to  the  region 
came  in  the  form  of  economic  aid.  only 
one-fourth  was  military  aid.  from  1946 
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through  1982,  the  United  States  pro- 
vided $2.3  billion  in  economic  aid,  as 
opposed  to  $296  million  in  military  as- 
sistance to  the  region.  Up  to  1982,  the 
U.S.S.R.  provided  $4  billion  in  military 
subsidies  to  Cuba.  The  Soviets  provid- 
ed $150  million  in  military  assistance 
and  $50  million  in  economic  assistance 
to  Nicaragua. 

Although  I  feel  developmental  as- 
sistance to  Central  America  is  vital,  we 
must  also  provide  a  shield  of  defense 
behind  which  democracy  can  grow. 
When  I  hear  the  opposition  berating 
the  current  policies  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, in  particular.  U.S.  military  prac- 
tice. I  feel  compelled  to  set  the  record 
straight.  No  military  assistance  was 
given  to  El  Salvador  until  President 
Carter  did  so  in  January  1981  follow- 
ing definitive  evidence  of  massive  arms 
flows  to  El  Salvadoran  guerrillas  from 
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U.S.    diplomatic    initiatives    in    the 
Latin  American  countries  advocate  re- 
ductions in  armaments,  but  I  am  in 
agreement  with  the  administration.  As 
long  as  Nicaragua  maintains  a  huge 
militarization  program,  its  neighbors 
need  military  support  to  resist  threats 
to  their  security.  The  United  States  is 
trying  to  advance  political  reconcilia- 
tion through  the  democratic  process 
within  each  nation.  I  have  seen  where 
these  programs  have  begun  to  work 
and  have  much  potential  for  success. 
The  million  and  a  half  Salvadorans— 
83    percent    of    the    electorate— who 
voted  in  March  1982  are  crying  out  for 
the  democratic   freedomes  that  they 
are  entitled  to  as  human  beings.  I  feel 
that  Congress  must  continue  to  sup- 
port democracy,  reform,  and  human 
freedom  in  Central  America.  We  must 
continue  to  support  economic  develop- 
ment. We  must  support  dialogue  and 
negotiations,   both   among  the  coun- 
tries of  that  region  and  within  each 
country.  Paramount  to  all  of  this  is 
the    pledge    to    assist    those    nations 
threatened  by  possible  loss  of  democ- 
racy. 

It  amazes  me  how  some  of  my  col- 
leagues feel  that  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration has  been  ignoring  the  condi- 
tions of  this  area,  when  the  President 
increased  the  Carter  administration's 
$20  million  (fiscal  year  1981)  economic 
assistance  request  for  El  Salvador  to 
over  $100  million.  This  economic  aid 
was  also  increased  further  to  provide 
$186.1  million  (fiscal  1982)  to  the  Sal- 
vadorans. Such  a  ludicrotis  assertion 
can  be  further  dispelled  when  one  con- 
siders the  proposed  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative,  which  will  provide  powerful 
trade  and  investment  incentives  to 
countries  of  the  region. 

It  should  be  imderstood  that  mili- 
tary aid  must  go  hand  in  hand  with 
economic  aid.  For  just  as  we  argue 
that  economic  growth  will  promote  po- 
litical security,  it  is  also  true  that  eco- 
nomic growth  will  only  take  place  in 
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an  environment  of  political  peace,  not 
violence  or  military  aggression. 

Much  of  the  world  and  the  United 
States  have  focused  their  attention  on 
the  55  U.S.  advisors  in  El  Salvador  and 
what  the  United  States  may  or  may 
not  be  involved  with  in  Nicaragua.  Our 
advisors  have  helped  to  train  just  1 
out  of  every   10  Salvadoran  soldiers; 
much  less  than  the  number  of  guerril- 
las trained  in  Nicaragua  and  Cuba.  As 
time  passes,  chunks  of  democracy  fall 
into  the  hands  of  Communist  control. 
We,  as  Americans,  cannot  permit  this 
to  happen.  We  cannot  support  repres- 
sive regimes.  We  must  promote  free- 
dom and  individual  liberties.  For  if  we 
fail  in  our  goals,  it  is  my  firm  convic- 
tion that  we  will  witness  a  bloodbath 
between  the  marxist  and  the  anticom- 
munist  led  elements  of  Central  Amer- 
ica, and  later  among  the  leftists  in  a 
struggle  for  power.  This  violence  will 
result  in  a  mass  exodus,  fleeing  the 
chaos  and  repression  in  Central  Amer- 
ica to  the  relative  peace  and  freedom 
of   the   United   States.    The   security 
ramifications   for   the   United   States 
would  be  intangible.  We  would  be  bor- 
dered to  the  south  by  marxist  totali- 
tarian  dictatorships   conunitted   to   a 
goal  of  democratic  destruction.  This 
would    incorporate    a    threat    to    the 
Panama  Canal.  Mexico  and  the  vital 
sealanes  through  which  50  percent  of 
our  trade  passes.  There  would  be  no 
hope  of  rebuilding  this  region  into  plu- 
ralistic states. 

In  conclusion,  allow  me  to  say  that 
for  too  long,  the  extent  of  the  Soviet 
threat  in  Central  America  has  been 
overlooked  or  simply  underestimated. 
We  are  witnessing  a  premeditated  plan 
for  the  erosion  of  the  democratic 
countries  in  Latin  America.  It  is  imper- 
ative that  the  United  States  provide 
the  help  economically  and  militarily 
to  these  countries  under  communist 
pressure.  A  battle  for  justice  and  free- 
dom is  being  waged  in  our  hemisphere. 
It  is  our  democratic  and  moral  obliga- 
tion to  pursue  a  policy  which  will 
assist  the  efforts  being  made  to  foster 
democracy  in  Central  America.  The 
ideals  we  represent  are  being  chal- 
lenged. We  must  stand  up  and  be 
counted  in  their  defense.* 


LEGISLATIVE  VETO:  YES  OR  NO? 

HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
the  historic  Supreme  Court  decision 
on  the  legislative  veto  appeared,  I  said 
that  we  would— and  should— see  a  vari- 
ety of  opinions  and  commentary  on 
the  decision.  I  have  not  been  disap- 
pointed. There  are  probably  more 
views  on   this  difficult   and  complex 
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subject  than  on  any  other  in  recent 
memory. 

One  such  view  was  put  forth  recent- 
ly by  Terrence  M.  Scanlon,  Vice  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Consumer  Product 
Safety  Commission  in  testimony 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Adminis- 
trative Law  and  Governmental  Rela- 
tions of  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary of  the  House  of  Representative.  I 
want  to  bring  these  remarks  to  your 
attention  since  they  very  clearly  and 
informatively  present  one  point  of 
view  on  this  very  difficult  problem. 

At  this  point,  I  wish  to  insert  in  the 
Record  a  statement  by  Terrence  M. 
Scanlon,  Vice  Chairman  of  the  U.S. 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Adminis- 
trative Law  and  Governmental  Rela- 
tions of  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Distinguished  Mem- 
bers of  the  Subcommittee  on  Administrative 
Law  and  Governmental  Relations.  I  wel- 
come this  opportunity  to  submit  written  tes- 
timony on  H.R.  2327.  The  Regulatory 
Reform  Act  of  1983.  and  to  comment  on  the 
June  23.  1983  U.S.  Supreme  Court  decision 
on  the  'legislative  veto."  as  well  as  the  po- 
tential impact  on  the  Consumer  Product 
Safety  Commission  (CPSC)  of  some  of  the 
various  legislative  responses  to  that  deci- 
sion. I  regret  that  I  cannot  appear  in  person 
to  deliver  these  remarks  because  of  a  long 
planned  trip.  I  will  limit  my  comments  to 
the  issue  of  the  legislative  veto,  as  it  is  cer- 
tainly on  the  minds  of  many  people  today, 
especially  regulators  such  as  myself  and  you 
as  members  of  the  legislative  branch. 

When  first  contacted  on  the  day  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court  decision  was  announced  in 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  v. 
Chadha  et  al  (Slip  Opinion  No.  80-1832,  de- 
cided June  23.  1983).  I  said  then  in  response 
to  a  media  inquiry  and  will  repeat  that  ".  .  . 
to  the  extent  that  Congress  more  accurately 
reflects  the  mood  of  the  American  people 
than  the  regulators,  the  review  that  has 
been  eliminated  [i.e..  the  legislative  veto]  is 
one  that  I  feel  was  a  very  important  balance 
and  restraint  on  regulation."  I  also  stated 
that,  with  the  elimination  of  this  additional 
review  of  the  regulator's  action  and  the  re- 
sulting increase  in  power  granted  to  us.  our 
level  of  responsibility  increases  as  well.  Ac- 
cordingly, I  stated  that,  "I  hope  history 
proves  we  were  worthy  of  that  responsibil- 
ity." 

I  stand  by  those  preliminary  remarks  and, 
on  further  reflection,  I  think  they  adequate- 
ly reflect  my  views  today  and  I  am  certain 
many  of  yours  as  well.  The  added  responsi- 
bility placed  upon  regulators,  in  absence  of 
the  legislative  veto,  is  one  I  take  seriously 
and  view  with  some  concern;  and  I  am  sure 
all  those  in  a  similar  position  do  so.  as  well. 
Unfortunately,  self-policing  and  self-re- 
straint have  hardly  been  the  forte  of  most 
regulatory  bodies.  A  need  for  adequate 
checks  and  balances  is  I  believe  self-evident. 
An  external  check  on  the  power  of  regula- 
tory authorities  is.  I  think,  necessary  and 
important  if  we  are  to  provide  the  maxi- 
mum benefit  to  the  public. 

Judicial  review  is.  of  course,  always  avail- 
able on  any  proposed  regulation.  But.  all  of 
us  familiar  with  the  costs  and  delays  inher- 
ent in  the  judicial  process  as  it  exists  today 
would  hardly  look  to  this  method  of  review 
as  "one  last  resort "  for  those  to  be  regulat- 
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ed.  Often,  those  affected  by  such  regula- 
tions are  small  businesses  or  minority- 
owned  enterprises,  an  area  I  specialized  in 
for  thirteen  years  prior  to  my  appointment 
to  the  CPSC.  These  Individuals  and  groups 
are  least  able  to  turn  to  the  costly  and  often 
long-delayed  Judicial  review  process  when 
faced  with  regulation  that  may  adversely 
Impact  on  their  businesses  or  even  place 
their  very  survival  in  jeopardy. 

Since  the  1981  amendments  '  added  the 
legislative  veto  to  our  statutes  (Consumer 
Product  Safety  Act,  CPSA;  Flammable  Fab- 
rics Act,  PPA:  and  Federal  Hazardous  Sub- 
stances Act,  FHSA).  these  provisions  have 
had  no  adverse  effects.  The  legislative  veto 
provision  has  merely  delayed  the  effective 
date  of  promulgated  rules,  pending  the  re- 
quired expiration  of  the  90-day  continuous 
session  without  disapproval. 

It  is  possible  I  may  be  in  a  minority 
among  regulators,  l>oth  at  the  CPSC  and 
elsewhere  in  the  federal  establishment,  in 
that  I  favor  Congressional  review  and  au- 
thority to  disapprove  regulatory  actions.  My 
work  with  small  business  development  com- 
pels me  to  this  conclusion.  My  call  is  for  a 
shared  responsibility  with  the  Congress,  the 
representatives  of  the  American  people. 
This  is  one  of  the  best  barometers  I  know 
of,  along  with  the  President,  of  citizens' 
hopes,  fears,  and  aspirations.  Accordingly.  I 
favor  a  legislative  response  to  the  challenge 
posed  to  all  of  us  by  the  loss  of  the  legisla- 
tive veto. 

The  form  and  format  of  such  a  response 
is.  of  course,  the  more  difficult  question.  It 
is  not  easy  to  say  what  method  Congress 
should  use  to  supervise  the  exercise  of  dele- 
gated powers.  The  two  specific  proposals  I 
am  familiar  with  have  both  been  added  on 
the  House  side  to  our  reauthorization  bill 
(H.R.  2668).  They  would  serve  to  put  this 
particular  Commission  on  notice  that  we 
cannot  expect  an  unabridged  power  to  regu- 
late. One  proposal  would  give  both  the  legis- 
lative branch  and  the  President  90  days 
(continuous  days  of  the  Congressional  ses- 
sion) to  disapprove  a  final  rule  or  regulation 
by  joint  resolution. 

The  other  proposal  would  provide  that 
both  legislative  bodies  and  the  President 
must  in  sut>stance  affirmatively  approve  any 
regulation  before  any  appropriated  funds 
may  be  used  to  place  in  effect  that  safety 
rule.  No  time  limit  for  action  is  set  out  in 
that  particular  proposal.  This,  in  my  view,  is 
the  more  stringent  check  on  regulatory  con- 
duct. Mere  inaction  by  either  House  or. 
more  importantly,  a  single  Committee  of 
the  House  or  Senate  would  effectively  kill 
any  safety  rule  or  regulation.  I  need  not  tell 
you  of  the  potential  of  inaction  by  a  Con- 
gressional Committee  on  any  given  proposal 
due  to  the  enormous  number  of  bills  intro- 
duced annually.  Congress  could  be  poten- 
tially faced  with  the  added  burden  of  legis- 
lative processing  of  the  many  regulations 
promulgated  yearly.  Such  inaction  would  be 
I  suspect  the  norm  rather  than  the  excep- 
tion. 

Regardless  of  which  proposal  is  ultimately 
adopted,  the  public  good— in  our  case  at  the 
CPSC.  the  specific  well  being  and  safety  of 
consumers  in  the  complex  and  diverse  mar- 
ketplace of  America— will  best  be  served  by 
Congressional  and  executive  action  on  any 
proposed  regulation,  as  well  as  judicial 
review.  Such  shared  responsibility.  I  believe, 
is  the  best  chance  to  produce  a  "consensus" 
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that  is  possible  to  be  reflective  of  the  very 
diverse  and  complex  society  which  is  the 
United  States  today.  I  am  sure  the  Con- 
gress, as  well  as  the  executive  branch,  can 
and  will  l>e  able  to  meet  the  challenge  posed 
by  this  Supreme  Court  decision.  Not  only 
will  the  traditional  separation  of  powers  be 
maintained,  but  also  the  process  will  be 
such  that  all  of  us  can  fulfill  the  mandate 
with  which  we  are  charged— to  provide  for 
the  common  g(X>d.« 
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ETHNIC  WAR  IN  NICARAGUA 


'  Section  1207.  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1981  (Omnibus  Act).  P.L.  No.  97-35:  95  Stat. 
718-20:  IS  use   i  2083.  1276  and  1204. 


HON.  ROBERT  J.  LAGOMARSINO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  debate  on  covert  aid  to  the  Con- 
tras  in  Nicaragua,  there  were  times 
when  the  discussion  lost  sight  of  the 
severe  attack  on  human  rights  being 
orchestrated  by  the  Sandinista  regime. 
That  governments  policy  toward  the 
ethnic  minority  groups  in  Nicaragua  is 
an  outrage.  The  Miskito  Indians  and 
other  Indian  groups  have  been  the  vic- 
tims of  imprisonment,  relocation  and 
massacre.  The  Congress  has  never 
hesitated  to  condemn  the  unspeakable 
horror  of  genocide,  yet  the  campaign 
of  terror  invoked  against  the  minori- 
ties of  Nicaragua  seem  to  be  ignored.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  consider  the 
analysis  of  Prof.  Bernard  Nietsch- 
mann  of  the  University  of  California 
at  Berkeley  in  the  following  commen- 
tary entitled  "Ethnic  War  in  Nicara- 
gua." 

E>THNic  War  in  Nicaragua 

The  Sandinista  invasion  and  occupation  of 
eastern  Nicaragua  has  turned  into  an  out- 
right war  against  all  ethnic  minority  groups. 
Miskito.  Sumo  and  Rama  Indians.  Creoles, 
and  Black  Caribs  (Garifunas)  have  been 
killed,  imprisoned,  relocated  by  force,  and 
some  have  escaped  capture  by  fleeing  into 
the  forests  and  swamps.  A  few  have  man- 
aged to  elude  Sandinista  patrols  and  boats 
and  have  made  their  way  to  Costa  Rica  to 
become  refugees.  Others  have  stayed  to 
take  part  in  the  growing  resistance  against 
the  Sandinistas. 

Every  memt>er  of  an  ethnic  minority  is 
considered  to  be  a  probable  contra,  and  as  a 
result,  all  central  and  southern  coast  vil- 
lages are  t>eing  turned  into  ethnic  ghost 
towns,  replaced  by  military  garrisons.  For 
example,  Marshall  Point  villagers  (Creoles) 
are  in  prison  or  in  the  bush  and  their  settle- 
ment is  now  occupied  by  250  Sandinistas. 
Orinoco  (Black  Carib/Oarifuna)  had  two- 
thirds  of  its  population  arrested  and  now  is 
a  military  post.  Tasbapauni.  Miskito  com- 
munity, was  invaded  by  500  Sandinistas  on 
January  18.  150  Miskito  were  arrested.  600 
fled,  and  the  village  is  now  occupied  by  a 
military  force.  Eastern  Nicaragua  is  now  a 
region  devoid  of  the  ethnic  minorities  that 
once  made  up  the  bulk  of  the  population  in 
this  formerly  isolated  coastal  lowland.  The 
minorities  are  either  dead,  in  jail  in  Blue- 
fields,  Puerto  Cabezas,  or  Managua,  in  the 
bush  as  part  of  the  Resistance,  or  in  Hondu- 
ras or  Costa  Rica. 

The  war  between  the  Sandinistas  and 
eastern    Nicaragua's    ethnic    minorities    is 


based  on  a  different  history  and  different 
influences  than  those  that  are  part  of  the 
war  being  waged  by  Spanish-speaking  Nica- 
raguan  contras  operating  out  of  Honduras 
and  Costa  Rica.  Fighting  between  the  Mis- 
kito and  Spanish-speaking  people  goes  back 
400  years.  Until  the  1979  Sandinista  Revolu- 
tion. Miskito  territory  was  never  occupied 
by  or  surrendered  to  Spanish-speaking  peo- 
ples. Historically.  Rama  and  Sumo  Indians 
also  have  resisted  Spanish  intrusion.  The 
coming  of  the  Sandinistas  to  the  east  coast 
is  the  first  large-scale  invasion  and  occupa- 
tion by  Spanish-speaking  peoples.  The  occu- 
pation has  turned  into  a  race  war  against  all 
ethnic  minorities.  Resistance  is  widespread 
and  growing  and  includes  not  only  Indians 
but  Blacks  (Creoles)  and  Garifuna.  a  people 
whose  culture  was  forged  from  waging  the 
only  effective  armed  resistance  encountered 
by  the  Spanish.  French  and  English  in  their 
sixteenth  to  eighteenth  century  conquest  of 
the  eastern  Caribbean. 

Ethnic  minority  peoples  are  resisting  the 
Sandinista  invasion.  Displaced,  imprisoned, 
dead— many  are  unable  to  resist.  But  others 
are  and  they  are  doing  so  for  their  o«m  ter- 
ritory, their  own  people,  their  villages,  and 
for  their  dead.  The  Ethnic  Resistance  is  in- 
dependent in  origin,  united  by  the  collective 
experience  of  Sandinista  repression,  and 
seeks  self-determination  of  livelihood  and 
autonomous  control  of  their  villages  and 
lands. 

The  Ethnic  Resistance  is  a  third  front 
against  the  Sandinistas.  Many  people  mis- 
understand the  basis  and  the  alliances  of 
this  resistance,  supposing  that  it  has  been 
originated  by  outsiders,  either  Spanish- 
speaking  contras  or  the  C.I. A.  To  believe 
this  is  to  ignore  completely  the  bloody  colo- 
nial history  of  Spanish  extermination  and 
exploitation  of  Indians  in  Latin  America 
and  post-Independence  racist  treatment  of 
Indians  that  continues  unabated  to  the 
present.  Why  are  there  no  Indians  in  Cuba 
or  in  the  island  Caribbean?  Why  are  there 
so  few  in  Costa  Rica?  El  Salvador?  Why  are 
Indians  t>eing  killed  in  Guatemala?  And  why 
have  the  Miskito  been  resisting  the  Spanish 
and  the  Spanish-speaking  Nicaraguans  for 
more  than  400  years? 

The  treatment  of  Indians  has  not  changed 
over  time  or  with  political  change.  Colonial- 
ists and  revolutionaries  have  violated  Indian 
human  rights  and  territorial  rights.  Govern- 
ments of  the  political  right  and  left  have 
dispossessed  Indians  of  their  lands  and 
taken  their  lives  and  this  continues  in  Nica- 
ragua under  the  cover  of  economic  and  po- 
litical development  and  military  security. 
Hundreds  of  Indians  have  been  killed  and 
now  the  killing  also  includes  Garifuna  and 
Creoles.  Hundreds  have  been  arrested  and 
imprisoned.  And  more  than  14.000  have  fled 
Nicaragua  to  take  refuge  in  Honduras  and 
hundreds  more  are  on  their  way  to  Costa 
Rica.  Thousands  more  have  been  forced  into 
•'relocation  camps."  which  are  simply  con- 
centration camps  from  which  attempted 
escape  means  pursuit  by  guards  and  bom- 
bardment and  strafing  by  Sandinista  air- 
planes as  happened  between  March  30  and 
April  5  when  some  700  Miskito  broke  out  of 
relocation  camp  Francia  Sirpi  and  headed 
for  Honduras  to  seek  refuge.  At  least  17  In- 
dians were  killed  and  many  more  wounded 
by  the  aerial  attacks. 

Indian  peoples  have  survived  in  Latin 
America  in  isolated  areas,  but  few  places  are 
isolated  anymore.  And  Indian  peoples  have 
survived  by  resisting  as  did  the  San  Bias 
Cuna  who  fought  and  defeated  the  Panama- 
nian forces  in  the  1930s.  The  Cuna  have 


their  own  islands  and.  have  control  over 
those  islands  as  a  result.  And  the  Garifuna 
survived  through  resistance  until  they  were 
deported  from  St.  Vincent  Island  in  1797. 
But  their  descendants  in  Nicaragua  contin- 
ue to  resist  invasion  of  their  villages  and 
lands.  Now,  too,  they  have  been  deported  to 
Jail  in  Managua,  exiled  from  their  home- 
land; some  have  become  refugees  in  a  for- 
eign land.  And  others  stay  to  fight. 

The  expelled  and  bloodied  ethnic  minori- 
ties of  eastern  Nicaragua  will  continue  to 
resist  the  occupation  of  their  homelands.  To 
consider  Indian  and  Black  resistance  fight- 
ers to  be  mercenaries  is  both  paternalistic 
and  racist.  The  Caribbean  Front  is  an  ethnic 
war  percipitated  by  the  Sandinista  invasion. 
Denied  their  lands,  villages,  homes,  their 
human  rights  and  very  lives,  are  they  now 
to  be  denied  even  the  history  and  origin  of 
their  resistance? 

Apologists  for  the  Sandinista  invasion  and 
repression  of  ethnic  minority  rights  will 
continue  to  try  to  explain  the  ethnic  resist- 
ance as  foreign-inspired.  For  them  the  Rev- 
olution must  have  no  blemishes,  no  legiti- 
mate internal  rebellion.  They  seek  resist- 
ance to  the  Resistance. 

Ethnic  resistance  to  ethnic  repression  will 
continue.  The  Third  Front  is  real.  What  is 
going  on  in  Nicaragua  is  much  more  compli- 
cated than  the  two  dimensional  descriptions 
of  the  good  guys  vs.  the  bad  guys.  Washing- 
ton vs.  Managua,  capitalism  vs.  socialism, 
the  C.I.A.  vs.  the  Sandinistas.  Indian  and 
Black  peoples  are  dying  and  fighting  for 
their  rights  and  lands.  Some  things  never 
change,  only  the  interpretation.  Remember 
Tasbapauni. 

(Bernard  Nietschmann  is  Professor  of  Ge- 
ography at  the  University  of  California. 
Berkeley.  He  has  worked  with  Indian  and 
Black  peoples  of  Nicaragua  since  1968.)  He 
is  the  author  of  three  books  on  eastern 
Nicaragua:  "Between  Land  and  Water:  The 
Subsistence  Ecology  of  the  Miskito  Indians  " 
(1973.  Seminar  Press):  "Memorias  de  Arre- 
cife  Tortuga"  (1977.  Managua);  and  "Carib- 
bean Edge:  The  Coming  of  Modern  Times  to 
Isolated  People  and  Wildlife"  (1979,  Bobbs- 
Merrill).* 


TIME  HAS  COME  TO 
DECONTROL 


HON.  THOMAS  F.  HARTNETT 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2.  1983 
•  Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
two  articles  which  have  appeared  in 
the  Charleston  News  &  Courier  and 
the  Evening  Post  calling  for  decontrol 
of  natural  gas. 

I  represent,  as  many  of  my  col- 
leagues do,  a  consuming  State  of  natu- 
ral gas.  Under  the  complex  price  regu- 
lations of  the  Natural  Gas  Policy  Act 
of  1978,  my  State,  along  with  many 
other  States,  pays  more  than  the  na- 
tional average  for  its  supply  of  natural 
gas.  I  am  opposed  to  this  regional  dis- 
parity because  in  a  tight  supply  situa- 
tion. South  Carolina,  under  the 
present  law,  would  be  very  vulnerable 
to  price  and  supply  distortions  in  the 
natural  gas  market. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

What  this  could  mean  to  South 
Carolina  in  terms  of  employment  was 
spelled  out  in  a  recently  completed 
study  by  Clemson  University's  South 
Carolina  Energy,  Research  and  Devel- 
opment Center,  on  the  economic 
impact  of  natural  gas  prices  and  de- 
regulation on  the  South  Carolina 
economy.  The  study  entitled  "An  As- 
sessment of  the  Economic  Impact  of 
Natural  Gas  Prices  and  Deregulation 
Upon  the  South  Carolina  Economy," 
concluded  that  if  the  present  law  re- 
mains unchanged,  in  a  tight  supply  sit- 
uation, pipelines  serving  South  Caroli- 
na might  not  be  able  to  purchase  ex- 
pensive gas  and  the  State  could  face 
plant  shutdowns  with  a  cumulative 
loss  of  130,000  South  Carolina  jobs. 

(From  the  Charleston  (S.C.)  News  & 
Courier.  Feb.  26.  19831 

Time  Has  Come  to  Decontrol 
When  it  passed  the  Natural  Gas  Policy 
Act  of  1978.  Congress  wanted  the  price  con- 
trols on  natural  gas  to  be  phased  out  gradu- 
ally with  a  minimum  impact  on  the  con- 
sumer. Gas  was  cheap  then  and  fuel  oil  was 
expensive.  It  was  hoped  the  two  prices 
would  equalize  by  1985. 

But  ask  any  natural  gas  consumer  about 
gas  prices— they  have  tripled  since  1978  in 
some  parts  of  the  country,  and.  on  average, 
went  up  25  percent  last  year  alone.  In  some 
markets  the  cost  of  gas  has  now  zoomed 
past  the  cost  of  fuel  oil.  causing  industrial 
users  to  start  converting  their  energy  source 
to  oil.  As  the  current  OPEC  disarray  contin- 
ues and  the  price  of  crude  drops,  that  gas 
gap  will  continue  to  widen. 

There  was  one  positive  result  of  the  1978 
legislation— it  stimulated  a  search  for  new 
sources  of  gas.  That  search  was  so  success- 
ful, it  spawned  a  whole  new  breed  of  over- 
night millionaires  and  theres  so  much  gas 
available  today  that  wells  are  being  capped 
off.  That  raises  the  question  of  how  does 
gas  defy  the  laws  of  supply  and  demand? 
The  answer  lies  in  the  regulatory  flukes 
built  into  the  1978  law  by  which  Congress 
created  different  prices  for  gas  from  differ- 
ent sources  to  stimulate  exploration.  As  a 
result,  gas  in  the  lower-priced  categories  is 
being  capped  off  and  left  in  the  ground 
while  the  expensive  brand  is  being  delivered 
to  the  customers. 

All  of  this  has  not  escaped  the  attention 
of  President  Reagan  who  advocated  speed- 
ing up  decontrol  of  natural  gas  during  his 
1980  election  campaign.  He  has  not  pushed 
the  subject  over  the  last  two  years  for  fear 
that  the  prices  on  a  free  market  would 
zoom,  negating  his  efforts  to  lower  the  in- 
flation rate,  as  it  has  turned  out,  the  prices 
zoomed  anyway  because  of  the  way  the  reg- 
ulations were  worded  while  the  inflation 
rate  dropped  to  the  lowest  in  a  decade.  Mr. 
Reagan's  major  obstacle  in  Congress  re- 
mains those  Democrats  who  advocate  recon- 
trol  of  gas  prices.  All  that  would  accomplish 
is  a  return  to  the  gas  shortages  of  the  mid 
"70s  which  led  to  the  initial  decontrol  legis- 
lation. 

The  answer  is  to  speed  up  the  process  of 
decontrolling  natural  gas  prices.  The  time  is 
even  more  critical  now  that  oil  prices  are 
tumbling.  The  built-in  market  competition 
will  insure  a  rapid  stabilization  of  prices  and 
an  end  to  this  unnatural  defiance  of  the 
laws  of  supply  and  demand. 
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[From  the  Charleston  (S.C.)  Evening  Post, 
Mar.  31.  1983] 

Government  Rules  Raise  Natural  Gas 
Cost.  Exxon  Official  Says 

(By  Terry  Bresnihan) 
The  solution  to  problems  in  the  natural 
gas  Industry  is  to  end  government  regula- 
tion and  a  return  to  a  free  and  competitive 
market,  an  Exxon  USA  official  said  here 
Wednesday. 

Dr.  Arthur  G.  Randol  III.  public  affairs 
manager  of  Exxon"s  southeastern  division, 
said  federal  government  price  rules  that 
were  prescribed  in  1978  legislation  have 
brought  large  increases  in  the  cost  of  natu- 
ral gas  and  caused  other  distortions  in  the 
market  that  wouldn't  occur  naturally. 

Randol  made  his  remarks  in  an  address  to 
a  Charleston  Trident  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce forum  on  natural  gas. 

The  1978  law.  enacted  at  a  time  of  gas 
shortages,  lifts  price  controls  by  1985  on  off- 
shore oil  and  gas  discovered  after  April 
1977.  But  it  retains  indefinitely  price  ceil- 
ings on  gas  found  prior  to  April  1977  and 
mandates  numerous,  complex  pricing  proce- 
dures. President  Reagan  has  proposed  that 
all  controls  be  eliminated  by  1986. 

Randol  said  that  South  Carolina  is  very 
vulnerable  to  price  and  supply  distortions  in 
the  natural  gas  market  because  of  the  gov- 
ernments  current  policies.  The  state  is  very 
dependent  on  outside  suppliers  of  energy 
and  sits  at  the  end  of  most  pipelines  serving 
this  region.  Because  South  Carolina  already 
holds  a  disadvantaged  position,  market  dis- 
ruptions could  have  tremendous  effect,  he 
said. 

Randol.  who  said  he  believes  that  increas- 
ing awareness  of  the  problem  will  lead  Con- 
gress to  accept  Reagan "s  proposal,  disagreed 
with  those  consumer  groups  and  others  who 
predict  price  increases  following  total  decon- 
trol. He  noted  that  oil  prices  didnt  experi- 
ence the  predicted  large  increases  after  that 
commodity  was  decontrolled.  "Under  the 
presidents  proposal  it's  more  than  likely 
that  prices  would  drop."  he  said. 

Randol  also  made  reference  to  a  Clemson 
University  report  assessing  the  impact  of 
natural  gas  prices  and  deregulation  on  the 
states  economy.  A  major  conclusion  was 
that  supply  is  significantly  more  important 
to  South  Carolina  industry  than  cost  be- 
cause of  the  low  quantities  of  natural  gas 
used  in  relation  to  total  product  output. 
Recommendations  of  the  study  favored  de- 
regulation to  a  limited  degree  with  provi- 
sions for  alleviating  the  disruptions  of  shift- 
ing from  a  controlled  market  to  a  free 
market.* 


ANOTHER  VIEW  OF  SOUTH 
AFRICA 


HON.  JACK  FIELDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  present  for  the  Record,  an  arti- 
cle that  recently  appeared  in  Portland 
magazine  entitled  "Another  View  of 
South  Africa."  The  author,  Mr.  R.  E. 
Forbes,  clearly  explains  why  the 
United  States  must  continue  to  play 
an  important  role  in  business  and 
trade  with  South  Africa. 
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Forbes,  a  resident  of  southern  Africa 
for  almost  three  decades,  writes  in  re- 
sponse to  recent  cries  calling  for  di- 
vestment of  U.S.  business  interests  in 
South  Africa.  Forbes  notes  that  during 
the  last  3  years  more  progress  has 
been  made  toward  creating  a  more  just 
social  order  in  South  Africa  than  in  all 
of  its  previous  300  years  of  existence. 
During  this  time,  job  reservations  for 
whites  were  abolished,  an  increasing 
number  of  blacks  learned  trades  and 
entered  the  professions,  and  the  real 
income  of  blacks  increased  40  percent 
over  the  past  decade,  by  far  the  high- 
est income  on  the  African  Continent. 

The  present  Government  in  South 
Africa  recognizes  that  in  order  to  pre- 
vent rising  social  unrest,  structural 
changes  must  be  made  within  the  Gov- 
ernment to  provide  all  races  in  South 
Africa  with  the  economic  and  political 
freedoms  they  deserve.  While  contin- 
ued improvements  are  necessary,  the 
changes  being  made  represent  the  be- 
ginning of  a  program  to  improve  the 
quality  of  life  for  the  black  population 
in  South  Africa.  Divestment  of  Ameri- 
can business  in  South  Africa  would 
not  only  hurt  our  own  economic  inter- 
ests, but  would  also  cause  undue  eco- 
nomic hardship  and  misery  for  the  na- 
tion's majority  black  population. 

I  commend  the  following  article  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues: 

Another  Virw  of  South  Africa 
(By  R.  E.  Forbes) 
A  bill  recently  came  before  the  Oregon 
Legislature,  which  was  to  prohibit  state 
funds  to  be  invested  in  businesses  trading 
with  South  Africa.  After  lengthy  delibera- 
tions, better  judgment  prevailed  and  the  bill 
died  quietly. 

For  one  who  has  lived  in  southern  Africa 
lor  almost  three  decades  it  is  incomprehen- 
sible how  such  a  bill  could  have  come  up  at 
this  juncture,  when,  particularly  during  the 
last  three  years,  more  progress  was  made 
toward  creating  a  more  just  social  order  in 
South  Africa  than  in  all  the  preceding  300 
years.  Nobody  claims  that  there  aren't  still 
many  problems,  but  there  is  willingness  by 
the  government  to  solve  them  without  at 
the  same  time  jeopardizing  the  country's  se- 
curity. The  secretary-general  of  the  biggest 
black  South  African  labor  union.  Lucy  Mvu- 
belo— addressing  an  audience  in  this  country 
recently— was  asked  whether  the  changes 
made  by  the  government  aren't  just  cosmet- 
ic. She  replied.  "They  are  not  cosmetic,  they 
are  more  like  a  heart  transplant."  Contrary 
to  the  Impression  the  enemies  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  South  Africa  (RSA)  wish  to  create,  the 
government  is  doing  its  utmost  to  improve 
the  quality  of  life  of  the  black  population. 
South  African  blacks  have  by  far  the  high- 
est average  annual  income  on  the  African 
continent.  From  1971  to  1980  the  real 
Income  of  blacks  increased  by  40  percent 
while  that  of  whites  decreased  by  3  percent. 
However,  there  still  is  a  gap  between  the 
two  incomes,  but  since  job  reservations  for 
whites  were  abolished  and  an  increasing 
number  of  blacks  learn  trades  and  enter  the 
professions,  it  is  shrinking  fast.  The  govern- 
ment knows  that  the  best  way  to  prevent 
social  unrest  is  to  create  as  large  a  black 
middle  class  as  possible,  which  is  also  good 
for  the  economy. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

There  also  are  other  reasons  why  the  re- 
public's enemies'  prediction,  which  has  been 
bandied  about  for  at  least  half  a  century, 
that  a  black  uprising  is  inevitable,  is  without 
foundation.  Unlike  the  Ameircan  blacks, 
who  are  a  more  or  less  homogeneous  com- 
munity. South  African  blacks  are  not.  They 
belong  to  10  separate  nations  (each  subdi- 
vided into  many  tribes),  each  with  its  own 
language  and  tradition.  One  manifestation 
of  this,  and  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no 
unity— rather  hostility— between  the  differ- 
ent nations,  is  that  a  member  of  one  black 
nation  only  will  call  a  member  of  the  same 
nation  brother,  never  one  belonging  to  an- 
other nation.  Even  if  there  were  motivation 
for  an  uprising  (and  as  the  above-mentioned 
Lucy  Mvubelo  said,  such  motivation  does 
not  exist)  concerted  action  by  the  different 
nations  and  tribes  is  an  impossibility. 

South  Africa's  blacks  are  aware  of  what 
goes  on  beyond  their  borders— the  utter 
misery,  starvation,  unemployment,  rape  and 
massacres  in  the  tribal  wars  in  Angola,  Mo- 
zambique, Zimbabwe  and  farther  afield,  the 
consequence  of  revolutions— and  they  don't 
want  any  of  it.  The  only  ones  who  want  rev- 
olution by  advocating  divestment  are  a  few 
power  hungry  individuals  such  as  foreign- 
based.  Soviet-backed  terrorist  leader  Oliver 
Tambo.  who  couldn't  care  less  about  the 
peoples'  well-being.  The  internationally  re- 
vered Gatsha  Buthelezi.  chief  minister  of 
the  Black  National  State  of  KwaZulu  and 
leader  of  the  Zulu  nation  said.  It  is  morally 
imperative  that  American  firms  remain 
active  here.  My  people  want  you  and  need 
you  here,  as  we  need  the  whites  and  the 
whites  need  us."  Many  responsible  black 
labor  leaders,  including  Lucy  Mvubelo.  also 
have  spoken  out  publicly  against  American 
divestment,  and  neither  Buthelezi  nor  any 
of  them  are  Uncle  Toms. 

One  might  ask  those  who  want  to  punish 
businesses  trading  with  South  Africa  why 
they  don't  want  to  punish  firms  trading 
with  countries  which  invade  other  coun- 
tries, which  arm  terrorists  all  over  the 
world,  which  will  not  allow  their  citizens  to 
emigrate,  and  penalize  those  who  hold  reli- 
gious l)eliefs  and  generally  violate  human 
rights  far  more  than  South  Africa  ever  did? 
It  is,  however,  not  surprising  that  many 
Americans  are  emotional  and  biased  against 
South  Africa  when  one  realizes  that  most  of 
the  Western  media  throughout  the  years 
have  sent  only  the  kind  of  people  to  South 
Africa  who  could  be  depended  upon  to  send 
back  sensational  reports,  reporting  only  the 
detrimental  and  none  of  the  favorable  news. 
If  there  isn't  detrimental  news,  it  is  manu- 
factured. An  example  is  what  I  once  wit- 
nessed. One  morning  I  happened  to  see  a 
panel-van.  with  the  name  of  a  well-known 
TV  network  on  its  side,  stopping  in  a  street 
of  a  white  suburb  where  the  children  of  the 
black  servants  were  playing.  Several  men 
got  out  and  set  up  the  TV  paraphernalia 
and.  of  course,  the  kids  crowded  around  cu- 
riously watching.  One  of  the  men  took  out  a 
handful  of  coins  and  dropped  them  in  a  gar- 
bage can.  The  kids,  of  course,  dived  for 
them  and  the  camera  whirred.  One  of  the 
men  shouted,  "Keep  it  at  a  distance,  they 
are  too  fat  "  What  Americans  eventually 
heard  and  saw  on  their  sets  was  "starving 
black  children  raiding  the  whites'  garbage 
for  scraps  of  food."  It's  the  same  kind  of 
news  coverage  but  in  reverse,  which  rel- 
egates in  low-key  to  the  back  pages  the  find- 
ings of  the  Italian  authorities  of  the  KGB 
involvement  in  the  assassination  attempt  on 
the  Pope  or  the  Soviet  use  of  poison  gas  in 
Afghanistan. 
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Apart  from  the  above  considerations, 
what  would  divestment  in  South  Africa  do 
for.  or  to.  the  United  States.  South  Africa  is 
one  of  the  most  lucrative  and  safe  invest- 
ment fields  in  the  world.  The  yield  from  for- 
eign investment  is  an  important  national 
revenue  which  is  reflected  in  the  balance  of 
trade.  Were  American  businesses  forced  to 
sell  out  in  South  Africa,  no  doubt  some 
other  industrialized  country  would  pick  up 
those  assets  probably  at  bargain  prices.  We 
would  be  the  losers  without  having  accom- 
plished anything.  But  supposing  that 
nobody  were  to  buy  our  factories  or  what- 
ever, the  assets  would  have  to  be  liquidated 
and  the  loss  would  even  be  greater.  Howev- 
er, it  would  hurt  the  South  African  econo- 
my, but  the  ones  to  be  hurt  most  would  the 
people  on  which  behalf  it  would  be  done. 
They  would  lose  their  jobs. 

The  goal  of  the  divestniks  is  to  topple  the 
South  African  government.  Supposing  they 
succeeded,  it  would  mean  a  bloodbath  of 
almost  unprecedented  proportions,  and  the 
only  winners  would  be  the  Soviets.  Leonid 
Brezhnev  told  the  Warsaw  Pact  chiefs  in 
Prague  in  1973  that  the  Soviet  goal  is  to 
bring  the  West  to  its  knees  by  cutting  off 
the  supply  of  Middle  East  oil  and  the  miner- 
als from  Southern  Africa.  As  I  said  in  my 
testimony  before  the  Oregon  Legislature,  a 
vote  for  this  bill  is  a  vote  for  Yuri  Andro- 
pov.* 


CENTRAL  AMERICAN 
CLARIFICATION 


HON.  ROBERT  J.  UGOMARSINO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  LAGOMARSINO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  seems  that  congressional  and  media 
critics  of  the  administration  refuse  to 
acknowledge  the  significance  for  U.S. 
security  interests  of  countering  the 
Communist  threat  in  this  hemisphere. 
The  President's  press  conference  July 
26  attempted  to  put  into  perspective 
the  threat  the  United  States  faces  as 
well  as  the  coordinated  effort  to  find  a 
negotiated  settlement  in  the  region 
while  putting  pressure  on  the  Nicara- 
guan  Government  to  curtail  its  subver- 
sion in  Central  America  and  join  the 
negotiation  process.  William  Randolph 
Hearst,  Jr.,  in  the  July  31  Los  Angeles 
Herald  Examiner,  describes  his  im- 
pressions of  U.S.  policy  in  Central 
America  and  his  support  for  the  Presi- 
dent's position. 

San  Simeon.  Calif.— President  Reagan 
tackled  the  Central  American  and  Caribbe- 
an region  problems  head-on  with  an  em- 
phatic assertion  that  the  United  States 
wanted  nothing  but  to  preserve  freedom.  He 
supported  fully  military  maneuvers  around 
the  ticklish  areas,  wondering  why  critics 
made  such  an  outcry  when  they  have  been 
staged  regularly  there  for  years. 

Fleet  battle  groups  shortly  will  take  up 
positions  in  international  waters  where  they 
are  entitled  to  be,  and  land  maneuvers  are 
planned  with  friendly  Honduras  adjacent  to 
communist  Sandinista-run  Nicaragua.  The 
president  declared  that  we  didn't  covet  an 
inch  of  Central  American  territory  which 
Soviet-sponsored  surrogates  actually  seek. 


But  the  United  States,  President  Reagan 
told  a  White  House  televised  press  confer- 
ence, must  provide  our  embattled  Central 
American  friends  such  as  El  Salvador  with  a 
"shield  for  democracy,"  meaning  our  intent 
and  power  to  enable  them  to  do  their  job. 
They  haven't  asked  for  U.S.  forces  and 
President  Reagan  didn't  forsee  a  scenario 
where  they  would,  if  they  themselves  are 
adequately  trained  and  supplied. 

I  wholeheartedly  agree  with  his  position, 
told  frankly  and  fully  to  a  national  audi- 
ence. The  president  detailed  specifics  of 
Soviet  and  Cuban  clandestine  military  aid  to 
the  Sandinistas  last  spring.  After  an  initial 
favorable  national  response,  congressional 
and  media  critics  clouded  up  the  issues  that 
involve  our  own  national  interests. 

The  president  made  a  number  of  other 
comments  in  his  wide-ranging  press  confer- 
ence that  I  think  should  be  emphasized. 

One  of  them  was  about  that  phony  com- 
parison between  Vietnam  and  Central 
America.  Over  and  over  again  in  recent 
weeks  we  have  all  read  and  heard  that 
phrase  "another  Vietnam"  in  connection 
with  the  news  about  Nicaragua  and  El  Sal- 
vador. In  the  first  place,  Vietnam  is  thou- 
sands of  miles  away,  whereas  Nicaragua  and 
El  Salvador— and  communist  Cuba— are 
right  on  our  country's  front  doorstep. 

Secondly,  Ronald  Reagan  is  not  just  talk- 
ing through  his  hat  when  he  says  that  on 
that  doorstep  are  Cuban  soldiers  and  instal- 
lations financed  by  the  Soviet  Union.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  referred  the  other  night  to  the 
"constant  drumbeat "  of  confusion  on  this 
issue.  He  has  every  right  to  be  annoyed 
when  his  critics,  be  they  politicans  or  mem- 
bers of  the  press,  draw  parallels  between 
countries  just  south  of  Florida  and  a  coun- 
try in  far-away  Asia. 

He  responded  in  a  statemanlike  manner  to 
a  question  about  Henry  Kissinger's  qualifi- 
cations to  head  a  study  of  Central  American 
problems,  adding  that  the  record  shows  that 
Kissinger  is  one  of  the  nation's  ablest  diplo- 
mats and  his  service  in  this  present  crisis  is 
invaluable. 

President  Reagan  asserted  that  above  all. 
he  wants  peace  and  that  the  Americans  are 
probably  the  greatest  peace-lovers  on  earth. 
In  his  lifetime,  the  president  noted,  he  saw- 
four  wars.  He  added:  "I  agree  with  General 
Eisenhower  that  war  is  mans  greatest  stu- 
pidity." 

Yet  peaceful  pursuits  are  not  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Soviet  Union  or  of  their  chief 
honcho  in  Central  America.  Castro.  The 
president  remarked  that  a  Soviet  freighter 
loaded  with  helicopters  and  guns  was  head- 
ing for  a  Nicaraguan  port.  Other  knowledg- 
able  sources  tell  me  that  the  Russians  have 
sent  over  6,000  tons  of  military  hardware  to 
Nicaragua  already  this  year. 

Contrast  the  Soviet-surrogate  kind  of  gun- 
manship  with  President  Reagan's  determi- 
nation to  achieve  peace.  He  just  sent  a  letter 
to  the  "Contadora  "  group,  composed  of  the 
presidents  of  Mexico,  Panama,  Colombia 
and  Venezuela,  which  seeks  a  settlement  of 
conflict  in  Central  America.  President 
Reagan  congratulated  the  group  on  its  ef- 
forts and  hopes  it  will  find  a  solution 
through  the  Organization  of  American 
States  (OAS).  I  thought  the  Contradoras 
were  a  little  wishy-washy  myself,  but  Presi- 
dent Reagan  obviously  has  more  inside  in- 
formation than  I. 

I  can't  help  feeling  that  the  Contadoras 
believe  that  the  Sandinistas  will  ultimately 
follow  results  of  the  ballot,  not  the  bullet. 
It's  a  long-held  democratic  principle  that 
evolution  at  the  polls  count  and  not  what 
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the  other  side  does  through  the  barrel  of  a 
gun. 

Castro  had  a  90-minute  speech  read  for 
him  at  Santiago  in  Cuba,  charging  that  the 
United  States  was  trying  to  create  an  atmos- 
phere of  terror  in  Nicaragua.  At  the  same 
time,  the  bewhiskered  Cuban  dictator 
seemed  to  rule  out  a  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
military  advisers  from  Nicaragua.  The  Con- 
tadoras have  asked  for  withdrawal  of  all  for- 
eign advisers  from  the  Central  American 
arena. 

Castro  has  been  in  for  25  years,  but  look 
at  what  he  has  done  in  that  time:  By  agree- 
ing to  installation  of  Soviet  nuclear-tipped 
missiles  in  Cuba.  Castro  nearly  plunged  us 
into  World  War  III  until  the  Soviets  re- 
moved the  danger.  Then  to  pay  back  the 
Russians  for  their  more  than  a  billion-dollar 
annual  subsidy,  he  sent  Cuban  legions  to 
Africa  and  the  Middle  East  where  they 
suffer  ever-increasing  casualties. 

Having  become  the  chief  stooge  for  the 
Soviets  in  this  hemisphere.  Castro  uses  the 
color  of  his  shirt  as  do  his  masters  in  the 
Kremlin  to  denote  revolution.  In  earlier 
times,  there  were  black  shirts  for  Musso- 
lini's Fascists,  brown  shirts  to  show  off  Hit- 
ler's Nazis.  Castro  and  the  Russians  display 
crimson  shirts,  which  brand  them  for  what 
they  are:  "Red  Fascists." 

Today  Castro's  gunmen  who  helped  the 
Sandinistas  betray  the  revolution  over- 
throwing the  Somoza  dictatorship  instruct, 
mind  you,  their  communist  disciples  in  Nica- 
ragua on  "human  rights."  As  a  result,  San- 
dinistas have  jailed  or  driven  out  thousands 
of  Miskito  Indians,  Baptists,  Mormons, 
many  of  the  majority  Catholics  and  all  of 
the  small  Jewish  community.  Quite  a  record 
in  a  short  time. 

Besides  accelerating  repression  of  critics 
and  opposition,  which  the  Sandinistas 
vowed  to  uphold  originally,  they  undertook 
to  export  with  Cuban  and  other  Soviet  bloc 
help  guerrilla  destabillzation  of  next-door 
El  Salvador.  They  learned  the  Soviet-Cuban 
slogan  fast:  "Peace  means  war. " 

President  Reagan  continues  to  hope  for 
the  best,  which  is  peace  but  not  at  any 
price.* 


MILITARY  AID  TO  EL  SALVADOR 
ESSENTIAL 


HON.  THOMAS  F.  HARTNEH 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 


m  Mr.  HARTNETT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
many  have  objected  to  the  proposed 
military  aid  to  El  Salvador  on  the 
grounds  that  the  United  States  should 
not  bail  out  a  country  which  abuses 
human  rights.  Considering  the  fact 
that  El  Salvador  does  not  have  a  histo- 
ry of  democracy  and  that  it  is  under 
attack  from  well-trained.  Communist- 
supported  guerrillas,  we  should  not  be 
so  quick  to  judge  them  by  our  stand- 
ards of  justice.  Furthermore,  since  the 
1982  election  of  the  interim  democrat- 
ic government,  the  number  of  in- 
stances of  human  rights  violations  has 
dropped  significantly. 

The  fact  that  the  guerrillas  are 
backed  by  Nicaragua  should  signal  the 
danger  present  in  El  Salvador.  One 
has  only  to  take  a  look  at  the  Nicara- 
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guan  Goverrunent  to  see  what  kind  of 
alternative  the  guerrillas  offer  to  the 
people  of  El  Salvador.  Since  coming  to 
power  in  1979.  the  Sandinista  govern- 
ment has  increasingly  harassed  the  in- 
dependent political  parties,  denied  per- 
mission  for   political   rallies,   and   at- 
tacked their  headquarters.  The  free- 
dom of  the  press  has  been  attacked 
with  the  newspaper  La  Prensa  being 
shut  down  repeatedly   and  presently 
heavily  censored.  The  religious  free- 
dom of  the  people  is  in  serious  ques- 
tion. The  Sandinistas  have  prevented 
Archbishop  Obando  Baravo  from  cele- 
brating mass  on  television  and  have 
closed  the  church's  radio  station  sever- 
al  times.   The   clergy   have   been   at- 
tacked and  humiliated  in  public,  using 
mobs  as  a  form  of  intimidation.  And 
then,  of  course,  there  is  the  matter  of 
the  public  insult  to  the  Pop>e  during 
his  visit  to  Nicaragua,  an  insult  that 
has   been   termed    ■unprecedented   in 
modern       history."       The       Catholic 
Church  has  not  been  singled  out  by 
the  government,  either;  many  of  the 
Protestant  sects  have  suffered,  as  have 
the  Jews. 

The  list  of  human  rights  offenses 
goes  on.  It  includes  the  severe  repres- 
sion of  the  Miskito  Indiaris.  The  Indi- 
ans now  control  the  northeastern  sec- 
tion of  Nicaragua  and  are  violently  op- 
posed to  the  Sandinista  regime,  charg- 
ing it  with  genocide  and  infanticide. 
The  Sandinistas  have  been  following  a 
scorched  Earth  policy  toward  the  Mis- 
kitos,   as   well   as   forced   relocations. 
The  list  also  includes  attacks  on  the 
business  community   with  the   result 
that  the  Sandinista  regime  now  owns 
close  to  half  of  the  economy.  Also, 
there  are  still  3,600  political  prisoners 
and  the  allegations  of  political  arrests 
and    disappearances    have    increased. 
Then  again,  the  testimony  of  Miguel 
Bolanos    Hunter,    the    defector    from 
Nicaragua,  must  be  considered.  He  de- 
scribes the  use  of  starvation  and  depri- 
vation tactics  by  the  Communist  advis- 
ers of  the  Sandinistas,  an  all-too-famil- 
iar Communist  method  of  control. 

A  comparison  of  the  democratic 
process  in  El  Salvador  to  that  in  Nica- 
ragua serves  to  discredit  any  sugges- 
tion of  similarity  between  the  govern- 
ments themselves.  Both  have  followed 
totally  different  paths.  The  Sandinis- 
tas came  to  power  promising  democra- 
cy in  July  1979,  and  specifically  they 
promised  elections.  To  this  date,  the 
elections  and  the  democracy  have  yet 
to  materialize.  The  Government  of 
Nicaragua  has  instead  followed  an  in- 
creasingly totalitarian  path.  The  Sal- 
vadoran  military  officers,  who  over- 
threw the  former  military  dictatorship 
in  October  1979,  promised  social  and 
economic  reforms  and  elections.  Since 
that  time,  the  Salvadoran  Govern- 
ment's former  adversaries,  the  Chris- 
tian Democrats,  have  been  invited  into 
the   Government   and   a  civilian   has 
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been  appointed  president.  Social  and 
economic  reforms  have  been  instigat- 
ed, including  a  project  to  return  land 
to  peasant  ownership  and  elections  for 
a  Constituent  Assembly  that  was  held 
in  1982  with  fully  three- fourths  of  the 
electorate  participating.  There  are 
planned  presidential  elections  in  De- 
cember of  this  year. 

Furthermore,  we  know  that  within  2 
weeks  of  coming  to  power,  the  Sandi- 
nistas were  sending  arms  to  the  leftist 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador,  and  that 
within  months,  they  were  providing 
training  and  support  for  the  guerrillas. 
While  we  may  deplore  any  breech  of 
human  rights  in  El  Salvador,  the  alter- 
native is  far  worse.  As  Jeane  J.  Kirk- 
patrick,  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the 
United  States,  recently  discussed  in 
the  Washingon  Post,  we  cannot  plead 
ignorance  about  these  guerrillas  or 
about  the  plans  of  the  Communist 
regime  in  Nicaragua;  we  know  too 
much.  We  have  a  choice  to  either 
abandon  El  Salvador  to  a  well-armed 
and  supplied  adversary  or  to  lend  aid 
to  a  government  who  is  struggling 
mightily  to  restore  human  rights  and 
create  a  democracy.* 


TEXTILES  VERSUS  GRAINS 


HON.  BILL  FRENZEL 

OF  MINNESOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Journal  of  Commerce's  lead  editorial 
today  is  titled  "Textiles  versus 
Grains."  Reproduced  below,  it  details 
the  opposing  interests  in  the  negotia- 
tions with  China  on  textile  imports  to 
the  United  States.  The  Chinese,  our 
largest  buyer  of  cotton  and  a  huge 
buyer  of  wheat,  had  threatened  to 
stop  all  buying  of  both  commodities 
from  the  United  States. 

The  agreement  is  still  very  restric- 
tive. The  United  States  still  has  the 
highest  textile  tariffs  in  the  world, 
and  still  has  strict  textile  quotas.  The 
protests  of  the  textile  industry  may  be 
real,  but  the  very  small  annual  in- 
creases in  quotas  do  not  appear  to  me 
to  be  a  victory  for  agriculture. 

It  looks  like  a  dead  heat  to  me. 

The  textile  trade  accord  signed  between 
the  United  States  and  Chinese  negotiators 
in  Geneva  over  the  weekend,  breaking  a 
seven-month  deadlock,  is  an  important 
achievement. 

This  is  all  the  more  so  since  the  agree- 
ment follows  an  apparent  decision  by  the 
administration,  despite  pressure  from  the 
textile  and  apparel  industry,  not  to  reopen 
recently  concluded  agreements  with 
Taiwan,  Korea  and  Hong  Kong  to  make 
them  more  restrictive. 

President  Rea«an  met  last  week  with  the 
Cabinet-level  council  on  the  Industry's  prob- 
lems and  officials  indicated  then  that  no  de- 
cision was  taken  to  alter  the  administra- 
tion's textiles  policy.  The  policy,  one  would 
think,  is  tough  enough,  considering  that  a 
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record  number  of  unilateral  import  quotas 
have  been  imposed  in  recent  months. 

As  one  U.S.  official  put  it  last  week,  the 
U.S.  textile  industry  is  finally  asking  for  too 
much.  Indeed,  we  would  have  thought,  they 
have  been  asking  for  too  much  for  too  long. 

Under  the  new  five-year  quota  agreement 
with  China,  which  is  retroactive  to  Jan.  1, 
the  growth  of  about  30  categories  of  Chi- 
nese apparel  shipments  to  the  United  States 
will  be  limited  to  between  2  and  3  percent  a 
year,  according  to  official  spokesmen.  This 
compares  with  the  6  percent  rate  desired  by 
the  Chinese  and  the  4  percent  rate  on  15 
categories  of  apparel  under  the  bilateral 
accord  that  expired  Dec.  31. 

Domestic  textile  and  apparel  manufactur- 
ers are  unhappy  with  the  Taiwan.  Korean 
and  Hong  Kong  agreements.  During  the 
first  four  months  of  the  year,  imports  of 
textile  and  apparel  were  up  22  percent  over 
the  comparable  period  a  year  ago,  the  man- 
ufacturers point  out.  They  are  even  more 
unhappy  with  the  Chinese  one. 

A  group  of  U.S.  textile  industry  officials 
who  were  serving  as  advisers  to  the  Ameri- 
can negotiating  team  in  Geneva  walked  out 
because  they  charged  that  the  United 
States  was  offering  up  too  many  conces- 
sions. A  spokesman  for  the  Federation  of 
Apparel  Manufacturers  called  the  agree- 
ment a  "disaster." 

Textiles  have  accounted  for  roughly  40 
percent  of  Chinese  exports  to  the  United 
States.  The  fourth  largest  supplier,  after 
Hong  Kong.  South  Korea  and  Taiwan. 
China  boosted  its  sales  last  year  by  25  per- 
cent to  $800  million.  Washington  puts 
China's  share  of  all  imports  at  roughly  11 
percent. 

The  domestic  industry  has  always  had  its 
way  with  the  administration  in  the  past. 
Why  has  it  been  thwarted  now?  Has  an  ad- 
ministration, which  talks  so  much  about 
eliminating  barriers  to  trade,  begun  to  take 
its  own  words  seriously  for  a  change? 

We  doubt  it.  What  has  more  likely  hap- 
pened is  that  American  farmers,  witness  the 
new  five-year  grain  agreement  with  the 
Soviet  Union,  simply  have  more  clout.  One 
major  benefit  of  the  textile  accord  with  the 
Chinese  is  to  open  up  the  Chinese  market 
once  again  for  American  grain  and  other  ag- 
ricultural products. 

To  show  their  displeasure  over  the  delay 
on  reaching  a  textile  accord,  the  Chinese 
have  bought  no  U.S.  cotton,  corn,  soybeans 
or  wheat  since  early  January  when  the 
United  States  unilaterally  imposed  limits  on 
32  categories  of  Chinese  textiles  and  appar- 
el. 

The  gesture  was  not  lost  on  Republican 
members  of  Congress  representing  the  Mid- 
west, who  pressured  the  administration  to 
settle  the  Chinese  dispute.  Their  pressure 
more  than  offset  calls  by  other  powerful 
Republicans  to  continue  stalling  in  the 
China  talks. 

The  Chinese  accord  should  restore  normal 
trade  relations  with  the  Chinese.  Sales  of 
U.S.  agricultural  products  to  China,  which 
were  valued  at  $1.5  billion  last  year,  are 
likely  to  resume.  The  U.S.  agricultural 
sector  will  gain  from  the  accord  as  will  the 
lower-income  U.S.  consumer,  who  invariably 
benefits  from  continued  competition  in  the 
apparel  field.* 
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THE  KGB:  THE  REAL  ENEMY- 
PART  2 


HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

or  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in- 
serting into  the  Record  a  series  taken 
from  the  New  York  Times  about  the 
activities  of  the  KGB.  Today's  part 
deals  with  the  various  means  by  which 
the  KGB  gains  access  to  Western 
technology. 

At  this  point.  I  wish  to  insert  into 
the  Record  part  2  of:  "Tracking  the 
KGB".  This  part  is  entitled  "A  Trail 
of  Western  Technology  Is  Followed  to 
the  KGB's  Door  "  by  John  Vinocur,  in 
the  New  York  Times,  Monday,  July  25. 
1983. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  July  25,  19831 

A  Trail  of  Western  Technology  Is 

Followed  to  the  K.G.B.'s  Door 

(By  John  Vinocur) 

Paris.  July  24— Every  year  Western  high 
technology  with  military  applications, 
worth  millions  of  dollars,  disappears  beyond 
the  borders  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
allies.  Sometimes  the  Warsaw  Pact's  pro- 
curement effort  is  so  effective  that  the  em- 
bargoed equipment  is  even  returned  to  the 
West  for  secret  repairs. 

American  laws  and  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  agreements  ban  the  transfer 
of  such  sophisticated  microelectronic  and 
computer  equipment.  But  the  volume  reach- 
ing the  Eastern  bloc  is  startling,  according 
to  Western  intelligence  experts. 

Much  of  it  is  obtained,  they  say,  through 
dummy  corporations  and  covert  suppliers 
who  cooperate  with  the  technology  procure- 
ment campaign,  which  is  regarded  as  the 
current  primary  task  of  the  K.G.B..  the 
Soviet  intelligence  and  internal-security 
agency,  and  the  G.R.U..  its  military  counter- 
part. 

the  case  of  the  man  at  orly 

How  it  works  is  illustrated  through  a  case 
involving  Jean  Didat.  a  freight  forwarder  at 
Orly  Airport  in  Paris.  He  has  taken  some  ex- 
traordinary troubleshooting  trips.  The  most 
brazen  was  traveling  to  Amsterdam  to 
handle  a  shipment  of  advanced  American- 
made  microelectronic  equipment,  strategic 
goods  weighing  more  than  a  ton.  that  the 
Russians  were  secretly  flying  back  to  the 
West  from  Moscow  for  servicing. 

The  Czechoslovaks  also  complained  about 
their  covertly  obtained  million-dollar  Ameri- 
can computers,  he  said.  The  Warsaw  Pact 
countries'  grievances  were  dizzying  because 
they  concerned  sensitive  American  technol- 
ogy acquired  from  Western  European  mid- 
dlemen systematicaly  diverting  embargoed 
material  to  the  East. 

According  to  Western  experts,  most  of  the 
goods  correspond  to  precise  shopping  lists 
administered  by  Soviet  intelligence  agencies. 
It  was  a  Fairchild  Sentry  7  quality  control 
system  for  testing  integrated  circuits  that 
Mr.  Didat  said  was  shipped  westward  from 
Moscow  for  repair.  The  Sentry  7  is  on  the 
United  States  list  of  technology  proscribed 
for  export  to  the  Soviet  Union  and  its  allies. 

Last  year,  a  United  States  Government 
document,  trying  to  describe  the  scope  of 


the  illegal  acquisitions,  said  that  they  had 
eroded  the  technical  superiority  of  Western 
weapons  and  that  stopping  the  procurement 
was  one  of  the  West's  "most  complex  and 
urgent  issues."  The  intensity  of  K.G.B.  pro- 
gram is  such  that  it  is  said  that  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  has  set  up  a  special  in- 
ternal organization  to  deal  with  technology 
transfers. 

Defining  the  Soviet  operation,  the  Gov- 
ernment report  said  the  K.G.B.,  with  the 
extensive  support  of  the  intelligence  agen- 
cies of  Eastern  Europe,  had  the  main  re- 
sponsibility for  collecting  "Western  classi- 
fied, export -controlled  and  proprietary  tech- 
nology." 

"These  intelligence  organizations,"  the 
report  said,  "have  been  so  successful  at  ac- 
quiring Western  technology  that  the  man- 
power levels  they  allocate  to  this  effort 
have  increased  significantly  since  the  1970's 
to  the  point  where  there  are  now  several 
thousand  technology  collection  officers  at 
work.  These  personnel,  under  various  covers 
ranging  from  diplomats  to  journalists  to 
trade  officials,  are  assigned  throughout  the 
world." 

According  to  an  expert  in  Washington, 
there  may  be  as  many  as  100  K.G.B.  collec- 
tion officers  working  at  the  Soviet  Embassy 
in  Tokyo,  one  of  the  most  fertile  areas  for 
acquisitions.  In  general,  the  Japanese  ef- 
forts to  control  the  process  are  regarded  as 
slower  in  starting  than  those  in  the  United 
States,  or  in  Western  European  countries 
when  their  own  technology,  as  opposed  to 
that  of  third  countries,  is  involved. 
microelectronic  equipment 

The  report  said  the  illegal  acquisition  of 
hundreds  of  pieces  of  Western  microelec- 
tronic equipment  worth  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  had  allowed  the  Soviet 
Union  to  build  the  basic  industry  for  the  de- 
velopment of  sophisticated  weapon  systems 
over  the  next  decades. 

According  to  the  document,  the  level  of 
the  acquired  hardware  and  technical  skill  is 
such  that  put  together  it  could  "meet  100 
percent  of  the  Soviets'  high-quality  micro- 
electronic needs  for  military  purposes,  or  50 
percent  of  all  their  microelectronic  needs." 

A  table  of  "notable  successes"  by  the  Rus- 
sians contained  in  the  report  listed  dozens 
of  items  such  as  advanced  inertial  guidance 
components,  missile  guidance  subsystems, 
computers,  lasers  and  complete  industrial 
processes. 

The  report  asserted  that  the  acquisitions 
most  directly  affecting  Soviet  military  de- 
velopment came  from  the  gathering  by 
K.G.B.  agents  of  first-hand  intelligence  in- 
formation, and  "illegal  trade  diversions," 
the  purchase  of  sensitive  equipment 
through  dummy  corporations  in  the  West 
for  eventual  transfer  to  the  Warsaw  Pact. 
role  of  the  middleman 

It  is  here  that  the  middlemen  come  in.  Mr. 
Didat  estimated  that  his  little  office  at  Orly, 
decorated  with  a  calendar  of  Soviet  movie 
star  from  the  Soviet  film  export  organiza- 
tion, handled  goods  worth  $20  million  to  $25 
million  a  year  for  several  years  in  traffic 
toward  the  Soviet  Union  and  Czechoslova- 
kia. 

Almost  all  of  it  was  American  high  tech- 
nology material,  obtained  through  an  intri- 
cate series  of  post-box  companies  in  Liech- 
tenstein and  Switzerland,  forged,  purchased 
and  misappropriated  documents  and  great 
amounts  of  cash. 

In  his  interpretation  of  French  law,  Mr. 
Didat  said  he  felt  that  the  transport  end  of 
things,    sending    crates    marked    electrical 
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equipment  from  here  to  there,  was  legal. 
The  rest  of  the  business  he  is  familiar  with, 
he  said,  was  managed  separately  by  Robert 
Almori,  also  known  as  Mathurin  Almori,  or 
Joseph  Lousky,  two  Frenchmen  named  this 
year  by  a  hearing  commissioner  of  the 
United  States  International  Trade  Adminis- 
tration as  involved  in  the  re-export  of  Amer- 
ican equipment  to  "proscribed  destina- 
tions." 

Denied  export  privileges  himself  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Commerce  In 
April  for  having  shipped  unlicensed  high 
technology  from  the  United  States,  and 
questioned  last  month  for  two  days  by  the 
French  police,  Mr.  Didat  has  not  been  ac- 
cused of  any  crime. 

But  in  separate  interviews  he  and  an  asso- 
ciate, both  describing  themselves  as  manipu- 
lated and  insignificant,  furnished  partial  de- 
tails of  the  some  of  the  operations  that,  in 
the  view  of  some  investigators  in  the  United 
States  and  Europe,  have  the  mark  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact's  technology  procurement 
campaigns. 

GROUPS  IN  FRANCE  AND  SWITZERLAND 

The  company  that  employed  Mr.  Didat. 
Cotricom,  in  which  a  Mr.  Almori,  according 
to  the  Paris  trade  register,  held  a  majority 
share,  served  as  shipper  for  two  parallel 
groups  in  Prance  and  Switzerland. 

According  to  the  trade  register,  Cotricom 
was  created  in  1977.  nine  months  after  the 
incorporation  of  Hedera  Establishment,  a 
Liechtenstein  post-box  company  that  served 
as  an  intermediary.  After  considerable  suc- 
cess over  a  period  of  years,  the  operations 
foundered  this  year  with  the  issuance  of  the 
Commerce  Department's  trade  ban  on  its 
principals  and  subsequent  police  investiga- 
tions in  France  and  Switzerland. 

Both  the  French  and  Swiss  legs  worked  on 
the  principle  that  American  high  technolo- 
gy can  be  bought  legally  and  with  relative 
ease  on  the  open  market  in  the  United 
States  and  transported  to  seemingly  reputa- 
ble purchasers  in  Western  Europe  without 
much  difficulty. 

In  some  cases,  computer  subcomponents, 
electronic  manufacturing  and  testing  sys- 
tems were  sent  to  Cotricom  from  Technica 
Limited,  a  company  in  Scottsdale,  Ariz.,  run 
by  Michel  d'Ormigny.  He  is  a  french-born 
naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
who,  after  a  career  in  the  garment  business, 
went  into  the  microelectronics  field  in  what 
was  believed  to  be  an  association  with  Mr. 
Almori. 

SHIPMENT  TO  COTRICOM 

In  at  least  one  instance,  a  Technica  ship- 
ment, described  as  unlicensed  by  the  Com- 
merce Department,  was  made  to  Cotricom 
for  the  account  of  Hedera  Establishment. 
The  man  who  signed  the  Hedera  order 
blank,  listing  himself  as  administrator,  was 
Felix  Constantine  Popovitch. 

Mr.  Popovitch  is  a  French  citizen  who  said 
that  he  was  born  in  Egypt  of  Rumanian  par- 
ents and  that  he  received  an  electrical  engi- 
neering degree  in  1960  from  Stanford  Uni- 
versity. He  was  employed  until  his  contract 
was  terminated  this  month  as  a  sales  man- 
ager for  microelectonics  by  Calma,  a  wholly 
owned  French  subsidiary  of  General  Elec- 
tric. He  worked  previously  in  Japan  as  Far 
East  Marketing  manager  for  Fairchild  Sys- 
tems Technology. 

Mr.  Popovitch  signed  the  order  blank  for 
Hedera  because,  he  said,  Mr.  Almori.  "a 
buddy,  a  guy  I  know,"  who  was  involved  in 
Hedera,  had  asked  him  for  a  favor.  Al- 
though Mr.  Popovitch  denied  it,  Mr.  Didat 
asserted  that  it  was  he  who  did  the  repair 
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work  in  Amsterdam  on  the  Fairchild  equip- 
ment he  had  flown  out  of  Moscow. 

Mr.  Popovitch  has  acknowledged  involve- 
ment in  two  orders.  But.  in  fact,  the  volume 
flowing  through  Cotricom  was  vast,  and  the 
size  and  complexity  of  the  equipment  great, 
Mr.  Didat  said  he  went  to  Czechoslovakia  to 
handle  what  he  described  as  the  first  deliv- 
ery of  a  Fairchild  Sentry  7.  the  type  of  unit, 
worth  about  $400,000,  that  eventually 
brought  the  French  leg  of  the  operation 
into  the  open. 

"About  three  years  ago,"  said  Bernard 
Goldfarb,  a  French  textile  importer  and  ex- 
porter, "Almori  came  to  see  me  through 
friends.  The  way  he  talked  he  seemed  like  a 
guy  with  political  protection.  He  told  me 
about  his  trips  to  Hungary  and  the  U.S.S.R., 
and  to  talk  like  that  I  figured  someone  had 
to  be  watching  out  for  him,  because  what  he 
asked  me  was  to  get  him  an  order  blank 
from  a  certain  company  so  that  he  could 
import  something  under  an  American  em- 
bargo." 

The  company.  Mr.  Goldfarb  said  in  an 
interview,  was  C.G.E.  Alstholm.  a  major 
French  electronics  and  technology  producer 
nationalized  by  President  Francois  Mitter- 
rand's Government.  "I  went  to  see  a  friend, 
and  I  got  the  order  blank."  Mr.  Goldfarb 
said.  But  the  association  did  not  end  there. 

According  to  Mr.  Goldfarb,  Mr.  Almori  re- 
turned to  see  him  last  year,  talking  about 
another  order  blank  and  saying  he  had  to  go 
to  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Paris  to 
prove  that  the  signature  on  an  Alstholm 
purchase  order,  that  of  a  Mr.  Lefevre,  was 
legitimate. 

"I  stayed  up  all  night  practicing  writing 
his  name,"  Mr.  Goldfarb  said.  "Almori  told 
me  there  was  nothing  to  worry  about,  that 
the  fix  was  in." 

In  fact,  the  order  for  two  Fairchild  units 
worth  $800,000  had  raised  suspicions  when 
Mr.  Didat  sought  to  expedite  it  in  Washing- 
ton, and  the  request  for  an  export  permit 
from  the  United  States  was  never  approved. 
Mr.  Goldfarb  said  he  kept  20,000  francs  for 
his  efforts  and  distributed  30,000  more  to 
two  intermediaries.  (At  the  current  rate  of 
exchange  20,000  francs  is  worth  $2,570,  and 
30,000  francs  is  $3,855.)  With  his  acknowl- 
edgment of  his  role  to  the  French  police  and 
United  States  officials,  he  said,  he  has  expe- 
rienced "shame  I'll  never  live  down." 

ILLEGALLY  OBTAINED  PURCHASE  FORM 

Mr.  Almori  has  not  responded  to  attempts 
to  have  him  comment  on  the  case.  Mr. 
Didat  said  his  impression  was  that  Mr. 
Almori  had  been  delivering  to  the  Soviet 
Union  for  more  than  two  decades.  Some- 
how, uncharacteristic  sloppiness  entered  the 
handling  of  the  illegally  obtained  Alstholm 
purchase  form. 

Since  the  late  1970's,  Mr.  Didat  said.  Mr. 
Almori  "got  orders  from  the  Russians  or 
Czechs,  and  most  of  time  they  used  U.S. 
catalogues  and  showed  him  precisely  what 
options  they  wanted."  Mr.  Didat  added:  "He 
never  bought  what  wasn't  ordered,  and  he 
was  paid  by  the  Russians  or  whoever 
through  accounts  in  Switzerland  and  West 
Germany.  But  he's  not  a  special  case.  There 
are  a  hundred  deliveries  like  Almori." 

According  to  officials  of  Hasler,  two  Favag 
employees,  Rerre  AndrC  Randin.  the  pur- 
chasing manager,  and  Marc  Villoz,  the  ad- 
ministrator, both  since  dismissed,  used  the 
company  to  make  orders  for  American  high- 
technology  equipment  that  was  sold  off  to  a 
dummy  corporation  apparently  for  transfer 
to  the  East. 
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DIAGRAMS  OF  ORDERS 

Mr.  Randin  is  described  by  Hasler  officials 
as  the  former  employee  of  an  American  cor- 
poration who  lives  with  a  Czechoslovak- 
bom  woman  previously  employed  by  Favag. 

He  has  drawn  diagrams  showing  how  a 
Czechoslovak  organization  made  orders 
through  Hedera  that  were  eventually  passed 
along  directly,  or  via  Favag.  to  Eler  Engi- 
neering. This  is  a  tiny  company  founded 
with  about  $50,000  in  capital  in  Ranees. 
Switzerland,  liquidated  and  then  reestab- 
lished, also  in  Switzerland,  by  Mr.  Lousky. 
whose  residence  is  in  Paris. 

Other  orders  had  been  handled  earlier  by 
a  second  small  company,  apparently  found 
ed  by  Mr.  Lousky.  bearing  the  name  Ditton 
Si  Drayton. 

The  equipment  includes  an  order  of  more 
than  $1  million  for  three  Digital  PDF  11/ 
70s  computers,  described  by  a  United  States 
official  as  having  possible  use  in  missile 
guidance  and  the  collection  of  data  from 
satellites,  and  one  VAX  11/780  computer 
from  Data  General,  sold  for  about  $800,000. 
in  which  Czechoslovak  engineers  were  said 
to  have  inspected  the  material  in  a  ware- 
house near  Geneva. 

The  operation  fell  apart  this  spring  as  a 
result  of  the  disappearance  in  1982  of  two 
American-made  machines  used  in  manufac- 
turing microcircuitry.  Shipped  to  Favag  by 
a  company  in  Massachusetts,  and  resold  to 
Eler  the  equipment  was  suddenly  gone. 

"LARGEST  DIVERSION  OF  ITS  KIND" 

A  Swiss  customs  service  investigation  into 
the  affair  has  described  it  as  the  largest  di- 
version of  its  kind  in  the  country's  history." 
and  a  Commerce  Department  suspension 
order  cited  Mr.  Randin  and  Mr.  Lousky  as 
having  conspired  to  re-export  the  two  pro- 
jection mask  aligners,  made  by  the  Perkin- 
Elmer  Corporation  of  Norwalk.  Conn.,  to  a 
"proscribed  destination." 

The  machines,  worth  about  $500,000.  were 
traced  to  France.  Mr.  Didat  does  not  say  he 
shipped  them  to  Eastern  Europe,  but  like 
most  of  the  investigators  he  would  not 
argue  against  the  presumption  that  they 
wound  up  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  Lousky  was  described  by  his  lawyer  as 
"not  in  Prance  at  the  moment."  Mr.  Didat 
said  no  one  saw  Mr.  Almori  around  any- 
more. 

Hedera  Establishment  was  dissolved  as  a 
company  last  Jan.  31  with  declared  capital 
of  15.000  Swiss  francs  ($7,125  at  the  current 
rate  of  exchange).  Under  corporate  law  in 
Liechtenstein,  its  papers  suggest  nothing 
more  about  who  paid  for  its  multimillion- 
dollar  accounts  other  than  listing  the  two 
Vaduz  lawyers  who  served  as  the  entire 
memt>ership  of  its  "administrative  board."* 


MIRRORING  THE  SOVIET  UNION 

HON.  JACK  FIELDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  to  insert  in  the  Record  an  ex- 
cellent op-ed  piece  by  Mr.  Joseph 
Sobran.  Mr.  Sobran  discusses  what  the 
French  socialist  Jean-Francois  Revel 
called  a  neurosis  peculiar  to  liberals 
and  so-called  progressives.  It  is  worth 
thinking  about. 
The  article  follows: 
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IFrom  the  Washington  Times.  Aug.  1.  19831 
Mirroring  the  Soviet  Union 
(By  Joseph  Sobran) 
This  morning  I  watched  a  congressman  on 
television  arguing  that  we  should  not  pro- 
vide any  arms  to  the  anti-communist  side  in 
the  war  for  Central  America.  To  do  so.  he 
said,     would     be     "mirroring     the     Soviet 
Union." 

One  of  the  disadvantages  of  living  in 
Washington  is  that  you  lend  to  get  sucked 
into  a  vortex  of  cliche  and  repetition.  I  don't 
know  how  many  times  I've  heard  otherwise 
intelligent  men  warn  us  against  "mirroring 
the  Soviet  Union."  by  which  they  mean 
what  others  might  call  fighting  fire  with 
fire.  Were  the  allies  "mirroring  the  Axis" 
when  they  fought  back?  Is  the  policeman 
who  pulls  his  gun  mirroring"  the  bank 
robber? 

The  sad  truth  is  that  in  this  world,  aggres- 
sive people  give  you  the  option  of  fighting 
them  at  their  own  level  or  losing.  An  even 
sadder  truth  is  that  some  timid  people 
prefer  not  to  face  this  fact. 

Sergio  Ramirez  Mercado.  a  member  of  the 
Nicaraguan  junta,  writes  in  the  New  York 
Times:  "We  do  not  consider  ourselves  an 
enemy  of  the  United  States  government." 
His  lengthy  plea  for  peace  and  friendship 
would  be  a  lot  more  plausible  if  the  Sandi- 
nista  national  anthem  didn't  mention  the 
United  States  by  name  as  the  "enemy  of 
mankind."  Evidently,  he  thinks  this  country 
is  full  of  very  gullible  people.  And  evidently 
he  is  correct. 

It  would  indeed  be  possible  for  us  to 
"mirror"  the  Soviet  Union.  We  could  abol- 
ish elections.  We  could  suspend  all  constitu- 
tional freedoms.  We  could  confiscate  private 
property.  We  could  abolish  the  free  press. 
We  could  send  dissidents  to  concentration 
camps.  We  could  arm  our  borders  to  kill 
anyone  trying  to  escape.  We  could  persecute 
religious  believers  and  ethnic  minorities.  We 
could  seize  neighboring  countries  and  estab- 
lish public  governments  as  brutal  as  our 
own  to  rule  them.  We  could  dump  chemical 
and  biological  weapons  on  freedom  fighters. 
We  could  arrange  to  have  the  pope  shot. 
Then  we  would  have  made  a  reasonable 
start  toward  "mirroring  "  the  Soviet  Union. 

Ah.  but  the  revolutionaries  in  Central 
America  are  ■"indigenous."  Those  countries 
are  ripe  for  revolution."  Really?  Why  just 
now?  Are  conditions  so  much  worse  now 
than  before  the  Soviet  took  an  interest? 
And  do  Soviet-backed  revolutions  produce 
better  societies  than  the  ones  that  preceded 
them?  Is  there  a  communist  country  any- 
where that  people  flee  to.  rather  than  from? 
Didn't  El  Salvador  just  get  through  voting 
overwhelmingly  against  communist  rule  or 
compromise  with  the  guerrillas? 

Such  questions  are  never  answered.  In- 
stead, we  are  urged  to  hold  "negotiations" 
with  communist  forces.  Negotiations  are 
supposed  to  have  a  magicial  way  of  resolv- 
ing disputes,  regardless  of  what  the  actual 
power  relations  are.  The  whole  idea  of  the 
United  Nations  was  to  enable  the  world  to 
settle  all  its  differences  diplomatically.  Have 
there  been  any  wars  since  1946? 

Negotiations  are  only  useful  when  a  situa- 
tion is  already  near  stability.  The  only  coun- 
try in  which  the  communists  want  stability 
is  Nicaragua.  Their  avowed  goal,  except 
when  writing  for  77ie  New  York  Times  oped 
page,  is  to  destabilize  and  communize  every 
noncommunist  country  in  the  world.  Cen- 
tral America  being  merely  the  current  front. 
When  will  we  learn?  The  French  socialist 
Jean-Francois  Revel,  warning  his  fellow  so- 
cialisU  against  the  dangers  of  trying  to  live 
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amicably  with  communism,  observes:  "Neu- 
rotics always  forget  the  last  episode  in 
which  their  neurosis  manifested  itself.  The 
person  who  is  always  late  to  appointments, 
the  businessman  who  always  falls  into  the 
same  traps,  the  con  man's  victim  who  knows 
better  but  is  always  available  to  be  swindled 
once  more— when  misfortune  strikes,  each 
can  offer  a  unique  explanation  for  some- 
thing he  believes  never  before  happened  to 
him.  Yet  to  everyone  else,  their  behavior 
follows  a  pattern  that  has  manifested  itself 
many  times  in  the  past."' 

Revel  continues:  "Lessons  art-  never  re- 
membered in  this  land  of  ignorance  and  for- 
getfulness.  The  same  classic  situations 
recur,  but  no  one  recognizes  them.  The 
same  quotations,  the  same  names,  the  same 
arguments  are  recited  as  if  discovered  for 
the  first  time.  This  historical  memory  of  the 
noncommunist  left  is  like  that  of  a  pillow:  It 
changes  shape  when  pounded  by  a  fist,  but 
it  doesnt  know  how  to  avoid  the  blow,  and 
it  always  peacefully  regains  its  original 
shape,  ready  for  the  next  pounding. 

It  would  be  possible  to  deal  with  people 
who  knew  what  communism  was  and  openly 
favored  it.  But  it  is  next  to  impossible  to 
deal  with  people  who  dont  recognize  it  even 
when  they  see  it  in  vivid  action.* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  PHIL  CHELNICK 

HON.  MARY  ROSE  OAKAR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 
•  Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently 
a  friend  of  mine,  Mr.  Phil  Chelnick, 
the  founder  and  longtime  leader  of 
the  Social  Action  Committee  of  the 
Jewish  Community  Center  Senior 
Adult  Department,  was  installed  in 
the  unique  post  of  chairman  emeritus. 
It  was  an  honor  and  an  emotional  ex- 
perience for  all  who  were  there. 

Phil  is  now  85  years  old.  but  both  he 
and  his  committee  are  as  vibrant  as  if 
they  were  just  born  yesterday.  The 
committee  routinely  gives  oral  and 
written  testimony  for  a  vast  number  of 
social  causes  which  all  contribute  to 
our  human  dignity.  The  greatest 
legacy  we  can  leave  is  that  we  have 
made  the  world  a  little  safer,  more 
peaceful,  and  a  better  place  for  our 
children  to  grow  up  in.  This  is  Phil's 
philosophy,  and  the  light  which  has 
guided  his  committee. 

Rose  Schneider  was  installed  as 
chairman,  Jordan  Rothkopf  is  the 
JCC  assistant  director,  and  Marilyn 
Weiner  is  the  fine  JCC  adviser.  I 
would  like  to  insert  Rose  Schneiders 
speech  in  the  Congressional  Record 
today.  Her  remarks  are  eloquent  in 
their  clarity,  and  brilliant  in  their 
compassion  for  the  elderly,  the  poor, 
and  the  needy.  Having  a  sense  of  his- 
tory is  a  precious  trait;  it  helps  pre- 
vent us  from  repeating  tragic  errors. 
Under  Rose's  leadership— and  with 
Phil's  philosophical  guidance— this 
will  be  a  better  place  in  which  to  live. 


Speech  by  Rose  Schneider 

First,  let  me  set  the  record  straight  on  a 
few  things.  We  shouldn't  be  under  any  illu- 
sions that  Phil  is  going  to  retire.  There  are 
too  many  things  left  undone  for  us  to  allow 
him  that  luxury.  We  are  merely  recognizing 
his  new  status:  e— meritus.  meaning,  in  a 
free  translation,  he  served  with  merit.  It 
doesn"t  say  anything  about  retirement.  And 
that  is  the  way  Phil  wants  it.  I  am  sure. 

Now.  a  few  words  about  Marilyn.  You 
know  how  hard  she  has  worked  to  make  this 
event  successful.  Well,  she  has  given  of  her- 
self as  unselfishly  in  every  activity  in  which 
we  have  participated.  The  Social  Action 
Committee,  in  appreciation  of  her  devotion, 
is  today  making  a  contribution  in  Marilyn's 
honor,  to  the  Phil  and  Eva  Chelnick  Social 
Action  fund  of  the  Jewish  Community 
Center.  Anyone  who  wants  to  share  in  this 
contribution  and  has  not  yet  had  the  oppor- 
tunity, can  see  Sandy  later. 

The  many  important  people  who  are  here 
to  pay  tribute  to  our  Phil  Chelnick  come 
not  only  as  a  personal  tribute,  but  as  a  rec- 
ognition of  the  importance  of  the  work  of 
the  Social  Action  Committee  which  he  has 
chaired.  I  must  admit  when  I  read  all  the 
things  we  have  been  doing  listed  in  the  pro- 
gram booklet.  I  was  really  impressed.  One  of 
Phil's  oft-repeated  remarks  is  that  he  wants 
to  leave  his  grandchildren  a  world  of  peace 
and  justice.  In  essence,  that  is  what  we  are 
all  about. 

We  started  in  the  years  of  the  great  de- 
pression. On  the  streets  and  through  our  or- 
ganizations, with  the  help  of  some  great 
statesmen  in  Congress  and  in  the  presiden- 
cy, we  won  a  new  concept  of  our  govern- 
ment as  a  compassionate  and  responsible 
force,  with  a  new  social  outlook  which  in- 
cluded social  security  for  the  elderly,  unem- 
ployment insurance,  the  right  to  relief  for 
those  in  need,  the  right  of  labor  to  organize. 
We  finished  the  task  by  defeating  the  great- 
est threat  to  our  freedom  and  system  of 
life— fascism. 

Today,  we  are  faced  with  an  administra- 
tion which  seeks  to  turn  back  the  entire 
concept  of  the  government  being  responsi- 
ble, as  our  Constitution  declares,  for  "pro- 
moting the  general  welfare"'.  I  have  nine 
grandchildren,  whom  I  love  very  dearly,  and 
I.  too.  am  concerned  about  the  world  we 
leave  them— and  these  are  also  the  concerns 
of  the  many  seniors  here  today.  We  are  de- 
termined to  do  our  part  to  reverse  the  prior- 
ities of  the  federal  government.  We  are 
going  to  ensure  that  human  services,  not 
only  to  the  elderly,  but  to  the  children,  the 
poor  and  handicapped,  to  the  sick,  to  the 
unemployed,  be  the  first  priority  of  our  gov- 
ernment. We  are  not  about  to  return  to  the 
Hoover  days  of  poorhouses  and  charity. 

Although  we  are  directing  our  main  fire  at 
the  present  administration,  we  are  not  too 
happy  with  some  of  the  actions  of  the 
Democratic  party.  How  can  we  excuse  the 
cutting  of  social  security  benefits  by  a 
Democratic  congress  under  the  guise  of 
"saving  it"',  when  we  know  the  cash  flow 
shortage  is  a  temporary  one.  that  a  surplus 
is  predicted  for  the  1990's.  that  money  from 
the  general  fund,  or  even  a  loan,  would  have 
solved  the  problem  without  cutting  the  ben- 
efits. We  say  to  you  in  congress,  if  you 
really  want  to  solve  all  the  problems  of 
social  security  and  medicare,  appropriate 
enough  money  for  public  jobs  to  put  ten 
million  people  back  to  work.  We  are  proud 
that  our  three  congress  people  from  Cuya- 
hoga County.  Mary  Rose  Oakar,  Ed  Pei- 
GHAN,  and  Louis  Stokes,  all  voted  against 
the  social  security  cuts. 
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How  can  we  explain  a  Democratic  con- 
gress which  votes  for  a  nuclear  freeze,  and 
then  votes  for  MX  missiles,  when  we  know 
these  same  missiles,  a  first  strike  weapon, 
will  make  a  nuclear  freeze  almost  impossible 
to  achieve.  We  are  not  talking  about  the 
merits  of  one  weapon  over  another.  What 
we  are  talking  about  is  the  need  to  prevent 
a  world  holocaust.  We  are  talking  about  the 
urgency  of  cutting  production  of  all  nuclear 
weapons,  to  force  a  reluctant  administration 
to  negotiate  in  good  faith  and  come  up  with 
a  real  freeze,  followed  by  actual  reduction, 
not  increase,  in  nuclear  weapons.  We  Jews 
have  sad  experience  with  holocausts.  We 
have  no  patience  with  those  who  will  come 
too  late  to  say  they  "didn't  know"  what  was 
going  on.  We  do  not  plan  to  be  too  late  this 
time. 

We  are  faced  with  another  problem— the 
rapid  growth  of  anti-semitism  and  racism  in 
this  country  and  abroad.  The  defacing  of 
synagogues,  KKK  marches,  doubts  about 
whether  there  was  a  holocaust,  many  other 
things  which  we  could  list— these  are  all 
warnings  that  we  must  unite  with  our 
friends  to  fight  all  signs  of  developing  fas- 
cism. Foremost  in  such  a  fight  are  our  black 
brothers  and  sisters.  We  have  allowed  small 
differences  to  come  between  us.  But  we 
cannot  allow  the  enemies  of  democracy  to 
keep  us  apart  on  the  things  that  really 
matter.  The  black  people,  who  are  subjected 
to  such  severe  economic  and  political  op- 
pression, are  among  our  best  allies  in  fight- 
ing against  these  would-be  fascist.  The 
Jewish  people  must  unite  with  black  and 
other  progessive  forces  in  the  fight  against 
racism,  not  because  of  some  abstract  ideals 
of  justice  (which  are  certainly  pertinent), 
but  in  our  own  self-interest.  The  preserva- 
tion of  equal  rights  for  all  is  of  prime  impor- 
tance to  use  as  Jews. 

We  have  learned  to  work  in  coalitions  to 
achieve  some  of  our  aims.  In  our  efforts  to 
change  the  basic  priorities  of  the  present 
administration,  we  have  many  allies  in  addi- 
tion to  the  black  people.  There  are  the  un- 
employed facing  utter  destitution,  the  labor 
unions  under  constant  attacks,  the  young 
people  facing  attacks  on  their  education, 
the  farmers  facing  foreclosures.  Because  we 
share  a  mutual  interest  in  a  government  of 
peace  and  social  responsibility,  we  are  plan- 
ning to  join  with  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
seniors  and  others  in  a  tremendous  rally  in 
Washington  on  August  27th.  We  call  upon 
everyone  who  is  physically  able  to  join  us  in 
this  march. 

I  cannot  in  good  conscience  stop  here 
without  bringing  up  a  problem  which  deeply 
troubles  me.  This  is  the  question  of  anti- 
communism.  Perhaps  you  are  wondering 
what  that  has  do  to  with  us.  Well,  stop  and 
think  a  moment.  Every  backward  move  the 
government  makes,  every  attack  on  our 
living  standards,  every  move  toward  war.  is 
cloaked  in  anti-communism,  the  implication 
being  if  you  oppose  these  moves  you  are 
somehow  a  communist,  or  at  least  soft  on 
communism.  We  have  passed  a  budget  in- 
creasing defense  spending  by  5  percent  in- 
stead of  10  percent.  This  we  call  a  victory, 
when  we  know  defense  spending  should  be 
cut  by  50  percent,  not  increased  at  all.  This 
to  fight  communism.  There  is  no  reason  for 
building  up  armaments,  even  conventional 
weapons.  Jonathan  Schell.  in  his  chilling 
analysis  on  nuclear  warfare,  points  out  that 
the  only  way  to  remove  the  danger  of  nucle- 
ar war  is  to  make  all  war  impossible,  else 
there  is  no  guarantee  the  losing  party  will 
not  resort  to  nuclear  bombs  in  desparation. 
We  know  we  have  no  business  in  Central 
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America,  so  we  ease  our  conscience  by  not 
giving  Reagan  all  he  asked  for— we  just  give 
him  a  little— this  in  the  name  of  fighting 
communism.  We  are  encouraging  large 
armies  in  China  and  Japan— to  fight  the 
communists.  Where  is  our  sense  of  history? 
Didn't  we  allow  Germany  to  rearm,  because 
Hitler  promised  to  eliminate  the  commu- 
nists? That  he  first  tried  to  eliminate  the 
Jews  and  take  control  of  all  Europe  was 
only  incidental.  Do  we  believe  a  re-armed 
Japan  will  be  foolish  enough  to  attack  the 
Soviet  Union  when  all  southeast  Asia  lies 
before  it? 

Perhaps  you  are  wondering  why  I  don't 
talk  about  medicare,  about  high  utility  bills, 
about  Ohio  Bell's  outrageous  application  for 
new  rates.  We  are  interested  in  how  many 
doctors  from  Mt.  Sinai  are  going  to  be  will- 
ing to  accept  assignment.  We  are  concerned 
that  medicare  finances  be  controlled  by  con- 
trolling costs— hospital,  surgical,  nursing 
home  costs— not  by  putting  the  financial 
burden  on  the  elderly.  We  are  interested  in 
an  economic  equity  act  which  fights  dis- 
crimination against  women— we  want  it  also 
to  provide  equity  for  seniors,  so  that  such 
medicare  providers  as  Blue  Cross  will  have 
to  charge  unified  rates  to  all  their  clients. 
These  are  the  things  we  are  going  to  con- 
cern ourselves  with.  These  are  the  issues  we 
are  going  to  Columbus  and  Washington 
about,  that  we  are  going  to  send  you  letters 
and  delegations  about.  I  merely  wanted  to 
put  these  things  in  their  proper  perspective. 

We  are  prepared  to  take  an  active  part  in 
the  life  of  our  nation.  Edmund  Burke  said 
all  that  is  necessary  for  evil  to  triumph  is 
for  good  people  to  remain  silent.  We  think 
we  are  the  good  people.  We  are  not  going  to 
remain  silent.  We  are  going  to  fight  for  all 
these  things  in  order  to  better  our  own  lives 
and  yours,  and  above  all  to  leave  a  world  of 
peace  and  security  to  our  beloved  grandchil- 
dren.* 


PRESIDENT'S  COMMISSION  ON 
CENTRAL  AMERICA 


HON.  ROMANO  L.  MAZZOLI 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  MAZZOLI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  commend  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues  the  following 
piece  from  the  Louisville  Courier-Jour- 
nal about  the  appointment  of  Secre- 
tary Henry  Kissinger  to  lead  the  Presi- 
dent's Commission  on  Central  Amer- 
ica. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  the  original 
Barnes-Kemp  proposal  calling  for  the 
creation  of  such  a  panel  to  study  the 
situation  in  Central  America.  I  ap- 
plaud the  President's  quick  action  in 
forming  the  Commission.  There  will 
be  no  solution  to  the  problems  there 
unless  the  root  causes  are  treated.  A 
high-level  investigation  of  this  type 
can  help  more  clearly  define  the  prob- 
lems and  suggest  practical,  politically 
feasible  solutions,  much  as  the  Social 
Security  Commission  did  recently. 

I  am,  however,  disappointed  at  the 
I»resident's  choice  of  Mr,  Kissinger  to 
lead  the  panel.  The  last  thing  the 
panel  needs  is  to  encounter  the  suspi- 
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cions  and  enmities  which  this  contro- 
versial and  strong-willed  man  guaran- 
tees will  come  its  way.  It  is  daunting 
enough  to  address  the  deep  and  diffi- 
cult problems  of  Central  America 
without  rehashing  again  the  questions 
of  Vietnam,  Chile.  President  Nixon, 
campaign  1976,  and  all  the  other 
major  events  in  which  Secretary  Kis- 
singer has  played  a  major  role. 

I   am   also   disturbed   at   the   Presi- 
dents  oversight  in  not  appointing  a 
woman  to  the  panel— particularly  in 
this   troublesome   time  since   Central 
American  women  have  it  many  ways 
borne  the  brunt  of  the  pain  and  tor- 
ment visited  upon  the  region  in  recent 
years.  Having  the  woman's  viewpoint 
represented  on  the  Commission  would 
have  been  most  helpful. 
The  article  follows: 
(Prom  the  Courier-Journal.  July  20.  1983] 
Kissinger  is  Strange  Choice  for  Central 

America  Panel 
President  Reagan's  third  and  latest  at- 
tempt to  tackle  a  politically  sensitive  issue 
by  appointing  a  tjipartisan  commission  is  off 
to  a  shaky  start.  Leading  liberals  and  con- 
servatives in  Congress  are  upset,  for  differ- 
ent reasons,  with  the  appointment  of 
former  secretary  of  state  Henry  Kissinger  to 
head  the  panel  that  will  study  the  U.S.  role 
in  Central  America.  And  some  of  Mr.  Rea- 
gan's critics  suspect  that  the  commission's 
real  job  is  not  so  much  to  formulate  policy 
as  to  build  a  case  for  steps  the  administra- 
tion already  has  taken  to  prop  up  the 
government  of  El  Salvador  and  to  pressure 
the  Marxist  rulers  of  Nicaragua. 

Few  veteran  observers  of  government 
would  suggest  that  U.S.  policy  in  Central 
America  is  any  hotter  a  political  hot  potato 
than  how  to  save  Social  Security  or  whether 
to  build  the  MX  missile,  the  questions  as- 
signed to  Mr.  Reagan's  first  two  bipartisan 
commissions.  But  the  President  seemed 
genuinely  open  to  suggestions  on  those 
topics.  That  doesn't  appear  to  be  the  case 
with  Central  America. 

The  administration's  undeclared  war  on 
the  Sandinista  regime  in  Managua,  using 
Nicaraguan  exiles  as  surrogates  for  U.S. 
troops,  is  far  advanced— too  far,  perhaps,  to 
be  hailed  by  anything  short  of  congression- 
al action  cutting  off  the  supply  of  money. 
Left  to  his  own  devices.  Mr.  Reagan  seems 
unlikely  to  call  off  this  not-so-secret  war 
unless  the  Sandinistas  make  a  formal  and 
verifiable  promise  to  halt  arms  shipments  to 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador.  And  even  that 
might  not  be  enough  to  satisfy  the  White 
House  if  the  U.S.-supported  Nicaraguan 
exiles  seemed  in  a  position  to  topple  the 
Sandinistas. 

The  new  commission  presumably  will  be 
free  to  question  the  wisdom  of  these  tactics 
and  to  propose  alternatives.  And  in  fact  Mr. 
Kissinger  himself,  in  an  interview  in  Public 
Opinion  magazine  last  spring,  suggested 
that  deploying  U.S.  forces  along  the  Hondu- 
ran-Nicaraguan  border  might  be  more  effec- 
tive than  using  anti-Sandinista  guerrillas  to 
stop  the  flow  of  arms  to  El  Salvador. 

But  it's  doubtful  that  a  commission 
headed  by  Henry  Kissinger  will  challenge 
Mr.  Reagan's  basic  assumptions  about  the 
nature  of  the  conflict  in  Central  America  or 
the  need  for  a  strong  U.S.  response.  True, 
Mr.  Kissinger  is  deeply  distrusted  by  such 
ultraconservatives  as  Senator  Jesse  Helms 
for    having    negotiated    the    first   strategic 
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arms  treaty  with  the  Soviets  and  for  having 
pushed  detente  with  Moscow.  But  both  in 
the  Nixon  and  Ford  administrations  and  as 
a  private  citizen,  he  has  consistently  argued 
for  resisting  communist  inroads  in  the 
Third  World,  including  Latin  America. 

According  to  several  journalistic  accounts. 
Mr.  Kissinger  approved  the  U.S.  role  in  the 
military  coup  that  toppled  the  socialist  Al- 
lende  government  in  Chile  in  1973.  There's 
no  reason  to  suspect  that  he  has  suddenly 
grown  squeamish  about  the  use  of  U.S. 
power  in  this  hemisphere. 

Trouble  is,  Mr.  Kissinger,  for  all  his  exten- 
sive experience  as  a  theoretician  and  practi- 
tioner of  global  power  politics,  is  no  expert 
on  Central  America.  Yet  local  factors— such 
as  poverty,  land  distribution  and  the  history 
of  U.S.  intervention  in  Nicaragua— are  at 
least  as  important  as  the  global  chess  game 
between  Washington  and  Moscow  in  creat- 
ing and  sustaining  the  region's  many  con- 
flicts. 

Moreover.  U.S.  options  in  the  region  are 
severely  limited  by  domestic  politics.  Few 
American  want  to  see  U.S.  troops  dis- 
patched to  Central  America,  even  if  that 
were  the  only  way  to  prevent  a  communist 
takeover  in  El  Salvador.  This  reluctance  to 
fight  stems,  of  course,  from  Americas  long, 
futile  war  in  Vietnam— a  war  that  ended  in  a 
communist  victory  after  Mr.  Kissinger  had 
negotiated  a  U.S.  withdrawal  and  had  won  a 
share  of  the  1973  Nobel  Peace  Prize.  (Le 
Due  Tho.  the  North  Vietnamese  negotiator 
who  was  co-recipient,  at  least  was  honest 
enough  to  decline  the  prize.) 

By  naming  Mr.  Kissinger  to  head  the  com- 
mission on  Central  America,  Mr.  Reagan 
has  revived  memories  of  the  Vietnam  war 
and  its  sorry  conclusion.  Those  memories 
can't  help  but  make  it  more  difficult  for  the 
administration,  and  the  commission,  to  per- 
suade the  American  people  that  a  deeper 
U.S.  involvement  in  Central  America  is  wise 
or  necessary.  Surely  Mr.  Reagan  didn't 
intend  thus  to  sabotage  his  own  policy.  But 
he  evidently  didn't  think  the  matter 
through,  and  Mr.  Kissinger,  ever  seeking 
new  glory,  was  hardly  the  person  to  warn 
him. 

AN  UNSETTLING  REVERSAL 

Even  on  good  days,  there's  precious  little 
comfort  to  be  had  from  knowing  that  that 
friendliest  of  "protectors, "  the  Nuclear  Reg- 
ulatory Commission,  is  standing  guard.  But 
when  the  agency  hops  about  like  a  rabbit  on 
a  griddle  trying  to  decide  whether  to  close 
five  potentially  dangerous  nuclear  plants 
and.  if  so.  how  quickly,  the  qualms  become 
almost  unbearable. 

For  a  minute  there  last  week,  things 
seemed  different.  The  NRC  suddenly  or- 
dered five  nuclear  plants  shut  within  30 
days  for  inspection  after  the  plants'  owners 
had  refused  to  close  them  voluntarily.  In- 
spections in  13  similar  plants  had  revealed 
numerous  serious  cracks  in  the  large  pipes, 
manufactured  by  General  Electric,  that 
carry  cooling  water  to  the  nuclear  reactor. 
Cooling  pipe  failure  can  lead  to  a  core  melt- 
down, a  most  serious  nuclear  accident. 

But  hark!  Less  than  24  hours  after  this  de- 
cisive action,  the  NRC  executed  a  backpedal 
that  would  have  made  Muhammad  Ali 
proud.  No  shutdown,  the  agency  waffled, 
and  no  decision  on  a  shutdown  until  after 
industry-sponsored  laboratory  tests  are 
completed.* 
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ADMIRAL  WILLIAMS  RETIRES 
AFTER  DISTINGUISHED  37- 
YEAR  NAVAL  CAREER 

HON.  FRANK  R.  WOLF 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  call  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues the  distinguished  37-year 
naval  career  of  Adm.  John  G.  Wil- 
liams, Jr.,  who  retired  as  Chief  of 
Naval  Material  yesterday,  August  I. 
1983, 

Admiral  Williams  began  his  career 
upon  graduation  from  the  U.S.  Naval 
Academy  in  June  1946  and  later  com- 
manded submarines,  subsequently 
serving  as  Commander  Submarine 
Squadron  Sixteen  and  Commander 
Submarine  Group  Five.  He  later 
served  in  various  capacities  in  the 
Office  of  Chief  of  Naval  Operations, 
assuming  the  position  of  Deputy  Chief 
of  Naval  Operations  for  Submarine 
Warfare  in  October  1980.  On  June  30. 
1981.  he  became  Chief  of  Naval  Mate- 
rial. Admiral  Williams,  who  was  suc- 
ceeded as  Chief  of  Naval  Material  by 
Adm,  Steve  White,  will  be  returning 
with  his  wife,  Dorothy,  to  their  home 
State  of  Washington  later  this 
summer. 

I  commend  to  the  reading  of  my  col- 
leagues excerpts  from  a  speech  deliv- 
ered this  past  April  by  Admiral  Wil- 
liams at  the  christening  of  the  subma- 
rine Olympia  in  Newport  News,  Va. 
These  remarks  reflect  Admiral  Wil- 
liams' dedication  to  duty  and  service 
to  his  country  and  his  firm  belief  in 
preserving  peace  through  strength. 
Remarks  by  Adm.  John  G.  Williams.  Jr.. 

Chief  of  Naval  Material 
It  is  both  a  professional  and  personal 
honor  for  me  to  be  here  on  this  special  day. 
The  christening  and  launching  of  another 
Los  Angeles  Class  submarine— engineered 
and  built  to  help  our  Nation  maintain  a 
credible,  survivable  deterrent  to  war,  today 
and  into  the  future. 

To  me.  it  is  an  occasion  of  considerable 
personal,  historical,  professional  and  nation- 
al significance.  On  a  personal  level,  this  is  a 
very  special  day  for  several  reasons.  One  is 
because  my  wife,  Dorothy,  has  the  great 
honor  of  being  this  submarine's  sponsor. 
Another  is  because  the  Olympia  is  named 
after  the  capital  city  of  that  great  State  of 
Washington,  the  home  State  of  both  Doro- 
thy and  me.  We  grew  up  in  Ocean  Park  and 
Ilwaco.  Wash.,  and  plan  to  return  there 
later  this  summer.  I  left  Ilwaco.  Wash.,  in 
1942  to  become  a  plebe  at  the  Naval  Acade- 
my and  start  my  naval  career.  How  great 
then  it  is  for  me.  a  submariner,  to  be  your 
speaker  to  the  christening  of  a  submarine 
that  is  named  for  the  capital  of  my  home 
State,  Washington.  I  am  indeed  proud  to 
have  this  opportunity. 

I  am  proud  also  because  of  the  distin- 
guished naval  tradition  that  this  ship  will 
continue.  Her  earlier  namesake  was  the 
cruiser  Olympia.  built  in  San  Francisco, 
where  she  was  launched  in  1892.  Command- 
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ed  by  Capt.  Charles  Gridley.  she  served  as 
Commodore  Dewey's  flagship  during  the 
Spanish-American  War.  and  Dewey's  im- 
mortal victory  at  Manila  Bay  in  the  Philip- 
pines. It  was  on  May  1.  1898.  almost  exactly 
85  years  ago  when,  with  ships  darkened. 
Dewey  led  his  fleet  past  the  harbor  de- 
fenses, and  engaged  the  enemy  off  Manila 
at  daybreak.  Commodore  Dewey  reported: 
"At  5:40,  when  we  were  within  a  distance  of 
5.000  yards,  I  turned  to  Captain  Gridley  and 
said,  you  may  fire  when  you  are  ready.  Grid- 
ley  ".  The  very  first  gun  to  speak  was  an  8- 
inch,  of  the  Olympia.  By  noon  that  same 
day.  Commodore  Dewey's  forces,  led  by  the 
Olympia  had  destroyed  Spain's  Asian  Fleet. 
and  played  the  pivotal  role  in  ending  the 
war  with  Spain.  The  Olympia  later  served  in 
the  North  Atlantic  during  World  War  I.  and 
subsequently  in  1918.  participated  in  the 
Garrison  of  Murmansk,  and  the  Allied  expe- 
dition on  Archangel  during  the  early  days  of 
the  Soviet  Revolution.  One  of  the  Olym- 
pia's  last  duties  prior  to  decommissioning  in 
December  1922.  was  to  transport  the  re- 
mains of  the  World  War  I  Unknown  Soldier 
home  from  Prance  for  interment  in  Arling- 
ton National  Cemetery.  Today,  the  cruiser 
Olympia  is  tied  up  in  Philadelphia  where 
she  has  been  preserved  as  a  shrine  and  is ' 
open  to  visitors. 

Professionally,  we  all  can  be  proud  of  the 
submarine  Olympia— those  of  you  who  de- 
signed her.  those  who  built  her,  and  those 
of  you  will  take  her  to  sea.  This  Olympia  is 
a  symbol  of  accomplishment,  the  merging  of 
many  diverse  skills  and  complex  technol- 
ogies to  produce  the  finest,  most  capable 
attack  submarine.  As  the  first  Olympia  was 
an  instrument  to  end  a  war.  hopefully,  this 
Olympia  will  make  its  greatest  contribution 
as  an  instrument  to  prevent  war,  as  an  in- 
strument to  preserve  the  peace.  This  chris- 
tening is  a  visible  sign  of  our  determination 
to  keep  the  peace,  to  do  what  is  necessary  to 
insure  the  continued  freedom  which  we 
sometimes  take  too  much  for  granted. 

When  the  Olympia  puts  to  sea  on  its  first 
patrol,  she  will  sail  as  a  symbol  of  deter- 
rence. Sometimes  we  have  to  be  reminded  of 
what  deterrence  really  means— preserving 
peace  through  strength.  This  policy  is 
founded  on  a  determination  to  avoid  the  use 
of  nuclear  weapons.  I  believe  that  Soviet 
strategic  thinking  holds  that  situations 
could  exist  in  which  nuclear  war  is  winnable 
and  preferable  to  the  alternative— thus  it  is 
necessary  to  keep  the  level  of  deterrence  ex- 
tremely high,  and  visible.  This  is  why  we  are 
building  Trident  class  ballistic  missile  sub- 
marines, and  why  we  are  christening  the 
Olympia  today.  We  must  look  at  the  Olym- 
pia. and  its  potential,  in  that  light.  Our 
Chief  of  Naval  Operations.  Admiral  Watkins 
recently  said:  "I  want  it  to  be  written  by 
future  historians  that  tomorrow's  battle 
which  was  not  fought,  was  the  most  impor- 
tant battle  we  fought  in  the  twentieth  cen- 
tury. "  I  think  we  can  all  sign  up  to  that. 

The  Olympia  is  particularly  well  fitted  to 
fulfill  its  role  as  a  credible  contributor  to  de- 
terrence. This  multi-mission  nuclear-pow- 
ered attack  submarine,  in  addition  to  its 
conventional  roles  as  an  anti-ship  and  anti- 
submarine platform,  will  also  have  a  long- 
range  land-attack  weapon  capability.  She 
will  later  be  equipped  with  the  Tomahawk 
cruise  missile  system.  This  system  will  pro- 
vide the  Olympia  with  an  unparalleled 
standoff  strike  capability— able  to  deliver 
either  nuclear  or  conventional  warheads 
over  many  miles  against  heavily  defended 
targets  such  as  airfields  and  air-defense  sys- 
tems, I  am  sure  that  the  Soviets  are  keenly 
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aware  of  this  new  submarine  capability  of 
ours,  for  it  adds  a  new  dimension  to  be  fac- 
tored into  their  war  versus  peace  decision- 
making process.  It  makes  the  decision  to  go 
to  war  a  more  costly  one  for  them. 

While  Olympia  s  greatest  contribution  to 
this  Nation  will  be  as  a  visible  sign  of  our  re- 
solve to  defend  the  peace,  we  also  have  to 
plan  for  the  worst  case  scenario.  The  Olym- 
pia must  be  able  to  run  silent,  to  probe  the 
deep,  enter  into  harm's  way  when  necessary, 
without  being  detected  by  those  forces  it 
must  find  and  defeat,  should  deterrence  fail. 
She  is  capable  of  doing  just  that. 

Perhaps  the  Olympia's  greatest  attribute 
which  will  allow  her  to  meet  mission  task- 
ings— will  be  her  stealthiness,  her  ability  to 
operate  at  great  ranges  for  long  periods  of 
time,  quietly,  without  being  detected.  For  it 
is  this  quietness,  and  her  superior  acoustic 
sensor  systems  which  will  allow  the  Olym- 
pia to  close  and  engage  the  target,  to  fire 
the  first  torpedo,  gaining  the  advantage  in 
any  naval  engagement.  This  is  an  area 
where,  today,  we  have  an  advantage  over 
Soviet  submarines  which  are  noisier  and 
more  susceptible  to  detection.  However,  the 
Soviets  also  recognize  this  deficiency  and 
are  expending  considerable  resources  to 
reduce  their  submarine/generated  noise 
levels.  We  can  expect  their  newer  subma- 
rines to  be  quieter. 

As  there  is  due  cause  to  be  proud  of  what 
we  are  about  today,  I  also  ask  that  you 
remain  vigilant  to  the  Soviet  threat  which  is 
why  we  are  here  today.  Unfortunately,  I  see 
no  evidence  or  indication  that  the  Soviets 
have  altered  their  traditional  respect  for 
strength,  and  disdain  for  and  willingness  to 
exploit  another's  weakness  to  their  advan- 
tage. Their  quest  for  maritime  supremacy 
alone  continues.  The  Soviet  Navy  currently 
has  construction  programs  underway  for  a 
conventional  aircraft  carrier,  five  other 
classes  of  major  surface  combatants,  includ- 
ing the  Kiev  class  vertical-take-off-and-land- 
ing  carrier,  two  cruisers,  two  guided  missile 
destroyers,  and  seven  classes  of  submarines. 
The  steady  improvement  made  to  Soviet 
naval  shipyards  in  1982  further  underscores 
the  U.S.S.R.'s  commitment  to  building  a 
Navy  second  to  none.  The  Soviets  have  pur- 
posefully developed  a  huge  but  underused 
shipyard  capacity,  which  includes  5  yards 
for  submarine  production,  8  for  large  com- 
batants, and  about  20  others  for  auxiliaries 
and  small  combatants.  A  single  yard  at  Se- 
verodivinsk,  has  more  building  positions  for 
nuclear  submarine  construction  than  has 
the  entire  U.S.  nuclear  submarine  construc- 
tion program.  This  continued  dedication  of 
resources  to  a  Navy  which  already  poses  a 
clear  and  formidable  challenge  to  our  na- 
tional interests,  is  a  reflection  of  Soviet 
commitment  to  make  it  even  more  capable 
in  the  future. 

We  must  show  them  that  America  is  more 
than  capable  of  meeting  their  challenge- 
that  we  recognize  our  obligation  to  those 
who  went  before  us,  and  will  follow  after  us, 
as  well  as  to  our  friends  and  allies.  The 
launching  and  christening  of  the  Olympia 
symbolizes  our  national  resolve  to  honor 
this  obligation,  to  meet  our  commitment  to 
peace. 

Men  and  women  of  Newport  News  Ship- 
building, you  have  done  your  job,  and  done 
it  well.  You  can  be  justifiably  proud,  as  I 
am,  of  this  visible  product  of  your  labor. 
The  Soviet  submarine  building  capacity  may 
be  bigger  than  ours,  but  the  quality  of  their 
product  is  no  match  for  what  you  have  built 
and  we  are  christening  today.  It  is  only  ap- 
propriate that  she  be  manned  by  the  best 
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submariners  in  the  world— and  the  Olym.pia 
will  be— by  experienced  and  dedicated  offi- 
cers and  men  of  the  U.S.  Navy.  I  have  every 
confidence  in  them.  They  will  represent  you 
and  all  Americans  well.  If  called  upon  to  do 
so.  the  Olympia  will  sail  in  harms  way  and 
execute  her  missions  with  distinction. 

So.  today,  on  this  special  occasion,  let's  all 
pledge  our  unwavering  support  to  insure  our 
deterrent  strength  remains  strong.* 


OPM  SHOULD  REVISE  FORM  SF 
2801  TO  CONFORM  WITH  1974 
RETIREMENT  LAW  AMEND- 
MENTS 


HON.  MARY  ROSE  OAKAR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  chair 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensa- 
tion and  Employee  Benefits,  I  contin- 
ually receive  inquiries  from  the  survi- 
vors of  Federal  retirees.  Many  of  these 
survivors,  most  of  whom  are  women, 
seek  clarification  of  a  rule  change 
made  in  1974  which  has  caused  a  great 
deal  of  confusion  for  many  potential 
recipients.  I  am  sure  many  of  my  col- 
leagues have  received  similar  contacts 
from  their  constituents. 

In  an  effort  to  clarify  an  array  of 
questions,  I  would  like  to  call  my  col- 
leagues' attention  to  a  letter  I  recently 
received  from  Edith  Fierst.  a  Washing- 
ton attorney,  who  has  been  represent- 
ing spouses  in  pension  cases  for  many 
years,  I  think  that  Mrs,  Fierst's  letter 
clearly  outlines  the  problem  and  what 
Federal  employees  and  their  spouses 
can  do  to  guarantee  survivor  annuities 
in  the  case  of  a  death  of  their  loved 
one. 

The  text  of  the  letter  follows: 
Edith  U.  Fierst. 
Attorney  at  Law, 
Washington,  D.C..  July  25.  1983. 
Hon.  Mary  Rose  Oakar. 
Cannon  Office  Building. 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congresswoman  Oakar:  As  Chair  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  and 
Employee  Benefits  of  the  House  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee,  you  are.  I  im- 
derstand.  interested  in  the  progress  of  the 
lawsuit  initiated  by  the  American  Federa- 
tion of  Government  Employees  and  myself 
with  respect  to  survivor  annuities,  entitled 
AFGE  V.  Devine. 

BACKGROUND 

This  suit  has  its  origin  in  the  failure  of 
OPM  to  revise  the  application  form  for  re- 
tirement (SF  2801)  to  reflect  the  1974 
amendments  in  the  retirement  law  regard- 
ing survivorship  elections  by  Federal  em- 
ployees. Under  the  amended  law  the  reduc- 
tions from  a  retiree's  annuity  to  pay  for  a 
survivor  annuity  will  be  discontinued  when 
the  retirees  spouse  dies.  Despite  this 
change  in  the  law,  however,  the  application 
form  continued  to  tell  retirees  that: 

"If  your  wife  (or  husband)  should  die 
before  you,  no  change  in  type  of  annuity 
will  be  permitted,  your  annuity  will  not  in- 
crease, nor  may  you  name  any  other  person 
as  survivor." 
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Alter  our  suit  was  filed  and  as  a  result  of 
an  agreement  approved  by  the  court,  OPM 
revised  the  application  form  to  delete  this 
outdated  and  wrong  information.  It  also 
sent  notices  to  over  80.000  Federal  retirees 
who  had  retired  between  1974  and  1982  and 
elected  less  than  a  full  survivor  annuity,  ad- 
vising them  of  the  misinformation  and 
giving  them  an  opportunity  to  apply  anew 
for  a  survivor  annuity.  In  cases  where  the 
retiree  was  already  dead,  a  similar  notice 
and  opportunity  were  made  available  to  the 
widow  or  widower.  According  to  our  latest 
information,  over  3.000  retirees  or  surviving 
spouses  have  filed  applications. 

On  the  first  go-around.  OPM  rejected 
many  applications  for  reasons  that  we.  as 
plaintiffs'  counsel,  thought  improper.  Ac- 
cordingly, we  went  back  to  court,  where 
OPM  agreed  ( 1 )  to  reexamine  all  previously 
rejected  applications.  (2)  if  it  decided  to 
deny  again,  to  provide  the  applicant  an  ex- 
planation of  all  its  reasons  for  so  doing,  auid 
copies  of  any  relevant  documents;  and  (3) 
not  to  issue  its  denials  based  on  certain  in- 
appropriate reasons.  OPM.  is  currently  re- 
viewing all  pending  applications  in  accord- 
ance with  this  agreement,  and  has  already 
accepted  some. 

ACCEPTANCE  OF  WIDOW  I  ER>   REQUESTS 

Many  of  the  l)eneficiaries  of  accepted  ap- 
plicatior^s  have  no  other  regular  income,  be- 
cause they  were  lifelong  homemakers  and 
had  earned  no  retirement  income  them- 
selves. Until  this  years  amendments.  Social 
Security  coverage  was  not  earned  in  civil 
service  employment,  and  many  civil  servants 
do  not  have  any.  Their  widows  are  women 
whose  financial  situation  was  extremely 
bleak  unless  they  were  entitled  to  a  civil 
service  survivor  annuity.  Those  whose  appli- 
cations are  now  accepted  suddenly  have  a 
modicum  of  security.  One  of  them  wrote  to 
me  that  her  -specter  of  becoming  a  bag 
lady  "  had  vanished  overnight. 

CURRENT  ACTION  ON  REQUESTS  TO  AMEND 

While  many  applications  have  been  ac- 
cepted, others  have  been  rejected.  So  far  as 
we  have  been  able  to  ascertain,  the  two 
major  reasons  OPM  is  now  denying  applica- 
tions are  as  follows: 

The  first  reason  is  that  the  applicant  has 
failed  to  show  that  the  misinformation  on 
the  form  led  to  an  initial  election  against  a 
survivor  annuity.  For  example,  if  the  survi- 
vor wrote  that  the  employee  was  dying 
when  making  the  decision  against  a  survivor 
annuity,  that  would  tend  to  show  that  mis- 
information was  not  relevant.  (The  ration- 
ale is  that  the  employee  would  have  no 
reason  to  care  about  a  continued  reduction 
after  the  stwuse's  death  if  the  employee  ex- 
pected to  die  first.) 

Applicants  whose  requests  have  been 
denied  for  this  reason  should  not  despair. 
Sometimes  the  initial  explanation  given  by 
the  applicant  can  be  truthfully  and  appro- 
priately revised.  For  example,  a  survivor 
may  not  know  what  the  retiree  thought 
when  making  the  election,  and  have  only 
speculated  in  the  application.  Even  where 
the  retiree  had  a  life  threatening  ailment, 
he  or  she  may  not  have  accepted  the  immi- 
nence of  death.  This  and  other  facts  can  be 
brought  out  in  the  request  for  reconsider- 
ation which  all  rejected  applicants  have  a 
right  to  file.  (For  a  small  fee,  I  am  available 
to  help  applicants  prepare  a  request  for  re- 
consideration.) 

The  second  reason  for  current  OPM  deni- 
als is  that  the  retiree  was  sent  a  follow-up 
form,  which  OPM  alleges  provided  the  cor- 
rect information. 
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The  form  in  question  is  the  BRI  46-270 
(or  46-270A)  which  contains  an  unobtrusive 
statement  as  follows: 

Should  your  marriage  to  your  present 
spouse  end.  you  can,  on  application  receive 
your  annuity  without  survivor  reduction." 

Plaintiffs  believe  the  above  language 
would  be  read  by  most  recipients  to  refer  to 
divorce  or  annulment,  not  widowhood,  and 
therefore  that  it  does  not  correct  the  misin- 
formation on  the  SF  2801  which  refers  spe- 
cifically to  death,  particularly  since  there 
was  nothing  in  the  BRI  46-270  or  270A  to 
alert  people  that  the  form  contained  a  cor- 
rection of  earlier  wrong  information.  Appli- 
cants who  tried  to  construe  the  two  notices 
consistently  would  certainly  interpret  the 
follow-up  notice  as  referring  to  divorce  or 
annulment  only. 

Plaintiffs'  counsel  intend  to  litigate  OPM 
reliance  on  the  BRI  46-270  as  a  basis  for 
denial  of  survivor  annuity  application.  The 
U.S.  District  Court  has  ruled  that  we  must 
exhaust  our  administrative  remedies  before 
going  to  court,  which  means  going  through 
the  reconsideration  process,  and  from  there 
to  the  Merit  Systems  Protection  Board.  We 
have  to  persuade  OPM  or  the  MSPB  of  the 
rightness  of  our  argument.  If  not,  we  intend 
to  appeal  to  the  courts. 

RETIREE  QUERIES 

Retirees  whose  applications  have  been  ac- 
cepted are  being  asked,  unless  their  individ- 
ual financial  situation  justifies  a  waiver,  to 
pay  the  Government  the  amount  that  was 
not  withheld  from  their  own  pensions,  but 
would  have  been  withheld,  if  the  retiree  had 
elected  a  survivor  annuity  at  the  time  of  re- 
tirement. Many  of  them  object  on  the 
grounds  that  if  they  had  died  before  their 
applications  were  accepted,  their  survivors 
would  not  have  been  protected.  This  is  not 
necessarily  true.  OPM  is  accepting  applica- 
tions from  widow(er)s.  and  the  agency  al- 
leges that  these  applications  are  being  de- 
cided in  accordance  with  the  same  standards 
as  are  applications  from  retirees.  Plaintiffs' 
counsel  do  not  know  at  this  time  whether 
that  is  factual,  but  we  intend  to  find  out  at 
the  next  feasible  opportunity,  probably 
when  we  go  before  the  Merit  Systems  Pro- 
tection Board  to  challenge  the  BRI  46-270 
(see  above).  At  that  time  we  expect  to  ask 
for  a  comparison  of  the  numbers  of  applica- 
tions that  have  been  accepted  from  retirees 
and  survivors,  respectively,  and  an  explana- 
tion of  any  difference  in  acceptance  rate.  If 
OPM  cannot  show  that  widow(er)s  are  being 
accepted  as  easily  as  retirees,  we  will  make 
the  argument  that  the  retirees  ought  not  to 
be  required  to  pay  back.  Otherwise  I  believe 
the  OPM  position  is  reasonable. 

Some  retirees  may  not  realize  how  valua- 
ble their  second  chance  "  is.  Even  if  the 
pay-back  provision  is  fully  enforced,  the 
Federal  civil  service  survivor  annuity  is  the 
cheapest  and  best  insurance  for  a  spKJUse 
that  can  be  purchased.  In  most  cases  the 
Government  pays  considerably  more  than 
half  the  cost  (depending  on  how  long  the 
widow(er)  outlives  the  retiree).  Moreover.  I 
know  of  no  other  annuity  which  is  increased 
so  well  to  keep  pace  with  inflation. 

Second,  the  pay-back  may  be  made  in  in- 
stallments from  future  annuity  payments 
l)efore  they  become  taxable  income,  and 
thus  are  equivalent  to  tax  deductible  ex- 
penses. Or  if  someone  prefers,  the  amounts 
that  would  have  been  withheld  may  be  paid 
the  Government  this  year,  and  deducted 
from  this  year's  taxable  income.  If  the 
amounts  involved  are  suljstantial.  and  the 
retiree's  tax  rate  in  earlier  years  was  higher 
than  it  is  currently,  he  or  she  may  also  want 
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to  look  into  the  possibility  of  utilizing  sec- 
tion 1341  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
(Computation  of  Tax  Where  Taxpayer  Re- 
stores Substantial  Amount  Held  under 
Claim  of  Right).  For  this  it  might  be  helpful 
to  consult  a  tax  specialist. 

Entitlement  to  a  survivor  annuity  carries 
with  it  access  to  the  Federal  Employee 
Health  Benefit  plan,  much  of  which  is  paid 
for  by  the  Government.  Only  a  survivor 
with  an  annuity  large  enough  to  cover  the 
premium  for  the  chosen  health  benefits 
plan  has  the  right  to  continue  coverage. 

Finally,  it  is  not  necessary  to  elect  all  of 
the  survivor  annuity,  or  none.  A  survivor  an- 
nuity may  be  chosen  based  on  part  of  the 
retiree's  annuity. 

POLICY  IMPLICATIONS 

This  lawsuit  is  helping  many  people  who 
need  survivor  income.  However,  it  also  calls 
attention  to  the  need  for  policy  changes. 
Civil  Service  wives,  like  wives  covered  by 
Social  Security,  should  have  guaranteed  sur- 
vivor coverage. 
Sincerely. 

Edith  U.  Pierst.* 
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REPORT  ON  FREEDOM  OF  THE 
PRESS  IN  LATIN  AMERICA 


HON.  MEL  LEVINE 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  LEVINE  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  those  of  us  fortunate  enough 
to  live  in  an  open,  democratic  society 
know  how  important  is  freedom  of  the 
press.  In  fact,  we  think  of  it  as  funda- 
mental to  a  democratic  form  of  gov- 
ernment. 

Recently,  the  Council  on  Hemis- 
pheric Affairs  and  the  Newspaper 
Guild  published  a  report  titled  "A 
Survey  of  Press  Freedom  in  Latin 
America.  "  It  is  the  first  of  what  is 
planned  to  be  an  annual  survey  of 
press  freedom  throughout  that  region. 

The  Council  on  Hemispheric  Affairs 
writes  that— 

Suppression  or  manipulation  of  the  news 
of  one  form  or  another  is  common  in  any  of 
the  countries  [in  Latin  America],  regardless 
of  the  governments'  political  bent.  What 
varies  are  the  tactics. 

Below  is  an  excerpt  from  this  report 
which  I  commend  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues.  The  complete  report 
can  be  obtained  from  the  Council  and 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  it. 

The  June  1983  Press  Freedom  Report 

Not  surprisingly,  the  June  1983  "Survey 
of  Press  Freedom  in  Latin  America."  a  joint 
production  of  COHA  and  The  Newspaper 
Guild,  is  hardly  an  upbeat  report.  According 
to  the  country-by-country  study,  suppres- 
sion or  manipulation  of  the  news  of  one 
form  or  another  is  common  in  any  of  the 
countries,  regardless  of  the  governments' 
political  bent.  What  varies  are  the  tactics. 
The  following  are  excerpts  from  four  coun- 
try reports:  Argentina,  El  Salvador,  Gre- 
nada and  Nicaragua. 

Argentina— One  of  the  immediate  victims 
of  the  Argentine  military  coup  in  March 
1976  was  the  press.  Upon  assuming  power, 
the  junta  immediately  issued  Communique 


19.  the  press  law.  which  held  that  anyone 
spreading  information  coming  from  organi- 
zations "dedicated  to  subversive  activities  or 
terrorism"  would  be  subject  to  an  indefinite 
sentence;  anyone  who  impugned  the  pres- 
tige of  the  armed  forces  would  face  ten 
years  in  jail. 

Soon  after  the  press  law  decree,  the  junta 
apparently  decided  that  terror,  not  decree, 
was  the  appropriate  weapon  with  which  to 
silence  the  press.  Upwards  of  100  journalists 
were  among  the  estimated  15,000  Argentines 
who  disappeared  during  the  military  gov- 
ernment's "dirty  war "  of  the  late  1970s. 
Hundreds  of  members  of  the  media  received 
death  threats  or  were  tortured  and  jailed; 
many  more  fled  into  exile. 

The  repressive  tactics  of  the  security 
forces  drove  Argentine  journalists  to  censor 
their  own  stories,  while  others  were  put  on 
the  payrolls  of  different  military  branches 
in  order  to  insure  favorable  coverage. 
Gradually,  by  the  end  of  the  seventies,  the 
press,  painfully  aware  of  its  own  limitation, 
settled  into  a  routine  of  self -censorship. 

This  changed  in  1982.  the  Falklands  hu- 
miliation, the  near  collapse  of  the  economy, 
and  growing  popular  discontent  lessened  the 
junta's  control  over  the  flow  of  information. 
Nevertheless,  the  government  lashed  out 
against  its  critics,  closing  magazines  such  as 
La  Semana,  Quorum,  and  Linea  for  weeks  or 
months  at  a  time,  and  impounding  threaten- 
ing issues  of  Quorum  and  Humor.  Though 
weakened,  the  military  government  tolerat- 
ed only  the  most  circumspect  treatment  of 
its  greatest  disgrace:  the  estimated  15.000 
Argentines  who  "disappeared"  during  the 
dirty  war. 

In  addition  to  forced  closings,  the  Argen- 
tine government  wields  economic  weapons. 
By  imposing  a  38  percent  tax  on  imported 
newsprint,  as  well  as  high  taxes  on  printing 
equipment,  the  junta  protects  the  chief  Ar- 
gentine paper  mill,  Papel  Prensa,  S.A.. 
which  the  government  and  three  Buenos 
Aires  newspapers  own  jointly.  The  govern- 
ment can  also  punish  publications  by  impos- 
ing boycotts  of  government-related  advertis- 
ing—the life-blood  of  periodicals  in  Argenti- 
na. 

El  Salvador— Journalism  in  El  Salvador  is 
a  perilous  profession.  Since  the  1979  coup 
that  overthrew  the  dictatorship  of  Gen. 
Carlos  Humberto  Romero.  13  journalists 
have  been  reported  killed  in  the  country, 
most  of  them  at  the  hands  of  security  forces 
and  paramilitary  death  squads.  Eleven 
others  are  missing  and  presumed  dead. 
Dozens  more  have  been  arrested  and  threat- 
ened; many  have  found  their  names  on 
death  lists  issued  by  death  squads. 

Since  December  1980.  when  the  govern- 
ment abolished  all  constitutional  rights 
through  Decree  507,  security  forces  have  en- 
joyed free  rein  to  counter  "some  people,  as- 
sociations and  groupings  who  have  under- 
taken to  subvert  the  public  order.  .  .  .  " 
Decree  507  allowed  for  the  arrest  of  journal- 
ists as  subversives  if  their  material  was  con- 
sidered contrary  to  the  interests  of  the  gov- 
ernment or  the  armed  forces.  Acting  under 
the  umbrella  of  this  decree.  National  Police 
agents  last  October  20  stormed  the  San  Sal- 
vadoran  offices  of  UPI.  AP,  NBC,  ABC  and 
UPI-TV.  The  employees  of  the  news  organi- 
zations were  detained  long  enough  for  the 
agents  to  search  for  "clandestine  messages" 
affecting  the  "security  of  the  country. " 

Among  the  Salvadoran  media,  self-censor- 
ship has  sprouted  in  the  climate  of  fear. 
Many  newspapers  no  longer  publish  infor- 
mation coming  from  organizations  critical 
of  the  government.  Publishers  turn  away 
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writers  whose  work  might  elicit  violent  re- 
prisals from  the  military. 

Grenada— When  Maurice  Bishop  and  his 
National  Jewel  Movement  came  to  power  in 
Grenada  in  1979,  many  hoped  that  Bishop 
would  improve  upon  the  sorry  human  rights 
record  of  his  deposed  predecessor,  Eric 
Gairy.  Unfortunately,  in  the  area  of  press 
freedom  the  People's  Revolutionary  Gov- 
ernment (PRG)  has  only  tightened  the 
screws.  According  to  People's  Law  No.  18. 
private  ownership  of  media  is  prohibited. 
Grenadians'  only  source  of  printed  news  is 
The  Free  West  Indian,  a  government-con- 
trolled paper.  The  government  also  controls 
the  only  radio  station  on  the  tiny  island. 
Radio  Free  Grenada. 

Shortly  after  midnight  June  18.  1981. 
hours  before  People's  Law  No.  18  went  into 
effect,  the  Grenadian  Voice  was  shut  down. 
Its  publisher.  Alister  Hughes,  had  his  home 
searched  by  police,  his  printing  equipment 
confiscated,  his  telephone  disconnected  and 
his  automobile  impounded.  He  was  briefly 
detained,  and  upon  release  was  prevented 
from  filing  stories  with  news  agencies.  Since 
then,  "freedom  of  the  press"  has  been  a 
meaningless  abstraction  in  Grenada. 

Nicaragua— Upon  seizing  power  in  July 
1979,  the  new  Sandinista  government  imme- 
diately announced  a  code  of  conduct  for  the 
press.  Under  the  law.  it  became  unlawful  "to 
disseminate  in  written  or  verbal  form  state- 
ments which  attempt  to  harm  the  interests 
of  the  majority  and  the  victories  won  by  the 
people." 

Since  then,  the  situation  of  the  press  in 
Nicaragua  has  worsened.  The  media,  largely 
privately  owned,  operated  with  only  episodic 
governmental  interference— with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  opposition  daily  La  Prensa— until 
the  announcement  in  March  1982  of  an  offi- 
cial state  of  emergency  Under  the  state  of 
emergency  "all  radio  newscasts,  political 
party  programs  or  those  of  any  other  orga- 
nization [were]  suspended."  The  most  re- 
strictive of  the  new  measures  was  the  estab- 
lishment of  prior  censorship  of  the  press  by 
the  government's  Communication's  Media 
Directorate. 

Under  the  state  of  emergency.  La  Prensa 
has  been  subject  to  harassment,  closures 
and  steady  censorship.  On  several  occasions, 
the  editor.  Pedro  Joaquin  Chamorro.  has 
chosen  to  close  La  Prensa  rather  than  sub- 
ject copy  to  government  censors.* 


TAX  SHELTERS  AND  H.R.  3110 


HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  among 
the  more  controversial  pieces  of  legis- 
lation marked  up  by  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  is  the  bill  sponsored 
by  our  colleague  from  Texas,  (Mr. 
Pickle),  H.R.  3110. 

This  bill,  the  Government  Leasing 
Act  of  1983,  is  designed  to  limit  the 
use  of  leasing  plans  by  tax-exempt  or- 
ganizations and  governments  that 
transfer  tax  breaks  they  cannot  use  to 
private  investors. 

I  have  had  some  misgivings  about 
the  appropriate  use  of  leasing  tech- 
niques and  the  purposes  for  which 
IDRBs  are  issued,  as  they  result  in  the 


22361 

loss  of  significant  amounts  of  Federal 
revenue. 

I  recently  requested  that  my  staff 
study  in  detail  how  this  area  of  financ- 
ing affects  Federal  revenue.  What  re- 
sulted is  a  fascinating  analysis,  which, 
although  lengthy.  I  would  like  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  who  wish  to 
have  a  greater  understanding  of  this 
important  issue. 

The  analysis  was  prepared  by  Laura 
L.  McAuliffe,  who  is  a  congressional 
fellow  in  the  LEGIS  program  spon- 
sored by  the  U.S.  Office  of  Personnel 
Management.  Ms.  McAuliffe  is  em- 
ployed by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency, but  the  analysis  does  not  repre- 
sent the  views  of  the  Comptroller  or 
the  Treasury  Department. 

I  commend  the  following  to  my  col- 
leagues: 

Memorandum  Regarding  Tax  Shelters 
You  gave  me  a  copy  of  a  prospectus  for  a 
tax  shelter  investment  that  had  been  given 
you  by  the  chairman  of  a  New  Jersey  corpo- 
ration. 

You  wanted  an  analysis  of  the  proposal 
and  some  general  discussion  of  the  impact 
of  tax  shelters  on  productivity.  Subsequent- 
ly, legislation  was  introduced  which  would 
eliminate  the  same  shelter  for  municipali- 
ties and  tax-exempt  organizations.  This 
memorandum  will  discuss  the  private  tax 
shelter  proposal  and  proposed  legislation. 

I.  tax  shelter  proposal 

A.  Preliminary  Transactions.  Company  A, 
a  specialty  retailer  engaged  in  the  retail  sale 
of  lumber,  building  materials,  hardware, 
paint,  paneling,  tools,  garden  supplies  and 
other  items  related  to  the  "do-it-yourself" 
homeowner  market,  constructed  two  stores. 
One  store  is  located  in  Baltimore  County, 
Maryland  and  the  other  is  in  Montgomery 
County,  Pennsylvania.  Company  A  sold  the 
stores  to  Company  B.  a  company  o*Tied  by 
Company  C  and  some  of  its  employees. 
Company  B  obtained  financing  for  the  pur- 
chase from  the  proceeds  of  tax-exempt  In- 
dustrial Development  Revenue  Bonds 
(IDRB)  floated  by  the  two  counties.  The 
counties  took  mortgage  liens  in  exchange. 
Company  B  then  leased  the  stores  to  Com- 
pany A  in  a  sale-leaseback  arrangement. 
Similar  transactions  govern  the  parcels  of 
land  which  are  owned  by  another  Company 
C  affiliate.  Company  B  purchased  the  prop- 
erties for  $8.8  million.  IDRBs  were  issued 
for  $9  million. 

B.  Subject  Proposal.  A  Limited  Partner- 
ship is  being  formed  to  acquire  two  stores 
from  Company  B  that  are  leased  to  Compa- 
ny A.  The  purchase  price  for  the  properties 
is  $10,280,020.  Limited  Partnership  will  also 
reimburse  Company  B  $650,980  for  costs  in- 
curred by  Company  B  for  the  bond  issues 
and  will  pay  $28,000  for  ground  lease  op- 
tions. The  partnership  will  assume  the  obli- 
gation to  pay  the  IDRBs.  assume  the  exist- 
ing property  leases  and  incur  additional 
debt  to  make  the  purchases. 

The  general  partner  is  a  general  partner- 
ship comprised  of  eight  individuals  who  are 
employees  of  Company  C  or  an  affiliate. 
Limited  Partnership  expects  to  lose  money 
for  at  least  14  years,  because  the  income 
from  the  leases  is  inadequate  to  service  the 
debt  structure  in  that  timeframe.  Profitabil- 
ity will  come  about  later.  The  principal 
assets  of  the  partnership  are  the  properties. 
The  partnership  terminates  in  2081. 
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C.  The  Individual  Investor.  The  individual 
investor  is  being  offered  a  Class  A  Limited 
Partnership  Interest.  Each  investment  unit 
sells  for  $105,449  cash  or  $144,502  on  terms 
to  the  partnership  under  the  Deferred  Pay- 
ment Option.  Under  the  time  payment 
option,  notes  will  be  given  by  the  investor  to 
the  partnership  and  the  partnership  will 
convert  them  to  cash  by  pledging  them  as 
collateral  to  a  loan  from  a  subsidiary  of 
Company  C.  (The  subsidiary  will  also  fi- 
nance partnership  expenses  that  cannot  be 
met  from  normal  cash  flow.)  The  minimum 
investment  is  one-half  unit. 

D.  Tax  Benefits.  Tax  benefits,  deductible 
items  or  writeoffs  are  available  to  every 
entity  involved  in  this  proposal.  Assuming 
that  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  finds 
Limited  Partnership  a  legitimate  partner- 
ship investment,  then  the  following  entities 
may  have  certain  benefits: 

Entity  and  Deduction.  Individual  investor; 
distributed  loss  of  partnership,  interest  ex- 
pense for  money  borrowed  to  make  the  in- 
vestment. Partnership:  cost  recovery  (depre- 
ciation), fees  and  expenses,  interest  on  debt, 
cost  of  land  estates,  capital  loss  on  sale  of 
property.  Company  A;  rent  expense,  proper 
ty  taxes.  Investors  in  IDRB:  interest  income 
tax-exempt. 

The  broker  earns  an  8  percent  sales  com- 
mission and  a  1  percent  expense  reimburse- 
ment fee.  Over  ten  years.  Company  C  affili- 
ates have  arranged  $316  million  in  limited 
partnership  deals.  $111  million  of  which  are 
of  this  type.  Properties  involved  have  been 
hotels,  one  residence,  office  buildings,  ware- 
houses and  shopping  centers. 

E.  General  Discussion.  As  can  be  seen 
from  the  foregoing  example,  once  the  prop- 
erty owner  and  user  become  two  different 
entities,  the  tax  benefits  l)egin  to  spread. 
When  the  benefits  become  a  shelter"  is  a 
critical  question.  In  this  instance,  the  shel- 
ter is  established  with  the  partnership.  (The 
partners  and  not  the  partnership  are  sub- 
ject to  tax.)  Before  that,  the  ownership  and 
leasehold  benefits  are  not  extraordinary  al- 
though the  intent  of  the  sale- leaseback  ar- 
rangement of  the  stores  may  be  objection- 
able. 

There  are  two  basic  methods  of  establish- 
ing lease  payments.  One  is  a  wash  where 
rental  income  to  the  property  owner  equals 
the  debt  expense.  The  second  is  a  straight 
or  leveraged  lease  that  provides  rental 
income  lowered  by  the  tax  benefits  associat- 
ed with  the  property  and  low  enough  to  at- 
tract a  renter.  Setting  the  payment  terms 
determines  how  profitable  the  transaction 
will  be.  The  Limited  Partnership  proposal 
began  with  a  wash  lease,  i.e..  Company  A 
would  pay  rent  equal  to  the  mortgage  pay- 
ment Company  B  would  pay  the  municipali- 
ties. When  Limited  Partnership  purchases 
the  properties  from  Company  B.  however,  it 
will  pay  a  premium  and  take  on  additional 
debt  to  fund  it.  This  will  make  the  rental 
income  inadequate  to  service  all  debt  and 
meet  expenses.  Then  Limited  Partnership 
becomes  unprofitable. 

A  recent  article  in  Forbes  suggests  that  $9 
billion  in  tax  shelter  were  sold  in  1982.  This 
figure  includes  IRAs.  Keoghs  and  a  host  of 
other  schemes,  including  the  limited  part- 
nership investment. 

Tax  laws  are  fluid.  The  purpose  of  provid- 
ing tax  l)enefits  on  investments  is  to  encour- 
age investment  in  capital  goods,  i.e.  plant 
and  equipment.  Tax  laws  change  over  time 
to  render  different  qualifications  to  invest- 
ments eligible  for  benefits.  Most  notably  in 
1981.  major  legislation  provided  eligibility 
for  lax  benefits  to  be  sold  from  one  corpora- 
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tion  to  another  under  a  mechanism  called 
safe  harbor  leasing.  The  result  was  that 
some  major,  profitable  corporations  paid  no 
income  tax.  So,  major  tax  legislation  in  1982 
amended  and  placed  a  sunset  on  safe  harbor 
leasing  for  December  31.  1983.  Figures  are 
not  and  probably  will  not  be  available  to  in- 
dicate the  amount  of  revenue  actually  lost 
by  the  federal  government,  because  the  law 
changed  so  quickly.  Pre-legislation  esti- 
mates were  that  $3.2  billion  would  be  lost  in 
1982.  Whatever  the  actual  amount,  it  is 
clear  that  government  revenue  for  spending 
was  decreased  and  the  arrangement  had  no 
productive  purpose. 

Even  though  safe  harbor  leasing  will  dis- 
appear, other  forms  of  shelters  or  benefits 
will  be  defined  and  remain. 

II.  MUNICIPAL  TAX  SHELTER 

Municipalities,  also,  are  providing  tax 
shelter  investments  of  sorts  in  an  effort  to 
cheaply  finance  new  public  projects.  The  ar- 
rangement is  essentially  the  same  as  occurs 
on  the  private  side. 

A.  Example.  The  Camden  County  Munici- 
pal Utilities  Authority  needs  to  construct 
two  sewage  treatment  plants  to  comply  with 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  The 
estimated  construction  cost  is  $200  million. 
While  the  county  expects  to  receive  $110 
million  as  its  share  of  EPA  grant  money,  the 
grants  are  to  be  used  for  other  purposes  as 
well.  Instead,  the  county  will  float  tax- 
exempt  IDRBs  to  finance  the  projects.  Be- 
cause the  interest  income  to  investors  is  tax- 
exempt,  the  county  will  be  able  to  borrow  at 
lower  rates.  (Investor  motivation  to  buy  the 
bonds  is  tax-exemption  for  interest  income 
rather  than  the  interest  rate  being  paid.) 
The  sewage  treatment  plants  will  be  sold  to 
a  private  owner  who  will  operate  them  for 
the  municipality.  The  owner  is  eligible  for 
an  investment  tax  credit  and  deductions  for 
interest  expense  and  depreciation.  This 
method  of  tax-sheltering  involves  a  process 
bei""  referred  to  as  privatization  and  is  a 
su,.otitute  for  government  support  of  public 
projects. 

B.  Legislative  Activity.  H.R.  3110  was  in- 
troduced by  Rep.  Pickle  on  May  24  and  was 
referred  to  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 
The  bill  is  known  as  the  •Government  Leas- 
ing Act  of  1983."  Its  provisions  cover  proper- 
ty owned  or  used  by  tax-exempt  entities.  It; 

1.  requires  straight-line  in  lieu  of  acceler- 
ated depreciation 

2.  extends  denial  of  investment  credit  for 
property  used  by  governmental  and  tax- 
exempt  entities 

3.  disallows  rehabilitation  credit  for  ex- 
penditures that  are  financed  by  tax-exempt 
IDRBs 

4.  applies  to  property  placed  in  service 
after  May  23.  1983  or  up  to  January  1.  1984 
if  the  arrangement  is  under  contract  on 
May  23.  1983. 

Rep.  Pickle's  purposes  are  to  limit  privat- 
ization and  its  related  federal  revenue  losses 
and  additions  to  the  federal  deficit,  middle- 
man profits,  and  confusing  accounting  of 
how  the  public's  money  is  t>eing  u.sed.  Exam- 
ples of  the  sheltering  he  is  attempting  to 
curtail  include  the  sale-leaseback  of  the 
Miami  Orange  Bowl  with  private  parties, 
the  leasing  of  cargo  ships  by  the  Navy  and 
private  ownership  of  satellites  orbited  by 
NASA.  Lease  of  ships  by  the  Navy  will  cost 
at  least  11%  more  than  outright  purchase. 

C.  Discussion.  One  underlying  issue  of  this 
whole  tax  shelter  discussion  is  the  proper 
use  of  IDRBs.  The  Administration  favors 
curbing  their  use  as  'a  backd(x>r  means  of 
obtaining  federal  suttsidies,  usually  without 
explicit  approval  and  sometimes  in  direct 
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contravention  of  federal  budget  poli- 
cies .  .  "  One-half  of  the  $87.6  billion  in 
IDRBs  outstanding  is  dedicated  to  private 
housing,  hospitals  and  industries.  Last  year, 
$44  billion  were  issued  for  private  purposes 
compared  to  $10.3  billion  for  public  works 
projects.  Lost  federal  revenue  is  estimated 
to  be  $13  billion  for  each  of  the  next  five 
years  due  to  the  tax-exemption  for  interest 
earned  on  IDRBs. 

IDRbs  were  the  financing  mechanism  for 
both  the  Limited  Partnership  and  Camden 
County  projects.  Proponents  of  IDRBs 
claim  that  their  use  has  been  instrumental 
in  creating  or  saving  Jobs.  Utilities  say  that 
IDRBs  save  the  rate-payers  the  cost  of 
cleanup  equipment.  On  the  other  hand,  in- 
creasing use  of  IDRBs  is  increasing  the  cost 
of  projects.  An  increased  number  of  bond 
issues  competing  against  one  another  drives 
the  interest  rates  up  to  attract  investor 
funds.  This  only  increases  lost  federal  reve- 
nue further.  CBO's  greatest  concern  is  "In 
real  dollars  (adjusted  for  inflation),  the 
volume  of  tax-exempt  bonds  for  public 
projects  in  1982  was  about  5  percent  higher 
than  it  had  been  in  1975.  whereas  tax- 
exempt  financing  for  private  entities  was  a 
whopping  300  percent  higher." 

in.  IMPACT  ON  PRODUCTIVITY 

A.  Definition.  Productivity  measures  the 
relationship  between  outputs  and  inputs. 
Productivity  increases  when  the  same 
amount  of  input  produces  larger  quantities 
of  goods  and  services  than  before.  Inputs 
are  labor,  capital  and  material  resources. 
Public  service  output  is  included  but  diffi- 
cult to  measure,  because  it  has  no  market 
value. 

B.  Influences.  The  U.S.  productivity  rate 
is  declining  in  all  major  economic  sectors 
except  communications  and  agriculture. 
Quantitative  factors  affecting  productivity 
include:  investment  in  research  and  develop- 
ment, which  provides  the  basis  for  innova- 
tion and  technological  progress;  the  rate  of 
capital  formation  in  the  form  of  plant  and 
equipment  (as  affected  lij'  the  level  of 
saving  and  investment);  the  composition  of 
output  (the  distribution  of  GNP  between 
goods  and  services  whose  productivity  typi- 
cally grows  rapidly  and  those  whose  produc- 
tivity growth  is  relatively  slow);  the  compo- 
sition of  the  labor  force  in  terms  of  age. 
race.  sex.  education  and  work  experience; 
the  availability  and  cost  of  natural  re- 
sources; government  activities. 

The  Committee  for  Economic  Develop- 
ment, in  its  Productivity  Policy  statement, 
indicates  additional  hypotheses,  less  quanti- 
fiable, affecting  productivity.  One  is  a  dete- 
rioration in  the  quality  of  investment  deci- 
sion, partly  attributable  to  investments  in 
inflation  hedges  rather  than  in  additions  to 
the  nation's  productive  capacity. 

The  Commerce  Department  released  re- 
vised productivity  estimates  in  the  wake  of 
delayed  economic  recovery.  In  December 
1982.  the  increase  in  GNP  (the  total  output 
of  the  economy)  projected  for  1983  was  3.7% 
over  1982.  Estimated  growth  for  1983  now  is 
expected  to  be  2.5  to  3.0%.  Some  industries 
surveyed  will  still  be  in  a  recession.  Several 
industries,  including  steel  and  automobiles, 
.  .  are  likely  never  again  to  attain  the 
production  and  employment  levels  they 
achieved  in  the  late  1970s.  "  Only  about 
100.000  of  the  270.000  unemployed  in  the 
automobile  industry  will  be  rehired.  Capac- 
ity to  manufacture  steel  is  shrinking  to  the 
1930s  level. 

C.  Government  Intervention.  Government 
activities     affecting     productivity     include 


spending  and  regulation.  Regulations  relat- 
ing to  the  environment,  health,  and  safety 
place  standards  on  new  construction  that  in- 
crease costs  so  that  business  favors  old  plant 
and  equipment.  Capital  goods  become  obso- 
lete and  inadequate  to  absorb  an  ever-in- 
creasing labor  force.  Additionally,  the  tax 
structure  provides  a  disincentive  to  save  and 
does  not  provide  an  incentive  to  invest. 

Tax  incentives  are  inequitable,  short-term 
quick  fixes.  They  go  to  capital  intensive  in- 
dustries, e.g.  transportation,  and  the  result 
is  that  certain  industries  pay  no  taxes. 
Labor  intensive  industries  such  as  apparel 
pay  the  highest  tax  rates  because  of  high 
Social  Security  levies  and  few  capital  goods 
on  which  to  accrue  tax  savings. 

Companies  will  seek  bank  financing  as  the 
least  costly  method  of  making  improve- 
ments. But  there  still  needs  to  be  increased 
saving  in  order  for  loan  money  to  be  avail- 
able. Deposits  from  individuals  into  Individ- 
ual Retirement  Accounts  provide  a  tax  shel- 
ter to  the  indi'  idual  depositor  and  commit 
long  term  funds,  the  type  of  funds  institu- 
tions should  have  available  to  lend  for  long 
term  purposes. 

Some  tax  shelters,  such  as  the  deduction 
for  home  mortgage  interest,  add  to  produc- 
tivity, but  others  do  not.  Some  tax  shelters 
encourage  saving,  e.g.  IRAs,  which  provide 
long-term  funds  for  lending  elsewhere.  In- 
vestment in  tax-exempt  bonds  for  public 
purposes  is  useful  to  finance  government 
spending  which  may  or  may  not  add  to  pro- 
ductivity. But  investment  in  a  limited  part- 
nership strictly  to  shelter  income  not  only 
wastes  potentially  productive  resources  but 
also  decreases  spending.  Increased  consumer 
spending  creates  demand  for  product  and 
therefore  increases  productivity.  Increased 
saving  leads  to  increased  capital  investment 
and  productivity.  So  it  would  appear  that 
the  appropriate  strategy  would  be  to  en- 
courage both  consumer  spending  and 
saving. 

IV.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  TAX  SHELTERS  FOR 
PRODUCTIVITY 

Suggestions  are  being  made  by  private  and 
public  factions  for  ways  to  increase  produc- 
tivity and  growth.  The  industrial  policy 
issue  and  its  hearings  have  provided  one 
forum  for  the  advancement  of  ideas.  Sug- 
gestions for  what  the  government  can  do  in- 
clude: Reduce  or  eliminate  the  tax  on  inter- 
est income  to  encourage  savings  to  a  level 
commensurate  with  other  countries  (21.0% 
in  Japan  vs.  5.6%  in  the  U.S.).  Add  stimuli 
for  investment,  such  as  adopting  a  mecha- 
nism to  adjust  capital  gains  for  inflation. 
Accelerate  deregulation.  Defer  tax  on  con- 
tributions to  Social  Security  and  employer 
benefit  plans.  Control  spending.  Change  tax 
code  to  simplify  it.  reduce  tax  preferences 
and  reduce  marginal  tax  rates  by  broaden- 
ing the  tax  base.  Modify  public  policy  so 
that  investment  incentives  are  neutral 
among  types  of  capital  assets.  Support  re- 
search.• 


ANOTHER  WAY  TO  ENFORCE 
THE  DRAFT  LAW 


HON.  BOB  EDGAR 

or  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
foreseeable  future  anyway  young  men 
will  be  required  to  certify  that  they 
have  registered  for  the  draft  before 
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they  can  receive  college  financial  aid. 
Many  of  us  see  a  large  number  of 
problems  with  the  law. 

Aside  from  the  legal  questions,  there 
are  questions  about  the  need  and  effi- 
ciency of  such  a  law.  Do  we  need  such 
a  sweeping  law  when,  according  to  the 
Director  of  the  Selective  Service  in  his 
recent  report  sent  to  all  Members  of 
Congress,  98.1  percent  of  the  primary 
draft-eligible  group  have  already  regis- 
tered? I  suppose  our  auto  registration 
compliance  is  not  nearly  that  high. 
And  I  am  certain  that  our  income  tax 
compliance  is  not  that  high.  Even  if 
there  were  some  reason  requiring  a 
higher  compliance  rate,  is  the  most  ef- 
ficient way  to  achieve  that  by  deputiz- 
ing colleges,  bankers,  and  others  to 
help  the  Justice  Department  do  their 
work? 

There  is  harm  in  passing  such  awk- 
ward laws.  In  its  effort  to  instill  patri- 
otism. Congress  risks  alienating  the  98 
percent  of  the  young  American  men 
who  have  registered  but  who  are  pre- 
sumed guilty  and  unworthy  of  aid 
until  they  prove  otherwise— not  to 
mention  antagonizing  college  and  uni- 
versity officials  nationwide. 

In    the    spring,    the    Chronicle    of 
Higher  Education  published  an  open 
letter  by  Paul  Orehovec,  a  dean  at  the 
College   of   Wooster.    Although   Dean 
Orehovec  wrote  his  letter  with  tongue 
in  cheek,  he  nonetheless  makes  a  seri- 
ous point.  I  submit  an  edited  version 
of  his  letter  here  in  the  Record  and 
ask  you  to  consider  it. 
Dear  Congressman:  I've  a  Better  Way  to 
Crack  Down  on  Draft  Resisters 
(By  Paul  Orehovec) 
Dear    Congressman:    Recently,    the    En- 
forcement   of    Military    Service    Act    was 
signed  as  part  of  the  Defense  Authorization 
Bill.  By  making  one  minor  adjustment  in 
that  act.  I  am  convinced  we  can  curb  alcohol 
abuse  and  increase  the  attack  on  draft  re- 
sisters. 

The  act  states  that  institutions  of  higher 
education  are  required  to  certify  that  all 
male  recipients  of  Title  IV  funds  be  regis- 
tered for  the  draft.  My  recommendation  is 
to  replace  the  term  "institution  of  higher 
education  "  with  "bartenders,"  which  would 
have  the  following  effects: 

The  current  terminology  requiring  institu- 
tions to  check  on  students  who  receive  Title 
IV  funds  makes  it  appear  that  the  law  dis- 
criminates against  students  from  low- 
income  families.  My  proposal  would  elimi- 
nate that  discrimination.  If  bartenders 
checked  draft  registration  before  serving 
any  form  of  alcohol,  only  those  students 
who  refrained  from  drinking  would  be 
exempt  from  showing  evidence  of  their 
draft  registration. 

I  contend  that  more  members  of  academic 
communities  drink  than  receive  Title  IV 
funds.  Therefore,  we  could  do  the  Defense 
Department  a  service  by  checking  on  young 
people  through  taverns  rather  than  finan- 
cial-aid offices. 

Bartenders  have  always  had  to  verify  the 
ages  of  those  entering  a  tavern,  and  the  ad- 
ditional duty  of  certifying  registration  with 
the  Selective  Service  should  be  right  up 
their  alley.  By  contrast,  recent  governement 
studies  have  alleged  much  error,  abuse,  and 
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fraud  in  campus  financial-aid  offices.  It 
would  behoove  the  Defense  Department  not 
to  be  associated  with  such  mismanagement. 

Bartenders  would  have  a  much  easier  time 
of  understanding  federal  regulations— par- 
ticularly those  in  the  Federal  Register  re- 
garding verification  of  draft  registration. 
For  instance,  when  financial-aid  officers  are 
frustrated  in  their  attempts  to  interpret  the 
Federal  Register,  all  they  can  do  is  turn  to 
their  calculators.  Bartenders,  however,  can 
turn  around  and  pour  themselves  a  Scotch- 
and-water,  and  soon  all  things  become  quite 
clear. 

I  appreciate  the  government's  attempt  to 
ease  the  workload  in  financial-aid  offices  by 
cutting  funds.  I  also  understand  that  this 
time  could  be  spent  running  errands  for  the 
Department  of  Defense.  However  I  insist  on 
an  annual  vacation— nothing  approaching 
the  15  to  20  weeks  enjoyed  by  Members  of 
Congress,  but  something  adequate.  I  cannot 
check  draft  registrations  during  this  time. 
On  the  other  hand,  have  you  ever  known  a 
tavern  to  shut  down? 

It  is  time  to  get  after  draft  resisters  and 
alcoholics.  I  should  point  out  that  in  addi- 
tion to  being  a  financial-aid  officer.  I  take 
pride  in  being  a  part-time  drinker,  a  past  re- 
cipient of  Title  IV  funds,  and  one  who  regis- 
tered for  the  draft,  votes,  and  pays  taxes. 

I  discussed  this  matter  with  a  bartender 
friend  the  other  night.  After  appropriate 
deliberation,  she  concluded  that  she  is  much 
more  qualified  to  handle  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  their  needs  than  am  I.« 


ASC  COUNTY  AND  COMMUNITY 
COMMITTEE  SYSTEM 


HON.  CHARLES  ROSE 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

T-esday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I, 
along  with  many  of  my  farm  State  col- 
leagues, am  introducing  legislation 
which  will  strengthen  the  ASC  County 
and  Community  Committee  System. 

The  ASC  County  and  Community 
Committees  are  probably  the  most  im- 
portant farmer  network  in  this  coun- 
try. The  individuals  who  serve  on 
these  committees  are  elected  by  their 
peers,  their  fellow  farmers,  and  these 
committeemen  play  a  vital  role  in 
their  local  communities  with  respect 
to  farm  programs. 

However,  it  has  come  to  my  atten- 
tion that  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture is  questioning  the  wisdom  and 
the  effectiveness  of  the  farmer-elected 
committeemen,  at  the  same  time  our 
farm  economy  is  in  its  worst  state 
since  the  Great  Depression. 

Under  the  guise  of  budgetary  con- 
straints, USDA  threatened  to  consoli- 
date or  eliminate  Community  Commit- 
tees in  several  States,  at  the  same  time 
that  USDA  pressured  the  farmer- 
elected  committeemen  to  serve  with- 
out travel  and  compensation  for  the 
services  they  provide. 

Last  December  I  surveyed  nearly 
100,000  Community  and  County  com- 
mitteemen in  an  effort  to  determine 
what  they  were  doing,  what  they  could 
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do,  and  also  to  ascertain  the  quality  of 
the  communication  which  exists  be- 
tween committeemen  and  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture.  To  date.  I 
have  received  over  20.000  responses 
which  clearly  point  out  the  interest  in 
and  the  need  for  a  national  farmer- 
elected  committee  system.  At  the  same 
time  these  surveys  indicated  that  the 
charuiels  of  communication  between 
USDA  and  committeemen  warrant  im- 
provement. 

In  addition,  the  respondents  to  my 
survey  repeatedly  pointed  out  that 
they  were  not  meeting  frequently 
enough  to  be  briefed  on  farm  pro- 
grams, that  they  were  not  receiving 
farm  program  information  in  a  timely 
fashion,  and  that,  in  many  cases,  they 
felt  as  though  they  were  being  ig- 
nored. Several  agricultural  extension 
agents  called  my  office  to  express 
their  support  and  interest  in  the  Com- 
mittee System,  emphasizing  the  need 
to  utilize  committeemen  more  fully. 

With  so  many  changes  occurring  in 
existing  farm  programs  daily,  and  with 
the  implementation  of  new  programs, 
like  the  PIK  program,  it  seems  vitally 
important  to  me  that  we  strengthen 
the  farmer  network  in  this  country 
and  listen  to  those  people  who  are  the 
most  closely  involved  in  our  farm  pro- 
grams on  a  daily  basis.  I  have  said  it 
before,  and  I  will  say  it  again,  I  do  be- 
lieve that  many  of  our  problems  in  ag- 
riculture today  stem  from  the  fact 
that  we  do  not  listen  closely  enough  to 
our  farmers.  What  we  need  to  do  is 
strengthen  our  communication  with 
this  Nation's  farmers,  not  eliminate 
those  who  have  a  good  idea  or  two. 

I  am  pleased  that  so  many  of  my  col- 
leagues have  joined  with  me  in  recog- 
nizing the  importance  of  this  national 
farmer  network;  what  it  says  to  me  is 
that  we  are  listening,  and  that  we  will 
continue  to  listen. 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  include 
a  brief  summary  of  the  major  points 
of  my  bill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
for  this  opportunity  to  speak  on 
behalf  of  my  bill: 

Summary  or  the  Major  Provisions  or  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conser- 
vation Committee  Act  or  1983 

COMMUNITY  committees 

The  bill  will- 

(1)  require  that  the  number  of  local  ad- 
ministrative areas  (from  which  agricultural 
stablization  and  conservation  (ASO  commu- 
nity committees  are  elected)  in  a  county 
cannot  be  less  than  the  number  of  adminis- 
trative areas  that  the  county  had  on  Decem- 
ber 31,  1980: 

(2)  extend  the  terms  of  members  of  ASC 
community  committees  from  one  to  three 
years; 

(3)  require  that  ASC  community  commit- 
tees meet  not  less  than  four  times  annually; 

(4)  specify  the  duties  of  ASC  community 
committees,  as  follows: 

(a)   In  counties   in   which   there   is  more 
than  one  ASC  community  committee,  the 
committees  will- 
ed) elect,  each  year,  a  person  to  serve  on 
the  ASC  county  committee;  and 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

(ii)  serve  as  consultants  and  advisors  to 
the  ASC  county  committee:  and 

(b)  all  ASC  community  committees  will— 

(i)  meet  periodically  with  the  ASC  county 
and  State  committees  to  be  briefed  on  farm 
program  issues; 

(ii)  communicate  with  farmers  within 
their  communities  on  issues  and  concerns 
regarding  farm  programs; 

(iii)  report  to  the  ASC  county  and  State 
committees,  and  others,  on  farm  program 
recommendations  of  farmers  within  their 
communities:  and 

(iv)  perform  other  duties  required  by  law 
or  assigned  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture: 

(5)  require  the  Secretary  to  ensure  that 
ASC  community  committees  are  provided 
up-to-date  information  on  Federal  farm  and 
related  programs  that  might  affect  farmers 
withm  their  communities; 

(6)  make  the  changes  described  in  items 
(1)  through  (5)  above  effective  on  January 
1.  1984.  except  that  the  increase  in  the 
length  of  the  terms  of  members  of  the  ASC 
community  committees  will  not  apply  to 
persons  elected  prior  to  January  1.  1984:  and 

(7)  in  counties  that  now  have  just  one 
ASC  community  committee,  but  that  (as  a 
result  of  the  bill)  will  receive  additional 
community  committees,  provide  that  each 
person  who  is  a  member  of  the  one  county 
committee  as  of  December  31.  1983.  will 
serve  the  unexpired  portion  of  his  term  fol- 
lowing the  increase  in  community  commit- 
tees as  a  member  of  the  community  commit- 
tee for  the  local  area  in  which  he  resides. 

coinrrv  committees 
Under  the  current  law  authorizing  the 
creation  of  ASC  county  and  community 
committees,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
directed  to  use  the  sevices  of  the  commit- 
tees in  carrying  out  portions  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act. 
The  bill  will  amend  current  law  to  (1)  re- 
quire the  Secretary  also  to  use  the  services 
of  the  county  and  community  committees  as 
directed  by  law  with  respect  to  other  pro- 
grams and  functions,  and  (2)  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  use  the  services  of  the  commit- 
tees in  carrying  out  any  program  or  func- 
tion of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

SALARY  AND  TRAVEL  EXPENSES 

The  bill  will- 

( 1 )  require  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
provide  compensation,  on  an  hourly  basis, 
to  members  of  ASC  county  and  community 
committees  for  work  actually  performed  in 
assisting  in  the  implementation  of  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  programs,  with— 

(a)  memljers  of  ASC  county  committees  to 
t>e  paid  at  the  hourly  rate  applicable  to  the 
grade  GS-11;  and 

(b)  members  of  ASC  community  commit- 
tees to  be  paid  at  the  hourly  rate  applicable 
to  the  grade  GS-9;  and 

(2)  require  the  Secretary  to  pay  members 
of  ASC  State,  county,  and  community  com- 
mittees for  travel  expenses  (including,  for 
meml)ers  of  county  and  community  commit- 
tees, expenses  for  travel  between  their 
homes  and  the  local  county  office  of  the  Ag- 
ricultural Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  ).• 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  GENERAL 
ROBERT  BARROW 


RATIONAL  APPROACH  TO 
GRENADA  REQUIRED 


HON.  IKE  SKELTON 

or  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  have  the  honor  of  rising  to  commend 
Gen.  Robert  Barrow  and  to  personally 
thank  him  for  a  job  well  done.  Gener- 
al Barrow  has  given  41  years  of  excel- 
lent service  to  the  Marine  Corps  and 
to  the  entire  United  States. 

General  Barrow  enlisted  in  the 
Marine  Corps  in  March  1942  and 
served  as  an  assistant  drill  instructor. 
He  rose  through  the  ranks,  receiving  a 
commission  in  1943.  and  he  spent  the 
remainder  of  World  War  II  fighting 
behind  Japanese  lines  with  a  Chinese 
guerrilla  force.  He  also  remained  in 
China  for  a  year  after  the  war  ended. 

During  the  Korean  conflict,  he  was 
instrumental  in  the  Inchon-Seoul  of- 
fensive and  later  commanded  a  rifle 
company  in  the  Chosin  Reservoir  cam- 
paign. From  1964  to  1967,  he  was  plans 
officer  for  the  Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pa- 
cific, and  he  later  commanded  an  in- 
fantry regiment  which  fought  at  Khe 
Sanh  and  the  A  Shau  Valley  in  Viet- 
nam. In  all.  General  Barrow  served 
seven  tours  of  duty  in  the  Far  East. 

He  was  commanding  general  for  3 
years  at  the  Marine  Corps  Base  in  Oki- 
nawa, and  then  was  commanding  gen- 
eral at  the  Marine  Corps  Recruit 
Depot,  Parris  Island,  S.C.  He  served  as 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Manpower 
at  Marine  Headquarters  before  becom- 
ing Commanding  General  of  the  Fleet 
Marine  Force.  General  Barrow  was  the 
Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps  from  July  1978  until  he  became 
Commandant  a  year  later. 

I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  working 
with  the  general  several  times  when 
he  was  called  before  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee.  By  giving  superi- 
or testimony  before  the  committee,  he 
proved  himself  to  be  an  indispensable 
witness. 

General  Barrow  finished  his  active 
commitment  to  the  Marine  Corps  in 
July.  However,  the  Marine  Corps.  Con- 
gress, and  the  entire  United  States  will 
not  soon  forget  such  an  outstanding 
leader.  I  would  like  to  personally  wish 
the  general,  his  wife,  Patty,  and  their 
five  children  all  of  the  best  for  the 
future.* 


HON.  JOHN  CONYERS,  JR. 

or  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
midst  of  the  international  crisis  now 
confronting  the  Central  American 
region,  we  have  almost  forgotten 
about  the  great  impasse  which  exists 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
small  nation  of  Grenada.  As  you  are 
aware,  our  country  has  refused  to  offi- 
cially recognize  the  Government  of 
Grenada  since  it  came  to  power  on 
August  13,  1979.  There  is  a  mission 
from  Grenada  to  the  Organization  of 
American  States  and  an  Ambassador 
to  the  United  Nations.  Any  contact 
which  takes  place  between  our  two 
governments  is  carried  on  through  one 
of  these  agencies.  Of  course,  this  arti- 
ficial limitation  on  relations  between 
Grenada  and  the  United  States  has  re- 
sulted in  significant  confusion  and  has 
generally  cut  short  communication. 
The  result  has  been  that  foreign 
policy  between  Grenada  and  the 
United  States  has  been  conducted  in 
the  media  and  has  been  largely  based 
on  half-truths. 

I  have  always  articulated  the  posi- 
tion that  the  United  States  should  of- 
ficially recognize  Grenada  and  move 
to  improve  economic,  political,  and 
cultural  relations  with  its  government 
and  people.  This  position  is  based  on 
my  detailed  understanding  of  the  do- 
mestic programs  and  foreign  policy  ob- 
jectives of  the  Grenada  Government. 
On  June  1,  1983,  Prime  Minister  Mau- 
rice Bishop  of  Grenada  spoke  at  the 
Protocolary  Session  of  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  and  outlined 
some  of  the  goals  of  Grenada  and  its 
people.  I  think  it  is  appropriate  that 
selected  parts  of  Prime  Minister  Bish- 
op's speech  should  be  included  in  the 
Congressional  Record  so  that  my  col- 
leagues can  have  the  benefit  of  his 
thinking.  I  would  hope  that  his 
thoughts  would  be  carefully  consid- 
ered because  we  cannot  aitord  to  make 
decisions  that  may  affect  the  dreams, 
aspirations,  and  independence  of  a 
people  without  the  necessary  factual 
information. 
Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Secretary  General. 

Ambassadors  and  Representatives  of  the 
Governments  of  the  Americas. 
We  meet  here  at  a  time  when  the  world, 
and  in  particular  the  developing  world 
which  we  so  amply  represent,  is  faced  by  an 
alarming  array  of  social  and  economic  prob- 
lems which  we  must  collectively  confront  in 
an  effort  to  attain  genuine  progress  and  de- 
velopment for  our  peoples.  Yet  this  is  also  a 
time  when  genuine  efforts  are  already 
emerging  from  among  us  to  resolve  the 
social,  economic,  financial  and  political 
problems  with  which  we  are  confronted. 
These  efforts  represent  a  reserve  of  deter- 
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minatlon   and   will   which   is   part   of   our 
American  heritage. 

Today  150  years  later,  as  we  seek  to  attain 
peace,  justice  and  progress  for  the  people  of 
the  Americas,  we  must  respond  to  those 
echoes  (The  echoes  to  which  the  Prime 
Minister  refer  is  that  based  on  his  quote 
from  Simon  Bolivar,  the  father  of  Pan- 
Americanism,  to  the  effect  that  "Unity. 
Unity,  must  be  our  motto  in  all  things.  The 
blood  of  our  citizens  is  varied:  let  it  be 
mixed  for  the  sake  of  unity.")  Indeed  while 
we  speak  of  the  need  for  unity  and  the  inte- 
grated development  of  our  people,  we  do  so 
with  the  knowledge  that  while  we  have 
shared  historical  experiences,  the  specific 
character  and  development  of  each  state  is 
different.  Our  unity  is  therefore  based  on 
mutual  acceptance  and  understanding  of 
each  other's  right  to  develop  its  own  process 
as  it  deems  t)est  for  the  progress  of  its 
people: 

We.  in  Grenada,  place  great  significance 
on  the  signing  of  a  treaty  in  December  1982 
which  established  formal  relations  between 
the  Caribbean  Community  (Caricom)  and 
the  Organization  of  American  States.  The 
basis  for  institutional  interaction  and  ex- 
change is  most  certainly  being  strengthened 
within  our  region. 

Our  American  continent  must  not  only  be 
united,  but  we  must  have  peace:  a  peace 
which  bring  economic  and  social  justice, 
equality,  and  greater  independence  and 
freedom  for  all  those  down-trodden  and  op- 
pressed. 

We  join  international  public  opinion  in 
supporting  initiatives  of  the  people  of  Latin 
America  to  solve  the  problems  of  our  region. 
Contadora  represents  a  significant  step  to- 
wards finding  a  solution  to  important  di- 
mensions of  the  problems  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. It  offers  concrete  for  finding  negotiated 
solution  to  our  problems  and  additionally 
underscores  that  it  is  possible  to  settle  dis- 
putes without  resorting  to  the  use  of  force. 
We  oppose  any  attempt  to  give  support  to 
those  whose  objective  is  to  destabilize  the 
Sandinista  regime  and  to  promote  stife  and 
discord  in  Central  America. 

Mr.  Chairman.  Grenada  again  calls  for 
peaceful  solutions  to  all  the  regions  border 
disputes,  another  legacy  of  colonialism 
which  continues  to  adversely  affect  our 
peaceful  and  integrated  development. 

Because  peace,  independence  and  develop- 
ment are  necessary  for  the  progress  of  the 
peoples  of  the  entire  region,  Grenada  is  par- 
ticularly concerned  about  our  relationship 
with  the  United  States  of  America. 

My  government  has  consistently  sought  to 
establish  and  to  maintain  normal  and  mutu- 
ally respectful  relations  with  our  powerful 
northern  neighbor.  It  is  an  unfortunate  his- 
torical fact  that  every  effort  on  our  part  to 
achieve  this  has  been  ignored  or  rebuffed. 

We  pursue  a  foreign  policy  of  non-align- 
ment which  for  us  includes  a  real  and  ongo- 
ing diversification  and  expansion  of  our  re- 
lations. This  includes  our  active  involve- 
ment in  the  concerns  of  Latin  America, 
seeking  solutions  to  the  problems  of  our 
small  island  states,  advocating  self-determi- 
nation in  a  new  political  and  economic 
framework,  and  acceptance  of  the  principle 
of  ideological  pluralism 

I  reaffirm  what  representatives  of  our 
government  have  said  so  many  times  before: 
that  Grenada  constitutes  no  threat  to  the 
United  States.  We  repeat  that  the  new 
International  Airport  is  a  civilian  project 
vital  to  the  economic  development  of  our 
country. 

Our  particular  vision  of  the  Americas  is 
one  which  recognizes  the  right  of  member 
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states  to  choose  their  own  destiny  and  the 
same  vision  of  ours  accepts  the  possibilities 
of  peaceful  co-existence,  diversity  and  varie- 
ty of  political  systems.  It  is  in  this  spirit 
that  we  embrace  Venezuela,  Cuba.  Nicara- 
gua. Mexico.  Barbados.  Martinique,  and 
Suriname  as  all  ligilimate  sons  of  the  Amer- 
icas. We  can  not  in  principle  subscribe  to 
the  attempt  to  isolate  any  member  of  our 
hemispheric  family. 

Grenada  reiterates  its  commitment  to  the 
Charter  of  our  organization  (The  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States).  Our  nations  must 
proceed  without  confusion  believing  that  we 
will  achieve  the  goals  agreed  to  in  our  char- 
ter. 

Forward  to  peace,  genuine  independence 
and  development  in  a  United  America— Our 
America. 

Many  important  elements  of  the 
Prime  Ministers  speech  have  been  de- 
leted because  of  space  limitations. 
However,  it  is  clear  from  what  is  in- 
cluded that  Grenada  is  very  interested 
in  becoming  an  independent  and  con- 
tributing member  of  the  American 
states.  The  United  States  can  contrib- 
ute to  this  by  recognizing  the  Govern- 
ment of  Grenada.* 


STUDENT  AID  AND  DRAFT 
REGISTRATION 


HON.  BOB  EDGAR 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  about 
a  month  a  regulation  will  take  effect 
requiring  young  men  applying  for  stu- 
dent financial  aid  to  certify  that  they 
have  registered  for  the  draft.  We 
passed  the  law  requiring  this  last  year. 
We  know  this  law  as  the  Solomon 
amendment.  The  law  has  been  chal- 
lenged in  the  courts,  and  a  Federal  dis- 
trict judge  in  Minnesota  declared  the 
law  unconstitutional.  The  Supreme 
Court  will  decide  next  term  whether 
to  hear  the  case.  Meanwhile,  the 
Court  has  let  the  law  take  effect. 
Many  of  us  have  questioned  whether 
it  is  a  proper  law  and,  if  proper, 
whether  it  is  a  wise  law. 

There  are  several  features  of  the  law 
that  lead  one  to  question  its  constitu- 
tionality. The  law  exacts  penalties 
from  a  specified  group  of  citizens  with- 
out giving  them  judicial  protection. 
That  makes  it  a  bill  of  attainder.  Fur- 
thermore, the  law  puts  an  unfair 
burden  on  lower  income  people,  and 
thus  on  minority  people  who  must 
have  financial  aid  to  attend  college.  In 
addition,  the  law  adds  a  double  and 
unnecessarily  severe  penalty  to  the 
draft  law.  We  should  keep  in  mind 
that  a  young  man  already  faces  penal- 
ties of  5-years  imprisonment  and 
$10,000  fine  for  failure  to  comply  with 
selective  service  law  by  not  disclosing 
his  name  and  address.  That  is  the 
same  penalty  imposed  on  people  who 
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refused  to  obey  induction  orders  in  the 
middle  of  a  war. 

Each  of  us  has  many  responsibilities 
as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and 
we  should  proudly  try  to  fulfill  those 
responsibilities.  Each  of  us  also  draws 
many  benefits  from  the  United 
States— FHA  loans.  VA  benefits,  use  of 
federally  funded  highways,  not  to 
mention  Federal  defense  and  law  en- 
forcement. Can  you  imagine  the  mess 
if  our  Government  made  every  benefit 
conditional  upon  satisfying  some  unre- 
lated responsibility?  Registration  for 
the  draft  is  an  important  responsibil- 
ity of  our  young  men,  but  it  is  unrelat- 
ed to  whether  or  not  a  young  man 
should  be  eligible  for  student  aid.  We 
could  just  as  well  deny  social  security 
to  an  older  person  who  fails  to  prove 
that  he  or  she  has  never  underpaid  on 
taxes. 

Probably  the  most  fundamental 
question  is.  Should  Congress  make 
people  pass  tests  of  good  citizenship 
and  take  loyaity  oaths  whenever  they 
want  to  claim  any  benefits  or  privi- 
leges that  the  Government  ordinarily 
extends?  I  would  say.  'Certainly  not.  " 
Several  weeks  ago  an  important 
Pennsylvania  paper,  the  Delaware 
County  Daily  Times,  published  a 
strong  editorial  on  the  subject.  This 
cogent  editorial  forcefully  makes  the 
point  that  Congress  must  be  very  care- 
ful how  it  tries  to  enforce  patriotism.  I 
ask  that  the  editorial  be  printed  here. 

The  article  follows: 
[From  the  Delaware  County  Times,  June  30, 
1983] 
A  Crime  Against  America 
The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  certainly  cleared 
things  up  yesterday.  It  is  now  apparent  that 
education  is  a  right  of  the  rich.  For  the  rest 
of  us.  education  is  a  privilege,  subject  to 
cancellation  at  the  whim  of  politicians. 

By  ruling  that  the  federal  government 
must  l)egin  Friday  to  enforce  a  new  law  de- 
nying loans  and  grants  to  men  who  fail  to 
register  for  the  draft,  the  court  establishes 
several  novel  principles  of  law. 

The  government  may  limit  any  aid  or 
grant  designed  for  general  distribution  to 
those  who  meet  a  political  truth  test— in 
this  case,  those  who  indicate  a  willingness  to 
go  to  war. 

The  government  may  apply  this  test  to 
members  of  one  sex  only,  so  that  young 
women  opposed  to  the  draft  will  not  be  pun- 
ished, but  an  estimated  122.000  young  men 
who  have  not  registered  now  cannot  receive 
federal  loans  or  grants  for  college  education. 
The  government  may  force  compliance 
with  one  law  by  interfering  with  an  estab- 
lished set  of  laws  in  a  totally  different  area. 
To  enforce  draft  registration,  it  may  abro- 
gate the  principle  that  college  loans  are  to 
be  available  to  all  those  demonstrating  need 
and  ability. 

The  government  may  make  punishment 
contingent  on  income,  depriving  poor  and 
middle  class  students  of  the  opportunity  for 
college  education  while  passing  over  the 
rich. 

These  standards  would  permit  the  govern- 
ment to  refuse,  say.  Social  Security  checks 
to  senior  citizens  who  fail  to  report  all  the 
interest  on  their  savings  accounts.  They 
would  permit  the  government  to  deny  loans 
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to  members  of  any  demographic  group- 
white  females,  for  example— who  refuse  to 
cooperate  with  a  law  applying  to  them  and 
them  only.  The  middle  class  could  be  sin- 
gled out  with  a  law  denying  tax  credits  for 
mortgage  interest  to  adults  convicted  of 
(pick  one)  illegal  gambling,  speeding,  mail 
fraud,  drunk  driving  or  anything  else  Con- 
gress chooses  to  make  a  federal  offense. 

If  draft  registration  is  necessary,  then  the 
government  should  have  no  trouble  enforc- 
ing the  law.  Arrest  violators.  Convict  them. 
Fine  them.  Send  them  to  prison. 

That's  the  way  we've  enforced  laws  in  this 
country  for  200  years  and  its  worked  out 
pretty  well.  What  will  not  work  is  a  politi- 
cally inspired  punishment,  unrelated  to  the 
crime,  which  affects  only  citizens  of  a  cer 
tain  sex  and  class  who  hold  unpopular  be- 
liefs. That  totalitarian-style  law  is  itself  a 
crime  against  our  tradition,  our  constitution 
and  our  nation.  That  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  does  not  instantly  recognize  this  fact 
is  a  disgrace. • 
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THE  CASE  FOR  A  GLOBAL 
STRATEGY 


HON.  MICKEY  EDWARDS 

OF  OKLAHOMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  chairman  of  the  United 
States  Global  Strategy  Council  I  was 
recently  asked  to  address  that  organi- 
zation's forum  on  the  need  for  a  new, 
comprehensive  global  strategy  for  the 
United  States.  Because  of  the  impor- 
tance of  this  issue.  I  would  like  to 
share  my  remarks  with  my  colleagues: 
The  Case  for  a  Global  Strategy 

I  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to 
be  a  part  of  this  organization  and  to  work 
with  people  who  share  in  common  a  love  for 
this  country,  a  concern  for  it  and  a  willing- 
ness to  come  again  to  its  aid  in  a  time  of 
great  need. 

Washington  seems  to  give  birth  to  new  or- 
ganizations so  rapidly  and  with  such  a 
degree  of  excess,  that  many  of  them  never 
get  around  to  doing  anything  more  than  as- 
sembling an  honorary  advisory  board,  accu- 
mulating names  for  a  direct  mail  campaign 
and  raising  money  to  pay  for  the  overhead 
and  the  next  mailing. 

We  simply  do  not  need  any  more  instant- 
solution  direct-mail  organizations.  The 
problems  we  have  are  so  great  in  scope  and 
so  complex  in  nature,  and  the  potential 
danger  so  terrible,  that  this  country  must 
assemble  in  a  serious  way  the  finest  minds, 
the  best  talents,  and  the  greatest  energy 
that  can  be  brought  to  bear  on  a  simple 
task:  ensuring  the  survival  of  the  United 
States  and  the  free  institutions  it  guaran- 
tees. 

I  am  amused  by  people  who  quote  them- 
selves, and  I  know  that  everybody  in  this 
room  could  make  the  case  more  clearly  and 
more  persuasively  than  I,  but  as  a  statement 
of  my  own  concern,  and  as  a  simple  descrip- 
tion of  the  goals  we  must  undertake  if  the 
Global  Strategy  Council  is  to  have  meaning, 
let  me  read  to  you  one  paragraph  from  an 
article  I  wrote  for  the  Proceedings  of  the 
U.S.  Naval  Institute  nearly  three  years  ago. 
The  article  was  about  the  threat  which 
Soviet  expansion  is  now  posing  to  control  of 
the  principal  sea  lanes,  and  I  said  that  we 


must  establish  as  a  top  priority  the 
strengthening  of  our  Navy,  that  we  must 
upgrade  our  intelligence  capability,  and.  fi- 
nally. I  said.  ".  .  .  we  must  resolve  to  think 
in  a  truly  global  way.  A  good  chess  player 
knows  how  important  it  is  to  survey  the 
entire  board  and  size  up  quickly  the  full 
range  of  moves  his  opponent  is  capable  of 
making.  If  he  concentrates  on  only  one  part 
of  the  board  his  narrowness  of  focus  may 
well  cost  him  the  game.  The  world  is  like  a 
chessboard,  and  we  have  to  be  able,  given 
the  present  geographical  and  political  con- 
figurations and  alliances,  to  see  new  pat- 
terns emerging.  To  be  surprised  in  today's 
world  of  global  interdependence  because 
we've  failed  realistically  to  take  into  ac- 
count the  geopolitical  situation  and  what  it 
portends,  is  to  invite  our  own  disaster." 

I  believe  that  is  more  true  today  than  it 
was  when  I  first  wrote  it.  There  is  a  desper- 
ate need  for  a  truly  comprehensive  global 
strategy  that  is  broadly  focused  and  in- 
cludes all  aspects  of  the  military,  economic, 
industrial,  humanitarian  and  psychological 
tools  at  our  disposal.  The  Administrations 
of  any  President  are  necessarily  hindered  by 
both  political  considerations  and  the  tran- 
sient nature  of  power.  Under  President 
Carter  we  practiced  international  politics  of 
selective  outrage;  under  President  Reagan 
we  practiced  first  the  politics  of  confronta- 
tion and  today  the  politics  of  flexible  firm- 
ness. You  are  all  far  more  expert  than  I  in 
determining  which  policies  and  strategies 
will  best  work,  but  we  will  all  agree.  I  think, 
that  success  in  the  international  arena  re- 
quires the  building  of  a  trans-Presidential 
strategy  which  enjoys  a  national  consensus 
and  which  will  serve  the  long-range  security 
interests  of  the  United  States.  That  is  a  role 
you  in  this  room  can  fill  better  than  any 
other  group  of  citizens  in  the  United  States, 
and  how  well  we  fill  that  role,  and  how  en- 
ergetically we  undertake  it.  may  well  be  crit- 
ical to  our  survival. 

Now  let  me  examine  some  of  the  aspects 
of  what  we  must  do: 

1.  We  must  have  a  global  strategy  that  is 
clear  and  coherent. 

Our  goals  are  often  foggy.  Our  actions  are 
often  contradictory. 

We  attempt  to  interdict  the  shipment  of 
arms  through  Nicaragua  into  El  Salvador, 
while  at  the  same  time  we  contribute  mil- 
lions of  dollars  to  multilateral  lending  orga- 
nizations, such  as  the  World  Bank,  the 
Inter-American  Development  Bank  and  the 
International  Fund  for  Agricultural  Devel- 
opment, which  pour  millions  of  dollars  into 
Nicaragua. 

We  provide  military  assistance,  in  the 
form  of  training,  to  Brazil,  which  sells  weap- 
ons to  Libya,  which  then  uses  those  weap- 
ons against  countries  friendly  to  the  United 
States  and  serves  as  a  conduit  for  the  fun- 
neling  of  weapons  through  Nicaragua  in  El 
Salvador. 

In  this  year's  budget  requests  alone— ex- 
cluding supplementals  and  reprogram- 
mings— the  Administration  is  asking  for 
more  than  $5  billion  for  countries  which 
have  voted  with  the  United  States  50  per- 
cent of  the  time  or  less  in  the  United  Na- 
tions, and  which  consistently  oppose  U.S. 
foreign  policy  in  other  international  forums. 

2.  We  must  recognize  the  interdependence 
of  many  aspects  of  our  environment  and 
take  a  broad  range  of  factors  into  account  in 
formulating  a  national  global  strategy— fac- 
tors far  beyond  the  military  and  diplomatic 
decisions  we  generally  think  of  in  these  re- 
gards. 


For  example:  the  increasingly  complex 
technical  nature  of  military  equipment  and 
weaponry  parallels  the  release  of  reports  in- 
dicting that  the  public  school  system  in  the 
United  Slates  has  deteriorated  almost 
beyond  recognition  and  that  the  public 
schools  are  graduating  young  men  and 
women  who  have  difficulty  communicating 
in  the  English  language,  comprehending 
written  communications,  or  working  simple 
problems  math  and  science.  And  that  dete- 
rioration parallels  a  frightening  increase  in 
the  use  of  drugs  among  teen-agers  and 
young  adults.  That  that  problem  reaches 
into  the  military  has  been  confirmed  again 
and  again,  in  Vietnam,  aboard  an  aircraft 
carrier  at  sea,  even  among  the  select  mem- 
bers of  the  White  House  guard. 

What  effort  do  we  put  into  the  rebuilding 
of  our  public  school  system  and  what  effort 
do  we  put  into  combatting  the  increased  use 
of  drugs  in  our  society?  And  given  the  cur- 
rent situation,  what  decisions  do  we  make  in 
the  design  of  weapons  and  military  equip- 
ment? 

We  are  told  that  much  of  the  unemploy- 
ment in  the  United  States  is  structural  in 
nature— the  result  of  a  fundamental  change 
in  the  American  economy  which  will  trans- 
form the  United  States  into  a  high-tech  so- 
ciety with  microchips  replacing  smoke- 
stacks. In  World  War  II  the  United  States 
was  able  to  survive  because  American  forces 
were  backed  by  an  unparalleled  industrial 
capacity.  Already  the  United  States  is  en- 
dangered by  heavy  dependence  on  foreign 
sources  for  its  crude  oil  supplies— supplies 
which  will  have  to  be  moved  through  the 
threatened  sea  lanes  even  if  they  are  not  cut 
off  at  the  source.  What  will  it  mean  if  we 
add  to  that  the  increasing  dependence  of 
the  United  States  on  foreign  suppliers  for 
steel  and  for  vehicles?  The  emergence  of  a 
technological  society,  and  the  disappearance 
of  smokestack  industry,  is  neither  a  military 
factor  nor  a  diplomatic  factor,  but  it  is  an 
essential  part  of  the  equation  in  developing 
a  viable  global  strategy  whether  we  protect 
our  industrial  capacity  with  tariffs  or  devel- 
op new  means  of  ensuring  the  availability  of 
outside  sources. 

3.  In  terms  of  global  strategy,  we  must  not 
prioritize  excessively.  Strategies  are  differ- 
ent from  purchases.  Strategies  must  be  in- 
clusive, and  must  take  into  account  all  even- 
tualities. 

We  cannot  ignore  any  part  of  the  globe- 
not  Europe,  not  Asia,  not  southwest  Asia, 
not  the  Asean  countries;  not  the  middle 
east,  certainly;  not  Africa,  so  important  as  a 
supplier  of  minerals  and  increasingly  a 
target  from  one  end  of  the  continent  to  the 
other;  not  South  and  Central  America.  The 
world  is  smaller  and  the  threat  is  more  com- 
prehensively global  than  ever  before,  and 
our  strategies  must  be  equally  broad. 

4.  The  United  States  must  critically  exam- 
ine the  way  in  which  it  approaches  its  rela- 
tionships with  those  nations  which  may  be 
temporarily  aligned  with  our  security  inter- 
ests, but  in  which  the  governments  are  au- 
thoritarian in  nature  and  do  not  enjoy  the 
support  of  the  citizenry.  I  addressed  this 
issue  in  the  summer  of  1981  in  an  article  in 
World  Affairs  in  which  I  said: 

"The  decisive  political  conflict  in  our  cen- 
tury is  that  between  totalitarian  commu- 
nism and  liberal  democracy.  To  meet  the 
challenge  adequately.  United  States  foreign 
policy  must  be  two-pronged.  First,  it  must 
be  implacably  opposed  to  the  expansion  of 
communism.  Second,  and  equally  important. 
U.S.  policy  must  protect  and  nurture  demo- 
cratic governments  where  they  now  exist. 
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and  encourage  their  emergence  where  they 
do  not." 

That  is  not.  let  me  add,  a  proposal  based 
on  moral  grounds  but  a  consideration  of  the 
long-range  security  interests  of  the  United 
States,  and  I  add  it  here  only  to  suggest  the 
need  for  a  careful  rethinking  of  many  cur- 
rent "givens".  ranging  from  our  policies 
toward  various  governments  to  the  narrow- 
er scope  of  the  institutional  or  structural 
systems,  in  the  White  House  and  in  the 
Congress,  through  which  those  decisions  are 
made. 

5.  Finally,  let  me  address  the  important 
problem  of  building  a  national  consensus  in 
support  of  whatever  global  strategy  we  are 
able  to  develop. 

Here,  there  are  two  "givens": 

First,  it  is  a  given  that  the  Congress  does, 
and  will,  play  a  role  in  the  shaping  of  a 
global  policy.  No  matter  who  devises  the 
strategy  or  proposes  it.  the  Congress  will 
confirm  or  refuse  to  confirm  key  players  in 
the  Administration's  decision-making  proc- 
ess; the  Congress  will  appropriate  or  refuse 
to  appropriate  funds,  for  Radio  Marti,  or 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative,  for  weapons 
systems;  the  Congress  will  pass  limitations 
on  Administrative  discretion— limitations 
like  the  Boland  amendment— and  will  bring 
to  bear  on  issues  of  national  security  the 
narrower  interests  of  particular  constituen- 
cies. That  will  happen.  It  is  absolutely  futile 
and  senseless  to  debate  the  good  or  bad  of 
it.  Congressional  participation  in  the  world 
of  global  strategy  is  a  part  of  life. 

Second,  for  the  foreseeable  future,  a  large 
segment  of  the  news  media  will  observe 
Presidential  and  Congressional  decision- 
making through  a  lens  which  sees  more 
clearly  the  arguments  against  increased  U.S. 
capability  than  the  arguments  for  it,  and 
which  sees  more  clearly  the  arguments 
against  assisting  the  Government  of  El  Sal- 
vador, for  example,  than  the  argument  for 
assistance.  Again,  that  is  a  fact  of  life.  It  is  a 
given.  And  it  is  absolutely  futile  and  sense- 
less to  debate  the  good  or  bad  of  it. 

To  recognize  these  important  factors  is  to 
define  one  of  the  two  principal  tasks  of  the 
Global  Strategy  Council.  The  first  task  is  to 
help  formulate  a  comprehensive  global 
strategy.  The  second  task  is  to  develop  a 
consensus  in  support  of  that  strategy. 

If  the  Congress  is  going  to  play  a  role,  and 
if  the  national  press  is  likely  to  be  non-sup- 
portive of  elements  of  that  strategy,  then 
one  must  do  what  one  does  on  a  battlefield. 
One  cannot  wish  a  mountain  away,  or  a 
river,  or  condemn  its  presence,  one  must 
devise  strategies  to  go  over  it,  around  it  or 
through  it.  That  is  what  we  must  do. 

We  can  develop  means  of  communicating 
directly  to  the  public  through  alternative 
media,  through  development  of  speakers' 
bureaus,  through  extensive  participation  in 
the  national  dialogue  in  articles  and  de- 
bates. We  can  write  letters,  make  films, 
stage  seminars,  prepare  books.  We  can  pull 
into  the  effort  other  scholars  and  communi- 
ty leaders  throughout  the  country.  We  can. 
in  short,  put  a  major  part  of  our  effort  into 
communication,  with  the  Congress  and  with 
the  electorate  to  which  the  Congress  is  re- 
sponsive. 

This  is  the  challenge  to  the  Global  Strate- 
gy Council.  To  develop  policy  and  to  sell  it. 
This  is  not  an  organization  to  engage  in 
meaningless  meetings  and  endless  discus- 
sion. This  is  an  action  organization  which 
time  and  circumstance  have  combined  to 
place  in  the  forefront  of  the  effort  to  meet 
a  desperate  national  need.  And  I  am  very 
proud  to  be  a  part  of  it.« 
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ALLOW  EARLY  RETIREMENT 
FOR  CUSTOMS  AND  IMMIGRA- 
TION INSPECTORS 


HON.  AL  SWIFT 

OF  WASHINGTON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  SWIFT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you 
know.  I  have  long  been  concerned  with 
the  Office  of  Personnel  Management's 
(OPM)  interpretation  of  the  early  re- 
tirement—6(c)— provision  in  regard  to 
customs  and  immigration  inspectors. 

Two  years  ago.  OPM  delegated  a 
special  task  force  to  study  this  situa- 
tion. Among  the  duty  stations  visited 
by  this  task  force  was  the  port  of 
entry  at  Blaine.  Wash.,  in  my  district. 
I  was  present  for  this  conference,  and 
the  testimony  of  the  customs  and  im- 
migration personnel  and  their  wives 
convinced  me  more  than  ever  that  in 
order  to  perform  their  duties,  inspec- 
tors must  act  as,  and  must  undergo 
the  same  stresses  as.  other  Federal  law 
enforcement  officers.  Also,  the  Ameri- 
can public  is  entitled  to  a  young  and 
vigorous  work  force  to  protect  the  in- 
tegrity of  our  borders  and  to  insure 
the  vigilant  and  energetic  enforcement 
of  our  Nation's  laws.  Including  inspec- 
tors under  the  early  retirement  provi- 
sion of  civil  service  retirement  will 
allow  this  needed  recruitment  of 
young  and  able  customs  and  immigra- 
tion inspectors. 

In  a  letter  to  me.  OPM  Director 
Donald  J.  Devine  acknowledged  the 
dangers  existence  of  this  problem: 

The  points  you  have  made  on  the  difficul- 
ties and  dangers  faced  by  our  customs  in- 
spectors are  very  well  taken.  This  aspect  of 
their  work  is.  I  believe,  well  documented  in 
our  report  of  last  year's  onsite  tour  of  sever- 
al ports-of-entry.  Unfortunately,  the  inspec- 
tors do  not  fit  into  the  rather  narrow  defini- 
tion of  a  law  enforcement  officer  found  in 
the  statute. 

I  believe  the  facts  speak  for  them- 
selves in  this  matter:  First,  customs  in- 
spectors make  on  the  order  of  3,000  ar- 
rests a  year,  more  than  half  of  them 
on  information  from  the  FBI's  Nation- 
al Crime  Information  Center  (NCIC). 
The  FBI  states  that  customs  inspec- 
tors make  more  NCIC  arrests  than  all 
other  Federal  agencies  combined.  And 
all  of  them  are  felony  arrests.  Second, 
immigration  inspectors  have  lead  re- 
sponsibility for  screening  individuals 
entering  the  country.  Last  year, 
533,063  inadmissable  aliens  were  inter- 
cepted at  ports  of  entry.  Many  aliens 
used  fraudulent  or  counterfeit  docu- 
ments. This  is  an  increasingly  volatile 
situation,  and  violence  and  arrest  re- 
sistance is  a  constant  threat  to  inspec- 
tors. 

Today,  I  am  joining  with  15  of  my 
colleagues  in  introducing  an  amend- 
ment to  title  5,  use,  to  include  cus- 
toms and  immigration  inspectors 
within  the  early  retirement  provisions 
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of  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 
I  recommend  this  legislation  to  the 
Members  of  the  House.* 


THE  TRAVELERS  COS.  AND 
SMALL  BUSINESS 


HON.  ANDY  IRELAND 

or  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  IRELAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I 
read  a  story  in  the  newspapers  about 
some  big  business  boondoggle.  I  often 
ask  myself  whether  or  not  anyone 
cares  about  the  good  things  done  for 
society  by  many  of  our  large  corpora- 
tions. That  is  why  I  am  pleased  to  in- 
clude in  the  Record  a  recent  article 
from  the  Hartford  Courant  which  ex- 
plains a  new  program  The  Travelers 
Cos.  has  developed  for  small  business 
in  the  Hartford.  Conn,  area  and  also 
nationwide. 
(Prom  the  Hartford  Courant.  July  10,  1983] 

Loan  To  Help  Create  Jobs 

$3  million  fkom  travelers  to  boost  small 

businesses 

(By  Howard  Sherman) 

The  Travelers  Cos.  will  provide  $2  million 
for  belowmarket-rate  loans  to  help  small 
businesses  in  Hartford  and  other  cities 
expand  and  create  jobs,  company  officials 
said  Saturday. 

The  loan  money  is  the  largest  investment 
for  job  creation  Travelers  has  made  at  any 
one  time."  said  P.  Peter  Libassi.  senior  vice 
president  for  corporate  communications. 

The  Travelers  will  lend  $1  million  to  the 
Greater  Hartford  Business  and  Develop- 
ment Center  during  the  next  two  years. 

The  center  is  a  corporate  and  government 
funded  non-profit  organization  that  pro- 
vides loans  and  technical  assistance  to  small 
businesses  in  Hartford  so  that  they  can 
expand  and  create  jobs  instead  of  closing  or 
leaving  the  city. 

It  is  unclear  how  many  jobs  the  Travelers' 
funds  might  create,  but  about  200  jobs  were 
created  in  the  Hartford  area  in  the  past  two 
years  with  $500,000  in  development  center 
loans,  said  center  President  Melvin  Plum- 
mer. 

The  Travelers  will  use  the  other  $1  mil- 
lion to  buy  a  limited  partnership  in  the 
Boston-based  Urban  National  Corp..  which 
invests  in  minorily-owned-and-managed 
businesses  nationally. 

The  Travelers  joins  17  other  major  corpo- 
rations either  committed  to  or  considering 
loans  to  Urban  National's  $18  million  capital 
fund. 

Libassi  said  $200,000  of  that  money  will  be 
earmarked  for  investment  in  Hartford, 
bringing  the  total  loan  commitment  to  the 
city's  small  businesses  to  $1.2  million. 

Travelers'  contribution  to  the  develop- 
ment center's  loan  program  will  provide 
about  half  the  $2  million  goal  of  a  corporate 
fund-raising  drive  kicked  off  in  December 
by  the  Greater  Hartford  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce. 

That  money  was  designed  to  aid  neighbor- 
hood businesses— especially  those  in  Hart- 
ford's Urban  Enterprise  Zone  and  other  de- 
pressed areas  of  the  city. 

The  Travelers  will  lend  the  $1  million  to 
the  development  center  at  8.9  percent  over 
20  years.  Libassi  said. 
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The  center  will  then  lend  the  money  to 
businesses  at  a  rate  below  the  prime  rate. 
Plummer  said.  The  prime  rate  currently  is 
10.5  percent. 

With  Travelers  contributing  $1  million. 
Plummer  said  the  fund-raising  drive  will 
exceed  its  goal  and  might  reach  as  much  as 
$2.5  million. 

Our  interest  is  small  business  develop- 
ment in  the  Hartford  area."  said  Plummer. 
who  is  also  a  Travelers'  executive. 

"What  we  hope  to  do  through  making 
loans  to  the  small-businessmen  and  helping 
them  also  through  technical  assistance  .  .  . 
is  to  one.  maintain  their  presence  in  Hart- 
ford and  to  help  them  expand  and  to  help 
create  new  small  businesses  in  the  area  and 
in  the  course  of  doing  those  things  we  also 
create  jobs."  he  said. 

"It's  good  social  and  economic  policy  to 
support  programs  that  create  jobs,"  Libassi 
said.  "When  people  have  jobs,  they  can 
afford  sound  nutrition,  better  housing  and 
other  of  life's  essentials.  That's  why  we  see 
job  development  as  an  important  corporate 
priority." 

Chamber  President  Herbert  W.  Hansen 
said  expanding  and  improving  businesses  is 
a  much  better  way  to  create  jobs  and  teach 
Hartford  workers  new  skills  than  the  feder- 
al public  service  job  efforts  of  several  years 
ago. 

■  The  experience  of  CETA  would  say  that 
that  doesn't  work  because  creating  a  job  for 
someone  that  doesn't  have  a  future  doesn't 
help  anybody."  Hansen  said. 

Hartford  Deputy  Mayor  Rudolph  P. 
Arnold  the  new  loan  money  "would  be  a  sig- 
nificant and  valued  contribution  on  the  part 
of  the  Travelers." 

The  city  also  has  supplied  about  $1  mil- 
lion to  the  center  for  its  loan  program, 
Arnold  said. 

But  he  said  "there  is  no  panacea  for  the 
unemployment  situation  that  we  face  in 
Hartford." 

The  8-year-old  center  usually  provides  10 
percent  of  the  loan  and  banks,  the  Small 
Business  Administration,  the  Connecticut 
Development  Authority  and  other  lending 
institutions  provide  the  rest. 

The  Travelers  made  the  final  decision  to 
provide  its  $2  million  in  loans  Friday  and 
was  scheduled  to  release  the  details  this 
week  before  word  about  the  program  leaked 
out  Saturday  during  Hartford  Mayor  Thir- 
man  L.  Milner's  re-election  announcement 
at  the  Old  State  House. 

Travelers  officials  had  discussed  the  loan 
contribution  with  both  Milner  and  Arnold 
before  giving  it  final  approval. 

Libassi  said  Travelers  will  continue  to 
make  grants  and  loans  for  various  projects 
like  housing  and  education,  but  the  $2  mil- 
lion loan  commitment  is  making  job  cre- 
ation a  major  priority. 

The  Travelers  recently  agreed  to  provide 
the  Hartford  school  system  with  $500,000 
during  the  next  five  years  for  computer 
training  and  computer  education  that  will 
better  prepare  students  for  jobs  in  Hartford 
corporations. 

Libassi  said  Travelers  has  "made  the  deci- 
sion that  this  (job  creation)  is  to  be  our  pri- 
mary area  of  emphasis."* 
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LEGISLATION  INTRODUCED  TO 
PROVIDE  A  MORE  EQUITABLE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  LUMP-SUM 
BENEFIT 


HON.  SOLOMON  P.  ORTIZ 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  ORTIZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  which  will 
amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  pro- 
vide a  final  lump  sum  benefit  during 
the  month  when  any  insured  individ- 
ual or  beneficiary  dies.  At  this  time,  I 
wish  to  thank  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues. Chairman  Pepper  and  Chair- 
man RoYBAL  for  joining  with  me  in  of- 
fering this  most  important  legislation. 

Currently,  the  Social  Security  Act 
does  not  provide  benefits  for  the 
month  in  which  an  insured  individual 
dies.  The  bill  we  are  introducing  today 
will  revise  present  law  to  allow  eligible 
survivors  to  receive  the  final  month's 
benefit.  This  lump  sum  would  be  pay- 
able to  a  surviving  spouse:  children 
who  are  below  19  years  of  age  or  who 
are  permanently  disabled:  or,  payment 
would  be  made  to  any  person  responsi- 
ble for  the  burial  expenses,  in  the 
event  there  is  no  surviving  spouse  or 
children.  Funeral  homes  would  no 
longer  receive  direct  payment. 

Beginning  in  1939,  lump  sum  bene- 
fits were  paid  to  those  workers  with  el- 
igible survivors.  The  1981  Omnibus 
Reconciliation  Act  changed  that  and 
restricted  payment  to  surviving 
spouses  or  children  of  workers  who 
had  paid  into  the  system.  Consequent- 
ly, countless  numbers  of  people,  with- 
out such  survivors,  are  denied  the 
right  to  die  with  dignity.  Why  must 
these  people,  who  have  spent  their 
working  lives  contributing  to  the  social 
security  system,  be  denied  access  to  a 
decent  burial?  Our  bill  restores  the 
provision  to  provide  final  payment  to 
workers  and  it  extends  it  to  all  benefi- 
ciaries, including  the  surviving  spouse 
and  children. 

When  the  lump  sum  payment  sched- 
ule was  originally  formulated,  approxi- 
mately 29  years  ago,  it  was  determined 
by  multiplying  the  average  monthly 
benefit  by  3.  However,  that  payment 
cannot  exceed  $255.  When  this 
method  was  established,  the  amount 
was  considered  very  generous.  That  is 
no  longer  true.  Therefore,  this  bill 
provides  a  more  humane  and  realistic 
method  for  determining  the  amount  of 
the  lump-sum  benefit.  The  amount 
will  be  equal  to  the  average  old  age  se- 
curity and  disability  income  monthly 
payment  at  the  time  of  death,  which  is 
currently  $420. 

Although  $420  does  not  come  close 
to  covering  funeral  expenses— the  cur- 
rent cost  averages  over  $3,000.  accord- 
ing to  the  Continental  Association  of 
Funeral    and    Memorial    Societies— it 
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will  go  a  long  way  toward  assuring  a 
respectable  burial. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  greatness  and 
power  of  a  nation  is  measured  in  large 
part  on  the  basis  of  how  it  treats  its 
youth  and  its  elderly.  Today,  the  pop- 
ulation of  the  United  States  includes 
approximately  25  million  people  over 
the  age  of  65.  Of  that  total,  4  million 
live  below  the  poverty  level.  An  aston- 
ishing 26  percent  of  people  aged  65 
and  over  have  incomes  under  $5,000  a 
year.  There  are  currently  65,580  older 
Americans  who  reside  in  the  27th  Dis- 
trict of  Texas,  which  I  represent; 
14,000  of  them  live  on  an  income 
which  is  below  the  poverty  level. 

Too  many  older  Americans  work  dili- 
gently throughout  their  lives  in  antici- 
pation of  relaxing  and  enjoying  the 
time  of  their  golden  years  only  to  find 
themselves  without  enough  food  and 
adequate  housing.  Must  they  also 
shoulder  the  extra  burden  of  worrying 
about  how  their  estate  will  pay  for  a 
respectable  ceremony  once  they  are 
deceased?  It  is  my  belief  that  Presi- 
dent Roosevelt  signed  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  into  law  in  an  attempt  to  re- 
lieve some  of  the  financial  fears  of 
older  Americans.  It  is  time  to  return  to 
the  original  intent  of  that  law  and  re- 
store dignity  and  respect  to  the  elderly 
of  our  Nation. 

I  am  certain  that  in  this  time  of 
high  government  spending  and  a  bal- 
looning budget  deficit,  people  will  be 
reluctant  to  support  provisions  calling 
for  added  expenditures.  Rather  than 
depriving  the  elderly  of  additional 
income,  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
look  to  other  areas  for  reducing  the 
deficit. 

I  would  suggest  we  follow  a  few  of 
the  recommendations  proposed  by  the 
Grace  Commission  to  cut  the  deficit. 
For  example,  this  group  of  business- 
men, under  the  direction  of  J.  Peter 
Grace,  suggests  that  $659  million  in 
defense  spending  could  be  saved  over  3 
years  by  encouraging  more  competi- 
tion in  the  procurement  of  spare  parts. 
Additionally  according  to  the  Commis- 
sion, the  Federal  Government  could 
save  $5.4  billion  in  construction  costs 
over  the  next  3  years  by  following  its 
recommendations.  The  Commission 
further  suggests  that  once  these  facili- 
ties are  built,  shoddy  maintenance 
wastes  another  $340  million  a  year. 

I  am  hopeful  that  such  recommen- 
dations and  suggestions  to  ferret  out 
waste  and  fraud  will  be  closely  exam- 
ined before  we  deny  any  additional 
benefits  to  our  older  population. 

The  time  is  ripe  to  reaffirm  our  com- 
mitment to  those  26  million  Ameri- 
cans, many  of  whom  served  our  coun- 
try and  fought  at  home  and  abroad  to 
maintain  the  freedom  we  enjoy  today. 
I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in 
continuing  the  tradition  initiated  by 
President  Roosevelt  48  years  ago  when 
he  called  upon  the  Nation  to  recognize 
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its  responsibility  to  those  who  have 
contributed  so  much  to  our  society.* 


U.S.  START  PROPOSAL 


HON.  BOB  EDGAR 
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•  Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  many  of 
us  are  deeply  concerned  about  the  lack 
of  progress  at  the  U.S.-U.S.S.R.  strate- 
gic arms  negotiations  in  Geneva.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  keeps  asking  his  outspo- 
ken critics  from  Congress  and  else- 
where to  keep  quiet  and  give  his  nego- 
tiators a  chance  to  do  their  work.  I 
wish  we  could.  Although  we  would  all 
like  to  see  bipartisan  foreign  policy,  we 
cannot  sit  quietly  while  the  adminis- 
tration throws  one  monkey  wrench 
after  another  into  the  negotiation 
process.  The  threat  of  nuclear  war  is 
far  too  serious  and  too  immediate  for 
our  Nation  not  to  give  it  our  best 
thinking  and  our  greatest  effort. 

Only  a  few  people  are  privy  to  what 
is  taking  place  behind  the  closed  doors 
in  Geneva,  but  some  things  are  appar- 
ent to  those  of  us  watching  intently 
from  the  outside.  If  we  continue  the 
way  we  are  going,  we  will  not  achieve 
an  acceptable  arms  control  treaty.  If 
we  continue  the  way  we  are  going,  we 
will  have  war.  The  arms  race  can  end 
only  in  conciliation  or  in  disaster.  In 
the  long  run  there  is  no  other  possibil- 
ity. 

We  are  building  more  and  more 
weapons  of  greater  and  greater  de- 
structive power,  and  we  are  deploying 
them  in  a  world  that  is  not  getting  any 
bigger.  Indeed,  ours  is  a  world  with  a 
fragile  social  structure  and  a  vulnera- 
ble ecosystem.  Our  military  planners 
ar  working  hard  to  build  weapons  of 
more  military  flexibility  so  that  those 
weapons  could  be  used  to  fight  a  limit- 
ed or  a  prolonged  nuclear  war.  Com- 
monsense  tells  me  that  if  there  were  a 
nuclear  exchange  it  would  be  neither 
limited  nor  prolonged.  The  destruction 
would  be  vast,  not  limited,  and  al- 
though the  catastrophic  effects  might 
linger,  the  damage  would  be  inflicted 
unbelievably  fast. 

Let  me  repeat,  the  arms  race  can  end 
in  conciliation  or  in  disaster.  Those  are 
the  only  outcomes.  We  must  devote 
greater  effort  to  achieving  conciliation 
now— at  the  START  talks  and  in  all 
other  areas. 

Last  week  Dr.  George  Rathjens,  a 
distinguished  scientist  from  MIT  and 
chairman  of  Council  for  a  Livable 
World,  sent  to  me  and  to  others  of  my 
colleagues  an  analysis  of  the  U.S. 
START  proposals.  The  analysis  was 
preparaed  by  Ambassador  Paul 
Warnke,  one  of  the  world's  most  es- 
teemed experts  on  arms  control.  Am- 
bassador Warnke  was  Director  of  the 
U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
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Agency  and  Chief  U.S.  SALT  Negotia- 
tor in  1977  and  1978.  Previously  he 
had  been  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  International  Security  Affairs.  He 
has  learned  well  the  frustrations  of 
negotiating  with  the  Soviets,  and  he 
has  learned  what  leads  to  fruitful  ne- 
gotiations and  what  does  not. 

I   urge  my  colleagues  to  read  and 
consider  Ambassador  Warnkes  analy- 
sis, which  I  insert  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 
An  Analysis  of  the  U.S.  START  Proposals 

Serious  arms  control  negotiations  will  of 
course  require  private  discussion  between 
the  United  States  and  Soviet  teams.  It  must 
therefore  be  hoped  that  the  ideas  presented 
to  the  SovieLS  in  Geneva  will  provide  some 
basis  for  agreement.  Certainly  no  such  hope 
can  be  held  for  the  U.S.  START  proposals, 
either  as  initially  made  public  or  with  the 
recent  modifications. 

White  House  explanations  and  uncritical 
press  comment  suggest  that  the  new  propos- 
als show  flexibility  and  move  in  the  direc- 
tion recommended  by  the  Scowcroft  Com- 
mission. But  to  the  Soviet  Union  they  can 
only  appear  as  a  demand  for  unilateral  con- 
cessions and  a  massive  restructuring  of  its 
strategic  nuclear  forces  with  no  comparable 
restraints  on  the  United  States. 

In  its  key  respects,  the  U.S.  proposal  re- 
mains unchanged.  It  calls  for  a  limit  of  5.000 
ballistic  missile  warheads  on  each  side,  of 
which  no  more  than  2.500  could  be  carried 
by  the  land-based  intercontinental  ballistic 
missiles.  The  Soviets  would  have  to  elimi- 
nate more  than  one-half  of  their  ICBM  war- 
heads while  the  United  States  could  in- 
crease by  about  350. 

Moreover,  the  Soviet  Union  is  asked  to  cut 
its  MIRVed  ICBMs— the  SS-17s.  18s  and 
19s— by  about  75  percent,  from  over  800  to 
210.  Within  that  aggregate.  SS-18s  would 
number  no  more  than  110.  as  compared  with 
the  present  308.  In  essence,  the  Soviets 
would  be  expected  to  cut  the  heart  out  of 
their  strategic  nuclear  force,  scrapping  bil- 
lions and  billions  of  the  dollars  it  spent  to 
match  U.S.  deployment  of  MIRVed  missiles. 
Moreover,  with  these  limits  on  its  present 
MIRVed  ICBMs  the  Soviet  Union  would  not 
be  able  to  reach  the  2500  ceiling.  Assuming 
the  maximum  warheads  per  ICBM,  as  must 
be  done  for  verification  purposes.  110  SS- 
18s  with  10  warheads  each  would  total  1.100. 
If  100  SS-19s  are  retained,  with  a  maximum 
of  6  warheads  each,  this  would  yield  an- 
other 600  for  a  total  of  1.700.  The  Soviets 
would  thus  be  left  with  no  more  than  2.280 
warheads  on  790  ICBMs— unless  they  re- 
placed the  approximately  580  single  war- 
head SS-Us  and  13s  with  a  new  small 
MIRVed  ICBM. 

Any  claim  of  new  flexibility  rests  on  the 
elimination  of  the  previously  proposed  ceil- 
ing of  850  long  range  ballistic  missiles.  But 
this  is  cold  comfort  for  the  Soviets.  Raising 
the  ballistic  limit  from  850  to  1.200.  for  ex- 
ample, would  neatly  accommodate  U.S. 
plans  for  its  strategic  forces.  It  would 
permit  deployment  of  all  100  planned  MX 
missiles  with  10  warheads  each,  plus  500  of 
the  present  Minuteman  Ills  with  3  war- 
heads each,  within  the  ICBM  warhead  ceil- 
ing of  2.500.  This  would  leave  room  to  in- 
crease the  U.S.  submarine-launched  ballistic 
missiles  from  the  present  520  to  600.  The 
Soviets,  in  contrast,  would  have  to  cut  their 
950  SLBMs  to  410,  in  order  to  keep  2280 
ICBM  warheads.  To  avoid  a  SLBM  force 
with  far  fewer  than  the  present  1.500  war- 
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heads,  they  would  have  to  design  and  deploy 
a  new  more  highly  MIRVed  missile.  But  the 
immediate  result  would  be  a  dramatic  in- 
crease in  the  already  wide  lead  of  the  U.S. 
in  this  most  survivable  element  of  the  stra- 
tegic arsenal.  We  could  retain  2,500  war- 
heads on  our  much  superior  submarines. 
About  60  percent  of  these  are  on  station  at 
all  times,  as  compared  to  the  Soviet  average 
of  15  percent. 

What  has  been  hailed  as  movement 
toward  a  more  negotiable  position  thus 
would  in  fact  leave  the  Soviet  Union  far 
short  both  of  the  5.000  ballistic  missile  war- 
head ceiling  and  the  2.500  ICBM  warhead 
subceiling.  unless  and  until  their  forces  are 
redesigned  and  rebuilt. 

In  return  for  this  voluntary  attrition  of  its 
own  strategic  arsenal,  what  is  the  Soviet 
Union  being  offered?  The  United  States 
would  go  ahead  with  MX  and  the  Trident  II 
SLBM.  both  with  unparalleled  hard  target 
kill  capability.  No  limits  are  suggested  on 
U.S.  planned  sea-  and  ground-launched 
cruise  missiles  or  on  the  on-going  air- 
launched  cruise  missile  program  and  strate- 
gic bombers. 

Nothing  in  the  new  START  position  ad- 
vances the  Scowcroft  Commission  recom- 
mendations. Instead  it  encourages  new 
Soviet  MIRVed  missiles.  Under  its  terms, 
neither  U.S.  nor  Soviet  military  planners 
can  be  expected  to  have  much  interest  in 
scrapping  modern  MIRVed  ICBMs.  at  great 
expense,  for  a  small  single-warhead  missile. 
And  because  of  greater  Soviet  dependence 
on  ICBMs.  the  fatal  flaw  here,  as  with  our 
position  in  the  negotiations  on  intermediate 
range  nuclear  missiles  in  Europe  (the  INF 
talks),  is  that  the  Soviet  Union  is  asked  to 
scale  way  dowTi  in  those  few  areas  where  it 
has  an  edge,  while  we  retain  and  increase 
our  lead  in  all  other  elements  of  nuclear 
weaponry. 

I  don't  believe  we  can  persuade  the  Soviet 
leaders  to  play  under  new  strategic  rules 
that  guarantee  an  overwhelming  American 
advantage.  Logic  gives  us  no  reason  to  think 
they  will  take  these  proposals  seriously.  Ex- 
perience should  teach  us  that  they  wont.» 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  SOBIESKI, 
KING  OF  POLAND,  VICTOR  AT 
VIENNA  SEPTEMBER  12,  1683 

HON.  CLEMENT  J.  ZABLOCKI 

OF  WISCONSIN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  Sep- 
tember 12.  1983,  is  the  300th  anniver- 
sary of  the  Battle  of  Vienna,  the 
battle  which  changed  the  destiny  of 
Europe.  It  is  a  privilege  for  me  to  rise 
to  commemorate  this  historic  event 
and  to  honor  the  memory  of  John  III 
Sobieski.  King  of  Poland,  whose  tri- 
umph over  the  invading  Ottoman 
forces  made  him  the  hero  of  the 
Christian  world. 

Mr.  Speaker,  just  a  few  weeks  ago 
the  world  witnessed  the  historic 
second  pilgrimage  of  Pope  John  Paul 
II,  son  of  Poland,  to  his  native  land. 
Three  hundred  years  ago.  another 
pontiff,  Pope  Innocent  XI.  implored 
the  Polish  King,  John  Sobieski,  to 
place  himself  at  the  head  of  an  army 
to    turn    back    the    threat    that    all 
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Europe  faced.  John  Sobieski  had  al- 
ready earned  his  reputation  during 
the  reign  of  his  predecessors.  John  Ca- 
simir  and  Michael,  having  repeatedly 
triumphed  over  Cossack.  Tartar,  and 
Turk  against  overwhelming  odds.  It 
was  on  the  basis  of  these  exploits  that 
Sobieski  was  acclaimed  King  by  the 
Polish  Diet  upon  Michaels  death. 

Answering  the  pleas  of  the  Holy 
Father  and  of  Leopold,  Emperor  of 
Germany  and  King  of  Hungary,  King 
John  Sobieski  began  his  march  to 
Vienna  on  August  15.  1683.  at  the 
head  of  a  16.000-man  army  which, 
when  combined  with  the  imperial  arm 
and  the  garrison  at  Vienna,  was  to 
total  about  70,000  troops. 

Vienna  had  been  under  siege  since 
early  July  by  a  force  of  several  hun- 
dred thousand  under  the  Grand  Vizier 
of  Turkey.  Kara  Mustapha.  The  walls 
of  Vienna  had  been  breached  by  the 
enemy  in  early  August  and  the  city 
would  have  fallen  if  the  Vizier  had 
pressed  his  advantage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  100  hundred  years  ago. 
Paul  Sobolewski.  a  Polish  emigre  who 
was  the  founder  of  the  Polish  press  in 
America,  published  a  brief  biography 
of  John  Sobieski  as  a  tribute  to  his 
military  genius. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  share 
with  our  colleagues  an  excerpt  from 
this  monograph  which  succinctly  de- 
scribes the  brief  encounter  in  which 
Sobieski  triumphed  over  the  invaders, 
as  follows: 

On  the  morning  of  September  11th.  1683. 
the  allied  army  reached  the  summit  of  a 
chain  of  mountains,  from  which  the  Austri- 
an Capital  and  the  wide  spread  gilded  tents 
of  the  Moslems  formed  a  magnificent  pros- 
pect. Great  was  the  astonishment  of  Kara 
Mustapha.  the  Turkish  commander,  to 
behold  heights  which  he  had  deemed  inac- 
cessible, glittering  with  Polish  lances.  He 
did  not  then  know  that  the  'wizard  King  " 
was  there,  but  the  unwelcome  intelligence 
was  soon  conveyed  to  him. 

Next  day.  having  heard  mass,  and  commu- 
nicated—a pious  practise  which  he  never  ne- 
glected when  any  great  struggle  was  im- 
pending—the King  descended  the  mountain 
to  encounter  the  dense  hosts  of  Moslems  in 
the  plains  below.  The  shouts  of  the  Chris- 
tian army  bore  to  the  infidels  the  dreaded 
name  of  Sobieski.  The  latter  were  driven 
from  their  entrenchments  after  sometime. 
On  contemplating  these  works,  he  deemed 
too-strong  and  too  formidably  defended  to 
be  forced.  Five  o'clock  p.m.  had  sounded, 
and  he  had  given  for  the  day  all  hope  of  the 
grand  struggle,  when  the  provoking  compo- 
sure of  Mustapha.  whom  he  espied  in  a 
splendid  tent  tranquilly  taking  coffee  with 
his  two  sons,  roused  him  to  such  a  pitch, 
that  he  instantly  gave  orders  for  a  general 
assault.  It  was  made  simultaneou.sly  on  the 
wing  and  centre.  He  himself  made  toward 
Mustapha's  tent,  beating  down  all  opposi- 
tion, and  repeating  with  a  loud  voice.  "Non 
nobis,  non  nobis  Domine  exercituum  sed 
nomini  tuo  da  gloriam."  (Not  unto  us.  not 
unto  us.  but  to  Thy  name,  o  Lord  of  Hosts, 
be  ascribed  the  glory.)  He  was  soon  recog- 
nized by  the  Tartars  and  Cossacks,  who  had 
so  often  beheld  him  blazing  in  the  van  of 
the  Polish  chivalry:  they  drew  back,  while 
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his  name  rapidly  passed  from  one  extremity 
to  the  other  of  the  Ottoman  lines  who  re- 
fused to  believe  him  present.  At  that 
moment  the  huzzars,  raising  their  national 
cry.  "God  for  Poland'  cleared  the  ditch  that 
would  long  have  arrested  the  infantry,  and 
dashed  into  the  deep  ranks  of  the  enemy. 
They  were  a  gallant  band— their  appearance 
almost  justified  the  saying  of  one  of  their 
Kings.  "That  if  the  sky  itself  was  to  fall, 
they  would  bear  it  upon  the  points  of  their 
lances!"  The  shock  was  rude  and  for  some 
minutes  dreadfuU:  but  the  valor  of  the 
Poles,  still  more  the  reputation  of  the 
leader,  and  more  than  all.  the  finger  of  God 
routed  these  immense  hosts:  they  gave  way 
on  every  side,  the  Khan  of  the  Tartars  was 
borne  along  with  the  stream  of  the  tent  of 
the  now  despairing  Vizier.  "Canst  thou  not 
help  me?"  said  Mustapha  to  brave  Tartar, 
"then  I  am  lost  indeed."'  "The  Polish  King  is 
there."  replied  the  other.  "I  know  him  well! 
Did  I  not  tell  thee  that  we  had  to  do  was  to 
get  away  as  quick  as  possible."  Still  the 
Vizier  attempted  to  make  a  stand  in  vain.  As 
well  might  he  have  essayed  to  stem  the 
ocean  tide.  With  tears  in  his  eyes  he  em- 
braced his  sons,  and  followed  the  universal 
example. 

So  sudden  and  general  was  the  panic 
among  the  Turks,  that  by  six  o'clock  So- 
bieski had  taken  possession  of  their  camp. 
One  of  the  Vizier's  stirrups  finely  enamelled 
was  brought  to  him.  Take  this  stirrup. " 
said  the  conqueror,  "to  the  Queen,  and  tell 
her  that  the  person  to  whom  it  belonged,  is 
defeated.  "  Having  strictly  forbidden  his  sol- 
diers from  plundering,  they  rested  under 
the  Turkish  tents.  Thus  the  immense  Turk- 
ish army  was  wholly  broken  up  and  Vienna 
was  saved! 

Mr.  Speaker.  300  years  after  a  Polish 
king  won  the  Battle  of  Vienna— remov- 
ing a  grave  threat  to  the  freedom  of 
all  Europe,  the  people  of  Poland  still 
yearn  for  the  intiependence  and  rights 
of  self-determination  which  they  have 
been  denied. 

The  tents  of  the  Grand  Vizier,  taken 
as  trophies  of  the  victory  at  Vierma. 
are  preserved  in  Wawel  Castle  in 
Cracow,  reminders  of  Poland's  glorious 
past.  There,  as  if  by  destiny,  the 
present-day  successor  to  Pope  Inno- 
cent XI  met  with  the  head  of  the  Po- 
land's ruling  military  junta  to  discuss 
the  nation's  future. 

Pope  John  Paul  II  by  his  pilgrimage 
to  Jasna  Gora  strengthened  the 
almost  inseparable  ties  between  the 
Church  he  heads  and  the  Polish 
Nation  he  represents  as  its  most 
famous  son.  His  deep  love  for  and  his 
understanding  of  his  homeland  and  its 
people  inspired  his  every  word  and  his 
belief  that  Poland  can  unite  and  sur- 
vive as  a  free  nation  only  by  adherence 
to  the  principles  which  come  from 
God  Himself.  He  raised  again  the  cry 
of  the  Polish  hussars  at  Vienna  as 
then  charged  the  ranks  of  the  enemy, 
"God  for  Poland." 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  pay  tribute  to 
King  John  III  Sobieski,  a  hero  of 
Poland  past,  may  we  also  remember 
the  heroes  of  Poland  today,  who 
placed  their  trust  in  God  and  work  dil- 
igently and  patiently  to  achieve  their 
due  reward— the  freedom  of  life,  liber- 


ty and  the  pursuit  of  happiness,  which 
we  cherish.* 
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COMPETITION  AND  THE  COAL 
PIPELINES  THREAT 


BARRY  MANILOW  IS  HONORED 
BY  UNITED  WAY  OF  AMERICA 


HON.  HENRY  A.  WAXMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  Barry 
Manilow,  television  and  recording  star, 
has  been  appointed  National  Chair- 
man for  Youth  and  Voluntarism  for 
United  Way  of  America. 

In  announcing  his  appointment,  the 
United  Way  said  Barry  Manilow  was 
chosen  for  his  ability  to  communicate 
and  focus  attention  through  the  mass 
media  on  the  outstanding  accomplish- 
ments of  youth  in  volunteer  programs. 
The  announcement  was  made  at  a 
special  ceremony  at  the  Beverly  Wil- 
shire  Hotel  in  which  a  young  people's 
choir,  including  10  children  from  the 
Boys  Club  of  Hollywood,  participated. 
Marking  his  concern  for  community 
involvement.  Manilow  contributed  his 
song.  "One  Voice,"  from  his  double- 
platinum  album  of  the  same  title,  to 
be  used  as  the  national  theme  song  for 
the  United  Way  of  America,  in  addi- 
tion to  presenting  the  song's  sheet 
music  to  the  organization.  Manilow 
will  go  on  to  film  public  service  an- 
nouncements for  United  Way  which 
will  focus  on  voluntary  actions  by 
youth  and  other  groups  across  the 
country. 

Barry  Manilow  has  taken  time  from 
his  extraordinarily  successful  music 
career  to  be  involved  actively  in  a  wide 
variety  of  community  service  projects, 
including  kicking  off  the  United  Way 
of  Los  Angeles  campaign  with  a  bene- 
fit concert  at  the  Hollywood  Bowl 
which  was  attended  by  more  than 
17,000  people. 

In  acknowledging  his  new  post, 
Barry  Manilow  summed  up  his  views 
by  stating: 

Volunteering  has  always  played  an  impor- 
tant part  in  the  American  community- 
right  from  young  volunteers  who  start  out 
working  in  their  local  hospital,  schools  and 
churches,  who  grow  into  adults  and  serve 
their  communities  working  for  local  fire  de- 
partments, or  devoting  their  time  to  charita- 
ble or  cultural  enterprises.  Without  volun- 
teers, these  groups  could  not  accomplish 
their  goals. 

I  hope  to  encourage  young  people  to 
become  involved  and  stay  involved  in  volun- 
tary community  activities,  while  taking  a 
positive  approach  in  developing  ways  to  ad- 
dress their  communities'  needs. 

I  ask  the  Members  to  join  me  in  sa- 
luting Barry  Manilow  for  his  generosi- 
ty and  work  on  behalf  of  the  young 
people  of  America  and  for  his  commit- 
ment to  public  service  and  community 
concern.* 


HON.  JERRY  HUCKABY 

OF  LOUISIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.    HUCKABY.    Mr.    Speaker,    on 
July    29,    1983.    Mr.    Florio    of    New 
Jersey  inserted  into  the  Congression- 
al Record  a  July  23,  1983,  article  from 
the   Washington   Post   regarding   the 
recent  signing  of  a  20-year  coal  haul- 
ing contract  between  Arkansas  Power 
&  Light  and  two  railroads,  the  Chica- 
go Northwestern  and  the  Union  Pacif- 
ic.   Mr.    Florio   stated   at   the   time, 
"what   is  significant   about   this  con- 
tract is  that  the  two  railroads  under- 
bid the  pipeline. "  I  agree  that  this  was 
a  significant   development  when  one 
considers    that    the     "proposed    coal 
slurry  pipeline"  was  just  that— a  pro- 
posal.   In    fact,    the    ETSI    pipeline 
project  had  yet  to  acquire  all  of  its 
right-of-ways.  Mr.  Florio  makes  much 
of  the  fact  that  the  projected  costs  of 
the    proposed   pipeline   have   jumped 
three  or  four  times  from  original  esti- 
mates. This  may  well  be,  but  keep  in 
mind  that  the  ETSI  project  has  been 
on  the  drawing  boards  for  nearly  10 
years  and  moving  closer  to  a  reality 
against  constant  opposition  from  the 
railroads.  During  that  time,  the  coal 
pipeline  remained  a  viable  transporta- 
tion alternative  because  railroad  coal 
hauling  rates  were  ever  on  the  rise.  It 
was  only  when  AP&L  had  a  viable  al- 
ternative to  rail  transportation— albeit 
in  the  form  of  a  proposed  pipeline- 
that  it  could  leverage  its  rates  down- 
ward.   In    this    one    instance    alone, 
AP&L  will  save  an  estimated  $16.5  bil- 
lion—yes billion— in  reduced  fuel  costs 
over     present     rates     as     projected 
through  the  year  2016. 

If  coal  pipelines  are  no  match  for 
railroads  in  the  marketplace  then  pas- 
sage of  legislation  to  grant  the  right  of 
Federal  eminent  domain  to  such  un- 
dertakings should  prove  no  threat  to 
the  railroad  coal-hauling  business.  The 
fact  is  that  the  mere  threat  of  compe- 
tition had  a  postive  impact  on  the 
recent  negotiations  surrounding  AP&L 
contract  with  the  railroads.  On  July 
25,  1983,  Mr.  Floyd  W.  Lewis,  chair- 
man and  president  of  Middle  South 
Utilities.  Inc.— the  holding  company 
for  AP&L— issued  a  press  release 
speaking  to  this  very  point. 

The  Middle  South  Utilities  press  re- 
lease follows: 

New  Orleans.  July  25.  1983.— "Middle 
South  Utilities.  Inc.  still  supports  legislation 
for  coal  slurry  pipelines  even  though  we 
have  recently  entered  into  long-term  coal 
transportation  agreements  with  several  rail- 
roads." Floyd  W.  Lewis,  chairman  and  presi- 
dent, said  today. 

Middle  South  had  considered  a  proposal 
by  the  ETSI  coal  slurry  pipeline  before  ac- 
cepting a  competing  proposal  from  the  rail- 
roads. 
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"We  have  invested  much  time  and  effort 
in  studying  the  feasibility  of  coal  pipeline 
transportation  and  in  attempting  to  create 
the  necessary  legislative  environment  that 
would  permit  this  mode  of  transportation  to 
compete  on  a  reasonable  basis."  Lewis  said. 
Legislation  to  provide  the  right  of  emi- 
nent domain  for  coal  slurry  pipelines  is  ex- 
pected to  be  considered  by  the  U.S.  Senate 
in  September.  After  years  of  railroad  oppo- 
sition, proponents  of  coal  slurry  pipeline 
legislation  rate  the  prospects  of  passage  by 
this  Congress  as  favorable. 

"In  deciding  to  contract  with  the  railroads 
in  this  case,  we  are  by  no  means  implying 
that  the  pipeline  shipment  of  coal  does  not 
have  a  place  in  serving  the  future  overall 
need  for  coal  transportation."  Lewis  said. 
"Instead,  a  combination  of  unique  circum- 
stances had  produced  a  more  attractive 
overall  means  of  meeting  our  needs  than 
ETSI  is  able  to  offer  at  this  time. 

"We  believe  that  the  presence  of  competi- 
tion from  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  was  a  con- 
tributing factor  to  the  willingness  of  the 
railroads  to  enter  into  favorable  long-term 
transportation  agreements. 

"What  we  saw  in  Arkansas  was  an  exam- 
ple that  the  railroads  not  only  can.  but  will 
compete  when  faced  with  a  credible  pipeline 
alternative.  This  competition  will  benefit 
utilities  and.  in  turn,  their  customers 
throughout  the  country. 

■We  feel  that  the  passage  of  pending  emi- 
nent domain  legislation  is  essential  to  pro- 
vide the  desired  competitive  situation. 
Indeed,  had  eminent  domain  legislation  not 
been  delayed  for  the  10  years  since  the 
Middle  South  Utilities  system  first  support- 
ed it.  construction  might  have  already  been 
underway  on  a  Wyoming-to-Arkansas  slurry 
pipeline  with  even  lower  rates  available  for 
transporting  coal."« 


NEW  YORK  TAKES  THE  LEAD  IN 
UPGRADING  EDUCATION  PRO- 
GRAMS 


HON.  MARIO  BIAGGI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  BIAGGI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  note  that  my  own  State  of 
New  York  has  recently  moved  to  up- 
grade curriculum  requirements  for 
students  in  both  public  and  private 
schools  in  response  to  the  growing  na- 
tional cry  for  tougher  academic  stand- 
ards in  our  Nation's  schools. 

The  New  York  State  Board  of  Re- 
gents, which  is  the  State's  governing 
panel,  sets  the  direction  of  educational 
quality  in  the  State.  Beginning  as 
early  as  this  coming  school  year.  New 
York's  3  million  elementary,  junior 
high,  and  high  school  students  will  be 
required  to  take  more  math,  science, 
social  studies,  and  the  arts.  Equally  as 
important  is  the  requirement  that 
they  must  learn  a  foreign  language. 
Finally,  students  would  be  required  to 
take  more  tests,  do  more  homework, 
and  spend  more  time  learning  about 
computers  in  the  early  grades. 

These  recommendations  come  on 
the  heels  of  the  Department  of  Educa- 
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lion's  task  force  of  excellence  in  edu- 
cation which  recently  revealed  that 
our  schools  are  being  plagued  by  medi- 
ocrity instead  of  excellence.  The 
report  set  forth  a  rigorous  agenda  for 
action  to  upgrade  educational  quality 
in  the  United  States.  It  also  noted  that 
teachers  need  to  be  given  more  sup- 
port and  training  by  local  school  dis- 
tricts, as  well  as  be  paid  a  salary  that 
is  more  competitive  with  other  profes- 
sional fields. 

As  a  result  of  these  upgraded  stand- 
ards. I  believe  that  New  York  State 
will  have  the  highest  educational 
standards  of  any  State  in  the  Nation. 
This  action  will  set  a  precedent  for 
other  States  to  follow  in  a  timely  fash- 
ion. New  York's  6.200  public  and  pri- 
vate schools  will  receive  the  benefits 
of  not  only  tougher  standards,  but  also 
the  requirements  which  will  improve 
the  quality  of  teaching  in  the  State. 

The  issue  of  teacher  pay  is  one 
which  must  be  examined  in  great 
detail.  As  New  York's  senior  member 
of  the  House  Education  and  Labor 
Committee.  I  await  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  task  force  on  merit  pay 
which  has  been  established  by  our 
chairman.  Carl  Perkins,  to  examine 
this  issue.  The  task  force  is  represent- 
ative of  all  segments  of  the  education- 
al community  and  is  scheduled  to  send 
its  recommendations  about  merit  pay 
to  us  by  this  September.  At  that  time, 
I  believe  that  Congress  will  then  take 
the  appropriate  action  to  reaffirm  the 
Federal  role  in  education.  This  must 
include  adequate  funding  for  those 
programs  for  the  disadvantaged  that 
are  central  to  protecting  the  educa- 
tional rights  of  the  poor,  the  handi- 
capped, and  the  learning-disabled. 

The  New  York  plan  also  would  re- 
quire local  school  districts  to  report  to 
parents  of  the  educational  progress  of 
students  each  year.  By  requiring  this 
reporting  in  such  a  fashion,  parents 
will  be  able  to  compare  test  scores  of 
their  children's  schools  with  those  in 
other  schools.  This  enhanced  account- 
ability to  families  is  clearly  essential  if 
we  are  to  maintain  an  effective  and 
viable  educational  partnership  at  all 
levels  of  government. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  note 
my  strong  concerns  regarding  Federal 
funding  for  education  programs  in 
States,  such  as  New  York,  that  set 
high  standards  for  students  and  teach- 
ers in  the  system.  Federal  dollars 
should  be  given  to  States  that  demon- 
strate significant  financial  and  pro- 
grammatic emphasis  on  quality  educa- 
tion. Dollars  should  reward  effort— not 
penalize  States  because  they  are  doing 
a  better  job  in  this  area  than  others.  I 
intend  to  work  to  make  sure  that  any 
education  legislation  adopted  by  Con- 
gress recognizes  the  fact  that  we 
should  be  rewarding  excellence  and 
encouraging  its  promotion  with  Feder- 
al dollars— otherwise  we  will  be  doing 
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nothing  but  subsidizing  the  very  medi- 
ocrity that  we  are  trying  to  eradicate.* 


ARTHUR  M.  WIRTZ 


HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  Arthur 
M.  Wirtz.  a  man  whose  name  became 
synonymous  with  achievement  and 
success,  died  in  Chicago  last  week. 

Those  fortunate  enough  to  have 
shared  his  friendship  will  remember 
Arthur's  candid  observations  and 
counsel.  Those  who  did  not  know 
Arthur  personally  will  also  remember 
him  as  a  giant  in  every  field  he 
touched:  real  estate,  professional 
hockey,  basketball,  boxing,  entertain- 
ment, and  business. 

On  the  day  following  his  death,  the 
Chicago  newspapers  were  filled  with 
stories  and  photos  of  his  life.  They 
heralded  his  successes  and  told  of  his 
possessions.  But  all  Arthur  Wirtz's 
success  and  possessions  did  not  matter 
as  much  to  him  as  his  family. 

Following  the  death  of  his  beloved 
Virginia,  just  last  December,  he 
became  ill  and  never  recovered.  He  was 
a  great  man.  who  contributed  much 
and  who  will  be  missed  by  so  many 
people  beyond  his  native  Chicago  and 
Illinois. 

I  want  his  children.  Bill.  Mike.  Cyn- 
thia, and  Elizabeth,  to  know  I  share 
their  sorrow.# 


SINO-AMERICAN  EARLY  CHILD- 
HOOD EDUCATIONAL  EX- 
CHANGE 


HON.  GEORGE  MILLER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  September  9  through  30, 
1983.  the  California  Child  Develop- 
ment Educators'  Delegation  to  China 
will  conduct  an  early  childhood  educa- 
tional exchange  with  its  counterpart 
in  the  Peoples  Republic  of  China. 

This  16-person  delegation,  initiated 
by  the  California  State  Department  of 
Education  in  August  1982.  has  estab- 
lished an  educational  tour  which  in- 
cludes in-depth  presentations  by  way 
of  conferences  from  California  Child 
Development  Educators  to  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  Child  Develop- 
ment Practitioners. 

The  invitation  is  extended  to  our 
educators  and  early  childhood  educa- 
tion advocates  from  the  Children's 
Bureau  of  the  All  China  Women's  Fed- 
eration, a  governmental  branch  of  the 
People's  Republic  of  China. 

These  educational  conferences  in 
four   major   cities    including    Beijing. 
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Chongging.  Wuhan,  and  Shanghai  are 
the  first  extensive  and  comprehensive 
child  development  program  exchanges 
between  our  two  countries.  Califor- 
nia's presentation  will  be  a  model  for 
future  exchanges,  emphasizing  quality 
learning  rather  than  just  school  visita- 
tion and  sightseeing. 

Under  the  leadership  of  Dr.  Alexan- 
der Yeh.  nine  program  components 
will  be  presented  by  the  experts  in  the 
following  related  fields:  First,  intro- 
duction of  child  development  pro- 
grams in  California  by  Ms.  Dorothy 
Snyder;  second,  health  development 
by  Ms.  Erna  Barnickol;  third,  nutri- 
tion development  by  Ms.  Eva  Vasquez; 
fourth,  cognitive  development  by  Dr. 
Alexander  Yeh;  fifth,  physical  devel- 
opment by  Ms.  Ivadel  Cleveland;  sixth, 
social  development  by  Ms.  Aherne 
Henson:  seventh.  Parents'  Advisory 
Council  by  Ms.  Betty  Boatmun; 
eighth,  staff  development  by  Mr.  Nona 
Verloo;  and  ninth,  administration  by 
Ms.  Jean  Miner. 

I  am  particularly  proud  that  one  of 
those  attending  these  conferences  is 
Bette  Boatmun  of  Concord.  Calif.  Ms. 
Boatmun  has  long  been  active  in  civic 
and  environmental  issues,  and  is  an 
elected  director  of  the  Contra  Costa 
Water  District.  In  that  capacity,  she 
has  been  a  community  leader  in  the 
ongoing  effort  to  preserve  the  Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin  Delta  and  the 
water  quality  which  is  so  essential  to 
the  economy  of  Contra  Costa  County. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  invite  all  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  extending  our 
best  wishes  to  our  goodwill  ambassa- 
dors to  Asia  and  high  regards  to  our 
friends  of  the  All  China  Women's  Fed- 
eration in  China  for  a  successful  and 
fruitful  meeting  of  the  mind.» 
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THE  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT 
SYSTEM 


HON.  DONALD  JOSEPH  ALBOSTA 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  ALBOSTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Monday.  August  1.  I  was  unavoidably 
absent  from  the  House  Chamber  when 
the  vote  occured  on  H.R.  1646.  provid- 
ing for  sufficient  resources  to  pay  cur- 
rent and  future  benefits  under  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974. 

Had  I  been  present.  I  would  have 
voted  an  emphatic  "yea. " 

Many  of  my  constituents  in  Michi- 
gan's 10th  Congressional  District  have 
expressed  their  deep  concern  over  the 
current  status  of  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system  and  wonder  if  it  will  exist 
in  the  future.  It  is  clear  that  the  fi- 
nancial problems  of  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  are  caused  primarily 
by  the  economic  recession,  and  no- 
where in  this  country  is  that  reality 


more  apparent  than  in  my  home  State 
of  Michigan. 

I  want  to  commend  my  colleagues  in 
the  House  for  voting  overwhelmingly 
in  favor  of  this  bill.  This  legislation 
represents  a  joint  agreement  between 
rail  labor  and  management  that  will 
insure  the  fiscal  soundness  of  the  re- 
tirement trust  fund  for  years  to  come. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  1646.  I  share 
this  commitment  in  maintaining  a 
secure  and  solvent  railroad  retirement 
system  for  all  current  and  future  retir- 
ees.* 


NUTRITION  STATUS  AND 
RESEARCH 


HON.  BUDDY  MacKAY 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 


•  Mr.  MacKAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Sci- 
ence, Research  and  Technology,  I  had 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  hear- 
ings held  on  July  14  entitled  "The 
Role  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
Human  Nutrition  Research.  "  These 
hearings  were  the  third  in  an  annual 
oversight  series  on  nutrition  research 
held  jointly  by  the  Subcommittee  on 
Science,  Research  and  Technology 
chaired  by  Doug  Walgren  and  the 
Subcommittee  on  Department  Oper- 
ations, Research  and  Foreign  Agricul- 
ture chaired  by  George  E.  Brown,  Jr. 
I  wish  to  congratulate  our  colleagues 
for  their  continued  efforts  to  advance 
human  nutrition  research  and  knowl- 
edge. 

The  American  public  has  justifiably 
placed  increased  attention  on  nutri- 
tion, exercise,  and  environmental 
health.  Thus,  the  generation  of  a  sci- 
ence base  to  provide  the  nutrition 
knowledge  necessary  for  effective 
health  promotion  and  disease  preven- 
tion programs  is  clearly  a  proper  role 
of  the  Federal  Government.  Yet.  im- 
portant questions  are  being  asked 
which  we  are  ill  equipped  to  answer. 
In  addition,  there  appears  to  be  no 
systematic  Federal  agenda  in  place 
either  to  guide  the  necessary  human 
nutrition  research  nor  stimulate  a 
Government-academic-industry  part- 
nership to  fulfill  this  public  need. 

Not  only  does  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment lack  a  comprehensive  Federal 
human  nutrition  research  plan,  but 
the  hearings  pointed  out  that  the  in- 
frastructure necessary  to  support  cur- 
rent research  missions  is  rapidly  being 
eroded.  For  example:  USDA  Assistant 
Secretaries  responsible  for  nutrition 
research  appeared  to  be  unaware  of 
the  mandate,  in  the  Food  and  Agricul- 
ture Act  of  1977,  that  designated  the 
Department  as  the  lead  agency  in 
human  nutrition  research,  except  bio- 
medical research;  numerous  key  posi- 
tions in  USDA  have  remained  vacant 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

for  extended  periods  of  time;  and  the 
clinical  nutrition  research  units 
funded  by  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  are  vulnerable  due  to  an  OMB 
directive  to  stabilize  basic  research 
funding. 

In  addition,  the  progress  made  by 
DHHS  and  USDA  in  implementing  the 
national  nutrition  monitoring  system 
is  less  than  impressive.  Nutrition  mon- 
itoring is  the  foundation  for  expand- 
ing our  nutrition  and  health  knowl- 
edge base.  It  is  essential  for  insuring 
the   safety   and   quality   of   the   food 
supply  and  for  assuring  that  the  nutri- 
tional needs  of  the  public  are  being 
met.  Such  information  is  also  needed 
by  Congress  and  other  policymakers 
for    planning    nutrition    intervention 
strategies,    and    for    establishing    re- 
search priorities  consistent  with  budg- 
etary constraints.  The  Congress  and 
the     executive     branch     alike     have 
sought  nutritional  status  data  sporadi- 
cally or  during  brief  periods  of  interest 
prompted   by   urgent   testimonials   of 
"hunger  in  America."  This  instability 
in  interest  and  funding  provides  for 
neither  the  establishment  of  baseline 
data    for    comparison    of    nutritional 
status  over  time  nor  the  opportunity 
to  conduct  vital  research  to  improve 
the  methods  and  technology  necessary 
to  enhance  the  quality  and  usefulness 
of  the  national  nutrition  monitoring 
system. 

I  was  amazed  to  learn,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  although  a  joint  USDA/DHHS 
implementation  plan  for  the  national 
nutrition  monitoring  system  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  Congress  in  1981,  the 
specific  components  of  the  system  are 
funded  at  the  will  of  the  USDA  and 
DHHS,  rather  than  through  direct  ap- 
propriations. The  components  of  the 
national  nutrition  monitoring  system 
provide  a  basic  epidemiological  tool  to 
examine  the  linkages  between  food 
consumption  patterns  and  health.  The 
funding  of  such  an  important  tool 
should  not  be  left  to  chance. 

Nutrition  scientists  from  the  public 
and  private  sectors,  and  professional 
organizations  which  testified  before 
the  subcommittees,  were  in  unanimous 
agreement  that  health  and  nutrition 
monitoring  is  a  proper  role  for  the 
Federal  Government,  and  that  a  clear 
mandate  and  appropriation  is  essen- 
tial. The  scientists  cautioned,  however, 
that  a  national  nutrition  monitoring 
system  should  be  part  of  a  clearly  de- 
fined plan  and  the  responsibility  for 
the  effort  should  not  be  scattered 
among  numerous  agencies,  as  is  cur- 
rently the  case.  Thus,  it  is  my  inten- 
tion to  draft  legislation,  in  cooperation 
with  Congressmen  Brown  and  Wal- 
gren, to  establish  a  clear  mandate  for 
a  national  nutrition  monitoring 
system.  We  invite  our  colleagues  to 
join  in  this  effort.* 
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CARING  FOR  SEIZED  ASSETS 


HON.  LAWRENCE  J.  SMITH 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
*  Mr.  SMITH  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
last  week  I  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  House  several  articles  on  the  han- 
dling by  certain  Federal  agencies  of 
assets  seized  from  suspected  drug 
smugglers. 

Today.  I  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  an  editorial  on  the  sub- 
ject from  the  Fort  Lauderdale  Sun- 
Sentinel.  The  paper  sees  "no  reason 
the  Federal  agencies  can  not  be  as  effi- 
cient in  handling  seized  merchandise 
as  Fort  Lauderdale."  which  has  put 
money  and  effort  into  caring  for  seized 
assets  in  its  possession.  As  the  editori- 
al indicates,  "storage  and  maintenance 
is  expensive,  but  the  money  spent 
yields  a  healthy  return  on  the  invest- 
ment." 

I  hope  this  message  is  heard  by  the 
people  in  charge  of  this  program. 

For  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues,  the 
editorial  follows: 
[From  the  Fort  Lauderdale  Sun-Sentinel, 
July  20,  1983] 
Take  Better  Care  of  Seized  Vehicles 
Selling  vehicles  seized  in  smuggling  oper- 
ations is  an  attractive  way  for  the  govern- 
ment to  raise  funds  for  law  enforcement 
without  raising  taxes. 

Federal  government  agencies,  however, 
have  demonstrated  they  are  totally  incapa- 
ble of  managing  the  seized  merchandise.  In 
fact,  their  performance  has  been  a  disgrace, 
and  an  affront  to  American  taxpayers. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  estimates 
that  U.S.  Customs,  the  Drug  Enforcement 
Administration  and  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  have  in  their  posses- 
sion more  than  $82  million  in  confiscated 
airplanes,  boats  and  automobiles.  The  value 
of  the  vehicles  could  drop  as  much  as  $28 
million,  the  GAO  says,  because  of  deteriora- 
tion and  vandalism. 

Common  sense  dictates  that  if  a  $50,000 
aircraft  is  seized,  it  should  be  taken  care  of 
so  it  can  be  sold  for  $50,000  at  auction.  The 
GAO  report,  however,  stated:  '"In  most 
cases,  very  expensive  boats,  planes  and  auto- 
mobiles were  left  in  the  open  .  .  .  neglected 
to  the  weather  and  vandals."  Official  esti- 
mates put  the  loss  at  $43,000  for  each  seized 
airplane,  $37,900  for  each  boat  and  $1,000 
for  each  car. 

A  good  deal  of  the  merchandise  is  located 
in  South  Florida.  In  conducting  their  inves- 
tigation here.  GAO  officials  examined  Fort 
Lauderdale's  maintenance  practices.  The 
GAO  incorporated  what  it  found  in  its  rec- 
ommendations on  how  the  federal  agencies 
should  operate. 

Among  other  things.  Fort  Lauderdale 
keeps  its  seized  airplanes  in  hangars  at  Fort 
Lauderdale  Executive  Airport  and  ils  boats 
at  a  New  River  marina  boathouse.  In  one  in- 
stance, a  boat  was  given  a  $25,000  engine 
overhaul  that  netted  the  city  an  additional 
$60,000  at  auction.  Storage  and  mainte- 
nance is  expensive,  but  the  money  spent 
yields  a  healthy  return  on  the  investment. 

Theres  no  reason  the  federal  agencies 
cant  be  as  efficient  and  effective  in  han- 
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dling  seized  merchandise  as  Fort  Lauder- 
dale. They  obviously  need  a  push,  however, 
by  organizations  like  the  GAO.* 


NATIONAL  ENTOMOLOGY  WEEK 


HON.  GEORGE  E.  BROWN,  JR. 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  I  am  introducing  a  res- 
olution, together  with  29  of  my  col- 
leagues, to  designate  November  27 
through  December  3,  1983.  as  'Nation- 
al Entomology  Week."  On  the  13th  an- 
niversary of  the  founding  of  the  Ento- 
mological Society  of  America  it  is  fit- 
ting that  we  recognize  the  contribu- 
tions entomologists  have  made  over 
the  years.  Entomologists  have  made 
sense  and  order  out  of  the  insect 
world,  contributing  to  a  better  under- 
standing of  the  natural  systems  which 
surround  us.  They  have  made  ad- 
vances possible  in  insect  control, 
which  have  allowed  us  to  produce  such 
agricultural  bounty.  And  as  the  biolog- 
ical sciences  increase  in  importance, 
entomology  will  continue  to  add  to  our 
basic  biological  knowledge  and  provide 
many  practical  methods  of  biological 
pest  control. 

What  has  prompted  me  to  take  the 
unusual  step  of  introducing  this  reso- 
lution is  my  respect  for  the  entomolog- 
ical research  taking  place  across  the 
country.  One  of  the  finest  centers  of 
this  research  is  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia at  Riverside,  recognized  inter- 
nationally for  the  work  being  done 
there.  The  agricultural  experiment 
station  at  Riverside,  which  recently 
celebrated  its  75th  anniversary,  was  an 
early  center  of  excellence  in  entomo- 
logical research,  a  tradition  which  con- 
tinues today.  Entomology  has  become 
a  major  area  of  study,  with  research 
being  conducted  in  every  State  at  col- 
leges, universities,  and  research  cen- 
ters across  the  country. 

I  think  that  it  is  important  to  recog- 
nize important  scientific  disciplines  as 
we  enter  a  time  of  renewed  interest  in 
science  and  the  contribution  which  it 
can  make  to  our  economy  and  our  soci- 
ety. Entomologists  have  certainly  con- 
tributed their  share  and  deserved  to  be 
singled  out  for  special  recognition. 

A  copy  of  the  resolution  follows: 
Joint  Resolution 

Whereas  the  study  of  entomology  contin- 
ually yields  advances  in  our  knowledge  of 
the  ecology,  behavior,  and  dynamics  of  in- 
sects; 

Whereas  entomologists  make  significant 
contributions  to  the  production  and  protec- 
tion of  food,  clothing,  and  shelter  and  in  the 
preservation  of  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment; 

Whereas  advancements  in  entomology 
contribute  substantially  to  the  national  wel- 
fare and  improvements  in  the  daily  lives  of 
our  Nation's  citizens: 
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Whereas  entomological  research  is  being 
undertaken  in  all  50  States— in  the  Federal. 
State,  and  private  sectors:  in  colleges,  uni- 
versities, and  museums:  in  government,  com- 
mercial, and  private  laboratories:  and  in  ex- 
periment stations: 

Whereas  1983  marks  the  thirtieth  anni- 
versary of  the  founding  of  the  Entomollgi- 
cal  Society  of  America; 

Whereas  the  Entomological  Society  of 
America  will  hold  its  annual  meeting  on  No- 
vember 28  through  December  2,  1983,  in  De- 
troit, Michigan,  and  approximately  2,500 
leading  entomologists  from  around  the 
world  will  gather  at  the  meeting  to  share 
their  research  findings  and  discuss  develop- 
ments in  entomology:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
week  of  November  27  through  December  3, 
1983.  is  designated  as  'National  Entomology 
Week"  and  the  President  is  authorized  and 
requested  to  issue  a  proclamation  calling  on 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  observe 
such  week  with  appropriate  activities.* 
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A  GOOD  GRAIN  DEAL— AND  A 
GOOD  DEAL  MORE 


HON.  DOUGUS  K.  BEREUTER 

OF  NEBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  commend  to  my  col- 
leagues this  editorial  from  the  August 
1,  1983  edition  of  the  Christian  Sci- 
ence Monitor,  which  goes  far  beyond 
its  title,  "A  Good  Grain  Deal,"  and  dis- 
cusses the  several  areas  where  the  So- 
viets appear  to  be  taking  policy  initia- 
tives which  the  U.S.  Government 
should  welcome  and  to  which  reasona- 
ble and  favorable  responses  should  be 
given. 

(Prom  the  Christian  Science  Monitor,  Aug. 
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A  Good  Grain  Deal 

It  is  heartening  to  see  that  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  can  do  busi- 
ness. Poland.  Afghanistan.  Central  America, 
and  other  hot  spots  notwithstanding,  the 
superpowers  are  capable  of  getting  together 
in  areas  where  they  have  a  mutual  interest 
in  cooperation.  Trade  is  one  of  them.  A  new 
grain  agreement  commits  the  Russians  to 
buying  at  least  nine  million  metric  tons  of 
US  grain  in  each  of  the  next  five  years.  The 
Russians  are  happy.  American  farmers  are 
happy,  and— while  this  does  not  eliminate 
all  the  knotty  problems  in  US-Soviet  rela- 
tions—it is  an  important  positive  step. 

Domestic  considerations  seem  to  have 
played  the  overriding  role  on  both  sides. 
President  Reagan  was  faced  with  American 
farmers  pleading  to  do  something  in  the 
face  of  mounting  grain  surpluses.  His  PIK 
program  to  reduce  production  and  alleviate 
government  storage  costs  has  had  mixed  re- 
sults. Farmers  have  taken  land  out  of  pro- 
duction, to  be  sure,  but  it  has  largely  been 
marginal  land.  Being  the  shrewd  business- 
man they  are.  they  kept  the  best  land  in  use 
and  actually  worked  it  harder  than  normal. 
So,  overall,  grain  output  has  not  declined  as 
much  as  expected.  Selling  to  the  Russians 
has  looked  better  and  better  as  a  way  out  of 
the  dilemma  of  American  farm  efficiency. 


This  of  course  required  some  fast  foot- 
work on  the  President's  part.  Mr.  Reagan, 
as  part  of  his  policy  of  economic  sanctions 
against  Poland,  had  refused  to  negotiate  a 
new  grain  agreement  with  Moscow.  He 
simply  renewed  the  old  one— twice.  But  do- 
mestic pressures  were  building  and  he  bent 
to  a  more  practical,  pragmatic  course. 

So  much  for  economic  sanctions.  In  the 
process  or  reversing  course,  however,  his  ne- 
gotiators managed  to  strike  a  good  deal— re- 
quiring the  Russians  to  purchase  50  percent 
more  each  year  than  under  the  old  accord. 
The  required  minimum  purchases  from  the 
U.S.  will  now  constitute  about  30  percent  of 
the  USSR's  total  grain  imports. 

And  what  of  Yuri  Andropov?  Let  it  be  said 
first  that  Americans  are  not  saving  Soviet 
agriculture.  The  Russians  in  fact  expect  a 
good  grain  harvest  this  year— over  200  mil- 
lion metric  tons  as  compared  with  180  mil- 
lion tons  in  1982.  The  imported  grain,  more- 
over, is  for  the  purpose  of  building  up  their 
livestock  herds,  not  feeding  people.  The  fact 
is,  the  Russians  like  to  cover  all  bases  in 
such  an  unpredictable  area  as  agriculture. 
While  they  can  import  plenty  of  grain  from 
Canada.  Australia,  and  other  countries,  it 
clearly  is  to  their  advantage  to  be  able  to 
count  on  a  single  supplier.  Especially  given 
their  cumbersome  long-term  planning 
system. 

Perhaps  there  is  a  political  nuance  in  all 
this  as  well.  There  have  been  a  number  of 
signs  of  late  that  Mr.  Andropov  is  prepared 
to  improve  U.S. -Soviet  relations.  These 
signs— release  of  the  Pentacostals,  a  softer 
position  in  the  Madrid  security  conference, 
and  others— seem  to  be  saying  that  Moscow 
is  willing  to  deal  with  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration if  the  latter  responds  accordingly. 
Such  "reasonableness"  has  its  reverbera- 
tions on  public  opinion  in  Western  Europe, 
where  the  Russians  are  trying  to  stave  off 
the  deployment  of  new  NATO  missiles.  Does 
Mr.  Andropov  calculate  that,  if  deployment 
does  go  ahead  and  he  is  forced  to  respond  in 
some  way.  he  can  escape  being  blamed  for  a 
worsening  of  East-West  relations  inasmuch 
as  he  tried  so  visibly  to  come  to  terms? 

No  one  can  be  sure.  In  general  the  Rus- 
sians' basic  approach  is  to  keep  economic 
policy  separated  from  politices.  The  grain 
agreement  is  good  economics.  In  any  case, 
the  world  can  always  breathe  a  little  more 
easily  when  the  nuclear  giants  are  trading 
with  each  other— not  exchanging  bullets.* 


ANIMAL  WELFARE  GAINS 
ADVOCATES 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  past 
week  has  shown  the  remarkable  power 
of  public  opinion,  the  press,  and  con- 
gressional persistence.  We  have  com- 
mended the  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
responding  promptly  to  a  letter  of  pro- 
test signed  and  sent  to  him  by  more 
than  40  Members  of  the  House.  We 
now  need  to  turn  our  attention  to  posi- 
tive proaction  rather  than  reaction. 
We  need  to  thoughtfully  design  legis- 
lation which  makes  it  unnecessary  and 
unlawful  to  deliberately  destroy 
animal  life  without  clear  and  valid  jus- 
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tification.  All  Americans,  not  only 
animal  welfare  advocates,  have  been 
shocked  and  disgusted  by  the  exposure 
to  the  procedures  used  in  military 
wound  laboratories.  Public  opinion,  as 
expressed  through  the  deluge  of  mail 
we  are  all  receiving  on  this  topic,  indi- 
cates that  it  is  time  to  strengthen  the 
Animal  Welfare  Act. 

The  reauthorization  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  will  be  voted  in 
the  House  this  week.  Included  are  the 
modest  but  important  provisions  on 
animal  research  recommended  by  both 
animal  welfare  groups  and  research 
scientists.  These  provisions  are  not  as 
comprehensive  as  the  Dole  legislation, 
but  it  is  very  important  that  we  do  not 
allow  this  modest  reform  to  be  further 
weakened  by  substitute  provisions  pro- 
posed on  the  floor. 

I  am  including,  for  the  record,  a 
letter  written  to  the  editor  of  the  New 
York  Times,  published  Sunday,  July 
31. 

It  is  a  reasonable  argument  for  a  ra- 
tional approach  to  this  much  needed 
reform. 
[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  31,  1983] 

When  Animal  Experiments  Cannot  Be 
Avoided 

To  the  Editor: 

Secretary  of  Defense  Weinberger  is  to  be 
commended  for  his  prompt  compliance  with 
demands  to  stop  gunshot-wound  experi- 
ments on  dogs  (news  story  July  27).  But 
would  those  so  indignant  over  these  experi- 
ments have  been  equally  outraged  were  the 
bullets  aimed  at  pigs,  goats,  rabbits  or  mon- 
keys rather  than  dogs? 

Scientific  advancement  and  humaneness 
toward  animals  are  compatible,  and  ethical 
guidelines  have  been  established  for  the  use 
of  laboratory  animals.  Live  animals  should 
be  used  only  when  the  data  are  absolutely 
necessary,  no  adequate  alternatives  to  the 
use  of  animals  exist  and  every  effort  is  made 
to  eliminate  suffering. 

In  the  Defense  Department's  dog-wound- 
ing experiment,  serious  questions  existed 
over  the  need  for  the  study  and  whether  al- 
ternatives were  available.  But.  ironically, 
the  experimental  model  the  Defense  De- 
partment proposed  was  more  humane  than 
the  designs  that  have  been  approved  for 
many  other  Government-funded  experi- 
ments. Animals  are  often  not  adequately 
anesthetized  before  painful  experiments, 
and  are  allowed  to  recover  from  painful  sur- 
gery so  that  they  can  be  "recycled  "  for  addi- 
tional procedures. 

Senator  Robert  Dole  recently  introduced 
legislation  (S.657)  that  would  strengthen 
the  Animal  Welfare  Act  by  improving  labo- 
ratory conditions  for  research  animals.  This 
bill  would  require  the  use  of  the  lowest 
number  of  animals  possible  in  any  Govern- 
ment-funded experiment,  encourage  the  use 
of  alternatives,  avoid  repeated  operations  on 
the  same  animal,  curb  the  use  of  paralytics 
and  provide  improved  oversight  by  requiring 
each  research  institution  to  include  on  a 
review  committee  at  least  one  member  from 
outside  the  institution  who  would  be  re- 
sponsible for  community  animal  welfare 
concerns. 

Were  the  bill  to  become  law.  some  of  the 
horrible  practices  that  now  take  place  in 
American  laboratories  would  cease.  The  can- 
cellation of  gunshot  wound  experiments  on 
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80  dogs  was  a  minor  victory.  Much  more  sig- 
nificant for  the  welfare  of  millions  of  labo- 
ratory animals  would  be  the  passage  of 
S.657. 

John  F.  Kullberc. 
Executive  Director,  A.S.P.C.A.m 
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BURBANK-GLENDALE-PASADENA 
AIRPORT 


TRIBUTE  TO  CHARLOTTE 
HAWKINS  BROWN 


HON.  JULIAN  C.  DIXON 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
August  5,  1983,  the  Palmer  Memorial 
Institute  Alumni  Association  will  hold 
its  fourth  reunion  at  the  Huntington 
Sheraton  Hotel  in  Pasadena,  Calif. 

The  Palmer  Memorial  Institute  of 
Sedalia,  N.C.,  was  one  of  the  first  pri- 
vate schools  to  seriously  address  the 
educational  needs  of  blacks.  Its  found- 
er, the  late  Dr.  Charlotte  Hawkins 
Brown,  opened  the  school  in  October 
1902,  and  graduated  its  first  class  in 
1905. 

Named  after  Alice  Freeman  Palmer, 
a  prominent  educator  who  fostered 
Dr.  Brown's  own  education,  the  school 
flourished  and  over  the  years  grew 
into  an  important  institution. 
Throughout  this  time  the  moving 
spirit  behind  the  school  was  Dr. 
Brown  whose  pioneering  efforts  lead 
the  way  for  other  black  institutions. 
Her  untiring  efforts  on  behalf  of  the 
school  touched  the  lives  of  thousands 
of  students. 

Beyond  sound  academic  training.  Dr. 
Brown  believed  that  good  manners 
and  social  graces  were  indispensable 
elements  of  a  full  education.  She  vig- 
orously impressed  importance  of  this 
on  all  her  students. 

Dr.  Brown  received  many  honors 
recognizing  her  great  contributions, 
and  was  always  an  outspoken  advocate 
for  improved  educational  and  voca- 
tional opportunities  for  blacks.  In  Oc- 
tober 1952  she  concluded  50  years  of 
service  to  the  school  she  founded. 
Others  carried  on  until  1971  when  the 
Palmer  Memorial  Institute  fell  victim 
to  financial  troubles. 

However  human  character  and  spirit 
transcend  bricks  and  stone,  for  the 
graduates  of  the  Palmer  Institute 
have  passed  the  traditions  of  its 
founder  to  their  children.  Alumni  are 
found  in  such  diverse  fields  as  the 
arts,  education,  medicine,  law,  govern- 
ment, agriculture,  and  the  military. 

Throughout  her  life.  Dr.  Charlotte 
Hawkins  Brown  set  an  example  we 
would  all  do  well  to  emulate.  I  am 
proud  to  join  the  Palmer  Memorial  In- 
stitute Alumni  Association  in  honoring 
her  memory.0 


HON.  HOWARD  L.  BERMAN 

OF  CAUPORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  and  Senate  Transportation  Ap- 
propriations Committee  Reports  con- 
tain conflicting  language  relating  to 
the  Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena  Air- 
port. Recent  action  by  the  local  juris- 
diction has  resolved  the  problems  that 
originally  led  me  to  request  the  inclu- 
sion of  this  language  in  the  House 
report. 

The  impact  of  an  urban  airport  on 
surrounding  homeowners  is  not  a  new 
issue  in  my  district.  I  believe  that  all 
residents  of  surrounding  communities 
who  benefit  from  airport  services 
should  also  share  the  noise  burden  as- 
sociated with  the  facility.  For  years, 
several  of  the  communities  that  I  rep- 
resent have  borne  a  disproportionate 
amount  of  the  noise  level  resulting 
from  daily  operations  at  the  airport. 
Furthermore,  these  residents  have 
been  unrepresented  on  the  Burbank- 
Glendale-Pasadena  Airport  Authority 
which  manages  the  airport. 

During  full  committee  consideration 
of  the  Transportation  appropriations 
bill,  Congressman  Dixon  introduced 
on  my  behalf  report  language  that  di- 
rected the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration to  withhold  airport  improve- 
ment funds  for  the  purposes  of  build- 
ing a  new  terminal  at  the  Burbank 
Airport  until  the  airport  developed  a 
noise  compatibility  program  and 
adopted  a  master  plan. 

At  the  time  of  the  floor  debate  on 
the  bill.  Congressmen  Roybal,  Moor- 
HEAD,  and  myself  agreed  in  a  colloquy 
that  efforts  at  the  local  level  should 
begin  immediately  to  resolve  these 
longstanding  problems.  Since  that 
time,  airport  officials,  representatives 
of  the  homeowners'  groups,  and  the 
Congressmen  involved  have  spent  con- 
siderable time  in  drawing  up  a  plan 
that  would  make  significant  progress 
toward  equalizing  runway  use  and 
therefore  dispersing  the  noise  more 
fairly. 

Yesterday,  the  commission  of  the 
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena  Airport 
Authority  adopted  a  resolution  regard- 
ing the  development  and  implementa- 
tion of  such  a  runway  utilization  pro- 
gram. Based  on  numerous  conversa- 
tions, I  am  confident  that  the  author- 
ity intends  to  do  everything  in  its 
power  to  implement  the  policy  set 
forth  in  this  resolution. 

Congressmen  Dixon,  Roybal,  Moor- 
head,  and  I  all  agree  that  given  the  ac- 
tions of  the  Burbank-Glendale-Pasade- 
na Airport  Authority  and  their  com- 
mitment to  implementing  this  resolu- 
tion, that  the  FAA  should  disregard 
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the  House  Appropriations  report  lan- 
guage relating  to  this  subject.  The 
authority's  acceptance  of  the  goal  of 
equalizing  runway  use  is  a  major  step 
toward  balancing  the  transportation 
needs  of  the  traveling  public  and  the 
quality  of  life  local  residents  have 
been  striving  for  years  to  obtain.* 


IN  HONOR  OF  JACK  NELSON 


HON.  BIU  GREEN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  re- 
cently learned  of  the  death  on  May  27. 
1983,  of  Jack  Nelson,  the  founding 
president  of  National  Securities  Clear- 
ing Corp.  (NSCC),  who  led  the  way  in 
helping  solve  the  "back-office"  prob- 
lems that  plagued  the  securities  indus- 
try in  the  sixties  and  early  seventies. 
In  attacking  these  problems,  Mr. 
Nelson  played  a  major  role  in  auto- 
mating and  centralizing  the  clearance 
and  settlement  of  securities  transac- 
tions both  on  exchanges  and  on  the 
over-the-counter  markets. 

It  is  widely  recognized  that  Mr. 
Nelson  made  a  crucial  contribution  to 
the  achievement  of  the  kind  of  nation- 
al clearance  and  settlement  system  en- 
visioned by  Congress  in  the  Securities 
Acts  Amendments  of  1975.  This  has 
been  an  essential  step  in  the  evolution 
to  a  national  market  system  and  con- 
tinues to  enable  the  securities  industry 
to  process  higher  and  higher  trading 
volumes  on  a  routine  basis,  at  a  frac- 
tion of  the  former  costs. 

I  have  special  reason  to  appreciate 
Jack  Nelson's  achievements  in  solving 
the  back-office  problems  of  the  securi- 
ties industry  from  my  own  experience 
in  liquidating  an  over-the-counter 
trading  firm  some  years  ago.  These  are 
not  easy  problems  and  require  great 
imagination,  patience,  and  skill. 

Jack  Nelson's  achievements  won 
unanimous  praise  both  within  the  se- 
curities industry  and  among  its  regula- 
tors. At  a  public  meeting  of  the  Securi- 
ties and  Exchange  Commission  on 
June  1,  1983,  Chairman  John  S.  R. 
Shad  noted  that  Mr.  Nelsons  distin- 
guished leadership  provided  important 
continuity  to  the  national  clearance 
and  settlement  system  during  critical 
years,  and  his  ingenuity  helped  greatly 
to  advance  the  efficient  and  financial- 
ly responsible  use  of  automation  in 
the  Nations  securities  markets.  His 
dedication  and  imagination  inspired 
all  who  have  known  and  worked  with 
him. 

Even  before  joining  NSCC  in  1976. 
Mr.  Nelson  was  considered  an  industry 
expert  in  introducing  automated  pro- 
cedures for  securities  clearance.  At  the 
Securities  Industry  Automation  Corp. 
(SIAC).  from  1972  to  1976.  he  had 
been  senior  vice  president  in  charge  of 
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operations,  planning,  development, 
and  marketing  for  clearance  and  set- 
tlement and  direct  clearing  services. 
He  had  also  held  the  position  of  senior 
vice  president  of  operations  for  the 
New  York  Stock  Exchanges  Stock 
Clearing  Corp.  and  was  a  director  of 
the  American  Stock  Exchange  Clear- 
ing Corp. 

Previously.  Mr.  Nelson  was  senior 
vice  president  of  the  Midwest  Stock 
Exchange  (MSE).  where  he  was  re- 
sponsible for  planning  automation,  fi- 
nancial, personnel,  and  facilities  pro- 
grams for  the  MSE  and  its  two  subsidi- 
aries. Prior  to  that,  he  served  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Midwest  Stock  Exchange 
Service  Corp..  which  provided  data- 
processing  services  to  broker-dealers. 
Earlier  in  his  career.  Mr.  Nelson  had 
worked  for  IBM  after  serving  5  years 
as  a  pilot  in  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps, 
where  he  attained  the  rank  of  captain. 

Many  financial  industry  leaders 
joined  Mr.  Nelson's  family  and  friends 
at  a  memorial  service  in  his  honor  on 
June  3,  1983.  in  Wilmette.  111.  He  had 
won  many  friends  with  his  kind,  per- 
sonable and  unaffected  manner,  as 
well  as  for  his  leadership  in  advancing 
the  operational  capabilities  of  the  in- 
dustry. 

In  recognition  of  Mr.  Nelson's  lead- 
ership and  service,  the  board  of  diiec- 
tors  of  NSCC  has  established  the  Jack 
Nelson  memorial  scholarship  fund  to 
provide  scholarships  to  students  ma- 
joring in  business  with  an  interest  in 
computer  science  at  Miami  University 
in  Oxford,  Ohio.  Mr.  Nelson,  a  1955 
Phi  Beta  Kappa  graduate  of  Miami 
University,  served  on  the  business  ad- 
visory council  of  its  school  of  business 
administration.  Many  of  his  friends 
and  admirers  joined  in  contributing  to 
this  fund.* 
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spected  in  police  training  and  accredi- 
tation. He  currently  serves  as  a  nation- 
al commissioner  on  the  Criminal  Jus- 
tice Accreditation  Commission  and 
was  previously  the  commissioner  of 
the  New  Jersey  Police  Training  Com- 
mission. He  also  served  for  11  years  as 
director  of  training  for  the  Morris 
County  Firefighter  and  Police  Acade- 
my. 

Chief  Runyon  graduated  from  the 
FBI  National  Academy  with  honors 
and  received  the  prestigious  J.  Edgar 
Hoover  Award.  He  has  authored  seven 
articles  on  law  enforcement  issues  and 
has  received  a  dozen  awards  lor  his 
leadership. 

I  am  pleased  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues the  valuable  contributions 
that  Chief  Runyon  has  made  to  the 
people  of  New  Jersey  and  of  the 
United  States.  I  congratulate  him  on 
his  ascension  to  the  helm  of  the  Inter- 
national Association  of  Chiefs  of 
Police.  My  best  wishes  to  Chief 
Runyon  and  his  wife  Lauretta. 

And  may  this  new  leadership  ap- 
pointment be  as  satisfying  and  suc- 
cessful as  the  past  two  decades  of  out- 
standing service  in  the  police  force.* 
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IN  HONOR  OF  POLICE  CHIEF 
HOWARD  L.  RUNYON,  SR. 


HON.  JIM  COURIER 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
October  5.  1983.  Mr.  Howard  L. 
Runyon.  Sr..  will  become  the  youngest 
president  ever  of  the  International  As- 
sociation of  Chiefs  of  Police.  His  many 
fine  accomplishments  and  tireless 
work  have  served  our  Nation  well,  and 
I  am  proud  to  join  with  his  friends 
from  New  Jersey  in  honoring  Chief 
Runyon  for  his  efforts. 

Chief  Runyon  has  been  a  police  offi- 
cer for  the  past  20  years,  and.  in  that 
time,  has  served  his  community  with  a 
volunteer  spirit.  He  founded  and  devel- 
oped the  Passaic  Township  Youth 
Center  and  is  national  vice  chairman 
of  the  National  Police  Explorers  Com- 
mission. 

He  is  considered  a  leader  not  only  in 
the  community,  but  also  is  highly  re- 


BROOKS  CALBERT  ROBINSON. 
JR.,  THE  PRIDE  OF  BALTIMORE 

HON.  BARBARA  A.  MIKULSKI 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
past  Sunday.  July  31.  1983.  in  Coopers- 
town.  N.Y..  a  very  special  event  took 
place.  It  was  a  special  event  for  all  of 
baseball,  and  even  more  so.  for  the 
city  of  Baltimore,  for  one  of  our  own 
was  inducted  into  the  Baseball  Hall  of 
Fame.  Brooks  Robinson,  the  venerable 
third  baseman  for  the  Baltimore  Ori- 
oles, took  his  rightful  place  in  the 
annals  of  baseball  history. 

The  name  Brooks  Robinson  is  syn- 
onymous with  grace  and  skill  on  the 
field.  His  miraculous  fielding  efforts  at 
the  "hot  corner  "  are  legendary,  and 
his  clutch  hits  won  many  a  ball  game. 
Yet.  perhaps  what  we  in  Baltimore  ap- 
preciate the  most  about  Brooks  Robin- 
son is  the  way  he  endeavored  to 
become  a  real  part  of  the  community. 
He  has  a  down-to-earth  personality, 
yet  he  also  possesses  the  class  and 
style  we  look  for  in  our  heroes.  He  is 
worthy  of  our  respect  and  admiration, 
for  he  has  earned  them  both. 

To  fully  appreciate  the  character  of 
Brooks  Robinson.  I  submit  a  recent 
column  from  the  News  American, 
which  includes  the  introductory  state- 
ment by  Commissioner  of  Baseball 
Bowie  Kuhn  from  Sunday's  induction, 
followed  by  Brooks  Robinson's  own 
statement  for  the  occasion. 


Bowie  Kuhn  Introduces  Brooks,  Who 

Still  Counts  His  Blessings 
Bob  Howsam  of  the  Cincinnati  Reds  Is 
here  with  us  and  he  knows  what  I'm  talking 
about.  A  truly  great  Cincinnati  team  known 
as  the  Big  Red  Machine  and  fittingly  so, 
drove  into  a  concrete  wall  named  Brooks 
Robinson. 

That  unrelenting  National  Leaguer  and 
my  dear  friend  Warren  Giles  said  to  me 
after  the  series,  "My  God,  commissioner,  he 
may  be  as  good  as  Pie  Traynor."  If  you 
know  Warren  Giles  and  the  regard  in  which 
he  held  American  Leaguers,  you  would 
know  what  a  tremendous  compliment  that 
was. 
Just  how  good  was  he? 
No  one  owns  more  Gold  Gloves  than  the 
16  which  he  earned  in  consecutive  seasons 
thru  1960  to  1975.  He  owns  nearly  every 
career  fielding  record  for  a  third  baseman 
including  a  lifetime  fielding  percentage  of 
.971. 

While  his  glove  frequently  stole  the  show, 
he  was  a  very  tough  out.  particularly  in 
clutch  situations.  In  that  1970  World  Series, 
he  batted  .429.  He  had  four  seasons  of  90  or 
more  runs  batted  in.  He  drove  in  118  runs  in 
1964.  For  his  career  he  was  only   152  hits 
short  of  the  bonded  3.000-hit  club.  And  he 
hit  268  career  home  runs.  He  achieved  one 
of  the  rarest  career  triple  crowns  in  record, 
being.  I  believe,  the  only  man  who  accumu- 
lated these;  Most  Valuable  Player  in  the 
American   League   in   1964.   Most  Valuable 
player  in  the  1966  All-Star  Game  and  the 
Most  Valuable   Player  in   the   1970  World 
Series.  He  surely  was  one  of  the  most  suc- 
cessful and.  need  I  tell  you.  one  of  the  most 
popular  players  in  the  history  of  the  game. 
May  I  read  the  language.  It  says  Brooks 
Calbert  Robinson  Jr..  Baltimore  American 
League  1955-1977.  simply  that,  established 
modern   standard   of   excellence    for   third 
basemen  setting  Major  League  records  at 
his  position  for  seasons  (23).  fielding  per- 
centage    (.971).     games     (2.870).     putouts 
(2.697).  assists  (6.205).  double  plays  (618), 
hit  268  career  home  runs,  named  to  18  con- 
secutive All-Star  teams.  M.V.P.  of  the  1970 
World  Series.  American  League  M.V.P.  in 
1964.  and  I  as  a  native  of  the  Old  Line  State 
of  Maryland  am  very  proud  to  present  to 
you  Brooks  Robinson. 

Thank  you.  Thank  you  very  much.  Thank 
you  very  much  ladies  and  gentleman.  You 
really  know  how  to  make  it  tough  on  a  guy. 
don't  you.  Thank  you  Commissioner  Kuhn. 
honored  guests,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

As  I  stand  here  before  you.  I  realize  I 
must  be  the  luckiest  man  in  the  world.  I 
keep  asking  myself  how  could  any  one  man 
have  been  so  fortunate.  And  for  five  min- 
utes or  so.  Id  like  to  share  with  you  what  I 
think  is  the  answer  to  that  question. 

Playing  in  the  major  leagues  and  being 
recognized  at  the  Hall  of  Fame  is  more  than 
any  one  human  being  could  ask  for,  and  yet 
I  realize  how  many  other  blessings  I  can 
count  in  my  life,  all  of  which  have  contrib- 
uted to  me  standing  here  before  you  today. 
I  thank  God  for  giving  me  the  talent  and 
the  help  to  reach  the  top  of  this  profession. 
Then  I  think  back  on  the  devotions  to  my 
welfare  by  my  mother,  who  is  here  today, 
the  friendship  of  my  brother  Gary  who  is 
also  here,  and  the  dedication  and  teachings 
of  my  father  whom  I  regret  is  no  longer  with 
us,  but  who  would  have  loved  this  event  more 
than  anyone  else.  My  parents  led  me 
through  my  childhood  and  guided  me  as  I 
grew  to  become  a  young  ballplayer  with  high 
goals  for  himself. 
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Then  I  think  about  my  coaches,  my  team- 
mates, scouts,  managers  who  discovered  me. 
who  encouraged  me.  who  directed  me.  and 
who  even  stuck  with  me  on  occasions  when 
others  might  have  given  up.  My  American 
Legion  coach  George  Haney  and  my  first 
major  league  manager  Paul  Richards.  They 
believed  in  Brooks  Robinson  when  others 
were   still   suspicious   of   his   talent.   They 
among  others  made  my  coming  into  base- 
ball, as  well  as  sticking  with  it  all  the  better. 
And  then  I  found  another  blessing,  one 
that  players  in  today's  game  may  never  ap- 
preciate   because    of    baseball's    changing 
structure.  That  is  Baltimore.  That  is  Balti- 
more and  playing  in  that  great  city  for  my 
entire  major  league  career.  I  share  this  day 
today  with  my  adopted  hometown  because 
the   people  of   that   town   have  supported 
Brooks  Robinson  not  only  on  the  good  days, 
but  also  on  the  bad  days.  My  career  has 
been  all  the  more  meaningful  because  of  the 
Oriole  fans  and  friends,  many  of  whom  have 
made  this  trip  to  join  me  here  today.  I'd  like 
to    thank    William    Donald    Schaefer,    the 
greatest  mayor  that  a  city  could  have,  and 
say  Baltimore  thank  you  very  much.  I  love 
you  all. 

Then  there  is  the  Baltimore  Oriole  organi- 
zation which  over  the  past  29  years  from 
top  to  bottom  has  proven  itself  to  be  the 
best.  I  might  add  that  this  day  is  extra  spe- 
cial for  me  because  I  am  being  inducted 
with  my  fellow  Arkansan  George  Kell. 
George  shared  with  me  my  first  opening 
day  as  an  Oriole  back  in  1957.  I  played  third 
base  and  George  played  first  base  against 
the  Washington  Senators  in  old  Griffith 
Stadium  in  Washington.  D.C. 

And  then  there  is  what  I  consider  the 
greatest  blessing  of  them  all.  Perhaps  you 
will  understand  this  when  you  recognize 
that  although  this  is  a  great  day  at  the  Hall 
of  Fame  for  me,  my  happiest  moment  here 
in  Cooperstown  occurred  during  my  first 
visit  to  play  in  the  Hall  of  Fame  game  exact- 
ly 22  years  ago  on  July  the  24th.  1961.  I  was 
playing  third  base  and  during  the  fifth 
inning  of  that  game  the  public  address  an- 
nouncer interrupted  play  to  announce  that 
my  first  son  had  just  been  bom  in  Detroit. 
Mich. 

For  as  I  count  my  blessings  there  is  none 
greater  than  my  family.  My  wife  Connie, 
who  has  been  by  my  side  throughout  my 
niajor  league  career  and  our  four  children. 
Brooks  David,  Christopher.  Michael,  and 
Diana.  They  have  supported  their  father 
and  although  they  appreciated  and  some- 
times enjoyed  the  glory  of  this  game,  they 
also  suffered  the  sacrifice  of  a  father  who 
was  seldom  home.  I  have  been  blessed  with 
their  understanding  and  this  induction 
today  is  as  much  theirs  as  mine.  I  wish  I 
could  have  been  with  them  more.  And 
Connie  I  want  to  proclaim  here  today  that 
no  man  could  have  come  so  far  in  this  game 
for  so  long  without  the  greatest  blessing  of 
them  all.  a  dedicated,  supportive,  and  loving 
wife.  You  have  celebrated  the  happy  mo- 
ments with  me.  but  more  than  that  you 
have  been  a  tower  of  strength  that  allowed 
me  to  overcome  adversities  and  take  advan- 
tage of  baseball's  opportunities.  I  was  there 
on  the  field  and  I  am  here  today  because  I 
had  the  ultimate,  the  best  baseball  wife. 

Before  I  close  I  want  to  thank  the  base- 
ball writers  of  America  that  have  been  so 
kind  to  me  during  my  playing  days  and 
bringing  me  here  today.  To  thank  the  com- 
missioner on  behalf  of  baseball  and  the  Hall 
of  Fame  for  this  induction  and  to  thank  all 
of  those  whom  I  have  not  mentioned  for 
their  guidance,  for  their  friendship,  and  for 
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their  support  over  the  years.  So  you  can  see 
this  is  just  not  Brooks  Robinson's  induction 
into  the  Hall  of  Fame,  it  is  a  day  on  which 
men  as  fortunate  as  I  am  count  their  bless- 
ing of  which  I  have  had  so  many.  Through- 
out my  career  I  was  committed  to  the  good- 
ness of  this  game.  In  fact  I  feel  my  love  for 
the  game  of  baseball  overrode  everything 
else.  I  shall  do  what  I  can  to  continue  to 
make  this  great  game  of  baseball  in  this 
world  finer  and  better.  This  is  a  day  for  my 
giving  thanks  and  this  is  a  life  from  which  I 
want  to  give  back.  Thank  You.« 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  CRIME  TO 
HOLD  HEARING  ON  H.R.  3326 
AND  3664 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  HUGHES 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  HUGHES.  Mr  Speaker,  on 
Thursday.  August  4,  1983.  at  10  a.m.  in 
room  2237.  Rayburn  House  Office 
Building,  the  Subcommittee  on  Crime 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  will 
hold  a  hearing  on  H.R  3326  and  H.R. 
3664.  bills  to  provide  executive  direc- 
tion and  coordination  of  drug  enforce- 
ment and  drug  abuse  and  prevention 
activities. 

The  witnesses  at  the  hearing  will  in- 
clude Adm.  James  S.  Gracey.  Com- 
mandant. U.S.  Coast  Guard.  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Transportation:  Mr.  D. 
Lowell  Jensen.  Associate  Attorney 
General.  U.S.  Department  of  Justice; 
Mr.  Robert  E.  Powis,  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  (Enforce- 
ment). U.S.  Department  of  the  Treas- 
ury: and  Mr.  Jerry  L.  Calhoun.  Princi- 
pal Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  De- 
fense for  Manpower.  Reserve  Affairs, 
and  Logistics.  U.S.  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

Those  wishing  further  information 
or  wishing  to  submit  a  statement  for 
the  record  of  the  hearing  can  contact 
the  staff  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Crime  at  207  Cannon  House  Office 
Building,  'Washington,  D.C.  20515— 
(202) 225-1695.» 


JACKSON  HOLE  LE"VEES 


HON.  DICK  CHENEY 

OF  WYOMING 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  CHENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
today  introduced  legislation  to  equal- 
ize the  annual  burden  of  maintaining 
a  series  of  flood  control  levees  on  the 
Snake  River  in  Teton  County.  Wyo. 
The  levees  were  designed  and  con- 
structed by  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
and  then  Teton  County  assumed  re- 
sponsibility for  their  upkeep  and 
maintenance,  as  is  the  usual  procedure 
with  projects  of  this  kind. 
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But  because  the  levees  were  improp- 
erly designed  and  built  in  the  first 
place,  they  require  an  unusual  amount 
of  maintenance.  The  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers has  admitted  that  the  levees 
were  not  properly  designed,  but  has 
concluded  that  it  is  cheaper  to  per- 
form annual  maintenance  than  it 
would  be  to  fix  the  original  design 
problems.  The  problem  with  that  con- 
clusion is  that  the  annual  mainte- 
nance costs  must  be  paid  by  Teton 
County,  even  though  it  was  the  corps 
which  designed  and  built  inadequate 
levees. 

The  legislation  I  have  introduced 
would  require  the  corps  to  share  with 
Teton  County  the  annual  cost  of 
maintaining  the  Snake  River  levees, 
which  seems  only  fair  and  reasonable 
under  the  circumstances.  Under  my 
bill,  the  county  would  pay  the  first 
$35,000  of  annual  costs,  and  the  corps 
would  pay  the  balance. 

This  issue  has  been  addressed  before 
by  earlier  Congresses.  In  1977.  the 
Senate  approved  a  similar  bill  intro- 
duced by  former  Senator  Cliff  Hansen 
in  the  form  of  an  amendment  to  the 
Omnibus  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act. 
That  legislation  did  not  make  it  all  the 
way  through  the  legislative  process, 
however.  Then,  in  1980.  a  similar  pro- 
vision was  included  by  the  House  in 
H.R.  4788.  an  omnibus  water  resources 
project  authorization  bill,  which  also 
did  not  make  it  all  the  way  through 
the  process. 

The  point  is  that  both  the  Senate 
and  the  House  have,  at  one  time  or  an- 
other, approved  a  provision  to  require 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  share  the 
annual  maintenance  costs  for  the 
Snake  River  levees.  I  would  hope  that 
this  time  around.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
could  get  this  legislation  enacted.* 


WORLD  FRIENDSHIP  BASEBALL 

HON.  JOHN  P.  MURTHA 

or  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my 
associations  with  professional  athletes, 
so  many  of  them  mention  to  me  that 
they  remember  participating  in  some 
amateur  event  held  in  Johnstown.  And 
when  they  mention  it.  they  never  fail 
to  add  that  they  particularly  remem- 
ber the  hospitality  and  spirit  of  the 
community.  Although  several  years 
have  often  passed  since  the  event,  that 
is  the  image  that  remains  in  their 
minds  of  Johnstown. 

An  event  very  much  in  that  tradition 
was  concluded  recently  in  Johnstown 
with  the  playing  of  the  world  friend- 
ship baseball  series. 

It  was  my  pleasure  to  take  part  in 
the  opening  ceremonies  of  this  tourna- 
ment and  to  see  the  first  game.  While 
the  series  gave  a  strong  financial  boost 
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to  our  recession-hit  community,  it  also 
gave  another  boost  to  the  community 
spirit  of  the  area. 

In  particular,  I  wanted  to  praise  the 
work  of  three  individuals  in  connec- 
tion with  this  tournament:  Mr.  Dennis 
Grenell  was  copromoter  of  the  series 
and  spent  countless  hours  pulling  to- 
gether details  of  the  activity  and  iron- 
ing out  last-minute  programs;  also 
worthy  of  recognition  was  the  work  of 
copromoter  John  Rubal  who  has 
worked  on  many  community  projects 
and  brought  that  expertise  to  this 
event  by  smoothing  out  many  difficul- 
ties; and  finally  I  wanted  to  mention 
the  contribution  of  Connie  Mayer  who 
had  the  task  of  finding  housing  in  the 
area  for  all  the  ballplayers. 

In  the  years  to  come.  I  know  many 
of  the  athletes  from  around  the  world 
who  participated  in  this  tournament 
will  remember  the  spirit  and  friend- 
ship of  Johnstown.  It  is  a  credit  to  all 
those  who  helped  put  this  tournament 
together.  I  am  adding  an  article  from 
the  Johnstown  Tribune-Democrat  out- 
lining the  impact  of  the  series. 
World  Friendship  Baseball 
(By  Ted  Zellem) 

Farewell  tears,  hugs  and  handshakes 
swept  the  Sheraton  Inn  lobby  Monday 
morning  as  World  Friendship  baseball  de- 
parted the  city. 

"It  was  all  worth  it  just  to  see  the  good- 
byes." concluded  Wanda  Rulledge.  a  U.S. 
Baseball  Federation  staff  member. 
early  skepticism 

There  were  more  skeptics  than  supporters 
when  promoters  Dennis  Grenell  and  John 
Rubal  t>orrowed  $10,000  last  August  to  stage 
the  international  event. 

But  the  promoters  were  smiling  Monday. 
Nearly  75.000  people  were  attracted  to  the 
Point  Stadium  for  nine  consecutive  days  of 
baseball. 

Not  all  revenues  have  been  tabulated,  but 
the  local  promoters  anticipate  the  $10,000- 
plus  production  will  close  in  the  black.  The 
$10,000  loan  from  the  Johnstown  Oldlimers 
Association  will  be  satisfied. 

The  departure  of  140  young  men  to  seven 
foreign  lands  was  emotional  for  most  of  the 
areas  70  volunteer  host  families. 

So  many  lives  were  touched  by  so  many 
people."  Mr.  Grenell  said. 

For  two  weeks,  the  players  were  treated  to 
family  picnics,  tours,  shopping  trips  and 
social  events. 

WON'T  rORGET  JOHNSTOWN 

"It  was  more  than  just  class  baseball."  Mr. 
Rubal  addcKl.  "They  (players)  may  not 
always  remember  what  they  did  in  the  ball- 
park, but  they'll  always  remember  Johns- 
town. Pa..  USA— there's  something  conta- 
gious about  this  area." 

Richard  Caise.  executive  director  of  the 
U.S.  Baseball  Federation,  said  that  friend- 
ship was  a  key  ingredient  to  the  world 
games  and  that  Johnstown  satisfied  the  re- 
quirement: 

"It's  a  kind  of  town  you  always  want  to 
come  back  to— the  people  are  super." 

Mr.  Grenell  maintained  that  more  area 
people  became  involved  in  the  community 
project  than  any  promotion  he  ever  had  en- 
countered: 

"There  even  were  some  who  had  never 
been  to  the  Point  Stadium." 
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DIFFICULTIES  AT  BEGINNING 

He  admitted  early  difficulties  in  advance 
ticket  sales  and  gaining  public  interest. 

'But  those  were  people  problems."  he  ex- 
plained. "These  things  happen  in  all  tourna- 
ments." 

"People  got  emotionally  involved.  The 
host  families  and  Diamond  Girls  were 
strong  links  in  making  it  a  success." 

A  moving  ceremony  Sunday  afternoon  at 
the  stadium  during  which  host  families  re- 
ceived plaques  caused  many  eyes  to  water. 
Families  from  South  Pork  to  Boswell  adopt- 
ed the  players. 

"Be  there  and  remember  it  forever."  was 
among  Mr.  Grenell's  promotional  slogans. 

CITY  ON  MAP 

The  city  was  placed  on  the  map. 

"Johnstown.  Pa."  press  datelines  and 
radio  broadcasts  went  to  Australia,  Canada. 
Colombia.  Holland.  Korea,  Republic  of 
China  and  Panama. 

"It's  going  to  help  Johnstown  become 
more  than  a  flood  city  or  a  AAABA  Tourna- 
ment city."  Mr.  Case  added. 

Good  relationships  and  friendships  were 
established.  Johnstown  should  capitalize  on 
this,  whether  it  be  professional  baseball, 
countries,  companies  or  whatever.  It  just 
shouldn't  drop  the  ball." 

No  economic-impact  barometer  is  avail- 
able yet.  but  many  area  businesses  reported 
increased  sales. 

A  Korean  purchased  30  pairs  of  tennis 
shoes  from  a  downtown  footwear  store.  A 
Chinese  group  bought  a  suitcase  and  filled 
the  satchel  with  purchases  ranging  from 
cameras  to  cosmetics. 

Mr.  Grenell  and  Mr.  Rubal  said  the  two- 
week  world  tournament  was  the  largest  pro- 
motional project  they've  ever  tackled. 

MANY  UNSUNG  HEROES 

"There  are  so  many  unsung  heroes  out 
there  who  asked  for  nothing  but  gave  so 
much."  Mr.  Grenell  concluded. 

"We  can't  tell  how  many  more  people 
were  affected  by  a  crazy  idea  (holding  the 
tournament)  that  Rubal  and  Grenell  came 
up  with." 

They  called  it  a  once-in-a-lifetime  project. 

"'The  citizens  of  Johnstown  should  be 
complimented  for  their  spirit,  hospitality 
and  support."  added  Mayor  Herb  Pfuhl. 

And  as  "world  sport"  exited  the  city 
Monday,  the  focus  was  moving  to  the  state 
level.  The  Pennsylvania  Coaches  Associa- 
tion's Big  33  football  classic  will  be  held  at 
7:30  p.m.  Saturday  at  the  Point  Stadium.* 


CORRECTIONS  TO  THE  COMMIT- 
TEE REPORT  ON  H.R.  2969.  THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  1984  DEPART- 
MENT OF  DEFENSE  AUTHORI- 
ZATION 


HON.  MELVIN  PRICE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  were 
a  number  of  typographical  errors  in 
the  Armed  Services  Committee's 
Report  No.  98-107  on  H.R.  2969.  the 
fiscal  year  1984  DOD  authorization 
bill.  The  following  is  a  list  of  substan- 
tive corrections: 


Page  VI:  Titles  I  and  II  in  the  table  of 
contents  were  transposed  inadvertently. 
Title  II  entries  should  follow  the  last  Title  I 
entry  on  page  VIII. 

Page  4:  Summary  Table.  Title  IV— Oper- 
ations and  Maintenance,  entry  for  Court  of 
Military  Appeals  should  read  3.4.  3.4.  0  (not 
3.3,  3.4.  -t^O.l). 

Page  4:  The  portion  of  the  table  beginning 
"Title  I— Procurement  should  be  modified 
as  follows:"  should  be  part  of  the  footnote 
on  this  page. 

Page  10:  A  line  was  dropped  inadvertently 
from  the  page.  Under  "Soviet  Challenge  to 
our  Security. "  line  4.  strike  "understands " 
and  add  "recognized  the  origins  of  Soviet 
power.  Then  it  is  understandable.  This  mas- 
sive". 

Page  90:  Under  "Committee  recommenda- 
tions. Amount  for  Other  production 
charges.  "  the  figure  should  be  1.439.1  (not 
1.410.9).  Under  the  same  entry  for  "Change 
from  request.  Amount."  the  figure  should 
be  ^- 22.5  (not  -5.7). 

Page  125:  The  National  Security  Agency 
entry  in  the  change  column  should  be 
-24.232. 

Page  130:  Under  "Basis  for  Committee 
Action. "  the  acronym  cited  should  be  CSRL. 

Page  130:  Under  "Directed  Energy  Tech- 
nology Committee  Recommendations,"  the 
figure  in  the  third  line  should  be  $67,902. 

Page  132:  The  acronym  in  the  seventh  line 
should  be  MIRACL. 

Page  153:  Civilian  Pay  Raise  table.  Air 
Force  entry  should  read  +88.0  (not  -87.9). 
The  total  line  should  read  -^ 432.8  (not 
432.7). 

Page  154:  The  word  •form  "  in  the  last 
paragraph,  fourth  line,  should  be  "firm". 

Page  164:  Refer  to  chart  at  lop  of  page; 
Maintenance  and  logistics.  Reduction 
column  should  read  12.0  (not  10.0).  Total 
column  should  read  62.0  (not  60.0). 

Page  180:  Operation  and  Maintenance. 
Army  Reserve  taole.  Mission  Forces,  the 
numbers  for  the  entries  Fuel  Cost  Reesti- 
mate  and  Stock  Fund  Obligation  Initiative 
were  transposed.  Fuel  Cost  Reestimate 
should  read  -2.7  and  Stock  Fund  Obliga- 
tion initiative  should  read  -4.5. 

Page  205:  Under  'Explanation  of  Commit- 
tee Adjustments."  the  request  in  line  5 
should  be  1.072.174.« 


WILLIE    "DEVIL"  WELLS:  HALL  OF 
FAME  OVERSIGHT 


HON.  J.  J.  PICKLE 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2.  1983 

m  Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
greats  of  our  national  pastime  gath- 
ered last  week  in  Cooperstown,  N.Y.. 
to  induct  the  most  recent  selections 
into  baseball's  Hall  of  Fame,  one  very 
deserving  name  was  missing  from  the 
list— Austinite  Willie  "Devil"  Wells. 

Only  one  thing  has  kept  Wells,  as 
slick  a  shortstop  as  ever  lived,  from 
gaining  the  recognition  he  is  due— he 
was  born  too  soon.  Willie's  great  feats 
were  performed  in  the  old  Negro  Base- 
ball League  and  his  career  was  in  its 
twilight  when  Jackie  Robinson  and 
Branch  Rickey  broke  the  color  line  in 
1947. 

Several  years  ago,  baseball  officials 
appointed  a  special  committee  to  con- 
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sider  those  luminaries  who  performed 
at  a  hall  of  fame  level  in  the  Negro 
league.  But  this  committee  has  seemed 
to  be  dormant  in  recent  years.  It  needs 
to  be  rejuvenated  and  one  of  the  first 
actions  it  should  take  is  to  recommend 
that  Willie  Wells  be  included  in  base- 
ball's great  shrine. 

Prom  personal  experience,  I  can  tell 
you  that  Willie's  abilities  may  also 
qualify  him  for  a  special  hall  of  fame 
for  domino  players,  too. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  insert 
into   the   Record   this   recent   article 
from  the  Austin  American  which  pro- 
vides more  detail  about  the  exploits  of 
Willie  •Devil"  Wells. 
[Prom  the  Austin  American,  July  6.  1983] 
"Devil  "  Wells  Watches  Stars  From 
Outside 
(By  Lou  Maysel) 
Willie  "Devil"  Wells  is  in  Chicago  reliving 
""some  beautiful  memories"  and  looking  at  a 
world  he  never  was  allowed  to  experience 
because  of  his  color. 

The  76-year-old  Austinite  was  invited  to 
go  to  Chicago  for  the  golden  anniversary 
All-star  Game  at  Comiskey  Park.  He  might 
have  been  good  enough  for  the  team,  but  he 
played  before  blacks  broke  baseball's  color 
barrier. 

Wells  did  play  in  an  all-star  game  back  in 
1933.  He  is  one  of  the  surviving  participants 
of  the  first  Negro  Leagues  All-Star  Game, 
staged  in  Comiskey  Park  a  month  after  the 
game  by  the  major  leagues.  That  is  why 
Wells  and  others  were  invited  to  attend 
Tuesday  s  Old-Timers'  Game  and  tonight's 
big  game  along  with  15  survivors  of  the 
white  man's  game. 

Wells  is  being  accompanied  by  Donn  Ro- 
gosin.  who  is  the  director  of  development 
for  KLRU-TV  and  also  teaches  a  course  in 
sports  history  at  the  University  of  Texas. 
Rogosin.  an  authority  on  the  history  of 
blacks  in  baseball,  wrote  a  forthcoming 
book  on  the  subject,  titled  "Invisible  Men. " 
Two  blacks  who  are  also  guests  for  to- 
nights  game,  center  fielder  James  "Cool 
Papa  "  Bell  and  third  baseman  Julius  "Judy  " 
Johnson,  have  been  admitted  to  baseballs 
Hall  of  Fame.  Rogosin,  among  others,  think 
that  Wells,  who  was  a  shortstop  and  played 
for  around  20  years  and  managed  for  almost 
a  decade,  deserves  to  be  included  when  more 
old-time  black  players  are  admitted.  So  far 
10  have  been  selected  and  only  one  in  the 
last  six  years,  although  two  old-time  players 
are  added  each  year. 

Wells,  who  played  in  eight  East-West 
Negro  all-star  games,  won't  say  whether  he 
thinks  he  belongs  in  the  Hall  of  Fame.  "I 
can't  talk  about  myself  but  other  people 
seem  to  think  so,"  he  said. 

Wells  was  playing  with  the  Chicago  Amer- 
ican Giants  in  1933  but  originally  played 
with  the  St.  Louis  Stars  until  they  disband- 
ed in  1929.  Bell,  who  has  been  called  the 
greate.st  base  runner  of  all  time  in  pro  base- 
ball, was  one  of  his  teammates  in  St.  Louis. 
They  kept  in  touch  after  they  went  to  dif- 
ferent clubs. 

Wells  remembers  an  article  describing  Bell 
as  being  so  quick  that  he  could  throw  a  light 
switch  and  get  in  bed  before  the  light  went 
out.  And  he  remembers  Johnson  for  his  odd 
batting  style.  "He  looked  like  he  was  looking 
through  (the  crook  of)  his  elbow  when  he 
hit  the  ball,  but  he  did  the  job,  though," 
Wells  said. 

Wells  welcomed  the  opportunity  to  attend 
the    Chicago    festivities    because    of    the 
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chance  to  renew  friendships.  "I  haven't  seen 
some  of  them  in  35  or  40  years.  It's  a  great 
opportunity  to  see  them,"  he  said  before 
making  the  trip.* 


DIVIDENDS  IN  HUMAN  TERMS 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODLING 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  that  the  House  passed  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  40,  expressing 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  maintain 
current  efforts  through  the  federally 
assisted  nutrition  programs  to  prevent 
increases  in  the  incidence  of  domestic 
hunger. 

With  specific  reference  to  the  vari- 
ous child  nutrition  programs  author- 
ized under  the  National  School  Lunch 
and  Child  Nutrition  Acts,  we  have 
taken  appropriate,  timely  and  compas- 
sionate steps  forward  in  alleviating 
hunger  and  malnutrition  among  mil- 
lions of  our  Nation's  children  who, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  are  the 
innocent  victims  of  deprivation  and 
want  which  seriously  threaten  their 
development  into  healthy  and  produc- 
tive adults. 

As  I  have  often  stated  during  com- 
mittee and  floor  consideration  of  child 
nutrition  issues,  I  believe  that  the  in- 
vestment which  this  Nation  makes  in 
these  programs  has  been  and  will  con- 
tinue to  be  a  sound  one  that  pays  tre- 
mendous dividends  in  human  terms.  It 
is,  in  short,  a  wise  investment  in  our 
children's  present  and  future  well- 
being. 

I  believe,  too,  that  it  is  incumbent 
upon  Federal,  State,  and  local  policy- 
makers as  well  as  program  sponsors 
and  advocates  to  join  hands  in  contin- 
ually monitoring  and  scrutinizing 
every  aspect  of  child  nutrition  pro- 
gram activities.  This  is  imperative  if 
we  are  to  insure  that  quality  services 
to  those  in  greatest  need  of  assistance 
are  provided  in  the  most  cost-effective 
ways  possible.  We  must  be  willing  to 
ask  if  there  are  better  ways  of  continu- 
ing to  meet  the  tragically  documented 
and  continuing  need  for  child  nutri- 
tion assistance. 

Let  me  again  commend  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Agriculture 
and  Education  and  Labor  Committees. 
Mr.  DE  LA  Garza  and  Mr.  Perkins,  the 
gentleman  from  California,  Mr.  Panet- 
TA,  and  my  colleague  from  Vermont, 
Mr.  Jeffords,  for  their  untiring  efforts 
to  bring  before  us  for  consideration  a 
measure  that  enjoys  strong,  bipartisan 
support.* 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  EDWIN  B.  FORSYTHE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  FORSYTHE.  Mr.  Speak-r.  on 
Tuesday  evening  July  26.  198,  I  wais 
unable  to  be  present  for  the  last  five 
recorded  votes  on  H.R.  2969,  Defense 
Department  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1984.  Had  I  been  present.  I 
would  have  cast  my  vote  in  the  follow- 
ing manner: 

Rollcall  No.  271— Motion  to  restrict 
debate  on  an  amendment  to  require 
congressional  authorization  before 
military  units  could  be  deployed  in 
Central  America.  (Adopted  213  to  195) 
I  would  have  voted  "aye." 

Rollcall  No.  272— Amendment  to  re- 
quire congressional  authorization 
before  military  units  could  be  de- 
ployed in  Central  America  unless  cer- 
tain conditions  were  met.  (Rejected 
165  to  259)  I  would  have  voted  "nay.  ' 

Rollcall  No.  273— Amendment  to 
delay  deployment  of  Pershing  II's  and 
ground-launched  Cruise  missiles 
before  December  31,  1984.  '^Rejected 
101  to  320)  I  would  have  voted  "aye." 

Rollcall  No.  274- Amendment  to 
provide  permanent  authority  to  target 
nonstrategic  contracts  to  firms  in  high 
unemployment  areas.  (Approved  218 
to  201)  I  would  have  voted  "aye." 

Rollcall  No.  275— Pinal  passage  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act.  fiscal  year  1984.  (Adopted  305 
to  114)  I  would  have  voted  "nay."» 


IN  HONOR  OF  THE  NEW  YORK 
COUNTY  TRICENTENNIAL 


HON.  BILL  GREEN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2.  1983 

•  Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  an  historic  event  of  nation- 
al importance:  On  November  1,  1983, 
the  county  of  New  York,  more  widely 
known  as  Manhattan,  will  be  celebrat- 
ing its  300lh  anniversary,  it  was  on 
this  date,  in  1683,  that  the  first  gener- 
al provincial  assembly,  elected  accord- 
ing to  the  instructions  of  the  Duke  of 
York,  established  by  statute  the  foun- 
dation of  the  county  of  New  York.  In 
commemoration  of  this  historic  event, 
together  with  my  colleagues  from 
Manhattan,  Mr.  Rangel  and  Mr. 
Weiss,  I  have  introduced  a  joint  reso- 
lution. House  Joint  Resolution  333, 
which  expresses  our  salutations.  May  I 
invite  the  Members  of  Congress,  on 
behalf  of  all  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  to  congratulate  the 
people  of  the  county  of  New  York  on 
the  occasion  of  the  tricentennial. 

Earlier,  I  referred  to  the  tricenten- 
nial as  an  historic  event  of  national 
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importance.  Indeed,  the  founding  of 
the  county  of  New  York  played  an  in- 
tegral part  in  the  establishment  of  a 
system  of  representative  government 
and  common  law  jurisprudence  in  the 
United  States.  The  charter  of  1683, 
granted  by  Gov.  Thomas  Dongan,  pro- 
vided for  the  annual  election  of  alder- 
men and  other  officers  by  the  freemen 
of  each  ward,  included  a  charter  of  lib- 
erties, and  claimed  the  taxing  power 
for  the  elected  assembly.  In  fact,  the 
first  Common  Council,  sworn  in  on 
February  14,  1684,  was  given  full 
power  to  establish  laws  not  contrary  to 
those  of  England  or  of  the  provinces. 
Throughout  American  history,  the 
county  of  New  York  continued  to  play 
a  critical  role  in  the  struggle  for.  and 
the  establishment  of,  democracy. 
During  the  month  of  October  1765, 
the  Stamp  Act  Congress,  composed  of 
delegates  from  nine  colonies,  met  at 
city  hall  in  New  York,  drafted  a  decla- 
ration of  rights,  and  addressed  a  peti- 
tion to  the  House  of  Commons,  pro- 
testing taxation  without  representa- 
tion. New  York  City  also  served  as  the 
seat  of  the  National  Government  be- 
ginning in  January  1785.  when  the 
Congress  of  the  Confederation  con- 
vened at  city  hall— now  Federal  Hall. 
New  York  continued  to  be  the  Nation- 
al Capital  after  the  ratification  of  the 
U.S.  Constitution,  during  the  period  of 
the  first  Congress.  March  4.  1789.  to 
August  12.  1790.  During  that  time,  in 
April  1789.  George  Washington  was  in- 
augurated as  our  first  President  on  the 
balcony  of  New  York's  Federal  Hall. 

In  addition  to  the  important  role  of 
the  county  of  New  York  with  regard 
to  the  foundation  of  our  democracy, 
the  county  was  also  at  the  heart  of 
American  commerce,  finance,  and 
international  trade.  Prior  to  the  Brit- 
ish rule  and  the  founding  of  the 
county.  New  Amsterdam  had  already 
become  the  governmental  and  com- 
mercial center  of  New  Netherland.  a 
province  composed  of  trading  posts 
along  the  Hudson.  Delaware,  and  Con- 
necticut Rivers.  Throughout  the 
years,  the  county  continued  its  com- 
mercial ascendancy.  On  February  22. 
1784.  the  Empress  of  China  left  New 
York  for  the  Orient,  the  first  Ameri- 
can vessel  to  attempt  such  a  voyage. 
The  New  York  Stock  Exchange  came 
into  existence  in  1792.  during  a  period 
of  phenomenal  rise  in  imports  and  ex- 
ports. By  1796.  New  York  had  sur- 
passed its  principal  trading  rival. 
Philadelphia. 

The  birth  of  the  county  of  New 
York  also  spurred  the  development  of 
one  of  America's  greatest  cultural  cen- 
ters, with  the  establishment,  in  1754. 
of  both  King's  College,  now  Columbia 
University,  and  the  New  York  Society 
Library,  and  the  introduction  of  pro- 
fessional drama  in  1732. 

I  would  like  to  conclude  these  re- 
marks by  emphasizing  one  of  the 
county's  most  valuable  contributions 
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to  the  wealth  of  the  United  States,  the 
opportunity  extended  to  the  great 
number  of  individuals  who  have  immi- 
grated to  our  country,  and  who  arrived 
through  the  gates  of  New  York.  In  the 
year  of  1900  alone.  145,000  Italian  im- 
migrants. 155.000  Russian  immigrants. 
275.000  Irishmen,  and  even  more  Ger- 
mans landed  and  settled  in  the  county 
of  New  York.  Most  Americans  can 
trace  their  foreign  heritage  without 
great  difficulty;  as  we  all  know.  New- 
York  played  a  critical  role  in  turning 
the  opportunities  of  our  ancestors  into 
realities. 

In  every  respect.  Americans  owe  a 
great  deal  to  the  county  of  New  York. 
In  commemoration  of  its  tricentennial, 
I  invite  all  Members  to  send  their  salu- 
tations to  the  people  of  the  county  of 
New  York,  and  to  support  House  Joint 
Re.solution  333.« 
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■THE  SPIRIT  OF  HELSINKI":  8 
YEARS  LATER 


HON.  SIDNEY  R.  YATES 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker.  August  1 
marked  the  eighth  anniversary  of  the 
signature  of  the  Helsinki  accords,  a 
document  which  raised  much  hope  in 
Europe,  both  East  and  West,  as  well  as 
in  the  United  States,  that  a  new  era 
had  dawned  in  which  governments 
would  respect  the  basic  human  rights 
and  fundamental  freedoms  of  their 
people.  Eight  years  later  we  can  be 
more  realistic  about  what  Helsinki 
promised  and  what  it  has  delivered. 

Eight  years  is  perhaps  too  short  a 
time  to  expect  basic  changes  in  how  a 
government  treats  its  own  people  and 
how  it  relates  to  its  neighboring  states. 
Old  cultural  patterns  cannot  be 
changed  in  such  a  short  time.  In  the 
Soviet  Union  and  many  of  the  coun- 
tries in  Eastern  Europe  the  promises 
of  the  Helsinki  accords  are  still  unful- 
filled. Emigration  has  been  reduced  to 
a  trickle.  Religious  and  ethnic  groups 
are  still  persecuted  by  acts  of  govern- 
mental policy.  Basic  human  rights  are 
consistently  violated.  Freedom  to 
travel  abroad  is  severely  restricted. 
Access  to  information  from  other 
countries  is  tightly  controlled.  Foreign 
radio  broadcasts  are  jammed.  Partners 
in  binational  marriages  are  separated 
by  heartless  governments.  And.  as  in 
the  cases  of  Afghanistan  and  Poland, 
the  sovereignty  and  independence  of 
states  are  grossly  and  brutally  violat- 
ed. 

All  of  these  represent  violations  of 
the  Helsinki  accords,  and  yet  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  allies,  as  well  as 
the  Western  allies  and  the  neutral  and 
nonalined  states  of  Europe,  seem 
intent  on  continuing  what  is  euphe- 
mistically referred  to  as  the   'spirit  of 


Helsinki."  And  agreement  has  been 
reached  in  Madrid  on  a  document 
which  attempts  to  breathe  new  life 
into  the  Helsinki  accords,  despite  the 
violations  and  blantant  disregard  for 
their  provisions  over  the  past  8  years. 

We  have  good  reason  to  be  disap- 
pointed in  the  performance  record  of 
the  Soviet  Union  and  its  East  Europe- 
an allies,  particularly  with  regard  to 
the  human  rights  provisions  of  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act.  And  we  should  not 
be  overly  optimistic  about  the  pros- 
pects for  performance  over  the  next 
few  years. 

Nevertheless,  we  have  no  alternative 
but  to  continue  the  Helsinki  process 
and  to  press  for  full  observance  of  its 
provisions.  The  Helsinki  Final  Act  and 
the  improvements  on  it  reached  at 
Madrid  are  documents  which  we  in  the 
West  can  fully  support  because  they 
reflect  basic  Western  attitudes  on  the 
individual  and  his  or  her  relationship 
to  government.  Our  task  for  the 
future  is  to  constantly  remind  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  allies  that  they 
have  signed  these  documents  and  that 
we  in  the  West  will  hold  them  fully  ac- 
countable for  observing  their  provi- 
sions. That  is  not  too  much  to  ask 
from  goverments  which  profess  to  sup- 
port these  documents.* 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  LUMP-SUM 
DEATH  BENEFIT  BILL 


HON.  EDWARD  R.  ROYBAL 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 


•  Mr.  ROYBAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  bill  introduced  today 
which  would  first,  insure  a  more 
humane  and  realistic  social  security 
lump-sum  death  benefit,  and  second, 
provide  final  payment  of  social  securi- 
ty benefits  during  the  month  when 
any  insured  individual  or  beneficiary 
dies.  I  commend  my  distinguished  col- 
league. Congressman  Solomon  Ortiz 
of  Texas,  for  his  diligent  efforts  to 
bring  this  legislation  to  the  attention 
of  the  House. 

Based  on  hearings  I  held  last  year, 
we  learned  of  the  great  fear  many 
older  Americans  have  that  upon  death 
their  survivors  will  not  have  sufficient 
money  to  pay  for  a  respectful  funeral. 
According  to  the  Continental  Associa- 
tion of  Funeral  &  Memorial  Societies, 
current  funeral  expenses  average  over 
$3,000.  including  grave  and  marker 
costs.  Yet.  the  present  lump-sum 
death  benefit  is  capped  at  $255— a 
level  that  was  set  many  years  ago.  and 
which  is  obviously  very  out  of  date. 
This  bill  provides  a  more  humane, 
cost-sensitive  way  of  determining  the 
lump-sum  death  benefit.  Under  our 
bill,  the  benefit  would  be  equal  to 
whatever  the  average  OASDI  payment 
is  at  the  time  of  death— this  amount  is 
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presently  $420.  Although  even  this 
payment  would  not  cover  average  fu- 
neral expenses,  it  does  provide  suffi- 
cient funds  for  a  basic,  respectful  in- 
terment. 

The  1981  Omnibus  Reconciliation 
Act  limited  the  number  of  people  who 
receive  the  lump-sum  death  benefit  to 
only  those  workers  who  have  eligible 
survivors.  Yet.  this  leaves  millions  of 
Americans  who  paid  into  the  social  se- 
curity system  without  any  help  to 
cover  their  funeral  expenses.  Instead 
of  further  limiting  the  numbers  of 
people  who  can  receive  the  lump-sum 
payment  as  we  did  in  1981.  we  should 
restore  the  provision  that  provides 
payments  to  all  beneficiaries  including 
widows  and  dependents,  as  it  had  been 
since  it  became  part  of  the  social  secu- 
rity system  in  1939. 

Consequently,  this  bill  would  pro- 
vide a  crucial  change  in  the  payment 
schedule  so  that  survivors  would  re- 
ceive the  final  month's  benefit  up  to 
certain  maximum  amounts.  In  the 
event  there  is  no  surviving  spouse  or 
younger  children,  the  person  who  is 
assuming  the  responsibility  for  funeral 
expenses  would  receive  the  benefit. 
Presently,  when  an  individual  insured 
through  social  security  dies,  benefits 
are  not  paid  for  that  month,  leaving 
many  survivors  to  wonder  how  funeral 
expenses  will  be  met. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  tragic  that  in  a 
great  country  such  as  ours,  so  many 
older  Americans  who  have  paid  into 
the  social  security  system  have  to 
worry  about  the  financial  burden  they 
will  impose  upon  their  survivors.  Yet. 
their  fears  are  not  unfounded.  Not 
only  are  there  over  4  million  persons 
aged  65  and  over  who  have  to  try  to 
live  with  incomes  below  the  poverty 
line,  but  social  security  beneficiaries 
are  not  even  accorded  the  respect  of 
having  their  survivors  receive  payment 
during  their  month  of  death  to  help 
defray  the  costs  of  a  funeral.  This  is 
unconscionable.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  important  legislation.* 


FURTHER  EFFORTS  TO  IMPOSE 
SECRECY  ON  SCIENCE? 


HON.  GEORGE  E.  BROWN,  JR. 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 


•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  executive  branch  of  the 
U.S.  Government  has  at  its  disposal  a 
formidable  set  of  laws  and  regulations 
to  control  the  flow  of  products  and 
ideas  to  foreign  countries.  Despite 
this,  the  current  administration  and 
its  allies  in  Congress  have  been  de- 
manding more  and  tighter  restrictions, 
including  restricting  publication  of  sci- 
entific research  on  so-called  militarily 
sensitive  subjects.  I  would  like  to  offer 
my  colleagues  an  update  on  the  efforts 
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of  the  administration  to  develop  such 
restrictions.  Before  I  do  so,  however,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  three  serious 
objections  to  these  efforts. 

First,  new  laws  and  regulations  are 
unnecessary.  The  powers  granted  by 
the  espionage  statutes,  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act.  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act.  the  Invention  Secrecy  Act.  and 
the  Export  Control  Act.  as  well  as  the 
executive  order  on  classification  are  so 
broad  as  to  make  criminal  the  publica- 
tion of  a  scientific  paper  on  almost 
any  subject.  Needless  to  say.  given  the 
constitutional  questions  that  might  be 
raised  against  such  laws,  past  adminis- 
trations have  tended  to  apply  them 
with  considerable  restraint. 

Second,  efforts  to  restrict  the  flow  of 
basic  science  are   futile.  The  Corson 
panel  reported  to  the  National  Acade- 
my of  Sciences  that  it  could  find  no 
evidence  to  support  the  notion  that 
controls  on  basic  research  were  effec- 
tive, with  only  a  few  specific  excep- 
tions. Basic  research  is  not  like  the  ad- 
vanced applied  technology  that  goes 
into  weapons:  It  is  often  derived  inde- 
pendently by  several  workers;  it  is  gen- 
erally derivable  from  information  al- 
ready available  in  the  open  scientific 
literature;    and    it    requires    free    ex- 
change with  other  scientists  in  order 
to  thrive.  In  1954.  Norbert  Weiner.  the 
father  of  cybernetics  and  of  modern 
information  theory,  pointed  out  in  his 
book.    "The   Human   Use   of   Human 
Beings."    that    the    most    important 
secret;  namely,  the  possibility  of  con- 
structing a  new  type  of  device,  is  the 
very   one    most    difficult   to   conceal. 
Once  the  Russians,  in   1942.  realized 
that  the  top  atomic  scientists  in  Amer- 
ica were  no  longer  publishing  papers 
in  the  open  literature,  they  quickly  de- 
duced that  a  new  weapon  was  under 
development,    and    began    their    own 
program.  According  to  Weiner: 

Once  a  scientist  attacks  a  problem  which 
he  knows  to  have  an  answer,  his  entire  atti- 
tude is  changed.  He  is  already  some  50  per- 
cent of  his  way  toward  that  answer. 

The  third  objection  is  that  new  re- 
strictions will  stifle  the  very  research 
on  which  our  present  technological  ad- 
vantages depend.  We  have  as  much  to 
gain  as  any  foreign  country  from  the 
free  and  open  exchange  of  basic  scien- 
tific research.  This  has  been  pointed 
out  too  often  to  need  elaboration  here. 
Weiner  said  of  this: 

The  idea  that  information  can  be  stored  in 
a  changing  world  without  an  overwhelming 
depreciation  in  its  value  is  false.  It  is  scarce- 
ly less  false  than  the  more  plausible  claim, 
that  after  a  war  we  may  take  our  existing 
weapons,  fill  their  their  barrels  with  cylin- 
der oil  and  let  them  statically  await  the 
next  emergency. 

At  the  direction  of  President 
Reagan,  an  interagency  panel,  coordi- 
nated by  the  Office  of  Science  and 
Technology  Policy,  is  now  conducting 
a  broad  study  of  all  aspects  of  export 
control,  including  private  scientific  re- 
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search.  This  was  first  announced  sev- 
eral months  ago  by  Dr.  Louis  T.  Mon- 
tuUi  of  the  Office  of  Science  and 
Technology  Policy,  speaking  before 
the  American  Physical  Society.  He 
gave  no  assurances  that  controls  over 
private  research  would  not  be  included 
in  the  recommendations  of  the  study 
group.  Earlier  versions  of  a  report  on 
scientific  communication,  which  were 
superseded  by  the  current  study,  idi- 
cated  that  the  criteria  suggested  by 
the  Corson  report  had  been  rejected  in 
favor  of  much  broader  criteria,  that 
would  permit  restriction  of  almost  any 
scientific  information.  These  ominous 
suggestions  hint  that  the  administra- 
tion is  leaning  toward  unnecessary,  in- 
effective, and  ultimately  harmful  con- 
trols. 

In  his  speech.  Dr.  Montulli  stated 
that  there  would  be  ample  opportuni- 
ty for  representatives  of  scientific  soci- 
eties and  individual  scientists  to  con- 
tribute to  the  deliberations  on  policy 
and  to  comment  on  draft  proposals. 
Since  then  Dr.  Montulli  has  left  the 
task  force,  and  no  effort  is  being  made 
to  bring  about  the  discussions  he 
promised. 

Meanwhile,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense is  continuing  its  independent  ef- 
forts, as  indicated  by  recent  testimony 
before  the  Technology  Transfer  Sub- 
committee of  the  House  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee.  Dr.  Leo  Young,  Direc- 
tor of  Research  and  Laboratory  Man- 
agement in  the  Office  of  the  Deputy 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re- 
search and  Advanced  Technology,  told 
the  subcommittee  that  the  steering 
committee  on  national  security  and 
technology  transfer  is  preparing  rec- 
ommendations on  the  control  of  un- 
classified, but  militarily  sensitive  tech- 
nology. These  will  include  recommen- 
dations on  control  of  scientific  confer- 
ences and  publication  of  scientific 
papers.  These  recommendations  will 
be  incorporated  into  a  draft  DOD  di- 
rective (2040.XX)  to  establish  DOD 
policies  on  technology  transfer  and 
arms  control. 

The  DOD/university  forum  also  pre- 
sented a  draft  proposal  to  the  Tech- 
nology Transfer  Subcommittee.  Based 
on  the  principles  set  out  in  the  Corson 
report,  this  set  of  guidelines  incorpo- 
rates some  important  safeguards. 
First,  it  is  limited  to  unclassified 
projects  supported  by  the  DOD,  which 
funds  virtually  all  the  research  likely 
to  produce  militarily  significant  re- 
sults. Second,  it  includes  making  the 
designation  of  sensitive  projects  a 
matter  of  positive  affirmation,  subject 
to  review  by  a  technical  committee  of 
scientists,  engineers,  military  officers, 
and  intelligence  experts.  Present  ar- 
rangements in  DOD  allow  a  single  dis- 
senting vote  to  block  the  publication 
or  transfer  of  research  or  technology. 
I  view  the  DOD-university  forum  pro- 
posal as  a  step  in  the  right  direction, 
in  that  it  would  tend  to  insure  that 
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the  list  of  so-called  sensitive  technol- 
ogies would  not  become  overly  long, 
and  restrictions  would  be  kept  to  a 
minimum. 

It  still  concerns  me,  however,  that  in 
placing  intelligence  experts  on  such  a 
committee,  we  are  allowing  those  who 
define  the  problem  to  make  decisions 
about  the  solutions.  It  is  not  the  indi- 
vidual facts  provided  by  these  people 
that  I  question,  but  rather  the  context 
in  which  they  tend  to  interpret  them, 
and  the  vested  interest  they  have  in 
decisions  about  controls. 

The  issue  now  is  much  the  same  as  it 
was  a  year  ago:  The  university  re- 
search community  and  more  moderate 
members  of  the  administration  are 
urging  specific,  narrow  controls  over 
the  dissemination  of  research  results 
that  can  be  shown  to  have  immediate 
military  value.  These  controls  would 
be  limited  to  DOD  review  of  publica- 
tions and  some  restriction  on  partici- 
pation in  research  projects  by  certain 
foreign  nationals.  The  hardliners 
within  DOD  and  the  rest  of  the  ad- 
ministration want  virtually  unlimited 
power  to  control  the  flow  of  scientific 
information.  At  present  the  discussion 
is  going  on  with  little  public  notice. 

Moreover,  there  is  no  provision  in 
this  process  for  weighing  the  costs  to 
society  of  these  proposed  restrictions. 
The  small  amount  of  valuable  infor- 
mation that  may  reach  our  enemies 
via  scientific  exchanges  and  publica- 
tions is  focused  on,  while  the  larger 
issues  of  scientific  and  civil  liberties 
which  proposed  controls  raise  are 
glossed  over  or  ignored.  We  should  not 
be  too  surprised  by  this;  it  is  just  a 
part  of  an  overall  effort  by  this  admin- 
istration to  restrict  the  free  flow  of  in- 
formation in  society.  These  efforts 
extend  to  the  press,  our  exporting 
firms,  and  the  public  as  well.  Again, 
the  perceived  threats  to  national  inter- 
est are  focused  on;  the  societal  costs  of 
the  proposed  remedies  are  ignored. 
From  its  efforts  to  alter  the  principles 
governing  security  classification,  to 
changes  in  the  Freedom  of  Informa- 
tion Act,  to  forced  withdrawals  of  sci- 
entific papers  from  meetings,  this  ad- 
minstration  has  made  a  concerted  at- 
tempt to  give  those  responsible  for  as- 
sessing our  security  situation  the 
power  to  determine  the  solutions  to 
the  problems  they  perceive. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  seem  to  me  to  be 
several  principles  which  ought  to 
govern  our  thinking  about  this  diffi- 
cult issue,  and  I  would  like  to  restate 
them  here: 

First,  those  in  charge  of  assessing 
national  security  damage  ought  not  to 
be  in  charge  of  deciding  on  the  re- 
sponse; 

Second,  the  concept  of  national  secu- 
rity should  be  understood  as  relating 
to  defense  proper,  not  to  economic 
competitiveness  generally; 

Third,  a  broad  public  discussion  is 
needed  to  arrive  at  a  consensus  on  the 
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problem,  broad  enough  to  sustain 
whatever  restrictions  on  civil  liberties 
are  deemed  necessary; 

Fourth,  because  of  the  seriousness 
of  the  societal  implications  of  restric- 
tions on  the  free  flow  of  information, 
a  standard  of  extraordinary  degree  of 
certainty  and  immediacy  of  harm 
must  be  applied;  and 

Fifth,  to  prevent  bureaucratic  ex- 
cesses stemming  from  narrowness  of 
perspective  and  vested  interests,  mech- 
anisms for  administrative,  legislative, 
and  judicial  review  must  be  an  integral 
part  of  any  adopted  restrictive  meas- 
ures. 

So  far,  the  efforts  of  the  administra- 
tion have  not  adhered  to  these  stand- 
ards. There  have  been  heavyhanded 
attempts  to  impose  restrictions,  with- 
out opportunity  for  review  or  appeal. 
Decisions  are  being  made  within  a 
small  circle  of  bureaucrats  and  advis- 
ers, and  promises  to  include  the  scien- 
tific community  at  large  are  not  being 
kept.  Recent  discussions  at  the  annual 
meeting  of  the  American  Association 
for  the  Advancement  of  Science  and 
statements  by  several  members  of  the 
DOD-university  forum,  reported  in 
Science  magazine,  show  that  the  hard- 
liners are  doing  little  to  build  a  con- 
sensus for  their  position. 

These  and  other  developments  are 
chronicled  in  a  recent  article  in  Sci- 
ence magazine,  which  I  have  included 
here.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  this 
article. 

tFrom  Science  magazines.  June  3,  1983] 
Administration  Grapples  With  Export 
Controls 
the  white  house  and  dod  are  finally  at- 
tempting to  develop  a  coherent  policy 
for    restricting    unclassified    but    mili- 
tarily sensitive  scientific  data 

(By  Colin  Norman) 
In  February  1980.  in  the  aftermath  of  the 
Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan,  the  Carter 
Administration  abruptly  precipitated  a 
debate  over  whether,  and  how.  the  federal 
government  should  restrict  the  communica- 
tion of  unclassified  but  militarily  sensitive 
scientific  information.  The  Commerce  De- 
partment and  the  State  Department  warned 
the  organizers  of  two  open  scientific  meet- 
ings that  some  papers  scheduled  for  presen- 
tation contained  sensitive  information 
whose  release  to  foreigners  would  infringe 
export  control  laws.  Soviet  scientists  were 
subsequently  disinvited  to  one  meeting  and 
prohibited  by  the  State  Department  from 
attending  the  other. 

Three  years  later,  the  debate  is  still 
raging,  fueled  by  the  rhetoric  and  actions  of 
the  Reagan  Administration,  which  warns 
that  a  •hemorrhage"  of  technology  to  the 
Soviet  Union  is  taking  place  and  that  tight- 
er control  of  sensitive  information  is  re- 
quired. Attempts  have  been  made  to  restrict 
access  by  scientists  from  China  and  Soviet 
bloc  countries  to  unclassified  projects  on 
some  university  campuses,  visas  have  been 
denied  or  restricted,  and  papers  have  been 
withdrawn  from  scientific  meetings  after 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  raised 
objections.  In  one  celebrated  case,  some  150 
unclassified  papers  were  withdrawn  from  an 
open  meeting  at  the  last  minute  because 
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DOD  complained  that  the  authors  had 
failed  to  obtain  clearance  for  their  release 
{Science.  24  September  1982.  p.  1233 J. 

These  actions  have  been  sporadic  and 
largely  uncoordinated  because,  in  spite  of  its 
rhetoric,  the  Reagan  Administration  has  yet 
to  come  up  with  a  coherent,  government- 
wide  policy  for  the  control  of  sensitive  infor- 
mation. But  that  may  soon  change,  for  a 
high-level  interagency  committee  has  re- 
cently begun  to  develop  an  overall  policy  for 
technology  transfer.  The  effort  is  being 
quarterbacked  by  the  National  Security 
Council,  and  the  aim  i»  to  complete  the 
work  this  fall.  Meanwhile,  DOD  is  also 
trying  to  thrash  out  its  own  policy  and  pre- 
cedures.  And  Congress  has  entered  the  pic- 
ture with  an  attempt  to  rewrite  the  Export 
Administration  Act— the  key  piece  of  legisla- 
tion governing  export  of  critical  technolo- 
gy—which has  been  used  to  restrict  commu- 
nication of  sensitive  information.  Over  the 
next  few  months,  the  framework  for  con- 
trolling scientific  communication  in  poten- 
tially critical  areas  should  therefore  emerge. 
But  the  process  will  not  be  easy. 

The  debate  over  scientific  communica- 
tions is  only  part  of  a  broader  battle  over 
controls  that  has  potential  military  applica- 
tion. This  battle  is  marked  by  deep  divisions 
within  the  Administration,  by  interagency 
feuding  over  who  should  enforce  the  con- 
trols, by  rifts  between  the  United  States  and 
its  allies  over  attempts  to  extend  U.S.  con- 
trols to  foreign  firms,  and  by  concerns  over 
the  damage  that  overly  strict  controls  will 
do  to  U.S.  exports. 

The  fight  over  controls  on  the  export  of 
commercial  technology  is  currently  receiv- 
ing most  of  the  public  attention  in  the 
debate  over  technology  transfer,  but  issues 
raised  by  controls  on  scientific  communica- 
tion will  be  difficult  to  resolve  as  the  Ad- 
ministration tries  to  resolve  as  the  Adminis- 
tration tries  to  put  together  its  policies  over 
the  next  few  months.  Nevertheless,  inter- 
views with  key  people  in  and  out  of  the  gov- 
ernment suggest  that  compromises  may  be 
emerging  in  some  critical  areas.  The  com- 
promises are  likely  to  center  on  recommen- 
dations in  three  influential  documents:  the 
Corson  report,  a  study  published  last  Sep- 
tember by  the  National  Academy  of  Sci- 
ences that  was  put  together  by  a  committee 
chaired  by  Dale  Corson,  president  emeritus 
of  Cornell  University;  a  report  approved  in 
April  by  the  DOD— University  Forum,  a 
group  that  consists  of  representatives  of 
DOD  and  the  nations  leading  research  uni- 
versities: and  an  unpublished  report  submit- 
ted to  DOD  on  15  April  by  Advanced  Tech- 
nology Systems,  Inc..  a  Virginia-based  con- 
sulting firm. 

Although  the  three  studies  differ  on  many 
points,  they  contain  elements  of  agreement 
in  the  following  key  areas. 

77ie  need  for  controls 
"It  is  impossible  to  get  cooperation  on 
something  like  this  with  anything  less  than 
fiat  unless  people  believe  in  the  basic 
premise,  and  the  basic  premise  is  that  the 
threat  is  real."  says  Edith  Martin,  a  DOD 
official  who  is  chairing  a  department-wide 
committee  developing  DOD  policy  on  tech- 
nology transfer.  She  believes  that  there  has 
been  a  "phenomenal"  change  of  attitude  by 
many  in  the  university  community  on  this 
point.  The  Corson  panel  and  the  DOD-Uni- 
versity  Forum  did,  indeed,  acknowledge  that 
there  may  be  a  very  limited  set  of  unclassi- 
fied research  projects  in  the  universities 
that  should  be  subject  to  controls:  the  Ad- 
vanced Technology  Systems  (ATS)  study 
took  that  as  given.  All  three  reports  noted. 
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however,  that  any  restriction  on  scientific 
communication  bears  a  potential  cost  in 
slowing  scientific  advancement.  The  real 
problem  is  to  determine  what  should  be  con- 
trolled and  how  it  should  be  done. 


What  should  be  controlled 


The  Corson  panel  recommended  that  con- 
trols be  imposed  on  scientific  communica- 
tion only  in  areas  that  meet  four  criteria  si- 
multaneously: the  technology  is  developing 
rapidly:  it  has  "identifiable  direct  military 
applications"  or  dual  civilian-military  uses: 
its  acquisition  by  the  Soviet  Union  would 
confer  significant  near-term  military  bene- 
fit: and  the  information  cannot  be  obtained 
from  other  friendly  nations.  Although  the 
criteria  have  met  with  broad  acceptance, 
even  within  DOD.  they  leave  plenty  of 
scope  for  interpretation.  Some  in  the  aca- 
demic community  have  complained,  for  ex- 
ample, that  they  could  be  used  to  restrict 
more  than  the  panel  intended.  A  recent 
report  by  a  committee  at  the  Massachusetts 
Institute  of  Technology  said,  for  example, 
that  if  the  Corson  panel's  own  qualifications 
are  ignored,  the  criteria  "could  be  read  as 
restrictive  imperatives." 

DOD  has  compiled  a  list  of  sensitive  tech- 
nologies, called  the  Militarily  Critical  Tech- 
nology List  (MCTL).  whose  export  it  wants 
to  restrict.  The  list  is  far  too  extensive  to  be 
used  for  determining  the  areas  of  scientific 
communication  to  be  restricted,  however: 
according  to  one  DOD  official,  it  is  the  size 
of  a  Manhattan  telephone  book  and  is 
"really  a  list  of  modern  technology."  The 
DODUniversity  Forum  has  proposed  that  a 
committee  be  set  up  by  DOD.  consisting  of 
scientists  and  engineers  from  government, 
the  universities,  and  industry,  "to  review  re- 
search and  development  in  the  universities 
on  the  basis  of  the  MCTL,  the  criteria  of 
the  Corson  Report,  and  the  burden  imposed 
on  the  vitality  of  research  and  engineering 
development,"  and  determine  which  areas 
are  truly  sensitive.  The  forum  also  recom- 
mends that  this  broad-based  committee  be 
an  appeals  body  from  which  a  researcher 
whose  project  has  been  designated  sensi- 
tive—and thus  subject  to  restriction— can 
obtain  an  expeditious  review. 

Appeals  are  currently  referred  to  an  inter- 
nal DOD  panel  chaired  by  Stephen  Bryen,  a 
deputy  assistant  secretary  for  security 
policy  and  a  hard-liner  on  technology  trans- 
fer issues.  A  single  veto  in  the  panel  can 
block  a  proposed  transfer. 

The  ATS  report  recommends  a  process 
likely  to  be  far  more  unpalatable  to  the  sci- 
entific community.  It  suggests  that  DOD 
itself  should  draw  up  statements  on  what 
unclassified  information  should  be  restrict- 
ed in  some  20  areas  of  technology  that  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  has  already 
identified  as  prime  Soviet  targets.  The 
report  suggests,  moreover,  the  DOD  should 
base  its  determination  on  criteria  that  are 
much  broader  than  those  of  the  Corson 
panel. 

What  controls  should  be  imposed 
Because  virtually  all  the  research  likely  to 
fall  in  the  sensitive  category  will  be  funded 
by  the  federal  government,  principally 
DOD.  there  is  growing  consensus  that  con- 
straints on  scientific  communication  can 
best  be  handled  by  contractual  agreements 
between  the  researcher  and  the  funding 
agency.  One  of  the  chief  problems  at 
present  is  that  researchers  are  generally  un- 
aware of  any  obligation  to  restrict  access  to 
information,  and  controls  have  been  im- 
posed—sometimes capriciously— after  the 
work  is  under  way.  The  DOD— University 
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Forum  is  emphatic  that  all  obligations 
should  be  negotiated  in  advance  and  spelled 
out  in  contracts,  so  that  researchers  can 
decide  whether  to  accept  a  project  under 
the  conditions  laid  down. 

The  forum  statement  suggests  two  con- 
trols that  could  be  applied  to  research 
deemed  sensitive;  No  national  from  a  desig- 
nated country  (a  Soviet  bloc  nation  or 
China)  will  be  assigned  as  a  direct  partici- 
pant—including as  a  long-term  visiting 
scholar— in  the  project  without  prior  ap- 
proval, and  publications  should  be  sent  to 
the  funding  agency  for  review  60  days 
before  submission  for  publication.  The 
review  would  be  advisory.  "The  right  and  re- 
sponsibility for  publication  rests  with  the 
university  or  the  principal  investigator,"  the 
statement  says. 

Current  procedures,  spelled  out  in  a 
memorandum  last  September  by  DOD 
Under  Secretary  for  Research  and  Engi- 
neering Richard  DeLauer,  require  that  all 
new  DOD  research  contracts  contain  a 
clause  requiring  researchers  to  submit  their 
papers  to  DOD  when  they  submit  them  for 
publication. 

In  the  past,  the  federal  government  has 
used  the  Export  Administration  Act  to  re- 
strict communication  of  unclassified  infor- 
mation that  it  deems  sensitive.  But  it  is  an 
unwieldy  instrument,  carrying  potential 
heavy  criminal  penalties,  whose  use  can 
have  an  extremely  chilling  effect  on  scien- 
tific communication.  Several  groups  have 
thus  been  lobbying  Congress  to  exempt  sci- 
entific research  from  the  act.  But  such  ap- 
peals have  received  little  attention  so  far  in 
the  skirmishing  over  controls  on  commercial 
technology.  "In  the  political  scheme  of 
things,  this  issue  is  like  a  stray  cat  or  dog, 
nobody  is  paying  it  much  attention,"  says 
Allan  Adler,  co-director  of  the  Center  for 
National  Security  Studies.  On  18  May,  how- 
ever, the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee 
did  agree  to  add  a  provision  to  the  act  stat- 
ing simply  that  "It  is  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  sustain  a  vigorous  scientific 
enterprise.  To  do  so  requires  protecting  the 
ability  of  scientists  and  other  scholars  to 
communicate  freely  their  research  findings 
by  means  of  publication,  teaching,  confer- 
ences, and  other  forms  of  scholarly  ex- 
change." The  committees  report  is  likely  to 
be  more  explicit  in  stating  that  the  Export 
Administration  Act  should  not  be  used  to  re- 
strict scientific  communication. 

Whatever  controls  are  finally  imposed. 
they  are  unlikely  to  gain  universal  accept- 
ance. Stanford  University  president  Donald 
Kennedy,  who  co-chairs  the  DOD-Universi- 
ty  Forum,  says,  for  example,  that  "Our  suc- 
cess [in  keeping  restrictions  to  a  minimum] 
depends  on  whether  a  few  hard-liners  in  the 
Administration  get  their  way."  Asked,  how- 
ever, whether  Stanford  would  accept  a  re- 
search grant  with  restrictions  on  access  by 
foreigners— as  the  forum  suggested— Kenne- 
dy replied.  "Probably  not." 

Nevertheless.  Kennedy  and  others  are 
looking  forward  to  some  coherent  rules  so 
that  the  universities  can  at  least  have  a 
basis  on  which  to  decide  whether  or  not  to 
accept  the  government's  money. 


A  BATTLE  ON  MANY  FRONTS 

According  to  one  count,  there  are  44  sepa- 
rate groups  in  the  federal  government  look- 
ing into  various  aspects  of  technology  trans- 
fer. The  following  are  the  arenas  where  the 
main  battles  over  restraints  on  scientific 
communication  are  taking  place  in  the  Ad- 
ministration. 
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The  White  House 

After  sitting  on  the  sidelines  for  2  years, 
the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology  Policy 
(OSTP)  was  thrust  into  the  center  of  the 
debate  late  last  year.  Under  a  directive  from 
the  President,  OSTP  was  asked  to  draft  a 
statement  of  Administration  policy  on  scien- 
tific communication  and  national  security, 
incorporating  the  recommendations  of  the 
Corson  panel  (see  accompanying  story).  A 
March  deadline  was  set  for  the  study,  but  in 
February  a  broader  investigation  of  technol- 
ogy transfer  policy  was  launched  by  the  Na- 
tional Security  Council  (NSC),  again  under 
presidential  directive,  and  the  OSTP  study 
has  become  part  of  that.  The  deadline  for 
this  new  effort  is  late  Octol)er,  but  some  are 
predicting  that  the  work  will  not  be  com- 
pleted until  the  end  of  the  year. 

Nominally  in  charge  of  this  study  is  a 
senior  intergency  group  headed  by  William 
Schneider.  Jr.,  Under  Secretary  of  State  for 
Security  Assistance,  Science  and  Technolo- 
gy, but  the  work  is  being  done  by  a  steering 
committee  chaired  by  Gus  Weis  of  the  NSC. 
Scientific  communication  issues  are  being 
handled  by  a  working  group  headed  by 
Louis  Montoulli  of  OSTP.  Montoulli,  who  is 
the  third  OSTP  official  to  be  put  in  charge 
of  these  matters  since  the  office  first  got  in- 
volved, told  a  meeting  of  the  American 
Physical  Society  last  month  that  his  group 
will  look  into  'written,  oral,  electronic,  and 
visual  data  transfer  .  .  .  trade  fairs,  exhib- 
its, air  shows,  and  the  patent  process."  He 
said  he  will  seek  input  from  the  scientific 
community  during  the  summer. 

The  White  House  is  meant  to  be  drafting 
broad  policy  for  the  Administration,  but  in 
the  meantime,  several  departments  are 
drawing  up  their  own  rules. 

Depa  rtmen  t  of  Defense 

A  directive  issued  on  29  December  last 
year  by  then-Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
Prank  Carlucci  laid  out  broad  guidelines  for 
DOD  policy  on  technology  transfer  and  es- 
tablished two  committees  to  settle  intra- 
departmental  disputes  on  specific  issues  and 
cases.  The  committees  are  chaired  by  Rich- 
ard Perle,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Interna- 
tional Security  Policy,  and  his  deputy,  Ste- 
phen Bryen.  Both  are  known  as  hard-liners 
on  technology  transfer  matters.  Bryen's 
committee  meets  monthly  and  Perle's  meets 
quarterly.  Together,  they  form  a  two-tier 
appears  mechanism,  but  the  arrangement  is 
highly  restrictive  because  a  unanimous  vote 
is  lequired  to  approve  any  proposed  technol- 
ogy transfer.  A  single  vote  can  therefore  re- 
strict release  of  a  technology  or  of  sensitive 
information. 

Carlucci's  directive  was  meant  to  provide 
only  a  stop-gap  arrangement,  however. 
More  detailed  policy  and  procedures  are  cur- 
rently being  hammered  out  by  a  depart- 
ment-wide committee  under  the  chairman- 
ship of  Edith  Martin,  Deputy  Under  Secre- 
tary for  Research  and  Advanced  Technolo- 
gy. Martin  says  she  expects  her  committee 
to  finish  its  work  by  the  end  of  September: 
it  will  make  its  recommendations  to  Pred 
Ikle,  Under  Secretary  for  Policy. 

Martins  committee  has  five  subgroups 
looking  into  the  following  areas:  contractual 
controls  on  the  release  of  information  from 
DOD-sponsored  research:  visa  controls 
(DOD  wants  to  ensure  that  its  views  are 
heard  in  the  State  Department's  delibera- 
tions—see l)elow);  restrictions  on  release  of 
information  at  scientific  conferences;  re- 
strictions on  research  publications:  and  how 
to  identify  areas  of  technology  that  are  mili- 
tarily sensitive.  "What  we  are  looking  for,  " 
says   Martin,     "are    those    things    that    are 
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palatable  .  .  .  our  intent  is  to  find  that 
minimal  set  of  things  that  will  help  slow  the 
flow." 

It  is  no  secret  that  there  have  been  con- 
flicts within  DOD  over  technology  transfer 
policy,  particularly  between  Perle's  office 
and  the  Office  of  Research  and  Engineer- 
ing, of  which  Martin  is  a  part.  This  has  led 
to  differences  in  interpreting  the  policy,  and 
the  resulting  confusion  has  been  compound- 
ed by  overzealous  enforcement  by  contract 
officers  in  the  armed  services.  Martin  says 
that  her  committee  is  trying  to  cut  through 
the  confusion  by  arriving  at  a  DOD-wide 
consensus  on  what  should  be  done.  "Per- 
haps in  the  past  there  has  been  [conflict]," 
she  says,  "but  I  would  certainly  say  that 
isn't  the  case  today." 

Department  of  State 

Last  month.  Under  Secretary  of  State  Wil- 
liam Schneider  announced  at  a  press  confer- 
ence that  henceforth  visas  would  be  denied 
or  restricted  "where  there  is  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  an  alien  is  seeking  to  come  to  the 
United  States  to  acquire  controlled  strategic 
technology  illegally."'  Although  the  policy  is 
aimed  chiefly  at  visitors  from  Soviet  bloc 
countries  posing  as  businessmen.  Schneider 
said  that  it  would  also  apply  to  scientists  on 
exchange  visits.  An  official  in  Schneider's 
office  noted,  for  example,  that  the  State  De- 
partment might  seek  to  place  restrictions  on 
a  scientist's  access  to  parts  of  a  university 
campus.  It  would  not  be  the  first  time  that 
such  restrictions  have  been  imposed,  but  the 
universities  have  always  strongly  resisted 
them.  The  State  Department  is  essentially 
serving  notice  that  it  does  not  intend  to 
back  off  in  the  face  of  the  opposition. 
Department  of  Energy 

Early  in  April,  the  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  published  draft  regulations  designed 
to  control  the  release  of  unclassified  nuclear 
information  that  might  potentially  be  used 
to  design  a  nuclear  explosive  or  that  could 
compromise  the  security  of  an  installation 
housing  critical  nuclear  materials.  The  regu- 
lations, which  are  required  by  legislation 
that  Congress  approved  last  year  at  DOE's 
request,  identify  a  broad  range  of  informa- 
tion whose  release  could  subject  an  offender 
to  a  civil  fine  of  up  to  $100,000  and  criminal 
prosecution. 

The  proposed  regulations  have  drawn  a 
heated  response  from  Stanford  University. 
Vice  Provost  Gerald  Lieberman  argues  that 
as  drafted,  they  have  "unlimited  potential 
to  chill  research,  teaching,  and  the  general 
interchange  of  information.""  Restrictions 
on  dissemination  of  previously  classified  ma- 
terial are  "'so  inclusive  as  to  permit  applica- 
tion to  all  those  basic  and  advanced  courses 
in  the  fields  of  physics,  electrical  engineer- 
ing, materials  science,  and  the  like  that 
teach  the  basic  information  discovered  and 
classified  before  the  early  1950's  and  since 
declassified,"  he  says. 

DOE  has  extencied  the  period  for  com- 
ments on  the  proposal  until  3  June  before 
deciding  whether  to  put  the  regulations  in 
final  form.* 
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proud  to  have  been  able  to  participate 
in  a  program  that  encourages  young 
people's  involvement  in  the  arts. 
Whether  or  not  they  choose  a  career 
in  the  arts,  these  students  know  that 
art  is  not  an  experience  ancillary  to 
our  daily  lives,  but  rather  it  is  a  per- 
sonal reflection  of  life  experience, 
both  for  the  artist  and  for  the  viewer, 

I  am  proud  that  the  1983  Congres- 
sional Art  Competition  winner  from 
my  district  in  Connecticut.  Catherine 
Gilbert,  is  here  today  to  participate  in 
the  ribbon-cutting  ceremonies  to  open 
this  year's  exhibition,  Catherine  al- 
ready has  several  honors  to  her 
credit— the  Oliver  Wolcott  Library 
Award  for  1982  and  1983,  and  the 
Edward  Maybry  Award  from  1982. 
Such  artistic  aptitude  does  not  develop 
without  encouragement  however. 
Teachers,  such  as  Catherines  teacher 
Mary  Lou  Hoffman  from  Litchfield 
High  School,  as  well  as  strong  parental 
support,  are  fundamental  to  nurturing 
talent. 

Programs  such  as  the  Congressional 
Art  Competition  demonstrate  the 
value  that  we  as  legislators  place  on 
encouraging  the  development  of  the 
arts,  for  as  Henry  James  once  wrote: 

It  is  art  that  makes  life,  makes  interest, 
makes  importance,  for  our  consideration 
and  application  of  tho.se  things,  and  I  know 
of  no  substitute  whatever  for  the  force  and 
Ijeauty  of  its  process.* 


INVOLVEMENT  IN  THE  ARTS 

HON.  NANCY  L  JOHNSON 

or  CONHECIICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mrs.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
freshman  Member  of  Congress.  I  am 


HELSINKI  HUMAN  RIGHTS  DAY 

HON.  RAYMOND  J.  McGRATH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
commemorates  the  eighth  anniversary 
of  the  signing  of  the  Helsinki  accords. 
Eight  years  ago.  we  looked  at  this  his- 
toric occasion  as  a  giant  step  forward 
for  human  rights.  Finally,  an  agree- 
ment was  reached  among  nations  of 
diverse  economic,  religious,  and  philo- 
sophical backgrounds  which  recog- 
nized basic  human  rights  for  all 
people. 

Or  so  we  thought. 

Today  we  are  forced  to  look  back  at 
the  time  that  has  elapsed  since  that 
August  1.  with  a  great  degree  of  sad- 
ness. The  progress  in  the  area  of 
human  rights  has  been  dwarfed  by  a 
growing  violation.  The  hopes  ex- 
pressed at  that  time,  have  turned  to 
cynicism.  That  document  has  been 
used  by  many  countries  as  a  bargain- 
ing tool  in  achieving  their  economic 
and  political  goals.  In  these  nations,  a 
faca<ie  of  human  rights  compliance  is 
promoted  When  it  is  politically  benefi- 
cial, but  at  any  time,  the  rights  can  be 
quickly  revoked  at  the  whim  of  the 
Government, 

The  Eastern  European  nations  that 
signed     the     Helsinki     accords     have 
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shown  an  alarming  disregard  for  the 
rights  they  pledged  to  recognize  and 
uphold.  Led  by  the  Soviet  Union,  polit- 
ical and  labor  unions  such  as  Solidari- 
ty have  been  suppressed,  monitors  of 
the  accords  in  Eastern  bloc  nations 
have  been  harassed,  and  the  expres- 
sion of  religion  has  resulted  in  perse- 
cution and  imprisonment  for  many, 
such  as  the  Soviet  Jews. 

Today's  anniversary  is  an  important 
day  for  all  of  us  who  believe  in  the 
ideal  of  human  freedom.  It  should  be  a 
day  of  celebration.  This  year,  as  one 
response  to  the  continuing  crackdown 
in  human  rights,  we  should  make  it  a 
day  of  action.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  with  me  in  challenging  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  Eastern  allies  to  fulfill 
their  commitment.  The  accords  were 
signed  8  years  ago  in  a  spirit  of  coop- 
eration and  progress.  We  must  call  on 
all  who  participated  to  allow  those 
principles  to  operate,  so  that  all 
people  might  enjoy  the  rights  and 
freedom  for  which  every  soul  thirsts.* 


AN  EDITOR  SPEAKS  OUT 


HON.  DOUGLAS  K.  BEREUTER 

OF  NEBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  from 
time  to  time.  I  include  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  examples  of  editorials 
that  appear  in  the  newspapers  in  my 
congressional  district.  While  my  col- 
leagues have  easy  access  to  the  editori- 
al comments  that  appear  in  the  na- 
tional newspapers,  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  see  what  the  editors  in  our 
nonmetropolitan  areas  are  writing. 
They  also  express  a  view  that  is  often 
closer  to  the  pulse  of  our  constituents 
than  what  we  read  in  the  national 
press. 

With  that  thought  in  mind,  I  re- 
quest permission  to  have  the  following 
two  editorials  printed  as  they  ap- 
peared in  the  Norfolk,  Nebr.,  Norfolk 
Daily  News, 

[From  the  Norfolk  Daily  News,  June  28, 
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A  Matter  of  Limits 

The  trustees  of  the  Social  Security  system 

have  studied  the  figures  and  concluded  that 

the  bipartisan  package  of  changes  agreed  to 

this  spring  does,  indeed,  mean  a  crisis  has 

been  averted  in  the  old  age  and  survivors 

fund.  It  will,  they  estimate,  "be  able  to  pay 

benefits  on  time  for  the  next  75  years  under 

all  but  the  most  pessimistic  of  the  various 

set  of  assumptions." 

Skeptics  may  conclude  they  should  take 
those  most  pessimistic  assumptions  as  the 
likeliest  scenario.  Murphy's  Law  on  the  way 
things  can  go  wrong  would  support  such  a 
view.  But  if  the  economy  fails  to  perform  as 
well  as  it  should,  even  a  modest  amount  of 
political  courage  would  allow  for  further 
corrections. 

The  bipartisan  commission  did  prove  that 
action  to  trim  growth  in  benefits  by  modest 
amounts  is  possible:  it  did  not  prove  politi- 
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cians  yet  capable  of  fixing  an  unalterable 
limit  on  taxes  and  fitting  benefits  to  meet 
that  income.  But  there  was  some  progress, 
and  America's  younger  workers  apparently 
must  be  content  for  the  time  being  with  rel- 
atively small  favors. 

The  outlook  for  Medicare,  that  part  of  the 
system  which  provides  health  benefits  to 
Social  Security  recipients,  is  not  in  similarly 
good  shape.  Its  funds,  however,  did  provide 
the  bailout  by  which  the  old  age  and  survi- 
vors benefits  could  continue  to  be  paid.  Now 
the  spiraling  costs  for  medical  care  combine 
with  the  projections  of  income  under  pres- 
ent payroll  tax  rates  to  suggest  that  Medi- 
care could  be  in  trouble  as  early  as  1988. 

Borrowing  from  experience  with  the  re- 
tirement portion  of  the  system,  there  ought 
to  be  early  action  to  resolve  what  may  be  a 
serious  problem  only  five  years  hence.  The 
administration  has  taken  several  sensible 
steps  to  try  to  hold  costs  down.  It  wants  a 
little  higher  contribution  from  the  actual 
users  of  these  medical  benefits,  to  help  pro- 
vide an  incentive  to  them  to  be  cost-con- 
scious. 

Without  significant  change,  and  based  on 
present  experience,  the  trustees  of  the 
system  indicate  that  in  75  years,  Medicare 
costs  alone  could  require  a  9  percent  payroll 
tax.  Presently,  the  rate  is  2.6  percent,  and  it 
is  scheduled  to  become  2.9  percent  under 
current  law. 

If  future  generations  are  not  to  find  social 
services  demanding  ever-higher  proportions 
of  their  earnings,  then  today's  politicians 
need  to  act.  They  should  consider  that  the 
limits  of  fair  taxation  rates  have  been 
reached:  and  all  the  public  benefits  prom- 
ised retired  people  in  the  future  must  con- 
form to  what  can  be  provided  under  those 
limits. 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

HON.  WILLIAM  F.  CLINGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
July  29.  1983,  I  was  absent  from  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  the  last  vote  of  the  day.  Had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted  in 
the  following  fashion:  Rollcall  No.  296: 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  153,  dis- 
trict work  period.  The  House  agreed  to 
the  concurrent  resolution  providing 
for  August  adjournment  of  the  House 
and  the  Senate,  "yea  ".• 


WORLD  TRADE 


[Prom  the  Norfolk  Daily  News,  July  26, 

1983] 

Massive  Accomplishment 

One  might  conclude  that  victory  over  last 

year's   No.    1   enemy   would   dominate   the 

front    pages    and    the    nightly    newscasts. 

There  has  been  publicity  about  it,  but  the 

accomplishment  is  one  that  has  taken  place 

on  a  relatively  gradual  basis.  So  it  has  not 

been  a  headline-grabbing  event. 

It  is  highly  significant,  nonetheless,  that 
the  consumer  price  index  has  just  now  set  a 
15-year  record  of  stability.  For  the  last  12 
months  the  rate  oi  increase  was  only  2.6 
percent.  It  is  proof  that  a  disastrously  high 
rate  of  inflation  has  been  brought  under 
better  control. 

Otto  Eckstein,  a  member  of  President 
Lyndon  Johnson's  Council  of  Economic  Ad- 
visers, states  unequivocally,  "We  have  licked 
double-digit  inflation.  There  is  no  prospect 
of  that  for  years,  perhaps  the  entire  decade. 
It's  a  massive  accomplishment." 

The  considerable  achievement  is  encour- 
agement to  all  Americans  that  their  work, 
earnings  and  savings  will  not  be  diluted  in 
the  future  by  rampant  inflation.  They  can 
have  confidence  in  their  economic  futures. 

Now  it  is  up  to  public  policy  makers  to 
control  their  appetites  for  spending— and 
taxing— to  get  budgets  under  control  so  in- 
flation does  not  recur  and  the  recovery  put 
in  jeopardy.* 


HON.  RALPH  REGULA 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  bring  to  my  colleagues'  attention  an 
op  ed  piece  which  appeared  in  the 
Washington  Post  on  August  2,  1983, 
entitled  "World  Trade:  What  U.S. 
Firms  Are  Up  Against." 

The  editorial  written,  by  Chrysler 
Corp.  chairman,  Lee  lacocca,  high- 
lights the  urgency  of  correcting  the  in- 
equities in  the  world  trade  market. 

I  share  Mr,  lacocca's  concern  and  in 
a  special  order  yesterday  made  some 
of  the  same  points.  Clearly,  the  trade 
scene  is  shifting.  More  players  are  en- 
tering the  games,  the  rules,  as  well  as 
the  stakes  are  changing. 

If  we  are  to  remain  competitive,  we 
too  must  change  our  posture  to  meet 
the  new  challenges  of  world  trade. 
The  United  States  must  clarify  its 
international  trade  objectives  and  pri- 
orities and  improve  its  trade  policy- 
making. 

For  some  time  now  the  steel  indus- 
try has  been  plagued  by  unfair  import 
competition  such  as  dumping,  subsi- 
dies, and  targeting.  These  practices 
have  led  to  declining  productivity  in 
the  U.S.  steel  industry,  plant  closings, 
and  increased  unemployment,  not  to 
mention  their  effect  on  the  Nation's 
overall  economic  health. 

America's  open  market  has  come  to 
be  expected,  but  in  recent  years  we 
have  begun  to  pay  a  steep  price  for 
our  generosity.  Increasingly,  pressure 
is  being  brought  to  bear  for  us  to  re- 
spond to  the  competitive  threats  to 
our  basic  industries  which  are  hurting 
many  sectors  of  the  economy,  as  weU 
as  hindering  economic  recovery. 

To  respond  threatens  the  stability  of 
free  trade.  To  not  act  we  risk  substan- 
tial damage  to  many  sectors  of  our 
economy,  particularly  to  our  basic 
"smokestack"  industries  such  as  steel 
and  autos. 
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These  problems  affecting  our  basic 
industries  are  merely  symptoms  of  a 
much  greater,  potentially  more  oner- 
ous and  pervasive  problem.  They  are 
symptoms  of  escalating  globa)  trade 
tensions. 

Expansion  and  international  com- 
petitiveness must  be  made  principal 
national  goals.  Our  ability  to  compete 
in  international  trade  is  central  to  our 
future  economic  growth,  our  domestic 
welfare  and  our  national  security.  If 
we  are  to  meet  the  challenges  of  for- 
eign competition  we  must  take  the  in- 
stitutional and  legislative  steps  neces- 
sary to  meet  those  challenges. 

I  commend  Mr.  lacoccas  piece  to  my 
colleagues.  It  is  a  thoughtful  analysis 
of  the  serious  problem  our  domestic 
industries  face  in  the  world  trade 
arena  and  offers  some  constructive 
suggestions  for  ways  in  which  we  can 
act  to  equalize  the  playing  field  of 
world  trade. 

The  article  follows: 

(Prom  the  Washington  Post,  Aug.  2.  1983] 

WoRU>  Trade:  What  U.S.  Firms  Are  Up 

Against 

(By  Lee  lacocca) 

The  playing  field  in  world  trade  is  not 
level;  it  is  blatantly  tilted  against  the  United 
States. 

And  unless  that  field  can  be  made  level, 
we  will  rapidly  slip  from  the  major  leagues 
to  the  minors— with  small  chance  of  a  come- 
back. In  1982.  the  U.S.  deficit  in  foreign 
trade  was  $43  billion:  for  1984.  Martin  Feld- 
stein.  chairman  of  the  President's  Council 
of  Economic  Advisers,  predicts  that  this  def- 
icit could  reach  $100  billion.  This  widening 
gap  between  imports  and  exports  signifi- 
cantly contributes  to  lost  jobs  and  the  ero- 
sion of  the  capital  base  of  many  essential  in- 
dustries, including  machine  tools,  steel,  elec- 
tronics and  automobiles. 

A  strong  economic  recovery— contrary  to 
popular  economic  folklore— could  worsen 
this  deteriorating  situation.  Since  several 
major  competitor  nations  are  expected  to 
lag  behind  the  United  States  in  their  rate  of 
recovery,  price  competition  from  them  could 
play  havoc  with  our  recovery  and  our  trade 
deficit. 

With  good  reason,  government  and  busi- 
ness leaders  are  concerned.  Unfortunately, 
this  concern  has  become  polarized  into  an 
either/or  position;  protectionism  or  free 
trade. 

For  example,  in  The  Post.  Wolfgang 
Hager's  defense  of  protectionism  [Outlook. 
May  151.  was  followed  by  Bill  Brock's  re- 
sponse in  defense  of  free  trade  [op-ed.  June 
13].  These  essays— a  microcosm  of  what's 
being  played  out  daily  in  Washington,  in 
academia  and  on  the  6  o'clock  news— are  at- 
tempts to  come  to  terms  with  the  issue  of 
international  competition.  But.  like  most  ex- 
treme solutions,  both  ar    wrong. 

For  one  thing— and  ti.is  is  probably  the 
most  important  thing— these  either/or  ap- 
proaches fail  to  take  into  account  some  very 
basic  realities  of  the  business  world  in  1983. 

It's  tiue  that  protectionism  would  provide 
immediate,  temporary  help  to  certain  indus- 
tries—including the  auto  industry.  About  28 
percent  of  the  cars  sold  in  America  are  im- 
ported—21  percent  are  from  one  nation. 
Japan.  And  in  June  of  this  year,  the  Labor 
Department  ruled  that  an  estimated  5.200 
workers  laid  off  from  Chrysler  Corporation 
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plants  in  Newark.  Del.,  and  Detroit  can 
apply  for  special  aid  because  imports  cost 
them  their  jotjs. 

But  rushing  in  with  an  across-the-board 
protectionist  quick  fix  could  backfire  on 
American  business.  America  simply  can't 
afford  to  alienate  and  lose  world  markets 
through  protectionism  and  its  backlash. 
The  fastest-growing  markets  in  the  world 
are  overseas:  Brazil  and  Mexico  combined 
will  probably  represent  a  larger  auto  market 
than  the  United  States  at  the  turn  of  the 
century.  And  economies  in  the  Far  East  are 
on  impressive  growth  curves. 

Like  the  ill-fated  Smoot-Hawley  Tariff 
Act  of  1930.  protectionist  measures  carry 
the  potential  for  lost  markets,  trade  wars 
and  depression.  The  price  of  such  "relief"  is 
one  that  American  business  can't  afford. 

If  protectionism  isn't  the  answer  to  our 
trade  problems,  free  trade  extremism  isn't 
either.  Free  trade  ignores  the  historical  fact 
that  current  trade  agreements  were  formu- 
lated at  a  time  when  America  was  the  top 
dog  in  production  and  sales  in  world  mar- 
kets—and especially  in  domestic  markets.  It 
ignores  the  new  reality  that,  both  in  terms 
of  production  facilities  and  marketplaces, 
competition  is  now  global. 

There  is  nothing  wrong  with  the  new 
game:  it's  really,  the  major  leagues.  Global 
competition— the  playout  of  economic  Dar- 
winism—has been  a  potent  spur  to  American 
business  to  improve  its  productivity  and 
quality.  What  is  wrong  is  that  while  Ameri- 
can companies  are  playing  in  a  new  interna- 
tional trade  game,  the  U.S.  government  is 
still  expecting  them  to  play  by  the  old  rules. 

We  are  up  against  aggressive,  potent  com- 
petitiors,  backed  by  their  governments- 
while  experts  inside  and  outside  government 
Intone  Adam  Smith's  theories  and  pretend 
it's  still  1950  in  terms  of  U.S.  worldwide  eco- 
nomic dominance.  Most  other  governments 
have  realized  that  the  game  and  its  rules 
have  changed— and  now  assist  the  "Invisible 
Hand"  through  all-too-visible  programs  and 
policies  that  give  their  industries  a  better- 
than-even  break  in  the  world. 

Because  the  U.S.  government  still  tries  to 
play  by  the  old  free  trade  rules,  America 
lacks  a  trade  policy  that's  responsive  to  the 
new  realities  of  international  comp>etition. 
For  American  businessmen  and  workers- 
sent  out  into  the  global  marketplace  to  com- 
pete without  help  from  government— the 
playing  field  is  not  level;  it's  tilted  against 
them. 

To  make  that  playing  field  level— to  allow 
American  business  and  American  labor  to  be 
on  the  same  footing  with  their  global  com- 
petitors—we have  to  address  two  major 
areas  immediately. 

The  first  area  concerns  purchasing  power 
parity.  Right  now— because  of  currency  ex- 
change rates  and  the  system  of  value-added 
taxes— some  of  our  competitors  have  a  sub- 
stantial pricing  advantage:  over  SI. 500  per 
car  for  Japan.  This  advantage  obviously  tilts 
the  playing  field  for  the  competition. 

Exchange  Rates:  With  the  current 
strength  of  the  dollar  and  the  intentionally 
low  values  of  certain  other  currencies,  such 
as  the  yen.  some  of  our  trading  partners 
have  a  big  edge  over  American  businesses 
when  they  compete  in  the  U.S.  market.  In 
the  auto  industry— a  prime  example— it  is 
estimated  that  the  Japanese  have  a  cost  ad- 
vantage of  $600  to  $800  per  car  because  of 
an  estimated  20  percent  undervaluation  of 
the  yen. 

Value-Added  Taxes:  Most  of  America's 
major  competitors  use  value-added  taxes, 
which  they  rebate  to  their  manufacturers 
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when  goods  are  exported.  For  Japan,  this 
tax  rebate  equals  another  $600  to  $800  per 
car.  U.S.  import  duties  come  nowhere  near 
equaling  the  rebated  taxes,  so  the  imported 
goods  have  a  substantial  price  advantage 
over  American-produced  goods.  And  the 
American  goods  have  to  shoulder  the  full 
effect  of  U.S.  federal,  state,  local.  Social  Se- 
curity, and  other  taxes. 

The  second  major  area  concerns  the  lack 
of  a  coherent,  pragmatic  industrial  policy  to 
help  American  businesses  to  become  and/or 
remain  competitive— especially  for: 

Riding  Out  Downturns.  Many  of  Ameri- 
ca's competitors  have  developed  programs 
to  help  their  industries  remain  solvent 
during  cyclical  downturns.  America  has  no 
such  program,  and  with  each  economic 
downturn— even  predictable  ones  in  cyclical 
industries  like  chemicals  and  autos— Ameri- 
can industries  lose  ground  to  foreign  compe- 
tition. Once  they  lo-«!e  too  much  ground  and 
get  on  to  a  precarious  financial  footing, 
they  usually  cannot  be  resurrected.  Their 
jobs  disappear  overseas  forever,  by  the  hun- 
dreds of  thousands. 

Carving  Out  and  Preserving  Market 
Share.  Some  of  America's  competitors,  such 
as  the  Japanese,  have  learned  that  they  can 
establish  market  share  through  a  low  price/ 
low  profit  game  plan  applied  over  the  long 
term.  They  can  only  do  this  with  solid  fi- 
nancial backing  from  their  governments  and 
their  closely  integrated  national  banking 
systems,  something  American  industry 
doesn't  have.  As  a  result,  American  busi- 
nesses frequently  cannot  afford  to  pay  the 
long-term  "entry  fee"  to  gain  and  hold  posi- 
tion in  desirable  markets. 

That  these  two  areas— purchasing  power 
parity  and  industrial  policy— demand  action 
is  obvious  to  many  Americans,  but  not  to 
enough  of  our  elected  representatives.  Ac- 
cording to  recent  polls  conducted  by  Louis 
Harris  Associates  and  the  Los  Angeles 
Times,  the  percentage  of  Americans  who 
favor  government  policies  to  preserve  or 
expand  our  industrial  base  is  double  the 
percentage  of  congressional  leaders  who  are 
similarly  inclined. 

What  must  government  and  business  do. 
starting  today,  to  deal  with  the  new  trade 
realities  and  to  level  out  the  playing  field? 

1.  Government  must  negotiate  more  ac- 
ceptable exchange  rates,  rates  that  reflect 
the  real  purchasing  power  of  different  cur- 
rencies and  that  are  indexed  over  time  to 
changes  in  relative  inflation  rates. 

2.  Government  must  find  ways  to  compen- 
sate for  the  pricing  edge  created  by  VAT  re- 
bates. DISCS  (Domestic  International  Sales 
Corporations)  have  never  been  an  effective 
tool  for  this:  and  import  duties,  because 
they  are  too  low,  have  been  equally  ineffec- 
tive. Our  taxation  policy  should  get  in  step 
with  the  rest  of  the  world. 

3.  Government  and  business  together 
must  find  ways  to  help  fundamentally 
viable  American  companies  at>sorb  the 
impact  of  recessions— and  to  allow  American 
business  to  compete  with  foreign  industries 
whose  governments  and  infrastructures  sup- 
port low  price/low  profit  marketing  strate- 
gies. 

This  kind  of  aid  could  be  in  the  form  of 
loans  or  of  loan  guarantees  similar  to  those 
provided  to  Chrysler.  A  new  structure  to  ac- 
complish this  program  could  incorporate 
the  concept  of  a  "domestic  IMF":  it  could 
arrange  emergency  financing  to  support 
those  businesses  that  have  clear,  workable 
plans  to  improve  productivity  and  increase 
operating  efficiency.  There's  no  question 
that  the  capital  for  these  loans  is  available: 


I've  often  wondered  why  the  American 
public  and  business  community  have  al- 
lowed American  banks  and  public  institu- 
tions to  lend  $500  billion  to  Third  World 
countries  and  businesses  while  we  have  such 
pressing  needs  here  at  home. 

In  the  international  trade  game,  time  is 
not  on  our  side.  The  next  several  seasons 
will  determine,  irreversibly,  whether  Amer- 
ica stays  in  the  world  trade  major  leagues. 
We  need  solid  policies  now.  if  we're  going  to 
have  a  chance  to  play  on  a  level  field. 

As  far  as  autos  are  concerned,  until  we  get 
these  policies  in  place,  we  must  negotiate  or 
legislate  an  extension  on  quotas  on  Japa- 
nese imports.  Without  these  quotas  as  an  in- 
terim measure,  the  American  auto  industry 
as  we  know  it  won't  survive  long  enough  to 
have  a  chance  to  play  on  that  level  field. 

A  level  field  means  a  fair  game— a  game  in 
which  all  players  go  by  equivalent  rules.  A 
level  playing  field  in  international  trade  is 
necessary  to  put  the  biggest  game  in  the 
world  back  on  the  level.* 
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UNCLE  SUGAR,  CAUGHT  IN  THE 
CLINCH 


A  WELCOME  FOR  THE 
PRESIDENT  OF  ZAIRE 


HON.  NEWT  GINGRICH 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  wel- 
come to  America  the  President  of 
Zaire,  Seseseko  Mobutu. 

He  arrives  today  with  several  of  his 
ministers,  for  meetings  with  President 
Reagan  and  Vice  President  Bush. 

Zaire  under  President  Mobutu  has 
been  a  strategic  ally  of  the  United 
States.  It  has  really  stuck  its  neck  out 
to  discourage  penetration  of  the  Afri- 
can continent  by  the  Soviets  and  their 
proxies. 

Zaire's  diplomatic  and  military  strat- 
egies have  often  put  Fidel  Castro's 
troops  and  their  neocolonialism  on  the 
defensive.  Just  recently,  Zaire  has 
helped  the  people  of  the  nation  of 
Chad  fend  off  provocative  military 
action  from  the  radical  Government  of 
Libya. 

The  Government  of  Zaire  has  been  a 
target  of  the  international  left  for  its 
human  rights  record.  Zaire  is  not  a  de- 
mocracy. Most  nations  in  this  world 
are  not.  But  it  is  making  great  strides 
in  the  human  rights  field.  Some  70  po- 
litical prisoners  have  recently  been  re- 
leased. Zaire  has  a  good  record  com- 
pared to  most  of  the  other  nations  on 
the  African  continent. 

It  is  making  moves  toward  freedom 
internally,  while  doing  its  part  to  sus- 
tain free  world  interests  in  Africa  and 
beyond,  and  that  is  what  really  counts. 

I  join  other  Americans  in  welcoming 
President  Mobutu  and  his  entourage 
to  the  United  States.  I  hope  their  talks 
with  our  leaders  produce  a  closer  and 
more  durable  alliance.* 


HON.  UWRENCE  COUGHLIN 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
call  attention  to  recent  editorials  in 
the  Los  Angeles  Times,  the  Washing- 
ton Post,  and  the  Washington  Times 
on  the  new  financing  plan  for  the 
Clinch  River  breeder  reactor. 

Our  colleague  from  New  York,  Hon, 
Richard  Ottinger,  is  quoted  in  the 
Los  Angeles  Times  article  as  saying 
that  the  so-called  cost-sharing  plan  for 
Clinch  River  is  a  "sham  '  •  •  an  insult 
to  the  intelligence  of  Congress  and  the 
American  people."  I  wholeheartedly 
concur  with  his  assessment  as  the  plan 
does  not  meet  any  reasonable  defini- 
tion of  cost-sharing  and  contradicts 
the  basic  tenets  of  the  administra- 
tion's free-market  philosophy. 

I  applaud  the  efforts  of  our  col- 
league, the  Los  Angeles  Times,  the 
Washington  Post,  and  the  Washington 
Times  in  defending  the  interest  of  the 
American  taxpayer  against  those  of 
the  narrow  corporate  groups  that  have 
profited  from  the  Clinch  River  boon- 
doggle. 

The  editorials  follow: 
[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times  July  28,  1983] 
Uncle  Sugar,  Caught  in  the  Clinch 

On  May  12  the  U.S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives voted  388  to  1  to  kill  the  Clinch  River 
breeder-reactor  program  unless  private  in- 
dustry agreed  to  pay  a  substantial  share  of 
the  cost.  Six  weeks  later  Energy  Secretary 
Donald  P.  Hodel  publicly  conceded  that  the 
U.S.  energy  program  could  make  do  without 
the  $4  billion  nuclear  project. 

That  should  have  been  that. 

But  lo  and  behold.  President  Reagan  let  it 
be  known  the  other  day  that  he  not  only 
supports  Clinch  River  but  also  will  cam- 
paign vigorously  for  a  special  $1.4  billion  ap- 
propriation to  keep  the  Tennessee  project 
alive.  Not  only  that,  he  also  favors  federal 
guarantees  under  which  the  taxpayer  will 
bail  out  corporate  and  private  investors  if 
electric  power  from  the  breeder  reactor 
cannot  be  sold. 

All  this  comes  at  a  time  when  Reagan  is 
wrestling  with  massive  federal  budget  defi- 
cits. Unless  the  projected  deficits  can  be  re- 
duced, it  will  be  very  difficult  to  avoid  high 
interest  rates,  renewed  recession  and  a  situ- 
ation in  which  military  spending  will  have 
to  be  cut  much  more  deeply  than  the  Presi- 
dent himself  considers  prudent. 

Fortunately,  chances  are  very  good  that 
common  sense  will  prevail  in  Congress, 
where  enthusiasm  for  the  Clinch  River 
boondoggle  is  at  a  low  ebb. 

Unlike  conventional  nuclear-power  reac- 
tors, which  burn  uranium,  breeders  both 
burn  and  breed  plutonium:  in  fact,  they  are 
designed  to  produce  more  plutonium  than 
they  consume.  This  was  a  very  attractive 
feature  at  a  time  when  uranium  was  expect- 
ed to  become  Scarce  and  increasingly  costly. 

But  times  have  changed  since  Congress 
first  gave  tentative  approval  to  construction 
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of   a   commercial-scale   breeder   reactor    13 
years  ago. 

Leaving  aside  the  fact  that  the  United 
States  should  not  be  setting  a  bad  example 
by  embracing  a  power-reactor  technology 
that  can  easily  be  used  as  a  cover  for  nucle- 
ar-bomb production,  the  economic  factors 
are  all  wrong. 

More  uranium  reserves  have  been  discov- 
ered. The  demand  for  uranium  reactor  fuel 
has  fallen  way  below  earlier  projections  for 
several  reasons,  including  the  fact  that  nu- 
clear-power reactors  are  neither  as  safe  nor 
as  economically  efficient  as  had  been  ex- 
pected. The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
estimated  that  breeder  reactors  probably 
will  not  be  commercially  attractive  for  40 
more  years. 

Meanwhile,  instead  of  the  original  cost  es- 
timate of  $700  million,  the  ultimate  price 
tag  is  now  expected  to  be  at  least  $4  billion 
and  possibly  much  more. 

Under  these  circumstances  Congress  has 
become  more  and  more  reluctant  to  vote 
money  for  Clinch  River.  This  spring  it 
became  obvious  that  the  project  would  die 
unless  the  electric  utilities  and  the  nuclear 
industry  agreed  to  pick  up  a  substantial 
share  of  the  costs.  The  resulting  "cost-shar- 
ing" plan  that  has  now  received  the  Presi- 
dent's backing  was  accurately  described  by 
Rep.  Richard  L.  Ottinger  as  a  "sham  ...  an 
insult  to  the  intelligence  of  Congress  and 
the  American  people.". 

Under  the  proposal  the  federal  govern- 
ment would  spend  $1.4  billion  on  top  of  the 
$1.5  billion  that  it  has  already  sunk  in  the 
project.  Private  industry,  which  so  far  is 
committed  to  paying  only  $257  million  of 
the  total  cost,  would  raise  $1  billion  more 
through  the  sale  of  bonds  and  equity  shares 
in  the  project. 

The  catch  is  that  these  securities  would  be 
guaranteed  by  the  federal  government.  In 
other  words  virtually  the  entire  risk  would 
be  assumed  by  good  old  Uncle  Sugar. 

It's  incredible  that  a  President  who  has  so 
often  lectured  on  the  evils  of  federal  spend- 
ing in  general  and  subsidies  in  particular 
would  throw  his  weight  behind  such  an  ar- 
rangement. It's  up  to  Congress  to  save  the 
American  taxpayer  from  the  consequences 
of  this  particular  folly. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  20.  1983] 
Double  Standard  at  Clinch  River? 

The  Clinch  River  breeder  reactor  is  the 
great  exception  to  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's rule  against  energy  subsidies.  The 
White  House  has  never  subjected  the  breed- 
er to  the  same  standards  that  it  has  applied 
elsewhere.  Another  attempt  to  rescue  the 
breeder  is  now  taking  shape,  and  once  again 
it  requires  an  exemption  to  all  the  Reagan 
strictures  against  public  spending  and  lend- 
ing. 

Congress  refused  any  appropriation  this 
year  for  Clinch  River,  declaring  that  there 
will  be  no  more  federal  money  until  and 
unless  somebody  comes  up  with  an  accepta- 
ble plan  for  a  larger  share  of  private  money. 
Part  of  the  electric  power  industry  has  now 
come  up  with  a  proposal  The  private  money 
would  be  mainly  in  the  form  of  loans  guar- 
anteed by  the  federal  government.  But 
guaranteed  loans  are  not  everybody's  idea  of 
a  private  contribution. 

To  complete  the  breeder  reactor  would, 
according  to  the  Energy  Department,  take  a 
further  six  years  and  $2.4  billion.  The  cur- 
rent financing  plan  comes  from  the  Breeder 
Reactor  Coi^.,  which  represents  a  group  of 
utilities     supporting     the     Clinch     River 
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project.  This  plan  proposes  that  the  utilities 
contribute  another  $150  million  in  equity, 
and  the  government  put  up  $1.5  billion.  The 
remainder  would  be  raised  by  the  guaran- 
teed bonds,  to  be  paid  off  by  the  breeders 
power  sales. 

One  obvious  difficulty  is  in  the  utilities' 
contributions.  State  regulators  are  not  visi- 
bly enthusiastic  about  allowing  the  utilities 
to  pass  them  on  to  customers  in  their  power 
rates. 

As  for  the  bonds.  Sen.  Gordon  Humphrey 
points  out  that  the  arithmetic  of  repay- 
ments depends  on  some  cost  estimates  that 
seem  low  and  a  predicted  price  for  breeder 
power  sales  that  looks  remarkably  high. 
The  idea  of  the  bonds  arrives  in  a  season 
when  there  seems  to  be  rising  concern  both 
in  Congress  and  in  the  administration  over 
the  scale  of  federal  lending,  and  over  the 
use  of  loans  to  circumvent  the  restrictions 
of  a  tight  budget.  Its  a  bad  practice.  Why 
make  an  exception  for  Clinch  River? 

The  breeder  reactor  has  only  one  justifica- 
tion. It  gets  more  energy  out  of  a  uranium 
atom,  by  recycling  it.  than  the  present  com- 
mercial reactors  do.  The  Clinch  River  breed- 
er was  conceived  at  a  time  when  it  looked  as 
though  a  uranium  shortage  lay  ahead.  But 
with  new  uranium  discoveries,  the  economic 
case  for  the  Clinch  River  breeder  has  evapo- 
rated at  just  about  the  same  rate  at  which 
the  construction  cost  estimates  have  been 
rising. 

The  immediate  question  is  whether  the 
White  House  will  support  this  current  fi- 
nancing plan  with  iU  $1.5  billion  appropria- 
tion and  its  bond  guarantees.  If  it  applies 
the  same  standards  to  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  that  it  applies  to  all  the  other 
energy  technologies,  the  question  will 
answer  itself. 

[Prom  the  Washington  Times,  July  27. 
19831 

Clinch  River  and  Corporate  Welfarism 
(By  Smith  Hempstone) 

You  have  to  wonder  what  Senate  Majority 
Leader  Howard  Baker  has  in  mind  with  his 
apparent  willingness  to  endorse  a  scheme  to 
keep  alive  the  Clinch  River  breeder  reactor. 
Getting  his  fingerprints  all  over  this  mon- 
strosity won't  do  him  any  good  in  pursuing 
the  GOP  presidential  candidacy  in  1988.  By 
then,  it  will  be  all  too  clear  just  how  much 
of  a  fraud  on  taxpayers  Clinch  River  is. 

When  the  project  was  first  authorized  in 
1971.  it  was  supposed  to  cost  $400  million, 
with  the  nation's  electric  utilities  signing  up 
to  contribute  $257  million.  A  year  later,  the 
projected  cost  jumped  to  $700  million,  but 
the  utilities  demanded  their  share  be  frozen 
at  $257  million. 

Now  the  Energy  Department  admits  the 
project  will  cost  at  least  $4  billion  to  com- 
plete. Congress  hit  the  roof  over  this,  with 
the  House  defeating  a  funding  bill  which 
carried  in  the  Senate  by  only  one  vote. 

The  lawmakers  told  the  Energy  Depart- 
ment to  look  at  alternatives,  'including  re- 
consideration of  the  original  cost-sharing  ar- 
rangement, that  would  reduce  federal 
budget  requirements"  for  Clinch  River.  The 
UEwhot  was  a  recommendation  that  the  gov- 
ernment use  revenues  that  might  be  made 
from  the  sale  of  electricity  from  Clinch  to 
back  guaranteed  t>onds  for  the  project.  But 
those  revenues  were  originally  supposed  to 
go  directly  into  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  offset 
the  project's  costs. 

Reception  to  this  by  Congress  was  cool, 
with  its  General  Accounting  Office  noting 
that    "the  federal  government  still  appears 
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to  retain  most  risks  if  the  project  fails  or  if 
cost  overruns  occur." 

Nevertheless,  the  plan  Baker  has  to  decide 
to  snub  or  go  for  now  calls  for  Congress  to 
obligate,  in  one  up  or  down  vote,  $1.5  billion 
over  the  next  seven  years  for  construction. 
Just  perfect  for  Clinch  backers,  since  it 
would  remove  the  issue  from  further  con- 
gressional consideration  for  seven  years. 

Even  lovelier  for  the  nuclear  industry, 
who  wouldn't  have  to  kick  in  another  dime 
of  its  own.  The  proposal  talks  about  another 
$175  million  from  the  utilities,  but  this  is  al- 
ready what  they  owe  from  their  original 
pledge  of  $257  million  plus  interest. 

The  utilities  insist  they  will  not  partici- 
pate unless  they're  guaranteed  tax  benefits 
and  a  fixed  rate  of  return  on  the  bonds.  And 
for  good  reason  from  their  viewpoint.  Al- 
though industry  claims  it's  going  to  put  up 
risk  capital  or  equity  shares  worth  $150  mil- 
lion, it  wants  the  money  to  come  from  the 
taxpayers— that  is,  from  the  tax  benefits 
the  plan  hands  to  industry. 

The  utilities,  further,  assume  no  addition- 
al risk  for  failure,  delay  or  cost  overrun.  In 
fact,  their  plan  emphasizes  the  government 
(i.e..  the  taxpayers)  must  guarantee  all  the 
tax  benefits  and  a  full  return  on  investment 
plus  interest  for  the  government-guaranteed 
bonds.  Never  mind  if  the  project  costs  more 
than  expected,  fails  to  work  as  well  as  ex- 
pected, or  never  gets  built,  or  if  there's  no 
market  for  the  electricity  it  may  or  may  not 
produce.  Talk  about  corporate  welfarism! 

Energy  Secretary  Don  Hodel  has  admitted 
that  building  Clinch  River  isn't  necessary 
for  maintaining  America's  position  in  breed- 
er-reactor technology  because  our  basic 
breeder  research  program  would  do  the  job. 
This  basic  breeder  research  is  funded  sepa- 
rately from  Clinch  and  is  already  costing 
the  government  some  $300  million  a  year. 
Apparently  industry  agrees  with  Hodel. 
since  it  doesn't  think  it  should  share  Clinch 
Rivers  costs  by  increasing  its  share  of  con- 
tributions beyond  the  measly  9  percent  it 
has  pledged— 9  percent  of  $4  billion! 

You  want  to  know  how  this  compares  with 
other  nations'  cost-sharing  on  breeder  work? 
Well.  West  Germany  requires  private  indus- 
try to  pay— not  loan— 29  percent,  and  when 
costs  increase,  the  German  private  sector's 
share  must  escalate  accordingly. 

Japan,  which  supposedly  is  the  world- 
champion  at  government-private  industry 
coziness.  requires  at  least  20  percent  private- 
sector  direct  payments  (not  loans)  to  fi- 
nance its  commercial  breeder  effort.  By  the 
way.  the  U.S.  utility  industry  originally  of- 
fered to  pay  for  half  of  Clinch  River. 

The  French  breeder  program  is  paid  for 
entirely  by  utility  rate  increases  and  foreign 
cost  sharing:  51  percent  by  the  French  na- 
tional utility.  30  percent  from  an  Italian 
utility,  and  the  balance  by  a  consortium  of 
German.  Belgium  and  Dutch  utilities. 

You  might  put  this  question  to  Sen.  Baker 
and  to  the  free-marketeers  of  the  Reagan 
administration,  who  apparently  remain  ena- 
moured of  the  project;  Will  the  plan  in- 
crease the  private  sector's  management 
stake? 

A  "yes"  would  be  hard  to  explain,  since 
it's  the  Energy  Department  that  would  get 
even  more  say  and  less  public  scrutiny.  If 
you  think  that's  a  smart  idea,  you  have  for- 
gotten the  mess  that  department  made  of 
oil  and  gas  distribution  and  pricing  before 
President  Reagan  ended  controls  on  the  pe- 
troleum industry. 

The  fact  is.  this  plan  continues  to  insulate 
industry  from  risk.  So  why  in  the  world 
would  Baker  even  consider  pushing  a  plan 
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like  this  on  the  public?  People  who  know 
him  say  when  he  has  a  chance  to  review 
what  this  plan  is  really  about,  hell  recog- 
nize it's  not  worth  the  game  and  that  the 
real  issue  isn't  this  project  but,  as  Secretary 
Hodel  points  out,  keeping  the  basic  breeder 
progam  going  in  order  to  retain  the  U.S. 
lead  in  this  technology,  which  is  what  Baker 
says  is  his  primary  concern,  too.* 


NATIONAL  INTEREST,  NOT  SPE- 
CIAL INTEREST:  A  PERSPEC- 
TIVE ON  EMINENT  DOMAIN 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  CLINGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  The 
House  is  likely  to  be  considering  H.R. 
1010,  the  proposed  Coal  Pipeline  Act 
of  1983,  sometime  following  the  Labor 
Day  recess.  As  many  Members  are 
aware,  legislation  to  grant  the  right  of 
Federal  eminent  domain  to  coal  slurry 
pipelines  has  been  considered  by  the 
Congress— in  one  form  or  another  for 
over  two  decades.  In  spite  of  this  fact, 
there  remains  a  great  deal  of  misun- 
derstanding in  the  Congress  as  to  just 
what  eminent  domain  is.  Needless  to 
say,  opponents  of  coal  pipeline  legisla- 
tion have  gone  out  of  their  way  to 
characterize  the  eminent  domain  pro- 
vision of  H.R.  1010  as  something  new 
and  monstrous  which  is  special  inter- 
est legislation  of  the  first  magnitude. 

I  would  like  to  try  and  bring  some 
perspective  to  this  issue  by  first  point- 
ing out  that  eminent  domain  is  de- 
fined as  the  right  of  a  government  to 
take  private  property  for  public  use  by 
virtue  of  the  superior  dominion  of  the 
sovereign  power  over  all  lands  within 
its  jurisdiction.  This  dictionary  defini- 
tion, however,  falls  short  of  describing 
the  way  this  process  has  been  em- 
ployed in  the  United  States. 

Since  the  early  days  of  the  Republic 
exercise  of  this  power  at  all  levels  of 
government  has  not  been  limited  to 
obtaining  property  for  such  govern- 
ment facilities  as  schools  and  court- 
houses or  such  public  services  as  water 
and  sewer  systems.  It  also  has  been 
employed  to  construct  highways  and 
waterways,  which  are  then  used  by 
private  truck  and  barge  companies. 
This  has  allowed  private  enterprises  to 
serve  a  broad  range  of  public  needs, 
using  these  public  facilities.  Some  of 
the  cost  is  recovered  through  taxes 
and  fees  charged  the  private  users. 

Eminent  domain  also  has  been  ap- 
plied to  encourage  the  private  sector 
to  build  facilities  for  its  use  on  Gov- 
ernment-controlled property.  For  ex- 
ample, millions  of  acres  of  public  lands 
have  been  granted  to  Americas  pri- 
vately owned  railroads  to  foster  devel- 
opment of  a  nationwide  rail  system. 
And  privately  owned  companies  are 
certificated  to  use  the  eminent  domain 
process  for  acquiring  rights-of-way  for 
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certain  pipelines— that  is  natural  gas— 
and  electric  transmission  lines,  which 
they  construct  and  operate.  All  these 
transportation  modes  were  deemed  to 
be  in  the  national  interest  and  vital  to 
our  economic  growth  and  welfare.  The 
courts  have  upheld  this  grant  of  Fed- 
eral power  to  private  corporations  and 
have  not  limited  it  to  the  taking  of 
property  by  the  Government  itself. 
The  rationale  has  been  that  the  dele- 
gation of  this  power  to  corporations 
and  other  agencies  is  proper  if  it  is  to 
be  used  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  any  public  use  within  the  control 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

Thus,  as  the  Nation's  transportation 
needs  have  grown  and  technology  has 
developed,  access  to  eminent  domain 
has  been  broadened  ip  permit  and  en- 
courage the  private  sector  to  serve  the 
public  interest.  This  has  allowed  the 
Government  to  leave  to  the  private 
sector  the  operation  of  a  vast  trans- 
portation network— much  of  it  con- 
structed with  private  capital. 

A  significant  addition  to  America's 
transportation  network  is  now  possible 
as  a  result  of  further  advances  in  tech- 
nology. Pipelines  can  be  built  for  the 
delivery  of  coal,  making  this  abundant 
domestic  energy  resource  more  avail- 
able for  use  in  electric  generation  and 
industry  and  helping  to  ease  the  Na- 
tion's dependence  on  imported  oil.  But 
companies  eager  to  use  private  capital 
to  construct  and  operate  coal  slurry 
pipelines,  to  serve  the  public  interest 
in  efficient,  reliable,  economical 
energy  delivery,  are  being  blocked. 
They  do  not  have  access  to  the  Feder- 
al eminent  domain  process.  This 
means  they  cannot  use  the  courts  to 
resolve  disputes  over  acquiring  ease- 
ments across  private  property  for  con- 
struction of  interstate  coal  pipelines. 

While  a  few  States  have  eminent 
domain  for  coal  pipelines,  in  most  of 
the  Nation  today  it  is  possible  for  any 
private  property  owner,  for  whatever 
reason,  to  simply  refuse  to  negotiate— 
and  as  a  result,  frustrate  the  public  in- 
terest. Obviously,  an  operator  of  an 
existing  coal  transportation  system 
such  as  a  railroad  can  deny  an  ease- 
ment—even when  that  system's  right- 
of-way  was  acquired  through  the  emi- 
nent domain  process.  Thus,  a  private 
interest  can  bar  competition. 

The  railroad  industry  lobbies  vigor- 
ously to  exclude  coal  pipelines  from 
Federal  eminent  domain.  It  opposes 
legislation  now  pending  before  Con- 
gress to  bring  this  advanced  transpor- 
tation mode  under  the  public  interest 
umbrella. 

Consumer  organizations,  coal  pro- 
ducers and  users,  environmentalists, 
unions,  cooperatives,  and  others  con- 
cerned with  energy  delivery  efficiency 
are  allied  in  seeking  congressional  ap- 
proval of  Federal  eminent  domain  for 
coal  pipelines.  I,  therefore,  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  H.R.  1010  when 
it  reaches  the  House  floor.* 
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VOTE  TO  SUPPORT  OUR 
NATION'S  SMALL  BUSINESSES 


HON.  NORMAN  F.  LENT 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  LENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will 
soon  consider  H.R.  2867,  the  Hazard- 
ous Waste  Control  and  Enforcement 
Act  of  1983.  Mr.  Shelby  and  I  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  provide  for  fair 
and  enforceable  regulations  of  small 
generators  of  hazardous  waste. 

I  wish  to  print,  for  the  benefit  of  my 
colleagues,  a  bipartisan  "Dear  Col- 
league" letter,  which  went  out  on  July 
25,  1983,  and  the  text  of  the  Shelby- 
Lent  amendment. 
Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C..  July  25.  1983. 
Vote  To  Support  Our  Nation's  Small 
Businesses 

Dear  Colleague:  The  House  will  soon  be 
considering  H.R.  2867.  the  Hazardous  Waste 
Control  and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983  which 
reauthorizes  the  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act  ("RCRA").  RCRA  governs  the 
disposal  of  hazardous  waste  from  the 
■'cradle  to  the  grave"  in  this  country.  An 
amendment  will  be  offered  on  the  House 
floor,  sponsored  by  Representatives  Shelby 
and  Lent,  to  Section  3  of  H.R.  2867  which 
regulates  small  generators  of  hazardous 
waste.  That  amendment  will  protect  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  small  businesses  from 
facing  a  confusing,  complex,  and  costly 
system  of  regulation,  while  ensuring  a  high 
level  of  environmental  protection  for  the 
American  people. 

Section  3  now  contained  in  H.R.  2867  will, 
for  the  first  time,  bring  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  small  businesses  such  as  dry  clean- 
ers and  service  stations  under  the  RCRA 
regulatory  system.  Unfortunately,  the  way 
Section  3  is  currently  drafted,  it  carries  the 
strong  potential  to  seriously  disrupt  the  on- 
going RCRA  regulatory  program  by  forcing 
these  small  businesses  to  comply  with  a  con- 
fusing and  potentially  unenforceable  system 
of  regulations.  It  does  this  in  the  following 
way. 

Under  current  regulations,  all  those  who 
generate  in  excess  of  1000  kilograms  per 
month  of  hazardous  waste  (large  genera- 
tors) are  subject  to  the  full  RCRA  regula- 
tory system.  Those  generating  less  than 
1000  kilograms  per  month  (small  genera- 
tors) are  exempted  from  RCRA  regulations 
(except  for  acutely  hazardous  wastes  which 
are  regulated  to  1  kilogram/month).  Section 
3  of  H.R.  2867  lowers  the  small  generator 
exemption  from  1000  kilograms/month  to 
100  kilograms/month  and  directs  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  to  write  regu- 
lations tailored  to  small  generators  of  haz- 
ardous waste.  However,  Section  3  also  says 
that  if  the  EPA  fails  to  act  within  the  pre- 
scribed statutory  deadline,  the  small  genera- 
tors are  automatically  subject  to  the  large 
generator  regulations  (""hammer").  Since 
EPA  rarely  meets  statutory  deadlines,  we 
must  question  whether  it  is  proper  for  the 
Congress  to  hold  small  businesses  hostage 
against  EPA's  likely  inability  to  meet  arbi- 
trary legislative  deadlines. 

Another  major  concern  we  have  with  Sec- 
tion 3  is  that,  within  90  days  of  enactment, 
it  requires  any  business  that  generates  more 
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than  25  kilograms/month  of  hazardous 
waste  to  manifest  such  waste,  for  purposes 
of  notification  to  transporters  only  each 
time  it  is  shipped  off-site.  Section  3  would, 
therefore,  set  different  compliance  levels 
for  notice  (down  to  25  kilograms/month) 
and  regulations  (down  to  100  kilogram/ 
month).  This  dual  system  of  notification  at 
one  level  and  regulation  at  another  level  is 
confusing  and  will  create  an  unworkable 
and  unenforceable  regulatory  program. 

Balancing  proper  environmental  controls 
on  the  hazardous  waste  from  small  genera- 
tors with  a  reasonable  regulatory  and  finan- 
cial cost  to  small  business  is  possible.  We  be- 
lieve the  Shelby-Lent  amendment  to  Section 
3  achieves  this  result  as  follows: 

It  removes  the  ""hammer"  from  Section  3 
but  provides  that  small  generator  waste  be 
disposed  of  properly  if  EPA  fails  to  act  in  a 
timely  fashion.  Thus,  it  retains  the  essential 
environmental  protection  elements  of 
RCRA  but  relieves  the  small  generators 
from  many  of  the  burdensome  and  costly  re- 
quirements designed  for  larger,  more  sophis- 
ticated hazardous  waste  generators. 

It  raises  the  notification  level  from  25 
kilograms/month  to  100  kilograms/month 
so  that  the  regulatory  requirements  on 
small  generators  will  be  more  consistent  and 
less  confusing.  We  urge  you  to  oppose  any 
amendments  which  may  be  offered  on  the 
floor  which  would  lower  the  notification  re- 
quirements below  100  kilograms/month. 

this  will  ensure  a  workable  and 
enforceable  program 
Further,    the    Shelby-Lent     amendment 
adopts  word  for  word  a  compromise  agree- 
ment arrived  at  earlier  this  year  by  major 
environmental,  business  and  academic  orga- 
nizations such  as: 
Environmental  Defense  Fund 
American  Council  on  Education 
American  Retail  Federation 
Chamber    of    Commerce    of    the    United 
States 
Furniture  Manufacturers  Associations 
Sierra  Club 

Nat.  Association  of  Manufacturers 
Nat.  Audubon  Society 
Nat.  Oil  Jobbers  Council 
Printing  Industries  of  America. 
These   groups   felt   the   language  of   the 
amendment  was  reasonable  and  workable; 
we  hope  you  will  agree  and  vote  for  the 
Shelby-Lent   Amendment   to   Section   3   of 
H.R.  2867  when  it  is  offered  on  the  floor. 
Sincerely, 
Richard   C.   Shelby.   Charles   W.   Sten- 
holm.  Ralph  M.  Hall.  C.  Robin  Britt. 
Norman   F.   Lent.   Thomas  J.   Tauke. 
James  T.  Broyhill.  Don  Ritter,  W.  J. 
(Billy)  Tauzin. 

[Amendment  to  H.R.  2867] 
Page  5.  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows down  through  line  11  on  page  9  and 
substitute: 

SMALL  quantity  GENERATOR  WASTE 

Sec  3.  Section  3001  of  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol- 
lowing at  the  end  thereof: 

"(d)  Small  Quantity  Generator  Waste.— 
(1)  Effective  30  months  from  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control 
and  Enforcement  Act  of  1983.  unless  the  Ad- 
ministrator promulgates  standards  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection 
prior  to  such  date,  hauzardous  waste  generat- 
ed by  any  generator  in  a  total  quantity 
greater  than  one-hundred  kilograms  but  less 
than  one-thousand  kilograms  during  a  cal- 
endar month  shall  be  subject  to  the  follow- 
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ing  requirements  until  the  standards  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection 
have  become  effective: 

"(A)  in  addition  to  the  notice  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection, 
the  information  provided  in  the  form  shall 
include  the  name  of  the  waste  transporters 
and  the  name  and  address  of  the  facility 
designated  to  receive  the  waste; 

••(B)  except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(3)<A)  of  this  subsection,  the  treatment, 
storage  or  disposal  of  such  waste  shall  occur 
at  a  facility  with  interim  status  or  a  permit 
under  this  subtitle: 

••(C)  generators  of  such  waste  shall  file 
manifest  exception  reports  as  required  of 
generators  producing  greater  amounts  of 
hazardous  waste  per  month  except  that 
such  reports  shall  be  filed  by  January  31. 
for  any  waste  shipment  occurring  in  the  last 
half  of  the  preceding  calendar  year,  and  by 
July  31.  for  any  waste  shipment  occurring  in 
the  first  half  of  the  calendar  year;  and 

••(D)  generators  of  such  waste  shall  retain 
for  three  years  a  copy  of  the  manifest 
signed  by  the  designated  facility  that  has 
received  the  waste. 

Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  con- 
strued as  a  determination  of  the  standards 
appropriate  under  paragraph  (2). 

••(2)  Not  later  than  eighteen  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Hazardous 
Waste  Control  and  Enforcement  Act  of 
1983.  the  Administrator  shall  promulgate 
standards  under  sections  3002.  3003.  and 
3004  for  hazardous  waste  generated  by  a 
generator  in  a  total  quantity  of  hazardous 
waste  greater  than  one-hundred  kilograms 
but  less  than  one-thousand  kilograms 
during  a  calendar  month.  Except  as  provid- 
ed in  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  such 
standards,  including  standards  applicable  to 
the  legitimate  use.  reuse,  recycling,  and  rec- 
lamation of  such  wastes,  may  vary  from  the 
standards  applicable  to  larger  quantity  gen- 
erators but  must  be  sufficient  to  protect 
human  health  and  the  enviroment. 

'•(3)  Standards  promulgated  under  para- 
graph (2)  shall  at  a  minimum  provide  that: 
(A)  on-site  storage  of  hazardous  waste 
generated  by  a  generator  generating  a  total 
quantity  of  hazardous  waste  greater  than 
one-hundred  kilograms  but  less  than  one- 
thousand  kilograms  during  a  calendar 
month,  may  occur  for  up  to  180  days  with- 
out the  requirement  of  a  permit: 

••(B)  all  other  treatment,  storage,  or  dis- 
posal of  hazardous  wastes  generated  by  such 
generators  shall  occur  at  a  facility  with  in- 
terim status  or  a  permit  under  this  subtitle; 
and 

••(C)  any  hazardous  waste  generated  by 
such  generators  which  is  shipped  off  the 
premises  on  which  such  waste  is  generated, 
shall  be  accompanied  by  a  manifest,  except 
that  the  specific  requirements  for  entries  on 
such  manifest  may  vary  from  those  applica- 
ble to  the  manifest  required  for  larger  quan- 
tity generators. 

••(4)  No  later  than  180  days  after  the  en- 
actment of  the  Hazardous  waste  which  is 
part  of  a  total  quantity  generated  by  a  gen- 
erator generating  greater  than  100  kilo- 
grams but  less  than  one-thousand  kilograms 
during  one  calendar  month  and  which  is 
shipped  off  the  premises  on  which  such 
waste  is  generated  shall  be  accompanied  by 
a  copy  of  the  EPA  Uniform  Hazardous 
Waste  Manifest  form  signed  by  the  genera- 
tor. This  form  shall  contain  the  following 
information: 

••(A)  the  name  and  address  of  the  genera- 
tor of  the  waste: 
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•(B)  the  Department  of  Transportation 
description  of  the  waste,  including  the 
proper  shipping  name,  hazard  class,  and 
identification  number  (UN/NA).  if  applica- 
ble; 

••(C)  the  number  and  type  of  containers; 

and 

••(D)  the  quantity  of  waste  being  trans- 
ported. 

If  subparagraph  (B)  is  not  applicable,  in  lieu 
of  the  description  referred  to  in  such  sub- 
paragraph (B).  the  form  shall  contain  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  identifi- 
cation number,  or  a  generic  description  of 
the  waste,  or  a  description  of  the  waste  by 
hazardous  waste  characteristic.  Additional 
requirements  related  to  the  manifest  form 
shall  apply  only  if  determined  necessary  by 
the  Administrator  to  protect  human  health 
and  the  environment. 

(5)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (4).  nothing  in  this  subsection  shall 
be  construed  to  affect  or  impair  the  validity 
of  regulations  of  the  Administrator  promul- 
gated prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  and  Enforcement 
Act  of  1983  with  respect  to  hazardous  waste 
generated  by  generators  of  less  than  one- 
thousand  kilograms  per  calendar  month. 

••(6)  The  Administrator  may  promulgate 
regulations  under  this  subtitle  which  estab- 
lish special  standards  for.  or  exempt  from 
regulations,  hazardous  wastes  which  are 
generated  by  any  generator  who  does  not 
generate  more  than  one-hundred  kilograms 
of  hazardous  waste  per  calendar  month. 

••(7)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  or  impair  the  validity  of 
regulations  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  pursuant  to  the  Hazardous 
Materials  Transportation  Act. 

■•(8)  The  last  sentence  of  section  3010(b) 
shall  not  apply  to  regulations  promulgated 
under  this  section. 

••■(9)  The  Administrator  shall  undertake 
activities  to  inform  and  educate  the  waste 
generators  of  their  responsibilities  under 
this  section  during  the  period  within  thirty 
months  after  the  enactment  of  this  section 
to  help  assure  compliance."* 


BAHAI  TRAGEDY  FELT  IN  IOWA 

HON.  JIM  LEACH 

OF  IOWA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
spite  of  strong  protestations  from  the 
U.S.  Government  and  the  internation- 
al community,  the  Iranian  Govern- 
ment continues  to  defy  international 
law  and  human  decency  in  its  hell- 
bent effort  to  exterminate  the  law- 
abiding  and  courageous  people  of  the 
Baha'i  faith. 

Unfortunately,  the  massive  tragedy 
confronting  the  Baha'is  in  Iran  has 
also  become  a  personal  tragedy  for  a 
number  of  individuals  living  here  in 
the  United  States,  for  whom  the  vic- 
tims of  the  Khomeini  regime's  cam- 
paign of  arrest,  torture,  and  execution, 
are  family  members  and  friends. 

Just  recently,  the  Daily  lowan  car- 
ried a  report  on  the  recent  disappear- 
ance in  Iran  of  another  active  member 
of  the  Baha'i  faith,  Ahmad  Bashiri. 
who  is  the  father  of  a  student  now  at- 
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tending  the  University  of  Iowa.  All 
concerned  citizens  must  be  saddened 
by  this  report.  This  body  has  no 
choice  but  to  continue  to  protest  these 
gross  violations  of  human  rights  and 
to  join  with  the  international  commu- 
nity in  holding  the  Government  of 
Iran  accountable  for  its  egregious  of- 
fenses of  human  decency.  A  copy  of 
the  article  follows: 

[From  the  Daily  lowan.  July  22.  1983) 
Student  Peels  Baha'i  Persecution 
(By  Elizabeth  Turner) 
The   father   of   a   UI   student   was     kid- 
napped" three  weeks  ago  in  Tehran  because 
of    his    active    involvement    in    the    Baha'i 
faith,  whose  members  are  being  persecuted 
by  the  Iranian  government. 

Ahmad  Bashiri.  a  former  administrator  at 
the  National  University  of  Iran,  was  riding 
in  a  taxi  with  one  of  his  relatives  when  he 
noticed  that  he  was  being  chased. "  his  son. 
Mehran  Bashiri.  a  UI  junior  majoring  in 
Biomedical  Engineering,  said  at  a  press  con- 
ference Thursday. 

•My  father  asked  the  relative  to  get  out  of 
the  taxi  and  that's  the  last  we've  seen  of 
him." 

The  Bashiri  kidnapping  is  only  one  inci- 
dent in  the  ongoing  persecution  of  members 
of  the  Baha'i  faith  since  the  1979  revolution 
in  Iran. 

In  the  past  four  years  more  than  140 
Baha'is  have  been  executed  or  assassinated, 
hundreds  have  been  imprisoned  and  16 
prominent  Baha'is  have  disappeared,  said  J. 
Michael  Cavitt.  spokesman  for  the  Iowa 
City  Baha'is. 

Friends  and  relatives  search  cemeteries 
and  jails  for  their  missing  relatives  because 
Baha'is  are  sometimes  executed  and  then 
dumped  into  cemeteries.  Cavitt  said. 

Bashiri's  relations  have  found  no  sign  of 
him  in  either  the  jails  or  the  cemeteries 
since  his  abduction,  his  son  said. 

•Appeals  to  the  authorities  have  so  far 
gone  unheeded. "  Cavitt  said.  The  govern- 
ment is  denying  any  knowledge  of  the  ab- 
duction or  the  whereabouts  of  Mr.  Bashiri." 
•All  the  Baha'is  know  that  they  are  in 
constant  danger. "  Mehran  Bashiri  said.  His 
father  didn't  escape  the  country  because 
"he  had  commitments  with  the  Baha'is  " 

The  300,000  Baha'is  living  in  Iran  are  con- 
sidered non-people. "  Cavitt  said.  Because 
their  religion  was  formed  after  Mohammed, 
they  are  not  included  in  the  constitution, 
and  therefore  they  have  'no  basis  in  the 
context  of  law." 

The  Iranian  government  considers  the 
Baha'i  faith  to  be  heretical  to  the  Islamic 
faith.  The  basic  principles  of  the  Baha'is  in- 
clude the  belief  in  the  "oneness  of  mankind, 
equality  between  men  and  women  and  that 
peace  should  be  the  basic  policy  in  the  deal- 
ings of  different  nations.  "  Medhran  Bashiri 
said. 

Although  the  Baha'is  have  been  discrimi- 
nated against  since  the  founding  of  the  reli- 
gion 140  years  ago,  "persecutions  have  been 
increasing  day  by  day.'  Bashiri  said.  Baha'is 
have  been  forced  out  of  their  jobs,  homes 
have  been  confiscated  or  burned,  their 
cemeteries  have  been  bulldozed  and  Baha'i 
children  are  denied  education. 

The  Khomeini  regime  has  confiscated  all 
of  the  religions  holy  shrines.  They  bull 
dozed  the  "most  holy  Baha'i  shrine  and 
made  it  into  a  parking  lot. "  Bashiri  said. 

•We  are  shocked  by  the  continuing 
wanton  brutality  of  the  persecution, "  Cavitt 
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said.  "Within  two  weeks.  17  Baha'is  have 
been  hanged  in  Shiraz.  Many  of  them  were 
young  people." 

Baha'is  are  careful  to  meet  only  in  small 
groups  in  Iran  because  a  large  group  is  in 
danger  of  being  taken  away  and  executed. 
Bashiri  said. 

Last  summer.  President  Reagan  issued  a 
formal  statement  appealing  to  Khomeini  to 
stop  the  killings.  Congress  condemned  the 
persecution  in  a  concurrent  resolution. 

There  are  approximately  80.000  Baha'is 
living  in  the  United  States.  Bashiri  said. 
Baha'is  throughout  the  world  have  been 
writing  government  leaders  and  members  of 
international  organizations  like  the  United 
Nations  in  an  effort  to  stop  the  persecu- 
tion.* 
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will  not  allow  those  utilities  to  be  cut 
off.  Let  us  make  up  our  minds  to  bring 
railroad  unemployment  compensation 
into  line  with  the  compensation  paid 
to  other  workers. 

We  can  no  longer  allow  railroaders 
to  be  treated  as  second  class  citizens.  I 
know  many  railroaders  in  the  Fourth 
District  personally  and  I  can  assure 
my  colleagues  of  one  thing— they  are 
first  class  citizens.  Let  us  treat  them  as 
such.« 


H.R.  1646 


HON.  JOE  KOLTER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

•  Mr.  KOLTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  add  my 
voice  to  those  who  supported  the  rail- 
road retirement  bill.  I  know  this  is  by 
no  means  a  perfect  bill  and  I  know 
that  there  is  less  than  unanimous 
agreement  on  the  bill  among  labor  and 
management  and  even  among  labor 
itself.  I  must  commend  the  chairman, 
Mr.  RosTENKOWSKi  and  the  subcom- 
mittee chairman,  Mr.  Florid  for  their 
hard  work  and  perseverance  in  seek- 
ing a  compromise  on  this  important 
issue. 

Pennsylvania  has  the  highest 
number  of  railroad  retirees  in  the 
country  and  in  the  Fourth  District  of 
Pennsylvania  we  have  thousands  of 
railroaders,  over  half  of  which  are  un- 
employed. 

As  we  all  know,  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system  is  currently  in  serious  fi- 
nancial difficulty  in  large  part  due  to 
the  tremendous  loss  of  jobs  in  the  rail 
industry  as  a  result  of  the  recession.  I 
must  add  at  this  point  that  despite 
headlines  throughout  the  country 
that  the  recession  is  over  and  the 
economy  is  improving,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  that  in  my  district.  And  in 
fact  every  weekend  that  I  return  to 
the  district  I  am  reminded  of  that  by 
my  constituents  who  need  help,  many 
of  them  railroaders. 

With  the  railroad  retirement  system 
being  put  in  order  we  must  now  ad- 
dress an  equally  important  issue  con- 
cerning the  railroad  industry.  We 
must  now  address  the  terribly  inad- 
equate amount  of  unemployment  com- 
pensation paid  to  railroaders.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  to  call 
for  a  reasonable  increase  to  the  $25  a 
day  now  paid  to  railroaders.  Who  can 
feed  their  family,  pay  the  mortgage 
and  the  utility  bills  on  $125  a  week? 

Let  us  make  up  our  minds  that  we 
will  not  allow  those  children  to  go 
hungry,  that  we  will  not  allow  those 
people  to  lose  their  homes,  that  we 
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HON.  THOMAS  A.  DASCHLE 

OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 

m  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
very  pleased  with  the  action  taken 
now  by  the  House  on  H.R.  1646.  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Solvency  Act. 
Presently,  the  railroad  retirement 
system  faces  dire  financial  difficulties, 
with  bankruptcy  just  around  the 
corner  if  we  do  not  act  now. 

I  am  well  aware  that  this  measure 
has  its  drawbacks,  and  thus  I  have  res- 
ervations about  offering  the  bill  my 
unqualified  support.  Though  the 
measure  calls  for  much  needed  tax  in- 
creases among  railroad  employers  and 
employees.  I  am  somewhat  concerned 
that  benefit  reductions  may  have  been 
excessive.  But  in  the  best  interest  of 
preserving  the  program  and  avoiding  a 
Draconian  40-percent  cut  in  retiree 
benefits  on  October  1,  I  intend  to  sup- 
port the  measure.  I  am  hoping  that 
the  short-term  sacrifices  requested  of 
all  those  affiliated  with  the  system 
will  bring  long-term  prosperity  to  the 
program. 

The  problems  with  railroad  retire- 
ment are  similar  to  those  experienced 
by  social  security.  A  declining  base  of 
workers  contributing  to  the  program 
coupled  with  additional  retirees  and 
large  cost-of-living  increases  due  to  in- 
flation all  served  as  a  financial  drain.  I 
believe  H.R.  1646  will  better  protect 
railroad  retirement  in  the  future  by 
making  structural  as  well  as  program 
changes. 

The  major  changes  proposed  in  H.R. 
1646  are:  Increased  employer  and  em- 
ployee taxes  under  tier  II.  taxing  of 
tier  II  and  dual  benefits  as  regular 
income,  a  modification  of  the  60/30 
rule  resulting  in  a  20-percent  cut  in 
tier  I  benefits  for  early  retirement, 
and  a  6-month  cost-of-living  increase 
delay  from  July  1.  1984.  to  January  1. 
1985.  Future  cost-of-living  increases  in 
tier  I  benefits  will  be  offset  by  a  corre- 
sponding reduction  in  tier  II  benefits 
up  to  5  percent. 

I  might  point  out  that  I  will  support 
two  amendments  that  will  mitigate  to 
an  extent  the  aforementioned  changes 
in  the  program.  The  Pickle  amend- 
ment will  move  up  the  date  of  the  tier 
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II  employer  and  employee  payroll  tax 
increases  from  July  1,  1984.  to  January 
1,  1984.  The  Plorio  amendment  will 
grandfather  the  60/30  rule  for  those 
soon  to  retire.  Those  who  reach  age  60 
by  June  30.  1984,  will  be  allowed  to 
retire  under  the  conditions  of  the 
present  tier  I  system,  and  those  who 
reach  age  60  by  December  31.  1985. 
and  opt  for  early  retirement,  will  have 
their  tier  I  benefits  reduced  by  10  per- 
cent rather  than  20  percent.  I  support 
both  of  these  amendments  which  will 
further  improve  the  program's  solven- 
cy, yet  provide  some  protection  for 
those  soon  to  retire. 

It  is  my  firm  hope  that  H.R.  1646 
containing  the  Pickle  and  Florio 
amendments  will  keep  the  system  sol- 
vent for  many  years  to  come.  Though 
I  am  disappointed  in  the  benefit  re- 
ductions, things  could  have  been  much 
worse  had  no  action  been  taken  and 
the  October  1  deadline  requiring  a  40- 
percent  reduction  in  benefits  taken 
effect.  I  commend  the  sponsors  of  this 
legislation  for  their  expeditious  ac- 
tions.* 


THE  AMERICAN  CONSERVATIVE 
UNION  REAFFIRMS  OPPOSI- 
TION TO  MARTIN  LUTHER 
KING.  JR..  HOLIDAY 


HON.  LARRY  McDONALD 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  August  2,  1983 
•  Mr.  McDonald.  Mr.  Speaker,  ear- 
lier today  the  American  Conservative 
Union  (ACU)  issued  a  press  release 
reaffirming  its  opposition  to  legisla- 
tion to  designate  the  birthday  of 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  a  legal  public 
holiday. 

Contained  in  the  press  release  were 
comments  made  by  one  of  the  foimd- 
ers  of  the  American  Conservative 
Union  and  a  former  colleague,  the  late 
Congressman  John  Ashbrook.  Unfor- 
tunately and  regrettably.  Congress- 
man Ashbrook  was  not  here  to  take 
part  in  the  debate  which  took  place  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  today.  And  it  is 
equally  distressing  that  those  who 
shouW  have  remembered  his  words 
either  forgot  them  or  chose  to  ignore 
them,  for  the  comments  made  by  Rep- 
resentative Ashbrook  back  in  1967  are 
as  true  today  as  they  were  when  he 
first  spoke  them. 

I  congratulate  and  applaud  the 
American  Conservative  Union  for 
standing  firm  on  its  principles  and 
commend  the  ACU  press  release  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues. 

The  press  release  follows: 
ACU  Issues  Policy  Statement  on  Martin 
Luther  King.  Jr..  Holiday 

The  American  Conservative  Union  today 
reaffirmed  its  opposition  to  the  creation  of 
a  national  holiday  to  commemorate  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.'s  birthday. 
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In  doing  so.  the  Policy  Committee  of  the 
American  Conservative  Union  felt  it  was 
timely  to  recall  the  words  of  one  of  ACUs 
founders,  the  late  Congressman  John  Ash- 
brook,  who  on  October  4.  1967  said: 

■By  word  and  deed,  he  (Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr.)  has  been  a  potent  force  for  law- 
lessness in  our  country.  He  has  been  a  scoff- 
law.  He  has  arrogated  to  himself  the  right 
to  pick  and  choose  the  laws  he  will  obey.  He 
has  set  a  poor  example  for  others  to  emu- 
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late.  He  has  countenanced  draft  evasion.  He 
has  been  disloyal  to  his  own  country. 

■In  an  age  when  our  country  needs  stales- 
men  and  builders,  he  has  been  a  demagogue 
and  wrecker.  Many  of  his  ideas  are  alien  to 
our  way  of  life.  In  America,  he  can  constitu- 
tionally say  virtually  anything  he  wants  and 
command  any  following  that  he  can  muster 
for  legitimate  pursuits.  It  is  important,  how- 
ever, that  he  be  understood  in  his  true  per- 
spective so  honest  and  well-meaning  Ameri- 
cans will  not  be  duped  because  they  did  not 
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fully  understand  the  man.  his  mission,  and 
his  tactics." 

To  put  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  on  a  par 
with  George  Washington  and  Abraham  Lin- 
coln would  be  an  insult  to  the  many  millions 
of  Americans  who  were  and  are  striving  to 
achieve  through  peaceful  means  what 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  could  not  accom- 
plish with  a  decade  of  lawlessness  and  vio- 
lence—equality of  opportunity  and  justice 
under  the  law.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

^^^XT¥.— Wednesday,  Augusts,  1983 
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(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  August  1,  1983) 


The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Thurmond). 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Our 
prayer  today  will  be  offered  by  the  son 
of  our  Senate  Chaplain,  the  Reverend 
Richard  Christian  Halverson.  Jr., 
pastor,  Chesterbrook  Presbyterian 
Church,  Falls  Church,  Va. 

PRAYER 

The  Reverend  Richard  Christian 
Halverson,  Jr.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

Let  us  pray. 

Heavenly  Father,  it  is  written  that 
the  destiny  of  men  and  of  nations  is  in 
Thy  hands. 

Scripture  says,  "Both  riches  and 
honor  come  from  Thee,  and  Thou 
rulest  over  all.  In  Thy  hand  are  power 
and  might;  and  in  Thy  hand  it  is  to 
make  great  and  to  give  strength  to 
all." 

Everyone  who  works  in  this  assem- 
bly is  here  because  you  have  divinely 
appointed  and  empowered  them  to 
carry  out  Your  perfect  plans.  Each 
one  is  special  and  each  has  an  or- 
dained purpose. 

Only  You  know  the  duration  and 
outcome  of  their  influence  here.  May 
it  be  long  and  profoundly  felt  to  the 
glory  of  God  and  the  peace  of  our 
Nation.  In  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ. 
Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 


ORDER  FOR  ROUTINE  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  tnere 
are  two  special  orders  this  morning.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  following 
those  two  special  orders  and  the  leader 
time  under  the  standing  order,  there 
be  a  period  for  the  transaction  of  rou- 
tine morning  business  not  to  exceed  15 
minutes  during  which  Senators  may 
speak  for  not  to  exceed  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cochran).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
serve the  remainder  of  the  leader's 
time. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MINORITY  LEADER 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
acting  Democratic  leader  is  recognized. 


NUCLEAR      FREEZE      IS      NECES- 
SARY BUT  NOT  SUFFICIENT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
not  enough  for  us  to  agree  with  the 
Soviet  Union  on  a  nuclear  arms  con- 
trol treaty,  no  matter  how  carefully 
the  verification  procedures  are  worked 
out  and  no  matter  how  comprehen- 
sively the  treaty  covers  nuclear  arms. 
The  grim  fact  is  that  it  will  take  many 
years  to  work  out  such  a  treaty. 
Indeed,  it  is  likely  that  such  a  treaty 
can  only  be  achieved  in  stages.  And 
even  if  and  when  both  sides  agree  on  a 
comprehensive  nuclear  freeze,  ade- 
quately verified,  we  will  still  live  in  a 
world  of  immense  and  explosive  nucle- 
ar power  that  could  ignite  at  any  time 
and  blow  civilization  off  the  face  of 
the  Earth.  So,  at  the  very  best,  over 
the  next  30  or  40  or  perhaps  for  100 
years  or  more  we  will  be  living  with 
nuclear  weapons  in  a  tinderbox  that 
could  explode  at  any  minute.  We  need 
the  nuclear  freeze  to  have  any  real 
hope  of  survival.  But  the  freeze  is  not 
enough.  Painful  and  boobytrapped  as 
such  an  existence  may  be,  we  will  need 
to  find  a  way  to  live  with  the  other  su- 
perpower in  peace.  We  will  also  need 
to  find  a  way  to  work  with  the  Soviet 
Union  to  stop  the  proliferation  of  nu- 
clear weapons  to  other  countries.  Call 
it  detente,  call  it  whatever  you  will,  we 
must  find  a  way  of  living  together  in 
this  little  world  and  of  cooperating 
where  world  peace  is  at  stake. 

Mr.  President,  most  Americans,  in- 
cluding this  Senator,  vigorously  dis- 
agree with  Soviet  practices  and  poli- 
cies. We  deplore  the  Soviet  Unions 
lack  of  genuine  democratic  elections 
with  opposition  parties  and  a  press 
free  of  government  controls.  We  con- 
demn its  cruel  and  ruthless  policies 
toward  dissenters  and  its  bullying  poli- 
cies toward  its  neighbors  like  Poland, 
Hungary,  and  Afghanistan. 

But  for  65  years  the  Soviet  Union 
has  been  an  international  fact  of  life. 
For  the  next  65  years  it  will  very  likely 
continue,  unless  we  push  each  other 
into  a  nuclear  catastrophe  that  will 
blow  both  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  away  as  organized  soci- 
eties. 

Can  we  simply  agree  to  disagree  on 
our  form  of  government  and  our  atti- 
tude toward  the  responsibilities  and 
freedoms  of  our  peoples  and  live  as  na- 


tions together  in  peace?  Why  in  the 
world  not?  The  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  have  never  been  at  war 
with  each  other.  In  fact,  in  our  200 
years  of  existence  as  a  nation,  we  have 
been  at  war  with  England  several 
times,  with  France,  with  Germany, 
with  Italy,  with  Japan,  and  many 
other  nations,  big  and  small,  but  we 
have  never  really  locked  horns  with 
Russia,  either  when  she  constituted  a 
massive  empire  under  the  czars  or 
since  Russia  became  the  preeminent 
Communist  state  and  for  nearly  40 
years  our  prime  rival  for  leadership  in 
the  world. 

But  is  not  Russia  as  the  Earths 
dominant  Communist  country  sure  to 
be  the  leader  of  the  Marxist-Leninist 
world  revolution,  by  force  and  violence 
if  necessary? 

Well,  that  is  the  rhetoric.  And  many 
Russians  as  well  as  Americans  believe 
it.  But  let  us  look  at  the  record.  Russia 
has,  indeed,  engaged  in  shameful  ag- 
gression in  the  last  3  years  but  always 
with  relatively  weak  neighbors:  Hun- 
gary, Rumania,  Poland,  and  Afghani- 
stan. The  Brezhnev  doctrine  has  ex- 
tended an  old  Russian  thesis  that 
Russia  cannot  permit  forces  hostile  to 
it  to  come  to  power  in  goverrmients 
that  are  geographically  near  Russia 
and  have  been  supportive  of  Russia  in 
the  past.  Whenever  Russia  has  moved 
into  military  action  against  these 
neighbors,  we  have  protested.  We  have 
threatened  military  intervention,  as 
we  did  in  Hungary.  We  have  cut  off 
wheat  sales  to  Russia,  as  we  did  with 
Afghanistan.  We  have  tried  to  stop  in- 
dustrial sales  by  our  allies,  as  we  did 
with  Poland.  But  we  have  always 
stopped  short  of  armed  conflict.  Simi- 
larly, the  Russians  threatened  us  in 
Cuba  in  1962,  and  they  threaten  us 
today  in  Central  America.  They 
backed  off  in  Cuba,  and  they  are  back- 
ing off  now  in  El  Salvador  and  Nicara- 
gua. They  persist  with  their  shameful 
war  of  aggression  in  Afghanistan,  but 
we  have  resumed  our  wheat  sales  to 
the  Soviets.  In  fact,  we  sharply  in- 
creased our  sales  of  wheat.  But  Russia, 
either  under  the  imperial  czar  or  Com- 
munist leadership,  has  never  in  the 
last  200  years  engaged  in  aggressive 
war  against  major  powers.  They  have 
not  picked  on  anyone  their  own  size. 
And  certainly  this  country  and  its 
NATO  allies  constitute  a  major  mili- 
tary force  confronting  the  Soviet 
Union.  We  are  "their  size"  and  then 
some.  From  their  defeat  by  an  invad- 
ing Napoleon,  through  World  War  I 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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and  World  War  II.  the  Russians  have 
shown  that  they  are.  indeed,  lilce 
many  countries,  big  and  small,  a  very 
formidable  military  force  in  defending 
their  own  territory.  In  fact.  Russia's 
military  emphasis  has  overwhelmingly 
stressed  a  defensive  posture  and  does 
so  today,  with  its  heavily  defended  air 
space  and  its  general  confinement  of 
its  naval  and  air  fleets  to  its  own  and 
neighboring  territory.  In  fact.  Russia 
has  never  been  able  to  project  an  im- 
pressive force  outside  of  its  own  home 
territory.  And  certainly  their  current 
military  performance  in  Afghanistan 
is  impressing  no  one. 

In  a  recent  book  by  Alexander  Cock- 
burn  which  I  have  mentioned  before 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  will  return 
to  again,  the  military  capability  of  the 
Soviet  Union  is  sharply  challenged. 
And  if  we  judge  by  the  Soviet  failure 
to  win  over  primitive,  neighboring  Af- 
ghanistan in  the  many  months  they 
have  been  at  war.  it  seems  most  un- 
likely they  could  sweep  to  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  if  they  should  choose  to  take  on 
West  Germany,  Prance,  and  Italy,  but- 
tressed by  the  United  States,  in  an  at- 
tempted sweep  to  the  Charmel  with 
conventional  arms. 

The  fact  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
been  careful  not  to  send  its  troops 
beyond  encounters  with  relatively 
weak  neighbors,  of  course,  does  not 
mean  that  it  has  played  a  constructive 
role  in  world  politics.  The  Russians 
have  used  support  for  guerrilla  organi- 
zations in  Africa,  the  Middle  East,  and 
South  America  as  an  extension  of 
their  foreign  policy.  They  do  so  be- 
cause it  is  an  indirect  means  of  influ- 
encing events  and  thus  less  risk  than 
direct  military  intervention  with  Rus- 
sian troops. 

United  States-Soviet  cooperation 
must  face  up  to  this  fact  of  life.  Indi- 
rect subversion  must  be  contained  just 
as  direct  confrontation.  Both  run  the 
risk  of  escalating  into  general  warfare. 
Finally.  Mr.  President,  it  appears 
that  we  have  much  less  to  fear  from 
the  Russians  militarily  than  many  in- 
cluding the  administration  would  have 
us  believe  other  than  the  ultimate  ca- 
tastrophe of  a  nuclear  holocaust.  Our 
purpose  in  the  next  few  years,  there- 
fore, should  be  to  work  might  and 
main  to  seek  a  peaceful  relationship 
with  the  Soviet  Union,  recognizing  the 
overwhelming  mutual  interest  be- 
tween this  country  and  the  Soviet 
Union  in  sur\'ival  that  dwarfs  even  our 
very  real  differences  in  human  free- 
dom and  democracy. 
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A  CRIME  AGAINST  HUMANITY 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  for 
many  years  I  have  urged  this  body  to 
ratify  the  Genocide  Convention.  I  live 
in  constant  wonder  why  over  the  past 
34  years  the  Senate  has  failed  to  act 
on  this  important  treaty. 


I  recently  read  a  piece  in  Midstream 
entitled.  "Eichmann  in  Elmwood." 
which  shows  the  need  to  make  geno- 
cide a  punishable,  international  crime. 
The  author.  Samuel  Hux.  writes  of 
how  different  groups  of  people  per- 
ceived the  German  Holocaust  and  how- 
it  affected  them.  Hux  writes: 

It  requires  nothing  more  to  weigh  the 
horror  of  the  Holocaust  .  .  than  to  know 
that  it  was  in  intention  a  genocidal  crime 
against  the  Jewish  people. 

However,  he  contends  that  the  Holo- 
caust was  a  crime  against  not  just 
Jews,  but  all  people. 

As  Americans  reflect  on  Hitler's 
murder  of  6  million  Jews  in  Europe 
before  and  during  World  War  II.  we 
are  shocked  and  outraged.  The  crime 
of  mass  murder  with  the  intent  to  de- 
stroy an  ethnic,  religious,  or  racial 
group  is  often  too  horrible  for  us  to 
comprehend. 

The  article  in  Midstream  reaffirms 
the  need  for  immediate  ratification  of 
the  Genocide  Convention.  The  author 
writes: 

But  it  seems  not  to  be  known  by  those 
people  who  think  the  Jews  are  too  sensitive, 
paranoid,  when  in  fact  they  are  simply  cog- 
nizant of  this  exposure,  knowing  that  it  is 
not  unwise  to  wonder  it  one  should  expect 
the  worst  since  something  worse  than  the 
worst  has  already  occurred  once  .  .  . 

Acts  of  genocide  have  taken  place 
far  too  often.  History  has  borne  wit- 
ness to  this  heinous  crime  for  many 
centuries— the  Christians  in  Rome  and 
the  forced  famine  in  the  Ukraine  are 
just  two  examples.  As  in  the  case  of 
Germany,  these  events  were  crimes 
against  all  of  humanity,  not  just  the 
group  that  was  the  target  for  extermi- 
nation. 

The  fact  that  the  Genocide  Conven- 
tion evolved  from  the  outrage  of  all 
decent  human  beings  to  the  monstrous 
actions  of  the  Nazis  in  attempting  to 
eliminate  every  man,  woman,  and 
child  of  Jewish  ancestry  within  their 
reach  is  apparent  to  everyone. 

Of  course,  we  all  know  how  intense- 
ly—how deeply— the  Jewish  groups 
feel  about  the  convention,  and  rightly 
so.  But  I  think  few  Members  of  the 
Senate  recognize  how  deeply  this 
matter  is  felt  by  all  denominations. 
This  is  not  solely  a  'Jewish  issue. " 
Catholic  and  Protestant  groups,  most 
notably  the  National  Council  of 
Churches,  have  been  outspoken  in 
their  support. 

Mr.  President,  we  here  in  the  Senate 
can  do  our  part  to  prevent  the  crime 
of  premeditated  mass  murder  by  rati- 
fying the  Genocide  Convention.  Let  us 
not  wait  for  another  Holocaust  to 
occur  before  we  are  moved  to  action 
on  this  important  treaty.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  act  without  further 
delay. 


THE  ECONOMIC  RECOVERY 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  Monday's 
Washington  Post  carried  a  story  by 
David  Broder  with  the  headline  "Gov- 
ernors hear  2  views  of  the  Strength  of 
Recovery. "  I  hear  two  views  myself, 
one  when  I  am  in  Washington  and  an- 
other when  I  go  home  to  West  Virgin- 
ia. 

The  Washington  view  is  a  very 
cheery  one.  rose  colored  glasses  and  all 
that:  The  economy  is  growing  at  a 
rapid  clip,  employment  is  up,  and  in- 
flation is  down.  Yet,  many  parts  of  the 
country  are  in  difficulty.  Last  Friday. 
Utah  Governor  Matheson  opened  the 
National  Governors'  Association  meet- 
ing and  said: 

If  there's  an  economic  recovery  out  there, 
the  effects  on  the  states  are  certainly  de- 
layed. Most  of  us  are  still  trying  to  control 
the  hemorrhaging. 

As  to  the  picture  in  West  Virginia,  it 
is  pretty  dismal:  Unemployment  is  18 
percent  overall,  employment  in  the 
primary  industry  is  still  39  percent 
below  what  it  was  2  year  ago,  and  since 
April,  11.000  have  exhausted  their  un- 
employment compensation  benefits. 
So  which  view  is  right,  the  view  inside 
the  beltway  or  the  view  beyond  the 
beltway?  And  which  view  should  guide 
our  approach  to  policymaking? 

Clearly  there  is  a  kind  of  recovery 
occurring  in  the  country.  For  a 
number  of  reasons— the  natural  resil- 
ience of  the  U.S.  economy,  congres- 
sional action  to  reduce  the  causes  of 
high  interest  rates,  and  the  belated 
abandonment  of  monetarism  by  the 
Federal  Reserve— the  country's  worst 
postwar  recession  ended  last  winter,  at 
least  it  has  reached  its  lowest  point  in 
the  valley,  or  appears  to  have  in  most 
ways.  The  end  of  the  recession  has  re- 
moved the  economy  from  the  front 
pages  of  the  national  newspapers.  It  is 
not  a  front  page  story  unless  the  sky  is 
falling.  The  result  is  that  the  National 
Government— like  the  national 
media— thinks  everything  is  fine  at  the 
end  of  every  recession.  When  the  next 
recession  starts— as  it  inevitably  does— 
the  old  stories  come  out  once  again 
and  Washington  again  begins  to 
search  for  antirecession  programs,  or 
at  least  antirecession  statements. 

This  "Chicken  Little"  system  is  no 
way  to  run  economic  policy.  It  is  too 
shortsighted  and  too  narrowly  fo- 
cused. The  view  is  not  long  enough  to 
recognize  that  another  recession  will 
surely  follow  this  recovery.  The  view 
focuses  too  narrowly  on  aggregate  na- 
tional statistics  to  recognize  the  prob- 
lems of  places  like  West  Virginia  and 
other  States  which  have  very  high  un- 
employment. The  administration's 
view  is  that  the  recovery  is  the  solu- 
tion to  our  problems.  My  view  is  that 
the  recovery,  such  as  it  is,  provides  an 
opportunity  to  solve  the  deep  structur- 
al problems  that  beset  our  economy. 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22395 


These  structural  problems  are  all 
too  evident  in  West  Virginia  and  they 
can  be  seen  in  the  national  statistics 
over  the  longer  term.  While  unemploy- 
ment rises  and  falls,  the  average  rate 
has  been  climbing.  Between  1960  and 
1973.  the  average  unemployment  rate 
was  less  than  5  percent.  The  average 
unemployment  rate  for  the  last  decade 
exceeds  7  percent  and  we  will  be  lucky 
if  the  unemployment  rate  falls  to  7 
percent  before  the  next  recession 
sends  it  up  again.  Average  wages,  cor- 
rected for  inflation,  grew  by  40  per- 
cent between  1960  and  1973.  They 
have  not  grown  at  all  in  the  last 
decade. 

Unemployment  and  economic  dis- 
tress have  been  unevenly  distributed 
and  the  gaps  are  widening.  Some 
States  and  many  cities  have  regularly 
experienced  unemployment  more  than 
double  the  national  rate  and  more 
than  triple  the  rates  of  the  best  off 
areas.  Some  industries  have  experi- 
enced depression-like  conditions. 

The  administration's  macroeconomic 
policies  are  one  major  cause  of  the 
structural  problems.  The  reliance  on 
the  monetary  restraint  in  the  face  of 
excessive  budget  deficits  has  played 
havoc  with  interest-sensitive  indus- 
tries—such as  autos  and  housing— and 
the  industries— such  as  steel— that  are 
their  major  suppliers.  Production  of 
iron  and  steel  fell  63  percent  from  its 
prerecession  peak  to  its  recession 
trough.  Primary  metals  fell  51.5  per- 
cent from  peak  to  trough,  autos  43.4 
percent,  lumber  32.2  percent,  petrole- 
um products  25.5  percent,  and  non- 
electrical machinery  22.9  percent. 
Overall,  the  production  of  durable 
manufacturing  goods  fell  19.7  percent 
from  its  peak  in  1979  to  the  recession 
trough  in  the  fall  of  1982.  While  these 
industries  are  experiencing  a  rapid  re- 
covery, a  world-class  industry  that  can 
excel  in  the  international  competition 
cannot  be  maintained  with  this  degree 
of  instability. 

Indeed,  the  currently  rising  interest 
rates  and  the  over-valued  dollar  may 
prevent  full  recovery  before  these  in- 
dustries again  fall  into  recession.  Alan 
Greenspan,    a   noted    economist    who 
often  advises  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion,  warned   the   Governors   of   this 
possibility.  He  predicted  that  the  Na- 
tion's economic  recovery  will  slow  dra- 
matically in  the  next  6  months  be- 
cause  of   continuing   Federal   budget 
deficits.    The    Democratic    Governors 
echoed  Mr.  Greenspan's  concern.  They 
unanimously  adopted  a  resolution  by 
Michigan  Governor  Blanchard  urging 
the   President   to    "begin   at   once   to 
focus  increased  attention"  on  growing 
Federal  deficits  stemming  from  poli- 
cies "favoring  the  wealthy"  and  "caus- 
ing undue  hardship"  on  the  poor.  The 
Democratic  resolution  warned  of  the 
effects  of  high  interest  rates.  If  Mr. 
Greenspan's  forecast  is  correct  the  in- 
terest-sensitive    industries,     and     the 


communities  in  which  they  are  locat- 
ed, will  suffer  a  new  decline  before 
they  have  recovered  from  the  last  one. 
These  industries  are  not  spread 
evenly  throughout  the  country.  Their 
decline  is  mirrored  in  the  decline  of 
communities  and  States  in  the  indus- 
trial heartland,  the  so-called  smoke- 
stack States.  Workers  dislocated  from 
these  industries  have  a  difficult  time 
seeing  the  recovery.  Those  who  live  in 
high-unemployment  communities  with 
a  declining  industrial  base  are  likely  to 
see  their  unemployment  insurance  run 
out  before  recovery  brings  any  job 
back  to  them.  Nor  does  it  make  sense 
to  ask  some  of  these  workers,  especial- 
ly the  older  of  them,  to  retrain  and  re- 
locate in  order  to  avoid  falling  into 
welfare. 

The  administration  refuses  to  recog- 
nize that  many  of  the  problems  reflect 
fundamental  or  structural  difficulties. 
Let  me  list  a  few  of  them: 

First,  a  structural  deficit  that  will 
not  disappear  even  with  a  recovery.  A 
Federal  budget  that  is  even  close  to 
balance  will  require  spending  restraint 
on  defense  and  a  modification  of  the 
misguided  revenue  policies  of  this  ad- 
ministration as  well  as  economic  recov- 
ery. 

Second,  an  inability  to  coordinate 
monetary  and  fiscal  policies  so  that  in- 
terest rates  can  be  both  lower  and 
more  stable.  The  interest-sensitive  in- 
dustries cannot  survive  if  tight  money 
has  to  be  relied  upon  to  squeeze  out 
the  excess  that  oversized  deficits 
create. 

Third,  a  reliance  on  recession  and 
economic  pain  to  cure  inflationary  be- 
havior. Surely  there  must  be  a  way  to 
bring  management,  labor,  and  Govern- 
ment together  and  solve  the  problems 
of  competitiveness  without  using  un- 
employment and  bankruptcy  as  the 
main  anti-inflation  policies. 

Fourth,  the  lack  of  mechanisms  to 
coordinate  international  economic 
policies  so  that  the  value  of  the  dollar 
is  both  stable  and  low  enough  to  make 
American  exports  competitive  in  world 
markets.  Neither  labor  nor  manage- 
ment can  adjust  fast  enough  to  keep 
up  with  a  dollar  that  appreciates  35 
percent  relative  to  the  yen. 

Fifth,  the  inability  to  address  the 
problems  of  industries  and  regions 
that  cannot  compete  in  world  markets. 
We  need  a  set  of  policies  that  increase 
our  capacity  to  create  and  market  new 
products  and  to  adjust  to  changing 
technology  and  competitive  condi- 
tions. We  need  policies  that  will  pre- 
pare our  people  so  that  they  can  com- 
pete successfully  in  an  uncertain 
future. 

I  intend  to  continue  to  speak  to 
these  long-run  structural  economic 
problems.  My  purpose  is  to  remind  the 
Senate  and  the  administration  that 
our  economic  house  has  a  leaky  roof 
that  must  be  repaired  during  the  sun- 
shine of  the  current  recovery.  It  would 


be  irresponsible  to  wait  until  recession 
comes  raining  down  once  again.  We 
must  also  make  the  structural  changes 
for  those,  like  many  in  my  State  of 
West  Virginia,  who  have  still  to  feel 
the  benefits  of  the  current  recovery. 
I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
RUDMAN 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  (Mr.  RtmMAN)  is  rec- 
ognized for  not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 

Mr.  RUDMAN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  only  use  a 
minute  or  two  of  the  special  order 
time  that  has  been  allocated.  There- 
fore. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
remainder  of  that  time  be  yielded  to 
the  majority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FREEDOM  FROM  GOVERNMENT 
COMPETITION  ACT 

Mr.  RUDMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
question  of  whether  our  Federal  Gov- 
ernment should  produce  for  itself  the 
commercially  available  goods  and  serv- 
ices necessary  to  its  day-to-day  oper- 
ations, or  should  instead  purchase  the 
same  from  private  sources,  has  been  a 
subject  of  controversy  since  at  least 
1933.  The  issue  appears  no  closer  to 
resolution  today  than  when  first  iden- 
tified; if  anything,  it  is  more  clouded. 
However,  the  importance  of  a  final 
resolution  cannot  be  understated.  Not 
only  is  f  s  amount  involved  consider- 
able, the  Government  spent  $32.5  bil- 
lion for  commercial  goods  and  services 
in  1981,  but  the  resolution  will  either 
reaffirm  the  economic  theory  which  is 
the  foundation  of  our  country  or 
herald  a  replacement  of  the  same  with 
a  form,  however  minimal,  of  socialism. 

In  1981,  David  Stockman,  then  the 
newly  appointed  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget,  declared 
that— 

The  Reagan  administration  would  wel- 
come a  clear  statement  of  intent  by  the 
Congress  in  support  of  the  policy  that  the 
Government  should  not  compete  with  the 
private  sector. 

Many  of  us  applauded  that  state- 
ment, firm  in  our  belief  that  in  areas 
other  than  the  national  defense  and 
managerial  capacity,  the  Government 
should  procure  its  required,  commer- 
cially available  goods  and  services 
from  the  private  sector.  We  saw  in  Mr. 
Stockman's  statement  a  policy  in  keep- 
ing with  the  more  traditional  econom- 
ic   theories    embraced    by    President 

Unfortunately,  the  case  is  not  so 
clear.  The  latest  draft  of  Circular  A- 
76.  the  executive  branch  policy  state- 
ment on  what  is  known  as  the  con- 
tracting out  issue,  after  provision  for 
exceptions  for  the  national   defense. 
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the  nonavailability  of  private  sources, 
and  the  provision  of  certain  patient 
care,  provides  that  the  Government 
may  perform  a  commercial  activity  if  a 
"cost  comparison  •  '  *  demonstrates 
that  the  Government  can  (emphasis 
added)  operate  or  is  operating  the  ac- 
tivity at  an  estimated  lower  cost  than 
a  qualified  private  commercial 
source."  This  exception  continues  the 
evolution  of  the  cost/benefit  argu- 
ment that  has  clouded  the  competition 
issue  for  years.  It  is  time  we  recog- 
nized that  the  issue  of  cost  is  unrelat- 
ed to  the  principal  issue  of  the  propri- 
ety of  Government  competition  with 
the  private  sector.  If  one  accepts  the 
proposition  that  the  procurement  of 
commercially  available  goods  and  serv- 
ices required  by  the  Government  is  to 
be  decided  solely  on  the  grounds  of 
cost,  one  has  already  accepted  the 
proposition  that  it  is  permissible  for 
Government  to  compete  with  private 
enterprise. 

Since  there  has  never  been  a  con- 
gressional vote  on  the  issue  of  compe- 
tition, the  executive  branch  has  been 
premature  in  establishing  over  the 
years  a  policy  which  focuses  primarily 
on  cost. 

Recognition  of  the  distinct  nature 
and  primacy  of  the  competition  issue 
is  of  great  importance  since  accept- 
ance of  the  cost/benefit  resolution 
would  represent  a  step  back  from  the 
political  and  economic  theory  upon 
which  our  country  stands.  Advocates 
of  the  cost  solution  state  that  our  citi- 
zens, especially  taxpayers,  are  entitled 
to  have  their  Government  procure  its 
required  goods  and  services  at  the 
lowest  possible  cost,  justifying  Govern- 
ment competition  if  that  result  is 
achieved.  However,  note  the  fallacy 
implicit  in  the  logical  extension  of  this 
argument:  If  the  Government  can 
produce  a  good  or  service  for  less  than 
the  private  sector,  be  it  a  bologna 
sandwich  or  medical  care,  the  same 
should  be  offered  to  citizens  so  that 
they  might  benefit  doubly,  first  as  tax- 
payers and  then  as  consumers. 

This  extension  of  the  cost/benefit 
argument  represents  an  embracing  of 
socialistic  theory:  That  economic  and 
political  theory  which  advocates  gov- 
ernmental ownership  and  administra- 
tion of  the  means  of  production  and 
distribution  of  goods  and  services. 
While  such  theory  is  not  evil  in  and  of 
itself,  adoption  of  the  same  should  in- 
volve congressional  action. 

The  fact  that  the  cost/benefit  argu- 
ment represents  a  perversion  of  our 
traditional  economic  theory  often 
seems  lost  on  its  proponents.  They 
forget  or  misread  the  political  and  eco- 
nomic theory  upon  which  our  country 
was  founded.  What  citizens  are  enti- 
tled to  is  the  right  to  purchase  goods 
and  services,  whether  for  themselves 
of  for  their  Government,  at  a  cost  de- 
termined by  undistorted  economic 
laws  relating  to  supply  and  demand. 


The  freedom  from  distortion  is  the  ef- 
ficiency that  our  economic  and  politi- 
cal theories  embrace;  it  is  this  efficien- 
cy to  which  our  citizens  are  entitled. 

Efficiency  is  not  in  itself  synony- 
mous with  cost,  although  the  two  are 
related  depending  on  distortions  af- 
fecting supply  and  demand  curves.  If 
the  Government  demands  a  product  or 
service  that  is  in  short  supply,  the  ini- 
tial cost  may  be  high,  and,  at  that 
point  in  time,  it  may  well  be  that  the 
Government,  for  reasons  relating  to 
economies  of  scale,  might  produce  the 
good  or  service  for  less.  However,  our 
traditional  economic  theory  tells  us 
that  high  demand  for  a  good  or  serv- 
ice, whether  by  Government  or  popu- 
lace, will  stimulate  the  supply  of  the 
product  or  service,  increase  competi- 
tion within  the  private  sector,  and 
result  ultimately  in  the  lowest  cost 
possible  within  the  framework  of  our 
free  enterprise  system.  It  is  this  effi- 
cient operation  of  capitalist  theory 
that  the  citizens  of  this  country 
should  demand.  We  recognize  this 
truth  in  our  antitrust  laws:  we  should 
do  not  less  with  respect  to  unfair  and 
unjustified  Government  competition 
within  the  marketplace. 

Proponents  of  the  cost  theory  may 
reply,  "Ah,  yes,  but  at  least  we  are 
making  progress  and  have  a  workable 
and  beneficial  theory  in  the  cost  reso- 
lution." However,  that  would  be  a  mis- 
statement of  fact.  The  issue  was  first 
recognized  in  1933  during  congression- 
al consideration  of  Government  com- 
petition with  private  industry  that 
had  been  spawned  by  the  defense 
needs  of  World  War  I.  Since  that  time, 
the  main  focus  has  been  on  the  cost/ 
benefit  resolution.  To  what  end  has 
been  that  focus?  In  1967.  60  percent  of 
the  commercial  goods  and  services  re- 
quired by  the  Government  were  pro- 
cured from  the  private  sector.  By  1981 
that  percentage  had  fallen  to  40  per- 
cent. During  the  period  1975-77,  a 
period  of  increased  attention  to  the 
problem,  less  than  2  percent  of  more 
than  21,000  commercial  or  industrial 
activities  carried  on  by  the  Govern- 
ment were  terminated.  Even  with  the 
present  attention  to  the  size  of  Gov- 
ernment, the  number  of  civil  service 
employees  increased  by  over  12.000  for 
the  2  years  ended  December  1982.  A 
majority  of  these  are  involved  in  com- 
mercial activities. 

Finally,  numerous  studies  confirm 
what  we  should  all  know  intuitively: 
Private  firms  can  produce  the  com- 
mercial goods  and  services  Govern- 
ment requires  for  less  than  their  gov- 
ernmental counterparts.  Estimated 
savings  are  in  the  $1  billion  per  year 
range.  This  should  not  surprise  us:  Ap- 
proximately 71  percent  of  the  com- 
mercial activities  engaged  in  by  the 
Government  in  competition  with  the 
private  sector  are  in  the  fields  of 
equipment  upkeep,  facility  support,  in- 
cluding janitorial,  security,  and  food 


services,  property  maintenance,  and 
automatic  data  processing:  all  are  ac- 
tivities which  have  been  contracted 
out  extensively  by  private  corpora- 
tions for  years. 

What  then  is  the  proper  resolution 
of  the  issue  of  Government  competi- 
tion with  the  private  sector?  It  is 
simple  and  direct.  With  respect  to  any 
commercially  available  goods  or  serv- 
ices required  by  the  Government, 
three  questions  should  be  asked: 

First,  is  there  a  legitimate  national 
defense  requirement  for  the  produc- 
tion or  provision  of  the  good  or  serv- 
ice? If  so.  the  Government  may 
produce  or  provide  the  same.  If  not; 

Second,  is  production  or  provision  of 
the  good  or  service  necessary  to  the  le- 
gitimate managerial  or  fiduciary  func- 
tions of  Government?  Again,  if  so,  the 
Government  may  provide  the  same.  If 
not: 

Third,  are  there  competitive  private 
sources  available  to  supply  the  good  or 
service? 

If  the  last  question  is  addressed  and 
answered  in  the  affirmative,  the  citi- 
zens of  this  country  deserve  to  have 
the  Government  procure  those  goods 
or  services  from  the  private  sector. 
Procurement  from  the  private  sector 
represents  the  least  possible  distortion 
of  the  economy,  stimulates  private  in- 
vestment, creates  jobs,  and  generates 
tax  revenue.  We  owe  it  to  the  citizens 
of  the  country  to  adopt  this  as  a 
stated  national  policy. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  am  today 
introducing  the  Freedom  From  Gov- 
ernment Competition  Act,  an  act 
which  would  codify  the  three  ques- 
tions that  I  have  identified  as  proper 
to  the  resolution  of  the  issue.  I  am 
confident  that  once  my  colleagues  and 
the  public  know  of  this  legislation, 
they  will  endorse  it  as  a  reaffirmation 
of  the  political  and  economic  founda- 
tions of  our  Nation. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
DIXON 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Dixon)  is  recognized  for 
not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  Yes,  of  course. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  yield  to  the  Senator  the 
time  that  remains  from  Senator 
RuDMAN.  I  understand  that  was  yield- 
ed to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished majority  whip. 


S.     1730-THE     SMALL     BUSINESS 
COMPETITION     IN     CONTRACT- 
ING ACT  OF  1983 
Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  the  leg- 
islation I  am  introducing  today  with 
bipartisan  cosponsorship  is  known  as 
the    Small    Business    Competition    in 
Contracting  Act  of  1983. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Record  at  this  time  show  the  cospon- 
sors,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  cosponsors  are  as  follows: 

List  of  Cosponsors 
Senator  Kasten.  Wisconsin.' 
Senator  Tsongas.  Massachusetts.' 
Senator  Sasser.  Tennessee.' 
Senator  Moynihan.  New  York. 
Senator  Ford.  Kentucky. 
Senator  Hatch.  Utah.' 
Senator  Riegle.  Michigan. 
Senator  Pell.  Rhode  Island. 
Senator  Leahy.  Vermont. 
Senator  Armstrong.  Colorado. 
Senator  Boren,  Oklahoma.' 
Senator  Metzenbaum.  Ohio. 
Senator  Andrews.  North  Dakota. 
Senator  Sarbanes,  Maryland. 
Senator  Abdnor.  South  Dakota. 
Senator  Boschwitz.  Minnesota. 
Senator  Huddleston.  Kentucky.' 
Senator  Mitchell.  Maine. 
Senator  Pryor.  Arkansas. 
Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  this  leg- 
islation has  two  main  goals:  First,  to 
increase  small   business   participation 
in    the    procurement    process    which 
would    reduce    costly    noncompetitive 
procurements;  and  second,  to  broaden 
our  Nations  industrial  base  for  civil- 
ian and  defense  procurements. 

Over  the  years,  I  am  afraid,  many 
Government  procurement  officials 
have  come  to  view  existing  small  busi- 
ness legislation  and  regulations  as  an 
unnecessay  and  intrusive  burden,  and 
for  that  reason  have  often  failed  to  ag- 
gressively implement  them. 

The  need  for  the  kind  of  legislation 
we  are  introducing  has  never  been 
greater  than  it  is  today.  We  must  put 
an  end  to  the  routine  use  of  noncom- 
petitive procurements  by  Federal 
agencies,  especially  within  the  Defense 
Department.  Many  small  businesses 
are  ready,  willing,  and  able  to  produce 
spare  parts  for  major  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  systems  at  a  fraction 
of  the  prices  presently  paid,  but  are 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  DODs 
noncompetitive  procurement  practices. 
The  draft  audit  report  on  the  pro- 
curement of  aircraft  engine  spare 
parts,  prepared  by  the  Office  of  the 
Inspector  General,  Department  of  De- 
fense, under  the  section,  'Competition 
and  Spare  Parts  Prices,"  states: 

The  buying  centers  visited  were  not  iden- 
tifying potential  sources  of  aircraft  engine 
spare  parts,  and  as  a  result,  the  DOD  Break- 
out Program  was  not  effectively  implement- 
ed. Most  spare  parts  expenditures  continued 
to   be   on   sole   source   procurements   from 


'  Member.  Small  Business  Committee. 


prime  contractors  even  though  significant 
opportunities  for  breakout  exist. 

...  By  not  challenging  sole  source  pro- 
curements and  taking  other  actions  to  im- 
prove the  competitive  status  of  spare  parts, 
the  buying  centers  paid  premium  prices  to 
prime  contractors.  These  contractors  are 
not  the  actual  manufacturers  in  most  cases: 
therefore,  the  price  included  overhead  and 
other  mark-up  factors  that  would  not  be 
paid  if  the  parts  were  bought  directly  from 
the  actual  manufacturers. 

The  report  further  states: 
Competitive  procurement  was  restricted 
based  on  the  recommendation  of  the  prime 
contractor.  The  most  common  reason  for  re- 
stricting procurement  was  that  the  items 
were  considered  critical,  thus  requiring  engi- 
neering source  approval  by  the  design  con- 
trol activity  to  maintain  the  quality  of  the 
item. 

Whether  the  item  itself  could  be  success- 
fully manufactured  by  another  source  or 
procured  directly  from  the  actual  manufac- 
turer was  not  evaluated  by  the  Government 
engineering  personnel.  There  was  a  reluc- 
tance by  the  engineers  to  consider  alternate 
sources  without  the  approval  of  the  prime 
contractor. 

In  a  memorandum  issued  on  Septem- 
ber 9,  1982,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
directed  maximum  emphasis  on  com- 
petition procurement: 

No  type  of  purchase  is  automatically  ex- 
cluded from  this  decision  to  maximize  com- 
petition and  this  direction  applies  regardless 
of  the  level  of  the  requesting  official  or  the 
importance  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  con- 
tract. Particular  attention  should  be  given 
to  those  areas  where  the  assumption  tradi- 
tionally has  been  made  that  competition  is 
not  available. 

But  the  Secretary's  directive  did  not 
seem  to  filter  down  to  the  procure- 
ment officer  level.  To  quote  again 
from  the  Inspector  General's  report: 

.  .  Engineers  and  technical  personnel 
were  reluctant  to  consider  aircraft  engine 
spares  for  breakout  to  a  more  competitive 
status  because  there  was  no  confidence  in 
the  ability  of  anyone  but  the  prime  contrac- 
tor to  deliver  a  quality  product. 
The  report  further  states: 
Procurement  personnel  seldom  challenged 
PMC  codes.  Of  430  contract  files  reviewed. 
387  were  coded  for  sole  source  procurement. 
No  other  method  of  procurement  was  con- 
sidered even  when  the  item  was  one  where 
competition  would  be  likely  to  exist.  The 
major  motivation  for  procurement  person- 
nel was  the  timely  processing  of  documenta- 
tion. 

We  are  continually  told  that  every- 
one in  Government  is  for  competition, 
but  the  conclusion  of  the  Inspector 
General's  Report  is  far  different: 

.  The  major  motivation  for  procure- 
ment personnel  was  the  timely  processing  of 
documentation.  Sole  source  procurements 
are  faster,  easier  and  safer. 

Mr.  President,  a  September  4,  1980, 
study  prepared  by  the  Small  Business 
Administration  at  the  request  of  the 
House  Small  Business  Committee 
showed  savings  to  the  Government  of 
$6.7  million,  or  38  percent,  when  181 
parts  for  the  Air  Force  were  broken 
out  for  small  business  competition. 


The  181  parts  broken  out  are  a  tiny 
portion  of  the  3.9  million  spare  parts 
purchased  by  DOD  each  year.  Fur- 
thermore, the  SBA  report  indicated 
that  only  7.9  percent  parts  are  pres- 
ently purchased  on  an  open  competi- 
tive basis,  leaving  more  than  3.6  mil- 
lion parts  for  future  potential  break- 
out. 

If  these  3.9  million  spare  parts, 
which  cost  the  Federal  Government 
approximately  $10  billion  per  year, 
were  competitively  bid,  and  the  sav- 
ings approximated  those  in  the  SBA 
study,  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  U.S.  taxpayer  could  get  the  same 
products  for  about  $4  billion  less  than 
they  now  cost.  The  General  Account- 
ing Office  has  reviewed  and  verified 
the  potential  savings  SBA  found  could 
be  expected  from  a  breakout  of  those 
spare  parts. 

Another  result  of  noncompetitive 
procurements  that  exclude  small  busi- 
ness is  the  present  sorry  state  of  our 
defense  industrial  base.  In  a  December 
31.  1980,  report  entitled.  "The  Ailing 
Defense  Industrial  Base:  Unready  for 
Crisis,"  the  Defense  Industrial  Panel 
of  the  House  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee pointed  out  that  the  private  sector 
would  be  unable  to  increase  produc- 
tion sufficiently  to  respond  in  a  timely 
manner  to  a  national  emergency. 

Aside  from  the  billions  that  could  be 
saved  annually  by  reducing  DOD's  sole 
source  procurement  practices,  the  de- 
velopment of  alternative  sources  of 
supply  would  significantly  strengthen 
this  Nation's  ability  to  respond  in  time 
of  crisis. 

The  inadequate  number  of  second 
and  third  tier  defense  contractors  has 
led  to  dangerously  long  production 
times  for  defense  items  and  increasing 
dependence  upon  foreign  producers 
for  parts  and  components.  These  prob- 
lems with  the  defense  industrial  base 
arise  at  a  time  when  production  capac- 
ity has  never  been  more  critical  to  na- 
tional security.  A  nation's  defense 
system  is  only  as  strong  as  the  indus- 
trial base  on  which  it  must  depend  for 
everything  from  shoelaces  to  missiles. 
Mr.  President,  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee  in  its  report  (S. 
Rpt.  98-174)  which  accompanied  the 
recently  passed  DOD  authorization 
bill,  indicated  that  only  20  percent  of 
more  than  $13  billion  per  year  spent 
on  spare  parts  is  spent  on  a  competi- 
tive basis.  The  report  further  requests 
that  the  services  "*  '  *  promote  great- 
er competition  by  increasing  the 
number  of  manufacturers  qualified  to 
produce  any  particular  part.  "  The 
committee  has  asked  for  a  report  by 
January  1,  1984,  detailing  the  plan  to 
implement  the  committee's  requests. 

I  applaud  the  committee  for  this  act. 
However,  we  in  Congress  have  seen 
many  plans  and  have  on  record  many 
reports  from  the  early  1960's  through 
1983  detailing  the  problems  with  pro- 
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curements.  Now  is  not  the  time  to  wait 
for  another  report. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
listing  of  these  reports,  which  begin  in 
1959  and  extend  through  1983  and 
comment  upon  this  fact. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
A    Partial   Bibliography    of   Government 

Accounting  Office  Reports  on  DOD  Pro- 
curement 

1959— Action  Taken  to  Assure  Receipt  of 
and  Right  to  Use  Contractor-furnished 
Drawings  Acquired  at  Government  Expense 
for  Future  Procurement  of  Military  Items 
for  the  Air  Force. 

1960— Contractor-furnished  Drawings  for 
Procurement  Purposes.  B-133263.  1-29-60 

1961— Spare  Parts  Requirement.  San  An 
tonio.  B-133019.  5-10-61. 

Noncompetitive  Procurement  of  Aeronau- 
tical Replacement  Spare  Parts.  B- 133396.  9- 
18-61;  B-133396.  6-28-63. 

1962— Procurement  of  Spare  Parts  and  As- 
semblies for  Support  of  Naval  Aircraft.  B- 
146727.  4-30-62. 

1964_Increased  Costs  Resulting  From  the 
Procurement  of  Spare  Parts  Under  Con- 
tracts for  Relaxed  Aeronautical  Equipment. 
B-133396,  1-10-64. 

1965— Unnecessary  Costs  Incurred  in  the 
Production  of  T  208  Telescope  Mounts  as  a 
Result  of  an  Inaccurate  and  Incomplete 
Technical  Data  Package.  B- 146972.  4-23-65. 

Additional  Costs  Resulting  From  the  Fail- 
ure to  Procure  Parts  Used  in  Overhauling 
Special  Air  Mission  Aircraft  Engines  Direct- 
ly From  the  Overhauling  Subcontractor 
Curtiss- Wright  Corp.  B- 146888.  1-6-65. 

1966— Policy  Guidance  Strengthened  on 
Direct  Procurement  of  Components  Needed 
by  Contractors  in  Production  of  Weapon 
Systems  and  Other  Major  End  Items.  B- 
158604. 4-29-66. 

Potential  Savings  Through  Direct  Pro- 
curement of  Components  Used  in  Produc- 
tion of  Variable  Timing  Fuses.  B-132977,  2- 
23-66. 

1967— Potential  Savings  in  the  Procure- 
ment of  Spare  Aircraft  Parts  for  Outfitting 
Aircraft  Carriers.  B- 1331 18.  2-23-67. 

1968— Need  for  More  Competition  In  Pro- 
curement of  Aeronautical  Spare  Parts.  B- 
133396.  6-25-68. 

1972— System  for  Buying  Spare  Parts  for 
Initial  Support  of  New  Military  Aircraft 
Needs  Improvement.  B-133396.  1-31-72. 

1980— Air  Force  Procurements  of  Spare 
and  Repair  Parts  for  the  ARC- 164  Radio. 
(PSAD-80-59)  b-198680.  7-14-80. 

Noncompetitive  Procurement  of  Aeronau- 
tical Spare  Parts  at  the  Oklahoma  City  Air 
Logistics  Center.  B-200136.  10-31-80. 

1982— Combined  Procurement  of  Spare 
Parts  and  Production  Components  Will 
Reduce  Defense  Weapon  System  Costs. 
(PLRD-83-17)  B-209928.  12-15-82. 

1983— Air  Force  Breakout  Efforts  Are  In- 
effective (PLRD-83-82)  B- 208191.  6-1-83. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
figure  does  not  include  numerous  con- 
gressional hearings  and  the  military 
services'  own  reports. 

Jacques  Gansler,  a  former  DOD  offi- 
cial, asserted  in  his  recent  book,  "The 
Defense  Industry, "  that  'the  problem 
of  the  lower  tiers  of  the  defense  indus- 
try may  be  significantly  worse  and 
even  far  more  critical  to  the  U.S.  de- 


fense posture  than  even  those  at  the 
prime  contractor  level." 

The  Small  Business  Competition  in 
Contracting  Act  of  1983,  which  I  have 
the  honor  of  sponsoring  with  a  great 
many  cosponsors  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  eliminates  some  of  the  major 
barriers  to  small  business  participation 
in  the  procurement  process  and  en- 
courages the  essential  use  of  competi- 
tion in  contracting. 

Several  small  business  groups  have 
offered  their  strong  support  for  this 
legislation:  The  National  Tooling  and 
Machining  Association,  National  Fed- 
eration of  Independent  Business, 
Small  Business  Legislative  Council, 
National  Small  Business  Association, 
and  Small  Business  United. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  the  letters  from  these 
fine  organizations,  endorsing  this  leg- 
islation, printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

National  Tooling  k 
Machining  Association, 
Ft.  Washington.  Md...  June  28.  1983. 
Hon.  Alan  J.  Dixon, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Dixon:  We  recently  had 
the  opportunity  to  review  your  draft  legisla- 
tion, the  Small  Business  Competition  in 
Contracting  Act  of  1983.  On  behalf  of  the 
3.500  member  companies  of  the  National 
Tooling  and  Machining  Association,  we 
strongly  endorse  this  excellent  legislation. 

For  years,  our  members  have  tried  to  sell 
their  products  to  the  federal  government, 
most  particularly  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. They  have  been  stymied  by  procure- 
ment policies  which  prevent  them  from 
even  bidding  on  defense  procurement.  While 
only  10  percent  of  the  products  are  pur- 
chased through  open  competition,  most  of 
the  remainder  are  purchased  on  a  sole 
source  basis,  usually  at  exorbitant  prices, 
from  major  corporations. 

Despite  numerous  studies  which  all  show 
the  same  results,  i.e.  50  percent  savings  and 
greatly  reduced  delivery  times  from  com- 
petitive procurements,  no  action  has  been 
taken  to  increase  competition. 

Despite  the  best  of  intentions  of  Defense 
Secretary  Weinberger  and  his  many  fine 
predecessors,  the  "officiar'  DOD  policy  of 
competitive  procurement  has  been  frustrat- 
ed by  low  level  bureaucrats  who  control  the 
procurement  process.  The  Department  of 
Defense  procured  approximately  10  percent 
of  its  goods  and  services  through  open  com- 
petition at  the  beginning  of  this  Administra- 
tion and  that  is  the  share  which  is  procured 
competitively  today. 

Clearly,  it  is  time  for  the  Congress  to 
assist  the  Administration  in  assuring  more 
competiton.  Your  legislation  should  achieve 
that  goal  while  simultaneously  increasing 
opportunities  for  small  business  participa- 
tion, saving  billions  of  dollars  of  taxpayers' 
money,  and  helping  reduce  the  federal  defi- 
cit. 

You   have   our  deepest   appreciation   and 
our  complete  support. 
Cordially. 

William  E.  Hardman. 

Executive  Vice  President. 
Bruce  N.  Hahn, 
Manager.  Government  Affairs. 


National  Federation 
OF  Independent  Business, 
Washington.  D.C.  July  12.  1983. 
Hon.  Alan  J.  Dixon. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Dixon:  The  National  Fed- 
eration of  Independent  Business,  on  behalf 
of  our  membership  of  more  than  500,000 
small  and  independent  business  owners,  is 
pleased  to  support  your  proposed  legisla- 
tion, the  Small  Business  Competition  in 
Contracting  Act  of  1983.  We  commend  your 
efforts  to  promote  the  full  and  fair  partici- 
pation of  small  business  in  our  nation's  pro- 
curement system. 

NFIB  has  long  been  an  ardent  advocate 
for  a  strong  national  procurement  policy 
based  on  reliance  on  the  private  sector.  We 
are  also  painfully  aware  that,  even  with 
such  a  policy,  small  business  might  still 
suffer  from  the  bias  inherent  within  some 
agencies  against  doing  business  with  small 
firms.  We  therefore  appreciate  your  recog- 
nition that  a  commonsense  approach  be 
taken  regarding  the  mechanics  of  the  pro- 
curement system,  to  insure  that  'competi- 
tion "  in  contracting  out  means  giving  small 
businesses  an  equal  chance  to  compete  com- 
mensurate with  their  capabilities. 

We  look  forward  to  introduction  of  the 
Small  Business  Competition  in  Contracting 
Act.  and  offer  you  any  assistance  we  may 
provide  in  moving  the  bill  toward  enact- 
ment. 

Sincerely. 

James  D.  'Mike"  McKevitt, 
Director  of  Federal  Legislation. 

National  Small 
Business  Association, 
Washington.  DC.  June  27.  1983. 
Hon.  Alan  J.  Dixon. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Dixon:  The  National  Small 
Business  Association  is  pleased  to  give  our 
endorsement  to  your  draft  legislation,  the 
Small  Business  Competition  in  Contracting 
Act  of  1983.  We  believe  that  this  legislation 
will  bring  competition  into  the  procurement 
process. 

At  this  moment,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense procures  less  than  10  percent  of  its 
goods  and  services  through  open  competi- 
tion. Much  of  the  balance  is  procured  from 
large  prime  contractors  on  a  sole  source 
basis.  Every  study  performed  by  the  service 
branches,  as  well  as  those  by  the  Small 
Business  Administration  and  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  shows  that  savings  aver- 
age 40-50  percent  when  procurements  are 
switched  from  sole  source  to  open  competi- 
tion. 

We  applaud  your  efforts.  Not  only  will 
your  legislation  save  the  federal  government 
(and  the  taxpayers)  billions  of  dollars  each 
year,  you  will  provide  the  14  million  small 
businesses  in  this  country  the  opportunity 
to  participate  in  the  federal  procurement 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Herbert  Liebenson. 

President. 

Small  Business  United. 
Waltham.  Mass..  July  26.  1983. 
Hon.  Sam  Nunn. 

Senate    Small    Business    Committee.     U.S. 
Senate.  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear     Senator     Nunn:     Small     Business 
United,  a  coalition  of  15  regional,  state  and 
metropolitan   trade   associations   represent- 
ing more  than  60,000  small  businesses  na- 


tionwide, urges  you  to  join  in  cosponsoring  a 
measure  to  be  introducted  next  week  by 
Senator  Dixon  entitled  the  "Small  Business 
Competition  in  Contracting  Act  of  1983." 

Under  current  procurement  practice, 
there  are  numerous  procedure  barriers 
erected  which  have  the  direct  effect  of  re- 
ducing small  business'  maximum  potential 
participation  in  the  Federal  procurement 
process.  In  addition,  by  the  admission  of 
many  of  the  Federal  procurement  agencies 
themselves,  there  is  a  critical  lack  of  access 
to  basic  technical  data  relating  to  upcoming 
procurements  which  prevents  anyone  in  the 
private  sector  from  fully  competing  for  Fed- 
eral contracts.  It  is  this  competition  that 
will  best  insure  that  the  government  gets  a 
quality  product  or  services  it  needs  on  time, 
at  a  fair  price. 

In  addition,  this  bill  contains  several  im- 
portant provisions  that  build  on  the  current 
administrative  efforts  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  increase  small  business  participa- 
tion in  the  spare  parts,  and  component  bid- 
ding segments.  This  is  an  area  that  is  receiv- 
ing a  great  deal  of  attention  because  of  the 
prices  DOD  appears  to  have  paid  for  routine 
commerical  items. 

For  all  of  these  reasons.  Small  Business 
United  fully  supports  Senator  Dixon's  legis- 
lative efforts.  We  hope  that  you  will  join  as 
an  original  cosponsor  on  this  significant  and 
timely  small  business  matter. 
Sincerely, 

John  C.  Rennie, 

President. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  by  in- 
creasing the  use  of  competitive  pro- 
curement practices,  the  bill  will  effec- 
tively decrease  escalating  Federal 
costs.  The  increase  in  the  number  of 
small  businesses  participating  in  the 
procurement  process  will  also  result  in 
reduced  expenditures  while  expanding 
our  country's  industrial  base.  The 
active  participation  of  small  businesses 
across  the  Nation  in  the  total  Federal 
procurement  process,  particularly  de- 
fense, will  enable  the  distribution  of 
Federal  procurement  dollars  to  be 
more  equitable  and  efficient. 

This  legislation  represents  an  ag- 
gressive response  to  a  problem  that 
has  been  with  us  for  too  long  a  time. 
All  of  us  have  open  minds,  however, 
concerning  the  solution  to  the  prob- 
lem. All  of  us  look  forward  to  hearing 
suggestions  on  how  the  proposed  legis- 
lation might  be  improved.  To  that  end. 
I  hope  to  see  hearings  begun  on  the 
Small  Business  Competition  in  Con- 
tracting Act  of  1983  in  the  fall,  and 
hope  that  his  bill  will  become  law 
before  the  end  of  the  98th  Congress. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill,  as  well  as 
a  section-by-section  analysis  of  its  pro- 
visions, be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1730 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 
short  title 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Small  Business  Competition  in  Contracting 
Act  of  1983". 


PURPOSES 

Sec  2.  The  purposes  of  this  Act  are  to— 
<1)  increase  small  business  participation  in 
the  procurement  process: 

(2)  reduce  costly  noncompetitive  procure- 
ments; 

(3)  increase  the  capabilities  of  our  indus- 
trial base  to  meet  the  demands  of  defense 
and  civilian  agency  procurements:  and 

(4)  reduce  barriers  in  the  Federal  procure- 
ment system  which  discourage  or  prevent 
increased  participation  in  bidding. 

certificate  of  competency 
Sec.  3.  Section  8(b)(7)  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  after  "specified  in  the 
spending  sentence,  "  in  the  second  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  "including  the  use  of  quali- 
fied bidders  or  similar  lists,": 

(2)  by  inserting  "or  subcontract  if  the  con- 
tract exceeds  $100,000  or  the  approved 
limits  of  a  contractor's  procurement  system, 
whichever  is  greater"  after  "contract"  each 
time  it  appears:  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•(D)(i)  A  Government  procurement  offi- 
cer may  not  refuse  to  include  a  product  of  a 
small  business  concern  or  group  of  small 
business  concerns  on  a  qualified  products' 
or  similar  list  without  referring  the  matter 
for  final  disposition  to  the  Administration. 
The  Administration  shall  add  a  product  to  a 
•qualified  products'  or  similar  list  only 
where  the  procuring  agency's  refusal  to  in- 
clude such  product  is  without  a  reasonable 
basis  directly  related  to  satisfying  the  mini- 
mum needs  of  the  Government. 

(ii)  Where  there  is  only  one  product  on  a 
•qualified  products'  or  similar  list,  the  pro- 
curing agency  may  reimburse  the  reasona- 
ble costs  incurred  by  a  small  business  in 
qualifying  a  product  of  its  manufacture. 

••(E)  Notwithstanding  the  first  sentence  of 
this  section,  the  Administration  may  not  es- 
tablish an  exemption  from  referral  or  notifi- 
cation or  refuse  to  accept  a  referral  or  noti- 
fication from  a  Government  procurement 
officer  made  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A) 
or  (B)  of  this  paragraph,  but  nothing  in  this 
paragraph  shall  require  the  processing  of  an 
application  for  certification  if  the  small 
business  concern  to  which  the  referral  per- 
tains declines  to  have  the  application  proc- 
essed.". 
labor  surplus  area  subcontracting  plan 
Sec.  4.  Section  8(d)(6KA)  of  the  Small 
Business  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  'and  for 
the  placement  of  subcontracts  within  labcir 
surplus  areas  pursuant  to  section  15  of  this 
Act". 

component  bidding 
Sec  5.  (a)  Section  8(d)(1)  of  the  Small 
Business  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  •It 
is  further  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
that  small  business  concerns,  and  small 
business  concerns  owned  and  controlled  by 
socially  and  economically  disadvantaged  in- 
dividuals, shall  have  the  maximum  practica- 
ble opportunity  to  participate  in  the  award 
of  Federal  prime  contracts  and  subcontracts 
for  appropriate  portions  of  component  sys- 
tems, spare  parts,  and  services  for  major 
weapon  systems.". 

(b)  Section  8(d)(3)(A)  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  'It  is 
further  the  policy  of  the  United  States  that 
small  business  concerns,  and  small  business 
concerns  owned  and  controlled  by  socially 
and  economically  disadvantaged  individuals. 


shall  have  the  maximum  practicable  oppor- 
tunity to  participate  in  the  award  of  Federal 
prime  contracts  and  subcontracts  for  appro- 
priate portions  of  component  systems,  spare 
parts,  and  services  for  major  weapon  sys- 
tems.". 

(c)  Section  8  of  the  Small  Business  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

••(f)  During  the  planning  for  contracts  for 
the  procurement  and  performance  of  serv- 
ices, or  the  production  or  assembly  of  goods 
for  major  weapon  systems,  the  head  of  each 
military  department  or  agency  shall  take 
such  steps  as  necessary  to  develop  its  re- 
quirements so  as  to  maximize  competition 
for  those  components  or  services  where 
competition  is  available,  and  so  as  to  insure 
that,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
small  and  small  disadvantaged  businesses 
are  not  precluded  from  performing  as  prime 
contractors  and  subcontractors  on  such  con- 
tracts. 

••(g)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term 
•major  weapon  system'  means  any  weapon 
system  the  estimated  cost  for  the  develop- 
rnent  or  production,  or  both,  of  which  is  not 
less  than  $100,000,000.". 

(d)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tions (a)  and  (b)  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(b)  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  en- 
actment, and  shall  be  included  in  all  con- 
tracts required  to  contain  the  clauses  con- 
tained in  paragraph  (3)  of  section  8(d)  of 
the  Small  Business  Act  which  are  awarded 
on  or  after  90  days  following  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 


ACCESS  to  solicitations  AND  TECHNICAL  DATA 

Sec  6.  Section  8(e)  of  the  Small  Business 
Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  •(1)"  after  •Sec.  8(e)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

••(2)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  and  in 
order  to  further  carry  out  the  requirements 
of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  and  sec- 
tion 223(a)  of  the  Act  of  October  24.  1978 
(Public  Law  95-507.  15  U.S.C.  637b),  each 
Federal  agency  shall  publicly  post  and  oth- 
erwise reasonably  make  available  for  inspec- 
tion to  any  small  business  concern,  or  to  the 
authorized  representative  of  such  concern, 
the  bid  set.  specification,  solicitation,  pur- 
chase request,  or  other  similar  documents 
relating  to  the  agency's  solicitation  to  pur- 
chase goods  or  services.  Nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion requires  the  agency  to  disclose  informa- 
tion on  such  solicitation  prior  to  the  publi- 
cation of  the  notice  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  if  any.  Nothing  in  this 
section  requires  an  agency  to  disclose  its  es- 
timate of  the  contract  price  or  cost,  or  to 
otherwise  disclose  information  which  for  se- 
curity reasons  are  of  a  classified  nature. 

••(3)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  and  in 
order  to  further  carry  out  the  requiremenU 
of  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection  and  sec- 
tion 223  (a)  of  the  Act  of  October  24,  1978 
(Public  Law  95-507,  15  U.S.C.  637b),  and 
upon  payment  of  the  direct  search  and  du- 
plication costs,  if  any.  each  Federal  agency 
shall  make  available  to  any  small  business 
concern,  or  to  the  authorized  representative 
of  such  concern,  copies  of  Government- 
owned  technical  data.  For  data  which  would 
require  a  validated  license  in  the  event  it  is 
to  be  exported,  before  the  release  of  any 
such  information,  the  concern  requesting 
the  data  may  be  required  to  first  certify  to 
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the  satisfaction  of  the  agency  that  it  is  a  do- 
mestic concern,  that  the  data  will  not  be  ex- 
ported without  a  license,  and  that  it  will 
provide  for  the  payment  of  recoupment 
costs,  if  such  costs  are  imposed  under  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act.  For  data  which 
for  security  reasons  are  of  a  classified 
nature,  before  the  release  of  any  such  infor- 
mation, the  concern  requesting  the  data 
may  be  required  to  first  certify  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  agency  that  such  concern  pos- 
sesses the  necessary  clearances  for  access  to 
such  information.". 

TECHNICAL  DATA 

Sec.  7.  Section  2386  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  Funds"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "(a)  Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  funds":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections; 

■•<b)(l)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(3).  funds  appropriated  to  a  military  depart- 
ment to  be  available  for  the  development  or 
production  (whether  by  a  domestic  or  for- 
eign contractor)  of  any  major  weapon 
system  shall  also  be  used  for  the  acquisition 
of  all  manufacturing  data  relating  to  such 
system. 

"(2)  Each  contract  entered  into  by  any 
military  department  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  Small  Business  Competition  in 
Contracting  Act  of  1983  for  the  develop- 
ment or  production  of  any  major  weapon 
system  shall  contain  provisions  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  in- 
cluding conditions  under  which  the  contrac- 
tor waives  proprietary  rights  with  respect  to 
any  manufacturing  data  necessary  for  the 
performance  of  a  production  contract.  The 
distribution  of  rights  in  data  made  by  small 
business  firms  and  domestic  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations under  funding  agreements  with 
such  department  shall  be  the  same  as  that 
applied  to  small  business  firms  under  chap- 
ter 38  of  title  35.  United  States  Code.  For 
patented  items  developed  at  private  ex- 
pense, the  Government  shall  purchase  only 
a  license  to  use  such  data  for  competitive 
procurement  of  all  or  part  of  a  particular 
major  weapon  system  and  the  contractor 
shall  retain  all  of  the  rights  in  the  data. 

"(3)  Except  for  the  distribution  of  rights 
in  data  as  provided  for  in  chapter  38  of  title 
35.  United  States  Code,  any  military  depart- 
ment may,  at  any  time  after  the  initial  de- 
velopment and  testing  of  any  major  weapon 
system,  waive  the  application  of  paragraph 
(2)  with  respect  to  any  manufacturing  data, 
other  than  data  originated  at  Government 
expense  and  later  modification  of  such 
system,  if  that  military  department  notifies 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  and 
Small  Business  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  reasons  for  the 
waiver  not  less  than  30  days  before  such 
waiver  takes  effect. 

■(c)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  Small  Business  Competition 
in  Contracting  Act  of  1983.  each  military  de- 
partment shall  develop  a  system  that  ac- 
counts for  the  access  to  and  ownership  of  all 
manufacturing  data  for  major  weapon  sys- 
tems within  each  departments  jurisdiction. 
Within  three  years  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  Small  Business  Competition  in 
Contracting  Act  of  1983.  the  Secretary  of 
each  military  department  shall  complete  an 
inventory  of  the  Government's  access  to,  or 
ownership  of.  all  manufacturing  data  for 
each  major  weapon  system  within  each  Sec- 
retary's jurisdiction. 
"(d)  As  used  in  this  section— 


"(1)  manufacturing  data'  means  all  data, 
in  whatever  form,  (including,  but  not  limit- 
ed to.  necessary  drawings,  test  data,  reliabil- 
ity data,  system  acceptance  methodology, 
and  related  computer  application  software) 
which  is  necessary  to  carry  out  the  manu- 
facture, maintenance,  and  modification  of 
the  major  weapon  system  concerned;  and  is 
in  a  form  sufficient  to  enable  competition 
for  the  production  maintenance  or  modifica- 
tion of  such  system;  and 

"<2)  major  weapon  system'  means  any 
weapon  system  the  estimated  cost  for  the 
development  or  production,  or  both,  of 
which  is  not  less  than  $100,000,000.  ". 

REPORT  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL 

Sec  8.  Three  years  after  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  shall  transmit  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  evaluating  each  military  de- 
partment's efforts  to  compile  an  inventory 
of  the  Government's  access  to.  or  ownership 
of,  all  manufacturing  data  for  major  weap- 
ons systems  within  each  department's  juris- 
diction as  required  by  the  amendments 
made  by  section  7(2)  of  this  Act.  Such  eval- 
uation shall  also  include  a  detailed  review  of 
those  instances  where  the  military  depart- 
ment uses  the  waiver  provision  authorized 
by  the  amendments  made  by  section  7(2)  of 
this  Act. 

remedies  for  DISCLOSURE 

Sec  9.  Section  1498  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following; 

■■(e)  Whenever  information  which  is  pro- 
tected by  law  and  held  by  the  United  States 
Government  or  a  private  party  subject  to  re- 
striction imposed  by  the  owner  is  disclosed 
by  or  for  the  United  States  Government,  or 
any  of  its  officers,  or  agents  in  violation  of 
such  restrictions,  the  exclusive  remedy  of 
the  owner  is  to  sue  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  reasonable  and  entire  compen- 
sation for  such  use  or  disclosure  in  the 
Claims  Court  within  six  years  after  the 
cause  of  action  arises.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  use  or  disclosure  of  such 
information  by  a  contractor,  a  subcontrac- 
tor, or  any  person,  firm,  or  corporation  for 
the  Government  shall  be  construed  as  use 
or  disclosure  for  the  United  States.  In  any 
such  suit,  the  United  States  Government 
may  plead  any  defense  that  may  be  pleaded 
by  a  private  person  in  such  an  action.". 

PROCUREMENT  RULEMAKING 

Sec.  10.  Section  553(a)(1)  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following; 
■■,  except  that  such  exemption  does  not 
apply  to  general  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making relating  to  the  system  for  Govern- 
ment contracts  and  subcontracts". 

Overview  and  Section-by-Section  Analysis 

OF  THE    'Small  Business  Competition  in 

Contracting  Act  of  1983" 

Following  is  a  brief  overview,  and  section- 
by-section  analysis,  of  the   "Small  Business 
Competition  in  Contracting  Act  of  1983. " 
Section  3;  Certificate  of  Competency 
the  issue 

Under  current  law,  a  contracting  officer  in 
a  procurement  agency  is  charged  with  the 
responsibility  for  reviewing  the  qualifica- 
tions of  bidders  on  Federal  contracts.  In 
evaluating  bidders'  responses  to  that  con- 
tract, even  where  a  firm  is  the  low  bidder,  a 
contracting  officer  may  still  question  the  ca- 
pability or  eligibility  of  that  low  bidder  to 
perform  that  specific  contract.  Where  the 
firm  is  a  small  business,  the  final  determina- 


tion of  "competency"  to  perform  that  con- 
tract rests  by  law  with  the  Small  Business 
Administration. 

During  World  War  II,  many  contracting 
officers  repeatedly  refused  to  award  con- 
tracts to  small  business  concerns  because 
they  believed  these  concerns  to  be  incapable 
of  performing  on  these  contracts.  However. 
the.se  same  firms  would  subsequently  serve 
as  subcontractors  to  large  businesses  on 
those  same  Federal  contracts.  With  a  con- 
cern for  the  lack  of  a  broad  defense  indus- 
trial base  from  which  to  sustain  the  war 
effort,  and  the  proven  underestimation  of 
the  capabilities  of  small  businesses  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  Federal  Government.  Con- 
gress enacted  legislation  taking  away  from 
the  contracting  officer  the  final  determina- 
tion of  a  small  business  concern's  capability 
to  perform  on  a  specific  contract,  and  give 
that  authority  to  the  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration. 

Recently,  however.  Federal  procuring 
agencies,  and  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration, have  taken  administrative  action 
which  has  the  effect  of  undercutting  the 
Congressionally-established  procedures  for 
an  alternative  review  to  the  contracting  offi- 
cer's questioning  of  the  competency  of  a 
small  business  to  perform  on  a  contract. 

For  example,  many  Federal  agencies  have 
established  'qualified  bidders"  lists.  Basical- 
ly, the  agency  imposes  a  requirement  on 
firms  to  be  put  on  these  approved  lists 
before  being  able  to  bid  on  certain  types  of 
Federal  procurements.  If  a  firm  is  not  on 
this  list,  the  contracting  officer  has  sole  au- 
thority to  determine  that  the  business  is  not 
■responsive"  to  the  bidding  invitation,  and 
makes  no  evaluation  of  the  specifics  of  the 
bid.  If  there  is  no  evaluation  of  the  bid, 
there  can  be  no  finding  that  a  smaller  con- 
cern is  an  ■otherwise  low  bidder,  "  and  thus 
there  is  no  basis  for  a  referral  to  the  Small 
Business  Administration  for  their  determi- 
nation. Similarly,  agencies  have  established 
■qualified  products  lists"  which  have  the 
effect  of  limiting  the  types  of  products  that 
the  Federal  Government  will  purchase. 
Here  again,  with  the  initial  determination 
that  a  product  sought  to  be  provided  by  a 
firm  is  not  on  the  ■list,"  the  contracting  of- 
ficer never  makes  the  evaluation  of  the 
qualification  of  the  product. 

In  addition,  the  Small  Busine.ss  Adminis- 
tration has  established  a  rule  that,  even 
where  a  contracting  officer  makes  a  deter- 
mination that  a  small  business  concern 
lacks  'competency"  to  perform  on  a  con- 
tract, the  SBA  will  not  undertake  an  inde- 
pendent review  of  that  competency  if  the 
value  of  the  contract  is  less  than  $10,000. 
There  is  no  dollar  threshold  in  current  law 
below  which  SBA  may  refuse  to  undertake 
the  competency  review  on  the  request  of 
the  small  business  concern. 

DIXON  BILL 

Under  the  Dixon  legislation.  Federal  pro- 
curing agencies  would  be  precluded  from 
using  qualified  bidders  lists  or  qualified 
products  lists  as  a  means  of  denying  small 
business  access  to  the  Federal  procurement 
system  without  a  referral  to  the  Smpll  Busi- 
ness Administration  for  their  review  of  the 
competency  of  a  small  business  low  bidder. 
In  addition,  the  bill  prohibits  the  Small 
Business  Administration  from  declining  to 
undertake  a  ■■competency"  review  at  the  re- 
quest of  a  small  business  concern  based  on 
the  dollar  value  of  the  contract  referred  to 
it  by  a  contracting  officer.  Finally,  the 
Dixon  proposal  insures  that,  to  the  extent 
that  the  Government  exercises  authority  to 


approve  in  advance  a  subcontractor  on  a 
prime  contract,  that  department  may  not 
deny  the  use  of  that  subcontractor  without 
referral  of  that  matter  to  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration  for  that  agency's 
review. 

Section  4;  Labor  Surplus  Area 
Subcontracting  Plan 
the  issue 
Under  current  law,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  established  a  policy  of  providing 
"maximum  practicable  opportunities"  for 
small  businesses  to  participate  as  subcon- 
tractors on  contracts  awarded  by  the  Feder- 
al Government.  In  Federal  contracts  in 
excess  of  $500,000  (or  $1  million  for  con- 
struction) each  prime  contractor  (except  a 
small  business)  is  required  to  develop  and 
submit  to  the  Federal  Government  a  plan" 
which  demonstrates  that  company's  "best 
efforts"  to  place  subcontracts  with  small 
and  small  disadvantaged  businesses.  Howev- 
er, the  law  does  not  require  the  contractor 
to  provide  a  plan  for  the  award  of  subcon- 
tracts in  areas  of  high  unemployment. 
dixon  bill 
Under  the  Dixon  bill,  an  additional  re- 
quirement would  be  imposed  on  the  prime 
contractor  to  demonstrate  a  plan  for  placing 
subcontracts  in  designated  areas  of  high  un- 
employment (called  labor  surplus  "  areas 
and  designated  as  such  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor). 

Section  5;  Component  Bidding 
the  issue 
Of  the  $150  billion  in  Federal  procure- 
ment purchases,  frequently  the  Govern- 
ment will  seek  to  contract  for  an  entire 
weapons  systems,  or  major  subsystem.  The 
contract  will  ask  the  prime  contractor  to  be 
responsible  for  obtaining  all  of  the  neces- 
sary components  for  the  system,  and  inte- 
grating them  into  the  single,  final  product. 
However,  the  Federal  Government  also  has 
a  policy  of  taking  steps  to  increase  the  op- 
portunities for  small  businesses  to  partici- 
pate in  the  performance  of  contracts  award- 
ed by  the  Federal  Government  as  prime 
contractors.  Thus,  to  the  extent  that  the 
Federal  Government  relies  on  a  single  con- 
tractor to  provide  all  of  the  goods  and  serv- 
ices under  one  contract,  that  action  directly 
diminishes  the  ability  of  small  business  to 
participate  in  contracting.  In  these  large 
contracts,  small  business  simply  lacks  the 
ability  to  perform  the  total  contract,  and  is 
precluded  from  fully  participating  in  any  of 
the  subparts  of  that  total  Federal  effort.  As 
a  result  of  the  Government's  conscious 
effort  to  "bundle '■  a  variety  of  needs  or 
parts  into  a  single  contract,  the  opportuni- 
ties for  price  and  quality  competition  are  re- 
duced, the  opportunities  for  small  business 
to  participate  in  the  process  as  prime  con- 
tractors are  reduced,  and  the  opportunities 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  develop  al- 
ternative sources  of  supply  for  its  require- 
ments are  also  reduced. 

Obviously,  there  are  legitimate  issues  of 
contract  management  that  justify  using  a 
single  contract  as  compared  to  multiple  con- 
tracts for  certain  procurements.  But  fre- 
quently, the  choice  of  the  most  appropriate 
means  for  reaching  a  procurement  goal  is 
the  result  of  convenience,  not  the  result  of 
planning. 

DIXON  BILL 

In  addition  to  the  current  statutory  policy 
of  the  United  States  that  small  and  small 
disadvantaged  concerns  have  the  maximum 
practicable  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
award  of  Federal  contracts,  the  Dixon  bill 


would  add  a  further  policy  statement  that 
small  businesses  shall  have  the  maximum 
practicable  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
award  of  Federal  prime  contracts  and  sub- 
contracts for  appropriate  portions  of  compo- 
nent systems,  spare  parts,  and  services  for 
major  weapon  systems. 

In  addition,  the  bill  would  add  a  new  sec- 
tion to  the  Small  Business  Act  to  provide 
that,  during  the  planning  of  contracts  for 
the  procurement  of  services,  or  the  produc- 
tion and  assembly  of  goods,  the  head  of 
each  agency  shall  take  all  practicable  steps 
to  develop  those  procurement  requirements 
in  such  a  way  so  as  to  maximize  competition 
for  those  components.  The  underlying  prin- 
ciple, as  stated  in  the  bill,  is  to  insure  that, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  pro- 
curement planning  is  done  with  a  view  so 
that  small  and  small  disadvantaged  busi- 
nesses are  not  precluded  from  performing  as 
prime  contractors  and  subcontractors  on 
such  contracts. 

SEcrrioN  6;  Access  to  Solicitations  and 
Technical  Data 
THE  issue 
Under  current  law,  there  is  a  requirement 
that,  on  request,  each  Federal  procuring 
agency  must  provide  a  small  business  a  copy 
of  bidding  information  available  about  the 
Government's  specific  purchasing  request. 
There  are  also  a  number  of  statutory  and 
regulatory  provisions  which  give  potential 
Federal  contractors  notice  of  the  Govern- 
ment's intention  to  buy  goods  and  services. 
One  of  these  regulatory  practices  is  to  pub- 
licly post  notice  of  procurement  opportuni- 
ties in  the  actual  bid  rooms  of  procurement 
activities. 

In  recent  months,  a  number  of  Federal 
agencies  have  begun  imposing,  or  increas- 
ing, the  dollar  levels  below  which  these  no- 
tices will  no  longer  be  posted.  These  public 
notices  are  heavily  relied  on  by  small  busi- 
nesses, and  their  authorized  representatives 
who  review  these  postings  on  an  almost 
daily  business.  In  fact,  there  is  an  entire  in- 
dustry, primarily  composed  of  small  busi- 
nesses, that  act  as  agents  for  other  small 
businesses  to  provide  immediate  informa- 
tion about  upcoming  procurement  opportu- 
nities in  which  firms  may  have  an  interest 
and  ability  to  participate.  Of  course,  there 
are  legitimate  instances  where  public  post- 
ing of  procurement  information  may  not  be 
possible  or  practicable,  and  these  situations 
will  have  to  be  carefully  addressed  in  the 
legislation. 

dixon  bill 
Under  the  Dixon  bill,  unless  the  disclosure 
of  information  would  be  a  breach  of  securi- 
ty, or  would  disclose  the  Government's  cost 
estimate  for  the  procurement.  Federal  agen- 
cies shall  publicly  post,  and  otherwise  rea- 
sonably make  available  to  small  business,  in- 
formation concerning  the  agencies'  solicita- 
tions. 

Frequently,  a  business  concern  will  be  in- 
terested in  a  particular  Federal  procure- 
ment, but  needs  to  review  diagrams  or  draw- 
ings before  being  able  to  adequately  prepare 
a  bid  on  that  solicitation.  The  bill  provides 
that,  as  long  as  there  is  no  security  or  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  reason  for  not  releasing 
this  information,  upon  the  payment  of  the 
direct  search  and  duplication  costs,  if  any. 
the  Government  shall  provide  the  concern 
with  this  information. 

Section  7:  Technical  Data 
the  issue 
When  the  Federal  government  purchases 
major  weapons  systems,  it  frequently  assists 


in  the  development  of  those  systems 
through  the  award  of  contracts  for  research 
and  development.  Once  a  system  has  been 
tested,  and  if  Congress  approves,  the  next 
step  could  be  production.  However,  fre- 
quently Federal  agencies  do  not  provide  for 
the  Federal  purchase  of  "technical  data 
packages"  that  are  an  essential  element  of 
any  manufacturing  process.  Many  General 
Accounting  Offices,  departmental,  and  inde- 
pendent evaluations  repeatedly  acknowl- 
edge that  Federal  agencies  do  not  know 
what  technical  data  they  possess,  or  fail  to 
make  provisions  to  purchase  the  package  of 
technical  information  from  the  contractor 
responsible  for  the  production.  As  a  matter 
of  basis  contract  management,  the  Govern- 
ment should  include  the  purchase  of  the 
complete  technical  data  package  for  any  so- 
phisticated system  that  it  purchases  if  there 
is  any  reasonable  possibility  that  additional 
purchases  of  that  system,  or  its  spare  parts, 
may  be  possible.  Agencies  should  always 
have  the  option  to  undertake  a  competition 
for  weapons  and  spare  parts,  in  particular, 
as  well  as  for  any  major  defense  or  civilian 
system.  Without  the  technical  information, 
the  agency  is  virtually  precluded  from  con- 
ducting any  competition  for  that  system. 

DIXON  BILL 

The  Dixon  bill  provides  specific  authority 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  to  use  funds 
appropriated  for  the  development  or  pro- 
duction of  any  major  weapons  system  to 
purchase,  or  otherwise  acquire  all  manufac- 
turing data  relating  to  that  system.  In  addi- 
tion, every  future  contract  for  the  develop- 
ment or  production  of  any  major  weapons 
system  shall  contain  specific  provisions  for 
insuring  the  Government's  acquisition  of 
that  technical  data  package,  including,  if 
necessary,  conditions  under  which  the  con- 
tractor waives  proprietary  data  necessary 
for  the  performance  of  that  contract.  In  in- 
stances where  the  Department  determines 
that  technical  data  is  not  necessary,  a 
waiver  authority  is  provided  for,  but  such 
waiver  would  be  effective  only  after  notifi- 
cations has  been  sent  to  the  Congress  of  the 
need  for  such  waiver. 

Finally,  the  bill  provides  that,  within 
three  years  after  enactment,  each  military 
department  shall  complete  an  inventory  of 
the  technical  data  which  the  Government 
has  in  its  possession,  or  to  which  it  has 
access.  In  addition,  within  that  three  year 
period,  each  service  shall  develop  a  system 
to  provide  for  the  accounting  and  ownership 
of  technical  data  which  the  Government  ob- 
tains in  the  future. 

Section  8:  Report  of  Comptroller  General 
the  issue 

Given  the  vast  amount  of  technical  data 
involved  in  the  development  and  production 
of  weapons  systems,  there  are  likely  to  be 
some  difficulties  with  this  cataloging  and 
systems  development  effort.  The  General 
Accounting  Office  has  previously  made  sev- 
eral detailed  reviews  of  DoD  spare  parts  and 
technical  data  procedures.  GAO  should  con- 
tinue its  efforts  in  this  area. 
DIXON  bill 

Under  the  Dixon  bill,  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  is  directed  to 
undertake  a  review  of  the  federal  agencies' 
efforts  to  compile  an  inventory  of  the  tech- 
nical data  in  its  possession,  or  to  which  it 
has  access,  and  the  systems  developed  to 
provide  for  the  continuing  accounting  of 
that  technical  data. 
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Section  9:  Remedies  for  Disclosure 
the  issue 
Under  present  practice,  if  a  Federal  con- 
tracting officer  makes  a  mistake  in  disclos- 
ing information  to  a  contractor  or  bidder 
which  is  protected  by  law.  any  party  ad- 
versely affected  by  that  error  in  disclosure 
has  a  wide  range  of  legal  options  available 
to  prevent  the  contractor  from  using  that 
Information,  even  if  the  contractor  obta.ned 
the  information  in  good  faith  and  without 
luiowledge  that  it  was  protected 

DIXON  BILL 

The  Dixon  bill  would  provide  that  the  ex- 
clusive remedy  for  the  violation  of  protected 
information  by  the  Government  would  be  a 
suit  in  the  Court  of  Claims  for  damages. 
This  would  treat  errors  of  disclosure  in  the 
same  manner  as  patents  and  copyrights  are 
treated  for  Federal  procurement.  A  similar 
approach  has  been  used  in  the  area  of  for- 
eign military  sales. 

Section  10:  Procurement  Rulemaking 
the  issue 

Under  current  law.  agency  procurement 
rules  are  not  covered  under  the  Federal  Ad- 
ministrative Procedures  Act.  Therefore, 
agencies  are  not  required  to  publish  notice 
In  the  Federal  Register  of  their  rules  and 
procedures.  In  addition,  there  is  no  formal 
mechanism  for  public  comment  about  an 
agency's  procurement  regulations.  Many 
agencies  voluntarily  publish  notice  of  signif- 
icant changes  in  their  procurement  regula- 
tions in  the  Federal  Register,  others  do  not. 
Recently,  the  Office  of  Federal  Procure- 
ment Policy  issued  a  policy  letter  urging 
agencies  to  increase  their  outreach  to  the 
private  sector  for  comments  on  significant 
procurement  rules.  However,  even  with 
these  efforts.  t)ecause  procurement  rules  are 
not  covered  by  the  Administrative  Proce- 
dures Act.  agencies  are  not  required  to 
comply  with  the  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act. 
for  example. 

DIXON  BILL 

Under  the  Dixon  bill.  Federal  procure- 
ment rulemaking  would  be  covered  under 
the  Administrative  Procedures  Act.  includ- 
ing the  procedures  for  notice  and  opportuni- 
ty for  public  comment.  In  addition,  the  cur- 
rent statutory  exceptions  for  using  the  APA 
procedure  would  be  fully  incorporated. 

Mr.  BOREN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  a  great  deal  of  pleasure  that  I 
join  with  my  other  colleagues  in  co- 
sponsoring  this  legislation  introduced 
by  my  good  friend  from  Illinois.  Sena- 
tor Dixon.  I  want  to  commend  him  for 
these  efforts  that  will  open  up  the 
DOD  procurement  process  to  more  of 
our  Nations  small  businesses. 

As  has  often  been  said  by  myself  and 
other  on  this  floor,  small  business  is 
the  backbone  of  our  economy.  It  is 
well  documented  that  the  vast  majori- 
ty of  new  jobs  are  created  by  small 
businesses.  New  and  innovative  tech- 
nology comes  mostly  from  small  busi- 
ness research  and  development.  It  is 
only  fair  that  we  attempt,  through 
this  legislation,  to  increase  the  oppor- 
tunities for  small  businesses  to  partici- 
pate in  the  procurement  process. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  about  this 
bill's  attempt  to  reduce  the  instances 
of  costly  noncompetitive  procurement. 
Events  recently  reported  in  the  press 
have  driven  home  the  consequences  of 


some  sole  source  contracts.  Instances 
of  unconscionable  overcharges  for 
simple,  everyday  items  has  made  us 
painfully  aware  of  the  abuses  that  are 
possible.  By  making  the  procurement 
process  more  competitive,  it  is  hoped 
that  these  problems  can  be  avoided. 

Support  for  this  legislation  from 
many  small  business  associations  has 
been  widely  circulated  and  reported. 
This  broad  support  is  further  evidence 
of  the  need  for  this  legislation. 

This  bill  is  a  good  starting  point.  It 
will  allow  small  businesses  to  enter  a 
field  of  procurement  from  which  they 
have  mostly  been  excluded. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  lend  their 
support  to  this  legislation  so  that  we 
can  have  early  hearings  and  move  it  to 
the  floor  for,  hopefully,  eventual  pas- 
sage. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President.  I  take 
great  pleasure  in  joining  my  good 
friend  from  Illinois.  Senator  Dixon,  as 
an  original  cosponsor  of  the  Small 
Business  Competition  in  Contracting 
Act  of  1983.  This  important  piece  of 
legislation  addresses  several  very  seri- 
ous concerns  in  the  small  business 
community. 

Many  small  firms  have  shunned  the 
Federal  procurement  process  in  the 
past  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  Small 
business  owners  have  been  concerned 
about  the  redtape  and  paperwork  in- 
volved in  Government  contracts.  They 
are  worried  about  competing  with  cor- 
porate giants.  And  perhaps  the  most 
vocal  reason  raised  for  this  lack  of  par- 
ticipation has  been  the  sense  of  un- 
fairness which  hangs  over  the  award 
process. 

The  difficulties  encountered  by 
small  business  in  the  procurement 
process  are  in  part  traceable  to  the  al- 
titudes of  procurement  officials.  These 
individuals  have  often  grown  comfort- 
able in  their  existing  buying  habits 
and  do  not  wish  to  go  through  what 
they  feel  will  be  the  extra  effort  neces- 
sary to  process  applications  from  small 
businesses.  The  emphasis  seems  to  be 
on  timely  procurements  with  little 
regard  for  cost  or  quality,  as  we  are 
discovering. 

As  a  result  of  these  factors,  small 
businesses  receive  a  mere  trickle  of  the 
vast  Federal  procurement  budget.  The 
Tennessee  small  business  community 
only  received  $537  million  in  procure- 
ment dollars  in  fiscal  year  1982.  This 
amount  is  a  meager  four-tenths  of  1 
percent  of  the  total  Federal  procure- 
ment budget  for  that  year. 

The  legislation  we  are  introducing 
today.  Mr.  President,  addresses  many 
of  these  concerns.  For  example,  the 
bill  increases  small  business  participa- 
tion in  the  procurement  process  by 
precluding  Federal  agencies  from 
using  qualified  bidders  lists  which 
deny  small  business  access  to  procure- 
ment activity  without  prior  referral  to 
the  Small  Business  Administration,  as 
dictated  by  law.  This  legislation  also 


closes  further  loopholes  which  procur- 
ing agencies  have  used  in  recent  years 
to  avoid  the  certificate  of  competency 
process  for  small  business. 

This  bill  will  also  do  much  to  reduce 
the  high  costs  of  procurement  con- 
tracts, especially  in  the  area  of  defense 
contracting.  This  is  an  area  of  special 
interest  to  me.  Mr.  President,  as  I  feel 
the  contracting  habits  of  some  of  our 
Federal  agencies  and  departments  con- 
stitute an  intolerable  form  of  waste 
and  abuse  of  taxpayer's  money. 

For  example,  a  1981  SBA  study  on 
small  business  and  the  Federal  pro- 
curement process  stated  that  the  Gov- 
ernment could  save  up  to  40  percent 
on  procurement  costs  by  allowing 
small  businesses  to  enter  the  bid  proc- 
ess. The  General  Accounting  Office 
did  followup  work  on  this  report  and 
found  that  the  SBA's  estimates  for  po- 
tential savings  were  conservative  and 
would  in  fact  be  greater  than  40  per- 
cent. 

Our  legislation  speaks  to  this  issue 
by  giving  small  businesses  greater  op- 
portunities to  participate  in  major 
weapons  systems,  component  systems 
and  spare  parts  procurements.  As  my 
colleagues  are  well  aware,  these  are 
areas  where  immediate  cost  saving  ef- 
forts are  called  for.  In  this  sense,  this 
bill  is  a  most  timely  measure. 

In  addition,  this  legislation  addresses 
several  other  areas  of  great  signifi- 
cance in  the  procurement  process  in- 
cluding access  to  solicitations  and 
technical  data.  Finally,  the  measure 
requires  a  report  by  the  Comptroller 
General  to  Congress  3  years  after  its 
enactment  in  order  to  facilitate  review 
of  compliance  with  the  act. 

What  we  are  introducing  today  is 
the  first  step  in  addressing  many  of 
the  difficulties  in  the  Federal  procure- 
ment process  which  have  hindered  and 
prevented  small  businesses  from  com- 
peting effectively  for  procurement 
contracts.  By  confronting  these  prob- 
lems we  are  offering  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment an  opportunity  to  save 
billions  of  dollars  per  year  in  procure- 
ments. Furthermore,  we  are  under- 
scoring the  important  role  small  firms 
play  in  creating  new  jobs,  generating 
technological  advances  and  paving  the 
way  to  economic  recovery.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  important 
piece  of  legislation. 

•  Mr.  KASTEN.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  Small  Business  Com- 
mittee, I  have  repeatedly  seen  the 
need  for  mechanisms  to  promote  small 
business  participation  in  the  Federal 
procurement  process.  Firms  that  want 
to  bid  are  sometimes  unable  to  do  so 
because  of  a  lack  of  accurate  informa- 
tion about  an  agency's  specifications 
for  a  product  or  a  .service.  At  other 
times,  businesses  find  they  cannot  bid 
on  a  contract  because  it  is  being  let  on 
a    noncompetitive    basis,    or    because 


their  interest  is  in  only  a  component 
of  a  much  larger  contract. 

The  bill  we  are  introducing  today, 
which  I  am  delighted  to  cosponsor, 
takes  a  large  step  toward  addressing 
the  problems  I  have  mentioned.  The 
Small  Business  Competition  in  Con- 
tracting Act  would  require  Federal 
agencies  to  make  more  information 
about  their  contracts  available  to  busi- 
nesses. It  would  stimulate  competitive 
bidding  and  facilitate  small  business 
participation  in  the  sale  of  spare  parts 
and  components  for  major  weapons 
systems.  The  measure  also  includes  a 
mechanism  allowing  us  to  check  on  its 
effectiveness,  by  requiring  the  Comp- 
troller General  to  report  to  us  every  3 
years  to  determine  if  agencies  are  com- 
plying with  the  legislation. 

The  bill  has  received  a  good  deal  of 
support.  The  National  Federation  of 
Independent  Businesses  had  endorsed 
the  idea,  as  has  the  National  Small 
Business  Association,  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Legislative  Council,  and  the  Na- 
tional Tooling  and  Machining  Associa- 
tion. In  addition,  the  bill  has  received 
bipartisan  support  here  in  the  Senate. 
We  need  to  take  steps  to  increase 
procurement  efficiency,  thereby  cut- 
ting Federal  spending.  We  need  to 
allow  greater  small  business  participa- 
tion in  the  procurement  process, 
thereby  stimulating  the  economy.  We 
need  to  encourage  competition,  there- 
by promoting  improvements  and  ad- 
vances in  the  goods  and  services  that 
the  Government  purchases.  These  are 
all  important  goals.  When  we  can  help 
achieve  them  with  one  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, we  should  not  hesitate  to  adopt  it 
immediately.  That  is  why  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  us  in  supporting  this 
much  needed  proposal  and  put  it  to 
work  at  once.» 

•  Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Competition  in  Contracting  Act 
of  1983.  introduced  today  by  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Illinois.  Sena- 
tor Alan  Dixon. 

We  in  Congress  are  all  aware  of  the 
importance  of  small  business  to  our 
national  economy,  and  the  competitive 
ability  they  bring  to  producing  the 
goods  and  services  that  the  Govern- 
ment buys.  The  Federal  Government 
is  a  big  buyer  of  goods  and  services 
from  the  private  sector— over  $100  bil- 
lion a  year.  About  25  percent  of  that 
goes  to  small  business.  We  in  Govern- 
ment must  work  to  insure  that  small 
business  gets  its  fair  share  of  the  pie. 
Senator  Dixon's  bill  does  just  that. 

This  legislation  improves  small  busi- 
nesses' chances  at  landing  Govern- 
ment contracts  and  subcontracts  by 
addressing  what  I  believe  are  three  im- 
portant issues. 

First,  this  legislation  would  end  the 
practice  of  using  qualified  bidder  and 
products  lists  as  a  way  to  disqualify 
small  businesses  from  Federal  con- 
tracts. As  a  result,  a  firm  would  be  eli- 


gible to  bid  on  contracts  even  if  it  is 
not  on  the  list.  Instead,  the  Small 
Business  Administration  would  review 
the  competency  of  a  small  business 
low  bidder.  Also,  no  review  would  be 
denied  based  on  the  dollar  value  of  the 
contract. 

Second,  firms  in  labor  surplus  areas 
would  have  more  opportunities  to  par- 
ticipate in  subcontracts.  Contractors 
must  already  submit  a  plan  which 
demonstrates  its  best  efforts  to  place 
subcontracts  with  small  and  small  dis- 
advantaged businesses.  This  legislation 
would  add  to  the  plan  by  having  the 
contractor  show  that  he  can  subcon- 
tract in  designated  areas  of  high  un- 
employment, or  labor  surplus  areas. 

Third,  the  bill  will  increase  competi- 
tion in  Government  contracts,  by  re- 
quiring that  more  contracts  and  sub- 
contracts be  opened  up  for  competitive 
bidding.  Under  this  bill,  small  and 
small  disadvantaged  businesses  would 
be  given  the  maximum  practicable  op- 
portunity to  participate  in  the  award 
of  Federal  procurements  and  subcon- 
tracts. This  would  maximize  competi- 
tion of  component  systems,  spare 
parts  and  service  for  major  weapons 
systems. 

I  do  have  some  reservations  about 
part  of  the  bill— specifically  that  part 
pertaining  to  the  purchase  of  techni- 
cal data  by  the  Government.  At  a  min- 
imum, the  issue  of  trade  secrets  and 
other  proprietary  data  must  be  ad- 
dressed. I  will  continue  to  study  this 
aspect  of  the  bill  as  it  progresses. 
Overall,  however,  I  feel  that  this  bill 
has  many  benefits  to  offer  a  wide  as- 
sortment of  groups. 

I  feel  that  this  bill  would  benefit 
both  small  and  small  disadvantaged 
businesses  and  Government. 

For  small  and  small  disadvantaged 
businesses  it  means  the  unfair  disqual- 
ifiers  will  be  removed,  allowing  them 
to  gain  access  to  their  fair  share  of 
Government  contracts  and  subcon- 
tracts. According  to  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  Independent  Businesses,  as 
many  as  56,000  of  NFIBs  members 
would  benefit  directly  from  this  bill. 
That's  10  percent  of  the  membership 
of  just  one  small  business  organiza- 
tion. 

For  the  Government,  and  thus  the 
taxpayer,  this  bill  would  mean  a  lower 
cost  for  the  same  quality  job.  It  would 
mean  more  jobs  in  hard  hit  areas. 
Also,  with  more  competition  in  the 
bidding  process  the  Government 
would  save  money,  thus  reducing  Fed- 
eral spending  and  the  deficit.  Every- 
one would  benefit  from  that. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will  join 
me  in  supporting  this  much  needed 
legislation.* 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  join  with  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Dixon)  and  a  bipar- 
tisan group  of  Senators  today  in  intro- 
ducing the  Small  Business  Competi- 
tion in  Contracting  Act  of  1983.  The 


purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  in- 
crease small  business  participation  in 
the  Federal  procurement  process, 
thereby  increasing  competition  and  re- 
ducing costs,  while  at  the  same  time 
increasing  the  capabilities  of  our  in- 
dustrial base  for  defense  and  civilian 
procurements. 

This  is  important  and  timely  legisla- 
tion. Studies  have  shown  that  savings 
of  50  percent  can  be  realized  through 
competitive  procurement.  Yet  at  this 
time,  only  10  percent  of  goods  and 
services  purchased  by  the  Department 
of  Defense,  for  example,  are  obtained 
through  competitive  procurement.  In 
the  area  of  spare  parts  alone,  it  has 
been  estimated  that  there  are  poten- 
tial savings  of  $6  billion  per  year.  De- 
spite the  official  policy  of  the  U.S. 
Government  and  the  Department  of 
Defense  that  small  businesses  have 
the  maximum  practicable  opportunity 
to  participate  in  the  award  of  Federal 
contracts,  the  actual  procurement 
practices  of  DOD  frustrate  competi- 
tion and  small  business  procurement. 

This  bill  removes  many  of  the  bar- 
riers to  competition  and  small  business 
participation  inherent  in  current  pro- 
curement practices,  and  it  would 
create  the  potential  for  large  cost  sav- 
ings, improved  delivery  times,  and  su- 
perior quality  of  goods  and  services 
purchased  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  re- 
ports in  recent  years  from  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  the  DOD  Inspector 
General,  and  others  pointing  out  the 
undesirable  results  of  the  Defense  De- 
partment's over-reliance  on  sole-source 
procurement  and  other  noncompeti- 
tive practices.  These  reports  have  been 
amplified  by  press  accounts  document- 
ing the  exorbitant  prices  charged  by 
defense  contractors  for  common  items 
and  spare  parts. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  ac- 
knowledged that  overpayment  for 
spare  parts  is  a  serious  problem.  The 
Secretary  has,  in  fact,  announced  that 
the  Department  will  take  action  to 
hold  contracting  officers  accountable 
for  failing  to  stop  overpayments.  It  is 
important  to  note,  however,  that 
under  current  procedures,  it  is  often 
impossible  for  a  contracting  officer  to 
identify  or  to  develop  alternate 
sources  of  supply  for  replacement 
parts.  The  original  manufacturer  or 
prime  contractor  is  simply  not  re- 
quired to  provide  enough  information 
to  identify  acceptable  substitute  com- 
ponents or  enough  technical  data  to 
allow  a  small  business  to  manufacture 
an  equivalent  part.  Without  an  alter- 
nate source  of  supply,  there  is  often 
no  choice  but  to  purchase  from  the 
original  manufacturer. 

In  my  view  the  sensible  approach 
taken  in  this  bill  will  increase  competi- 
tion and  reduce  defense  expenditures 
without    reducing    defense     procure- 


22404 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  3,  1983 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22405 


ment.  At  the  same  time  it  will  increase 
the  capabilities  of  the  industrial  base 
of  this  country  by  maximizing  the  op- 
portunity for  participation  by  small 
businesses  which  are  historically  the 
most  vital  and  innovative  elements  in 
our  economy. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  has  re- 
ceived the  enthusiastic  endorsement  of 
the  National  Small  Business  Associa- 
tion, the  Small  Business  Legislative 
Council.  Small  Business  United,  and 
the  National  Federation  of  Independ- 
ent Business.  I  congratulate  the  Sena- 
tor from  Illinois  for  his  leadership  on 
this  issue,  and  I  urge  the  appropriate 
committees  to  hold  hearings  on  this 
legislation  as  soon  as  possible. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business,  not  to  exceed  15 
minutes,  during  which  Senators  may 
speak  for  3  minutes  each. 


POWELL  MOORE 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  yester- 
day the  distinguished  minority  leader 
and  assistant  majority  leader  discussed 
the  imminent  retirement  from  Gov- 
ernment service  of  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  Powell  Moore,  and  today,  I 
want  to  join  them  in  wishing  Powell 
the  best  in  the  years  to  come.  Powell  is 
leaving  the  Department  of  State  to 
become  vice  president  for  government 
affairs  for  the  Lockheed  Corp. 

I  can  speak  of  Powell  Moore  with  a 
measure  of  pride,  for  Powell  began  his 
service  to  the  Government  here  in  this 
Chamber  with  one  of  the  Senate's 
most  distinguished  Members,  Senator 
Richard  B.  Russell  of  Georgia.  Since 
leaving  the  Senate  on  Senator  Rus- 
sell's death  in  1971,  Powell  has  served 
in  the  administrations  of  Presidents 
Nixon  and  Ford,  at  both  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  and  the  White  House, 
with  President  Reagan  at  the  White 
House,  and  now  most  recently  with 
Secretary  Shultz  at  the  Department  of 
State.  In  each  of  those  positions,  he 
has  distinguished  himself  as  an  able 
professional  of  unquestioned  integrity 
and  unfailing  good  humor.  Whatever 
his  responsibilities  have  been,  the 
American  people  have  been  abundant- 
ly well  served  by  Powell  Moore. 

I  am  tempted  to  add  as  well.  Mr. 
President,  that  we  shall  miss  Powell's 
portly  frame  about  the  halls  of  the 
Senate.  However,  that  may  not  be,  and 
I  hope  it  is  not,  entirely  true. 

I  understand  that  the  Lockheed 
Corp.  does  from  time  to  time  obtain 
the  occasional  Government  contract. 
That  being  so,  I  would  hope  that 
Powell  will  still  find  occasion  to  visit 
and  when  he  does,  he  will  always  be 
welcome. 


Mr.  President,  Powell  has  been  a 
dedicated  public  servant  and  he  re- 
mains a  good  and  valued  friend.  I  am 
certain  that  all  of  my  colleagues  join 
in  wishing  Powell  and  his  wife,  Kathy, 
the  very  best  of  luck  and  good  fortune 
in  the  coming  year. 


THE  ATTORNEY  GENERAL'S  RE- 
MARKS CONCERNING  CON- 
GRESS 

Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  very  disturbed  by  reports  in  the 
press  of  statements  Attorney  General 
Smith  made  regarding  the  administra- 
tion's relationship  with  Congress.  If 
these  reports  are  true,  I  believe  that 
Mr.  Smith  owes  each  and  every 
Member  of  Congress  an  apology. 

Is  is  bad  enough  that  the  Attorney 
General  chose  in  his  analogy  to  com- 
pare Congress  with  what  a  great  deal 
of  evidence  shows  to  be  a  corrupt  and 
organized  crime  controlled  labor  union 
in  which  34  leaders  have  been  convict- 
ed of  racketeering  in  recent  years.  It  is 
even  worse  to  attribute  criminal  activi- 
ties to  Members  of  Congress.  As  the 
chief  law  enforcement  official  in  the 
United  States,  his  remarks  will  be 
taken  by  members  of  the  public  to 
imply  that  he  has  knowledge  of  such 
criminal  activities.  American  citizens 
will  believe  that  his  defensive  ration- 
alization of  President  Reagan's  ill-con- 
ceived attendance  at  an  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  conven- 
tion reveals  insight  into  Justice  De- 
partment investigations  of  Members  of 
Congress. 

If  the  Attorney  General  has  evi- 
dence concerning  criminal  activities  by 
Members  of  Congress,  he  should  take 
them  to  a  grand  jury.  If  he  does  not 
have  such  evidence,  he  must  explain 
to  the  American  public  exactly  what 
he  meant  and  he  should  apologize  to 
those  he  has  tainted  without  reason. 


SOUTH  DAKOTA  HOMECOMING 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President. 
South  Dakota  was  the  proudest  State 
in  the  land  on  Saturday.  July  23.  when 
75  natives  who  have  distinguished 
themselves  nationally  and  internation- 
ally in  their  chosen  fields  returned  for 
the  first  South  Dakota  homecoming. 

Probably  the  only  statewide  event  of 
its  kind  ever  held,  the  homecoming 
captured  the  attention  of  people  in  all 
parts  of  the  State,  particularly  the  800 
who  attended  the  reception  and 
dinner  in  Sioux  Falls  honoring  the  75 
former  South  Dakotans  and  benefiting 
the  South  Dakota  Amateur  Baseball 
Hall  of  Fame. 

This  museum  is  the  only  one  of  its 
kind  in  the  world.  The  idea  was 
brought  to  fruition  through  the  sup- 
port and  financial  assistance  of  Mrs. 
Helen  Salo  Mitchell  of  Lake  Norden, 
S.  Dak.,  and  Minneapolis.  Minn.  Mrs. 


Mitchell  received  special  recognition 
at  the  banquet. 

Credit  for  the  idea  behind  the  South 
Dakota  Homecoming  and  for  the  orga- 
nization that  carried  the  idea  to  a  suc- 
cessful conclusion  must  go  to  Mr.  Ray 
Antonen  of  Estelline,  S.  Dak.,  and  to 
Mr.  James  Meaghan  of  Estelline,  S. 
Dak.,  and  Sarasota,  Fla.  Discussion 
has  already  begun  on  a  possible  second 
South  Dakota  Homecoming,  with  sug- 
gestions centering  on  the  State's  cen- 
tennial year  in  1989. 

In  addition  to  the  75  honored  guests 
in  attendance,  100  more  former  resi- 
dents were  invited  to  be  a  part  of  the 
evening's  activities,  but  were  unable  to 
attend.  All  175  honorees  were  listed  in 
the  banquet  program  with  brief  biog- 
raphies. 

In  this  welcoming  remarks.  Gover- 
nor William  Janklow  noted  the  unique 
qualities  of  South  Dakota.  He  stated: 

South  Dakota  is  more  than  a  name  to  its 
people— South  Dakota  is  a  way  of  life:  a 
value  system  that  all  of  you  have  taken  with 
you  wherever  you  have  gone.  It's  a  common 
horse  sense  that  you  can't  acquire  unless 
you've  been  born  here  and  raised  with  it. 

Among  those  honored  for  carrying 
forward  the  State's  good  name  was 
Allen  H.  Neuharth.  chairman  and 
president  of  Gannett  Co.,  Inc.  Neu- 
harth concluded  the  evening  with  a 
presentation  on  behalf  of  all  South 
Dakota  alumni  by  toasting  those  who 
have  stayed  in  the  State  for  their  live- 
lihoods and  have  "kept  South  Dakota 
what  it  is:  the  most  all-American  State 
in  all  of  America." 

In  addition  to  Neuharth,  some  of  the 
former  South  Dakotans  honored  at 
the  homecoming  were  Myron  Floren, 
accordionist  with  the  Lawrence  Welk 
Orchestra  for  over  25  years:  Joe  Foss, 
former  Governor  of  South  Dakota  and 
first  commissioner  of  the  American 
Football  League  who  was  also  keynote 
speaker  for  the  homecoming  banquet; 
Paul  Friggens,  recently  retired  after 
31  years  of  editorial  positions  with  the 
Reader's  Digest:  G.  Keith  Funston, 
former  president  of  the  New  York 
Stock  Exchange;  Garney  Henley,  a  10- 
time  All-Canadian  football  player  with 
the  Hamilton  Tiger  Cats;  Dr.  Arthur 
Larson,  former  Under  Secretary  of 
Labor  and  Director  of  the  U.S.  Infor- 
mation Agency:  Jerome  J.  Lohr,  presi- 
dent of  the  Turgeon  and  Lohr  Winery 
in  California;  Felix  Mansager,  retired 
chairman  and  president  of  the  Hoover 
Co.;  Joe  Robbie,  managing  partner  of 
the  Miami  Dolphins:  and  V.  J.  Skutt, 
chairman  and  chief  executive  officer 
of  the  Mutual  of  Omaha  Insurance 
Co. 

Among  those  listed  on  the  program 
for  the  South  Dakota  homecoming  but 
who  were  unable  to  attend  were  Sena- 
tor J.  James  Exon:  former  U.S.  Sena- 
tors James  G.  Abourezk  and  George  S. 
McGovern;  actre.sses  Catherine  Bach 
and  Cheryl  Ladd;  television  personal- 


ities Bob  Barker.  Tom  Brokaw,  and 
Lawrence  Welk;  Sparky  Anderson, 
manager  of  the  Detroit  Tigers  and 
former  manager  of  the  world  champi- 
on Cincinnati  Reds;  and  Hon.  Sylvia 
Bacon,  judge  of  the  Superior  Court  of 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

"The  Challenge  State"  is  one  of 
South  Dakota's  nicknames.  Originally 
this  referred  to  our  extreme  climate 
and  wide  variety  of  scenery— Black 
Hills,  prairies,  glacial  lakes.  Badlands. 
The  phrase  could  also  be  applied  to 
the  people  of  South  Dakota,  who  obvi- 
ously thrive  on  challenge,  judging 
from  the  number  who  become  out- 
standing achievers. 


THE  ENTITLEMENT  OF  THE  RE- 
PUBLIC OF  CHINA  TO  RETAIN 
ITS  MEMBERSHIP  IN  THE 
ASIAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President,  in 
1979  when  the  Taiwan  Relations  Act 
was  before  the  Senate,  Senator  Frank 
Church  of  Idaho,  then  the  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee, together  with  Senator  Jacob 
Javits  of  New  York,  then  the  ranking 
Republican  of  the  committee,  spon- 
sored a  series  of  amendments  to  the 
bill  designed  to  better  protect  the  le- 
gitimate interests  of  the  people  of 
Taiwan.  Senate  approval  of  these 
amendments  helped  to  forge  a  consen- 
,  sus  that  led  to  an  overwhelming  vote 
of  85  to  4  on  final  passage. 

Senator  Church,  who  is  now  engaged 
in  the  practice  of  international  law  in 
the  firm  of  Whitman  &  Ransom,  has 
recently  written  a  legal  treatise  on 
"The  Entitlement  of  the  Republic  of 
China  To  Retain  Its  Membership  in 
the  Asian  Development  Bank. ' 

The  treatise  makes  a  persuasive  case 
that  the  Republic  of  China  continues 
to  be  qualified,  on  both  legal  and  equi- 
table grounds,  to  remain  a  full 
member  in  the  Asian  Development 
Bank,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  becomes  a 
member  of  that  institution.  Inasmuch 
as  the  treatise  speaks  to  the  provisions 
of  Senate  Resolution  137,  which  I 
have  cosponsored  with  more  than  50 
of  my  Senate  colleagues,  expressing 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Re- 
public of  China  should  retain  its  full 
membership  in  the  Asian  Development 
Bank,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  full  text  of  the  treatise,  including 
the  footnotes,  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  trea- 
tise was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
The  Entitlement  of  the  Republic  of  China 

To  Retain  its  Membership  in  the  Asian 

Development  Bank 

On  February  10.  1983,  in  an  unsigned 
letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Masao  Pujioka. 
President  of  the  Asian  Development  Bank 
(ADB  or  the  Bank),  Wu  Xueqian,  Minister 
of  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  People's  Republic 
of  China  (PRO,  gave  notice  of  his  govern- 


ment's intention  to  apply  for  membership  in 
the  Bank.  The  letter  made  clear,  however, 
that  the  PRC's  membership  application 
would  be  contingent  upon  the  expulsion  of 
the  Rebublic  of  China  (ROC).  Accordingly, 
the  PRC  requested  the  ADB  "to  take  imme- 
diately the  necessary  measures  to  terminate 
the  membership  of  the  Taiwan  authori- 
ties." ' 

The  object  of  this  paper  is  not  to  contest 
the  eligibility  of  the  PRC  to  become  a 
member  of  the  ADB.  It  is,  rather,  to  demon- 
strate that  any  decision  by  the  Bank  to 
expel  the  ROC  or  to  preclude  its  full  mem- 
bership in  the  Bank  would  be  unjust,  lack- 
ing in  legal  basis,  arbitrarily  political  in 
character,  violative  of  the  Banks  charter,^ 
and  contrary  to  the  institution's  intended 
function  and  purpose. 

The  PRC  bases  its  demand  for  the  expul- 
sion of  the  "Taiwan  authorities"  on  two 
premises:  (1)  that  the  ROC  is  unqualified 
for  membership  in  the  ADB,  since  it  is  nei- 
ther a  member  or  associate  member  of  the 
United  Nations  Economic  and  Social  Com- 
mission for  Asia  and  the  Far  East,  nor  a 
member  of  the  United  Nations  or  any  of  its 
specialized  agencies,  as  stipulated  in  Article 
3.1  of  the  Agreement:  and  (2)  that  only  the 
PRC  is  entitled  to  represent  China  in  any 
international  organization.^  These  two 
premises  must  be  scrutinized  in  the  context 
of  the  ADB  Agreement,  the  history  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  ROC'S  admission  to  mem- 
bership in  the  Bank,  and  the  ROC's  fulfill- 
ment of  its  obligations  as  a  member. 

the  role  of  the  ADB 

The  Agreement  establishing  the  ADB  was 
signed  in  Manila  on  December  4.  1965.*  It 
entered  into  force  on  August  22,  1966,  after 
being  ratified  by  fifteen  signatory  govern- 
ments.^ The  Republic  of  China  (ROC)  de- 
posited its  instrument  of  ratification  on 
September  22.  1966,  thus  becoming  one  of 
the  founding  members.*^  From  the  day  of 
the  Banks  birth,  the  ROC  has  been— and 
still  remains— a  member  in  good  standing. 
Today  the  Bank  has  grown  to  include  45 
member  nations.  It  is  owned  by  the  govern- 
ments of  31  countries  from  the  Asia- Pacific 
region,  and  14  countries  from  Europe  and 
North  America." 

The  ADB  was  established  for  the  purpose 
of  promoting  economic  development  in  the 
Asia-Pacific  region  where  it  has  become  an 
important  source  for  generating  capital  in- 
vestment. According  to  a  description  con- 
tained in  the  Bank's  1982  annual  report,  the 
ADB's  "principal  functions  are  (i)  to  make 
loans  for  the  economic  and  social  advance- 
ment of  developing  member  countries:  (ii)  to 
provide  technical  assistance  for  the  prepara- 
tion and  execution  of  development  projects 
and  programs  and  advisory  services:  (iii)  to 
promote  investment  of  public  and  private 
capital  for  development  purposes:  and  (iv) 
to  respond  to  requests  for  assistance  in  co- 
ordinating development  policies  and  plans 
of  member  countries.  In  its  operations,  the 
Bank  is  also  required  to  give  special  atten- 
tion to  the  needs  of  the  smaller  or  less  de- 
veloped countries  and  to  give  priority  to  re- 
gional, subregional  and  national  projects 
and  programs  which  will  contribute  to  the 
harmonious  economic  growth  of  the  region 
as  a  whole." " 

membership  in  the  ADB 

Membership  in  the  ADB  is  governed  by 
Article  3  of  the  Agreement.  Article  3.1 
states: 

■Membership  in  the  Bank  shall  be  open 
to;  (i)  members  and  associate  members  of 
the  United  Nations  Economic  Commission 


for  Asia  and  the  Far  East:  and  (ii)  other  re- 
gional countries  and  non-regional  developed 
countries  which  are  members  of  the  United 
Nations  or  of  any  of  its  specialized  agen- 
cies." » 

In  1966,  the  ROC.  as  a  member  of  the 
United  Nations  Economic  Commission  for 
Asia  and  the  Far  East  (ECAFE),  which  is 
now  known  as  the  Economic  and  Social 
Commission  for  Asia  and  the  Pacific 
(ESCAP),'"  fully  met  the  requirements  for 
admission  to  membership  in  the  ADB,  as  set 
forth  above.  However,  in  1971.  the  United 
Nations  General  Assembly  adopted  a  resolu- 
tion in  which  the  ROC  was  replaced  by  the 
PRC  in  the  U.N.  and  its  specialized  agen- 
cies." In  the  case  of  the  International  Mon- 
etary Fund  and  the  World  Bank,  the  ROC's 
representation  was  replaced  by  the  PRC  in 
1980.'* 

Thus  the  question  arises  under  Article  3 
of  the  Agreement  whether,  once  a  member 
is  admitted  to  the  ADB.  it  may  continue  as  a 
member  in  the  event  that  it  subsequently 
loses  its  membership  in  the  United  Nations 
or  its  specialized  agencies.  The  answer  to 
this  question  depends  upon  the  interpreta- 
tion given  Article  3.1  of  the  Agreement  by 
the  Bank's  Board  of  Governors." 

Article  60  of  the  Agreement  governs  the 
interpretation  of  its  provisions.  Although 
preliminary  questions  of  interpretation  may 
be  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Directors.  Ar- 
ticle 60.2  states  that  ".  .  .  any  member  may 
require  that  the  question  be  referred  to  the 
Board  of  Governors  whose  decision  shall  be 
final."  '*  Moreover,  if  the  interpretation 
bears  upon  the  suspension  of  a  member.  Ar- 
ticle 42  of  the  Agreement  vests  the  sole 
power  in  the  Board  of  Governors,  while  Ar- 
ticle 28  provides  that  this  power  cannot  be 
delegated." 

The  procedures  to  be  followed  in  suspend- 
ing a  member  are  spelled  out  in  Section  17 
of  the  By-Laws: 

"Before  any  member  is  suspended  from 
membership  in  the  Bank,  the  matter  shall 
be  considered  by  the  Board  of  Directors, 
which  shall  inform  the  member  sufficiently 
in  advance  of  the  complaint  against  it,  and 
shall  give  the  member  a  reasonable  time  to 
explain  its  case  orally  and  in  writing.  The 
Board  of  Directors  shall  recommend  to  the 
Board  of  Governors  whatever  action  it  con- 
siders appropriate.  The  member  shall  be  no- 
tified of  the  recommendation  and  of  the 
date'on  which  the  matter  is  to  be  considered 
by  the  Board  of  Governors,  and  it  shall  be 
given  a  reasonable  time  in  w-hich  to  present 
its  case  orally  and  in  writing  before  the 
Board  of  Governors.  Any  member  may 
waive  this  right."  " 

Because  Section  17  of  the  Bylaws  regard- 
ing suspension  procedures  is  subordinate  to 
Article  42  of  the  Agreement."  any  suspen- 
sion of  a  member  leading  to  cessation  of 
membership  may  occur  only  "If  a  member 
fails  to  fulfill  any  of  its  obligation(s)  to  the 
Bank  ..."'" 

When  examined  in  the  context  of  the 
entire  Agreement,  the  membership  qualifi- 
cations prescribed  in  Article  3.1  should  be 
given  no  broader  interpretation  than  the 
words  themselves  convey.'"  The  U.N.  affili- 
ations required  clearly  relate  to  eligibility 
for  admission  to  membership  in  the  ADB. 
and  should  not  be  interpreted  as  applicable 
to  a  member  once  properly  admitted."  At 
the  lime  of  its  admission,  the  ROC  was  a 
member  of  the  U.N.  and  its  specialized  agen- 
cies, including  ECAFE.  It  fully  met  the 
qualifications  for  admission  to  membership 
in  the  Bank.  Thus,  the  real  question  pre- 
sented is:  How  may  a  membership,  properly 
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granted  at  the  time  of  admission  to  the 
ADB.  be  terminated  afterwards?  The 
answer  to  this  question  must  rest  upon  an 
examination  of  the  Agreement  in  its  entire- 
ly 
The  Agreement  stipulates  only  two  ways 

for  a  membership  to  be  terminated— either 
by  voluntary  withdrawal  or  by  suspension," 
Significantly,  the  loss  of  membership  in  the 
U.N.  or  Its  specialized  agencies  is  mentioned 
nowhere  in  the  Agreement  as  a  condition 
for  the  termination  of  membership  in  the 
ADB.  This  omission  cannot  be  dismissed  as 
inadvertent,  since  the  Banks  Agreement 
was  closely  patterned  after  the  Charter  of 
the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development  (IBRD),  drafted  22  years 
before  the  founding  of  the  ADB." 

Whereas  the  IBRD  Charter  specifies  that 
memt>ership  shall  be  open  to  members  of 
the  International  Monetary  Fund"  (IMF),  it 
expressly  sets  forth  three  grounds  for  termi- 
nation of  IBRD  meml)ership— withdrawal, 
suspension  and  cessation  of  meml)ership  in 
the  IMF."  In  contrast,  the  ADB  Agree- 
ment, by  mentioning  only  withdrawal  and 
suspension  as  the  basis  for  terminating 
membership,  deliberately  omiu  the  loss  of 
membership  in  the  U.N.  or  its  specialized 
agencies  as  a  condition  for  terminating 
membership  in  the  ADB. 

Similarly,  the  Charters  of  the  Interna- 
tional Development  Association  (IDA)  and 
the  International  Finance  Corporation 
(IPC),  two  agencies  closely  associated  with 
the  IBRD,  stipulate  that  loss  of  member- 
ship in  the  IBRD  shall  automatically  result 
in  the  termination  of  membership  in  the 
IDA  and  the  IFC."  Except  for  its  regional 
character,  the  ADBs  goals  are  very  similar 
to  those  of  the  IBRD  and  its  affiliates.  For 
this  reason,  since  the  ADB  was  established 
much  later,  the  Charters  of  these  earlier  fi- 
nancial institutions  were  scrutinized  by  the 
founders  of  the  Bank.  Nevertheless,  the 
ADB  Agreement  provides  only  two  grounds 
for  cessation  of  membership,  voluntary 
withdrawal  or  suspension  by  reason  of  a 
members  failure  to  fulfill  its  obligations.  No 
mention  is  made  of  the  need  for  continued 
membership  in  the  U.N.  or  its  specialized 
agencies,  nor  should  any  be  implied.  Had 
the  founders  so  intended,  they  would  have 
written  such  a  provision  into  the  Agree- 
ment, in  accordance  with  the  precedent  es- 
tablished in  the  charters  of  the  IBRD  and 
its  affiliates. 

It  is  clear,  then,  that  once  admitted  in 
compliance  with  Article  3.  membership  in 
the  ADB  continues  indefinitely  unless  a 
member  withdraws  or  is  susF)ended  by  the 
Bank.  But  any  suspension,  including  one 
leading  to  eventual  cessation  of  member- 
ship, is  controlled,  not  by  Article  3,  but  by 
other  provisions  of  the  Agreement  and  the 
By-Laws. 

Inasmuch  as  the  ROC  does  not  intend  to 
withdraw  from  the  ADB.  the  pertinent  pro- 
vision governing  suspension  of  its  member- 
ship is  contained  in  Article  42  of  the  Agree- 
ment which  reads: 

"I.  If  a  member  fails  to  fulfill  any  of  its 
obligation(s)  to  the  Bank,  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors may  suspend  such  member  by  a  vote 
of  two-thirds  of  the  total  number  of  Gover- 
nors, representing  not  less  than  three- 
fourths  of  the  total  voting  power  of  the 
members. 

■'2.  The  member  so  suspended  shall  auto- 
matically cease  to  be  a  member  of  the  Bank 
one  (1)  year  from  the  date  of  its  suspension 
unless  the  Board  of  Governors,  during  the 
one-year  period,  decides  by  the  same  majori- 
ty necessary  for  suspension  to  restore  the 
member  to  good  standing. 


■3.  While  under  suspension,  a  member 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  exercise  any  rights 
under  this  Agreement,  except  the  right  of 
withdrawal,  but  shall  remain  subject  to  all 
its  obligations."  " 

Article  42.  by  its  terms,  limits  the  suspen- 
sion of  membership  to  a  single  prerequisite: 
the  failure  of  a  member  'to  fulfil  any  of  its 
obligation(s)  to  the  Bank."  ^' 

Since  its  accession  to  membership  in  the 
ADB.  the  ROC  has  faithfully  fulfilled  all  of 
its  obligations  to  the  Bank,  as  evidenced  by 
its  regular  stock  subscriptions,  including:  -' 
(Al  Ordinary  Capital  Subscriptions 

(1)  Original  capital  subscription  when  the 
Bank  was  established  in  December  1966. 

Total  amount:  US  $16,000,000  of  which  50 
percent  callable.  50  percent  paid  in. 

For  the  paid  in  portion.  50  percent  in  con- 
vertible currency.  50  percent  in  national 
currency. 

(2)  First  General  Capital  Increase  (GCI- 
I).  Of  the  150  percent  increase:  80  percent 
callable.  20  percent  paid  in.  For  the  paid-in 
portion.  40  percent  in  convertible  currency. 
60  percent  in  national  currency. 

(3)  Second  General  Capital  Increase 
(GCI-II).  Of  the  125  percent  increase:  90 
percent  callable.  10  percent  paid-in.  For  the 
paid-in  portion.  40  percent  in  convertible 
currency.  60  percent  in  national  currency. 

(4)  Third  General  Capital  Increase  (GCI- 
III).  Of  the  105  percent  increase:  95  percent 
callable.  5  percent  paid-in.  For  the  paid-in 
portion.  40  percent  in  convertible  currency. 
60  percent  in  national  currency. 

On  the  basis  of  the  above.  ROC's  total 
amount  of  capital  subscription  as  of  today  is 
about  US$190  million,  of  which  about  US$9 
million  has  been  paid-in  in  convertible  cur- 
rency, and  about  NT$457  million  in  national 
currency.  For  the  GCI-III.  the  ROC  will 
have  to  pay  in  the  next  four  years  40  per- 
cent of  the  paid-in  portion  in  convertible 
currency. 

(B>  Technical  Assistance  Special  Fund 
(TASFI 

About  seven  years  ago.  the  ROC  contrib- 
uted US$200,000  to  the  Technical  Assistance 
Special  Fund,  with  payments  spread  over  a 
period  of  several  years.  This  money  has 
been  used  by  ADB  for  hiring  consultants 
from  ROC  and  other  ADB  member  coun- 
tries. 

(C)  Asian  Development  Fund  (ADF) 

The  ADB  mobilized  a  total  of  US$3.2  bil 
lion  for  ADF-III  on  July  1982.  including 
contributions,  made  for  the  first  time,  from 
four  developing  member  countries:  namely. 
Korea.  Indonesia,  the  ROC  and  Hong  Kong. 
The  ROC's  contribution  was  US$2  million, 
which  will  be  paid  in  four  equal  annual  in- 
stalments of  US$500,000  each,  from  1983  to 
1986. 

It  is  readily  apparent  that  the  ROC  has 
not  only  fulfilled  its  obligations  to  the 
Bank,  in  the  form  of  ordinary  capital  sub- 
scriptions, but  it  has  freely  contributed 
money  to  the  Banks  voluntary  programs. 
Moreover,  in  continuing  to  accept  contribu- 
tions from  the  ROC.  the  Bank  has  never 
questioned  the  ROCs  eligibility  to  make 
them.  Both  the  request  from  the  ADB  man- 
agement for  the  ROC  to  participate  in  the 
third  general  capital  increase  (GCI-III).  and 
its  acceptance  of  the  ROCs  capital  subscrip- 
tion to  the  same,  occurred  after  the  ROC 
had  lost  its  membership  in  the  U.N..  its  spe- 
cialized agencies,  the  IMF  and  the  IBRD. 
Moreover,  the  ROC's  pledge  to  the  Asian 
Development  Fund  (ADF)  was  accepted  by 
the  ADB  in  early  1982.  once  more  long  after 
the  ROC  had  lost  its  membership  in  the 


U.N.  and  its  specialized  agencies,  and  some 
two  years  after  its  loss  of  membership  in  the 
IMF  and  the  IBRD." 

Therefore  it  is  clear  that  the  ROC's  loss 
of  U.N.  affiliation,  as  well  as  its  loss  of  mem- 
bership in  the  IMF  and  the  IBRD,  has 
never  before  given  rise  to  any  questioning  of 
its  membership  in  the  ADB.  as  the  Bank, 
for  years  afterwards,  has  continued  to  re- 
quest and  accept  the  ROC's  financial  contri- 
butions. This  simply  underscores  the  fact 
that  the  ADB  is  a  regional  development 
bank,  both  independent  of,  and  uncon- 
trolled by.  any  action  taken  by  the  IMF.  the 
IBRD,  the  U.N.  or  its  specialized  agencies. 

That  the  ROC  has  always  been,  and  still 
remains,  an  ADB  member  in  good  standing, 
is  attested  to  by  the  Bank's  own  President, 
Masao  Fujioka.  who  recently  stated: 

On  this  issue.  I  can  tell  you  that  Taiwan 
(the  Republic  of  China)  was  one  of  the 
founding  members  of  the  Bank  some  16 
years  ago.  and  has  been  a  good  member.  It 
has  performed  all  its  obligations  under  the 
Charter  and  has  cooperated  with  the  Bank 
in  terms  of  contributions  and  otherwise."  2' 

The  United  States  representative  on  the 
ADB  Board  of  Directors.  John  A.  Bohn,  Jr., 
underscored  this  point  in  observing  that  the 
ROC  has  been  a  loyal  member"  of  the 
Bank  since  its  founding."" 

It  necessarily  follows  that  explusion  of 
the  ROC  from  the  ADB  cannot  be  based 
upon  its  failure  to  fulfill  its  obligations  to 
the  Bank,  the  only  grounds  stipulated  in 
the  Agreement  for  a  suspension  leading  to 
cessation  of  membership.  Arguably,  such  a 
decision  would  have  to  be  taken  on  the  basis 
of  the  PRCs  second  premise,  namely,  that 
■the  Taiwan  authorities  participation,  in 
the  name  of  China,  in  all  international  orga- 
nizations." is  somehow  "illegal  and  in- 
valid.""' 

The  China  Representation  Issue 

In  effect,  the  PRC  contends  that  it  occu- 
pies the  position  of  a  "successor  govern- 
ment. "  with  the  right  to  displace  the  ROC 
In  any  international  organization  in  which  it 
holds  membership.  Such  a  proposition  is  un- 
supported by  any  recognized  principle  of 
international  law.  Indeed,  the  contrary 
holds  true.  Membership  by  right  of  succes- 
sion is  not  automatic.  Even  if.  for  the  sake 
of  argument,  the  PRC  were  presumed  to  be 
a  "successor  government."  the  ROC's  mem- 
bership in  such  organizations  "cannot  pass 
to  a  successor  State;  "-^  (membership)  can  be 
acquired  only  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
laid  down  in  their  constitutions.  ■"'  This  im- 
plies that  unless  the  devolution  of  member- 
ship is  expressly  provided  for  in  the  constit- 
uent instrument  of  the  organization  con- 
cerned, no  succession  to  membership  can 
take  place."  ■"*  The  ADB  Agreement  makes 
no  reference  whatever  to  membership  by 
succession. 

In  order  to  put  this  matter  in  perspective, 
it  is  necessary  to  review  the  historical  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  the  entry  of  a  state 
called  "China"  into  the  U.N..  the  IMF  and 
the  IBRD,  which  occurred  shortly  after 
World  War  II.  At  that  time,  the  China"  so 
admitted  occupied  most  of  the  Chinese 
mainland  and  the  island  territories.  In  De- 
cember 1946.  this  China"  adopted  a  consti- 
tution whereby  the  Republic  of  China 
(ROC)  was  formally  established  and  a  new 
government  formed.  ■"' 

Meanwhile,  however,  civil  war  raged  on 
the  Chinese  mainland  and  the  fighting 
eventually  forced  the  ROC  government,  in 

1949.  to  withdraw  to  Taiwan.  Since  then, 
the  ROC  government  has  remained  in  effec- 


tive control  of  Taiwan,  the  Pescadores  and 
certain  other  islands,  while  the  government 
of  the  Peoples  Republic  of  China  (PRC)  has 
controlled  the  mainland. 

This  change  of  circumstances  eventually 
led  to  the  PRCs  displacement  of  the  ROC 
as  the  representative  of  "China"  in  the 
U.N.,  the  IMF,  the  IBRD,  and  other  U.N. 
agencies.  When  a  choice  had  to  be  made  as 
to  which  government  should  occupy  the 
"China"  seat  in  these  institutions,  prefer- 
ence was  given  to  the  government  which 
then  controlled  the  mainland. 

But  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
ROC's  admission  to  membership  in  the 
ADB  were  quite  different.  By  1966.  al- 
though the  ROC  was  still  affiliated  with  the 
U.N.  and  its  specialized  agencies,  it  no 
longer  maintained  a  presence  on  the  Chi- 
nese mainland.  The  membership  which  the 
ROC  acquired  in  the  ADB  actually  related 
to  the  area  of  Taiwan,  not  the  whole  area  of 
China.  The  amount  of  the  ROC's  subscrip- 
tion to  the  Bank's  capital  was  determined 
solely  on  the  basis  of  the  area,  population 
and  economy  of  Taiwan." 

Thus,  the  ADB,  unlike  the  U.N.,  the  IMF 
or  the  IBRD,  is  not  called  upon  to  decide 
whether  the  ROC  or  the  PRC  should 
occupy  the  China "  seal  at  the  Bank.  Actu- 
ally, no  such  seat  exists,  a  fact  borne  out  in 
the  documents  prepared  at  the  time  of  the 
Bank's  establishment,  in  which  the  term 
"China"  is  used  in  some  cases,  the  term 
China  (Taiwan) "  in  other  cases,  and  the 
term  "Republic  of  China"  in  still  other 
cases. '"  The  truth  is  that  the  ADB  accepted 
the  ROC  into  the  Banks  membership,  not 
on  the  basis  of  its  claim  to  represent  the 
whole  area  of  China,  but  rather  on  the  basis 
of  the  territory,  population  and  economy 
over  which  it  then  exercised  "effective  con- 
trol." i.e.  the  islands  of  Taiwan  and  the  Pes- 
cadores. 

The  'effective  control"  test  is  evidenced 
by  the  formula  for  determining  the  amount 
of  capital  stock  in  the  ADB  to  be  subscribed 
by  the  ROC.  The  By-Laws  of  the  ADB  stale: 
"When  submitting  an  application  to  the 
Board  of  Governors,  the  Board  of  Directors, 
after  consultation  with  the  applicant  coun- 
try, shall  recommend  to  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors the  number  of  shares  of  capital  slock 
to  be  subscribed."  " 

The  ROCs  initial  subscription  to  the  au- 
thorized capital  slock  of  the  ADB  was  $16 
million.  Its  contribution  to  the  funding  of 
the  Bank,  and  its  portion  of  authorized 
shareholdings,  give  the  ROC  a  modest  1.5 
percent  of  the  total  voting  power  of  the 
Banks  membership.""'  This,  in  itself,  demon- 
strates that  the  ADB  admitted  the  ROC  as 
a  member,  strictly  on  the  basis  of  the  island 
territories  over  which  it  then  exercised  "ef- 
fective control."  The  compulations  excluded 
the  Chinese  mainland. 

The  very  opposite  held  true  when  the 
ROC  occupied  the  "China"  seat  in  the 
IBRD.  In  that  case,  the  ROCs  capital  con- 
tributions to  the  World  Bank  were  based 
upon  an  economic  formula  which  covered 
the  whole  of  China,  both  the  mainland  and 
the  island  territories.  Accordingly,  in  1978. 
for  example,  the  ROC  had  2.59  percent  of 
the  capital  stock  in  the  IBRD,  a  proportion- 
ately larger  share  of  a  bank  much  bigger 
than  the  ADB.*' 

So  if  the  PRCs  application  for  member- 
ship in  the  ADB  is  given  treatment  equiva- 
lent to  that  accorded  the  ROC.  its  capital 
subscription,  and  its  portion  of  authorized 
shareholdings,  will  be  based  on  a  formula 
limited  to  the  Chinese  mainland,  that  is.  to 
the    area,    population    and    economy    over 


which  the  PRC  presently  exercises  "effec- 
tive control."" 

The  PRC.  however,  is  asking,  not  for 
equivalent  treatment,  based  on  the  same 
"effective  control"  standard,  but  for  a  pre- 
ferred status  based  on  polemics  blatantly 
political  in  character.  Thus,  in  its  letter  of 
intent  to  join  the  Bank,  the  PRC  asserts 
that  it  is  the  "sole  legal  Government  of 
China;""  that  "Taiwan  is  an  inalienable 
part"'  of  China;  that  the  PRC  alone  "repre- 
sents China  in  any  international  organiza- 
tion;" and  that  the  ROC's  participation,  "in 
the  name  of  China,  in  all  international  orga- 
nizations (is)  illegal  and  invalid.""  *' 
Political  considerations  are  improper  under 
the  agreement 
The  political  nature  of  the  PRCs  declared 
intent  to  join  the  Bank  was  acknowledged 
by  ADB  President  Fujioka,  al  his  press  con- 
ference in  Manila  on  April  11,  1983: 

•But  there  is  one  more  political  issue,  and 
that  is  China."" " 

Article  36  of  the  Agreement  specifically 
prohibits  the  "Bank,  its  President,  Vice 
President(s).  officers  and  staff,  from  allow- 
ing their  decisions  to  be  influenced  by  the 
political  character  of  the  member  con- 
cerned. "Only  economic  considerations  shall 
be  relevant  to  their  decisions  ...  in  order  to 
achieve  and  carry  out  the  purpose  and  func- 
tions to  the  Bank.""  " 

So  the  central  question  can  be  put  very 
simply:  what  is  the  ADB?  It  is  a  regional 
bank.  Article  1  of  the  Agreement  describes 
the  purpose  of  the  Bank  as  that  of  fostering 
"economic  growth  and  cooperation  in  the 
region  of  Asia  and  the  Far  East"  and  that  of 
contributing  to  "the  acceleration  of  the 
process  of  economic  development  of  the  de- 
veloping member  countries  of  the  region, 
collectively  and  individually.""** 

The  ROC  is  ideally  suited  to  help  advance 
the  ADBs  objectives,  for  the  following  rea- 
sons: 

(1)  The  ROC  has  the  eleventh  largest  pop- 
ulation among  all  31  regional  members; 

(2)  The  ROC  has  the  sixth  largest  per 
capita  GNP  (after  Japan.  Australia.  New 
Zealand.  Singapore  and  Hong  Kong)  of  all 
31  regional  members; 

(3)  The  ROC  ranks  sixth  in  foreign  trade 
(after  Japan.  Singapore,  Australia,  South 
Korea,  and  Hong  Kong)  among  all  31  re- 
gional members;  in  1982,  the  value  of  im- 
ports and  exports  amount  to  US  $41.1  bill- 
lion,  with  US  $18.9  billion  of  imports  and 
US  $22.2  billion  of  exports. 

(4)  The  ROC  has  diplomatic  relations 
with  23  countries,  maintains  over  100  trade 
offices  throughout  the  world,  and  trades 
with  over  140  countries,  including  all  the 
major  countries  that  are  members  of  the 
ADB.*' 

If  the  ROC  were  expelled  from  the  ADB 
for  political  reasons,  the  Bank  would  be  de- 
prived of  its  access  to  the  resources  of  one 
of  the  region"s  richest  countries.  In  1971. 
the  ROC  ceased  to  compete  for  the  limited 
capital  of  the  ADB  as  a  borrower  and 
became  a  donor  instead,  by  contributing  to 
the  Bank's  Technical  Assistance  Special 
Fund  (TASF)  and  to  its  Asian  Development 
Fund  (ADF).*« 

This  makes  it  all  the  more  apparent  that 
the  expulsion  of  the  ROC  from  the  ADB 
would  be  harmful  to  the  Bank,  contrary  to 
its  purpose  and  functions,  and  violative  of 
the  injunction  contained  in  Article  14  (xiv) 
of  the  Agreement  which  stipulates  that 
"The  Bank  shall  be  guided  by  sound  bank- 
ing principles  in  its  operations."  *'  Further- 
more, such  a  decision  would  deprive  the 
people  of  Taiwan  and  the  Pescadores  of  rep- 


resentation In  the  region's  largest  economic 
development  organization,  despite  the 
major  contribution  they  make  to  the  re- 
gion's wealth  and  productivity. 

PRCs  demand  is  unprecedented 
Since  its  establishment  in  1966.  member- 
ship in  the  ADB  has  increased  from  31  to  45 
states.  None  of  the  14  new  members  at- 
tached any  precondition  to  its  application 
for  membership.**  To  accede  to  the  PRCs 
demand  for  the  explusion  of  the  ROC  as  a 
pre-condition  for  its  membership  applica- 
tion would  be  unprecedented.  It  would  grant 
a  special  concession  to  the  PRC  which  has 
been  made  to  no  other  government,  and 
thus  confer  upon  it  favored  treatment.  Yet 
the  Bank,  its  officers  and  staff  are  Instruct- 
ed under  Article  36  of  the  Agreement  to 
show  no  partiality  in  their  dealings  with 
members.*' 

United  States  position 
At  the  present  time,  the  United  States 
Government,  according  to  Secretary  of 
State  George  P.  Shultz.  while  favoring  the 
admission  of  the  PRC  to  the  ADB,  opposes 
the  expulsion  of  the  ROC.  "If  Taiwan  is  ex- 
pelled, that  would  cause  great  difficulty  for 
the  Bank  as  regards  to  support  from  the 
United  States.""^"' 

This  view  was  confirmed  by  Secretary  of 
Treasury  Donald  Regan  during  his  press 
conferences  on  May  4  and  5.  1983  in  Manila: 
"As  far  as  the  United  States  is  concerned, 
we  would  deal  with  an  application  for  the 
Peoples  Republic  if  it  is  brought  to  the 
Bank  as  an  ordinary  .  .  .  application  to  join 
the  Bank— no  conditions. 

"...  at  this  point,  we  recognize  that 
Taiwan  is  a  member  of  the  Bank,  has  a 
right  to  stay  a  member  of  the  Bank  .  .  . 

".  .  .  The  status  quo  is  satisfactory  to  us 
at  this  moment. 

"...  The  United  States  position  is  that 
Taiwan  is  a  member  of  the  Bank  and  should 
remain  a  member  of  the  Bank.""''' 

In  addition  to  these  statements,  reflecting 
the  views  of  the  Reagan  Administration,  a 
number  of  actions  have  been  taken  in  the 
Congress  underscoring  the  concern  of  mem- 
bers regarding  any  decision  by  the  ADB  to 
expel  the  ROC. 

In  1979.  Congress  adopted  statutory  lan- 
guage in  the  Taiwan  Relations  Act  which 
stsitcsi 

"Nothing  In  this  Act  may  be  construed  as 
a  basis  for  supporting  the  exclusion  or  ex- 
pulsion of  Taiwan  from  continued  member- 
ship in  any  international  financial  Institu- 
tion or  any  other  International  organiza- 
tion."" '^ 

Recently,  a  Concurrent  Resolution  has 
been  introduced  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives expressing  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
the  support  provided  by  the  United  States 
to  the  ADB  should  be  terminated  if  the 
ROC  is  denied  full  membership."  A  second 
resolution  has  been  introduced  in  the 
Senate,  with  more  than  50  co-sponsors,  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
ROC  should  retain  full  membership  in  the 
ADB  and  that  it  should  not  be  expelled  as  a 
pre-condition  for  membership  In  that  body 
by  the  PRC. 

The  operative  portion  of  the  resolution 
reads: 

■Resolved.  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that— 

(1)  Taiwan.  Republic  of  China,  should 
remain  a  full  member  of  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Bank,  and  that  Its  status  within  that 
body  should  remain  unaltered  no  matter 
how  the  issue  of  the  Peoples  Republic  of 
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Chinas  application  for  membership  is  dis- 
posed of:  and 

(2)  The  President  and  the  Secretary  of 
State  should  express  support  for  Taiwan, 
making  it  clear  that  the  United  States  will 
not  countenance  attempts  to  expel  Taiwan. 
Republic  of  China,  from  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Bank."  " 

In  addition,  the  House  Foreign  Operations 
Appropriations  Subcommittee,  which  has 
jurisdiction  over  funding  for  the  ADB. 
adopted  a  statement  for  its  report  warning 
that  the  United  States  would  pull  out  of  the 
ADB  if  the  ROC  were  expelled.'* 

Although  these  legislative  actions,  which 
would  express  the  sense  of  Congress,  are  not 
legally  binding  upon  the  Administration, 
they  reflect  Congressional  concerns  and 
could  indicate  the  level  and  extent  of 
United  States  participation  in  the  ADB 
which  Congress  might  authorize  in  the 
future.  The  United  States  has  contributed 
$1.4  billion  since  the  Banks  founding  in 
1966.  of  which  *274  million  has  been  paid  to 
the  Bank,  with  the  balance  in  callable  cap- 
ital. In  addition,  the  United  States  has  paid 
$774  million  in  cash  to  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Fund.  The  American  contributions  to 
both  the  ADB  and  the  ADF  amount  to  16.3 
per  cent  of  the  capital  of  the  Bank.** 

Conclusion 

It  will  be  remembered  that  the  PRC  has 
based  its  demand  for  the  expulsion  of  the 
•Taiwan  authorities"  on  two  premises:  (1) 
that  the  ROC  is  no  longer  qualified  for 
meml)ership  in  the  ADB  under  Article  3.1  of 
the  Agreement,  since  it  has  lost  its  member- 
ship in  the  U.N.  and  its  affiliates:  and  (2) 
that  only  the  PRC  is  entitled  to  represent 
"China"  in  any  international  organization. 
For  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  neither  of 
these  premises  is  valid. 

As  for  the  first  premise,  the  U.N.  affili- 
ations prescribed  by  Article  3.1  of  the 
Agreement  clearly  relate  to  eligibility  for 
admission  to  membership  in  the  ADB.  and 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  applicable  to  a 
member  once  admitted. 

As  for  the  second  premise,  the  de  facto 
basis  for  the  ROCs  membership  in  the  ADB 
relates  to  Taiwan,  not  the  whole  of  China. 
The  amount  of  the  ROCs  subscription  to 
the  Bank's  capital  was  determined  solely  on 
the  basis  of  the  area,  population  and  econo- 
my of  Taiwan,  over  which  the  ROC  exer- 
cised effective  control,  a  condition  which  re- 
mains unchanged  from  then  until  now. 

In  addition  to  the  inadequacy  of  the 
PRC's  case  for  expelling  the  ROC  from  the 
Bank,  such  a  decision  would  be  damaging  to 
the  Bank's  reputation  for  fairness.  It  would 
be  unjust  to  expel  the  ROC.  when  all  inter- 
ested parties  admit— even  the  PRC  does  not 
deny— that  the  ROC  has  faithfully  fulfilled 
all  its  obligations  to  the  Bank.  Moreover, 
the  Bank's  own  interests  would  be  adversely 
affected.  Such  a  verdict  would  cut  off  the 
Bank's  access  to  the  resources  of  one  of  the 
region's  richest  countries,  substituting  a 
borrower  for  a  donor. 

Finally,  a  decision  to  accede  to  the  PRC's 
demand  for  the  expulsion  of  the  ROC  as  a 
pre-condition  for  its  own  admission  to  mem- 
bership would  give  it  favored  treatment  con- 
ferred upon  no  other  member,  contrary  to 
the  requirement  that  members  of  the  Bank 
be  treated  impartially. 

Therefore,  whether  or  not  the  PRC  be- 
comes a  member,  the  ROC  is  entitled,  on 
both  legal  and  equitable  grounds,  to  retain 
its  full  membership  in  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Bank. 
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successor  state  claims  to  continue  the  membership 
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THE  SALE  OF  GRAIN  TO  THE 
U.S.S.R. 

Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President,  I 
oppose  the  recently  concluded  grain 
pact  with  the  Soviet  Union  under 
which  the  Soviets  have  agreed  to  pur- 
chase at  least  9  million  metric  tons  of 
American  grain  for  each  of  the  next  5 
years.  While  this  action  may  reduce 
our  agricultural  surpluses  and  prop  up 
sagging  commodity  prices  and  farm 
income,  it  is  clearly  contrary  to  the 
foreign  policy  objectives  of  the  United 
States  and  sends  the  wrong  signal  to 
the  Soviet  leadership. 

When  President  Carter  imposed  a 
grain  embargo  against  the  Soviet 
Union  in  1980  in  retaliation  for  the 
Russian  invasion  of  Afghanistan.  I 
supported  that  action.  However.  I  felt 
it  was  unfair  to  ask  the  American 
farmer  to  share  this  burden  alone  and 
believed  that  trade  sanctions  should 
have  been  imposed  against  all  U.S.  ex- 
ports to  the  Soviet  Union.  If  the  ac- 
tions of  the  Soviet  Union  pose  a  threat 


to  our  security  interests,  then  we  have 
an  obligation  to  retaliate  with  sanc- 
tions which  will  have  a  direct  impact 
on  their  economy  and,  hopefully,  on 
their  expansionist  resolve.  Intelligence 
reports  indicate  that  the  Soviet  econo- 
my is  in  deep  trouble.  For  our  Govern- 
ment to  sign  an  agreement  which  will 
improve  conditions  in  the  Soviet  socie- 
ty makes  no  political  sense.  There  are 
those  who  oppose  the  use  of  food  as  a 
foreign  policy  instrument.  But  the  use 
of  food  as  a  weapon  is  clearly  prefera- 
ble to  the  use  of  conventional  and  nu- 
clear arms  and  the  specter  of  commit- 
ting American  troops  to  battle  to  deter 
Soviet  aggression. 

The  Soviets  have  not  modified  their 
behavior  since  1980.  They  are  still  Af- 
ghanistan, they  are  still  meddling  in 
Angola,  they  are  fomenting  and  bank 
rolling  revolution  in  Central  America, 
and  they  continue  to  blatantly  disre- 
gard the  human  rights  of  their  citi- 
zens. 

Mr.  President,  we  simply  cannot 
have  it  both  ways.  We  cannot  use 
tough  rhetoric  against  the  Soviet 
Union  on  the  one  hand,  and  feed  its 
people  and  its  armies  with  the  other. 
We  cannot  dramatically  increase  our 
defense  expenditures  to  respond  to  the 
Soviet  threat  and  at  the  same  time 
provide  it  with  cheap  food.  We  cannot 
expect  our  allies  to  drastically  curtail 
their  trade  with  the  Soviet  Union 
when  we  refuse  to  do  so  ourselves. 
Either  we  are  serious  about  the  Soviet 
threat  or  we  are  not.  Either  we  remain 
consistent  in  our  foreign  policy  objec- 
tives or  we  become  the  laughingstock 
of  the  world.  Our  rhetoric  rings  hollow 
if  we  are  not  willing  to  follow  tough 
words  with  tough  actions.  This  latest 
agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  is 
but  one  more  example  of  a  foreign 
policy  gone  awry.  It  is  inconsistent;  it 
is  contrary  to  our  security  interests;  it 
encourages  the  Soviet  Union  to  contin- 
ue its  reprehensible  behavior  both  at 
home  and  abroad  and  I  cannot,  in 
good  conscience,  support  it. 


WASTE-TO-ENERGY  EXCEPTION 
TO  SALE-LEASEBACK  LEGISLA- 
TION 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  have  all  heard  a  lot  recently 
about  what  seems  to  be  this  year's  fa- 
vorite tax  loophole— the  sale  and 
leaseback  of  property  by  tax-exempt 
entities.  Although  I  am  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1564,  Senator  Dole's  bill  to  elimi- 
nate these  abusive  sale-leaseback  ar- 
rangements. I  believe  the  bill  needs 
improvement  in  several  areas.  Two  of 
these  are  solid  waste  disposal  projects 
that  produce  energy— waste-to-energy 
(WTE)  projects  as  they  are  called  in 
the  industry— and  district  heating  and 
cooling  projects.  I  wanted  to  let  my 
colleagues  know  today  that  I  will  be 
offering  amendments  during  Finance 


Committee  markup  of  S.  1564  to  ex- 
clude them  from  the  legislation. 

During  the  hearings  last  month  in 
the  Finance  Committee,  Senator  Dole 
indicated  that  WTE  projects  would  be 
protected  because  the  private  develop- 
ers are  at  risk.  I  am  pleased  by  my  col- 
league's statement,  but  I  am  con- 
cerned because  the  legislation  has  a 
number  of  tests.  These  projects  could 
get  tied  up  for  years  as  we  wait  for 
Treasury  regulations,  and  then,  after 
the  regulations  are  issued,  the  devel- 
opers wait  while  interpretations  are 
being  made. 

The  private  sector  has  traditionally 
been  involved  in  developing  WTE 
projects  in  the  last  10  years.  Typically 
the  private  sector  has  taken  signifi- 
cant risks  in  their  service  contracts 
wi'.ii  local  governments.  These  con- 
tracts result  from  hard  bargaining 
that  insures  protection  of  the  public 
interest.  In  order  to  assure  that 
project  development  can  continue,  it  is 
essential  that  we  do  not  further  com- 
plicate these  projects  by  vague  statu- 
tory language  that  would  have  the  net 
effect  of  undermining  a  community's 
efforts  to  develop  projects. 

The  far  preferable  route,  I  believe,  is 
simply  to  exempt  WTE  projects  en- 
tirely. This  is  what  we  did  last  year 
during  TEFRA  in  exempting  solid 
waste  disposal  units  from  the  ACRS 
restrictions  put  on  industrial  develop- 
ment bonds. 

The  rationale  then  is  the  same  as 
now:  Without  these  tax  incentives 
these  projects  will  not  be  economically 
viable.  Municipal  governments  will 
continue  to  be  faced  with  only  one  al- 
ternative to  solid  waste  disposal— land- 
fill. 

Landfills  are  not  the  answer.  As  we 
who  are  sensitive  to  political  issues 
know,  landfills  can  be  hot  potatoes. 
They  may  be  an  acceptable  solution  as 
long  as  they  are  in  someone  else's 
backyard.  But  it  is  becoming  increas- 
ingly difficult  to  find  that  backyard. 

Existing  landfills  that  are  environ- 
mentally unsafe  are  generally  not  shut 
down  until  alternative  forms  of  dispos- 
al are  available.  As  a  result,  it  is  impor- 
tant not  to  jeopardize  or  confuse  WTE 
development  at  a  time  that  many  com- 
munities face  solid  waste  disposal 
crises. 

My  amendment  before  the  Finance 
Committee  will  also  address  district 
heating  and  cooling.  District  heating  is 
the  major  form  of  thermal  energy  de- 
livery in  core  city  areas.  Delivery  sys- 
tems for  electricity  and  natural  gas  are 
not  penalized  for  sales  to  tax-exempt 
organizations.  Likewise,  we  should  not 
penalize  the  delivery  of  energy  in  the 
form  of  steam  or  hot  water  sold  to 
governmental  entities  and  tax-exempt 
organizations.  Such  purchases  of 
energy  are  not  the  public  use  of  the 
district  heating  pipes  just  as  the  pur- 
chase of  electricity  is  not  the  public 
use  of  the  distribution  wires. 


District  heating  is  an  energy  delivery 
highway  that  serves  as  the  distribu- 
tion system  for  energy-efficient 
projects  such  as  waste  to  energy,  co- 
generation,  and  recovery  of  industrial 
waste  heat.  Private  developers  of  dis- 
trict heating  systems  are  at  risk  even 
though  sales  may  be  made  to  tax- 
exempt  entities.  Uncertainty  in  the  in- 
terpretation of  several  provisions  of 
the  Tax  Code  has  presented  problems 
for  capital  formation  for  district  heat- 
ing projects.  This  amendment  clarifies 
and  codifies  that  the  sale  of  energy  to 
a  tax-exempt  entity  by  a  district  heat- 
ing or  cooling  system  does  not  consti- 
tute use  of  that  delivery  system. 

Only  last  year  were  district  heating 
and  cooling  included  in  section  103 
under  my  amendment  to  TEFRA.  We 
should  give  district  heating  a  chance 
to  grow  in  the  United  States.  Now  is 
not  the  time  to  put'  district  heating  in 
jeopardy. 


SENATOR  BAUCUS  SPEAKS  TO 
AMERICAN  HOSPITAL  ASSOCIA- 
TION 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  recently, 
my  colleague  from  Montana.  Senator 
Baucus,  addressed  the  American  Hos- 
pital Association  convention  in  Hous- 
ton. 

Senator  Baucus  is  the  ranking  Dem- 
ocrat on  the  Finance  Committee's 
Health  Subcommittee  and  is  widely  re- 
spected for  his  leadership  in  solving 
the  problems  facing  rural  hospitals. 

His  speech  discusses  the  major 
health  issues  before  the  Senate  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  read  it.  His  com- 
ments are  always  thought  provoking. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Sena- 
tor Baucus'  speech  appear  following 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  Senator  Max  Baucus  to 
American  Hospital  Association 

introduction 

Thank  you  very  much  for  inviting  me  to 
be  with  you  today,  I'm  particularly  interest- 
ed in  the  special  problems  facing  small  rural 
hospitals,  and  I'm  pleased  to  be  given  the 
opportunity  of  discussing  these  issues  with 
you  today. 

All  too  often,  official  Washington  seems 
to  govern  in  the  conviction  that  "bigger  is 
better",  at  least  more  important  politically. 

As  a  result,  federal  laws  and  rules  fre- 
quently discriminate  against  smaller  com- 
munities. Nowhere  is  this  more  evident  than 
in  federal  regulations  governing  hospitals. 

This  was  made  painfully  clear  to  me  when 
I  came  to  Washington  as  a  newly-elected 
Congressman.  You  no  doubt  remember  the 
national  health  planning  guidelines  estab- 
lished in  the  70's  by  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services. 

These  guidelines  were  tailored  to  the  size, 
the  functions,  and  the  needs  of  metropoli- 
tan hospitals.  They  would  have  set  unfair 
standards  for  hospitals  in  small  towns. 
Many  would  have  been  forced  to  close. 
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These  guidelines  were  not  fair  to  rural 
areas.  I'm  sure  Joe  Califano.  who  ran  the 
Department  at  that  time,  still  remembers 
me  delivering  a  pielt-up  truck  full  of  angry 
letters  from  Montsinans  to  his  office. 
Enough  of  you  banded  together  to  see  to  it 
that  the  most  inequitable  sections  of  these 
guidelines  were  revoked. 

But  I  learned  an  invaluable  lesson  from 
that  experience.  Like  it  or  not,  most  policy- 
makers in  Washington  have  a  hard  time  un- 
derstanding that  the  solutions  to  health 
problems  in  Manhattan,  New  York,  are  not 
the  same  as  they  are  in  Manhattan,  Mon- 
tana. 

Making  sure  federal  health  programs  re- 
flect that  fact  has  been  one  of  my  top  prior- 
ities. In  the  past  couple  of  years,  most  of  my 
time  has  been  spent  on  Medicare  s  Section 
223  Cost  Limits,  and— just  this  year— Pro- 
spective Reimbursement. 

I  would  like  to  discuss  these  Medicare 
policies  with  you.  but  first  I  want  to  step 
back  and  look  at  the  health  system  as  a 
whole. 

HEALTH  COSTS 

As  you  well  know,  today  we  are  spending 
more  than  ever  for  health  care,  but  getting 
less  for  our  money. 

Health  expenditures— public  and  private- 
are  continuing  to  increase  even  though  the 
economy  is  showing  very  little 

National  health  expenditures— the 
tunount  we  Americans  spend  on  health- 
rose  last  year  to  $287  billion.  That's  about 
10  percent  of  the  Gross  National  Product- 
up  from  6  percent  of  the  GNP  in  1965. 

Spending  for  hospital  care  is  the  largest 
component  of  these  outlays.  So.  while  the 
consumer  price  index  tumbled  from  almost 
13  percent  to  5  percent  last  year,  we  find 
that  progress  against  inflation  stopped  at 
the  hospital  door. 

In  1982.  hospital  costs  went  up  three  times 
the  national  inflation  rate.  Federal  outlays 
for  Medicare  rose  21.5  percent  last  year. 
And  the  cost  of  private  health  insurance 
rose  16  percent  in  1982— the  biggest  increase 
ever. 

Rising  health  costs  are  a  national  prob- 
lem. Federal,  state,  and  local  governments— 
who  pay  42  percent  of  the  health  care  bill- 
are  wracking  up  record  budget  deficits  to 
meet  the  soaring  costs  of  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

Increased  health  expenditures  affect  the 
private  sector.  Workers  draw  lower  wages 
because  employers  must  pay  higher  health 
insurance  premiums. 

And  patients  pay  higher  prices  because 
companies  have  to  pass  on  much  of  the 
higher  health  insurance  premium  costs. 

In  some  cases,  these  costs  have  contribut- 
ed to  American  industry's  loss  of  its  com- 
petitive position.  U.S.  Steel,  for  example,  es- 
timates that  the  cost  of  health  benefits  add 
an  extra  $20  to  the  price  of  each  ton  of 
steel.  And  American  auto  companies  figure 
the  cost  of  employee  health  benefits  to  be 
as  much  as  $400  on  each  car  produced. 
That's  more  than  one-quarter  of  the  report- 
ed $1,500  cost  advantage  that  Japanese  cars 
have  over  ours. 

In  addition.  I  read  recently  that  the  major 
supplier  for  the  Chrysler  Corporation  was 
not  steel— it  was  Blue  Cross  and  Blue 
Shield! 

CONGRESSIONAL  ACTION 

My  colleagues  in  Congress— Republicans 
and  Democrats— read  these  statistics,  and 
they  are  demanding  change. 

They  want  to  see  results. 

That's  why  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Re- 
sponsibility  Act   <TEFRA)  of    1982— which 


extended  and  placed  a  year-to-year  cap  on 
Medicare's  Section  223  Cost  Limits— moved 
so  quickly  through  Congress. 

That's  why  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee drafted  a  new  hospital  prospective 
reimbursement  plan  this  past  Spring. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  Con- 
gress is  committed  to  putting  a  lid  on  what 
the  federal  government  pays  for  health 
care. 

The  key  difference  between  the  situation 
today— with  TEPRA  controls  and  the  new 
DRG  payment  system— and  the  situation  a 
few  years  ago  when  the  Carter  Hospital 
Cost  Containment  bill  was  defeated  in  this: 
The  DRG  system  applies  to  medicare  only, 
where  Carter's  Cost  Containment  plan  ap- 
plied to  all  payers,  and,  thus,  represented 
wholesale  regulation. 

Congress  and  the  Administration  want 
Medicare  to  be  a  prudent  buyer  for  the 
health  services  it  purchases  from  hospitals. 
For  the  time  being,  federal  policymakers  are 
willing  to  let  Blue  Cross,  commercial  insur- 
ance companies,  businesses,  and  private-pay 
patients  fend  for  themselves  in  their  deal- 
ings with  hospitals.  To  the  extent  that 
these  parties  are  dissatisfied  with  hospital 
charges,  you  can  anticipate  pressure  on 
Congress  for  increased  hospital  regulation. 

TEFREA/PROSPECTIVE  REIMBURSEMENT 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  Congress  is 
interested  in  limitng  federal  expenditures 
for  health  by  whatever  means  it  can  find. 
Congress  will  be  guided  less  by  ideological 
commitment  to  regulation  or  competition 
strategies  than  by  pragmatism.  If  an  ap- 
proach saves  money.  Congress  will  give  it  se- 
rious consideration. 

It's  time  each  of  us  stopped  blaming  the 
other  guy  for  the  health  care  cost  problem. 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  government, 
consumers,  physicians,  insurers,  and  hospi- 
tals are  each  responsible  to  some  degree  for 
the  cost  problem  we  have  today.  For  the 
most  part,  we've  only  been  acting  the  way 
the  system  encouraged  us  to  act. 

There  is  plenty  of  room   for  change.   I 
think  the  new  DRG  payment  system  is  a 
first  step  in  the  right  direction.  But  more 
needs  to  be  done. 
For  example: 

We  need  to  make  sure  that  the  new  DRG 
system  does  not  lead  to  excessive  cost -shift- 
ing. I  know  my  colleagues  are  following  this 
issue  closely.  If  such  cost-shifting  does 
occur,  you  can  expect  greater  pressure  for 
all-payor  rate  regulation. 

The  question  will  be:  should  the  regula- 
tion be  imposed  at  the  federal  level  or  al- 
lowed to  develop  at  the  state  level? 

We  need  to  ensure  that  the  DRG  system, 
which  creates  incentives  for  additional  hos- 
pital admissions  and  sophisticated  treat- 
ment, does  not  lead  to  over-utilization,  un- 
necessary admissions,  and  'DRG  creep." 

I  think  physician  peer  review  can  play  an 
invaluable  role  here  and  I  urge  you  to  re- 
consider your  opposition  to  the  federal  Phy- 
sician Peer  Review  program.  The  large  em- 
ployers and  commercial  insurers  who  are 
most  concerned  with  holding  down  their 
health  costs  are  committed  to  this  utiliza- 
tion review  mechanism.  They  spend  private 
sector  dollars  for  physician  peer  review  be- 
cause it  saves  money.  It  is  good  business. 
That's  a  fair  yardstick  by  which  to  measure 
public  programs. 

We  also  need  to  make  sure  that  the  DRG 
payments  made  to  hospitals  are  set  at  the 
right  level.  These  rates  should  be  allowed  to 
increase  from  year  to  year  to  permit  the  de- 
velopment and  use  of  innovative  technology. 


The  DRG  categories  should  be  periodically 
recalibrated. 

I  was  successful  in  convincing  my  col- 
leagues of  the  need  for  a  Prospective  Reim- 
bursement Assessment  Commission  to  take 
on  this  job,  and  I  intend  to  see  that  it  is 
funded.  I  know  that  the  AHA  supports  this 
Commission.  If  DRG  payments  are  politi- 
cized—and I  fear  they  may  be— hospitals 
will  be  underpaid  for  the  services  they  pro- 
vide. 

In  addition,  we  need  to  make  sure  that 
physicians'  costs  are  also  addressed.  I  don't 
think  very  many  people  realize  that  Medi- 
care Part  B  expenses  are  increasing  at  a 
faster  rate  than  Part  A  hospital  expenses. 
More  work  needs  to  be  done  in  this  area 
before  we  take  legislative  action.  But  I  don't 
mind  telling  you  that  many  of  my  col- 
leagues would  like  to  see  the  DRG  system 
expanded  to  include  payments  to  physicians 
when  they  practice  in  hospitals. 

Finally,  we  need  to  come  to  grips  with 
some  very  basic  questions  concerning  access 
to  health  care.  We  need  to  decide  what  the 
public  role  should  be  in  paying  for  care  for 
those  who  have  no  insurance. 

I  know  that  free  care  "  and  "bad  debt " 
have  a  very  real  impact  on  your  hospitals 
and  their  ability  to  remain  afloat  financial- 
ly. 

The  problem  is  aggravated  in  rural  areas 
where  fewer  people  have  insurance  and 
where  hospitals  are  extremely  dependent  on 
Medicare  reimbursement  dollars.  I  wish  I 
could  tell  you  what  the  future  holds  in  this 
area,  but  I  cannot. 

I  can  only  say  that  there  is  very  great 
competition  for  the  federal  dollar— from  the 
need  to  provide  for  national  security,  to  the 
need  to  retire  the  deficit,  to  the  need  to 
maintain  the  Federal  role  in  other  social 
programs. 

SMALL  RORAL  HOSPITALS 

Before  I  leave  you  today,  I  want  to  share 
with  you  my  thoughts  on  how  the  new  DRG 
reimbursement  system  will  affect  rural  hos- 
pitals. You  may  know  that  I  have  been  par- 
ticularly interested  in  how  sole  community 
provider"  hospitals  are  reimbursed  by  Medi- 
care. 

For  those  of  you  not  familiar  with  Mon- 
tana. I  should  mention  that  49  of  Montana's 
60  hospitals  have  fewer  than  100  beds.  In 
fact.  45  of  these  hospitals  have  fewer  than 
50  beds,  and  most  are  in  isolated  rural  areas. 
The  problems  facing  rural  hospitals  are  a 
major  interest  of  mine.  I  pay  special  atten- 
tion to  how  Medicare  policies  affect  these 
hospitals. 

Two  years  ago,  when  the  Section  223  Cost 
Limits  were  squeezed  to  a  lower  level.  I 
found  that  those  Montana  hospitals  that 
were  eligible  for  "sole  community  provider" 
exemptions  from  these  limits  were  denied 
them. 

I  personally  intervened  in  these  cases,  se- 
cured a  GAG  investigation  of  the  matter, 
and  got  most  of  HCFA's  denials  overturned. 
And  I  was  able  to  exempt  small  rural  hospi- 
tals with  less  than  50  beds  from  Section  223 
Cost  Limits. 

The  Reagan  Administration  came  to 
Washington  promising  to  remove  excessive 
federal  regulation  and  to  be  responsive  to 
local  needs.  But  I  have  found  that  small 
community  hospitals— those  with  the  small- 
est financial,  legal,  and  technical  resources 
to  wage  a  fight  against  unfair  federal  regu- 
lations and  policies— were  those  that  were 
most  subject  to  unfair  treatment. 

This  past  year,  during  hearings  on  HHS's 
plan  for  prospective  payment.  I  reminded 


HHS  officials  and  my  Finance  Committee 
colleagues  of  my  experience  with  how 
HCFA  ran  the  Section  223  program.  I  found 
that  it  is  better  for  Congress  to  draft  de- 
tailed laws  than  to  trust  federal  administra- 
tors. I  refused  to  accept  Secretary 
Schweiker's  pledge  that  federal  officials 
would  take  care  of  "sole  community  provid- 
ers'" special  needs  on  an  administrative 
case-by-case  basis. 

I  argued  for  statutory  protections  in  the 
Finance  Committee  hearings  and  markup 
sessions,  as  well  as  in  the  House-Senate 
Conference  on  Prospective  Payment. 

I  can  tell  you  that  I  was  surprised  I  did 
not  get  more  support  from  my  colleagues. 
The  protections  I  wrote  into  the  prospective 
payment  legislation  are  the  best  I  could  get 
for  small  rural  hospitals.  I  hope  they  are 
sufficient. 

If  a  small  rural  hospital  experiences  a 
drop  in  utilization  of  more  than  5%,  Medi- 
care is  obliged  to  make  additional  payments 
to  the  hospital  to  compensate  it  for  its  addi- 
tional costs.  The  HHS  Secretary  does  not 
merely  have  discretion  to  act  here- he  is 
obliged  to  act! 

My  past  experience  with  the  discretion  of 
HHS  officials  regarding  "sole  community 
provider "  status  was  enough  to  prevent  me 
from  giving  in  to  HHS  on  that  point. 
And  what  will  the  future  hold? 
As  you  know,  small  hospitals  will  soon 
begin  the  new  DRG  system— set  to  be 
phased-in  this  fall.  Small  rural  hospitals  will 
enter  the  first  year  of  the  DRG  phase-in 
period  and  remain  there  indefinitely— re- 
ceiving payment  based  75  percent  on  the 
hospitals  own  cost  experience  and  based  25 
percent  on  DRGs. 

The  "safety  net "  of  a  5  percent  downturn 
in  utilization  will  be  in  place.  This  will  pro- 
tect "sole  community  providers'  from  condi- 
tions beyond  their  control— like  strikes, 
fires,  inability  to  recruit  physician  staff, 
prolonged  severe  weather  conditions,  or 
similar  unusual  occurrences  with  substan- 
tial cost  effects. 

And  these  hospitals  will  have  a  one-time 
option  of  voluntarily  giving  up  "sole  com- 
munity provider "  status  and  electing  to  re- 
ceive Medicare  reimbursement  under  the 
regular  DRG  system. 

Only  time  will  tell  us  how  well  these  small 
hospitals  will  fare. 

I  hope  these  hospitals  prosper— the  resi- 
dents of  small  towns  around  the  country  de- 
serve it. 


OREGON  HEALTH  SCIENCES 
UNIVERSITY  RESEARCH  CENTER 


Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  ef 
forts  concerned  with  the  prevention  of 
disease  and  the  maintenance  of  well- 
being  are  the  wisest  possible  invest- 
ments of  our  Nation's  financial  re- 
sources. It  is  especially  important  that 
we  pursue  these  efforts  with  the  great- 
est efficiency,  with  the  highest  con- 
cern for  quality,  and  with  as  broad  and 
widely  disseminated  base  of  knowledge 
as  possible. 

Therefore.  Mr.  President,  I  am  ex- 
tremely pleased  that  the  Congress 
agreed  to  provide  $20.4  million  in  the 
fiscal  year  1983  supplemental  appro- 
priations bill  recently  signed  by  the 
President,  to  establish  the  new  Bio- 
medical Information  Communication 
Center  at  the  Oregon  Health  Sciences 
University  in  Portland. 


Of  the  total.  $14.5  million  will  be 
funneled  through  the  National  Li- 
brary of  Medicine  to  the  Oregon  Medi- 
cal School  for  remodeling  and  expand- 
ing the  existing  library  space  to  house 
the  computer  and  other  technologies 
and  to  maintain  an  academic  health 
resource  network  for  the  State  of 
Oregon.  It  will  include  an  addition  of 
50.000  square  feet  to  allow  for  these 
additional  activities.  Another  $5.9  mil- 
lion will  come  from  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  to  enable 
continued  planning  of  the  project  and 
for  providing  equipment  locally  for  re- 
search and  development,  and  for  link- 
ing the  system  to  hospitals,  medical 
groups,  other  academic  centers  and  li- 
braries on  a  demonstration  basis. 

Through  the  center,  biomedical  lit- 
erature available  both  at  the  health 
sciences  university  and  in  national 
data  bases  will  be  brought  up  to  ade- 
quate quantitative  volume  and  be  con- 
verted to  computer-readable  form.  In 
addition,  a  network  will  be  developed 
with  the  Oregon  Medical  School  as 
the  hub  to  hospitals  and  the  offices  of 
health  practitioners  of  alP  types.  This 
network  will  disseminate  information, 
provide  opportunities  for  computer- 
teleconferencing  for  use  in  teaching, 
for  consultation  on  clinical  practice 
and  development  of  creative  approach- 
es to  continuing  medical,  dental  and 
nursing  education.  It  will  also  serve  as 
a  conduit  to  data  bases  in  other  scien- 
tific fields. 

Information  is  the  lifeblood  of  the 
health  professions.  The  storage,  re- 
trieval, organization,  selection,  evalua- 
tion and  presentation  of  biomedical  in- 
formation can  determine  the  quality, 
cost-effectiveness,  and  the  timeliness 
of  the  care  that  we  provide  to  those 
who  are  sick  and  will  expand  our  out- 
reach prevention  activities  to  the 
healthier  population.  The  very  real 
revolution  now  taking  place  in  the 
management  of  information  in  our 
modern  age  offers  unprecedented  op- 
portunity to  merge  evolving  technol- 
ogies and  the  library  functions  of  aca- 
demic health  centers  to  produce  new 
and  infinitely  more  valuable  capabili- 
ties. 

Today,  technology  changes  so  rapid- 
ly that  it  is  extremely  difficult  in  the 
professional  and  academic  setting  to 
make  maximum  use  of  new  develop- 
ments in  the  health  care  field  and  the 
technology  that  communicates  them. 

In  an  excellent  analysis  of  this  sub- 
ject conducted  under  the  aegis  of  the 
Association  of  American  Medical  Col- 
leges and  the  National  Library  of  Med- 
icine, the  recommendation  was  made 
that  several  "prototype  integrated  li- 
brary systems  and  academic  informa- 
tion resources  management  networks" 
be  established  in  this  country.  The 
Biomedical  Information  Communica- 
tion Center  in  Oregon  will  be  just  such 
a  prototype  and  a  national  model. 


In  the  academic  setting,  this  com- 
puterized health  information  system 
will  bring  an  outmoded  health  sciences 
library  into  the  modern  age  and.  along 
the  way.  will  convert  a  mass  of  disor- 
ganized material  into  an  easily  retriev- 
able, cohesive  form  for  the  latest  in  re- 
search, information  and  state-of-the- 
art  scientific  developments. 

It  is  clear  that  what  we  now  call  bio- 
medical libraries  must  evolve  expedi- 
tiously into  such  biomedical  informa- 
tion communication  centers  serving 
students  and  practitioners  in  their 
local  regions  and  providing  them  with 
easy  entry  into  national  information 
networks  concerned  with  biomedical 
sciences.  The  challenge  before  us  is  to 
harness  the  benefits  of  new  and 
emerging  advances  in  microelectronics, 
in  computerized  thinking  and  in  tech- 
nologies yet  to  be  conceived  and  to  so 
with  such  skill  that  we  assure  high 
quality  care  and  lifelong  professional 
learning  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

This  center  will  play  a  significant 
role  not  only  in  improving  in  health 
care  delivery  system  in  our  State  but 
will  have  far-reaching  economic  bene- 
fits in  these  areas  as  well. 

Our  Nation's  health  research  effort 
has  made  and  continues  to  make  a 
major  contribution  not  only  to  the 
well  being  of  our  citizens  but  also  to 
the  Nation's  economy.  I  am  convinced 
that  the  strengthening  of  our  State's 
economic  future  is  closely  related  to 
research  and  thus  to  successful  com- 
mercial developments  related  to  re- 
search discoveries.  In  specific  ways, 
academic  research  and  industry  are 
closely  linked  in  other  than  the  obvi- 
ous. For  example,  work  on  laboratory 
instrument  systems  contributed  to  the 
development  of  minicomputers.  Labo- 
ratory freeze-drying  techniques  have 
led  to  modern  day  food  preservation. 
Research  in  fiber  optics  has  made  pos- 
sible major  advances  in  telecommuni- 
cations. 

And  in  a  significant  but  more  gener- 
al sense,  research  dollars  have  the 
greatest  multiplier  effect  in  our  econo- 
my. For  each  $1  invested  in  research, 
an  estimated  $13  in  savings  are  real- 
ized due  to  reduced  incidence  of  illness 
and  medical  costs  and  increases  in  life 
expectancy.  Examples:  Eradication  of 
polio— $2  billion  annual  savings;  ru- 
bella vaccine— $500  million  savings  due 
to  the  prevention  of  congenital 
deformity  occurring  in  children  of 
pregnant  mothers  who  develop 
German  measles;  and  $4.3  million  sav- 
ings weekly  in  hospital  costs  from  de- 
velopment and  widespread  use  of  the 
hepatitis  B  vaccine. 

This  newest  project  at  the  Oregon 
Health  Sciences  University  along  with 
the  recently  developed  advanced  Insti- 
tute for  Biomedical  Research  in  Port- 
land will  play  a  significant  role  in  at- 
taining these  results.  The  research 
and  development  to  be  conducted  at 
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the  medical  school  and  the  transfer  of 
biomedical  information  are  certain  to 
stimulate  the  growth  of  a  depleted 
local  economy  by  encouraging  new 
ventures  in  technology,  microelectron- 
ics and  artificial  information  systems. 
Equally  important,  by  improving  the 
flow  of  information  to  the  practition- 
ers, the  accomplishments  at  the  new 
center  will  help  to  improve  quality  and 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  health  care  in 
Oregon,  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and 
in  the  Nation. 

Since  all  of  our  academic  health  cen- 
ters are  extremely  important  to  the  vi- 
tality of  this  Nation,  and  since  they 
are  all  mutually  interdependent,  en- 
hancing one  benefits  them  all.  In  my 
discissions  with  the  leadership  of  the 
medical  school  establishment  in  Port- 
land, I  have  received  repeated  reaffir- 
mations of  their  commitment  to  excel- 
lence and  their  obligation  to  serve  the 
Nation  as  well  as  their  region.  This 
will  be  accomplished  in  full  partner- 
ship with  all  appropriate  health  pro- 
fessions and  establishments,  hospitals, 
physicians  and  other  practitioners,  sci- 
entific laboratories,  colleges  and  uni- 
versities, library  personnel,  and  the 
business  community. 

This  21st  century  library  system 
may  be  first  in  line,  but  is  only  one  ex- 
pression of  my  support  for  the 
strengthening  of  Oregon's  postsecond- 
ary  educational  system  in  its  role  of 
increasing  our  State's  contribution  to 
research  oriented  toward  the  enhance- 
ment of  the  human  condition. 

The  true  meaning  of  our  national 
defense  is  found  in  the  type  of  venture 
which  will  be  made  possible  through 
this  Federal  investment  in  our  Na- 
tion's health  care  system.  I  am  proud 
to  have  joined  forces  with  the  forward 
thinkers  in  my  State  and  my  congres- 
sional colleagues  in  the  successful  de- 
velopment of  this  plan. 


AVERELL  HARRIMAN  ON  THE 
NUCLEAR  TEST  BAN  TREATY 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  most  distinguished  statesmen  of 
this  generation  or  any  generation  in 
American  history.  Averell  Harriman. 
recently  returned  from  a  trip  to  the 
Soviet  Union.  During  that  visit  Gover- 
nor Harriman  and  his  wife  Pamela 
became  the  first  Americans  to  have  a 
long  discussion  with  Soviet  President 
Yuriy  Andropov.  They  have  shared 
their  views  of  that  discussion  with 
their  fellow  Americans  on  a  number  of 
occasions  since  their  return. 

One  of  the  most  eloquent  expres- 
sions of  Governor  Harriman's  concern 
appeared  recently  in  the  New  York 
Times.  In  an  article  commemorating 
the  20th  anniversary  of  the  Nuclear 
Test  Ban  Treaty,  which  was  skillfully 
negotiated  by  Averell  Harriman  after 
President  Kennedy's  speech  at  Ameri- 
can University  in  1963,  the  Governor 


reflected  on  the  test  ban  and  its  les- 
sons for  the  1980's. 

I  am  proud  that  Governor  and  Mrs. 
Harriman  have  long  been  friends  of 
my  family;  all  Americans  should  be 
proud  of  the  contribution  which  they 
both  continue  to  make  to  our  country. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  Ambassador  Harriman's  arti- 
cle, entitled  "IQea  Test  Ban  Treaty:  It 
Can  Be  Done  Again.  "  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  July  24.  1983] 

1963  Test  Ban  Treaty:  It  Can  be  Done 

Again 

(By  W.  Averell  Harriman) 

Washington.— Twenty  years  ago  tomor- 
row, the  United  States,  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Britain  initialed  the  first  major  arms 
control  agreement  among  the  nuclear 
powers— the  limited  test  ban  treaty. 

Prohibiting  the  testing  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons in  the  atmosphere,  in  the  oceans  or  in 
outer  space,  this  treaty  greatly  reduced  the 
worldwide  peril  of  radioactive  fallout.  It 
began  sustained  talks  on  nuclear  weapons 
leading  to  treaties  on  strategic  arms  and 
against  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons.  It 
eventually  involved  more  than  a  hundred 
nations  in  limiting  nuclear  testing. 

Twenty  years  later,  this  structure  of 
progress  is  imperiled.  The  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  are  adding  new  weapons 
that  will  make  arms  control  even  more  diffi- 
cult. Ten  more  nations  could  hold  nuclear 
weapons  within  a  decade.  Three  unratified 
nuclear  arms  treaties  are  in  danger  of  un- 
raveling. I  am  disturbed  that  the  security 
and  stability  provided  by  the  1972  Anti-Bal- 
listic Missile  Treaty  is  being  undermined  by 
the  illusion  that  we  can  obtain  advantage  in 
these  weapons.  I  am  even  more  disturbed  to 
hear  consideration  of  discarding  the  limited 
test  ban  to  test  nuclear  weapons  for  use  in 
outer  space  in  the  naive  belief  that  war  in 
space  will  not  reach  back  to  earth. 

If  we  accept  this  situation  complacently, 
then  we  shall  drift  toward  nuclear  war.  In 
an  age  of  50.000  nuclear  weapons,  we  must 
actively  and  urgently  seek  a  safer  world. 

Under  President  Kennedy's  direction.  I 
was  privileged  to  negotiate  the  limited  test 
ban  for  the  United  States.  As  I  arrived  in 
Moscow,  reporters  asked  me:  "How  long  is 
this  going  to  take?"  I  responded  "If  Chair- 
man Khrushchev  wants  an  agreement  as 
much  as  the  President  wants  it.  we  should 
be  out  of  here  in  two  weeks."  On  the  13th 
day.  we  initialed  the  treaty:  on  the  14th.  we 
left  for  home. 

I  believe  this  attitude  helped  establish  the 
pace  of  these  negotiations,  but  success  was 
not  due  to  the  spur  of  these  arrival  remarks. 
We  succeeded  then  because  leaders  and  citi- 
zens deeply  wanted  success. 

There  are  other  lessons  that  remain  rele- 
vant today.  The  first  is  that  reducing  the 
risk  of  nuclear  war  does  not  require  perfec- 
tion on  the  part  of  our  adversary  or  the  res- 
olution of  our  many  differences.  The  limited 
test  ban  was  born  after  the  most  dangerous 
moment  in  American-Soviet  relations— the 
Cuban  missile  crisis.  Furthermore,  both  na- 
tions were  pursuing  a  new  arms  race  in  mis- 
siles that  suddenly  reduced  the  time  for  ex- 
tinction from  hours  to  minutes.  From  Africa 
to  Berlin  to  Southeast  Asia,  tensions  were 
high.  Yet  despite  many  problems  that  could 
have  t>een  used  to  avoid  negotiations,  both 


countries  courageously  took  a  step  toward 
peace. 

If  we  could  succeed  then  under  those  con- 
ditions, there  is  no  reason  why  we  cannot 
succeed  today.  The  fact  that  the  prevention 
of  nuclear  war  is  in  the  Soviet  Union's  inter- 
est does  not  diminish  the  fact  that  it  is  also 
In  the  United  States'  interest.  Indeed,  pre- 
vention of  nuclear  war  is  fundamental  to 
our  survival. 

Another  lesson  from  1963  is  to  begin  with 
those  matters  on  which  we  have  the  best 
chance  of  agreement.  In  arms  control,  we 
should  focus  on  areas  of  common  interest 
rather  than  attempting,  for  example,  the 
herculean  task  of  restructuring  the  entire 
Soviet  nuclear  force.  In  1963.  we  addressed 
only  nuclear  testing.  Within  that  area,  we 
chose  a  limited  test  ban  because  we  believed 
that  it  was  achievable.  This  is  not  to  argue 
today  against  taking  bold  steps,  for  the  fact 
that  we  did  not  achieve  a  complete  test  ban 
in  1963  or  ban  multiple  warheads  a  decade 
later  has  haunted  us  ever  since.  This  is  to 
say.  however,  that  small  steps,  if  the  only 
steps  feasible,  are  better  than  none  at  all. 
And  if  they  are  made  to  ser\e  as  steps— not 
excuses  for  further  inaction— the  major 
change  can  still  result. 

A  final  lesson  is  the  necessity  for  serious 
negotiations.  In  1963.  we  designed  a  propos- 
al that  proved  to  take  only  two  weeks— not 
two  decades— to  negotiate.  The  essence  of 
successful  negotiation  is  to  construct  an 
agreement  that  serves  the  interests  of  the 
participants.  The  effort  to  write  a  contract 
that  seeks  surrender  is  doomed  to  fail. 

I  believe  that  President  Yuri  V.  Andropov 
takes  the  growing  risk  of  nuclear  war  seri- 
ously, as  do  we.  During  my  meeting  with 
him  in  early  June.  I  was  not  surprised  by  his 
comments  critical  of  American  policy,  to 
which  I  responded  firmly.  But  he  also  ex- 
pressed to  me  a  clear— and  in  my  judgment 
genuine— sense  of  concern  and  imminent 
danger.  'Today.  "  he  said,  "the  Soviet  people 
and  the  American  people  have  a  common 
foe— the  threat  of  a  war  incomparable  with 
the  horrors  we  went  through  previously. 
This  war  may  perhaps  not  occure  through 
evil  intent,  but  could  happen  through  mis- 
calculation. Then  nothing  could  save  man- 
kind." 

This  sense  of  urgency,  repeated  several 
times,  does  not  imply  that  he  will  pursue 
Soviet  objectives  with  any  less  vigor- only 
that  he  is  deeply  concerned  that  events  are 
propelling  both  superpowers  toward  disaster 
and  that  he  believes  both  countries  must  re- 
spond to  this  danger. 

He  also  stressed  the  desire  for  "normal" 
relations  with  the  United  States  and  the  im- 
portance of  reciprocity.  The  conclusion  I 
reached  was  that  he  does  not  expect  the 
United  States  alone  to  alter  its  position  in 
the  interest  of  a  more  stable,  safer  world.  In 
response  to  my  questions,  he  spoke  of  "joint 
initiatives."  proposals  that  might  ease  the 
current  situation.  He  emphasized  that  the 
Soviet  Union  was  prepared  to  work  with  the 
United  States  in  the  common  interest  of 
both. 

The  opportunity  for  constructive  action 
exists  today.  The  transcendent  responsibil- 
ity owed  to  our  people  is  to  explore  every 
possibility  for  agreement  on  nuclear  arms 
control. 

The  limited  test  ban  treaty  demonstrates 
that  it  can  be  done  even  in  difficult  times. 
Let  our  descendants  look  back  upon  it  and 
see  a  beginning— not  a  light  that  briefly 
burned  and  slowly  flickered  out. 


TED  VAN  DYK  AND  THE  CENTER 
FOR  NATIONAL  POLICY 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
New  York  Times  of  July  22  contained 
an  article  of  great  interest  to  all  of  us 
concerned  with  the  critical  issues  chal- 
lenging the  Nation.  The  article  de- 
scribed the  creation  of  the  Center  for 
National  Policy  and  the  work  of  its 
highly  effective  president,  Ted  'Van 
Dyk.  The  center  is  a  young  organiza- 
tion—founded in  1981— but  it  has  al- 
ready made  a  significant  contribution 
to  the  public  interest  and  to  the  na- 
tional debate  on  questions  of  the  high- 
est importance  to  us  all. 

The  center's  unique  combination  of 
insight  and  practicality  is  a  welcome 
addition  to  the  dialog  on  the  issues 
facing  Congress  and  the  country.  Its 
publications  in  areas  such  as  economic 
policy  and  arms  control  have  estab- 
lished a  high  standard  of  analysis  and 
are  frequently  cited  in  our  debates. 
Mr.  Van  Dyk  and  his  associates  de- 
serve great  credit  for  the  successful 
enterprise  they  have  launched  in  such 
a  short  span  of  time  and  for  their 
skillful  leadership  in  the  search  for 
new  ideas.  I  commend  them  for  their 
accomplishment.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  article  to  which  I  have 
referred  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  22,  1983] 
Spelling  Out  the  "Difficult  Choices'  for 
Democrats 
(By  Bernard  Weinraub) 
Washington,  July  21. -Ted  Van  Dyk  was 
seated  in  his  office  at  the  Center  for  Nation- 
al   Policy    near   Dupont    Circle   the   other 
morning  when  there  was  a  phone  call  from 
a  Democratic  Presidential  aspirant. 

When  will  you  be  finished  with  the  paper 
on  industrial  policy?"  asked  the  candidate. 
"Later  in  the  fall."  replied  Mr.  Van  Dyk. 
"Hurry  up."  came  the  response. "  I've  got 
to  find  out  what  I'm  supposed  to  think  " 

Mr.  Van  Dyk.  a  cheerful,  bespectacled  48- 
year-old  Democrat,  declines  to  identify  the 
candidate  but  delights  in  the  story.  "That's 
the  service  were  trying  to  provide."  he  said. 
Mr.  Van  Dyk  served  as  an  assistant  to 
Hubert  H.  Humphrey  in  the  1960s  and  has 
been  president  of  the  policy  center  since  its 
founding  in  1981  as  a  virtual  Democratic 
Party  in  exile. 

"The  Democrats  got  together  after  the 
Reagan  election  and  said  what  are  we  going 
to  do  after  this  enormous  political  event. " 
said  Mr.  Van  Dyk.  "There  was  a  consensus 
that  the  intellectual  gas  tank  had  run 
empty.  We  had  always  taken  power  for 
granted.  We  had  always  assumed  that  if  the 
Democrats  didn't  have  the  Presidency,  at 
least  we  would  control  both  houses  of  Con- 
gress. Came  the  1980  election,  the  realiza- 
tion set  in  that  we'd  have  to  develop  some 
real  alternatives. " 

NO  ONE  candidate  FAVORED 

Within  Washington,  the  Center  for  Na- 
tional Policy  has  emerged  not  only  as  a 
refuge  for  Democrats  seeking  to  develop 
credible  alternatives  to  the  Reagan  Admin- 
istration, but  also  as  a  contact  point  for  a 
Democratic  establishment  that  has  rarely 


gathered  under  a  single  umbrella.  The  lax- 
exempt  organization  strenously  avoids  tilt- 
ing toward  any  particular  candidate. 

"We  relate  to  all  and  align  with  none." 
said  Mr.  Van  Dyk. 

The  center's  chairman  is  former  Secretary 
of  State  Cyrus  R.  Vance.  Its  board  embraces 
supporters  of  virtually  all  the  prospective 
Democratic  Presidential  candidates,  and  in- 
cludes Edmund  S.  Muskie.  W.  Michael  Blu- 
menthal.  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton,  Stuart  Ei- 
zenstat.  Robert  S.  Strauss.  Vernon  E. 
Jordan.  Felix  Rohatyn.  Howard  Samuels 
and  W.  Willard  Wirtz.  And  lesser-known  but 
powerful  figures  who  served  in  the  Penta- 
gon, the  Commerce  Department  and  the 
Treasury  Department  in  the  Carter  Admin- 
istration have  volunteered  to  work  for  the 
center. 

Working  means  producing  policy  papers 
on  military  policy,  on  taxes  and  budget 
choices,  on  education,  on  foreign  policy,  on 
inflation  and  employment. 

Critics  within  the  Democratic  Party  say 
that  the  center  has  not  quite  lived  up  to  its 
expectations  because,  in  attempting  to  blur 
ideological  differences  within  the  party,  the 
group  has  produced  detailed  but  fairly  pre- 
dictable documents  seeking  to  please  all 
spectrums.  "We  have  generally  not  appealed 
to  the  ideological,  peace  movement  types." 
Mr.  Van  Dyk  conceded. 

Unlike  such  conservative  groups  as  the 
American  Enterprise  Institute,  which  re- 
ceives considerable  financial  support  from 
corporations,  the  center  has  been  existing 
on  a  "shoestring,"  according  to  Mr.  Van 
Dyk.  "It  took  the  A.E.I,  about  15  to  20  years 
to  get  from  a  broom  closet  to  a  $10  million  a 
year  budget. "  he  said.  "We  started  at 
$500,000  " 

Its  budget  this  year.  $1  million,  was 
mostly  provided  by  foundations,  labor 
unions  and  individual  donors.  During  an 
interview  with  Mr.  Van  Dyk.  his  card  file 
was  open  to  Warren  Beattys  name  with  sev- 
eral phone  numbers  in  New  York  and  Los 
Angeles.  "Hes  on  our  board,  and  conducted 
several  fund- raisers."  said  Mr.  Van  Dyk. 

The  alternatives  offered  by  the  Democrat- 
ic economists,  lawyers  and  strategists  in  a 
series  of  papers  issued  to  candidates  as  well 
as  to  members  of  the  Senate  and  House  in- 
volve "difficult  choices,  painful  adjust 
ments.  political  trade-offs."  said  Mr.  Van 
Dyk. 

Indeed,  the  agenda  he  enunciated  strikes 
at  the  very  core  of  many  programs  fostered 
by  Democrats  over  the  decades. 

"What  is  really  imperative,  and  everybody 
will  admit  it  behind  closed  doors."  Mr.  Van 
Dyk  said,  "is  an  all-out  attack  on  middle- 
class  entitlement  programs,  veterans'  bene- 
fits. Federal  pensions,  medical  programs. 
Social  Security.  The  kinds  of  things  that 
have  been  sacrosanct  politically. 

"There  seems  to  be  an  equal  consensus 
that  the  rate  of  spending  increase  in  de- 
fense has  to  be  moderated  and  turned 
back, "  he  said.  "And  there  have  to  be 
changes  in  the  tax  system  with  the  net 
impact  of  increasing  Federal  revenues." 

"The  term  of  reference  is  very  impor- 
tant. "  said  Mr.  Van  Dyk.  "Democrats  have 
always  talked  about  how  do  you  divide  the 
pie.  L.B.J,  talked  about  an  endless  cornuco- 
pia which  would  keep  generating  growth. 
Now  Democrats  begin  by  asking  how  do  we 
make  the  pie  grow. " 

"There  are  tensions. "  said  Mr.  Van  Dyk. 
"There  are  generational  tensions.  You  have 
a  lot  of  people,  over  55.  who  have  grown  up 
in  another  ideological  context  and  have  a 
difficult  time  of  adjustment.  You  have  a  lot 


of  younger  people  who  are  superpragmatic. 
who  don't  really  have  a  particular  ideology, 
who  have  grown  up  in  an  era  in  which  inter- 
est groups  and  media  and  money  were  really 
the  terms  of  reference  for  getting  elected. 
You  have  this  enormous  gap." 


ROLE  OF  interest  GROUPS  NOTED 

Beyond  this.  Mr.  Van  Dyk  said,  the  Demo- 
crats, far  more  than  Republicans,  must  find 
ways  of  dealing  now  with  traditional  inter- 
est groups  whose  views  may  not  always  coin- 
cide with  the  overall  aims  of  the  party. 

"Labor,  senior  citizens,  the  black  commu- 
nity, supporters  of  Israel,  people  concerned 
with  the  environment,  women's  groups.  You 
name  it."  he  said.  "The  question  is  how  do 
you  address  the  often  legitimate  concerns  of 
these  groups  and  still  provide  the  national 
policies  that  fit  the  larger  interests." 


S.  800,  THE  OCEAN  AND  COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT  IMPACT  AS- 
SISTANCE ACT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  recent- 
ly I  joined  with  Senator  Stevens  in 
sponsoring  S.  800,  the  Ocean  and 
Coastal  Development  Impact  Assist- 
ance Act. 

As  we  continue  to  pursue  the  devel- 
opment of  offshore  oil  and  gas  re- 
sources to  insure  plentiful  energy  sup- 
plies for  the  future,  it  is  extremely  im- 
portant that  we  take  steps  to  protect 
coastal  and  marine  areas  and  support 
State  efforts  to  mitigate  the  conse- 
quences of  offshore  energy  activities. 
An  accelerated  program  to  explore  and 
develop  the  potential  oil  and  gas  re- 
sources of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  is  now  underway.  At  the  same 
time,  budget  constraints  have  jeopard- 
ized Federal  support  for  many  worth- 
while coastal  protection  programs. 

This  legislation  is  a  timely  and  com- 
prehensive  effort   to   strengthen   the 
partnership  between  States  and   the 
Federal    Government    in    preserving 
precious  natural   resources.   It   recog- 
nizes that   coastal  States  must   take 
steps  to  deal  with  the  consequences  of 
OCS  energy  development  now  being 
encouraged   by   the   Federal   Govern- 
ment.   It    establishes    an    ocean    and 
coastal  resource  management  and  de- 
velopment fund,  supported  by  a  small 
percentage  of  revenues  derived  from 
OCS  oil  and  gas  leasing,  and  allocates 
these   funds   to   coastal   States.   One- 
third  of  a  States  allocation  is  to  be 
managed  by  local  communities.  This 
support  will  enable  States  and  local- 
ities to  carry  out  important  coastal  de- 
velopment   research,    education,    and 
planning    activities.    State    and    local 
governments  are  best  suited  to  assess 
the  environmental  and  economic  ef- 
fects which  continued  OCS  develop- 
ment will  exert  upon  coastal  regions, 
and  to  plan  for  the  effective  future 
management  of  these  regions. 

The  legislation's  formula  for  the  al- 
location of  funding  correctly  takes 
into  account  factors  such  as  a  State's 
proximity  to  leased  area,  the  presence 
of  coastal  energy  facilities,  length  of 
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coastline  and  amount  of  oil  and  gas 
produced  off  State  shores.  In  addition, 
the  formula  rewards  States  which 
have  federally  approved  coastal  zone 
management  programs  in  place. 

State  and  local  governments  have 
expressed  strong  support  for  this  legis- 
lation and  have  recently  been  joined 
by  several  distinguished  environmen- 
tal organizations  such  as  Friends  of 
the  Earth  and  the  Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council. 

Pew  investments  could  be  more  cru- 
cial for  our  Nation  than  preserving 
coastal  habitats  and  protecting  marine 
resources.  This  investment  is  particu- 
larly important  to  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island,  where  our  coastline  is  a  vital 
economic  and  recreational  asset.  The 
prospect  of  intensified  OCS  develop- 
ment activities  poses  a  tremendous 
challenge  for  communities  in  Rhode 
Island  and  other  States  to  prepare  for 
changing  land  use  patterns  and  the  ef- 
fects of  commercial  growth  in  coastal 
sections.  The  coastal  energy  impact, 
fisheries  research  and  coastal  zone 
management  programs  which  have  as- 
sisted States  in  these  endeavors  have 
in  recent  years  been  threatened  by 
Federal  budget  constraints.  S.  800 
would  provide  a  more  secure  source  of 
funding  for  these  programs  and  would 
also  guarantee  the  continuation  of  ac- 
tivities under  the  national  sea  grant 
college  program  which,  through  the 
University  of  Rhode  Island  and  other 
institutions,  has  provided  outstanding 
research,  education  and  advisory  serv- 
ices in  marine  resources. 

S.  800  is  a  unique  opportunity  to 
insure  a  future  balance  between  off- 
shore oil  and  gas  development  and  the 
sound  management  and  conservation 
of  our  Nation's  coastal  resources.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  its  en- 
actment. 


SOVIET  SALT  VIOLATIONS 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
lead  article  in  the  summer  issue  of 
Strategic  Review.  "Soviet  Violations  of 
Arms  Control  Agreements:  So  What?" 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Strategic  Review,  summer  19831 
Soviet  Violations  of  Arms  Control 
Agreements:  So  What? 
(By  Malcolm  Wallop) 
(The  author:  Senator  Wallop  (R. -Wyoming) 
was  first   elected   to  the   U.S.  Senate   in 
1976.  His  committee  assignments  include 
the  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence,  and 
he  is  Chairman  of  its  Budget  Authoriza- 
tion Subcommittee.  Senator  Wallop  was  a 
Congressional  Adviser  to  the  SALT  negoti- 
ations. A  graduate  of  Yale  University,  he 
served  as  a  first   lieutenant   in  the  U.S. 
Army  Artillery.  1955-1957.) 

IN  BRIEF 

The  debate  over  Soviet  violations  of  arms 
control  agreements  and  treaties  (particular- 


ly SALT)  is  featuring  a  great  deal  of  quib- 
bling over  technical  and  legalistic  trivia, 
thus  both  missing  and  distracting  from  the 
fundamental  issue  for  debate:  namely,  the 
state  of  the  U.S.  military  posture  after  two 
decades  of  arms  control  efforts.  Beyond  re- 
flecting on  Moscow's  cynical  approach,  the 
violations  and  our  reactions  to  them  are 
symptomatic  of  a  basic  phenomenon  in 
Western  democracies  well  documented  by 
history:  a  mind-cast  that,  once  entracked  on 
the  rails  of  hopes  and  fears,  comes  to  regard 
the  arms  control  'process"  as  more  impor- 
tant than  both  the  actual  results  achieved 
and  the  other  side's  compliance  with  them— 
and  more  important  even  than  the  adver- 
sary's displayed  intentions,  which  the  con- 
tinuing process  is  supposed  to  shift  in  the 
direction  of  peaceful  and  faithful  behavior. 
The  issue  of  violations  is  baring  the  kind  of 
self-contradictory  policies  that  public  opin- 
ion in  a  democracy  cannot  long  support. 

A  debate  is  unfolding  in  the  United  States 
over  the  facts  and  implications  of  violations 
by  the  Soviet  Union  of  existing  arms  control 
agreements.  Thus  far  the  debate  has  swirled 
around  specific  cases  of  such  violations:  the 
arguments  have  been  draped  in  technicali- 
ties and  legalisms.  It  is  the  contention  here 
that,  in  focusing  on  such  narrow  param- 
eters, the  debate  not  only  fails  to  shed  any 
real  light  on  the  difficult  military  and  polit- 
ical choices  that  the  United  Slates  now 
faces,  but.  indeed,  holds  the  danger  of  fur- 
ther distorting  and  trivializing  the  funda- 
mental questions  relevant  to  our  country's 
security. 

Almost  a  generation  ago  many  prominent 
Americans  in  and  out  of  government,  invest- 
ing hopes  and  reputations  in  arms  control, 
shaped  this  country's  military  and  intelli- 
gence plans  accordingly,  and  convinced 
public  opinion  that  all  of  this  would  make 
the  world  safer.  Today  public  opinion  in  the 
West  rightly  fears  war  more  than  ever.  It 
anxiously  looks  for  expedients  to  lift  the  in- 
cubus, and  for  people  to  blame.  Whereas  m 
the  mid-1960s  Soviet  .strategic  forces  were 
vulnerable  to  superior  American  ones,  today 
numerically  inferior  American  forces  are  in 
the  deepening  shadow  of  a  relentlessly 
growing  Soviet  arsenal.  And  beneath  this 
shadow,  the  Soviet  global  offensive  has 
gained  a  momentum  that  would  have  been 
considered  unimaginable  two  decades  ago. 

In  short,  any  objective  analyst  in  the  West 
now  must  realize  that  a  generation's  labors 
on  behalf  of  arms  control  have  not  borne 
the  anticipated  fruit.  Nonetheless,  all  we 
have  done  in  the  name  of  arms  control— the 
very  depth  of  our  involvement  with  it— ren- 
ders us  unable  to  confront  our  strategic 
problems  directly.  Although  no  one  in 
public  life  today  will  argue  that  any  specific 
arms  control  scheme  would  be  accepted  and 
adhered  to  by  the  Soviets— and  would  make 
us  all  safer— we  still  discuss  our  hopes  and 
fears  in  terms  of  arms  control,  anticipating 
that  today  s  realities  will  not  again  he  re- 
flected in  the  results  of  tomorrow's  agree- 
ments. 

Lately  that  discussion  has  come  to  turn 
upon  one  question:  Do  certain  Soviet  activi- 
ties violate  arms  control  agreements  or  do 
they  not?  Yet.  that  question  obscures  an- 
other, much  more  important  one:  What  do 
the  Soviet  activities  in  question  tell  us  about 
the  possibilities  and  limitations  of  arms  con- 
trol? Our  task  here  is  to  answer  this  ques- 
tion. Once  that  is  done,  only  then  can  we 
consider  Soviet  strategic  plans— and  our 
own— in  terms  of  their  intrinsic  merits. 


THE  DEBATE  OVER  "NEW"  MISSILES 

Two  fellow  members  of  the  Senate.  James 
McClure  of  Idaho  and  Joseph  Biden  of 
Delaware,  have  drawn  together  respectively 
the  case  for  the  proposition  that  the  Soviets 
are  violating  SALT  agreements,  and  the 
case  against  it.  Senator  McClure  contends 
that  the  Soviets  are  violating  the  most  im- 
portant provision  of  the  SALT  II  Treaty- 
Article  IV.  Paragraph  9— by  flight-testing 
two  new-type  ICBMs.  Senator  Biden  argues 
that  Senator  McClure  is  "simply  and  flatly 
inaccurate." 

The  SALT  II  Treaty  indeed  allows  only 
one  new-type  ICBM  to  be  developed  by 
either  side.  The  two  Soviet  missiles  that 
have  been  tested  are  sufficiently  different 
from  all  other  missiles  to  be  new  types.  Yet. 
the  Treaty  also  stipulates  that  the  differ- 
ences that  determine  a  new-type  missile— 
discrepancies  of  more  than  5  percent  in 
length,  diameter,  launch-weight  and  throw- 
weight  between  the  missile  tested  and  all 
other  missiles— may  not  be  counted  as  viola- 
tions until  after  the  twelfth  test. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Soviets  have  only  con- 
ducted thus  far  three  tests.  Biden  has  a 
technical  point.  But  McClure  has  a  substan- 
tive one.  The  second  new  Soviet  missile, 
known  as  the  PL-5,  differs  in  throw-weight 
by  more  than  200  percent  and  in  length  by 
more  than  2  meters  from  any  other  Soviet 
missile  remotely  like  it.  No  matter  how 
many  times  it  is  tested,  these  characteristics 
will  not  change.  Moreover,  modern  test  pro- 
grams may  not  require  more  than  twelve 
launches  before  a  weapon  becomes  oper- 
ational. Neither  set  of  arguments,  however, 
touches  the  crucial  point:  while  the  United 
States  has  produced  one  new  missile  (the 
Trident  I)  and  is  planning  two  (MX  and  Tri- 
dent II).  the  Soviets  have  produced  four 
fourth-generation  missiles  and  have  begun  a 
fifth  generation  likely  to  include  six  new- 
missiles. 

SOVIET  MISSILE  NUMBERS  AND  "RELOADS" 

Senator  McClure  charges  that  the  Soviets 
have  exceeded  the  SALT  II  ceiling  of  1.320 
MIRVed  missile  launchers  and  bombers 
equipped  with  long-range  crui.se  missiles. 
Senator  Biden  cites  the  CIA's  count  of  788 
Soviet  MIRVed  ICBMs  and  claims  that  the 
total  of  MIRVed  ICBMs.  SLBMs  and  bomb- 
ers capable  of  carrying  cruise  missiles  docs 
not  go  above  1.320.  The  legal  issue  turns  on 
whether  one  counts  the  "Fencer."  the 
Soviet  equivalent  of  the  American  FB-IU 
bomber.  Once  again,  however,  the  legal 
issue  is  of  scarce  practical  relevance.  Even  if 
one  chose  to  agree  with  Senator  Biden.  one 
would  not  thereby  skirt  the  issue  of  the 
threat  which  the  Soviet  Union's  nearly 
6,000  counterforce  warheads  carried  by  the 
Soviet  MIRVed  systems  pose  to  the  United 
Stales,  or  change  the  fact  that  our  most 
potent  MIRV,  the  Mark  12-A.  is  considered 
to  have  only  about  one  chance  In  three 
against  Soviet  silos. 

Senator  McClure  contends  that  the  Sovi- 
ets have  violated  SALT  II  by  testing  the 
"rapid  reload  of  ICBM  launchers"  and  by 
stockpiling  at  least  1.000-2.000  missiles 
which  could  be  refired  from  standard  silos. 
These  missiles  could  also  be  fired  by  "soft"" 
launchers  from  covert  sites.  Senator  Biden 
considers  this  point  to  be  "succinctly  rebut- 
ted" by  the  U.S.  Defense  Department's 
volume,  Soviet  Military  Power",  which 
stales  (on  page  21):  "The  Soviets  probably 
cannot  refurbish  and  reload  sflo  launchers 
in  a  period  less  than  a  few  days."'  Biden  con- 
cludes: "Although  the  Soviet  Union  might 
have  a  limited  capability  to  reconstitute  its 


strategic  forces  after  an  initial  firing,  there 
is  no  real  indication  of  a  rapid  reload  capa- 
bility"' McClure  concedes  that  a  legal  grey 
area    exists    because    "the    Soviets    never 
agreed  on  a  definition  of  "rapid"  "  All  parties 
refer  to  the  same  data:  during  the  summer 
of  1980  the  United  States  observed  that  the 
Soviet  Union  routinely  practiced  reloading 
its  principal  missile  silos  many  limes  during 
war  games.  This  procedure  takes  a  few  days. 
However,  all  the  parties  concentrate  on 
the  Treaty  so  fixedly  that  they  miss  the 
point.  Whether  the  Soviet  practice  of  re- 
loading missiles  is  legally  "rapid"  or  not  is 
quite  irrelevant  to  American  security.  Ever 
since    the    beginning    of    the    arms-control 
process  in  the  mid-1960s  the  United  States 
has  based  its  entire  strategic  policy  on  the 
notion  that  each  side  would  only  have  about 
as  many  missiles  as  it  has  launchers.  The 
Soviets  never  formally  agreed  to  this;  never- 
theless,   informally,    in    a   thousand   ways, 
they  led  us  to  believe  that  they  did.  Now  we 
know  that,  probably   from  the  beginning, 
the  Soviets  held  a  wholly  different  view  of 
the  matter.  Thus,  not  only  is  it  a  virtual  cer- 
tainty   that    they    have    available    for    use 
many  more  missiles  than  overtly  deployed 
launchers,    but    the    implication    is    much 
larger:    namely,    that    the   Soviets    do    not 
share  the  Western  view  that  nuclear  war.  if 
it  ever  comes,  will  be  a  mutually  annihilat- 
ing spasm.  While  American  planning  stops 
in  effect  at  the  edge  of  the  contingency  of  a 
nuclear  exchange,  the  Soviets  are  planning 
and  practicing  what  to  do  after  the  first 
round.  If  this  is  not  strategically  significant, 
nothing  is.  Yet.  as  we  can  see,  the  arms  con- 
trol  perspective   is   capable   of   trivializing 
even  this  fundamental  factor  in  the  nuclear 
equation. 

OTHER  SOVIET  VIOLATIONS 

Senator  McClure  says  that  the  Soviets 
since  1976  have  conducted  at  least  15  under- 
ground nuclear  tests  whose  yield  war  prob- 
ably above  the  ceiling  of  150  kilotons  speci- 
fied by  the  Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty.  Sen- 
ator Biden  cites  an  article  by  two  geophysi- 
cisls  in  Scientific  American,  in  which  they 
claim  that  charges  like  McClures  "are 
based  on  a  miscalibration  of  one  of  the 
curves  that  relates  measured  seismic  magni- 
tude to  explosive  yield." 

Some  background  is  needed  to  understand 
this  aspect  of  the  debate.  In  1977  some  of 
the  U.S.  geophysicists  involved  in  evaluating 
the  yields  of  Soviet  tests  from  seismic  data 
became  apparently  distressed  at  the  fact 
that  they  were  consistently  providing  judg- 
ments on  the  basis  of  which  the  Soviet 
Union  and.  more  important,  arms  control 
itself  were  being  impeached.  Therefore, 
they  successfully  lobbied  for  a  change  in  the 
yardstick.  Even  then,  the  new  and  more  lib- 
eral geophysical  yardstick  still  shows  a  few 
Soviet  tests  to  have  been  above  150  kilotons. 
Although  there  is  really  not  much  reason  to 
prefer  one  yardstick  over  the  other,  the  fact 
that  one  was  abandoned  because  it  gave  uu- 
pleasanl  answers  should  give  no  one,  least 
of  all  scientists,  cause  to  rejoice. 

TECHNICALITIES  VERSUS  STRATEGIC  SUBSTANCE 

I  could  go  on  with  such  comparisons,  but 
my  basic  point  already  should  have  become 
clear:  by  thinking  and  arguing  about  Soviet 
activities  in  terms  of  the  relationship  of 
these  activities  to  treaties— instead  of  relat- 
ing them  to  security  substance— both  Sena- 
tors are  quibbling  with  trivialities  while  the 
strategic  position  of  the  United  States  crum- 
bles apace.  Moreover,  those  who  argue  in 
these  terms  inevitably  cast  themselves  in 
the  role  of  either  the  Soviet  Unions  pros- 


ecutors or  defenders.  Senator  Biden  has 
strongly  expressed  the  wish,  no  doubt  sin- 
cere, that  he  not  be  taken  as  the  Soviet 
Unions  defender.  But  how  else  can  one 
characterize  the  invitation  not  to  be 
alarmed  by  activities  which  are  clearly 
threatening  but  which  might  possibly  be 
shielded  by  some  technicality  as  a  contra- 
vention of  agreements? 

In  one  instance  Senator  Biden.  like  the 
geophysicists.  has  to  resort  to  redefining  the 
terms  of  the  Treaty.  He  notes  that  the  Sovi- 
ets have  encrypted  just  about  all  the  telem- 
etry in  their  tests  of  the  fifth  generation  of 
missiles.  Article  15  of  SALT  II  prohibits  en- 
cryption that  impedes  verification  of  the 
Treaty.  Senator  Biden  notes  that  Soviet 
practices  in  this  respect  "raise  questions"" 
about  whether  the  Soviets  have  violated  the 
Treaty.  Questions?  These  activities  are  not 
questions;  they  are  answers! 

Senator  Biden  says  that  "Soviet  activities 
in  regard  to  .  .  .  the  ban  on  the  [mobile] 
SS-16  .  .  .  can  only  make  one  wonder  about 
the  depth  of  Soviet  interest  in  maintaining 
the  SALT  framework."  In  thus  "wonder- 
ing." he  was  no  doubt  inspired  by  the  CIA's 
version  of  said  Soviet  activities.  According 
to  this  version  (reported  by  the  Washington 
Post  on  April  9.  1982).  the  Soviets  have 
some  mobile  SS-16  missiles  (prohibited  by 
the  SALT  II  Treaty)  at  Plesetsk.  They  are 
ready  to  be  fired.  But  because  they  are  not 
being  handled  in  a  way  that  fits  the  CIAs 
definition  of  deployment,  they  are  not  "de- 
ployed,"  The  point,  again,  is:  Why  cast  for 
artificial  defintions  and  technicalities  that 
might  becloud  the  issue  of  whether  a  given 
Soviet  activity  is  or  is  not  in  contravention 
of  SALT?  Why  not  think— first,  last  and 
foremost— in  terms  of  the  strategic  implica- 
tions of  the  threatening  activity  itself? 

Finally.  Senator  Biden.  searching  for  a 
definition  of  what  a  violation  of  SALT  II 
might  be.  has  posited  that  if  the  Soviets 
were  to  have  more  than  830  MIRVed 
ICBMs,  that  would  be  a  violation.  A  little 
later  he  noted  in  passing  that  by  not  having 
dismantled  95  strategic  nuclear  delivery  sys- 
tems as  new  ones  have  joined  their  forces, 
the  Soviets  now  have  more  than  the  2.400 
permitted  by  SALT.  Yet.  he  does  not  come 
out  and  say  that  the  Soviets  are  in  violation. 
Why  not?  ,    ^ 

On  a  more  fundamental  level.  Senator 
Biden  has  conceded  that  the  Soviets  have 
violated  the  Biological  Warfare  Convention 
of  1972.  At  the  same  time,  he  describes  him- 
self as  "a  strong  supporter  of  the  unratified 
SALT  II  agreement  and  of  worthwhile 
future  arms  control  agreements."  Clearly 
these  are  contradictions  that  cannot  be 
bridged  with  technicalities  regarding  Soviet 
compliance. 

Senator  McClures  position  is  more  direct, 
but  contains  an  anomaly.  He  so  strongly 
hammers  on  the  fact  that  the  Soviets  are 
cheating  on  the  treaties  that  he  leads  his 
audience  to  infer  that  our  strategic  difficul- 
ties would  vanish  if  only  the  Soviets  could 
somehow  be  held  to  the  letter  of  the  trea- 
ties. Yet.  not  even  the  most  enthusiastic  ad- 
vocates of  arms  control  have  claimed— at 
least  not  since  the  mid-1970s-that  the  trea- 
ties are  so  well  conceived  or  drawn  up  that 
abidance  by  them  will  solve  the  future  of 
mankind. 

In  short,  even  while  the  strategic  position 
of  the  United  States  continues  to  erode, 
men  of  goodwill  find  themselves  saying 
things  about  arms  control  which  cannot 
halt  that  erosion,  and  that  cast  them  in 
roles  that  they  sincerely  reject  for  them- 
selves: apologists  for  the  Soviet  Union  and/ 
or  apologists  for  the  SALT  process. 


HOPE  AND  HISTORICAL  LOGIC 

We  should  not  be  surprised  at  the  fact 
that  assumptions  based  strictly  or  even  pre- 
dominantly on  arms  control  often  lead  to 
sterile    arguments.    After    all.    the    entire 
premise  of  arms  control— that  safety  can  be 
gained  by  mutual  limitations  on  weapons- 
abstracts  from  the  most  fundamental  fact 
that  weapons  are  tools  in  the  hands  of  men. 
not  vice-versa.  The  propensities  of  men  to 
kill  or  respect  one  another  have  never  been 
basically  affected  by  the  existence  of  par- 
ticular kinds  of  weapons.  Genocide  was  rou- 
tine in  the  ancient  world.  In  our  day.  the 
greatest  slaughters  have  been  perpetrated 
by  simple  tools:  barbed  wire,  starvation  and 
hand-held    weapons.    Whether    or    not    a 
weapon  is  dangerous  depends  on  the  direc- 
tion in  which  it  is  pointed  and  on  the  inten- 
tion of  the  person  wielding  it.  Where  na- 
tions are  friends,  there  is  no  talk  of  the 
need  to  negotiate  arms  control.  Where  they 
are  enemies,  even  total  disarmament  could 
only  make  the  world  safe  for  hand-to-hand 
combat. 

In  practical  and  historical  terms,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  prove  the  proposition  that  arms  con- 
trol by  itself  leads  either  to  peace  or  securi- 
ty. History  affords  no  example  whatever  of 
nations  possessed  of  serious  reasons  to  fight 
one  another  who  dUabused  themselves  of 
those    reasons    by    agreeing    to    limit    the 
means  by  which  they  could  fight.  Neverthe- 
less, the  desire  for  peace  is  so  natural  and 
strong  that  it  has  always  made  attractive 
the  claim  that  perhaps,  just  perhaps,  all 
men  are  sane  and  all  sane  men  want  peace— 
which   is  in  everyone's   interest— and   that 
the  danger  of  war  issues  from  the  weapons 
themselves.  If  all  sides  can  slowly  rid  them- 
selves of  the  burdens  of  their  worst  weap- 
ons, they  will  simultaneously  learn  to  value 
peace  and  to  trust  one  another.  But  this  ap- 
pealing promise  discounts  the  ever-present 
possibility  that  one  side  in  the  arms  control 
process    may    be   determined   not    only    to 
pursue  its  goals  as  vigorously  as  ever,  but 
also  to  use  agreements  as  a  means  of  achiev- 
ing the  other  sides  moral  and  material  dis- 
armament. 

The  stark  record  of  our  century  is  that 
arms  control  has  been  embraced  by  democ- 
racies as  a  means  of  exorcising  the  specter 
of  war  with  dictatorial  enemies— and  that  it 
has  been  exploited  by  dictatorships  as  a 
means  of  increasing  their  capacity  for 
waging  war  against  democracies.  At  various 
points  along  this  historical  road  some 
within  the  democracies  have  asked  whether 
there  was  any  proof  that  the  dictatorships 
really  meant  to  keep  their  agreements  in 
good  faith.  Others  have  answered  that  al- 
though there  could  be  no  real  proof,  democ- 
racies must  take  the  lead  and  show  good 
faith,  because  no  one  could  afford  the  alter- 
native. 

In  the  normal  flow  of  international  neg<J- 
tiations,  a  determination  of  the  other  side's 
intentions  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  process 
that  culminates  in  agreements.  In  the  case 
of  arms  control,  any  issue  of  the  other  side's 
intentions  tends  to  be  considered  a  pnon  as 
disruptive  to  the  perceived  imperative  of 
reaching  an  agreement.  Instead,  we  as  de- 
mocracies invest  in  the  agreements  them- 
selves the  hope  of  favorable  omens  of  the 
opponent's  intentions.  Questions  regarding 
a  dictatorships  compliance  with  arms  con- 
trol agreements  go  to  the  heart  of  the  ques- 
tion: What  are  the  dictatorship's  intentions? 
But  since  the  arms  control  process  itself  is 
based  on  at  least  a  suspension  of  questions 
about  intentions,  the  issue  of  compliance 
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must  thus  l>e  suspended  as  well,   lest   the 
process  be  disrupted. 

PATTERNS  or  DEMOCRATIC  BEHAVIOR 

Some  of  the  generic  difficulties  in  the 
path  of  rational  discussion  of  compliance 
with  arms  control  agreements  were  outlined 
by  Fred  licit  m  his  classic  article.  "After  De- 
tection—What?" in  the  January  1961  issue 
of  Foreign  Affairs.  They  are  well  worth  re- 
formulating after  nearly  a  generation's  ex- 
perience. 

First,  unless  the  violator  acknowledges 
that  his  activities  constitute  a  violation, 
politicians  in  a  democracy  are  likely  to  feel 
that  the  evidence  in  their  possession  might 
be  insufficient  to  convince  public  opinion 
that  a  violation  has  occurred— or  at  least 
that  trying  to  persuade  the  public  would  be 
a  thankless  task.  Moreover,  many  politi- 
cians, having  staked  their  reputations  on 
the  agreements,  will  fear  being  damaged  in 
the  public's  esteem  if  the  agreements  were 
perceived  as  failures. 

Second,  a  political  leader  who  declares 
that  arms  control  agreements  which  are  a 
fundamental  part  of  national  policy  have 
been  violated,  thereby  faces  the  obligation 
to  propose  a  new.  redressive  policy— one 
that  will  make  up  for  the  other  side's  viola- 
tions and  assure  his  nation's  safety  in  an  en- 
vironment more  perilous  than  had  previous- 
ly been  imagined.  Inevitably  such  a  policy 
looms  as  more  expensive  and  frightening 
than  continuing  on  the  arms  control  track. 
Few  politicians  are  willing  to  take  this  step 
of  personal  and  political  valor— especially  if 
they  can  rationalize  away  the  obser\'ed  vio- 
lation as  "insignificant."  Iklt  in  his  article 
cites  Stanley  Baldwin's  admission  that  fear 
of  losing  an  election  had  prevented  him 
from  aUmitting  that  Germany  was  violating 
the  Treaty  of  Versailles.  This  remains  a  rare 
example  of  honesty,  albeit  after  the  fact  of 
dishonesty. 

Third,  politicans  can  always  hope— more 
or  less  in  good  conscience— that  continuing 
negotiations  will  eventually  reach  the  goal 
of  a  stable  and  mutually  accepted  peace  and 
that  therefore  "this  is  not  a  good  time"  to 
accuse  the  other  side  of  bad  faith  and  risk 
driving  it  from  the  bargaining  table.  But 
when  is  it  a  "good  time"?  Moreover,  as  time 
passes  and  the  dictatorship's  arsenal  rises  in 
relative  terms  (abetted  by  the  violations), 
the  premium  on  finding  a  modus  vivendi 
with  it  rises  apace.  The  net  result  is  that  the 
brave  declarations  that  accompany  the  sign- 
ing of  arms  control  treaties,  according  to 
which  this  or  that  action  by  the  dictator- 
ship (usually  some  form  of  interference 
with  verification)  would  cause  withdrawal 
from  the  treaty,  become  dead  letters. 

Finally,  these  inhibitions  are  compounded 
when  they  are  involved  in  alliance  diploma- 
cy among  democratic  nations.  Each  alliance 
partner  is  likely  to  find  in  the  other  a  con- 
firming reason  for  not  pressing  the  issue  of 
violations. 

"THE  CONTEMPORARY  MIND-SET 

These  historically  documented  attitudes— 
which  ushered  in  the  tragedy  of  World  War 
II— have  t>een  strengthened  in  contempo- 
rary times  by  the  seductive  premises  of  the 
nuclear  age.  The  primary  such  premise  is 
that  the  only  alternative  to  arms  control  is 
an  arms  race  that  is  certain  to  lead  to  the 
nuclear  holocaust  and  the  end  of  the  world: 
therefore,  there  is  no  alternative  to  continu- 
ing arms  control  negotiations  and  making 
the  best  of  them.  In  this  view  the  "process" 
of  negotiations  is  more  important  than  the 
tangible  results  achieved— and.  by  exten- 
sion, more  important  than  the  other  side's 
adherence  to  solemnly  agreed-upon  results. 


The  second  premise  relates  to  the  fashion- 
able notion  of  "overkill":  since  each  side  al- 
ready possesses  enough  weapons  theoreti- 
cally to  obliterate  the  adversary,  any  advan- 
tages wrested  by  the  other  side  are  "margin- 
al" at  best.  It  deserves  mention  that  this 
"marginality"  tends  to  be  applied  only  to 
Soviet  strategic  programs:  by  contrast. 
American  counter-programs,  like  the  MX 
missile,  are  deemed  "provacative." 

This  latter  premise  illuminates  the  cava- 
lier attitude  of  so  many  U.S.  officials  toward 
Soviet  forces  superior  in  numbers  and  qual- 
ity to  the  American  ones.  The  State  Depart- 
ment, for  example,  has  long  opposed  even 
proposing  to  the  Soviets  an  equality  in 
throw-weight  of  missile  forces,  on  the  as- 
sumption that  the  Soviet  advantage  is  so 
overwhelming  (the  SS-18  force  alone  carries 
more  megatonnage  than  the  entire  U.S. 
strategic  force)  that  the  Soviets  would  never 
agree  to  surrender  it.  In  the  interagency 
controversy  over  U.S.  policy,  the  State  De- 
partment's line,  only  partly  tongue-in- 
cheek,  has  been  in  effect  that  "real  men  do 
not  need  throw-weight."  This  of  course  begs 
the  question:  What  do  we  need?  The  only 
answer  consistent  with  the  State  Depart- 
ment's position  would  be:  If  we  have  a  small 
force  able  to  deliver  a  few  warheads  to 
major  Soviet  cities,  it  would  not  matter  how- 
big,  powerful  or  accurate  Soviet  forces  were, 
because  the  deterrent  effect  would  be  the 
same. 

This  variant  of  Mutual  Assured  Destruc- 
tion (MAD),  which  goes  by  the  name  "mini- 
mum deterrence,"  has  been  gaining  incho- 
ate acceptance  in  the  Congress  as  weapon 
after  American  weapon  has  been  delayed  or 
canceled— in  part  because  of  hopes  for  arms 
control.  As  the  SALT  debate  of  1979-1980 
proved,  neither  the  Congress  nor  American 
public  opinion  will  accept  MAD  in  any  form 
when  it  is  presented  explicitly.  Nonetheless, 
"minimum  deterrence"  survives  as  the  the- 
ology of  many. 

An  instructive  example  of  this  came  in  the 
testimony  of  a  CIA  official  who  in  1980 
briefed  the  Senate  about  the  new"ly  discov- 
ered Soviet  practice  of  reloading  ICBM 
launchers.  This  practice  had  invalidated  a 
basic  premise  underlying  U.S.  strategic  plan- 
ning and  procurement  for  almost  twenty 
years.  Nevertheless,  the  official  was  noncha- 
lant. What  would  be  the  implications  of  a 
possible  doubling  or  tripling  of  the  Soviet 
SS-18  force?  There  was  no  need  for  concern, 
he  answered:  the  extra  Soviet  missiles  could 
not  be  fired  because,  after  an  initial  ex- 
change, nothing  could  be  fired.  Only  a  little 
pressing  elicited  that  neither  he  nor  his 
Agency  had  really  determined  what  would 
be  required  to  prevent  the  Soviets  from  re- 
loading their  SS-18  launchers.  Indeed,  the 
facts  show  that  we  would  be'in  no  position 
to  prevent  it. 

As  far  as  the  alleged  irrelevance  of  all 
military  assets  after  an  initial  nuclear  ex- 
change is  concerned,  it  is  noteworthy  that 
the  entire  thrust  of  Soviet  military  strategy 
is  to  reduce  the  size,  efficacy  and  signifi- 
cance of  any  American  strike— to  protect 
Soviet  society  and  to  win  the  war.  The  Sovi- 
ets do  not  merely  wish  this:  they  also  work 
at  it.  Hence,  while  the  sizes  and  shapes  of 
opposing  nuclear  arsenals  seem  to  be  of  sec- 
ondary importance  to  many  American  offi- 
cials, for  the  Soviets  they  are  clearly  mat- 
ters of  life  and  death. 

THE  ARTIFICIAL  WORLD  OF  SALT  I 

American  advocates  of  arms  control 
sought  to  create  a  situation  unprecedented 
in  history:  two  rivals  for  primacy  in  the 
world  would  agree  for  all  time  to  stop  trying 


to  gain  the  edge  over  one  another  in  the 
most  important  category  of  weapons,  thus 
ending  military  history  at  the  highest 
achieved  level.  Moreover,  each  would  cede 
to  the  other  in  perpetuity  the  right  to  deliv- 
er nuclear  weapons  onto  its  soil  and  would 
refrain  from  efforts  to  protect  itself.  Thus, 
spurred  by  the  fear  of  annihilation,  both 
sides  would  enter  into  a  kind  of  perpetual 
Hobbesian  social  contract.  The  Soviets  did 
not  seem  enticed  by  this  contract,  but  it  was 
one  of  the  prevalent  assumptions  in  the 
1960s  that  in  time  they  would  be  "educated" 
by  our  negotiators  to  the  realization  that 
their  own  interests  lay  there  as  well. 

Yet.  from  the  very  first  the  Soviets'  refus- 
al to  see  their  ow^n  interests  through  the 
eyes  of  American  arms  control  theorists  led 
the  U.S.  Government  to  construct  an  elabo- 
rate, highly  ambiguous  intellectual  frame- 
work—one which  has  given  American  arms 
control  enthusiasts  warrant  to  pursue  their 
Utopia  with  respect  to  U.S.  forces,  but 
within  which  the  Soviets  have  continued  to 
pursue  the  orthodox  military  goals  of  self- 
protection  and  victory  in  the  event  of  a  con- 
flict. 

Ftom  the  outset  Americans  recognized 
that  verifying  and  equality  in  missilery  and 
restraint  in  research  and  development 
would  require  the  presence  of  inspectors  in 
production  facilities  and  laboratories.  But 
also  from  the  outset  the  Soviets'  clear  refus- 
al of  such  onsite  inspection  placed  American 
arms  controllers  before  a  fateful  choice:  If 
arms  control  agreements  constrained  pro- 
duction and  research,  or  the  number  of  war- 
heads or  their  accuracy,  they  would  stand  a 
chance  of  bringing  about  the  desired  arms 
stability  in  the  world.  But  the  agreements 
could  not  possibly  be  verified  beyond  the 
limited  scope  of  technical  means  of  detec- 
tion, and  thus  could  not  be  presented  to 
American  public  opinion  as  prudent  ar- 
rangements. 

The  answer  to  the  dilemma  was  to  con- 
struct agreements  that  could  define  the 
weapons  and  practices  to  be  limited  in  terms 
that  were  more  or  less  verifiable  by  techni- 
cal means.  The  agreements  could  thus  be 
sold  to  the  U.S.  public  and  the  Congress, 
but— as  it  turned  out— they  were  inherently 
weak  agreements  that  failed  to  cover  the 
significant  parts  of  the  strategic  equation 
and  whose  real  restraining  power  was  ques- 
tionable at  best. 

Thus,  from  the  very  first  American  arms 
controllers  chose  to  negotiate  treaties  which 
were  verifiable  at  least  in  part,  and  there- 
fore ratifiable.  but  which  were  intellectual 
constructs  well  removed  from  reality.  The 
SALT  I  Interim  Agreement  set  limits  on 
numbers  of  missile  launchers  because  Amer- 
ican satellites  could  take  pictures  of  Soviet 
missile  fields  and  submarines.  Silos  and 
tubes  could  be  counted.  The  controversies  of 
the  1970s  over  the  Soviets'  failure  to  dis- 
mantle older  launchers  as  new  ones  were 
built  and  over  their  operational  use  of  silos 
that  were  nominally  for  tests  and  command 
and  control— straightforward  issues  of  com- 
pliance—were basically  unrelated  to  that 
decade's  strategic  revolution:  the  replace- 
ment by  the  Soviets  of  the  SS-9  with  the 
SS-18  in  the  "'heavy  launchers"  and  the  re- 
placement of  the  majority  of  single-warhead 
SS-lls  with  MIRVed  SS-17s  and  SS-19s. 
The  latter  replacement  was  not  a  direct  vio- 
lation: rather,  it  stretched  the  definition  of 
a  "light"  missile  under  the  Agreement.  In 
any  event,  these  replacements  precisely 
brought  about  the  situation  (a  mounting 
Soviet  threat  to  American  strategic  forces) 
which  American  negotiators  had  sought  to 


prevent  by  entering  the  talks  in  the  first 
place. 

There  was  little  question  within  the  Amer- 
ican establishment  about  what  was  transpir- 
ing. Nevertheless,  official  anger  was  muted. 
After  all,  advances  in  technology  sooner  or 
later  would  have  been  able  to  turn  even 
light  missiles  into  multiple-killers  like  the 
SS-17,  SS-18  and  SS-19.  but  American  arms 
controllers  had  simply  assumed  that  the  So- 
viets would  not  thus  escalate  the  weapons 
competition.  American  officialdom  has  not 
yet  mustered  the  humility  to  admit  that  it 
has  been  deceived— not  because  it  was  de- 
ceived primarily  by  the  Soviets,  but  because 
it  wtis  deceived  by  its  own  fancies.  Indeed, 
there  is  evidence  that,  on  the  eve  of  the 
signing  of  SALT  I.  Henry  Kissinger  learned 
about  the  development  of  the  SS-19  but  ap- 
parently did  not  deem  the  reported  develop- 
ment significant  enough  to  derail  the  proc- 


nition  would  have  been  unacceptable  to  the 
Soviets,  or  wholly  unverifiable.  They  had  to 
choose  between  reality  and  the  SALT  proc- 
ess. 


THE  SALT  II  TRAIL 

The  negotiations  for  SALT  II  dragged  on 
for  six  years  largely  because  of  American 
concerns  over  definitions.  Having  been 
"burned"  in  SALT  I.  American  negotiators 
were  now  going  to  be  more  rigorous.  As  re- 
gards launchers,  however,  they  could  not  be 
rigorous  without  declaring  the  treay  unveri- 
fiable. In  fact,  if  one  defines  a  launcher 
merely  as  that  which  is  necessary  to  launch 
a  missile— and  one  acknowledges  that 
ICBMs  can  be  launched  by  very  little  equip- 
ment (Minuteman  have  been  erected  and 
launched  by  equipment  carried  on  the  back 
of  a  jeep)— one  must  admit  that  limits  on 
launchers  cannot  be  verified.  Of  course,  be- 
cause some  kinds  of  launchers  can  be  moni- 
tored, the  tendency  is  to  think  of  the 
"launcher  problem  "  solely  in  terms  of  that 
small  part  of  it  that  is  controllable. 

American  negotiators  in  SALT  II  did  insist 
on  a  complex  definition  of  new  missiles  in 
order  to  prevent  the  wholesale  substitution 
by  the  Soviets  of  a  fifth  generation  of  mis- 
siles for  the  fourth  generation,  even  as  the 
fourth  had  substituted  for  the  third  genera- 
tion under  SALT  I.  The  four  cornerstones 
of  that  definition  are  the  requirements  that 
a  modified  missile  not  exceed  the  original  by 
more  than  5  percent  in  launch-weight  and 
throw-weight,  that  the  number  of  warheads 
on  anv  modified  missiles  not  exceed  the 
number  on  the  original,  that  on  any  single- 
warhead  missile  the  ratio  of  the  weight  of 
any  warhead  to  the  weight  of  the  total  re- 
entry package  not  be  inferior  to  1  to  2.  and 
that  each  side  be  allowed  only  one  new  mis- 
sile. 

Opponents  of  SALT  11.  including  myself, 
pointed  out  that  under  this  definition  the 
Soviets  could  develop  and  deploy  a  genera- 
tion of  missiles  that  were  new  in  every  way 
but  still  not  "new  "  in  terms  of  SALT.  The 
new  missiles  could  be  made  of  wholly  new 
materials  and  according  to  wholly  new  de- 
signs. They  could  be  vastly  more  reliable 
and  accurate.  They  could  thus  pose  wholly 
new  military  problems— all  without  ever  vio- 
lating the  treaty  in  the  slightest.  Circum- 
ventions would  be  profitable  and  difficult  to 
prove,  especially  if— as  is  now  happening- 
Soviet  missile  tests  are  almost  totally  en- 
crypted. Post-boost  vehicles  can  be  tested 
with  fewer  reentry  vehicles  than  they  can 
carry.  Single-warhead  missiles  can  be 
MIRVed.  and  the  number  of  warheads  car- 
ried by  MIRVed  missiles  can  be  increased, 
thus,  a  new.  more  numerous,  more  powerful 
Soviet  missile  force  can  emerge  more  or  less 
within  the  "constraints"  of  SALT  II. 

Our    negotiators    could    have    devised    a 
tighter  definition  of  newness.  But  that  defi- 


LEGACIES  OF  THE  ABM  TREATY 

Many  consider  the  ABM  Treaty  of  1972 
the  jewel  in  the  crown  of  arms  control 
achievements.  More  than  anything  else  it  is 
supposed  to  symbolize  the  superpowers' 
mutual  commitment  to  MAD.  But  the  closer 
one  looks  at  the  Treaty's  unrealistic  require- 
ments, the  more  one  realizes  that  questions 
of  the  Soviets'  compliance  with  them  are  of 
secondary  importance. 

A  nationwide  ABM  system  must  be  served 
by  a  nationwide  network  of  battle-manage- 
ment radars.  The  Treaty  allows  such  radars 
only  at  one  ABM  site  in  each  country.  The 
Soviets  have  built  five  huge  radars  that  are 
inherently  capable  of  performing  that  func- 
tion. Are  these  radars  intended  to  perform 
it?  We  will  probably  never  have  absolute 
proof  short  of  their  performance  in  actual 
battle. 

The  ABM  Treaty  forbids  the  rapid  reload 
of  ABM  launchers  at  the  one  ABM  site 
available.  But  when  these  launchers  are  un- 
derground, how  does  one  know  how  rapidly 
they  can  be  reloaded?  given  the  range  of 
modern  ABM  missiles  and  radars,  how  much 
of  a  country  can  a  "site  "  protect? 

The  Treaty  forbids  the  testing  of  mobile 
ABM  systems.  "Yet,  the  components  of  the 
Soviets'  fully  tested  ABMX-3  system-the 
Flat  Twin  radar  and  the  SH-04  and  the  SH- 
08  missiles— are  merely  "transportable,"  not 
•mobile. "  The  Treaty  does  not  limit  mass 
production  or  storage  of  these  components. 
If  they  are  ever  deployed  en  masse  after  a 
sudden  denunciation  of  the  Treaty,  the 
United  States  would  have  no  legal  com- 
plaint. 

The  Treaty  forbids  testing— much  less 
using— air  defense  systems  "in  an  ABM 
mode."  Yet,  advancing  technology  has  de- 
prived that  concept  of  whatever  meaning  it 
may  once  have  had.  Today  the  technology 
available  for  the  American  Patriot  and 
Soviet  SA-12  air-defense  systems  allows 
them  to  be  used  both  against  aircraft  and 
against  reentry  vehicles.  Still,  the  ABM 
Treaty  is  not  being  violated  so  much  as  it  is 
being  left  behind  by  evolving  reality. 

Perhaps  the  best  example  of  the  ABM 
Treaty's  decreasing  relevance  is  the  contro- 
versy surrounding  the  question  of  whether 
it  would  permit  or  prohibit  space-based  anti- 
ballistic  missile  lasers.  Many  American 
champions  of  arms  control  aver  that  Article 
I  of  the  Treaty  prohibits  all  anti-ballistic 
missile  systems  forever,  except  for  the  two 
ground-based  sites  specifically  allowed.  The 
Treaty  deals  with  ABM  launchers,  missiles 
and  radars  because  at  the  time  it  was  draft- 
ed no  other  means  for  anti-missile  defense 
were  known.  Some  argue  that  the  Treaty 
was  meant  automatically  to  ban  any  other 
devices  which  might  be  invented,  so  long  as 
they  were  capable  of  destroying  ballistic 
missiles,  but  of  course  the  Treaty  says  no 
such  thing,  and  in  fact  it  is  an  axiom  of 
international  law  that  nations  are  bound 
only  by  the  commitments  they  specifically 
undertake. 

The  ABM  Treaty  does  not  mention  lasers 
at  all:  indeed,  it  could  hardly  have  done  so 
in  1972,  when  laser  technology  was  in  its  in- 
fancy. The  only  possible  reference  to  lasers 
is  in  Agreed  Interpretation  "D."  which 
states  that  in  the  event  components  based 
on  "other  physical  principles  "  and  capable 
of  substituting  for  ABM  launchers,  missiles 
and  radars  "are  created.'  the  two  parties 
would  discuss  how  they  might  be  limited. 


That  is  to  say.  the  two  parties  would  devel- 
op definitions. 

A  moment's  reflection  is  enough  to  realize 
that,  in  the  case  of  space  lasers,  to  distill  re- 
ality into  legal  terms  verifiable  by  national 
technical  means  would  be  much  more  diffi- 
cult than  it  has  been  in  the  case  of  ballistic 
missiles.  Unlike  missiles,  the  characteristics 
which  make  lasers  fit  or  unfit  for  strategic 
warfare  are  not  discernible  through  mere 
observation.  Observation  will  yield  informa- 
tion on  gross  size,  power  plant  and,  possibly, 
wavelength.  But  the  laser's  power,  the  qual- 
ity of  its  beam,  its  pointing  accuracy,  its 
jitter,  the  time  it  needs  to  retarget  and  the 
number  of  times  it  can  fire  can  be  learned 
only  from  direct  access  to  test  data. 

Hence,  once  again  we  see  a  demonstration 
of  the  folly,  and  dangers,  of  approaching  a 
strategic  question  with  the  mind-cast  of 
arms  control.  Suppose  for  a  moment  that 
the  Soviet  Union  placed  a  number  of  laser 
weapons  in  orbit.  Discussion  of  the  strategic 
significance  of  this  event  would  instantly  be 
distracted  by  questions  of  whether  a  viola- 
tion of  the  ABM  Treaty  had  occurred.  But 
on  what  basis  could  the  Soviet  Union  be  ac- 
cused of  having  violated  the  Treaty?  There 
could  be  little  in  the  way  of  determining- 
much  less  hard  proof- that  the  lasers'  mis- 
sion was  ballistic  missile  defense.  Yet. 
against  this  background  of  legal  murkiness 
and  ominous  strategic  implications,  many 
devotees  of  arms  control,  while  they  ques- 
tion the  efficacy  of  American  lasers  against 
ballistic  missiles,  still  object  to  placing  such 
lasers  in  orbit,  on  the  grounds  that  doing  so 
would  violate  the  ABM  Treaty.  When  will 
they  learn  that  unilateralism  is  not  the  road 
to  arms  control,  let  alone  to  national  securi- 
ty? 

In  short,  the  difficulty  of  reducing  the  re- 
ality of  modern  weapons  to  legal  terms,  the 
pressures  on  American  negotiators  to  make 
those  terms  both  negotiable  and  arguably 
verifiable,  and  the  political  impediments  to 
deciding  that  any  given  Soviet  activity  war- 
rants abandoning  a  fundamental  foreign 
policy— all  these  have  produced  an  intellec- 
tual tangle  of  our  own  making,  within  which 
we  thrash  about  even  as  the  Soviets  widen 
their  margin  of  military  superiority.  Since 
the  question  of  Soviet  violations  of  arms 
control  treaties  refers  to  a  framework  re- 
moved from  reality,  dwelling  on  the  ques- 
tion is  only  to  compound  the  unreality. 


THE  POLITICAL  PREDICAMENT 

The  issue  of  past  Soviet  violations  played 
a  minor  role  in  the  SALT  debate  of  1979- 
1980.  To  be  sure,  the  earlier  debate  did  turn 
on  the  right  question:  Has  arms  control 
with  the  Soviet  Union  enhanced  our  securi- 
ty in  the  past,  and  can  it  be  expected  to  do 
so  in  the  future? 

The  proponenU  of  SALT  II  conceded  that 
the  United  Slates'  strategic  position  in  rela- 
tion to  that  of  the  Soviet  Union  had  deterio- 
rated, and  that  mistakes  had  been  made  in 
the  conception  SALT  I  and  in  the  manage- 
ment of  U.S.  forces  under  it.  But  they 
argued  that  SALT  II  was  necessary  to  keep 
U.S.— Soviet  relations  headed  in  the  direc- 
tion of  peace.  When  confronted  with  criti- 
cism of  specific  provisions  of  the  treaty, 
they  often  conceded  the  treaty's  weakness- 
es, but  argued  that  only  ratification  would 
make  possible  the  continuation  of  negotia- 
tions, wherein  lay  the  ultimate  solution  to 
those  weaknesses.  The  U.S.  Senate  rejected 
these  arguments,  and  in  the  election  of  1980 
the  American  people  clearly  rebuffed  SALT. 
Nevertheless,  an  army  of  bureaucrats 
simply    could    not    recast    their    thinking 
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b«yond  a  framework  within  which  they  had 
operated  so  long.  Since  1980.  however,  the 
principal  argument  in  favor  of  arms  control 
has  t>een  quite  different  from  previous  ones. 
It  reads  basically  as  follows:  However  harm- 
ful arms  control  might  have  l)€en  in  the 
past,  however  unlikely  might  be  Soviet  ac- 
ceptance of  anything  which  enhances  the 
West's  security,  nevertheless  we  must 
pursue  the  arms  control  process  in  order  to 
convince  our  own  fellow  citizens  that  we  are 
not  warmongers  but  peace-loving  people. 
When  the  question  is  raised  why  we  should 
pursue  negotiations  with  an  adversary  who 
by  one  means  or  another,  has  used  them  as 
a  screen  for  overturning  the  strategic  bal- 
ance and  is  apt  to  use  further  negotiations 
for  the  same  purpose,  the  general  answer  is 
that  we.  too.  must  practice  cynicism.  We. 
too.  must  negotiate  in  order  to  legitimize 
our  own  military  buildup. 

This  argument  ignores  the  fact  that  in  a 
democracy  public  opinion  cannot  support 
self-contradictory  policies.  If  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment declares  that  the  Soviet  leaders  are 
the  sort  of  people  from  whom  one  can  rea- 
sonably expect  a  fair  deal  on  arms  control— 
and  that  arms  control  is  so  important  that  it 
is  essential  that  a  deal  l)e  reached— then 
public  opinion  will  reasonably  blame  the 
Government  for  doing  anything  which 
seems  to  put  obstacles  in  the  way  of  agree- 
ments. The  Soviets,  having  received  from 
the  U.S.  Government  the  credentials  of  men 
of  goodwill,  will  persuasively  point  to  our 
military  programs  and  our  own  proposals  as 
obstacles. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  our  Government 
replies  with  figures  showing  how  the  Soviets 
have  seized  military  advantages— along  with 
suggestions  that  the  Soviets  might  have  cir- 
cumvented or  violated  treaties— public  opin- 
ion rightly  questions  the  Government's  mo- 
tives. If  the  Soviets  really  had  tipped  the 
strategic  balance  using  arms  control  as  a 
screen— if  there  were  reasonable  evidence 
that  they  regarded  arms  control  far  differ- 
ently than  we.  and  circumvented  or  violated 
whenever  they  could— why  would  we  be  ne- 
gotiating with  them  at  all?  To  evade  such 
questions  is  to  be  too  clever  by  half. 

Some  American  officials  regard  the  publi- 
cation of  evidence  regarding  the  Soviet 
Union's  violation  of  the  Biological  Warfare 
Convention  and  other  arms  control  treaties 
as  embarrassments  to  their  own  policy  pref- 
erences rather  than  as  occasions  for  reex- 
amining their  own  approach  to  arms  con- 
trol. Deputy  Secretary  of  State  Lawrence 
Eagleburger  recently  declared  that,  in  light 
of  all  that  happened,  it  is  clear  we  must  "do 
a  better  job"  of  arms  control.  But  what  can 
he  mean  by  "a  better  job?"  Can  anyone 
really  believe  that  there  exists  a  formula 
which,  if  discovered  and  presented  to  the 
Soviets,  would  lead  them  to  agree  to 
uiunake  the  military  gains  they  achieved  as 
a  result  of  their  strategic  buildup?  Does  a 
set  of  words  exist  which  would  induce  them 
no  longer  to  regard  arms  control  as  a  means 
of  thwarting  our  countermoves  to  their  stra- 
tegic programs?  I  doubt  it. 

The  proposition  that  it  is  possible  to  do  "a 
better  job"  deserves  a  definitive  test.  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  Director  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency.  Kenneth  Adel- 
man.  has  expressed  the  view  that  the  fore- 
most criterion  by  which  arms  control  pro- 
posals should  t>e  judged  is  their  effect  on 
national  security.  Only  proposals  that  meet 
this  criterion  warrant  examination  from  the 
standpoint  of  verifiability  and  acceptability 
to  the  Soviets.  This  sensible  approach  would 
draw  the  dialogue  on  arms  control  closer  to 


the  real  world  and  help  remove  the  blinders 
that  have  prevented  us  from  seeing  it. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  this  ex- 
cellent article  was  authored  by  our  dis- 
tinguished colleague.  Senator  Mal- 
colm Wallop,  and  it  deserves  atten- 
tlion  by  all  Senators.  Senator  Wallop 
has  critically  analyzed  a  recent  collo- 
quy over  Soviet  SALT  violations  by 
two  other  distinguished  colleagues. 
Senators  Biden  and  McClure.  Senator 
Wallop's  main  point  is  that  disputes 
over  the  evidence  and  legalities  of 
Soviet  SALT  violations  are  much  less 
important  than  facing  up  to  the  severe 
lack  of  U.S.  defenses  against  Soviet 
missile  attack.  While  I  strongly  agree 
with  Senator  Wallops  point  that 
ABM  defense  of  America  is  crucial,  I 
think  along  with  Senator  McClure 
that  Soviet  SALT  violations  are  irrele- 
vant. Senator  McClure  and  I  both  be- 
lieve that  resolving  disputes  over 
Soviet  SALT  violations  are  extremely 
important  to  U.S.  foreign  and  defense 
policy.  However.  Senator  Wallop  has 
made  a  thoughtful  presentation  that 
we  should  all  carefully  consider. 


PRISONERS  AND  DRUGS 

Mrs.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
the  shocking  findings  of  the  most 
recent  Department  of  Justice  survey 
of  inmates  of  State  correctional  facili- 
ties. It  revealed  that  almost  a  third  of 
all  State  prisoners  in  1979  were  under 
the  influence  of  an  illegal  drug  when 
they  committed  the  crimes  for  which 
they  were  incarcerated.  More  than 
half  had  taken  drugs  during  the 
month  just  prior  to  the  crime.  More 
than  three-fourths  had  used  drugs  at 
least  some  time  during  their  lives,  but 
only  one-fourth  of  the  drug  users  had 
ever  been  in  a  drug  treatment  pro- 
gram. 

DRUG  USE 

Marihuana  was  by  far  the  drug  most 
commonly  used  by  the  inmates.  Three- 
quarters  had  used  it  at  some  time  in 
their  lives,  roughly  the  same  propor- 
tion as  had  used  any  illegal  drugs. 
Therefore,  almost  all  inmates  who  had 
used  other  drugs  had  also  used  mari- 
huana. 

Drug  experts  find  this  to  be  a  char- 
acteristic of  the  general  population  as 
well;  the  total  number  of  drug  users  is 
only  slightly  larger  than  the  total 
number  of  marihuana  users. 

INMATES  AND  OTHERS 

Inmates  who  were  about  twice  as 
likely  as  the  public  at  large  to  have 
used  drugs.  Nonetheless,  the  propor- 
tion who  had  used  marihuana  was  the 
same  as  both  groups— one-fifth.  Conse- 
quently, persons  who  had  used  only 
marihuana  accounted  for  half  of  all 
the  drug  users  in  the  general  popula- 
tion but  only  one-fourth  of  all  the 
inmate  users. 

For  all  other  drugs,  use  by  the  gen- 
eral    population     was     substantially 


below  that  of  the  inmates.  The  great- 
est difference  was  for  heroin,  used  by 
only  2  percent  of  the  public  at  large 
but  by  one-third  of  the  inmates.  Aside 
from  marihuana,  the  most  popular 
drugs  among  the  general  population 
were  cocaine  and  hallucinogens,  each 
used  by  1  of  every  7  people. 

Recent  drug  use  for  the  general  pop- 
ulation was  also  substantially  lower 
than  for  the  inmates.  Almost  three- 
fourths  of  the  inmate  drug  users  had 
used  drugs  recently  compared  to  only 
one-half  the  drug  users  in  the  general 
population.  In  the  public  at  large, 
almost  all  recent  drug  users  had  used 
marihuana.  One-fifth  had  used  co- 
caine, and  one-tenth,  hallucinogens. 
Use  of  the  other  drugs  was  minor,  in- 
volving 1  percent  or  less  of  the  popula- 
tion. 

DRUG  TRENDS 

Drug  experts  generally  agree  that 
there  are  popular  trends  in  drug  use.  A 
drug  quite  popular  at  one  time  may  be 
less  so  at  another.  For  example,  it  is 
generally  acknowledged  that  cocaine— 
the  most  expensive  of  all  drugs— is 
growing  in  popularity  while  there  are 
some  signs  that  use  of  hallucinogens 
may  be  on  the  decline.  Consequently, 
current  profiles  of  lifetime  drug  use 
may  vary  somewhat  from  those  that 
existed  for  prison  inmates  and  the 
general  population  at  the  time  they 
were  surveyed. 

LIFETIME  DRUG  USE 

Lifetime  drug  use  is  a  constant  for 
an  individual  once  he  has  become  a 
drug  user.  For  example,  a  person  who 
first  uses  heroin  at  the  age  of  20  will 
be  "a  person  who  has  used  heroin"  for 
the  rest  of  his  life  regardless  of  wheth- 
er he  ever  uses  it  again.  It  is  also  true 
that  the  older  a  person  becomes  with- 
out using  illegal  drugs,  the  less  likely 
he  is  to  start. 

YOUNG  USERS 

When  only  the  18-  to  25-year-olds 
are  considered,  the  difference  in  life- 
time use  for  prison  inmates  and  the 
general  population  is  diminished,  al- 
though the  inmates  still  had  had  a 
higher  rate  of  use  for  every  drug  than 
did  young  people  in  general.  The  pro- 
portional difference  is  the  least  for 
marihuana,  which  had  been  used  oy 
seven  of  every  eight  inmates  and  two 
of  every  three  noninmates. 

For  18-  to  25-year-olds,  the  differ- 
ence between  inmates  and  others  in 
recent  drug  use  are  proportionately 
greater  than  the  differences  in  life- 
time drug  use.  the  same  relationship 
that  held  when  all  ages  were  consid- 
ered. Again,  drug  use  by  young  in- 
mates exceeded  that  of  young  people 
in  general  for  every  substance  and 
again  the  proportional  difference  was 
least  for  marihuana. 

USER  OFFENSES 

As  expected,  inmates  in  prison  for 
crimes    involving    drugs    were    more 


likely  than  other  inmates  to  have  used 
drugs.  Nine-tenths  had  lifetime  drug 
use  and  three-fourths  had  used  drugs 
recently.  Inmates  convicted  of  drug  of- 
fenses were  nearly  twice  as  likely  as 
other  inmates  to  have  used  heroin  and 
more  than  twice  as  likely  to  have  used 
it  recently.  Their  lifetime  and  recent 
use  of  cocaine  were  both  twice  the  rate 
for  other  inmates. 

About  three-fifths  of  the  drug  users 
with  drug  offenses  were  in  prison  for 
trafficking  rather  than  possession  or 
use.  This  was  true  for  all  drug  users, 
recent  drug  users,  and  even  those  who 
were  under  the  influence  of  drugs  at 
the  time  of  their  crime. 


DRUGS  AND  CRIME 

About  a  third  of  all  inmates  said 
that  they  were  under  the  influence  of 
drugs  at  the  time  of  their  offense. 
About  half  of  these  were  under  the  in- 
fluence of  marihuana. 

Half  of  all  drug  offenses  were  com- 
mitted under  the  influence  of  drugs— a 
fifth  under  the  influence  of  heroin.  A 
fourth  of  all  burglaries  and  roughly  a 
fifth  each  of  all  robberies  and  all  drug 
offenses  were  committed  under  the  in- 
fluence of  marihuana.  One-eighth  of 
all  robberies  and  one-tenth  of  all  larce- 
nies were  committed  under  the  influ- 
ence of  heroin.  Cocaine  did  not  play  a 
significant  role  in  the  commission  of 
any  crimes. 

CRIMINAL  HISTORIES 

The  more  convictions  inmates  had 
on  their  records,  the  more  likely  they 
were  to  have  taken  drugs  during  the 
month  prior  to  their  crimes  compared 
to  just  over  two-fifths  of  those  with  no 
prior  convictions.  The  recent  use  of 
heroin  was  also  related  to  prior  convic- 
tions. The  proportion  of  inmates  with 
five  or  more  prior  convictions  who  had 
used  heroin  in  the  month  before  their 
offense  was  three  times  greater  than 
the  corresponding  proportion  for 
those  with  no  prior  convictions. 

The  likelihood  of  having  used  more 
than  one  type  of  drug  was  also  related 
to  the  number  of  prior  convictions. 
One-sixth  of  the  inmates  with  no 
priors  had  used  five  or  more  different 
substances;  two-fifths  of  the  inmates 
with  five  or  more  priors  had  used  that 
many. 

DRUGS  AND  ALCOHOL 

It  appears  that  illegal  drug  use  is 
about  as  persuasive  among  inmates  as 
alcohol.  Precise  comparisons,  however, 
are  not  possible.  For  exaijiple,  22  per- 
cent of  the  inmate  population  had 
never  used  drugs,  whereas  17  percent 
of  the  inmate  population  had  not  used 
alcohol  in  the  previous  year. 

Half  the  inmate  population  had 
been  drug  users  daily  at  some  point  in 
their  lives  and  two-fifths  had  recently 
used  drugs  daily.  Most  of  this  daily  use 
involved  marihuana.  Less  than  one- 
fifth  had  ever  used  heroin  on  a  daily 
basis  and  about  one-tenth  had  used  co- 
caine daily.  In  comparison,  a  third  of 


the  inmates  drank  daily  during  the 
year  before  their  offense  and  two- 
thirds  of  those  drank  very  heavily. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  May 
5  1983,  Washington  Post  artictle  by 
Joe  Pichirallo  entitled  "D.C.  Jail  Phy- 
sician Says  Most  Prisoners  Were  Drug 
Users"  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  5.1983] 
D.C.  Jail  Physician  Says  Most  Prisoners 
Were  Drug  Users 
(By  Joe  Pichirallo) 
The  chief  physician  for  the  D.C.  Depart- 
ment of  Corrections  said  yesterday  that  70 
to  76  percent  of  the  prisoners  that  enter  the 
District's  jail  are  either  on  drugs  at  the  time 
of  their  arrest  and  incarceration  or  have 
used  them  recently. 

Dr.  Robert  E.  Lee  told  the  City  Council's 
judiciary  committee  that  his  estimate  is 
based  on  interviews  and  physical  examina- 
tions conducted  by  jail  officials  within 
hours  after  prisoners  are  taken  into  custo- 
dy. 

The  most  common  drugs  used  are  heroin 
or  heroin  substitutes.  Lee  said  in  an  inter- 
view after  the  hearing.  He  said  jail  officials 
move  immediately  to  detoxify  heroin  ad- 
dicts and.  in  many  cases,  to  administer 
methadone  to  them,  usually  for  no  more 
than  21  days.  "We  are  not  judge  and  jury,  " 
Lee  said.  "We  treat  them  humanely. " 

Most  of  the  nearly  2.200  prisoners  at  the 
D.C.  Jail  in  Southeast  Washington  are 
awaiting  trial.  Lee  said  that  the  jail  is  the 
only  corrections  facility  where  methadone  is 
administered,  and  addicted  prisoners  at 
Lorton.  the  D.C.  prison  facility  in  Fairfax 
County,  are  sent  back  to  the  jail  for  metha- 
done treatments  if  their  drug  use  was  not 
previously  detected. 

Lee  said  that  while  the  precise  number  of 
drug  users  coming  into  the  jail  fluctuates, 
he  estimates  that  it 'has  never  been  lower 
than  65  percent  in  the  dozen  years  he  has 
been  with  the  department. 

Lee  was  one  of  about  a  dozen  top  depart- 
ment officials  appearing  before  the  judici- 
ary committee  yesterday  to  discuss  the  op- 
eration of  the  city's  prison  facilities.  In  addi- 
tion to  drugs,  the  officials  discussed  such 
issues  as  overcrowding,  expansion  plans  and 
their  efforts  to  provide  better  security. 

Corrections  Director  James  F.  Palmer 
urged  council  members  to  support  his  re- 
quest for  higher  starting  salaries  for  guards 
as  a  way  to  upgrade  the  department's  secu- 
rity force. 

Palmer  said  that  the  key  to  better  security 
is  a  high-caliber,  well-trained  corrections 
staff.  He  said  he  wants  training  programs 
and  salaries  to  be  more  in  line  with  those  of 
the  police  department. 

Police  Chief  Maurice  Turn  'r  has  already 
agreed  to  have  joint  training  programs  for 
police  and  corrections  officers.  Palmer  said. 
But  the  department  will  continue  to  lose 
corrections  officers  to  the  police  depart- 
ment if  starting  salaries  are  not  raised. 
Palmer  added.  According  to  the  D.C.  person- 
nel office,  the  starting  pay  for  police  offi- 
cers is  $18,551  annually,  nearly  $4,000  more 
than  the  $14,783  a  year  entry-level  salary 
for  corrections  officers.  Palmer  said  he 
would  like  to  see  the  starting  salary  for  cor- 
rections officers  raised  to  the  next  pay  level, 
which  is  $16,425  a  year. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXTENSION  OF  ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  be  extended  until  11  a.m. 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Rudman).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


HAPPY  BIRTHDAY.  SENATOR 
STENNIS 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
this  morning  to  extend  my  congratula- 
tions and  most  sincere  best  wishes  to 
my  good  friend  and  distinguished  col- 
league. John  Stennis,  on  this  his  82d 
birthday. 

It  has  been  my  pleasure  and  honor 
to  serve  as  a  Member  of  our  States 
congressional  delegation  with  Senator 
Stennis  since  January  of  1973.  During 
these  10  years,  I  have  come  to  know 
him  as  one  of  the  most  courteous  and 
thoughtful  gentlemen  in  the  entire 
Congress.  It  is  really  a  source  of  pride 
for  everyone  in  our  State  to  look  back 
upon    his    great    career   here    in   the 

For  those  of  us  who  have  had  the 
great  privilege  to  work  with  him  in 
behalf  of  the  interests  of  our  State 
and  Nation,  it  has  been  a  very  pleasur- 
able experience  to  observe  him  day  by 
day  carrying  out  the  important  duties 
of  the  office  that  he  holds. 

I  must  say.  Mr.  President,  that  one 
of  the  traits  that  I  have  come  to  ap- 
preciate as  much  as  any  other  of  Sena- 
tor Stennis  is  the  fact  that  he  always 
has  something  very  complimentary  to 
say  of  every  Member  of  this  body.  I 
have  never  heard  him  utter  a  single 
word  of  criticism  personally  against 
any  Member.  I  think  it  is  because  he 
truly  enjoys  his  relationship  with  his 
fellow  Senators  and  genuinely  likes 
each  Member  of  this  body. 

I  suppose  in  this  modern  day  and 
age  it  is  not  unusual  for  persons  to 
enjoy  productive  life  well  into  their 
eighties  and  nineties.  But  in  Senator 
Stennis'  case  I  think  what  is  unusual 
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is  the  quality  of  his  career  and  his  life 
here  in  the  U.S.  Senate  because  he  has 
served  with  such  great  distinction  and 
has  reflected  such  credit  on  this  insti- 
tution and  on  the  people  of  the  State 
of  Mississippi  who  have  for  so  many 
years  supported  him  and  returned  him 
to  this  place  of  responsibility. 

So  this  is  a  special  day  for  him  and  it 
gives  me  pleasure  to  be  able  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  the  fact 
that  this  is  his  82d  birthday  and  to 
wish  for  him  much  happiness  on  this 
day  and  much  pleasure  in  the  many 
years  which  I  hope  remain  in  his  bril- 
liant career. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  distinguished 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  am  glad 
that  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  Mississippi  has  brought  to  the 
attention  of  his  colleagues  the  82d 
birthday  of  our  esteemed  colleague. 
Senator  Stennis. 

I  have  served  in  this  t)ody  for  25 
years  with  Senator  Stennis.  I  once 
served  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee with  him.  I  have  served  on  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  with  him  for 
going  on  25  years. 

He  is  a  remarkable  man,  a  remarka- 
ble Senator.  I  many  times  say  he  is  a 
man  who  looks  like  a  Senator,  who 
acts  like  a  Senator,  and  who  talks  like 
a  Senator  should.  I  believe  that.  He 
has  been  an  inspiration  to  me  over 
these  years.  He  is  highly  regarded  and 
highly  respected  by  Members  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  He  showed  remarka- 
ble resilience  to  a  vicious  thing  that 
happened  some  years  ago  when  he  was 
shot  here  in  Washington. 

He  has  a  keen  mind  and  his  physical 
strengths  seem  to  endure,  endure,  and 
endure.  We  are  all  very  fond  of  Sena- 
tor Stennis.  I  know  that  we  all  join  in 
wishing  him  many  happy  returns  for 
the  day. 

I  am  trying  to  recall  a  little  line  that 
might  well  clo.se  out  my  thoughts  of 
Senator  Stennis  in  this  colloquy. 
The  hours  are  like  a  string  of  pearls. 

The  days  like  diamonds  rare. 
The  moments  are  the  threads  of  gold. 

That  binds  them  for  our  wear. 
So  may  the  years  that  come  to  you 

Such  wealth  and  good  contain 
That  every  moment,  hour,  and  day 
Be  like  a  golden  chain. 

Mr.  HATFIELD  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  join  in  wishing  our  col- 
league. Senator  Stennis.  the  happiest 
of  birthdays  as  he  celebrates  his  82d 
birthday.  I  think  in  many  ways  he  is 
really  the  personification  of  what  I 
learned  about  the  Senate  when  I  was 
in  school.  That  is  that  the  Senate  was 
a  body  of  dignified  deliberative  minds 
seeking  the  best  welfare  of  the  Nation. 


I  think  Senator  Stennis  certainly  em- 
bodies that.  He  is  the  dean  of  the  Ap- 
propriation Committee,  and  we  all 
learn  a  great  deal  from  him.  His  insti- 
tutional memory,  his  gift  for  an  apro- 
pos story,  are  treasures  for  all  of  us. 

I  have  had  many  experiences  with 
him.  sharing  in  that  great  trauma  of 
the  attack  made  against  him.  I  marvel 
at  the  strength  of  his  body  and  his 
mind.  I  remember  when  he  carried  the 
cause  of  justice  on  this  floor  in  a  very 
difficult  matter  which  involved  the 
disciplining  of  one  of  our  colleagues. 

I  said  then  if  I  ever  found  my-self 
having  to  stand  before  a  court  of  jus- 
tice. I  would  like  to  have  Senator 
Stennis  as  the  judge,  because  I 
thought  out  of  his  mind  would  come 
nothing  but  justice. 

Oftentimes  we  talk  about  the  Senate 
being  constituted  by  100  Members.  Mr. 
President,  let  me  say  as  we  celebrate 
this  82d  birthday  of  Senator  Stennis. 
let  us  be  mindful  the  Senate  is  made 
up  of  many  hundreds  of  people— our 
staffs,  the  clerks,  parliamentarians, 
policemen,  all  of  these  people  are  part 
of  the  institution  of  the  Senate. 

As  an  example,  as  representative  of 
that  other  part  of  the  Senate.  I  have  a 
young  staff  man.  Jim  Hemphill,  of 
Pennsylvania,  who  is  celebrating  his 
30th  birthday  today.  52  years  younger 
than  Senator  Stennis.  He  came  to  my 
office  as  a  young  intern  when  he  was 
attending  Georgetown  University,  ma- 
joring in  political  science.  He  has 
served  me  for  10  years  and  is  reaching 
that  ripe  age  of  30  years. 

I  stand  here  not  only  to  wish  Sena- 
tor Stennis  a  happy  birthday,  but  also 
to  mention  those  of  our  staff  and 
honor  them  by  wishing  Jim  Hemphill, 
of  my  staff,  a  happy  birthday  as  well. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
join  in  the  statements  which  have 
been  made.  I  remember  when  I  suc- 
ceeded Senator  Carlson  who  served  in 
this  body  with  the  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader,  who  was  a  friend  of  ev- 
eryone in  the  Senate.  He  said: 

I  am  not  going  to  give  you  advice  but  just 
keep  your  eye  on  John  Stennis  and  Jen- 
nings Randolph  and  you  will  not  get  into 
too  much  trouble. 

He  had  great  respect  for  every  other 
Senator  but  he  happened  to  know 
these  two  colleagues  over  many  years. 
That  was  good  advice  and  I  have  tried 
to  follow  it  most  of  the  time. 

I  certainly  want  to  join  in  the  state- 
ments made  by  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi, the  Senator  from  West  Virgin- 
ia, the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
others  on  wishing  Senator  Stennis  a 
happy  birthday. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  can  see  that  former 
Senator  saying  just  that.  I  would  bet  if 
he  had  been  talking  with  me  on  that 
occasion,  he  would  have  said.  "Also 
keep  your  eyes  on  that  Senator  from 
Kansas.  Mr.  Dole." 


Mr.  DOLE.  I  appreciate  that.  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  1  rise 
today  to  commend  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Mississippi,  Senator 
Stennis,  on  the  occasion  of  his  82d 
birthday. 

Senator  Stennis  was  elected  to  the 
U.S.  Senate  after  a  distinguished 
career  in  Mississippi  as  a  district  pros- 
ecuting attorney  and  circuit  judge.  He 
is  a  graduate  of  Mississippi  State  Uni- 
versity and  Virginia  Law  School,  one 
of  the  finest  law  schools  in  the  coun- 
try. 

He  has  served  in  the  Senate  during 
some  of  the  most  significant  times  in 
our  history,  much  of  it  as  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. His  has  been  a  wise  voice  as  we 
have  sought  to  maintain  our  defense 
readiness  in  a  changing  and  often  dan- 
gerous post-war  world. 

Mr.  President,  we  use  the  term  loose- 
ly around  here  "The  gentleman"  from 
this  or  that  State.  However.  I  think 
my  colleagues  would  all  agree  that  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi deserves  that  title.  Despite  the 
frenzy  and  chaos  in  which  the  Senate 
sometimes  operates,  the  Senator  re- 
mains unfailingly  courteous  to  and 
considerate  of  his  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  and  the  staff  of  this 
body. 

During  my  time  in  the  Senate,  I 
have  found  his  counsel  of  inestimable 
value  as  we  deal  with  issues  before  us. 
I  value  his  advice  and  I  value  his 
friendship  and  I  join  with  my  col- 
leagues in  wishing  him  well  on  this  oc- 
casion and  for  the  future. 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  join  with  my  colleagues  in 
wishing  the  senior  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi a  happy  birthday.  One  of  the 
privileges  and  pleasures  of  my  2'/2 
years  in  the  Senate  has  been  serving 
with  Senator  Stennis  on  the  Appro- 
priations Committee.  He  is  a  southern 
gentleman  in  every  sense  of  the  term. 
No  matter  how  hectic  the  meeting, 
and  if  you  have  ever  looked  in  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee  you  know 
how  hectic  that  can  be.  Senator  Sten- 
nis manages  to  calmly  take  care  of  the 
peoples  business  while  remaining 
polite  and  courteous  to  one  and  all. 
From  Senator  to  staff  member,  he  has 
a  kind  remark  and  friendly  greeting 
for  everyone. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Mississippi 
sets  an  example  for  us  all.  He  is  a 
•Senators  Senator."  He  has  an  un- 
equaled  reputation  for  fairness  and  in- 
tegrity. If  he  tells  you  something,  you 
can  count  on  it. 

Many  of  us  call  the  senior  Senator 
from  Mississippi  "Mr.  Chairman"  be- 
cause of  his  distinguished  career  as 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee. It  is  a  sign  of  respect  and  a 
clear  demonstration  that  the  influence 
of  this  fine  man  is  not  limited  to  offi- 


cial titles.  He  is  a  powerful  force  in 
this  Senate  because  of  the  respect  and 
love  we  have  for  him.  That  will  never 
change. 


STOP  THE  BUDGET  SHELL  GAME 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  time 
is  fast  approaching  when  we  will  have 
to  decide  whether  this  Congress  is  a 
serious  deliberative  body,  or  not.  A  leg- 
islature that  cannot  mobilize  itself  to 
deal   with   the  most  serious  domestic 
concern  facing  the  Nation  cannot  be 
taken    seriously.    That    concern-the 
fate  of  the  economic  recovery  as  it  is 
linked  with  the  huge  budget  deficits 
projected  for  the  years  ahead— ought 
to  be  at  the  heart  of  our  legislative 
agenda.  Instead  it  is  a  sort  of  a  side- 
show,  an    issue   Members   visit    from 
time  to  time  for  the  rhetorical  oppor- 
tunities it  provides,  but  which  no  one 
is  prepared  to  focus  on  in  a  substan- 
tive wav.  Increasingly,  it  seems  we  are 
drifting  into  sort  of  an  aimless  stupor 
when  it  comes  to  economic  policy.  If 
that  continued  we  may  have  a  very 
rude  awakening  indeed. 

THE  TIME  ELEMENT 

The  budget  deficit  program  has  not 
escaped  the  attention  of  the  news 
media  But  we  hear  conflicting  re- 
ports, and  that  adds  to  the  confusion. 
This  or  that  economic  expert  is  cited 
as  saying  that  the  recovery  is  on  track, 
and  the  deficit  will  not  be  a  real  prob- 
lem for  a  couple  of  years.  Others  say  it 
is  a  problem  now.  and  has  to  be  tack- 
led now.  Last  week  Fed  Chairman 
Paul  Volcker  testified  that  the 
strength  of  the  economic  recovery 
might  pose  a  threat  of  crowding  out  or 
higher  interest  rates  sooner  than  was 
expected.  In  other  words,  the  deficit 
might  be  a  current  problem  for  the  re- 
covery as  early  as  1984.  rather  than 
1985  or  1986. 

It  is  difficult  to  know  which  scenario 
will  in  fact  develop.  But  it  is  wrong  to 
assume  that  our  policy  choice  ought  to 
be  guided  by  differing  estimates  of  the 
date  at  which  the  deficit  will  become  a 
serious  problem.  There  is  virtually  no 
dispute  that  the  deficit  does  threaten 
recovery,  because  it  will  either  drive 
interest  rates  back  up  or  lead  to  re- 
newed inflation.  If  we  agree  that  the 
problem  is  that  serious-and  that 
present  uncertainty  about  how  Con- 
gress and  the  President  will  react  to 
the  problem  already  drives  up  rates- 
then  we  must  also  agree  that  the  time 
to  act  is  now.  Not  1984,  not  after  the 
next  Presidential  election— but  now. 

Delay  means  no  real  action  until  late 
1984  and  I  suggest  it  really  probably 
means  late  1985  before  Congress  and 
the  administration,  whether  it  is  this 
administration  or  another  administra- 
tion, really  focuses  on  the  deficits. 
That  may  be  too  late. 

DANGER  SIGNS 

Mr.  President,  if  anyone  doubts  that 
we  are  already  running  into  problems 


because  of  the  deficit,  just  look  at  the 
trends  over  the  past  3  months.  Amid 
the  many  favorable— and  welcome— re- 
ports of  higher  industrial  production, 
rising  consumer  confidence,   and   im- 
provements   in    the   employment    pic- 
ture, some  danger  signs  are  creeping 
into  the  picture.  Interest  rates  are  the 
most  obvious  example.  In  May,  91-day 
Treasury  bills  were  offering  a  rate  of 
8.04  percent.  Now  they  are  at  9.36  per- 
cent. Six-month  bills  are  up  about  I'/i. 
points   since   May:   So   are    long-term 
Treasury   bills,   and,   more   important 
for  the  home  buyer,  mortgage  rates. 
The  stock  market,  while  continuing  to 
be  generally  healthy,  shows  signs  of 
uncertainty,   stalling,   and   possibly   a 
significant    correction    in    the    offing. 
Bond  prices  are  generally  lower  as  a 
result  of  concerns  of  what  Congress 
and  the  Federal  Reserve  may— or  may 
not— do    about    the    economy.    Mean- 
while   the    dollar    has    reached    new- 
record  highs  in  exchange  markets— a 
sign  that  foreign  investment  is  increas- 
ingly attracted  by  our  high  interest. 

Higher  interest  rates  slow  invest- 
ment and  growth.  Investors  who  can 
get  a  high  return  on  Government  se- 
curities have  little  incentive  to  invest 
in  new  production.  An  excessively  high 
dollar  exacerbates  our  balance-of- 
trade  problems,  and  leads  to  increas- 
ing tension  over  the  major  trade  nego- 
tiations that  are  going  on  right  now 
and  growing  clamor  for  steps  to  pro- 
tect our  domestic  markets— and  thus  a 
threat  to  long-term  growth  through 
expanded  trade.  All  this  translates 
into  fewer  jobs  and  the  specter  of  eco- 
nomic stagnation— the  bane  of  the 
1970's  that  we  pledged  to  eradicate. 

RESPONSE  TO  DATE 

Mr.  President,  our  response  to  date 
to  this  problem— or  rather  to  this 
arrav  of  problems  posed  by  the  defi- 
cit—needs to  be  examined.  It  is  not  a 
good  record,  and  it  demonstrates  why 
we  must  break  out  of  inertia  that  grips 

us.  ,-.   »  .V,   , 

We  have  adopted  a  budget.  But  that 
budget  would  have  no  great  impact  on 
the  deficit  even  if  fully  implemented, 
and  there  is  little  prospect  that  it  will 
be.  Reconciled  spending  reductions  in 
the  1984  budget  are  just  $2.8  billion  in 
1984   and   $12.3   billion  over  3   years. 
This,  at  a  time  when  spending  is  run- 
ning at  a  record  25  percent  of  GNP. 
Reconciled  revenues  are  proposed  at 
$73  billion  over  3  years,  bringing  88 
percent   of  the  reconcilation   instruc- 
tion into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee.  But  apart  from  rec- 
onciliation,   the    net    effect    of    the 
budget  in  fiscal  year  1984  is  to  increase 
nondefense    spending    by    $1    billion 
Even  worse,  the  so-called  reserve  fund 
authorizes  substantial  new  nondefense 
spending  while  pretending  it  will  not 
affect  the  deficit.  Counting  the  reserve 
fund     spending    would    increase    by 
about  $10  billion  in  1984.  Only  $4.4  bil- 
lion of  the  deficit  reduction  proposed 


for  1986  is  in  nondefense  spending 
cuts— the  rest  is  a  $46  billion  tax  in- 
crease and  $15  less  in  defense. 

But  the  lack  of  teeth  in  this  budget 
is  only  one  symptom  of  a  disease  that 
is  spreading  in  Congress:  It  is  called 
business  as  usual.  The  temptation  to 
accommodate     constituent     demands 
and    special    interest    pressures    once 
again  seems  to  be  overwhelming.  The 
spirit  of  firmness  and  discipline  to  pro- 
tect  the   public  interest— which   were 
demonstrated  at  least  to  some  degree 
in  both  1981  and  1982— seem  to  have 
vanished.  Instead  we  have  passed  a  so- 
called  jobs  bill  that  divvies  up  $4.6  bil- 
lion, largely  for  pork-oriented  projects 
that  will  have  little  impact  on  alleviat- 
ing   recessionary    unemployment.    We 
allowed  in  the  budget  for  another  $2.1 
billion  for  physcial  infrastrucure  pro- 
grams, and  $8  billion  over  3  years  for  a 
phase  2  jobs  bill.  We  all  want  to  create 
jobs,  but  jeopardizing  recovery  to  gen- 
erate make-work  jobs  that  politicians 
can  take  credit  for  is  by  any  standard 
a  job-destroying  policy. 

And  there  is  more  in  the  pipeline. 
We  hear  the  clamor  for  more  subsidies 
for  homebuyers.  more  money  for  reve- 
nue sharing,  more  aid  to  distressed  in- 
dustries via  an  industrial  policy— a 
poor  term  to  describe  proposals  to  leg- 
islate even  more  impediments  to  eco- 
nomic growth  in  the  form  of  govern- 
ment-determined allocation  of  re- 
sources. More  for  education,  more  for 
transit,  more  aid  for  the  States.  Every- 
one is  pushing,  and  Congress  seems 
ready  to  yield. 

Look  at  agriculture  as  an  example. 
As  mv  colleagues  well  know'.  I  have  ad- 
vocated freezing  target  prices  as  a  way 
to  control  program  costs,  parry  criti- 
cism of  basic  and  vital  farm  programs, 
and   reduce  the  deficit.   But   my  col- 
leagues who  are   from   farm  States- 
like  mvself— appear  unwilling  to  allow 
even  that  to  be  considered.  I  respect 
their  views,  but  I  must  say  that  their 
view  is  shortsighted,  and  puts  at  risk 
public  support  for  agricultural  subsi- 
dies in  general.  The  PIK  program  and 
the  $21  billion  price  tag  for  this  year's 
farm  package  have  not  gone  unnoticed 
in  the  news  media.  Farm  exports  are 
too  important  to  our  economy  as  a 
whole  for  us  to  put  Federal  agricul- 
tural policy  at  risk  because  of  insensi- 
tivity  to  the  role  farm  program  ex- 
cesses play  in  adding  to  the  severe  def- 
icit problem.  . 

Mr  President,  there  are  just  too 
many  cases  where  Congress  has  re- 
fused to  control  program  costs  or  act 
responsibly  when  costs  deviate  to  an 
astronomical  degree  from  our  original 
assumptions.  Medicare  is  a  case  in 
point.  We  are  going  to  have  to  save  it 
in  the  near  future,  just  as  we  saved 
social  security,  because  we  let  its  costs 
get  out  of  control  relative  to  our  abili- 
ty to  provide  financing.  This  is  not  a 
budget  mandate,  it  is  a  simple  reality 
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forced  by  skyrocketing  medical  costs 
and  basic  flaws  in  program  structure. 

In  fiscal  year  1975,  medicare  cost 
$18.9  billion.  In  just  7  years,  that  cost 
has  tripled  to  $56  billion,  and  it  is  pro- 
jected to  rise  to  $81  billion,  another  44 
percent  increase,  by  1986.  The  link  be- 
tween our  lack  of  control  over  medi- 
care and  health  care  costs  that  far 
outstrip  the  general  inflation  rate 
needs  to  be  examined,  but  this  is  just 
another  instance  of  how  Congress  puts 
spending  on  automatic  pilot— a  dis- 
service both  to  beneficiaries  who  learn 
to  rely  on  programs  and  to  the  average 
taxpayer  who  foots  the  bill,  either 
through  taxes,  inflation,  or  higher  in- 
terest costs. 

BASE  TO  BUILD  ON 

These  horror  stories  vividly  demon- 
strate what  is  wrong.  But  lest  we  con- 
clude that  there  is  nothing  to  be  done, 
we  ought  to  consider  the  firm  foimda- 
tion  that  has  been  established  in  the 
economy,  and  which  we  can  and  must 
build  on.  Inflation  is  way  down— run- 
ning at  about  2'.'  percent  in  the  12 
months  ending  in  June,  the  lowest  in 
15  years.  Even  with  the  upward  blips, 
interest  rates  are  far  below  the  record 
highs  of  the  Carter  years.  Employ- 
ment is  rising,  the  auto  industry  is  re- 
covering, housing  starts  are  up,  and 
the  faster  growth  pace  will  help  offset 
some  of  the  deficit.  We  have  a  strong 
recovery  underway.  The  goal  is  to  sus- 
tain it— by  not  allowing  inaction  on 
the  deficit  to  impede  further  progress, 
or  even  wipe  out  the  progress  we  have 
made. 

Stable  growth  without  inflation  is 
the  path  we  have  been  seeking  to 
return  to  for  nearly  the  past  2  dec- 
ades. We  have  a  chance  now.  and  the 
voters  will  not  forgive  us— any  of  us— 
if  we  throw  that  chance  away. 

WHAT  IS  TO  BE  DONE 

Mr.  President,  the  question  is  not 
when  to  act.  The  lime  is  now.  Anyone 
who  believes  the  economy  is  going  to 
keep  marching  ahead  with  these  huge 
deficits  in  tow  is  living  in  a  dream 
world.  Our  job  is  not  to  order  the  re- 
covery, but  to  stand  out  of  the  way 
and  let  it  proceed.  It  will  not  unless  we 
act. 

And  let  me  say  that,  while  I  appreci- 
ate the  concern  shown  by  our  Gover- 
nors last  weekend  over  the  deficit 
problem,  in  many  ways  their  delibera- 
tions are  a  perfect  illustration  of  the 
problem  we  face.  The  deficit  is  a  prob- 
lem, they  said— the  States  need  more 
money.  You  the  Federal  Government 
ought  to  raise  taxes— we  need  the 
money. 

We  will  have  to  raise  taxes  to  bring 
the  deficit  to  acceptable  levels.  But  we 
will  have  to  cut  spending  first,  perhaps 
including  spending  that  affects  our 
friends,  the  Governors  of  the  50 
States.  Everyone  is  willing  for  the 
other  guy  to  sacrifice.  We  need  to 
pinch  ourselves  a  little  too,  if  we  have 
any  hope  of  getting  the  job  done.  I 


hope  the  Governors  will  join  us  in  the 
effort  to  put  together  a  spending  and 
revenue  package  that  can  receive  im- 
mediate action  by  the  Congress. 

Because  that  is  just  the  kind  of  lead- 
ership we  need.  Our  leaders,  from  the 
President  and  the  Congress  to  our 
State  and  local  officials  and  business 
and  civic  leaders,  need  to  pull  together 
in  order  to  safeguard  the  domestic 
economy.  There  is  no  point  in  assign- 
ing blame,  because  no  one  is  free  of  it. 
Just  as  Congress  must  put  spending  in 
order,  the  President  must  make  clear 
his  priorities  on  the  budget,  and  tell  us 
what  he  expects  us  to  do  about  the 
deficit.  We  need  his  leadership  and  his 
approval,  because  we  know  he  can  get 
the  job  done.  He  has  done  it  before: 
All  he  needs  is  a  clear  sense  of  pur- 
pose. We  must  be  willing  to  help  him 
clear  the  air,  if  there  is  any  doubt 
about  the  challenge  we  face. 

I  have  said  several  times  that  we 
need  an  exercise  in  domestic  sum- 
metry  to  eliminate  the  real  risk  to 
long-term  recovery.  Unless  everyone 
comes  together  and  is  willing  to  lead 
the  public,  we  will  be  reduced  to  fol- 
lowing the  trend,  be  it  good  or  bad.  We 
cannot  allow  progress  toward  recovery 
to  lull  us  into  acquiescence  in  what- 
ever happens. 

The  summit  concept  will  have  to 
begin  with  the  President  and  with  the 
Congress,  but  it  should  not  stop  there. 
All  decisionmakers  in  our  economy,  in- 
cluding business  and  labor,  have  a 
vital  stake  in  what  happens.  We 
cannot  please  everybody,  but  only  if 
we  agree  on  the  absolute  priority  of 
cutting  the  deficit  in  a  way  that  ad- 
vances our  shared  economic  goals  will 
we  have  a  fighting  chance  to  succeed. 
We  cannot  tax  our  way  out  of  reces- 
sion, and  we  cannot  devastate  the 
social  and  benefit  programs  that  so 
many  Americans  depend  on.  But  we 
can  make  adjustments  on  both  sides  of 
the  ledger  that  boost  the  odds  in  our 
favor. 

The  August  recess  is  the  perfect 
time  to  tackle  the  risk  of  renewed  re- 
cession. We  need  to  sit  down  and  begin 
working  out,  at  lea.st  at  the  staff  level, 
the  outlines  of  the  kind  of  deficit  re- 
duction package  that  can  have  a  real 
impact.  We  need  to  start  the  effort  to 
explain  to  the  public  what  the  stakes 
are.  and  to  build  a  consensus  on  the 
kinds  of  tough  action  that  are  needed 
to  protect  the  recovery.  If  we  do  not. 
the  public  will  remember  our  failure, 
and  no  one  will  escape  blame.  We  have 
built  public  support  for  controversial 
actions  on  a  number  of  occasions  in 
recent  years,  even  with  an  election  im- 
pending. The  leadership  of  President 
Reagan  has  often  been  the  key.  We 
need  him  to  set  the  course  now,  be- 
cause the  job  is  doable  and  it  has  to  be 
done.  With  a  national  accord  on  deficit 
reduction,  we  can  take  the  partisan 
edge  off  the  economic  issue  and  make 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22423 


real  progress  for  all  Americans.  This  is 
one  summit  that  must  be  reached. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  .so  ordered. 


TIME  TO  TURN  UP  THE  "VOICE" 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
continuing  battle  of  ideas  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union, 
our  most  effective  weapon  is  truth. 
And  one  of  the  most  effective  ways  to 
spread  that  truth  has  been  through 
the  Voice  of  America.  An  estimated 
100  million  listeners  worldwide  rely  on 
the  VOA  for  information. 

Unfortunately,  the  Voice  is  muted 
not  only  by  the  Communists'  constant 
attempts  to  jam  its  broadcasts,  but  by 
the  deterioration,  obsolescence,  and  in- 
adequacy of  its  own  equipment. 

More  than  90  percent  of  the  VGA's 
transmitters  are  at  least  15  years  old; 
and  while  the  VOA  has  only  6  500- 
watt  superpower  transmitters,  the 
Soviet  Union  has  37.  Currently,  the 
VOA  is  on  the  air  less  than  half  as 
many  hours  as  Radio  Moscow  and  it 
broadcasts  in  barely  half  as  many  lan- 
guages. 

Expansion  and  modernization  of  the 
Voice  of  America  is  vital  if  America  is 
to  compete  effectively  with  the  Soviets 
in  the  battle  for  mens  minds.  The 
House  of  Representatives  has  ap- 
proved a  budget  which  will  permit  the 
VOA  to  carry  out  its  mission.  But  un- 
fortunately the  funds  that  are  neces- 
sary for  the  modernization  of  VOA 
have  been  slashed  by  the  Senate  For- 
eign Relations  Committee. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  restore  ade- 
quate funding  for  the  VOA  when  the 
measure  reaches  the  Senate  floor.  And 
I  hope  they  will  read  an  article,  which 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record,  by  Charles  P. 
Freund.  published  by  the  Heritage 
Foundation,  for  more  detailed  infor- 
mation on  this  important  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Time  to  Turn  Up  the  Voice  of  America 

The  Voice  of  America  recently  received  a 
letter  from  a  frustrated  listener  in  Ghana, 
who  asked.  •Sometimes,  listening  to  the 
news,  the  signal  disappears  altogether.  Have 
your  transmitters  started  to  wear  out?" 

The  answer,  regrettably,  is  yes— and  it  is 
not  only  VOA's  transmitters  that  are  wear- 
ing out.  Yet  in  the  competition  of  ideas  with 
the  communist  world,  the  West's  most 
direct  and  often  most  effective  tool  is  inter- 
national radio.  The  impact  of  such  broad- 
casts as  the  Voice  of  America  can  be  meas- 


ured not  only  by  the  communisU'  continu- 
ous and  costly  efforts  to  jam  them,  but  also 
by  official  reactions  to  the  broadcasts.  Only 
recently  the  Polish  regime  filed  a  protest 
with  the  U.S.  claiming  that  VOA  broadcasts 
have  served  to  -destabilize  "  that  regime  by 
encouraging  -destructive  elements  working 
within  Poland's  constitutional  order.  '  In 
other  words,  the  Voice  is  a  continuing 
source  of  information,  if  not  inspiration,  to 
Polish  listeners. 

Ironically,  this  protest  was  filed  the  same 
week  that  funds  to  modernize  the  seriously 
understaffed  and  technically  deteriorating 
Voice    were    effectively    slashed    from    the 
budget    by    the   Senate    Foreign    Relations 
Committee.  The  House  of  Representatives 
already  had  approved  the  1984  budget  re- 
quest of  the  U.S.  Information  Agency,  of 
which  VOA  is  a  part,  which  would  allow  the 
Voice  to  begin  implementing  modernization. 
The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
however,  cut  the  total  budgetary  request  of 
$701  million  by  $65  million  and  shifted  $64 
million  from  Administration  requests.  With- 
out restoration  of  the.se  funds.  VOA  mod- 
ernization will  have  to  be  .scrapped.  Thu.s^ 
just  when  the  U.S.  must  be  belter  prepared 
to  join  in  the  competition  of  ideas,  the  Voice 
is  being  allowed  to  deteriorate. 

VOA's  broadcasting  and  Iransmilling 
equipment  is  aging  and.  in  many  cases,  is  ob- 
.solete  Its  technical  staff  woefully  lacks 
qualified  engineers.  The  news  and  editorial 
staff  is  seriously  shorthanded.  Neither  the 
number  of  hours  broadcast  per  week,  nor 
the  number  of  languages  broadcast.  ade_ 
quatelv  reflect  ihe  position  of  the  United 
States!  nor  do  they  adequately  .serve  the  es- 
timated 100  million  listeners  world  wide  who 
regularly  turn  to  VOA  for  its  news  reports 
and  its  mix  of  informational  and  cultural 
program.  The  proposed  VOA  modernization 
plan  addresses  these  shortcomings. 

Of  107  VOA  transmitters,  more  than  90 
percent  are  15  or  more  years  old:  more  than 
one-third  are  twice  that  age.  Some  transmit- 
ters broadcasting  to  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
Soviet  Union  actually  date  from  World  War 
II  VOA  has  onlv  six  500-kilowatt  superpow- 
er tran-smitters.  all  of  them  patched  togeth- 
er from  smaller  units.  The  U.K.  has  eight 
such  transmitters.  West  Germany  nine. 
France  eleven.  The  Soviet  Union,  the  most 
prevalent    voice  on   the   international   dial. 

has  37.  ... 

VOA's  equipment  is  so  old  that  its  techni- 
cians constantly  have  to  cope  with  burned- 
out  generators  and  antennae  thai  will  not 
transmit  a  full  signal.  Spare  parts  for  some 
equipment  are  no  longer  available:  VOA 
mii-st  manufacture  them.  Even  VOA's  head- 
quarters studios  in  Washington  are  anti- 
quated and  under  increasing  strain,  as  the 
Voice  struggles  to  increase  its  number  oi 
hours  of  weekly  broadcasts.  These  facililies 
regularly  shock  visiting  foreign  broadcast- 
ers, some  of  whom  recently  termed  them 
"the  world's  most  backward  equipment. 

VOA  is  currently  on  the  air  956  hours  per 
week  less  than  half  of  Radio  Moscow  s 
2  158.  less  than  either  Taiwan  or  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China,  and  barely  more 
than  West  Germany.  Egypt,  or  the  U.K.. 
VOA  is  fifth  in  number  of  hours  broadcast 
to  Africa,  sixth  to  the  Caribbean.  Eastern 
Europe,  and  East  Asia,  and  tenth  to  West- 
ern Europe. 

VOA  currently  broadcasts  in  42  languages, 
compared  to  the  USSR's  82.  Peking's  43. 
and  Egypt's  30.  In  the  Middle  East  alone. 
VOA  broadcasts  in  eight  languages,  the 
USSR  in  20.  When  the  USSR  marched  into 
Afghanistan.  VOA  had  no  one  on  its  staff 


able  to  speak  the  official  Pashto  language. 
For  every  hour  VOA  broadcasts  in  thai 
tongue,  the  USSR  offers  five.  Of  the  42  lan- 
guage services.  38  are  understaffed.  There  is 
no  correspondent  in  Pakistan  to  cover 
events  in  Afghanistan,  nor  a  correspondent 
in  Geneva  to  cover  arms  control  matters. 

VOA's  modernization  plan  would  replace 
the  old  equipment,  strengthen  the  signal, 
fill  140  engineering  positions  and  141  lan- 
guage service  positions  (including  a  25  per- 
cent increase  in  the  Polish  and  Baltic 
staffs),  and  create  68  percent  increase  in  the 
Polish  and  Baltic  staffs),  and  create  68  new 
positions  to  improve  the  quality  of  VOA 
news,  features,  and  other  programs.  Con- 
struction of  new  iransmilling  sites  would 
begin  and  the  antiquated  distribution 
system  would  be  computerized. 

VOA  modernization  is  essential.  As  mat- 
ters now  stand,  the  Soviets  spend  more  to 
jam  Western  broadcasts  than  the  U.S. 
spends  to  reach  the  entire  world.  The  battle 
for  the  loyally  of  the  uncommitted,  as  well 
as  the  necessity  of  giving  information  to 
those  in  closed  societies,  requires  that  the 
Voice  of  America  be  given  high  priority  in 
the  allocation  of  federal  resources. 

Mr  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
always  baffled  me  that  the  Commu- 
nists have  to  build  walls  to  keep 
people  in  and  the  United  States  has  to 
build  walls  to  keep  people  out,  but  we 
are  constantly  losing  the  propaganda 
war  for  the  battle  of  uncommitted 
minds  in  the  world.  I  think  this  is  one 
way  where  we  might  start  telling  the 
American  story  to  those  millions  of 
uncommitted  people  in  the  world  w^ho 
would  like  to  know  that  there  is  a  hu- 
manitarian opportunity  for  all  people 
if  they  could  live  a  life  in  freedom  and 
liberty  and  opportunity  that  we  so 
very  much  enjoy  in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Mattingly).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER, 
there    further    morning    business? 
not,  morning  business  is  closed. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

APPROPRIATIONS.  1984 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

Senate   will   resume   consideration   of 

the  pending  business,  which  the  clerk 

will  state.  ,        ,  „ 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows. 

A  bill  <HR    3363)  making  appropriations 

for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the 

related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

September  30.  1984.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The   Senate   resumed   consideration 

of  the  bill. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
back   on   the   Interior   appropriations 

bill. 

Let  me  outline  what  I  see  in  pros- 
pect. This  is  not  a  final  statement,  of 
course,  of  what  is  going  to  happen,  but 
let  me  tell  you  what  I  think  is  going  to 
happen. 

In  just  a  moment  I  am  going  to  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  only 
long  enough  to  make  sure  that  all  the 
principals  are  notified  who  have  indi- 
cated in  my  cloakroom  they  wish  to  be 
in  the  Chamber  as  we  proceed.  I  do 
not  expect  that  to  take  more  than  just 
a  few  minutes. 

After  that,  the  distinguished  manag- 
er of  the  bill.  Senator  McClure.  may 
or  may  not  have  a  brief  statement  to 
make.  That  has  not  yet  been  fully  de- 
termined. 

Based  on  the  colloquy  yesterday.  I 
anticipate  that  at  that  point  the  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  may  wish  to  be  recog- 
nized to  make  a  point  of  order. 

I  think  perhaps  I  will  not  go  beyond 
that  except  to  say  if  there  is  an  appeal 
from  the  point  of  order  I  would  hope, 
and  I  have  not  yet  discussed  this  with 
the  minority  leader  or  anyone  else, 
that  we  might  be  able  to  find  the  time 
certain  for  that  vote  so  that  everyone 
would  know  where  they  stand.  I  will 
explore  that  with  the  minority  leader 
and  the  managers  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  with  that  statement,  I 
now  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  acting  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SECOND  EXCEPTED  COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT- 
RELATING  TO  SECTION  317 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
second  committee  amendment  to  H.R. 

3363.  .^     ,    _ 

Mr  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  the 
matter  pending  is  the  second  commit- 
tee amendment  to  the  Interior  appro- 
priations bill,  and  that  second  commit- 
tee amendment  has  been  the  subject 
of  some  conversation  on  the  floor  and 
off  the   floor  for  the  last  couple  of 

days.  . 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  is  opposed 
to  that  committee  amendment  and  has 
indicated  that  he  intends  to  make  a 
point    of   order   against    that    amend- 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  and  others  who  are  in- 
terested have  no  objection  to  fixing  a 
time  certain  to  vote  upon  the  appeal 
from  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  if  the 
Chair  rules  in  favor  of  the  point  of 
order  that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  will 
make. 
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Would   the  Senator  from 
spond  to  that? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  think  I  heard 
the  Senator  say  that  upon  my  making 
a    point    of    order   and    an    appeal    is 

taken 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  the  Chair  sustains 
that  point  of  order. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  The  Chair  sus- 
tains my  point  of  order  that  I  will 
have  no  objection  to  a  time  certain  for 
a  vote  on  the  appeal. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Yes. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  am  pleased  in  the  ex- 
treme to  hear  that.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  and  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  would  consider  11:45  as  the 
time  for  that. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  That  is  agree- 
able to  this  Senator. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Would  the  minority 
leader  be  similarly  inclined? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  am  not  sure.  It  is  all 
right  with  me.  We  are  putting  it  on 
the  telephone  because  earlier  we  ran  it 
as  an  11:30  suggestion. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
for  a  question. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  As  I  understand  it. 
this  bill  will  not  pass  until  we  come 
back  after  August  recess. 

If  I  am  correct  in  that,  it  would 
appear  to  me  that  it  would  be  the 
better  part  of  discretion  to  lay  aside 
this  whole  amendment  until  after  we 
return  because  the  effect  of  this 
amendment,  according  to  the  advice  I 
have  received,  is  not  altogether  clear. 
The  political  support  for  the  amend- 
ment is  very  fractionated  in  Washing- 
ton. Oregon,  and  in  the  areas  con- 
cerned. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  that  period 
of  time  over  the  August  recess  would 
give  all  parties  time  to  examine  the 
amendment,  to  determine  its  legality, 
its  precise  legal  effect,  and  to  come 
back  with  a  much  more  clarified  posi- 
tion, with  no  one  surrendering  any 
rights  in  the  meantime,  and  then  as 
the  first  order  of  business  when  we  get 
back  on  this  bill  we  could  vote  for  it  at 
that  time.  Is  there  any  reason  not  to 
do  that? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President, 
before  yielding  to  the  majority  leader, 
let  me  say  it  is  not  clear  to  me  that  it 
will  not  pass. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
know  much  about  WPPSS.  but  I  know 
I  want  to  pass  this  bill  before  we  go 
out.  So  let  me  say  to  my  friend  from 
Louisiana  that  it  is  my  intention  to  try 
to  move  this  bill.  I  have  discussed  that 
with  the  minority  leader. 
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Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  came  as  a  surprise  to 
me  that  my  dear  friend  indicated  that 
it  would  not  pass  until  we  get  back.  I 
hope  that  is  not  the  case. 

Mr.  BAKER.  That  is  not  my  view. 
Mr.  President. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  stand  corrected. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  With  the  expecta- 
tion that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  will 
make  his  point  of  order  and  that  the 
Chair  will  rule  upon  that  point  of 
order  without  debate,  which  is  only 
subject  to  the  permission  and  discre- 
tion of  the  Chair,  if  that  point  of 
order  is  sustained  by  the  Chair,  it 
would  be  my  intention  to  appeal  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair  and  we  would  have 
a  limited  period  of  debate  upon  that. 
The  minority  leader  indicates  he  is  not 
at  this  time  prepared  to  agree  to  a 
time  certain  for  that,  but  I  am  certain, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  membership,  it 
is  the  expectation  of  all  of  the  parties 
now  on  the  floor  that  that  will  be  a 
limited  period. 

I  am  prepared  to  yield  the  floor  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  in  order  to 
make  his  point  of  order,  if  he  desires 
to  do  so  at  this  time. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Idaho. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  President.  I  raise  the  point  of 
order  that  the  pending  amendment  is 
not  in  order  as  being  legislation  on  an 
appropriations  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  rules  that  it  is  legislating  on  an 
appropriations  bill. 

The  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  do  not  think  the  Chair  finally  ruled. 
He  said  that  it  is  legislation  on  appro- 
priations, but  I  do  not  think  that  he 
ruled  that  the  point  of  order  is  well 
taken. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  did  not  say  that.  I  would  submit 
the  question  to  the  Senate.  Is  legisla- 
tion in  order  on  an  appropriations  bill? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Would  the 
Chair  be  good  enough  to  advise  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  why  the  matter 
would  be  submitted  to  the  Senate 
rather  than  a  ruling  on  the  question? 
Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKERS  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  is  there 
a  point  of  order  pending  before  the 
Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  states  the  point  of  order  is  well 
taken. 


Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
appeal  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  and  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  .second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
appeal  is  debatable.  I  have  consulted 
now  with  the  minority  leader  and  my 
own  cloakroom.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  time  for  the  debate  on 
the  appeal  extend  until  the  hour  of 
11:45  a.m.  and  that  the  time  between 
now  and  11:45  a.m.  be  divided  equally 
between  the  distinguished  manager  of 
the  bill  on  this  side  and  the  minority 
leader  or  his  designee,  and  that  the 
vote  on  the  appeal  or  in  relation  to  the 
appeal  occur  at  11:45  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  desig- 
nate Mr.  Johnston  to  control  the  time 
on  this  side. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  such  time  as  I  may  consume  and 
then  I  will  be  prepared  to  yield  to 
Members  who  wish  to  speak  on  behalf 
of  the  appeal. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  three  rea- 
sons for  us  to  appeal  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair  and  to  a.sk  for  the  support  of 
our  colleagues  on  that  ruling.  The 
first  of  those  reasons  is  that,  as  a 
matter  of  tradition  and  a  matter  of 
law.  the  Bonneville  Power  Administra- 
tion has  gotten  its  instructions  on  its 
operations  in  the  appropriations  proc- 
ess. The  very  fact  that  we  are  debating 
what  should  be  done  about  its  rela- 
tionship with  the  Washington  public 
power  supply  system  is  evidence  of 
that  very  fact. 

The  net  billing  agreements,  under 
which  Bonneville  has  the  relationship 
with  WPPSS,  were  approved  in  the  ap- 
propriation process.  The  very  fact  that 
we  have  a  debate  about  the  question 
of  financing  WPPSS  No.  2  out  of  the 
net  revenues  was  because  it  was  ap- 
proved in  the  budget  of  Bonneville 
that  was  sent  to  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  approved  in  that  proc- 
ess. The  General  Accounting  Office 
yesterday  has  indicated  that  that 
process  is  legal  and  that  they  have  the 
authority  to  do  it,  which  confirms 
what  many  of  us  believe  to  be  the  fact. 
So  by  tradition  and  by  law,  we  have 
done  what  we  now  seek  to  do  with  re- 
spect to  some  directions  to  Bonneville 
in  the  conduct  of  their  administration 
of  their  responsibilities  under  the  law. 
The  Transmission  Act  that  was 
passed  in  1974  specifically  said  that 
and  said  that  they  would  get  their  di- 
rections in  the  appropriations  process. 
So.  again,  although  I  am  chairman 
of  the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee,  the  committee  in  the 
Senate  that  has  the  legislative  juris- 
diction over  authorizations,  I  also  have 


to  say  that  traditionally,  and  as  a 
matter  of  past  practice  and  law,  we 
have  handled  it  through  the  appro- 
priations process  with  only  a  couple  of 
exceptions  and,  therefore,  I  believe 
that  the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  while  or- 
dinarily correct  with  respect  to  legisla- 
tion on  an  appropriation,  in  this  in- 
stance is  not  correct. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  we  have  an 
emergency  in  the  Northwest.  We  have 
an  emergency  that  demands  urgent  at- 
tention. It  is  no  secret  that  the  Wash- 
ington public  power  supply  system  is 
in   trouble.   They   started   five   power 
plants.  They  have  terminated  two  of 
those  five,  they  have  mothballed  an- 
other and.  unless  we  take  action,  it  is 
likely  that  a  fourth  of  those  will  also 
be  mothballed  for  some  period  of  time. 
To   us   in   the   Northwest   it   seems 
unfair  that  others  in  this  body  should 
tell  us  that  we  cannot  seek  a  solution 
that  our  rate  payers  and  that  our  con- 
sumers will  pay  for.  Why  this  great 
concern  from  people  for  other  areas  in 
the  country  about   how   we   pay   our 
bills  in  the  Northwest? 

Now  they  do  have  an  interest  be- 
cause they  are  concerned  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  thi.i  is  going  to  increase  Bon- 
neville's indebtedness.  There  is  no  full 
faith  and  credit  that  is  under  existing 
statute.  The  Federal  Treasury  is  not 
bound  bv  the  debts  of  Bonneville.  Cer- 
tainly they  are  exposed  to  some  con- 
cern in  that  regard. 

But  the  bond  holders  of  units  4  and 
5  and  the  bond  holders  of  2  and  3  need 
to  be  concerned  about  the  collapse  of 
the  financing  for  those  systems.  It  just 
defies  my  imagination  to  believe  that 
anybody  here  can  be  blind  to  the  fact 
that  some  of  their  own  constituents, 
holders  of  those  bonds,  may  indeed  be 
adversely  affected  unle-ss  we  adopt  this 
amendment. 

There  is  no  down  side  to  them. 
There  is  a  very  positive  up  side.  At  the 
very  least,  it  cannot  hurt  them. 

Therefore.  I  urge  that  the  Senate 
overturn  the  Chair  on  this  vote. 

Mr.  President.  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 
Mr.     JOHNSTON      addressed     the 

Cli£Lir 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  a  great  deal  of  reluctance  that  I 
oppose  the  motion  of  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Idaho.  I  do  so  not  because 
I  want  to  impede  getting  on  with  fin- 
ishing with  the  powerplants  of 
WPPSS  To  the  contrary,  as  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho  knows,  I  strongly  sup- 
port finishing  in  the  most  expeditious 
way  with  the  least  loss  to  the  bond 
holders,  the  rate  payers,  and  the  tax- 
payers of  the  United  States. 

At  the  appropriate  time  I  expect  to 
join  with  him  for  legislation  to  do 
that. 


The  present  issue  is.  should  we  over- 
turn the  ruling  of  the  Chair  that  this 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriations  bill? 

Mr.  President,  does  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  wish  time? 

Mr  METZENBAUM.  Yes.  but  I  was 
enjoying  what  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana was  saying.  If  he  will  reserve  3 
minutes.  I  would  be  happy. 

Mr  JOHNSTON.  Let  me  yield  at 
this  time  so  I  can  check  with  someone 
in  the  cloakroom. 

Mr  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  does  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  have  remaining?       „    .^.  ^. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eight 

minutes. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  yield  myself 

4  minutes. 

Let  me  explain  what  this  issue  is  all 
about.  There  are  two  parts  to  it.  One 
has  to  do  with  the  procedural  aspect. 
That  has  to  do  with  the  matter  of  put- 
ting a  legislative  proposal  on  an  appro- 
priations  bill.   That   is   what   this   is. 
This  would  create  a  new  entity,  a  new 
entity  which  would  then  go  out  and 
borrow  something  approaching  $1  bil- 
lion That  entity  would  then  be  repaid 
by  the  assurances  of  the  Bonneville 
Power    Authority    that    the    money 
would  be  forthcoming  to  pay  off  those 
bondholders. 

That  does  not  belong  on  an  appro- 
priations bill.  It  certainly  does  not 
belong  there  without  any  hearings. 
Even  with  hearings  it  would  not  be 
right  or  appropriate  to  do  so. 

What  this  really  means,  besides  the 
procedural  aspect,  is  that  indirectly 
the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States  will 
be  charged  with  millions  and  maybe 
billions  of  dollars  by  further  delaying 
the  Bonneville  Power  Authority's  re- 
payment of  $8  billion  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury.  .    . 

When  you  look  at  their  record  to 
date  you  find  that  the  BPA  has  not 
been  repaying  the  money  that  they 
owe  As  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  last  10 
years,  they  only  repaid  about  $42  >tu1- 
lion  out  of  an  obligation  of  $7.8  billion, 
and  in  the  last  3  years  there  were  no 
payments  paid  with  respect  to  this. 

This  additional  almost  $1  billion  w-iU 
be  put  in  front  of  that  repayment  So 
the  taxpayers  of  the  country  will  be 
carrying  this  obligation  of  BPA  at  far 
less  than  the  rate  that  the  Federal 
Government  pays  for  money. 

So  when  you  talk  about  this-let  us 
pick  a  figure  of  5  percent  because 
some  of  it  is  at  the  rate  of  3  percent, 
and  I  think  it  is  actually  lower  than 
the  average  of  5  percent-you  are  talk- 
ing about  the  Federal  Government 
subsidizing  this  at  anywhere  from  5  6. 
or  7  percent.  I  just  noticed  today  that 
3-year  notes  of  the  Treasury  are  going 
at  something  approaching  12  percent 
at  the  moment.  . 

All  you  have  to  do  is  multiply  that 
difference  times  $7  billion  and  you  see 
the  difference  to  the  Federal  Treas- 
ury. 


This  does  not  make  sense.  To  date, 
according  to  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission.  BPA's  repayment 
has  shorted  taxpayers  $780  million  up 
to  an  amount  of  $1.4  billion. 

For  those  bond  holders  who  think 
that  this  is  a  bailout  for  them,  let  me 
point  out  that  it  indeed  will  not  pro- 
vide that  bailout  but  they  may  be 
harmed  by  this  provision. 

There  are  substantial  legal  questions 
as  to  the  impact  of  this  amendment  on 
the  current  bond  holders  and  it  is  en- 
tirely likely  that  the  new  bond  holders 
would  stand  in  a  preferential  position 
as  compared  to  the  present  bond  hold- 

crs. 

There  is  a  bailout,  however,  that 
should  be  noted.  That  is  a  bailout  for 
the  investor-owned  utilities.  Four  of 
them  have  $600  million  in  No.  3.  They 
own  about  30  percent  of  it.  Indeed, 
there  would  be  that  bailout  of  that  in- 
vestor-owned utility  group. 

If.  as  Senator  McClure  says,  the 
BPA  already  has  authority  in  this  bill, 
why  are  we  spending  2  or  3  days  debat- 
ing it?  Why  is  there  such  a  need  in 
order  to  put  it  into  an  appropriations 

bill? 

There  is  a  hearing  this  afternoon  on 
the  authorizing  legislation  for  a  new 
piece  of  legislation. 

The  fact  is.  they  do  not  have  the  au- 
thority and  the  bill  gives  them  such 
authority  making  it  indisputably  legis- 
lation on  an  appropriations  bill. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues the  whole  question  of  is  there 
an  emergency.  There  is  no  emergency 
because  I  have  been  trying  to  make 
this  point  of  order  for  the  last  3  days 
and  I  have  not  been  able  to  do  so.  I 
have  been  asked  to  hold  it.  Only  be- 
cause I  insisted  this  morning  am  I  able 
to  make  it  today. 

But  on  the  further  point  of  whether 
there  is  an  emergency,  there  is  a  GAO 
opinion  that  was  made  available  just 
yesterday  affirming  Bonneville  Power 
Authority's  right  to  use  rate  revenue 
to  finish  unit  No.  2.  I  am  advised  that 
BPA  itself  believes  that  this  authority 
will  enable  then  to  proceed  on  sched- 
ule for  from  4  to  6  months.  In  short, 
there  is  no  reason  to  pass  this  today, 
next  week,  or  next  month. 

I  urge  upon  my  colleagues  that  we 
follow  the  rules  of  the  Senate  and  we 
not  go  to  the  procedure  of  putting  leg- 
islation on  an  appropriations  bill. 

Mr  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
earlier  urged  the  Senate  to  upholdl  the 
point  of  order.  I  would  now  withdraw- 
that  and  say  that  the  Senate  should 
work  its  will  without  my  advice.  Let 
me  state  the  situation  as  I  know  it  at 

this  time.  . 

First  of  all.  the  Washington  delega- 
tion or  should  I  say  the  Northwest 
delegation,  as  I  understand  it.  is  now 
united,  which  is  a  change  from  what  I 
had  previously  been  advised.  That  is. 
Senator   Jackson    and   Senator   Hat- 
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Senator  from  Idaho 

Second.  I  am  advised  that  in  my 
memorandum  that  there  is  no  emer- 
gency, that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  is 
correct,  and  that  there  is  some  4  to  6 
months. 

Third.  I  am  advised  that  there  is  a 
difference  of  opinion  in  the  North- 
west, first  as  to  the  urgency  in  point  of 
time.  and.  second,  as  to  the  legal  effi 


senting  the  bondholders,  as  to  wheth 
er  this  is  or  is  not  good  legislation. 

If  it  is  so  urgent,  why  have  we 
waited  3  months  after  the  problem 
became  obvious,  and  why  have  not  the 
banks  and  the  bondholders  been 
heard?  I  want  to  point  out  they  not 
only  have  not  been  heard  to  date  but. 
as  of  this  minute,  they  have  not  been 
invited  to  this  hearing  this  afternoon. 


cacy  or  legal  imperviousness.  should  I    That   is  something   I   do   not   under 


say.  of  this  matter. 

At  the  same  time.  I  think  it  is  the 
position  of  those  in  the  Northwest 
that  there  is  an  emergency  and  what- 
ever legal  defects,  if  any.  this  legisla- 
tion would  have  can  be  worked  out  in 
the  meantime.  This  is  a  matter,  of 
course,  of  great  moment,  not  only  to 
the  bondholders  but  to  the  entire 
Northwest  and.  indeed,  to  the  Nation. 
I  am  advised,  Mr.  President,  that 
there  is  no  question  about  Federal  full 
faith  and  credit.  There  would  be  no 
burden.  I  am  advised  by  memorandum, 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  So,  in  that  re- 
spect, it  is  a  matter  that  principally 
addresses  itself  to  the  Northwest. 

So.  with  apologies  to  my  colleagues 
on  both  sides  for  now  being  placed  in 
the  position  of  being  advised  at  the 
last  moment  of  a  change  in  position  of 
the  Northwest  delegation.  I  therefore 
yield  to  my  colleague. 

How  much  time  remains,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  the 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  expired. 
The  Senator  from  Idaho. 
Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  the  Senator  from  Idaho,  when  he 
gets  done  with  his  remarks,  to  yield  to 
me  1  minute  of  time. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  on 
both  sides  be  extended  for  1  minute 
each. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is 
there  objection? 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
Mr.    McCLURE.    Will    the    Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio? 
Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Yes,  I  yield. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
is  the  Senator  from  Ohio  recognized? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  said,    the  Senator  from  Ohio." 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Let  me  make  it 
clear,  Mr.  President,  that  the  Wash- 
ington delegation  in  the  House  has  not 
agreed  on  this.  Let  me  also  make  it 
clear  that  23  State  representatives  in 
the   Oregon   Legislature  sent   a   tele- 


stand 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senators  1  minute  has  expired. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I 
think  we  have  a  procedural  question 
we  are  going  to  vote  on  now  which  has 
ample  historical  precedent  to  protect 
the  oversight  of  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration  in  the  hands  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  particular- 
ly the  subcommittee,  which  I  chair.  If 
you  want  to  call  it  turf,  it  is  turf,  very 
simply.  So  I  am  going  to  vote  to  over- 
rule the  Chair. 

I  want  to  make  the  second  point 
that  I  think  the  substantive  issue  of 
the  amendment  has  to  be  debated  at  a 
later  time.  The  substantive  issue  is  not 
before  us  and  I  have  indicated  before 
we  have  to  get  the  utilities  of  the 
Northwest  to  get  behind  this  amend- 
ment if  it  is  going  to  be  supported.  It 
is  going  to  take  some  kind  of  clearance 
on  the  question  of  agreement  on  the 
House  side  and  we  are  going  to  have  to 
have  a  guarantee  of  the  insulation  of 
the  ratepayer.  Those  are  some  of  the 
contingencies  on  which  I  have  with- 
held my  support.  I  have  still  not  made 
my  decision  on  the  amendment  until 
those  contingencies  are  met.  But  on 
the  procedural  issue.  I  am  going  to 
vote  to  maintain  the  oversight  of  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  in 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  as  it 
has  been  all  these  years.  Let  us  keep 
the  two  issues  separate,  insofar  as 
they  are  interrelated. 

McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Gorton). 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Presiding  Officer  obviously  ruled  on 
this  point  of  order  and  in  the  way  in 
which  he  was  advised  by  the  Parlia- 
mentarian The  Parliamentarian,  in 
turn,  gave  that  advice  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  the  Bonneville  Power  Admin- 
istration authority  is  customarily  and 


the  Pacific  Northwest,  a  problem 
which  is  without  precedent  in  the  his- 
tory of  our  country. 

An  ambitious  undertaking  to  con- 
.struct  five  nuclear  powerplants  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  to  meet  projected 
energy  needs  has  been  devastated  by 
inflation,  tremendous  cost  overruns, 
and  terrible  mismanagement.  Two  of 
the  plants.  WPPSS  4  and  5.  went  into 
default  last  week.  These  plants  were 
owned  by  88  public  utilities.  There  is 
no  direct  Federal  interest  in  these 
plants.  WPPSS  1.  2,  and  3  are  backed 
by  the  Federal  Government  through 
net-billing  agreements  under  which 
the  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
would  guarantee  repayment  of  the 
debt  through  its  rate  structure.  BPA 
owns  100  percent  of  the  output  of 
plants  1  and  2:  70  percent  of  the 
output  of  plant  3  is  owned  by  BPA  and 
30  percent  is  owned  by  four  investor- 
owned  utilities. 

WPPSS  1.  2.  and  3  are  the  subject  of 
the  amendment  we  are  discussing 
today.  WPPSS  1  has  been  mothballed 
indefinitely:  WPPSS  2  is  98  percent 
complete:  WPPSS  3  is  78  percent  com- 
plete. WPPSS  2  is  scheduled  to  be 
operational  next  year.  WPPSS  3  will 
be  operational  in  1986. 

Due  to  the  default  of  WPPSS  4  and 
5.  WPPSS  cannot  go  to  the  bond 
market  to  obtain  conventional  financ- 
ing. Without  financing,  it  will  be  nec- 
essary to  ramp  down  WPPSS  3  and 
put  it  in  a  mothball  status.  This  is  a 
plant  which  has  been  built  on  sched- 
ule, under  budget,  and  which  is  a 
model  of  construction  efficiency  in  the 
nuclear  power  field.  If  it  is  ramped 
down,  thousands  of  workers  will  lose 
their  jobs  in  Washington  State  and  ex- 
perienced personnel  will  leave  the 
area.  The  20-year  power  plan  which 
was  recently  adopted  by  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Power  Planning  Council 
clearly  shows  a  need  for  the  power 
from  WPPSS  1.  2.  and  3  within  a 
decade.  The  current  surplus  of  power 
will  not  last  forever.  If  WPPSS  3  is  not 
completed,  ratepayers  could  end  up 
with  three  terminated  plants,  a  multi- 
billion  dollar  debt  which  must  be 
repaid,  and  a  shortage  of  power  in  the 
future.  For  the  protection  of  all  rate- 
payers in  the  Northwest,  I  believe  that 
it  is  imperative  that  WPPSS  2  and  3 
be  completed  as  soon  as  possible  so 
that  the  plants  can  begin  producing 
power  and  generating  revenues  to  help 
retire  the  tremendous  debt  that  has 
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historically    granted    through    appro-     been  incurred  by  these  plants  and  to 


priations  acts.  Both  the  advice  and  the 
ruling  in  that  narrow  sense  were  cor 
rect,  but  the  importance  of  continuing 


gram    mdicatmg   their   opposition    to    the  process  by  which  BPA  is  handled 


this  proposal,  that  the  speaker  of  the 
Oregon  House  sent  me  a  letter  indicat- 
ing his  opposition  to  this  proposal: 
that  the  public  power  council  has  indi 
cated  its  opposition  to  this  proposal; 
that  the  Chemical  Bank  is  sort  of  am- 


through  appropriations  acts  urges 
that  all  parties,  no  matter  what  their 
views  on  the  merits  of  this  litigation, 
vote  to  overrule  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair.  On  the  merits  of  the  proposal, 
we  do  indeed  have  an  emergency  in 


help  reduce  the  financial  burden  on 
ratepayers. 

The  amendment  we  are  discussing 
today  simply  clarifies  BPA's  authority 
to  enter  into  alternative  financing 
agreements  for  the  construction  of 
WPPSS  2  and  3.  BPA  has  already  indi- 
cated that  it  will  complete  the  last  2 
percent  of  WPPSS  2  through  the 
present    rate   structure.   This   amend- 


ment essentially  applies  to  WPPSS  3. 
Several  major  U.S.  banks  have  indicat- 
ed that  financing  with  reasonable 
rates  is  available  to  complete  WPPSS 
3  if  this  amendment  is  adopted.  The 
language  in  the  amendment  provides 
specific  limitations  and  directives  to 
BPA  on  how  it  may  use  this  authority. 
These  directives  include  that  the  au- 
thority be  used  in  a  prudent  and  busi- 
ness-like manner  and  that  the  impacts 
of  the  terms  of  financing  on  ratepay- 
ers be  thorovighly  analyzed. 

Section  11(B)  of  the  Federal  Colum- 
bia River  Transmission  Act  states  that 
BPA  expenditures  are  subject  to  "spe- 
cific directives  and  limitations  *  •  *  in- 
cluded in  appropriations  acts."  16 
U.S.C.  8381(BV  The  intent  of  this  leg- 
islation is  to  impose  specific  directives 
on  the  Bonneville  Power  Administra- 
tion and  that  is  why  this  amendment 
is  included  in  this  bill. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  regional 
power  plan  assumes  that  WPPSS  1.  2, 
and  3  will  be  completed  and  the  power 
will  be  needed  within  the  decade.  Any 
delay  in  the  completion  of  WPPSS  2 
and  3  means  increased  construction 
costs  and  an  additional  financial 
burden  on  Northwest  ratepayers.  I 
have  been  informed  that  the  cost  of  a 
1-year  delay  in  the  construction  sched- 
ule will  be  $195  million.  This  will  fur- 
ther burden  the  investor-owned  utili- 
ties who  own  30  percent  of  the  output 
of  WPPSS  3  and  poses  a  threat  to 
their  solvency.  High  stakes  are  at  risk 
if  this  amendment  does  not  pass.  The 
stakes  at  risk  include  far  more  than 
the  welfare  of  the  investor-owned  util- 
ities and  their  customers,  however. 
They  include  the  welfare  of  all  electric 
consumers  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  as 
well  as  the  economic  health  of  the 
entire  region. 

This  is  not  a  Federal  bailout.  It  is 
not     a     bailout     of    bondholders     of 
WPPSS  4  and  5  or  WPPSS  3.  It  is  a 
fact  that  the  bonds  for  WPPSS  4  and 
5  have  been  repudiated  and  that  the 
bondholders  will   have   to  suffer  the 
consequences.  The  present  bondhold- 
ers on  WPPSS  3  are  not  threatened. 
They  are  being  paid  the  obligations 
which  are  owed  them  by  the  ratepay- 
ers of   the   Pacific   Northwest   whose 
power    comes    from    the    Bonneville 
Power  Administration.  It  is  a  simple 
fact   that  because   of  the  default  of 
WPPSS  4  and  5  financing  cannot  be 
obtained  to  complete  WPPSS  3.  This 
amendment  will  allow  the  completion 
of  WPPSS  3.  When  it  is  completed,  it 
will  produce  power  which  will,  in  turn. 
produce  income  which  will,  therefore, 
increase  rather  than  decrease  the  se- 
curity of  the  bondholders  in  WPPSS  3. 
The  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington   recently    appointed    a    blue- 
ribbon  commission  to  study  all  of  the 
problems  relating  to  WPPSS  and  to 
make  recommendations  on  how  to  re- 
solve these  complex  matters.  The  pas- 


sage of  this  amendment  will  in  no  way 
impede  the  efforts  of  this  commission. 
The  amendment  does  not  involve  ap- 
propriated funds:  it  does  not  extend 
the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  to  financing  agreements  en- 
tered into  by  BPA:  and  it  will  not  cost 
the  general  taxpayers  1  cent.  It  also 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  speed  with 
which  the  Bonneville  Power  Adminis- 
tration pays  its  obligations  to  the  Fed- 
eral Treasury.  To  the  contrary,  if  this 
amendment  does  not  pass  and  if 
WPPSS  2  and  3  are  not  completed,  the 
economy  of  the  entire  Northwest  will 
be  seriously  impacted  resulting,  un- 
doubtedly, in  slower  payments  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury. 

The  Pacific  Northwest  faces  a  true 
crisis.  This  amendment  will  not  solve 
all  of  the  complex  problems  regarding 
WPPSS.  But  it  will  help  the  construc- 
tion of  WPPSS  3  go  forward,  at  no  ex- 
pense to  the  general  taxpayer,  so  that 
it  can  begin  producing  power,  generat- 
ing revenues,  and  reducing  the  finan- 
cial burden  on  northwest  ratepayers.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sup- 
porting this  important  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  2  minutes. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
First.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to  cor- 
rect a  technical  error  in  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  has  said.  He  says  this 
will  create  a  new  entity.  It  does  not  do 
that.  It  permits  Bonneville  to  contract 
with  the  new  entity,  if  created,  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  for  which  it 
has  relationship  already  with  WPPSS. 
It  does  not  create  a  new  entity,  but  it 
would  permit  Bonneville  to  enter  into 
an  appropriate  contract  with  a  new 
entity. 

Second.  Mr.  President,  we  do  have  a 
letter  from  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  that  in- 
dicates they  have  no  objection  to  this 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  important  for 
us  to  understand  why  they  have  no  ob- 
jection. Not  one  penny  of  taxpayers' 
money  is  involved,  not  one  penny.  It  is 
the  ratepayers  of  the  Northwest  who 
will  pay.  if.  indeed,  this  goes  forward. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  may  have 
some  taxpayers  who  are  bondholders 
who  will  lose  some  money  if  this  ar- 
rangement is  not  completed. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  do  not  have  time, 
Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry. 

With  reference  to  the  status  of 
BPA's  obligation  under  its  borrowing 
authority,  it  simply  has  nothing  to  do 
with  this  amendment  at  this  time. 
That  is  a  separate  question.  It  is  an 
important  question  and  needs  to  be 
dealt  with.  There  are  no  appropriated 
funds  involved  here.  There  is  no  Fed- 
eral borrowing  involved  here.  There  is 


no  bailout  of  Federal  funds,  no  way 
that  this  is  a  bailout. 

All  costs— and  I  repeat,  all  costs- 
will  be  borne  under  the  existing  rate- 
making  structure  and  under  the  con- 
gressionally  approved  net  billing 
agreements— congressionally  approved 
in  the  appropriations  acts,  just  as  this 
amendment  seeks  to  give  Bonneville 
the  authority  to  deal  with  this  prob- 
lem by  an  additional  contract. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  suggested 
that  this  is  an  issue  for  the  Northwest 
to  decide.  It  is  our  people  who  bear  the 
burden  if  it  fails.  It  is  our  people  who 
pay  if.  as  a  matter  of  fact,  this  amend- 
ment is  adopted  and  there  is  a  real 
emergency. 

Mr.  President.  I  hope  that  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  will  not  be  sustained  and 
I  urge  all  Members  to  vote  nay. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  has  expired.  The  question  is. 
Should  the  decision  of  the  unfettered, 
independent  Chair  stand  as  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
have  the  yeas  and  nays  been  asked 
for? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  They 
have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water)  and  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  Kasten)  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  Kasten)  would  vote  "yea". 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn)  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BoscHWiTZ).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  wishing  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  40, 
nays  57.  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  241  Leg.] 
YEAS— 40 


Bentsen 

Hart 

Nunn 

Biden 

Hawkins 

Packwood 

Bingaman 

Helms 

Pell 

Bradley 

HoUings 

Proxmire 

Bumpers 

Humphrey 

Pryor 

Burdick 

Kennedy 

Riegle 

Byrd 

Lautenberg 

Sarbanes 

Chiles 

Leahy 

Sasser 

Cranston 

Levin 

Trible 

DeConcini 

Long 

Tsongas 

Dixon 

Matsunaga 

Warner 

Dodd 

Melcher 

Weicker 

Durenbergcr 

Melzenbaum 

Eagleton 

Mitchell 
NAYS-57 

Abdnor 

Dole 

Huddleslon 

Andrew.s 

Domenici 

I  noil  ye 

Armstrong 

Ea.st 

Jackson 

Baker 

Exon 

Jepsen 

Baucus 

Ford 

Johnston 

Boren 

Garn 

Kas.sebaum 

Boschwitz 

Gorton 

Laxalt 

Chafee 

Grassley 

Lugar 

Cochran 

Hatch 

Mathias 

Cohen 

Hatfield 

Mattingly 

DAmato 

Hecht 

McCiure 

Dan  forth 

Heflin 

Moynihan 

Denton 

Heinz 

Murkowski 
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N  irk  Irs 

Riidman 

Symms 

P«'rcy 

Simpson 

Thurmond 

Prrssler 

SprrtiT 

Towrr 

Quaylr 

Stafford 

Wallop 

Randolph 

Strnnus 

Wilson 

Roth 

Strvrns 

Zorinsky 

NOT  VOTING-3 
Gipnn  Goidwater  Kasten 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On 
this  vote  the  yeas  are  40.  the  nays  are 
57.  The  decision  of  the  Chair  does  not 
stand  as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  decision  of  the  Chair  does  not 
stand  as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second? 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  I  withdraw 
that  request. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2  1  I  0  TO  SECOND  EXCEPTED 
COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  read  amendment  No.  2110. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  may 
there  be  order? 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
Senator  is  correct. 
The  Senate  will  come  to  order. 
The  Senator  may  proceed. 
Mr.      METZENBAUM.       Has      the 
amendment  been  read? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  re- 
sumed reading  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
to  have  order  to  hear  the  clerk  read 
this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  Senators  wish- 
ing to  conduct  conversations  will 
please  retire  to  the  cloakroom. 
The  clerk  will  proceed. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  re- 
sumed reading  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  is  not  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  to  say  again  Senators,  who 
are  conducting  conversations,  please 
retire  to  the  cloakrooms. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  his 
persistence  and  I  hope  Senators  will 
respect  it  because  the  amendment  is 
being  read  at  the  request  of  the  Sena- 
tor and  Senators  should  show  him  the 
courtesy  to  be  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  commence  reading  the 
amendment  once  again. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  object 
to  reading  of  the  amendment  until  we 
have  order  in  the  Senate. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

The  clerk  will  commence  reading  of 
the  amendment  again,  please. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr.  McClure) 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  2110. 

On  page  81.  line  14.  before  the  period 
insert  the  following:  ;  Provided.  That  all  of 
the  restrictions  and  limitations  .set  forth  in 
16  U.S.C.  839(j)(l).  shall  apply  to  any  con- 
tracts or  obligations  entered  into  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator pursuant  to  this  provision" 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  an  amendment  to  the  amendment, 
and  it  restates  what  I  understand  the 
law  to  be.  that  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion that  any  obligations  that  might 
be  entered  into  would  be  any  obliga- 
tion of  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States. 

I  understand  the  current  law  to  be 
that  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
United  States  cannot  be  pledged  to 
these  projects,  and  this  amendment 
simply  restates  that  provision  of  the 
law. 

The  Treasury  Department  is  approv- 
ing of  the  amendment  suggested  that 
we  make  this  further  amendment  to 
remove  any  doubt  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  was  pledged.  This  amendmt^nt 
makes  it  abundantly  clear  that  the 
full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  is  not  involved  in  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  understand  it  has  been  cleared  by 
staff  of  the  minority  manager  of  the 
bill. 

I  know  of  no  objection  to  the  amend- 
ment. I  am  happy  to  respond  to  any 
questions. 

If  not.  I  urge  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  under- 
stand  

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  Senators  wish- 
ing to  converse  please  retire  to  the 
cloakrooms. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Chair  and  I  thank  the  manager.  It 
is  my  understanding  in  talking  with 
the  Senator  there  is  no  objection  on 
this  side  and  that  the  acting  manager, 
acting  ranking  manager,  has  no  oppo- 
sition to  it.  So  there  is  no  opposition. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  MELCHER.  Will  the  distin- 
guished manager  yield. 


Mr.  McCLURE.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  The  effect  of  this 
amendment  that  has  been  offered  by 
the  chairman  and  which,  even  though 
a  point  of  order  was  raised,  the  Senate 
and  the  Chair  ruled  against  as  being 
legislation  on  appropriations,  but  the 
Senate  has  found  favor  with,  overrul- 
ing the  Chair,  does  the  entire  amend- 
ment in  any  way  obligate  the  rural 
electrification  in  our  State  of  Montana 
to  back  any  bonds  that  might  be  sold? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  the 
question  of  the  rural  electric  coopera- 
tives to  be  bound  under  their  agree- 
ment with  WPPSS  is  pending  before 
the  court  and  no  decision  has  been 
made  as  yet.  The  amendment  that  has 
been— is  now  the  pending  matter,  does 
not  deal  directly  with  that  in  any  way. 
shape  or  form.  But  let  me  respond  to 
the  Senator  from  Montana  by  indicat- 
ing that  the  underlying  amendment, 
the  committee  amendment,  will  not 
affect  the  REAs  liability  in  any  way. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  might  have  mis- 
stated that.  Let  me  just  add  to  that 
the  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
has  an  obligation  under  the  net  billing 
contracts  to  pay  according  to  the 
terms  of  those  contracts.  If  No.  3  is 
not  completed  and  does  not  generate 
power,  which  can  then  be  marketed, 
and  if  the  REAs  are  not  released  of 
their  obligations,  they  would  have  a 
greater  obligation  than  if  the  amend- 
ment is  adopted.  If  the  amendment 
can  only  help  them  in  the  event  of 
those  certain  circumstances  that  I 
have  described  were  all  to  turn  out  ad- 
versely against  them  the  amendment 
would  certainly  assist  them  but  it 
cannot  hurt  them. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  If  the  chairman  will 
yield  further,  the  expression  I  have 
heard  from  I  think  four  out  of  five 
rural  electric  cooperatives  who  have 
expressed  an  opinion  on  it  was  a  hope 
that  these  matters  would  be  clarified 
before  Congress  took  action  and  for 
that  reason  I  have  been  extremely 
hesitant  in  accepting  this  proposal 
that  the  chairman  has  made. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I  had 
earlier  hoped  that  we  could  take  some 
action  that  would  clarify  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  several  parties  with  re- 
spect to  4  and  5.  That  is  the  matter  of 
most  critical  concern  to  bondholders 
and  contracting  parties. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Washington  has 
ruled  that  the  public  utility  districts  in 
the  State  of  Washington  are  not 
bound  by  their  contract  because  they 
did  not  have  the  authority  to  enter 
into  them.  Petition  for  rehearing  on 
that  court  suit  in  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington was  just  heard  2  weeks  ago. 
There  are  similar  lawsuits  with  respect 
to  the  liabilities  of  the  public  entities 


in  the  State  of  Oregon,  in  the  State  of 
Idaho,  and  with  respect  to  the  REA's. 
I  have  not  been  able  to  come  up  with 
an  amendment  that  has  any  broad 
support  that  deals  with  all  of  those 
problems,  and  the  amendment  before 
us  does  not  purport  to  deal  with  all  of 
those  problems.  It  is  simply  an  at- 
tempt to  deal  with  the  financing  of 
the  completion  of  construction  on 
plant  No.  3  and  to  a  lesser  degree 
plant  No.  2.  So  it  does  not  deal  with 
those  underlying  broader  questions.  I 
cannot  say  that  it  does.  I  regret  we 
have  been  unable  to  contrive  any  lan- 
guage that  has  any  hope  of  congres- 
sional support  to  deal  with  the  larger 
problems. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding  to  me  but  I  would  ask  him 
to  yield  on  one  more  point,  one  more 
question:  Would  it  be  possible  to  have 
public  hearings  on  this  proposal  which 
is  admittedly  in  a  peculiar  posture 
here  on  an  appropriations  bill  prior  to 
the  resolution  of  this  appropriations 
bill  in  the  Senate  and  in  conference? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Certainly  we  have 
not  yet  disposed  of  all  of  the  issues  in 
this  bill.  There  are  two  or  three  others 
and  I  suspect  it  will  take  a  little  time 
to  dispose  of  all  the  matters  that  are 
contained  within  the  Interior  appro- 
priations bill  now  pending. 

In  the  event  we  get  all  of  those 
issues  resolved  and  the  Senate  ap- 
proves of  the  bill  it  will  then  go  to  con- 
ference. There  is  absolutely  no  possi- 
bility that  that  will  be  done  before 
September.  We  have  at  least  6  weeks 
in  which  to  try  to  resolve  broader 
questions  and  also  to  perhaps  explain 
the  questions  that  are  in  the  minds  of 
some  with  respect  to  this  particular 
proposal.  So  there  will  be  adequate 
time  between  now  and  final  action  for 
the  discussion  of  these  matters. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  we  have 
scheduled  in  the  authorizing  commit- 
tee this  afternoon  at  2  o'clock  a  hear- 
ing with  regard  to  this  proposal  that  is 
now  before  us  and  witnesses  have  been 
called  who  will  be  testifying  this  after- 
noon. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  would  urge  that 
further  hearings  be  allowed  in  Sep- 
tember in  the  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources Committee  because  I  believe 
some  of  the  participants  would  like  to 
have  some  time  to  evaluate  the  situa- 
tion—I am  speaking  principally  of  the 
rural  electric  cooperatives. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  am  certain  there 
are  a  great  many  people  who  want  to 
evaluate  this  situation  and  I  am  very 
aware  of  that.  If  the  discussions,  the 
informal  discussions,  that  will  take 
place  across  the  region  and  through- 
out the  Northwest  and  I  suspect  across 
the  Nation  in  the  next  6  weeks  have 
not  substantially  resolved  that,  those 
issues,  it  may  well  require  further 
hearings  but  I  do  not  know  that  yet. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man. 


Mr.  McCLURE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

Is  the  question  on  the  pending 
second-degree  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  second- 
degree  amendment. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  mystified.  I  do  not  understand.  I 
have  been  here  only  25  years  and  I 
cannot  understand  what  the  Senate 
just  did.  We  have  almost  no  informa- 
tion on  this  except  the  debate  on  the 
floor  which  has  been  desultory  at  best; 
we  have  had  no  committee  report,  no 
hearings.  There  is  a  serious  question 
in  my  mind,  as  a  member  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee,  as  to  whether 
the  right  subcommittee  even  took  this 
up. 

This  bill,  this  measure  bailing  out 
the  WPPSS,  should  be  in  the  authoriz- 
ing committee  of  which  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  is  chairman.  They  ought 
to  have  hearings,  they  ought  to  give  us 
a  report,  they  ought  to  give  us  infor- 
mation on  what  is  going  on.  They  have 
not  done  it  and  he  is  going  to  have  a 
hearing  this  afternoon  and  yet  we  are 
going  ahead  now.  presumably  acting 
on  this  before  we  get  any  information 
as  to  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  President,  years  ago  we  had  a 
great  Senator  here  from  Oregon 
named  Wayne  Morse,  and  Wayne 
Morse  used  to  point  out  that  the  pro- 
cedures of  the  Senate  are  far  more  im- 
portant than  the  substance,  and  I 
think  in  this  case  this  is  certainly  true. 
It  may  well  be  that  we  should  pass 
this  amendment,  but  I  cannot  for  the 
life  of  me  understand  why  we  should 
pass  an  amendment  on  which  we  have 
had  no  opportunity  to  get  the  full 
story.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Idaho  has  just  .said  there  is  no  chance 
this  is  going  to  be  enacted  between 
now  and  6  weeks  from  now.  in  Septem- 
ber. He  has  indicated  that  broader 
questions  will  be  resolved  in  the  mean- 
time, between  now  and  then.  What  is 
wrong  with  the  Senate  knowing  what 
it  is  doing?  Why  should  we  not  have 
the  information  first?  If  ever  there 
was  a  dramatization  of  the  Alice  in 
Wonderland,  Lewis  Carroll  report  of 
verdict  first,  trial  later,  this  is  it. 

Instead  of  getting  the  information 
first,  we  want  to  act  first  and  then  get 
the  information. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  just  plain 
wrong.  I  intend  to  do  all  I  can,  togeth- 
er with  other  Senators  who  I  think 
will  also  do  the  same,  to  prevent  us 
from  acting  on  this  amendment  until 
we  have  hearings,  until  we  get  a  report 
from  the  committee  on  the  basis  of 
those  hearings,  and  until  we  have  a 
chance  to  study  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.    McCLURE.    Will    the   Senator 
yield? 
Mr.    PROXMIRE.    I    am    happy    to 

yield. 


Mr.  McCLURE.  Is  the  Senator  op- 
posed, likewise,  to  the  second-degree 
amendment  which  is  pending? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  opposed  to 
acting  any  further  on  this  matter  until 
we,  as  I  say,  have  a  report  and  know 
what  we  are  doing.  The  action  the 
Senator  is  proposing  in  the  second- 
degree  amendment  may  have  a  great 
deal  of  merit  and  may  be  one  I  might 
support.  But  I  do  not  think  we  should 
act  any  further  on  this  entire  matter 
until  we  have  an  opportunity  to  have 
the  usual  Senate  procedure  of  a  report 
on  this  matter. 

The  Senator  has  indicated  himself— 
and  he  is  the  expert  on  this  matter- 
that  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  get 
final  action  until  September  anyway. 
So  I  do  not  see  any  reason  why  we 
should  not  insist  on  getting  all  of  the 
information. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further  without  losing  his  right 
to  the  floor? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  is  appropriately  concerned 
about  the  impact  of  the  amendment. 
And  while  he  said  the  debate  has  been 
desultory.  I  thought  it  had  been 
rather  spirited.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
has  been  debated  for  2  days.  A  lot  of 
questions  have  been  asked  and  a  lot 
have  answered.  It  is  a  question  of 
whether  or  not  people  believe  the  an- 
swers and  will  accept  those  answers. 
They  are  entitled  to  their  opinions 
concerning  the  merits  of  the  legisla- 
tion. 

But  I  would  hope  at  least  that  we 
could  adopt  the  second-degree  amend- 
ment which  in  no  way  prejudices  the 
Senator's  case.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
clarifies  one  of  the  issues  that  has 
been  raised.  That  is  why  it  is  offered. 
I  hope  the  Senator  can  see  fit  to 
permit  the  adoption  of  the  second- 
degree  amendment,  reserving  his  right 
to  debate  the  underlying  amendment, 
as,  indeed.  I  suspect  he  intends  to  do. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Well,  the  Senator 
is  making  a  very  reasonable  appeal 
here.  But  it  seems  difficult  for  this 
Senator  is  making  a  very  reasonable 
appeal  here.  But  it  seems  difficult  for 
this  Senator  to  go  along,  as  I  say,  any 
further  at  all  on  this  matter  when,  at 
the  Senator's  hearing  this  afternoon, 
as  I  understand  it,  there  will  be  no  tes- 
timony by  banks,  no  testimony  by  the 
bondholders,  none  by  the  bond  rating 
agency,  none  by  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission— none  of 
those  will  testify.  So  we  are  just  not 
going  to  get  a  record  here. 

I  think  the  Senate  ought  to  act  on 
the  basis  of  a  record.  That  is  what  our 
hearings  are  all  about.  This  is  what 
our  committees  are  for. 

This  was  put  in,  as  the  Senator  well 
knows,  in  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee. I  could  not  be  there  that  day  at 
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the  meeting.  But.  as  I  understand  it.  it 
was  put  in  at  the  last  minute  with 
almost  no  discussion  at  all,  even  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee  at  the  time 
it  was  marked  up.  let  alon'^  any  basis 
of  hearings  that  would  have  given  us  a 
solid  basis  for  it. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  Senator  does 
understand  the  pending  second-degree 
amendment  is  simply  a  restatement  of 
the  law  that  says  full  faith  and  credit 
of  the  United  States  is  not  involved  in 
this  matter. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Well,  yes:  as  I  say. 
I  think  that  sounds  very  reasonable. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Does  the  Senator 
want  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
United  States  pledged? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Well,  of  course, 
the  Senator  feels,  under  these  circum- 
stances, that  I  would  not.  But  I  hon- 
estly feel.  I  say  to  the  Senator,  that, 
under  the  circumstances.  I  have  a 
right,  as  a  Senator,  and  a  duty,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  as  I  see  it.  to  insist  that 
we  not  act  further  on  this  bill,  which 
can  involve  a  $7.2  billion  obligation 
from  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  No. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Oh.  yes. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  May  I  read  this  for 
the  Senator?  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  that? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Well,  wait  a 
minute.  Before  I  yield,  let  me  just  say 
that  the  problem  here  is  that  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Idaho  is  a 
man  of  absolute  integrity,  but  he  is 
also  a  man  who  has  a  deep  interest  in 
this,  a  special  interest;  in  many,  many 
ways,  an  economic  interest  in  his 
State.  And  I  think  that  taxpayers 
throughout  the  country  should  have  a 
complete  understanding  of  this  thing. 
We  do  not  have. 

As  I  say.  there  is  a  $7.2  billion  liabil- 
ity here,  one  way  or  the  other,  and  I 
would  like  to  know  whether  or  not— 
maybe  the  Senator  is  right  and  there 
will  not  be  any  obligation  on  the  part 
of  taxpayers.  But  we  have  developed 
that  kind  of  obligation  over  the  years 
and  need  it  explained. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  wish  to  read  into 
the  Record  an  excerpt  from  Public 
Law  96-501,  December  5.  1980.  which 
deals  with  the  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 
ministration. I  want  to  read  the  rele- 
vant portion  of  that  statute  that  is  re- 
ferred to  in  the  pending  second-degree 
amendment.  I  quote  from  the  act: 

All  contractual  and  other  obligations  re- 
quired to  be  carried  out  by  the  Administra- 
tor— 

That  is  the  Administrator  of  the 
BPA- 

pursuant  to  this  Act  .shall  be  secured  solely 
by  the  Administrator's  revenues  received 
from  the  sale  of  electric  power  and  other 


.services.  Such  obligations  are  not.  nor  .shall 
they  be  con.slrued  lo  be.  general  obligations 
of  the  United  States,  nor  are  such  obliga- 
tions intended  to  be  or  are  they  secured  by 
the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States. 

Now.  that  is  the  current  exi-sting 
law.  That  is  being  restated  in  the 
second-degree  amendment  to  make  ab- 
solutely certain  that  there  could  be  no 
argument  that  that  law  does  not  apply 
to  the  provisions  of  the  pending 
amendment. 

So  I  hope  that  the  Senator  would 
agree  that  it  is  not  an  obligation  of  the 
United  States  and.  second.  I  hope  he 
would  agree  that  the  second-degree 
amendment  at  least  improves  the 
amendment— certainly  does  not  hurt 
it— and  serves  the  interest  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wisconsin  in  making  sure 
that  his  taxpayers  do  not  help  pay  for 
the  power  that  is  consumed  by  the 
consumers  in  the  Northwest. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Well,  the  Senator 
may  be  right,  but  this  Senator  does 
not  want  to  proceed  at  all  and  will  not 
proceed,  no  matter  how  cogent,  no 
matter  how  logical,  no  matter  how  rea- 
sonable, and  no  matter  how  sweet  the 
reasons  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
may  be. 

I  intend  to  do  my  best,  as  one  Sena- 
tor—and I  think  there  are  other  Sena- 
tors who  may  feel  the  same  way— not 
to  proceed  further  with  this  measure 
until  we  have  had  a  chance  to  have  a 
hearing  on  it.  until  we  have  had  a 
chance  to  have  an  expression  of  opin- 
ion by  a  whole  series  of  groups  that 
are  opposed  to  this  kind  of  action  and 
have  not  had  a  chance  to  go  on  record 
so  the  Senators  can  know  what  we  are 
doing  here. 

I  think  there  is  great  difficulty— the 
Senator  may  disagree  with  this— in  the 
House  on  this  matter.  Before  we  act. 
we  should  not  act  in  the  dark.  We 
ought  to  know  what  we  are  doing. 
That  is  the  essence  of  being  a  respon- 
sible U.S.  Senator— insisting  on  the 
right  information  before  you  act. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
make  one  further  comment  and  then  I 
will  not  debate  any  further.  If  I  under- 
stand what  the  Senator  is  saying,  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  I  am  trying  to  re- 
spond to  the  questions  or  the  doubts 
that  he  has.  is  that  he  wants  inde- 
pendent verification:  that  he  is  not 
satisfied  with  the  assurances  made  on 
the  floor  and  in  the  Record  as  lo  what 
this  language  means:  and.  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  Senator  has  now  put  the 
Senate  on  notice.  I  guess,  of  a  minifili- 
buster  of  sorts  with  respect  to  the  pro- 
visions that  makes  very  clear  that  the 
full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  is  not  involved. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  No.  the  Senator 
cannot  have  it  his  way  every  time. 
This  Senator  is  not  filibustering  that 
particular  part  of  it.  We  have  before 
us  not  only  the  amendment  in  the 
second   degree,   we   have   the   amend- 


ment itself,  and  that  is  what  I  intend 
to  address. 

But  until  we  have  more  information. 
I  do  not  intend  to  have  to  vote  on  any 
part  of  this.  It  is  no  lack  of  faith  in 
the  Senator  from  Idaho.  He  knows 
that.  He  is  my  favorite  traveling  com- 
panion. We  travel  back  and  forth  all 
the  time.  He  is  a  good  friend  and  a 
good  man. 

Mr.  President.  I  oppose  section  317. 
the  Washington  public  power  supply 
system  bailout  provision,  in  the  Interi- 
or appropriations  bill. 

This  amendment,  far  from  imposing 
restrictions  on  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration,  as  its  sponsors  con- 
tend, actually  grants  broad  new 
powers  to  a  fiscally  reckless  agency. 
BPA  is  costing  the  taxpayers  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  each  year  in 
money  loaned  to  Bonneville  by  the 
U.S.  Treasury  which  the  BPA  simply 
declines  to  repay. 

Yesterday,  the  sponsors  of  this 
amendment  told  us  that  the  financial 
health  of  Bonneville  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  WPPSS  bailout  amendment, 
and  further,  that  no  Federal  moneys 
will  be  .spent  in  this  WPPSS  bailout. 

Nothing  could  be  more  wrong.  Mr. 
President.  Every  day,  the  taxpayers 
pour  more  money  down  the  drain  at 
Bonneville.  And  this  amendment  rein- 
forces the  prospect  that  if  anything 
else  goes  wrong  at  WPPSS— anymore 
cost  overruns,  construction  delays, 
mistakes,  miscalculations,  or  sheer  in- 
competence—the Federal  taxpayers 
will  end  up  paying  the  tab.  I  refer  to 
the  basic  amendment. 

In  fact,  the  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 
ministration has  been  in  on  the 
WPPSS  debacle  from  the  very  begin- 
ning. WPPSS  was  created  to  supply 
power  lo  Bonneville,  because  BPA, 
which  was  formed  to  market  hydro- 
power  in  the  Northwest,  was  never  em- 
powered to  own  and  operate  nuclear 
power  plants. 

The  series  of  five  WPPSS  nuclear 
power  plants  was  planned  on  the  basis 
of  power  demand  forecasts  made  by 
Bonneville  Power,  forecasts  that  ev- 
eryone agrees  now  were  seriously 
flawed  and  wildly  overestimated  when 
the  plants  would  be  needed.  The  first 
WPPSS  unit,  for  example,  is  now  in 
mothballs  and  will  not  be  needed  until 
the  late  1980s  or  early  1990s. 

Bonneville  then  pressured  the  88 
participating  utilities  into  going  along 
with  its  projections.  It  was  Bonneville 
Power  that  was  supposed  to  oversee 
construction.  And  it  did.  watching 
costs  soar  and  the  endless  delays  and 
overruns  that  led  to  default  on  the 
bonds  for  two  of  the  nuclear  plants- 
units  4  and  5— last  week. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  accept  this 
amendment,  we  will  simply  be  making 
matters  worse,  because  we  will  be  de- 
pending on  Bonneville  to  make  all  the 
right    decisions    to    bail    out    WPPSS 


when  they  cannot  even  keep  their  own 
financial  house  in  order. 

The  remaining  WPPSS  plants  will 
survive  or  go  bankrupt  based  solely  on 
the  ability  of  Bonneville  ratepayers, 
who  have  already  suffered  fivefold 
(and  in  some  cases,  twelvefold)  rate  in- 
creases since  1979.  to  pay  the  rates 
needed  to  cover  the  entire  costs  of  op- 
eration and  debt  service  for  WPPSS  1. 
2.  and  3.  The  bonds  to  be  issued  by  the 
new  entity  that  is  to  replace  WPPSS 
will  be  secured  by  a  contract  with  Bon- 
neville Power  that  commits  BPA  to 
pay  the  principal,  interest,  and  related 
costs  on  the  new  borrowings  to  the 
new  entity  or  its  debtholders.  And  this 
amendment  directs  Bonneville  to 
finish  the  WPPSS  units  and  to  avoid 
delay. 

In  other  words,  this  bailout  plan  de- 
pends on  Bonneville's  ability  to  carry 
the  full  weight  and  respond  to  any 
future  financial  crisis  at  the  WPPSS 
plants.  That  would  be  a  heavy  burden 
even  for  a  healthy  agency,  but  recent 
examinations  of  BPA  and  its  financing 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office  and 
committees  of  the  Congress  reveal 
that  Bonneville  is  itself  in  trouble  and 
is  increasingly  unable  to  pay  back  its 
own  debts  to  the  Treasury. 

BPA  now  represents  a  $7  billion  Fed- 
eral investment  that  is  supposed  to  be 
paid  back  to  the  Treasury.  Since  its 
creation  in  1939.  Bonneville  has  paid 
back  a  total  of  $638  million  to  the 
Treasury.  But  in  the  last  10  years,  it 
has  managed  to  pay  back  only  $43  mil- 
lion. As  a  percentage  of  Federal  invest- 
ment, Bonneville's  paybacks  have 
steadily  dropped  from  15  percent  in 
1975,  to  10  percent  in  1980,  and  to  just 
8  percent  in  1983. 

In  other  words,  they  failed  to  pay  92 
percent  of  what  they  owe  in  1983,  this 
year  because  BPA  now  estimates  that 
its  fiscal  year  1983  revenues  from 
power  sales  will  lag  behind  its  fore- 
casts by  as  much  as  $350  million,  Bon- 
neville will  fall  even  further  behind  in 
its  repayment  schedule  this  year, 
adding  another  $120  million  to  its 
unpaid  bill. 

In  1981,  the  General  Accounting 
Office  condemned  BPA  for  this  prac- 
tice and  called  it  an  "unsanctioned 
burden  on  Federal  taxpayers."  Be- 
cause BPA  constantly  delays  and  re- 
schedules payment  of  its  debt  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury,  the  Government  must 
constantly  refinance  all  the  BPA  debt, 
usually  at  much  higher  interest  rates. 
That  constant  rescheduling  has  thus 
far  cost  the  taxpayers  more  than  $1 
billion  in  extra  interest  costs.  That  is 
an  expenditure  that  is  never  appropri- 
ated by  any  committee  of  the  Con- 
gress, is  never  OK'd  by  anyone  but 
Bonneville  itself,  never  appears  on  any 
budget,  and  is  simply  tacked  on  to  the 
national  debt. 

Let  me  repeat  that— the  constant  re- 
scheduling has  thus  far  cost  the  tax- 
payers more  than  $1  billion  in  extra 


interest  cost,  and  that  is  simply  tacked 
on,  as  I  say,  to  the  national  debt. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nebraska.  Sena- 
tor ExoN.  without  losing  my  right  to 
the  floor,  yield  for  2  minutes,  and 
without  it  counting  as  a  second  speech 
when  I  resume. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  friend  from  Wisconsin.  I  recognize 
he  does  not  want  to  lose  his  right  to 
the  floor. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  for  no 
longer  than  2  minutes  the  pending 
matter  before  the  Senate  be  set  aside 
temporarily  to  allow  me  to  offer  an 
amendment  that  has  been  agreed  to. 
with  the  understanding  that  the  right 
of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  will  be 
protected  and  he  will  be  recognized 
immediately  after  the  vote  on  my 
amendment,  if  such  vote  occurs,  or  a 
voice  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.    McCLURE.    Mr.    President,   re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  my  under- 
standing is  that  the  request  is  to  set 
aside  the  pending  matter  and  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  an  amendment 
to  be  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska which  has  been  cleared  on  both 
sides,  and  upon  the  disposition  of  that 
amendment,    we    will    return    to    the 
pending    matter.    The    Senator    from 
Wisconsin  will  be  recognized  without 
it  being  considered  as  a  second  speech. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  ques- 
tion? 
Mr.  EXON.  Certainly. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  the  amendment  to  be  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question 
we  are  discussing  right  now  though  it 
does  pertain  to  the  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill. 
Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  We  have  no  objec- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2111 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  the  conveyance  of 

certain  Federal  lands  situated   in  Scotts 

Bluff    County.    Nebr..    to    the    Mitchell 

School  District) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Exon) 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  2111. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  insert 
the  following: 

That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (herein- 
after in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the   "Secre- 
tary")  is   hereby   authorized   to  convey  to 
Mitchell    School    District    in    Scotts    Bluff 
County.  Nebraska,  all  right,  title,  and  inter- 
est, except  as  provided  herein,  to  a  tract  of 
land  consisting  of  20  acres,  more  or  less, 
more  particularly  described  as  the  west  half 
southwest   quarter   northwest  quarter  sec- 
tion 17.  township  23  north,  range  55  west, 
sixth    principal    meridian.    Conveyance    of 
such  right,  title,  and  interest  shall  be  upon 
the  condition  that  the  Mitchell  School  Dis- 
trict  shall  simultaneously   convey   without 
cost,  an  easement  right  on  certain  of  the 
above-described  lands  to  the  Pathfinder  Ir- 
rigation District  for  the  purpose  of  operat- 
ing and  maintaining  irrigation  canals,  later- 
als, or  drains-related  storage  works  of  the 
North  Platte  project,  a  Federal  reclamation 
project.  The  Mitchell  School  District  shall 
pay  the  fair  market  value  of  the  lands  as  of 
the  date  of  the  conveyance,  including  ad- 
ministrative costs,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary. In  determining  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  recognize 
the  existence  of  the  easement  right  to  be 
granted   to   the  Pathfinder   Irrigation  Dis- 
trict and  shall  not  include  the  value  of  any 
improvements  made  on  or  to  the  lands  by 
the  Mitchell  School  District  or  its  predeces- 
sors. Withdrawals  from  the  public  domain 
as  they  pertain  only  to  the  lands  described 
in  the  first  section  under  Secretarial  Orders 
of  February  11.  1903,  and  July  24,  1917.  for 
purposes  of  the  North  Platte  Project,  are  re- 
voked by  conveyance  of  the  rights,  title,  and 
interests  as  set  forth  in  the  first  section  and 
section  2. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  am  offering  here 
today  to  H.R.  3363  would  expedite  the 
conveyance  of  a  small,  isolated  parcel 
of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  prop- 
erty to  the  Mitchell  School  District  in 
Scotts  Bluff  County.  Nebr.  Both  the 
BLM  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
have  expressed  support  for  this  meas- 
ure which  will  allow  conveyance  of  20 
acres  at  fair  market  value  and  provide 
for  an  easement  to  the  Pathfinder  Ir- 
rigation District. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
indicated  to  me  that  it  cannot  make 
the  conveyance  administratively  and 
that  special  authority  must  be  provid- 
ed since  the  site  includes  improve- 
ments which  are  not  related  to  the  ir- 
rigation district  for  which  the  land 
was  originally  withdrawn  in  1903.  In 
1917.  the  lands  were  further  with- 
drawn for  a  community  center.  The 
school  which  has  occupied  the  proper- 
ty is  now  being  phased  out.  however, 
the  school  district  cannot  dispose  of 
the  property  until  it  has  title  to  the 
land.  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
requires  authority  to  convey  the  land 
to  allow  the  school  district  to  dispose 
of  this  vacant  property  which  has 
been  consuming  18  percent  of  the  dis- 
trict's maintenance  budget. 
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I  would  express  special  appreciation 
to  the  Senate  Appropriations  Comnnit- 
tee  and  staff  who  have  been  helpful 
and  cooperative  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  to  the  manager  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  has  been  cleared  on  this 
side,  and  it  is  my  understanding  that  it 
has  been  cleared  with  the  minority 
floor  manager  as  well.  We  have  no  ob- 
jection to  this  amendment  and  urge  its 
adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  2111)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  move  to  recon- 
sider the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  friend  from  Wisconsin  for  his  cour- 
tesy and  by  friend  from  Idaho  for  his 
full  cooperation. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  21  10  TO  SECOND  EXCEPTED 
COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
was  .saying,  the  constant  rescheduling 
of  Bonneville  Powers  debt  has  thus 
far  cost  the  taxpayers  more  than  $1 
billion  in  extra  interest  costs.  That  is 
an  expenditure  that  is  never  appropri- 
ated by  any  committee  of  the  Con- 
gress, is  never  OKd  by  anyone  but 
Bonneville  itself,  never  appears  on  any 
budget,  and  is  simply  tacked  onto  the 
national  debt.  The  result  is  that  Bon- 
neville Power,  Mr.  President,  has 
turned  the  U.S.  Treasury  into  a  bot- 
tomless checking  account,  in  which  no 
checks  ever  bounce  and  any  expendi- 
ture goes,  and  Uncle  Sam  and  the  gen- 
eral taxpayers  are  the  fall  guys. 

Mr.  President,  how  would  you  like  to 
have  a  house  mortgage  that  gives  you 
the  option  of  not  making  any  pay- 
ments this  month  or  maybe  this  year 
if  you  do  not  feel  like  it?  All  you  have 
to  do  is  say  you  will  make  up  the  dif- 
ference someday.  You  might  jump  at 
an  offer  like  that,  but  no  bank  in  the 
country  would  ever  make  a  loan  like 
that. 

You  know  what?  Bonneville  Power, 
the  organization  that  we  want  to  trust 
to  bail  out  WPPSS.  was  smart  enough 
to  find  one  bank  that  could.  That 
bank,  of  course,  was  the  Federal 
Treasury,  the  U.S.  taxpayer. 

In  1982.  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee's  Energy  and  Water  Devel- 
opment Subcommittee  again  demand- 
ed that  the  new  administrator  of  Bon- 
neville. Peter  Johnson,  explain  why 
Bonneville  had  decided  it  did  not  need 
to  pay  back.  Mr.  Johnson  renewed 
BPAs  promise  to  pay  back  the  Treas- 
ury "someday." 

In  the  midst  of  Senator  McClure's 
rush  to  push  this  WPPSS  Bonneville 
bailout  bill   through   the  Senate,   we 


find  there  are  no  fewer  than  three  sep- 
arate General  Accounting  Office  in- 
vestigations of  Washington  Power  and 
Bonneville  now  underway.  One  to  be 
issued  this  week  questioned  Bonne- 
ville's authority  to  use  its  revenues  to 
fund  Washington  Power  construction. 
Another,  based  on  the  1981  GAO 
study,  will  demand,  we  are  informed, 
that  Bonneville  change  its  repayment 
methods  to  the  Treasury  and  stop  rip- 
ping off  the  taxpayers.  A  third  will  exr 
amine  in  detail  Bonneville's  part  in 
the  WPPSS  debacle  and  Bonneville's 
inability  to  control  and  oversee  cost 
overruns  at  WPPSS. 

If  we  approve  this  amendment  now. 
of  course,  we  will  never  have  the  bene- 
fit of  these  critiques  of  the  Washing- 
ton Power  and  Bonneville. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  principal 
thrust  of  my  argument.  We  simply  do 
not  have  the  information.  I  have 
rarely  seen  a  case  where  we  have 
moved  ahead  when  there  has  been  any 
GAO  investigation  pending.  In  this 
case,  we  have  three  of  them,  plus  the 
fact  that  we  have  not  had  an  opportu- 
nity to  have,  as  I  say.  substantial  hear- 
ings on  this  matter.  The  only  hearings 
we  are  going  to  have  will  be  this  after- 
noon. Those  hearings  exclude  a 
number  of  people  who  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  testify,  including  the 
U.S.  Treasury,  including  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  in- 
cluding representatives  of  bondhold- 
ers, including  the  bond  rating  agen- 
cies, including  the  banks,  including 
others  who  have  a  profound  interest 
in  this  matter. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  question  under  the  previous 
conditions? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
Senator  aware  that  the  GAO  issued  a 
report  dated  August  2  on  one  of  the 
inquiries  to  which  the  Senator  made 
reference? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator's 
point  is  that  of  the  three  GAO  reports 
I  am  talking  about,  one  of  them  was 
made  on  August  2? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  is 
correct.  That  was  on  a  very  small 
point.  This  is  what.  August  3?  I  do  not 
think  we  have  had  much  chance  to 
study  that.  I  think  we  have  a  copy  of 
that  somewhere.  I  just  got  it. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further  under  the  same  condi- 
tions? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes.  indeed.  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
asked  the  Senator  to  yield  because  it  is 
very  pertinent  to  the  discussion  the 
Senator  was  just  undertaking.  I  refer 
to  a  portion  of  the  report  because  it 
does  deal  directly  with  that  question.  I 
quote  from  it: 

It  is  argued  that  BPA's  planned  use  of  $64 
million  for  WPPSS  Project  No.  2  construc- 


tion during  fiscal  year  '83  will  be  derived 
from  general  taxpayer  revenues  in  the  form 
of  increased  deferrals  of  interest  on  appro- 
priated debt  owed  the  Federal  Treasury. 

There  is  a  footnote  that  references  a 
letter  to  Senator  Mark  O.  Hatfield, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Appropria- 
tions Committee,  from  BPA  Adminis- 
trator Peter  D.  Johnson,  dated  April 
22,  1982.  Then  GAO  summarizes  with 
respect  to  that  particular  question. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Will  the  Senator 
advise  me  what  page  he  is  reading 
from? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  This  is  on  page  19: 

We  are  asked  to  conclude  that  because  of 
BPA's  need  to  borrow  from  the  Trea.sury  to 
help  fund  all  of  its  operations.  BPA  con- 
struction outlays  for  WPPSS  No.  2  will  be 
financed  by  .some  indivisible  portion  of 
funds  derived  from  the  Federal  taxpayer, 
not  by  BPA  rate  payers.  The  fact  remains, 
however,  that  the  Administrator  must  set 
rates  for  .sale  of  electricity  and  .services  at 
levels  to  recover  BPA's  costs,  including  prin- 
cipal and  interest,  on  outstanding  indebt- 
edness. 

It  makes  reference  to  the  United 
States  Code. 

The  deferral  of  interest  payments  due  the 
Treasury  does  not  alter  BPA's  obligation  to 
ultimately  making  such  payments. 

They  go  on  then  to  discuss  it  further 
and  say: 

Of  course,  under  any  of  these  methods, 
BPA  must  honor  its  covenant  with  Congress 
to  recover  its  costs  through  rate  increases. 

And  they  discuss  the  appropriations 
acts  that  approve  of  what  they  are 
doing.  They  say  at  the  end  of  the  first 
full  paragraph  on  page  20: 

The  financial  flexibility  that  such  defer- 
rals represent  was  apparently  acceptable  to 
Congress  because  of  BPA's  obligation  to  set 
its  rates  at  levels  adequate  to  repay  its  in- 
debtedness. 

Then,  the  beginning  of  the  final 
paragraph  on  that  page,  the  final 
paragraph  of  the  report: 

Thus  the  risk  of  failure  as  well  as  the  ben- 
efits of  success  for  Project  No.  2  are  to  fall 
on  BPA's  ratepayers  and  not  the  taxpayers 
of  the  U.S. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. That  is  very  interesting.  The  trou- 
ble is  that  this  has  been  the  case  for 
many,  many  years.  The  difficulty  is 
that  the  burden  does  not  fall  on  the 
ratepayers,  because  the  ratepayers 
have  had  their  rates  increased,  it  is 
true,  but  they  can  only  pay  so  much. 
The  residual  obligator  is  the  U.S. 
Treasury. 

Let  me  read  again  some  of  this  lan- 
guage. I  am  glad  the  Senator  called 
this  to  my  attention. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further  under  the  same  condi- 
tions? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  am  sure  the  Sena- 
tor is  aware  that  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  has  rate  su- 


pervision and  therefore.  BPA  files 
with  FERC  what  their  proposed  rate 
schedule  is.  Is  the  Senator  familiar 
with  the  rate  case  that  has  been  filed 
with  FERC  in  which  FERC  has  ap- 
proved the  rates  in  effect  which  con- 
template repayment? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Would  the  Sena- 
tor repeat  his  question? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  There  is  a  final 
order  issued  June  15.  1963.  approving 
their  base  rates  and  there  is  pending  a 
rate  case  with  respect  to  the  rates  to 
be  in  effect  which  will  contemplate 
full  payment  upon  the  repayment 
schedule. 

The  issue  of  rolling  maturity,  which 
the  Senator  raised.  I  think  is  a  legiti- 
mate issue.  That  is  a  matter  that, 
again,  was  approved  in  the  appropria- 
tions process  20  years  ago.  It  is  not  a 
new  matter  and,  while  I  may  agree 
with  the  Senator  on  that  issue,  it  cer- 
tainly is  an  issue  upon  which  Congress 
has  had  the  opportunity  to  act. 

While  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
or  even,  perhaps,  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  may  not  have  approved  that 
action,  it  is.  nevertheless,  an  action 
which  Congress  has  taken  in  the  past. 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  It  seems  to  me 
that  they  did  not  approve— in  fact, 
they  criticized  it.  and  I  am  going  to 
read  from  the  Federal  Energy  Regula- 
tory Commission  report. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  Senator  is  read- 
ing from  the  one  dated  June  15.  1983. 
the  final  order? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect that  they  did  not  approve  of  the 
practice  of  deferred  payments. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  In  fact,  let  me  just 
read  from  it.  On  page  7.  they  say: 
This  brings  us  each  succeeding  rate  filed. 
Mr.    McCLURE.    Will    the    Senator 
yield  further  under  the  same  condi- 
tions? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes.  indeed. 
Mr.    McCLURE.    Let    me    read    the 
next  paragraph. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Let  me  just  point 
out  that  some  of  these  costs  have  been 
deferred  up  to  89  years. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Let  me  read  the 
next  paragraph: 

While  the  methods  and  assumptions  used 
by  Bonneville  may  be  arguably  consistent 
with  DOE  procedures,  the  continuation  of 
such  policies  and  practices  will  inevitably 
result  in  the  need  to  recover  substarttial 
sums  representing  deferred  spendable  in- 
vestment during  the  limited  period  of  time 
remaining  at  the  conclusion  of  what  would 
be  considered  a  reasonable  amortization 
period. 

Let  me  also  refer  the  Senator  to  the 
current  rate  case  that  is  now  pending 
before  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission,  and  in  that  rate  case  this 
is  what  BPA  says: 

BPA's  next  rate  increase  is  proposed  to 
take  effect  on  November  1.  1983.  and  will  be 
in  place  for  the  20-month  period  ending 
June  30.  1985.  BPA  has  made  an  administra- 
tive decision  to  increase  revenues  in  fiscal 


year  1984  and  fiscal  year  1985  to  a  level 
which  is  sufficient  to  fully  repay  the  total 
deferral  plus  all  the  normal  amortization 
that  would  have  been  scheduled  during  the 
fiscal  year  1984  through  the  fiscal  year  1985 
period  had  no  such  deferral  existed.  It 
should  be  added  that  all  deferrals  must  be 
fully  repaid  before  any  amortization  can  be 
made. 

And  then  they  set  forth  a  table 
showing  the  planned  repayments. 

I  might  also  indicate  that  the  prac- 
tice which  the  Senator  has  criticized 
and  which  the  GAO  criticized  and 
which  FERC  criticized  in  their  final 
order  dated  June  15.  1983.  was  never- 
theless approved  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  in  the  appropria- 
tions process. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Let  me  also  read 
another  section  of  this  report  because 
this  is  their  conclusion.  They  con- 
clude: 

We  find  that  Bonneville's  continued  utili- 
zation of  its  present  method  to  establish 
rates  will  ultimately  result  in  the  failure  of 
Bonneville's  rates  to  meet  the  statutory 
standards  .set-  forth  in  the  Regional  Act. 
Bonneville's  practice  of  pushing  its  repay- 
ment obligations  into  the  future  has  gener- 
ated a  bow  wave  of  unpaid  investment  costs 
that  are  now  approaching  $1  billion  with  no 
apparent  end  in  sight.  Nonetheless.  Bonne- 
ville has  made  no  discernible  effort  to  miti- 
gate this  increasing  problem.  Indeed.  Bon- 
neville's notice  of  propo.sed  wholesale  power 
rate  of  adjustment  for  its  superseding  rates 
estimates  that  the  amortization  schedule  in 
fiscal  year  1983  will  be  an  additional  $65 
million  below  existing  repayment  schedules. 
It  thus  appears  that  the  problem  will  only 
be  exacerbated  especially  in  light  of  the  sig- 
nificant drop  in  the  Bonneville  system  loads 
from  the  levels  forecasted  in  the  repayment 
study. 

.Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that 
all  of  this  indicates  exactly  why  I 
think  the  Senate  should  insist  that  we 
have  information  from  those  who  are 
interested  in  this  matter,  certainly 
from  the  Treasury,  which  we  do  not 
have  on  record  in  hearings,  informa- 
tion from  the  bondholders,  informa- 
tion from  the  banks,  so  that  we  can 
understand  how  we  can  work  ourselves 
out  of  this  multibillion-dollar  problem 
rather  than  proceeding  impetuously 
and  on  the  basis  of  totally  inadequate 
information  and  without  the  usual 
kind  of  hearing  and  committee  report 
the  Senate  requires  on  matters  that 
are  far  less  important,  that  are  trivial 
from  a  monetary  standpoint  compared 

to  this. 

Mr.  President,  the  question  here  is. 
how  in  the  world  can  we  reasonably 
assign  the  responsibility  of  bailing  out 
the  WPPSS  system  to  an  agency  like 
Bonneville  that  is  already  financially 
ailing  itself  and  one  that  depends  on 
the  Federal  Treasury  and  hidden  costs 
to  the  taxpayers  to  keep  its  own  head 
above  water? 

Not  only  is  the  amendment  flawed 
but  so  is  the  process  by  which  it 
became  part  of  the  Interior  appropria- 
tion bill.  Let  me  repeat  what  I  have 
said  repeatedly  but  I  think  it  is  worth 


emphasizing  again  and  again.  No  hear- 
ings were  held  on  the  subject  by  any 
Senate  committee.  The  amendment 
was  rushed  through  the  subcommittee 
and  there  was  almost  no  information 
available  on  the  amendment  for  mem- 
bers of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
and  I  am  one. 

Finally  and  worst  of  all.  in  their 
haste  to  pass  this  amendment,  the  pro- 
ponents have  jumped  the  gun  on  three 
separate  GAO  investigations  of  the 
Washington  Public  Power  Supply 
System  and  its  relationship  to  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration,  in- 
vestigations which  may  bear  directly 
on  Bonneville's  health  and  ability  to 
take  on  the  extra  burden  required  by 
this  amendment. 

Now.  why  then  the  rush?  Just 
Monday.  Senator  Gorton  admitted 
that  there  is  no  way.  and  Senator 
McClure.  as  I  understand  it.  said  the 
same  thing  this  morning,  there  is  no 
way  we  can  get  this  bill  passed,  get  it 
through  conference  and  finish  it 
before  we  recess. 

Given  this  impossible  time  crunch, 
does  it  not  make  more  sense  to  wait 
until  the  Senate  Energy  Committee 
has  had  its  hearing  on  the  subject? 
That  is  less  than  an  hour  from  now. 

Speaking  of  the  hearing,  why  was  it 
scheduled  for  Wednesday  if  the 
Senate  was  to  vote  on  the  amendment 
on  Monday?  That  timetable  makes  no 
sense  to  me. 

Chairman  McClure  told  us  yester- 
day that  all  interests  in  the  Northwest 
were  solidly  behind  this  amendment. 
That  is  hardly  the  case.  For  example, 
both  the  Public  Power  Council,  which 
represents     the    Northwest     publicly 

held  utilitie.s 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Would  the  Senator 

yield  for 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  will  in  just  a 
moment— and  the  Progress  Under  De- 
mocracy group,  which  includes  the 
major  ratepayer  action  groups,  have 
gone  on  record  against  this. 

I  am  happy  to  yield  to  my  friend. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Would  the  Senator 
yield?  I  think  the  Senator  misrepre- 
sented what  I  said  yesterday  or  per- 
haps misunderstood  what  I  said  yes- 
terday. The  question  had  come  up 
about  consensus  in  the  Northwest 
with  respect  to  this  proposed  amend- 
ment, and  I  outlined  what  the  consen- 
sus was.  I  did  not  say  there  was  no  dis- 
sension or  that  there  was  no  disagree- 
ment in  the  Northwest.  I  would  hope 
that  the  Record  could  be  corrected  to 
reflect  that.  If  the  Senator  would  like 
to  look  back  at  the  Record  as  to  what 
I  said  yesterday,  I  would  be  happy  to 
have  him  do  so.  but  I  hope  he  will  take 
a  look  at  the  Record  for  what  was  said 
yesterday. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Of  course,  I  know 
the  intentions  of  my  good  friend  were 
excellent,  as  they  always  are.  but  I 
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stand  by  the  fact  that  there  is  sub- 
stantial opposition  in  the  Northwest. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  But  the  Senator  did 
not  say  there  was  not. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  Senator  means  by  consensus. 
When  you  have  the  Public  Power 
Council,  which  represents  the  North- 
west utilities 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Would  the  Senator 
like  to  look  back  at  the  Record  yester- 
day as  to  what  it  was  I  said? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  just 
now  said  there  may  be  some  dissent 
here  and  there. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  said  that  yester- 
day. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Maybe  some  dis- 
sent. I  am  saying  there  is  not  any  con- 
sensus in  the  Northwest. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Then  do  not  repre- 
sent to  the  Senate  that  I  said  some- 
thing which  I  did  not  say. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  What  I  am  saying 
to  the  Senator  in  this  Senators  view  is 
not  a  misrepresentation. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  It  is  a  misrepresen- 
tation of  what  I  .said.  It  may  not  be 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  just 
this  minute  indicated— now.  maybe  I 
misunderstood.  Is  the  Senator  telling 
me  there  is  no  consensus  in  the  North- 
west behind  this  position? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  No.  I  am  not.  but  I 
did  not  yesterday  say  there  was  no  dis- 
agreement and  the  Senator  is  saying 
that  I  said  yesterday  there  was  no  dis- 
agreement in  the  Northwest.  I  did  not 
say  that. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  All  right.  Let  us 
assume  for  a  minute  that  the  Senator 
may  be  correct  about  what  he  said  yes- 
terday. Let  me  ask.  did  the  Senator 
say  today  that  there  is  a  consensus:  in 
other  words,  a  general  support  among 
interested  parties  in  the  Northwest  for 
his  position? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  did  not  represent 
that  there  was  no  disagreement  in  the 
Northwest,  and  I  do  not  believe  I  said 
that  there  was  a  consensus  in  the 
Northwest  to  do  this  in  the  terms  that 
the  Senator  has  now  stated. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  just  trying  to 
find  out  what  the  situation  is. 

Does  the  Senator  agree  with  this 
statement:  That  the  Public  Power 
Council,  which  represents  the  North- 
west publicly  held  utilities— a  big 
group  and  an  important  group— and 
the  Progress  Under  Democracy  group, 
which  includes  the  major  ratepayer 
action  groups,  have  gone  on  record 
against  this  amendment?  Is  that  true 
or  false? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  do  not  know  about 
the  second  group  to  which  the  Senator 
refers.  I  do  know  about  the  Northwest 
Power  Council,  which  adopted  a  reso- 
lution of  qualified  opposition. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

The  Public  Power  Councils  resolu- 
tion opposes: 


Any  congressional  action  until  the  rate- 
paying  public  has  had  sufficient  input  into 
the  process  and  until  the  Public  Power 
Council's  Executive  Committee  has  suffi- 
cient information  to  determine  the  legisla- 
tive course  of  action  that  is  in  the  best  in- 
terests of  the  ratepayers  of  the  region's  con- 
sumer-owned utilities. 

Members  of  Progress  Under  Democ- 
racy were  even  more  direct.  I  will  read 
their  letter.  This  is  a  letter  to  Senator 
Jackson,  dated  July  26. 

The  Executive  Committee  of  Progress 
tinder  Democracy  and  the  below-listed  rate- 
payer leaders  of  Washington  State  urge  you 
to  withdraw  the  WPPSS  Rider  "  (Sec.  317) 
that  has  been  attached  to  the  Interior  Ap- 
propriations bill  at  the  urging  of  the  four 
investor-owned-utilities  who  own  a  30% 
share  of  WPPSS  project  No.  3. 

We  feel  the  authority  granted  by  this  pro- 
posed amendment  is  contrary  to  the  best  in- 
terests of  local  public  power  in  Washington 
state  and  would  t)e  a  considerable  detriment 
to  the  ratepayers  of  this  slate  and  the 
entire  Northwest  region. 

This  amendment  represents  an  effort  to 
circumvent  all  the  existing  legal,  market, 
regulatory  and  political  safeguards  that 
have  thus  far  protected  people  in  the  North- 
west from  a  no-holds-barred  assault  on  their 
incomes. 

Legally,  this  amendment  tries  to  guaran- 
tee that  public  power  ratepayers  will  pay 
any  debt  Bonneville  has  incurred  or  will 
incurr  even  if  Its  net-billing  arrangements 
are  found  invalid  and  Illegal,  as  well  they 
may  be  in  light  of  the  Washington  State  Su- 
preme Court  decision  on  WPPSS  projects  4 
and  5. 

Market-wise,  despite  the  best  efforts  of 
these  private  utility  companies,  no  investors 
will  lend  them  money  to  complete  this 
WPPSS  project  »3.  The  risk  is  too  great! 
This  amendment  would  force  public  power 
ratepayers  to  take  the  risks  the  bankers  will 
not  take  ...  on  behalf  of  their  stockhold- 
ers. The  financing  of  WPPSS  »3's  comple- 
tion is  not  only  cost-effective,  but  the  fuel- 
loading  of  WPPSS  plant  «2  has  absolutely 
no  economic  rationale  in  a  time  of  energy 
surplus  and  Bonneville  revenue  short-fall. 

Regulation  of  the  investment  practices  of 
private  electric  monopolies,  like  Puget 
Sound  Power  &  Light  Company,  is  properly 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Washington 
Utilities  and  Transportation  Commission. 
This  amendment  attempts  to  circumvent 
this  regulatory  protection  and  dump  the  nu- 
clear mistakes  of  private  utility  companies 
on  the  region's  public  power  ratepayers.  If 
Congress  establishes  that  ratepayers  of  fed- 
eral based  systems  can  be  thrown  Into  the 
breach  to  protect  private  utilities  from  the 
consequences  of  their  own  bad  judgement 
and  the  realities  of  the  marketplace,  these 
four  companies  will  only  be  the  first  in  line 
to  get  their  piece  of  the  bail-out. 

Politically,  the  public  in  the  Northwest 
region  has  succeeded  in  stopping  payment 
on  the  blank  check  WPPSS  was  using.  Now 
Congress,  via  this  Rider,  is  proposing  to 
issue  another  blank  check  In  our  names. 
However  perverted  WPPSS  may  have 
become,  some  political  reigns  remained  In 
the  hands  of  local  PUDs  where  people  in 
November.  1982.  did  choose  new  leaders 
committed  to  ending  the  WPPSS  fiasco. 
This  amendment  would  move  the  power  to 
incur  debt  to  a  level  where  people  can't 
reach  it— though  they  will  still  be  getting 
the  bills. 


Let  WPPSS.  BPA  and  the  lOU's  make 
their  case  to  the  Northwest  and  its  ratepay- 
ers. If  the  plants  can  be  justified,  we  will 
build  them.  If  they  can't  make  their  case  to 
the  courts,  the  ratepayers  and  the  bankers, 
then  Congre.ss  should  not  lend  itself  to  the 
secret  business  of  overriding  democratic  de- 
cisions in  favor  of  Puget  Power's  balance 
sheet. 

We  urge  you  again  to  withdraw  the  rider. 

(Mr.  HUMPHREY  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
performing  a  valuable  service  by  rais- 
ing these  questions. 

In  referring  back  to  the  Chrysler 
legislation  which  was  before  our  Bank- 
ing Committee,  there  were  a  number 
of  specific  requirements.  The  situa- 
tions were  different,  but  there  are  im- 
portant similarities. 

For  example,  there  was  a  new  man- 
agement team  that  had  come  in,  in  the 
case  of  Chrysler.  We  insisted  that  if 
there  was  going  to  be  any  Federal  in- 
volvement, the  Federal  Government, 
or  anything  it  was  associated  with, 
stand  first  in  line  in  terms  of  any  final 
claim  on  assets,  in  order  to  restore  the 
position  of  the  Government. 

We  required  reductions  in  the  sala- 
ries and  in  the  expenses  for  white 
collar  management  personnel  as  well 
as  for  labor.  We  put  the  warrants  in, 
so  that  if  there  were  a  turnaround  in 
the  situation,  there  would  be  a  public 
gain. 

As  I  listened  to  the  Senator  raise  a 
number  of  points— and  I  share  his  con- 
cern about  it.  I  do  not  see  here  where 
there  is  anything— in  the  absence  of 
hearings  which  have  not  taken  place- 
there  is  nothing  like  the  more  severe 
effort  to  try  to  move  in  that  direction, 
if  Congress  is  going  to  act. 

I  ask  the  Senator:  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  kinds  of  normal  safeguards 
we  should  be  insisting  upon  in  a  case 
such  as  this,  if  we  are  going  to  be  in- 
volved—and I  am  not  convinced  that 
we  should  be— but  I  do  not  see  in  this 
instance  the  safeguards  we  have  insist- 
ed on. 

I  am  delighted  that  the  Senator 
raises  these  questions.  He  is  absolutely 
right. 

He  is  familiar  with  the  problems  we 
had  with  Chrysler,  New  York  City, 
and  Lockheed.  In  the  first  place,  they 
were  elaborate  hearings.  We  had  many 
days  of  hearings  on  Chrysler.  We  had 
the  administration  testifying.  We  had 
the  Chrysler  management  testifying. 
We  had  the  labor  unions  testifying. 
Mr.  Frazer  testifying.  We  had  outside 
experts  testifying  on  both  sides.  The 
Senator  is  right. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Chrysler 
creditors,  in  some  cases,  had  to  take  30 
cents  on  the  dollar.  They  look  a  beat- 
ing. In  other  cases,  they  were  given 


preferred  stock  which  paid  no  divi- 
dends for  some  time. 

The  management  agreed  to  a  (  a' , 
and  the  union  agreed  to  a  very  .shi  rp 
cut.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  art  siill 
making  $2  an  hour  less  than  the 
people  who  work  for  General  Motors 
and  Ford. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  So  very  deep  sacri- 
fices were  made  by  a  whole  series  of 
people  in  the  Chrysler  matter. 

In  the  Lockheed  matter,  the  sacrific- 
es were  just  as  great. 

In  the  New  York  City  matter,  we 
froze  wages  for  a  period  of  years,  and 
most  of  the  money  made  available  to 
New  York  City  was  from  the  pension 
fund  of  the  New  York  City  workers, 
who  put  their  pension  at  risk. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  disagreed  with  the 
outcome  in  both  cases,  and  I  opposed 
those  bailouts. 

In  this  case,  there  is  a  world  of  dif- 
ference. In  those  cases,  we  had  an  ex- 
cellent, thorough,  documented,  de- 
tailed, painstaking  record.  In  this  case, 
we  have  nothing,  not  1  minute  of  hear- 
ing. There  is  one  going  on  this  after- 
noon, but  a  number  of  important  par- 
ties will  not  have  an  opportunity  to 
make  a  representation  at  all. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  think  the  concerns 
the  Senator  is  raising  are  important, 
because  if  the  management  that  obvi- 
ously made  some  serious  errors  of 
judgment  is  going  to  remain  in  place, 
if  there  is  going  to  be  no  sacrifice  in 
terms  of  scaling  back  compensation 
for  the  people  involved,  if  there  is  not 
going  to  be  some  additional  sacrifice 
by  everybody  connected  who  has  a  fi- 
nancial interest  in  this,  which  is  a  pat- 
tern we  have  seen  in  other  instances 
where  we  have  been  involved,  then  I 
do  not  think  we  should  be  going  into 
this. 

We  should  help  as  a  last  resort,  after 
everybody  else  who  has  had  a  part  in 
these  decisions,  which  were  wrong  de- 
cisions, unless  those  parties  are  willing 
to  bear  a  disproportionate  share  of  the 
responsibility. 

Should  we  not  get  a  new  manage- 
ment team?  We  had  a  new  manage- 
ment team  in  Chrysler.  As  a  matter  of 
fact.  I  am  not  sure  that  many  of  us 
would  have  supported  providing  the 
help,  with  all  the  caveats,  had  there 
not  been  a  new  team  put  in  place.  And 
that  team  has  been  successful. 

Is  there  a  new  management  that  has 
been  put  in  place  here? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  not  sure 
about  that. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  will  respond  to 
my  friend  first  and  then  I  will  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Washington. 


Let  me  say  that  the  Senator  is  cor- 
rect here,  but  I  think  the  fundamental 
problem,  as  I  tried  to  say  at  the  begin- 
ning, is  the  problem  of  procedure.  It  is 
a  problem.  We  usually  neglect  the  pro- 
cedure. What  we  have  overlooked  is 
the  fact  there  has  not  been  an  oppor- 
tunity to  work  all  this  out  in  hearings. 

There  are  no  two  more  able  Senators 
ihan  the  Senator  from  Idaho  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington,  the  two 
men  in  the  Chamber  here.  They  are 
extremely  able. 

They  come  up  and  they  give  us  all 
kinds  of  plausible  answers,  but  we  are 
working  in  the  dark. 

We  do  not  have  a  record.  We  do  not 
have  hearings.  In  the  Chrysler  case  we 
had  a  volumt  that  high.  We  had  gone 
into  it  on  both  sides  of  the  aisles.  We 
had  people  wio  not  only  were  from 
the  particular  area  involved  who  were 
informed,  but  the  entire  committee 
was  informed.  V/e  had  days  to  study 
those  hearings. 

In  this  case,  we  come  in  and  the  Sen- 
ator form  Idaho  puts  in  an  amend-  ■ 
ment.  Now  he  cannot  understand  why 
I  will  not  let  it  go  ahead.  I  wish  to 
study  it.  I  wish  to  have  an  opportunity 
to  have  some  opinion  by  a  committee 
which  had  a  chance  to  take  their  time 
and  look  at  it.  examine  it.  tell  us  what 
is  right  and  wrong  about  it.  and  give 
us  their  recommendations. 

Much  as  I  admire  and  respect  the 
great  intelligence  and  integrity  of  the 
Senator  from  Idaho,  even  he  is  not 
going  to  be  a  guru  for  me.  I  am  not 
going  to  be  in  the  position  of  rubber- 
stamping  anything  Jim  McClure  says, 
although  I  love  him  like  a  brother. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  am  glad  I  am  not 
his  brother,  if  the  Senator  will  yield 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President.  I 
wish  to  respond  to  what  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  said,  and  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
when  he  said  there  is  a  world  of  differ- 
ence between  this  situation  and  Chrys- 
ler. Lockheed,  and  New  York. 

The  reason  why— and  if  I  might 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan— he  suggested  that  in 
each  of  those  instances  we  demanded 
concessions.  We  did  indeed  because 
the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  was  involved  in  each  of  those 
instances. 

Under  the  current  law.  as  well  as  the 
pending  amendment,  it  is  clear  that 
there  is  no  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
United  States  involved,  and  that  is  a 
world  of  difference  between  this  and 
the  other  situations. 

With  respect  to  the  second  question, 
that  the  Senator  from  Michigan  raised 
with  respect  to 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  The  Senator  is  listen- 
ing. 


Mr.  McCLURE.  I  know  he  has  two 
ears. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  He  is  listening  intently 
with  at  least  one  ear  to  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  appreciate  that. 

With  respect  to  the  second  question 
is  there  new  management,  absolutely 
and  clearly  there  is  new  management 
that  has  been  in  effect.  When  these 
cost  overruns  and  the  mismanagement 
became  effective,  when  the  new  ad- 
ministrator of  EPA  was  appointed,  he 
seized  control  of  this,  got  new  manage- 
ment appointed  to  look  at  it.  and  I 
think  the  Senator  would  be  pleased 
that  the  new  management  that  was  in 
charge  of  the  construction  on  No.  3  we 
can  say  are  ahead  of  schedule  and 
below  target  since  that  changed  took 
place. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Just  on  that  point,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  when  he  says 
there  is  new  management,  do  I  take  it 
to  mean  that  the  chief  operating  ex- 
ecutives, the  principal  operating  man- 
agers of  the  business,  possibly  includ- 
ing people  on  the  board  of  directors, 
have  been  replaced,  that  there  has 
been  a  wholesale  movement  out  of  the 
old  leadership  and  a  brand  new  team 
is  put  in  place?  Is  that  what  the  Sena- 
tor is  saying? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  management 
team  for  the  construction  was  com- 
pletely replaced.  As  a  matter  of  fact. 
Mr.  Curtis,  who  has  just  recently  re- 
signed from  that  position,  worked  so 
hard  at  it  that  he  had  a  heart  attack. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  am  not  referring  to 
the  construction  phase.  I  am  talking 
about  the  operating  executives  of  the 
company  as  a  whole,  the  persons  who 
would  be  the  chief  operating  officer 
and  the  immediate  lieutenants.  I  am 
talking  about  the  top  high  command 
of  the  entire  entity. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  In  a  moment  I  will 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Washington 
who  can  respond  to  that,  but  the  Sen- 
ator confuses  this  situation,  because 
this  i.s  not  an  operating  company  in 
any  kind  of  a  normal  sense  of  that 
term  at  all.  This  was  one  of  its  orginal 
problems.  But  the  man  who  is  respon- 
sible for  the  operations,  the  man  who 
was  the  supervisor  of  the  operations, 
was  replaced  and  since  that  has  hap- 
pened, the  entire  tone  and  tenor  of 
management  changed  and  the  con- 
struction project  and  cost  of  construc- 
tion changed  dramatically  with  new 
managment. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  going  to  exercise  my  right  to  hold 
the  floor  to  say  this  exactly  demon- 
strates why  we  should  have  hearings 
on  this  because  the  new  administra- 
tion of  Bonneville,  who  was  a  political 
appointee,  was  not  like  Lee  lacocca, 
who  was  one  of  the  most  brilliant,  out- 
standing auto  executives  in  the  coun- 
try. Everyone  knew  that  ho  had  a  ter- 
rific  work   record    at    Ford   when    he 
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went  over  to  Chrysler.  But  a  new  polit- 
ical appointee  has  taken  the  same  old 
position.  ■Eventually  we  will  pay  it 
back.  " 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  That  is  a  totally  dif- 
ferent question  than  the  one  posed  to 
us  by  the  pending  amendment. 

I  read  this  earlier,  but  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  was  not  then  in  the 
Chamber,  and  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  also  wishes  informa- 
tion. I  shall  read  again  the  provision 
of  the  statute  that  is  again  confirmed 
and  restated  in  the  pending  amend- 
ment. 

All  contractual  and  other  obligations  re- 
quired to  be  carried  out  by  the  Administra- 
tor pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  secured 
solely  by  the  Administrator's  revenues  re- 
ceived from  the  sale  of  electric  power  and 
other  services.  Such  obligations  are  not.  nor 
shall  they  be  construed  to  be.  general  obli- 
gations of  the  United  States,  nor  are  such 
obligations  intended  to  be  or  are  they  se- 
cured by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
United  Slates. 

That  is  current  law.  and  I  suspect 
that  had  we  tried  to  get  a  Chrysler 
bailout  with  that  kind  of  language  we 
would  have  gotten  no  money  at  all. 

It  was  because  the  full  faith  and 
credit  of  the  United  States  was  in- 
volved that  we  had  all  the  meticulous 
hearings  and  the  tremendous  record  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
makes  reference. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Will  the  Senator 
admit  there  are  financial  implications 
in  this  decision  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Absolutely  not,  zero, 
not  1  penny. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  There  is  a  strong  dif- 
ference of  opinion  on  that. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  There  is  not  a 
strong  difference  of  opinion.  I  wish  to 
have  someone  state  that  there  is.  No 
one  yet  has  stated  that  there  is.  There 
has  not  been  one  word  of  debate  in 
this  Chamber  that  says  that  that  is 
true.  none. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  the 
difficulty  is  that  the  amendment  the 
Senator  is  offering  on  full  faith  and 
credit  is  the  same  language  in  place 
now.  We  still  are  not  getting  paid 
back.  That  is  not  going  to  do  it. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  further,  under  the  same  condi- 
tions, again  the  issue  to  which  he 
makes  reference  has  to  do  with  repay- 
ment of  existing  obligations  that  have 
arisen  from  two  sources,  as  I  have  re- 
peatedly stated  in  the  past.  One  is  the 
assumption  of  the  responsibility  to 
pay  back  that  portion  of  the  projects 
in  the  Northwest  which  are  attributa- 
ble to  power  production  and  therefore 
are  repayable  to  the  Treasury  band, 
second,  the  amount  of  money  that  has 
been  appropriated  for  Bonneville's  use 
with  respect  to  transmission. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  3,  1983 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22437 


Those  are  the  elements  of  indebted- 
ness that  Bonneville  has  which  they 
must  repay. 

The  fact  that  they  are  behind  on 
their  payment  schedule  is  something 
that  this  Congress  has  ratified.  It  was 
done  in  the  committee  of  which  he  is  a 
member,  it  has  been  passed  in  the 
Senate  of  which  is  a  Member,  it  has 
passed  in  the  other  body  to  which  he 
made  reference,  and  it  has  been  signed 
into  law  by  the  President. 

So  the  Senator  may  criticize  that 
process  but  do  not  make  the  assump- 
tion nor  make  the  representation  that 
it  is  done  by  slight  of  hand  or  trickery, 
that  Congress  has  no  control  over  it. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  specific  question 
along  that  point? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 
Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President.  I  appre- 
ciate the  Senator  letting  me  get  into 
this  discussion  with  him.  I  think  he  is 
performing  an  important  service  to 
the  Senate. 

I  am  led  to  understand  that  the 
power  authority  now  owes  the  Treas- 
ury nearly  $8  billion. 
I  ask  the  Senator  is  that  correct? 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Excuse  me.  I  was 
distracted.  I  did  not  give  the  Senator 
one  ear.  and  I  apologize. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  understand  the 
power  authority  now  owes  the  U.S. 
Treasury  nearly  $8  billion;  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  cannot  confirm  the 
exact  amount  of  money. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  It  is  a  lot  of  money,  at 
the  rate  of  $8  billion,  several  billions 
of  dollars. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Yes,  for  all  of  the 
power  features  in  the  Northwest  dams, 
for  which  they  are  the  marketing 
agent  for  the  power,  and  for  the  trans- 
mission lines  that  they  built  pursuant 
to  appropriations  acts. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  This  is  what  I  am  told 
with  respect  to  that  debt.  Much  of 
that  money  carries  interest  rates 
below  5  percent.  I  understand  it  has 
paid  back  only  $638  million  which 
would  be  less  than  10  percent  of  what 
is  owed.  The  last  decade  it  has  paid 
only  $42  million  in  payments  and  it 
apparently  has  made  no  payments  in 
the  last  3  years.  And  according  to  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion these  delayed  repayment  prac- 
tices have  cost  the  taxpayers  $740  mil- 
lion, to  $1.4  billion. 

As 'I  understand  it  now  we  are  talk- 
ing about  adding  another  $1.4  billion 
to  the  power  authority's  debt  obliga- 
tions and  because  of  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission's  rule, 
the  son  of  WPPSS  would  be  paid  off 
before  the  Federal  Treasury  and  thus 
the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States  will 
forgo  additional  billions  of  dollars 
owed  to  them  under  the  law  in  order 
to  subsidize  the  construction  of  nucle- 
ar powerplants  that  many  think  are 
not  needed. 


Why  are  not  the  financial  relation- 
ships connected  in  this  way.  and  does 
it  not  create— why  are  we  here  on  the 
floor  then  and  why  have  we  not  been 
able  to  go  through  the  hearing  proc- 
ess? I  mean,  what  is  the  rush  here 
when  we  have  been  doing  this  for  dec- 
ades? Why  can  we  not  have  a  hearing 
record? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  as  previously  set 
forth? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 
Mr.  McCLURE.  Let  me  respond  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  if  I  may.  I 
do  not  want  to  deprive  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  of  any  of  the  time  to 
which  he  is  entitled.  I  thought  I  was 
depriving  him  of  that  time. 

Let  me  respond  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan.  First  of  all,  these  facts  you 
have  set  forth  in  your  statement  have 
been  mentioned  four  or  five  times  in 
debate  over  the  last  2  days.  I  will  give 
you  the  same  an.swer  now  I  gave 
before,  and  that  is  yes,  indeed,  there 
are  obligations  Bonneville  has.  Those 
obligations  are  because  of  the  repay- 
ment of  the  power  features  in  dams 
constructed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, the  power  from  which  is  mar- 
keted through  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration  through  the  customers 
it  has. 

Second,  because  of  the  debt  incurred 
because  of  the  construction  of  trans- 
mission facilities,  again  money  which 
was  appropriated  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  for  that  purpose 
and  which  must  be  repaid  by  Bonne- 
ville Power  Administration  as  it  col- 
lects revenues  from  the  people  who 
buy  the  power,  that  come  from  those 
projects  and  there  on  through  those 
transmission  lines  to  the  consumers  in 
the  Northwest. 

Why.  as  a  matter  of  fact,  are  they 
behind?  Well,  there  has  been  an  eco- 
nomic recession  in  the  country.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  familiar 
with  that.  The  State  of  Michigan  has 
been  afflicted  by  it.  The  States  in  the 

Northwest 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  it  is  fair  to  say  this 
problem  was  way  beyond  that.  The 
Senator  is  talking  about  a  situation 
here  of  financial  insufficiency  that 
goes  beyond  anything  else  in  the  coun- 
try. It  does  not  even  touch  it. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit  me  to  answer  his  question.  I 
will  try.  It  does  not— the  Senator  is 
wrong.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  I  said 
before  in  respect  to  the  statement  of 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin,  the  fact 
that  there  have  been  deferrals  of  re- 
payment has  been  approved  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  Second, 
the  question  of  the  rolling  maturities 
is  a  practice  which  has  been  going  on 
for  20  years,  even  before  you  and  I  got 
here.  Senator.  That  has  been  in  effect 


ever  since  then  and  approved  by  Con- 
gress in  appropriations  acts  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  am  just  referring  to 
the  default. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Excuse  me. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  was  just  referring  to 
the  default.  I  know  of  no  equivalent 
default  of  this  size. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Which  default  is  the 
Senator  referring  to? 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  am  referring  to  the 
default  we  are  dealing  with  here. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Which  default  is  the 
Senator  talking  about?  If  he  would  be 
a  little  more  precise  I  could 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  Units  4  and  5. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Units  4  and  5  are 
not  affected  by  this  amendment.  Bon- 
neville Power  is  not  involved  in  4  and 
5.  Four  and  five  defaults  are  defaults 
of  the  Washington  Public  Power 
Supply  System  and  have  nothing  at  all 
to  do  with  this  amendment  or  this 
issue  on  the  floor  at  this  time.  It  is 
that  kind  of  misconception  with  which 
I  am  struggling. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  The  Senator  is  not 
saying  what  we  are  considering  here 
would  not  in  any  way  touch  the  bond- 
holders of  units  4  and  5? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  It  cannot  affect 
bondholders  of  units  4  and  5.  possibly 
affect  them.  It  might  possibly  enhance 
WPPSS  asset  value,  which  would  be  of 
benefit  to  the  bondholders  of  4  and  5. 
but  could  not  possible  affect  them. 

I  made  some  comments  earlier  when 
the  Senator  was  not  on  the  floor  in  re- 
.spect  to  the  GAO  report  which  was 
issued  on  August  2.  which  points  out 
again  that  the  Bonneville  Power  Au- 
thority is  required  to  have  a  sufficient 
rate  structure  to  collect  revenues  suffi- 
cient to  pay  its  obligations.  I  referred 
to  the  FERC  order  earlier  this  year 
that  approved  the  past  revenue  struc- 
ture of  Bonneville,  and  I  referred  to 
the  fact  there  is  a  pending  case  before 
FERC  with  respect  to  future  rates  to 
be  charged  to  customers  in  which  rate 
application  Bonneville  has  represented 
to  FERC  they  intend  to  catch  up  the 
amount  that  has  been  deferred  in  1983 
and  1984. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Let  me  just  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  because  it 
is  on  the  very  point  he  is  raising,  that 
I  would  disagree  with  my  good  friend 
from  Idaho  here.  The  amendment 
may— and  that  is  the  reason  I  think  we 
should  have  hearings— it  may  cut  off 
the  rights  of  bondholders  of  units  4 
and  5. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  I  mean  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  cannot  make  a  declarative 
statement  about  it.  I  understand  that 
issue  has  been  tested  in  the  courts. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  With  respect  to  the 
bonds  issued  for  units  4  and  5.  wheth- 
er or  not  they  could  reach  back  to  the 
assets  created  in  the  issuance  of  bonds 
for  1.  2,  and  3,  that  is  before  the 
courts  and  has  not  been  resolved. 


Mr.  RIEGLE.  That  is  exactly  the 
Senator's  point 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Let  me  complete  my 
answer,  if  the  Senator  will,  and  that  is 
even  if  they  can  look  through  to  those 
assets  that  are  held  by  WPPSS  or  obli- 
gated under  the  contracts  with  BPA 
they  can  only  be  helped  by  the  com- 
pletion of  the  construction  of  those 
assets.  They  cannot  adversely  be  af- 
fected, and  if  they  are  unsuccessful  in 
their  current  suit,  saying  they  cannot 
reach  back  to  1,  2.  and  3,  they  are  to- 
tally unaffected. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  I  am  getting  more 
and  more  concerned  about  the  health 
of  the  Senator  from  Idaho,  and  I  will 
tell  you  why.  He  has  a  hearing  in 
about  24  minutes.  He  obviously  has 
not  had  a  chance  to  have  lunch.  He 
has  been  on  the  floor  all  this  time,  and 
I  hope  he  can  give  all  his  attention 
and  great  enegy  to  that  hearing.  So  I 
hope  the  Senator  will  take  advantage 
of  the  next  24  minutes  so  that  I  can 
engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator's  concern.  I  thought  I  would 
go  down  and  have  some  milk  and 
cheese. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Does  the  Senator 
know  that  40  percent  of  all  the  cheese 
in  this  country  is  made  in  Wisconsin? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Subsidized  by  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States  in  the 
great  bailout  of  the  dairy  industry. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senate  dining 
room  has  no  subsidy  for  the  moment. 

May  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington.  I  would  like  to  finish  just 
one  short  paragraph  because  it  is 
signed  by  some  of  his  most  distin- 
guished constituents.  It  says: 

Let  WPPSS,  BPA.  and  investor-owned 
utilities  make  their  ca.se  to  the  Northwest 
and  its  ratepayers.  If  the  plants  can  be  justi- 
fied, we  will  build  them.  If  they  cannot 
make  their  case  to  the  courts,  the  ratepay- 
ers and  bankers,  then  Congress  should  not 
lend  itself  to  the  secret  business  of  overrid- 
ing democratic  decisions  in  favor  of  Puget 
Power's  balance  sheet. 

That  is  signed  by  people  from  Wen- 
atchee.  Seattle.  Olympia.  Lynnwood. 
Ellensburg.  Raymond.  Shelton.  Mat- 
lock, and  Longview,  all  wise  and  distin- 
guished citizens  of  Washington  who 
are  the  Senator's  constituents. 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  fully  agrees  with  the  sen- 
timents expressed  in  that  letter.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  agrees  that 
no  construction  should  go  forward 
unless  it  is  very  substantially  justified, 
unless  it  represents  a  broad  consensus 
of  the  people  of  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton and  of  the  various  power  entities 
which  serve  them,  not  simply  investor- 
owned  utilities  but  publicly  owned 
utilities  as  well. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  should 
know  that  nothing  in  the  amendment, 
the  principal  amendment,  the  commit- 
tee amendment,  which  is  before  the 


Senate  at  the  present  time  directs  that 
the  construction  of  unit  3  continue.  It 
simply  sets  up  a  framework  within 
which  it  can  continue. 

At  the  present  time  without  any  au- 
thority from  the  Congress  at  all,  the 
Washington  Public  Power  Supply 
System  has  legal  authority  to  borrow 
the  roughly  $1  billion  necessary  for 
completion  of  unit  3.  But,  of  course, 
because  of  the  default  of  the  Washing- 
ton Public  Power  Supply  System  in 
connection  with  bonds  on  units  4  and 
5.  bonds  not  related  in  any  respect 
whatsoever  to  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration,  the  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System  is  unable 
to  borrow  $1.15  much  less  close  to  $1 
billion. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  might  say  to  the 
Senator  that  in  this  letter  from  his 
constituents  they  said: 

The  Executive  Committee  of  P»rogress 
Under  Democracy  urges  you  to  withdraw 
the  WPPSS  rider,  section  317.  that  has  been 
attached  to  the  Interior  appropriations  bill. 

They  want  it  withdrawn,  and  that  is 
why  I  am  up  here  speaking,  and  I 
agree  with  them. 

Mr.  GORTON.  If  I  may  comment 
both  in  answer  to  the  question  from 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  and  cer- 
tain of  the  quite  sincere  and  valid 
questions  on  the  part  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  I  doubt  that  even 
after  a  somewhat  extended  period  of 
time  we  will  ever  have  a  100-percent 
agreement  in  the  States  of  Washing- 
ton. Oregon,  and  Idaho  about  the  com- 
pletion of  unit  No.  3  or.  perhaps,  unit 
No.  2.  Some  of  the  members  of  some 
of  the  organizations  to  which  you 
refer  are  simply  opposed  to  the  use  of 
nuclear  power  at  any  place  under  any 
set  of  circumstances.  Other  constitu- 
ents of  mine  at  the  present  time  still 
have  a  contingent  liability  or  fear  they 
may  have  .some  liability  for  obligations 
in  the  aborted  construction  of  WPPSS 
unit  4  and  WPPSS  until  5.  Some  of 
them  have  an  unstated  agenda.  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin,  an 
agenda  with  which  he  would  not 
agree. 

Some  of  them  wish  to  hold  the  full 
construction  of  WPPSS  3  captive  until 
it  is  clear  that  they  are  relieved  from 
all  of  their  obligations  to  pay  bonds 
for  WPPSS  units  4  and  5;  that  is  to 
say.  they  want  a  Federal  bailout  of 
bonds  which  have  now  been  largely  re- 
pudiated but  about  which  there  is  still 
additional  litigation,  litigation  which 
will  go  on  for  an  extended  period  of 
time. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho,  this  Sena- 
tor from  Washington,  and  my  col- 
league from  Washington.  Senator 
Jackson,  have  consistently  told  our 
constituents  that  we  cannot,  under 
any  set  of  circumstances,  pass  a  bail- 
out for  the  Washington  Public  Power 
Supply  System.  We  cannot  get  Federal 
appropriated  money  into  that  system. 


IMI 


22438 

either  for  the  completion  of  WPPSS  3 
or  in  connection  with  the  bonds  for 
WPPSS  units  4  and  5. 

What  we  can  do,  however,  is  to  high- 
light, is  to  pinpoint  the  debate  within 
our  own  region  on  the  single  live  issue 
in  which  Congress  can.  as  a  practical 
matter,  do  anything.  And  that  ques- 
tion—a question  on  which  there  is  not 
entire  unanimity  in  the  region,  but 
which  I  think  there  is  substantial 
agreement— is  whether  or  not.  having 
invested  several  billions  of  dollars, 
somewhere  between  $3  and  $4  billion, 
in  Washington  Public  Power  Supply 
System  Unit  No.  3.  which  is  now 
almost  80  percent  complete,  it  is  better 
to  invest  an  additional  $1  billion,  or 
slightly  less  than  that,  and  complete 
that  unit  so  that  it  is  producing  power, 
so  that  it  is  capable  of  generating 
some  income,  or  whether  it  is  now 
better  to  abandon  that  process  to  pay 
off  the  $4  billion  which  has  already 
been  put  into  it.  the  debt  service  of 
which  we  are  now  paying  in  our  rate 
structure  through  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration. 

Now  I  would  have  to  admit  that  I 
will  never  be  able  to  secure  the  assent 
of   100  percent  of  the  people  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  even  to  going 
forward  under  those  circumstances.  I 
will  submit  quite  sincerely  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  and  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  however,  that  almost 
any  economic,  any  valid,  any  objective 
economic  analysis  would  indicate  that 
we  in  our  region  are  far  better  off  to 
proceed  and  to  finish  that  single  unit, 
whatever  happens  to  unit  No.  1.  what- 
ever happens  to   unit   Nos.   4   and   5. 
than  to  be  stuck  with  an  indebtedness 
of  several  billion  dollars  for  something 
which  will  never  produce  money  at  all. 
Even  so.  and  even  if  we  pass  this 
amendment,  we  do  not  guarantee  that 
construction  will  continue  on  unit  No. 
3.  That  will  still  be  a  decision  which 
must  be  made  in  the  region  which  I 
represent.  But  we  should  have  and  we 
are  asking  for  the  ability  to  make  that 
decision  where  we  live.  That  is  all  we 
are    asking    for    here- the    ability    to 
have  this  debate  go  on.  the  ability  to 
make    that    decision,    the    ability    to 
answer  that  question  in  the  affirma- 
tive. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  asked— 
and  I  think  he  asked  very  legitimate- 
ly—whether or  not  we  were  not  just 
going  on  with  a  highly  inefficient  con- 
struction program,  which  marked  the 
first  several  years  of  the  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System.  He 
asked  whether  or  not  we  had  new 
management.  He  asked,  in  effect,  is 
this  money  going  to  be  wasted  to  the 
same  extent  that  much  of  the  other 
earlier  money  is  going  to  be  wasted. 
And  that  is  an  extremely  legitimate 
question. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  And  it  is  a  ques- 
tion on  which  we  should  have  hearings 
and  we  should  have  a  record  and  we 
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should  have  information.  We  should 
not  have  a  situation  in  which  eloquent 
and  popular  Senators,  like  the  Senator 
from  Washington,  arrive  on  the  floor 
and  carry  the  day  because  everybody 
loves  them.  We  have  Senators.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats,  who  are  for 
this,  for  understandable  reasons,  and 
they  win.  I  mean,  that  is  no  secret. 
They  will  always  win  under  these  cir- 
cumstances. 

What  we  are  pleading  for  is  an  op- 
portunity to  have  the  facts  first.  That 
is  what  we  want. 

Let  me  just  point  out  that  Bonne- 
ville itself  says  they  are  in  no  hurry  on 
this.  They  say  there  is  nothing  to  be 
gained  by  rushing  to  finish  WPPSS 
now.  Even  a  3-year  delay.  BPA  says, 
will  cost  at  most  $100  million.  Under 
some  circumstances,  longer  delays 
could  even  break  even.  There  is  no 
reason  to  rush  to  resolve  this  except  to 
accomplish  a  fait  accomplish  before 
the  people  in  the  Northwest  have  a 
chance  to  react. 

Let  me  say  this.  According  to  Bonne- 
ville's own  members,  a  delay  in 
WPPSS  3  of  3  plus  years  will  result  in 
a  savings  to  BPA  because  of  existing 
large  surpluses  of  power.  So  the  only 
harm  from  delay  is  to  the  stockholders 
of  many  private  utilities.  The  bond- 
holders of  BPA  are  protected.  Their 
investment  is  guaranteed. 

Furthermore.  Bonneville  can  sell  its 
surplus  power  to  California  in  only 
limited  amounts.  BPA  currently  gets  9 
mills  per  killowatt  hour.  This  will  not 
go  up  much  due  to  competition  from 
other  sellers  of  electricity,  yet  it  costs 
BPA  at  least  3.9  cents  per  kilowatt 
hour  for  generaton  if  it  completes 
WPPSS  3.  And  since  this  is  all  surplus 
power.  BPA  will  take  a  loss  on  the 
sale,  if  they  can  even  sell  it. 

So  what  is  the  hurry?  If  you  have  an 
emergency  situation  where  we  have  to 
act.  then  we  should  overrule  our  rules 
and  permit  legislation  on  an  appro- 
priations bill.  We  arc  rushing  ahead 
now  with  an  action  here  which  we 
clearly  do  not  need.  I  hope  that  the 
Senator  from  Washington  will  concede 
that  is  the  case,  will  he  not?  Is  BPA 
wrong? 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  will  be  delighted  to 
answer  the  question  of  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  because,  in  many  re- 
spects, it  is  identical  to  the  question  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  which  is 
put  somewhat  differently.  But  the 
Senator  from  Washington  must  con- 
tinue along,  at  least  for  a  moment,  the 
train  of  thought  in  response  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  How  long  does  the 
Senator  wish  to  continue?  I  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  GORTON.  For  2  or  3  or  4  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Does  the  Senator 
from   Michigan   want   to   answer   the 


Senator  from  Washington  after  those 
2  or  3  or  4  minutes? 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  to  me  for  a  moment.  I  have  no 
desire  to  in  any  way  harm  the  Sena- 
tor's region  or  people  in  it. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  understand  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  RIEGLE.  When  Mount  St. 
Helens  erupted.  I  and  others  were 
among  the  first  to  want  to  respond  di- 
rectly and  immediately  with  help  and 
we  were  prepared  to  reach  in  our  pock- 
ets in  Michigan  to  do  so.  So  I  have 
every  interest  and  concern  about  the 
longrun  well-being  of  the  region  and 
the  people  there. 

I  am  not  raising  this  from  the  nucle- 
ar power  issue,  either.  That  is  not  the 
issue  with  which  I  rise  in  terms  of  my 
concern  here. 

My  concern  is  the  financial  implica- 
tions. I  am  very  much  disturbed  about 
the  process  and  the  procedure.  I  think 
it  is  an  embarrassment,  frankly,  that 
we  find  ourselves  here  under  this  kind 
of  legislative  condition  on  a  matter  of 
this  complexity,  having  to  try  to  elicit 
information  this  way  that  is  not  avail- 
able, for  example,  on  the  basis  of  a 
committee  hearing  or  committee  hear- 
ings or  committee  reports.  We  just  do 
not  have  it.  It  is  not  the  way  to  pro- 
ceed on  a  matter  of  this  magnitude.  It 
is  complex. 

As  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
points  out.  there  does  not  seem  to  be 
any  emergency  of  the  same  sense  that 
Mount  St.  Helens  conveyed  where  we 
had  an  immediate  requirement  to  re- 
spond, and  did  respond  just  about  that 
quickly. 

So  it  is  within  that  framework  that  I 
raise  these  questions.  And  I  want  good 
answers.  That  is  what  I  am  after. 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  recognizes  and  appreci- 
ates precisely  that  concern.  One  of  the 
reasons    that    I    have    attempted    to 

answer  his  questions  is  that  I  am 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
understand  that  I  have  the  floor.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton to  respond  and  then  I  am  going  to 
finish  my  remarks.  The  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  has  a  statement  he 
would  like  to  make  before  2  o'clock 
and  I  want  to  give  him  time  to  do  that. 
Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  yield? 
Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes. 
Mr.  ROLLINGS.  I  do  appreciate  the 
Senator  giving  me  that  time,  but  on 
this  particular  subject  I  want  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  if  this 
goes  through  as  a  precedent,  about  the 
chances  of  a  $750  million  reprocessing 
plant  in  Barnwell,  S.C.  Since  we  are 
making  the  bailouts  today.  I  am  ready 
to  answer  any  questions  he  wants.  We 
have  no  hearing  record  on  anything 
else.  but.  a  la  Gorton.  I  would  now 


propose  to  answer  any  questions  he 
may  want  and  urge,  of  course,  his  sup- 
port for  our  $750  million  reprocessing 
Allied-Gulf  plant.  Let  the  Government 
buy  that  one.  too.  if  we  buy  WPPSS. 
Would  the  Senator  go  along  with  me 
on  that? 

Mr.  GORTON.  If  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  is  asking  us  to  pass 
legislation  which  will  permit  the  citi- 
zens of  South  Carolina  to  buy  that 
plant  for  that  amount  of  money,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  would  be 
happy  to  support  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina,  because  that  is  pre- 
cisely what  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington is  asking.  He  is  asking  for  my 
people  to  pay  for  their  problem.  He  is 
not  asking  for  help  or  taxpayer  money 
from  the  Senator  from  South  Caroli- 
na. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  has 
got  to  be  kidding.  They  really  want  to 
buy  it?  What  do  they  want  to  buy.  No. 
4  or  No.  5?  They  are  just  dying  to  buy 
it.  Talk  about  a  turkey. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Has  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  made  the  state- 
ment he  wanted  to  make? 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  That  will  be  on  a 
different  subject,  on  Radio  Marti. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin?  Without  ob- 
jection, it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  All  I  need  to  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  is  that  I 
gather  we  will  have  sufficient  addi- 
tional time  in  the  future. 

I  did  want  to  answer  the  question  at 
least  to  the  point  of  dealing  with  man- 
agement. It  is  very  clear  that  Wash- 
ington Public  Power's  management  of 
the  construction  of  these  five  plants 
was  extremely  negligent,  that  a  great 
deal  of  money  was  wasted,  that  many 
of  the  problems  faced  by  our  citizens 
today  are  due  to  that  mismanagement 
and  waste.  It  is.  however,  to  the  credit 
of  the  people  of  my  State  and  to  my 
legislature  that  at  least  2  years  ago 
that  supply  system  was  totally  reorga- 
nized, that  it  received  a  new  managing 
director,  which  is  the  equivalent  of  a 
corporate  seat,  at  the  very  top  man- 
agement, Mr.  Ferguson,  to  whom  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  referred. 

It  is  true  that  after  that  period  of 
time,  during  the  course  of  the  last  2 
years,  the  plant  which  is  primarily 
under  discussion  here,  Washington 
Public  Power  Supply  System  Plant  No. 
3.  has  been  constructed  at  a  pace  by 
which  it  was  ahead  of  schedule  and 
under  budget.  Still,  a  great  deal  of 
money  was  wasted  on  that  before  this 
change  in  management.  But  the 
present  management  of  that  process 
has  been  exceedingly  efficient,  has 
been  a  model,  in  fact,  for  all  such  con- 
struction projects  in  the  United 
States.  A  large  portion  of  the  emer- 
gency with  which  we  deal  today  is  the 
fact  that  if  we  just  close  it  down  and 
start  up  again  in  3  years,  we  will  lose 


that  ability  and  a  great  deal  of  money. 
I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  my  friend. 
I  will  not  yield  further.  I  want  to 
finish  up. 

Influential  members  of  the  other 
body  also  oppose  this  amendment.  The 
chairman  of  the  House  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee  has  indicated 
that  he  will  fight  this  provision  if  it  re- 
mains attached  to  the  Interior  bill.  He 
and  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Conservation  and  Power  have 
both  "questioned  the  bill's  attempt  to 
limit  the  rights  of  prior  WPPSS  credi- 
tors." They  worry  that  such  limita- 
tions "could  raise  constitutional  issues 
similar  to  those  which  arose  over  Penn 
Central  legislation  a  decade  ago.  and 
could  result  in  Federal  taxpayers  as- 
suming the  financial  liabilities." 

Even  members  of  the  House  delega- 
tions from  Washington  and  Oregon 
have  contacted  my  office  to  declare 
their  independence  from  this  amend- 
ment. The  most  vocal  of  the  group. 
Congressman  Weaver  of  Oregon,  has 
raised  a  series  of  interesting  questions 
about  the  implications  of  this  amend- 
ment which  deserve  answers  from  this 
committee.  I  will  not  ask  them  all— 
they  are  too  long  and  detailed.  But 
review  of  even  a  few-  will  indicate  how 
many  ambiguities  and  even  genuine 
mysteries  surround  the  words  of  this 
amendment. 

For  example,  he  questions  whether 
any  new  entity,  or  a  super-WPPSS, 
setup  to  continue  construction  on 
plants  1.  2  or  3  could  issue  tax-exempt 
bonds.  According  to  the  Congressman, 
a  1972  IRS  ruling  might  limit  the 
super-WPPSS  to  issuance  only  of  tax- 
able bonds.  This  would  increase  the 
cost  of  completing  the  projects  and 
such  bonds  would  have  little  appeal. 

Does  the  amendment  allow  super- 
WPPSS  to  complete  plant  1  as  well  as 
plants  2  and  3?  The  scope  of  the 
amendment  is  unclear  on  this  point— a 
$2.5  billion  difference  of  opinion. 

Who  would  buy  the  super-WPPSS 
bonds?  Although  bonds  for  plants  1.  2. 
and  3  are  already  guaranteed  by  Bon- 
neville, there  are  no  takers  on  Wall 
Street.  Why  would  super-WPPSS  secu- 
rities be  any  more  attractive  to  inves- 
tors? 

Would  super-WPPSS  bond  holders 
have  rights  superior  to  those  of  the 
U.S.  Government  if  Bonneville  cannot 
raise  its  revenues  fast  enough  to  pay 
off  its  new  debts? 

These  are  just  a  few  of  the  questions 
raised  by.  Congressman  Weaver.  Un- 
fortunately. I  have  seen  no  answers. 

Congressman  Weaver  is  not  Bonne- 
ville's only  critic.  Bonneville's  whole- 
sale rate  schedules  must  be  approved 
in  proceedings  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission.  In  a  recent 
(June  15.  1983)  order,  the  Commission 
criticized  Bonneville  for  its  financial 
methods. 


According  to  the  Commission,  Bon- 
neville, in  repaying  the  Treasury,  has 
developed  "a  practice  of  deferring  or  ' 
ignoring  repayment  of  principal  when- 
ever it  fails  to  recover  those  amounts 
over  the  effective  period  of  its  rates. 
Thus,  when  Bonneville  is  unable  to 
collect  sufficient  revenues  to  meet 
payments  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  over  an 
effective  period,  Bonneville  makes  no 
attempt  in  the  succeeding  period  to 
bring  its  repayment  of  the  project  in- 
vestments back  on  a  reasonable  sched- 
ule. Instead,  Bonneville  prepares  a 
new  repayment  study  which  assumes 
that  the  investment  on  the  books  at 
that  time  will  be  repaid  over  the  re- 
maining term  left  in  the  repayment 
period.  This  practice  has  the  effect  of 
continually  pushing  Bonneville's  re- 
payment obligation  to  future  ratepay- 
ers. The  ultimate  result  of  this  prac- 
tice is  to  generate  a  bow  wave  of 
unpaid  investment  costs  which  are 
continuously  deferred  with  an  ever-in- 
creasing level  of  annual  payments  re- 
quired with  each  succeeding  rate 
filing. 

According  to  the  Commission  for 
1982  alone.  Bonneville  failed  to  repay 
interest  and  principal  owed  to  all  of  us 
of  over  $286  million.  And  this  is  just 
for  1  year:  1983  is  expected  to  be  much 
worse.  Based  on  the  straight  line  am- 
ortization method,  right  now  Bonne- 
ville's repayment  is  behind  by  $1.4  bil- 
lion. 

Has  Bonneville  made  efforts  to 
reduce  this  drain  on  the  Treasury? 
Quite  the  contrary.  According  to  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion, Bonneville  is  getting  worse.  Their 
conclusion,  Bonneville  has  made  no 
discernable  effort  to  mitigate  this  in- 
creasing problem. 

And  this  is  the  same  Bonneville  that 
is  pledging  its  assets  to  super-WPPSS. 
If  Bonneville  has  to  incur  even  more 
high-cost  loans  as  a  result  of  this 
amendment  it  will  simply  pay  back  the 
U.S.  taxpayers  at  an  ever  decreasing 
rate. 

The  Interior  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee insists  that  this  bailout 
plan  requires  no  Federal  expenditures. 
If  all  goes  perfectly,  that  may  turn  out 
to  be  true.  But  this  plan  is  like  a  blank 
check  for  Bonneville  Power.  If  it  needs 
more  money  for  WPPSS,  it  can  first 
raise  rates  to  consumers  until  they  will 
pay  no  more.  Then,  it  can  simply  de- 
cline to  repay  the  Treasury  and  re- 
schedule its  debts  until  BPA  itself  goes 
completely  out  of  control. 

The  Interior  Subcommittees  plan  is 
no  more  than  a  gamble  that  BPA  will 
suddenly  learn  how  to  keep  WPPSS's 
house  in  order  when  it  cannot  even 
control  its  own  finances.  And  if  this 
plan  is  adopted,  and  BPA  fails,  all  this 
will  come  falling  down  on— guess 
whom— the  Federal  Treasury  and  the 
taxpayers.  Then  we  will  be  asked  to 
bail    out    Bonneville    Power.    WPPSS. 
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and  the  entire  house  of  cards  that  the 
Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
has  constructed. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  consensus 
here.  If  we  want  to  act,  we  need  to 
bring  together  all  the  players  in  the 
WPPSS  debacle— the  bondholders,  the 
investor,  and  publicly  owned  utilities, 
the  bankers,  and  the  ratepayers.  This 
amendment,  now.  will  only  make  mat- 
ters worse.  I  resent  it  being  rammed 
down  our  throats  without  even  as 
much  as  a  hearing  to  air  all  the  issues 
behind  it.  I  urge  that  we  reject  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
commend  my  distinguished  colleagues. 
Senators  Hatfield  and  McClure.  and 
my  fellow  members  of  the  Senate  Ap- 
propriations Committee  for  reporting 
this  bill. 

I  support  the  Interior  appropriations 
bill-H.R.  3363-as  reported  by  the 
committee. 

H.R.  3363  appropriates  $7.6  billion 
for  Interior  and  related  agency  pro- 
grams. 

The  bill,  with  a  possible  later  re- 
quirement for  the  forest  firefighting 
program  and  outlays  from  prior  appro- 
priations, is  $0.5  billion  in  both  budget 
authority  and  outlays  below  the  sub- 
committees  302(b)  allocation  under 
the  first  budget  resolution. 

With  respect  to  the  credit  budget, 
the  reported  bill  is  consistent  with  as- 
sumptions in  the  first  concurrent  reso- 
lution on  the  budget.  There  is  minimal 
credit  activity  for  programs  in  this  bill. 
Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  table  showing  the  relation- 
ship of  the  reported  bill,  together  with 
possible  later  requirements  to  the  con- 
gressional spending  budget  and  the 
Presidents  budget  request,  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  SUBCOMMinEE 
SPENDING  TOTALS-SENATE  REPORTED  BILL 


South  Carolina  is  very  anxious  for  me 
to  yield. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor yield  me  10  seconds? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes. 

Mr.  METZENBAUM.  1  take  this  op- 
portunity to  commend  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  for  a  magnificent 
statement  in  connection  with  the  issue 
pending  before  us.  As  usual,  he  has 
clarified  the  issue,  laid  it  out.  so  that 
all  of  us  might  understand  it  full  well. 
I  think  maybe  it  will  edify  .some  of  our 
colleagues  in  the  Senate. 

At  the  same  time.  I  would  like  to 
compliment  my  good  friend  from 
Michigan  who  has  also  added  to  the 
discussion  and  dialog  on  this  issue.  I 
thank  both  of  them  very  much. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  my  good 
friend  from  Ohio.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Wisconsin  for 
making  this  time  available. 
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Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
see  there  are  only  a  few  minutes  left 
before  2  p.m.  I  know  the  Senator  from 


RADIO  MARTI 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
cosponsor  of  the  Radio  Marti  bill  (S. 
602).  I  am  concerned  that  the  ramifi- 
cations of  the  amendment  proposed  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska (Mr.  ZoRiNSKY)  have  not  been 
made  clear.  My  colleague  says  that  it 
merely  authorizes  the  U.S.  Informa- 
tion Agency  to  provide  radio  broad- 
casting to  Cuba  through  the  VOA. 
The  tendency  is  to  think.  "Why  create 
another  bureaucracy  when  we  already 
have  the  VOA?" 

Since  1972.  I  have  been  a  member  of 
the  Commerce.  Justice.  State,  the  Ju- 
diciary Appropriations  Subcommittee 
that  controls  the  funding  of  both  the 
Voice  of  America  as  well  as  the  Board 
for  International  Broadcasting.  For  4 
years  I  chaired  that  subcommittee, 
and  for  the  last  3  years  I  have  been 
the  ranking  Democrat.  The  interven- 
ing II  years  of  uncounted  hearings  on 
regular  and  supplemental  budget  re- 
quests have  given  me  an  understand- 
ing of  these  programs.  From  that  long 
experience  I  can  tell  my  colleagues 
that  they  are  confusing  the  medium 
with  the  message  in  thnking  that  the 
Zorinsky  amendment  is  an  improve- 
ment. 

To  put  it  as  simply  as  I  can.  the 
Voice  of  America  was  created  as  a 
"Window  on  America"  through  which 
the  world  could  observe  life  in  the 
United  States.  Over  the  years  we  have 
fought  to  preserve  the  credibility  of 
the  VOA  so  that  the  world  could 
expect  to  receive  authoritative  news, 
and  first-rate  programing  from  the 
United  States. 

VOA  was  not  established  to  be  a  sur- 
rogate broadcaster  such  as  Radio  Free 
Europe  or  Radio  Liberty,  whose  role  is 
to  tell  the  people  behind  the  Iron  Cur- 
tain the  news  of  what  is  occurring  in 
the  Communist  countries.  To  assign 
VOA  a  surrogate  role   would  violate 


the  spirit  of  the  VOA  Charter  granted 
by  Congress  in  1976.  Congress  appreci- 
ated the  difference  in  roles  by  creating 
the  Board  for  International  Broadcast- 
ing to  oversee  the  surrogate  radios, 
but  the  VOA  was  never  considered  in 
the  same  light. 

The  proponents  of  the  Zorinsky 
amendment  claim  that  putting  Radio 
Marti  within  the  VOA  would  save 
money.  The  VOA  is  already  short  of 
studio  and  office  space  for  its  current 
operations.  Last  Saturday  the  Presi- 
dent signed  the  Supplemental  Appro- 
priations bill  which  contains  a  total  of 
$19,800,000  to  upgrade  the  VOA.  Yes- 
terday. Senator  Laxalt  on  behalf  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  re- 
ported the  1984  appropriations  bill  (S. 
1721)  which  includes  an  additional 
$28,000,000  over  the  1983  level,  includ- 
ing the  supplemental,  to  continue  the 
modernization  of  the  VOA. 

Does  that  sound  like  an  agency  that 
has  sufficient  capacity  to  produce  14 
hours  of  surrogate  programing  to 
Cuba?  Certainly  not!  In  fact,  to  take 
on  the  Radio  Marti  role,  the  VOA 
would  have  to  increase  its  physical 
plant  and  editorial  staff  in  direct  pro- 
portion to  that  being  proposed  for 
Radio  Marti. 

Mr.  President,  the  VOA  in  fact  says 
"no  appreciable  dollar  savings  would 
be  realized"  by  the  U.S.  taxpayer  by 
putting  Radio  Marti  into  VOA  accord- 
ing to  a  VOA  statement.  In  that  same 
statement,  it  was  concluded  that  "the 
cost  in  terms  of  credibility  among 
VOAs  worldwide  audience  would  be 
incalculable.  We  would  be  penny  wise 
and  pound  foolish." 

Finally.  I  understand  that  the  sup- 
porters of  the  Zorinsky  amendment 
have  indicated  that  placing  Radio 
Marti  under  VOA  would  be  acceptable 
to  Fidel  Castro.  That  is  the  worst  pos- 
sible reason  I  can  think  of  for  the 
amendment.  Under  that  kind  of  rea- 
soning, we  will  soon  have  Andropov 
clearing  our  defense  plans  and  poli- 
cies. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  for  having  yielded  me 
this  time. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
approaching  a  cloture  vote,  which  I 
think  will  take  place  after  the  quorum 
call  at  2  p.m.  I  think  it  is  worth  noting 
that  we  are  dealing  with  the  subject  of 
the  cloture  vote.  Radio  Marti. 

This  is  a  subject  that  came  up  last 
year  before  the  close  of  the  session. 
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We  had  a  number  of  days  in  which  we 
were  not  able  to  get  to  the  final  vote 
on  the  question  because  we  were  held 
up  with  what  was  a  filibuster  then. 
The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
has  reported  this  bill  on  two  occasions. 
The  bill  had  been  taken  up  in  the 
House  last  year  and  was  passed. 

This  year,  a  number  of  amendments 
have  been  added  to  the  bill  in  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  to 
take  care  of  problems  that  have  been 
raised  in  connection  with  some  of  the 
frequency.  We  are  now  talking  about 
broadcasting  on  a  Voice  of  America 
frequency.  I  think  that  it  behooves  the 
Senate  to  adopt  the  cloture  motion 
today  and  to  cutoff  debate.  We  have 
certainly  had  plenty  of  long  debate  on 
this.  We  should  get  to  the  merits  of 
this  bill. 


lowing  Senators  entered  the  Chamber 
and  answered  to  their  names: 


NAYS— 33 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  2  p.m. 
having  arrived,  pursuant  to  rule  XXII, 
the  Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the 
pending  cloture  motion  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
Wc.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  Rule  XXII  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the 
motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  S. 
602,  an  act  to  provide  for  the  broadcasting 
of  accurate  information  to  the  people  of 
Cuba,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Senators  Jesse  Helms,  Paula  Hawkins. 

Rudy  Boschwitz,  Slade  Gorton.  Steven 

D.  Symms.  Barry  Goldwater,  Orrin  G. 

Hatch,  Jeremiah  Denton.  Bob  Kasten. 

Lawton   Chiles.   Paul   Trible,   Gordon 

Humphrey.  John  P.  East,  Dan  Quayle. 

Robert  Dole,  and  Prank  H.  Murkow- 

ski. 


CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Pursu- 
ant to  rule  XXII,  the  Chair  now  di- 
rects the  clerk  to  call  the  roll  to  ascer- 
tain the  presence  of  a  quorum. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll  and  the  following  Senators  an- 
swered to  their  names: 

[Quorum  No.  15  Legl 

Mathias 

Mattingly 

McClure 

Metzenbaum 

IVIurkowski 

Nickles 

Pro  X  mire 


Abdnor 

Andrews 

Armstrong 

Baker 

Chiles 

Cochran 

Cohen 

D'Amato 

Dan  forth 

Domenici 

Exon 

Garn 


Gorton 

Grassley 

Hart 

Hatch 

Hawkins 

Helms 

HoUings 


Humphrey 

Jepsen 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Ixjng 


Specter 

Stafford 

Symms 

Warner 

Weicker 


Baucus 

Hatfield 

Pressler 

BenUen 

Hecht 

Pryor 

Biden 

Hcflin 

Quayle 

Bingaman 

Heinz 

Randolph 

Boren 

Huddleston 

Riegle 

Bo.schwilz 

Inouye 

Roth 

Bradley 

Jackson 

Rudman 

Bumpers 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Burdick 

Lautenberg 

Sasser 

Byrd 

Laxalt 

Simpson 

Chafee 

Leahy 

Stennis 

Cranston 

Levin 

Stevens 

DeConcini 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Denton 

Mal-sunaga 

Tower 

Dixon 

Melcher 

Trible 

Dodd 

Mitchell 

Tsongas 

Dole 

Mo.vnihan 

Wallop 

Eagleton 

Nunn 

Wil.son 

East 

Pack wood 

Zorinsky 

Ford 

Percy 

The     PRESIDING 

OFFICE 

D'Amato). 

A  quorum  is 

present. 

RADIO  MARTI 

(Mr. 


VOTE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Is  it  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  debate  on  the  motion  to 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  S.  602. 
a  bill  to  provide  for  the  broadcasting 
of  accurate  information  to  the  people 
of  Cuba,  and  for  other  purposes,  shall 
be  brought  to  a  close? 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  automatic 
under  the  rule.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Duren- 
BERGER).  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  GoLDWATER).  and  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Kasten)  are  nec- 
essarily absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin (Mr.  Kasten)  would  vote  "yea". 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn) 
and  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
(Mr.  Pell)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber who  desire  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  62, 
nays  33.  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  242  Leg.] 
YEAS-62 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
quorum  is  not  present.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  names  of  the  absent  Senators. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  re- 
sumed the  call  of  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 


Abdnor 

Hart 

Nunn 

Armstrong 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Baker 

Hawkins 

Percy 

Benl.sen 

Hecht 

Pressler 

Biden 

Heflin 

Quayle 

Bingaman 

Heinz 

Randolph 

Boschwitz 

Helms 

Roth 

Bradley 

HoUings 

Rudman 

Chafee 

Huddleston 

Sarbanes 

Chiles 

Humphrey 

Sa-sser 

Cohen 

Inouye 

Simpson 

D'Amato 

Jackson 

Specter 

Danforth 

Kennedy 

Stevens 

DeConcini 

Lautenberg 

Symms 

Denton 

raxalt 

Thurmond 

Dixon 

1  ugar 

Tower 

Dole 

^.atsunaga 

Trible 

Domenici 

Mattingly 

Wallop 

East 

McClure 

Warner 

Gam 

Metzenbaum 

Wilson 

Gorton 

Nickles 

Andrews 

Ford 

Mitchell 

Baucus 

Grassley 

Moynihan 

Boren 

Hatfield 

Murkowski 

Bumpers 

Jepsen 

Proxmire 

Burdick 

Johnston 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Kassebaum 

Riegle 

Cochran 

Leahy 

Stafford 

Cranston 

Levin 

Stennis 

Dodd 

Long 

Tsongas 

Eagleton 

Mathias 

Weicker 

Exon 

Melcher 

Zorinsky 

NOT  VOTING- 

-5 

Durenberger 

Goldwater 

Pell 

Glenn 

Kasten 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On 
this  vote,  three-fifths  of  the  Senators 
duly  chosen  and  sworn  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  the  motion  is  agreed 
to. 

(Later  the  following  occurred:) 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  vote  on 
the  last  vote  on  cloture  be  changed.  It 
was  my  fault,  not  the  clerk's.  I  voted 
"nay  "  when  I  meant  to  vote  "yea"  to 
cut  off  debate.  I  have  checked  this 
with  both  the  majority  leader  and  the 
minority  leader.  There  is  no  objection, 
to  the  best  of  my  knowledge. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  assuming 
that  unanimous  consent  is  granted, 
that  my  request  appear  after  the 
debate  on  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

(The  foregoing  rollcall  vote  has  been 
corrected  to  reflect  the  above  order.) 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  clo- 
ture just  invoked  is  against  further 
debate  on  the  motion  to  proceed,  not 
on  the  bill  itself.  I  fully  expect  we  are 
going  to  have  a  fair  amount  of  debate 
on  the  bill  as  and  when  we  get  to  that 
bill. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTA- 
TION APPROPRIATIONS,  1984- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr,  BAKER.  There  is  another 
matter  that  needs  to  be  dealt  with, 
and  that  is  the  DOT  conference  report 
which  is  available  to  us.  and  I  would 
like  to  take  that  up.  It  is  completed, 
and  I  do  not  think  it  will  take  very 
long  to  deal  with. 

I  would  inquire  of  the  minority 
leader  and  all  other  Senators  as  to 
their  feeling  on  proceeding  to  the  con- 
sideration of  that  measure  at  this  time 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  rule 
XXII. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  ques- 
tion is  addressed  to  me,  and  I  have  not 
had  a  chance  to  talk  to  my  colleagues. 
Personally  I  have  no  objection.  I  do 
think  we  ought  to  try  to  establish 
some  framework  of  time  because  con- 
ceivably—and I  know  this  will  not 
happen— otherwise  conceivably  it  can 
be  used  to  delay  further  action  on 
Radio  Marti. 
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Mr    BAKER    Mr.    President,   while        Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair.  The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    On 

we  do  that,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a        Mr.    ANDREWS.    Mr.    President.    I  whose  time? 
Quorum                                                            submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of        Mr.  BYRD.  On  Mr.  Chiles  time. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The    conference  on  H.R.  3329  and  ask  for        The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 

clerk  will  call  the  roll.  its  immediate  consideration.  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro-  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll.  report  will  be  stated.  ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr    BAKER    Mr    President.   I   ask        The  assistant   legislative  clerk  read        Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for    as  follows:  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 

the  quorum  call  be  rescinded.  The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis-  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With-  agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection  it  is  so  ordered.  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R  out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr    BYRD    Mr    President    will  the     3329)  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart         Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 

i«ainritv  learier  vield'  '"«'"'  °f  Transportation  and  related  agen-  support    the  Statement   just   made   by 

Mr  RAKFR  Yes  I  vield  '■*«'^  ^°^  '^^  "^'^*'  ^'^^'  ^"'""*'  September  30,  ggnator    Andrews    and    to    urge    the 

M      BYRD    I   hai 'forgotten  there     iff/,  f.^  and  ^e^coZ^eTce   Sav^ Ig'e^d  ^^-^^^^^   ^°   '^''^'''''Ll':'   conference 

was    a    time    agreement    entered    last     ^^recorl^mend  an/do  recommend  agreement  for  the  1984  transportation 

night,  so  I  withdraw  my  objection.  respective  House  this  report,  signed  by  a  bill.  ,       i. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  in  a  majority  of  the  conferees.  Last  February  we  began  the  hear- 
moment  I  am  going  to  ask  unanimous  ^^^  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With-  'ngs  o"  the  administrations  budget  re- 
consent  that  we  go  to  the  conference  ^  objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed  QUfsts  for  transportation.  Over  the 
report  under  the  terms  of  the  time  to  the  consideration  of  the  conference  last  6  months.  Chairman  Andrews  has 
agreement  previously  entered  into.            r^nnrt  worked  hard  to  accommodate  matters 

(The  conference  report  is  printed  in  brought  to  his  atterttion.  He  has  done 

DESIGNATION  OF         MARTIN     the  House  proceedings  of  the  Record  J,^;:;,'';?^?^^  ^ef  t^s'^^^ 

LUTHER    KING.    JR.    BIRTHDAY     of  July  26,  1983.)  reSiofon  manfdif f icuU  ^ 

AS  HOLIDAY  PRFSiniNG    OFFICER     The        This  conferences  agreement  accom- 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  believe,  if  I  am  not  c„„aLr  frnm  NnVth  nakota  modates  the  important  transportation 
mistaken,  while  it  is  the  practice  of  ^  w,  "/ndrfws  Mr  Pr^^^^  I  ask  programs  and  projects  that  are  of  vital 
the  messenger  to  only  report  the  first  .."^^senat^^od^yt^adrp"  the  confer  importance  to  the  many  States  of  our 
document  that  there  may  be  another  1^^/^"^|,^/°';*Vr  V^29  tL  f^^^  Nation.  It  does  so,  however,  in  a  fiscal- 
document  With  that  message.  May  I  e-e  -P-\,°jJ^f^^^  J«-  l^l^'j^^^^,  ly  restrained  manner, 
inquire  is  there  a  second  message  on     V^'ar    i»o'*    Y^';'^"  .        ,p..pK  in  the        Mr.  President,  the  conference  agree- 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have      ^^^'^J.^^y^^;^^  *'^^ 'J%''"^^^^^  cation  process  within  the  Appropria- 

discussed  this  with  the  minority  leader     t'°"  ^"o^f,V°"  '  nnVted  to  ?he  SenLle  tions  Committee  recommended  a  $300 

and  a  number  of  other  Senators.  I  will     f  "f^^*^"^'"^^  J^^more    the  confer  million  reduction  to  the  budget  resolu- 

not  now  do  that,  but  I  want  to  say  it  is    l^' J^°^^}yJ^'^!LZTlcco)^^^  tion  funding  assumptions  for  tran.spor- 

my  intention  at  some  point  to  put  that     ^J,%*^.^^,^^'^',^„  ^i^^^f.^p?^^^^^^  tation.  In  other  words,  our  conference 

measure   on   the   calendar   by   unani-    on  several  '^^f  ^"^^^^P/"™"^^^^  total    of   $10.9    billion,    while    at   the 

mous  consent  or  to  invoke  the  provi-     '"^^l^^^^T^o^^^^^  ^"oJ  ^JX"  302(b,  allocation  levels,  is  $300  million 

sions  of  rule  XXIV  to  do  so.  sid.es  to  ^J^°"j'^^4;P°;^^P°'\^^p  result  below  the  funding  assumptions  includ- 

As  I  say.  I  have  discussed  this  exten-    ^.^.^^'^'^^./S  negot^a  ion^^^^^  ed  in  the  budget  resolution.  The  con- 

sively  beforehand,  and  in  a  sense  it    °i '^"^^^f^"/ ,^„;'  ^^^^3"^?,°^  f  f eet  sure  ference   agreement    is   $873.6    million 

may  come  as  a  surprise  to  some  Sena-     ^^"""f^f^^s  position  on  all  i^ues  below  last  years  level,  and  it  is  $367.7 

tors,  but  I  will  not  make  either  effor      [f^fbee^tdeouateb?^^^^^^^  million  below  the  level  originally  rec- 

at  this  time.  But  I  say  this  only  to  let     ^^J^^"  ^^S  LuTa^^^^^  the  ommended   by   the   House.   The   new 

them  know  it  is  my  intention  before     ^^^^^^^'l.^^^^^^  t^"  thTbill  Sll  be  btidget  authority  recommended  by  the 

this  day  is  out  to  either  ask  unani-    ^.^/„^^"^^';^.  f^'^^^^^^^^^^^  conference  agreement  is  just  $18.7  mil- 

mous  consent  to  put  that  measure  on    ^'^"t^^J  The    fourth    appropdations  lion  more  than  the  level  requested  by 
the  calendar  or  invoke  the  provisions    P^iif^'^^^^'^^et^^^^^            appropriatio  administration.  Based  on  the  re- 

of  rule  XIV  which  would  culminate  in    '"^^"^^  tS  think  the  members  of  the  ductions  we  have  made  in  the  bill,  we 

enda'r  in  anv  event'  "'"""  °"         '         conrereLe  committee  Tnd    in  particu-  have  received  assurances  that  it  will  be 

enaar  in  any  eveni.  ^^^     ^^^    distinguished   Senator    from  signed  into  law. 

^^■"^^  Florida     (Mr.     Chiles)     whose     help        Within     the     overall     funding     re- 

DEPARTMENT   OF  TRANSPORTA-     throughout  the  evolution  of  this  bill  straints.   the  conferees  agreed   to   m- 

TION    APPROPRIATIONS.    1984-     has  been  invaluable.  creased  funding  for  a  number  of  im- 

CONFERENCE  REPORT  Mr    BYRD    Mr.  President,  will  the  portant    programs.    An    $800    million 

Mr    BAKER.   Mr.   President.  I  ask    Senator  yield'  level  was  agreed  to  for  the  grants-in- 

unanimouf  consent  that  it  now  be  in        Mr.  ANDREWS.  1  yield.  aid  for  airports  program  which   is  a 

oXTo  proceed  to  the  consideration        Mr.    BYRD.    I    thank    the    distin-  full  100  million  more  than  requested 

of  the  DOT  conference  report  as  just     guished    chairman.    Mr.    Chiles    was  by  the  administration.  The  conferees 

?eceivirfrom   the  Souse   under   the    Temporarily    called    off    the    floor    to  also  agreed  to  provide  increases  ov^r 

S    agreement    previously    entered     meet  with  a  constituent.  I  wonder  if  the    President  s    request    for    Urban 

lime    agreement    previou    y  we  could  put  in  just  a  brief  quorum.  Mass    Transportation    Administration 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Is        Mr.    ANDREWS.    Mr.    President.    I  section  9  formula  grants  and  section  3 

there    obfectlon?    The    Chair    hears    make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  discretionary  grants^  Th^^^^^^^^ 

none,  and  it  is  so  ordered.  not  present.  are  $415  million  and  $125  million  re- 


spectively over  the  levels  requested  by 
the  administration.  The  limitation  on 
obligations  for  the  Federal  aid  high- 
way programs  recommended  by  the 
conference  is  $12,520  billion.  While 
this  amount  is  less  than  the  author- 
ized level,  it  is  55  percent  more  than 
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the  Battle  Creek  area  in  Michigan,  rel- 
ative to  information  he  received  from 
the  Department  of  Transportation 
that  this  language  would  preclude  the 
FAA  from  making  any  announcement 
regarding  the  FAA's  proposed  consoli- 
dation of  the  Battle  Creek  and  Minne- 


the  ,8.,  biiuon  we  started  with  last    ap<ms   fUgh.    It^pecUorVeVd  ^■^„oS    7.TS:\T2rSSeZ.f'rr^A 


Board,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission and  several  other  smaller 
transportation-related  agencies. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Transporation  conference  report.  The 
conferees  showed  tremendous  fiscal 
restraint  in  negotiating  an  agreement 


year. 

Mr.  President,  one  disappointment 
to  me  is  the  level  of  funding  provided 
for  the  Coast  Guard. 

While  the  conference  committee  did 
agree  to  add  $8  million  over  the 
Senate  figure  for  Coast  Guard  oper- 
ations, the  overall  funding  level  for 
the  Coast  Guard  is  actually  $45.3  mil- 
lion below  the  level  requested  by  the 
administration. 

The  amount  agreed  to  for  the  Coast 
Guard  is  the  lowest  level  possible  to 
still  permit  the  Coast  Guard  to  contin- 
ue its  current  level  of  operations. 
There  is  no  room  to  respond  to  an  un- 
expected situation  such  as  the  Mariel- 
Cuban  boat  lift  or  a  sudden  surge  or 
increase  in  the  flow  of  foreign  drugs 
into  the  United  States.  Unfortunately, 
the  Coast  Guard,  which  is  the  fifth 
branch  of  the  Armed  Forces,  has  not 
been  permitted  to  take  part  in  the 
military  buildup  now  underway  for  the 
other  Armed  Forces.  I  believe  that  we 
must  reverse  this  situation  in  future 
appropriation  bills. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  one  final 
matter  I  would  like  to  comment  on. 
This  year  the  conference  committee 
was  chaired  by  Congressman  Bill 
Lehman,  chairman  of  the  House  Ap 


(FIFOs).  I  am  told  that  the  FAA  had 
planned  to  make  an  announcement  in 
the  near  future  about  which  site- 
Battle  Creek.  Minneapolis,  or  a  possi- 
ble third  site— had  been  selected  for 
the  consolidated  office. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
author  of  the  amendment  was  con- 
cerned about  the  closing  and  consoli- 
dation of  flight  service  stations  and 
did  not  intend  to  prevent  the  closing 
or  consolidation  of  flight  inspection 
field  offices.  However,  the  language  of 
section  319  is  very  broad  and  does  not 
make  any  distinction  between  FIFOs 
and  flight  service  stations.  As  a  result, 
I  wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee could  respond  to  two  specif- 
ic questions  I  have  regarding  the  con- 
solidation of  the  Battle  Creek  and 
Minneapolis  FIFOs. 

First,  can  the  Senator  tell  me  wheth- 
er the  FAA  will  be  able  to  go  forward 
with  an  announcement  about  which 
site  has  been  selected  for  the  consoli- 
dated field  office? 

Second,  under  section  319.  will  the 
FAA  be  able  to  begin  actual  prepara- 
tions for  consolidation  of  the  Battle 
Creek  and  Minneapolis  FIFO's  once 
an  announcement  has  been  made? 

Mr.    ANDREWS.    I    appreciate    the 


propriations  Subcommittee  for  Trans-  concern   of  the  Senator  from  Michi 

portation  and  Related  Agencies.  Much  gan.  I  have  a  similar  situation  in  my 

of  our  success  in  conference  as  well  as  own  State  of  North  Dakota  and  will  be 

the  amiable  manner  in  which  the  con-  glad  to  clarify  what  we  intended  by 

ference  was  conducted  was  due  to  the  the  language  he  has  referred  to.  It  was 

leadership  of  Congressman  Lehman.  I  the  intent  of  the  conferees  that  this 

know  that  I  also  speak  for  Chairman  language  would  in  no  way  preclude  the 


Andrews  and  other  Members  of  the 
Senate  who  served  in  the  conference 
committee  in  expressing  our  apprecia- 
tion to  Congressman  Lehman  for  work- 
ing toward  a  fair  and  well  balanced 
compromise  on  each  of  the  70  items 
that  the  conference  dealt  with. 

Mr.   President.   I  will   not  take  the 
time   of   the   Members   to   detail    the 


announcement  of  the  intended  consoli- 
dations presently  under  consideration 
by  the  FAA.  It  was  also  my  under- 
standing that  the  language  was  direct- 
ed primarily  at  prohibiting  the  imple- 
mentation of  consolidation  or  closing 
of  flight  service  stations.  Therefore, 
nothing  in  this  section  of  the  bill 
would    preclude    the    FAA    from    an- 


many   other   important   items   in   the    nouncing  and  beginning  to  implement 


bill.  I  am  prepared,  however,  along 
with  Senator  Andrews  to  attempt  to 
answer  any  questions  that  the  other 
Members  might  have. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from.  North 
Dakota  will  yield  for  a  moment.  Sec- 
tion 319  of  the  conference  report 
states  that  "none  of  the  funds  in  this 
or  any  other  act  shall  be  used  by  the 
Federal    Aviation   Administration   for 


the  consolidation  of  FIFO's. 
•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  support  the  fiscal 
year  1984  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion Appropriation  Conference 
Report. 

I  would  like  to  congratulate  my  dis- 
tinguished colleagues.  Senators  An- 
drews and  Chiles,  and  the  members 
of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee for  bringing  back  a  conference 
report  that  is  identical  to  the  subcom- 


any  facility  closures  or  consolidations     mittee's    302(b)    crosswalk    allocation 


prior  to  December  1.   1983.  '  and  re 
quires  the  FAA  to  submit  a  plan  to  the 
appropriate     committees     for     future 
consolidations  and  closures. 
This  morning  I  received  a  call  from 


The  conference  report  on  H.R.  3329 
provides  $10.9  billion  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $9.7  billion  in  outlays  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  programs  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 


Congressman  Wolpe,  who  represents    Transportation,  the  Civil  Aeronautics 


, is 

above  the  President's  request  by  less 
than  $50  million  in  budget  authority 
and  $0.4  billion  in  outlays. 

With  respect  to  the  credit  budget, 
the  conference  report  provides  $35 
million  in  new  direct  loans  obligations 
and  $35  million  in  new  primary  loan 
guarantee  commitments.  The  total  for 
direct  loan  obligations  is  identical  to 
the  first  budget  resolution  assumption 
for  this  bill.  The  total  for  primary 
loan  guarantee  commitments  is  $126 
million  less  than  that  assumed  in  the 
first  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  two  tables 
showing  the  relationship  of  the  con- 
ference report  to  the  congressional 
spending  and  credit  budgets  and  the 
President's  budget  requests  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks. 

The  tables  follow: 

TRANSPORTATION  SUBCOMMIHEE  SPENDING  TOTALS- 
CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT 

I  In  MlKXis  ol  doll3's{ 

frscal  year  19M 


Budget 

autlKit- 

ily 


Outtly 


Outlays  itom  pfiotyeat  twdget  auttoity  and  oHw  actwis 

completed 
H  R  3329  conlcfence  agieemetil 
Adiustmenl  to  cwitorin  mandaloty  pragraim  lo  first  Mga 

tesolulioii  assumptions  __._ 

Subcommittee  total  

Subcommittee  302(b)  alloalion „^ . 

Senate-passed  level „.„ 

Hoiise-passsed  ie«l  .".; ^... 

Presidert  s  request       

Subcommittee  total  compared  to 

Subcommittee  302(b)  alkxialjon: .   , 

Senaie-passed  level 

House^passed  level 

Ptesidenl  s  request 


'  less  Hian  $50,000,000 

Note  Details  may  not  add  to  totals  due  to  rounding 

TRANSPORTATION  SUBCOMMITTEE  CREDIT  TOTALS- 
CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT 

I  In  billions  ol  dollars  I 


157 

109 

9.7 

-(.) 

-(r) 

10.9 

?54 

109 

754 
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?54 

lU 
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109 

250 

:  ri 
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-K.) 
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fiscal  year  1984 
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ban 
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ments 


Hfl  3329.  conference  agreement  ...____ „  (i) 

Subcomrailtee  total     __.. (■) 

Subcommittee  1st  budget  resolution  assmii|)li«L._ I') 

Senaie-passed  level  „.  ji) 

House-passed  level  (i) 

President's  request    (>) 

Subcommittee  total  compared  to 


(') 


1st  budget  resolulion  assunpCai- 

Senate  passed  level 

House-passed  level 

President  s  request         
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'  less  than  {50.000.000  • 
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Mr  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  that  the  Senate  adopt  the  con- 
ference report.  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  further  debate? 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHILES.  1  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 

agreed  to.  .     .   ,      i 

Mr  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  cer- 
tain  amendments   which   are   in   dis- 

*  ThTpRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendments  in  dis- 
agreement. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  Us 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  1  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  loi- 

°In  lieu  of  the  sum  inserted  by  said  amend- 
ment, insert;  S36.S00 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22445 


Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  23  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

°In*Ueu   of   the   matter   inserted   by   said 
amendment,   insert:       Provided.    That   not- 
withstanding any  other  provision   of  lau. 
the  secretary  of  Transportation  may  hereaj- 
ler  issue  notes  or  other  obligations  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  such  forms  ana 
denominations,     bearing    such    maturities, 
and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  prescribe. 
Such  obligations  may  be  issued  to  pay  any 
necessary  expenses  required  pursuant  to  the 
guarantee  issued  under  the  Act  of  September 
7   1957   Public  Law  85-307.  as  amended  I49 
use   13''-i  note).  The  amount  of  such  obli- 
gations uhen  combined  with  the  aggregate 
of  all  such  obligations  made  dur^^g  fiscal 
year  1983  shall  not  exceed  SI 75.000.000  by 
September  30.   1984.  Such  obligations  shall 
be  redeemed  by  the  Secretary  from  appro- 
priations  authorized   by   this   section.    The 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  purchase  any 
such  obligations,  and  for  such   purpose  he 
may  use  as  a  public  debt  transaction  the 
proceeds  from    the   sale   of  any   secujit^^f 
issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act. 
as  now  or  hereafter  in  force.  The  purpose  for 
which  securities  may  be  issued  under  such 
Act  are  extended  to  include  any  purchase  of 
notes  or  other  obligations  issued  under  the 
subsection.    The  Secretary   of  the   Treasury 
may  sell  any  such  obligations  at  such  times 
and  pncc  and  upon  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  he  shall  determine  in  his  discretion^ 
All  purchase,  redemptions,  and  sales  of  sucn 
obligations  by  such  Secretary  *'«««  f  /7°'. 
ed  as  public  debt  transactions  of  the  United 
States. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  Us 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  28  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  wUh  an  amendment  as 
follows: 


In   lieu  of   the   matter   inserted   by   said 
amendment,  insert: 

EMERGENCY  RELIEF 

Notwithstanding    sections    125.    129.    and 
301  of  title  23.  United  States  Code  an  addi- 
tional $20,000,000  shall   be  available  from 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for  the  frnergencv 
fund  authorized  under  section   iJ5?f  title 
23    United  States  Code:  Provided.  That  the 
Secretary  shall  give  first  priority  to  making 
funds    available    to    repair   or    replace    the 
Mianus  Bridge  on  1-95  in  Connecticut:  Pro- 
vided further.   That  the  Federal  funds  pro- 
vided herein  shall  not  duplicate  assistance 
provided   by  any  other  Federal   emergency 
program,  compensation  received  from  Con 
necticut  bridge  insurance  Policu-s    or  any 
other  non  Federal  source:  Provided  further 
That   regulations  issued  under  section  U5. 
title  23.  United  States  Code,  shall  apply  to 
the  expenditure  of  such  Federal  funds:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  funds  shall  not  be 
available    until    the    State    of   Connecticut 
enters  into  an  agreement  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 105  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1978  which  covers  the  Mianus  Bridge. 

MIANUS  BRIDCE  EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE 

For  necessary  expenses  to  help  defray  costs 
such  as  additional  police  and  fire  senices 
and  road  repairs  resulting  from  the  Mianus 
Bndge  collapse.  $1,000,000:  Provided.  That 
such  sum  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
and  allocated  to  the  towns  of  Greenwich. 
Connecticut,  and  Port  Chester  New  York. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  39  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

'°Rertore  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  strike  out  fiscal  year  1981  . 
and  insert:  fiscal  year  1979 


Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendnjent  of  the 
Senate  numbered  36  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

follows:  .   J    u,.    ooirf 

In   lieu   of   the   matter   inserted   b>    said 
amendment,  insert:    Proi  ided.  That  the  Sec-^ 
retary  of  Transportation    is   authorized    to 
issue  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  notes 
or  other  obligations  pursuant  to  section  5U 
of  the  Railroad  Revilalizalion  and  Regula- 
tory Reform  Act  of  1976   'Public  i-a"'   »''- 
710)    as  amended,  in  such  amounts  and  at 
'such  times  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  any 
amounts  required  pursuant  to  the  guarantee 
of    the    principal    amount    of    obligations 
under  sections  511  through  513  of  such  Act 
such  authority  to  exist  as  long  as  any  such 
guaranteed  obligation  is  outstanding:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  the  amount  of  such  notes 
or  other  obligations,   when  combined   with 
the  aggregate  of  all  such  note  or  obligations 
issued   dunng  fiscal    year   i^SX    shall    not 
exceed  $150,000,000  by  September  30.  1984. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  41  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

"strike   out   the   matter   stricken   by   said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

ILLINOIS  FEEDER  LINE  ASSISTANCE 
(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS* 


unobligated  balances  of  -Redeemable  prefer- 
ence shares":  Provided.  That  such  grant 
shall  contain  terms  requiring  (It  the  repay- 
ment of  the  full  amount  of  the  grant  to  the 
United  States  in  the  event  of  the  cessation  of 
sennce  on  such  line  within  five  years  after 
the  first  operation  of  such  senice  after  re- 
ceipt  of  such  grant,  and  <2i  a  liquidation 
priority  for  the  United  States  in  the  event  of 
bankruptcy  within  such  five-year  period. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  53  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  .  ,         .       ^.. 

Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert:  $18,400,000.  for  the 
period  October  1.  1983  through  August  1. 
1984 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  Its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  60  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  .  ,         .        „.  . 

Strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  in.sert:  w,,„o#. 

S«  314.  The  Congress  intends  and  directs 
that  the  proposed  rulemaking  to  adjust  the 
annual  passenger  ceiling  at  Washington  Na- 
tional Airport  be  held  in  abeyance  for  at 
least  60  days  from  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  61  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

"strike  out  the  matter  stricken  by  said 
amendment,  and  insert: 

Se<  315  None  of  the  funds  provided  in  this 
Act  for  the  Department  of  Transportation 
shall  be  used  for  the  enforcement  of  any  rule 
with  respect  to  the  repayment  of  construc- 
tion differential  subsidy  for  the  permanent 
release  of  vessels  from  the  restrictions  in  sec- 
tion 506  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1936 
until  60  days  following  the  promulgation  of 
any  such  rule.  .   . 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  the  enforcement  of  any  rule  regarding 
the' repayment  of  construction  differential 
subsidy  for  the  permanent  release  of  vessels 
from  the  restrictions  in  s<''-"°",5/'*  °V^^ 
Merchant  Marine  Act.  1936.  shall  beheld  in 
abeyance  for  at  least  60  days  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act 


For  a  grant  related  to  the  acquisition  and 
rehabilitation  of  the  railroad  feeder  line  as 
authorized  by  section  511  of  the  «<»'  ■^^^'Z 
and  Service  Improvement  Act  of  198d. 
$3,000,000.  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 


Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  Us 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  64  to  the  aioresaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

follows:  ^  _„j  i„ 

In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment,  insert:  31 7 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the ,  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  65  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

In  lieu  of  the  section  number  ••316"  named 
in  said  amendment,  insert:  318 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  66  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 

°In*ieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 


.Sit  319.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  used  by  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  for  any  facility  closures 
or  consolidations  prior  to  December  1,  1983: 
Provided.  That  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration shall,  no  later  than  October  1. 
1983.  submit  to  the  appropriate  committees 
of  the  Congress  a  detailed,  site-specific,  and 
time-phased  plan,  including  cost-effective- 
ness and  other  relevant  data,  for  all  facility 
closures  or  consolidations  over  the  next 
three  years:  Provided  further.  That,  in  the 
instance  of  any  proposed  closure  or  consoli- 
dation questioned  in  writing  by  the  House 
or  Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations  or 
by  any  legislative  committee  of  jurisdiction, 
no  such  proposed  closure  or  consolidation 
shall  be  advanced  prior  to  April  15,  1984,  in 
order  to  allow  for  the  timely  conduct  of  any 
necessary  congressional  hearings. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  67  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  section  number  •318"  named 
in  said  amendment,  insert:  320 

Resoli'ed.  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  69  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  section  number  named  in 
said  amendment,  insert:  321 

Resoli^ed,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  70  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

Sec  322.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  the  limitation  on  total  obliga- 
tions for  Federal-aid  highways  and  highway 
safety  construction  programs  for  fiscal  year 
1984  contained  in  Title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be 
reduced  by  $80,000,000. 

Resolved.  That  the  House  insist  on  its  dis- 
agreement to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
numbered  21  to  the  aforesaid  bill. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend- 
ments of  the  House  to  the  amend- 
ments of  the  Senate  numbered  1.  23. 
28.  36.  39,  41,  53.  60,  61.  64,  65,  66,  67, 
and  69. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection  the  motion  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  that  the  Senate  recede  from  its 
amendment  No.  21. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  70  to  the  bill  H.R. 
3329,  with  an  amendment,  which  I 
now  send  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr.  Ma- 
THIAS).    for    himself.    Mr.    Domenici.    Mr. 


Trible.  Mr,  Warner.  Mr.  Sarbanes.  Mr. 
Sasser.  Mr.  Bingaman.  Mr.  Eagleton.  Mr. 
Glenn.  Mr.  Burdick.  and  Mr.  Randolph. 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  2112. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  will  not  object, 
except  I  would  like  to  reserve  the  right 
to  make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment,  if  I  so  choose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No 
rights  are  forfeited  by  having  the 
amendment  read.  Does  the  Senator 
object  to  the  reading  of  the  amend- 
ment being  called  off? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  do  not. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  amendment  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  add  the  following: 

Sec  323.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  or  any  other  Act  may  be  obligat- 
ed or  expended  before  October  15.  1983— 

( 1 )  to  adopt,  to  issue,  or  to  carry  out  a 
final  rule  or  regulation,  a  final  revision,  ad- 
dition, or  amendment  to  regulations,  or  a 
final  statement  of  policy  based  on  any  pro- 
posed rule  or  regulation,  any  proposed  revi- 
sion, addition,  or  amendment  to  regulations, 
or  any  proposed  statement  of  policy  of 
which  a  notice  was  published  in  parts  III-VI 
of  the  Federal  Register  on  March  30,  1983 
(48  P.R.  13.  342  to  13.381)  or  in  parts  III 
through  VI  of  the  Federal  Register  on  July 
14.  1983  (48  F.R.  32.  275  to  32.312);  or 

(2)  to  adopt,  to  issue,  or  to  carry  out  any 
final  rule  or  regulation,  any  final  revision, 
addition,  or  amendment  to  a  regulation,  or 
any  final  statement  of  policy  which  effectu- 
ates the  purposes  of  any  proposed  rule,  reg- 
ulation, revision,  addition,  amendment,  or 
statement  of  policy  referred  to  in  clause  (1). 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President.  I 
offer  this  amendment  today  for  myself 
and  for  Senators  Domenici.  Trible, 
Warner.  Sarbanes,  Sasser.  Bingaman. 
Eagleton.  Glenn,  and  Burdick.  Like 
the  amendment  I  introduced  last 
Friday,  it  is  an  extraordinary  measure 
for  an  extraordinary  situation.  And,  as 
I  said  last  Friday,  I  take  this  unusual 
step  because  there  is  no  alternative. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  on  March 
30,  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment issued  regulations  which  propose 
dramatic  changes  in  the  rules  govern- 
ing the  civil  service.  The.se  changes  in- 
clude implementing  a  pay  for  perform- 
ance plan  throughout  the  Federal 
work  force,  diminishing  the  impor- 
tance of  seniority  in  a  reduction  in 
force,  and  providing  guidelines  for 
what  is  negotiable  in  a  collective  bar- 
gaining setting. 

In  the  Civil  Service  Subcommittee  of 
the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee, 
which  is  chaired  by  the  very  able  as- 
sistant majority  leader,  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Stevens),  we  have 
carefully  reviewed  the  OPM  proposals 


in  not  less  than  four  separate  hear- 
ings. We  have  identified  a  number  of 
problems  with  the  proposals,  not  the 
least  of  which  is  the  fact  that  they 
constitute  the  most  far-reaching 
changes  to  the  civil  service  since  the 
enactment  of  the  Civil  Service  Reform 
Act  of  1978.  Yet,  they  are  going  to  be 
made  through  administrative  regula- 
tions, and  not  through  the  legislative 
process. 

Mr.  President,  the  action  which  we 
undertake  today  is  necessitated  by  the 
fact  that  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement has  scrapped  its  original 
March  30  regulations  and  issued  a  new 
set  of  proposals.  The  new  proposed 
regulations,  which  will  potentially  be 
ready  for  implementation  this  month, 
while  this  Congress  is  in  recess,  remain 
fatally  flawed  for  many  of  the  same 
reasons  that  the  earlier  regulations 
were  defective.  There  is  a  prohibition 
on  the  implementation  of  the  March 
30  regulations  which  was  included  in 
the  fiscal  year  1983  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill.  But  the  prohibition 
speaks  to  the  March  regulations  and 
not  to  the  July  regulations. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  make 
clear  to  my  colleagues  that  this 
amendment  will  not  indefinitely  block 
implementation  of  the  OPM  regula- 
tions. Instead,  this  amendment  would 
delay  implementation  until  October 
15.  1983.  In  the  meantime,  the  sub- 
committee will  have  a  chance  to  work 
with  the  OPM  on  legislation  it  has 
drafted  which  takes  a  reasonable  and 
rational  approach  to  the  problems 
OPM  wants  to  address. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
Director  of  Personnel.  Dr.  Devine,  and 
I  think  he  understands  our  position. 
The  draft,  which  is  the  work  of  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  would 
authorize  a  portion  of  the  regulations 
to  be  tested  on  10  percent  of  the  work 
force  for  3 '2  years.  It  is  a  proposal 
that  has  the  support  of  virtually  all  of 
the  Federal  employee  groups  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office.  So  I  hope 
that  the  Senate  will  adopt  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
for  such  time  as  he  may  require. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
strongly  support  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Senator  Mathias  to  tempo- 
rarily block  the  issuance  of  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  regulations 
until  we  have  an  opportunity  to  move 
legislation  in  these  areas. 

The  Civil  Service,  Post  Office,  and 
General  Services  Subcommittee, 
which  I  chair,  has  held  four  hearings 
since  April  on  the  subject  of  the  OPM 
regulations  and  related  issues.  I  think 
most  parties  are  in  agreement  that  the 
current  systems  of  performance  ap- 
praisal, and  pay  for  performance,  and 
to  a  lesser  extent  reduction  in  force, 
do  not  work  as  intended.  It  is  not  easy 
to  get  agreement  on  what  would  im- 
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T  ,..oc  i,,  thP  nnsition  Of  being  the  Personnel  Management  did  not  amend 
prove  those  systems.  OPM-s  two  sets  ^^  *^^  '"//'h,  buf  rthe  absVn^^^  the  original  regulations.  Instead,  it 
of  proposed  regulations  would  make  "?^"X.rianort he  Appropriations  issued  a  second  set  of  regulations 
major  changes  Government-w.de  with-  J,h„^^^^jf,'^^*\,hen  that  bill  came  which  do  not  accomplish  the  goals 
out  first  insuring  they  are  workable^  hPforTthe  Senate  last  week,  the  sup-  that  we  had  discussed  totally,  and 
I    have    prepared    legislation    that    before    he  Sena^;^^  ^  ^^  ^^e    which  leave  us  in  the  position  where 

would  establish  a  3''.  year  expenmen-  f/f^'T  "Je'^lpre  told  that  any  amend-  those  new  regulations,  the  second  set 
tal    program    which    would    create    a    time    ^^^e  j^^^^tal  conference    of  regulations,  could  actually  become 

series  of  demonstration  projects  on  '^^^^^^\,^^^^  jpiay  the  passage  of  the  effective  before  the  Congress  resumes 
performance   appraisal,   pay   for   per-        y  jeopardize    the    millions    of    in  September. 

formance.  and  reductions  in  force.  The  «''  ^^^  depend  upon  food  stamps.  i  believe  our  original  intent  to  delay 
experiments  would  cover  a  wide  vane-  y  ^  ^^Iked  to  the  distinguished  chair-  those  regulations  in  order  that  the 
ty  of  agencies,  grades,  and  locations.  ^^   ^^^  committee,   the   Senator     Congress  might  pursue  the  concept  ol 

At  last  150.000  employees  would  par-  ^^^^  Oregon  and  explained  the  situa-  gome  testing  of  the  process  of  Pay  for 
ticipate.  50  percent  of  which  would  be  ^.^^  ^^  ^^.^  ^^  ^j^^  communicated  performance  and  the  system  by  which 
in  units  with  an  exclusive  representa-  ^.^^^  people  downtown  who  were  vital-  ^.p  appraise  performance,  before  put- 
tive.  Employees  or  their  exclusive  rep-  j^.  interested  in  the  passage  of  the  sup-  (jng  such  system  in  place,  is  impera- 
resentatives  would  be  given  the  oppor-  pjpj^ental  appropriations  conference  jj^g  ^Ve  must  have  a  test  of  this  new 
tunity  to  participate  in  the  design  of    j.^     ^t   I  did  not  raise  the  question  of    system. 

the  experiment.  This  experimental  ^^^  Senators  amendment  because  of  j  ggg  ^y  good  friend  from  Oregon  is 
period  would  be  used  to  test  a  variety  ^^^  assurance  of  all  concerned  that  we  ^^^^  j  ^ave  just  recited  the  conversa- 
of  approaches  to  see  which  ones  could  ^.Q^id  be  able  to  raise  the  amendment  ^j^^  ^.p  j^^d  concerning  the  fact  that  if 
best  be  applied  Government-wide.  ^^  ^^le  Senator  from  Maryland  on  this    ^.^   delayed   bringing   up   the   amend- 

The  demonstration  projects  and  conference  report,  even  though  we  rec-  ^^^^t  concerning  the  OPM  on  the  sup- 
evaluations  of  the  results  would  allow  Qgnized  that  there  could  be  a  problem  pigmental  appropriations  conference 
all  of  us  to  benefit  from  experience    ^j  germaneness.  report  we  would  be  in  a  position  of  of- 

without  first  putting  one  system  in  j  ^sk  the  Senate  to  in  fairness  under_  jp^ing  it  on  a  bill  where  it  might  be 
effect  throughout  the  Government,  g^^rid  that  I  would  have  been  obligated  considered  nongermane.  The  Senator 
For  example,  the  merit  pay  system,  personally  to  raise  the  amendnient  o  ^^^^  Oregon  will  recall  the  conversa- 
enacted  as  part  of  the  Civil  Service  ^^^  Senator  from  Maryland  had  I  not  ^.^^  where  I  told  him  I  had  assured 
Reform  Act  was  well-intentioned.  We  ^ad  the  assurance  that  all  of  those  ^^^  senator  from  Maryland  that  in  his 
now  have  almost  unanimous  agree-  ^-ho  were  involved  in  the  support  oi  ^^^j^pnce  I  would  raise  the  amendment, 
ment  that  it  has  failed  and  are  in-  getting  the  supplemental  appropna-  ^^^^  ^  ^.^^  ^^^  ^^jng  to  do  it  because  of 
volved  in  legislative  proposals  that  (jons  conference  report  to  the  t'resi-  ^^^  request  we  had  from  all  concerned 
vould  make  major  changes  to  correct  dent  and  achieving  its  Passage  in  time  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  supplemental  appropria- 
the  deficiencies.  Tests  prior  to  its  im-  to  prevent  harm  to  the  food  stamp  ^.^^^  conference  report,  with  the  un- 
plementation  could  ha%e  cured  the  users  convinced  me  that  we  woum  ^jp^sianding  that  we  would  encourage 
problems.  have  their  support  here  today.  I  urge    ^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^^^  Maryland  to  raise 

Since  OPM  has  announced  its  inten-    them  now  to  support  us  it  there   s  an    ^^.^    amendment    to    this    conference 
tion  to  publish  the  regulations  in  final     attempt  to  have  this  amendment  dt^^     ^ 

form  during  the  recess,  this  amend-  clared  nongermane.  I  think  in  ai  lair  ^  discussed  it  also.  I  might  add.  with 
ment  proposed  bv  Senator  Mathias  is  ness  we  have  to  admit  it  is  "o^  g^^""  ^^^  Senator  from  North  Dakota  to 
essential  I  plan  to  hold  a  markup  ses-  mane  to  this  bill.  It  would  have  been  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  possibility.  I  would 
sion  on  our  legislation  after  the  rece^    germane  to  the  ^upplemen  a,  appro^  ^^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^^^^  Oregon  to  join 

so  the  Senate  should  be  able  to  consid-  priations  conference  ;^PO^\  f^^^^"^*:  me  in  resisting  any  attempt  to  have 
er  the  bill  before  the  end  of  the  fi-scal     there  was  an  amendmen    in  that  con  ^^^^^^   ^^^^^^^   ^^^^   amendment 

vear  ference  report  which  could  ha\e  been  ^     under     these     circum- 

Tfranklv  regret  that  this  step  is  nee-    amended    by    an   amendment    to   the    """f/""* 
es^ar?"'Throughout     the     past     few    amendment  in  disagreement.  U^^^^^^^^^    TS  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
months  I  have  worked  with  employee     have  been  ^^'•"It"^.  ,h  P.t  of  the  OPM        Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  would  affirm  the 
^nd  management  groups  and  OPM  to    report  because  the  subject  of  the  om  .^^^^,  ^^^de  by  the  Senator  from 

try  to  reach  a  consensus  on  an  alterna-  regulations  as  covered  in  that  suppie  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  correct- 
live  to  the  OPM  regulations.  OPMs  mental  bill.  „f  .h..  nhilitv  of  ly  On  behalf  of  the  committee.  I 
decisSn  to  move  ahead  without  con-  .  It  's^  matter  to  rne  o^  ^he^^^^'^Jj"  iJould  urge  the  amendment,  as  he  has 
sensus  is  an  unfortunate  one.  I  still  the  people  *^^o  ^^^^^^°„'!'ments  that  indicated.  ^  , 
plan  to  try  to  reach  an  agreement  with  to  be  able  to  ^^^^^^^f  «^f  t'^J^counUV  Mr.  STEVENS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
The  administration  on  any  proposal  af-     ^^ '^^Jj^jf  f„  ^e'Se   to  caro    oS        Mr.    ABDNOR.    Will    the    Senator 

^^SjrPrSentTwish  to  speak  to  the  those  a|ree-nts^;^^^^^^^^^^^  ^''S?  MATHIAS.  I  yield. 

Senate  now  about  the  problem  of  pro-  to  ^P^.'.^'^'^lf^^''^^^^^^^^  Mr.  ABDNOR.  I  have  been  wanting 

cedures.  I  am  sure  that  there  will  be  any  e"ort  to  declare  th^  am^J  ^^^^.^  ^^e  opportunity  to  present  a 

some  question  of  germaneness  as  far  "°5^^^7„f^p,^,p^,^^n  th??ommitment  few  remarks  concerning  this  amend- 

"llSrwlerXn  -were  handling  f  ^^d  made  to  the  fna^o^^^^^^^^  -?Jit,  let  me  say  that  I  am  quite  well 

the   supplemental   conference   report.  1^."^    °  ^^aU  up  th  s  amen»  versed  on  this  subject  inasmuch  as  the 

Z  disUnguished  Senator  from  Mary-^  *'^^f/pfS^that  supUmen Lrrppro  appropriations  for  the  Office  of  Per^ 

land   had   filed   this   amendment   and  manager  ^^  t,^^!^^"PP'^^^            ^"^  sonnel  Management  comes  under  the 

came  to  me  and  asked  me  to  handle  It  P"^i'°"X",J^7i,"a^^^  subcommittee   which   I   chair,    and   I 

for  him  because  of  a  personal  problem        I  do  believe  that    ^  ^^  "J^J^^  ^  ^iv  deal  frequently  with  Dr.  Devine.  As  a 

that  developed  that  he  had  to  leave  take  the  action,  as  \ '"J^^';f°j;^  -^^  n^^tter  of  fact,  just  a  few  moments 

he  Senate  floor.   I   told  him  that  I  P[^^'°"f„ff„^^^'"7'ih'ese    Veg^l^'io^s.  ago.  Dr.  Devine  stated  he  did  not  en^ 

would  raise  the  amendment  for  h.nv  P'^^^^J^^^'^en/ in  the  supple^^^^  dorse  this  amendment,  and  he  wan  ed 

Of  course,  he  knew  that  I  supported  ^he  amendment  in  me^^^^  original  regulations  to  go  through 

the   position   that   he   stated   on   the  ^^^l^^f^.^.l^J^'^l^^^^^               of  as  planned.  To  my  knowledge,  no  one 

floor  that  day.  '^""'^   '^ 


in  the  administration  has  told  me  they 
were  against  what  Dr.  Devine  was 
trying  to  do. 

Mr.  President.  I  oppose  the  amend- 
ment. The  amendment  will  prohibit 
implementation  of  new  regulations 
OPM  has  designed  to  enhance  the  role 
of  performance  and  increase  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  in  our  personnel 
management  system.  On  March  30, 
1983,  OPM  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  a  related  series  of  regulatory 
initiatives.  The  other  body  passed  an 
amendment  to  this  bill  freezing  imple- 
mentation of  those  rules.  The  Senate 
subsequently  receded. 

Opposition  arose  to  these  proposed 
regulations.  As  a  result,  OPM  met 
with  the  prime  opponents,  reviewed 
public  comment,  and  has  reissued  new- 
proposed  regulations  which  I  believe 
respond  to  the  original  objections. 
This  amendment  will  place  a  freeze  on 
implementation  of  these  regulations. 
These  changes  will  improve  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. I  think  they  are  good  and 
should  be  implemented.  I  would  like  to 
outline  them  for  you.  The  major  pro- 
posals governing  reduction  in  force 
are: 

First.  The  use  of  the  longer  perform- 
ance appraisal  for  purposes  of  RIF. 
The  original  OPM  proposal  provided 
for  use  of  an  employees  latest  single 
performance  appraisal  in  a  RIF  situa- 
tion. OPM  has  now  extended  the  ap- 
praisal period  to  3  years  for  RIF  pur- 
poses. OMP  will  also  now  require 
direct  consultation  between  supervi- 
sors and  employees  in  the  establish- 
ment of  elements  in  their  performance 
appraisals  to  minimize  subjectivity  or 
arbitrary  ratings. 

Second.  Veterans  rights.  Strong  pro- 
visions for  hiring  and  retaining  veter- 
ans are  firmly  .set  in  law  and  OPM  has 
not  suggested  any  changes  that  would 
limit  veterans'  preference.  Veterans 
will  continue  to  enjoy  the  strong  pro- 
tections they  have  always  enjoyed. 
Two  regulatory  changes  will  enhance 
that  protection.  First,  OPM  will  insure 
that  agencies'  competitive  areas  and 
levels  are  sufficiently  broad  to  protect 
veteran  employees  from  arbitrary  tar- 
geting in  RIF  situations  and  will  serve 
to  protect  veterans  better  in  the  first 
round  in  any  future  reduction  in  force. 
Second,  while  all  Federal  employees 
will  be  limited  in  retreat  to  one  grade, 
30  percent  or  more  disabled  veterans 
will  be  given  rights  to  retreat  down  to 
five  grade  levels. 

Third.  Bump  rights.  Under  the  origi- 
nal proposal.  OPM  limited  bump  as- 
signment rights  to  one  grade  down  in  a 
RIF  situation.  As  a  result  of  extensive 
comment.  OPM  has  agreed  to  broaden 
bump  rights  for  employees  affected  by 
a  RIF  from  one  to  two  grades.  This 
will  give  extra  protection  to  employees 
displaced  by  a  RIF,  but  will  also  mini- 
mize disruption  to  the  government 
which  now  results  from  the  situation 


where  GS-15  managers  are  bumped  to 
GS-1  clerks. 

Fourth.  Enhancing  performance  and 
protecting  seniority.  OPM  is  also  solic- 
iting comments  on  a  new  alternative 
proposal  that  would  give  greater 
weight  to  performance  than  at  present 
while  protecting  seniority  more  than 
in  its  other  proposal. 

Pay  for  performance  rules  include: 

First.  Higher  level  review.  Under 
OPM's  new  regulation,  an  employee 
will  have  the  right  to  higher  level  re- 
consideration of  his  or  her  individual 
performance  rating,  if  that  employee 
feels  that  such  a  reconsideration  is 
warranted. 

Second.  Forced  distribution  of  rat- 
ings. OPMs  new  proposal  would  forbid 
prior  forced  distributions  (bell  curves) 
for  performance  ratings. 

Third.  Career  ladder  promotions. 
OPMs  original  proposals  specified 
minimum  time  in  service  for  promo- 
tion through  career  ladder.  The  time 
limitations  have  been  deleted  in  the 
new  regulations. 

Fourth.  Implementation  period. 
Agencies  are  given  up  to  1  year  to 
make  actual  payments  to  employees 
under  the  new  sy.stem.  rather  than  the 
6  months  of  the  original  proposal. 

Mr.  President.  I.  therefore,  reiterate 
my  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  moment  to  let  me  inquire  as 
to  how-  much  time  we  have  on  the  af- 
firmative side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  has  expired. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Let  me  ask  the  mi- 
nority side,  since  we  have  yielded  to 
Senator  Abdnor.  if  they  can  yield  time 
to  Senator  Warner  and  Senator 
Trible. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  think  we  will  have 
adequate  time.  Mr.  President,  to  yield 
additional  time  to  Senator  Warner, 
Senator  Trible,  and  Senator  Symms. 

I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  congratulate  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland,  Senator  Mathias, 
for  introducing  this  amendment, 
which  I  have  cosponsored.  The  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  has  pro- 
posed to  put  into  effect  new  regula- 
tions covering  performance  rules  on 
within-grade  pay  raises  and  reduc- 
tions-in-force  effective  August  15. 

Our  amendment  will  delay  the  im- 
plementation of  these  new  regulations 
until  October  15.  giving  the  Congress 
time  to  study  the  OPM  proposals  and 
establish  other  rules,  if  it  is  deemed 
necessary. 

Presently,  the  Senate  Subcommittee 
on  Civil  Service,  Post  Office,  and  Gen- 
eral Services  is  considering  various 
proposals,  including  changes  in  the 
merit  pay  program,  S.  958,  sponsored 
by  my  colleague  from  Virginia,  Sena- 
tor Trible,  and  myself. 


Due  to  the  August  recess,  it  is  impos- 
sible for  the  subcommittee  to  complete 
its  deliberations  and  the  Governmen- 
tal Affairs  Committee  to  report  legis- 
lation to  the  full  Senate  for  action 
prior  to  August  15. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment  because  the  actions  taken 
with  regard  to  the  changes  proposed 
will  affect  the  character  of  the  civil 
service  for  years  to  come. 

The  Congress  needs  this  additional 
time  to  make  responsible  choices. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  proper- 
ly recognizes  the  need  for  time  to 
study  the  OPM  proposals  and  estab- 
lish other  rules  if  they  are  deemed 
necessary.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I 
join  him. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  junior  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  TRIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding.  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  and  I  applaud 
the  efforts  of  my  colleague  (Mr.  Ma- 
thias) to  prevent  the  implementation 
of  sweeping  changes  in  personnel  reg- 
ulations now  proposed  by  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management. 

The  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment intends  to  undertake  major 
changes  in  Federal  personnel  policies 
without  the  first  shred  of  evidence 
about  the  impact  of  these  changes  on 
the  Federal  work  force. 

OPM  assures  us  that  the  regulations 
will  -encourage  all  Federal  employees 
to  tackle  their  work  effectively,  enthu- 
siastically, and  to  the  best  of  their 
ability."  This  is  a  description  of  a 
"best  case  scenario."  We  have  no 
reason  to  assume  that  this  untried 
sy.stem  will  result  in  a  more  effective 
and  efficient  work  force.  The  single  in- 
stance of  a  pay-for-performance 
system  in  the  Federal  Government, 
the  merit  pay  system,  is  poorly  de- 
signed and  a  source  of  dissatisfaction 
for  the  employees  subject  to  it. 

That  is  why  I  have  introduced  legis- 
lation to  restructure  the  current  merit 
pay  system.  Until  we  have  some  expe- 
rience, we  should  not  attempt  total  re- 
.structuring  of  the  current  system.  The 
fact  is,  there  is  no  way  to  gage  the 
effect  governmentwide  implementa- 
tion of  these  regulations  will  have 
without  experimentation. 

The  intent  of  these  regulations  is  to 
reward  the  Federal  Government's  best 
workers  and  to  provide  incentives  to 
encourage  good  performance  by  all 
civil  servants.  The  pay  and  retention 
of  general  schedule  employees  would 
be  based  on  job  performance,  with  this 
system  being  implemented  govern- 
mentwide as  soon  as  possible. 

Theoretically,  the  concept  of  OPMs 
regulatory  proposal  is  sound.  No  one 
can  take  issue  with  a  s.vstem  that 
awards  good  performance,  and  pro- 
vides the  incentives  that  foster  a  qual- 
ity work  force.  But  we  must  be  certain 
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that  any  such  system  is  governed  by 
sound  management  policies  and  per- 
formance practices. 

Many  of  the  changes  OPM  would 
effect  through  the  regulations  are  sen- 
sible The  regulations  published  for 
comment  in  the  July  14.  1983.  Federal 
Register  meet  many  of  the  specific  ob- 
jections raised  in  comments  OPM  re- 
ceived on  the  proposed  regulations 
published  March  30.  1983. 

However.  I  do  not  believe  that  imple- 
menting this  system  throughout  the 
general  schedule  is  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  Federal  work  force,  or  for  those 
who  depend  on  their  services. 

Congress  is  now  considering  new  pay 
and  reduction-in-force  systems  which 
embody  the  concept  put  forth  by 
OPM.  Changes  in  personnel  regula- 
tions of  the  magnitude  proposed  by 
OMP  should  be  given  careful  and  in- 
depth  consideration. 

Accordingly.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  amendment  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Maryland. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eleven 
minutes. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho.  ^^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleague  for  yielding. 

At  the  outset.  Mr.  President.  I  com- 
pliment my  colleagues  from  Maryland 
and  Virginia  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maryland  who  offered 
the  amendment.  Let  me  state  also  at 
the  outset  that  I  oppose  the  amend- 
ment. 

May  I  ask  the  Chair:  Have  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  amendment  been  or- 
dered? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  They 

have  not. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  might  say.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  I  have  done  that  because  of 
the  debate  that  has  taken  place  thus 
far.  It  is  very  obvious  that  this  amend- 
ment is  not  germane  and  is  out  of 
order.  If  we  were  in  the  other  body,  it 
would  be  a  simple  matter  for  a 
Member  to  make  a  point  of  order  and 
knock  it  out  of  the  bill.  But  in  this 
body,  we  are  going  to  vote  on  it  one 
way  or  the  other.  I  would  prefer  to 
vote  on  the  amendment  on  its  merits 
rather  than  have  the  confusing  situa- 
tion of  voting  on  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair. 

It  is  my  understanding  this  is  the 
proper       parliamentary        procedure. 

Would  the  distinguished  Senator  from 

Maryland  verify  that  for  me? 
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Mr.  MATHIAS.  That  is  correct.  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
reason  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment  is  I  simply  do  not  .see  any 
merit  in  having  OPM  delay  the  imple- 
mentation of  its  regulations,  which  are 
in  keeping  with  the  Administrative 
Procedures  Act  and  the  Civil  Service 
Reform  Act  (CSRA)  of  1978. 

Quite  frankly,  these  regulations  are 
required  by  law.  The  Civil  Service 
Reform  Act  of  1978  requires  that  civil 
servants  be  guaranteed  pay  increases 
and  promoted  on  the  basis  of  merit. 
These  regulations  underscore  the  im- 
portance of  giving  within-grade  pay  in- 
creases, and  of  reducing  employee 
numbers  during  a  reduction  in  force 
(RIF).  The  intent  of  Congress  and  the 
requirements  of  the  American  taxpay- 
er are  fulfilled  by  these  new  regula- 
tions. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  minute  to  de- 
scribe what  these  OPM  regulations  ac- 
tually do: 

OPM  first  published  these  pay  for 
performance  regulations  in  the  Feder- 
al Register  on  March  30.  1983.  They 
were  criticized  as,  controversial  by 
some  groups  who  have  a  vested  inter- 
est in  maintaining  status  quo.  whether 
or  not  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
Federal  employees.  Others  applauded 
the  efforts  of  OPM.  OPM  attempted 
to  provide  a  system  whereby  the  best 
performers  could  be  rewarded  for 
their  work.  But  also,  where  reduction 
in  force  occurs,  those  excellent  work- 
ers could  be  retained  on  the  basis  of 
their  performance,  and  not  simply  on 
the  basis  of  longevity. 

These  published  regulations  would 
establish  a  performance  based  incen- 
tive system  for  Federal  general  sched- 
ule employees.  The  regulations  were 
designed  to  pay  employees  based  on 
their  performance  on  the  job.  and  to 
give  greater  weight  to  performance  in 
retaining  workers  if  reduction  in  force 
should  become  necessary. 

OPM.  in  its  efforts  to  be  responsive 
to  the  concerns  and  comments  made 
by  Members  of  Congress,  Federal  em- 
ployee groups,  veterans  organizations, 
and  other  interested  parties  during 
the  60-day  comment  period,  published 
a  revised  set  of  regulations  on  July  14. 
1983.  These  revised  regulations  more 
than  reflect  the  desire  of  OPM  to 
clean  up  those  areas  that  are  confus- 

For  example,  the  revised  regulations 
extend  the  appraisal  period  to  3  years 
for  RIF  purposes  rather  than  1  year, 
require  the  consultation  between  su- 
pervisors and  employers  in  the  estab- 
lishment of  performance  elements, 
tighten  the  definition  for  competitive 
areas  and  levels  in  a  RIF  to  protect 
veterans  and  other  employees  from  ar- 
bitrary assignment,  forbid  forced  dis- 
tribution of  ratings,  require  an  inter- 
nal reconsideration  process  for  em- 
ployee   performance    ratings,    tighten 


the  definition  of  ratings  levels  to 
remove  ambiguity,  and  allow  more 
time  for  agencies  to  implement  the 
new  performance  based  incentive 
system. 

In  other  words,  I  believe,  OPM  has 
answered  all  the  relevant  objections 
made  and  most  of  these  revisions  were 
agreed  to  in  meetings  with  the  staffs 
of  various  committees.  I  have  included 
with  my  statement  a  side-by-side  com- 
parison of  the  March  30  and  July  14, 
1983,  regulations  which  will  document 
my  point.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  be  printed  with  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Oigirul  ptoposed  regulilions 


Revised  proposed  legulalmts 


OPM  Regulatory  Proposals 
On  March  30.  1983.  the  Office  of  Person- 
nel Management  published  proposed  regula- 
tions that  would  put  into  place  a  Perform- 
ance Based  Incentive  System  for  Federal 
General  Schedule  employees.  The  regula- 
tions were  designed  to  pay  employees  based 
on  their  performance  on  the  job.  and  to  give 
greater  weight  to  performance  in  retaining 
workers  if  Reductions  in  Force  should 
become  necessary. 

After  reviewing  and  analyzing  a  wide 
range  of  comments  from  agencies,  unions 
and  Federal  employees  and  after  di.scus.sion 
with  members  of  Congress,  several  impor- 
tant changes  to  the  proposed  regulations 
have  been  made. 


Original  pioinsed  leguUlni'is 


Revised  (noposed  regulalioos 


ORCER  WOKR  PROMOTIONS 
The  lonowms  pertocmance  summafy  Minimum  limes  specilHKl  tiave  been 
lalings  .we  required  lor  cjn«  deleled  All  employees  musl  have  a 
laddB  promotions  at  GS-9  and  summary  rating  of  F^lly  Successlul 
above  winin  periods  ol  lime  speci  or  above  to  be  eligiWe  lor  career 
lied  Oulslandmj  lor  promotion  ladder  promotions  hOKiever.  em- 
alter  one  »ear  m  grade,  (>ceeds  ployees  win  IHe  tiighesl  summaiy 
Fully  Soccessim  atlei  three  years  ratings  must  be  given  lirsi  consrd- 

eralion 

PtRFORM*NCi  APFHAISAl 
Crilol  eiemenls  (me  lo  be  ttie  only    Non-critnal  etements  to  be  permlled 
elements      Noncntol     elemeflts       but  may  not  be  used  to  derive 
•ere  alkxved  summary  ratings 

l(*  enpeclalens  and  rewiremeols  Standards  ta  fuly  Siicce«M  miat 
must  be  described  al  It*  fully  be  descriBed  lor  all  perlormance 
Successful  level  lor  critical  ele  elements  A  ratmg  can  riol  be 
_,„.,  given  more  ttian  one  level  above  or 

belo«  a  described  level  ot  perform- 
ance performance  standards  must 
be  described  al  mult«ie  ralmg 
levels 

FOSaO  DISTRIBUTION  OF  PtRFORMANH  RATINGS 


The  regulatory  prohibtron  against 
forced  disii*ution  of  ratings  «as 
deleled 


Ne*  language     An  appraisal  system 

shall  not  permit  any  precstaUished 

distntutians  ol  etpecled  levels  ol 

performarw  (sucfi  as  the  lellull^ 

meni  to  rale  on  a  bell  curve)  that 

inlerfere  with  appraisal  ol  xtual 

performance     agamsl     standards 

Hooever.  ageiKits  must  provide  for 

higher   level  management  ol   the 

pertoonance  appraisal  process   m 

the  interest  o(  emptoyee  equity  and 

m  order   10  rellecl  organualional 

performance 

Language  in  rating  level  defimtioiis   Ne*   -almg   level   delmilions   delete 

StiMH  terminology  such  as    the       language  .hich  «»  misn  erprrted 

maioiity  ol  eiI!plw<R  ««M  tail       as  permitting   lortsd  disliiUition 

•ithin  the  fully  Successlul  level  ' 

GRItVANCf  Of  PtRtORKANCt  RATING 
An  emplovee  may  not  gneve  or  Adds  Withm  the  content  ol  manage 
appeal  a  perlormance  rating  The  meni  rights,  an  employee  isgiven 
asMgnment  ol  perlormance  lalings  the  iigW  to  ask  loi  reconsideration 
IS  a  management  right  under  5  ol  a  perlormance  laling  decision  in 
use  '106|a)  Khich  reserves  lo  the  interest  ol  ensuring  fairness  ot 
management  the  right  to  direct  the  indreidual  s  talmg 
employees  and  lo  assign  »i0ft 


mHING  OF  QUAIITY  STEP  INCREASES  AND  PERFORMANCE  AWARDS 
Optional  OSIs  and  performance  awards    OSis  and  performance  awards  will  be 
were  delayed  until  the  end  ol  the       elleclive  as  soon  as  possible  altei 
liscal  year  performance  appraisals  are  complet- 

ed 


STANDARDIZED  REGULATORY  FEATURES 

Required  five  rating  levels  for  each  criti- 
cal element  and  five  summary  rating  levels. 

Required  completion  of  performance  rat- 
ings within  60  da.vs  prior  to  the  end  of  a 
non-merit  pay  employees'  waiting  period  for 
a  within-grade  or  step  increase. 

Permits  agencies  to  give  annual  appraisals 
at  any  time  of  the  year  and  in  conjunction 
with  management  planning  cycles. 

Performance  elements,  standards  and  rat- 
ings, and  performance  based  personnel  ac- 
tions must  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  a 
supervisor  or  manager  at  a  higher  level  than 
the  appraising  official. 

Agencies  must  award  a  quality  step  in- 
crease to  an  Outstanding  employee  in  steps 
1  through  3  of  each  General  Schedule 
grade:  (lo  ensure  rapid  advancement  of  top 
performers). 

MWOR  CHANGES  IN  THE  NEW  PROPOSED  RIF  REGULATIONS 


Mai  30  198i  proposal 


New  proposal 


CREDITING  PERFORMANCE 
Crediting  only  the  employees  current    An  employees  perfoimance  category 
performance  ralmg  would  be  used       would  be  determined  by  a  compos- 
lo  determine  Ihe  employees  per        ile  ratmg  based  on  Ihe  median  ol 
lormance  category  tor  lelenlKW  the  employee's  last  three  annual 

performance    ratings,    except    for 
employees  currently  rated  unsuc 
cessfui  under  Part  «30 
ASSIGNMENT  RIGHTS  I  BUMP  t.  RETREAT) 

We  originally  proposed  thai  bumping    The  one  grade  interval  limil  on  bump 


rights  during  a  reduction  in  torce 
be  limited  to  Ihe  next  lower  grade 
and  that  retreat  rights  be  limited  lo 
positions  hew  within  the  last  5 
years 


would  be  enlended  lo  two  grade 
miervals  and  Ihe  live  year  limil  on 
retreat  would  be  eliminaled    The 
one-grade  interval  reslriclion  or  'e 
treat  would  be  extended  lo  five 
grade  miervals  tor  30  percent  dis 
aUed  veterans 
NOTICE  PERIOD 
A  RIF  notice  period  ol  30  days  was    The  proposed  changes  would  set  the 
proposed  minimum  notice  period  al  30  days 

and  the  maximum  al  90  days 
COMPETITIVE  AREA 
A  competitive  area  was  permitted  tor    The  competitive  area  will  be  no  small 
any  orgamzalon  distinguished  by  its       er  Ihan  a  bureau  or  division 
stall  and  work  lunclion 

COMPETITIVE  LEVEL 
Considerable  discretion  was  allowed  m    We  are  including  more  specilic  fi> 
setting  competitive  levels  lor  a  RIF         related  criteria  lor  use  in  setting 
competitive  levels 
DISCRETIONARY  PROVISIONS 

In  a  new  proposal  we  are  removing 
agency  discretion  lo  combine  com 
pelitive  areas  and  allow  displace- 
ments across  competitive  areas 
This  IS  intended  to  insure  the 
integrity  ol  the  competitive  area 
requirements  and  limit  unnecessary 
disruption 


Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  appre- 
ciate the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to 
this  important  matter.  This  is  simply  a 
problem,  as  we  are  sitting  here,  that  is 
inherent  in  what  happens  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  We  have  four  very 
able  Senators  here  today  who  are,  as 
they  should  be.  responding  to  requests 
with  their  perception  of  what  their 
constituents'  interests  may  be.  We 
have  had  an  effort  made  here  to  try  to 
reward  merit  performance  by  OPM. 
Now.  when  we  are  put  to  the  test  to  let 
some  things  go  into  effect  that  might 
produce  some  efficiencies  and  some 
savings  in  the  operation  of  the  Federal 


Government,  which  is  so  far  in  debt 
and  is  going  further  in  debt  by  the 
minute  as  we  stand  here  and  talk,  we 
are  standing  here  and  preparing  to 
accept  an  amendment  to  block  those 
efforts  that  are  being  made,  as  small 
as  they  are.  I  might  say,  as  modest 
changes  as  they  are,  they  do  head  us 
in  the  right  direction. 

I  also  say  that  the  legislation  that 
provided  for  this  was  actually  done 
under  the  previous  administration, 
under  the  guidance  of  President 
Carter,  the  farmer  from  Georgia  who 
wanted  to  come  to  Washington  and  try 
to  do  some  things  to  be  able  to  reward 
people  for  performance.  It  was  passed, 
properly,  I  think,  by  the  Congress  in 
1978. 

Now,  the  first  time  they  try  to  do 
something  about  it,  we  in  Congress  fail 
to  let  the  administration  carry  out 
what  the  intent  of  Congress  was  in 
1978,  what  the  intent  of  President 
Carter  was.  and  I  think  the  intent  that 
President  Reagan  would  like  to  carry 
forward.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
down  this  amendment. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Montana 
for  yielding  me  some  of  the  minority's 
time. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  the  remainder  of  the  time  allot- 
ted to  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
(Mr.  Sarbanes). 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  express  my 
strong  support  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Maryland.  This  amendment 
would  block  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  from  implementing  a  set 
of  regulations  promulgated  on  July  14 
making  sweeping  changes  in  pay.  pro- 
motion, and  firing  procedures  in  the 
civil  service  until  October  15.  1983. 

It  is  important  to  understand  the  se- 
quence of  events  that  led  to  this 
amendment  being  offered  today.  OPM 
originally  promulgated  regulations 
dealing  with  the  civil  service  on  March 
30  of  this  year.  The  regulations  pro- 
posed such  sweeping  changes  that 
there  were  efforts  in  both  the  House 
and  Senate  to  prohibit  implementa- 
tion. Language  prohibiting  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  new  rules  was  passed 
by  the  House  and  was  incorporated  in 
the  conference  report  on  the  supple- 
mental appropriations  bill.  We  ap- 
proved the  conference  report  includ- 
ing the  prohibition  just  last  week. 

Unfortunately,  the  prohibition  we 
approved  was  rendered  moot  by  OPM. 
The  problem  is  that  the  conference 
report  mentioned  by  date  the  regula- 
tions published  on  March  30.  On  July 
14.  OPM  published  a  new  set  of  regu- 
lations covering  the  same  issues  as  the 
March  30  package.  But  because  the 
prohibition  refers  specifically  to  rules 
published  on  March  30  it  will  not 
affect  the  implementation  of  the  new 
set  of  rules. 


In  my  view,  OPM  is  acting  in  a  high- 
handed manner  to  circumvent  the 
clear  intent  of  the  Congress.  The 
House  and  Senate  conferees  on  the 
supplemental  appropriations  measure 
recognized  that  the  original  regula- 
tions were  far  too  broad  to  be  imple- 
mented administratively. 

While  there  were  some  changes  in- 
corporated in  the  latest  set  of  regula- 
tions, the  new  set  proceeds  from  the 
same  premise  as  the  previous  package 
and  are  as  far  reaching  in  their  effect. 
The  issue  posed  here  is  fundamental 
and  goes  beyond  the  specific  provi- 
sions of  the  regulations.  Changes  in 
the  Civil  Service  as  broad  as  those  pro- 
posed by  OPM  should  be  accomplished 
by  legislation  not  by  regulation.  The 
Government  Affairs  Committee  has 
held  four  hearings  on  the  proposals 
and  is  developing  legislation  that  will 
be  available  for  the  Congress  in  the 
fall.  We  must  not  let  OPM  undercut 
congressional  action  on  an  issue  of  this 
magnitude. 

The  chairman  of  the  Civil  Service 
Subcommittee  of  the  Governmental 
Affairs  Committee  and  assistant  ma- 
jority leader  of  the  Senate,  Senator 
Stevens,  has  asked  OPM  to  delay  im- 
plemention  of  the  regulations  pending 
legislative  action.  His  appeal  has  been 
ignored.  The  sponsor  of  this  amend- 
ment has  indicated  that  the  adminis- 
tration could  resolve  this  matter  by 
voluntarily  delaying  implementation. 
This  proposal  has  been  refused.  We 
are  faced  with  a  direct  challenge  and 
we  ought  therefore  to  make  it  clear 
that  OPM  cannot  use  the  tactic  of 
putting  forth  new  regulations  to  cir- 
cumvent congressional  action. 

I  very  much  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  DeCONCINI.  Mr.  President,  I 
cast  my  vote  in  favor  of  Senator  Ma- 
THiAS'  amendment  to  delay  implemen- 
tation of  OPM's  regulations  on  pay  for 
performance.  I  do  support  a  move  to 
pay  for  performance  regulations.  How- 
ever, I  believe  that  Director  Devine 
has  moved  too  fast  on  these  regula- 
tions and  that  a  simple  delay  until  Oc- 
tober 1,  1983,  will  do  nothing  to  harm 
the  process  and  can  only  bring  about  a 
better  and  more  constructive  dialog  on 
this  issue. 

Senators  Hatfield,  Stennis,  Abdnor, 
and  I  sent  a  letter  to  the  White  House 
asking  for  this  delay  in  order  to  avoid 
a  fight  on  the  floor.  Our  request  was 
turned  down.  Therefore.  Senator  Ma- 
THiAS  felt  he  had  no  choice  but  to 
offer  his  amendment. 

Let  me  make  this  clear.  A  vote  for 
the  Mathias  amendment  should  not  be 
construed  as  a  vote  against  the  pay  for 
performance  standard.  Rather,  it 
should  be  seen  as  a  call  for  careful 
consideration  and  consultation  with 
the    Congress.    I    hope    that    this    2 
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month  delay  will  give  OPM  a  chance 
to  work  with  the  House  and  Senate 
committee  which  are  discussing  this 
matter  and  that  a  suitable  pay  for  per- 
formance standard  can  be  reached. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Trible).  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  amendment.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call 

the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Do- 
MENici).  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  DuRENBERGER).  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater)  and  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Kasten) 
are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Bentsen). 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston)  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr  Glenn)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  any  other  Senators  in  the  Cham- 
ber who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  75, 
nays  18.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  243  Leg.l 
YEAS-75 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  3,  19S3 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22451 


Andrews 

Baker 

baucus 

Biden 

BinKaman 

Boren 

Boschwilz 

Bradley 

Bumpers 

Burdick 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Chiles 

Cochran 

Cohen 

D  Amato 

Danforth 

DeConclni 

Dixon 

Dodd 

Eagleton 

Exon 


0«m 

Gorton 


Abdnor 

Armstrong 

Denton 

Dole 

East 

Hecht 


Bentsen 

Cranston 

Domenici 


Grassley 

Hart 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Hawkins 

Heflin 

Heinz 

Boilings 

Huddleston 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Ki-nnedy 

LautenlX'rg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Long 

Mathias 

Matsunaga 

Melcher 

Metzenbaum 

Mitchell 

Moynihan 

Murkowski 

NAYS- 18 

Helms 

Humphrey 

Jepsen 

Laxalt 

Lugar 

Mattingly 

NOT  VOTlNG-7 

Durenberger  Kasten 

Glenn 

Goldwater 


Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pell 

Percy 

Pressler 

Proxmire 

Pryor 

Quayle 

Randolph 

Riegle 

Roth 

Sarbanes 

Sasser 

Simpson 

Specter 

Stafford 

Stennis 

Stevens 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Trible 

Tsongas 

Warner 

Weicker 


McClure 

Rudman 

Symms 

Wallop 

Wilson 

Zorinsky 


The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  as 
in  morning  business.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  speak  briefly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

A  TRIBUTE  TO  KEUKRAL  GOVERNMENT  WORKERS 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
action  just  taken  in  the  overwhelming 
approval  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  able  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Mathias).  joined  by  other  cosponsors 
including  myself,  recalls  to  my  mind 
the  statement  by  Winston  Churchill 
when  he  was  Prime  Minister  of  Great 
Britain.  He  said: 

I  am  profoundly  weary  at  the  constant 
attack  on  the  civil  servants  of  our  govern 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  79th  Con- 
gress I  chaired  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives in  the  years  of  1945  and  1946. 

Then,  as  now.  I  believe  that  effective 
workers,  regardless  of  the  changes  in 
administrations,  are  a  credit  to  repre- 
sentative government. 

I  think  we  need  from  time  to  time  to 
express  our  respect  for  those  who 
work  in  the  departments  of  our  Gov- 
ernment at  the  Federal  level,  believing 
them  to  be  not  partisan  in  nature  but 
strictly  those  who  serve  not  only  Con- 
gress or  the  White  House  but  serve 
very,  very  well  the  people  of  this  Re- 
public. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  President,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  re.scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Andrews).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


visions  of  rule  XIV  to  attempt  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  President.  H.R.  3706  is  at  the 
desk,  is  it  not? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is. 
Mr.   BAKER.  Under  the  provisions 
of  rule  XIV,  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
first  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (H.R.  3706)  to  amend  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  to  make  the  birthday  of 
Martin  Luther  King.  Jr..  a  legal  public  holi- 
day. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  of  the  minority  leader  how  he 
would  feel  now.  after  first  reading,  if  I 
asked  unanimous  consent  to  place  this 
on  the  calendar?  Let  me  say  why.  for  a 
minute,  for  all  of  my  colleagues.  As 
the  minority  leader  well  knows,  and  I 
am  sure  other  Senators  know  as  well, 
under  the  provisions  of  rule  XIV  I  can 
now  call  for  second  reading,  and  if 
there  is  an  objection— and  surely  there 
will  have  to  be  an  objection  to  further 
proceeding  to  that  measure— it  would 
go  over  until  the  next  legislative  day, 
and  ultimately  it  would  go  on  the  cal- 
dendar. 

So  what  we  are  doing  is  prolonging 
the  process  that  way.  Rather  than  do 
that,  which  I  am  prepared  to  do. 
rather  than  to  go  the  full  route.  I 
wonder  if  the  minority  leader  is  pre- 
pared for  me  to  put  a  unimous-consent 
request  at  this  time  that  the  matter  be 
placed  directly  on  the  calendar? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  have  no 
objection  to  placing  this  matter  on  the 
calendar.  As  I  indicated  to  the  majori- 
ty leader.  I  tried  to  work  out  a  trade 
whereby  one  of  the  two  measures  I 
have  initiated  rule  XIV  on  would  also 
go  on  the  calendar.  But  the  majority 
leader  .says  he  would  have  to  go 
through  his  whole  clearance  process, 
which  I  have  to  go  through  from  time 
to  time,  and  I  do  not  want  to  put  him 
through  that  because  he  is  going  to 
put  it  on  the  calendar  on  the  next  leg- 
islative day  when  we  return. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  understand.  I  make 
that  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  request  is  granted. 


So  the  motion  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  No.  7.  with  Mr.  Mathias' 
amendment  numbered  2112  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 


DESIGNATION  OF  MARTIN 

LUTHER    KING.   JR.,    BIRTHDAY 
AS  HOLIDAY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  indi- 
cated earlier  today  when  the  messen- 
ger arrived  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  the  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.,  bill  it  would  be  my  intention  later 
in  the  day  to  either  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  place  that  matter  on  the 
calendar  or  to  proceed  under  the  pro- 


SENATE  SCHEDULE  FOR  THE  RE- 
MAINDER OF  THE  DAY  OR  TO- 
MORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  negotiations  underway  to  try  to  ar- 
range the  schedule  for  the  remainder 
of  this  day  or  tomorrow.  I  understand 
Senators  know  very  well  we  have 
about  three  balls  in  the  air  at  the 
same  time  and  much  controversy  sur- 
rounding all  of  them.  So  while  we  try 
to  arrange  these  matter  it  may  be  that 
other  Members  have  matters  they 
wish  to  speak  to. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask, 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  to  go  until  4:30  p.m. 
in  which  Senators  may  speak  for  not 
more  than  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

(Mr.  SPECTER  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COURT  SPEEDS  APPEALS 
PROCESS 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President, 
those  of  use  who  have  been  discour- 
aged with  the  slow  process  of  justice  in 
some  of  the  U.S.  courts  can  take  some 
satisfaction  in  a  recent  decision  of  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court.  This  is  a  case 
that  came  up  from  the  Fifth  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  under  the  style  Bare- 
foot against  Estelle,  director,  Texas 
Department  of  Corrections,  which  was 
decided  on  July  6,  1983.  The  Court's 
ruling  in  this  Texas  case  involved  a 
conviction  and  sentence  with  capital 
punishment.  It  indicates  that  a  majori- 
ty of  the  Justices  supported  expedited 
procedures  by  appeals  courts  in  con- 
sidering constitutional  challenges  to 
murder  convictions  and  requests  for 
stays  of  execution.  Justice  Byron 
White,  in  the  majority  opinion,  upheld 
legal  shortcuts  that  could  speed  up  the 
handling  of  appeals  from  the  1,202  in- 
mates on  death  row  in  37  States. 

He  said  that  courts  may  adopt  expe- 
dited procedures  as  long  as  a  prisoner 
"has  adequate  opportunity  to  address 
the  merits  (of  his  case)  and  knows 
that  he  is  expected  to  do  so." 

The  U.S.  Constitution  guarantees 
fair  and  speedy  trials  and  Congress 
has  taken  action  to  give  criminal  cases 
priority  in  the  Federal  trial  courts. 
Most  criminal  cases  fall  under  State 
jurisdiction  and  are  tried  initially  in 
State  courts.  Unless  these  cases  are  ap- 
pealed to  the  Federal  courts,  trial,  con- 
viction, and  sentencing  are  carried  out 
in  a  reasonable  period  of  time  in  most 
cases.  In  recent  years,  undue  snarls 
have  developed  in  our  criminal  justice 
system  as  defendants  who  are  repre- 
sented by  clever  lawyers  have  exploit- 
ed the  appeals  process  to  its  fullest 
and  crowded  the  Federal  court  dock- 
ets, frustrating  the  process  of  our 
criminal  justice  system. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  most  reasona- 
ble citizens  want  each  accused  person 
to  be  protected  by  inviolate  constitu- 


tional rights.  History  is  replete  with 
grim  reminders  of  alternative  sys- 
tems—the inquisitions  and  judicial  tyr- 
anny and  terror  imposed  in  such  re- 
gimes as  Nazi  Germany,  Soviet  Russia, 
and  lately  in  Iran.  But  the  trend  has 
been  for  multiple  appeals  to  be  taken, 
submitted  selectively,  one  at  a  time  in 
many  cases,  resulting  in  the  preven- 
tion of  the  imposition  of  punishment 
ordered  in  criminal  cases. 

In  our  State,  there  have  been  two 
recent  examples  of  State  court  convic- 
tions and  sentences  that  have  been 
stayed  with  appeals  into  the  Federal 
court  system.  We  are  informed  by 
court  experts  that  an  average  of 
nearly  3  years  is  consumed  by  criminal 
defendants  appealing  their  convictions 
and  sentences  while  on  death  row  in 
capital  cases.  I  do  not  think  this  is 
speedy  justice.  I  am  certain  that  a  vast 
majority  of  citizens  are  concerned 
about  their  own  safety  in  their  homes 
and  neighborhoods  and  that  they  do 
not  think  this  is  speedy  justice  either. 

It  is  extremely  frustrating,  too,  for 
law  enforcement  officials  to  work  dili- 
gently to  bring  criminals  to  justice, 
secure  indictments,  convictions,  and 
appropriate  sentences,  then  watch 
helplessly  as  the  guilty  evade  final  jus- 
tice through  crafty  exploitation  of  the 
appeals  process. 

The  Supreme  Court  now  apparently 
has  become  sensitive  to  this  situation 
and  is  pointing  the  way  for  swifter  ad- 
ministration of  justice  in  criminal 
cases.  It  is  incumbent  upon  us  in  Con- 
gress to  implement  any  legislative 
changes  that  may  be  needed  to  help 
expedite  the  appeals  process  in  the 
Federal  courts. 

As  one  Member  of  this  body,  Mr. 
President,  I  have  been  working  active- 
ly in  support  of  legislation  to  toughen 
up  the  criminal  justice  system.  I  think, 
in  view  of  the  Supreme  Court's  deci- 
sion, there  should  be  a  renewed  effort 
in  the  Senate  to  help  promote  the  or- 
derly administration  of  justice. 


TELEPHONE  EQUIPMENT  FOR 
THE  DISABLED 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  last 
year  the  Senate  unaimously  passed  S. 
2355,  the  Telecommunications  for  the 
Disabled  Act.  This  statute.  Public  Law 
97-410,  overruled  a  part  of  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission's  Com- 
puter II  decision.  Under  the  act.  State 
regulatory  commissions  may  continue 
their  practice  of  allowing  telephone 
companies  to  recover  in  their  tariffs 
the  reasonable  costs  of  providing  spe- 
cialized equipment  for  the  disabled. 

The  tariffs  typically  allow  telephone 
companies  to  spread  among  all  rate- 
payers the  extraorinary  costs  of  devel- 
oping and  installing  for  people  with 
impaired  hearing,  speech,  vision,  or 
mobility  such  specialized  equipment  as 
large  button  phones  and  teletypewrit- 
ers. By  enacting  this  legislation.  Con- 


gress affirmed  its  commitment  to 
insure  that  the  benefits  of  new  tech- 
nologies in  telecommunictions  are  en- 
joyed by  all  Americans,  including  the 
disabled  and  the  elderly. 

In  comments  in  advance  of  the  FCC 
rulemaking  required  by  the  statute, 
American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  has 
suggested  that  the  equipment  should 
be  detariffed  because  the  plan  of  reor- 
ganization before  Judge  Greene  trans- 
fers the  installed  equipment  to  Ameri- 
can Bell,  a  part  of  AT&T.  It  would  be 
awkward,  AT&T  argues,  to  provide 
this  equipment  on  a  subsidized  basis 
when  American  Bell  is  a  competitive, 
profitmaking  enterprise. 

Organizations  representing  the  dis- 
abled have  suggested  that  AT&T 
should  either  agree  to  continue  to  sub- 
sidize this  equipment  or  to  leave  the 
operations  that  serve  the  disabled 
with  the  local  operating  companies. 
Although  the  issue  is  before  Judge 
Greene  and  the  FCC,  AT&T  has 
agreed  to  meet  with  these  groups  in 
order  to  clarify  how  the  special  needs 
of  the  disabled  will  be  addressed  after 
divestiture. 

The  local  Bell  companies  have  a  gen- 
erally commendable  record  of  serving 
the  disabled  in  the  past.  New  develop- 
ments promise  even  more  opportuni- 
ties to  use  telecommunications  to  in- 
crease the  security  of  older  or  handi- 
capped Americans  dnd  to  deinstitu- 
tionalize many  disabled  citizens.  The 
divestiture  process  must  not  be  al- 
lowed to  neglect  the  needs  of  the  dis- 
abled nor  the  benefits  that  follow 
access  to  telecommunications  at  af- 
fordable rates. 


APPROVAL 
IN       CENTRAL 


CONGRESSIONAL 
FOR      TROOPS 
AMERICA 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
legislation  we  are  introducing  today 
comes  out  of  a  deep  and  growing  con- 
cern that  the  Reagan  administration, 
in  the  absence  of  any  reasonable  con- 
sultation with  Congress,  has  put  our 
country  on  a  track  toward  war  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

This  legislation  will  stop  this  slide 
toward  war,  until  Congress  has  had 
the  opportunity  to  examine  the  issue 
and  to  exercise  our  constitutional  re- 
sponsibility. 

Specifically,  our  bill  will  prohibit  the 
Reagan  administration  from  sending 
any  American  combat  forces  into  Cen- 
tral America  without  the  approval  of 
Congress.  That  prohibition  applies  to 
actual  combat,  which  all  of  us  hope 
will  never  occur,  and  it  also  applies  to 
Big  Pine  2,  the  ominous,  massive,  so- 
called  training  exercises  which  the  ad- 
ministration is  now  frantically  plan- 
ning for  later  in  the  year  and  which 
will  apparently  involve  thousands  of 
American  combat  troops. 
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All  of  us  agree  that  appropriate 
steps  are  needed  to  shut  off  the  flow 
of  weapons  from  Nicaragua,  Cuba,  and 
other  sources  to  the  guerrillas  in  El 
Salvador.  But  the  administrations 
methods  are  highly  inappropriate. 
There  is  little  doubt  that  the  Presi- 
dent's secret  war  against  Nicaragua, 
masterminded  by  the  CIA  from  sanc- 
tuaries across  the  border  in  Honduras, 
has  now  put  Honduras  at  potential 
military  risk.  But  the  proper  solution 
is  a  negotiated  settlement,  not  the 
militarization  of  Honduras  and  the  es- 
calation of  the  arms  race  in  this  hemi- 
sphere. Instead  of  a  reckless  show  of 
force,  it  is  time  for  a  sensible  show  of 
peace. 

The  President  is  playing  with 
matches  in  Central  America,  and  Con- 
gress must  not  permit  him  to  light  the 
spark  that  provokes  the  incident  that 
starts  the  war.  Our  message  to  the  ad- 
ministration is  clear.  Stop  your  mili- 
tary escalation:  stop  your  gunboat  di- 
plomacy: start  paying  more  than  lip 
service  to  negotiations;  start  giving 
peace  a  real  chance  in  Central  Amer- 
ica. 


QUORUM  CALL 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President.  I 
make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER, 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant   legislative  clerk 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.    DOLE.    Mr.    President,    I 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


The 


pro- 


ask 


CRITICAL  AGRICULTURAL 
MATERIALS  ACT 
Mr.   DOLE.   Mr.   President,   for  the 
last    2    weeks    the    Senate    has    been 
trying  to  find  a  way  to  pass  a  farm  bill 
including  some  changes  in  the  target 
prices  for  grain  and  cotton,  the  dairy 
compromise      and      various      tobacco 
amendments.  The  effort  has  not  been 
easy.  Some  Senators  do  not  want  us  to 
have  an  up  or  down  vote  on  the  target 
price  freeze  proposed  by  the  adminis- 
tration. Others  want  to  offer  amend- 
ments to  the  dairy  plan  or  on  loan 
rates  or  sugar.  Still  others  may  not 
want  a  farm  bill  at  all,  and  they  may 
get  their  wish.  Both  the  House  and 
Senate  are  set  to  go  home  tomorrow. 
If  we  do  not  pass  the  bill  today,  go  to 
conference    late    today    or    tomorrow 
morning  in  time  for  final  passage,  it 
will  preserve  the  unbroken  record  of 
the  98th  Congress,  to  have  failed  to 
pass  one  major  piece  of  agricultural 
legislation. 

But  before  we  achieve  that  dubious 
distinction.  Mr.  President,  I  thought 
those  of  us  who  do  care  about  passing 
responsible  farm  bills  should  take  one 


more  crack  at  it.  Accordingly,  I  am 
having  prepared  a  collection  of  the 
constructive  and  noncontroversial 
measures  which  various  Senators  have 
suggested.  I  am  certain  the  selection  is 
incomplete;  that  other  worthwhile 
proposals  have  not  come  to  my  atten- 
tion, and  I  would  be  pleased  to  consid- 
er including  them  in  the  bill  we  are 
preparing.  But  at  present  I  would  indi- 
cate the  various  titles  of  the  bill  as  it 
stands  and  we  can  go  from  there:  The 
dairy  compromise  as  passed  by  both 
the  Senate  and  House  Agriculture 
Committees.  It  also  includes  a  Pressler 
amendment  requiring  a  study  of 
whether  a  payment  limitation  should 
be  applied  to  the  paid  diversion  pro- 
gram; various  tobacco  provisions  ap- 
proved by  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee,  various  amendments  pro- 
posed by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Zorinsky)  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Dixon)  to  incorporate  parts  of  S. 
822,  the  Agricultural  Export  Equity 
and  Market  Expansion  Act  of  1983. 
These  provisions  deal  with  barter  of 
farm  commodities:  the  proposal  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska 
(Mr.  Zorinsky)  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  (Mr.  Andrews)  to  use 
CCC-owned  grains  for  conversion  to 
alcohol  fuel  and  to  guaranty  loans  for 
construction  of  alcohol  fuel  facilities. 
And  finally,  a  revision  of  S.  17  on  com- 
modity distribution  of  surplus  com- 
modities. 

Mr.  President,  the  one  title  missing 
is  with  reference  to  the  target  prices.  I 
have  discussed  at  length  through  my 
staff  and  personal  conversations  with 
representatives  of  the  National  Wheat 
Growers  Association  what  might  be  a 
worthwhile  compromise.  There  has 
been  considerable  willingness  on  the 
part  of  the  organization  to  try  to  come 
part  way  on  such  a  compromise- 
maybe  instead  of  a  total  freeze,  maybe 
freeze  the  target  prices  over  a  2-year 
period  which  would  amount  to  about  a 
50-percent  freeze.  This  is  still  under 
consideration. 

But,  Mr.  President,  there  are  some 
portions  of  the  bill  that  are  noncon- 
troversial. The  Senator  from  Mississip- 
pi is  in  the  Chamber.  He  has  been  a 
leader  in  the  dairy  legislation,  for  ex- 
ample. That  could  be  passed,  I  would 
guess,  in  a  matter  of  2  or  3  or  4  hours. 
There  are  some  amendments.  I  think 
the  amendments  could  be  dealt  with.  I 
would  hope  that  those  who  have  been 
obstructing  consideration  of  an  agri- 
culture bill  will  let  us  bring  the  bill  to 
the  floor.  It  is  only  4:30.  We  have  a  lot 
of  time  yet  this  evening.  I  believe  we 
could  pass  such  a  farm  bill  by  9  or  10 
o'clock  this  evening  and  go  to  confer- 
ence tomorrow.  I  have  had  some  dis- 
cussion with  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee,  and  ob- 
viously the  House  Members  are  anx- 
ious to  have  some  legislation  passed 
before  the  recess. 


So,  Mr.  President,  it  would  seem  to 
me  there  is  still  time.  The  hour  is  late, 
but  the  pressure  is  great.  The  pressure 
will  be  much  greater  when  those  of  us 
leave  this  Senate  Chamber  tomorrow 
or  Friday  or  sometime  soon  and  go 
back  to  our  States  and  to  our  districts. 
It  is  my  hope  that  the  Senators  who 
still  feel  compelled  to  block  consider- 
ation of  the  farm  legislation  would  let 
us  move  to  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  before  us.  to  amendments  and 
maybe  come  to  some  compromise  on 
the  target  price  section  which  is  the 
one  that  is  controversial  and  then 
move  on  as  quickly  as  we  can  to  pass 
the  legislation.  It  needs  to  be  done:  it 
should  be  done,  and  it  can  be  done.  We 
can  do  it  in  a  way  that  will  reduce  the 
costs  of  some  of  the  farm  programs 
and  demonstrate  to  the  American  tax- 
payers, the  American  farmers,  and 
American  producers  that  we  are  re- 
sponsible in  our  approach. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  we  might 
move  quickly. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  would  be  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
compliment  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kansas  for  his  leadership  in 
trying  to  get  this  legislation  to  the 
floor  so  it  can  be  passed  before  this 
recess  begins.  Particularly.  I  am  hope- 
ful that  we  can  act  on  the  dairy  legis- 
lation that  has  been  approved  by  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee.  Earlier 
this  year  we  had  hearings  that  in- 
volved many  hours  of  testimony  from 
industry  representatives,  consumer 
groups,  and  administration  officials, 
all  for  the  purpose  of  trying  to  figure 
out  a  way  to  do  something  about  the 
ever-increasing  production  surpluses 
that  are  occurring  in  our  dairy  indus- 
try. This  is  costing  the  Government  a 
lot  of  money.  Very  soon  there  is  going 
to  be  another  50-cent  assessment  im- 
posed on  dairy  farmers  per  hundred- 
weight of  milk  produced.  This  is  going 
to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  tax,  and  it  is 
not  going  to  do  anything  about  bring- 
ing under  control  the  excess  produc- 
tion that  is  causing  such  a  problem. 

This  bill,  while  it  does  not  do  every- 
thing that  all  persons  who  are  in- 
volved want  it  to  do,  is  certainly  a 
compromise  that  is  workable  and  will 
help  bring  down  the  excess  produc- 
tion. I  hope  the  Senate  will  come  to- 
gether on  this,  and  if  we  cannot  devel- 
op a  consensus  of  support  for  passing 
this  in  a  timely  manner  today  or  to- 
morrow—tomorrow may  be  too  late— it 
will  really  be  a  shame  because  an 
awful  lot  of  work  has  been  put  into 
this  legislation  by  a  lot  of  Senators,  in- 
cluding the  Senator  from  Kansas.  I 
compliment  the  Senator  for  his  leader- 
ship in  this  area,  and  I  hope  the 
Senate  can  act  on  the  legislation 
today. 


Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  comment? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Let  me  just  comment.  I 
appreciate  the  comments  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Mississippi,  who 
is  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  and  one  who  has  been 
an  architect  of  much  of  this  legislation 
along  with  other  Senators,  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
BoscHWiTZ),  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont  (Mr.  Leahy),  on  the  Ag- 
riculture Committee,  but  there  are  a 
number  of  others  interested  in  the 
dairy  legislation  including  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  York. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  if  every- 
thing else  fails,  we  ought  to  pass  the 
dairy  legislation.  We  ought  to  do  it  to- 
night. The  reason  I  suggest  that  we 
ought  to  move  along.  I  understand 
that  if  nothing  is  going  to  happen  the 
majority  leader  very  properly  will  ad- 
journ the  Senate  this  evening  and 
then  we  are  down  to  the  last  day  to- 
morrow. 

But  I  still  believe  there  is  hope.  The 
one  area  that  sort  of  bottled  us  up  in 
addition  to  a  number  of  amendments 
that  can  be  disposed  of  has  been  the 
target  price  discussion.  The  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Montana,  who  is 
not  presently  on  the  floor.  Senator 
Melcher,  does  not  want  any  freeze  at 
all.  The  administration  wants  a  freeze. 
Now.  we  believe  there  is  a  half-way 
point  that  would  accommodate  in  part 
the  administration  and  in  part  the 
wishes  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Zorinsky).  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Heflin),  and  other  Senators  on 
each  side  of  the  aisle  who  are  con- 
cerned that  we  would  be  in  effect  vio- 
lating an  agreement  we  made  to  the 
farmers  when  we  passed  the  farm  bill 
in  1981.  So  I  would  hope  that  we  are 
going  to  have  an  effort  yet  today  by 
those  of  use  who  have  a  real  interest 
in  agriculture  to  move  this  bill  for- 
ward. 

I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  It  is  very  kind  of 
the  distinguished  chairman. 

I  should  like  to  comment  specifically 
about  the  remarks  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Mississippi,  who 
is  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  re- 
sponsible for  the  dairy  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  is  right. 
New  York  is  a  dairy  State.  This  Sena- 
tor is  a  dairy  farmer.  I  know  I  do  not 
look  like  a  dairy  farmer. 

I  want  to  emphasize  the  point  that 
Senator  Cochran  made.  The  present 
legislation  is  a  tax  on  food.  It  is  not  a 
price  support.  It  is  in  some  sense  a 
price  support,  as  the  food  grains  have 
price  supports  that  present  alterna- 
tives to  the  farmer  to  turn  his  produc- 
tion over  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  But  in  my  State,  for  ex- 
ample, very  few  milk  farmers  do  that. 


They  sell  their  milk  as  fluid  milk;  it 
goes  into  cheese. 

The  50-cent  per  hundredweight  tax 
goes  to  the  general  revenues  of  the 
Treasury,  and  it  will  become  a  $1  tax 
on  the  1st  of  September.  I  ask  the 
chairman  if  that  is  correct 
Mr.  DOLE.  That  is  correct, 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  $1  tax  on 
a  hundredweight  of  milk— a  tax  on 
food.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  equiv- 
alent tax  in  our  legislation.  I  do  not 
believe  any  food  is  taxed.  That  money 
goes  to  the  general  funds  of  the  Treas- 
ury. 

There  are  a  variety  of  arrangements, 
and  at  least  to  some  of  us,  the  best 
would  be  to  let  the  market  forces  work 
to  bring  down  the  support  price  and 
let  the  consumer  get  the  difference. 
Since  when  is  the  U.S.  Government 
raising  revenue  by  taxing  food? 

I  wonder  if  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  agrees? 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  absolutely  correct. 
This  assessment,  first  of  all,  does  not 
do  anything  to  help  bring  down  pro- 
duction, decrease  production.  The  50 
cents  that  the  farmer  has  to  pay,  or 
which  is  collected  from  the  farmer— 
and  soon  to  be  $1— does  not  help  to 
bring  down  the  consumer  costs  of  the 
product.  As  pointed  out.  the  money 
goes  into  the  Treasury. 

This  legislation  would  change  that 
and  create  an  incentive  program  for 
decreasing  production.  Savings  could 
be  passed  on  to  processors  and  ulti- 
mately to  consumers.  It  would  help  in- 
crease consumption  by  making  milk 
more  attractive  to  buy  at  the  store. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  At  a  time  when 
the  administration  is  appointing  a 
commission  on  hunger. 

I  have  had  occasion  many  times  on 
this  floor  to  say  things  admiring  and 
beyond  even  normal  levels  of  admira- 
tion about  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 
Such  is  his  devotion  to  a  farm  bill  that 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  and  the 
Senator  from  New  York  can  talk  about 
getting  rid  of  revenues  that  go  into 
the  Treasury,  without  fear  that  this 
will  automatically  set  off  alarm  bells 
in  the  Senator  from  Kansas.  That  is 
how  much  he  wants  a  farm  bill.  That 
is  how  much  a  Kansan  he  is,  and  that 
is  one  of  the  reasons  we  admire  him 
so. 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  also  produce  some 
dairy  products  in  the  State  of  Kansas. 
Mr.  President,  I  share  the  view  ex- 
pressed by  both  Senators. 

Years  ago,  we  used  to  have  a  bread 
tax.  It  was  called  a  wheat  certificate 
plan.  That  finally  met  its  timely 
demise.  It  was  not  quite  parallel  to  the 
assessment  the  dairy  farmer  pays. 

I  hope  that,  before  the  majority 
leader  decides  to  abandon  all  hope  for 
anything  happening  today,  those  who 
are— I  do  not  say  obstructing  the  legis- 
lation, but  indicating  that  they  would 


prefer  that  we  did  not  bring  it  up, 
might  have  an  opportunity  to  come  to 
the  floor.  I  just  mentioned  Senator 
Leahy  as  one  of  the  architects  of  the 
dairy  program.  I  think  there  are 
enough  of  us  here  to  be  able  to  get  to- 
gether in  the  next  couple  of  hours  to 
stir  up  enough  interest  in  this  possible 
solution  to  the  dilemma  we  are  facing, 
before  adjourning  without  passing  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.    BOSCHWITZ.    Mr.    President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield. 
Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  join  in 
what  the  Senator  from  Kansas  has 
said,  in  the  hope  that  we  might  bring 
up  this  dairy  package. 

I  see  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kansas  (Mr.  Dole),  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Bosch- 
witz),  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Cochran)  on  the 
floor— all  of  whom  have  worked  ex- 
tremely hard  to  try  to  fashion  a  bipar- 
tisan package  acceptable  to  the  admin- 
istration on  dairy,  as  has  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
HuDDLESTON)  and  others  on  this  side. 

I  hate  to  even  think  of  the  number 
of  meetings  we  have  had  over  the  last 
few  weeks  in  Senator  Boschwitz' 
office,  in  my  office,  and  on  one  occa- 
sion in  the  Vice  President's  office.  Sec- 
retary Block  has  been  up  here,  and  we 
have  met  until  we  formed  a  bipartisan 
package  that  seems  to  have  enough 
support  to  pass  here. 

We  have  worked  with  the  distin- 
guished chairman  and  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  appropriate 
House  subcommittee,  Mr.  Harkins 
and  Mr.  Jeffords,  in  getting  their  sup- 
port, and  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee,  Mr.  de 
LA  Garza,  to  get  support  for  a  biparti- 
san consensus,  knowing  that  it  was  not 
the  perfect  package  on  dairy— nothing 
that  everybody  can  totally  like. 

The  dairy  farmers  throughout  the 
country  will  have  to  make  some  cuts. 
In  some  instances,  serious  efforts  will 
be  made  to  cut  down  overproduction. 

We  have  tried  to  have  everybody 
share  the  burden  evenly,  to  put  to- 
gether a  package  to  save  the  taxpay- 
ers' money,  cut  production,  and  take 
steps  to  increase  consumption. 

We  have  a  good  package.  If  it  passes 
now.  there  is  still  a  possibility  that  we 
can  get  it  through  the  House  and  to 
the  President,  to  be  signed. 

I  share  the  feeling  of  my  colleagues 
that  we  are  in  the  11th  hour  and  59th 
minute.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  stay 
here  all  night,  if  we  can  get  this  pack- 
age out. 

I  see  my  distinguished  senior  col- 
league from  Vermont,  Senator  Staf- 
ford, who  is  eager  to  stay  here  all 
night,  if  need  be,  so  that  we  can  go 
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back  to  Vermont  and  tell  the  farmers 
what  we  have. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  I  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor that  he  always  knows  my  mental 
process. 

Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. The  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
indeed  been  very  instrumental  in 
trying  to  get  the  dairy  package  passed. 
The  Senator  from  New  York  was 
very  expansive  in  his  comments  about 
the  Senator  from  Kansas.  I  will  not 
be.  I  could  say  a  few  nice  things  about 
his  wife,  perhaps.  After  he  gets  all  this 
worked  out,  because  I  admire  his  abili- 
ty to  do  these  things,  I  will  be  more 
than  expansive.  Certainly,  his  services 
in  getting  some  resolution  of  this 
matter  are  extremely  critical,  and  I 
know  he  is  trying. 

It  would  be  a  shame  if  we  were 
unable  to  work  out  some  type  of  ar- 
rangement on  wheat  and  the  other 
commodities  that  would  be  affected  by 
the  target  price  freeze. 

In  so  doing  and  not  working  out 
those  arrangements  we,  in  effect,  put 
an  additional  50-cent  assessment  or 
tax.  as  it  is  sometimes  called,  on  the 
one-third  of  a  million  dairy  farmers 
and  their  families  in  this  country. 

To  put  another  50-cent  assessment, 
making  a  total  of  $1.  on  those  prod- 
ucts at  this  time  is  a  very  severe  penal- 
ty indeed  to  impose  upon  the  farmers 
who  work  hard  at  making  a  few  dol- 
lars. It  is  a  hard  life  to  be  a  dairy 
farmer  and  to  have  to  arrive  very 
promptly  in  the  morning  and  very 
promptly  in  the  afternoon,  not  just  5 
days  a  week,  but  7,  and  in  the  process 
of  doing  so  provide  the  most  essential 
and  basic  food  that  we  have  to  offer 
this  Nation. 

So,  I  really  do  ask  the  Senator  from 
Montana,  who  is  not  here  at  the 
present  time,  and  others,  who  are  de- 
bating and  prolonging  the  debate  on 
the  freeze  of  target  prices  on  wheat  if 
we  carmot  reach  some  form  of  accom- 
modation. It  would  be  difficult  for  me. 
We  are  a  large  wheat-producing  State 
as  well.  I  wish  to  protect  my  wheat 
farmers  as  much  as  they  wish  to  pro- 
tect theirs.  But  I  do  not  want  to  do  it 
at  the  expense  of  another  segment  of 
agriculture.  It  is  a  bad  thing  to  pit  one 
area  of  agriculture  against  the  other 
for  the  purpose  of  trying  to  bring 
about  a  result. 

So  I  appreciate  Senator  Dole's  ef- 
forts. I  appreciate  the  efforts  of  my 
friends  from  Vermont  and  also  Sena- 
tor Cochran  of  Mississippi,  who  did 
yeoman  work,  and  who  is  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  that  deals  with 
dairy  price  supports  and  other  price 
supports  in  agriculture. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  interesting  that 
the  farmers  of  this  country  create 
themselves  a  problem  by  being  so  effi- 
cient, and  perhaps  we  could  do  some- 
thing about  that.  I  do  not  know  what 
offhand.  But  whenever  we  seem  to  put 
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constraints    on 
more  efficient. 

So  I  hope  that  the  Senator  from 
Montana,  my  friends  from  Oklahoma. 
Alabama,  and  others,  will  be  forthcom- 
ing in  their  efforts  to  bring  about 
some  kind  of  solution  to  this  problem 
so  a  new  assessment,  a  new  tax  will 
not  have  to  be  levied  on  another  seg- 
ment of  agriculture. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  again  I 
would  hope  that  those  Senators  who 
have  been  unwilling  to  let  us  proceed 
in  this  matter  would  perhaps  be  will- 
ing to  sit  down  with  Members  on  both 
sides;  otherwise,  I  am  fearful  that  we 
may  adjourn  or  recess  for  the  evening, 
and  that  leaves  almost  an  impossible 
task  to  try  to  come  to  grips  with  the 
whole  package  because  there  are  a 
number  of  amendments  that  are  even 
amendments  to  the  dairy  section 
which  I  think  could  be  handled  rather 
quickly  and  voted  up  or  down,  and 
there  are  also  amendments  to  other 
sections  on  sugar  and  other  related 
areas  that  I  assume  those  who  want  to 
offer  those  amendments  want  to  do  so 
with  record  votes. 

I  am  fearful  if  we  go  away  this 
evening  without  having  at  least  had  a 
chance  to  consider  the  bill,  then  I 
would  guess  that  the  chances  are  less 
than  1  in  100  of  doing  it  tomorrow. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  on  that  point,  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect. I  cannot  emphasize  enough  to  my 
colleagues  how  hard  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  worked  to  put  this 
compromise  together  and  worked  with 
Members  of  the  other  body  to  put  this 
compromise  together.  It  has  not  been 
an  easy  thing.  We  brought  the  indus- 
try in  and  everyone  else  and  finally 
forged  this  compromise. 

I  cannot  believe  we  could  do  it  again. 
Certainly  we  could  not  do  it  again 
after  the  next  50-cent  assessment 
might  go  into  effect. 

It  becomes  more  than  just  a  legisla- 
tive exercise.  There  are  an  awful  lot  of 
farmers  out  there,  individual  family 
farms.  These  are  not  large  corporate 
entities  by  any  means.  Those  dairy 
farmers  we  are  talking  about,  what- 
ever State  they  are  in,  Vermont,  Min- 
nesota, Wisconsin,  or  California,  or 
anywhere  else,  are  predominantly  indi- 
vidual family  farms. 

Unless  they  are  given  a  program  in 
advance  of  this  plan  or  the  possible 
second  50-cent  assessment,  unless  they 
are  given  a  program  that  they  can 
plan  for.  one  that  goes  over  the 
number  of  months  that  this  one  does, 
a  lot  of  them  are  going  to  go  out  of 
business.  It  is  going  to  be  just  a  series 
of  one  after  another  of  individual  trag- 
edies, family  tragedies,  tragedies  of 
people  who  I  think  are  among  the 
hardest  working  people  in  this  coun- 
try. 

So  I  join  with  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  in  urging  and  actually  plead- 
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ing    with    my    colleagues 
matter  might  go  forward. 

If  it  requires  us  to  stay  here  to  in- 
convenience ourselves  a  little  bit  to- 
night to  stay  longer  and  do  it,  then  we 
should  because  that  inconvenience  will 
be  nothing  compared  to  what  some  of 
these  families  will  have  to  face. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. I  do  not  know  of  anything  else 
that  needs  to  be  said  at  this  time,  but  I 
hope  that  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  might  wait  20  or  30  minutes  to 
see  if  there  might  be  some  indication 
from  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Melcher)  and  others  if 
there  is  a  willingness  to  try  to  sit  down 
and  work  out  the  target  price  area;  if 
not,  what  we  might  do  with  the  re- 
mainder of  it  yet  this  evening. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  indicate  that 
I  know  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee.  Senator  Helms,  and 
the  distinguished  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee.  Senator 
HuDDLESTON,  are  in  accord.  They  are 
ready  to  go  and  have  been  ready  to  go. 
They  may  not  agree  with  every  provi- 
sion but  at  least  they  are  ready  to  take 
it  up  and  they  have  been  ready  for  the 
past  couple  of  weeks. 

Senator  Helms  has  authorized  cer- 
tain of  us  on  our  side  to  speak  to  cer- 
tain sections,  and  it  happens  to  be 
that  the  feedgrain  and  wheat  section 
is  one  that  is  probably  the  fly  in  the 
ointment  at  this  period.  But  I  think  I 
can  express  without  reservation  the 
willingness  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  ranking  minority 
member.  Senator  Huddleston,  to  pro- 
ceed tonight,  tomorrow,  tomorrow 
night,  or  whatever. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At  2:42  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  House  has  agreed 
to  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con- 
ference on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  3329)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Transportation  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1984,  and  for  other  purposes;  it  re- 
cedes from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 
10,  14,  30,  47,  49,  and  55  to  the  bill,  and 
agrees  thereto,  it  recedes  from  its  dis- 
agreement to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered  1,  2,  3,  28,  36,  39,  41. 
53,  60,  61,  64,  65,  66,  67,  69,  and  70  to 
the  bill,  each  with  an  amendment  in 
which  it  requests  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate;  and  it  insists  upon  its  dis- 
agreement to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  21  to  the  bill. 

The   message   also   announced   that 
the  House  has  passed  the  following 


bill,  in  which  it  requests  the  concur- 
rence of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3706.  An  act  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  make  the  birthday  of 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr..  a  legal  public  holi- 
day. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

At  3:18  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
announced  that  the  Speaker  has 
signed  the  following  enrolled  bills: 

S.  727.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  set  aside  certain  judgment 
funds  of  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  Port 
Berthold  Reservation  in  North  Dakota,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

H.R.  2973.  An  act  to  promote  economic  re- 
vitalization  and  facilitate  expansion  of  eco- 
nomic opportunities  in  the  Caribbean  Basin 
region,  to  provide  for  backup  withholding  of 
tax  from  interest  and  dividends,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  enrolled  bills  were  subsequently 
signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
(Mr.  Thur*«ond). 


HOUSE  MEASURE  PLACED  ON 
THE  CALENDAR 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.R.  3706.  An  act  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  make  the  birthday  of 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr..  a  legal  public  holi- 
day. 


ENROLLED  BILL  PRESENTED 
The    Secretary    reported    that    on 
today,  he  had  presented  to  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  the  follow- 
ing enrolled  bill: 

S.  727.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  set  aside  certain  judgment 
funds  of  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  Fort 
Berthold  Reservation  in  North  Dakota,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and 
documents,  which  were  referred  as  in- 
dicated: 

EC-1547.  A  communication  from  the  Prin- 
cipal Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  (Shipbuilding  and  Logistics),  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  the  con- 
version of  the  laundry  services  function  at 
the  Naval  Hospital.  San  Diego,  Calif.,  to  per- 
formance under  contract:  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

EC-1548.  A  communication  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Defense  Security  Assistance 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a 
report  on  the  Department  of  the  Army's 
proposed  letter  of  offer  to  Saudi  Arabia  for 
defense  articles  estimated  to  cost  in  excess 
of  $50  million;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

EC- 1549.  A  communication  from  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  enti- 
tled -Rental  Rehabilitation  With  Limited 
Pederal  Involvement:  Who  Is  Doing  It?  At 


What  Cost?  Who  Benefits?  ";  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-1550.  A  communication  from  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
a  request  for  repayment  of  excess  royalty 
payments  by  Shell  Oil  Co.;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC- 1551.  A  communication  from  the 
Acting  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  request  for 
repayment  of  excess  royalty  payments  by 
Arco  Oil  &  Gas  Co.:  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-1552.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  State  for  Legislative 
and  Intergovernmental  Affairs,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  on  the  con- 
tinuation of  commercial,  cultural,  and  other 
relations  between  the  United  States  and 
Taiwan;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions. 

EC-1553.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Legal  Adviser  for  Treaty  Affairs,  De- 
partment of  State,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  a  report  on  international  agree- 
ments, other  than  treaties,  entered  into  by 
the  United  States  in  the  60-day  period  prior 
to  July  28.  1983;  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 

EC-1554.  A  communication  from  the 
Chairman  of  the  Council  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
copies  of  D.C.  Act  5-60.  adopted  by  the 
Council  on  July  5.  1983:  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-1555.  A  communication  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  report  entitled  •Modifying  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act:  Implications  for  the  Labor 
Market  and  the  Federal  Budget":  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-1556.  A  communication  from  the 
Health  Resources  and  Services  Administra- 
tion. Public  Health  Service.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law.  notification  of  academic 
year  1983-84  allotments  to  schools  partici- 
pating in  the  health  professions  student 
loan  program;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

EC-1557.  A  communication  from  the  As- 
sistant Attorney  General  (Office  of  Legisla- 
tive Affairs),  transmitting  a  draft  of  pro- 
posed legislation  to  amend  certain  provi- 
sions applicable  to  compensation  for  the 
overtime  inspectional  service  of  employees 
of  the  U.S.  Customs  Service  and  the  Immi- 
gration and  Naturalization  Service,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-1558.  A  communication  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Information  Security  Over- 
sight Office,  General  Services  Administra- 
tion, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
annual  report  of  the  office  for  fiscal  year 
1982;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC- 1559.  A  communication  from  the 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commis- 
sion. tran.smitting.  pursuant  to  law.  the 
sixth  annual  report  on  the  Premerger  noti- 
fication program:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


POM-353.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance: 

"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  1 

"Whereas.  In  the  administration  of  feder- 
ally funded  public  assistance  programs  by 
the  states,  including  the  State  of  California, 
personal  information  is  secured  concerning 
applicants  and  recipients  under  these  pro- 
grams; and 

"Whereas.  The  federal  Social  Security  Act 
and  related  administrative  regulations  limit 
the  use  and  disclosure  of  this  information 
by  the  states  to  specified  purposes  relating 
exclusively  to  the  administration  of  public 
assistance  programs;  and 

"Whereas.  These  restrictions  prevent  the 
states  from  using  this  information  in  their 
efforts  to  enforce  the  law  and  protect  the 
public  welfare  in  various  criminal  and  civil 
contexts  not  directly  related  to  the  adminis- 
tration of  public  assistance  programs:  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re- 
spectfully memorialize  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  per- 
sonal information  concerning  applicants 
and  recipients  secured  by  the  states,  and 
their  political  subdivisions,  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  federally  funded  public  assistance 
programs  may  be  used  or  disclosed  pursuant 
to  a  criminal  proceeding  brought  on  behalf 
of  the  people  of  the  State  of  California  or 
on  behalf  of  the  United  Stales  government, 
provided  a  warrant  has  been  issued  upon 
probable  cause  and  provided  that  a  nexus 
exists  between  the  crime  or  crimes  alleged 
and  the  information  sought,  and  that  rea- 
sonable efforts  have  been  made  to  verify 
that  the  person  under  suspicion  is  the  appli- 
cant or  recipient;  and  be  it  further 

'Resolved,  That  the  information  so  dis- 
closed be  the  least  amount  of  information 
reasonably  consistent  with  achievement  of 
the  purpose  to  be  served:  and  be  it  further 

■'Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 
The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs,  with 
amendments: 

S.  1090.  A  bill  to  establish  a  National  Out- 
door Recreation  Resources  Review  Commis- 
sion to  study  and  recommend  appropriate 
policies  and  activities  for  government  agen- 
cies at  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels 
and  for  the  private  sector,  to  assure  the  con- 
tinued availability  of  quality  outdoor  recrea- 
tion experiences  in  America  to  the  year 
2000.  and  for  other  purposes:  pursuant  to 
the  order  of  May  25.  1983.  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources for  not  to  exceed  sixty  calendar 
days. 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs,  without 
amendment: 

S.  Res.  193.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
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ation  of  S.  1090;  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs,  with  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  1510.  A  bill  to  establish  uniform  single 
financial  audit  requirements  for  State  and 
local  governments  and  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions and  other  recipients  of  Federal  assist- 
ance, and  for  other  purposes. 

By  Mr.  GARN.  from  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs,  with- 
out amendment: 

S.  1729.  An  original  bill  to  provide  for  the 
striking  and  presentation  of  medals. 

By  Mr.  GARN.  from  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs,  with- 
out amendment: 

S.  Res.  194.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  with  respect  to  the  consideration  of  S. 
1729;  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

By  Mr.  DAMATO.  from  the  Committee 
on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs, 
without  amendment: 

S.  414.  A  bill  to  amend  and  clarify  the  For- 
eign Corrupt  Practices  Act  of  1977  (Rept. 
No.  98-207). 

By  Mr.  PACKWOOD.  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transporta- 
tion, without  amendment: 

S.  1015.  A  bill  to  clear  certain  impedi- 
ments to  the  licensing  of  the  vessel  La  Jolie 
for  employment  in  the  coastwise  trade; 

S.  1186.  A  bill  to  clear  certain  impedi- 
ments to  the  licensing  of  the  yacht  Dads 
Pad  for  employment  in  the  coastwise  trade; 
and 

S.  1689.  A  bill  to  clear  certain  impedi- 
menU  to  the  licensing  of  the  vessel  Endless 
Summer  for  employment  in  the  coastwise 
trade. 

By  Mr.  PACKWOOD.  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transporta- 
tion, with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute: 

H.R.  2840.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  order- 
ly termination  of  Federal  management  of 
the  Pribilof  Islands.  Alaska. 

By  Mr.  STAFFORD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works,  without 
amendment: 

S.  1465.  A  bill  to  designate  the  Federal 
Building  at  Fourth  and  Ferry  Streets.  La- 
fayette. Ind..  as  the  Charles  A.  Halleck 
Federal  Building". 

By  Mr.  STAFFORD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works,  with  an 
amendment: 

S.  1724.  A  bill  to  designate  the  Federal 
Building  at  Las  Cruces.  N.M..  as  the  Harold 
L.  Runnels  Federal  Building". 

By  Mr.  STAFFORD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works,  without 
amendment: 

H.R.  2895.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse  at  450  Golden 
Gate  Avenue.  San  Francisco.  Calif.,  as  the 
Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S. 
Courthouse. 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  without  amendment: 
S.  1052.  A  bill  to  make  certain  changes  in 
the  membership  and  operations  of  the  Advi- 
sory Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re- 
lations. 

By  Mr.  PERCY,  from  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations: 

Supplement  Report  to  Report  No.  98-156 
on  S.  602.  the  Radio  Broadcasting  to  Cuba 
Act. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  in  ac- 
cordance with  rule  XXVI,  paragraph 


11,  subparagraph  (c)(B)  of  the  Stand- 
ing Rules  of  the  Senate.  I  am  today 
filing  a  correction  of  a  technical  error 
in  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee Report  (Report  No.  98-156) 
that  accompanies  S.  602,  the  Radio 
Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act,  reported  fa- 
vorably by  the  committee  on  June  21, 
1983. 

My  technical  correction  would  add 
one  sentence  to  the  required  report 
language  evaluating  the  regulatory 
impact  of  the  reported  legislation. 
That  sentence  states  that 

All  provisions  of  Rule  XXVI.  paragraph 
11  not  complied  with  were  impracticable  be- 
cause of  uncertainties  concerning  the  possi- 
bility of  any  interference  with  broadcasting 
in  the  United  States  that  might  result  from 
Radio  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  as  provided  in 
the  bill. 

I  note  that  such  a  statement  is  re- 
quired by  rule  XXVI. 

The  committee  report  was  reviewed 
in  detail  by  members  of  the  majority 
and  minority  staff.  Implicit  in  commit- 
tee discussion  of  S.  602  was  the  under- 
standing that  until  Radio  Broadcast- 
ing  to   Cuba   programing   was   estab- 
lished,    until     decisions     concerning 
broadcast   frequencies,   and  until   the 
Board  for  International  Broadcasting 
had    the    opportunity    to    study    the 
nature  of  potential  interference  that 
might    from    Radio    Broadcasting    to 
Cuba  as  provided  in  the  Radio  Broad- 
casting to  Cuba  Act,  it  was  impractica- 
ble to  make  an  accurate  assessment  of 
the  full  regulatory  impact  of  the  facili- 
ty compensation  provision  of  the  bill 
or  of  its  potential  costs.  The  commit- 
tee insisted  on  a  small  initial  level  of 
funding  for  facility  compensation  be- 
cause of  these  uncertainties.  It  insist- 
ed that  such  compensation  be  provid- 
ed only  after  Radio  Broadcasting  to 
Cuba  had  commenced  and  its  impact 
could  be  assessed   accurately.   It   was 
understood  in  our  discussions  that  reg- 
ulations would  be  required,  as  we  have 
stated  in  the  committee  report.  Implic- 
it in  discussions  was  the  understanding 
that  information  concerning  the  posi- 
ble  impact  of  interference  from  Cuban 
retaliatory    broadcasting,    and    there- 
fore the  impact  on  individuals,  busi- 
nesses,   the    economic    well-being    of 
businesses  the  personal  privacy  of  in- 
dividuals, or  the  volume  of  paperwork 
involved  in  assessing  such  impact  was 
impracticable   until   certain   decisions 
about  the  scope  of  Radio  Broadcasting 
to  Cuba  operations  were  made. 

The  committee  report  stands  in 
technical  error  for  not  including  the 
sentence  I  am  submitting  today.  How- 
ever, the  Members  were  fully  apprised 
of  the  impracticability  of  a  more  de- 
tailed, accurate  assessment  either  of 
the  possible  extent  of  costs  or  of  the 
regulatory  impact  of  the  provisions  for 
facility  compensation  included  in  the 
bill.  I  believe  the  corrective  sentence  I 
am  submitting  today  in  accordance 
with  rule  XXVI.   paragraph   11,  sub- 


paragraph (cKB)  corrects  by  any  defi- 
ciencies in  the  report  submitted  by  the 
committee. 

In  addition.  I  am  filing  a  revised  cost 
estimate  from  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office.  Their  original  cost  esti- 
mate was  in  error  in  that  it  assumed 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1984.  The  bill 
passed  by  the  committee  is  clear  that 
funds  shall  not  be  available  until  Octo- 
ber 1.  1984.  for  facility  compensation. 

I  also  submit  minority  views  to  these 
revisions  as  presented  by  Senator  Zor- 

INSKY. 
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EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  McCLURE.  from  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources: 

William  Patrick  Collins,  of  Virginia,  to  be 
Under  Secretary  of  Energy. 

By  Mr.  STAFFORD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works: 

Howard  M.  Messner.  of  Maryland,  to  be 
an  Assistant  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 

Alvin  L.  Aim.  of  Massachusetts,  to  be 
Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency. 

Frederick  M.  Bernthal.  of  Tennessee,  to 
be  a  Member  of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  for  the  term  of  five  years  expir- 
ing June  30.  1988. 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources: 

A.  Wayne  Roberts,  of  Mas.sachusetts.  to  be 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  for  Intergovern- 
mental and  Interagency  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  Education. 

By  Mr.  DOLE,  from  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance: 

Thomas  J.  Healey.  of  New  Jersey,  to  be  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

Susan  Wittenburg  Liebeler.  of  California, 
to  be  a  Member  of  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Trade  Commission  for  the  remain- 
der of  the  Term  expiring  December  16.  1988. 
Seeley  Lodwick.  of  Iowa,  to  be  a  Member 
of  the  United  States  International  Trade 
Commission  for  the  term  expiring  Decem- 
ber 16.  1991. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary: 

James  F.  Mervow.  of  Virginia,  to  be  a 
judge  of  the  U.S.  Claims  Court  for  a  term  of 
15  vpft.rs' 

Robert  J.  Yock.  of  Virginia,  to  be  a  judge 
of  the  U.S.  Claims  Court  for  a  term  of  15 
years; 

Mariin  Katz.  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  U.S. 
district  judge  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Pennsylvania: 

James  McGirr  Kelly,  of  Pennsylvania,  to 
be  U.S.  district  judge  for  the  eastern  district 
of  Pennsylvania: 

Thomas  N.  O'Neill,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be 
U.S.  district  judge  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Pennsylvania: 

By  Mr.  GARN.  from  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs: 

Warren  T.  Lindquist.  of  Maine,  to  be  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Banking, 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  with  the 
recommendation  that  it  be  confirmed. 


subject  to  the  nominee's  commitment 
to  respond  to  requests  to  appear  and 
testify  before  any  duly  constituted 
committee  of  the  Senate.) 

By  Mr.  TOWER,  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services: 

Mr.  TOWER.  From  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services,  I  report  favorably 
the  following  nominations:  In  the 
Army  Reserve  there  are  14  appoint- 
ments to  the  grades  of  major  general 
and  brigadier  general  (list  begins  with 
Robert  O.  Bugg)  and  in  the  Army  Na- 
tional Guard  there  are  21  appoint- 
ments to  the  grade  of  major  general 
and  brigadier  general  (list  begins  with 
William  J.  Jefferds).  I  ask  that  these 
names  be  placed  on  the  Executive  Cal- 
endar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  In  addition,  in  the  Air 
Force  there  are  341  appointments  to 
the  grade  of  second  lieutenant  (list 
begins  with  Howard  L.  Alford).  in  the 
Navy  and  Naval  Reserve  there  are  22 
appointments  to  the  grade  of  com- 
mander and  below  (list  begins  with 
Steven  C.  Cox),  in  the  Navy  there  are 
111  permanent  appointments  to  the 
grade  of  chief  warrant  officer  (list 
begins  with  Johnny  F.  Barfield)  and  in 
the  Army  there  are  929  permanent 
promotions  to  the  grade  of  colonel 
(list  begins  with  Robert  O.  Abney). 
Since  these  names  have  already  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record 
and  to  save  the  expense  of  printing 
again.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
they  be  ordered  to  lie  on  the  Secre- 
tary's desk  for  the  information  of  any 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  nominations  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  Secretary's  desk  were  printed  in 
the  Record  of  July  25  and  July  28, 
1983.  at  the  end  of  Senate  proceed- 
ings.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 

JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  GARN.  from  the  Committee 
on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs: 
S.  1729.  An  original  bill  to  provide  for  the 
striking  and  presentation  of  medals:   from 
the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs:  placed  on  the  calendar. 

By    Mr.    DIXON    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Kasten.    Mr.   TsoNGAS.   Mr.   Sasser. 
Mr.     MoYNiHAN.     Mr.     Ford,     Mr. 
Hatch,  Mr.   Riegle.  Mr.   Pell.  Mr. 
Leahy.  Mr.  Armstrong.  Mr.  Boren. 
Mr.  Metzenbaum.  Mr.  Andrews.  Mr. 
Sarbanes.  Mr.   Abdnor.  Mr.   Bosch- 
wiTZ.  Mr.  HuDDLESTON.  Mf.  Mitch- 
ell, and  Mr.  Pryor): 
S.  1730.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Act  to  increase  small  busine.ss  partici- 
pation in  the  procurement  process,  thereby 
reducing    costly     noncompetitive     procure- 


ments and  increasing  defense  preparedness, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Small  Business. 

By  Mr.  BAUCUS: 
S.  1731.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Yuk  Chuen 
Leung;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  SPECTER: 
S.  1732.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  increase  the  energy  in- 
vestment tax  credit  for  conversions  to  coal- 
fueled  facilities,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  TRIBLE: 
S.  1733.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  to  make  a  crime  the  use.  for 
fraudulent  or  other  illegal  purposes,  of  any 
computer  owned  or  operated  by  the  United 
States,  certain  financial  institutions,  and  en- 
tities affecting  interstate  commerce;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  ZORINSKY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Pryor.  Mr.  Pressler,  Mr.  Johnston, 
and  Mr.  Abdnor): 
S.   1734.  A  bill  to  amend  title  17  of  the 
United  States  Code  with  respect  to  public 
performances  of  nondramatic  musical  works 
by    means    of    coin-operated    phonorecord 
players,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  GORTON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

Jackson): 

S.   1735.  A  bill  entitled  the  "Shoalwater 

Bay  Indian  Tribe-Dexter  By  the  Sea  Claim 

Settlement  Act":  to  the  Select  Committee 

on  Indian  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER: 
S.  1736.  A  bill  to  establish  a  process  that 
provides  for  the  submission  to  the  Congress 
each  year  of  a  regulatory  budget  that  rec- 
ommends the  costs  to  be  incurred  during 
the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October  1  of 
such  year  by  specified  economic  sectors  in 
complying  with  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  and  the  rules  promulgated  thereun- 
der, and  for  consideration  by  the  Congress 
of  a  bill  containing  proposals  for  legislation 
to  implement  such  regulatory  budget:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself.  Mr.  Biden. 
Mr.  Heinz.  Mr.  Roth.  Mr.  DAmato. 
Mrs.   Hawkins.   Mr.   Cranston.   Mr. 
DURENBERGER,  Mr.  TowER.  Mr.  Brad- 
ley, and  Mr.  Bentsen): 
S.  1737.  A  bill  to  make  permanent  section 
1619  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  which  pro- 
vides SSI  benefits  for  individuals  who  per- 
form substantial  gainful  activity  despite  a 
severe  medical  impairment:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Symms,  Mr.  Boren.  Mr.  Grass- 
ley.   Mr.   ZoRiNSKY.   and   Mr.   Mel- 
cher): 
S.  1738.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  permit  small  businesses 
to  reduce  the  value  of  excess  inventory:  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  ABDNOR  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Moynihan): 
S.  1739.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct  various 
projects  for  improvements  to  rivers  and  har- 
bors of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  BINGAMAN: 
S.    1740.    A   bill   entitled   the   "San   Juan 
Basin  Wilderness  Protection  Act  of  1983";  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.   HART  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Kennedy): 
S.  1741.  A  bill  to  halt  the  introduction  of 
U.S.    combat    units    into    Central    America 


without  the  approval  of  Congress:  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

By  Mr.  MELCHER  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Inouye): 
S.  1742.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,   to  provide  hospital,  nursing 
home,    and    domiciliary    care    and    medical 
services  to  certain  persons  who  participated 
in  armed  conflict   with  an  enemy  of  the 
United  States  while  sending  during  World 
War  II  in  the  former  First  Special  Service 
Force,  a  joint  military  unit  of  the  United 
States  and  Canada;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  PELL: 
S.  1743.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tariff  Sched- 
ules of  the  United  States  to  suspend  for  a 
three-year  period  the  duty  on  certain  benze- 
noid  chemicals  (NA-125  and  NA-125-Chlo- 
ride):  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  MELCHER: 
S.  1744.  A  bill  to  provide  a  pilot  project  for 
excellence  in  elementary  and  secondary  edu- 
cation:   to    the    Committee    on    Labor   and 
Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  SYMMS  (for  himself.  Mr. 
DURENBERGER.  and  Mr.  Matsunaga): 
S.  1745.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  provide  certain  physi- 
cians' and  surgeons'  mutual  protection  asso- 
ciations with  tax-exempt  status  for  certain 
purposes,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  RUDMAN: 
S.  1746.  A  bill  to  require  that  the  Federal 
Government  procure  from  the  private 
sector  of  the  economy  the  goods  and  serv- 
ices necessary  for  the  operations  and  man- 
agement of  certain  Government  agencies 
and  that  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  and  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  Siates  identify  the 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
produce,  manufacture,  or  otherwise  provide 
goods  and  services  which  should  be  provided 
by  the  private  sector  and  prepare  a  schedule 
for  transferring  such  activities  to  the  pri- 
vate sector:  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

By   Mr.    ARMSTRONG   (for   himself. 
Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Hollings.  Mr.  Mat- 
sunaga. Mr.  Cranston.  Mr.  Bradley. 
Mr.   DAmato.   Mr.   DeConcini.   Mr. 
Dole.  Mr.  Hart.  Mrs.  Hawkins.  Mr. 
Kasten.   Mr.   Kennedy.   Mr.  Mitch- 
ell, and  Mr.  Boschwitz): 
S.  1747.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  establish  two  new  programs 
of   educational    assistance    for   veterans   of 
peace-time  service,  to  close  the  Post-Viet- 
nam Era  Veterans'  Educational  Assistance 
program  to  new  participants,  and  to  repeal 
the  December  31.  1989.  termination  date  of 
the  Vietnam-era  GI  Bill,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs. 

By  Mr.  EAST  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Denton): 
S.  1748.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  apply  explicitly  the 
right-to-work  laws  of  a  State  to  Federal  en- 
claves within  the  boundaries  of  that  State: 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr,  THURMOND  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Baker.    Mr.    Hollings.    Mr.    Helms. 
Mr.    East,    Mr.    Trible.    and    Mr. 
Chiles): 
S.  1749.  A  bill  to  grant  the  consent  of  the 
Congress  to  the  Southeast  Interstate  Low- 
Level  Radioactive  Waste  Management  Com- 
pact: to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HEINZ  (for  himself.  Mr.  Garn. 
Mr.  Tower,  and  Mr.  Mattingly): 


22458 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  3,  1983 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22459 


S.  1750.  A  bill  to  effectuate  the  congres- 
sional directive  that  accounts  established 
under  section  327  of  the  Garn-St  Germain 
Depository  Institutions  Act  of  1982  be  di- 
rectly equivalent  and  competitive  with 
money  market  mutual  funds:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. 

By  Mr.  CRANSTON: 

S.  1751.  A  bill  to  amend  certain  Federal 
laws  to  prohibit  age  discrimination:  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

S.  1752.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974  and 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  pro- 
hibit age  discrimination  in  the  administra- 
tion of  pension  plans:  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

S.  1753.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  provide  incentives  for 
part-time  and  full-time  employment  of  older 
workers:  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By   Mr.   BENTSEN   (for   himself  and 
Mr.  Tower): 

S.  1754.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  convey,  without  consider- 
ation, to  the  Sabine  River  Authority  of 
Texas  approximately  34.000  acres  of  land 
within  the  Sabine  National  Forest.  Texas,  to 
be  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  Toledo  Bend 
Project.  Louisiana  and  Texas:  to  the  Com 
miltee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

By  Mr.  SPECTER: 

S.  1755.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Surface 
Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of 
1977  (SMCRA).  to  create  a  trust  fund  for 
the  reclamation  of  underground  mines  and 
surface  mines  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  DURENBERGER: 

S.  1756.  A  bill  to  provide  for  assistance  to 
State  and  local  governments  and  private  in- 
terests for  conservation  of  certain  rivers, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

By    Mr.    LUGAR    (for    himself.    Mr. 
BiDEN.  Mr.  DoDD.  Mr.  Dole.  Mr.  Do- 

MEMICI.        Mr.        DURENBERGER.         Mr. 

Hatch.  Mr.  Helms.  Mr.  Huddleston, 
Mr.    Johnston.    Mr.    Kennedy.    Mr. 
Laxalt.    Mr.    MoYNiHAN.    Mr.    Mur- 
KOWSKi.  Mr.  Pell.  Mr.  Pressler.  Mr. 
Quavle.  Mr.  ZoRiNSKY.  Mr.  Cohen. 
and  Mr.  Tsongas): 
S.  1757.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment of  United  States  diplomatic  relations 
with  the  Vatican;  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 

By  Mr.   BENTSEN  (for  himself.   Mr. 
Wallop.   Mr.   Symms.   Mr.   Bradley. 
Mr.    Grassley.    Mr.    Mitchell.    Mr. 
DURENBERGER.  and  Mr.  Baucus): 
S.  1758.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  to  provide  a  simplified  cost 
recovery  system  based  on  recovery  accounts, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  SYMMS: 
S.  1759.  A  bill  to  extend  for  three  years 
the  suspension  of  duty  on  4-chloro-3-meth- 
ylphenol:  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  BENTSEN: 
S.  1760.  A  bill  entitled  the  "Pension  Cor- 
rection Act  of  1983";  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Wallop,  and  Mr.  Symms): 
S.  1761.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  to  permit  foreign  pension  plans  to 
Invest  in  the  United  States  on  a  nontaxable 
basis;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 


By  Mr,  MELCHER; 
S.J.  Res.  143.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
and  request  the  President  to  issue  a  procla- 
mation designating  the  calendar  week  begin- 
ning with  Sunday.  June  3.  1984.  as  Nation- 
al Garden  Week";  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By    Mr     SASSER    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Baker.    Mr.    Baucus.    Mr.    Bentsen. 
Mr.    Bumpers.    Mr.    Cochran.    Mr. 
Dole.  Mr.  Domenici.  Mr.  Hatch.  Mr. 
Long.  Mr.  Mattingly.  and  Mr.  Sten- 
Nis): 
S.J.  Res.  144.  Joint  resolution  designating 
September    5.     1983.    as      National    Beale 
Street.    Home-of-the-Blues    Day"    to    com- 
memorate the  redevelopment  of  the  historic 
area  where  W.  C    Handy,  originator  of  the 
famous  music  form  known  as  the  "Blues", 
composed  the  "Memphis  Blues"  some  seven- 
ty years  ago;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  LONG  (for  himself.  Mr.  John- 
ston.   Mr.    Heflin.    Mr.    Thurmond. 
Mr.  Glenn.  Mr.  Bradley.  Mr.  Tson- 
gas. Mr.  Moynihan.  Mr.  Mattingly. 
Mr.      Heinz.      Mr.      Bentsen.      Mr. 
Gorton.  Mr.  Hollings.  Mr.  Inouye. 
Mr.  Tower.  Mr.  Ford.  Mr.  Warner. 
Mr.  LuGAB.  and  Mr.  Durenberger': 
S.J.  Res.  145.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  October  2.  1983  through  Octo- 
ber 8.  1983.  as    National  Port  Week";  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HEINZ  (for  himself.  Mr.  Pell. 
Mr.  Abdnor.  Mr.  Hollings.  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy.  Mr.   Mattingly.   Mr.   DeCon- 
ciNi.    Mr.    Ford.    Mr.    Stennis.    Mr. 
Bradley.    Mr.    Hatfield.    Mr.    Long. 
Mr.  Tower.  Mr.  Garn.  Mr.  Tsongas. 
Mr.   Lautenberc.   Mr.   Bentsen.   Mr. 
Cohen.  Mr.  Glenn.  Mr.  Specter.  Mr. 
Chafee.   Mr.    Pressler.   Mr.    Hatch. 
Mr.  ZoRiNSKY.  Mr.  Goldwater.    Mr. 
Cochran.    Mr.    Johnston.    Mr.   Sar- 
banes.  Mr.  Packwood.  Mr.  Baucus. 
and  Mr.  Percys: 
S.J.  Res.  146.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
March  23.  1984.  as  "National  Energy  Educa- 
tion Day":  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

By  Mr.   WEICKER  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Randolph.  Mr.  Stafford.  Mrs.  Haw- 
kins. Mr.  NicKLES.  Mr.  Matsunaga. 
and  Mr.  Kennedy): 
S.J.  Res.  147.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  September  25.   1983.  through 
October  1.  1983.  as    National  Rehabilitation 
Facilities  Week":  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Hollings.     Mr.     Durenberger.     Mr. 
Glenn.   Mr.   Burdick.   Mr.   Stennis. 
Mr.  Dole.  Mr.  DeConcini.  Mr.  Ran- 
dolph. Mr.   Heinz.  Mr.  Sasser.  Mr. 
Matsunaga.      Mr.      Mitchell.      Mr. 
Symms.  Mr.  Tsongas.  Mr.  Nunn.  Mr. 
ZoRiNSKY.  Mr.  iNOUYE.  and  Mr.  Hud- 
dleston): 
S.J.  Res.  148.  Joint  resolution  to  designate 
the  week  of  May  6.  1984.  through  May  13. 
1984.     as       National     Tuberous     Sclerosis 
Week":  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  HUDDLESTON  (for  himself. 
Mr.    Cochran.    Mr     Melcher.    Mr. 
BoscHWiTZ.   Mr.   Leahy.   Mr.   Eagle- 
ton,  and  Mr.  Heflin): 
S.J.  Res.  149.  Joint  resolution  to  tempo- 
rarily suspend  the  authority  of  the  Secre- 
tary  of   Agriculture   under   the   milk   price 
support  program,  to  impose  a  second  50-cent 
per    hundredweight    deductions    from    the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  all  milk  marketed 
commercially  in  the  United  States;  to  the 


Committee  on   Agriculture.   Nutrition,   and 
Forestry. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT 
AND  SIMPLE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By   Mr.    DURENBERGER.    from   the 
Committee    on    Governmental    Af- 
fairs: 
S.  Res.  193.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  t.ie  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of   1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  1090:  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

By  Mr.  GARN.   from  the  Committee 
on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs: 
S.  Res.  194.  An  original  resolution  waiving 
section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of   1974  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation of  S.  1729:  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

By  Mr.  DODD  (for  himself.  Mr.  Hol 
LINGS.   Mr.   Pell.   Mr.   Bentsen.   Mr 
Mathias.    Mr.    Kennedy.    Mr.    Mel 
CHER.  Mr.  Chiles.  Mr.  Tsongas.  Mr 
Lautenberg.      Mr.      Bumpers.      Mr 
Eagleton.   Mr.    Inouye.   Mr.    Binga 
MAN.  Mr.  Biden.  Mr.  Sarbanes.  Mr 
Levin.  Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Bradley.  Mr 
BuRDicK.    Mr.    Randolph,    and    Mr 
Weicker): 
S.  Con.  Res.  60.  A  concurrent  resolution 
urging  the  Secretary  of  Education  to  post- 
pone  further  action   on   reorganization  of 
certain  programs  in  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation  until   a  study   by   the   General   Ac- 
counting Office  determines  that  such  reor- 
ganization would  not  reduce  the  ability  of 
the  Department  of  Education  to  achieve  the 
goals  intended  by  Congress  when  it  author- 
ized the  affected  programs;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  DIXON  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Kasten,     Mr.     Tsongas,     Mr. 
Sasser.    Mr.    Moynihan,    Mr. 
Ford,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Riegle, 
Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Leahy,  Mr.  Arm- 
strong. Mr.  Boren,  Mr.  Metz- 
ENBAUM.  Mr.  Andrews,  Mr.  Sar- 
banes, Mr.  Abdnor,  Mr.  Bosch- 
wiTZ,     Mr.     Huddleston.     Mr. 
Mitchell,  and  Mr.  Pryor): 
S.  1730.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Small 
Business  Act  to  increase  small  business 
participation  in  the  procurement  proc- 
ess, thereby  reducing  costly  noncom- 
petitive procurements  and  increasing 
defense   preparedness,   and   for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Small 
Business. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Dixon  and  the 
text  of  the  legislation  appear  earlier  in 
today's  Record.) 


By  Mr.  BAUCUS: 
S.  1731.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Yuk 
Chuen  Leung;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

RELIEF  OF  YUK  CHUEN  LEUNO 

•  Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  a  bill  for  the  relief  of 


Yuk  Chuen  Leung,  a  native  of  China 
who  is  currently  residing  in  Billings, 
Mont.  Mr.  Leung  has  been  in  the 
United  States  since  1971  and  has  es- 
tablished himself  as  an  independent 
businessman  in  this  country.  He  has 
repeatedly  tried  to  obtain  legal  status 
as  a  permanent  resident  of  this  coun- 
try, but  due  to  technicalities,  he  has 
been  exhausted,  and  congressional 
relief  is  his  only  remaining  option. 

Mr.  Leung  now  owns  a  cafe  in  Mon- 
tana   and    has    invested    considerable 
time  and  effort  in  making  it  a  profita- 
ble enterprise.  I  am  told  he  is  quite  a 
chef  and  has  been  a  model  citizen  in 
the  community.  It  has  been  attested 
by  the  citizens  of  Billings  that  he  is  a 
man  of  good  moral  character;  that  he 
is  honest  and  intelligent:  that  he  gets 
along  well  with  people:  and  that  he 
has  never  had  any  trouble  with  law  en- 
forcement authorities.  In  addition,  he 
has  never  been  on  welfare,  having  paid 
all   necessary   taxes  since  his   arrival 
here    in    1971.    In    my    opinion,    Mr. 
Leung    has   shown    himself    to   be    a 
useful  and  desirable  member  of  the 
Billings  community  in  which  he  lives. 
Mr.   Leung  arrived  in  this  country 
aboard  a  ship  on  which  he  was  serving 
as  a  crewman.  When  the  ship  returned 
to  Hong  Kong,  he  did  not  depart  with 
it.  Although  he  was  forced  to  leave  his 
wife  and  children  behind,  he  felt  that 
America  was  the  land  of  opportunity 
where  he  could  make  a  decent  living 
for  himself.  Since  his  arrival,  he  has 
consistently  shown  the  spirit  of  indus- 
triousness  for  which  we  Americans  so 
pride  ourselves.  He  came  here  with  lit- 
erally nothing  but  the  clothes  on  his 
back,  ventured  to  the  great  State  of 
Montana,  and  has  succeeded  in  becom- 
ing an  independent  businessman  who 
is  offering  a  valuable  service  for  the 
enjoyment  of  others. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  Mr.  Leungs 
situation  warrants  a  humanitarian  re- 
sponse. It  would  be  a  travesty  to 
deport  a  man  who  has  become  a  model 
citizen— one  who  has  earned  his  keep 
and  has  never  asked  anything  of  this 
country  other  than  a  chance  to  enjoy 
the  same  freedoms  that  all  Americans 
enjoy.  He  has  built  a  business  from 
the  ground  up  and  without  our  inter- 
vention. If  he  is  deported,  all  that  Mr. 
Leung  has  worked  for  these  past  12 
years  will  evaporate.  He  will  be  re- 
turned to  Hong  Kong  with  nothing  to 
show  for  all  his  hard  work. 

Mr.  Leung's  efforts  to  sell  his  busi- 
ness have  thus  far  not  met  with  suc- 
cess. There  appears  to  be  no  one  in 
Billings,  Mont.,  with  Mr.  Leung's  par- 
ticular culinary  skills  and  no  one  who 
will  be  able  to  offer  a  similar  service. 
His  deportation  will  therefore  harm 
not  only  him  as  an  individual,  but  also 
all  the  members  of  the  Billings  com- 
munity who  visit  and  enjoy  his  cafe. 

With  these  factors  in  mind,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  give  careful  consider- 
ation to  Mr.  Leung's  case  and  the  leg- 


islation that  would  provide  him  with 
the  status  of  a  permanent  resident.* 

By  Mr.  SPECTER: 
S.  1732.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  increase  the 
energy  investment  tax  credit  for  con- 
versions to  coal-fueled  facilities,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

TAX  CREDIT  FOR  COAL  CONVERSIONS 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  I*resident,  today 
I  am  introducing  a  comprehensive  bill 
to  help  the  coal  industry  recover  from 
the  present  economic  slump.  Improve- 
ments to  the  coal  industry  are  lagging 
behind  the  recovery  for  other  indus- 
tries. This  condition  is  expected  to  last 
well  into  the  last  half  of  1983  and 
beyond. 

Eventually,  the  recovery  is  expected 
to  reach  the  coal  industry.  As  factories 
resume  operations,  demand  for  elec- 
tricity will  increase  and  steel  produc- 
tion will  improve.  Also,  in  time,  the 
demand  for  American  coal  will  im- 
prove as  foreign  countries  recover 
from  their  particular  economic  prob- 
lems. 

Even  a  full  recovery,  however,  will 
not  return  the  coal  industry  to  the 
prosperity  it  once  enjoyed.  Demand 
for  electricity,  the  largest  use  for  coal, 
is  down  and  will  remain  relatively  low 
due  to  conservation.  Exports  are  down 
because  the  costs  of  inland  transporta- 
tion makes  American  coal  practically 
noncompetitive  in  the  world  market- 
place. In  fact,  certain  domestic  coal 
markets  are  in  danger  of  being  lost  to 
low-cost  imports. 

Economists  predict  that  coal  produc- 
tion will  total  only  780  million  tons, 
the  lowest  level  since  1979.  This  figure 
could  fall  to  765  million  tons,  depend- 
ing on  how  quickly  consumers  deplete 
current  stockpiles.  Exports  are  expect- 
ed to  fall  from  87  million  tons  to  60 
million  tons,  a  31-percent  decrease. 

Over  the  long  term,  a  number  of 
problems  could  prevent  coal  from  ever 
assuming  its  logical  role  as  the  fuel  of 
choice  for  industry  and  utilities.  The 
President  is  said  to  be  considering  a 
repeal  of  Executive  Order  12217, 
which  was  meant  to  encourage  conver- 
sions to  coal.  In  some  instances,  coal- 
fired  facilities  may  be  required  to  add 
expensive  air  quality  control  equip- 
ment. This  would  prevent  many  facili- 
ties from  ever  converting  to  coal  from 
other  fuel  sources  such  as  imported  oil 
and  natural  gas.  Another  factor  cloud- 
ing the  future  of  coal  use  is  the  falter- 
ing synthetic  fuels  industry.  Due  to 
the  current  low  world  price  for  oil  and 
our  domestic  surplus  of  natural  gas, 
synthetic  fuels  projects  are  finding 
that  potential  markets  are  closed  to 
them. 

My  bill  seeks  to  solve  these  problems 
and  strengthen  the  coal  industry  so 
that  our  Nation's  energy  goals  can  be 
realized.  It  is  imperative,  both  in  the 
terms  of  national  security  and  improv- 


ing the  domestic  economy,  that  coal 
production  and  consumption  increase 
substantially. 

The  legislation  makes  a  number  of 
adjustments  to  the  tax  laws.  These 
changes  should  encourage  a  number  of 
private  sector  initiatives  which  will 
result  in  a  more  competitive  coal  in- 
dustry. 

First,  the  10-percent  tax  credit  for 
fuel-fired  facilities  that  convert  to  coal 
is  extended  for  10  years.  This  credit 
has  been  instrumental  in  making  con- 
versions to  coal  possible.  While  coal  is 
usually  a  cheaper  fuel  to  burn,  there 
are  large  capital  outlays  associated 
with  converting  from  a  different  fuel 
source.  The  tax  credit  lessens  this 
burden. 

In  conjunction  with  the  tax  credit, 
my  bill  provides  for  a  1-year  amortiza- 
tion for  pollution  control  equipment. 
The  current  law,  enacted  in  1981,  per- 
mits a  5-year  amortization.  The  1-year 
period  better  reflects  the  needs  of 
those  who  burn  coal  and  would  pro- 
mote protection  of  the  environment. 

A  significant  cost  of  converting  to 
coal  is  the  cost  of  installing  pollution 
control  equipment.  Usually  a  combina- 
tion of  coal-washing  houses  and 
smokestack  scrubbers  are  required  to 
meet  air  quality  standards.  These  are 
expensive  modifications.  Allowing 
companies  to  amortize  these  costs  over 
1  year  will  lessen  this  significant 
burden. 

If  the  Clean  Air  Act  were  modified 
on  the  acid  rain  issue,  this  1-year  am- 
ortization or  writeoff  would  become 
even  more  important.  It  has  been  esti- 
mated that  to  reduce  sulfur  emissions 
by  50  percent,  a  $10  billion  investment 
in  pollution  control  equipment  would 
have  to  be  made.  This  tax  credit  will 
ease  these  impediments  to  burning 
coal. 

In  conjunction  with  the  previously 
discussed  tax  incentives,  the  third  part 
of  my  bill  gives  favorable  treatment 
for  purchases  of  new  coal  mining 
equipment.  Although  current  produc- 
tion lags  behind  the  potential  capac- 
ity, the  industry  needs  to  maintain 
state-of-the-art  machinery.  Eventual- 
ly, demand  for  coal  will  increase  and 
producers  will  have  to  be  able  to  meet 
this  increase.  Also,  in  order  to  remain 
competitive  in  the  world  market,  the 
mine  operator  will  have  to  be  able  to 
produce  coal  at  a  cost  that  is  compara- 
ble or  better  than  the  cost  in  any 
other  country. 

My  bill  insures  that  American  coal 
production  will  remain  efficient  by  in- 
creasing the  investment  tax  credit  for 
the  purchase  of  mining  equipment 
from  10  percent  to  the  new  level  of  15 
percent.  While  not  an  overly  profound 
increase,  it  is  enough  to  make  the  pur- 
chase of  advanced  technology  equip- 
ment an  economic  reality. 

Many  coal  producers  have  been 
forced  to  file  for  bankruptcy  or  other- 
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wise  leave  the  business.  Easing  the  tax 
burden  will  permit  those  companies 
strong  enough  to  survive  the  recession 
to  replenish  their  mining  equipment. 

The  fourth  part  of  my  bill  provides 
tax  incentives  to  private  industry  for 
the  research  and  development  of  coal- 
related  technologies.  Federal  money 
for  research  and  development  has 
been  reduced  across  the  board.  The 
private  sector  is  ill-equipped  to  in- 
crease its  share  of  research:  It  is  ex- 
pensive and  time-consuming.  Clearly 
there  is  a  need  for  continued  research 
in  the  coal  industry. 

Certain  limited  tax  credits  for  re- 
search were  passed  into  law  2  years 
ago.  but  these  provisions  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  address  the  needs  of  the  coal 
industry.  This  bill  increases  the  credit 
for  research  into  coal-related  technol- 
ogy to  50  percent.  Without  this 
change,  many  research  projects  will  be 
discontinued  before  the  intended  ben- 
efits are  realized. 

A  number  of  important  technologies 
are  currently  being  developed.  These 
include  fluidized  bed  combustion,  mag- 
nethydrodynamic  technology  and  new- 
methods  for  converting  coal  to  com- 
bustible liquid  form.  All  of  this  work  is 
important  and  should  be  encouraged. 

The  work  being  done  on  nonpollut- 
ing  methods  for  burning  coal  is  espe- 
cially important.  Development  of  this 
technology  could  lead  to  huge  savings 
for  boilers  using  coal  because  less  ex- 
pensive equipment  will  be  necessary  at 
the  smokestack.  The  clean  burning  of 
coal  is  a  new  frontier  with  great  prom- 
ise. Simple  adjustments  to  the  Tax 
Code  would  provide  adequate  incen- 
tives for  research  and  development  by 
the  private  sector. 

Another  part  of  my  bill  requires  that 
the  executive  branch,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  use  its 
best  efforts  to  convert  major  Federal 
fuel-fired  facilities  to  coal.  Work  in 
this  direction  has  already  begun  under 
Executive  Order  12217.  These  efforts 
need  to  be  continued  and  more  Feder- 
al facilities  converted  to  coal. 

Next,  the  bill  I  introduce  today  will 
prevent  the  scheduled  15-percent  re- 
duction in  the  percentage  depletion. 
Current  law  provides  for  a  percentage 
depletion  allowance  for  coal  and  iron 
ore.  This  allowance  is  scheduled  to  be 
reduced  by  15  percent.  In  my  opinion, 
this  reduction  will  unfairly  victimize 
two  industries  already  suffering  dis- 
proportionately from  the  recession. 

Statistics  gathered  by  my  office 
show  that  the  coal  industry  is  present- 
ly enduring  a  31.6-percent  rate  of  un- 
employment, with  75.000  coal  workers 
jobless.  The  coal  industry  is  currently 
operating  at  only  66  percent  of  its  ca- 
pacity, compared  with  80  percent  ca- 
pacity in  1982.  Metallurgical  coal, 
which  is  essential  to  steel  production, 
has  dropped  to  roughly  40  percent  ca- 
pacity utilization.  The  coal  industry 
has  not  improved.  Rather  it  has  dete- 


riorated further,  and  clearly  does  not 
merit  any  reduction  in  its  percentage 
depletion  allowance. 

With  respect  to  the  iron  ore  indus- 
try, we  are  talking  about  an  industry 
with  over  two-thirds  of  its  entire  work 
force  laid  off,  with  an  estimated  11,300 
hourly  rated  iron  ore  workers  unem- 
ployed. The  15-percent  reduction  in 
the  percentage  depletion  allowance 
may  stifle  what  little  resurgence  the 
industry  has  experienced,  and  it  would 
certainly  not  aid  in  the  rehiring  of 
laid-off  workers.  I  cannot  think  of  a 
worse  time  to  implement  this  reduc- 
tion in  percentage  depletion. 

The  next  part  of  my  bill  addresses 
the  tax  treatment  of  reclamation  ex- 
penses incurred  by  mine  operators. 
The  change  I  propose  is  to  allow  sur- 
face mine  operators  to  deduct  the  cost 
of  land  reclamation  at  the  time  the 
money  is  set  aside  for  future  use, 
rather  than  at  the  time  the  reclama- 
tion actually  occurs. 

Federal  law  requires  that  surface 
mine  operators  set  aside  the  estimated 
costs  of  reclaiming  the  land  over  the 
productive  years  of  the  mine.  This  law- 
insures  that  when  production  stops, 
sufficient  money  will  be  available  to 
restore  the  land  to  its  original  condi- 
tion. Mining  concerns  would  very 
much  like  to  deduct  the  money  the 
law  requires  to  be  set  aside  under  ex- 
isting tax  law  for  accrued  expenses.  In 
the  1950's,  the  Third  and  Fourth  Cir- 
cuits Courts  of  Appeals  concluded  that 
such  deductions  were  valid  in  certain 
circumstances.  The  Internal  Revenue 
Service  has  refused  to  follow  these  de- 
cisions and  insists  that  deductions  for 
reclamation  expenses  not  be  deducted 
until  the  actual  reclamation  begins. 

More  recently,  in  December  1982, 
the  Tax  Court,  in  Ohio  River  Collier- 
ies against  Commissioner,  held  that  if 
the  expenses  are  required  by  State  or 
Federal  law,  and  if  the  amount  of  ex- 
penses can  be  reasonably  estimated, 
then  the  deduction  is  permitted.  The 
IRS  did  not  appeal  this  ruling,  nor  did 
it  agree  to  abide  by  it  in  future  cases. 
As  a  result,  unnecessary  litigation  will 
continue  over  the  tax  treatment  of 
these  funds.  This  bill  attempts  to  clar- 
ify existing  law. 

Mr.  President,  taken  together,  these 
changes  will  help  the  coal  industry  get 
back  on  its  feet.  All  of  my  proposals 
encourage  increased  use  of  coal  with- 
out harming  other  segments  of  Ameri- 
ca's economy.  The  only  losers  in  my 
equation  are  the  foreign  oil  exporting 
countries.  The  proposals  espoused  in 
my  bill  will  reduce  our  Nation  s  de- 
pendence on  imported  oil  and  bring  us 
much  closer  to  realizing  our  goal  of  an 
energy  self-sufficient  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1732 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatii'es    oj    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

SKtTION  I.  IN<'Rl!:.ASK  IN  KNKR(;Y  INVESTMKNT 
TAX  (RKI)IT  FOR  tOAl.  MIMNCJ 
KCjriPMENT  AM)  CONVERSIONS  TO 
COAL. 

(a)  In  General.— Clause  <i)  of  section 
46(a)(2)(C)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (relating  to  energy  percentage)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subclauses: 
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(b)  Definitions.— 

(1)  Conversion  to  coal  fuel.— Clause  (iv) 
of  section  48(1)(3)(A)  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  alternative  energy  property)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

■•(iv)  equipment  designed  to  modify  exist- 
ing equipment  which  uses  oil  or  natural  gas 
as  a  fuel  or  as  feedstock  so  that  such  equip- 
ment will  use  coal  as  fuel  or  feedstock.". 

(2)  Coal  mining  equipment.— Subpara- 
graph (A)  of  section  48(1)(3)  of  such  Code  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  -and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (viii). 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  clause  (ix)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ", 
and",  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

■■(X)  equipment  used  for  mining  coal.". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  periods 
beginning  after  December  31.  1983.  under 
rules  similar  to  the  rules  under  section 
48(m)  of  such  Code. 

SEf.  2.  amortization  KOK  POI.LITION  CONTROL 
Eqi  IPMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  169  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  amor- 
tization of  pollution  control  facilities)  is 
amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (j)  as 
subsection  (k)  and  inserting  after  subsection 
(i)  the  following  new  subsection: 

••(j)  Facilities  Used  in  Connection  With 
Plants  Fueled  by  Coal.— In  the  case  of  a 
certified  pollution  control  facility  used  in 
connection  with  a  plant  that  uses  coal  as  a 
principal  fuel,  if  the  taxpayer  elects  the  ap- 
plication of  this  subsection  (at  such  time 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe)— 

-(1)  subsection  (a)  shall  be  applied— 

••(A)  by  substituting  '12-month  period'  for 
•60-month  period',  and 

•(B)  by  substituting  12  months'  for  60 
months'. 

-(2)  subsection  (b)  shall  be  applied  by  sub- 
stituting 12-month  period'  for  eO-month 
period',  and 

"(3)  subsection  (f)(2)  shall  not  apply.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  December  31.  1983. 

SE(    3.  tax  incentives  EOR  COAL  RESEARCH  AND 
nEVELOPMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— Amend  section  44F(A)  of 
title  26.  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 
to  read: 

(a)  General  Rules.— There  shall  be  al- 
lowed as  a  credit  against  the  tax  imposed  by 
this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  an  amount 
equal  to— 


-(1)  50  percent  of  the  excess  (if  any)  of 
the  qualified  research  expenses  for  the  tax- 
able year,  over  the  base  period  research  ex- 
penses for  activities  relating  to  coal  mining 
or  burning  and  to  controlling  pollutants 
caused  by  the  burning  of  coal;  and 

"(2)  25  percent  of  the  excess  (if  any)  of 
the  qualified  research  expenses  for  the  tax- 
able year,  over  the  base  period  research  ex- 
penses for  all  other  activities." 

(b>  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  beginning 
after  December  31.  1984. 

SEC.  4.  FEDERAL  CONVERSION  REQl  IREMENTS. 

(a)  In  General.— Amend  the  Powerplant 
and  Industrial  Fuel  Use  Act  of  1978,  P.L.  95- 
620.  Title  VII.  Subtitle  A  or  add  a  new  sec- 
tion 703. 

•SEC   703.  FEDERAL  CONVERSION  REQl  IRE.MENTS. 

■•(a)  Survey.— Each  Executive  agency 
shall  survey  its  electric  powerplants  and 
major  fuel-burning  installations  in  order  to 
identify  those  that  could  result  in  substan- 
tial savings  if  converted  to  coal.  The  results 
of  the  survey  shall  be  reexamined  and  up- 
dated every  five  years.  The  results  of  the 
surveys  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Energy  (The  Secretary).  The  Secre- 
tary shall  establish  guidelines  for  accom- 
plishing the  survey. 

"(b)  Annual  Plans.— Each  Executive 
agency  shall  submit  to  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  through 
the  Secretary,  an  annual  plan,  including 
cost  estimates,  for  the  conversion  of  electric 
powerplants  and  major  fuel-burning  instal- 
lations to  coal.  The  Secretary  shall  establish 
guidelines  for  developing  such  plans. 

•■(c)  Other  Regulations.— The  plan  shall 
be  submitted  in  accordance  with  any  other 
instructions  that  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  may  issue. 

•■(d)  Presidential  Reports.— The  Secre- 
tary shall  prepare  for  the  President's  con- 
sideration and  transmittal  to  the  Congress 
the  report  required  by  section  403(c)  of  the 
Act  " 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  beginning 
after  December  31.  1984. 

SEC.  5.  COAL  and  IRON  ORE  DEPLETION  ALLOW- 
ANCE. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (a)  of  Section 
291  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(relating  to  15  percent  reduction  in  certain 
preference  items)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  paragraph  (2)  and  redesignating  para- 
graphs (3),  (4),  and  (5)  as  paragraphs  (2). 
(3).  and  (4).  respectively. 

(b)(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  291(c)  (re- 
lating to  special  rules  involving  pollution 
control  facilities)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
-subsection  (a)(5)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'subsection  (a)(4)". 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  57(b)  (relating 
to  application  with  section  291)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  item 
of  tax  preference  of  an  applicable  corpora- 
tion described  in  paragraph  (4)  or  (7)  of  sub- 
section (a),  only  71.6  percent  of  the  amount 
of  such  item  of  tax  preference  (determined 
without  regard  to  this  subsection)  shall  be 
taken  into  account  as  an  item  of  tax  prefer- 
ence." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  as  if  included  in  the  amend- 
ments made  by  section  204  of  the  Tax 
Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of 
1982. 

SEC.  6.  tax  treatment  OF  MINING  RECLAMATION 
RESERVES. 

(a)  In  General.— Subpart  C  of  part  II  of 
subchapter  E  of  chapter  1  (relating  to  the 


taxable  year  for  which  deduction  may  be 
taken)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  section: 

•SEC.  467.  RESERVES  FOR  ESTIMATED  EXPENSES 
OF  SIRFACE  MINING  IjVND  RECLA.MA- 
TION. 

••(a)  Allowance  of  Deduction.— In  com- 
puting taxable  income  for  the  taxable  year, 
there  shall  be  taken  into  account  a  reasona- 
ble addition  to  any  reserve  established  for 
the  estimated  expenses  of  surface  mining 
land  reclamation. 

•■(b)  Adjustments  Where  Reserve  Be- 
comes Excessive.— If  it  is  determined  that 
the  amount  of  any  reserve  for  the  estimated 
expenses  of  surface  mining  land  reclamation 
is  (as  of  the  close  of  the  taxable  year)  exces- 
sive, then  (under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary)  such  excess  shall  be  taken 
into  account  in  computing  taxable  income 
for  the  taxable  year. 
■•(c)  Election  of  Benefits.— 
••(1)  In  general.— This  section  shall  apply 
to  the  estimated  expenses  of  surface  mining 
land  reclamation  with  respect  to  any  prop- 
erty if  and  only  if  the  taxpayer  makes  an 
election  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
such  property.  Such  election  shall  be  made 
in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  by 
regulations  prescribe. 

••(2)  Scope  of  election.— If  an  election 
under  this  section  is  made  with  respect  to 
any  property,  such  election  shall— 

••(A)  apply  to  all  estimated  expenses  of 
surface  mining  land  reclamation  of  the  tax- 
payer with  respect  to  such  property,  and 

•■(B)  specify  whether  such  estimated  ex- 
penses are  allocable  to  either— 

••(i)  minerals  extracted  by  surface  mining 
activities,  or 

■•(ii)  the  portion  of  the  property  disturbed 
by  surface  mining. 
■•(3)  When  election  may  be  made.— 
-(A)  Without  consent.— A  taxpayer  may. 
without  the  consent  of  the  Secretary,  make 
an  election  under  this  section  with  respect 
to  any  property  for  his  first  taxable  year— 
■■(i)  which  ends  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Mining  Reclamation  Reserve 
Act  of  1983:  and 

-(ii)  for  which  there  are  estimated  ex- 
penses of  surface  mining  land  reclamation 
with  respect  to  such  property. 
Such  an  election  shall  be  made  not  later 
than  the  time  prescribed  by  law  for  filing 
the  return  for  such  taxable  year  (including 
extensions  thereof). 

-(B)  With  consent.— A  taxpayer  may. 
with  the  consent  of  the  Secretary,  make  an 
election  under  this  section  at  any  time. 

■•(4)  Revocable  only  with  consent.— An 
election  under  this  section,  once  made,  may 
be  revoked  only  with  the  consent  of  the  Sec- 
retary. 

•■(5)  Property  defined.— For  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  term  property'  has  the 
meaning  given  to  such  term  by  section  614. 
•■(d)  Estimated  Expenses  of  Surface 
Mining  Land  Reclamation.— For  purposes 
of  this  section- 
ed) In  GENERAL.-The  term  estimated  ex- 
penses of  surface  mining  land  reclamation- 
means  a  deduction  allowable  to  the  taxpay- 
er under  this  subtitle  which— 

••(A)  is  attributable  to  qualified  reclama- 
tion activities  to  be  conducted  in  subsequent 
taxable  years. 

••(B)  can  be  estimated  with  reasonable  ac- 
curacy, and 
••(C)  is  allocable  to  either— 
-(i)  minerals  extracted  by  surface  mining 
activities  which  occur  before  the  close  of 
the  taxable  year,  or 


•■(ii)  the  portion  of  the  property  disturbed 
by  surface  mining  which  occurs  before  the 
close  of  the  taxable  year. 

■'(2)  Qualified  reclamation  activities.— 
The  term  ■qualified  reclamation  activities' 
means  any  land  reclamation  activities  which 
are  conducted  in  accordance  with  a  reclama- 
tion plan— 

•■(A)  which  is  submitted  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  508  or  511  of  the  Sur- 
face Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of 
1977  (as  in  effect  on  January  1.  1983)  and 
which  is  part  of  a  surface  mining  and  recla- 
mation permit  granted  under  the  provisions 
of  title  V  of  such  Act  (as  so  in  effect),  or 

••(B)  which  is  submitted  pursuant  to  any 
other  Federal  or  State  law  which  imposes 
reclamation  and  permit  requirements  sub- 
stantially similar  to  those  imposed  by  title  V 
of  such  Act  (as  so  in  effect). 

■■(3)  Exception.— Except  for  purposes  of 
subsection  (e),  the  term  estimated  expenses 
of  surface  mining  land  reclamation'  does  not 
include  any  amount  allocable  to  minerals 
extracted  or  property  disturbed  by  surface 
mining  activities  occurring  before  the  l)egin- 
ning  of  the  first  taxable  year  for  which  an 
election  under  this  section  is  made. 

•■(e)  Special  Rui.e  for  Costs  Attributable 
to  Period  Before  Election.— Any  estimated 
expenses  of  surface  mining  land  reclamation 
which  are  allocable  to  minerals  extracted  or 
property  disturbed  by  surface  mining  activi- 
ties which  occurred  before  the  first  taxable 
year  for  which  an  election  with  respect  to 
the  property  under  this  section  is  made  and 
which  have  not  previously  been  taken  into 
account  by  the  taxpayer  in  computing  tax- 
able income,  shall  be  treated  as  deferred  ex- 
penses and  shall  be  allowed  as  a  deduction 
ratably  over  a  period— 

■■(1)  which  begins  with  the  first  month  of 
the  first  taxable  year  for  which  an  election 
under  this  section  is  made  with  respect  to 
the  property,  and 

■■(2)  which  ends  with  the  month  during 
which  it  is  reasonably  expected  that  surface 
mining  land  reclamation  activities  with  re- 
spect to  the  property  involved  will  be  com- 
pleted (or  if  earlier  the  last  month  of  the 
60-month  period  beginning  with  the  month 
described  in  paragraph  (D). 
"(f)  Special  Rules.— 

-■(1)  Taxpayers  who  make  an  election 
under  section.— In  the  case  of  any  taxpayer 
who  makes  an  election  under  this  section 
with  respect  to  any  property,  the  determi- 
nation of  the  taxable  year  for  which  non- 
qualified land  reclamation  expenses  with  re- 
spect to  such  property  are  allowable  as  a  de- 
duction shall  be  made  under  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  For  purposes  of 
the  preceding  sentence,  the  term  nonqual- 
ified land  reclamation  expenses-  means  any 
expense  of  land  reclamation  activities 
(other  than  qualified  reclamation  activities) 
which  are  attributable  to  surface  mining. 

"(2)  Taxpayers  who  do  not  make  an  elec- 
tion.—In  the  case  of  any  taxpayer  who  does 
not  make  an  election  under  this  section  with 
respect  to  any  property,  any  deduction  for 
expenses  of  land  reclamation  activities  with 
respect  to  such  property  attributable  to  sur- 
face mining  shall  be  allowable  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  this 
section  had  not  been  enacted. ". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— The  table 
of  sections  for  subpart  C  of  part  II  of  sub- 
chapter E  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
item: 

-Sec.  467.  Reserves  for  estimated  expenses 
of  surface  mining  land  recla- 
mation.". 
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(c)  ErrxcTivE  Dats;  Special  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years 
ending  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section. 

(2)  Special  rule.— If— 

(A)  the  taxpayer  makes  an  election  under 
section  467  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  for  his  first  taxable  year  ending  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section, 
and 

(B)  for  a  continuous  period  of  one  or  more 
taxable  years  each  of  which  ends  on  or 
before  such  date  of  enactment,  the  taxpayer 
used  an  accrual  method  of  accounting  for  a 
property  with  respect  to  the  expenses  of 
surface  mining  land  reclamation  activities 
attributable  to  surface  mining  which  al- 
lowed a  deduction  for  such  expenses  prior  to 
the  taxable  year  in  which  such  expenses 
were  paid, 

then  the  taxpayer  may  make  an  election 
under  this  paragraph  to  have  the  method  of 
accounting  which  he  used  for  such  continu- 
ous period  with  respect  to  such  property 
treated  as  a  valid  method  of  accounting  for 
purposes  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954.  The  taxpayer  may  make  an  election 
under  this  paragraph  with  respect  to  only 
one  such  continuous  period  at  such  time 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  by  regulations  prescribe. 


By  Mr.  TRIBLE: 
S.  1733.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  to  make  a  crime 
the  use.  for  fraudulent  or  other  illegal 
purposes,  of  any  computer  owned  or 
operated  by  the  United  States,  certain 
financial  institutions,  and  entities  af- 
fecting interstate  commerce:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

pederal  computer  systems  protection  act 

OF  1983 

Mr.  TRIBLE.  Mr.  President,  the 
computer  age  has  brought  with  it  a 
new  set  of  criminal  practices.  Tamper- 
ing with  stored  data,  introducing 
fraudulent  records  and  altering,  de- 
stroying, or  stealing  assets,  or  data  can 
now  t>e  accomplished  with  the  touch 
of  a  button.  Computers  now  link  and 
store  data  of  immeasurable  worth, 
vital  to  the  security  and  the  economy 
of  our  Nation.  Yet.  under  existing  Fed- 
eral criminal  statutes,  it  is  difficult  to 
prosecute  such  crimes  even  when  they 
have  been  detected  and  their  perpetra- 
tors have  been  identified. 

In  order  to  correct  this  problem.  I 
am  introducing  the  Federal  Computer 
Systems  Protection  Act  of  1983.  This 
is  a  companion  measure  to  Represent- 
ative Bill  Nelsons  bill  which  has  87 
cosponsors  in  the  House.  The  bill 
would  make  it  a  violation  of  Federal 
law  to  use  or  attempt  to  use  a  comput- 
er with  the  intent  to  defraud,  fraudu- 
lently obtain  property,  embezzle,  steal, 
or  convert  the  property  of  another  to 
one's  own  or  another's  use. 

In  addition,  this  legislation  makes  it 
a  criminal  offense  intentionally  to 
damage  a  computer  or  to  deny  an 
owner  access  to  his  computer  or  the 
information  stored  within  it.  This 
latter    provision    of    activity    ranging 


from  employees  who  can  maliciously 
change  their  employer's  passwords,  to 
terrorists  who  might  interrupt  the 
flow  of  data  between  the  computers  of 
the  National  Security  Agency. 

The  principal  difficulty  of  prosecut- 
ing computer  crime  under  existing  law 
is  that  computers  involve  certain  in- 
tangibles which  have  escaped  legal 
definition.  My  bill  solves  this  problem 
by  defining  property  so  as  to  include 
such  phenomena  as  information  in  the 
form  of  computer  processed,  produced, 
or  stored  data;  information  configured 
for  use  in  a  computer:  information  in  a 
computer  medium:  information  being 
processed,  transmitted  or  stored:  com- 
puter operating  or  applications  pro- 
grams: or  services.  It  defines  services 
so  as  to  include  computer  data  process- 
ing and  storage  functions. 

The  bill  does  not  cover  hand-held 
calculators,  home  computers,  or  auto- 
matic typewriters  or  typesetters  that 
are  used  only  for  private  purposes. 
Computer  crime  becomes  a  serious 
Federal  concern  only  when  it  affects 
the  Federal  Government  or  interstate 
commerce.  My  bill  includes,  therefore, 
the  three  categories  of  computers  that 
are  a  vital,  indisputable  national  con- 
cern. 

First,  it  covers  Federal  computers. 
The  Federal  Government  now  has 
over  15.000  computers,  most  of  which 
are  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  and 
the  Department  of  Defense.  The  in- 
tegrity of  these  systems  is  absolutely 
vital  to  our  national  security— yet 
thousands  and  thousands  of  people 
have  access  to  them,  and  the  best 
system  of  security  clearance  in  the 
world  cannot  guarantee  that  there  will 
be  no  one  among  those  thousands  who 
is  self-serving,  malicious,  or  actually 
hostile  to  U.S.  interests.  These  critical 
machines  require  special  Federal  pro- 
tection. 

Second,  the  Computer  Systems  Pro- 
tection Act  covers  the  computers  of 
federally  guaranteed  financial  institu- 
tions. Our  national  and  international 
economy  absolutely  hinges  upon  the 
reliable,  undisrupted  activities  of  these 
institutions.  And,  of  course,  the  poten- 
tial for  illegal  gain  is  greatest.  Finally, 
it  covers  networks  operating  in  inter- 
state commerce. 

Professionals  in  both  the  computer 
and  law  enforcement  industries  em- 
phatically agree  on  the  need  for  tight- 
er and  more  specific  statutes.  This  bill 
has  the  endorsements  of  the  Data 
Processing  Management  Association, 
the  Computer  and  Business  Equip- 
ment Manufacturers  Association,  the 
Computer  and  Communications  Indus- 
try Association,  the  National  Law  En- 
forcement Council,  and  other  comput- 
er and  law  enforcement  associations. 

The  Nation's  most  vital  business  is 
now  transacted  by  means  of  machines 
to  which  ingenious  criminals  can  find 
illicit  and  unpredictable  access.  Crime 
has  moved  into  the  computer  age.  and 


it  is  time  for  the  law  to  respond.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy  of 
the  bill  be  included  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Federal  Computer 
Systems  Protection  Act  of  1983". 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  computer-related  crime  is  a  growing 
problem  in  the  Government  and  in  the  pri- 
vate sector: 

(2)  such  crime  occurs  at  great  cost  to  the 
public  since  losses  for  each  incident  of  com- 
puter crime  tend  to  be  far  greater  than  the 
losses  associated  with  each  incident  of  other 
white  collar  crime; 

(3)  the  opportunities  for  computer-related 
crimes  in  Federal  programs,  in  financial  in- 
stitutions, and  in  computers  which  operate 
in  or  use  a  facility  of  interstate  commerce 
through  the  introduction  of  fraudulent  rec- 
ords into  a  computer  system,  unauthorized 
use  of  computer  facilities,  alteration  or  de- 
struction of  computerized  information  files, 
and  stealing  of  financial  instruments,  data, 
or  other  assets,  are  great; 

(4)  computer-related  crime  directed  at 
computers  which  operate  in  or  use  a  facility 
of  interstate  commerce  has  a  direct  effect 
on  interstate  commerce;  and 

(5)  the  prosecution  of  persons  engaged  in 
computer-related  crime  is  difficult  under 
current  Federal  criminal  statutes. 

Sec  3.  (a)  Chapter  47  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section; 

"§  102S.  Computer  fraud  and  abuse 

■(a)  Whoever  uses,  or  attempts  to  use.  a 
computer  with  intent  to  execute  a  scheme 
or  artifice  to  defraud,  or  to  obtain  property 
by  false  or  fraudulent  pretenses,  representa- 
tions, or  promises,  or  to  embezzle,  steal,  or 
knowingly  convert  to  his  use  or  the  use  of 
another,  the  property  of  another,  shall,  if 
the  computer— 

"(1)  is  owned  by.  under  contract  to,  or  op- 
erated for  or  on  behalf  of— 

"(A)  the  United  States  Government;  or 

"(B)  a  financial  institution, 
and  the  prohibited  conduct  directly  involves 
or  affects  the  computer  operation  for  or  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  Government  or 
a  financial  institution;  or 

"(2)  operates  in,  or  uses  a  facility  of,  inter- 
state commerce, 

be  fined  not  more  than  two  times  the 
amount  of  the  gain  directly  or  indirectly  de- 
rived from  the  offense  or  $50,000.  whichever 
is  higher,  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  five 
years,  or  both. 

"(b)  Whoever  intentionally  and  without 
authorization  damages  a  computer  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  or  intentionally 
and  without  authorization  causes  or  at- 
tempts to  cause  the  withholding  or  denial  of 
the  use  of  a  computer,  a  computer  program, 
or  stored  information  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $50,000  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  five  y;ears  or  both. 

"(c)  D«-^tNiTioNS.— For  the  purpose  of  this 
section  the  term— 

"(1)  'computer'  means  an  electronic,  mag- 
netic, optical,  hydraulic,  organic,  or  other 
high  speed  data  processing  device  or  system 
performing  logical,   arithmetic,  or  storage 


functions,  and  includes  any  property,  data 
storage  facility,  or  communications  facility 
directly  related  to  or  operating  in  conjunc- 
tion with  such  device  or  system;  but  does 
not  include  an  automated  typewriter  or 
typesetter,  a  portable  hand-held  calculator, 
or  any  computer  designed  and  manufac- 
tured for.  and  which  is  used  exclusively  for. 
routine  personal,  family,  or  household  pur- 
poses and  which  is  not  used  to  access,  to 
communicate  with,  or  to  manipulate  any 
other  computer; 

"(2)  financial  institution'  means— 

"(A)  a  bank  with  deposits  insured  by  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation; 

"(B)  the  Federal  Reserve  or  a  member  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  including  any  Federal 
Reserve  bank; 

"(C)  an  institution  with  accounts  insured 
by  the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Corpora- 
tion; 

"(D)  a  credit  union  with  accounts  insured 
by  the  National  Credit  Union  Administra- 
tion; 

"(E)  a  member  of  the  Federal  home  loan 
bank  system  and  any  home  loan  bank; 

"(F)  a  member  or  business  insured  by  the 
Securities  Investor  Protection  Corporation; 
and 

"(G)  a  broker-dealer  registered  with  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  pursu- 
ant to  section  15  of  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Act  of  1934; 

"(3)  property'  means  anything  of  value, 
and  includes  tangible  and  intangible  person- 
al property;  information  in  the  form  of  com- 
puter processed,  produced,  or  stored  data; 
information  configured  for  use  in  a  comput- 
er; information  in  a  computer  medium;  in- 
formation being  processed,  transmitted,  or 
stored;  computer  operating  or  applications 
programs;  or  services; 

"(4)  services'  includes  computer  data 
processing  and  storage  functions; 

"(5)  United  States  Government'  includes 
a  branch  or  agency  thereof;  and 

"(6)  use'  includes  to  instruct,  communi- 
cate with,  store  data  in,  or  retrieve  data 
from,  or  otherwise  utilize  the  logical,  arith- 
metic, or  memory  functions  of  a  computer, 
or,  with  fraudulent  or  malicious  intent,  to 
cause  another  to  put  false  information  into 
a  computer;  and 

"(7)  'computer  medium'  includes  the 
means  of  effecting  or  conveying  data  for 
processing  in  a  computer,  or  a  substance  or 
surrounding  medium  which  is  the  means  of 
transmission  of  a  force  or  effect  that  repre- 
sents data  for  processing  in  a  computer,  or  a 
channel  of  communication  of  data  for  proc- 
essing in  a  computer. 

"(d)(1)  In  a  case  in  which  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion over  an  offense  as  described  in  this  sec- 
tion exists  concurrently  with  State  or  local 
jurisdiction,  the  existence  of  Federal  juris- 
diction does  not,  in  itself,  require  the  exer- 
cise of  Federal  jurisdiction,  nor  does  the  ini- 
tial exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction  preclude 
its  discontinuation. 

"(2)  In  a  case  in  which  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion over  an  offense  as  described  in  this  sec- 
tion exists  or  may  exist  concurrently  with 
State  or  local  jurisdiction.  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers,  in  determining  whether 
to  exercise  jurisdiction,  shall  consider— 

"(A)  the  relative  gravity  of  the  Federal  of- 
fense and  the  State  or  local  offense; 

"(B)  the  relative  interest  in  Federal  inves- 
tigation or  prosecution; 

"(C)  the  resources  available  to  the  Federal 
authorities  and  the  State  or  local  authori- 
ties; 

"(D)  the  traditional  role  of  the  Federal 
authorities  and  the  State  or  local  authori- 
ties with  respect  to  the  offense; 


"(E)  the  interests  of  federalism;  and 

"'(F)  any  other  relevant  factor. 

"(3)  The  Attorney  General  shall— 

■"(A)  consult  periodically  with  representa- 
tives of  State  and  local  governments  con- 
cerning the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  in  cases 
in  which  Federal  jurisdiction  as  described  in 
this  section  exists  or  may  exist  concurrently 
with  State  or  local  jurisdiction; 

"■(B)  provide  general  direction  to  Federal 
law  enforcement  officers  concerning  the  ap- 
propriate exercise  of  such  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion which,  for  the  purposes  of  investiga- 
tion, is  vested  concurrently  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  and  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury; 

"(C)  report  annually  to  Congress  concern- 
ing the  extent  of  the  exercise  of  such  Feder- 
al jurisdiction  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year;  and 

"(D)  report  to  Congress,  within  one  year 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  on  the  long- 
term  impact  of  this  Act  upon  Federal  juris- 
diction and  the  increasingly  pervasive  and 
widespread  use  of  computers  in  the  United 
States  (the  Attorney  General  shall  periodi- 
cally review  and  update  such  report). 

"•(4)  Except  as  otherwise  prohibited  by 
law,  information  or  material  obtained  pur- 
suant to  the  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction 
may  be  made  available  to  State  or  local  law 
enforcement  officers  having  concurrent  ju- 
risdiction, and  to  State  or  local  authorities 
otherwise  assigned  responsibility  with 
regard  to  the  conduct  constituting  the  of- 
fense. 

"(5)  An  issue  relating  to  the  propriety  of 
the  exercise  of  or  of  the  failure  to  exercise 
Federal  jurisdiction  over  an  offense  as  de- 
scribed in  this  section,  or  otherwise  relating 
to  the  compliance,  or  to  the  failure  to 
comply,  with  this  section,  may  not  be  litigat- 
ed, and  a  court  may  not  entertain  or  resolve 
such  an  issue  except  as  may  be  necessary  in 
the  course  of  granting  leave  to  file  a  dismis- 
sal of  an  indictment,  an  information,  or  a 
complaint.". 

Sec.  4.  The  table  of  sections  of  chapter  47 
of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
""1028.  Computer  fraud  and  abuse.". 


By  Mr.  ZORINSKY  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Pryor,  Mr.  Pressler,  Mr. 
Johnston,  and  Mr.  Abdnor): 
S.  1734.  A  bill  to  amend  title  17  of 
the  United  States  Code  with  respect  to 
public   performances   of   nondramatic 
musical  works  by  means  of  coin-oper- 
ated   phonorecord    players,    and    for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

coin-operated  phonorecord  player 
copyright  act  of  1983 
•  Mr.  ZORINSKY.  Mr.  President, 
today  I,  along  with  Senators  Pryor. 
Pressler.  Johnston,  and  Abdnor.  am 
introducing  the  Coin-Operated  Phono- 
record Player  Act  of  1983  to  correct 
abuses  of  the  Copyright  Royalty  Tri- 
bunal, to  protect  an  important  seg- 
ment of  the  Nation's  small  business- 
men—jukebox operators,  to  help 
insure  that  copyright  owners  will  con- 
tinue to  receive  royalties  for  their  re- 
cordings played  on  jukeboxes,  and  to 
maintain  jukeboxes  as  an  inexpensive 
form  of  entertainment  for  the  Ameri- 
can people. 

In  1976.  the  revised  Copyright  Act 
mandated  that  jukebox  operators  pay 


a  royalty  fee  of  $8  per  year  for  each 
jukebox  that  they  operated.  Congress, 
in  its  wisdom,  created  a  new  Federal 
agency,  the  Copyright  Royalty  Tribu- 
nal, to  review  rates  periodically  and  to 
distribute  royalties  to  the  creating  art- 
ists. The  Tribunal  responded  in  1980 
by  raising  the  jukebox  royalty  fee  by 
over  525  percent— $25  through  1983; 
$50  from  1984-86;  and  $50  plus  an  in- 
flation adjustment  from  1987-90.  This 
increase  has  resulted  and  will  result  in 
fewer  jukeboxes  being  placed  in  estab- 
lishments each  year.  According  to  the 
Copyright  Royalty  Office,  registra- 
tions have  dropped  by  over  20,000  ma- 
chines since  royalty  fees  were  first  im- 
posed. 

Many  jukebox  operators  have  gone 
out  of  business  during  the  past  decade: 
the  increased  royalty  fees  will  speed 
up  their  departure  from  the  industry. 
Operators  who  have  not  registered 
their  jukeboxes,  often  due  to  igno- 
rance of  the  law,  are  leaving  the  busi- 
ness once  they  become  aware  of  the 
law's  requirements.  This  awareness 
has  come  all  too  often  in  the  form  of  a 
demand  from  a  performing  rights  soci- 
ety to  pay  damages  of  several  thou- 
sand dollars  for  what  was  no  more 
than  a  $25  violation. 

To  stabilize  the  industry  and  to  cor- 
rect these  abuses.  I  offer  this  legisla- 
tion which  establishes  a  one-time  only 
licensing  fee  of  $50.  the  highest  rate 
currently  authorized  by  the  CRT- 
absent  the  inflation  adjustment- 
through  the  end  of  the  decade.  Juke- 
boxes would  be  registered  and  the  fee 
paid  by  their  manufacturers  or  im- 
porters and  thereafter  any  operator 
could  use  them  without  liability.  Oper- 
ators would  register  on  a  one-time 
basis  the  jukeboxes  that  they  already 
own  and  pay  a  royalty  fee  of  up  to  $25. 
Since  the  useful  life  of  a  jukebox  is  ap- 
proximately 5  years,  within  a  very 
short  period  of  time  all  jukeboxes 
would  be  registered  and  the  highest 
royalty  fee  would  be  paid  to  the  copy- 
right owner. 

This  approach  is  easy  to  administer 
and  easy  to  enforce.  It  takes  away  the 
fee-setting  authority  of  the  Copyright 
Royalty  Tribunal,  thus  reducing  its 
workload  with  the  goal  of  eliminating 
the  agency  entirely.  Finally,  it  offers 
hope  to  a  beleaguered  industry  of 
small  businessmen  while  protecting 
the  rights  of  copyright  owners.  It  de- 
serves your  serious  consideration  and 
support. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  legislation  be 
printed  in  full,  immediately  following 
this  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S. 1734 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
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Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Coin-Operated 
Phonorecord  Player  Copyright  Act  of  1983  . 

Sec.  2.  That  Congress  hereby  finds  and  de- 
clares that— 

<  1 )  to  promote  the  progress  of  science  and 
useful  arts,  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  empowers  the  Congress  to  give  au- 
thors and  inventors  the  exclusive  right  to 
their  respective  writings  and  discoveries  for 
a  limited  time: 

(2)  the  coin-operated  phonorecord  player 
industry  contributes  to  the  cultural  and  eco- 
nomic well  being  of  the  public; 

(3)  copyright  owners  should  receive  fair 
compensation  for  their  creative  endeavors 
and  for  the  use  of  their  property, 

(4)  coin-operated  phonorecord  player  op- 
erators are  a  primary  source  for  purchasing 
and  promoting  copyrighted  nondramatic 
musical  works: 

(5)  performance  of  nondramatic  musical 
works  by  means  of  a  coin-operated  phono- 
record player  infringes  on  the  exclusive 
rights  granted  to  copyright  owners  under 
section  106(4)  of  title  17.  United  States 
Code: 

(6)  the  more  than  525  percent  increase  in 
the  royalty  fee  for  coin-operated  phonorec- 
ord players  approved  by  the  Copyright  Roy- 
alty Tribunal  will  cause  major  disruptions 
in  the  coin-operated  phonorecord  player  in- 
dustry: 

(7)  the  current  compulsory  license  system 
for  coin-operated  phonorecord  players  is  dif- 
ficult to  administer,  to  comply  with,  and  to 
enforce: 

(8)  the  continued  economic  disruption  to 
the  coin-operated  phonorecord  player  indus- 
try should  be  minimized:  and 

(9)  the  public  and  the  coin-operated  pho- 
norecord player  operator  should  continue  to 
have  access  to  copyrighted  nondramatic  mu- 
sical works  through  a  compulsory  license  es- 
tablished: (A)  for  importers  and  manufac- 
turers of  coin-operated  phonorecord  players 
based  upon  payment  of  an  annual  license 
fee  of  fifty  dollars  per  phonorecord  player 
manufactured  or  imported  and  distributed 
during  the  calendar  year:  and  (B)  for  opera- 
tors of  coin-operated  phonorecord  players 
owned  by  the  operator  on  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act  for  use  thereafter  based  upon 
payment  of  a  one-time  license  fee  of  twenty- 
five  dollars  per  phonorecord  player. 

Sec.  3.  Chapter  1  of  title  17  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  amending  sec- 
tion 116  to  read  as  follows; 

■SCOPE  OF  EXCLUSIVE  RIGHTS  IN  NONDRAMATIC 
MUSICAL  works;  PUBLIC  PERFORMANCES  BY 
MEANS  OF  COIN-OPERATED  PHONORECORD 
PLAYERS 

■Sec.  116.  (a)  Limitation  on  Exclusive 
Right.— In  the  case  of  a  nondramatic  musi- 
cal work  emtKHJied  in  a  phonorecord.  the  ex- 
clusive right  under  clause  (4)  of  section  106 
to  perform  the  work  publicly  by  means  of  a 
coin-operated  phonorecord  player  is  limited 
as  follows; 

••(1)  The  proprietor  of  the  establishment 
in  which  the  public  performance  takes  place 
is  not  liable  for  infringement  with  respect  to 
such  public  performance  unless  such  propri- 
etor is  the  manufacturer,  importer,  or  oper- 
ator of  the  phonorecord  player  and  fails  to 
secure  the  compulsory  license  established 
under  this  section. 

•(2)  The  manufacturer  or  importer  of  the 
coin-operated  phonorecord  player  manufac- 
tured and  distributed  in  the  United  States, 
or  imported  into  and  distributed  in  th" 
United  States  on  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  shall  obtain  a  compulsory  li- 
cense to  perform  the  work  publicly  on  that 
phonorecord  player  by   filing  the  applica- 


tion, depositing  the  statement  of  account 
and  paying  the  royalty  fee  provided  for  in 
this  section. 

(3)  The  operator  of  the  phonorecord 
player  shall  obtain  a  compulsory  license  to 
perform  the  work  publicly  on  any  phonorec- 
ord player  owned  by  the  operator  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  this  section  for  use 
thereafter  by  filing  the  application,  deposit- 
ing the  statement  of  account  and  paying  the 
royalty  fee  provided  for  in  this  section. 

■■<b)  Compulsory  License  for  Coin-Oper- 
ated Phonorecord  Players— Manufactur- 
ers AND  Importers.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  106  (4),  the  importation  into  and  dis- 
tribution in  the  United  States,  and  the  man- 
ufacture and  distribution  in  the  United 
States  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
section  of  any  coin-operated  phonorecord 
player  shall  be  the  subject  of  compulsory  li- 
censing if  the  importer  or  manufacturer  of 
the  player  files  the  application,  deposits  the 
statement  of  account  and  pays  the  royalty 
fee  specified  in  this  section. 

••(2)  The  importer  or  manufacturer  shall, 
at  least  one  month  before  the  distribution 
in  the  United  States  of  any  coin-operated 
phonorecord  player  or  within  sixty  days 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  section, 
whichever  is  later,  file  with  the  Register  of 
Copyrights  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
■Register')  an  application,  including  a  state- 
ment of  its  identity  and  address  and  a  de- 
scription of  any  trade  or  business  names, 
trademarks,  or  like  indicia  that  it  uses  in 
connection  with  the  importation,  manufac- 
ture or  distribution  of  coin-operated  phono- 
record players  in  the  United  States,  and 
thereafter,  from  time  to  time,  such  further 
information  as  the  Register  may  prescribe 
by  regulation  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section. 

■'(3)  The  importer  or  manufacturer  shall 
deposit  with  the  Register  in  accordance 
with  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Regis- 
ter by  regulations,  a  statement  of  account 
specifying  the  number  of  coin-operated  pho- 
norecord players  imported  into,  or  manufac- 
tured and  distributed  in  the  United  States 
during  the  prior  calendar  quarter,  together 
with  such  other  information,  and  in  such 
form,  content,  and  manner  as  the  Register 
prescribes  by  regulation.  In  the  case  of  all 
statements  of  account  deposited  by  the 
manufacturer  or  importer,  the  statement 
shall  be  accompanied  by  a  total  royalty  fee 
for  the  period  covered  by  the  statement  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (d)(1)  of  this 
section. 

■■(c)  Compulsory  License  for  Coin-Oper- 
ated Phonorecord  Players— Operators.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  106  (4).  the  performance  of  a  work 
on  a  coin-operated  phonorecord  player 
owned  by  an  operator  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  for  use  thereafter  shall 
be  subject  to  compulsory  licensing.  The  op- 
erator of  the  phonorecord  player  shall  file 
the  application,  deposit  the  statement  of  ac- 
count and  pay  the  royalty  fee  specified  in 
this  section. 

(2)  The  operator  shall  within  sixty  days 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  section— 

(A)  file  with  the  Copyright  Office,  in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Register,  an  application  containing— 

■■(i)  the  name  and  address  of  the  operator 
of  the  phonorecord  player,  and 

(ii)  the  manufacturer  and  serial  number 
or  other  explicit  identification  of  the  pho- 
norecord player. 

■•(B)  deposit  a  statement  of  account  speci- 
fying the  number  of  coin-operated  phono- 


record players  owned  by  the  operator  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  for  use 
thereafter,  and 

■(C)  pay  the  royalty  fee  for  each  such 
player  in  accordance  with  subsection  (d)<2) 
of  this  section. 

■■(3)  Any  operator  who  complies  with  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  as- 
sessed pursuant  to  paragraph  (4)  only  and 
shall  not.  by  reason  of  such  compliance,  be 
subject  to  liability  under  chapter  5  of  this 
title  or  under  any  other  law  for  failing  to 
obtain  a  compulsory  license  for  any  year  or 
lesser  period  of  time  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  section. 

■■(4)  The  royalty  fee  required  under  this 
section  shall  be  assessed  on  a  one-time  basis 
on  each  phonorecord  player  owned  by  the 
operator  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
for  use  thereafter.  The  operator  shall  not  be 
required  to  file  an  application,  deposit  a 
statement  of  account,  or  pay  a  royalty  fee 
for  any  phonorecord  player  purchased  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

■■(5)  The  operator  may  elect  to  pay  the 
royalty  fee  specified  in  this  section  on  a 
quarterly  basis  for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
two  years,  pursuant  to  regulations  promul- 
gated by  the  Register. 

■•(d)  Computation  of  Royalty  Fees.— 

••(1)  The  royalty  fee  payable  by  the  manu- 
facturer or  importer  under  section  (b)  shall 
be  fifty  dollars  per  phonorecord  player. 

■•(2)  The  royalty  fee  payable  by  the  opera- 
tor under  subsection  (c)  shall  be  based  upon 
the  number  of  years  of  useful  life  remaining 
to  the  phonorecord  player  under  regula- 
tions promulgated  by  the  Register,  provided 
that  the  fee  shall  not  exceed  twenty-five 
dollars  per  phonorecord  player. 

■■(e)  List  of  Phonorecord  Players  Regis- 
tered.—The  Register  shall  keep  a  current 
list  of  all  phonorecord  players  that  have 
been  registered  by  the  manufacturer,  im- 
porter and  operator.  Such  list  shall  be  avail- 
able to  the  public. 

■■(f)  Distribution  of  Royalties.— 

■  (1)  The  Register  shall  receive  all  royalty 
fees  deposited  under  this  section  and.  after 
deducting  the  reasonable  costs  incurred  by 
the  Copyright  Office  under  this  section, 
shall  deposit  the  balance  in  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  in  such  manner  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  directs.  All  funds 
held  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
be  invested  in  interest-bearing  United  States 
securities  for  later  distribution  with  inter- 
est, by  the  Copyright  Royalty  Tribunal,  as 
provided  by  this  title.  The  Register  shall 
submit  to  the  Copyright  Royalty  Tribunal, 
on  an  annual  basis,  a  detailed  statement  of 
account  covering  all  royalty  fees  received 
for  the  relevant  period. 

■■(2)  During  the  month  of  January  in  each 
year,  every  person  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
compulsory  license  fees  under  this  section 
for  performances  during  the  preceding 
twelve-month  period  shall  file  a  claim  with 
the  Copyright  Royalty  Tribunal,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Tribunal.  Such  claim  shall  include  an  agree- 
ment to  accept  as  final,  except  as  provided 
in  section  810  of  this  title,  the  determina- 
tion of  the  Copyright  Royalty  Tribunal  in 
any  controversy  concerning  the  distribution 
of  royalty  fees  deposited  under  subsection 
(f)(1)  of  this  section  to  which  the  claimant 
is  a  party.  Notwithstanding  any  provisions 
of  the  antitrust  laws,  for  purposes  of  this 
sulwection  any  claimants  may  agree  among 
themselves  as  to  the  proportionate  division 
of  compulsory  licensing  fees  among  them, 
may  lump  their  claims  together  and  file 
them  jointly  or  as  a  single  claim,  or  may 


designate  a  common  agent  to  receive  pay- 
ment on  their  behalf. 

■■(3)  After  the  first  day  of  October  of  each 
year,  the  Copyright  Royalty  Tribunal  shall 
determine  whether  there  exists  a  controver- 
sy concerning  the  distribution  of  royalty 
fees  deposited  under  subsection  (f)(1).  If  the 
Tribunal  determines  that  no  such  contro- 
versy exists,  it  shall,  after  deducting  its  rea- 
sonable administrative  costs  under  this  sec- 
tion, distribute  such  fees  to  the  copyright 
owners  entitled,  or  to  their  designated 
agents.  If  the  Tribunal  finds  that  such  a 
controversy  exists,  it  shall,  pursuant  to 
chapter  8  of  this  title,  conduct  a  proceeding 
to  determine  the  distribution  of  royalty 
fees. 

•(4)  The  fees  to  be  distributed  shall  be  di- 
vided as  follows: 

■■(A)  to  every  copyright  owner  not  affili- 
ated with  a  performing  rights  society,  the 
pro  rata  share  of  the  fees  to  be  distributed 
to  which  such  copyright  owner  proves  enti- 
tlement: and 

■•(B)  to  the  performing  rights  societies, 
the  remainder  of  the  fees  to  be  distributed 
in  such  pro  rata  shares  as  they  shall  by 
agreement  stipulate  among  themselves,  or. 
if  they  fail  to  agree,  the  pro  rata  share  to 
which  such  performing  rights  societies 
prove  entitlement. 

■•(5)  During  the  pendency  of  any  proceed- 
ing under  this  section,  the  Copyright  Royal- 
ty Tribunal  shall  withhold  from  distribution 
an  amount  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  claims 
with  respect  to  which  a  controversy  exists, 
but  shall  have  discretion  to  proceed  to  dis- 
tribute any  amounts  that  are  not  in  contro- 
versy. 

•■(6)  The  Tribunal  shall  distribute  the  roy- 
alties collected  under  this  section  in  a 
manner  designed  to  ensure  that  the  artist 
who  created  the  copyrighted  work  shall  re- 
ceive fair  reimbursement  for  his  efforts. 

■■(g)  Regulations  by  Register.— The  Reg- 
ister of  Copyrights  shall  promulgate  rules 
and  regulations  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

••(h)  Criminal  Penalties.— Any  person 
who  knowingly  makes  a  false  representation 
of  a  material  fact  in  an  application  or  depos- 
it of  account  filed  under  this  section  shall 
be  fined  not  more  than  $2,500. 
"(i)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  section: 
"(1)  A  coin-operated  phonorecord  player' 
means  a  machine  or  device  that— 

••(A)  is  employed  solely  for  the  perform- 
ance of  nondramatic  musical  works  by 
means  of  phonorecords  upon  being  activat- 
ed by  insertion  of  coins,  currency,  tokens,  or 
other  monetary  units  or  their  equivalent; 

••(B)  is  accompanied  by  a  list  of  the  titles 
of  all  the  musical  works  available  for  per- 
formance on  it,  which  list  is  affixed  to  the 
phonorecord  player  or  posted  in  the  estab- 
lishment in  a  prominent  position  where  it 
can  be  readily  examined  by  the  public,  and 
••(C)  affords  a  choice  of  works  available 
for  performance  and  permits  the  choice  to 
be  made  by  the  patrons  of  the  establish- 
ment in  which  it  is  located. 

■■(2)  An  importer'  means  any  person  who 
brings  or  causes  to  be  brought  a  coin-operat- 
ed phonorecord  player  into  the  United 
States  from  outside  the  country. 

■■(3)  An  operator'  means  any  person  who. 
alone  or  jointly— 

■•(A)  owns  a  coin-operated  phonorecord 
player: 

••(B)  has  the  power  to  make  a  coin-operat- 
ed phonorecord  player  available  for  place- 
ment in  an  establishment  for  purposes  of 
public  performance:  or 

•(C)  has  the  power  to  exercise  primary 
control  over  the  selection  of  the  musical 


works  made  available  for  public  perform- 
ance on  a  coin-operated  phonorecord  player. 

••(4)  A  manufacturer'  means  any  person 
who  produces  or  causes  to  be  produced  a 
coin-operated  phonorecord  player. 

••(5)  A  performing  rights  society'  means 
an  association  or  corporation  that  licenses 
the  public  performance  of  nondramatic  mu- 
sical works  on  behalf  of  copyright  owners. 

"(6)  Antitrust  laws'  means  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  of  the  Clayton  Act.". 

Sec  4.  (a)  Section  801  of  title  17,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  in  subsection  (b) 
(1)  by  striking  out  'sections  115  and  116" 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  '■section  115". 

(b)  Section  804  (a)  of  title  17.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  'sections  115  and  116" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'section  115": 
and 

(2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2)(c).» 

By  Mr.  GORTON  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Jackson): 
S.   1735.   A  bill  entitled  the  Shoal- 
water  Bay  Indian  Tribe-Dexter  by  the 
Sea    Claim    Settlement    Act:    to    the 
Select  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs. 

SHOALWATER  bay  INDIAN  TRIBE-DEXTER  BY  THE 
SEA  CLAIM  SETTLEMENT  ACT 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
legislation  I  am  introducing  today,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  Senator  Jackson, 
the  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian  Tribe- 
Dexter  by  the  Sea  Claim  Settlement 
Act,  provides  a  legislative  solution  to  a 
conflict  that  has  arisen  between  the 
Shoalwater  Bay  Indian  Tribe  and 
owners  of  private  property  within  the 
Shoalwater  Bay  Indian  Reservation. 

On  September  22,  1866,  President 
Andrew  Johnson,  established  by  Exec- 
utive order  the  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian 
Reservation  wherein  specific  lands  in 
the  Washington  Territory  were  re- 
served from  sale  and  set  apart  for 
Indian  purposes. 

On  August  1,  1872,  the  General  Land 
Office  of  the  United  States  issued  a 
patent  for  lands  in  the  Washington 
Territory  to  one  George  N.  Brown  and 
included  in  that  patent  lands  that  are 
claimed  to  have  been  included  in  the 
previously  established  reservation.  It 
is  from  that  patent  that  the  conflict 
between  the  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian 
Tribe  and  the  successors  in  title  to  Mr. 
Brown  arises,  a  conflict  that  has  re- 
sulted in  a  civil  class  action  suit  for 
ejectment,  damages,  and  to  quiet  title 
being  filed  in  the  U.S.  District  Court 
for  the  Western  District  of  Washing- 
ton at  Tacoma  by  the  Shoalwater  Bay 
Indian  Tribe  against  those  successors 
in  title  to  Mr.  Brown. 

This  legislation  is  substantially  the 
same  as  that  forwarded  to  the  Con- 
gress on  December  6,  1982,  by  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Interior  for 
Indian  Affairs,  Mr.  Kenneth  L.  Smith 
wherein  he  stated  that: 

In  a  letter  received  by  this  Department  on 
June  9,  1981,  the  Assistant  Attorney  Gener- 
al for  Land  Natural  Resources  recommend- 
ed that  the  Shoalwater  Bay  boundary  claim 
be  considered  for  legislative  resolution  pur- 
suant to  section  2  of  P.L.  96-217.  The  Assist- 


ant Attorney  General  believes  the  claim  is 
inappropriate  for  litigation  because  officials 
of  the  United  States  Government  were  pri- 
marily responsible  for  the  land  being  ex- 
cluded from  the  reservation. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today 
would  extinguish  the  tribe's  claim  and 
remove  the  cloud  over  approximately 
60  parcels  of  private  property  held  by 
owners  whose  title  derives  from  a 
patent  issued  by  the  U.S.  Government 
113  years  ago. 

The  authorized  payment  in  this  bill 
is  $120,000— the  figure  used  in  the  ad- 
ministrations  previous  proposal.  I  am 
aware  that  varying  estimates  exist  for 
the  proper  valuation  of  this  property. 
This  figure  will  be  one  of  the  items  for 
further  discussion,  as  we  consider  this 
bill.  The  Select  Committee  on  Indian 
Affairs  will  be  holding  a  hearing  on 
this  bill  in  Washington  State  during 
the  August  recess  at  which  we  will 
seek  the  comments  and  views  of  all 
the  interested  and  affected  parties. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  this  bill  be  print- 
ed at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1735 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Shoalwater  Bay 
Indian  Tribe-Dexter  by  the  Sea  Claim  Set- 
tlement Act. 

CONGRESSIONAL  FINDINGS 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  finds  that— 

(a)  there  is  pending  before  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Western  Dis- 
trict of  Washington  at  Tacoma  a  civil  action 
No.  C83-167T  entitled  THE  SHOAL- 
WATER BA"y  INDIAN  TRIBE,  a  federally 
recognized  Indian  tribe  v.  JOE  AMADOR 
and  JEAN  AMADOR,  et  al.."  which  involves 
claims  to  certain  privately  held  lands  within 
the  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian  Reservation  In 
Tokeland.  Washington  such  lands  known  as 
Dexter  by  the  Sea. 

(b)  The  owners  of  the  private  property  re- 
ferred to  in  section  (2)(a)  derive  their  title 
from  a  patent  issued  by  the  United  States 
Government  to  George  N.  Brown  on  August 
1.  1872,  certificate  number  3763. 

(c)  The  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian  Reserva- 
tion was  established  by  Executive  Order  of 
President  Andrew  Johnson  on  September 
22,  1866  and  is  alleged  to  include  the  lands 
claimed  by  the  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian  Tribe 
in  the  civil  action  referred  to  in  section 
(2)(a). 

(d)  In  its  patent  to  George  N.  Brown  in 
1872,  the  United  SUtes  failed  to  exempt  the 
lands  claimed  by  the  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian 
Tribe  in  the  civil  action  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion (2)(a)  as  part  of  the  Shoalwater  Bay 
Indian  Reservation  established  in  1866. 

(e)  Since  1872  the  land  described  in  the 
civil  action  referred  to  in  section  (2)(a)  has 
been  the  subject  of  disputes  claiming  dual 
chains  of  title  in  the  United  States  as  trust- 
ee for  the  Shoalwater  Bay  Indian  Tribe  and 
the  patentee.  George  N.  Brown  and  his  suc- 
cessors in  title,  the  defendants  in  the  civil 
action  referred  to  in  section  (2)(a). 

(f)  The  pendency  of  the  civil  action  re- 
ferred to  herein  has  placed  a  cloud  on  the 
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titles  held  by  the  residents  of  Dexter  by  the 
Sea  rendering  their  property  essentially  un- 
marketable. 

(g)  A  legislative  resolution  to  the  civil 
action  referred  to  in  Section  (2)<a)  is  appro- 
priate because  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment is  responsible  for  the  failure  to  except 
the  land  now  known  as  Dexter  by  the  Sea 
from  the  patent  to  George  N.  Brown  in 
1872. 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Secretary") 
is  hereby  authorized  to  pay  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $120,000  to  the  Shoal  water  Bay 
Indian  Tribe  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 

Tribe")  in  settlement  of  all  claims  by  such 
Trilje  against  the  United  States,  and  against 
any  and  all  other  persons,  organizations,  as- 
sociations for  the  patenting  to  others  of 
lands  purportedly  included  within  the 
Shoalwater  Bay  Reservation  established  by 
the  Executive  Order  of  Septeml)er  22.  1866. 
and  the  Tribes  claim  to  title  to  such  lands, 
specifically  to  that  portion  of  Government 
Lot  1  in  Section  11.  Township  14N.  Range 
IIW.  in  the  State  of  Washington,  now 
known  as  Dexter  by  the  Sea,  is  hereby  ex- 
tinguished and  the  validity  of  the  patent 
issued  by  the  United  States  on  August  1. 
1872  to  George  N.  Brown,  certificate 
Number  3763.  is  hereby  specifically  ratified. 

Sec.  4.  Any  payment  to  the  Tribe  pursu 
ant  to  this  Act  shall  be  conditioned  upon 
adoption  by  the  governing  body  of  the  Tribe 
of  a  resolution  approved  by  the  Secretary 
authorizing  the  execution  by  an  officer  or 
official  of  the  Tribe  of  such  documents  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary  and  ap- 
prove waiving  any  and  all  rights  and  claims 
as  to  all  parties  which  the  Trit)e  may  have 
relating  to  said  patenting  of  lands  within 
the  Reservation  and  subsequent  use  of  such 
lands,  and  shall  be  further  conditioned  upon 
the  filing  with  the  Secretary  of  an  order 
from  the  United  States  District  Court  dis- 
missing with  prejudice  the  complaint  filed 
in  the  case  of  77ie  Shoalxcater  Bay  Indian 
Tribe,  a  federally  recognized  Indian  tribe, 
plaintiff  v.  Joe  Amador  and  Jean  Amador,  et 
aL  defendants.  No.  C83-167T.  now  pending 
in  the  United  States  District  Court,  for  the 
Western  District  of  Washington  at  Tacoma. 

Sec.  5.  The  payment  authorized  by  this 
Act  shall  be  made  from  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Noveml>er  2,  1921  (42 
Stat.  208;  25  U.S.C.  13). 


By  Mr.  DURENBERGER: 
S.  1736.  A  bill  to  establish  a  process 
that  provides  for  the  submission  to 
the  Congress  each  year  of  a  regulatory 
budget  that  recommends  the  costs  to 
be  incurred  during  the  fiscal  year  be- 
ginning on  October  1  of  each  year  by 
specified  economic  sectors  in  comply- 
ing with  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  the  rules  promulgated  thereunder, 
and  for  consideration  by  the  Congress 
of  a  bill  containing  proposals  for  legis- 
lation to  implement  such  regulatory 
budget;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

REGULATORY  POLICY  ACT  OF  1983 

•  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  rise  today  to  introduce  the 
Regulatory  Policy  Act  of  1983.  This 
bill  is  designed  to  establish  a  process 
for  the  systematic  congressional  over- 
sight of  regulatory  compliance  costs 
on  selected  sectors  of  the  economy. 


In  the  coming  months,  we  can 
expect  to  hear  a  lot  about  the  need  for 
an  American  "industrial  policy"— a 
policy  usually  described  as  a  frame- 
work for  public  and  private  sector  co- 
operation, with  the  primary  purpose 
of  t>oosting  the  competitive  position  of 
U.S.  industry  in  world  markets.  The 
reasons  for  adopting  such  a  policy  are 
indeed  persuasive:  While  we  have  suc- 
ceeded in  expanding  the  international 
trading  system,  our  industries  have 
found  themselves  increasingly  vulner- 
able to  foreign  competition.  The  pro- 
jected fiscal  year  1983  trade  deficit, 
which  now  stands  at  over  $40  billion, 
translates  into  as  many  as  a  million 
"exported"  jobs.  Meanwhile,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers 
reports  that  more  than  70  percent  of 
all  domestically  produced  goods  have 
foreign  competitors. 

Unfortunately,  it  has  proven  much 
easier  to  prescribe  a  workable  industri- 
al policy  than  to  design  one.  The  con- 
cept is  often  described  in  terms  of  pro- 
viding Government  subsidies  to  fa- 
vored sectors  of  the  economy  in  the 
form  of  low-interest  loans,  tax  breaks, 
research  and  development  grants,  and 
even  trade  protection.  Largely  forgot- 
ten has  been  the  need  to  better 
manage  the  substantial  effects  which 
accumulated  regulatory  compliance 
costs  are  having  on  the  health  of 
American  industry.  And  this  is  precise- 
ly where  we  should  start. 

The  Regulatory  Policy  Act  is  de- 
signed to  promote  industrial  revitaliza- 
tion  through  rational  and  appropriate 
regulatory  reform.  It  will  help  the 
Congress  to  assess  the  incidence  and 
extent  of  Federal  regulatory  costs— 
now  extimated  to  exceed  $100  billion 
per  year— and  to  insure  that  such  poli- 
cies do  not  claim  so  many  of  industry's 
resources  in  any  one  year  that  their 
overall  effect  is  to  do  society  more 
harm  than  good.  The  legislation  ac- 
complishes this  objective  by  filling  a 
major  gap  in  our  understanding  of  the 
economics  of  regulation. 

Presently,  regulatory  analysis  is  un- 
dertaken one  regulation  at  a  time.  And 
while,  from  this  perspective,  it  may 
appear  that  all  Federal  regulations 
have  more  benefits  than  costs,  the 
combined  costs  of  several  such  regula- 
tions may  sometimes  be  more  than 
certain  regulated  entities  can  afford. 
The  regulatory  budget  process  con- 
tained in  this  bill  will  give  Congress  an 
overview  of  regulatory  policy,  and  will 
create  a  policymaking  process  for  the 
enactment  of  regulatory  reforms  de- 
signed to  avoid  unintended  sectoral 
unemployment  and  regional  distress. 

Under  this  process,  we  will  ask  the 
President  to  develop  estimates  of  the 
total  compliance  costs  to  be  incurred 
by  selected  sectors  of  the  economy  as  a 
result  of  Federal  regulatory  require- 
ments for  the  ensuing  fiscal  year  and 
two  succeeding  fiscal  years.  Based  on 
his  assessment  of  the  economic  effects 


of  these  compliance  costs,  and  on  the 
t)enefits  of  the  individual  regulations, 
the  President  will  be  required  to  iden- 
tify those  provisions  of  law  or  regula- 
tion that  should  be  changed  in  order 
to  bring  a  sector's  compliance  cost 
budget  to  an  efficient  and  affordable 
level.  This  analysis,  together  with  pro- 
posed legislation  to  implement  the  rec- 
ommended changes,  would  be  trans- 
mitted to  Congress  each  year,  within 
30  days  of  the  submission  of  the  fiscal 
budget. 

The  President's  regulatory  budget 
legislation  would  be  introduced  by  re- 
quest and  considered  by  the  Commit- 
tees on  Government  Operations  and 
Governmental  Affairs  of  the  House 
and  Senate,  respectively.  These  com- 
mittees would  have  to  report  a  resolu- 
tion on  the  regulatory  budget  by  April 
I.  which  would  then  be  concurrently 
referred  to  other  standing  committees 
with  jurisdiction  over  the  regulatory 
statutes  being  amended.  Such  stand- 
ing committees  would  be  given  30  days 
in  which  to  amend  the  legislation, 
after  such  time  the  legislation  would 
be  resubmitted  to  the  Committees  on 
Government  Operations  and  Govern- 
mental Affairs,  consolidated,  and  re- 
ported to  the  floor  of  the  respective 
Houses.  Congress  would  be  required  to 
vote  on  such  legislation  by  July  31, 
and  to  complete  all  action  by  Septem- 
ber 15. 

Mr.  President,  we  need  such  legisla- 
tion if  the  important  task  of  regula- 
tory oversight  is  not  to  be  abandoned 
in  large  part  to  the  executive  and  judi- 
cial branches  of  Government.  The  Su- 
preme Court's  recent  invalidation  of 
the  legislative  veto  takes  from  Con- 
gress an  important  tool  for  asserting 
authority  over  the  regulatory  process. 
Some  have  used  this  event  to  call  for 
additional  judicial  involvement  in  rule- 
making proceedings.  However,  the  reg- 
ulatory budget  process  offers  a  consti- 
tutional alternative  for  enhancing  the 
role  of  the  legislative  branch  in  assur- 
ing that  policy  is  consistent  with  broad 
national  needs.  While  the  implementa- 
tion of  regulatory  policy  can  lead  to 
uncontrollable  costs,  with  unintended 
consequences,  the  regulatory  budget 
process  will  reassert  congressional  con- 
trol at  a  level  of  detail  designed  to 
assure  the  optimal  use  of  regulation  to 
balance  important  social  goals. 

Notably,  the  intent  of  the  legislation 
is  not  to  unduly  reverse  regulatory 
policies,  nor  to  usurp  the  role  of  com- 
mittees with  jurisdiction  over  such 
statutes.  Rather,  the  process  is  de- 
signed to  bring  about  small,  but  neces- 
sary, adjustments  in  regulatory  pro- 
grams, such  as  the  extension  of  un- 
meetable  deadlines  or  the  relaxation 
of  inflexible  standards.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  committees  having  juris- 
diction over  regulatory  statutes  have 
carefully  been  accorded  a  central  role 
in  the  regulatory  budget  process. 


Mr.  President,  the  Nation  needs  an 
industrial  policy,  and  the  Congress 
needs  a  new  tool  for  the  effective  over- 
sight of  the  regulatory  process.  I 
strongly  believe  that  we  have  in  the 
Regulatory  Policy  Act  a  workable  and 
innovative  method  for  accomplishing 
these  objectives.  Therefore,  while  I 
intend  to  work  with  all  interested  par- 
ties in  the  coming  months  to  minimize 
the  problematic  aspects  of  this  ap- 
proach, I  strongly  urge  that  this  legis- 
lation be  given  the  very  serious  and 
timely  consideration  it  is  most  certain- 
ly due. 

Mr.  President.  I  request  that  a  copy 
of  the  bill  be  printed  into  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

S.  1736 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Regulatory  Policy 
Act  of  1983". 

FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  and  declares 
that— 

(1)  In  recent  years  Federal  regulation  has 
expanded  greatly  in  scope: 

(2)  Federal  regulation  was  chosen  as  the 
method  of  implementing  over  fifty  of  the 
social  programs  enacted  between  1960  and 
1980.  in  lieu  of  other  methods  of  achieving 
the  objectives  of  such  programs  such  as  tax 
expenditures,  loan  guarantees,  licenses,  fees 
and  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds; 

(3)  Federal  regulatory  goals  are  achieved 
primarily  by  imposing  compliance  costs  on 
regulated  entities  such  as  individuals,  firms, 
nonprofit  organizations,  and  State  and  local 
governments; 

(4)  compliance  costs  are  not  reflected  in 
Federal  budget  and  revenue  estimates; 

(5)  although  the  exact  distribution  of 
compliance  costs  throughout  the  national 
economy  is  not  known,  such  costs  have  been 
widely  estimated  to  exceed  $100,000,000,000 
each  year  and  to  have  significant  effects  on 
economic  growth,  productivity,  employ- 
ment, and  inflation,  as  well  as  on  the  bal- 
ance of  international  trade  of  the  United 
Slates; 

(6)  the  unduly  high  compliance  costs  in- 
curred by  certain  economic  sectors  have  re- 
duced the  ability  of  such  sectors  to  compete 
in  the  international  marketplace  and  have 
contributed  to  structural  unemployment  in 
the  economy;  and 

(7)  inasmuch  as  some  economic  sectors 
incur  greater  compliance  costs  under  Feder- 
al laws  and  rules  than  other  such  sectors,  it 
is  desirable  to  establish  a  regulatory  budget 
process  with  sufficient  flexibility  to  allow 
the  Congress  to  modify  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  (and  the  compliance  costs  im- 
posed thereby)  only  with  respect  to  those 
economic  sectors  that  will  benefit  from  such 
modification  and  to  exclude  from  such  proc- 
ess economic  sectors  that  will  not  benefit 
thereby. 

(b)  Therefore,  it  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act 
to  establish  a  process  that— 

( 1 )  provides  f or— 

(A)  the  submission  to  the  Congress  each 
year  of  a  regulatory  budget  that— 

(i)  specifies  those  economic  sectors  for 
which  the  Congress  should  modify  the  com- 
pliance costs  to  be  incurred  during  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  on  October  1  of  such  year, 


and  each  of  the  next  two  succeeding  fiscal 
years,  under  Federal  laws  and  rules. 

(ii)  recommends  the  compliance  costs  to 
be  incurred  by  each  such  economic  sector 
during  each  such  fiscal  year  under  each 
such  law  or  rule,  and 

(iii)  recommends  changes  in  such  laws 
that  will  modify  the  compliance  costs  to  be 
incurred  by  each  such  sector  during  each 
such  fiscal  year  to  equal  the  amount  recom- 
mended by  such  sector  during  such  fiscal 
year  under  clause  (ii),  and 

(B)  consideration  by  the  Congress  each 
year  of  a  bill  containing  proposals  by  the 
President  for  legislation  to  implement  such 
changes; 

(2)  assures  effective  governmental  control 
of  the  distribution  and  effects  of  compliance 
costs  on  the  various  economic  sectors 
making  up  the  national  economy; 

(3)  involves  the  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent in  the  systematic  evaluation  of  the 
costs  and  benefits  of  Federal  laws  and  rules 
and  of  the  appropriateness  of  such  laws  and 
rules  in  the  light  of  such  costs  and  benefits; 

(4)  facilitates  the  establishment  of  prior- 
ities for  Federal  regulatory  activities; 

(5)  identifies  the  microeconomic  effects  of 
compliance  costs  on  such  economic  sectors 
and  identifies  those  sectors  for  which  such 
costs  create  unduly  high  levels  of  unemploy- 
ment; and 

(6)  develops  uniform  cost-accounting  prin- 
ciples to  measure  compliance  costs. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  3.  For  purposes  of  this  Act— 

(1)  the  term  "agency"  has  the  meaning 
given  to  such  term  by  section  551  (1)  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code; 

(2)  the  term  "agency  head  "  means— 

(A)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  that  is  an  Ex- 
ecutive department  or  that  is  within  an  Ex- 
ecutive department,  the  Secretary  of  the  de- 
partment; 

(B)  in  the  case  of  a  multimember  agency, 
the  chairman  of  the  agency;  and 

(C)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  that  is  not  an 
Executive  department,  within  an  Executive 
department,  or  a  multimember  agency,  the 
individual  required  by  law  to  administer  the 
operations  of  the  agency; 

(3)  the  term  "compliance  costs"  means  the 
costs  incurred  by  an  economic  sector  as  a 
result  of  compliance  with  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  (and  the  rules  promulgated 
thereunder),  except  that  such  term  does  not 
include— 

(A)  normal  business  and  recordkeeping 
costs  that  would  exist  in  the  absence  of  such 
law's  and  rules,  and 

(B)  amounts  required  to  be  paid  under  any 
provision  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  or  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United 
States; 

(4)  the  term  "Director"  means  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget; 

(5)  the  term  "economic  sector"  means  a  di- 
vision, major  group,  industry  group,  or  in- 
dustry (as  such  terms  are  used  in:  United 
States.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
Statistical  Policy  Division.  Standard  Indus- 
trial Classification  Manual.  1972): 

(6)  the  term  "Executive  department"  has 
the  meaning  given  to  such  term  by  section 
105  of  title  5.  United  States  Code; 

(7)  the  term  "fiscal  year"  has  the  meaning 
given  to  such  term  by  section  1102  of  title 
31.  United  States  Code; 

(8)  the  term  "microeconomic  effects" 
means  the  effects  of  the  compliance  costs 
imposed  by  a  law  or  rule  on  the  prices,  pro- 
ductivity, unemployment  rate,  and  interna- 
tional competitive  position  of  an  economic 


sector,  and  on  other  relevant  indices  of  the 
economic  health  of  such  sector;  and 

(9)  the  term  "rule"  has  the  meaning  given 
to  such  term  by  section  551(4)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  and  also  includes— 

(A)  any  rule  for  the  administration  of  a 
program  of  Federal  assistance  to  any  State 
government  or  to  a  political  subdivision 
thereof; 

(B)  any  rule  specifying  conditions  for  the 
receipt  of  such  Federal  assistance;  and 

(C)  any  circular  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget. 

REGULATORY  COST  INFORMATION  ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 

Sec  4.  (a)  There  is  established  a  Regula- 
tory Cost  Information  Advisory  Committee, 
which  shall  be  composed  of— 

(1)  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  or  the  designee  of  the  Di- 
rector, who  shall  be  Chairman; 

(2)  the  Chairman  of  the  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers,  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chairman  of  such  Council; 

(3)  the  Chairman  of  the  Council  on  Envi- 
ronmental Quality,  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chairman  of  such  Council: 

(4)  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  or  the  designee  of  the  Comptroller; 
and 

(5)  two  members,  selected  by  the  Presi- 
dent from  among— 

(A)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

(B)  the  Secretary  of  Energy. 

(C)  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

(D)  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

(E)  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmen- 
tal Protection  Agency,  or 

(F)  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission,  or  the  designee  of  such 
member. 

(b)  The  Regulatory  Cost  Information  Ad- 
visory Committee  shall  advise  the  Director 
on  the  establishment  of  standards  for  the 
compilation  of  information  with  respect  to 
compliance  costs  and  the  microeconomic  ef- 
fects of  such  costs,  on  methods  of  evaluat- 
ing the  benefits  of  Federal  regulatory  activi- 
ties, and  on  procedures  and  methods  for  the 
preparation  of  regulatory  budgets  in  accord- 
ance with  section  5  of  this  Act. 

COMPILATION  AND  ESTIMATION  OF  COMPLIANCE 
COSTS 

Sec  5.  (a)  Within  eighteen  months  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Director  shall,  after  providing  public  notice 
and  an  opportunity  for  comment  in  accord- 
ance with  section  553  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  and  after  consultation  with  the 
Regulatory  Cost  Information  Advisory  Com- 
mittee established  under  section  4  of  this 
Act— 

(1)  prescribe  standards  for  the  methods 
and  criteria  to  be  employed  by  agencies  in 
compiling  information  necessary  to  provide 
estimates  of— 

(A)  the  compliance  costs  incurred,  or  to  be 
incurred,  by  economic  sectors  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  (and  the  rules  pro- 
mulgated thereunder),  and 

(B)  the  microeconomic  effects  of  such 
costs:  and 

(2)  provide  guidelines  for  evaluating  the 
benefits  of  Federal  regulatory  activities:  and 

(3)  from  time  to  time  revise  such  stand- 
ards and  guidelines  to  reflect  changes  in  rel- 
evant economic  and  social  circumstances 
and  advances  in  branches  of  knowledge  per- 
tinent to  the  compilation  of  such  informa- 
tion and  the  evaluation  of  such  benefits. 
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(b)  The  standards  and  guidelines  pre- 
scribed under  subsection  (a)  shall  provide, 
to  the  extent  possible,  for— 

(1)  uniform  compliance  cost  categories 
and  uniform  categories  of  microeconomic  ef- 
fecU: 

(2)  methods  to  be  employed  by  agencies, 
in  compiling  information  with  respect  to 
compliance  costs,  that  minimize  the  costs 
imposed  upon  economic  sectors  by  the  com- 
pilation of  such  information  while  ensuring 
reasonably  accurate  estimates  of  such  com- 
pliance costs: 

(3)  methods  for  preventing  agency  disclo- 
sure of  information  that  is— 

(A)  submitted  by  any  person  to  an  agency 
under  this  Act. 

(B)  confidential  commercial  or  financial 
information,  and 

(C)  not  required  by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  to  be  disclosed: 

(4)  procedures  for  agencies  to  report  to 
the  Director  information  concerning  compli- 
ance costs,  microeconomic  effects,  and  regu- 
latory t>enefits;  and 

(5)  such  other  procedures,  guidelines,  and 
standards  for  the  estimation  of  compliance 
costs  and  microeconomic  effects  and  the 
evaluation  of  the  benefits  of  Federal  regula- 
tory activities  as  will  promote  the  economi- 
cal compilation  of  necessary  information 
with  respect  to  such  costs,  such  effects,  and 
such  benefits. 

SUBMISSION  OF  REGULATORY  BUDGET 
INFORMATION  TO  DIRECTOR 

Sec.  6.  (a)(1)  Each  year,  at  a  time  pre- 
scriljed  by  the  Director,  each  agency  head 
shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Director  a 
report  setting  forth,  for  each  economic 
sector  specified  by  the  Director  under  para- 
graph (2).  estimates  of  the  compliance  costs 
to  l>e  incurred  during  such  fiscal  year,  and 
each  of  the  next  two  succeeding  fiscal  years, 
under  each  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
administered  by  such  agency  (and  the  rules 
promulgated  thereunder),  as  each  such  law 
or  rule  is  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the 
date  on  which  the  Director  requires  the 
agency  to  submit  such  report. 

(2)(A)  The  Director  may  limit  the  number 
of  economic  sectors  with  respect  to  which 
an  agency  shall  submit  information  under 
paragraph  ( 1 )  f or  any  fiscal  year. 

(B)  If  the  Director  limits  the  number  of 
sectors  with  respect  to  which  information  is 
required  to  be  submitted  for  a  fiscal  year, 
the  Director  shall  specify  the  sector  or  sec- 
tors with  respect  to  which  such  information 
shall  be  submitted. 

(b)  Upon  the  request  of  the  Director,  any 
agency  head  required  to  submit  a  report 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  submit  to  the  Di- 
rector, in  such  form  as  the  Director  may 
prescribe— 

(1)  information,  with  respect  to  the  mat- 
ters required  to  be  included  in  such  report, 
that  has  become  available  since  the  submis- 
sion of  such  report:  and 

(2)  any  other  information  that  the  Direc- 
tor determines  to  be  necessary  to  prepare 
the  regulatory  budget  required  to  be  sub- 
mitted under  section  7  for  the  fiscal  year  be- 
ginning on  October  1  of  the  calendar  year 
following  such  year. 

SUBMISSION  OF  REGULATORY  BUDGET  TO  THE 
CONGRESS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Each  year,  on  a  date  that  is  not 
later  than  thirty  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  President  transmits  a  budget  to 
the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  1105  of 
title  31.  United  Stales  Code,  the  President 
shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  regulatory 
budget  of  the  United  States  Government  for 


the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October  1  of 
such  year. 

(b)  The  regulatory  budget  required  to  be 
submitted  under  subsection  (a)  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  include— 

(1)  recommendations  with  respect  to  the 
economic  sectors  for  which  the  Congress 
should  modify  the  compliance  costs  to  be  in- 
curred during  such  fiscal  year  and  each  of 
the  next  two  succeeding  fiscal  years  under 
Federal  laws  and  rules; 

(2)  estimates  of  the  compliance  costs  to  be 
incurred  by  each  such  sector  during  each 
such  fiscal  year  under  each  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  (and  the  rules  promulgat- 
ed thereunder),  as  each  such  law  and  rule  is 
in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  on 
which  such  regulatory  budget  is  submitted: 

(3)  estimates  of  the  microeconomic  effects 
of  the  compliance  costs  to  be  incurred  under 
such  laws  and  rules  by  each  such  sector 
during  each  such  fiscal  year,  as  such  laws 
and  rules  are  in  effect  on  such  day: 

(4)  an  evaluation  of  the  benefits  of  each 
such  law  or  rule,  as  such  law  or  rule  is  in 
effect  on  such  day: 

(5)  recommendations  with  respect  to  the 
compliance  costs  that  should  be  incurred  by 
each  such  sector  under  each  such  law  or 
rule  during  each  such  fiscal  year: 

(6)  recommendations  with  respect  to 
changes  in  such  laws  that  will  modify  the 
compliance  costs  to  be  incurred  by  each 
such  sector  under  each  such  law  or  rule 
during  each  such  fiscal  year  to  equal  the 
compliance  costs  recommended  under  para- 
graph (5)  to  be  incurred  by  such  sector 
under  such  law  or  rule  during  such  fiscal 
year. 

and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  bill  contain- 
ing proposals  for  legislation  to  implement 
the  changes  recommended  under  paragraph 
(6)  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  The  regulatory  budget  required  to  be 
submitted  under  subsection  (a)  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  set  forth  in  such  form  and  detail 
as  the  President  may  determine— 

(1)  information  on  the  regulatory  func- 
tions and  activities  of  the  Government,  the 
microeconomic  effects  of  the  compliance 
costs  imposed  by  such  activities,  the  bene- 
fits of  such  activities,  and  the  relationship 
of  such  functions  and  activities  to  national 
needs; 

(2)  an  estimate,  with  respect  to  each 
change  in  a  law  or  rule  of  the  United  States 
recommended  under  paragraph  (6)  of  sub- 
section (b).  of— 

(A)  the  amount  by  which  such  change,  if 
enacted,  would  modify  the  compliance  costs 
to  be  incurred  by  any  economic  sector,  rec- 
ommended to  be  included  in  the  regulatory 
budget  for  such  fiscal  year  by  the  President 
under  paragraph  (1)  of  such  subsection, 
under  such  law  or  rule  during  such  fiscal 
year  and  each  of  the  next  two  succeeding 
fiscal  years; 

(B)  the  ways  in  which  such  change,  if  en- 
acted, would  alter  the  microeconomic  ef- 
fects of  the  compliance  costs  to  be  incurred 
by  each  such  sector  during  such  fiscal  years: 
and 

(C)  the  ways  in  which  such  change,  if  en- 
acted, would  alter  the  benefits  of  such  law 
or  rule:  and  (3)  any  other  desirable  classifi- 
cations of  data. 

(d)(1)  Not  later  than  July  15  of  each  year, 
the  President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a 
supplemental  summary  of  the  regulatory 
budget  submitted  to  the  Congress  under 
subsection  (a)  during  such  year. 

(2)  The  supplemental  summary  required 
to  be  submitted  under  paragraph  (1)  shall 
include— 


(A)  any  changes  in  the  estimates  and  rec- 
ommendations contained  in  the  regulatory 
budget  to  which  such  supplemental  summa- 
ry relates  that  are  necessary  to  reflect 
changes  in  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
(and  the  rules  promulgated  thereunder) 
that  became  effective  after  the  submission 
of  such  regulatory  budget:  and 

(B)  any  other  information  that  the  Presi- 
dent deems  to  be  necessary  or  desirable  to 
provide  the  Congress  with  the  information 
that  is  necessary  to  make  the  determina- 
tions required  under  section  8. 

CONGRESSIONAL  CONSIDERATION  OF 
REGULATORY  BUDGET 

Sec  8.  (a)  The  bill  required  under  section 
7(b)  to  accompany  the  regulatory  budget 
submitted  by  the  President  for  a  fiscal  year 
shall  be  introduced  (by  request)  in  the 
Senate  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  of  the  Senate,  and  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  by  the  chairman 
and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Operations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

(b)  (1)  Such  bill  shall  be  referred  first  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Affairs  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Operations  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, as  the  case  may  be.  each  of  which 
shall  consider  and  report  such  bill  to  its 
Hou.se.  with  any  proposed  modifications  of 
such  bill,  before  April  1  of  the  year  in  which 
such  bill  is  required  to  be  submitted  by  the 
President. 

(2)  (A)  After  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Operations  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  report  such  bill  pursuant 
to  paragraph  ( 1 ),  such  bill  shall  be  referred 
concurrently  to  each  of  the  standing  com- 
mittees of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives having  legislative  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject  matter  of  any  of  the  provi- 
sions contained  in  such  bill.  Each  committee 
to  which  such  bill  is  referred  under  the  pre- 
ceding .sentence  shall,  within  thirty  days 
after  the  date  on  which  such  bill  is  referred 
to  such  committee,  consider  such  bill  and 
submit  any  proposals  for  modifications  to  be 
made  to  such  bill  that  have  been  adopted  by 
such  committee  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs  of  the  Senate  or  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case 
may  be. 

(B)  Any  proposals  for  modifications  to  be 
made  to  such  bill  that  are  submitted  under 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  be  accompanied  by 
such  information  as  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs  of  the  Senate  or  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case 
may  be.  deems  to  be  necessary  for  prepara- 
tion of  the  report  required  to  be  made  under 
subsection  (c)  with  respect  to  the  bill  re- 
quired to  t>e  reported  under  paragraph  (3). 

(3)  Not  later  than  ten  days  after  standing 
committees  are  required  to  submit  proposals 
for  modifications  to  be  made  to  such  bill 
under  paragraph  (2).  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  shall  each 
report  to  its  House  a  bill  that  incorporates, 
without  further  substantive  revision,  the 
modifications  proposed  to  be  made  to  such 
bill  by  committees  of  such  House  under 
paragraph  (2). 

(c)  Any  bill  reported  under  paragraph  (1) 
or  (3)  of  subsection  (b)  for  a  fiscal  year  shall 
be  accompanied  by  a  report  that  sets  forth— 


( 1 )  estimates  of  the  compliance  costs  to  be 
incurred  by  each  of  the  sectors  specified  in 
the  regulatory  budget  to  which  such  bill  re- 
lates (and  any  other  economic  sectors  speci- 
fied by  the  committee  reporting  such  bill,  in 
the  case  of  a  bill  reported  under  subsection 
(b)  (1),  or  by  a  committee  submitting  pro- 
posals for  modifications  under  subsection 
(b)  (2).  in  the  case  of  a  bill  reported  under 
subsection  (b)  (3))  during  such  fiscal  year, 
and  each  of  the  next  two  succeeding  fiscal 
years,  under  each  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  (and  the  rules  promulgated  thereun- 
der), as  each  such  law  or  rule  is  in  effect  on 
the  day  before  the  date  on  which  such  bill  is 
reported; 

(2)  an  analysis  of  the  benefits  of  each 
such  law  or  rule,  as  such  rule  is  in  effect  on 
such  day: 

(3)  estimates  of  the  compliance  costs  to  be 
incurred  by  each  such  economic  sector 
during  each  such  fiscal  year  under  each 
such  law  or  rule  if  the  proposals  for  legisla- 
tion that  are  contained  in  the  bill  submitted 
by  the  President  under  section  7(b)  for  such 
fiscal  year  are  enacted: 

(4)  estimates  of  the  compliance  costs  to  be 
incurred  by  each  such  economic  sector 
during  each  such  fiscal  year  under  each 
such  law  or  rule  if  the  proposals  for  legisla- 
tion that  are  contained  in  the  bill  reported 
by  such  committee  are  enacted:  and 

(5)  estimates  of  the  microeconomic  effects 
of  the  compliance  costs  to  be  incurred  by 
each  such  sector  for  each  such  fiscal  year 
under  the  laws  and  rules  of  the  United 
States— 

(A)  as  such  laws  and  rules  are  in  effect  on 
the  day  specified  in  paragraph  (1), 

(B)  as  such  laws  and  rules  would  be  in 
effect  if  the  proposals  for  legislation  con- 
tained in  the  bill  described  in  paragraph  (2) 
were  enacted,  and 

(C)  as  such  laws  and  rules  would  be  in 
effect  if  the  proposals  for  legislation  con- 
tained in  the  bill  reported  by  such  commit- 
tee were  enacted. 

(d)(1)  The  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives shall  proceed  to  a  vote  on  the 
bill  required  to  be  reported  under  paragraph 
(3)  of  subsection  (b)  not  later  than  July  31 
of  the  year  in  which  such  bill  is  required  to 
be  reported. 

(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(B).  the  provisions  of  section  305  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (2  U.S.C. 
636)  for  the  consideration  of  concurrent  res- 
olutions on  the  budget  and  conference  re- 
ports thereon  shall  also  apply  to  consider- 
ation of  bills  required  to  be  reported  under 
paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (b). 

(B)(i)  Debate  in  the  Senate  on  any  bill  re- 
quired to  be  reported  under  paragraph  (3) 
of  subsection  (b),  and  all  amendments  there- 
to and  debatable  motions  and  appeals  in 
connection  therewith,  shall  be  limited  to 
not  more  than  20  hours. 

(ii)  General  debate  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  ai.y  bill  required  to  be  report- 
ed under  paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (b) 
shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than  5  hours, 
which  shall  be  divided  equally  between  the 
majority  and  minority  parties. 

(3)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  resolution  providing  for  the 
adjournment  sine  die  of  either  House  unless 
such  House  has  proceeded  to  a  vote  on  a  bill 
required  to  be  reported  under  paragraph  (3) 
of  subsection  (b)  for  the  fiscal  year  begin- 
ning on  October  1  of  the  year  in  which  such 
bill  is  required  to  be  reported. 

(e)(lKA)  If  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  each  adopt  a  bill  required 


to  be  reported  under  paragraph  (3)  of  sub- 
section (b)  for  a  fiscal  year,  and  a  confer- 
ence is  requested  with  respect  to  either  such 
bill,  the  Congress  shall  complete  action  on 
the  conference  report  with  respect  to  such 
bill  not  later  than— 

(i)  10  days  after  such  conference  is  re- 
quested, or 

(ii)  September  15  of  the  year  in  which 
such  bill  is  required  to  be  reported, 

whichever  is  earlier. 

(B)  The  joint  explanatory  statement  ac- 
companying a  conference  report  made 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  set  forth  the 
economic  sectors  with  respect  to  which  the 
changes  made  in  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  by  such  conference  report  relate,  and 
estimates  of  the  compliance  costs  to  be  in- 
curred by  each  such  economic  sector  during 
such  fiscal  year,  and  each  of  the  two  suc- 
ceeding fiscal  years,  under  each  such  law.  as 
such  law  is  amended  by  the  provisons  of 
such  conference  report. 

(2)(A)  If  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  each  adopt  a  bill  required 
to  be  reported  under  paragraph  (3)  of  sub- 
section (b).  and  no  conference  is  requested 
on  either  such  bill,  the  Congress  shall  com- 
plete action  on  one  such  bill  not  later 
than— 

(i)  10  days  after  the  date  of  the  adoption 
of  the  last  such  bill  to  be  adopted,  or 

(ii)  Septermber  15  of  the  year  in  which 
such  bills  are  required  to  be  reported. 

whichever  is  earlier. 

(B)  Within  10  days  after  the  Congress  has 
completed  action  on  a  bill  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A),  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Operation  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  shall  prepare 
jointly  with  respect  to  such  bill  a  report 
similar  to  the  report  described  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  of  paragraph  (1). 

HEARINGS 

Sec.  9.  In  developing  a  bill  required  to  be 
reported  under  section  8(b)(1).  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Operations  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  of  the  Senate  shall 
hold  hearings  and  shall  receive  testimony 
from  Members  of  Congress  and  such  appro- 
priate representatives  of  Federal  agencies, 
the  general  public,  and  national  organiza- 
tions as  the  committee  deems  desirable. 

CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  OFFICE 

Sec.  10.  The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
shall  provide  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Operations  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs of  the  Senate,  and  any  other  commit- 
tee of  the  Congress  with  such  information 
as  will  assist  such  committee  in  the  dis- 
charge of  its  duties  under  this  Act. 

POINT  OF  order 

Sec  11.  After  the  Congress  has  completed 
action  on  a  bill  required  to  be  reported 
under  section  8(b)(3)  for  a  fiscal  year,  it 
shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider 
any  bill,  resolution,  or  amendment  if.  in  car- 
rying out  such  bill,  resolution,  or  amend- 
ment, the  compliance  costs  to  be  incurred 
by  an  economic  sector  specified  in  the 
report  required  by  section  8(f)  to  accompa- 
ny such  bill  would  be  increased  during  such 
fiscal  year  or  either  of  the  next  two  succeed- 
ing fiscal  years. 

exercise  of  RULEMAKING  POWERS 

Sec  12.  (a)  The  provisions  of  this  Act 
(except  sections  6  and  7)  are  enacted  by  the 
Congress— 


( 1 )  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate,  respectively,  and  as  such  they  shall 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  or  of  that  House  to 
which  they  specifically  apply,  and  such 
rules  shall  supersede  other  rules  only  to  the 
extent  that  they  are  inconsistent  therewith; 
and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  either  House  to  change  such 
rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  such  House)  at 
any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule 
of  such  House. 

(b)(1)  Any  provision  of  this  Act  (except 
sections  6  and  7)  may  be  waived  or  suspend- 
ed in  the  Senate  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
Members  voting,  a  quorum  being  present,  or 
by  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(2)  Appeals  in  the  Senate  from  the  deci- 
sions of  the  Chair  relating  to  any  such  pro- 
vision shall,  except  as  otherwise  provided 
therein,  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  between,  and  controlled  by.  the 
mover  and  the  manager  of  the  resolution  or 
bill,  as  the  case  may  be. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  APPLICATION 

Sec  13.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsec- 
tion (b).  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall 
become  effective  on  the  dale  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  and  shall  terminate  on  the 
last  day  of  the  last  fiscal  year  to  which  the 
provisions  specified  in  subsection  (b)  apply. 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  sections  6 
through  13  of  this  Act  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  the  third  fiscal  year  beginning  after 
the  dale  occurring  one  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  and  to  the 
first  four  fiscal  years  beginning  after  such 
fiscal  year. 

(c)(1)  The  regulatory  budget  transmitted 
by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  7  of 
this  Act  for  the  third  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  occurring  one  year  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  con- 
tain recommendations  with  respect  the  com- 
pliance costs  to  be  incurred  under  each  of 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  (and  rules  pro- 
mulgated thereunder)  during  such  fiscal 
year  by— 

(A)  State  and  local  governmental  offices 
and  establishments  engaged  in  one  or  more 
of  the  following  activities: 

(i)  the  maintenance  of  public  order  and 
safety, 

(ii)  public  finance  and  taxation. 

(iii)  the  administration  of  programs  relat- 
ing to  human  resources. 

(iv)  the  administration  of  programs  relat- 
ing to  environmental  quality. 

(V)  the  administration  of  programs  relat- 
ing to  housing. 

(vi)  the  administration  of  programs  relat- 
ing to  education. 

(vii)  the  administration  of  programs  relat- 
ing to  labor, 

(viii)  the  administration  of  programs  re- 
lating to  natural  resources,  or 

(ix)  the  provision  of  local,  suburban,  and 
passenger  transportation:  and 

(B)  any  other  economic  sector  for  which 
the  President  determines  that  it  is  desirable 
to  determine  the  compliance  costs  to  be  in- 
curred during  such  fiscal  year. 

(2)  In  addition  to  revising  the  recommen- 
dations contained  in  the  regulatory  budget 
submitted  for  the  fiscal  year  specified  in 
paragraph  (1).  the  regulatory  budget  trans- 
milted  bv  the  President  pursuant  to  section 
7  of  this  Act  for  the  first  fiscal  year  begin- 
ning after  such  fiscal  year  shall  contain  rec- 
ommendations with  respect  to  the  compli- 
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ance  costs  to  be  incurred  under  each  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  (and  rules  promul- 
gated thereunder)  during  such  first  succeed- 
ing fiscal  year  by— 

(A)  establishments  primarily  engaged  in 
one  or  more  of  the  following  activities; 

(i)  the  manufacture  or  assembly  of  com- 
plete passenger  automobiles,  trucks,  com- 
mercial cars,  buses  (except  trolleys),  or  spe- 
cial purpose  vehicles: 

(ii)  the  generation,  transmission,  or  distri- 
bution of  electrical  energy  for  sale: 

(iii)  the  smelting  and  refining  of  ferrous 
and  nonferrous  metals  from  ore.  pig.  or 
scrap: 

(iv)  the  rolling,  drawing,  or  alloying  of  fer- 
rous or  nonferrous  metals; 

(V)  the  manufacture  of  castings  or  other 
basic  products  of  ferrous  or  nonferrous 
metals: 

(vi)  the  manufacture  of  rails,  spikes,  or  in- 
sulated wire  or  cable:  or 

(vii)  the  manufacture  of  tires,  rubber  foot- 
wear, mechanical  rubl)er  goods,  heels  and 
soles,  or  rublier  sundries  from  natural,  syn- 
thetic, or  reclaimed  rubl>er.  gutta  percha.  or 
gutta  siak:  and 

(B)  any  other  economic  sector  for  which 
the  President  determines  that  it  is  desirable 
to  determine  the  compliance  costs  to  be  in- 
curred during  such  fiscal  year. 

(3)  In  addition  to  revising  the  recommen- 
dations contained  in  the  regulatory  budget 
submitted  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  the 
regulatory  budget  transmitted  by  the  Presi- 
dent pursuant  to  section  7  of  this  Act  for 
the  second  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the 
fiscal  year  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  shall 
contain  recommendations  with  respect  to 
the  compliance  costs  to  \>e  incurred  under 
each  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  (and 
rules  promulgated  thereunder)  during  such 
second  succeeding  fiscal  year  by— 

(A)  general  contractors  and  operative 
builders  primarily  engaged  in  the  construc- 
tion of  residential,  farm,  industrial,  commer- 
cial or  other  buildings:  or 

(B)  general  contractors  engaged  in  heavy 
construction  (including  new  work,  additions, 
improvements,  maintenance,  and  repair) 
such  as  highways  and  streets,  bridges, 
sewers,  railroads,  irrigation  projects,  flood 
control  projects  and  marine  construction, 
and  miscellaneous  types  of  construction 
work  (other  than  buildings):  and 

(C)  any  other  economic  sector  for  which 
the  President  determines  that  it  is  desirable 
to  determine  the  compliance  costs  to  be  in- 
curred during  such  fiscal  year. 

(4)  In  addition  to  revising  the  recommen- 
dations contained  in  the  regulatory  budget 
submitted  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  the 
regulatory  budget  transmitted  by  the  Presi- 
dent pursuant  to  section  7  of  this  Act  for 
the  third  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the 
fiscal  year  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  shall 
contain  recommendations  with  respect  to 
the  compliance  costs  to  be  incurred  under 
each  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  (and 
rules  promulgated  thereunder)  during  such 
third  succeeding  fiscal  year  by— 

(A)  establishments  primarily  engaged  in 
one  or  more  of  the  following  activities: 

(i)  the  production  of  basic  chemicals: 
(ii)  the  manufacture  of  products  by  pre- 
dominantly chemical  processes: 

(iii)  mining,  developing  mines,  or  explor- 
ing for  metallic  minerals  (ores): 
(iv)  the  production  of  anthracite  coal: 
(v)  the  production  of  bituminous  coal:  or 
(vi)  mining,  quarrying,  developing  mines, 
or     exploring     for     nonmetallic     minerals 
(except  fuels):  and 

(B)  any  other  economic  sector  for  which 
the  President  determines  that  it  is  desirable 


to  determine  the  compliance  costs  to  be  in- 
curred during  such  fiscal  year. 

(5)  In  addition  to  revising  the  recommen- 
dations contained  in  the  regulatory  budget 
submitted  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  the 
regulatory  budget  transmitted  by  the  Presi- 
dent pursuant  to  section  7  of  this  Act  for 
the  fourth  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the 
fiscal  year  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  shall 
contain  recommendations  with  respect  to 
the  compliance  costs  to  be  incurred  under 
each  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  (and 
rules  promulgated  thereunder)  during  such 
fourth  succeeding  fiscal  year  by— 

(A)  establishments  primarily  engaged  in 
one  or  more  of  the  following  activities: 

(i)  furnishing  transportation  by  line-haul 
railroad,  or  operating  a  switching  or  termi- 
nal establishment: 

(ii)  furnishing  local  or  long  distance  truck- 
ing or  transfer  services,  without  storage: 
and 

(iii)  furnishing  domestic  or  foreign  trans- 
portation by  air.  operating  airports  or  flying 
fields,  or  furnishing  air  terminal  services: 
and 

(B)  any  other  economic  sector  for  which 
the  President  determines  that  it  is  desirable 
to  determine  the  compliance  costs  to  be  in- 
curred during  such  fiscal  year. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  Act.  no  regulatory  budget  transmit- 
ted or  adopted  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  specified 
in  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  shall  con- 
tain information,  recommendations,  or  spec- 
ifications with  respect  to  the  compliance 
costs  and  microeconomic  effects  for  any 
other  fiscal  year.» 


By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself.  Mr. 
BiDEN.   Mr.   Heinz.  Mr.   Roth. 
Mr.   D'Amato.   Mrs.   Hawkins. 
Mr.     Cranston.     Mr.     Duren- 
BERGER,  Mr.  Tower.  Mr.  Brad- 
ley, and  Mr.  Bentsen): 
S.  1737.  A  bill  to  make  permanent 
section  1619  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
which  provi(ies  SSI  benefits  for  in<ii- 
viduals  who  perform  substantial  gain- 
ful activity  despite  a  severe  medical 
impairment;  to  the  Committee  on  Pi- 
nance. 

BENEFITS  FOR  HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUALS  WHO 
WORK 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  a  bill  today  that 
would  make  permanent  section  1619  of 
the  Social  Security  Act.  which  permits 
the  payment  of  supplemental  security 
income  to  severely  impaired  people 
who  perform  substantial  gainful  activ- 
ity. Under  present  law.  this  section  is 
scheduled  to  expire  on  December  31, 
1983. 

Stemming  from  a  bill  introduced  by 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  in  1979.  sec- 
tion 1619  was  enacted  as  part  of  the 
Comprehensive  Disability  Amend- 
ments of  1980.  Its  expressed  purpose 
was  to  remove  financial  barriers  for 
handicapped  people  to  enter  or  return 
to  the  work  force.  It  was  my  view  at 
that  time,  as  it  is  today,  that  the  work 
incentive  features  were  the  most  im- 
portant part  of  the  1980  legislation. 

BACKGROUND 

Individuals  under  age  65  who  can 
meet  a  means-test  qualify  for  SSI  dis- 


ability payments  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances as  under  the  social  secu- 
rity disability  insurance  program- 
only  if.  and  for  so  long  as.  they  are 
unable  to  engage  in  any  substantial 
gainful  activity  (SGA).  The  level  of 
earnings  at  which  an  individual  is 
judged  to  be  engaging  in  SGA  is  $300 
monthly.  Individuals  with  earnings  in 
excess  of  this  level  cannot  become  eli- 
gible for  SSI  disability,  despite  the  se- 
verity of  impairment. 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  1980 
amendments,  individuals  who  were  al- 
ready receiving  SSI  generally  ceased 
to  be  eligible  when  their  earnings  ex- 
ceeded $300  a  month.  Only  an  excep- 
tional person  could  have  surmounted 
the  financial  obstacles  of  this  sudden 
transition  from  SSI  to  self-support. 
The  disincentives  to  work  were  strong 
given  that  ineligibility  for  SSI  general- 
ly meant  the  loss  of  eligibility  for  med- 
icaid and  social  services  as  well. 

The  possibility  that  the  SSI  program 
may  have  been  operating  in  such  a 
way  as  to  actually  discourage  recipi- 
ents from  seeking  employment  was  of 
real  concern  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  as  well  as  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee. The  proportion  of  SSI  recipi- 
ents on  the  rolls  due  to  a  severe  dis- 
ability was  growing  rapidly— from  39 
percent  when  SSI  was  created  in  1974 
to  51  percent  by  mid-1978— and  the 
success  of  rehabilitation  efforts  was 
questionable. 

To  deal  directly  with  these  prob- 
lems. I  introduced  S.  591  on  March  8, 
1979.  The  bill  included  several  work  in- 
centive measures,  one  of  which  created 
the  special  SSI  payment  status  for 
people  who  worked  despite  a  severe 
medical  impairment.  This  provision 
was  adopted  by  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee as  part  of  the  Social  Security  Dis- 
ability Amendments  of  1979  and  was 
subsequently  enacted  into  law  in  the 
Disability  Amendments  of  1980. 

SECTION   1619 

Under  section  1619  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act,  disabled  SSI  recipients  who 
work  and  earn  more  than  $300  month- 
ly are  permitted  to  receive  a  special 
SSI  payment  and  maintain  medicaid 
coverage.  The  amount  of  the  special 
payment  is  equal  to  the  SSI  benefit 
they  would  have  been  entitled  to  re- 
ceive under  the  regular  SSI  program 
were  it  not  for  the  all-or-none  nature 
of  eligibility  with  the  SGA  test.  Spe- 
cial benefit  status  is  thus  terminated 
when  the  individual's  earnings  exceed 
the  amount  which  would  cause  the 
Federal  SSI  payment  to  be  reduced  to 
zero— that  is,  when  countable  monthly 
earnings  exceed  $694.  Medicaid  may 
continue,  however,  if  termination  of 
benefits  would  seriously  inhibit  the  in- 
dividual's ability  to  continue  working 
and  if  his  or  her  earnings  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  provide  a  reasonable  equiva- 
lent to  the  cash  and  other  benefits. 


Evidently,  this  was  a  carefully  limit- 
ed provision  intended  to  provide  bene- 
fits in  only  restrictive  circumstances. 
There  was  no  intention  of  liberalizing 
the  definition  of  disability  so  as  to 
make  benefits  payable  to  less  severely 
impaired  people.  Rather  than  over- 
hauling the  disability  determination 
process,  we  sought  to  provide  relief  for 
a  specific  problem— work  disincen- 
tives—in a.  humane  and  cost-effective 
way. 

On  December  31,  section  1619  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  scheduled  to 
expire.  The  provision  was  authorized 
for  only  3  years  in  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  changes  in  the  disability  por- 
tions of  the  social  security  and  SSI 
programs  can  have  unexpected  or  un- 
desirable effects  on  recipients  and  pro- 
gram costs. 

EXPERIENCE  WITH  SECTION  16  J9 

It  is  my  judgment  that  section  1619 
has  benefited  the  targeted  group  of  re- 
cipients, allowing  greater  independ- 
ence on  the  part  of  severely  handi- 
capped Americans  in  a  cost-effective 
manner.  According  to  the  most  recent 
data  compiled  by  the  Social  Security 
Administration,  for  December  1982, 
247  people  with  earnings  above  SGA 
were  receiving  an  SSI  special  cash  pay- 
ment. Their  monthly  earnings  aver- 
aged $456.  Some  5,600  former  SSI  re- 
cipients retained  medicaid  eligibility, 
and  among  this  group,  average  month- 
ly earnings  amounted  to  $623— which 
is  biased  downward  by  the  inclusion  of 
500-600  persons  with  low  earnings  in 
medicaid  institutions.  Both  men  and 
women  have  benefited,  with  women 
accounting  for  45  percent  of  those  re- 
ceiving special  payments  or  retaining 
medicaid. 

CBO  estimates  the  cost  of  this  bill  at 
$3.3  million  in  fiscal  year  1984,  $6.9 
million  in  fiscal  year  1985,  and  $9.4 
million  in  fiscal  year  1986. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  along  with  Senators 
BiDEN,  Heinz,  Roth.  D'Amato,  Haw- 
kins, Cranston,  Durenberger,  Tower, 
Bradly.  and  Bentsen  in  supporting 
this  bill.  Section  1619  is  a  small  but 
important  step  toward  permitting  se- 
verely impaired  people,  who  have  the 
desire  and  motivation,  to  seek  a  more 
independent  life  through  work  effort. 
•  Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  join  with  Senator  Dole  in  in- 
troducing legislation  to  permanently 
extend  section  1619  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act.  Section  1619  allows  for  the 
continued  payment  of  supplemental 
security  income  and/or  medicaid  bene- 
fits to  disabled  persons  performing 
substantial  gainful  activity. 

When  considering  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Disability  Amendments  of  1980. 
Congress  found  that  many  disabled 
persons  were  capable  of  performing 
some  sort  of  gainful  activity  but,  with 
an  income  limit  at  that  time  of  less 
$300  per  month  for  eligibility  for  SSI 
and  medicaid,  were  unable  to  afford  to 


accept  work.  The  public  policies  of 
this  country  should  provide  incentives" 
to  our  citizens  to  engage  in  productive 
activity  whenever  possible.  But,  prior 
to  passage  of  the  1980  Disability 
Amendments,  our  policies  were  serving 
to  encourage  otherwise  productive  citi- 
zens in  the  opposite  direction. 

The  1980  Disability  Amendments  set 
up  a  3-year  program  under  which  a 
disabled  individual  performing  sub- 
stantial gainful  activity  could  continue 
to  receive  both  SSI  and  medicaid  if  his 
or  her  income  from  that  employment 
exceeded  the  normal  SSI  disability 
cap— currently  $304  per  month,  but 
did  not  exceed  the  break-even  point 
for  aged  and  blind  recipients  of  SSI. 
That  cap  is  currently  $693  per  month. 
In  addition,  the  recipient  would  be 
able  to  continue  receiving  medicaid 
benefits,  though  not  SSI.  if  his  or  her 
income  falls  between  $693  per  month 
and  a  limit  arrived  at  by  taking  into 
consideration  the  average  medicaid 
cost  of  treating  a  disabled  person  in 
that  State.  In  Delaware,  that  cap  is 
currently  $947  per  month  or  $11,273 
per  year. 

Obviously,  we  are  not  talking  about 
benefits  for  anyone  making  a  king's 
ransom.  We  are  talking  about  people 
having  the  ability  to  make  a  decent 
living  contributing  their  talents  to  so- 
ciety, while  retaining  access  to  the 
medical  care  their  disabilities  require. 
We  are  talking  about  an  incentive  for 
work. 

I  am  fortunate  to  be  one  of  the 
many  employers  in  this  country  who 
have  hired  workers  under  this  provi- 
sion. I  have  seen  firsthand  the  oppor- 
tunities it  can  afford. 

The  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee estimates  that  this  provision 
costs  well  under  $5  million  per  year, 
while  enabling  6,000  people  to  afford 
to  accept  work.  But  if  we  take  away 
their  medical  benefits,  these  people 
will  be  unable  to  work.  We  will  lose 
their  contribution. 

But  section  1619  will  expire  at  the 
end  of  this  year  unless  action  is  taken. 
I  comment  Senator  Dole,  whose  hard 
work  made  section  1619  possible  in  the 
first  place,  and  am  proud  to  join  as  a 
cosponsor.» 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  be  an  original  sponsor  to 
this  bill  to  make  permanent  the  au- 
thorization under  section  1619  of  the 
Social  Security  Act.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  for  introducing 
this  bill  which  assists  6,000  disabled  in- 
dividuals nationwide. 

The  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1980  authorized  a  3-year  pilot  pro- 
gram, to  run  from  January  1,  1981,  to 
December  31,  1983,  under  which  a  dis- 
abled individual  could  continue  to  re- 
ceive both  supplementary  security 
income  (SSI)  and  medicaid  benefits, 
even  if  his  or  her  income  exceeded  the 
normal  disability  cap  of  $300  per 
month,  so  long  as  it  did  not  exceed  the 


Federal  income  cap  provided  for  other 
types  of  SSI  benefits.  The  Federal  cap 
is  currently  $693.60  per  month. 

In  addition,  a  State  can  agree  to 
raise  this  cap.  In  New  York,  a  partici- 
pating State,  the  cap  now  ranges  from 
$701.84  to  $1,176.56  monthly,  depend- 
ing upon  a  person's  living  arrange- 
ment. Individuals  whose  incomes 
exceed  the  cap  continue  to  be  eligible 
for  medicaid,  but  not  SSI  benefits,  if 
the  income  remains  below  a  higher 
threshold  level.  In  New  York,  for  ex- 
ample, the  higher  level  is  currently 
$1,264.15  monthly. 

Section  1619  provides  incentives  to 
our  diabled  citizens  to  engage  in  pro- 
ductive activity  whenever  possible. 
Prior  to  the  pilot  project,  public  policy 
discouraged  such  attempts  because  dis- 
abled SSI  individuals  were  generally 
denied  access  to  medical  benefits  once 
they  exceeded  the  disability  cap. 

I  have  spoken  to  a  number  of  repre- 
sentatives from  organizations  involved 
in  assisting  the  disabled  as  well  as  to 
several  disabled  individuals  themselves 
who  have  expressed  concern  with  the 
expiration  of  this  section  of  the  law. 
The  following  two  paragraphs  were 
contained  in  a  letter  to  me  from  a  New 
Yorker  who  eloquently  outlines  the 
problem  that  disabled  individuals  face: 

I  am  twenty-seven  years  old.  and  have  had 
juvenile  rheumatoid  arthritis  since  I  was  a 
child.  My  condition  unfortunately  prevent- 
ed me  from  finishing  college,  after  2  years 
at  Cornell  University.  This  summer  I  will  be 
taking  courses  at  Empire  State  College: 
hopefully.  I  will  be  able  to  complete  college 
and  return  to  work.  I  have  been  receiving 
SSI  and  Medicaid  for  a  few  years  now.  In 
order  to  maintain  my  (limited)  mobility.  I 
must  see  my  rheumatologist  once  a  month, 
my  rehabilitation  doctor  every  six  weeks,  an 
occupational  therapist  every  week,  undergo 
various  medical  tests  now  and  then,  and 
take  medicine  every  day.  I  have  received  ex- 
cellent care  as  an  outpatient  at  Bellevue 
Hospital,  where  I  see  my  doctors  and  thera- 
pist. Their  concerted  efforts  have  helped  me 
avoid  serious  deformity.  If  I  didn't  have 
Medicaid.  I  certainly  couldn't  afford  all 
these  services,  which  are  essential  to  my 
continued  well-t>eing. 

I  am  writing  this  not  so  much  to  plead  my 
own  particular  case  as  to  use  myself  as  an 
example  of  what  thousands  (millions?)  of 
handicapped  people  must  face  throughout 
life.  I.  like  most  people,  am  willing  and 
eager  to  vkork:  and  I  believe  most  handi- 
capped persons  can  learn  a  marketable  skill 
and  work,  if  only  for  a  few  hours  a  day. 
However,  with  medical  costs  so  high,  many 
of  us  cannot  earn  enough,  especially  at  first, 
to  cover  living  expenses  and  medical  bills.  If 
this  law  is  allowed  to  expire  then  many  dis- 
abled people  would  be  discouraged  from 
trying  to  return  to  work. 

Currently  there  are  684  disabled  SSI 
individuals  in  New  York  that  are  cov- 
ered by  this  section  of  the  law.  Most  of 
them  are  not  receiving  SSI  benefits, 
but  are  covered  for  medicaid.  This  sec- 
tion permits  them  to  make  contribu- 
tions to  society  while  still  retaining 
access   to   the   type   of   medical   care 
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their  disabilities  require.  I  urge  adop- 
tion of  this  important  legislation.* 

By    Mr.    DURENBERGER    (for 
himself.      Mr.      Symms,      Mr. 
BoREN.  Mr.  Grassley.  Mr.  Zor- 
INSKY.  and  Mr.  Melcher): 
S.  1739.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  permit  small 
business  to  reduce  the  value  of  excess 
inventory:   to   the   Committee  on   Fi- 
nance. 

THOR  POWER 

•  Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, today  my  colleagues.  Senators 
Symms.  Boren.  Grassley.  Zorinsky. 
Melcher,  and  I  are  introducing  legisla- 
tion similar  to  that  we  introduced 
during  the  last  session  of  Congress  to 
solve  one  of  the  major  tax  problems 
confronting  small  businesses  in  the 
United  States  today— the  excess  and 
obsolete  inventory  problem.  The  con- 
troversy was  created  when  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court  in  the  Thor  Power 
case  overturned  a  practice  which  is 
almost  as  old  as  the  tax  laws  them- 
selves and  which  is  followed,  indeed 
mandated,  today  for  financial  account- 
ing purposes. 

The  IRS  has  formally  maintained 
for  many  years  that  a  tax  deduction 
may  not  be  taken  for  excess  or  obso- 
lete inventory  below  its  cost  or  market 
value  unless  it  is  scrapped.  However, 
accountants,  attorneys,  businessmen, 
and  most  importantly.  Internal  Reve- 
nue Service  agents  in  the  field,  have 
always  followed  the  rule  that  a  certain 
percentage  of  inventory  loses  all  but 
its  scrap  value  over  time  even  though 
it  is  not  sold  for  salvage.  Traditionally, 
that  loss  has  been  deducted  for  tax 
purposes.  The  question  has  always 
been  what  percentage  to  writeoff. 

With  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  its  favor,  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Service  is  now  vigorously  enforc- 
ing its  longstanding  regulations,  reedu- 
cating its  agents,  and  placing  addition- 
al emphasis  on  this  obsolete  and 
excess  inventory  issue.  Immediately 
following  the  decision,  IRS  issued  a 
revenue  ruling  and  a  revenue  proce- 
dure requiring  taxpayers  to  reverse  all 
prior  deductions  and  accrue  income  in 
the  amount  of  the  deductions,  less  any 
prior  sales. 

Aside  from  the  almost  impossible  ac- 
counting task  required,  most  small 
business  people  do  not  have  the  requi- 
site knowledge  or  information  to 
comply.  There  has  been  great  confu- 
sion as  to  who  is  covered  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  decision.  As  a  result,  very 
few  small  businesses  have  complied 
with  the  IRS  position  irrespective  of 
the  good  intentions  of  these  business- 
es. 

The  Supreme  Court  decision  unfor- 
tunately does  not  take  cognizance  of 
the  realities  of  business  operations. 
Consider  for  a  moment  the  fact  that  a 
manufacturer  or  a  dealer  will  stock 
many  parts  rather  than  sell  them  for 
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salvage  in  order  to  better  serve  cus- 
tomers. After  a  certain  period  of  time 
the  chances  that  someone  will  pur- 
chase a  part  from  this  obsolete  inven- 
tory is  remote  indeed.  However,  if  this 
stock  of  old  parts  is  not  maintained, 
the  customer  will  be  forced  to  dispose 
of  a  piece  of  equipment  that  might 
have  many  years  of  life  left  in  it 
except  for  a  minor  part  that  is  no 
longer  available. 

If  the  manufacturer  or  dealer  does 
maintain  a  stock  of  outdated  items, 
one  can  hardly  argue  that  the  entire 
inventory  is  worth  its  initial  cost  or 
even  the  aggregate  sales  price  of  the 
individual  items.  Nevertheless  the  law 
is  such  that  the  taxpayer  cannot  de- 
value these  items  in  accordance  with 
actual  business  experience. 

There  is.  however,  another  side  to 
the  story.  The  Internal  Revenue  Serv- 
ice is  rightly  concerned  about  those 
business  people  who  juggle  their  in- 
ventory deductions  from  year  to  year 
to  lower  their  taxable  income.  This  is 
accomplished  by  taking  a  large  deduc- 
tion for  excess  or  obsolete  inventory  in 
good  years  and  little  or  no  deduction 
in  lean  years.  This  practice  cannot  be 
condoned  and  to  the  extent  that  the 
Treasury  was  attempting  to  eliminate 
it  by  issuing  regulations  and  proce- 
dures following  the  Thor  Power  deci- 
sion, I  applaud  those  efforts. 

We  can,  I  believe,  achieve  the  legiti- 
mate goals  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  and  at  the  same  time  provide  a 
measure  of  relief  and  security  to  small 
businesses  throughout  the  United 
States.  The  bill  we  are  introducing 
today  would  wipe  clean  the  slate  for 
years  prior  to  January  1.  1983.  For 
years  beginning  after  that  date,  a 
small  business,  which  is  defined  as  one 
with  a  net  worth  of  less  than  $25  mil- 
lion, could  elect  to  write  off  its  excess 
or  obsolete  inventory  in  a  prescribed, 
balanced  manner.  After  an  item  has 
been  in  inventory  for  4  years  it  is  com- 
pletely written  off  for  tax  purposes. 
The  actual  writeoff  would  not  begin 
until  the  second  year  after  the  item  is 
purchased,  so  that  the  deduction  is 
taken  in  equal  installments  in  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  year. 

The  safety  feature  in  the  bill  is  the 
requirement  that  the  taxpayer  contin- 
ue to  use  this  procedure  forever  unless 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  permits 
the  adoption  of  another  accounting 
method.  Thus,  fluctuating  inventory 
deductions  will  be  eliminated. 

The  bill  has  several  other  appealing 
aspects.  First,  a  taxpayer  elects  to  use 
this  method  simply  by  adopting  it  and 
notifying  the  Internal  Revenue  Serv- 
ice. I  would  hope  that  a  space  could  be 
provided  on  business  returns  for  a 
check  mark  if  the  taxpayer  elects  the 
system.  The  actual  application  of  the 
bill  to  inventory  accounting  is  equally 
simple. 

Additionally,  it  provides  a  significant 
amount  of  certainty  and  security  both 


to  the  taxpayer  and  to  the  agent  who 
conducts  an  audit.  No  longer  will  there 
be  the  need  for  time-consuming  re- 
views of  sales  practices  and  patterns  to 
determine  whether  inventory  account- 
ing is  accurate.  No  longer  will  the 
small  business  person  live  in  fear  of 
being  told  by  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  that  he  must  change  his  entire 
inventory  accounting  system  and  as  an 
added  disaster  be  handed  a  large  tax 
bill. 

When  this  matter  was  first  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Congress  sever- 
al years  ago  there  was  agreement,  at 
least  in  the  Senate,  that  action  should 
be  taken  to  protect  these  small  busi- 
nesses. We  passed  a  moratorium  pro- 
hibiting the  IRS.  from  acting  further 
until  we  had  the  opportunity  to  ex- 
plore the  problem  in  detail.  However, 
this  moratorium  did  not  become  law. 
Due  principally  to  the  lack  of  initia- 
tive on  the  part  of  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury,  no  further  action  has 
been  taken.  Nevertheless,  the  problem 
continues  and  in  view  of  the  tax  legis- 
lation which  we  passed  in  1982  the 
matter  has  become  even  more  criticial. 
We  are  now  imposing  severe  penalties 
upon  businesses  that  fail  to  comply 
with  the  tax  laws.  At  the  same  time, 
we  have  not  provided  the  guidance  for 
them  to  do  so,  particularly  in  this 
excess  and  obsolete  inventory  area. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  note  the  cosponsorship  of  this  bill 
by  Senators  of  both  parties,  and  I  wish 
to  assure  all  of  our  colleagues  that  we 
are  going  to  work  together  vigorously 
to  make  this  bill  a  reality  for  the  bene- 
fit of  our  small  business  community  in 
this  country.* 


By  Mr.  ABDNOR  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Moynihan): 
S.  1739.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct 
various  projects  for  improvements  to 
rivers  and  harbors  of  the  United 
States,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

WATER  resources  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Mr.  ABDNOR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
today  introducing,  with  the  cosponsor- 
ship of  the  distinguished  ranking 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Water  Resources  (Mr.  Moynihan),  a 
bill  that  I  believe  will  provide  the  basis 
for  major  water  resources  legislation. 
This  bill  was  discussed  at  some  length 
during  a  subcommittee  markup  yester- 
day. I  intend  to  ask  the  Subcommittee 
on  Water  Resources  to  continue  this 
markup  process  early  in  September. 

To  assist  my  colleagues,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  relate  a  brief  history  of  this 
proposal.  The  bill  I  am  introducing  is 
based  on  S.  947,  as  well  as  a  number  of 
other  bills  that  have  been  considered 
during  8  days  of  hearings  by  our  sub- 
committee. Each  and  every  project 
report  included  in  this  bill  has  been 


approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
In  total,  the  bill  authorizes  some  $6 
billion  in  new  projects,  a  level  that  is 
limited  under  the  provisions  in  title  I 
of  the  bill. 

One  type  of  project  is  missing  from 
this  bill:  projects  for  deep-draft  harbor 
development.  I  intend  to  ask  the  sub- 
committee to  consider  the  complicated 
issue  of  deep-draft  harbor  develop- 
ment separately  in  September.  We 
need  to  act  in  that  manner  because 
separate  deep-harbor  legislation,  by 
unanimous  consent,  has  been  referred 
jointly  to  the  Committees  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works  and  Finance. 

Mr.  President,  another  issue  that  is 
not  dealt  with  in  this  bill  is  the  ques- 
tion of  the  use  of  waters  from  the  Mis- 
souri River.  As  my  colleagues  know,  I 
feel  very  strongly  about  this  issue,  and 
intend  to  see  to  it  that  the  people  of 
South  Dakota  are  treated  fairly.  In  an 
early  draft  of  this  bill,  I  included  lan- 
guage that  would  treat  all  users  of  the 
Missouri  River  in  an  equitable 
manner.  After  some  of  my  colleagues 
expressed  concern  over  the  language— 
and  after  it  became  clear  that  a  will- 
ingness existed  to  work  toward  a  re- 
sponsible compromise— I  have  dropped 
this  provision  for  now.  I  shall  offer 
it— or,  preferably,  an  acceptable  com- 
promise—during the  subcommittee 
markup  in  September. 

As  one  final  point,  I  should  note 
that  important  provisions  in  this  bill 
deal  with  project  cost  sharing  and  po- 
tential inland  waterway  development 
and  use  charges.  I  believe  we  have  de- 
veloped sensible  compromise  positions 
that  meet  the  goal  of  the  administra- 
tion and  proponents  of  the  existing 
system.  I  hope  that  those  groups  inter- 
ested in  this  issue  will  recognize  the 
compromise  nature  of  these  provi- 
sions. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  the  bill  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record,  together 
with  a  section-by-section  analysis  of 
the  bill: 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1739 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1983.  ■ 
TITLE  I 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers  (hereinafter 
in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "Secretary"), 
shall  obligate  no  sums  in  excess  of  the  sums 
specified  in  this  title  for  the  combined  pur- 
pose of  the  "Construction  General"  account 
and  the  "Flood  Control.  Mississippi  River 
and  Tributaries"  account: 

(1)  For  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1984.  the  sum  of  $1.5  billion. 

(2)  For  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30.  1985,  the  sum  of  $1.5  billion. 

(3)  For  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1986,  the  sum  of  $1.6  billion. 


(4)  For  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30.  1987.  the  sum  of  $1.6  billion. 

(5)  For  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30.  1988.  the  sum  of  $1.7  billion. 

Nothing  contained  herein  limits  or  other- 
wise amends  authority  conferred  under  sec- 
tion 10  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 22,  1922  (42  Stat.  1043;  33  U.S.C. 
621).  Any  amounts  obligated  against  funds 
furnished  or  reimbursed  by  Federal  or  non- 
Federal  interests  shall  not  be  counted 
against  the  limitation  on  obligations  provid- 
ed for  in  this  Act. 

TITLE  II-GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  (a)  Prior  to  initiating  construc- 
tion of  any  water  resources  project  author- 
ized prior  to  this  Act,  in  this  Act.  or  subse- 
quent to  the  Act.  which  is  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Secretary  and  which  can  be 
anticipated  to  provide  flood  control  bene- 
fits, more  than  10  per  centum  of  which  are 
produced  by  an  increase  in  anticipated  land 
values  to  a  single  landowner,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  an  agreement  with  such 
owner  or  owners  that  provides  that  such 
owner  or  owners  will  contribute,  either  prior 
to  construction  or  when  such  benefits  are 
realized,  50  per  centum  of  that  portion  of 
the  project's  costs  allocated  to  the  owner's 
benefits. 

(b)  For  any  study  initiated  by  the  Secre- 
tary subsequent  to  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  Secretary  shall,  if  appropriate,  in- 
clude information  in  such  study  report  on 
the  likelihood  that  any  single  landowner 
would  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section. 

Sec.  202.  Any  report  that  is  submitted  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  under  authority  of  Public 
Law  83-566.  as  amended,  or  by  the  Secre- 
tary, shall  describe  the  benefits  of  other, 
similar  public  recreational  facilities  within 
the  general  area  of  the  project,  and  the  an- 
ticipated impact  of  the  proposed  project  on 
such  existing  recreational  facilities. 

Sec  203.  (a)  Any  project  or  separable  ele- 
ment thereof,  that  is  under  the  responsibil- 
ity of  the  Secretary,  and  for  which  construc- 
tion has  not  commenced  within  ten  years 
following  the  date  of  the  authorization  of 
such  project,  shall  no  longer  be  authorized 
after  such  ten-year  period  unless  the  Secre- 
tary, after  consultation  with  the  affected 
State  or  States,  notifies  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives that  continued  authorization  of 
such  project  remains  needed  and  justified. 

(b)  Any  project  or  separable  element 
thereof,  qualifying  for  deauthorization 
under  the  terms  of  this  section  or  which  will 
qualify  within  one  year  of  enactment  of  this 
section,  shall  not  be  deauthorized  until  such 
one-year  period  has  elapsed. 

Sec  204.  (a)  Any  resolution  authorizing  a 
survey  by  the  Secretary  is  automatically  re- 
scinded and  is  no  longer  authorized  if  no 
funds  are  expended  for  such  survey  within 
four  full  fiscal  years  following  its  approval, 
(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  direct- 
ed to  submit  to  the  Congress,  within  six 
months  of  enactment  of  this  section,  a  list 
of  all  existing  studies,  whether  authorized 
by  resolution  or  by  law,  that  have  an  inac- 
tive or  deferred  status,  and  all  surveys  on 
such  list  may  be  deauthorized  within  ninety 
days  thereafter  by  resolution  of  either  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  the  Conunittee  on 


Public  Works  and  Transportation  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Sec  205.  The  second  sentence  of  the  defi- 
nition of  'works  of  improvement",  con- 
tained in  section  2  of  Public  Law  83-566.  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding 
after  '$250,000"  the  following:  "but  not 
more  than  $10,000,000.  for  any  projects  sub- 
mitted to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transpor- 
tation of  the  House  of  Representatives:  Pro- 
vided.  That  any  project  with  an  anticipated 
Federal  cost  exceeding  $10,000,000  must  be 
authorized  by  Act  of  Congress.". 

Sec  206.  Section  2  of  Public  Law  83-566. 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  deleting 
the  period  and  inserting  a  colon  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  proviso,  and  adding  the  fol- 
lowing: "And  provided  further.  That  each 
such  project  must  contain  benefits  directly 
related  to  agriculture  that  account  for  at 
least  20  per  centum  of  the  total  benefits  of 
the  project.". 

Sec  207.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
acting  through  the  Administrator  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  shall  study  and 
report  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  by 
April  1.  1985,  on  the  feasibility,  the  desir- 
ability, and  the  public  interest  involved  in 
requiring  that  full  public  access  be  provided 
to  all  water  impoundments  that  have  recre- 
ation-related potential  and  that  were  au- 
thorized pursuant  to  Public  Law  83-566.  as 
amended. 

Sec  208.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  the  development,  expansion, 
and  rehabilitation  of  municipal  and  indus- 
trial water  supply  and  distribution  systems, 
either  alone  or  as  part  of  a  multiple  purpose 
project,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  legitimate 
Federal  purpose.  Any  single  purpose  munici- 
pal and  industrial  water  supply  project  au- 
thorized by  law  may  be  implemented  by  the 
Secretary  or  by  a  non-Federal  interest  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary. 

Sec  209.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  134  of 
Public  Law  94-587  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author- 
ized and  directed  within  ninety  days  after 
enactment  of  this  Act  to  institute  a  proce- 
dure enabling  the  engineer  officer  in  charge 
of  each  district  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  certify,  at  the  request 
of  local  interests,  that  particular  local  im- 
provements for  flood  control  can  reasonably 
be  expected  to  be  compatible  with  a  specific, 
potential  project  then  under  study  or  other 
form  of  consideration.  Such  certification 
shall  be  interpreted  to  assure  interests  that 
they  may  go  forward  to  construct  such  com- 
patible improvemenU  at  local  expenses  with 
the  understanding  that  such  improvements 
can  be  reasonably  expected  to  be  included 
with  the  scope  of  the  Federal  project,  if 
later  authorized,  both  for  the  purposes  of 
analyzing  the  cost  and  benefits  of  the 
project  and  assessing  the  local  participation 
in  the  cost^  of  such  project.". 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  under- 
take a  program  of  research  for  the  control 
of  river  ice,  and  to  assist  communities  in 
breaking  up  such  ice,  which  otherwise  is 
likely  to  cause  or  aggravate  flood  damage  or 
severe  streambank  erosion. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  to 
provide  technical  assistance  to  local  units  of 
government  to  implement  local  plans  to 
control  or  break  up  river  ice.  As  part  of  such 
authority,  the  Secretary  shall  acquire  neces- 
sary ice-control  or  ice-breaking  equipment 
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that  shall  be  loaned  to  local  units  of  govern- 
ment. 

(c)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
sum  of  $5,000,000  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary  in  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  ending  September  30.  1984.  through 
September  30.  1988.  such  sums  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

(d)  No  later  than  March  1.  1987.  the  Sec- 
retary shall  report  to  the  Congress  on  ac- 
tivities under  this  section. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  upon  the 
request  of  local  public  officials,  survey  the 
potential  and  methods  for  rehabilitating 
former  industrial  sites,  millraces.  and  simi- 
lar types  of  facilities  already  constructed  for 
use  as  hydroelectric  facilities.  The  Secretary 
shall,  upon  request,  provide  technical  assist- 
ance to  local  public  agencies,  including  elec- 
tric cooperatives,  in  designing  projects  to  re- 
habilitate sites  that  have  been  surveyed,  or 
are  qualified  for  survey,  under  this  section, 
(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary,  to  implement  this  section, 
the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  ending  September  30.  1984.  through 
September  30.  1988.  such  sums  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Sec.  212.  Section  221(b)  of  the  Flood  Con- 
trol Act  of  1970  (Public  Law  91-611)  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof,  inserting  a  colon,  and  adding  the 
following:  Provided.  That  where  the  non- 
Federal  interest  is  the  State  itself,  the 
agreement  may  reflect  that  it  does  not  obli- 
gate future  legislative  appropriations  or 
other  funds  for  such  performance  and  pay- 
ment when  obligating  future  appropriations 
or  other  funds  would  be  inconsistent  with 
State  constitutional  limitations.". 

Sec.  213.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  construction  on  any  project 
newly  authorized  in  this  Act  shall  not  com- 
mence until  the  project  has  been  studied  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  reported  favor- 
ably thereon. 

Sec.  214.  Subject  to  the  provisions  and  re- 
quirements of  Title  VI  of  this  Act.  the  sums 
to  be  appropriated  for  any  project  author- 
ized by  this  Act  shall  not  exceed  the  sum 
listed  in  this  Act  for  the  specific  project,  as 
of  the  month  and  year  listed  for  such 
project  (or.  if  no  date  is  listed,  the  cost  shall 
be  considered  to  be  as  of  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act),  plus  such  amounts,  if 
any.  as  may  be  justified  solely  by  reason  of 
increases  in  construction  costs,  as  deter- 
mined by  engineering  cost  indices  applicable 
to  the  type  of  construction  involved,  or  by 
reason  of  increases  in  land  costs. 

Sec.  215.  The  Secretary  shall  not  require, 
under  section  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  889).  and  the 
Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  non- 
Federal  interests  to  assume  operation  and 
maintenance  of  any  recreational  facility  op- 
erated by  the  Secretary  at  any  water  re- 
sources project  as  a  condition  to  the  con- 
struction of  new  recreational  facilities  at 
such  project  or  any  other  water  resources 
project. 

Sec.  216.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into 
a  contract  with  a  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion thereof  prior  to  the  construction  and 
operation,  improvement  or  financing  of  a 
project  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  which 
will  return  an  appropriate  share  of  the  costs 
of  such  project  based  upon  the  identifiable 
benefits  to  local  participants  or  interests 
utilizing  or  acquiring  facilities  or  property 
owned,  managed  or  operated  by  the  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  as  determined 
by  an  analysis  of  the  expected  economic  ac- 
tivity. Such  costs  shall  be  recovered  through 
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an  incremental  charge  to  be  imposed  on 
each  sale,  lease,  fee,  or  other  transaction  at 
the  time  revenues  are  realized  engaged  in  by 
the  State  or  political  subdivision  which  are 
identified  in  the  contract  as  the  source  of 
revenues. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an 
agreement  providing  for  the  recovery  of  an 
appropriate  share  of  the  costs  of  a  project 
with  a  Federal  Project  Repayment  District 
or  other  political  subdivision  of  a  state  prior 
to  the  construction,  operation,  improve- 
ment, or  financing  of  the  project.  The  Fed- 
eral Project  Repayment  District  or  other 
political  subdivision  shall  include  lands  ad- 
jacent to  the  public  works  facility  which  re- 
ceive identifiable  benefits  from  the  con- 
struction or  operation  of  the  public  works 
facility.  Such  districu  shall  be  established 
in  accordance  with  State  law,  shall  have 
specific  l)oundaries  which  may  be  changed 
from  time  to  time  based  upon  further  eval- 
uations of  benefits,  and  shall  include  the 
power  to  collect  a  portion  of  the  transfer 
price  from  any  transaction  involving  the 
sale,  transfer,  or  change  in  beneficial  owner- 
ship of  lands  and  improvements  within  the 
district  boundaries.  The  portion  of  such 
transfer  price  shall  provide  an  equitable 
share  of  the  costs  of  such  project  based 
upon  projections  of  transactions  in  lands 
and  improvements  with  the  district. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  this  section  may  be 
utilized  as  an  alternate  solely  or  in  conjunc- 
tion with  other  provisions  of  Federal  law 
imposing  a  cost  recovery  obligation.  Cost  re- 
covery pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  be  deemed  to  meet  cost  recov- 
ery requirements  of  other  provisions  of  Fed- 
eral law  if  the  economic  study  required  by 
subsection  (d)  of  this  section  demonstrates 
that  income  to  the  Federal  Government 
equals  or  exceeds  that  required  over  the 
term  of  repayment  required  by  that  cost  re- 
covery provision. 

(d)  Prior  to  execution  of  an  agreement 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  require  and  ap- 
prove a  study  from  the  State  or  political 
subdivision  demonstrating  that  the  reve- 
nues to  be  derived  from  a  contract  under 
this  section  or  an  agreement  with  a  Federal 
Project  Repayment  District  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  equal  or  exceed  the  cost  recovery 
requirements  over  the  term  of  repayment 
required  by  Federal  law.  Any  project  under 
this  section  shall  also  meet  all  other  appli- 
cable criteria  of  Federal  law. 

(e)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term: 

(1)  "Contract"  means  a  contract  entered 
into  with  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  of 
a  State  through  which  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment participates  in  a  share  of  the  revenues 
derived  by  the  State  or  political  subdivision 
from  the  lease,  license,  or  sale  of  property 
or  other  products,  services,  or  rights  made 
available  to  non-governmental  interests. 

(2)  "Federal  Project  Repayment  District" 
means  a  benefit  district  or  entity  created 
pursuant  to  State  law  having  defined 
Iwundaries  based  upon  identifiable  benefits 
to  be  derived  from  the  construction  and  op- 
eration of  a  public  works  facility. 

(3)  "Cost  recovery"  means  any  require- 
ment of  federal  law  that  beneficiaries  of  a 
public  works  facility  return  all  or  a  portion 
of  the  federal  investment  in  the  facility's 
construction,  operation  or  maintenance 
costs  through  fees,  duties,  taxes,  user  fees, 
repayment  charges  or  other  obligations  re- 
quiring monetary  or  other  contributions  in- 
cluding the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section. 


TITLE  III— PROJECT  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  301.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  take,  at  a  cost  of  $4,117,991, 
such  action,  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  study  directed  by  the  District  Engi- 
neer and  dated  July  20,  1981,  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  correct  erosion  problems  along  the 
banks  of  the  Warrior  River  in  order  to  pro- 
tect Mound  State  Park,  near  Moundville. 
Alabama. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  the  Fort  Toulouse  Nation- 
al Historic  Landmark  and  Taskigi  Indian 
Mound  in  the  county  of  Elmore,  Alabama, 
by  instituting  bank  stabilization  measures  at 
acost  of  $15,400,000. 

(c)  The  Secretary  in  order  to  protect  the 
cultural,  economic,  environmental,  and  his- 
torical resources  of  Tangier  Island,  Virginia, 
located  in  Chesapeake  Bay.  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  design  and  construct  a  struc- 
ture approximately  eight  thousand  two 
hundred  feet  in  length  on  the  western  shore 
of  Tangier  Island,  adequate  to  protect  such 
island  from  further  erosion. 

(d)  Prior  to  any  construction  under  this 
section.  non-Federal  interests  shall  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  neces- 
sary lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  re- 
locations, agree  to  operate  and  maintain  the 
structures  after  construction,  and  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  Secretary  shall  give  priority  in 
the  allocation  of  funds  for  design  and  con- 
struction of  projects  for  the  purposes  of  ero- 
sion control  to  projects  authorized  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  relocate  the  site  of  disposal  for 
dredge  spoil  from  the  Christina  River  in 
Wilmington,  Delaware,  from  the  current  lo- 
cation at  Cherry  Island  to  a  site  on  the 
Delaware  River  between  the  Wilmington 
Marine  Terminal  and  Pigeon  Point. 

Sec  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  construct,  at  Federal  expense,  a  set  of 
emergency  gates  in  the  conduit  of  the  Abi- 
quiu  Dam.  New  Mexico,  to  increase  safety 
and  enhance  flood  and  sediment  control: 
Provided.  That  such  feature,  which  was 
eliminated  during  original  corjstruction  due 
to  cost  constraints,  shall  be  considered  as 
completing  the  original  design  concept  for 
the  project. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  sum 
of  $2,500,000  is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  Secretary. 

Sec  304.  The  Secretary  shall  promptly 
transfer  to  the  responsibility  of  the  district 
engineer  in  Albuquerque.  New  Mexico, 
those  portions  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico 
that  as  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
were  under  the  responsibility  of  the  district 
engineers  in  Sacramento,  California,  and 
Los  Angeles.  California. 

Sec  305.  The  Richard  B.  Russell  Dam  and 
Lake  project,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Con- 
trol Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  1420),  is  hereby 
modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  pro- 
vide such  power  to  the  city  of  Abbeville, 
South  Carolina,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
to  be  necessary  to  mitigate  the  reduction  in 
hydroelectric  power  produced  at  the  city- 
owned  hydroelectric  plant  at  Lake  Secession 
caused  by  the  construction  and  operation  of 
the  project.  Such  power  shall  be  provided  to 
the  city  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  the  re- 
maining service  life  of  the  city-owned  hy- 
droelectric plant  as  part  of  the  operational 
requirements  and  costs  of  the  project  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary, 


in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Energy,  determines  to  be  appropriate.  The 
Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized  to  provide 
assistance  in  the  delivery  of  such  power. 

Sec  306.  The  Waterbury,  Vermont, 
project  in  the  Winooski  River  Basin,  author- 
ized for  modification  in  section  10  of  the 
1944  Flood  Control  Act.  approved  as  Public 
Law  78-534  of  December  22.  1944,  is  hereby 
further  modified  to  provide  that  any  major 
rehabilitation  of  such  project  shall  be  un- 
dertaken by  the  Secretary.  Nothing  in  this 
section  shall  be  construed  as  altering  the 
conditions  established  in  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  license  numbered  2090,  issued 
on  September  16,  1954. 

Sec  307.  The  city  waterway  navigation 
channel  project,  Tacoma  Harbor,  Washing- 
ton, authorized  by  the  first  section  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  June  13.  1902  (32 
Stat.  347),  is  hereby  modified  to  direct  the 
Secretary  to  redefine  the  boundaries  of 
such  project  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 
mendations contained  in  appendix  B  of  the 
feasibility  report  of  the  Seattle  District  En- 
gineer, date^l  November  1981. 

Sec  308.  (a)  The  Secretary  in  cooperation 
with  the  governmenU  of  the  Trust  Terri- 
tory of  the  Pacific  Islands  and  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  study  and 
draft  plans  for  development,  utilization,  and 
conservation  of  water  and  related  land  re- 
sources of  such  territory  and  Common- 
wealth. 

(b)  Studies  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  include  appropriate  consideration  of 
the  needs  for  flood  protection,  wise  use  of 
flood  plain  lands,  navigation  facilities,  hy- 
droelectric power  generation,  regional  water 
supply  and  waste  water  management  facili- 
ties systems,  general  recreational  facilities, 
enhancement  and  control  of  water  quality, 
enhancement  and  conservation  of  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  other  measures  for  environ- 
ment improvement  and  economic  and 
human  resources  development.  Such  studies 
shall  also  be  compatible  with  comprehensive 
development  plans  formulated  by  local  plan- 
ning agencies  and  other  interested  Federal 
agencies. 

(c)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
a  sum  of  $175,000  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section. 

Sec  309.  The  second  paragraph  under  the 
center  heading  "Brazos  River  Basin"  in  sec- 
tion 10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946  (60 
Stat.  641)  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  water 
supply"  after  "irrigation". 

Sec  310.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Secretary  of  Energy,  shall— 

(a)  quantify  the  hydroelectric  pumping 
power  requirements  for  irrigation  units  of 
the  Missouri  River  Basin  project  within  the 
SUte  of  South  DakoU  authorized  for  ulti- 
mate development  by  section  9  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  December  2,  1944  (58  Stat. 
877.  Public  Law  534,  78th  Congress,  2nd  Ses- 
sion) and  accompanying  House  Document 
Numbered  475  and  Senate  Documents  Num- 
bered 191  and  247,  and  by  section  18  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  July  24,  1946  (60  Stat. 
641,  Public  Law  526,  79th  Congress,  2nd  Ses- 
sion), and 

(b)  until  such  power  is  used  for  irrigation 
pumping  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
under  the  Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  pro- 
gram, make  available  such  power  at  the 
pumping  rate  authorized  in  the  Act  of 
August  5,  1965  (Public  Law  89-108,  79  Stat. 
433),  for  the  purpose  of  pumping  Missouri 
River  water  up  to  the  point  of  field  turnout 


or  the  calculated  equivalent  of  such  point 
for  irrigation  facilities  designated  by  the 
State  of  South  Dakota  as  subunits  of  the 
South  Dakota  Missouri  River  Pumping  pro- 
gram to  be  established  by  the  State  of 
South  Dakota  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
main  delivery  irrigation  pumping  service  for 
lands  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  or  for 
such  other  purposes  and  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  shall  be  specified  by  the  State 
of  South  Dakota:  Provided,  That  except  for 
the  purposes  of  pumping  Missouri  River 
water  for  irrigation  or  pumping  at  the  Greg- 
ory County  Hydroelectric  Pumped  Storage 
Facility,  the  power  provided  in  this  Act  for 
the  benefit  of  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
shall  not  be  resold  at  less  than  the  then  cur- 
rent market  rate  and  any  revenue  from  the 
resale  of  such  power  shall  be  used  by  the 
State  for  economic  or  natural  resources  de- 
velopment purposes.  The  delivery  of  power 
for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
not  be  considered  to  require  or  justify  the 
reallocation  of  costs  as  currently  allocated 
to  achieve  the  ultimate  development  of  the 
Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  program.  Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law,  ir- 
rigation pumping  subunits  of  the  South 
Dakota  Missouri  River  Pumping  program 
shall  not  be  required  to  contract  for  a 
supply  of  water,  nor  be  assessed  any  charges 
for  the  cost  of  construction,  operation  or 
maintenance  of  facilities  used  to  generate 
such  irrigation  pumping  power  or  to  store 
water  under  the  Pick-Sloan  Missouri  River 
Basin  program  in  excess  of  the  then  current 
rate  charged  preference  power  customers 
under  firm  power  contracts  for  such  costs, 
nor  be  assessed  any  fee  for  the  right  to  use 
Missouri  River  water  whether  impounded  or 
not. 

Sec.  311.  The  project  for  Jackson  Hole 
Snake  River  local  protection  and  levees,  Wy- 
oming, authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbors 
Act  of  1950  (Public  Law  81-516),  is  hereby 
modified  to  provide  that  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  project,  and  additions 
and  modifications  thereto  constructed  by 
non-Federal  interests,  shall  be  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers:  Provided, 
That  non-Federal  interests  shall  pay  the  ini- 
tial $35,000  in  cash  or  materials,  of  any  such 
cost  expended  in  any  one  year. 

Sec  312.  The  project  for  flood  protection 
for  the  Rio  Grande  Floodway,  Truth  or 
Consequences  Unit,  New  Mexico,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1948  and  1950, 
is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that  the  Sec- 
retary is  authorized  to  construct  a  flood 
control  dam  on  Cuchillo  Negro  Creek  a  trib- 
utary of  the  Rio  Grande,  in  lieu  of  the  au- 
thorized floodway. 

Sec  313.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
hereby  directed  to  consider  the  historic  Ace- 
quia  Systems  (community  ditches)  of  the 
Southwestern  United  States  as  public  enti- 
ties, if  these  systems  are  chartered  by  the 
respective  State  laws  as  political  subdivi- 
sions of  that  State.  This  public  entity  status 
will  allow  the  officials  of  these  Acequia  Sys- 
tems to  enter  into  agreements  and  serve  as 
local  sponsors  of  water-related  projects  of 
the  Secretary. 

Sec  314.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  implement  a  program  of  research  in 
order  to  demonstrate  the  cropland  irriga- 
tion and  conservation  techniques  described 
in  the  report  issued  by  the  New  England  Di- 
vision Engineer,  dated  May  1980,  for  the 
Saint  John  River  Basin,  Maine. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  there 
is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Sec- 


retary the  sums  of  $1,825,000  in  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1984,  $820,000  in 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1985. 
and  $785,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1986.  such  sums  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

Sec  315.  (a)  Bank  protection  activities 
conducted  under  the  Rio  Grande  Bank  pro- 
tection project  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  April 
25.  1945  (59  Stat.  89).  may  be  undertaken  in 
Starr  County.  Texas,  notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  such  Act  establishing  the  coun- 
ties in  which  such  bank  protection  activities 
may  be  undertaken. 

(b)  Any  bank  protection  activity  undertak- 
en in  Starr  County,  Texas,  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section  shall  be— 

(1)  in  accordance  with  such  specifications 
as  may  be  prepared  for  such  purpose  by  the 
International  Boundary  and  Water  Commis- 
sion. United  States  and  Mexico:  and 

(2)  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  subject  to  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions generally  applicable  to  activities  con- 
ducted under  the  Rio  Grande  Bank  protec- 
tion project. 

TITLE  rv— DAM  SAFETY 
Sec  401.  (a)  Section  1  of  Public  Law  92- 
367  (86  Stat.  506)  is  amended  by  replacing 
the  final  period  with  a  comma  and  inserting 
the  following  after  the  comma:  "unless  such 
barrier,  due  to  its  location  or  other  physical 
characteristics  is  likely  to  pose  a  significant 
threat  to  human  life  or  property  in  the 
event  of  its  failure." 

(b)  Public  Law  92-367  is  further  amended 
by  inserting  after  Section  the  following  Sec- 
tions: 

"Sec  7.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers  (hereafter 
in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  Secretary'). 
$15,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  September  30,  1984,  September  30, 
1985,  September  30,  1986,  and  September  30, 
1987.  Sums  appropriated  under  this  section 
shall  be  distributed  annually  among  those 
States  on  the  following  basis:  One-third 
equally  among  those  States  that  have  estab- 
lished dam  safety  programs  approved  under 
the  terms  of  section  8  of  this  Act,  and  two- 
thirds  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  dams 
located  in  each  State  that  has  an  estab- 
lished dam  safety  program  under  the  terms 
of  section  8  of  this  Act  to  the  number  of 
dams  in  all  States  with  such  approved  pro- 
grams. In  no  event  shall  funds  distributed  to 
any  State  under  this  section  exceed  50  per 
centum  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  imple- 
menting an  approved  dam  safety  program  in 
such  State. 

"Sec  8.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  es- 
tablishment and  maintenance  of  effective 
programs  intended  to  assure  dam  safety  to 
protect  human  life  and  property,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  provide  assistance  under  the 
terms  of  section  7  of  this  Act  to  any  SUte 
that  establishes  and  maintains  a  dam  safety 
program  which  is  approved  under  this  sec- 
tion. In  evaluating  a  State's  dam  safety  pro- 
gram, under  the  terms  of  subsections  (b) 
and  (c)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  that  such  program  includes  the 
following: 

"(1)  a  procedure,  whereby,  prior  to  any 
construction,  the  plans  for  any  dam  will  be 
reviewed  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  of 
the  safety  and  integrity  of  such  dam  over  its 
intended  life; 

"(2)  a  procedure  to  determine,  during  and 
following  construction  and  prior  to  oper- 
ation of  each  dam  built  in  the  State,  that 
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such  dam  has  been  conducted  and  will  be 
operated  in  a  safe  and  reasonable  manner; 

"(3)  a  procedure  to  inspect  every  dam 
within  such  State  at  least  once  every  three 
years: 

"(4)  a  procedure  for  more  detailed  and  fre- 
quent safety  inspections,  if  warranted: 

■•(5)  the  State  has  or  can  be  expected  to 
have  authority  to  require  those  changes  or 
modifications  in  a  dam.  or  its  operation,  nec- 
essary to  assure  the  dam's  safety: 

"(6)  the  State  has  or  can  be  expected  to 
develop  a  system  of  emergency  procedures 
that  would  be  utilized  in  the  event  a  dam 
fails  or  for  which  failure  is  imminent  to- 
gether with  an  identification  for  those  dams 
where  failure  could  be  reasonably  expected 
to  endanger  human  life,  of  the  maximum 
area  that  could  be  inundated  in  the  event  of 
the  failure  of  such  dam.  as  well  as  identifi- 
cation of  those  necessary  public  facilities 
that  would  be  affected  by  such  inundation: 
••(7)  the  State  has  or  can  be  expected  to 
have  the  authority  to  assure  that  any  re- 
pairs or  other  changes  needed  to  maintain 
the  integrity  of  any  dam  will  be  undertaken 
by  the  dam's  owner,  or  other  responsible 
party:  and 

•  (8)  the  State  has  or  can  be  expected  to 
have  authority  and  necessary  emergency 
funds  to  make  immediate  repairs  or  other 
changes  to.  or  removal  of.  a  dam  in  order  to 
protect  human  life  and  property,  and  if  the 
owner  does  not  take  action,  to  take  appro- 
priate action  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

"(b)  Any  program  which  is  submitted  to 
the  Secretary  under  the  authority  of  this 
section  shall  be  deemed  approved  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty  days  following  its  receipt 
by  the  Secretary  unless  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  such  program  fails  to  reasonably 
meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section.  If  the  Secretary  determines 
such  a  program  cannot  be  approved,  he 
shall  immediately  notify  such  State  in  writ- 
ing, together  with  his  reasons  and  those 
changes  needed  to  anable  such  plan  to  be 
approved. 

■(c)  Utilizing  the  expertise  of  the  Board 
established  under  section  1 1  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  shall  review  periodically  the  im- 
plementation and  effectiveness  of  approved 
State  dam  safety  programs.  In  the  event  the 
Board  finds  that  a  Slate  program  under  this 
Act  has  proven  inadequate  to  reasonably 
protect  human  life  and  property,  and  the 
Secretary  agrees,  the  Secretary  shall  revoke 
approval  of  such  State  program  and  with- 
hold assistance  under  the  terms  of  section  7 
of  this  Act  until  such  State  program  has 
been  reapproved. 

Sec.  9.  Not  later  than  eighteen  months 
after  enactment  of  the  Dam  Safety  Act  of 
1983.  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Emergen- 
cy Management  Agency  shall  report  to  the 
Congress  on  the  need  for  and  possible  ef- 
fects of  a  federally  sponsored  program  of  re- 
insurance or  guarantees  of  insurance  for 
owners  of  dams.  This  report  shall  include 
information  on  a  variety  of  possible  Federal 
reinsurance  or  guarantees  programs  and 
their  cost,  possible  effects  such  a  program 
or  programs  might  have  on  the  private  rein- 
surance business,  and  the  numl>er  of  dam 
owners  possibly  affected  by  such  a  program. 
"Sec  10.  (a)  There  is  authorized  to  be  es- 
tablished a  Federal  Dam  Safety  Review- 
Board  (hereinafter  in  this  Act  referred  to  as 
the  Board'),  which  shall  be  responsible  for 
reviewing  the  procedures  and  standards  uti- 
lized in  the  design  and  safety  anaylsis  of 
dams  constructed  and  operated  under  au- 
thority of  the  United  Stales,  and  to  monitor 
State    implementation    of    this    Act.    The 


Board  is  authorized  to  hire  necessary  staff 
and  shall  review  as  expeditiously  as  possible 
the  plans  and  specifications  on  all  dams  spe- 
cifically authorized  by  Congress  prior  to  ini- 
tiation of  construction  of  such  dam,  and  file 
an  advisory  report  on  the  safety  of  such 
dam  with  the  appropriate  agency,  the  ap- 
propriate State,  and  the  Congress.  The 
Board  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  expertise 
of  other  agencies  of  the  United  States  and 
to  enter  contracts  for  necessary  studies  to 
carry  out  the  requirements  for  this  section. 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Board  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  section. 

(b)  The  Board  shall  also  study  the  need 
for  a  Federal  loan  program  to  assist  the 
owners  of  non-Federal  dams  in  rehabilitat- 
ing such  structures  for  safety  deficiencies. 
This  study  shall  include  a  quantitative  as- 
sessment of  the  availability  of  funds  from 
existing  Federal  programs  and  all  other 
sources  for  dam  rehabilitation,  a  quantita- 
tive assessment  of  the  need  for  such  funds, 
and  an  analysis  of  any  impediments  which 
are  found  to  the  utilization  of  existing  Fed- 
eral sources  of  funds  for  this  purpose. 

■•(c)  The  Board  shall  consist  of  ten  mem- 
bers selected  for  their  expertise  in  dam 
safety,  including  one  representative  each 
from  the  Department  of  the  Army,  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior,  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  The  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency,  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  plus  four  members,  appoint- 
ed by  the  President  for  periods  of  four 
years,  on  a  rotating  basis,  who  are  not  em- 
ployees of  the  United  States.  At  least  two 
members  of  the  Board  shall  be  employees  of 
the  States  having  an  approved  program 
under  section  8  of  this  Act.  The  Chairman 
of  the  Board  shall  be  selected  from  among 
those  members  who  are  not  employees  of 
the  United  States. 

•  Sec.  U.  The  head  of  any  agency  of  the 
United  States  that  owns  or  operates  a  dam. 
or  proposes  to  construct  a  dam  in  any  State, 
shall,  when  requested  by  such  State,  consult 
fully  with  such  State  on  the  design  and 
safety  of  such  dam  and  allow  officials  to 
such  State  to  participate  with  officials  of 
such  agency  in  all  safety  inspections  of  such 
dam. 

"Sec  12.  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  re- 
quest of  any  State  that  has  or  intends  to  de- 
velop a  dam  safety  program  under  section  8 
of  this  Act.  provide  training  for  State  dam 
safety  inspectors.  There  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section 
$1,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1984.  and  $500,000  during  each  of 
fiscal  years  ending  September  30.  1985. 
through  September  30.  1987. 

•  Sec.  13.  The  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards, 
shall  undertake  a  program  of  research  in 
order  to  develop  improved  techniques  and 
equipment  for  rapid  and  effective  dam  in- 
spection, together  with  devices  for  the  con- 
tinued monitoring  of  dams  for  safety  pur- 
poses. The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  State 
participation  in  such  research  and  periodi- 
cally advise  all  States  of  the  results  of  such 
research.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  this  section  $1,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1984.  through  September  30.  1987. 

Sec  14.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
maintain  and  periodically  publish  updated 
information  on  the  inventory  of  dams  au- 
thorized in  section  5  of  this  Act.  For  the 


ending  September  30.   1984.  through  Sep- 
tember 30.  1987." 

Sec.  402.  Any  report  that  is  submitted  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
acting  under  Public  Law  83-566.  as  amend- 
ed, which  proposes  construction  of  a  water 
impoundment  facility,  shall  include  infor- 
mation on  the  consequences  of  failure  and 
geologic  or  design  factors  which  could  con- 
tribute to  the  possible  failure  of  such 
facility. 

SHORT  title 
Sec  403.  This  title  shall  be  known  as  the 
■Dam  Safety  Act  of  1983  ". 

TITLE  V-INLAND  NAVIGATION 
Sec  501.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  the  Secretary  shall  not  obli- 
gate more  than  $500,000,000  for  construc- 
tion, rehabilitation,  renovation,  operations, 
and  maintenance  on  the  Inland  waterways 
of  the  United  States  in  any  of  the  fiscal 
years  ending  September  30.  1985.  through 
September  30.  1999. 

Sec.  502.  (a)  In  addition  to  sums  available 
annually  under  the  terms  of  section  501  of 
this  title,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
section  503  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  is  au- 
thorized to  impose,  collect,  and  expend  use 
charges  and  tolls  on  the  commercial  users  of 
the  inland  waterways  of  the  United  States 
to  the  degree  necessary  for  the  construc- 
tion, rehabilitation,  renovation,  operations, 
and  maintenance  of  a  system  of  inland  wa- 
terways so  that  such  waterways  are  suffi- 
cient to  meet  the  needs  of  the  commercial 
waterway  users. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  this  title,  the  term 
■inland  waterways  of  the  United  States" 
means  those  waterways  authorized  to  be 
constructed  or  maintained  by  the  Secretary 
to  depths  of  twelve  feet  or  less. 

Sec  503.  There  is  hereby  established  an 
Inland  Waterway  Users  Board  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  'Users  Board")  composed 
of  twenty-one  members  selected  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  order  to  represent  a  spectrum  of 
users  and  shippers  utilizing  the  various 
inland  waterways  of  the  United  States  for 
commercial  purposes. 

(b)  The  Users  Board  shall  meet  at  least 
annually  to  develop  and  make  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Secretary  for  spending  levels  on 
the  inland  waterways  of  the  United  States 
for  the  following  fiscal  year.  The  Secretary 
shall  not  obligate  funds  under  this  Act  in 
excess  of  the  levels  recommended  by  the 
Users  Board. 

Sec  504.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  July  5, 
1884  (23  Stat.  147).  as  amended  by  the  Act 
of  March  3.  1909  (33  U.S.C.  5),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec  4.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author- 
ized to  operate,  maintain,  and  keep  in  repair 
and  rehabilitate  any  project  for  the  benefit 
of  navigation  belonging  to  the  United  States 
or  that  may  be  hereafter  acquired  or  con- 
structed: Provided.  That  whenever,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the 
condition  of  any  of  the  aforesaid  works  is 
such  that  its  reconstruction  or  replacement 
is  es.sential  to  efficient  and  economical 
maintenance  and  operation,  as  herein  pro- 
vided for.  and  if  the  cost  shall  be  less  than 
$25,000,000,  the  Secretary  may  proceed  with 


purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  there  is  such  work:  Provided  further.  That  the  proj- 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secre-  ect  does  not  increase  the  scope  or  change 
tary  $500  000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years     the  location  of  an  existing  project:  And  pro- 


vided further.  That  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  be  held  to  apply  to  the  Panama 
Canal.". 

Sec  505.  The  following  works  of  improve- 
ment to  the  inland  waterways  of  the  United 
States  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to 
be  prosecuted  by  the  Secretary  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  con- 
ditions recommended  in  the  respective  re- 
ports hereinafter  designated: 

(1)  Helena  Harbor.  Phillips  County,  Ar- 
kansas: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  October  17.  1980.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$42,000,000  (October  1982): 

(2)  White  River  Navigation  to  Batesville, 
Arkansas:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  December  23,  1981,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $20,500,000  (October  1982): 

(3)  Lake  Ponlchartrain,  North  Shore.  l,ou- 
isiana:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engin&ers 
dated  February  14.  1979  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$850,000  (October  1982): 

(4)  Greenville  Harbor.  Mississippi:  Re- 
porU  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  No- 
vember 15.  1977.  and  February  22.  1982,  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $27,700,000  (October  1982): 

(5)  Vicksburg  Harbor.  Mississippi:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  August  13. 
1979,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $54,700,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982): 

(6)  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway 
Bridges.  North  Carolina:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  October  1.  1975.  at 
a  Federal  cost  of  $8,000,000  (October  1982): 

(7)  Olcott  Harbor.  New  York:  Report  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  June  11.  1980. 
at  a  Federal  cost  of  $5,320,000  (October 
1982): 

(8)  Bonneville  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and 
Washington-Columbia  River  and  Tributar- 
ies Interim  Report:  Reports  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  dated  March  14,  1980.  and  Febru- 
ary 10.  1981,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$177,000,000  (October  1982): 

(9)  Memphis  Harbor.  Memphis,  Tennes- 
see: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
February  25.  1981.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$43,000,000  (October  1982): 

(10)  Gallipolis  Locks  and  Dam  Replace- 
ment. Ohio  River.  Ohio  and  West  Virginia: 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
April  8.  1982,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$313,000,000  (October  1982): 

Sec  506.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
maintain  and  rehabilitate  the  New  York 
State  Barge  Canal:  Provided,  however,  That 
the  State  of  New  York  shall  provide  one- 
half  of  the  annual  costs  to  operate,  main- 
tain, and  rehabilitate  the  canal:  And  provid- 
ed, further,  That  control  and  operation  of 
the  canal  shall  continue  to  reside  with  the 
State  of  New  York. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  New 
York  State  Barge  Canal  is  defined  to  be— 

(i)  the  Erie  Canal,  which  connects  the 
Hudson  River  at  Waterford  with  the  Niaga- 
ra River  at  Tonawanda: 

(ii)  the  Oswego  Canal,  which  connects  the 
Erie  Canal  at  Three  Rivers  with  Lake  On- 
tario at  Oswego: 

(iii)  the  Champlain  Canal,  which  connects 
the  easterly  end  of  the  Erie  Canal  at  Water- 
ford  with  Lake  Champlain  at  Whitehall; 
and 

(iv)  the  Cayuga  and  Seneca  Canals,  which 
connect  the  Erie  Canal  at  a  point  near  Mon- 
tezuma with  Cayuga  and  Seneca  Lakes  and 
through  Cayuga  Lake  and  Ithaca  and 
through  Seneca  Lake  with  Montour  Falls. 

Sec.  507.  (a)  To  ensure  the  coordinated  de- 
velopment and  enhancement  of  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  System,  the  Congress  de- 
clares that  the  purpose  of  this  section  is  to 
recognize  such  System  as  a  nationally  sig- 


nificant ecosystem  and  a  nationally  signifi- 
cant commercial  navigation  system.  The 
Congress  further  recognizes  that  such 
System  provides  a  diversity  of  opportunities 
and  experiences.  Such  System  shall  be  ad- 
ministered and  regulated  in  recognition  of 
its  several  purposes, 
(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

(1)  the  term  "Master  Plan"  means  the 
Comprehensive  Master  Plan  for  the  Man- 
agement of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River 
System,  dated  January  1.  1982.  prepared  by 
the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  Commis- 
sion and  submitted  to  the  Congress  pursu- 
ant to  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  pro- 
vide that  income  from  the  conducting  of 
certain  bingo  games  by  certain  tax-exempt 
organizations  will  not  be  subject  to  tax.  and 
for  other  purposes",  approved  October  21, 
1978  (92  Stat.  1693:  Public  Law  95-502). 
hereafter  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "Act 
of  October  2:,  1978  ";  and 

(2)  the  terms  "Upper  Mississippi  River 
System"  anfl  'System"  mean  those  river 
reaches  having  commercial  navigation  chan- 
nels on  the  following  rivers:  the  Mississippi 
River  main  stem  north  of  Cairo.  Illinois:  the 
Minnesota  River.  Minnesota;  the  Black 
River.  Wisconsin:  the  Saint  Croix  River. 
Minnesota  and  Wisconsin;  the  Illinois  River 
and  Waterway.  Illinois;  and  the  Kaskaskia 
River.  Illinois. 

(c)(1)  The  Congress  hereby  approves  the 
Master  Plan  as  a  guide  for  future  water 
policy  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River 
System.  Such  approval  shall  not  constitute 
authorization  of  any  recommendation  con- 
tained in  the  Master  Plan. 

(2)  Section  101  of  the  Act  of  October  21. 
1978  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two 
sentences  of  subsection  (b)  and  the  last  sen- 
tence of  subsection  (j). 

(d)(1)  The  Congress  hereby  gives  its  con- 
sent to  the  States  of  Illinois.  Iowa,  Minneso- 
ta, Missouri,  and  Wisconsin,  or  any  two  or 
more  of  such  States,  to  enter  into  agree- 
ments, not  in  conflict  with  any  law  of  the 
United  States,  for  cooperative  effort  and 
mutual  assistance  in  the  comprehensive 
planning  for  the  use,  protection,  growth, 
and  development  of  the  Upper  Mississippi 
River  System,  and  to  establish  such  agen- 
cies, joint  or  otherwise,  as  they  may  deem 
desirable  for  making  effective  such  agree- 
ments. 

(2)  Each  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  responsible  for  management  of  any 
part  of  the  System  is  authorized  in  accord- 
ance with  such  officer's  or  employee's  legal 
authority  to  assist  and  participate,  when  re- 
quested by  any  agency  established  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  in  pro- 
grams or  deliberations  of  such  agency. 

(e)(1)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro- 
vide for  the  engineering,  design,  and  con- 
struction, at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$200,000,000,  of  a  second  lock  at  locks  and 
dam  26.  Mississippi  River,  Alton.  Illinois  and 
Missouri.  Such  second  lock  shall  be  110  feet 
by  600  feet  and  shall  be  constructed  at  or  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  location  of  the  replace- 
ment lock  authorized  by  section  102  of  the 
Act  of  October  21.  1978. 

(2)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

(f)(1)  The  Secretary,  acting  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
and  the  States  in  the  System,  shall  monitor 
traffic  movements  on  the  System  for  the 
purpose  of  verifying  lock  capacity,  updating 
traffic  projections,  and  refining  the  econom- 
ic evaluations  so  as  to  verify  the  need  for 


future  capacity  expansion  of  the  System  as 
well  as  the  future  need  for  river  rehabilita- 
tion and  environmental  enhancement. 

(2)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  Secretary  for  the  first  fiscal  year 
beginning  after  the  dale  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.  and  for  each  of  nine  fiscal  years 
following  thereafter,  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection. 

(g)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in 
concert  with  any  appropriate  State  agency, 
is  authorized  to  undertake  with  respect  to 
the  Upper  Mississippi  River  System,  sub- 
stantially in  accordance  with  the  recommen- 
dations of  the  Master  Plan 

(A)  a  habitat  rehabilitation  and  enhance- 
ment program  to  plan,  construct,  and  evalu- 
ate projects  to  protect,  enhance,  or  rehabili- 
tate aquatic  and  terrestrial  habitats  lost  or 
threatened  as  a  result  of  man-induced  ac- 
tivities or  natural  factors; 

(B)  the  implementation  of  a  long-term  re- 
source monitoring  program:  and 

(C)  the  implementation  of  a  computerized 
inventory  and  analysis  system. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  carrying  out  sub- 
paragraph (g)(1)(A)  of  this  subsection,  there 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed 
$8,200,000  for  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  not 
to  exceed  $12,400,000  for  the  second  fiscal 
year  beginning  after  the  dale  of  enactment 
of  this  act,  and  not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  for 
each  of  the  succeeding  eight  fiscal  years. 

(3)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  subpara- 
graph (g)(1)(B)  of  this  subsection,  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  $7,680,000 
for  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the 
dale  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  not  to 
exceed  $5,080,000  for  each  of  the  succeeding 
nine  fiscal  years. 

(A)  not  to  exceed  $40,000  for  the  first 
fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act: 

(B)  not  to  exceed  $280,000  for  the  second 
fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act: 

(C)  not  to  exceed  $1,220,000  for  the  third 
fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act:  and 

(D)  not  to  exceed  $775,000  for  each  of  the 
succeeding  seven  fiscal  years. 

(h)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  and  work- 
ing through  an  agency,  if  any.  established 
by  the  Stales  for  management  of  the 
System  under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section, 
is  authorized  to  implement  a  program  of 
recreational  projects  for  the  System  and  to 
conduct  an  assessment  of  the  economic  ben- 
efits generated  by  recreational  activities  in 
the  System. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  the  pro- 
gram of  recreational  projects  authorized  in 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  $500,000 
for  each  of  the  first  ten  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act 
and,  for  purposes  of  carrying  out  the  assess- 
ment of  the  economic  benefits  of  recreation- 
al activities  as  authorized  in  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection,  there  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior not  to  exceed  $300,000  for  the  first 
and  second  fiscal  years  and  $150,000  for  the 
third  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  com- 
puterized inventory  and  analysis  system  im- 
plemented pursuant  to  subsection  (g)(1)(C) 
of  this  section  is  fully  functional. 
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(iKl)  The  Congress  finds  that  there  has 
been  reasonable  compliance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  19«9  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.)  in  the 
formulation  of  the  Master  Plan  and  the  en- 
vironmental impact  statement  on  construc- 
tion of  the  first  lock  at  locks  and  dam  26. 
Mississippi  River.  Alton.  Illinois  and  Missou- 
ri. 

<2)  The  actions  authorized  in  subsection 
(e)  of  this  section  are  exempt  from  the  pro- 
visions of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.). 

(j)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  the  authorization  contained  in  sub- 
sections (g)  and  (h)  of  this  section  shall  be 
considered  to  be  attributable  to  navigation. 

(k)  This  section  may  t>e  cited  as  the 
"Upper  Mississippi  River  System  Manage- 
ment Act." 

TITLE  VI-COST  SHARING 

Sec.  601.  (a)  The  construction  of  any 
water  resource  project  or  related  land  re- 
sources project  authorized  in  this  Act  or 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  ex- 
cluding any  project  for  the  purposes  of  navi- 
gation, shall  be  initiated  only  after  the  ap- 
propriate Federal  agency  has  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  a  non-Federal  project 
sponsor  to  share  the  costs  of  construction  in 
accordance  with  the  following  guidelines, 
and  agrees  to  pay.  upon  completion  of 
project  construction,  100  per  centum  of  op- 
eration, maintenance,  and  rehabilitation 
costs: 

( 1 )  hydroelectric  power,  publicly  financed: 
not  less  than  10  per  centum; 

(2)  hydroelectric  power,  privately  fi- 
nanced: a  negotiated  payment  for  the  right 
to  use  a  Federal  facility  or  a  partnership  ar- 
rangement, but  not  less  than  100  per 
centum  of  the  costs  associated  with  such 
right  or  arrangement; 

(3)  municipal  and  industrial  water:  100  per 
centum; 

(4)  recreation:  50  per  centum  of  joint  and 
seperable  costs: 

(5)  beach  erosion  control;  not  less  than  50 
per  centum  for  publically  owned  shores  and 
not  less  than  100  per  centum  for  privately 
owned  shores  within  project  limits; 

(6)  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation:  not  less 
than  35  per  centum,  to  l)e  allocated  in  pro- 
portion to  project  costs; 

(7)  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement:  not  less 
than  35  per  centum; 

(8)  urban  and  rural  flood  protection,  rural 
drainage,  or  agricultural  water  supplies:  not 
less  than  35  per  centum,  or,  for  projects  cov- 
ered by  section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1936.  as  amended,  the  value  of  lands  ease- 
ments, right-of-way  and  relocations  required 
for  project  construction,  whichever  is  great- 
er, subject  to  an  ability  to  pay  determina- 
tion under  section  603  of  this  title. 

(b)  Any  cost-sharing  agreement  for  the 
construction  of  any  water  or  related  land  re- 
sources project  involving  two  or  more  pur- 
poses may  provide  for  an  allocation  of  costs 
to  each  purpose  which  is  greater  or  lesser 
than  the  actual  costs  associated  with  each 
purpose,  but  the  total  non-Federal  contribu- 
tion for  any  such  multipurpose  project  shall 
equal  the  amount  determined  by  adding  to- 
gether the  cost-sharing  and  repayment  re- 
quirements calculated  under  this  section  for 
each  purpose  separately. 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Payment  in  kind  may  be  ac- 
cepted for  any  non-Federal  contribution 
under  this  Act,  except  that  not  less  than  5 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  any  urban  or  rural 
flood  protection  project  substantially  in- 
volving structural  works  shall  be   paid   in 


cash   by    the   non-Federal   project   sponsor 
during  construction  of  such  project. 

(b)  To  the  extent  that  urban  and  rural 
flood  protection  benefits  are  provided  by 
nonstructural  measures,  a  cash  contribution 
shall  not  be  required  of  non-Federal  project 
sponsors. 

(c)  The  appropriate  Federal  agency  may 
permit  the  full  non-Federal  contribution  to 
be  made,  without,  interest,  during  construc- 
tion of  the  project  or.  with  interest,  over  a 
period  not  to  exceed  thirty  years  from  the 
date  of  project  completion. 

(d)  Any  repayment  by  any  non-Federal 
sponsor  under  this  section  shall  include— 

(i)  the  applicable  rate  of  interest,  if  any, 
authorized  by  law  for  the  project,  or 

(ii)  when  no  other  rate  is  provided  by  law. 
the  rate  of  interest  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  taking  into  consider- 
ation the  average  market  yields  on  out- 
standing marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  with  remaining  periods  to  ma- 
turity comparable  to  the  reimbursement 
period,  during  the  month  preceding  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  funds  for  the  construc- 
tion of  the  project  are  first  disbursed. 

(e)  At  the  request  of  any  non-Federal  pri- 
vate or  public  sponsor  the  appropriate  Fed- 
eral agency  may  permit  such  non-Federal 
sponsor  to  delay  the  initial  payment  of  any 
non-Federal  contribution  under  this  Act  for 
up  to  one  year  after  the  date  when  con- 
struction is  begun  on  the  project  for  which 
such  contribution  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  603.  Any  cost-sharing  agreement 
under  this  Act  with  a  non-Federal  private  or 
public  sponsor  of  an  urban  and  rural  flood 
protection,  rural  drainage,  or  agricultural 
water  supply  project  shall  be  consistent 
with  the  ability  of  any  such  non-Federal 
sponsor  to  pay.  The  ability  of  any  non-Fed- 
eral sponsor  to  pay  shall  be  determined  by 
the  appropriate  Federal  agency  in  accord- 
ance with  any  applicable  law  or.  in  the  ab- 
sence of  applicable  law.  under  procedure  to 
be  determined  by  the  appropriate  agency. 

Sec.  604.  No  additional  cost  sharing  or  re- 
payment shall  be  required  from  any  non- 
Federal  sponsor  for  any  water  or  related 
land  resources  project  authorized  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  beyond 
any  applicable  cost-sharing  and  repayment 
requirements  of  existing  law,  but  construc- 
tion shall  not  be  initiated  prior  to  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30,  1994.  on  any 
such  project  or  separable  element  thereof 
unless— 

(a)  a  non-Federal  sponsor  agrees  to  pay 
any  cost-sharing  and  repayment  require- 
ments associated  with  such  project  under 
existing  law  and  50  per  centum  of  any  addi- 
tional cost-sharing  or  repayment  contribu- 
tions associated  with  such  project  under  sec- 
tion 601  of  this  title;  or 

(b)  such  project  is  an  uncompleted  unit 
(or  reformulation  of  such  unit)  of  a  compre- 
hensive river  basin  program  of  development 
to  be  located  in  a  State  in  which  large  acre- 
ages of  land  or  volumes  of  water  have  \xex\ 
dedicated  to  such  program  for  the  l)enefit  of 
citizens  in  other  States  and  thereby  denied 
to  the  use  of  the  citizens  of  such  State. 

In  determining  priorities  for  development 
among  projects  authorized  (or  development 
prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  appropriate  Federal  agencies  shall  con- 
sult with  the  States  in  which  such  projects 
are  to  be  located  and  shall  consider  any  pri- 
orities established  by  any  State  for  the  de- 
velopment of  such  projects. 
TITLE  VII 
The  following  works  of  improvement  of 
rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for 


flood  control  and  other  purposes  are  hereby 
adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  by 
the  Secretary  in  accordance  with  the  plans 
and  subject  to  the  conditions  recommended 
in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter  desig- 
nated: 
(a)  Flood  Control.— 

(1)  Village  Creek,  Jefferson  County,  Ala- 
bama: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  December  23,  1982,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $20,700,000  (October  1982); 

(2)  Eight  Mile  Creek,  Paragould.  Arkan- 
sas: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
August  10,  1979,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$14,500,000  (October  1982); 

(3)  Fourche  Bayou  Basin,  Little  Rock.  Ar- 
kan.sas:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  September  4,  1981,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $19,700,000  (October  1982); 

(4)  Helena  and  vicinity,  Arkansas:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  June  23. 
1983,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $11,600,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(5)  Little  Colorado  River  at  Holbrook.  Ari- 
zona; Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  December  23.  1981.  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $7,730,000  (October  1982); 

(6)  Cache  Creek  Basin,  California:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  April  27. 
1981,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $21,100,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(7)  Redbank  and  Fancher  Creeks.  Califor- 
nia: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
May  7.  1981.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $57,200,000 
(October  1982); 

(8)  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem.  including 
Santiago  Creek.  California:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  January  15,  1982, 
at  a  Federal  cost  of  $1,180,000  (October 
1982):  Provided,  That  construction  is  re- 
stricted to  the  following  elements  of  the 
project:  improvements  at  Prado  Dam  which 
limit  the  reservoir  taking  line  to  no  greater 
than  an  elevation  of  566  feet;  Santa  Ana 
River  Channel  improvements  in  Orange 
County;  improvements  along  Santiago 
Creek;  improvements  of  the  Oak  Street 
Drain;  and  improvement  of  the  Mill  Creek 
levees;  features  for  mitigation  of  project  ef- 
fects and  preservation  of  endangered  spe- 
cies, and  recreation  features  identified  in 
the  Chief  of  Engineers'  Report  for  these 
project  elements; 

(9)  Fountain  Creek.  Pueblo.  Colorado, 
Phase  I  GDM:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers dated  December  23,  1981.  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $6,600,000  (October  1982): 

(10)  Metropolitan  Denver  and  South 
Platte  River  and  Tributaries.  Colorado.  Wy- 
oming, and  Nebraska:  Report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  December  23.  1981.  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $9,080,000  (October  1982); 

(11)  Oates  Creek,  Georgia:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December  23, 
1981,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $8,360,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(12)  Agana  River.  Guam:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  March  14.  1977,  at 
a  Federal  cost  of  $5,820,000  (October  1982); 

(13)  Big  Wood  River  and  Tributaries. 
Idaho.  Interim  Report— Little  Wood  River. 
Vicinity  of  Gooding  and  Shoshone.  Idaho; 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  No- 
vember 2.  1977,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$3,750,000  (October  1982); 

(14)  Rock  River  at  Rockford  and  Vicinity, 
Illinois,  Loves  Park  Interim:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  September  15, 
1980.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $22,800,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(15)  Halstead.  Kansas:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  May  8.  1979,  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $6,130,000  (October  1982); 


(16)  Atchafalaya  Basin  Floodway  system, 
Louisiana:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  February  28,  1983.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$195,000,000  (October  1982); 

(17)  Bushley  Bayou,  Louisiana.  Phase  1 
GDM:  Reports  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  April  30.  1980.  and  August  12,  1982,  at 
a  Federal  cost  of  $42,800,000  (October  1982); 

(18)  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee. 
Mississippi  River:  Report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  dated  December  10.  1982,  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $20,500,000  (October  1982); 

(19)  Quincy  Coastal  Streams.  Massachu- 
setts. Town  Brook  Interim:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December  14. 
1981,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $25,100,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(20)  Mississippi  River  at  St.  Paul.  Minne- 
sota: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
June  16.  1983.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $7,200,000 
(October  1982): 

(21)  Redwood  River  at  Marshall.  Minneso- 
ta: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
November  16.  1981,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$3,130,000  (October  1982); 

(22)  Root  River  Basin.  Minnesota:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  May  13. 
1977,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $8,150,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(23)  South  Fork  Zumbro  River  Watershed 
at  Rochester,  Minnesota:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  February  23.  1979, 
at  a  Fedaral  cost  of  $77,800,000  (October 
1982); 

(24)  Horn  Lake  Creek  and  Tributaries,  In- 
cluding Cow  Pen  Creek,  Tennessee  and  Mis- 
sissippi: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  January  4,  1983.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$2,450,000  (October  1982); 

(25)  Robinsons  Branch  of  the  Rah  way 
River  at  Clark.  Scotch  Plains,  and  Rahway, 
New  Jersey:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers dated  October  10,  1975,  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $13,500,000  (October  1982); 

(26)  Rahway  River  and  Van  Winkles 
Brook  at  Springfield.  New  Jersey:  Report  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  October  24, 
1975.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $12,300,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(27)  Green  Brook  Subbasin.  Raritan  River 
Basin.  New  Jersey:  Report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  dated  September  4.  1981.  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $72,900,000  (October  1982); 

(28)  Middle  Rio  Grande  Flood  Protection. 
Bernalillo  to  Belen.  New  Mexico;  Report  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  June  23.  1981, 
at  a  Federal  cost  of  $39,200,000  (October 
1982):  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  is  au- 
thorized to  increase  flood  protection 
through  the  dredging  of  the  bed  of  the  Rio 
Grande  in  the  vicinity  of  Albuquerque,  New- 
Mexico,  to  an  elevation  lower  than  existed 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act; 

(29)  Puerco  River  and  Tributaries.  Gallup. 
New  Mexico:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers dated  September  4,  1981.  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $3,220,000  (October  1982); 

(30)  Cazenovia  Creek  Watershed  New 
York:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  September  8,  1977,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $1,910,000  (October  1982); 

(31)  Mamaroneck  and  Sheldrake  Rivers 
Basin  and  Byram  River  Basin,  New  York 
and  Connecticut;  Report  of  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers dated  April  4.  1979,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $44,100,000  (October  1982); 

(32)  Hocking  River  at  Logan  and  Nelson- 
ville.  Ohio:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  June  23,  1978,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$6,180,000  for  Logan  and  $6,460  000  for  Nel- 
sonville  (October  1982); 

(33)  Miami  River,  Fairfield,  Ohio:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  June  22, 
1983,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $200,000  (October 
1982); 


(34)  Miami  River,  Little  Miami  River,  In- 
terim Report  Number  Two,  West  Carroll- 
ton,  Holes  Creek.  Ohio;  Report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  December  23.  1981,  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $5,950,000  (October  1982); 

(35)  Muskingum  River  Basin.  Ohio: 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  Feb- 
ruary 3.  1978.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $3,500,000 
for  Mansfield  and  $6,420,000  for  Killbuck 
(October  1982); 

(36)  Scioto  River  at  North  Chillicothe. 
Ohio:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  September  4.  1981.  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $9,070,000  (October  1982); 

(37)  Mingo  Creek,  Tulsa.  Oklahoma: 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  No- 
vember 16.  1981.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$87,800,000  (October  1982); 

(38)  Parker  Lake.  Muddy  Boggy  Creek. 
Oklahoma:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers dated  May  30.  1980,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $43,800,000  (October  1982); 

(39)  Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania.  Phase  I 
GDM:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  May  16.  1979,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$102,000,000  (October  1982); 

(40)  Lock  Haven.  Pennsylvania.  Phase  I 
GDM:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  December  14,  1981,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $65,500,000  (October  1982); 

(41)  Saw  Mill  Run,  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylva- 
nia: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
January  30,  1978,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$7,020,000  (October  1982); 

(42)  Big  River  Reservoir,  Rhode  Island: 
Report   of   the   Chief   of   Engineers   dated 

,  March    9,     1983,    at    a    Federal    cost    of 
$40,900,000  (October  1982); 

(43)  Nonconnah  Creek,  Tennessee  and 
Mississippi:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers dated  December  23,  1982.  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $19,200,000  (October  1982); 

(44)  Buffalo  Bayou  and  Tributaries, 
Texas:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  June  13.  1978.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$75,000,000  (October  1982); 

(45)  Boggy  Creek,  Austin.  Texas;  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  January  19. 
1981.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $13,800,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982); 

(46)  Lake  Wichita,  Holliday  Creek.  Texas: 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  July 
9.  1979,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $14,900,000  (Oc- 
tober 1982); 

(47)  James  River  Basin,  Richmond.  Virgin- 
ia. Phase  1  GDM;  Report  of  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers dated  November  16.  1981,  at  a  Feder- 
al cost  of  $79,600,000  (October  1982); 

(48)  Chehalis  River  at  South  Aberdeen 
and  Cosmopolis,  Washington;  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  February  8.  1977. 
at  a  Federal  cost  of  $19,300,00  (October 
1982);  and 

(49)  Yakima  Union  Gap,  Washington: 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  May 
7.  1980,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $8,640,000  (Oc- 
tober 1982). 

(b)  Hydropower  Development.— 

(1)  South  Central  Railbelt  Area.  Alaska, 
Hydroelectric  Power,  Valdez  and  Copper 
River  Basin:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers dated  October  29,  1982,  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $40,500,000  (October  1982); 

(2)  Murray  Lock  and  Dam.  Hydropower. 
Arkansas:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  December  23,  1981,  at  a  Federal  cost 
of  $92,900,000  (October  1982); 

(3)  Metropolitan  Atlanta  Area  Water  Re- 
sources Management  Study,  Georgia: 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
June  1,  1982,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $24,500,000 
(October  1982); 

(4)  Lucky  Peak  Dam  and  Lake,  Idaho, 
Modification  Study:  Report  of  the  Chief  of 


Engineers  dated  March  17,  1980.  at  a  Feder- 
al cost  of  $98,700,000  (October  1982); 

(5)  W.  D.  Mayo  Lock  and  Dam  14,  Hydro- 
power,  Oklahoma;  Report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  dated  December  23,  1981.  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $112,100,000  (October  1982): 

(6)  McNary  Lock  and  Dam  Second  Power- 
house, Columbia  River,  Oregon  and  Wash- 
ington, Phase  I  GDM;  Report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  June  24,  1981,  at  a  Fed- 
eral cost  of  $600,000,000  (October  1982);  and 

(7)  Gregory  County  Hydroelectric 
Pumped  Storage  Facility,  Stages  I  and  II, 
South  Dakota:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neers dated  April  26,  1983,  together  with 
such  additional  associated  multipurpose 
water  supply  and  irrigation  features  as  are 
generally  described  in  the  final  feasibility 
report  of  the  District  Engineer,  at  a  Federal, 
cost  of  $1,280,000,000,  not  to  exceed 
$100,000,000  of  which  may  be  used  to  con- 
struct such  associated  water  supply  and  irri- 
gation features.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Western  Area  Power  Administration 
shall  cooperate  in  the  construction  and  op- 
eration of  the  project,  and  the  marketing  of 
project  output,  in  accordance  with  terms 
and  conditions  agreeable  to  the  State  of 
South  Dakota. 

(c)(  1 )  Shoreline  Protection.— 

(A)  Charlotte  County.  Florida:  Report  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  April  2,  1982. 
at  a  Federal  cost  of  $1,440,000  (October 
1982); 

(B)  Indian  River  County.  Florida;  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December 
21.  1981.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $2,300,000  (Oc- 
tober 1982); 

(C)  Panama  City  Beaches.  Florida:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  July  8,  1977, 
at  a  Federal  cost  of  $26,200,000  (October 
1982); 

(D)  Saint  Johns  County,  Florida:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  February 
26.  1980.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $7,660,000  (Oc- 
tober 1982); 

(E)  Jekyll  Island,  Georgia:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  March  3,  1976,  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $5,870,000  (October  1982); 

(F)  Atlantic  Coast  of  Maryland  and  Assa- 
teague  Island,  Virginia;  Report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  September  29,  1981,  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $21,000,000  (October  1982); 

(G)  Atlantic  Coast  of  New  York  City  from 
Rockaway  Inlet  to  Norton  Point.  New  York: 
Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
August  18,  1976,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$2,970,000  (October  1982); 

(H)  Presque  Isle  Peninsula,  Erie,  Pennsyl- 
vania: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  October  2,  1981,  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$17,200,000  (October  1982);  and 

(1)  Folly  Beach,  South  Carolina:  Report  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  March  17. 
1981,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $1,110,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982). 

(2)  Construction  of  the  projects  author- 
ized in  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  de- 
terminations of  the  Secretary,  after  consul- 
tation with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
that  the  construction  will  be  in  compliance 
with  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act 
(Public  Law  97-348). 

(d)  Mitigation.— 

<  1 )  Fish  and  Wildlife  Program  for  the  Sac- 
ramento River  Bank  Protection  Project. 
California.  First  Phase:  Report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  September  1.  1981.  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $2,030,000  (October  1982): 

(2)  Richard  B.  Russell  Dam  and  Lake,  Sa- 
vannah River,  Georgia  and  South  Carolina. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Mitigation  Report:  Report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  May  11. 
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1982,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $18,700,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982): 

(3)  West  Kentucky  Tributaries  ProjecU, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Mitigation  Plan.  Obion 
Creek.  Kentucky:  Report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  dated  September  16.  1980.  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $3,980,000  (October  1982); 

(4)  Cape  May  Inlet  to  Lower  Township. 
New  Jersey.  Phase  I  GDM:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December  23. 
1981.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $15,600,000  (Octo- 
ber 1982):  and 

(5)  Cooper  Lake  and  Channels  Project, 
Texas.  Report  on  Pish  and  Wildlife  Mitiga- 
tion: Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated 
May  21.  1982.  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $7,570,000 
(October  1982). 

(e)  Demonstration.— 

(1)  Cabin  Creek.  West  Virginia.  Demon- 
stration Reclamation  Project:  Report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  March  1.  1979.  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $32,800,000  (October  1982): 

(2)  Lava  Flow  Control.  Island  of  Hawaii, 
Hawaii:  Report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  July  21,  1981.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$3,950,000  (October  1982); 

(3)  San  Francisco  Harbor.  California. 
Fisherman's  Wharf  Area:  Reports  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  February  3.  1978. 
and  June  7.  1979.  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$13,500,000  (October  1982). 

Section-by-Section  Analysis  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  or  i983 
title  I 
This  title  provides  for  monetary  spending 
ceilings  on  the  construction  budget  accounts 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  ensures  that 
these  ceilings  do  not  impair  Corps  contract- 
ing authority  or  limit  obligations  for  reim- 
bursable activity  performed  for  other  agen- 
cies. 

title  n.  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Section  201.  provides  that  where  a  flood 
protection  project  yields  increases  in  land 
value  to  a  single  owner  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  owner  receives  10%  or  more  of  the 
project  benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
will  enter  agreement  for  repayment  of  half 
of  the  project  costs  allocated  to  the  owners 
benefits.  The  section  provides  further  that 
the  Corps  will  include  data  on  such  benefici- 
aries in  future  studies. 

Section  202.  requires  that  the  Agriculture 
Departments  Soil  Conservation  Service 
project  reports  include  data  on  all  public 
recreation  facilities  in  the  project  area,  and 
the  impact  of  the  project  on  these  areas. 

Section  203.  provides  new  deauthorization 
procedures  for  Corps  projects.  Any  project 
which  has  not  received  appropriations  in 
the  last  ten  years  would  be  automatically 
deauthorized  unless  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  determines,  in  consultation  with  af- 
fected state  governors,  that  the  project 
should  remain  authorized.  This  procedure 
becomes  effective  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment. 

Section  204.  provides  for  the  deauthoriza- 
tion of  Corps  studies  which  have  not  re- 
ceived funds  for  4  years  and  requires  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  submit  to  the 
Congress  a  list  of  all  affected  studies. 

Section  205.  provides  that  new  Soil  Con- 
servation Services  Projects  with  costs  in 
excess  of  $10  M  can  be  authorized  only  by 
act  of  Congress. 

Section  206.  requires  that  SCS  projects 
must  have  at  least  20%.  agriculture-related 
benefits. 

Section  207.  requires  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture to  report  to  the  Congress  on  the 
advisibillty  of  opening  to  the  public  all  im- 


poundments with  recreation  potential 
which  have  been  built  under  the  SCS  pro- 
gram. 

Section  208.  defines  single  purpose  munici- 
pal and  industrial  water  supply,  including 
rehabilitation  of  distribution  systems,  as  a 
legitimate  federal  purpose  for  project  devel- 
opment. 

Section  209.  Authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
enable  district  engineers  to  certify  that  local 
improvements  for  flood  control  are  compati- 
ble with  a  project  under  study  so  that  local 
interests  may  go  forward  with  the  under- 
standing that  such  improvements  are  likely 
to  be  a  part  of  a  Federal  project  under 
study,  both  for  benefit/cost  assessment  and 
cost-sharing  assessments. 

Section  210.  Authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
undertake  a  program  to  assist  local  commu- 
nities in  the  control  of  river  ice  which  cre- 
ates a  flood  hazard  and  directs  him  to 
report  to  the  Congress  by  March  1.  1987  on 
the  program.  $5  million  annually  is  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  the  program  l)e- 
t ween  FY  1984-1988. 

Section  211.  Authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
provide  technical  assistance  for  rehabilita- 
tion of  millraces  and  similar  existing  facili- 
ties constructed  for  use  as  hydroelectric  fa- 
cilities, and  authorizes  $5  million  annually 
for  such  assistance  between  FY  1984-1988. 

Section  212.  Amends  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1970  to  ensure  that  when  agreements 
under  the  act  are  made  with  a  State,  such 
agreements  may  be  made  reflecting  that 
they  do  not  obligate  future  State  legisla- 
tures where  such  obligation  is  inconsistent 
with  State  constitutions. 

Section  213.  Requires  that  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  report  favorably  on  any  project 
newly  authorized  in  this  Act  before  such 
project  may  he  initiated. 

Section  214.  Sets  a  ceiling  on  the  Federal 
costs  of  the  projects  authorized  in  this  act. 

Section  215.  Mandates  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  shall  not  require  non-Federal 
interests  to  assume  maintenance  of  recrea- 
tion facilities  as  a  condition  for  the  con- 
struction of  such  facilities. 

Section  216.  Permits  the  creation  of  Fed- 
eral Project  Repayment  Districts  in  accord- 
ance with  State  law  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tracting with  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  for 
the  recovery  of  the  appropriate  share  of 
project  costs.  Such  districts  would  have  the 
authority  to  collect  a  portion  of  the  transfer 
price  from  any  transaction  involving  the 
sale,  transfer,  or  change  in  beneficial  owner- 
ship of  lands  and  improvements  within  the 
district  boundary. 

TITLE  III.  PROJECT  RELATED  PROVISIONS 

Section  301.  authorizes  three  bank  erosion 
control  measures  for  construction  and  man- 
dates that  projects  authorized  prior  to  this 
act  for  similar  purposes  be  given  priority 
consideration  in  the  allocation  of  funds. 
These  measures  are  at  Moundville  and  Fort 
Toulouse.  Alabama,  and  Tangier  Island.  Vir- 
ginia. 

Section  302.  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  relocate  the  Delaware  River 
dredge  disposal  site. 

Section  303.  authorizes  construction  of 
emergency  gates  at  the  existing  Abiquiu 
Dam.  New  Mexico  and  authorizes  $2.5  M  to 
be  appropriated  for  this  purpose. 

Section  304.  places  the  geographic  area  of 
the  State  of  New  Mexico  under  the  Corps 
district  office  in  Albuquerque. 

Section  305.  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
provide  hydropower  to  the  city  of  Abbeville. 
SC.  to  mitigate  losses  at  the  city  plant 
which  will  occur  when  Richard  B.  Russel 
Project  is  completed  and  the  dam  is  filled. 


Section  306.  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  modify  the  Waterbury  dam  in 
Vermont,  as  authorized  for  such  modifica- 
tion in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 

Section  307.  modifies  the  boundary  lines 
of  the  Tacoma.  Washington  harbor  channel. 

Section  308.  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
study  water  conservation  and  re.sources  in 
the  North  Marianas  Islands  and  Trust  Ter- 
ritories. Authorizes  a  total  of  $175,000  for 
such  studies. 

Section  309.  adds  water  supply  to  the  list 
of  authorized  project  purposes  for  the  exist- 
ing Brazos  River  Basin  project  in  Texas. 

Section  310.  directs  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  to 
determine  the  amount  of  hydroelectric 
power  which  would  be  required  for  develop- 
ment of  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project  in 
South  Dakota  under  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1944.  and  to  make  such  power  available 
for  pumping  Missouri  River  water  at  sites 
designated  by  the  State.  If  the  State  resells 
the  power  any  revenues  derived  from  such 
.sale  shall  be  used  by  the  State  for  economic 
or  resources  development. 

Section  311.  modifies  authorization  of  the 
Jackson  Hole-Snake  River  project.  Wyo- 
ming, to  allow  for  Federal  assumption  of 
project  maintenance  in  excess  of  $35  thou- 
sand annually. 

Section  312.  modifies  the  authorization 
for  the  Truth  or  Consequences  unit  of  the 
Rio  Floodway,  New  Mexico,  to  allow  for  a 
flood  control  dam  in  lieu  of  a  floodway. 

Section  313.  authorizes  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  consider  the  Acequia  Systems  of 
the  Southwest  as  public  entitles  to  allow  of- 
ficials of  the  systems  to  serve  as  local  spon- 
sors of  Corps  projects. 

Section  314.  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  implement  a  demonstration 
program  for  an  irrigation  project  on  the  St. 
Johns  River.  Maine,  and  authorizes  appro- 
priations of  $3.4  million  for  this  purpo.se. 

Section  315.  provides  for  the  inclusion  of 
Starr  County.  Texas  in  the  bank  protection 
program  of  the  Rio  Grande  Bank  protection 
project. 

TITLE  IV.  DAM  SAFETY 

Section  401.  (a),  requires  that  dams 
having  certain  safely-related  characteristics 
but  not  meeting  the  minimum  size  require- 
ments set  forth  in  PL.  92-367  be  included  in 
the  National  Inventory  of  Dams. 

Section  401.  (b).  adds  the  following  new- 
sections  to  PL.  92-367: 

Section  7  authorizes  $15,000  per  annum 
for  five  years  beginning  in  FY  '84  to  be  dis- 
tributed on  a  50-50  matching  basis  to  states 
having  dam  safety  programs  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  Section  8  of  this  bill.  One- 
third  of  this  money  is  to  be  equally  divided 
among  those  states  and  two-thirds  is  to  be 
distributed  according  to  the  number  of 
dams  which  are  on  the  National  Inventory 
in  each  respective  state. 

Section  8  delineates  those  criteria  which  a 
states  dam  safety  program  must  possess  in 
order  to  be  eligible  for  funding  under  Sec- 
tion 7. 

Section  9  authorizes  the  Federal  Emergen- 
cy Management  Agency  to  study  the  need 
for.  and  effects  of.  a  Federal  reinsurance 
program  for  the  owners  of  non-Federal 
dams. 

Section  10  authorizes  a  Federal  Dam 
Safety  Review  Board,  consisting  of  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Corps,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  TVA,  and  the  Federal  Emergency  Man- 
agement Agency,  as  well  as  five  non-Feder- 


al, Presidentially  appointed  members.  The 
Board  is  to  be  authorized  to  perform  three 
functions:  (i)  to  review  design  and  safety 
standard  of  dams  constructed  and  operated 
by  the  Federal  Government,  (ii)  to  review 
state  implementation  of  this  Act.  and  (iii)  to 
study  the  need  for  a  Federal  loan  program 
for  repair  of  unsafe  non-Federal  dams. 

Section  11  requires  Federal  dam  building 
agencies  to  consult  with  host  states,  upon 
request,  on  the  operation,  maintenance,  con- 
struction, or  safety  inspection  of  agency 
dams. 

Section  12  provides  funds  for  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  provide  training  for  state  dam 
safety  personnel.  Authorizes  $1,000,000  the 
first  year  and  $500,000  for  the  next  four 
years. 

Section  13  authorizes  $1,000,000  for  each 
of  five  fiscal  years  beginning  in  fiscal  year 
1984  for  the  Bureau  of  Standards  to  conduct 
dam  safety  related  research. 

Section  14  authorizes  $500,000  for  each  of 
five  fiscal  years  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1984 
for  the  Corps  to  update  and  maintain  the 
National  Inventory  of  Dams. 

Section  402.  requires  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  to 
provide  in  their  project  reports  which  in- 
clude dams  information  as  to  factors  that 
could  contribute  to  and  the  consequences  of 
the  dam's  failure. 

Section  403.  defines  this  title  as  the  "Dam 
Safety  Act  of  1983". 

TITLE  v.  INLAND  NAVIGATION 

Section  501.  sets  a  ceiling  of  $500  M  per 
annum  on  obligations  of  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers for  the  operation,  maintenance,  reha- 
bilitation, and  construction  of  the  inland 
navigation  system. 

Section  502.  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  charge  fees  for  the  collection 
of  moneys  to  be  used  above  the  ceiling  level 
established  in  Section  501.  and  defines  the 
inland  waterway  system  as  those  waterways 
authorized  to  be  constructed  or  maintained 
to  depths  of  12  feet  or  less. 

Section  503.  establishes  an  Inland  Water- 
way Users  Board  of  21  members  to  make 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  on  the  spending  levels  for  the  inland 
waterways  and  requires  that  the  Secretary 
limit  such  spending  to  the  level  recommend- 
ed. 

Section  504.  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  rehabilitate  navigation  projects 
without  specific  authorization  if  the  cost  of 
such  rehabilitation  is  less  than  $25  million. 

Section  505.  authorizes  for  construction 
ten  shallow  draft  navigation  and  inland 
navigation  projects. 

Section  506.  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  maintain  the  New  York  State 
Barge  Canal  at  50  percent  Federal  cost. 

Section  507.  authorizes  for  development 
the  Comprehensive  Master  Plan  for  the 
Management  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River 
System,  including  a  second  chamber  at  Lock 
and  Dam  26  on  the  Mississippi  River  and 
various  environmental  rehabilitation  and 
enhancement  measures. 

TITLE  VI.  COST  SHARING 

Section  601.  requires  that  all  projects  au- 
thorized in  the  future  or  in  the  Act  meet 
the  cost-sharing  standards  of  the  Act,  and 
sets  those  percentages  at: 

100%  for  hydropower: 

100%  for  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply: 

50%  for  recreation; 

50%  for  public/ 100%  private  for  beach 
nourishment; 

35%  for  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  and 
enhancement; 


35%  for  flood  control,  agricultural  drain- 
age: and  agricultural  water  supply. 

Section  602.  provides  that  payment  in 
kind  may  be  accepted  but  that  for  structur- 
al flood  control  projects.  5%  of  costs  are  to 
be  contributed  in  cash  during  construction: 
that  for  non-structural  flood  control 
projects  no  cash  contribution  is  required; 
and  that  contribution  repayment  may  be 
made  during  construction  or  over  30  years 
with  interest,  for  all  projects.  The  applica- 
ble interest  rate  is  that  authorized  by  law.  if 
any,  or  the  current  rate  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  A  one-year 
deferral  of  first  payment  is  allowed. 

Section  603.  requires  that  cost-sharing 
agreements  for  flood  control,  rural  drain- 
age, or  agricultural  water  be  consistent  with 
sponsor  ability  to  pay,  and  that  where  such 
ability  is  not  now  determined  in  accord  with 
existing  law,  such  ability  shall  be  nw.de 
under  procedures  determined  by  the  appro- 
priate agency  Secretary. 

Section  604.  defines  procedures  for  previ- 
ously authorized  but  unconstructed 
projects.  No  cost  sharing  above  authorized 
levels  is  required,  but  for  ten  years  such 
projects  may  not  be  initiated  unless  spon- 
sors agree  to  contribute  50%  of  the  differ- 
ence between  authorized  level  and  the  new- 
level  required  for  such  project  under  section 
601. 

TITLE  VII.  PROJECT  AUTHORIZATIONS 

This  title  authorizes  for  construction  70 
projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  flood 
control  and  other  purposes. 

By  Mr.  BINGAMAN: 
S.  1740.  A  bill  entitled  the  "San  Juan 
Basin   Wilderness   Protection    Act   of 
1983";  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 


SAN  JUAN  BASIN  WILDERNESS  PROTECTION  ACT 

•  Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce  the  San  Juan 
Wilderness  Act  of  1983,  a  wilderness 
bill  which  has  broad  support  in  New 
Mexico  including  the  Governor,  the 
commissioner  of  public  lands,  and  the 
Navajo  tribal  chairman. 

Last  January,  I  joined  with  the  dis- 
tinguished senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  Senator  Domenici,   in   intro- 
ducing S.  267,  a  bill  to  designate  ap- 
proximately  4,000   acres   in   the   San 
Juan  Basin  of  New  Mexico  as  wilder- 
ness. This  bill  created  a  considerable 
amount  of  interest  among  many  dif- 
ferent groups.  I  subsequently  attended 
a  hearing  in  New  Mexico  of  the  House 
Public  Lands  and  Mining  Subcommit- 
tees which  focused  on  wilderness  and 
coal'  leasing  in  the  San  Juan  Basin. 
These  hearings  were  very  informative 
and  proved  to  me  that  there  was  over- 
whelming support  and  justification  for 
providing  wilderness  protection  for  an 
enlarged  area  of  the  basin  including 
the  Bisti,  the  De-na-zin,  the  Ah-shi- 
sle-pah  wilderness  study  areas  and  spe- 
cial management  for  the  Fossil  Forest. 
I  am  pleased  to  address  these  concerns 
by  offering  a  bill  today,  the  San  Juan 
Basin     Wilderness     Protection     Act, 
which    designates    as    wilderness    all 
three   of   the   BLM   wilderness  study 
areas  in  the  region  and  which  directs 
the  BLM  to  manage  the  2,720  acres 
comprising  Fossil  Forest  in  a  manner 


to  protect  and  enhance  its  unique  nat- 
ural, paleontological,  and  other  scien- 
tific values.  My  distinguished  col- 
league from  the  Third  District  of  New 
Mexico.  Representative  Bill  Richard- 
son, is  introducing  a  companion  bill  in 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  am  taking  this  action  in  advance  of 
final  wilderness  recommendations  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  for 
these  areas  in  order  to  insure  that  the 
wilderness  option  is  not  precluded  by 
other  conflicting  land  use  decisions  in 
the  region.  The  BLM  in  New  Mexico 
accelerated  the  study  process  for  these 
lands  for  the  same  reason  and  has 
issued  draft  recommendations  for  the 
areas.  Because  of  the  coal  leasing 
schedule  and  the  complex  nature  of 
landownership,  patterns  and  land  uses 
within  these  WSA's,  it  may  be  neces- 
sary to  exchange  lands  and/or  leases 
in  order  to  provide  for  wilderness  pro- 
tection. It  is,  therefore,  important  that 
the  wilderness  decision  be  made  con- 
currently with  the  other  land  use  deci- 
sions for  the  San  Juan  Basin. 

After  consultation  with  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  I  have  modified  the  BLM 
study  area  boundaries  in  De-na-zin  to 
include  2.520  acres  of  lands  currently 
owned  by  the  State  of  New  Mexico.  I 
further  have  modified  the  boundaries 
of  the  WSA's  to  include  an  additional 
80  acres  of  Federal  lands  in  the  De-na- 
zin  and  640  acres  of  Federal  land  in 
the  Ah-shi-sle-pah.  These  modest  addi- 
tions will  significantly  enhance  the 
wilderness  proposals  by  providing  a 
more  logical  geographical  and  topo- 
graphical unit. 

The  bill  directs  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  negotiate  land  exchanges 
to  acquire  all  State  lands  and  interests 
within  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the 
De-na-zin.  The  language  sets  specific 
timeframes  and  procedures  for  this  ex- 
change to  insure  that  the  exchanges 
are  initiated  and  completed  expedi- 
tiously. 

There  is  an  inholding  of  1,280  acres 
of  Indian  allotment  trust  lands  within 
the  De-na-zin,  which  will  become  wil- 
derness only  if  a  land  exchange  which 
is  agreeable  with  the  individual  allot- 
ees  can  be  arranged.  The  bill  also  pro- 
vides rights  of  historic  access  to  the 
occupants  of  the  Navajo  trust  lands. 

Portions  of  both  the  De-na-zin  and 
Ah-shi-sle-pah  wilderness  proposals 
have  been  selected  by  the  Navajo 
Tribe  pursuant  to  the  Navajo/Hopi 
Settlement  Act.  This  creates  a  poten- 
tial conflict  with  the  wilderness  desig- 
nation for  those  lands. 

However,  the  tribal  leadership  has 
assured  me  that  they  too  wish  to  pro- 
tect the  wilderness  values  of  those 
lands,  and  I  am  confident  that  as  we 
consider  this  bill  we  can  find  a  solu- 
tion that  will  both  assure  lasting  wil- 
derness protection  for  the  lands  and 
meet  the  needs  of  the  Navajo  Tribe. 
The  ultimate  resolution  of  the  Navajo 
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resettlement  may  be  years  away.  We 
neither  wish  to  leave  the  De-na-zin 
and  Ah-shi-sle-pah  areas  unprotected 
nor  to  prejudice  the  outcome  of  the 
Navajo  relocation  process.  I  have 
therefore  included  language  to  insure 
that  this  bill  will  in  no  way  amend  or 
affect  the  Navajo/ Hope  Settlement 
Act  of  1976  or  the  amendments  to  it  of 
1980. 

I  would  consider  it  highly  undesir- 
able to  designate  lands  as  wilderness 
merely  to  remove  them  from  the  wil- 
derness system  at  a  later  date.  It 
would  be  equally  undesirable  to  leave 
these  lands  unprotected  until  the 
Navajo  resettlement  question  is  re- 
solved. I  am  therefore  committed, 
during  the  legislative  process  to  work 
with  the  tribe  and  other  interested 
parties  to  devise  a  workable  solution. 

In  summary.  I  have  been  assured 
support  of  this  bill  by  the  Navajo 
Nation  amd  the  State  of  New  Mexico. 
The  State  is  willing  to  exchange  its 
lands  within  the  areas  and  the  Nava- 
jos  have  expressed  a  commitment  to 
protect  wilderness  values.  There  are 
some  pre-  and  post-FLPMA  oil  and  gas 
leases,  mining  claims  and  coal  prefer- 
ence right  lease  applications  within 
the  wilderness  proposals.  As  with  all 
wilderness  legislation,  this  bill  recog- 
nizes and  protects  valid  existing  rights. 
These  and  other  matters  will  be  fur- 
ther resolved  during  the  hearing  proc- 
ess. 

I  am  proud  to  follow  the  example  set 
by  Senator  Clinton  Anderson,  who  was 
instrumental  in  passage  of  the  Wilder- 
ness Act  of  1964,  which  included  the 
Gila  Wilderness  near  my  home  in 
southern  New  Mexico  as  the  first  des- 
ignated wilderness  area  in  America. 
The  San  Juan  Basin  Wilderness  Pro- 
tection Act  of  1983  will  be  a  significant 
addition  to  the  national  wilderness 
presevenation  system.  It  is  important 
that  we  preserve  the  significant  cul- 
tural, paieontological,  scientific,  and 
scenic  values  of  this  area  which  will  be 
given  permanent  protection  by  this 
act. 

1  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S. 1740 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assernbled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "San  Juan  Basin 
Wilderness  Protection  Act  of  1983." 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes 
of  the  Wilderness  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1131-1136). 
the  following  lands  are  hereby  designated  as 
wilderness,  and,  therefore,  as  components  of 
the  National  Wilderness  Preser\'ation 
System- 
CD  certain  lands  in  the  Albuquerque  Dis- 
trict Bureau  of  Land  Management.  New 
Mexico,  which  comprise  approximately 
three  thousand  nine  hundred  and  sixty- 
eight  acres,  as  generally  depicted  on  a  map 
entitled       "Bisti       Wilderness— Proposed." 


dated  June  1983.  and  which  shall  be  known 
as  the  Bisti  Wilderness; 

(2)  certain  lands  in  the  Albuquerque  Dis- 
trict of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
New  Mexico,  which  comprise  approximately 
twenty  three  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
seventy-two  acres,  as  generally  depicted  on  a 
map  entitled  "De-na-zin  Wilderness- Pro- 
posed." dated  June  1983.  and  which  shall  be 
known  as  the  De-na-zin  Wilderness:  and 

(3)  certain  lands  in  the  Albuquerque  Dis- 
trict of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
New  Mexico,  which  comprise  approximately 
seven  thousand  one  hundred  and  ninety- 
three  acres,  as  generally  depicted  on  a  map 
entitled  "Ah-shi-sle-pah  Wilderness— Pro- 
posed." dated  June  1983.  and  which  shall  be 
known  as  the  "Ah-shi-sle-pah  Wilderness." 

(b)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights  each 
wilderness  area  designated  by  this  Act  shall 
be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Wilderness  Act.  except  that  any  refer- 
ence in  such  provisions  to  the  effective  date 
of  the  Wilderne.<w  Act  (or  any  similarly  ref- 
ercpfei  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act.  and  any  refer- 
ence to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

(c)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  enactment 
of  this  Act.  a  map  and  a  legal  description  on 
each  wilderness  area  designated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  filed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interi- 
or with  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources  of  the  United  States  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Each  such  map  and  description  shall  have 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  included  in 
this  Act.  except  that  correction  of  clerical 
and  typographical  errors  in  each  such  legal 
description  and  map  may  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  subsequent  to  such  filings.  Each 
such  map  and  legal  description  shall  be  on 
file  and  available  for  public  inspection  in 
the  Office  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management.  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior. 

(d)  Within  the  wilderness  areas  designated 
by  this  Act.  the  grazing  of  livestock,  where 
established  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act.  shall  be  permitted  to  continue 
subject  to  such  reasonable  regulations,  poli- 
cies, and  practices  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  deems  necessary,  as  long  as  such 
regulations,  policies  and  practices  fully  con- 
form with  and  implement  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress regarding  grazing  in  such  areas  as 
such  intent  is  expressed  in  the  Wilderness 
Act  and  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  In  recognition  of  its  paramount 
aesthetic,  natural,  scientific,  educational 
and  paieontological  values,  the  approxi- 
mately two  thousand  seven  hundred  and 
twenty  acre  area  in  the  Albuquerque  Dis- 
trict of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
New  Mexico,  known  as  the  "Fossil  Forest", 
as   generally    depicted   on   a   map   entitled 

Fossil  Forest",  dated  June  1983.  is  hereby 
withdrawn,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the 
mining  laws  and  from  disposition  under  all 
laws  pertaining  to  mineral  leasing  and  geo- 
thermal  leasing  and  all  amendments  there- 
to. The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  ad- 
minister the  area  in  accordance  with  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
and  shall  take  such  measures  as  are  neces- 
sary to  insure  that  no  activities  are  permit- 
ted within  the  area  which  would  significant- 
ly disturb  the  land  surface  or  impair  the 
area's  existing  natural,  educational,  and  sci- 
entific research  values,  including  paieonto- 


logical study,  excavation,  and  interpreta- 
tion. 

(b)  Within  one  year  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  the  Secretary  of  the  Interi- 
or shall  promulgate  rules  and  regulations 
for  the  administration  of  the  Fossil  Forest 
area  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and 
shall  file  a  copy  of  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions with  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  of  the  United  States  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  of  the 
United  States  Senate. 

Sec  4.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  exchange  such  public  lands  or  interest 
in  such  lands,  mineral  or  nonmineral.  as  are 
of  approximately  equal  value  and  selected 
by  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  acting  through 
its  Commissioner  of  Public  Lands,  for  any 
State  lands  or  interest  therein,  mineral  or 
non-mineral,  located  within  the  boundaries 
of  any  of  the  tracts  designated  as  wilderness 
under  section  2.  For  the  purpose  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  public  lands  shall  have  the 
same  meaning  as  defined  in  section  103(c)  of 
the  Federal  Lands  Policy  and  Management 
Act  of  1976. 

(b)  Within  one-hundred  and  twenty  days 
of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  give  notice  to  the  New 
Mexico  Commissioner  of  Public  Lands  of 
the  tracts  to  be  designated  as  wilderness 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act  and  of  the 
Secretary's  duty  to  exchange  public  lands 
selected  by  the  State  for  any  State  land  con- 
tained within  the  boundaries  of  the  desig- 
nated wilderness  areas.  Such  notice  shall 
contain  a  listing  of  all  public  lands  which 
are  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
State,  which  have  not  been  withdrawn  from 
entry  and  which  the  Secretary  identifies  as 
being  available  to  the  State  in  exchange  for 
such  State  lands  as  may  be  within  the  desig- 
nated wilderness  areas. 

(c)  The  value  of  the  State  and  public 
lands  to  be  exchanged  under  this  section 
shall  be  determined  as  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(d)  After  the  receipt  of  the  list  of  avail- 
able public  lands,  if  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Lands  gives  notice  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Stale's  selection  of  lands,  within  one- 
hundred  and  twenty  days  of  such  notice  of 
selection,  the  Secretary  shall  notify  the 
State  in  writing  as  to  whether  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  considers  the  State  and 
Federal  lands  to  be  of  approximately  equal 
value.  In  case  of  disagreement  between  the 
Secretary  and  the  Commissioner  as  to  rela- 
tive value  of  the  acquired  and  selected 
lands,  the  Secretary  and  the  Commissioner 
shall  agree  on  the  appointment  of  a  disin- 
terested independent  appraiser  who  will 
review  valuation  data  presented  by  both 
parties  and  determine  the  amount  of  select- 
ed land  which  best  represents  approximate 
equal  value.  Such  determination  will  be 
binding  on  the  Secretary  and  the  Commis- 
sioner. 

Sec  5.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  exchange  any  lands  held  in  trust  for 
an  Indian  whose  lands  are  located  within 
the  boundary  of  the  De-na-zin  area  referred 
to  in  section  2(a)(2)  at  the  request  of  the 
Indian  for  whom  such  land  is  held  in  trust. 
Such  lands  shall  be  exchanged  for  lands  ap- 
proximately equal  in  value  selected  by  the 
Indian  allottee  concerned  and  such  lands  so 
selected  and  exchanged  shall  thereafter  be 
held  in  trust  by  the  Secretary  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  lands  for  which  they  were 
exchanged. 
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(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  affect  the 
transfer  to  the  Navajo  Tribe  of  any  lands  se- 
lected by  the  Navajo  Tribe  pursuant  to 
F»ublic  Law  93-531  and  Public  Law  96-305.« 


By  Mr.  HART  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Kennedy): 
S.  1741.  A  bill  to  halt  the  introduc- 
tion of  U.S.  combat  units  into  Central 
America  without  the  approval  of  Con- 
gress; to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

AMERICAN  COMBAT  UNITS  IN  CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  joined  by 
Senator  Kennedy,  I  am  introducing 
legislation  today  to  halt  the  expansion 
of  American  combat  units  in  Central 
America. 

Sending  American  combat  troops 
into  this  volatile  area  is  similar  to 
pushing  a  stick  of  dynamite  closer  to  a 
lighted  match.  By  halting  our  military 
involvement  in  Central  America,  this 
bill  would  give  the  Congress  and  the 
American  people  an  important  oppor- 
tunity to  examine  recent  events  in 
that  region  and  to  achieve  a  consensus 
on  the  appropriate  response  by  the 
United  States.  Under  this  bill,  our  re- 
assessment of  U.S.  Central  American 
policy  would  be  free  from  the  risk  that 
increased  U.S.  military  activities  would 
further  inflame  tensions  in  the  region. 
The  intent  of  this  legislation  is  clear: 
No  combat  units  of  the  Armed  Forces 
may  be  sent  into  the  territory,  air- 
space, or  waters  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Sal- 
vador, Guatemala,  Honduras,  or  Nica- 
ragua for  training  exercises  or  any 
other  purpose  unless: 

First.  Congress  has  authorized  the 
presence  of  such  units  in  such  areas  in 
advance  by  a  joint  resolution  signed  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States;  or 
Second.  The  presence  of  such  units 
is  necessary  to  provide  for  the  immedi- 
ate evacuation  of  U.S.  citizens;  or  to 
respond  to  a  clear  and  present  danger 
of  military  attack  on  the  United 
States. 

I  believe  the  administration's  deci- 
sion to  increase  the  American  military 
presence  in  Central  America  is  unwise 
and  provocative.  America  is  once  again 
being  viewed,  because  of  the  Presi- 
dent's actions,  as  a  bully  looking  for  a 
fight.  There  is  no  clear,  present,  or 
urgent  national  security  rationale  for 
increasing  our  military  presence  in 
Central  America. 

Nor  do  the  President's  actions  en- 
hance the  diplomatic  efforts  by  the 
Contadora  group  to  secure  peace  in 
Central  America. 

We  need  more  diplomatic  maneuvers 
and  fewer  military  maneuvers  in  this 
region  of  violence  and  conflicting  po- 
litical interests. 

The  administration  views  Central 
America  as  breeding  ground  for  com- 
munism. I  view  it  as  a  proving  ground 
for  democracy.  The  people  of  Central 
America  will  either  become  our  best 
allies,  or  our  worst  enemies.  The  ad- 
ministration's provocative  actions  over 
the  last  2V2  years  suggests  that  the  ad- 


ministration instead  of  hoping  for  the 
former  seems  to  be  guaranteeing  the 
latter.  I  view  the  increased  presence  of 
American  combat  units  in  Central 
America  as  another  symbolic  action 
which  serves  no  true  national  security 
need. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  a 
halt  of  the  expansion  of  U.S.  combat 
troops  in  Central  America.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  text  of  the  bill 
be  inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  time. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1741 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  no 
combat  units  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  may  be  sent  into  the  terri- 
tory, airspace,  or  waters  of  Costa  Rica,  El 
Salvador,  Guatemala.  Honduras,  or  Nicara- 
gua for  training  exercises  or  any  other  pur- 
pose unless— 

(1)  Congress  has  authorized  the  presence 
of  such  units  in  such  areas  in  advance  by  a 
joint  resolution  signed  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States;  or 

(2)  the  presence  of  such  units  is  necessary 
to  provide  for  the  immediate  evacuation  of 
United  States  citizens,  or  to  respond  to  a 
clear  and  present  danger  of  military  attack 
on  the  United  States. 

In  either  case  described  in  paragraph  (2). 
the  President  should  advise  and.  to  the 
extent  possible,  consult  in  advance  with  the 
Congress. 


By  Mr.  MELCHER  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Inouye): 
S.  1742.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  hospi- 
tal, nursing  home,  and  domiciliary 
care  and  medical  services  to  certain 
persons  who  participated  in  armed 
conflict  with  an  enemy  of  the  United 
States  while  in  the  service  during 
World  War  II  in  the  former  First  Spe- 
cial Service  Force,  a  joint  military  unit 
of  the  United  States  and  Canada;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

HEALTH  CARE  FOR  CERTAIN  WORLD  WAR  II 
COMBAT  VETERANS 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President, 
today  for  myself  and  Senator  Inouye  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  to  amend  section 
109  of  title  38  of  the  code  in  order  to 
provide  hospital,  nursing  home,  and 
domiciliary  care  and  medical  services 
to  individuals  who  participated  in 
armed  conflict  with  an  enemy  of  the 
United  States  while  serving  during 
World  War  II  in  the  former  First  Spe- 
cial Service  Force,  a  joint  military  unit 
of  the  United  States  and  Canada. 

In  1976,  Congress  enacted  legislation 
providing  medical  care  and  benefits  to 
the  members  of  the  armed  services  of 
Poland  and  Czechoslovakia  who  par- 
ticipated in  armed  conflict  against  the 
enemies  of  the  United  States  and  who 
had  been  a  U.S.  citizen  for  at  least  10 
years.  My  bill  will  extend  the  same 
rights  to  medical  care  through  the 
Veterans  Administration  to  those  Ca- 
nadians who  served  with  the  First  Spe- 


cial Service  Force  organized  in  Helena, 
Mont,,  during  World  War  II. 

The  First  Special  Service  Force  came 
into  being  in  1942,  the  year  after  the 
United  States  had  entered  the  Europe- 
an Theater.  It  grew  out  of  a  need  for 
special  parachute  troops  that  could  be 
dropped  over  scattered  snow  areas  of 
Europe— especially  Norway— to  sabo- 
tage enemy  installations.  But  it  soon 
became  apparent  that  a  more  versatile 
assault  group,  able  to  undertake  any 
task  that  might  be  assigned  to  them, 
would  have  to  be  raised  and  trained. 

The  United  States  and  Canada 
promised  to  deliver  such  a  force  made 
up  of  rugged  volunteers,  handpicked 
from  their  respective  units. 

Wearing  a  red  spearhead  as  a  shoul- 
der flash,  this  Canadian-United  States 
elite  force  first  went  into  action  in  the 
Pacific  theater  and  then  in  the  Medi- 
terranean, following  the  Sicily  land- 
ing. By  a  daring  maneuver  it  captured 
strategic  Monte  la  Difensa,  an  ex- 
tremely difficult  piece  of  ground. 
Fighting  side  by  side  with  the  U.S.  5th 
Army  under  Lt.  Gen.  Mark  Clark,  the 
First  Special  Service  Force  maintained 
its  aggressive  offensive  throughout 
the  Italian  campaign.  Their  deter- 
mined fighting  aided  in  the  liberation 
of  Rome  and  was  the  culmination  of 
their  valiant  exploits  on  the  battle- 
field. 

The  Devil's  Brigade,  as  it  came  to  be 
known,  remained  in  European  theater 
as  a  separate  entity  until  the  end  of 
1944,  when  it  was  disbanded  after  the 
southern  France  campaign. 

We  owe  much  to  our  Canadian  allies 
who  helped  win  World  War  II,  particu- 
larly to  those  excellent  soldiers  who 
helped  make  up  the  First  Special 
Forces.  Because  of  their  experience, 
some  of  these  fighting  men  later  set- 
tled in  the  United  States  and  became 
U.S.  citizens.  My  bill  will  insure  that 
they  are  eligible  for  medical  care 
through  the  Veterans'  Administration, 
as  are  the  members  of  Polish  and 
Czechoslovakian  units  who  fought 
under  U.S.  command  in  World  War  II. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S. 1742 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 109  of  title  38.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  therof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

••(d)(1)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  paragraph,  any  person  who  participated 
in  armed  conflict  with  an  enemy  of  the 
United  States  while  serving  during  World 
War  II  as  a  member  of  the  First  Special 
Service  Force  (a  military  unit  organized 
jointly  by  the  governments  of  the  United 
States  and  Canada),  who  was  not  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  while  so  serving,  and 
who  is  and  has  been  a  citizen  of  the  United 
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States  for  at  least  ten  years  shall,  by  virtue 
of  such  service  and  upon  submitting  satis- 
factory evidence  thereof,  be  entitled  to  hos- 
pital, nursing  home,  and  domiciliary  care 
and  medical  services  within  the  United 
States  under  chapter  17  of  this  title  to  the 
same  extent  that  such  person  would  be  enti- 
tled to  such  care  and  services  if  such  person 
had  performed  the  military  service  as  a 
member  of  the  Armed  Forces.  The  first  sen- 
tence of  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  in 
the  case  of  a  person  who  is  entitled  to,  or 
upon  application  would  be  entitled  to.  equiv- 
alent care  and  services  or  payment  for  equi- 
valant  care  and  services  under  a  program  es- 
tablished by  the  Government  of  Canada  for 
persons  who  served  in  its  armed  forces 
during  World  War  II. 

■•(2)  In  order  to  assist  the  Administrator  in 
making  a  determination  of  eligibility  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  each  appli- 
cant for  the  benefits  described  in  such  para- 
graph shall  furnish  to  the  Administrator  an 
authenticated  certification  from  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  or  from  such  agency  of 
the  Government  of  Canada  as  the  Adminis- 
trator considers  appropriate  stating  that  the 
records  of  the  Department  of  Defense  or 
such  agency  clearly  indicate  that  the  appli- 
cant performed  service  and  participated  in 
armed  conflict  as  provided  in  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection.". 


By  Mr.  PELL: 
S.  1743.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tariff 
Schedules  of  the  United  States  to  sus- 
pend for  a  3-year  period  the  duty  on 
certain  benzenoid  chemicals  (NA-125 
and  NA-125-chloride):  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

DUTY  SUSPENSION  ON  BENZENOID  CHEMICALS 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President.  I  am  in- 
troducing for  appropriate  reference  a 
bill  to  suspend  duties  on  certain  benze- 
noid chemicals  used  by  a  manufactur- 
er in  Rhode  Island  to  fabricate  com- 
puter chips  for  high  technology  indus- 
tries. 

I  am  advised  that  there  are  no  do- 
mestic producers  of  these  chemicals, 
and  my  constituent,  Carroll  Products. 
Inc..  of  Wood  River  Junction.  RI,  must 
import  large  volume  quantities  from 
the  only  known  manufacturers  in 
Japan  and  Germany. 

My  bill  would  suspend  import  duties 
on  these  chemicals  for  3  years.  Since 
there  are  no  domestic  producers,  no 
domestic  industry  would  be  jeopard- 
ized. 

Mr.  President,  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island  ranks  fourth  in  the  Nation  in 
the  percentage  of  employment  attrib- 
utable to  foreign  trade.  While  we.  like 
every  other  State,  have  our  share  of 
less  competitive  industries  which  re- 
quire other  policies,  we  welcome  op- 
portunities for  relaxation  of  trade  bar- 
riers, especially  those  for  which  there 
is  no  apparent  justification.  Carroll 
Products  appears  to  offer  just  such  an 
opportunity  and  I  hope  this  bill  will 
receive  prompt  and  favorable  consider- 
ation.* 


By  Mr.  MELCHER: 
S.    1744.   A   bill   to   provide   a   pilot 
project   for  excellence  in  elementary 
and  secondary  education;  to  the  Com- 


mittee   on    Labor    and    Human    Re- 
sources. 

PILOT  PROJECT  IN  EDUCATION  EXCELLENCE  ACT 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
today  introducing  the  Pilot  Project  in 
Educational  Excellence  Act  of  1983  to 
provide  assistance  to  selected  local 
school  districts  who  desire  to  test  the 
premise  that  a  longer  day  and  longer 
school  year  will  improve  the  quality  of 
education  in  America. 

Current  economic  conditions  in  most 
States  and  school  districts  prohibit  im- 
plementation of  this  recommendation 
of  the  National  Commission  on  Educa- 
tional Excellence  in  the  immediate  or 
near  future.  Whether  or  not  the  Com- 
mission's theory  is  valid  should  be 
tested  before  the  American  taxpayers, 
at  all  levels  of  government,  are  asked 
to  provide  the  necessary  funds  to  im- 
plement the  proposal. 

I  recognize  that  other  actions  are 
also  required  if  the  Commission's  chal- 
lenge to  achieve  quality  education  is  to 
be  achieved.  But  the  increased  teacher 
time  is  one  strong  recommendation 
that  can  be  computed  as  to  cost.  At 
the  current  teacher  salary  average  of 
$18,000  a  year,  the  additional  cost  will 
be  $8,000  per  teacher. 

The  bill  provides  for  a  process  for  se- 
lection by  the  education  officials  of 
local  and  State  governments  of  school 
districts  who  volunteer  to  participate 
in  this  program.  At  least  one  elemen- 
tary, junior  or  middle  school,  and  high 
school  in  several  categories  ranging 
from  small  rural  schools  to  large  inner 
city  urban  schools  will  be  selected. 
Each  State  that  elects  to  participate 
will  have  at  least  one  nominated 
school  selected. 

This  is  clearly  an  experimental 
project.  The  bill  is  designed  to  elimi- 
nate any  vestige  of  Federal  control 
over  local  school  districts'  policies. 
The  timetable  included  is  designed  to 
preclude  the  Secretary  of  Education 
from  destroying  the  purpose  of  the 
program  through  commonly  used  de- 
laying tactics.  There  is  no  need  for 
regulations.  The  bill  spells  them  out. 

The  cost  is  comparatively  minor  for 
this  pilot  project.  If  it  proves  to  be  a 
great  success,  the  issue  of  substantial 
funding  in  fiscal  year  1987  will  have  to 
be  faced  by  all  levels  of  government. 
Taxpayers  at  all  levels  will  need  facts, 
not  theory,  when  that  time  comes. 
That  is  the  purpose  of  this  legislation. 
Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1744 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congess  assembled. 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
Pilot   Project    In    Educational    Excellence 
Act". 


FINDINGS 

Sec  2.  The  Congress  finds  that  the  theory 
of  the  National  Commission  on  Educational 
Excellence  (hereinafter  called  the  Commis- 
sion) concerning  extending  the  school  year 
and  the  length  of  each  school  day  merits 
further  consideration.  Current  economic 
conditions  in  most  States  and  school  dis- 
tricts prohibit  implementation  of  this 
theory  in  the  immediate  or  near  future,  if 
ever.  Whether  or  not  the  Commission's 
theory  is  valid  should  be  tested  before 
American  taxpayers  at  all  levels  of  govern- 
ment are  asked  to  provide  the  necessary 
funds. 

Sec  3.  (a)  Within  30  days  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  law.  the  Secretary  of  Education 
shall  notify  each  State  education  agency  in 
the  50  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
of  the  purposes  of  this  pilot  program. 

(b)  Within  30  days  of  receipt  of  the  notifi- 
cation by  the  Secretary,  each  State  educa- 
tion agency  shall  notify  each  local  educa- 
tion agency  of  the  purposes  of  this  pilot 
program,  and  invite  them  to  nominate 
schools  within  their  district  of  the  various 
types  of  schools  as  outlined  in  section  4  of 
this  Act. 

(c)  Within  60  days  of  notification  by  the 
State  education  agency  to  the  local  educa- 
tional agencies,  those  school  districts  which 
wish  to  participate  shall  notify  the  State 
education  agency  of  which  schools  within 
their  districts  apply  to  participate  in  this 
pilot  program. 

(d)  Within  20  days  of  receipt  of  the  local 
applications,  the  State  education  agency,  in 
consultation  with  the  State  Educational  Ex- 
cellence Advisory  Committee,  as  defined  in 
section  3(a)  shall  identify  appropriate 
schools  of  the  types  listed  in  section  4  and 
shall  submit  the  list  to  the  Secretary  of 
Education. 

(e)  The  State  Educational  Excellence  Ad- 
visory Committee  shall  be  composed  of  not 
more  than  nine  persons,  at  least  one  of 
whom  shall  be  an  elementary  school  teach- 
er, one  secondary  teacher,  one  local  school 
administrator,  one  local  school  board 
member,  one  business  representative,  one 
Slate  legislator,  and  one  high  school  stu- 
dent. Appointment  of  committee  members 
by  the  chief  State  school  officer  shall  be 
made  from  lists  of  10  nominees  submitted 
by  the  appropriate  organizations  in  each 
State  and  shall  be  broadly  representative  of 
the  economic  and  cultural  composition  of 
the  population  of  the  State.  Advisory  Com- 
mittee members  shall  receive  expenses  for 
travel,  food,  and  lodging,  but  not  per  diem, 
for  days  when  they  are  in  session. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  From  among  the  applications 
submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  Education, 
the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the 
members  of  the  National  Commission  on 
Educational  Excellence  (or  a  Commission  of 
persons  of  equal  competence  and  experience 
which  he  may  appoint),  shall  select  at  least 
one  school  of  the  following  types: 

I.  A  large  inner-city  secondary  .school:  a 
large  suburban  secondary  school:  a  medium- 
size  secondary  school:  a  small  town  second- 
ary school:  a  rural  community  secondary 
school;  three  secondary  schools  with  pre- 
dominately black.  Hispanic  or  Native  Ameri- 
can students;  one  secondary  school  with  a 
multi-cultural  student  body,  including 
Asians. 

II.  At  least  one  elementary  school,  and.  if 
funds  are  available,  one  junior  high  or 
middle  school,  of  the  types  listed  in  Sec. 
4(c)I. 


III.  Each  state  which  participates  in  this 
program  shall  have  not  less  than  one  school, 
from  the  list  submitted  by  the  state  educa- 
tion agency  in  accordance  with  Sec.  3(d). 
designated  by  the  Secretary  as  a  pilot 
school. 

The  Commission  authorized  in  Sec.  4. (a) 
shall  evaluate  the  results  of  the  pilot 
project  and  disseminate  its  findings  to  Con- 
gress and  to  the  public. 

Sec  5.  (a)  Each  school  selected  in  accord- 
ance with  Section  4  shall  be  guaranteed,  for 
each  school  year  beginning  in  the  fall  of 

1984.  and  for  each  succeeding  two  years, 
funds  in  amount  of  35  percent  of  the  cost  of 
operating  the  school  during  the  1983-84 
term:  provided  that 

(A)  The  governing  board  of  the  school  cer- 
tifies that  the  student  body  and  faculty  of 
the  pilot  school  shall  be,  in  so  far  as  possi- 
ble, equal  in  size,  ability  and  cultural  diver- 
sity to  those  characteristics  of  the  pilot 
school  year  1983-84,  providing  further  that 
the  pilot  school  shall  be  in  session  220  days 
for  7  hours  each  day. 

(B)  The  governing  board  of  the  local 
school  shall  continue  to  provide  an  operat- 
ing budget  to  the  pilot  school  equal  to  the 
schools  operating  budget  for  the  1983-84 
year,  for  each  year  of  the  pilot  program,  ad- 
justed appropriately  for  inflation  and 
normal  salary  increases. 

(2)  The  state  education  agency  shall  pro- 
vide such  assistance  as  is  requested  by  the 
local  educational  agency. 

Sec  6.  (a)  From  funds  available  under  Sec- 
tion 7  of  this  Act  the  Secretary  shall  trans- 
mit, on  or  before  March  30.  1984,  March  30. 

1985.  and  March  30.  1986.  payments  to  each 
pilot  school  in  an  amount  equal  to  35  per- 
cent of  the  schools  operating  budget  for  the 
school  year  1983-84.  appropriately  adjusted 
according  to  Section  5.(a)(I)(A). 

In  addition  to  the  funds  provided  herein, 
each  pilot  school  shall  continue  to  be  eligi- 
ble and  to  receive  funds  available  to  all 
other  schools  under  all  other  federally- 
funded  programs  appropriate  to  the  school, 
provided  that  such  funds  be  increased  for 
the  pilot  school  by  35  percent  for  each  year 
of  participation  as  a  pilot  school. 

Sec  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Education, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 

(a)  Not  to  exceed  $62  million  for  fiscal 
year  1984,  not  more  than  $2  million  of 
which  shall  be  reserved  to  the  Secretary  for 
purposes  of  Sec.  3. 

(b)  Not  to  exceed  $66  million  in  fiscal  year 

1985.  of  which  not  more  than  $1  million 
shall  be  reserved  to  the  Secretary. 

(c)  Not  to  exceed  $71  million  in  fiscal  year 

1986.  of  which  not  more  than  $1  million 
shall  be  reserved  to  the  Secretary. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  $1.5  million  for  fiscal 
year  1987.  to  be  used  for  evaluation,  includ- 
ing appropriate  testing,  and  widely  dissemi- 
nating the  findings  of  the  Commission  au- 
thorized in  Sec.  4. (a)  of  this  Act. 

Sec  8.  No  federal  officer,  or  employee 
shall  have  any  control  over  any  school  se- 
lected for  this  pilot  project.  Nor  shall  any 
such  person,  when  acting  in  official  capac- 
ity, require,  recommend,  suggest,  or  other- 
wise indicate  any  policy  or  practice  as  ap- 
propriate for  any  pilot  school  selected  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  Act. 


protection  associations  with  tax- 
exempt  status  for  certain  purposes; 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

TAX  TREATMENT  OF  PHYSICIANS'  AND  SURGEONS' 
MUTUAL  PROTECTION  ASSOCIATIONS 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  Sena- 
tors DuRENBURGER.  Matsunaga.  and  I 
are  introducing  legislation  today  to 
provide  that  payments  to  nonprofit 
mutual  protection  and  indemnity  asso- 
ciations providing  medical  malpractice 
coverage  for  doctors  will  not  be  sub- 
ject to  tax  upon  receipt  by  the  associa- 
tion and  that  such  payments  would  be 
deductible  by  the  doctors  to  the  extent 
of  normal  insurance  premiums  paid  to 
a  private  carrier. 

As  a  result  of  the  escalation  of  jury 
awards  in  medical  malpractice  litiga- 
tion, there  has  been  a  continuing  crisis 
involving  the  skyrocketing  cost  of 
medical  malpractice  insurance  cover- 
age. One  response  to  this  crisis  has 
been  the  adoption  of  special  State  laws 
in  States  such  as  California,  Hawaii, 
and  perhaps  in  the  near  future  even 
New  York,  which  have  permitted  the 
establishment  of  doctor  controlled  in- 
surance organizations  to  help  reduce 
risks  and  to  help  lower  the  cost  of  mal- 
practice insurance  coverage. 

Several  of  the  new  organizations  re- 
quire doctors  to  make  a  large  initial 
contribution  to  the  organization  to 
provide  a  fund  to  meet  potential  insur- 
ance risks.  When  doctors  leave  the 
fund,  they  may.  under  certain  circum- 
stances, receive  a  refund  of  this  initial 
contribution— without  interest.  After 
the  initial  contribution  to  the  organi- 
zation is  made,  the  doctor-members 
are  then  subject  to  later  assessments  if 
additional  amounts  are  deemed  neces- 
sary to  pay  claims  covered  by  the  orga- 
nization. The  initial  contribution, 
therefore,  also  serves  as  security  to 
insure  that  these  later  assessments 
will  be  paid. 

Because  these  organizations  have 
the  ability  to  assess  their  member-doc- 
tors when  and  if  its  funds  are  not  ade- 
quate to  meet  future  claims,  and  be- 
cause their  costs  of  operation  are  sig- 
nificantly lower  than  the  costs  of  pri- 
vate insurance  carriers,  their  rates  for 
a  high  risk  doctor  are  significantly  less 
than  those  which  would  be  charged  to 
a  private  carrier  even  when  the  high 
initial  contribution  is  taken  into  ac- 
count. For  example,  an  anesthesiol- 
ogist, a  comparable  rate  differential  in 
the  past  has  been  as  follows: 


By  Mr.  SYMMS  (for  himself,  Mr. 
DuRENBERGER.  and  Mr.  Matsu- 
naga); 
S.  1745.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  cer- 
tain physicians'  and  surgeons'  mutual 
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In  addition,  as  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions, these  self-insurance  trusts  do 
not  have  to  have  a  profit  margin  on 
top  of  their  actual  costs  and  this 
factor  also  helps  reduce  the  ultimate 
cost  of  medical  care. 

Finally,  since  the  self-insurance 
trusts  are  doctor  controlled  and  their 
own  members  are  subject  to  assess- 
ment, there  is  a  real  incentive  to  im- 
prove the  level  of  practice  of  their 
members.  Obviously,  since  a  doctor- 
member  of  a  self-insurance  trust  has 
something  to  gain  or  lose  as  a  result  of 
his  standards  of  practice  and  that  of 
his  fellow  members,  greater  care  is 
likely  to  be  taken— and  taken  by  the 
self-insurance  trust  in  the  form  of 
peer  review  and  other  actions— than 
would  be  taken  when  all  risks  are 
turned  over  to  a  third  party  insurer. 

Unfortunately,  under  the  current 
tax  law.  the  initial  contributions  made 
to  these  self-insurance  trusts  are  not 
considered  to  be  deductible  business 
expenses  to  the  doctors  who  make 
such  payments  even  though  a  similar 
payment  of  an  insurance  premium  to  a 
profitmaking  organization  would  be 
deductible  to  the  doctors. 

This  result  has  several  perverse  and 
unusual  effects.  First,  some  doctors  do 
not  choose  to  participate  in  the  self-in- 
surance trusts  because  they  must  pay 
after  tax  dollars  for  their  initial  con- 
tributions to  the  trusts  whereas  premi- 
ums paid  for  the  same  coverage  to  a 
private  carrier  would  be  deductible. 
Second,  since  the  cost  of  obtaining 
coverage  by  the  self-insurance  trust  is 
much  less,  especially  in  the  early 
years,  it  would  seem  that  the  Treasury 
woul(J  collect  more  revenue  sooner  if  a 
self-insurance  trust  was  used  by  more 
doctors  since  deductions  taken  by 
those  doctors  would  be  less  than  de- 
ductions taken  by  doctors  covered  by  a 
private  carrier.  Indeed,  the  system  is 
more  efficient  and  defers  the  payment 
of  expenses,  the  Treasury  stands  to 
benefit. 

The  legislation  Senator  Duren- 
BURGER,  Matsunaga,  and  I  are  intro- 
ducing today  is  intended  to  have  the 
following  positive  effects; 

First,  to  increase  Treasury  revenues 
by  encouraging  doctors  to  use  a  self-in- 
surance type  system  for  medical  mal- 
practice protection  and  thus  pay  lesser 
amounts  of  deductible  premiums. 

Second,  to  rectify  the  current  system 
where  premium  costs  paid  to  a  private 
carrier  are  deductible  but  initial  con- 
tributions to  nonprift  organizations 
are  not. 

Third,  to  reduce  the  cost  of  malprac- 
tice protection  and  therefore  to  help 
reduce  the  cost  of  medical  care. 

Fourth,  to  encourage  the  improve- 
ment of  standards  of  medical  practice 
which  occurs  when  doctors  actually 
have  a  stake  in  the  system  and  are  di- 
rectly affected  when  claims  are  made 
against  the  insurance  provider. 
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'  Fifth,  to  help  reduce  medical  mal- 
practice insurance  rates  so  that  doc- 
tors will  continue  their  practice  and 
will  also  not  go  without  adequate  in- 
surance coverage. 

Mr.  President,  I  encourage  all  of  my 
colleagues  to  seriously  consider  sup- 
porting this  legislation.  Medical  mal- 
practice insurance  coverage  and  the 
jury  awards  in  medical  malpractice 
litigation  are  major  factors  in  the  es- 
calating cost  of  health  care  coverage. 
The  self -insurance  trusts  that  are 
evolving  in  our  economy  is  a  market 
response  to  controlling  the  cost  of  in- 
surance and  holding  down  the  cost  of 
health  care. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1745 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  PROVIDIN<;  CERT.AIN  HHYSHI.ANS-  AND 
SIRCEONS-  MlTt  Al.  PROTEtTION  AS 
SOLUTIONS  WITH  tax-exempt 
ST.ATIS  FUR  t  ERTAIN  PI  RPOSES. 

(a)  In  GENERAL.-Subchapter  F  of  chapter 
1  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (re- 
lating to  exempt  organizations)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  part: 

•PART      VIII-CERTAIN      PHYSICIANS' 
AND   SURGEONS'    MUTUAL   PROTEC- 
TION ASSOCIATIONS 
"Sec.  529.  Certain  physicians'  and  surKeons'  mutual 

protection  associations. 
-SEC.  529.  CERTAIN   PHVSU  lANS'  AND  SI  RCiEONS' 
MlTl  Al.  PRttTElTMIN  ASS<H  lATIONS. 

"(a)  General  Rule.— There  shall  not  be 
included  in  gross  income  the  receipts  of 
physicians'  and  surgeons'  mutual  protection 
and  indemnity  associations— 
■■(1)  which  are  not  organized  for  profit. 
••(2)  which  are  authorized  to  provide  mal- 
practice insurance  under  the  laws  of  any 
State,  and 

•■(3)  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which 
inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  share- 
holder. 

except  that  any  such  association  .shall  be 
subject  as  other  persons  to  the  tax  on  their 
taxable  income  from  interest,  dividends,  and 
rents,  reduced  by  any  amount  allowable  as  a 
deduction  to  any  mutual  insurance  company 
under  part  II  of  subchapter  L. 

"(b)  Special  Rules  for  Individuals  Who 
Are  Members  of  Association — 

••(1)  Payments  treated  as  trade  or  busi- 
ness EXPENSES.— Any  payment  to  an  associa- 
tion described  in  subsection  (a)  by  a  physi- 
cian or  surgeon  in  connection  with  obtain- 
ing professional  liability  protection  shall  be 
considered  an  ordinary  and  necessary  ex- 
pense incurred  in  connection  with  his  trade 
or  business  for  purposes  of  the  deduction  al- 
lowable under  section  162.  to  the  extent 
such  payment  does  not  exceed  the  amount 
which  would  be  payable  to  an  independent 
insurance  company  for  similar  coverage  (as 
determined  by  the  Secretary).  Any  excess 
amount  not  allowed  as  a  deduction  for  the 
taxable  year  in  which  such  payment  was 
made  pursuant  to  the  limitation  contained 
in  the  preceding  sentence  shall,  subject  to 
such  limitation,  be  allowable  as  a  deduction 
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in  any  of  the  five  succeeding  taxable  years, 
in  order  of  time,  to  the  extent  not  previous- 
ly allowed  as  a  deduction  under  this  sen- 
tence. 

"(2)  Refunds  of  payments.— If  any 
amount  attributable  to  any  payment  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  ( 1 )  is  refunded  to  any 
physician  or  surgeon  under  any  circum- 
stances, such  amount  shall  be  included  in 
gross  income  of  such  physician  or  surgeon 
for  the  taxable  year  in  which  such  amount 
is  received,  to  the  extent  that  a  deduction 
for  such  payment  was  allowed  for  any  pre- 
ceding taxable  year. ' 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of 
parts  for  subchapter  F  of  chapter  1  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 

Part     VIII— Certain     physicians'     and     surgeons' 
mutual  protection  associations  " 

(c)  Effective  Date— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  pay- 
ments made  to  and  receipts  of  physicians' 
and  surgeons'  mutual  protection  associa- 
tions, and  refunds  of  payments  by  such  as- 
sociations, after  December  31.  1983.  in  tax- 
able years  ending  after  such  date. 

By  Mr.  RUDMAN: 

S.  1746.  A  bill  to  require  that  the 
Federal  Government  procure  from  the 
private  sector  of  the  economy  the 
goods  and  services  necessary  for  the 
operations  and  management  of  certain 
Government  agencies  and  that  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  and  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States  identify  the 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  produce,  manufacture,  or  otherwise 
provide  goods  and  services  which 
should  be  provided  by  the  private 
sector  and  prepare  a  schedule  for 
transferring  such  activities  to  the  pri- 
vate sector:  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Rudman  on  this 
legislation  appear  earlier  in  today's 
Record.) 


By  Mr.  ARMSTRONG  (for  him- 
self. Mr.  Cohen.  Mr.  Hollinos, 
Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Cranston, 
Mr.  Bradley,  Mr.  DAmato.  Mr. 
DeConcini.     Mr.     Dole.     Mr. 
Hart.      Mrs.      Hawkins.      Mr. 
Kasten.     Mr.     Kennedy.     Mr. 
Mitchell,     and     Mr.     Bosch- 
wiTZi: 
S.    1747.   A   bill   to   amend   title   38. 
United  States  Code,  to  establish  two 
new   programs   of   educational   assist- 
ance for  veterans  of  peacetime  service, 
to  close  the  post-Vietnam-era  veterans' 
educational  assistance  program  to  new 
participants,  and  to  repeal  the  Decem- 
ber 31.  1989.  termination  date  of  the 
Vietnam-era  GI  bill,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs. 

peace-time  veterans'  educational 
assistance  act 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  as  cosponsor  of  this  important 
bill  to  insure  that  our  Armed  Forces 
are  staffed  with  qualified  men  and 
women.    I    commend    Senators    Arm- 


strong, Cranston,  Cohen,  Hollings, 
and  Matsunaga  for  their  hard  work 
and  bipartisan  success  in  developing 
this  GI  bill.  Their  continued  efforts  in 
this  area  have  made  the  legislation  we 
are  introducing  today  an  important 
and  well-thought-out  proposal.  In  the 
past,  the  main  goal  of  the  GI  bills  has 
been  to  assist  the  Nation's  veterans  in 
readjusting  to  civilian  life  after  war 
duty.  Those  programs  were  highly  ef- 
fective. They  were  responsible  for  edu- 
cating and  broadening  the  horizons  of 
countless  Americans  who  would  not 
have  had  such  opportunities  without 
those  benefits.  Some  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  Senate  and  many  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  reaped 
the  benefits  of  the  GI  bill  and  would 
not  be  serving  the  people  of  our 
Nation  in  their  present  capacities  were 
it  not  for  this  unique  educational  pro- 
gram. 

More  recently,  the  focus  of  a  GI  pro- 
gram has  shifted  from  readjustment 
to  recruitment  and  retention  of  per- 
sonnel in  our  All-Volunteer  Force.  'We 
are  all  aware  of  the  recruitment  diffi- 
culties that  existed  in  our  armed  serv- 
ices in  the  late  1970's.  At  one  point 
during  that  time,  all  four  branches  of 
the  Armed  Forces  failed  to  reach  their 
recruitment  goals.  Even  President 
Reagan  has  expressed  his  strong  con- 
cerns regarding  the  critical  recruit- 
ment situation  at  that  time.  During 
his  address  before  the  1980  Annual 
American  Legion  Convention  in  my 
home  State  of  Massachusetts,  then- 
candidate  Ronald  Reagan  stated: 

We  must  provide  the  resources  to  attract 
and  retain  superior  people  in  each  of  the 
services.  We  should  lake  steps  immediately 
to  restore  the  GI  bill,  one  of  the  most  effec- 
tive, equitable  and  socially  important  pro- 
gram ever  devised. 

We  can  all  agree  that  over  the  past 
few  years  there  has  been  a  major  im- 
provement in  the  number  of  recruits 
and  in  the  quality  of  these  volunteers. 
Hard  economic  times  and  a  tight  job 
market  have  made  enlistment  an  at- 
tractive option  for  many  young  men 
and  women.  But  we  must  not  become 
complacent  about  this  situation.  We 
must  not  allow  our  military  to  slip 
back  into  the  posture  that  existed  only 
a  few  years  ago.  An  expected  decline 
in  military-age  youth  in  the  near 
future  and  the  possibility  of  a  stronger 
economy  could  revive  these  difficulties 
of  the  past. 

In  order  to  avoid  this  possibility  and 
continue  to  recruit  qualified  personnel 
for  our  Armed  Forces,  we  must  act 
now  to  reestablish  a  GI  bill.  We  must 
provide  the  necessary  incentives  to  at- 
tract men  and  women  to  careers  and 
opportunities  in  the  military.  The  GI 
bill  has  proven  to  be  one  of  the  most 
effective  and  cost  saving  recruitment 
devices  the  military  has  ever  had  and 
we  should  reinstitute  it. 


I  urge  the  Senate  to  act  promptly  on 
this  important  legislation,  and  to  reaf- 
firm our  commitment  to  the  personnel 
who  are  so  essential  to  keeping  our 
Nation  secure. 


By  Mr.  EAST  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Denton): 
S.  1748.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  apply  explicitly 
the  right-to-work  laws  of  a  State  to 
Federal  enclaves  within  the  bound- 
aries of  that  State;  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

APPLICATION  OF  STATE  RIGHT-TO-WORK  LAWS 

•  Mr.  EAST.  Mr.  President,  every 
American  should  have  the  right  to 
work  without  being  required  to  join  a 
labor  union  as  a  condition  of  employ- 
ment. This  principle  is  particularly 
true  because  unions  have  in  recent 
years  increasingly  become  political  or- 
ganizations pursuing  partisan  goals. 
Because  of  this  deep  involvement  with 
politics,  compulsory  unionism  tram- 
ples the  first  amendment  right  of  free 
association  desired  by  those  working 
men  and  women  who  object  to  the  po- 
litical activities  of  the  unions  certified 
as  their  exclusive  bargaining  repre- 
sentative. 

Under  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Act,  the  right  to  work  was  completely 
unprotected,  since  employers  and 
unions  were  allowed  to  enforce  com- 
pulsory unionism.  Section  14(b)  of  the 
1947  Taft-Hartley  Act,  however,  per- 
mitted States  to  prohibit  compulsory 
unionism  by  enacting  State  right-to- 
work  laws.  Such  State  right-to-work 
laws  prohibit  union  shop  contracts  be- 
tween employers  and  unions.  A  union 
shop  contract  is  a  contract  requiring 
an  employee  to  become  a  union 
member  as  a  condition  of  continuing 
employment.  Union  membership  in- 
cludes both  the  concept  of  joining  the 
union  and  the  core  concept  of  finan- 
cial support  for  the  union. 

Section  14(b)  of  the  Taft-Hartley 
Act  expressed  Congress  intent  to  allow 
States  to  prohibit  contracts  requiring 
employees  to  join  the  union  or  provide 
financial  support  for  the  union.  I  also 
believe  that  section  14(b)  expressed 
Congress  intent  to  allow  States  with 
right-to-work  laws  to  enforce  the  right 
to  work  in  all  areas  within  their 
boundaries,  including  any  Federal  en- 
claves. I  am  therefore  introducing  a 
bill  that  would  clarify  Congress  intent 
to  have  State  right-to-work  laws  apply 
within  Federal  enclaves. 

The  need  to  clarify  congressional 
intent  regarding  Federal  enclaves 
arises  because  of  Lord  against  Local 
2088,  International  Brotherhood  of 
Electrical  Workers,  an  incorrect  deci- 
sion rendered  in  1981  by  the  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit. 
(646  Fed.  2d  1057,  cert,  denied,  —  U.S. 
— .  50  U.S.L.W.  3998  (1982.)  According 
to  that  incorrect  decision,  a  State 
right-to-work  law  now  has  no  effect 
over  civilian  employees  who  are  em- 


ployed on  Federal  enclaves  within  the 
State.  The  Fifth  Circuit  so  held  de- 
spite the  fact  that  Congress,  in  section 
14(b)  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  clearly 
recognized  the  right  of  States  to  pro- 
hibit compulsory  unionism  within 
their  borders. 

Congress  placed  no  conditions  on 
this  State  power  and  granted  no  ex- 
emption for  any  sort  of  territory 
within  the  borders  of  States  choosing 
to  exercise  the  power.  Section  14(b) 
simply  states  that  compulsory  union- 
ism is  illegal  "in  any  State  or  territory 
in  which  [it  is]  prohibited  by  State  or 
territorial  law."  Federal  enclaves  un- 
doubtedly fall  within  that  definition, 
since  the  Supreme  Court  has  rules 
that  even  though  lands  within  the  bor- 
ders of  a  State  may  be  granted  to  the 
Federal  Government,  they  do  not 
cease  to  be  a  part  of  the  State. 

In  fact,  in  Howard  v.  Commissioners 
of  Louisville  (344  U.S.  624  (1953)),  the 
Supreme  Court  specifically  denied  the 
"fiction  of  a  State  within  a  State." 
The  States  regularly  and  without 
question  enforce  upon  citizens  who  are 
actually  residents  of  Federal  enclaves 
State  laws  regarding  personal  and  cor- 
porate tax,  hunting  and  fishing,  rules 
of  liability,  actions  for  death  or  per- 
sonal injury,  eligibility  for  voting,  un- 
employment and  workers'  compensa- 
tion, and  criminal  statutes  except 
where  Federal  criminal  law  is  in  direct 
conflict. 

As  a  Senator  from  a  State  which  has 
chosen  to  offer  its  citizens  protection 
from  compulsory  unionism,  I  must  act 
to  defend  those  citizen-workers  of 
North  Carolina  who  have  enjoyed 
right-to-work  protections  since  1974 
but  who,  because  they  happen  to  hold 
employment  on  a  Federal  enclave,  are 
not  to  be  stripped  of  that  protection 
by  this  court-inflicted  loophole.  My 
bill  will  correct  the  problem,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, by  amending  section  14(b)  to 
state  clearly  and  specifically  the  appli- 
cability of  State  right-to-work  laws  to 
Federal  enclaves. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  I  submit  this 
legislation  in  the  spirit  of  bipartisan- 
ship. Governors  and  legislators  of 
many  right-to-work  States,  including 
the  Democratic  Governor  and  four 
Democratic  Congressmen  from  my 
own  home  State,  contacted  the  Presi- 
dent last  year  urging  intervention  by 
the  Department  of  Justice  in  the  Lord 
case.  They  wanted  the  Department  of 
Justice  to  argue  in  favor  of  the  legal 
proposition  embodied  in  my  bill. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  especially  those  from  right- 
to-work  States,  to  join  me  in  restoring 
the  right  of  elected  officials  to  decide 
this  vital  issue  without  restriction  and 
without  exemption.  With  passage  of 
this  bill,  we  will  help  defend  the  free- 
dom of  individual  workers  on  Federal 
enclaves  to  seek  and  hold  a  job  in  sup- 
port of  their  families  free  of  coercion. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  brief 
language  of  my  bill  be  printed  in  full 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

S. 1748  • 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 14(b)  of  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Act  (29  U.S.C.  164(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  "in  any  State  or  Territory"  the  fol- 
lowing: "(including  military  and  other  reser- 
vations and  other  areas  subject  to  the  exclu- 
sive legislative  jurisdiction  of  the  Congress 
within  such  Stale  or  Territory)"'.* 
•  Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
proud  to  join  with  Senator  East  in  in- 
troducing legislation  to  broaden  pro- 
tections for  individuals  who  choose  to 
join  or  not  to  join  a  union.  The  Na- 
tional Labor  Relations  Act  gives  the 
States  and  territories  the  right  to 
enact  laws  which  prohibit  contracts  re- 
quiring membership  in  a  union  as  a 
condition  of  employment.  A  recent 
court  decision.  Lord  against  IBEW. 
has  questioned  the  applicability  of 
these  laws  on  land  within  States  that 
is  ceded  to  the  Federal  Government 
and  is  under  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
the  Congress. 

Private  wageearners  in  our  Nation's 
military  bases,  national  parks,  forest 
lands,  post  offices,  and  Coast  Guard 
stations  should  have  the  right  to  earn 
a  living  without  the  threat  of  losing 
their  jobs  because  they  do  not  wish  to 
join  a  union.  Those  States  which  have 
laws  prohibiting  compulsory  unionism 
should  be  able  to  protect  the  jobs  of 
those  citizens  who  gain  employment  in 
a  Federal  enclave. 

The  need  for  this  legislation  is  clear. 
Last  year,  the  Supreme  Court  refused 
to  grant  review  of  Lord  against  IBEW. 
The  lower  court  decision  rules  that 
private-sector  workers  on  Federal  en- 
claves within  States  with  right-to-work 
laws  could  lose  their  jobs  by  refusing 
to  join  a  union.  This  ruling  will  threat- 
en the  job  security  of  workers  in  20 
percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  States 
with  right-to-work  laws  unless  the 
Congress  moves  to  repeal  it. 

I.  for  one,  feel  that  forced  unionism 
is  contrary  to  the  protections  guaran- 
teed citizens  by  the  first  amendment. 
Fortunately,  my  own  State.  Alabama, 
prohibits  compulsory  unionism  as  a 
condition  of  employment.  I  do  not  feel 
that  the  people  of  Alabama  who  sup- 
port this  legislation  intended  for  com- 
pulsory unionism  to  exist  anywhere 
within  the  sovereign  borders  of  our 
State.  I  am  proud  to  cosponsor  this 
legislation  that  will  explicitly  extend 
that  prohibition  to  Federal  enclaves.* 


By  Mr.  THURMOND  (for  him- 
self. Mr.  Baker.  Mr.  Hollings. 
Mr.  Helms.  Mr.  East.  Mr. 
Trible,  and  Mr.  Chiles): 
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S.  1749.  A  bill  to  grant  the  consent 
of  the  Congress  to  the  southeast  inter- 
state low-level  radioactive  waste  man- 
agement compact;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

CONGRESSIONAL  CONSENT  TO  THE  SOUTHEAST 
INTERSTATE  LOW-LEVEL  RADIOACTIVE  WASTE 
MANAGEMENT  COMPACT 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce  today,  on 
l)ehalf  of  myself.  Senator  Baker,  Sen- 
ator HoLLiNGS.  Senator  Helms.  Sena- 
tor East.  Senator  Tkible.  and  Senator 
Chiles,  legislation  to  give  congression- 
al consent  to  the  southeast  interstate 
low-level  radioactive  waste  manage- 
ment compact.  As  its  title  suggests, 
the  primary  purpose  of  this  compact  is 
to  provide  for  the  management  and 
disposal  of  the  low-level  radioactive 
waste  in  the  southeastern  region  of 
the  country.  The  member  States  are 
Alabama.  Georgia.  Florida,  Missis- 
sippi. North  Carolina.  South  Carolina. 
Tennessee,  and  Virginia.  All  have  rati- 
fied the  current  version  of  the  com- 
pact except  Georgia,  which  has  rati- 
fied an  earlier  one.  Georgia  is  expect- 
ed, however,  to  approve  the  current 
language  of  the  compact  during  its 
next  session.  Congressman  Butler 
Derrick  of  South  Carolina  is  introduc- 
ing similar  consent  legislation  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  today  as 
well. 

The  compacting  process,   in   which 
almost  all  States  have  been  engaged 
for  the  2V2  years,  was  essentially  initi- 
ated by  passage  of  the  Low-Level  Ra- 
dioactive Waste   Policy   Act   of   1980. 
Signed  into  law  3  days  before  Christ- 
mas of  1980.  Public  Law  96-573  estab- 
lished the  policy  that  each  State  is  re- 
sponsible for  disposal  of  the  commer- 
cial waste  generated  within  its  borders 
and    that    such    waste    can    be    most 
safely  and  efficiently  managed  on  a  re- 
gional basis.  It  also  authorized  States 
to  enter  into  interstate  compacts  to  es- 
tablish and  operate  regional  disposal 
facilities  for  low-level  waste.  States  of 
course  did  not  need  such  prior  authori- 
zation to  enter  into  an  interstate  com- 
pact. Express  authorization  is  not  un- 
usual,   however,    in    instances    where 
Congress  wishes  to  encourage  States 
to  enter  into  compacts  in  a  specific 
area  of  activity.  The  Policy  Act  re- 
quired   subsequent    approval    of    the 
compacts    by    the    Congress,    a    step 
which   would   have   been   required   in 
any    event   by    article    I.    section    10, 
clause   3   of   the   Constitution   which 
provides  that  "[nlo  State  shall,  with- 
out consent  of  Congress  •  •  •  enter 
into  any  agreement  or  compact  with 
any  other  State.  •  •  •"  Perhaps  the 
most  significant  provision  of  the  act 
was  the  authority  given  to  congres- 
sionally  approved  compacts  to  exclude 
waste  generated  outside  that  compact 
region  after  January  1.  1986. 

Passage  of  the  Policy  Act  was  a 
major  step  toward  addressing  a  prob- 
lem which  had  previously  received  far 


less  attention  than  the  issues  of  high- 
level  waste  disposal  and  interim  stor- 
age of  commercial  spent  fuel.  This 
lack  of  interest  was  easy  to  under- 
stand. As  long  as  there  were  three 
commercial  sites  open  and  providing 
adequate  storage  space,  there  was 
little  incentive  for  other  States  to  con- 
sider opening  additional  sites— to 
become  embroiled  in  the  troublesome 
issues  involved  in  siting,  licensing,  con- 
structing, and  operating  new  sites.  If 
one  represented,  as  I  do.  a  State  host- 
ing one  of  these  sites,  this  situation 
was  clearly  an  unacceptable  one.  It 
placed  three  States— South  Carolina. 
Washington,  arid  Nevada— in  the  posi- 
tion of  shouldering  the  entire  respon- 
sibility for  disposing  of  waste  generat- 
ed in  all  50  States.  The  fundamental 
unfairness  and  inefficiency  of  this 
system  was  clearly  brought  into  light 
in  the  summer  of  1979  when  the  Gov- 
ernors of  Nevada  and  Washington 
temporarily  closed  those  sites  and  the 
Governor  of  South  Carolina  an- 
nounced that  the  amount  of  waste  ac- 
cepted at  the  Barnwell  site  would  be 
significantly  reduced  in  the  future.  By 
these  actions.  South  Carolina.  Wash- 
ington, and  Nevada  sent  a  clear  warn- 
ing signal  to  other  States  and  to  the 
Federal  Government  that  action 
needed  to  be  taken.  An  immediate 
crisis  was  averted,  however,  when  the 
Washington  and  Nevada  sites  were  re- 
opened in  late  1979. 

In  the  following  summer  of  1980  in 
response  to  this  situation.  I  offered  an 
amendment  regarding  low-level  waste 
disposal  to  S.  2189,  the  high-level 
waste  disposal  bill  then  pending  on 
the  Senate  floor.  My  amendment,  a 
precursor  to  the  Low-Level  Policy  Act. 
authorized  and  encouraged  States  to 
enter  into  interstate  compacts  for  the 
disposal  of  low-level  waste  on  a  region- 
al basis.  It  also  gave  compacts  entered 
into  pursuant  to  that  provision  the  au- 
thority to  exclude  waste  generated 
outside  the  compact  area  as  of  the 
date  of  congressional  approval.  Con- 
gressman Derrick  of  South  Carolina 
pursued  similar  legislation  in  the 
House  and  secured  its  inclusion  in  the 
House  nuclear  waste  bill.  In  December 
1980,  when  the  House  and  Senate  were 
unable  to  agree  on  portions  of  the  bills 
dealing  with  high-level  waste  disposal, 
the  low-level  waste  disposal  provisions 
were  split  out  of  the  larger  bills  and 
enacted  into  law. 

The  States  responded  promptly  to 
passage  of  the  Low-Level  Policy  Act. 
They  have  organized  themselves  into 
six  regional  groups:  the  Northeast, 
Southeast.  Midwest.  Central.  North- 
west, and  Rocky  Mountain  regions. 
Only  two  States.  California  and  Texas, 
have  so  far  decided  not  to  join  a  re- 
gional compact  and  to  pursue  the 
course  of  establishing  their  own  low- 
level  disposal  site.  Compacts  have  been 
negotiated  in  each  of  the  six  regions, 
and  most  have  been  introduced  in  or 


ratified  by  the  various  State  legisla- 
tures. Two  of  the  compacts,  the  North- 
west and  the  Central  States,  have  al- 
ready been  submitted  to  Congress  for 
its  approval.  S.  274.  a  bill  to  grant  con- 
gressional consent  to  the  Northwest 
compact,  was  introduced  by  Senator 
Gorton  on  January  27  of  this  year. 
Senator  Dole  recently  introduced  S. 
1581.   granting  congressional   consent 
to    the    Central    States   compact,    on 
June   29.   These   bills   have   been   re- 
ferred   to    the    Judiciary    Committee 
which,  pursuant  to  the  Senate  rules, 
has  jurisdiction  over  "interstate  com- 
pacts generally."  Both  are  being  held 
at  full  committee.  On  the  House  side, 
similar  consent  legislation  has  been  in- 
troduced    by     Congressman     Akaka 
(H.R.  1012)  and  Congressman  Glick- 
MAN  (H.R.  3002).  These  bills  have  been 
referred  to  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  and  to  the  Interior  Com- 
mittee. Significant  progress  has  been 
made  in   the  other  three   regions  as 
well.   The   Rocky   Mountain   compact 
has  been  ratified  by  all  member  States 
except  Arizona,  and  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  consent  legislation  will 
be    introduced    in    Congress    shortly 
after  the  August  recess.  The  Midwest 
compact    has    been    ratified    by    four 
States,   with   the   Northeast   compact 
having  been  approved  by  three  States. 
Mr.   President,   the  Judiciary   Com- 
mittee began  hearings  on  these  com- 
pacts some  months  ago.  A  field  hear- 
ing which  focused  on  the  provisions  of 
the  Northwest  compact  was  held  in  Se- 
attle. Wash.,  on  November  9.  1982.  In 
March  of  this  year.  I  chaired  an  over- 
sight hearing  on  the  status  of  all  the 
low-level  waste  compacts  and  on  vari- 
ous issues  which   have  arisen  during 
the  negotiation  and  ratification  proc- 
ess. Testimony  "was  heard  from  repre- 
sentatives of  each  of  the  regions,  as 
well    as    from    affected    Government 
agencies,  from  low-level  waste  genera- 
tors, and  from  environmental  groups. 
Gov.  John  V.  Evans  of  Idaho  testified 
on  behalf  of  the  National  Governors' 
Association,  and  several  State  legisla- 
tors appeared  on  behalf  of  the  Nation- 
al   Conference    of    State    Legislators. 
Further   hearings   may   be   held   this 
fall,  the  first  of  which  is  likely  to  be  a 
field  hearing  in  South  Carolina  focus- 
ing on  the  provisions  of  the  Southeast 
compact.  Shortly  after  completion  of 
these  hearings,  I  expect  that  the  com- 
mittee will  begin  markup  on  the  vari- 
ous consent  bills  pending  before  it  at 
that  time. 

For  those  of  my  colleagues  who  may 
be  new  to  this  issue,  let  me  briefly  ex- 
plain what  low-level  waste  is.  Low-level 
radioactive  waste  is  usually  defined  by 
reference  to  what  is  not  low-level 
waste.  The  Policy  Act,  for  example,  de- 
fines low-level  waste  as  "radioactive 
waste  not  classified  as  high-level  radio- 
active waste,  transuranic  waste,  spent 
fuel,  or  byproduct  material  as  defined 


in  section  lle.(2)  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954."  Thus,  the  sim- 
pler terms,  low-level  waste  is  material 
which  contains  relatively  low  concen- 
trations of  radioactive  elements.  Low- 
level  waste  is  produced  in  all  50  States 
although  the  amounts  generated  in 
each  State  vary  significantly.  The  pri- 
mary generators  of  low-level  waste  in- 
clude nuclear  power  reactors,  industry, 
hospitals,  research  institutions,  and 
the  Federal  Government,  with  the 
largest  single  source  being  nuclear  re- 
actors. Low-level  waste  also  exists  in 
numerous  forms,  such  as  contaminat- 
ed machinery,  clothing,  plastic  gloves, 
paper  towels,  sludges,  liquids,  and 
animal  carcasses.  Low-level  waste, 
packaged  in  barrels  or  boxes,  is  placed 
in  long  trenches,  each  section  of  which 
is  covered  by  dirt  as  it  is  filled.  These 
trenches  are  then  carefully  monitored 
to  detect  and  prevent  any  release  of 
radioactivity  into  the  environment. 
Low-level  disposal  sites  are  licensed  by 
the  States  if  the  host  State  is  an 
agreement  State  and  by  the  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission  if  it  is  not.  As 
I  indicated  earlier,  there  are  currently 
three  commercial  sites  accepting  low- 
level  waste— one  located  near  Hanford, 
Wash.;  a  second  near  Beatty.  Nev.;  and 
a  third  near  Barnwell.  S.C.  Almost  all 
waste  is  currently  shipped  to  either 
the  Hanford  or  Barnwell  sites. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  of  vital  impor- 
tance that  Congress  promptly  consider 
and  consent  to  these  compacts.  Ap- 
proval of  the  compacts  would  allow 
the  States  to  begin  the  actual  process 
of  siting,  constructing,  and  licensing 
new  sites  for  their  respective  regions. 
Development  of  a  regional  system  of 
disposal  sites  is  the  only  way  in  which 
the  burden  of  low-level  waste  disposal 
will  be  equitably  divided.  For  too  long, 
Washington,  Nevada,  and  South  Caro- 
lina have  shouldered  the  responsibility 
for  disposing  of  waste  generated  by 
the  entire  Nation.  I  cannot  emphasize 
too  strongly  the  depth  of  feeling  in  my 
State  that  the  status  quo  is  no  longer 
acceptable.  The  compacting  process, 
which  I  helped  to  initiate  in  1980. 
offers  the  best  means  of  resolving  the 
institutional  and  political  issues  per- 
taining to  disposal  of  low-level  radioac- 
tive waste. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  me  from 
Gov.  Richard  W.  Riley  of  our  State 
and  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  Dr.  Rich- 
ard S.  Hodes.  chairman  of  the  South- 
east Interstate  Low-Level  Radioactive 
Waste  Management  Commission,  both 
requesting  that  I  introduce  consent 
legislation  for  the  Southeast  compact, 
be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  following  my  remarks.  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy  of 
the  bill  be  placed  in  the  Congression- 
al Record  following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1749 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  Stales  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  4(a)(2)  of  the  Low- 
Level  Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  2021d(aM2)),  the  consent  of  the  Con- 
gress hereby  is  given  to  the  States  of  Ala- 
bama. Florida.  Georgia,  Mississippi.  North 
Carolina.  South  Carolina.  Tennessee,  and 
Virginia  to  enter  into  the  Southeast  Inter- 
stale  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste  Manage- 
ment Compact.  Such  compact  is  substantial- 
ly as  follows: 


Article  1 


•SOUTHEAST         INTERSTATE 
LEVEL    RADIOACTIVE    WASTE 
AGEMENT  COMPACT 

■Article  1 


LOW- 

MAN- 


"POLICY  AND  PURPOSE 

"There  is  hereby  created  the  Southeast 
Interstate  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste 
Management  Compact.  The  party  states  rec- 
ognize and  declare  that  each  state  is  respon- 
sible for  providing  for  the  availability  of  ca- 
pacity either  within  or  outside  the  state  for 
disposal  of  low-level  radioactive  waste  gen- 
erated within  its  borders,  except  for  waste 
generated  as  a  result  of  defense  activities  of 
the  federal  government  or  federal  research 
and  development  activities.  They  also  recog- 
nize that  the  management  of  low-level  ra- 
dioactive waste  is  handled  most  efficiently 
on  a  regional  basis.  The  party  states  further 
recognize  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  by  enacting  the  Low-Level  Radioac- 
tive Waste  Policy  Act  (Public  Law  96-573). 
has  provided  for  and  encouraged  the  devel- 
opment of  low-level  radioactive  waste  com- 
pacts as  a  tool  for  disposal  of  such  waste. 
The  party  states  recognize  that  the  safe  and 
efficient  management  of  low-level  radioac- 
tive waste  generated  within  the  region  re- 
quires that  sufficient  capacity  to  dispose  of 
such  waste  be  properly  provided. 

•It  is  the  policy  of  the  party  states  to: 
enter  into  a  regional  low-level  radioactive 
waste  management  compact  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  the  instrument  and  framework 
for  a  cooperative  effort:  provide  sufficient 
facilities  for  the  proper  management  of  low- 
level  radioactive  w-aste  generated  in  the 
region;  promote  the  health  and  safety  of 
the  region:  limit  the  number  of  facilities  re- 
quired to  effectively  and  efficiently  manage 
low-level  radioactive  waste  generated  in  the 
region:  encourage  the  reduction  of  the 
amounts  of  low-level  waste  generated  in  the 
region;  distribute  the  costs,  benefits,  and  ob- 
ligations of  successful  low-level  radioactive 
waste  management  equitably  among  the 
party  states;  and  ensure  the  ecological  and 
economical  management  of  low-level  radio- 
active wastes. 

■Implicit  in  the  congressional  consent  to 
this  compact  is  the  expectation  by  Congress 
and  the  party  states  that  the  appropriate 
federal  agencies  will  actively  assist  the  Com- 
pact Commission  and  the  individual  party 
states  to  this  compact  by: 

•■(1)  expeditious  enforcement  of  federal 
rules,  regulations,  and  laws: 

••(2)  imposing  sanctions  against  those 
found  to  be  in  violation  of  federal  rules,  reg- 
ulations, and  laws; 

"(3)  timely  inspection  of  their  licensees  to 
determine  their  capability  to  adhere  to  such 
rules,  regulations,  and  laws;  and 

■•(4)  timely  provision  of  technical  assist- 
ance to  this  compact  in  carrying  out  their 
obligations  under  the  Low-Level  Radioactive 
Waste  Policy  Act.  as  amended. 


••DEFINITIONS 

••As  used  in  this  compact,  unless  the  con- 
text clearly  requires  a  different  construc- 
tion: 

■(1)  •Commission'  or  •Compact  Commis- 
sion' means  the  Southeast  Interstate  Low- 
Level  Radioactive  Waste  Management  Com- 
mission. 

•■(2)  •Facility'  means  a  parcel  of  land,  to- 
gether with  the  structure,  equipment,  and 
improvements  thereon  or  appurtenant 
thereto,  which  is  used  or  is  being  developed 
for  the  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  of 
low-level  radioactive  waste. 

•■(3)  •Generator'  means  any  person  who 
produces  or  processes  low-level  radioactive 
waste  in  the  course  of,  or  as  an  incident  to. 
manufacturing,  power  generation,  process- 
ing, medical  diagnosis  and  treatment,  re- 
search, or  other  industrial  or  commercial  ac- 
tivity. This  does  not  include  persons  who 
provide  a  service  to  generators  by  arranging 
for  the  collection,  transportation,  storage, 
or  disposal  of  wastes  with  respect  to  such 
waste  generated  outside  the  region. 

••(4)  'High-level  waste'  means  irradiated 
reactor  fuel,  liquid  waste  from  reprocessing 
irradiated  reactor  fuel,  and  solids  into  which 
such  liquid  wastes  have  been  converted,  and 
other  high-level  radioactive  waste  as  defined 
by  the  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion. 

■•(5)  Host  state'  means  any  state  in  which 
a  regional  facility  is  situated  or  is  being  de- 
veloped. 

■•(6)  'Low-level  radioactive  waste'  or 
•waste'  means  radioactive  waste  not  classi- 
fied as  high-level  radioactive  waste,  transu- 
ranic waste,  spent  nuclear  fuel,  or  by-prod- 
uct material  as  defined  in  Section  11  e.  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954.  or  as  may  be 
further  defined  by  federal  law  or  regulation. 

••(7)  'Party  state^  means  any  slate  which  is 
a  signatory  party  to  this  compact. 

•(8)  Person'  means  any  individual,  corpo- 
ration, business  enterprise,  or  other  legal 
entity  (either  public  or  private). 

•■(9)  Region"  means  the  collective  party 
states. 

••(10)  Regional  facility'  means  (1)  a  facili- 
ty as  defined  in  this  article  which  has  been 
designated,  authorized,  accepted,  or  ap- 
proved by  the  Commission  to  receive  waste 
or  (2)  the  disposal  facility  in  Barnwell 
County.  South  Carolina,  owned  by  the  Slate 
of  South  Carolina  and  as  licensed  for  the 
burial  of  low-level  radioactive  waste  on  July 
1.  1982.  but  in  no  event  shall  this  disposal 
facility  serve  as  a  regional  facility  beyond 
December  31.  1992. 

■■(11)  State'  means  a  state  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, or  any  other  territorial  possession  of 
the  United  States. 

••(12)  •Transuranic  w-astes'  means  waste 
material  containing  transuranic  elements 
with  contamination  levels  as  determined  by 
the  regulations  of  ( 1 )  the  U.S.  Nuclear  Reg- 
ulatory Commission  or  (2)  any  host  state,  if 
it  is  an  agreement  state  under  section  274  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954. 

•■(13)  Waste  management'  means  the  stor- 
age, treatment,  or  disposal  of  waste. 

•Article  3 
•■rights  and  obligations 
"The  rights  granted  to  the  parly  states  by 
this  compact  are  additional  to  the  rights  en- 
joyed by  sovereign  stales,  and  nothing  in 
this  compact  shall  be  construed  to  infringe 
upon,  limit,  or  abridge  those  rights. 
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•■(A)  Subject  to  any  license  issued  by  the 
U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  or  a 
host  sUte.  each  party  state  shall  have  the 
right  to  have  all  wastes  generated  within  its 
borders  stored,  treated,  or  disposed  of.  as 
applicable,  at  regional  facilities  and,  addi- 
tionally, shall  have  the  right  of  access  to  fa- 
cilities made  available  to  the  region  through 
agreemenu  entered  into  by  the  Commission 
pursuant  to  Article  4  (E)(9).  The  right  of 
access  by  a  generator  within  a  party  state  to 
any  regional  facility  is  limited  by  its  adher- 
ence to  applicable  state  and  federal  law  and 
regulation. 

•■(B)  If  no  operating  regional  facility  is  lo- 
cated within  the  borders  of  a  party  state 
and  the  waste  generated  within  iU  borders 
must  therefore  be  stored,  treated,  or  dis- 
posed of  at  a  regional  facility  in  another 
party  sUte,  the  party  state  without  such  fa- 
cilities may  be  required  by  the  host  state  or 
states  to  establish  a  mechanism  which  pro- 
vides compensation  for  access  to  the  region- 
al facility  according  to  terms  and  conditions 
esUblished  by  the  host  state  or  states  and 
approved  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Com- 
mission. 

■•(C)  Each  party  state  must  esUblish  the 
capability  to  regulate,  license,  and  ensure 
the  maintenance  and  extended  care  of  any 
facility  within  its  borders.  Host  states  are 
responsible  for  the  availability,  the  subse- 
quent post -closure  observation  and  mainte- 
nance, and  the  extended  institutional  con- 
trol of  their  regional  facilities  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  Article  5(B) 

■■(D)  Each  party  state  must  establish  the 
capability  to  enforce  any  applicable  federal 
or  state  laws  and  regulations  pertaining  to 
the  packaging  and  transportation  of  waste 
generated  within  or  passing  through  its  bor- 
ders. 

■■(E)  Elach  party  state  must  provide  to  the 
Commission  on  an  annual  basis  any  data 
and  information  necessary  to  the  implemen- 
tation of  the  Commission's  responsibilities. 
Each  party  state  shall  establish  the  capabil- 
ity to  obtain  any  data  and  information  nec- 
essary to  meet  its  obligation. 

••(P)  Each  party  state  must,  to  the  extent 
authorized  by  federal  law,  require  genera- 
tors within  its  borders  to  use  the  best  avail- 
able waste  management  technologies  and 
practices  to  minimize  the  volumes  of  waste 
requiring  disposal. 

•Article  4 
"the  commission 
"(A)  There  is  hereby  created  the  South- 
east Interstate  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste 
Management  Commission  (Commission'  or 
•Compact  Commission).  The  Commission 
shall  consist  of  two  voting  members  from 
each  party  state  to  be  appointed  according 
to  the  laws  of  each  state.  The  appointing 
authorities  of  each  state  must  notify  the 
Commission  in  writing  of  the  identity  of  its 
members  and  any  alternates.  An  alternate 
may  act  on  behalf  of  the  member  only  in 
the  member's  absence. 

••(B)  Each  Commission  member  is  entitled 
to  one  vote.  No  action  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  binding  unless  a  majority  of  the 
total  membership  cast  their  vote  in  the  af- 
firmative, or  unless  a  greater  than  majority 
vote  is  specifically  required  by  any  other 
provision  of  this  compact. 

••(C)  The  Commission  must  elect  from 
among  its  meml>ers  a  presiding  officer.  The 
Commission  shall  adopt  and  publish,  in  con- 
venient form,  bylaws  which  are  consistent 
with  this  compact. 

••(D)  The  Commission  must  meet  at  least 
once  a  year  and  also  meet  upon  the  call  of 
the  presiding  officer,  by  petition  of  a  major- 


ity of  the  party  states,  or  upon  the  call  of  a 
host  state.  All  meetings  of  the  Commission 
must  be  open  to  the  public. 

•(E)  The  Commission  has  the  following 
duties  and  powers: 

'•(1)  To  receive  and  approve  the  applica- 
tion of  a  nonparty  state  to  become  an  eligi- 
ble state  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  Article  7(B). 

••(2)  To  receive  and  approve  the  applica- 
tion of  a  nonparty  state  to  become  an  eligi- 
ble state  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  Article  7(C). 

■•(3)  To  submit  an  annual  report  and  other 
communications  to  the  Governors  and  to 
the  presiding  officer  of  each  body  of  the  leg- 
islature of  the  party  states  regarding  the  ac- 
tivities of  the  Commission. 

■■(4)  To  develop  and  use  procedures  for  de- 
termining, consistent  with  consideration  for 
public  health  and  safety,  the  type  and 
number  of  regional  facilities  which  are  pres- 
ently necessary  and  which  are  projected  to 
be  necessary  to  manage  waste  generated 
within  the  region. 

■■(5)  To  provide  the  party  states  with  ref- 
erence guidelines  for  establishing  the  crite- 
ria and  procedures  for  evaluating  alterna- 
tive locations  for  emergency  or  permanent 
regional  facilities. 

■■(6)  To  develop  and  adopt,  within  one 
year  after  the  Commission  is  constituted  as 
provided  in  Article  7(D)  procedures  and  cri- 
teria for  identifying  a  party  state  as  a  host 
state  for  a  regional  facility  as  determined 
pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  this  article. 
In  accordance  with  these  procedures  and 
criteria,  the  Commission  shall  identify  a 
host  state  for  the  development  of  a  second 
regional  disposal  facility  within  three  years 
after  the  Commission  is  constituted  as  pro- 
vided for  in  Article  7(D).  and  shall  seek  to 
ensure  that  such  facility  is  licensed  and 
ready  to  operate  as  soon  as  required  but  in 
no  event  later  than  1991. 

•In  developing  criteria,  the  Commission 
must  consider  the  following;  the  health, 
safety,  and  welfare  of  the  citizens  of  the 
party  states;  the  existence  of  regional  facili- 
ties within  each  party  state:  the  minimiza- 
tion of  waste  transportation;  the  volumes 
and  types  of  wastes  generated  within  each 
party  state;  and  the  environmental,  econom- 
ic, and  ecological  impacts  on  the  air,  land, 
and  water  resources  of  the  party  states. 

■The  Commission  shall  conduct  such 
hearings,  require  such  reports,  studies,  evi- 
dence, and  testimony,  and  do  what  is  re- 
quired by  its  approved  procedures  in  order 
to  identify  a  party  state  as  a  host  state  for  a 
needed  facility. 

•■(7)  In  accordance  with  the  procedures 
and  criteria  developed  pursuant  to  Section 
(E)(6>  of  this  Article,  to  designate,  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  a  host  state  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  needed  regional  facility.  The 
Commission  shall  not  exercise  this  author- 
ity unless  the  party  states  have  failed  to  vol- 
untarily pursue  the  development  of  such  fa- 
cility. The  Commission  shall  have  the  au- 
thority to  revoke  the  membership  of  a  party 
state  that  willfully  creates  barriers  to  the 
siting  of  a  needed  regional  facility. 

■•(8)  To  require  of  and  obtain  from  party 
states,  eligible  states  seeking  to  become 
party  states,  and  nonparty  states  seeking  to 
become  eligible  states,  data  and  information 
necessary  to  the  implementation  of  Com- 
mission responsibilities. 

•  (9)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  compact,  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  any  person,  state,  or  similar  regional 
body  or  group  of  states  for  the  importation 
of  waste  into  the  region  and  for  the  right  of 


access  to  facilities  outside  the  region  for 
waste  generated  within  the  region.  The  au- 
thorization to  import  requires  a  two-thirds 
majority  vote  of  the  Commission,  including 
an  affirmative  vote  of  both  representatives 
of  a  host  state  in  which  any  affected  region- 
al facility  is  located.  This  shall  be  done  only 
after  an  assessment  of  the  affected  facility's 
capability  to  handle  such  wastes. 

••(10)  To  act  or  appear  on  behalf  of  any 
party  state  or  states,  only  upon  written  re- 
quest of  both  members  of  the  Commission 
for  such  state  or  states  as  an  intervenor  or 
party  in  interest  before  Congress,  state  leg- 
islatures, any  court  of  law,  or  any  federal, 
state,  or  local  agency,  board,  or  commission 
which  has  jurisdiction  over  the  manage- 
ment of  wastes.  The  authority  to  act.  inter- 
vene, or  otherwise  appear  shall  be  exercised 
by  the  Commission,  only  after  approval  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  Commission. 

■•(11)  To  revoke  the  membership  of  a 
party  state  in  accordance  with  Article  7(P). 
•(F)  The  Commission  may  establish  any 
advisory  committees  as  it  deems  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  advising  the  Commission 
on  any  matters  pertaining  to  the  manage- 
ment of  low-level  radioactive  waste. 

••(G)  The  Commission  may  appoint  or  con- 
tract for  and  compensate  such  limited  staff 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  duties  and  func- 
tions. The  staff  shall  serve  at  the  Commis- 
sion's pleasure  irrespective  of  the  civil  serv- 
ice, personnel,  or  other  merit  laws  of  any  of 
the  party  states  or  the  federal  government 
and  shall  be  compensated  from  funds  of  the 
Commission.  In  selecting  any  staff,  the 
Commission  shall  assure  that  the  staff  has 
adequate  experience  and  formal  training  to 
carry  out  such  functions  as  may  be  assigned 
to  it  by  the  Commission.  If  the  Commission 
has  a  headquarters  it  shall  be  in  a  party 
state. 

••(H)  Funding  for  the  Commission  must  be 
provided  as  follows: 

••(1)  Each  eligible  state,  upon  becoming  a 
party  state,  shall  pay  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars  to  the  Commission  which  shall  be 
used  for  costs  of  the  Commission's  services. 
••(2)  Each  state  hosting  a  regional  disposal 
facility  shall  annually  levy  special  fees  or 
surcharges  on  all  users  of  such  facility, 
based  upon  the  volume  of  wastes  disposed  of 
at  such  facilities,  the  total  of  which: 

(a)  must  be  sufficient  to  cover  the  annual 
budget  of  the  Commission; 

■•(b)  must  represent  the  financial  commit- 
ments of  all  party  stales  to  the  Commission; 
and 

■•(c)  must  be  paid  to  the  Commission; 
Provided,  however.  That  each  host  state  col- 
lecting such  fees  or  surcharges  may  retain  a 
portion  of  the  collection  sufficient  to  cover 
its  administrative  costs  of  collection  and 
that  the  remainder  be  sufficient  only  to 
cover  the  approved  annual  budgets  of  the 
Commission. 

••(3)  The  Commission  must  set  and  ap- 
prove its  first  annual  budget  as  soon  as 
practicable  after  its  initial  meeting.  Host 
states  for  disposal  facilities  must  begin  im- 
position of  the  special  fees  and  surcharges 
provided  for  in  this  section  as  soon  as  practi- 
cable after  becoming  party  slates  and  must 
remit  to  the  Commission  funds  resulting 
from  collection  of  such  special  fees  and  sur- 
charges within  sixty  days  of  their  receipt. 

•■(I)  The  Commission  must  keep  accurate 
accounts  of  all  receipts  and  disbursements. 
An  independent  certified  public  accountant 
shall  annually  audit  all  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements of  Commission  funds  and 
submit  an  audit  report  to  the  Commission. 


The  audit  report  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the 
annual  report  of  the  Commission  required 
by  Article  4(E)(3). 

••(J)  The  Commission  may  accept  for  any 
of  its  purposes  and  functions  any  and  all  do- 
nations, grants  of  money,  equipment,  sup- 
plies, materials,  and  services  (conditional  or 
otherwise)  from  any  state,  or  the  United 
States,  or  any  subdivision  or  agency  thereof, 
or  interstate  agency,  or  from  any  institu- 
tion, person,  firm,  or  corporation,  and  may 
receive,  utilize,  and  dispose  of  the  same.  The 
nature,  amount,  and  condition,  if  any,  at- 
tendant upon  any  donation  or  grant  accept- 
ed pursuant  to  this  section,  together  with 
the  identity  of  the  donor,  grantor,  or  lender 
shall  be  detailed  in  the  annual  report  to  the 
Commission. 

••(K)  The  Commission  is  not  responsible 
for  any  costs  associated  with: 
■•(I)  the  creation  of  any  facility; 
•(2)  the  operation  of  any  facility: 
••(3)  the  stabilization  and  closure  of  any 
facility; 

•'(4)  the  post-closure  observation  and 
maintenance  of  any  facility:  or 

••(5)  the  extended  institutional  control, 
after  post-closure  observation  and  mainte- 
nance of  any  facility. 

(L)  As  of  January  1,  1986,  the  manage- 
ment of  wastes  at  regional  facilities  is  re- 
stricted to  wastes  generated  within  the 
region,  and  to  wastes  generated  within  non- 
party states  when  authorized  by  the  Com- 
mission pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
compact.  After  January  I,  1986,  the  Com- 
mission may  prohibit  the  exporation  of 
waste  from  the  region  for  the  purposes  of 
management. 

••(M)(l)  The  Commission  herein  estab- 
lished is  a  legal  entity  separate  and  distinct 
from  the  party  states  capable  of  acting  in  its 
own  behalf  and  is  liable  for  its  actions.  Li- 
abilities of  the  Commission  shall  not  be 
deemed  liabilities  of  the  party  states.  Mem- 
bers of  the  Commission  shall  not  personally 
be  liable  for  action  taken  by  them  in  their 
official  capacity. 

••(2)  Except  as  specifically  provided  in  this 
compact,  nothing  in  this  compact  shall  be 
construed  to  alter  the  incidence  of  liability 
of  any  kind  for  any  act,  omission,  course  of 
conduct,  or  on  account  of  any  causal  or 
other  relationships.  Generators  and  trans- 
porters of  wastes  and  owners  and  operators 
of  sites  shall  be  liable  for  their  acts,  omis- 
sions, conduct,  or  relationships  in  accord- 
ance with  all  laws  relating  thereto. 
••Article  5 
•development  and  operation  of  facilities 
••(A)  Any  party  state  which  becomes  a 
host  state  in  which  a  regional  facility  is  op- 
erated shall  not  be  designated  by  the  Com- 
pact Commission  as  a  host  state  for  an  addi- 
tional regional  facility  until  each  party  state 
has  fulfilled  its  obligation,  as  determined  by 
the  Commission,  to  have  a  regional  facility 
operated  within  its  borders. 

■•(B)  A  host  state  desiring  to  close  a  re- 
gional facility  located  within  its  borders 
may  do  so  only  after  notifying  the  Commis- 
sion in  writing  of  its  intention  to  do  so  and 
the  reasons  therefor.  Such  notification  shall 
be  given  to  the  Commission  at  least  four 
years  prior  to  the  intended  date  of  closure. 
Notwithstanding  the  four-year  notice  re- 
quirement herein  provided,  a  host  state  is 
not  prevented  from  closing  its  facility  or  es- 
tablishing conditions  of  its  use  and  oper- 
ations as  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
health  and  safety  of  its  citizens.  A  host 
state  may  terminate  or  limit  access  to  its  re- 
gional facility  if  it  determines  that  Congress 


has  materially  altered  the  conditions  of  this 
compswit. 

•■(C)  Each  party  state  designated  as  a  host 
state  for  a  regional  facility  shall  take  appro- 
priate steps  to  ensure  that  an  application 
for  a  license  to  construct  and  operate  a  fa- 
cility of  the  designated  type  is  filed  with 
and  issued  by  the  appropriate  authority. 

••(D)  No  party  state  shall  have  any  form  of 
arbitrary  prohibition  on  the  treatment,  stor- 
age, or  disposal  of  low-level  radioactive 
waste  within  its  borders. 

••Article  6 
"other  laws  and  regulations 
•'(A)  Nothing  in  this  compact  shall  be  con- 
strued to: 

••(1)  Abrogate  or  limit  the  applicability  of 
any  Act  of  Congress  or  diminish  or  other- 
wise impair  the  jurisdiction  of  any  federal 
agency  expressly  conferred  thereon  by  the 
Congress. 

••(2)  Abrogate  or  limit  the  regulatory  re- 
sponsibility and  authority  of  the  U.S.  Nucle- 
ar Regulatory  Commission  or  of  an  agree- 
ment state  under  section  274  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954  in  which  a  regional  facil- 
ity is  located. 

••(3)  Make  inapplicable  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  any  other  law  of  a  party  state 
which  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  compact. 
••(4)  Make  unlawful  the  continued  devel- 
opment and  operation  of  any  facility  al- 
ready licensed  for  development  or  operation 
on  the  date  this  compact  becomes  effective, 
except  that  any  such  facility  shall  comply 
with  Article  3.  Article  4,  and  Article  5  and 
shall  be  subject  to  any  action  lawfully  taken 
pursuant  thereto. 

••(5)  Prohibit  any  storage  or  treatment  of 

waste  by  the  generator  on  its  own  premises. 

••(6)  Affect  any  judicial  or  adminstrative 

proceeding  pending  on  the  effective  date  of 

this  compact. 

•'(7)  Alter  the  relations  between,  and  the 
respective  internal  responsibilities  of,  the 
government  of  a  party  state  and  its  subdivi- 
sions. 

••(8)  Affect  the  generation,  treatment, 
storage,  or  disposal  of  waste  generated  by 
the  atomic  energy  defense  activities  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Energy  or  federal  research  and  develop- 
ment activities  as  defined  in  Public  Law  96- 
573. 

••(9)  Affect  the  rights  and  powers  of  any 
party  state  and  its  political  subdivisions  to 
regulate  and  license  any  facility  within  its 
borders  or  to  affect  the  rights  and  powers  of 
any  party  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
to  tax  or  impose  fees  on  the  waste  managed 
at  any  facility  within  its  borders. 

••(B)  No  party  state  shall  pass  any  law  or 
adopt  any  regulation  which  is  inconsistent 
with  this  compact.  To  do  so  may  jeopardize 
the  membership  status  of  the  party  state. 

•'(C)  Upon  formation  of  the  compact  no 
law  or  regulation  of  a  party  state  or  of  any 
subdivision  or  instrumentality  thereof  may 
be  applied  so  as  to  restrict  or  make  more  in- 
convenient access  to  any  regional  facility  by 
the  generators  of  another  party  state  than 
for  the  generators  of  the  state  where  the  fa- 
cility is  situated. 

••(D)  Restrictions  of  waste  management  of 
regional  facilities  pursuant  to  Article  4  shall 
be  enforceable  as  a  matter  of  state  law. 
••Article  7 

"ELIGIBLE  parties;  WITHDRAWAL:  REVOCATION; 
ENTRY  INTO  FORCE;  TERMINATION 

"(A)  This  compact  shall  have  as  initially 
eligible  parties  the  Slates  of  Alabama,  Flori- 
da, Georgia,  Mississippi,  North  Carolina, 
South  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and  Virginia. 


"(B)  Any  state  not  expressly  declared  eli- 
gible to  become  a  party  slate  to  this  com- 
pact in  Section  (A)  of  this  Article  may  peti- 
tion the  Commission,  once  constituted,  to  be 
declared  eligible.  The  Commission  may  es- 
tablish such  conditions  as  it  deems  neces- 
sary and  appropriate  to  be  met  by  a  state 
wishing  to  become  eligible  to  become  a 
party  stale  to  this  compact  pursuant  to  such 
provisions  of  this  section.  Upon  satisfactori- 
ly meeting  the  conditions  aind  upon  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  Commis- 
sion, including  the  affirmative  vole  of  both 
representatives  of  a  host  state  in  which  any 
affected  regional  facility  is  located,  the  peti- 
tioning state  shall  be  eligible  to  become  a 
party  stale  to  this  compact  and  may  become 
a  party  slate  in  the  manner  as  those  states 
declared  eligible  in  Section  (A)  of  this  Arti- 
cle. 

••(C)  Each  stale  eligible  to  become  a  parly 
slate  to  this  compact  shall  be  declared  a 
parly  slate  upon  enactment  of  this  compact 
into  law  by  the  slate  and  upon  payment  of 
the  fees  required  by  Article  4(H)(1).  The 
Commission  is  the  judge  of  the  qualifica- 
tions of  the  party  slates  and  of  its  members 
and  of  their  compliance  with  the  conditions 
and  requirements  of  this  compact  and  the 
laws  of  the  parly  stales  relating  to  the  en- 
actment of  this  compact. 

••(D)(1)  The  first  three  stales  eligible  to 
become  parly  slates  to  this  compact  which 
enact  this  compact  into  law  and  appropriate 
the  fees  required  by  Article  4(H)(  1 )  shall  im- 
mediately, upon  the  appointment  of  their 
Commission  members,  constitute  them- 
selves as  the  Southeast  Low-Level  Radioac- 
tive Waste  Management  Commission;  shall 
cause  legislation  to  be  introduced  in  Con- 
gress which  grants  the  consent  of  Congress 
to  this  compact;  and  shall  do  those  things 
necessary  to  organize  the  commission  and 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  compact. 

(2)  All  succeeding  slates  eligible  to  become 
parly  states  to  this  compact  shall  be  de- 
clared parly  stales  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  Section  (C)  of  this  Article. 

(3)  The  consent  of  Congress  shall  be  re- 
quired for  the  full  implementation  of  this 
compact.  The  provisions  of  Article  5(D) 
shall  not  become  effective  until  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  import  ban  authorized  by 
Article  4(L)  as  approved  by  Congress.  Con- 
gress may  by  law  withdraw  its  consent  only 
every  five  years. 

(E)  No  state  which  holds  membership  in 
any  other  regional  compact  for  the  manage- 
ment of  low-level  radioactive  waste  may  be 
considered  by  the  Compact  Commission  for 
eligible  slate  status  or  parly  slate  status. 

(P)  Any  party  slate  which  fails  lo  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  this  compact  or  lo 
fulfill  the  obligations  incurred  by  becoming 
a  parly  state  lo  this  compact  may  be  subject 
lo  sanctions  by  the  Commission,  including 
suspension  of  its  rights  under  this  compact 
and  revocation  of  its  status  as  a  parly  slate. 
Any  sanction  shall  be  imposed  only  upon 
the  affirmative  votes  of  at  least  two-thirds 
of  the  Commission  members.  Revocation  of 
party  stale  status  may  lake  effect  on  the 
dale  of  the  meeting  at  which  the  Commis- 
sion approves  the  resolution  imposing  such 
sanction,  but  in  no  event  shall  revocation 
take  effect  later  than  ninety  days  from  the 
date  of  such  meeting.  Rights  and  obliga- 
tions incurred  by  being  declared  a  party 
slate  to  this  compact  shall  continue  until 
the  effective  date  of  the  sanction  imposed 
or  as  provided  in  the  resolution  of  the  Com- 
mission imposing  the  sanction. 

•'The  Commission  must,  as  soon  as  practi- 
cable after  the  meeting  at  which  a  resolu- 
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tion  revoking  status  as  a  party  state  is  ap- 
proved, provide  written  notice  of  the  action, 
along  with  a  copy  of  the  resolution,  to  the 
Governors,  the  Presidenu  of  the  Senates, 
and  Speakers  of  the  Houses  of  Representa 
tives  of  the  party  states,  as  well  as  chairmen 
of  the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress. 

■(G)  Any  party  state  may  withdraw  from 
the  compact  by  enacting  a  law  repealing  the 
compact;  provided,  that  if  a  regional  facility 
is  located  within  such  a  state,  such  regional 
facility  shall  remain  available  to  the  region 
for  four  years  after  the  date  the  Commis- 
sion receives  notification  in  writing  from 
the  governor  of  such  party  slate  of  the  re- 
scission of  the  compact.  The  Commission, 
upon  receipt  of  the  notification,  shall  as 
soon  as  practicable  provide  copies  of  such 
notification  to  the  Governors,  the  Presi- 
denu of  the  Senates,  and  and  the  Speakers 
of  the  Houses  of  Representatives  of  the 
party  states  as  well  as  the  chairmen  of  the 
appropriate  committees  of  Congress. 

(H)   This   compact    may    be    terminated 

only  by  the  affirmative  action  of  Congress 

or  by  the  recision  of  all  laws  enacting  the 

compact  in  each  party  state. 

■Article  8 

■penalties 

"(A)  Each  party  state,  consistently  with 
its  own  law.  shall  prescribe  and  enforce  pen- 
alties against  any  person  not  an  official  of 
another  state  for  violation  of  any  provisions 
of  this  compact. 

■•<B)  Each  party  state  acknowledges  that 
the  receipt  by  a  host  state  of  waste  pack 
aged  or  transported  in  violation  of  applica- 
ble laws  and  regulations  can  result  in  the 
imposition  of  sanctions  by  the  host  state 
which  may  include  suspension  or  revocation 
of  the  violator's  right  of  access  to  the  facili- 
ty in  the  host  state. 

"Article  9 
■severability  and  construction 

■The  provisions  of  this  compact  shall  be 
severable  and  if  any  phrase,  clause,  sen- 
tence, or  provision  of  this  compact  is  de- 
clared by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
to  l)e  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  any 
participating  state  or  of  the  United  States, 
or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  govern- 
ment, agency,  person,  or  circumstance  is 
held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder 
of  this  compact  and  the  applicability  there- 
of to  any  other  government,  agency,  person, 
or  circumstance  shall  not  be  affected  there- 
by. If  any  provision  of  this  compact  shall  be 
held  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  any 
state  participating  therein,  the  compact 
shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  as  to 
the  state  affected  as  to  all  severable  mat- 
ters. The  provisions  of  this  compact  shall  be 
lit>erally  construed  to  give  effect  to  the  pur- 
poses thereof.". 

Sec  2.  Nothing  contained  in  this  Act  or  in 
the  compact  consented  to  in  this  Act  may  be 
construed  as  impairing  or  otherwise  affect- 
ing in  any  manner  any  right  or  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  with  respect  to  the 
region  that  is  the  subject  of  such  compact. 

Sec  3.  The  right  of  the  Congress  to  alter. 
amend,  or  repeal  this  Act  is  expressly  re- 
served. 

Southeast  Interstate  Low-Level 
Radioactive  Waste  Management 
Commission. 

Atlanta,  Go..  July  26.  1983. 
Hon.  J.  Strom  Thurmond, 
Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  U.S. 
Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 
My  Dear  Senator  Thurmond:  On  July  21. 
the  Southeast  Interstate  Low-Level  Radio- 


active Waste  Management  Commission  held 
its  first  meeting  in  Atlanta.  Georgia.  As  of 
this  date,  seven  of  the  eight  eligible  states 
in  the  Southeast  region.  Alabama.  Florida, 
Mississippi,  North  Carolina.  South  Carolina. 
Tennessee,  and  Virginia,  had  fully  ratified 
the  Southeast  Compact.  Georgia  ratified  an 
earlier  version  of  the  Southeast  Compact  in 
1982  and  is  expected  to  approve  amend- 
ments to  this  compact  next  year. 

At  this  first  meeting,  the  Commission 
elected  officers,  organized  working  subcom- 
mittees, and  approved  a  draft  Congre.ssional 
consent  bill  for  the  Southeast  Compact.  Ms. 
Sara  S.  Rogers  of  your  staff  attended  this 
meeting  and  was  very  helpful  in  describing 
the  Congressional  consent  process  to  the 
Commissioners. 

I  am  writing  you  to  request  that  you  In- 
troduce in  the  United  States  Senate  legisla- 
tion for  the  enclosed  Southeast  Compact.  I 
am  also  writing  your  colleague.  Congress- 
man Butler  C.  Derrick,  to  request  that  he 
introduce  the  same  legislation  in  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives. 

If  you  agree  to  this  request.  I  will  ask  the 
governors  of  the  member  states  of  the 
Southeast  Compact  to  contact  the  members 
of  their  Congressional  delegations  and  ask 
them  to  co-sponsor  this  legislation  with 
your  consent. 

I  have  asked  Senator  Joseph  Gartlan. 
Commissioner  from  the  Commonwealth  of 
Virginia,  and  Dr.  John  Stucker,  Commis- 
sioner from  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  to 
represent  the  Commission  in  working  with 
your  staff  and  the  Congressional  delega- 
tions from  the  Southeastern  states  in  secur- 
ing Congressional  consent  for  the  Southeast 
Compact. 

On  behalf  of  the  Southeast  Commission.  I 
want  to  express  our  appreciation  for  the 
leadership  which  you  have  shown  on  this 
issue  in  the  past.  As  a  result  of  your  efforts, 
the  regional  compact  approach  to  low-level 
waste  management,  first  proposed  by  Gov- 
ernor Richard  W.  Riley,  became  national 
policy  in  the  1980  Low-Level  Waste  Policy 
Act.  We,  the  Southeastern  states,  are  pre- 
pared to  continue  our  efforts  toward  imple- 
mentation of  this  law. 

We  are  hopeful  that  the  Congress  will 
give  expeditious  consent  to  the  Southeast 
Compact  and  the  other  low-level  waste  com- 
pacts which  have  been  and  will  be  intro- 
duced. We  are  committed  to  supporting  you 
in  whatever  way  we  can  to  accomplish  this 
goal. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Richard  S.  Hodes.  M.D.. 

Chairman. 

State  of  South  Carolina. 
Office  of  the  Governor. 
Columbia.  S.C.  July  25.  1983. 
Hon.  J.  Strom  Thurmond. 
U.S.  Senate,  Russell  Building.   Washington. 
D.C. 

Dear  Strom;  Last  Thursday.  July  21.  the 
Southeast  Interstate  Low  Level  Waste  Com- 
pact Commission  held  its  first  meeting.  At 
this  meeting,  the  Commission  approved  a 
draft  Congressional  consent  bill  for  the 
Southeast  Compact. 

Very  soon  you  will  be  receiving  a  letter 
from  Dr.  Richard  S.  Hodes.  Chairman  of 
the  Commission,  enclosing  a  copy  of  this 
draft  consent  bill  and  asking  you  to  .sponsor 
its  introduction  in  the  United  States  Senate. 
A  similar  request  will  be  made  of  Congress- 
man Derrick  on  the  House  side. 

I  would  like  to  personally  request  that  you 
respond  positively  to  Dr.  Hodes'  request. 
The  Compact  which  Dr.  Hodes  is  sending 


you  represents  diligent  efforts  on  the  part 
of  South  Carolina  and  the  other  member 
states  of  our  region  to  fashion  a  viable 
framework  for  carrying  out  the  Low  Level 
Waste  Policy  Act  of  1980. 

Moreover,  it  represents  a  commitment 
that  the  legislative  leadership  of  the  Gener- 
al Assembly  and  I  have  made  to  the  people 
of  South  Carolina  to  see  that  our  disposal 
site  is  returned  to  its  originally  intended 
purpose  as  a  regional  site  and  that  another 
state  in  our  region  will  take  up  this  respon- 
sibility by  1992.  so  that  South  Carolinians 
no  longer  have  to  see  themselves  as  the  only 
ones  who  have  to  bear  the  burden  of  dispos- 
ing of  our  region's  and  the  nation's  low  level 
radioactive  waste. 

It  was  your  leadership  which  helped  to 
make  this  regional  approach  to  low  level 
waste  national  policy  in  the  1980  Act.  I  urge 
you  to  continue  your  leadership  in  seeking 
consent  for  the  Southeast  Compact  as  well 
as  the  other  Compacts  which  have  been  and 
will  be  submitted  to  Congress  for  consent. 

On  behalf  of  the  other  state  officials  in 
South  Carolina,  let  me  say  that  we  stand 
ready  to  assist  you  in  this  endeavor.  If  there 
is  anything  I  can  do  to  expedite  this  process, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 
Yours  sincerely, 

Richard  W.  Riley. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  cosponsor  this  important 
piece  of  legislation.  Establishing  the 
Southeast  compact  is  an  important 
milestone  in  our  efforts  to  deal  with 
the  problem  of  low-level  nuclear 
waste. 

In  my  view,  this  is  a  fair  and  effec- 
tive compact. 

In  the  first  place,  it  follows  the  prin- 
ciple that  Congress  set  forth  in  1980: 
each  State,  and  by  inference  each 
region,  is  responsible  for  managing  its 
own  low-level  waste.  The  eight  South- 
east States  have  accepted  their  part  of 
the  responsibility  and  formed  this 
compact.  In  return,  the  1980  law  pro- 
vides that  no  State— including  no 
Southeast  State— need  accept  waste 
from  outside  its  compact  area  after 
January  1,  1986.  This  is  a  sound  and 
equitable  approach. 

Second,  this  compact  is  fair  to  South 
Carolina.  As  the  only  State  in  the 
Southeast  with  an  existing  low-level 
disposal  site,  South  Carolina  is  central 
to  this  compact.  My  State  is  willing  to 
take  the  region's  low-level  waste  for  a 
while  longer.  But  in  return.  South 
Carolina  will  receive  financial  compen- 
sation from  other  Southeast  States. 
More  importantly,  the  compact  explic- 
itly calls  for  a  second  site  outside 
South  Carolina  to  be  picked  within  3 
years  and  to  be  licensed  and  ready  to 
operate  no  later  than  1991.  And  in  no 
event  is  the  existing  Barnwell,  S.C, 
site  to  serve  as  the  regions  disposal  fa- 
cility beyond  December  31,  1992.  This 
arrangement  is  a  big  improvement 
over  today's  situation,  where  South 
Carolina  ends  up  taking  nuclear  gar- 
bage from  all  over  the  Eastern  United 
States. 

Mr.  President.  I  intend  to  review  the 
implementation  of  this  compact  care- 


fully. In  particular,  I  want  to  examine 
all  the  safety  questions  that  have  been 
raised  recently  about  the  existing 
Barnwell  facility.  But  I  am  very  satis- 
fied with  the  compact  itself.  It  is  a  sig- 
nificant improvement  over  the  present 
situation,  and  it  enjoys  broad  biparti- 
san support  in  my  State  and  the  entire 
Southeast.  I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  to  support  the  bill  of  ratifica- 
tion. 


By  Mr.  HEINZ  (for  himself,  Mr. 

Garn,    Mr.    Tower,    and    Mr. 

Mattingly): 
S.  1750.  A  bill  to  effectuale  the  con- 
gressional directive  that  accounts  es- 
tablished under  section  327  of  the 
Garn-St  Germain  Depository  Institu- 
tions Act  of  1982  be  directly  equivalent 
and  competitive  with  money  market 
mutual  funds;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

COMPETITIVE  SAVINGS  INCENTIVE  ACT 

Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  today 
with  my  colleagues  Senators  Garn, 
Tower,  and  Mattingly,  I  am  introduc- 
ing legislation  which  would  require 
the  payment  of  earnings  on  the  re- 
serves held  by  the  Federal  Reserve 
System. 

In  the  midst  of  our  struggle  to 
achieve  a  full  economic  recovery  no 
one  would  advocate  a  policy  that  dis- 
courages savings,  taxes,  and  invest- 
ment itself  and  not  the  income  from 
the  investment,  drives  funds  out  of 
local  depository  institutions  and 
makes  monetary  policy  more  difficult 
to  execute.  Yet  such  a  policy— the  fail- 
ure to  pay  depositors  a  return  on  the 
portion  of  their  money  that  the  Feder- 
al Reserve  Board  requires  be  held 
without  interest  as  reserves— is  already 
in  place. 

When  Congress  achieved  the  great 
success  for  consumers  last  year  by  or- 
dering the  creation  of  deposit  accounts 
for  small  savers  that  bear  a  market 
rate  of  interest,  the  nonpayment  of 
earnings  on  federally  mandated  re- 
serves requirements  became  a  tax  on 
the  saver,  not  on  the  institution. 

The  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  has  endorsed  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  on  all  reserves,  but 
has  advised  that  this  be  done  gradual- 
ly in  order  to  minimize  any  cost  to  the 
Treasury.  Our  legislation  adopts  this 
gradual  approach  because  it  would 
only  apply  to  reserves  held  against 
new  accounts  authorized  under  the 
Garn-St  Germain  Act  of  1982.  namely 
MMDA,  Super  NOW,  and  any  other 
new  transaction  accounts,  as  well  as  to 
credit  union  accounts. 

All  depository  institutions— banks, 
savings  and  loans,  mutual  or  stock  sav- 
ings banks,  and  credit  unions— would 
benefit  from  this  bill,  because  it  will 
make  them  more  competitive  and 
better  able  to  attract  deposits  from 
their  local  communities  which  they 
can  then  relend  in  those  local  commu- 
nities.  Consumers   at   all    institutions 


will  benefit,  because  they  will  earn  a 
higher  yield  on  their  deposits.  Our  bill 
removes  a  major  discouragement  to 
savings,  and  will  enable  people  to 
obtain  the  best  rate  in  the  most  con- 
venient way.  at  their  local  depository 
institutions. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
measure  which  will  aid  the  small 
savers  of  this  country  and  our  entire 
economy.  It  is  my  sincere  hope,  and 
that  of  Senator  Garn  who  has  joined 
me  today  in  introducing  this  bill,  that 
the  Senate  will  take  prompt  action  on 
this  measure. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  letters 
endorsing  this  legislation  and  the  com- 
panion bill  in  the  House  introduced  by 
Congressman  Barnard  from  the  fol- 
lowing groups  be  included  in  the 
Record: 
Federal  Reserve  Board. 
Conference  of  State  Bank  Supervi- 
sors. 

National  Association  of  Federal 
Credit  Unions. 

National  Association  of  Mutual  Sav- 
ings Banks. 
U.S.  League  of  Savings  Associations. 
National  Savings  and  Loan  League. 
American  Bankers  Association. 
Consumer  Bankers  Association. 
There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Board  of  Governors, 
Federal  Reserve  System, 
Washington.  D.C,  June  20,  1983. 
Hon.  John  Heinz, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Heinz;  I  have  now  had  an 
opportunity  to  discuss  with  the  Board  issues 
raised  by  the  legislation  introduced  by  you 
last  year,  S.  3059.  requiring  payment  of  in- 
terest on  reserve  balances  held  against  de- 
posit accounts  that  are  directly  competitive 
with  money  market  funds.  We  feel  that  as  a 
general  matter  payment  of  a  market-related 
interest  rate  on  reserve  balances— whether 
held  against  deposit  accounts  specified  in 
the  proposed  bill  or  against  all  deposit  ac- 
counts requiring  reserves— is  worthwhile  on 
grounds  of  equity  and  also  on  the  more 
technical  ground  that  it  will  work  to  dis- 
courage development  of  transactions-type 
accounts  outside  the  depository  system. 
Such  accounts  outside  banks  and  thrift  in- 
stitutions would  not  under  current  law  be 
subject  to  reserve  requirements  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve,  and  their  proliferation  would 
complicate  the  implementation  of  monetary 
policy.  However,  the  Board  also  generally 
believes  that  payment  of  interest  on  re- 
serves should  be  phased  in  over  time,  taking 
due  account  of  the  potentially  adverse  ef- 
fects on  Treasury  revenues  under  the  cur- 
rent difficult  fiscal  conditions  and  to  mini- 
mize complications  for  monetary  policy  as- 
sociated with  transition  to  the  new  way  re- 
serves would  be  treated  by  depository  insti- 
tutions if  they  were  interest-bearing. 

The  bill  in  question  would  limit  interest 
on  reserve  balances  to  money  market  depos- 
it accounts  <MMDAs).  super-NOW  accounts, 
and  also,  if  our  reading  of  the  your  bill  is 
correct,  regular  NOW  accounts.  The  pay- 
ment of  interest  on  reserve  balances  held 
against  MMDAs— only  the  non-personal 
portion  of  which  is  subject  to  reserve  re- 


quirements—would be  a  step  favored  by  the 
Board  at  this  time. 

Paying  interest  on  reserve  balances  held 
against  super-NOW  accounts  would  make 
them  more  competitive  with  money  market 
funds,  although  this  might  add  further  to 
uncertainties  in  interpreting  the  monetary 
aggregates,  particularly  Ml,  by  causing  a 
shift  of  funds  now  held  in  the  form  of 
MMDAs  into  super-NOW  accounts.  With  in- 
terest paid  on  reserve  balances,  depositors 
would  be  able  to  receive  as  good  a  yield  on 
super-NOW  accounts  on  MMDAs— abstract- 
ing from  service  charges  depository  institu- 
tions might  impose— and  the  former  would 
also  have  the  capacity  for  unlimited  trans- 
fers by  check.  But  payment  of  interest  on 
super-NOW  reserve  balances  does  open  up 
the  issue  of  whether  interest  should  also  be 
paid  on  reserve  balances  of  all  transactions 
accounts.  As  deregulation  proceeds,  it  will 
be  difficult  to  distinguish  super-NOW  ac- 
counts functionally  from  regular  NOW  ac- 
counts. Paying  interest  on  all  NOW  account 
reserve  balances— and  perhaps  at  some 
point  extended  to  balances  held  against 
demand  deposits  generally— would  involve  a 
fairly  significant  drain  on  Treasury  reve- 
nues. Thus,  while  the  Board  as  a  matter  of 
principle  favors  payment  of  interest  on  all 
reserve  balances,  the  question  of  whether 
interest  should  be  paid  on  reserve  balances 
held  against  regular  NOW  accounts,  or 
transactions  accounts  more  generally, 
should  be  judged  additionally  from  the  per- 
spective of  overall  fiscal  considerations  and 
equity  in  the  raising  of  revenue. 

As  a  final  point,  the  Board  feels  that  for 
technical  monetary  control  reasons  it  would 
be  better  to  pay  interest  on  reserve  balances 
on  a  more  current  basis  than  the  one  quar- 
ter lag  in  your  legislation.  There  would 
probably  be  less  potential  for  complicating 
monetary  control  if  the  law  gave  the  Board 
discretion  to  set  a  rate  based  on  or  related 
to  market  rates,  or— if  it  were  felt  that  more 
specificity  was  desirable— based  on  the  aver- 
age yield  on.  say.  the  System's  Treasury  bill 
portfolio  in  a  current  month. 
Sincerely. 

Paul. 

Conference  of  State 

Bank  Supervisors, 
Washington.  D.C  June  24,  1983. 
Hon.  John  Heinz. 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Heinz;  The  issue  of  interest 
payments  on  resenes  required  in  conjunc- 
tion with  Money  Market  Deposit  Accounts 
and  other  recently  established  accounts  has 
been  rai.sed  in  the  context  of  proposed  legis- 
lation. 

CSBS  previously  established  its  position 
on  this  matter  in  testimony  on  S.  353.  the 
Federal  Reserve  Modernization  Act  of  1979, 
a  precursor  to  enactment  of  the  Monetary 
Control  Act.  At  that  time,  CSBS  stated; 

■We  believe  there  should  be  an  average 
reduction  of  about  one-fourth  in  member 
bank  reserve  requirements,  some  payment 
of  interest  on  reserves  or  some  combination 
of  the  two.  Additionally,  if  explicit  pricing 
were  to  be  implemented  and/or  float  treat- 
ed significantly  different  than  now.  levels  of 
reserves  and/or  payment  of  interest  on  re- 
serves should  be  adjusted  accordingly  so 
that  the  net  benefit  to  member  banks  would 
be  equivalent  to  a  reduction  of  one-fourth  in 
reserves." 

While  our  statement  endorsed  no  specific 
formula  for  payment  of  interest  on  reserves. 
CSBS  did  strongly  urge   'Congress  and  the 
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Fed.  in  the  spirit  of  equitable  treatment  of 
banks,  to  reduce  significantly  the  unduly 
high  reserve  tax  now  imposed  on  member 
banks  and  their  customers." 

CSBS  favored  payment  of  interest  on  re- 
serves as  part  of  a  program  to  reduce  unrea- 
sonable membership  costs  so  as  to  greatly 
alleviate  the  Feds  membership  problem.  We 
continue  to  believe  that  optional  Fed  mem- 
bership combined  with  efforts  to  reduce 
membership  costs  is  preferable  to  universal 
mandatory  reserves. 

In  addition,  bank  customers  would  benefit 
from  higher  interest  rates  and  banks  would 
better  be  able  to  compete  with  non-deposito- 
ry institutions,  which  do  not  hold  reserves 
at  the  Fed.  As  a  result  of  this  competition, 
increases  in  super  NOW  accounts  would 
both  strengthen  local  banks  and  increase 
their  ability  to  lend  within  their  own  com- 
munity. 

For  these  reasons.  CSBS  continues  to  be- 
lieve that  payment  of  interest  on  all  or  part 
of  the  reserves  required  to  be  held  at  the 
Fed  is  an  idea  worthy  of  support. 
Sincerely. 

Lawrence  E.  Kreider. 
Executive  Vice  President- Economist. 

National  Association  of 

Federal  Credit  Unions. 
Washington.  DC.  June  20.  1983. 
Hon.  Doug  Barnard, 

Cannon  House  Office  Building.  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives.  Washington.  D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Barnard:  On  behalf  of 
the  National  A-ssociation  of  Federal  Credit 
Unions  (NAFCU).  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  thank  you  for  introducing 
H.R.  1013.  a  bill  which  if  enacted  would  re- 
quire the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  to  pay  in- 
terest on  reserves  posted  against  Money 
Market  Deposit  Accounts  and  Super  Now 
Accounts. 

It  has  been  the  policy  of  this  association 
to  favor  the  payment  of  interest  on  all  re- 
serves posted  with  the  Fed.  We  appreciate 
the  steps  taken  in  the  Garn-St  Germain  Act 
to  make  less  burdensome  the  reporting  and 
reserving  requirements  for  the  smaller 
credit  unions,  but  we  still  believe  that  a 
more  equitable  system  would  be  to  pay  in- 
terest on  reserves  posted  with  the  Fed.  Ster- 
ile reserves  constitute  a  hidden  tax  imposed 
I  upon  the  financial  institution  affected,  and 
I  this  cost  of  doing  business  must  ultimately 
be  passed  on  to  the  consumer. 

It  is  reasonable  to  assume,  given  the  com- 
petitive conditions  of  financial  markets, 
that  interest  payments  by  the  Fed  on  re- 
serves would  be  reflected  in  the  marketplace 
in  the  form  of  lower  loan  rates  for  borrow- 
ers and  higher  earning  rates  for  savers.  Ac- 
cordingly, there  would  be  a  smaller  amount 
of  deductions  from  taxable  personal  income 
representing  interest  payments  on  loans, 
and  greater  interest  income  earned  by 
savers.  This  may  well  off-set  any  additional 
costs  to  the  Treasury. 

Congressman  Barnard,  we  feel  H.R.  1013 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  towards 
NAFCU's  adopted  policy  of  earning  interest 
on  all  posted  reserves.  We  support  your  ef- 
forts and  will  be  glad  to  work  with  you  and 
your  colleagues  for  enactment  of  this  legis- 
lation. 

Sincerely. 

John  J.  Hittchinson. 

President. 
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National  Association 
OF  Mutual  Savings  Banks, 
Washington.  D.C  June  21.  1983. 
Hon.  Doug  Barnard, 
House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Barnard:  This  letter  Is  prompt- 
ed by  legislation  which  you  have  introduced. 
H.R.  1013,  to  authorize  the  Federal  Reserve 
to  pay  interest  on  reserves  held  against 
money  market  deposit  accounts  (MMDAs). 
The  National  Association  of  Mutual  Savings 
Banks  is  very  pleased  to  endorse  this  legisla- 
tion on  both  philosophical  and  practical 
grounds. 

Consistent  with  the  deregulatory  philoso- 
phy which  has  been  reshaping  the  nations 
financial  markets  over  the  last  several 
years,  both  depository  institutions  and  their 
customers  are  adjusting  to  explicit  pricing 
for  the  use  of  funds.  A  major  anachronism 
in  this  trend  toward  increased  market  reli- 
ance is  the  federal  law  requiring  depository 
institutions  to  set  aside  reserves  in  non- 
earning  assets. 

With  respect  to  MMDAs.  which  constitute 
a  large  and  still  growing  segment  of  our.  li- 
ability structure,  there  also  arise  competi- 
tive   considerations    since    money    market 
mutual  funds  are  not  subject  to  federal  re- 
serve    requirements.     Savings     banks    and 
other  depository  institutions  are  required  to 
reserve  against   nonpersonal   MMDAs  at   3 
percent,    and    at    12    percent    on    so-called 
Super  NOW  accounts  when  such  accounts 
exceed  $26  million  per  institution.  Thus,  for 
the  very  practical  reason  of  being  able  to 
improve  the  marketability  of  these  accounts 
through  the  return  which  depositors  may 
earn,  it  would  be  advantageous  to  eliminate 
the  current  requirement  for  sterile  reserves. 
Paying  interest  on  reserve  requirements  is 
a  concept  that  has  already  been  fully  ex- 
plored in  prior  congressional  hearings,  and 
which  enjoys  significant  support  (see.  Hear- 
ings on  the  Monetary  Policy  Improvements 
Act    of    1979.    96th    Cong.,    1st    Sess.,    Feb. 
1979).   We   note   that   the  Federal   Reserve 
Board  itself  has.  in  recent  correspondence 
to  Del.  Walter  E.  Pauntroy.  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Domestic  Monetary  Policy  Sub- 
committee,   expressed    its    endorsement    of 
the  proposal  to  pay  interest  on  reserve  bal- 
ances. Such  a  step  would  also  conform  with 
the  original  congressional  intent  which  led 
to  the  creation  of  these   accounts  by   the 
Gam-St    Germain    Depository    Institutions 
Act  of  1982. 

In  addition  to  our  general  endorsement  of 
the  legislation,  we  would  like  to  comment  on 
one  technical  aspect  to  the  legislation.  Spe- 
cifically, we  would  like  to  recommend  a 
change  that  would  alter  subsection  (a)  of 
the  legislation  to  delete  the  word  mutual" 
before  "savings  bank"  in  order  to  ensure 
that  savings  banks  doing  business  in  stock 
form  would  not  be  excluded  from  the  bene- 
fits of  the  legislation.  Over  the  course  of  the 
last  eighteen  months,  a  number  of  savings 
banks  have  converted  from  mutual  to  stock 
form,  and  there  have  also  been  a  large 
number  of  conversions  from  savings  and 
loan  associations  to  federal  savings  banks, 
some  of  which  involve  stock  institutions.  We 
l>elieve  that  the  foregoing  suggestion  is 
purely  technical  in  nature  and  would  not 
alter  the  substance  of  the  legislation. 

Again,   we   would   like   to  emphasize  our 
support  for  H.R.  1013,  and  assure  you  of  our 
commitment  to  work  for  its  prompt  and  fa- 
vorable consideration  by  the  Congress. 
Sincerely  yours, 

James  J.  Butera. 
Senior  Vice  President  and  Director. 


National  Savings  and  Loan  League. 

Washington.  DC.  June  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Doug  Barnard. 

Cannon  House  Office  Building.  U.S.  House 
of  Representatii^es.  Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Barnard:  On  behalf  of 
the  officers  and  members  of  the  National 
Savings  and  Loan  League.  I  want  to  thank 
you  for  introducing  legislation  providing  for 
the  payment  of  interest  on  reserves  held  by 
the  Federal  Reserve  System  against  MMDA 
and  Super-NOW  account  balances.  These 
accounts  were  authorized  by  the  DIDC  (on 
instruction  from  Congress)  in  order  to  pro- 
vide a  competitive  balance  between  tradi- 
tional depository  institutions  and  money 
market  funds.  The  objective  is  one  the  Na- 
tional League  supported  given  the  "fact" 
that  statutory  limitations  on  money  market 
funds  was  politically  impossible. 

In  order  for  our  institutions  to  be  fully 
competitive  with  the  funds,  as  Congress  in- 
tended, they  must  be  relieved  of  the  tax  on 
their  raw  material  represented  by  the  hold- 
ing of  sterile  reserves.  These  reserve  bal- 
ances represent  a  substantial  source  of 
income  for  the  Fed  and  for  the  Treasury. 
How.  therefore,  can  anyone  question  that 
they  represent  a  tax  on  the  institutions? 

The  National  League  believes  that  inter- 
est should  be  paid  by  the  Fed  on  all  re- 
serves, but  your  legislation  addresses  the 
most  critical  area  and  is  the  appropriate 
place  to  start.  We  are  pleased  to  support 
your  efforts  and  offer  to  assist  you  in  any 
way  we  can  in  gaining  enactment  of  the  leg- 
islation. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Jim  Cousins. 

United  States  League  of  Savings 
Institutions,  Washington 

Office. 

Washington.  D.C.  June  20.  1983. 
Hon.  Doug  Barnard. 

House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Barnard;  The  staff  of  the  U.S. 
League  of  Savings  Institutions  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  study  the  bill  you  have  intro- 
duced. H.R.  1013.  to  require  payment  of  in- 
terest by  a  Federal  Reserve  bank  to  finan- 
cial institutions  depositories  on  the  reserves 
they  are  required  to  maintain  on  their 
money  market  deposit  (MMDA)  and  Super- 
NOW  accounts  (authorized  by  regulation 
pursuant  to  Section  327  of  the  St  Germain- 
Garn  Depository  Institutions  Act  of  1982). 
We  construe  that  your  bill  would  be  applica- 
ble to  reserves  on  NOW  accounts  as  well. 
Presumably,  the  legislation  would  also  re- 
quire the  payment  of  interest  on  any  other 
account  hereafter  authorized  under  the  St 
Germain-Gam  law  which  is  directly  equiva- 
lent to  and  competitive  with  money  market 
mutual  funds. 

The  League  wholeheartedly  supports  your 
effort  and  the  basic  thrust  of  the  proposed 
legislation.  If  payment  of  interest  on  re- 
serves could  be  expanded  to  all  other  ac- 
counts on  which  reserves  are  required,  so 
much  the  belter. 

In  principle,  the  payment  of  Interest  on 
reserve  balances  is  only  fair  and  equitable— 
particularly  in  view  of  competitive  accounts, 
instruments,  or  Investments  offered  by  com- 
panies ouUide  the  depository  institutions' 
segment  of  the  market— on  which  no  reserve 
balances  are  presently  required  (or  even 
provided  for  by  statute).  The  yields  which 
financial  institutions  can  offer  their  custom- 
ers on  MMDAs  and  Super-NOWs  obviously 
remain  lower  than  they  might  otherwise  be, 
since   the   reserve   balances  maintained   in 


connection  with  these  accounts  remain  ster- 
ile. 

In  the  course  of  the  legislative  process,  we 
would  like  to  retain  the  opportunity  to  offer 
more  specific  suggestions  concerning  defini- 
tions, coverage,  etc. 

For  now,  we  support  the  general  thrust  of 
your  proposed  legislation,  and  applaud  both 
your  initiative  and  concern  for  the  public  in- 
terest that  financial  institution  accounts  di- 
rectly comiaetitive  with  money  market 
mutual  funds  be  made  even  more  competi- 
tive. 

Sincerely. 

Roy  G.  Green. 

American  Bankers  Association, 
Washington  D.C.  June  20,  1983. 
Hon.  Doug  Barnard, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Dear  Doug:  On  January  27,  1983.  you  in- 
troduced legislation  that  would  provide  for 
the  payment  of  interest  on  reserves  on 
those  accounts  established  under  Section 
327  of  the  Garn-St  Germain  Depository  In- 
stitutions Act  of  1982. 

In  testimony  before  the  Senate  Banking 
Committee,  on  May  3,  1983.  the  American 
Bankers  Association  supported  the  concept 
of  the  payment  of  interest  on  reserves. 

Depository  institutions  are  currently  re- 
quired to  hold  reserve  balances  equal  to  a 
certain  percentage  of  their  transaction  and 
non-personal  time  deposits.  No  interest  is 
earned  on  these  balances  held  at  the  Feder- 
al Reserve.  This  reduces  the  interest  income 
of  depository  institutions  and  lowers  the 
rate  they  can  afford  to  pay  on  deposits. 

Since  most  of  the  profits  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  are  paid  to  the  Treasury,  failure  to 
pay  interest  on  reserve  balances  held  at  the 
Federal  Reserve  has  the  same  effect  as  a  tax 
on  depository  institutions,  and  indirectly, 
the  customers  who  purchase  financial  serv- 
ices from  them.  Moreover,  because  the  cost 
in  reduced  income  from  reserves  must  be 
made  up  through  increased  income  on  other 
bank  products  and  services,  a  sterile  reserve 
system  indirectly  maintains  artificially  high 
levels  of  interest  rates  on  loans. 

The  prior  rationale  of  not  paying  interest 
on  reserves  was  due  to  the  fact  that  these 
institutions  received  free  services  from  the 
Federal  Reserve.  This,  of  course,  is  no 
longer  the  case  since  the  Federal  Reserve 
has  begun  explicitly  pricing  its  services.  We 
are  hopeful  that  similar  legislation  will  be 
introduced  in  the  Senate. 

We  stand  ready  to  assist  you  in  any  way 
possible. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald  M.  Lowrie. 

The  Consumer  Bankers  Association, 

Arlington,  Va.,  May  18,  1983. 
Hon.  John  Heinz. 

Russell  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington, 
D.C. 
Dear  Senator  Heinz:  At  the  Senate  Bank- 
ing Committee  hearing  on  May  3.  you  indi- 
cate your  intent  to  reintroduce  legislation 
similar  to  S.  3059  that  would  provide  for  the 
payment  of  earnings  on  sterile  reserves  held 
by  the  Federal  Reserve  System.  As  I  stated, 
we  favor  the  payment  of  earnings  and 
strongly  appreciate  and  support  any  legisla- 
tion, regarding  this  issue,  that  you  intro- 
duce. We  believe  that  your  approach  of  lim- 
iting the  payment  to  reserves  held  on  the 
Money  Market  Deposit  Account,  the  Super 
NOW  Account,  and  other  transactional  ac- 
counts that  DIDC  authorizes  will  lessen  the 
impact  on  the  Treasury.  Your  approach  will 


also  provide  for  a  gradual,  non-disruptive 
transition  from  sterile  reserves  to  earning 
reserves,  since  the  bill  only  applies  to  new 
types  of  accounts.  Consumers  will  also  bene- 
fit from  this  approach  in  two  important 
ways.  First,  they  will  either  receive  higher 
rates  on  their  deposit  accounts  or  pay  lower 
interest  rates  on  their  loans.  Second,  a  com- 
petitive Super  NOW  account,  if  authorized 
for  businesses  by  the  DIDC,  will  be  an  in- 
valuable cash  management  tool  for  small 
businesses,  which  are  generally  unable  to 
avail  themselves  of  more  sophisticated  tech- 
niques. 

As  you  know,  this  bill  will  provide  parity 
for  federally  regulated  depository  institu- 
tions with  respect  to  the  non-regulated 
money  market  mutual  funds,  as  mandated 
by  Congress  in  last  year's  Garn-Sl  Germain 
Act.  At  today's  rates  (approximately  8%)  we 
estimate  that  regulated  depository  institu- 
tions are  at  a  24-basis-point  disadvantage  on 
the  MMDA  and  109-basis-point  disadvan- 
tage on  the  Super  NOW  Account.  Obvious- 
ly, your  bill  would  create  competitive  equali- 
ty. 

If  the  association  or  its  staff  can  be  of  any 
assistance  to  you,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
call  upon  us. 
Sincerely, 

Frederick  S.  Hammer, 
Chairman,  Government  Relations 
Committee. 


By  Mr.  CRANSTON: 

S.  1751.  A  bill  to  amend  certain  Fe(3- 
eral  laws  to  prohibit  age  discrimina- 
tion; to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

S.  1752.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employ- 
ee Retirement  Income  Security  Act  of 
1974  and  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  to  prohibit  age  discrimination 
in  the  administration  of  pension  plans; 
to  the  Committee  of  Finance. 

S.  1753.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  in- 
centives for  part-time  and  full-time 
employment  of  older  workers;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 
promoting  employment  opportunities  for 
older  workers 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  on 
January  26,  I  introduced  a  comprehen- 
sive legislative  proposal,  S.  2,  the  pro- 
posed 'Employment  Opportunity  for 
Older  Americans  Act  of  1983."  S.  2,  de- 
rived from  legislation  I  introduced  in 
the  97th  Congress,  S.  3010,  contains  a 
number  of  provisions  aimed  at  encour- 
aging older  workers  to  remain  in  the 
work  force,  particularly  in  part-time 
positions,  and  stimulating  employers 
to  make  these  opportunities  available 
to  older  workers.  Two  of  the  proposals 
contained  in  S.  2— increasing  the  social 
security  delayed  retirement  adjust- 
ment factor  and  modifying  the  earn- 
ings limitation— were  dealt  with  in  the 
recently  enacted  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1983.  Public  Law  98- 
21.  At  the  time  the  social  security  leg- 
islation was  before  the  Senate,  I  indi- 
cated my  strong  support  for  those  pro- 
visions and  my  intention  to  reintro- 
duce the  remaining  provisions  of  S.  2 
in  separate  bills  in  order  to  help  facili- 
tate their  referral  and  consideration 
by  the  appropriate  committees. 


I  am  therefore  today  introducing, 
for  appropriate  reference,  the  remain- 
ing provisions  of  S.  2  in  three  separate 
bills,  S.  1751.  the  proposed  "Age  Dis- 
crimination in  Employment  and  Ap- 
prenticeship Amendments  of  1983,"  S. 
1752,  the  proposed  "Age  Discrimina- 
tion in  Pension  Benefits  Act  of  1983," 
and  S.  1753,  the  proposed  "Older 
Worker  Employment  Incentives  Act  of 
1983."  I  note  that  my  extensive  floor 
statement  on  S.  2  appeared  at  pages 
S115-122  of  the  daily  edition  of  the 
Congressional  Record  for  January  26, 
1983. 

important  step  forward 
Mr.  President,  enactment  of  the  two 
provisions  relating  to  work  effort  after 
the  normal  retirement  age  contained 
in  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1983  represents  an  important  and  es- 
sential step  toward  encouraging  older 
workers  to  delay  retirement  and 
remain  participants  in  the  workforce 
as  long  as  they  desire.  The  fact  that 
workers  who  delay  their  retirements 
have  not  received  an  actuarially  fair 
adjustment  in  their  social  security 
benefits  to  reflect  these  additional 
work  years  has  served  as  disincentive 
to  continued  work.  Similarly,  the 
social  security  earnings  limitation  pro- 
vision which  required  a  forfeiture  of 
$1  in  social  security  benefits  for  every 
$2  in  earned  income  after  a  certain 
annual  earnings  threshold  has  made 
working  beyond  the  normal  retirement 
age  significantly  less  desirable.  Public 
Law  98-21  included  provisions  which 
raised  the  delayed  retirement  adjust- 
ment factor  and  modified  the  earnings 
limitation  to  provide  a  benefit  loss  of 
$1  for  every  $3  in  earned  income, 
rather  than  for  each  $2. 

Mr.  President,  these  changes  should 
help  substantially  in  making  contin- 
ued work  efforts  more  desirable  to 
older  Americans.  There  is,  however, 
much  more  that  must  be  done  to 
reduce  other  obstacles  and  fiscal  disin- 
centives that  discourage  older  work- 
ers—and their  employers.  The  legisla- 
tion I  am  introducing  today  seeks  to 
deal  with  many  of  the  remaining  prob- 
lems. 

need  for  new  policies 
Mr.  President,  at  the  time  I  intro- 
duced S.  2,  I  outlined  many  of  the  de- 
mographic factors  which  make  it  im- 
perative that  efforts  be  made  to  pro- 
vide older  workers  with  the  opportuni- 
ties and  incentives  needed  to  continue 
in  the  work  force.  I  will  not  reiterate 
all  of  the  data  today,  but  simply  point 
to  two  important  facts  which  compel 
action  in  this  area. 

First,  America  is  aging.  In  a  few 
short  decades,  the  number  of  Ameri- 
cans over  65  will  constitute  fully  one- 
fifth  of  the  population.  These  older 
Americans  will  be  better  educated,  in 
better  health,  and  have  many  more 
years  of  active  life  after  65  than  any 
previous  generation. 
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Second,  as  difficult  as  it  may  be  to 
envision  in  light  of  todays  unconscion- 
able rates  of  unemployment,  we  will 
soon  be  entering  an  era  of  labor  short- 
ages, when  the  number  of  new.  young 
workers  entering  the  work  force  will 
be  declining.  Our  labor  force  will  need 
to  retain  experienced  older  workers 
that  we  now  force  into  retirement. 
Our  Nation  will  need  these  older  work- 
ers if  we  are  to  meet  the  challenges 
that  lie  ahead. 

It  is  clear  that  we  must  begin  now  to 
revise  and  reform  those  policies  and 
practices  which  have  discouraged 
older  workers,  denied  them  the  oppor- 
tunity to  remain  active  participants  in 
the  economic  life  of  the  Nation,  and. 
in  many  cases,  forced  them  into  un- 
wanted dependency  and  idleness. 

A  NEW  CONCEPT  OF  RETIREMENT 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  that  it  is 
time  that  our  Nation  began  revising 
the  basic  concept  of  retirement.  Re- 
tirement today  means  a  total,  abrupt 
withdrawal  from  the  labor  force.  One 
day,  an  individual  is  engaged  as  an 
active,  contributing  worker;  the  next, 
he  or  she  is  faced  with  a  total  retire- 
ment—complete exclusion  from  the 
workplace.  This  often  has  a  severe,  de- 
teriorative impact  upon  physical  and 
psychological  health,  taking  away 
from  many  older  Americans  that  sense 
of  fulfillment  and  self-sufficiency 
which  comes  from  productive  employ- 
ment, leaving  them  with  a  loss  of 
meaning  and  worth  in  their  lives  and 
often  without  sufficient  resources  to 
maintain  an  adequate  standard  of 
living. 

We  should  begin  to  foster  a  new  per- 
spective on  retirement,  a  shift  from 
the  concept  of  an  abrupt,  total  with- 
drawal from  the  labor  force  to  one  of 
gradual  withdrawal,  where  older  work- 
ers are  afforded  the  opportunity,  if 
they  choose,  to  reduce  their  work 
pace,  shift  to  less  demanding  work 
roles  or  participate  in  more  flexible 
work  schedules.  Part-time  employ- 
ment, in  particular,  represents  an  ap- 
pealing and  practical  way  for  older 
workers  to  remain  in  the  work  force, 
contributing  their  skills  and  experi- 
ence and  supplementing  their  incomes, 
yet  still  allowing  them  to  reduce  their 
work  pace. 

This  new  concept— sometimes  called 
phased  retirement  or  gradual  retire- 
ment—would not  only  serve  the  inter- 
ests of  older  workers,  it  would  help 
meet  the  future  needs  of  the  labor 
force.  According  to  available  employ- 
ment projections.  74  percent  of  the  in- 
crease in  new  employment  positions  in 
the  next  two  decades  will  be  in  whole- 
sale or  retail  sales  and  in  the  services 
industries— two  fields  which  currently 
employ  60  percent  of  all  workers  65  or 
older.  These  same  industries  frequent- 
ly use  part-time  employees. 

Mr.  President,  a  number  of  the  pro- 
visions in  my  proposal  are  focused 
upon  encouraging   part-time   employ- 
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ment  opportunities  for  older  workers. 
It  is  clear  that  older  workers  today 
desire  these  work  arrangements.  A 
1981  Harris  poll  of  current  workers  be- 
tween the  ages  of  55  to  64  found  that 
79  percent  would  prefer  part-time 
work  to  complete  retirement.  Surveys 
of  current  retirees  disclose  equally 
strong  desires  to  engage  in  part-time 
work.  We  need  to  develop  innovative 
and  creative  ways  to  provide  these  op- 
portunities. 

SUMMARY  OF  BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Mr.  President,  as  I  stated  at  the 
outset,  the  three  bills  I  am  introducing 
today  contained  proposals  derived 
from  S.  2  which  have  not  yet  been 
acted  upon. 

S.   1751.  AGE  DISCRIMINATION  IN  EMPLOYMENT 
AND  APPRENTICESHIP  AMENDMENTS  OF  1983 

The  first  bill.  S.  1751.  the  proposed 
"Age  Discrimination  in  Employment 
and  Apprenticeship  Amendments  of 
1983."  would  amend  the  Age  Discrimi- 
nation in  Employment  Act  (ADEA)  to 
extend  its  protections  to  all  older 
Americans,  not  just  those  under  age 
70,  clarify  that  under  the  ADEA  an 
employee  benefit  plan  cannot  discrimi- 
nate on  the  basis  of  age,  and  prohibit 
age  discrimination  under  the  National 
Apprenticeship  Act.  This  legislation  is 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  currently 
several  proposals  pending  in  the 
Senate  to  remove  the  age  70  ceiling  in 
the  ADEA.  The  effect  of  removing  the 
ceiling  would  be  to  extend  the  protec- 
tion of  ADEA  to  all  workers  over  the 
age  of  40  who  are  employed  in  jobs 
covered  by  the  act.  thereby  guarantee- 
ing those  employees  protection  against 
mandatory  retirement  rules.  In  1978, 
we  raised  the  ceiling  from  65  to  70  for 
most  employees  and  eliminated  entire- 
ly the  mandatory  retirement  age  for 
Federal  employees.  Elimination  of  the 
ceiling  would  afford  similar  protection 
to  employees  in  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  President,  my  proposal  differs 
from  other  measures  before  the 
Senate  in  that  it  would  also  abolish 
the  exemptions  created  in  1978  that 
deny  certain  categories  of  workers  pro- 
tection against  mandatory  retirement 
rules.  In  1978.  over  my  strong  objec- 
tions, exemptions  were  included  in  the 
ADEA  to  allow  colleges  and  universi- 
ties to  force  certain  employees— ten- 
ured faculty  members— to  retire  at  age 
65  and  to  allow  businesses  to  take  the 
same  actions  with  regard  to  certain  ex- 
ecutives. 

The  exemption  for  universities  and 
colleges,  however,  expired  on  July  1, 
1982.  Thus,  under  the  ADEA  today, 
college  professors  enjoy  the  same  pro- 
tections against  mandatory  retirement 
before  age  70  that  every  other  worker 
enjoys.  Some  of  the  proposals  current- 
ly pending  in  the  Congress  to  elimi- 
nate the  age  70  ceiling  would  recreate 
an  exemption  that  would  allow  univer- 
sities and  colleges  to  force  out  tenured 


employees  when  they  reach  age  70. 
These  proposals  would  also  allow  con- 
tinuation of  the  exemption  for  busi- 
nesses which  choose  to  force  execu- 
tives with  pension  benefits  over 
$27,000  to  retire  when  they  reach  65. 

My  bill  does  not  exclude  any  catego- 
ry of  employees  from  the  protection  of 
the  ADEA.  I  recognize  that  those  em- 
ployers who  setk  to  retain  the  free- 
dom to  discharge  an  employee  when 
he  or  she  reaches  a  certain  age  truly 
believe  that  the  circumstances  in  their 
particular  field  warrant  special  consid- 
eration. But.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
dealing  with  what  is  a  basic  civil 
right— the  right  to  be  judged  on  the 
basis  of  individual  ability  to  perform  a 
job.  Employment  discrimination  on 
the  basis  of  chronological  age  is  just  as 
invidious  and  unfair  as  discrimination 
on  the  basis  of  race  or  sex  or  religion 
or  national  origin  that  title  VII  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  prohibits.  It  has  no 
place  in  our  society. 

Some  of  the  proponents  of  these  ex- 
emptions claim  the  need  to  hire  new 
blood  to  get  new  ideas  into  higher  edu- 
cation or  into  their  corporate  offices. 
The  presumption,  however,  that 
younger  individuals  have  a  monopoly 
on  new  ideas  is  simply  an  outdated 
ageist  stereotype.  There  are  countless 
examples  of  major  breakthroughs  in 
the  sciences,  art,  literature,  music,  and 
other  fields  which  have  come  from 
those  individuals  over  the  normal  re- 
tirement age. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  believe  as  a 
matter  of  principle  that  no  American 
should  be  forced  to  retire  at  a  set  age 
without  regard  to  individual  compe- 
tency—and that  is  the  view  held  by 
most  Americans— then  there  is  simply 
no  justification  for  carving  out  par- 
ticular segments  of  the  workforce  for 
whom  such  protection  will  not  be  pro- 
vided. The  ADEA  clearly  does  not 
limit  an  employers  ability  to  dis- 
charge any  employee,  regardless  of 
age,  who  cannot  adequately  perform 
his  or  her  duties.  That  ought  to  be  the 
standard,  not  some  arbitrary  age 
factor,  in  every  occupational  field. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  article  which  recently  ap- 
peared in  the  "Chronicle  of  Higher 
Education"  discussing  some  of  the 
issuss  associated  with  the  tenured  pro- 
fessor exemption  be  reprinted  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  "Age 
Discrimination  in  Employment  and 
Apprenticeship  Amendments  of  1983" 
would  also  clarify  the  application  of 
the  ADEA  to  employee  benefit  plans. 
Under  the  present  interpretation  of 
the  ADEA.  employers  may  refuse  to 
credit  the  additional  work  years  after 
retirement  age  to  an  employee's  pen- 
sion. According  to  a  report  published 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
"Work   and   Retirement   Options   for 


Continued  Employment  of  Older 
Workers,"  July  1982,  27  percent  of  the 
workers  covered  by  private  pension 
plans  are  subject  to  provisions  that 
prohibit  the  accrual  of  pension  bene- 
fits entirely  after  the  normal  retire- 
ment age,  and  22  percent  are  in  plans 
that  limit  in  some  fashion  pension 
benefit  accrual  after  a  particular  age. 
Under  these  plans,  an  older  worker 
gets  no  or  reduced  pension  credits  for 
those  additional  work  years.  This  type 
of  discrimination  clearly  discourages 
older  workers  and  denys  them  equal 
compensation  for  their  work. 

Finally,  the  proposed  "Age  Discrimi- 
nation in  Employment  and  Appren- 
ticeship Amendments  of  1983"  would 
ban  age  discrimination  under  the  Na- 
tional Apprenticeship  Act.  As  more 
and  more  older  workers  need  retrain- 
ing and  new  skills,  elimination  of  age 
limits  which  prevent  them  from  gain- 
ing the  education  and  training  needed 
will  become  increasingly  important. 

S.  1752.  AGE  DISCRIMINATION  IN  PENSION 
BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  President,  S.  1752,  the  proposed 
"Age  Discrimination  in  Pension  Bene- 
fits Act  of  1983."  contains  the  provi- 
sions of  S.  2  which  dealt  with  prohibit- 
ing private  pension  programs  from  dis- 
criminating against  older  workers. 
This  legislation  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  both  the  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources and  Finance  Committees. 

First,  the  Employee  Retirement 
Income  Security  Act  of  1974  (ERISA) 
would  be  amended  to  correspond  to 
the  amendments  to  ADEA  contained 
in  the  first  bill  I  have  described.  Em- 
ployers would  thus  be  prohibited  from 
refusing  to  credit  additional  years  of 
work  beyond  retirement  age  to  an  em- 
ployee's pension  fund  under  both 
ERISA  and  ADEA. 

Second,  the  bill  would  specifically 
prohibit  reduction  of  pension  benefits 
by  reason  of  any  increase  in  the 
income  of  the  participant  due  to  em- 
ployment by  any  employer  for  less 
than  1,000  hours  during  a  calendar 
year.  This  provision  is  aimed  at  pro- 
hibiting the  current  practice  of  some 
employers  of  refusing  to  pay  pension 
benefits  to  a  retired  worker  who  con- 
tinues working  in  the  same  field  or  for 
the  same  employer.  Until  recently,  an 
older  worker  might  risk  total  forfeit- 
ure of  his  or  her  pension  if  the  worker 
continued  in  the  same  field  after 
reaching  retirement  age.  In  1982,  the 
Department  of  Labor  issued  regula- 
tions that  permit  some  work  activity 
by  these  pensioners,  but  allow  total 
forfeitures  for  retirees  who  work  more 
than  40  hours  per  month  in  prohibited 
employment.  This  legislation  would 
prohibit  an  employer  from  withhold- 
ing pension  benefits  so  long  as  the 
pensioner  did  not  exceed  1,000  hours 
per  year.  This  is  roughly  twice  the  cur- 
rent allowable  amount  and  would 
enable  a  retiree  to  work  approximately 


halftime    before    an    employer    could 
withhold  or  reduce  a  pension. 

S.   17  53,  OLDER  WORKER  EMPLOYMENT 
INCENTIVES  ACT  OF  1983 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  the  third  bill 
I  am  introducing  today,  S.  1753,  the 
proposed  "Older  Worker  Employment 
Incentives  Act  of  1983",  contains  the 
provisions  of  S.  2  which  add  low- 
income  workers  as  covered  categories 
of  the  targeted  jobs  tax  credit  and 
reduce  the  PICA  tax  for  part-time 
older  workers.  This  legislation  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Finance 
Committee. 

The  existing  targeted  job  tax  credit 
provides  employers  with  a  tax  credit 
equal  to  50  percent  of  the  first  $6,000 
in  wages  paid  in  the  first  year  to  work- 
ers in  certain  targeted  categories  and 
25  percent  of  the  first  $6,000  paid  in 
the  second  year  of  employment.  Be- 
tween 1979  and  1981,  800.000  workers 
benefited  under  the  existing  program 
which  covers  a  variety  of  groups  such 
as  disadvantaged  young  workers,  wel- 
fare assistance  recipients,  Vietnam  era 
veterans,  and  former  CETA  public 
service  employment  participants.  CBO 
has  estimated  that  1.5  million  older 
workers  between  the  ages  of  62  and  69 
and  2.6  million  who  are  70  years  and 
older  would  be  eligible  under  the  same 
income  standards  that  are  applicable 
to  other  categories  of  workers.  Accord- 
ing to  CBO.  in  may  cases,  the  employ- 
ment opportunities  that  would  be  cre- 
ated through  extension  of  the  credit 
to  low-income  older  workers  are  likely 
to  be  part-time  jobs  because  of  the 
interplay  between  the  $6,000  limit  in 
the  credit  and  the  earnings  limitation 
provisions  in  the  Social  Security  Act. 

This  bill  also  contains  provisions  to 
cut  in  half  the  FICA  tax  for  part-time 
older  workers.  Under  present  law,  a 
part-time  older  worker  must  pay  the 
full  amount  of  the  employee's  share  of 
the  social  security  tax— the  so-called 
FICA  tax.  This  can  be  a  substantial 
disincentive  to  working  since  his  or 
her  earnings  are  also  subject  to  the 
earnings  limitation  which  even  under 
the  1983  liberalization  will  still  result 
in  an  older  worker  losing  $1  in  social 
security  benefits  for  every  $3  in 
earned  income  over  the  $6,600  thresh- 
old. 

Present  law  operates  as  a  disincen- 
tive as  well  for  employers  to  hire  part- 
time  older  workers.  The  employer 
must  pay  the  employers  share  of  the 
FICA  tax  on  each  part-time  worker 
which  can  mean  that  the  employer 
will  end  up  paying  more  in  FICA  taxes 
for  two  part-time  older  workers  than 
for  one  full-time  worker.  Some  have 
advocated  that  FICA  taxes  be  elimi- 
nated entirely  for  those  older  workers 
who  are  foregoing  social  security  bene- 
fits because  of  earned  income.  They 
have  argued  that  it  is  unjust  to  require 
these  workers  to  continue  paying  for  a 
benefit  they  are  not  receiving  by 
virtue  of  remaining  in  the  workforce. 


Such  an  approach,  however,  would 
deny  these  workers  the  benefit  of  the 
delayed  retirement  adjustment  factor 
and  might  reduce  considerably  social 
security  trust  fund  revenues. 

Consideration  has  also  been  given  to 
a  pro  rata  reduction  in  the  FICA  rate 
for  part-time  work,  but  the  adminis- 
trative complexities  of  that  approach 
would  be  significant.  Thus,  this  legisla- 
tion would  simply  provide  that,  as  to  a 
worker  over  the  age  of  65,  the  tax  rate 
for  both  employer  and  employee  share 
of  the  FICA  tax  would  be  reduced  to 
one-half  the  rate  that  would  otherwise 
be  applicable  with  respect  to  that  por- 
tion of  wages  that  does  not  exceed 
one-half  the  wage  base  established  for 
FICA  taxation. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  action  can 
be  taken  on  these  proposals  to  help 
eliminate  the  obstacles  that  deter 
older  workers  from  remaining  in  the 
work  force.  Public  opinion  desire  clear- 
ly point  in  this  direction.  We  need  to 
make  a  firm  commitment  to  action. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  three  bills  I  am  introducing 
be  reprinted  in  the  Record  following 
the  article  from  the  "Chronicle  of 
Higher  Education." 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

I  Wasn't  Ready  To  Go:  The  Conflict  Over 
Forcing  F>rofessors  To  Retire 

(By  Suzanne  Perry) 

Five  years  ago.  Saul  Levine.  then  a  profes- 
sor of  art  history  at  Fairleigh  Dickinson 
University,  turned  65. 

It  was  a  traumatic  experience. 

For  although  Mr.  Levine  loved  teaching, 
he  was  being  forced  to  give  up  his  tenured 
position  because  he  had  reached  the  age  for 
mandatory  retirement  under  a  faculty  con- 
tract with  the  university.  The  university 
then  appointed  him  to  nontenured  position 
for  one  year  and  offered  him  only  a  part- 
time  job  for  the  year  after  that. 

The  professor  says  he  was  so  unprepared 
to  pull  back  from  his  life's  work  that  he  felt 
as  though  he  had  been  stricken  by  "emo- 
tional leukemia." 

One  day  you're  at  peace  with  yourself,  he 
says,  and  then  "suddenly  there  is  the  re- 
straint of  serious  illness,  and  very  little  can 
be  about  done  it.  You  have  to  accept  the  re- 
ality of  a  status  that  is  brutally  changed." 

Mr.  Levine  did  what  he  could:  He  sued  the 
university  on  charges  of  age  discrimination, 
and  won— mainly  because  the  university,  in 
stripping  him  of  his  tenure,  left  itself  open 
to  a  judgment  that  it  had  violated  the  feder- 
al Age  Discrimination  in  Employment  Act. 
Ironically,  until  last  July,  that  law  protect- 
ed nontenured  faculty  members— but  not 
tenured  faculty  members— after  age  65. 

Under  the  terms  of  Mr.  Levine's  settle- 
ment, however,  he  had  to  leave  Fairleigh 
Dickinson  at  age  69. 

"I  wasn't  ready  to  go. "  he  says.  I  consid- 
ered myself  at  the  peak  of  my  teaching 
abilities.  I'm  a  Michelangelo  scholar,  and 
the  interaction  between  teaching  and  schol- 
arship is  always  there.  You  can't  separate 
it.  ■ 
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Mr.  Levine  says  his  leaving  disrupted  the 
lives  of  others,  as  well,  as  evidenced  by  let- 
ters that  many  colleagues  and  students  sent 
to  administrators  on  his  behalf. 

Mr.  Levines  legal  battle  is  over  now.  but 
the  philosophical  questions  surrounding 
mandatory  retirement  still  tug  at  him.  Is  it 
morally  right,  he  aslcs.  for  an  employer  to 
require  workers  to  retire  against  their  will? 

Mr.  Levine  says  No. 

"Retirement  in  a  democratic  society  has 
to  be  voluntary."  he  says.  Any  arbitrary 
imposition  of  retirement  is  a  violation  of  our 
civil  rights.  Its  something  ugly.  It's  anathe- 
ma. It  violates  our  basic  sense  of  decency.  " 

BURGEONING  MOVEMENT 

Throughout  American  society  a  burgeon- 
ing movement  against  age  discrimination  is 
forcing  people  to  confront  such  issues  these 
days. 

In  academe,  however,  there  are  special 
complications,  because  leading  professional 
associations  have  said  that  tenured  faculty 
members  should  be  treated  differently  from 
other  employees.  Others  disagree.  The  argu- 
ments reflect  a  classic  conflict  between  the 
rights  of  individuals  and  the  needs  of  insiti- 
tutions. 

Five  years  ago.  when  the  Age  Discrimina- 
tion in  Employment  Act  was  amended  to 
prohibit  mandatory  retirement  before  age 
70.  colleges  and  universities  were  temporari- 
ly exempted— until  July.  1982-in  the  case 
of  tenured  professors. 

This  year.  Rep.  Claude  Pepper.  Democrat 
of  Florida,  one  of  the  nations  leading  advo- 
cates of  rights  for  older  Americans,  and  Sen. 
John  Heinz.  Republican  of  Pennsylvania,  in- 
troduced bills  to  abolish  mandatory  retire- 
ment altogether.  But  once  again,  under 
their  proposals,  application  of  the  law  to 
tenured  professors  would  be  delayed— this 
time  for  15  years. 

The  exemption  is  the  product  of  intensive 
lobbying  by  the  American  Council  on  Edu- 
cation on  behalf  of  all  major  higher-educa- 
tion associations,  reportedly  augmented  by 
hundreds  of  letters  to  Congress  from  college 
and  university  presidents. 

The  institutions'  argument,  basically,  is 
that  uncapping"  the  retirement  age  for 
tenured  professors  would  exacerbate  demo- 
graphic pressures  that  have  already  sharply 
reduced  the  number  of  openings  for  new- 
faculty  members  across  the  country.  Con- 
fronted with  projections  of  declining  enroll- 
ments and  a  bulge  of  middle-aged  faculty 
members  who  were  hired  during  higher  edu- 
cation's boom  period  of  the  1950's  and 
1960's.  college  and  university  officials  say 
they  must  be  able  to  retire  older  professors. 
No  other  profession,  they  say.  must  grap- 
ple with  the  intricacies  of  academic  tenure, 
which  makes  it  difficult  to  fire  an  unproduc- 
tive professor.  Moreover,  the  "graying"  of 
college  faculties  will  lead  to  increased  salary 
costs  and  a  lack  of  fresh  blood,  the  officials 
maintain. 

AAUP  SUPPORTS  EXEMPTION 

On  the  surface  that  might  seem  to  be 
strictly  a  management  viewpoint.  Yet  the 
proposed  15-year  exemption  is  also  being 
supported  by  the  American  Association  of 
University  Professors,  which  opposed  a  fac- 
ulty exemption  in  1978  but  now  fears  that 
uncapping  the  retirement  age  altogether 
could  freeze  out  younger  faculty  members 
from  thp  tenure  system. 

Said  the  association's  Committee  on  Aca- 
demic Freedom  and  Tenure  in  a  report  pub- 
lished last  fall: 

•An  effect  of  uncapping  legislation, 
though   one   probably    not   consciously   in- 


tended by  its  framers.  will  be  to  shift  Insti- 
tutions' total  personnel  costs  toward  the 
older  edge  of  the  faculty  age  spectrum,  as 
many  professors  elect  to  stay  on  at  full 
salary,  past  the  traditional  mandatory  re- 
tirement age  of  70  at  many  institutions,  as 
well  as  past  the  previously  traditional  retire- 
ment age  of  65  at  many  other  institutions." 

Matthew  W.  Finkin.  professor  of  law  at 
Southern  Methodist  University  and  chair- 
man of  the  A.A.U.P.  committee,  says  the  as- 
sociation's concern  extends  to  "the  vitality 
of  the  professoriate  as  a  whole." 

Officials  of  the  association  say  its  position 
has  attracted  little  negative  response  from 
members. 

But  in  other  corners  of  academe,  there  are 
ripples  of  discontent. 

For  one  thing,  the  two  other  major  facul- 
ty organizations— the  American  Federation 
of  Teachers  (A.F.L.-C.I.O.)  and  the  National 
Education  Association— oppose  the  exemp- 
tion. The  N.E.A.  opposes  mandatory  retire- 
ment for  any  workers,  and  it  argues  in  a 
letter  to  Congress  that  excluding  tenured 
faculty  members  from  legislative  protection 
would  be  "double  discrimination— once  on 
the  basis  of  age  and  again  on  the  basis  of  oc- 
cupation. "The  AFT.  has  not  taken  a  posi- 
tion on  the  general  question  of  mandatory 
retirement,  but  it  says  that  any  legislation 
on  the  issue  should  afford  tenured  faculty 
members  "treatment  comparable  to  other 
professionals."' 

For  another  thing,  some  faculty  members 
and  administrators  passionately  believe  that 
forcing  competent  professors  to  retire  invol- 
untarily is  as  unjust  as  discriminating 
against  someone  on  the  basis  of  race  or  sex. 


"WORST  FORM  OF  DISCRIMINATION" 

"In  some  ways  this  is  the  worst  form  of 
discrimination. "  says  Allen  D.  Calvin,  pro- 
fessor of  organization  and  leadership  at  the 
University  of  San  Francisco.  If  were  lucky 
enough,  all  of  us  will  get  to  be  65  or  70.  so 
this  will  affect  all  of  us." 

Mr.  Calvin  has  launched  a  one-man  cam- 
paign against  mandatory  retirement.  For 
years,  he  has  l)een  collecting  documents, 
writing  letters,  contacting  Congressional 
staff  members,  and  lobbying  in  California 
for  a  pending  state  bill  that  would  prohibit 
forced  retirement  of  professors. 

He  sees  those  efforU  as  a  logical  extension 
of  his  own  involvement  in  the  civil-rights 
movement.  While  retirement  will  not  affect 
him  directly  for  some  time— he  is  only  55— 
Mr.  Calvin  says  he  was  moved  to  act  after 
watching  some  of  his  former  colleagues 
become  "absolutely  destroyed  "  by  mandato- 
ry retirement. 

"The  more  I  watched  some  of  the  finest 
professors  I  knew  being  fired,  the  more  irri- 
tated I  got. "  he  says. 

Another  opponent  of  mandatory  retire- 
ment is  Thomas  M.  Stauffer,  now  chancel- 
lor of  the  University  of  Houston.  Until  last 
summer,  he  was  director  of  external  rela- 
tions at  the  American  Council  on  Education, 
one  of  the  leading  advocates— both  in  1978 
and  today— of  allowing  colleges  to  force  ten- 
ured professors  to  retire. 

Mr.  Stauffer's  view,  which  he  explained  in 
a  recent  letter  to  the  New  York  Times,  is 
that  academe  is  inviting  greater  federal 
intervention  by  asking  the  government  to 
exempt  it  from  "fundamental  national 
policy." 

"American  higher  education  is  part  of  the 
American  nation,  not  separate  from  its  basic 
social  trends."'  he  wrote.  "The  American 
population  is  aging,  and  recognizing  the 
value  of  older  workers  is  just  as  significant 


as  recognizing  the  value  of  women  and  mi- 
norities in  the  work  place." 

Mr.  Stauffer  says  he  sympathizes  with  the 
A.C.E..  which  was  flooded  with  letters  from 
college  presidents  who  opposed  raising  or 
uncapping  the  mandatory-retirement  age 
for  tenured  professors.  But  he  says  he 
couldn't  shake  the  feeling  that  their  argu- 
ments were  discriminatory. 

"I  thought  what  A.C.E.  was  doing  in  a 
constituent  sense  was  correct— representing 
the  people  in  higher-education  land."  he 
says.  "But  I  thought  it  was  wrong,  pure  and 
simple." 

J.  W.  Peltason.  president  of  the  American 
Council,  says  its  position  serves  the  needs  of 
the  entire  higher-education  community.  "In 
all  fields,  one  needs  a  balance  of  younger 
faculty  and  more  experienced  faculty  to 
stimulate  students  and  colleagues  alike  by 
challenging  old  as  well  as  new  ways  of 
thinking  and  by  contributing  varied  per- 
spectives,"  he  told  Congress  in  a  letter. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  question.  Ber- 
nard Roth,  professor  of  mechanical  engi- 
neering at  Stanford  University,  is  an  exam- 
ple of  someone  who  became  "converted  "  by 
considering  the  individuals  involved.  He 
says  he  began  fighting  mandatory  retire- 
ment after  investigating  the  issue  about  five 
years  ago  as  chairman  of  Stanford's 
A.A.U.P.  chapter. 

"My  mind  literally  got  blown. "  Mr.  Roth 
recalls.  "Every  stereotype  I  had  on  the  issue 
was  wrong." 
He  says  he  discovered  that  instead  of 
doddering  guys  with  yellow  notes. "  many 
of  the  Stanford  professors  who  were  being 
forced  to  retire  were  "stars  who  were  bring- 
ing in  millions  of  dollars'  that  created  jobs 
for  young  scholars. 

Mr.  Roth  testified  against  a  California 
bill,  which  eventually  passed,  that  exempted 
tenured  professors  at  private  universities 
from  state  legislation  abolishing  mandatory 
retirement.  And  he  led  a  fight  on  behalf  of 
Stanford  professors  who  were  in  what  he 
calls  the  "window  group' —they  turned  65 
between  the  time  Congress  amended  the 
mandatory-retirement  law  and  the  time  the 
exemption  affecting  tenured  professors  ex- 
pired. Stanford  agreed  to  offer  the  affected 
employees  half-time  assignments. 

Opponents  of  mandatory  retirement  in 
higher  education  also  raise  these  points: 

There  is  no  evidence  that  many  professors 
would  stay  past  70  even  if  they  could,  so 
predictions  of  dire  consequences  from  un- 
capping the  retirement  age  may  be  exagger- 
ated. 

Colleges  and  universities  are  using  manda- 
tory retirement  as  a  way  to  rid  themselves 
of  unproductive  professors,  instead  of  deal- 
ing directly  with  a  problem  that  can  afflict 
faculty  members  at  any  age. 

Some  professors  cant  afford  to  retire  be- 
cause their  pensions  are  inadequate. 

The  argument  that  hard  data  on  manda- 
tory retirement  do  not  exist  is  supported  by 
a  Congressional  staff  member  who  is  closely 
involved  with  the  pending  legislation. 

"I  find  it  kind  of  curious  that  the  sup- 
posed scientific  and  academic  leaders  of  this 
country  are  running  around  screaming 
Chicken  Little  stories."  he  says. 

Although  the  bills'  sponsors  agreed  for  po- 
litical reasons  to  include  the  15-year  exemp- 
tion, this  source  adds,  "it  will  be  up  to  the 
academics  to  prove  their  case  to  Congress. " 
According  to  the  Teachers  Insurance  An- 
nuity Association  and  College  Retirement 
Equities  Fund,  the  average  age  at  which  fac- 
ulty members  begin  collecting  their  pen- 
sions—which   usually    represents    a    retire- 


ment date— has  been  declining  over  the  past 
10  years.  In  1982.  the  organizations  report. 
10  percent  of  their  participants  began  re- 
ceiving annuity  checks  at  age  70  or  over, 
compared  with  12.5  percent  in  1973. 

The  report  by  the  A.A.U.P. "s  academic- 
freedom  committee  said  academic  should  be 
exempted  from  proposals  to  uncap  the  re- 
tirement age  for  tenured  professors  "so  long 
as  the  professoriate  is  otherwise  fairly  treat- 
ed in  the  administration  of  the  institution's 
retirement  plan." 

Mr.  Finkin  defends  the  committee's  posi- 
tion as  a  highly  principled  one.  The  academ- 
ic-freedom panel  considered  the  civil-liber- 
ties argument  carefully,  he  says,  and  "the 
question  was  a  close  one." 

But  on  balance,  the  committee  believed 
that  its  position  served  the  greater  good. 
The  prospect  of  unlimited  employment  of 
faculty  members,  he  says,  could  cause  ad- 
ministrations to  attack  the  tenure  system. 

Furthermore,  mandatory  retirement  is  a 
"civilized"  way  to  ease  out  a  faculty  member 
who.  "after  30  years  of  service,  is  not  as  pro- 
ductive as  he  once  was,"  Mr.  Finkin  adds. 
"One  of  the  advantages  of  mandatory  re- 
tirement is  it  is  neutral." 

Mr.  Peltason  of  the  A.C.E.  agrees  that  the 
prospect  of  charging  older  professors  with 
incompetence— and  perhaps  fighting  the 
battle  in  court— is  unappealing. 

"You'd  have  letters  from  students  of  20  to 
30  years  ago.  saying.  "He  was  the  best  thing 
in  my  life.'  Then  the  university  has  to  come 
forward  and  say.  Yes,  Professor  X  was  a 
fine  biochemist,  but  he  hasn't  done  any- 
thing up  to  date  in  the  last  10  years.'  " 

Meanwhile,  as  the  debate  continues,  indi- 
vidual lives  are  directly  affected  by  colleges' 
decisions  on  retirement.  While  many  profes- 
sors undoubtedly  look  forward  to  retiring, 
for  some  the  experience  is  wrenching. 

Gifford  E.  McCasland.  for  example,  in 
1978  and  1979  waged  a  bitter  fight  through 
his  faculty  union  against  his  forced  retire- 
ment at  age  65  from  the  University  of  San 
Francisco.  Because  of  the  1978  exemption, 
however,  he  had  no  legal  recourse.  Mr. 
McCasland.  a  former  professor  of  chemistry, 
found  that  a  bitter  pill  to  swallow. 

"To  single  out  any  one  occupation  and 
deny  you  the  protection  of  the  law— I  think 
it's  an  outrage."  he  says.  "To  me.  it's  uncon- 
stitutional. I  don't  know  how  they  get  away 
with  it." 

The  outrage  also  extended  to  Mr.  McCas- 
land's  wife.  Evelyn,  who  says  it  was  difficult 
to  watch  her  husband  become  the  victim  of 
discrimination  for  the  first  time  in  his  Ufe. 
For  several  years,  the  McCaslands  were 
consumed  by  the  mandatory-retirement 
issue.  They  wrote  letters,  clipped  and  filed 
dozens  of  articles  about  retirement,  and 
monitored  efforts  to  change  the  California 
law. 

But.  they  say.  they  eventually  gave  up 
hope  that  anyone  was  listening.  Mr.  McCas- 
land found  a  part-time  research  position  at 
the  University  of  California  at  San  Francis- 
co, but  the  bitterness  lingers.  Mrs.  McCas- 
land says  they  refuse  to  attend  the  annual 
emerti  dinners  of  the  University  of  San 
Francisco. 

In  a  final  effort  to  state  his  case,  Mr. 
McCasland  wrote  an  article  that  he  hoped 
Newsweek  would  print  on  its  "My  Turn"' 
page.  The  article,  which  has  not  been  pub- 
lished, was  entitled  "'Professors— On  the 
Scrap-Heap  at  65." 

S.  1751 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 


Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Age  Discrimination 
in  Employment  and  Apprenticeship  Amend- 
ments of  1983  ". 


APPLICATION  OF  AGE  DISCRIMINATION  IN 
EMPLOYMENT  ACT  OF  J 967 

Sec.  2.  <a)(l)  Section  12(a)  of  the  Age  Dis- 
crimination in  Employment  Act  of  1967  (29 
U.S.C.  631(a))  (relating  to  age  limitations)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "but  less  than  70 
years  of  age". 

(b)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  12  of  such  Act 
(29  U.S.C.  631(c))  is  repealed. 

BENEFIT  ACCRUAL  BEFORE  MAXIMUM  NORMAL 
RETIREMENT  BENEFIT 

Sec.  3.  Section  4(f)(2)  of  the  Age  Discrimi- 
nation in  Employment  Act  of  1967  (29 
U.S.C.  623(fK2))  (relating  to  prohibition  of 
age  discrimination)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  "hire  any 
individual.":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  thereof  a  comma  and  "and  no  em- 
ployee benefit  plan  shall  require  or  permit 
the  suspension  of  an  employee's  benefit  ac- 
crual or  the  reduction  of  the  rate  of  an  em- 
ployee's benefit  accrual  because  of  age 
before  accruing  the  maximum  normal  re- 
tirement benefit". 

PROHIBITION  OF  AGE  DISCRIMINATION  IN 
APPRENTICESHIP  PROGRAMS 

Sec  4.  The  first  section  of  the  Act  of 
August  16,  1937  (50  Stat.  664.  chapter  663; 
29  U.S.C.  50),  popularly  known  as  the  Na- 
tional Apprenticeship  Act,  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "(a)"  after  the  section  designation 
and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(b)  In  promoting  labor  standards  for  the 
welfare  of  apprentices  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  ensure 
that  no  program  of  apprenticeship  discrimi- 
nates against  any  individual,  because  of  the 
age  of  such  Individual,  in  admission  to.  or 
employment  in,  any  such  program.  ". 

S. 1752 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  Slates  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Age  Discrimination 
in  Pension  Benefits  Act  of  1983  ". 

benefit  accrual  BEYOND  NORMAL  RETIREMENT 
AGE 

Sec.  2.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  204 
of  the  Employee  Retirement  Income  Securi- 
ty Act  of  1974  (29  U.S.C.  1054(a))  (relating 
to  benefit  accrual  requirements)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Each  pension  plan  shall  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  subsection  (b)(3).  and— 

"(1)  in  the  case  of  a  defined  benefit  plan, 
shall  satisfy  the  requirements  of  subsection 
(b)(1);  and 

■•(2)  in  the  case  of  a  defined  contribution 
plan,  shall  satisfy  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (b)(2).". 

(2)  Section  204(b)(1)  of  such  Act  (29 
U.S.C.  1054(b)(1))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subparagraph; 

"(H)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  sub- 
paragraphs, a  defined  benefit  plan  shall  be 
treated  as  not  satisfying  the  requirements 
of  this  paragraph  if,  under  the  terms  of  the 
plan,  an  employee"s  benefit  accrual  is  sus- 
pended or  the  rate  of  an  employee's  benefit 
accrual  is  reduced  solely  because  of  age 
before  accruing  the  maximum  normal  re- 
tirement benefit.". 

(3)  Section  204(b)  of  such  Act  (29  U.S.C. 
1054(b))  is  further  amended— 


(A)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  as  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4),  respectively; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

••(2)  An  individual  account  plan  satisfies 
the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  if,  under 
the  plan,  employer  contributions  to  the  em- 
ployee's account  are  not  suspended  or  re- 
duced solely  because  of  age.". 

(b)(1)  Section  411(b)(1)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  accrued 
benefit  requirements)  is  amended— 

'A)  by  striking  out  "General  rules.—" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Defined  bene- 
fit plans.—";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

""(H)  Continued  accrual  beyond  norbcal 
RETIREMENT  AGE.— Notwithstanding  the  pre- 
ceding subparagraphs,  a  defined  benefit 
plan  shall  be  treated  as  not  satisfying  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph  if.  under  the 
terms  of  the  plan,  an  employee's  benefit  ac- 
crual is  suspended  or  the  rate  of  an  employ- 
ee's benefit  accrual  is  reduced  solely  because 
of  age  before  accruing  the  maximum  normal 
retirement  benefit.". 

(2)  Section  411(b)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  further  amended— 

(A)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  as  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4).  respectively; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Defined  contribution  plans.— A  de- 
fined contribution  plan  satisfies  the  require- 
ments of  this  paragraph  if  employer  contri- 
butions to  the  employee's  account  are  not 
suspended  or  reduced  solely  because  of 
age. ". 

(3)  The  first  sentence  of  section  411(a)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating 
to  minimum  vesting  standards)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "paragraph  (2)  of  subsection 
(b).  and  "  and  all  that  follows  down  through 
the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"subsection  (b)(3).  and  also  satisfies,  in  the 
case  of  a  defined  benefit  plan,  the  require- 
ments of  subsection  (b)(1)  and.  in  the  case 
of  defined  contribution  plan,  the  require- 
ments of  subsection  (b)(2).". 
employment  beyond  norbial  retirement  age 
Sec  3.  (a)  Section  206  of  the  Employee 
Retirement  Income  Security  Act  of  1974  (29 
U.S.C.  1056)  (relating  to  form  and  payment 
of  benefits)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsections  (c)  and 
(d)  as  subsections  (d)  and  (e).  respectively; 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  If- 

"(l)  a  participant  or  beneficiary  is  receiv- 
ing benefiU  under  a  pension  plan,  or 

"(2)  a  participant  is  separated  from  the 
service  and  has  nonforfeitable  rights  to  ben- 
efits. 


a  plan  may  not  deny,  suspend,  or  reduce  the 
benefits  of  such  a  participant  by  reason  of 
any  increase  in  the  Income  of  the  partici- 
pant due  to  employment  of  the  participant 
by  any  employer  for  less  than  1.000  hours 
during  a  calendar  year. ". 

(b)(1)  Section  203(a)(3)(D)(v)  of  such  Act 
(29  U.S.C.  1053(a)(3)(D)(v))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "section  206(c)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "section  206(d)". 

(2)  Section  211(b)(1)  of  such  Act  (29 
U.S.C.  1061(b)(1))  is  amended  by  striking 
out  ""206(d) "  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
•206(e)". 
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EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec.  4.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  plan  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31.  1984. 
S.  1753 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Older  Worker  Em- 
ployment Incentives  Act  of  1983" 

CREDIT  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  OF  CERTAIN  NEW 
EMPLOYEES 

Sec  2.  (a)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  51  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating 
to  members  of  targeted  groups)  is  amend- 
ed- 

( 1 )  in  paragraph  ( I  )— 

(A)  by  striking  out  •or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (I): 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  subparagraph  (J)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  comma  and  "or": 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

"(K)  low-income  older  worker.": 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (11).  (12). 
(13).  (14).  and  (IS)  as  paragraphs  (12).  (13). 
(14).  (15).  and  (16).  respectively,  and  insert- 
ing after  paragraph  (10)  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(11)  Low-income  older  worker.— The  term 
'low-income  older  worker'  means  an  individ- 
ual certified  by  the  designated  local  agency 


••(A)  at  least  65  years  of  age.  and 
■•(B)  a  member  of  an  economically  disad- 
vantaged family  (as  determined  under  para- 
graph (12)).'; 

(3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (11)'  each 
place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (13)(A)(iv)  (as 
redesignated  by  paragraph  (2)  of  this  sub- 
section) and  in  paragraphs  (3)(A)(ii).  (4)(C). 
and  (7)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
•■paragraph  (12)^':  and 

(4)  by  striking  out  "paragraph  (14)"  each 
place  it  appears  in  subparagraphs  (A)(ii) 
and  (C)  of  paragraph  13  (as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection)  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  'paragraph  (15)". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  amounts  paid  or  incurred 
after  December  31.  1983.  in  taxable  years 
ending  after  such  date. 

SEC.  J.  REOltTION  IN  E.MP1.(>YMENT  TAXES  WITH 
RESPECT  "H)  OLDER  WORKERS. 

(a)(1)  Section  3101  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of  PICA 
tax  on  employees)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  sutjsection: 

■■(e)  Tax  With  Respect  to  Older  Work- 
ers.—In  the  case  of  wages  received  during  a 
calendar  year  by  an  individual  who  is  65 
years  of  age  or  older,  each  rate  of  tax  im- 
posed by  suljsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  be. 
with  respect  to  that  portion  of  such  wages 
which  does  not  exceed  one-half  of  the  con- 
tribution and  l)enefit  base  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 230  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  in  effect 
for  such  calendar  year,  one-half  of  the  rate 
otherwise  applicable  under  such  subsec- 
tion.". 

(2)  Section  3111  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
rate  of  PICA  tax  on  employers)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

■■(d)  Tax  With  Respect  to  Older  Work- 
ers.—In  the  case  of  wages  received  during  a 
calendar  year  by  an  individual  who  is  65 
years  of  age  or  older,  each  rate  of  tax  im- 
posed by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  be. 
with  respect  to  that  portion  of  such  wages 
which  does  not  exceed  one-half  of  the  con- 
tribution and  benefit  base  (as  defined  in  sec- 


tion 230  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  in  effect 
for  such  calendar  year,  one-half  of  the  rate 
otherwise  applicable  under  such  subsec- 
tion.". 

(b)(1)  Section  3201  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  rate  of  Railroad  Retirement  Act  tax  on 
employees)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  In  the  case  of  compensation  paid  in 
any  calendar  month  for  services  rendered  by 
an  employee  who  is  65  years  of  age  of  older, 
the  rate  of  tax  imposed  on  the  income  of 
such  employee  under  subsection  (a)  for  such 
month  shall  equal,  with  respect  to  that  por- 
tion of  such  compensation  which,  when 
added  to  the  compensation  paid  in  the  pre- 
ceding months  of  the  same  calendar  year  to 
such  employee,  does  not  exceed  one-half  of 
the  current  maximum  annual  taxable 
'wages'  (as  defined  in  section  3121),  one-half 
of  the  rate  of  tax  otherwise  applicable 
under  such  subsection. 

"(2)  In  the  case  of  compensation  paid  in 
any  calendar  month  for  services  rendered  by 
an  employee  who  is  65  years  of  age  or  older, 
the  rate  of  tax  imposed  on  the  income  of 
such  employee  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
increased— 

■■(A)  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  such 
compensation  described  in  paragraph  (1).  by 
each  rate  of  tax  specified  in  section  3101  (e): 
and 

■■(B)  with  respect  to  the  remainder  (if 
any)  of  such  income,  by  each  rate  of  tax 
specified  in  subsection  (b).". 

(2)  Section  3211  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
rate  of  Railroad  Retirement  Act  tax  on  em- 
ployee representatives)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsec- 
tion: 

■■(c)(  1 )  In  the  case  of  compensation  paid  in 
any  calendar  month  for  services  rendered  by 
an  employee  representative  who  is  65  years 
of  age  or  older,  the  rate  of  tax  imposed 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be.  with  respect 
to  the  portion  of  such  income  described  in 
section  3201(c)(1).  one-half  the  rate  of  tax 
otherwise  imposed  under  such  subsection. 

■■(2)  In  the  case  of  compensation  paid  in 
any  calendar  quarter  for  services  rendered 
by  an  employee  representative  who  is  65 
years  of  age  of  older,  the  rate  of  tax  im- 
posed under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  in- 
creased— 

■  (A)  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  such 
compensation  described  in  section 
3201(c)(1).  by  the  rates  of  tax  specified  in 
section  3101(e)  and  section  3111(d);  and 

■■(B)  with  respect  to  the  remainder  (if 
any)  of  such  compensation,  by  the  rates 
otherwise  applicable  under  such  subsec- 
tion.'■. 

(3)  Section  3221  of  such  C<xle  (relating  to 
rate  of  Railroad  Retirement  Act  tax  on  em- 
ployers) is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

(e)(1)  In  the  case  of  compensation  paid  in 
any  calendar  month  by  an  employer  for  any 
services  rendered  to  him  by  an  employee 
who  is  65  years  of  age  or  older,  the  rate  of 
tax  imposed  on  such  employer  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  be.  with  respect  to  the  portion 
of  such  compensation  described  in  section 
3201(c)(1).  one-half  the  rate  of  tax  other- 
wise imposed  on  such  employer  under  such 
subsection. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  compensation  paid  in 
any  calendar  month  by  an  employer  for  any 
services  rendered  to  an  employee  who  is  65 
years  of  age  or  older,  the  rate  of  lax  im- 
posed under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  in- 
creased— 

■■(A)  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  such 
compensation        described        in        section 


3201(c)(1).  by  the  rates  of  tax  specified  in 
section  3111(d);  and 

■•(B)  with  respect  to  the  remainder  (if 
any)  of  such  compensation,  by  the  rates  of 
tax  specified  in  subsection  (b).". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  wages  received 
and  compensation  paid  after  December  31. 
1983. 


By  Mr.  BENTSEN  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Tower): 
S.  1754.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  to  convey,  without  con- 
sideration, to  the  Sabine  River  Au- 
thority of  Texas  approximately  34,000 
acres  of  land  within  the  Sabine  Na- 
tional Forest,  Texas,  to  be  used  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Toledo  Bend  Project. 
Louisiana  and  Texas;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

SABINE  NATIONAL  FOREST 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  a  bill  to  formally 
transfer  some  34.000  acres  of  Federal 
land  in  east  Texas  to  the  Sabine  River 
Authority.  I  am  joined  in  making  this 
proposal  by  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Texas.  Senator  Tower. 

This  bill  gives  the  Sabine  River  Au- 
thority conditional  property  rights  to 
the  area  subject  to  inundation  by  the 
Toledo  Bend  Reservoir.  The  transfer 
will  only  be  conditional.  These  lands 
must  only  be  used  as  part  of  the 
Toledo  Bend  Reservoir,  and  if  there  is 
any  change  in  their  use  in  the  future 
the  lands  will  revert  back  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  In  addition,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  will  retain  all  miner- 
al rights  to  these  lands. 

This  legislation  does  not  change  the 
present  use  of  the  land  in  any  way.  It 
only  recognizes  the  current  usage  and 
cuts  down  on  the  paperwork  and  red- 
tape  currently  involved  because  of  the 
unique  nature  of  this  project. 

The  Toledo  Bend  project  is  unique, 
as  it  is  the  only  interstate  reservoir, 
dam.  and  powerhouse  to  be  financed, 
constructed,  and  operated  without 
Federal  funds  or  participation.  The 
States  of  Texas  and  Louisiana  joined 
together  to  finance  and  build  this 
project.  Although  this  arrangement 
has  produced  great  benefits  for  the 
citizens  of  Texas  and  Louisiana  at  no 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government,  it  has 
also  created  some  unique  problems. 

Other  lakes,  built  with  Federal 
funds,  automatically  get  certain  ex- 
emptions along  with  those  Federal 
funds.  The  Sabine  River  Authority  did 
not  get  these  exemptions,  because  it 
did  not  tap  the  Federal  Treasury. 
Thus  the  Sabine  River  Authority  is 
not  automatically  exempt  from  paying 
rental  fees  for  the  Federal  land  which 
was  flooded  by  this  lake.  No  such  fees 
have  been  paid  by  the  Sabine  River 
Authority,  since  they  have  applied  for 
and  received  exemptions  from  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion.  These   exemptions   are   granted 


only  annually,  however,  and  going 
through  this  application  process  each 
year  is  a  needless  exercise  in  paper- 
work. 

This  land  is  part  of  and  necessary  to 
the  Toledo  Bend  Reservoir,  either  as 
land  subject  to  inundation  or  as  small 
recreation  areas.  I  see  no  reason  why 
it  should  not  be  transferred  to  the 
Sabine  River  Authority,  subject  to  the 
strict  conditions  in  this  bill,  in  order  to 
do  away  with  the  tedious  and  unneces- 
sary redtape  now  associated  with  this 
important  project.  This  legislation 
should  be  passed  quickly  and  easily, 
and  I  urge  its  expeditious  consider- 
ation. 


By  Mr.  SPECTER: 
S.  1755.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Surface 
Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act 
of  1977  (SMCRA),  to  create  a  trust 
fund  for  the  reclamation  of  under- 
ground mines  and  surface  mines  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 


SURFACE  MINING  CONTROL  AND  RECLAMATION 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
introducing  today  a  bill  that  amends 
the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Recla- 
mation Act  of  1977.  A  number  of  prob- 
lems have  developed  since  that  act's 
adoption  that  I  hope  to  eliminate  with 
some  simple  and  common  sense 
changes. 

The  Surface  Mine  Control  and  Rec- 
lamation Act  of  1977  has  been  very 
useful  in  helping  Pennsylvania  correct 
dangerous  conditions  at  abandoned 
mines.  And  as  the  State  with  the  long- 
est history  of  mining  coal,  Pennsylva- 
nia has  more  than  its  share  of  hazards 
caused  by  abandoned  mines.  In  fact. 
Pennsylvania  has  approximately  one- 
third  of  all  abandoned  coal  mine  prob- 
lems in  the  Nation. 

Our  problems,  like  those  of  many 
other  States,  are  caused  by  both  sur- 
face and  deep  mines.  Consequently, 
the  reclamation  fund  is  supported  by 
contributions  from  both  surface  and 
deep  mine  operators. 

However,  it  has  been  the  experience 
in  my  State  that  a  disproportionate 
share  of  money  actually  spent  is  for 
deep  mine  reclamations. 

While  I  understand  that  deep  mines 
can  cause  very  severe  problems,  sur- 
face mines  can  also  present  serious 
dangers  to  the  health  and  safety  of 
nearby  communities.  The  distribution 
of  reclamation  funds  should  be  more 
equitable  in  order  to  reflect  this  fact. 

At  the  time  the  Reclamation  Act  was 
enacted,  surface  mining  problems  were 
deemed  to  be  predominant  over  those 
caused  by  deep  mines.  As  a  result,  sur- 
face mine  operators  were  assessed  a 
$0.35  per  ton  of  coal  mined  contribu- 
tion to  the  fund  while  deep  mine  oper- 
ators had  a  fee  imposed  of  only  $0.15 
per  ton.  This  fee  schedule  is  uniform 
across  the  Nation.  Since  the  act  has 
taken  effect,  a  disproportionate  share 


of  the  fund  has  been  spent  on  deep 
mine  reclamations. 

In  addition  to  the  inequity  between 
surface  and  deep  mines,  this,  spending 
pattern  has  resulted  in  regional  dis- 
parities of  expenditures. 

In  order  to  correct  this  problem,  this 
bill  establishes  two  trust  funds.  One 
will  be  freed  by  contributions  from 
surface  mine  operators  and  the  other 
from  deep  mine  operators.  Money 
from  the  trust  account  can  be  distrib- 
uted by  the  State  with  approval  from 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

I  am  aware  of  the  type  and  severity 
of  abandoned  mine  problems  associat- 
ed with  both  surface  and  deep  mines. 
My  point  is  that  both  types  of  prob- 
lems should  be  addressed  simulta- 
neously. The  difficulties  caused  by 
abandoned  mines  have  been  accumu- 
lated over  many  decades.  It  will  re- 
quire many  years  to  correct  the  situa- 
tion. There  is  every  reason  to  move 
along  both  fronts. 

The  bill  also  makes  changes  to  the 
administration  of  the  reclamation 
funds.  For  instance,  the  50-percent 
State  share  for  a  particular  project  is 
made  available  once  the  general  State 
program  is  approved  without  the  time 
consuming  process  of  waiting  for  OSM 
scrutiny  of  each  individual  reclama- 
tion proposal. 

Mr.  President,  taken  together,  these 
changes  represent  a  vast  improvement 
to  the  act  as  it  is  applied  currently.  I 
have  worked  very  closely  with  the 
Pennsylvania  Coal  Mining  Association 
in  formulating  this  bill.  They  are  to  be 
commended  for  their  leadership  in 
suggesting    needed    improvements    to 

the  law.  I  believe  that  their  ideas  will 

appeal  to  a  large  and  diverse  coalition. 


By  Mr.  DURENBERGER: 
S.  1756.  A  bill  to  provide  for  assist- 
ance to  State  and  local  governments 
and  private  interests  for  conservation 
of  certain  rivers,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  RIVER  CONSERVATION  ACT  OF 
1983 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, today  it  is  with  great  pleasure 
that  I  introduce  S.  1756,  the  State  and 
Local  River  Conservation  Act  of  1983. 

An  amendment  to  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  Public  Law  90- 
542.  The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  stim- 
ulate the  conservation  of  rivers  by 
State  and  local  governments  and  land- 
owners by  providing  incentives,  includ- 
ing grants,  protection  from  adverse  de- 
velopment, and  support  for  volunteer 
efforts. 

The  State  and  Local  River  Conserva- 
tion Act  of  1983  resulted  from  the 
work  I  have  done  as  chairman  of  the 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcom- 
mittee of  Governmental  Affairs  and 
incorporates  the  recommendations 
made  at  a  hearing  that  focused  on  an 
innovative    river   protection   program 


developed  in  Minnesota  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  upper  400  miles  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  by  the  Upper  Mississippi 
Headwaters  Board. 

Over  the  past  2  years,  the  subcom- 
mittee has  focused  on  alternativ  :s  for 
natural  resource  management.  The 
subcommittee  conducted  a  review  of 
major  Federal  environmental  pro- 
grams and  their  impact  on  State  and 
local  goverrunent.  An  examination  of 
the  Federal  environmental  regulatory 
programs  found  that  the  current 
debate  about  shifting  responsibilities 
to  States  is  part  of  an  extended  pat- 
tern in  Federal-State  relations.  The 
trend  started  with  recognition  at  the 
State  and  local  level  that  pollution 
problems  needed  to  be  translated  into 
national  goals  and  objectives.  But  also 
that  those  goals  could  best  be  achieved 
by  relying  to  some  degree  on  Stataes 
and  localities  for  implementation  and 
enforcement.  The  result  has  been  a 
partnership  characterized  by  tensions, 
conflicts,  and  duplication  of  efforts 
but  a  partnership  nonetheless. 

Unlike  pollution  control,  protection 
of  national  resource  areas  considered 
of  national  importance  has  been  essen- 
tially a  Federal  prerogative.  National 
parks,  refuges,  wilderness  areas,  na- 
tional monument,  and  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River,  System  are  all 
controlled  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. Bitter  controversies  with  the 
local  citizens  and  landowners  have 
marked  the  past  decade  as  major  units 
were  added  to  the  Federal  system. 

Delays  and  deficiencies  in  payments 
for  land  acquisition,  loss  of  a  portion 
of  the  local  tax  base  and  the  multiple 
use  of  the  resource  itself  add  to  the 
Federal/state/local  tensions.  If  that  is 
compounded    by    a    perception    that 
somehow  'Washington  knows  best  and 
must  protect  the  resource  from  the 
local  citizens, "  the  scene  is  set  for  de- 
teriorating Federal  relationships  with 
State  and  local  government  as  well  as 
with   affected  citizens.  All  too  often 
these   conflicts   are    resolved   by   the 
courts.  But  as  the  issues  were  exam- 
ined, it  became  clear  that  not  only  was 
the  Federal-State-local  relationship  at 
risk— so    too    was    the    resource    that 
needed     protection.     We     needed    to 
devise  a  way  to  incorporate  the  great 
strength  and  wisdom  of  the  State  and 
local  units  of  government  into  a  full 
partnership  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. The  purpose  is  to  work  toward 
the   common   goal   of   protecting   our 
outstanding  natural  resources  in  this 
case  those  portions  of  the  rivers  iden- 
tified as  possessing  outstanding  natu- 
ral  values  by  either  the  Federal   or 
State  governments. 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
presently  the  Nation's  chief  means  for 
preserving  rivers  has  protected  61 
rivers  or  river  segments  totaling  over 
7.000  miles. 
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However,  the  National  Park  Service 
has  identified  over  60.000  miles  of 
rivers  as  possessing  such  exceptional 
natural  values  as  to  make  them  poten- 
tially eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  na- 
tional system. 

These  rivers  comprise  about  2  per- 
cent of  the  3.25  million  river  miles  in 
the  country. 

But  it  is  clear  that  the  national 
system  cannot,  nor  is  it  appropriate 
that  it  should,  protect  all  60.000  miles 
of  these  outstanding  rivers.  The  States 
and  local  governments  must  play  a 
vital  role. 

The  upper  Mississippi  is  a  case  in 
point  of  how  State  and  local  govern- 
ments can  complement  Federal  efforts 
by  protecting  a  river  on  their  own. 

The  466  miles  of  the  Mississippi, 
from  its  source  at  Lake  Itasca,  to 
Anoka.  Minn,  were  originally  recom- 
mended for  Federal  designation.  How- 
ever, local  counties  and  citizens,  want- 
ing to  see  control  of  its  management 
remain  at  the  local  level,  proposed  the 
Mississippi  Headwaters  Board,  a  multi- 
county  agency  given  the  task  of  devel- 
oping a  protection  and  management 
plan  for  the  river.  The  result  is  one  of 
the  most  successful  river  conservation 
programs  in  the  country. 

What  happened  in  Minnesota,  has 
achieved  national  attention.  Testimo- 
ny regarding  the  Headwaters  Board 
has  been  presented  before  the  Public 
Lands  and  Reserved  Water  Subcom- 
mittee of  Senate  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources.  The  National  Association 
of  Counties  has  endorsed  the  project 
and  included  it  for  discussion  in  a  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties  forum 
held  in  Alaska.  The  Upper  Mississippi 
Headwaters  Board  recently  received 
the  County  Achievement  Award  from 
the  National  Association  of  Counties. 

In  June  1982.  I  held  a  hearing  in 
Grand  Rapids.  Minn.,  that  looked  at 
the  Headwaters  Board  in  detail.  The 
hearing  examined  the  elements  and 
process  by  which  local  management  of 
an  area  considered  of  national  impor- 
tance takes  place,  and  assessed  the 
possibilities  of  its  application  else- 
where. 

The  purpose  behind  the  hearing  was 
to  look  at  alternatives  for  natural  re- 
source management— to  find  new  ways 
to  achieve  national  policy  through  re- 
designing the  respective  roles  of  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  hearing  provided  an  opportuni- 
ty to  exaunine  carefully  what  works. 
What  Federal  role  facilitates  local/ 
State  action  for  resource  protection. 
Where  funding  will  be  found  for  nec- 
essary acquisition  and  management 
expense.  What  additional  Federal  and 
State  legislation  is  needed,  and  other 
considerations  that  continue  the 
dialog  I  have  undertaken  in  the  Inter- 
governmental Relations  Subcommittee 
on  the  realinement  of  Federal/State/ 
local  relationship. 


Finally,  the  hearing  provided  the  op- 
portunity to  hear  from  the  people  who 
live  along  the  Mississippi  River  and 
have  managed  the  headwaters  of  the 
Mississippi  so  that  it  is  considered  a 
major  national  resource.  It  is  they 
through  local  representatives  who  de- 
signed the  Headwaters  Board  as  an  al- 
ternative to  natural  resource  manage- 
ment. 

The  State  and  Local  River  Conserva- 
tion Act  of  1983  grew  out  of  that  hear- 
ing, and  work  with  the  Upper  Missis- 
sippi Headwaters  Board  and  the  Amer- 
ican Rivers  Conservation  Council. 

One  point  is  abundantly  clear.  There 
is  no  single  panacea  or  simple  answer. 
No  one  answer  for  every  resource, 
every  State,  or  every  community.  I  be- 
lieve that  in  the  future  we  will  live 
with  a  great  variety  of  answers  if  we 
want  them  to  be  effective  in  meeting 
the  goals  of  our  society.  Greater  State 
and  local  involvement  with  reduced 
Federal  funding  is  not  the  answer.  At 
the  present  time  the  area  of  natural 
resource  and  environmental  manage- 
ment is  a  complex  system  which  has  as 
one  of  its  chief  characters  linkages 
and  interdependence  of  the  several 
units  of  government. 

Adverse  State  and  local  reaction  to 
Federal  initiatives  in  resource  manage- 
ment necessitated  the  review  of  estab- 
lished programs.  The  new  realities— in- 
cluding the  Federal  budget  deficit  and 
escalating  State  and  local  government 
fiscal  problems  requires  that  we  look 
for  new  ways  to  achieve  our  national 
goals  for  resource  protection  and  wise 
management. 

The  State  and  Local  River  Conserva- 
tion Act  of  1983  is  such  an  alternative. 
Derived  from  a  successful.  local/State 
initiatives,  its  passage  would  provide 
the  flexibility  needed  to  move  the  wild 
and  scenic  river  program  forward.  It  is 
an  option,  at  extremely  low  Federal  in- 
vestment to  spur  development  of  State 
and  local  river  conservation  efforts  na- 
tionwide. 

The  bill  incorporates  the  following 
recommendations  that  were  made  at 
the  hearing: 

Strengthen  formal  State  river  pres- 
ervation programs.  At  present,  only  27 
States  have  established  river  preserva- 
tion programs,  encompassing  approxi- 
mately 13.000  miles  of  rivers.  However, 
even  among  these  programs,  the  ade- 
quacy of  protection  varies  greatly.  Be- 
cause of  lack  of  funding,  personnel, 
and  Government  support,  most  of 
these  programs,  fail  to  provide  ade- 
quate protection  and  exist  chiefly  on 
paper.  According  to  a  recent  report  on 
State  river  programs  prepared  by  the 
river  conservation  fund,  only  9  of  the 
27  established  programs  have  the  leg- 
islative and  administrative  authority 
to  protect  the  rivers  included  in  the 
program.  Of  these  nine,  only  two  to 
three  have  minimally  adequate  budg- 
ets to  achieve  their  mandate. 


This  bill  would  provide  needed  seed 
money  for  States  to  establish  or  up- 
grade programs.  It  would  be  matched 
by  the  States  but  the  important  point 
is  that  these  small  grants  would  pro- 
vide for  great  savings  in  the  cost  of 
river  protection  by  promoting  low-cost 
conservation  techniques. 

Clarify  existing  law  concerning  citi- 
zen involvement  and  tax  incentives. 
There  are  existing  authorities  to  pro- 
mote low-cost  river  conservation. 
These  include  laws  to  encourage  vol- 
unteer efforts  in  our  national  parks 
and  forests,  and  provide  tax  incentives 
for  the  donation  of  lands  for  conserva- 
tion purposes. 

This  bill  clarifies  these  existing  laws 
to  insure  that  their  applicability  to 
river  conservation  is  recognized,  and  to 
encourage  their  use  in  conserving 
rivers. 

Remove  roadblocks  to  State  river 
conservation  efforts.  Presently  States 
can  act  to  protect  rivers,  but  Federal 
agencies  can  preempt  those  efforts 
and  allow  projects  that  are  counter  to 
the  established  State  policy.  This  bill 
would  provide  a  mechanism  for  States 
to  concur  in  Federal  development 
projects  on  a  limited  number  of  rivers 
which  the  State  has  specifically  set 
aside  for  conservation  purposes. 

The  State  and  Local  River  Conserva- 
tion Act  of  1983  which  I  introduce 
today,  is  intended  to  compliment  the 
Federal  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
The  Federal  act  will  continue  to  pro- 
tect many  of  America's  outstandingly 
remarkable  rivers.  But  the  State  and 
Local  River  Conservation  Act  will 
greatly  expand  the  number  of  options 
for  river  conservation,  often  at  lower 
cost  and  with  local  control.  It  builds 
on  the  demonstrated  interest,  and  abil- 
ity, at  State  and  local  levels  to  con- 
serve community  rivers.  It  allows  the 
Federal  Government  to  play  a  neces- 
sary role  in  supporting  river  conserva- 
tion activities  without  becoming  the 
dominant  player. 

I  have  heard  from  groups  all  across 
the  country— Federal.  State,  and  local 
officials,  national  and  local  environ- 
ment groups  and  landowners  associa- 
tions—who strongly  support  the  con- 
cepts embodied  in  this  bill.  I  believe  its 
enactment  will  provide  great  impetus 
to  the  many  efforts  already  underway 
to  conserve  and  wisely  use  our  Na- 
tion's precious  rivers. 

Mr.  President.  I  request  the  State 
and  Local  River  Conservation  Act  of 
1983  be  printed  in  the  Record  along 
with  my  comments  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

S. 1756 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "State  and  Local 
River  Conservation  Act  of  1983." 


PURPOSE 

Sec.  201(a)  Findings— The  Congress  finds 
thai— 

(1)  Many  rivers  throughout  the  Nation 
possess  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic, 
recreational,  geologic,  fish  and  wildlife,  his- 
torical, cultural,  or  ecological  values: 

<2)  The  Nationwide  Inventory  of  Rivers 
lists  many  rivers  possessing  such  attributes: 

(3)  There  is  considerable  support  for  pro- 
tecting such  rivers  from  adverse  develop- 
ment: 

(4)  The  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  has  been  successful  in  protecting  a 
number  of  these  outstanding  rivers,  but  in- 
clusion of  all  rivers  worthy  of  preservation 
in  the  National  System  is  neither  possible 
nor  appropriate: 

(5)  Because  river  preservation  works  best 
when  it  is  a  cooperative  effort  among  the 
federal  government,  stale  and  local  govern- 
ments, land  owners,  and  private  organiza- 
tions, a  program  of  federal  incentives  for 
the  conservation  of  such  rivers  through 
other  than  federal  designation  is  critical  to 
the  protection  of  the  nation's  system  of 
freely-flowing  rivers. 

(b)  Purpose— The  Congress  declares  that 
it  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  stimulate  the 
conservation  of  rivers  by  State  and  local 
governments  and  landowners  by  providing 
incentives  including  grants,  protection  from 
adverse  development,  and  support  for  volun- 
teer efforts. 


GRANTS 

Sec.  301(a)  the  Secretary  of  Interior  is  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  make  grants  to 
states  for— 

(1)  The  establishment  and  administration 
of  State  or  local  programs  to  conserve  the 
natural  environmental  values  of  rivers 
within  the  appropriate  jurisdiction  con- 
cerned, or 

(2)  Conser\'ation  by  the  state,  locality,  or 
qualified  private  organization  of  any  lads 
which  are  adjacent  to.  within  or  border  on 
the  designated  boundary  of.  or  are  in  the 
environs  of  rivers  included  in  state,  local,  or 
federal  river  programs,  assessments,  or  in- 
ventories. The  appropriate  Secretary  will 
determine  which  land  qualify  in  the  case  of 
rivers  included  in  federal  programs  or  inven- 
tories. The  appropriate  state  agency  head, 
or  where  the  state  does  not  have  a  river  pro- 
tection program,  the  Governor  will  deter- 
mine which  lands  qualify  in  the  case  of 
rivers  included  in  state  or  local  programs  or 
assessments. 

(3)  developing  river  management  plans, 
technical  assistance  documents,  or  regula- 
tions for  rivers  or  river  segments  mentioned 
in  Section  30 1(  a )( 2 )  of  this  Act.  or 

(4)  projects  demonstrating  innovative 
methods  for  river  conservation  pursuant  to 
guidelines  established  by  the  Secretary  of 
Interior. 

Provided.  That  States  receiving  such  grants 
fulfill  the  provisions  of  Section  302  of  this 
Act.  and  Provided  further,  that  at  least  50 
percent  of  the  funds  available  to  any  state 
under  the  allocation  formula  in  Section 
301(e)  of  this  Act  shall  be  made  available  by 
that  state  to  local  governments  and  private 
organizations  for  the  general  purposes  listed 
in  Section  301(a)(l).(2).  and  (3)  of  this  Act. 

(b)  No  part  of  any  grant  made  under  this 
section  may  be  used  for  the  acquisition  of 
any  land  or  interest  in  land,  or  for  develop- 
ment of  facilties. 

(c)  Not  more  than  50  percent  of  the  costs 
of  any  program  or  project  referred  to  in 
subsection  301(a)  may  be  funded  by  grants 
made   under   this   Section.   The   remaining 


share  of  such  cost  shall  be  paid  by  a  state, 
local  government,  qualified  private  organi- 
zation, or  combination  thereof  in  a  manner, 
and  with  such  funds,  as  may  be  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  Interior.  States,  local 
governments,  and  qualified  private  organiza- 
tions may  include,  as  their  share  of  such  re- 
maining costs,  in-kind  contributions,  not  to 
exceed  10  percent  of  the  non-federal  share. 

(d)  Before  approving  any  grant  under  Sec- 
tion 301(a)  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  shall 
receive  a  written  commitment  from  the 
State,  local  government,  or  qualified  private 
organization  for  its  share  of  the  cost  of  the 
program  to  be  funded  under  this  Act. 

(e)  The  grants  shall  be  allocated  among 
the  states  as  follows:  40  percent  of  the 
yearly  appropriation  shall  be  divided  equal- 
ly among  all  slates  eligible  to  receive  grants. 
The  remaining  60  percent  shall  be  distribut- 
ed to  those  eligible  states  in  proportion  to 
the  total  mileage  of  rivers  in  the  state  in- 
cluded in  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory. 

(f)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
from  the  general  fund  in  the  treasury  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  in 
any  one  fiscal  year  for  grants,  plus  such  ad- 
ditional sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
administration  of  this  Act. 

(g)  The  Secretary  of  Interior  shall  pro- 
mulgate such  guidelines  as  (s)he  deems  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
with  respect  to  assistance  provided  under 
this  Act  to  states,  local  governments,  and 
qualified  organizations. 

(h)  Where  state  programs  exist,  the  co- 
ordination of  grants  shall  be  through  the 
agency  responsible  for  administering  the 
program.  State  program  standards  shall  be 
considered  as  appropriate  criteria  for  grant 
eligibility  where  they  meet  or  exceed  feder- 
al requirements.  No  grants  shall  be  made 
where  the  result  would  be  to  circumvent, 
erode  or  otherwise  impair  the  program  au- 
thority of  a  state. 

Sec.  302  Before  a  State  shall  be  eligible 
for  the  receipt  of  grants  under  Section 
301(a)  of  this  Act,  that  state  shall  either 
have  an  established  state  program,  or  have 
developed  an  assessment  of  the  river  related 
resources  of  the  state. 

(a)  Such  assessment  shall  include  (1)  An 
identification  of  the  natural  environmental 
values  of  rivers  within  the  state:  (2)  A  prior- 
ity rating  indicating  which  river  or  river  seg- 
ments in  the  state  should  be  conserved  and 
protected  from  actions  which  would  degrade 
the  outstanding  natural  environmental 
values:  (3)  A  significant  public  involvement 
program  in  the  development  of  the  assess- 
ment and  the  protection  their  values. 

(b)  Such  assessments,  in  order  to  qualify 
the  State  for  grants  under  section  301(a) 
must  be  approved  by  the  governor  or  state 
statute  of  the  appropriate  state,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Interior. 

Sec  303  For  the  purpose  of  developing 
state  river  assessments,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make 
grants  to  states  without  such  assessments, 
including  those  states  with  already  estab- 
lished river  conservation  programs.  Provid- 
ed, that  (a)  not  more  than  75-percent  of  the 
costs  of  such  an  assessment  may  be  funded 
by  grants  made  under  this  section.  The  re- 
maining share  of  such  cosU  shall  be  paid  by 
the  state  in  a  manner  and  with  such  funds 
as  may  be  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
Interior.  States  may  not  include,  as  their 
share  of  such  remaining  costs,  in-kind  con- 
tributions: (b)  no  stale  shall  be  eligible  to 
receive  more  than  one  grant  under  this  sec- 
lion   for   the   development  of   a  statewide 


river  assessment:  (c)  grants  to  any  one  state 
shall  not  exceed  15  percent  of  the  total 
funds  that  would  be  available  to  that  state 
based  on  the  formula  in  Section  301(e)  of 
this  Act. 

(d)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
from  the  general  fund  in  the  treasury  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section,  not  to  exceed  $2,000,000. 


citizen  involvement 

Sec.  401(a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interi- 
or and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  are  au- 
thorized to  encourage  volunteers  and  volun- 
teer organizations  to  conserve,  maintain  and 
manage,  where  appropriate,  rivers  through- 
out the  Nation. 

(2)  Wherever  appropriate  in  furtherance 
of  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  section  11  of 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  each  Secre- 
tary is  authorized  and  encouraged  to  use 
the  Volunteers  in  the  Parks  Act  of  1969,  and 
The  Volunteers  in  the  Forest  Act  of  1972.  to 
recruit,  and  train  and  accept  volunteers  in 
aid  of  conservation,  maintenance  and  man- 
agement of  rivers  under  their  jurisdiction. 
Volunteers  are  entitled  to  reimbursement 
for  incidental  expenses  including  travel, 
subsistence,  quarters,  and  other  appropriate 
reimbursement  as  determined  by  the  appro- 
priate Secretary. 

(b)  Each  Secretary,  to  further  conserva- 
tion efforts  on  non-federal  rivers,  may  assist 
volunteers  and  volunteer  organizations  in 
conserving  maintaining,  and  managing 
those  rivers.  Volunteer  work  may  include, 
but  need  not  be  limited  to— 

(1)  conser\ing,  maintaining,  or  managing 
rivers  included  in  state,  local  or  federal  river 
programs,  assessments,  or  inventories,  or 

(2)  operating  programs  to  organize  and  su- 
perivse  volunteer  river  preservation  efforts 
with  respect  to  the  rivers  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1),  conducting  river  related  re- 
search projects,  or  providing  education  and 
training  to  volunteers  on  methods  of  river 
preservation,  maintenance,  and  manage- 
ment. 

(c)  The  appropriate  Secretary  may  utilize 
and  make  available  federal  facilities,  equip- 
ment, tools,  and  technical  assistance  to  vol- 
unteers and  volunteer  organizations,  subject 
to  such  limitations  and  restrictions  as  the 
appropriate  Secretary  deems  necessary  or 
desirable. 

state  CONCURRENCE  WITH  FEDERAL  PROPOSALS 

Sec  501.  Any  applicant  for  a  required  fed- 
eral license,  permit,  or  exemption  from  li- 
cense or  permit  to  conduct  an  activity  af- 
fecting land  or  water  uses  within  or  adja- 
cent to  the  designated  boundary  of  or  in  the 
environs  of,  as  determined  by  the  governor, 
any  river  or  river  segment  included  in   a 
state  program  shall  provide  in  the  applica- 
tion to  the  licensing  or  permitting  agency  a 
certification  that  the  proposed  activity  will 
not  adversely  affect  the  values  of  the  river 
or  river  segment  for  which  it  was  designat- 
ed. At  the  same  time,  the  applicant  shall 
furnish  to  the  state  or  its  designated  agency 
a  copy  of  the  certification,  with  all  neces- 
sary information  and  data.  Each  state  with 
a  river  program,  in  order  to  take  advantage 
of  the  provisions  of  this  section,  shall  estab- 
lish appropriate  review  procedures  in  con- 
nection therewith.  At  the  earliest  practible 
time,  the  stale  or  its  designated  agency  shall 
notify  the  appropriate  licensing  authority 
that  the  state  concurs  with  or  objects  to  the 
applicants  certification.  If  the  state  or  its 
designated  agency  fails  to  furnish  the  re- 
quired notification  within  180  days  after  re- 
ceipt of  its  copy  of  the  applicant's  certifica- 
tion, the  state's  concurrence  with  the  certi- 


22504 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  3,  1983 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22505 


flcation  shall  be  conclusively  presumed.  No 
license  or  permit  shall  be  granted  by  the 
Federal  agency  with  licensing  authority 
unless  the  state  or  its  designated  agency  has 
concurred  with  the  applicant's  certification 
or  unless,  by  the  state's  failure  to  act.  the 
concurrence  is  conclusively  presumed. 

TAX  INCENTIVES 

Sec  601.  For  the  purpose  of  conserving  or 
enhancing  the  values  of  rivers  included  in 
state,  local,  or  federal  river  programs,  as- 
sessments, or  inventories  and  environs 
thereof  as  determined  by  the  appropriate 
Governor  or  Secretary,  landowners  are  au- 
thorized to  donate  or  otherwise  convey 
qualified  real  property  interest  to  qualified 
organizations  consistent  with  Subsection 
nO<h)<3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954.  as  amended,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  right-of-way.  open  space,  scenic  or  con- 
servation easement  without  regard  to  any 
limitation  on  the  nature  of  the  estate  or  in- 
terest otherwise  transferable  within  the  ju- 
risdiction where  the  land  is  located.  Provid- 
ed. That  the  appropriate  agency  responsible 
for  the  management  or  supervision  of  the 
river  concurs  in  the  donation.  The  convey- 
ance of  any  such  interest  in  land  in  accord- 
ance with  this  subsection  shall  be  deemed  to 
further  a  Federal  conservation  policy  and 
yield  a  significant  public  benefit  for  pur- 
poses of  section  6  of  Public  Law  96-541. 

DEflNITIONS 

Sec.  701.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  the 
term— 

(a)  "state  program"  shall  mean  a  system 
of  rivers  or  river  segments  which,  in  recogni- 
tion of  their  natural  environmental  values 
has  t>een  designated  by  state  statute,  consti- 
tution, or  executive  order  and  has  been  pro- 
vided with  special  protection  from  water 
projects  and  other  adverse  developments 
and  managed  under  special  guidelines  for 
the  preservation  of  the  values  for  which  it 
was  designated. 

<b)  "local  program"  shall  mean  a  river  or 
system  of  rivers  or  river  segments  which,  in 
recognition  of  their  natural  environmental 
values  has  been  designated  by  local  ordi- 
nance and  is  managed  by  a  local  government 
under  special  guidelines  for  the  preservation 
of  the  values  for  which  it  was  designated. 

(c)  "approved  private  organization  "  shall 
mean  any  organization  under  Section 
501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  as  amended,  with  a  demonstrable  con- 
servation interest  and  qualifying  under  reg- 
ulations promulgated  under  section  301(g) 
of  this  Act. 

(d)  in-kind  contribution"  shall  mean  a 
non-monetary  contribution  to  the  non-fed- 
eral share  of  grants  under  section  301(a)  of 
this  Act  including,  but  not  limited  to  land, 
interest  in  land,  administrative  services,  and 
support  services  such  as  law  enforcement, 
sanitary  facilities,  waste  removal,  or  local 
management. 

(e)  "natural  environmental  values"  shall 
mean  those  characteristics  of  rivers  and  ad- 
joining lan(js.  including,  but  not  limited  to 
scenic,  recreational,  geologic,  fish  and  wild- 
life, historical,  cultural,  and  ecological  char- 
acteristics which  mal(e  the  river  and  adjoin- 
ing lands  worthy  of  conservation. 

(f)  "state,  local,  or  federal  river  programs, 
assessments,  or  inventories"  shall  include 
state  and  local  river  programs  as  defined 
above;  state  river  assessments  as  described 
in  Section  302  of  this  Act;  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System  as  established  by 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  PL  90-542. 
as  amended;  rivers  designated  for  study 
under  section  5(a>  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 


Rivers  Act.  Rivers  included  in  the  list  of 
rivers  published  pursuant  to  section  5(d)  of 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act;  and  rivers 
included  in  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Invento- 
ry, published  by  the  National  Park  Service 
in  January.  1982;  and  such  additional  rivers 
or  river  segments  as  may  from  time  to  time 
be  identified  by  the  Governors  of  Montana 
and  Alaska  within  their  respective  States  as 
potentially  eligible  for  eventual  study  and 
designation  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 


would  be  removed  by  this  legislation.  I 
urge  all  colleagues  to  consider  cospon- 
sorship  of  this  legislation. 


Mr. 
Mr. 


By  Mr.  LUGAR  (for  himself.  Mr. 
BiDEN,    Mr.    DoDD,    Mr.    Dole. 
Mr.     DoMENici.     Mr.     Duren- 
BERGER.  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Helms. 
Mr.    HuDDLESTON.    Mr.    John- 
ston.     Mr.      Kennedy.      Mr. 
Laxalt,    Mr.    Moynihan.    Mr. 
MURKOWSKI.     Mr.     Pell. 
Pressler.     Mr.     Quayle, 
ZoRiNSKY.  Mr.  Cohen,  and  Mr. 
Tsongas): 
S.  1757.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  es- 
tablishment  of   U.S.   diplomatic   rela- 
tions with  the  Vatican;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations. 

DIPLOMATIC  RELATIONS  WITH  THE  VATICAN 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  today, 
on  behalf  of  19  Senators,  I  am  intro- 
ducing legislation  to  permit  the  rees- 
tablishment  of  diplomatic  relations 
with  the  Vatican. 

Juridically,  the  Vatican  is  a  sover- 
eign state.  It  is  formally  recognized  as 
such  by  over  100  nations.  In  my  judg- 
ment, the  United  States  should  be 
among  them. 

We  should  recognize  the  Vatican  not 
simply  as  a  matter  of  diplomatic  eti- 
quette, although  that  is  an  important 
consideration.  Even  more  important, 
however,  is  the  reality  that  the  Vati- 
can, for  historically  unique  reasons 
which  are  now  reinforced  by  the  cour- 
age and  leadership  of  John  Paul  II,  is 
a  sensitive  diplomatic  center  and  a  sig- 
nificant force  for  the  defense  of  West- 
ern, Judeo-Christian  values  in  this 
troubled  age.  Our  failure  to  join  most 
other  nations  in  maintaining  a  formal 
diplomatic  presence  at  the  Vatican  is  a 
regrettable— and  easily  corrected— 
error. 

The  United  States  maintained  a 
formal  diplomatic  mission  to  the  Vati- 
can from  1848  through  1867.  In  that 
year,  for  reasons  rooted  in  part  in  the 
politics  of  Italian  reunification,  and  in 
part  in  reaction  to  certain  papal  initia- 
tives, the  Congress  voted  to  prohibit 
any  expenditure  of  funds  "for  the  sup- 
port of  an  American  legation  at 
Rome."  Although  the  original  grounds 
for  this  action  have  long  been  histori- 
cally obscure  and  politically  irrelevant, 
this  prohibition  has  lingered.  Accord- 
ingly, U.S.  relations  with  the  Vatican 
have  been  maintained  on  an  informal 
basis  which,  since  1939.  excepting  the 
Eisenhower  and  Kennedy  administra- 
tions, has  taken  the  form  of  personal 
or  special  representatives  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  the  Holy  See.  This  is  an  awk- 
ward,    artificial      distinction      which 


By  Mr.  BENTSEN  (for  himself. 

Mr.   Wallop.  Mr.  Symms.  Mr. 

Bradley.    Mr.    Grassley,    Mr. 

Mitchell,    Mr.    Durenberger, 

and  Mr.  Baucus): 
S.  1758.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  a 
simplified  cost  recovery  system  based 
on  recovery  accounts,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

ACCOUNTING  COST  RECOVERY  SIMPLIFICATION 
ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing,  along  with  Senators 
Wallop.  Bradley.  Symns.  Mitchell, 
Grassley.  and  Durenberger  the  Ac- 
counting for  Cost  Recovery  Simplifica- 
tion Act  of  1983.  This  act  takes  the  ex- 
isting accelerated  cost  recovery  system 
enacted  in  1981.  itself  a  major  simplifi- 
cation in  the  tax  law,  and  simplifies  it 
even  further  by  providing  an  open- 
ended  accounting  system  that  is  easier 
to  use  than  the  current  asset-by-asset 
system. 

The  basic  ACRS  concepts  are  un- 
changed. Rapid  acceleration  of  deduc- 
tions and  fixed,  audit-proof  recovery 
periods  are  retained.  In  addition,  the 
bill  will  repeal  the  investment  credit 
basis  adjustment  provision  of  TEFRA 
as  well  as  the  recapture  provision  of 
section  1245.  Notwithstanding  the 
repeal  of  the  basis  adjustment,  the  ob- 
jective of  insuring  that  present  value 
benefits  do  not  exceed  $1  is  preserved. 
In  fact,  they  remain  about  the  same  as 
current  law.  For  example,  for  5-year 
property,  assuming  a  12-percent  dis- 
count and  46-percent  tax  rate,  the 
present  value  benefit  of  a  $1,000  in- 
vestment with  basis  adjustment  is 
$448.19:  under  open  accounts  it  is 
$448.27.  a  negligible  difference. 

The  bill  is  a  simplification  project. 
The  open-ended  account  system  will 
be  particularly  beneficial  for  small 
businesses.  It  is  similar  to  the  system 
used  in  Canada  and  is  strongly  recom- 
mended by  the  American  Institute  of 
Certified  Public  Accountants.  Al- 
though the  bill  loses  revenue  in  the 
first  fiscal  year.  1985.  over  the  3  years 
1984-86,  it  is  about  revenue  neutral. 

In  addition  to  the  simplification  of 
the  calculation  of  depreciation  allow- 
ances, open-ended  accounts  defers,  in 
most  cases,  the  recognition  of  gain  or 
loss  on  disposition  of  property. 

PRESENT  LAW 

Under  ACRS,  the  allowance  for  de- 
preciation is  computed  on  the  unad- 
justed basis  of  each  asset  adjusted  for 
one-half  of  the  investment  tax  credit. 
In  general,  the  recovery  deduction  in 
each  year  of  the  recovery  period  is  de- 
termined by  applying  a  statutory  per- 
centage to  the  basis  of  the  property. 
The  basis  to  which  the  percentage  is 


applied  is  the  cost  basis  of  the  proper- 
ty reduced  by  50  percent  of  the 
amount  of  regular  and  energy  tax 
credits  earned  with  respect  to  the 
property.  Alternatively,  taxpayers 
may  elect  a  2-percentage  point  reduc- 
tion in  the  credit  instead  of  the  basis 
adjustment.  The  election  is  made  on  a 
property-by-property  basis. 

With  certain  limited  exceptions,  gain 
from  the  disposition  of  depreciable 
personal  property  is  'recaptured"  as 
ordinary  income  to  the  extent  of  the 
depreciation  taken,  section  1245.  Gain 
in  excess  of  depreciation  taken  may  be 
treated  as  capital  gains  under  section 
1231  unless  the  gain  is  offset  by  losses 
on  section  1231  assets. 
proposal 
An  open  account  system  would  be  es- 
tablished under  ACRS  for  3-  and  5- 
year  personal  property  to  replace  the 
present  asset-by-asset  accounting 
system  for  personal  property.  The 
basis  concepts  and  recovery  periods 
would  be  unchanged.  The  depreciable 
basis  of  recovery  property  is  placed  in 
one  of  two  open-ended  recovery  ac- 
counts. Under  an  open-ended  account 
system,  the  cost  of  all  eligible  property 
with  the  same  recovery  period  are 
placed  in  the  same  open-ended  ac- 
count regardless  of  the  year  of  acquisi- 
tion. Used  and  new  recovery  properties 
are  aggregated  in  the  same  recovery 
account. 

The  amount  which  is  added  to  the 
recovery  account  is  the  taxpayer's  un- 
adjusted basis  in  the  property.  Thus, 
the  new  system  will  repeal  current  law 
one-half  of  the  investment  credit  basis 
adjustment.  Effective  January  1.  1985. 
progress  payments  made  toward  the 
acquisition  of  assets  which  are  being 
constructed  by  or  for  the  taxpayer  and 
which  have  a  normal  construction 
period  of  2  years  or  more  will  be  added 
to  the  appropriate  recovery  account  if 
the  taxpayer  elects.  The  recovery  peri- 
ods of  the  two  accounts  correspond  to 
the  depreciation  terms  of  3  and  5 
years. 

The  amount  of  allowable  recovery 
deduction  for  any  taxable  year  is  gen- 
erally computed  by  using  a  150-per- 
cent declining  balance  method.  The  re- 
covery deduction  for  a  particular  tax- 
able year  is  then  computed  by"  multi- 
plying the  ending  balance— unrecov- 
ered  costs— in  the  recovery  account  by 
a  recovery  percentage.  The  maximum 
recovery  percentage  reflects  the 
number  of  years  in  the  recovery  period 
and  declining  balance  method.  Thus 
the  maximum  percentage  would  be  50 
percent— 150  percent  divided  by  3- 
year— for  3-year  property  and  30  per- 
cent—150  percent  divided  by  5— for  5- 
year  property.  To  provide  flexibility, 
taxpayers  may  annually  elect  any  per- 
centage between  the  maximum  recov- 
ery percentage  and  one-half  of  such 
percentage  in  the  case  of  5-year  prop- 
erty, between  30  percent  and  15  per- 
cent. 


Additions  would  be  made  to  an  ac- 
count, using  the  half-year  convention, 
upon  the  placing  in  service  of  qualified 
assets  or,  if  an  election  is  made,  the 
making  of  qualified  progress  expendi- 
tures. If  the  balance  of  an  account  at 
the  end  of  a  taxable  year,  but  prior  to 
computation  of  depreciation,  is  either 
zero  or  negative  amount,  no  recovery 
reduction  would  be  allowed  for  the 
year. 

Gains  and  losses  on  the  disposition 
of  recovery  property  generally  are  de- 
ferred. Instead  of  immediate  gain  or 
loss  recognition,  the  amount  realized— 
generally  the  proceeds  received— on 
the  disposition  will  reduce  the  balance 
in  the  account  which  in  turn,  will 
reduce  the  amount  of  recovery  deduc- 
tions in  the  year  of  the  disposition  and 
subsequent  years.  If  the  balance  in  the 
account  is  reduced  below  zero,  the  neg- 
ative amount  generally  will  be  taxed 
as  gain  from  the  sale  of  section  1231 
property;  that  is,  capital  gain. 

The  open-ended  account  system  will 
not  apply  to  public  utility  property. 
The  system  will  be  effective  for  prop- 
erty placed  in  service  after  December 
31.  1983. 

conclusion 
In  conclusion,  the  open-ended  ac- 
counting system  will  greatly  simplify 
depreciation  accounting  by  reducing 
the  number  of  accounts  and  by 
making  them  easier  to  manage  as 
assets  are  acquired,  depreciated,  and 
disposed  of.  In  addition,  the  complex 
rules  of  the  investment  tax  credit  basis 
adjustment  and  the  need  to  separately 
account  for  gains  and  losses  on  disposi- 
tion of  assets,  will  be  eliminated.  Most 
importantly,  it  does  not  change  the 
important  concepts  of  ACRS. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  all  heard 
about  the  complexities  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code.  The  fact  is  that  many 
of  those  complexities  are  necessary  to 
prevent  abuses.  The  bill  we  are  intro- 
ducing today  provides  for  simplifica- 
tion without  violating  the  integrity  of 
the  Tax  Code. 

This  bill  represents  almost  1  year  of 
work  with  different  business  groups. 
Joint  Tax  Committee  staff,  and  Fi- 
nance Committee  staff  to  reach  a  con- 
census. I  look  forward  to  continuing  to 
work  with  interest  parties  during  the 
hearing  process  to  develop  a  true  sim- 
plification of  a  now  very  complex  area 
of  the  tax  laws. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  printed  immediately  following 
my  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S. 1758 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives    of    the    United    States    of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 


SECTION    1.  SHORT  TITLE:  CONFORMING    A,MEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  "Accounting  Cost  Recovery  Simplifi- 
cation Act  of  1983". 

(b)  Technical  and  Conforming  Amend- 
ments.—The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or 
his  delegate,  not  later  than  90  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  shall 
submit  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance  of  the  Senate 
a  draft  of  any  technical  and  conforming 
amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  which  are  necessary  to  reflect  the 
substantive  amendments  made  by  this  Act. 

SEI-.  2.  SIMPLIFIED  ACCELERATED  COST  RECOV- 
ERY. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  168  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  accel- 
erated cost  recovery  system)  is  amended  as 
follows: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (b)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  In  general.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  section,  the  amount  of  the  de- 
duction allowable  by  subsection  (a)  for  any 
taxable  year  shall  be  the  aggregate  amount 
determined  as  follows— 

"(A)     POST-1982     recovery     PROPERTY.— In 

the  case  of  postl982  recovery  property,  by 
applying 

•■(i)  the  recovery  percentage  for  each  cate- 
gory of  property,  to 

"(ii)  the  balance  in  the  recovery  account 
(as  defined  in  subsection  (j))  for  such  cate- 
gory at  the  end  of  such  year. 

"(B)  Other  recovery  property.— In  the 
case  of  recovery  property  other  than  post- 
1982  recovery  property,  by  applying  to  the 
unadjusted  basis  of  recovery  property  the 
applicable  percentage  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  the  following  table. 
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(2)  Paragraph  (SKA)  of  subsection  (b)  is 
amended  by— 

(A)  in.serting  "(B)"  after  "paragraphs  (1)". 
and 

(B)  inserting  "other  than  recovery  proper- 
ty to  which  paragraph  (1)(A)  applies."  after 
"during  the  taxable  year," 

(3)  Subsection  (b)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graphs: 

"(4)  POST-1982  RECOVERY  PROPERTY  CATEGO- 
RY AND  RECOVERY  PERIOD.— 

"(A)  Table.— All  post- 1982  recovery  prop- 
erty— 

"(i)  shall  be  placed  in  1  of  the  categories 
set  forth  in  the  following  table,  and 
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"(ii)  shall  have  the  recovery  period  set 
forth  for  such  category   in  the   following 

table:  Rtcovery 

period 
"Category  'tn  Vfam 

1 3 

2 5 

••<B)  Catccoribs  or  posx-isaa  recovery 
PROPERTY.— Each  item  of  post- 1982  recovery 
property  shall  be  assigned  to  one  of  the  fol- 
lowing categories  of  property: 

•■(i)  Category  i  property.— 3-year  proper- 
ty placed  in  service  after  December  31.  1982. 

"(ii)  Class  2  property.— 5-year  property 
placed  In  service  after  December  31.  1982. 

■■(C)  Election  to  place  property  in  cate- 
gory       HAVING        NEXT        LONGER        RECOVERY 

period.— The  taxpayer  may  elect  to  place  in 
category  2  any  item  of  post-1982  recovery 
property  that  (but  for  this  subparagraph) 
would  be  in  category  1. 

"(5)  POST-1982  RECOVERY  PROPERTY  RECOV- 
ERY PERCENTAGE.- For  purposcs  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  recovery  percentage'  means, 
with  respect  to  any  category  of  post- 1982  re- 
covery property  for  any  taxable  year— 

■■(A)  the  percentage  (not  in  excess  of  150 
percent  or  less  than  75  percent)  which  the 
taxpayer  elects  for  such  category  for  such 
taxable  year,  divided  by 

•■(B)  the  number  of  years  in  the  recovery 

(4)  Subsection  (c)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

■•(3)  PoST-1982  RECOVERY  PROPERTY  DE- 
PINED.— The  term  post- 1982  recovery  prop- 
erty' means— 

"(A)  3-year  property,  and 

"(B)  5-year  property 
placed  in  service  by  the  taxpayer  after  De- 
cember 31.  1982.  except  that  such  term  shall 
not  include  public  utility  property. ' 

(5)  Clause  (i)  of  subsection  (dMlHB)  is 
amended  by  inserting  '(IXB)  or  subsection 
(J)(2)"  after  ■subsection  (b)". 

(6)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection  (d)(2) 
is  amended  by  inserting  (other  than  post- 
1982  recovery  property) ■  after  recovery 
property". 

(7)  Subparagraph  (B>  of  subsection  (d)(2) 
is  amended  by  inserting  •■post-1982  recovery 
property."  after  "(other  than". 

(8)  Subsection  (d)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graph— 

••(3)  Special  rules  for  property  not  yet 
placed  in  service.— 

•  (A)  In  GENERAL.— Any  qualified  progress 
exjjenditure  with  respect  to  progress  ex- 
penditure property  shall  be  treated  for  pur- 
poses of  this  section  as  if  such  expenditure 
were  property  placed  in  service  at  the  time 
the  expenditure  is  made. 

••(B)    Qualified    progress    expenditure; 

PROGRESS  EXPENDITURE  PROPERTY.  — Except  aS 

provided  in  subparagraph  (C).  for  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  the  terms  •qualified 
progress  expenditure'  and  "progress  expend- 
iture proijerty'  have  the  respective  mean- 
ings given  to  such  terms  by  subsection  (d)  of 
section  46  (relating  to  qualified  progress  ex- 
penditures for  purposes  of  the  investment 
credit). 

"(C)  Exception.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  clause  (ii)  of  section  46(d)(2)(A) 
shall  be  applied  by  substituting  post- 1982 
recovery  property'  for  'new  section  38  prop- 
erty. 

•■(D)  Coordination  with  paragraph  m.— 
The  unadjusted  basis  of  property  which 
(but  for  this  paragraph)  would  be  first 
taken  into  account  when  placed  in  service 
shall  be  reduced  (but  not  l)elow  zero)  by  any 
amount  that  was  a  qualified  progress  ex- 


penditure under  this  subsection  with  re- 
spect to  such  property. 

(9)  Redesignating  subsection  (j)  as  subsec- 
tion (k)  and  adding  after  subsection  (i)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

■■(j)  Recovery  Account.— 

••(  1 )  In  general.— The  taxpayer  shall  es- 
tablish a  recovery  account  for  each  category 
of  post- 1982  recovery  property. 

••(2)  Additions  to  account.— The  recovery 
account  for  any  category  of  post-1982  recov- 
ery property  shall  be  increased  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  of— 

•■(A)  one-half  of  the  unadjusted  basis  of 
each  recovery  property  in  such  category 
which  is  placed  in  service  by  the  taxpayer 
during  the  taxable  year,  plus 

■■(B)  one-half  of  the  unadjusted  basis  of 
each  recovery  property  in  such  category 
which  was  placed  in  service  by  the  taxpayer 
during  the  preceding  taxable  year. 

■■(3)  Reductions  in  account.— 

■•(A)  Property  disposed  of  during  year.— 
The  recovery  account  for  any  category  of 
post-1982  recovery  property  shall  be  re- 
duced by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  re- 
alized on  each  recovery  property  of  such 
category  disposed  of  by  the  taxpayer  during 
the  taxable  year. 

•■(B)  Amount  allowed  under  this  sec- 
tion.—The  recovery  account  for  any  catego- 
ry of  post- 1982  recovery  property  shall  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount 
of  the  deduction  allowed  under  subsection 
(a)  with  respect  to  such  category. 

••(4)  Time  for  making  adjustments.— 

••(A)  In  general.— Any  adjustment  under 
paragraph  (2)  or  (3)(A)  shall  be  made  as  of 
the  close  of  the  taxable  year  but  before  the 
determination  of  the  amount  allowable  as  a 
deduction  under  subsection  (a)  for  such  tax- 
able year. 

■(B)  Reduction  for  oEDucrrioN.— Any  re- 
duction under  paragraph  (3)(B)  shall  be 
made  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  taxable 
year  following  the  taxable  year  for  which 
the  amount  was  allowed  as  a  deduction 
under  subsection  (a). 

■■(5)  Coordination  with  other  provi- 
sions.— 

■■(A)  Dispositions  not  treated  as  disposi- 
tions for  certain  purposes.— For  purposes 
of  this  title  (other  than  this  section  and  sec- 
tion 47).  the  disposition  of  any  property  in  a 
recovery  account  shall  be  treated  as  if  it 
were  not  a  disposition. 

■■(B)  Negative  balance.— If.  as  of  the  close 
of  any  taxable  year,  there  is  a  negative  bal- 
ance in  any  recovery  account  then,  notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  sub- 
title- 

■•(i)  and  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by 
which— 

■■(I)  such  negative  balance  (expressed  as  a 
positive  number),  exceeds 

■■(II)  one-half  of  the  basis  of  all  recovery 
property  in  the  category  of  post- 1982  recov- 
ery property  for  which  such  account  is  es- 
tablished which  was  placed  in  service  by  the 
taxpayer  during  the  taxable  year, 
shall  be  included  in  income  for  such  taxable 
year  as  income  under  section  1231(a)  (and 
section  1245(a)(1)  shall  not  apply),  and 

■■(ii)  the  balance  in  the  account  shall  be 
adjusted  by  adding  to  the  account  an 
amount  equal  to  the  amount  included  in 
gross  income  under  clause  (i). 

■■(6)  Separate  accounts  to  reflectt  part- 
nership    ALLOCATIONS     AND     ADJUSTMENTS.— 

Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary, separate  recovery  accounts  shall  be  es- 
tablished to  the  extent  necessary  to  re- 
flect— 


"(A)  allocations  under  subsections  (b)  and 
(c)  of  section  704.  and 

••(B)  adjustments  to  basis  under  section 
734  or  743. 

■•(7)  No  ADJUSTMENT  WHERE  PROPERTY  DIS- 
POSED   OF    BEFORE    CLOSE    OF    TAXABLE    YEAR    IN 

WHICH  PLACED  IN  SERVICE.— No  adjustment 
shall  be  made  under  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3) 
(A)  in  respect  of  any  property  which  is  dis- 
posed of  by  the  taxpayer  before  the  close  of 
the  taxable  year  in  which  placed  in  service 
by  the  taxpayer. 

■•(8)  Transfers  at  death.— No  reduction 
shall  be  made  under  paragraph  (3)(A)  by 
reason  of  any  transfer  at  death. 

■•(9)  Property  ceasing  to  be  recovery 
PROPERTY.— If  any  property  taken  into  ac- 
count under  this  subsection  ceases  to  be  re- 
covery property  during  any  taxable  year— 

■■(A)  such  property  shall  be  treated  as  dis- 
posed of  by  the  taxpayer  during  such  tax- 
able year,  and 

••(B)  the  basis  of  such  property  in  the 
hands  of  the  taxpayer  after  such  cessation 
shall  be  treated  as  equal  to  its  fair  market 
value. 

••(  10)  Dispositions  other  than  sale  or  ex- 
change.—If  any  post-1982  recovery  property 
is  disposed  of  in  a  disposition  which  is  not  a 
sale,  exchange,  or  involuntary  conversion 
and  which  is  not  described  in  paragraph  (11) 
or  (12).  the  reduction  under  paragraph  (3) 
(A)  for  such  disposition  shall  be  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  disposed  of.  In 
the  case  of  property  disposed  of  by  aban- 
donment, the  fair  market  value  thereof 
shall  be  treated  as  if  it  were  zero. 
■■(11)  Transfers  where  basis  goes  over.— 
(A)  In  general— If  any  post-1982  recov- 
ery property  is  transferred  and  the  transfer- 
ee's basis  of  such  property  is  determined  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  reference  to  the  adjust- 
ed basis  of  the  transferor,  then,  under  regu- 
lations prescribed  by  the  Secretary- 

"(i)  the  transferor's  recovery  account  for 
the  category  of  property  in  which  the  recov- 
ery property  falls  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
transferred  amount,  and 

"(ii)  for  purposes  of  determining  the 
transferee's  basis  in  such  property,  the  un- 
adjusted basis  of  such  property  in  the  hands 
of  the  transferor  shall  be  treated  as  equal  to 
the  transferred  amount. 

•(B)  Transferred  amount.— For  purposes 
of  subparagraph  (A),  the  transferred 
amount  shall  be  the  amount  which  bears 
the  same  relation  to— 

••(i)  the  total  amount  in  the  transferors 
recovery  account  immediately  before  the 
transfer,  as 

■•(ii)  the  fair  market  value  of  the  trans- 
ferred property  bears  to  the  fair  market 
value  of  all  property  in  such  account  imme- 
diately before  the  transfer. 

■■(C)  Authority  to  prescribe  alternate 
methods  of  allocation.— The  Secretary 
may  by  regulations  prescribe  alternate 
methods  for  allocating  the  balance  in  any 
recovery  account  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing the  transferred  amount  of  any  property. 
■■(12)  Like  kind  exchanges;  involuntary 
conversions.— Under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  in  the  case  of  any  ex- 
change described  in  section  1031  or  1033  of 
post- 1982  recovery  property- 

••(A)  if  the  properties  fall  in  the  same  cat- 
egory changes  shall  be  made  in  the  taxpay- 
er's recovery  account  for  such  category  only 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  reflect  the  money 
or  other  property  (within  the  meaning  of 
section  1031)  or  property  not  similar  or  re- 
lated in  service  or  use  (within  the  meaning 
of  section  1033).  paid,  exchanged,  or  re- 
ceived, as  the  case  may  l>e.  and 


••(B)  if  the  properties  fall  in  different  cate- 
gories, proper  adjustments  in  the  recovery 
accounts  for  l)oth  classes  shall  be  made  to 
carry  out  the  nonrecognitlon  provided  for  in 
such  sections." 

(b)  Repeal  of  Basis  Adjustment  for  Post- 
1982  Recovery  Property.— Subsection  (q) 
of  section  48  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  therof  the  following  new  paragraph— 

••(6)  No  adjustment  in  the  case  of  post- 
1982  recovery  PROPERTY.— Subsection  (a) 
shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  post-1982  re- 
covery property  as  defined  in  section 
168(c)(3). ' 

(c)  Technical  and  Confirming  Amend- 
ments.— 

(1)  Subsection  (k)  of  section  312  is  amend- 
ed as  follows: 

(A)  by  inserting  "and  paragraph  (6)'  after 
"(B)  and  (C)"  in  paragraph  (3)(A),  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

•(6)      POST-1982      recovery      PROPERTY.— In 

the  case  of  post-1982  recovery  property 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  168),  the  ad- 
justment to  earnings  and  profits  for  depre- 
ciation for  any  taxable  year  shall  be  the 
amount  determined  under  section  168 
except  that  subsection  (b)(5)(A)  shall  be  75 
percent,  and  separate  recovery  accounts  as 
described  in  subsection  (j)  shall  be  main- 
tained for  purposes  of  this  section  312." 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1245  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

'•(9)    POST-1982    recovery    PROPERTY. — Sub- 

section  (a)  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of 
income  recognized  under  section 
168(j)(5)(B)(i)." 

(3)  Paragraph  (7)  of  section  46(c)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  'Subparagraph  (A) 
shall  apply  to  any  item  of  post- 1982  recov- 
ery property  which  the  taxpayer  elects 
(under  section  168(b)(4)(C))  to  place  in  cate- 
gory 2.". 

(d)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3).  the  amendments 
made  by  subsections  (a),  (b)  and  (c)  shall 
apply  to  property  placed  in  service  by  the 
taxpayer  after  December  31,  1982.  in  tax- 
able years  ending  after  such  date. 

(2)  Qualified  progress  expenditures.— 
The  amendment  made  by  section  (a)(8) 
shall  apply  to  qualified  progress  expendi- 
tures made  by  the  taxpayer  after  December 
31.  1985.  in  the  taxable  years  ending  after 
such  date. 

(3)  Basis  adjustment  repeal.— The 
amendments  made  by  subsection  (c)  shall 
apply  to  periods  after  December  31.  1982. 
under  rules  similar  to  the  rules  of  section 
48(m)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

Mr.  WALLOP.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
with  my  good  friend  and  colleague 
from  Texas,  Senator  Bentsen,  in  the 
introduction  of  the  Accounting  Cost 
Recovery  Simplification  Act  of  1983. 
This  legislation,  as  the  Senator  from 
Texas  has  explained,  calls  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  open  end  accounts  for 
the  purpose  of  computing  depreciation 
deductions  under  the  Federal  Tax 
Code.  In  addition,  the  half  basis  ad- 
justment provisions  of  the  Tax  Code, 
enacted  just  last  year  as  a  part  of  the 
Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility 
Act  (TEFRA),  would  be  repealed,  and 
depreciation  deductions  would  be  al- 
lowed for  qualified  progress  expendi- 
tures. 


As  my  colleagues  are  well  aware, 
during  the  past  2  years  we  have  seen 
two  major  tax  bills  which  had  and  will 
continue  to  have  a  profound  impact  on 
business  taxation.  While  the  pros  and 
cons  of  each  can  be  debated,  if  you  are 
a  businessman  trying  to  make  long- 
term  planning  decisions,  uncertainty 
in  the  tax  law  makes  that  process 
more  a  game  of  Russian  roulette  than 
an  exercise  of  business  foresight.  Cer- 
tainty in  the  tax  planning  process  may 
very  well  be  as  important  as  the  tax 
laws  themselves.  In  the  last  2  years  we 
have  taken  that  element  of  certainty 
away  from  business,  and  it  was  for 
that  reason  that  I  have  made  a  com- 
mitment to  the  business  community 
that  I  would  not  support  legislation 
this  year  which  they  did  not  feel  was 
beneficial  or  in  their  long-term  best  in- 
terests. The  introduction  of  this  legis- 
lation does  not  represent  a  departure 
from  that  commitment. 

Mr.  President,  Senator  Bentsen  and 
I  have  worked  on  this  idea  over  the 
course  of  many  months.  But  as  anyone 
who  has  followed  depreciation  legisla- 
tion on  the  Hill  can  tell  you,  this  is  by 
no  means  a  new  idea.  Open  end  ac- 
counts have  been  discussed  for  years, 
and  indeed  were  incorporated  in  the 
Tax  Reduction  Act  of  1980  which  was 
reported  from  the  Finance  Committee 
but    never   enacted.    The    concept    of 
open   accounts   is   generally   acknowl- 
edged as  an  effective  tax  simplification 
tool,  especially  for  small  business  con- 
cerns who,  as  a  matter  of  simple  eco- 
nomics, do  not  have  the  sophisticated 
resources  available  to  them  to  fully 
understand  our  present  Tax  Code.  At 
a  time  when  both  tax  writing  commit- 
tees of  the  Congress  are  seeking  ways 
to  simplify  the  Tax  Code,  the  intro- 
duction of  this  legislation  could  not  be 
more  timely.  This  bill  is  certainly  in- 
troduced in  that  spirit.  The  fundamen- 
tal provisions  of  the  President's  tax 
initiatives  remain  intact  with  this  leg- 
islation. The  rate  of  depreciation  pres- 
ently    provided     by     ACRS     is     not 
changed,  nor  are  the  ACRS  property 
life    classifications.     And,     with     the 
repeal  of  the  half  basis  adjustment  it 
is  our  intent  that  the  present  value  of 
depreciation  allowances  allowed  under 
current    law     remain    generally    the 
same.   The   inclusion   of   depreciation 
deductions  for  qualified  progress  ex- 
penditures and  maximum  flexibility  in 
the  timing  of  depreciation  deductions 
are  all  provisions  which  are  designed 
to  help  business,  small  and  big  alike. 
Certainly,  these  concepts  deserve  ev- 
eryone's full  consideration. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues that  while  this  bill  represents 
many  hours  of  drafting  and  attempts 
to  deal  with  the  problems  we  have 
confronted  along  the  way,  it  is  just  the 
beginning  of  the  process.  There  may 
very  well  be  impacts  caused  by  this 
legislation  which  we  have  not  focused 
on  or  considered.  Clearly,  it  is  not  our 


intent  in  offering  this  legislation  to 
take  anything  away  from  anybody. 
Indeed,  it  is  our  intent  to  provide  the 
same  benefits  as  are  currently  received 
under  the  current  depreciation  system, 
but  in  a  manner  which  is  easier  to  im- 
plement and  more  flexible  in  its  oper- 
ation. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  has  offered 
a  very  good  explanation  of  the  major 
provisions  of  this  bill.  In  substance, 
the  use  of  open  account  depreciation 
would  result  in  far  fewer  accounts  for 
business  to  maintain  and  the  IRS  to 
audit.  The  extremely  complicated  re- 
capture rules  on  depreciation  and  the 
half  basis  adjustment  would  be  re- 
pealed. The  half  basis  adjustment 
itself  is  repealed  by  this  bill.  In  addi- 
tion, depreciation  on  qualified 
progress  expenditures  would  be  al- 
lowed for  the  first  time.  All  of  these 
concepts  I  believe  to  be  beneficial  to 
American  business,  especially  our 
small  business  interests. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  assure 
our  business  community  that  this  is 
not  the  "cod  liver  oil"  of  the  98th  Con- 
gress. We  are  not  going  to  push  this 
legislation  through  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee or  the  full  Senate  telling  busi- 
ness we  are  doing  this  for  their  own 
good.   As   I   mentioned   before,   there 
must   be   broad,   general   support   for 
this  legislation  before  I  will  actively 
seek   its   enactment.   What   I   do   ask 
however,  is  that  the  business  commu- 
nity take  a  very  hard  look  at  this  bill. 
Tell  us  what  is  wrong  with  the  legisla- 
tion and  how  we  can  make  it  better.  If 
aspects  of  the  bill  are  particularly  at- 
tractive let  us  know  that  as  well.   I 
would  caution  everyone  though,  that  I 
know  there  are  several  individual  pro- 
visions within  this  package  which  are 
very  attractive  to  a  lot  of  business  in- 
terests. What  we  will  not  do  is  allow 
this  package  to  be  taken  apart  so  that 
the  focus  is  on  the  individual  provi- 
sions rather  the  entirety  of  the  bill 
itself.  Qualified  progress  expenditure 
depreciation    is    attractive    to    some. 
Repeal  of  the  half  basis  adjustment  is 
attractive  to  many.  Maximum  flexibil- 
ity in  the  timing  of  depreciation  de- 
ductions is  attractive  to  yet  others.  All 
of  these  provisions  are  offered  as  vital 
parts    of    the    entire    package,    and 
should  be  viewed  by  all  as  just  that. 

In  conclusion  Mr.  President,  I  would 
simply  note  that  there  are  very  few 
times  when  I  can  remember  a  ground 
swell  of  support  and  lobbying  for  busi- 
ness tax  simplification.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  is  based  so  much  on  the  fact 
that  it  is  not  desirable,  but  that  when 
the  rules  of  the  game  keep  changing  it 
is  difficult  to  support  yet  another 
change;  even  if  it  is  good  legislation. 
The  AICPA  has  long  supported  open 
accounts,  and  we  found  very  little  op- 
position to  the  idea  as  we  began  to  de- 
velop this  legislation.  I  would  urge  ev- 
eryone, especially  small  business  orga- 
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nizatlons  like  the  NFIB,  to  examine 
this  legislation  very  closely.  It  is  my 
belief  that  a  fair  examination  will 
reveal  that  this  proposal  offers  a  very 
real  opportunity  to  reduce  some  of  the 
vast  complication  businesses  face  on  a 
day-to-day  basis  with  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code. 


By  Mr.  SYMMS: 
S.  1759.  A  bill  to  extend  for  3  years 
the  suspension  of  duty  on  4-chloro-3- 
methylphenol;   to  the  Committee  on 
Finamce. 

DUTY  ON  4-CHLORO-3-METHYLPHENOL 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in- 
troducing legislation  today  which 
would  suspend  the  duty  of  4-chloro-3- 
methylphenol  until  June  30,  1987. 

Section  230  of  Public  Law  97-446,  en- 
acted January  12,  1983,  provides  for 
the  temporary  suspension  of  the 
column  1  rate  of  duty  on  4-chloro-3- 
methylphenol  through  June  30.  1984. 
This  suspension  should  be  extended 
through  June  30,  1987.  for  the  reasons 
set  forth  below. 

4-chloro-3-methylphenol  is  a  chemi- 
cal substance  used  in  production  of  a 
number  of  products  including  machine 
cutting  oils.  It  has  not  been  prod'iced 
in  the  United  States  since  1973.  Do- 
mestic consumers  must  rely  on  im- 
ports for  their  needs  of  the  chemical. 
Master  Chemical,  for  example,  must 
import  4-chloro-3-methylphenol  for 
use  as  an  emulsion  stabilizer  in  the 
production  of  one  product  which  con- 
stitutes 60  percent  of  its  business. 

If  a  duty  were  to  be  again  applied,  it 
would  be  at  a  rate  significantly  higher 
than  that  in  effect  prior  to  enactment 
of  the  Trade  Agreement  Act  of  1979.' 
This  act  doubled  the  duty  on  4-chloro- 
3-methylphenol  in  1980  so  that  its  cost 
increased  as  much  as  17.4  percent  to 
domestic  consumers.  Thus  failure  to 
extend  the  suspension  would  cause 
substantial  harm  to  domestic  consum- 
ers of  the  chemical  through  increased 
prices  while  causing  no  benefit  to 
accrue  to  domestic  producers. 

DESCRIPTION  AND  USES 

4-chloro-3-methylphenol.  sometimes 
referred  to  as  P-chloro-meta-cresol.  is 
an  organic  chemical  used  primarily  as 
a  biocide  and  antioxidant  in  the  manu- 
facture of  machine  cutting  oils.  It  is 
also  used  as  an  ingredient  in  such 
products  as  dandruff  shampoos  and 
hand  lotions,  as  a  preservative  for  sen- 
sitive film  such  as  microfilm  and  X-ray 
film,  and  as  an  intermediary  in  the 
formulation  of  more  complex  chemi- 
cals. 

DOMESTIC  COMPETITION 

According  to  the  domestic  consum- 
ers of  4-chloro-3-methylphenol.  there 

I  The  Tr«de  Agreement  Act  of  1979  created  sever- 
al Basket"  categories  of  benzenoid  derivatives  and 
based  the  new  rate  of  duty  on  an  average  of  the  ad 
valorem  equivalents  of  the  individual  items.  As  a 
result,  certain  items  which  had  t)een  assessed  at  a 
low  tariff  rate  were  assessed  at  a  much  higher  rale 
after  1979 


are  no  domestically  produced  chemi- 
cals which  can  be  substituted  for  4- 
chloro-3-methylphenol  in  the  manu- 
facture of  machine  cutting  oils.'  Nor 
are  there  substitutes  which  can  be 
used  as  chemical  intermediaries  in  the 
formulation  of  specific  chemicals. 

DOMESTIC  PRODUCTION 

There  has  been  no  domestic  produc- 
tion of  4-chloro-3-methylphenol  since 
1973.  In  that  year  the  Ottawa  Chemi- 
cals Division  of  Ferro  Corp.  halted 
production  due  to  increasingly  strin- 
gent environmental  regulations. 

TARIFF  TREATMENT 

Prior  to  the  temporary  suspension  of 
duty,  4-chloro-3-methylphenol  entered 
the  United  States  under  item  403.56  of 
the  tariff  schedules  of  the  United 
States  (TSUS).  This  item  is  a  residual 
category  of  phenol  derivatives  which 
are  listed  in  the  chemical  appendix  of 
the  tariff  schedules. 

With  the  suspension  of  duty.  4- 
chloro-3-methylphenol  was  removed 
from  TSUS  item  403.56.  A  new  TSUS 
item.  No.  907.08.  was  created  for  it 
under  subpart  B  of  part  1  of  the  ap- 
pendix to  tariff  schedules. 

If  the  suspension  is  not  extended,  4- 
chloro-3-methylphenol  would  again  be 
dutiable  at  the  rate  applicable  to 
TSUS  item  403.56.  In  1984  the  column 
1  rate  for  item  403.56  (the  rate  paid  by 
countries  with  most-favored-nation 
status),  will  be  1.1  cents  per  pound 
plus  19.4  percent  ad  valorem.  This  rate 
is  scheduled  to  decline  annually  until 
it  reaches  0.7  cent  per  pound  plus  19.4 
percent  ad  valorem  in  1987.  This  is 
nonetheless  still  significantly  above 
the  rate  that  was  applicable  to  4- 
chloro-3-methylphenol  in  1979.  At 
that  time  the  rate  was  1.7  cents  per 
pound  plus  12.5  percent  ad  valorem. 

Other  rates  of  duty  applicable  to 
TSUS  item  403.56  are  an  LDDC  rate^ 
of  0.7  cent  per  pound  plus  19.4  percent 
ad  valorem  and  a  column  2  rate  of  7 
cents  per  pound  plus  62  percent  ad  va- 
lorem.* These  rates  were  unaffected 
by  the  legislation  granting  temporary 
suspension  of  duty  on  4-chloro-3-meth- 
ylphenol. 

U.S.  IMPORTS 

Imports  in  the  United  States  of  4- 
chloro-3-methylphenol  for  1980  and 
1981  were  as  follows: 


LOST  REVENUE 

Prior  to  enactment  of  the  initial 
temporary  suspension  of  duty,  the 
International  Trade  Commission  esti- 
mated that  total  lost  revenue  for  the 
years  1981-83  would  be  $323,400.  The 
lost  revenue  figure  for  the  next  3 
years  should  be  close  to  this  figure 
since  usage  patterns  appear  similar. 

POSITION  OF  AGENCIES 

The  Department  of  Commerce,  the 
Department  of  State,  and  the  Interna- 
tional Trade  Commission  had  no  ob- 
jection to  the  initial  suspension  of 
duty.  Although  their  position  regard- 
ing an  extension  of  the  suspension  is 
not  explicitly  known  at  this  time, 
there  is  little  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  extension  would  be  opposed  since 
no  material  parameters  have  changed 
since  January  12.  1983.  when  Public 
Law  97-446  was  enacted. 

CONCLUSION 

For  all  the  above  reasons,  but  pri- 
marily because  there  is  no  domestic 
producer  of  4-chloro-3-methylphenol 
to  derive  benefit  from  reimposition  of 
a  duty  on  the  chemical,  I  urge  that 
the  suspension  of  duty  be  extended  to 
June  30,  1987. 


[Quantity  in  pounds] 


Year:' 
1980. 
I981« 


Quanlxty " 
106.293 
274.472 


« USITCs  mpmorandum  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  H.R.  2786.  97th  Cong..  May  26.  1981,  p.  2. 

^The  LDDC  rate  is  the  rate  paid  by  least  devel- 
oped developing  countries. 

•The  col.  2  rate  applies  to  Communist  and  areas 
enumerated  in  general  headnote  3(f)  of  the  TSUS. 

>  International  Trade  Commiiwion.  imports  of 
benzenoid  derivatives. 

•  1981  is  the  latest  year  for  which  the  ITC  has 
data. 


By  Mr.  BENTSEN: 
S.  1760.  A  bill  entitled  the   'Pension 
Correction  Act  of  1983";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

PENSION  CORRECTION  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility 
Act  of  1982  had  as  its  avowed  purposes 
the  prevention  of  excess  accumula- 
tions of  tax-deferred  funds  by  high- 
income  individuals,  to  reduce  incen- 
tives to  use  pension  plans  as  a  method 
of  sheltering  income  from  tax.  and  to 
eliminate  artificial  distinctions,  and  to 
create  more  parity  between  corporate 
and  noncorporate  pension  plans.  How- 
ever, certain  provisions  in  TEFRA 
have  harsh  results.  In  addition, 
TEFRA  itself  creates  artificial  and  dis- 
criminatory distinctions  between  large 
and  small  plans. 

It  is  my  belief  that  relief  from  these 
provisions  of  TEFRA  must  be  achieved 
or  the  result  will  be  to  discourage  the 
establishment  and  or  maintenance  of 
small  employer  plans. 

Most  of  the  pension  law  changes 
contained  in  TEFRA  do  not  take 
effect  until  January  1,  1984.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  delayed  effective  date  was 
to  allow  the  committees  to  study  the 
changes  and  to  make  adjustments 
where  necessary.  The  bill  I  am  intro- 
ducing today  is  a  result  of  a  hearing 
held  earlier  this  year  by  Senator 
Chafees  SulKommittee  on  Savings, 
Pensions,  and  Investment  Policy  of 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee.  This 
bill  will  leave  in  place  the  basic  princi- 
ples   of    the    TEFRA    changes    while 
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helnine    to    make    the    pension    laws  of  the  loan  does  not  exceed  the  lesser  of  (a)  Upon  completion  of  three  (3)  years  of 

more  workable  and  fairer  in  there  ap-  fifty  percent  (50%)  of  the  debtor  partici-  service  with  the  Employer,  the  participant 

more  worlcaDie  f "f  J*''^er  in  mere  ap  ^^^.^  ^^^^^^  accrued  benefit  or  $50,000.  and  is  100%  vested  (3  Year  Vesting):  or 

plication  to  small  employers.  ^^^  repayment  period  does  not  exceed  five  (b)  A  vesting  schedule  under  the  following 

Mr.  President  I  ask  unanimous  con-  ^^^   yeess.   Participant   loans   made   on   or  schedule  known  as  6  Year  Graded  Vesting: 

sent  that  a  fact  sheet  describing  the  before  August  12.  1982,  are  excepted  from  Nonforfeitable 

bill  and  the  bill  itself  be  printed  in  the  guc^  rule.  A  limited  transition  rule  for  cer-  years  of  service:                                 percentage 

Record.  tain  qualifying  refunding  loans  expires  on  ^                   ' 20 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate-  August  13.  1983.  zZZZZ'ZZZZ. 40 

rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  proposal  4 go 

Record  as  follows:  The  Bill  provides  for  the  renewal  and  ex-  5 go 

tension  for  a  period  of  five  (5)  years  to  any  g 100 

Fact  Sheet  on  Pension  Corrections  Act  of  participant  loan  (regardless  of  amount)  en-             Zi 

1983— Reduction  in  Plan  Amendment  Du-  tered  into  prior  to  August  12.  1982,  which  proposal 

PLICATION  matures  prior  to  August  13,   1985.  without  The  Bill  would  substitute  for  the  six  (6) 

subjecting  the  borrowing  participant  to  tax-  year  graded  vesting  requirement  the  follow- 

present  law  ation.  Such  renewal  loans  must  provide  at  ing  schedule  known  as  the  4-40  Rule. 

In  general,  under  Internal  Revenue  Code  \^^s\  for  repayments  of  interest  and  princi-  Nonforfeitable 

Sec.  401(b).  the  remedial  period  for  amend-  p^i  jn  equal,  annual  installments  and  must  years  of  service:                                  Percentage 

ing  a  retirement  plan  to  comply  with  any  jje  repaid  in  full  no  later  than  five  years  ^          40 

change  in   plan  qualification  requirements  j^q^  ^^e  date  of  renewal.  During  the  repay-  - 45 

due  to  amendment  to  the  Internal  Revenue  ment  period  of  the  renewal  loan,  the  out-  jq 

Code  is  the  due  date  of  the  Employers  fed-  standing  balance  of  such  renewal  loan  must  ° g^ 

eral  income  tax  return,  including  extensions  jje  taken  into  account  for  purposes  of  the  ^ 

for  the  tax  year  in  which  such  new  qualifi-  5o%/$50,000  limit  in  determining  whether  a  8 

cation  requirements  are  effective.  In  prac-  subsequent  loan  is  a  taxable  distribution.  9 ?" 

tice,  however,  it  has  been  difficult  for  the  reason  for  change  1° ,?? 

Treasury  Department  to  promulgate   final  „„,„j  ,,„j„,  .1,0  Kin  H ^"" 

regulations  after  an  amendment  to  the  IRC  ^.  1^^^  S'  e°refTr  S  partSpanS  vSo  heason  for  chance 

'tTJ  'TVe^^V;'l%ZtZ:X^'t.:£X  ifre^'l^'^i'^n^lZX^^^ef^^^^^^^  Congress  has  previously  expressed  the  po- 

.?»H  .»r,i^r«rrre^,.l^tfo.L  in  thf  halter  m  of  the  new  participant  loan  limitations.  In  sition  that  a  vesting  schedule  no  more  favor- 

n   nrnv^^'^mnlovers   ^d   P^an^  '"any  instances,  corporate  fiduciaries  have  able  than  the  4-40  Rule  should  be  required 

lithZdelinrsfofaml^Lr  their  retTr^  required  that  all  participant  loans  mature  in  of  any   qualified   employer   plan.   The   Bill 

Tpnt  n^Lns    In  mrnvTm"S^cls    when  nna^  "O  more  than  one  year.  This  requirement  amends  Sec.  416  to  coincide  with  this  view, 

r.?.  an^s  are  Tventua^y^J^ued   vadat^^es  was  often  due  to  a  desire  by  fiduciaries  at  a  Six  (6)  year  graded  vesting  often  encourages 

h^fwlen  Thf  Lmoor^ra^^   finarSl  "me  of  violent  interest  rate  fluctuations  to  employee  attrition.  Moreover,  long-term  em- 

HnnTh2ve  reaS  th^Ei^foyere  and  PUn  adjust   annually   the   loan   interest   rate   in  pioyment  is  not  rewarded  but  penalized.  F.- 

^^i^^rtoXndthf^D^a^  a  second  order  to  meet  the  requirement  of  prior  law  nally,   increased  employee  turnover  raises 

Sponsors  ^^   ,^^"'^,^^^'[,  P'^!^,;^^^^^''  that  such  loans  bear  a   •reasonable"  rate  of  the  cost  for  small  employers  to  maintain  a 

TnJ^n  to  the  IntemarRevenue  Sen-  ce  interest.  Therefore,  many  participants  who  retirement  plan  and  thus  discourages  the  es- 

Tamples  '  of'^nsUncTs''  in  '  whTch  ^se'ond  intended  to  repay  loans  over  several  years  tablishment  or  continuance  of  these  plans, 

amendment  submissions  have  been  required  agreed  to  one-year  matijnties  with  the  un-  j^j-^o^al   of   Certain    Benefit   Limitation 

bSausTorvaHances  between  final  and  tem-  derstanding  that  such  .'of"^^  *°"id  »>«  re-  restrictions  in  Small  and  Large  Emplov- 

porary  regulations  include  joint  and  survi-  newed  m  part  and  repaid  '"  P^rt-  The  tran-  ^.r  Plans 

vor  Lnnuil^   rules,   hours  of  service  rules,  ^iUon    rule    accomplishes   the    purposes    of  present  law 

controlled  «roup  rules,  normal   retirement  ^,™,,,- J'^suS  inTarUcipant   Can  Under  IRC  Sec.  416(h,.  a  top-heavy  plan  is 

rules,  benefit  limit  rules,  suspension  of  ben-  *^"^^f  * '  ^c-^^^^^^                                        un-  subject  to  a  lower  benefit  limitation  under 

efit  rules,  and  definitely  detemunable  bene-  ^^^^^^^^  /pX^trJn'o^tli^^lw^         limita-  IRC  Sec.  415(e)  (dealing  with  coordination 

fit  rules.  ^.^*^  of  the  defined  benefit  and  defined  contribu- 

PROPOSAL  Elimination  of  10  Percent  Penalty  on  tion  plans)  unless  certain  minimum  benefits 

amendment  process.  Employers  w  11  be  con-  present  law  ^^         ^^^          ,  ^^  g^^^  ^^  more  of  the  ag- 

sidered  to  have  timely  amended  their  p  an  eternal  Revenue  Code  Sec.  72(m)(5)  im-  gregate  benefits  of  all  employees,  then  more 

if,   by   the   remedial   amendment   deadline  p^ses  a  ten  percent  (10%)  penalty  on  distri-  ge^ere     lower     benefit     limitations     apply 

under  IRC   §  401(b).  a  short  form  amend-  jj^^jg^s  made  to  a  key  employee  of  a  top-  whether  or  not  the  higher  minimum  benefit 

ment  incorporating  specific  changes  in  the  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^.^^^  ^^  ^^^  59^^  ^y  reason  other  requirements    are    met.    In    addition.    Sec. 

following  the  issuance  of  final  regulations  reason  for  change  tamed  under  Sec.  4l5(d)(e). 
to  submit  plan  amendments  to  the  Internal  rj,^^  ^^J^  percent  (10%)  penalty  under  Sec.  proposal 
Revenue  Service,  retroactive  to  the  effective  72(m)(5)   will   apply    in   operation   only   to  The  Bill  would   repeal  Sec.   416(h)(2)(B) 
date  of   any   amendments  to   the   Internal  pja^^s  maintained  by  small  employers.  Such  which  imposes  a  lower  limitation  on  top- 
Revenue  Code.  a  discriminatory  result  would  conflict  with  heavy  plans  in  which  90%  or  more  of  the  ag- 

one  of  the  objectives  of  TEFRA,  which  is  to  gregate  benefits  are  received  by  key  employ- 
reason  for  change  ^^^^^^  p^^.j_y  tjg^^^n  large  and  small  em-  ees.  In  addition,  it  amends  Sec.  416(h)(4)  to 
The  Bill  will  reduce  the  administrative  pjoygj  plans  There  is  also  concern  that  it  provide  that  the  lower  limitation  to  the  spe- 
burden  on  both  Employers  and  on  the  Inter-  ^^uld  discourage  the  establishment  of  plans  clal  transition  rule  under  Sec.  416(d)<6)  ap- 
nal  Revenue  Service  by  eliminating  the  du-  ^^  small  employers.  The  Bill  will  result  in  plies  only  in  cases  in  which  the  minimum 
plication  of  amendment  submission  to  the  removing  the  disparity  in  treatment  be-  benefit  requirement  under  Sec.  416(h)(2)(A) 
Internal  Revenue  Service.  Many  Employers  ^^g^f^  distributions  from  plans  maintained  are  not  provided, 
have  been  discouraged  from  continuing  em-  ^y  ^^^^  ^^^  small  employers.  reason  for  chamge 
ployee  benefit  P^^^^J'l''^^^^^^^,^^"^^^^  Vesting  Requirements  for  Top-Heavy  ^he  purpose  of  Sec.  416  is  to  eliminate  ex- 
need  for  plan  revisions  which  involve  added  ^^^^  cessively  high  benefits  for  key  employees 
expense  and  unnecessary  labor.  ^^^^^^  ^^  c«s.ve^y  ^n^g^^^  ^.^^  providing  minimum 

Participant  Loan  Transition  Rule  j^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^  top-heavy  plan  as  defined     benefits  to  rank-and-file  employees.  Howev- 

PRESENT  law  under  IRC  Sec.  416.  the  present  law  pro-     er,  the  following  safeguards  exist  to  assure 

J".  fZ'S.-p-.'SUl^S  K~-°i;    SIL'-.o-nS,"  =='.-S%'ir;    "prSr.i-.mL.U  p„.e,  mC  sec. 
as  a  taxable  distribution  unless  the  amount     ments.  *     • 
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<b)   the   compensation   limitations   under  ■(2)  Extension  of  period  until  final  regula-  Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  with  respect 

Sec.  416(d)  for  key  employees.  lions  are  issued.-  to  any  top-heavy  plan  if  the  requirements  of 

(c)  the  general  non-discrimination  in  bene-  (A)  In  general.— In  any  case  in  which—  subparagraphs   <A)   and   (B)   of   this   para- 
fits  provisions  of  Sec.  416(a)(4).  and  -(i)  the  Secretary  has  not  Issued  final  reg-  graph  are  met  with  respect  to  such  plan. 

(d)  the  minimum  benefit  requirements  of  ulations  with  respect  to  any  requirement  of  (A)    Minimum    benefit    requirements.— 
Sec  416(c)  and  (h)(2)(A).  subsection  (a),  and  The  requirements  of  this  subparagraph  are 

The  90%  limitation  is  counterproductive  (ii)  the  plan-  met  with  respect  to  any  top-heavy  plan  if 

because  it  discourages  Employers  from  pro-  d)  incorporates  such  requirement  by  ref-  such  plan  (and  any  plan  required  to  be  in- 

viding    the    higher    minimum    benefits    in  erence  to  this  title  or  any  temporary  regula-  eluded  in  an  aggregation  group  with  such 

many  of  the  plans  Sec.  416  was  intended  to  tion  issued  under  this  title,  and  plan)  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection 

reach,  a  result  contrary  to  Congress'  intent.  •(ID  notifies  the  Secretary  in  writing  of  (c).  as  modified  by  subparagraph  (B). 

So  long  as  the  minimum  benefits  under  Sec.  such  incorporation  in  such  manner  as  the  (B)  Modifications.— For  purposes  of  sub- 

416(h)(2)(A)  are  provided,  all  plans  should  Secretary  may  prescribe.  paragraph  (A)— 

be  subject  to  the  normal  limitations  con-  the  Secretary  shall  extend  the  period  under  ■<')   paragraph   (1)(B)   of   subsection   (c) 

Uined  in  Sec.  415  of  the  Code.  paragraph  ( 1 )  to  at  least  the  date  de.scribed  shall  be  applied  by  substitutmg   Z  percent 

ESTATE  Tax  Exclusion  for  Retirement  ^  subparagraph  (B).  f""-  ^  Pf  cent'  and  by  increasing  (but  not  by 

Benefits  -(B)  Extension  date.-The  date  referred  more  than  10  percentage  points)  20  percent 

present  law  to  in  this  subparagraph  is  the  later  of-  \ ,  1    Percentage   point   for  each   year   for 

under     Internal      Revenue     Code     Sec  "(i)  the  date  which  is  6  months  after  the  which   such   plan   was   taken   into  account 

Under     Internal      Revenue     coae     s>ec.  whirh    the    final    reeulations   de-  under  this  subsection,  and 

2039(c).    certain    employee-derived    retire-  f,*,^i!,Xn  sSaraSraph Ta)  w^^^  •<"'   Paragraph   (2)(A)   of  subsection   (c) 

ment  benefits  are  excluded  from  the  gross  ^''^^.^.''^^J'Y^f^^^^^^^^^^^  shall  be  applied  by  substituting  '4  percent' 

estate  of  an  employee  decedent.  The  exclu-  ("'  the  due  date  inciuaing  extensions  lor  nercent'  " 

sion  is  subject  to  a  limitation  in  the  amount  filing  the  return  of  tax  of  the  employer  for  'or  J  P^^«"^^^            Amendment  -Section 

of  $100,000  imposed  by  Sec.  245  of  TEFRA  the  Uxable  year  in  which  such  final  regula-  ^^b,^^  .^^^Tended  by  ISing  before  the 

effective  for  decedenU  dying  after  Decem-  tions  are  issuea.  neriod  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (4)  the  fol- 

ber  31.  1982.  ««•-  3.  ^^^f;'^'^^^;^^^^^^^^-^^'''  ''''"'''  fowing:  '  .  if  the  m° nimum'  benefit  require- 

^.    nn           /"Tfl    „nnooon„,ita  Subsection  (O 'of  sec'tion  236  of  the  Tax  ments  of  section  416(h)(2)(A)  are  not  met". 

The  Bill  provides  that  the  $100,000  limita-  .       ^  p.^^^,  Responsibility  Act  of  1982  six.     7.     ckktain     irrev(K'.\bi.e     elections 

tion  under  2039(g)  will  not  be  applicable  in  .S*'^.^-^  v,v  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  exempt     kkom     limitation     on 

any  instance  in  which  the  annuity  or  other  f^.^JI^'l^^ew  paragraph  ^-^^ATE  tax  exi'LI  sions. 

payment  entitled  to  exclusion   under  IRC  ..         exception    for    qualified   renewal  Section  2039(g)  is  amended  by  adding  at 

Sec.  2039(c)  was  subject  to  an  irrevocable  ^^^^^^  _  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence, 

election  as  to  the  contingent  or  death  bene-  (A)  In  general— Any  qualified  renewal  "In    determining    the    aggregate    amount 

ficiary  by  the  participant  in  effect  prior  to  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^^^^^  ^  ^  distribution  by  under  the  preceding  sentence,  there  shall 

August  13.  1982.  ^^^^^  gf  jj^p  amendments  made  by  this  sec-  not  be  taken  into  account  the  amount  of 

reason  for  chance  jion  to  the  extent  such  loan  is  repaid  before  any  annuity  or  other  payment  which  is  so 

Prior  to  the  enactment   of  Sec.   2039(g).  August  14.  1988.  excluded  to  the  extent  such  amount  is  at- 

participanu  could  elect   irrevocably  to  re-  ■  (B)  Qualified  renewal  LOAN.-For  pur-  tributable  to  an  irrevocable  election  made 

ceive  their  benefits  under  various  alterna-  poses  of  subparagraph  (A),  the  term   quali-  before  January  1.  1983.  . 

live  payment  modes  designating  a  contin-  fjed  renewal  loan'  means  any  loan  which—  sE< .  «.  EEKE<TIVE  ivates. 

gent   beneficiary   other   than   their  spouse  -(i)  renews  and  extends  any  loan  which—  (a)  Section  2.— The  amendments  made  by 

and  be  assured  of  favorable  estate  tax  treat-  ••(!)  vias  made  before  August  12.  1982.  and  section  2  shall  apply  to  periods  ending  on  or 

ment.  As  a  result,  such  benefits  could  be  di-  -(ii)  by  its  terms  was  due  and  payable  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

rected  to  disabled  children  and  elderly  par-  before  August  13,  1985.  and  (b)  Section  3.— The  amendment  made  by 

ents  without  reduction  for  death  taxes.  The  ■^^^)  provides  for  repayment  of  principal  section  3  shall  apply  as  if  included  in  section 

Section  2039(g)  limit  unduly  penalizes  such  ^nd  interest  in  equal  installments  which  are  236(c)  of  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Respon- 

employees  who  in   good   faith   reliance  on  required  to  be  made  at  least  annually .".  sibility  Act  of  1982. 

prior  law  made  such  irrevocable  election  in  ^.g^^,  ^  elimination  oe  io  per(  ent  penalty  ap-  (c)  Sections  4.  5.  and  6.-The  amendments 

contrast  to  the  treatment  of  participants  plicable  to  (  ertain  plan  distri-  made  by  sections  4,  5.  and  6  shall  apply  to 

who  have  made  revocable  elections  and  may  bitions.  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31. 

change  them  at  any  time  to  take  advantage  paragraph  (5)  of  section  72(m)  (relating  to  iggs. 

of  marital  deductions.  The  Bill  would  pro-  penalties  applicable  to  certain  employees)  is  (jj)  Section  7.— The  amendment  made  by 

vide  an  exception  to  the  $100,000  limitation  repealed.  section  7  shall  apply  to  estates  of  decedents 

in  those  instances  in  which  a  participant  is  ^^,  ^  ^.^^J^^^.^•  ,^.  vestin(;  reqi  ire  ments  for  dying  after  December  31.  1982. 

unable  to  change  a  beneficiary  designation  top-heavy  plans.                                                                

because  (3f  a  binding  election  made  prior  to  subparagraph  (B)  of  section  416(b)(1)  (re-  By    Mr.    MOYNIHAN   (for   him- 

August  13.  1982.        lating  to  vesting  requirements)  is  amended  g^jj      ^^      Wallop,     and     Mr. 

S  1760  to  read  as  follows;  S'VMMS)' 

J    ..                 r  "(B)    11-YEAR  graded  VESTING.- A   plan  sat-  •           __,„„H   tVio  Tntornal 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  ^^f^^^  i^^  requirements  of  this  subparagraph  S.  1761.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 

Representatives    of   the    United    States    of  jj  ^„  employee  has  a  nonforfeitable  right  to  Revenue  Code  to  permit  foreign  pen- 

i4mertca  in  Congress  assemblecL  ^  percentage  of  his  accrued  benefit  derived  sion    plans    to    invest    in    the    United 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE;  AMENDMENT  OP  i»54  from    employer    contributions    determined  States  on  a  nontaxable  basis;  to  the 

^'""^                                            ^  under  the  following  table:  Committee  on  Finance. 

(a)  Short  TiTLE.-This  Act  may  be  cited  ,    ,   ,  v. 

as  the    Pension  Correction  Act  of  1983  ".  "iZtluaae  •''vestment  by  foreign  pension  plans  in 

(b)  AMENDMENT  OF  1954  CoDE.-Except  as  Years  of  service.                                Pcrcciage  the  united  states 

otherwise  expressly  provided,  whenever  in  * ^5  «  Mr.   MOYNIHAN.   Mr.   President,   I 

this  Act   an   amendment   or   repeal   is  ex-  ^ '"'''      jq  rise  today  with  my  distinguished  col- 
pressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment  to,  or  ^ g^  league       from       Wyoming,       Senator 

repeal  of.  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  ^ Z'Z""Z'Z'"'.      70  WALLOP,    to    introduce    legislation    to 

reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  q;;""";;;;;;;;:;;;;;:;Z 80  exempt    foreign    pension    trusts    from 

ReTnue"  c^e  S'lgM^""""  ^^ ^  U.S.  tax  on  their  investment  income. 

SEC.  2.  siMPLiEiED  AMENDMENT  PR(KEss  EOR  ^^ ^^  We  offCF  this  legislation  for  Several 

retroactive  cha.m;es  in  pension  sec.  6.  REMOVAL  OF  CERTAIN  BENEFIT  LIMITA-  feasons.    Private   pension   systems   in 

PLANS.  TION  Ri.:.sTRicTioNs.  Great  Britain,  the  Netherlands,  Japan, 

Section  401(b)  (relating  to  certain  retroac-  (a)  In  GENERAL.-Paragraph  (2)  of  section  ^^^^j  ^^Yxer  countries  hold  hundreds  of 

tive  changes  in  plans)  is  amended-  416(h)  (relating  to  adjustments  in  section  Millions    of    dollars    in    assets.    In    the 

(1)  by  inserting  '(l)  In  general.-"  before  415  Um'ts  for  lop-heavy  plans)  is  amended  Kingdom  alone,  the  amount  is 
"A  stock  bonus  ".  and  to  read  as  follows:  ^^^^  tAn  Kiiiinn    Tn   the-  Mpthprlnnri«: 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol-  '(2)  Exception  where  additional  contri-  some  $40  bilhon    In  the  Netherlands 
lowing  new  paragraph:  butions  are  made  for  non-key  employees-  estimates  vary,  but  some  2  years  ago 
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one  of  that  country's  leading  newspa- 
pers put  the  value  of  private  pension 
assets  there  at  $100  bilUon.  Japan, 
Sweden,  Denmark,  and  Canada  also 
have  large  funded  plans. 

Little  of  this  money  is  invested  in 
the  United  States  today,  and  the 
reason  is  clear.  Foreign  pension  trusts, 
lilce  their  U.S.  counterparts,  are 
exempt  from  tax  on  most  income 
earned  in  their  home  countries.  Why, 
then,  invest  in  a  foreign  market— even 
one  with  as  attractive  long-term  ap- 
preciation prospects  as  the  American 
one— when  the  income  will  be  subject 
to  tax?  This  legislation  would  essen- 
tially make  the  tax  law  neutral,  per- 
mitting foreign  pension  plans  to  dis- 
tribute their  investments  between  the 
United  States  and  their  home  coun- 
tries with  reference  chiefly  to  the  rela- 
tive prospects  of  the  markets. 

Once  the  tax  disincentive  to  foreign 
pension  trust  investment  in  our 
market  is  removed  by  this  legislation, 
the  pool  of  capital  from  which  real  in- 
vestments are  made  in  the  United 
States  will  grow.  This  feature  of  our 
legislation— the  prospect  of  actually 
increasing  the  pool  of  capital  in  the 
United  States— distinguishes  it  from 
most  other  recent  capital  formation 
proposals.  Most  other  proposals 
merely  shift  capital  from  one  sector  of 
the  economy  to  another.  The  1981  de- 
preciation changes,  for  example, 
raised  one's  potential  rate  of  return 
for  the  purchase  of  depreciable  assets. 
It  encouraged  investors,  when  they 
draw  up  a  list  of  possible  future  invest- 
ments, to  consider  depreciable  assets 
more  favorably  than  in  the  past.  Some 
other  investments,  however,  must 
move  over.  Thus  money  would  go  into 
commercial  buildings,  machinery,  and 
other  depreciable  assets,  instead  of 
other  investments.  There  is  a  redistri- 
bution of  capital,  but  little  change  in 
total  investment. 

This  legislation  should  actually  in- 
crease the  overall  supply  of  capital  in 
the  United  States,  bringing  in  new 
money  from  abroad.  This  makes  it  an 
unusual  and  attractive  capital  forma- 
tion proposal. 

The  suggestion  that  foreign  pension 
trusts  should  be  untaxed  on  income 
earned  in  the  United  States  is  conso- 
nant with  other  aspects  of  our  tax 
system.  Generally  speaking,  U.S.  pen- 
sion trusts  are  not  taxed,  provided  a 
trust  is  part  of  a  qualified  plan,  a  pen- 
sion arrangement  that  meets  the  fund- 
ing, vesting  and  other  standards  de- 
scribed in  section  401(a)  of  the  Federal 
Tax  Code.  A  foreign  pension  trust,  on 
the  other  hand,  is  taxed  under  current 
law.  The  rates  vary.  Often  30  percent 
of  the  foreign  trust's  income  is  with- 
held at  the  source.  Where  tax  treaties 
apply,  the  rates  on  most  dividend  and 
interest  income  have  been  reduced  to 
15  percent  or  10  percent,  or  even  zero. 
Our  bill  would  merely  make  the 
policy  of  this  government  the  position 


that  income  earned  by  U.S.  and  for- 
eign pension  trusts  should  be  taxed  in 
a  similar  fashion. 

Let  me  point  out,  Mr.  President,  that 
foreign  governments  would  be  expect- 
ed to  reciprocate.  The  President  would 
have  the  authority  to  withdraw  the 
tax  exemption  from  any  foreign  trust 
if  the  country  in  which  the  trust  is 
based  refused  to  reduce  its  taxes  on 
U.S.  pension  trusts  investing  there. 
This  legislation  is  a  carrot;  in  the  ab- 
sence of  reciprocation,  we  intend  that 
the  carrot  should  disappear. 

Now,  let  me  review  the  principal  pro- 
visions of  this  legislation. 

The  bill  would  add  a  new  subpara- 
graph to  section  501(c)  of  the  Federal 
Tax  Code.  A  trust,  corporation,  or 
fund  that  is  part  of  a  foreign  pension 
plan  would  be  exempted  from  Federal 
income  taxes  if  it  passed  three  tests. 
The  plan  of  which  the  trust,  corpora- 
tion or  fund  is  a  part  must  be  estab- 
lished and  operated  primarily  to  pro- 
vide retirement  or  similar  benefits.  It 
also  must  be  predominantly  for  indi- 
viduals who  are  not  American  citizens 
and  who  are  not  living  in  this  country. 
The  plan's  assets  further  must  be  kept 
separate  from  the  assets  of  the  em- 
ployer, in  accordance  with  the  laws  of 
the  country  where  the  plan  is  main- 
tained. And  the  income  of  the  plan 
must  be  taxed  at  preferential  rates,  or 
not  at  all,  in  the  home  country. 

The  bill  would  also  make  clear  that 
the  tax  exemption  is  subject  to  adjust- 
ment under  section  896  of  the  Federal 
Tax  Code.  Section  896(b)  directs  the 
President  to  act  whenever  he  finds 
that  a  foreign  country  is  taxing  U.S. 
citizens  or  corporations  more  heavily 
than  the  United  States  taxes  nationals 
of  the  same  country.  The  President 
must  ask  the  foreign  country  to  elimi- 
nate (the)  higher  effective  rate  of  tax. 
If  that  fails  to  elicit  a  reciprocal  re- 
sponse, the  President  shall  proclaim 
that  the  U.S.  taxes  on  the  foreign  na- 
tionals in  question  will  be  increased. 
The  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives must  be  given  30  days' 
notice. 

The  exemption  from  tax,  I  should 
add,  would  not  apply  to  income  earned 
by  a  foreign  pension  plan  from  any  in- 
terest in  farmland.  Accordingly,  this 
legislation  would  not  provide  an  incen- 
tive for  foreign  pension  plans  to  buy 
up  the  farmland  of  this  country.  The 
incentive  instead  is  channeled  into  the 
paper  assets  of  American  corporations. 
Foreign  pension  plans,  moreover, 
would  be  subject  to  the  unrelated  busi- 
ness income  tax,  described  in  sections 
511-514  of  the  code,  to  the  same 
extent  as  our  own  pension  plans. 

Finally,  subsection  (c)  of  this  legisla- 
tion would  add  a  new  category,  called 
pension  plan  reserves  to  section  805(d) 
of  the  Federal  Tax  Code.  This  is  neces- 
sary to  eliminate  the  tax  at  the  insur- 
ance company  level  which  would  be  in- 
curred with  respect  to  amounts  held 


for  qualifying  foreign  pension  plans. 
Under  current  law,  financial  interme- 
diaries other  than  life  insurance  com- 
panies would  not  be  subject  to  tax  at 
the    intermediary    level    for    income 
earned  on  behalf  of  foreign  pension 
plan   funding   arrangements.   But   be- 
cause of  the  way  in  which  life  insur- 
ance company  tax  provisions  are  struc- 
tured, a  tax  would  be  imposed  on  in- 
vestment income  earned  on  assets  held 
in  a  life  insurance  company's  separate 
account    for    foreign    pension    plans. 
This  subsection,  then,  simply  places 
life  insurance  companies  on  the  same 
tax  basis  as  other  U.S.  financial  inter- 
mediaries that  would  manage  the  in- 
vested assets  of  foreign  pension  plans. 
The  legislation  also  includes  a  tech- 
nical amendment  to  section  401  of  the 
code,  to  permit  foreign  pension  plans 
to  participate  in  a  group  trust  without 
affecting  the  tax-exempt  status  of  the 
group  trust,  so  long  as  the  group  trust 
continues  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
section  401. 

Those  are  the  key  provisions.  The 
bill  would  take  effect  with  respect  to 
income  earned  on  or  after  January  1 
of  this  year. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


S.  1761 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hotise  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
section  501(c)  (relating  to  organizations 
exempt  from  tax  under  section  501(a))  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(24)  A  trust,  corporation  or  fund  which  is 
formed  pursuant  to.  or  as  part  of,  a  foreign 
pension  plan  which  satisfies  the  following 
requirements— 

"(A)  the  plan  is  maintained  primarily  to 
provide  retirement  or  similar  benefits  to  em- 
ployees who  are  primarily  nonresident  alien 
individuals; 

"(B)  the  assets  of  the  plan  are  segregated 
from  the  assets  of  the  employer  or  employ- 
ers maintaining  the  plan  pursuant  to  the 
laws  of  the  foreign  country  in  which  such 
plan  is  maintained;  and 

■(C)  under  the  laws  of  the  foreign  country 
in  which  the  plan  is  maintained,  the  income 
of  the  plan  is  exempt  from  tax  or  is  subject 
to  a  lower  rate  of  taxation  than  is  generally 
imposed  on  other  residents  of  such  foreign 
country. 

The  exemption  provided  by  this  paragraph 
shall  not  apply  to  income  or  gain  derived  by 
a  foreign  pension  plan  from  any  interest  (as 
defined  in  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary) in  land  used  in  farming  (as  defined 
in  section  175(cK2)).  The  exemption  provid- 
ed by  this  paragraph  also  shall  be  subject  to 
adjustment  under  section  896  (relating  to 
the  adjustment  of  tax  of  nationals  of  for- 
eign countries),  and  no  later  than  January 
1  1986.  the  President  shall  report  to  Con- 
gress on  the  extent  to  which  he  has  exer- 
cised the  authority  under  that  section  with 
respect  to  relief  from  foreign  income  taxes 
for  plans  described  in  section  401(a).  If  all  of 
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the  assets  of  a  trust,  corporation  or  fund  are 
held  for  the  benefit  of  one  or  more  foreign 
pension  plans  described  in  this  paragraph, 
such  trust,  corporation  or  fund  shall  itself 
be  considered  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of 
this  paragraph.". 

(b)(1)  Section  512(a)(2)  (relating  to  the 
unrelated  business  taxable  income  of  cer- 
tain foreign  organizations)  is  amended  by 
inserting  or  section  501(0(24)"  immediate- 
ly after  "section  511'. 

(2)  Section  514(c)(9)  (relating  to  unrelated 
debt-financed  income  of  qualified  trusts)  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  and  adding  the  following  "or  any 
foreign  pension  plan  described  in  section 
501(0(24).". 

(O  Section  805(d)  (relating  to  pension 
plan  reserves  of  life  insurance  companies)  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new  para- 
graph; 

"(7)  purchased  by  a  foreign  pension  plan 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  501(0(24)). 
except  that,  for  purposes  of  section 
801(g)(7).  any  asset  of  a  segregated  asset  ac- 
count which  constitutes  land  used  in  farm- 
ing (as  defined  in  Section  175(c)(2))  shall 
not  l)e  considered  to  be  held  with  respect  to 
a  contract  described  in  this  subsection  if 
such  contract  is  descril)ed  only  in  this  para- 
graph of  this  subsection.". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  become  effective  on  January  1.  1983.« 

•  Mr.  WALLOP.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
last  Congress  Senator  Moynihan  and  I 
introduced  legislation  which  would 
have  exempted  foreign  pension  trusts 
from  U.S.  taxation  on  the  investment 
income  generated  within  the  United 
States.  The  bill  we  are  introducing 
today  is  a  renewal  of  that  past  effort, 
with  some  modification  with  respect  to 
U.S.  farm  and  ranch  lands. 

With  mounting  deficits  in  this  coun- 
try, the  borrowing  demands  of  our 
own  Federal  Government  threaten  to 
absorb  almost  every  available  cent  of 
investment  capital.  As  our  economy 
continues  to  climb  from  the  grips  of 
the  past  recession  and  establishes  a 
pattern  of  strong  and  steady  growth 
the  competition  for  the  available  in- 
vestment capital,  after  the  Federal 
Goverrunent  has  satisfied  its  borrow- 
ing needs,  is  going  to  be  intense.  As 
available  capital  becomes  more  and 
more  scarce,  the  cost  of  that  capital 
will  rise.  Increasing  interest  rates,  as 
we  have  just  witnessed,  is  a  sure  fire 
way  to  weaken  the  vigor  of  a  healthy 
economy. 

Billions  of  dollars  are  held  in  the 
pension  trusts  of  many  European 
countries,  as  well  as  Japan.  Little  of 
the  money  is  invested  in  the  United 
States,  and  little  will  be  invested  as 
long  as  the  income  from  investments 
in  their  own  country  are  given  prefer- 
ential tax  treatment  compared  with 
that  offered  in  the  United  States. 
Those  countries,  like  the  United 
States  give  pension  trusts  a  tax- 
exempt  or  tax-preferred  status  with 
respect  to  their  domestic  investments. 
Those  billions  of  dollars  sitting  in  for- 
eign pension  trusts  offer  an  unique 
capital  formation  opportunity  for  this 
country.  Like  few  other  capital  forma- 


tion ideas,  this  bill  does  not  create  new 
incentives  for  the  use  of  currently 
available  capital,  but  instead  creates 
the  incentive  to  bring  in  entirely  new 
sources  of  investment  capital.  A  grow- 
ing economy,  especially  at  a  time  of  in- 
creased Federal  borrowing  demands, 
must  have  reliable  sources  of  capital 
at  its  disposal  or  the  growth,  almost  by 
definition,  will  be  significantly  re- 
stricted. 

Although  not  included  in  the  legisla- 
tion as  introduced  in  the  last  Con- 
gress, there  was  a  firm  understanding 
between  Senator  Moynihan  and  me 
that  while  we  felt  it  important  for  the 
United  States  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  use  the  investment  capital  held  by 
foreign  pension  trusts,  those  funds 
should  not  be  directed  toward  invest- 
ments in  American  farm  and  ranch 
lands.  This  legislation  would  specifi- 
cally exclude  such  investments  from 
being  made.  In  addition,  if  another  na- 
tions  tax  policy  does  not  provide  simi- 
lar treatment  for  American  pension 
trust  investments,  the  tax  treatment 
offered  by  this  legislation,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  President,  would  be 
withdrawn  for  the  nonreciprocating 
country. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  note  that  I  be- 
lieve this  legislation  offers  a  very  real 
opportunity  to  attract  new  investment 
capital  to  the  American  economy. 
With  the  Federal  deficit  siphoning  off 
billions  of  dollars  which  would  other- 
wise be  used  for  private  investment,  it 
is  vitally  important  that  we  seek  to 
remove  those  obstacles  which  may 
prevent  new  sources  of  capital  from 
being  put  to  work  within  our  borders. 
I  encourage  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
give  this  legislation  every  consider- 
ation.tt 


By  Mr.  MELCHER: 
S.J.  Res.  143.  Joint  resolution  to  au- 
thorize and  request  the  President  to 
issue  a  proclamation  designating  the 
calendar  week  beginning  with  Sunday. 
June  3.  1984.  as  'National  Garden 
Week";  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 

NATIONAL  GARDEN  WEEK 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
today  introducing  a  joint  resolution 
designating  the  week  beginning  June 
3.  1984.  as  'National  Garden  Week." 

Millions  of  Americans  experience 
the  joy  of  raising  flowers  and  vegeta- 
bles for  their  own  enjoyment  and  that 
of  their  neighbors  and  friends.  Over  1 
million  citizens  are  members  of  State 
Garden  Clubs  affiliated  with  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  State  Garden  Clubs. 

In  recent  years,  many  citizens  have 
resumed  the  wartime  victory  garden 
which  could  be  seen  in  vacant  lots  and 
the  backyards  of  nearly  every  home  in 
the  early  1940's.  The  motivation  this 
time  is  a  war  on  hunger  for  many,  as 
well  as  a  healthful  use  of  leisure  time. 

Our  philosophers  exhort  us  to  take 
time  from  our  hectic  days  to  "stop  and 


smell  the  flowers."  I  heartily  concur. 
And  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
honoring  those  millions  of  Americans 
who  grow  the  flowers  for  our  enjoy- 
ment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  ar- 
ticle from  the  Great  Falls,  Mont., 
Tribune  on  Mrs.  Junne  Johnsrud  of 
Fort  Benton,  president  of  the  National 
Council  of  State  Garden  Clubs,  and 
the  text  of  the  joint  resolution  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  143 

Whereas  the  gardeners  of  this  country 
produce  an  abundance  of  food  for  our 
people  and  enable  us  to  export  food  to  other 
countries  which  are  in  desperate  need;  and 

Whereas  our  gardeners  help  to  preserve 
and  foster  our  traditional  spirit  of  independ- 
ence and  individual  initiative:  and 

Whereas  gardening  instills  in  our  people, 
both  young  and  old.  a  greater  appreciation 
for  nature,  in  general,  and  for  our  beautiful 
land,  in  particular:  and 

Whereas  such  appreciation  naturally 
leads  to  a  greater  respect  and  care  for  our 
environment:  and 

Whereas  gardening,  in  addition  to  being 
most  beneficial  for  our  country,  furnishes  a 
pleasant,  healthful  and  productive  full-  or 
part-time  activity  for  a  large  number  of  our 
citizens:  and 

Whereas  our  gardens  also  yield  flowers  of 
great  variety  and  breathtaking  beauty:  and 

Whereas  these  flowers  bring  beauty  into 
our  lives  and  satisfy  our  esthetic  needs: 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  President 
is  authorized  and  requested  to  issue  a  proc- 
lamation— 

(1)  designating  the  calendar  week  begin- 
ning with  Sunday.  June  3  of  1984,  as  "Na- 
tional Garden  Week  ":  and 

(2)  urging  Federal.  State  and  local  govern- 
ment agencies,  as  well  as  citizens  and  pri- 
vate organizations,  to  observe  that  week 
with  educational  efforts,  ceremonies,  and 
other  appropriate  activities  which  shall  in- 
clude the  wearing  of  garden  flowers  as  a 
symbol  of  our  appreciation  for  the  efforts 
and  contributions  of  our  gardeners. 

(Prom  the  Great  Palls  (Montana)  Tribunel 

Woman's  Love  of  Flowers  Rooted  in 
Montana  Soil 

(By  Fred  Miller  III) 

Fort  Benton.— Some  of  the  most  remark- 
able people  live  in  the  most  humble  of 
towns.  Take  Junne  Johnsrud  for  instance. 

This  sleepy  Missouri  River  town,  still 
clinging  to  vestiges  of  wild  west  frontier 
days,  seems  an  unlikely  place  for  the  chair- 
man of  a  national  committee  to  spring  from. 
Yet  it  is  precisely  the  warm,  closeknit  spirit 
of  Montana's  most  historic  town  that  pro- 
vides Johnsrud  with  her  fortitude  for 
achievement. 

After  years  of  winning  first  place  ribbons 
in  decorative  flower  arrangements  at  the 
Chouteau  County  Fair  and  more  than  20 
years  of  "hard  work"  in  the  Montana  Feder- 
ation of  Garden  Clubs.  Johnsrud  has  been 
elected  president  of  the  National  Council  of 
State  Garden  Clubs. 


The  council  sports  more  than  one  million 
members  nationwide.  Johnsrud  is  only  the 
second  national  president  in  54  years  to 
come  from  the  Rocky  Mountain  region.  She 
travels  to  Louisville.  Ky..  May  18  for  the  in- 
stallation service  before  beginning  an  ex- 
haustive tour  of  duty  which  will  have  her 
speaking  and  demonstrating  award-winning 
arrangement  techniques  to  groups  across 
the  country. 

'Work  never  scared  me."  she  said.  "I  keep 
three  sets  of  books  and  manage  a  set  of 
apartmenU.  You  don't  get  to  do  anything 
on  a  national  level  without  a  lot  of  hard 
work." 

"I'm  going  to  visit  19  states  before  Octo- 
ber and  will  be  speaking  at  each  one  as  the 
installing  officer.  You  have  to  bring  a  differ- 
ent, innovative  approach  to  each  one." 

Hard  work  is  a  way  of  life  for  Johnsrud. 
Although  some  of  her  school  chums  from 
the  Hinsdale  High  School  class  of  1940  may 
have  lost  their  vim  and  vigor  with  the  pas- 
sage of  time.  Johnsrud's  effervescence 
seems  fused  to  the  steady  flow  of  the  stalely 
Missouri  which  parallels  her  Front  Street 
home. 

Contestants  in  Chouteau  County  fairs 
back  in  the  late  50s  and  early  60s  had  to 
compete  with  Johnsrud's  award-winning 
baking  and  flower  arrangement  entries  for 
what  seemed  an  eternity.  She  would  dutiful- 
ly travel  the  35  miles  of  dirt  roads  to  Fort 
Benton  from  the  ranch  she  and  her  hus- 
band. Lyle.  managed. 

•I'd  come  to  town  with  two  to  three  car- 
loads on  the  back  end  of  a  Cadillac. "  she 
said.  "It  took  two  days  before  the  fair  to 
bake  the  cakes,  pies,  rolls  and  doughnuts. 
We'd  bring  in  eggs  and  upholstery,  anything 
we  had  time  to  put  together. " 

"One  year  I  had  54  ribbons."  she  said.  "I 
received  the  sweepstakes  award  with  blue 
ribbons  for  all  my  pies  but  one  girl  com- 
plained I  was  getting  all  the  awards.  Some 
ladies  said  I  grew  such  beautiful  flowers 
that  I  should  join  a  garden  club.  ' 

She  did.  That  was  1954.  By  1961  she  was 
the  president  of  the  Montana  Federation  of 
Garden  Clubs  and  served  as  director  of  the 
eight-state  Rocky  Mountain  Region  1965- 
1967. 

She  is  also  certified  as  a  Master  Judge  and 
a  national  instructor  in  flower  arranging. 

While  not  serving  as  president  of  the  na- 
tional gardening  club.  Johnsrud  is  equally 
at  ease  behind  the  grill  of  Fort  Benton's 
Banque  Club.  She  and  her  husband  bought 
the  old  Chouteau  County  Bank  in  1976  and 
have  since  turned  it  into  a  steak  and  lobster 
restaurant.  She  knows  everyone  on  a  first 
name  basis,  lending  an  informal  and  relaxed 
atmosphere  to  the  dining  room. 

A  different  Montana  region  made  a  key 
impression  on  Johnsrud  during  her  early 
years— the  expansive  high  plains  of  Hins- 
dale, a  small  Hi-Line  town  west  of  Glasgow. 
"I  used  to  ride  a  little  bay  pacer  to  the  top 
of  a  butte  and  survey  the  great  sweeping 
grasslands  of  Montana  for  75  to  100  miles  in 
either  direction. "  she  said.  "This  gave  one  a 
great  feeling  of  the  land  and  God's  design.' 
The  preservation  of  water  is  one  of  the 
highlights  of  her  garden  club  administra- 
tion, with  an  emphasis  on  maintaining  the 
quality  of  the  environment. 

"Let  us  keep  this  rugged,  uncluttered  set- 
ting, so  enviable,  for  our  posterity  before  it 
vanishes  from  this  earth."  she  told  the  na- 
tional garden  club.  "We  have  been  planners 
with  the  best  intentions  and  yet  the  biggest 
wasters  in  the  world  because  we  thought  it 
would  never  end.  Lets  start  with  saving  our 
runaway  water." 


From  Hinsdale,  she  went  to  work  for 
Boeing  Aircraft  in  Seattle.  Within  five  years 
she  was  "head  girl"  for  a  30.000-member 
aeronautical  union. 

It  wasn't  long  before  she  returned  to  Mon- 
tana, married  Lyle  and  went  to  work  on  the 
Romain  ranch  near  Fort  Benton.  They  had 
tw"o  sons.  Carter  and  Mark,  moved  to  town 
and  began  a  restaurant  business. 

During  that  time  she  has  managed  to  col- 
lect one  of  the  states  most  impressive  an- 
tique collections. 

She  has  planted  roots  in  Fort  Benton, 
using  the  historic  steamboat  landing  as  a 
platform  from  which  to  branch  out  into  nu- 
merous activities  and  pursuits.  Her  acco- 
lades are  impressive.  She  judged  the  World"s 
Fair  Flower  Show  in  Seattle,  and  is  presi- 
dent of  a  national  organization  with  more 
than  a  million  members. 

But  the  success  hasn"t  spoilt  her  humble- 
ness—Johnsrud  still  feels  most  at  home 
among  Fort  Bentons  2.000  residents,  cook- 
ing steaks  and  waiting  tables  with  all  the 
propriety  of  a  small  town  businessperson. 

By   Mr.   SASSER   (for   himself. 
Mr.   Baker.   Mr.   Baucus.   Mr. 
Bentsen.    Mr.    Bumpers.    Mr. 
Cochran.   Mr.   Dole.   Mr.   Do- 
menici,  Mr.  Hatch.  Mr.  Long, 
Mr.  Mattingly.  and  Mr.  Sten- 
Nis): 
S.J.  Res.  144.  Joint  resolution  desig- 
nating September  5.  1983,  as  "National 
Beale  Street,  Home-of-the-Blues  Day" 
to  commemorate  the  redevelopment  of 
the  historic  area  where  W.  C.  Handy, 
originator  of  the  famous  music  form 
known  as  the    "Blues,"  composed  the 
"•Memphis  Blues"  some  70  years  ago; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
national  beale  street— home-of-the-blues 

DAY 

•  Mr.  SASSER.  Mr.  President,  today, 
I  would  like  to  introduce  a  joint  reso- 
lution designating  September  5,  1983, 
as  "National  Beale  Street,  Home-of- 
the-Blues  Day"  in  order  to  memorial- 
ize the  redevelopments  and  growth  of 
this  historic  area. 

Beale  Street  is  located  in  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  and  is  considered  to  be  the 
birthplace  of  the  American  form  of 
music  called  the  blues.  The  blues  was 
first  introduced  to  the  public  on  Beale 
Street  by  a  gentleman  named  W.  C. 
Handy  in  1907.  Ever  since  then  this 
type  of  music  has  grown  and  continues 
to  grow  in  popularity  in  all  parts  of 
the  world.  With  the  popularity  of  the 
blues,  Beale  Street  became  a  promi- 
nent and  electrifying  social  center.  It 
was  here  where  unknown  musicians 
came  from  all  parts  of  the  Midsouth 
to  showcase  their  talent  and  go  on  to 
become  famous  blues  entertainers. 

Along  with  its  popularity  in  the  en- 
tertainment category,  Beale  Street 
was  also  a  thriving  business  center  in 
the  Midsouth.  It  made  available  to 
many  blacks  and  other  ethnic  entre- 
preneurs numerous  business  opportu- 
nities who  to  this  day  are  still  main- 
taining active  businesses  on  this  his- 
toric place. 

Today.  Beale  Street  is  currently 
under  redevelopment.  This  restoration 


campaign  is  an  effort  to  bring  life  back 
into  this  historic  area.  This  campaign 
is  led  by  the  restoration  of  several 
buildings  to  make  room  for  shops,  the- 
aters, nightclubs,  and  other  large  busi- 
nesses as  well.  Some  prominent  names, 
such  as  Charlie  Rich,  Low  Rawls,  and 
B.  B.  King,  are  considering  opening 
businesses  on  Beale  Street.  With  this 
inpour  of  different  businesses  coming 
to  the  Beale  Street  area,  estimates 
conclude  that  it  will  produce  as  many 
as  500  new  jobs. 

In  conclusion.  Beale  Street  has  been 
a  major  influence  on  the  history  and 
culture  of  the  United  States.  It  has 
given  us  a  brand  of  music  that  is  not 
composed  of  sad  songs  but  songs  of 
sorrow  and  joy.  triumph  and  tribula- 
tion, philosophy  and  feeling.  The 
blues  are  songs  of  life.  Beale  Street 
was  and  still  is  a  part  of  all  of  our  lives 
and  will  remain  a  part  of  the  lives  of 
future  generations  to  come.* 


By  Mr.  LONG  (for  himself.  Mr. 

Johnston.     Mr.     Heflin.     Mr. 

Thurmond.    Mr.    Glenn.    Mr. 

Bradley,     Mr.    Tsongas,     Mr. 

Moynihan,     Mr.     Mattingly. 

Mr.   Heinz,   Mr.   Bentsen,   Mr. 

Gorton,    Mr.    Hollings.    Mr. 

INOUYE,  Mr.  Tower,  Mr.  Ford, 

Mr.  Warner,   Mr.   Lugar,   and 

Mr.  Durenberger): 
S.J.  Res.  145.  Joint  resolution  to  des- 
ignate the  week  of  October  2,  1983. 
through  October  8,  1983,  as  "National 
Port  Week";  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

national  fort  week 
Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
pleasure  today  to  introduce  a  Senate 
joint  resolution  which  authorizes  the 
F»resident  to  proclaim  the  week  of  Oc- 
tober 2-8,  1983,  as  "National  Port 
Week." 

The  purpose  of  the  resolution  is  to 
give    our    ports    the    attention    they 
rightly  deserve.  Throughout  this  Na- 
tion's great  history,  our  seaports  have 
established   efficient   and   economical 
transfers  of  cargo  that  have  made  us 
the  world's  greatest  trading  nation.  Of 
this  trade.  98  percent  is  comprised  of 
waterborne     imports     and     exports. 
Through  this  trade,  our  ports  provide 
employment  for  well   over   1   million 
Americans.   They   stimulate   a   direct 
dollar  income  to  the  local  and  regional 
communities  around  which  they  serve. 
In  addition  to  the  vital  force  that 
our  ports  have  served  in  contributing 
to  our  national  economic  development. 
•National  Port  Week"  will  recognize 
the  importance  that  our  ports  have 
played  in  serving  as  a  focal  point  in 
our  Nation's  defense.  In  time  of  war  or 
other  national  emergency,  the  ports, 
which  represent  a  vital  link  in  the  na- 
tional   transportation    system,    would 
immediately  put  into  effect  a  plan  for 
Federal  port  control  for  efficient  oper- 
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ation  and  utilization  of  port  facilities, 
equipment,  and  services. 

In  setting  aside  a  week  where  atten- 
tion may  be  focused  on  our  ports,  all 
Americans  may  be  proud  of  the  impor- 
tant contributions  that  our  seacoasts 
and  inland  waterways  have  made  to 
the  welfare  and  vitality  of  our  Ameri- 
can way  of  life. 

The  designation  of  "National  Port 
Week"  has  a  direct  correlation  with 
the  1984  Worlds  Pair  since  the  theme 
of  the  fair  is  'Water  as  a  Source  of 
Life."  In  designating  "National  Port 
Week."  we  will  have  the  opportunity 
to  highlight  the  economic  significance 
of  our  waterway  system,  a  system 
which  touches  the  lives  of  all  Ameri- 
cans. In  addition,  the  designation  of 
"National  Port  Week"  will  serve  as  a 
good  prelude  to  the  1984  World's  Fair. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  joint  resolution  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  joint 
resolution  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  145 

Whereas  the  past  development  of  the 
public  ports  of  the  United  States  is  the 
result  of  a  fruitful  partnership  with  the 
Federal  Government  constructing  and  main- 
taining the  navigable  waterways  and  har- 
bors of  the  United  States,  and  local  munici- 
palities assuming  major  responsibility  for 
land-based  port  development; 

Whereas  the  commercial  seaports  and 
inland  river  ports  of  the  Nation  are  indis- 
pensable to  foreign  and  domestic  water- 
l)ome  commerce  and  to  the  economic  well- 
being  and  national  security  of  the  United 
States: 

Whereas  the  maintenance  and  develop- 
ment of  a  national  network  of  commercial 
ports  is  vital  to  expanded  international 
trade  and  to  the  attainment  of  a  favorable 
trade  balance: 

Whereas  commercial  ports  serving  the  wa- 
terbome  commerce  of  the  United  States  are 
responsible  for  the  continued  employment 
of  more  than  one  million  workers  and  in 
1981  generated  a  total  of  $66,000,000,000  in 
direct  and  indirect  benefits  to  the  United 
States  economy: 

Whereas  there  is  a  continuing  need  to 
focus  public  attention  upon  the  value  of  a 
viable  and  competitive  system  of  commer- 
cial ports:  and 

Whereas  a  National  Port  Week  observance 
promotes  public  recognition  of  the  vital  role 
that  ocean  and  inland  ports  have  played  in 
the  economic  growth  and  national  security 
of  the  United  States:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  week  of 
October  2.  1983.  through  October  8.  1983  is 
designated  as  'National  Port  Week"  and  the 
President  is  authorized  and  requested  to 
issue  a  proclamation  to  invite  the  Governors 
of  the  several  States,  the  chief  officials  of 
local  governments,  and  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  the  week  with  ap- 
propriate ceremonies  and  activities. 

By  Mr.  HEINZ  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Pell.  Mr.  Abdnor.  Mr.  Rol- 
lings. Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Mat- 
tingly,  Mr.  DeConcini.  Mr. 
Ford,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Brad- 


ley, Mr.  Hatfield,  Mr.  Long, 

Mr.    Tower.    Mr.    Garn.    Mr. 

Tsongas.  Mr.  Lautenberg,  Mr. 

Bentsen.      Mr.      Cohen.      Mr. 

Glenn,      Mr.      Specter.      Mr. 

Chafee.     Mr.     Pressler.     Mr. 

Hatch.  Mr.  Zorinsky,  and  Mr. 

Percy): 
S.J.  Res.  146.  Joint  resolution  to  des- 
ignate March   23,   1984,  as  "National 
Energy  Education  Day":  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

NATIONAL  ENERGY  EDUCATION  DAY 

•  Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  as 
Senate  chairman  of  the  National 
Energy  Education  Day  project.  I  am 
today  introducing  a  joint  resolution 
calling  on  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  designate  March  23.  1984  as 
"National  Energy  Education  Day." 

At  a  time  when  our  country's  future 
depends  on  secure  and  competitively 
priced  energy  resources.  NEED  serves 
to  develop  and  enhance  energy  educa- 
tion programs  at  all  grade  levels  of 
public  and  private  schools. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  insure 
that  this  country  meet  its  future 
energy  demands,  we  must  encourage 
our  greatest  resource— the  minds  and 
talents  of  this  country's  youth— to 
better  understand  and  help  find  the 
answers  to  the  energy  questions  our 
world  faces.  NEED  programs  have 
proven  to  be  an  effective  vehicle  in  in- 
tegrating energy  education  into  the 
Nation's  schools. 

There  are  currently  6  million  stu- 
dents in  10.000  school  NEED  programs 
throughout  the  country  learning  the 
answer  to  the  important  energy  ques- 
tions we  face. 

National  Energy  Education  Day  was 
initiated  in  March  of  1980  by  a  joint 
congressional  resolution  and  Presiden- 
tial proclamation.  Since  that  time. 
Congress  has  reiterated  its  support  for 
an  organized  effort  to  help  encourage 
young  people's  knowledge  of  the 
energy  of  the  energy  issues  of  today 
and  tomorrow. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  privilege  to 
serve  as  cochairman  of  the  1984  na- 
tional energy  education  day  project. 
The  theme  for  NEED  this  year  is 
"Energy  Works  for  America."  with 
special  emphasis  on  energy  and  em- 
ployment, and  energy  careers.  In  addi- 
tion, a  scientific  viewpoint  will  be  ex- 
plored in  relating  the  laws  of  physics 
and  chemistry  to  our  production  and 
use  of  energy  and  transportation,  com- 
munication, and  manufacturing. 

The  people  of  this  country  saw  what 
increased  oil  prices  could  do  to  this 
country's  economy,  as  well  as  to  their 
own  pocketbooks,  and  they  did  some- 
thing about  it— they  began  to  conserve 
energy.  Through  a  concerted  national 
effort,  demand  for  OPEC  oil  declined 
substantially  and  the  oil  cartel  is  no 
longer  able  to  sustain  its  artificially 
high  price  of  oil. 

However,  Mr.  President,  it  is  impera- 
tive that  we  plan  now  for  that  day 


when  oil  is  once  again  scarce.  This 
means  insuring  adequate  domestic 
energy  resources  to  serve  our  needs. 
We  must  do  all  we  can  to  develop  a 
wide  range  of  alternative  sources  of 
energy— from  solar  and  wind  power,  to 
geothermal,  hydro,  and  nuclear  fusion 
energy.  This  effort  will  require  updat- 
ing our  educational  system  at  all  grade 
levels  to  prepare  this  Nation's  youth 
for  the  new  demands  and  challenges 
ahead. 

National  Energy  Education  Day 
(NEED)  will  bring  together  students, 
teachers,  school  officials,  and  commu- 
nity members  to  focus  attention  on 
the  need  for  a  greater  understanding 
of  energy  issues.  NEED  will  also  pro- 
vide the  necessary  support  for  encour- 
aging talented  youth  to  choose  fields 
of  energy  as  viable  career  options. 

Mr.  President,  with  this  in  mind,  I 
ask  that  it  be  resolved  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  as  well  as 
this  distinguished  body  that  March  2, 
1984,  hereby  is  designated  "National 
Energy  Education  Day."« 

By  Mr.  WEICKER  (for  himself, 
Mr.   Randolph,   Mr.  Stafford. 
Mrs.    Hawkins.    Mr.    Nickles. 
Mr.  Matsunaga.  and  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy): 
S.J.  Res.  147.  Joint  resolution  to  des- 
ignate the  week  of  September  25.  1983. 
through  October  1,  1983.  as  "National 
Rehabilitation  Facilities  Week  ";  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

national  rehabilitation  facilities  week 
•  Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  introduce  a  joint  resolution 
designating  the  week  of  September  25. 
1983,  as  National  Rehabilitation  Fa- 
cilities Week  in  honor  of  the  more 
than  4,000  locally  based  rehabilitation 
facilities  throughout  the  Nation. 

These  facilities,  Mr.  President,  are 
the  backbone  of  America's  commit- 
ment to  assist  disabled  citizens  to  lead 
productive  lives.  People  of  all  ages 
with  conditions  ranging  from  birth  de- 
fects to  chronic  diseases  to  traumatic 
injuries  come  to  their  local  rehabilita- 
tion centers  with  the  hope  of  gaining 
or  regaining  the  abilities  to  care  for 
themselves,  to  earn  a  living,  and  to  live 
independently. 

To  be  sure,  we  in  Congress  have  in- 
sisted that  the  necessary  financial  sup- 
port be  available  to  support  the  hope 
of  rehabilitation.  The  need  for  that 
support  is  kept  before  us  by  many  na- 
tional organizations  such  as  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Rehabilitation 
Facilities  who  speak  for  the  local  reha- 
bilitation centers.  But,  it  is  the  trained 
professionals  working  in  the  rehabili- 
tation facility— the  vocational  special- 
ists, the  physical,  occupational,  and 
speech  therapist,  the  administrative 
and  support  staffs,  together  with  dedi- 
cated volunteer  boards  of  directors— 
who,  every  day.  are  guiding  youngsters 
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and  adults  along  the  path  from  dis-  the  victim  completely  helple.ss  and  de-  consumption  by  lowering  the  support 
ability  to  independence.  pendent.  It  i.s  more  common  than  price.  Unfortunately,  the  compromise 
These  community-based  rehabilita-  cystic  fibrosis  and  Duchennc's  muscu-  may  not  come  to  a  vote  before  the  Sec- 
tion centers  have  become  a  vital  link  lar  dystrophy,  yet  the  true  frequency  retary  imposes  the  second  of  two  50- 
in  the  health  and  human  services  con-  of  tuberous  sclerosis  could  be  even  cent  fees  authorized  by  the  1982  Om- 
tinuum.  They  represent  the  best  of  greater  since  many  cases  are  unrecog-  nibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act.  In 
what  a  public  and  private  partnership  nized.  It  is  vitally  important  to  stimu-  fact,  yesterday  the  Secretary  an- 
can  accomplish  for  our  people.  In  rec-  late  further  research  of  this  genetic  nounced  that  he  would  begin  to  collect 
ognizing  their  efforts  via  this  resolu-  disease  in  order  to  better  understand  the  second  fee  effective  September  !. 
tion.  Mr.  President,  we  in  Congress  the  cause  of  tuberous  sclero.sis  and  to  This  action  would  increase  the  deduc- 
will  reaffirm  our  cornmitment  that  the  develop  preventative  techniques.  tion  from  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  all 
enormous  potential  of  those  with  dis-  The  importance  of  correct  diagnosis  milk  sold  commercially  to  a  total  of  $1 
abilities  not  be  lost.  America  needs  the  is  that  a  mildly  affected  or  normal  per  hundredweight, 
strength  of  all  its  citizens  and  thanks  parent,  who  may  be  aware  of  having  The  Secretary's  action  to  increase 
to  the  constant  and  dedicated  work  the  disease,  can  give  birth  to  a  severe-  the  deduction  will  require  the  Depart- 
from  local  rehabilitation  facilities,  dis-  ly  handicapped  child.  ment  of  Agriculture  to  establish  a 
abled  people  are  able  to  participate  in  Since  1977,  the  Tuberous  Sclerosis  refund  program  for  milk  producers 
and  contribute  to  the  growth  of  our  Association  of  America,  found  and  who  reduce  commercial  milk  market- 
society,  based  in  Rockland.  Mass..  offers  much-  ings.  To  qualify  for  refunds  of  the 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  needed  support  and  assistance  to  vie-  second  50-cent  fee,  producers  must 
resolution.*  l\m&   of   tuberous  sclerosis   and   their  reduce    commercial    milk    marketings 

families  across  the  country.  This  orga-  for    the    period    September    1.    1983. 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY  (for  himself,  nization  receives  no  Federal  funds  and  through   September   30.    1984,   by   8.4 

Mr.     Hollings.     Mr.     Duren-  jg    run    by    parents    and    volunteers,  percent  from  the  average  of  the  2  mar- 

berger.  Mr.   Glenn.  Mr.   Bur-  Along  with   this  family  support,  the  keting   years   that   began   October   1, 

DICK,   Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Dole,  goals  of  this  national  organization  in-  198O. 

Mr.  DeConcini.  Mr.  Randolph,  elude:  Public  and  physician  education  Mr.  President,  it  would  be  unfortu- 

Mr.    Heinz,    Mr.    Sasser.    Mr.  and  awareness,  case  finding,  earliest  nale  and  costly  if  the  Secretary  were 

Matsunaga.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  identification,  and  genetic  counseling.  to  proceed  with  his  plan  to  collect  the 

Symms,      Mr.     Tsongas,     Mr.  i  am  proud  to  introduce  this  legisla-  second  50  cent  fee  and  Congress  then 

NuNN.     Mr.      Zorinsky.     Mr.  ton    declaring    a    National    Tuberous  repealed  the  authority  for  the  fees,  as 

Inouye.  and  Mr.  Huddleston):  Sclerosis  Week  on  behalf  of  the  count-  would  be  the  case  if  the  pending  dairy 

S.J.  Res.   148.  A  joint  resolution  to  igss  Americans  across  our  Nation  who  legislation— contained  in  S.  1529— were 

designate   the   week   of   May   6.    1984,  suffer  from  this  disease,  their  families,  rapidly     enacted     after     the     August 

through   May   13.    1984.   as   "National  and  their  friends.  It  is  my  hope  that  recess. 

Tuberouff    Sclerosis    Week  ";     to     the  x.\\\s  week  will  stimulate  continued  and  The    legislation    I    am    introducing 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  extensive  research  of  tuberous  sclero-  today    would    delay    the    Secretary's 
national  tuberous  sclerosis  week  sis.  increase  public  awareness  of  this  action  until  Congress  has  time  to  con- 
Mr.      KENNEDY.     Mr.     President,  genetic    disorder,    and    in    the    near  sider  and  vote  on  the  dairy  compro- 
today.  I  am  introducing  on  behalf  of  future,  bring  about  the  discovery  of  mise  bill. 

myself  and  Senators  Hollings.  Duren-  the  cause  and  a  cure  for  this  devastat-  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 

BERGER.     Glenn,     Burdick.     Stennis,  ing  disease.   I  urge  my  colleagues  in  sent  that  the  text  of  the  resolution  I 

Dole.    DeConcini,    Randolph.    Heinz,  the  Senate  to  act  promptly  on  this  im-  am  introducing  and  the  announcement 

Sasser.  Matsunaga.  Mitchell.  Symms,  portant  legislation.  by  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Block  be 

Tsongas.    Nunn.    Zorinsky.    Inouye.  uTTr^vr^T^cTr.xr  <tr.-r  Him  printed  in  the  Record. 

and  Huddleston.  a  Senate  joint  reso-  By  Mr.  HUUiJL.t&iuiN  uor  nim-  There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 

lution  calling  for  the  week  of  May  6,  self.   Mr    Cochran.    Mr.   Mel-  ^.^^j  ^.^  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 

1984,  through  May  13.  1984.  to  be  des-  cher.     Mr.     Boschwitz.     Mr.  record,  as  follows: 

ignated  as  "National  Tuberous  Sclero-  Leahy.  Mr.  Eagleton.  and  Mr.  ^  ^  ^^^  ^^^ 

sis  Week.  "  Representative  Donnelly  ReTT49  Joint  resolution  to  Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
has  introduced  a  comparable  measure  oJ-  «es.  i^y.  '^"'"^^J^^"'"';'"'  ''^  resentatives  of  the  Vnitcd  States  of  Amenca 
in  the  House  of  Representatives.  temporarily  suspend  the  authority  of  YnTongress  assembled.  That,  prior  to  No- 
Tuberous  sclerosis  is  a  genetic  disor-  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  tne  ^.p^^er  l.  1983.  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
der  first  identified  in  the  late  1800's  by  milk  price  support  program,  to  impose  ^^^  ^^^^  implement,  under  the  provisions  of 
Bourneville  a  French  physician  De-  a  second  50  cents  per  hundredweight  section  201(d)(3)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
=r,itP  hPirnT 'known  for  over  100  vears  deduction  from  the  proceeds  of  the  1949.  a  second  deduction  of  50  cents  per 
aSbeTn^oneTtheiLre  common  ge  sale  of  all  milk  marketed  commercially  hundredweight  from  the  proceeds  of  sale  of 
nStic  Srders  'thfs  diseaseTemafns  in  the  United  States:  to  the  Commit-  all  miiK  marketed  commercially  by  produc- 
poorly  understood  and  frequently  mis-  tee  of  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For-  ers.  __ 
diagnosed.  Individuals  afflicted  with  estry.  ^^^^  increases  milk  deduction  so  cents 
this  disorder  are  born  with  it.  but  milk  price  support-program  Washington  Aug  3-Secretary  of  Agri- 
since  the  clinical  signs  may  be  subtle  •  Mr.  HUDDLESTON.  Mr.  President,  py,,^^^  ^^^^  ^  glock  today  announced  the 
and  full  symptoms  may  take  consider-  I  am  today  introducing  legislation  to  ^  g  Department  of  Agriculture  will  in- 
able  time  to  develop,  tuberous  sclerosis  suspend  the  authority  of  the  Secre-  crease  the  deduction  from  proceeds  of  sale 
is  frequently  unrecognized  for  many  tary  of  Agriculture  to  collect  the  of  all  milk  sold  commercially  Sept.  1.  1983 
vears  The  disease  is  generally  charac-  second  50-cent  fee  on  milk  marketed,  through  Sept.  30.  1984  by  50  cents  to  a  total 
terized  by  one  or  more  of  the  following  as  authorized  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  of  $1  per  f;""dJ-;^d.^i?„^',  °J^^^^^^ 
conditions:  convulsive  seizures,  mental  Reconciliation  Act  of  1982,  until  No-  ^^^ZVColt^^tif.'l'^^^to^or^^^^^ 
retardation,  white  skm  spots,  tumors,  vember  1,  1983.  supDort  program  he  said 
physical  handicaps,  developmental  Many  of  my  colleagues  and  I  have  producers  who  reduce  their  commercial 
delay,  characteristic  skin  rash.  worked  to  achieve  a  compromise  on  ^^^^  marketings  for  Sept.  l.  1983  through 
In  any  individual,  these  features  dairy  legislation  that  would  reduce  the  gpp^  30,  1934  (the  last  month  of  the  1982- 
may  range  from  mild  to  extremely  amount  of  surplus  production,  lower  83  marketing  year  and  the  whole  1983-84 
severe  In  its  severest  form,  tuberous  the  cost  of  the  milk  price  support  pro-  marketing  year)  by  8.4  percent  from  the  av- 
sclerosis  can   be   devastating,   making  gram,  and  provide  some  stimulus  to  erage  of  the  two  marketing  years  that  began 
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Oct     1.    1980    will    receive    refunds    of    the 
second  50  cent  deduction. 

Block  also  announced  that  the  price  sup- 
port level  for  manufacturing  crade  milk 
(3.67  percent  average  fat  content)  will  con 
tinue  at  $13.10  per  hundredweight  for  the 
marketing  year  beginning  Oct.  1,  the  mini- 
mum level  of  support  authorized  by  law. 

Both  the  deductions  and  the  minimum 
support  price  level  are  authorized  by  last 
year's  amendment  to  the  Agriculture  act  of 
1949.  These  actions  have  been  taken  to 
reduce  milk  production  and  to  reduce  costs 
of  the  dairy  price  support  program,  accord- 
ing to  Block. 

CCC  is  authorized  to  deduct  50  cents  if 
the  government  expects  to  purchase  annual- 
ly in  excess  of  5  billion  pounds  (milk  equiva- 
lent) of  dairy  products,  an  additional  50- 
cent  deduction  is  authorized  if  government 
dairy  purchases  annually  are  expected  to 
exceed  7.5  billion  pounds  and  there  is  a 
refund  program  in  place.  CCC  expects  to 
purchase  more  than  16  billion  pounds  of 
dairy  products  in  the  year  ending  Sept.  30 
and  more  than  11  billion  pounds  during  the 
1983-84  marketing  year.« 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  454 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Byrd.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
454.  a  bill  to  provide  for  an  accelerated 
study  of  the  causes  and  effects  of 
acidic  deposition  during  a  5-year 
period,  and  to  provide  for  grants  for 
mitigation  at  sites  where  there  are 
harmful  effects  on  ecosystems  result- 
ing from  high  acidity. 

S.  616 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Durenberger. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklaho- 
ma (Mr.  BoREN)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  616,  a  bill  to  promote  the 
use  of  solar  and  other  renewable  forms 
of  energy  developed  by  the  private  sec- 
tor. 

S.  619 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Tsoncas.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Cranston)  and  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  619.  a  bill  to  reauthor- 
ize, extend,  and  enhance  existing  Fed- 
eral programs  to  encourage  conserva- 
tion and  the  use  of  renewable  energy 
by  this  Nations  consumers. 

S.  877 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Rollings,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Cranston)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  877,  a  bill  to  require  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  to  report  rou- 
tinely on  the  levels  of  acid  content 
found  in  precipitation  and  dry  deposi- 
tion throughout  the  United  Stales, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  948 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thurmond,  the 
name  of  the  Seantor  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Hatch)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
948,  a  bill  to  reform  Federal  criminal 
and  civil  forefeiture. 


S.   lOSl 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Tower,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
(Mr.  ExoN)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1051,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  certain 
prepayments  of  principal  and  interest 
to  be  treated  as  contributions  to  an  in- 
dividual retirement  account,  to  allow 
amounts  to  be  withdrawn  from  such 
account  to  purchase  a  principal  resi- 
dence, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.    1  14A 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bentsen.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Chiles)  and  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Trible)  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1146.  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  to 
provide  for  the  revocation  of  the 
airman  certificates  and  for  additional 
penalties  for  the  transportation  by  air- 
craft of  controlled  substances,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.   1361 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Humphrey,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
(Mrs.  Hawkins)  was  added  as  a  co- 
spon-sor  of  S.  1361,  a  bill  to  require 
notice  on  .social  security  checks  that  it 
is  a  violation  of  law  to  commit  forgery 
in  conjunction  with  the  cashing  of 
those  checks. 

S.   M3S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Gi^orgia 
(Mr.  Nunn)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1435,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  a  de- 
duction for  contributions  to  housing 
opportunity  mortgage  equity  accounts. 

S.   1475 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1475.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1954  to  repeal  the  high- 
way u.se  tax  on  heavy  trucks  and  to  in- 
crease the  tax  on  diesel  fuel  used  in 
the  United  States. 

S.   1496 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Tsongas,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Levin)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1496.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  encourage  in- 
vestment in  new  business  ventures. 

S.   1S12 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Durenberger, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Moynihan)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1512,  a  bill  to  retain 
the  current  duty  on  corned  beef. 

S.   1621 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Humphrey,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
(Mr.  Warner)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1621.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Act  of  1953  to  require 
commercial  passenger  carrying  air- 
craft to  be  equipped  with  smoke  detec- 
tors and  automatic  fire  extinguisher  in 
all  aircraft  lavatories  and  galley  areas. 


S.   1623 

Al  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Durenberger)  was  added  as  a  co- 
spon.sors  of  S.  1623,  a  bill  to  establish  a 
National  Commission  on  Neurofibro- 
matosis. 

S.   1626 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sasser,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1626,  a  bill  relating  to 
universal  telephone  service. 

S.   1630 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Tower,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Domenici),  the  Senator 
from  Florida  (Mrs.  Hawkins),  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Bentsen) 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1630,  a 
bill  to  provide  general  assistance  to 
local  educational  agencies  for  the  pro- 
vision of  education  services  to  alien 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.   1687 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bentsen,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1687.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier  an- 
nouncement than  is  required  under 
current  law  of  any  acreage  limitation 
or  set-aside  program  established  for 
the  1984  or  1985  crop  of  feed  grains  or 
the  1985  crop  of  wheat. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  93 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  East,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
(Mrs.  Hawkins),  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  (Mr.  Dole),  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  (Mr.  Symms).  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker),  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Murkowski),  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Grassley), 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Hud- 
DLESTON).  and  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana (Mr.  Long)  were  added  as  cospon- 
sors of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  93.  a 
joint  resolution  to  designate  the 
month  of  September  each  year  as  "Na- 
tional Sewing  Month." 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  1  10 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stevens,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  Johnston)  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  110.  a 
joint  resolution  proposing  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  with  respect  to  limiting 
campaign  contributions  and  expendi- 
tures. 

senate  joint  resolution  131 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Hatch)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolutions  131,  a  joint 
resolution  designating  "National 
Cystic  Fibrosis  Week." 

senate  JOINT  resolution  136 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Biden.  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  136,  a  joint 
resolution     to    recognize    "Volunteer 


Firefighters  Recognition  Day,"  as  a 
tribute  to  the  bravery  and  self-sacri- 
fice of  our  volunteer  firefighters. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Glenn,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  Bradley)  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  (Mr.  Randolph)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  136,  supra. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Byrd,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  136.  supra. 

SENATE  concurrent  RESOLUTION  2  1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cohen,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
(Mr.  HuDDLESTON)  and  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Matsunaga)  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  21,  a  concurrent  reso- 
lution expressing  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress respecting  the  administration  of 
title  X  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   126 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wallop,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Thurmond)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  126.  a 
resolution  to  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  changes  in  the  Feder- 
al estate  tax  laws  made  by  the  Eco- 
nomic Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981 
should  not  be  modified. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   149 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dodd,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
(Mr.  Packwood)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  149.  a 
resolution  to  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  laws  which  insure 
equal  rights  with  regard  to  education 
opportunity  for  women  should  be 
maintained. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   182 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr. 
Cohen)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Resolution  182.  a  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Senate  with 
respect  to  travel  by  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION   191 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Leahy,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Bentsen),  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  (Mr.  Bradley),  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  (Mr.  Burdick),  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Dixon),  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Glenn),  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Huddle- 
STON),  the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr. 
Melcher),  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Metzenbaum),  the  Senator  from  New- 
York  (Mr.  Moynihan).  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Proxmire),  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Riegle), 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Zor- 
insky),  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire (Mr.  RuDMAN)  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  191,  a 
resolution  relating  to  justice  in  the 
case  of  the  slain  American  church- 
women  in  El  Salvador. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 60-RELATING  TO  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Mr.  DODD  (for  himself,  Mr.  Hol- 
lings.  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Bentsen,  Mr.  Ma- 
THiAS,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Melcher,  Mr. 
Chiles,  Mr.  Tsongas.  Mr.  Lautenberg, 
Mr.  Bumpers.  Mr.  Eagleton.  Mr. 
INOUYE.  Mr.  Bingaman,  Mr.  Biden,  Mr. 
Sarbanes,  Mr.  Levin.  Mr.  Dixon,  Mr. 
Bradley.  Mr.  Burdick.  Mr.  Randolph, 
and  Mr.  Weicker)  .submitted  the  fol- 
lowing concurrent  resolution,  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs: 

S.  Con.  Res.  60 
Whereas    education    is    an    essential    at- 
tribute of  our  democratic  society. 

Whereas  all  students  should  have  access 
to  a  quality  education  regardless  of  race,  na- 
tional origin,  sex.  economic  background  or 
handicapped  conditions: 

Whereas  Congress  is  committed  to  fur- 
nishing adequate  financial  and  personnel  re- 
sources to  assure  access  to  education: 

Whereas  the  Congress  has  established 
programs  of  educlional  assistance  to  en- 
hance the  ability  of  important  segments  of 
the  population  of  this  country  to  reach  full 
educational  potential,  including  programs 
for  native  Americans,  children  of  migrant 
workers,  and  disadvantaged  children,  as  well 
as  programs  to  assure  equality  of  education- 
al opportunity  for  women  and  minorities: 

Whereas  the  programs  have  a  proven 
record  of  effectiveness  in  helping  to  provide 
these  citizens  with  realistic  opportunities  to 
achieve  educational  excellence:  and 

Whereas  current  proposals  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  to  reorganize  and  consol- 
idate programs  and  to  make  severe  reduc- 
tions in  the  personnel  necessary  to  carry  out 
program  mandates  threaten  to  undermine 
efficient  operation  and  future  effectiveness 
of  such  programs:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  it  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  the  current  organiza- 
tional integrity  and  personnel  strength  for 
programs  in  elementary,  secondary,  adult 
and  vocational  education  in  the  Department 
of  Education  should  be  retained. 

Sec.  2.  The  Senate  urges  the  Secretary  of 
Education  to  postpone  further  action  on  the 
reorganization  described  in  the  preamble  of 
this  resolution  until  a  study  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  determines  that  such  re- 
organization would  not  reduce  the  ability  of 
the  Department  of  Education  to  achieve  the 
goals  intended  by  Congress  when  it  author- 
ized the  affected  programs. 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  is  di- 
rected to  transmit  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
to  the  Secretary  of  Education. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in- 
troducing today,  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Carolina, 
Mr.  Hollings  and  others,  a  concurrent 
resolution  expressing  the  Senate's  op- 
position to  reorganization  plans  an- 
nounced by  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion and  urging  that  further  action  be 
postponed  unless  a  study  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  determines 
that  the  plans  can  be  implemented 
without  doing  damage  to  the  programs 
affected  by  the  reorganization. 

We  are  joined  in  this  effort  by  Sena- 
tors Pell,  Bentsen,  Mathias,  Kenne- 
dy,  Melcher,   Chiles,   Tsongas,   Lau- 


tenberg, Bumpers.  Eagleton,  Inouye, 
Bingaman,  Biden,  Sarbanes,  Levin, 
Dixon,  Bradley,  Burdick,  Randolph. 
and  Weicker. 

Similar  legislation  is  being  intro- 
duced by  Representative  George 
Miller  of  California  in  the  other 
body.  Senator  Hollings,  Representa- 
tive Miller  and  I  have  written  to  the 
Comptroller  General  requesting  an  in- 
vestigation of  the  reorganization.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  copy  of  the 
letter  be  printed  at  the  end  of  my  re- 
marks. 

The  reorganization  at  issue  would  in- 
volve severe  reductions  in  personnel 
and  consolidations  of  programs  in  the 
Office  of  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education,  the  Office  of  Vocational 
and  Adult  Education  and  the  Secre- 
tary's regional  representatives  offices. 
It  would  affect  the  compensatory  edu- 
cation programs  of  chapter  I.  the  28 
categorical  programs  consolidated  into 
chapter  II  block  grants,  migrant  edu- 
cation, the  Women's  Educational 
Equity  Act,  title  IV  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  and  Indian  Education,  among 
others. 

As  many  as  300  individual  positions, 
many  of  them  for  valuable  profession- 
als, would  be  eliminated.  That  RIF 
would  come  on  the  heels  of  staff  re- 
ductions numbering  1,900  since  the 
current  administration  took  office  and 
in  the  face  of  a  report  by  a  task  force 
of  the  Presidents  own  private  sector 
survey  that  morale  throughout  the 
Department  is  very  low.  The  reorgani- 
zation affects  programs  that  have 
both  records  of  achievement  and 
proven  popularity  with  the  groups 
they  serve.  The  personnel  reductions 
are  urged  at  a  time  when  demand  for 
services  in  vocational  education  have 
never  been  higher  and  when,  it  can  be 
safely  predicted,  the  Department  will 
soon  be  asked  to  administer  new  initia- 
tives in  mathematics  and  science  edu- 
cation. 

In  short,  this  plan  is  neither  good 
sense  nor  .sound  public  policy. 

The  official  rationale  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  the  administration  is  that 
the  reorganization  is  intended  to  en- 
hance the  efficient  administration  of 
the  programs.  Far  from  conceding 
that  any  downgrading  is  intended, 
their  spokesmen  tell  us  the  moves  will 
make  the  programs  work  even  better. 

There  is  an  old  saying  in  American 
politics.  Mr.  President,  that  goes  back 
to  frontier  days.  "If  you  want  to  know 
what  a  man  really  has  in  mind, "  it  ad- 
vises, "don't  listen  to  his  words,  watch 
his  feet." 

In  this  particular  case,  that  is  very 
sage  counsel. 

The  lights  have  burned  late  at  the 
White  House  speechwriting  offices  in 
recent  months.  The  President  does  not 
miss  many  opportunities  to  speak 
about  his  commitment  to  education,  or 
the  pride  he  takes  in  the  civil  rights 
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record  of  his  administration,  or  how 
he  just  cannot  understand  the  basis 
for  the  gender  gap. 

But  behind  that  rhetorical  smoke- 
screen are  opposition  to  the  ERA.  cut- 
backs in  education  funding,  and  a 
promise  to  abolish  the  Department  of 
Education,  and  a  vain  attempt  to  ob- 
struct reauthorization  of  the  Voting 
Rights  Act. 

The  pattern  of  the  latest  fancy  foot- 
work is  easily  seen  in  this  reorganiza- 
tion effort.  If  funding  cutbacks,  pro- 
gram consolidation  and  abolitions,  and 
personnel  reductions  can  work  such 
managerial  magic,  why  have  they  not 
been  suggested  for  the  Department  of 
Defense?  If  the  most  efficient  way  to 
administer  programs  within  a  func- 
tional area  is  not  to  locate  them  in  a 
single  department,  why  have  we  not 
heard  a  proposal  to  disperse  the  Pen- 
tagons  portfolio  across  the  bureau- 
cratic landscape? 

If  there  is  a  sincere  concern  about 
the  special  needs  of  minority  con-mu- 
nities  and  populations,  why  does  Con- 
gress have  to  battle  each  year  to  pre- 
vent reductions  in  chapter  I  moneys 
and  why  are  we  now  told  that  we 
simply  do  not  need  many  people  to 
oversee  programs  for  migrant  children 
and  Indian  children? 

If  civil  rights  is  a  priority,  why  are 
half  the  staff  currently  assigned  to  im- 
plement title  IV  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  being  eliminated? 

There  has  been  at  least  one  reveal- 
ing break  in  the  administrations  im- 
passive defense  of  the  reorganization. 
Yesterday,  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Elementary.  Secondary  and  Voca- 
tional Education  conducted  a  hearing 
on  the  matter.  Representative  Patri- 
cia Shroeder  of  Colorado  e.xpressed 
concern  about  the  reduced  status  envi- 
sioned for  the  Women's  Educational 
Equity  Act.  She  asked  the  Depart- 
ments Deputy  Under  Secretary  for 
Management.  Charles  Heathcrly.  if  he 
had  earlier,  as  a  private  citizen,  edited 
a  book  which  referred  to  the  program 
as  a  case  of  the  "The  Feminist  Net- 
work Feeding  at  the  Federal  Trough?" 
He  had.  How  did  he  feel,  she  won- 
dered, now  that  he  had  the  experience 
of  observing  the  program  first-hand. 
He  felt  the  same,  he  .said,  only  more 
strongly. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  those  may  be 
the  words  of  a  manager  dedicated  to 
making  a  program  work  even  more  ef- 
fectively. But  for  some  reason  I  do  not 
think  so. 

In  general.  Mr.  President.  I  believe 
in  giving  the  managers  of  an  agency 
considerable  discretion  in  the  way 
they  choose  to  carry  out  their  respon- 
sibilities. But  in  this  instance,  we  are 
dealing  with  matters  on  which  Con- 
gress and  the  administration  clearly 
are  in  strong  disagreement  over  both 
substance  and  priorities.  I  must  say, 
with  all  respect,  that  it  raises  the  very 
real  question  of  whether  there  is  un- 


derway an  attempt  to  accomplish  ad- 
ministratively what  Congress  has  re- 
fused to  do  legislatively. 

That  is  the  reason  for  this  resolu- 
tion, Mr.  President.  It  suggests  a  rea- 
sonable and  responsible  course  of 
action.  It  simply  asks  that  the  reorga- 
nization not  be  undertaken  until  an  in- 
dependent, professional  evaluation  is 
completed  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office.  That  study  would  provide  an 
objective,  third-party  assessment  of 
whether  the  reorganization  would 
truly  improve  the  delivery  of  program 
services  as  the  administration  con- 
tends, or  if  it  would  undermine  their 
effectiveness,  as  Senator  Hollings  and 
I  and  many  of  our  colleagues  fear. 

By  adopting  the  resolution,  the 
Senate  would  reaffirm  its  commitment 
to  the  importance  of  a  quality  educa- 
tion to  a  free  citizenry  and  its  determi- 
nation that  race.  sex.  ethnic  back- 
ground, or  economic  circum.stances  not 
undermine  any  American's  opportuni- 
ty to  achieve  education  excellence.  It 
would  also  reaffirm  our  intention  that 
the  programs  we  have  mandated  to  ac- 
complish those  goals  receive  sufficient 
personnel,  financial,  and  administra- 
tive resources  to  make  them  truly  ef- 
fective. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

t).S.  Senate. 
Washinqton.  DC.  July  29.  1983. 
Hon.  Charles  A.  Bowsher, 
Comptroller  General  of  the   United  States. 
General    Accounting    Office    Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Bowsher:  We  would  like  to  re- 
quest a  General  Accounling  Office  study  of 
the  proposed  reorganization  and  reduction- 
in-force  within  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. In  particular,  we  are  interested  in  veri- 
fying whether  or  not  the  proposed  reorgani- 
zation and  reduction-in-force  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  of  its  Offices  of  Elemen- 
tary and  Secondary  Education.  Vocational 
and  Adult  Education,  and  Regional  Offices 
will  affect  the  Department's  ability  to  effec- 
tively manage  existing  programs  and  new- 
programs  that  are  now  before  Congress  and 
whether  or  not  it  will  affect  the  Depart- 
ments ability  to  as.sure  equality  of  educa- 
tional opportunity  for  tho.se  served  by  these 
programs. 

The  study  should  focus  on  the  affected 
programs  within  the  Office  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  including  Chapter 
I,  Chapter  II.  Migrant  Education,  Indian 
Education.  Title  IV  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act. 
and  Women's  Educational  Equity  Act.  as 
well  as  those  within  the  Office  of  Vocation- 
al and  Adult  Education,  and  the  role  of  the 
Regional  Offices  in  successfully  implement- 
ing these  many  programs. 

This  is  the  second  major  reorganization 
within  the  Department  of  Education  in  18 
months.  We  advocate  the  efficient  manage- 
ment of  Federal  programs.  At  the  same 
time,  we  are  concerned  that  this  reorganiza- 
tion will  greatly  impair  the  delivery  capabil- 
ity of  the  offices  involved  and  will  under- 
mine the  credibility  of  the  Department.  To 
assist  our  deliberations,  we  request  that 
GAO  interview  a  cross-section  of  Education 
Program  Specialists,  program  managers  at 
both  the  Department  headquarters  and  re- 


gional offices  level,  stale  offices  of  educa- 
tion, and  national  education  associations 
concerned  with  implementation  of  the.se 
programs  in  order  to  determine  the  impact 
of  the  Department's  proposed  personnel 
changes. 

Due  to  the  fact  the  proposed  reorganiza- 
tion and  reduction-in-force  is  scheduled  to 
take  place  September  15.  1983.  we  would  re- 
quest that  this  evaluation  be  completed  by 
September  5.  1983.  Thank  you  for  your  co- 
operation on  this  study.  If  you  have  ques- 
tions, please  contact  Dorothy  Seder  (Sena- 
tor Hollings  staff;  at  224-6121 
Sincerely. 

Ernest  F.  Hollings. 

George  E.  Miller. 

Christopher  J.  Dodd. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  today  with  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Connecticut, 
Senator  Dodd.  in  offering  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  urging  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education  to  po.stpone  fur- 
ther action  on  the  reorganization  of 
several  programs  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  until  a  study  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office  determines 
that  this  propcsed  reorganization  will 
not  reduce  the  ability  of  the  Depart- 
ment to  achieve  the  goals  intended  by 
Congress  when  it  authorized  the  af- 
fected programs. 

The  Secretary  of  Education  has  pro- 
posed a  reduction  in  force  of  over  300 
positions  within  the  Department  of 
Education  effective  September  15, 
1983.  The  proposed  reduction  in  staff 
and  reorganization  of  programs  would 
take  place  in  the  Office  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Vocational 
and  Adult  Education,  and  the  Secre- 
tary's regional  representatives  offices. 

Of  significant  concern  are  the  specif- 
ic programs  within  the  Office  of  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education 
slated  for  staff  reductions.  Title  I. 
which  provides  compensatory  educa- 
tion for  the  disadvantaged;  chapter  II 
block  grant,  which  consists  of  28  con- 
solidated categorical  programs:  mi- 
grant education;  Indian  education; 
title  IV  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act;  and 
the  Women's  Educational  Equity  Act 
would  be  reorganized  and  the  staff  as- 
sisting these  programs  would  be  sub- 
stantially reduced.  These  programs. 
Mr.  President,  serve  special  popula- 
tions with  .specific  needs  and  a  RIF  of 
this  kind  will  very  likely  result  in  the 
Department's  inability  to  meet  its 
mandate  of  providing  high  quality 
education  to  all  Americans. 

The  Department  claims  this  reorga- 
nization and  reduction  in  staff  will  en- 
hance its  ability  to  carry  out  congres- 
sional directives.  I  hold  a  different 
view.  I  see  it  more  as  an  attempt  to 
dismantle  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion internally  since  the  Congress  has 
shown  no  interest  in  doing  so  legisla- 
tively. It  should  be  noted  that  this  is 
the  second  reorganization  and  reduc- 
tion in  force  within  the  Department  in 
just  18  months.  In  fact,  since  January 
1981.    the   Department    of    Education 


has  lost  1.900  employees,  over  25  per 
cent  of  its  staff.  But,  for  the  Office  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education, 
the  reduction  in  personnel  is  close  to 
50  percent. 

While  I  am  a  strong  advocate  of  the 
efficient  management  of  Federal  pro- 
grams, I  am  concerned  that  further  re- 
organization and  reduction  in  staff 
will  greatly  impair  the  delivery  capa- 
bility of  the  offices  involved  and  will 
seriously  undermine  the  credibility  of 
the  Department. 

title  I 
Under  the  propo.sed  reorganization 
plan,  the  vanguard  in  Federal  efforts 
to  assist  minorities  and  the  poor  will 
experience  a  reduction  in  force  for  the 
second  time  in  18  months.  This  action 
comes  at  a  time  when  the  National  As- 
sessment of  Education  Progress  again 
has  given  the  title  I  program  glowing 
marks  for  upgrading  math  and  reading 
achievement  scores  of  disadvantaged 
students.  And  the  prestigious  Stanford 
Research  Institute  has  reported  that. 
Federal  programs  aimed  at  the  disad- 
vantaged, handicapped,  and  non-Eng- 
lish-.speaking  students  have  made  a 
deeper  and  more  positive  impression 
on  schools.  •  •  *  Federal  actions  can 
indeed  make  a  substantial  difference 
in  local  educational  practices  *  *  '. " 
Even  Secretary  Bell  has  publicly 
stated  that  title  I  is  a  -good  program  ' 
and  that  "the  effectiveness  of  it  is  well 
documented." 

For  the  past  several  years,  this  ad- 
ministration has  consistently  sought 
to  cut  title  I  spending.  Congress  has 
wisely  rejected  this  effort  every  time. 
In  fact,  Mr.  President,  Congress  has 
added  money  each  year.  In  May,  the 
Senate  added  $1  billion  for  education 
to  its  budget  resolution,  a  significant 
amount  of  this  assumed  for  the  title  I 
program. 

Mr.  President,  the  title  I  program 
has  been  the  major  effort  in  the  histo- 
ry of  this  Nation  to  finally  provide 
equal  educational  opportunities  for 
the  economically  disadvantaged  and 
the  educationally  deprived.  The  De- 
partment of  Educations  proposed  re- 
organization and  reduction  in  the  ex- 
perienced Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  personnel— those  who  have 
made  it  work  so  well— threatens  the 
progress  we  have  made  in  this  area  of 
education. 
women's  educational  equity  act  program 
Those  of  us  familiar  with  the  high 
level  of  discrimination  against  women 
in  this  society  even  blanche  at  some  of 
the  recent  statistics  on  the  resilience 
of  that  discrimination.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  we  have  made  great  strides 
in  raising  the  awareness  of  the  prob- 
lem, but  little  progress  has  been  made 
in  diminishing  it.  In  fact,  during 
recent  national  competition  for  the  se- 
verely limited  WEEA  discretionary 
moneys— $5.7  million— approximately 
700  proposals  were  submitted  from 
across  the  Nation,  collectively  detail- 


ing the  necessity  of  continuing  our  ef- 
forts to  attain  educational  equity  for 
women.  In  light  of  such  a  monumental 
challenge,  the  administration  is  pro- 
posing cutbacks  and  the  downgrading 
of  WEEA  staff,  dramatically  lowering 
the  status  of  this  important  Federal 
program. 

INDIAN  EDUCATION 

No  matter  how  negative  statistics 
appear  outlining  the  quality  of  our 
Nation's  educational  sy.slem,  those  fig- 
ures are  exemplary  when  compared  to 
data  representing  the  educational  situ- 
ation of  Native  Americans.  By  almost 
any  criteria  or  comparison  they  fall  at 
the  bottom  of  the  scale.  Over  200 
years  of  severe  discrimination  and  ne- 
glect has  taken  a  devastating  toll  on 
the  first  Americans.  Fortunately,  the 
awareness  level  of  the  Nation  toward 
the  problem  is  at  an  all  time  high. 

Yet  the  proposed  RIF  in  the  Office 
of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Educa- 
tion will  further  reduce  the  status  and 
size  of  a  division  that  was  formed  to 
take  the  lead  in  attacking  these  seri- 
ous inequities.  Such  action  will  not 
only  impair  the  ability  of  the  unit  to 
effectively  deal  with  this  highly  criti- 
cal national  need,  but  will  send  a  clear 
signal  to  Native  Americans  that  this 
administration  does  not  care  about 
them.  When  a  problem  is  recognized,  a 
solution  propo.sed  and  public  opinion 
directed  toward  a  successful  resolution 
of  that  problem,  it  is  not  the  time  to 
pull  back.  That  is  what  this  RIF  will 
do.  We  should  reject  this  effort,  Mr, 
President. 

MIGRANT  EDUCATION 

In  addition  to  experiencing  a  28-per- 
cent reduction  in  staff,  migrant  educa- 
tion would  be  consolidated  with  the 
title  I  program,  violating  Congress 
clear  intent  that  the  program  have 
complete  autonomy  and  direct  access 
to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Elemen- 
tary and  Secondary  Education.  It  is  es- 
sential to  the  program's  success  that 
migrant  education  have  a  national 
focus  in  State  funding.  Such  access 
and  mobility  allows  school  districts  to 
communicate  on  a  migrant  child's  spe- 
cial needs  and  promotes  the  continuity 
of  learning.  It  is  imperative  that  this 
reorganization  be  denied  and  the  pro- 
gram permitted  to  maintain  its  inde- 
pendent integrity. 

TITLE  IV  OF  CIVIL  RIGHTS  ACT  OF  1964 

The  proposed  reorganization  calls 
for  reduction  of  one-half  the  staff  re- 
sponsible for  implementing  programs 
which  insure  educational  equity  based 
on  race,  sex.  and  national  origin. 
Recent  enforcement  problems  around 
the  country,  including  Chicago,  St. 
Louis,  and  Alabama,  point  out  the 
type  of  discrimination  problems  which 
exist  and  require  national  attention. 
To  reduce  the  staff  qualified  to  assist 
and  help  enforce  the  laws  designed  to 
eliminate  this  discrimination  is  simply 
unwarranted.  Perhaps  this  administir- 


ation  would  not  have  its  problem,  real 
or  perceived,  with  civil  rights  if  it 
maintained  its  capable  staff  skilled  in 
dealing  with  such  important  matters. 

NEW  EDUCATION  INITIATIVES 

The  Department's  plan  to  reduce 
the  staff  and  reorganize  programs 
within  the  the  Office  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  the  regional 
offices,  and  the  Office  of  Vocational 
and  Adult  Education  is  not  only  a  seri- 
ous attack  on  a  successful  support 
structure,  it  is  being  conducted  at  a 
time  when  new  legislative  initiatives 
are  forthcoming  to  help  meet  the 
growing  demand  for  quality  education. 

Several  hundred  million  dollars  will 
be  authorized  and  appropriated  this 
coming  fiscal  year  by  Congress  to  sup- 
port programs  for  reducing  the  math/ 
science  teacher  shortage  and  for  rais- 
ing the  quality  of  math  and  science 
education.  Additional  proposals  are 
sure  to  follow.  And,  hearings  are  now- 
being  held  on  the  subject  of  merit  pay 
and  increased  salaries  for  teachers. 
Yet.  who  will  be  responsible  for  imple- 
menting these  new  initiatives? 

Key  parts  of  any  new  legislation  in 
these  areas  will  become  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  offices  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education.  A  rapid  and  effec- 
tive response  will  be  needed  from  the 
Department  if  pending  legislation  is  to 
have  a  maximum  impact.  Experienced 
staff  will  be  at  a  premium  if  we  obtain 
the  results  we  expect.  Regrettably,  the 
impending  RIF  does  not  account  for 
these  needs  and  is  sure  to  displace 
many  of  the  personnel  who  are  key  to 
the  effective  and  rapid  implementa- 
tion of  legislation  aimed  at  improving 
the  quality  of  education  in  America. 

VOCATIONAL  AND  ADULT  EDUCATION 

As  proposed  by  the  Department  of 
Education,  the  Office  of  Vocational 
and  Adult  Education  would  be  reduced 
for  the  second  time  in  18  months.  The 
Department  claims  reduced  workloads 
justify  a  reduction  in  staff  in  this  area. 
However,  enrollments  in  vocational 
education  alone  have  increased  by 
more  than  85  percent  in  the  last  10 
years,  with  current  enrollment  at  an 
all-time  high. 

With  the  unprecedented  long-term 
unemployment  and  the  needs  of  spe- 
cialized skills  in  the  emerging  high- 
tech  industries  we  cannot  afford  to 
weaken  this  network.  Furthermore, 
adult  education  programs  are  experi- 
encing similar  increased  demands 
placed  on  them  rather  than  reduced 
workloads.  In  fact,  more  than  2.1  mil- 
lion adults  enroll  annually  in  these 
programs  but  the  potential  target  pop- 
ulation of  adults  who  have  not  fin- 
ished high  school  or  its  equivalency  is 
in  excess  of  53  million,  and  the 
number  of  adults  who  lack  the  basic 
skill  to  cope  with  the  everyday  de- 
mands of  this  technological  society  is 
more  than  20  million. 
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The  administration  proposed  the 
consohdation  of  adult  and  vocational 
education  programs  but  Congress 
denied  this  request.  There  has  been  no 
legislative  mandate  necessitating  the 
reduction  of  personnel  in  this  impor- 
tant office.  The  world  of  work  is 
changing  rapidly  and  it  is  absolutely 
critical  that  people  be  prepared  with 
skills  that  will  enable  them  to  compete 
and  succeed  in  the  job  market.  I  am 
fearful  the  proposed  RIF  will  impair 
the  Departments  ability  to  properly 
perform  their  duties  in  these  vital 
areas  of  education. 

REGIONAL  OFFICES 

The  Department  of  Educations  re- 
organization plan  calls  for  a  50-per- 
cent reduction  in  staff  at  all  10  of  the 
Secretary's  regional  representative  of- 
fices. These  offices  provide  technical 
assistance,  dissemination  of  informa- 
tion, and  coordination  of  activities  be- 
tween State  and  local  education  agen- 
cies and  the  headquarters  here  in 
Washington. 

In  light  of  the  significant  consolida- 
tion mandated  in  recent  years,  these 
offices  are  essential.  Mr.  President,  if 
we  are  to  have  the  proper  implementa- 
tion of  these  education  programs.  I  am 
greatly  concerned  that  this  50  percent 
reduction  will  seriously  impair  a  State 
or  local  education  agency's  ability  to 
perform  its  important  task.  Now,  more 
than  ever.  Federal,  State,  and  local  co- 
operation is  necessary  in  order  to 
stretch  limited  resources.  This  RIF 
proposal  flies  in  the  face  of  effective- 
ness. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  President,  almost 
daily  we  hear  President  Reagan  telling 
this  important  group  or  that  distin- 
guished gathering  that  we  must  do 
what  is  necessary  to  raise  the  quality 
of  education  for  every  American.  A 
notable  goal.  Mr.  President.  However, 
at  the  same  time  President  Reagan  is 
speaking,  his  appointees  at  the  De- 
partment of  Education  are  demoraliz- 
ing and  effectively  destroying  the  abil- 
ity of  its  experts  in  the  Offices  of  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education, 
Vocational  and  Adult  Education,  and 
the  Secretary's  regional  representa- 
tives offices  to  respond  to  the  impor- 
tant challenge  he  outlines. 

He  cannot  have  it  both  ways.  If  he 
truly  wants  to  confront  the  problems 
facing  education  in  our  Nation,  he  will 
have  to  have  some  troops  to  fight  the 
battles.  And  these  troops  will  have  to 
be  led  and  inspired  to  make  the  fight 
and  obtain  the  results  are  seek.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  seeks  the  right  goal- 
quality  education— but  he  does  noth- 
ing to  prepare  his  Department  of  Edu- 
cation to  achieve  that  end. 

This  reorganization  and  reduction  in 
staff  will  substantially  reduce  the  edu- 
cators within  the  ranks  of  the  Depart- 
ment. The  capacity  of  the  body  of  ex- 
pertise who  know  the  programs  and 
have  effectively  and  professionally 
carried  out  their  duties  as  mandated 


by  Congress  is  being  sy.stematically 
eliminated.  Certainly  this  pell  mell 
rush  to  RIF  and  dispirit  this  high 
quality  group  can  only  lower  the  qual- 
ity of  education  rather  than  enhance 
it.  Expertise  is  essential  in  any  profes- 
sional organization.  It  is  critical  for 
those  responsible  for  assisting  the 
State  and  local  education  agencies  in 
providing  the  highest  quality  of  educa- 
tion possible. 

My  suggestion.  Mr.  President,  is  that 
we  have  a  better  idea  of  what  we  can 
expect  to  gain  from  this  proposal 
before  we  allow  it  to  proceed.  This  ad- 
ministration has  consistently  showed 
it  knows  the  cost  of  everything  and 
the  value  of  nothing.  Our  education 
programs  are  too  important,  too  neces- 
sary, to  relinquish  to  such  an  un- 
proven  and  misdirected  proposal. 
•  Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  resolution  urging  the 
Secretary  of  Education  to  postpone 
further  action  on  reorganizing  the  De- 
partment of  Education  until  a  study  is 
conducted  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  to  determine  whether  the  reor- 
ganization would  reduce  the  ability  of 
the  Department  of  Education  to 
achieve  its  goals. 

Next  month  the  Secretary  of  Educa- 
tion has  scheduled  a  major  reorganiza- 
tion and  reduction  in  staffing  at  the 
Department  of  Education.  A  number 
of  Federal  education  programs  could 
be  affected  by  these  proposals,  includ- 
ing programs  that  are  aimed  at  meet- 
ing the  special  needs  of  women,  mi- 
grants, and  disabled  and  disadvan- 
taged children.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  major  cutbacks  may  be  made 
here  in  Washington  and  in  several  of 
the  Federal  regional  offices. 

Mr.  President,  this  reorganization 
could  have  a  devastating  impact  on  es- 
sential education  programs  of  proven 
effectiveness.  The  cutback  could 
impair  the  Federal  Government's  com- 
mitment to  equality  of  educational  op- 
portunity for  all  its  citizens.  I  believe 
that  we  need  to  insure  that  the  rights 
of  our  citizens  are  protected  before  the 
reorganization  effort  is  undertaken. 

It  is  not  fully  clear  to  me  why  this 
reorganization  is  being  pushed,  espe- 
cially since  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion has  already  undergone  extensive 
reorganizations  and  cutbacks  in  1981 
and  1982.  I  am  concerned  that  the  re- 
organization may  be  an  attempt  on 
the  part  of  some  officials  to  impose 
their  own  agenda  on  these  vital  educa- 
tion programs,  contrary  to  the  wishes 
of  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  to  insure  that  the 
rights  of  our  citizens  are  protected,  we 
are  urging  the  Secretary  of  Education 
to  postpone  the  reorganization  until 
the  GAO  determines  that  the  reorga- 
nization would  not  reduce  the  ability 
of  the  Department  of  Education  to 
achieve  the  goals  intended  by  Con- 
gress. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  us 
in  this  effort.* 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  193- 

ORIGINAL  RESOLUTION  RE- 
PORTED WAIVING  CONGRES- 
SIONAL BUDGET  ACT 

Mr.  DURENBERGER.  from  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs, 
reported  the  following  original  resolu- 
tion; which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget: 

S.  Res.  193 

Resolved.  That  pur-suanl  to  section  402(c) 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
the  provisions  of  .section  402(a)  of  such  Act 
are  waived  with  respect  to  the  consideration 
of  S.  1090.  Such  waiver  is  necessary  because 
S.  1090  authorizes  Hie  enactment  of  new' 
budKet  authority  which  would  first  become 
available  in  fiscal  year  1984.  and  such  bill 
was  not  reported  on  or  before  May  15.  1981. 
as  required  by  section  402(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  for  such  authori- 
zations. 

The  waiver  of  section  402(a)  is  necessary 
to  pernit  congressional  consideration  of 
statutory  authority  to  create  a  study  com- 
mission on  the  subject  of  outdoor  recre- 
ational resources. 

S.  1090  provides  an  authorization  for 
fi.scal  year  1984  of  $1,500,000.  No  funds  have 
previously  been  authorized  or  appropriated 
for  this  purpose. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  194— 

ORIGINAL  RESOLUTION  RE- 
PORTED WAIVING  CONGRES- 
SIONAL BUDGET  ACT 

Mr.  GARN,  from  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs, 
reported  the  following  original  resolu- 
tion; which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget: 

S.  Res.  194 

Resolved.  That  pursuant  to  section  402(c) 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  of  such  Act 
are  waived  with  respect  to  the  consideration 
of  S.  1729.  to  strike  medals  for  the  widow  of 
Roy  Wilkins.  the  Louisiana  World  Exposi- 
tion, the  families  of  American  personnel 
mi.ssing  in  Southeast  Asia,  and  Danny 
Thomas.  Such  waiver  is  necessary  to  permit 
consideration  of  an  additional  fiscal  year 
1984  authorization  of  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Treasury  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  S.  1729. 

Such  waiver  is  nece.s.sary  because  S.  1729 
was  not  reported  by  May  15.  1983.  as  re- 
quired by  section  402(a)  of  the  Congression- 
al Budget  Act  of  1974. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1984 


McCLURE  AMENDMENT  NO.  2110 

Mr.  McCLURE  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (H.R.  3363)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1984.  and  for  other  purposes,  as  fol- 
lows: 


On  page  81.  line  14.  before  the  period 
in.sert  the  following: 

■Provided.  That  all  of  the  restrictions  and 
limitations  .set  forth  in  16  U.S.C.  839(j)(l). 
shall  apply  to  any  contracts  or  obligations 
entered  into  by  the  Administrator  pursuant 
to  this  provision" 

EXON  AMENDMENT  NO.  2111 
Mr.  EXON  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  bill,  H,R.  3363.  supra,  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  insert 
the  following: 

That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (herein- 
after in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  -Secre- 
tary ")   is   hereby   authorized   to  convey   to 
Mitchell    School    District    in    Scotts    Bluff 
County,  Nebraska,  all  right,  title,  and  inter- 
est, except  a.s  provided  herein,  to  a  tract  of 
land  consisting  of  20  acres,  more  or  lcs.s. 
more  particularly  described  as  the  west  half 
southwest    quarter   northwest   quarter  sec- 
tion 17.  township  23  north,  range  55  we-sl. 
sixth    principal    meridian.    Conveyance    of 
such  right,  title,  and  interest  sha,ll  be  upon 
the  condition  that  the  Mitchell  School  Dis- 
trict shall   simultaneously   convey   without 
cost,  an  easement  right  on  certain  of  the 
above-described  lands  to  the  Pathfinder  Irri- 
gation District  for  the  purpose  of  operating 
and  maintaining  irrigation  canals,  laterals, 
or  drains-related  storage  works  of  the  North 
Platte     project,     a     Federal     reclamation 
project.  The  Mitchell  School  District  shall 
pay  the  fair  market  value  of  the  lands  as  of 
the  date  of  the  conveyance,  including  ad- 
ministrative costs,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary. In  determining  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  recognize 
the  existence  of  the  ea.semenl  right  to  be 
granted   to  the   Pathfinder   Irrigation   Dis- 
trict and  shall  not  include  the  value  of  any 
improvements  made  on  or  to  the  lands  by 
the  Mitchell  School  District  or  its  predeces- 
sors. Withdrawals  from  the  public  domain 
as  they  pertain  only  to  the  lands  described 
in  the  first  section  under  Secretarial  Orders 
of  February  11.  1903.  and  July  24.  1917.  for 
purposes  of  the  North  Platte  Project,  are  re- 
voked by  conveyance  of  the  rights,  title,  and 
interests  as  set  forth  in  the  first  section  and 
section  2. 


(1)  to  adopt,  to  issue,  or  to  carry  out  a 
final  rule  or  regulation,  a  final  revision,  ad- 
dition, or  amendment  to  regulations,  or  a 
final  statement  of  policy  based  on  any  pro- 
posed rule  or  regulation,  any  proposed  revi- 
sion, addition,  or  amendment  to  regulations, 
or  any  proposed  statement  of  policy  of 
which  a  notice  was  published  in  parts  IlI-VI 
of  the  Federal  Register  on  March  30.  1983 
(48  F.R.  13.342  to  13,381)  or  in  parts  III 
through  VI  of  the  Federal  Register  on  July 
14,  1983  (48  F.R.  32.275  to  32.312):  or 

(2)  to  adopt,  to  i.ssue.  or  to  carry  out  any 
final  rule  or  regulation,  any  final  revision, 
addition,  or  amendment  to  a  regulation,  or 
any  final  statement  of  policy  which  effectu- 
ates the  purposes  of  any  proposed  rule,  reg- 
ulation, revision,  addition,  amendment,  or 
statement  of  policy  referred  to  in  clause  (1). 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTA- 
TION APPROPRIATIONS,  1984- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 


JULIETTE  GORDON  LOW 
FEDERAL  BUILDING 


MATHIAS  AMENDMENT  NO.  2112 

Mr.  MATHIAS  (for  himself,  Mr.  Do- 
MENici,  Mr.  Trible.  Mr.  Warner.  Mr. 
Sarbanes,  Mr.  Sasser.  Mr.  Bingaman. 
Mr.  Eagleton,  Mr.  Burdick.  Mr. 
Glenn,  and  Mr.  Randolph'  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  an  amendment  of  the 
Senate  accompanying  the  Conference 
Report  on  a  bill  (H.R.  3329)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Transportation  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1984,  and  for  other  purposes,  as 
follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  amendment  of  the  Hou.se  of 
Representatives,  add  the  following: 

Sec  323.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  or  any  other  Act  may  be  obligat- 
ed or  expended  before  October  15.  1983— 


MATTINGLY  AND  STAFFORD 
AMENDMENT  NO.  2113 

Mr.  BAKER  (for  Mr.  Mattingly  and 
Mr.  Stafford)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (S.  505)  to  designate 
the  Federal  building  to  be  constructed 
in  Savannah.  Ga..  as  the  "Juliette 
Gordon  Low  Federal  Building  ":  as  fol- 
lows: 
After  line  9.  add  a  new  .section  as  follows: 

■Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Administrator  of  General 
Services  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator), may  accept  and  use  contribu- 
tions from  private  individuals  or  organiza- 
tions for  the  design  and  construction  of  a 
memorial  commemorating  the  life  and  ac- 
compli-shments  of  Juliette  Gordon  Low.  The 
Administrator,  in  consultation  with  the 
chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  and  the  national  President  of  the 
Girl  Scouts  of  America,  shall  determine  the 
appropriate  form  and  location  of  such  me- 
morial, to  be  located  in  or  around  the  build- 
ing referred  to  in  this  Act.  The  memorial 
may  include  fountains,  gardens,  walks, 
stained  glass  windows,  or  other  building  ap- 
purtenances visible  and  accessible  to  visi- 
tors, and  in  harmony  with  the  architectural 
and  landscape  design  of  such  building.  The 
Administrator  may  conduct  a  competition  to 
.select  a  designer  for  the  memorial  author- 
ized by  this  section.  Such  competition  shall 
be  open  to  landscape  and  other  architects, 
artists,  artisans,  and  designers. 

■■(b)    The    Administrator    shall     provide 
maintenance  for  such  memorial." 


ASSISTANT  ADMINISTRATORS 
OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  PRO- 
TECTION AGENCY 


Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  addi- 
tion to— 

(1)  the  five  Assistant  Administrators  pro- 
vided for  in  section  Kd)  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  3  of  1970  (5  U.S.C.  Appendix) 
(hereinafter  in  thi.s  Act  referred  to  as  the 

■Reorganization  Plan"): 

(2)  the  Assistant  Administrator  provided 
by  section  26(g)  of  the  Toxic  Substances 
Control  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2625(g));  and 

(3)  the  Assistant  Administrator  provided 
by  .section  307(b)  of  the  Comprehensive  En- 
vironmental Respon.se.  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  6911a). 

(b)  Each  Assistant  Administrator  appoint- 
ed under  subsection  'a)  shall  perform  such 
duties  as  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  may  prescribe. 

Sec.    2.    (a)(1)    Section    5313    of    title    5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
■Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency.  ". 

(2)  The  second  .sentence  of  section  Kb)  of 
the  Reorganization  Plan  is  amended  by 
striking  out  •.  and  shall  be  compen.saled  at 
the  rate  now  or  hereafter  provided  for  Level 

II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  Pay  Rates  (5 
U.S.C.  5313)". 

(b)(  1 )  Section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,   is   amended   by   adding   at    the   end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 
■Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Environmen- 
tal Protection  Agency.". 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  section  Kc)  of 
the  Reorganization  Plan  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ■.  and  shall  be  compensated  at 
the  rate  now  or  hereafter  provided  for  Level 

III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  Pay  Rates  (5 
U.S.C.  5314)'. 

(c)(1)  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,    is   amended   by   adding   at    the   end 
thereof  the  following  new  items: 
•Assistant    Administrator    for    Toxic    Sub- 
stances. Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency. 
•Assistant    Administrator.    Office   of   Solid 
Waste.  Environmental   Protec- 
tion Agency. 
•  Assistant    Administrators,    Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (8). ". 
(2)(A)  Section  26(g)(2)  of  the  Toxic  Sub- 
stances Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  ••(A)"  and   ■.  and  <B)  be  compensated  at 
the  rate  of  pay  authorized  for  such  Assist- 
ant Administrators". 

(B)  Section  307(b)  of  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response.  Compensation, 
and  Liability  Act  of  1980  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ■,  and  shall  be  compensated  at 
the  rate  provided  for  Level  IV  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  pay  rates  under  section  5315 
of  title  5.  United  Stales  Code". 

(C)  Section  Kd)  of  the  Reorganization 
Plan  is  amended  by  striking  out  •  .  and  shall 
be  compensated  at  the  rate  now  or  hereaf- 
ter provided  for  Level  IV  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  Pay  Rates  (5  U.S.C.  5315)". 


STAFFORD  AMENDMENT  NO. 
2114 

Mr.  BAKER  (for  Mr.  Stafford)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  (S. 
1696)  authorizing  three  additional  As- 
sistant Administrators  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency:  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  in.serl  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

That  (a)  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  may  ap- 
point three  Assistant  Administrators  of  the 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  RE- 
TIREMENT REFORM  ACT 
AMENDMENTS 


MATHIAS  AMENDMENT  NO.  2115 
Mr.  BAKER  (for  Mr.  Mathias)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill 
(S.  1625)  to  amend  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Retirement  Reform  Act;  as  fol- 
lows: 
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On  page  7.  line  10.  after  the  word  ■appro- 
priated" add:  "for  the  fiscal  year  commenc- 
ing October  I.  1984.  and  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter.". 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL 
AUTHORIZATION 


HART  AMENDMENT  NO.  2116 

(Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works.) 

Mr.  HART  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
bill  (S.  757)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  authorize  funds  for 
fiscal  years  1983.  1984,  1985.  1986.  and 
1987  and  for  other  purposes,  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  11.  line  2.  strike  the  quotation 
mark  and  the  second  period. 

On  page  11.  after  line  2.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"  (d)  Ban  on  Disposal  in  Unlined  Sur- 
face Impoundments.— Effective  two  years 
after  the  enactment  of  the  Solid  Waste  Dis- 
posal Act  Amendments  of  1983.  no  hazard- 
ous waste  may  be  disposed  of  in  a  surface 
impoundment  which  does  not  have  at  least 
one  liner  and  a  leachate  collection  system 
which  comply  with  the  requirements  for 
liners  and  leachate  >.ollection  systems  in 
regulations  promulgated  under  this  section, 
and  no  permit  may  be  issued  after  such  date 
of  enactment  for  a  surface  impoundment 
which  does  not  have  at  least  one  liner  and  a 
leachate  collection  system  which  comply 
with  such  requirements.  The  Administrator 
shall  determine  whether  to  modify  the  re- 
quirements of  this  subsection  in  the  case  of 
surface  impoundments  receiving  solid  waste 
from  the  extraction,  benefication,  or  proc- 
essing of  ores  and  minerals,  including  phos- 
phate rock  and  overburden  from  the  mining 
of  uranium  ore.  if  such  solid  waste  is  subject 
to  regulation  under  this  subtitle,  and  shall, 
if  he  so  determines,  so  modify  such  require- 
ments to  the  extent  such  modified  require- 
ments assure  protection  of  human  health 
and  the  environment.'.". 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES 
TO  MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Wednesday.  August  3.  to 
hold  a  hearing  to  consider  the  nomina- 
tion of  Thomas  Pickering  to  be  Am- 
bassador to  El  Salvador. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Wednesday,  August  3,  to  hold  a 
hearing  on  S.  1059,  the  Equal  Access 
Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NATIONAL  PARALYZED 
VETERANS  RECOGNITION  DAY 

•  Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr  President.  I 
am  pleased  today  to  call  attention 
here  to  the  fact  that  this  is  National 
Paralyzed  Veterans  Recognition  Day. 
Legislation  to  establish  this  observ- 
ance was  signed  by  the  President  on 
August  1  (Public  Law  98-62).  In  the 
Senate,  the  legislation  was  designated 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  106  and  au- 
thored by  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee. 
Senator  Simpson.  I  am  proud  to  have 
been  a  cosponsor. 

The  paralyzed  veteran  surely  evokes 
the  utmost  in  emotional  response  from 
every  citizen.  Admiration  is  mingled 
with  emotion.  These  veterans,  wound- 
ed in  action,  fight  on;  for  them  the 
war  continues,  the  enemy  this  time  is 
pain,  discouragement,  despair.  The 
rest  of  us  watch,  encourage,  and  help 
in  every  way  we  can  to  appreciate 
what  their  battle  for  America  has  cost 
and  is  costing  them. 

I  understand  that  there  is  to  be  a 
special  stamp  to  commemorate  the 
paralyzed  veteran.  That,  too,  is  a  fit- 
ting tribute.  While  resolutions  and 
stamps  cannot  cure  or  even  alleviate 
pain  and  disfigurement,  they  do  draw 
once  again  to  the  fore  the  attention  of 
the  public  in  a  way  that  makes  us 
ponder  and  appreciate  our  own  free- 
doms still  preserved  in  this  world  of 
turmoil  and  threat  because  of  these 
valiant  fighters. 

We  resolve  to  take  up  the  burden 
from  them  and  pray  that  we  might 
bear  it  with  something  of  the  same 
dignity  and  courage  as  they  have  done 
and  are  doing. 

I  am  sure  this  Senator  speaks  for  all 
in  wishing  Godspeed  to  the  paralyzed 
veterans  of  America.* 


NINTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
INVASION  OF  CYPRUS 

•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  9 
years  ago  negotiations  were  underway 
to  seek  a  peaceful  and  just  solution  to 
the  crisis  on  Cyprus,  when  in  a  deliber- 
ate decision  to  break  off  the  negotia- 
tions Turkish  troops  occupied  40  per- 
cent of  the  island  republic.  That 
brutal  action  resulted  in  the  displace- 
ment of  some  200,000  persons  from 
their  homes,  the  destruction  of 
churches,  hospitals,  and  schools,  the 
expropriation  of  70  percent  of  the  is- 
lands  productive  capacity.  Several 
thousand  persons  disappeared  and 
even  today  remain  unaccounted  for. 

In  9  years— nearly  half  a  genera- 
tion—the situation  has  changed  very 
little.  Turkish  troops  continue  to 
occupy  the  seized  territories.  The 
beautiful  coastal  town  of  Famagusta 
remains  deserted,  many  of  its  inhabit- 
ants living  within  sight  of  the  homes 


to  which  they  are  prevented  from  re- 
turning by  armed  force.  Nonetheless, 
the  displaced  Cypriots  have  worked 
hard  to  mend  broken  lives,  to  keep 
families  together  and  to  rebuild  the  in- 
stitutions and  enterprises  .so  needlessly 
and  wantonly  destroyed. 

The  world  is  not  indifferent  to  the 
continuing  injustice  on  Cyprus.  Earlier 
this  year  the  37th  session  of  the  U.N. 
General  A.ssembly  adopted  by  the 
overwhelming  vote  of  103  to  5.  with  20 
abstentions,  a  resolution  calling  for 
the  reestablishment  of  the  sovereign- 
ty, independence,  and  territorial  integ- 
rity of  Cyprus,  respect  for  human 
rights  and  fundamental  freedoms  of 
all  Cypriots  and  the  withdrawal  of  all 
occupation  forces.  By  voting  over- 
whelmingly for  continuing  aid  to 
Cyprus.  Congress  has  expressed  its 
strong  commitment  to  a  just  and 
peaceful  solution  to  the  Cyprus  con- 
flict and  it  is  regrettable  that  the 
United  States,  which  is  strongly  com- 
mitted to  supporting  intercommunal 
talks  on  Cyprus  under  the  auspices  of 
the  U.N.  Secretary  General,  should 
have  withheld  support  from  the  forth- 
right U.N.  resolution. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  U.N. 
resolution  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  resolution  follows: 

[37th  session,  agenda  item  37.  May  10.  1983] 

Question  of  Cyprus 

algeria.  cuba.  guyana.  india.  mali.  sri 

LANKA.  AND  YUCLOSLAVIA:  DRAFT  RESOLUTION 

The  General  Assembly. 

Having  considered  the  question  of 
Cyprus. 

Recalling  its  resolution  3212  (XXIX)  of  1 
November  1974  and  its  sub.sequent  resolu- 
tions on  the  question  of  Cyprus. 

Recalling  the  high-level  agreements  of  12 
February  1977  and  19  May  1979. 

Reaffirming  the  principle  of  the  inadmis- 
sibility of  occupation  and  acquisition  of  ter- 
ritories by  force. 

Greatly  concerned  at  the  prolongation  of 
the  Cyprus  crisis,  which  poses  a  serious 
threat  to  international  peace  and  .security. 

Deeply  regretting  that  the  resolutions  of 
the  United  Nations  on  Cyprus  have  not  yet 
been  implemented. 

Recalling  the  idea  of  holding  an  interna- 
tional conference  on  Cyprus. 

Deploring  the  fact  that  part  of  the  terri- 
tory of  the  Republic  of  Cyprus  is  still  occu- 
pied by  foreign  forces. 

Deploring  the  lack  of  progress  in  the  in- 
tercommunal talks. 

Deploring  all  unilateral  actions  that 
change  the  demographic  structure  of 
Cyprus  or  promote  fails  accomplis. 

Reaffirming  the  need  to  settle  the  ques- 
tion of  Cyprus  without  further  delay  by 
peaceful  means  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations 
and  the  relevant  United  Nations  resolutions. 

1.  Reiterates  its  full  support  for  the  sover- 
eignty, independence,  territorial  integrity, 
unity  and  non-alignment  of  the  Republic  of 
Cyprus  and  calls  once  again  for  the  cessa- 
tion of  all  foreign  interference  in  its  affairs; 

2.  Affirms  the  right  of  the  Republic  of 
Cyprus  and  its  people  to  full  and  effective 
sovereignty  and  control  over  the  entire  ter- 
ritory of  Cyprus  and  its  natural  and  other 
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resources  and  calls  upon  all  States  to  sup- 
port and  help  the  Government  of  the  Re- 
public of  Cyprus  to  exercise  these  rights: 

3.  Condemns  any  act  which  lends  to  un- 
dermine the  full  and  effective  exerci.se  of 
the  above-mentioned  rights,  including  the 
unlawful  issue  of  titles  of  ownership  of 
property; 

4.  Welcomes  the  proposal  for  total  demili- 
tarization made  by  the  President  of  the  Re- 
public of  Cyprus; 

5.  Expresses  its  support  for  the  high-level 
agreements  of  12  February  1977  and  19  May 
1979  and  all  the  provisions  thereof; 

6.  Demands  the  immediate  and  effective 
implementation  of  resolution  3212  (XXIX). 
unanimously  adopted  by  the  General  As- 
sembly and  endorsed  by  the  Security  Coun- 
cil in  Us  resolution  365  (1974)  of  13  Decem- 
ber 1974.  and  of  the  subsequent  resolutions 
of  the  Assembly  and  the  Council  on  Cyprus 
which  provide  the  valid  and  es.sential  basis 
for  the  solution  of  the  problem  of  Cyprus; 

7.  Considers  the  withdrawal  of  all  occupa- 
tion forces  from  the  Republic  of  Cyprus  as 
an  essential  basis  for  a  speedy  and  mutually 
acceptable  solution  of  the  Cyprus  problem: 

8.  Demands  the  immediate  withdrawal  of 
all  occupation  forces  from  the  Republic  of 
Cyprus; 

9.  Commends  the  intensification  of  the  ef- 
forts made  by  the  Secretary-General,  while 
noting  with  concern  the  lack  of  progre.ss  in 
the  intercommunal  talks; 

10.  Calls  for  meaningful,  result-oriented, 
constructive  and  substantive  negotiations 
between  the  representatives  of  the  two  com- 
munities, under  the  auspices  of  the  Secre- 
tary-General, to  be  conducted  freely  and  on 
an  equal  footing,  on  the  basis  of  relevant 
United  Nations  resolutions  and  the  high- 
level  agreements,  with  a  view  to  reaching  as 
early  as  possible  a  mutually  acceptable 
agreement  based  on  the  fundamental  and 
legitimate  rights  of  the  two  communilie.s; 

11.  Calls  for  respect  of  the  human  rights 
and  fundamental  freedoms  of  all  Cypriots, 
including  the  freedom  of  movement,  the 
freedom  of  .settlement  and  the  right  to 
property  and  the  instituting  of  urgent  meas- 
ures for  the  voluntary  return  of  the  refu- 
gees to  their  homes  in  safety; 

12.  Considers  that  the  de  facto  situation 
created  by  the  force  of  arms  should  not  be 
allowed  to  influence  or  in  any  way  affect 
the  solution  of  the  problem  of  Cyprus: 

13.  Calls  upon  the  parties  concerned  to  re- 
frain from  any  unilateral  action  which 
might  adversely  affect  the  prospects  of  a 
just  and  lasting  solution  of  the  problem  of 
Cyprus  by  peaceful  means  and  to  co-operate 
fiilly  witli  the  Secretary-General  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  task  under  the  relevant  res- 
olutions of  the  General  Assembly  and  the 
Security  Council  as  well  as  with  the  United 
Nations  Peace-keeping  Force  in  Cyprus; 

14.  Calls  upon  the  parties  concerned  to 
refrain  from  any  action  which  violates  or  is 
designed  to  violate  the  independence,  unity, 
sovereignty  and  territorial  integrity  of  the 
Republic  of  Cyprus: 

15.  Reiterates  its  recommendation  that 
the  Security  Council  should  examine  the 
question  of  implementation,  within  a  speci- 
fied time-frame,  of  its  relevant  re.solutions 
and  consider  and  adopt  thereafter,  if  neces- 
sary, all  appropriate  and  practical  measures 
under  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations  of 
ensuring  the  speed>  and  effective  imple- 
mentation of  the  resolutions  of  the  United 
Nations  on  Cyprus; 


16.  Welcomes  the  intention  of  the  Secre- 
tary-General, as  expre.s.sed  in  his  report.'  to 
pursue  a  renewed  personal  involvement  in 
the  quest  for  a  solution  of  the  Cyprus  prob- 
lem and.  in  view  of  this,  requests  the  Secre- 
tary-General to  undertake  such  actions  or 
initiatives  as  he  may  consider  appropriate 
within  the  framework  of  the  mission  of 
good  offices  entrusted  to  him  by  the  Securi- 
ty Council  for  promoting  a  just  and  lasting 
solution  of  the  problem  and  to  report  to  the 
General  Assembly  at  its  thirty-eighth  ses- 
sion on  the  results  of  his  efforts; 

17.  Decides  to  include  in  the  provisional 
agenda  of  its  thirty-eight  session  '.he  item 
entitled  'Question  of  Cyprus"  and  requests 
the  Secretary-General  to  follow  up  the  im- 
plementation of  the  present  resolution  and 
to  report  on  all  its  aspects  to  the  General 
Assembly  at  that  .session.* 


STATUS  REPORT  ON  THE 
BUDGET 

•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I' 
hereby  submit  to  the  Senate  a  status 
report  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1983  pursuant  to  section  311  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act. 

Since  my  last  report  the  Congress 
has  completed  action  on  H.R.  2973  to 
repeal  interest  and  dividends  tax  with- 
holding, and  H.R.  3069.  making  1983 
supplemental  appropriations. 

The  report  follows; 

REPORT  TO  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  US  SENATE  FROM  THE 
COMMIHEE  ON  THE  BUDGET.  STATUS  OF  THE  FISCAL 
YEAR  1983  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ADOPTED  IN  H 
CON  RES  91-REFLECTING  COMPLETED  ACTION  AS  OF 
JULY  29,  1983 

|ln  milliofs  ol  Oollarsl 


Congressional  Budget  Office. 
U.S.  Congress, 
Washington.  DC.  August  1,  1983. 
Hon  Pete  V.  Domenici. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Budget. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Pursuant  to  section 
308(b)  and  in  aid  of  section  311(b)  of  th^ 
Congressional  Budget  Act,  this  letter  and 
supporting  detail  provide  an  up-to-date  tab- 
ulation of  the  current  levels  of  new  budget 
authority,  estimated  outlays  and  estimated 
revenues  in  comparison  with  the  appropri- 
ate levels  for  those  items  contained  in  the 
most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  1983  budget  (H.  Con.  Res.  91). 
This  report  for  fiscal  year  1983  is  tabulated 
as  of  close  of  business  July  29.  1983.  and  is 
based  on  our  estimates  of  budget  authority, 
outlays,  and  revenues  using  the  assumptions 
and  estimates  consistent  with  H.  Con.  Res. 
91. 

Since  my  last  report.  Congress  has  com- 
pleted action  on  H.R.  2973  to  repeal  interest 
and  dividends  lax  withholding,  and  H.R. 
3069.  making  1983  Supplemental  Appropria- 
tions. 
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Revised  2(1  budgel  resolulion  level 
Cuirenl  level . 

Amount  remaining 


877.?0O     807,400     MK.300 
869.086    806,920    60«.294 


8,114 


480 


BUDGET  AUTHORITY 

Any  measure  providing  budget  or  entitle- 
ment authority  which  is  not  included  in  the 
current  level  estimate  and  which  exceeds 
$8,114  million  for  fiscal  year  1983.  if  adopt- 
ed and  enacted,  would  cause  the  appropriate 
level  of  budget  authority  for  that  year  a^ 
set  forth  in  H.  Con.  Res.  91  to  be  exceeded. 

OUTLAYS 

Any  measure  providing  budget  or  entitle- 
ment authority  which  is  noi  included  in  the 
current  level  estimate  and  which  would 
result  in  outla.vs  exceeding  $480  million  for 
fiscal  year  1983.  if  adopted  and  enacted, 
would  cause  the  appropriate  level  of  outlays 
for  thstt  year  as  set  forth  in  H,  Con.  Res.  91 
to  be  exceeded. 

REVENUES 

Any  measure  that  would  result  in  revenue 
loss  exceeding  SO  million  for  fiscal  year 
1983.  if  adopted  and  enacted,  would  cause 
revenues  to  be  less  than  the  appropriate 
level  for  that  year  as  set  forth  in  H.  Con. 
Res.  91. 
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Reve- 
nues 


1  [raclefl 

2  [ntiilemeni  authority  and  other  mandatory 
liens  requiring  lurtnei  aojxoprialion  action 

3  (ioniinuing  tesoiution  auttiorily 
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Houses  
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806920  604.294 


877,200  807.400  604,300 


8,114 


480 


Sincerely. 


Alice  M.  Rivlin. 

Director.m 


EAST  TIMOR 
•  Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
am  sure  my  colleagues  remember.  I 
have  long  been  concerned  about  the 
situation  of  the  former  Portuguese 
colony  of  East  Timor.  Though  the  sit- 
uation is  not  as  severe  as  it  was  several 
years  ago  it  still  remains  a  serious 
problem. 

On  June  12.  Parade  magazine  pub- 
lished a  story  by  Irving  Wallace.  David 
Wallechinsky,  and  Amy  Wallace  con- 
cerning the  terrible  toll  the  conflict  in 
East  Timor  has  had  on  its  people  and 
the  land. 

While  today  the  situation  has  im- 
proved, we  still  receive  reports  of 
hunger  and  malnutrition,  and  human 
rights  violations.  In  addition,  the  Indo- 
nesian Government  continues  to  se- 
verely restrict  emigration  from  the 
island,  and  also  to  limit  visits  by  for- 
eign journalists  and  diplomats. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  calling  attention  to  this 
"forgotten  war."  I  ask  that  the  Parade 
article  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 


'  A/37/805  and  Corr;  1. 
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(From  Parade  Magazine.  June  12.  19831 
The  Forgotten  War 

(By  Irving  Wallace.  Daxid  Wallechinsk.\ . 
and  Amy  Wallace) 

Few  people  have  heard  of  East  Timor,  yet 
it  IS  the  scene  of  one  of  the  bloodiest  wars  in 
recent  history— a  war  being  fought  with 
arms  supplied  by  the  U.S. 

In  August  1975.  m  the  face  of  a  coup  and 
civil  war.  Portugal  yielded  its  sovereignty 
over  the  eastern  half  of  Timor,  a  small 
island  400  miles  north  of  Australia.  On  Dec. 
7.  shortly  after  East  Timor  proclaimed  its 
independence.  Indonesian  forces  attacked 
with  tanks,  napalm  and  heavy  artillery, 
shooting  unarmed  civilians  in  the  streets. 
Indonesia's  plan  was  to  crush  the  new 
nation  and  annex  it— quickly  and  without 
attracting  notice. 

U.S.  officials  knew  of  the  attack  in  ad 
vance.  Yet  they  did  nothing  to  prevent  it. 
though  it  was  carried  out  with  U.S.  weapons 
supplied  specifically  for  defense.  When  the 
UN  voted  to  condemn  the  aggression  five 
da.vs  after  it  began,  this  country  abstained, 
presumably  fearful  of  antagonizing  oil-rich 
and  pro-West  Indonesia. 

Today.  East  Timor  is  a  devastated  land,  its 
farms  abandoned,  its  towns  in  ruins,  its 
economy  destroyed.  Disease  and  starvation 
are  rampant,  and  the  bloodshed  continues. 
Out  of  a  population  of  600.000,  as  many  as 
250.000  have  died  in  the  war.  Though  Indo 
nesia  officially  annexed  East  Timor  in  1976. 
the  remaining  nationalist  guerrillas  occa- 
sionally emerge  from  their  mountain 
strongholds  to  battle  Indonesian  troops. 
Meanwhile,  thousands  of  civilians  and  polit- 
ical prisoners  have  been  forced  into  intern- 
ment camps,  where  they  risk  disease,  tor- 
ture, sexual  abuse  and  murder. 

Despite  East  Timor's  desperate  plight. 
only  a  few  food  shipments  have  been  al- 
lowed in  since  1979:  the  Red  Cross  was  final- 
ly permitted  to  treat  political  prisoners  in 
1982.  Most  foreign  journalists,  however,  still 
are  barred.  Thus  the  holocaust  rarely  re- 
ceives pre.ss  coverage.  During  talks  with 
President  Reagan  in  Washington  last  year. 
Indonesian  President  Suharto  never  men- 
tioned East  Timor.  Neither  did  President 
Reagan  • 


NATIONAL  PET  WEEK 

•  Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  Pre.sident.  I 
do  not  believe  there  is  a  Member  of 
this  body  who  does  not  maintain  a  spe- 
cial place  in  his  or  her  heart  for  a 
childhood  pet,  or  for  that  matter, 
adulthood  pet  or  pets.  In  my  house- 
hold alone,  we  have  housed  dogs, 
birds,  cats,  fish,  gerbils.  guinea  pigs, 
and  white  mice,  and  we  have  even 
housed  a  3-foot  iguana  and  a  boa  con- 
strictor. And  those  are  just  the  ones 
that  I  know  of. 

I  think  the  special  bond  that  exists 
between  a  pet  and  its  owner  is  one  of 
the  greatest  joys  in  life.  That  is  why 
so  many  Americans  were  outraged 
when  it  was  learned  that  the  Defense 
Department  was  going  to  shoot  ani- 
mals for  purposes  of  scientific  re- 
search on  wounds  and  wounds  treat- 
ment. Fortunately,  the  Defense  De- 
partment has  chosen  not  to  implement 
this  planned  study.  The  auxiliary  to 
the  American  Veterinarian's  Medical 
Association    recognizes    the    week    of 


May  2  through  May  6  as  National  Pet 
Week"  to  promote  veterinarian  service 
and  the  proper  care  of  animals.  And  in 
virtually  every  American  household, 
special  days  are  set  aside  for  the  singu- 
lar purpose  of  honoring  that  special 
animal  or  animals  that  give  life  such 
an  added  dimension  and  quality. 

In  the  July  10.  1983.  i.ssue  of  the 
Sunday  Peninsula  Herald,  there  was  a 
magnificent  piece  written  by  King 
Harris  on  the  subject  of  animal  care 
and  love  entitled  "My  Married  Life 
With  an  Animalholic."  For  the  benefit 
of  other  Members  of  this  body  who 
would  probably  be  fairly  categorized 
as  "animalholics."  I  ask  this  article  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 
[From  the  Herald  Weekend  Magazine.  July 
10.  1983] 

My  Married  Life  With  an  Animalholic 
(By  King  Harris) 

Once  again  my  wife's  incorrigible  tree 
spirit  wa-s  rocking  our  marriage  boat. 

She  was  using  her  lugh  octane  weapons— a 
saucy  smile,  luminous  blue  eyes  and  an  in- 
fectious laugh— to  pierce  the  armor  I  don  to 
hide  my  play-it-safe-meniality. 

She  is  Elizabeth,  a  life  enhancer  with  a 
well  deserved  .sense  of  herself.  Hibernating 
beneath  her  elegant  surface,  however,  is  a 
major  character  disorder  which  surfaces 
with  irritating  frequency. 

Without  dripping  marital  malice,  suffice  it 
10  say.  Elizabeth  is  an  animalholic.  The 
doyenne  of  animal  lovers.  Animals  are  her 
oxygen  and  I  have  to  share  her  life  with  7 
dogs.  6  horses  and  one  cat.  We  were  moving 
from  Pebble  Beach  to  Middleburg.  VA..  hub 
of  the  horse  world.  Elizabeth  was  insisting 
that  wc  all  travel  together,  a  hark  back  to 
the  wagon  train  da.vs  of  yore. 

The  thought  of  herding  14  animals 
through  Arizona.  New  Mexico.  Texas.  Okla- 
homa. Arkansas.  Tennessee  and  into  Virgin- 
ia made  my  scalp  prickle  and  my  comfort 
antennae  quiver. 

Why  don't  we  fly  the  horses  to  Dulles 
airport?"  I  suggested.  'Seems  to  me  that 
would  simplify  matters." 

At  about  $1,000  per  horse."  Elizabeth 
said,  giving  me  an  ear-to-ear  grin. 

I  suddently  developed  a  hardening  of  my 
monetary  arteries  at  the  thought  of  shelling 
out  $6,000.  How  about  shipping  the  horses 
by  commerical  van?" 

■  Why  honey,"  Elizabeth  purred,  you 
know  commerical  transportation  would  be 
beneath  the  dignity  of  our  hor.ses  who  are 
used  to  such  an  amply  cushioned  life.  After 
all,  our  horses  are  not  horses.  They're 
family.  "  Her  voice  was  rich  in  jocular  tones. 

Elizabeth's  affinity  with  animals  was 
always  creating  storm  clouds.  My  animalho- 
lic wife  is  a  drum  beater  for  animal  rights. 
Her  dimunitive  size  camouflages  a  coil  of 
toughness  and  a  strong  streak  of  individual- 
ism. Whenever  someone  abuses  an  animal. 
Elizabeth  erupts  like  a  geyser  and  pelts  the 
human  predator  with  a  fusillade  of  choleric 
barbs.  Unfortunately,  many  of  tho.se  human 
predators  were  our  friends.  We  have  more 
ex-friends  than  any  couple  I  know. 

At  times  I  think  there  are  only  15  words 
in  her  vocabulary:  "If  you  don't  slop  mis- 
treating thai  animal.  I'm  going  to  call  the 
humane  society." 

Life  with  my  animalholic  live-in  is  often 
chaotic  and  seldom  dull.  And  this  trip  was 
no  exception.   As  I  was  pouring  over  the 


road  maps.  I  had  the  eerie  feeling  I  had 
built  my  nest  in  the  wrong  tree. 

Our  ark  was  made  up  of  two  large  horse 
vans,  a  1971  Cadillac  and  an  old  Volks  sta- 
tion wagon.  The  dilapidated  horse  vans  had 
an  irrational  bias  against  steep  hills  and 
puffed  up  the  grade  toward  Flagstaff.  Ariz., 
with  an  iTratic  oompah.  oompah  beat. 
When  darkness  overtook  our  cortege,  the 
vans,  ablaze  with  lights  looked  like  the  Taj 
Mahal  in  moonlight. 

The  logistics  for  our  inane  3.000-mile 
safari  were  more  complicated  than  the  Nor- 
mandy invasion.  Imposing  mounds  of  main- 
tenance and  support  systems  were  needed: 
tons  of  fodder  for  the  animals  who  ale  like 
gluttonous  dino.saurs;  blankets:  water  buck- 
ets: tack:  flea  powder:  wheelbarrows:  litter 
boxes:  chains  for  a  .snow  emergency  and  a 
.sextant  in  case  we  got  lost. 

With  14  animals,  it  took  both  ingenuity 
and  guile  to  find  suitable  accommodations 
where  we  could  hunker  down  for  the 
evening. 

Scattered  along  Route  40  are  several  good 

hor.se  motels."  most  of  which  eater  to  small 
quarter  horses.  Our  six.  behemoth  jumpers 
and  dre.ssage  thoroughbreds  all  were  about 
16.2  hands  and  king  sized  beds  were  a  neces- 
sity. Fairgrounds  were  usually  ideal— unless 
Elizabeth  felt  the  stalls  were  not  hospital- 
anii.septic.  On  such  occasions  she  would 
whip  our  goulash  cavalcade  into  the  night 
until  proper  lodgings  were  found. 

Unfortunately,  the  chauffeurs  for  the  two 
horse  vans  were  drivers,  not  horsemen.  One 
was  a  bearded  bearlike  man  with  pri.son- 
yard  muscles  but  with  no  dt^ire  to  u.se 
them.  The  other  driver  was  a  funny  looking 
owlish  leprechaun  who  smoked  a  meer- 
.schaum  pipe  and  his  only  form  of  communi- 
cation was  a  shrug  of  the  shoulders.  As  .soon 
as  they  helped  us  put  down  the  ramps  when 
we  stopped  each  night,  they  look  off  for  the 
nearest  pub  to  gel  lobolomized  with  the  na- 
tives. 

Elizabeth  would  unload  the  horses,  and  I 
took  care  of  the  feeding  chores.  Then,  as  my 
inamorata  didn't  want  her  pampered  hor.ses 
to  be  homesick  in  a  strange  barn,  we  would 
spend  an  hour  hauling  out  of  the  vans  and 
setting  up  their  personal  felishistic  memo- 
rabilia. 

At  the  end  of  a  long  day.  and  with  ineffa- 
ble dignity,  I  would  clean  up  the  droppings 
in  the  vans.  We  were  feeding  the  horses  hot 
bran  to  avoid  constipation  and,  as  a  result, 
the  piles  got  higher  and  the  shovels  heavier 
as  the  trip  progressed.  At  limes,  the  disposal 
problems  became  as  difficult  as  getting  rid 
of  nuclear  waste.  One  evening  the  drivers 
hung  around  to  watch,  but  not  to  help  me.  I 
overheard  one  whisper.  'What  a  lucky 
fellow.  All  he  has  to  worry  about  is  where 
he  steps.  " 

The  only  major  brouhaha  during  the  trip 
occurred  when  Elizabeth's  crochely  20-year- 
okl  gray  mare  jumped  ship.  Her  name  is  Ah 
Declare  and  she  was  tagged  with  that  appel- 
lation the  day  we  bought  her  as  a  3-yearold 
in  the  hills  of  Virginia.  A  rider  was  putting 
her  through  her  paces  and  when  she  sailed 
o\er  a  large  stack  of  hay  bales,  an  old 
farmer  remarked.  Well.  Ah  do  declare." 

Ah  Declare  is  a  superbly  endowed  jumper 
and  a  very  dexterious  mare.  She  can  pick 
any  lock,  kick  the  eye  out  of  a  fly  and  as- 
semble and  load  a  30mm  machine  gun  in  the 
dark. 

The  cagey  mare  usually  follows  Elizabeth 
right  up  the  ramp  without  a  lead  rope  but 
this  particular  morning  she  was  feeling  a  bit 
dancey.  Kicking  up  her  heels.  Ah  Declare 
flew  over  several  5-fool  post  and  rail  fences. 


and  turning  on  the  turbos,  galloped  up  the 
highway,  her  blanket  flying  in  the  wind. 

Cold,  mixed  with  hot.  panic  gripped  my 
stomach  as  we  jumped  into  the  car  to  give 
chase.  Elizabeth's  face  was  as  while  as  Ban- 
quo's  ghost.  When  we  turned  onto  the 
paved  thoroughfare,  two  flakey  characters 
with  frosted  glasses  whizzed  by  us  on  motor- 
cycles and  skillfully  turned  Ah  Declare 
down  a  side  road.  After  giving  us  the  "V" 
sign,  they  roared  off  on  Iheir  weird  black 
and  red  bikes.  The  irrascible  gray  mare, 
moving  wilh  dancer's  grace,  vaulted  over  a 
closed  gale  marked  private. "  landing  in  the 
middle  of  a  flower  garden. 

When  Ah  Declare  saw  her  mistre.ss.  she 
cut  loose  with  her  tantalizing  southern 
whinney.  trotting  over  and  pulling  her  head 
on  Elizabeth's  shoulder,  a  petunia  still  in 
her  mouth.  I  was  thankful  Ah  Declare  was 
all  right  and  no  one  was  home  to  see  the 
havoc  she  had  rendered  to  the  garden.  But 
my  euphoria  was  punctured  when  1  noticed 
the  gate  was  locked. 

Unfizzled.  Elizabeth  put  a  halter  on  her 
mare.  thr(nv  me  the  blanket,  asked  for  a  leg 
up  and  popped  Ah  Declare  back  over  the 
gale.  They  ambled  toward  the  vans.  Eliza- 
beth with  blossoms  in  her  cheeks  and  Ah 
Declares  eyes  crinkling  with  happiness. 

I  am  a  point-to-poini  man.  A  world  class 
paranoid  worrier.  Let's  get  there.  Stick  to 
the  schedule.  Conversely,  watching  the 
clock  is  not  in  Elizabeths  repetoire  of  be- 
haviors. As  cruise  director,  she  would  grind 
the  perambulators  to  a  hall  merely  to  point 
out  our  country's  cornucopious  bounty  lo 
her  four-legged  companions.  Or  she  would 
stop  for  an  hour  just  to  chimneysweep  her 
mind. 

Elizabeth  insisted  we  pull  into  every  rest 
area  so  the  dogs  could  use  the  loo.  During  a 
slop  in  Oklahoma,  she  spoiled  a  lost  puppy. 
While  I  impetuously  pawed  the  ground. 
Elizabeth  sent  out  flares  to  the  highway 
patrol,  patiently  holding  the  puppy  on  her 
lap.  refusing  to  budge  until  things  were  re- 
.solved.  Four  hours  later,  after  the  owners  of 
the  dog  must  have  discovered  their  lo.ss. 
they  returned  lo  a  tearful  reunion.  Eliza- 
beth couldn't  hide  the  excitement  in  her 
eves,  but  my  stomach  was  seething  at  the 
delay.  Elizaljelh  and  I  spent  the  rest  of  the 
dav  walking  on  brittle  grass. 

Mv  most  vexing  problem  in  Elizabeth's 
little  corner  of  animal  Elysium  is  the  inter- 
necine discord  among  some  of  our  male 
dogs.  All  seven  are  ru.ssei-colored  Hungarian 
Vizslas.  with  that  certain  chulzpa  of  those 
who  know  they  are  to  the  manor  born.  Wilh 
the  exception  of  Zsa  Zsa.  the  only  female, 
they  weigh  in  at  about  65  pounds. 

Unfortunately,  they  are  not  out  of  the 
same  litter,  and  two  of  the  older  dogs. 
Barron  and  Brandi.  are  loaded  with  in- 
grained hostility  toward  their  nephews,  the 
newcomers.  On  the  other  hand.  Nahdor, 
Sergei  and  Beau,  are  ever  alert  lo  do  battle 
at  the  least  challenge  from  their  uncles. 
Consequently,  they  must  be  kept  separated. 
We  pair  them  by  families. 

Since  all  are  golden-reds  and  all  about  the 
same  size,  after  a  couple  of  martinis.  I  often 
pair  the  wrong  dogs  in  the  same  room.  The 
result  is  blood  on  the  floor,  offkey  yelps  and 
a  background  chorus  that  sounds  like  a 
combination  Holy  Roller  camp  meeting  and 
guerrilla  raid. 

The  other  two  dogs.  Sandor— brother  of 
the  uncles  but  father  of  the  nephews-and 
his  daughter  Zsa  Zsa-niece  of  ihe  uncles 
and  sister  of  the  nephews-are  the  swing 
couple.  They  get  along  with  both  groups.  To 
me.  its  so  confusing  that  I  have  considered 


having  a  chart  of  their  family  tree  latloed 
on  my  hand  to  consult  it  every  time  I  open  a 
door. 

During  our  laborious  journey,  we  discov- 
ered thai  for  once  the  similar  color  and  size 
of  the  dogs  worked  to  our  advantage. 

Realizing  thai  the  "Pets  Welcome"  motels 
meant  one  or  perhaps  two  small  poodles,  we 
parked  the  cars  a  block  from  the  motel  lo 
hide  our  .seven  jumbo  jets.  And  lo  compli- 
cate matters,  we  needed  separate  quarters 
lo  keep  the  fighting  males  apart.  I  would 
saunter  up  to  register,  explaining  we  had  a 
dog  but  as  my  snoring  upset  my  wife's 
psyche,  we  needed  two  rooms. 

To  circumvent  the  innkeepers,  we  took 
the  dogs  out  for  their  nightly  walk  one  at  a 
time.  The  motel  managers  never  caught  on. 
One  evening,  however,  an  irate  proprietor 
shouted  at  Elizabeth:  'You've  been  walking 
that  poor  dog  for  over  two  hours  and  he's 
lifted  his  leg  on  every  bush  in  the  place.  He 
must  be  exhausted.  If  you  don'l  let  him  get 
some  rest.  I'm  going  to  call  the  humane  so- 
ciety. " 

We  were  10  days  out  of  the  starling  gate 
when  we  hobbled  into  Middleburg.  Va.  1  felt 
like  a  tropical  derelict.  Never  again.  "  I  said, 
wagging  my  finger  at  Elizabeth,  "will  I  play 
a  supporting  role  in  such  a  Byzantine  psy- 
chodrama.  If  you  decide  to  return  the  same 
way.  trade  me  in  now  while  I  still  have  some 
resale  value." 

Exacilv  two  years  later  we  repealed  the 
same  asinine  parade  of  flotsam  in  reverse, 
moving  Elizabeth's  entire  animal  fiefdom 
back  lo  Pebble  Beach,  and  taking  with  us  an 
additional  two  more  horses  and  five  cats. 

I  like  to  lead  a  very  structured  lite  and 
again  Elizabeth  tested  the  fragile  ways  of  a 
marriage.  But.  as  George  Balanchine.  the 
famed  American  choreographer  once  said: 
■Woman  is  goddess  and  man  her  bemused 
worshiper.  " 

And  even  after  6.000  miles  of  unnecessary 
foolerv.  my  animalholic  paramour  continues 
to  till  my  windmill  and  is  .still  my  room- 
mate, on  the  road  and  ai  home.» 


FORTIETH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
FATHER  GALLOS-  ORDINATION 
•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  a  great  deal  of  personal  pleasui-e 
and  pride  that  I  commend  to  my  col- 
leagues'   attention    the    forthcoming 
celebration  of  the  40th  anniversary  of 
the   ordination   of   Father   George   P. 
Gallos  to  the  holy  priesthood  of  the 
Greek     Orthodox     Church.     Father 
Gallos  and  his  wife.  Anna,  will  be  hon- 
ored on  September  3.  1983  at  a  testi- 
monial  dinner   given   by   the   AXIOS 
Committee    which     is    comprised    of 
members   of   two  sister   communities. 
Sts.  Constantino  and  Helen  Parish  in 
Annapolis  where  he  now  serves  and 
Annunciation    Church    in    Baltimore 
where   he  served   for   11   years.   This 
joint   celebration   is   indeed   a   fitting 
tribute  to  a  man  who  has  served  the 
Greek  Orthodox  Church  and  our  com- 
munity with  great  dedication,  commit- 
ment, and  concern. 

His  story  is  one  of  great  faith  and 
compassion  and  all  who  have  been 
blessed  to  know  him  have  been  eter- 
nally touched  by  his  genuine  love  for 
humanity.  I  am  proud  to  call  him  a 
friend,  one  who  has  been  a  spiritual 
adviser  and  source  of  strength. 


The  son  of  Greek  immigrant  par- 
ents. Father  Gallos  was  born  in  Min- 
neapolis in  1915  and  attended  public 
schools  there  before  entering  Macales- 
ter  College  in  St.  Paul.  Minn.,  in  1933. 
While  at  Macalester.  he  was  chosen  to 
participate  in  an  exchange  scholarship 
program  with  Yenching  University  in 
Peiping.  China,  thus  becoming  the 
first  student  ever  to  represent  Maca- 
lester in  the  Orient.  While  there  he 
traveled  extensively  in  Japan.  Formo- 
sa, and  Korea.  On  his  return  trip  to 
America,  he  traveled  through  Siberia, 
Poland.  Austria.  Hungary.  Yugoslavia. 
Greece.  Italy.  France,  and  Canada.  He 
was  ordained  as  a  priest  in  October  of 
1942  in  Lowell.  Mass.  by  Bishop  Ath- 
enagoras  Cavvadas.  In  1943.  he  re- 
ceived his  diploma  in  theology  from 
the  Greek  Orthodox  Seminary  in 
Pomfret.  Conn. 

Father  Gallos  was  married  to  Anna 
Gerotheou.  the  daughter  of  the  Greek 
Orthodox  priest  in  Somerville.  Mass. 
in  1942.  Wherever  father  has  served, 
he  has  had  Presvytera  Anna  at  his 
side.  She  has  been  a  spiritual  partner 
in  every  sense  and  indeed,  with  father, 
we  take  pride  in  the  enormous  contri- 
bution she  has  made  through  her 
God-given  creative  talents  to  the  per- 
petuation and  advancement  of  Greek 
Orthodox  liturgical  music. 

In  addition  to  ministering  to  the 
spiritual  and  educational  needs  of  his 
many  parishioners.  Father  Gallos  has 
also  stressed  the  importance  of  im- 
proving the  church's  physical  facili- 
ties. An  indication  of  this  is  his  explic- 
it wish  to  postpone  the  joyous  celebra- 
tion of  the  40th  anniversary  of  his  or- 
dination—actually reached  on  October 
18.  1942— until  the  completion  of  the 
new  community  center  being  built  by 
Sts.  Constant ine  and  Helen  Parish  in 
Annapolis. 

A  truly  extraordinary  man.  Father 
Gallos  has  served  as  an  adviser,  educa- 
tor and  friend,  deeply  dedicated  to  the 
spiritual  development  of  the  many  pa- 
rishioners he  has  served  throughout 
his  service.  We  of  the  Greek  Orthodox 
community  in  Maryland  are  fortunate 
indeed  to  have  the  counsel  and  friend- 
ship of  such  a  distinguished  and  devot- 
ed pastor.  A  testament  to  the  high 
esteem  in  which  Father  Gallos  and 
Anna  are  held  is  eloquently  expressed 
by  the  members  of  the  AXIOS  Com- 
mittee in  their  invitation  to  the  testi- 
monial dinner  of  September  3.  I  ask 
that  it  be  reprinted  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

Since  1942  Father  Gallos  has  been 
AXIOS.  And  during  his  40  years  as  a  priest, 
his  wife  Anna  has  complemented  his  minis- 
try. Theirs  has  been  a  life  of  sharing,  caring, 
and  giving  *  *  *  together,  for  our  Lord.  This 
is  a  rare  opportunity  for  us.  who  have  been 
the  recipients  of  their  sharing,  caring  and 
giving,  lo  say  Well  done,  thou  good  and 
faithful  servants.  "• 
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MORRIS  SILVERMAN,  SMALL 
BUSINESSMAN 

•  Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
truism  that  small  businesses  are  the 
backbone  of  the  American  economy. 
But  it  is  not  until  wc  closely  examine 
the  careers  of  individual  small  busi- 
nessmen and  women  that  we  see  how 
important  these  people  are  to  keeping 
our  economy  afloat. 

Morris  Silverman,  of  Lewiston. 
Maine,  epitomizes  all  that  is  positive 
about  small  businesses  in  this  country. 
Morris  is  the  owner  of  Louies  Cloth- 
ing Store  in  downtown  Lewiston. 
which  for  53  years  has  faithfully 
served  people  in  the  Lewiston  area  and 
throughout  Maine.  He  has  also  opened 
other  clothing  stores  in  addition  to 
Louie's. 

The  principles  which  have  guided 
Morris"  business  career  are  simple: 
Treat  all  customers  with  respect,  and 
give  people  their  moneys  worth. 
These  guidelines  are  easy  to  enunciate 
but  harder  to  actually  accomplish,  and 
Morris'  reputation  throughout  Maine 
as  an  honest  and  fair  businessman  in- 
dicates that  he  has  made  good  on  his 
commitments. 

A  recent  article  in  the  Lewiston 
Daily  Sun  details  Morris'  career,  and  I 
ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record 
for  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues.  I  am 
proud  to  call  Morris  a  personal  friend, 
and  I  am  certain  that  my  colleagues 
will  enjoy  reading  about  his  inspira 
tional  career. 

The  article  follows: 

[Prom  the  Lewiston  (Maine)  Daily  Sun. 
July  26.  1983] 

Five  Store.s  in  Lewiston's  Downtown: 
He's  Spent  a  Lifetime  in  the  Clothing 
Business 

<By  Joe  O'Connor) 

On  the  wall  of  Morris  Silverman's  office 
in  Louies'  clothing  store  on  Lisbon  Street, 
among  the  paintings,  citation.s  from  groups 
like  Lewiston  Tomorrow  and  Leuuston  High 
School,  an  autographed  photo  of  Sen.  Bill 
Cohen  and  a  newspaper-page-sized  Chanu- 
kah  greeting  card  signed  by  the  advertising 
department  of  the  Lewiston  Sun-Journal,  is 
a  small  brass  plaque  with  a  quotation  from 
Mark  Twain. 

•  Always  do  right."  the  plaque  reads.  "This 
will  gratify  some  people  and  astonish  the 
rest." 

The  statement  seems  to  fit  Morris  Silver- 
man well.  While  other  List)on  Street  mer 
chants  have  left  the  downtown,  or  are  strug- 
gling to  hang  in  against  competition  from 
the  malls  and  suburban  department  stores. 
Silverman's  five  clothing  stores  have  thrived 
and  provided  an  anchor  for  the  redevelop- 
ment of  Lewiston's  downtown. 

To  say  the  clothing  business  is  Silver- 
man's life  is  almost  an  understatement. 
"I've  been  working  in  the  business  since  I 
was  nine  years  old."  he  says,  fondly  recall- 
ing the  days  when  he  would  commute  on 
Fridays  from  his  family's  summer  home  at 
Pine  Point,  taking  the  train  from  Old  Or- 
chard Beach  to  Portland,  then  switching  to 
another  train  that  took  him  to  Lewiston. 

There,  he  would  join  his  father.  Louis  Sil- 
verman, at  the  store  that  bears  his  name. 


and  work  all  weekend  until  his  father  took 
him  home  on  Sunday. 

His  father  founded  Louie  s  53  years  ago  at 
292  Lisbon  St.:  in  1939  the  store  relocated  to 
its  present  location  at  281  Lisbon.  The  store 
is  virtually  unchanged  since  then— it  still 
carries  most  of  I  he  .same  work  clothes  and 
boots,  and  the.v  can  be  found  on  the  same 
shelves  they  occupied  44  years  ago. 

That  lack  of  change  is  thoroughly  deliber- 
ate. We  keep  it  this  way  because  we  have 
an  unbelievable  number  of  old-lime  good 
customers  who  really  enjoy  coming  into  this 
store."'  Silverman  .says.  "We've  no  intention 
of  changing  this  store  at  all:  and  we  won't 
change  our  method  of  doing  business." 

Silverman  cheerfully  admits  that  "we 
haven  t  kept  up  with  the  times  with  self- 
-service."  In  fact,  service  to  customers  is  Sil- 
verman's guiding  philosophy.  For  example, 
if  a  customer  comes  into  Louie's  looking  for 
work  boots.  'We  ask  him  where  he  works, 
because  .someone  who  works  on  a  cement 
floor  all  day  Is  going  to  want  a  different 
kind  of  sole  than  a  farmer  who  spends  his 
day  walking  in  dirt. 

"We  do  this  so  they'll  be  satisfied  with 
what  they  buy.  because  if  they  are.  they're 
going  to  come  back." 

Paying  attention  to  such  details  has 
brought  Silverman  much  success— but  it  has 
been  paid  for  with  hard  work.  After  working 
for  his  father  through  high  school,  he  at- 
tended the  University  of  Maine  at  Orono. 
but  in  his  third  year  he  left  .school  when  his 
father  was  taken  ill.  The  following  year. 
1954.  his  father  died,  and  Silverman  took 
ovtT  the  operation  of  the  family  store. 

Silverman's  first  new  enterprl.se  was  in 
1960.  when  he  opened  Edward's  clothing 
stort'.  where  Lita's  Is  now.  That  store,  spe- 
cializing in  men's  sport  and  dress  clothing, 
uould  eventually  be  relocated  across  the 
street  and  renamed  The  Bra.ss  Rail. 

Shortly  afterward,  he  opened  the  Bare- 
foot Trader.  Specializing  in  jeans  and  tops 
for  men  and  women,  the  store  "met  with  in- 
stant success,""  Silverman  said.  It  was  .soon 
joined  by  the  Boys  and  Girls  Factory 
Outlet,  and  a  few  years  later  by  Bargain- 
land. 

While  each  store  has  its  own  specialty, 
they  are  bound  by  Si!verman"s  philosophy 
of  service  and  brand  name  quality.  While 
low  price  is  a  major  aim.  Silverman  said  ev- 
erything sold  in  his  stores  "has  to  be  re- 
spected by  me.  so  it  will  be  respected  by  the 
customer." 

Silverman  is  quick  to  heap  praise  and  af- 
fection on  his  employees:  They  share  my 
philosophy  of  .service.  ...  1  think  of  them 
as  my  family,  and  they  treat  me  like  part  of 
their  family.  .  .  .  We  truly  enjoy  every  day.  " 

Like  most  downtown  merchants.  Silver- 
man has  kept  a  clo.se  eye  on  the  develop- 
ment of  shopping  malls  over  the  years. 
What  he  sees  doesn't  bother  him:  Although 
the  malls  "offer  .some  things  we  don't,  air- 
conditioning  and  longer  hours.  .  .  .  There 
are  services  we  can  provide  that  the  malls 
can't  provide. 

"There's  no  way  we  could  operate  in  a 
mall  and  sell  for  the  same  prices  we  do— the 
overhead  is  just  too  much  higher."  And.  he 
adds.  'There  is  a  character  and  dignity  (to 
the  downtown)  that  the  malls  cannot  pro- 
vide." 

"They're  another  place  to  do  business— I 
have  to  make  my  busine.s.ses  as  appealing  as 
I  possibly  can.  and  not  worry  about  what 
they're  doing.  If  I  pay  attention  to  my  cus- 
tomers and  their  needs.  I  don't  have  to 
worry  about  the  malls."" 

Asked  what  he  would  say  to  anyone  con- 
sidering establishing  a  business  on  Lisbon 


Street.  Silverman  said:  "If  you  arc  willing  to 
work  hard  and  give  your  customers  good 
honest  value,  you  could  be  successful  here 
quicker  than  anywhere  el.se.  Becau.se, 
number  one.  you're  locating  in  a  downtown 
retail  center  that  has  been  a  retail  center 
for  many  years,  and  especially  today,  when 
the  street  looks  good  and  looks  functional. 

"If  you're  willing  to  work  hard,  it'll  be 
easy.  But  if  you  think  easy  means  not  work- 
ing hard,  you  won't  make  it."' 

As  to  what  he  means  by  working  hard:  "I 
used  to  work  seven  days  and  six  nights  a 
week:  I  did  that  for  25  years.  It"s  just  the 
last  few  years  I've  been  working  six  days 
and  two  nights.""  He  laughs.  "I  feel  like  I'm 
on  vacation."' 

Another  factor  that  can  make  or  break 
the  downtown,  Silverman  siid,  is  the  area's 
landlords,  who  he  urged  to  make  the  same 
effort  to  retain  the  tenants  they  have  as 
they  do  to  get  new  tenants. 

"How  often  do  you  .see  a  sign  in  a  vacant 
window  .saying:  "Will  remodel  to  suit 
tenant"?  Why  not  do  it  to  keep  the  tenants 
you  have." 

Above  all.  Morris  Silverman  believes,  a 
businessman  should  respect  his  employees 
and  customers: 

"People  deserve  respect,  and  when  they 
get  it.  they  appreciate  lt."» 


CENTRAL  AMERICA 

•  Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
no  mailer  what  the  situation  happens 
to  be  at  any  particular  moment  that 
demands  the  intelligent  or  unintelli- 
gent attention  of  the  major  news 
media  of  this  country.  Members  of  the 
Congress  immediately  assuine  that  it 
is  a  national  matter  of  increasing  im- 
portance to  otir  citizens. 

As  an  example,  we  hear  more  and 
more  talk,  day  after  day,  about  what  is 
going  on  with  the  big  issue  being  Cen- 
tral America.  The  question,  of  cour.se. 
is  the  President  right  or  wrong  in 
doing  what  he  is  doing?  On  one  side 
are  those  people  who  want  to  sound 
like  peace  lovers;  who  forget  that  we 
did  not  lose  the  last  two  wars  because 
of  the  incompetence  of  our  military. 
We  lost  them  because  of  the  total  in- 
competence and  ignorance  of  our  civil- 
ian leaders  in  Washington.  Presum- 
ably, all  those  peace  at  any  price  " 
people  want  to  go  on  taking  away  from 
the  President  his  constitutional  right 
to  defend  our  country.  What  puzzles 
me  is  that  every  one  of  the  535  of  us, 
when  we  came  in  these  Chambers, 
rai.sed  our  hand  with  the  other  hand 
on  the  Bible  and  swore  we  would 
uphold  the  Constitution  against  all  en- 
emies, foreign  and  domestic. 

Yet,  here  we  are  with  the  House  of 
Representatives,  taking  away  one 
more  little  piece  of  strength  of  the 
President's  war  making  and  peace- 
keeping powers.  When  you  add  that  to 
the  already  unconstitutional  War 
Powers  Act.  it  makes  this  particular 
Senator  wonder  what  are  we  up  to.  We 
are  a  collection  of  535  people,  not 
many  of  us  trained  in  the  act  of  war 
and  not  many  of  use  trained  or  know- 
ing  much    about    the    art    of    foreign 


policy.  Nevertheless,  we  are  just  535 
people  who  have  been  elected  by  their 
constitutents  to  do  something  in 
Washington,  for  the  States  or  commu- 
nities they  come  from  and,  more  or 
less,  to  heck  with  the  United  Slates. 

Now.    this   particular   Senator   hap- 
pens to  think  that  the  United  States 
has  been  looked  upon  by  the  world  as 
a  paper  tiger  for  too  long.  In  fact,  if 
we  allow  Central  America  to  go  by  the 
boards  without  putting  up  any  kind  of 
an  argument,  we  will  no  longer  be  a 
world  power.  And,  let  me  reemphasize 
that,   we   will   no   longer   be   a  world 
power.    Our    economic    foundation    is 
wobbly,  our  national  morale  has  been 
somewhat    shaky,    but,    I    have    more 
faith    in    the    American    people    than 
anything  else  I  can  think  of  right  now. 
So.  it  gels  down  to  the  question:  Has 
the  President  done  Ihe  right  thing  in 
sending  the  fleet.  Ihe  Marines  and  Air 
Force,  to  patrol  off  the  shores  of  Cen- 
tral America  to  indicate  thai  we  are 
going  to  put  up  with  any  more  foolish- 
nes.s?  In  my  opinion,  he  has  done  ex- 
actly right.  In  fact,  he  could  go  so  far 
to  intervene  with  any  attempted  ship- 
ment of  equipment  from  Cuba  or  an 
other  country  lo  the  Central  American 
countries.  If  the  attempt  were  made  to 
transport  that  equipment  in  by  air.  a 
couple  of  our  fighter  pilots  could  take 
care  of  Ihal  with  no  trouble  at  all.  An 
act  of  war?  Certainly,  it  is  an  act  of 
war.  but.  unless  a  country  is  willing  to 
di-splay     its    determination    to    keep 
peace,  even  if  that  demonstralion  re- 
quires an  act  of  war.  then  war  is  the 
ultimate  end.  Having  lost  the  last  two 
wars  through  the  ineptness  of  Presi- 
dents and  Secretaries  of  Defense.  I  do 
not  think  winning  wars  in  the  future  is 
going  to  be  a  very  rosy  prospect. 

I  just  want  to  go  down  on  the  side  of 
defending  my  President  in  this  act  he 
has  taken  to  send  military  equipment 
to  Central  America  for  the  cause  that 
he  recites,  military  exercises.  On  top 
of  that,  I  will  also  support  him  in 
whatever  equipment  he  wants  to  send 
to  our  friends  in  Central  America  so 
that  we  can  maintain  that  part  of  the 
world  as  an  area  that  is  friendly  to  the 
United  States. 

Let  us  not  forget,  it  is  the  last  piece 
of  real  estate  left  on  this  Earth  that 
directly  affects  the  United  States  and 
that  we  cannot  afford  to  lose.* 


hoping  to  excercise  their  basic  human 
right  to  live  in  the  country  of  their 
choice. 

Vladimir  held  a  job  teaching  mathe- 
matics at  the  Military  Academy  in 
Moscow".  His  wife  has  a  master's 
degree  and  has  worked  for  several 
years  as  an  engineer.  Neither  had 
access  to  confidential  information  and 
it  is  hard  to  understand  why  the 
family  should  not  be  allowed  to  leave 
Russia. 

The  Tulovskys  are  just  one  of  the 
many  cases  of  Jews  in  the  Soviet 
Union  who  are  unable  to  excercise 
their  rights  as  citizens.  Jews  are  treat- 
ed as  second-class  citizens  and  not  per- 
mitted lo  practice  their  religion,  yet 
they  are  also  not  allowed  lo  immigrate 
to  a  country  where  they  could  practice 
their  religion  freely.  Several  years  ago. 
there  was  some  hope  for  Jewish  emi- 
gration but  currently  the  outlook  is 
desperate. 

The  U.S.  Government  should  not 
remain  idle  while  the  Soviet  Govern- 
ment continues  to  violate  the  basic 
human  rights  of  its  citizens.  We  must 
speak  out  on  behalf  of  people  like 
Vladimir  Tulovsky  and  his  family.  I 
urge  by  colleagues  in  the  Senate  and 
the  House,  as  well  as  President 
Reagan,  to  work  with  me  on  behalf  of 
the  Tulovsky  family.* 


VLADIMIR  TULOVSKY 
•  Mr.  TSONGAS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  my  colleagues 
attention  the  case  of  Vladimir  Tu- 
lovsky, his  wife  Galina  and  their  son 
Daniel.  Soviet  citizens  who  have  been 
denied  the  right  to  emigrate  from  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  Tulovskys  first  applied  for  an 
exit  visa  to  Israel  in  1975.  In  1976  they 
were  refused  permission  to  leave  for 
no  apparent  reason.  They  have  ap- 
plied regularly  once  or  twice  a  year 


AMERICAN  CONSERVATION 
CORPS 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  hoped  the  Senate  would  act  favor- 
ably upon  S.  27,  a  bill  establishing  an 
American  Conservation  Corps,  before 
we  broke  for  the  August  recess.  The 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Com- 
mittee reported  this  legislation  on 
May  13  by  a  vote  of  18  to  1.  and  a  com- 
panion measure  passed  the  Hou.se  on 
March  1  with  the  support  of  301 
House  Members.  It  appears  that  we 
will  be  unable  to  take  this  bill  up 
before  recessing,  but  I  expect  it  to  be 
one  of  the  first  orders  of  business 
when  we  come  back  in  September. 

I  should  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues an  extraordinarily  perceptive 
and  persuasive  essay  arguing  for  the 
creation  of  an  American  Conservation 
Corps  by  Mr.  Sydney  Howe,  executive 
director  of  the  Human  Environment 
Center.  Mr.  Howes  piece  appeared  in 
the  August  2,  1983.  Washington 
Times,  and  I  ask  that  it  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 
[From  the  Washington  Times.  Aug.  2,  1983] 
Time  fob  an  Offensive  Against  "youTH 
Unemployment 
(By  Sydney  Howe) 
Unemployment  remains  a  national  shame. 
Youth    unemployment,    in    fact,    increased 
from  23  percent  in  May  to  23.6  percent  in 
June,  with  the  figure  for  black  youth  rising 
from  48.2  percent  to  an  awful  51.2  percent. 
This     long-festering     structural     dilemma 
defies  the  one-tenth  percent  June  gain  in 
total  employment. 


Foriunalcly.  one  well-prepared  attack  on 
youth  joblessness  is  ready  for  congressional 
action.  Groups  concerned  with  unemployed 
youth,  the  environment,  cities,  minorities 
and  other  causes  have  been  allied  for  more 
than  two  years  in  efforts  lo  create  a  new  na- 
tional conservation  corps.  Despite  White 
House  objections,  the  American  Conserva- 
tion Corps  Act  passed  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives overwhelmingly  in  March  and  is 
ready  for  Senate  action. 

In  the  spring  cf  1981.  with  federal  budget 
slashing  in  full  swing.  House  hearings  led  by 
Rep.  John  F.  Seiberling,  D-Ohio,  and  then- 
Rep.  Toby  Moffett,  D-Conn,  assessed  youth 
conservation-work  progams  proposed  for  ex- 
tinction. At  the  same  time,  groups  strug- 
gling to  save  those  programs  met  in  a  na- 
tional conference  to  begin,  perhaps  stub- 
bornly, planning  for  a  new  corps.  The  con- 
gressmen and  the  conferees  found  vast  evi- 
dence of  accomplishment  and  produced  a 
compeling  ca.sc  for  a  new-day  Civilian  Con- 
.servation  Corps. 

Some  others  were  less  enthusiastic  about 
this  rather  "obvious"  idea,  or  saw  advocates 
as  whistlers  in  the  dark  after  the  twilight  of 
the  New  Deal.  Liberal  Democrats  Seiberling 
and  Moffett.  however,  knew  they  were  onto 
job  creation  and  resource  conservation  that 
even  conservatives,  pressed  for  unemploy- 
ment remedies,  could  espouse. 

The  nation's  con.servalion-corps  experi- 
ence, from  1933  on.  has  been  one  of  hard 
work  and  high  productivity.  Many  young 
people  have  been  saved  from  disaster  by  a 
productive  paying  job.  while  renewing  re- 
.sources  for  the  economy  and  the  public  wel- 
fare. 

Youth-conservation  crews  of  the  late 
1970s  were  less  heralded,  but  their  output 
for  each  dollar  invested  would  have  cost  at 
least  $1.20  otherwise.  Idled  young  men  and 
women  lined  up  for  physically  tough  jobs  to 
restore  city  parks  and  national  parks,  clean 
blighted  neighborhoods,  stem  erosion,  pro- 
vide flood-emergency  service  and  plant  trees 
and  fight  fires  in  national  and  state  forests. 
The  1.800-member  California  Con.serva- 
tion  Corps,  with  origins  in  former  Gov.  Rea- 
gan's own  Ecology  Corps  and  now  the  flag- 
ship of  several  slate-funded  corps  programs, 
has  earned  deep  bipartisan  support.  Gov. 
George  Deukmejian  recently  retreated  from 
plans  to  .sever  much  of  its  S35  million-per- 
vcar  funding. 

In  October  1981,  Seiberling  and  Moffett. 
drawing  from  their  hearings  and  the  multi- 
group-conference  concensus,  joined  by  CCC 
alumnus  Rep.  Edward  R.  Roybal.  D-Calif.. 
and  Republican  Silvio  O.  Conte  of  Massa- 
chu.setts  and  Douglas  K.  Bereuter  of 
Nevada,  introduced  a  new  corps  bill.  De- 
signed to  remove  some  recognized  flaws  of 
the  past,  this  American  Con.servation  Corps 
Act  has  been  refined  for  sensitivity  to  many 
interests— mayors.  Indians,  government  em- 
ployees. CCC  alumni  and  the  states,  to 
name  a  few— by  Democrats  and  Republicans 
in  unison— and  passed  in  March  by  301-87. 

The  House  bill  authorizes  $300  million  an- 
nually for  the  corps,  lo  be  administered  by 
the  Interior  Department.  Enrollees  must  be 
unemployed,  and  "special  consideration  "  is 
required  for  recruitment  of  "economically, 
socially,  physically  and  educationally  disad- 
vantaged youth." 

Men  and  women  age  15  to  25  are  to  serve 
in  conservation  centers  run  by  federal,  state 
and  local  governments  and  by  tribal  and 
nonprofit  organizations,  performing  labor- 
intensive  urban  and  rural  land  protection, 
maintenance,  and  rehabilitation  tasks.  Fee 
arrangements     would     allow     private-land 
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projects,  as  in  timber-stand  improvement 
and  strip-mine  reclamation,  and  non-Corps 
workers  would  be  protected  against  displace- 
ment. With  normal  turnover,  some  100.000 
youth  could  be  served  each  .vear. 

Although  most  corps-prone  states  plan 
small  operations  without  ACC  funds,  all 
look  to  the  federal  program  for  major  ex- 
pansion. New  York,  for  e.xample.  would  re- 
ceive $8.6  million  per  .vear  under  the  Hou.se- 
voted  ACC 

The  Congressional  Black  Caucus  wants 
the  ACC.  as  do  Hispanic  and  Indian  groups, 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Ma.vors.  the  AFL- 
CIO  and  national  conservation  organiza- 
tions. Sevent.v-four  Republicans  voted  'yea" 
in  the  House  against  administration  wishes, 
because,  as  Rep.  Don  Young.  R-Ark..  said. 
"In  t)oth  the  long  and  the  short  run.  a  pro- 
gram such  as  this  is  good  for  America.  It  is 
an  investment  in  both  her  resources  and  her 
people."  Sens.  Daniel  P.  Moynihan.  D-N.Y. 
and  Charles  Mathias.  R-Md..  have  led  this 
effort  in  the  Senate. 

The  congressional  budget  for  fiscal-year 
1984  allows  $300  million  for  ACC.  but  some 
senators  seek  to  cut  that  minimal  funding 
by  more  than  one-half.  Fortunately,  a  grow- 
ing counterforce  includes  Republican  Sens. 
John  H.  Chaffee  of  Rhode  Island.  Mark  O. 
Hatfield  of  Oregon.  John  Heinz  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  Robert  T.  Stafford  of  Vermont 
among  others  — plus,  no  doubt,  most  of  the 
American  people. 

The  White  House  might  find  this  a  cost- 
effective  opportunity,  both  economically 
and  politically,  for  close  cooperation  with 
the  Congress.* 


CIVILIAN  CONSERVATION  CORPS 

•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  a  proud 
legacy  has  been  left  on  the  landscape 
of  America  by  a  program  begun  50 
years  ago.  Charles  Symon  of  Glad- 
stone. Mich,  writes  in  a  recently  pub- 
lished remembrance: 

Some  people  trace  the  beginning  of  The 
Depression  years  to  the  stock  market  crash 
of  1929;  others  say  it  was  a  happening  which 
had  been  accumulating  since  World  War  I. 
Either  way.  more  than  14  million  men  were 
without  jobs  across  this  nation  and  the  eco- 
nomic problem  was  a  world  wide  one.  In 
Michigan  the  unemployment  figure  reached 
two  million,  and  one  out  of  every  four  em- 
ployables was  looking  for  a  job.  Relief  rolls 
swelled  as  men  went  on  the  dole,  soup  kitch- 
ens appeared  to  feed  the  hungry,  men  of  all 
ages  "hit  the  roads"  to  search  for  work 
wherever  it  might  be  found.  Banks,  mills, 
factories,  stores,  mines,  canneries,  woods  op- 
erations—many of  them  ceased  operations, 
for  there  was  no  market  for  their  products 
or  services  since  people  did  not  have  money 
to  buy  them. 

In  March  1930  there  were  500.000  jobless 
in  Michigan.  In  April  of  1932.  338.000  per- 
sons in  Wayne  county  were  receiving  public 
aid.  and  in  some  other  counties  the  percent- 
ages drawing  relief  were:  Kalkaska  85.5. 
Keweenaw  81.5.  Lake  75.2.  Baraga  and  Ros- 
common 75.  Antrim  70.  Ontonagon  and 
Mackinac  67.  Gladwin  58.2.  Ogemaw  55. 
Mason  35.  Ingham  27.  Kent  26.  Oakland 
24.8. 

Into  this  void  stepped  the  CCC  and  a 
grand  mix  of  other  "alphabetical  agencies" 
of  the  federal  government.  Franklin  D.  Roo- 
sevelt had  been  elected  the  nation's  Presi- 
dent and  immediately  set  out  to  change  the 
sordid    picture.    Mr.    Roosevelt    had    t)een 


elected  in    1932  and   look  office  March  4. 
1933. 

On  March  21.  1933.  there  was  read  in  both 
Hou.ses  of  Congress  a  message  from  the 
President  on  the  CCC  program:  "I  propose." 
the  President  said,  "to  create  a  Civilian  Con- 
servatioin  Corps  to  be  used  in  simple  work, 
not  interfering  with  normal  employment, 
and  confining  itself  to  forestry,  the  preven- 
tion of  soil  erosion,  flood  control  and  similar 
projects." 

On  March  31.  1933,  a  bill  embodying 
the  President's  idea  was  signed  by 
Roosevelt,  setting  in  motion  a  force  of 
men.  tools  and  ideas  unprecedented  in 
American  history.  Originally  the  plan 
was  to  enroll  250,000  young  men  in 
200-man  camps  across  the  country  for 
6  months.  " 

Among  the  accomplishments  in 
Michigan  are: 

Forest  stand  improvement  (acres). 
204,460. 

Trees  planted,  reforestration. 
484.981,000. 

Lookout  houses  and  towers.  1. 

Telephone  lines  (miles),  2,065. 

Truck  trails  and  minor  roads  (miles), 
6  989 

Fish  stocked,  156.660,922. 

But  more  than  that,  the  CCC 
brought  pride  to  its  enrollees.  taught 
young  people  new  skills  and  helped  lift 
us  out  of  a  depression. 

On  August  19.  1983,  former  enrollees 
will  gather  in  Escanaba,  Mich,  to  cele- 
brate the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
CCC.  My  hat  is  off  to  a  job  well  done 
and  a  program  worth  remembering.^ 


PASSAIC  COUNTY,  N.J., 
COMMUNITY  COLLEGE 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
over  the  last  several  months  it  has 
been  my  privilege  to  serve  as  a 
member  of  the  industrial  policy  task 
force  organized  by  our  able  and  distin- 
guished minority  leader.  Senator 
Byrd.  a  particular  concern  of  mine  on 
the  task  force  is  the  set  of  policies  we 
either  have  or  could  have  to  address 
the  needs  of  displaced  workers.  There 
is  a  crying  need  in  my  State  of  New 
Jersey  and  across  the  Nation  to  assist 
those  who  have  lo.st  their  jobs  after 
years  of  faithful  and  able  service  in 
many  occupations,  but  particularly 
our  basic  industries. 

I  was  delighted  to  see  an  article  re- 
cently in  the  New  York  Times  devoted 
to  the  work  of  Pa.s.saic  County  Com- 
munity College  in  my  hometown  of 
Paterson.  President  Gustavo  A.  Mel- 
lander  of  that  institution  has  fostered 
a  compassionate  and  timely  program 
to  provide  computer  science  classes  to 
the  unemployed  free  of  charge.  This 
undertaking  is,  in  the  words  of  Presi- 
dent Mellander,  "a  very,  very  inexpen- 
sive way  to  help  people  who  need 
help." 

Mr.  President,  I  commend  the  work 
of  this  school  to  my  colleagues  and  ask 
that  a  copy  of  the  New  York  Times  ar- 
ticle be  printed  in  the  Record. 


The  article  follows: 

Free  Courses  Okfer  Jobless  a  2d  Chance 
(By  William  E.  Geist) 

Paterson.  N.J..  June  27.— On  a  hot  sum- 
mer's day.  children  in  this  city  performed 
air  borne  somersaults  on  a  mattress  in  a 
rubble-strewn  lot  and  frolicked  in  the  spray 
from  a  fire  hydrant.  Able-bodied  men 
grouped  on  street  corners,  drinking  from 
things  concealed  in  brown  paper  bags  and 
fanning  them.selves  with  the  sports  pages  of 
newspapers.  A  man  on  the  radio  talked  of 
the  "discomfort  index."  The  temperature 
edged  above  90  degrees  and  the  unemploy- 
ment rate  neared  15  percent. 

A  few  blocks  away,  at  Passaic  County 
Community  College,  a  number  of  the  unem- 
ployed sought  relief  from  all  this,  availing 
themselves  of  a  new  program  that  is  offer- 
ing free  classes  for  the  jobless,  a  program 
that  is  gaining  interest  from  educators 
around  the  state  and  across  the  nation. 

Richard  Midgley.  42  years  old.  sat  in  an 
air-conditioned  cla.ssroom  struggling  to  com- 
municate with  an  unforgiving  ACE  1000 
microcomputer  that  does  not  speak  English 
and  seemed  rather  to  enjoy  flashing  "Re- 
enter" and  "Error  "  on  the  screen.  Mr.  Midg- 
ley was  learning  the  language  of  the  com- 
puter—called Basic— so  that  he  can  find  a 
new  job.  a  new  career. 

"The  world  has  changed."  he  said,  and  he 
finds  himself  unemployed,  his  24  years  in 
industry  seemingly  counting  for  nothing  in 
the  job  market.  He  worked  most  of  that 
time  at  a  local  plant  that  manufactured 
heat  resistant  heavy  equipment  and.  like  so 
many  other  industries,  moved  from  the 
Northeast.  His  latest  job  was  with  a  manu- 
facturer of  industrial  transmissions,  but  we 
was  laid  off  last  year  when  sales  fell  40  per- 
cent. 

"When  I  graduated  from  high  school."  he 
.said,  "college  didn't  seem  important.  You 
went  to  work,  worked  your  way  up  and 
made  a  good  living." 

Mr.  Midgley  .said  that  he  and  his  wife 
were  'struggling  along  "  on  unemployment 
compensation  and  their  savings  account  and 
that  he  could  not  have  afforded  the  $250 
necessary  to  take  the  two  data-processing 
cour.ses  in  which  he  is  now  enrolled.  He  is 
optimistic,  and  school  officials  say  that  he 
has  rea.son  to  be.  His  instructor.  John  Sea- 
lice,  who  has  23  years  of  experience  in  data 
processing,  said  Mr.  Midgley  could  probably 
gain  an  entry-level  job  in  the  field  after 
these  two  summer  courses. 

"We  cannot  keep  our  data-processing  stu- 
dents long  enough  to  complete  their  two- 
year  degrees."  said  Gustavo  Mellander. 
president  of  the  college,  of  the  program 
that  began  two  weeks  ago.  "Demand  for 
them  is  enormous." 

"We  have  already  received  calls  from  sev- 
eral colleges  around  the  country. "  he  con- 
tinued. "I  believe  all  colleges— both  two-year 
and  four-year— should  do  this.  We  have  a 
social  obligation.  This  is  a  very,  very  inex- 
pensive way  to  help  people  who  need  help.  " 

Mr.  Mellander  says  that  by  placing  the 
unemployed  students  in  spaces  available  in 
existing  classes,  it  costs  the  college  "$5  per 
student  to  set  up  a  file."  Accountants  for 
the  college  say  it  is  costing  the  school  an  es- 
timated $6,000  to  $8,000  in  tuition  and  fees 
that  the  unemployed  students  would  be 
paying,  but  Mr.  Mellander  responded. 
"None  of  them  would  be  here  if  they  had  to 
pay.  '"  Moreover,  he  .said,  most  of  the  stu- 
dents find  that  they  are  eligible  for  finan- 
cial aid  for  education,  and  many  may  enroll 
here  full  time. 


School  officials  reported  "a  flood"  of  tele- 
phone calls  from  interested  people  in  late 
March  when  the  colleges  board  approved 
the  program.  Thirty-eight  unemployed 
people  enrolled  for  the  current  summer  ses- 
sion, and  100  to  150  are  expected  for  the  fall 
term. 

•So  many  of  them."  Mr.  Mellander  .said, 
"expressed  fears  that  they  just  were  not 
good  enough  to  go  to  college,  not  college 
material,  or  that  they  were  too  old.  " 

Most. "  he  explained,  "are  from  families 
where  college  was  not  even  discu.ssed.  Work- 
ing in  production  industries,  such  as  the 
manufacture  of  dyes  and  chemicals  and  tex- 
tiles, was  a  way  of  life.  Most  of  those  compa- 
nies are  gene  now.  Our  programs  are  geared 
to  maturt  people  who  have  been  laid  off 
and  need  new  skills." 

He  said  that  mo.st  of  the  unemployed  stu- 
dents were  taking  data  processing,  but  that 
many  were  al.so  taking  business  administra- 
tion and  secretarial  skills. 

"Some  are  taking  psychology  and  history, 
however.  "  he  said.  I  doubt  that  many  will 
complete  two-year  programs.  A  lot  of  them 
are  under  tremendous  pressure  to  get  back 
to  work." 

Mr.  Mellander  called  the  unemployed  .stu- 
dents "highly  motivated." 

"They  are  victims. "  he  said.  "They  lost 
their  jobs  through  no  fault  of  their  own. 
The  world  changed." 

Although  many  of  the  students  inter- 
viewed had  been  the  victims  of  layoffs  at 
factories,  others  taking  advantage  of  the 
program  included  Marilyn  Potter,  a  school- 
teacher who  could  not  find  a  job  after  stay- 
ing home  for  a  few  years  with  her  young 
children:  Carl  Scheiner.  an  epileptic  who 
lost  his  job  as  a  security  officer  because  he 
could  not  obtain  a  driver's  licen.se:  Cora 
Harris,  a  .social  worker  with  a  master's 
degree  who  wants  to  change  fields,  and  Vin- 
cent Lewis,  who  was  trained  as  a  helicopter 
mechanic  in  the  Army  and  cannot  find  a 
job. 

Under  Mr.  Mellander.  the  community  col- 
lege began  a  program  in  1976  waiving  tui- 
tion for  people  over  60  years  old.  He  has 
plans  to  begin  a  program  of  free  classes  for 
divorced  women  so  they  can  learn  new 
skill.s. 

Mr.  Lewis,  who  is  married  and  has  three 
children,  had  dropped  a  computer  course  at 
the  college  because  he  could  not  afford  it. 
"This  is  a  second  chance  for  me."  he  said.* 


the  site  of  the  present  Bethlehem 
Cemetery.  They  built  a  second  church 
in  1849.  and  in  1896.  dedicated  the 
present  stone  structure.  In  1945,  the 
congregation  became  an  Evangelical 
and  Reformed  Church:  it  joined  the 
United  Church  of  Christ  in  1958. 

Throughout  a  century-and-a-half. 
this  church  has  served  as  a  corner- 
stone of  the  Ann  Arbor  community.  I 
commend  and  congratulate  Bethlehem 
United  Church  on  its  many  accom- 
plishments and  services.* 


ANN  ARBOR  CHURCH 
CELEBRATES  150  YEARS 
•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Bethlehem  United  Church  of  Christ. 
Ann  Arbor.  Mich,  will  celebrate  150 
years  of  service  to  its  congregants  and 
the  community  on  August  20,  1983.  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
recognize  that  milestone. 

In  the  late  1820s  and  early  1830*s, 
many  German  Protestant  immigrants 
settled  in  the  Ann  Arbor  area.  Desir- 
ing to  worship  in  German,  they  wrote 
Switzerland's  Basel  Mission  to  request 
a  pastor.  On  August  20,  1833,  Rev. 
Friedrich  Schmid  arrived  to  help 
found  one  of  Michigan's  first  German 
congregations. 

The  church  was  formally  organized 
on  November  3.  1833.  as  the  First 
German  Evangelical  Society  of  Scio. 
The  next  month,  the  congregation 
completed  a  modest  log  structure  at 


RIDE  FOR  LIFE 
•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  on  June 
15.  1983.  approximately  35  Harvard- 
Radcliffe  students  left  Seattle.  Wash., 
on  a  3.800-mile  bicycle  ride.  The  trip 
has  taken  them  over  the  Rocky  Moun- 
tains, across  the  Great  Plains,  through 
the  Midwest— including  my  home 
State  of  Michigan— and  they  will  be 
back  in  Cambridge.  Mass..  by  mid- 
August.  Their  goal  is  to  raise  $250,000 
for  Oxfam-America.  a  charitable  orga- 
nization devoted  to  fighting  world 
hunger  and  encouraging  self-help 
projects  around  the  world.  In  addition 
to  raising  money,  the  students  hope  to 
alert  the  public  to  the  issues  of  world 
hunger. 

The  students  arrived  in  Detroit  on 
Friday,  July  29,  and  were  welcomed  by 
the  Harvard  Club  of  Eastern  Michi- 
gan. They  have  maintained  a  75-milc- 
a-day  travel  schedule  and  give  presen- 
tations on  the  world  hunger  problem 
to  church  and  community  groups 
along  the  way.  Accommodations  and 
.some  food  for  the  bikers  are  donated 
by  local  religious  and  hunger  organiza- 
tions. 

As  a  Harvard  gradutate.  I  am  happy 
to  see  these  students  take  part  in 
"Ride  for  Life.  "  I  am  gratified  to  see 
that  they  are  goal-oriented  and  con- 
cerned with  our  world  problems.  On 
behalf  of  the  people  of  Michigan.  I 
was  pleased  to  help  provide  a  welcome 
to  the  Ride  for  Life  team  to  Detroit 
and  I  wish  them  well  in  the  final  leg  of 
their  journey .» 


HUNGRY  FOR  A  FOOD  POLICY 
•  Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President, 
today's  front  page  newspaper  stories 
announcing  still  growing  problems 
with  hunger  and  malnutrition  and  the 
fact  that  the  poverty  rate  has  hit  the 
highest  point  since  1965  frankly  come 
as  no  surprise  to  those  who  have  advo- 
cated different  views  than  the  perni- 
cious policies  of  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration. Those  stories  state  that  Presi- 
dent Reagan  is  perplexed  with  the 
problem  of  hunger  and  malnutrition 
that  is  again  returning  to  this  land  of 
vast  resources.  True  to  form,  however, 
the  President  asked  his  aides  to  put  to- 
gether a  task  force  for  a  90-day  study 
to  determine  why  people  are  hungry 
and  what  the  Federal  Government  can 


do  about  it.  The  press  reported  that 
he  thought  that  the  Government  is 
taking  care  of  the  people— estiipated 
at  as  many  as  40  million— and  he  in- 
tends to  find  out  why  this  is  not  being 
done.  He  needs  to  look  no  further 
than  the  Oval  Office  and  reflect  a 
little  on  the  policies  of  his  administra- 
tion. As  Harry  Truman  once  said, 
"The  buck  stops  here. "  Harry  did  not 
need  a  commission,  panel,  or  task 
force  to  tell  him  that  either. 

I,  for  one,  have  served  in  this  body 
long  enough  to  know  from  whence  we 
come  regarding  the  problem  of  hunger 
and  malnutrition  and  the  serious  pen- 
alties it  not  only  imposes  on  its  victims 
but  our  Nation  as  well.  And  there  are 
others  here  who  have  the  institutional 
service  and  memory.  It  was  some  15 
years  ago  that  I  stumped  my  home 
State  and  other  parts  of  the  Nation  to 
learn  first  hand  the  story  of  hunger 
and  poverty  in  America.  What  I  and 
others  discovered  was  shocking.  There 
were  literally  millions  of  underfed  and 
hungry  people  in  this  land  of  abun- 
dance. Cases  of  kwashiorkor  and  other 
starvation  related  diseases  were  found. 
In  many  poverty  areas,  rates  of  nutri- 
tion deficiency  diseases  among  our 
children  equaled  those  of  Third  World 
countries. 

In  the  face  of  this  national  disgrace 
our  country  and  its  leadership  exhibit- 
ed its  true  greatness  and  responded 
with  a  noble  effort  to  eliminate 
hunger  from  our  midst.  And  for  a  time 
we  were  succeeding.  But  this  centuries 
old  and  most  resilient  threat  to  man- 
kind once  again  got  a  toehold  in  Amer- 
ica in  1981.  But  for  the  policies  of 
President  Reagan  we  would  not  be  wit- 
nessing the  rejuvenation  of  the 
hunger  and  malnutrition  in  America. 

President  Reagan  say  he  is  per- 
plexed. Even  a  casual  observer  of  the 
facts  can  see  what  is  happening. 
Reagan  might  be  perplexed;  well.  I  am 
angry.  The  many  beneficial  gains  we 
have  made  in  our  war  on  hunger  have 
been  canceled  by  the  know-nothing 
policies  of  this  administration. 

Consider  the  facts.  Today,  due  in  no 
small  part  to  the  policies  of  the 
Reagan  administration,  we  have: 

Higher  unemployment  than  in  any 
other  recession  since  the  Great  De- 
pression ended  four  decades  ago; 

A  larger  proportion  of  Americans 
below  the  poverty  line  than  at  any 
time  since  1965;  and. 

The  deepest  cuts  in  social  programs 
of  the  poor— and  food  programs  in 
particular— in  recent  history. 

If  you  simply  consider  the  Presi- 
dent's 1984  budget  proposals  you  will 
know  why  the  task  force  on  food  as- 
sistance will  have  to  look  no  further 
than  the  Oval  Office  to  find  the  real  • 
culprit.  The  President's  1984  budget 
proposals  would  aggravate  hunger. 
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FOOD  STAMPS 

At  the  very  time  that  the  President 
calls  for  a  task  force  to  study  hunger, 
his  own  administration  is  pushing  for 
legislation  on  Capitol  Hill  that  would 
take  food  away  from  millions  of  the 
poor.  In  April,  the  nonpartisan  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  (CBO)  issued 
a  study  of  the  administration  s  recent- 
ly proposed  food  stamp  legislation, 
which  is  now  pending  before  Congress. 
CBO  reported  that  under  this  legisla- 
tion 62  percent  of  all  food  stamp 
households,  or  4.9  million  households, 
would  have  their  benefits  cut.  and  87 
percent  of  these  benefit  reductions 
would  be  borne  by  households  below 
the  poverty  line: 

Four  out  of  every  five  of  the  poorest 
households— those  with  incomes  below 
half  of  the  poverty  line— would  have 
their  benefits  cut.  Half  of  the  poverty 
line  is  less  than  $5,000  a  year  for  a 
family  of  four,  and  less  than  $2,500  for 
an  elderly  person  living  alone: 

One  million  elderly  and  handicapped 
households  would  have  their  food 
stamps  cut  and  would  lose  an  average 
of  $250  each  in  stamps  each  year; 
these  elderly  and  handicapped  persons 
would,  on  average,  lose  more  than  one- 
fourth  of  the  stamps  they  now  receive: 

CBO  also  reported  that  contrary  to 
administration  claims  that  its  food 
stamp  proposals  would  achieve  most  of 
their  savings  through  error  reduction, 
only  3  percent  of  the  .savings  would  ac- 
tually be  achieved  in  this  manner, 
wic 

The  administration  continues  to 
push  for  a  reduced  level  of  funding  for 
the  special  supplemental  food  pro- 
gram for  women,  infants,  and  children 
(WIC  program).  The  administration's 
budget  request  would,  according  to 
CBO  figures,  require  the  termination 
of  over  600.000  low-income  pregnant 
women,  infants,  and  children  from  the 
program  ne.xt  year,  despite  the  fact 
that  these  women,  infants,  and  chil- 
dren have  been  determined  by  medical 
professionals  to  be  at  risk.  The  fact 
that  a  growing  body  of  medical  evi- 
dence shows  that  WIC  is  associated 
with  a  reduction  in  low  weight  births, 
infant  mortality,  and  anemia  has  not 
deterred  the  administration  from  seek- 
ing these  cuts.  David  Stockman  has 
identified  the  WIC  funding  levels  in 
the  House  and  Senate  agricultural  ap- 
propriations bills,  funding  levels  de- 
signed to  avoid  the  cutbacks  next  year, 
as  one  of  the  reasons  that  bill,  in  its 
present  form,  is  unacceptable  to  the 
administration  and  a  candidate  for  a 
veto. 

Stockman  thinks  that  by  cutting 
WIC  we  save  money.  Unfortunately  he 
knows  the  cost  of  everything  and  the 
value  of  nothing.  Evidence  indicates 
that  for  every  $1  spent  on  WIC  we 
save  $3  in  medical  costs.  Currently 
WIC  serves  2.75  million  persons,  but 
this  is  less  than  one-third  of  all  who 
are  eligible.  Right  now  in  parts  of  De- 


troit 33  out  of  100  children  do  not  live 
to  see  their  first  birthday.  In  parts  of 
Chicago  that  figure  reaches  55  out  of 
100  children.  Nationally  about  two- 
thirds  of  infant  deaths  are  associated 
with  low  weight  births.  WIC  is  specifi- 
cally designed  to  meet  this  critical 
need.  Yet  the  Reagan  administration 
has  turned  its  back  on  the  problem. 
Reagan  might  be  perplexed  about 
hunger  in  America.  I  am  perplexed  by 
administration  policies  that  have 
made  hunger  more  of  a  fact  of  life  for 
many  more  Americans. 

CHILD  NUTRITION 

The  administration  is  also  proposing 
to  cut  more  than  $300  million  a  year 
from  child  nutrition  programs.  This 
would  be  on  top  of  the  deep  cuts  in 
the  school  lunch  and  other  child  nutri- 
tion programs  enacted  in  1981.  At  that 
time  child  nutrition  was  cut  $1.5  bil 
lion  which  was  a  30-percent  cut  below 
current  policy  and  the  largest  reduc- 
tion in  any  entitlement  program.  The 
administration  now  proposes  to  merge 
the  three  child  nutrition  programs 
that  are  most  heavily  targeted  on  low- 
income  children  into  a  block  grant, 
with  a  29-percent  funding  reduction. 
Over  90  percent  of  the  Federal  funds 
in  these  three  programs,  the  school 
breakfast  program,  the  child  care  food 
program,  and  the  summer  food  pro- 
gram, go  for  meals  served  to  low- 
income  children. 

If  President  Reagan  is  sincerely  in- 
terested in  stopping  hunger  in  Amer- 
ica, the  first  thing  he  should  do  is 
withdraw  his  pending  budget  propos- 
als. We  should  watch  what  he  does, 
not  what  he  says. 

But  if  you  think  the  President's  pro- 
posals for  1984  are  bad,  you  should 
review  what  he  has  done  since  taking 
office.  Let  me  offer  a  sample  of  the 
budget  cuts  already  enacted  and  their 
impact. 

The  fiscal  year  1984  budget  cuts  pre- 
pared by  the  administration  would  be 
on  top  of  the  deep  cuts  already  en- 
acted over  the  past  two  years.  In  a  sep- 
arate analysis  issued  this  April,  CBO 
reported  that  as  a  result  of  the  budget 
cuts  of  the  past  2  years: 

The  food  stamp  program  has  already 
been  cut  $1.4  billion  in  fiscal  year  1983 
and  $2.2  billion  a  year  in  both  fiscal 
year  1984  and  fiscal  year  1985.  These 
figures  assume  no  further  cuts  would 
be  enacted  for  1984  and  1985: 

School  lunch  and  other  child  nutri- 
tion programs  have  been  cut  $1.3  bil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1983,  and  more  in 
subsequent  years: 

Food  stamp  and  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams combined  have  been  cut  a  total 
of  $12.6  billion  over  the  4-year  period 
from  fiscal  year  1982-85. 

The  administration  sometimes  tries 
to  defend  these  cuts  by  arguing  that 
only  higher  income  persons  have  been 
affected.  This  is  patently  untrue.  The 
CBO  figures  show,  for  example,  that 
only  one-tenth  of  the  budget  savings 


made  in  the  food  stamp  program  over 
the  past  2  years  came  from  eliminat- 
ing households  over  130  percent  of  the 
poverty  line.  Well  over  half  of  the 
food  stamp  savings  came  from  reduc- 
ing benefits  for  households  below  the 
poverty  line.  With  the  rise  of  the  pov- 
erty level  to  15  percent  of  the  popula- 
tion, the  highest  level  since  1965,  it  is 
easy  to  see  that  the  impact  of  these 
severe  food  stamp  budget  cuts  have 
been  amplified. 

In  addition,  budget  cuts  in  other 
programs  have  further  exacerbated 
the  hunger  problem.  Due  in  part  to 
Reagan  budget  cuts  in  the  unemploy- 
ment insurance  program,  for  example, 
only  40  percent  of  the  unemployed 
now  receive  unemployment  benefits- 
compared  with  two-thirds  of  the  un- 
employed getting  benefits  during  the 
1975  recession.  Many  of  the  long-term 
unemployed  have  exhausted  their  ben- 
efits—and if  they  qualify  for  food 
stamps,  their  food  stamp  benefits  are 
smaller  than  they  would  have  been 
without  the  Reagan  budget  cuts. 

Right  today,  food  stamp  benefits  av- 
erage 47  cents  per  person  per  meal. 

The  budget  cuts  actually  enacted, 
deep  as  they  have  been,  would  have 
been  far  more  severe  if  President 
Reagan  had  gotten  all  the  cuts  he 
sought  last  year.  CBO  reported  last 
year  that  under  the  fiscal  year  1983 
Reagan  food  stamp  proposals,  92  per- 
cent of  the  elderly  and  handicapped 
would  have  had  their  stamps  reduced 
or  terminated,  and  94  percent  of  the 
working  poor  would  also  be  harmed:  28 
percent  of  all  food  stamps  provided  to 
the  elderly  and  disabled,  and  over  40 
percent  of  all  stamps  provided  to  the 
working  poor,  would  have  been  wiped 
out.  If  President  Reagan  is  perplexed 
with  the  pre.sent  conditions  facing  the 
poor  and  hungry  of  our  Nation,  what 
would  his  reaction  have  been  if  the 
merciless  spending  cuts  he  sent  up  to 
Capitol  Hill  had  been  enacted? 

Finally.  I  notice.  President  Reagan, 
in  his  memorandum  of  Edwin  Meese 
regarding  the  task  force  on  food  assist- 
ance states  that  'It  may  be  that  some 
people  are  not  aware  that  federal  food 
aid  is  available  to  them."  Those  of  us 
who  believe  very  strongly  in  these  im- 
portant nutrition  programs  find  that 
comment  very,  ironic.  One  of  the 
changes  made  in  the  food  stamp  pro- 
gram in  1981,  at  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration's request,  was  to  end  efforts  by 
States  and  counties  to  inform  the  el- 
derly, the  unemployed,  and  other  low 
income  persons  of  the  availability  of 
food  stamps.  Now  the  President 
admits,  as  some  of  my  colleagues  indi- 
cated at  the  time,  that  he  was  wrong. 

The  President,  in  his  statement  an- 
nouncing a  Presidential  task  force  on 
food  assistance  seems  to  question 
whether  a  hunger  problem  really 
exists— or  whether  this  is  just  a  cre- 
ation of  the  media. 


The  evidence  on  this  issue  exists  and 
is  readily  available.  I,  for  one,  partici- 
pated in  hearings  at  the  meeting  of 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  held 
recently  in  Denver.  Witness  after  wit- 
ness came  before  our  panel  outlining 
the  severe  feeding  problems  in  cities 
across  America.  The  President  has  evi- 
dently not  consulted  this  record  or  the 
many  others  that  point  up  a  growing 
hunger  and  malnutrition  right  here  in 
the  United  States.  The  Nation's 
mayors— both  Republican  as  well  as 
Democratic— have  stated  unequivocal- 
ly that  hunger  is  the  principal  prob- 
lem facing  American  cities  today.  The 
U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  has  issued 
a  report  on  hunger  problems  in  eight 
cities. 

All  of  this,  I  suppose,  is  just  further 
evidence  of  the  fact  that  the  "New 
Federalism  "  is  really  the  "No  Federal- 
ism "  and  just  a  one  way  street  de- 
signed to  send  the  basic  problems  back 
to  the  State  and  local  governments— 
with  no  funds. 

The  Center  on  Budget  and  Policy 
Priorities,  a  very  well  respected  Wash- 
ington research  and  analysis  organiza- 
tion, recently  conducted  a  .survey  of 
181  randomly  selected  emergency  food 
agencies  in  16  cities  across  the  coun- 
try. In  over  half  the  agencies  sur- 
veyed, the  number  of  persons  coming 
to  soup  kitchens  and  emergency  food 
pantries  for  help  climbed  more  than 
50  percent  during  the  past  year.  In 
one-third  of  the  agencies  surveyed,  the 
number  doubled.  One-fourth  of  the 
agencies  reported  that  they  had  to 
turn  people  away.  Two-thirds  reported 
that  they  are  now  coping  with  the  in- 
creased demand  for  food  by  strictly 
limiting  the  number  of  times  any 
person  or  family  can  get  food  aid,  usu- 
ally to  once  a  month. 

Studies  from  a  number  of  cities  or 
local  areas  also  exist.  The  problem  is 
widespread  and  growing.  It  is  signifi- 
cant. 

Before  I  finish  my  remarks,  let  me 
take  the  opportunity  to  point  out  an 
inaccuracy  in  the  President's  state- 
ment that  betrays  a  basic  misunder- 
standing of  food  stamps  eligibility  re- 
quirements. The  President  stated  that 
every  poor  person  in  the  United  States 
with  income  below  130  percent  of  the 
poverty  line  is  eligible  for  food  stamps. 
This  is  simply  incorrect.  Households 
must  also  meet  a  strict  assets  test  that 
was  established  in  1971  and  has  never 
since  been  adjusted  for  inflation. 

Households  are  not  permitted  to 
have  more  than  $1,500  in  countable 
assets,  including  all  forms  of  bank  ac- 
counts and  cash  on  hand  and  also  in- 
cluding the  amount  by  which  the 
market  value  of  any  car  exceeds 
$4,500.  To  put  the  1971  $1,500  assets 
figure  imposed  by  President  Richard 
M.  Nixon  into  perspective,  that  figure 
amounts  to  only  $630  in  purchasing 
power.  Reports  from  around  the  coun- 
try   indicate    that    some    unemployed 


families  living  in  poverty  are  unable  to 
get  food  stamps  because  they  cannot 
meet  this  much  outdated  assets  test. 

In  conclusion,  the  only  inference 
that  can  be  logically  drawn  is  that  the 
President  is  either  sadly  ignorant  of 
his  own  administration's  policies  in 
this  area— or  that  the  Commission  is 
intended  as  a  public  relations  effort  to 
defuse  the  hunger  problem  for  which 
the  President,  and  the  policies  of  his 
administration,  bears  such  heavy  re- 
sponsibility. Frankly  I  will  not  at- 
tribute either  logical  conclusion  to  the 
President.  For  me  it  is  enough  that  we 
can  debate  the  subject  and  get  the 
facts  out  for  all  to  see.  Obviously  the 
issue  is  a  growing  political  problem  or 
the  Presidential  image  makers  would 
not  have  designated  it  a  task  force 
rank  solution.  I  hope  that  when  the 
facts  are  known.  Mr.  Reagan  will  be 
more  than  perplexed.  I  wish  he  would 
be  angry,  like  me. 


NATIONAL  PARALYZED 
VETERANS  RECOGNITION  DAY 
•  Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  take  a  moment  to  remind 
my  colleagues  that  today,  August  3, 
1983,  is  National  Paralyzed  Veterans 
Recognition  Day  as  designated  by 
Congress  and  proclaimed  by  President 
Reagan. 

This  day  honors  those  Americans 
who,  as  a  result  of  service  in  our  Na- 
tion's military  forces,  have  suffered 
the  catastrophic  disability  of  paralysis. 
The  designation  serves  as  a  fitting  re- 
minder of  this  Nation's  continuing 
debt  to  those  Americans  who  have  sac- 
rificed so  much  in  the  defense  of  our 
freedoms.  We  should  never  allow  our- 
selves to  take  for  granted  the  freedom 
for  which  they  fought  or  fail  to  ex- 
press our  appreciation  for  their  ef- 
forts. 

Despite  the  hardships  wrought  by 
this  disability,  these  veterans  continue 
to  contribute  to  our  society.  These 
achievements  are  largely  due  to  the 
special  strength  of  these  individuals.  It 
is  most  appropriate  that  we  recognize 
the  special  debt  owed  to  those  who 
have  suffered  so  much  in  our  behalf. 
President  Kennedy  said  that: 

A  nation  reveals  itself  not  only  by  the 
men  ii  produces,  but  also  by  the  men  il 
honors  and  the  men  it  remembers. 

We  do  well  to  heed  President  Kenne- 
dy's words.* 


served  me  with  intelligence,  loyalty, 
and  diligence.  His  thorough,  careful 
research  has  stood  me  in  good  stead 
during  many  a  debate.  His  experience 
of  over  7  years  on  the  Hill— first  with 
Senator  Stevens  and  then  with 
myself— gave  him  the  negotiating  abil- 
ity and  legislative  memory  so  essential 
to  good  staff  work. 

Jon  has  served  Alaska  well.  Many 
citizens  of  our  great  State  have  bene- 
fited from  Jon's  able  and  ready  assist- 
ance. 

Jon  was  here  throughout  the  Alaska 
lands  debate,  on  the  staff  of  the  distin- 
guished senior  Senator  from  Alaska. 
Senator  Stevens.  It  is,  therefore,  ap- 
propriate that  his  last  markup  should 
be  on  S.  49,  a  bill  to  correct  a  flaw  in 
the  Alaska  Lands  Act.  As  always,  his 
contribution  to  the  development— and, 
I  hope,  passage— of  this  measure  has 
been  invaluable. 

I  know  that  Jon's  experience  in 
Washmgton  will  be  of  use  to  him  in 
law  school  and  in  his  future  endeavors. 
His  knowledge  and  experience  have 
been  invaluable  to  me  and  to  his  State. 
I  wish  him  and  his  lovely  wife  Mi- 
chelle, formerly  of  Senator  Stevens' 
staff,  the  best  of  luck.* 


THANKS  TO  JON  DeVORE 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  take  a  moment  to  bid 
farewell  to  my  senior  legislative  aide, 
Jon  DeVore,  and  to  thank  him  for  a 
job  well  done.  Jon  is  leaving  the  Hill 
to  attend  law  school  after  several 
years  of  being  intimately  involved 
with  the  legislative  process. 

Jon  has  been  a  member  of  my  staff 
since  I  came  to  Washington.  He  has 


CLINCH  RIVER  AND  THE  PLAN- 
WHAT  THE  PROPONENTS  AND 
PRESS  SAY 

•  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  long  opposed  further  Federal 
support  of  the  Clinch  River  breeder 
reactor  project.  As  I  have  noted  on  nu- 
merous occasions,  the  project  is  unnec- 
essary to  keep  the  United  States 
ahead  in  breeder  research  and  devel- 
opment. Indeed,  even  the  Department 
of  Energy  (DOE),  refuses  to  call  the 
project  a  research  and  development 
effort  in  its  budget  justification.  DOE 
calls  it  an  industrialization  project. 
And  with  good  cause.  CHnch  River  is 
simply  the  demonstration  of  a  specific 
breeder  design  first  drafted  back  in 
the  middle  1960's.  It  is  to  breeder  re- 
search and  development  what  the 
Concorde  is  to  supersonic  air  transport 
design  research  test  beds-  a  commer- 
cial execution  of  a  fixed  design  rather 
than  pilot-scale  work  to  generate  data 
necessary  to  develop  an  advanced 
design.  The  later  pilot-scale  work  is 
what  truly  matters.  And  DOE  recog- 
nizes this:  It  always  has  had  a  separate 
breeder  research  and  development 
program,  known  as  the  base  breeder 
program  and  it  now  is  funded  at  over 
$300  million. 

Indeed,  recently  Secretary  of  Energy 
Hodel  confirmed  each  of  these  points 
in  separate  interviews  with  the  staff  of 
the  Washington  Times  and  Nucleonics 
Week.  In  both  interviews,  which  were 
reported  nationally  over  United  Press 
International's  news  service.  Secretary 
Hodel  emphasized  that  the  base  breed- 
er program,  not  Clinch  River  wa-s  es- 
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sential  to  keeping  the  United  Slates 
ahead  in  breeder  development. 

As  for  the  alternative  financing  plan 
that  DOE  now  is  backing,  I  detailed 
my  reservations  in  the  Recorp  July  29. 
The  plan  fails  Congress  fiscal  year 
1984  appropriations  requirement  than 
there  be  no  further  funding  of  the 
Clinch  River  project  until  a  substan- 
tial industry  cost  sharing  plan  is  en- 
acted that  would  reduce  the  project's 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government.  It  ex- 
poses none  of  industry's  venture  cap- 
ital to  risk.  It  involves  no  increase  of 
industry's  original  contribution  to  the 
project.  And  it  actually  increases  the 
risks  the  Federal  Government  must 
assume  in  the  probability  that  cost 
overruns  and  construction  delays 
occur. 

What  makes  these  points  doubly 
damaging,  though,  is  that  the  plan's 
own  authors  actually  confirmed  them 
under  questioning  at  a  press  confer- 
ence held  July  21.  Government,  not  in- 
dustry, they  conceed  would  a.ssume  all 
risks  under  the  plan  and  no  new  ven- 
ture capital— industry  investment  or 
contributions— is  made  or  placed  at 
risk. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  essential  that  the 
Senate  understand  the  error  of  con- 
tinuing to  fund  the  Clinch  River 
project  and  how  insufficient  the  latest 
financing  scheme  is  before  voting  on 
these  issues  in  September.  The  perti- 
nent passages  from  the  press  confer- 
ence transcripts  of  Secretary  Hodel 
speaking  on  the  breeder  are  important 
reading  as  are  the  articles  covering  his 
breeder  views  and  the  financing  plan's 
authors  own  candid  admissions  about 
the  plan.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  that 
these  materials  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  along  with  four  recent  edito- 
rials that  critiqued  the  financing  plan 
and  the  project  in  the  Los  Angeles 
Times,  the  Washington  Times  and  the 
Washington  Post. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Transcript:  CRBR  Press  Confere.nce  With 
DOE  Secret.ary  July  21.  1983 
Question.  I  read  through  the  plan  and  I 
did  not  see  additional  money  really  addi- 
tional money  really  coming  from  the  utili- 
ties. Where  i.s  that? 

Hodel.  There  is  $150  million  in  equity, 
there  is  $175  million  in  the  completion  of 
the  contribution  commitment  from  the  util- 
ity industry  which  would  certainly  not  be 
available  in  the  absence  of  such  a  plan,  a-s 
well  as  the  $675  million  net  from  a  bonded 
indebtedne.ss  to  bf  undertaken  by  an  entity 
which  I  believe  is  yet  to  be  established. 

Question.  But  you're  not  talking  about 
money  contributed  by  the  utilities  over  and 
above  what  has  already  been  committed, 
but  has  not  been  pledged? 

Hodel.  In  .separate  contributions,  I  do  not 
think  there  are  additional  utility  contribu- 
tions, but  it  would  be  the  completion  of 
those  and  perhaps  Mr.  O'Connor  should  re 
spond  to  that. 

O'Connor.  You  arc  correct.  The  plan  does 
not  provide  for  additional  direct  utility  con- 


tributions. But  the  financing  plan  does  pro- 
vide for  a  financing  program  that  will  meet 
roughly  40  percent  of  the  additional  cost  or 
1  million  out  of  the  e.slimated  2  4  billion  dol- 
lars that  will  be  required  to  complete  the  fa- 
cility and  this  will  be  done  largely  through 
borrowing  which  will  be  issued  at  a  latter 
date. 

QiTE.sTioN.  Your  plan  assumes  you  can 
borrow  at  a  rate  equivalent  to  a  T  bill  rale 
equivalent  to  what  the  government  can 
borrow.  Is  that  a.s.sumption  a  reasonable  as- 
sumption? 

Hodel.  1  think  perhaps  it  would  be  l)est  to 
have  Minor  Warner,  who  is  one  of  the  rep- 
resentatives of  four  of  the  major  investment 
firms  that  have  reviewed  this  project  and 
said  that  it  is  doable  to  comment  on  that 
Minor. 

Warner.  Shall  1  just  talk  from  here.  Yes. 
part  of  the  monies  could  be  raised  from  the 
private  sector  will  in  fact  be  sold  or  priced 
a!  a  relationship  to  Treasury  obligations. 

Question.  Mr.  Minor,  did  the  WPPSS  de- 
bacle have  any  serious  impact  on  your  abili- 
ty to  obtain  the  government  guarantees  for 
this? 

Warner.  Well,  what  is  contemplated  here 
is  not  government  guarantees,  but  they  are 
power  contracts  a.  and  b.  we  don't  foresee 
any  difficulty. 

Question.  Are  they  like  revenue  bonds 
that  you  are  talking  about? 

Warner.  No.  As  is  described  more  fully  in 
the  plan  the.v  are  really  power  purchased 
contract  funds. 

Question.  Bonds  that  are  guaranteed  by 
the  .sale  of  the  power  from  the  project. 

Warner.  There  are  a  number  of  provisions 
which  in  the  contemplated  contract  when 
it's  entered  into  we  could  cover  all  contin- 
gencies. 

Question.  What  would  be  the  cost  to  the 
Treasury  of  tax  benefits  afforded  partici 
pants? 

Warner.  In  terms  of  tax  benefits,  they 
would  be  in  connection  with  the  S150  mil- 
lion dollars  of  new  equity  contemplated 
under  the  plan  conventional  tax  benefits. 
Question.  How  much  is  that? 
Warner.  I  think  1  will  defer  to  legal  coun- 
sel on  that  rather  than  try  to  give  any  esti- 
mate right  now.  .  .  . 

Question.  Mr.  O'Connor,  if  your  cost  run 
above  2.4  billion,  will  you  come  back  and  ask 
for  more  federal  money. 

O'Connor.  Over  the  long  haul,  the  hope  is 
that  the  present  funding  would  provide  us 
to  the  point  of  completion.  We  entered  in 
good  faith  into  an  agreement  about  a 
decade  ago,  provided  for  the  utilities'  contri- 
bution and  what  we  thought  at  that  time 
would  be  the  government's  contribution. 
There  is  no  question  that  that  cost,  as  with 
all  other  costs  of  building  any  kind  of  power 
plant  have  increased  significantly  during 
that  period.  But  we  did  feel  that  this  major 
contribution  of  a  billion  dollars  in  private  fi- 
nancing would  help  considerable  to  ease  the 
on-budget  expenditures  that  would  be  re- 
quired of  the  federal  government  and 
beyond  that  point  of  course,  it  really  would 
be  up  to  the  federal  government. 

[Unknown].  Well  the  Energy  Department 
is  going  to  try  to  sell  this  to  the  Congress  on 
the  grounds  that  this  is  it.  This  is  the  one 
and  only  last  increment  of  money  to  Clinch 
River.  Are  you  willing  to  promise  that  you 
won't  ask  for  anymore  money? 

O'Connor.  We  can't  promise  that  in  good 
faith  because  we  don't  know  what  interest 
rales  arc  going  to  be  or  what  various  .sorts 
of  licensing  problems  might  or  might  not 
develop,  but  we  do  have  a  high  confidence 


in  our  ability  to  complete  this  plant  in  1989 
and  to  have  it  operational  in  1990.  assuming 
funding  is  provided  at  this  point. 

Question.  What  happens  if  this  plan 
doesn't  fly  after  September  30?  Will  you  go 
on  with  any  activities  at  Clinch  River  or  do 
you  have  to  just  drop  the  ball. 

O'Connor.  It  would  be  very  very  difficult, 
if  not  impo.ssible.  to  proceed  without  the  ap- 
proval of  this  particular  plant.  So  the  end  of 
September  is  really  the  date  on  which  a  lot 
hangs. 
CUnknown.]  In  my  judgment,  yes. 
Question.  To  get  back  to  the  financing 
plan,  could  you  explain  what  exactly  assum- 
ing there  is  .some  problem  and  the  plant 
doesn't  come  into  operation  or  doesn't  get  li- 
censed or  isn't  completed,  what  exactly  does 
the  industry  have  at  risk  financially  and 
what  does  the  government  have  at  risk  fi- 
nancially? I  am  talking  about  the  million 
dollar  industry  per  billion  dollar  industry 
share? 

[Unknown.)  The  industry's  total  financial 
commitment,  if  you  include  the  interest 
that  has  accrued  on  the  funds  already 
placed  in  escrow,  will  approximate  $350  mil- 
lion dollars  in  total.  The  remainder  of  the 
additional  monies  to  be  secured  $1.4  billion 
dollars  would  be  the  federal  governments 
contribution. 
Question.  What  about  that  $650  million? 
[Unknown.]  That  would  be  the  borrowing 
that  would  be  issued  against  the  power  that 
would  be  bought  by  companies. 

Question.  If  there  is  no  power,  who  eats 
that  $650  million? 

[Unknown.]  Well  that's  again  an  assur- 
ance that  we  would  proceed  with  completing 
the  plant.  That  would  be  the  government  in 
that  case. 

Question.  You  are  careful  to  use  the  word 
"on  budget".  Can  one  conclude  from  that,  in 
fact,  what  you're  doing  is  transferring  a  bil- 
lion dollars  from  a  non-budget  account  to  an 
off-budget  loan  guarantee? 

[Warner.]  These  are  future  purcha.se 
power  contracts.  We  would  anticipate  that 
the  Department  of  Energy  would  enter  into 
a  contract  with  the  borrowing  entity  which 
would  cover  various  contingency.  This  kind 
of  contract  would  be  off-budget. 

Question.  So  basically  the  industry, 
through  this  plan,  has  not  increased  it's  fi- 
nancial risk  in  this  project  by  one  penny. 

[Unknown]  Yes,  but  the  important  thing 
that  we  were  asked  to  do  was  to  come  up 
with  a  plan,  back  in  December,  asked  by  the 
Congress  to  come  up  with  a  plan  that  would 
reduce  the  federal  government's  exposure 
and  at  the  .same  time  increase  the  amount 
of  private  capital  placed  in  the  program. 
And  that's  the  plan  that  we  submitted. 

Question.  But  you  are  not  increasing  the 
risk  of  the— 
[Unknown.]  Yes.  That  is  correct. 
Question.  How  can  the  federal  govern- 
ment's exposure  decrease.  I  mean  their 
budget  outlays  are  decreased,  how  does 
their  exposure  decrease? 

[Unknown.]  Because  we  have  a  high  con- 
fidence that  the  plant  will  be  completed  on 
time  and  operating. 

Question.  But  not  high  enough  not  to  re- 
quire a  government  transfusion? 

[Unknown.]  That's  correct.  And  we  think 
that's  an  incentive  to.  all  real  incentive  to 
keep  our  eye.  everybody's  eye  on  the  ball  on 
this  one. 

Question.  Under  the  future  purchase 
power  contracts,  who  are  the  buyers  of 
these,  utilities? 


[Unknown.]  Yes.  Utilities  which  include 
both  investor-owned  companies  as  well  as 
municipals  and  REAs. 

Question. . 

[Unknown.]  We  can  provide  those  with 
you.  and  include  the  Southern  Companies. 
Duke  Power.  Gosh,  we  got  a  whole  list  of 
them  that  we'll  be  happy  to— 

Question.  Do  those  letters  of  intent,  in- 
clude agreements  as  to  what  price  they  will 
pay  for  the  power? 

[Unknown.)  No  they  do  not.  They  con- 
template in  part,  either  payment  of  avoided 
energy  cost,  or  in  part,  with  respect  to  sever- 
al of  the  rural  electric  co-ops  of  the  south- 
east that  interested  in  purchasing  capacity 
from  the  project  w-hich  would  include  more 
than  energy  costs.  All  the  estimates  in  the 
plan  arc  based  on  avoided  energy  cost  .  .  . 

Question.  Mr.  Smith,  apparently  there 
are  some  utilities  that  feel  that  they  would 
rather  see  the  money  being  spent  on  Clinch 
River,  being  spent  on  R&D  for  a  standard- 
ized design-type  research  for  the  advanced 
reactors  now? 

Smith.  That's  not  a  view  that's  represent- 
ative of  the  utility  industry  generally.  Cer- 
tainly not  the  position  of  my  company  or 
the  companies  with  whom  we  work  closely. 

Question.  I  guess  if  you  had  a  choice,  if 
the  government  came  to  you.  if  the  Con- 
gress came  to  you  and  said  we  got  so  much 
money  for  nuclear  research,  do  you  want  a 
breeder  or  do  you  want  an  R&D  on  light- 
water  reactor,  standardized  light-water  reac- 
tor, what  should  be  picked? 

Smith.  Well  you  need  both  of  tho.se  and 
it's  really  not  an  either  or.  That's  like 
saying  to  the  Air  Force  you  can  have  fight- 
ers, but  you  can't  have  bombers.  Which  do 
you  want,  fighters  or  bombers. 

Question.  You  make  choices  every  day. 
Which  one  would  you  make? 

Luncheon  Meeting  With  Donald  Hodel, 
Secretary  of  Energy 

PRESENT 

Donald  Hodel,  Secretary  of  Energy. 

James  R.  Whelan.  Editor  and  Publisher. 

Ron  Cordray,  National  Editor. 

Ted  Agres,  Assistant  Managing  Editor. 

Woody  West.  Editorial  Writer. 

Coit  Hendley.  Managing  Editor. 

Ralph  Hallow,  Deputy  Editor,  Editorial 
Pages. 

Ed  Rogers.  National  Reporter. 

Connie  Stewart,  Press  Secretary. 

Philip  Kecfe.  Deputy  Press  Secretary. 

Dave  Hoffman.  National  Reporter. 

Paul  Boyer.  Intern. 

Jeff  Brown.  Intern. 

Larry  Lambert,  Photographer. 

Mr.  Cordray.  Before  you  leave  nuclear, 
could  you  talk  a  little  bit  about  Clinch 
River? 

Secretary  Hodel.  What  do  you  want  me  to 
say  about  it? 

Mr.  Cordray.  Should  we  continue  it? 

Secretary  Hodel.  We  are  working  hard. 
We  are  in  a  process  where  we  are  trying  to 
find  a  way  to  present  a  funding  mechanism 
which  will  be  satisfactory  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Is  there  any  hope? 

Secretary  Hodel.  Yes,  as  long  as  there  is 
life,  there  is  hope.  It  sounds  evasive  only  be- 
cause it  is.  The  fact  is.  nobody  can  tell  you 
today  what  will  happen  to  Clinch  when  we 
go  forward  with  a  proposal  to  the  Congress. 
In  other  words,  you  would  like  a  definitive 
answer  from  me.  by  golly,  we  are  going  to  do 
so  and  so. 

Mr.  Whelan.  What  is  wrong  with  Clinch? 

Secretary  Hodel.  I  can't  give  that  to  you. 
If  what  you  want  is  an  analysis  of  the  proc- 


ess, that  I  can  give  to  you.  and  the  process 
is,  both  Houses  of  Congress  have  now  left 
the  door  open  for  us  to  put  together  a  pack- 
age and  try  to  sell  that  package  if  we  think 
it  is  salable  to  provide  this  alternate  financ- 
ing. 

Mr.  Rogers.  And  there  is  the  almost  uni- 
versal belief  that  industry  was  not  going  to 
come  through  with  an  adequate  proposal. 

Secretary  Hodel.  Well,  it  depends  on  who 
we  talk  to. 

Mr.  Cordray.  Industry  isn't  even  funding 
what  they  promised  to  in  the  first  place. 

Secretary  Hodel.  They  are  committed  to 
complete  their  contributions,  as  I  under- 
stand it. 

Mr.  Cordray.  According  to  Mr.  Hum- 
phrey. 

Secretary  Hodel.  Well,  if  your  desire  is  to 
kill  the  project.  I  am  sure  you  will  naturally 
put  every  negative  interpretation  on  the 
events  that  you  can.  If  you  had  to  -say  today 
that  all  the  pieces  are  together  for  a  com- 
pletely workable  process,  that  is  exactly 
what  I  have  said  to  you.  That  it  is  not.  That 
is  what  we  are  working  on. 

Mr.  Hallow.  I  think  it  is  fair,  Mr.  Secre- 
tary, to  point  out  that  we  understand,  al- 
though you  read  every  editorial  that  we 
write,  you  cannot  remember  every  position 
we  have  taken  on  everything. 

Secretary  Hodel.  That  is  right.  I  am  a  sub- 
scriber to  your  paper  and  to  no  other. 

Mr.  Hallow.  We  have  urged  the  death  of 
Clinch  River. 

Mr.  Whelan.  Let  me  ask  the  question, 
what  is  wrong  with  Clinch  River?  What  is 
wrong  with  it? 

Secretary  Hodel.  Well,  ask  the  guy  who 
wrote  the  editorial.  I  tried  to  .save  it. 

Mr.  Hendley.  We  don't  trust  him.  We 
would  like  to  hear  your  viewpoint. 

Mr.  Cordray.  What  is  right  with  Clinch 
River? 

Secretary  Hodel.  What  is  right  with 
Clinch  River  is  that  the  United  States 
needs,  in  my  view,  to  retain  a  position  in  the 
breeder  program. 

Mr.  Whelan.  Sure. 

Secretary  Hodel.  What  is  wrong  with 
Clinch  River  is  that  you  don't  necessarily 
have  to  have  Clinch  in  order  to  do  that. 

Mr.  West.  Aren't  you  holding  our  breeder 
research  hostage  to  a  project  that  has 
become  so  pervasively 

Secretary  Hodel.  There  are  those  that  be- 
lieve that  if  you  lose  Clinch,  you  lose  it  all. 
Proponents  of  Clinch,  of  the  breeder,  will 
say  to  me.  if  we  lo.se  Clinch,  we  lo.se  it  all.  I 
think  it  is  entirely  possible  you  could  have 
an  alternative  approach,  but  if  knowledgea- 
ble legislative  strategists  say  that,  you  have 
to  pay  some  attention  to  it.  1  mean,  if  you 
care  about  the  program.  If  you  don't  care 
about  the  program,  okay,  we  will  take  your 
advice,  win,  lose,  or  draw.  So.  you  are  trying 
to  do  something  responsible. 

Breeder  R  and  D.  I  think,  is  essential  if  we 
are  going  to  maintain  any  position— not 
Clinch,  but  breeder  R  and  D  is  essential  if 
we  are  going  to  maintain  any  position  at  the 
non-proliferation  table. 

hodel:  clinch  breeder  reactor  unnecessary 
Washington  (UPD— Energy  Secretary 
Donald  Hodel  said  in  an  interview  released 
Sunday  the  United  States  does  not  need  the 
embattled  Clinch  River  nuclear  breeder  re- 
actor in  order  to  keep  its  place  in  the  inter- 
national breeder  program. 

The  Clinch  River  project  in  Oak  Ridge. 
Tenn..  is  intended  to  be  the  Nations  first 
demonstration    breeder    reactor— a    power- 


plant  producing  more  uranium  fuel  than  it 
consumes. 

The  Reagan  administration  under  pres- 
sure from  Congress  agreed  that  the  project 
only  would  be  continued  if  the  utility  indus- 
try provided  significant  portions  of  its  fi- 
nancing. The  industry  has  been  unable  to 
reach  agreement  with  the  administration 
and  Congress  on  a  specific  financing  plan. 

"The  United  States  needs,  in  my  view,  to 
retain  a  position  in  the  breeder  program." 
Hodel  told  the  Washington  Times.  "The 
Japanese,  the  French,  the  British,  the  Ger- 
mans, the  Russians  are  all  proceeding  with 
the  breeder.  They  have  urged  us  to  continue 
and  complete  Clinch.  1  th'nk  it  is  partly  be- 
cause they  are  looking  for  evidence  that  we 
are  going  to  stay  active  in  the  breeder  pro- 
gram." 

But.  Hodel  added,  "you  don't  neces-sarily 
have  to  have  Clinch  in  order  to  do  that." 

•ProiJonents  of  Clinch  say  to  me.  if  we 
lose  Clinch,  we  lose  it  all.  I  think  it  is  entire- 
ly possible  you  could  have  alternative  ap- 
proaches."  he  said.  He  did  not  detail  what 
alternative  approaches  might  be  taken. 

Hodel  said  some  people  argue  that  other 
nations  are  ahead  of  the  United  States  on 
some  aspects  of  breeder  technology,  "and 
they  are  behind  us  in  others. " 

Environmentalists  oppose  the  U.S.  project 
because  they  believe  the  fuel  produced  by 
the  breeder  will  be  used  to  make  nuclear 
weapons.  The  nuclear  industry  wants  the 
project  because  it  believes  uranium  fuel  will 
become  scarce  some  time  in  the  next  centu- 
ry. 

Hodel  said  many  anti-nuclear  and  environ- 
mental activists  arc  more  interested  in  pre- 
venting the  United  Slates  from  achieving 
energy  growth  and  development  than  in 
promoting  their  causes. 

The  activists  "genuinely,  generally  oppo.se 
the  growth  syndrome  and  all  that  comes 
with  growth, "  he  said.  "They  correctly  per- 
ceive thai  if  you  can  choke  off  the  energy 
supply  to  this  country  you  will  choke  off 
the  development  of  industry  and  jobs  and 
commercial  activity  and  transportation  and 
the  like." 

Hodel  charged  opponents  of  industry  on 
the  acid  rain  issue  "use  an  incredible  point. 
There  is  no  question  there  is  something  out 
there  called  acid  rain.  We  do  not  know  its 
total  implication.  We  do  not  know  what  its 
sources  are  .  .  .  (but  there  is)  a  fair  chance 
that  we  will  be  faced  with  spending  billions 
of  dollars  a  year  trying  to  alleviate  some 
part  of  the  problem. 

"Proponents  of  a  measure  like  the  acid 
rain  propo.sal  vastly  underestimate  its  cost 
to  the  society."  he  said. 

[Prom  the  Nucleonics  Week,  June  30.  1983] 
Hodel  Sees  R&D.  Not  a  Machine.  Dominat- 
ing U.S.  Breeder  Scene  if  CRBR  Dies 
DOE  will  continue  a  base  breeder  program 
whether  or  not  the  Clinch  River  Breeder 
Reactor  project  is  funded  by  Congress,  but 
"we  may  not  want  a  demonstration  pro- 
gram,' Energy  Secretary  Donald  Hodel  said 
in  an  interview  last  week.  Among  other 
things,  the  program  keeps  the  U.S.  active  in 
the  international  nonproliferation  arena 
and  helps  it  retain  the  option  to  build  a 
breeder  in  the  future.  Hodel  said.  He  cau- 
tioned that  his  comments  shouldn't  be  read 
as  an  indication  that  he  thinks  CRBR  won't 
be  refunded,  because  the  final  report  on 
cost  sharing  must  still  be  considered.  Nor 
would  failure  to  fund  the  project  mean  ihal 
the  S270-million  DOE  requested  for  CRBR 
in    FY-84    would    necessarily    be    turned 


22534 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  3,  1983 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


22535 


IMI 


tov.ard  otluT  niicU-ar.  or  fven  energy,  pro- 
prams.  Model  told  Nuclronirs  Week. 

The  research  work  fhal  needs  to  be  done 
we  still  need  to  rontinue.'  Hodel  said  when 
asked  about  the  fate  of  the  base  breeder 
program.  And  in  so  doing,  we  continue  to 
be  participants  in  the  international  activi- 
ties and  we  have  proliferation  benefits  as 
well  as  the  opportunity  to  keep  the  technol- 
ogy moving  in  such  a  way  that  when  the 
United  States  decides  it  wants  to  go  for  a 
breeder,  we've  got  a  foundation  laid  that 
permits  us  not  only  to  have  the  technical 
and  the  professional  ability,  but  also  pre 
sumably  the  ability  to  build  a  licensable 
project." 

The  U.S.  remains  on  the  -cutting  edge  of 
technology"  in  .<;ome  aspects  of  the  breeder, 
he  said,  and  should  remain  there  because  it 
gives  the  U.S.  something  to  offer  in  return 
for  concessions  and  agreements  concerning 
proliferation.  Without  the  base  breeder  pro- 
gram, we  ha\e  lost  our  seat  at  the  table 
with  'he  rest  of  the  world,  which  is  proceed- 
ing with  breeders.  .  .  If  we  back  out  of  the 
program,  forget  it.  I  just  cant  see  us  doing 
that,  at  a  very  political  level."  Hodel  contin- 
ued. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times.  July  28.  1983] 
Uncle  Sui.ar.  Caught  in  the  Clinch 

On  May  12  the  U  S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives voTed  338  to  1  to  kill  the  Chnch  River 
breeder-reac.or  program  unless  pri'.ate  in 
dustry  agreed  to  pay  a  substantial  share  of 
tht  cost.  Six  weeks  later  Energy  Secrel.iry 
Dor.ald  P.  Hodel  publicly  conceded  that  ihe 
U.S.  energy  program  could  make  do  without 
the  84-biliion  nuclear  project. 

That  should  have  been  that. 

But.  lo  and  behold.  President  Reagan  let 
it  be  known  the  other  day  that  he  not  only 
support.5  Clinch  River  but  also  will  cam- 
paign \igorously  for  a  special  $1.4-billon  ap- 
propriation to  k"ep  the  Tennessee  project 
alive.  Not  only  tiiat.  he  also  favors  federal 
guarantees  under  which  the  taxpayer  will 
bail  out  corporate  and  private  investors  if 
electric  power  from  the  breeder  reactor 
cannot  be  sold. 

All  this  comes  at  a  time  when  Reagan  is 
wrestling  with  massive  federal  budget  defi- 
cits. Unless  the  projected  deficits  can  be  re- 
duced, it  will  be  very  difficult  to  .avoid  high 
Interest  rates,  renewed  rrce.ssion  and  a  situ- 
ation in  which  military  spending  will  have 
to  be  cut  much  more  deeply  than  the  Presi- 
dent nimself  considers  prudent 

Fortunately,  chances  are  very  good  that 
common  sens-;  will  prevail  in  Congress, 
where  enthu.sia.sm  for  'he  Clinch  River 
boondoggle  i.s  at  a  low  ebb. 

Unlike  conventicnal  nuclear-power  reac- 
tors, which  burn  uranium,  breeders  both 
hum  and  breed  plutonium.  in  fact,  they  are 
designed  to  produce  more  plutonium  than 
they  consume.  This  was  a  very  attractive 
feature  at  a  time  when  uranium  was  expect- 
ed to  become  scarce  and  increasingly  costly. 

But  times  have  changed  since  Congress 
first  gave  tentative  approval  to  construction 
of  a  comniercial-.scale  breeder  reactor  13 
years  ago. 

Leaving  aside  'he  fact  that  the  United 
States  should  not  be  setting  a  bad  example 
by  embracing  a  power-reactor  technology 
that  can  easily  be  used  as  a  cover  for  nucle- 
ar-bomb production,  the  economic  factors 
are  all  wrong. 

More  uranium  reserves  have  been  discov- 
ered. The  demand  for  uranium  reactor  fuel 

has  fallen  way  below  earlier  projections  for 
several  rea.■^on-^.  including  the  fact  that  nu- 
clear-power reactors  are  neither  as  safe  nor 


as  economically  efficient  as  had  been  ex- 
pected. The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
estimated  that  breeder  reactors  probably 
will  not  be  commercially  attractive  for  40 
more  years. 

Meanwhile,  instead  of  the  original  cost  es- 
timate of  $700  million,  the  ultimate  price 
tag  is  now  expected  to  be  at  least  $4  billion 
and  possibly  much  more. 

Under  these  circumstances  Congress  has 
become  more  and  more  reluctant  to  vote 
money  for  Clinch  River.  This  spring  it 
became  obvious  that  the  project  would  die 
unless  the  electric  utilities  and  the  nuclear 
industry  agreed  to  pick  up  a  substantial 
share  of  the  costs.  The  resulting  "cost-shar- 
ing" plan  that  has  now  received  the  Presi- 
dent "s  backing  was  accurately  described  by 
Representative  Richard  L.  Ot  linger  (D- 
N.Y.i  as  a  shatn  ...  an  insult  to  the  intelli- 
gence of  Congress  and  the  American 
people." 

Under  the  proposal  the  federal  govern- 
ment would  spend  $1.4  billion  on  top  of  the 
S1.5  billion  that  it  has  already  sunk  in  the 
project.  Private  industry,  which  so  far  is 
committed  to  paying  only  $257  million  of 
the  total  cost,  would  rai.se  $1  billion  more 
through  the  sale  of  bonds  and  equity  shares 
in  the  project. 

The  catch  is  that  these  securities  would  be 
guaranteed  by  the  federal  government.  In 
other  words  virtually  the  entire  risk  would 
be  a.ssiimed  by  good  old  Uncle  Sugar. 

Its  incredible  that  a  President  who  has  so 
often  lectured  on  the  evils  of  federal  spend- 
ing in  general  and  subsidies  in  particular 
would  throw  his  weight  behind  such  an  ar- 
rangement. Its  up  to  Congress  to  save  the 
American  taxpayer  from  the  consequences 
of  this  particular  folly. 

[From  the  Washington  Times.  July  27. 
19831 

Clinch  River  and  Corporate  Welfarism 
(By  Smith  Hempstonei 

You  have  to  wonder  what  Senator  Majori- 
ty Leader  Howard  Baker  has  in  mind  with 
his  apparent  willingness  to  endorse  a 
.scheme  to  keep  alive  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  reactor.  Getting  his  fingerprints  all 
over  this  monstrosity  wont  do  him  any  good 
in  pursuing  the  GOP  presidential  candidacy 
in  1988.  By  then,  it  will  be  all  too  clear  just 
how  much  of  a  fraud  on  taxpayers  Clinch 
River  is. 

When  the  project  was  first  authorized  in 
1971.  it  was  supposed  to  cost  $400  million, 
with  the  nations  electric  utilities  signing  up 
to  contribute  $257  million.  A  year  later,  the 
projected  cost  jumped  to  $700  million,  but 
the  utilities  demanded  their  share  be  frozen 
at  $257  million. 

Now  the  Energy  Department  admits  the 
project  will  cost  at  least  $4  billion  to  com- 
plete. Congress  hit  the  roof  over  this,  with 
the  House  defeating  a  funding  bill  which 
carried  in  the  Senate  by  only  one  vote. 

The  lawmakers  told  the  Energy  Depart- 
ment to  look  at  alternatives,  'including  re- 
consideration of  the  original  cost -sharing  ar- 
rangement, that  would  reduce  federal 
budget  requirements"  for  Clinch  River.  The 
upshot  was  a  recommendation  that  the  gov- 
ernment use  revenues  that  might  be  made 
from  the  .sale  of  electricity  from  Clinch  to 
back  guaranteed  bonds  for  the  project.  But 
those  revenues  were  originally  supposed  to 
go  directly  into  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  offset 
the  project's  costs. 
Reception  to  this  by  Congress  was  cool. 

with  its  General  Accounting  Office  noting 

that     the  federal  government  still  appears 


to  retain  most  risks  if  the  project  fails  or  if 
cost  overruns  occur." 

Nevertheless,  the  plan  Baker  has  to  decide 
to  snub  or  go  for  now  calls  for  Congress  to 
obligate,  in  one  up  or  down  vote.  $1.5  billion 
over  the  next  seven  years  for  construction. 
Just  perfect  for  Clinch  backers,  since  it 
would  remove  the  i.ssue  from  further  con- 
gressional consideration  for  seven  years. 

Even  lovelier  for  the  nuclear  industry, 
who  wouldn't  have  to  kick  in  another  dime 
of  its  own.  The  propo.sal  talks  about  another 
$175  million  from  the  utilities,  but  this  is  al- 
ready what  they  owe  from  their  original 
pledge  of  $257  million  plus  interest. 

The  utilities  insist  they  will  not  partici- 
pate unless  they're  guaranteed  tax  benefits 
and  a  fixed  rate  of  return  on  the  bonds.  And 
for  good  reason  from  their  viewpoint.  Al- 
though industry  claims  it's  going  to  put  up 
risk  capital  or  equity  shares  worth  $150  mil- 
lion, it  wants  the  money  to  come  from  the 
taxpayers— that  Is.  from  the  tax  benefits 
the  plan  hands  to  indu.stry. 

The  utilities,  further,  assume  no  addition- 
al risk  for  failure,  delay  or  cost  overrun.  In 
fact,  their  plan  emphasizes  the  government 
(i.e.,  the  taxpayers)  must  guarantee  all  the 
tax  benefits  and  a  full  return  on  investment 
plus  interest  for  the  government-guaranteed 
bonds.  Never  mind  if  the  project  costs  more 
than  expected,  fails  to  work  as  well  as  ex- 
pected, or  never  gets  built,  or  if  there's  no 
market  for  the  electricity  it  may  or  may  not 
produce.  Talk  about  corporate  welfarism! 

Energy  Secretary  Don  Hodel  has  admitted 
that  building  Clinch  River  isn't  necessary 
for  maintaining  America's  position  in  breed- 
er-reactor technology  because  our  basic 
breeder  research  program  would  do  the  job. 
This  basic  breeder  research  is  funded  sepa- 
rately from  Clinch  and  is  already  costing 
the  government  .some  $300  million  a  year. 
Apparently  industry  agrees  with  Hodel. 
since  it  doesn't  think  it  should  share  Clinch 
River"s  costs  by  increasing  its  share  of  con- 
tributions beyond  the  measly  9  percent  it 
has  pledged— 9  percent  of  $4  billion! 

You  want  to  know  how  this  compares  with 
other  nations"  cost -sharing  on  breeder  work? 
Well.  West  Germany  requires  private  indus- 
try to  pay— not  loan— 29  percent,  and  when 
costs  increase,  the  German  private  sector's 
share  must  escalate  accordingly. 

Japan,  which  supposedly  is  the  world- 
champion  at  government-private  industry 
coziness.  requires  at  least  20  percent  private- 
sector  direct  payments  (not  loans)  to  fi- 
nance its  commercial  breeder  effort.  By  the 
way,  the  U.S.  utility  industry  originally  of- 
fered to  pay  for  half  of  Clinch  River. 

The  French  breeder  program  is  paid  for 
entirely  by  utility  rate  increases  and  foreign 
cost  sharing:  51  percent  by  the  French  na- 
tional utility,  30  percent  from  an  Italian 
utility,  and  the  balance  by  a  consortium  of 
German,  Belgium  and  Dutch  utilities. 

You  might  put  this  question  to  Senator 
Baker  and  to  the  free-marketeers  of  the 
Reagan  administration,  who  apparently 
remain  enamoured  of  the  project:  Will  the 
plan  increase  the  private  sector's  manage- 
ment stake? 

A  "yes""  would  be  hard  to  explain,  since 
it"s  the  Energy  Department  that  would  get 
even  more  say  and  less  public  scrutiny.  If 
you  think  thats  a  smart  idea,  you  have  for- 
gotten the  mess  that  department  made  of 
oil  and  gas  distribution  and  pricing  before 
President  Reagan  ended  controls  on  the  pe- 
troleum industry. 

The  fact  is.  this  plan  continues  to  insulate 
industry  from  risk.  So  why  in  the  world 
would  Baker  even  consider  pushing  a  plan 


like  this  on  the  public?  P<'opie  who  know 
him  say  when  he  has  a  chance  to  review 
what  his  plan  is  really  about.  he"ll  recognize 
it"s  not  worth  the  game  and  that  the  real 
i.ssue  isnt  this  project  but.  as  Secretary 
Hodel  points  out.  keeping  the  basic  breeder 
program  going  in  order  to  retain  U.S.  lead  in 
this  technology,  which  is  what  Baker  says  is 
his  primary  concern,  loo. 

[Prom  the  Washington  Post.  July  20,  1983] 
Double  Standard  at  Clinch  River? 

The  Clinch  River  breeder  reactor  is  the 
great  exception  to  the  Reagan  administra- 
tions rule  against  energy  subsidies.  The 
White  House  has  never  subjected  the  breed- 
er to  the  same  standards  that  it  has  applied 
elsewhere.  Another  attempt  to  rescue  the 
breeder  is  now  taking  shape,  and  once  again 
it  requires  an  exemption  to  all  the  Reagan 
strictures  against  public  spending  and  lend- 
ing. 

Congress  refused  any  appropriation  this 
year  for  Clinch  River,  declaring  that  there 
will  be  no  more  federal  money  until  and 
unless  somebody  comes  up  with  an  accepta- 
ble plan  for  a  larger  share  of  private  money. 
Part  of  the  electric  power  industry  has  now 
come  up  with  a  proposal.  The  private  money 
would  be  mainly  in  the  form  of  loans  guar- 
anteed by  the  federal  government.  But 
guaranteed  loans  are  not  everybody's  idea  of 
a  private  contribution. 

To  complete  the  breeder  reactor  would, 
according  to  the  Energy  Department,  take  a 
further  six  years  and  $2.4  billion.  The  cur- 
rent financing  plan  comes  from  the  Breeder 
Reactor  Corp..  which  represents  a  group  of 
utilities  supporting  the  Clinch  River 
project.  This  plan  proposes  that  the  utilities 
contribute  another  $150  million  in  equity, 
and  the  government  put  up  $1.5  billion.  The 
remainder  would  be  raised  by  the  guaran- 
teed bonds,  to  be  paid  off  by  the  breeder's 
power  sales. 

One  obvious  difficulty  is  in  the  utilities' 
contributions.  State  regulators  are  not  visi- 
bly enthusiastic  about  allowing  the  utilities 
to  pass  them  on  to  customers  in  their  power 
rates. 

As  for  the  bonds.  Sen.  Gordon  Humphrey 
points  out  that  the  arithmetic  of  repay- 
ments depends  on  some  cost  estimates  that 
seem  low  and  a  predicted  price  for  breeder 
power  sales  that  looks  remarkably  high. 
The  idea  of  the  bonds  arrives  in  a  season 
when  there  seems  to  be  rising  concern  both 
in  Congress  and  in  the  administration  over 
the  scale  of  federal  lending,  and  over  the 
use  of  loans  to  circumvent  the  restrictions 
of  a  tight  budget.  It's  a  bad  practice.  Why 
make  an  exception  for  Clinch  River? 

The  breeder  reactor  has  only  one  justifica- 
tion. It  gets  more  energy  out  of  a  uranium 
atom,  by  recycling  it.  than  the  present  com- 
mercial reactors  do.  The  Clinch  River  breed- 
er was  conceived  at  a  time  when  it  looked  as 
though  a  uranium  shortage  lay  ahead.  But 
with  new  uranium  discoveries,  the  economic 
case  for  the  Clinch  River  breeder  has  evapo- 
rated at  just  about  the  .same  rate  at  which 
the  construction  cost  estimates  have  been 
rising. 

The  immediate  question  is  whether  the 
White  House  will  support  this  current  fi- 
nancing plan  with  its  $1.5  billion  appropria- 
tion and  its  bond  guarantees.  If  it  applies 
the  same  standards  to  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  that  it  applies  to  all  the  other 
energy  technologies,  the  question  will 
answer  itself. 


tProm  the  Washington  Post,  July  2.  1983] 
Will  Clinch  River  Rise  Again? 

If  a  cat  has  nine  lives,  how  many  does  the 
Clinch  River  breeder  reactor  have?  It's  true 
that  there  was  no  money  for  Clinch  River  in 
the  energy  appropriations  bill  that  Congress 
just  pa.s.sed  for  the  coming  year.  But  you 
would  be  incautious  to  assume  that  the 
project  Is  dead.  It's  a  little  too  .soon  to  cele- 
brate. 

Perhaps  .some  money  will  be  tucked  into  a 
supplemental  appropriations  bill.  Or  per- 
haps someone  in  Congress  will  start  hear- 
ings on  legislation  for  a  financial  reoganiza- 
tion.  Meanwhile,  construction  crews  are 
working  double  shifts  in  Tennessee  on  what 
they  carefully  call  "site  preparation.""  and 
three-quarters  of  the  components  have  al- 
ready been  ordered  or  actually  delivered. 
Hurrying  to  spend  more  money,  the  reactor 
projects  managers  keep  asking  whether,  in 
view  of  all  the  money  already  spent,  it 
doesn"t  make  sense  to  go  ahead  and  finish 
it. 

No.  it  doesn't.  The  resistance  to  the  breed- 
er reactor  is  being  led  in  the  Senate  by  fiscal 
conservatives  who  have  pointed  out  the  very 
expensive  fallacy  in  that  logic. 

But  there's  another  and  even  stronger 
reason  to  abandon  the  breeder.  The  breeder 
runs  on  plutonium.  a  substance  that  is  not 
only  highly  toxic  but  capable  of  being  fabri- 
cated with  only  moderate  difficulty  into  nu- 
clear weapons.  That  job  does  not  necessarily 
require  the  resources  of  a  government.  A  so- 
phisticated terrorist  organization  could 
make  a  bomb  from  stolen  plutonium.  Delib- 
erately to  develop  a  technology  that  re- 
quires this  substance,  and  introduces  it  into 
the  civilian  economy,  would  be  wanton. 

The  breeder  was  conceived  at  a  time  when 
uranium  was  scarce.  But  since  then  enor- 
mous reserves  of  uranium  have  been  discov- 
ered, and  it  is  clear  that  demand  through  at 
least  the  first  half  of  the  next  century  will 
be  a  small  fraction  of  the  original  estimates. 
Recycling  plutonium.  with  all  its  enormous 
risks,  cannot  be  justified  by  any  visible 
need. 

Congress  did  not  quite  explicitly  kill  the 
Clinch  River  breeder  in  its  recent  appropria- 
tions bill.  It  only  said  that  there  would  be 
no  more  money  until  there  was  an  accepta- 
ble financial  reorganization— meaning  a 
larger  contribution  from  the  electric  utili- 
ties that  are  supposed  to  be  the  benefici- 
aries. Some  utilities,  still  committed  to  the 
idea,  are  now  pushing  for  loans  guaranteed 
by  the  government.  If  Chrysler  got  guaran- 
teed loans,  why  not  Clinch  River? 

The  answer  is  that  neither  the  utilities 
nor  the  federal  government  has  the  money 
to  spare.  The  further  and  stronger  answer  is 
that,  even  if  it  were  free,  the  breeder  is  the 
wrong  path  for  nuclear  energy  to  take.» 


BROOKS  ROBINSON  IN 
BASEBALLS  HALL  OF  FAME 

•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  on 
Sunday  I  was  honored  to  join  thou- 
sands of  baseball  fans  from  Baltimore 
in  paying  tribute  to  Brooks  Robinson 
who  was  enshrined  in  Baseball's  Hall 
of  Fame  in  Cooperstown,  N,Y.  The 
outpouring  of  affection  and  admira- 
tion for  this  outstanding  athlete  and 
humanitarian— an  Oriole  player  for 
his  22-year  career— was  truly  remarka- 
ble. 

The  special  nature  of  this  event  was 
fittingly    described    by    one    of    Balti- 


more's most  illustrious  sports  editors. 
John  Steadman  of  the  News  Ameri- 
can. "Magic  moments  create  a  flash  of 
electrifying  excitement.  "  said  Mr. 
Steadman  of  the  events  in  Coopers- 
town  on  Sunday.  To  share  some  of 
that  excitement  with  my  colleagues.  I 
ask  that  two  articles  by  Mr.  Steadman 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 
The  articles  follow: 

He  Fields  This  Chance  Flawlessly,  Too 
(By  John  Steadman) 

Cooperstown,  N.Y.— Magic  moments 
create  a  flash  of  electrifying  excitement. 
They  cant  be  programmed  or  rehearsed,  yet 
often  prevail  for  posterity.  But  first  there 
has  to  be  a  cause,  a  reason,  a  chemical  mix— 
a  catalyst. 

In  this  scenic  village  where  baseball  be- 
lieves it  was  born.  Brooks  Calbert  Robinson 
Jr..  a  man  of  soft  and  gentle  wa.vs.  was  en- 
shrined in  the  Hall  of  Fame.  That"s  the 
most  meaningful  honor  a  player  can  receive, 
and  he  handled  the  ritual  with  a  grace  and 
style  characteristic  of  his  past. 

It  was  Robinson  reacting  and  responding 
at  his  best— sincere  and  sensitive,  happy  yet 
humble.  He  transmitted  a  genuine  feeling  of 
being  grateful  that  the  audience  had  come 
to  share  the  most  illustrious  day  in  his  life. 

The  Robinson  ability  always  was  of  such 
magnitude  that  he  didn"t  need  to  grand- 
stand or  play  to  the  crowd.  And  it  was  pre- 
cisely that  way  here  as  he  made  his  formal 
entrance  into  the  Hall  of  Fame  with  an  ac- 
ceptance speech  typical  of  Robinson— spar- 
kling, effective  and  comprehensive.  It  was 
representative  of  the  way  he  played  third 
base  during  22  years  for  the  Orioles. 

Meanwhile,  the  pilgrims  who  came  to 
Cooperstown  to  visit  this  extraordinary 
game"s  shrine  that  is  so  much  a  part  of 
America,  were  truly  fulfilled,  mostly  be- 
cause of  Robinson  and  the  spirit  he  engen- 
dered. 

The  attendance— said  to  be  12.000— at  the 
ceremony  held  at  Cooper  Park  (which  ad- 
joins the  Hall  of  Fame  structure)  was  a  mar- 
velous tribute  to  Robinson,  with  all  due  re- 
spect to  the  other  honorees:  namely  Walter 
Alston,  not  present  because  of  illness. 
George  Kell  and  Juan  Marichal.  In  fact,  the 
prevailing  feeling  was  that  Brooks  brought 
his  own  following— and  he  did— even  if  he 
left  his  bat  and  glove  home  since  retiring 
five  years  ago. 

HIS  dignity,  class  was  so  typical 

In  the  natural  amphitheater  where  the  in- 
duction was  staged.  there"s  an  imposing 
statue  of  Cooperstown"s  most  famous  son. 
author  James  Fenimore  Cooper.  And  even 
his  bronzed  hands  seemed  to  be  applauding 
Robinsons  acceptance  speech.  The  theme 
referred  to  the  blessings  he  has  received. 

In  this  connection,  in  what  took  only  nine 
and  three-quarter  minutes.  Robinson 
touched  all  bases.  He  thanked  God.  parents, 
brother,  wife,  children,  managers  and 
George  Haynie,  his  American  Legion  coach. 
And  he  thanked  Paul  Richards,  the  man 
who  influenced  him  to  come  to  the  Orioles. 

He  emphasized  that  he  was  proud  of 
Mayor  William  Donald  Schaefer  and  Balti- 
more, which  he  called  his  'adopted  home 
town. "  But  it  was  Baltimore  that  was  proud 
of  him. 

Hall  of  Fame  in.stallations.  here  since 
1939.  never  had  a  crowd  this  size  or  such 
waves  of  applause.  Not  for  Babe  Ruth.  Ted 
Williams,  Willie  Mays  or  any  of  the  184 
former  players,  managers,  umpires  and  ex- 
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ecutives  whose  exploits  have  hallowed  these 
halls. 

Mayor  Schaefer  was  here.  So  were  Donald 
Hutchinson,  chief  executive  of  Baltimore 
County.  Senator  Paul  Sarbanes.  as  well  as 
•Wild"  Bill  Hagy  and  Pat  The  Bugler" 
Walker,  who  was  dressed  in  an  Oriole  uni- 
form and  blowing  a  fugle  bugle.  A  huge  sign 
was  unfurled  that  read:  Players  Of  High 
Caliber  Are  Very  Few.  Thank  God  Balti- 
more Had  Someone  Like  You.  Thanks. 
Brooks," 

Another  placard  read.  No.  5  Is  No.  1 
With  Us."  Automobiles  were  decorated  in 
the  black  and  orange  Oriole  colors  and  car- 
ried his  picture. 

Cooperstown  residents  and  the  baseball 
hierarchy,  including  commissioner  Bowie 
Kuhn  and  league  presidents  Lee  MacPhail 
of  the  American  League  and  Chub  Feeney 
of  the  National  had  never  seen  a  gathering 
so  enthralled  with  any  player  They  were 
there  to  shout  his  name  and  to  notify  the 
watching  world  what  it  thought  of  him. 

It  was  sheer  fanaticism  and  before  Robin- 
son could  offer  a  word,  after  he  had  been  in- 
troduced by  Kuhn,  the  cheering  rang  out 
for  two  solid  minutes.  And  when  he  did 
speak  he  said  all  the  right  things. 

I  thank  God  for  the  talent  and  the  help 
in  reaching  the  top."  he  said.  I  think  back 
to  the  devotion  of  my  mother  toward  my 
welfare,  the  friendship  of  my  brother  Gary, 
the  teaching  of  my  father,  and  my  parents 
who  guided  me  through  childhood.  I  thank 
the  coaches,  teammates  and  scouts  who  dis- 
covered and  encouraged  me.  They  believed 
in  Brooks  Robinson  when  others  were 
doubtful." 

And  later  he  pointed  out  that  as  he  count- 
ed his  blessings,  none  were  greater  than  his 
wife.  Connie,  and  four  children.  He  thanked 
them  for  supporting  him  and  sacrificing  for 
a  father  who  was  away  half  the  year  playing 
ball.  And.  toward  the  end  of  his  comments, 
he  added.  And  I  want  to  thank  those  that  I 
forgot  to  mention." 

Such  insight  is  what  has  given  Robinson 
enduring  popularity.  He  doesn't  know  how 
to  be  abrasive  or  impolite  and  goes  out  of 
his  way  to  help  the  downtrodden  of  the 
world— but  in  a  manner  that  never  seems 
patronizing.  And  his  Baltimore  admirers,  in- 
cluding Mayor  Schaefer.  put  on  a  pre-induc- 
tion  party  without  precedent  at  the  Hall  of 
Fame, 

Baltimore,  through  its  love  affair  with 
Brooks  Robinson,  was  carried  up  the  steps 
of  the  Hall  of  Fame  and  enshrined  with 
him.  That's  the  way  he  was  hoping  it  would 
be. 

He's  Proven  What  a  Sports  Hero  Is  All 

About 

(By  John  Steadmam 

Extraordinary  human  kindness  and  pro- 
found consideration,  plus  a  rare  gentility 
and  gentlemanly  refinement,  are  identifying 
characteristics  of  Brooks  Robinson,  who  has 
always  seemed  to  good  to  be  true. 

But  he  has  never  been  a  pretender  who 
played  to  the  crowd.  He's  a  bona  fide  credit 
to  himself,  family  and  friends. 

Any  rude  "rube  "  can  be  a  sports  hero  be- 
cause all  it  takes  is  a  combination  of  luck, 
quick  reflexes  and  Spartan-like  stamina. 
Why  has  Robinson,  though,  been  continual- 
ly embraced  with  a  personal  warmth  and  ad- 
miration by  a  city,  state  and  nation  that  has 
put  him  on  a  pedestal  and  kept  him  there? 

He.  of  course,  was  endowed  with  the  magic 
hands  of  a  Houdini  when  he  played  third 
base  for  the  Baltimore  Orioles  during  20 
spectacular  seasons.  A  symphony  unto  him- 


self with  a  grace  and  beauty  that  has  never 
been  seen  before  or  since. 

He's  now  being  officially  enshrined  with 
full  honors  and  documentation,  among  the 
game's  sainted  elite  at  the  Baseball  Hall  of 
Fame. 

The  late  Frank  Home  Run  Baker,  a 
member  of  the  Hall  of  Fame,  had  either 
seen  or  played  against  the  likes  of  Harold 
■Pie"  Traynor.  Jumpin'  Joe  Dugan  and 
Jimmy  Collins. 

Before  he  died.  Baker  told  this  reporter 
during  an  interview  at  his  Trappe.  Md.. 
home  that  Robinson,  most  emphatically, 
was  the  best,  I  always  gave  the  edge  to 
Jimmy  Collins,  who  was  as  great  with  the 
bat  as  he  was  with  the  glove,  but.  in  all  fair- 
ness. I  have  to  put  Brooks  at  the  head  of 
the  class.  There  isn't  a  play  he  can't  make  " 
Such  professional  tributes  are  merited  by 
dint  of  physical  performance  and  substanti- 
ated in  the  record  book  but.  in  the  overall 
assessment  of  a  man's  worth,  what  does  it 
mean? 

Where  Robinson  .separates  himself  from 
the  rest  of  the  athletic  achievers  is  in  the 
sensitivity  and  sincerity  of  his  ways  and  the 
courteous  manner  that  is  such  an  obvious 
mirror  of  his  personality. 

He  had  the  exquisite  good  fortune  to  be 
raised  in  a  warm  home  environment,  where 
old-fashioned  standards  of  politeness  and 
respect  for  others  were  considered  essential. 
Brooks  Robinson,  at  age  18.  left  his  native 
Little  Rock  on  June  1.  1955.  to  join  the  Bal- 
timore Orioles.  He  was  in  pursuit  of  excel- 
lence and.  to  his  credit,  never  changed  after 
he  found  it. 

All  the  gro.ss  profanity  that  is  heard  in 
the  barracks-like  atmosphere  of  the  locker 
room  bounced  off  him. 

Other  players,  sometimes  envious  of  his 
popularity,  believed  he  got  the  benefit,  of 
the  doubt  on  debatable  .scoring  decisions. 

It  was  Ed  Hurley,  a  hard-bitten  former 
American  League  umpire,  who  was  responsi- 
ble for  the  most  classic  quotation  ever  ut- 
tered about  Robinson.  He  plays  third  base 
like  he  came  down  from  a  higher  league.  " 
Hurley  said.  And.  indeed,  it  was  no  exag- 
geration. 

His  accomplishments  on  the  field  were 
there  for  all  to  see  but  the  true  good  of  the 
individual  was  exemplified  in  the  way  he 
carried  himself  and  treated  others.  It  was 
on  a  porch  of  the  Otesaga  Hotel  in  Coopers- 
town.  N.Y,.  in  1967  that  we  .sat  and  talked 
with  Charley  Red"  Ruffing,  the  former 
New  York  Yankee  pitcher,  who  was  being 
en.shrined  that  afternoon  in  the  Hall  of 
Fame. 

Let  me  tell  you  about  that  boy  Brooks 
Robinson  who  plays  for  the  Orioles."  he 
said.  "Just  a  few  weeks  ago.  I  was  invited 
with  Lloyd  Waner  to  attend  the  AU-Star 
Game  in  Anaheim,  Calif.,  to  make  an  ap- 
pearance as  the  newly  elected  Hall  of 
Pamers. 

We  kind  of  felt  out  of  place.  The  modern 
players  were  being  introduced  and  ran  by  us 
without  saying  a  word.  They  had  important 
things  to  think  about.  But  one  player  did 
come  over.  It  was  Brooks  Robinson.  I  didn't 
know  him.  but  he  put  out  his  hand  and  .said. 
Gee.  Red.  Im  happy  you  and  Lloyd  are 
going  in  the  Hall  of  Fame.' 

You  have  no  idea  what  a  thrill  it  was  for 
us  two  old-timers  to  be  greeted  that  way. 
But  Brooks  was  the  only  one  thoughtful 
enough  to  do  it," 

Incidents  of  Robinson's  willingness  to 
help  others  blend  into  an  almost  unending 
story,  a  montage  of  recollections  worth 
keeping  in  anyone's  personal  memory  book. 


There  was  a  time  in  Baltimore  when  Mary 
Dobkin.  a  woman  who  has  devoted  her  life 
to  helping  children,  was  being  honored  at 
the  Ea-stwind.  Robinson  was  listed  to  be 
there,  on  the  Sunday  following  Thank.sgiv- 
ing,  but  had  taken  his  wife  and  children  to 
visit  his  parents  in  Little  Rock, 

Making  travel  arrangements  was  difficult 
during  the  holiday  weekend  and  he  could 
only  get  to  Baltimore  by  way  of  Washington 
National  Airport,  He  wasn't  able  to  make  a 
plane  connection  from  there  so  he  rented  a 
car.  made  It  to  the  gathering  on  time  and 
then  retraced  the  route  back  to  Little  Rock 
so  he  could  rejoin  his  family  and  see  them 
.safely  back  to  Baltimore  ,  ,  ,  all  at  his  own 
expense. 

On  another  occasion,  at  an  Optimist  Club 
awards  presentation  In  the  hall  of  the  Im- 
maculate Heart  of  Mary,  he  was  to  be  the 
main  speaker.  But  his  wife  was  out  of  town 
visiting  her  sister  and  this  meant  that  4- 
yearold  Dianna  was  in  his  charge. 

So  Brooks  combed  her  hair,  picked  out  a 
frilly  dre.ss  and  fastened  the  patent  leather 
shoes.  The  Robinsons,  father  and  daughter, 
came  through  the  door  and  applause  erupt- 
ed as  he  held  the  child  by  a  hand  and 
walked  to  the  speaker's  platform  where  she 
sat  comfortably  next  to  him.  It  was.  indeed, 
a  different  form  of  "baby  sitting  "  than  had 
ever  been  seen  before. 

In  1966.  he  heeded  the  call  to  make  an  ap- 
pearance in  Vietnam  during  the  conflict  to 
help  boost  the  morale  of  U.S.  forces.  As  he 
made  the  rounds  ot  the  various  units  and 
hospitals,  he  constantly  asked  if  any  men 
were  from  the  Baltimore  area. 

George  Henderson,  a  former  business 
partner  with  Robinson  for  10  years,  says  he 
saw  him  "respond  with  compassion  and  at- 
tention to  things  you  wouldn't  believe. "  It 
wa-sn't  that  Brooks  was  trying  to  create  an 
"image.  "  not  that  at  all.  but  rather  he  was 
reacting  as  the  kind  and  gentle  individual 
his  parents  wanted  him  to  be. 

Brooks  Robinson  personifies  not  only  the 
highest  of  baseball  capabilities.  More  impor- 
tantly, he  elevates  humanity  to  an  exempla- 
ry level  of  respect  and  Is.  indeed,  worthy  of 
personal  emulation  .  .  .  which  is  the  richest 
tribute  any  individual  can  pay  to  another.* 


EDUCATION  IN  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

•  Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Secretary  of  Education  is  conducting  a 
series  of  12  regional  forums  in  order  to 
encourage  public  comment  on  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  National  Com- 
mission on  Excellence  in  Education, 
issued  this  past  April.  The  most  recent 
of  these  sessions  was  held  in  Portland. 
Maine,  last  Friday.  July  29.  1983. 

When  Secretary  Bell  appointed  the 
commission  in  1981.  few  of  us  could 
envision  the  tremendous  impact  which 
its  work  would  have  on  our  national 
education  policy.  "A  Nation  at  Risk. ' 
the  Commission  report,  will  not  lan- 
guish on  the  shelf  collecting  dust  like 
many  Government  documents.  In  as- 
sessing the  shortcomings  of  education 
in  the  United  States  and  recommend- 
ing steps  for  improvement,  the  report 
has  helped  to  catapult  education  to 
the  forefront  of  our  national  con- 
sciousness more  prominently  than  at 


any  other  time  in  the  past  two  dec- 
ades. 

The  report  provides  a  sobering  anal- 
ysis of  our  problems  in  education  as 
well  as  a  positive  blueprint  for  change. 
Although  there  will  be  disagreement 
about  .some  of  the  report  s  conclusions, 
there  can  be  little  question  that  it  has 
effectively  enabled  us  to  focus  on 
where  we  are  and  where  we  should  be 
headed  in  education  today.  The  con 
mission  report  does  not  profess  to  bt 
the  final  word  but  rather  a  starting 
point  for  efforts  to  improve  schools  in 
America. 

The  report  has  contributed  to  a 
greater  public  awareness  about  the 
critical  connection  between  education- 
al quality  and  our  Nations  economic 
competitiveness.  The  scheduling  of 
these  forums  has  helped  keep  the 
report  high  on  the  national  agenda 
and  has  spurred  intense  discussions  at 
the  State  and  local  levels  about  what 
can  and  should  be  done  to  bolster  the 
quality  of  instruction  in  our  schools. 
By  bringing  together  teachers,  stu- 
dents, school  administrators,  school 
board  members.  State  officials,  and 
others  to  assess  the  report's  findings, 
the  forums  have  also  demonstrated 
that  few  simple  .solutions  exist. 

Nearly  1.000  participants  from  New 
York.  Connecticut.  Rhode  Island.  Ver- 
mont. New  Hampshire.  Massachusetts, 
and  Maine  attended  the  Portland 
forum.  Panelists  representing  a  cro.ss 
section  of  the  education  community 
engaged  in  thoughtful  and  wide-rang- 
ing discussions  geared  toward  identify- 
ing and  eliminating  obstacles  to  the 
implementation  of  the  Commission's 
recommendations.  Secretary  Bell  and 
members  of  the  Commission  also  field- 
ed questions  and  listened  to  a  variety 
of  comments  from  forum  participants. 

While  challenging  certain  of  the 
Commissions  assumptions,  most  of 
the  participants  expressed  support  for 
the  thrust  of  the  recommendations 
and  indicated  that  State  and  local  ef- 
forts are  already  underway  to  begin 
their  implementation.  Governments 
throughout  the  Northeast  have  begun 
to  explore  programs  to  improve  cur- 
riculum, toughen  graduation  require- 
ments, increase  teacher  salaries,  insti- 
tute more  rigorous  teacher  certifica- 
tion and  evaluation  techniques,  and 
encourage  greater  parental  involve- 
ment in  the  education  process. 

Participants  at  the  forum  agreed 
that  our  education  problems  are  by  no 
means  insurmountable  and  that,  al- 
though Federal  leadership  and  sup- 
port remain  important,  change  can 
and  should  originate  at  the  local  and 
State  level.  I  am  confident  that  these 
efforts  will  continue  in  the  Northeast 
and  throughout  the  United  States, 
and  I  believe  Governors  and  municipal 
officials  should  be  encouraged  to  ar- 
range forums  of  this  nature  on  a 
State,  city  or  townwide  basis. 


We  must  keep  the  momentum  going 
by  recognizing  that,  just  as  the  conse- 
quences of  our  educational  shortcom- 
ings extend  far  beyond  the  classroom, 
so  do  the  solutions  to  our  problems. 
The  quality  of  education  affects  all  of 
us.  The  burden  of  improving  our 
schools  does  not  rest  solely  on  teach- 
ers and  school  administrators.  It  must 
be  shared  by  parents,  students,  busi- 
ness, and  civic  leaders— indeed  by 
every  member  of  the  community.  Such 
'orums  could  help  to  place  this  joint 
.•esponsibility  in  perspective  and  en- 
courage a  worthwhile  assessment  of 
tiie  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  our 
schools. 

I  would  like  to  expre.ss  my  deep  ap- 
preciation to  those  who  took  the  time 
to  attend  last  week's  session,  and  par- 
ticularly to  the  panelists  who  shared 
their  views  on  various  aspects  of  the 
commission  report.  I  ask  that  the 
names  of  these  speakers  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  names  follow: 

Secretary  T.  H.  Bell  and  members  of  the 
National  Commission  on  Excellence  in  Edu- 
cation: 

Emeral  A.  Crosby.  Norman  C.  Francis. 
Shirley  Gordon,  and  Richard  Wallace. 

James  A,  Banks.  Sr..  Chairman.  Portland 
School  Board. 

Jo.seph  E.  Brcnnan,  Governor  of  Maine, 

Robert  L.  Brunelle.  Commissioner.  New 
Hampshire  Department  of  Education, 

Sharon  M.  Knickle,  President.  Rhode 
Island  State  PTA. 

Vance  R.  Kelly.  Chairman.  New  Hamp- 
shire Senate  Education  Committee. 

Robert  F.  Eagen.  President.  Connecticut 
Education  A.s.sociatlon. 

Viola  L.  Luginbuhl.  Chairman.  Vermont 
State  Board  of  Education. 

Bennett  D.  Katz.  Chairman.  Maine's  Con- 
gressional Citizen's  Advi.sory  Education 
Committee. 

Governor  Lamar  Alexander  (Tennessee). 

Governor  John  Carlin  (Kansas). 

Governor  Richard  A.  Snelling  (Vermont). 

Alan  O.  Dann.  Member.  Amity  Regional 
Board  of  Education.  Amity.  Connecticut. 

Lee  Hay.  National  Teacher  of  the  Year. 
Manchester,  Connecticut. 

Peter  R.  Greer.  Superintendent.  Portland 
Schools. 

Donald  A.  Migliori.  President.  Rhode 
Island  A.ssoclalion  of  Student  Councils. 

Joyce  W.  Rogers.  Member.  Portland 
School  Board  and  Member  Executive  Com- 
mittee. National  School  Boards  Association. 

Glenn  A.  Yankee.  Principal.  Hazen  Union 
High  School.  Hardwick.  Vermont. 

Richard    E.    BJork.   Chancellor.   Vermo 
Slate  Colleges. 

Howard  H.  Dana.  Trustee  of  Westbroi 
College  and  Portland  School  of  Art. 

Emlyn  I.  Griffith.  Member.  New  York 
State  Board  of  Regents  and  Chairman.  Re- 
gents' Committee  on  Elementary,  Second- 
ary and  Continuing  Education. 

John  C.  Hoy.  President.  New  England 
Board  of  Higher  Education. 

Thoma-s  P.  Melady.  President.  Sacred 
Heart  University.  Bridgeport.  Connecticut. 

Richard  W.  Redmond,  Acting  Commis- 
sioner. Maine  Department  of  Education.* 


CLINCH  RIVER  BREEDER 
REACTOR 


•  Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  the 
Washington  Post  recently  ran  an  edi- 
torial commenting  on  the  administra- 
tions  new  Clinch  River  Breeder  Reac- 
tor financing  proposal.  The  editorial 
clearly  points  out  the  futility  of  subsi- 
dizing private  investments  in  the 
project  and  the  misrepresentation  la- 
beling .such  subsidies  free-market  in- 
vestment opportunities  involves. 

The  administration  has  proposed  to 
provide  Federal  tax  incentives,  guaran- 
teed performance  levels,  guaranteed 
prices,  and  demand  for  electricity  to 
encourage  investments  in  bonds  to 
complete  the  Clinch  River  Breeder  Re- 
actor. It  can  call  these  subsidies  "in- 
vestment incentives"  if  it  likes,  but  the 
fact  remains  that  the  new  financing 
proposal  is  yet  another  massive  Feder- 
al subsidy  for  the  nuclear  power  indus- 
try. It  is  unconscionable  for  the  ad- 
ministration to  contemplate  subsidies 
worth  billions  of  dollars  for  the  Clinch 
River  Breeder  Reactor,  distorting  the 
energy  market  place  and  enriching  pri- 
vate investors  at  the  expense  of  the 
American  taxpa.vers. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  continue  to  do 
all  I  can  to  kill  the  Clinch  River 
Breeder  Reactor.  I  ask  that  "Double 
Standard  at  Clinch  River"  be  reprint- 
ed in  the  Record. 

The  editorial  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  July  20.  1983] 
Double  Standard  at  Clinch  River? 

The  Clinch  River  breeder  reactor  is  the 
great  exception  to  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's rule  against  energy  subsidies.  The 
White  House  has  never  subjected  the  breed- 
er to  the  same  standards  that  It  has  applied 
elsewhere.  Another  attempt  to  rescue  the 
breeder  Is  now  taking  shape,  and  once  again 
it  requires  an  exemption  to  all  the  Reagan 
stricture  against  public  spending  and  lend- 
ing. 

Congress  refused  any  appropriation  this 
year  for  Clinch  River  declaring  that  there 
will  be  no  more  federal  money  until  and 
unless  somebody  comes  up  with  an  accepta- 
ble plan  for  a  larger  share  of  private  money. 
Part  of  the  electric  power  industry  has  now- 
come  up  with  a  proposal.  The  private  money 
would  be  mainly  In  the  form  of  loans  guar- 
anteed by  the  federal  government.  But 
guaranteed  loans  are  not  everybody's  idea  of 
a  private  contribution. 

To  complete  the  breeder  reactor  would, 
according  to  the  Energy  Department,  take  a 
further  six  years  and  S2.4  billion.  The  cur- 
rent financing  plan  comes  from  the  Breeder 
Reactor  Corp..  which  represents  a  group  of 
utilities  supporting  the  Clinch  River 
project.  This  plan  proposes  that  the  utilities 
contribute  another  $150  million  in  equity, 
and  the  government  put  up  $1.5  billion.  The 
remainder  would  be  raised  by  the  guaran- 
teed bonds,  to  be  paid  off  by  the  breeder's 
power  sales. 

One  obvious  difficulty  is  in  the  utilities' 
contributions.  State  regulators  are  not  visi- 
bly enthusiastic  about  allowing  the  utilities 
to  pass  the  on  to  customers  in  their  power 
rates. 

As  for  the  bonds  Sen.  Gordon  Humphrey 
points  out    that   the   arithmetic  of   repay- 
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menu  depends  on  some  cost  estimates  that 
seem  low  and  a  predicted  price  for  breeder 
power  sales  that  looks  remarkably  high. 
The  idea  of  the  bonds  arrives  in  a  season 
when  there  seems  to  be  rising  concern  both 
in  Congress  and  in  the  administration  over 
the  scale  of  federal  lending,  and  over  the 
use  of  loans  to  circumvent  the  restrictions 
of  a  tight  budget.  It  s  a  bad  practice.  Why 
make  an  exception  for  Clinch  River? 

The  breeder  reactor  has  only  one  justifi- 
cation. It  gets  more  energy  out  of  a  uranium 
atom,  by  recycling  it.  than  the  present  com- 
mercial reactors  do.  The  Clinch  River  breed- 
er was  conceived  at  a  time  when  it  looked  as 
though  a  uranium  shortage  lay  ahead.  But 
with  new  uranium  discoveries,  the  economic 
case  for  the  Clinch  River  breeder  has  evapo- 
rated at  just  about  the  same  rate  at  which 
the  construction  cost  estimates  have  been 
rising. 

The  immediate  question  is  whether  the 
White  House  will  support  this  current  fi- 
nancing plan  with  its  $1.5  billion  appropria- 
tion and  its  bond  guarantees.  If  it  applies 
the  same  standards  to  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  that  it  applies  to  all  the  other 
energy  technologies,  the  question  will 
answer  itself.* 


DAIRY  SALE  TO  EGYPT 
•  Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today.  Secretary  Block  announced  the 
sale  of  28.000  metric  tons  of  surplus 
dairy  products  to  Egypt.  By  making 
this  sale,  the  Reagan  administration 
has  taken  an  important  step  toward 
convincing  the  Europeans  of  the  seri- 
ousness with  which  we  deem  their  ag- 
ricultural subsidies.  Furthermore,  in 
concluding  this  transaction,  the  ad- 
ministration is  taking  action  consist- 
ent with  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com- 
mittees  trade  bill.  S.  822.  The  Agricul- 
ture Committee  and  the  administra- 
tion believe  that  overseas  sale  of  sur- 
plus dairy  products  are  necessary  if  we 
are  to  make  world  agricultural  trade 
more  free  and  fair. 

Freedom  and  fairness  in  trade  have 
been  hallmarks  of  U.S.  trade  policy. 
While  it  is  not  likely  that  there  will 
ever  be  a  completely  free  trading 
system  in  the  world,  it  is  realistic  to 
expect  free  trade  to  be  a  guiding  prin- 
ciple for  all  nations. 

However,  over  the  past  few  years,  we 
have  seen  this  principle  become  less 
and  less  a  part  of  a  number  of  other 
nations"  agricultural  trade  policies. 
Rather  we  have  seen  the  EEC  lead  an 
expansion  in  the  use  of  export  subsi- 
dies which  are  aimed  at  stealing  mar- 
kets traditionally  held  by  America's 
farmers. 

While  our  farmers  are  facing  the 
second  consecutive  year  of  declining 
exports,  farmers  in  the  European  Eco- 
nomic Community  have  watched  their 
markets  continually  expand.  The  dra- 
matic growth  in  the  Community's 
farm  exports  is  closely  correlated  with 
continuing  export  subsidies.  In  1976, 
the  EEC  exported  $12  billion  of  agri- 
cultural commodities,  using  approxi- 
mately $2  billion  in  direct  export  sub- 
sidies.   In    1982.    the    EEC    exported 


nearly  $30  billion  of  agricultural  com- 
modities to  non-EEC  members  using 
nearly  $8  billion  in  direct  export  subsi- 
dies. 

In  spite  of  the  difficulties  which 
these  subsidies  have  been  inflicting  on 
our  farm  economy,  and  in  spite  of  U.S. 
efforts  to  resolve  the  issue  of  export 
subsidies,  the  Europeans  have  refused 
to  take  our  concerns  seriously.  At  the 
GATT  Ministerial  in  Geneva  last  No- 
vember, the  EEC  was  successful  in 
blocking  a  concerted  effort  on  the  part 
of  a  number  of  nations  to  resolve  the 
issue  of  agricultural  export  subsidies. 
Just  recently,  U.S.  negotiators  ended  6 
months  of  intensive  talks  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Community  which 
produced  absolutely  no  satisfactory  re- 
sults: only  an  agreement  to  continue 
discussions. 

In  fact,  the  Community  in  some  in- 
stances has  moved  to  increase,  not 
reduce  its  subsidies.  Effective  April  30. 
export  subsidies  for  dairy  products 
were  hiked  sharply:  18  percent  for 
nonfat  day  milk,  and  nearly  11  percent 
for  butter.  To  make  matters  worse,  the 
EEC  continues  to  encourage  produc- 
tion of  dairy  products,  even  though 
their  surplus  problem  is  worse  than 
ours.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  January 
1983  production  in  the  Community 
was  up  10  percent  from  the  previous 
January,  they  recently  increased  their 
target  price  by  2.33  percent.  This  fol- 
lows a  similar  hike  of  10.5  percent  last 
year. 

Considering  the  attitude  of  the  Eu- 
ropeans, it  is  apparent  that  the  United 
States  needs  to  do  more  than  just  talk. 
The  Eygptian  dairy  sale  is  a  good  ex- 
ample of  what  needs  to  be  done.  Dairy 
exports  are  uniquely  important  to  the 
Community,  and  competing  head-to- 
head  with  them  on  this  commodity 
will  go  far  to  gain  their  attention. 

Few  industries  have  been  so  effec- 
tively shutout  of  the  world  market  be- 
cause of  other  countries'  subsidies  as 
has  the  American  dairy  industry.  Al- 
though our  dairy  industry  is  the  larg- 
est in  the  free  world,  the  United 
States  is  not  a  major  factor  in  the 
international  market  for  dairy  prod- 
ucts. Our  absence  from  this  market 
has  much  to  do  with  our  failure  to 
compete  for  an  equitable  share  of  the 
world  market  on  an  equal  basis  with 
other  exporting  nations,  primarily 
those  of  the  European  Economic  Com- 
munity. 

Through  the  use  of  export  subsidies, 
the  Community  has  taken  a  share  of 
the  world  market  well  out  of  propor- 
tion to  their  overall  share  of  world 
production.  Even  though  U.S.  price 
supports  are  at  a  level  comparable  to 
the  EEC— $413.10  per  cwt.  versus 
$12.81.  respectively— and  U.S.  produc- 
tion is  nearly  50  percent  of  the  total 
production  of  the  member  nations  of 
the  EEC  combined,  our  share  of  the 
world  market  is  but  one-sixth  of  the 
share  held  by  the  EEC. 


The  Europeans  are  sensitive  about 
competition  with  their  dairy  trade  be- 
cause they  spend  so  much  money  en- 
couraging production  of  milk.  Milk  ac- 
counts for  one-fifth  of  all  agricultural 
production  in  the  Community,  with 
one  out  of  every  three  farms  engaged 
in  dairying.  As  a  result,  dairy  subsidies 
reportedly  account  for  about  30  per- 
cent of  the  entire  budget  of  the 
Common  Market.  It  is  anybody's  guess 
how  large  this  expenditure  would  be  if 
the  Community  could  not  rely  on  the 
world  market  as  a  place  to  dump  vast 
amounts  of  surplus  dairy  products. 

By  selling  surplus  dairy  products  to 
a  traditional  market  of  the  EEC.  we 
are  starting  to  make  the  Community 
feel  the  impact  in  its  wallet.  This  sale 
will  set  a  precedent,  and  now  the  Eu- 
ropeans will  no  doubt  wonder  how 
much  of  the  remaining  2.6  billion 
pounds  of  CCC-owned  dairy  product 
will  follow  into  the  comparatively 
small  world  dairy  market.  They  know- 
as  well  as  we  do  that  only  three  things 
can  be  done  with  this  surplus:  It  can 
be  given  away,  thrown  away,  or  sold 
overseas.  What  the  Europeans  had  not 
known— until  today— was  that  we  are 
willing  to  sell  on  the  world  market  if 
progress  is  not  made  toward  eliminat- 
ing the  export  subsidy  mentality 
which  so  thoroughly  pervades  their 
trade  policy. 

An  awareness  is  growing  in  the 
United  States  that  the  loss  of  agricul- 
tural exports  due  to  predatory  trade 
practices  is  more  than  just  a  farm 
problem,  it  is  a  major  economic  prob- 
lem which  touches  the  lives  of  all 
Americans.  The  predatory  nations 
should  take  note  that  support  for  ac- 
tions such  as  this  dairy  sale  is  not  only 
widespread  but  building. 

Last  year,  I  was  successful  in  getting 
an  amendment  attached  to  the  Omni- 
bus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  which 
provides  for  $175  to  $190  million  for 
use  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion for  export  promotion.  Approxi- 
mately $100  million  of  this  money  has 
already  been  used  in  the  highly  suc- 
cessful -blended  credit"  program. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry  reported  out  S.  822— the  Ag- 
ricultural Export  Equity  and  Market 
Expansion  Act  of  1983.  Included  in 
this  legislation  is  a  mandated  dairy 
sale,  and  a  requirement  that  the  re- 
maining $90  million  of  the  aforemen- 
tioned promotion  money  be  used  for 
exports  of  high  value  or  value  added 
products,  of  which  $20  million  is  ear- 
marked for  eggs  and  poultry.  The  bill 
also  includes  authorization  for  an 
export  PIK,  and  expanded  authorities 
for  overseas  donations  of  U.S.  agricul- 
tural commodities. 

In  June,  the  Senate  took  another 
major  step  in  its  fight  to  make  world 
agriculture  trade  more  free  when  it 
passed  overwhelmingly,  81   to   13.  an 


amendment  I  offered  to  S.  695.  the  bill 
to  increase  the  U.S.  quota  to  the  IMF. 
The  amendment  is  designed  to  deny 
International  Monetary  Fund  moneys 
to  nations  which  use  "predatory 
export  subsidies.  "  Specifically,  under 
the  amendment,  the  U.S.  Executive 
Director  to  the  IMF  is  directed  to  seek 
adoption  of  a  rule  by  the  Fund  that 
would  require  countries  receiving 
loans  to  eliminate  predatory  agricul- 
tural export  subsidies. 

Not  long  after  adoption  of  my 
amendment,  the  Senate  approved  an 
amendment  to  the  1984  agricultural 
appropriations  bill  offered  by  our  col- 
league from  Georgia,  Senator  Mack 
Mattingly,  which  will  require  that  a 
minimum  of  $5  million  in  funds  or 
commodities  be  spent  to  counter  the 
unfair  trading  practices  of  other  coun- 
tries. About  the  same  time,  the  Agri- 
culture Committee  reported  H.R.  2733 
to  the  Senate.  This  bill  contains  provi- 
sions mandating  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  spend  $300  million  in  fiscal 
year  1984  and  1985  for  export  activi- 
ties. 

In  a  move  that  further  indicates  the 
desire  of  the  Senate  to  go  toe  to  toe 
with  the  subsidizing  nations,  consider- 
able interest  has  been  expressed  as  of 
late  toward  helping  the  beleaguered 
egg  and  poultry  industry  in  the  world 
market.  Earlier  this  month,  I  joined 
with  10  other  Senators  in  writing 
President  Reagan  to  ask  him  to  take 
active  measures  to  combat  the  exces- 
sive use  of  export  subsidies  for  eggs 
used  by  the  EEC  and  other  countries. 
Senator  Mattingly  followed  up  on 
this  effort  by  getting  over  70  of  our 
colleagues— myself  included— to  join 
him  in  sending  a  letter  to  the  Presi- 
dent urging  him  to  take  immediate 
action  to  counter  the  unfair  trading 
practices  with  which  our  poultry  and 
egg  producers  now  must  contend. 

All  of  this  activity  should  make  it 
clear  that  this  body  will  not  rest  until 
progress  is  made  toward  the  elimina- 
tion of  predatory  export  subsidies.  If 
these  recent  Senate  actions  are  a  reli- 
able guide,  and  if  the  predatory  na- 
tions remain  intransient  on  this  issue, 
I  have  little  doubt  that,  the  Senate 
will  overwhelmingly  pass  S.  822  when 
it  is  considered  later  this  year. 

For  years  now,  we  have  talked  with 
the  subsidizing  nations  about  their 
predatory  trade  practices.  The  fact 
that  export  subsidies  continue,  and  in 
some  cases,  grow,  makes  it  clear  that 
more  than  rhetoric  will  be  needed  if 
we  are  to  make  world  trade  more  free 
and  fair.  With  the  recent  flurry  of 
congressional  activity,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  American  public  does  want 
more  than  just  talk,  it  wants  results. 
With  the  sale  of  surplus  dairy  prod- 
ucts to  Egypt,  the  administration  has 
taken  another  step  toward  getting  re- 
sults by  reminding  our  competitors,  in 
a  more  forceful  way.  that  the  United 
States    will    not    stand    idly    by    and 


accept  a  permanent  reduction  in  our 
agricultural  base  nor  allow  our  farm- 
ers to  suffer  at  the  hand  of  foreign 
treasuries.* 


SENATE  TO  CONVENE  AT  9:30 
A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  on  to- 
morrow there  is  an  order  for  the 
Senate  to  convene  at  9:30  a.m.,  is  there 
not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 


Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  might 
otherwise  be  disposed  to  object,  but  I 
see  the  author  of  this  bill  is  Mr.  Mel- 
CHER.  I  see  Mr.  Melcher  is  in  the 
Chamber. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  see  what  might  even 
be  considered  to  be  an  agriculture  bill 
conference  going  on  back  there.  I  also 
note  they  have  smiles  on  their  faces. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Because  we  have  not 
done  anything  yet. 

Mr.  BAKER.  That  is  because  they 
have  not  done  anything  yet. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  no  objection. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


ORDER  FOR  RECOGNITION  OF 
SENATOR  THURMOND.  SENA- 
TOR PROXMIRE.  SENATOR 
WEICKER  AND  SENATOR 

BUMPERS  ON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  on  tomorrow, 
after  the  recognition  of  the  two  lead- 
ers under  the  standing  order,  that  two 
Senators  be  recognized  on  special 
orders  of  not  to  exceed  15  minutes 
each  as  follows:  Senators  Thurmond 
and  Proxmire,  in  that  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  an- 
ticipated that,  after  the  execution  of 
the  special  orders  tomorrow,  a  period 
will  be  provided  for  the  transaction  of 
routine  morning  business. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  just  been  noti- 
fied there  is  a  fourth  request  for  a  spe- 
cial order  tomorrow.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  there  be  a  special  order 
in  favor  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Weicker)  for 
not  to  exceed  15  minutes  as  the  fourth 
in  a  series  of  special  orders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
been  advised  that  there  is  another  re- 
quest for  a  special  order  on  tomorrow. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  spe- 
cial order  be  provided  in  favor  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Bumpers) 
to  appear  in  sequence  and  that  the 
time  will  be  not  longer  than  15  min- 
utes in  length. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
certain  items  that  are  cleared  for 
action  by  unanimous  consent  on  this 
side.  I  would  address  them  to  the 
Senate  and  inquire  of  the  minority 
leader  if  he  is  in  a  position  to  clear 
these  items  as  they  appear. 

First.  Mr.  President.  I  would  propose 
to  indefinitely  postpone  two  items; 
that  is.  S.  1010  and  S.  1148.  It  would  be 
my  intention  to  ask  the  Senate  to  turn 
to  the  consideration  of  S.  1148  and 
pass  it  if  S.  1010  is  indefinitely  post- 
poned. 


ORDER  TO  INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONE  S.  1010 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Calendar 
Order  No.  149.  S.  1010.  be  indefinitely 
postponed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


USE      AND      DISTRIBUTION      OF 

CERTAIN      INDIAN     JUDGMENT 

FUNDS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate 
Calendar  Order  No.  329,  S.  1148. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1148)  to  provide  for  the  use  and 
distribution  of  funds  awarded  the  Assini- 
boine  Tribe  of  the  Fort  Belknap  Indian 
Community.  Montana,  and  the  Assiniboine 
Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Community. 
Montana,  in  docket  numbered  10-81L  by  the 
United  States  Court  of  Claims,  and  for 
other  purposes  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  with 
amendments,  as  follows: 

On  page  2.  line  9,  strike  -Community", 
and  insert  -Reservation": 

On  page  2.  line  14.  after  "with"",  insert 
■planning  for": 

On  page  2.  line  17.  strike  -Provided", 
through  and  including  line  19; 

On  page  3.  line  3.  strike  -enrolee".  and 
insert  -Duly  enrolled  member": 

On  page  3.  line  20.  strike  "Community", 
and  insert  -Reservation"; 

On  page  3.  line  21,  strike  "Treaty  Commit- 
tee ".  and  insert  "Council": 

On  page  3.  line  22,  after  "with"",  insert 
-planning  for "; 

On  page  3,  line  25.  strike  Provided", 
through  and  including  line  2  on  page  4; 

On  page  4,  line  4,  strike  "Community"", 
and  insert  -Reservation": 

On  page  4.  line  10.  strike  'who  ".  through 
and  including  line  22.  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

(b)  30  percent  of  these  funds  and  any 
amounts  remaining  after  the  per  capita  pay- 
ment, shall  be  held  in  trust  and  invested  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  benefit  of  the  Assini- 
boine Tribe  of  the  Port  Peck  Indian  Reser- 
vation and  its  members.  The  principal  of 
the  funds  and  the  income  therefrom  shall 
be  applied  and  used  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Assiniboine  Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian 
Reservation  and  its  members  in  accordance 
with  reasonable  terms  established  by  the 
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Port  Peck  Assiniboine  Council  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  Tribal  Executive  Board  of 
the  AssinilKJine  and  Sioux  Tribes  of  the 
Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation,  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary:  Provided.  That  until  such 
terms  has  been  agreed  upon,  the  Secretary 
shall  fix  the  terms  of  the  administration  of 
the  portion  of  the  funds  as  to  which  there  is 
no  agreement. 

On  page  5.  line  17.  strike  43  CFR". 
through  and  including  115.4',  and  insert 
"regulations  of  the  Secretary"; 

On  page  5.  line  24.  after  per  capita", 
insert    or  family  interest  ; 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

S.  1148 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  Stales  of 
America  m  Congress  assembled.  That  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
funds  appropriated  on  September  30.  1981. 
in  accordance  with  section  1302  of  ihc  Sup- 
plemental Appropriation  Act  i31  U.S.C. 
724a).  in  satisfaction  of  an  award  in  United 
States  Court  of  Claims  docket  numbered  10- 
81L.  including  all  interest  and  investment 
income  accrued,  less  attorney  fees  and  liti- 
gation expenses,  shall  be  divided  on  the 
basis  of  42.5  percent  of  the  award  funds  to 
the  Assiniboine  Tribe  of  the  Fort  Belknap 
Indian  Community  and  57.5  percent  of  the 
award  funds  to  the  Assiniboine  Tribe  of  the 
Port  Peck  Indian  Reservation  and  utilized 
for  the  purposes  herein  provided. 

Sec.  2.  The  funds  apportioned  to  the  As- 
siniboine Tribe  of  the  Fort  Belknap  Indian 
Community.  Montana,  less  the  costs  in- 
curred by  the  Fort  Belknap  Assiniboine 
Treaty  Committee  in  connection  with  plan- 
ning for  the  use  and  distribution  of  such 
funds,  including  costs  in  connection  with 
this  legislation,  and  related  attorney  fees 
and  expenses,  shall  be  used  and  distributed 
as  follows: 

(a)  The  Assiniboine  membership  roll  of 
the  Fort  Belknap  Indian  Community  shall 
be  brought. current  to  include  all  eligible 
members  born  on  or  prior  to  and  living  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  Subse 
quent  to  the  preparation  and  approval  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter 

Secretary")  of  this  roll,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  a  per  capita  distribution  of  80  percent 
of  the  funds  (in  a  sum  as  equal  as  possible), 
to  each  duly  enrolled  member.  The  Secre- 
tary's determination  concerning  eligibility 
to  share  in  the  per  capita  payment  shall  be 
final. 

(b)  20  percent  of  these  funds,  and  any 
amount  remaining  after  the  per  capita  pay- 
ment, shall  be  held  in  trust  and  invested  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  benefit  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Assiniboine  Tribe  of  the  Fort 
Belknap  Indian  Community.  The  Treaty 
Committee  of  such  Tribe,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary,  shall  distribute  an  annual 
family  interest  payment  to  all  enrolled 
members  of  the  Fort  Belknap  Assiniboine 
Tribe.  All  members  on  the  Assiniboine  tribal 
membership  roll  living  in  November  15  of 
each  year  shall  be  eligible  for  the  annual  in- 
terest payment.  Members  born  after  that 
date  and  living  on  the  following  November 
15  shall  be  eligible  for  the  next  annual  pay- 
ment. 

Sec.  3.  The  funds  apportioned  to  the  As- 
siniboine Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Res- 
er\ation.  Montana,  less  the  costs  incurred 
by  the  Fort  Peck  Assiniboine  Council  in  con- 
nection with  planning  for  the  use  and  distri- 
bution of  such  funds,  including  costs  in  con- 
nection with  this  legislation,  and  related  at- 


torney fees  and  expen.ses.  shall  be  used  and 
distributed  as  follows: 

(a)  The  Assiniboine  membership  roll  of 
the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation.  Montana, 
shall  be  brought  current  to  include  all  eligi- 
ble members  born  on  or  prior  to  and  living 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  Sub.se- 
quenl  to  the  preparation  and  approval  by 
the  Secretary  of  this  roll.  Ihe  Secretary 
shall  make  a  per  capita  distribution  of  70 
percent  of  the  funds  (in  sums  as  equal  as 
possible),  to  each  enrollee. 

(b)  30  percent  of  these  funds  and  any 
amounts  remaining  after  the  per  capita  pay 
ment.  shall  be  held  in  iru.st  and  invested  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  benefit  of  the  Assini- 
boine Trib«'  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reser- 
vation and  its  members.  The  principal  of 
the  funds  and  the  income  therefrom  shall 
be  applied  and  used  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Assiniboine  Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian 
Reservation  and  its  members  in  accordance 
with  reasonable  terms  established  by  Ihe 
Fort  Peck  A.ssiniboine  Council  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  Tribal  Executive  Board  of 
the  Assiniboine  and  Sioux  Tribes  of  the 
Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation,  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary:  Provided.  That  until  such 
terms  has  been  agreed  upon,  the  Secretary 
shall  fix  the  terms  of  the  administration  of 
the  portion  of  the  funds  as  to  which  there  is 
no  agreement. 

Sec.  4.  The  per  capita  shares  of  living 
competent  adults  shall  be  paid  directly  to 
them.  Shares  of  decea.sed  individual  benefi- 
ciaries shall  be  determined  and  distributed 
in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secre- 
tary. 

Sec  5.  None  of  the  funds  distributed  per 
capita  or  held  in  trust  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  subject  to  Federal  or 
State  income  taxes,  and  the  per  capita  or 
family  interest  payments  shall  not  be  con- 
sidered as  income  or  resources  when  deter- 
mining the  extent  of  eligibility  for  assist- 
ance under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any 
Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pre- 
scribe rules  and  regulations  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  including  the  estab- 
lishment of  deadlines  for  filing  applications 
for  enrollment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  bill? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Montana  does  not  have  any 
objection  to  calling  up  his  bill,  does 
he? 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  minori- 
ty leader  and  majority  leader.  It  is  a 
very  worthwhile  bill,  and  I  am  happy 
that  it  is  being  brought  up.  The  As- 
siniboine Tribe  in  Montana.  I  can  tell 
you,  will  be  grateful. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  bet  the  chief  comes  to 
see  the  Senator  pretty  soon  and  brings 
him  a  headdress  and  a  quiver  full  of 
arrows. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  The  chiefs,  big  and 
small,  come  to  see  me. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  commit- 
tee amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc. 
The  bill  is  open  to  further  amend- 
ment. If  there  be  no  further  amend- 
ment to  be  proposed,  the  question  is 
on  the  engrossment  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed  as  follows: 
S.  1148 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Represenlalives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  m  Congress  assembled.  That,  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
funds  appropriated  on  September  30.  1981, 
in  accordance  with  section  1302  of  the  Sup- 
plemental Appropriation  Act  (31  U.S.C. 
724a).  in  satisfaction  of  an  award  in  United 
States  Court  of  Claims  docket  numbered  10- 
81L.  including  all  interest  and  investment 
income  accrued,  less  attorney  fees  and  liti- 
gation expen.sfs,  shall  be  divided  on  the 
basis  of  42.5  percent  of  the  award  funds  to 
the  A.ssiniboine  Tribe  of  the  Fort  Belknap 
Indian  Community  and  57.5  percent  of  the 
award  funds  to  the  A.ssiniboine  Tribe  of  the 
Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  and  utilized 
for  the  purposes  herein  provided. 

Sec  2.  The  funds  apportioned  to  the  As- 
siniboine Tribe  of  the  Fort  Belknap  Indian 
Community,  Montana,  less  the  costs  in- 
curred by  the  Fort  Belknap  A.ssiniboine 
Treaty  Committee  in  connection  with  plan- 
ning for  the  use  and  distribution  of  such 
funds,  including  costs  in  connection  with 
this  legislation,  and  related  attorney  fees 
and  expen.ses.  shall  be  used  and  distributed 
as  follows: 

(a)  The  Assiniboine  membership  roll  of 
the  Port'  Belknap  Indian  Community  shall 
be  brough  current  to  include  all  eligible 
members  born  on  or  prior  to  and  living  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  Sub.se- 
quent  to  the  preparation  and  approval  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter 
"Secretary")  of  this  roll,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  a  per  capital  distribution  of  80  percent 
of  the  funds  (in  a  sum  as  equal  as  possible), 
to  each  duly  enrolled  member.  The  Secre- 
tary s  determination  concerning  eligibility 
to  share  in  the  per  capita  payment  shall  be 
final. 

(b)  20  percent  of  these  funds,  and  any 
amount  remaining  after  the  per  capital  pay- 
ment, shall  be  held  in  trust  and  invested  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  benefit  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Assiniboine  Tribe  of  the  Port 
Belknap  Indian  Community.  The  Treaty 
Committee  of  such  Tribe,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary,  shall  distribute  an  annual 
family  interest  payment  to  all  enrolled 
members  of  the  Fort  Belknap  Assiniboine 
Tribe.  All  members  of  the  Assiniboine  tribal 
membership  roll  living  on  November  15  of 
each  year  shall  be  eligible  for  the  annual  in- 
terest payment.  Members  born  after  that 
date  and  living  on  the  following  November 
15  shall  be  eligible  tor  the  next  annual  pay- 
ment. 

Sec  3.  The  funds  apportioned  to  the  As- 
siniboine Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Res- 
ervation, Montana,  less  the  costs  incurred 
by  the  Fort  Peck  Assiniboine  Council  in  con- 
nection with  planning  for  the  use  and  distri- 
bution of  such  funds,  including  costs  in  con- 
nection with  this  legislation,  and  related  at- 
torney fees  and  expenses,  shall  be  used  and 
distributed  as  follows: 

(a)  The  As,siniboine  membership  roll  of 
the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation,  Montana, 
shall  be  brought  current  to  include  all  elig* 
ble  members  born  on  or  prior  to  and  liviiig 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  Subse- 
quent to  the  preparation  and  approval  by 
the  Secretary  of  this  roll,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  a  per  capita  distribution  of  70 
percent  of  the  funds  (in  sums  as  equal  as 
possible),  to  each  enrollee. 


(b)  30  percent  of  these  funds  and  any 
amounts  remaining  after  the  per  capita  pay- 
ment, shall  be  held  in  trust  and  invested  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  benefit  of  the  Assini- 
boine Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reser- 
vation and  its  members.  The  principal  of 
the  funds  and  the  income  therefrom  shall 
be  applied  and  u.sed  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Assiniboine  Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian 
Re.servation  and  its  members  in  accordance 
with  reasonable  terms  established  by  the 
Fort  Peck  Assiniboine  Council  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  Tribal  Executive  Board  of 
the  Assiniboine  and  Sioux  Tribes  of  the 
Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation,  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary:  provided  that  until  such 
terms  has  been  agreed  upon,  the  Secretary 
shall  fix  the  terms  of  the  administration  of 
the  portion  of  the  funds  as  to  which  there  is 
no  agreement. 

Sec  4.  The  per  capita  shares  of  living 
competent  adults  shall  be  paid  directly  to 
them.  Shares  of  deceased  individual  benefi- 
ciaries shall  be  determined  and  distributed 
in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secre- 
tary. 

Sec  5.  None  of  the  funds  distributed  per 
capita  or  held  in  trust  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  subject  to  Federal  or 
State  income  taxes,  and  the  per  capita  or 
family  interest  payments  shall  not  be  con- 
sidered as  income  or  resources  when  deter- 
mining the  extent  of  eligibility  for  assist- 
ance under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any 
Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs. 

Sec  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pre- 
scribe rules  and  regulations  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  including  the  estab- 
lishment of  deadlines  for  filing  applications 
for  enrollment. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"A  bill  to  provide  for  the  use  and  dis- 
tribution of  funds  awarded  the  Assini- 
boine Tribe  of  the  Fort  Belknap 
Indian  Community.  Mont.,  and  the  As- 
siniboine Tribe  of  the  Fort  Peck 
Indian  Reservation.  Mont.,  in  docket 
numbered  10-81L  by  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Claims,  and  for  other  purposes". 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  the  next 
item  in  my  folder  is  S.  505.  It  would  be 
my  intention  to  ask  the  Chair  to  lay 
that  matter  before  the  Senate  if  the 
minority  leader  can  clear  it  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  matter  has  been 
cleared.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 


JULIETTE  GORDON  LOW 
FEDERAL  BUILDING 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate 
Calendar  Order  No.  187.  S.  505. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  505)  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  to  be  constructed  in  Savannah.  Ga., 
as  the  "Juliette  Gordon  Low  Federal  Build- 
ing", 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

amendment  no.  2113 
Mr,  BAKER,  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Mattingly)  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  B.^ker). 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Mattingly  and  Mr.  Staf- 
ford, proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
2113. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
After  line  9,  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 
"Sec  2.  (a)  The  Administrator  of  General 
Services  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator), may  accept  and  use  contribu- 
tions from  private  individuals  or  organiza- 
tions for  the  design  and  construction  of  a 
memorial  commemorating  the  life  and  ac- 
complishments of  Juliette  Gordon  Low.  The 
Administrator,  in  consultation  with  the 
chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  and  the  national  President  of  the 
Girl  Scouts  of  America,  shall  determine  the 
appropriate  form  and  location  of  such  me- 
morial, to  be  located  in  or  around  the  build- 
ing referred  to  in  this  Act.  The  memorial 
may  include  fountains,  gardens,  walks, 
stained  glass  windows,  or  other  building  ap- 
purtenances visible  and  accessible  to  visi- 
tors, and  in  harmony  with  the  architectural 
and  landscape  design  of  such  building.  The 
Administrator  may  conduct  a  competition  to 
select  a  designer  for  the  memorial  author- 
ized by  this  section.  Such  competition  shall 
be  open  to  landscape  and  other  architects, 
artists,  artisans,  and  designers. 

"(b)  The  Administrator  shall  provide 
maintenance  for  such  memorial." 

Mr.  MATTINGLY.  Mr.  President,  in 
February  of  this  year  I  introduced  leg- 
islation to  designate  the  Federal  office 
building  to  be  constructed  in  Telfair 
Square,  Savannah.  Ga..  as  the  'Juli- 
ette Gordon  Low  Federal  Building."  I 
am  pleased  that  the  Committee  on  En- 
vironment and  Public  Works  agreed 
with  me  that  it  was  appropriate  to  rec- 
ognize Juliette  Gordon  Low's  contribu- 
tions to  our  Nation's  history  in  such  a 
way.  The  bill,  S.  505,  was  reported  to 
the  full  Senate  in  May  and  has  been 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

Today  I  am  submitting  an  amend- 
ment to  S.  505.  Its  purpose  is  simple. 
My  amendment  would  allow  for  the 
construction  of  a  memorial  commemo- 
rating the  life  and  accomplishments  of 
Juliette  Low  in  or  around  the  Federal 
building  which  will  bear  her  name. 
The  design  and  location  of  the  memo- 
rial, which  must  be  in  harmony  with 
the  architectural  and  landscape  design 
of  the  building,  would  be  determined 


by  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv- 
ices in  consultation  with  the  Chair- 
man of  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  and  the  national  president  of 
the  Girl  Scouts  of  America. 

Under  the  provisions  of  my  amend- 
ment, the  memorial  would  be  con- 
structed without  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Administator  of 
General  Services  would  be  allowed  to 
accept  contributions  from  private  indi- 
viduals and  organizations  for  this  pur- 
pose. In  addition,  he  would  be  author- 
ized to  conduct  an  open  competition 
among  artists,  artisans  and  architects 
to  select  a  designer  for  this  memorial. 
When  Juliette  Gordon  Low  died  in 
1927,  less  than  15  years  after  she 
founded  the  Girl  Scouts  of  America, 
membership  in  the  organization  num- 
bered 137,000.  Today,  that  number 
continues  to  grow.  Over  44,000.000 
women  and  girls  have  participated  in 
what  remains  the  world's  largest  vol- 
untary organization  for  girls.  It  is  fit- 
ting, Mr.  President,  that  the  citizens 
of  this  Nation  who  have  been  influ- 
enced by  Juliette  Low's  high  principles 
and  ideals  should  have  the  opportuni- 
ty to  participate  in  a  project  to  honor 
her.  It  is  also  appropriate  that  such  a 
memorial  be  made  available  for  the 
public's  enjoyment.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment  to 
pay  tribute  to  one  Georgia's  and  the 
Nation's  finest  citizens. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  2113)  was 
3.£rPGci  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  for  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendments  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en- 
grossment and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 
S.  505 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representalii^es  of  the  United  Slates  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Federal  building  to  be  constructed  at  Telfair 
Square.  Savannah.  Georgia,  shall  hereafter 
be  named  and  designated  as  the  "Juliette 
Gordon  Low  Federal  Building  ".  Any  refer- 
ence in  a  law,  map,  regulation,  document, 
record,  or  other  paper  of  the  United  States 
to  such  building  shall  be  held  to  be  a  refer- 
ence to  the  "Juliette  Gordon  Low  Federal 
Building". 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Administrator  of  General 
Services  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator), may  accept  and  use  contribu- 
tions from  private  individuals  or  organiza- 
tions for  the  design  and  construction  of  a 
memorial  commemorating  the  life  and  ac- 
complishments of  Juliette  Gordon  Low.  The 
Administrator,  in  consultation  with  the 
chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  and  the  national  President  of  the 
Girl  Scouts  of  America,  shall  determine  the 
appropriate  form  and  location  of  such  me- 
morial, to  be  located  in  or  around  the  build- 
ing referred  to  in  this  Act.  The  memorial 
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may  include  fountains,  gardens,  walks, 
stained  glass  windows,  or  other  building  ap- 
purtenances visible  and  accessible  to  visi- 
tors, and  in  harmony  with  the  architectural 
and  landscape  design  of  such  building.  The 
Administrator  may  conduct  a  competition  to 
select  a  designer  for  the  memorial  author- 
ized by  this  section.  Such  competition  shall 
be  open  to  landscape  and  other  architects, 
artists,  artisans,  and  designers. 

(b)  The  Administrator  shall  provide  main- 
tenance for  such  memorial. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


THREE  ADDITIONAL  ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATORS  OF  THE  EN- 
VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  next  on 
my  list  is  S.  1696.  Would  the  minority 
leader  indicate  to  me  whether  he  can 
clear  that  measure  at  this  time? 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  has  been  cleared 
on  this  side. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  Chair 
lav  before  the  Senate  Calendar  Order 
No.  319. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  1696)  authorizing  three  addition 
al  a.ssistant  administrators  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2  1  1  •• 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  on  behalf  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
(Mr.  Stafford). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker). 
for  Mr.  Stafford,  proposes  an  amendment 
numl)ered  2114. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

That  (a)  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  may  ap- 
point three  A-ssistant  Administrators  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  addi- 
tion to— 

(1)  the  five  Assistant  Administrators  pro- 
vided for  in  section  1(d)  of  Reorganization 
Plan   No.   3   of    1970   (5   U.S.C.   Appendix) 


(hereinafter  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the 
•Reorganization  Plan"); 

(2)  the  Assistant  Administrator  provided 
by  section  26(g)  of  the  Toxic  Substances 
Control  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2625(g));  and 

(3)  the  Assistant  Administrator  provided 
by  .section  307(b)  of  the  Comprehensive  En- 
vironmental Respon.se.  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.,69na). 

(b)  Each  Assistant  Administt'ator  appoint- 
ed under  sub.section  (a)  shall  perform  such 
duties  as  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  may  prescribe. 

Sec.  2.  (a)(1)  Section  5313  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency.". 

i2)  The  second  sentence  of  section  1(b)  of 
the  Reorganization  Plan  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ".  and  shall  be  compensated  at 
the  rale  now  or  hereafter  provided  for  Level 

II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  Pay  Rates  (5 
U.S.C.  5313)". 

(b)(1)  Section  5314  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 

Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency.". 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1(c)  of 
the  Reorganization  Plan  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ".  and  shall  be  compensated  al 
the  rate  now  or  hereafter  provided  for  Level 

III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  Pay  Rales  (5 
U.S.C.  5314)". 

(c)(  1 )  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  Stales 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  items: 

Assistant  Administrator  for  Toxic  Sub- 
.slances.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

•Assistant  Administrator.  Office  ol  Solid 
Waste.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

A.ssistant  Administrators.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (8).". 

(2)(A)  Section  26(g)(2)  of  the  Toxic  Sub- 
stances Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  (A) '  and  .  and  (B>  be  compensated  at 
the  rate  of  pay  authorized  for  such  Assist- 
ant Administrators  ". 

(B)  Section  307(b)  of  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response.  Compen.sation. 
and  Liability  Act  of  1980  is  amended  by 
striking  out  .  and  shall  be  compensated  at 
the  rate  provided  for  Level  IV  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  pay  rates  under  section  5315 
of  title  5.  United  States  Code". 

(C)  Section  1(d)  of  the  Reorganization 
Plan  is  amended  by  striking  out  .  and  shall 
be  compensated  at  the  rate  now  or  hereaf- 
ter provided  for  Level  IV  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  Pav  Rates  (5  U.S.C.  5315)". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  2114)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en- 
grossment and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  1696)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 
S.  1696 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  may  appoint  three 


A.ssistant    Administrators   of    the   Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  in  addition  to— 

(1)  the  five  Assistant  Administrators  pro- 
vided for  in  section  1(d)  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  3  of  1970  (5  U.S.C.  Appendix) 
(hereinafter  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the 
•Reorganization  Plan"): 

(2)  the  Assistant  Administrator  provided 
by  section  26(g)  of  the  Toxic  Substances 
Control  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2625(g));  and 

(3)  the  Assistant  Administrator  provided 
by  .section  307(b)  of  the  Comprehensive  En- 
vironmental Response.  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980(42  U.S.C.  6911a). 

(b)  Each  Assistant  Administrator  appoint- 
ed under  subsection  (a)  shall  perform  such 
duties  as  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ 
mental  Protection  Agency  may  prescribe 

Sec  2.  (a)(1)  Section  5313  of  lille  5. 
United  Stales  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

•Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency.". 
(2)  The  second  .sentence  of  section  Kb)  of 
the  Reorganization  Plan  is  amended  by 
striking  out  •.  and  shall  be  compensated  at 
the  rate  now  or  hereafter  provided  for  Level 

II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  Pay  Rates  (5 
use.  5313)  " 

(b)(1)  Section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  item: 

■  Deputy  Administrator  of  the* Environmen- 
tal Protection  Agency.'. 
(2)  The  first  sentence  of  section  Kc)  of 
the  Reorganization  Plan  is  amended  by 
striking  out  '•.  and  shall  be  compensated  at 
the  rale  now  or  hereafter  provided  for  Level 

III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  Pay  Rates  (5 
U.S.C.  5314)". 

(c)(  1 )  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  item.s: 

■Assistant    Administrator    for    Toxic    Sub- 
stances. Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency. 
•  Assistant    Administrator.    Office   of   Solid 
Waste.   Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency. 
•Assistant    Administrators.    Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (8).". 
(2»(A)  Section  26(g)(2)  of  the  Toxic  Sub- 
stances Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out    (A)"  and    .  and  (B)  by  compensated  at 
the  rate  of  pay  authorized  for  such  Assist- 
ant Administrators". 

(B)  Section  307(b)  of  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response.  Compen-sation. 
and  Liability  Act  of  1980  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ".  and  shall  be  compensated  at 
the  rate  provided  for  Level  IV  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  pay  rales  under  section  5315 
of  title  5.  United  States  Code' . 

(C)  Section  1(d)  of  the  Reorganization 
Plan  is  amended  by  striking  out  ".  and  shall 
be  compensated  al  the  rate  now  or  hereaf- 
ter provided  for  Level  IV  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  Pay  Rates  (5  U.S.C.  5315)". 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OF  D.C. 
RETIREMENT  REFORM  ACT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
now  prepared  to  go  to  S.  1625,  if  the 
minority  leader  can  clear  that. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
happy  to  say  to  the  majority  leader 
that  that  item  has  been  cleared  on 
this  side. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

I  ask  that  the  Chair  lay  before  the 
Senate  Calendar  Order  No.  335,  S. 
1625. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  1625)  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Retirement  Reform  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs  with 
amendments,  as  follows: 

On  page  5.  line  14.  after  •Agency",  insert 
•and  the  Comptroller  General"; 

On  page  6.  line  4.  strike  'deiermine'. 
through  and  including  'section.  "  on  line  12. 
and  insert  the  following:  -provide  the  Board 
its  assessment  within  60  days  of  receipt  of 
the  Board's  report,  of  the  scope,  nature,  in- 
volvement, and  impact  on  District  of  Colum- 
bia police  officers  and  firefighters  of  the 
events  determined  by  the  Board  to  be  of  un- 
ordinary  and  of  a  catastrophic  nature.  The 
Agency  shall  submit  copies  of  its  assessment 
to  the  Comptroller  General,  the  Board,  and 
the  offices  and  officers  set  forth  in  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section.". 

On  page  6.  line  21.  strike  •report  ".  and 
insert  •reports  ". 
So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

S.  1625 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
lion  145  of  the  Di.strict  of  Columbia  Retire- 
ment Reform  Act.  approved  November  17. 
1979  (93  Stat.  866.  882-884).  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

•■(a)(1)  After  January  1.  and  before  March 
1.  of  each  year  beginning  with  calendar  year 
1984  and  ending  with  calendar  year  2004. 
the  enrolled  actuary  engaged  pursuant  to 
section  142  shall,  with  respect  to  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Police  Officers  and  Fire 
Fighters'  Retirement  Fund— 

■■(A)  determine,  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  disability 
retirement  rate  for  the  preceding  calendar 
year:  and 

■•(B)  determine  if  such  disability  retire- 
ment rate  for  such  preceding  calendar  year 
is  greater  than  eight-tenths  of  a  percentage 
point. 

■■(2)  For  the  purpo.ses  of  clause  (A)  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  di.sabil- 
ity  retirement  rale  for  the  applicable  calen- 
dar year  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  a  frac- 
tion, the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number 
of  officers  and  members  of  the  Metropoli- 
tan Police  Force  and  the  Fire  Department 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  who  first 
became  officers  or  members  on  or  before 
February  14.  1980.  and  who  retired  on  dis- 
ability during  such  applicable  year  under 
subsection  (fid)  or  (g)(1)  of  section  12  of 


the  Police  and  Firemen's  Retirement  and 
Disability  Act  (but  such  numerator  shall 
not  include  any  such  officer  or  member 
whose  retirement  is  ordered  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction),  and  the  denomina- 
tor of  which  is  the  total  number  of  such  of- 
ficers and  members  who  were  on  active  duly 
on  January  1  of  such  applicable  calendar 
year. 

■■(3)  The  enrolled  actuary  shall  report  the 
determinations  (including  related  docu- 
ments and  information)  made  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  to  the  Board 
and  to  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  Slates  not  later  than  March  1  of 
each  year. 

■■(b)(1)  The  Board  and  the  Comptroller 
General  shall  each  transmit  a  copy  of  each 
such  report  by  the  enrolled  actuary  under 
subsection  (a)  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  President  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Senate,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs  of  the 
Senate,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia  of  the  Hou.se  of 
Representatives,  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  not 
later  than  March  31  of  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  report  is  made,  and  each  shall 
submit  comments  on  such  report. 

■■(2)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  in- 
clude in  his  comments  on  each  such  report 
transmitted  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 
section a  statement  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
determinations  made  by  the  enrolled  actu- 
ary fairly  present,  in  all  material  respects, 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

•■(3)  With  respect  to  each  applicable  fiscal 
year,  the  Comptroller  General  shall  make  a 
determination,  as  provided  for  under  sub.sec- 
tion (c)(1)  of  this  section  of  the  amount,  if 
any.  by  which  the  authorization  under  .sec- 
tion 144(a)(1)  should  be  reduced.  The  re- 
sults of  such  determination,  together  with 
such  other  data,  information,  and  comments 
as  the  Comptroller  General  may  deem  nec- 
essary to  enable  the  Congress,  and  the  ap- 
propriate committees  thereof,  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec- 
tion, shall  be  included  as  a  part  of  his  report 
under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

■■(c)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 
year  commencing  October  1.  1984.  and  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter  through  the  fiscal 
year  commencing  October  1.  2004.  the  au- 
thorization under  section  144(a)(1)  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed,  for  pur- 
poses of  such  section,  to  be  reduced  in  the 
amount  hereafter  provided,  if  the  report, 
submitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  fiscal  year  com- 
mences, states  that  the  disability  retirement 
rate  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  for 
the  preceding  calendar  year  is  greater  than 
eight-tenths  of  a  percentage  point.  The 
amount  of  such  reduction  shall  be  I'i  per 
centum  for  each  whole  tenth  of  a  percent- 
age point  by  which  the  disability  retirement 
rate  is  greater  than  eight-tenths  of  a  per- 
centage point. 

■■(2)  There  shall  be  no  reduction  pursuant 
to  section  144(a)(1)  and  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  sub.section  for  any  such  fiscal  year.  if. 
in  computing  the  disability  retirement  rate 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  for  the 
calendar  year  preceding  the  calendar  year 
in  which  such  fiscal  year  commences,  the 
numerator  is  less  than  eight. 


••(3)(A)  If  the  Board  determines,  on  the 
basis  of  substantial  facts,  that  unordinary 
circumstances  or  events  of  catastrophic 
magnitude,  such  as  a  fire  or  civil  disorder, 
caused  or  significantly  contributed  lo  the 
number  of  disability  retirements  under  sub- 
section (gKl)  of  section  12  of  the  Policemen 
and  Firemen's  Retirement  and  Disability 
Act  during  a  calendar  year  covered  by  the 
report  submitted  by  the  Comptroller  Gener- 
al pursuant  to  subsection  (b;  of  this  section, 
it  shall  submit  a  detailed  .statement  on  such 
circumstances  and  events  lo  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency  and  the 
ComptrolliT  General.  Such  statement  shall 
be  submitted  on  or  before  July  1  of  the  cal- 
endar year  next  following  the  calendar  year 
covered  by  such  report  cf  the  Comptroller 
General.  The  .statcmeni  shall  contain, 
among  other  mailers,  data  on  the  total 
number  of  disability  retirements  under  sub- 
sections (f)(1)  and  (g)(1)  of  section  12  of 
such  Act  for  the  applicable  calendar  year, 
the  number  of  such  retire  menis  under  sub- 
section (g)(l  I  of  such  Act  whi'-h.  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Board,  were  cau.sed  or  significant- 
ly contributed  to  by  such  circumstances  or 
events,  and  an  explanations  as  to  why  the 
Board  considers  such  events  or  circum- 
stances to  be  unordinary  and  of  a  cata- 
strophic magnitude. 

■(B>  The  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  shall  review  the  Board's  report  and 
provide  the  Board  its  assessment  within  60 
days  of  receipt  of  the  Board's  report,  of  the 
scope,  nature,  involvement,  and  impact  on 
District  of  Columbia  police  office r-s  and  fire- 
fighters of  the  events  determined  by  the 
Board  lo  be  of  unordinary  and  of  a  cata- 
strophic nature.  The  Agency  shall  submit 
copies  of  its  a.sse.ssment  to  the  Comptroller 
General,  the  Board,  and  the  offices  and  ot fl- 
eers set  forth  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

■(C)(1)  The  Comptroller  General,  on  uhe 
basis  of  such  reports  from  the  Board  and 
the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency,  shall  determine  the  extent  to  which 
.such  disability  retiremen'.s  which  such 
Agency  determined  were  cau.sed  or  contrib- 
uted to  by  such  events  and  circumstances. 
cau.sed  a  reduction  in  the  amount  appropri- 
ated to  the  Fund  as  provided  under  subsec- 
tion (c)  of  this  section.  The  Comptroller 
General  shall  report  the  amount  of  such  re- 
duction so  caused  to  the  Board  and  to  the 
offices  and  officers  set  forth  in  subsection 
(b)(l>  of  this  section.  Such  reports  shall  be 
submitted  on  or  before  December  31  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  he  receives  such 
report  of  the  Federal  Emergency  Manage- 
ment Agency. 

■■(2)  In  addition  to  the  amount  authorized 
lo  be  appropriated  lo  the  Fund  for  any 
fiscal  year  under  section  144(a)(1).  there  is 
authorized  lo  be  appropriated  such  sum  as 
may  be  necessary  to  pay  to  the  Fund  an 
amount  equal  to  the  amount  of  any  reduc- 
tion, plus  interest  lost  lo  the  Fund  because 
of  the  reduction,  for  a  fiscal  year  as  report- 
ed by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  of- 
fices and  officers  of  the  Congress  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  but  in 
no  case  shall  any  mone.vs  be  appropriated 
on  the  basis  of  the  authorization  pursuant 
to  this  paragraph  except  to  the  extent  that 
any  such  reduction  was  actually  made.". 

Sec.  2.  The  amendment  made  by  this  Act 
shall  be  considered  as  having  taken  effect  as 
of  January  1.  1983. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
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ments  be  considered  and  agreed  to  en 
bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  are  agreed 
to  en  bloc. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2115 

Mr.  BAKER.  Now.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  on 
behalf  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Maryland  (Mr.  Mathias)  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr  Bakek). 
for  Mr  Mathias.  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  2115.  On  page  7.  line  1.  after  the 
word  appropriated"  add:  "for  the  fiscal 
year  commencing  October  1.  1984.  and  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  2115)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en- 
grossment and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  1625)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  foliuws: 

S.  1625 

Be  it  enacted  bv  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tion 145  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Retire- 
ment Reform  Act.  approved  November  17. 
1979  (93  Stat  866.  882-884).  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(a)(1)  After  January  1.  and  before  March 
1.  of  each  year  beginnmg  with  calendar  year 
1984  and  ending  with  calendar  year  2004. 
the  enrolled  actuary  engaged  pursuant  to 
section  142  shall,  with  respect  to  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Police  Officers  and  Fire 
Fighters'  Retirement  Fund— 

"(A)  determine,  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (2)  of  this  sutjsection.  the  disability 
retirement  rate  for  the  preceding  calendar 
year:  and 

(B)  determine  if  such  disability  retire- 
ment rate  for  such  preceding  calendar  year 
is  greater  than  eight-tenths  of  a  percentage 
point. 

"(2)  For  the  purposes  of  clau.se  (A)  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  disabil- 
ity retirement  rate  for  the  applicable  calen- 
dar year  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  a  frac- 
tion, the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number 
of  officers  and  members  of  the  Metropoli- 
tan Police  Force  and  the  Fire  Department 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  who  first 
became  officers  or  members  on  or  l)efore 
February  14.  1980.  and  who  retired  on  dis- 
ability during  such  applicable  year  under 
sul)section  (f)(1)  or  (g)(1)  of  section  12  of 
the  Policemen  and  Firemen's  Retirement 
and  Disability  Act  (but  such  numerator 
shall  not  include  any  such  officer  or 
member  whose  retirement  is  ordered  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction),  and  the  de- 
nominator of  which  is  the  total  numtier  of 
such  officers  and  members  who  were  on 
active  duty  on  January  1  of  such  applicable 
calendar  year. 


(3)  The  enrolled  actuary  shall  report  the 
determinations  (including  related  docu- 
ments and  information)  made  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  suljsection  to  the  Board 
and  to  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  not  later  than  March  1  of 
each  year. 

(b)(1)  The  Board  and  the  Comptroller 
General  shall  each  transmit  a  copy  of  each 
such  report  by  the  enrolled  actuary  under 
subsection  (a)  to  the  Speaker  of  the  Hou.se 
of  Representatives,  the  President  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Senate,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs  of  the 
Senate,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  not 
later  than  March  31  of  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  report  is  made,  and  each  shall 
submit  comments  on  such  report. 

(2)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  in- 
clude in  his  comments  on  each  such  report 
transmitted  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  .sub- 
section a  statement  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
determinations  made  by  the  enrolled  actu- 
ary fairly  present,  in  all  material  respects, 
the  requirements  of  sulwection  (a)  of  this 
.section. 

(3)  With  respect  to  each  applicable  fiscal 
year,  the  Comptroller  General  shall  make  a 
determination,  as  provided  for  under  subsec 
tion  (c)(1)  of  this  section  of  the  amount,  if 
any.  by  which  the  authorization  under  sec- 
tion 144(a)(1)  should  be  reduced.  The  re- 
sults of  such  determination,  together  with 
such  other  data,  information,  and  comments 
as  the  Comptroller  General  may  deem  nec- 
essary to  enable  the  Congress,  and  the  ap- 
propriate committees  thereof,  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  sub.section  (c)  of  this  .sec- 
tion, shall  be  included  as  a  part  of  his  report 
under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

••(c)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  with  respect  to  the  fiscal 
year  commencing  October  1.  1984.  and  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter  through  the  fiscal 
year  commencing  October  1.  2004.  the  au- 
thorization under  section  144(a)(1)  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed,  for  pur- 
poses of  such  section,  to  be  reduced  in  the 
amount  hereafter  provided,  if  the  report, 
submitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  fiscal  year  com- 
mences, states  that  the  disability  retirement 
rate  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  for 
the  preceding  calendar  year  is  greater  than 
eight-tenths  of  a  percentage  point.  The 
amount  of  such  reduction  shall  be  I'a  per 
centum  for  each  whole  thenth  of  a  percent- 
age point  by  which  the  disability  retirement 
rate  is  greater  than  eight  tenths  of  a  per- 
centage point. 

"(2)  There  shall  be  no  reduction  pursuant 
to  section  144(a)(1)  and  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection  for  any  such  fiscal  year,  if, 
in  computing  the  disability  retirement  rate 
under  suljsection  (a)  of  this  section  for  the 
calendar  year  preceding  the  calendar  year 
in  which  such  fiscal  year  commences,  the 
numerator  is  less  than  eight. 

"(3)(A)  If  the  Board  determines,  on  the 
basis  of  substantial  facts,  that  unordinary 
circumstances  or  events  of  catastrophic 
magnitude,  such  as  a  fire  or  civil  disorder, 
caused  or  significantly  contributed  to  the 
number  of  disability  retirements  under  sub- 
.section (g)(1)  of  section  12  of  the  Policemen 
and   Firemen's   Retirement   and   Disability 


Act  during  a  calendar  year  covered  by  the 
report  submitted  by  the  Comptroller  Gener- 
al pursuant  to  sub.section  (b)  of  this  section, 
it  shall  submit  a  detailed  statement  on  such 
circumstances  and  events  to  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency  and  the 
Comptroller  General.  Such  statement  shall 
be  submitted  on  or  before  July  1  of  the  cal- 
endar .year  next  following  the  calendar  year 
covered  by  such  report  of  the  Comptroller 
General.  The  statement  shall  contain, 
among  other  matters,  data  on  the  total 
number  of  disability  retirements  under  sub- 
.sections  (fxl)  and  (g)(1)  of  .section  12  of 
such  Act  for  the  applicable  calendar  year, 
the  number  of  such  retirements  under  sub- 
.section (g)(  1 )  of  such  Act  which,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  I  he  Board,  were  caused  or  significant- 
ly contributed  to  by  such  circumstances  or 
events,  and  an  explanation  as  to  why  the 
Board  considers  such  events  or  circum- 
stances to  be  unordinary  and  of  a  cata- 
strophic magnitude. 

■■(B)  The  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  shall  review  the  Boards  report  and 
provide  the  Board  its  assessment  within  60 
days  of  receipt  of  the  Board's  report,  of  the 
.scope,  nature,  involvement,  and  impact  on 
District  of  Columbia  police  officers  and  fire- 
fighters of  the  events  determined  by  the 
Board  to  be  of  unordinary  and  of  a  cata- 
strophic nature.  The  Agency  shall  submit 
copies  of  its  assessment  to  the  Comptroller 
General,  the  Board,  and  the  offices  and  offi- 
cers set  forth  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

•(C)(1)  The  Comptroller  General,  on  the 
basis  of  such  reports  from  the  Board  and 
the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency,  shall  determine  the  extent  to  which 
such  disability  retirements  which  such 
Agency  determined  were  caused  or  contrib- 
uted to  by  such  events  and  circumstances, 
caused  a  reduction  in  the  amount  appropri- 
ated to  the  Fund  as  provided  under  subsec- 
tion (C)  of  this  section.  The  Comptroller 
General  shall  report  the  amount  of  such  re- 
duction so  caused  to  the  Board  and  to  the 
offices  and  officers  set  forth  in  sub-section 
(b)(1)  of  this  section.  Such  reports  shall  be 
submitted  on  or  before  December  31  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  he  receives  such 
report  of  the  Federal  Emergency  Manage- 
ment Agency. 

■•(2)  In  addition  to  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Fund  for  any 
fiscal  year  under  .section  144(a)(1),  there  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  commencing  October  1.  1984.  and  each 
fi.scal  year  thereafter,  such  sum  as  may  be 
neces.sary  to  pay  to  the  Fund  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  of  any  reduction,  plus 
interest  lost  to  the  Fund  becau.se  of  the  re- 
duction, for  a  fiscal  year  as  reported  by  the 
Comptroller  General  to  the  offices  and  offi- 
cers of  the  Congress  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  but  in  no  case  shall 
any  moneys  be  appropriated  on  the  basis  of 
the  authorization  pursuant  to  this  para- 
graph except  to  the  extent  that  any  such  re- 
duction was  actually  made."'. 

Sec.  2.  The  amendment  made  by  this  Act 
shall  be  considered  as  having  taken  effect  as 
of  January  1.  1983. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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EMERGENCY  VETERANS'  JOB 
TRAINING  ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives on  H.R.  2355. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  following  mes- 
sage from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives: 

Resolved.  That  the  House  agree  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
2355)  entitled  "An  Act  to  establish  an  emer- 
gency program  of  job  training  assistance  for 
disaljled  veterans  and  veterans  of  the  Viet- 
nam era",  with  the  following  amendments: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  text  of  the  bill,  insert: 
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Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  me 

Emergency  Veterans'  Job  Training  Act  of 
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PURPOSE 

Sec  2.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  ad- 
dress the  problem  of  severe  and  continuing 
unemployment  among  veterans  by  provid- 
ing, in  the  form  of  payments  to  defray  the 
costs  of  training,  incentives  to  employers  to 
hire  and  train  certain  wartime  veterans  who 
have  been  unemployed  for  long  periods  of 
time  for  stable  and  permanent  positions 
that  involve  significant  training. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act— 

(1)  The  term  'Administrator"  means  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs. 

(2)  The  term  "Secretary  "  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor. 

(3)  The  terms  'veteran",  'Korean  con- 
flict".  "compensation",  •service-connected  ", 
•active  military,  naval,  or  air  service". 
■State",  and  'Vietnam  era  ".  have  the  mean- 
ings given  such  terms  in  paragraphs  (2).  (9), 
(13),  (16).  (20).  (24),  and  (29),  respectively,  of 
.section  101  of  title  38.  United  States  Code. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  PROGRAM 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Administrator  and.  to  the 
extent  specifically  provided  by  this  Act.  the 
Secretary  shall  carry  out  a  program  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  Act  to  assist  eligible  vet- 
erans   in    obtaining    employment    through 
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training  for  employment  in  stable  and  per- 
manent positions  that  involve  .significant 
training.  The  program  shall  be  carried  out 
through  payments  to  employers  who 
employ  and  train  eligible  veterans  in  such 
jobs  in  order  to  assist  such  employers  in  de- 
fraying the  costs  of  nece.ssary  training. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the  Sec- 
retary's responsibilities  under  this  Act 
through  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor 
for  Veterans'  Employment  established 
under  section  2002A  of  title  38.  United 
States  Code. 

ELIGIBILITY  FOR  PROGRAM:  DURATION  OF 
ASSISTANCE 

Sec  5.  (a)(1)  To  be  eligible  for  participa- 
tion in  a  job  training  program  under  this 
Act.  a  veteran  must  be  a  Korean  conflict  or 
Vietnam-era  veteran  who— 

(A)  is  unemployed  at  the  time  of  applying 
for  participation  in  a  program  under  this 
Act:  and 

(B)  has  been  unemployed  for  at  least  15  of 
the  20  weeks  immediately  preceding  the 
date  of  such  veteran'.s  application  for  par- 
ticipation in  a  program  under  this  Act. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  the 
term  "Korean  conflict  or  Vietnam-era  veter- 
an "  means  a  veteran— 

(A)  who  served  in  the  active  military, 
naval,  or  air  service  for  a  period  of  more 
than  180  days,  any  part  of  which  was  during 
the  Korean  conflict  or  the  Vietnam  era:  or 

(B)  who  served  in  the  active  military, 
naval,  or  air  service  during  the  Korean  con- 
flict or  the  Vietnam  era  and— 

(i)  was  discharged  or  released  therefrom 
for  a  service-connected  disability:  or 

(ii)  is  entitled  to  compensation  (or  but  for 
the  receipt  of  retirement  pay  would  be  enti- 
tled to  compensation). 

(3)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  a  veter- 
an shall  be  considered  to  be  unemployed 
during  any  period  the  veteran  is  without  a 
job  and  wants  and  is  available  for  work. 

(b)(1)  A  veteran  who  desires  to  participate 
in  a  program  of  job  training  under  this  Act 
shall  submit  to  the  Administrator  an  appli- 
cation for  participation  in  such  a  program. 
Such  an  application— 

(A)  shall  include  a  certification  by  the  vet- 
eran that  the  veteran  is  unemployed  and 
meets  the  other  criteria  for  eligibility  pre- 
scribed by  subsection  (a):  and 

(B)  shall  be  in  such  form  and  contain  such 
additional  information  as  the  Administrator 
may  prescribe. 

(2)(A)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (B).  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  an  application 
by  a  veteran  for  participation  in  a  program 
of  job  training  under  this  Act  unless  the  Ad- 
ministrator finds  that  the  veteran  is  not  eli- 
gible to  participate  in  a  program  of  job 
training  under  this  Act. 

(B)  The  Administrator  may  withhold  ap- 
proval of  an  application  of  a  veteran  under 
this  Act  if  the  Administrator  determines 
that,  because  of  limited  funds  available  for 
the  purpose  of  making  payments  to  employ- 
ers under  this  Act,  it  is  necessary  to  limit 
the  number  of  participants  in  programs 
under  this  Act. 

(3)(A)  The  Administrator  shall  certify  as 
eligible  for  participation  under  this  Act  a 
veteran  whose  application  is  approved  under 
this  subsection  and  shall  furnish  the  veter- 
an with  a  certificate  of  that  veteran's  eligi- 
bility for  presentation  to  an  employer  offer- 
ing a  program  of  job  training  under  this 
Act.  Any  such  certificate  shall  expire  60 
days  after  it  i.s  furnished  to  the  veteran. 
The  date  on  which  a  certificate  is  furnished 
to  a  veteran  under  this  paragraph  shall  be 
stated  on  the  certificate. 


(B)  A  certificate  furnished  under  this 
paragraph  may,  upon  the  veteran's  applica- 
tion, be  renewed  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  an  conditions  of  subparagraph  (A). 

(c)  The  maximum  period  of  training  for 
which  assistance  may  be  provided  on  behalf 
of  a  veteran  under  this  Act  is— 

( 1 )  fifteen  months  in  the  case  of — 

(Ala  veteran  with  a  service-connected  dis- 
ability rated  at  30  percent  or  more;  or 

(B)  a  \eteran  with  a  service-connected  dis- 
ability rated  at  10  percent  or  20  percent  who 
has  been  determined  under  section  1506  of 
title  38.  United  States  Code,  to  have  a  seri- 
ous employment  handicap:  and 

(2)  nine  months'in  the  case  of  any  other 
veteran. 

EMPLOYER  JOB  TRAINING  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  6.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2),  in  order  to  be  approved  a-s  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  under  this  Act.  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  of  an  employer  ap- 
proved under  section  7  must  provide  train- 
ing for  a  period  of  not  less  than  six  months 
in  an  occupation  in  a  growth  industry,  in  an 
occupation  requiring  the  u.sc  of  new  techno- 
logical skills,  or  in  an  occupation  for  which 
demand  for  labor  exceeds  supply. 

(2)  A  program  of  job  training  providing 
training  for  a  period  of  at  least  three  bui 
le.ss  than  six  months  may  be  approved  if  the 
Administrator  determines  (in  accordance 
with  standards  which  the  Administrator 
shall  prescribe)  that  the  purpose  of  this  Act 
would  be  met  through  that  program. 

(b)  Subject  to  .section  10  and  the  other 
provisions  of  this  Act.  a  veteran  who  has 
been  approved  for  participation  in  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  under  this  Act  and  has 
a  current  certificate  of  eligiblity  for  such 
participation  may  enter  a  program  of  job 
training  that  has  been  approved  under  sec- 
tion 7  and  that  is  offered  to  the  veteran  by 
the  employer. 

APPROVAL  or  EMPLOYER  PROGRAMS 

Sec  7.  (a)(l )  An  employer  may  be  paid  as- 
sistance under  section  8a  on  behalf  of  an  eli- 
gible veteran  employed  by  such  employer 
and  participating  in  a  program  of  job  train- 
ing offered  by  that  employer  only  if  the 
program  is  approved  under  this  section  and 
in  accordance  with  such  procedures  as  the 
Administrator  may  by  regulation  prescribe. 

(2)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 
the  Administrator  shall  approve  a  proposed 
program  of  job  training  of  an  employer 
unless  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  application  does  not  contain  a  certifica- 
tion and  other  information  meeting  the  re- 
quirements established  under  this  section  or 
that  withholding  of  approval  is  warranted 
under  subsection  (g). 

(b)  The  Administrator  may  not  approve  a 
program  of  job  training— 

( 1 )  for  employment  which  consists  of  sea- 
sonal, intermittent,  or  temporary  jobs: 

(2)  for  employment  under  which  commis- 
sions are  the  primary  source  of  income: 

(3)  for  employment  which  involves  politi- 
cal or  religious  activities: 

(4)  for  employment  with  any  department, 
agency,  instrumentality,  or  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government  (including  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission):  or 

(5)  if  the  training  will  not  be  carried  out 
in  a  State. 

(c)  An  employer  offering  a  program  of  job 
training  that  the  employer  desires  to  have 
approved  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall 
submit  to  the  Administrator  a  written  appli- 
cation for  such  approval.  Such  application 
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shall  be  in  such  form  as  the  Administrator 
shall  prescribe 

(d)  An  application  under  subsection  (c) 
shall  include  a  certification  by  the  employer 
of  the  following: 

<li  That  the  employer  is  planning  that, 
upon  a  veteran's  completion  of  the  program 
of  job  training,  the  employer  will  employ 
the  veteran  in  a  position  for  which  the  vet- 
eran has  been  trained  and  that  the  employ- 
er expects  that  such  a  position  will  be  avail- 
able on  a  stable  and  permanent  basis  to  the 
veteran  at  the  end  of  the  training  period. 

1 2)  That  the  wages  and  benefits  to  be  paid 
to  a  veteran  participating  m  the  employers 
program  of  job  training  will  be  not  less  than 
the  wages  and  benefits  normally  paid  to 
other  employees  participating  in  a  compara- 
ble program  of  job  training. 

(3)  That  the  employment  of  a  veteran 
under  the  program— 

(Ai  will  not  result  in  the  displacement  of 
currently  employed  workers  (including  par- 
tial displacement  such  as  a  reduction  in  the 
hours  of  nonovertime  work,  wages,  or  em- 
ployment benefits  i:  and 

(B)  will  not  be  in  a  job  (i)  while  any  other 
individual  is  on  layoff  from  the  same  or  any 
substantially  equivalent  job.  or  iii»  the 
opening  for  which  was  created  as  a  result  of 
the  employer  having  terminated  the  em- 
ployment of  any  regular  employee  or  other- 
wise having  reduced  its  work  force  with  the 
intention  of  hiring  a  veteran  in  such  job 
under  this  Act. 

i4i  That  the  employer  will  not  employ  in 
the  program  of  job  training  a  veteran  who  is 
already  qualified  by  training  and  experience 
for  the  job  for  which  training  is  to  be  pro- 
vided. 

(5)  That  the  job  which  is  the  objective  of 
the  training  program  is  one  that  involves 
significant  training. 

(6)  That  the  training  content  of  the  pro- 
gram is  adequate,  in  light  of  the  nature  of 
the  occupation  for  which  training  is  to  be 
provided  and  of  comparable  training  oppor- 
tunities in  such  occupation,  to  accomplish 
the  training  objective  certified  under  clause 
(2)  of  subsection  lei. 

(7)  That  each  participating  veteran  will  be 
employed  full  time  in  the  program  of  job 
training. 

(8)  That  the  training  period  under  the 
proposed  program  is  not  longer  than  the 
training  periods  that  employers  in  the  com- 
munity customarily  require  new  employees 
to  complete  in  order  to  become  competent 
in  the  occupation  or  job  for  which  training 
is  to  be  provided. 

(9)  That  there  are  in  the  training  estab- 
lishment or  place  of  employment  such 
space,  equipment,  instructional  material, 
and  instructor  personnel  as  needed  to  ac- 
complish the  training  objective  certified 
under  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (e>. 

tlO)  That  the  employer  will  keep  records 
adequate  to  show  the  progress  made  by 
each  veteran  participating  in  the  program 
and  otherwise  to  demonstrate  compliance 
with  the  requirements  established  under 
this  Act. 

(11)  That  the  employer  will  furnish  each 
participating  veteran,  before  the  veterans 
entry  into  training,  with  a  copy  of  the  em- 
ployer's certification  under  this  subsection 
and  will  obtain  and  retain  the  veteran's 
signed  acknowledgment  of  having  received 
such  certification. 

(12)  That  the  program  meets  such  other 
criteria  as  the  Administrator  may  determine 
are  essential  for  the  effective  implementa- 
tion of  the  program  established  by  this  Act. 

(e)  A  certification  unaer  subsection  (d) 
shall  include— 


(1)  a  statement  indicationg  <A)  the  total 
number  of  hours  of  participation  in  the  pro- 
gram of  job  training  to  be  offered  a  veteran. 
(B)  the  length  of  the  program  of  job  train- 
ing, and  (C)  the  starting  rate  of  wages  to  be 
paid  to  a  participant  in  the  program;  and 

(2)  a  description  of  the  training  content  of 
the  program  (including  any  agreement  the 
employer  has  entered  into  with  an  educa- 
tional institution  under  .section  8i  and  of 
the  objective  of  the  training. 

(f)(1)  Except  as  specified  in  paragraph  (2). 
each  matter  required  to  be  certified  to  in 
paragraphs  di  through  (11)  of  subsection 
(d)  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  requirement 
established  under  this  Act. 

(2)«A)  For  the  purpo.ses  of  .section  8(ci. 
only  matters  required  to  be  certified  in 
paragraphs  (1)  through  (10)  of  subsection 
(d)  shall  be  so  considered. 

(B)  For  the  purposes  of  section  11.  a 
matter  required  to  be  certified  under  para- 
graph ( 12)  of  subsection  (d)  shall  also  be  so 
considered. 

(g)  In  accordance  with  regulations  which 
the  Administrator  shall  prescribe,  the  Ad- 
ministrator may  withhold  approval  of  an 
employer's  propo.sed  program  of  job  train- 
ing pending  the  outcome  of  an  investigation 
under  section  12  and.  based  on  the  outcome 
of  such  an  investigation,  may  disapprove 
such  program. 

(h)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  ap- 
proval of  a  program  of  apprenticeship  or 
other  on-job  training  for  the  purpo.ses  of 
section  1787  of  title  38.  United  Stales  Code, 
shall  be  considered  to  meet  all  requirements 
established  under  this  Act  for  approval  of  a 
program  of  job  training. 

PAYMENTS  TO  EMPLOYERS:  OVERPAYMENT 

Sec  8.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (3)  and  subsection  (b)  and  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  .section  9.  the  Administra- 
tor shall  make  quarterly  payments  to  an 
employer  of  a  veteran  participating  in  an 
approved  program  of  job  training  under  this 
Act.  Subject  to  section  5(c)  and  paragraph 
(2).  the  amount  paid  to  an  employer  on 
behalf  of  a  veteran  for  any  period  of  time 
shall  be  50  percent  of  the  product  of  (A)  the 
starting,  hourly  rate  of  wages  paid  to  the 
veteran  by  the  employer  (without  regard  to 
overtime  or  premium  pay),  and  (B)  the 
number  of  hours  worked  by  the  veteran 
during  that  period. 

(2)  The  total  amount  that  may  be  paid  to 
an  employer  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  partici- 
pating in  a  program  of  job  training  under 
this  Act  is  $10,000. 

(3)  In  order  to  relieve  financial  burdens  on 
business  enterprises  with  relatively  few- 
numbers  of  employees,  the  Administrator 
may  make  payments  under  this  Act  on  a 
monthly,  rather  than  quarterly,  basis  to  an 
employer  with  a  number  of  employees  less 
than  a  number  which  shall  be  specified  in 
regulations  which  the  Administrator  shall 
prescribe  for  the  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph. 

(b)  Payment  may  not  be  made  to  an  em- 
ployer for  a  period  of  training  under  this 
Act  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  until  the  Admin- 
istrator has  received  - 

(1)  from  the  veteran,  a  certification  that 
the  veteran  was  employed  full  time  by  the 
employer  in  a  program  of  job  training 
during  such  period:  and 

(2)  from  the  employer,  a  certification— 

(A)  that  the  veteran  was  employed  by  the 
employer  during  that  period  and  that  the 
veteran's  performance  and  progress  during 
such  period  were  satisfactory:  and 

(B)  of  the  number  of  hours  worked  by  the 
veteran  during  that  period. 


With  respect  to  the  first  such  certification 
by  an  employer  with  respect  to  a  veteran, 
the  certification  shall  indicate  the  date  on 
which  the  employment  of  the  veteran  began 
and  the  starling  hourly  rate  of  wages  paid 
to  the  veteran  (without  regard  to  overtime 
or  premium  pay). 

(c)(1)(A)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
finds  that  an  overpayment  under  this  Act 
has  been  made  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of 
a  veteran  as  a  result  of  a  certification,  or  in- 
formation contained  in  an  application,  sub- 
milled  by  an  employer  which  was  false  in 
any  material  respect,  the  amount  of  such 
overpayment  shall  constitute  a  liability  of 
the  employer  to  the  United  States. 

(B)  Whenever  the  Administrator  finds 
that  an  employer  has  failed  in  any  substan- 
tial respect  to  comply  for  a  period  of  lime 
with  a  requirement  established  under  this 
Act  (unless  the  employer's  failure  is  the 
result  of  false  or  incomplete  information 
provided  by  the  veteran),  each  amount  paid 
to  the  employer  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  for 
that  period  shall  be  considered  to  be  an 
overpayment  under  this  Act.  and  Ihe 
amount  of  such  overpayment  shall  consti- 
tute a  liability  of  the  employer  to  the 
United  States. 

(2)  Whenever  the  Administrator  finds 
that  an  overpayment  under  this  Act  has 
been  made  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of  a 
veteran  as  a  result  of  a  certification  by  the 
veteran,  or  as  a  result  of  information  provid- 
ed to  an  employer  or  contained  in  an  appli- 
cation submitted  by  the  veteran,  which  was 
willfully  or  negligently  false  in  any  material 
respect,  the  amount  of  such  overpayment 
shall  constitute  a  liability  of  the  veteran  to 
the  United  States. 

(3)  Any  overpayment  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2)  may  be  recovered  in  the 
same  manner  as  any  other  debt  due  the 
United  States.  Any  overpayment  recovered 
shall  be  credited  to  funds  available  to  make 
payments  under  this  Act.  If  there  are  no 
such  funds,  any  overpayment  recovered 
shall  be  deposited  into  the  Treasury. 

(4)  Any  overpayment  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2)  may  be  waived,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  set  forth  in  section  3102  of  title 
38,  United  Slates  Code. 

ENTRY  INTO  PROGRAM  OF  JOB  TRAINING 

Sec.  9.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  the  Administrator  may 
withhold  or  deny  approval  of  a  veteran's 
entry  into  an  approved  program  of  job 
training  if  the  Administrator  determines 
that  funds  are  not  available  to  make  pay- 
ments under  this  Act  on  behalf  of  the  veter- 
an to  the  employer  offering  that  program. 
Before  the  entry  of  a  veteran  into  an  ap- 
proved program  of  job  training  of  an  em- 
ployer for  purposes  of  assistance  under  this 
Act.  the  employer  shall  notify  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  employer's  intention  to  employ 
that  veteran.  The  veteran  may  begin  such 
program  of  job  training  with  the  employer 
two  weeks  after  the  notice  is  transmitted  to 
the  Administrator  unless  within  that  time 
the  employer  has  received  notice  from  the 
Administrator  that  approval  of  the  veter- 
an's entry  into  that  program  of  job  training 
must  be  withheld  or  denied  in  accordance 
with  this  section. 

PROVISION  OF  TRAINING  THROUGH  EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

Sec  10.  An  employer  may  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  an  educational  institution 
that  has  been  approved  for  the  enrollment 
of  veterans  under  chapter  34  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  in  order  that  such  insti- 


tution may  provide  a  program  of  job  train- 
ing (or  a  portion  of  such  a  program)  under 
this  Act.  When  such  an  agreement  has  been 
entered  into,  the  application  of  the  employ- 
er under  section  7  shall  so  state  and  shall  in- 
clude a  description  of  the  training  to  be  pro- 
vided under  the  agreement. 

DISCONTINUANCE  OF  APPROVAL  OF  PARTICIPA- 
TION IN  CERTAIN  EMPLOYER  PROGRAMS 

Sec  11.  If  the  Administrator  finds  at  any 
time  that  a  program  of  job  training  previ- 
ously approved  by  the  Administrator  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  thereafter  fails  to  meet 
any  of  the  requirements  established  under 
this  Act.  the  Administrator  may  immediate- 
ly disapprove  further  participation  by  veter- 
ans in  that  program.  The  Administrator 
shall  provide  to  the  employer  concerned, 
and  to  each  veteran  participating  in  the  em- 
ployer's program,  a  statement  of  the  rea- 
sons for,  and  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing 
with  respect  to,  such  disapproval.  The  em- 
ployer and  each  such  veteran  shall  be  noti- 
fied of  such  disapproval,  the  reasons  for 
such  disapproval,  and  the  opportunity  for  a 
hearing.  Notification  shall  be  by  a  certified 
or  registered  letter,  and  a  return  receipt 
shall  be  secured. 

INSPECTION  OF  RECORDS:  INVESTIGATIONS 

Sec.  12.  (a)  The  records  and  accounts  of 
employers  pertaining  to  veterans  on  behalf 
of  whom  assistance  has  been  paid  under  this 
Act,  as  well  as  other  records  that  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  to  be  necessary  to 
ascertain  compliance  with  the  requirements 
established  under  this  Act.  shall  be  avail- 
able at  reasonable  times  for  examination  by 
authorized  representatives  of  the  Federal 
Government, 

(b)  The  Administrator  may  monitor  em- 
ployers and  veterans  participating  in  pro- 
grams of  job  training  under  this  Act  to  de- 
termine compliance  with  the  requirements 
established  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Administrator  may  investigate  any 
matter  the  Administrator  considers  neces- 
sary to  determine  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements established  under  this  Act.  The 
investigations  authorized  by  this  subsection 
may  include  examining  records  (including 
making  certified  copies  of  records),  ques- 
tioning employees,  and  entering  into  any 
premises  or  onto  any  site  where  any  part  of 
a  program  of  job  training  is  conducted 
under  this  Act,  or  where  any  of  the  records 
of  the  employer  offering  or  providing  such 
program  are  kept. 

(d)  The  Administrator  may  administer 
functions  under  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  in 
accordance  with  an  agreement  between  the 
Administrator  and  the  Secretary  providing 
for  the  administration  of  such  subsections 
(or  any  portion  of  such  subsections)  by  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Under  such  an  agree- 
ment, any  entity  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  specified  in  the  agreement  may  ad- 
minister such  subsections,  notwithstanding 
section  4(b). 

COORDINATION  WITH  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

Sec  13.  (a)(1)  Assistance  may  not  be  paid 
under  this  Act  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of 
a  veteran  for  any  period  of  time  described  in 
paragraph  (2)  and  to  such  veteran  under 
chapter  31.  32,  34.  35,  or  36  of  title  38, 
United  States  code,  for  the  same  period  of 
time. 

(2)  A  period  of  time  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  is  the  period  of  time  beginning  on 
the  date  on  which  the  veteran  enters  into 
an  approved  program  of  job  training  of  an 
employer  for  purposes  of  assistance  under 
this  Act  and  ending  on  the  last  date  for 
which  such  assistance  is  payable. 


(b)  Assistance  may  not  be  paid  under  this 
Act  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of  an  eligible 
veteran  for  any  period  if  the  employer  re- 
ceives for  that  period  any  other  form  of  as- 
sistance on  account  of  the  training  or  em- 
ployment of  the  veteran,  including  assist- 
ance under  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Act  (29  U.S.C.  1501  et  seq.)  or  a  credit  under 
section  44B  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (26  U.S.C.  44B)  (relating  to  credit  for 
employment  of  certain  new  employees). 

(c)  Assistance  may  not  be  paid  under  this 
Act  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  who  has  complet- 
ed a  program  of  job  training  under  this  Act. 

COUNSELING 

Sec.  14.  The  Administrator  and  the  Secre- 
tary may.  upon  request,  provide  employ- 
ment counseling  services  to  any  veteran  eli- 
gible to  participate  under  this  Act  in  order 
to  assist  such  veteran  in  selecting  a  suitable 
program  of  job  training  under  this  Act. 

information  and  outreach:  use  of  agency 
resources 

Sec  15.  (a)(1)  The  Administrator  and  the 
Secretary  shall  jointly  provide  for  an  out- 
reach and  public  information  program— 

(A)  to  inform  veterans  about  the  employ- 
ment and  job  training  opportunities  avail- 
able under  this  Act.  under  chapters  31,  34. 
36,  41.  and  42  of  title  38.  United  States 
Code,  and  under  other  provisions  of  law: 
and 

(B)  to  inform  private  industry  and  busi- 
ness concerns  (including  small  business  con- 
cerns), public  agencies  and  organizations, 
educational  institutions,  trade  associations, 
and  labor  unions  about  the  job  training  op- 
portunities available  under,  and  the  advan- 
tages of  participating  in,  the  program  estab- 
lished by  this  Act. 

(2)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  shall  promote  the  devel- 
opment of  employment  and  job  training  op- 
portunities for  veterans  by  encouraging  po- 
tential employers  to  make  programs  of  job 
training  under  this  Act  available  for  eligible 
veterans,  by  advising  other  appropriate  Fed- 
eral departments  and  agencies  of  the  pro- 
gram established  by  this  Act.  and  by  advis- 
ing employers  of  applicable  responsibilities 
under  chapters  41  and  42  of  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  veterans. 

(b)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secretary 
shall  coordinate  the  outreach  and  public  in- 
formation program  under  subsection  (aid), 
and  job  development  activities  under  subsec- 
tion (a)(2),  with  job  counseling,  placement, 
job  development,  and  other  services  provid- 
ed for  under  chapters  41  and  42  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  and  with  other  similar 
services  offered  by  other  public  agencies 
and  organizations. 

(c)(1)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secre- 
tary shall  make  available  in  regional  and 
local  offices  of  the  Veterans'  Administration 
and  the  Department  of  Labor  such  person- 
nel as  are  necessary  to  facilitate  the  effec- 
tive implementation  of  this  Act. 

(2)  In  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  of 
the  Secretary  under  this  Act.  the  Secretary 
shall  make  maximum  use  of  the  services  of 
State  and  Assistant  State  Directors  for  Vet- 
erans' Employment,  disabled  veterans'  out- 
reach program  specialists,  and  employees  of 
local  offices  appointed  pursuant  to  sections 
2003,  2003A.  and  2004  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code.  The  Secretary  shall  also  use 
such  resources  as  are  available  under  part  C 
of  title  IV  of  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Act  (29  U.S.C.  1501  et  seq.).  To  the  extent 
that  the  Administrator  withholds  approval 
of  veterans'  applications  under  this  Act  pur- 
suant to  section  5(b)(2)(B),  the  Secretary 


shall  take  steps  to  assist  such  veterans  in 
taking  advantage  of  opportunities  that  may 
be  available  to  them  under  title  III  of  that 
Act  or  under  any  other  program  carried  out 
with  funds  provided  by  the  Secretary. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  request  and  obtain 
from  the  Administrator  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration  a  list  of  small  business 
concerns  and  shall,  on  a  regular  basis, 
update  such  list.  Such  list  shall  be  used  to 
identify  and  promote  possible  training  and 
employment  opportunities  for  veterans. 

(e)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secretary 
shall  assist  veterans  and  employers  desiring 
to  participate  under  this  Act  in  making  ap- 
plication and  completing  necessary  certifica- 
tions. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec  16.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Veterans'  Administration 
$150,000,000  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1984 
and  1985  for  the  purpose  of  making  pay- 
ments to  employers  under  this  Act  and  for 
the  purpose  of  section  18  of  this  Act. 
Amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion shall  remain  available  until  September 
30.  1986. 

TERMINATION  OF  PROGRAM 

Sec  17.  (a)  Except  as  provided  under  sub- 
section (b).  assistance  may  not  be  paid  to  an 
employer  under  this  Act— 

(1)  on  behalf  of  a  veteran  who  applies  for 
a  program  of  job  training  under  this  Act 
after  September  30.  1984;  or 

(2)  for  any  such  program  which  begins 
after  December  31.  1984. 

(b)  If  funds  are  not  both  appropriated 
under  section  16  and  made  available  by  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  to  the  Veterans'  Administration  on 
or  before  October  1.  1983.  for  the  purpose  of 
making  payments  to  employers  under  this 
Act.  assistance  may  be  paid  to  an  employer 
under  this  Act  on  behalf  of  an  veteran  if  the 
veteran— 

(1)  applies  for  a  program  of  job  training 
under  this  Act  within  one  year  after  the 
date  on  which  funds  so  appropriated  are 
made  available  to  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion by  the  Director:  and 

(2)  begins  participation  in  such  program 
within  15  months  after  such  date. 

EXPANSION  OF  TARGETED  DELIMITING  DATE 
EXTENSION 

Sec.  18.  (a)  Subject  to  the  limitation  on 
the  availability  of  funds  set  forth  in  subsec- 
tion (b),  an  associate  degree  program  which 
is  predominantly  vocational  in  content  may 
be  considered  by  the  Administrator,  for  the 
purposes  of  section  1662(a)(3)  of  title  38. 
United  States  Code,  to  be  a  course  with  an 
approved  vocational  objective  if  such  degree 
program  meets  the  requirements  estab- 
lished in  such  title  for  approval  of  such  pro- 
gram. 

(b)  Funds  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  derived  only  from 
amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thorizations of  appropriations  in  section  16. 
Not  more  than  a  total  of  $25,000,000  of 
amounts  so  appropriated  for  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985  shall  be  available  for  that 
purpose. 

effective  DATE 

Sec  19.  This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  1983. 

In  lieu  of  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  title  of  the  bill,  amend  the  title  so  as  to 
read;  "An  Act  to  establish  an  emergency 
program  of  job  training  assistance  for  un- 
employed Korean  conflict  and  Vietnam-era 
veterans,  and  for  other  purposes.". 
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Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ments be  considered  and  agreed  to  en 
bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  present  to  the  Senate  for  its 
favorable  consideration,  H.R.  2355,  the 
proposed  Emergency  Veterans'  Job 
Training  Act  of  1983.  This  bill  is  de- 
signed to  alleviate  the  critical  unem- 
ployment problems  which  persist 
among  veterans  of  the  Korean  conflict 
and  the  Vietnam  era. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  in  its  present 
form  is  an  amalgam  of  three  different 
bills  introduced  this  spring  to  estab- 
lish a  form  of  emergency  job  training 
assistance  for  unemployed  veterans: 
H.R.  2355.  introduced  on  March  24, 
1983.  by  Congressman  Marvin  Leath. 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Education.  Training,  and  Employment 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs:  S.  992.  introduced  on  April  6. 
1983.  by  my  friend  and  the  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs  (Mr.  Cranston):  and  S.  1033, 
introduced  by  me  as  chairman  of  the 
Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  on  April 
12,  1983.  H.R.  2355  was  passed  by  the 
House  on  June  7,  and  by  the  Senate, 
with  an  amendment,  on  June  15.  The 
Senate  amendment  was  essentially  the 
text  of  S.  1033,  as  reported  by  the  Vet- 
erans' Affairs  Committee  on  May  19. 
1983.  The  differences  between  the 
House-passed  version  and  the  Senate- 
passed  version  of  H.R.  2355  have  now- 
been  resolved  and  embodied  in  a  com- 
promise agreement  between  the  two 
authorizing  committees.  Yesterday, 
the  full  House  approved  the  compro- 
mise agreement,  as  a  House  amend- 
ment to  the  Senate  amendment  to 
H.R. 2355. 

Mr.  President,  this  measure  is  now 
before  the  Senate  as  a  privileged 
matter  in  lieu  of  a  formal  conference 
report.  I  urge  that  the  Senate  concur 
in  the  junendment  of  the  House  and 
send  this  measure  on  to  the  President 
for  his  signature. 

Mr.  President,  both  the  House  and 
Senate  versions  of  this  legislation 
adopted  the  same  basic  approach: 
That  being  to  establish,  in  response  to 
severe  unemployment  problems  caused 
among  veterans  by  the  present  reces- 
sion, a  new.  emergency  program  of  job 
training  for  certain  veterans,  under 
which  payments  would  be  made  to  em- 
ployers as  incentives  to  hire  and  train 
veterans  who  have  been  unemployed 
for  long  periods  of  time.  Under  both 
versions,  the  VA  and  the  Department 
of  Labor  would  share  in  the  adminis- 
trative duties,  and  the  program,  con- 
sistent with  its  emergency  nature, 
would  be  closed  to  new  applicants  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1984.  The  differ- 
ences between  the  two  versions  were, 
for  the  most  part,  not  substantial,  but 


they  were  fairly  numerous.  For  a  de- 
tailed discussion  of  all  those  differ- 
ences, and  their  resolution.  I  would 
refer  my  colleagues  to  the  "explanato- 
ry statement  of  House  bill.  Senate 
amendment  (S.  1033).  and  compromise 
agreement  on  H.R.  2355,  the  Emergen- 
cy Veterans'  Job  Training  Act  of 
1983.  "  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  explantory  statement  appear  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. At  this  point.  I  will  simply 
highlight  three  of  the  major  differ- 
ences and  the  ways  in  which  they  have 
been  resolved. 

First,  on  the  issue  of  eligibility:  The 
House  bill  would  have  been  open  to  all 
veterans  of  the  Vietnam  era,  as  well  as 
to  certain  veterans  with  service-con- 
nected disabilities  incurred  at  any  time 
during  or  after  the  Vietnam  era.  while 
the  Senate  amendment  would  have 
specifically  targeted  three  groups  of 
wartime  veterans— that  is,  not  only 
veterans  of  the  Vietnam  era,  but  also 
those  of  the  Korean  conflict  and 
World  War  II.  Under  the  compromise 
agreement,  veterans  of  the  Vietnam 
era  and  the  Korean  conflict  would  be 
eligible,  as  long  as  they  have  either 
served  a  minimum  of  180  days  or  have 
a  service-connected  disability. 

Second,  the  House  bill  contained  a 
vocational  training  program,  separate 
from  and  in  addition  to  the  on-the-job 
training  program  of  payments  to  em- 
ployers contained  in  both  bills.  Bene- 
fits of  up  to  $500  a  month  have  been 
payable  directly  to  a  veteran  pursuing 
an  associate  degree  program  at  a  voca- 
tional school.  The  compromise  agree- 
ment does  not  contain  this  provision, 
but  does  contain  two  related  provi- 
sions, the  first  permitting  employers 
to  arrange  for  some  or  all  of  their  job 
training  programs  to  be  carried  out  at 
such  a  school,  and  the  second  expand- 
ing certain  existing  GI  bill  eligibility 
for  Vietnam-era  veterans  in  order  to 
pursue  associate  degree  programs 
which  are  predominantly  vocational  in 
content,  subject  to  certain  funding 
limitations  in  the  compromise  agree- 
ment. 

And  third,  on  the  issue  of  the  total 
cost  of  the  legislation,  the  House  bill 
would  have  authorized  total  appro- 
priations of  $325  million— of  which  $25 
million  would  have  been  for  the  final 
quarter  of  fiscal  year  1983.  and  $150 
million  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1984 
and  1985— while  the  Senate  amend- 
ment would  have  authorized  total  ap- 
propriations of  $150  million  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  The  compromise  agreement 
contains  a  total  authorization  figure 
of  $300  million— $150  million  for  fiscal 
year  1984,  and  $150  million  for  fiscal 
year  1985.  These  are  the  amounts  that 
were  approved  particularly  for  the 
purpose  of  this  legislation  by  the  full 
Congress  earlier  this  summer  in  the 
First  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the 
Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1984.  House 
Concurrent    Resolution    91.    Since    it 


would  be  impracticable  to  expect  that 
the  program  could  be  implemented 
any  earlier  than  the  start  of  the  new 
fiscal  year,  no  authorization  was  in- 
cluded in  the  compromise  agreement 
for  fiscal  year  1983. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  expand  on  the  discussion 
contained   in   the   explanatory   state- 
ment of  certain  issues  presented   by 
the  compromise  agreement.  First,  on 
the  issue  of  the  proper  division  of  ad- 
ministrative   responsibilities    between 
the  VA  Administrator  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor,  the  compromise  agree- 
ment  would  on   cursory   examination 
appear  to  provide  the  lion's  share  of 
the  responsibilities  to  the  VA,  while 
involving    the    Labor    Department    in 
only  a  few  specific  areas,  such  as  infor- 
mation and  outreach.  As  I  have  noted 
in  the  past,  I  believe  strongly  that  the 
recently  expanded  authority  and  abili- 
ties of  the  Department  of  Labor,  and 
specifically  the  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Veterans'  Employment, 
suggest  a  special  competence  to  deal 
with  various  aspects  of  this  legislation. 
In  fact,  the  original  version  of  S.  1033 
as    introduced    by    me    reflected    this 
view  by  basically  designating  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  as  the  lead  agency 
for  purposes  of  administering  this  pro- 
gram. However,  it  later  became  clear 
through  our  hearings  and  discussions 
with   agency   personnel   that   the   VA 
was  best  suited  to  handle  the  program 
funding  and  to  carry  out  the  actual 
disbursement  of  checks.  Accordingly, 
the  VA  has  been  designed  to  receive 
the   necessary   appropriations  and   to 
issue     payments.     The     compromise 
agreement's  further  designation  of  the 
Administrator  as  having  primary  ad- 
ministrative    responsibility     in     most 
other  areas,  except  where  specifically 
reserved   to   the  Secretary   of   Labor, 
flows,  I  believe,  naturally  and  directly 
from  the  Administrator's  funding  re- 
sponsibilities,   and    does    not,    in    my 
view,   significantly   detract   from   the 
important  role  that  can  and  should  be 
played  by  the  Department  of  Labor. 
Joint  administration  often  may  sound 
attractive  in  theory,  but  for  purposes 
of  swift  implementation  and  ready  ac- 
countability, I  do  agree  that  it  is  ap- 
propriate to  designate  one  agency  as 
the  lead  agency,  and  the  VA— as  the 
agency     holding     the     pursestrings— 
should  be  that  agency.  But  I  would 
note  and  emphasize  that  there  is  noth- 
ing   in    the    compromise    agreement 
which  would  preclude  either  the  Ad- 
ministrator or  the  Secretary  from  as- 
signing,    contracting     or     delegating 
their  duties  to  another  entity  in  order 
to  expedite  or  improve  the  implemen- 
tation or  administration  of  the  pro- 
gram established  under  the  compro- 
mise agreement— and  certainly  noth- 
ing to  preclude  consultation  or  coop- 
eration on  any  issue  that  may  arise 
under    the   act.   Thus,   although    the 


compromise  agreement  provides  no 
fully  defined  specific  role  for  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  in  the  area  of,  for 
example,  approval  of  veteran  applica- 
tions, it  would  be  my  expectation  that 
the  VA  would  work  together  with  the 
Department  of  Labor  in  establishing 
and  implementing  the  necessary  ad- 
ministrative mechanisms  for  determin- 
ing whether  a  veteran  meets  the  un- 
employment criteria  for  eligibility. 

With  regard  to  the  Administrator's 
authority  to  conduct  investigations  of 
applications  under  the  act,  the  com- 
promise agreement  would  specifically 
authorize  the  Administrator  to  with- 
hold approval  of  an  employer's  appli- 
cation pending  an  investigation,  and. 
based  on  the  outcome  of  the  investiga- 
tion, to  deny  approval.  I  would  point 
out  that  although  the  eligibility  crite- 
ria for  veterans  are  far  less  numerous 
and  complex  than  the  approval  crite- 
ria for  employer  programs  of  job  train- 
ing—so that  there  may  be  expected  to 
be  a  less  compelling  and  less  frequent 
need    for    thorough    prior    investiga- 
tions—nothing    in     the     compromise 
agreement   would   preclude   a  similar 
withholding    or    denial    of    approval 
pending  the  investigation  with  regard 
to  applications  by  veterans.  I  would 
emphasize,  however,  that  such  a  proc- 
ess should  be  governed  by  the  same 
rules   as    were    recommended    in    the 
Senate  report  on  S.  1033— Report  No. 
98-132.  at  page  17— regarding  employ- 
er applications:  namely,  that  this  in- 
vestigation authority  should  be  exer- 
cised sparingly,  in  two  types  of  situa- 
tions—first, where  circumstances  sug- 
gest a  reasonable  doubt  about  some 
aspect  of  a  particular  applicant's  abili- 
ty to  comply  with  the  requirements  es- 
tablished under  the  act:  and  second, 
through  a  program  of  random  checks 
designed  to  determine  whether  the  in- 
formation contained  in  the  application 
is  correct  and  the  matters  certified  are 
as  they  have  been  certified  to  be. 

One  of  the  approval  criteria  estab- 
lished under  the  compromise  agree- 
ment—section 7(d)(ll)— is  derived 
from  a  provision  in  the  House  bill 
which  would  have  required  the  em- 
ployer to  certify  that  the  specifics  of 
the  employer's  training  program  be 
stated  in  a  written  agreement  signed 
by  the  employer  and  the  veteran.  As 
modified  in  the  compromise  agree- 
ment, this  provision  would  require  the 
employer  to  furnish  the  veteran  with 
a  copy  of  the  employer's  certifica- 
tion—which would  contain  all  the  spe- 
cifics of  the  proposed  training  pro- 
gram—and to  obtain  from  the  veteran 
a  signed  acknowledgement  of  receipt 
of  the  certification.  In  connection  wMth 
this  modification,  I  would  emphasize 
that,  although  I  believe  it  is  appropri- 
ate and  desirable  to  provide  a  veteran 
with  a  full  and. timely  description  of 
the  program  of  job  training  which  the 
veteran  is  preparing  to  undertake,  I 
would  emphasize  that  there  is  no  in- 


tention on  the  committees'  part  to 
create  a  private  contractual  relation- 
ship between  the  veteran  and  the  em- 
ployer—or to  establish  any  private 
rights  of  action  between  them— for  en- 
forcement of  the  requirements  of  the 
compromise  agreement. 

Another   criterion    included    in   the 
compromise  agreement— section 

7(d)(4)— and  derived  from  the  House 
bill  would  require  the  employer  to  cer- 
tify that  training  will  not  be  offered  to 
a  veteran  who  is  already  qualified  for 
the  job  for  which  training  is  to  be  pro- 
vided. In  the  explanatory  statement, 
the  committees  note  that  an  employer 
would  have  satisfied  this  requirement 
by  conducting  a  "reasonable,  good- 
faith  inquiry"  into  a  veteran's  qualifi- 
cations. As  an  example  of  such  a  rea- 
sonable inquiry,  I  would  suggest  that 
an  employer  who  has  in  good  faith 
sought  information  regarding  the  vet- 
eran's prior  work  experience,  has 
made  appropriate  contact  with  previ- 
ous employers  of  the  veteran,  and  has 
conducted  some  independent  evalua- 
tion or  testing  of  the  veteran's  abilities 
and  aptitudes,  might  be  considered  to 
have  satisfied  the  requirements  of  this 
provision. 

One  final  area  of  the  compromise 
agreement  upon  which  I  wish  to  com- 
ment  involves   the   issue  of  overpay- 
ments. The  House  bill  would  have  es- 
tablished  liability    for   overpayments, 
with   respect  to  both  employers  and 
veterans,    where    the    party    involved 
submitted  materials  which  were  will- 
fully or  negligently  false.  Under  the 
Senate   amendment,   overpayment   li- 
ability would  have  attached  without 
regard  to  the  applicant's  state  of  mind, 
wherever  the  material  submitted  was 
false  or  clearly  unsupportable  in  any 
material     respect.     The     compromise 
agreement  strikes  a  balance  midway 
between  these  two  provisions,  with  the 
House  standard  of  proof— that  is.  will- 
fully or  negligently  false— assigned  in 
cases  where  the  overpayment  is  caused 
by  the  veteran,  and  a  standard  derived 
from    the    Senate    standard— that    is, 
•false  in  any  material  respect, "  or  fail- 
ure   "in    any    substantial    respect    to 
comply"   with   a   requirement   of   the 
act— assigned  in  cases  where  the  em- 
ployer has  caused  the  overpayment.  In 
my  view,  this  balance  is  appropriate  in 
order  to  reflect  both  the  existing  com- 
parable practice  under  title  38  and  the 
purposes    of    the    compromise    agree- 
ment. Under  section  1785  of  title  38, 
which  relates  to  overpayments  of  edu- 
cational assistance  paid  to  a  veteran 
by  the  VA,  the  direct  payee— the  vet- 
eran—is  liable   for   the   overpayment 
without   regard   to   fault   or  state   of 
mind,   while   the   indirect   payee— the 
educational  institution— is  liable  only 
for  overpayments  resulting  from  cer- 
tain    willful     or     negligent     conduct. 
Under  the  present  act.  the  roles  are  re- 
versed—with the  institutional  entity  as 
direct  payee,  and  the  veteran  as  indi- 


rect payee— so  that  it  is  found  to  be 
appropriate  to  reverse  the  standards 
of  proof  correspondingly.  This  ap- 
proach also  emphasizes  that,  although 
the  program  established  under  the  act 
is  one  of  payments  to  employers,  the 
ultimate  and  primary  intended  benefi- 
ciaries of  the  program  are  the  veterans 
participating  in  it,  and  that  it  would 
not  be  appropriate  for  any  right  to  as- 
sistance under  the  act  to  be  vested  in 
any  employer  other  than  as  specifical- 
ly authorized  under  the  act. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  this  leg- 
islation represents  an  excellent  com- 
promise between  the  House  and 
Senate  measures— retaining  the  best 
elements  of  both.  I  think  that  the 
compromise  process  on  this  occasion 
was  greatly  enhanced  by  the  remarka- 
ble unity  of  purpose  and  program  simi- 
larity between  the  two  measures,  with 
the  result  that  the  bulk  of  the  issues 
to  be  resolved  in  House-Senate  discus- 
sions involved  questions  not  so  much 
of  what  our  goals  were,  but  of  how 
best  to  implement  our  shared  goal. 

In  this  vital  process.  I  have  in  par- 
ticular enjoyed  the  fine  cooperation 
and  support  of  my  good  friends  and 
colleague  on  the  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee.  Alan  Cranston,  Congress- 
man Marvin  Leath,  the  original  spon- 
sor of  H.R.  2355  in  the  House,  and  my 
fine  friend  and  colleague  Congressman 
Sonny  Montgomery,  chairman  of  the 
House  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee.  In 
addition,  the  tireless  and  skilled  ef- 
forts of  the  staffs  of  the  House  and 
Senate  Veterans'  Affairs  Committees 
were  indispensable  and  are  greatly  ap- 
preciated. 

I  would  like  to  extend  my  special  ap- 
preciation to  Tom  Harvey,  Julie 
Susman  and  Scott  Wallace  of  the 
Senate  committee  majority  staff,  to 
Jon  Steinberg,  Ed  Scott  and  Babette 
Polzer  of  the  minority  staff,  and  to 
Mack  Fleming,  Frank  Stover  and  Jill 
Coch'an  of  the  House  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs Committee  staff.  Valuable  tech- 
nical assistance— particularly  in  the 
early  stages  of  this  legislation— was 
provided  by  Joe  Juarez  of  the  Office 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Veter- 
ans' Employment  in  the  Department 
of  Labor.  Finally,  the  members  and 
staffs  of  both  committees  owe  a  spe- 
cial debt  of  appreciation  to  Bob  Cover 
of  the  House  Office  of  Legislative 
Counsel,  for  his  fine  drafting  assist- 
ance in  compiling  the  compromise 
agreement. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  supporting 
this  important  legislation. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  this  highly 
meritorious  legislation  which  would 
establish  a  new  emergency  program  of 
job  training  for  certain  unemployed 
wartime  veterans. 

I  want  to  commend  my  distinguished 
colleague   from  Wyoming,   the  chair- 
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man  of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Commit- 
tee, and  the  distinguished  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Veterans^  Af- 
fairs Committee  for  their  many  efforts 
in  developing  this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  all  know,  the 
high  unemployment  rates  of  the  past 
several  years  are  now  beginning  to  fall 
as  the  economy  rebounds  from  the  re- 
cession. However,  the  unemployment 
rate  among  Vietnam-era  veterans  re- 
mains high.  There  are  also  many 
Korean  veterans  who  have  been  dis- 
placed from  their  jobs  and  must  ac- 
quire new  skills  in  order  to  achieve 
meaningful  employment. 

In  order  to  assist  these  deserving 
veterans,  this  program  would  provide 
incentives  in  the  form  of  payments  to 
employers  who  hire  and  train  eligible 
veterans  who  have  been  umemployed 
15  out  of  the  20  weeks  immediately 
preceding  their  application  for  partici- 
pation in  the  program.  The  program 
will  be  carried  out  by  the  Administra- 
tor of  Veterans"  Affairs  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor,  through  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Labor  for  Veterans'  Em- 
ployment. 

Mr.  President,  earlier  this  year  the 
Congress  enacted  Jobs  legislation  to 
assist  the  Nation's  unemployed  to 
return  to  the  work  force.  However, 
that  legislation  was  not  targeted  in 
any  way  to  assist  the  Nation's  veter- 
ans. Our  veterans  are  a  very  special 
group  of  citizens  to  whom  we  owe  a 
great  deal,  for  without  their  service 
and  sacrifice,  we  would  not  enjoy  the 
freedoms  that  we  have  today. 

I  therefore,  strongly  support  this 
fine  employment  assistance  program 
for  veterans,  and  I  urge  the  support  of 
my  colleagues. 

"EMERGENCY  VETERANS'  JOB  TRAINING  ACT  OF 
1983' 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  and  as 
the  coauthor  in  the  Senate  of  the 
pending  measure.  I  am  pleased  to  rise 
and  join  with  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Commit- 
tee, my  good  friend  from  Wyoming 
(Mr.  Simpson),  in  urging  the  Senate  to 
approve  the  amendments  of  the  House 
to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to 
H.R.  2355.  the  proposed  Emergency 
Veterans'  Job  Training  Act  of  1983. 
The  provisions  of  the  House  substitute 
amendment  to  the  text  embody  a  com- 
promise agreed  to  after  extensive  ne- 
gotiations between  the  two  Veterans' 
Affairs  Committees. 

The  compromise  agreement  is  de- 
rived from  provisions  contained  in 
H.R.  2355  as  passed  by  the  House  on 
June  7  and  from  the  substitute  amend- 
ment passed  by  the  Senate  on  June  15. 
which  incorporated  the  provisions  of 
S.  1033.  the  proposed  Veterans'  Emer- 
gency Job  Training  Act  of  1983.  as  re- 
ported. The  Senate  amendment  to  the 
original  House-passed  bill  was  an 
amalgam  of  the  bills  that  our  distin- 


guished committee  chairman  (Mr. 
Simpson)  and  I  introduced  in  April.  S. 
1033  and  S.  992,  respectively. 

Mr.  President,  the  compromise 
agreement  represents  a  most  equitable 
resolution  of  the  differences  between 
the  two  bodies  on  this  legislation.  In 
fact.  I  truly  believe  that  the  compro- 
mise represents  a  better  legislative 
product  than  did  either  the  House  or 
Senate  versions.  The  Senates  position 
on  the  matters  addressed  in  the  com- 
promise—including a  number  of  key 
provisions  derived  from  a  measure 
that  I  introduced  on  April  6.  S.  992. 
the  proposed  Veterans  Emergency  Re- 
training Act  of  1983— are  well  repre- 
sented in  the  final  agreement.  The 
committees,  both  majority  and  minori- 
ty members,  have  worked  closely  to- 
gether in  achieving  this  compromise. 
The  end  result  is.  as  was  the  original 
Senate-passed  measure,  a  bipartisan 
demonstration  of  our  committees'  con- 
tinuing concern  for  and  commitment 
to  our  Nation's  veterans. 

When  I  introduced  S.  992  earlier  this 
year  and  again  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mittee's hearing  on  jobs  legislation  on 
April  20.  I  set  forth  three  basic  ele- 
ments that  I  believed  were  vital  for  in- 
clusion in  the  program  that  the  com- 
mittee was  developing  and  which  I 
urged  be  used  as  the  basis  for  consid- 
eration of  legislation  in  this  area. 

First,  that  the  program  be  competi- 
tive with  other  job  training  programs 
conducted  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment—particularly those  conducted 
under  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Act.  The  compromise  agreement  as 
presented  to  the  Senate  today  meets 
that  test  by  assuring  that  the  level  of 
training  assistance— 50  percent  of 
starting  wages— is  comparable  to  the 
assistance  available  under  the  JTPA 
program. 

Second,  that  the  program  should 
avoid  costly  and  time-consuming  ad- 
ministrative requirements  and  rigidi- 
ties so  as  not  to  discourage  potential 
employers  from  participating  in  it  and 
should  keep  redtape.  delays,  and 
paperwork  to  a  minimum.  Again,  the 
compromise  agreement  does  this  by  in- 
corporating the  Senate  bill's  approach 
to  approval  of  job  training  programs. 

Indeed.  I  am  delighted  that  a 
number  of  the  basic  provisions  of  my 
measure.  S.  992.  regarding  administra- 
tive flexibility  for  employers  through 
a  simplified  approval  process  based  on 
employer  certifications,  rather  than 
preapproval  investigations,  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  compromise 
agreement.  Likewise.  I  am  also  very 
pleased  with  the  compromise  reached 
on  the  veterans  who  would  be  eligible 
for  participation  under  the  bill— in- 
cluding Korean-conflict  veterans  along 
with  Vietnam-era  veterans— and  with 
the  House's  agreement  to  assign  to  the 
Department  of  Labor  the  lead  role  in 
job  development  under  the  legislation. 


Mr.  President,  the  third  basic  ele- 
ment that  I  set  forth  was.  as  I  noted  at 
the  time  that  the  measure  first  passed 
the  Senate,  not  met  by  either  the 
House-  or  Senate-passed  measures— 
that  is.  that  the  program  be  estab- 
lished as  a  temporary,  limited  entitle- 
ment not  requiring  an  appropriation 
before  it  could  begin,  rather  than  as 
an  authorization  of  appropriations.  I 
believed  strongly  that  reliance  on  an 
authorization  of  appropriations  ran  a 
substantial  risk  of  the  program  never 
being  funded,  of  funding  being  de- 
layed, or  of  the  program  being  funded 
at  a  level  substantially  less  than  the 
authorized  level.  At  best.  I  felt  that  an 
authorization  approach  could  serve  to 
delay  substantially  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  program  authorized  by  the 
legislation. 

However,  when  my  amendment  for 
this  approach  failed  on  a  6-to-6  tie 
vote  in  committee.  I  sought  to  amelio- 
rate that  problem  by  urging  in  a  June 
8.  1983.  letter— in  which  my  good 
friend,  our  committee  chairman  (Mr. 
Simpson),  joined  me— to  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  that  the 
committee  include  in  the  VA's  fiscal 
.vear  1984  appropriations  $150  million 
for  a  veterans'  job  program  pending 
the  final  enactment  of  authorizing  leg- 
islation. Thereafter,  as  my  colleagues 
may  recall,  the  Senate  approved  the 
additional  $150  million  for  this  pur- 
pose—as a  result  of  an  amendment  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arizo- 
na (Mr.  DeConcini)  which  was  adopt- 
ed during  Appropriations  Committee 
consideration  of  H.R.  3133.  the  HUD- 
Independent  Agencies  Appropriations 
Act.  1984.  Unfortunately,  because  of  a 
threatened  Presidential  veto,  the 
funds  were  deleted  during  conference 
on  that  measure— but.  as  noted  by  the 
conferees  in  the  joint  explanatory 
statement— this  was  done  without 
prejudice  pending  the  enactment  of 
authorizing  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  on  June  29,  after  the 
conferees  deleted  this  funding,  both 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  Simp- 
son) and  I  expressed  our  concerns 
about  this  action  to  the  chairman  of 
the  HUD-Independent  Agencies  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  (Mr. 
Garn)  during  debate  on  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  3133.  He  agreed 
with  me  that  it  was  likely  that  funding 
would  be  forthcoming  in  the  continu- 
ing resolution  once  the  authorizing 
legislation  was  enacted.  He  also  agreed 
that  the  VA  and  the  Department  of 
Labor  should  begin  then- 
Taking  all  steps  necessary— Including  such 
matters  as  developing  the  interagency  ar- 
rangements necessary  to  insure  that  VA  and 
Labor  DeparXment  activities  to  carry  out 
the  program  will  mesh  smoothly,  preparing 
regulations  and  directives  and  other  pro- 
grammatic guidance  for  field  personnel, 
planning  for  the  training  of  program  per- 
.sonnel.  and  developing  computer  and  other 


.support  activities— to  gear  up  for  putting 
the  program  into  operation  in  October. 

In  this  regard.  I  want  to  stress  the 
position  of  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  Veterans'  Affairs,  as 
set  forth  in  the  explanatory  statement 
that  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Senate  committee  has  inserted  in 
the  Record,  that  the  committees 
•expect  that  the  entire  $150  million 
authorized  for  fiscal  year  1984  will  be 
appropriated  in  the  continuing  resolu- 
tion for  fiscal  year  1984."  This  con- 
gressional action— together  with  VA 
and  Department  of  Labor  efforts, 
which  the  committees  urged  in  the  ex- 
planatory statement  be  undertaken 
immediately,  to  prepare  for  implemen- 
tation of  the  program— should  mean 
that  this  new  program  designed  to 
assist  certain  long-term  unemployed 
veterans  can  get  underway  on  or  very 
soon  after  October  1  of  this  year. 

Against  this  background,  although  I 
would  prefer  the  limited  entitlement 
approach  that  I  proposed  in  commit- 
tee. I  fully  support  the  pending  com- 
promise which  authorizes  the  appro- 
priation of  $150  million  for  the  pro- 
gram in  each  of  fiscal  years  1984  and 
1985. 

I  also  want  to  note  that  the  explana- 
tory statement  inserted  in  the  debate 
in  both  Houses  on  the  compromise 
agreement  contains  the  definitive  leg- 
islative history  for  and  the  underlying 
intention  of  the  committees  in  propos- 
ing the  compromise  agreement,  in  the 
same  way  as  would  a  joint  explanatory 
statement  accompanying  a  conference 
report  where  a  formal  conference 
occurs. 

Mr.  President,  before  concluding  my 
remarks.  I  want  to  take  a  moment  to 
extend   my   deepest   thanks   to   those 
who  worked  so  diligently  on  this  meas- 
ure—both for  their  efforts  and  the  co- 
operation and  courtesy  that  was  ex- 
tended to  me  and  the  members  of  the 
committee's  minority  staff.  Of  course, 
the   distinguished   chairmen   of   both 
the  committees.  Senator  Simpson  and 
Congressman     Montgomery,     deserve 
congratulations  on  the  development  of 
this  measure,  as  does  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  (Mr.  Hammerschmidt) 
of  the  House  Veterans'  Affairs  Com- 
mittee and  the  author  of  the  House 
bill  (Mr.  Leath),  who  serves  as  chair- 
man of  that  committee's  Subcommit- 
tee on  Education.  Training  and  Em- 
ployment,    and     the    subcommittee's 
ranking  minority  member  (Mr.  Solo- 
mon). 

In  addition,  the  excelllent  work  on 
this  measure  of  the  staff  members  of 
the  House  Committee— Mack  Fleming. 
Frank  Stover.  Jill  Cochran,  and  Rufus 
Wilson— as  well  as  the  splendid  techni- 
cal assistance  of  Robert  Cover.  a.ssist- 
ant  counsel.  Office  of  the  House  Legis- 
lative Counsel,  was  invaluable  and  is 
deeply  appreciated.  Finally.  I  want  to 
make  special  mention  of  the  very  fine 
work  done  by  the  Senate  committee 


staff  in  developing  this  measure— by 
Scott  Wallace.  Julie  Susman.  and  Tom 
Harvey  of  the  majority  staff  and  by 
Babette  Polzer.  Ed  Scott,  and  Jon 
Steinberg  of  the  minority  staff. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  particularly  grati- 
fying to  note  the  speed  with  which  the 
Congress  has  acted  in  connection  with 
this  legislation.  Indeed,  only  5  months 
have   passed   since   the  Veterans'   Af- 
fairs    Committee     unanimously     ap- 
proved a  motion  I  made  on  March  1  to 
add  $150  million  to  our  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Budget  Committee  for  the 
fiscal    year    1984   budget   in   order   to 
permit  us  the  latitude  to  consider  a 
program  of  special  training  and  job  as- 
sistance to  unemployed  and  underem- 
ployed   veterans.    That    amount    was 
subsequently  approved  by  the  Budget 
Committee  and  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House  in  the  first  concurrent  reso- 
lution for  fiscal  year  1984.  At  the  same 
time  as  we  sought  to  secure  that  budg- 
etary latitude,  we  were  developing  the 
legislation  and  seeking  to  obtain  ap- 
propriations for  it.  as  I  have  just  de- 
scribed. 

With  final  passage  of  this  measure 
at  hand.  I  believe  that  Congress  has 
demonstrated  once  again  its  ability  to 
respond  promptly  and  effectively  to 
the  needs  of  those  who  have  served 
the  Nation  during  time  of  war  and  to 
continue  to  fulfill  our  deep  moral  com- 
mitment to  them  as  honored  veterans. 
Despite  the  administration's  strong 
opposition  to  this  legislation  through- 
out its  development  in  the  Congress,  a 
Presidential  veto  would  be  futile  in 
light  of  the  overwhelming,  bipartisan 
support  for  this  measure  in  both 
Houses. 

Mr.  President,  the  compromise 
agreement  now  before  the  Senate  is  an 
excellent  one,  and  it  has  my  complete 
support. 

VETERANS  EMERGENCY  JOB  TRAINING 

Mr.  BOSCHWITZ.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  about  to  pass  the  conference 
report  on  the  new  veterans  emergency 
Job  Training  Act. 

This  bill,  which  I  am  a  cosponsor  of, 
was  designed  by  the  Veterans  Affairs 
Committee  to  address  the  serious  un- 
employment problems  of  wartime  vet- 
erans. 

Unemployment  among  wartime  vet- 
erans hit  its  highest  level  since  World 
War  II  in  February,  and  although  un- 
employment overall  has  been  declining 
since  then,  there  still  exists  a  very  real 
problem.  In  fact,  the  unemployment 
rate  amongst  the  youngest  Vietnam 
vets  (ages  25  to  29)  remains  double  the 
national  rate  of  nonveterans. 

This  act  will  provide  funds  to  pro- 
vide on-the-job  training  for  unem- 
ployed veterans  of  the  Korean  and 
Vietnam  wars.  Under  this  act.  the  VA 
will  assist  employers  with  the  cost  of 
training  the  veteran.  The  training 
period  can  be  no  longer  than  9 
months,  or  15  months  in  the  case  of 
service-connected    disabled    veterans. 


The  training  assistance  moneys  to  be 
paid  to  the  employer  will  be  50  percent 
of  the  vets  wages  during  the  training 
period,  up  to  a  $10,000  total. 

We  have  set  $300  million  as  the 
spending  level— to  be  obligated  over  2 
years.  The  program  itself  is  designed 
to  remain  open  to  new  participants 
through  fiscal  year  1984,  although 
payments  can  continue  through  fiscal 
year  1985. 

Mr.  President,  this  act  is  an  excel- 
lent interim  program  that  will  help 
unemployed  wartime  vets  as  we  come 
out  of  the  recession.  I  am  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  this  legislation  and  I  am 
pleased  to  see  that  Congress  is  willing 
to  enact  it. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  an  explanato- 
ry statement  of  the  House  bill  and  the 
Senate  amendment  and  the  compro- 
mise agreement  on  H.R.  2355  appear 
in  the  Record  appropriately  placed. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Explanatory  Statement  of  House  Bill, 
Senate  Amendment  (S.  1033).  and  Compro- 
mise Agreement  on  H.R.  2355.  the  •Emer- 
gency Veterans'  Job  Training  Act  of 
1983" 

This  explanatory  statement  explains  the 
provisions  of  H.R.  2355  as  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  with  an 
amendment  incorporating  the  provisions  of 
S.  1033  as  reported,  and  the  provisions  of  a 
compromise  agreed  to  by  the  Committees. 
The  differences  between  the  House  bill,  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  ihe  compromise 
agreement  are  noted  below,  except  for  cleri- 
cal corrections,  conforming  changes  made 
necessary  by  agreements  reached  between 
the  Committees,  and  minor  drafting,  techni- 
cal, and  clarifying  changes. 

This  explanatory  statement  is  being  pre- 
sented in  lieu  of  a  joint  explanatory  state- 
ment of  a  committee  of  conference. 
general 
Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate 
amendment  would  establish  a  new.  emer- 
gency program  of  job  training  for  certain 
veterans,  providing  a  system  of  payments  to 
employers  who  hire  and  train  eligible  veter- 
ans who  have  been  unemployed  15  out  of 
the  20  weeks  immediately  preceding  their 
application  for  participation  in  the  pro- 
gram. Both  would  provide  some  administra- 
tive role  for  both  the  Veterans^  Administra- 
tion and  the  Department  of  Labor.  Finally, 
the  program  established  by  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  amendment  would  generally 
be  closed  to  new  applicants  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1984. 

statutory  format 
The  House  bill  is  in  the  form  of  a  free- 
standing law.  The  provisions  of  the  Senate 
amendment  establishing  the  new  program 
would  be  set  forth  in  a  new  chapter  44  pro- 
posed to  be  added  to  title  38.  United  States 

Code. 

The  Compromise  agreement  adopts  tne 
format  of  the  House  bill. 

Hereinafter,  citations  to  provisions  in  the 
Senate  amendment  that  would  be  set  forth 
in  the  proposed  new  chapter  44  of  title  38 
are  made  by  reference  to  the  'new  section" 
number  in  title  38.  For  example,  the  refer- 
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ence  to  proposed  new  section  2102  of  title  38 
is  referred  to  as  "new  section  2102". 

PURPOSE 

The  House  bill  isection  2(b))  states  the 
purpose  of  the  legislation  in  terms  of  pro- 
moting job  training  and  employment  of  un- 
employed Vietnam-era  and  disabled  veter- 
ans: the  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2101).  in  terms  of  addressing  veterans'  un- 
employment problems  by  providing  employ- 
ers with  financial  incentives  to  employ  and 
train  certain  unemployed  wartime  veterans. 

The  House  bill  (section  2  (a)  and  (O).  but 
not  the  Senate  amendment,  also  contains 
Congressional  findings  relating  to  the  need 
for  this  legislation  and  would  require  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs  and  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  to  administer  the  new 
program  in  a  vigorous  and  expeditious 
manner. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  2) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  PROGRAM 

The  House  bill  (section  4)  would  provide 
that  the  program  shall  be  carried  out  by  the 
Administrator  in  cooperation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2102)  would  provide  that  the  program  shall 
be  carried  out  by  the  Administrator,  jointly 
with  the  Secretary,  and  that  the  respective 
responsibilities  of  each  must  be  specified  in 
an  interagency  agreement  (with  certain  re- 
sponsibilities required  to  be  assigned  as 
specified  in  the  legislation)  entered  into 
within  60  days  after  enactment  but  in  no 
event  later  than  October  1.  1983. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  4(a)) 
would  provide  that  the  program  established 
under  this  Act  shall  be  carried  out  by  the 
Administrator  and.  to  the  extent  specifically 
provided  in  the  Act,  the  Secretary. 

As  noted  below  under  the  heading  "in- 
sPEcrrioN  OF  records:  investigations  ",  the 
compromise  agreement  specifies  (section 
12(d))  that  the  Administrator  may  elect  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
providing  for  Department  of  Labor  entities 
specified  in  the  agreement  to  carry  out  cer- 
tain responsibilities  of  the  Administrator  re- 
lating to  the  monitoring  of  compliance  (sec- 
tion 12(b)).  and  the  conduct  of  any  investi- 
gations necessary  to  determine  compliance 
(section  12(c)).  The  compromise  agreement 
also  (section  15)  assigns  to  the  Secretary 
primary  responsibility  for  promoting  the  de- 
velopment of  employment  and  job  training 
opportunities  and  joint  responsibilities  with 
the  Administrator  with  respect  to  outreach 
and  public  information  and  assisting  veter- 
ans and  employers  in  applying  to  participate 
in  the  new  program,  and  (section  14)  au- 
thorizes the  Secretary  to  provide  certain 
employment  counseling  services. 

An  important  goal  of  the  Committees  has 
been  to  minimize  the  administrative  obsta- 
cles to  swift  implementation  of  the  pro- 
gram, in  order  that  veterans  and  employers 
might  be  brought  into  the  program  as  expe- 
ditiously as  possible,  consistent  with  the 
emergency  nature  of  this  legislation. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2102(c)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  pro- 
vide that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  carry 
out  the  Secretary's  responsibilities  through 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  for  Veter- 
ans' Employment  established  under  section 
2002A  of  title  38. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  4(b)) 
contains  this  provision. 

eligibility  for  program 

The  House  bill  (section  3(1))  would  provide 
eligibility  for  veterans  of  the  Vietnam  era. 


as  defined  in  section  101(29)  of  title  38  (the 
period  beginning  August  5.  1964.  and  ending 
on  May  7.  1975).  and  for  disabled  veterans 
entitled  to  receive  service-connected  disabil- 
ity compensation  from  the  VA  for  a  disabil- 
ity incurred  or  aggravated  any  time  after 
August  4.  1964. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2103(a))  would  provide  eligibility  for  veter- 
ans of  World  War  11  (defined  in  section 
101(8)  of  title  38  as  the  period  beginning  De- 
cembe»-  7,  1941,  and  ending  December  31, 
1946).  the  Korean  conflict  (defined  in  sec- 
tion 101(9)  of  title  38  as  the  period  begin- 
ning June  27.  1950,  and  ending  January  31. 
1955).  and  the  Vietnam  era.  Service  during 
those  periods  would  be  specifically  defined 
by  reference  to  entitlement  standards  estab- 
lished under  the  GI  Bills  of  those  periods— 
generally,  that  the  veteran  was  discharged 
under  conditions  other  than  dishonorable, 
and  met  certain  minimum-service  require- 
ments: World  War  11—90  days:  Korean  con- 
flict—90  days:  and  Vietnam  era— 180  days. 
These  minimum  service  requirements  would 
not  be  applicable  to  veterans  discharged  for 
service-connected  disabilities. 

Under  both  the  Hou.se  bill  (section  5(a)) 
and  the  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2103(a)).  eligibility  would  further  be  condi- 
tioned upon  the  veteran  having  been  unem- 
ployed not  not  le.ss  than  15  of  the  last  20 
weeks  at  the  time  of  applying  for  participa- 
tion in  the  program.  A  veteran  would  be 
considered  unemployed  "  when  the  veteran 
is  without  a  job  (to  be  determined,  under 
the  House  bill,  in  accordance  with  the  crite- 
ria used  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of 
the  Department  of  Labor)  and  wants  and  is 
available  for  work.  Under  the  Senate 
amendment,  but  not  the  House  bill,  eligibil- 
ity would  be  further  conditioned  upon  the 
veteran  being  unemployed  when  applying  to 
participate.  As  an  alternative  to  unemploy- 
ment for  15  out  of  20  weeks,  the  Senate 
amendment,  but  not  the  House  bill,  would 
provide  eligibility  to  an  unemployed  veteran 
who  has  been  terminated  or  laid  off  from 
employment,  is  eligible  for  or  has  exhausted 
entitlement  to  unemployment  compensa- 
tion, and  has  no  realistic  opportunity  to 
return  to  employment  in  the  same  or  a  simi- 
lar occupation  in  the  geographical  area 
where  the  veteran  previously  held  employ- 
ment. 

The  compromi.se  agreement  (section  5(a)) 
would  provide  eligibility  for  a  Korean  con- 
flict or  Vietnam-era  veteran  who  is  unem- 
ployed and  has  been  unemployed  for  at 
least  15  of  the  20  weeks  immediately  pre- 
ceeding  the  date  of  application  for  partici- 
pation in  a  program  of  job  training.  The 
term  'Korean  conflict  or  Vietnam-era  veter- 
an "  would  be  defined  to  mean  a  veteran  who 
served  for  one  day  or  more  during  either  of 
those  periods  and  who  ( 1 )  has  served  at 
least  181  days  or  (2)  was  discharged  from 
service  for  a  service-connected  disability  or 
is  entitled  to  compensation  for  a  service-con- 
nected disability.  The  term  "unemployed" 
would  apply  to  any  period  during  which  the 
veteran  is  without  a  job  and  wants  and  is 
available  for  work. 

Although  the  compromise  agreement  does 
not  contain  the  language  from  the  House 
bill  mandating  the  use  of  criteria  from  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  determining 
whether  a  veteran  is  without  a  job,  it  is  the 
Committees'  general  contemplation  that 
these  criteria  will  t)e  applied.  However,  the 
Committees  wish  to  emphasize  their  inten- 
tion that  the  fact  that  a  veteran  is  or  has 
been  a  "discouraged  worker"— i.e.,  one  who 
ceased  looking  for  work  because  he  or  she 


believed  none  was  available— should  in  no 
way  preclude  participation  in  the  new  pro- 
gram. 

veterans'  applications 
Both  the  House  bill  (section  5(b))  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2103(b)) 
would  require  that  veterans  seeking  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  program  of  job  training  submit 
an  application  in  such  form  and  containing 
such  information  as  is  prescribed  adminis- 
tratively. The  Senate  amendment,  but  not 
the  House  bill,  would  require  the  applica- 
tion to  specify  the  training  objective  to  be 
pursued. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
5(b)(1))  follows  the  House  bill  with  modifi- 
cations that  would  clarify  that  a  veteran's 
application  is  not  for  participation  in  a  par- 
ticular employer's  program  of  job  training 
and  would  require  that  an  application  con- 
tain the  veteran's  certification  regarding  un- 
employment status  and  military  service  re- 
quirements. 

approval  of  veterans'  applications 

The  House  bill  (section  5(b))  would  pro- 
vide that  an  application  of  a  veteran  may 
not  be  approved  if  it  is  found  that  the  veter- 
an is  already  qualified  for  the  job  for  which 
the  training  would  be  provided. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  .section 
2103(b))  would  provide  that  a  veteran's  ap- 
plication must  be  approved  unless  it  is 
found  that  the  veteran  either  is  not  eligible 
or  is  already  qualified  for  the  specified 
training  objective.  In  addition,  under  the 
Senate  amendment,  a  veteran  who  has  been 
determined  to  be  eligible  would  be  certified 
as  such  and  would  be  furnished  with  a  copy 
of  a  certificate  of  eligibility  for  presentation 
to  an  employer  offering  a  program  of  job 
training. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
5(b)(2))  follows  the  Senate  amendment  with 
three  modifications: 

First,  the  provision  for  disapproval  of  the 
veteran's  application  if  tiie  veteran  is  al- 
ready qualified  for  the  training  objective  is 
deleted.  The  Committees  recognize  that  at 
this  early  stage  of  determining  a  veteran's 
basic  eligibility,  it  would  often  be  premature 
to  require  veterans  to  commit  themselves  to 
a  particular  training  objective.  The  goal  of 
precluding  the  payment  of  training  assist- 
ance under  this  legislation  on  behalf  of  vet- 
erans who  arc  Already  qualified  in  the  pro- 
posed field  of  training  should  be  adequately 
sened  by  the  requirement,  derived  from  the 
House  bill  and  contained  in  section  7(d)(4) 
of  the  compromise  agreement  (discussed 
below),  that  an  employer  certify  that  train- 
ing will  not  be  provided  to  veterans  who  are 
already  qualified. 

Second,  approval  of  the  veterans'  applica- 
tion could  be  withheld  if  the  Administrator 
determines  that  such  withholding  of  ap- 
proval is  necessary  in  order  to  limit  the 
number  of  veteran  participants  in  a  pro- 
gram of  job  training  under  this  measure 
where  it  is  determined  that  sufficient  funds 
are  not  available  to  permit  that  veteran's 
participation.  This  change  is  designed  to 
clarify  the  Administrator's  authority  to 
ensure  that  spending  under  the  program 
does  not  exceed  the  funds  appropriated.  It 
corresponds  to  section  9  of  the  compromise 
agreement,  which  gives  the  Administrator 
authority  to  withhold  or  deny  approval  of 
an  eligible  veteran's  entry  into  a  program  of 
job  training  on  the  basis  of  funding  limita- 
tions. Thus,  the  Act  contains  two  separate 
mechanisms  for  controlling  obligations 
within  the  bounds  of  available  funds:  as  an 
initial  safeguard,  the  pool  of  veteran  appli- 


cants having  certificates  may  be  limited, 
and,  at  a  subsequent  point  in  the  pre-obliga- 
tion  process,  the  entry  of  veterans  previous- 
ly certified  as  eligible  into  VA-assisted  train- 
ing may  be  postponed  or  stopped  in  order  to 
keep  obligations  within  those  bounds. 

Third,  the  certificate  of  eligibility  fur- 
nished to  the  veteran  would  be  valid  for 
only  60  days,  would  be  required  to  specify 
the  dates  of  issuance  and  expiration,  and 
could  be  renewed  upon  application  by  the 
veteran.  This  provision  is  designed  to  pro- 
vide both  the  Administrator  and  employers 
with  a  mechanism  for  ensuring  that  a  veter- 
an's eligibility  is  reasonably  current  and  the 
Administrator  with  a  further  mechanism 
for  estimating  potential  obligations  of 
funds.  Consistent  with  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 10  of  the  compromise  agreement,  the 
Committees  intend  that  the  certificate  also 
specify  that  it  is  subject  to  the  availability 
of  funds,  that  a  veteran  may  not  enter  an 
approved  program  of  job  training  under  it 
until  the  employer  has  given  the  VA  two 
weeks  notice  of  intention  to  enter  the  veter- 
an into  such  training,  and  any  other  mat- 
ters that  would  be  useful  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  effective  implementation  of 
this  legislation. 

DURATION  OF  ASSISTANCE 

The  House  bill  (section  5(c))  would  pro- 
vide that  training  assistance  could  be  paid 
for  a  period  of  up  to  twelve  months  In  the 
case  of  a  veteran  with  a  service-connected 
disability  rated  at  30  percent  or  more,  or,  in 
the  case  of  any  other  eligible  veteran,  for  a 
period  of  six  months  with  up  to  an  addition- 
al six  months  of  assistance  available  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Administrator, 

Under  the  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2104(b)),  the  maximum  period  of  assist- 
ed training  would  be  twelve  months,  except 
that  an  additional  six  months  could  be  al- 
lowed for  veterans  with  service-connected 
disabilities  rated  either  at  30  percent  or 
more  or  at  10  or  20  percent  if  the  veteran 
has  been  determined  to  have  a  serious  em- 
ployment handicap  under  section  1506  of 
title  38.  relating  to  vocational  rehabilitation 
for  certain  veterans  with  service-connected 
disabilities. 

The  compromise  agreement  (in  section 
5(c))  contains  the  following  maximum  train- 
ing-period provisions:  fifteen  months— 
across  the  board,  without  the  need  for  indi- 
vidual extensions-in  the  cases  of  certain 
veterans  with  service-connected  disabilities 
rated  either  at  30  percent  or  more  or  at  10 
or  20  percent  if  the  veteran  has  been  deter- 
mined to  have  a  serious  employment  handi- 
cap under  section  1506  of  title  38.  and  nine 
months  in  the  cases  of  other  veterans. 

employer  job  TRAINING  PROGRAMS 

The  House  bill  (section  6(a))  would  pro- 
vide that,  to  qualify  as  a  program  for  which 
assistance  may  be  paid,  a  program  of  job 
training  must  provide  training  for  a  period 
of  at  least  six  months.  Under  the  Senate 
amendment  (new  section  2104(a)).  an  assist- 
ed program  must  generally  be  for  no  less 
than  six  months,  except  that  a  program  of 
between  three  and  six  months  could  be  ap- 
proved where  the  purposes  of  the  program 
would  otherwise  be  met. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  6(a)) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  House  bill  (section  6(b))  would  pro- 
vide that  an  eligible  veteran  may  select  an 
approved  program  of  job  training  with  any 
employer.  Under  the  Senate  amendment 
(new  section  2105(c)).  an  eligible  veteran 
may  accept  an  approved  program  offered  to 
the  veteran  by  any  employer. 


The  compromise  agreement  (section  6(b)) 
provides  that  a  veteran  approved  for  partici- 
pation and  having  a  current  certificate  of 
eligibility  may  enter  any  approved  program 
offered  to  the  veteran  by  the  employer. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2104(a)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  re- 
quire that  in  order  to  qualify  as  a  program 
of  job  training,  an  employers  program  must 
offer  training  in  an  occupation  in  a  growth 
industry,  an  occupation  requiring  the  use  of 
new  technological  skills,  or  an  occupation 
for  which  demand  for  labor  exceeds  supply. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
6(a)(1))  contains  this  provision.  The  com- 
mittees intend  that  the  Administrator  shall 
construe  these  terms  liberally— that  is.  in 
the  case  of  an  occupation  with  respect  to 
which  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether  it 
should  be  included  in  one  of  these  three  cat- 
egories, that  doubt  should  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  including  it.  In  case  of  such  doubt, 
it  might  be  useful  for  the  Administrator  to 
consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Labor  or  other 
appropriate  entity  in  construing  the  statu- 
tory terms. 


approval  of  employer  programs 


APPROVAL  process 

The  House  bill  (section  8)  would  establish 
basically  a  two-step  approval  process  for 
programs  of  job  training.  First,  the  employ- 
er would  submit  a  written  application  con- 
taining a  certification  that  certain  criteria 
would  be  met;  and,  second,  the  Administra- 
tor would  be  required  to  conduct  an  investi- 
gation regarding  the  criteria  for  approval  in 
order  to  determine  whether  the  criteria  are 

met. 

The    Senate    amendment    (new    section 
2105(c))    would    require    the    employer    to 
submit  with  the  application  a  certification 
that  all  applicable  criteria  for  job  training 
programs  would  be  met.  and  would  essen- 
tially   eliminate    the    requirement    for    the 
second  step  under  the  House  bill,  by  man- 
dating generally  that  a  proposed  program  of 
job  training  with  respect  to  which  the  appli- 
cation and  certification  comply  on  their  face 
with  the  requirements  of  the  legislation  be 
approved  without  the  need  for  any  prior  in- 
vestigation. Investigation  would  be  author- 
ized, but  not  required,  and  approval  of  the 
proposed  program  being  investigated  could 
be  withheld  pending  the  outcome  of  the  in- 
vestigation, whereupon,  depending  on  the 
outcome,  the  program  could  be  disapproved. 
The      compromi.se      agreement      (section 
7(a)(2)  and  (g))  follows  the  Senate  amend- 
ment. The  Committees  believe  that  this  ap- 
proach will  minimize  administrative  difficul- 
ties, enhance  the  attractiveness  of  the  pro- 
gram to  employers,  and  expedite  implemen- 
tation of  the  program.  To  the  extent  that 
such  limited  prior  approval  proves  to  be  a 
less    effective    safeguard    than    mandatory 
prior  investigation,  the  Committees  believe 
that   the   post-approval   safeguards   in   the 
compromise   agreement— including   the   au- 
thorities   regarding    inspection    of    records, 
monitoring,  investigation,  discontinuance  of 
approval,   periodic  certifications  connected 
with  each  payment  of  assistance,  and  over- 
payment remedies  with  respect  to  both  em- 
ployers and  veterans,  as  well  as  the  avail- 
ability of  civil  pafialties  under  the  Federal 
False  Claims  Act  (31  U.S.C.  §3729-31)  and 
criminal  penalties  under  the  Federal  False 
Statement  Act  (18  U.S.C.  §  lOOD-should  be 
sufficient  to  ensure  that  the  requirements 
of  this  legislation  will  be  able  to  be  properly 
enforced  so  that  limited  resources  will  not 
be  expended  for  nonqualified  programs  of 
training. 


CRITERIA  for  APPROVAL  OF  EMPLOYER 
PROGRAMS 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  9)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2107) 
would  preclude  assistance  to  programs  of 
job  training  for  employment  in  seasonal, 
intermittent,  or  temporary  jobs  (the  House 
bill,  but  not  the  Senate  amendment,  provid- 
ing an  exception  for  seasonal  jobs  as  deter- 
mined to  be  appropriate),  for  employment 
under  which  commissions  are  the  primary 
source  of  income,  for  employment  involving 
political  or  religious  activities,  or  where  the 
training  program  would  be  carried  out  out- 
side the  United  States.  The  House  bill  (sec- 
tion 6(b)).  but  not  the  Senate  amendment, 
would  exclude  employers  other  than  for- 
profit  private  employers.  The  Senate 
amendment  (new  section  2107(4)).  but  not 
the  House  bill,  would  exclude  federal  agen- 
cies. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  7(b)) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  House  bill  (section  8(b)(3))  would  re- 
quire the  employer  to  certify  that  there  is  a 
reasonable  certainty  that  a  position  of  the 
type  for  which  the  veteran  is  to  be  trained 
will  be  available  to  the  veteran  at  the  end  of 
the  training  period. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2105(b)(1))  would  require  the  employer  to 
certify  that  the  employer  has  planned  for 
the  employment  of  the  veteran  in  an  appro- 
priate position  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
training  period,  and  that  the  employer  has 
no  reason  to  expect  that  such  a  position  will 
not  then  be  available  to  the  veteran  on  a 
stable,  permanent  basis. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(1))  follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  8(b)(1))  and 
the  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2105(b)(2))  would  require  the  employer  to 
certify  that  veterans  participating  in  its  pro- 
gram of  job  training  will  be  paid  no  less 
than  other  employees  in  such  a  program  or. 
under  the  Senate  amendment,  a  comparable 
program. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(2))  follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  House  bill,  but  not  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, would  require  a  pre-approval  finding, 
upon  investigation,  that  the  program  of  job 
training  will  not  be  given  to  veterans  who 
are  already  qualified  for  the  job  for  which 
training  is  to  be  provided. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(4))  follows  the  House  bill,  with  an 
amendment  modifying  this  provision  so  as 
to  require  that  the  matter  be  included  in 
the  employers  certification  (rather  than 
necessarily  be  subject  to  pre-approval  inves- 
tigation). The  Committees  note  that  this 
provision  is  intended  only  to  require  the  em- 
ployer to  conduct  a  reasonable,  good-faith 
inquiry  into  a  veteran's  qualifications,  and 
that  section  8(c)  of  the  compromise  agree- 
ment would  impose  upon  the  veteran,  and 
not  upon  the  employer,  liability  for  over- 
payments to  the  employer  which  result 
from  false  or  incomplete  information  fur- 
nished to  the  employer  by  the  veteran. 

The  House  bill  (section  8(c)(1)).  but  not 
the  Senate  amendment  would  require  a  pre- 
approval  finding,  upon  investigation,  that 
the  job  for  which  training  is  to  be  provided 
is  one  in  which  progression  and  appoint- 
ment to  the  next  higher  classification  are 
based  upon  skills  learned  through  organized 
and  supervised  training  on  the  job  rather 
than  on  factors  such  as  length  of  service 
and  normal  turnover. 
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The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(5))  contains  a  provision  requiring  the 
employer  to  certify  that  the  job  in  question 
is  one  that  involves  significant  training. 

The  House  bill  (section  8(0(10)).  but  not 
the  Senate  amendment,  would  require  a  pre- 
approval  finding  that  the  training  program 
will  be  stated  in  a  written  agreement  signed 
by  the  employer  and  the  veteran,  and  that  a 
copy  of  the  signed  agreement  will  be  provid- 
ed to  both  the  veteran  and  the  VA. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(ll)  follows  the  House  bill  with  an 
amendment  modifying  this  provision  so  as 
to  require  that  the  matter  be  included  in 
the  employer's  certification  (rather  than 
necessarily  be  subject  to  pre-approval  inves- 
tigation) and  to  refer  to  a  copy  of  the  em- 
ployer's certification  under  this  subsection 
(subsection  (d)  of  section  7  of  the  compro- 
mise agreement)  rather  than  a  written 
agreement. 

Six  other  approval  criteria  which  were  in- 
cluded in  substantially  similar  form  in  both 
the  House  bill  (section  8(c)).  as  matters  re- 
quiring pre-approval  findings  but  not  certifi- 
cation, and  the  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2105(b)).  as  matters  subject  to  certifica- 
tion, are  included  in  the  compromise  agree- 
ment. These  criteria  relate  to  the 
nondisplacement  of  current  or  laid-of  f  work- 
ers (paragraph  (3)  of  section  7(d)).  the  ade- 
quacy of  training  content  (paragraph  (6)). 
the  full-time  employment  of  participating 
veterans  (paragraph  (7)).  the  length  of  the 
period  of  training  as  compared  to  that  cus- 
tomarily required  by  employers  (paragraph 
(8)).  the  availability  of  adequate  training  fa- 
cilities (paragraph  (9)).  and  the  mainte- 
nance of  records  adequate  to  show  employer 
compliance  (paragraph  (10)). 

The  House  bill  (section  8(c)(ll))  would  au- 
thorize the  imposition  of  additional  criteria 
as  to  which  pre-approval  findings  would  be 
required.  The  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2105(b)(10))  would  similarly  authorize 
additional  criteria  as  to  which  certification, 
rather  than  pre-approval  findings,  would  be 
required. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
7(d)(12))  contains  a  provision  authorizing 
additional  criteria  that  the  Administrator 
determines  are  essential  for  the  effective 
implementation  of  the  program  established 
by  the  compromise  agreement. 

The  Committees  note  their  intention  that 
this  authority  to  impose  additional  criteria 
is  intended  to  meet  unforeseen  problems 
clearly  necessitating  the  imposition  of  addi- 
tional requirements.  The  Committees  stress 
that  this  provision  is  not  intended  to  give 
the  VA  authority  to  impose  undue  restric- 
tions as  was  done  with  respect  to  the  target- 
ed delimiting  date  extension  program  (en- 
acted in  section  201(a)  of  Public  Law  92-72) 
and  required  Congressional  action  (section 
201(a)  of  Public  Law  97-306)  undoing  the  re- 
strictions and  extending  the  program  for  a 
year. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2105(b)(3)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  re- 
quire the  employer's  certification  to  indi- 
cate the  number  of  hours  of  training  and  to 
describe  the  training  content  of  the  pro- 
gram and  the  training  objective. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  7(e)) 
contains  this  provision  with  amendments  re- 
quiring that  the  certification  also  specify 
the  length  of  the  program  and  the  starting 
rate  of  wages  and  describe  any  agreement 
the  employer  has  entered  into  under  section 
8  of  the  compromise  agreement,  relating  to 
the  provision  of  training  through  education- 
al institutions. 


The  compromise  agreement  (section  7(f)) 
would  also  clarify  that  generally  each  of  the 
matters  specified  in  section  7(d)(1)  through 
(11)  of  the  compromise  agreement  as  requir- 
ing employer  certification  prior  to  approval 
of  a  program  of  job  training  (i.e..  not  includ- 
ing matters  that  may  be  administratively  re- 
quired to  be  certified  under  paragraph  (12) 
of  section  7(d))  shall  be  considered  to  be  af- 
firmative substantive  requirements.  Howev- 
er, for  purposes  of  section  8(c)  of  the  com- 
promise agreement,  relating  to  overpay- 
ments, only  the  matters  covered  by  para- 
graphs ( 1 )  through  ( 10)  would  be  consi(Jered 
requirements.  Thus,  a  failure  to  provide  a 
participating  veteran  with  a  copy  of  the  em- 
ployer's certification  would  not  be  grounds 
for  an  overpayment.  For  the  purposes  of 
section  11  of  the  compromise  agreement,  re- 
lating to  the  discontinuance  of  approval  of 
veterans'  participation  in  employer  pro- 
grams that  fall  out  of  compliance  with  re- 
quirements established  uncler  this  legisla- 
tion, the  matters  covered  by  all  twelve  para- 
graphs of  section  7(d)  would  be  considered 
such  requirements.  Hencer  failures  to  pro- 
vide participating  veterans  with  copies  of 
the  employers  certificate  and  to  meet  re- 
quirements established  administratively 
under  the  authority  in  paragraph  (12) 
could,  by  virtue  of  section  7(f)(2)(B).  result 
in  discontinuance  of  approval. 

The  Committees  note,  with  respect  to  the 
requirement  (under  subsections  (d)(1)  and 
(f)  of  section  7  of  the  compromise  agree- 
ment) that  the  employer  plan  for  the  per- 
manent employment  of  the  veteran  after 
training,  that  it  is  not  their  intention  that 
an  employer's  failure  to  continue  a  veteran's 
employment  after  the  completion  of  train- 
ing should,  in  and  of  itself,  result 'in  the  cre- 
ation of  an  overpayment.  An  overpayment 
on  the  basis  of  subsection  (d)(1)  would 
result  only  where  there  is  an  affirmative 
finding,  based  upon  an  investigation  or 
other  action  under  section  12.  that  the  em- 
ployer had  in  fact,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  certification  under  subsection  (d),  failed 
to  make  plans'  for  the  continuing  employ- 
ment of  such  veterans  as  may  complete 
training  under  the  employer's  program,  had 
made  other  plans  inconsistent  with  such 
continuing  employment,  had  no  reasonable 
basis  at  that  time  for  expecting  that  a  posi- 
tion would  be  available  to  the  veteran  on  a 
stable  and  permanent  basis  at  the  end  of 
the  training  period,  or  did  have  some  af- 
firmative basis  for  expecting  that  such  a  po- 
sition would  not  then  be  available.  In  the 
making  of  such  an  affirmative  finding,  the 
record  of  the  employer  in  continuing  or  not 
continuing  the  employment  of  veterans 
would  certainly  be  relevant. 

PAYMENTS  TO  EMPLOYERS 

Computation  of  Amounts 
The  House  bill  (section  7(a))  would  pro- 
vide that  the  amount  paid  to  an  employer 
on  behalf  of  a  veteran  for  any  period  may 
not  exceed  50  percent  of  the  wages  paid  for 
that  period,  computed  on  the  basis  of  the 
starting  wage  rate. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2108(a))  would  provide  that  the  amount 
paid  to  an  employer  on  t)ehalf  of  a  veteran 
may  not  exceed  the  lesser  of  50  percent  of 
the  wages  paid  during  the  training  period  in 
question,  or  a  specified  annual  dollar  limit. 
That  limit  would  be  $9,000  in  the  cases  of 
certain  veterans  with  service-connected  dis- 
abilities (including  all  veterans  with  disabil- 
ities rated  at  30  percent  or  more,  as  well  as 
those  rated  10  to  20  percent  disabled  who 
have  been  determined  to  have  a  serious  em- 
ployment  handicap  under  section   1506  of 


title  38).  and  $6,000  in  the  case  of  any  other 
veteran. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  8(a)) 
provides  that  the  training  assistance 
amount  paid  to  an  employer  on  behalf  of  a 
veteran  for  any  period  shall  be  50  percent  of 
the  veteran's  wages  for  that  period— not 
counting  any  increase  over  the  starting  rale 
and  without  regard  to  overtime  or  premium 
pay— up  to  a  total  of  $10,000  payable  on 
behalf  of  any  individual  veteran. 

The  Committees  stress  that  the  rule  relat- 
ing to  overtime  and  premium  pay  would 
apply  regardless  of  the  frequency  or  regu- 
larity with  which  such  pay  is  paid  for  the 
job  for  which  training  is  being  provided. 

Payment  Periods 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  7(b))  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2108(a)) 
would  provide  for  payments  to  be  made  to 
employers  on  a  quarterly  basis.  The  Senate 
amendment  (new  section  2108(b)).  but  not 
the  House  bill,  would  authorize  the  making 
of  payments  on  a  monthly,  rather  than 
quarterly,  basis  to  private,  for-profit  busi- 
nesses with  500  or  fewer  employees. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
8(a)(li  and  (3))  follows  the  Senate  amend- 
ment with  an  amendment  deleting  the  re- 
quirement that  businesses  be  private  and 
for-profit  and  establishing  a  requirement 
that  the  Administrator  set  a  numerical  limit 
by  regulation. 

The  Committees  recognize  that  cash  flow 
problems  sufficiently  significant  to  warrant 
monthly  payments  may  vary  from  one  type 
of  business  or  industry  to  another.  Thus, 
the  Committees  believe  that  the  Adminis- 
trator should  have  considerable  latitude  in 
.setting  such  limits,  with  the  goal  of  attract- 
ing employers  with  relatively  few  employees 
into  the  program  established  under  this  leg- 
islation. 

Certifications 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  7(b))  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2108(c)) 
would  provide  that  no  payment  for  a  period 
of  training  may  be  made  until  individual 
certifications  have  been  received  from  both 
the  employer  and  the  veteran.  The  veteran 
would  be  required  to  submit  a  certification 
as  to  the  veteran's  actual  employment  and 
training  with  the  employer  during  the  train- 
ing period  for  which  payment  is  to  be  made; 
and  the  employer  would  be  required  to  cer- 
tify that  the  veteran  was  employed  and  pro- 
gressing satisfactorily  during  that  period. 
The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2108(c)(2)(B)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would 
require  the  employer  to  indicate,  in  the  first 
of  these  periodic  certifications,  the  date  on 
which  the  employment  of  the  veteran 
began. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  8(b)) 
contains  these  provisions  with  two  modifica- 
tions. First,  each  periodic  certification  by  an 
employer  would  be  required  to  include  an 
indication  of  the  numtjer  of  hours  worked 
by  the  veteran  during  the  period  for  which 
payment  is  to  be  made;  and.  second,  the  em- 
ployer's initial  certification  would  be  re- 
quired to  indicate  the  starting  rate  of  wages 
paid  to  the  veteran. 

The  House  bill  (section  7(a)),  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  specify  that  pay- 
ments to  employers  employing  disabled  vet- 
erans may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
fraying the  costs  of  making  structural 
changes  to  the  employer's  workplace  to 
remove  architectural  barriers. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision. 


The  Committees  note  that  nothing  in  the 
language  of  the  compromise  agreement 
would  preclude  employers  from  using  train- 
ing assistance  payments  to  make  reasonable 
accommodations  to  the  needs  of  disabled 
veterans,  which  in  the  cases  of  certain  types 
of  disabilities  (for  example,  blindness  and 
deafness)  would  not  necessarily  be  structur- 
al. The  compromise  agreement,  in  providing 
that  the  purpose  of  such  payments  is  to 
assist  employers  in  defraying  the  cost  of 
necessary  training,  specifies  no  limitations 
on  the  uses  to  which  payments  may  be  put 
by  employers. 

OVERPAYMENTS 

The  House  bill  (section  7(c))  would  pro- 
vide that,  if  a  willful  or  negligent  false  certi- 
fication by  either  an  employer  or  a  veteran 
were  to  result  in  an  overpayment  of  training 
assistance,  the  amount  of  the  overpayment 
would  be  a  liability  to  the  United  States  of 
the  party  making  the  false  certification, 
subject  to  collection  in  the  same  manner  as 
any  other  debt  due  to  the  United  States. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2109(b))  would  provide  that,  if  a  certifica- 
tion or  application  which  was  false  or  clear- 
ly unsupportable  in  any  material  respect 
were  to  result  in  an  overpayment  of  assist- 
ance, the  party  submitting  that  certification 
or  information  would  be  liable  for  the  over- 
payment. As  in  the  House  bill,  the  overpay- 
ment could  be  collected  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  debt  due  to  the  United  States. 
The  compromise  agreement  (section 
8(c)(1)(A))  would  provide  that  an  employer 
would  be  liable  for  any  overpayment  of  as- 
sistance resulting  from  a  certfication.  or  in- 
formation contained  in  an  application,  sub- 
mitted by  an  employer  that  was  false  in  any 
material  respect.  Also  (under  section 
8(c)(1)(B)).  if  the  Administrator  finds  that 
the  employer  has  failed  in  any  substantial 
respect  to  achieve  compliance  with  any  re- 
quirement (including  matters  deemed  to  be 
requirements  for  this  purpose  by  virtue  of 
section  7(f)(2)(A)  of  the  compromise  agree- 
ment—clauses (1)  through  (10)  of  section 
7(d))  established  under  the  compromise 
agreement  (unless  the  employer's  failure  is 
the  result  of  false  or  incomplete  informa- 
tion provided  by  the  veteran),  any  payment 
for  the  period  of  noncompliance  would  be 
an  overpayment  for  which  the  employer 
would  be  liable. 

A  veteran's  liability  (section  8(c)(2))  for  an 
overpayment  would  depend  upon  a  finding 
by  the  Administrator  that  the  veteran  sub- 
mitted material  which  was  willfully  or  negli- 
gently false  in  any  material  respect  in  a  cer- 
tification or  application  submitted  by  the 
veteran  to  the  Administrator  or  in  informa- 
tion provided  to  an  employer. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section 
8(c)(3))  would  further  provide  that  overpay- 
ments recovered  would  be  credited  to  funds 
available  for  payments  under  the  compro- 
mise agreement  and  that,  if  no  such  funds 
remain,  the  amount  of  the  overpayment  re- 
covered would  be  deposited  into  the  U.S. 
Treasury.  Finally,  the  compromise  agree- 
ment (section  8(c)(4))  would  authorize  the 
Administrator  to  waive,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
any  such  overpayment,  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  section  3102  of 
title  38.  which  authorizes  waiver  of  recovery 
of  claims  under  laws  administered  by  the 
VA  whenever  the  Administrator  determines 
that  recovery  would  be  against  equity  and 
good  conscience,  and  where  application  for 
relief  from  recovery  has  been  made  within 
180  days  of  the  date  of  notification  of  the 
Indebtedness  to  the  debtor. 


Civil  penalty 
The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2109(c)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  au- 
thorize the  administrative  imposition  of  a 
civil  penalty  (up  to  $1,000  for  each  individ- 
ual wrongfully  employed  in  a  program  of 
job  training  under  the  Senate  amendment), 
after  an  adjudication  determined  on  the 
record  after  opportunity  for  an  agency 
hearing,  on  an  employer  who  has,  willfully 
or  with  reckless  disregard  of  the  facts,  made 
a  false  certification  or  has  caused  the  ad- 
ministering agency  to  give  approval  con- 
trary to  the  requirements  of  the  legislation. 
Actions  to  impose  such  a  penalty  would  be 
reviewable  in  the  Federal  courts. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision. 

The  Committees  note  the  existence  of 
general  authority,  under  the  False  Claims 
Act  (31  U.S.C.  §§  3729-31).  regarding  the  as- 
sessment and  collection  of  civil  penalties,  as 
well  as  criminal  sanctions  (18  U.S.C.  §  1001). 
through  judicial  rather  than  administrative 
processes,  in  cases  of  knowingly  false,  ficti- 
tious, or  fraudulent  claims  or  statements 
made  to  representatives  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. The  Committees  strongly  urge  the 
Administrator  (and.  where  appropriate,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor)  to  ensure  that,  when- 
ever in  the  implementation  of  the  compro- 
mise agreement  evidence  of  a  violation  of 
such  a  statute  comes  to  light,  the  matter  is 
vigorously  pursued  and,  where  appropriate, 
referred  to  the  Department  of  Justice  for 
action. 

The  Committees  also  note  the  existence  of 
authority  for  the  Department  of  Justice  to 
provide,  at  the  request  of  the  agency  in- 
volved, certain  legal  services  in  conducting 
investigations  and  examining  witnesses,  in 
connection  with  a  claim  before  the  agency 
(28  U.S.C.  §514).  and  believe  that  this  au- 
thority may  prove  useful  in  determining 
whether  any  particular  employer  has  acted 
knowingly  and  willfully  in  connection  with 
the  submission  of  a  false  claim,  has  submit- 
ted fraudulent  materials,  or  has  otherwise 
demonstrated  conduct  which  would  render 
that  employer  subject  to  the  civil  or  crimi- 
nal penalties  noted  above,  or  to  any  other 
applicable  sanction  established  by  law  or 
regulation.  In  all  such  matters,  the  Commit- 
tees urge  prompt  and  full  cooperation  be- 
tween the  Administrator  (and.  where  appro- 
priate, between  the  Secretary)  and  the  At- 
torney General,  consistent  with  the  terms 
and  provisions  of  sections  514  and  516  (re- 
garding representation  by  the  Attorney 
General  in  any  action  in  which  the  United 
States  is  a  party)  of  title  28.  and  of  applica- 
ble interagency  agreements. 

ENTRY  INTO  PROGRAM  OF  TRAINING 

As  noted  above  in  the  discussion  of  section 
5(b)  of  the  compromise  agreement,  under 
the  subheading  "Approval  of  Veterans'  Ap- 
plications ".  the  compromise  agreement  (sec- 
tion 9)  authorizes  the  Administrator  to 
withhold  or  deny  approval  of  a  veteran's 
entry  into  an  approved  program  of  job 
training  when  necessary  to  avoid  incurring 
obligations  in  excess  of  the  funds  available. 
The  compromise  agreement  also  requires 
that  employers  give  the  VA  two  weeks 
notice  prior  to  a  veterans  entry  into  VA-as- 
sisted  training.  That  notice  is  intended  to 
enable  the  Administrator  to  withhold  or 
deny  approval  for  the  purpose  of  ensuring 
that  obligations  arc  not  incurred  in  excess 
of  available  funds. 


PROVISION  OF  TRAINING  THROUGH  EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2106),  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  permit 
an  employer  to  enter  into  an  arrangement 
or  agreement  with  an  educational  institu- 
tion that  has  been  approved  for  the  enroll- 
ment of  veterans  under  chapter  34  of  title 
38  for  that  institution  to  provide  the  pro- 
gram of  training  (or  a  portion  thereof). 
■When  such  an  arrangement  or  agreement 
has  been  entered  into,  the  application  of  the 
employer  would  be  required  to  disclose  that 
fact  and  describe  the  training  to  be  provided 
by  the  institution. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  10) 
contains  this  provision  with  amendments 
deleting  any  reference  to  "arrangements". 

DISCONTINUANCE  OF  PAYMENTS  FOR 
UNSATISFACTORY  CONDUCT  OR  PROGRESS 

The  House  bill  (section  10).  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  authorize  the 
Administrator  to  discontinue  payments  on 
behalf  of  a  veteran  based  upon  a  finding  by 
the  Administrator  that  the  conduct  or 
progress  of  the  veteran  is  unsatisfactory  due 
to  circumstances  within  the  control  of  the 
employer. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision.  The  Committees  note 
that,  under  section  8(b)(2)(A)  of  the  com- 
promise agreement,  quarterly  payments 
may  not  be  made  until  the  Administrator 
has  received  from  the  employer  a  certifica- 
tion that  the  veteran  was  employed  by  the 
employer  during  the  period  for  which  pay- 
ment is  to  be  made  and  that  the  veteran's 
performance  and  progress  during  that 
period  were  satisfactory.  The  Committees 
also  note  that  such  a  certification  is  subject 
to  investigation  under  section  12(c)  and 
overpayment  collection  under  section  8(c). 

N)ISCONTINUANCE  OF  APPROVAL  OF  PARTICIPA-     • 
TION  IN  CERTAIN  EMPLOYER  PROGRAMS 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  11)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2109(a)) 
would  provide  a  mechanism  for  the  disap- 
proval of  further  participation  by  veterans 
in  a  program  of  job  training  which,  subse- 
quent to  its  approval,  has  fallen  out  of  com- 
pliance with  any  of  the  requirements  estab- 
lished under  the  legislation.  The  Senate 
amendment  would  authorize  such  disap- 
proval (while  the  House  bill  would  mandate 
it),  and  would  establish  a  notice  and  hearing 
process  to  govern  the  disapproval  process. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  11) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

INSPECTION  OF  RECORDS;  INVESTIGATIONS 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  12)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2111(a)) 
would  authorize  examinations  of  the 
records  and  accounts  of  participating  em- 
ployers. The  Senate  amendment  (new  sec- 
tion 2111(b))  would  also  authorize  the  moni- 
toring of  program  participants  in  order  to 
determine  compliance  with  the  program  re- 
quirements and  investigation  of  any  matter 
deemed  necessary  to  determine  compliance. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  12(a). 
(b),  and  (O)  follows  the  Senate  amendment 
with  an  amendment  adding  a  provision  (sec- 
tion 12(d)).  derived  from  the  Senate  amend- 
ment (new  section  2102(b)).  authorizing,  but 
not  requiring,  the  Administrator  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  provide  for  the  administration  of 
the  provisions  regarding  monitoring  and  in- 
vestigations, or  any  portion  of  those  provi- 
sions, by  the  Department  of  Labor.  Duties 
undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Labor 
pursuant  to  such  an  agreement  would  be  au- 
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thorized  to  be  carried  out  by  any  appropri- 
ate branch  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  not- 
withstanding the  general  requirement,  con- 
tained in  section  4(b)  of  the  compromise 
agreement,  that  the  responsibilities  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  under  the  compromise 
agreement  be  carried  out  by  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Labor  for  Veterans'  Employ- 
ment. 

COORDINATION  WITH  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

The  House  bill  (section  14)  would  provide 
that  a  veteran  may  not  receive  benefits  both 
under  the  House  bill  and  under  chapters  31 
(relating  to  training  and  rehabilitation  for 
veterans  with  service-connected  disabilities). 
32  (relating  to  post-Vietnam  era  veterans' 
educational  assistance).  34  (relating  to  the 
so-called  Vietnam-era  GI  Bill),  or  35  (re- 
lating to  survivors'  and  dependents'  educa- 
tional assistance)  of  title  38.  or  chapter  107 
of  title  10  (relating  to  educational  assistance 
for  current  enlistees),  for  the  same  period. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2108(d)  (1)  and  (2))  would  similarly  preclude 
simultaneous  payments  of  assistance  under 
the  Senate  amendment  and  under  chapter 
31  or  34.  under  chapter  36  (which  includes 
provisions  for  the  payment  of  Vietnam-era 
GI  Bill  benefits  for  correspondence  courses 
and  for  apprenticeship  or  other  on- job 
training)  of  title  38.  or  where  the  employer 
is  receiving  any  other  form  of  assistance  on 
account  of  the  training  or  employment  of 
the  veteran.  The  Senate  amendment  (sec- 
tion 2108(d)(3)).  but  not  the  House  bill, 
would  prohibit  the  payment  of  assistance 
under  the  Senate  amendment  where  the 
veteran  on  behalf  of  whom  assistance  is  to 
be  paid  had  already  completed  a  program  of 
job  training  under  the  program  that  would 
be  established  by  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  13 1 
follows  the  Senate  amendment  with  addi- 
tional references,  derived  from  the  House 
bill,  to  chapters  32  and  35  of  title  38. 

COUNSELING 

The  House  bill  (section  16).  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  require  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
provide  counseling  services,  upon  request,  to 
eligible  veterans  in  order  to  assist  them  in 
selecting  a  suitable  program  of  job  training. 

The  compromise  agreement  (.section  14) 
contains  this  provision,  with  an  amendment 
authorizing,  rather  than  requiring,  the  pro- 
vision of  such  counseling  services. 

INFORMATION  AND  OUTREACH:  USE  OF  AGENCY 
RESOURCES 

Both  the  House  bill  (section  15)  and  the 
Senate  amendment  (new  section  2110) 
would  provide  that  the  responsibilities  for 
information  and  outreach  would  be  shared 
between  the  Veterans'  Administration  and 
the  Department  of  Labor.  Information  and 
outreach  activities  would  be  targeted  toward 
both  veterans  and  employers;  would  be  co- 
ordinated with  services  and  opportunities 
provided  for  under  chapters  41  (relating  to 
Job  counseling,  training,  and  placement 
services  for  veterans)  and  42  (relating  to  em- 
ployment and  training  of  disabled  and  Viet- 
nam-era veterans)  of  title  38.  and  with  re- 
sources and  programs  available  under  the 
Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (Public  Law 
97-300)  and  would  emphasize  reliance  on 
disabled  veterans'  outreach  program  special- 
ists and  other  personnel  appointed  under 
relevant  provisions  of  title  38.  The  Senate 
amendment,  but  not  the  House  bill,  would 
require  coordination  of  such  information 
and  outreach  efforts  with  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration  and  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  would  require  the  ad- 


ministering agencies  to  assist  veterans  and 
employers  in  completing  applications  and 
certifications,  and  would  require  the  admin- 
istering agencies  to  endeavor  to  achieve  an 
equitable  regional  distribution  of  the  limit- 
ed training  funds  available. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  15) 
would  require  the  Administrator  and  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  to  conduct  jointly  an 
outreach  and  public  information  program 
directed  to  both  veterans  and  employers,  as 
well  as  to  educational  institutions  and  labor 
unions,  and  would  assign  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  primary  responsibility  for  promoting 
the  development  of  employment  and  job 
training  opportunities.  It  would  require  the 
Administrator  and  the  Secretary  to  coordi- 
nate outreach  and  public  information  activi- 
ties with  other  job  counseling,  placement, 
job  development,  and  other  .services  avail- 
able through  the  VA  and  the  Department  of 
Labor,  as  well  as  with  similar  services  of- 
fered by  other  public  agencies  and  organiza- 
tions (including  Federal  agencies). 

It  would  require  the  Administrator  of  Vet- 
erans' Affairs  and  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
make  available  sufficient  personnel  for  fa- 
cilitating effective  implementation  and  to 
provide  assistance  to  veterans  and  employ- 
ers making  applications  and  completing  cer- 
tifications. Further,  it  would  require  the 
Secretary  to  make  maximum  u.se  of  person- 
nel currently  available  through  the  Office 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Veterans'  Em- 
ployment and  resources  under  the  Job 
Training  Partnership  Act.  Finally,  the  Sec- 
retary would  be  required  to  request  and 
obtain  certain  information  from  the  Small 
Business  Administration  in  order  to  pro- 
mote maximum  training  opportunities  for 
veterans. 

The  Senate  amendment  (new  section 
2H0(b)).  but  not  the  House  bill,  would  re- 
quire efforts  to  achieve  an  equitable  region- 
al distribution  of  training  opportunities. 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con- 
tain this  provision.  However,  the  Commit- 
tees note  their  belief  that  it  would  be  useful 
for  consideration  to  be  given  to  developing  a 
mechanism,  if  feasible,  for  equitable  distri- 
bution. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  House  bill  (.section  19)  would  author- 
ize the  appropriation  to  the  VA  of  $25  mil- 
lion for  fiscal  year  1983.  $150  million  for 
fiscal  year  1984.  and  $150  million  for  fiscal 
year  1985.  to  carry  out  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  (section  102) 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  to  the 
VA  of  a  total  of  $150  million  for  the  purpose 
of  making  payments  to  employers  under  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  16) 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $150 
million  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1984  and 
1985  for  the  purpose  of  making  payments 
under  the  compromise  agreement,  to  remain 
available  until  September  30.  1986.  The 
Committees  note  that  these  amounU  have 
been  specifically  approved  by  the  Congress 
for  the  purpose,  in  H.  Con.  91.  the  First 
Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget  for 
Fiscal  Year  1984.  and  that  such  amounts 
have  been  set  apart  in  that  resolution  from 
other  amounts  provided  for  in  Function  700 
for  veterans'  benefits  and  services  generally. 

The  Committees  expect  that,  if  additional 
personnel  ceilings  and  funds  are  necessary 
for  the  effective  implementation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  compromise  agreement,  the 
VA  will  request  such  additional  ceilings  and 
funds. 


TERMINATION  OF  PROGRAM 


The  House  bill  program  would  (under  sec- 
tion 18)  be  open  to  new  veteran  applicants 
during  the  15-month  period  beginning  July 
1.  1983,  and  ending  September  30,  1984.  No 
assistance  would  be  authorized  to  be  paid 
after  September  30,  1985. 

The  Senate  amendment  program  would 
(under  new  section  2112)  be  open  to  new- 
veteran  applicants  during  the  12-month 
period  beginning  October  1.  1983,  and 
ending  September  30.  1984.  No  assistance 
would  be  authorized  to  be  paid  for  any  pro- 
gram commencing  after  December  31,  1984. 
The  Senate  amendment  (section  101(c)) 
would  also  provide  that,  in  the  event  that 
funds  are  not  both  appropriated  and  made 
available  by  the  Office  of  Managment  and 
Budget  (OMB)  on  or  before  the  effective 
date.  October  1.  1983.  the  termination  dates 
for  the  program  would  be  extended  by  peri- 
ods equal  to  the  period  beginning  October  1, 
1983.  and  ending  on  the  date  funds  are 
made  available  by  OMB. 

The  compromi.se  agreement  (section  17) 
follows  the  Senate  amendment. 

EXPANSION  OF  TARGETfco  DELIMITING  DATE 
EXTENSION 

The  House  bill  (section  13).  but  not  the 
Senate  amendment,  would  permit  veterans, 
in  lieu  of  participating  in  a  program  of  job 
training,  to  pursue  at  an  educational  institu- 
tion approved  under  chapter  34  of  title  38  a 
full-time  program  of  training  with  a  voca- 
tional objective  or  a  full-time  associate 
degree  program  with  a  vocational  objective. 
Such  programs  would  be  required  to  be  of  at 
least  six-months  duration  and  in  an  employ- 
ment field  where  it  is  found  that  there  is  a 
specific  level  of  probability  of  long-term  em- 
ployment. Payments  for  periods  of  such 
training  would  be  made  monthly  to  reim- 
burse the  veteran  for  the  cost  of  tuition, 
fees,  books,  supplies,  and  equipment,  but 
could  not  exceed  $500  a  month.  Not  more 
than  $25  million  could  be  obligated  for  such 
a  program  in  any  fi.scal  year. 

The  compromise  agreement  (section  18) 
would  authorize  the  VA  to  provide  educa- 
tional assistance,  using  up  to  $25  million  of 
funds  appropriated  under  the  compromise 
agreement,  for  the  pursuit  of  an  associate 
degree  program  (meeting  the  applicable 
title  38  requirements  for  such  degree  pro- 
grams) with  a  predominantly  vocational 
content.  This  assistance  would  be  in  the 
same  amounts  and  be  available  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  applicable 
to  the  pursuit  of  vocational  objective 
courses  under  the  targeted  delimiting  date 
extension  provisions  (section  1662(a)(3)  of 
title  38)  that  were  enacted  in  Public  Law  97- 
72  and  amended  by  Public  Law  97-306  to 
provide  certain  Vietnam-era  veterans  whose 
GI  Bill  eligibility  periods  have  expired  a  fur- 
ther opportunity  to  use  their  GI  Bill  bene- 
fits for  vocational  training.  Thus,  such  as- 
sistance could  be  made  available,  until  not 
later  than  December  31.  1984,  for  all  Viet- 
nam-era veterans  who  ever  established  GI 
Bill  eligibility  under  chapter  34  of  title  38 
except  in  those  cases  in  which  it  is  deter- 
mined that  the  veteran  is  not  in  need  of  the 
course  involved  in  order  to  obtain  a  reason- 
ably stable  employment  situation  consistent 
with  the  veteran's  abilities,  aptitudes,  and 
interests. 

A  ceiling  of  $25  million  of  the  total  of  the 
amounts  appropriated  under  section  17  for 
both  fiscal  years  1984  and  1985  would  be 
placed  on  expenditures  for  such  assistance; 
no  statutory  minimum  would  be  established 
for  such  expenditures. 
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This  assistance-as  in  the  case  of  GI  Bill                        TITLE  46-SHIPPING  §  2101.  General  definitions 
educational  assistance  and  contrasted  with     Subtitle  Sec.        In  this  subtitle- 
training  assistance  in  connection  with  veter-        i.    (Reserved— general! 101        d)  "associated  equipment"— 

ans'  participation  in  programs  of  job  train-       ii.    Vessels  and  seamen 2101        (A)  means— 

ing     under     the     compromise     agreement                   1  balance  of  title  reserved;  (i)  a  system,  accessory,  component,  or  ap- 

(which  is  payable  to  veterans'  employers)—               Subtitle  II— Vessels  and  Seamen  purtenance  of  a  recreational  vessel;  or 

would  be  payable  to  veterans.                                            Part  A-General  Provisions  '"'  a  "larine  safety  article  intended  for 

EFFECTIVE  DATE  o          "^c  On  board  a  recreational  vessel;  but 

.  .,,          ,^          .            .•        ,n^     Chapter  oec.        (B)  does  not  include  radio  equipment. 

The  House  bill  would    under  section  19)     2 1.  General 210          ^g)     "barge"    means    a    nonself-propelled 

take  effect  on  July    1,    1983.  The  amend-     23.  Operation  of  vessels  generally 2301     ^gggpi 

ments  to  title  38   United  States  Code,  that          p^^^.^.  b_inspection  and  Regulation  or  o,  -Boundary  Line"  means  a  line  estab- 

the  Senate  amendment  7°"><i "^f ^i^, .»°  ^^^.^                                     Vessels  ushed  under  section  2(b)  of  the  Act  of  Feb- 

new  chap  er  44  would  (under  section  102)     ^^  ^^^^^^^ 3^^^     ^^^^^,  ^^  ^^^^  ,33  ^  g  ^,  j^^, 

'ThrcomDrom^sfrgreement  (section   19)     33.  Inspection  generally 3301        (4) 'Coai.t  Guard  "  means  the  organization 

hP/n  nTohPr  1    1983  effTclK-e  date                  35.  Carriage  of  passengers 3501     established  and  continued  under  section  1  of 

'ThT?ommt\esfntendThLTtt'^^^             37.  Carriage  of  liquid  bulk  dangerous  title  14.                                ••     Hudes  anv  tvoe 

the  Department  of  Labor  develop  now  the           cargoes... 370          ,5)  -commercial  service    includes  any  type 

necessary    regulations   and    procedures    for     39.  Carriage  of  animas 3901     of  trade  or  business  involving  the  transpor- 

implementing    this    legislation    and    expect     41.  Uninspected  vessels 4101     tation  of  goods  or  individuals,  except  service 

that  the  entire  $150  million  authorized  for     43.  Recreational  vessels 4301     performed  by  a  combatant  vessel. 

fiscal  year  1984  will  be  appropriated  in  the           [Part  C-Reserved  for  Load  Lines  of              (6)  "consular  officer"  means  an  officer  or 

continuing  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1984.  If                                    Vessels]  employee  of  the  United  States  Government 

the  VA  and  the  Department  thus  make  the                   p^Rx  D-Marine  Casualties  designated  under  regulations  to  grant  visas, 

necessary  preparations  and  funds  are  .so  ap-           Renortine  marine  casualties  6101        (7)  "crude  oil"  means  a  liquid  hydrocarbon 

propriated,  the  program  could  begin  on  or     ^l-  f„7°    '^^j^/^^^j^^'^^u^^^^^^^  630       ^^^^^^  occurring  naturally  in  the  earth, 

about  October  1.  1983.                                            ^^  Imestigalmg  marine  casualties  ....  djui     ^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ue2.WA  to  render  it  suitable 

Part  E-Licenses.  Certificates,  and  ^^^  transportation,  and  includes  crude  oil 

VAREC  reorganization                                   MERCHANT  MARINERS"  DOCUMENTS  ^^^^  ^.^j^,^  ^^^^^^^  distillate  fractions  may 

The    Senate    amendment,    but    not    the     71   Licenses  and  certificates  of  regis-  have  been  removed,  and  crude  oil  to  which 

House  bill,  would  exempt  the  planned  ad-           j^y •••  7101     certain  distillate  fractions  may  have  been 

ministrative  reorganization  of  the  Veterans      73  Merchant  mariners' documents....  7301     ^dded 

Administration  Rehabilitation  Engineering     75  General  procedures  for  licensing.  (g,  •'crude  oil  tanker"  means  a  tanker  en- 
Center  (VAREC)  from  the  requirement,  es-           certification,  and  docu-  g„„„d  in  the  trade  of  carrying  crude  oil. 

tablished  under  .section  2.10(b)<2.(A.o    title             ^,„^,,,„„ 7501     ^fgf  .'dUnVrg;'  wS  refe'rring  to  a  sub- 

38.  that  such  reorganizations  be  proposed  in     ^^  suspension  and  revocation 7701                   discharged   from   a  vessel,   includes 

^^^^^''^'^  [5P°r„^"Sress  Vot'laTrXn                  Part  F-Mann.ng  of  Vessels  piMing    leaking    pumping,   pouring,   emit- 

rlfe^Te^rt^rL'^PrSnTs  SeT'^is     81.  General 8101     ting,     emptying,     or     dumping,     however 

rwrSri""''^'""'"" ""'"'''"""     85;  ^^f"!.'"'.!"'!!^!::::::::::  f,l\     ^^-documented  vessel"  means  a  vessel 

The  compromise  agreement  does  not  con-     87.  Unlicensed  personnel 8701     for  which  a  certificate  of  documentation  has 

tain  thL  oroSn  ^                                             89.  Small  vessel  manning 8901     been  issued  under  chapter  121  of  this  title. 

,^^    .,      T,       -J      .    T  ™„,.„     91.  Tank  vessel  manning  standards....  9101        di)  -fisheries '  includes  planting,  cultivat- 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move     gg  ^^^^^  ^akes  pilotage 9301     j^g    catching,   taking,   or   harvesting    fish. 

that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend-     ^^^^  g-Merchant  Seamen  Protection  and     shellfish,  marine  animals,  pearls,  shells,  or 

ments  of  the  House.                                                                        Relief  marine  vegetation  at  a  place  in  the  fishery 

The  motion  was  agreed  to.                         ^^^  General                  IQIQI     conservation  zone  established  by  section  101 

^^— ^^                               103    Foreign   and"intercoastai   voy-  of  the  Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation  and 

ages                            10301     Management  Act  of  1976  (16  U.S.C.  1811). 

CONSOLIDATION    AND    REENACT-     105  Coastwise  voyages 10501        (12)  "foreign  vessel"  means  a  vessel  of  for- 

ING   CERTAIN   MARINE  SAFETY     107.  Effects  of  deceased  seamen 10701     eign  registry  or  operated  under  the  author- 

AND          SEAMAN'S          WELFARE     109.  Proceedings  on  unseaworthiness  10901     ity  of  a  country  except  the  United  States. 

T  AWS                                                                  111-  Protection  and  relief 11101        (13)  "freight  vessel"  means  a  motor  vessel 

.                       ,       113  Official  logbooks 11301     of   more   than    15   gross   tons   that   carries 

Mr.    BAKER.    Mr.    President.    1    asK     1  j 5.  Off en.ses  and  Penalties 11501     freight  for  hire,  except  an  oceanographic  re- 

that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a            p^^^  h-Identification  of  Vessels  search  vessel  or  an  offshore  supply  vessel. 

message  from  the  House  of  Represent-     ^^^  Documentation  of  vessels 12101        <14)   "hazardous  material "  means  a  liquid 

atives  on  S.  46.                                                      123'  Numbering  undocumented  ves-  material  or  substance  that  is- 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER    (Mr.     i^''- J^umDeniiB  ^^^^^        (A)  flammable  or  combustible: 

HECHT)  laid  before  the  Senat^  the  fol-                jIs^a^e BoatingSafetv  Programs  'B)    designated    a  ^^^^^^^^^^l^'^^^ 

inu-ino-    mp5;<;aep    from    the    Housc    of                  *    "»  ,,,„,      under  section  311(b)  ol  the  heaerai  waier 

R      rp<:p^tat1ve^-                                                  131.  Recreational  boating  safety 13101     pouution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1321);  or 

Kepreseniaiives).                          ^     ^       ,          (Part  J— Reserved  for  Measurement  of  (C)  designated  a  hazardous  material  under 

Resolved.  That  the  bill  from  the  Senate                                     Vessels;  section    104    of    the    Hazardous    Material 

(S.  46)  entitled    "An  Act  to  revise,  consoli-                            a-General  Provisions  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  1803); 

date,  and  enact  certain  laws  re  ating    o  ves-                    pJaptfr  21    GENERAL  (15)    marine  environment "  means- 

sels  and  seamen  as  subtitle  II  of  title  46.                    CHAPTER  21-GENERAL  navigable  waters  of  the  United 

United    States    Code     "Shipping  .    do    pass     g^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  resources  in  and 

with  the  following  amendment:                           2 101.  General  definitions.  nnder  those  waters" 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and     3102.  Limited  definitions.  "'^°*^,  ^^^  ^.^^^^^  ^nd  fishery  resources  of  an 
insert  the  following:                                                2103.    Superintendence    of    the    merchant     ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^.^^^  ^^^  United  States  asserts 

S.  46                                                           marine.  exclusive  fishery  management  authority; 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of    2104.  Delegation.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^nd  subsoil  of  the  outer 

Representatives    of    the    United    States    of    ;}°^- ff/brntv  in  rem  Continental  Shelf  of  the  United  States,  the 

America  rn  Congress  assemt>led.                           2;»«;  S'p/n'tyTrocedures.  resources  of  the  Shelf^^and  the  waters  su- 

SUBTITLE  II  OF  TITLE  46,  UNITED  STATES  CODE       2108.  Refund  of  penalties.  ''ToTthe  recreational',  economic,  and  scenic 

Section  1.  Certain  general  and  permanent     2109.  Public  ves.sels.  values  of  the  waters  and  resources  referred 
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(17)  -nautical  school  vessel"  means  a 
vessel  operated  by  or  in  connection  with  a 
nautical  school. 

(18)  'oceanographic  research  vessel" 
means  a  vessel  that  the  Secretary  finds  is 
being  employed  only  in  instruction  in  ocean- 
ography or  limnology,  or  both,  or  only  in 
oceanographic  or  limnological  research,  in- 
cluding those  studies  alxjut  the  sea  such  as 
seismic,  gravity  meter,  and  magnetic  explo- 
ration and  other  marine  geophysical  or  geo- 
logical surveys,  atmospheric  research,  and 
biological  research. 

(19)  'Offshore  supply  vessel"  means  a 
motor  vessel  of  more  than  15  gross  tons  but 
less  than  500  gross  tons  that  regularly  car- 
ries goods,  supplies,  or  equipment  in  support 
of  exploration,  exploitation,  or  production 
of  offshore  mineral  or  energy  resources  and 
is  not  a  small  passenger  vessel. 

(20)  "Oil"  includes  oil  of  any  type  or  in  any 
form,  including  petroleum,  fuel  oil.  sludge, 
oil  refuse,  and  oil  mixed  with  wastes  except 
dredged  spoil. 

(21)  "passenger"— 

(A)  on  a  passenger  vessel,  means  an  indi- 
vidual carried  on  the  vessel  except— 

(i)  the  master;  or 
(ii)  a  crewmember. 

(B)  on  a  small  passenger  vessel,  means  an 
individual  carried  on  the  vessel  except— 

(i)  the  owner  or  representative  of  the 
owner: 

(ii)  the  master  or  a  crewmember  engaged 
in  the  business  of  the  vessel  who  has  not 
contributed  consideration  for  carriage  and 
who  is  paid  for  services; 

(iii)  an  employee  of  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  engageci  in  the  business  of  the  owner, 
except  when  the  vessel  is  operating  under  a 
demise  charter: 

<iv)  an  employee  of  the  demise  charterer 
of  the  vessel  engaged  in  the  business  of  the 
demise  charterer: 

(V)  a  guest  on  board  a  vessel  that  is  lieing 
operated  only  for  pleasure,  or  a  guest  on 
board  a  sailing  school  vessel,  who  has  not 
contributed  consideration  for  carriage  on 
board; 

(vi)  an  individual  on  board  a  towing  vessel 
of  at  least  50  gross  tons  who  has  not  con- 
tributed consideration  for  carriage  on  board: 
or 

(vii)  a  sailing  school  instructor  or  sailing 
school  student. 

(C)  on  an  offshore  supply  vessel,  means  an 
individual  carried  on  the  vessel  except— 

<i)  the  owner: 

(ii)  a  representative  of  the  owner; 

(iii)  the  master: 

(iv)  a  crewmember  engaged  in  the  business 
of  the  vessel  who  has  not  contributed  con- 
sideration for  carriage  on  board  and  who  is 
paid  for  services  on  board: 

(V)  an  employee  of  the  owner,  or  of  a  sub- 
contractor to  the  owner,  engaged  in  the 
business  of  the  owner: 

(vi)  a  charterer  of  the  vessel: 

(Vii)  a  person  with  the  same  relationship 
to  a  charterer  as  a  person  in  subclause  (ii) 
or  (V)  of  this  subclause  has  to  an  owner; 

(viii)  a  person  employed  in  a  phase  of  ex- 
ploration, exploitation,  or  production  of  off- 
shore mineral  or  energy  resources  served  by 
the  vessel;  or 

(ix)  a  guest  who  has  not  contributed  con- 
sideration for  carriage  on  board. 

(D)  on  an  uninspected  passenger  vessel, 
means  an  individual  carried  on  the  vessel 
except— 

(i)  the  owner  or  representative  of  the 
owner: 

(ii)  the  managing  operator: 

(iii)  a  crewmember  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  the  vessel  who  has  not  contributed 


consideration  for  carriage  on  board  and  who 
is  paid  for  services  on  board:  or 

(iv)  a  guest  on  board  a  vessel  that  is  being 
operated  only  for  pleasure  who  has  not  con- 
tributed consideration  for  carriage  on  board. 

(22)  "passenger  vessel"  means  a  vessel  of 
at  least  100  gross  tons  carrying  at  least  one 
passenger  for  hire. 

(23)  "product  carrier"  means  a  tanker  en- 
gaged in  the  trade  of  carrying  oil  except 
crude  oil. 

(24)  "public  vessel"  means  a  vessel  that— 

(A)  is  owned,  or  demise  chartered,  and  op- 
erated by  the  United  States  Government  or 
a  government  of  a  foreign  country:  and 

(B)  is  not  engaged  in  commercial  service. 

(25)  "recreational  vessel"  means  a  vessel— 

(A)  being  manufactured  or  operated  pri- 
marily for  pleasure:  or 

(B)  leased,  rented,  or  chartered  to  another 
for  the  latter's  pleasure. 

(26)  "recreational  vessel  manufacturer" 
means  a  person  engaged  in  the  manufactur- 
ing, construction,  assembly,  or  importation 
of  recreational  vessels,  components,  or  asso- 
ciated equipment. 

(27)  "sailing  instruction"  means  teaching, 
research,  and  practical  experience  In  operat- 
ing vessels  propelled  primarily  by  sail  and 
may  include  any  subject  related  to  that  op- 
eration and  to  the  sea.  including  seaman- 
ship, navigation,  oceanography,  other  nauti- 
cal and  marine  sciences,  and  maritime  histo- 
ry and  literature. 

(28)  "sailing  -school  instructor"  means  an 
individual  who  is  on  board  a  sailing  school 
vessel  to  provide  sailing  instruction,  but 
does  not  include  an  operator  or  crewmember 
who  is  among  those  required  to  be  on  board 
the  vessel  to  meet  a  requirement  established 
under  part  P  of  this  subtitle. 

(29)  "sailing  school  student"  means  an  in- 
dividual who  is  on  board  a  sailing  school 
vessel  to  receive  sailing  instruction. 

(30)  "sailing  school  vessel"  means  a 
vessel— 

(A)  that  is  less  than  500  gross  tons: 

(B)  carrying  at  least  6  individuals  who  are 
sailing  school  instructors  or  sailing  school 
students; 

(C)  principally  equipped  for  propulsion  by 
sail,  even  if  the  vessel  has  an  auxiliary 
means  of  propulsion:  and 

(D)  owned  or  demise  chartered,  and  oper- 
ated by  an  organization  described  in  section 
501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (26  U.S.C.  501(c)(3))  and  exempt  from 
tax  under  section  501(a)  of  that  Code,  or  by 
a  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
during  times  that  the  vessel  is  operated  by 
the  organization.  State,  or  political  subdivi- 
sion only  for  sailing  instruction. 

(31)  "scientific  personnel"  means  individ- 
uals on  board  an  oceanographic  research 
vessel  only  to  engage  in  scientific  research, 
or  to  instruct  or  receive  instruction  in 
oceanography  or  limnology. 

(32)  "seagoing  barge"  means  a  non-self- 
propelled  vessel  of  at  least  100  gross  tons 
making  voyages  beyond  the  Boundary  Line. 

(33)  "seagoing  motor  vessel"  means  a 
motor  vessel  of  at  least  300  gross  tons 
making  voyages  beyond  the  Boundary  Line. 

'34)  "Secretary"  means  the  head  of  the 
department  in  which  the  Coast  Guard  is  op- 
erating. 

(35)  "small  passenger  vessel"  means  a 
vessel  of  less  than  100  gross  tons  carrying 
more  than  6  passengers  (as  defined  in  clause 
(21)  (B)  and  (C)  of  this  section). 

(36)  "State"  means  a  State  of  the  United 
States.  Guam.  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, American  Samoa,  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and 


any   other   territory   or   possession   of   the 
United  States. 

(37)  "Steam  vessel"  means  a  vessel  pro- 
pelled in  whole  or  in  part  by  steam,  except  a 
recreational  vessel  of  not  more  than  40  feet 
in  length. 

(38)  tanker"  means  a  self-propelled  tank 
vessel  constructed  or  adapted  primarily  to 
carry  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  bulk  in 
the  cargo  spaces. 

(39)  "tank  vessel"  means  a  vessel  that  is 
constructed  or  adapted  to  carry,  or  that  car- 
ries, oil  or  hazardous  material  in  bulk  as 
cargo  or  cargo  residue,  and  that— 

(A)  is  a  vessel  of  the  United  States; 

(B)  operates  on  the  navigable  waters  of 
the  United  States;  or 

(C)  transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in 
a  port  or  place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States. 

(40)  "towing  vessel"  means  a  commercial 
vessel  engaged  in  or  intending  to  engage  in 
the  service  of  pulling,  pushing,  or  hauling 
along  side,  or  any  combination  of  pulling, 
pushing,  or  hauling  along  side. 

(41)  "undocumented"  means  not  having 
and  not  required  to  have  a  document  issued 
under  chapter  121  of  this  title. 

(42)  "uninspected  passenger  vessel"  means 
an  uninspected  vessel  carrying  not  more 
than  6  passengers. 

(43)  "uninspected  vessel"  means  a  vessel 
not  subject  to  inspection  under  section  3301 
of  this  title  that  is  not  a  recreational  vessel. 

(44)  "United  States",  when  used  in  a  geo- 
graphic sense,  means  the  States  of  the 
United  States,  Guam.  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands.  American  Samoa,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands, and  any  other  territory  or  possession 
of  the  United  States. 

(45)  "vessel"  has  the  same  meaning  given 
that  term  in  .section  3  of  title  1. 

(46)  "vessel  of  the  United  States"  means  a 
vessel  documented  or  numbered  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

§  2102.  Limited  definitions 

In  chapters  43  and  123  of  this  title  and 
part  I  of  this  subtitle— 

(1)  "eligible  State"  means  a  State  that  has 
a  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  accepted  by 
the  Secretary. 

(2)  "State"  and  "United  States",  in  addi- 
tion to  their  meanings  under  section  2101 
(36)  and  (44)  of  this  title,  include  the  Trust 
Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 

(3)  "State  recreational  boating  facilities 
improvement  program"— 

(A)  means  a  program  to  develop  or  im- 
prove public  facilities  that  establish  or  add 
to  public  access  to  the  waters  of  the  United 
States  to  improve  their  suitability  for  recre- 
ational boating,  including  ancillary  facilities 
necessary  to  ensure  the  safe  use  of  those  fa- 
cilities: and 

(B)  includes  acquiring  title  or  an  interest 
in  riparian  or  submerged  land,  and  the  cap- 
ital improvement  of  riparian  or  submerged 
land,  to  increase  public  access  to  the  waters 
of  the  United  States. 

(4)  "State  recreational  boating  safety  and 
facilities  improvement  program"  means  a 
State  recreational  boating  safety  program, 
or  a  State  recreational  boating  facilities  im- 
provement program,  or  both. 

(5)  "State  recreational  boating  safety  pro- 
gram" rjieans  education,  assistance,  and  en- 
forcement activities  conducted  for  marine 
casualty  prevention,  reduction,  and  report- 
ing for  recreational  boating. 


§  2103.   Superintendence   of   the   merchant 

marine 

The  Secretary  has  general  superintend- 
ence over  the  merchant  marine  of  the 
United  States  and  of  merchant  marine  per- 
sonnel insofar  as  the  enforcement  of  this 
subtitle  is  concerned  and  insofar  as  those 
vessels  and  personnel  are  not  subject,  under 
other  law,  to  the  supervision  of  another  of- 
ficial of  the  United  States  Government.  In 
the  interests  of  marine  safety  and  seamen's 
welfare,  the  Secretary  shall  enforce  this 
subtitle  and  shall  carry  out  correctly  and 
uniformly  administer  this  subtitle  and  regu- 
lations prescribed  under  this  subtitle, 
i  2104.  Delegation 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  delegate  the  duties 
and  powers  conferred  by  this  subtitle  to  any 
officer,  employee,  or  member  of  the  Coast 
Guard,  and  may  provide  for  the  subdelega- 
tion  of  those  duties  and  powers. 

(b)  When  this  subtitle  authorizes  an  offi- 
cer or  employee  of  the  Customs  Service  to 
act  in  place  of  a  Coast  Guard  official,  the 
Secretary  may  designate  that  officer  or  em- 
ployee subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury. 
I  2105.  Report 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  inves- 
tigation of  the  operation  of  this  subtitle  and 
of  all  laws  related  to  marine  safety,  and 
shall  require  that  a  report  be  made  to  the 
Secretary  annually  about  those  matters 
that  may  require  improvement  or  amend- 
ment. 
§  2106.  Liability  in  rem 

When  a  vessel  is  made  liable  in  rem  under 
this  subtitle,  the  vessel  may  be  libeled  and 
proceeded  against  in  a  district  court  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  vessel  is  found. 
§  2107.  Civil  penalty  procedures 

(a)  After  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a 
hearing,  a  person  found  by  the  Secretary  to 
have  violated  this  subtitle  or  a  regulation 
prescribed  under  this  subtitle  for  which  a 
civil  penalty  is  provided,  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  the  civil  pen- 
alty provided.  The  amount  of  the  civil  pen- 
alty shall  be  assessed  by  the  Secretary  by 
written  notice.  In  determining  the  amount 
of  the  penalty,  the  Secretary  shall  consider 
the  nature,  circumstances,  extent,  and  grav- 
ity of  the  prohibited  acts  committed  and, 
with  respect  to  the  violator,  the  degree  of 
culpability,  any  history  of  prior  offenses, 
ability  to  pay.  and  other  matters  that  jus- 
tice requires. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  compromise, 
modify,  or  remit,  with  or  without  consider- 
ation, a  civil  penalty  under  this  subtitle 
until  the  assessment  is  referred  to  the  At- 
torney General. 

(c)  If  a  person  fails  to  pay  an  assessment 
of  a  civil  penalty  after  it  has  become  final, 
the  Secretary  may  refer  the  matter  to  the 
Attorney  General  for  collection  in  an  appro- 
priate district  court  of  the  United  States. 
§  2108.  Refund  of  penalties 

The  Secretary  may  refund  or  remit  a  civil 
penalty  collected  under  this  subtitle  if— 

(1)  application  has  been  made  for  refund 
or  remission  of  the  penalty  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  payment:  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  penalty 
was  unlawfully,  improperly,  or  excessively 
imposed. 
§  2109.  Public  vessels 

This  subtitle  does  not  apply  to  a  public 
vessel  of  the  United  Stales.  However,  this 
subtitle  does  apply  to  a  vessel  (except  a 
Coast  Guard  or  a  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 


Development  Corporation  vessel)  owned  or 
operated  by  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion or  by  any  corporation  organized  or  con- 
trolled by  the  Department. 
§  2110.  Fees  prohibited 

Fees  may  not  be  charged  or  collected  by 
the  Secretary  for  services  provided  for  in 
this  subtitle  related  to  the  engagement  and 
discharge  of  seamen,  the  inspection  and  ex- 
amination of  vessels,  the  licensing  of  mas- 
ters, mates,  pilots,  and  engineers,  and  the 
measurement  or  documentation  of  vessels, 
except  when  specifically  provided  for  in  this 
subtitle. 
§  2111.  Pay  for  overtime  services 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  a  reason- 
able rate  of  extra  pay  for  overtime  services 
of  civilian  officers  and  employees  of  the 
Coast  Guard  required  to  remain  on  duty  be- 
tween 5  p.m.  and  8  a.m..  or  on  Sundays  or 
holidays,  to  perform  services  related  to— 

( 1 )  the  inspection  of  vessels  or  their  equip- 
ment; 

(2)  the  engagement  and  discharge  of  crews 
of  vessels; 

(3)  the  measurement  of  vessels:  and 

(4)  the  documentation  of  vessels. 

(b)  Except  for  Sundays  and  holidays,  the 
overtime  rate  provided  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  is  one-half  day's  additional 
pay  for  each  2  hours  of  overtime  (or  part  of 
2  hours  of  at  least  one  hour).  The  total 
extra  pay  may  be  not  more  than  2  and  one- 
half  days'  pay  for  any  one  period  from  5 
p.m.  to  8  a.m. 

(c)  The  overtime  rate  provided  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section  for  Sundays  and 
holidays  is  2  additional  days'  pay. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
the  vessel  shall  pay  the  amount  of  the  over- 
time pay  provided  under  this  section  to  the 
official  designated  by  regulation.  The  offi- 
cial shall  deposit  the  amount  paid  to  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts.  Pay- 
ment to  the  officer  or  employee  entitled  to 
the  pay  shall  be  made  from  the  annual  ap- 
propriations for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Coast  Guard. 

(e)  The  overtime  pay  provided  under  this 
section  shall  be  paid  if  the  authorized  offi- 
cers and  employees  have  been  ordered  to 
report  for  duty  and  have  reported,  even  if 
services  requested  were  not  performed. 
§  2112.  Authority  to  change  working  hours 

In  a  port  at  which  the  customary  working 
hours  begin  before  8  a.m.  or  end  after  5 
p.m.,  the  Secretary  may  regulate  the  work- 
ing hours  of  the  officers  and  employees  re- 
ferred to  in  section  2111  of  this  title  so  that 
those  hours  conform  to  the  prevailing  work- 
ing hours  of  the  port.  However— 

(1)  the  total  period  for  which  overtime 
pay  may  be  required  under  section  2111  of 
this  title  may  not  be  more  than  15  hours  be- 
tween any  2  periods  of  ordinary  working 
hours  on  other  than  Sundays  and  holidays; 

(2)  the  length  of  the  working  day  for  the 
officers  and  employees  involved  may  not  be 
changed:  and 

(3)  the  rate  of  overtime  pay  may  not  be 
changed. 
§  2113.  Authority  to  exempt  certain  vessels 

If  the  Secretary  decides  that  the  applica- 
tion of  a  provision  of  part  B  or  F  of  this  sub- 
title is  not  necessary  in  performing  the  mis- 
sion of  a  vessel  engaged  in  excursions  or  an 
oceanographic  research  vessel,  the  Secre- 
tary by  regulation  may— 

(1)  for  an  excursion  vessel,  issue  a  special 
permit  specifying  the  conditions  of  oper- 
ation and  equipment:  and 


(2)  exempt  the  oceanographic  research 
vessel  from  that  provision  under  conditions 
the  Secretary  may  specify. 

CHAPTER  23-OPERATION  OF  VESSELS 
GENERALLY 

Sec. 

2301.  Application. 

2302.  Penalties  for  negligent  operations. 

2303.  Duties -related  to  marine  casualty  as- 
sistance. 

2304.  Duty  to  provide  assistance  at  sea. 

2305.  Injunctions. 
S  2301.  Application 

This  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  operated 
on  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  and.  for  a  vessel  owned  in  the 
United  States,  on  the  high  seas. 
§  2302.  Penalties  for  negligent  operations 

(a)  A  person  operating  a  vessel  in  a  negli- 
gent manner  that  endangers  the  life,  limb, 
or  property  of  a  person  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  not  more  than  SI, 000. 

(b)  A  person  operating  a  vessel  in  a  grossly 
negligent  manner  that  endangers  the  life, 
limb,  or  property  of  a  person  shall  be  fined 
not  more  than  $5,000.  imprisoned  for  not 
more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

(c)  For  a  penalty  imposed  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  unless 
the  vessel  is— 

( 1 )  owned  by  a  State  or  a  political  subdivi- 
sion of  a  State; 

(2)  operated  principally  for  governmental 
purposes:  and 

(3)  identified  clearly  as  a  vessel  of  that 
State  or  subdivision. 


§  2303.  Duties  related  to  marine  casualty  as- 
sistance and  information 
(a)  The  master  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 

vessel  involved  in  a  marine  casualty  shall— 

(1)  render  necessary  assistance  to  each  in- 
dividual affected  to  save  that  affected  indi- 
vidual from  danger  caused  by  the  marine 
casualty,  so  far  as  the  master  or  individual 
in  charge  can  do  so  without  serious  danger 
to  the  master's  or  individual's  vessel  or  to 
individuals  on  board:  and 

(2)  give  the  master's  or  individual's  name 
and  address  and  identification  of  the  vessel 
to  the  master  or  individual  in  charge  of  any 
other  vessel  involved  in  the  casualty,  to  any 
individual  injured,  and  to  the  owner  of  any 
property  damaged. 

(b)  An  individual  violating  this  section  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  2  years.  The 
vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  fine. 

(c)  An  individual  complying  with  subsec- 
tion (a)  of  this  section  or  gratuitously  and  in 
good  faith  rendering  assistance  at  the  scene 
of  a  marine  casualty  without  objection  by 
an  individual  assisted,  is  not  liable  for  dam- 
ages as  a  result  of  rendering  assistance  or 
for  an  act  or  omission  in  providing  or  ar- 
ranging salvage,  towage,  medical  treatment, 
or  other  assistance  when  the  individual  acts 
as  an  ordinary,  reasonable,  and  prudent  in- 
dividual would  have  acted  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

§  2304.  Duty  to  provide  assistance  at  sea 

(a)  A  master  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 
vessel  shall  render  assistance  to  any  individ- 
ual found  at  sea  in  danger  of  being  lost,  so 
far  as  the  master  or  individual  in  charge  can 
do  so  without  serious  danger  to  the  master's 
or  individual's  vessel  or  Individuals  on 
board. 
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(b)  A  master  or  individual  violating  this 
section  shall  l>e  fined  not  more  than  $1,000. 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  2  years,  or 
both. 
§  2305.  Injunctions 

(a)  The  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  have  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  ne(?li- 
gent  operation  of  vessels  prohibited  by  this 
chapter  on  the  petition  of  the  Attorney 
General  for  the  United  States  Government. 

(b)  When  practicable,  the  Secretary 
shall- 

( 1 )  give  notice  to  any  person  against 
whom  an  action  for  injunctive  relief  is  con- 
sidered under  this  section  an  opportunity  to 
present  that  person's  views;  and 

(2)  except  for  a  knowing  and  willful  viola- 
tion, give  the  person  a  reasonable  opportu- 
nity to  achieve  compliance. 

(c)  The  failure  to  give  notice  and  opportu- 
nity to  present  views  under  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section  does  not  preclude  the  court 
from  granting  appropriate  relief. 

Part  B— Inspection  and  Regulation  of 

Vessels 

CHAPTER  31 -GENERAL 

Sec. 

3101.  Authority  to  suspend  inspection. 

§  3101.  Authority  to  suspend  inspection 

When  the  President  decides  that  the 
needs  of  foreign  commerce  require,  the 
President  may  suspend  a  provision  of  this 
part  for  a  foreign-built  vessel  registered  as  a 
vessel  of  the  United  States  on  conditions 
the  President  may  specify. 

CHAPTER  33- INSPECTION 
GENERALLY 
Sec. 

3301.  Vessels  subject  to  inspection. 

3302.  E.xemplions. 

3303.  Reciprocity  for  foreign  vessels. 

3304.  Carrying    individuals    in    addition    to 

crew. 

3305.  Scope  and  standards  of  inspection. 

3306.  Regulations. 

3307.  F'requenry  of  inspection. 

3308.  Examinations. 

3309.  Certificate  of  inspection. 

3310.  Records  of  certification. 

3311.  Certificate  of  inspection  required. 

3312.  Display  of  certificate  of  inspection. 

3313.  Compliance  with  certificate  of  inspec- 

tion. 

3314.  Expiration  of  certificate  of  inspection. 

3315.  Disclosure  of  defects  and  protection  of 

informants.  > 

3316.  United  States  classification  societies. 

3317.  Fees. 

3318.  Penalties. 

§  3301.  Vessels  subject  to  inspection 

The  following  categories  of  vessels  are 
subject  to  inspection  under  this  part; 

( 1 )  freight  vessels. 

(2)  nautical  school  vessels. 

(3)  offshore  supply  vessels. 

(4)  passenger  vessels. 

(5)  sailing  school  vessels. 

(6)  seagoing  barges. 

<7)  seagoing  motor  vessels. 

(8)  small  passenger  vessels. 

(9)  steam  vessels. 

(10)  tank  vessels. 
$  3302.  Exemptions 

(a)  A  vessel  is  not  excluded  from  one  cate- 
gory only  because  the  vessel  is— 

(1)  included  in  another  category  of  section 
3301  of  this  title;  or 

(2)  excluded  by  this  section  from  another 
category  of  section  3301  of  this  title. 

'b)  A  motor  vessel  engaged  in  fishing  as  a 
regular  business,  including  oystering.  clam- 


ming, crabbing,  or  the  kelp  or  sponge  indus- 
try, is  exempt  from  section  3301  (1),  (4).  and 
(7)  of  this  title. 

(c)(1)  Before  January  1.  1988.  a  motor 
vessel  is  exempt  from  section  3301  (1).  (4). 
and  (7)  of  this  title  if  the  vessel  is  not  more 
than  500  gross  tons  and— 

(A)  is  a  cannery  tender  or  a  fishing  tender 
in  the  salmon  or  crab  fisheries  of  Alaska, 
Oregon,  and  Washington;  and 

(B)  only  carries  cargo  to  or  from  ves.sels  in 
those  fisheries  or  a  facility  used  in  process- 
ing or  assembling  fishery  products,  or  trans- 
ports cannery  or  fishing  personoi^tQ  or 
from  operating  locations. 

(2i  Before  January  1.  1988.  a  ves^l  is 
exempt  from  section  3301  1 1 ),  (4).  (6).  and 
(7)  of  this  title  if  the  vessel  is  not  more  than 
5,000  gross  tons  and  is  used  only  in  process- 
ing and  assembling  fishery  products  in  the 
fisheries  of  Alaska,  Oregon,  and  Washing- 
ton. 

(d)(l )  A  motor  vessel  of  less  than  150  gros-s 
tons,  constructed  before  August  23.  1958.  is 
not  subject  to  inspection  under  section 
3301(1)  of  this  title  if  the  vessel  is  owned  or 
demise  chartered  to  a  cooperative  or  asso- 
ciation that  only  transports  cargo  owned  by 
at  least  one' of  its  members  on  a  nonprofit 
basis  between  places  within  the  waters  of— 

(A)  southeastern  Alaska  shoreward  of  the 
Boundary  Line;  or 

(B)  southeastern  Alaska  shoreward  of  the 
Boundary  Line  and— 

(i)  Prince  Rupert,  British  Columbia;  or 
(ii)  waters  of  Washington  shoreward  of 
the  Boundary  Line,  via  sheltered  waters,  as 
defined  in  article  I  of  the  treaty  dated  De- 
cember 9,  1933.  between  the  United  States 
and  Canada  defining  certain  waters  as  shel- 
tered waters. 

<2)  The  transportation  authorized  under 
this  subsection  is  limited  to  and  from  places 
not  receiving  annual  weekly  transportation 
service  from  any  part  of  the  United  States 
by  an  established  water  common  carrier. 
However,  the  limitation  does  not  apply  to 
transporting  cargo  of  a  character  not  ac- 
cepted for  transportation  by  that  carrier. 

(e)  A  vessel  laid  up,  dismantled,  or  out  of 
commission  is  exempt  from  inspection. 

(f)  Section  3301  (4)  and  (8)  of  this  title 
does  not  apply  to  an  oceanographic  research 
vessel  because  it  is  carrying  scientific  per- 
sonnel. 

(g)(  1 )  Except  when  compliance  with  major 
structural  or  major  equipment  requirements 
is  necessary  to  remove  an  especially  hazard- 
ous condition,  an  offshore  supply  vessel  is 
not  subject  to  regulations  or  standards  for 
those  requirements  if  the  vessel— 

(A)  was  operating  as  an  offshore  supply 
vessel  before  January  2,  1979;  or 

(B)  was  contracted  for  t)efore  January  2, 
1979.  and  entered  into  service  as  an  offshore 
supply  vessel  before  October  6.  1980. 

<2i  After  December  31.  1988.  this  subsec- 
tion does  not  apply  to  an  offshore  supply 
vessel  that  is  at  least  20  years  of  age. 

(h)  An  offshore  supply  ve.ssel  operating  on 
January  1.  1979,  under  a  certificate  of  in- 
spection issued  by  the  Secretary,  is  subject 
to  an  inspection  standard  or  requirement 
only  if  the  standard  or  requirement  could 
have  l)een  prescribed  for  the  vessel  under 
authority  existing  under  law  on  October  5. 
1980. 

(i)(l)  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  permit 
exempting  a  vessel  from  any  part  of  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part  for  vessels  trans- 
porting cargo,  including  bulk  fuel,  from  one 
place  in  Alaska  to  another  place  in  Alaska 
only  if  the  vessel— 

(A)  is  not  more  than  300  gross  tons; 


(B)  is  in  a  condition  that  does  not  present 
an  immediate  threat  to  the  safely  of  life  or 
the  environment;  and 

(C)  was  operating  in  the  waters  off  Alaska 
as  of  June  1,  1976.  or  the  vessel  is  a  replace- 
ment for  a  ve.ssel  that  was  operating  in  the 
waters  off  Alaska  as  of  June  1,  1976.  if  the 
vessel  being  replaced  is  no  longer  in  service. 

(2)  Except  in  a  situation  declared  to  be  an 
emergency  by  the  Secretary,  a  vessel  operat- 
ing under  a  permit  may  not  transport  cargo 
to  or  from  a  place  if  the  cargo  could  be 
transported  by  another  commercial  vessel 
that  is  reasonably  available  and  that  does 
not  require  exemptions  to  operate  legally  or 
if  the  cargo  could  be  readily  transported  by 
overland  routes. 

(3)  A  permit  may  be  issued  for  a  specific 
voyage  or  for  not  more  than  one  year.  The 
permit  may  impose  specific  requirements 
about  the  amount  or  type  of  cargo  to  l)e  car- 
ried, manning,  the  areas  or  specific  routes 
over  which  the  ve.ssel  may  operate,  or  other 
similar  matters.  The  duration  of  the  permit 
and  restrictions  contained  in  the  permit 
shall  be  at  the  sole  discretion  of  the  Secre- 
tary. 

•  4)  A  designated  Coast  Guard  official  who 
has  rea.son  to  believe  that  a  vessel  issued  a 
permit  is  in  a  condition  or  is  operated  in  a 
manner  that  creates  an  immediate  threat  to 
the  .safety  of  life  or  the  environment  or  is 
operated  in  a  manner  that  is  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  permit,  may  direct  the 
master  or  individual  in  charge  to  lake  imme- 
dialo  and  reasonable  steps  to  safeguard  life 
and  the  environment,  including  directing 
the  vessel  to  a  port  or  other  refuge. 

(5)  If  a  vessel  i.ssued  a  permit  creates  an 
immediate  threat  to  the  safety  of  life  or  the 
environment,  or  is  operated  in  a  manner  in- 
consistent with  the  terms  of  the  permit  or 
the  requirements  of  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
sub.section.  the  permit  may  be  revoked.  The 
owner,  charter,  managing  operator,  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a  vessel 
issued  a  permit,  thai  willfully  permits  the 
vessel  to  be  operated,  or  operates,  the  vessel 
in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of 
the  permit,  is  liable  to  the  United  Stales 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more 
than  $1,000. 

'j)  Notwithstanding  another  provision  of 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  is  not  required 
to  inspect  or  prescribe  regulations  for  a  nau- 
tical school  vessel  of  not  more  than  15  gro,ss 
tons— 

( 1 )  when  used  in  connection  with  a  course 
of  instruction  dealing  with  any  aspect  of 
maritime  education  or  study;  and 

(2)  operated  by— 

(A)  the  United  States  Merchant  Marine 
Academy;  or 

(B)  a  State  maritime  academy  assisted 
under  section  1304  of  the  Merchant  Marine 
Act.  1936  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1295(c)). 

S  3303.  Reciprocity  for  foreign  vessels 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  chapter  37  of 
this  title,  a  foreign  vessel  of  a  country 
having  inspection  laws  and  standards  simi- 
lar to  those  of  the  United  Slates  and  that 
has  an  unexpired  certificate  of  inspection 
issued  by  proper  authority  of  its  respective 
country,  is  subject  only  to  an  inspection  to 
ensure  that  the  condition  of  the  vessel's 
propulsion  equipment  and  lifesaving  equip- 
ment are  as  stated  in  its  current  certificate 
of  inspection.  A  foreign  country  is  consid- 
ered to  have  inspection  laws  and  standards 
similar  to  those  of  the  United  States  when 
it  is  a  party  to  an  International  Convention 
for  Safely  of  Life  at  Sea  to  which  the 
United  States  Government  is  currently  a 


party.  A  foreign  certificate  of  inspection 
may  be  accepted  as  evidence  of  lawful  in- 
spection only  when  presented  by  a  vessel  of 
a  country  that  has  by  its  laws  accorded  to 
vessels  of  the  United  States  visiting  that 
country  the  same  privileges  accorded  to  ves- 
sels of  that  country  visiting  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  collect  and  pay  to 
the  Treasury  the  same  fees  for  the  inspec- 
tion of  foreign  vessels  carrying  passengers 
from  the  United  Stales  that  a  foreign  coun- 
try charges  vessels  of  the  United  States 
trading  to  the  ports  of  that  country.  The 
Secretary  may  waive  at  any  time  the  collec- 
tion of  the  fees  on  notice  of  the  proper  au- 
thorities of  any  country  concerned  that  the 
collection  of  fees  for  the  inspection  of  ves- 
sels of  the  United  Stales  has  been  discontin- 
ued. 
§  3304.  Carrying  individuals  in  addition  to 

crew 

(a)  A  documented  vessel  carrying  cargo 
that  carries  not  more  than  12  individuals  in 
addition  to  the  crew  on  international  voy- 
ages, or  not  more  than  16  individuals  in  ad- 
dition to  the  crew  on  other  voyages,  is  not 
subject  to  inspection  as  a  passenger  vessel 
or  a  small  passenger  vessel. 

(b)  Before  an  individual  in  addition  to  the 
crew  is  carried  on  a  vessel  as  permitted  by 
this  section,  the  owner,  charterer,  managing 
operator,  agent,  master,  or  individual  in 
charge  of  the  vessel  first  shall  notify  the  in- 
dividual of  the  presence  on  board  of  danger- 
ous articles  as  defined  by  law,  and  of  other 
conditions  or  circumstances  that  would  con- 
stitute a  risk  of  safety  to  the  individual  on 
board. 

(c)  The  privilege  authorized  by  this  sec- 
tion applies  to  a  vessel  of  a  foreign  country 
that  affords  a  similar  privilege  to  vessels  of 
the  United  Stales  in  trades  not  restricted  to 
vessels  under  its  own  flag. 
§  3305.  Scope  and  standards  of  inspection 

(a)  The  inspection  process  shall  ensure 
that  a  vessel  subject  to  inspection— 

( 1 )  is  of  a  structure  suitable  for  the  service 
in  which  it  is  to  be  employed; 

(2)  is  equipped  with  proper  appliances  for 
lifesaving.  fire  prevention,  and  f irefighling; 

(3)  has  suitable  accommodations  for  the 
crew,  sailing  school  instructors,  and  sailing 
school  students,  and  for  passengers  on  the 
vessel  if  authorized  to  carry  passengers; 

(4)  is  in  a  condition  to  be  operated  with 
safety  to  life  and  property;  and 

(5)  complies  with  applicable  marine  safety 
laws  and  regulations. 

(b)  If  an  inspection,  or  examination  under 
section  3308  of  this  title,  reveals  that  a  life 
preserver,  life-saving  device,  or  firehose  is 
defective  and  incapable  of  being  repaired, 
the  owner  or  master  shall  destroy  the  life 
preserver  or  firehose  in  the  presence  of  the 
official  conducting  the  inspection  or  exami- 
nation. 

(c)  A  nautical  school  vessel  operated  by  a 
civilian  nautical  school  shall  be  Inspected 
like  a  small  passenger  vessel  or  a  passenger 
vessel,  depending  on  its  tonnage. 
§  3306.  Regulations 

(a)  To  carry  out  this  part  and  to  secure 
the  safely  of  individuals  and  property  on 
board  vessels  subject  to  inspection,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  prescribe  necessary  regulations 
to  ensure  the  proper  execution  of.  and  to 
carry  out.  this  part  in  the  most  effective 
manner  for— 

(1)  the  design,  construction,  alteration, 
repair,  and  operation  of  those  vessels,  in- 
cluding superstructures,  hulls,  fittings, 
equipment,  appliances,  propulsion  machin- 


ery, auxiliary  machinery,  boilers,  unfired 
pressure  vessels,  piping,  electric  installa- 
tions, and  accommodations  for  passengers 
and  crew,  sailing  school  instructors,  and 
sailing  school  students; 

(2)  lifesaving  equipment  and  its  use: 

(3)  f irefighling  equipment,  its  use,  and 
precautionary    measures   to   guard   against 

fire; 

(4)  inspections  and  tests  related  to  clauses 
( 1 )-( 3 )  of  this  subsection;  and 

(5)  the  use  of  vessel  stores  and  other  sup- 
plies of  a  dangerous  nature. 

(b)  Equipment  subject  to  regulation  under 
this  section  may  not  be  used  on  any  vessel 
without  prior  approval  as  prescribed  by  reg- 
ulation. 

(c)  In  prescribing  regulations  for  sailing 
school  vessels,  the  Secretary  shall  consult 
with  representatives  of  the  private  sector 
having  experience  in  the  operation  of  ves- 
sels likely  to  be  certificated  as  sailing  school 
vessels.  The  regulations  shall— 

(1)  reflect  the  specialized  nature  of  sailing 
school  vessel  operations,  and  the  character, 
design,  and  construction  of  vessels  operating 
as  sailing  school  vessels;  and 

(2)  include  requirements  for  notice  to  sail- 
ing school  instructors  and  sailing  school  stu- 
dents about  the  specialized  nature  of  sailing 
school  vessels  and  applicable  safety  regula- 
tions. 

(d)  In  prescribing  regulations  for  nautical 
school  ves.sels  operated  by  the  United  States 
Merchant  Marine  Academy  or  by  a  State 
maritime  academy  (as  defined  in  section 
1302(3)  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1936 
(46  App.  U.S.C.  1295a(3))).  the  Secretary 
shall  consider  the  function,  purpose,  and  op- 

.  eration  of  the  vessels,  their  routes,  and  the 
number  of  individuals  who  may  be  carried 
on  the  vessels. 

(e)  When  the  Secretary  finds  it  in  the 
public  interest,  the  Secretary  may  suspend 
or  grant  exemptions  from  the  requirements 
of  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
related  to  lifesaving  and  firefighting  equip- 
ment, muster  lists,  ground  tackle  and 
hawsers,  and  bilge  systems. 

(f)  In  prescribing  regulations  for  offshore 
supply  vessels,  the  Secretary  shall  consider 
the  characteristics,  methods  of  operation, 
and  the  nature  of  the  service  of  offshore 
supply  vessels. 
§  3307.  Frequency  of  inspection 

Each  vessel  subject  to  inspection  under 
this  part  shall  undergo  an  initial  inspection 
for  certification  before  being  put  into  serv- 
ice. After  being  put  into  service— 

(1)  each  passenger  vessel  and  nautical 
school  vessel  shall  be  inspected  at  least  once 
a  year; 

(2)  each  small  passenger  vessel,  freight 
vessel  or  offshore  supply  vessel  of  less  than 
100  gross  tons,  and  sailing  school  vessel 
shall  be  inspected  at  least  once  every  3 
years;  and 

(3)  any  other  vessel  shall  be  inspected  at 
least  once  every  2  years. 
§  3308.  Examinations 

In  addition  to  inspections  required  by  sec- 
tion 3307  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall 
examine— 

(IJ  each  vessel  subject  to  inspection  at 
proper  times  to  ensure  compliance  with  law 
and  regulations;  and 

(2)  crewmember  accommodations  on  each 
vessel  subject  to  inspection  at  least  once  a 
month  or  when  the  vessel  enters  United 
Stales  ports  to  ensure  that  the  accommoda- 
tions are— 

(A)  of  the  size  required  by  law  and  regula- 
tions; 


(B)  properly  ventilated  and  in  a  clean  and 
sanitary  condition;  and 

(C)  equipped  with  proper  plumbing  and 
mechanical  appliances  required  by  law  and 
regulations,  and  the  appliances  are  in  good 
working  condition. 
§  3309.  Certificate  of  inspection 

(a)  When  an  inspection  under  .section  3307 
of  this  title  has  been  made  and  a  vessel  has 
been  found  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  law  and  regulations,  a  certifi- 
cate of  inspection,  in  a  form  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  shall  be  issued  to  the  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  temporary 
certificate  of  inspection  in  place  of  a  regular 
certificate  of  inspection  issued  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  of  this  section. 
ii  3310.  Records  of  certification 

The  Secretary  shall  keep  records  of  certif- 
icates of  inspection  of  vessels  and  of  all  acts 
in  the  examination  and  inspection  of  ves- 
sels, whether  of  approval  or  disapproval. 
§  3311.  Certificate  of  inspection  required 

A  vessel  subject  to  inspection  under  this 
part  may  not  be  operated  without  having  on 
board  a  valid  certificate  of  inspection  issued 
under  section  3309  of  this  title. 
§  3312.  Display  of  certificate  of  inspection 

The  certificate  of  inspection  issued  to  a 
vessel  under  section  3309  of  this  title  shall 
be  displayed,  suitably  framed,  in  a  conspicu- 
ous place  on  the  vessel.  When  it  is  not  prac- 
ticable to  so  display  the  certificate,  it  shall 
be  carried  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  regu- 
lation. 

§  3313.   Compliance   with  certificate  of   in- 
spection 

(a)  During  the  term  of  a  vessels  certifi- 
cate of  inspection,  the  vessel  must  be  in 
compliance  with  its  conditions,  unless  re- 
lieved by  a  suspension  or  an  exemption 
granted  under  section  3306(e)  of  this  title. 

(b)  When  a  vessel  is  not  in  compliance 
with  its  certificate  or  fails  to  meet  a  stand- 
ard prescribed  by  this  part  or  a  regulation 
prescribed  under  this  part— 

(1)  the  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge 
shall  be  ordered  in  writing  to  correct  the 
noted  deficiencies  promptly; 

(2)  the  Secretary  may  permit  any  repairs 
to  be  made  at  a  place  most  convenient  to 
the  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  operator 
when  the  Secretary  decides  the  repairs  can 
be  made  with  safely  to  those  on  board  and 
the  vessel; 

(3)  the  vessel  may  be  required  to  cease  op- 
erating at  once;  and 

(4)  if  necessary,  the  certificate  shall  be 
suspended  or  revoked. 

(c)  The  vessels  certificate  of  inspection 
shall  be  revoked  if  a  condition  unsafe  to  life 
that  is  ordered  to  be  corrected  under  this 
section  is  not  corrected  at  once. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  whose  certificate  has  been  suspend- 
ed or  revoked  shall  be  given  written  notice 
immediately  of  the  suspension  or  revoca- 
tion. The  owner  or  master  may  appeal  to 
the  Secretary  the  suspension  or  revocation 
within  30  days  of  receiving  the  notice,  as 
provided  by  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary. 

§  3314.  Expiration  of  certificate  of  inspec- 
tion 
(a)  If  the  certificate  of  inspection  of  a 

vessel  expires  when  the  vessel  is  on  a  for- 
eign voyage,  the  vessel  may  complete  the 
voyage  to  a  port  of  the  United  States  within 
30  days  of  the  expiration  of  the  certificate 
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without  incurring  the  penalties  for  operat- 
ing without  a  certificate  of  inspection. 

(b)  If  the  certificate  of  inspection  would 
expire  within  15  days  of  sailing  on  a  foreign 
voyage  from  a  United  Slates  port,  the  vessel 
shall  secure  a  new  certificate  of  inspection 
before  sailing,  unless  the  voyage  is  sched- 
uled to  be  completed  prior  to  the  expiration 
date  of  the  certificate.  If  a  voyage  scheduled 
to  be  completed  in  that  time  is  not  so  com- 
pleted, the  applicable  penalties  may  be  en- 
forced unless  the  failure  to  meet  the  sched- 
ule was  beyond  the  control  of  the  owner, 
charterer.  managing  operator.  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  the  vessel. 

(c)  When  the  certificate  of  inspection  of  a 
foreign  vessel  carrying  passengers,  operated 
on  a  regularly  established  line,  expires  at 
sea  after  leaving  the  country  to  which  it  be- 
longs or  when  the  vessel  is  in  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  may  permit  the  vessel 
to  sail  on  its  regular  route  without  further 
inspection  than  would  have  been  required 
had  the  certificate  not  expired.  This  permis- 
sion applies  only  when  the  vessel  will  be  reg- 
ularly inspected  and  issued  a  certificate 
before  the  vessel's  next  return  to  the  United 
States. 

f  3315.  Disclosure  of  defects  and  protection 
of  informants 

(a)  Each  individual  licensed  under  part  E 
of  this  subtitle  shall  assist  in  the  inspection 
or  examination  under  this  part  of  the  vessel 
on  which  the  individual  is  serving,  and  shall 
point  out  defects  and  imperfections  known 
to  the  individual  in  matters  subject  to  regu- 
lations and  inspection.  The  individual  also 
shall  make  known  to  officials  designated  to 
enforce  this  part,  at  the  earliest  opportuni- 
ty, any  marine  casualty  producing  serious 
injury  to  the  vessel,  its  equipment,  or  indi- 
viduals on  the  vessel. 

(b)  An  official  may  not  disclose  the  name 
of  an  individual  providing  information 
under  this  section,  or  the  source  of  the  in- 
formation, to  a  person  except  a  person  au- 
thorized by  the  Secretary.  An  official  violat- 
ing this  subsection  is  liable  to  disciplinary 
action  under  applicable  law. 

5  3316.  United  States  classification  societies 

(a)  In  carrying  out  this  part,  the  Secretary 
may  rely  on  reports,  documents,  and  certifi- 
cates issued  by  the  American  Bureau  of 
Shipping  or  a  similar  United  States  classifi- 
cation society,  or  an  agent  of  the  Bureau  or 
society. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  States  Government 
shall  recognize  the  Bureau  as  its  agent  in 
classifying  vessels  owned  by  the  Govern- 
ment and  in  matters  related  to  classifica- 
tion, as  long  as  the  Bureau  is  maintained  as 
an  organization  having  no  capital  stock  and 
paying  no  dividends.  The  Secretary  and  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  each  shall  ap- 
point one  representative  (except  when  the 
Secretary  is  the  Secretary  of  Transporta- 
tion, in  which  case  the  Secretary  shall  ap- 
point both  representatives)  who  shall  repre- 
sent the  Government  on  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  Bureau.  The  Bureau  shall 
agree  that  the  representatives  shall  be  ac- 
cepted by  it  as  active  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. The  representatives  shall  serve  with- 
out compensation,  except  for  necessary 
traveling  expenses. 

(c)(1)  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
the  Secretary  may  delegate  to  the  Bureau 
or  a  similar  United  States  classification  soci- 
ety, or  an  agent  of  the  Bureau  or  society, 
the  Inspection  or  examination,  in  the 
United  States  or  in  a  foreign  country,  of  a 
vessel  documented  or  to  be  documented  as  a 


vessel  of  the  United  States.  The  Bureau,  so- 
ciety, or  agent  may  issue  the  certificate  of 
inspection  required  by  this  part  and  other 
certificates  essential  to  documentation. 

(2)  When  an  inspection  or  examination 
has  been  delegated  under  this  subsection, 
the  Secretary's  delegate— 

(A)  shall  maintain  in  the  United  States 
complete  files  of  all  information  derived 
from  or  necessarily  connected  with  the  in- 
spection or  examination  for  at  least  2  years 
after  the  vessel  ceases  to  be  certified;  and 

(B)  shall  permit  access  to  those  files  at  all 
reasonable  times  to  any  officer,  employee, 
or  member  of  the  Coast  Guard  designated— 

(i)  as  a  marine  inspector  and  serving  in  a 
position  as  a  marine  inspec'or:  or 

(ii)  in  writing  by  the  Secretary  to  have 
access  to  those  files. 

(d)  The  Secretary  also  may  make  an 
agreement  with  or  use  the  Bureau  or  a  simi- 
lar United  States  classification  society,  or  an 
agent  of  the  Bureau  or  society,  for  review- 
ing and  approving  plans  required  for  issuing 
a  certificate  of  inspection. 

§3317.  Fees 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  pre.scribe  by  regu- 
lation fees  for  inspecting  or  examining  a 
small  passenger  vessel  or  a  sailing  school 
vessel. 

(b)  When  an  inspection  or  examination 
under  this  chapter  of  a  documented  vessel  is 
conducted  at  a  foreign  port  or  place  at  the 
request  of  the  owner  or  managing  operator 
of  the  vessel,  the  owner  or  operator  shall  re- 
imburse the  Secretary  for  the  travel  and 
subsistence  expen.ses  incurred  by  the  per- 
sonnel assigned  to  perform  the  inspection  or 
examination.  Amounts  received  as  reim- 
bursement for  these  expenses  shall  be  cred- 
ited to  the  appropriation  for  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  Coast  Guard. 

§  3318.  Penalties 

(a)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  part  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  part,  and 
a  person  violating  a  regulation  that  applies 
to  a  small  passenger  vessel,  freight  vessel  of 
less  than  100  gross  tons,  or  sailing  school 
vessel,  are  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $1,000.  except 
that  when  the  violation  involves  operation 
of  a  barge,  the  penalty  is  $500.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

(b)  A  person  that  knowingly  manufac- 
tures, sells,  offers  for  sale,  or  possesses  with 
intent  to  sell,  any  equipment  subject  to  this 
part,  and  the  equipment  is  .so  defective  as  to 
be  insufficient  to  accomplish  the  purpose 
for  which  it  is  intended,  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $10,000,  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  5  years,  or  both. 

(c)  A  person  that  employs  a  means  or 
device  whereby  a  boiler  may  be  subjected  to 
a  pressure  greater  than  allowed  by  the 
terms  of  the  vessel's  certificate  of  inspection 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $2,000.  impris- 
oned for  not  more  than  5  years,  or  both. 

(d)  A  person  that  deranges  or  hinders  the 
operation  of  any  machinery  or  device  em- 
ployed on  a  vessel  to  denote  the  state  of 
steam  or  water  in  any  boiler  or  to  give  warn- 
ing of  approaching  danger,  or  permits  the 
water  level  of  any  boiler  when  in  operation 
of  a  vessel  to  fall  below  its  prescribed  low- 
water  line,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$2,000.  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  5 
years,  or  both. 

(e)  A  person  that  alters,  defaces,  obliter- 
ates, removes,  or  destroys  any  plans  or  spec- 
ifications required  by  and  approved  under  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  section  3306  of 


this  title,  with  intent  to  deceive  or  impede 
any  official  of  the  United  States  in  carrying 
out  that  official's  duties,  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $2,000.  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  2  years,  or  both. 

<f)  A  person  shall  be  fined  not  less  than 
$1,000  but  not  more  then  $5,000.  and  impris- 
oned for  not  less  than  2  years  but  not  more 
then  5  years,  if  the  person— 

( 1 )  forges  or  counterfeits  with  intent  to 
make  it  appear  genuine  any  mark  or  stamp 
pre.scribed  for  material  to  be  tested  and  ap- 
proved under  section  3306  of  this  title  or  a 
regulation  pre.scribed  under  section  3306: 

(2)  knowingly  uses,  affixes,  or  causes  to  be 
used  or  affixed,  any  such  forged  or  counter- 
feited mark  or  stamp  to  or  on  material  of 
any  description: 

(3)  with  fraudulent  intent,  possesses  any 
such  mark,  stamp,  or  other  device  knowing 
it  to  be  forged  or  counterfeited:  or 

(4)  with  fraudulent  intent,  marks  or 
causes  to  be  marked  with  the  trademark  or 
name  of  another,  material  required  to  be 
tested  and  approved  under  section  3306  of 
this  title  or  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
section  3306. 

(g)  A  person  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000.  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one 
year,  or  both,  if  the  person— 

(1)  interferes  with  the  inspection  of  a  nau- 
tical school  vessel: 

(2)  violates  a  regulation  prescribed  for  a 
nautical  school  vessel: 

(3)  is  an  owner  of  a  nautical  school  vessel 
operated  in  violation  of  this  part:  or 

(4)  is  an  officer  or  member  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  a  school,  organization,  associa- 
tion, partnership,  or  corporation  owning  a 
nautical  school  vessel  operated  in  violation 
of  a  regulation  prescribed  for  a  nautical 
school  vessel. 

(h)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  that  fails  to  give  the  notice  required 
by  section  3304(b)  of  this  title  is  liable  to 
the  United  States  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

CHAPTER  35-CARRIAGE  OF 
PASSENGERS 
Sec. 

3501.  Number  of  passengers. 

3502.  List  or  count  of  passengers. 

3503.  Fire-retardant  materials. 

3504.  Notification  to  passengers. 

3505.  Prevention  of  departure. 

3506.  Copies  of  laws. 

§  3501.  Number  of  passengers 

(a)  Each  certificate  of  inspection  issued  to 
a  vessel  carrying  passengers  (except  a 
ferry),  shall  include  a  statement  on  the 
number  of  passengers  that  the  vessel  is  per- 
mitted to  carry. 

(b)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  is  liable  to  a  person  suing  them  for 
carrying  more  passengers  than  the  number 
of  passengers  permitted  by  the  certificate  of 
inspection  in  an  amount  equal  to— 

(1)  passage  money:  and 

(2)  $100  for  each  passenger  in  excess  of 
the  number  of  passengers  permitted. 

(c)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  that  knowingly  violates  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  also  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $100,  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  30  days,  or  both. 

(d)  The  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  a 
penalty  under  this  section. 

(e)  An  offshore  supply  vessel  may  not 
carry  passengers  except  in  an  emergency. 
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§  3502.  List  or  count  of  passengers 

(a)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  c  j-i  -a- 
tor.  master,  or  individual  in  charge  c-;  i. 
following  categories  of  vessels  carryihf;  . 
sengers  shall  keep  a  correct  list  of  pj.  .si  i- 
gers  received  and  delivered  from  day  to  day: 

(1)  vessels  arriving  from  foreign  i>oiis 
(except  at  United  States  Great  Lakes  poili 
from  Canadian  Great  Lakes  ports), 

(2)  seagoing  vessels  in  the  coastwise  trade. 

(3)  passenger  vessels  making  voyages  of 
more  than  300  miles  on  the  Great  Laki"; 
except  from  a  Canadian  to  a  United  States 
port. 

(b)  The  master  of  a  vessel  carrying  passen- 
gers (except  a  vessel  listed  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section)  shall  keep  a  correct  count  of 
all  passengers  received  and  delivered. 

(c)  Lists  and  counts  required  under  this 
section  shall  be  open  to  the  inspection  of 
designated  officials  of  the  Coast  Guard  and 
the  Customs  Service  at  all  times.  The  total 
number  of  passengers  shall  be  provided  to 
the  Coast  Guard  when  requested. 

(d)  This  section  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
arriving  at  a  United  States  port. 

(e)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a  pas- 
senger vessel  failing  to  make  a  list  or  count 
of  passengers  as  required  by  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  $100.  The  vessel  also  is 
liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

§  3503.  Pire-retardant  materials 

A  passenger  vessel  of  the  United  States 
having  berth  or  stateroom  accommodations 
for  at  least  50  passengers  shall  be  granted  a 
certificate  of  inspection  only  if  the  vessel  is 
constructed  of  fire-retardant  materials. 
Before  November  1,  1988,  this  section  does 
not  apply  to  a  vessel  operating  only  on  the 
inland  rivers. 
§  3504.  Notification  to  passengers 

(a)  A  person  selling  passage  on  a  foreign 
or  domestic  passenger  vessel  having  berth  or 
stateroom  accommodations  for  at  least  50 
passengers  and  embarking  passengers  at 
United  States  ports  for  a  coastwise  or  an 
international  voyage  shall  notify  each  pro- 
spective passenger  of  the  safety  standards 
applicable  to  the  vessel  in  a  manner  pre- 
scribed by  regulation. 

(b)  All  promotional  literature  or  advertis- 
ing through  any  medium  of  communication 
in  the  United  States  offering  passage  or  so- 
liciting passengers  for  ocean  voyages  any- 
where in  the  world  shall  include  informa- 
tion similar  to  the  information  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  shall 
specify  the  registry  of  each  vessel  named,  as 
a  part  of  the  advertisement  or  description  of 
the  voyage.  Except  for  the  inclusion  of  the 
country  of  registry  of  the  vessel,  this  subsec- 
tion does  not  apply  to  voyages  by  vessels 
meeting  the  safety  standards  described  in 
section  3505  of  this  title. 

(c)  A  person  violating  this  section  or  a  reg- 
ulation prescribed  under  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $10,000.  If 
the  violation  involves  the  sale  of  tickets  for 
passage,  the  owner,  charterer,  managing  op- 
erator, agent,  master,  individual  in  charge, 
or  any  other  person  involved  in  each  viola- 
tion also  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a 
civil  penalty  of  $500  for  each  ticket  sold. 
The  vessel  on  which  passage  is  sold  also  is 
liable  in  rem  for  a  violation  of  this  section 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

§  3505.  Prevention  of  departure 

Notwithstanding  section  3303(a)  of  this 
title,  a  foreign  or  domestic  vessel  of  more 


than  100  gross  tons  having  berth  or  state- 
room accommodations  for  at  least  50  pas- 
sengers may  not  depart  from  a  United 
States  port  with  passengers  who  are  em- 
barked at  that  port,  if  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  vessel  does  not  comply  with  the 
standards  stated  in  the  International  Con- 
vention for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea  to 
which  the  United  States  Government  is  cur- 
rently a  party. 
§  3506.  Copies  of  laws 

A  master  of  a  passenger  vessel  shall  keep 
on  board  a  copy  of  this  subtitle,  to  be  pro- 
vided by  the  Secretary  at  reasonable  cost.  If 
the  master  fails  to  do  so,  the  master  is  liable 
to  the  United  States  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $200. 

CHAPTER  37-CARRIAGE  OF  LIQUID 
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3708. 
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§  3701.  Definitions 
In  this  chapter— 

(1)  "existing",  when  referring  to  a  type  of 
vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  means 
a  vessel  that  is  not  a  new  vessel. 

(2)  "major  conversion"  means  a  conver- 
sion of  an  existing  vessel  that  substantially 
changes  the  dimensions  or  carrying  capacity 
of  the  vessel  or  changes  the  type  of  vessel  or 
substantially  prolongs  its  life  or  that  other- 
wise so  changes  the  vessel  that  it  is  essen- 
tially a  new  vessel,  as  decided  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(3)  "new",  when  referring  to  a  type  of 
vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  means 
a  vessel— 

(A)  for  which  the  building  contract  is 
placed  after  June  1,  1979: 

(B)  in  the  absence  of  a  building  contract, 
the  keel  of  which  is  laid,  or  which  is  at  a 
similar  stage  of  construction,  after  January 
1,  1980: 

(C)  the  delivery  of  which  is  after  June  1, 
1982:  or 

(D)  that  has  undergone  a  major  conver- 
sion under  a  contract  made  after  June  1, 
1979,  or  construction  work  that  began  after 
January  1,  1980,  or  was  completed  after 
June  1,  1982. 

(4)  "person"  means  an  individual  (even  if 
not  a  citizen  or  national  of  the  United 
States),  a  corporation,  partnership,  associa- 
tion, or  other  entity  (even  if  not  organized 
or  existing  under  the  laws  of  a  State),  the 
United  States  Government,  a  State  or  local 
government,  a  government  of  a  foreign 
country,  or  an  entity  of  one  of  those  govern- 
ments. 

(5)  "State",  in  addition  to  its  meaning 
under  section  2101(36)  of  this  title,  includes 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 


(6)  "United  States",  in  addition  to  its 
meaning  under  section  2101(44)  of  this  title, 
includes  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands. 

§  3702.  Application 

(a)  Subject  to  subsections  (b)-(e>  of  this 
section,  this  chapter  applies  to  a  tank  vessel. 

(b)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  docu- 
mented vessel  that  would  be  subject  to  this 
chapter  only  because  of  the  transfer  of  fuel 
from  the  fuel  supply  tanks  of  the  vessel  to 
offshore  drilling  or  production  facilities  in 
the  oil  industry  if  the  vessel  is— 

( 1 )  not  more  than  500  gross  tons: 

(2)  not  a  tanker:  and 

(3)  in  the  service  of  oil  exploitation. 

(c)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  can- 
nery lender,  fishing  tender,  or  fishing  vessel 
of  not  more  than  500  gross  tons,  used  in  the 
salmon  or  crab  fisheries  of  Alaska.  Oregon, 
or  Washington,  when  engaged  only  in  the 
fishing  industry. 

(d)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
of  not  more  than  5,000  gross  tons  used  in 
processing  and  assembling  fishery  products 
of  the  fisheries  of  Alaska.  Oregon,  and 
Washington.  However,  the  vessel  is  subject 
to  regulation  by  the  Secretary  when  carry- 
ing flammable  or  combustible  liquid  cargo 
in  bulk. 

(e)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  for- 
eign vessel  on  innocent  passage  on  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  the  United  States. 

§  3703.  Regulations 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions for  the  design,  construction,  alter- 
ation, repair,  maintenance,  operation,  equip- 
ping, personnel  qualification,  and  manning 
of  vessels  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  that 
may  be  necessary  for  increased  protection 
against  hazards  to  life  and  property,  for 
navigation  and  vessel  safety,  and  for  en- 
hanced protection  of  the  marine  environ- 
ment. The  Secretary  may  prescribe  differ- 
ent regulations  applicable  to  vessels  en- 
gaged in  the  domestic  trade,  and  also  may 
prescribe  regulations  that  exceed  standards 
set  internationally.  Regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  under  this  subsection  are 
in  addition  to  regulations  prescribed  under 
other  laws  that  may  apply  to  any  of  those 
vessels.  Regulations  prescribed  under  this 
subsection  shall  include  requirements 
about— 

(1)  superstructures,  hulls,  cargo  holds  or 
tanks,  fittings,  equipment,  appliances,  pro- 
pulsion machinery,  auxiliary  machinery, 
and  boilers: 

(2)  the  handling  or  stowage  of  cargo,  the 
manner  of  handling  or  stowage  of  cargo, 
and  the  machinery  and  appliances  used  in 
the  handling  or  slow"age: 

(3)  equipment  and  appliances  for  lifesav- 
ing,  fire  protection,  and  prevention  and 
mitigation  of  damage  to  the  marine  environ- 
ment: 

(4)  the  mantling  of  vessels  and  the  duties, 
qualifications,  and  training  of  the  officers 
and  crew: 

(5)  improvements  in  vessel  maneuvering 
and  stopping  ability  and  other  features  that 
reduce  the  possibility  of  marine  casualties: 

(6)  the  reduction  of  cargo  loss  if  a  marine 
casualty  occurs:  and 

(7)  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  dis- 
charges during  ballasting,  deballasting.  tank 
cleaning,  cargo  handling,  or  other  such  ac- 
tivity. 

(b)  In  prescribing  regulations  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  consider  the  types  and  gn  des  of  cargo 
permitted  to  be  on  board  a  tank  vessel. 
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(c)  In  prescribing  regulations  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary- 
shall  establish  procedures  for  consulting 
with,  and  receiving  and  considering  the 
views  of — 

(1)  interested  departments,  agencies,  and 
Instrumentalities  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment: 

(2)  officials  of  SUte  and  local  govern- 
ments; 

(3)  representatives  of  port  and  harbor  au- 
thorities and  associations; 

(4)  representatives  of  environmental 
groups;  and 

<5)  other  interested  parties  knowledgeable 
or  experienced  in  dealing  with  problems  in- 
volving vessel  safety,  port  and  waterways 
safety,  and  protection  of  the  marine  envi- 
ronment. 
i  3704.  Coastwise  trade  vessels 

A  segregated  ballast  tank,  a  crude  oil 
washing  system,  or  an  inert  gas  system,  re- 
quired by  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter,  on  a  vessel  enti- 
tled to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade  under 
section  27  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1920 
(46  App.  U.S.C.  883).  shall  be  installed  in 
the  United  States  (except  the  trust  territo- 
ries). A  vessel  failing  to  comply  with  this 
section  may  not  engage  in  the  coastwise 
trade. 
§  3705.  Crude  oil  tanker  minimum  standards 

(a)  A  new  crude  oil  tanker  of  at  least 
20.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped 
with— 

( 1 )  protectively  located  segregated  ballast 
tanks; 

(2)  a  crude  oil  washing  system;  and 

(3)  a  cargo  tank  protection  system  consist- 
ing of  a  fixed  deck  froth  system  and  a  fixed 
inert  gas  system. 

(bxl)  An  existing  crude  oil  tanker  of  at 
least  40.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be 
equipped  with— 

(A)  segregated  ballast  tanks;  or 

(B)  a  crude  oil  washing  system. 
(2)  Compliance  with  paragraph  (1)  of  this 

subsection  may  be  delayed  until  June  1. 
1985.  for  any  tanker  of  less  than  70.000 
deadweight  tons  that  has  dedicated  clean 
ballast  tanks. 

(c)  An  existing  crude  oil  tanker  of  at  least 
20.000  deadweight  tons  but  less  than  40.000 
deadweight  tons,  and  at  least  15  years  of 
age.  shall  be  equipped  with  segregated  bal- 
last tanks  or  a  crude  oil  washing  system 
before  January  2.  1986.  or  the  date  on  w  hich 
the  tanker  reaches  15  years  of  age.  w  hichev- 
er  is  later. 

(d)  An  existing  crude  oil  tanker  of  at  least 
20.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped 
with  an  inert  gas  system.  However,  for  a 
crude  oil  tanker  of  less  than  40.000  dead- 
weight tons  not  fitted  with  high  capacity 
tank  washing  machines,  the  Secretary  may 
grant  an  exemption  if  the  vessel's  owner  can 
show  clearly  that  compliance  would  be  un- 
reasonable and  impracticable  due  to  the  ves- 
sel's design  characteristics. 

(e)  A  crude  oil  tanker  engaged  in  transfer- 
ring oil  from  an  offshore  oil  exploitation  or 
production  facility  on  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
equipped  with  segregated  ballast  tanks,  or 
may  operate  with  dedicated  clean  ballast 
tanks  or  special  ballast  arrangements.  How- 
ever, the  tanker  shall  comply  with  other  ap- 
plicable minimum  standards  of  this  section. 

§  3706.  Product  carrier  minimum  standards 

(a)  A  new  product  carrier  of  at  least  30.000 
deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped  with  pro- 
tectively located  segregated  ballast  tanks. 
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(b)  A  new  product  carrier  of  at  least  20,000 
deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped  with  a 
cargo  tank  protection  system  consisting  of  a 
fixed  deck  froth  system  and  a  fixed  inert 
gas  system  or.  if  the  product  carrier  carries 
dedicated  products  incompatible  with  the 
cargo  tank  protection  system,  an  alternate 
protection  system  authorized  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(c)  An  existing  product  carrier  of  at  least 
40.000  deadweight  tons  shall  be  equipped 
with  segregated  ballast  tanks  or  may  oper 
ate  with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks. 

(d)  An  existing  product  carrier  of  at  least 
20.000  deadweight  tons  but  le.ss  than  40.000 
deadweight  ions,  and  at  least  15  years  of 
age,  shall  be  equipped  with  segregated  bal- 
last tanks  or  may  operate  with  dedicated 
clean  ballast  tanks  before  January  2.  1986. 
or  the  date  on  which  it  reaches  15  years  of 
age.  whichever  is  later. 

(e)  An  existing  product  carrier  of  at  least 
40.000  deadweight  tons,  or  an  existing  prod- 
uct carrier  of  at  least  20,000  deadweight 
tons  but  less  than  40,000  deadweight  tons 
that  is  fitted  with  high-capaciiy  tank  wash- 
ing machines,  shall  be  equipped  with  an 
inert  gas  system. 
I  3707.  Tanker  minimum  standards 

(a)  A  new  tanker  of  at  least  10.000  gross 
tons  shall  be  equipped  with— 

(1)2  remote  steering  gear  control  systems 
operable  separately  from  the  navigating 
bridge; 

(2)  the  main  steering  gear  control  in  the 
steering  gear  compartment; 

(3)  means  of  communications  and  rudder 
angle  indicators  on  the  navigating  bridge,  a 
remote  steering  gear  control  station,  and 
the  steering  gear  compartment; 

(4)  at  least  2  identical  and  adequate  power 
units  for  the  main  steering  gear: 

(5)  an  alternative  and  adequate  power 
supply,  either  from  an  emergency  source  of 
electrical  power  or  from  another  independ- 
ent source  of  power  located  in  the  steering 
gear  compartment:  and 

(6)  means  of  automatic  starting  and  stop- 
ping of  power  units  with  attendant  alarms 
at  all  steering  stations. 

(b)  An  existing  tanker  of  at  least  10.000 
gross  tons  shall  be  equipped  with— 

(1)2  remote  steering  gear  control  systems 
operable  separately  from  the  navigating 
bridge: 

(2)  the  main  steering  gear  control  in  the 
steering  gear  compartment;  and 

(3 1  means  of  communications  and  rudder 
angle  indicators  on  the  navigating  bridge,  a 
remote  steering  gear  control  station,  and 
the  steering  gear  compartment. 
5  3708.  Self-propelled  tank  ves.sel  minimum 

standards 

A  self-propelled  tank  vessel  of  at  least 
10.000  gross  tons  shall  be  equipped  with— 

(Da  dual  radar  system  with  short-range 
and  long-range  capabilities,  each  with  true- 
north  features; 

(2)  an  electronic  relative  motion  analyzer 
that  is  at  least  functionally  equivalent  to 
equipment  complying  with  specifications  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary  of  Transporta- 
tion: 

(3)  an  electronic  position-fixing  device: 

(4)  adequate  communications  equipment; 

(5)  a  sonic  depth  finder; 

(6)  a  gyrocompass;  and 

(7)  up-to-date  charts. 
I  3709.  Exemptions 

The  Secretary  may  exempt  a  vessel  from 
the  minimum  requirements  established  by 
sections  3704-3706  of  this  title  for  segregat- 
ed ballast,  crude  oil  washing,  and  dedicated 


clean  ballast  if  the  Secretary  decides  that 
shore-based  reception  facilities  are  a  pre- 
ferred method  of  handling  ballast  and  that 
adequate  facilities  are  readily  available. 

§  3710.  Evidence  of  compliance  by  vessels  of 
the  United  States 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  to  which 
this  chapter  applies  that  has  on  board  oil  or 
hazardous  material  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  cargo 
residue  must  have  a  certificate  of  inspection 
issued  under  this  part,  endorsed  to  indicate 
that  the  vessel  complies  with  regulations 
prescribed  under  this  chapter. 

(b)  Each  certificate  endorsed  under  this 
section  is  valid  for  not  more  than  24  months 
and  may  be  renewed  as  specified  by  the  Sec- 
retary. In  appropriate  circumstances,  the 
Secretary  may  issue  a  temporary  certificate 
valid  for  not  more  than  30  days.  A  certifi- 
cate shall  be  suspended  or  revoked  if  the 
Secretary  finds  that  the  ve-ssel  does  not 
comply  with  the  conditions  under  which  the 
certificate  was  issued. 

§3711.  Evidence  of  compliance  by   foreign 
vessels 

(a)  A  foreign  vessel  to  which  this  chapter 
applies  may  operate  on  the  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  Slates,  or  transfer  oil  or  haz- 
ardous material  in  a  port  or  place  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  only  if  the 
vessel  has  been  issued  a  certificate  of  com- 
pliance by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary 
may  issue  the  certificate  only  after  the 
vessel  has  been  examined  and  found  to  be  in 
compliance  with  this  chapter  and  regula- 
tions prescribed  under  this  chapter.  The 
Secretary  may  accept  any  part  of  a  certifi- 
cate, endorsement,  or  document,  issued  by 
the  government  of  a  foreign  country  under 
a  treaty,  convention,  or  other  international 
agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is  a 
party,  as  a  basis  for  issuing  a  certificate  of 
compliance. 

(b)  A  certificate  issued  under  this  section 
is  valid  for  not  more  than  24  months  and 
may  be  renewed  as  specified  by  the  Secre- 
tary. In  appropriate  circumstances,  the  Sec- 
retary may  issue  a  temporary  certificate 
valid  for  not  more  than  30  days. 

(c)  A  certificate  shall  be  suspended  or  re- 
voked if  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  vessel 
does  not  comply  with  the  conditions  under 
which  the  certificate  was  issued. 

§  3712.  Notification  of  noncompliance 

The  Secretary  shall  notify  the  owner, 
charterer,  managing  operator.  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a  vessel 
found  not  to  be  in  compliance  with  a  regula- 
tion prescribeB  under  this  part  and  state 
how  compliance  may  be  achieved. 

§  3713.  Prohibited  acts 

(a)  A  person  may  not— 

(1)  violate  this  chapter  or  a  regulation 
prescribed  under  this  chapter; 

(2)  refuse  to  permit  any  official,  author- 
ized by  the  Secretary  to  enforce  this  chap- 
ter, to  board  a  vessel  or  to  enter  a  shore 
area,  place,  or  premises,  under  a  person's 
control  to  make  an  inspection  under  this 
chapter;  or 

( 3 )  refuse  to  obey  a  lawful  directive  issued 
under  this  chapter. 

(b)  A  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies 
may  not— 

(1)  operate  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  or  use  a  port  or  place  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States 
when  not  in  compliance  with  this  chapter  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter; 

(2)  fail  to  comply  with  a  lawful  directive 
issued  under  this  chapter;  or 


(3)  carry  a  type  or  grade  of  oil  or  hazard- 
ous material  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  cargo  resi- 
due unless  its  certificate  is  endorsed  to  allow 
that  carriage. 
§  3714.  Inspection  and  examination 

(a)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  have  each 
vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies  inspect- 
ed or  examined  at  least  once  each  year. 

(2)  Each  of  those  ve.ssels  that  is  more  than 
10  years  of  age  shall  undergo  a  special  and 
detailed  inspection  of  structural  strength 
and  hull  integrity  as  specified  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

(3)  The  Secretary  may  make  contracts  for 
conducting  inspections  or  examinations  in 
the  United  States  and  in  foreign  countries. 
An  inspector  conducting  an  inspection  or 
examination  under  contract  may  not  issue  a 
certificate  of  inspection  or  a  certificate  of 
compliance,  but  the  inspector  may  issue  a 
temporary  certificate. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation reasonable  fees  for  an  inspection  or 
examination  conducted  under  this  section 
outside  the  United  States,  or  which,  when 
involving  a  foreign  vessel,  is  conducted 
under  a  contract  authorized  by  paragraph 
(3)  of  this  subsection.  The  owner,  charter, 
or  managing  operator  of  a  vessel  inspected 
or  examined  by  the  Secretary  is  liable  for 
the  fees.  Amounts  received  as  fees  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  allow  provisional 
entry  of  a  vessel  to  conduct  an  inspection  or 
examination  under  this  chapter. 

(b)  Each  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies shall  have  on  board  those  documents 
the  Secretary  con.siders  necessary  for  in- 
spection and  enforcement,  including  docu- 
ments listing— 

(1)  the  type,  grade,  and  approximate 
quantities  of  cargo  on  board: 

(2)  the  shipper  and  consignee  of  the  cargo: 

(3)  the  places  of  origin  and  destination  of 
the  vessel:  and 

(4)  the  name  of  an  agent  in  the  United 
States  authorized  to  accept  service  of  legal 
process. 

(c)  Each  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies that  operates  in  the  United  States 
shall  have  a  person  designated  as  author- 
ized to  accept  service  of  legal  process  for  the 
vessel. 

I  3715.  Lightering 

(a)  A  vessel  may  transfer  oil  or  hazardous 
material  in  a  port  or  place  subject  to  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  United  States,  when  the 
cargo  has  been  transferred  from  another 
vessel  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States  or  in  the  marine  environment,  only 
if- 

(1)  the  transfer  was  conducted  consistent 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary; and 

(2)  both  the  delivering  and  receiving  ves- 
sels had  on  board,  at  the  time  of  transfer,  a 
certificate  of  inspection  or  a  certificate  of 
compliance,  as  would  have  been  required 
under  section  3710  or  3711  of  this  title,  had 
the  transfer  taken  place  in  a  port  or  place 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion. The  regulations  shall  include  provi- 
sions on— 

( 1 )  minimum  safe  operating  conditions,  in- 
cluding sea  state,  wave  height,  weather, 
proximity  to  channels  or  shipping  lanes, 
and  other  similar  factors; 

(2)  the  prevention  of  spills; 

(3)  equipment  for  re.sponding  to  a  spill: 

(4)  the  prevention  of  any  unreasonable  in- 
terference with  navigation  or  other  reasona- 


ble uses  of  the  high  seas,  as  those  uses  are 
defined  by  treaty,  convention,  or  customary 
international  law; 

(5)  the  establishment  of  lightering  zones; 
and 

(6)  requirements  for  communication  and 
prearrival  messages. 

§  3716.  Tank  washings 

(a)  A  vessel  may  not  transfer  cargo  in  a 
port  or  place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  if.  before  arriving,  the 
ves.sel  has  discharged  tank  washings  con- 
taining oil  or  hazardous  material  in  prepara- 
tion for  loading  at  that  port  or  place  in  vio- 
lation of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  in 
a  manner  or  quantities  inconsistent  with  a 
treaty  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party. 

<b)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  effective 
control  and  supervisory  measures  to  carry 
out  this  section. 
§  3717.  Marine  safety  information  system 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  marine 
safety  information  system  that  shall  con- 
tain information  about  each  vessel  to  which 
this  chapter  applies  that  operates  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States,  or 
that  transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  a 
port  or  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  Slates.  In  acquiring  this  informa- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  make  full  use  of 
publicly  available  information.  The  Secre- 
tary may  by  regulation  require  the  vessel  to 
provide  information  that  the  Secretary  con- 
siders necessary  to  carry  out  this  subsection, 
including— 

( 1 )  the  name  of  each  person  with  an  own- 
ership interest  in  the  vessel; 

(2)  details  of  compliance  with  the  finan- 
cial responsibility  requirements  of  applica- 
ble laws  or  regulations; 

(3)  registration  information,  including  all 
changes  in  the  name  of  the  vessel; 

(4)  the  history  of  marine  casualties  and  se- 
rious repair  problems  of  the  vessel:  and 

(5)  a  record  of  all  inspections  and  exami- 
nations of  a  vessel  conducted  under  section 
3714  of  this  title. 

(b)  On  written  request  from  the  Secre- 
tary, the  head  of  each  department,  agency, 
or  instrumentality  of  the  United  States 
Government  shall  provide  available  infor- 
mation that  the  Secretary  considers  neces- 
sary to  confirm  the  information  received 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

§  3718.  Penalties 

(a)(1)  A  person  violating  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $25,000. 
Each  day  of  a  continuing  violation  is  a  sepa- 
rate violation. 

(2)  Each  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies thai  is  operated  in  violation  of  this 
chapter  or  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
this  chapter  is  liable  in  rem  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty under  this  subsection. 

(b)  A  person  willfully  and  knowingly  vio- 
lating thi.s  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $50,000,  imprisoned  for  not  more 
than  5  years,  or  both. 

(c)  Instead  of  the  penalties  provided  by 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  person  will- 
fully and  knowingly  violating  this  chapter 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chap- 
ter, and  using  a  dangerous  weapon,  or  en- 
gaging in  conduct  that  causes  bodily  injury 
or  fear  of  imminent  bodily  injury  to  an  offi- 
cial authorized  to  enforce  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $100,000.  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  10  years,  or 
both. 


(d)  The  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  have  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a  viola- 
lion  of  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter. 

(e)  At  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  withhold  or 
revoke  the  clearance  required  by  section 
4197  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
91)  of  a  vessel  the  owner  or  operator  of 
which  is  subject  to  a  penalty  under  this  sec- 
tion. Clearance  may  be  granted  on  filing  a 
bond  or  other  surety  satisfactory  to  the  Sec- 
retary. 

CHAPTER  39-CARRIAGE  OF  ANIMALS 
Sec. 

3901.  Regulations  for  accommodations  for 

export  animals. 

3902.  Penalties. 

§  3901.  Regulations  for  accommodations  for 

export  animals 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  pre- 
scribe regulations  governing  the  accommo- 
dations on  board  vessels  for  cattle,  horses, 
mules,  asses,  sheep,  goats,  and  swine  to  be 
carried  from  the  United  States  to  a  foreign 
country.  The  regulations  shall  prescribe 
standards  for  space,  ventilation,  fittings, 
food  and  water  supply,  and  other  require- 
ments the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  consid- 
ers necessary  for  the  safe  and  proper  trans- 
portation and  humane  treatment  of  those 
animals.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may 
examine  any  vessel  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture considers  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
chapter. 
S  3902.  Penalties 

When  the  owner,  charterer,  managing  op- 
erator, agent,  master,  or  individual  in 
charge  of  a  vessel  carrying  animals  referred 
to  in  section  3901  of  this  title  willfully  vio- 
lates, or  causes  or  permits  to  be  violated,  a 
regulation  pre-scribed  under  this  chapter, 
the  vessel  may  be  prohibited  from  carrying 
any  such  animals  from  the  United  States 
for  a  period,  of  not  more  than  one  year, 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  directs. 
The  vessel  may  not  be  cleared  from  a  port 
of  the  United  Stales  during  that  period. 

CHAPTER  41 -UNINSPECTED  VESSELS 

Sec. 

4101.  Application. 

4102.  Safety  equipment. 

4103.  Exemptions. 

4104.  Regulations. 

4105.  Uninspected  passenger  vessels. 

4106.  Penalties. 

§  4101.  Application 

This  chapter  applies  to  an  uninspected 
vessel— 

(1)  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
Slates:  or 

(2)  owned  in  the  United  States  and  operat- 
ing on  the  high  seas. 

S  4102.  Safity  equipment 

(a)  Each  uninspected  vessel  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  be  provided  with  the 
number,  type,  and  size  of  fire  extinguishers, 
capable  of  promptly  and  effectively  extin- 
guishing burning  liquid  fuel,  that  may  be 
prescribed  by  regulation.  The  fire  extin- 
guishers shall  be  kept  in  condition  for  im- 
mediate and  effective  use  and  so  placed  as 
to  be  readily  accessible. 

(b)  Each  uninspected  vessel  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  carry  at  least  one  readily 
accessible  life  preserver  or  other  lifesaving 
device,  of  the  type  prescribed  by  regulation, 
for  each  individual  on  board. 

(c)  Each  uninspected  ve.ssel  shall  have  the 
carburetors  of  each  engine  of  the  vessel 
(except  an  outboard  motor)  using  gasoline 
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as  fuel,  equipped  with  an  efficient  flame  ar- 
rester, baclcfire  trap,  or  other  similar  device 
prescribed  by  regulation. 

(d)  Each  uninspected  vessel  using  a  vola- 
tile liquid  as  fuel  shall  be  provided  with  the 
means  prescribed  by  regulation  for  properly 
and  efficiently  ventilating  the  bilges  of  the 
engine  and  fuel  tank  compartments,  so  as  to 
remove  any  explosive  or  flammable  gases. 
§  4103.  Exemptions 

Section  4102(a)  of  this  title  does  not  apply 
to  a  vessel  propelled  by  outboard  motors 
when  competing  in  a  race  previously  ar- 
ranged and  announced  or.  if  the  vessel  is  de- 
signed and  intended  only  for  racing,  when 
operated  incidental  to  tuning  up  the  vessel 
and  its  engines  for  the  race. 
I  4104.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  chapter. 
§  4105.  Uninspected  passenger  vessels 

Chapter  43  of  this  title  applies  to  an  unin- 
spected passenger  vessel. 
5  4106.  Penalties 

If  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies  is 
operated  in  violation  of  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter, 
the  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator, 
agent,  master,  and  individual  in  charge  are 
each  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $100.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 
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I  4301.  Application 

(a)  This  chapter  applies  to  a  recreational 
vessel  and  associated  equipment  carried  in 
the  vessel  on  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  and.  for  a  vessel 
owned  in  the  United  States,  on  the  high 
seas. 

(b)  Except  when  expressly  otherwise  pro- 
vided, this  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  for- 
eign vessel  temporarily  operating  on  waters 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States. 

(c>  Until  there  is  a  final  judicial  decision 
that  they  are  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,  the  following  waters  lying  en- 
tirely in  New  Hampshire  are  declared  not  to 
be  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section;  Lake  Winnisquam.  Lake  Winnipe- 
saukee.  parts  of  the  Merrimack  River,  and 
their  tributary  and  connecting  waters. 
§  4302.  Regulations 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions— 

( 1 )  establishing  minimum  safety  standards 
for  recreational  vessels  and  associated 
equipment,  and  establishing  procedures  and 
tests  required  to  measure  conformance  with 
those  standards,  with  each  standard— 

(A)  meeting  the  need  for  recreational 
vessel  safety,  and 

(B)  being  stated,  insofar  as  practicable,  in 
terms  of  performance: 

(2)  requiring  the  installation,  carrying,  or 
use  of  associated  equipment  (including  fuel 


system.s.  ventilation  systems,  electrical  sys- 
tems, sound-producing  devices,  firefighting 
equipment,  lifesaving  devices,  signaling  de- 
vices, ground  tackle,  life-  and  grab-rails,  and 
navigational  equipment)  on  recreational  ves- 
sels and  classes  of  recreational  vessels  sub- 
ject to  this  chapter,  and  prohibiting  the  in- 
stallation, carrying,  or  use  of  associated 
equipment  that  does  not  conform  with 
safety  standards  established  under  this  sec- 
tion; and 

(3)  requiring  or  permitting  the  display  of 
seals,  labels,  plates,  insignia,  or  other  de- 
vices for  certifying  or  evidencing  compliance 
with  safety  regulations  and  standards  of  the 
United  States  Government  for  recreational 
vessels  and  associated  equipment. 

(b)  Each  regulation  prescribed  under  this 
section  shall  specify  an  effective  dale  that  is 
not  earlier  than  180  days  from  the  date  the 
regulation  was  published,  unless  the  Secre- 
tary finds  that  there  exists  a  recreational 
vessel  safety  hazard  so  critical  as  to  require 
an  earlier  effective  date.  However,  this 
period  may  not  be  more  than  24  months  for 
cases  involving,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Sec- 
retary, major  product  design,  retooling,  or 
major  changes  in  the  manufacturing  proc- 
ess. 

(c)  In  prescribing  regulations  under  this 
section,  the  Secretary  shall,  among  other 
things— 

( 1 )  consider  the  need  for  and  the  extent  to 
which  the  regulations  will  contribute  to  rec- 
reational vessel  safety; 

(2)  consider  relevant  available  recreational 
vessel  safety  standards,  statistics,  and  data, 
including  public  and  private  research,  devel- 
opment, testing,  and  evaluation; 

(3)  not  compel  substantial  alteration  of  a 
recreational  vessel  or  item  of  associated 
equipment  that  is  in  existence,  or  the  con- 
struction or  manufacture  of  which  is  begun 
before  the  effective  date  of  the  regulation, 
but  subject  to  that  limitation  may  require 
compliance  or  performance,  to  avoid  a  sub- 
stantial risk  of  personal  injury  to  the  public, 
that  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate  in 
relation  to  the  degree  of  hazard  that  the 
compliance  will  correct:  and 

(4)  consult  with  the  National  Boating 
Safety  Advisory  Council  established  under 
section  13110  of  this  title  about  the  consid- 
erations referred  to  in  clauses  (l)-(3)  of  this 
subsection. 

(d)  Section  8903  of  this  title  does  not 
apply  to  a  vessel  being  operated  for  bona 
fide  dealer  demonstrations  provided  without 
fee  to  business  invitees.  However,  if  on  the 
basis  of  substantial  evidence,  the  Secretary 
decides  under  this  section  that  requiring 
vessels  so  operated  to  be  under  the  control 
of  licensed  individuals  is  necessary  for  boat- 
ing safety,  then  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 
regulations  requiring  the  licensing  of  indi- 
viduals controlling  these  vessels  in  the  same 
manner  as  provided  in  chapter  89  of  this 
title  for  individuals  in  control  of  vessels  car- 
rying passengers  for  hire. 

5  4303.  Inspection  and  testing 

(a)  Subject  to  regulations,  supervision, 
and  reviews  that  the  Secretary  may  pre- 
scribe, the  Secretary  may  delegate  to  a 
person,  private  or  public  agency,  or  organi- 
zation, or  to  an  officer  or  employee  under 
the  supervision  of  that  person  or  agency, 
any  work,  business,  or  function  related  to 
the  testing,  in.spection.  and  examination 
necessary  for  compliance  enforcement  and 
for  the  development  of  data  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  prescribe  regulations  under  sec- 
tion 4302  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may— 

(1)  conduct  research,  testing,  and  develop- 
ment necessary  to  carry  out  this  chapter,  in- 


cluding the  procurement  by  negotiation  or 
otherwise  of  experimental  and  other  recre- 
ational vessels  or  associated  equipment  for 
research  and  testing  purposes;  and 

(2)  subsequently  sell  those  vessels. 
5  4304.   Importation  of  nonconforming  ves- 
sels and  equipment 

The  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  may  authorize  by  joint  regulations 
the  importation  of  any  nonconforming  rec- 
reational vessel  or  a.ssociated  equipment  on 
conditions,  including  providing  a  bond,  that 
will  ensure  that  the  recreational  vessel  or 
associated  equipment  will  be  brought  into 
conformity  with  applicable  .safety  regula- 
tions and  standards  of  the  Government 
before  the  vessel  or  equipment  is  operated 
on  waters  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States. 
§  4305.  Exemptions 

If  the  Secretary  considers  that  recreation- 
al vessel  safety  will  not  be  adversely  affect- 
ed, the  Secretary  may  issue  an  exemption 
from  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  prescribed 
under  this  chapter. 
§  4306.  Federal  preemption 

Unless  permitted  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  4305  of  this  title,  a  State  or  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  may  not  establish, 
continue  in  effect,  or  enforce  a  law  or  regu- 
lation establishing  a  recreational  vessel  or 
associated  equipment  performance  or  other 
safety  standard  or  imposing  a  requirement 
for  associated  equipment  (except  insofar  as 
the  State  or  political  subdivision  may,  in  the 
absence  of  the  Secretary's  disapproval,  regu- 
late the  carrying  or  use  of  marine  safety  ar- 
ticles to  meet  uniquely  hazardous  conditions 
or  circumstances  within  the  State)  that  is 
not  identical  to  a  regulation  prescribed 
under  section  4302  of  this  title. 
§  4307.  Prohibited  acts 

(a)  A  person  may  not— 

(1)  manufacture,  construct,  assemble,  sell 
or  offer  for  sale,  introduce  or  deliver  for  in- 
troduction into  interstate  commerce,  or 
import  into  the  United  States,  a  recreation- 
al vessel,  associated  equipment,  or  compo- 
nent of  the  vessel  or  equipment  unless— 

(A)  it  conforms  with  this  chapter  or  a  reg- 
ulation prescribed  under  this  chapter:  or 

(B)  it  is  intended  only  for  export  and  is  so 
labeled,  tagged,  or  marked  on  the  recre- 
ational vessel  or  equipment,  including  any 
markings  on  the  outside  of  the  container  in 
which  it  is  to  be  exported; 

(2)  affix,  attach,  or  display  a  seal,  docu- 
ment, label,  plate,  insignia,  or  other  device 
indicating  or  suggesting  compliance  with 
standards  of  the  United  States  Government 
on,  in.  or  in  connection  with,  a  recreational 
vessel  or  item  of  associated  equipment  that 
is  false  or  misleading:  or 

(3)  fail  to  provide  a  notification  as  re- 
quired by  this  chapter  or  fail  to  exercise 
reasonable  diligence  in  carrying  out  the  no- 
tification and  reporting  requirements  of  this 
chapter. 

(b)  A  person  may  not  operate  a  vessel  in 
violation  of  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter. 
§  4308.  Termination  of  unsafe  operation 

If  an  official  charged  with  the  enforce- 
ment of  this  chapter  observes  a  recreational 
vessel  being  operated  without  .sufficient  life- 
saving  or  firefighting  devices  or  in  an  over- 
loaded or  other  unsafe  condition  (as  defined 
in  regulations  prescribed  under  this  chap- 
ter) and.  in  the  judgment  of  the  official,  the 
operation  creates  an  especially  hazardous 
condition,  the  official  may  direct  the  opera- 


tor of  the  recreational  vessel  to  take  imme- 
diate and  reasonable  steps  necessary  for  the 
safety  of  individuals  on  board  the  vessel,  in- 
cluding directing  the  operator  to  return  to  a 
mooring  and  to  remain  there  until  the  situa- 
tion creating  the  hazard  is  corrected  or 
ended. 
§  4309.  Investigation  and  reporting 

(a)  A  recreational  vessel  manufacturer  to 
whom  this  chapter  applies  shall  establish 
and  maintain  records  and  reports  and  pro- 
vide information  the  Secretary  may  require 
to  enable  the  Secretary  to  decide  whether 
the  manufacturer  has  acted  or  is  acting  in 
compliance  with  this  chapter  and  regula- 
tions prescribed  under  this  chapter.  On  re- 
quest of  an  officer,  employee,  or  agent  au- 
thorized by  the  Secretary,  a  recreational 
vessel  manufacturer  shall  permit  the  offi- 
cer, employee,  or  agent  to  inspect,  at  reason- 
able times,  factories  or  other  facilities,  and 
records  related  to  deciding  whether  the 
manufacturer  has  acted  or  is  acting  in  com- 
pliance with  this  chapter  and  regulations 
prescribed  under  this  chapter. 

(b)  Information  reported  to  or  otherwise 
obtained  by  the  Secretary  or  the  representa- 
tive of  the  Secretary  under  this  section  con- 
taining or  related  to  a  trade  secret  or  other 
matter  referred  to  in  section  1905  of  title  18. 
or  authorized  to  be  exempt  from  public  dis- 
closure by  section  552(b)  of  title  5,  is  confi- 
dential under  section  1905.  However,  on  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary,  the  information 
may  be  disclosed  to  other  officers,  employ- 
ees, or  agents  concerned  with  carrying  out 
this  chapter  or  when  it  is  relevant  in  a  pro- 
ceeding under  this  chapter. 

§  4310.  Repair  and  replacement  of  defects 

<a)  In  this  section,  "associated  equipment" 
includes  only  items  or  classes  of  associated 
equipment  that  the  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe by  regulation  after  deciding  that  the 
application  of  the  requirements  of  this  sec- 
tion to  those  items  or  classes  of  associated 
equipment  is  reasonable  and  in  furtherance 
of  this  chapter. 

(b)  If  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  has  left  the  place  of  manufac- 
ture and  the  recreational  vessel  manufac- 
turer discovers  or  acquires  information  that 
the  manufacturer  decides,  in  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  and  prudent  judgment,  indicates 
that  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  subject  to  an  applicable  regula- 
tion prescribed  under  section  4302  of  this 
title  either  fails  to  comply  with  the  regula- 
tion, or  contains  a  defect  that  creates  a  sub- 
stantial risk  of  personal  injury  to  the  public, 
the  manufacturer  shall  provide  notification 
of  the  defect  or  failure  of  compliance  as  pro- 
vided by  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  sec- 
tion within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  man- 
ufacturer has  discovered  the  defect. 

(c)(1)  The  notification  required  by  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  given  to  the 
following  persons  in  the  following  manner; 

(A)  by  certified  mail  to  the  first  purchaser 
for  other  than  resale,  except  that  the  re- 
quirement for  notification  of  the  first  pur- 
chaser shall  be  satisfied  if  the  recreational 
vessel  manufacturer  exercises  reasonable 
diligence  in  establishing  and  maintaining  a 
list  of  those  purchasers  and  their  current 
addresses,  and  sends  the  required  notice  to 
each  person  on  that  list  at  the  address  ap- 
pearing on  the  list. 

(B)  by  certified  mail  to  subsequent  pur- 
chasers if  known  to  the  manufacturer. 

(C)  by  certified  mail  or  other  more  expedi- 
tious means  to  the  dealers  and  distributors 
of  the  recreational  vessels  or  associated 
equipment. 


(2)  The  notification  required  by  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section  is  required  to  be 
given  only  for  a  defect  or  failure  of  compli- 
ance discovered  by  the  recreational  vessel 
manufacturer  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  manufacturer  has  discovered  the 
defect  or  failure,  except  that  the  manufac- 
turer's duty  of  notification  under  paragraph 
(1)  (A)  and  (B)  of  this  subsection  applies 
only  to  a  defect  or  failure  of  compliance  dis- 
covered by  the  manufacturer  within  one  of 
the  following  appropriate  periods: 

(A)  if  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  required  by  regulation  to  have  a 
date  of  certification  affixed.  5  years  from 
the  date  of  certification. 

(B)  if  a  recreational  vessel  or  associated 
equipment  not  required  by  regulation  to 
have  a  date  of  certification  affixed,  5  years 
from  the  date  of  manufacture. 

(d)  The  notification  required  by  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section  shall  contain  a  clear 
description  of  the  defect  or  failure  to 
comply,  an  evaluation  of  the  hazard  reason- 
ably related  to  the  defect  or  failure,  a  state- 
ment of  the  measures  to  correct  the  defect 
or  failure,  and  an  undertaking  by  the  recre- 
ational vessel  manufacturer  to  take  those 
measures  only  at  the  manufacturer's  cost 
and  expense. 

(e)  Each  recreational  vessel  manufacturer 
shall  provide  the  Secretary  with  a  copy  of 
all  notices,  bulletins,  and  other  communica- 
tions to  dealers  and  distributors  of  that 
manufacturer,  and  to  purchasers  of  recre- 
ational vessels  or  associated  equipment  of 
that  manufacturer,  about  a  defect  related  to 
safety  in  the  recreational  vessels  or  associat- 
ed equipment,  and  any  failure  to  comply 
with  the  regulation  or  order  applicable  to 
the  recreational  vessels  or  associated  equip- 
ment. The  Secretary  may  publish  or  other- 
wise disclose  to  the  public  information  in 
the  notices  or  other  information  the  Secre- 
tary has  that  the  Secretary  considers  will 
assist  in  carrying  out  this  chapter.  However, 
the  Secretary  may  disclose  any  information 
that  contains  or  relates  to  a  trade  secret 
only  if  the  Secretary  decides  that  the  infor- 
mation is  necessary  to  carry  out  this  chap- 
ter. 

(f)  If.  through  testing,  inspection,  investi- 
gation, or  examination  of  reports,  the  Secre- 
tary decides  that  a  recreational  vessel  or  as- 
sociated equipment  to  which  this  chapter 
applies  contains  a  defect  related  to  safety  or 
fails  to  comply  with  an  applicable  regula- 
tion prescribed  under  this  chapter  and  noti- 
fication under  this  chapter  is  appropriate, 
the  Secretary  shall  notify  the  recreational 
vessel  manufacturer  of  the  defect  or  failure. 
The  notice  shall  contain  the  findings  of  the 
Secretary  and  shall  include  a  synopsis  of 
the  information  on  which  they  are  based. 
The  manufacturer  may  then  provide  the  no- 
tification required  by  this  chapter  to  the 
persons  designated  in  this  chapter  or  dis- 
pute the  Secretary's  decision.  If  disputed, 
the  Secretary  shall  provide  the  manufactur- 
er with  an  opportunity  to  present  views  and 
establish  that  there  is  no  such  defect  or  fail- 
ure. When  the  Secretary  considers  it  to  be 
in  the  public  interest,  the  Secretary  may 
publish  notice  of  the  proceeding  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  and  provide  interested  per- 
sons, including  the  National  Boating  Safety 
Advisory  Council,  with  an  opportunity  to 
comment.  If,  after  presentation  by  the  man- 
ufacturer, the  Secretary  decides  that  the 
recreational  vessel  or  associated  equipment 
contains  a  defect  related  to  safety  or  fails  to 
comply  with  an  applicable  regulation,  the 
Secretary  may  direct  the  manufacturer  to 
provide  the  notifications  specified  in  this 
chapter. 


(g)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  section,  including  the 
establishment  of  procedures  that  require 
dealers  and  distributors  to  assist  manufac- 
turers in  obtaining  information  required  by 
this  section.  A  regulation  prescribed  under 
this  subsection  does  not  relieve  a  manufac- 
turer of  any  obligation  imposed  by  this  sec- 
tion. 

§  4311.  Penalties  and  Injunctions 

(a)  A  person  willfully  operating  a  recre- 
ational vessel  in  violation  of  this  chapter  or 
a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000.  impris- 
oned for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

(b)  A  person  violating  section  4307(a)(1)  of 
this  title  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$2,000,  except  that  the  maximum  civil  pen- 
alty may  be  not  more  than  $100,000  for  a  re- 
lated series  of  violations.  When  a  corpora- 
tion violates  section  4307(a)(1),  any  director, 
officer,  or  executive  employee  of  the  corpo- 
ration who  knowingly  and  willfully  ordered, 
or  knowingly  and  willfully  authorized,  a  vio- 
lation is  individually  liable  to  the  Govern- 
ment for  the  penalty,  in  addition  to  the  cor- 
poration. However,  the  director,  officer,  or 
executive  employee  is  not  liable  individually 
under  this  subsection  if  the  director,  officer, 
or  executive  employee  can  demonstrate  by  a 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  that— 

(1)  the  order  or  authorization  was  issued 
on  the  basis  of  a  decision,  in  exercising  rea- 
sonable and  prudent  judgment,  that  the 
nonconformity  with  standards  and  regula- 
tions constituting  the  violation  would  not 
cause  or  constitute  a  substantial  risk  of  per- 
sonal injury  to  the  public;  and 

(2)  at  the  time  of  the  order  or  authoriza- 
tion, the  director,  officer,  or  executive  em- 
ployee advised  the  Secretary  in  writing  of 
acting  under  this  clause  and  clause  (1)  of 
this  subsection. 

(c)  A  person  violatng  any  other  provision 
of  this  chapter  or  other  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter  is  liable  to  the 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more 
than  $1,000.  If  the  violation  involves  the  op- 
eration of  a  vessel,  the  vessel  also  is  liable  in 
rem  for  the  penalty. 

(d)  When  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$200  has  been  assessed  under  this  chapter, 
the  Secretary  may  refer  the  matter  of  col- 
lection of  the  penalty  directly  to  the  United 
States  magistrate  of  the  jurisdiction  in 
which  the  person  liable  may  be  found  for 
collection  procedures  under  supervision  of 
the  district  court  and  under  an  order  issued 
by  the  court  delegating  this  authority  under 
section  636(b)  of  title  28. 

(e)  The  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  have  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a  viola- 
tion of  this  chapter,  or  to  restrain  the  sale, 
offer  for  sale,  introduction  or  delivery  for 
introduction  into  interstate  commerce,  or 
importation  into  the  United  States,  of  a  rec- 
reational vessel  or  associated  equipment 
that  the  court  decides  does  not  conform  to 
safety  standards  of  the  Government.  A  civil 
action  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
brought  by  filing  a  petition  by  the  Attorney 
General  for  the  Government.  When  practi- 
cable, the  Secretary  shall  give  notice  to  a 
person  against  whom  an  action  for  injunc- 
tive relief  is  contemplated  and  provide  the 
person  with  an  opportunity  to  present  views 
and,  except  for  a  knowing  and  willful  viola- 
tion, shall  provide  the  person  with  a  reason- 
able opportunity  to  achieve  compliance.  The 
failure  to  give  notice  and  provide  the  oppor- 
tunity does  not  preclude  the  granting  of  ap- 
propriate relief  by  the  district  court. 
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(f)  A  person  is  not  subject  to  a  penalty 
under  this  chapter  if  the  person— 

(1)  establishes  that  the  person  did  not 
have  reason  to  know,  in  exercising  reasona- 
ble care,  that  a  recreational  vessel  or  associ- 
ated equipment  does  not  conform  with  the 
applicable  safety  standards  of  the  Govern- 
ment; or 

(2)  holds  a  certificate  issued  by  the  manu- 
facturer of  that  recreational  vessel  or  associ- 
ated equipment  to  the  effect  that  the  recre- 
ational vessel  or  associated  equipment  con- 
forms to  all  applicable  recreational  vessel 
safety  standards  of  the  Government,  unless 
the  person  knows  or  reasonably  should  have 
known  that  the  recreational  vessel  or  associ- 
ated equipment  does  not  so  conform. 

(g)  Compliance  with  this  chapter  or  stand- 
ards, regulations,  or  orders  prescribed  under 
this  chapter  does  not  relieve  a  person  from 
liability  at  common  law  or  under  State  law. 

(Part  C— Reserved  for  Load  Lines  of 

Vessels! 

Part  D— Marine  Casualties 

CHAPTER  6 1 -REPORTING  MARINE 

CASUALTIES 

Sec. 

6101.  Marine  casualties  and  reporting. 

6102.  State     marine     casualty     reporting 

system. 

6103.  Penalty. 

§  6101.  Marine  casualties  and  reporting 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula 
tions  on  the  marine  casualties  and  incidents 
to  be  reported  and  the  manner  of  reporting. 
The  regulations  shall  require  reporting  the 
following  marine  casualties: 

(1)  death  of  an  individual. 

(2)  serious  injury  to  an  individual. 

(3)  material  loss  of  property. 

(4)  material  damage  affecting  the  seawor- 
thiness or  efficiency  of  the  vessel. 

(b)  A  marine  casualty  shall  be  reported 
within  5  days  as  provided  in  this  part  and 
regulations  prescribed  under  this  part. 

(c)  When  the  owner,  charterer,  managing 
operator,  or  agent  of  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  has  reason  to  believe  (because  of  lack 
of  communication  with  or  nonappearance  of 
a  vessel  or  any  other  incident)  that  the 
vessel  may  have  been  lost  or  imperiled,  the 
owner,  charterer,  managing  operator,  or 
agent  immediately  shall  attempt  to  deter- 
mine the  status  of  the  vessel.  If  the  owner, 
charterer,  managing  operator,  or  agent 
cannot  determine  the  status  of  the  vessel, 
the  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator,  or 
agent  immediately  shall  notify  the  Coast 
Guard  and  provide  the  name  and  identifica- 
tion number  of  the  vessel,  the  names  of  in- 
dividuals on  board,  and  any  other  informa- 
tion that  may  be  requested  by  the  Coast 
Guard. 

(d)  This  part  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
when  involved  in  a  marine  casualty  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States. 

(e)  A  marine  casualty  not  resulting  in  the 
death  of  an  individual  shall  be  classified  ac- 
cording to  the  gravity  of  the  casualty,  as 
prescribed  by  regulation,  giving  consider- 
ation to  the  extent  of  injuries  to  individuals, 
the  extent  of  property  damage,  the  dangers 
that  the  casualty  creates,  and  the  size,  occu- 
pation, and  means  of  propulsion  of  each 
vessel  involved. 

§  6102.    State    marine    casualty    reporting 

system 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions for  a  uniform  State  marine  casualty 
reporting  system  for  vessels.  Regulations 
shall  prescril)e  the  casualties  to  be  reported 
and  the  manner  of  reporting.  A  State  shall 


compile  and  submit  to  the  Secretary  re- 
ports, information,  and  statistics  on  casual- 
ties reported  to  the  State. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  collect,  analyze, 
and  publish  reports,  information,  and  statis- 
tics on  marine  casualties  together  with  find- 
ings and  recommendations  the  Secretary 
considers  appropriate.  If  a  State  marine  cas- 
ualty reporting  system  provides  that  infor- 
mation derived  from  casualty  reports 
(except  statistical  information)  may  not  be 
publicly  disclosed,  or  otherwise  prohibits 
use  by  the  State  or  any  person  in  any  action 
or  proceeding  against  a  person,  the  Secre- 
tary may  use  the  information  provided  by 
the  State  only  in  the  same  way  that  the 
State  may  use  the  information. 
§  6103.  Penalty 

An  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator, 
agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 
vessel  failing  to  report  a  casualty  or  incident 
as  required  under  section  6101  of  this  title 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  section 
6101  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $1,000. 

CHAPTER  63-INVESTIGATING 
MARINE  CASUALTIES 

Sec. 

6301.  Investigation  of  marine  casualties. 

6302.  Public  investigations. 

6303.  Rights  of  parties  in  interest. 

6304.  Subpena  authority. 

6305.  Reports  of  investigations. 

6306.  Penalty. 

6307.  Notifications  to  Congress. 

§  6301.  Investigation  of  marine  casualties 

The  Secretary  .shall  prescribe  regulations 
for  the  immedia'te  investigation  of  marine 
casualties  under  this  part  to  decide,  as  close- 
ly as  possible— 

(1)  the  cause  of  the  casualty,  including 
the  cause  of  any  death; 

(2)  whether  an  act  of  misconduct,  incom- 
petence, negligence,  unskillfulness.  or  will- 
ful violation  of  law  committed  by  any  indi- 
vidual licensed,  certificated,  or  documented 
under  part  E  of  this  subtitle  has  contributed 
to  the  cause  of  the  casualty,  or  to  a  death 
involved  in  the  casualty,  so  that  appropriate 
remedial  action  under  chapter  77  of  this 
title  may  be  taken; 

(3)  whether  an  act  of  misconduct,  incom- 
petence, negligence  unskillfulness,  or  willful 
violation  of  law  committed  by  any  person, 
including  an  officer,  employee,  or  member 
of  the  Coast  Guard,  contributed  to  the 
cause  of  the  casualty,  or  to  a  death  involved 
in  the  casualty: 

(4)  whether  there  is  evidence  that  an  act 
subjecting  the  offender  to  a  civil  penalty 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  has 
been  committed,  so  that  appropriate  action 
may  be  undertaken  to  collect  the  penalty; 

(5)  whether  there  is  evidence  that  a  crimi- 
nal act  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
has  been  committed,  so  that  the  matter  may 
be  referred  to  appropriate  authorities  for 
prosecution;  and 

(6)  whether  there  is  need  for  new  laws  or 
regulations,  or  amendment  or  repeal  of  ex- 
isting laws  or  regulations,  to  prevent  the  re- 
currence of  the  casualty. 

§  6302.  Public  investigations 

Each  investigation  conducted  under  this 
chapter  and  regulations  prescribed  under 
this  chapter  shall  be  open  to  the  public, 
except  when  evidence  affecting  the  national 
security  is  to  be  received. 
§  6303.  Rights  of  parties  in  interest 

In  an  investigation  conducted  under  this 
chapter,  the  following  shall  be  allowed  to  be 


represented    by    counsel,    to   cross-examine 
witnesses,  and  to  call  witnesses; 

( 1 )  an  owner. 

(2)  any  holder  of  a  license  or  certificate  of 
registry, 

(3)  any  holder  of  a  merchant  mariner's 
document, 

(4)  any  other  person  whose  conduct  is 
under  investigation,  and 

(5)  any  other  party  in  interest. 
§  6304.  Subpena  authority 

(a)  In  an  investigation  under  this  chapter, 
the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses, 
including  parties  in  interest,  and  the  pro- 
duction of  any  evidence  may  be  compelled 
by  subpena.  The  subpena  authority  granted 
by  this  section  is  coextensive  with  that  of  a 
district  court  of  the  United  Slates,  in  civil 
matters,  for  the  district  in  which  the  inves- 
tigation is  conducted. 

(b)  When  a  person  fails  to  obey  a  subpena 
issued  under  this  section,  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  in 
which  the  investigation  is  conducted  or  in 
which  the  person  failing  to  obey  is  found, 
shall  on  proper  application  issue  an  order 
directing  that  person  to  comply  with  the 
subpena.  The  court  may  punish  as  contempt 
any  disobedience  of  its  order. 

(c)  A  witness  complying  with  a  subpena 
issued  under  this  section  may  be  paid  for 
actual  travel  and  attendance  at  the  rate  pro- 
vided for  witnesses  in  the  district  courts  of 
the  United  States. 

(d)  An  official  designated  to  conduct  an 
investigation  under  this  pari  may  issue  sub- 
penas  as  provided  in  this  section  and  admin- 
ister oaths  to  witnesses. 

§  6305.  Reports  of  investigations 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions about  the  form  and  manner  of  reports 
of  investigations  conducted  under  this  part. 

(b)  Reports  of  investigations  conducted 
under  this  part  shall  be  made  available  to 
the  public,  except  to  the  extent  that  they 
contain  information  related  to  the  national 
security. 

§  6306.  Penalty 

A  person  attempting  to  coerce  a  witness, 
or  to  induce  a  witness,  to  testify  falsely  in 
connection  with  a  marine  casualty,  or  to 
induce  a  witness  to  leave  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  fined  $5,000.  im- 
prisoned for  one  year,  or  both. 
5  6307.  Notifications  to  Congress 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  notify  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  any  hearing, 
before  the  hearing  (x;curs.  investigating  a 
major  marine  casualty  involving  a  death 
under  section  6301  of  this  title. 

;b)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  to  a  com- 
mittee referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  information  on  a  major  marine  casu- 
alty that  is  requested  by  that  committee  or 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  if  the  sub- 
mission of  that  information  is  not  prohibit- 
ed by  a  law  of  the  United  States. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  annually  to 
Congress  a  summary  of  the  marine  casual- 
ties reported  during  the  prior  fiscal  year,  to- 
gether with  a  brief  statement  of  action 
taken  concerning  those  casualties. 

Part  E— Licenses,  Certificates,  and 
Merchant  Mariners'  Documents 
CHAPTER  71 -LICENSES  AND 
CERTIFICATES  OP  REGISTRY 


•6ec. 
7101. 


Issuing   and   classifying   licenses   and 
certificates  of  registry. 


7102.  Citizenship. 

7103.  Licenses  for  radio  officers. 

7104.  Certificates  for  medical  doctors  and 

nurses. 

7105.  Oaths. 

7106.  Duration  of  licenses. 

7107.  Duration  of  certificates  of  registry. 

7108.  Termination   of   licenses  and   certifi- 

cates of  registry. 

7109.  Renewal  of  licenses. 

7110.  Exhibiting  licenses. 

7111.  Licenses  for  fishing  vessels  not  subject 

to  inspection. 

7112.  Licenses  of  masters  or  mates  as  pilots. 

7113.  Exemption  from  draft. 

7114.  Fees. 

§7101.  Issuing  and  classifying  licenses  and 
certificates  of  registry 

(a)  Licenses  and  certificates  of  registry  are 
established  for  individuals  who  are  required 
to  hold  licenses  or  certificates  under  this 
subtitle. 

(b)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  the  Secretary— 

(1)  issues  the  licenses  and  certificates  of 
registry;  and 

(2)  may  classify  the  licenses  and  certifi- 
cates of  registry  as  provided  in  subsections 
(c)  and  (f )  of  this  section,  based  on— 

(A)  the  tonnage,  means  of  propulsion,  and 
horsepower  of  machine-propelled  vessels; 

(B)  the  waters  on  which  vessels  are  to  be 
operated;  or 

(C)  other  reasonable  standards. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  issue  licenses  in  the 
following  classes  to  applicants  found  quali- 
fied as  to  age.  character,  habits  of  life,  expe- 
rience, professional  qualifications,  and  phys- 
ical fitness: 

( 1 )  masters,  mates,  and  engineers. 

(2)  pilots. 

(3)  operators. 

(4)  radio  officers. 

(d)  In  classifying  individuals  under  subsec- 
tion (c)(1)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish,  when  possible,  suitable 
career  patterns  and  service  and  other  quali- 
fying requirements  appropriate  to  the  par- 
ticular service  or  industry  in  which  the  indi- 
viduals are  engaged. 

(e)  An  individual  may  be  issued  a  license 
under  subsection  (c)(2)  of  this  section  only 
if  the  applicant— 

(1)  is  at  least  21  years  of  age; 

(2)  is  of  sound  health  and  has  no  physical 
limitations  that  would  hinder  or  prevent  the 
performance  of  a  pilot's  duties; 

(3)  agrees  to  have  a  thorough  physical  ex- 
amination each  year  while  holding  the  li- 
cense; 

(4)  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary,  that  the  applicant  has  the 
requisite  general  knowledge  and  skill  to 
hold  the  license; 

(5)  demonstrates  proficiency  in  the  use  of 
electronic  aids  to  navigation; 

(6)  maintains  adequate  knowledge  of  the 
waters  to  be  navigated  and  knowledge  of 
regulations  for  the  prevention  of  collisions 
in  those  waters; 

(7)  has  sufficient  experience,  as  decided  by 
the  Secretary,  to  evidence  ability  to  handle 
any  vessel  of  the  type  and  size  which  the  ap- 
plicant may  be  authorized  to  pilot;  and 

(8)  meets  any  other  requirement  the  Sec- 
retary considers  reasonable  and  necessary. 

(f )  The  Secretary  may  issue  certificates  of 
registry  in  the  following  classes  to  appli- 
cants found  qualified  as  to  character,  knowl- 
edge, skill,  and  experience; 

(1)  pursers, 

(2)  medical  doctors, 

(3)  professional  nurses. 


§  7102.  Citizenship 

Licenses  and  certificates  of  registry  for  in- 
dividuals on  documented  vessels  may  be 
issued  only  to  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
§  7103.  Licenses  for  radio  officers 

(a)  A  license  as  radio  officer  may  be  issued 
only  to  an  applicant  who  has  a  first-class  or 
second-class  radiotelegraph  operator  license 
issued  by  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  7318  of 
this  title,  this  part  does  not  affect  the  status 
of  radiotelegraph  operators  serving  on 
board  vessels  operating  only  on  the  Great 
Lakes. 

§7104.  Certificates  for  medical  doctors  and 
nurses 

A  certificate  of  registry  as  a  medical 
doctor  or  professional  nurse  may  be  issued 
only  to  an  applicant  who  has  a  license  as  a 
medical  doctor  or  registered  nurse,  respec- 
tively, issued  by  a  State. 
§  7105.  Oaths 

An  applicant  for  a  license  or  certificate  of 
registry  shall  take,  before  the  issuance  of 
the  license  or  certificate,  an  oath  before  a 
designated  official,  without  concealment  or 
reservation,  that  the  applicant  will  perform 
faithfully  and  honestly,  according  to  the 
best  skill  and  judgment  of  the  applicant,  all 
the  duties  required  by  law. 
§  7106.  Duration  of  licenses 

A  license  i.ssued  under  this  part  is  valid  for 
5  years.  However,  the  validity  of  a  license 
issued  to  a  radio  officer  is  conditioned  on 
the  continuous  possession  by  the  holder  of  a 
first-class  or  second-class  radiotelegraph  op- 
erator license  issued  by  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission. 
§  7107.  Duration  of  certificates  of  registry 

A  certificate  of  registry  issued  under  this 
part  is  not  limited  in  duration.  However,  the 
validity  of  a  certificate  issued  to  a  medical 
doctor  or  professional  nurse  is  conditioned 
on  the  continuous  possession  by  the  holder 
of  a  license  as  a  medical  doctor  or  registered 
nurse,  respectively,  issued  by  a  State. 
§7108.  Termination  of  licenses  and  certifi- 
cates of  registry 

When  the  holder  of  a  license  or  certificate 
of  registry,  the  duration  of  which  is  condi- 
tioned under  section  7106  or  7107  of  this 
title,  fails  to  hold  the  license  required  as  a 
condition,  the  license  or  certificate  of  regis- 
try issued  under  this  part  is  terminated. 
§  7109.  Renewal  of  licenses 

A  license  issued  under  this  part  may  be  re- 
newed for  additional  5-year  periods. 
§  7110.  Exhibiting  licenses 

Each  holder  of  a  license  issued  under  this 
part  shall  display,  within  48  hours  after  em- 
ployment on  a  vessel  for  which  that  license 
is  required,  the  license  in  a  conspicuous 
place  on  the  vessel. 

§7111.  Licenses  for  fishing  vessels  not  sub- 
ject to  inspection 

Examinations  for  licensing  individuals  on 
fishing  vessels  not  required  to  be  inspected 
under  part  B  of  this  subtitle  shall  be  oral. 
§7112.    Licenses    of    masters    or    mates    as 
pilots 

A  master  or  mate  licensed  under  this  part 
who  also  qualifies  as  a  pilot  is  not  required 
to  hold  2  licenses.  Instead,  the  qualification 
of  the  master  or  mate  as  pilot  shall  be  en- 
dorsed on  the  master's  or  mate's  license. 
§  7113.  Exemption  from  draft 

A  licensed  master,  mate,  pilot,  or  engineer 
of  a  vessel  inspected  under  part  B  of  this 


subtitle,  propelled  by  machinery  or  carrying 
hazardous  liquid  cargoes  in  bulk,  is  not 
liable  to  draft  in  time  of  war,  except  for  per- 
forming duties  authorized  by  the  license. 
When  performing  those  duties  in  the  service 
of  the  United  States  Goveniment,  the 
master,  mate,  pilot,  or  engineer  is  entitled  to 
the  highest  rate  of  wages  paid  in  the  mer- 
chant marine  of  the  United  States  for  simi- 
lar services.  If  killed  or  wounded  when  per- 
forming those  duties,  the  master,  mate, 
pilot,  or  engineer,  or  the  heirs  or  legal  rep- 
resentatives of  the  master,  mate,  pilot,  or 
engineer,  are  entitled  to  all  the  privileges 
under  the  pension  laws  of  the  United  States 
provided  to  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

§  7114.  Fees 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regula- 
tion reasonable  fees  for  the  inspection  of 
and  the  issuance  of  a  certificate,  license,  or 
permit  related  to  small  passenger  vessels 
and  sailing  school  vessels. 
CHAPTER  73-MERCHANT  MARINERS- 
DOCUMENTS 

Sec. 

7301.  General. 

7302.  Issuing  merchant  mariners'  documents 

and       continuous       discharge 
books. 

7303.  Possession    and    description    of   mer- 

chant mariners'  documents. 

7304.  Citizenship  notation  on  for  merchant 

mariners'  documents. 

7305.  Oaths  for  holders  of  merchant  mari- 

ners' documents. 

7306.  General  requirements  and  classifica- 

tions for  able  seamen. 

7307.  Able  seamen— unlimited. 

7308.  Able  seamen— limited. 

7309.  Able  seamen— special. 

7310.  Able  seamen— offshore  supply  vessels. 

7311.  Able  seamen— sail. 
Scale  of  employment. 
General  requirements  for  members  of 

engine  departments. 
Service    requirements    for    qualified 
members    of     engine    depart- 
ments. 
Training. 
Lifeboatmen. 
Tankermen. 
Radiotelegraph   operators   on   Great 

Lakes. 
Records  of  merchant  mariners'  docu- 
ments. 
§  7301.  General 

(a)  In  this  chapter— 

(1)  "service  on  deck"  means  service  in  the 
deck  department  in  work  related  to  the 
work  usually  performed  on  board  vessels  by 
able  seamen  and  may  include  service  on 
decked  fishing  vessels  and  on  public  vessels 
of  the  United  States; 

(2)  360  days  is  equal  to  one  year's  service; 
and 

(3)  a  day  is  equal  to  8  hours  of  labor  or 
duty. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  chapter. 

§  7302.  Issuing  merchant  mariners'  docu- 
ments and  continuous  discharge  books 
(a)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  a  merchant 
mariner's  document  to  an  individual  re- 
quired to  have  that  document  under  part  P 
of  this  subtitle  if  the  individual  satisfies  the 
requirements  of  this  part.  The  document 
serves  as  a  certificate  of  identification  and 
as  a  certificate  of  service,  specifying  each 
rating  in  which  the  holder  is  qualified  to 
serve  on  board  vessels  on  which  that  docu- 
ment is  required  under  part  F, 


7312. 
7313. 

7314. 


7315. 
7316. 
7317. 
7318. 

7319. 
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(b)  The  Secretary  also  may  issue  a  contin- 
uous discharge  book  to  an  individual  issued 
a  merchant  mariners  document  if  the  indi- 
vidual requests. 

{  7303.  Possession  and  description  of  mer- 
chant mariners'  documents 
A  merchant  mariner's  document  shall  be 
retained  by  the  seaman  to  whom  issued. 
The  document  shall  contain  the  signature, 
notations  of  nationality,  age.  and  physical 
description,  the  photograph,  the  thumb- 
print, and  the  home  address  of  the  seaman. 
In  addition,  the  document  shall  specify  the 
rate  or  ratings  in  which  the  seaman  is  quali- 
fied to  serve. 

§  7304.  Citizenship  of  notation  on  merchant 
mariners'  documents 

An  individual  applying  for  a  merchant 
mariner's  document  shall  provide  satisfac- 
tory proof  that  the  individual  is  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  before  that  notation  is 
made  on  the  document. 
5  7305.  Oaths  for  holders  of  merchant  mari- 
ners' documents 

An  applicant  for  a  merchant  mariners 
document  shall  take,  before  issuance  of  the 
document,  an  oath  that  the  applicant  will 
perform  faithfully  and  honestly  all  the 
duties  required  by  law.  and  will  carry  out 
the  lawful  orders  of  superior  officers. 
!  7306.  General  requirements  and  classifica 
tions  for  able  seamen 

(a)  To  qualify  for  an  endorsement  as  able 
seaman  authorized  by  this  section,  an  appli- 
cant must  provide  satisfactory  proof  that 
the  applicant- 
CD  is  at  least  18  years  of  age: 

(2)  has  the  service  required  by  the  applica- 
ble section  of  this  part; 

(3)  is  qualified  professionally  as  demon- 
strated by  an  applicable  examination  or 
educational  requirements;  and 

(4)  is  qualified  as  to  sight,  hearing,  and 
physical  condition  to  perform  the  seaman's 
duties. 

(b)  The  classifications  authorized  for  en- 
dorsement as  able  seaman  are  the  following: 

( 1 )  able  seaman— unlimited. 

(2)  able  seaman— limited. 

(3)  able  seaman— special. 

(4)  able  seaman— offshore  supply  vessels. 

(5)  able  seaman— sail. 

S  7307.  Able  seamen— unlimited 

The  required  service  for  the  endorsement 
of  able  seaman— unlimited,  qualified  for  un- 
limited service  on  a  vessel  on  any  waters,  is 
at  least  3  years'  service  on  deck  on  board 
vessels  operating  at  sea  or  on  the  Great 
Lakes. 
§  7308.  Able  seamen— limited 

The  required  service  for  the  endorsement 
of  able  seaman— limited,  qualified  for  limit- 
ed service  on  a  vessel  on  any  waters,  is  at 
least  18  months'  service  on  deck  on  board 
vessels  of  at  least  100  gross  tons  operating 
on  the  oceans  or  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  (including  the  Great  Lakes). 
S  7309.  Able  seamen— special 

The  required  service  for  the  endorsement 
of  able  seaman— special,  qualified  for  special 
service  on  a  vessel  on  any  waters,  is  at  least 
12  months'  service  on  deck  on  board  vessels 
operating  on  the  oceans  or  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States  (including  the 
Great  Lakes). 

§  7310.   Able  seamen— offshore  supply  ves- 
sels 

For  service  on  a  vessel  of  less  than  500 
gross  tons  engaged  in  support  of  explora- 
tion, exploitation,  or  production  of  offshore 


mineral  or  energy  resources,  an  individual 
may  be  rated  as  able  seaman— offshore 
supply  vessels  if  the  individual  has  at  least  6 
months'  service  on  deck  on  board  vessels  op- 
erating on  the  oceans  or  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States  (including  the 
Great  Lakes). 
§  7311.  Able  seamen— sail 

For  service  on  a  sailing  school  vessel  on 
any  waters,  an  individual  may  be  rated  as 
able  seaman— sail  if  the  individual  has  at 
least  6  months'  service  on  deck  on  sailing 
school  vessels,  oceanographic  research  ves- 
sels powered  primarily  by  sail,  or  equivalent 
sailing  vessels  operating  on  the  oceans  or 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  (in- 
cluding the  Great  Lakes). 
§  7312.  Scale  of  employment 

(a)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
unlimited  under  section  7307  of  this  title 
may  constitute  all  of  the  able  seamen  re- 
quired on  a  vessel. 

(b)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
limited  under  section  7308  of  this  title  may 
constitute  all  of  the  able  seamen  required 
on  a  vessel  of  less  than  1.600  gross  tons  or 
on  a  vessel  operating  on  the  Great  Lakes 
and  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  as  far  east  as 
Sept  lies.  Individuals  qualified  as  able 
seamen— limited  may  constitute  not  more 
than  50  percent  of  the  number  of  able 
seamen  required  on  board  other  vessels. 

(c)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
special  under  section  7309  of  this  title  may 
constitute— 

(1)  all  of  the  able  seamen  required  on  a 
vessel  of  not  more  than  500  gross  tons  or  on 
a  seagoing  barge  or  towing  vessel:  and 

(2)  not  more  than  50  percent  of  the 
number  of  able  seamen  required  on  board 
other  vessels. 

(d)  Individuals  qualified  as  able  seamen- 
offshore  supply  vessels  under  section  7310 
of  this  title  may  constitute  all  of  the  able 
seamen  required  on  board  a  vessel  of  less 
than  500  gross  tons  engaged  in  support  of 
exploration,  exploitation,  or  production  of 
offshore  mineral  or  energy  resources. 

(e)  When  the  ser\ice  of  able  seaman— lim- 
ited or  able  seamen— special  is  authorized 
for  only  a  part  of  the  required  number  of 
able  seamen  on  board  a  vessel,  the  combined 
percentage  of  those  individuals  so  qualified 
may  not  be  greater  than  50  percent  of  the 
required  number. 

§7313.  General  requirements  for  members 
of  engine  departments 

(a)  Classes  of  endorsement  as  qualified 
members  of  the  engine  department  on  ves- 
sels of  at  least  100  gross  tons  (except  vessels 
operating  on  rivers  or  lakes  (except  the 
Great  Lakes))  may  be  prescribed  by  regula- 
tion. 

(b)  The  ratings  of  wiper  and  coal  passer 
are  entry  ratings  and  are  not  ratings  as 
qualified  members  of  the  engine  depart- 
ment. 

(c)  An  applicant  for  an  endorsement  as 
qualified  member  of  the  engine  department 
must  provide  satisfactory  proof  that  the  ap- 
plicant— 

(1)  has  the  service  required  by  section 
7314  of  this  title: 

(2)  is  qualified  professionally  as  demon- 
strated by  an  applicable  examination;  and 

(3)  is  qualified  as  to  sight,  hearing,  and 
physical  condition  to  perform  the  member's 
duties. 

§  7314.   Service   requirements   for  qualified 
members  of  engine  departments 
To  qualify  for  an  endorsement  as  qualified 

member  of  the  engine  department,  an  appli- 


cant must  provide  proof  that  the  applicant 
has  6  months'  service  in  the  related  entry 
rating  as  described  in  section  7313(b)  of  this 
title. 

§  7315.  Training 

(a)  Graduation  from  a  nautical  school 
vessel  approved  under  law  and  regulation 
may  be  substituted  for  the  service  require- 
ments under  section  7307  or  7314  of  this 
title. 

(b)  The  satisfactory  completion  of  other 
courses  of  instruction  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary may  be  substituted  for  not  more  than 
one-third  of  the  required  service  on  deck  at 
sea  under  sections  7307-7311  of  this  title. 

(c>  The  satisfactory  completion  of  other 
courses  of  instruction  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary may  be  substituted  for  not  more  than 
one-half  of  the  required  service  at  sea  under 
section  7314  of  this  title. 

S  7316.  Lifeboalmen 

To  qualify  for  an  endorsement  as  lifeboat- 
man,  an  applicant  must  provide  satisfactory 
proof  that  the  applicant— 

(1)  has  the  service  or  training  required  by 
regulation: 

(2)  is  qualified  professionally  as  demon- 
strated by  examination;  and 

(3)  is  qualified  professionally  by  actual 
demonstration. 

§  7317.  Tankermen 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  proce- 
dures, standards,  and  qualifications  for  the 
issuance  of  certificates  or  endorsements  as 
tankerman.  stating  the  types  of  oil  or  haz- 
ardous material  that  can  be  handled  with 
safety  to  the  vessel  and  the  marine  environ- 
ment. 

(b)  An  endorsement  as  tankerman  shall 
indicate  the  grades  or  types  of  cargo  the 
holder  is  qualified  and  authorized  to  handle 
with  safety  on  board  vessels. 

§7318.  Radiotelegraph  operators  on  Great 
Lakes 

(a)  A  radiotelegraph  operator  on  the 
Great  Lakes  only  shall  have  a  first-class  or 
second-class  radiotelegraph  operator's  li- 
cense issued  by  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission. 

(b)  An  endorsement  as  radiotelegraph  op- 
erator on  the  Great  Lakes  only  ends  if  the 
holder  ceases  to  hold  the  license  issued  by 
the  Commission. 

§  7319.  Records  of  merchant  mariners'  docu- 
ments 

The  Secretary  shall  maintain  records  on 
each  merchant  mariner's  document  issued, 
including  the  name  and  address  of  the 
seaman  to  whom  issued  and  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  seaman.  The  records  are  not  open  to 
general  or  public  inspection. 

CHAPTER  75-GENERAL  PROCEDURES 
FOR  LICENSING.  CERTIFICATION. 
AND  DOCUMENTATION 

Sec. 

7501.  Duplicates. 

7502.  Records. 

7503.  Dangerous     drugs     as     grounds     for 

denial. 

§  7501.  Duplicates 

(a)  If  a  license,  certificate,  or  document 
Issued  under  this  part  is  lost  as  a  result  of  a 
marine  casualty,  the  holder  shall  be  sup- 
plied with  a  duplicate  without  cost. 

(b)  For  any  other  loss,  the  seaman  may 
obtain  a  duplicate  on  payment  of  reasonable 
costs  prescribed  by  regulation  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 


§  7502.  Records 

The  Secretary  shall  maintain  records  on 
the  issuances,  denials,  suspensions,  and  rev- 
ocations of  licenses,  certificates  of  registry, 
merchant  mariners'  documents,  and  en- 
dorsements on  those  licenses,  certificates, 
and  documents. 
§  7503.    Dangerous    drugs    as    grounds    for 

denial 

(a)  In  this  section,  "dangerous  drug" 
means  a  narcotic  drug,  controlled  substance, 
and  marihuana  (as  defined  in  section  102  of 
the  Comprehensive  Drug  Abuse  Prevention 
and  Control  Act  of  1970  (21  U.S.C.  802)). 

(b)  A  license,  certificate,  or  document  au- 
thorized to  be  issued  under  this  part  may  be 
denied  to  an  individual  who— 

( 1 )  within  10  years  before  applying  for  the 
license,  certificate,  or  document,  has  been 
convicted  of  violating  a  dangerous  drug  law 
of  the  United  States  or  of  a  State:  or 

(2)  when  applying,  has  ever  been  a  user  of. 
or  addicted  to.  a  dangerous  drug  unless  the 
individual  provides  satisfactory  proof  that 
the  individual  is  cured. 

CHAPTER  77-SUSPENSION  AND 
REVOCATION 
Sec. 

7701.  General. 

7702.  Administrative  procedure. 

7703.  Bases  for  suspension  or  revocation. 

7704.  Dangerous  drugs  as  grounds  for  revo- 

cation. 

7705.  Subpenas  and  oaths. 
§  7701.  General 

(a)  The  purpose  of  suspension  and  revoca- 
tion proceedings  is  to  promote  safety  at  sea. 

(b)  Licenses,  certificates  of  registry,  and 
merchant  mariners'  documents  may  be  sus- 
pended or  revoked  for  acts  described  in  sec- 
tion 7703  of  this  title. 

(c)  When  a  license,  certificate  of  registry, 
or  merchant  mariner's  document  has  been 
revoked  under  this  chapter,  the  former 
holder  may  be  issued  a  new  license,  certifi- 
cate, or  document  only  after  it  has  been  de- 
cided, under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  that  the  issuance  is  compatible 
with  the  requirements  of  good  discipline 
and  safety  at  sea. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  chapter. 

§  7702.  Administrative  procedure 

(a)  Sections  551-559  of  title  5  apply  to 
each  hearing  under  this  chapter  about  sus- 
pending or  revoking  a  license,  certificate  of 
registry,  or  merchant  mariners'  document. 

(b)  The  individual  whose  license,  certifi- 
cate of  registry,  or  merchant  mariner's  doc- 
ument has  been  suspended  or  revoked  under 
this  chapter  may  appeal,  within  30  days,  the 
suspension  or  revocation  to  the  Secretary. 

§  7703.  Bases  for  suspension  or  revocation 

A  license,  certificate,  or  merchant  mari- 
ner's document  issued  by  the  Secretary  may 
be  suspended  or  revoked  if,  when  acting 
under  the  authority  of  that  license,  certifi- 
cate, or  document,  the  holder— 

(1)  has  violated  or  failed  to  comply  with 
this  subtitle,  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
this  subtitle,  or  any  other  law  or  regulation 
intended  to  promote  marine  safety  or  to 
protect  navigable  waters. 

(2)  has  committed  an  act  of  incompetence, 
misconduct,  or  negligence. 

§  7704.  Dangerous  drugs  as  grounds  for  rev- 
ocation 

(a)  In  this  section,  "dangerous  drug" 
means  a  narcotic  drug,  controlled  substance, 
and  marihuana  (as  defined  in  section  102  of 
the  Comprehensive  Drug  Abuse  Prevention 
and  Control  Act  of  1970  (21  U.S.C.  802)). 


(b)  If  it  is  shown  at  a  hearing  under  this 
chapter  that  a  holder  of  a  license,  certifi- 
cate of  registry,  or  document  issued  under 
this  part,  within  10  years  before  the  begin- 
ning of  the  proceedings,  has  been  convicted 
of  violating  a  dangerous  drug  law  of  the 
United  States  or  of  a  State,  the  license,  cer- 
tificate, or  document  shall  be  revoked. 

(c)  If  it  is  shown  that  a  holder  has  been  a 
user  of.  or  addicted  to,  a  dangerous  drug, 
the  license,  certificate,  or  document  shall  be 
revoked  unless  the  holder  provides  satisfac- 
tory proof  that  the  holder  is  cured. 

§  7705.  Subpenas  and  oaths 

(a)  An  official  designated  to  investigate  or 
preside  at  a  hearing  on  matters  that  are 
grounds  for  suspension  or  revocation  of  li- 
censes, certificates,  and  documents  may  ad- 
minister oaths  and  issue  subpenas  to  compel 
the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses 
and  the  production  of  records  or  other  evi- 
dence during  investigations  and  at  hearings. 

(b)  The  jurisdictional  limits  of  a  subpena 
issued  under  this  section,  are  the  same  as. 
and  are  enforceable  in  the  same  manner  as. 
subpenas  issued  under  chapter  63  of  this 
title. 

Part  F— Manning  of  Vessels 
CHAPTER  81 -GENERAL 
Sec. 

8101.  Complement  of  inspected  vessels. 

8102.  Watchmen. 

8103.  Citizenship    and    Naval    Reserve    re- 

quirements. 

8104.  Watches. 

8105.  Regulations. 

§  8101.  Complement  of  inspected  vessels 

(a)  The  certificate  of  inspection  issued  to 
a  vessel  under  part  B  of  this  subtitle  shall 
state  the  complement  of  licensed  individuals 
and  crew  (including  lifeboatmen)  considered 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  necessary  for  safe  op- 
eration. A  manning  requirement  imposed  on 
a  sailing  school  vessel  shall  consider  the 
participation  of  sailing  school  instructors 
and  sailing  school  students  in  the  operation 
of  that  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  modify  the  comple- 
ment, by  endorsement  on  the  certificate,  for 
reasons  of  changed  conditions  or  employ- 
ment. 

(c)  A  requirement  made  under  this  section 
by  an  authorized  official  may  be  appealed  to 
the  Secretary  under  prescribed  regulations. 

(d)  A  vessel  to  which  this  section  applies 
may  not  be  operated  without  having  in  its 
service  the  complement  required  in  the  cer- 
tificate of  inspection. 

(e)  When  a  vessel  is  deprived  of  the  serv- 
ice of  a  member  of  its  complement  without 
the  consent,  fault,  or  collusion  of  the  owner, 
charterer.  managing  operator.  agent, 
master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  the  vessel, 
the  master  shall  engage,  if  obtainable,  a 
number  of  members  equal  to  the  number  of 
those  of  whose  services  the  master  has  been 
deprived.  The  replacements  must  be  of  the 
same  or  a  higher  grade  or  rating  than  those 
whose  places  they  fill.  If  the  master  finds 
the  vessel  is  sufficiently  manned  for  the 
voyage,  and  replacements  are  not  available 
to  fill  all  the  vacancies,  the  vessel  may  pro- 
ceed on  its  voyage.  Within  12  hours  after 
the  vessel  arrives  at  its  destination,  the 
master  shall  report  in  writing  to  the  Secre- 
tary the  cause  of  each  deficiency  in  the 
complement.  A  master  failing  to  make  the 
report  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $50  for  each  defi- 
ciency. 

(f)  The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  op- 
erator of  a  vessel  not  manned  as  required  by 
this  section  is  liable  to  the  Government  for 


a  civil  penalty  of  $100,  or,  for  a  deficiency  of 
a  licensed  individual,  a  penalty  of  $500. 

(g)  A  person  may  not  employ  an  individual 
as,  and  an  individual  may  not  serve  as,  a 
master,  mate,  engineer,  radio  officer,  or 
pilot  of  a  vessel  to  which  this  part  or  part  B 
of  this  subtitle  applies  if  the  individual  is 
not  licensed  by  the  Secretary.  A  person  (in- 
cluding an  individual)  violating  this  subsec- 
tion is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500.  Each  day  of 
a  continuing  violation  is  a  separate  offense. 

(h)  The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  op- 
erator of  a  freight  vessel  of  less  than  100 
gross  tons,  a  small  passenger  vessel,  or  a 
sailing  school  vessel  not  manned  as  required 
by  this  section  is  liable  to  the  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $1,000.  The  vessel  also 
is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 
§  8102.  Watchmen 

The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  opera- 
tor of  a  vessel  carrying  passengers  during 
the  nighttime  shall  keep  a  suitable  number 
of  watchmen  in  the  vicinity  of  the  cabins  or 
staterooms  and  on  each  deck  to  guard 
against  and  give  alarm  in  case  of  a  fire  or 
other  danger.  An  owner,  charterer,  or  man- 
aging operator  failing  to  provide  watchmen 
required  by  this  section  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $1,000. 

§  8103.  Citizenship  and  Naval  Reserve  re- 
quirements 

(a)  Only  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
may  ser\'e  as  master,  chief  engineer,  or  offi- 
cer in  charge  of  a  deck  watch  or  engineering 
watch  on  a  documented  vessel. 

(b)  On  each  departure  of  a  documented 
vessel  (except  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or 
yacht)  from  a  port  of  the  United  States.  75 
percent  of  the  seamen  (excluding  licensed 
individuals)  must  be  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  If  the  Secretary  decides,  on  investi- 
gation, that  qualified  citizen  seamen  are  not 
available,  the  Secretary  may  reduce  the  per- 
centage. 

(c)  On  each  departure  from  the  United 
States  of  a  vessel  (except  a  passenger  vessel) 
for  which  a  construction  or  operating  differ- 
ential subsidy  has  been  granted,  all  of  the 
seamen  of  the  vessel  must  be  citizens  of  the 
United  States. 

(d)(1)  On  each  departure  from  the  United 
States  of  a  passenger  vessel  for  which  a  con- 
struction or  operating  differential  subsidy 
has  been  granted,  at  least  90  percent  of  the 
entire  complement  (including  licensed  indi- 
viduals) must  be  citizens  of  the  United 
States. 

(2)  An  individual  not  required  by  this  sub- 
section to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
may  be  engaged  only  if  the  individual  has  a 
declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  or  other  evidence  of  ad- 
mission to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
residence.  An  alien  may  be  employed  only  in 
the  steward's  department  of  the  passenger 
vessel. 

(e)  If  a  documented  vessel  is  deprived  for 
any  reason  of  the  services  of  an  individual 
(except  the  master)  when  on  a  foreign 
voyage  and  a  vacancy  consequently  occurs. 
until  the  vessel's  first  return  to  a  United 
States  port  at  which  a  replacement  who  is  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  can  be  obtained, 
an  individual  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  may  serve  in— 

( 1 )  the  vacancy;  or 

(2)  a  vacancy  resulting  from  the  promo- 
tion of  another  individual  to  fill  the  original 
vacancy. 

(f)  A  person  employing  an  individual  in 
violation  of  this  section  or  a  regulation  pre- 
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scribed  under  this  section  is  liable  to  the 
United  Stales  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty ol  $500  for  each  individual  so  employed, 
(g)  A  deck  or  engineer  officer  employed  on 
a  vessel  on  which  an  operating  differential 
subsidy  is  paid,  or  employed  on  a  vessel 
(except  a  vessel  of  the  Coast  Guard  or  Saint 
Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corpora- 
tion) owned  or  operated  by  the  Department 
of  Transportation  or  by  a  corporation  orga- 
nized or  controlled  by  the  Department,  if  el- 
igible, shall  be  a  member  of  the  Naval  Re- 
serve, 
(h)  The  President  may- 
CD  suspend  any  part  of  this  section  during 
a  proclaimed  national  emergency:  and 

(2)  when  the  needs  of  commerce  require, 
suspend  as  far  and  for  a  period  the  Presi- 
dent considers  desirable,  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  for  crews  of  vessels  of  the 
United  Slates  documented  for  foreign  trade. 

§  8104.  Watches 

(a)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, master,  individual  in  charge,  or  other 
person  having  authority  may  permit  an  offi- 
cer to  take  charge  of  the  deck  watch  on  a 
vessel  when  leaving  or  immediately  after 
leaving  port  only  if  the  officer  has  been  off 
duty  for  at  least  6  hours  within  the  12  hours 
immediately  before  the  time  of  leaving. 

(b)  On  an  oceangoing  or  coastwise  vessel 
of  not  more  than  100  gross  tons,  a  licensed 
individual  may  not  be  required  to  work 
more  than  9  of  24  hours  when  in  port,  in- 
cluding the  date  of  arrival,  or  more  than  12 
of  24  hours  at  sea.  except  in  an  emergency 
when  life  or  property  are  endangered. 

(c)  On  a  towing  vessel  (except  a  towing 
vessel  operated  only  for  fishing  or  engaged 
in  salvage  operations)  operating  on  the 
Great  Lakes,  harbors  of  the  Great  Lakes, 
and  connecting  or  tributary  waters  between 
Gary.  Indiana.  Duluth.  Minnesota.  Niagara 
Falls.  New  York,  and  Ogdensburg.  New 
York,  a  licensed  individual  or  seaman  in  the 
deck  or  engine  department  may  not  be  re- 
quired or  permitted  to  work  more  than  8 
hours  in  one  day.  except  in  an  emergency 
when  life  or  property  are  endangered. 

(d)  On  a  merchant  vessel  of  more  than  100 
gross  tons  (except  a  vessel  only  operating  on 
rivers,  harbors,  lakes  (except  the  Great 
Lakes),  bays,  sounds,  bayous,  and  canals,  a 
fishing  or  whaling  vessel,  yacht,  or  vessel 
engaged  in  salvage  operations),  the  licensed 
individuals,  sailors,  coal  passers,  firemen, 
oilers,  and  water  tenders  shall  be  divided, 
when  at  sea.  into  at  least  3  watches,  and 
shall  be  kept  on  duty  successively  to  per- 
form ordinary  work  incident  to  the  oper 
ation  and  management  of  the  vessel.  The  re- 
quirement of  this  subsection  applies  to  radio 
officers  only  when  at  least  3  radio  officers 
are  employed.  A  licensed  individual  or 
seaman  in  the  deck  or  engine  department 
may  not  be  required  to  work  more  than  8 
hours  in  one  day. 

(e)  On  a  vessel  designated  by  subsections 
(c)  and  (d)  of  this  section— 
(Da  seaman  may  not  be— 

(A)  engaged  to  work  alternately  in  the 
deck  and  engine  departments;  or 

(B)  required  to  work  in  the  engine  depart- 
ment if  engaged  for  deck  department  duty 
or  required  to  work  in  the  deck  department 
if  engaged  for  engine  department  duty; 

(2)  a  seaman  may  not  be  required  to  do 
unnecessary  work  on  Sundays,  New  Years 
Day.  July  4th.  Labor  Day.  Thanksgiving 
Day.  or  Christmas  Day.  when  the  vessel  is 
in  a  safe  harbor,  but  this  clause  does  not 
prevent  dispatch  of  a  vessel  on  a  voyage; 
and 


(3)  when  the  vessel  is  in  a  .safe  harbor,  8 
hours  (including  anchor  watch)  is  a  day's 
work. 

(f)  Subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  this  section 
do  not  limit  the  authority  of  the  master  or 
other  officer  or  the  obedience  of  the  seamen 
when,  in  the  judgment  of  the  master  or 
other  officer,  any  part  of  the  crew  is  needed 
for- 

(D  maneuvering,  shifting  the  berth  of. 
mooring,  or  unmooring,  the  vessel; 

(2)  performing  work  necessary  for  the 
safety  of  the  ves.sel,  or  the  vessel's  passen- 
gers, crew,  or  cargo: 

(3)  saving  life  on  board  another  vessel  in 
jeopardy;  or 

(4)  performing  fire,  lifeboat,  or  other 
drills  in  port  or  at  sea. 

(g)  On  a  towing  vessel  (except  a  vessel  to 
which  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  applies), 
an  offshore  supply  vessel,  or  a  barge  to 
which  this  section  applies,  that  is  engaged 
on  a  voyage  of  less  than  600  miles,  the  li- 
censed individuals  and  crewmembers 
(except  the  coal  passers,  firemen,  oilers,  and 
water  tenders)  may  be  divided,  when  at  sea, 
into  at  least  2  watches. 

(h)  On  a  vessel  to  which  section  8904  of 
this  title  applies,  an  Individual  licensed  to 
operate  a  towing  vessel  may  not  work  for 
more  than  12  hours  in  a  consecutive  24-hour 
period  except  in  an  emergency. 

(i)  A  person  violating  subsection  (a)  or  (b) 
of  this  section  is  liable  to  the  United  States 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  $100. 

(j)  The  owner,  charterer,  or  managing  op- 
erator of  a  vessel  on  which  a  violation  of 
subsection  (c),  (d),  (e),  of  (h)  of  this  section 
occurs  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $500.  The  seaman  is  entitled  to 
discharge  from  the  vessel  and  receipt  of 
wages  earned. 
§  8105.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  part. 

CHAPTER  83-MASTERS  AND 
OFFICERS 

Sec. 

8301.  Minimum  number  of  licensed  individ- 
uals. 

8302.  Staff  department. 

8303.  Service  under  licenses  issued  without 
examination. 

8304.  Implementing  the  Officers'  Competen- 
cy Certificates  Convention, 
1936. 


§  8301.  Minimum  number  of  licensed  indi- 
viduals 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  chapter  89  of 
this  title  and  except  for  a  vessel  operating 
only  on  rivers,  harbors,  lakes,  bays,  sounds, 
bayous,  and  canals,  a  vessel  to  which  part  B 
of  this  subtitle  applies  shall  engage  a  mini- 
mum of  licensed  individuals  as  follows; 

(D  Each  of  those  vessels  shall  have  a  li- 
censed master. 

(2)  A  vessel  of  at  least  1.000  gross  tons  and 
propelled  by  machinery  shall  have  3  li- 
censed mates.  However,  if  the  vessel  is  on  a 
voyage  of  less  than  400  miles  from  port  of 
departure  to  port  of  final  destination,  it 
shall  have  2  licensed  mates. 

(3)  A  vessel  of  at  least  200  gross  tons  but 
less  than  1. 000  gross  tons  and  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  have  2  licensed  mates. 

(4)  A  vessel  of  at  least  100  gross  tons  but 
less  than  200  gross  tons  and  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  have  one  licensed  male. 
However,  if  the  vessel  is  on  a  voyage  of 
more  than  24  hours,  it  shall  have  2  licensed 
mates. 


(5)  A  freight  vessel  or  a  passenger  vessel 
of  at  least  300  gross  tons  and  propelled  by 
machinery  shall  have  a  licensed  engineer. 

(b)  An  offshore  supply  vessel  on  a  voyage 
of  less  than  600  miles  shall  have  a  licensed 
mate.  However,  if  the  vessel  is  on  a  voyage 
of  at  least  600  miles,  the  vessel  shall  have  2 
licensed  mates.  An  offshore  supply  vessel  of 
more  than  200  gross  tons  may  not  be  operat- 
ed without  a  licensed  engineer. 

(c)  Sut)section  (a)  of  this  section  does  not 
apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a 
yacht. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may- 
CD    suspend    any    part    of    this    chapter 

during  a  national  emergency  proclaimed  by 
the  President:  and 

(2)  increase  the  number  of  licensed  indi- 
viduals on  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies if.  in  the  Secretary's  judgment,  the 
vessel  is  not  sufficiently  manned  for  safe  op- 
eration. 
§  8302.  Staff  department 

(a)  This  section  applies  to  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States  except— 

(Da  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht: 

(2)  a  vessel  operated  only  on  bays,  sounds, 
inland  waters,  and  lakes  (except  the  Great 
Lakes):  and 

(3)  a  vessel  ferrying  passengers  and  cars 
on  the  Great  Lakes. 

(b)  The  staff  department  on  a  vessel  is  a 
separate  and  independent  department.  It 
consists  of  individuals  registered  under  sec- 
tion 7101  of  this  title,  clerks  and  individuals 
assigned  to  the  senior  registered  medical 
doctor. 

(c)  The  staff  department  is  composed  of  a 
medical  division  and  a  pursers  division.  The 
officer  in  charge  of  each  division  is  responsi- 
ble only  to  the  master.  The  senior  registered 
medical  doctor  is  in  charge  of  the  medical 
division.  The  senior  registered  purser  is  in 
charge  of  the  purser's  division. 

(d)  The  officer  in  charge  of  the  pursers 
division  of  the  staff  department  on  an 
oceangoing  passenger  vessel  licensed  to 
carry  more  than  100  passengers  shall  be  a 
registered  chief  purser.  When  more  than  3 
persons  are  employed  in  the  purser's  divi- 
sion of  that  vessel,  there  also  shall  be  at 
least  one  registered  senior  assistant  purser 
and  one  registered  junior  assistant  purser. 

(e)  A  person  may  not  employ  an  individual 
to  serve  in,  and  an  individual  may  not  serve 
in,  a  grade  of  staff  officer  on  a  vessel,  when 
that  staff  officer  is  required  by  this  section 
to  be  registered,  if  the  individual  does  not 
have  a  certificate  of  registry  as  staff  officer 
in  that  grade.  A  person  (including  an  indi- 
vidual) violating  this  subsection  is  liable  to 
the  United  States  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $100.  However,  if  a  registered 
staff  officer  is  not  available  at  the  time  of 
sailing,  the  vessel  may  sail  with  an  unregis- 
tered staff  officer  or  without  a  staff  officer. 

(f )  A  staff  officer  may  not  be  included  in  a 
vessel's  certificate  of  inspection. 

(g)  A  registered  staff  officer  serving  under 
this  section  who  is  a  member  of  the  Naval 
Reserve  may  wear  on  the  officer's  uniform 
special  distinguishing  insignia  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

(h)  The  uniform  stripes,  decoration,  or 
other  insignia  worn  by  a  staff  officer  shall 
be  of  gold  braid  or  woven  gold  or  silver  ma- 
terial. A  crewmember  (except  a  staff  officer) 
may  not  wear  any  uniform  with  a  staff  offi- 
cer's identifying  insignia. 
§  8303.  Service  under  licenses  issued  without 

examination 

An  individual  issued  a  license  without  ex- 
amination before  October  29,  1941,  to  serve 


as  master,  mate,  or  engineer  on  a  vessel  not 
subject  to  inspection  under  part  B  of  this 
subtitle,  may  not  serve  under  authority  of 
that  license  on  a  vessel  that  is  subject  to  in- 
spection under  part  B. 

§  8304.  Implementing  the  Officers'  Compe- 
tency Certificates  Convention,  1936 

(a)  In  this  section,  "high  seas"  means 
waters  seaward  of  the  Boundary  Line. 

(b)  The  Officers'  Competency  Certificates 
Convention,  1936  (International  Labor  Or- 
ganization Draft  Convention  Numbered  53, 
on  the  minimum  requirement  of  profession- 
al capacity  for  masters  and  officers  on 
board  merchant  vessels),  as  ratified  by  the 
President  on  September  I.  1938,  with  under- 
standings appended,  and  this  section  apply 
to  a  documented  vessel  operating  on  the 
high  seas  except— 

(Da  public  vessel; 

(2)  a  wooden  vessel  of  primitive  build, 
such  as  a  dhow  or  junk: 

(3)  a  barge:  and 

(4)  a  vessel  of  less  than  200  gross  tons. 

(c)  A  person  may  not  engage  or  employ  an 
individual  to  serve  as,  and  an  individual  may 
not  serve  as.  a  master,  male,  or  engineer  on 
a  vessel  to  which  this  section  applies,  if  the 
individual  does  not  have  a  license  issued 
under  section  7101  of  this  title  authorizing 
service  in  the  capacity  in  which  the  individ- 
ual is  to  be  engaged  or  employed. 

(d)  A  person  (including  an  individual)  vio- 
lating this  section  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$100. 

(e)  A  license  issued  to  an  individual  to 
whom  this  section  applies  is  a  certificate  of 
competency. 

(f)  A  designated  official  may  detain  a 
vessel  to  which  this  section  applies  (by  writ- 
ten order  served  on  the  owner,  charterer, 
managing  operator,  agent,  master,  or  indi- 
vidual in  charge  of  the  vessel)  when  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  the  vessel  is  about  to 
proceed  from  a  port  of  the  United  States  to 
the  high  seas  in  violation  of  this  section  or  a 
provision  of  the  convention  described  in 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  The  vessel 
may  be  detained  until  the  vessel  complies 
with  this  section.  Clearance  may  not  be 
granted  to  a  vessel  ordered  detained  under 
this  section. 

(g)  A  foreign  vessel  to  which  the  conven- 
tion described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion applies,  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,  is  subject  to  detention  under 
sub.section  (f)  of  this  section,  and  to  an  ex- 
amination that  may  be  necessary  to  decide 
if  there  is  compliance  with  the  convention. 

(h)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  oper- 
ator, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge 
of  a  vessel  detained  under  subsection  (f)  or 
(g)  of  this  section  may  appeal  the  order 
within  5  days  as  provided  by  regulation. 

(i)  An  officer  or  employee  of  the  Customs 
Service  may  be  designated  to  enforce  this 
section. 

CHAPTER  85-PILOTS 

Sec. 

8501.  State  regulation  of  pilots. 

8502.  Federal  pilots  required. 

§  8501.  State  regulation  of  pilots 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
part,  pilots  in  the  bays,  rivers,  harbors,  and 
ports  of  the  United  States  shall  be  regulated 
only  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the 
States. 

(b)  The  master  of  a  vessel  entering  or 
leaving  a  port  on  waters  that  are  a  bounda- 
ry between  2  States,  and  that  is  required  to 
have  a  pilot  under  this  section,  may  employ 


a  pilot  licensed  or  authorized  by  the  laws  of 
either  of  the  2  States. 

(c)  A  State  may  not  adopt  a  regulation  or 
provision  that  discriminates  in  the  rate  of 
pilotage  or  half-pilotage  between  vessels 
sailing  between  the  ports  of  one  State  and 
vessels  sailing  between  the  ports  of  different 
States,  or  against  vessels  because  of  their 
means  of  propulsion,  or  against  public  ves- 
sels of  the  United  States. 

(d)  A  State  may  not  adopt  a  regulation  or 
provision  that  requires  a  coastwise  vessel  to 
take  a  pilot  licensed  or  authorized  by  the 
laws  of  a  State  if  the  vessel— 

(1)  is  propelled  by  machinery  and  subject 
to  inspection  under  part  B  of  this  subtitle; 
or 

(2)  is  subject  to  inspection  under  chapter 
37  of  this  title. 

(e)  Any  regulation  or  provision  violating 
this  section  is  void. 

5  8502.  Federal  pilots  required 

(a)  A  coastwise  seagoing  vessel,  when  not 
sailing  on  register  and  when  underway 
(except  on  the  high  seas),  shall  be  under  the 
direction  and  control  of  a  pilot  licensed 
under  section  7101  of  this  title  if  the  vessel 
is— 

(1)  propelled  by  machinery  and  subject  to 
inspection  under  part  B  of  this  subtitle:  or 

(2)  subject  to  inspection  under  chapter  37 
of  this  title. 

(b)  The  fees  charged  for  pilotage  by  pilots 
required  under  this  section  may  not  be  more 
than  the  customary  or  legally  established 
rates  in  the  States  in  which  the  pilotage  is 
performed. 

(c)  A  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  not  impose  on  a  pilot  licensed 
under  this  subtitle  an  obligation  to  procure 
a  State  or  other  license,  or  adopt  any  other 
regulation  that  will  impede  the  pilot  in  the 
performance  of  the  pilot's  duties  under  the 
law-s  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  A  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  not  levy  pilot  charges  on  a  vessel 
lawfully  piloted  by  a  pilot  required  under 
this  section. 

(e)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  section 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
is  liable  to  the  United  States  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  S500.  The  vessel  also  is 
liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

(f)  An  individual  serving  as  a  pilot  without 
having  a  license  required  by  this  section  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil  penalty 
of  $500. 

CHAPTER  87-UNLICENSED 
PERSONNEL 

Sec. 

8701.  Merchant    mariners'    documents    re- 

quired. 

8702.  Certain  crew  requirements, 

8703.  Tankermen  on  tank  vessels. 

§  8701.  Merchant  mariners'  documents  re- 
quired 
(a)  This  section   applies   to   a  merchant 

vessel  of  at  least  100  gross  tons  except— 
(Da  vessel  operating  only  on  rivers  and 

lakes  (except  the  Great  Lakes); 

(2)  a  barge  (except  a  seagoing  barge  or  a 
barge  to  which  chapter  37  of  this  title  ap- 
plies): 

(3)  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht: 

(4)  a  sailing  school  vessel  with  respect  to 
sailing  school  instructors  and  sailing  school 
students:  and 

(5)  an  oceanographic  research  vessel  with 
respect  to  scientific  personnel. 


(b)  A  person  may  not  engage  or  employ  an 
individual,  and  an  individual  may  not  serve, 
on  board  a  vessel  to  which  this  section  ap- 
plies if  the  individual  does  not  have  a  mer- 
chant mariner's  document  issued  to  the  in- 
dividual under  section  7302  of  this  title. 
Except  for  an  individual  required  to  be  li- 
censed or  registered  under  this  part,  the 
document  must  authorize  service  in  the  ca- 
pacity for  which  the  holder  of  the  docu- 
ment is  engaged  or  employed. 

(c)  On  a  vessel  to  which  section  10306  or 
10503  of  this  title  does  not  apply,  an  individ- 
ual required  by  this  section  to  hold  a  mer- 
chant mariner's  document  must  exhibit  it  to 
the  master  of  the  vessel  before  the  individ- 
ual may  be  employed. 

(d)  A  person  (including  an  individual)  vio- 
lating this  section  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$500. 

§  8702.  Certain  crew  requirements 

(a)  This  section  applies  to  a  vessel  of  at 
least  100  gross  tons  except— 

(Da  vessel  operating  only  on  rivers  and 
lakes  (except  the  Great  Lakes): 

(2)  a  barge  (except  a  seagoing  barge  or  a 
barge  to  which  chapter  37  of  this  title  ap- 
plies): 

(3)  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht; 

(4)  a  sailing  school  vessel  with  respect  to 
sailing  school  instructors  and  sailing  school 
students:  and 

(5)  an  oceanographic  research  vessel  with 
respect  to  scientific  personnel. 

(b)  A  vessel  may  depart  from  a  port  of  the 
United  States  only  if  at  least— 

(1)  75  percent  of  the  crew  in  each  depart- 
ment on  board  is  able  to  understand  any 
order  spoken  by  the  officers,  and 

(2)  65  percent  of  the  deck  crew  (excluding 
licensed  individuals)  have  merchant  mari- 
ners' documents  endorsed  for  a  rating  of  at 
least  able  seaman,  except  that  this  percent- 
age may  be  reduced  to  50  percent  on  a  vessel 
permitted  under  section  8104  of  this  title  to 
maintain  a  2-watch  system. 

(c)  An  able  seaman  is  not  required  on  a 
towing  vessel  operating  on  bays  and  sounds 
connected  directly  with  the  seas. 

(d)  An  individual  having  a  rating  of  less 
than  able  seaman  may  not  be  permitted  at 
the  wheel  in  ports,  harbors,  and  other 
waters  subject  to  congested  vessel  traffic,  or 
under  conditions  of  reduced  visibility,  ad- 
verse weather,  or  other  ha2»rdous  circum- 
stances. 

(e)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  section 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  section 
is  liable  to  the  United  States  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $500. 

§  8703.  Tankermen  on  tank  vessels 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  to  which 
chapter  37  of  this  title  applies,  that  has  on 
board  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  bulk  as 
cargo  or  cargo  residue,  shall  have  a  specified 
number  of  the  crew  certified  as  tankermen 
as  required  by  the  Secretary.  This  require- 
ment shall  be  noted  on  the  certificate  of  in- 
spection issued  to  the  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  proce- 
dures, standards,  and  qualifications  for  the 
issuance  of  certificates  as  tankermen,  stat- 
ing the  types  of  oil  or  hazardous  material 
that  can  be  handled  with  safety  to  the 
vessel  and  the  marine  environment. 

(c)  A  vessel  to  which  section  3702(b)  of 
this  title  applies  shall  have  on  board  as  a 
crewmember  in  charge  of  the  transfer  oper- 
ation an  individual  certified  as  a  tankerman 
(qualified  for  the  grade  of  fuel  transferred). 
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unless  a  master,  mate,  pilot,  engineer,  or  op- 
erator licensed  under  section  7101  of  this 
title  is  present  in  charge  of  the  transfer.  If 
the  vessel  does  not  have  that  individual  on 
board,  chapter  37  of  this  title  applies  to  the 
vessel. 

CHAPTER  89-SMALL  VESSEL 
MANNING 


Sec. 
8901 
8902 
8903 
8904 
8905 
8906 


Freight  vessels. 

Small  passenger  vessels. 

Uninspected  passenger  vessels. 

Towing  vessels. 

Exemptions. 

Penalty. 
§8901.  Freight  vessels 

A  freight  vessel  of  less  than  100  gross  tons 
shall  l>e  operated  by  an  individual  licensed 
by  the  Secretary  to  operate  that  type  of 
vessel  in  the  particular  geographic  area, 
under  prescribed  regulations. 
$  8902.  Small  passenger  vessels 

A  small  passenger  vessel  shall  be  operated 
by  an  individual  licensed  by  the  Secretary  to 
operate  that  type  of  vessel  in  the  particular 
geographic  area,  under  prescribed  regula- 
tions. 
§  8903.  Uninspected  passenger  vessels 

An  uninspected  passenger  vessel  shall  be 
operated  by  an  individual  licensed  by  the 
Secretary   to  operate  that   type   of   vessel, 
under  prescribed  regulations. 
§  8904.  Towing  vessels 

A  towing  vessel  that  is  at  least  26  feet  in 
length  measured  from  end  to  end  over  the 
deck  (exluding  sheer),  shall  be  operated  by 
an  individual  licensed  by  the  Secretary  to 
operate  that  type  of  vessel  in  the  particular 
geographic  area,  under  prescribed  regula- 
tions. 
§  8905.  Exemptions 

(a)  Section  8903  of  this  title  applies  to  a 
recreational  vessel  operated  in  dealer  dem- 
onstrations only  if  the  Secretary  decides 
that  the  application  of  section  8903  is  neces- 
sary for  recreational  vessel  safety  under  sec 
tion  4302(d)  of  this  title. 

(b)  Section  8904  of  this  title  does  not 
apply  to  a  vessel  of  less  than  200  gross  tons 
engaged  in  the  offshore  mineral  and  oil  in- 
dustry if  the  vessel  has  offshore  mineral 
and  oil  industry  sites  or  equipment  as  its  ul- 
timate destination  or  place  of  departure. 
S  8906.  Penalty 

An  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator, 
agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of  a 
vessel  operated  in  violation  of  this  chapter 
or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this  chap- 
ter is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $1,000.  The  vessel 
also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 
CHAPTER  91-TANK  VESSEL  MANNING 
STANDARDS 

Sec 

9101.  Standards  for  foreign  tank  vessels. 

9102.  Standards    for    tank    vessels    of    the 

United  States. 
§  9101.  Standards  for  foreign  tank  vessels 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall— 

(1)  periodically  evaluate  the  manning, 
training,  qualification,  and  watchkeeping 
standards  prescribed  by  the  certificating 
country  of  a  foreign  vessel  to  which  chapter 
37  of  this  title  applies,  that  operates  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  Slates  and 
transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in  a  port 
or  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  and 

(2)  after  each  evaluation  made  under 
clause  (1)  of  this  subsection,  decide  whether 


the  foreign  country,  whose  system  for  li- 
censing and  certification  of  seamen  was 
evaluated,  has  standards  that  are  equivalent 
to  or  more  stringent  than  United  States 
standards  or  international  standards  accept- 
ed by  the  United  States. 

(b)  A  foreign  vessel  to  which  chapter  37  of 
this  title  applies  that  has  on  board  oil  or 
hazardous  material  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  cargo 
residue  shall  have  a  specified  number  of 
personnel  certified  as  tankerman  or  equiva- 
lent, as  required  by  the  Secretary,  when  the 
vessel  transfers  oil  or  hazardous  material  in 
a  port  or  place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
tlip  United  Slates.  The  requirement  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  noted  in  applicable  ter- 
minal operating  procedures.  A  transfer  op- 
eration may  take  place  only  if  the  crew 
member  in  charge  is  capable  of  clearly  un- 
derstanding instructions  in  English. 
§  9102.  Standards  for  tank  vessels  of  the 
United  States 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  stand- 
ards for  the  manning  of  each  vessel  of  the 
United  States  to  which  chapter  37  of  this 
title  applies,  related  to  the  duties,  qualifica- 
tions, and  training  of  the  officers  and  crew 
of  the  vessel,  including  standards  related 
lo- 
ci) instruction  in  vessel  and  cargo  han- 
dling and  vessel  navigation  under  normal 
operating  conditions  in  coastal  and  confined 
waters  and  on  the  high  seas: 

(2)  instruction  in  vessel  and  cargo  han- 
dling and  vessel  navigation  in  emergency  sit- 
uations and  under  marine  casualty  or  poten- 
tial casualty  conditions: 

(3)  qualifications  for  licenses  by  specific 
type  and  size  of  vessels: 

(4)  qualifications  for  licenses  by  use  of 
simulators  for  ihe  practice  or  demonstration 
of  marine-oriented  skills; 

(5)  minimum  health  and  physical  fitness 
criteria  for  various  grades  of  licenses  and 
certificates: 

(6)  periodic  retraining  and  special  training 
for  upgrading  positions,  changing  vessel 
type  or  size,  or  assuming  new  responsibil- 
ities: and 

(7)  decisions  about  licenses  and  certifi- 
cates, conditions  of  licensing  or  certifica- 
tion, and  periods  of  licensing  or  certification 
by  reference  to  experience,  amount  of  train- 
ing completed,  and  regular  performance 
testing. 

lb)  The  Secretary  shall  waive  the  applica- 
tion of  criteria  required  by  subsection  (a)(5) 
of  this  section  for  an  individual  having  a  li- 
cense or  certificate  (including  a  renewal  of 
the  license  or  certificate)  in  effect  on  Octo- 
ber 17.  1978.  When  the  waiver  is  granted, 
the  Secretary  may  prescribe  conditions  for 
the  license  or  certificate  and  its  renewal,  as 
the  Secretary  decides  are  reasonable  and 
necessary  for  the  safety  of  a  vessel  on  which 
the  individual  may  be  employed. 

CHAPTER  93-GREAT  LAKES 
PILOTAGE 

Sec. 

9301.  Definitions. 

9302.  Great  Lakes  pilots  required. 

9303.  United  Stales  registered  pilot  service. 

9304.  Pilotage  pools. 

9305.  Agreements  with  Canada. 

9306.  Slate  regulation  prohibited. 

9307.  Great  Lakes  Pilotage  Advisory  Com- 
mittee. 

9308.  Penalties. 
§  9301.  Definitions 

In  this  chapter— 

(1)  -Canadian  registered  pilot"  means  an 
individual  (except  a  regular  crewmember  of 
a  vessel)  who  is  registered  by  Canada  on  the 


same  basis  as  an  individual  registered  under 
section  9303  of  this  title. 

(2)  'Great  Lakes"  means  Lakes  Superior. 
Michigan,  Huron,  Erie,  and  Ontario,  their 
connecting  and  tributary  waters,  the  Saint 
Lawrence  River  as  far  east  as  Saint  Regis, 
and  adjacent  port  areas. 

(3)  United  States  registered  pilot"  means 
an  individual  (except  a  regular  crewmember 
of  a  vessel)  who  is  registered  under  section 
9303  of  this  title. 
ji  9302.  Great  Lakes  pilots  required 

(a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsections 
(d)  and  (e)  of  this  section,  each  vessel  of  the 
United  States  operating  on  register  and 
each  foreign  vessel  shall  engage  a  United 
Stales  or  Canadian  registered  pilot  for  the 
route  being  navigated  who  shall— 

(A)  in  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes  designat- 
ed by  the  President,  direct  the  navigation  of 
the  vessel  subject  to  the  customary  author- 
ity of  the  master:  and 

(B)  in  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes  not  desig- 
nated by  the  President,  be  on  board  and 
available  to  direct  the  navigation  of  the 
vessel  at  the  discretion  of  and  subject  to  the 
customary  authority  of  the  master. 

(2)  The  President  shall  make  water  desig- 
nations under  this  subsection  with  regard  to 
the  public  interest,  the  effective  use  of  navi- 
gable waters,  marine  safety,  and  the  foreign 
relations  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  An  individual  of  a  vessel  licensed  for 
navigation  on  the  Great  Lakes  under  .section 
7101  of  this  title,  or  equivalent  provLsions  of 
Canadian  law.  and  qualified  for  the  route 
being  navigated,  may  serve  as  the  pilot  re- 
quired on  waters  not  designated  by  the 
President. 

(c)  The  authority  extended  under  subsec- 
tions (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  to  a  Canadi- 
an registered  pilot  or  other  Canadian  li- 
cen.sed  officer  to  serve  on  certain  vessels  in 
United  States  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes 
shall  continue  as  long  as  Canada  extends 
reciprocity  to  United  States  registered  pilots 
and  other  individuals  licensed  by  the  United 
States  for  pilotage  .service  in  Canadian 
waters  of  the  Great  Lakes. 

(d)  A  vessel  may  be  operated  on  the 
United  States  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes 
without  a  United  States  or  Canadian  regis- 
tered pilot  when— 

(1)  the  Secretary  notifies  the  master  that 
a  registered  pilot  is  not  available:  or 

(2)  the  ves.sel  or  its  cargo  is  in  distress  or 
jeopardy. 

(e)  A  Canadian  vessel  regularly  operating 
on  the  Great  Lakes  or  between  ports  on  the 
Great  Lakes  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  River, 
with  only  an  occasional  voyage  to  ports  in 
the  maritime  provinces  of  Canada  in  the  Ca- 
nadian coastal  trade,  is  exempt  from  subsec- 
tions (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  as  long  as 
Canada  permits  enrolled  vessels  of  the 
United  States  to  be  operated  on  Canadian 
waters  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  the  direc- 
tion of  individuals  licensed  under  section 
7101  of  this  title. 
§  9303.  United  States  registered  pilot  service 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation standards  of  competency  to  be  met  by 
each  applicant  for  registration  under  this 
chapter.  An  applicant  must— 

( 1 )  have  a  license  as  master,  mate,  or  pilot 
issued  under  section  7101  of  this  title: 

(2)  have  acquired  at  least  24  months  li- 
censed service  or  equivalent  experience  on 
vessels  or  integrated  towing  vessels  and  tows 
of  at  least  4.000  gross  tons,  operating  on  the 
Great  Lakes  or  oceans,  with  a  minimum  of  6 
months  of  that  service  or  experience  having 
been  on  the  Great  Lakes:  and 


(3)  agree  that,  if  appointed  as  a  United 
States  registered  pilot,  the  applicant  will  be 
available  for  service  when  required. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  to  each  regis- 
tered pilot  under  this  chapter  a  certificate 
of  registration  describing  the  areas  within 
which  the  pilot  may  serve.  The  pilot  shall 
carry  the  certificate  when  in  the  service  of  a 
vessel. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation the  duration  of  validity  of  registra- 
tion. 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation the  conditions  for  service  by  United 
States  registered  pilots,  including  availabil- 
ity for  service. 

(e)  Subject  to  sections  551-559  of  title  5, 
the  Secretary  may  suspend  or  revoke  a  cer- 
tificate of  registration  issued  under  this  sec- 
tion if  the  holder  fails  to  comply  with  a  reg- 
ulation prescribed  under  this  chapter.  Sus- 
pension or  revocation  of  the  holder's  license 
under  chapter  77  of  this  title  includes  the 
holders  certificate  of  registration. 

(f)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation rates  and  charges  for  pilotage  serv- 
ices, giving  consideration  to  the  public  inter- 
est and  the  costs  of  providing  the  services. 

§  9304.  Pilotage  pools 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  authorize  the  for- 
mation of  a  pool  by  a  voluntary  association 
of  United  States  registered  pilots  to  provide 
for  efficient  dispatching  of  vessels  and  ren- 
dering of  pilotage  services. 

(b)  For  pilotage  pools,  the  Secretary 
may— 

(1)  limit  the  number  of  the  pools: 

(2)  prescribe  regulations  for  their  oper- 
ation and  administration: 

(3)  prescribe  a  uniform  system  of  ac- 
counts: 

(4)  perform  audits  and  inspections:  and 

(5)  require  coordination  on  a  reciprocal 
basis  with  similar  pool  arrangements  au- 
thorized by  the  appropriate  agency  of 
Canada. 

§  9305.  Agreements  with  Canada 

To  provide  for  a  coordinated  system  of  pi- 
lotage service  on  the  Great  Lakes,  the  Sec- 
retary, subject  to  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  may  make  agreements 
with  the  appropriate  agency  of  Canada  to— 

(1)  fix  the  number  of  pilots  to  be  regis- 
tered in  each  country: 

(2)  provide  for  participation  on  an  equita- 
ble basis: 

(3)  prescribe  joint  or  identical  rates  and 
charges: 

(4)  coordinate  pool  operations:  and 

(5)  establish  conditions  for  services  by  reg- 
istered pilots. 

§  9306.  State  regulation  prohibited 

A  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
may   not   regulate  or  impose   any   require- 
ment on  pilotage  on  the  Great  Lakes. 
§  9307.  Great  Lakes  Pilotage  Advisory  Com- 
mittee 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  establish  a  Great 
Lakes  Pilotage  Advisory  Committee.  The 
Committee- 
CD  may  review  proposed  Great  Lakes  pi- 
lotage regulations  and  policies  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  that  the 
Committee  considers  appropriate: 

(2)  may  make  available  to  Congress  rec- 
ommendations that  the  Committee  makes 
to  the  Secretary:  and 

(3)  shall  meet  at  the  call  of  the  Secretary. 

(b)  The  Committee  shall  consist  of  3  mem- 
bers appointed  by  the  Secretary  each  of 
whom  has  at  least  5  years  practical  experi- 
ence in  maritime  operations.  The  term  of 


each  member  is  for  a  period  of  not  more 
than  5  years,  specified  by  the  Secretary. 
Before  filling  a  position  on  the  Committee, 
the  Secretary  shall  publish  a  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register  soliciting  nominations  for 
membership  on  the  Committee. 

(c)  When  attending  meetings  or  otherwise 
serving  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  a 
member  of  the  Committee  (except  a 
member  regularly  employed  by  the  United 
States  Government)  may  be  paid  at  a  rate 
of  not  more  than  $75  a  day.  When  serving 
away  from  home  or  regular  place  of  busi- 
ness, the  member  may  be  allow'ed  travel  ex- 
penses, including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsist- 
ence as  authorized  by  section  5703  of  title  5 
for  individuals  employed  intermittently  in 
the  Government  service. 
§  9308.  Penalties 

(a)  An  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  individual  in  charge  of 
a  vessel  knowingly  allowing  the  vessel  to  be 
operated  in  violation  of  section  9302  of  this 
title  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $500  for  each  day 
during  which  the  vessel  is  in  violation.  The 
vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

(b)  An  individual  who  directs  the  naviga- 
tion of  a  vessel  in  violation  of  section  9302 
of  this  title  is  liable  to  the  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  $500  for  each  day  during 
which  the  violation  occurs. 

(c)  A  person  violating  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  section  9303  of  this  title  is 
liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil  penalty 
of  $500. 

Part  G— Merchant  Seamen  Protection  and 

Relief 

CHAPTER  101-GENERAL 


Sec. 

10101. 

10102. 


Definitions. 

Designations  and  duties  of  shipping 
commissioners. 

10103.  Reports. 

10104.  Regulations. 

§  10101.  Definitions 

In  this  part— 

(1)  "master"  means  the  individual  having 
command  of  a  vessel  owned  by  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States. 

(2)  "owner"  means  the  person  to  whom 
the  vessel  belongs. 

(3)  "seaman  '  means  an  individual  (except 
scientific  personnel,  a  sailing  school  instruc- 
tor, or  a  sailing  school  student)  engaged  or 
employed  in  any  capacity  on  board  a  vessel 
owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
§  10102.  Designations  and  duties  of  shipping 

commissioners 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  officers, 
employees,  and  members  of  the  Coast 
Guard  to  act  as  shipping  commissioners 
under  this  part.  The  Secretary  may  desig- 
nate officers  and  employees  of  the  Customs 
Service  as  shipping  commissioners. 

(b)  The  general  duties  of  shipping  com- 
missioners are  to  supervise  the  engagement 
and  discharge  of  seamen. 

(c)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  the  vessel  shall  per- 
form the  duties  of  shipping  commissioner 
when  a  shipping  commissioner  is  not  avail- 
able. 
§  10103.  Reports 

(a)  A  master  of  a  vessel  to  which  section 
8701(a)  of  this  title  applies,  who  engages  or 
discharges  a  .seaman  without  a  shipping 
commissioner  being  present,  shall  submit  re- 
ports in  the  form,  content,  and  manner  of 
filing  as  prescribed  by  regulation,  to  ensure 
compliance  with  laws  related  to  manning 


and    the    engagement    and    discharge    of 
seamen. 

(b)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  ferry 
or  towing  vessel  operated  in  connection  with 
a  ferry  operation,  employed  only  in  trades 
other  than  with  foreign  ports,  lakes,  bays, 
sounds,  bayous,  canals,  or  harbors. 

§  10104.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  part. 

CHAPTER  103-FOREIGN  AND 
INTERCOASTAL  VOYAGES 

Sec. 

10301.  Application. 

10302.  Shipping  articles  agreements. 

10303.  Provisions. 

10304.  Form  of  agreement. 

10305.  Manner  of  signing  agreement. 

10306.  Exhibiting  merchant  mariners"  doc- 

uments. 

10307.  Posting  agreements. 

10308.  Foreign  engagements. 

10309.  Engaging  seamen  to  replace  those 

lost  by  desertion  or  casualty. 

10310.  Discharge. 

10311.  Certificates  of  discharge. 

10312.  Settlements  on  discharge. 

10313.  Wages. 

10314.  Advances. 

10315.  Allotments. 

10316.  Trusts. 

10317.  Loss  of  lien  and  right  to  wages. 

10318.  Wages  on  discharge  in  foreign  ports. 

10319.  Costs  of  a  criminal  conviction. 

10320.  Records  of  seamen. 

10321.  General  penalty. 

I  10301.  Application 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  specifically  pro- 
vided, this  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  of  the 
United  Stales— 

(1)  on  a  voyage  between  a  port  In  the 
United  States  and  a  port  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try (except  a  port  in  Canada,  Mexico,  or  the 
West  Indies):  or 

(2)  of  at  least  75  gross  tons  on  a  voyage  be- 
tween a  port  of  the  United  States  on  the  At- 
lantic Ocean  and  a  port  of  the  United  Slates 
on  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

(b)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  which  the  seamen  are  entitled  by  custom 
or  agreement  to  share  in  the  profit  or  result 
of  a  voyage. 

(c)  Unless  otherwise  provided,  this  chai>- 
ter  does  not  apply  to  a  foreign  vessel. 

§  10302.  Shipping  articles  agreements 

(a)  Before  proceeding  on  a  voyage,  the 
master  of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies shall  make  a  shipping  articles  agree- 
ment in  writing  with  each  seaman  in  the 
crew. 

(b)  The  agreement  shall  contain  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  the  nature,  and,  as  far  as  practicable, 
the  duration  of  the  intended  voyage,  and 
the  port  or  country  in  which  the  voyage  is 
to  end. 

(2)  the  number  and  description  of  the 
crew  and  the  capacity  in  which  each  seaman 
is  to  be  engaged. 

(3)  the  time  at  which  each  seaman  is  to  be 
on  board  to  begin  work. 

(4)  the  amount  of  wages  each  seaman  is  to 
receive. 

(5)  regulations  about  conduct  on  board, 
and  information  on  fines,  short  allowance  of 
provisions,  and  other  punishment  for  mis- 
conduct provided  by  law. 
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(6)  a  scale  of  the  provisions  that  are  to  be  Signature  ot  seanun                     Time  of  sennet  $100.  The  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the 
provided  each  seaman.                                        Birthplace Monttis  penalty. 

(7)  any   stipulation   in   reference   to   ad-    Age    Days  $  10309.  Engaging  seamen  to  replace  those 

vances  and  allotments  of  wages.  Height                                  Hospital  money  lost  by  desertion  or  casualty 

(8)  other  matters  not  contrary  to  law.                   ^^ whole  wages  (a)  If  a  desertion  or  casualty  results  in  the 

I  10303.  Provisions                                                        l"<:l*s Wages  due  loss  of  at  least  one  seaman,  the  master  shall 

Description                                Place  and  time  of  entry  engage,  if  obtainable,  a  number  equal  to  the 

(a)  A  seaman  shall  be  served  at  least  3           Cofflpteuon Time  at  iKfiich  seaman  is  to  number  of  seamen  of   whose  services  the 

meals  a  day  thai  total  at  least  3.100  calorics.  ue  on  board  master  has  been  deprived.  The  new  seaman 

including  adequate  water  and  adequate  pro-           Hair      In  \what  capacity  must  have  at  least  the  same  grade  or  rating 

tein,  vitamins,  and  minerals  in  accordance     Wages  each  montti Shipping  commissioners  as  the  seaman  whose  place  the  new  seaman 

with  the  United  States  Recommended  Daily  signature  or  initials  fills.  The  master  shall  report  the  loss  and 

Allowances.                                                              wages  each  voyage Allotment  payal*  to  replacement  to  a  consular  officer  at  the  first 

(b)  The  text  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec-  Aihance  wages                           Conduct  qualifications  port  at  which  the  master  arrives. 

tion  shall  be  included  in  the  agreement  re-  Amount  of  mcnthly  allolmem  (b)  The   master   is   liable   to   the   United 

quired  by  section  10302  of  this  title.  A  copy  States  Government   for  a  civil   penalty  of 

of  the  text  also  shall  be  posted  in  a  conspic-  note  -In  the  place  for  signature  and  descrip  $200  for  each  report  not  made.  The  vessel 

uous  place  in  the  galley  and  forecastle  of  ^^^^  o(  individuals  engaged  after  the  first  depar  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty, 

each  vessel.  ture  of  the  vessel,  the  entries  are  to  tie  made  as  (c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing  above,  except  thai  the  signature  of  the  consul  or  ^r  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht, 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht.  vice   consul,   cusioitis   officer    or   witness   before  Discharge 

whom  the  individual  is  engaged,  is  to  be  entered.  8  lUJiu.  Liiscnargt 

§  10304.  Form  of  agreement  s  io305   Manner  of  signing  agreement  A  master  shall  deliver  to  a  seaman  or  a 

_.                                    ■     J    t           .•  shipping  commissioner  a  full  and  true  ac- 

The  form  of  the  agreement  required  by  (a)   The   agreemen     required   by   section  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  .seamans  wages  and  all  deduc- 

section  10302  of  this  title  shall  be  in  sub-  10302  of  this  title  shall  be  signed-  ^^^^^  ^^  ,p^^  ^g  j^^^^j^  before  paving  off  or 

stance  as  follows;  <  1  >  f'^sl  by  the  master  and  dated  at  that  (jispharging  the  seaman.  A  master  failing  to 

time,  after  which  each  seaman  shall  sign:  ^^^^^.^^  ^^^  account  is  liable  to  the  United 

United  States  or  America  and                                   .       ^.  States  Government   for  a  civil   penalty  of 

^            ^    ,          ,,     .         ..   „  ^f  „„,.^„  (2)  in  the  presence  of  a  shipping  commis-  ,,_ 

(Date  and  place  of  first  signature  of  agree-  ^j^jj^^^  *50. 

ment):                                      v,             ,            ri  (b)  When  the  crew  is  first  engaged,  the  U0311.  Certificates  of  discharge 

It    IS    agreed    between    the    master    ana  j^g^eement  shall  be  signed  in  duplicate.  One  (a)  On  discharging  a  seaman  and  paying 

seamen     of     the                       .     of     wnicn  ^^  ^^^  copies  shall  be  retained  by  the  ship-  the  seamans  wages,  the  shipping  commis- 

is  at  present  "ja^ter  ^.^^^  commissioner.   The   other  copy   shall  sioner  shall  provide  the  seaman  with  a  cer- 

or  whoever  shall  go  for  master,  now  bound  pQ^tain  space  for  the  description  and  signa-  tificate  of  discharge.  The  form  of  the  certif- 

from  the  port  of                       *"           k     ^  '  tures  of  seamen  engaged  subsequent  to  the  icate  shall  be  prescribed  by  regulation.  It 

(here  the  voyage  is  to  be  (le-  ^^^^  making  of  the  agreement,  and  shall  be  shall  contain- 

scribed.  and  the  places  named  at  which  the  jj^ij^.p^ed  to  the  master.  ( 1 )  the  name  of  the  seaman: 

vessel  is  to  touch,  or  if  that  cannot  be  done.  ^^^  ^^  agreement  signed  before  a  shipping  (2)  the  citizenship  or  nationality  of  the 

the  general  nature  and  probable  length  of  commissioner   shall    be   acknowledged    and  seaman: 

the  voyage  is  to  be  stated).  signed  by  the  commissioner  on  the  agree-  (3)  the  number  of  the  seaman's  merchant 

The  seamen  agree  to  conduct  themselves  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  manner  and  form  prescribed  by  mariners  document: 

in  an  orderly,   faithful,  honest,  and  sober  regulation.  The  acknowledgment  and  certifi-  (4)  the  name  and  official  number  of  the 

manner,  and  to  be  at  all  times  diligent  in  nation  shall  include  a  statement  by  the  com-  vessel: 

their  respective  duties,  and  to  be  obedient  to  rnissioner  that  the  seaman-  (5)  the  nature  of  the  voyage  (foreign,  in- 

the  lawful  commands  of  the  master,  or  of  an  ,  j ,  ^^  ^ead  the  agreement;  tercoastal.  or  coastwise): 

individual      who     lawfully     succeeds     the  (2)  is  acquainted  with  and  understands  its  (6)  the  propulsion  class  of  the  vessel: 

master,  and  of  their  superior  officers  in  ev-  conditions;  and  (7)  the  date  and  place  of  engagement; 

erything    related    to    the    vessel,    and    the  (3,   has  signed   it   freely   and  voluntarily  <8)  the  date  and  place  of  discharge:  and 

stores  and  cargo  of  the  vessel,  whether  on  \^hen  sober.  O)  the  seaman's  capacity  on  the  voyage, 

board,  in  boats,  or  on  shore.   In  consider  ^  ,„-„„   Fxhibitine  merchant  mariners' doc-  'b)  The  certificate  of  discharge  may  not 

ation  of  this  service  by  the  seamen  to  be  ^    "^ents              ^  merchant  manners  aoc  ^^^^^.^  ^  reference  about  the  character  or 

performed,  the  master  agrees   to  pay  the  j  u  ability  of  the  seaman.  The  certificate  shall 

crew,  as  wages,  the  amounts  beside   their  Before  signing  the  agreement  required  by  ^^  signed  by  the  master,  the  seaman,  and 

names  respectively  expressed,  and  to  supply  section  10302  of  this  title,  each  individual  jhe  shipping  commissioner  as  witness, 

them  with  provisions  according  to  the  an-  required  by  section  8701  of  this  title  to  havj"  ^^^  ^  certificate  of  discharge  may  not  be 

nexed  scale.  a  merchant  mariner  s  document  shall  exhib-  ^^^^^  ^j  ^^^  seaman  holds  a  continuous  dis- 

It   is  agreed  that  any  embezzlement,  or  it  to  the  shipping  commissioner  a  document  charge  book.  The  entries  shall  be  made  in 

willful  or  negligent  destruction  of  any  part  issued  to  the  individual,  appropriately  en-  ^j^^  discharge  book  in  the  same  manner  as 

of  the  vessel's  cargo  or  stores,  shall  be  made  dorsed  for  the  capacity  in  which  the  individ-  ^j^^  entries  required  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 

good  to  the  owner  out  of  the  wages  of  the  ual  is  to  serve.  section. 

person  guilty  of  the  eml>ezzlement  or  de-  $  10307.  Posting  agreements  (d)(1)  A  record  of  each  discharge  shall  be 

struction.  -  ^^  jhe  beginning  of  a  voyage,  the  master  maintained  by  the  Secretary  in  the  manner 

If  an  individual  holds  himself  or  herself  g^^u  j^j^^.^  ^  legible  copy  of  the  agreement  and  location  prescribed  by  regulation.  The 

out  as  qualified  for  a  duty  which  the  indi-  required  by  section  10302  of  this  title,  omit-  records   may   not   be   open   for   general   or 

vidual  proves  incompetent  to  perform,  the  ^^^^  signatures,  exhibited  in  a  part  of  the  public  use  or  inspection, 

individuals  wages  shall  l)e  reduced  in  pro-  vessel  accessible  to  the  crew.  A  master  vio-  (2)  A  duplicate  of  a  record  of  discharge 

portion  to  the  incompetency.        ,  lating  this  section  is  liable  to  the  United  shall  be  issued  to  a  seaman  at  a  cost  pre- 

It  also  is  agreed  that  if  a  seaman  considers  gtajes  Government   for  a  civil  penalty  of  scribed  by  regulation, 

himself  or  herself  to  l>e  aggrieved  by  any  jjqq  (e)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 

breach  of  this  agreement  or  otherwise,  the  poreien  eneaeements  O""  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht, 

seaman  shall  present  the  complaint  to  the  3  10308.  Foreign  engagements  Settlements  on  discharge 

master  or  officer  in  charge  of  the  vessel,  in  (a)  When  a  seaman  is  engaged  outside  the  S  10312.  bettiements  on  aiscnarge 

a  quiet  and  orderly  manner,  who  shall  take  United  States,  the  agreement   required  by  (a)  When  discharge  and  settlement   are 

steps  that  the  case  requires  section  10302  of  this  title  shall  be  signed  in  completed,  the  master  or  owner  and  each 

It  also  is  agreed  that  (here  any  other  stip-  the  presence  of  a  consular  officer.  If  a  con-  seaman  shall  sign  the  agreement  required 

ulations  may  be  inserted  to  which  the  par-  sular  officer  is  not  available  at  the  port  of  by  section  10302  of  this  title  in  the  presence 

ties  agree  and  that  are  not  contrary  to  law),  engagement,  the  seaman  may  be  engaged,  of  a  shipping  commissioner.  The  commis- 

In  witness  whereof   the  parties  have  sub-  and  the  agreement  shall  be  signed  in  the  sioner  shall  sign  the  agreement  and  retain  a 

scribed  their  names  to  this  agreement,  on  next   port   at   which   a  consular   officer   is  copy.    When    signed,    it    shall    serve    as    a 

the  dates  beside  their  respective  signatures,  available.  mutual  release  of  all  claims  for  wages  for 

Signed  by                                          master.  (b)  A  master  engaging  a  seaman  in  viola-  the  voyage, 

on  the                       day  of                        nine-  tion  of  this  section  is  liable  to  the  United  (b)  In  a  dispute  about  wages  or  deduc- 

teen  hundred  and  States  Government   for  a  civil  penalty  of  tions.    if   the   parties   agree   in   writing   to 
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submit  the  dispute  to  a  shipping  commis- 
sioner, the  award  made  by  the  commissioner 
is  conclusive  in  any  subsequent  legal  pro- 
ceeding. A  document  signed  and  sealed  by  a 
shipping  commissioner  purporting  to  be  the 
award  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  award. 

(c)  In  a  proceeding  before  a  shipping  com- 
missioner related  to  the  wages,  claims,  or 
discharge  of  a  seaman,  the  shipping  com- 
missioner may  call  on  the  owner,  charterer, 
managing  operator,  agent,  master,  or  a 
seaman  to  pfbduc^  logbooks  or  other  docu- 
ments about  k  matter  in  question,  and  may 
summon  before  the  commissioner  and  ex- 
amine any  person  on  the  matter.  An  owner, 
charterer,  managing  operator,  agent, 
master,  or  seaman  failing  on  summons  to 
produce  a  document  in  the  possession  or 
control  of  the  owner,  charterer,  managing 
operator,  agent,  master,  or  seaman,  or  to 
give  evidence,  without  reasonable  cause,  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  $100.  On  application  of  the 
shipping  commissioner,  the  owner,  char- 
terer, managing  operator,  agent,  master,  or 
seaman  /nay  be  punished  by  a  district  court 
of  the  United  States  as  in  other  cases  of 
contempt  of  court. 

(d)  On  request,  a  certified  copy  of  an 
agreement  may  be  provided  to  a  party  to 
the  agreement  and  is  admissible  in  evidence 
with  the  effect  of  the  original  in  any  subse- 
quent proceeding. 

(e)  When  a  seaman  has  been  discharged 
before  a  shipping  commissioner,  only  the 
agreement  is  evidence  of  the  release  or  satis- 
faction of  any  claim. 

(f)  If  a  discharge  is  made  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  shipping  commissioner,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  master,  shall  provide  the 
master  with  a  signed  statement  of  the  total 
amount  of  wages  paid.  Between  the  master 
and  the  employer,  the  statement  shall  be  re- 
ceived as  evidence  that  the  master  has  made 
the  payments  as  stated. 

§  10313.  Wages 

(a)  A  seaman's  entitlement  to  wages  and 
provisions  begins  when  the  seaman  begins 
work  or  when  specified  in  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  section  10302  of  this  title  for  the 
seaman  to  begin  work  or  be  present  on 
board,  whichever  is  earlier. 

(b)  Wages  are  not  dependent  on  the  earn- 
ing of  freight  by  the  vessel.  When  the  loss 
or  wreck  of  the  vessel  ends  the  service  of  a 
seaman  before  the  end  of  the  period  con- 
templated in  the  agreement,  the  seaman  is 
entitled  to  wages  for  the  period  of  time  ac- 
tually served.  The  seaman  shall  be  deemed  a 
destitute  seaman  under  section  11104  of  this 
title.  This  subseK^tion  applies  to  a  fishing  or 
whaling  vessel  but  not  a  yacht. 

(c)  When  a  seaman  who  has  signed  an 
agreement  is  discharged  improperly  before 
the  beginning  of  the  voyage  or  before  one 
month's  wages  are  earned,  without  the  sea- 
man's consent  and  without  the  seaman's 
fault  justifying  discharge,  the  seaman  is  en- 
titled to  receive  from  the  master  or  owner, 
in  addition  to  wages  earned,  one  month's 
wages  as  compensation. 

(d)  A  seaman  is  not  entitled  to  wages  for  a 
period  during  which  the  seaman— 

(1)  unlawfully  failed  to  work  when  re- 
quired, after  the  time  fixed  by  the  agree- 
ment for  the  seaman  to  begin  work:  or 

(2)  lawfully  was  imprisoned  for  an  offense, 
unless  a  court  hearing  the  case  otherwise  di- 
rects. 

(e)  After  the  beginning  of  the  voyage,  a 
seaman  is  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
master,  on  demand,  one-half  of  the  balance 
of  wages  earned  and  unpaid  at  each  port  at 
which   the   vessel   loads  or  delivers  cargo 


during  the  voyage.  A  demand  may  not  be 
made  before  the  expiration  of  5  days  from 
the  beginning  of  the  voyage,  not  more  than 
once  in  5  days,  and  not  more  than  once  in 
the  same  port  on  the  same  entry.  If  a 
master  does  not  comply  with  this  subsec- 
tion, the  seaman  is  released  from  the  agree- 
ment and  is  entitled  to  payment  of  all  wages 
earned.  Notwithstanding  a  release  signed  by 
a  seaman  under  section  10312  of  this  title,  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  may  set  aside,  for 
good  cause  shown,  the  release  and  take 
action  that  justice  requires.  This  subsection 
does  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  this  subsection  applies 
to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(f)  At  the  end  of  a  voyage,  the  master 
shall  pay  each  seaman  the  balance  of  wages 
due  the  seaman  within  24  hours  after  the 
cargo  has  been  discharged  or  within  4  days 
after  the  seaman  is  discharged,  whichever  is 
earlier.  When  a  seaman  is  discharged  and 
final  payment  of  wages  is  delayed  for  the 
period  permitted  by  this  subsection,  the 
seaman  is  entitled  at  the  time  of  discharge 
to  one-third  of  the  wages  due  the  seaman. 

(g)  When  payment  is  not  made  as  provid- 
ed under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section  with- 
out sufficient  cause,  the  master  or  owner 
shall  pay  to  the  seaman  2  days'  wages  for 
each  day  payment  is  delayed. 

(h)  Subsections  (f)  and  (g)  of  this  section 
do  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  subsections  (f )  and  (g) 
apply  to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(i)  This  section  applies  to  a  seaman  on  a 
foreign  vessel  when  in  a  harbor  of  the 
United  States.  The  courts  are  available  to 
the  seaman  for  the  enforcement  of  this  sec- 
tion. 
§  10314.  Advances 

(a)(1)  A  person  may  not— 

(A)  pay  a  seaman  wages  in  advance  of  the 
time  when  the  seaman  has  earned  the 
wages; 

(B)  pay  advance  wages  of  the  seaman  to 
another  person:  or 

(C)  make  to  another  person  an  order, 
note,  or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness  of 
the  wages,  or  pay  another  person,  for  the 
engagement  of  seamen  when  payment  is  de- 
ducted or  to  be  deducted  from  the  seaman's 
wage. 

(2)  A  person  violating  this  subsection  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $500.  A  pay- 
ment made  in  violation  of  this  subsection 
does  not  relieve  the  vessel  or  the  master 
from  the  duty  to  pay  all  wages  after  they 
have  been  earned. 

(b)  A  person  demanding  or  receiving  from 
a  seaman  or  an  individual  seeking  employ- 
ment as  a  seaman,  remuneration  for  provid- 
ing the  seaman  or  individual  with  employ- 
ment, is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500. 

(c)  This  section  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
when  in  waters  of  the  United  States.  An 
owner,  charterer,  managing  operator,  agent, 
or  master  of  a  foreign  vessel  violating  this 
section  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  the 
same  penalty  as  an  owner,  charterer,  man- 
aging operator,  agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel 
of  the  United  States  for  the  same  violation. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  seeking 
clearance  from  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  present  the  agreement  required  by  sec- 
tion 10302  of  this  title  at  the  office  of  clear- 
ance. Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a  vessel 
only  if  this  section  has  been  complied  with. 

(e)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht.  However,  this 
section  applies  to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 


§  10315.  Allotments 

(a)  Under  prescribed  regulations,  a 
seaman  may  stipulate  as  follows  in  the 
agreement  required  by  section  10302  of  this 
title  for  an  allotment  of  any  part  of  the 
wages  the  seaman  may  earn; 

( 1 )  to  the  seaman's  grandparents,  parents, 
spouse,  sister,  brother,  or  children: 

(2)  to  an  agency  designated  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  to  handle  applications 
for  United  States  savings  bonds,  to  purchase 
bonds  for  the  seaman;  and 

(3)  for  deposits  to  be  made  in  an  account 
for  savings  or  investment  opened  by  the 
seaman  and  maintained  in  the  seaman's 
name  at  a  savings  bank  or  a  savings  institu- 
tion in  which  the  accounts  are  insured  by 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation 
or  the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation. 

(b)  An  allotment  is  valid  only  if  made  in 
writing  and  signed  by  and  approved  by  a 
shipping  commissioner.  The  shipping  com- 
missioner shall  examine  allotments  and  the 
parlies  to  them  to  enforce  compliance  with 
the  law.  Stipulations  for  allotments  made  at 
the  beginning  of  a  voyage  shall  be  included 
in  the  agreement  and  shall  state  the 
amounts  and  times  of  payment  and  the 
person  to  whom  payments  are  to  be  made. 

(c)  Only  an  allotment  complying  with  this 
section  is  lawful.  A  person  falsely  claiming 
qualification  as  an  allottee  under  this  sec- 
tion is  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$500. 

(d)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  seeking 
clearance  from  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  present  the  agreement  at  the  office  of 
clearance.  Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a 
vessel  only  if  this  section  has  been  complied 
with. 

(e)  This  section  applies  to  a  foreign  vessel 
when  in  waters  of  the  United  States.  An 
owner,  charterer,  managing  operator,  agent, 
or  master  of  a  foreign  vessel  violating  this 
section  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  the 
same  penalty  as  an  owner,  charterer,  man- 
aging operator,  agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel 
of  the  United  States  for  the  same  violation. 

§  10316.  Trusts 

Sections  10314  and  10315  of  this  title  do 
not  prevent  an  employer  from  making  de- 
ductions from  the  wages  of  a  seaman,  with 
the  written  consent  of  the  seaman,  if— 

(1)  the  deductions  are  paid  into  a  trust 
fund  established  only  for  the  benefit  of 
seamen  employed  by  that  employer,  and  the 
families  and  dependents  of  those  seamen  (or 
of  those  seamen,  families,  and  dependents 
jointly  with  other  seamen  employed  by 
other  employers,  and  the  families  and  de- 
pendents of  the  other  seamen):  and 

(2)  the  payments  are  held  in  trust  to  pro- 
vide, from  principal  or  interest,  or  both,  any 
of  the  following  benefits  for  those  seamen 
and  their  families  and  dependents: 

(A)  medical  or  hospital  care,  or  both. 

(B)  pensions  on  retirement  or  death  of  the 
seaman. 

(C)  life  insurance. 

(D)  unemployment  benefits. 

(E)  compensation  for  illness  or  injuries  re- 
sulting from  occupational  activity. 

(F)  sickness,  accident,  and  disability  com- 
pensation. 

(G)  purchasing  insurance  to  provide  any 
of  the  benefits  specified  in  this  section. 

§  10317.  Loss  of  lien  and  right  to  wages 

A  master  or  seaman  by  any  agreement 
other  than  one  provided  for  in  this  chapter 
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may  not  forfeit  the  master's  or  seaman's 
lien  on  the  vessel  or  be  deprived  of  a  remedy 
to  which  the  master  or  seaman  otherwise 
would  be  entitled  for  the  recovery  of  wages. 
A  stipulation  in  an  agreement  inconsistent 
with  this  chapter,  or  a  stipulation  by  which 
a  seaman  consents  to  abandon  a  right  to 
wages  if  the  vessel  is  lost,  or  to  abandon  a 
right  the  seaman  may  have  or  obtain  in  the 
nature  of  salvage,  is  void. 
§  10318.  Wages  on  discharge  in  foreign  ports 

(a)  When  a  master  or  seaman  applies  to  a 
consular  officer  for  the  discharge  of  the 
seaman,  the  consular  officer  shall  require 
the  master  to  pay  the  seaman's  wages  if  it 
appears  that  the  seaman  has  carried  out  the 
agreement  required  by  section  10302  of  this 
title  or  otherwise  is  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged. Then  the  consular  officer  shall  dis- 
charge the  seaman.  A  consular  officer  shall 
require  the  payment  of  extra  wages  only  as 
provided  in  this  section  or  in  chapter  109  of 
this  title. 

(b)  When  discharging  a  seaman,  a  consul- 
ar officer  who  fails  to  require  the  payment 
of  the  wages  due  a  seaman  at  the  time,  and 
of  the  extra  wages  due  under  subsection  ta) 
of  this  section,  is  accountable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  total  amount. 

(c)  A  seaman  discharged  under  this  sec- 
tion with  the  consent  of  the  seaman  is  enti- 
tled to  wages  up  to  the  time  of  discharge, 
but  not  for  any  additional  period. 

(d)  If  the  seaman  is  discharged  involuntar- 
ily, and  it  appears  that  the  discharge  was 
not  l)ecause  of  neglect  of  duty,  incompeten- 
cy, or  injury  incurred  on  the  vessel,  the 
master  shall  provide  the  seaman  with  em- 
ployment on  a  vessel  agreed  to  by  the 
seaman  or  shall  provide  the  seaman  with 
one  month's  extra  wages. 

(e)  Expenses  for  the  maintenance  and 
return  of  an  ill  or  injured  seaman  to  the 
United  States  shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary 
of  State.  If  a  seaman  is  incapacitated  by  ill- 
ness or  injury  and  prompt  discharge  is  nec- 
essary, but  a  personal  appearance  of  the 
master  before  a  consular  officer  is  impracti- 
cable, the  master  may  provide  transporta- 
tion to  the  seaman  to  the  nearest  consular 
officer  for  discharge. 

(f)  A  deduction  from  wages  of  the  seaman 
is  permitted  only  if  the  deduction  appears  in 
the  account  of  the  seaman  required  to  be 
delivered  under  section  10310  of  this  title. 
except  for  matters  arising  after  delivery  of 
the  account,  in  which  case  a  supplementary 
account  is  required.  During  a  voyage,  the 
master  shall  record  in  the  official  logbook 
the  matters  at)out  which  deductions  are  to 
be  made  with  the  amounts  of  the  deduc- 
tions. The  entries  shall  be  made  as  the  mat- 
ters occur.  The  master  shall  produce  the  of- 
ficial logbook  at  the  time  of  payment  of 
wages,  and  also  before  a  competent  author- 
ity on  the  hearing  of  any  complaint  or  ques- 
tion alMDUt  the  payment  of  wages. 

§  10319.  Costs  of  a  criminal  conviction 

In  a  proceeding  about  a  seaman's  wages,  if 
it  is  shown  that  the  seaman  was  convicted 
during  the  voyage  of  an  offense  by  a  compe- 
tent tribunal  and  sentenced  by  the  tribunal, 
the  court  hearing  the  case  may  direct  that  a 
part  of  the  wages  due  the  seaman,  but  not 
more  than  $15.  be  applied  to  reimburse  the 
master  for  costs  properly  incurred  in  pro- 
curing the  conviction  and  sentence. 
§  10320.  Records  of  seamen 

The  Secretary  may  prescril)e  regulations 
for  reporting  by  a  master  of  matters  about 
the  engagement,  discharge,  or  service  of 
seamen  that  may  be  needed  in  keeping  cen- 
tral records  of  seamen. 


;  10321.  General  penalty 

The  owner,  charterer,  managing  operator, 
agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  on  which  a 
seaman  is  carried  in  violation  of  this  chap- 
ter or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this 
chapter  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  $200  for  each 
seaman  carried  in  violation.  The  vessel  also 
is  liable  in  rem  for  the  penalty. 

CHAPTER  105-COASTWISE  VOYAGES 

Sec. 

10501.  Application. 

10502.  Shipping  articles  agreements. 

10503.  Exhibiting  merchant  mariners'  doc- 

uments. 

10504.  Wages. 

10505.  Advances. 

10506.  Trusts. 

10507.  Duties  of  shipping  commissioners. 

10508.  General  penalties. 

10509.  Penalty  for  failing  to  begin  voyage. 
§  10501.  Application 

(a)  Except  for  a  vessel  to  which  chapter 
103  of  this  title  applies,  this  chapter  applies 
to  a  vessel  of  at  least  50  gross  tons  on  a 
voyage  between  a  port  in  one  State  and  a 
port  in  another  State  (except  an  adjoining 
State). 

(b)  This  chapter  docs  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  which  the  seamen  are  entitled  by  custom 
or  agreement  to  share  in  the  profit  or  result 
of  a  voyage. 

(c)  Unless  otherwise  provided,  this  chap- 
ter does  not  apply  to  a  foreign  vessel. 

§  10502.  Shipping  articles  agreements 

(a)  Before  proceeding  on  a  voyage,  the 
master  of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  ap- 
plies shall  make  a  shipping  articles  agree- 
ment in  writing  with  each  .seaman  on  board, 
declaring  the  nature  of  the  voyage  or  the 
period  of  time  for  which  the  seaman  is  en- 
gaged. 

(b)  The  agreement  shall  include  the  date 
and  hour  on  which  the  seaman  must  be  on 
board  to  begin  the  voyage. 

(c)  The  agreement  may  not  contain  a  pro- 
vision on  the  allotment  of  wages  or  a  scale 
of  provisions. 

§  10503.  Exhibiting  merchant  mariners'  doc- 
uments 

Before  signing  the  agreement  required  by 
•section  10502  of  this  title,  a  seaman  required 
by  section  8701  of  this  title  to  have  a  mer- 
chant mariners  document  shall  exhibit  to 
the  master  a  document  issued  to  the  seaman 
and  appropriately  endorsed  for  the  capacity 
in  which  the  seaman  is  to  serve. 
§  10504.  Wages 

(a)  After  the  beginning  of  a  voyage,  a 
seaman  is  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
master,  on  demand,  one-half  of  the  balance 
of  wages  earned  and  unpaid  at  each  port  at 
which  the  vessel  loads  or  delivers  cargo 
during  the  voyage.  A  demand  may  not  be 
made  before  the  expiration  of  5  days  from 
the  t>eginning  of  the  voyage,  not  more  than 
once  in  5  days,  and  not  more  than  once  in 
the  same  port  on  the  same  entry.  If  a 
master  does  not  comply  with  this  subsec- 
tion, the  seaman  is  released  from  the  agree- 
ment required  by  section  10502  of  this  title 
and  is  entitled  to  payment  of  all  wages 
earned.  Notwithstanding  a  release  signed  by 
a  seaman  under  section  10312  of  this  title,  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  may  set  aside,  for 
good  cause  shown,  the  release  and  take 
action  that  justice  requires.  This  subsection 
does  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  this  subsection  applies 
to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(b)  The  master  shall  pay  a  seaman  the 
balance  of  wages  due  the  seaman  within  2 


days  after  the  termination  of  the  agreement 
required  by  section  10502  of  this  title  or 
when  the  seaman  is  discharged,  whichever 
is  earlier. 

(c)  When  payment  is  not  made  as  provided 
under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  without 
sufficient  cause,  the  master  or  owner  shall 
pay  to  the  seaman  2  days'  wages  for  each 
day  payment  is  delayed. 

(d)  Subsections  <b)  and  (c)  of  this  section 
do  not  apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel 
or  a  yacht.  However,  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
apply  to  a  vessel  taking  oysters. 

(e)  This  section  applies  to  a  seaman  on  a 
foreign  vessel  when  a  in  harbor  of  the 
United  States.  The  courts  are  available  to 
the  seaman  for  the  enforcement  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

§  10505.  Advances 

( a  )(1 )  A  person  may  not— 

<A)  pay  a  seaman  wages  in  advance  of  the 
time  when  the  seaman  has  earned  the 
wages: 

(B)  pay  advance  wages  of  the  seaman  to 
another  person;  or 

(C)  make  to  another  person  an  order, 
note,  or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness  of 
the  wages,  or  pay  another  person,  for  the 
engagement  of  seamen  when  payment  is  de- 
ducted or  to  be  deducted  from  the  seaman's 
wage. 

(2)  A  person  violating  this  sul)section  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $100.  A  pay- 
ment made  in  violation  of  this  subsection 
does  not  relieve  the  vessel  or  the  master 
from  the  duty  to  pay  all  wages  after  they 
have  been  earned. 

(b)  A  person  demanding  or  receiving  from 
a  seaman  or  an  individual  seeking  employ- 
ment as  a  seaman,  remuneration  for  provid- 
ing the  seaman  or  individual  with  employ- 
ment, is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  than  $500. 

(c)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  or  master  of  a  vessel  seeking 
clearance  from  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  present  the  agreement  required  by  sec- 
tion 10502  of  this  title  at  the  office  of  clear- 
ance. Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a  vessel 
only  if  this  section,  has  been  complied  with. 

(d)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fish- 
ing or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht.  However, 
this  section  applies  to  a  vessel  taking  oys- 
ters. 

5  10506.  Trusts 

Section  10505  of  this  title  does  not  pre- 
vent an  employer  from  making  deductions 
from  the  wages  of  a  seaman,  with  the  writ- 
ten consent  of  the  seaman,  if— 

(1)  the  deductions  are  paid  into  a  trust 
fund  established  only  for  the  benefit  of 
seamen  employed  by  that  employer,  and  the 
families  and  dependents  of  those  seamen  (or 
of  those  seamen,  families,  and  dependents 
jointly  with  other  seamen  employed  by 
other  employers,  and  the  families  and  de- 
pendents of  the  other  seamen);  and 

(2)  the  payments  are  held  in  trust  to  pro- 
vide, from  principal  or  interest,  or  both,  any 
of  the  following  benefits  for  those  seamen 
and  their  families  and  dependents: 

(A)  medical  or  hospital  care,  or  both. 

(B)  pensions  on  retirement  or  death  of  the 
seaman. 

(C)  life  insurance. 

(D)  unemployment  benefits. 

(E)  compensation  for  illness  or  injuries  re- 
sulting from  occupational  activity. 

(F)  sickness,  accident,  and  disability  com- 
pensation. 

(G)  purchasing  insurance  to  provide  any 
of  the  benefits  specified  in  this  section. 
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§  10507.  Duties  of  shipping  commissioners 

(a)  At  the  option  of  the  owner  or  master 
of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  a 
shipping  commissioner  may  engage  and  dis- 
charge the  crew. 

(b)  When  a  crew  is  engaged  under  this  sec- 
tion, sections  10302.  10303.  10305.  10307, 
10311,  10312,  10313(b)-(f),  and  10321.  and 
chapter  107  of  this  title  apply. 

§  10508.  General  penalties 

(a)  A  master  who  carries  a  seaman  on  a 
voyage  without  first  making  the  agreement 
required  by  section  10502  of  this  title  shall 
pay  to  the  seaman  the  highest  wage  that 
was  paid  for  a  similar  voyage  within  the  3 
months  before  the  time  of  engagement  at 
the  port  or  place  at  which  the  seaman  was 
engaged.  A  seaman  who  has  not  signed  an 
agreement  is  not  bound  by  the  applicable 
regulations,  penalties,  or  forfeitures. 

(b)  A  master  engaging  a  seaman  in  viola- 
tion of  this  chapter  or  a  regulation  pre- 
scribed under  this  chapter  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $20.  The  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for 
the  penalty. 

§  10509.  Penalty  for  failing  to  begin  voyage 

(a)  A  seaman  who  fails  to  be  on  board  at 
the  time  contained  in  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  section  10502  of  this  title,  without 
having  given  24  hours'  notice  of  inability  to 
do  so.  shall  forfeit,  for  each  hour's  lateness, 
one-half  of  one  day's  pay  to  be  deducted 
from  the  seaman's  wages  if  the  lateness  is 
recorded  in  the  official  logbook  on  the  date 
of  the  violation. 

(b)  A  seaman  who  does  not  report  at  all  or 
subsequently  deserts  forfeits  all  wages. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  fishing 
or  whaling  vessel  or  a  yacht. 
CHAPTER  107-EFFECTS  OF  DECEASED 

SEAMEN 

Sec. 

10701.  Application. 

10702.  Duties  of  masters. 

10703.  Procedures  of  masters. 

10704.  Duties  of  consular  officers. 

10705.  Disposition  of  money,  property,  and 

wages  by  consular  officers. 

10706.  Seamen  dying  in  the  United  States. 

10707.  Delivery  to  district  court. 
Sale  of  property. 
Distribution. 

Unclaimed    money,    property,    and 
wages. 
10711.  Penalties. 
§  10701.  Application 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  specifically  pro- 
vided, this  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  on  a 
voyage  between— 

(Da  port  of  the  United  States  and  a  port 
in  a  foreign  country  (except  a  port  in 
Canada,  Mexico,  and  the  West  Indies);  and 

(2)  a  port  of  the  United  States  on  the  At- 
lantic Ocean  and  a  port  of  the  United  States 
on  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

(b)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  which  a  seaman  by  custom  or  agreement 
is  entitled  to  share  in  the  profit  or  result  of 
a  voyage. 

(c)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  a  for- 
eign vessel. 

§  10702.  Duties  of  masters 

<a)  When  a  seaman  dies  during  a  voyage, 
the  master  shall  take  charge  of  the  sea- 
man's money  and  property.  An  entry  shall 
be  made  in  the  official  logbook,  signed  by 
the  master,  the  chief  mate,  and  an  unli- 
censed crewmember  containing  an  inventory 
of  the  money  and  property  and  a  statement 
of  the  wages  due  the  seaman,  with  the  total 
of  the  deductions  to  be  made. 
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(b)  On  compliance  with  this  chapter,  the 
master  shall  obtain  a  written  certificate  of 
compliance  from  a  shipping  commissioner. 
Clearance  may  be  granted  to  a  foreign- 
bound  vessel  only  when  the  certificate  is  re- 
ceived at  the  office  of  customs. 
§  10703.  Procedures  of  masters 

(a)  If  the  vessel  is  proceeding  to  the 
United  States  when  a  seaman  dies,  the 
master  shall  deliver  the  seaman's  money, 
property,  and  wages  when  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  this  part  is  ended,  as  provided  by 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(b)  If  the  vessel  touches  at  a  foreign  port 
after  the  death  of  the  seaman,  the  master 
shall  report  to  the  first  available  consular 
officer.  The  consular  officer  may  require 
the  master  to  deliver  to  the  officer  the 
money,  property,  and  wages  of  the  seaman. 
The  consular  officer  shall  give  the  master  a 
receipt  for  the  matters  delivered  and  certify 
on  the  agreement  the  particulars  of  the  de- 
livery. When  the  agreement  ends,  the 
master  shall  deliver  the  receipt  as  pre- 
scribed by  regulations. 

(c)  If  the  consular  officer  does  not  require 
the  master  to  deliver  the  seaman's  money, 
property,  and  wages,  the  officer  shall  so  cer- 
tify on  the  agreement,  and  the  master  shall 
dispose  of  the  money,  property,  and  wages 
as  provided  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

(d)  A  deduction  from  the  account  of  a  de- 
ceased seaman  is  valid  only  if  certified  by  a 
proper  entry  in  the  official  logbook. 

§  10704.  Duties  of  consular  officers 

When  a  seaman  dies  outside  the  United 
States  leaving  money  or  property  not  on 
board  a  vessel,  the  consular  officer  nearest 
the  place  at  which  the  money  and  property 
is  located  shall  claim  and  take  charge  of  it. 
§  10705.  Disposition  of  money,  property,  and 
wages  by  consular  officers 
When  money,  property,  or  wages  of  a  de- 
ceased seaman  comes  into  possession  of  a 
consular  officer,  the  officer  may— 

(1)  sell  the  property  and  remit  the  pro- 
ceeds and  other  money  or  wages  of  the 
seaman  the  officer  has  received,  to  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict in  which  the  voyage  begins  or  ends;  or 

(2)  deliver  the  money,  property,  and  wages 
to  the  district  court. 

§  10706.  Seamen  dying  in  the  United  States 

When  a  seaman  dies  in  the  United  States 
and  is  entitled  at  death  to  claim  money, 
property,  or  wages  from  the  master  or 
owner  of  a  vessel  on  which  the  seaman 
served,  the  master  or  owner  shall  deliver  the 
money,  property,  and  wages  as  provided  by 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
§  10707.  Delivery  to  district  court 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  deliv- 
ery to  a  district  court  of  the  United  States 
of  the  money,  property,  and  wages  of  a  de- 
ceased seaman  within  one  week  from  the 
date  of  receipt. 
§  10708.  Sale  of  property 

A  district  court  of  the  United  States  may 
direct  the  sale  of  any  part  of  the  property 
of  a  deceased  seaman.  Proceeds  of  the  sale 
shall  be  held  as  wages  of  the  seaman  are 
held. 
§  10709.  Distribution 

(a)(1)  If  the  money,  property,  and  wages 
of  a  seaman,  including  proceeds  from  the 
sale  of  property,  are  not  more  then  $1,500  in 
value,  and  subject  to  deductions  it  allows  for 
expenses  and  at  least  60  days  after  receiving 
the  money,  property,  and  wages,  the  court 
may  deliver  the  money,  property,  and  wages 
to  a  claimant  proving  to  be— 


(A)  the  seaman's  surviving  spouse  or  child; 

(B)  entitled  to  the  money,  property,  and 
wages  under  the  seaman's  will  or  under  a 
law  or  at  common  law:  or 

(C)  entitled  to  secure  probate,  or  take  out 
letters  of  administration,  although  no  pro- 
bate or  letters  of  administration  have  been 
issued. 

(2)  The  court  is  released  from  further  li- 
ability for  the  money,  property,  and  wages 
distributed  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  sub- 
section. 

(3)  Instead  of  acting  under  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  court  may  re- 
quire probate  or  letters  of  administration  to 
be  taken  out.  and  then  deliver  the  money, 
property,  and  wages  to  the  legal  representa- 
tive of  the  seaman. 

(b)  If  the  money,  property,  and  wages  are 
more  than  $1,500  in  value,  the  court,  subject 
to  deductions  for  expenses,  shall  deliver  the 
money,  property,  and  wages  to  the  legal  rep- 
resentative of  the  seaman. 
§  10710.    Unclaimed   money,   property,   and 

wages 

(a)  When  a  claim  for  the  money,  property, 
or  wages  of  a  deceased  seaman  held  by  a  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States  has  not  been 
substantiated  within  6  years  after  their  re- 
ceipt by  the  court,  the  court,  if  a  subsequent 
claim  is  made,  may  allow  or  refuse  the 
claim. 

(b)  If.  after  money,  property,  and  wages 
have  been  held  by  the  court  for  6  years,  it 
appears  to  the  court  that  no  claim  will  have 
to  be  satisfied,  the  property  shall  be  sold. 
The  money  and  wages  and  the  proceeds 
from  the  sale  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
Treasury  trust  fund  receipt  account  "Un- 
claimed Moneys  of  Individuals  Whose 
Whereabouts  are  Unknown". 

§  10711.  Penalties 

An  owner  or  master  violating  this  chapter 
are  each  liable  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  3  times  the  value 
of  the  seaman's  money,  property,  and  wages 
involved  or.  if  the  value  is  not  determined, 
of  $200. 

CHAPTER  109-PROCEEDINGS  ON 
UNSEAWORTHINESS 
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10906.  Discharge  of  crew  for  unsuitability. 
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10908.  Penalty    for    sending    unseaworthy 

vessel  to  sea. 
§  10901.  Application 

This  chapter  applies  to  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States  except  a  fishing  or  whaling 
vessel  or  a  yacht. 
§  10902.  Complaints  of  unfitness 

(a)(1)  If  the  chief  and  second  mates  or  a 
majority  of  the  crew^  of  a  vessel  ready  to 
begin  a  voyage  discover,  before  the  vessel 
leaves  harbor,  that  the  vessel  is  unfit  as  to 
crew,  hull,  equipment,  tackle,  machinery, 
apparel,  furniture,  provisions  of  food  or 
water,  or  stores  to  proceed  on  the  intended 
voyage  and  require  the  unfitness  to  be  in- 
quired into,  the  master  immediately  shall 
apply  to  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  at  the  place  at  which  the  vessel  is  lo- 
cated, or.  if  no  court  is  being  held  at  the 
place  at  which  the  vessel  is  located,  to  a 
judge  or  justice  of  the  peace,  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  surveyors.  At  least  2  complain- 
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ing  seamen  shall  accompany  the  master  to 
the  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace. 

(2)  A  master  failing  to  comply  with  this 
subsection  is  liable  to  the  United  States 
Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of  $500. 

(b)(1)  Any  3  seamen  of  a  vessel  may  com- 
plain that  the  provisions  of  food  or  water 
for  the  crew  are.  at  any  time,  of  bad  quality, 
unfit  for  use.  or  deficient  in  quantity.  The 
complaint  may  be  made  to  the  commanding 
officer  of  a  United  States  naval  vessel,  con 
sular  officer.  Coast  Guard  shipping  commis- 
sioner, or  chief  official  of  the  Customs  Serv- 
ice. 

(2)  The  officer,  commissioner,  or  official 
shall  examine,  or  have  examined,  the  provi- 
sions of  food  or  water.  If  the  provisions  are 
found  to  be  of  bad  quality,  unfit  for  use.  or 
deficient  in  quantity,  the  person  making  the 
findings  shall  certify  to  the  master  of  the 
vessel  which  provisions  are  of  bad  quality, 
unfit  for  use.  or  deficient. 

(3)  The  officer,  commissioner,  or  official 
to  whom  the  complaint  was  made  shall— 

(A)  maKe  an  entry  in  the  official  logbook 
of  the  vessel  on  the  results  of  the  examina- 
tion: and 

(B)  submit  a  report  on  the  examination  to 
the  district  court  of  the  United  States  at 
which  the  vessel  is  to  arrive,  with  the  report 
being  admissible  into  evidence  in  any  legal 
proceeding. 

(4)  The  master  is  liable  to  the  Govern- 
ment for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$100  each  time  the  master,  on  receiving  the 
certification  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  of 
this  subsection— 

(A)  does  not  provide  other  proper  provi- 
sions of  food  or  water,  when  available,  in 
place  of  the  provisions  certified  as  of  bad 
quality  or  unfit  for  use: 

(B)  does  not  obtain  sufficient  provisions 
when  the  certification  includes  a  finding  of 
a  deficiency  in  quantity:  or 

(C)  uses  provisions  certified  to  be  of  bad 
quality  or  unfit  for  use. 

§  10903.    Proceedings    on    examination    of 
vessel 

(a)  On  application  made  under  section 
10902(a)  of  this  title,  the  judge  or  justice  of 
the  peace  shall  appoint  3  experienced  and 
skilled  marine  sur\-eyors  to  examine  the 
vessel  for  the  defects  or  insufficiencies  com- 
plained of.  The  surveyors  have  the  author- 
ity to  receive  and  consider  evidence  neces- 
sary to  evaluate  the  complaint.  When  the 
complaint  involves  provisions  of  food  or 
water,  one  of  the  survey ois  shall  tie  a  medi- 
cal officer  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  if 
available.  The  surveyors  shall  make  a  report 
in  writing,  signed  by  at  least  2  of  them,  stal- 
ing whether  the  vessel  is  fit  to  proceed  to 
sea  or.  if  not.  in  what  respect  it  is  unfit, 
making  appropriate  recommendations  about 
additional  seamen,  provisions,  or  stores,  or 
at>out  physical  repairs,  alteratiorjs.  or  addi- 
tions necessary  to  make  the  vessel  fit. 

(b)  On  receiving  the  report,  the  judge  or 
justice  of  the  peace  shall  endorse  on  the 
report  the  judgment  of  the  judge  or  justice 
on  whether  the  vessel  is  fit  to  proceed  on 
the  voyage,  and.  if  not.  whether  the  vessel 
may  proceed  to  another  port  at  which  the 
deficiencies  can  be  corrected.  The  master 
and  the  crew  shall  comply  with  the  judg- 
ment. 

(c)  The  master  shall  pay  all  costs  of  the 
survey,  report,  and  judgment.  However,  if 
the  complaint  of  the  crew  appears  in  the 
rer>ort  and  judgment  to  have  been  without 
foundation,  or  if  the  complaint  involved 
provisions  of  food  or  water,  without  reason- 
able grounds,  the  master  or  owner  may 
deduct  the  amount  of  the  costs  and  reasona- 


ble damages  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel, 
as  determined  by  the  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace,  from  the  wages  of  the  complaining 
seamen. 

(d)  A  master  of  a  vessel  violating  this  sec- 
tion who  refuses  to  pay  the  costs  and  wages 
is  liable  to  the  United  States  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $100  and  is  liable  in 
damages  to  each  person  injured  by  the  re- 
fusal. 
5  10904.  Refusal  to  proceed 

After  a  judgment  under  section  10903  of 
this  title  that  a  vessel  is  fit  to  proceed  on 
the  intended  voyage,  or  after  the  order  of  a 
judgment  to  make  up  deficiencies  is  com- 
plied with,  if  a  seaman  does  not  proceed  on 
the  voyage,  the  unpaid  wages  of  the  seaman 
are  forfeited. 
§  10905.  Complaints  in  foreign  ports 

(a)  When  a  complaint  under  section 
10902(a)  of  this  title  is  made  in  a  foreign 
port,  the  procedures  of  this  chapter  shall  be 
followed,  with  a  consular  officer  performing 
the  duties  of  the  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace. 

(b)  On  review  of  the  marine  surveyors' 
report,  the  consular  officer  may  approve 
and  must  certify  any  part  of  the  report  with 
which  the  officer  agrees.  If  the  consular  of- 
ficer dissents  from  any  part  of  the  report, 
the  officer  shall  certify  reasons  for  dissent- 
ing from  that  part. 

§  10906  Discharge  of  crew  for  unsuitability 
When  a  survey  is  made  at  a  foreign  port, 
the  surveyors  shall  state  in  the  report 
whether,  in  their  opinion,  the  vessel  had 
been  sent  to  sea  unsuitably  provided  in  any 
important  particular,  by  neglect  or  design  or 
through  mistake  or  accident.  If  by  neglect 
or  design,  and  the  consular  officer  approves 
the  finding,  the  officer  shall  discharge  a 
seaman  requesting  discharge  and  shall  re- 
quire the  master  to  pay  one  month's  wages 
to  that  seaman  in  addition  to  wages  then 
due.  or  sufficient  money  for  the  return  of 
the  seaman  to  the  nearest  and  most  conven- 
ient port  of  the  United  States,  whichever  is 
the  greater  amount. 
5  10907.  Permission  to  make  complaint 

(a)  A  master  may  not  refuse  to  permit, 
deny  the  opportunity  to.  or  hinder  a  seaman 
who  wishes  to  make  a  complaint  authorized 
by  this  chapter. 

(b)  A  master  violating  this  section  is  liable 
to  the  United  States  Government  for  civil 
penalty  of  $500. 

8  10908.   Penally   for  sending   unseaworthy 

vessel  to  sea 

A  person  that  knowingly  sends  or  at- 
tempts to  send,  or  that  is  a  parly  to  sending 
or  attempting  to  send,  a  vessel  of  the  United 
Stales  to  sea.  in  an  unseaworthy  stale  that 
is  likely  to  endanger  the  life  of  an  individ- 
ual, shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000.  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  5  years,  or  both. 
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§  11101.  Accommodations  for  seamen 

(a)  On  a  merchant  vessel  of  the  United 
States  the  construction  of  which  began 
after  March  4.  1915  (except  a  yacht,  pilot 
vessel,  or  vessel  of  less  than  100  gross 
tons)— 

( 1 )  each  place  appropriated  to  the  crew  of 
the  vessel  shall  have  a  space  of  at  least  120 
cubic  feet  and  at  least  16  square  feet,  meas- 
ured on  the  floor  or  deck  of  that  place,  for 
each  seaman  or  apprentice  lodged  in  the 
vessel: 

(2)  each  seaman  shall  have  a  separate 
l)erlh  and  not  more  than  one  berth  shall  be 
placed  one  above  another: 

(3)  the  place  or  berth  shall  be  securely 
con-slructed.  properly  lighted,  drained, 
heated,  and  ventilated,  properly  protected 
from  weather  and  sea.  and.  as  far  as  practi- 
cable, properly  shut  off  and  protected  from 
the  effluvium  of  cargo  or  bilge  water:  and 

(4)  crew  space  shall  be  kept  free  from 
goods  or  stores  that  are  not  the  personal 
property  of  the  crew  occupying  the  place  in 
use  during  the  voyage. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  a  merchant  vessel 
of  the  United  Slates  that  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade  makes  a  voyage  of  more 
than  3  days'  duration  between  ports  and 
carries  a  crew  of  at  least  12  seamen  shall 
have  a  hospital  compartment,  suitably  sepa- 
rated from  other  spaces.  The  compartment 
shall  have  at  least  one  bunk  for  each  12 
seamen  constituting  the  crew  (but  not  more 
than  6  bunks  may  be  required). 

(c)  A  steam  vessel  of  the  United  States  op- 
erating on  the  Mississippi  River  or  its  tribu- 
taries shall  provide,  under  the  direction  and 
approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  appropriate 
place  for  the  crew  that  shall  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  this  section,  as  far  as  they 
apply  to  the  steam  vessel,  by  providing  a 
properly  heated  sleeping  room  in  the 
engineroom  of  the  steam  vessel  properly 
protected  from  the  cold.  wind,  and  rain  by 
means  of  suitable  awnings  or  screens  on 
either  side  of  the  guards  or  sides  and  for- 
ward, reaching  from  the  boiler  deck  to  the 
lower  or  main  deck. 

(d)  A  merchant  vessel  of  the  United 
States,  the  construction  of  which  began 
after  March  4.  1915.  having  more  than  10 
seamen  on  deck,  shall  have  at  least  one 
light,  clean,  and  properly  heated  and  venti- 
lated washing  place.  There  shall  be  provided 
at  least  one  washing  outfit  for  each  2 
seamen  of  the  watch.  A  separate  washing 
place  shall  be  provided  for  the  fireroom  and 
engineroom  seamen,  if  their  numlier  is  more 
than  10.  that  shall  be  large  enough  to  ac- 
commodate at  least  one-sixth  of  them  at  the 
same  time,  and  have  a  hot  and  cold  water 
supply  and  a  sufficient  number  of  washba- 
sins, sinks,  and  shower  baths. 

(e)  Forecastles  shall  be  fumigated  at  inter- 
vals provided  by  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  and 
shall  have  at  least  2  exits,  one  of  which  may 
be  used  in  emergencies. 

(f)  The  owner,  charterer,  managing  opera- 
tor, agent,  master,  or  licensed  individual  of  a 
vessel  not  complying  with  this  section  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  at  least  $50  but  not  more 
than  $500. 

5  11102.  Medicine  chests 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  on  a 
voyage  from  a  port  in  the  United  States  to  a 
foreign  port  (except  to  a  Canadian  port), 
and  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  of  at  least 
75  gross  tons  on  a  voyage  between  a  port  of 


the  United  States  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
and  Pacific  Ocean,  shall  be  provided  with  a 
medicine  chest. 

(b)  The  owner  and  master  of  a  vessel  not 
equipped  as  required  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  or  a  regulation  prescribed  under 
subsection  (a)  are  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$500.  If  the  offense  was  due  to  the  fault  of 
the  owner,  a  master  penalized  under  this 
section  has  the  right  to  recover  the  penalty 
and  costs  from  the  owner. 
§  11103.  Slop  chests 

(a)  A  vessel  to  which  section  11102  of  this 
title  applies  shall  be  provided  with  a  slop 
chest  containing  sufficient  clothing  for  the 
intended  voyage  for  each  seaman,  includ- 
ing— 

( 1 )  boots  or  shoes; 

(2)  hats  or  caps: 

(3)  underclothing: 

(4)  outer  clothing; 

(5)  foul  weather  clothing: 

(6)  everything  necessary  for  the  wear  of  a 
seaman:  and 

(7)  a  complete  supply  of  tobacco  and  blan- 

(b)  Merchandise  in  the  slop  chest  shall  be 
sold  to  a  seaman  desiring  it.  for  the  use  of 
the  seaman,  at  a  profit  of  not  more  than  10 
percent  of  the  reasonable  wholesale  value  of 
the  merchandise  at  the  port  at  which  the 
voyage  began. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  vessel 
on  a  voyage  to  Canada.  Bermuda,  the  West 
Indies,   Mexico,   or  Central   America,  or  a 
fishing  or  whaling  vessel. 
§  11104.  Destitute  seamen 

(a)  A  consular  officer  shall  provide,  for  a 
destitute  seaman  of  the  United  States,  sub- 
sistence and  passage  to  a  port  of  the  United 
States  in  the  most  reasonable  manner,  at 
the  expense  of  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment and  subject  to  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  State.  A  seaman,  if  able, 
shall  be  required  to  perform  duties  on  the 
vessel  giving  the  seaman  passage,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  seaman's  rating. 

(b)  A  master  of  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  bound  to  a  port  of  the  United  States 
shall  take  a  destitute  seaman  on  board  at 
the  request  of  a  consular  officer  and  trans- 
port the  seaman  to  the  United  States.  A 
master  refusing  to  transport  a  destitute 
seaman  when  requested  is  liable  to  the 
United  Slates  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $100.  The  certificate  signed  and  sealed 
by  a  consular  officer  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  refusal.  A  master  is  not  required  to  carry 
a  destitute  seaman  if  the  seaman's  presence 
would  cause  the  number  of  individuals  on 
board  to  exceed  the  number  permitted  in 
the  certificate  of  inspection  or  if  the 
seaman  has  a  contagious  disease. 

(c)  Compensation  for  the  transportation 
of  destitute  seamen  to  the  United  States 
who  are  unable  to  work  shall  be  agreed  on 
by  the  master  and  the  consular  officer, 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  State.  However,  the  compensation 
may  be  not  more  the  lowest  passenger  rate 
of  the  vessel,  or  2  cents  a  mile,  whichever  is 
less. 

(d)  When  a  master  of  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States  lakes  on  board  a  destitute 
seaman  unable  to  work,  from  a  port  or  place 
not  having  a  consular  officer,  for  transpor- 
tation to  the  United  Stales  or  to  a  port  at 
which  there  is  a  consular  officer,  the  master 
or  owner  of  the  vessel  shall  be  compensated 
reasonably  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  State. 


S  11105.   Wages   on   discharge   when   vessel 
sold 

(a)  When  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  is 
sold  in  a  foreign  country,  the  master  shall 
deliver  to  the  consular  officer  a  certified 
crew  list  and  the  agreement  required  by  this 
part.  The  master  shall  pay  each  seaman  the 
wages  due  the  seaman  and  provide  the 
.seaman  with  employment  on  board  another 
vessel  of  the  United  States  bound  for  the 
port  of  original  engagement  of  the  seaman 
or  to  another  port  agreed  on.  If  employment 
cannot  be  provided,  the  master  shall— 

(1)  provide  the  seaman  with  the  means  to 
return  to  the  port  of  original  engagement; 

(2)  provide  the  seaman  passage  to  the  port 
of  original  engagement;  or 

(3)  deposit  with  the  consular  officer  an 
amount  of  money  considered  sufficient  by 
the  officer  to  provide  the  seaman  with 
maintenance  and  passage  home. 

(b)  The  consular  officer  shall  endorse  on 
the  agreement  the  particulars  of  the  pay- 
ment, provision,  or  deposit  made  under  this 
section. 

(c)  An  owner  of  a  vessel  is  liable  to  the 
United  States  Government  for  a  civil  penal- 
ty of  $500  if  the  master  does  not  comply 
with  this  section. 
§  11106.  Wages  on  justifiable  complaint  of 

seamen 

(a)  Before  a  seaman  on  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States  is  discharged  in  a  foreign 
country  by  a  consular  officer  on  the  sea- 
mans  complaint  that  the  agreement  re- 
quired by  this  part  has  been  breached  be- 
cause the  vessel  is  badly  provisioned  or  un- 
seaworthy. or  against  the  officers  for  cruel 
treatment,  the  officer  shall  inquire  about 
the  complaint.  If  satisfied  of  the  justice  of 
the  complaint,  the  consular  officer  shall  re- 
quire the  master  to  pay  the  wages  due  the 
seaman  plus  one  month's  additional  wages 
and  shall  discharge  the  seaman.  The  master 
shall  provide  the  seaman  with  employment 
on  another  vessel  or  provide  the  seaman 
with  passage  on  another  vessel  to  the  port 
of  original  engagement,  to  the  most  conven- 
ient port  of  the  United  States,  or  to  some 
port  agreeable  to  the  seaman. 

(b)  When  a  vessel  does  not  have  sufficient 
provisions  for  the  intended  voyage,  and  the 
seaman  has  been  forced  to  accept  a  reduced 
ration  or  provisions  that  are  bad  in  quality 
or  unfit  for  use.  the  seaman  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  the  master  or  owner  an  allow- 
ance, as  additional  wages,  that  the  court 
hearing  the  case  considers  reasonable. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  does  not 
apply  when  the  reduction  in  rations  was  for 
a  period  during  which  the  seaman  willfully 
and  without  sufficient  cause  failed  to  per- 
form duties  or  was  lawfully  under  confine- 
ment on  board  or  on  shore  for  misconduct, 
unless  that  reduction  can  be  shown  to  have 
been  unreasonable. 

(d)  Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  does  not 
apply  to  a  fishing  or  whaling  vessel  or  a 
yacht. 
§  11107.  Unlawful  engagements  void 

An  engagement  of  a  seaman  contrary  to  a 
law  of  the  United  States  is  void.  A  seaman 
so  engaged  may  leave  the  service  of  the 
vessel  at  any  time  and  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  highest  rate  of  wages  at  the  port  from 
which  the  seaman  was  engaged  or  the 
amount  agreed  to  be  given  the  seaman  at 
the  time  of  engagement,  whichever  is 
higher. 
§  11108.  Taxes 

Wages  due  or  accruing  to  a  master  or 
seaman  on  a  vessel  in  the  foreign,  coastwise, 
intercoastal,    interstate,    or    noncontiguous 


trade  or  a  fisherman  employed  on  a  fishing 
vessel  may  not  be  withheld  under  the  tax 
laws  of  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  of  a 
State.  However,  this  section  does  not  pro- 
hibit withholding  wages  of  a  seaman  on  a 
vessel  in  the  coastwise  trade  between  ports 
in  the  same  State  if  the  withholding  is 
under  a  voluntary  agreement  between  the 
seaman  and  the  employer  of  the  seaman. 

S  11109.  Attachment  of  wages 

(a)  Wages  due  or  accruing  to  a  master  or 
seaman  are  not  subject  to  attachment  or  ar- 
restment from  any  court,  except  for  an 
order  of  a  court  about  the  payment  by  a 
master  or  seaman  of  any  part  of  the  mas- 
ter's or  seaman's  wages  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  spouse  or  minor  chil- 
dren of  the  master  or  seaman,  or  both.  A 
payment  of  wages  to  a  master  or  seaman  is 
valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  sale  or  as- 
signment of  wages  or  any  attachment,  en- 
cumbrance, or  arrestment  of  the  wages. 

(b)  An  assignment  or  sale  of  wages  or  sal- 
vage made  before  the  payment  of  wages 
does  not  bind  the  party  making  it.  except  al- 
lotments authorized  by  section  10315  of  this 
title. 

(c)  This  section  applies  to  a  fisherman  on 
a  fishing  vessel. 
§  11110.  Seamen's  clothing 

The  clothing  of  a  seaman  is  exempt  from 
attachments  and  liens.  A  person  detaining  a 
seaman's  clothing  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $500.  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  6 
months,  or  both. 


§11111.  Limit    on    amount    recoverable   on 

voyage 

When  a  seaman  is  on  a  voyage  on  which  a 
written  agreement  is  required  under  this 
part,  not  more  than  $1  is  recoverable  from 
the  seaman  by  a  person  for  a  debt  incurred 
by  the  seaman  during  the  voyage  for  which 
the  seaman  is  signed  on  until  the  voyage  is 
ended. 

CHAPTER  113-OPFICIAL  LOGBOOKS 

Sec. 

11301.  Logbook  and  entry  requirements. 

11302.  Manner  of  making  entries. 

11303.  Penalties. 

§  11301.  Logbook  and  entry  requirements 

(a)  A  vessel  of  the  United  States  on  a 
voyage  between  a  port  in  the  United  States 
and  a  port  in  a  foreign  country,  and  a  vessel 
of  the  United  States  of  at  least  75  gross  tons 
on  a  voyage  between  a  port  of  the  United 
States  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean  and  a  port  of 
the  United  States  on  the  Pacific  Ocean, 
shall  have  an  official  logbook. 

(b)  The  master  of  the  vessel  shall  make  or 
have  made  in  the  official  logbook  the  fol- 
lowing entries: 

(1)  each  legal  conviction  of  a  seaman  of 
the  vessel  and  the  punishment  inflicted. 

(2)  each  offense  committed  by  a  seaman 
of  the  vessel  for  which  it  is  intended  to  pros- 
ecute or  to  enforce  under  a  forfeiture,  to- 
gether with  statements  about  reading  the 
entry  and  the  reply  made  to  the  charge  as 
required  by  section  11502  of  this  title. 

(3)  each  offense  for  which  punishment  is 
inflicted  on  board  and  the  punishment  in- 
flicted. 

(4)  a  statement  of  the  conduct,  character, 
and  qualifications  of  each  seaman  of  the 
vessel  or  a  statement  that  the  master  de- 
clines to  give  an  opinion  about  that  conduct, 
character,  and  qualifications. 

(5)  each  illness  of  or  injury  to  a  seaman  of 
the  vessel,  the  nature  of  the  illness  or 
injury,  and  the  medical  treatment. 
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(6>  each  death  on  board,  with  the  cause  of 
death,  and  if  a  seaman,  the  information  re- 
quired by  section  10702  of  this  title. 

(7)  each  birth  on  board,  with  the  sex  of 
the  infant  and  name  of  the  parents. 

(8)  each  marriage  on  t>oard.  with  the 
names  and  ages  of  the  parties. 

(9)  the  name  of  each  seaman  who  ceases 
to  be  a  crewmember  (except  by  death),  with 
the  place,  time,  manner,  and  the  cause  why 
the  seaman  ceased  to  be  a  crewmember. 

<I0)  the  wages  due  to  a  seaman  who  dies 
during  the  voyage  and  the  gross  amount  of 
all  deductions  to  t>e  made  from  the  wages. 

(11)  the  sale  of  the  property  of  a  seaman 
who  dies  during  the  voyage,  including  a 
statement  of  each  article  sold  and  the 
amount  received  for  the  property. 

(12)  when  a  marine  casualty  occurs,  a 
statement  about  the  casualty  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  it  occurred,  made 
immediately  after  the  casualty  when  practi- 
cable to  do  so. 

S  11302.  Manner  of  making  entries 
Each  entry  made  in  the  official  logbook— 

(1)  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  possible  after 
the  occurrence; 

(2)  if  not  made  on  the  day  of  the  occur- 
rence, shall  be  dated  and  stale  the  date  of 
the  occurrence; 

(3)  if  the  entry  is  about  an  occurrence 
happening  before  the  vessel's  arrival  at  the 
final  port  of  discharge,  shall  be  made  not 
later  than  24  hours  after  the  arrival; 

(4)  shall  be  signed  by  the  master;  and 

(5)  shall  be  signed  by  the  chief  mate  or 
another  seaman. 

§  11303.  Penalties 

(a)  A  master  failing  to  maintain  an  official 
logbook  as  required  by  this  part  is  liable  to 
the  United  States  Government  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $200. 

(b)  A  master  failing  to  make  an  entry  in 
the  vessel's  official  logt>ook  as  required  by 
this  part  is  liable  to  the  Government  for  a 
civil  penalty  of  $200. 

(c)  A  person  is  liable  to  the  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  of  $150  when  the  person 
makes,  procures  to  be  made,  or  assists  in 
making,  an  entry  in  the  vessel's  official  log- 
book— 

(1)  later  than  24  hours  after  the  vessel's 
arrival  at  the  final  port  of  discharge;  and 

(2)  that  is  about  an  occurrence  that  hap- 
pened before  that  arrival. 

CHAPTER  115-OFFENSES  AND 
PENALTIES 
Sec. 

11501.  Penalties  for  specified  offenses. 

11502.  Entry  of  offenses  in  logbook. 

11503.  Duties  of  consular  officers  related  to 

insut>ordination. 

11504.  Enforcement  of  forfeitures. 

11505.  Disposal  of  forfeitures. 

11506.  Carrying  sheath  knives. 

11507.  Surrender  of  offending  officers. 
§  11501.  Penalties  for  specified  offenses 

When  a  seaman  lawfully  engaged  commits 
any  of  the  following  offenses,  the  seaman 
shall  be  punished  as  specified: 

(1)  For  desertion,  the  seaman  forfeits  any 
part  of  the  money  or  property  the  seaman 
leaves  on  board  and  any  part  of  earned 
wages. 

(2)  For  neglecting  or  refusing  without  rea- 
sonable cause  to  join  the  seaman's  vessel  or 
to  proceed  to  sea  in  the  vessel,  for  absence 
without  leave  within  24  hours  of  the  vessel's 
sailing  from  a  port  (at  the  beginning  or 
during  the  voyage),  or  for  absence  without 
leave  from  duties  and  without  sufficient 
reason,  the  seaman  forfeits  from  the  sea- 


man's wages  not  more  than  2  days'  pay  or  a 
sufficient  amount  to  defray  expenses  in- 
curred in  hiring  a  substitute. 

(3)  For  quitting  the  vessel  without  leave 
after  the  vessel's  arrival  at  the  port  of  deliv- 
ery and  l)efore  the  vessel  is  placed  in  securi- 
ty, the  seaman  forfeits  from  the  seaman's 
wages  not  more  than  one  month's  pay. 

(4)  For  willful  disobedience  to  a  lawful 
command  at  sea,  the  seaman,  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  master,  may  be  confined  until 
the  disobedience  ends,  and  on  arrival  in  port 
forfeits  from  the  seaman's  wages  not  more 
than  4  days'  pay  or.  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  may  be  imprisoned  for  not  more  than 
one  month. 

(5)  For  continued  willful  disobedience  to 
lawful  command  or  continued  willful  ne- 
glect of  duty  at  sea.  the  seaman,  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  master,  may  be  confined,  on 
water  and  1.000  calories,  with  full  rations 
every  5th  day,  until  the  disot>edience  ends, 
and  on  arrival  in  port  forfeits,  for  each  24 
hours"  continuance  of  the  disobedience  or 
neglect,  not  more  than  12  days'  pay  or.  at 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  may  be  impris- 
oned for  not  more  than  3  months. 

(6)  For  assaulting  a  master,  mate,  pilot, 
engineer,  or  staff  officer,  the  seaman  shall 
be  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  2  years. 

(7)  For  willfully  damaging  the  vessel,  or 
embezzling  or  willfully  damaging  any  of  the 
stores  or  cargo,  the  seaman  forfeits  from 
the  seaman's  wages  the  amount  of  the  loss 
sustained  and.  at  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
may  l)e  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  12 
months. 

(8)  For  smuggling  for  which  a  seaman  is 
convicted  causing  loss  or  damage  to  the 
owner  or  master,  the  seaman  is  liable  to  the 
owner  or  master  for  the  loss  or  damage,  and 
any  part  of  the  seaman's  wages  may  be  re- 
tained to  satisfy  the  liability.  The  seaman 
also  may  \x  imprisoned  for  not  more  than 
12  months. 

\  11502.  Entry  of  offenses  in  logt>ook 

(a)  When  an  offense  listed  in  section 
11501  of  this  title  is  committed,  an  entry 
shall  l)e  made  in  the  vessel's  official  log- 
book— 

( 1 )  on  the  day  of  the  offense; 

(2)  stating  the  details; 

(3)  signed  by  the  master;  and 

(4)  signed  by  the  chief  mate  or  another 
seaman. 

(b)  Before  arrival  in  port  if  the  offense 
was  committed  at  .sea.  or  before  departure  If 
the  offense  was  committed  in  port  and  the 
offender  is  still  on  the  vessel— 

( 1 )  the  entry  shall  be  read  to  the  offender; 

(2)  the  offender  shall  be  given  a  copy;  and 

(3)  the  offender  shall  be  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  reply. 

(c)  After  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  has 
been  complied  with,  an  entry  shall  be  made 
in  the  official  logbook— 

(1)  stating  that  the  entry  about  the  of- 
fense was  read  and  a  copy  provided  to  the 
offender; 

(2)  stating  the  offender's  reply; 

(3)  signed  by  the  master;  and 

(4)  signed  by  the  chief  mate  or  another 
seaman. 

(d)  In  a  subsequent  legal  proceeding,  if 
the  entries  required  by  this  section  are  not 
produced  or  proved,  the  court  may  refuse  to 
receive  evidence  of  the  offense. 

I  11503.  Duties  of  consular  officers  related 

to  insubordination 

(a)  A  consular  officer  shall  use  every 
means  to  discountenance  insubordination 
on  vessels  of  the  United  States,  including 
employing  the  aid  of  local  authorities. 


(b)  When  a  seaman  is  accused  of  insubor- 
dination, a  consular  officer  shall  inquire 
into  the  facts  and  proceed  as  provided  in 
section  11106  of  this  title.  If  the  consular  of- 
ficer discharges  the  seaman,  the  officer 
shall  endorse  the  agreement  required  by 
this  part  and  enter  in  the  vessel's  official 
logbook  the  cause  and  particulars  of  the  dis- 
charge. 

§  11504.  Enforcement  of  forfeitures 

When  an  offen.se  by  a  seaman  also  is  a 
criminal  violation,  it  is  not  necessary  that  a 
criminal  proceeding  be  brought  to  enforce  a 
forfeiture. 
§  11505.  Disposal  of  forfeitures 

(a)  Money,  property,  and  wages  forfeited 
under  this  chapter  for  desertion  may  be  ap- 
plied to  compensate  the  owner  of  master  of 
the  vessel  for  expenses  caused  by  the  deser- 
tion. The  balance  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
Secretary  when  the  voyage  is  completed,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(b)  Within  one  month  of  receiving  the  bal- 
ance under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  transfer  the  balance  to 
the  appropriate  district  court  of  the  United 
States.  If  it  appears  to  the  district  court 
that  the  forfeiture  was  imposed  properly, 
the  property  transferred  may  be  sold  in  the 
same  manner  prescribed  for  the  disposition 
of  the  property  of  deceased  seamen.  The 
court  shall  deposit  in  the  Treasury  as  mis- 
cellaneous receipts  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
and  any  money  and  wages  transferred  to 
the  court. 

(c)  When  an  owner  or  master  falls  to 
transfer  the  balance  as  required  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or 
master  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  2  times  the 
amount  of  the  balance,  recoverable  by  the 
Secretary  in  the  same  manner  that  sea- 
man's wages  are  recovered. 

(d)  In  all  other  cases  of  forfeiture  of 
wages,  the  forfeiture  shall  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  owner  of  the  vessel. 

§  11506.  Carrying  sheath  knives 

A  seaman  in  the  merchant  marine  may 
not  wear  a  sheath  knife  on  board  a  vessel 
without  the  consent  of  the  master.  The 
master  of  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  shall 
inform  each  seaman  of  this  prohibition 
before  engagement.  A  master  failing  to 
advise  a  seaman  is  liable  to  the  United 
States  Government  for  a  civil  penalty  of 
$50. 
S  11507.  Surrender  of  offending  officers 

When  an  officer  of  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  (except  the  master)  has  violated  sec- 
tion 2191  of  title  18,  and  the  master  has 
actual  knowledge  of  the  offense  or  if  com- 
plaint is  made  within  3  days  after  reaching 
port,  the  master  shall  surrender  the  offend- 
ing officer  to  the  proper  authorities.  If  the 
master  fails  to  use  diligence  to  comply  with 
this  section  and  the  offender  escapes,  the 
owner,  the  master,  and  the  vessel  are  liable 
for  damages  to  the  individual  unlawfully 
punished. 

Part  H— Identification  of  Vessixs 

CHAPTER  121 -DOCUMENTATION  OF 
VESSELS 

Sec. 

12101. 

12102. 

12103. 

12104. 

12105. 

12106. 

12107. 

12108. 


Related  terms  in  other  laws. 
Vessels  eligible  for  documentation. 
Certificates  of  documentation. 
Effect  of  documentation. 
Registry. 

Coastwise  licenses  and  registry. 
Great  Lakes  licenses  and  registry. 
Fishery  licenses  and  registry. 


12109.  Pleasure  vessel  licenses. 

12110.  Limitations  on  operations  authorized 

by  certificates. 

12111.  Invalidation  of  certificates  of  docu- 

mentation. 

12112.  Vessels  procured  outside  the  United 

Stales. 

12113.  Ports  of  documentation. 

12114.  Home  ports. 

12115.  Names  of  vessels. 

12116.  Numbers,  signal  letters,  and  identifi- 

cation markings. 

12117.  Recording  of  United  Stales  built  ves- 

sels. 

12118.  Registration   of   funnel    marks   and 

house  flags. 

12119.  List  of  documented  vessels. 

12120.  Reports. 

12121.  Regulations. 

12122.  Penalties. 
§  12101.  Related  terms  in  other  laws 

When  used  in  a  law.  regulation,  document 
ruling,  or  other  offical  act  referring  to  the 
documentation  of  a  vessel— 

(1)  •cerlificale  of  registry  ",  "register  ",  and 
"registry  "  mean  a  registry  as  provided  in 

section  12105  of  this  title. 

(2)  "license"",  "enrollment  and  license",  "li- 
cense for  the  coastwise  (or  coasting)  trade", 
and  "enrollment  and  license  for  the  coast- 
wise (or  coasting)  trade""  mean  a  coastwise 
license  as  provided  in  section  12106  of  this 
title. 

(3)  'enrollment  and  license  to  engage  in 
the  foreign  and  coastwise  (or  coasting)  trade 
on  the  northern,  northeastern,  and  north- 
western frontiers,  otherwise  than  by  sea" 
means  a  Great  Lakes  license  as  provided  in 
section  12107  of  this  title. 

(4)  "license  for  the  fisheries  "  and  'enroll- 
ment and  license  for  the  fisheries"  mean  a 
fishery  license  as  provided  in  section  12108 
of  this  title. 

(5)  yacht "  means  a  pleasure  vessel  even  if 
not  documented. 
§  12102.  Vessels  eligible  for  documentation 

A  vessel  of  at  least  5  net  tons  not  regis- 
tered under  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country  is 
eligible  for  documentation  if  the  vessel  is 
owned  by— 

(1)  an  individual  who  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States; 

(2)  an  association,  trust,  joint  venture,  or 
other  entity— 

(A)  all  of  whose  members  are  citizens  of 
the  United  States;  and 

(B)  that  is  capable  of  holding  title  to  a 
vessel  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
or  of  a  State; 

(3)  a  partnership  whose  general  partners 
are  citizens  of  the  United  Slates,  and  the 
controlling  interest  in  the  partnership  is 
owned  by  citizens  of  the  United  States; 

(4)  a  corporation  established  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  of  a  State, 
whose  president  or  other  chief  executive  of- 
ficer and  chairman  of  its  board  of  directors 
are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  no 
more  of  its  directors  are  noncitizens  than  a 
minority  of  the  number  necessary  to  consti- 
tute a  quorum; 

(5)  the  United  States  Government;  or 

(6)  the  government  of  a  State. 
§  12103.  Certificates  of  documentation 

(a)  On  application  by  the  owner  of  a 
vessel  eligible  for  documentation,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  issue  a  certificate  of  documenta- 
tion of  one  of  the  types  specified  in  sections 
12105-12109  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  the  form 
of,  the  manner  of  filing,  and  the  informa- 
tion to  be  contained  in,  applications  for  cer- 
tificates of  documentation. 


(c)  Each  certificate  of  documentation 
shall- 

(1)  contain  the  name,  the  home  port,  and 
a  description  of  the  vessel; 

(2)  identify  the  owner  of  the  vessel;  and 

(3)  contain  additional  information  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  proce- 
dures to  ensure  the  integrity  of.  and  the  ac- 
curacy of  information  contained  in,  certifi- 
cates of  documentation. 

(e)  The  owner  and  master  of  a  document- 
ed vessel  shall  make  the  vessels  certificate 
of  documentation  available  for  examination 
as  the  law  or  Secretary  may  require. 
§  12104.  Effect  of  documentation 

A  certificate  of  documentation  is— 

(1)  conclusive  evidence  of  nationality  for 
international  purposes,  but  not  in  a  proceed- 
ing conducted  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
Slates; 

(2)  except  for  a  pleasure  vessel  license, 
conclusive  evidence  of  qualification  to  be 
employed  in  a  specified  trade;  and 

(3)  not  conclusive  evidence  of  ownership 
in  a  proceeding  in  which  ownership  is  in 
issue. 
§  12105.  Registry 

(a)  A  registry  may  be  issued  for  a  vessel  el- 
igible for  documentation. 

(b)  A  vessel  for  which  a  registry  is  issued 
may  be  employed  in  foreign  trade  or  trade 
with  Guam.  American  Samoa,  Wake. 
Midway,  or  Kingman  Reef. 

(c)  On  application  of  the  owner  of  a  vessel 
that  qualifies  for  a  coastwise  license  under 
section  12106  of  this  title,  a  Great  Lakes  li- 
cense under  section  12107  of  this  title,  or  a 
fishery  license  under  section  12108  of  this 
title,  the  Secretary  may  issue  a  registry  ap- 
propriately endorsed  authorizing  the  vessel 
to  be  employed  in  the  coastwise  trade,  the 
Great  Lakes  trade,  or  the  fisheries,  as  the 
case  may  be. 

(d)  Except  as  provided  in  sections  12106- 
12108  of  this  title,  a  foreign  built  vessel  reg- 
istered under  this  section  may  not  engage  in 
the  coastwise  trade,  the  Great  Lakes  trade, 
or  the  fisheries. 
§  12106.  Coastwise  licenses  and  registry 

(a)  A  coastwise  license  or.  as  provided  in 
section  12105(c)  of  this  title,  an  appropriate- 
ly endorsed  registry,  may  be  issued  for  a 
vessel  that— 

( 1 )  is  eligible  for  documentation; 

(2)(A)  was  built  in  the  United  States;  or 

(B)  if  not  built  in  the  United  States,  was 
captured  in  war  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  lawfully  condemned  as  prize,  was 
adjudged  to  be  forfeited  for  a  breach  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  qualified  for 
documentation  under  section  4136  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C.  14);  and 

(3)  otherwise  qualifies  under  laws  of  the 
United  States  to  be  employed  in  the  coast- 
wise trade. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  regulating  the  coastwise  trade  and 
the  fisheries,  only  a  vessel  for  which  a  coast- 
wise license  or  an  appropriately  endorsed 
registry  is  issued  may  be  employed  in— 

(1)  the  coastwise  trade;  and 

(2)  the  fisheries. 
§  12107.  Great  Lakes  licenses  and  registry 

(a)  A  Great  Lakes  license  or.  as  provided 
in  section  12105(c)  of  this  title,  an  appropri- 
ately endorsed  registry,  may  be  issued  for  a 
vessel  that- 
( 1 )  is  eligible  for  documentation: 
(2)(A)  was  built  in  the  United  States:  or 
(B)  if  not  built  in  the  United  States,  was 
captured  in  war  by  citizens  of  the  United 


22583 

States  and  lawfully  condemned  as  prize,  was 
adjudged  to  be  forfeited  for  a  breach  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  qualified  for 
documentation  under  section  4136  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C.  14);  and 

(3)  otherwise  qualifies  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  to  be  employed  in  the 
coastwise  trade. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  regulating  the  coastwise  trade,  trade 
with  Canada,  and  the  fisheries,  only  a  vessel 
for  which  a  Great  Lakes  license  or  an  appro- 
priately endorsed  registry  is  issued  may  be 
employed  on  the  Great  Lakes  and  their  trib- 
utary and  connecting  waters  in— 

( 1 )  the  coastwise  trade; 

(2)  trade  with  Canada;  and 

(3)  the  fisheries. 


§  12108.  Fishery  licenses  and  registry 

(a)  A  fishery  license  or.  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 12105(c)  of  this  title,  an  appropriately 
endorsed  registry,  may  be  issued  for  a  vessel 
that— 

( 1 )  is  eligible  for  documentation;  and 
(2)(A)  was  built  in  the  United  States;  or 
(B)  if  not  built  in  the  United  States,  was 
captured  in  war  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  lawfully  condemned  as  prize,  was 
adjudged  to  be  forfeited  for  a  breach  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  Slates,  or  qualified  for 
documentation  under  section  4136  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (46  App.  U.S.C.  14);  and 

(3)  otherwise  qualifies  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  to  be  employed  in  the 
fisheries. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  regulating  the  fisheries,  only  a  vessel 
for  which  a  fishery  license  or  an  appropri- 
ately endorsed  registry  is  issued  may  be  em- 
ployed in  the  fisheries. 

§  12109.  Pleasure  vessel  licenses 

(a)  A  pleasure  vessel  license  may  be  issued 
for  a  vessel  that  is— 

(1)  eligible  for  documentation:  and 

(2)  to  be  operated  only  for  pleasure. 

(b)  A  licensed  pleasure  vessel  may  proceed 
between  a  port  of  the  United  Stales  and  a 
port  of  a  foreign  country  without  entering 
or  clearing  with  the  Customs  Service. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation reasonable  fees  for  issuing,  renewing, 
or  replacing  a  pleasure  vessel  license,  or  for 
providing  any  other  service  related  to  a 
pleasure  vessel  license.  The  fees  shall  be 
based  on  the  costs  of  the  senice  provided. 

§  12110.  Limitations  on  operations  author- 
ized by  certificates 

(a)  A  vessel  may  not  be  employed  in  a 
trade  except  a  trade  covered  by  the  certifi- 
cate of  documentation  issued  for  that  vessel. 
A  documented  pleasure  vessel  may  be  oper- 
ated only  for  pleasure.  However,  a  certifi- 
cate of  documentation  may  be  exchanged, 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary, for  another  type  of  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation or  endorsed  appropriately  for  a 
trade  for  which  the  vessel  qualifies. 

(b)  A  barge  qualified  to  be  employed  in 
the  coastwise  trade  may  be  employed,  with- 
out being  documented,  in  that  trade  on 
rivers,  harbors,  lakes  (except  the  Great 
Lakes),  canals,  and  inland  waters. 

(c)  When  a  vessel  is  employed  in  a  trade 
not  covered  by  the  certificate  of  documenta- 
tion issued  for  that  vessel,  or  a  documented 
pleasure  vessel  is  operated  except  for  pleas- 
ure, the  vessel  and  its  equipment  are  liable 
to  seizure  by  and  forfeiture  to  the  United 
States  Government. 

(d)  A  documented  vessel  may  be  placed 
under  the  command  only  of  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States. 
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i  12111.  Invalidation  of  certificates  of  docu- 
mentation 

(a)  A  certificate  of  documentation  is  in- 
valid if  the  vessel  for  which  it  is  issued— 

(1)  no  longer  meets  the  requirements  of 
this  chapter  and  regulations  prescribed 
under  this  chapter  applicable  to  that  certifi- 
cate of  documentation;  or 

(2)  is  placed  under  the  command  of  a 
person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  by  section  30(0)  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1920  (46  App. 
U.S.C.  961(a)).  an  invalid  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation shall  be  surrendered  as  provided 
by  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
5  12112.  Vessels  procured  outside  the  United 

States 

(a)  The  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of 
State,  acting  jointly,  may  provide  for  the  is- 
suance of  an  appropriate  document  for  a 
vessel  procured  outside  the  United  States 
meeting  the  ownership  requirements  of  sec- 
tion 12102  of  this  title. 

(b)  Subject  to  limitations  the  Secretary 
may  prescrit)*.  a  vessel  for  which  an  appro- 
priate document  is  issued  under  this  section 
may  proceed  to  the  United  States  and 
engage  en  route  in  the  foreign  trade  or 
trade  with  Guam.  American  Samoa.  Wake. 
Midway,  or  Kingman  Reef.  On  the  vessels 
arrival  in  the  United  States,  the  document 
shall  l)e  surrendered  as  provided  by  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  A  vessel  for  which  a  document  is  issued 
under  this  section  is  subject  to  the  jursidic- 
tion  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  Howev- 
er, the  Secretary  may  suspend  for  a  period 
of  not  more  than  6  months,  the  application 
of  a  vessel  inspection  law  carried  out  by  the 
Secretary  or  regulations  prescribed  under 
that  law  if  the  Secretary  considers  the  sus- 
pension to  t)e  in  the  public  interest. 
§  12113.  Ports  of  documentation 

The  Secretary  shall  designate  ports  of 
documentation  in  the  United  States  at 
which  vessels  may  be  documented  and  in- 
struments affecting  title  to,  or  interest  in, 
documented  vessels  may  be  recorded.  The 
Secretary— 

(1)  shall  specify  the  geographic  area  to  be 
served  by  each  designated  port;  and 

(2)  may  discontinue,  relocate,  or  designate  •  QoX'ernment 
additional  ports  of  documentation. 
5  12114.  Home  ports 

(a)  The  port  of  documentation  selected  by 
an  owner  of  a  vessel  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  documentation  of  the 
vessel  is  the  vessel's  home  port. 

(b)  Once  a  vessel's   home  port   is  estab- 
lished, it  may  not  be  changed  without  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary. 
§  12115.  Names  of  vessels 

(a)  The  name  of  the  vessel  selected  by  the 
owner  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  for 
the  documentation  of  the  vessel  is  the  ves- 
sel's name  of  record. 

(b)  Once  a  vessel's  name  of  record  is  estab- 
lished, it  may  not  be  changed  without  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation a  reasonable  fee  for  changing  a  docu- 
mented vessel's  name  of  record. 
8  12116.  Numbers,  signal  letters,  and  identi- 
fication markings 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  maintain  a  num- 
bering system  for  the  identification  of  a 
documented  vessel  and  shall  assign  a 
number  to  each  documented  vessel. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  maintain  a  system 
of  signal  letters  for  a  documented  vessel. 

(c)  The  owner  of  a  documented  vessel 
shall  affix  to  the  vessel  and  maintain  in  the 


manner    prescribed    by    the   Secretary    the 
number  assigned  and  any  other  identifica- 
tion markings  the  Secretary  may  require. 
§  12117.   Recording   of  United  States   built 

vessels 

The  Secretary  may  provide  for  the  record- 
ing and  certifying  of  information  about  ves- 
sels built  in  the  United  States  that  the  Sec- 
retary considers  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 
§  12118.  Registration  of  funnel  marks  and 

house  flags 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  regis- 
tration of  funnel  marks  and  house  flags  by 
owners  of  vessels. 
§  12119.  List  of  documented  vessels 

The  Secretary  shall  publish  periodically  a 
list  of  all  documented  vessels  and  informa- 
tion about  those  vessels  that  the  Secretary 
considers  pertinent  or  useful.  The  list  shall 
contain  a  notation  clearly  indicating  all  ves- 
sels classed  by  the  American  Bureau  of 
Shipping. 
§  12120.  Reports 

To  ensure  compliance  with  this  chapter 
and  laws  governing  the  qualifications  of  ves- 
sels to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade  and  the 
fisheries,  the  Secretary  may  require  owners 
and  masters  of  documented  vessels  to 
submit  reports  in  any  reasonable  form  and 
manner  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 
§  12121.  Regulations 

The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regulations 
to  carry  out  this  chapter. 
§12122.  Penalties 

(a)  A  person  that  violates  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $500. 

(b)  When  the  owner  of  a  vessel  knowingly 
falsifies  or  conceals  a  material  fact,  or 
makes  a  false  statement  or  representation 
about  the  documentation  of  the  vessel,  that 
vessel  and  its  equipment  are  liable  to  seizure 
by  and  forfeiture  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment. 

(c)  When  a  certificate  of  documentation  is 
knowingly  and  fraudulently  used  for  a 
vessel,  that  vessel  and  its  equipment  are 
liable  to  seizure  by  and  forfeiture  to 
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§  12301.  Numbering  vessels 

An  undocumented  vessel  equipped  with 
propulsion  machinery  of  any  kind  shall 
have  a  number  issued  by  the  proper  issuing 
authority  in  the  State  in  which  the  vessel 
principally  is  operated. 
§  12302.  Standard  numbering  system 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regu- 
lation a  standard  numbering  system  for  ves- 
sels to  which  this  chapter  applies.  On  appli- 
cation by  a  State,  the  Secretary  shall  ap- 
prove a  State  numbering  system  that  is  con- 
sistent with  the  standard  numbering 
system.  In  carrying  out  its  numbering 
system,  a  State  shall  adopt  any  definitions 


of  relevant  terms  prescribed  by  regulations 
of  the  Secretary. 

(b)  A  State  with  an  approved  numbering 
system  is  the  issuing  authority  within  the 
meaning  of  this  chapter.  The  Secretary  is 
the  issuing  authority  in  a  State  in  which  a 
State  numbering  system  has  not  been  ap- 
proved. 

(c)  When  a  vessel  is  numbered  in  a  State, 
it  is  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  number- 
ing system  of  a  State  in  which  it  temporari- 
ly is  operated. 

(d)  When  a  vessel  is  removed  to  a  new 
State  of  principal  operation,  the  issuing  au- 
thority of  that  State  shall  recognize  the  va- 
lidity of  the  number  issued  by  the  original 
Slate  for  60  days. 

(e)  If  a  State  has  a  numbering  system  ap- 
proved after  the  Secretary  issues  a  number, 
the  State  shall  recognize  the  validity  of  the 
number  issued  by  the  Secretary  for  one 
year. 

(f)  When  the  Secretary  decides  that  a 
State  numbering  system  is  not  being  carried 
out  consistent  with  the  standard  numbering 
system  or  the  State  has  changed  the  system 
without  the  Secretary's  approval,  the  Secre- 
tary may  withdraw  approval  after  giving 
notice  to  the  State,  in  writing,  stating  the 
reasons  for  the  withdrawal. 

§  12303.    Exemption    from    numl)ering    re- 
quirements 

(a)  When  the  Secretary  is  the  authority 
issuing  a  number  under  this  chapter,  the 
Secretary  may  exempt  a  vessel  or  class  of 
vessels  from  the  numbering  requirements  of 
this  chapter  under  conditions  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe. 

(b)  When  a  State  is  the  issuing  authority, 
it  may  exempt  from  the  numbering  require- 
ments of  this  chapter  a  vessel  or  class  of 
vessels  exempted  under  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  or  otherwise  as  permitted  by 
the  Secretary. 

§  12304.  Certificates  of  numbers 

(a)  A  certificate  of  number  is  granted  for  a 
number  issued  under  this  chapter.  The  cer- 
tificate shall  be  pocket-sized,  shall  be  at  all 
times  available  for  inspection  on  the  vessel 
for  which  issued  when  the  vessel  is  in  oper- 
ation, and  may  be  valid  for  not  more  than  3 
years.  The  certificate  of  number  for  a  vessel 
less  than  26  feet  in  length  and  leased  or 
rented  to  another  for  the  latter's  noncom- 
mercial operation  of  less  than  7  days  may  be 
retained  on  shore  by  the  vessel's  owner  or 
representative  at  the  place  from  which  the 
vessel  departs  or  returns  to  the  possession 
of  the  owner  or  the  owner's  representative. 
A  vessel  that  does  not  have  the  certificate 
of  number  on  board  shall  be  identified  when 
in  operation,  and  comply  with  requirements, 
as  the  issuing  authority  prescribes. 

(b)  The  owner  of  a  vessel  numbered  under 
this  chapter  shall  provide— 

(1)  the  issuing  authority  notice  of  the 
transfer  of  any  part  of  the  owner's  interest 
in  the  vessel  or  of  the  destruction  or  aban- 
donment of  the  vessel,  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  transfer,  destruction,  or 
abandonment;  and 

(2)  notice  of  a  change  of  address  within  a 
reasonable  time  of  the  change,  as  prescribed 
by  regulation. 

§  12305.  Displaying  numbers 

A  number  required  by  this  chapter  shall 
be  painted  on,  or  attached  to,  each  side  of 
the  forward  half  of  the  vessel  for  which  it 
was  issued,  and  shall  be  the  size,  color,  and 
type  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
No  other  number  may  be  carried  on  the  for- 
ward half  of  the  vessel. 
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§  12306.  Safety  certificates 

When  a  State  is  the  authority  issuing  a 
number  under  this  chapter,  it  may  require 
that  the  individual  in  charge  of  a  numbered 
vessel  have  a  valid  safety  certificate  issued 
under  conditions  set  by  the  issuing  author- 
ity, except  when  the  vessel  is  subject  to 
manning  requirements  under  part  P  of  this 
subtitle. 
§  12307.  Regulations  on  numbering  and  fees 

The  authority  issuing  a  number  under 
this  chapter  may  prescribe  regulations  and 
establish  fees  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  this 
chapter.  The  fees  shall  apply  equally  to  res; 
dents  and  nonresidents  of  the  State.  A  State 
issuing  authority  may  impose  only  condi- 
tions for  vessel  numbering  that  are— 

(1)  prescribed  by  this  chapter  or  regula- 
tions of  the  Secretary  about  the  standard 
numbering  system;  or 

(2)  related  to  proof  of  payment  of  State  or 
local  taxes. 
S  12308.    Providing    vessel    numbering    and 

registration  information 

A  person  may  request  from  an  authority 
issuing  a  number  under  this  chapter  the 
numbering  and  registration  information  of  a 
vessel  that  is  retrievable  from  vessel  num- 
bering system  records  of  the  issuing  author- 
ity. When  the  issuing  authority  is  satisfied 
that  the  request  is  reasonable  and  related  to 
a  boating  safety  purpose,  the  information 
shall  be  provided  on  paying  the  cost  of  re- 
trieving and  providing  the  information  re- 
quested. 
§  12309.  Penalties 

(a)  A  person  willfully  violating  this  chap- 
ter or  a  regulation  prescribed  under  this 
chapter  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000. 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or 
both. 

(b)  A  person  violating  this  chapter  or  a 
regulation  prescribed  under  this  chapter  is 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000.  If 
the  violation  involves  the  operation  of  a 
vessel,  the  vessel  also  is  liable  in  rem  for  the 
penalty. 

(c)  When  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$200  has  been  assessed  under  this  chapter, 
the  Secretary  may  refer  the  matter  of  col- 
lection of  the  penalty  directly  to  the  United 
States  magistrate  of  the  jurisdiction  m 
which  the  person  liable  may  be  found  for 
collection  procedures  under  supervision  of 
the  district  court  and  under  an  order  issued 
by  the  court  delegating  this  authority  under 
section  636(b)  of  title  28. 

Part  I— State  Boating  Safety  Programs 

CHAPTER  131 -RECREATIONAL 
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§  13101.  State    recreational    boating    safety 
programs 

(a)  To  encourage  greater  State  participa- 
tion and  uniformity  in  boating  safely  and 
facility  improvement  efforts,  and  particular- 
ly to  permit  the  States  to  assume  the  great- 
er share  of  boating  safety  education,  assist- 
ance, and  enforcement  activities,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  carry  out  a  national  recreational 
boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program.  Under  this  program,  the  Secretary 
may  make  contracts  with,  and  allocate  and 
distribute  amounts  to,  eligible  States  to 
assist  them  in  developing,  carrying  out,  and 
financing  State  recreational  boating  safety 
and  facilities  improvement  programs. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  guide- 
lines and  standards  for  the  program.  In 
doing  so.  the  Secretary— 

(1)  shall  consider,  among  other  things, 
factors  affecting  recreational  boating  safety 
by  contributing  to  overcrowding  and  conges- 
tion of  waterways,  such  as  the  increasing 
number  of  recreational  vessels  operating  on 
those  waterways  and  their  geographic  distri- 
bution, the  availability  and  geographic  dis- 
tribution of  recreational  boating  facilities  in 
and  among  applying  Stales,  and  State 
marine  casualty  and  fatality  statistics  for 
recreational  vessels; 

(2)  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  minimize  duplication  with  the 
purposes  and  expenditures  of  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965  (16 
U.S.C.  4601-4— 4601-in  and  with  the  guide- 
lines developed  under  that  Act;  and 

(3)  shall  maintain  environmental  stand- 
ards consistent  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1451-1464) 
and  other  laws  and  policies  of  the  United 
States  intended  to  safeguard  the  ecological 
and  esthetic  quality  of  the  waters  and  wet- 
lands of  the  United  States. 

(c)  A  State  whose  recreational  boating 
safety  and  facilities  improvement  program 
has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  is  eligi- 
ble for  allocation  and  distribution  of 
amounts  under  this  chapter  to  assist  that 
State  in  developing,  carrying  out,  and  fi- 
nancing its  program.  Matching  amounts 
shall  be  allocated  and  distributed  among  eli- 
gible States  by  the  Secretary  as  provided  by 
section  13103  of  this  title. 
§  13102.  Program  acceptance 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  make  a  contract 
with,  and  allocate  and  distribute  amounts 
from  the  Fund  established  under  section 
13107  of  this  title  to.  a  State  that  has  an  ap- 
proved State  recreational  boating  safety  and 
facilities  improvement  program,  if  the  State 
demonstrates  to  the  Secretary's  satisfaction 

that— 

( 1 )  the  program  submitted  by  that  State  is 
consistent  with  this  chapter  and  chapters  61 
and  123  of  this  title; 

(2)  amounts  distributed  will  be  used  to  de- 
velop and  carry  out  a  State  recreational 
boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program  containing  the  minimum  require- 
ments of  subsection  (c),  (d),  or  (f)  of  this 
section; 

(3)  sufficient  State  matching  amounts  are 
available  from  general  revenue,  undocu- 
mented vessel  numbering  and  license  fees. 
State  marine  fuels  taxes,  or  from  a  fund 
constituted  from  the  proceeds  of  those 
taxes  and  established  to  finance  a  State  rec- 
reational boating  safety  and  facilities  im- 
provement program;  and 

(4)  the  program  submitted  by  that  State 
designates  a  Slate  lead  authority  or  agency 
that  will  carry  out  or  coordinate  carrying 
the  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  supported  by 


financial  assistance  of  the  United  States 
Government  in  that  State,  including  the  re- 
quirement that  the  designated  State  author- 
ity or  agency  submit  required  reports  that 
are  necessary  and  reasonable  to  carry  out 
properly  and  efficiently  the  program  and 
that  are  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary. 

(b)  Amounts  of  the  Government  from 
sources  (except  sources  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)(3)  of  this  section)  may  not  be 
used  to  provide  a  State's  share  of  the  costs 
of  the  program  described  under  this  section. 
State  matching  amounts  committed  to  a 
program  under  this  chapter  may  not  be 
used  to  constitute  the  State's  share  of 
matching  amounts  required  by  another  pro- 
gram of  the  Government. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  a  State 
recreational  boating  safety  program,  and 
the  program  is  eligible  to  receive  amounts 
authorized  to  be  expended  under  section 
13106  of  this  title,  if  the  program  includes— 

(Da  vessel  numbering  system  approved  or 
carried  out  by  the  Secretary  under  chapter 
123  of  this  title; 

(2)  a  cooperative  boating  .safety  assistance 
program  with  the  Coast  Guard  in  that 
State; 

(3)  sufficient  patrol  and  other  activity  to 
ensure  adequate  enforcement  of  applicable 
State  boating  safety  laws  and  regulations; 

(4)  an  adequate  State  boating  safety  edu- 
cation program;  and 

(5)  a  system,  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
for  reporting  marine  casualties  required 
under  section  6102  of  this  title. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  a  State 
recreational  boating  facilities  improvement 
program,  and  the  program  is  eligible  to  re- 
ceive amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
under  section  13106  of  this  title,  if  the  pro- 
gram includes— 

(Da  complete  description  of  recreational 
boating  facility  improvement  projects  to  be 
undertaken  by  the  State;  and 

(2)  consultation  with  State  officials  re- 
sponsible for  the  statewide  comprehensive 
outdoor  recreation  plan  required  by  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of 
1965  (16  U.S.C.  4601-4—4601-11)  and  for  any 
program  developed  under  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1451- 
1464). 

(e)  The  Secretary's  approval  under  this 
section  is  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Government  for  the  payment  of  the  propor- 
tional share  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the 
program. 

(f)(D  A  State  may  submit  a  combined  pro- 
gram to  the  Secretary  for  the  improvement 
of  recreational  boating  safety  and  the  im- 
provement of  recreational  boating  facilities 
in  that  State.  The  Secretary  shall  approve 
the  program  if  it  contains  the  minimum  re- 
quirements set  forth  in  subsections  (c)  and 

(d)  of  this  section. 

(2)  Those  parts  of  the  combined  program 
of  a  State  that  are  designed  to  improve  rec- 
reational boating  safety  are  eligible  to  re- 
ceive amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
for  State  recreational  boating  safety  pro- 
grams under  section  13106  of  this  title.  The 
Secretary's  approval  of  those  parts  is  a  con- 
tractual obligation  of  the  Government  for 
the  payment  of  the  proportional  share  of 
the  cost  of  carrying  out  the  State's  recre- 
ational boating  safely  program  under  this 
chapter. 

(3)  Those  parts  of  the  combined  program 
of  a  State  that  are  designed  to  improve  rec- 
reational boating  facilities  are  eligible  to  re- 
ceive amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
for  State  recreational  boating  facilities  im- 
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provement  programs  under  section  13106  of 
this  title.  The  Secretary's  approval  of  those 
parts  is  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Gov- 
ernment for  the  payment  of  the  proportion- 
al share  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the 
State's  recreational  boating  facilities  pro- 
gram under  this  chapter. 
§  13103.  Allocations 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  allocate  amounts 
available  for  allocation  and  distribution 
under  this  chapter  for  State  recreational 
boating  safety  programs  as  follows: 

<1)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  equally 
each  fiscal  year  among  eligible  States. 

<2)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  among  eli- 
gible States  that  maintain  a  State  vessel 
numt>ering  system  approved  under  chapter 
123  of  this  title  and  a  marine  casualty  re- 
porting system  approved  under  this  chapter 
so  that  the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal 
year  to  each  eligible  State  will  be  in  the 
same  ratio  as  the  number  of  vessels  num- 
l)ered  in  that  State  bears  to  the  number  of 
vessels  numbered  in  all  eligible  States. 

(3)  One-third  shall  l)e  allocated  so  that 
the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal  year  to 
each  eligible  State  will  be  in  the  same  ratio 
as  the  amount  of  State  amounts  expended 
or  obligated  by  the  State  for  the  State  rec- 
reational boating  safety  program  during  the 
prior  fiscal  year  bears  to  the  total  State 
amounts  expended  or  obligated  during  that 
fiscal  year  by  all  eligible  States  for  State 
recreational  boating  safety  programs. 

<b)  The  Secretary  shall  allocate  the 
amounts  available  for  allocation  and  distri- 
bution under  this  chapter  for  State  recre- 
ational boating  facilities  improvement  pro- 
grams as  follows: 

(1)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  equally 
each  fiscal  year  among  eligible  States. 

(2)  One-third  shall  be  allocated  so  that 
the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal  year  to 
each  eligible  State  will  be  in  the  same  ratio 
as  the  number  of  vessels  numbered  in  that 
State  bears  to  the  number  of  vessels  num- 
l)ered  in  all  eligible  States. 

(3)  One-third  shall  l)e  allocated  so  that 
the  amount  allocated  each  fiscal  year  to 
each  eligible  State  shall  be  in  the  same  ratio 
as  the  State  amounts  expended  or  obligated 
by  the  State  for  a  recreational  boating  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  approved 
under  this  chapter  during  the  prior  fiscal 
year  bears  to  the  total  State  amounts  ex- 
pended or  obligated  during  that  fiscal  year 
by  all  eligible  States  for  recreational  boat- 
ing facilities  improvement  programs. 

(c)  The  amount  received  by  a  State  under 
this  section  in  a  fiscal  year  may  be  not  more 
than  one-half  of  the  total  cost  incurred  by 
that  State  in  developing,  carrying  out.  and 
financing  that  State's  recreational  boating 
safety  and  facilities  improvement  program 
in  that  fiscal  year. 

(d)  An  allocation  or  distribution  of 
amounts  under  this  section  may  not  be 
made  to  a  State  to  maintain  boating  facili- 
ties under  that  State's  approved  recreation- 
al boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  allocate  not  more 
than  5  percent  of  the  amounts  available  for 
allocation  and  distribution  in  a  fiscal  year 
for  national  boating  safety  activities  of  na- 
tional nonprofit  public  service  organiza- 
tions. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  expend  from  the 
amounts  available  for  allocation  and  distri- 
bution in  a  fiscal  year  those  amounts  neces- 
sary to  carry  out  this  chapter.  However,  the 
amounts  expended  in  a  fiscal  year  to  carry 
out  this  chapter  may  be  not  more  than 
$250,000  or  2  percent  of  the  amounts  avail- 


able for  allocation  and  distribution  in  that 
fiscal  year,  whichever  is  greater. 
§  13104.  Availability  of  allocations 

(a)  Amounts  allocated  to  a  State  shall  be 
available  for  obligation  by  that  State  for  a 
period  of  3  years  after  the  dale  of  alloca- 
tion. Amounts  unobligated  by  the  State  at 
the  end  of  the  3  years  shall  be  withdrawn 
by  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  available  with 
other  amounts  to  be  allocated  by  the  Secre- 
tary during  that  fiscal  year. 

(b)  Amounts  available  to  the  Secretary 
that  have  not  been  allocated  at  the  end  of  a 
fiscal  year  shall  be  carried  forward  as  part 
of  the  total  allocation  of  amounts  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  that  may  be  expended 
under  this  chapter. 

§  13105.  Computation  decisions  about  State 
amounts  expended 

(a)  Consistent  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  the  computation  by  a 
State  of  amounts  expended  or  obligated  for 
the  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  program  shall  in- 
clude— 

(1)  the  acquisition,  maintenance,  and  op- 
erating costs  of  land,  facilities,  equipment, 
and  supplies: 

(2)  personnel  salaries  and  reimbursable 
expenses: 

(3)  the  costs  of  training  personnel: 

(4)  public  boat  safety  education; 

(5)  the  costs  of  carrying  out  the  program: 
and 

(6)  other  expenses  that  the  Secretary  con- 
siders appropriate. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  decide  an  issue 
arising  out  of  the  computation  made  under 
subsection  <a)  of  this  section. 

§  13106.  Authorization  of  contract  spending 
(a)  To  provide  financial  assistance  for 
State  recreational  boating  safety  and  facili- 
ties improvement  programs,  the  Secretary 
may  expend,  subject  to  amounts  provided  in 
appropriations  laws  for  liquidating  contract 
authority,  an  amount  equal  to  the  revenues 
accruing  each  fiscal  year  from  the  taxes 
under  section  4041(b)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (26  U.S.C.  4041(b))  from 
special  motor  fuels  used  as  fuel  in  motor 
boats  and  under  section  4081  of  that  Code 
(26  U.S.C.  4081)  from  gasoline  used  as  fuel 
in  motor  boats. 

(b>  Of  the  amounts  available  for  alloca- 
tion and  distribution  for  recreational  boat- 
ing safety  and  facilities  improvement  pro- 
grams, one-third  shall  be  allocated  for  recre- 
ational boating  safety  programs  and  two- 
thirds  shall  be  allocated  for  recreational 
boating  facilities  improvement  programs. 

(c)  Amounts  authorized  to  be  expended 
for  State  recreational  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement  programs  remain  avail- 
able until  expended  and  are  deemed  to  have 
been  expanded  only  if  an  amount  equal  to 
the  total  amounts  authorized  to  be  expend- 
ed under  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  in 
question  and  all  prior  fiscal  years  have  been 
obligated.  Amounts  previously  obligated  but 
released  by  payment  of  a  final  voucher  or 
modification  of  a  program  acceptance  shall 
be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated 
funds  and  shall  be  immediately  available  for 
expenditure. 

S  13107.  National  Recreational  Boating 
Safety  and  Facilities  Improvement  Fund 
There  is  established  in  the  Treasury  a  sep- 
arate fund  known  as  the  National  Recre- 
ational Boating  Safety  and  Facilities  Im- 
provement Fund  consisting  of  amounts  paid 
into  it  as  provided  in  section  209(f)(5)  of  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956.  Amounts  in 


the  Fund  are  available  for  making  expendi- 
tures as  provided  in  section  13106  of  this 
title. 

§  13108.   Computing   amounts   allocated   to 
States  and  State  records  requirements 

(a)  Amounts  allocated  and  distributed 
under  section  13103  of  this  title  shall  be 
computed  and  paid  to  the  States  as  follows: 

( 1 )  During  the  last  quarter  of  a  fiscal  year 
and  on  the  basis  of  computations  made 
under  section  13105  of  this  title  and  submit- 
ted by  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  deter- 
mine the  percentage  of  the  amounts  avail- 
able for  the  next  fiscal  year  to  which  each 
eligible  State  is  entitled. 

(2)  Notice  of  the  percentage  and  of  the 
dollar  amount,  if  it  can  be  determined,  for 
each  State  shall  be  provided  to  the  States  at 
the  earliest  practicable  time. 

(3)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  an 
amount  made  available  to  a  State  for  a  prior 
fiscal  year  is  greater  or  less  than  the 
amount  that  should  have  been  made  avail- 
able to  the  State  for  the  prior  fiscal  year, 
because  of  later  or  more  accurate  State  ex- 
penditure information,  the  amount  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  may  be  increased  or  de- 
creased by  the  appropriate  amount. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  schedule  the  pay- 
ment of  amounts,  consistent  with  the  pro- 
gram purposes  and  applicable  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the 
transfer  of  amounts  from  the  Treasury  and 
the  subsequent  disbursement  of  the 
amounts  by  a  State. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  notify  a  State  au- 
thority or  agency  that  further  payments 
will  be  made  to  the  State  only  when  the 
program  complies  with  the  prescribed  stand- 
ards or  a  failure  to  comply  substantially 
with  standards  is  corrected  if  the  Secretary, 
after  reasonable  notice  to  the  designated 
State  authority  or  agency,  finds  that— 

(1)  the  State  recreational  boating  safety 
and  facilities  improvement  program  submit- 
ted by  the  State  and  accepted  by  the  Secre- 
tary has  been  so  changed  that  it  no  longer 
complies  with  this  chapter  or  standards  pre- 
scribed by  regulations;  or 

(2)  in  carrying  out  the  State  recreational 
boating  safety  and  facilities  improvement 
program,  there  has  been  a  failure  to  comply 
substantially  with  the  standards  prescribed 
by  regulations. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  ac- 
counting, budgeting,  and  other  fiscal  proce- 
dures that  are  necessary  and  reasonable  to 
carry  out  this  section  properly  and  efficient- 
ly. Records  related  to  amounts  allocated 
under  this  chapter  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  Secretary  and  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral to  conduct  audits. 

§  13109.  Consultation,  cooperation,  and  reg- 
ulation 

(a)  In  carrying  out  responsibilities  under 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  may  consult 
with  State  and  local  governments,  public 
and  private  agencies,  organizations  and  com- 
mittees, private  industry,  and  other  persons 
having  an  interest  in  boating  safety  and  fa- 
cilities improvement. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  advise,  assist,  and 
cooperate  with  the  States  and  other  inter- 
ested public  and  private  agencies  in  plan- 
ning, developing,  and  carrying  out  boating 
safety  and  facilities  improvement  programs. 
Acting  under  section  141  of  title  14.  the  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  the  fullest  cooperation 
between  the  State  and  United  States  Gov- 
ernment authorities  in  promoting  boating 
safety  by  making  agreements  and  other  ar- 
rangements with  States  when  possible.  Sub- 


ject to  chapter  23  of  title  14.  the  Secretary 
may  make  available,  on  request  of  a  State. 
the  services  of  members  of  the  Coast  Guard 
Auxiliary  to  assist  the  State  in  promoting 
boating  safety  on  State  waters. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  chapter. 
§  13110.  National  Boating  Safety  Advisory 

Council 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  Nation- 
al Boating  Safety  Advisory  Council.  The 
Council  shall  consist  of  not  more  than  21 
members  appointed  by  the  Secretary,  whom 
the  Secretary  considers  to  have  a  particular 
expertise,  knowledge,  and  experience  in 
boating  safety. 

(b)(1)  Insofar  as  practical  and  to  ensure 
balanced  representation,  the  Secretary  shall 
appoint  members  equally  f  rom— 

(A)  State  officials  responsible  for  State 
boating  safety  programs; 

(B)  recreational  vessel  manufacturers:  and 

(C)  boating  organizations  and  members  of 
the  general  public. 

(2)  Additional  individuals  from  the 
sources  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  may  be  appointed  to  panels  of 
the  Council  to  assist  the  Council  in  perform- 
ing its  duties. 

(3)  At  least  once  a  year,  the  Secretary 
shall  publish  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Regis- 
ter soliciting  nominations  for  membership 
on  the  Council. 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  consultation  re- 
quired by  section  4302  of  this  title,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  consult  with  the  Council  on 
other  major  boating  safety  matters  related 
to  this  chapter.  The  Council  may  make 
available  to  Congress  information,  advice, 
and  recommendations  that  the  Council  is 
authorized  to  give  to  the  Secretary. 

(d)  When  attending  meetings  of  the  Coun- 
cil, a  member  of  the  Council  or  a  panel  may 
be  paid  at  a  rate  not  more  than  the  rate  for 
GS-18.  When  serving  away  from  home  or 
regular  place  of  business,  the  member  may 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  as  authorized  by 
section  5703  of  title  5  for  individuals  em- 
ployed intermittently  in  the  Government 
service.  A  payment  under  this  section  does 
not  make  a  member  of  the  Council  an  offi- 
cer or  employee  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  any  purpose. 

(Part  J— Reserved  for  Measurement  of 
Vessels! 
miscellaneous  provisions 
Sec.  2.  (a)  Laws  effective  after  December 
31,  1982,  that  are  inconsistent  with  this  Act 
supersede  this  Act  to  the  extent  of  the  in- 
consistency, 

(b)  A  reference  to  a  law  replaced  by  this 
Act,  including  a  reference  in  a  regulation, 
order,  or  other  law,  is  deemed  to  refer  to  the 
corresponding  provision  of  this  Act. 

(c)  An  order,  rule,  or  regulation  in  effect 
under  a  law  replaced  by  this  Act  continues 
in  effect  under  the  corresponding  provision 
of  this  Act  until  repealed,  amended,  or  su- 
perseded. 

(d)  An  action  taken  or  an  offense  commit- 
ted under  a  law  replaced  by  this  Act  is 
deemed  to  have  been  taken  or  committed 
under  the  corresponding  provision  of  this 
Act. 

(e)  An  inference  of  legislative  construction 
is  not  to  be  drawn  by  reason  of  the  caption 
or  catch  line  of  a  provision  enacted  by  this 
Act. 

(f)  If  a  provision  enacted  by  this  Act  is 
held  invalid,  all  valid  provisions  that  are 
severable  from  the  invalid  provision  remain 
in  effect.  If  a  provision  of  this  Act  is  held  in- 


valid in  one  or  more  of  its  applications,  the 
provision  remains  in  effect  in  all  valid  appli- 
cations that  are  severable  from  the  invalid 
application  or  applications. 

(gMl)  Part  B  of  subtitle  II  and  sections 
7306  (related  to  able  seaman  sail)  and  7311 
of  title  46  (as  enacted  by  section  1  of  this 
Act)  take  effect  April  15,  1984,  or  when  reg- 
ulations for  sailing  school  vessels  under  part 
B  are  effective,  whichever  is  earlier. 

(2)  Section  3715(a)  of  title  46  (as  enacted 
by  section  1  of  this  Act)  is  effective  on  the 
day  after  the  effective  date  of  the  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  sec- 
tion 3715(b)  of  title  46. 

(h)  Chapter  63  of  title  46  (as  enacted  by 
section  1  of  this  Act)  does  not  supersede  sec- 
tion 304(a)(1)(E)  of  the  Independent  Safety 
Board  Act  of  1974  (49  App.  U.S.C. 
1903(aKl)(E)). 

(i)  Each  offshore  supply  vessel  described 
in  section  3302(g)  of  title  46  (as  enacted  by 
section  1  of  this  Act),  that  was  registered 
with  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  under 
section  4426a(7)  of  the  Revised  Statutes  but 
that  has  not  been  inspected  by  the  Secre- 
tary shall  be  held  to  be  in  compliance  with 
all  applicable  vessel  inspection  laws  pending 
verification  by  actual  inspection  or  until  one 
year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
whichever  is  earlier. 

(j)  Within  2  years  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission  and  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation each  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  pro- 
posed codification  of  the  laws  within  their 
respective  jurisdictions  related  to  shipping 
and  maritime  matters. 

conforming  cross-references 

Sec  3.  (a)  Section  5549(4)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■•(4)  sections  2111  and  2112  of  title  46; 
and". 

(b)  Section  10542(c)  of  title  49.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  before  clause  (1),  by 
striking  "tank  vessels"  and  substituting  "a 
tank  vessel";  and 

(2)  by  striking  clause  (2)  and  substituting: 
"(2)    having    a    certificate    of    inspection 

issued  under  part  B  of  subtitle  II  of  title  46 
endorsed  to  show  that  the  vessel  complies 
with  chapter  37  of  title  46.". 
repeals 

Sec  4.  (a)  The  repeal  of  a  law  by  this  Act 
may  not  be  construed  as  a  legislative  impli- 
cation that  the  provision  was  or  was  not  in 
effect  before  its  repeal. 

(b)  The  laws  specified  in  the  following 
schedule  are  repealed,  except  for  rights  and 
duties  that  matured,  penalties  that  were  in- 
curred, and  proceedings  that  were  begun, 
before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act 
and  except  as  provided  by  section  2  of  this 
Act: 

SCHEDULE  OF  LAWS  REPEALED 
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•  Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  proud  of  the  bill  now  being 
brought  before  the  Senate  and  urge  its 
passage. 

This  bill  revises,  consolidates,  and 
reenacts  those  laws  related  to  marine 
safety  and  seamen's  welfare.  In  many 


ways  this  is  a  truly  historic  piece  of 
legislation. 

Since  Teddy  Roosevelt  first  tried  in 
1908,  numerous  administrations  and 
Congresses  have  attempted  to  reorga- 
nize and  consolidate  those  laws  in  title 
46  of  the  United  States  Code  pertain- 
ing to  vessels  and  seamen. 

Past  attempts  have  been  bogged 
down  by  controversial  or  substantive 
changes  or  by  deleterious  amend- 
ments. Therefore,  it  has  been  the  in- 
tention of  the  sponsors  of  S.  46  to 
avoid  certain  highly  controversial  sub- 
stantive revisions  which,  due  to  oppo- 
sition, would  endanger  the  bills 
chances  of  passage. 

In  the  193  years  since  the  enactment 
of  the  first  Federal  maritime  statutes, 
there  has  been  no  complete  revision  of 
the  shipping  laws.  The  various  stat- 
utes passed  by  Congress  from  time  to 
time  since  1790  have  been  included  in 
title  46  of  the  United  States  Code,  to- 
gether with  the  sections  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  without  any  attempt  to 
delete,  coordinate,  consolidate,  or  re- 
write conflicting  provisions.  This  is  the 
first  step  in  producing  an  understand- 
able and  useful  compendium  of  mari- 
time laws. 

I.  LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

The  present  initiative  reflects  a  20- 
year  effort  by  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee, in  cooperation  with  the  Coast 
Guard,  to  organize  and  modernize  ex- 
isting laws  enforced  by  the  Coast 
Guard  governing  commercial  shipping 
and  recreational  boating. 

An  excellent  history  of  the  tortured 
past  of  the  maritime  statutory  codifi- 
cation efforts  can  be  found  in  'Con- 
quering the  Maze:  A  Proposal  for  Re- 
organization of  the  U.S.  Shipping 
Laws. "  by  C.  J.  Maguire  and  R.  E. 
McDaniel.  "Proceedings  of  the  Marine 
Safety  Council,"  volume  38,  No.  4, 
June  1981. 

In  1929,  and  again  during  the  late 
1940's,  the  Coast  Guard  attempted  to 
codify  Federal  .shipping  laws.  In  1967 
and  1971,  the  Senate  committee  con- 
sidered, and  then  abandoned,  the  initi- 
ative. 

Consideration  of  S.  46  by  the  Senate 
today  is  a  result  of  long  and  careful 
scrutiny  by  all  members  of  the  mari- 
time community,  and  a  concentrated 
bipartisan  effort  in  both  the  Senate 
and  the  House  over  the  past  2  years. 

During  the  97th  Congress,  S.  2660 
was  introduced  on  July  22,  1982.  by 
myself,  and  Senators  Stevens  and 
Gorton.  At  my  request,  CRS  complet- 
ed a  comparative  analysis  of  S.  2660 
and  title  46,  United  States  Code. 

On  November  22,  a  Commerce  Com- 
mittee Print  was  published.  (Marine 
Safety  and  Seamen's  Welfare  Laws— 
With  Corresponding  Sections  of  the 
United  States  Code— And  Brief  Expla- 
nation.) This  Committee  Print  provid- 
ed a  side-by-side  comparison  of  the 
Staff  Working  Draft  of  S.  2660  and 
the  corresponding  United  States  Code 


section.  Most  importantly,  it  provided 
an  explanation  for  each  section  of  S. 
2660  which  differed  from,  or  was  orga- 
nized differently  than,  current  law.  Fi- 
nally a  complete  table  of  current 
United  States  Code  sections  and  their 
disposition  of  the  Staff  Working  Draft 
of  S.  2660  was  included  in  the  commit- 
tee print. 

Following  industry  and  labor  com- 
ments on  the  committee  print,  and  a 
great  deal  of  work  by  the  Coast 
Guard.  S.  46  was  introduced  on  Janu- 
ary 26.  1983.  Again,  public  comment 
was  requested,  and  the  bill  was  revised 
prior  to  being  reported  out  of  the 
Commerce  Committee  on  April  12, 
1983  (Senate  Report  98-56).  On  May  5, 
1983,  S.  46  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
with  technical  amendments.  Upon  ar- 
riving at  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, it  was  referred  to  the  House 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Com- 
mittee. 

Meanwhile,  a  companion  bill  identi- 
cal to  S.  2660  had  been  introduced  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  Hear- 
ings were  held  in  the  fall  of  1982. 
Based  on  these  hearings.  Congressmen 
Studds.  Jones.  Biaggi.  Don  Young, 
and  FoRSYTHE.  introduced  H.R.  2247 
on  March  24.  1983.  Additional  hear- 
ings were  held  on  April  28.  1983,  and 
H.R.  2247  was  reported  out  by  the 
House  Merchant  Marine  and  Coast 
Guard  Subcommittees  on  June  21, 
1983.  It  was  finally  favorably  reported 
by  the  full  House  Merchant  Marine 
and  Fisheries  Committee  on  June  28, 
1983. 

The  version  reported  by  the  full 
committee  reflected  the  continuing  co- 
operative effort  by  House  and  Senate 
staff.  It  reflected  the  many  changes 
adopted  following  original  introduc- 
tion of  S.  46  on  the  Senate  side,  and 
H.R.  2247  on  the  House  side.  At  the 
June  28  markup,  the  House  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee 
amended  S.  46  by  substituting  a  re- 
vised version  agreed  to  by  House  and 
Senate  staff.  Thus,  it  was  S.  46  that 
was  ultimately  reported  out  of  the 
House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee  and  brought  to  the  House 
floor.  On  August  1.  1983.  S.  46  was 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

Upon  our  passage  of  S.  46  today,  the 
bill  will  proceed  to  the  President, 
whom  I  am  told  is  eager  to  sign  this 
legislation  into  law. 

II.  CAPT.  CLINT  MAGUIRE 

House  and  Senate  staff  have  worked 
together  long  and  diligently  on  this 
matter,  and  the  Coast  Guard  and  the 
Department  of  Transportation  have 
been  more  than  cooperative.  However, 
it  is  clear  that  one  individual  has  made 
an  exceptional  contribution,  far 
beyond  anything  required  or  expected 
of  him.  Capt.  Clint  Maguire,  U.S. 
Coast  Guard— retired,  has  worked  on 
this  project  much  longer  than  the  cur- 


rent legislative  initiative  would  sug- 
gest. 

For  many  years  in  the  Coast  Guard 
he  addressed  the  need  to  review, 
revise,  and  consolidate  the  maritime 
laws.  Much  later,  in  retirement,  he 
was  the  primary  resource  for  the  Con- 
gressional Research  Service  for  its 
analysis  of  title  46  of  the  United 
States  Code.  It  was  based  on  that  CRS 
report  to  the  Senate  Commerce  Com- 
mittee that  S.  2660  was  first  intro- 
duced. 

Subsequently,  Clint  Maguire  contin- 
ued to  be  an  invaluable  resource  to  the 
Senate.  It  is  fair  to  say  that  S.  46 
would  not  now  be  ready  for  final  pas- 
sage if  it  were  not  for  the  tireless  ef- 
forts of  Captain  Maguire.  His  only 
compensation  is  the  satisfaction  of 
seeing  a  long-awaited,  much-needed 
initiative  finally  and  properly  complet- 
ed. The  Senate  owes  Captain  Maguire 
its  gratitude. 

III.  PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  S.  46  is  threefold. 
Primarily,  to  reorganize  certain  ship- 
ping laws  as  they  appear  in  title  46  of 
the  United  States  Code  to  make  them 
more  easily  understood  by  the  affected 
public.  S.  46  remedies  the  internal  in- 
consistencies of  title  46  by  providing 
clear  definitions  for  all  terms  used 
throughout  the  title,  by  combining 
widely  dispersed  laws  into  groupings 
by  subject,  and  by  gathering  the  nu- 
merous exceptions  to  any  general 
rules  in  one  place. 

A  second  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to 
apply  these  laws  to  the  maritime  com- 
munity in  an  easier,  quicker,  and  less 
expensive  fashion.  With  the  goal  of 
regulatory  reform,  this  bill  will  lead  to 
cost  savings  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  efficiencies  for  the  maritime 
industry.  A  streamlined  title  46.  whose 
laws  are  organized  so  that  they  can  be 
easily  found  and  understood,  reduces 
the  need  to  resort  to  litigation  to 
define  the  law.  and  provides  the  poten- 
tial for  later  delegation  of  responsibil- 
ity to  the  private  sector,  such  as  has 
been  accomplished  with  private  in- 
spection and  documentation  societies. 

The  third  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to 
update  or  repeal  outmoded  law.  Anti- 
quated sections  of  title  46  have  been 
identified  in  this  bill.  Where  they  no 
longer  serve  any  purpose,  and  do  not 
give  rise  to  opposition  which  might 
serve  to  undermine  the  basic  effort, 
these  sections  have  been  repealed. 
Other  significant,  although  ancient, 
sections  have  been  retained  and  updat- 
ed. 

IV.  SCOPE  AND  SUBJECT  MATTER  OF  S.  4  6 

The  bill  before  you  has  made  new 
law  only  to  the  extent  that  it  will  add 
a  new  subtitle  to  title  46  of  the  United 
States  Code.  No  substantive  changes 
of  a  controversial  nature  were  intend- 
ed in  its  drafting.  Rather,  the  attempt 
has  been  to  modernize  and  reorganize 
the  scope  and  format  of  the  existing 
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law.  Three  sections  of  the  bill  have  no 
basis  in  preexisting  legislation  in  sec- 
tions 6302.  7702.  103201.  but  have  been 
added  to  aid  in  the  smooth  application 
and  implementation  of  this  legislation. 
One  section  of  the  bill,  section  7305. 
reinstates  in  statutory  form  an  oath 
for  merchant  mariners  which  did  exist 
in  earlier  laws,  disappeared  through 
congressional  omission,  but  has  contin- 
ued to  be  applied  by  the  Coast  Guard 
without  objection.  Other  examples  of 
reforms  in  the  existing  law  are  the 
modernization  of  the  nutritional 
standards  for  seamen,  the  removal  of 
gender-based  terminology,  the  removal 
of  antiquated  titles,  such  as  collector 
of  customs  and  board  of  local  inspec- 
tors, and  the  abolishment  of  leg  irons 
and  bread  and  water  as  a  means  of 
punishment.  We  have  simplified  sea- 
men's rights  of  appeal  by  bringing 
them  in  line  with  their  current  appli- 
cation under  the  Administrative  Pro- 
cedure Act  and  Reorganization  Plan  3-^ 
46  which  abolished  the  Bureau  of 
Marine  Inspection  and  Navigation  and 
the  officers  and  the  boards  thereof, 
and  transferred  all  functions  of  the 
Bureau,  of  its  officers  and  its  boards, 
and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  per- 
taining thereto,  to  the  Commandant 
of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 

The  following  table  shows  those 
areas  of  the  law  generally  covered  by 
this  bill: 

Part  A— General  Provisions. 

Part  B— Inspection  and  Regulation  of  Ves 
sels. 

Part  C— Reserved. 

Part  D— Marine  Casualties  and  Accidents, 

Part  E— Licenses.  Certificates,  and  Mer- 
chant Mariners'  Documents. 

Part  F— Manning  of  Vessels. 

Part  G— Merchant  Seamen  Protection  and 
Relief. 

Part  H— Identification  of  Ve.ssels 

Part  I-State  Boating  Safety  Programs. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

S.  46  has  been  the  subject  of  many 
years  of  careful  scrutiny  and  comment 
from  the  maritime  community.  This 
bill  is  the  embodiment  of  a  consensus 
that  has  existed  for  decades  within 
the  maritime  community  in  that  those 
laws  affecting  vessels  and  seamen  were 
in  dire  need  of  consolidation  and 
reform.  It  is  a  bipartisan  product  of 
the  House  and  the  Senate  and  is  long 
overdue.  I  urge  its  passage  by  unani- 
mous consent.* 

•  Mr.  LONG.  Would  the  Senator  yield 
for  questions? 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Yes,  I  yield  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Louisi- 
ana, a  member  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Subcommittee. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  note  that  in  certain  in- 
stances, the  House  changed  the  lan- 
guage of  S.  46,  as  we  passed  it  on  April 
28.  these  language  changes  include  the 
use  of  the  term  'tank  vessel"  and 
"tanker  "  in  the  House  bill,  whereas  in 
our  bill  we  used  only  the  term  "tank 
vessel."  I  ask  the  Senator,  what  is  the 
origin  of  the  term  "tank  vessel'  and 
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the  relationship  of  that 
term  "tanker"? 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  The  Senator  is 
correct  that  our  original  bill  and  the 
House  bill  are  different  in  this  regard. 
The  House  version  is  an  accurate  ex 
pression  of  current  law.  "Tank  vessel" 
is  a  term  incorporating  the  provisions 
of  current  law  (46  U.S.C.  391a(3)). 
which  .set  forth  the  kind  of  vessel  to 
which  section  5  of  the  Port  and 
Tanker  Safety  Act  of  1978  applies.  In- 
stead of  repeating  the  lengthy  provi 
sions  of  current  law  to  describe  such  a 
vessel,  the  House  decided  to  incorpo- 
rate the  provisions  in  the  term  "tank 
vessel"  in  order  to  make  chapter  37 
more  conci.se.  This  concise  term  is  cur- 
rently used  in  the  Coast  Guard's  regu- 
lations implementing  the  1978  act.  be- 
ginning at  46  CFR  30.01.  Thus,  the  u.se 
of  the  term  "tank  vessel  "  does  not 
amend,  expand,  or  alter  current  law, 
or  current  Coast  Guard  inspection 
procedures  or  standards. 

For  example,  it  is  the  committee's 
intent  that  the  u.se  of  the  term  "tank 
vessel"  will  not  result  in  more  vessels 
being  inspected  as  if  they  were  "tank- 
ers." The  two  terms  tank  vessel"  and 
"tanker  "  are  not  interchangeable  for 
purposes  of  chapter  37  because  a 
"tank  vessel"  may  be  a  vessel  which  is 
not  a  "tanker." 

Mr.  LONG.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  an.swer.  Another  example  of  the 
House  version  being  different  from 
the  language  in  our  bill  is  where  the 
House  bill  uses  the  term  "able  seamen 
offshore  supply  vessel"  whereas  our 
bill  used  the  term  "able  seamen— spe- 
cial (offshore  supply  vessels).""  Does 
this  difference  represent  any  change 
in  current  law? 

Mr  PACKWOOD.  No. 

Mr.  LONG.  Finally.  I  inquire  of  a 
provision  that  was  not  in  our  bill,  but 
is  in  the  House  bill.  The  provision  is 
subparagraph  3316(c)(2)(A).  This  pro- 
vision slates  that  when  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  delegates  vessel  in- 
spection responsibilities  to  a  cla.ssifica- 
lion  society,  such  as  the  American 
Bureau  of  Shipping,  the  "delegate 
shall  maintain  in  the  United  States 
complete  files  of  all  information  de- 
rived from  or  necessarily  connected 
with  the  inspection  or  examination  for 
at  least  2  years  after  the  vessel  ceases 
to  be  certified."  Is  this  provision  a 
change  in  current  law? 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  No,  the  language 
you  cite  tracks  current  law  46  U.S.C. 
9(d). 

Let  me  make  a  general  respon.se  to 
the  Senator's  questions,  which  are 
helpful  to  our  deliberations.  Even 
though  we  are  adopting  the  Hou.se  ver- 
sion of  S.  46.  I  assure  the  Senator  and 
the  Senate  that  the  intent  as  reflected 
in  our  bill  is  the  same  as  the  intent  of 
the  House  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  appreciate  the  Sena- 
tor's statement.* 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  House 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  136 
PLACED  ON  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  pro- 
po.se  to  discharge  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee from  further  consideration  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  136  and  then 
lo  place  that  item  on  the  calendar  if 
the  minority  leader  hius  no  objection. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  Pr»\sident.  I  have  no 
object  ion. 

I  iisk  unanimous  consent  that  I  be 
added  as  a  cospon.sor  lo  that  legisla- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  1  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
inianimous  consent  that  the  Judiciary 
Committee  be  di.scharged  from  further 
consideration  of  Senate  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 136.  a  joint  resolution  to  reeog 
nize  Volunteer  F'irefighters  Recogni- 
tion Day,  as  a  tribute  to  the  bravery 
and  .self-sacrifice  of  our  vohuileer  fire- 
fighters, and  that  it  be  placed  on  the 
calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AMENDMENT  OF  TITLE  XVIII  OF 
THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  pro- 
po.se  now  to  take  up  H.R.  3677  if  the 
minority  leader  is  agreeable. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  objection  to  consideration  of  this 
measure. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  Prtvsidenl.  I  ask 
unanimous  con.senl  that  the  Senate 
now  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
H.R.  3677.  an  act  lo  amend  title  XVIII 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  lo  increa.se 
the  cap  amount  allowable  for  reim- 
bursement of  hospices  under  the  medi- 
care program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  3677)  lo  amt-iul  title  XVIII  of 
(he  Social  Sf-rnrity  Acl  to  incrca-sc  thf  cap 
amount  allowabli-  for  reimbursement  of  hos- 
pices iiiuler  the  medicare  program. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider 
the  bill. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  ask  for  immediate  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  3677.  a  bill  lo  amend  title 
XVIIl  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  in- 
crea.se  the  cap  amount  allowable  for 
reimbursement  of  hospices  under  the 
medicare  program. 

The  purpo.se  of  the  bill  is  to  correct 
a  technical  error  in  .section  122  of 
Public  Law  97  248,  the  Tax  Equity  and 
Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982.  The 


bill,  which  is  identical  to  a  provision 
previously  agreed  to  by  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee,  as  part  of  S.  951. 
and  introduced  as  a  separate  bill,  S. 
1592.  would  establish  a  hospice  cap  at 
$6,500,  indexed  in  future  years  by  the 
medical  care  component  of  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index. 

As  many  in  this  body  know,  section 
122  of  Public  Law  97-248  provided  for 
reimbursement  under  the  medicare 
program  for  hospice  care.  A  cap  on  the 
maximum  amount  of  reimbursement 
to  each  hospice  program  was  estab- 
lished based  upon  the  number  of  medi- 
care enrollees  in  each  program.  The 
intent  of  the  cap  was  to  insure  that 
payments  for  hospice  care  would  not 
exceed  what  would  have  been  expend- 
ed by  medicare  if  the  patient  had  been 
treated  in  a  conventional  setting. 

When  the  legislation  was  agreed  to 
last  year  it  was  understood,  based  on 
information  provided  to  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  to  the  Finance 
Committee,  that  the  payment  cap 
would  equal  about  $7,600. 

However,  we  have  since  discovered 
that  the  information  provided  to  us  at 
that  time  was  incorrect.  As  a  result 
the  formula,  as  we  designed  it,  provid- 
ed for  a  cap  amount  for  1984  that  was 
far  too  low  to  allow  hospices  to  pro- 
vide adequate  care. 

The  bill  before  us  corrects  the  conse- 
quences of  that  original  error  in  cost 
estimates.  It  establishes  a  specific  cap 
amount  which  is  a  reasonable  reflec- 
tion of  the  costs  of  care;  and  a  cap 
amount  which  will  increase  or  de- 
crease in  future  years  to  reflect  medi- 
cal care  price  changes. 

Medicare  payment  for  hospice  serv- 
ices is  scheduled  to  begin  in  November 
1983.  I  expect,  as  do  many  others,  that 
changes  in  the  legislation  are  likely  to 
be  necessary  based  on  the  results  of 
the  soon-to-be-completed  demonstra- 
tion. Hearings  will  be  held  on  the  im- 
plementing regulations  as  soon  as  they 
are  published  for  comment;  however,  I 
believe  it  appropriate  to  correct  what 
we  know  to  be  an  error  in  calculating 
the  payment  amount,  before  the  publi- 
cation of  those  draft  regulations. 

I  am  committed  to  fulfilling  the 
promise  we  made  to  the  terminally  ill 
last  year.  In  order  to  do  so  we  need  to 
correct  any  possible  errors  in  the  legis- 
lation as  quickly  as  possible. 
•  Mr.  HEINZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  support  H.R.  3677,  which 
would  reestablish  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress by  correcting  the  medicare  reim- 
bursement rate  for  the  hospice  benefit 
we  enacted  last  year  as  part  of 
TEFRA. 

While  the  implementing  regulations 
have  yet  to  be  released  for  public  com- 
ment, I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  legislation  that  would 
simply  raise  the  reimbursement  cap  to 
$6,500.  The  bill  has  strong  support  in 
both  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. It  is  purely  a  technical  cor- 


rection, and  has  no  budgetary  impact. 
More  importantly,  without  timely  pas- 
sage of  this  technical  amendment, 
medicare  reimbursement  for  hospice 
care  would  be  inadequate. 

At  issue,  since  passage  of  the  Tax 
Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act 
of  1982,  it  has  come  to  our  attention 
that  the  per  capita  cost  prepared  by 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  was 
incorrect.  The  result  was  that  using  our 
original  formula,  the  reimbursement 
cap  would  have  been  $4,200  instead  of 
$7,200— an  amount  that  clearly,  would 
have  been  insufficient  to  cover  hospice 
services. 

This  technical  correction  establishes 
a  $6,500  cap,  which  takes  into  account 
the  most  current  available  data.  And, 
to  insure  an  ongoing,  adequate  level  of 
reimbursement,  this  cap  will  be  in- 
dexed annually  according  to  the  medi- 
cal care  component  of  the  Consumer 
Price  Index. 

As  chairman  of  the  Special  Commit- 
tee on  Aging  and  one  of  the  principal 
architects  of  the  hospice  benefit  for 
terminally  ill  medicare  beneficiaries,  I 
commend  Senator  Dole  and  my  col- 
leagues in  the  other  Chamber  for 
their  prompt  action  on  this  important 
matter.  But,  I  am  extremely  disturbed 
over  the  administration's  attempts  to 
stall  publication  of  the  regulations 
necessary  to  implement  this  program 
on  November  1. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  understand- 
ing that  Secretary  Heckler  has  been 
working  with  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  to  release  the  regu- 
lations for  public  comment.  Those  of 
us  in  Congress  who  worked  long  and 
hard  to  see  this  benefit  enacted,  now 
demand  the  opportunity  to  work  with 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  to  be  sure  that  implementa- 
tion of  the  new  hospice  benefit  is  not 
thwarted  by  unreasonable  regulatory 
delays. 

If  the  regulatory  delays  cannot  be 
resolved  expeditiously,  the  hospice  law 
takes  effect  November  1,  with  or  with- 
out any  guidance  to  medicare  benefici- 
aries and  providers  of  hospice  services. 
While  this  administration  quibbles 
over  reimbursement  rates,  terminally 
ill  medicare  beneficiaries  will  be 
denied  the  humane  alternative  that 
hospice  care  provides.  Let  us  not  allow 
administrative  delays  to  undermine 
the  good  work  of  Congress.* 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
considered  as  having  been  read  the 
first  and  second  times  and  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  amendment  to  be  pro- 
posed, the  question  is  on  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  3677)  was  read  the 
third  time  and  passed. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


H.R.  2230  PLACED  ON  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  earlier,  I 
had  a  conversation  with  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader  about  the 
next  matter.  I  believe,  based  on  those 
conversations,  that  perhaps  the  minor- 
ity leader  will  not  object  to  this  re- 
quest: 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  receives  H.R.  2230,  the 
Civil  Rights  Commission  authorization 
bill,  it  be  placed  on  the  calendar. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object,  I  had  indicated  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  that  I  was 
going  to  initiate  rule  XIV  procedures 
and  put  this  on  the  calendar.  He  has 
beaten  me  to  the  punch.  I  am  in 
accord  with  his  action. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader  for  his  statement.  I  am  delight- 
ed to  perform  that  act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  RECORD  TO 
REMAIN  OPEN  UNTIL  6  P.M. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  since 
the  Senate  is  about  to  go  out  unless 
there  is  other  business  to  be  transact- 
ed today,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that,  if  the  Senate  does  go  out  before 
the  hour  of  6  p.m..  the  Record  remain 
open  until  that  time  for  the  introduc- 
tion of  bills  and  resolutions  and  for 
the  filing  of  statements  and  reports  by 
committees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  one  or  two  things  on  the  Executive 
Calendar  today.  More  than  that,  I  see. 

Mr.  President,  I  inquire  of  the  mi- 
nority leader  if  he  is  in  a  position  to 
consider  the  nomination  of  John  P. 
Vukasin,  of  California,  under  the  Judi- 
ciary, to  be  U.S.  district  judge,  the 
nomination  of  William  Perry  Pendley. 
of  Wyoming,  to  be  an  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  under  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior;  Judith  W. 
Rogers  to  be  an  associate  judge  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals; 
A.  Franklin  Burgess,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  be  an  associate  judge  of 
the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of 
Columbia;  James  Brian  Hyland,  of  Vir- 
ginia, to  be  Inspector  General  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  and  certain 
nominations  placed  on  the  Secretary's 
desk  in  the  Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  two  nomi- 
nees on  the  calendar  have  not  been 
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cleared,  and  I  refer  to  the  Judiciary 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
All  other  nominations,  including  the 
one  that  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  did  not  mention  under  African 
Development  Bank  are  cleared.  All  are 
cleared  including  that  one. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Except  the  two  which  I 
enumerated. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  as  I  un- 
derstand it  then,  we  would  be  cleared 
by  the  minority  to  consider  by  unani- 
mous consent  Calendar  Orders  No. 
250.  251.  252.  and  the  nominations 
placed  on  the  Secretary's  desk  in  the 
Coast  Guard? 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  majority  leader  is 
correct. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
now  return  to  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOR 
ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
going  to  extend  the  time  for  the  trans- 
action of  routine  morning  business  if 
the  minority  leader  has  no  objection. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
time  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  may  be  extended 
until  not  later  than  6  p.m.  this  evening 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  go 
into  executive  session  for  the  purpose 
of  considering  the  nominations  just 
identified  by  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  the  consid- 
eration of  executive  business. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  nomina- 
tions be  considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  nominations  are 
considered  and  confirmed  en  bloc. 

The  nominations  confirmed  en  bloc 
are  as  follows: 

The  Judiciary 

Judith  W.  Rogers,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  an  associate  judge  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
term  of  15  years. 

A.  Franklin  Burgess,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  an  associate  judge  of  the  Su- 
perior Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for 
the  term  of  15  years. 

[New  Reports] 
Department  of  Labor 

James  Brian  Hyland.  of  Virginia,  to  be  In- 
spector General.  Department  of  Labor. 

Nominations  Piaced  on  the  Secretary's 
Desk  in  the  Coast  Guard 

Coast  Guard  nominations  beginning  Mark 
A.  Johnson,  and  ending  David  H.  Boyd, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  August  1.  1983. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
nominations  were  confirmed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  President 
be  immediately  notified  of  the  confir- 
mation of  these  nominations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
we  will  be  able  to  take  the  Senate  out 
in  a  few  minutes.  I  might  describe  the 
situation  as  I  see  it  at  this  moment. 

The  Senate  will  convene  tomorrow 
at  9:30  a.m.  under  the  order  previously 
entered. 

After  the  recognition  of  the  two 
leaders  under  the  standing  order,  four 
Senators  will  be  recognized  on  special 
orders  of  not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 

After  the  execution  of  the  special 
orders,  it  is  anticipated  that  a  time  for 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning 
business  will  be  provided  for. 

After  the  close  of  the  time  for  the 
transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness, the  business  before  the  Senate 
will  be  the  motion  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Radio  Marti  bill, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  rule 
XXII.  after  the  invocation  of  cloture. 

I  say  for  the  benefit  of  Senators, 
however,  that  I  anticipate  and  fully 
expect  that  that  matter  may  be  put 
over  by  unanimous  consent,  so  that 
the  Senate  can  resume  consideration 
of  the  Interior  appropriations  bill.  No 
such  order  has  been  entered  yet.  but  I 
expect  that  it  may  be.  based  on  the 
fact  that  the  clearance  process  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle— and  I  understand  on 
the  other  side,  perhaps— has  indicated 
that  that  is  the  desire  of  the  parties 
principally  involved.  I  hope  we  can 
finish  the  Interior  appropriations  bill 
tomorrow.  Tomorrow  is  Thursday,  and 
Senators  should  be  on  notice  of  the 
possibility  of  a  late  evening. 

Mr.  President,  the  Department  of 
Defense  authorization  conference 
report  may  reach  us  tomorrow:  and  if 
it  does,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  lead- 
ership to  try  to  reach  that  measure  as 
well. 

That  is  about  as  good  as  I  can  do 
with  the  situation  at  this  moment. 
I  yield  to  the  minority  leader. 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  is  the  dis- 
tinguished   and    very    able    majority 


leader  in  a  position  to  indicate  what 
his  plans  are  for  Friday? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  as  Mem- 
bers know,  the  adjournment  resolution 
sent  us  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives provides  for  adjournment  over 
until  September  12,  beginning  today, 
tomorrow,  or  Friday.  It  is  obvious  that 
we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  do  that 
today,  but  it  is  possible  that  we  can  do 
it  by  tomorrow,  especially  if  we  are 
willing  to  stay  late  in  order  to  accom- 
plish that  purpose.  In  order  to  do  so, 
we  would  need  to  take  care  of  the  In- 
terior appropriations  bill,  to  do  the 
DOD  conference  report,  if  we  have  it— 
if  it  is  here— and  perhaps  other  things 
that  it  would  appear  desirable  to  do. 

It  is  still  distinctly  possible  that  we 
will  be  in  on  Friday,  but  I  am  prepared 
to  say  that  it  is  my  hope  that  we  can 
finish  Thursday  evening:  and  it  would 
be  my  intention  to  stay  a  little  later 
than  usual  in  order  to  accomplish  that 
purpose,  if  possible. 

Mr.  BYRD.  So  it  would  not  to  be  ap- 
propriate for  me  to  start  a  rumor  that 
we  are  definitely  going  out  tomorrow 
evening? 

Mr.  BAKER.  No.  The  rumor  would 
be  helpful  if  it  were  along  these  lines: 
We  are  going  to  go  out  Thursday 
evening  if  everybody  will  settle  down 
and  do  everything  we  ask  them  to  do. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Which  includes  the  Inte- 
rior appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Yes.  it  does. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


IDEAS  HAVE  CONSEQUENCES 
Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
always  subscribed  to  the  view,  ex- 
pressed in  the  title  of  Richard  Wea- 
vers book,  that  "Ideas  Have  Conse- 
quences. "  Some  of  the  ideas  which 
have  had  the  greatest  consequences 
for  the  good  of  our  society  in  recent 
years— and  have  had  profound  influ- 
ence on  my  own  thinking— are  the 
ideas  on  political  and  economic  free- 
dom expressed  by  Leonard  Read, 
whom  I  loved  and  considered  more 
than  a  teacher,  but  a  friend. 

Leonard  Read,  who  died  recently, 
was  the  father  of  the  Foundation  for 
Economic  Education,  in  Irvington  on 
the  Hudson  in  New  York,  which,  for 
nearly  40  years  has  been  the  source 
for  some  of  the  most  cogent  and  origi- 


nal thinking  and  writing  on  the  sub- 
ject of  liberty.  Over  the  years  he 
planted  countless  seeds  and  inspired 
others  to  nurture  the  harvest.  The 
result  is  a  new  generation  of  independ- 
ent thinkers  who  have  changed  the 
political  and  economic  climate  of  this 
country,  notwithstanding  and  not  to 
mention  the  fact  that  our  own  Presi- 
dent Reagan  is  a  product  of  a  friend- 
ship that  goes  back  very  far  with  the 
late  Leonard  Read,  and  I  think  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  Leonard  Read  had  an 
influence  on  the  President's  thinking 
in  his  formative  years  in  the  positions 
that  he  has  come  to. 

Today,  the  virtues  of  the  free 
market  and  the  failures  of  socialism 
are  more  widely  recognized,  thanks  in 
large  measure  to  the  labors  of  Leonard 
Read  and  his  disciples  at  the  Founda- 
tion for  Economic  Education  and  the 
good  news  is  that  they  shall  carry  on 
under  the  very  able  leadership  of  Bob 
Anderson  and  Ed  Opitz. 

Mr.  President,  several  days  ago.  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal,  the  very  dis- 
tinguished journalist,  Vermont  Roys- 
ter.  paid  tribute  to  Leonard  Read  and 
the  legacy  he  has  left  us  in  words  that 
are  more  eloquent  than  I  can  muster.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Royster's 
column  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Thinking  Things  Over— The  Half- 
Porgotten  Men 
(By  Vermont  Royster) 
I'm  not  sure  that  ■conservative",  the  word 
so  often  applied,  is  the  right  one  for  the 
mood  of  the  country  these  past  few  years.  I 
am  sure  we  are  seeing  a  revolt  against  the 
politics  that  brought  us  repeated  inflation, 
rising  taxes,  neglect  of  our  defenses  and  a 
growing  intrusion  of  government  into  every- 
one's life.  It's  a  mood  no  politician.  Demo- 
cratic or  Republican,  can  afford  to  ignore. 

But  Ronald  Reagan  and  his  followers, 
whatever  they  may  think,  didn't  create  it. 
They  have  only  taken  advantage  of  it  more 
perceptively  than  their  opponents. 

For  that  mood,  by  whatever  name  you 
give  it.  has  been  a  long  time  growing.  The 
seeds  of  it  were  sown  over  many  years  by  a 
few  Independent  minds  long  derided  by  poli- 
ticians and  weighty  political  writers.  Even 
now  their  names  are  only  half-remembered. 
One  of  those  sowers  was  Leonard  Read, 
who  died  just  recently.  No  profound  intel- 
lectual, he.  but  a  man  of  perceptive  mind 
who  believed  that  if  people  would  only  look 
they  would  see  that  socialism,  in  all  its 
guises,  wore  tattered  clothes.  So  in  the 
middle  1940s  he  launched  the  Foundation 
for  Economic  Education,  run  initially  on  a 
shoestring.  Out  of  it  poured  a  richness  of 
books  and  pamphlets  to  teach  the  virtues  of 
liberty,  economic  as  well  as  political. 

Some  of  those  books  he  wrote  himself.  His 
little  essay  on  the  making  of  a  pencil-show- 
ing how  the  marketplace  brought  together 
goods  and  technology  from  all  over  the 
world  to  make  this  simple  tool  ubiquitous 
and  cheap— remains  a  classic. 

Read's  Foundation  was  fertile  in  off- 
spring. One  was  spawned  by  an  associate.  F. 
A.  Harper,  who  created  the  Institute  for 
Humane  Studies  in  California.  Although  he 


too  has  passed  on.  his  institute  remains  and 
flourishes. 

Len  Read  inspired  the  great  Austrian 
economist— and  later  Nobel  prize  winner— 
Friedrich  von  Hayek  to  invite  an  interna- 
tional group  of  libertarian  economists  and 
philosophers  to  gather  in  Switzerland  to  ex- 
change ideas.  Out  of  this  grew  the  Mont  Pe- 
lerin  Society,  which  still  meets.  Numbered 
amoung  its  first  members,  then  young  but 
now  famous  and  covered  with  honors  (in- 
cluding also  a  Nobel  prize),  was  Milton 
Friedman. 

Not  all  those  who  planted  seeds  of  new 
(old)  ideas  about  the  virtues  of  economic 
freedom  founded  institutions  or  gathered 
formal  disciples  around  them.  Other  la- 
bored privately,  lifting  their  voices  when- 
ever they  could  find  a  platform  or  people 
who  would  listen. 

One  of  these  is  Henry  Hazlitt.  currently 
approaching  his  ninetieth  year  with  no  dim- 
inution of  mind  and  spirit.  He  first  gained 
recognition  as  a  literary  critic  (I  still  cherish 
his  'Anatomy  of  Criticism. "  read  in  my  col- 
lege days).  He  served  on  The  Wall  Street 
Journal  before  its  present  editors  were  born 
and  was  for  a  time  an  editorial  writer  on 
both  the  old  New  "ifork  Herald-Tribune  and 
the  New  York  Times. 

Then  some  40  years  ago  he  wrote  a  small 
volume,  "Economics  In  One  Lesson."  which 
is  almost  what  its  title  states.  Anyway,  there 
is  no  better  introduction  to  the  fallacies  of 
socialist  economics  or  the  merits  of  the  mar- 
ketplace as  a  regulator  of  man's  economic 
labors. 

Perhaps  the  oddest  of  those  sowers  of 
seeds  was  Eric  Hoffer,  another  who  died 
this  year.  What  made  him  seem  odd  was 
that  he  was  a  "man  of  the  people"  who 
worked  all  his  life  as  a  day  laborer  and  who 
had  no  formal  education.  Not  at  all  the  sort 
of  background  from  which  you  would  expect 
an  intellectual  to  spring,  especially  one  to 
take  up  cudgels  against  the  collectivist  polit- 
ical philosophy  that  once  so  dominated  the 
self-styled  intellectual  community. 

Yet  Hoffer  did.  His  first  book  to  find 
print,  "The  True  Believer,  "  was  a  penetrat- 
ing critique  of  the  collective  fanaticism  that 
inspires  mass  movements  and  mass  think- 
ing. In  others  he  defended  capitalism  as  the 
best  guarantor  of  individual  freedom, 
praised  America  when  it  was  unfashionable 
to  do  so.  Naturally  he  was  viewed  as  a  curi- 
osity, tagged  as  the  "longshoreman's  philos- 
opher," as  if  the  two  words  were  necessarily 
contradictory.  Though  Ronald  Reagan 
awarded  him  the  Medal  of  Freedom  in  his 
old  age.  he  was  hardly  the  darling  of  the 
true  believers  in  the  ideal  that  the  country 
needed  direction  from  an  elite  gathered  in 
Washington. 

Obviously  this  doesn't  exhaust  the  list  of 
the  once  lonesome  voices  raised  to  question 
the  philosophy  of  statism  that  dominated 
political  thinking  for  more  than  a  genera- 
tion. You  would  have  to  include  Lawrence 
Fertig  and  John  Chamberlain  among 
others;  and.  once  upon  a  time,  William 
Buckley  before  he  became  a  television  char- 
acter and  a  spinner  of  spy  yarns.  Mr.  Buck- 
ley's National  Review  gave  a  platform  to 
many  such  voices. 

You  would  also  have  to  include  some  more 
obscure  in  the  popular  attention,  like 
Ludwig  von  Mises.  who  along  with  Hayek 
put  socialism  in  all  its  forms  under  a  disci- 
plined microscope.  They  provided  the  intel- 
lectual underpinning  for  the  rebirth  of 
what,  in  shorthand,  can  be  called  free 
market  economics. 

How  much  influence  any  of  these,  individ- 
ually, have  had  on  the  altered  public  mood. 


The 


political  or  otherwise,  is  impossible  to  meas- 
ure. But  that  altogether  they  contributed  to 
the  changing  political  climate  I  have  no 
doubt. 

For  a  long  lime  they  were  prophets  with- 
out honor.  They  were  mostly  ignored,  even 
sneered  at.  Even  today  their  faith  in  a  free 
economy  isn't  shared  everywhere.  But  no 
one  in  the  academic,  economic  or  political 
communities  now  scoffs  at  their  ideas. 
Slowly  the  seeds  they  sowed  have  found 
roots,  often  among  people  who  never  heard 
of  them. 

Yet  they  persevered  and  together  wrought 
a  revolution  in  our  ways  of  thinking  about 
the  way  we  manage  the  nation's  affairs.  It 
would  be  a  pity  if  they  were  forgotten. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER, 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

extension  of  routine  morning  business 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  looks 
like  there  will  be  some  reason  for  us  to 
remain  in  session  for  just  a  little 
longer. 

I  ask  unanimous  -consent  that  the 
time  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  be  extended  until 
6:30  p.m.  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  report  that  a  number  of  Senators 
are  engaged  in  serious  conversations 
now  about  the  possibility  of  reviving 
the  agriculture  target  price  bill.  I  have 
just  come  from  that  meeting.  I  encour- 
aged them  to  continue  negotiations, 
but  I  pointed  out  to  them  that  I  have 
already  announced  there  would  be  no 
more  record  votes  tonight  and  that  it 
is  unlikely  that  anything  can  be 
worked  out  this  evening  that  could  be 
adopted  by  the  Senate  in  a  reasonable 
time. 

In  a  moment  I  intend  to  ask  the 
Senate  to  recess  over  until  tomorrow. 
But  before  I  do  so.  may  I  point  out 
that  if  the  negotiations  by  the  inter- 
ested Senators  on  the  agriculture  bill 
produce  a  result,  it  would  be  my  hope 
that  we  could  propound  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  in  respect  to  that  bill 
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shortly  after  we  convene  tomorrow.  So 
Senators  who  may  be  listening  in  their 
offices  or  whose  staff  may  be  listening 
in  the  offices  should  be  on  the  alert  to 
the  possibility  of  a  unanimous-consent 
request  in  the  morning  to  arrange  a 
time  and  a  method  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  agriculture  target  price 
bill.  I  am  not  certain  that  will  occur 
but  it  could  occur. 


tion.  I  move  in  accordance  with  the 
previous  order  that  the  Senate  now 
stand  in  recess  until  9:30  a.m. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to.  and  at 
6:51  p.m..  the  Senate  recessed  until  to- 
morrow. August  4.  1983.  at  9:30  a.m. 


RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT 
9:30  A.M. 

Mr.   BAKER.   Mr.    President,   if   no 
other  Senator  is  now  seeking  recogni- 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  August  3,  1983: 

Department  of  Labor 

James  Brian  Hyland.  of  Virginia,  to  be  In- 
spector General.  Department  of  Labor. 

The  above  nomination  was  approved  sub- 
ject to  the  nominee's  commitment  to  re- 
spond   to    requests   to   appear   and    testify 


before  any  duly  constituted  committee  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Judiciary 

Judith  W.  Rogers,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  an  associate  judge  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
term  of  15  years. 

A.  Franklin  Burge.ss.  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  an  associate  judge  of  the  Su- 
perior Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for 
the  term  of  15  years. 

In  the  Coast  Guard 
Coast  Guard  nominations  beginning  Mark 
A.  Johnson,  and  ending  David  H.  Boyd, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the 
Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  August  1.  1983. 


August  3,  1983  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD-HOUSE 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— W'erf/iesrfai/,  Augusts,  1983 


22595 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 

The  Chaplain.  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  implore  Your  blessing  O  God 
upon  all  Your  people  and  especially 
upon  those  with  any  special  need.  We 
pray  that  Your  spirit  will  give  healing 
to  those  who  are  ill,  that  Your 
strength  will  nurture  any  who  are 
weak,  that  Your  presence  will  give  us 
peace.  Enable  us  to  put  our  trust  in 
You  and  Your  providence  that  we  will 
gain  the  confidence  and  hope  thai 
Your  spirit  can  give.  In  Your  name,  we 
pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  ex- 
amined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's 
proceedings    and    announces    to    the 
House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the 
Journal  stands  approved. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  pur- 
suant to  clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a 
vote  on  agreeing  to  the  Speakers  ap- 
proval of  the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  Chair's  approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  356.  nays 
24,  answered  "present"  4.  not  voting 
49,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  313] 
YEAS-356 


Ackerman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Applegate 

Archer 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnacd 

Barnes 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 


Bennett 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bethune 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 


Broomfield 

Broyhill 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Burton  <IN) 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 

Carr 

Chandler 

Chappell 

Cheney 

Clarke 

dinger 

Coats 

Coelho 

Coleman  iMO) 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 


Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Coyne 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Crockett 

DAmours 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daschle 

Daub 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

DeWine 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dwyer 

Early 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Edw  ards  ( OK ) 

English 

Erdreich 

Erlenborn 

Evans  (ID 

Fa-scell 

Fazio 

Ferraro 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Franklin 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gray 

Green 

Gregg 

Guarini 

Gunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall,  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (UT) 

Harrison 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 


Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Hyde 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

Kramer 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Lent 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Lujan 

Luken 

Lundine 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (NY) 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Michel 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moody 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (CT 

Mrazek 

Murtha 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 


Nielson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Pashayan 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Hatch  ford 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 

Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rostcnkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slatlery 
Smith  (FL) 
Smith  (lA) 
Smith  (NE) 
Smith  (NJ) 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
)      Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas  (CA) 


Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer    • 

Vucanovich 

Walgren 


Brown  (CO) 

Dickinson 

Dorgan 

Durbin 

Eckart 

Emerson 

Evans (lA) 

Forsythe 


Walker 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weber 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whiltaker 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Wirth 

Wise 

NAYS-24 

Frenzel 

Gejdenson 

Goodling 

Harkin 

Latta 

Lipinski 

Madigan 

Markey 


Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young (FL) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


Miller  (OH) 

Murphy 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Schroeder 

Sikorski 

Smith.  Denny 

Stenholm 


ANSWERED  'PRESENT  "—4 

Dymally  Oberslar 

Jacobs  Obey 


NOT  VOTING— 49 


Anthony 

Brown  (CA) 

Byron 

Chappie 

Clay 

Conyers 

Dingell 

Dyson 

Edwards  ( AL) 

Feighan 

Fiedler 

Ford  (MI) 

Hall.  Ralph 

Hansen  (ID) 

Heftel 

Ireland 

Jeffords 


Johnson 

Leath 

MacKay 

Martin  (IL) 

Martin  (NO 

Martinez 

McCloskey 

McCoUum 

McCurdy 

McHugh 

Mica 

Mikulski 

Mitchell 

Morrison  (WA) 

Oltinger 

Owens 

Parris 


Patman 

Rose 

Roukema 

Sabo 

Schneider 

Shannon 

Smith,  Robert 

Snowe 

St  Germain 

Stokes 

Weaver 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Winn 

Young  (AK) 


D  1015 
So  the  Journal  was  approved. 
The    result    of    the    vote    was 
nounced  as  above  recorded. 


an- 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 

H  R  1646.  An  act  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  and  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act  to  assure  sufficient  re- 
sources to  pay  current  and  future  benefits 
under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1974, 
to  make  technical  changes,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and 

H  R.  3564.  An  act  to  require  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  make  an  earlier  announce- 
ment of  the  1984  crop  feed  grain  program 
and  of  the  1985  crop  wheat  and  feed  gram 
programs. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  with  amend- 
ments in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 


D  Thts  symbol  represents  the  t.me  of  day  during  the  House  proceedmgs,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
.  This  "bullet"  symbol  .dent.f.es  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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H.R.  3394.  An  act  to  provide  additional  au- 
thority for  the  consolidation  of  student 
loans  and  to  make  certain  other  changes  in 
Federal  student  financial  assistance. 


EDUCATING  ALIEN  CHILDREN 

(Mr.  WRIGHT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
quahty  and  availability  of  education  in 
America  have  surfaced  this  year  for 
long-overdue  national  attention. 

One  question  needs  answering  as  we 
attempt  to  come  to  grips  with  the  edu- 
cation issue:  How  will  our  hard-pressed 
local  school  districts  afford  quality 
schools? 

In  a  celebrated  case  last  year,  the 
Supreme  Court  ruled  that  local  school 
districts  must  provide  educational 
services  to  alien  children.  The  Court 
held  that  all  persons  living  in  the 
United  States  enjoy  equal  protection 
of  the  laws  and  have  a  right  to  receive 
free  public  education.  Surely  it  is  far 
better  to  have  these  young  people  in 
school  than  lurking  furtively  in  alley- 
ways trying  to  avoid  detection.  But  we 
all  know  eduction  is  not  free. 

The  money  must  come  from  some- 
where. Bilingual  education  is  particu- 
larly expensive.  With  few  exceptions, 
undocumented  aliens  own  no  property 
and  pay  no  taxes  to  local  school  dis- 
tricts. 

Alien  children  are  attending  schools 
all  across  America— in  New  York,  in 
Pennsylvania,  in  Florida,  in  Ohio,  in 
California,  and  in  my  own  State  of 
Texas. 

In  Texas  the  cost  of  educating  one 
alien  student  for  1  year  is  estimated  to 
be  $2,500.  That  is  a  major  drain  on  the 
local  tax  base  which  supports  our  local 
school  districts.  Some  of  the  poorest 
districts  have  the  highest  numbers  of 
alien  children. 

There  are  1,500  such  children  en- 
rolled at  this  time  in  the  Fort  Worth 
Independent  School  District.  Their  en- 
rollment in  the  past  2  years  requires 
the  equivalent  of  three  additional  ele- 
mentary schools,  or  50  classrooms. 
The  bulk  of  these  children,  according 
to  spokesmen  for  the  district,  are  con- 
centrated in  schools  which  already  are 
the  most  overcrowded. 

In  the  first  week  after  the  August 
recess,  our  colleague,  Mr.  de  la  Garza, 
and  I  will  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
vocational  rehabilitation  legislation  to 
redress  this  national  problem.  Our 
amendment  will  provide  $500  to  local 
school  districts  each  year  for  each 
alien  child  enrolled,  and  thereby  help 
to  offset  the  often  burdensome  cost  of 
educating  these  children. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  ordered 
that  school  districts  must  assume  this 
burden.  The  Federal  Government 
therefore  has  a  clear  responsibility  to 
help  financially  strapped  local  school 
districts  meet  the  extra  cost  it  has  put 
upon  them. 


TASK  FORCE  ON  HUNGER 

(Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  many  Members  of  this  House 
were  surprised  late  yesterday  when  we 
learned,  through  the  news  media,  that 
President  Reagan  is  going  to  create  a 
task  force  on  hunger.  But  I  want  to 
say  this  morning  that  we  welcome  the 
Presidents  interest. 

For  more  than  2  years,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Congress  has  been  trying  to  make  a 
couple  of  simple  facts  about  this  prob- 
lem clear  to  officials  of  the  adminis- 
tration. 

Yes.  we  want  to  cut  out  fraud,  waste 
and  abuse  in  food  programs.  Yes.  we 
want  to  eliminate  spending  that  does 
not  help  poor  people.  And  yes.  we  have 
acted  repeatedly  in  those  fields.  But 
no.  we  do  not  want  to  reduce  the  al- 
ready thin  benefits  for  those  who  are 
truly  in  need. 

During  much  of  this  time,  the  basic 
answer  from  the  administration  has 
been— cut  the  budget.  They  have 
said— cut.  cut,  cut,  and  now  we  find 
the  President  saying  he  is  •perplexed" 
by  news  stories  about  hunger.  And  we 
find  a  special  assistant  to  the  Presi- 
dent quoted  as  saying  the  Government 
has  no  statistics  on  hunger,  but  it 
wants  to  find  out  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  suggest  a  simple 
solution. 

Let  the  President  or  his  assistants 
call  me  on  the  telephone.  I  can  ar- 
range for  them  to  get  some  evidence 
about  what  is  going  on.  For  much  of 
this  year,  one  of  the  subcommittees  of 
our  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
has  been  looking  into  the  hunger 
problem.  Mr.  Panetta  of  California, 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  or 
Mr.  Emerson  of  Missouri,  the  ranking 
Republican  Member,  can  give  us  a  lot 
of  information  on  what  the  subcom- 
mittee found.  They  found  that  there 
are  hungry  people  in  this  great  coun- 
try today  •  •  •  and  I  am  sure  the  sub- 
committee hearing  records  can  be 
made  available  to  anyone  who  wants 
to  read  them. 

We  are  today  watching  a  recovery  in 
the  general  economy.  How  far  it  will 
go  and  how  strong  it  will  be.  we  do  not 
know.  We  all  hope  it  will  improve  the 
lives  of  many  needy  people  and  reduce 
the  need  for  food  assistance.  But  the 
need  is  still  there,  and  it  is  still  very 
substantial. 

Congress  has  recognized  this  need. 
Early  this  year,  we  included  action  on 
surplus  food  donation  in  the  jobs  bill. 
In  June,  this  House  voted  389  to  18  for 
a  bill  to  continue  donation  programs. 
Just  yesterday,  this  House  voted  by 
407  to  16  to  express  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that  there  should  be  no  further 
cuts  in  food  benefits  to  eligible  and 
qualified  needy  people. 


Just  yesterday,  also,  the  Census 
Bureau  produced  a  new  report  on  pov- 
erty. The  number  of  people  living 
below  the  official  poverty  line  rose  for 
the  fourth  straight  year  to  the  highest 
level  since  1965.  Most  of  last  year's  de- 
cline has  been  blamed  on  the  reces- 
sion, but  the  figures  also  may  reflect 
some  of  the  budget  cuts  of  the  past 
few  years. 

I  would  think  that  these  and  other 
facts  have  carried  us  far  past  the  point 
at  which  the  President  needs  a  com- 
mission of  experts  to  study  the  prob- 
lem of  hunger. 

But  if  that  study  will  provide  any 
facts  we  do  not  already  have,  I  wel- 
come it. 

If  that  study  can  make  believers  out 
of  those  in  the  administration  who 
have  been  trying  to  cut  food  programs, 
then  I  welcome  it  with  enthusiasm. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  know  who  the 
members  of  the  new  study  commission 
will  be.  I  assume  they  will  be  qualified 
experts.  But  I  think  we  have  a  situa- 
tion here  that  reminds  me  of  the  story 
they  used  to  tell  about  the  doctors 
who  examined  us  for  service  in  the 
Armed  Forces. 

They  used  to  say  that  the  doctors 
would  look  for  just  two  things— could 
you  see  lightning  and  hear  thunder.  If 
you  could,  you  were  fit  to  serve  in  the 
army.  Well.  I  think  the  same  philoso- 
phy can  be  used  in  picking  the  new 
commission.  If  the  commission  can.  in 
a  manner  of  speaking,  see  lightning 
and  hear  thunder,  it  will  be  able  to  see 
that  there  is  good  reason  to  be  con- 
cerned about  hunger. 


SOUTHEAST  INTERSTATE  RA- 
DIOACTIVE WASTE  MANAGE- 
MENT COMPACT 

(Mr.  DERRICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
1980.  the  Congress  passed  legislation 
which  handed  the  responsibility  for 
management  and  disposal  of  low-level 
radioactive  waste  to  the  individual 
States. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  represents 
the  culmination  of  a  long  and  complex 
process  toward  agreement  by  eight 
Southeastern  States  to  form  a  com- 
pact for  shared  management  and  dis- 
posal of  low-level  wastes. 

The  first  site  for  the  Southeast 
region  will  be  the  Chem-Nuclear  Serv- 
ices burial  site  in  Barnwell  County 
which  is  in  my  congressional  district  in 
South  Carolina. 

This  will  be  available  to  Southeast- 
ern States  until  1992,  after  which  an- 
other compact  State  will  assume  the 
responsibility. 

Since  Chem-Nuclear  is  one  of  only 
two  commercial  low-level  sites  operat- 
ing in  the  Nation,  South  Carolina  has 


borne  the  brunt  of  waste  management 
responsibility.  I  pushed  for  the  Low- 
Level  Waste  Policy  Act  of  1980  be- 
cause I  knew  it  would  bring  about  an 
equitable  and  efficient  system  of  re- 
gional management. 

I  solicit  your  support  as  cosponsors 
of  this  bill  approving  the  compact  and 
urge  quick  action  by  the  committees  of 
jurisdiction. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE  FOR  THE 

UNEMPLOYED 
(Mr.   EVANS  of   Illinois  asked   and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr  EVANS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
one  of  the  greatest  tragedies  of  our 
current  high  unemployment  is  that 
millions  of  Americans  have  lost  their 
employment-based  health  insurance 
along  with  their  jobs.  According  to  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office,  a  star- 
tling 14  million  unemployed  workers 
and  family  members,  including  4  mil- 
lion children,  had  no  health  protection 
at  the  beginning  of  this  year. 

In  my  district  in  west  central  Illi- 
nois, where  unemployment  is  greater 
and  of  longer  duration  than  in  most 
other  areas  of  the  country,  the  situa- 
tion has  reached  crisis  proportions. 
Unemployed  people  with  diabetes  who 
cannot  afford  insulin  have  come  to  my 
office  for  help,  but  there  is  no  place  to 
refer  them.  Unemployed  people  in  my 
district  are  postponing  needed  surgery 
because  they  have  no  way  to  pay  for 

These  people  must  be  helped.  We 
can  help  them  by  passing  the  Health 
Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act  of  1983. 
Americans  often  demonstrate  their 
compassion  for  victims  of  tragedies  in 
other  lands.  Here  is  a  golden  opportu- 
nity for  us  to  show  the  same  concern 
for  our  fellow  citizens. 


It  now  appears  the  administration 
has  changed  its  position  with  its  an- 
nouncement of  a  new  task  force  on 
hunger.  But  for  the  thousands  of 
people  who  must  resort  to  over-ex- 
tended soup  kitchens  and  food  pan- 
tries in  Connecticut,  the  crisis  exists 
now.  I  do  not  believe  this  task  force 
will  tell  us  anything  we  do  not  already 
know.  There  have  been  numerous 
studies  of  the  growing  problems  of 
malnutrition  resulting  from  unem- 
ployment and  the  recession.  Action  is 
now  needed. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has 
already  approved  excellent  legislation 
that  would  improve  and  increase  the 
distribution  of  surplus  Government- 
owned  commodities.  I  would  urge  the 
President  to  strongly  support  its  en- 
actment. 


CRISIS  EXISTS  NOW  ON 
HUNGER 

(Mrs.  KENNELLY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.     KENNELLY.     Mr.     Speaker, 
during  the  past  year,  the  cuts  in  Fed- 
eral  nutrition   programs  have   had   a 
profound  impact  in  Connecticut.  Our 
repeated  pleas  to  the  administration 
that  the  USDA  release  additional  Gov- 
ernment-owned commodities  for  distri- 
bution to  the  hungry  have  fallen  on 
deaf  ears.  Only  2  weeks  ago.  the  Con- 
necticut delegation   received   a  letter 
from  the  Administrator  of  the  Food 
and  Nutrition  Service  that  the  admin- 
istration believed  it  was  "taking  every 
reasonable    step    necessary"    for    the 
hungry    people    of    our    country.    We 
have  known  all  along  that  was  not  the 
case. 


WAR  ON  POVERTY  LOST 
(Mr.    HARRISON    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
1964  this  Nation  declared  a  war  on 
poverty.  Yesterday,  we  announced 
that  we  lost.  Fifteen  percent  of  our 
people  are  now  living  in  poverty.  That 
is  more  than  at  any  time  since  1965. 

And  so,  yesterday,  the  President  an- 
nounced that  he  is  going  to  appoint  a 
commission  to  tell  him  what  to  do 
about  hunger  in  America. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  you  do  not  need 
a  commission  to  tell  you  why  so  many 
people  are  poor.  The  Census  Bureau 
told  you  yesterday.  It  is  because  of  the 
recession,  and  unemployment,  and 
your  cutbacks  in  programs  such  as  aid 
to  dependent  children. 

And  you  do  not  need  a  Government 
commission  to  tell  you  why  people  are 
hungry.  It  is  because  they  do  not  have 
enough  to  eat.  .    . 

And  you  do  not  need  a  commission 
to  tell  you  what  to  do  about  it.  Thirty 
four  million  poor  Americans  can  tell 
you  that.  Stop  what  you  are  doing. 
Stop  cutting  aid  to  pregnant  women 
and  young  chidren  and  those  who 
cannot  find  jobs  and  the  sick  and  the 
disabled.  Because  if  you  do  not  stop. 
Mr  President,  the  loss  of  the  war  on 
poverty  will  be  followed  by  a  massacre 
of  the  poor. 


quette;  or  Jaws  setting  up  a  commis- 
sion on  beach  safety. 

If  Mr.  Reagan  wants  to  learn  about 
hunger  in  this  country,  he  need  look 
no  further  than  the  actions  of  his  own 
administration. 

According  to  his  own  census  figures. 
2  million  more  children  have  been 
driven  into  poverty  since  President 
Reagan  took  office. 

If  this  rate  continues,  4'/^  million 
children  will  be  locked  into  poverty 
during  Mr.  Reagan's  term  in  office. 

On  the  average.  Reagan  policies  are 
adding  as  many  children  to  the  pover- 
ty rolls  every  year  as  were  escaping 
poverty  under  the  Johnson  adminis- 
tration. 

And  make  no  mistake:  Children 
living  in  poverty  mean  children  living 
in  hunger,  and  that  translates  into 
poor  health,  poor  school  performance, 
and  medical  costs. 

Attacking  hunger  in  this  country  is 
going  to  take  more  than  a  commission 
or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  push- 
ing a  shopping  cart  around  a  suburban 
supermarket  for  a  week. 

It  is  going  to  take  a  commitment  to 
fair  policies  that  support  and  encour- 
age the  poor  instead  of  punishing  and 
victimizing  them.  The  President  would 
do  well  to  call  a  halt  to  setting  up  com- 
mi-ssions,  and  read  the  reports  that  are 
already  on  the  shelf. 

He  can  start  with  the  dismal  figures 
his  own  administration  released  yes- 
terday. 


HUNGER         IN        THE        UNITED 

STATES      AND      THE      REAGAN 

POLICIES 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  Ronald  Reagan  setting  up  a 
commission  on  hunger  is  like  James 
Watt  setting  up  a  commission  to  study 
wildlife  preservation;  Billy  Martin  set- 
ting up  a  commission  on  sports  eti- 


THE   FEDERAL   RESERVE   BOARD 

CHAIRMAN'S  ROLE  IN  SOLVING 

FISCAL  PROBLEMS 

(Mr.  LUNDINE  asked  and  was  given 

permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 

minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 

remarks.)  .^.  . 

Mr.  LUNDINE.  Mr.  Speaker,  within 
the  last  24  hours,  both  Alan  Green- 
span and  Senator  Robert  Dole  have 
called  for  a  summit  between  Members 
of  Congress  and  the  White  House  to 
deal  with  the  problem  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion Alan  Greenspan  has  called  for 
Speaker  of  the  House  O'Neill  and 
President  Reagan  to  attempt  to  reach 
a  consensus  on  this  problem.  Senator 
Dole  called  for  a  bipartisan  effort 
from  the  House.  Senate,  and  President 
to  address  this  problem. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  President 
and  Speaker  O'Neill,  or  a  bipartisan 
effort  between  the  House.  Senate,  and 
the  President  can  alone  arrive  at  a  so- 
lution to  this  problem.  What  is  really 
needed  here  is  to  have  Paul  Volcker. 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve,  in- 
volved in  this  effort.  It  is  Chairman 
Volcker  who  so  many  times  has 
warned  Congress  that  the  only  alter- 
native to  large  deficits  is  the  imple- 
mentation by  the  Federal  Reserve  of 
monetary  policies  that  perpetuate 
high  real  interest  rates.  As  such,  it  is 
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Chairman  Volcker  who  has  the  capac- 
ity to  make  the  central  tradeoff  to  the 
sacrifices  which  must  occur  for  deficit 
reduction— lower  real  interest  rates. 

Yesterday.  I  wrote  to  Paul  Volcker 
and  urged  him  to  take  the  leadership 
in  developing  a  national  accord  with 
the  Congress  and  White  House  to 
reduce  budget  deficits  and  lower  inter- 
est rates.  Mr.  Volcker  is  in  an  ideal  po- 
sition to  attempt  to  establish  some 
consensus  by  the  time  of  the  fiscal 
year  1985  budget  submission  to  the 
Congress  next  January.  Only  he  can 
do  so  in  such  a  way  to  remove  it  from 
the  politically  charged  climate  that 
would  exist  if  such  an  effort  is  made 
only  by  the  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent and  only  addresses  the  size  of  the 
deficit  without  dealing  with  interest 
rates. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
this  effort  to  urge  Mr.  Volcker  to  exer- 
cise leadership  on  this  critical  issue. 


A  LESSON  TO  BE  LEARNED 
FROM  THE  VOYAGE  OF  CHRIS- 
TOPHER COLUMBUS 

(Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Montana  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  to 
House  for  1  minute,  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Montana.  Mr. 
Speaker.  491  years  ago  this  day,  an 
hour  before  dawn,  with  a  crew  of  90 
people,  Christopher  Columbus  set  sail 
on  his  historic  voyage.  The  importance 
of  that  journey  was  not  only  in  its  epic 
nature,  though  epic  it  was,  not  only  in 
the  discovery  of  the  New  World, 
though  a  new  world  was  opened.  The 
importance  of  that  journey  was  also  in 
the  insistence  of  one  man  that  we  put 
behind  us  the  misinformation  and  su- 
perstitions of  the  past  and  chart  a 
course  to  the  truth. 


PROGRESS  TOWARD  BUDGET 
ARY  RETRAINT  DIMMED  BY 
PERSISTENT  DEFICITS 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  the  August  recess  draws 
near,  the  House  can  be  proud  that  it 
has  consistently  enforced  the  limits  of 
the  budget  resolution.  Last  night's  re- 
duction of  general  revenue  sharing  to 
conform  to  the  budget  limits  was  the 
most  recent  example. 

However,  even  with  this  record,  a 
very  dark  cloud  looms  over  our  eco- 
nomic horizon.  This  is  the  cloud  of  un- 
precedented Federal  deficits.  The 
irony  is  that  the  more  robust  the  eco- 
nomic recovery,  the  more  imminent 
and  dangerous  these  deficits  become 
for  reigniting  inflation,  high  interest 
rates,  and  another  recession. 

Many  talk  about  deficits  but  too 
little  is  done.  What  we  need  is  for  the 


President,  the  Speaker  and  congres- 
sional leaders  of  both  parties  to  hold  a 
Camp  David  type  summit,  put  partisan 
concerns  aside  for  the  next  few 
months  and  come  out  with  a  serious 
plan  to  get  these  deficits  under  con- 
trol. Until  huge  deficits  become  a  bi- 
partisan concern  with  a  bipartisan  so- 
lution, I  am  afraid  they  will  be  just  a 
subject  of  political  rhetoric  and  not 
economic  action. 


DOD  BILL  STILL  CONTAINS  90 
PERCENT  OF  ADMINISTRATION 
REQUESTS 

(Mr.  GEJDENSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes- 
terday the  conference  committee  on 
the  DOD  bill  decided  to  include  the 
$114  million  for  chemical  weapons. 
This  is  particularly  distressing  after 
that  money  was  rejected  by  the  House 
by  almost  a  100-vote  margin.  In  the 
Senate,  for  the  first  time  since  1977,  it 
was  required  that  the  Vice  President 
break  a  tie  in  order  to  include  the 
chemical  weapons  money. 

In  the  DOD  bill,  we  leave  90  percent 
of  the  administration's  money  intact— 
$700  million  for  measures  that  would 
help  defend  our  troops.  We  also  pro- 
vide additional  moneys,  $33  million  for 
research  and  development. 

Our  present  supply  of  chemical 
weapons  in  Europe  is  adequate  to  fight 
a  30-day  war.  We  still  have  the  State 
Department  and  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment unable  to  talk  to  our  European 
allies  about  the  location  of  these 
weapons  on  their  territory.  Additional- 
ly, this  provides  a  problem  as  the  Per- 
shing debate  rises  in  Europe.  This  is 
an  additional  area  where  we  will  only 
embarrass  ourselves  with  our  Western 
allies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  hope  that  the 
committee  rethink  its  position. 


THE  PRESIDENT'S  ZIGZAG 
POLICY 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
of  the  classic  battle  maneuvers  at  sea 
is  known  as  the  zigzag.  From  the  days 
of  Horatio  Nelson  and  our  own  John 
Paul  Jones  to  the  present,  the  zigzag— 
a  back-and-forth,  uneven  pattern  of 
movement— has  enabled  warships  to 
confuse  the  enemy  as  to  their  intent 
and  their  destination. 

Now  that  President  Reagan  has  ac- 
tually committed  American  warships, 
along  with  a  growing  number  of  Amer- 
ican "advisers  "  and  combat  personnel, 
to  provocative  action  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, the  principle  of  the  zigzag  once 
again  is  deployed. 


Unfortunately,  the  President's  Cen- 
tral American  policy  is  based  on  a 
zigzag  pattern.  First,  he  zigs  this  way. 
with  overtures  toward  peaceful  negoti- 
ation and  bipartisan  consultation,  as 
in  his  April  message  to  the  joint  ses- 
sion of  Congress.  Next,  he  zags  that 
way.  with  covert  escalations  and  the 
threat  of  more  to  come,  without  prior 
consultation  with  the  Congress. 

The  President's  zigzag  policy  has  our 
potential  adversaries  confused:  but, 
unfortunately,  so  has  he  confused  the 
Congress  and  the  American  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  this  coun- 
try to  establish  a  rational  policy  and  a 
clear  mission  in  Central  America 
before  Mr.  Reagan's  zigzag  policies  are 
tested  under  all  too  real  conditions. 


BUSINESS  AS  USUAL 

(Mr.  CON  ABLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
scared.  We  talk  a  lot  about  fiscal 
policy  around  here.  We  worry  about  it, 
and  economists  and  Federal  Reserve 
Board  members  scold  us  about  it.  Busi- 
nessmen tell  us  they  cannot  live  with 
the  deficits  we  create.  Member  after 
Member  takes  the  well  of  the  House 
and  deplores  what  we  call  the  casual- 
ness  of  the  Reagan  administration 
about  deficits  of  the  $200  billion  di- 
mension. We  think  we  are  doing  some- 
thing heroic  when  through  the  budget 
process  we  order  ourselves  to  raise 
taxes  by  $12  billion— a  pittance  com- 
pared to  the  fiscal  gap— knowing  full 
well  we  will  never  deliver  on  it,  and  if 
we  did  that  it  would  be  the  excuse  to 
spend  more. 

Taxes  aside,  when  it  comes  to  spend- 
ing, Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  business  as 
usual.  Take  yesterday  and  today,  for 
instance.  We  honored  a  great  man  by 
a  national  holiday  we  do  not  need  at  a 
cost  to  Government  alone  of  about  a 
quarter  of  a  billion  dollars.  Then  we 
added  over  $460  million  a  year  for  the 
next  3  years,  to  revenue  sharing,  a  pro- 
gram I  support  but  which  we  cannot 
afford  to  expand.  Today,  unless  I  read 
the  signs  wrong,  we  are  going  to  begin 
a  new  entitlement  program  we  do  not 
need,  health  insurance  for  those  un- 
employed too  well  off  to  qualify  for 
medicaid,  at  a  cost  of  $2  billion  a  year. 
I  know  we  must  honor  Martin  Luther 
King,  we  cannot  stand  up  to  our  de- 
manding local  officials,  we  have  got  to 
help  even  the  more  affluent  unem- 
ployed, and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  met  our  fiscal 
enemy  and  it  is  us.  We  are  hypocrites 
to  pretend  anything  else. 


THE  SOLOMON  AMENDMENT 
AND  DRAFT  REGISTRATION 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute,  but  I  do  not  desire 
to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MiNiSH).  The  gentleman  from  New- 
York  (Mr.  Solomon)  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night  the  Senate  and  House  conferees 
on  the  Defense  authorization  bill 
threw  out  the  so-called  Moynihan 
amendment  which  would  have  delayed 
by  90  days  the  Solomon  amendment 
which  prohibits  young  men  who  are  in 
violation  of  the  Draft  Registration  Act 
from  receiving  any  college  loans  and 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  was  the  last-ditch 
effort  of  attempts  to  repeal  or  delay 
the  Solomon  amendment.  I  urge  all  of 
you  to  let  your  constituents  know 
these  students  can  do  themselves  a 
favor— go  out  and  register  like  the 
other  96  percent  of  the  10  million 
young  Americans  who  have  been  loyal, 
patriotic,  and  have  obeyed  the  laws  of 
the  land,  because  the  Solomon  amend- 
ment is  law. 

And  I  urge  all  of  you  to  also  tell 
your  college  administrators  who  have 
been  complaining  about  the  minimal 
paperwork  to  now  start  to  worry  about 
the  defense  of  their  country  and  the 
preparedness  of  their  country  and  to 
get  with  the  Solomon  amendment. 


PRESIDENT        APOLOGIZES        TO 
INTERNATIONAL     FEDERATION 
OF     BUSINESS      AND      PROFES- 
SIONAL WOMEN 
(Mr.    SCHUMER    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes- 
terday a  delegation  from  the  Interna- 
tional Federation  of  Business  and  Pro- 
fessional Women  was  not  permitted  to 
tour  the  White  House. 

Today  it  is  reported  that  the  Presi- 
dent will  go  before  the  group  to  apolo- 
gize. It  is  also  reported  today  that  the 
administration  will  ask  the  Supreme 
Court  to  loosen  restriction  on  Federal 
aid  to  institutions  that  discriminate 
against  women. 

The  doorkeeper  at  the  White  House 
who  kept  the  women  out  was  a  more 
accurate  indicator  of  the  President's 
policies  than  his  apology  is  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gender  gap  will 
continue  as  long  as  the  President  talks 
one  way  and  acts  another. 


consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  2379)  to 
provide  for  the  protection  and  man- 
agement of  the  national  park  system, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  House  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


TAX         REPEAL         LEGISLATION 

THAT     WOULD     SAVE     MONEY 

FOR  THE  GOVERNMENT 

(Mr.   PETRI   asked   and   was   given 

permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 

minute.) 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
introducing  legislation  which  would 
save  the  Government  money,  reduce 
regulation,  and  lessen  the  paperwork 
of  some  small  businesses.  The  legisla- 
tion will  repeal  a  tax  on  the  manufac- 
ture of  small-scale  gasohol  equipment, 
primarily  used  by  farmers  to  produce 
gasohol  for  their  tractors  and  other 
farm  machinery. 

With  every  year  that  this  tax  is  col- 
lected the  Government  loses  money. 
The  tax  generates  only  about  $6,000  a 
year  in  revenue,  and  Treasury  officials 
have  reported  that  the  cost  of  admin- 
istering this  tax  is  actually  much 
higher  than  $6,000. 

We  need  to  redouble  our  efforts  to 
find  ways  to  reduce  Government 
spending,  and  eliminate  needless  Gov- 
ernment regulation  on  small  business- 
es. While  this  legislation  is  small  in 
scope.  I  believe  it  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction. 


REPORT    ON    RESOLUTION    PRO- 
VIDING   FOR     CONSIDERATION 
OF    H.R.    2992.    INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY   AND  DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1983 
Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  priv- 
ileged report  (Rept.  No.  98-341)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  296)  providing  for 
the    consideration   of    the   bill    (H.R. 
2992)  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the    fiscal    years    1984    and    1985    for 
international    security    and    develop- 
ment  assistance    and    for   the    Peace 
Corps,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  HR.  3231,  EXPORT  ADMIN- 
ISTRATION AMENDMENTS  ACT 
OF  1983 

Mr.  CONIOR  of  Michigan,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  priv- 
ileged report  (Rept.  No.  98-342)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  297)  providing  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3231)  to 
amend  the  authorities  contained  in 
the  Export  Administration  Act  of 
1979.  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2379,  NATIONAL  PARK 
SYSTEM  PROTECTION  AND  RE- 
SOURCES MANAGEMENT  ACT 
OF  1983 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  priv- 
ileged report  (Rept.  No.  98-343)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  298)  providing  for 
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HEALTH  CARE  FOR  THE 
UNEMPLOYED  ACT 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan,  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  direction  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules.  I  call  up  House  Resolu- 
tion 276  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  276 
Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion  of  this  resolution   the  Speaker  may. 
pursuant  to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  de- 
clare the  House  resolved  into  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  Hou.se  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3021)  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
provide  for  a  program  of  grants  to  States  to 
provide  health  care  benefits  for  the  unem- 
ployed,  and   for  other  purposes,   the   first 
reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dispensed  with, 
and  all  points  of  order  against  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill  for  failure  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  (Public  Law 
93-344)  are   hereby   waived.   After   general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
and  to  the  amendments  made  in  order  by 
this  resolution  and  shall  continue  not  to 
exceed  two  hours,  one  hour  to  be  equally  di- 
vided and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Commerce  and  one  hour  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  the  bill 
shall  be  considered  for  amendment  under 
the  five-minute  rule.  In  lieu  of  the  amend- 
ments recommended  by  the  Committees  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  and  Ways  and  Means 
now  printed  in  the  bill,  it  shall  be  in  order 
to  consider  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  consisting  of  the  text  of  the  bill 
H.R.  3521.  said  substitute  shall  be  consid- 
ered as  having  been  read,  and  all  points  of 
order  against  said  substitute  for  failure  to 
comply    with    the    provisions    of    section 
401(b)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974  (Public  Law  93-344).  clause  7  of  rule 
XVI.  and  clause  5(b)  of  rule  XXI  are  hereby 
waived.  No  amendment  to  the  bill  or  to  said 
substitute  shall  be  in  order  except  (1)  an 
amendment   printed   in   the   Congressional 
Record  of  July  12.  1983.  by.  and  if  offered 
by.  Representative  Bliley  of  Virginia,  said 
amendment  shall  be  debatable  for  not  to 
exceed  thirty  minutes,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  Representative  Bliley  and 
a  Member  opposed  thereto,  and  said  amend- 
ment shall  not  be  subject  to  amendment 
except  an  amendment  printed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  of  July  20.  1983,  by.  and  if 
offered  by.  Representative  Waxman  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  said  amendment  shall  be  debata- 
ble for  not  to  exceed  thirty  minutes,  to  be 
equally   divided   and  controlled   by   Repre- 
sentative Waxman.  and  a  Member  opposed 
thereto;  and  (2)  an  amendment  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  July  20.  1983. 
by    Representative   Frenzel   of   Minnesota, 
and  said  amendment  shall  not  be  subject  to 
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amendment  but  shall  t>e  debatable  for  not 
to  exceed  thirty  minutes  to  be  equally  divid- 
ed and  controlled  by  Representative  FYenzel 
and  a  Memt)er  opposed  thereto.  At  the  con- 
clusion of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendment  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or 
without  instructions.  All  points  of  order, 
except  under  clause  7  of  rule  XVI.  are 
waived  against  instructions  contained  in  a 
motion  to  recommit  and  against  any  amend- 
ment required  by  said  instructions  to  be  re- 
ported back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
BoNiOR)  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  for  the  purposes  of  debate 
only.  I  yield  the  customary  30  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  LoTT).  pending  which  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  276 
provides  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
3021  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  provide  health  care  benefits  for  the 
unemployed.  In  order  to  allow  the  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  3021  in  an  expedi- 
tious and  orderly  manner.  House  Reso- 
lution 276  provides  for  a  modified 
closed  rule  allowing  2  hours  of  general 
debate:  1  hour  of  debate  shall  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee  on  energy 
and  commerce  and  1  hour  shall  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  of  Ways 
and  Means. 

In  order  to  provide  for  the  prompt 
consideration  of  H.R.  3021  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  it 
was  necessary  for  the  Committee  on 
Rules  to  waive  points  of  order  against 
the  bill  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
This  section  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  states  that  it  is  not  in 
order  to  consider  any  bill  authorizing 
enactment  of  new  budget  authority 
for  a  fiscal  year  unless  that  bill  was  re- 
ported by  May  15  preceding  the  begin- 
ning of  such  fiscal  year.  Because  H.R. 
3021  would  authorize  enactment  of 
new  budget  authority  in  fiscal  year 
1983.  and  because  the  bill  was  not  re- 
ported by  May  15,  prior  to  the  begin- 
ning of  this  fiscal  year,  a  waiver  of  sec- 
tion 402(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  was  requested  of  and 
granted  by  the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Chairman  Jones  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee has  informed  the  Committee 
on  Rules  that  due  to  the  emergency 
nature  of  H.R.  3021.  and  because  the 
legislation  is  assumed  in  the  revised 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1983.  and  in  the  first 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1984  (House  Concurrent 
Resolution    91),    a    majority    of    the 


Budget  Committee  members  would 
support  the  necessary  budget  act  waiv- 
ers. After  general  debate,  H.R.  3021 
shall  be  considered  for  amendment 
under  the  5-minute  rule.  House  Reso- 
lution 276  makes  in  order  the  consider- 
ation of  the  text  of  H.R.  3521  as  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute in  lieu  of  the  recommended 
amendments  from  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  printed  in 
the  bill. 

H.R.  3521  shall  be  considered  as 
read.  In  order  to  allow  consideration 
of  this  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  the  Committee  on  Rules 
waived  points  of  order  against  the  sub- 
stitute regarding  section  401(b)(1)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
This  section  prohibits  the  consider- 
ation of  any  legislation  providing  new 
entitlement  authority  becoming  effec- 
tive prior  to  the  first  day  of  a  fiscal 
year  within  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  legislation  was  reported.  House 
Resolution  276  also  waives  points  of 
order  against  the  substitute  for  failure 
to  comply  with  clause  7  of  House  rule 
XVI.  the  germaneness  requirements  as 
well  as  clause  5(b)  House  rule  XXI 
which  prohibits  the  consideration  of 
an  amendment  carrying  a  tax  or  tariff 
measure  during  the  consideration  of  a 
bill  reported  by  a  committee  having  no 
tax  or  tariff  jurisdiction. 

The  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  is  not  open  for  amendment 
except  for  the  amendment  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  July  12. 
1983.  by  Representative  Bliley  of  Vir- 
ginia and  the  amendment  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  July  20, 
1983,  by  Representative  Frenzel  of 
Minnesota. 

The  amendment,  if  offered  by  Rep- 
resentative Bliley.  is  debatable  for  up 
to  30  minutes  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  Representative 
Bliley  and  a  Member  opposed  to  the 
amendment.  Representative  Blileys 
amendment  is  not  amendable  except 
for  one  amendment  printed  in  the 
Congressional  Record  on  July  20, 
1983,  by  Representative  Waxman  of 
California.  The  amendment  shall  be 
debatable  for  up  to  30  minutes  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  Rep- 
resentative Waxman  and  a  Member  op- 
posed thereto. 

Representative  Frenzel's  amend- 
ment shall  not  be  amendable  but  is  de- 
batable for  up  to  30  minutes  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  Rep- 
resentative Frenzel  and  a  Member  op- 
posed to  the  amendment.  House  Reso- 
lution 276  provides  for  one  motion  to 
recommit  with  or  without  instructions. 
If  a  motion  to  recommit  with  instruc- 
tions is  offered,  the  rule  waives  all 
points  of  order  against  the  instruc- 
tions except  clause  7  of  House  rule 
XVI  the  germaneness  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  according  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  during  fiscal 


year  1984.  9.6  million  people  will,  as  a 
result  of  being  unemployed,  find 
themselves  without  health  insurance. 
If  you  consider  their  affected  immedi- 
ate dependents,  that  number  rises  to 
19.1  million  people  who,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  will  be  without 
health  insurance  coverage.  This  legis- 
lation seeks  to  remedy  this  grave  and 
intolerable  situation  by  authorizing 
$350  million  in  fiscal  year  1983,  $1,869 
billion  in  fiscal  year  1984,  and  $1,538 
billion  in  fiscal  year  1985  for  block 
grants  to  States  interested  in  provid- 
ing health  related  services  for  unem- 
ployed workers  and  their  families. 
Grants  to  States  would  be  based  on 
statewide  unemployment  figures  and 
individual  eligibility  would  be  linked 
to  eligibility  for  unemployment  com- 
pensation benefits.  Participating 
States  would  be  required  to  provide 
certain  amounts  of  matching  funds 
based  on  unemployment  rates,  receipt 
and  exhaustion  of  unemployment  ben- 
efits. The  bill  provides  for  copayments 
on  the  part  of  recipients  as  well  as  a 
requirement  that  nonpublic  employers 
of  25  or  more  employees  who  provide 
health  care  insurance,  extend  health 
care  coverage  after  the  layoff  of  cov- 
ered workers.  The  bill  also  authorizes 
a  discretionary  Federal  grant  program 
of  $96  million  in  fiscal  year  1984,  $77 
million  in  fiscal  year  1985,  and  $60  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1986  for  assistance 
to  hospitals  providing  services  to  the 
unemployed  and  the  uninsured.  The 
bill  also  increases  the  block  grant  for 
maternity  and  child  health  services 
from  $373  million  to  $483  million  in 
fiscal  year  1984  and  thereafter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  know.  H.R.  3021 
was  initially  reported  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce  on 
June  7.  1983.  and  sequentially  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
which  reported  the  bill  on  June  30. 
1983.  The  two  committees  have  con- 
ferred, they  have  considered  and  they 
have  compromised.  The  legislation  we 
have  before  us  today  is  the  product  of 
many  hours  of  careful  debate  and  de- 
liberation. I  believe  House  Resolution 
276  provides  a  fair  rule  for  the  consid- 
eration of  this  legislation  allowing  2 
hours  for  debate  and  waiving  neces- 
sary points  of  order  as  to  allow  consid- 
eration of  an  amendment  offered  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  and  three 
additional  printed  amendments.  Mr. 
Speaker,  House  Resolution  276  allows 
for  extensive  debate  and  full  consider- 
ation of  this  very  important  legislation 
and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  me  the  customary  30  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  say 
right  up  front  that  we  should  defeat 
this  rule.  As  our  former  distinguished 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 


nia. Mr.  Clausen,  a  member  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  used  to  say.  the 
House  makes  a  mistake  in  just  consid- 
ering rules  as  a  parliamentary  proce- 
dure and  that  we  should  uniformly 
just  accept  rules  that  come  out  of  the 
Rules  Committee.  When  it  is  an  arbi- 
trary, capricious  and  unfair  rule  in  a 
bad  bill,  it  is  an  opportunity  to  kill  a 
snake  where  you  find  it.  We  should 
have  done  it  in  the  Rules  Committee. 
We  should  have  at  least  been  fair  in 
the  way  we  handled  the  rule  in  the 
Rules  Committee:  but  now  that  it  is 
here,  we  should  defeat  this  rule  and 
give  the  opportunity  for  the  third  time 
for  the  Rules  Committee  to  consider 
the  rule. 

This  rule  has  a  very  interesting  his- 
tory that  I  think  my  colleagues  might 
be  interested  in  hearing.  It  first  came 
before  the  Rules  Committee  and  we 
heard  the  customary  testimony  from 
the  chairmen  of  the  two  committees 
involved,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski), 
chairman  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  members  from  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce. 
The  gentleman  from  Illinois  said 
very  candidly  that  on  instructions  of 
hiscommittee,  he  had  no  objection  to 
an  open  rule  as  to  title  I  of  this  bill. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Waxman)  came  in  and.  of  course, 
wanted  it  totally  closed. 

We  heard  testimony  from  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel) 
in  support  of  an  amendment:  the  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa  (Mr.  Tauke)  in  sup- 
port of  an  amendment  or  a  substitute: 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Gradi- 
son)  in  support  of  an  amendment:  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Bliley) 
in  support  of  an  amendment  dealing 
with  abortion.  It  was  a  lengthy  hear- 
ing. 

I  had  the  impression  that  the  Rules 
Committee    was    basically    going    to 
make  this  an  open  rule  as  to  title  I. 
There  was  no  need  to  close  it.  Ways 
and  Means  had  said  as  to  their  part  of 
the  rule,  they  saw  no  problem  with  it 
being  open,  which  would  have  made  in 
order  these  various  amendments  that 
are    referred    to.    But    mysteriously, 
something   happened   and   the   Rules 
Committee  decided  that  no.  in  effect, 
we  are  going  to  have  a  closed  rule.  But 
on  a  recorded  vote,  the  amendment  of 
the    gentleman    from    Virginia    (Mr. 
Bliley)  dealing  with  the  issue  of  abor- 
tion was  made  in  order  on  a  bipartisan 
vote.  I  might  add,  and  the  rule  was  re- 
ported with  no  other  amendments  in 
order. 

Well,  after  a  few  days,  apparently  a 
determination  was  made  that  that  is 
not  going  to  sell  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  Republicans  are  going  to  vote 
against  it  because  in  substance  it  has 
not  been  properly  drafted  and  a  lot  of 
other  Members  would  vote  against  it 
for  a  variety  of  reasons,  including  the 
amendment  dealing  with  abortion. 


So  the  Rules  Committee  decided 
that  they  would  have  another  hearing 
on  this  great  issue  and  reconsider  the 
rule.  It  came  back  to  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee. We  heard  from  the  same  Mem- 
bers supporting  amendments.  We 
heard  at  length  from  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Waxman).  I  do 
not  believe  we  heard  from  the  chair- 
man of  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee on  that  particular  occasion. 

The  Rules  Committee  reconsidered 
the  rule  and  this  time  decided,  yes,  the 
Bliley  amendment  would  be  in  order, 
not  subject  to  any  amendment  except 
one  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Waxman),  which 
would  say  that  there  would  be  the  ex- 
ception for  rape  and  incest:  so  then  we 
had  two  amendments  on  abortion. 
They  decided  they  would  pick  and 
choose  between  the  other  pending 
amendments  to  pick  the  one.  you 
know,  that  did  not  bother  them  too 
much,  and  so  they  selected  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Minneso- 
ta (Mr.  Frenzel)  and  made  it  in  order. 
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But  it  summarily  dismissed  the 
Gradison  amendment,  dismissed  the 
Tauke  substitute  or  any  others.  They 
just  picked  and  chose  between  not 
even  their  own  party's  amendment 
and  so  the  others  are  not  in  order.  The 
rule  was  reported  out  on  a  straight 
party  line  vote. 
And  here  we  are. 

Now.  as  to  the  content  of  this  rule. 
The  gentleman  from  Michigan  has  de- 
scribed it  quite  well,  but  there  are  a 
couple  of  little  nuances  that  I  would 
like  to  emphasize  a  little  bit. 

It  is  a  modified  closed  rule  with  2 
hours  of  general  debate. 

The  first  amendment  made  in  order 
is  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  which  consists  of  the  text  of 
H.R.  3521.  a  so-called  compromise 
worked  out  between  the  Committees 
on  Energy  and  Commerce  and  Ways 
and  Means.  It  waives  section  401(b)(1) 
of  the  Budget  Act,  which  prohibits 
new  entitlement  authority  becoming 
effective  before  the  next  fiscal  year. 

It  waives  clause  5(b)  of  rule  XXI 
which  prohibits  a  tax  or  tariff  amend- 
ment by  a  committee  with  no  jurisdic- 
tion on  such  matters,  and  clause  7  of 
rule  XVI,  which  is  the  germaneness 

rule. 
The  substitute  is  made  in  order  as 

original  text. 

I  mentioned  that  the  amendment  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Bliley)  is  in  order  with  one  amend- 
ment by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  Waxman)  in  order  to  that. 

The  Frenzel  amendment,  which  is  a 
means  test  amendment  allowing  assets 
of  $100,000,  including  a  house  or  its 
equity,  would  be  in  order. 

Now,  as  to  the  motion  to  recommit 
with  or  without  instructions.  The  ar- 
gument    was     made     in     committee. 


•Well,  you  all  can  offer  that  In  your 
motion  to  recommit  with  or  wilhoul 
instructions.  Why  do  you  romplain 
about  these  amendmenUs  not  bcmn  in 
order?  " 

But  they  do  miss  one  little  point 
there.  The  germaneness  is  waived  on 
the  amendments  to  the  main  body  but 
germaneness  is  not  waived  on  the 
motion  to  recommit  with  instructions. 
So  that  is  a  little  nuance  there  that 
makes  an  awful  lot  of  difference. 

There  are  a  lot  of  Members  who  are 
going  to  talk  about  the  substance  a 
little  bit  under  the  rule,  and  I  hope 
that  it  is  all  that  we  are  going  to  hear 
about  the  substance  and  we  will  never 
get  to  the  bill  itself. 

I  will  not  prolong  it.  But  I  would  ask 
these  questions  about  the  substance: 

How  are  we  going  to  pay  for  this 
program? 

It  is  a  new  program  with  no  way  de- 
termined as  to  how  it  is  going  to  be 
paid  for.  We  say,  "Oh.  well,  we  will 
worry  about  that  later,"  which  really 
tells  us  the  truth  behind  this  bill.  It  is 
another  one  in  a  series  of  totally  polit- 
ical bills  we  have  had  flushed  through 
this  institution  in  recent  weeks  and 
months. 

Second,  it  is  alleged  that  this  is  a 
short-term  emergency.  Think  back,  my 
colleagues.  How  many  short-term 
emergency  bills  have  we  had  go 
through  here  that  are  short  term? 
They  pass  through  here  and  they  go 
into  law  usually  in  perpetuity. 

Third,  we  have  no  means  test  at  all. 
A  lot  of  people  are  going  to  benefit 
from  this  thing,  this  new  entitlement 
program,  that  should  not  be  benefit- 
ting from  it. 

If  it,  heaven  forbid,  in  this  form 
should  get  to  the  President  he  would 
veto  it  in  this  form. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  this 
rule.  Let  us  give  the  Rules  Committee 
one  more  chance  maybe  to  report  a 
fair  rule  and  maybe  then  we  can  come 
up  with  a  bill  that  all  Members  can 
support  with  the  funding  provided, 
with  a  means  test,  and  truly  a  short- 
term  bill.  ^    ^^ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Con- 
able). 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
oppose  the  rule  on  H.R.  3021. 

When  this  matter  initially  came 
before  the  Rules  Committee.  I  joined 
the  chairman  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  in  supporting  that  portion 
of  the  rule  which  our  committee  di- 
rected him  to  request.  That  rule  wouW 
have  permitted  amendments  to  title  I 
or  the  substitute  legislation  that  has 
been  scheduled  for  consideration  by 
the  House.  ^  .    ^ 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  about  to  debate 
the  merits  of  a  major  and  costly  new 
title  (21)  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
Under  the  final  rule  granted  for 
debate,    several    worthy    amendments 


22602 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


that  would,  in  my  view,  make  improve- 
ments in  the  proposal  are  being  ex- 
cluded from  consideration  by  this 
body.  These  amendments  include  a 
substitute  block  grant  proposal,  which 
would  provide  greater  flexibility  to  the 
States  to  tailor  health  care  aid  to  coin- 
cide with  existing  public  and  private 
efforts  to  assist  the  unemployed.  This 
particular  proposal  was  developed  by 
Mr.  Tauke  in  cooperation  with  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association,  and  it 
enjoyed  their  support  when  this 
matter  was  before  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee.  My  colleagues, 
Mr.  Prenzel  and  Mr.  Jenkins  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee,  offered  a 
similar  block  grant  proposal  in  the 
form  of  H.R.  3521.  Both  of  these  pro- 
posals would  require  a  source  of  fi- 
nancing. 

Another  of  my  colleagues.  Mr. 
Gradison.  attempted  to  have  made  in 
order  a  reasonable  approach  to  target- 
ing benefits,  by  allowing  States  the 
flexibility  of  requiring  those  with  the 
financial  wherewithal  to  bear  a  little 
more  of  the  burden  so  that  our  limited 
dollars  could  be  directed  to  those  most 
in  need. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Porter)  wanted  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment that  would  make  the  dollars 
available  to  the  States  under  H.R. 
3021  subject  to  the  appropriations 
process.  This  would  seem  sensible  be- 
cause, with  continued  improvement  in 
the  economy,  less  money  may  be 
needed  in  fiscal  year  1985.  Under  H.R. 
3021.  the  funds  will  flow  without 
review  by  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee. 

Under  the  rule  granted,  these 
amendments  are  being  denied  consid- 
eration by  the  House.  I  believe  that 
Members  should  have  the  opportunity 
to  discuss  and  vote  on  the  critical 
issues  raised  through  these  amend- 
ments. 

Why  is  the  majority  afraid  to  let  the 
House  work  its  will  on  these  matters? 
Are  they  afraid  that  some  of  the  ideas 
embodied  in  the  amendments  might 
upset  the  bill  which  was  cooked  up  for 
force  feeding  to  Members? 

The  majority  party  is  in  firm  control 
of  this  body  and  I  assume  any  minori- 
ty amendments  could  be  defeated,  irre- 
spective of  their  merits.  Why  are  we 
being  denied  the  opportunity  for  their 
consideration? 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  should  be  de- 
feated. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski). 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  support  of  the  rule  for  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  3021. 

I  believe  it  is  a  fair  rule,  providing 
for  the  efficient  consideration  of  the 
issue  of  health  insurance  for  the  un- 
employed, while  providing  at  the  same 


time  for  consideration  of  amendments 
addressing  the  major  issues  arising  in 
connection  with  this  proposal. 

The  proposed  rule— House  Resolu- 
tion 276— provides  for  the  consider- 
ation of  substitute  language— intro- 
duced as  H.R.  3521— which  reflects 
agreement  between  members  of  the 
two  committees— Ways  and  Means  and 
Energy  and  Commerce— which  took 
action  on  this  important  legislation. 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives are  not  being  asked  to  decide  be- 
tween two  differing  versions  of  legisla- 
tion reported  by  separate  committees. 
What  you  will  have  before  you  is  an 
agreed-upon  version. 

The  rule  does  make  in  order  certain 
amendments  to  this  substitute  lan- 
guage. Among  these  is  an  amendment, 
to  be  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel),  permitting 
the  States  to  apply  an  assets  test  as  a 
condition  for  receipt  of  health  benefits 
under  the  public  program  in  the  State. 
Means  testing  or  assets  testing 
would  not  generally  have  been  permit- 
ted in  the  legislation  agreed  to  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  or  in 
the  language  of  the  substitute  that 
will  be  treated  as  original  text  under 
the  rule.  What  the  substitute  language 
does  require,  however,  is  that  5  per- 
cent of  the  Federal  funds  must  be  set 
aside  and  used  exclusively  to  provide 
benefits  for  the  needy  unemployed— 
who  meet  whatever  means  test  or 
assets  test  the  State  decides  to  use.  It 
was  the  judgment  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  at  the  time  it  con- 
sidered this  legislation  that— aside 
from  this  special  5-percent  provision- 
it  would  be  best  not  to  have  any  addi- 
tional means  or  asset  test  done  by  the 
States  under  this  program. 

However,  this  view  was  by  no  means 
unanimous  in  committee.  Some  Mem- 
bers would  have  preferred  to  permit 
further  means  or  asset  testing  in  order 
to  assure  that  public  funds  would  not 
be  used  to  provide  health  insurance 
for  relatively  well-to-do  people  who 
could  afford  to  pay  for  their  own 
health  insurance. 

Since  that  time,  the  Committee  on 
Rules  has  recognized  the  importance 
that  Members  of  this  body  attach  to 
the  assets  testing  issue  and  has  recom- 
mended that  the  Frenzel  amendment 
be  made  in  order  under  the  rule.  Al- 
though I  did  not  support  the  Frenzel 
amendment  when  it  was  offered  in 
committee.  I  do  support  the  decision 
of  the  Rules  Committee  to  make  that 
amendment  in  order  so  the  Members 
can  express  their  judgment  on  this 
issue. 

In  summary.  I  believe  that  the  rule 
is  fair  and  equitable.  It  makes  it  possi- 
ble for  Members  to  address  directly 
the  major  issues  arising  under  this  leg- 
islation. I  urge  the  Members  vote  for 
the  previous  question  and  for  the  rule. 
Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3'-- 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  minority 
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leader,    the 
(Mr.  Michel). 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  rule.  It  simply  is  ri- 
diculous that  we  should  be  starting  a 
brandnew  program  in  a  whole  new 
area  without  having  any  effective 
chance  whatsoever  to  offer  amend- 
ments. 

The  normal  argument  on  behalf  of  a 
closed  rule  is  that  the  committee  in- 
volved is  somehow  more  knowledgea- 
ble than  this  body  as  a  whole  and  that 
any  effort  to  allow  amendments  would 
lead  to  a  much  weaker  final  product. 

Well,  let  me  tell  you  that  in  this  case 
the  committees  did  a  lousy  job. 

They  create  another  entitlement 
program.  No.  1. 

Two.  they  add  to  the  financial 
burden  on  the  States. 

Three,  they  preclude  the  States 
from  establishing  effective  standards. 

And,  four,  they  increase  again  the 
already  burdensome  Federal  deficit. 

I  fully  recognize  the  need  to  do 
something  to  protect  the  unemployed 
during  periods  of  high  unemployment 
from  the  loss  of  health  insurance  and 
I  come  from  a  district  with  better  than 
18  percent  unemployed  right  now. 

But  we  simply  cannot  afford  a  whole 
new  entitlement  program  in  this  area. 
Now.  I  know  the  argument  is  made 
that  this  is  only  a  temporary  program 
with  a  financial  cap.  Well,  when  have 
you  ever  known  of  a  temporary  enti- 
tlement program  that  did  not  become 
permanent.  Name  one  for  me. 

And  as  far  as  dollar  caps  are  con- 
cerned, there  were  caps  on  the  food 
stamp  program,  the  energy  assistance 
program,  and  the  title  20  program.  We 
all  know  what  happened  in  these 
cases.  Every  time  a  crunch  arrived  the 
cap  immediately  went  upward. 

This  bill  would  prevent  the  States 
from  imposing  a  means  test  on  the 
program.  Why  do  we  do  that?  When 
dollars  are  short,  a  means  test  is  the 
most  effective  way  of  insuring  that 
those  most  in  need  are  assisted. 

We  are  precluded  under  this  rule 
from  offering  an  amendment  to  allow 
the  States  to  institute  a  means  test  if 
they  feel  that  is  the  best  way  or  the 
most  effective  manner  in  which  to 
stretch  out  their  dollars.  We  need  a 
rule  that  allows  that  opportunity. 

We  also  need  a  rule  that  allows  us  to 
reduce  the  $4  billion  cost  of  the  pro- 
gram; $4  billion  during  a  time  of  triple 
digit  deficits  will  only  add  to  the  prob- 
lem and  threaten  a  return  to  the  eco- 
nomic conditions  that  produced  the 
hardship  we  are  seeking  to  address  in 
the  first  place. 

The  fact  is  we  can  meet  the  problem 
with  less  cost  and  if  we  can  we  ought 
to. 

We  need  a  rule  that  allows  an  over- 
all substitute  to  be  offered  which 
would  provide  this  body  with  an  alter- 
native  to   the   bill    before   us.    Many 
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States  arc  unhappy  with  various  as- 
pects of  the  committee  proposal. 

We  have  a  substitute  that  would  cor- 
rect many  of  these  shortcomings  as 
well  as  the  problem  areas  I  have  just 
cited,  but  we  are  precluded  from  offer- 
ing it  as  an  amendment  under  this 
rule. 

When  a  new  program  is  being  under- 
taken it  must  be  fully  debated  and 
open  for  amendment  on  the  floor. 
That  is  my  view.  It  has  always  been. 

We  can  go  back  to  what  the  Court 
said  on  the  legislative  veto  and  all  of 
the  rest.  It  is  as  a  result  of  our  not 
doing  what  we  should  be  doing  in  the 
first  place,  more  clearly  defining  what 
we  intend. 

We  have  enacted  too  many  programs 
over  the  years  that  were  badly  struc- 
tured because  they  were  not  fully  con- 
sidered, and  I  do  not  think  we  ought 
to  be  making  the  same  mistake  today. 

I  urge  Members  to  defeat  this  rule, 
open  it  up,  and  give  us  an  opportunity 
to  clean  up  this  legislation  in  order  to 
make  it  much  more  effective. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup- 
port the  gentleman  on  this.  I  agree 
with  his  comment.  It  should  be  fully 
debated  and  open  for  amendment  on 
the  floor  because  I  also  agree  with  the 
gentleman  that  the  committee  did  not 
do  a  good  job. 

There  are  always  those  occasions 
here. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  is  that 
just  the  other  day  we  closed  down  the 
debate  on  the  IMF.  I  hope  that  as  we 
try  to  reopen  that  opportunity  so  that 
Members  can  improve  this  bill  sub- 
stantively, which  is  a  $8.4  billion  quota 
increase,  the  gentlemen  would  join 
with  those  of  us  in  the  minority  who 
are  trying  to  work  our  will  there  as 
well. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  understand  what  the 
gentleman  is  saying  and  I  appreciate 
his  contribution. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill). 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  this  resolution. 
I  do  so  because  I  seriously  believe  that 
it  will  undermine  the  legislative  proc- 
ess. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Michel),  the  minority  leader,  made  an 
excellent  statement  outlining  his  rea- 
sons for  opposing  this  rule,  and  I  cer- 
tainly join  him  in  those  sentiments. 

I  cannot  recall  where  a  spending  bill 
of  this  magnitude  has  come  to  the 
floor  with  a  closed  rule  of  this  kind. 
Perhaps  we  would  not  object  to  a 
closed  rule  if  all  Members  who  were 
involved  here  did  not  want  to  offer 
amendments,  but  that  is  not  the  case. 

On  two  occasions  when  I  went  to  the 
Rules  Committee  we  asked  for  permis- 


sion to  offer  amendments  to  this  bill 
but  these  requests  were  rejected  and 
we  will  not  be  able  to  do  so. 

I  cannot  understand  why  we  have  a 
closed  rule. 

This  is  a  spending  bill.  It  is  not  a  tax 
bill.  Tax  bills  often  come  to  the  floor 
with  closed  rules.  But  this  is  an  appro- 
priation bill.  It  appropriates  money 
for  a  new  spending  program. 

I  want  to  repeat  that.  It  is  an  appro- 
priation bill  in  that  it  does  bypass  the 
appropriation  process  and  makes 
money  directly  available  for  this  pro- 
gram. 

Amendments  were  offered  in  both 
committees.  Many  amendments  were 
offered  in  both  committees  by  commit- 
tee members,  and  yet  this  rule  now  is 
going  to  deny  not  only  the  opportuni- 
ty for  those  Members  to  offer  amend- 
ments similar  to  those,  but  will  deny 
the  opportunity  for  other  Members  to 
get  up  and  offer  amendments  to  this 
bill. 

D  1115 

This  is  wrong.  It  is  my  judgment 
amendments  would  significantly  im- 
prove the  legislation.  I  am  particularly 
concerned  that  my  fellow  colleague  on 
the  Commerce  Committee,  Mr.  Tauke, 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  will  be 
denied  the  opportunity  to  offer  a  sub- 
stitute to  the  bill  under  consideration. 
His  amendment  closely  follows  a  simi- 
lar amendment  that  was  offered  in  the 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  and 
it  got  widespread  bipartisan  support 
there. 

I  think  he  should  have  an  opportuni- 
ty to  offer  this  kind  of  amendment 
here  on  the  floor.  It  is  just  wrong  to 
consider  major  legislation  like  this 
under  the  kind  of  rule  that  is  being 
proposed.  No  matter  how  Members 
stand  on  the  merits  of  the  legislation, 
it  is  imperative  that  all  Members  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  offer  con- 
structive amendments  and  it  is  impera- 
tive that  Members  who  oppose  the  bill 
as  it  is  presently  written  be  given  the 
right  to  offer  a  substitute  and  to  vote 
for  alternatives  more  in  line  with  their 
views. 

We  are  not  being  given  that  opportu- 
nity. So,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
no  on  the  rule. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Waxman). 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  rule. 

House  Resolution  276  provides  a 
modified  closed  rule,  allowing  for 
amendment  on  assets  testing  and  abor- 
tion, and  one  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  instructions. 

The  rule  allows  the  Members  to  ad- 
dress the  issues  that  are  of  most  con- 
cern to  them  without  unduly  delaying 
consideration  of  the  bill. 

H.R.  3021  has  been  the  subject  of 
three  hearings  and  three  markups  by 
two  full  committees  and  one  subcom- 


mittee. The  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  and  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  both  ordered  the  bill  re- 
ported out.  The  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee, to  which  the  bill  was  also  re- 
ferred, took  no  action. 

In  this  process,  H.R.  3021  has  been 
thoroughly  considered  and  extensively 
revised  to  reflect  various  concerns  of 
the  Members  and  affected  groups  such 
as  the  National  Governors  Association. 
An  open  rule  at  this  stage  of  the 
debate  would  serve  only  to  delay  its 
passage  unnecessarily. 

A  number  of  the  Members  have  ex- 
pressed concern  to  me  about  the  ab- 
sence of  a  means  test  from  the  bill. 
While  I  do  not  share  this  concern,  I 
want  to  point  out  to  the  Members  that 
the  rule  does  allow  Mr.  Frenzel  to 
offer  his  amendment  requiring  an 
assets  test.  In  addition,  an  assets  test 
could  be  included  as  part  of  the  in- 
structions on  a  motion  to  recommit 
and  would  also  be  in  order  under  the 
rule. 

Similarly,  a  number  of  Members 
have  expressed  concern  about  the  ab- 
sence of  a  specific  statutory  abortion 
prohibition  in  the  legislation  although 
the  Hyde  amendment  to  the  appro- 
priations bill  would  certainly  cover 
this  question.  Under  the  rule,  amend- 
ments on  this  subject  will  be  in  order. 

Finally,  a  number  of  Members,  in- 
cluding Representative  Tauke,  have 
expressed  an  interest  in  offering  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  block  grant  currently  in 
the  bill.  A  similar  amendment  was 
soundly  defeated  by  a  vote  of  27  to  15 
in  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Commit- 
tee and  was  not  even  offered  in  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee.  Under 
the  rule,  it  could  be  incorporated  into 
the  instructions  on  a  motion  to  recom- 
mit. This  is  appropriate  context  for  an 
amendment  that  was  not  adopted  by 
either  of  the  authorizing  committees 
that  considered  the  legislation. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  rule. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  state  that  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  (Mr.  Bonior)  has  17 
minutes  remaining,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Lott)  has  13y2 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel). 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  rule  as  proposed  by 
the  Rules  Committee.  The  rule  before 
us  is  a  slight  improvement  from  the 
rule  which  was  originally  recommend- 
ed by  the  Rules  Committee.  The  origi- 
nal rule  was  a  closed  rule,  allowing  for 
one  amendment  relating  to  abortions 
to  be  offered  by  Mr.  Bliley.  The  rule 
now  provides  for  two  amendments,  one 
to  be  offered  by  Mr.  Bliley  and  one  to 
be  offered  by  myself. 

The  rule,  however,  is  still  a  closed 
rule.  It  does  not  allow  any  other  meri- 
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torious  amendments  to  be  offered,  nor 
does  it  allow  for  the  complete  consid- 
eration of  any  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  other  than  one 
offered  jointly  by  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee. 

In  my  judgment,  this  is  a  far  too  im- 
portant, far  too  exper\sive  proposal,  to 
be  considered  under  such  a  restrictive 
rule.  No  major  legislation  should  be 
considered  under  a  gag  rule.  I  urge  the 
defeat  of  the  previous  question,  and.  if 
that  fails,  the  defeat  of  the  rule. 

I  suppose  I  look  like  an  ingrate  be- 
cause the  Rules  Committee  made  an 
amendment  of  mine  in  order.  Howev- 
er. I  asked  the  committee  for  two 
other,  better,  amendments,  and  the 
committee  refused.  The  rule  remains  a 
gag  rule. 

Mr  LOTT.  Mr  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Madican). 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding  and  appreciate  it  es- 
pecially at  this  moment  in  order  to 
speak  in  response  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

I  think  perhaps  some  quick  histori- 
cal perspective  on  development  of  this 
legislation  is  desirable. 

The  gentleman  from  California 
started  with  a  vehicle  called  H.R.  2552. 
which  I  would  not  support  in  the 
Health  Subcommittee. 

We  then  t)egan  to  see  if  we  could 
work  out  a  compromise,  which  we  fi- 
nally did.  which  took  the  form  of  H.R. 
3021,  a  substantially  different  bill 
from  that  originally  introduced  by  the 
gentleman  from  California.  I  am  the 
cosponsor  of  that  bill.  I  am  a  support- 
er of  the  bill  and  I  am  going  to  contin- 
ue to  be  a  supporter  of  the  bill.  I  am 
not  a  supporter  of  this  rule. 

I  am  not  a  supporter  of  this  rule  be- 
cause Members  of  this  House,  duly 
elected  in  the  same  manner  as  all 
other  Members  of  the  House,  are 
being  denied  the  opportunity  to  offer 
amendments  to  express  their  views 
upon  those  amendments  and  to  give 
other  people  the  opportunity  to  vote 
those  amendments  up  or  down,  an  op- 
portunity that  was  enjoyed  in  the 
Commerce  Committee  and  in  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  and 
should  not  be  feared  on  the  floor  of 
the  House. 

My  colleague  from  Iowa,  Mr.  Tauke, 
has  an  amendment  which  I  believe  he 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  offer.  I 
am  not  afraid  of  that  amendment 
being  considered  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  House.  It  was  considered  in  the 
Commerce  Committee  and  it  was  re- 
jected on  a  bipartisan  vote.  I  voted 
against  it.  I  would  vote  against  it  again 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  but  I 
believe  he  has  every  right  as  the  duly 
elected  Representative  to  offer  that 
amendment,  to  discuss  it  and  to  see 
whether  or  not  people  want  to  vote  for 
it  or  against  it,  and  I  think  it  is  unfor- 


tunate that  he.  as  an  elected  Repre- 
sentative, is  going  to  be  denied  that 
opportunity. 

I  ask  for  him  to  have  that  opportu- 
nity. 

The  gentleman  from  California  said 
he  was  not  going  to  give  him  that  op- 
portunity because  he  was  not  getting 
anything  in  return  for  doing  that. 

Well,  where  is  it  written  in  the  rules 
of  the  House  that  someone  must  get 
something  in  return  for  allowing  free 
and  open  debate?  I  think  it  is  very  un- 
fortunate that  we  have  a  situation  like 
that  and.  as  a  supporter  of  this  bill,  I 
t)elieve  this  rule  should  be  rejected  so 
that  everybody  has  the  opportunity  to 
be  a  legislator  in  this,  the  peoples' 
House. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 
Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Gradison). 

Mr.  GRADISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  pass- 
ing legislation  to  provide  health  insur- 
nace  for  the  unemployed  is  a  good 
idea,  and  I  support  the  idea.  But  the 
version  l)efore  us  is  so  badly  flawed 
that  in  its  present  form  it  should  not 
become  law.  There  are  two  fundamen- 
tal problems  with  this  bill.  First,  no 
means  of  financing  is  provided,  and 
the  House  will  not  even  have  a  chance 
under  this  rule  to  consider  how  to  pay 
for  this  new  program.  We  are  told  "it 
is  in  the  budget."  But  the  budget  is  a 
ceiling,  not  a  floor,  and  the  only  way 
we  can  balance  off  inevitable  cost 
overruns  in  some  programs  is  to  hold 
other  items  below  the  budget  ceilings. 
Equally  important  the  bill  is  totally 
unfair  to  those  it  is  meant  to  assist— 
unemployed  who  have  lost  their 
health  benefits,  but  have  sufficient 
income  or  assets  to  render  them  ineli- 
gible for  medicaid.  As  now  written  this 
bill  would  give  priority  to  those  unem- 
ployed the  longest,  not  to  those  in  the 
greatest  need.  Frankly,  it  makes  no 
sense  to  me  to  pay  benefits  to  an  un- 
employed person  with  substantial  un- 
tapped assets— or  nonjob  sources  of 
income— who  happens  to  have  been 
out  of  work  for  over  a  year,  but  to 
deny  them  to  a  needier  neighbor  who 
has  had  a  shorter  spell  of  unemploy- 
ment. 

The  rule  before  us  makes  it  impossi- 
ble even  to  consider  this  issue,  and  to 
provide  fairer  priorities  for  the  ex- 
penditure of  the  limited  funds  this 
measure  would  provide.  The  other 
body  will  be  considering  a  bill  from  its 
Finance  Committee  that  does  deal 
with  this  issue.  Our  conferees  deserve 
to  have  direction  from  the  House  but 
that  will  be  impossible  under  the  gag 
rule  before  us. 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
wisely  recommended  an  open  rule  on 
the  nontax  aspects  of  this  bill.  But  the 
Rules  Committee— overriding  the  bi- 
partisan request  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee— has  given  us  a 
flawed  rule.  What  are  they  afraid  of? 


Is  there  something  wrong  with  the 
idea  that  those  unemployed  who  can 
pay  for  part  of  their  health  insurance 
benefits  should  do  so?  Is  there  some- 
thing wrong  with  idea  that  taxpayers' 
money  should  go  first  to  those  who 
need  help  the  most? 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  turn  down 
this  rule  and  insist  on  the  opportunity 
not  only  to  debate  but  also  to  amend 
this  bill.  Whether  it  ever  becomes  law- 
may  well  turn  on  the  decision  we  make 
on  the  rule  itself.  In  its  present  form 
the  bill  deserves  to  be  defeated. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  distin- 
guished   gentleman    from    Ohio   (Mr. 

LUKEN). 

Mr.  LUKEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a 
problem  that  we  want  to  deal  with 
today,  not  to  study  but  to  deal  with. 

We  have  an  emergency  situation,  we 
have  suffering  which  is  chronic  and  it 
is  not  just  in  the  inner  city.  The 
people  I  hear  from  about  this  are  from 
the  suburbs. 

What  we  are  being  urged  on  the 
other  side  is  to  neglect  the  problem,  to 
delay  further.  And  then  perhaps  in  an- 
other year  we  can  have  a  President 
who  will  appoint  a  commission  to 
study  what  we  will  do  about  health 
care  for  the  unemployed. 

We  have  a  chance  to  act.  It  has  come 
through  two  committees.  The  Rules 
Committee  has  considered  it  exten- 
sively. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  descrip- 
tion of  what  the  Rules  Committee  did 
shows  the  difficulty  of  framing  the 
issues.  I  think  we  have  flexibility  in 
this  rule,  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
consider  just  what  we  want  to  do  on 
the  abortion  issue  and  on  the  means 
test.  All  those  things  are  set  forth  in 
the  rule.  I  think  the  time  to  act  is 
right  now.  it  is  not  time  to  delay. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Maryland  (Ms.  Mikul- 

SKI). 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
bill.  I  wish  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Luken).  We  are  facing  an 
emergency  situation  with  parents  who 
are  delaying  health  care  for  them- 
selves and  for  their  children  because 
they  have  been  laid  off  from  work  and 
can  only  then  turn  to  acute  care  or 
emergency  room  operations.  We  have 
spent  a  great  deal  of  time,  both  the 
President  and  the  House,  considering 
what  we  could  do  about  liver  trans- 
plants and  how  we  are  willing  to  dash 
for  their  life.  Yet,  at  the  same  time  we 
are  blocking  legislation  that  will 
enable  children  of  unemployed  par- 
ents to  be  able  to  seek  the  primary 
care  we  need.  This  is  an  emergency 
piece  of  legislation.  I  originally  op- 
posed the  rule  when  it  was  first  formu- 
lated because  it  limited  the  debate  to 


only  one  amendment.  That  was  the 
Bliley  amendment  on  abortion.  I  op- 
posed the  rule  for  two  reasons;  one,  it 
prohibited  us  the  opportunity  to  add 
and  debate  the  traditional  language, 
"rape  and  incest."  Second.  I  felt  we 
should  also  debate  whether  we  should 
have  an  assets  test.  I  repeat,  we  felt  we 
should  be  able  to  debate  an  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment  to  add  rape 
and  incest  as  a  condition  for  abortion. 
No.  2.  that  there  should  be  a  debate  on 
whether  there  should  be  an  assets  test 
on  targeting  this  to  those  who  are  the 
most  needy. 

Therefore,  even  though  this  is  not 
my  most  favorite  rule  that  has  come 
before  the  House,  I  think  the  Rules 
Committee  has  acted  wisely  and  justly 
to  enable  us  to  answer  questions  on 
both  social  and  economic  policy. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time 
and  urge  the  adoption  of  the  rule. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  14  min- 
utes remaining  and  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  has  7'/2  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Porter). 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
ladies  and  gentlemen  of  the  House,  I 
strongly  favor  the  intent  of  the  under- 
lying legislation  providing  health  in- 
surance for  the  unemployed,  but  not 
under  the  terms  that  it  is  presented  to 
us  today;  not  as  an  entitlement  and 
not  without  a  revenue  source.  Yet, 
under  the  terms  of  the  modified  closed 
rule  now  under  consideration  there 
are  only  four  amendments  in  order. 
And  none  of  these  amendments  will 
allow  us  the  opportunity  to  improve 
upon  the  legislation  to  the  extent  that 
many  of  us  will  feel  comfortable  in 
voting  for  it  that  is,  within  the  context 
of  fiscal  responsibility. 

Moreover,  we  have  every  indication 
that  this  legislation  in  its  present  form 
is  going  to  be  vetoed  by  the  President. 
I  went  before  the  Rules  Committee 
to  request  that  they  make  in  order  my 
amendment  to  make  this  program  sub- 
ject to  annual  appropriations.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  committee  refused. 

My  colleague  from  Iowa,  (Mr. 
Tauke)  asked  the  committee  to  make 
in  order  his  amendment  which  would 
provide  for  a  funding  source  for  this 
$4  billion  new  spending  program  in 
the  face  of  a  $200  billion  deficit. 
Again,  the  committee  refused. 

To  establish  a  new  program  beyond 
the  purview  of  the  annual  appropria- 
tions process,  particularly  in  the 
health  care  area,  would  represent  one 
more  addition  to  the  growing  portion 
of  our  Federal  budget  that  is  termed 
"relatively  uncontrollable"  and  that,  I 
might  remind  the  Members,  is  now  77 
percent  of  the  budget  today  and  grow- 
ing, growing,  growing. 
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It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  health 
care  area,  where  inflation  far  in  ad- 
vance of  our  average  underlying  infla- 
tion is  the  norm,  we  ought  to  not 
create  a  program  that  is  not  subject  to 
the  appropriations  process.  We  ought 
to  create  it  rather,  in  such  a  way  that 
there  is  the  review  process  provided  by 
appropriations  and  the  prioritizing  it 
requires. 

It  further  seems  to  me  that  many 
worry  that  given  the  State  and  Feder- 
al bureaucracies  that  the  plethora  of 
regulations  that  this  bill  is  going  to  re- 
quire, that  it  cannot  be  fairly  charac- 
terized as  a  temporary  program.  In  the 
face  of  this  probability,  it  would  be  a 
mistake  to  take  the  program  away 
from  the  annual  appropriations  proc- 
ess and  not  make  it  subject  to  that 
review.  That  can  meet  changing  needs 
over  time  in  a  reponsible  and  repon- 
sive  manner. 

The  appropriations  process  provides 
us  with  flexibility  not  to  mention  the 
rigorous  oversight  that  is  so  necessary 
to  insuring  that  the  program  will  be 
well  administered. 

We  should  think  long  and  hard 
before  we  enact  another  Federal  pro- 
gram that  is  beyond  this  annual  ap- 
propriations process— yet  another  enti- 
tlement program,  without  a  source  of 
funding  in  the  face  of  huge  deficits— 
surely  a  course  of  action  that  will 
bring  further  opprobrium  upon  this 
body  for  its  evident  and  continuing 
lack  of  fiscal  responsibility. 

No  issue,  it  seems  to  me,  is  more  im- 
portant. The  press  gallery  ought  to  be 
packed  to  see  if  there  is  one  shred  of 
fiscal  responsibility  left  in  this  body. 
The  vote  on  this  rule  will  show  wheth- 
er there  is  or  not. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  this 
rule. 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Obey). 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  those  Mem- 
bers who  know  of  my  involvement  in 
this  issue  for  the  past  year  know  that 
I  do  not  like  the  fact  that  this  bill  is 
not  subject  to  annual  appropriation. 
But  I  am  asking  the  House  today  to 
support  the  rule,  nonetheless,  for  two 
reasons. 

First,  because  any  delay— and  we  will 
have  delay  if  this  rule  unravels 
today— will  mean  that  there  is  not  a 
chance  in  the  world  of  the  two 
Chambes  getting  together  to  pass  any 
real  legislation  in  the  remainder  of 
this  fiscal  year.  And  I  simply  do  not 
think  we  can  afford  that  kind  of  delay. 

Second,  in  response  to  the  comments 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
who  just  spoke,  I  would  say  that  the 
Appropriations  Committee  had  its  op- 
portunity to  make  this  proposal  sub- 
ject to  annual  appropriations.  When 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
McDade)  and  I  offered  a  substitute 
proposal  to  the  supplemental  in  the 


Appropriations  Committee  a  number 
of  months  ago,  we  said  at  that  time 
that  that  was  the  action  necessary  to 
assure  that  you  would  have  annual  ap- 
propriation review.  Unfortunately,  we 
lost.  We  lost  by  one  vote  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  voted  against  us. 
That  was  the  time  to  make  this  idea 
subject  to  annual  appropriations.  Now 
it  is  simply  too  late. 

It  is  fine  to  debate  the  hows  and 
wherefores  of  health  case  for  the  un- 
employed when  you  are  sitting  in  this 
Chamber  and  have  the  kind  of  health 
insurance  coverage  that  we  all  have. 
But  when  you  are  sitting  out  in  the 
country  and  you  are  out  of  work  and 
you  are  out  of  coverage  and  your  wife 
is  sick  or  your  kids  are  sick,  you  do  not 
care  how  the  politicians  get  you  that 
help,  you  just  want  to  make  sure  that 
they  do  get  you  that  help.  And  the 
only  way  you  are  going  to  do  that  is  if 
you  do  it  now.  here,  today,  on  this  bill, 
with  this  rule. 

If  the  Members  turn  down  this  rule, 
any  chance  of  getting  action  in  the  re- 
mainder of  this  fiscal  year  is  out  the 
window  and  everybody  knows  it. 

Mr.  NIELSON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  NIELSON  of  Utah.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  if  the  gentleman's  object  is 
to  get  a  bill  passed  that  would  be 
signed  by  the  President 

Mr.  OBEY.  If  we  wait  for  the  Presi- 
dent to  decide  what  he  will  sign,  we 
will  wait  until  hell  freezes  over.  He  has 
not  indicated  his  willingness  to  sign 
any  legislation. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Dannemeyer). 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  interest  of  fairness.  I  urge  a 
"no"  vote  on  the  rule  for  consideration 
of  the  Health  Care  for  the  Unem- 
ployed Act  of  1983.  Not  only  does  the 
closed  rule  prevent  important  and 
worthwhile  amendments  from  being 
offered  on  the  House  floor,  but  it  es- 
tablishes a  dangerous  precedent  by  by- 
passing the  consideration  of  discussion 
at  the  committee  level. 

First,  the  Rules  Committee  action 
on  a  closed  rule  for  the  Health  Insur- 
ance for  the  Unemployed  bill  prevents 
all  but  a  few  amendments  from  being 
offered.  It  took  this  action  despite  the 
fact  that  Chairman  Rostenkowski  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  urged 
an  open  rule  for  the  health  insurance 
provisions  of  the  bill  both  in  a  June  30 
letter  to  the  Rules  Committee  and  in 
testimony  at  the  July  12  Rules'  hear- 
ing. Representative  Rostenkowski 
said,  and  I  quote, 

I  am  authorized  and  directed  by  the  Com- 
miee  on  Ways  and  Means  to  request  that 
the  Committee  on  Rules  grant  a  rule  •  *  * 
which  would  provide  for  *  *  *  permitting 
gemane  amendments  to  Title  I  (the  health 
insurance  provisions  of  the  bill). 
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Chairman  Rostenkowski  recognized 
that  a  number  of  Members  have  im- 
portant, intelligent,  and  germane 
amendments  to  the  bill.  These  amend- 
ments cannot  be  offered  under  the 
current  closed  rule.  To  quote  the 
words  of  the  American  Medical  Asso- 
ciation, an  enthusiastic  supporter  of 
the  health  insurance  legislation.  "The 
rule  for  H.R.  3021  is  excessively  re- 
strictive and  does  not  allow  for  appro- 
priate amendments  to  the  bill."  In 
turn,  the  AMA  urges  Members  to  vote 
against  the  rule. 

This  gentleman  from  California 
went  before  the  Rules  Committee  on 
July  20  and  asked  that  the  committee 
make  three  very  straightforward  and 
appropriate  amendments  in  order. 
These  amendments  are  printed  in  the 
August  1  issue  of  the  Congressional 
Record.  None  of  the  amendments 
which  I  wanted  to  offer  were  made  in 
order  despite  the  fact  that  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee,  the  committee  which  had 
original  jurisdiction  over  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Second,  the  current  rule  allows  for 
consideration  of  a  substitute  bill.  H.R. 
3521.  which  was  never  considered  in  its 
entirety  by  any  committee  of  the 
House.  At  the  same  time,  the  Rules 
Committee  refused  to  make  in  order  a 
substitute  bill  which  was  discussed  and 
received  strong  bipartisan  support  in 
the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee. 
By  allowing  legislation  to  be  consid- 
ered which  was  drafted  outside  the 
committee  process  while  disallowing 
the  consideration  of  legislation  which 
was  discussed  at  length  in  a  House 
committee,  the  Rules  Committee  is 
setting  a  dangerous  precedent  against 
the  open  and  democratic  proceedings 
of  the  Congress.  Moreover,  the  substi- 
tute bill  which  was  made  in  order 
before  the  Rules  Committee  is  virtual- 
ly unamendable  under  the  current 
rule.  I  do  not  understand  nor  see  any 
good  reason  why  the  Rules  Committee 
should  preclude  discussion  and 
changes  to  one  of  the  most  novel 
pieces  of  legislation  this  Nation  has 
ever  seen. 

Third,  both  the  Health  Insurance 
for  the  Unemployed  bill  and  its  substi- 
tute are  poorly  drafted  and  need  sub- 
stantial revision.  Among  the  over- 
sights, both  bills  contain  numerous  in- 
stances of  entitlement  language  in 
what  are  acclaimed  to  be  block  grant 
proposals.  At  the  Rules  Committee 
hearing  on  July  20.  this  gentleman 
from  California  requested  that  an 
amendment  be  made  in  order  to  cor- 
rect some  of  these  deficiencies.  The 
amendment  is  printed  in  the  August  1 
Record.  I  was  denied  even  this  request 
to  amend  the  bill. 

Fourth,  the  current  bill  and  the  sub- 
stitute would  spend  over  $4  billion 
above  current  spending  levels  without 
examining  which  of  the  current  unem- 
ployment or  medical  programs  should 


be  modified  or  phased  out  in  order  to 
provide  for  this  new  one.  Adding  new 
programs  and  new  expenditures  with 
the  size  of  the  Federal  budget  deficit 
the  way  it  is  simply  exacerbates  the 
unemployment  and  inflation  problems 
of  the  economy.  This  gentleman  from 
California  asked  the  Rules  Committee 
to  make  in  order  an  amendment  which 
would  have  created  a  commission  to 
examine  current  spending  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government  and  to  recommend 
spending  reductions  in  Federal  funds 
to  pay  for  the  program.  The  spending 
reductions  could  not  be  recommended 
from  either  the  trust  fund  moneys,  un- 
employment compensation,  or  nation- 
al defense  moneys.  The  request  to 
make  this  amendment  in  order  was 
again  denied. 

Fifth,  the  way  the  bills  are  currently 
written,  nearly  every  State  would  be 
required  to  spend  millions  of  dollars  in 
order  to  receive  Federal  Funds.  This 
requirement  would  excessively  burden 
the  States  without  consideration  of 
State  budgetary  problems.  For  exam- 
ple, the  State  of  California,  whose 
move  to  eliminate  its  budget  deficit  re- 
cently received  nationwide  attention, 
would  be  required  to  spend  $12.4  mil- 
lion in  order  to  receive  Federal  Funds. 
And.  in  terms  of  percent  of  State 
match  funds  required  to  be  spent. 
California  has  one  of  the  lowest  State 
requirements  to  receive  Federal  runds. 

For  all  these  reasons.  I  urge  Mem- 
bers to  join  the  bipartisan  effort  to 
vote  against  the  rule. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  the 
balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Tauke).  who  has  done 
an  excellent  job  in  working  up  a  sub- 
stitute on  this  issue. 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  no  matter 
how  you  cut  it.  this  rule  is  a  bad  deal. 
It  is  a  bad  deal  for  the  Members  of  the 
House  because  it  does  not  give  them 
an  opportunity  to  consider  the  major 
issues  that  this  proposal  presents.  It  is 
a  bad  deal  for  the  American  people  be- 
cause it  requires  that  their  Represent- 
atives vote  an  entitlement  program 
with  a  cap  or  nothing  at  all  to  meet 
the  health  needs  of  the  unemployed. 

I  think  that  it  is  fair  to  say  that  a 
consensus  has  developed  in  this  body 
that  we  should  do  something  in  order 
to  ensure  that  the  unemployed  have 
access  to  health  care.  But  at  the  same 
time  that  a  consensus  has  developed  in 
that  area,  there  has  been  no  consensus 
developed  on  how  we  should  approach 
the  issue. 

There  are  fundamentally  two  ways 
that  you  can  approach  this  issue. 
Either  by  adopting  an  entitlement  pro- 
gram or  by  providing  for  some  kind  of 
grant  program  to  the  States. 

The  way  the  Rules  Committee  has 
structured  this  debate  we  are  not 
being  given  an  opportunity  to  make 
that  choice.  We  are  being  told  that  we 
will    adopt    an    entitlement    program 


with  a  funding  cap  or  we  will  adopt 
nothing  at  all. 

My  colleague  from  California  indi- 
cated earlier  that  this  is  not  an  entitle- 
ment program.  He  said  it  is  a  block 
grant.  Of  course,  when  he  talks  to  his 
more  liberal  friends,  he  calls  it  an  enti- 
tlement program  with  a  cap. 

The  fact  is  that  it  is  an  entitlement 
program  with  a  cap  because  the  States 
do  not  have  an  opportunity  to  limit 
eligibility.  Nobody  has  an  opportunity 
to  limit  eligibility. 

Those  who  are  eligible  under  this 
program  are  going  to  have  to  be  served 
under  this  program,  regardless  of  the 
resources. 

Even  if  you  do  not  think  that  it  is 
unwise  to  adopt  an  entitlement  pro- 
gram of  this  kind,  certainly  you  have 
to  recognize  that  adopting  this  pro- 
gram, with  the  limited  funds  that  are 
contained  in  this  measure,  is  going  to 
mean  that  we  must  try  to  provide  serv- 
ices for  a  large  number  of  people  with 
limited  dollars.  As  a  result,  we  are  not 
going  to  do  anybody  very  much  good. 
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It  just  does  not  make  sense.  But, 
more  importantly,  it  seems  to  me  that 
we  should  have  an  opportunity  as 
Members  of  this  body  to  look  at  the 
possibility  of  giving  the  States  a  block 
grant— a  block  grant  which  will  allow 
them  to  meet  the  unique  needs  of 
their  States;  a  program  that  will  allow 
them  to  dovetail  this  program  with 
other  State  programs  that  are  already 
on  the  books;  an  opportunity  to  give 
them  the  chance  to  adopt  a  means  test 
so  that  they  could  make  the  best  use 
of  the  funds. 

I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on  the  rule. 
•  Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  rule.  I  do  so  not  out 
of  opposition  to  the  basic  notion  of 
health  insurance  for  the  unemployed, 
but  out  of  concern  over  the  entitle- 
ment nature  of  the  proposal  in  H.R. 
3021.  and  with  the  belief  that  the 
Members  ought  to  be  able  to  choose 
among  the  alternatives  available  for 
consideration. 

Here  we  go  again,  creating  an  enti- 
tlement, at  a  time  when  entitlements 
are  the  primary  uncontrolled,  nonmili- 
tary  cause  of  the  unceasing  rise  in 
Federal  expenditures.  Here  we  go 
again  locking  ourselves  into  spending 
billions  of  dollars  in  fiscal  year  1984 
and  fiscal  year  1985  without  knowing 
what  the  conditions  will  be  in  those 
outyears,  and  without  any  chance  to 
adjust  that  expenditure  if  conditions 
should  change. 

When  are  we  going  to  learn  there  is 
no  quicker  way  to  get  ourselves  into 
the  red  than  with  the  entitlement  ap- 
proach. The  proposal  may  be  a  time- 
limited  entitlement;  it  may  be  a 
capped  entitlement;  but  it  is  an  enti- 
tlement nonetheless. 


Two  of  the  amendments  that  would 
be  precluded  by  the  rule  would  change 
the  entitlement  nature  of  the  bill  to 
an  authorization.  That  is  exactly  what 
we  should  be  doing  here.  We,  the  Con- 
gress, need  to  exercise  annual  over- 
sight over  our  Federal  expenditures. 
We,  the  Congress,  need  the  flexibility 
to  adjust  our  expenditures  according 
to  the  needs  of  our  people  and  accord- 
ing to  the  shape  of  our  economy.  For 
that  reason  I  will  oppose  the  the  rule, 
even  though  I  favor  health  insurance 
for  the  unemployed.* 

Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  colleagues,  this  is  a 
fair  rule.  We  debated  this,  as  my  col- 
league from  Mississippi  said,  on  two 
occasions  in  the  Rules  Committee. 
The  rule  we  have  before  us  now  does 
take  care  of  the  economic  needs  that 
my  friend,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  (Ms.  Mikulski).  mentioned, 
the  ability  to  test  this  House  with  re- 
spect to  a  means  test.  It  takes  care  of 
those  people  who  are  concerned  about 
the  abortion  issue  on  both  sides  by  al- 
lowing the  Bliley  amendment  and.  of 
course,  the  amendment  of  Mr. 
Waxman  thereto. 

It  also  will  provide  in  a  motion  to  re- 
commit a  number  of  things  if  the  mi- 
nority feels  that  these  things  should 
be  put  in  their  motion.  A  more  strin- 
gent means  test  could  be  put  in  there. 
It  could  strike  requirements  on  the 
States  in  the  bill  to  provide  more  flexi- 
bility to  the  States.  It  can  cut  the 
amount  of  money  in  the  bill  itself.  It 
can  strike  requirements  that  States' 
plans  conform  to  the  medicaid  plans. 
It  can  increase  the  deductible  and  cost 
sharing.  They  can  do  a  number  of 
things  in  the  motion  to  recommit. 

I  think  the  rule  is  fair,  and  I  think  it 
will  allow  the  House  to  express  itself 
on  this  very  important  issue. 

But  I  would  like  to  talk  about  the 
bill  itself,  if  I  could.  The  administra- 
tion has  asked  that  this  Congress  treat 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  decline  in  em- 
ployment as  a  sure  sign  of  a  sustained 
recovery.  It  asks  that  the  Congress 
treat  a  10-percent  unemployment  rate 
as  a  victory.  The  deepest  and  the  long- 
est recession  since  the  Great  Depres- 
sion cannot  be  that  easily  dismissed, 
nor  can  we  take  heart  in  the  slow 
growth  of  a  sputtering  economy  whose 
end,  according  to  Alan  Greenspan,  a 
Republican  economist,  is  already  in 
sight. 

Despite  the  vaulted  recovery,  in 
1984.  9.6  million  workers  will  not  only 
be  unemployed,  but  unemployed  with- 
out health  insurance.  That  figure  is 
staggering,  yet  its  true  meaning  I 
think  needs  illustration. 

A  hospital  in  my  district.  St.  Jo- 
seph's Hospital,  a  hospital  which 
serves  an  important  commitment  to 
the  whole  population  of  my  area, 
people  in  that  hospital  have  reported 


to  me  that  the  number  of  people  wait- 
ing to  get  emergency  care  has  tripled. 
And  the  patients  who  are  put  in  those 
hospitals  overnight,  75  percent  are 
coming  from  the  emergency  rooms. 
One  unemployed  woman,  a  diabetic, 
now  lives  with  her  parents  who  receive 
social  security.  Even  together  they 
cannot  afford  the  insulin  that  she 
needs.  Another  neighbor  of  mine,  age 
40,  unemployed  and  without  health  in- 
surance after  an  adult  lifetime  of 
working,  only  came  to  the  hospital  in 
June  when  the  lump  on  his  neck  could 
no  longer  be  overlooked. 

Yet  the  direct  needs  of  the  unem- 
ployed workers  themselves  are  only 
part  of  the  problem.  Their  needs,  as 
we  have  mentioned  in  this  debate  over 
and  over  again  within  the  last  hour, 
are  matched  by  the  needs  of  their  9.6 
million  dependents.  In  fact,  let  us  be 
clear.  The  real  beneficiaries  of  today's 
bill  will  be  the  families  of  the  unem- 
ployed. 

Hospitals  offering  care  to  the  unem- 
ployed report  that  the  largest  single 
demand  is  for  prenatal  care.  They  also 
report  disturbing  trends.  Women  are 
postponing  prenatal  care.  Some  are 
postponing  all  care  until  delivery.  The 
result,  as  you  can  imagine,  is  inevita- 
ble. 

In  Michigan,  the  death  rate  for  in- 
fants born  without  prenatal  care  is 
some  12  times  higher— 12  times 
higher— than  the  rate  for  those  who 
receive  care.  Today  as  we  debate  this 
bill  the  price  of  delayed  prenatal  care 
is  mounting. 

As  the  children's  defense  fund  docu- 
mented earlier  this  year,  in  parts  of 
Detroit  the  infant  death  rate  has  hit 
3.3  percent,  as  high  as  that  of  Hondu- 
ras, as  high  as  it  is  in  Honduras.  In 
Warren,  a  town  outside  of  my  district, 
which  is  a  rather  large  suburban  town, 
the  infant  mortality  rate  has  risen  53 
percent  in  1982.  In  Pontiac,  Mich.,  it 
has  risen  17  percent.  And  in  Flint  it 
has  risen  12  percent. 

Will  anyone  argue  the  need?  If  not, 
then  opposition  to  this  bill  can  only  be 
pitched  on  its  choice  of  means.  Yet 
today's  bill  is  not  an  expansive  meas- 
ure, as  it  has  been  portrayed.  Its  fund- 
ing is  clearly  capped.  Its  term  is  fixed. 
Far  from  seeking  to  meet  all  the 
health  care  coverage  needs  that 
plague  this  Nation,  it  fills  just  one  dis- 
crete and  well-defined  segment,  the 
unemployed. 

There  are  more  who  could  be  served. 
Surveys  done  by  the  National  Center 
for  Health  Service  Research  and  the 
National  Center  for  Health  Statistics 
in  1977  found  that  a  staggering  16  per- 
cent of  farmworkers  are  uninsured, 
and  12  percent  of  service  workers  are 
uninsured. 

And  medicaid,  as  we  all  know,  does 
not  fill  the  gap.  Its  rigorous  eligibility 
standards,  closely  related  to  eligibility 
for  categorical  welfare  programs,  ex- 
clude many  without  private  insurance. 


perhaps  most.  CBO  tentatively  con- 
cluded in  1979  that  13  percent— 30  mil- 
lion people  in  this  country— have  no 
health  care  protection  of  any  sort. 

Nor  will  this  bill  meet  all  of  the 
health  care  needs  of  the  carefully  de- 
fined population  that  it  serves.  While 
States  will  have  substantial  flexibility 
in  implementing  the  program,  it  clear- 
ly will  not  provide  the  catastrophic 
health  insurance  coverage  unavailable 
to  many  Americans  and  clearly  un- 
reachable by  those  who  are  out  of 
work. 

In  truth,  this  bill,  H.R.  3021,  is  no 
grand  historic  measure,  but  it  is  a 
small  step  in  the  direction  of  basic 
commonsense  and  basic  decency.  It  is 
not  a  national  health  insurance  pro- 
gram, and  those  who  imply  that  it  is 
mistake  the  issue  and  seek  to  meet 
new  problems  with  old  cliches. 

Nor  is  H.R.  3021  an  unprecedented 
measure.  It  merely  provides  in  a  very 
small  part  the  protection  already 
available  under  the  health  systems  ini- 
tiated in  Canada  decades  ago,  in 
France  in  1945,  in  Japan  in  1922,  in 
Sweden  in  1955,  and  in  Great  Britain 
in  1948. 

Perhaps  other  Members  have  seen 
this  morning's  news  and  have  learned 
that  poverty  in  America  is  now  at  its 
highest  level  since  1965— since  1965.  In 
a  scant  2'/2  years,  this  administration 
has  managed  to  cancel  the  dreams 
that  have  driven  this  society  for  a 
decade  and  a  half. 

Poverty  on  the  rise,  we  are  told  the 
President  has  finally  learned,  with 
great  surprise,  of  the  nutrition  prob- 
lems that  have  reached  deep  into  our 
country  as  a  result  of  the  massive  cuts 
in  our  basic  food  programs.  What  is 
this  administration's  response  to  these 
revelations?  They  have  ordered  a  new 
study. 

H.R.  3021  may  not  be  a  massive  and 
unprecedented  measure,  but  it  does  re- 
spond to  the  fundamental  questions 
before  this  Congress.  Can  this  body- 
will  this  body— unequivocally  and 
without  complex  qualification  pledge 
the  full  resources  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  the  services  of  its  people? 
Mr.  BONIOR  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 
The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
Minish).  The  question  is  on  the  reso- 
lution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 
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The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  227,  nays 
196.  not  voting  10.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  3141 
YEAS— 227 


Ackprman 

Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Anderson 

Andrews  (NC) 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Aspin 

Barnes 

Bates 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Herman 

Bevill 

Biacsi 

Bocgs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Breaux 

Britt 

Brooks 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Byron 

Can- 

Chappell 

Clarke 

Clay 

Coelho 

Coleman  <TX) 

Collins 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Crockett 

DAmours 

Daniel 

Daschle 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

English 

Erdreich 

Evans  (ID 

Pascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Pord(TN) 

Powler 


Archer 

AuCoin 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bennett 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bilirakis 


Frank 
Frosl 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall  (IN) 
Hall  < OH) 
Hall.  Sam 
Hamilton 
Hance 
Harkin 
Harrison 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jones  (OKI 
Jones  (TN) 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman  (CA) 
Lehman  (FL) 
Leiand 
Levin 
Levine 
Lipinski 
Long  I  LA  I 
Long  (MDi 
Lowry  (WA) 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Markcy 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McHugh 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller  (CA) 
.   Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 

NAYS- 196 

Bliley 

Boehlert 

Boxer 

Broomfield 

Brown  < CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Campbell 

Carney 

Carper 


Nowak 

Oakar 

OtHTstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ot  linger 

Owens 

Panel  ta 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Price 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ralchford 

Ray 

Reid 

Richardson 

Rcxlino 

Roe 

Rostenkowski 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schumer 

Seiljerling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skelton 

Slattery 

Smith  iFL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Solarz 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

Stratton 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Walgren 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whilten 

Williams  (MT I 

Wilson 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wyden 

Yales 

Yatron 

Zablockl 


Coughlin 

Courier 

CraiK 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

Davis 

Dellums 

DeWine 

Dickinson 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Edwards  (ALi 

Edwards  i  OK  i 

Emerson 

Erienborn 

Evans (lA) 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Flippo 

Forsyihe 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Gfkas 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Gocxlling 

Gradison 

Green 

Gregg 

Gunderson 


Leach 

Leath 

Lent 

Levilas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Lloyd 

Loeffler 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Madigan 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NC) 

Martin  (NY) 

McCain 

McCandless 

MrCollum 

McDade 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKernan 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Michel 

Miller  (OH) 

Molinari 


Hammerschmidt  Moore 
Hansen  (ID)  Moorhead 


Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnetl 

HIghtower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Hurkaby 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Lalta 


Alexander 
Gramm 
Hall.  Ralph 
Heflel 


Morrison  (WA) 

Mrazek 

Myers 

Nichols 

NieLson 

O'Brien 

Oxiey 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Pat  man 

Paul 

Petri 

Porter 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Regula 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 


Roberts 

Robin.son 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rowland 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 
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Messrs.  DELLUMS,  YOUNG  of  Mis- 
souri. KEMP.  AuCOIN.  and  MRAZEK 
changed  their  votes  from  "yea"  to 
"nay." 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA  and  Mr.  LEHMAN 
of  Florida  changed  their  votes  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

House  Resolution  No.  262  was  laid 
on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  276  and  rule 
XXIII.  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill,  H.R.  3021. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole   House   on    the   State   of   the 


Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  3021)  to  amend  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  provide  for  a  program  of 
grants  to  States  to  provide  health  care 
benefits  for  the  unemployed,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Durbin  in 
the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  first  reading  of  the  bill  is  dis- 
pensed with. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Waxman)  will  be  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes:  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill) 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes;  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rosten- 
kowski) will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes: and  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Conable)  will  be  recognized 
for  30  mintues. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Waxman). 
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Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  3021,  the  Health  Care  for  the  Un- 
employed Act  of  1983. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  joined  in  support- 
ing this  legislation  by  Representative 
Madigan,  the  distinguished  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Health  and  the  Environment, 
which  initially  reported  out  this  bill. 

This  legislation  addresses  a  critical 
national  problem:  The  loss  of  health 
insurance  protection  by  millions  of 
American  workers  who  have  been  laid 
off  from  their  jobs.  According  to  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office,  over  19 
million  unemployed  workers  and  their 
families  will  be  without  health  insur- 
ance coverage  during  fiscal  year  1984. 
These  individuals  will  not  qualify  for 
medicaid  due  to  the  restrictive  eligibil- 
ity standards  of  that  program.  They 
will  lack  any  protection  against  the 
high  costs  of  needed  health  care. 

In  todays  health  care  system,  no 
health  insurance  generally  means  no 
care,  except  in  extreme  emergencies.  A 
recent  national  survey  by  the  Robert 
Wood  Johnson  Foundation  found  that 
in  1982.  300,000  uninsured  families 
reported  that  a  family  member  was  re- 
fused medical  care  for  financial  rea- 
sons. An  additional  1  million  unin- 
sured families  said  that  someone  in 
their  family  needed  care  but  did  not 
receive  it  for  financial  reasons.  Nearly 
half  of  these  did  not  even  try  to  get 
care. 

The  message  is  clear:  No  job,  no  in- 
surance, no  care. 
H.R.  3021  speaks  to  this  dilemma. 

The  bill  establishes  a  2-year  block 
grant  to  the  States  to  enable  them  to 
provide  health  benefits  to  the  unem- 
ployed and  their  families.  States  would 
have  broad  discretion  in  establishing 
eligibility  and  benefits.  States  would 


have  flexibility  in  administering  the 
program  through  their  own  agencies, 
or  through  private  insurers.  States 
could  also  offer  alternative  delivery  ar- 
rangements, including  HMOs  and  pre- 
ferred provider  organizations,  as  an 
option  to  individuals  eligible  for  the 
program. 

The  bill  also  improves  the  availabil- 
ity of  private  health  insurance  cover- 
age for  unemployed  workers  and  their 
families.  It  will  allow  an  unemployed 
worker  to  enroll  in  the  health  benefits 
plan  of  his  or  her  employed  spouse.  It 
requires  large  employers  that  already 
offer  group  health  benefits  to  provide 
3-month  continuation  coverage  to  laid- 
off  workers.  And  it  will  give  unem- 
ployed workers  the  option  of  convert- 
ing to  individual  coverage  once  their 
group  coverage  expires. 

These  requirements,  which  will 
enable  unemployed  workers  and  their 
families  to  avoid  the  need  to  obtain 
publicly  financed  care,  would  be 
phased  in  over  the  next  year  and  a 
half,  in  order  to  give  employers  time 
to  make  the  necessary  adjustments. 

Finally,  the  bill  authorizes  a  pro- 
gram of  discretionary  grants  to  public 
and  private  hospitals  of  last  resort 
serving  large  numbers  of  unemployed 
persons  with  no  health  coverage.  Even 
after  the  new  block  grant  program  and 
the  private  insurance  coverage  provi- 
sions are  in  effect,  many  unemployed 
people  will  remain  uninsured  and  in- 
eligible for  medicaid.  This  grant  pro- 
gram will  assist  those  hospitals  that 
are  willing  to  serve  these  patients. 

The  bill  also  increases  the  fiscal  year 
1984  authorization  level  for  the  mater- 
nal and  child  health  services  block 
grant  to  $483  million.  This  will  allow 
the  Appropriations  Committees  to 
continue  funding  this  vital  program  at 
the  fiscal  year  1983  level  provided  by 
the  emergency  jobs  bill,  if  that  com- 
mittee finds  that  the  funding  is  still 
needed. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  a  few  im- 
portant points  about  this  legislation. 

First,  the  bill  would  not  establish  a 
new,  permanent  open-ended  entitle- 
ment program  like  medicare  or  medic- 
aid. Instead,  it  creates  a  2-year  block 
grant  program  to  the  States  that  sun- 
sets on  October  1.  1985.  The  amount 
of  Federal  funding  for  the  block  grant 
is  fixed. 

Second,  funding  for  the  bill  is  con- 
sistent with  the  budget  resolution 
adopted  by  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
The  budget  resolution  allows  $350  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1983,  $2  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1984,  and  $1,650  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1985  for  health  benefits  for 
the  unemployed.  H.R.  3021  is  funded 
at  these  levels.  I  believe  these  amounts 
are  the  minimum  necessary  to  enable 
the  States  to  provide  adequate  bene- 
fits for  the  unemployed. 

Third,  despite  recent  improvements 
in  the  economy,  the  loss  of  health  in- 
surance  coverage    remains   a   serious 


problem  for  millions  of  unemployed 
and  their  families.  It  is  true  that  the 
economy  in  recent  months  has  begun 
to  show  welcome  signs  of  recovery. 
However,  we  are  not  completely  out  of 
the  woods  yet.  In  June,  over  11  million 
people— not  including  dependents- 
were  still  out  of  work.  And  even 
OMB's  optimistic  economic  forecasts 
assume  that  the  unemployment  rate 
will  decline  slowly,  from  9.9  percent 
this  year  to  8.9  percent  next  year  to 
8.2  percent  in  1985.  Millions  of  work- 
ers and  their  families  will  be  without 
health  insurance  coverage  due  to  un- 
employment. 

Fourth,  under  the  block  grant  estab- 
lished by  the  bill,  health  benefits 
would  be  targeted  on  the  neediest  of 
the  unemployed.  While  the  bill  does 
not  require  States  to  administer  a 
cumbersome  and  expensive  means 
test,  it  does  place  first  priority  on  cov- 
erage of  those  who  have  been  out  of 
work  the  longest.  People  who  have 
been  out  of  work  for  a  year  or  more 
are  not  likely  to  have  much  left  in  the 
way  of  liquid  assets.  In  addition,  the 
bill  requires  States  to  use  a  portion  of 
their  funds  to  provide  health  benefits 
to  persons  in  financial  or  medical 
need. 

Finally,  the  bill  has  had  strong  bi- 
partisan support.  It  was  reported  out 
of  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Commit- 
tee by  a  vote  of  34  to  8. 

Before  concluding,  I  would  briefly 
like  to  review  the  legislative  history  of 
H.R.  3021.  The  bill  was  introduced  on 
May  16,  1983  and  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce.  The 
committee  ordered  the  bill  reported, 
with  amendments,  on  May  24  (H.  Rep. 
98-236,  pt.  1).  The  bill  at  that  point 
was  in  compliance  with  the  first  con- 
current budget  resolution  for  fiscal 
year  1984  as  adopted  by  the  House. 

H.R.  3021  was  then  sequentially  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  and  to  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations. On  June  23,  the  House 
and  the  Senate  agreed  to  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  budget  resolution, 
reducing  the  funds  available  for 
health  benefits  for  the  unemployed 
from  $5.4  billion  to  $4.0  billion. 

This  funding  reduction  meant  that 
not  all  of  the  unemployed  could  be  ac- 
commodated, and  that  the  States 
would  need  additional  flexibility  to 
target  benefits.  Accordingly,  I  and 
other  members  of  the  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committee  worked  closely 
with  Chairman  Rostenkowski  and 
members  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  with  the  National 
Governors  Association  to  develop  an 
effective  and  workable  program  that 
complies  with  the  new  levels  in  the 
Budget  Resolution. 

On  June  29.  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  approved  this  program  and 
ordered  it  reported  as  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute.  This 
amendment  is  explained  in  the  Ways 
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report    (H. 


and    Means    Committee 
Rept.  98-236,  pt.  2). 

The  Appropriations  Committee  took 
no  action  on  the  measure. 

A  compromise  bill  was  then  assem- 
bled, consisting  of  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  recommend- 
ed by  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
plus  a  provision  from  the  bill  as  re- 
ported by  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  relating  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  private  insurance  cover- 
age requirements  through  civil  action. 
This  compromise  bill.  H.R.  3521,  was 
introduced  by  Chairman  Rostenkow- 
ski and  myself  on  July  12,  1983. 

Under  the  rule,  the  text  of  H.R.  3521 
is  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  now  before  the  House.  The 
committee  report  on  this  bill  consists 
of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
report  (H.  Rept.  98-236,  pt.  2)  and 
those  portions  of  the  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee  report  (H.  Rept.  98- 
236.  pt.  1)  relating  to  the  enforcement 
of  the  open  enrollment,  90-day  con- 
tinuation, and  individual  conversion 
option  requirements. 

In  closing,  I  would  ask  my  colleagues 
to  consider  what  the  consequences  of 
not  passing  this  legislation  would  be. 
Very  simply,  many  unemployed  work- 
ers and  their  families  would  forego 
needed  health  care  for  lack  of  funds. 
And  the  States  and  localities  will  end 
up  paying  for  the  emergency  and 
urgent  care  provided  to  the  uninsured 
unemployed  in  public  hospitals  and 
clinics.  Furthermore,  when  the  next 
recession  came  upon  us,  we  would  find 
ourselves  facing  the  same  crisis,  with 
perhaps  even  greater  demands  for 
Federal  intervention. 

While  the  Federal  Government 
might  appear  to  save  money  in  the 
short  run  by  doing  nothing,  it  would 
only  be  asking  for  trouble  in  the  long 
run.  The  costs  of  treating  the  compli- 
cations of  pregnancy  or  high  blood 
pressure  are  far  greater  than  the  costs 
of  providing  adequate  preventive  care 
for  such  conditions  before  complica- 
tions develop. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 

bill. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  7  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Madigan). 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  and 
rise  to  join  my  colleagues,  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Waxman),  in 
support  of  H.R.  3021. 

Although  I  think  the  situation  with 
regard  to  the  rule  under  which  we  are 
operating  is  regrettable,  as  I  indicated. 
Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  debate  on 
the  rule,  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  3021 
and  did  support  it  in  the  Commerce 
Committee,  where  it  received  strong 
bipartisan  support  and  I  do  continue 
to  support  the  bill. 

Several  things  have  been  said,  Mr. 
Chairman,  about  what  this  bill  does  or 
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does  not  include  at  this  point.  Several 
things  have  been  said  with  regard  to 
whether  or  not  any  accommodations 
have  already  been  made  at  this  point. 

I  would  like  to  remind  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  that  this  is  a  substantial- 
ly different  bill  than  the  bill  originally 
introduced  by  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Health  and 
Environment  Subcommittee. 

This  bill.  H.R.  3021.  includes  provi- 
sions not  included  in  the  original  bill, 
and  I  want  to  read  very  briefly  a  list  of 
those  major  provisions  that  represent 
changes  that  have  been  made  from 
the  original  bill  and  have  been  made 
in  order  to  accommodate  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  and  other  minority 
Members  of  the  House. 
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For  example,  there  is  included  in 
this  bill  a  sunset  clause  that  termi- 
nates the  public  part  of  this  bill  as  of 
October  1.  1986.  without  regard  to 
what  the  unemployment  situation  in 
the  country  may  be  at  that  point. 

There  is  also  a  provision  to  give 
States  the  option  for  prepaid  capitated 
plans,  that  is  voucher  and  other  pre- 
paid arrangements  not  included  in  the 
original  bill. 

There  is  a  linking  of  the  continu- 
ation of  the  public  program  with  State 
compliance  to  private  sector  reforms. 

There  is  a  State  match  rate  reduced 
from  the  original  levels  of  the  bill. 

There  are  linked  expenditures  under 
this  bill  to  levels  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion now  adopted,  so  the  amount  of 
money  contemplated  to  be  spent  by 
this  bill  is  within  the  limits  existing  in 
the  budget  resolution. 

There  is  an  expanded  public  hospital 
grant  program  that  I  requested  to 
apply  to  all  hospitals  treating  dispro- 
portionate numbers  of  unemployed 
uninsured  people  in  their  particular 
communities. 

We  also  allow  States  to  offset  premi- 
ums against  portions  of  the  State 
match  requirements,  a  provision  not 
included  in  the  original  bill,  and  we  ex- 
clude temporary  workers  from  eligibil- 
ity who  were  included  in  the  original 
bill. 

Those  are  just  some  of  the  changes 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Califor 
nia  to  accommodate  the  objections  of 
the  minority  members  of  the  Energy 
and  Commerce  Committee  to  the 
original  bill  introduced  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California.  So  I  do  think 
that  we  have  a  bipartisan  bill. 

We  do  have  a  bill,  as  has  been  men- 
tioned, that  was  reported  from  our 
committee  by  a  vote  of  34  to  8. 

I  think  it  is  a  bill  worthy  of  the  sup- 
port of  the  House  at  this  point. 

Let  me  address  one  other  thing  that 
is  being  said  by  people  who  are  work- 
ing against  this  bill.  People  are  saying 
that  we  have  a  medicaid  system  to 
take  care  of  these  people  who  other- 


wise would  be  taken  care  of  by  this 
program.  That  is  not  true. 

We  are  talking  about  people  who  are 
receiving  unemployment  compensa- 
tion. Unemployment  compensation  in 
most  cases,  in  fact  perhaps  in  all  cases, 
would  disqualify  someone  from  being 
eligible  for  medicaid  in  the  several 
States  of  the  country. 

So  we  are  not  talking  about  people 
who  could  be  taken  care  of  by  medic- 
aid because  by  the  very  fact  that  they 
are  on  unemployment  compensation 
they  are  probably  not  eligible  for  med- 
icaid. 

The  last  point  I  want  to  make  is 
something  that  I  think  is  not  well  un- 
derstood, and  that  is  that  hospitals  in 
this  country  who  have  ever  in  the 
course  of  their  history  as  a  health  care 
entity  received  funds  from  Hill-Burton 
are  required  to  accept  charity  cases. 
They  must,  in  a  community  where 
they  compete  with  a  proprietary  hos- 
pital, accept  the  charity  cases. 

The  consequences  are  that  an  ex- 
treme financial  hardship  is  being 
worked  upon  community  hospitals  in 
communities  with  high  unemployment 
rates  because  there  is  no  program  like 
this  available.  The  consequence  of 
that,  if  we  continue,  is  going  to  be  to 
put  the  community  hospitals  out  of 
business  in  some  communities,  leaving 
only  the  proprietary  or  profitmaking 
hospitals  to  exist  to  serve  that  commu- 
nity. 

I  do  not  think  that  that  is  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  public.  I  do  not 
think  that  that  is  something  that  the 
Congress  really  wants  to  happen.  I 
think  we  avoid  that  happening  by  sup- 
porting H.R.  3021. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  how  long  unemployment  com- 
pensation benefits  last?  Does  the  gen- 
tleman know  the  groups  who  get  prior- 
ity under  this  bill? 

I  think  the  gentleman  will  find  that 
the  priority  under  the  bill  is  directed 
toward  people  whose  unemployment 
compensation  has  already  been  lost 
and  that,  therefore,  they  are  not,  as 
the  gentleman  suggested,  ineligible  for 
medicaid  because  of  receipt  of  unem- 
ployment compensation. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
proposing  a  question  to  me? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  did. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  apologize  for 
being  distracted. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  suggested  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  principal  thrust  of 
the  bill  was  for  aid  to  the  relatively 
long-term  unemployed,  which  is  de- 
fined within  the  bill,  and  that  our  cur- 
rent unemployment  compensation  pro- 
grams would  have  expired  for  that 
class  of  claimant  and  that  therefore 
they  would  not  be  barred  from  receiv- 
ing medicaid  unless,  of  course,   they 


had  lots  of  personal  assets  and  could 
not  meet  that  test. 

The  gentleman  suggested  they  were 
all  collecting  unemployment  compen- 
sation and  therefore  could  not  receive 
medicaid. 

I  think  the  gentleman  is  in  error  on 
most  of  these  claimants. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  remark.  If  the  gentleman 
is  correct  I  would  stand  corrected. 

But  I  understand  that  unemploy- 
ment compensation  benefits  are  only 
for  26  weeks.  But  I  also  understand 
that  we  usually  extend  that  to  39 
weeks,  that  we  often  extend  it  to  52 
weeks. 

I  think  the  gentleman  would  be  cor- 
rect if  the  Congress  and  State  legisla- 
tures were  not  providing  those  exten- 
sions but  I  think  the  practical  matter 
is  that  the  extensions  are  provided. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  we  have  provided  an  extended 
program  of  13  extra  weeks  to  39  weeks 
and  a  Federal  supplemental  compensa- 
tion of  additional  weeks  which  make 
nearly  a  year.  But  this  bill  is  targeted 
on  those  who  have  been  unemployed 
for  over  a  year. 

That  is  the  way  at  least  that  it  was 
presented  in  our  committee. 

Mr.  MADIGAN.  I  think  they  are 
given  priority,  but  they  are  not  the 
only  people  eligible  under  the  bill  re- 
ported by  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce. 

It  is  possible  that  the  gentleman's 
committee,  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  has  changed  that  provi- 
sion and  if  they  have  I  stand  correct- 
ed. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  (Ms.  Mikulski). 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  to  speak  in  support  of  this  legisla- 
tion, health  insurance  for  the  unem- 
ployed. The  need  for  this  bill  is  evi- 
dent with  unemployment  in  this  coun- 
try still  over  10  {percent. 

When  workers  lose  their  jobs  they 
also  lose  health  insurance  for  them- 
selves and  their  families.  That  means 
that  they  feel  doubly  victimized.  They 
no  longer  have  the  means  to  support 
themselves  and  they  no  longer  can 
afford  the  important  support  services 
for  their  families. 

These  are  the  people  who  have 
worked  all  of  their  lives,  paid  their 
taxes,  and  played  by  the  rules.  They 
are  the  Vietnam  vets  and  they  are  the 
women  who  are  heads  of  households. 
Now  they  face  the  fear  of  illness,  acci- 
dent, or  surgery  in  addition  to  the 
stress  of  unemployment. 

One  of  the  things  we  know  about 
the  stresses  of  unemployment  is  that 
they  either  generate  or  exacerbate 
health  problems.  If  you  are  a  father 
who  cannot  support  his  children  your 
blood  pressure  is  likely  to  rise  to  dan- 
gerous levels.  If  you  are  a  woman,  the 


head  of  a  household  and  you  are 
choosing  between  feeding  your  family 
or  buying  eyeglasses  for  your  daughter 
you  are  absolutely  headed  for  a  ulcer. 
And  then  you  will  be  delaying  your 
health  care  because  you  want  to  take 
care  of  your  children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  think  of 
parents,  mothers  and  fathers,  we  know 
that  they  will  do  anything  for  their 
children  and  yet  in  many  instances 
they  cannot  do  the  very  things  that 
they  need  to  insure  that  their  children 
have  health  care. 

When  considering  this  legislation, 
picture  a  father  who  is  unemployed, 
who  has  a  child,  a  little  girl  with  dia- 
betes. Think  of  his  feelings  now  that 
he  cannot  provide  the  special  diet  to 
feed  her  or  worries  about  taking  her  to 
the  doctor  and  is  worrying  about  pro- 
viding her  with  insulin?  We  cannot 
turn  our  back  on  him  or  our  heart  to 
her. 

So  the  very  least  we  can  do  is  to 
make  sure  that  parents  can  fulfill 
their  responsibilities. 

The  President  promised  a  safety  net 
when  we  began  to  do  these  drastic 
budget  cuts  and  this  indeed  is  a  safety 
net. 

The  ultimate  solution  to  the  prob- 
lems of  the  unemployed  is  a  renewed 
economy  with  jobs  and  benefits  pro- 
tections. But  in  the  meantime  we  must 
provide  health  insurance  protection  to 
these  families. 

We  also  know,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  indicated,  many  of  the 
families  will  delay  seeking  primary 
care  only  to  end  up  in  accident  rooms, 
emergency  rooms,  or  in  need  of  hospi- 
talization. What  this  means  then  is  for 
the  good  guy  hospitals  who  accept 
them,  that,  utilization  of  emergency 
rooms,  increase  often  because  of  the 
delay  in  care.  There  is  a  need  for  more 
intensive  or  acute  care.  Those  good 
guy  hospitals  who  operate  for  philan- 
thropic reasons— in  my  community 
they  are  the  Mercy  Hospitals,  Luther- 
an, Sinai,  Provident  Hospitals— we  find 
that  they  will  be  on  the  verge  of  bank- 
ruptcy simply  because  they  honor 
their  Hippocratic  oath  and  their  Hill- 
Burton  commitment. 

We  have  an  obligation  to  the  victims 
of  our  Nations  economic  breakdown. 
We  have  an  obligation  to  make  sure 
the  Good  Samaritan  Hospitals  do  not 
go  bankrupt. 

I  urge  the  support  of  my  colleagues 
for  this  legislation. 


n  1230 
Mr.    BROYHILL.    Mr. 


Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  6  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  bill  for  several  reasons.  No.  1,  I 
am  opposed  to  the  bill  because  of  the 
manner  which  this  bill  has  come  to 
the  floor. 

We  just  had  a  debate  on  that  and 
had  a  vote  in  which  over  190  Members 


expressed  their  concern  over  the  gag 
rule;  the  closed  rule. 

What  it  has  done  is  to  undermine 
the  legislative  process,  denying  the 
right  of  Members  to  come  here  to 
offer  constructive  amendments. 

These  opportunities  were  given  to 
Members  of  the  committee,  the  two 
committees  which  had  jurisdiction 
over  this  legislation.  We  had  a  number 
of  amendments  offered  in  the  Energy 
and  Commerce  Committee  and  I  un- 
derstand the  same  procedure  was 
adopted  and  followed  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means. 

Now  those  same  Members  and  other 
Members  who  are  not  members  of  the 
committees  who  want  to  offer  amend- 
ments do  not  have  that  right. 

My  experience  in  this  House,  we 
have  found  that  the  legislative  process 
is  not  only  undermined  but  you  usual- 
ly get  worse  legislation  when  a  Mem- 
ber's rights  to  offer  amendments  and 
to  be  heard  is  gagged  or  hindered  in 
any  way. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  concerned 
about  the  level  of  appropriations  that 
are  provided  for  in  this  legislation. 
The  bill,  in  my  judgment,  provides  for 
a  fiscally  irresponsible.  $4  billion  pro- 
gram. I  want  to  point  out  to  the  Mem- 
bers who  may  be  listening,  not  too 
many  are  on  the  floor  at  this  present 
time,  that  this  program  completely  by- 
passes the  appropriations  process.  The 
bill  provides  for  automatic  appropria- 
tions of  the  amounts  called  for  in  the 
legislation  of  almost  $4  billion,  and 
there  is  no  linkage,  no  tie-in  to  any 
revenue  source  to  pay  for  the  pro- 
gram. 

Now,  in  the  last  several  weeks,  I  was 
interested  in  hearing  comments  of 
Members  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  about  large  deficits  and  for  some 
reason  attempting  to  lay  the  blame  for 
these  large  deficits  at  the  door  of  the 
administration  or  the  President,  when 
all  of  us  know  that  the  President 
cannot  spend  a  dime  that  the  Congress 
does  not  first  appropriate. 

This  bill  will  increase  that  deficit,  in 
as  much  as  there  is  no  linkage  to  reve- 
nue sources  to  pay  for  the  program. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  this  bill 
because  it  imposes  too  many  require- 
ments, too  many  State  plan  require- 
ments for  what  is  called  a  temporary 
program. 

These  requirements  are  unnecessary, 
I  think.  If  you  will  take  the  time  to 
look  at  the  bill,  these  State  plans  start 
on  page  9  and  end  on  page  29,  some  20 
pages  of  requirements  that  the  States 
must  follow  in  order  to  comply  with 
this  program. 

There  are  descriptions  here  of  those 
who  will  not  be  qualified  for  the  pro- 
gram: a  description  here  of  people  who 
will  be  qualified  for  the  program.  In 
my  judgment  this  will  unduly  delay 
the  program  dollars  from  getting  to 
the  intended  beneficiaries. 


Another  concern  I  have  is  the  fact 
that  we  do  not  have  a  means  test  in 
this  legislation.  It  opens  up  the  door 
to  considerable  abuse.  There  will  be  an 
amendment  offered,  which  I  hope  will 
be  adopted,  but  as  it  presently  stands 
there  are  no  means  tests  that  are  pro- 
vided for  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  well  known  that 
the  administration  has  expressed  itself 
on  this  bill.  The  administration  has 
said  that  the  bill  is  unacceptable 
unless  there  is  a  revenue  source  pro- 
vided for. 

I  think,  that  being  the  case,  the  bill 
is  unlikely  to  receive  Presidential  sig- 
nature in  its  present  form. 

I  think  Members  will  know  this  fact. 
And  since  we  do  not  have  any  attempt 
to  accommodate  those  of  us  who  on 
this  side,  and  other  Members,  who 
would  like  to  offer  perfecting'  amend- 
ments in  order  to  make  it  acceptable 
to  the  President,  that  when  you  look 
at  it  in  that  light  this  bill  becomes  a 
political  statement  and  not  really  an 
attempt  to  try  to  deal  with  the  real 
problem. 

It  seems  to  me  we  ought  to  be  deal- 
ing with  a  real  problem  here,  trying  to 
do  something  about  it,  not  putting  to- 
gether a  package  which  is  only  intend- 
ed as  a  political  statement. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Sikorski). 

Mr.  SIKORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
watching  Bill  Moyer's  show  on  unem- 
ployment in  Gadsden,  Ala.,  a  couple  of 
weeks  ago  was  a  grim  reminder  that 
unemployment  figures  do  not  tell  the 
whole  story. 

The  rise  in  domestic  violence,  child 
abuse,  infant  mortality,  alcoholism, 
drug  abuse,  depression,  suicide,  malnu- 
trition, and  chronic  disease  are  condi- 
tions directly  linked  to  unemployment. 

Today  we  will  be  voting  on  health 
care  for  the  unemployed.  I  remember 
the  personally  tragic  testimony  given 
in  my  first  hearing  as  a  Member  of 
this  body.  In  our  Subcommittee  on 
Health  and  the  Environment,  we 
heard  from  Mrs.  Judy  DuPerry,  an  un- 
employed GM  worker  from  Bristol, 
Conn.,  who  in  the  middle  of  the  night 
brought  her  son  to  the  emergency 
room  for  treatment  of  a  very  high 
fever  caused  by  a  leukemic  blood  disor- 
der. She  was  in  need,  she  was  desper- 
ate and  she  was  turned  away,  just  as 
30  million  Americans  are  in  need  and 
desperate  for  health  care  and  are 
turned  away  across  America  today.  A 
letter  we  received  recently  from  the 
U.S.  Catholic  Conference  supporting 
this  legislation  discussed  the  human 
right  of  all  human  beings  to  adequate 
health  care.  I  agree,  but  the  States  do 
not  have  the  money,  the  private  sector 
does  not  have  the  money— they  are 
laying  off  people  already— and  medic- 
aid offers  no  help. 
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Now.  this  body  must  not  turn  its 
back  on  the  plight  of  the  unemployed. 
This  short-term.  2-year  block  grant  to 
States,  targeted  to  those  who  have 
been  unemployed  longest  and  most  in 
need,  and  this  hospital  grant  program 
to  hospitals  of  last  resort  providing 
help  to  the  unemployed,  will  help  care 
for  Judy  DuPerrys  son.  for  some  of 
the  unemployed  in  Gadsden.  Ala.,  and 
a  few  of  the  30  million  Americans 
without  health  care— the  30  million 
the  Catholic  bishops  talked  about  in 
their  letter  to  us.  Let  us  not  turn  our 
back,  rather  let  us  restore  America's 
economy  with  compassion  and  concern 
for  Americas  needy. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Bliley). 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to 
explain  to  my  colleagues  thai,  when 
general  debate  is  completed  I  will  not 
offer  the  amendment  which  the  rule 
makes  in  order  in  my  name. 

As  this  new  program  was  proposed, 
drafted  and  went  through  its  many 
different  forms  there  was  a  significant 
doubt  about  whether  the  general  re- 
striction on  abortion  funding,  the 
Hyde  amendment,  would  apply.  Just 
last  night  I  received  a  letter  from 
Thomas  R.  Donnelly.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary for  Legislation  of  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  assur- 
ing me  that.  if.  as  expected,  the  Hyde 
amendment  continues  as  a  part  of  the 
law.  no  funding  of  elective  abortions 
under  this  program  will  be  permitted. 

In  addition.  I  have  discussed  this 
problem  with  the  Parliamentarian 
who  concurs  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services:  that  the  Hyde 
amendment  will  apply  to  this  pro- 
gram. I  also  brought  this  problem  to 
the  attention  of  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee Chairman  Natcher  who 
has  been  most  cooperative. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  would  still 
prefer  to  have  an  explicit  abortion  re- 
striction in  this  program,  I  am  satis- 
fied that  that  purpose  will  be  achieved 
by  the  Hyde  amendment.  That  being 
the  case.  I  will  accede  to  the  wishes  of 
my  colleagues  to  not  be  placed  unnec- 
essarily in  a  difficult  position  as  re- 
gards this  issue.  I  trust  that  this  deci- 
sion, allowing  us  to  complete  debate 
on  this  new  program  an  hour  and  a 
half  sooner  will  have  the  approval  of 
all  of  my  colleagues. 

□  1240 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Rowland). 

Mr.  ROWLAND.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  long  been  a  proponent  of  provid- 
ing medical  care  through  private 
means.  And  I  am  still  a  proponent  of 
that. 

There  are  times  when  it  becomes 
necessary,   however,   for   Government 


to  become  involved  in  helping  people, 
whether  it  be  local.  State,  or  Federal 
Government. 

Now  I  know  that  there  are  28  States 
in  this  country  now  where  physicians 
are  trying  to  provide  services  for 
people  who  are  unemployed.  And  they 
are  doing  an  excellent  job  at  this. 
They  are  doing  this  in  my  own  State 
of  Georgia. 

But  the  percentage  of  physicians" 
fees  as  compared  to  the  cost  of  hospi- 
tal care  is  only  31  percent.  So  my  col- 
leagues you  can  see  that  these  physi- 
cians who  are  providing  this  care  are 
not  addressing  all  of  the  needs.  And 
there  are  many  people  who  are  falling 
through  the  cracks,  middle-class 
people,  because  of  this  problem. 

And  I  can  tell  my  colleagues  from 
my  experience  as  a  physician  that 
many  people  will  not  come  to  the 
doctor  for  problems  that  they  have  if 
they  are  unable  to  pay  for  these  serv- 
ices or  they  do  not  have  hospital  insur- 
ance. 

For  example,  there  was  a  period  of 
time  when  I  did  not  receive  reimburse- 
ment for  medicaid.  And  I  found  that 
during  that  period  of  time  there  were 
many  people  who  did  not  come  to  see 
me,  even  though  I  told  them  that  I 
would  provide  this  care  to  them  free 
of  charge. 

When  I  started  accepting  reimburse- 
ment from  medicaid  again,  many  of 
these  people  came  back. 

What  will  happen  is  people  will  put 
off  coming  to  the  doctor  and  the  ill- 
ness that  they  will  have  will  become 
progressively  worse.  I  will  give  the 
Members  an  example. 

A  person  with  diabetes  may  come  in 
in  acidosis.  He  can  be  treated  in  2  or  3 
d?iys  and  go  home.  But  if  he  comes  in 
in  a  diabetic  coma,  he  may  stay  in  the 
hospital  for  2  or  3  weeks. 

Now  someone  has  to  pick  up  the  cost 
of  this.  The  public  hospitals  will 
simply  have  to  shift  this  to  the  tax- 
payers in  local  communities.  If  it  is  a 
proprietary  hospital  then  it  will 
simply  be  shifted  to  the  private  pa- 
tients in  the  hospitals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  this  is  a 
very  important  piece  of  legislation  and 
I  urge  the  support  of  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Puerto  Rico  (Mr.  Corrada). 

Mr.  CORRADA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3521.  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
health  care  benefits  for  the  unem- 
ployed, to  increase  funds  to  Puerto 
Rico  for  the  purpose  of  payments 
under  the  medicaid  program,  to  re- 
quire employers  to  provide  additional 
health  insurance  benefits  to  their  em- 
ployees, to  provide  direct  grants  to 
hospitals  who  serve  a  significantly  dis- 
proportionate number  of  low-income 
patients,  to  increase  the  authorization 
level    for    the    maternal    and    child 


health  block  grants  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

This  bill  is  very  important  to  the 
Nation  and  Puerto  Rico  and  it  repre- 
sents an  important  step  in  accomplish- 
ing one  of  my  top  priorities  here  in 
Congress:  to  improve  the  quality  of 
the  health  delivery  system  and  health 
care  services  that  poor  and  disadvan- 
taged people  in  Puerto  Rico  receive. 

H.R.  3521  accomplishes  this  goal  in 
several  ways.  First,  it  increases  the 
current  cap  for  Puerto  Rico  under  the 
medicaid  program  from  $45  million  to 
$77.1  million,  an  increase  of  $32.1  mil- 
lion for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  Oc- 
tober 1.  1983. 

Currently,  the  medicaid  program  in 
Puerto  Rico  serves  over  1.3  million 
■medically  indigent "  American  citizens 
at  a  cost  of  approximately  $219  mil- 
lion. Of  this  amount,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment contributes  only  $45  million. 
As  a  result,  the  government  of  Puerto 
Rico  is  expending  $174  million  of  its 
own  funds  for  the  sole  purpose  of  fi- 
nancing the  medicaid  program.  If 
State-like  treatment  had  been  accord- 
ed even  at  the  current  limited  level  of 
funding  and  services,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment would  have  contributed  83 
percent— $181.7  million— and  the  gov- 
ernment of  Puerto  Rico  17  percent— 
$37.3  million. 

This  bill  will  provide  an  additional 
amount  of  $32.1  million  in  Federal 
funds  to  Puerto  Rico  and  will  enable 
us  to  offer  low-income  people  in 
Puerto  Rico  who  are  eligible  for  med- 
icaid the  necessary  and  proper  health 
care  services.  This  amount,  although 
still  far  from  being  enough,  at  least 
would  furnish  the  Government  of 
Puerto  Rico  the  support  needed  to 
more  adequately  fund  this  program 
while  continuing  its  own  efforts  to 
provide  resources  for  this  vital  pur- 
pose. 

Second,  this  bill  increases  the  avail- 
ability of  private  health  insurance  cov- 
erage for  unemployed  workers  and 
their  families  in  Puerto  Rico  and  in 
the  States  by  establishing  three  new 
requirements  for  employer  provided 
health  plans. 

All  employers,  firms  and  organiza- 
tions that  provide  health  insurance 
benefits  and  employ  an  average  of  25 
or  more  persons  would  be  required  to 
provide  a  30-day  open  enrollment 
period  for  married  employees  whose 
spouses  have  lost  health  insurance  due 
to  involuntary  unemployment,  to  con- 
tinue to  provide  health  insurance  for 
90  days  for  employees  who  would  oth- 
erwise lose  their  coverage  due  to  layoff 
or  involuntary  separation  and  finally 
to  offer  workers  who  lose  their  insur- 
ance benefits  due  to  unemployment 
the  option  of  purchasing  continued 
coverage  on  an  individual  basis  with- 
out regard  to  existing  health  condi- 
tions. 


These  provisions  will  enable  the 
working  men  and  women  in  Puerto 
Rico  and  in  the  United  States  who  lose 
their  jobs  to  continue  receiving  health 
insurance  benefits  for  90  days  after 
being  laid  off.  to  obtain  health  insur- 
ance coverage  for  themselves  and  their 
families  through  their  working 
spouses'  employer,  and  to  continue 
their  coverage  on  an  individual  basis 
without  being  rejected  because  of  poor 
health  or  a  pre-existing  condition. 

Third.  H.R.  3521  increases  the  au- 
thorization for  fiscal  year  1984  and 
thereafter  to  the  maternal  and  child 
health  services  block  grant. 

The  maternal  and  child  health  serv- 
ices block  grant  is  very  important  to 
Puerto  Rico  in  order  to  provide  our 
low-income  women  and  children  ade- 
quate and  necessary  health  care  serv- 
ices. 

This  program  makes  Federal  funds 
available  to  the  States  for  the  provi- 
sion or  purchase  of  a  broad  range  of 
maternal  and  child  health  related 
services.  These  funds  are  used  in 
Puerto  Rico  to  reduce,  among  others, 
the  incidence  of  preventable  diseases 
and  handicapping  conditions  among 
low-income  children;  to  reduce  infant 
mortality:  to  increase  the  availability 
of  prenatal  delivery  and  postpartum 
care  to  low-income  women;  to  increase 
the  number  of  children  immunized 
against  diseases:  and  to  provide  medi- 
cally necessary  services  to  handi- 
capped children. 

The  appropriation  level  for  the  ma- 
ternal and  child  program  for  fiscal 
year  1983  is  $478  million.  This  bill  in- 
creases the  authorization  for  this  pro- 
gram from  $373  million  to  $483  million 
in  order  to  allow  the  program  to  con- 
tinue at  the  same  appropriation  level 
for  fiscal  year  1983. 

The  maternal  and  child  health  pro- 
gram is  a  major  source  of  care  for 
many  of  the  families  of  the  unem- 
ployed, for  the  low-income  mothers 
and  for  the  handicapped  children.  If 
we  fail  to  raise  the  authorization  level, 
the  program  will  lose  $105  million, 
starting  this  October.  This  loss  of 
funds  would  mean  a  loss  of  health  care 
for  mothers,  infants,  and  children  who 
are  without  other  means  of  payments. 
Finally.  H.R.  3521.  establishes  a  new 
program  of  direct  grants  to  hospitals 
in  Puerto  Rico  and  in  the  Nation  to 
assist  them  in  providing  services  to 
low-income  individuals  without  public 
or  private  insurance  coverage. 

This  new  program  could  very  much 
assist  our  public  hospitals  in  Puerto 
Rico  to  continue  to  provide  the  neces- 
sary and  proper  health  care  services  to 
our  "medically  indigent"  population. 
Actually,  most  of  our  public  hospitals 
are  located  in  areas  experiencing  very 
high  unemployment,  serving  a  signifi- 
cantly disproportionate  number  of 
low-income  patients  and  providing 
services  to  all  persons,  regardless  of 
their  ability  to  pay. 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill  which  I  believe  will  be  instrumen- 
tal in  upgrading  the  quality  of  health 
services  for  the  poor  in  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3V2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Ortiz). 

Mr.  ORTIZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  shortly, 
we  will  be  voting  on  the  bill  entitled 
health  insurance  for  the  unemployed. 
I  believe  the  intent  of  this  legislation 
is  just  and  humane.  However.  I  am 
deeply  concerned  about  a  large  group 
of  my  constituents  who  reside  in  the 
Rio  Grande  Valley,  which  is  part  of 
the  27th  District  in  Texas.  Those 
people  include  the  agricultural  and 
seasonal  workers,  who  are  not  covered 
under  unemployment  compensation  or 
any  other  program. 

I  would  like  to  share  with  you  the 
case  of  Felipe  Cantu,  Jr..  which  illus- 
trates the  tragedies  that  continue  to 
occur  under  our  present  health  deliv- 
ery system.  About  the  middle  of  June, 
Mr.  Cantu,  44  years  of  age,  had  chest 
pains  and  went  to  the  Chest  Hospital 
to  have  them  examined.  The  doctors 
diagnosed  his  problem  as  partial  block- 
age of  the  coronary  arteries.  Since  he 
was  indigent  and  since  the  Chest  Hos- 
pital had  to  close  its  indigent  care  fa- 
cilities, the  next  best  option  was  to  get 
Mr.  Cantu  an  appointment  at  Galves- 
ton's John  Sealy  Hospital,  which  re- 
ceives funds  for  indigents. 

Now.  let  me  point  out  that  Galves- 
ton is  about  400  miles  from  the  valley. 
In  addition  to  a  full  day's  drive  for 
someone  with  a  serious  health  prob- 
lem, how  do  we  expect  that  indigent 
person  and  his  family  to  pay  for  their 
travel  expenses? 

In  any  case,  the  appointment  was  set 
for  July  11.  While  waiting  for  his  ap- 
pointment, Mr.  Cantu  died.  His  death 
left  his  wife  with  two  children  to  take 
care  of,  and  she  has  no  job  experience. 
I  ask  my  colleagues,  how  many 
Felipe  Cantus  have  to  die  waiting  for 
an  appointment  before  we  act  to  pre- 
vent such  disgraceful  situations  in  the 
1980's? 

Samuel  Sanchez,  of  the  Hidalgo 
County  Health  Care  Corp..  has  told 
me  that  his  organization  plans  to  serv- 
ice 60.000  patients  this  year.  He  argues 
that  the  health  problems  have  in- 
creased as  a  result  of  the  unemploy- 
ment due  to  the  recession.  Compound- 
ing this  problem  is  the  peso  devalu- 
ation. Obviously,  the  people  in  the  co- 
lonias.  85  percent  of  whom  are  mi- 
grant workers,  are  in  dire  financial 
need.  Further,  due  to  Federal  cuts.  Mr. 
Sanchez'  organization  after  June  1, 
1982  could  no  longer  provide  badly 
needed  transportation  from  the  colo- 
nias  to  health  facilities.  Consequently, 
the  ability  to  provide  health  care  has 
suffered  an  additional  setback. 

In  summary,  I  support  this  bill  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in 
voting  to  provide  relief  for  the  mil- 
lions of  unemployed  workers  and  their 


families  who  are  victims  of  the  reces- 
sion. 

Once  this  legislation  is  passed,  I  urge 
States  to  be  flexible  when  determining 
benefits  and  include  those  agricultural 
and  seasonal  workers  who  so  desper- 
ately need  this  assistance.  Further- 
more, since  States  are  given  broad  dis- 
cretion in  determining  eligibility  and 
benefits,  I  challenge  each  State  to 
devise  the  most  equitable  program 
possible. 

If  I  may  for  the  Record.  I  would  like 
to  ask  my  colleague.  Chairman 
Waxman.  the  following  questions: 

First.  How  will  the  agricultural 
workers  who  are  not  covered  under 
this  program  obtain  critical  health 
care  services  under  this  bill? 

Second.  If  moneys  are  available  to 
the  States,  how  will  Stale  govern- 
ments determine  who  qualifies  for 
such  services? 

Third.  How  will  matching  funds  put 
up  by  the  States  be  used? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  there  is  in  the  bill  a  require- 
ment that  5  percent  of  the  Federal 
funds  be  used  by  the  Slates  for  people 
who  are  not  connected  to  the  unem- 
ployment compensation  system  and 
have  special  medical  or  financial 
needs. 

In  addition,  Ihe  State  may  use  all  of 
its  matching  funds  for  this  population. 
So  the  Stales  have  the  latitude  to 
use  100  percent  of  their  own  funds  and 
5  percent  of  the  Federal  funds  to  help 
the  population  you  are  concerned 
about. 

Mr.  ORTIZ.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  legislation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  committee  that  the  lime  re- 
maining for  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Waxman)  is  10 'a  minutes, 
and  the  lime  remaining  for  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broy- 
HiLL)  is  15  minutes. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2V2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Valentine). 

D  1250 
Mr.  VALENTINE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  listened  to  a  lot  of  words  about 
jobs,  the  poor,  the  disabled,  the  de- 
prived: about  economic  ills,  health, 
education  national  defense,  foreign 
policy,  international  intrigue  and  re- 
bellion and  on  and  on.  But  nobody 
talks  any  more  about  the  noose  which 
continues  to  tighten  around  the  neck 
of  the  American  people,  rich  and  poor, 
healthy  and  lame,  old  and  young,  and 
that  is  the  national  debt  which  is 
beyond  huge,  which  is  horrible  and 
horrendous  and  which  can  and  might 
literally  change  the  face  of  America. 
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Unless  we  somehow  get  a  grip  on  our 
insatiable  desire  to  spend  money  that 
we  do  not  have,  we  will  eventually  de- 
stroy the  vitality  of  the  Nation  and  its 
financial  institutions.  How  dare  we 
continue  to  give  ourselves  good  things 
and  send  the  bill  to  our  children  and 
to  their  children  and  their  children. 

Do  not  we  have  some  obligation 
when  we  sit  in  this  body  and  embark 
on  a  brand  new  program  costing  bil- 
lions of  dollars  to  raise  the  money  in 
some  way  other  than  continuing  to 
borrow?  From  what  source  do  we 
derive  the  right  to  spend  and  spend 
money  which  we  do  not  have?  What 
great  omnipotent  being  or  influence 
has  endowed  this  body  of  men  and 
women  with  the  authority  to  continue 
to  try  to  shovel  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasure  money  which  is  not  there. 
Yet.  here  today,  we  pile  more  on.  We 
try  to  start  a  new  program  without  the 
slightest  whisper  or  hint  as  to  where 
the  money  will  come  from  except  from 
our  children  and  their  children  and 
their  children. 

Yesterday,  we  renewed  revenue  shar- 
ing—a worthy  undertaking— but  so 
many  Members  were  not  content  to 
stop  at  that.  Indeed,  we  increased  the 
amount  of  money  in  revenue  sharing 
by  billions  of  dollars.  I  believe  that  my 
district  is  fairly  typical  and  I  tell  you 
that  I  never  had  the  first  county  offi- 
cial or  local  official  ask  me  to  do  any- 
thing other  than  restore  revenue  shar- 
ing at  the  existing  level.  Yet.  a  majori- 
ty of  this  body  voted  not  only  to  re- 
store this  funding  but  to  substantially 
increase  it— without  a  hint  or  sugges- 
tion as  to  where  the  extra  money  will 
come  from. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Valentine)  has  expired. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Valentine). 

Mr.  VALENTINE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  as  if  we  say  to  the  people  of  this 
country,  "You  asked  us  for  a  loaf,  but 
won't  you  please  take  a  loaf  and  a 
half?" 

There  was  no  pressure  from  my 
State— indeed,  not  even  a  request  that 
the  Congress  extend  revenue  sharing 
to  the  States,  yet  a  substantial  portion 
of  our  membership  sought  to  extend 
this  bounty  to  the  50  States  at  a  cost 
of  additional  billions  which  we  do  not 
have. 

I  realize  full  well  that  we  have  to  tol- 
erate today  a  budget  deficit  which  just 
a  few  years  ago  was  unthinkable,  but 
indeed  we  owe  it  to  the  country  to  at 
least  show  some  remorse  and  begin  to 
try  to  effectively  reduce  the  deficit. 
The  people  in  this  country  are  waiting 
and  watching  and  hoping  for  a  respon- 
sible approach  to  this  problem  and  I 
must  say  that  as  of  this  date,  there  is 
little  here  to  cause  them  much  encour- 
agement. 


Motivated  by  the  best  instincts  of 
the  human  race,  most  of  us  want  to  do 
good  and  great  and  happy  and  healthy 
things  for  our  constituents.  We  want 
to  make  life  easier  and  happier.  I  un- 
derstand this.  I  believe  in  this  and  I 
applaud  it.  But.  enough  is  enough. 
America,  with  all  of  its  greatness, 
cannot  do  everything  for  everybody. 
America  is  waiting  to  see  when  we  will 
return  to  our  senses — the  cupboard  is 
bare. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
(Mr.  Rahall). 

Mr.  RAHALL.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  oi  the  subcommit- 
tee for  yielding,  and  I  commend  him 
for  bringing  this  legislation  to  the 
floor  today.  I  think  it  faces  the  eco- 
nomic realities  head  on  of  those  indi- 
viduals who  are  unemployed  across 
our  Nation. 

I  rise  today  in  strong  support  of  H.R. 
3021  providing  health  care  benefits  to 
those  who  are  unemployed.  The 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act 
would  greatly  benefit  my  State  of 
West  Virginia,  in  particular.  Unem- 
ployment in  West  Virginia  for  the  first 
6  months  of  this  year  has  fluctuated 
at  or  above  20  percent  statewide,  the 
highest  rate  of  unemployment  in  the 
Nation,  and  higher  in  some  of  the  coal 
mining  areas  of  my  district.  McDowell 
County  especially,  where  it  is  closer  to 
30  percent.  Many  of  these  unemployed 
workers  have  been  unable  to  receive 
proper  health  care  due  to  the  rising 
costs  of  health  care  and  the  cutting  of 
many  public  health  programs  from 
the  budget. 

However,  we  must  look  past  cold, 
hard  numbers  and  think  in  terms  of 
human  suffering,  human  sacrifice.  It 
is  hard  to  alleviate  the  suffering  but 
we  can  do  something  to  eliminate  one 
sacrifice— health  care.  Unemployed 
workers  should  be  protected  under 
some  form  of  health  care  program  and 
I  feel  that  the  Health  Care  for  the  Un- 
employed Act  is  an  important  first 
step  in  providing  health  care  coverage 
for  these  unfortunate  people.  The 
health  of  any  citizen  should  not  go  un- 
protected just  because  he  is  out  of 
work. 

A  few  short  weeks  ago,  the  President 
indicated  that  the  American  economy 
was  beginning  to  sparkle.  The  same 
night,  on  the  floor  of  this  Chamber,  a 
special  order  was  held  on  unemploy- 
ment in  the  districts  of  a  number  of 
my  colleagues.  As  we  heard  of  the 
plight  of  those  unemployed  around 
our  Nation,  one  of  the  most  commonly 
expressed  feelings  was  a  feeling  of 
abandonment,  a  feeling  of  being  left 
out  in  the  cold,  a  feeling  that  there 
was  a  lack  of  compassion  in  Washing- 
ton for  the  plight  of  the  unemployed. 
I  call  upon  my  colleagues  right  now  to 
show  some  compassion  for  our  unem- 
ployed workers  and  take  a  first  step  to 


insure  that  at  least  they  can  receive 
decent  health  care  by  passing  the 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Nielson). 

Mr.  NIELSON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  I  was  an  original  cosponsor  of 
the  bill  because  I  believe  we  have  to  do 
something  for  the  unemployed  who, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  do  not 
have  adequate  health  insurance.  They 
no  longer  have,  except  for  a  few 
months,  any  financial  help  from  their 
erstwhile  employers,  and  they  also  are 
no  longer  eligible  for  a  group  health 
plan.  In  many  instances  they  must  pay 
triple  the  amount  for  health  insurance 
with  only  a  fraction  of  their  former 
income.  It  is  a  national  problem. 

However,  the  bill  came  out  of  the 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  in  a 
way  that  I  could  not  support  and  I 
withdrew  my  name  as  a  sponsor.  For 
one  thing,  it  is  more  than  double  the 
amount  considered  by  the  Senate  and 
over  twice  the  amount  that  the  Presi- 
dent would  accept.  The  rule  we  just 
adopted  does  not  allow  the  possibility 
of  a  block  grant  approach  in  spite  of 
the  request  of  the  National  Governors 
Association,  which  supported  that  ap- 
proach. The  rule  does  not  allow  con- 
sideration of  the  Tauke  amendment 
which  would  provide  a  block  grant  nor 
does  it  consider  alternative  means 
tests  proposed  by  Representative 
Gradison  the  funds  are  included  in 
the  budget  resolution,  the  amounts 
are  excessive,  I  also  do  not  like  the 
idea  of  an  entitlement  program  which 
bears  a  striking  resemblance  to  a  na- 
tional health  insurance  program. 

I  would  like  to  say,  however,  that  I 
think  there  are  other  ways  to  handle 
this,  in  addition  to  what  is  suggested 
here.  I  think  the  employer  should 
build  into  his  insurance  contract  some 
provision  for  carrying  that  insurance 
for  at  least  a  year  beyond  the  time  of 
unemployrr.ent;  in  other  words,  that 
should  be  part  of  the  amount  he  and 
the  employee  both  pay  to  keep  that 
insurance  going  for  a  longer  period.  I 
think,  also,  there  should  be  some  at- 
tempt to  require  the  carriers  of  insur- 
ance, such  as  Blue  Cross  and  others,  to 
allow  people  to  remain  part  of  the 
group  for  a  longer  period  of  time.  If 
you  had  those  two  things,  that  would 
ease  the  burden  quite  a  bit. 

The  problem  is.  however,  acute.  I 
hope  we  can  come  to  a  solution.  As  it 
stands.  I  feel  compelled  to  vote  against 
the  bill  because  it  is  fiscally  irresponsi- 
ble, in  view  of  our  situation. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  (Mr.  Richardson). 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3021, 
the  Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed 


Act.  This  bill  is  a  modest  attempt  to 
insure  that  those  who  have  been  left 
behind  by  the  harsh  recession  receive 
adequate  and  proper  health  care. 

Roughly  11  million  Americans 
remain  out  of  work,  and  over  one- 
fourth  of  these  workers  have  been  un- 
employed for  over  27  weeks.  In  my 
home  State  of  New  Mexico,  the  unem- 
ployment rate  continues  to  hover 
above  the  national  average,  while  His- 
panics  are  suffering  from  an  unem- 
ployment rate  in  excess  of  14  percent. 
I  think  we  must  heed  this  advice  of 
President  Reagan's  own  economic  ad- 
visers wh(3  warn  that  if  we  continue 
the  present  course  of  recordbreaking 
Federal  deficits  and  high  interest 
rates,  the  recovery  we  are  beginning  to 
experience  will  slow  dramatically  in 
the  next  6  months.  Even  the  Presi- 
dents rosiest  economic  forecasts  pre- 
dict that  unemployment  will  remain 
above  9  percent  throughout  the  rest  of 
this  year  and  most  of  1984. 

Most  Americans  obtain  their  health 
insurance  through  their  jobs.  So  many 
of  the  unemployed  have  not  only  lost 
their  employment,  but  they  have  also 
lost  health  protection  for  themselves, 
their  spouse,  and  their  children.  Most 
of  the  unemployed  do  not  qualify  for 
medicaid  due  to  the  stringent  require- 
ments for  that  program.  According  to 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  10.2 
million  jobless  workers  and  their  de- 
pendents lacked  any  form  of  health  in- 
surance in  February  1983. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  many  respects,  the 
quality  of  health  care  in  this  country 
has  recently  declined  as  a  direct  result 
of  high  unemployment  coupled  with 
rising  health  care  costs.  In  some  areas 
of  the  country,  the  infant  mortality 
rate  has  actually  gone  up.  The 
wealthiest,  most  compassionate  nation 
on  Earth  cannot  allow  this  to  contin- 
ue. We  must  act  now  to  provide  some 
health  care  assistance  to  those  who 
have  been  especially  hard  hit  by  the 
recession.  H.R.  3021  will  provide  this 
much  needed  assistance. 

Eligibility  for  health  care  services 
under  H.R.  3021  will  be  limited  to 
those  collecting  unemployment  com- 
pensation or  those  who  have  exhaust- 
ed unemployment  compensation 
within  the  past  2  years.  Priority  for 
services  under  this  program  will  be 
given  to  those  who  have  been  unem- 
ployed the  longest.  The  bill  will  also 
require  a  3-month  extension  of  em- 
ployer paid  health  insurance  for  laid- 
off  workers  and  would  require  employ- 
ers to  open  enrollment  in  health  plans 
for  unemployed  spouses  and  families 
of  their  current  employees. 

This  bill  is  a  compromise  between 
the  version  reported  by  the  House 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  and 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  The 
original  energy  and  commerce  bill 
would  have  mandated  that  all  those 
unemployed  who  qualified  for  the  pro- 
gram would  have  received  health  care 


assistance.  The  compromise  version 
creates  a  program  of  block  grants  to 
the  States.  State  participation  in  the 
program  would  be  voluntary  and  State 
matching  grants  would  vary  from 
nothing  to  20  percent  of  the  program 
costs  depending  on  the  State  unem- 
ployment rate.  My  only  concern  about 
the  compromise  version  is  that  States 
may  not  be  able  to  accommodate  all  of 
those  who  qualify  for  assistance. 

Nevertheless,  H.R.  3021  is  better 
than  nothing.  It  is  certainly  better 
than  those  proposals  supported  by  the 
administration  which  would  finance 
the  program  by  cutting  medicare.  I 
find  this  funding  method  unconscion- 
able. The  aim  of  H.R.  3021  is  to  pro- 
vide health  protection  to  unemployed 
Americans,  not  to  take  from  one  disad- 
vantaged group  in  order  to  give  to  an- 
other. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  health  is  our 
most  precious  resource.  Congress  en- 
acted medicare  and  medicaid  to  insure 
that  our  Nation's  elderly  and  poor  re- 
ceived proper  health  care.  But  many 
of  the  unemployed  and  their  families 
have  fallen  through  the  gap  these  pro- 
grams were  meant  to  close.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  for  H.R.  3021  so  the 
unemployed  will  be  assured  that  al- 
though they  have  lost  their  jobs  their 
health  will  be  protected. 

D  1300 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
reserve  the  balance  of  our  time. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
reserve  the  balance  of  our  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Chair  will  now  recognize  the 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois (Mr.  Rostenkowski)  for  30  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks 
I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana, and  he  will  control  the  time. 

I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  3021  represents 
an  effort,  using  the  limited  funds 
available,  to  offer  some  measure  of  as- 
sistance to  the  many  Americans  who, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  find 
themselves  without  health  insurance 
due  to  loss  of  work. 

The  bill  reflects  the  view  that  the 
Nation  has  a  responsibility  to  attempt 
at  least  some  modest  effort  to  mini- 
mize the  hardships  that  workers  and 
their  families  are  experiencing  be- 
cause of  the  troubles  of  the  economy. 
The  economy  is  improving  now.  and 
that  is  a  very  welcome  development. 
But  high  rates  of  unemployment  are, 
unfortunately,  expected  to  continue 
for  some  time.  Even  though  overall 
employment  rates  are  beginning  to 
fall,  many  people  will  remain  out  of 
work,  and  many  of  these  will  be  the 

long-term    unemployed    with    special 


need  for  the  assistance  provided  under 
this  bill. 

Loss  of  health  insurance  goes  along 
with  loss  of  a  job.  Sometimes  this 
occurs  after  a  delay,  but  it  always 
eventually  takes  place  if  unemploy- 
ment lasts  long  enough.  The  bill 
speaks  to  this  problem  in  three  ways. 

First,  the  bill  establishes  a  block 
grant  program  to  the  States  to  enable 
them  to  establish  public  programs  of 
health  benefits  for  the  unemployed. 

Funding  is  limited  to  the  amounts 
contained  in  the  fiscal  year  1984 
budget  resolution,  $350  million  in 
fiscal  year  1983:  $2  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1984;  and  $1.65  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1985. 

The  block  grant  program  is  tempo- 
rary, and  is  repealed  effective  with  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1985. 

Second,  private  employers  of  25  or 
more  employees  would  be  required  to 
meet  certain  requirements  with  re- 
spect to  their  health  insurance  poli- 
cies. These  include: 

An  open  enrollment  period  so  that 
an  unemployed  spouse  and  children 
could  enroll  in  the  health  plan  of  the 
employed  spouse: 

A  90  day  continuation  coverage  for 
those  who  are  involuntarily  laid  off: 
and 

A  right  of  coversion  to  an  individual 
policy,  at  the  employee's  expense, 
without  requiring  evidence  regarding 
any  existing  health  condition. 

These  requirements  would  be  en- 
forced throught  Tax  Code  provisions 
that  would  sunset  at  the  end  of  1986. 
In  addition,  a  person  would  have  a  pri- 
vate right  of  action  against  any  em- 
ployer health  plan  which  failed  to 
comply. 

The  public  programs  established 
under  the  block  grant  and  the  require- 
ments on  private  employer  health 
plans  would  work  together  to  ease  the 
problem  of  loss  of  health  insurance 
due  to  loss  of  employment. 

Third,  the  bill  authorizes  a  discre- 
tionary grant  program  for  assistance 
for  public  and  other  hospitals  which 
are  providers  of  last  resort  for  unin- 
sured and  unemployed  individuals. 

The  funds  authorized  are  $96  million 
in  fiscal  year  1984:  $77  million  in  fiscal 
year  1985  and  $60  million  in  fiscal  year 
1986.  These  authorizations  are  within 
the  amounts  assumed  in  the  budget 
resolution. 

These  funds  would  go  to  assist  hospi- 
tals in  areas  hard  hit  by  unemploy- 
ment—hospitals that  are  attempting 
to  serve  large  numbers  of  unemployed 
persons  unable  to  meet  their  own  hos- 
pital bills. 

In  addition  to  these  three  major  fea- 
tures, the  bill  contains  miscellaneous 
and  technical  amendment  relating  to 
maternal  and  child  health,  profession- 
al review  organizations,  and  hospices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  is  designed  to 
make  the  best  possible  use  of  limited 


22616 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  J.  198 J 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22617 


funds.  In  the  block  grant  part  of  the 
legislation.  States  would  have  wide  dis- 
cretion in  designing  their  programs 
both  in  terms  of  eligibility  and  benefit 
design.  But  States  would  be  required 
to  give  priority  to  those  who  have 
been  out  of  work  the  longest,  and  who 
are  thus  most  likely  to  have  the  great- 
est need  of  assistance.  Special  provi- 
sions would  be  made  for  pregnant 
women  and  children  under  age  5.  for 
whom  health  care  services  are  espe- 
cially important  and  cost-effective. 

The  employer  group  health  plans 
would  assist  in  meeting  the  problem 
through  modest  changes  in  plans  al- 
ready being  offered  to  employees  and 
their  families.  Throughout  the  bill. 
the  principle  is  adhered  to  that  no 
public  funds  should  be  expended  for 
health  benefits  for  people  who  already 
have,  or  could  elect  to  have,  health 
benefits  under  a  plan  to  which  an  em- 
ployer contributes.  In  addition,  in 
every  case,  benefits  under  a  public 
plan  would  be  secondary  to  any  pri- 
vately financed  health  benefits  or  to 
assistance  to  which  the  individual  is 
entitled  under  medicaid. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
important  and  necessary  legislation, 
even  though  it  is  modest  in  scope  and 
expense.  It  is  carefully  designed  to 
give  flexibility  to  the  States  while 
giving  priority  to  people  most  likely  to 
be  in  need  of  assistance.  It  is  based  on 
the  proposition  that  both  the  public 
and  private  sectors  should  share  in 
meeting  the  need  for  health  benefit 
protection  during  unemployment. 

I  urge  approval  of  the  legislation. 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Rostenkowski )  has 
consumed  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Conable). 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  find  interesting  the 
comparative  lack  of  interest  in  this 
legislation,  the  sense  of  routineness.  as 
we  create  what  is  in  effect  a  new  enti- 
tlement program,  subject  to  a  cap,  a 
whole  new  title  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  a  provision  which  establishes  a 
new  class  of  public  beneficiaries. 

We  have  had  before  a  number  of 
medical  programs  of  one  sort  or  an- 
other, and  this  is  a  new  medical  pro- 
gram for  those  who  do  not  need  it  but 
who  have  had  health  insurance  previ- 
ously. It  is  these  people  who  are 
deemed  to  be  necessary  wards  of  the 
Government  at  whatever  cost.  It  is  not 
a  modest  program.  Nobody  can  assume 
that  it  will  not  cost  a  good  deal  more 
in  the  future,  nobody  can  assume  that 
it  will  not  be  permanent,  nobody  can 
assume  that  a  major  bureaucracy  will 
not  be  needed  to  administer  it,  and  yet 
we  find  it  approached  as  something  of 
a  ho-hum  matter  here  today,  in  a  body 
where   most   everyone   has   made   up 


their  minds  whether  they  are  going  to 
vote  for  or  against  it,  depending  on 
their  perception  of  the  politics  of  the 
issue. 

It  sounds  like  an  echo  from  the 
Great  Society.  I  recall  when  I  first 
came  here  some  19  years  ago,  we  were 
here  until  midnight  almost  every 
night  identifying  national  problems, 
throwing  money  at  them  irrespective 
of  the  consequences,  hoping  that  we 
could  then  claim  that  we  had  solved 
the  issue,  had  met  a  need:  and.  of 
course,  that  unleashed  the  avalanche 
which  has  been  coming  down  our 
fiscal  hillsides  ever  since. 

We  at  that  time  made  inevitable  the 
$200  billion  deficit  that  we  have  today, 
despite  the  fact  that  our  Federal  reve- 
nues have  increased  by  sixfold  since 
that  time.  This  is  a  very  similar  oper- 
ation that  we  are  doing  today.  It  is 
business?^  usual  at  a  time  when  we 
are  facmg  a  $200  billion  deficit,  and 
when  we  should  be  imbued  with  some 
sense  of  crisis  and  responsibility  for 
the  economic  distortions  that  deficit  is 
inevitably  going  to  create. 

This  program  does  not  even  provide 
a  mode  of  financing.  It  just  means  ad- 
ditional borrowing.  It  will  be  beneficial 
to  a  certain  class  of  worker,  those  who 
have  worked  at  high  incomes  in  the 
past,  but  because  they  belong  to 
smokestack  industries,  industries 
which  are  in  transition,  they  have 
been  laid  off  for  substantial  periods  of 
time.  However,  this  group  is  a  relative- 
ly affluent  group  because  they  have 
been  making  fairly  good  incomes  prior 
to  their  having  been  laid  off  and. 
therefore,  they  cannot  pass  a  means 
test. 

We  tried  in  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  three  limes  to  establish 
some  form  of  a  means  test,  but  that,  of 
course,  was  voted  down  on  pretty 
much  a  straight  party-line  vote. 

If  we  had  a  means  test,  that  is,  if  we 
were  to  limit  this  proposal  only  to 
those  who  needed  it,  then  obviously 
medicaid  would  be  ample  for  their 
needs  because  medicaid  is  for  the 
needy;  but  of  course  then  this  particu- 
lar class  of  worker  would  not  be  able 
to  claim  the  public  benefits  that  are 
sought  by  this  program  because  this 
particular  type  of  worker  cannot  meet 
the  needs  tests  imposed  on  the  medi- 
cally indigent  by  medicaid. 

D  1310 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sympathetic 
with  the  plight  of  those  unemployed 
workers  who  cannot  afford  private 
health  insurance.  I  think  we  all  might 
support  a  limited  program  to  address 
this  problem  if  it  included  a  means 
test,  a  method  of  financing.  This  is  not 
the  case  in  the  program  that  Is  before 
us. 

As  I  said.  H.R.  3021  would  create  an 
entire  new  title  to  the  Social  Security 
Act— title  XXI.  It  is  modeled  on  title 
XX.  the  social  services  title,  in  that  it 


provides  a  cap  on  what  otherwise  is  an 
entitlement.  This  addition  would  be  in 
three  parts:  A  block  grant  program  en 
titling  the  States  to  spend  up  to  $350 
million  this  fiscal  year.  $1.87  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1984.  and  $1.54  billion  in 
fi.scal  year  1985  on  health  services  for 
unemployed  persons,  that  is.  people 
who  meet  the  criteria  of  having  been 
unemployed  for  a  certain  period  of 
time  even  though  they  are  not  able  to 
pass  a  means  test.  Requirements  on 
employers  with  group  health  plans  are 
also  provided  in  this  bill.  They  must 
provide  open  enrollment,  extended 
coverage,  and  conversion  rights. 

That  will  increase  the  cost  of  health 
insurance  contracts  for  those  who  cur- 
rently provide  health  insurance.  The 
probability  is  that  the  increased  co.st 
will  cause  some  of  them  to  cancel  their 
health  insurance  as  a  fringe  benefit. 
We  do  not  require  it  any  more  than  we 
required  private  pensions  when  we 
passed  ERISA,  and  we  all  know  the 
result  of  that  was  to  some  extent  to 
reduce  the  number  of  employers  that 
offered  private  pension  plans.  That 
may  very  well  be  the  case  with  respect 
to  health  insurance,  too,  where  we  are 
increasing  the  cost  of  the  health  insur- 
ance to  the  employer  and  not  requir- 
ing that  he  maintain  it.  If  he  gives 
health  insurance  to  his  employees,  he 
must  have  these  provisions  of  open  en- 
rollment, extended  coverage,  and  con- 
version rights. 

The  third  part  of  the  bill  provides  a 
3-year  $233  million  discretionary  grant 
program  to  hospitals  which  serve  the 
uninsured  and  the  unemployed.  In 
total,  it  is  a  $4  billion  program,  not  a 
modest  matter,  as  it  has  been  de- 
scribed. 

Who  knows  to  what  extent  it  will 
grow,  and  who  really  believes  that  it 
will  be  temporary? 

Some  of  my  colleagues  will  argue 
that  this  amount  is  consistent  with 
the  funding  levels  contained  in  the 
first  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year 
1984.  But  that  .same  budget  resolution 
calls  for  cuts  in  spending  and  increases 
in  revenues.  There  is  no  legislation 
before  the  House  on  these  matters, 
and  there  is  scant  chance  that  there 
will  be  such  legislation. 

Who  are  we  trying  to  kid?  We  all 
know  that  if  health  insurance  for  the 
unemployed  is  passed  without  a  self-fi- 
nancing mechanism,  the  net  result  will 
be  an  increase  in  the  deficit.  This 
means  that  the  Treasury  would  have 
to  go  out  into  the  already  crowded 
marketplace  and  borrow  more  money, 
with  the  inflationary  risk  which  that 
practice  always  runs. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  are  acting 
responsibly  in  considering  a  $4  billion 
program  without  including  a  way  to  fi- 
nance it.  If  there  is  anything  we 
should  have  learned  over  the  years,  it 
is  that  non-means-tested  entitlement 
programs  have  been  major  factors  in 


our  deteriorating  fiscal  condition. 
While  H.R.  3021  technically  is  not  an 
individual  entitlement  program,  it 
does  entitle  States  to  amounts  of 
money  which  generally  must  be  spent 
for  health  care  on  a  non-means-tested 
basis.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  prohibit 
a  means  test  for  the  States  in  order  to 
be  sure  that  this  will  not  be  confused 
in  any  way  with  medicaid,  the  pro- 
gram for  poor  people. 

Furthermore,  these  funds  automati- 
cally would  be  provided  to  the  States 
without  being  subject  to  the  appro- 
priations process. 

Does  anyone  really  believe  that  this 
program  will  be  allowed  to  sunset  in 
1985? 

Does  anyone  really  believe  that  this 
health  insurance  program  for  the  un- 
employed will  not  create  serious  in- 
equities in  the  use  of  public  fund.s? 

Does  anyone  really  believe  that, 
once  this  "measure  is  enacted,  there 
will  be  any  way  to  avoid  expanding  its 
coverage  in  order  to  correct  the  inequi- 
ties that  are  inherent  in  the  way  we 
are  passing  it  today? 

How  are  we  going  to  explain,  for  in- 
stance, to  workers  in  minimum  wage 
jobs,  with  no  employer-paid  health  in- 
surance, that  they  should  be  denied 
help  with  their  health  care  costs, 
while  at  the  same  time  certain  unem- 
ployed workers,  without  any  test  of 
income  or  resources,  should  be  provid- 
ed with  free  Government  health  care 
benefits? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  understand  that  there  are  about 
10  million  employed  workers  out  there 
with  no  employer-paid  health  care 
benefits.  After  we  pass  this  measure, 
there  may  be  quite  a  few  more.  Many 
of  those  workers  may  be  worse  off  fi- 
nancially than  those  who  would  be 
helped  under  the  proposal  before  us. 
Does  that  make  sense? 

Single  parent  families,  the  elderly, 
and  disabled  persons  of  all  ages  have 
to  meet  stringent  income  and  assets 
tests  to  receive  medicaid  services.  The 
aged  and  disabled  under  medicare 
have  to  pay  significant  amounts  in  de- 
ductibles and  copayments.  An  unin- 
sured elderly  person  has  to  pay  $132  a 
month  to  purchase  medicare  hospital 
coverage.  Disabled  persons  have  to 
wait  nearly  2' 2  years  from  the  onset  of 
disability  before  they  get  benefits 
under  medicare.  No  similar  tests  or  re- 
quirements would  be  imposed  upon 
the  beneficiaries  of  this  program. 

Except  for  very  nominal  payments 
from  recipients.  H.R.  3021  would  allow 
the  equivalent  of  first-dollar  coverage 
of  medicaid  services  to  the  unem- 
ployed, regardless  of  their  income  or 
assets. 

Advocates  of  this  proposition  claim 
it  will  not  continue  indefinitely,  and 
that  its  costs  will  not  soar.  I  recall,  all 
to  vividly,  that  similar  assurances  were 
given  about  other  programs  under 
other  titles  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 


Medicare,  or  title  XVIII,  was  projected 
to  be  containable,  as  far  as  the  actuar- 
ial eye  could  see,  back  in  the  1960s. 
That  program  is  now  projected  to  be 
bankrupt  before  the  end  of  this 
decade,  and  its  deficits  are  projected  at 
$300  to  $400  billion  by  1995.  The  dis- 
ability insurance  program,  to  cite  an- 
other example,  was  projected  in  its 
early  stages  to  cost  no  more  than  $3 
billion  or  $4  billion  per  year.  It  now 
runs  about  $20  billion  per  year. 

How  can  we  be  sure  that  this  new- 
proposition  will  not  follow  the  same 
pattern? 

As  it  now  stands,  H.R.  3021  consti- 
tutes a  major  State  entitlement  pro- 
gram with  no  financing  mechanism.  I 
do  not  insist  that  any  one  particular 
method  of  paying  for  the  program  is 
any  better  than  another,  but  I  do 
insist  that  some  method  is  necessary, 
and  no  method  of  financing  connotes 
irresponsibility,  totally  inappropriate 
to  our  current  irresponsible  fiscal  con- 
dition. 

H.R.  3021  is  a  monetary  shotgun, 
spraying  cash  pellets  at  those  who 
might  need  help  and  those  who  might 
not.  It  is  anything  but  targeted,  and  at 
a  time  when  deficits  loom  so  large,  I 
think  a  program  like  this  should  at 
the  very  least  be  self-financing  and  se- 
signed  to  help  those  who  have  the 
greatest  need. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  despair  of  my  col- 
leagues thinking  of  this  in  real  terms 
when  so  few  are  willing  to  even  listen 
to  the  arguments,  but  I  hope  we  will 
have  time  adequately  to  convey  the 
sense  of  irresponsibility  that  goes  with 
putting  a  program  of  this  sort  togeth- 
er, the  way  we  are  putting  this  togeth- 
er on  a  commitment  to  some  elements 
of  organized  labor  that  we  would  bring 
it  to  the  floor  before  we  go  on  recess, 
and  that  thereafter  we  will  judge  it  by 
so  political  a  criterion  as  the  basis  on 
which  this  proposal  seems  to  be 
judged. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Conable)  has 
consumed  13  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Jacobs). 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Coyne). 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3021,  the 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act. 
If  we  allow  to  continue  a  situation  in 
which  health  benefits  are  available 
only  to  the  employed,  what  we  are 
saying,  in  effect,  is  that  basic  health 
care  is  a  privilege  one  surrenders  upon 
becoming  unemployed. 

Access  to  minimal  health  care 
should  be  a  right,  not  a  privilege.  The 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act 
would  extend  that  right  to  millions  of 
Americans  who  have  lost  their  health 
benefits  due  to  joblessness. 


We  are  talking  of  millions  of  people. 
Of  the  7.4  million  unemployed  in  De- 
cember 1982  as  a  result  of  layoffs,  5.3 
million  had  lost  coverage  under  an  em- 
ployer-based benefits  plan.  If  depend- 
ents are  considered,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  estimates  job  loss 
caused  an  end  to  benefits  for  10.7  mil- 
lion persons. 

Those  people  who  lose  their  health 
benefits  because  of  unemployment, 
usually  after  a  month  or  2  without 
work,  are  forced  to  seek  coverage  on  a 
more  expensive,  nongroup  basis.  For 
individuals  who  are  in  the  high-risk 
category,  such  coverage  may  not  be 
available  at  all. 

Existing  Federal  programs  simply  do 
not  address  this  situation.  To  obtain 
medicare,  one  must  be  elderly  or  seri- 
ously disabled.  In  most  Slates,  eligibil- 
ity criteria  for  medicaid,  designed  to 
exclude  all  but  the  poorest  of  the  poor 
from  the  program,  tend  to  shutout 
many  of  these  who  are  unemployed. 
Medicaid  eligibility  is  often  tied  to  eli- 
gibility for  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children,  thereby  precluding 
unemployed  individuals  and  childless 
unemployed  couples.  Even  in  those 
States  which  allow  AFDC  and  medic- 
aid coverage  to  families  in  which  the 
principal  breadwinner  is  unemployed, 
restrictive  resource  and  income  re- 
quirements make  the  medicaid  pro- 
gram an  insufficient  vehicle  for  health 
benefits  for  the  unemployed. 

The  compromise  measure  now 
before  us  would  establish  a  block 
grant  for  States  to  finance  programs 
providing  health  care  for  the  jobless. 
The  amount  each  State  receives  will 
be  determined  by  a  judicious  formula 
based  on  these  criteria:  The  State's 
share  of  the  total  number  of  unem- 
ployed persons:  the  State's  share  of 
the  total  number  of  persons  receiving 
unemployment  benefits:  and  the  total 
number  of  persons  exhausting  their 
unemployment  benefits  during  the 
previous  year. 

The  bill  would  also  establish  new  re- 
quirements for  employer-provided 
health  plans,  with  the  intention  of 
making  more  insurance  available  to 
those  without  jobs. 

One  other  very  important  provision 
of  the  legislation  would  allow  grants 
to  those  hospitals  which  now  serve  as 
health  care  providers  of  last  resort.  In 
western  Pennsylvania,  many  such  in- 
stitutions are  severely  overtaxed  and 
are.  in  some  instances,  reaching  the 
limit  of  their  ability  to  pay  for  the 
health  care  of  those  who  cannot 
afford  it. 

In  fiscal  year  1982.  the  Hospital 
Council  of  Western  Pennsylvania's  98- 
member  hospital  and  health  care  fa- 
cilities provided  $46  million  in  uncom- 
pensated care.  The  hospitals  expect 
this  amount  to  rise  to  $50  million  in 
this  fiscal  year. 
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Hospital  Council  President  Jack  C. 
Robinette  recalled  recently  the  type  of 
cases  which  have  become  common- 
place. He  said: 

Typical  of  the  calls  we  have  received  is  the 
case  of  a  young  male  laid  off  from  this  job 
with  a  coal  mining  company.  His  health 
care  insurance  expired  on  April  1.  He  is  the 
father  of  three  and  his  wife  recently  deliv- 
ered a  baby.  Should  one  of  them  become  ill. 
the  family  has  no  coverage  at  this  time. 

Or  consider  the  case  of  the  woman  who 
was  laid  off  from  her  job  and  collecting  un- 
employment compensation  when  she  fell 
and  required  hospitalization.  Because  of  her 
assets,  she  is  not  eligible  for  medical  assist- 
ance. She  has  no  health  benefits.  Therefore, 
her  medical  bills  of  $1,998  will  become  a  bad 
debt  to  the  hosptial. 

The  health  care  block  grant  of  funds 
to  States  will.  I  hope,  work  in  tandem 
with  programs  already  initiated  by 
hospitals  and  private  health  insurers 
which  seek  to  resolve  the  problem. 
One  program  which  could  serve  as  a 
model  for  the  Nation  was  undertaken 
by  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield  of  western 
Pennsylvania,  in  cooperation  with  hos- 
pitals throughout  the  western  part  of 
the  State. 

This  innovative  plan,  which  went 
into  effect  May  1,  has  the  effect  of  re- 
ducing the  cost  of  coverage  to  unem- 
ployed workers  by  50  percent.  It  grew 
from  meetings  which  began  last  fall 
between  representatives  of  the  steel 
industry,  both  management  and  labor, 
and  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield.  The 
group  considered  more  than  two  dozen 
plans  to  lower  the  cost  of  insurance  to 
the  unemployed  before  it  came  up 
with  one  which  appears  fair  to  all  con- 
cerned. 

Here  is  how  the  plan  works  using 
Blue  Cross.  Depending  on  his  or  her 
means,  an  unemployed  subscriber  can 
select  a  plan  for  either  15  or  31  days  of 
coverage.  To  lower  the  cost,  the  insur- 
ance company  has  filed  for  rates  to 
cover  only  expected  benefit  payments, 
removing  from  the  rate  determination 
all  administrative  and  similar  costs 
usually  applied  to  compute  a  break- 
even rate.  To  lower  costs  still  further, 
participating  hospitals  waive  inpatient 
and  outpatient  deductibles,  a  waiver  of 
$300  for  inpatient  care,  and  $25  for 
outpatient  care. 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  insert 
in  the  Record  the  costs  of  health  in- 
surance, before  and  after  May  1  agree- 
ment. 
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For  hard-pressed  families,  even  the 
subsidized  31-day  rate  of  $72.90  may 


prove  to  be  expensive.  Enactment  of 
H.R.  3021,  which  gives  States  the  dis- 
cretion to  aid  such  individuals,  will  go 
a  long  way  toward  dealing  with  the 
problem  we  have  begun  to  tackle  in 
western  Pennsylvania.  A  public/pri- 
vate approach  to  this  serious  problem 
may  be  the  answer. 

I  urge  a  yes  vote  on  H.R.  3021.  the 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  legislation  before 
us  is  not  perfect,  but  it  is  long  overdue. 
We  have  had  double  digit  unemploy- 
ment in  this  country  ever  since  this 
administration  got  a  good  start  on  the 
economy. 

I  hear  it  said  that  the  attitude 
toward  this  legislation  is  just  "ho  and 
hum."  This  legislation  is  health  for 
the  unemployed. 

What  has  been  the  attitude  of  this 
administration  toward  the  unem- 
ployed? Has  it  been  "ho  and  hum,"  or 
has  it  been  "South  succotash"? 

It  is  high  time  that  we  do  something. 
Now,  what  ought  we  to  do  about  the 
unemployed  and  their  health  needs? 
Do  we  just  put  them  on  hold  and  ask 
them  to  hold  their  breath  until  that 
golden  day  when  the  Laffer  curve 
comes  around  the  mountain,  when  it 
comes?  Or  do  we  take  some  responsi- 
bility as  a  government  that  threw 
these  people  out  of  work,  through  ab- 
solutely no  fault  of  their  own  in  most 
cases? 

Some  would  like  to  have  an  unfet- 
tered entitlement  program.  That  was 
judged  to  be  imprudent  at  this  time 
for  obvious  reasons.  Others  would  like 
to  have  an  unfettered  block  grant  pro- 
gram. Our  committee  has  chosen  the 
middle  course,  that  is  to  say.  a  block 
grant  without  a  blank  check. 

As  for  self-financing  for  the  pro- 
gram, I  ask  my  dear  friends,  when  is 
the  last  time  we  saw  a  military  appro- 
priations bill  come  before  this  Con- 
gress and  heard  anybody  suggest  that 
it  should  be  self-financed  other  than 
the  implication,  I  suppose,  that  you 
would  go  out  and  hold  somebody  up 
with  the  weapons? 
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When  is  the  last  time  a  program  for 
public  works,  pork  barrel,  came  before 
this  House  and  somebody  said  that 
none  of  these  funds  can  be  spent  until 
the  taxes  are  raised  to  pay  them? 

I  happen  to  believe  in  a  balanced 
budget.  I  never  voted  for  the  Kemp- 
Roth  program.  I  voted  to  cut  an  awful 
lot  of  spending  and  I  advocated  a  con- 
stitutional amendment,  not  just  lately, 
but  1  have  for  years  for  a  balanced 
budget;  so  if  we  are  going  to  self-fi- 
nance this,  let  us  start  self-financing 
everything  and  let  us  start  self-financ- 
ing things  that  are  a  little  lower  on 
the  totem  pole  than  whether  some- 
body's wife  or  kid  is  going  to  lie  there 
without   adequate   medical    insurance 


just  because  the  Laffer  curve  had  not 
come  in  yet. 

Mr.  ALBOSTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACOBS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan. 

Mr.  ALBOSTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  to  speak  in  support  of  the  legis- 
lation before  us.  H.R.  3021,  "Health 
Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act. 

By  assuring  that  health  care  be  pro- 
vided to  all  Americans,  H.R.  3021  rep- 
resents a  compromise  solution  to  the 
problem  faced  by  many  persons  who 
have  lost  their  health  insurance  along 
with  their  jobs.  For  those  families, 
being  unemployed  is  doubling  devas- 
tating. 

I  know  from  talking  with  my  con- 
stituents in  the  north  central  region  of 
Michigan  that  it  is  difficult,  if  not  im- 
possible, for  those  who  are  unem- 
ployed to  obtain  any  kind  of  health 
care  for  their  families.  Once  a  worker 
is  unemployed  for  more  than  a  few- 
months,  health  coverage  virtually  dis- 
appears. Nongroup  health  coverage  at 
affordable  rates  is  not  available.  More 
disturbing  is  the  fact  that  for  the  ma- 
jority of  persons  who  lose  employer- 
paid  insurance,  they  are  not  eligible  to 
receive  assistance  under  any  existing 
safety  net  program  such  as  medicaid, 
without  drastically  depleting  assets. 

If  H.R.  3021  is  not  approved  and  the 
unemployed  person  s  health  is  allowed 
to  deteriorate,  surely  you  realize  that 
we  will  all  assume  part  of  the  expen- 
sive care  that  would  be  required. 
Clearly,  this  bill  attempts  to  avoid  this 
problem.  I  believe  that  in  the  final 
analysis,  not  only  will  this  action  be 
viewed  as  compassionate,  but  as  cost- 
effective  as  well. 

While  i  have  the  opportunity,  I 
want  to  commend  the  chairman  and 
the  committee  members  on  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  and  Energy  and 
Commerce  Committees,  for  reporting 
out  this  legislation  and  avoiding  the 
proposal  to  tax  a  portion  of  the  em- 
ployer-paid health  insurance  benefits. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  introduced  a 
House  Resolution  186,  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
that  employee  health  benefit  plans 
should  remain  tax  exempt.  If  this  tax 
proposal  was  allowed  to  be  attached  to 
this  legislation,  it  would  have  been  the 
millions  of  American  workers  who 
would  have  been  the  real  losers.  Not 
only  would  our  constituents  pay  more 
in  taxes  on  health  benefits,  but  in  all 
practicality,  would  be  losing  essential 
health  care  services. 

My  bill,  which  has  been  cosponsored 
by  53  of  my  colleagues  in  the  House,  is 
supported  by  a  joint  coalition  of  over 
200  major  business,  labor,  and  health 
organizations.  I  oppose  the  taxation  of 
health  insurance  benefits  for  the  fol- 
lowing reasons: 

Taxing  will  not  slow  rising  health 
care  costs: 


It  may  reduce  needed  preventive 
care  services  by  causing  employers  to 
eliminate  dental  and  vision  care  serv- 
ices: 

It  penalizes  older  workers  and  work- 
ers in  high  risk  jobs  by  placing  a 
higher  tax  on  these  workers  who  are 
already  paying  high  health  insurance 
premiums: 

It  will  not  raise  the  promised  reve- 
nues because  employers  will  likely  re- 
shuffle benefit  packages  so  that 
health  insurance  contributions  will 
fall  below  the  tax. 

Again.  I  thank  the  members  of  the 
committee  who  rejected  this  tax  pro- 
posal during  consideration  of  the  bill. 
It  is  my  hope  that  when  this  bill  is 
considered  by  the  Senate  and/or  con- 
ferees, that  this  tax  will  not  be  includ- 
ed. 

With  over  11  million  people  unem- 
ployed in  this  country,  and  15.2  per- 
cent unemployment  in  my  district 
alone,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  address 
the  problem  of  health  care  for  the  un- 
employed and  vote  in  favor  of  H.R. 
3021. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  consideration 
in  the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  of  this  legislation,  H.R.  3021, 
an  amendment  was  offered  to  tax  a 
portion  of  health  insurance  benefits  as 
proposed  by  the  administration.  I  un- 
derstand that  this  amendment  was  re- 
jected by  voice  vote. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  introduced  House 
Resolution  186,  which  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  House  that  these  benefits 
should  remain  tax  exempt.  Fifty-three 
of  my  colleagues  and  a  joint  coalition 
of  over  20  major  business,  labor,  and 
health  organizations  support  this  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  the  intent  of  the 
committee  to  continue  to  prohibit  the 
taxation  of  employer-paid  health  in- 
surance benefits? 

Mr.  JACOBS.  It  is  the  intent  of  the 
committee  to  take  up  the  gentleman's 
resolution  at  the  appropriate  time. 

Mr.  ALBOSTA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  would 
like  to  provide  the  following  additional 
information. 

The  bill  establishes  a  block  grant  to 
States  to  provide  health  insurance  for 
the  unemployed.  Funding  is  limited  to 
the  amounts  contained  in  the  fiscal 
year  1984  budget  resolution— $350  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1983:  $2.0  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1984:  and  $1.65  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1985. 

States  would  determine  eligibility 
within  a  broad  category  of  those  who 
are  currently  receiving  unemployment 
compensation  and  those  who  have  re- 
ceived unemployment  compensation 
within  the  last  2  years— with  priority 
given  to  those  who  have  been  unem- 
ployed the  longest. 

Five  percent  of  the  Federal  funds 
would  be  set  aside  for  the  State  to  pro- 


vide health  care  to  persons  who  may 
not  have  been  eligible  for  unemploy- 
ment compensation  but  who  have  a 
special  financial  or  medical  need. 

States  would  have  broad  authority 
to  design  benefit  packages  that  meet 
the  needs  of  the  State's  unemployed 
but  there  would  have  to  be  at  least 
some  inpatient  hospital  and  some  phy- 
sician coverage.  Special  provisions 
would  be  made  for  pregnant  women 
and  children  under  5. 

States  could  impose,  at  their  discre- 
tion, a  modest  premium  based  upon  a 
percentage  of  an  individual's  unem- 
ployment check.  States  would  be  re- 
quired to  impose  the  copayments  on 
benefits  similar  to  those  under  medic- 
aid. 

Federal  funds  would  be  allocated  to 
States  based  on  a  three-part  formula: 
One-third  on  the  total  number  of  un- 
employed persons:  one-third  on  the 
number  of  persons  receiving  unem- 
ployment compensation:  and  one-third 
on  the  number  of  persons  who  have 
exhausted  unemployment  compensa- 
tion. 

States  wishing  to  participate  would 
be  required  to  provide  a  State  match 
between  20  percent  and  zero.  States 
with  unemployment  rates  of  6  percent 
or  less  would  provide  20  percent— with 
the  State  match  decreasing  to  5  per- 
cent where  a  State  had  an  unemploy- 
ment rate  of  10  percent  or  more.  For 
those  States  in  which  the  unemploy- 
ment rate  is  10  percent  or  more  and 
the  rate  is  also  133  percent  above  the 
national  average,  there  would  be  no 
State  matching  requirement. 

Second  portion  of  the  program,  in- 
tended to  supplement  the  public  pro- 
gram, would  require  private  employers 
with  25  or  more  employees  to  meet 
certain  requirements  with  respect  to 
their  health  insurance  policies.  These 
would  include  an  open  enrollment 
period  so  that  an  unemployed  spouse 
could  enroll  in  the  plan  of  the  em- 
ployed spouse:  90-day  continuation 
coverage  for  those  who  are  involuntar- 
ily laid  off:  and  a  right  of  conversion 
to  an  individual  policy,  at  the  employ- 
ee's expense,  without  requiring  evi- 
dence regarding  any  existing  health 
condition. 

The  provisions  would  be  enforced 
through  a  10-percent  excise  tax  on  the 
employer's  expenses  of  a  plan  which 
does  not  comply.  Such  enforcement 
would  sunset  at  the  end  of  1986.  In  ad- 
dition, a  person  would  have  a  private 
right  of  action  against  any  plan  which 
failed  to  comply. 

Finally,  the  bill  authorizes  a  discre- 
tionary grant  program  for  assistance 
for  public  hospitals  which  are  provid- 
ers of  last  resort  for  uninsured  and  un- 
employed individuals.  The  funds  au- 
thorized are— $96  million  in  fiscal  year 
1984:  $77  million  in  fiscal  year  1985 
and  $60  million  in  fiscal  year  1986— 
and  are  within  the  amounts  assumed 
in  the  budget  resolution. 


In  addition,  the  bill  contains  miscel- 
laneous and  technical  amendments  re- 
lating to  maternal  and  child  health, 
professional  review  organizations,  and 
hospices. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Downey). 

Mr.  DOWNEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Fifty  years  ago,  the  New  Deal  began 
and  it  began  in  part  because  there  was 
a  crying  need  in  this  country.  One  out 
of  every  four  Americans  at  the  time 
was  unemployed  and  poor.  The  nation- 
al government  decided  that  it  was  time 
for  them  to  do  something.  The  argu- 
ment against  it,  was  that  it  was  too  ex- 
pensive and  a  march  toward  socialism, 
that  this  would  only  discourage  people 
from  working.  Fortunately,  the  people 
who  were  opposed  to  the  New  Deal  did 
not  have  their  way. 

In  1946,  after  the  Army  had  experi- 
enced drafting  12  million  servicemen, 
they  found  to  their  horror  that  one 
out  of  every  three  of  the  inductees 
had  to  be  rejected  because  they  were 
or  had  been  chronically  malnourished; 
so  our  Government  responded  with  a 
school  lunch  program  to  deal  with 
that  problem. 

At  the  same  time,  you  heard  people 
saying,  "This  is  no  good.  This  will 
never  work.  It's  too  expensive.  It  can't 
solve  the  problem."  They  were  wrong, 
the  program  worked. 

In  1969,  a  field  commission  report 
said  in  South  Carolina  there  was 
chronic  malnutrition  in  this  country 
and  we  started  a  program  called  food 
stamps  and  we  have  slowly  began  to 
eliminate  chronic  malnutrition  in  this 
country. 

We  have  had  over  the  last  50  years 
programs  designed  to  help  people  and 
they  have  worked.  We  have  eliminat- 
ed, for  the  most  part,  hunger  in  this 
country. 

In  the  western  democracies.  Great 
Britain.  France.  West  Germany,  the 
Scandinavian  countries  health  care  is 
a  major  concern  of  the  Government. 
They  do  not  argue  about  covering 
people,  they  provide  it.  Last  year  we 
continued  to  debate  the  merits  of  pro- 
viding health  care  to  all  our  citizens. 
In  Detroit,  the  infant  mortality  rate 
was  33  per  thousand,  the  same  as  it  is 
in  Honduras.  Testimony  was  taken 
and  it  was  found  conclusively  that  this 
was  the  result  of  people  losing  the  op- 
portunity through  insurance  to  get 
medical  coverage. 

Now  what  we  are  trying  to  address 
today  is  this  problem.  It  is  not  as 
grand  in  scope  as  the  problems  that 
we  have  addressed  successfully  in  the 
past,  but  it  still  is  a  problem. 

Let  us  look  at  the  people  this  bill 
will  help.  More  than  21  million  unem- 
ployed workers  and  their  dependents 
will  lose  their  health  insurance  this 
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year  alone.  Sixty  percent  of  them  will 
lose  health  care  protection  either  im- 
mediately or  within  a  month  after 
layoff.  Some  13  million  children  will 
suffer  the  horrifying  effects  of  unem- 
ployment—the dramatic  surge  in 
infant  mortality  rates  is  not  without 
cause. 

And  unemployment  is  no  longer  a 
short,  temporary  setback  for  workers. 
In  the  1974-75  recession,  the  average 
duration  of  joblessness  was  14  weeks- 
today,  it  is  22  weeks.  Twenty-six  per- 
cent of  those  who  are  jobless  have 
been  unemployed  for  27  weeks.  Unem- 
ployment means  an  exhaustion  of  fi- 
nancial reserves  and  often  permanent 
social,  economic,  emotional,  and  physi- 
cal health  problems. 

Current  health  programs  do  not.  and 
are  not  designed  to.  meet  the  needs  of 
these  workers.  Programs  such  as  med- 
icaid and  the  maternal  and  child 
health  block  grant  are  too  limited  in 
scope  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  so- 
called  new  poor.  Further,  because  of 
the  1981-82  budget  cuts,  existing 
health  services  have  been  restricted  at 
the  very  time  the  need  for  them  has 
increased.  Virtually  all  States  have  re- 
duced their  medicaid  programs,  and  44 
States  have  cutback  services  provided 
by  the  maternal  and  child  health 
block  grant.  Finally,  fewer  than  one- 
half  of  all  unemployed  receive  unem- 
ployment compensation. 

Of  course,  the  best  answer  to  the 
lack  of  health  insurance  is  more  jobs. 
But  even  the  administration  predicts 
that  the  unemployment  rate  will  not 
dip  below  8  percent  until  1987. 

We  have  all  been  spending  a  lot  of 
time  lately  lamenting  the  fate  of  the 
unemployed  worker.  It  is  time  to  put 
our  votes  where  our  mouths  are.  and 
support  a  program  that  will  actually 
do  American  workers  some  good. 

We  must  continue  to  respond  as  a 
government  to  this  pressing  social 
need.  As  we  have  attempted  to  elimi- 
nate hunger  so  too  must  we  rally 
against  inadequate  health  care. 

This  bill  is  a  small  but  important 
step  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Gep- 
hardt). 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
during  a  recession  in  America,  it  is  a 
disgrace  that  our  unemployed  who  are 
already  suffering  cannot  receive  ade- 
quate health  care. 

St.  Louis  had  been  hit  hard  by  the 
recession  and  many  people  cannot  re- 
ceive needed  health  care.  Despite  the 
recovery,  that  everyone  is  gloating 
about,  1  out  of  every  10  workers  in  St. 
Louis  remains  unemployed.  Prelimi- 
nary data  from  the  beginning  of  this 
year  indicates  that  St.  Louis'  infant 
mortality  has  increased,  one  of  the 
leading  indicators  of  how  well  or  how- 
poorly  the  health  system  is  working. 
In  other  urban  areas,  increasing  infant 


mortality  has  been  correlated  with  in- 
creasing unemployment  and  the  lack 
of  prenatal  care. 

Nationally,  14  million  Americans  are 
unemployed  and  without  health  insur- 
ance. Four  million  children  are  affect- 
ed. 

Today  we  could  prevent  a  lot  of 
needless  pain  and  suffering  if  these 
people  gain  access  to  health  care.  I 
support  this  bill.  It  will  quickly  ad- 
dress the  problem  with  an  effective 
program. 

We  are  creating  a  temporary  block 
grant.  For  2  years,  this  bill  will  provide 
health  care  to  the  unemployed.  It  is 
targeted  to  those  people  in  the  great- 
est need  who  cannot  get  health  bene- 
fits. In  the  future,  employers  are  being 
asked  to  continue  health  coverage  for 
their  employees  90  days  after  they  are 
laid  off.  This  will  protect  Americans  in 
the  future,  insuring  that  they  will 
have  coverage  if  they  are  temporarily 
unemployed. 

We  are  not  creating  an  endless  enti- 
tlement program.  Now  is  not  the  time, 
when  we  face  tremendous  deficits  in 
medicare,  to  start  a  new  entitlement 
program.  But.  we  must  not  shirk  our 
responsibility  to  the  unemployed  of 
our  country.  They  need  an  emergency 
program  that  meets  their  temporary 
needs. 

States  will  have  lots  of  flexibility  as 
they  develop  this  program.  Missouri 
has  already  had  informal  discussions 
with  some  private  insurers,  who  may 
help  Mis.souri  administer  such  a  pro- 
gram. This  will  allow  the  unemployed 
of  Missouri  to  receive  health  care 
through  an  efficient  program  as  quick- 
ly as  possible.  Missouri  may  even  set 
up  a  competitive  program  giving  the 
unemployed  several  choices  including 
local  health  maintenance  organiza- 
tions that  serve  the  St.  Louis  and 
Kansas  City  areas. 

Finally.  St.  Louis  is  in  particular 
need  of  assistance  for  its  public  hospi- 
tal, like  many  urban  areas.  The  City 
Hospital  has  generously  served  the  un- 
employed without  demanding  that 
they  pay.  This  institution  located  in 
the  heart  of  St.  Louis  must  survive  so 
that  it  can  continue  providing  vital 
services. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  6  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Frenzel),  a  valued 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  H.R.  3021.  a  bill  which 
incorporates  the  text  of  H.R.  3521  and 
is  intended  to  provide  health  care  cov- 
erage to  the  unemployed. 

Like  most  Members.  I  believe  that 
the  Congress  should  take  some  action 
to  make  sure  that  unemployed  individ- 
uals who  need  health  care  coverage  re- 
ceive it.  In  my  judgment,  however,  the 
bill  currently  before  us  is  a  classic  case 
of  overkill. 

H.R.  3021.  as  amended,  provides  over 
$3.2  billion  through  fiscal  year  1985 


for  a  new,  theoretically  temporary, 
block  grant  to  provide  health  insur- 
ance for  the  unemployed.  This  money, 
however,  is  simply  being  thrown  at  the 
problem,  without  any  real  thought 
being  given  to  targeting  the  money 
where  it  will  do  the  most  good.  About 
all  it  takes  to  qualify  for  the  assist- 
ance provided  in  H.R.  3021  as  it  will  be 
amended  is  that  the  individual  be  un- 
employed. 

If  my  amendment  relating  to  an 
assets  test  should  be  adopted,  all  that 
will  be  required  will  be  that  the  indi- 
vidual be  unemployed,  and  that  he  not 
be  exceedingly  wealthy. 

Because  of  the  haphazard  manner  in 
which  money  is  being  provided  for  in 
this  program,  the  bill  will  also  create  a 
serious  equity  problem  between  the 
health  care  assistance  available  to  un- 
employed individuals  and  that  which 
is  available  to  the  elderly,  the  dis- 
abled, or  the  single  parent  household. 

In  many  cases  we  will  be  taxing  the 
poor  to  give  benefits  to  more  affluent 
people.  The  10  million  people  who  are 
working  but  have  no  health  insurance 
will  of  course  be  paying  for  health 
care  for  unemployed  claimants  who 
may  be  much  richer. 

Under  current  medicaid  laws,  indi- 
viduals must  meet  stringent  income 
and  assets  tests  before  they  can  be  eli- 
gible for  the  medicaid  program.  H.R. 
3021  contains  no  such  limitations. 
Even  if  my  amendment  relating  to  an 
assets  test  is  adopted,  the  unemployed 
will  still  be  getting  a  far  better  deal 
than  the  medicaid  recipient,  and  the 
unemployed  may  have  vast  assets  and 
large  family  income.  Not  only  would 
there  be  no  comparison  between  the 
assets  tests  in  the  two  programs,  there 
would  still  be  no  income  test  under 
H.R.  3021.  An  unemployed  individual's 
spouse  could  be  earning  $35,000.  or 
more,  and  the  individual  and  his/her 
family  would  still  be  eligible  for  the 
a.ssistance  provided  in  this  bill. 

Because  of  the  lack  of  a  meaningful 
assets  or  income  test,  the  bill  also  cre- 
ates a  disparity  in  the  treatment  of 
the  working  poor  or  the  individual 
who  is  working  but  has  no  employer 
sponsored  health  plan  compared  to 
the  unemployed.  As  a  practical  matter, 
an  individual  who  is  working  but  has 
no  medical  coverage  would  be  better 
off  being  unemployed  than  he/she 
would  be  working,  should  the  need  for 
expensive  medical  treatment  arise. 

In  addition  to  the  health  care  cover- 
age block  grant,  the  bill  also  contains 
provisions  that  require  employers  to 
provide  open  enrollment,  continu- 
ation, and  conversion  coverage  to  its 
workers.  While  it  may  make  some 
sense  to  attempt  to  shift  some  of  the 
costs  associated  with  providing  health 
care  coverage  to  the  unemployed  to 
the  private  sector,  the  logic  behind  the 
proposal  in  H.R.  3021  is  flawed. 


Employers  do  not  usually  lay  off  em- 
ployees without  a  sound  economic 
reason.  Usually,  that  reason  is  that 
the  employer  cannot  afford  to  keep  its 
employees  working.  Yet  H.R.  3021 
would  require  these  same  employers  to 
incur  billions  of  dollars  in  additional 
costs  to  provide  unemployed  individ- 
uals with  continued  medical  coverage. 
If  employers  do  not  have  enough 
money  to  keep  their  workers  working, 
it  stands  to  reason  that  they  will  not 
have  enough  money  to  continue  to  pay 
for  these  same  workers'  health  insur- 
ance benefits. 

When  ERISA  was  enacted,  thou- 
sands of  pension  plans  decided  it  was 
not  worth  the  expense  of  complying 
with  the  new  requirements,  and  tens 
of  thousands  of  workers  were  left 
without  perision  coverage.  I  have  no 
doubt  that,  if  this  legislation  is  en- 
acted, history  will  repeat  itself,  only 
on  a  larger  scale.  Employers  will 
simply  terminate  their  health  plans. 

H.R.  3021  also  contains  several  other 
expensive  provisions.  It  contains  a 
new,  $233  million  hospital  grant  pro- 
gram which  was  adopted  with  very 
little  consideration  as  to  the  need  or 
the  impact  of  such  a  program.  The  bill 
also  increases  the  maternal  and  child 
health  services  block  grant  by  $110 
million  in  fiscal  year  1984,  and  every 
fiscal  year  thereafter.  This  provision, 
which  is  $148  million  above  the  Presi- 
dents  fiscal  year  1984  request,  was  in- 
cluded in  the  bill  without  any  debate 
in  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  Congress  wants 
to  enact  a  national  health  insurance 
plan,  it  should  come  right  out  and  do 
so.  It  should  not  continue  to  add  one 
medical  assistance  program  on  top  of 
another,  creating  serious  overlap  prob- 
lems and  at  the  same  time  not  helping 
those  individuals  who  need  assistance 
the  most. 

Until  such  time,  the  Congress  should 
attempt  to  develop  a  solution  to  tem- 
porary unemployment  problems 
within  the  confines  of  programs  al- 
ready in  place,  instead  of  enacting  new 
multibillion-dollar  pseudotemporary 
programs.  Many  of  the  people  Con- 
gress wants  to  help  with  this  bill  could 
be  just  as  easily,  and  more  efficiently, 
assisted  simply  through  making  some 
temporary  adjustments  in  the  medic- 
aid assets  test,  and  by  changing  the 
rules  regarding  two  parent  families,  in 
cases  involving  unemployed  individ- 
uals who  actually  need  assistance. 

The  recession  is  over,  and  a  strong 
recovery  is  underway.  Physicians  and 
hospitals  throughout  the  country  con- 
tinue to  treat  unemployed  patients  on 
either  a  pro  bona  or  payment  deferred 
system,  and  have  given  no  indication 
they  intend  to  stop.  The  worst  thing 
we  could  do  now  to  unemployed  Amer- 
icans is  continue  to  spend  billions  of 
dollars  we  do  not  have,  and  choke  off 
the  economic  recovery. 


This  bill  may  not  be  the  worst  of  the 
year,  but  it  is  a  contender.  If  this 
House  set  out  to  design  a  bad  bill,  it 
could  hardly  have  done  better. 

It  duplicates  medicaid.  It  is  an  enti- 
tlement. It  has  no  means  test.  It  will 
tax  the  poor  to  give  health  care  to  the 
more  affluent.  It  will  encourage  em- 
ployers to  terminate  health  care  plans. 
The  State  match  will  delay  implemen- 
tation. It  will  probably  be  extended  as 
other  such  welfare  plans  have. 

It  will  probably  pass  this  House,  but 
if  there  are  enough  votes  against  it,  it 
may  not  become  law.  I  respectfully 
suggest  that  supporters  of  fiscal  disci- 
pline and  rational  lawmaking  will 
want  to  vote  against  it.  I  will. 
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Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  I  want  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Minnesota  and  say  that  it  is 
inconceivable  to  me  that  this  Con- 
gress, facing  the  problems  with 
present  entitlement  programs  and  the 
problems  that  we  foresee  in  medicare 
is  about  to  create  yet  another  entitle- 
ment with  no  regard  as  to  the  revenue 
side.  How  do  we  intend  to  fund  this 
program? 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee (Mr.  Ford). 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act 
of  1983.  This  bill  will  provide  much 
needed  health  care  assistance  for  the 
Nation's  unemployed  workers. 

The  bill  that  we  have  before  us 
today  reflects  the  work  of  two  commit- 
tees. Members  of  both  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Commerce  and  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  have 
worked  long  and  hard  on  this  bill.  Its 
provisions  reflect  agreements  that 
have  been  reached  by  the  leadership 
and  members  of  the  two  health  sub- 
committees, and  the  two  full  commit- 
tees that  share  jurisdiction  over  our 
health  care  programs. 

We  are  all  acutely  aware  that  unem- 
ployment in  this  country  is  at  a  post- 
depression  high  of  10  percent.  This 
represents  11.2  million  Americans  who 
are  out  of  work.  Another  1.8  million 
workers  have  lost  their  jobs  but  are 
not  in  the  official  unemployment 
count  because  they  have  become  dis- 
couraged and  have  stopped  looking  for 
work. 

The  human  tragedy  behind  these 
statistics  lies  not  only  in  the  inability 
of  jobless  individuals  to  earn  a  pay- 
check, but  in  other  far-reaching  and 
debilitating  effects. 

One  of  the  most  oppressive  ripple  ef- 
fects of  unemployment  is  the  loss  of 
job-related  health  insurance.  Fourteen 
million     unemployed     workers     and 


family  members  are  currently  without 
health  care  coverage,  including  4  mil- 
lion children. 

Loss  of  health  insurance  for  the  un- 
employed comes  at  a  time  when  they 
need  it  most.  The  stress  factor  alone 
makes  jobless  individuals  and  their 
families  more  vulnerable  and  suscepti- 
ble to  health  problems. 

Recent  statistics  show  that  for  every 
1 -percent  rise  in  unemployment,  there 
is  a  2-percent  increase  in  the  mortality 
rate,  about  a  2-percent  increase  in  car- 
diovascular deaths,  a  5-  to  6-percent 
increase  in  homicides,  a  3-percent  in- 
crease in  first  admissions  to  mental 
hospitals,  and  about  a  5-percent  in- 
crease in  infant  mortality. 

These  statistics  reveal  a  staggering 
and  alarming  correlation  between  un- 
employment and  the  health  of  the  in- 
dividual. These  figures  also  make  it 
clear  that  the  unemployed  population 
needs  health  insurance  even  more 
than  those  of  us  who  are  working. 

The  unemployed  who  lose  employer- 
based  health  insurance  protection  are 
generally  unable  to  obtain  coverage 
under  other  existing  public  health 
care  programs.  In  some  instances,  un- 
employed families  can  gain  health  in- 
surance through  medicaid.  But  in  27 
States,  medicaid  does  not  cover  either 
impoverished  unemployed  two-parent 
families  or  their  children. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Public  Assistance  and  Unemploy- 
ment Compensation,  my  primary  ob- 
jective has  always  been  to  find  a  meas- 
ure that  would  provide  necessary 
health  care  assistance  for  the  unem- 
ployed, and  one  that  could  be  enacted. 
The  unemployed  who  have  lost  their 
health  care  benefits  are  in  a  situation 
which  they  did  not  create,  and  over 
which  they  have  no  control.  Federal 
help  is  crucial  in  easing  their  access  to 
health  care  while  they  a'-e  waiting  for 
jobs  to  become  available. 

The  legislation  before  us  today  will 
help  many  of  our  Nations  unem- 
ployed workers  obtain  health  care  for 
themselves  and  their  families  that 
would  otherwise  not  be  available  to 
them.  This  bill  is  a  compromise  bill.  It 
reflects  the  major  objectives  and  con- 
cerns of  the  many  Members  and 
groups  that  testified  at  our  joint  sub- 
committee hearings  conducted  several 
weeks  ago.  It  should  have  the  support 
of  everv  Member  of  this  body. 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  I  am  happy 
to  yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GRAY.  I  would  like  to  identify 
myself  with  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee's remarks  and  certainly  agree 
with  everything  he  has  pointed  out.  I 
would  just  simply  add  as  a  member  of 
the  Budget  Committee  and  the  confer- 
ence committee  on  the  budget,  one  of 
the  things  we  were  quite  concerned 
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about,  despite  the  optimistic  signs  of 
economic  recovery,  is  that  there  are 
many  people  who  are  suffering  phys- 
ically as  a  result  of  the  unemployment 
and  other  problems  in  our  society. 

Certainly  this  Congress,  this  Gov- 
ernment, ought  to  be  concerned  about 
it  and  this  is  a  fair  and  equitable  way 
of  dealing  with  that  problem. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  I  thank  my 
colleague  for  his  comments  and  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  legisla- 
tion that  is  before  us. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
now  yield  7  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Louisiana 
(Mr.  MooRE). 

Mr.  MOORE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  H.R.  3021  because  of 
four  reasons— Its  bad  health  policy, 
bad  social  policy,  bad  fiscal  policy,  and 
bad  legislative  policy.  To  paraphrase 
the  song.  "Its  the  baddest  bill  in  the 
whole  damn  town." 

With  respect  to  my  first  concern, 
bad  health  policy.  I  will  not  burden 
you  with  a  long  litany  of  what  is  hap- 
pening to  health  care  costs.  We  are  all 
aware  of  the  problem.  It  would  seem 
prudent,  therefore,  to  design  any  new 
program  with  as  many  cost  and  utiliza- 
tion controls  as  we  can  reasonably  in- 
clude. One  such  control,  intuitively  ob- 
vious to  many  of  us.  is  the  need  for 
cost -sharing  requirements. 

There  is  an  increased  awareness  that 
first  dollar  health  insurance  coverage 
is  inflationary,  it  insulates  consumers 
and  providers  from  the  cost  conse- 
quences of  health  care  decisions  and  it 
contributes  to  economically  inefficient 
forms  of  health  care  financing  and  de- 
livery and  to  the  overuse  of  health 
services.  While  there  is  movement  in 
the  private  sector  away  from  such  cov- 
erage, the  wisdom  of  that  movement 
has  not  affected,  in  a  significant  way, 
the  design  of  this  bill. 

Joseph  Califano.  a  former  Secretary 
of  HEW.  a  man  not  known  for  his  con- 
servative views,  wrote  an  article  in  the 
July/August  issue  of  the  Federation  of 
American  Hospitals'  Review  on  the 
health  cost  problem  at  Chrysler.  In 
discussing  the  lack  of  cost  sensitivity 
in  health  care,  he  stated: 

■  The  Blue  Cross  card  is  like  having  a 
credit  card  to  use  at  restaurants  and  never 
getting  the  bill.  We  would  all  order  caviar, 
lobster,  steaks,  and  Dom  Perignon  if  we  had 
such  a  card  and  that  is  the  only  food  and 
champagne  the  restaurant  would  stock. ' 

While  I  have  had  my  past  disagree- 
ments with  Mr.  Califano  during  the 
Carter  administration's  push  for  a  reg- 
ulatory approach  to  hospital  cost  con- 
trol, I  certainly  could  not  agree  more 
with  him  in  regard  to  this  matter. 

But  to  paraphrase  a  now  familiar 
line,  'here  we  go  again." 

Under  H.R.  3021.  we  have  fashioned 
a  program  that  would  essentially  allow 
first-dollar  coverage. 

When  the  legislation  came  to  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  it  con- 


tained no  mandatory  cost-sharing  re- 
quirements. I  was  successful  in  amend- 
ing it  with  an  extremely  modest  re- 
quirement that  would  make  mandato- 
ry the  nominal  cost-sharing  require- 
ments allowed  under  medicaid. 

These  amounts  are  truely  nominal. 
We  are  talking  about  50  cents  on  medi- 
cal services  under  $10  up  to  a  whop- 
ping $3  on  services  in  excess  of  $50. 
For  hospital  care  there  would  be  a  de- 
ductible of  about  $30.  Contrast  that 
with  medicare  where  we  ask  our  elder- 
ly to  pay  a  current  hospital  deductible 
of  $304  anc^  coinsurance  of  20  percent 
on  physician  services. 

A  criticism  I  am  hearing  from  the 
National  Governor's  Association  is 
that  these  amounts  required  in  H.R. 
3021  are  so  low  some  States  will  not 
want  to  bother  with  them.  Unfortu- 
nately, in  the  rush  to  move  this  pro- 
posal through  the  committee,  there 
was  no  time  to  work  out  a  more  appro- 
priate cost  sharing  structure  so  we 
adapted  the  medicaid  levels.  But  it 
must  be  kept  in  mind  that  H.R.  3021  is 
not  directed  toward  medicaid  recipi- 
ents, who  have  met  a  very  rigid  means 
test.  It  would  establish  a  nonmeans 
tested  program  providing  assistance  to 
certain,  but  not  all.  unemployed  Amer- 
icans. 

My  second  concern  with  H.R.  3021  is 
that  it  is  bad  social  policy.  As  written 
it  will  create  new  and  serious  inequi- 
ties in  our  health  care  financing  pro- 
grams. This  new  proposition  would,  es- 
sentially, permit  medicaid  benefits  for 
the  unemployed,  regardless  of  their 
income  and  assets.  One  can  imagine 
how  this  will  strike  those  low-paid 
workers  who  strive  hard  for  their  fam- 
ilies every  day.  yet  are  not  provided 
employment  related  health  insurance 
and  may  not  be  able  to  afford  to  pur- 
chase health  insurance  on  their  own. 
Many  of  these  employed  workers  may 
be  worse  off  financially  that  the  un- 
employed. 

According  to  the  latest  data  avail- 
able there  are  about  10  million  work- 
ing Americans  without  health  care 
coverage.  These  workers  are  generally 
concentrated  in  low  wage  industries 
such  as  agriculture,  forestry,  and  per- 
sonal services. 

Is  the  need  of  some  of  these  workers 
any  less  than  those  who  would  be  cov- 
ered under  H.R.  3021? 

And  what  about  the  3  to  7  million 
Americans  with  neither  private  nor 
public  coverage  and  who  would  not 
qualify  for  help  under  this  bill— is 
their  need  any  less? 

If  we  are  going  to  .spend  $4  billion, 
should  we  not  at  least  try  to  help 
those  who  are  the  most  needy? 

Further,  the  aged,  the  blind,  the  dis- 
abled, and  one-parent  families  have  to 
meet  tough  financial  tests  to  establish 
their  eligibility  for  medicaid  services.  I 
have  already  mentioned  the  $304  hos- 
pital deductible  and  20  percent  coin- 
surance on  physician  services  required 


under  medicare.  This  new  program  im- 
poses no  comparable  requirements 
upon  beneficiaries.  In  fact,  except  for 
a  small  5  percent  set-aside.  States  are 
prohibited  from  determining  eligibility 
on  the  basis  of  income  or  assets  of  in- 
dividuals. 

My  third  reason  is  that  it  is  bad 
fiscal  policy  due  to  the  lack  of  a 
method  of  financing  the  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  just  cannot  con- 
tinue the  spend-spend-spend  policies 
of  the  past.  It  is  absolutely  irresponsi- 
ble, in  my  view,  to  add  $4  billion  to  the 
Federal  deficit  with  this  new  program. 
And  that  is  exactly  what  will  happen 
if  we  pass  this  legislation  without  a 
method  of  financing  it,  the  budget  res- 
olution notwithstanding.  We  all  know 
how  easy  it  will  be  to  pass  the  spend- 
ing proposals  contained  in  the  budget 
but  never  quite  get  around  to  making 
the  cuts  or  raising  the  revenues  re- 
quired to  pay  for  this  legislation. 

My  final  reason  is  that  it  is  bad  legis- 
lative policy  because  this  program  will 
add  yet  another  duplicative  provision 
to  the  law.  There  is  no  statutory  need 
for  yet  another  provision  to  provide 
health  insurance  benefits  to  the  unem- 
ployed. I  was  the  author  of  a  success- 
ful amendment  to  H.R.  1900  which 
was  signed  into  law  on  April  21.  1983, 
and  allows  States  for  the  first  time  the 
option  of  permitting  the  unemployed 
to  voluntarily  choose  to  have  part  of 
their  unemployment  compensation 
benefits  diverted  to  pay  for  health 
coverage.  We  have  not  given  that  new 
authority  but  3  months  to  work  before 
embarking  today  on  yet  another  pro- 
gram addressing  the  same  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  opposed  to 
providing  health  care  assistance  to  un- 
employed workers  with  a  demonstrat- 
ed need  for  such  assistance  and  cer- 
tainly do  not  want  to  minimize  in  any 
way  the  many  problems  they  face.  But 
H.R.  3021  fails  to  provide  this  a.ssist- 
ance  in  an  equitable  and  fiscally  re- 
sponsible manner. 
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Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Lowry). 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  I  thank 
my  friend  for  yielding  and  compliment 
both  committees  on  a  job  well  done, 
specifically,  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana (Mr.  Jacobs)  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Waxman). 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  at  a  time  in 
our  history  when  some  are  doing  very 
well  economically  in  this  country  and 
some  are  not  doing  very  well  at  all. 

And  the  real  principle  here  is  are  we 
going  to  have  a  little  equity,  a  little 
compassion?  Does  it  make  sense  for 
those  who  are  doing  well,  those  who 
have  income,  to  provide  for  the  basic 
needs,  the  health  needs  for  those  who 
are  unemployed  due  to  this  recession? 
That  is  the  basic  question  before  us. 


I  yesterday  got  my  paycheck.  I 
opened  it  up  and  lo  and  behold  I  had 
$150  more  in  it  than  I  had  the  month 
before.  I  said  how  come  my  paycheck 
is  $150  higher?  I  went  back  through 
and  remembered,  the  third  year  of  the 
tax  cut  was  due  July  1  of  this  year, 
and  that' I  remember  was  worth  $1,354 
a  year  to  me. 

So.  I  am  $1,354  better  off  than  I  was 
before  the  third  year  of  the  tax  cut 
which  I  opposed  went  into  effect.  Now, 
that  cost  this  Government  $30  billion 
a  year.  Now  does  it  not  make  sense 
that  those  of  us  who  do  have  incomes 
that  have  benefited  to  the  tune  of  $30 
billion  from  the  third  year  of  the  tax 
cut  should  say,  "Yes,  in  this  country  it 
makes  sense,  that  we  should  spend  $4 
billion  to  give  health  coverage  to  the 
unemployed.  " 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  detect  a 
sense  of  pangs  of  conscience  about  re- 
ceiving this  $150. 
Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Yes. 
Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  My  question  is. 
Are  you  of  a  mind  in  order  to  purge 
your  conscience  to  turn  back  the  $150 
tax  cut? 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  I  will 
tell  my  colleague  right  now  that  if  this 
measure  will  pass  and  become  law.  I 
will  absolutely  do  that  and  I  hope  that 
the  gentleman  from  California  will 
join  me  in  doing  it.  If  this  measure  is 
signed  into  law  so  the  unemployed  in 
this  country  can  get  help.  I  will  send  a 
check  every  month  and  send  you  a 
copy  of  it.  Will  you  join  me? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  would  hope 
in  response  to  that  offer  that  you 
tender  it  to  the  Treasury  to  reduce  the 
deficit. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Oh,  I 
try  to  reduce  the  deficit  all  the  time. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman). 
Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  support  H.R.  3021,  and  I  want 
to  particularly  commend  the  Energy 
and  Commerce  Committee  for  includ- 
ing in  this  bill  required  coverage  of 
prenatal,  delivery,  postpartum,  and 
well-baby  services. 

I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  Select  Committee  on  Chil- 
dren. Youth,  and  Families'  Task  Force 
on  Prevention  Strategies.  Our  task 
force  held  hearings  recently  which 
clearly  documented  the  need  for  good 
prenatal  and  early  childhood   health 

care. 

Low  birth  weights  and  other  prob- 
lems arising  from  inadequate  care 
during  critical  stages  of  development 
can  lead  to  lifelong  physical,  intellec- 
tual, and  emotional  difficulties  for  the 
child  and  for  society  as  a  whole.  Good 
comprehensive  prenatal  care  is  fre- 
quently  not   available   to   low-income 


families,  and  they  consequently  suffer 
from  a  higher  incidence  of  low  birth 
weight  babies  and  a  higher  rale  of 
infant  mortality. 

While  this  legislation  is  only  tempo- 
rary and  will  by  no  means  cover  all 
low-income  persons  without  health  in- 
surance. I  believe  it  is  an  important 
step  in  recognizing  the  urgent  need  for 
better  access  to  prenatal  and  infant 
care.  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
Mr.  Waxman,  the  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Health  and  the  En- 
vironment, to  expand  the  availability 
of  such  services  to  low-income  women 
and  children. 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Dannemeyer). 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
earlier  when  Mr.  Downey  of  New- 
York,  was  in  the  well  I  asked  if  he 
would  yield  and  he  was.  of  course,  en- 
titled not  to  and  he  did  not  but  I  do 
not  see  him  here  now.  I  had  a  question 
I  wanted  to  ask  him  on  my  time.  Per- 
haps if  he  is  within  hearing  of  my 
voice  he  would  come  to  the  floor  and  I 
would  like  to  engage  him  in  a  colloquy. 
Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  I  did 
not  hear  the  answer  to  my  question. 
Are  you  going  to  send  back  the 
amount  of  the  tax  cut  you  got  July  1? 
Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  The  gentle- 
man well  knows  that  the  spirit  that  I 
have  utilized  here  in  the  House  is  to 
reduce  the  deficit. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  That  is 
the  wav  to  do  it,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  The  day  that 
you  join  with  me  in  cutting  the  deficit 
by  cutting  spending  is  the  day  that  I 
will  turn  my  tax  reduction  over  to  the 
Treasury. 

Mr.  LOWRY  of  Washington.  Tomor- 
row is  the  first  chance  lo  vote  against 
the  authorization  bill  for  DOD  for 
$186  billion.  I  am  going  to  vote  "no" 
on  it,  will  the  gentleman  join  me  on 
that?  That  is  a  savings  of  $186  billion. 
Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  contribution. 

When    this    matter    first    came    up 
before  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  on  which  I  serve,  it  sudden- 
ly became  apparent  that  the  motiva- 
tion behind  the  presentation  of  this 
legislation    in    this    particular   era    is 
nothing  more  or  less  than  the  achieve- 
ment of  that  No.  1  goal  on  the  liberal 
agenda  for  America  that   is   yet   un- 
achieved. And  that  is  the  benefits  of 
universal  medical  health  insurance  for 
all   Americans.    Fifty    years   ago,    Mr. 
Downey   of   New   York,   told   us,   we 
started  down  this  road,  and  today  we 
have  a  $200  billion  deficit  and  all  these 
great  programs  that  brought  benefits 
to  all  Americans  have  brought  us  to 
the  verge  of  bankruptcy.  So,  today  we 
have  the  camel  sticking  its  nose  into 


the  tent  lo  achieve  yet  another  item 
on  the  agenda,  namely,  who  could  be 
against  medical  benefits  for  those  un- 
fortunate enough  to  be  unemployed? 
When  you  look  at  it  in  isolation, 
nobody  really.  When  you  put  it  all  to- 
gether we  have  total  fiscal  irresponsi- 
bility. For  example,  in  this  bill  you 
will  notice  on  page  18.  lines  8  through 
12.  some  interesting  language  that  I 
would  like  lo  bring  lo  the  attention  of 
the  Members. 

A  slate  plan  must  provide  medical  benefits 
for  A.  prenatal,  delivery,  postpartum,  and 
well-baby  care,  without  limitations  of 
amount,  duration,  or  scope  except  as  to 
medical  necessity. 

Now  that  sounds  strangely  like,  star- 
tlingly  like  entitlement  language.  We 
all  know  what  happens  when  we  have 
entitlement  language.  Anybody  who 
fits  into  the  category  can  present 
themselves  at  public  facilities  and 
obtain  that  coverage  and  if  they  do 
not  get  it,  they  can  take  somebody  to 
court  and  compel  a  State  government 
to  provide  that  coverage.  I  had  an 
amendment  lo  offer  but  the  Rules 
Committee  declined  to  make  it  in 
order,  to  clarify  that  this  language  was 
not  intended  to  be  in  the  nature  of  an 
entitlement,  but  I  will  not  have  the 
opportunity  lo  offer  that  amendment 
for  consideration  by  the  committee  be- 
cause the  Rules  Committee  did  not 
make  it  in  order. 

The  second  amendment  that  I  did 
offer  in  the  Commerce  Committee,  but 
unsuccessfully,  and  which  I  would  like 
lo  offer  on  the  floor,  but  the  Rules 
Committee  did  not  make  it  in  order, 
related  to  a  very  fundamental  philo- 
sophical position  that  any  of  us  must 
take  in  this  House  when  we  consider 
yet  another  entitlement  program. 
That  is:  Where  is  the  money  going  to 
come  from? 

The  amendment  that  I  offered 
would  create  a  commission  that  would 
have  lo  be  in  business  90  days  after  en- 
actment. That  commission  would  have 
the  responsibility  of  recommending  lo 
the  Congress  what  existing  programs 
would  remit  or  be  reduced  in  order  to 
finance  this  new  welfare  spending  pro- 
gram. 

So  that  if  the  conscience  of  the  98th 
Congress  says  we  in  this  country  need 
this  for  the  benefit  of  the  people  of 
America,  so  far  as  the  taxpayers  are 
concerned,  it  will  be  a  push.  There  will 
be  no  increased  costs  lo  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country  because  this  program 
is  perceived  lo  be  of  a  higher  magni- 
tude of  need  than  existing  programs. 
And  I  think  the  Members  who  are 
sponsoring  legislation  of  this  type  at 
this  point  in  our  history,  considering 
this  $200  billion  deficit,  have  the  re- 
sponsibility lo  say  lo  us  where  the 
money  is  going  lo  come  from.  And  if 
they  cannot  say  where  the  money  is 
going  lo  come  from,  this  commission 
would  fulfill  the  responsibility  of  rec- 
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ommending  to  the  Congress  what  ex- 
isting programs  would  remit  in  order 
that  we  would  be  able  to  say  to  the 
taxpayers  of  this  country  that  there 
will  be  no  net  increase  to  anyone. 

I  heard  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Downey)  earlier  talking 
about— and  I  am  sorry  he  did  not  come 
on  the  floor  so  I  could  ask  him  a  ques- 
tion that  needs  asking  time  and  time 
again.  Where  do  we  who  are  living 
today  get  the  moral  authority  to 
spend  and  consume  and  transfer  to  an- 
other generation  the  duty  of  paying 
for  what  we  have  corisumed  today? 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  (Mr.  Staggers). 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3021. 
"Unemployed  labor  means  human 
want  in  the  midst  of  plenty."  Those 
words  spoken  in  1934  by  Franklin 
Roosevelt's  future  Vice  President 
Henry  Wallace  are  appropriate  in  the 
debate  we  are  engaged  in  today.  The 
plenty  exists  in  the  fact  that  America 
leads  the  world  in  the  area  of  health 
care.  Technological  advances  in  medi- 
cal techniques  and  in  the  implementa- 
tion of  health-care  services  continue  to 
grow  at  a  rapid  pace.  The  human  want 
occurs  when,  as  in  the  case  of  the  un- 
employed, health  care  is  denied;  a 
result  of  the  inability  to  pay. 

West  Virginia  continues  to  lead  the 
Nation  in  unemployment.  The  long- 
term  unemployed  in  my  district  are 
quickly  becoming  the  longest  unem- 
ployed in  the  history  of  the  State.  The 
health  needs  of  idled  coal  miners  and 
their  families  cannot  be  denied.  The 
sons  and  daughters  of  rail  workers, 
construction  workers,  and  the  thou- 
sands of  other  victims  of  the  recession, 
are  lacking  essential  health  care  be- 
cause their  health  benefits  and  insur- 
ance has  long  ago  lapsed. 

It  is  said  that  John  Kennedy  learned 
the  realities  of  poverty  during  his  vLsit 
to  West  Virginia  during  the  1960  elec- 
tion. Two  decades  later  the  blight  of 
poverty,  while  not  totally  eliminated 
in  some  rural  areas,  can  be  seen  to  be 
waning.  The  progress  made  in  the 
health  and  well-being  of  West  Virgin- 
ians must  not  be  turned  back.  The  un- 
employed and  their  families  should 
not  be  forced  to  forgo  necessary 
health  care  for  want  of  work.  The  re- 
cession was  not  the  result  of  their  ac- 
tions, nor  should  they  be  made  to  bear 
the  cost  of  the  economic  shortfall,  a 
price  tag  that  includes  the  health  and 
well-being  of  their  spouses,  their  chil- 
dren, and  in  some  instances,  their  par- 
ents. 

Mr.  Chairman.  H.R.  3021  will  insure 
a  continuity  in  improved  health  care 
for  all  unemployed  Americans. 

In  the  Preamble  to  the  U.S.  Consti- 
tution, the  Federal  Government  is 
charged  with  promoting  the  general 
welfare.  The  welfare  of  Americans  in- 
cludes   adequate    health    care    and    I 


submit  that  the  millions  of  unem- 
ployed and  their  families  should  not 
have  their  health  and  therefore  their 
welfare,  placed  in  jeopardy  because 
economic  practices  and  policies  fail  to 
insure  they  will  have  work. 

I  strongly  believe  we  can  best  serve 
our  mandate  with  the  pas.sage  of 
health  care  for  the  unemployed. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Ohio  (Ms.  Kaptur). 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3021.  the  Health 
Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act  of  1983. 
Our  country's  strength  lies  in  the 
health  of  its  people.  Often,  the  word 
"crisis  "  is  easily  thrown  about,  but  the 
problem  of  unemployed  workers  and 
their  families  without  adequate  health 
care  protection  is  truly  a  crisis  that  is 
growing  each  day. 

The  evidence  pointing  to  a  sharp  de- 
cline in  the  Nation's  standard  of 
health,  primarily  because  of  high  un- 
employment, is  all  too  prevalent 
today.  There  are  more  than  25  million 
people  who  lack  health  care  insurance 
because  of  unemployment.  Eleven  mil- 
lion Americans  lost  their  health  insur- 
ance in  1982  alone.  The  damage  that 
inadequate  health  care  causes  has 
been  well  documented  not  only  during 
this  debate,  but  for  two  decades  now. 
since  the  time  we  first  embarked  as  a 
Nation  on  a  course  that  would  insure 
adequate  and  decent  health  care  to  all 
Americans.  We  believe  as  a  nation, 
people  should  have  a  right  to  decent 
health  care  regardless  of  their  position 
in  life,  including  their  employment 
status. 

I  took  to  the  floor  on  behalf  of  this 
legislation  on  April  14.  the  day  after  it 
was  introduced.  I  knew  how  much  it 
would  mean  to  the  thousands  of  un- 
employed people  in  my  district  whose 
families  no  longer  had  health  care 
protection.  Now.  almost  4  months 
later.  I  take  to  the  floor  once  again  be- 
cause the  situation  is  worse.  Through- 
out this  Nation,  the  number  of  per- 
sons out  of  work  for  27  weeks  or  more 
approaches  3  million,  a  post-World 
War  II  high.  As  of  July  22.  111.104 
Ohioans  and  4.500  Toledoans  had  ex- 
hausted all  of  their  unemployment 
benefits.  By  October  1.  those  numbers 
will  grow  by  an  additional  86.000  and 
3.600  respectively.  In  virtually  all 
cases,  the  loss  of  unemployment  bene- 
fits has  been  preceded  by  a  loss  of 
health  benefits.  As  Business  Week 
magazine  recently  reported. 

The  recent  upturn  in  the  economy  has  not 
alleviated  the  problems  of  the  long-term  un- 
employed ...  In  fact,  one  key  measure  of 
labor  market  distress— total  weeks  of  unem- 
ployment—is still  rising  rapidly. 

The  plight  of  the  long-term  unem- 
ployed is  growing  as  of  the  first  quar- 
ter of  the  year.  4.6  million  Americans 
were  unemployed  for  15  weeks  or 
longer,  over  two  times  the  number 
that  existed  in  1980. 


H.R.  3021  is  a  good  bill  not  only  be- 
cause it  addresses  a  genuine  crisis 
facing  the  Nation,  but  also  because  it 
does  so  in  a  fiscally  responsible  way.  It 
does  not  create  an  open-ended  entitle- 
ment that  would  result  in  uncon- 
trolled Federal  spending.  Rather,  it 
targets  benefits  to  those  who  have 
been  unemployed  the  longest  and  are 
therefore  most  in  need.  It  sets  in  place 
reasonable  changes  in  private  health 
benefits  to  meet  the  health  care  needs 
of  the  unemployed.  For  those  who  be- 
lieve that  the  economy's  sparkle  will 
soon  reach  all  sectors  of  the  economy 
and  all  regions  of  the  country,  then 
this  is  a  reasonable  bill.  It  simply  pro- 
vides necessary,  short-term  protection. 
To  those  that  fear,  as  I  do.  that  some 
economic  groups  and  parts  of  the 
country  may  be  left  behind  by  the  Na- 
tion's economic  recovery,  then  this  is 
also  a  reasonable  bill— one  that  will 
handle  a  situation  that  will  continue 
to  confront  us  for  quite  some  time. 

Now.  I  fully  expect  the  issue  of  the 
deficit  to  come  up  during  this  debate, 
as  well  it  should.  We  all  realize  the 
rough  road  ahead  for  us  because  of 
the  massive  budget  deficit.  All  pro- 
grams must  be  scrutinized.  I  am  as 
strongly  committed  to  controlling  the 
growth  of  the  Federal  deficit  as  any 
Member  of  this  body.  That  is  why  I 
voted  against  the  vulnerable  and 
worthless  MX  missile  system,  which 
will  add  $30  to  $40  billion  to  the  defi- 
cit. That  is  why  I  voted  against  the  B- 
1  bomber  which  adds  $5.62  billion  to 
the  deficit  in  fiscal  1984.  That  is  why  I 
voted  against  the  Ml  tank  program 
which  adds  nearly  $2  billion  to  the 
deficit  in  fiscal  year  1984. 

Now  somehow,  many  of  the  same 
people  who  voted  for  all  of  those  pro- 
grams, as  well  as  other  wasteful  meas- 
ures, which  add  nothing  to  our  Na- 
tion's security  or  strength  but  serve  to 
swell  the  deficit,  draw  the  line  here. 
They  are  marching  up  to  the  well  to 
speak  against  a  bill  that  can  save  lives 
and  add  to  our  dignity  as  a  people. 
They  are  trading  arms  for  our  people. 
Had  they  had  the  resolve  to  say  no  to 
real  waste,  they  would  be  able  to  say 
yes  to  this  bill:  which  truly  makes  our 
Nation  stronger.  This  is  the  type  of 
legislation  that  is  worthy  of  taxpayers' 
dollars. 

If  we  fail  to  pass  this  bill,  how  can 
we  go  back  to  our  districts  this  week- 
end and  look  at  the  unemployed  and 
their  families,  especially  the  children, 
who  have  no  health  care  protection. 
How  could  we  explain  the  defeat  of 
the  Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed 
Act  and  the  passage  of  the  M-l  tank 
program  was  somehow  in  their  best  in- 
terest? We  cannot  look  at  them  and 
.say  we  did  not  have  a  chance  to  help 
them.  We  do.  Right  here  and  now. 
What  greater  purpose  does  this  body 
have  than  to  relieve  pain  and  suffering 
when  it  can.  If  not  us.  then  who? 


Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Pease). 

Mr.  PEASE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3021  and  I  could  do  so 
for  some  academic  reasons,  many  of 
which  have  been  stated  today. 

Rather.  I  would  like  to  speak  for  a 
couple  of  minutes  to  the  human  di- 
mension of  the  problem  of  the  absence 
of  health  insurance  for  unemployed 
Americans. 

My  district,  as  I  reported  on  the 
floor  yesterday,  still  has  very  high  un- 
employment despite  the  beginnings  of 
a  recovery  from  this  recession.  My 
home  county  has  an  unemployment 
rate  of  16  percent.  The  county  next  to 
mine  has  18' a  percent.  That  is  an  im- 
provement, but  still  very  high. 

The  steel  industry  has  one  of  the 
best  health  insurance  plans  of  any  in- 
dustry in  America  and  yet.  even  there, 
after  workers  have  been  unemployed 
for  an  entire  year,  as  some  4.000  em- 
ployees of  the  United  States  Steel 
plant  in  my  district  have  been,  they  no 
longer  have  health  insurance.  In  fact, 
they  no  longer  have  unemployment 
compensation.  And  literally  thousands 
of  families,  some  steel  workers  with  se- 
niority of  up  to  31  years,  are  out  of 
work  and  have  been  for  a  year.  They 
are  going  without  health  insurance. 
Their  families  are  postponing  needed 
health  care,  needed  ho.spitalization. 
And  when  they  cannot,  those  families 
are  running  up  hospital  bills  of  $15,000 
to  $20,000. 

This  bill  seeks  in  a  small  way  to  ad- 
dre-ss  that  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  addresses 
one  of  the  most  important  needs  of 
the  Nations  unemployed— their  need 
to  maintain  their  health  and  that  of 
their  families  while  they  search  for 
new  employment. 

A  cruel  aspect  of  the  current  reces- 
sion is  that  those  who  have  already 
lost  their  jobs  are  in  danger  of  losing 
their  health  because  they  cannot 
afford  to  purchase  health  insurance. 
These  are  people  caught  in  a  virtual 
catch-22  situation:  They  will  be  unable 
to  obtain  health  insurance  if  they 
cannot  find  work,  and  they  will  be 
unable  to  find  employment  if  serious 
illness  or  injury  should  strike  while 
they  are  without  health  insurance. 

Frequently,  those  without  insurance 
neglect  their  medical  needs  until  a 
crisis  develops  in  order  to  meet  more 
immediate  demands  such  as  food  and 
shelter.  Then,  when  medical  emergen- 
cies arise,  they  are  forced  to  seek  as- 
sistance wherever  it  is  available.  As  a 
result,  many  hospitals  have  experi- 
enced rapid  growth  in  the  number  of 
cases  in  which  the  patient  is  unable  to 
pay  for  treatment.  For  example,  in 
1982,  Lorain  Community  Hospital,  lo- 
cated in  my  district,  reported  a  54-per- 
cent increase  in  charity  cases  over  the 
level  of  the  preceding  year. 


H.R.  3021  is  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion, but  it  is  only  a  small  step.  Only  a 
portion  of  those  who  need  the  as.sist- 
ance  that  is  authorized  by  this  bill  will 
actually  obtain  it  because  the  total 
need  is  much  greater  than  available 
resources.  My  greatest  concern  with 
H.R.  3021  is  that  it  does  not  do 
enough,  either  for  its  intended  benefi- 
ciaries or  for  the  millions  of  others 
that  are  lacking  adequate  health  in- 
surance. I  am  afraid  that  some  Mem- 
bers and  others  will  view  the  enact- 
ment of  this  bill  as  a  resolution  of  the 
problem,  when  it  really  is  only  a  limit- 
ed attempt  to  aid  some  of  those  who 
are  in  need. 

OMB  Director  David  Stockman,  in 
testimony  before  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  on  this  bill,  indicated  that 
the  administration  might  undertake  a 
review  of  the  various  Federal  health 
programs  at  some  point  in  the  future. 
That  review,  which  would  include  a  re- 
consideration of  the  medicare  and 
medicaid  programs,  would  probably 
commence  no  sooner  than  1985.  Unfor- 
tunately, that  scnedule  is  of  no  help  to 
those  who  are  presently  uninsured  or 
underinsured.  We  in  the  Congress 
have  a  responsibility  to  act  on  this 
issue  now. 

Some  concern  has  been  voiced  that 
the  extended  coverages  that  are  re- 
quired  by   this   bill   will    impose   too 
great  a  burden  on  employers.  Admit- 
tedly,  these  new  obligations  will  re- 
quire more  of  employers,  but  they  are 
slight  in  relation  to  the  benefits  that 
will  be  made  available.  The  provision 
for  conversion  of  group  policies  to  in- 
dividual coverage  will  require  no  addi- 
tional employer  contribution.  In  fact. 
30  States  have  already  implemented 
similar  laws.  The  requirement  for  an 
open  enrollment  period  for  spouses  of 
insured  employees  only  restates  an  ob- 
ligation of  employers  that   presently 
offer   family   coverage,   although   em- 
ployers will  incur  additional  costs  as 
this  option   is  utilized  by   employees 
with  unemployed  spouses.  The  third 
new  employer  requirement,  a  90-day 
continuation  of  coverage  for  laid-off 
employees,  will  also  impose  some  new 
costs.    However.    19    States    presently 
have  continuation  requirements  vary- 
ing from  30  days  to  18  months.  The 
total  added  cost  of  these  requirments 
to  employers  has  been  estimated  by 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  to  be 
about     2     percent     of    their    present 
health  care  expenditures. 

As  for  Federal  Government  costs, 
H.R.  302rs  level  of  funding  is  quite 
low  compared  to  earlier  proposals,  and 
the  total  cost  conforms  to  the  limits 
established  in  the  1984  budget 
resolution. 

Similarly,  the  States  would  contrib- 
ute, on  the  average,  only  7  percent  of 
total  program  costs,  not  an  unreason- 
able amount. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  measure  will 
contribute  to  the  health  of  those  who 


have  the  most  compelling  need  for  as- 
sistance. I  believe  that  H.R.  3021  is  a 
necessary  response  to  the  plight  of  the 
Nations  unemployed,  and  I  urge  its 
passage. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Levitas). 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  legislation.  And  I 
rise  also  in  opposition  to  the  Frenzel 
amendment  and  to  the  motion  to  re- 
commit. 

There  is  very  little  I  can  add  to  the 
debate  that  has  already  preceded  me 
on  the  question  of  the  enormous 
human  and  economic  trauma  that  re- 
sults from  an  unemployed  person  not 
having  health  care  for  himself  and  his 
family  or  herself  and  her  family.  The 
devastation  of  losing  one's  job  and 
income  and  running  out  of  unemploy- 
ment benefits  is  bad  enough.  But 
when  that  is  compounded  by  having 
an  illness  or  accident  with  hospital 
and  medical  bills  that  cannot  be  paid, 
the  tragedy  reaches  propositions  that 
are  hard  to  describe  or  even  compre- 
hend. It  is  despair.  It  is  devastation. 
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The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  there  are 
few  more  devastating  events  than  to 
have  a  sick  relative  or  dependent  and 
not  be  able  to  get  health  care. 

This  Nation  is  distinguished  from 
other  nations  in  the  world  in  that  we 
care.  We  do  not  let  people  starve  in 
the  streets,  we  do  not  let  them  go 
without  shelter,  and  we  do  not  let 
them  suffer  without  appropriate  medi- 
cal attention. 

Regardless  of  the  prudent  savings  or 
provisions  a  person  may  have  made  for 
health  care,  when  he  loses  his  job 
these  provisions  are  almost  invariably 
lost  as  well.  When  that  job  is  lost  be- 
cause of  economic  circumstances  and 
recession  and  not  because  of  a  work- 
er's fault  or  laziness,  this  Nation 
cannot  stand  idly  by  and  watch  that 
suffering  and  do  nothing. 
This  is  a  vital  piece  of  legislation. 
It  seems  to  me  that  because  it  is  op- 
tional to  the  States  to  participate, 
then  each  State  can  make  a  judgment 
as  to  whether  it  needs  or  wants  to  im- 
plement or  not  to  implement  this  pro- 
gram. 

I  am  told,  for  example,  in  Georgia, 
that  the  medical  profession  has  admi- 
rably responded  to  the  needs  of  the 
unemployed  by  providing  free  .services, 
and  yet  it  still  does  not  cover  hospital 
expenses  or  other  medical  expenses. 
But  if  my  State  chooses  not  to  partici- 
pate, so  be  it.  But  we  have  a  national 
human  concern  that  this  legislation 
addresses. 

The  Frenzel  amendment,  it  seems  to 
me.  is  a  grave  mistake  because  it  kicks 
middle-class  Americans  right  in  the 
face.  The  Frenzel  amendment  would 
turn    this    bill    into    another    means 
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tested  welfare  program  with  all  the 
bureaucracy  paperwork,  redtape,  and 
fraud  that  goes  with  it.  The  Frenzel 
amendment  says  to  middle-class  Amer- 
icans they  have  got  to  become  desti- 
tute and  welfare  cases  and  dispose  of 
their  savings  before  they  can  have  any 
opportunity  for  health  care  for  their 
families.  Well.  I  say  to  you  that 
middle-class  Americans,  or  the  silent 
majority,  have  caught  it  in  the  neck 
long  enough.  These  are  the  people 
who  pay  most  of  the  taxes  and  are  the 
backbone  of  our  country.  Why  should 
they  be  made  to  pay  and  then  be  left 
out  in  the  cold  when  they  need  tempo- 
rary help?  Today  is  the  day  we  ought 
to  stand  up  and  say  that  a  middle-class 
person  who  has  lost  his  job  through 
no  fault  of  his  own.  does  not  have  to 
become  poor  in  order  to  get  some 
health  care  for  his  family.  This  is  a 
temporary  program  for  them,  and  we 
should  support  middle  America  today 
and  defeat  the  Frenzel  amendment. 
•  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  am  extremely  pleased  to  be  a  cospon- 
sor  of  H.R.  3021,  the  Health  Care  for 
the  Unemployed  Act.  This  measure 
makes  an  important  step  toward  wid- 
ening the  availability  of  health  care  in 
our  Nation.  Yet  it  fails  to  benefit  some 
other  especially  deserving  groups  of 
individuals.  One  group  among  these  is 
the  RIFed  Federal  employees,  the 
very  workers  who  have  been  forced  to 
shoulder  the  brunt  of  our  economic 
and  political  policy  decisions. 

Congresswoman  Oakar  has  intro- 
duced H.R.  656,  a  major  piece  of  legis- 
lation which  will  strengthen  the  Fed- 
eral Employees  Health  Benefits  Pro- 
gram (FEHBP)  and  reestablish  it  as  a 
system  of  comprehensive,  fairly  priced 
health  care  coverage.  I  am  especially 
grateful  to  the  Congresswoman  for  in- 
cluding in  this  bill  a  provision  I  devel- 
oped to  address  some  of  the  longstand- 
ing and  troublesome  gaps  in  Federal 
health  care  coverage. 

Over  time,  there  has  evolved  a  very 
definite  pattern  of  linking  health  ben- 
efits to  the  workplace.  When  a  worker 
loses  a  job  in  a  layoff,  or  a  person  loses 
a  connection  to  the  worker,  as  in  a  di- 
vorce, the  individual  also  loses  health 
care  protection  for  family  and  self. 
Typically,  the  unemployed  or  divorced 
who  lose  employer-based  health  insur- 
ance protection  are  unable  to  obtain 
other  affordable  coverage. 

The  impact  of  this  problem  of  lost 
health  insurance  coverage  has  been 
most  forcefully  driven  home  by  our 
country's  continuing  economic  crisis 
with  its  disastrous  double-digit  unem- 
ployment rate.  According  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  during  fiscal 
year  1984,  the  number  of  people  with- 
out health  insurance  coverage  due  to 
unemployment  will  reach  19.1  million. 
These  workers  and  their  families  have 
no  protection  against  the  high  costs  of 
health  care.  As  a  result,  they  all  too 
often  fail  to  receive  needed  medical 


and  hospital  services.  The  truly  tragic 
element  of  this  is  the  well-established 
link  between  a  significant  life 
change— such  as  loss  of  employment 
or  divorce— and  poor  health.  So  at  the 
very  time  when  an  individual  or  family 
needs  health  care  the  most,  it  becomes 
unavailable. 

In  recent  years,  many  States  have 
enacted  laws  to  deal  with  the  gaps  in 
health  l)enefit  protection.  Most  of  this 
legislation  has  focused  on  the  needs  of 
a  workers  spouse  and  dependent  chil- 
dren whose  coverage  is  lost  due  to 
health  or  divorce.  Other  laws  deal 
with  continuing  coverage  for  workers 
who  are  between  jobs  or  who  have 
been  laid  off.  Federal  workers  cannot, 
by  virtue  of  their  Federal  employ- 
ment, qualify  for  the  benefits  of  these 
State  laws  or,  as  I  noted  earlier,  with 
H.R.  3021. 

Section  3  of  H.R.  656  addresses  four 
limited  populations  who,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  have  had  their  con- 
nection to  the  Federal  workplace 
broken.  And  with  that  break,  they  lost 
their  access  to  comprehensive,  com- 
paratively affordable  health  care  in- 
surance. These  four  groups  are: 

One.  employees  involuntarily  sepa- 
rated from  the  civil  service  due  to  re- 
duction-in-force  (RIF); 

Two.  spouses  of  employees,  or  annu- 
itants whose  marriages  are  dissohed 
by  divorce  or  annulment; 

Three,  unmarried  dependent  chil- 
dren over  22  who  cease  to  be  disabled: 
and. 

Four,  individuals  who  elect  to  re- 
ceive a  lump-sum  payment  rather  than 
a  monthly  annuity. 

Currently,  the  FEHBP  offers  a  con- 
version opportunity  to  individuals  in 
these  categories  which  allows  them  to 
obtain  health  insurance  coverage 
under  a  nongroup  policy  without  prov- 
ing their  medical  insurability.  This 
conversion  right  is  sorely  inadequate: 
the  costs  are  usually  high  and  the  cov- 
erage deficient. 

Section  3  of  H.R.  656  allows  these  in- 
dividuals the  right  to  convert,  but  it 
also  provides  a  critical  alternative— the 
right  to  continue  in  their  current  poli- 
cies. Whereas  conversion  allows  a 
person  to  obtain  an  individual  contract 
when  participation  in  a  group  plan 
ceases,  the  continuation  provisions 
allow  a  person  to  continue  participa- 
tion in  the  group  plan.  In  the  case  of 
the  provision  we  are  proposing,  the  in- 
dividual would  be  able  to  receive  the 
same  group  protection  at  the  same 
premium  rate  with  the  proviso  that  he 
or  she  pay  both  the  workers  share  of 
the  required  premium  and  the  contri- 
bution that  would  normally  be  paid  by 
the  agency,  as  employer. 

Although  continuation  is  still  an  ex- 
tremely costly  form  of  health  insur- 
ance, it  almost  always  beats  the  con- 
version option.  For  example,  a  54-year- 
old  divorced  spouse  of  a  male  Federal 
employee  would  pay  $1,041.36  a  year 


to  continue  a  self-only,  high-option 
Aetna  policy.  That  is  outrageously 
high.  But  for  that  same  individual  to 
convert  to  an  Aetna  self-only,  high- 
option  policy  in  my  State  of  Colorado, 
the  cost  would  be  $2,696  a  year  and  for 
greatly  reduced  benefits.  This  is  an 
unbelievable  amount  of  money  for 
anyone,  much  less  someone  without  a 
paycheck  or  other  source  of  regular 
income.  What  is  more,  for  that  same 
54year-old  individual  to  convert  to  a 
policy  in  California,  the  cost  would  be 
$4.196— a  ludicrous  and  prohibitive 
sum. 

Therefore,  by  offering  these  groups 
the  opportunity  to  continue  in  the 
FEHB  program,  we  will  be  providing 
them  the  availability  of  better,  more 
aftordable  health  care  coverage. 

One  of  the  most  appealing  aspects  of 
section  3  is  that  its  costs  to  Govern- 
ment will  be  negligible.  Even  if  every- 
one eligible  were  to  take  advantage  of 
the  opportunity  to  continue,  they 
would  make  up  only  a  small  percent- 
age of  the  total  FEHB  population. 
This,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  the 
individual  must  bear  100  percent  of 
the  premium  burden,  makes  this  prac- 
tically a  no-cost  provision  for  the  Gov- 
ernment. Because  the  costs  to  the  indi- 
vidual are  so  high,  many  will  not  be 
able  to  afford  it.  Those  who  do  choose 
to  convert  or  continue  will  do  so  only 
until  they  become  eligible  under  a 
more  reasonable  health  care  plan. 
With  new  employment  or  remarriage, 
their  connection  to  the  FEHB  pro- 
gram will  quite  probably  cease. 

Therefore,  with  .section  3.  we  are  not 
establishing  a  new  program;  we  are 
not  initiating  a  costly  new  financial 
burden.  We  are  simply  extending  an 
important  opportunity  to  certain  indi- 
viduals who  have  lost  their  access  to 
affordable,  quality  health  care  insur- 
ance. They  have  lost  that  access 
through  no  fault  of  their  own:  Some 
do  to  political  and  economic  policy 
which  has.  so  far.  resulted  in  13.000 
RIF'd  Federal  employees:  some  as  a 
result  of  an  administrative  mechanism 
as  in  the  case  of  the  lump-sum  annuity 
recipients;  some  due  to  a  change  in 
health  care  status  as  in  the  case  of  the 
older  dependent  children;  and.  some  as 
a  result  of  unfortunate  personal  cir- 
cumstances as  in  the  case  of  the  di- 
vorced. We  are  not  providing  charity 
for  these  individuals,  we  are  not 
asking  for  their  financial  support.  We 
are  only  asking  that  they  be  allowed 
to  continue  benefiting  from  the  econo- 
mies of  scale  provided  by  group  health 
insurance  policies.  This  is  public  policy 
at  its  best— it  incurs  no  costs  to  the 
taxpayer  yet  addresses  the  needs  of 
the  deserving. 

The  insurance  carriers  have  ex- 
pressed no  objections  to  this  provision. 
The  Reagan  administration  has  sup- 
ported this  concept  in  another  con- 
text. In  his  April  27,  1983,  appearance 


before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee, 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Di- 
rector David  Stockman  acknowledged 
that  the  problem  of  health  benefits  is 
one  of  "•  •  •  selective  gaps  and  discon- 
tinuities" which  could  be  dealt  with  by 
mandated  continuation  of  the  present 
employer  plan  coverage  to  be  financed 
entirely  by  the  former  worker.  I  can 
imagine  no  reason  why  the  administra- 
tion would  not  also  support  such  self- 
paid  continuation  for  these  other  de- 
serving groups  as  well. 

In  my  testimony  before  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Compensation  and 
Employee  Benefits  on  H.R.  656,  I 
urged  the  subcommittee  to  delete  any 
time  limitation  on  the  continuation 
right  for  RIF'd  employees.  I  also  asked 
that  an  additional  group  be  added  to 
those  covered.  There  is  a  small,  but  ex- 
tremely needy  population  of  surviving 
spouses  who  are  currently  not  eligible 
for  continued  participation  in  the 
FEHB  program.  They  too  should  be 
included  for  the  benefits  of  H.R.  656.» 
•  Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  to  support  H.R.  3021.  the 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act. 
This  desperately  needed  humanitarian 
measure  has  already  received  support 
from  three  committees  in  both  Houses 
of  Congress.  It  is  time  for  us  to  add 
the  voice  of  the  full  House  to  those  de- 
manding an  intelligent  and  compas- 
sionate health  care  policy. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
has  estimated  that  10.2  million  unem- 
ployed workers  and  their  families  have 
no  health  insurance.  These  people 
face  the  constant  fear  that  an  unex- 
pected illness  will  wipe  out  the  savings 
they  need  to  survive.  They  often  sacri- 
fice day-to-day  preventive  medicine 
that  is  crucial  to  the  long-term  health 
of  our  people. 

Today,  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
lend  a  hand  to  those  in  need  and  to 
make  a  significant  investment  in  the 
health  of  our  Nation.  We  are  all  the 
victims  of  soaring  medical  costs,  costs 
which  have  risen  unabated  for  the 
past  20  years.  These  costs  are  best  con- 
trolled by  prevention,  not  cure;  pre- 
vention that  both  eliminates  the  pain 
and  contains  the  cost  of  illness. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  remember 
that  the  people  this  legislation  will 
help  are  not  the  simple  victims  of 
their  own  poor  planning.  By  and  large, 
these  people  are  hard-working  Ameri- 
cans who  saved  all  their  lives  against 
the  hard  times,  just  like  we  are  all  told 
to  do,  and  are  now  forced  to  use  their 
savings  to  survive.  These  people  live 
next  door  to  financial  ruin;  any  illness 
could  move  these  people  into  bank- 
ruptcy. This  legislation  will  offer  some 
protection  to  the  dedicated  workers 
who  paid  taxes  all  their  life  to  support 
our  system  and  now  need  a  break  to 
keep  them  healthy— physically  and  fi- 
nancially. 

The  unemployed  workers  of  today 
are  not  shiftless  or  lazy,  like  some  car- 


toonists would  have  us  believe.  They 
are  hard-working  men  and  women  who 
lost  their  jobs  as  our  industrial  base 
has  sunk  into  depression.  They  have 
helped  others  who  had  hard  times, 
and  now  these  people  find  themselves 
in  hard  times  and  they  need  our  help. 
This  bill,  granting  limited  health  in- 
surance, is  the  least  we  can  do  to  offer 
protection  against  the  whims  of  ill- 
ness. 

It  is  not  the  fault  of  the  unemployed 
construction  worker  that  the  adminis- 
tration has  enacted  nearly  $200  billion 
budget  deficits  that  drive  up  interest 
rates.  It  is  not  the  fault  of  the  unem- 
ployed auto  worker  that  these  same 
administration  policies  artificially  in- 
flate the  value  of  the  dollar  abroad, 
and  make  Japanese  cars  very  price  at- 
tractive here.  It  is  not  the  fault  of  the 
unemployed  steel  worker  that  manage- 
ment of  U.S.  industry  often  has  been 
slow  to  meet  the  challenge  of  foreign 
competition. 

Some  have  estimated  that  the  over- 
valued dollar  costs  the  U.S.  economy 
$100  billion  in  lost  GNP  and  1.6  mil- 
lion jobs  every  year.  We  all  have  seen 
up  close  the  devastating  impact  of 
high  interest  rates  on  industry  and 
trade.  The  cause  of  the  highest  unem- 
ployment since  the  depression  lies  not 
in  ourselves,  but  in  the  mistaken  poli- 
cies of  the  administration  and  the  va- 
garies of  the  economy.  That  is  why  un- 
employment hangs  up  there  at  10  per- 
cent. That  is  why  millions  are  left  at 
the  brink  of  disaster,  hoping  their 
health  will  not  turn  for  the  worse  and 
push  them  into  financial  ruin.  That  is 
why  we  must  act  now. 

We  cannot  wait  for  the  problem  to 
go  away.  It  will  not.  Even  as  the  ad- 
ministration trumpets  an  economic  re- 
covery, unemployment  figures  are  ex- 
oected  to  stay  above  8.5  percent 
through  the  end  of  1985.  The  recovery 
does  not  exist  for  those  who  have  no 
jobs.  And  many  of  the  people  who  now 
stand  in  unemployment  lines  will  still 
be  there  many  months  from  now. 
Their  benefits  will  have  expired  and 
their  position  will  be  even  more  des- 
perate. 

The  legislation  before  us  is  a  careful- 
ly wrought  compromise,  weighing 
State's  interests  with  the  need  to  limit 
Federal  costs.  This  compromise,  which 
includes  incentives  for  private  employ- 
ers to  offer  group  health  insurance  to 
the  spouses  and  children  of  unem- 
ployed workers,  offers  health  protec- 
tion to  the  unemployed  while  limiting 
the  need  for  further  Federal  interven- 
tion. The  bill  makes  clear  to  employers 
that  their  obligation  to  employees 
should  not  end  with  a  pink  slip. 

I  do  have  some  reservations  about 
the  allocation  formula  for  the  block 
grants  since  it  penalizes  States  that 
have  low  unemployment,  and  discour- 
ages them  from  participating.  An  un- 
employed worker  suffers  just  as  much 
in  Massachusetts  as  does  one  in  Michi- 


gan. Yet  the  distribution  formula  re- 
quires Massachusetts  to  pay  a  much 
higher  share  of  the  cost  of  the  health 
insurance  plan.  This  discourages  full 
State  participation.  Thus.  Massachu- 
setts might  choose  not  to  cover  a  job- 
less person  who  would  have  been  cov- 
ered in  Michigan.  This  system  ignores 
the  human  suffering  that  hides 
behind  statistics. 

The  compromise  also  requires  pa- 
tients to  pay  for  a  portion  of  the  cost 
of  care,  in  some  cases  as  much  as  10 
percent  of  the  total.  While  this  copay- 
ment  scheme  is  designed  to  discourage 
the  unnecessary  use  of  health  facili- 
ties, its  burden  could  prove  too  much. 
A  hospital  bed  at  $300  per  day  would 
cost  a  covered  unemployed  worker  $30 
per  day,  still  prohibitive  to  the  truly 
needy. 

Nonetheless,  this  legislation  is  our 
only  chance  to  address  a  critical  prob- 
lem. It  is  a  solid  first  step,  and  we 
must  take  it  now.  We  must  bury  our 
differences  on  minor  points  and 
uphold  the  fundamental  principle: 
that  the  unemployed  workers  of  this 
Nation  should  not  be  left  alone  in 
their  time  of  trouble.  When  health 
maintenance  is  sacrificed,  the  long- 
term  effects  are  severe:  an  unhealthy 
population  that  will  pay  a  lot  more  for 
its  health  as  it  ages.  We  must  also 
insure  that  the  unemployed  never  be 
reduced  to  poverty  by  a  catastrophic 
illness. 

The  Reagan  administration  has 
hinted  darkly  that  it  will  veto  any 
health  care  bill  that  does  not  include  a 
new  revenue  source  to  pay  for  itself.  I 
only  wish  the  same  criterion  were  ap- 
plied to  defense  expenditures.  This  ad- 
ministration was  willing  to  propose  a 
nearly  $200  billion  deficit  to  finance 
its  weapons  buildup.  It  is  blatant  hy- 
pocrisy for  the  same  administration  to 
deny  our  unemployed  citizens  their 
health,  the  most  basic  necessity  of  life, 
in  the  name  of  fiscal  austerity.  We 
have  been  asked  to  spend  five  times 
the  amount  of  money  to  deploy  one 
missile  system  whose  only  justification 
is  that  it  can  .serve  as  a  bargaining 
chip  in  arms  control  negotiations.  The 
priorities  of  the  President  are  clear. 
We  must  be  sure  that  ours  are  equally 
clear. 

Congress  must  take  a  firm  stand  in 
favor  of  health  care  for  the  unem- 
ployed. We  must  make  it  clear  that 
this  is  one  of  the  most  important 
pieces  of  social  legislation  to  come 
before  this  Congress.  And  we  must 
make  clear  to  the  American  people 
where  the  blame  lies  if  this  humani- 
tarian program  is  ultimately  defeated 
by  a  hostile  administration. 

I  urge  you,  my  colleagues  in  the 
House,  to  consider  this  legislation,  the 
people  it  is  intended  to  help,  and  the 
way  in  which  it  will  help  them.  I  ajsk 
you  to  join  me  in  support  of  this  bill, 
so    that    together    we    may    lift    the 
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burden  of  illness  from  the  unemployed 
workers  of  our  Nation.* 
•  Mr.  ROYBAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
need  for  a  comprehensive  plan  to  meet 
the  needs  of  our  Nations  11.1  million 
unemployed  is  crucial.  The  loss  of  a 
steady  income  is  but  one  of  the  nega- 
tive results  of  unemployment,  with  it 
also  comes  the  loss  of  the  security  of 
knowing  one's  individual  and  family 
health  care  needs  will  be  met.  Preg- 
nancy, serious  illnesses,  and  other 
health  related  problems  do  not  occur 
on  any  given  schedule.  Consequently, 
health  care  coverage  must  be  made 
available  at  all  times,  most  especially 
during  this  time  of  widespread  unem- 
ployment. 

While  we  attempt  to  solve  our  Na- 
tion's economic  and  industrial  prob- 
lems, H.R.  3021.  the  Health  Care  for 
the  Unemployed  Act  of  1983.  is  a 
means  of  providing  these  workers  and 
their  families  with  at  least  some 
degree  of  security.  Joblessness  can  no 
longer  be  looked  at  as  a  short-term 
setback.  The  average  duration  of  un- 
employment is  now  at  22  weeks  and 
growing.  For  those  collecting  unem- 
ployment compensation  during  this 
time  the  situation  is  grim.  For  these 
individuals  paying  for  health  care 
services,  at  current  rates,  is  difficult  if 
not  impossible  with  the  meager 
income  unemployment  insurance  pro- 
vides. A  single  medical  or  dental  bill 
could  easily  consume  100  percent  of 
the  monthly  unemployment  insurance 
payment.  The  burden  of  providing 
food,  housing,  and  other  basic  necessi- 
ties should  not  be  compounded  with 
health  care  worries. 

For  those  workers  whose  unemploy- 
ment has  extended  beyond  the  'imits 
of  compensation,  the  situation  is  even 
more  grave.  For  these  people  personal 
financial  resources  have  already  been 
exhausted  and  the  crisis  escalates 
daily.  Even  though  there  are  some 
health  care  personnel  and  facilities 
willing  to  provide  services  on  a  volun- 
teer basis  these  instances  fall  far  short 
of  providing  the  widespread  coverage 
necessary.  What  we  need  is  a  compre- 
hensive plan  available  to  all  those  per- 
sons who.  because  of  the  state  of  the 
economy,  are  in  need. 

H.R.  3021  creates  a  responsible 
mechanism  through  which  States  can 
provide  for  the  health  needs  of  their 
unemployed.  The  cost  of  the  bill  will 
be  shared  with  the  States,  based  on 
the  severity  of  the  unemployment  sit- 
uation, so  as  to  insure  an  equitable  dis- 
tribution of  services  and  a  shared  re- 
sponsibility for  the  problem.  With  the 
passage  of  this  bill  we  will  be  able  to 
guarantee  at  least  a  minimal  level  of 
health  services.  The  services  to  be  ren- 
dered will  include  the  basics:  Inpatient 
hospital  care,  outpatient  treatment, 
physician  visits,  clinical  services,  as 
well  as.  prenatal,  delivery,  and  post- 
partum care.  This  action  is  a  vital  step 
in  our  struggle  to  assure  the  physical 


well-being  of  our  workers  and  their 
families  during  this  time  of  crisis. 

Compounding  the  problem  is  the 
fact  that  adequate  health  care  cover- 
age can  be  even  more  important 
during  times  of  high  unemployment. 
Recent  studies  have  proven  the  exist- 
ence of  a  direct  correlation  between 
unemployment  and  a  wide  range  of 
physical,  emotional,  and  psychological 
problems.  Consequently,  the  economic 
and  social  factors  are  multiplied  when 
health  care  or  the  lack  of  it  becomes 
an  issue. 

This  bill  will  provide  for  those  who. 
through  no  fault  of  their  own.  are  un- 
employed and  uninsured.  If  we  cannot 
immediately  meet  their  employment 
needs,  it  is  our  obligation  to  provide 
the  means  to  meet  their  health  care 
needs  in  the  interim.  Access  to  proper 
medical  care  should  never  be  contin- 
gent upon  one's  economic  status.  I 
urge  you  all  to  join  with  me  in  voting 
for  H.R.  3021.» 

•  Mr.  CROCKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  3021.  I  fully  sup- 
port its  provisions  offering  health  care 
protections  to  those  men  and  women 
who  continue  to  suffer  under  the 
present  conditions  of  high  unemploy- 
ment now  prevailing  in  many  areas  of 
our  country.  The  people  of  my  district, 
the  13th  District  of  Michigan,  have 
been  especially  hard  hit  by  the  con- 
tinuing high  levels  of  unemployment, 
and  we  have  seen  a  corresponding  lag 
in  health  care  and  preventive  medical 
and  nutritional  care. 

I  have  a  special  interest  today  in  dis- 
cussing the  mental  health  aspects  of 
the  proposed  health  care  program  for 
the  unemployed.  I  concur  with  the 
language  included  on  page  1.5  of  the 
June  7.  1983.  committee  report  accom- 
panying H.R.  3021.  which  stated 
that- 

The  Committee  recognizes  that  unemplov- 
mcnl  means  not  onl.v  financial  hardship  for 
the  families  affected,  but  physical  and  emo- 
tional stress  as  well.  Within  the  benefit  limi- 
tations .set  forth  in  the  Bill,  the  unemployed 
should  have  acce.sji  to  *  *  *  mental  health 
benefits. 

Dr.  Matthew  Dumont.  a  community 
psychiatrist,  has  stated  that— 

Loss  of  work  represents  not  onl.v  financial 
insecurity  but  a  biopsychological  assault  of 
.such  magnitude  that  it  must  be  counted  as 
one  of  the  greatest  public  health  menaces  of 
all  time. 

Put  another  way,  unemployment  as 
a  major  source  of  stress  has  conse- 
quences for  physical  health,  mental 
health,  and  family  functioning. 

Specific  examples  of  the  conse- 
quences of  unemployment  can  be 
found  not  only  in  the  headlines  of  the 
daily  papers,  where  the  stresses  of  un- 
employment are  mirrored  in  the  in- 
creases in  violence,  depression,  and  un- 
healthy conditions,  but  also  in  scien- 
tific studies  of  unemployed  individ- 
uals. 

For  in.stance,  studies  which  consid- 
ered   mental    and    emotional    illness 


demonstrate  several   ways  unemploy 
ment  affects  individual  well-being  and 
stability.  The  impact  of  stress  is  mani 
fested  in  high   levels  of  anxiety,  de 
pression.  aggression,  and  loss  of  self 
esteem.    The    above    behaviors,    and 
stress  on  families  resulting  from  life 
changes     engendered     by     unemploy- 
ment, cause  an  increased  incidence  of 
marital  problems,  child  abuse,  behav- 
ior problems  in  children,  and  juvenile 
delinquency.  A  recent  series  in  the  De- 
troit Free  Press  on  the  increased  inci- 
dence of  child  abuse  in  Michigan  docu- 
ments   the    correlation    between    dys- 
functional family  behavior  and  unem- 
ployment. 

The  longer  people  experience  unem- 
ployment, the  more  likely  they  are  to 
experience  mental  health  conse- 
quences, that  is,  depression  and  alco- 
holism. And  the  latest  statistics  show- 
that  the  average  length  of  document- 
ed unemployment  is  close  to  18 
months.  This  figure  does  not  include 
those  people— some  8.000  every 
month— who  exhaust  their  benefits 
and  go  on  the  discouraged  workers 
lists. 

As  the  unemployment  rate  increases, 
the  negative  effects  on  physical  health 
and  mental  health  increase  exponen- 
tially. 

The  Michigan  community  mental 
health  s.v.stem  currently  treats  13.093 
individuals  who  were  laid  off.  are  look- 
ing for  work,  or  are  unemployed.  This 
13.000  total  is  conservative,  in  that  it 
excludes  family  members  who  may 
also  have  received  mental  health  care. 
Yet  even  these  conservative  figures 
show  an  alarming  increase  of  4,295  in- 
dividuals since  1978. 

Health  care  for  the  unemployed  is 
cost  effective.  By  including  mental 
health  services  in  the  basic  coverages 
allowed  in  this  legislation,  we  insure 
that  unemployed  persons  can  receive 
treatment  upon  referral  for  their  total 
health  needs— physical,  emotional,  and 
mental  care. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  expand 
beyond  a  solely  physical  approach  to 
health  by  expressing  our  intent  that 
this  legislation  include  psychiatric  and 
other  types  of  mental  health  service. 
Specifically.  I  encourage  the  inclu- 
sions of  inpatient  mental  health  serv- 
ices, outpatient  services  directed  at  re- 
mediation of  depression,  family  con- 
flicts and  children's  behavioral  prob- 
lems, and.  special,  short-term  crisis 
interventions  focused  at  unemployed 
individuals  and  their  families.* 
•  Mr.  McCANDLESS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
last  week,  we  received  more  encourag- 
ing economic  news.  The  unemploy- 
ment rate  dropped  another  one-tenth 
of  1  percent,  a  decline  of  0.8  percent 
since  December.  The  number  of  facto- 
ry jobs  have  risen  for  the  last  3 
months.  The  rate  of  unemployment  in 
the  durable  goods  industries  has 
dropped  approximately  4  percent  since 


December.  But  despite  this  encourag- 
ing economic  picture,  10  percent  of  the 
American  work  force  remains  without 
a  job.  I  sympathize  with  these  people, 
many  of  whom,  through  no  fault  of 
their  ow^n,  are  without  employment. 

To  compound  this  problem,  many 
are  in  need  of  medical  assistance  but, 
because  of  a  layoff,  have  lost  their 
health  insurance.  Because  of  increas- 
ing costs  of  medical  care,  a  lifetime  of 
savings  can  be  wiped  out  overnight 
without  the  benefit  of  insurance.  I  be- 
lieve there  is  a  definite  need  on  the 
part  of  Congress  to  address  this  prob- 
lem. The  proper  role  for  the  Federal 
Government  has  been  contemplated 
by  several  committees  of  the  House 
and  Senate.  The  Energy  and  Com- 
merce Committee  has  provided  us  with 
one  solution— a  brandnew.  multibil- 
lion-dollar  entitlement  program  which 
seems  suspiciously  close  to  an  ex- 
tended version  of  medicaid  for  the  un- 
employed. This  new  entitlement  would 
be  open  ended  with  no  stipulations  on 
participation  except  that  you  must 
qualify  for  unemployment  compensa- 
tion. I  cannot  support  that.  I  cannot 
support  yet  another  huge  welfare  pro- 
gram that  would  create  more  problems 
than  it  solves. 

I  do  not  believe  the  average  citizen 
should  be  forced  to  bear  the  entire 
cost  of  health  care  coverage  for  every 
unemployed  person,  no  matter  what 
the  particular  circumstances,  when 
there  are  unemployed  who  are  finan- 
cially better  off  than  others  who  work. 
Under  medicare,  for  instance,  the  aged 
and  disabled  must  pay  a  significant 
amount  in  deductibles  and  copay- 
ments.  No  such  requirements  are  pro- 
posed for  beneficiaries  of  this  pro- 
gram. 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
has  made  a  valiant  attempt  to  correct 
a  majority  of  the  problems  proposed 
by  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce.  However,  it  does  not  go  far 
enough.  Despite  three  attempts  by  Re- 
publican members  of  the  committee, 
there  is  still  no  provision  to  require  or 
permit  the  use  of  a  qualifying  test. 

Just  thinking  of  what  happened  in 
the  food  stamp  program  makes  me 
cringe.  Without  the  use  of  such  a 
qualifying  test,  nondeserving  people 
could  qualify  for  assistance. 

I  believe  in  the  need  for  health  bene- 
fits for  the  unemployed:  it  is  a  much 
needed  program.  I  cannot,  however, 
support  one  laden  with  the  possibility 
of  abuse.* 

•  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  while 
economists  hail  the  current  boom  as 
the  end  of  the  recession,  the  unem- 
ployment rate  continues  at  double- 
digit  levels,  with  little  prospect  in 
sight  for  any  substantial  reductions. 
This  continued  high  rate  has  severely 
affected  the  ability  of  many  Ameri- 
cans to  obtain  for  themselves  and 
their  families  adequate  health  insur- 
ance, as  most  Americans  obtain  their 


insurance  through  their  employer.  Pri- 
vate health  insurance  is  costly,  and 
many  companies  provide  only  short- 
term  coverage  for  employees  who  have 
lost  their  jobs. 

According  to  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  10  million  jobless  work- 
ers now  do  not  have  health  insurance. 
This  can  be  devastating  to  a  family 
faced  with  a  sudden,  serious  illness  or 
injury.  In  many  areas  of  the  United 
States,  the  typical  unemployed  worker 
does  not  meet  medicaid  eligibility  re- 
quirements, and  so  are  faced  with 
dealing,  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  with  the 
fear  of  becoming  ill  or  injured.  This 
merely  adds  further  to  the  frustration 
and  pain  of  a  person  who  suddenly 
finds  himself  or  herself  without  a  job 
and  the  means  to  provide  for  the 
family. 

Clearly,  then,  there  is  a  need  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  take  some  de- 
cisive and  substantive  action.  We  have 
already  acted  upon  and  implemented  a 
solid  jobs  bill  which  we  have  seen  has 
been  of  real  help  to  many  States  con- 
fronted with  serious  unemployment 
problems.  H.R.  3021  is  a  corollary  to 
that  bill— a  prudent  and  effective  re- 
sponse to  the  burgeoning  problem  of 
the  unemployed  and  uninsured 
worker. 

H.R.  3021  will  directly  benefit  the 
most  needy,  and  would  do  so  in  a  way 
that  will  neither  unduly  burden  the 
States  nor  exceed  the  amount  provid- 
ed for  this  effort  in  the  first  budget 
resolution  for  fiscal  year  1984.  By  dis- 
tributing the  funding  to  the  States  in 
the  form  of  block  grants,  the  program 
permits  the  States  wide  discretion  to 
distribute  the  money  in  the  manner 
they  feel  is  most  efficient  and  effec- 
tive. These  matching  grants  are  volun- 
tary, with  the  States  providing  a  por- 
tion of  the  funds  in  direct  relation  to 
the  percentage  of  unemployed  workers 
in  the  States. 

Certain  provisions  of  the  bill  assure 
that  funding  will  go  first  to  those  who 
need  it  most,  that  is,  those  who  have 
been  unemployed  the  longest.  In  addi- 
tion, provisions  are  included  to  estab- 
lish direct  grants  to  hospitals  to  assist 
them  in  providing  services  to  low- 
income  individuals  without  public  or 
private  insurance.  It  also  provides  for 
an  increase  in  maternal  and  child 
health  block  grants,  signaling  in- 
creased congressional  concern  for 
those  who  do  not  have  the  means  to 
obtain  health  insurance  in  this  society. 
The  cooperative  approach  between 
Federal  and  State  governments  under- 
lying this  bill  sets  a  bold  precedent 
and  establishes  a  framework  from 
which  future  programs  might  be  de- 
veloped. I  would  like  to  commend  my 
colleagues.  Chairmen  Rostenkowski 
and  Waxman,  for  their  outstanding 
leadership  on  this  issue.  This  bill  ad- 
dresses forthrightly  the  oppressive 
problem  of  health  care  for  the  unem- 


ployed, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  vital  legislation.* 
•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R. 
3021,  the  Health  Care  for  the  Unem- 
ployed Act.  Because  the  Nation's 
health  insurance  system  is  so  closely 
linked  to  employment— more  than  85 
percent  of  all  workers  gain  access  to 
health  insurance  coverage  through 
their  employers— the  recession  has  se- 
verely cut  into  the  access  to  health 
care  for  the  unemployed. 

During  February  1983.  over  14  mil- 
lion unemployed  workers  and  their  de- 
pendents, including  4  million  children, 
had  no  health  insurance  protection.  In 
Michigan,  over  400.000  individuals  are 
without  health  care  as  a  result  of  un- 
employment. Not  only  does  this  add  to 
the  overall  cost  of  health  care,  it  has 
resulted  in  several  disturbing  trends  in 
my  State.  The  Michigan  Department 
of  Public  Health  reported  a  threefold 
increase  in  walk-in  deliveries  by 
women  who  had  no  prenatal  care.  For 
the  first  time  since  World  War  II,  the 
infant  death  rate  has  actually  in- 
creased in  my  State. 

Private  hospitals  often  refuse  to 
treat  uninsured  individuals  and 
"dump"  these  patients  on  public  hos- 
pitals. Public  hospitals  must  then 
absorb  the  debts  of  the  unemployed 
which  adds  approximately  $30  per  day 
to  the  costs  of  insured  individuals.  Un- 
employed workers  and  their  families 
frequently  forego  preventive  and  diag- 
nostic care  because  they  are  unable  to 
pay  their  doctors'  bills.  Not  only  does 
this  endanger  the  lives  of  unemployed 
workers  and  their  families,  it  also  in- 
creases the  cost  of  the  treatment 
which  they  eventually  receive. 

H.R.  3021  will  provide  States  with 
the  necessary  funds  to  address  this 
problem  through  the  creation  of  a 
block  grant  program  which  expires  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1985.  This  bill 
also  increases  the  availability  of  pri- 
vate health  insurance  to  unemployed 
workers.  Any  employer  with  25  or 
more  employees  would  be  required  to 
provide  3  months  of  health  insurance 
coverage  to  laid-off  workers.  In  addi- 
tion, employers  must  provide  an  open 
enrollment  period  for  any  spouse  of  an 
unemployed  person.  H.R.  3021  would 
also  establish  a  program  of  discretion- 
ary grants  to  public  and  private  hospi- 
tals serving  large  numbers  of  unin- 
sured workers. 

The  State  matching  formula  is  of 
particular  importance  to  high-unem- 
ployment State  such  as  Michigan.  The 
depressionlike  conditions  in  Michigan 
have  resulted  in  increased  demands  on 
the  State  treasury.  Under  the  provi- 
sions of  H.R.  3021.  Michigan  would 
not  be  required  to  provide  any  match- 
ing funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  measure  is  not 
all  that  I  had  hoped  for  in  the  way  of 
health  assistance   for  the  jobless.   It 
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will  provide  a  limited  amount  of 
needed  relief  for  out-of-work  Ameri- 
cans who  have  not  received  medical 
care  that  they  need,  yet  are  reluctant 
to  seek  since  they  cannot  afford  the 
cost  of  such  care.  I  urge  the  adoption 
of  H.R.  3021.« 

•  Mr.  FAUNTROY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  Health  Care  for 
the  Unemployed  Act  of  1983.  H.R. 
3021.  While  the  bill  originally  reported 
by  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  provided  relief  through  an 
entitlement.  I  must  support  the  com- 
promise bill  which  provides  for  a  block 
grant  program. 

I  note  that  H.R.  3021  is  supported  by 
AFSCME.  CWA,  American  Hospital 
Association.  American  Public  Health 
Association.  UAW.  National  Associa- 
tion of  Public  Hospitals,  and  the  U.S. 
Catholic  Conference. 

H.R.  3021  establishes  a  new  block 
grant  program  for  States  with  the  pur- 
pose of  providing  health  care  services 
to  unemployed  workers  and  their  fam- 
ilies. State  participation  in  the  pro- 
gram is  voluntary.  The  State  matching 
provisions  require  matching  funds  in 
amounts  varying  from  nothing  to  20 
percent  of  program  costs,  depending 
on  State  unemployment  rates. 

The  bill  also  establishes  new  require- 
ments for  employer-provided  health 
insurance  programs,  in  order  to  in- 
crease the  availability  of  health  insur- 
ance for  the  unemployed 

Finally.  H.R.  3021  establishes  a  new- 
program  of  discretionary  grants  to 
public  and  other  hospitals  serving  as 
health  care  providers  of  last  resort" 
to  unemployed  and  uninsured  individ- 
uals. The  bill  also  increases  the  au- 
thorized funding  for  the  maternal  and 
child  health  block  grants. 

The  Reagan  administration,  as 
would  be  expected,  opposes  H.R.  3021. 
Such  insensitivity  to  the  unemployed 
and  disad\  antaged  has  become  com- 
monplace. 

Mr.  Chairman.  H.R.  3021  is  timely. 
Unemployment  in  this  Nation  is  a  dis- 
grace. In  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
latest  statistics  show  an  unemploy- 
ment rate  of  10.4  percent.  1  am  pleased 
that  in  fiscal  year  1983  the  District  of 
Columbia  will  receive  Sl.l  million  with 
no  required  State  match.  In  fiscal  year 
1984.  the  District  will  receive  $.5.9  mil- 
lion with  a  required  match  of  $300,000, 
5  percent  of  total  program  e.\pendi- 
tures. 

I  am  also  supportive  of  the  provision 
providing  for  a  discretionary  Federal 
grant  program  for  assistance  to  hospi- 
tals serving  as  providers  of  last  resort 
to  uninsured  and  unemployed  persons. 
This  would  be  especially  helpful  for 
D.C.  hospitals,  especially  D.C.  Gener- 
al. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support 
passage  of  H.R.  3021. • 

•  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
committee    recommendations    on    the 


Health  Care  for  the  Unemployed  Act. 
I  commend  the  work  of  my  colleagues. 
Chairmen  Rostenkowski  and  Din- 
GELL.  and  Subcommittee  Chairmen 
Waxman  and  Jacobs. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  cosponsoring 
this  legislation  because  it  is  the  best 
feasible  solution  to  a  widespread,  life- 
threatening  situation.  Although  the 
spiraling  unemployment  rate  seems  to 
be  winding  down,  we  are  still  suffering 
the  effects  of  the  worst  recession  since 
the  Great  Depression.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  estimates  that 
about  19  million  unemployed  workers 
and  their  families  will  be  without 
health  insurance  coverage  during 
fiscal  year  1984.  In  my  own  congres- 
sional district,  the  May  1983  unem- 
ployment rate  of  10.8  percent  indicates 
to  some  degree  the  lack  of  health  in- 
surance coverage.  The  children's  de- 
fense fund  estimates  that  appro.xi- 
mately  13  million  children  will  suffer 
from  the  effects  of  unemployment  in 
1983.  The  Census  Bureau  released  new 
data  on  poverty  yesterday:  One  Ameri- 
can in  seven  is  living  below  the  Gov- 
ernrnents  official  poverty  line.  That  is 
one  American  in  seven. 

We  cannot  rely  on  private  and  vol- 
unteer organizations  to  meet  the  need 
for  health  care.  These  groups— church 
groups,  the  Salvation  Army,  the  Red 
Cross,  food  banks,  and  others— are  al- 
ready hard  pre.sscd  to  meet  the  basic 
needs  of  food,  clothing,  and  shelter. 
They  do  not  have  the  facilities  or  the 
financial  resources  to  provide  even 
minimal  health  care.  The  States, 
facing  severe  fiscal  problems,  are  not 
filling  the  health  care  void.  Virtually 
all  States  have  reduced  their  medicaid 
programs;  44  States  made  serious  re- 
ductions in  their  title  V  funded  mater- 
nal and  child  health  clinics  and  serv- 
ices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  service  on  the 
Agriculture  Committee.  I  have  become 
increasingly  aware  of  the  effects  of 
malnutrition  on  children  and  adults. 
Malnutrition  slows  mental  growth,  de- 
creases attention  spans,  breaks  down 
the  natural  immunity  system,  and  ex- 
acerbates other  health  problems.  It 
can  cause  permanent  mental  and 
physical  damage  to  children.  The  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  made 
an  attempt  at  addressing  malnutrition 
through  its  commodities  distribution 
program.  The  Agriculture  Committee 
is  holding  hearings  on  this  program,  at 
which  I  am  testifying  today.  Another 
administration  attempt  to  address  the 
problem  came  yesterday,  when  Presi- 
dent Reagan  announced  the  formation 
of  a  Task  Force  on  Hunger.  I  com- 
mend the  President  for  recognizing 
the  problem,  and  encourage  him  to 
follow  through  with  the  task  force  rec- 
ommendations—even if  they  include 
restoring  some  administration  budget 
cuts  in  food  stamp  and  other  public  as- 
sistance programs. 


But  malnutrition  is  only  one  health 
problem.  The  diseases  of  the  unem- 
ployed worker  and  his  family  not  cov- 
ered by  health  insurance  remain  large- 
ly untreated.  They  can  leave  the  suf- 
ferer mentally  or  physically  disabled 
to  any  degree  and  for  any  length  of 
time.  In  brutal  fiscal  terms,  we  cannot 
afford  a  population  that  is  unable  to 
learn,  work,  and  contribute  to  our  soci- 
ety. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  legislation  does 
not  establish  an  open-ended  entitle- 
ment program.  It  does  target  benefits 
to  those  who  have  been  unemployed 
the  longest,  who  are  most  in  need.  It 
does  begin  to  addre.ss  the  problem  on  a 
long-term  basis  through  modest 
changes  in  private  health  benefits. 
More  long-term  efforts  should  be 
made.  However,  we  must  meet  the  cur- 
rent crisis. 

We  are  not  here  today  to  judge  the 
unemployed,  and  whether  they  have 
the  right  to  health  care.  There  is  a 
tremendous  need;  if  it  remains  unmet, 
we  will  all  .suffer— economically  and 
morally.  We  are  here  today  to  help 
meet  that  need  in  the  best  way  we  can. 
To  use  one  of  Robert  Kennedy's  favor- 
ite phrases.  "You  go  to  the  tennis 
courts  to  play  tennis,  not  to  see  if  the 
lines  are  straight."  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  committee  rec- 
ommendations on  H.R.  3021.9 
•  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  .strong  and  enthu.siastic  support 
of  a  landmark  piece  of  legislation. 
H.R.  3021.  the  Health  Insurance  for 
the  Unemployed  Act. 

Yesterday,  the  Census  Bureau  re- 
ported a  dramatic  rise  in  the  number 
of  Americans  living  in  poverty.  Amid 
the  reams  of  data,  a  picture  emerges 
of  a  Nation  on  the  retreat,  backing 
away  from  the  gains  made  in  the  war 
on  poverty. 

In  the  Reagan  recession,  however, 
the  suffering  is  not  confined  to  the 
poor.  People  accustomed  to  steady 
work  and  steady  pay  have  been  laid 
off  in  record  numbers,  and  now  find 
themselves  short  of  basic  necessities. 
Food,  shelter,  and  clothing— which 
many  working  families  thought  were  a 
concern  of  the  past,  of  their  parents' 
or  perhaps  their  grandparents'  genera- 
tion—can no  longer  be  obtained  by 
many  people  without  extreme  sacri- 
fice. 

Added  to  this  burden  is  that  of  in- 
suring the  health  of  one's  family. 
When  a  wage  earner  is  laid  off,  medi- 
cal benefits  usually  expire;  unfortu- 
nately, the  family's  need  for  medical 
care  does  not.  To  maintain  the  former 
level  of  coverage,  the  unemployed 
person  would  have  to  pay  premiums 
assessed  at  individual  rates,  rather 
than  the  much  lower  group  rates 
available  from  his  or  her  employer. 
(Often,  the  employer  absorbs  this  cost 
entirely,  or  charges  a  nominal  fee.) 


Mr.  Speaker,  in  time  of  medical  need 
and  economic  hardship,  the  unem- 
ployed are  faced  with  a  choice  no 
family  in  America  ought  to  make: 
whether  to  get  proper  care  or  attempt 
to  stay  solvent.  Thankfully,  there  are 
many  doctors  and  hospitals  which 
tend  to  the  sick,  regardless  of  their 
ability  to  pay. 

For  example,  in  my  district— in 
Queens  County.  New  York  City— Ja- 
maica Hospital,  among  other  health 
care  institutions,  has  a  commitment  to 
serve  anyone  who  walks  through  the 
door.  This  policy  has  saddled  the  hos- 
pital with  a  $2  million  debt  out  of  a 
total  budget  of  $35  million.  According 
to  David  Rosen,  executive  director  at 
Jamaica  Hospital,  there  are  more  non- 
paying  patients  than  ever,  many  of 
whom  have  deferred  treatment  until 
they  were  gravely  stricken. 

But  should  the  medical  profession 
be  made  to  bear  this  cost?  Every  year 
the  administration  finds  millions  of 
dollars  for  this  bomber  or  that  missile, 
with  no  mention  of  how  military 
spending  might  affect  the  Federal  def- 
icit. Yet  when  we  try  to  alleviate  the 
ills  of  the  legions  of  unemployed  in 
this  country,  the  administration  turns 
cost-conscious.  Perhaps  our  hospitals 
ought  to  hire  leftist  in.surgents  to  infil- 
trate the  emergency  rooms:  Then  the 
aid  would  flow. 

Of  course,  there  are  many  Members 
of  Congress  who  are  addressing  the 
problem  of  health  care  for  the  unem- 
ployed. H.R.  3021  is  a  product  of  their 
efforts.  This  bill  channels  funds  to  the 
neediest,  based  on  a  formula  that  is 
fair  without  being  hopelessly  complex. 
A  limited  amount  of  money  is  set  aside 
for  individuals  who  do  not  otherwise 
qualify  for  the  program  (due  to  the 
short  duration  of  their  jobs),  yet  are 
nonetheless  confronted  with  hefty 
medical  bills.  A  like  amount  of  money 
is  earmarked  for  hospitals  that  have 
incurred  heavy  debts  from  assisting 
the  newly  needy. 

Payment  for  this  program  is  divided 
among  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  States,  with  a  modest  contribution 
from  the  recipients.  Other  provisions 
mandate  that  benefits  be  distributed 
uniformly,  that  essential  medical  serv- 
ices be  provided  (including  prenatal, 
natal,  and  maternal  care),  and  that  ad- 
ministrative expenses  not  exceed  10 
percent  of  the  total  appropriation. 

By  approving  this  measure,  the 
House  recognizes  the  need  and  impor- 
tance of  health  care  for  the  unem- 
ployed. 

•  Mrs.  SCHNEIDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  as  Representatives  of  the  Ameri- 
can people  have,  during  these  past  6 
months,  taken  many  steps  to  assist 
those  who  have  shouldered  much  of 
the  burden  resulting  from  these  trying 
economic  times.  The  emergency  jobs 
bill,  the  House  budget,  and  mortgage 
relief  assistance— all  these  actions 
were  taken  to  help  millions  of  Ameri- 


cans. From  various  indicators  we  are 
seeing  signs  of  an  economic  recovery. 
However,  this  should  not  prevent  us 
from  continuing  to  provide  services  to 
those  still  in  need.  Today  we  take  an- 
other step  on  that  path,  by  voting  to 
provide  badly  needed  health  care  to 
the  millions  of  unemployed  men  and 
women  and  their  dependents.  I  urge 
all  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
worthwhile  measure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  especially 
pleased  by  the  inclusion  of  an  in- 
creased maternal  and  child  health 
service  block  grant  authorization.  As 
you  will  recall,  the  1982  block  grant 
appropriation  was  $373  million.  Fortu- 
nately, through  supplemental  funding, 
an  additional  $110  million  was  provid- 
ed in  the  emergency  jobs  supplemen- 
tal passed  earlier  this  year.  I  say  fortu- 
nately because  without  the  additional 
moneys,  valuable  prenatal,  preventa- 
tive service  and  handicapped  programs 
would  have  been  severely  curtailed 
and  in  many  instances  removed  entire- 
ly, H.R.  3021  is  significant  in  that  it 
provides  $483  million  for  1984  fund- 
ing—therby  eliminating  the  necessity 
for  supplemental  legislation  later  next 
year. 

I,  like  many  of  you,  are  looking  for 
ways  in  which  to  stretch  our  Federal 
dollars.  However,  fienny-pinching  at 
the  expense  of  efficiency  is  most  coun- 
terproductive. The  programs  within 
the  maternal  and  child  health  block 
grant  are  documented  as  being  the 
most  cost  effective  and  worthwhile  ef- 
forts within  the  Federal  budget.  In  my 
own  State  of  Rhode  Island  for  in- 
stance, moneys  are  utilized  to  service 
6.000  to  7.000  preschool  children  for 
immunization,  detection  of  lead  poi- 
soning, and  the  like. 

The  block  grant  is  also  of  paramount 
importance  in  prenatal  care.  For  in- 
stance, of  the  12,000  deliveries  per 
year,  over  3,000  of  these  are  dependent 
on  public  support  for  prenatal  care. 
Moreover,  vital  handicapped  and  health 
care  services  such  as  those  provided 
through  the  effective  hemophilia-care 
program  are  available  only  through 
adequate  maternal  and  child  health 
fun(is. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  please  consid- 
er the  merits  of  this  significant  legisla- 
tion. Without  sufficient  funding  for 
the  maternal  and  child  health  block 
grant,  many  of  the  mothers  and  chil- 
dren of  unemployed  families  will  be 
without  the  necessary  primary  and 
hospital  care  found  in  federally  sup- 
ported local  clinics  or  through  private 
providers.  Let  us  use  our  wisdom  and 
foresight  and  provide  of  our  Nation's 
future  health.* 

•  Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  ob- 
viously not  pleased  to  speak  before 
the  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives today  about  the  chronic 
high  rate  of  unemployment  in  my  con- 
gressional district,  because  it  is  a  diffi- 
cult subject  to  discuss.  But  I  think  it  is 


constructive  to  remind  our  colleagues 
that  the  fresh  winds  of  economic 
recovery  are  not  blowing  as  strongly 
all  across  the  Nation,  and  that  the 
problems  we  experienced  during  the 
recession  of  the  past  2V2  years  are  still 
very  much  apparent  in  some  regions.  I 
find  it  personally  very  hard  to  join  in 
the  euphoria  which  has  overtaken  the 
members  of  the  administration's  party 
here  in  Washington  as  the  national 
unemployment  rate  "dropped"  to  10.1 
percent.  I  find  it  hard  to  find  any  con- 
solation in  knowing  that  1  out  of  every 
10  able-bodied  Americans  capable  of 
full-time  employment  is  now  unable  to 
find  work— a  total  of  11.2  million 
Americans— representing  a  tragic 
waste  in  human  potential. 

Closer  to  home,  I  am  reminded  of 
the  human  ravages  of  chronic  high 
unemployment  every  time  I  return  to 
my  congressional  district  in  Washing- 
ton State.  Our  statewide  economy  in 
Washington  is  heavily  dependent  upon 
the  health  of  the  timber  and  housing 
industries,  which  have  been  severely 
depressed  during  the  past  3  years.  Un- 
employment in  some  counties  exceed- 
ed 20  percent  during  recent  months. 
Last  month  the  statewide  level  of  un- 
employment fell  to  11.5  percent,  but 
there  was  very  little  joy  in  knowing 
that  253.000  workers  could  not  find 
productive  employment.  In  the  city  of 
Tacoma.  where  the  published  rate  of 
unemployment  has  now  dropped  to 
12.3  percent,  there  are  nearly  25,000 
people  still  looking  for  work. 

But  the  numbers  alone  do  not  tell 
the  entire  story.  The  real  tragedy 
behind  the  numbers  is  seen  in  the 
faces  of  families  standing  in  lines  wait- 
ing for  allotments  of  surplus  food; 
children  and  adults  taxing  the  re- 
sources of  the  community  health  clin- 
ics in  Tacoma  because  unemployed 
people  have  no  more  company  health 
benefits;  and  in  the  faces  of  the  hun- 
dreds of  dejected  people  who  apply  for 
each  job  opening  at  one  of  our  local 
industries.  Those  are  the  real  victims 
of  the  recession.  They  are  people  who 
are  quickly  losing  confidence  in  them- 
selves and  losing  hope  in  a  system 
they  had  trusted  to  provide  the  stand- 
ard of  living  they  are  capable  of  earn- 
ing. It  is  a  national  tragedy,  a  national 
disgrace,  and  it  should  be  a  constant  call 
to  action  for  every  Member  of  the  Con- 
gress. We  have  made  some  progress— a 
mid-course  correction  in  Reaganomics, 
the  job  creation  legislation  and  the  revi- 
sion of  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget- 
but  there's  more  to  be  done.  We 
cannot  let  the  so-called  dramatic  de- 
cline of  the  rate  of  unemployment  ob- 
scure the  fact  that  there  are  still  more 
than  11  million  Americans  looking  for 
work,  in  cities  like  Tacoma,  Wash.,  and 
Detroit,  Mich.  While  we  debate  the 
longer-term  solutions  such  as  a  more 
comprehensive  national  industrial 
policy,  we  have  to  remain  conscious  of 
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the  need  to  provide  the  stimulus  nec- 
essary to  produce  jobs  in  the  near 
term. 

The  jobs  bill  was  a  start,  a  very  good 
start,  but  it  is  by  no  means  the  total 
solution  to  the  problem.  I  hope  that 
Congress  is  not  only  attentive  to  other 
similar  job-creating  legislation  this 
summer,  but  also  to  various  measures 
of  unemployment  relief  which  are 
still  necessary,  even  during  the  early 
stages  of  economic  recovery.  One  of 
those  measures  is  a  bill  to  allow  for 
continued  health  care  benefits  for  un- 
employed persons  and  their  depend- 
ents, with  the  individuals  assuming 
the  share  formerly  paid  by  the  em- 
ployer. Especially  in  cases  in  which 
the  sole  income  earner  of  a  family 
loses  a  job,  it  is  all-too-often  the  case 
that  health  care  for  the  children  and 
adults  in  these  families  is  now  judged 
to  be  expendable.  I  ari^  concerned  that 
access  to  hospital  and  medical  services 
is  being  shut  off  to  the  unemployed 
and  that  as  as  result,  the  health  status 
of  these  distraught  families  is  being 
compromised.  A  Congressional  Budget 
Office  estimate  put  the  number  of  job- 
less workers  and  their  dependents  who 
lack  any  form  of  health  insurance  at 
10.2  million.  Most  people  receive 
health  insurance  through  group  poli- 
cies provided  by  their  employers.  Once 
they  are  unemployed  access  to  health 
care  virtually  disappears  and  many 
people  are  forced  to  sacrifice  needed 
health  care.  In  a  letter  to  me  from 
Dr.  Richard  Tompkins,  executive  di- 
rector of  the  Seattle  Public  Health 
Hospital,  he  pointed  out: 

The  long  lasting  unemployment  combined 
with  reductions  in  State  health  care  bene- 
fits, has  resulted  in  many  millions  of  citi- 
zens t)eing  unable  to  afford  the  costs  of  es- 
sential medical  c£  re.  We  providers  are  now- 
seeing  the  effects  of  this: 

Patients  who  no  longer  have  health 
care  coverage  are  delaying  treatment  of  pre- 
ventable illnesses  and  are  coming  to  our 
emergency  rooms  with  serious  disease. 

Infant  mortality  is  rising  for  the  first  time 
in  many  years  in  those  communities  where 
unemployment  and  poverty  are  high. 

The  hospitals  which  provide  care  to  all 
persons  regardless  of  their  ability  to  pay 
(predominantly  the  public  hospitals)  are 
seeing  marked  increases  in  bad  debt  and 
charity  care  costs  due  to  an  influx  of  recent- 
ly unemployed  patients.  In  many  cases, 
these  hospitals  of  last  resort  re  threatened 
with  bankruptcy. 

I  believe  it  is  essential  that  Congress 
recognize  the^  devastation  being 
wrought  on  the  poor  and  unemployed 
by  the  combination  of  a  recession  and 
major  cuts  in  Federal  and  State  health 
programs  and  adopt  H.R.  3021.  We 
must  realize  that  the  slow  road  back  to 
economic  recovery  will  require  this 
type  of  action  from  Congress  and  the 
executive  branch. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  express  the 
hope  that  we  as  a  Congress  and  as  a 
nation  have  learned  some  lessons 
from  the  recession,  we  have  just  ex- 
percienced.   Especially   from   the  per- 


spective of  the  Pacific  Northwest.  I 
hope  we  have  learned  that  trying  to 
utilize  a  high-interest  rate  policy  to 
fight  inflation  merely  results  in  the 
widespread  loss  of  jobs  in  industries 
such  as  housing  which  are  particularly 
sensitive  to  interest  rate  fluctuations. 
It  should  not  be  our  national  policy  to 
create  that  kind  of  massive  human  suf- 
fering through  unemployment  in 
order  to  claim  credit  for  impressive 
gains  in  controlling  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion of  our  money. 

Therefore,  I  would  like  to  say  to  my 
colleagues  that  I  am.  of  course,  glad 
that  the  rate  of  unemployment  has 
begun  to  decline  this  year.  But  I  would 
also  invite  any  Member  who  believes 
the  recovery  is  here  to  join  me  in  visit- 
ing the  Sixth  District  of  Washington 
State  to  view  the  human  side  of  unem- 
ployment that  is  very  much  in  evi- 
dence there.* 

•  Mr.  KOSTMAYER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3021.  the 
Health  Care  for  the  Unemployment 
Act.  Pennsylvania,  and  indeed  the 
entire  country,  continues  to  experi- 
ence record  high  levels  of  unemploy- 
ment. Unemployment  in  Pennsylvania 
is  now  over  12  percent  because  of  this. 
The  Congressional  Budget  Office  says 
over  19  milion  unemployed  workers 
and  their  families  will  be  without 
health  insurance  coverage  in  1984.  In 
Pennsylvania,  over  400.000  persons 
with  dependents  receive  unemploy- 
ment compensation,  but  have  lost  the 
health  insurance.  The  sad  fact  is  that 
many  unemployed  Americans  have  a 
choice  between  eating,  meeting  mort- 
gage payments,  or  paying  for  health 
insurance.  Often,  the  health  insurance 
is  the  first  expense  to  be  abandoned. 

All  of  us  are  well  aware  of  how  ex- 
pensive hospital  and  physician  care 
can  be.  Most  often.  Americans  receive 
health  insurance  as  a  benefit  of  being 
employed.  However,  when  a  worker  is 
laid  off  the  coverage  ends.  The  only 
option  for  an  unemployed  worker  is 
Medicaid,  but  this  is  only  for  the  very 
poor.  At  the  same  time,  unemploy- 
ment extracts  a  heavier-than-normal 
toll  on  the  physical  and  psychological 
health  of  its  victims.  Without  health 
insurance,  workers  and  their  families 
are  completely  unprotected.  Any  ill- 
ness can  bring,  first,  extreme  financial 
hardship,  and  then  almost  total  despair. 

H.R.  3021  is  a  rational  and  fiscally 
sound  approach  to  supplying  health 
insurance  coverage  to  the  unemployed. 
This  health  insurance  program  is  a 
short-term  program  to  meet  the  imme- 
diate needs  of  the  unemployed.  The 
bill  would  establish  a  block  grant  pro- 
gram entitling  States  to  specified 
amounts  for  health  insurance  based 
upon  their  share  of  national  unem- 
ployment. In  fiscal  year  1984,  Pennsyl- 
vania will  receive  $122  million  from 
the  Federal  Government  and  must 
provide  a  5-percent  matching  grant  or 


$6.4  million.  Not  only  does  this  health 
insurance  plan  ask  for  contributions 
from  the  States  and  Federal  Govern- 
ments, but  also  from  employers  and 
the  unemployed.  For  example,  em- 
ployers who  offer  health  insurance 
and  employ  more  than  25  people  must 
allow  enrollment  fo  unemployed 
spouses  of  the  current  employees. 
ALSO,  employers  must  continue  health 
coverage  for  90  days  after  an  employee 
is  laid  off.  Even  unemployed  individ- 
uals would  be  required  in  certain  cases 
to  make  contributions  to  their  health 
insurance  plan.  The  best  plan  is  one 
that  asks  for  fair  sacrifices  from  all 
participants.  I  believe  H.R.  3021  meets 
this  criteria. 

One  other  important  aspect  of  H.R. 
3021  is  that  it  sets  up  a  discretionary 
grant  program  for  public  hospitals 
that  serve  large  numbers  of  unem- 
ployed persons.  $233  million  over  3 
years  would  be  available  for  discretion 
ary  grants  to  hospitals. 

This  program  has  wide  bipartisan 
support  in  Pennsylvania  and  all  over 
the  country.  Governor  Thornburgh 
has  publicly  slated  his  support  for  a 
program  that  provides  health  in.sur- 
ance  for  the  unemployed  and  both 
Pennsylvania's  Senators.  Heinz  and 
Specter  have  introduced  a  similar  bill 
in  the  Senate  to  provide  health  insur- 
ance coverage  for  the  unemployed. 

We  must  continue  to  do  everything 
we  can  to  encourage  the  economic  re- 
covery that  we  hope  is  slowly  taking 
hold  in  the  country.  Americans  do  not 
want  just  Federal  and  State  handouts, 
they  want  jobs.  The  sad  truth  is  that 
while  we  are  beginning  to  see  a  reduc- 
tion in  the  national  unemployment 
rate,  it  remains  at  an  unacceptably 
high  10-percent  level  for  the  United 
States  and  12.6  percent  in  Pennsylvania, 
sylvania.  Even  under  the  optimistic 
OMB  economic  forecast,  the  rate  will 
decline  only  slowly  over  the  next  2 
years,  to  8.9  percent  in  1984  and  8.2 
percent  in  1985.  While  we  must  contin- 
ue to  do  everything  we  can  to  put 
America  back  to  work,  millions  of  un- 
employed workers  and  their  families 
will  continue  to  be  without  health  in- 
surance protection  unless  we  act.  We 
cannot  ignore  their  needs.  We  must 
implement  this  short-term  but  crucial 
program  immediately.* 
•  Mr.  PARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  while  I 
am  in  support  of  providing  health  in- 
surnace  benefits  to  Americas  unem- 
ployed workers,  the  legislation  before 
us  today  is  not  the  type  of  option  the 
Congress  should  be  pursuing. 

I  am  opposed  to  H.R.  3021  because  it 
would  add  a  new  title  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act.  creating  a  new  benefit  pro- 
gram for  the  unemployed.  It  should  be 
quite  clear  to  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives that  a  new  unfunded  entitle- 
ment program  will  add  to  the  existing 
financial  burden  already  facing  the 
social  security  trust  funds.  In  1977,  the 


Congress  enacted  amendments  which 
were  to  keep  social  security  solvent 
beyond  the  year  2000.  Earlier  this 
year,  this  Congress  took  some  drastic 
steps  to  keep  that  same  system  from 
going  bankrupt.  If  we  start  adding  on 
new  unfunded  entitlement  programs 
to  an  already  beleaguered  social  securi- 
ty system,  we  will  continue  to  jeopard- 
ize the  benefits  of  social  security  re- 
cipients for  years  to  come. 

The  Congress  should  consider  taking 
steps  to  provide  unemployed  workers 
and  their  families  with  health  insur- 
ance coverage.  An  unemployed  person 
without  health  insurance  benefits 
faces  economic  disaster  if  they  or  a 
member  of  their  family  have  a  serious 
accident  or  catastrophic  illness.  We 
need  to  address  this  situation  in  the 
near  future  but  it  is  inappropriate  and 
extremely  unwise  to  try  and  accom- 
plish this  goal  by  further  weakening 
social  security.* 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
is  no  question  that  the  measure  before 
us  is  sorely  needed.  The  Health  Care 
for  the  Unemployed  Act  (H.R.  3021) 
addresses  the  critical  problems  present- 
ed when  the  families  find  themselves 
victimized  by  unemployment.  I  would 
like  to  commend  both  Chairman 
Waxman  and  Rostenkowski  for  their 
leadership  in  guiding  this  essential  beg- 
islation  through  to  consideration  by 
the  full  House. 

Let  me  take  a  few  minutes  to  express 
a    concern    about    the    allocation    of 
funds  among  States,  as  established  in 
H.R.  3021.  It  is  noted  that  the  overall 
unemployment    levels    of    respective 
States  will  be  an  integral  component  of 
the  three-part  block  grants  allocation 
formula.  I  would  submit  that  we  may 
run  the  risk  of  slighting  some  of  our 
hard-pressed     localities     within     the 
States  if  we  pursue  allocations  in  this 
manner.  For  example,  in  my  State  of 
Maryland,  the  overall  unemployment 
level    is    approximately    7.6    percent. 
Needless  to  say,  this  is  well  below  the 
national  level,  and  may  not  be  viewed 
as  critical.  However,  in  the  city  of  Balti- 
more which  I  represent,  the  unemploy- 
ment rate  is  a  severe  11  percent,  and 
thus,  above  national  average.  The  un- 
employment in  my  city,  quite  like  other 
major  urban  areas,  is  even  more  seri- 
ous for  youth,  minorities,  and  minori- 
ty youth  in  particular.  Unemployment 
rates  in  these  categories  are.  24,  17.9, 
and  44.7  percent  respectively.  Without 
question,  a  failure  to  consider  the  high 
percentages    of    unemployed    persons 
in    the   various   localities   versus   the 
States,  leaves  open  the  distinct  possi- 
bility of  inadequate  allocations  to  cer- 
tain States.  Again,  I  urge  the  members 
of  both   the  Energy  and   Commerce, 
and  Ways  and  Means  Committees  to 
give  serious  thought  to  this  concern. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  close  by  urging 
my  colleagues  to  vote  in  favor  of  H.R. 
3021.  It  is  a  modest  proposal  which 
provides  essential   flexibility   for  our 


States  to  see  that  the  health  care 
needs  of  the  unemployed  and  their  im- 
mediate families  are  met.» 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  Committee  that  under  the 
terms  of  House  Resolution  276,  the 
majority  spokesman  for  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Jacobs),  has  5  min- 
utes remaining,  and  that  there  re- 
mains from  the  earlier  debate  allotted 
to  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Commit- 
tee 10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill)  and  6 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Waxman). 

At  this  point  the  Chair  will  inquire 
of  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Broyhill),  what  is  the  gentle- 
man's disposition  toward  the  time  that 
he  has  reserved? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Shelby). 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3021  a  bill  to  estab- 
lish a  program  of  block  grants  to  the 
States  to  be  used  to  provide  health 
care  services  to  some  19  million  unem- 
ployed workers  and  their  families 
throughout  the  Nation. 

We  may  understand  the  pervasive 
and  serious  nature  of  unemployment 
in  this  country,  but  I  do  not  think  we 
fully  appreciate  the  desperation  and 
despair  felt  by  many  men  and  women 
heads-of-household,  out  of  work  for 
the  first  time  in  their  lives,  unable  to 
adequately  provide  essentials  for  their 
families.  Most  of  us  have  a  fair  chance 
of  falling  back  on  the  girders  of  a 
former  or  alternate  profession  were  we 
to  lose  our  seats  in  Congress,  but  too 
many  of  our  unemployed  citizenry 
have  virtually  no  other  avenues  open 
to  them. 

When  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Subcommittee  on  Health  and  the  En- 
vironment, upon  which  I  serve,  first 
began  consideration  of  methods  by 
which  Congress  could  compassionately 
step  in  and  assist  the  unemployed  and 
their  families  meet  the  pressing  con- 
cerns of  health  care,  I  had  reserva- 
tions about  the  manner  by  which  we 
were  to  provide  this  assistance.  I  ex- 
pressed my  concern  in  subcommittee 
and  in  full  committee  about  an  entitle- 
ment approach;  I  was  unable  to  recon- 
cile my  strong  feelings  that  something 
needed  to  be  done  to  help  the  jobless 
meet  rising  health  care  costs,  and  my 
conflicting  aversion  to  setting  up  a 
new,  open-ended  entitlement  approach 
with  astronomical  deficits  to  worry 
about.  Moreover,  I  had  additional 
problems  with  the  bill  which  prevent- 
ed my  fully  supporting  the  committee 
measure. 

In  this  light,  I  am  pleased  with  the 
action  taken  by  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  which  creates  a  2- 
year  program  of  block  grants  to  the 


States  to  be  used  at  the  States  discre- 
tion. The  total  cost  is  considerably  less 
than  that  proposed  in  the  original 
committee  bill  and  is  consistent  with 
the  funding  levels  contained  in  the 
1984  budget  resolution.  I  fully  support 
the  provision  allowing  the  States 
broader  authority  to  design  a  health 
benefit  package,  to  impose  copayment 
requirements,  and  to  contribute 
toward  the  Federal  costs  of  the  pro- 
gram. 

I  feel  the  changes  and  adjustments 
made  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee and  agreed  upon  by  the  sub- 
committee and  full  committee  chair- 
men of  the  Energy  and  Commerce 
Committee  are  positive,  workable,  and 
eminently  reasonable.  The  faster  Con- 
gress can  approve  a  health  care  insur- 
ance package  for  the  unemployed  and 
start  the  States  gears  in  motion  in  pro- 
viding this  aid,  the  better. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
fully  supporting  the  passage  of  H.R. 
3021. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  Wyden). 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  important  legisla- 
tion. I  think  thit:  bill  is  critical  because 
millions  of  unemployed  Americans  are 
falling  between  the  cracks  of  our 
health  care  system.  Millions  of  unem- 
ployed Americans  have  worked  for 
decades  but  are  still  years  away  from 
bring  covered  by  medicare.  Millions  of 
unemployed  Americans  have  paid 
taxes  for  years,  but  because  they  have 
a  handful  of  assets,  they  cannot  get 
medicaid.  Millions  of  unemployed 
Americans  fear  that  one  serious  illness 
will  literally  wipe  out  everything  they 
spent  a  lifetime  trying  to  build. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  few  things 
more  terrifying  to  the  American 
family  today  than  the  prospect  that  a 
family  member  will  wake  up  in  an 
emergency  room  with  no  health  insur- 
ance coverage  whatsoever.  I  say  it  is 
high  time  that  those  American  fami- 
lies finally  have  some  measure  of  secu- 
rity. 

The  bill  before  use  today  is  not  per- 
fect. It  is  not  going  to  cover  everyone, 
and  it  will  not  meet  all  of  the  needs. 
But  with  it.  many  Americans  will  be 
able  to  sleep  a  little  bit  better  at  night. 
The  administration  would  have  us 
believe  that  in  a  very  short  time  the 
problem  we  face  now  will  correct 
itself.  Administration  officials  believe 
that  what  they  call  selective  gaps  in 
our  health  care  system  will  be  filled 
when  the  economy  recovers  and  our 
citizens  go  back  to  work.  Every 
Member  here  hopes  that  is  the  case. 
But  when  we  have  got  a  chance  to 
reduce  suffering  among  the  unem- 
ployed through  a  program  that  is 
within  the  budget  and  can  last  only  2 
years.  I  do  not  see  how  in  good  con- 
science we  can  walk  away  from  that 
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chance.  It  is  simply  not  enough  to  tell 
unemployed  workers  that  they  are 
merely  selective  gaps  in  the  system 
and  that  their  problems  will  be  taken 
care  of  in  due  course.  Many  of  those 
covered  by  this  bill  are  dealing  with 
the  psychological  trauma  of  being  out 
of  work  in  the  first  time  in  their  lives. 
They  literally  have  nowhere  to  turn  to 
but  this  institution. 

A  vote  for  this  program  commits  no 
one  in  this  Chamber  to  a  long-term 
Federal  spending  program  for  health 
care.  This  program  has  a  precise  be- 
ginning and  a  definite  end.  The  States 
are  in  the  drivers'  seat  because 
through  a  program  of  block  grants 
they  have  great  flexibility  so  that  they 
can  tailor  health  services  for  the  un- 
employed to  the  needs  of  their  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  we  have  a 
chance  to  show  that  we  have  got 
heart,  but  a  money  manager's  concern 
for  the  financially  possible.  We  cannot 
meet  all  of  the  needs  with  a  $200  bil- 
lion deficit.  We  can  pass  this  legisla- 
tion, which  will  allow  millions  of  un- 
employed Americans  access  to  basic 
health  care  and  the  chance  to  sleep  a 
little  bit  better  this  evening. 

I  urge  support  for  the  legislation. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  6  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Tauke). 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
heard  many  sad  stories  today  about 
the  problems  that  confront  the  unem- 
ployed, problems  in  obtaining  health 
insurance,  problems  in  receiving  ap- 
propriate health  care.  And  I,  too. 
could  join  with  my  colleagues  in  giving 
a  list  of  horror  stories  about  people 
whom  I  have  personally  met.  have  per- 
sonally worked  with,  who  have  tried  to 
do  the  best  they  can  under  very  trying 
circumstances.  Some  have  made  it. 
some  have  not  made  it. 

But  the  question  we  are  debating 
today  is  not  so  much  whether  or  not 
we  should  have  a  health  insurance 
program  for  the  unemployed.  The 
question  is.  how  are  we  going  to  fash- 
ion that  program? 

Let  me  speak  first,  for  a  moment, 
about  the  ingredients  of  that  program 
and  what  our  choices  should  be.  Essen- 
tially, today  we  are  being  given  the 
choice  of  an  entitlement  program  with 
a  cap.  or  nothing  at  all.  We  should 
have  the  choice  of  an  entitlement  pro- 
gram with  the  cap  or  a  block  grant. 
We  should  have  a  choice  of  a  revenue 
source  to  fund  that  program,  but  we 
are  not  being  given  that  choice  today 
under  the  rule.  So  the  two  major 
issues— entitlement  program  or  a  block 
grant,  a  revenue  source  or  no  revenue 
source— are  not  going  to  be  debated 
during  the  course  of  the  regular  dis- 
cussion on  this  legislation.  That  is  un- 
fortunate. 

In  a  motion  to  recommit,  which  I 
will  offer.  I  do  not  have  the  chance  to 
speak  to  the  revenue  source  issue  be- 
cause of  the  way  the  Rules  Committee 


fashioned  the  motion  to  recommit  and 
required  that  it  be  germane  to  the  re- 
mainder of  the  bill.  But  I  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  raise  the  question  of 
whether  this  should  be  a  block  grant 
or  whether  it  should  be  an  entitlement 
program  with  a  cap. 

D  1410 

I  think  those  of  you  who  are  inter- 
ested in  dealing  with  the  problems  of 
those  unemployed  who  have  come  and 
talked  to  you  about  their  inability  to 
obtain  adequate  health  care  ought  to 
give  very  serious  consideration  to  the 
block  grant  approach  for  several  rea- 
sons. 

First,  it  can  do  a  better  job  of  meet- 
ing the  needs  of  the  unemployed. 
Under  the  program  offered  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
our  friend  from  California,  virtually 
every  unemployed  person  in  the  coun- 
try will  be  eligible  for  the  program.  In 
view  of  the  limited  numbers  of  dollars 
available,  you  are  not  going  to  be  able 
to  provide  relatively  decent  health 
care  for  any  of  those  individuals. 

It  seems  to  me  it  makes  a  great  deal 
more  sense  to  try  to  target  limited  re- 
sources to  those  who  need  the  re- 
sources the  most.  We  cannot  do  that 
under  the  program  before  us:  we  could 
do  that  under  the  program  I  will  offer 
in  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Second,  this  program  that  I  am  of- 
fering in  the  motion  to  recommit  is 
better  not  just  because  it  is  going  to  be 
able  to  provide  better  service  to  those 
who  need  it.  but  because  it  has  a 
chance  of  being  enacted  into  law. 

Clearly  we  know,  as  some  have 
pointed  out,  that  we  are  already  late 
in  the  game  when  it  comes  to  this  leg- 
islation. We  are  going  to  be  delayed 
even  more  if  we  pass  a  bill  that  has  no 
chance  of  acceptance  on  the  Senate 
side  or  that  is  going  to  be  vetoed  by 
the  President.  Whether  we  like  it  or 
not.  we  all  have  to  work  together  in 
order  to  get  a  bill  through. 

The  President  has  been  very  clear 
about  what  he  will  and  what  he  will 
not  support.  He  .said  he  will  support  a 
propo.sal  which  provides  for  a  block 
grant  program,  which  provides  for  an 
ending  date,  and  which  has  a  revenue 
source.  We  cannot  provide  all  three  of 
those  the  way  this  debate  is  struc- 
tured, but  we  can  provide  the  block 
grant  program  with  an  ending  date 
that  has  a  chance  of  getting  support 
on  the  Senate  side  and  from  the  Presi- 
dent. 

If  you  are  interested  in  helping  the 
unemployed,  let  us  not  conduct  a  cha- 
rade by  passing  legislation  that  has  no 
chance  of  being  enacted  into  law.  and 
if  it  were  enacted  into  law  would  pro- 
vide a  pittance  of  support  for  every- 
body unemployed.  Instead,  let  us  try 
to  put  together  a  piece  of  legislation 
that  can  be  enacted  into  law  in  a 
timely  way.  that  can  provide  meaning- 
ful support  for  those  unemployed  who 


have  no  other  source  of  support  and 
who  absolutely  need  health-care  as- 
sistance. 

Mr.  RUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAUKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle 
man  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RUDD.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  commend  the  gen 
tleman  for  the  wisdom  of  his  remarks, 
support  what  he  is  saying,  support  hi.s 
motion  to  recommit  because  this  will 
impose  an  impossible  burden  on  the 
people  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  oppo- 
sition to  H.R.  3021,  a  bill  which  prom- 
ises Federal  health  benefits  to  the  un- 
employed regardless  of  need,  and  all 
but  assures  another  permanent,  ill-ad- 
vised national  health  insurance  pro- 
gram that  will  add  billions  of  dollars 
to  the  Federal  deficit  and  further 
threaten  the  general  health  of  our 
economy. 

This  measure  purports  to  be  a  tem- 
porary, targeted  block  grant  program 
to  help  the  unemployed.  In  truth,  this 
bill  creates  an  entirely  new  and  per- 
petual entitlement  program;  it  con- 
tains no  means  test:  it  allows  no  flexi- 
bility for  States  to  develop  their  own 
programs:  it  forces  private  employers 
to  expand  their  own  health  coverage 
under  criteria  dictated  by  the  Federal 
Government:  it  provides  no  means  to 
finance  a  minimum  of  $4  billion  in 
new  programs:  and.  most  importantly, 
the  adverse  economic  effects  of  this 
proposal  will  undoubtedly  lead  to 
greater  hardship,  and  higher  unem- 
ployment for  those  we  are  seeking  to 
help. 

To  compound  these  concerns.  H.R. 
3021  also  includes  an  additional  $233 
million,  3-year  program  of  Federal 
subsidies  to  hospitals  providing  care  to 
the  unemployed.  Also  included  in  H.R. 
3021  are  several  nongermane  provi- 
sions which  increase  authorization 
ceilings  for  totally  separate  programs, 
maternal  and  child  health  care  and 
medicaid  funds  for  U.S.  territories  in 
the  Caribbean,  by  almost  $150  million. 

The  major  portion  of  this  bill  calls 
for  creation  of  what  is  termed  a  "tar- 
geted block  grant  program "  to  States 
to  provide  health  care  for  the  jobless. 
This  new  program  is  to  be  transplant- 
ed as  a  new  title  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

States  may  voluntarily  participate  in 
this  program  and  will  receive  funds 
based  upon  their  unemployment  levels 
and  unemployment  compensation 
beneficiaries  over  the  last  year.  The 
bill  entails  a  State  matching  funds  for- 
mula, ranging  from  5  to  20  percent, 
based  upon  their  jobless  rate. 

Apart  from  those  basic  provisions, 
this  bill  departs  radically  from  the 
block  grant  concept  and  imposes  the 
Federal  big  brother  mentality  that  our 


State  governments  have  learned  to  de- 
spise. 

Little  program  flexibility  is  left  to 
the  individual  State's  imagination. 
This  proposal  first  tells  the  State  that 
it  cannot  alter  or  modify  its  current 
AFDC  or  medicaid  programs  for  the 
unemployed  if  it  is  to  receive  funding. 
Then  it  requires  each  State  to  have  its 
individual  program  to  be  transmitted 
to  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  but  only  if  the  said 
plan  meets  the  lengthy,  open-ended 
minimum  medical  benefits  that  must 
be  provided  to  all  eligible  persons  and 
their  families. 

Upon  establishing  eligibility,  the 
State  is  forced  to  cover  individuals  for 
at  least  1  year.  This  legislation  in- 
forms the  State  that  it  may  even 
extend  the  health  benefits  for  an  addi- 
tional 4  weeks  after  a  person  is  reem- 
ployed. 

The  only  allowable  means  test  per- 
mitted under  this  bill  is  a  provision 
that  specifies  that  5  percent  of  the 
State's  allocation  must  be  spent  to 
provide  services  to  those  persons  meet- 
ing a  State-designed  financial  and/or 
medical  means  test.  Thus.  95  percent 
of  the  Federal  health  benefits  ascribed 
under  this  legislation  are  to  be  handed 
out  with  no  regard  to  financial  need, 
medical  fitness,  or  any  other  standard 
of  eligibility  beyond  ones  employment 
status. 

The  Government's  visible  hand 
reaches  beyond  the  State  level.  Under 
this  bill,  any  private  employer  who 
has  25  workers  or  more  and  offers 
group  health  coverage  must  provide 
an  open  enrollment  period  of  at  least 
30  days  for  each  married  employee  to 
enroll  in  the  plan.  It  also  forces  the 
employer  to  provide  for  at  least  90 
days  of  continuation  coverage  for  any 
employee  who  loses  his  job  on  or  after 
January  1985.  Other  provisions  man- 
date private  employers  into  offering 
plans  for  individual  policies  for 
month-long  periods  following  a  layoff. 
Any  employer  not  meeting  these  re- 
quirements will  be  penalized  by  a  10 
percent  excise  tax  on  employer  paid 
health  plan  contributions. 

These  types  of  federally  mandated 
instructions  are  in  large  part  responsi- 
ble for  the  ever-increasing  costs  of 
health  care  and  insurance  coverage. 
They  limit  the  choice  of  the  employer 
and  the  employee,  and  end  up  costing 
both  parties  more,  as  well  as  the  tax- 
payer, without  any  regard  to  what 
type  of  health  coverage  is  either  equi- 
table or  cost  effective. 

These  changes,  particularly  the  re- 
quirement that  they  pay  for  the  con- 
tinued coverage  of  laid-off  workers, 
would  cost  private  employers  an  esti- 
mated $3,6  billion  in  1985  and  1986, 
This  could  have  the  adverse  conse- 
quence of  causing  many  employers  to 
drop  health  coverage  for  all  of  their 
employees. 


Some  29  States,  and  certainly  many 
employers,  have  already  instituted 
their  own  form  of  extended  coverage 
for  the  unemployed.  By  further  insti- 
tuting a  Federal  presence  in  the 
health  care  field,  this  Congress  would 
be  taking  another  dangerous  step 
toward  a  full  national  health  insur- 
ance program.  We  would  be  taking  an- 
other irresponsible  step  toward  fiscal 
insanity. 

We  are  faced  with  annual  deficits  of 
$200  billion  annually  in  the  foreseea- 
ble future.  Currently,  our  Nation  is  ex- 
periencing an  economic  recovery  that 
is  slowly,  but  surely,  reducing  unem- 
ployment, and  thus,  the  need  for  more 
reckless  and  expensive  Federal  pro- 
grams. By  spending  more,  this  Con- 
gress will  not  only  wipe  out  this  recov- 
ery and  chance  for  economic  growth, 
but  we  will  assure  the  bankruptcy  and 
ill  health  of  all  Americans, 

We  are  elected  to  show  leadership 
and  responsibility  for  the  common 
good,  H,R.  3021  is  neither  responsible 
or  for  the  common  good.  Let  us  show 
less  symbolism,  less  false  hope,  and 
promote  the  overall  good  of  the 
Nation  by  rejecting  this  bill. 
Mr,  TAUKE,  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  final 
point  that  I  wish  to  make.  It  is  not 
just  for  the  unemployed  or  for  the 
people  in  this  country  who  need  assist- 
ance that  we  should  adopt  the  motion 
to  recommit.  It  is  also  because  of  the 
process  that  we  have  here  in  the 
House. 

Under  the  proposal  that  is  before  us. 
we  are  again  asked  to  spend  money 
without  going  through  the  appropria- 
tions process.  We  are  establishing  once 
again  one  of  those  uncontrollable 
items  of  spending  in  the  budget.  It 
seems  to  me  if  we  have  any  apprecia- 
tion for  the  fiscal  problems  which  con- 
front the  Government,  and  if  we  have 
an  appreciation  for  the  processes  that 
we  ought  to  follow  when  we  spend 
money  here  in  the  House,  we  would 
want  to  go  through  the  normal  appro- 
priations process,  especially  on  a  new 
program  such  as  this. 

So  because  this  motion  to  recommit 
that  I  am  offering  does  more  for  the 
unemployed  who  need  it,  because  it  is 
a  program  that  can  be  enacted  into 
law  in  a  timely  way  rather  than  simply 
serve  as  veto  bait  or  score  political 
points,  and  because  it  more  carefully 
respects  the  normal  processes  of  the 
House,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  motion  to  recommit  when  it  is  of- 
fered. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr,  Chairman,  I 
have  no  other  requests  for  time  at  this 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man wish  to  yield  back  the  balance  of 
his  time? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  If  the  others  are 
going  to  do  that,  I  will,  too, 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 


The  CHAIRMAN,  Does  either  gen- 
tleman seek  recognition? 

Mr,  BROYHILL,  Mr,  Chairman,  I 
suggest  we  all  yield  back  our  time, 

Mr.  JACOBS.  I  have  reserved  the 
balance  of  my  time.  I  believe  under 
the  rule,  the  majority  closes. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  majority  has 
that  opportunity.  The  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr,  Waxman)  can  close  at 
this  point  if  he  chooses.  At  some  point, 
some  Member  should  move  forward. 

The  remaining  time  shows  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
BROYHILL)  has  2  minutes  remaining, 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Waxman)  has  2 '2  minutes  remaining, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Jacobs)  has  5  minutes  remaining. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Waxman). 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
close  for  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Commerce,  it  is  my  pleasure  to 
yield  the  balance  of  our  time  to  the 
distinguished  chairman,  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Dingell), 

Mr,  LELAND,  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr,  DINGELL.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  LELAND.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  generally  ac- 
knowledged that  we  are  presently  ex- 
periencing the  worst  rate  of  unem- 
ployment since  the  Depression.  In  ac- 
cordance with  this  catastrophic  phe- 
nomenon, the  numbers  of  individuals 
losing  all  health  insurance  protection 
is  equally  critical  as  most  of  us  obtain 
our  health  insurance  through  our 
jobs. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
has  estimated  that  over  10.2  million 
unemployed  persons  and  their  families 
are  today  without  any  form  of  health 
insurance.  In  1984,  it  is  expected  that 
over  9.6  million  jobless  Americans,  will 
be  without  health  insurance.  If  we  in- 
clude their  families.  19.1  million 
people  will  have  no  protection  against 
the  high  costs  of  health  care.  This  sit- 
uation. Mr.  Chairman,  is  an  outrage 
against  humanity. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  conceive  of  the 
great  expense  incurred  by  hospital  and 
physician  care  costs.  As  we  are  all 
aware,  the  unemployed  include  indi- 
viduals from  all  sectors  of  the  econo- 
my. Unless  workers  are  destitute,  they 
do  not  qualify  for  medicaid.  Medicare 
is  limited  to  the  aged  and  seriously  dis- 
abled. For  these  reasons,  health  insur- 
ance protection  should  be  made  avail- 
able for  all  who  are  unemployed,  re- 
gardless of  their  economic  status. 

This  is  the  opportunity  to  assist  our 
fellow  Americans  during  these  diffi- 
cult and  unpredictable  times.  This  leg- 
islation recognizes  the  equal  responsi- 
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bility  which  must  be  shared  by  the 
Federal  Government,  the  States,  the 
private  sector,  and  the  individuals  in 
need.  I  believe  this  bill  is  the  appropri- 
ate vehicle  to  assure  proper  access  to 
health  care  in  our  society  for  those  for 
whom  the  need— for  assistance,  and 
for  our  compassion— is  the  greatest. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  be 
unemployed  is  a  disaster.  To  be  unem- 
ployed and  have  a  major  health  prob- 
lem is  a  worse  disaster. 

The  bill  before  us  is  carefully  craft- 
ed. It  meets  the  needs  of  some  of  the 
30  million  people  in  this  Nation  who 
are  without  health  insurance.  Over  10 
million  of  these  people  are  without 
health  insurance  because  they  have 
lost  their  jobs. 

The  argument  has  been  made  that 
this  legislation  is  not  needed  because 
of  the  upturn.  Let  me  inform  my  col- 
leagues that  there  are  over  100.000 
people  in  Michigan  still  drawing  un- 
employment insurance.  In  addition  to 
this,  there  are  a  half-million  others 
unemployed  without  unemployment 
insurance.  Those  are  the  ones  who 
know  the  meaning  of  the  word  "disas- 
ter." When  those  individuals  who  have 
lost  their  jobs  and  their  health  insur- 
ance coverage  are  included  in  the  cal- 
culation, as  a  State  we  are  talking 
about  almost  a  million  people  with  no 
way  to  afford  medical  care.  Most  of 
these  people  do  not  qualify  for  either 
medicare  or  medicaid. 

The  bill  before  us  takes  care  of  ma- 
ternal and  child  health  benefits.  The 
bill  before  us  deals  with  the  problems 
that  are  affecting  the  public  hospitals 
and  the  communities,  which  are  being 
destituted  by  health  care  costs  of  the 
unemployed.  It  ameliorates  the  prob- 
lems of  financing  municipal  hospitals. 

West  Virginia.  Ohio.  Alabama,  Illi- 
nois, Mississippi.  Tennessee  and  Wash- 
ington, share  the  plight  of  Michigan. 

The  problems  that  we  face  are  enor- 
mous. I  can  understand  my  Republi- 
can colleagues  pushing  their  bill,  but  I 
think  it  is  time  we  recognize  that 
there  are  certain  defects  in  the  motion 
to  recommit. 

First  of  all.  there  is  no  assurance 
that  the  program  will  come  into  being 
if  we  pass  the  motion  to  recommit,  be- 
cause the  money  is  not  appropriated. 
This  is  a  game  that  is  played  in  this 
place,  about  passing  authorization  leg- 
islation and  then  never  appropriating 
the  money.  Moreover,  there  is  nothing 
for  maternal  and  child  health  benefits. 
Moreover,  the  whole  program's  bene- 
fits are  less  than  half  that  which  is  in 
the  bill  that  is  now  before  the  body. 

Those  are  serious  defects.  The  legis- 
lation that  we  are  talking  about  here 
is  limited  in  duration.  It  provides 
moneys  directly  to  the  States  and  lets 
them  meet  their  unique  problems  in 
the  fashion  which  is  best  suited  to  the 
needs  of  the  country.  It  will  get  the 
program  going.  The  program  is  2'- 
years  in  duration,  and  is  a  program 


which  will  go  immediately  into  effect 
to  address  the  problem  of  health  in- 
surance for  those  without  jobs,  some- 
thing which  is  destituting  families,  in- 
dividuals, and  communities. 

The  combination  of  job  loss  and 
medical  needs  is  a  devastating  one-two 
punch.  Most  workers  now  obtain 
health  insurance  through  their  jobs. 
When  a  worker  is  laid  off.  as  so  many 
have  been,  his  health  insurance  ceases 
to  protect  him  and  his  family  after  30 
days.  After  that  moment,  with  income 
down  to  an  unemployment  insurance 
check,  the  family  is  unprotected.  A 
short  hospitalization,  such  as  a  child 
needing  an  appendectomy,  will  cost 
$2,000  to  $4,000.  The  simple  visit  to  a 
doctor  may  be  put  off,  leading  to  more 
medical  expenses  later.  House  and  car 
payments  slip.  A  family  can  become 
poor  very  quickly,  just  because  job  loss 
is  compounded  by  loss  of  health  insur- 
ance. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  re- 
ported to  our  committee  that  there 
are  about  30  million  people  in  the 
United  States  without  health  insur- 
ance, and  over  10  million  of  them  are 
people  who  have  lost  coverage  because 
of  job  loss.  During  fiscal  year  1984,  19 
million  people  will  be  without  health 
insurance  because  of  job  loss.  These 
are  the  people  who  need  the  help  of 
H.R.  3021. 

Let  me  speak  about  my  State  of 
Michigan  to  reply  to  the  foolish  sug- 
gestion that  this  legislation  is  no 
longer  needed.  Last  week  there  were 
still  over  100.000  people  drawing  un- 
employment insurance  in  Michigan. 
These  were  the  lucky  people,  for  over 
500.000  others  were  unemployed  with- 
out unemployment  insurance.  When 
these  individuals  and  the  families  of 
the  workers  who  have  lost  health  in- 
surance coverage  are  included  in  the 
calculation,  we  are  talking  about 
almost  a  million  people  with  no  way  to 
afford  medical  care.  Most  of  these 
people  do  not  qualify  for  medicaid. 
Public  hospitals  and  doctors'  charity 
cannot  do  the  job.  These  people  need 
the  direct  help  that  States  can  provide 
through  this  legislation. 

West  Virginia,  Ohio.  Alabama,  Illi- 
nois. Mississippi,  Tennessee,  and 
Washington  share  Michigan's  plight. 
Recovery  is  not  here  for  people  who 
are  out  of  jobs  or  for  the  people  who 
continue  to  lose  job.s  each  day.  Two 
weeks  ago  the  State  of  Michigan  re- 
ported on  May  unemployment:  In  the 
Detroit  area  there  were  309.500  unem- 
ployed, up  from  284.200  in  May  1982. 

I  will  not  mislead  you  that  the 
money  in  this  bill.  $350  million  in 
1983.  $2  billion  in  1984.  and  $1.65  bil- 
lion in  1985  will  solve  the  problem.  It 
will  help.  In  addition  to  the  money 
that  States  receive  in  this  bill,  there  is 
help  for  public  hospitals,  and  for  ma- 
ternal and  child  health  programs 
which  have  carried  most  of  the  burden 
of   health  care   for   the   unemployed. 


And   maybe  most    important,   the   re 
quirement    for   90   days   of   insurance 
coverage  beyond  the  date  of  job  loss 
will  eliminate  almost  half  of  the  need 
for  this  legislation  in  the  future. 

This  bill  demonstrates  the  attentive 
ness  of  the  Congress  to  the  needs  of 
the  unemployed.  These  men  and 
women  have  purchased  health  insur 
ance  with  their  labor.  They  have 
helped  build  the  fine  medical  facilities 
in  this  country.  The  least  we  can  do  is 
be  sure  that  they  can  use  this  medical 
care  when  they  are  unemployed 
through  no  fault  of  their  own. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
now  state  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Broyhill)  that 
he  has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  that  we 
vote  for  the  substitute.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Tauke)  has  made  an 
excellent  statement.  He  has  pointed 
out  very  clearly  that  the  bill  before  us 
has  a  very  poor  chance  of  actually  be- 
coming law;  that  there  are  many  prob- 
lems with  the  bill.  It  creates  a  new  en- 
titlement program.  It  is  not  linked  to  a 
revenue  source.  It  is  fiscally  irresponsi- 
ble. 
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I  would  also  point  out  to  the  Mem- 
bers that  under  the  bill  that  comes  to 
us  from  the  committee,  the  States  are 
going  to  be  required  to  come  up  with 
substantial  amounts  of  money  in 
matching  funds.  For  example,  the 
State  of  California,  $12,357,344.  My 
own  State  of  North  Carolina  would  be 
required  to  come  up  with  $4  million.  I 
am  going  to  give  just  rough  figures 
here.  For  the  State  of  New  York,  $10 
million:  New  Jersey.  $9  million:  Massa- 
chusetts. $7  million,  and  so  on.  and  so 
forth.  I  can  at  a  later  time  put  these 
figures  in  the  record.  For  the  State  of 
Texas,  it  is  $10,972,000.  All  of  these 
are  required  under  the  bill. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Tauke)  will  offer  a  substitute  that 
does  not  require  these  State  matching 
funds.  The  program  does  not  include 
all  of  the  medicaid-like  State  plan  re- 
quirements that  are  necessary  and 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  idea 
that  the  program  is  a  block  grant  pro- 
gram and  also  the  idea  that  it  is  a  tem- 
porary program. 

So  the  bill  that  will  be  presented  by 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  is  a  plan 
that  would  receive  Presidential  signa- 
ture and  is  far  more  likely  to  pass  and 
to  become  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  that  the 
Members  give  it  favorable  consider- 
ation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Broyhill)  has  expired. 


The  gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Jacobs)  is  recognized,  and  he  has  5 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  first  point 
out  a  misperception  that  has  been  in- 
advertently stated  in  the  record.  The 
States  do  not  have  to  come  up  with 
any  particular  amount.  Any  amount 
the  States  come  up  with  will  be 
matched  by  the  Federal  Treasury 
under  the  scheme  of  this  legislation. 

I  hear  it  said  that  under  the  motion 
to  recommit  or  the  substitute  there 
will  be  more  for  the  unemployed  who 
really  need  it.  That  could  be  the  case, 
but  it  does  not  have  to  be  the  case.  It 
could  be  that  there  will  be  more  for 
the  insurance  companies  that  do  not 
need  it. 

There  is  nothing  but  a  blank  check 
in  the  motion  to  recommit.  If  a  State 
legislature  or  a  State  government  de- 
cided to  be  palsy-walsy  with  the  insur- 
ance industry  in  that  State,  they  could 
buy  health  insurance  for  the  unem- 
ployed, and  the  unemployed  could  be 
one  or  two  people.  I  suppose,  because 
it  is  a  blank  check.  They  could  buy 
health  insurance  at  retail  prices,  profit 
and  all.  from  the  insurance  companies. 
And  if  Members  want  to  talk  about 
the  States'  requirement  of  matching 
funds,  then  I  will  have  to  ask,  what 
ever  happened  to  New  Federalism? 
The  last  time  I  heard,  that  is  what 
this  administration  wanted. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  bill  was 
drawn  to  accommodate  some  of  the 
statements  that  the  President  had 
made.  It  is  a  reasonable  compromise 
between  an  entitlement  program  on 
the  one  hand  and  a  blank  check,  block 
grant  program  on  the  other.  It  is  a 
block  grant  but  without  the  blank 
check. 

Now,  this  is  a  serious  thing.  There  is 
not  anybody  who  does  not  sympathize 
with  the  unemployed  from  what  I 
hear  in  the  debate.  There  is  not  any- 
body who  would  not  agree  that  most 
of  the  people  who  are  unemployed  in 
this  country  are  certainly  those  who 
have  become  unemployed  since  the 
famous  Laffler  curve  was  voted  into 
law  and  who  have  been  unemployed 
through  no  fault  of  their  own. 

Everybody  wants  to  do  something 
for  the  unemployed.  Yet  they  say,  "It 
cant  be  done  quite  this  way.  It  can  be 
done  maybe  with  a  provision,  a  new 
scheme  that  says  you  can't  have  un- 
employment insurance  until  there  is  a 
tax  increase." 

And  what  does  the  President  say 
about  a  tax  increase?  He  will  veto  any 
tax  increase. 

So  why  do  they  not  come  right  out 
and  say  that  the  thing  they  want  to 
pass  is  an  empty  promise  that  can  only 
take  effect  if  there  is  a  tax  increase? 
And  the  President  says  we  will  veto 
any  tax  increase. 


So  what  is  the  moral?  I  think  the 
moral  is  that  "You  can't  get  there 
from  here. "  I  think  that  is  the  moral 
on  the  part  of  those  who  are  propos- 
ing a  substitute  without  substance, 
and  their  theme  song  ought  to  be  "I 
Can't  Give  You  Anything  But  Love.  " 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  such  time 
as  may  remain  on  the  majority  side  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walgren). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia (Mr.  Walgren)  and  advises  him 
that  there  are  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALGREN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman, 
passage  of  this  legislation  is  long  over- 
due. Further  delay  will  compound  the 
suffering  which  the  Nation's  unem- 
ployed have  experienced  as  a  direct 
result  of  the  deprivations  of  unem- 
ployment. 

Six  weeks  ago,  many  of  us  joined  in 
a  special  order  on  the  House  floor  in 
which  we  discussed  what  the  recession 
had  meant  in  our  districts.  We  pre- 
sented a  realistic,  but  bleak  picture  of 
the  loss  of  savings,  self-esteem,  hope 
and,  in  some  tragic  cases,  even  the  will 
to  live. 

The  loss  of  employment  has  meant 
the  loss  of  health  care  insurance  for 
millions  of  Americans.  That  insurance 
has  represented  an  essential  protec- 
tion against  the  real  threat  of  finan- 
cial ruin  from  catastrophic  illness. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  es- 
timates that  over  19  million  unem- 
ployed workers  and  their  families  will 
be  without  health  insurance  coverage 
during  fiscal  1984. 

I  represent  thousands  of  these  work- 
ers—men and  women  who  through  no 
fault  of  their  own  have  suffered  the 
loss  of  employment  opportunities.  In 
many  communities  on  the  Mesabi  Iron 
Range  in  my  district,  unemployment 
exceeded  50  percent.  Every  county  in 
my  district  has  unemployment  above 
the  national  average.  Unemployment 
in  Lake  County  has  averaged  30  per- 
cent during  the  last  year. 

National  economic  policies  have 
failed  these  people.  Economic  recovery 
is  an  unfilled  promise. 

In  discussing  health  insurance  for 
the  unemployed,  we  should  realize 
with  special  sensitivity,  and  a  sense  of 
responsibility,  what  the  failure  to 
enact  meaningful  hospital  cost  con- 
tainment has  meant  for  the  people  of 
this  country.  Without  health  insur- 
ance, no  one  dare  be  sick— they  cannot 
afford  to  be.  The  fear  of  illness  in  the 
absence  of  health  insurance  coverage 
compounds  the  burdens  of  the  unem- 
ployed. 

We  must  pass  H.R.  3021,  it  is  com- 
passionate, reasonable,  fiscally  respon- 
sible legislation.  The  bill  assures  the 
States  the  central  role  in  health  insur- 


ance coverage.  It  assigns  priority  in 
the  allocation  of  benefits  to  those  who 
have  been  unemployed  the  longest. 
The  first  budget  resolution  provides 
authority  for  the  spending  which  this 
bill  authorizes. 

This  legislation  offers  some  reason 
for  hope  on  the  part  of  working  men 
and  women  who  have  slipped  from  the 
relative  prosperity  of  middle-level 
income  into  the  hardships  of  pro- 
longed unemployment.  They  cannot 
afford  health  insurance.  They  do  not 
qualify  for  medicaid.  They  do  not 
want  welfare  or  charity.  They  want  to 
return  to  work.  Until  they  do.  we 
should  provide  them  with  some  basic 
level  of  health  protection.  In  all  seri- 
ousness, the  unemployed  face  a  far 
more  immediate,  and  life-threatening 
threat  in  their  unemployment  and  in 
their  loss  of  health  insurance,  than 
they  do  from  Soviet  missiles.  In  fiscal 
1984.  we  should  spend  a  little  less  on 
defense  than  currently  planned,  and 
transfer  the  savings  achieved  there  to 
fund  the  legislation  now  before  us. 

I  urge  an  overwhelming  House  vote 
in  favor  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  WALGREN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana yielding  this  time  to  me  for  sever- 
al thoughts  and  comments. 

It  is  said  that  this  bill  would  be 
vetoed  by  the  President  and  therefore 
has  little  chance  to  become  law.  I  be- 
lieve that  it  is  our  obligation  in  this 
body  to  do  what  is  right  on  issues  like 
this  regardless  of  what  happens  in  the 
rest  of  the  legislative  process.  We 
should  have  some  faith  that  by  doing 
right  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
we  set  in  motion  forces  which  will 
move  the  rest  of  society  in  the  best 
way. 

I  think  this  is  particularly  true  with 
this  piece  of  legislation.  Although  it  is 
just  a  temporary  program,  it  is  the 
kind  of  program  that  I  would  like  to 
think  our  country  would  have  in  place 
at  any  time. 

Those  who  say  we  should  do  nothing 
because  the  recession  is  over  and  new 
unemployment  claims  are  falling  off 
should  be  reminded  that  the  recession 
is  not  over.  There  are  over  150,000 
people  out  of  work  in  my  metropolitan 
area  alone.  Moreover,  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  should  not  matter  whether  the 
recession  is  over;  people  who  are  un- 
employed face  the  same  economic 
limits  regardless  of  whether  the  unem- 
ployment rate  is  4  percent,  12  percent, 
or  in  honesty  what  it  really  is,  17  to  20 
percent  when  you  count  all  the  dis- 
couraged workers  which  our  statistics 
ignore. 

When  employment  hits  a  family, 
medical  insurance  is  often  the  first 
thing  to  go.  Pennsylvania  recently 
tried  to  put  together  a  special  program 
involving  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield  des- 
ignated to  provide  bare  bones  coverage 
at  the  lowest  possible  price  for  the  un- 
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employed.  The  cost  was  still  $70  a 
month.  We  all  should  realize  that  a 
$70  part  of  a  monthly  budget  would  be 
one  of  the  first  things  to  go  when  un- 
employment strikes. 

So  unemployed  workers  will  be 
largely  uninsured  from  medical  costs. 
Like  the  ad  for  preventive  car  mainte- 
nance, we  can  either  pay  a  little  to 
insure  these  costs  now  or  we  can  pay 
more  later  when  the  families  of  unem- 
ployed workers  go  to  hospital  emer- 
gency rooms  around  the  country  cost- 
ing our  society  more  in  the  long  run. 

Mr.  Chairman,  few  of  us  stop  to  real- 
ize that  the  taxpayer  now  funds  over 
50  percent  of  the  Nations  hospital 
bills  because  we  all  agree  we  should 
provide  medical  services  that  are 
beyond  most  of  our  ability  to  pay. 

But  the  fact  is  that  all  our  constitu- 
ents and  everyone  in  this  House  al- 
ready has  the  taxpayer  paying  half  of 
his  hospital  bills.  It  hardly  comes  with 
good  grace  for  all  of  us  who  receive 
this  kind  of  subsidy  to  deny  a  limited 
system  of  further  subsidy  to  continue 
health  insurance  for  those  unem- 
ployed by  our  recession. 

I  view  todays  vote  on  H.R.  3021.  a 
bill  which  will  assist  the  States  in  pro- 
viding health  insurance  to  the  unem- 
ployed, as  a  measure  of  the  true  value 
of  our  society.  The  question  we  must 
ask  is  whether,  in  the  wealthiest 
Nation  in  the  world  millions  of  citizens 
who  have  worked  hard  and  saved  for 
their  futures— will  either  be  forced  to 
exhaust  their  life  savings  over  a  single 
illness  or,  more  likely,  go  without 
health  care  for  themselves  and  their 
families. 

For  the  unemployed,  loss  of  health 
insurance  comes  at  a  time  when  it  is 
most  needed.  Stress  associated  with 
unemployment  renders  the  jobless  and 
their  families  more  vulnerable  to 
health  problems.  The  cold  statistics 
show  that  for  every  1-percent  increase 
in  unemployment,  there  is  a  2-percent 
increase  in  the  mortality  rate,  a  2-per- 
cent increase  in  cardiovascular  deaths, 
a  3-percent  increase  in  mental  hospital 
admissions,  and  a  5-percent  increase  in 
infant  mortality. 

It  should  be  especially  hard  to 
accept  the  rise  in  infant  mortality 
rates  in  several  parts  of  our  country, 
the  first  increase  since  the  end  of 
World  War  II.  I  hope  we  can  prove 
ourselves  a  more  decent  society  by  re- 
fusing to  tolerate  a  reversal  of  the 
progress  we  have  made  in  health  care 
this  century. 

To  those  who  complain  about  the 
cost  of  this  program,  three  things 
should  be  said: 

First,  this  program  is  within  the 
budget  ceilings  provided  in  the  budget 
resolution  adopted  by  this  Congress 
laist  month— a  budget  that  provides 
less  deficit  spending  than  proposed  by 
the  President. 

Second,  it  will  cost  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment more  in  the  long  run  if  we  do 


not  pass  this  bill.  As  witnesses  before 
our  committee  testified,  uninsured 
people  delay  needed  care  hoping  the 
condition  will  go  away.  But  if  it  does 
not,  their  only  recourse  is  the  hospital 
emergency  room.  Surely,  it  is  more 
cost  effective  to  provide  access  to  a 
private  insurance  policy,  which  re- 
quires a  financial  contribution  from 
the  worker,  than  to  wait  until  the 
worker  has  exhausted  all  his  assets 
and  relies  on  the  Government  to  pay 
the  entire  bill. 

Third,  we  must  realize  that  we  al- 
ready pay  for  health  care  for  the  un- 
employed. It  is  estimated  that  $30  a 
day  out  of  an  average  hospital  bill 
goes  to  pay  for  bills  the  hospitals  are 
unable  to  collect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  does  not  pro- 
vide for  a  new  Federal  entitlement 
program.  It  authorizes  a  limited 
number  of  dollars  to  the  States  to  es- 
tablish whatever  program  they  choose. 
This  flexibility  allows  for  creativity 
and  individual  efforts  by  the  States. 

We  should  build  on  the  efforts  al- 
ready started  by  some  States,  like 
Pennsylvania.  But  those  are  the  very 
States  hardest  hit  by  unemployment 
and  least  able  to  provide  the  revenues 
to  fund  programs.  They  need  Federal 
support. 

As  I  indicated  before.  Blue  Cross/ 
Blue  Shield  of  Pennsylvania  began  a 
health  insurance  program  for  the  un- 
employed at  rates  over  40  percent 
lower  than  those  otherwise  available. 
For  family  coverage,  the  plan  cost 
about  $70  a  month. 

While  this  is  a  good  effort,  only 
8,552  people  have  enrolled  in  the  plan 
out  of  a  potential  704,000  who  are  un- 
employed. It  is  understandable  why 
most  unemployed  would  be  reluctant 
to  spend  $70  a  month  for  health  insur- 
ance because  they  must  eliminate  all 
avoidable  expenses  if  they  are  to  make 
ends  meet.  With  the  assistance  provid- 
ed for  in  H.R.  3210,  the  State  can  sub- 
sidize that  plan  in  Pennsylvania  so 
that  the  premium  cost  will  be  more  af- 
fordable. 

Finally,  I  want  to  express  my  disap- 
pointment that  this  bill  provides  only 
a  temporary  solution.  In  my  view,  we 
should  use  this  opportunity  to  create  a 
long-term  program  for  those  who 
become  unemployed,  so  that  each 
person  can  have  access  to  some  kind  of 
health  insurance,  even  if  out  of  a  job 
temporarily.  While  record-high  unem- 
ployment may  moderate,  there  still 
will  be  high  unemployment  pockets 
across  the  country.  And  we  all  know 
that  business  cycles  repeat  themselves, 
that  unemployment  rates  will  go  up 
and  down  over  the  years.  Just  as  we 
should  have,  and  did  enact  a  perma- 
nent unemployment  insurance  pro- 
gram, we  should  enact  a  permanent 
health  insurance  program  for  the  un- 
employed. Their  needs  will  not 
change. 


Early  this  year  I  introduced  legisla- 
tion (H.R.  1823)  to  provide  incentives 
and  direction  for  State-administered 
insurance  pools.  It  is  my  hope  that  the 
Congress  will  consider  this  approach 
when  thinking  about  a  permanent  so- 
lution to  the  lack  of  available  health 
care  for  the  unemployed. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  today,  howev- 
er, will  do  much  to  meet  the  immedi- 
ate crisis  we  face  and.  although  the 
program  is  not  designed  to  continue,  it 
will  give  us  some  experience  for  future 
Congresses  to  consider. 

I  urge  adoption  of  this  legislation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walgren)  has  expired,  and  all  time  for 
general  debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  consider  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  consisting  of 
the  text  of  H.R.  3521,  which  shall  be 
considered  as  having  been  read,  in  lieu 
of  the  amendments  recommended  by 
the  Committees  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce, and  Ways  and  Means  now 
printed  in  the  bill.  No  amendments  are 
in  order  to  the  bill,  or  the  substitute 
except:  (First),  an  amendment  printed 
in  the  Congressional  Record  of  July 
12,  1983.  by,  and  if  offered  by  Repre- 
sentative Bliley,  which  shall  not  be 
subject  to  amendment  except  an 
amendment  printed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  July  20.  1983.  by. 
and  if  offered  by  Representative 
Waxman:  and  (.second),  an  amendment 
printed  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  July  20.  1983.  by  Representative 
Frenzel,  which  shall  not  be  subject  to 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  the  following: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  ma.v  be  cited  as  the  -Health  Care  for 
the  Unemployed  Act  of  1983'. 

TITLE  I-AMENDMENTS  TO  THE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

NEW  TITLE  XXI    (HEALTH  CARE  rOR  THE 
UNEMPLOYEDi 

Sec.  101.  (a)  The  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  title: 

■  TITLE  XXI-HEALTH  CARE  FOR  THE 
UNEMPLOYED 

"Part  A— Block  Grants  to  States 

■APPROPRIATION  AND  DEFINITIONS 

■Sec.  2101.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  ena- 
bling each  State  to  furnish  necessary  medi- 
cal benefits  for  unemployed  individuals  and 
Iheir  immediate  family  members,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  years  1983.  1984.  and  1985  a  sum  suffi- 
cient to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part. 
The  sums  made  available  under  this  section 
shall  be  used  for  making  payments  to  States 
under  allotments  under  section  2102  for  the 
development  and  operation  of  plans  of  med- 
ical benefits  for  the  unemployed. 


■•(b)  As  used  in  this  part— 

■■(1)  The  term  group  health  plan'  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  162(i)(2) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

•(2)  The  term  immediate  family  member' 
means,  with  re.spect  to  an  individual— 

■•<A)  in  the  case  of  a  married  individual, 
the  individual's  spouse,  and 

■•(B)  the  individuals  child,  if  the  child  is 
under  18  years  of  age. 

•■(3)  The  term  medical  benefits'  means 
payment  of  part  or  all  of  the  cost  of  the 
care  and  services  described  in  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3).  (4>(C>.  (5),  (9).  and  (17)  of  sec- 
tion 1905(a)  (subject  to  subdivisions  (A)  and 
(B)  thereof)  and  of  prescribed  drugs. 

■■(4)  The  term  number  of  weeks  of  regular 
unemployment  compensation'  means,  for  a 
State  for  a  period,  the  sum,  for  each  of  the 
weeks  in  the  period,  of  the  number  of  indi- 
viduals receiving  regular  compensation  in 
that  week  under  the  State's  unemployment 
compensation. 

■■(5)  The  term  regular  compensation'  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  in  section 
205(2)  of  the  Federal-State  Extended  Unem- 
ployment Compensation  Act  of  1970. 

••(6)  The  term  State'  includes  only  the  50 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

"(7)  The  term  unemployment  compensa- 
tion' means  cash  benefits  payable  to  individ- 
uals with  respect  to  their  unemployment 
<A)  under  any  Slate  unemployment  com- 
pensation law.  (B)  under  any  Federal  unem- 
ployment compensation  law  administered 
by  a  Slate,  or  (C)  under  the  Railroad  Unem- 
ployment Insurance  Act. 

■ALLOTMENTS  AND  PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

■Sec  2102.  (a)  There  .shall  be  available  for 
allotments  for  block  grants  to  Slates  under 
this  part— 

•  (1)  $350,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1983, 
•■(2)   $1,869,000,000   for   fiscal   year   1984. 

and 

•  (3)  $1,538,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1985. 

■•(b)(1)  Subject  to  subsection  (c),  the  Sec- 
retary shall  allot  the  amounts  available  for 
allotments  for  each  fiscal  year  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  among  Slates  as  follows; 

••(A)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
lotted among  the  Slates  on  the  basis  of  the 
relative  number  of  unemployed  individuals 
in  the  Slate  during  the  applicable  period 
compared  to  the  number  of  such  unem- 
ployed individuals  in  all  the  Slates  during 
such  period. 

■■(B)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
lotted among  the  Stales  on  the  basis  of  the 
relative  number  of  individuals  in  the  Stale 
who  exhausted  regular  compensation  during 
the  applicable  period  compared  to  the 
number  of  such  individuals  in  all  the  Slates 
who  exhausted  regular  compensation  during 
such  period. 

■(C)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
lotted among  the  Slates  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  weeks  of  regular  unemployment 
compensation  in  the  Stale  during  the  appli- 
cable period  compared  to  the  number  of 
weeks  of  regular  unemployment  compensa- 
tion in  all  the  Slates  during  such  period. 

••(2)(A)  As  used  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and 
(C)  of  paragraph  (1).  the  term  applicable 
period'  means— 

•■(i)  for  allotments  for  fiscal  years  1983 
and  1984,  the  three-month  period  beginning 
February  1983,  and 

••(ii)  for  allotments  for  fiscal  year  1985. 
the  three-month  period  beginning  February 
1984. 

•(B)  As  used  in  subparagraph  (B)  of  para- 
graph (1).  the  term  applicable  period' 
means— 


••(i)  for  allotments  for  fiscal  years  1983 
and  1984.  the  period  beginning  May  1982 
and  ending  April  1983.  and 

■•(ii)  for  allotments  for  fiscal  year  1985, 
the  period  beginning  May  1983  and  ending 
April  1984. 

••(3)  Determinations  under  subparagraph 
(A)  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  ba.sed  on  data 
of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  deter- 
minations under  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C) 
of  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  based  on  data  of 
the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

•■(c)(1)  A  Slate's  allotment  for  fiscal  year 
1983  or  1984  may  be  carried  forward  and 
used  for  expenditures  made  under  the 
Stale's  plan  in  the  following  fiscal  year  if 
the  Stale's  plan  remains  in  effect  in  that 
following  fiscal  year. 

■■(2)(A)  If  the  chief  executive  officer  of  a 
Slate  has  not  transmitted  to  the  Secretary 
by  September  15.  1983.  a  notice  on  behalf  of 
the  Stale  of  the  the  Stale's  intent  to  estab- 
lish and  have  in  effect  in  the  State,  not 
later  than  June  30.  1984.  a  plan  under  this 
part,  the  Stale's  allotment  for  1983  shall  be 
reduced  to  zero. 

■•(B)(i)  If  the  chief  executive  officer  of  a 
Stale  has  not  transmitted  to  the  Secretary 
by  December  15.  1983.  a  notice  on  behalf  of 
the  Slate  of  the  the  Stale's  intent  to  estab- 
lish and  have  in  effect  in  the  Stale,  not 
later  than  June  30.  1984.  a  plan  under  this 
part,  the  Stale's  allotment  for  1984  shall  be 
reduced  to  zero, 
"(ii)   A  Stale's  allotment  for  fiscal  year 

1984  shall  be  reduced  by  one-quarter  for 
each  calendar  quarter  (after  the  first  calen- 
dar quarter)  in  which  the  Stale  does  not 
have  a  plan  approved  and  in  effect  under 
this  part  and  shall  be  reduced  to  zero  if  the 
Slate  does  not  have  such  a  plan  approved 
and  in  effect  by  June  30,  1984. 

••(C)  A  States  allotment   for  fiscal   year 

1985  shall  be  reduced  to  zero  if  the  Slate 
does  not  have  a  plan  approved  and  in  effect 
under  this  part  by  June  30.  1984.  and  on  Oc- 
tober 1.  1984. 

••(D)  If  a  State  has  not  submitted  a  report 
on  its  activities  under  its  plan  in  accordance 
with  section  2105(a)  by  February  1.  1985. 
the  State's  allotment  for  fiscal  year  1985 
shall  be  reduced  by  one-quarter. 

••(3)  To  the  extent  that  the  lota)  amount 
available  for  allotments  under  this  part  for 
a  fiscal  year  is  not  otherwise  allotted  to 
Slates  due  to  a  reduction  under  paragraph 
(2)  or  because  some  Slates  have  indicated  in 
their  reports  to  the  Secretary  under  section 
2103(a)(6)  that  they  do  not  intend  to  use 
the  full  amount  of  such  allotments  (includ- 
ing any  reallotmeni  under  this  paragraph) 
or  to  carry  forward  excess  amounts  under 
paragraph  (1).  such  excess  shall  be  allotted 
among  the  remaining  Slates  in  proportion 
lo  the  amount  otherwise  allotted  to  such 
Slates  for  the  fiscal  year  without  regard  to 
this  paragraph. 

■•(d)(1)(A)  From  the  sums  appropriated 
therefor  and  the  allotments  available  under 
this  section  and  subject  to  the  succeeding 
paragraphs  of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  payments  as  provided  by  .section 
6503(a)  of  title  31.  United  States  Code,  lo 
each  Slate  from  its  allotment. 

••(B)  Any  amount  paid  to  a  State  for  fiscal 
year  1983  or  1984  and  remaining  unobligat- 
ed at  the  end  of  such  year  shall  remain 
available  lo  such  State  for  obligation  in  the 
succeeding  fiscal  year  if  the  Stale  has  in 
effect  a  plan  under  this  part  during  that 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

■•(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  Secretary  may  not  make  pay- 
ments lo  a  Slate  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  for  a 
fiscal  year  unless— 


••(i)  the  State  has  a  plan  approved  and  In 
effect  under  this  part. 

••(ii)  the  State  has  made  assurances  .satis- 
factory to  the  Secretary  that  the  Stale  will 
provide  for  any  State  contribution  required 
under  section  2103(f)  towards  expenditures 
under  the  plan  for  thai  fiscal  year,  and 

•■(iii)  the  State  has  provided  for  (or  made 
arrangements  .satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
for  the  provision  of)  any  such  State  contri- 
bution for  any  previous  fiscal  year. 

■■(B)  With  respect  to  payments  from  the 
allotment  for  fLscal  year  1983.  the  Secretary 
may  make  payment  to  a  State  without  a 
plan  under  this  pan.  except  thai  such  pay- 
ment may  not  exceed  10  percent  of  the 
Slate^s  allotment  for  thai  year  and  may 
only  be  paid  for  expen.ses  incurred  in  the 
planning  and  development  of  such  a  plan. 

■•(3)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  such 
reconciliations  (not  less  frequently  than  an- 
nually) of  the  amount  of  the  payments 
made  to  States  as  may  be  necessary  to 
insure  that  such  payments  are  only  used  in 
accordance  with  this  part  and  that  Slates 
contribute  the  required  share  towards  ex- 
penditures under  the  plans  under  this  part. 
Amounts  improperly  paid  shall  be  treated  as 
overpayments,  and  the  Secretary  may  offset 
such  amounts  from  subsequent  allotments 
under  this  part  or  may  otherwise  recover 
such  amounts. 

■■(4)  As  a  condition  of  payment  lo  the 
State  under  this  part,  the  Slate  must  pro- 
vide assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
that  each  group  health  plan  offered  by  the 
Stale,  by  any  political  subdivision  thereof, 
or  by  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  the 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof, 
meets  the  requirements  of  part  B  as  they 
would  apply  if  section  2125(1)(A)  did  not 
apply  with  respect  to  that  State,  subdivi- 
sion, agency,  or  instrumentality.  If  the  Sec- 
retary, after  reasonable  notice  and  opporlu- 
niiy  for  a  hearing  lo  a  Stale,  finds  that  it  or 
any  of  its  political  subdivisions,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  the  Stale  or  its 
political  subdivisions,  has  failed  lo  comply 
with  the  previous  sentence,  the  Secretary 
shall  terminate  payments  to  such  State 
under  this  part  and  notify  the  chief  execu- 
tive officer  of  such  State  that  further  pay- 
ments under  this  part  will  not  be  made  to 
the  Slate  until  the  Secretary  is  satisfied 
that  there  will  no  longer  be  any  such  failure 
lo  comply. 

■STATE  PLANS  FOR  MEDICAL  BENEFITS  FOR  THE 
UNEMPLOYED 

Sec.  2103.  (a)  In  General.— Except  as 
provided  in  section  2104.  a  Stale  plan  for 
medical  benefits  for  the  unemployed  must- 

■•(1)  provide  for  making  medical  benefits 
(as  defined  in  section  2101(b)(3))  available 
lo  eligible  individuals  voluntarily  enrolled 
under  the  plan  for  ser\'ices  consistent  with 
subsection  (c): 

(2)  provide  for  making  medical  benefits 
available  for  such  amount,  duration,  and 
scope  of  services  (within  those  described  in 
section  2101(b)(3))  as  ihe  Slate  plan  may 
specify  consistent  with  subsection  (d): 

■■(3)  provide  for  the  imposition  of  premi- 
ums, enrollment  fees,  and  similar  charges, 
and  for  deductions,  cost  sharing,  and  similar 
charges  only  in  accordance  with  subsection 

(e): 

••(4)  provide  for  financial  participation  by 
the  State  in  a  manner  consistent  with  sub- 
section (f); 

••(5)  provide  for  administration  of  the  plan 
and  expenditures  under  the  plan  in  accord- 
ance with  subsection  (g): 
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■■(6)  provide  for  reports  and  audits  and 
nondiscriminatory  practices  in  accordance 
with  section  2105  and  for  p>eriodic  reports  to 
the  Secretary  on  the  portions  of  the  allot- 
ment to  the  State  for  each  fiscal  year  which 
the  State  intends  to  use  and  the  portions  of 
such  allotment  which  may  t)e  reallotted 
among  the  other  States  under  section 
2102(0(3): 

"(7)  provide  that  — 

"(A)  the  amount  of  payment  to  persons 
providing  services  covered  under  the  plan 
may  not  exceed  the  amount  of  such  pay- 
ment that  IS  provided  for  such  services 
under  the  State's  plan  under  title  XIX.  and 

■■(B)  each  such  person  must  agree  to 
comply  with  the  conditions  of  subsection  (e) 
respecting  limitations  on  the  charges  that 
may  t)e  imposed  on  beneficiaries  for  receipt 
of  covered  services  (and  the  provisions  of 
section  1916(c)  shall  apply  to  such  providers 
in  the  same  manner  as  they  apply  to  provid- 
ers under  a  State  plan  under  title  XIX): 

■■(8)  provide  that  the  plan— 

•■(A)  shall  be  secondary  in  payment  to  any 
insurance  or  benefit  plan  (including  a  group 
health  plan,  the  insurance  programs  or  a 
State  plan  under  titles  XVIII  and  XIX  of 
this  Act,  an  automobile  or  liability  insur- 
ance plan,  and  no  fault  insurance)  which 
provides  medical  benefits,  and 

■■(B)  shall  require  each  individual  enrolled 
in  the-  plan,  as  a  condition  of  enrolling  in 
the  plan,  to  assign  to  the  State  all  rights  to 
payments,  under  a  plan  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A),  to  which  the  individual  may 
be  entitled: 

■■(9)  provide  that  in  the  case  of  an  individ- 
ual enrolling  for  benefits  under  the  plan 
who  is  not  receiving  unemployment  compen- 
sation, the  State  will  take  reasonable  steps 
to  determine  the  eligibility  under  .section 
19O2(a)(10)(A)  of  the  individual  for  assist- 
ance under  the  State  plan  approved  under 
title  XIX:  and 

■■(10)  meet  the  requirements  specified  in 
paragraphs  (1).  (3),  (7).  (8),  (9).  (22)(B), 
(22)(D),  (23).  (27).  (33)(A).  and  (33)(B)  of 
section  1902(a)  in  the  same  manner  as  such 
requirements  apply  to  State  plans  under 
title  XIX. 

■■(b)  Approval  and  Disapproval  of 
Plans.— (1)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  any 
plan  which  fulfills  the  conditions  specified 
in  sul>section  (a),  except  that  he  shall  not 
approve  any  plan  which  imposes  as  a  condi- 
tion for  eligibility  for  medical  benefits 
under  the  plan  any  citizenship  requirement 
which  excludes  any  citizen  of  the  United 
States  or  any  residence  requirement  which 
excludes  any  individual  who  resides  in  the 
Stale. 

■•(2)  The  Secretary  shall  disapprove,  or 
withdraw  the  approval  of.  any  plan  of  a 
State  under  this  part  if  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that— 

■■(A)  the  State  provided  for  eligibility, 
under  its  plan  under  section  402  as  of  June 
1.  1983.  of  dependent  children  described  in 
section  407  (relating  to  dependent  children 
of  unemployed  parents)  and.  after  such 
date,  discontinues  coverage  of  such  children 
under  such  plan; 

■■(B)  the  State  provided  for  eligibility, 
under  its  plan  under  title  XIX  as  of  June  1. 
1983.  of  individuals  who  are  receiving,  are 
eligible  to  receive,  or  could  be  eligible  to  re 
ceive  (if  coverage  under  its  plan  under  title 
IV  was  as  broad  as  allowed  under  Federal 
law)  aid  pursuant  to  the  operation  of  sec- 
tion 407  (relating  to  depen(ient  children  of 
unemployed  parents)  or  who  are  described 
in  section  1905(a)(i)  (but  not  in  section 
1902(a)<10)(A)(i)).  and.  after  such  date,  dis- 


continues or  reduces  the  terms  of  eligibility 
of  such  individuals  under  such  plan:  or 

■■(C)  the  State  has  made  other  significant 
reductions  in  eligibility  or  benefits  under  its 
plan  under  title  XIX  in  order  to  establish  or 
operate  a  plan  under  this  part. 

■■(3)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued as  preventing  a  State  from  terminat- 
ing its  plan  under  this  part  and  establishing 
a  date  after  which  the  State  is  no  longer  ob- 
ligated for  expenses  for  medical  benefits  in- 
curred under  the  plan. 

(4)  Sections  1116  and  1904  shall  apply  to 
plans  approved  under  this  part  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  apply  to  plans  approved 
under  title  XIX.  except  that  any  reference 
to  the  provisions  of  .section  1902  or  1904  in 
those  sections  shall  be  deemed  for  this  pur- 
pose to  be  a  reference  to  the  provisions  of 
this  section  or  this  paragraph,  respectively. 

■■(c)  Eligibility  for  Medical  Benefits.— 
( 1 )  Each  State  plan  shall  specify  the  criteria 
(consistent  with  this  subsection)  for  deter- 
mining those  individuals  who  are  eligible  for 
medical  l>enefits  under  the  plan,  which  cri- 
teria shall  be  applied  uniformly.  Each  indi- 
vidual w  ho  meets  such  criteria  shall  be  eligi- 
ble to  enroll  for  medical  benefits  under  the 
plan. 

■■(2)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (3) 
and  (4).  an  individual  may  not  be  eligible  for 
medical  benefits  under  a  State  plan  unless 
the  individual  is  unemployed  and— 

■■(A)  is  receiving  unemployment  compen- 
sation or  received  unemployment  compensa- 
tion for  a  week  in  the  previous  104-week 
period,  or 

■■(B)  subject  to  paragraph  (5)— 

■■(i)  has  been  previously  employed  (as  de- 
termined under  the  plan),  and 

■■(ii)  meets  such  reasonable  financial  or 
medical  needs  standards  as  the  State  plan 
specifies. 

The  Stale  plan  shall  provide  for  standards 
respecting  the  circumstances  under  which 
an  individual  is  considered  employed'  and 
unemployed'  for  purposes  of  the  plan  and 
the  State  plan  may  not  make,  as  a  condition 
of  eligibility  of  any  individual  under  sub- 
paragraph (A),  any  determination  respect- 
ing the  income  or  assets  of  any  individual. 

■■(3)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(4).  for  any  period  in  which  an  individual  is 
entitled  to  medical  benefits  under  the  plan, 
the  individual's  immediate  family  members 
(as  defined  in  section  2101(b)(2))  also  shall 
be  entitled  to  medical  benefits  under  the 
plan. 

■■(B)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  is  el- 
igible and  enrolled  for  medical  benefits 
under  a  Slate  plan,  the  plan  may  continue 
the  individual's  eligibility  during  a  period 
(of  not  longer  than  four  weeks)  specified  in 
the  Slate  plan  during  which  the  individual 
is  reemployed. 

■■(4)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  State  plan  shall  specify  the 
uniform  minimum  length  of  time  an  individ- 
ual must  have  Ijeen  previously  unemployed 
in  order  to  be  eligible  for  medical  benefits 
under  paragraph  (2)(A). 

■■(B)(i)  Subject  to  clause  (ii).  a  State  plan 
may  provide  for  a  minimum  length  of 
period  of  unemployment  which  is  less  than 
that  specified  in  subparagraph  (A),  but  only 
with  respect  to  providing  eligibility  for  preg- 
nant women,  children  under  5  years  of  age 
at  the  time  of  initial  eligibility  under  the 
plan.  and.  at  the  States  option,  immediate 
family  members  of  such  individuals. 

■■(ii)  A  State  plan  may  provide  for  a  period 
under  clause  (i)  of— 


■■(I)  less  than  1  year  (but  greater  than  6 
months),  only  if  the  period  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  is  no  greater  than  1  year,  or 

■■(II)  less  than  6  months,  only  if  the  period 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  is  no  greater 
than  6  months. 

■■(5)  A  State  plan  must  be  reasonably  de- 
signed so  as  to  provide  an  amount  of  medi- 
cal benefits  in  any  fiscal  year  to  individuals 
made  eligible  under  paragraph  (2)(B)  (and 
their  immediate  family  members)  which  is 
not  less  than  5  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
Federal  payments  to  the  Stale  under  sec- 
tion 2102(d)  for  that  year  and  is  not  greater 
than  the  sum  of— 

■■(A)  5  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  Fed- 
eral payments  to  the  Stale  under  section 
2102(d)  for  that  year,  and 

■■(B)  the  amount  (if  any)  by  which  the 
total  amount  of  the  expenditures  under  the 
plan  for  the  year  exceeds  the  sum  of  (i)  the 
amount  of  the  Federal  payments  to  the 
State  under  section  2102(d)  for  that  year 
and  (ii)  the  amount  of  premiums  collected 
under  the  plan  for  the  year. 

■(6)  A  Stale  plan  may  not  permit  an  indi- 
vidual to  be  eligible  for  medical  benefits 
under  paragraph  (2)  for  a  week  if  the  indi- 
vidual— 

■(A)  is  covered  (or  could  have  been  cov- 
ered, if  an  election  had  been  made  and  any 
premiums  required  paid  on  a  timely  basis) 
for  the  week  under  a  group  health  plan  for 
which  a  contribution  towards  the  cost  of  the 
plan  is  being  made  by  an  employer,  union, 
or  entity  other  than  the  individual  or  the 
individual's  spou.se: 

"(B)  is  (or  could  be.  if  an  enrollment  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  part  had 
been  made  and  any  premiums  required  paid 
on  a  timely  basis  after  the  individual 
became  unemployed)  covered  for  the  week 
under  a  group  health  plan  for  the  individ- 
ual's spouse  for  which  a  contribution  to- 
wards the  cost  of  the  plan  is  being  made  by 
an  employer,  union,  or  entity  other  than 
the  individual  or  the  individual's  spou.se:  or 

■(C)  is  determined  to  be  eligible  for  the 
week  for  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
under  title  XIX. 

■■(7)  If  a  State  changes  the  criteria  for  eli- 
gibility of  individuals  under  the  plan,  such 
changes  must  be  made  public  and  made  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  State  adminis- 
trative procedures  act  or  other  applicable 
Slate  law.  A  Slate  may  provide  that  in  the 
case  of  such  a  change  that  would  have  the 
effect  of  disqualifying  individuals  who  are 
eligible  and  enrolled  for  medical  benefits 
under  the  plan,  the  State  may  provide  for 
continuation  of  eligibility  of  the  individuals 
for  a  reasonable  period  of  time  or  based  on 
such  reasonable  standards  as  the  State  may 
establish,  but  not  beyond  the  period  of  time 
which  they  would  otherwise  have  remained 
eligible. 

■■(8)  The  Stale  plan  niay  limit  Ihe  cover- 
age period  of  eligible  individuals  under  the 
plan  to  a  period  specified  in  the  plan,  but 
such  period  may  not  be  less  than  one  year 
in  the  case  of  individuals  eligible  under 
paragraph  (2)(A). 

■■(9)  A  State  plan  must  permit  an  eligible 
individual  to  terminate  voluntarily  enroll- 
ment under  the  plan  by  written  notice  to 
the  Stale. 

■'(d)  Medical  Benefits.— (1)  A  Stale  plan 
must  provide  medical  benefits  for— 

■■(A)  prenatal,  delivery,  post-parlum.  and 
well-baby  care,  without  limitations  of 
amount,  duration,  or  scope  except  as  to 
medical  necessity: 


"(B)  at  least  the  first  day  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital care  in  the  coverage  period  for  each  el- 
igible individual:  and 
■(C)  at  least  some  ambulatory  services. 
■  (2)  The  scope,  amount,  and  duration  of 
medical  benefits  provided  under  the  plan 
must  be  the  same  for  all  individuals  eligible 
for  medical  benefits  under  the  plan,  except 
that  the  coverage  period  of  individuals  eligi- 
ble under  subsection  (c)(2)(A)  may  differ 
from  the  coverage  period  for  individuals  eli- 
gible under  subsection  (c)(2)(B). 

(3)  A  State  plan  may  not  provide  for 
medical  benefits  for  expenses  incurred  for 
services  furnished  before  the  date  the  plan 
first  becomes  effective  or  after  October  1. 
1985. 

■(e)  Premiums  and  Copayments.— (1)(A)  A 
State  plan  may  impose  a  weekly  premium 
for  an  individual  who  is  eligible  under  sub- 
.seclion  (c)(2)(A).  is  receiving  unemployment 
compensation,  and  is  voluntarily  enrolled  in 
the  plan  in  an  amount  equal  to  not  more 
than  5  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  unem- 
ployment compensation,  if  any.  which  is 
payable  to  the  enrollee  for  the  week  (deter- 
mined without  regard  to  any  deductions  or 
off-sels  actually  taken  thereon).  The  State 
may  provide  for  the  deduction  of  the 
amount  of  such  a  premium  from  the 
amount  of  such  compensation  paid  to  the 
enrollee. 

•(B)  A  Stale  plan  may  impose  a  premium 
for  an  individual  who  is  eligible  under  sub- 
section (c)(2)(A>.  is  not  receiving  unemploy- 
ment compensation,  and  is  voluntarily  en- 
rolled in  the  plan  in  an  amount  equal  to  not 
more  than  2  percent  (or.  if  less,  the  percent- 
age applicable  under  subparagraph  (A)  to 
individuals  described  in  that  paragraph)  of 
the  average  monthly  benefit  amount  in  the 
State  for  unemployment  compensation 
under  State  law  (based  on  the  most  recent 
data  available). 

■■(C)  A  Stale  plan  may  not  impose  any  pre- 
mium, enrollment  fee.  or  similar  charge 
except  as  provided  in  this  paragraph.  If  a 
State  plan  imposes  a  premium  upon  the  en- 
rollment of  an  eligible  individual  under  the 
plan,  the  plan  may  not  deem  or  otherwi.se 
treat  the  individual  as  being  enrolled  with- 
out the  individual  voluntarily  enrolling 
under  the  plan. 

■•(D)(i)  Except  as  provided  under  clause 
(ii).  the  applicable  percentage  .selected 
under  subparagraph  (A)  or  subparagraph 
(B)  shall  be  uniform  within  the  groups  of 
individuals  described  in  each  of  such  sub- 
paragraphs. 

■■(ii)  A  State  plan  may  provide  standards 
whereby  the  premiums  olherwi.se  estab- 
lished under  the  plan  are  waived  in  the  case 
of  financial  hardship  or  other  good  cause  es- 
tablished by  the  Stale. 

■(E)  Premiums  collected  under  a  State 
plan  must  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing out  the  plan  and  may  be  used,  to  the 
extent  permitted  under  subsection  (f)(4)(B). 
toward  the  State  contribution  for  expendi- 
tures under  the  plan. 

■  (2)(A)  A  State  plan  under  this  part  shall 
provide  for  the  imposition,  to  the  extent 
permitted  under  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of 
section  1916  with  respect  to  individuals  eligi- 
ble for  medical  assistance  under  State  plans 
under  title  XIX,  of— 

■■(i)  a  deductible,  for  the  first  day  of  inpa- 
tient hospital  services  furnished  to  an  indi- 
vidual under  the  plan  under  this  part,  in  an 
amount  equal  to  at  least  10  percent  of  the 
estimated  average  payment  in  the  previous 
year  for  a  day  of  inpatient  hospital  services 
under  the  Slates  plan  under  title  XIX,  and 
••(ii)  deductions,  cost  sharing,  and  similar 
charges  for  other  services  in  the  maximum 


a.-nour.l5  permitted  pursuant  to  such  para- 
graphs for  such  individuals  for  such  serv- 
ices. 

"(BXi)  Except  as  provided  under  clause 
(ii).  the  deductions,  cost  sharing,  and  any 
similar  charges  imposed  under  this  para- 
graph shall  be  imposed  uniformly  for  all  in- 
dividuals eligible  for  medical  benefits  under 
the  plan. 

••(ii)  A  State  plan  may  provide  standards 
whereby  the  deductions,  cost  sharing,  and 
any  similar  charges  imposed  under  this 
paragraph  are  waived  in  the  case  of  finan- 
cial hardship  or  other  good  cause  estab- 
lished by  the  Stale. 

■•(f)  State  Contributions.— (1)  The  Stale 
plan  must  provide  for  a  Stale  contribution 
towards  expenditures  under  the  plan  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  subsection. 

•■(2)  With  respect  to  expenditures  under 
the  plan  for  which  amounts  may  be  paid 
from  allotments  for  1983.  the  Stale  is  not 
required  to  make  any  State  contribution. 

■■(3)  With  respect  to  expenditures  under 
the  plan  for  which  amounts  may  be  paid 
from  allotments  for  fiscal  year  1984  or  1985. 
if  the  State  has  a  Stale  unemployment  rate 
for  the  fiscal  year  equal  to- 
■■(A)  10  percent  or  more  and  such  rate  is— 
■■(1)  equal  to  or  greater  than  133'/:,  percent 
of  the  national  average  total  unemployment 
rate  for  that  year,  the  Stale  is  not  required 
to  make  any  Slate  contribution,  or 

••(ii)  le.ss  than  133':,  percent  of  the  nation- 
al average  total  unemployment  rale  for  that 
year,  the  Slate's  contribution  must  be  equal 
to  at  least  5  percent  of  the  sum  of  the  mini- 
mum Stale  contribution  computed  under 
this  clause  and  the  amount  of  the  Federal 
allotment  paid  the  Stale  under  this  part  for 
that  year: 

■•(B)  less  than  10  percent,  but  more  than  6 
percent,  the  States  contribution  must  be 
equal  to  at  least  a  percentage  of  the  sum  of 
the  minimum  State  contribution  computed 
under  this  subparagraph  and  the  amount  of 
the  Federal  allotment  paid  to  the  State 
under  this  part  for  that  year,  such  percent- 
age equal  to  20  percent  minus  the  product 
of  15  percent  and  the  ratio  of  (i^  the  percent 
difference  between  the  State  unemployment 
rale  for  that  year  and  6  percent,  to  (ii)  4 
percent:  or 

•■(C)  6  percent  or  less,  the  Stale's  contri- 
bution must  be  equal  to  at  least  20  percent 
of  the  sum  of  the  minimum  State  contribu- 
tion computed  under  this  subparagraph  and 
the  amount  of  the  Federal  allotment  paid  to 
the  Stale  under  this  part  for  that  year. 
As  used  in  this  paragraph,  the  term  Stale 
unemployment  rate'  means  for  a  fiscal  year 
for  a  Slate  the  average  of  the  monthly  civil- 
ian labor  force  unemployment  rates  in  that 
State  (as  determined  and  published  on  a 
nonpreliminary  basis  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics)  for  the  most  recent  3- 
month  period  for  which  data  are  available 
before  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year. 

•■(4)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  State  plan  must  provide  for 
financial  participation  by  the  State  in  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  Stale  contribution 
required  under  this  subsection. 

■(B)  A  Stale  may  use  premiums  collected 
under  the  plan  toward  its  State  contribution 
required  under  this  subsection,  but  such 
premiums  may  not  be  used  to  offset  more 
than  50  percent  of  the  State's  required  con- 
tribution with  respect  to  any  fiscal  year. 

■■(g)  Administration  of  Plan.— (1)  The 
State  plan  must  provide  thai  not  more  than 
10  percent  of  the  expenditures  under  the 
plan  for  any  fiscal  year  are  for  expenses  for 
administering  the  plan,  except  that  this  re- 


striction shall  not  apply  to  10  percent  of  the 
allotment  to  the  State  for  fiscal  year  1983. 

■•(2)  A  State  may  elect  to  provide  for  the 
administration  of  part  or  all  of  its  plan 
under  this  part  by  the  single  State  agency 
(and  in  accordance  with  its  plan  approved) 
under  title  XIX.  In  such  case,  the  State 
shall  provide  the  Secretary  with  such  infor- 
mation as  may  be  reasonably  neces.sary  to 
identify  or  otherwise  compute  the  costs  of 
administration  under  title  XIX  which  are 
attributable  to  the  administration  of  this 
part  and  which  are  to  be  reimbursed  from 
amounts  paid  the  Slate  under  this  part. 

(3)  If  the  State  plan  provides  for  any  ad- 
ministrative functions  under  the  plan  to  be 
performed  by  or  through  the  State  agency 
administering  the  Slate's  unemployment 
compensation  law.  the  State  plan  must 
make  appropriate  arrangements  to  reim- 
burse such  agency  (and.  to  the  extent  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  performs  simi- 
lar functions  pursuant  to  section  2105(c).  to 
make  appropriate  and  similar  arrangements 
to  reimburse  the  Board)  for  its  reasonable 
expenses  of  performing  such  functions 
under  the  plan. 


alternative  state  arrangements 
•Sec.  2104.  (a)(1)  A  State  plan  under  this 
part  may  provide  an  enrollee  with  the  vol 
unlary  option  of  electing  to  receive  medical 
benefits  through  an  arrangement  with  a 
health  benefits  plan  (including  a  private  in- 
surer, prepaid  health  plan,  provider,  or  a 
provider  group),  rather  than  in  accordance 
with  section  2103.  if— 

•■(A)  the  scope,  amount,  and  duration  of 
benefits  made  available  under  the  arrange- 
ment are  at  least  equal  to  the  scope, 
amount,  and  duration  of  benefits  otherwise 
provided  under  the  plan: 

■■(B)  with  respect  to  .services  covered 
under  the  Slate  plan,  any  premiums  and 
charges  provided  under  the  arrangement  do 
not  exceed  the  premiums  and  charges  per- 
mitted under  section  2103(e):  and 

••(C)  under  the  arrangement,  the  amount 
of  payment  under  the  plan  may  not  exceed 
the  actuarial  value  of  payments  for  medical 
benefits  which  the  Slate  reasonably  esti- 
mates would  otherwise  have  been  made 
under  the  plan. 

■  (2)  The  Slate  may  provide  that  an  enroll- 
ee who  has  exercised  an  election  under  this 
subsection  may  not  terminate  or  modify 
such  an  election  (other  than  for  cause)  for  a 
period  of  up  to  6  months  beginning  with  the 
first  month  in  which  the  election  takes 
effect. 

••(b)(1)  A  State  plan  under  this  part  may 
provide  an  eligible  individual  enrolled  with 
the  State  under  this  part  with  the  voluntary 
option  of  electing,  in  lieu  of  otherwise  re- 
ceiving medical  benefits  under  the  plan,  of 
having  the  Slate  make  a  cash  payment  (in 
the  amount  determined  under  paragraph 
(2)(A))  toward  the  premium  or  similar 
charge  of  enrolling  the  individual  (and  im- 
mediate family  members)  in  a  health  insur- 
ance or  benefits  plan  described  in  paragraph 

(3). 

••(2)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  making 
an  election  under  this  subsection— 

••(A)  the  amount  of  the  cash  payment  by 
the  Slate  toward  the  cost  of  the  plan  shall 
not  exceed  the  actuarial  value  of  payments 
for  medical  benefits  which  the  State  reason- 
ably estimates  would  otherwise  have  been 
made  under  the  plan,  and 

•■(B)  the  State  plan  may  provide  that  the 
individual  may  not  terminate  or  modify 
such  an  election  (other  than  for  cause)  for  a 
period  of  up  to  6  months  beginning  with  the 
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first  month  in  which  the  election  takes 
effect. 

"(3)  A  health  insurance  or  benefits  plan 
(including  a  private  insurer,  prepaid  health 
plan,  provider,  or  a  provider  group),  in  order 
to  be  eligible  under  a  State  plan  under  this 
subsection  must  make  an  arrangement  suit- 
able to  the  State  under  which  it  provides  to 
each  individual,  before  the  individual  is  en- 
rolled with  the  plan  under  this  subsection,  a 
written  description  of  the  benefits,  charges, 
and  costs  under  the  plan.  The  benefits  pro- 
vided under  such  a  plan  and  the  premiums 
and  other  charges  imposed  under  the  plan 
need  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of  sub- 
sections (d)  and  (e)  of  section  2103. 

"(c)  A  State  plan  may  provide  for  an  ar- 
rangement with  one  or  more  private  health 
benefits  plans  under  which  health  insur- 
ance or  health  benefits  are  made  available 
in  accordance  with  the  plan  and  section 
2103  for  all  individuals  in  the  State  eligible 
under  the  plan. 

■REPORTS,  AUDITS,  AND  MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

•Sec.  2105.  (a)  Each  State  shall  prepare 
and  submit  not  later  than  February  1.  1985. 
to  the  Secretary  and  each  House  of  Con- 
gress (in  such  form  and  manner  as  the  Sec- 
retary determines,  after  consultation  with 
the  States  and  the  Comptroller  General,  to 
be  appropriate!  a  report  on  its  activities 
through  fiscal  year  1984  under  its  plan. 
Such  report  shall  include,  among  other 
items,  a  de.scription  of— 

"(1)  the  criteria  for  eligibility  of  individ- 
uals under  the  plan  and  the  number  of  indi- 
viduals enrolled  for  benefits  through  the 
period  under  the  plan,  and 

"(2)  the  medical  benefits  made  available 
under  the  plan,  the  total  amount  of  expend- 
itures made  under  the  plan  through  the 
period,  the  portion  of  such  expenditures 
spent  on  inpatient  and  ambulatory  services, 
and  amount  of  expenditures  under  the  plan 
per  enroUee  through  the  period. 

■■(b)(1)  The  provisions  of  sections  506 
(other  than  subsection  (a))  and  508  of  this 
Act  (relating  to  audits  and  access  to  infor- 
mation and  nondiscrimination  under  the 
maternal  and  child  health  services  block 
grant)  shall  apply  to  expenditures  and  ac- 
tivities under  this  part  in  the  same  manner 
as  those  provisions  apply  to  expenditures 
and  activities  under  title  V:  and  for  this  pur- 
pose any  reference  to  that  title  in  any  of 
those  sections  shall  be  deemed  a  reference 
to  this  part. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  section  1909  shall 
apply  to  State  plans  under  this  part  in  the 
same  manner  as  they  apply  to  State  plans 
under  title  XIX. 

■■(3)  A  waiver  granted  a  State  under  sec- 
tion 1115  or  1915(b).  as  such  waiver  applies 
to  the  requirements  of  a  State  plan  ap- 
proved under  title  XIX,  shall  be  considered 
to  be  approved  as  a  waiver  of  the  corre- 
sponding requirements  of  this  part. 

■■(4)  A  State  plan  approved  under  this  part 
shall  be  treated  as  a  State  plan  approved 
under  title  XIX  for  purposes  of  applying 
section  1307(d)  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act. 

■•(5)  The  provisions  of  section  1128A  shall 
apply  to  payments  made  from  an  allotment 
to  a  State  under  this  part  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  apply  to  payments  made 
from  an  allotment  to  a  State  under  title  V, 
and  any  reference  to  a  State  agency  under 
such  section  shall  be  deemed  for  this  pur- 
pose to  t>e  a  reference  to  any  agency  or 
entity  administering  part  or  all  of  the  State 
plan  under  this  part. 


•■(c)(l>  If,  in  a  State,  the  State  agency  ad- 
ministering the  States  unemployment  com- 
pensation law  is  responsible  for  collection  of 
weekly  premiums  under  section  2103(e)  with 
respect  to  inaividuals  receiving  unemploy- 
ment compensation  under  that  law.  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  shall  be  respon- 
sible for  the  collection  of  weekly  premiums 
under  such  section  with  respect  to  individ- 
uals receiving  unemployment  compensation 
under  the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insur- 
ance Act  and  residing  in  that  State. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  other  functions  which  a 
State  agency  administering  the  State's  un- 
employment compensation  law  is  required 
to  perform  under  the  State  plan  with  re- 
spect to  individuals  receiving  unemployment 
compensation  under  that  law,  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board  shall,  to  the  extent  feasi- 
ble, perform  such  functions  with  respect  to 
individuals  receiving  unemployment  com- 
pensation under  the  Railroad  Unemploy- 
ment Insurance  Act  and  residing  in  that 
State. 

■(d)  The  Secretary  may  not  delegate  to 
the  States  his  authority  under  this  part  to 
establish  standards  for  the  approval  of 
State  plans,  to  determine  the  acceptability 
of  such  plans,  or  to  make  other  determina- 
tions required  to  be  made  by  the  Secretary 
under  this  part  (including  the  specification 
of  information  to  be  contained  in  the  report 
described  in  subsection  (a)), 

■Part  B— Open  Enrollment.  Continuation, 
AND  Conversion  Rights  of  Individuals 

■REQUIREMENTS  FOR  EMPLOYEE  HEALTH 
benefits  PLANS 

•Sec,  2121.  (a)  Any  group  health  plan  of- 
fered by  a  large  employer  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 2125(1  )(B))  to  employees  shall  meet  the 
requirements  of  sections  2122  and  2123  and, 
if  applicable,  section  2124. 

■■(b)  The  Secretary,  after  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  shall 
promulgate  such  regulations  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  this  part. 

■■(c)(1)  The  requirements  of  this  part  shall 
not  be  construed  as  preventing  employers 
(under  collective  bargaining  agreements  or 
otherwise)  from  providing  additional  or 
other  health  care  benefits  respecting  em- 
ployees or  former  employees. 

(2)  The  requirements  of  this  part  shall 
not  apply  to  employees  covered  under  col- 
lective-bargaining agreements  entered  into 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
title  during  the  period  covered  by  such 
agreements  (as  in  effect  on  such  date). 

■■(d)(1)(A)  For  an  excise  tax  on  the  ex- 
penses incurred  by  large  employers  for 
group  health  plans  failing  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part,  see  section  4912  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

•■(B)  A  person  (including  a  class  of  individ- 
uals) or  State  which  is  adversely  affected  by 
the  failure  of  a  group  health  plan  offered 
by  a  large  employer  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part  may  bring  an  action 
in  the  appropriate  district  court  of  the 
United  States  seeking  such  injunctive  relief 
as  may  be  appropriate  in  order  to  assure 
such  compliance  and  to  remedy  any  failure 
previously  to  comply  with  such  require- 
ments. In  any  action  under  this  subpara- 
graph, the  court,  in  its  discretion,  may  allow 
the  prevailing  party  a  reasonable  attorney's 
fee  as  part  of  the  costs. 

■■(2)  For  a  requirement  that  the  group 
health  plans  of  each  State,  and  political 
subdivisions  thereof,  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part  as  a  condition  of 
payment  of  block  grants  to  the  State  under 
part  A.  see  section  2102(d)(4). 


■REQUIRING  OPEN  ENROLLMENT  FOR  SPOUSES  OF 
UNEMPLOYED  WORKERS 

■Sec.  2122.  (a)  A  group  health  plan  meets 
the  requirement  of  this  section  only  if  it 
provides  for  an  open  enrollment  period  of  at 
least  30  days  duration  for  each  married  em- 
ployee who  is  (or  at  a  previous  time  was)  eli- 
gible to  enroll  or  is  enrolled  under  the  plan 
and  whose  spouse  lo.ses  coverage  under  a 
group  health  plan  due  to  the  involuntary 
layoff  or  involuntary  separation  (other  than 
for  cause)  from  the  spouse's  employment. 
For  purpo.ses  of  this  preceding  sentence,  a 
spouse  shall  not  be  considered  to  have  lost 
coverage  during  any  period  (after  the  invol- 
untary layoff  or  separation  from  employ- 
ment) in  which  such  coverage  is  continued 
and  for  which  a  contribution  toward  the 
cost  of  the  coverage  is  being  made  by  an  em- 
ployer, union,  or  entity  other  than  the 
spouse. 

■(b)  The  terms  of  an  enrollment  during  a 
period  provided  under  subsection  (a)  shall 
be  the  same  as  the  terms  (including  any 
option  for  coverage  of  immediate  family 
members)  most  recently  offered  with  re- 
spect to  the  enrollment  of  that  employee  or 
(at  the  employer's  option)  to  newly  hired  or 
other  employees  similarly  situated,  except 
that  such  enrollment  may  not  require  or 
discriminate  on  the  basis  of  lack  of  evidence 
of  insurability  and  if  the  employee  was  pre- 
viously covered  and  only  exercises  the 
option  to  cover  immediate  family  members 
the  coverage  of  such  immediate  family 
members  shall  begin  on  the  date  the  option 
is  exercised. 

•(c)  The  requirements  of  this  section  shall 
apply  to  individuals  whose  spouses  lose  cov- 
erage under  a  group  health  plan  on  or  after 
January  1.  1984. 

■REQUIRING  CONTINUATION  OF  GROUP  HEALTH 
CARE  COVERAGE  FOR  UNEMPLOYED  WORKERS 

■Sec  2123.  (a)  A  group  health  plan  meets 
the  requirements  of  this  section  only  if  an 
employee  covered  under  the  plan  who  would 
otherwise  lose  such  coverage  as  a  result  of 
the  individual's  involuntary  layoff  or  invol- 
untary separation  (other  than  for  cause) 
from  employment,  is  provided  continuation 
of  such  coverage  under  a  group  health  plan 
meeting  the  requirements  of  subsection  (b) 
for  a  period  of  not  less  than  90  days  follow- 
ing the  date  of  the  individual's  involuntary 
-separation  or  layoff  (except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (O).  If  at  the  time  of  the  individ- 
ual's layoff  or  separation  some  or  all  of  the 
individual's  immediate  family  members  also 
were  covered  under  the  group  health  plan, 
the  health  benefits  coverage  under  this  sub- 
paragraph also  must  cover  such  immediate 
family  members,  unless  the  individual  elects 
otherwise. 

"(b)  In  the  case  of  continuation  of  cover- 
age of  health  care  benefits  under  subsection 
(a)  under  a  group  health  plan— 

■■(1)  the  continued  health  care  benefits 
must  not  be  less,  in  amount,  duration,  or 
scope  of  benefits,  than  either  the  benefits 
provided  under  such  group  health  plan  or 
ten  physician  visits  and  nine  days  of  inpa- 
tient hospital  services  in  any  calendar  year, 
whichever  particular  benefits  are  less,  and 

■■(2)  the  employer  must  provide  for  a  con- 
tribution toward  the  cost  of  such  continued 
health  care  benefits  for  an  individual  (and 
immediate  family  members)  which  is  not 
less,  in  proportion  to  the  cost  of  such  con- 
tinued benefits,  than  the  proportional  con- 
tribution the  employer  makes  toward  the 
cost  of  the  group  health  plan  for  employees 
in  the  same  classification  as  the  individual 
involved. 


■■(c)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  be  construed 
as  requiring  continuation  of  coverage  writh 
respect  to  a  former  employee  after  the 
date— 

"(1)  the  individual  provides  written  notice 
to  the  employer  of  his  intention  not  to 
accept  or  continue  such  coverage, 

'■(2)  the  individual  has  been  reemployed 
for  a  period  of  4  consecutive  weeks,  or 

"(3)  the  individual  has  failed  to  provide 
for  timely  payments  of  any  premiums  re- 
quired. 

"(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section  and  sec- 
tion 2124.  the  term  'employee'  does  not  in- 
clude a  temporary  employee  (as  defined  by 
the  Secretary). 

"(e)  The  requirements  of  this  section  shall 
apply  to  individuals  who  are  involuntarily 
laid-off  or  separated  from  employment  on 
or  after  January  1.  1985. 

"REQUIRING  UNEMPLOYED  WORKERS  COVERED 
UNDER  INSURED  GROUP  HEALTH  PLANS  TO 
HAVE  THE  RIGHT  TO  CONVERT  TO  INDIVIDUAL 
POLICIES 

"Sec.  2124.  (a)  An  insured  group  health 
plan  meets  the  requirement  of  this  section 
only  if  an  employee  covered  under  the  plan 
is  permitted  the  option,  during  the  period 
described  in  subsection  (b),  of  securing 
health  benefits  coverage,  without  evidence 
of  insurability  of  the  individual  or  immedi- 
ate family  members,  where  the  loss  of  cover- 
age under  the  group  health  plan  is  the 
result  of  the  individual's  involuntary  layoff 
or  involuntary  separation  (other  than  for 
cause)  from  employment.  If  at  the  time  of 
the  individual's  layoff  or  separation  some  or 
all  of  the  individual's  immediate  family 
members  also  were  covered  under  the  group 
health  plan,  the  individual  must  be  given 
the  option  of  securing  health  benefits  cover- 
age under  this  subsection  that  also  covers 
immediate  family  members. 

"(b)  The  peritKJ  referred  to  in  suljsection 
(a)  for  a  former  employee  is  the  31 -day 
period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  individ- 
ual's layoff  or  separation  from  employment, 
or,  at  the  option  of  the  individual,  beginning 
on  the  last  day  of  any  continuation  of 
health  benefits  coverage  under  the  group 
health  plan  or  under  section  2123. 

"(c)  The  requirements  of  this  section  shall 
apply  to  individuals  involuntarily  laid-off  or 
separated  on  or  after  January  1.  1985. 

"DEFINITIONS 

"Sec.  2125.  As  used  in  this  part: 

"(1)(A)  The  term  employer'  does  not  in- 
clude the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
or  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United 
States,  a  State  or  any  political  subdivision 
thereof,  or  any  agency  or  instrumentality 
(including  the  United  States  Postal  Service 
and  Postal  Rate  Commission)  of  any  of  the 
foregoing,  except  that  such  term  includes 
nonappropriated  fund  instrumentalities  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

"(B)  The  term  •large  employer'  means  an 
employer  who.  on  each  of  some  20  days 
during  the  calendar  year  or  the  preceding 
calendar  year,  each  day  being  in  a  different 
calendar  week,  employed  for  some  portion 
of  the  day  (whether  or  not  at  the  same 
moment  of  time)  25  or  more  individuals. 

•'(2)  The  term  group  health  plan'  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  162(i)(2) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

"(3)  The  term  'insured  group  health  plan' 
means  a  group  health  plan  under  which  an 
entity,  which  is  subject  to  the  insurance 
laws  or  regulations  of  a  State  or  to  the  laws 
of  a  State  respecting  hospital,  medical,  or 
dental  service  corporations,  assumes  the  fi- 


nancial risk  for  paying  benefits  under  the 
plan  in  exchange  for  payment  of  premiums 
under  the  plan. 

"(4)  The  term  'immediate  family  member' 
means,  with  respect  to  an  individual— 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  married  individual, 
the  individual's  spouse,  and 

"(B)  the  individuals  child,  if  the  child  is 
under  18  years  of  age. 

"Part  C— Assistance  to  Hospitals  Serving 
THE  Unemployed 

"grants 
"Sec.  2141.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  shall 
make  grants  to  hospitals  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (b)  to  assist  the 
hospitals  in  providing  services  to  persons 
unable  to  pay  for  such  services. 

"(2)  In  making  such  grants,  the  Secretary 
shall— 

"(A)  first  give  priority  to  hospitals  which 
are  either  (i)  public  hospitals  (or  hospitals 
operated  by  a  public  benefit  corporation)  or 
(ii)  hospitals  sen'ing  areas  not  served  by  a 
public  hospital,  and 

"(B)  then  give  priority  to  other  hospitals 
which  demonstrate  that  they  serve  a  signifi- 
cantly disproportionate  number  of  patients 
who  are  unemployed  and  who  are  unable  to 
pay  for  hospital  services. 

■'(b)  A  hospital  is  not  eligible  for  a  grant 
under  this  section  unless  the  hospital— 

■"(IXA)  is  located  in  an  area  experiencing 
high  unemployment  (as  determined  by  the 
Secretary),  or  (B)  serves  primarily  medically 
underserved  populations  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 330(b)(3)  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act): 

"■(2)  serves  a  significantly  disproportionate 
number  of  patients  who  have  low  income 
and  who  are  unable  to  pay  for  hospital  serv- 
ices: 

"(3)  provides  services  to  persons  without 
regard  to  their  ability  to  pay; 

■"(4)  provides  evidence,  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary,  that  if  the  hospital  is  required, 
pursuant  to  an  assurance  under  title  VI  or 
XVI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act.  to 
make  available  a  reasonable  volume  of  serv- 
ices to  persons  unable  to  pay  therefor,  the 
hospital  has  made  (and  is  making)  such  a 
volume  of  services  available  for  the  period 
for  which  the  assistance  is  sought:  and 

""(5)  offers  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  that  it  will  use  the  sums  provided 
in  the  grant  in  addition  to.  rather  than  in 
lieu  of.  existing  Federal,  State,  and  local 
funds  currently  available  for  the  purposes 
described  in  subsection  (a). 

"■(c)(1)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this 
section  unless  an  application  therefor  is  sub- 
mitted to,  and  approved  by,  the  Secretary. 
Such  an  application  shall  be  submitted  in 
such  form  and  manner  and  contain  such  in- 
formation as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe. 

■"(2)  The  amount  of  any  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary. 

"(d)  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  the 
Congress  not  later  than  March  31,  1985,  and 
March  31,  1986,  on  the  identity  and  location 
of  hospitals  provided  assistance  under  this 
section  and  an  estimate  of  the  change  in  the 
number  of  individuals  who  are  unable  to 
pay  for  services  and  who  were  provided  serv- 
ices in  each  of  such  hospitals  receiving  such 
assistance  compared  to  the  number  of  such 
individuals  in  the  previous  period. 

""(e)  For  the  purpose  of  making  grants 
under  this  part,  there  are  authorized  to  l>e 
appropriated— 

"(1)  for  fiscal  year  1984,  $96,000,000, 

'•(2)  for  fiscal  year  1985,  $77,000,000,  and 

'•(3)  for  fiscal  year  1986,  $60,000,000.". 


(b)  Part  A  of  title  XXI  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (as  added  by  subsection  (a))— 

( 1 )  is  effective  for  calendar  quarters  begin- 
ning on  or  after  July  1,  1983.  and 

(2)  is  repealed,  effective  for  services  fur- 
nished on  or  after  October  1.  1985. 

(c)(1)  The  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  shall  cause  to  be  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  a  notice  of  the  inter- 
im final  regulations  required  to  carry  out 
part  A  of  title  XXI  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  no  later  than  September  15.  1983,  and 
allow  for  a  subsequent  period  of  public  com- 
ment thereon. 

(2)  The  regulations  with  respect  to  part  A 
of  such  title  shall  become  effective  on  Sep- 
tember 15,  1983.  without  the  necessity  for 
consideration  of  comments  received,  but  the 
Secretary,  after  taking  into  consideration 
any  such  comments  received  respecting  such 
part,  shall  by  notice  published  in  the  Feder- 
al Register  affirm  or  modify  the  regulations 
by  December  31,  1983.  Any  such  modifica- 
tion of  such  regulations  shall  apply  only  for 
quarters  beginning  on  or  after  April  1,  1984, 

(3)  The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  after  consultation  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury,  shall  prescribe  on  a 
timely  basis  such  regulations  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  implement  the  requirements  of 
part  B  of  title  XXI  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  in  accordance  with  the  effective  dates 
contained  in  that  part. 

MISCELLANEOUS  AMENDMENTS 

Sec  102.  (a)  Section  501(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"fiscal  year  1982"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "fiscal  years  1982  and  1983  and 
$483,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1984". 

(b)  Effective  beginning  with  fiscal  year 
1984,  paragraphs  (1)  through  (5)  of  section 
1108(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1308(c))  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  Puerto  Rico  shall  not  exceed 
$77,100,000. 

"(2)  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed 
$2,600,000. 

'•(3)  Guam  shall  not  exceed  $2,400,000. 

"(4)  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands  shall 
not  exceed  $600,000.  and 

"(5)  American  Samoa  shall  not  exceed 
$1,300,000.'. 

(c)(1)  Section  1866(a)(l)(P)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "with 
a  professional  standards  review  organization 
(if  there  is  such  an  organization  in  existence 
in  the  area  in  which  the  hospital  is  located 
as  of  July  1.  1983)  or"  before  "a  utilization 
and  quality  control''. 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  shall  take  effect  on  January  1.  1984. 

TITLE  II— INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE 
AMENDMENT  AND  MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISION 

IMPOSITION  OF  EXCISE  TAX  ON  CERTAIN  HEALTH 
PLANS  OF  LARGE  EMPLOYERS 

Sec,  201.  (a)  Chapter  41  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
chapter: 

"Subchapter  B— Health  Plans  of  Large  Em- 
ployers 'Which  Do  Not  Meet  Coverage  Re- 
quirements for  the  Unemployed 

"Sec.  4912.  Tax  on  expenses  of  health  plans 
of  large  employers  which  do 
not  meet  coverage  require- 
ments for  the  unemployed. 
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SEC  491 J  TAX  ON  EXPENSES  OF  HEALTH 
PLANS  OF  LARGE  EMPLOYERS 
WHICH  DO  NOT  MEET  COVERAGE 
REQUIREMENTS  FOR  THE  UNEM 
PLOYED 

••(a)  Tax  Imposed.-Iii  the  case  of  a  large 
employer,  there  is  hereby  imposed  a  tax 
equal  to  10  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
nonqualified  employee  health  expenses  paid 
or  incurred  during  the  taxable  year. 

(b)  Large  Employer. -For  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  term  large  employer'  has 
the  meaning  given  to  such  term  by  section 
2125<1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  in 
effect  on  the  day  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  section). 

"(c)  NoitquALiriED  Employee  Health  Ex- 
penses.—For  purposes  of  this  section— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.-The  term  nonqualified 
employee  health  expenses'  means  the  ex- 
penses paid  or  incurred  by  the  employer  for 
a  group  health  plan  to  the  extent  such  ex- 
penses are  allocable  to  a  period  during 
which  such  plan  does  not  meet  each  require- 
ment contained  in  part  B  of  title  XXI  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (as  in  effect  on  the  day 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion) which  under  such  part  such  plan  is  re- 
quired to  meet. 

••(2)  Group  health  plan— The  term 
-group  health  plan  has  the  meaning  given 
to  such  term  by  section  162(i)(2). 

•(d)  Termination. -Subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  to  amounts  paid  or  incurred  after 
December  31.  1986. 

•(e)  Cross  References- 

•'(1)  For  provision  denying  deduction  for 
tax  imposed  by  this  section,  see  section 
275(a«6). 

••(2)  For  provisions  making  deficiency  pro- 
cedures applicable  to  tax  imposed  by  this 
section,  see  section  6211  et  seq.  " 

(b>(  1 )  Chapter  41  of  such  Code  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  chapter  heading  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
•CHAPTER       41 -PUBLIC      CHARITIES. 

CERTAIN  HEALTH  PLANS  OF  LARGE 

EMPLOYERS 
•Subchapter  A.  Public  charities. 
•  Subchapter  B.  Health  plans  of  large  em- 
ployers which  do  not  meet  cov- 
erage requirements  for  the  un- 
employed. 
•Subchapter  A-Public  Charities  ". 

(2)  The  table  of  chapters  for  subtitle  D  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
item  relating  to  chapter  41  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 


•Chapter     41.     Public     charities;     certain 
health  plans  of  large  employ- 
ers." 
(3)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  6104(c)(1) 
of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out    or 
chapter   41    or   42"    and    inserting    in    lieu 
thereof     .  subchapter  A  of  chapter  41.  or 
chapter  42". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  amounts  paid  or  incurred 
after  December  31.  1983.  in  taxable  years 
ending  after  such  date. 

MEDICARE  HOSPICE  AMENDMENT 

SEC.  202.  Section  1814(iK2)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  striking  out  located  in  a  region  (as  de- 
fined by  the  Secretary)"  and  for  the 
region'  in  subparagraph  (A),  and 

(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (B)  to  read 
as  follows: 

••(B)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A). 
the  cap  amount  for  a  year  is  $6,500.  in- 
creased or  decreased,  for  accounting  years 
that  end  after  October  1.  1984.  by  the  same 


percentage  as  the  percentage  increase  or  de- 
crease, respectively,  in  the  medical  care  ex- 
penditure category  of  the  consumer  price 
index  for  all  urban  consumers  (United 
States  city  average),  published  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  from  March 
1984  to  the  fifth  month  of  the  accounting 
year.". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments? 

If  not,  the  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule. 
tY\<e  Committee  rises. 

D  1430 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose: 
and  the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Durbin,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consid- 
eration the  bill  (H.R.  3021)  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for 
a  program  of  grants  to  States  to  pro- 
vide health  care  benefits  for  the  un- 
employed, and  for  other  purposes,  pur- 
suant to  House  Resolution  276,  he  re- 
ported the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
an  amendment  adopted  by  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  TAUKE 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Yes,  I  am  in  its  current 
form,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Tauke  moves  to  recommit  the  bill. 
H.R  3021.  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce  with  instructions  to  report  the 
same  to  the  House  forthwith  with  the  fol- 
lowing amendments  (page  and  line  numbers 
refer  to  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  text  of  H.R.  3521.  previously 
agreed  to): 

Page  2.  strike  out  line  4  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  29.  line  15.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATION 

"Sec.  2101.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  making 
allotments  to  States  under  section  2102. 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for- 

•d)  fiscal  year  1984.  $900,000,000.  and 
(2)  fiscal  year  1985.  $900,000,000, 
to  carry  out  this  part  for  that  fiscal  year. 

•'ALLOTMENTS 

•Sec.  2102.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  allot 
the  amounU  appropriated  for  allotments 
under  section  2101  for  fiscal  years  1984  and 
1985  among  the  States  as  follows; 


(A)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
lotted among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
relative  number  of  unemployed  individuals 
in  the  State  during  the  applicable  period 
compared  to  the  number  of  such  unem- 
ployed individuals  in  all  the  States  during 
such  period. 

••(B)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
loted  among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
relative  number  of  individuals  in  the  State 
who  exhausted  regular  compensation  during 
the  applicable  period  compared  to  the 
number  of  such  individuals  in  all  the  States 
who  exhausted  regular  compensation  during 
such  period. 

•■(C)  One-third  of  the  amount  shall  be  al- 
lotted among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  weeks  of  regular  unemployment 
compensation  in  the  State  during  the  appli- 
cable period  compared  to  the  number  of 
weeks  of  regular  unemployment  compensa- 
tion in  all  the  States  during  such  period. 

••(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  ( 1 ); 
(A)  The  term   regular  compensation"  has 
the   meaning   given   such   term   in   section 
205(2)  of  the  Federal-State  Extended  Unem- 
ployment Compensation  Act  of  1970. 

•(B)  The  term  number  of  weeks  of  regu- 
lar unemployment  compensation"  means,  for 
a  State  for  a  period,  the  sum.  for  each  of 
the  weeks  in  the  p>eriod.  of  the  number  of 
individuals  receiving  regular  compensation 
in  that  week  under  the  States  unemploy- 
ment compensation  law. 

•(b)  To  the  extent  that  all  the  funds  ap- 
propriated under  .section  2101  for  a  fiscal 
year  and  available  for  allotment  in  such 
fiscal  year  are  not  otherwise  allotted  to 
States  because— 

(1)  one  or  more  States  have  not  .submit- 
ted an  application  or  description  of  activi- 
ties in  accordance  with  section  2105  for  that 
fiscal  year. 

(2)  one  or  more  States  have  notified  the 
Secretary  that  they  do  not  intend  to  use  the 
full  amount  of  their  allotment,  or 

(3)  some  State  allotments  are  offset  or 
repaid  pursuant  to  the  operation  of  section 
2106(b). 

such  excess  shall  be  allotted  among  each  of 
the  remaining  State  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  otherwise  allotted  to  such  States 
for  the  fiscal  year  without  regard  to  this 
subsection. 


"PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec  2103.  (a)  For  calendar  quarters  in 
fiscal  years  1984  and  1985,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  payments,  as  provided  by  section 
203  of  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968  (42  U.S.C.  4213).  to  each  State 
from  its  allotment  under  section  2102  from 
the  amounts  appropriated  for  that  fiscal 
year. 

••(b)  Any  amount  paid  to  a  State  for  a 
fiscal  year  and  remaining  unobligated  at  the 
end  of  such  year  shall  remain  available  for 
the  next  fiscal  year  to  such  State  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  made. 

•(c)  As  a  condition  of  payment  to  the 
State  under  this  part,  the  State  must  pro- 
vide assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
that  each  group  health  plan  offered  by  the 
State,  by  any  political  subdivision  thereof, 
or  by  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  the 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof, 
meets  the  requirements  of  part  B  as  they 
would  apply  if  section  2125(1)(A)  did  not 
apply  with  respect  to  that  State,  subdivi 
sion.  agency,  or  instrumentality.  If  the  Sec 
retary.  after  reasonable  notice  and  opportu- 
nity for  a  hearing  to  a  State,  finds  that  it  or 
any  of  its  political  subdivisions,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  the  State  or  its 


political  subdivisions,  has  failed  to  comply 
with  the  previous  sentence,  the  Secretary 
shall  terminate  payments  to  such  State 
under  this  part  and  notify  the  chief  execu- 
tive officer  of  such  State  that  futher  pay- 
ments under  this  part  will  not  be  made  to 
the  State  until  the  Secretary  is  satisfied 
that  there  will  no  longer  be  any  such  failure 
to  comply. 

■•use  of  ALLOTMENTS 

•"Sec  2104.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provid- 
ed in  this  section,  a  State  may  use  amounts 
paid  to  it  under  section  2103  to  provide 
health  care  or  other  health  care  benefits  or 
coverage  for  unemployed  workers  and  their 
family  members  and  for  related  activities. 

■•(b)(1)  Under  this  part  each  State  may 
choose,  as  it  determines  to  be  appropriate— 

"(A)  those  groups  of  individuals  (and  their 
immediate  families)  who  shall  be  provided 
health  care  coverage  with  funds  available 
under  this  part; 

"(B)  the  period  of  time  during  which  such 
coverage  is  provided: 

"(C)  the  particular  type,  duration,  and 
scope  of  services  with  respect  to  which  such 
coverage  is  provided; 

■■(D)  any  stsindards  for  financial  participa- 
tion (whether  through  premiums,  deducti- 
bles, copayments.  or  otherwise)  by  benefici- 
aries, which  standards  may  vary  with  re- 
spect to  different  groupings  of  beneficiaries, 
different  types  of  services,  different  provid- 
er arrangements,  and  varying  coverage  peri- 
ods; and 

■•(E)  the  amount  of  State  funds  to  be 
made  available  for  such  coverage,  if  any. 
The  State  may  provide,  with  the  consent  of 
the  individual,  for  the  deduction  of  the 
amount  of  a  premium  described  in  subpara- 
graph (D)  from  the  amount  of  unemploy- 
ment compensation  benefits  paid  to  the  in- 
dividual. 

•■(2)  Such  coverage  may  be  provided 
through  varying  arrangements,  which  in- 
clude— 

••(A)  financial  assistance  in  the  purchase 
of  continued  health  benefits  coverage  under 
an  employer's  or  other  health  benefits  plan, 

■•(B)  payment  of  money  or  credits  toward 
premiums  of  eligible  organizations  under 
section  1876  or  health  maintenance  organi- 
zations under  section  1903(m): 

••(C)  provision  of  care  and  services  by  pro- 
viders under  arrangements  negotiated  by 
the  State;  or 

■•(D)  any  insurance  or  health  benefits  plan 
approved  by  the  State  for  purposes  of  this 
part. 

■■(3)  The  State  may  provide  that  the  pay- 
ment for  any  care  and  services  received  by 
an  individual  under  this  part  is  reduced  by 
the  amount  of  any  other  payment  which  is 
or  could  be  made  with  respect  to  such  care 
and  services  under  any  other  health  plan  or 
public  program,  or  from  a  third  party,  and 
may  require  each  such  individual  benefici- 
ary to  assign  all  rights  to  such  payments  as 
he  may  have  to  the  State  as  a  condition  of 
receipt  of  benefits  under  this  part  from  the 
State. 

■■(4)  Payment  by  the  State  for  care  and 
services  provided  to  individuals  under  this 
part  may  be  made  through  the  same  admin- 
istrative mechanisms  through  which  pay- 
ments are  generally  made  under  the  State 
plan  for  medical  assistance  under  title  XIX, 
or  any  other  such  mechanism  as  the  State 
deems  appropriate. 

■■(c)  The  State  may  not  use  funds  provided 
under  this  part  to  provide  health  care  cover- 
age— 

■■(1)  to  an  individual  (or  to  the  immediate 
family    members    of    such    an    individual) 


unless  the  individual  (i)  is  receiving  unem- 
ployment compensation  benefits  (as  defined 
by  the  State),  (ii)  is  unemployed  and  has  ex- 
hausted such  benefits  within  a  previous 
period  established  by  the  State,  or  (iii)  was 
eligible  within  the  previous  30-day  period 
for  such  benefits  but  lost  such  eligibility  on 
account  of  employment; 

■•(2)  to  an  individual  who  is  eligible  for 
medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
under  title  XIX; 

"(3)  to  an  individual  who  is  covered  (or 
could  have  been  covered,  if  an  election  had 
been  made  and  any  premiums  required  paid 
on  a  timely  basis)  under  a  group  health  plan 
(as  defined  in  section  162(i)(2)  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954)  for  which  a  con- 
tribution toward  the  cost  of  the  plan  is 
being  made  by  an  employer,  union,  or  entity 
other  than  the  individual  or  the  individual's 
spouse  (regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  in- 
dividual also  makes  such  a  contribution); 

"(4)  to  an  individual  who  is  (or  could  be.  if 
an  enrollment  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  part  had  been  made  and  any 
premiums  required  paid  on  a  timely  basis 
after  the  in<iividual  became  unemployed) 
covered  under  a  group  health  plan  (as  so  de- 
fined for  the  individual's  spouse  for  which  a 
contribution  toward  the  cost  of  the  plan  is 
being  made  by  an  employer,  union,  or  entity 
other  than  the  individual  or  the  individual's 
spouse  (regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  in- 
dividual or  spouse  also  makes  such  a  contri- 
bution): or 

■■(5)  with  respect  to  care  and  services 
other  than  care  and  services  for  which  med- 
ical assistance  may  be  made  available  under 
section  1905(a). 

■■(d)  Of  the  amount  paid  to  any  State 
under  this  part,  not  more  than  10  percent 
may  be  used  for  administering  the  funds 
made  available  to  the  State  under  this  part. 

■'APPLICATION  AND  DESCRIPTION  OF  ACTIVITIES 

■■Sec.  2105.  (a)  In  order  to  receive  an  allot- 
ment for  a  fiscal  year  under  section  2102 
each  State  must  prepare  and  transmit  to 
the  Secretary- 

"(1)  a  description,  certified  by  the  chief 
executive  officer  of  the  State,  of  the  intend- 
ed use  of  payments  the  State  is  to  receive 
under  this  part  for  the  fiscal  year,  including 
information  respecting  the  items  described 
in  section  2104(a);  and 

■•(2)  a  statement  of  assurances  that  repre- 
sents to  the  Secretary  that— 

'■(A)  funds  allotted  to  the  State  under  this 
part  will  only  be  used,  consistent  with  sec- 
tion 2106(a).  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  this  part; 

■•(B)  the  State  will  permit  and  cooperate 
with  Federal  investigations  undertaken  in 
accordance  with  section  2106(b);  and 

••(C)  the  funds  made  available  under  this 
part  for  any  period  will  be  so  used  as  to  sup- 
plement and  increase  the  level  of  State, 
local,  and  other  non-Federal  funds  that 
would  in  the  absence  of  such  Federal  funds 
be  made  available  for  the  programs  and  ac- 
tivities for  which  funds  are  provided  under 
this  part  and  will  in  no  event  supplant  such 
State,  local,  and  other  non-Federal  funds. 
The  description  and  statement  shall  be 
made  public  within  the  State  in  such 
manner  as  to  facilitate  comment  from  any 
person  (including  any  Federal  or  other 
public  agency)  during  the  development  of 
the  description  and  statement  and  after  its 
transmittal.  The  description  and  statement 
shall  be  revised  (consistent  with  this  sec- 
tion) throughout  the  year  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  reflect  substantial  changes  in  any 
element  of  such  description  or  statement. 


and  any  revision  shall  be  subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  preceding  sentence. 

■REPORTS  AND  AUDITS;  WITHHOLDING;  NONDIS- 
CRIMINATION: AND  CRIMINAL  PENALTY  FOR 
FALSE  STATEMENTS 

■Sec.  2106.  (a)  The  provisions  of  sections 
506.  507  (other  than  subsection  (b)  thereof), 
and  508  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (relating 
to  reports  and  audits,  criminal  penalties, 
and  nondiscrimination,  respectively,  under 
the  maternal  and  child  health  services  block 
grant)  shall  apply  to  activities,  funds  made 
available,  and  allotments  under  this  part  in 
the  same  manner  as  those  provisions  apply 
to  activities,  funds  made  available,  and  allot- 
ments under  title  V  of  such  Act:  and  for  this 
purpose— 

■'(1)  any  reference  to  title  V  of  such  Act  in 
any  of  those  sections  shall  be  deemed  a  ref- 
erence to  this  part,  and 

(2)  a  reference  to  section  502(a)  or  502(b) 
or  to  section  505  in  any  of  those  sections 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  section 
2102  or  to  section  2105.  respectively. 

■■(b)  The  provisions  of  section  1907  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  (relating  to  with- 
holding of  misspent  funds)  shall  apply  to 
the  requirements  of  this  part  in  the  same 
manner  as  those  provisions  apply  to  the  re- 
quirements of  part  A  of  title  XIX  of  that 
Act;  and  for  this  purpose  any  reference  to 
section  1905  in  any  of  those  provisions  shall 
be  deemded  to  be  a  reference  to  section 
2105. 

Page  31.  line  7.  strike  out  •2102(dK4)"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "2103(c)". 

Page  36.  line  22.  insert  after  the  period 
closing  quotation  marks. 

Page  37.  strike  out  line  1  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  39.  line  13. 

Page  39.  line  17,  strike  out  "July  1,  1983  " 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "October  1.  1983". 

Page  39.  beginning  on  line  18.  strike  out 
•for  services  furnished  on  or  after""  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "on"". 

Page  40,  strike  out  line  15  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  41,  line  12.  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(d)  Section  1101(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Act  (42  U.S.C.  1301(a))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  •and  XIX"'  and  inserting  there- 
of 'XIX.  and  XXI"  and  by  striking  out 
"title  XIX"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
•titles  XIX  and  XXI". 

Mr.  TAUKE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  5  minutes 
in  support  of  his  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indi- 
cated in  the  general  debate  on  this 
amendment,  there  are  two  fundamen- 
tal issues  relating  to  this  question. 
One  is  whether  or  not  we  should  pro- 
vide assistance  to  the  unemployed  in 
meeting  their  health  needs.  I  think 
virtually  all  of  us  would  agree  that  we 
should. 

The  second  question  is  how  do  we  go 
about  doing  that.  That  is  what  I  would 
like  to  spend  these  few  moments  talk- 
ing about. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  proposal 
that  is  offered  by  the  Ways  and  Means 
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Committee  Is  a  proposal  which  has 
some  fatal  Haws  in  it.  First  of  all,  it 
provides  limited  amounts  of  money: 
but  yet  at  the  same  time  requires  that 
everyone  who  is  unemployed  be  eligi- 
ble for  the  program.  It  is  virtually  im- 
possible, given  the  dollars  involved,  to 
provide  extensive  health  care  to  all  of 
those  people  who  will  qualify,  yet  t)e- 
cause  the  States  do  not  have  the 
option  of  setting  some  kind  of  means 
tests  or  making  other  determinations 
limiting  the  groups  to  which  health 
care  should  be  extended,  it  is  going  to 
be  very  difficult  to  pattern  this  pro- 
gram in  a  way  that  it  truly  can  meet 
effectively  the  health  care  needs  of 
any  of  the  unemployed. 

The  second  problem  that  this  pro- 
posal before  us  has  is  that  it  is  a 
capped  entitlement  program  with  no 
revenue  source.  We  do  not  know  if  it  is 
possible  for  us  to  get  that  kind  of  leg- 
islation approved  in  the  Senate.  We 
are  quite  cerUin  that  that  kind  of  leg- 
islation will  be  vetoed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. Consequently,  if  we  are  really  se- 
rious about  helping  the  unemployed,  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  be  pass- 
ing something  that  has  a  reasonable 
chance  of  being  enacted  into  law. 

The  motion  that  I  am  offering,  the 
motion  to  recommit,  gives  us  an  oppor- 
tunity not  only  to  solve  the  problems 
that  I  mentioned  that  we  have  with 
the  bill  before  us,  but  it  also  gives  us 
an  opportunity  to  pass  legislation  that 
has  a  chance  of  being  signed. 

The  motion  to  recommit,  if  it  is 
adopted,  provides  for  a  streamlined 
block  grant  to  the  States,  giving  the 
States  maximum  flexibility  to  deter- 
mine the  type,  duration,  and  scope  of 
services  to  be  covered.  It  gives  the 
States  the  maximum  latitude  to  have 
a  means  test. 

Now.  what  this  means  is  that  the 
SUtes  will  be  able  to  take  the  limited 
dollars  available  and  target  them  to 
those  who  need  it  most.  Without  that, 
we  are  going  to  have  a  program  that  is 
designed  to  serve  everyt)ody.  but  does 
not  have  sufficient  resources  to  serve 
anybody. 

The  motion  to  recommit  will  also 
allow  a  program  to  come  to  the  floor 
which  is  more  fiscally  responsible  than 
the  bill  before  us.  It  provides  that  the 
bill  be  subject  to  the  appropriations 
process,  which  I  think  this  program 
ought  to  be. 

The  motion  to  recommit,  finally,  will 
provide  us  with  a  program  that  does 
not  impose  unnecessary  and  unfair 
State  matching  requirements.  My  own 
State,  which  is  generally  recognized  to 
be  fiscally  responsible,  is  right  at  the 
brink  right  now:  we  are  just  teetering 
between  going  into  deficit  and  not 
going  into  deficit.  Our  State  constitu- 
tion does  not  permit  us  to  have  a  defi- 
cit. We  do  not  have  the  extra  millions 
of  dollars  needed  to  match  a  Federal 
program.  Other  States  are  in  even 
worse    shape.    Ironically,    the    States 
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that  are  least  able  to  match  are  the 
ones  that  most  need  the  program.  The 
proposal  that  I  am  offering  will  help 
the  States  without  requiring  a  match. 
In  order  to  provide  a  better  program 
for  the  unemployed  who  need  it,  in 
order  to  give  us  a  program  that  we 
have  a  chance  of  having  signed  into 
law,  in  order  to  give  us  a  program  that 
will  allow  the  States  that  have  severe 
fiscal  problems  to  participate,  I  urge 
you  to  vote  for  the  motion  to  recom- 
mit. That  way  you  can  help  the  unem- 
ployed who  really  need  it. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
yield? 

Mr.  TAUKE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  California.  I  would 
just  like  to  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  comments  and  would  like  to  identi- 
fy with  them. 

What  the  gentleman  has  outlined  is, 
of  course,  a  rational  program  that 
would  have  some  opportunity  to  help 
those  unemployed  who  truly  need 
help.  The  motion  to  recommit  would 
also  pass  the  Senate  and  be  signed  by 
the  President. 

What  we  have  in  the  measure  before 
us  is  a  political  document  that  is  going 
nowhere.  The  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia just  wishes  we  could  put  the  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa's  program  into 
effect. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  very 
good  statement  and  thank  him  for 
yielding. 

•  Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup- 
port the  Tauke  motion  to  recommit. 
Because  it  is  constrained  by  the  limits 
of  germaneness,  it  is  not  perfect.  Nev- 
ertheless, it  represents  an  enormous 
improvement  over  the  committee  bill. 

It  reduces  the  expense.  It  allows 
States  to  create  their  own  programs 
without  matching  funds.  States  may 
adopt  any  means  test  they  wish.  The 
program  is  a  real  block  grant  with  a 
real  termination  date. 

It  clears  up  many  of  the  deficiencies 
of  the  committee  bill,  and  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

On  another  matter,  I  regret  that  I 
was  not  able  to  offer  my  means  test 
amendment.  However,  even  if  it  had 
been  adopted,  it  could  not  have  helped 
this  fatally  flawed  bill  very  much.  One 
tiny  amendment  simply  cannot  repair 
all  the  wreckage  in  this  bill.  Even  with 
my  amendment,  I  would  still  be 
obliged  to  vote  against  the  bill.* 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Waxman)  for  5  minutes  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Wright). 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 

opposition  to  the  motion  to  recommit. 

It  is  perfectly  obvious  what  is  being 

attempted.  The  motion  to  recommit  is 

offered  on  behalf  of  the  people  who 


are  opposed  to  this  bill.  They  have 
been  opposed  to  the  whole  program. 
They  have  been  opposed  to  the  legisla- 
tion. They  did  not  want  a  bill.  They 
voted  against  the  rule  which  made  in 
order  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 
They  voted  against  the  rule  which 
made  in  order  their  offering  of  this 
motion  to  recommit  that  is  against  the 
bill. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  WRIGHT.  Yes;  I  will  yield. 
Mr.  BROYHILL.  We  voted  against 
the  rule  because  it  would  not  permit 
us  any  amendments. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Well,  as  the  gentle- 
man is  fully  aware,  he  is  offering  an 
amendment  right  now  which  the  rule 
did  permit  and  the  gentleman  voted 
against  that  rule. 

It  was  perfectly  obvious  to  all  of  us 
on  the  floor  that  there  was  a  partisan 
attempt  to  eviscerate  the  bill,  and  fail- 
ing in  that  then  to  defeat  the  bill. 

Now,  we  want  the  bill  because  it  is 
absolutely,  desperately  needed,  by 
many  millions  of  American  people  who 
have  exhausted  their  unemployment 
compensation. 

Let  us  just  analyze  what  this  Repub- 
lican recommittal  motion  would  do. 
One  of  the  criticisms  they  offered  is 
that  we  do  not  provide  a  needs  test. 
Well,  theirs  does  not  provide  a  needs 
test.  It  simply  permits  the  State  to  de- 
velop whatever  kind  of  needs  test  it 
might  want  to  have. 

Now,  there  is  not  any  incentive  for 
the  State  to  be  efficient  in  the  distri- 
bution of  the  funds,  because  it  does 
not  call  on  the  State  to  match  any  of 
the  funds  at  all.  It  gives  an  entirely  in- 
adequate amount  of  Federal  funds 
with  no  guarantee  of  how  much  Feder- 
al money  would  be  spent  or  available, 
no  limit  on  the  amount  of  financial  ob- 
ligation that  would  be  required  of  the 
unemployed  by  a  given  State:  no  as- 
sured safety  net  for  those  most  desper- 
ately in  need  of  help,  those  thrown 
out  of  a  job  and  sick  and  in  need  of 
medical  care.  I  cannot  imagine  any- 
body in  worse  condition  than  that. 

The  maximum  amount  of  funds  al- 
lowed under  this  Republican  substi- 
tute would  be  less  than  half  that 
which  is  guaranteed  by  the  bill;  so  it  is 
perfectly  obvious  that  it  is  an  effort  to 
cut  it  in  half,  to  reduce  its  impact,  to 
make  less  care  and  service  available  to 
fewer  people. 

Under  H.R.  3021,  the  committee  bill, 
the  States  would  have  enough  re- 
sources available  to  them  to  offer  an 
average  of  9  hospital  days  and  10  phy- 
sician visits  for  12.7  million  people. 

If  you  apply  the  same  cost  estimate 
to  the  Republican  substitute  in  order 
for  the  States  to  cover  the  same 
number  of  people  with  the  maximum 
resources  made  available  to  them 
under  this  Republican  recommittal 
motion,  they  would  have  to  cut  their 


benefits  from  9  hospital  days  to  3  hos- 
pital days  and  from  10  physician  visits 
to  3  physician  visits;  so  it  is  manifestly 
an  inadequate  bill. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  attempt  is 
simply  to  cut  the  heart  and  soul  out  of 
this  earnest  effort  that  we  are  making 
to  try  to  provide  a  measure  of  help  to 
those  most  helpless  in  our  society.  It  is 
not  going  to  do  any  good  to  have  a 
study  commission  to  study  why  these 
people  are  in  need.  It  does  not  do  any 
good  to  have  a  study  commission  just 
to  study  why  people  are  hungry. 
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We  have  had  enough  commissions 
and  we  have  had  enough  studies  and 
the  time  now  is  for  some  action  to  pro- 
vide some  measure  of  relief  and  some 
measure  of  help  to  those  who  are  the 
most  helpless  in  our  whole  society, 
those  who  have  exhausted  their  unem- 
ployment benefits  are  out  of  a  job  and 
cannot  find  a  job  in  this  society  be- 
cause the  recovery  has  not  filtered 
through  to  those  people  who  have 
been  thrown  out  of  work.  Finding 
themselves  sick,  they  find  no  help,  no 
succor,  no  place  where  they  can  go  to 
gain  assistance  in  their  medical  need. 

So  we  have  offered  a  bill.  I  hope 
Members  will  vote  down  this  recom- 
mittal motion  and  vote  for  the  bill, 
and  give  some  lifeline  of  hope  to  those 
millioros  of  people  who  have  been  un- 
employed for  so  long  that  they  have 
exhausted  their  unemployment  com- 
pensation. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken; .  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  TAUKE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present.  Pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  clause  5,  rule  XV,  the  Chair 
announces  that  he  will  reduce  to  a 
minimum  of  5  minutes  the  period  of 
time  within  which  a  vote  by  electronic 
device,  if  ordered,  will  be  taken  on  the 
question  of  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  171,  nays 
255,  not  voting  7,  as  follows: 

{Roll  No.  315) 


Durbin 

Edwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erlenborn 

Evans  (lA) 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Fish 

Forsythe 

Franklin 

Frenzel 

Fuqua 

Gekas 

Gingrich 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Green 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hammerschmidt 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnetl 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Horton 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Johnson 

Kasich 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leach 


Archer 

Bad  ham 

Barnard 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Breaux 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 


YEAS-171 

Broyhill 

Burton  (IN) 

Campbell 

Carney 

Chandler 

Chappie 

Cheney 

dinger 

Coals 

Coleman  (MO) 

Conable 

Conte 


Corcoran 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 

Dannemeyer 

Daub 

DeWine 

Dreier 

Duncan 


Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosla 

Alexander 

Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Annunzio 

Anthony 

Applegate 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnes 

Bales 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 

Berman 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Boehlert 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 

Bonker 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Britt 

Brooks 

Brown  (CA) 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Byron 

Carper 

Carr 

Chappell 

Clarke 

Clay 

Coelho 

Coleman  (TX) 

Collins 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Coyne 

Crockett 

D' Amours 


Lent 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (PL) 

Livingston 

Uoyd 

Loefner 

Loll 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NY) 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKernan 

McKinney 

Michel 

Miller  (OH) 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Myers 

Nielson 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Paul 

Penny 

Petri 

Porter 

Prilchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Regiila 

NAYS-255 

Daschle 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Derrick 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Erdreich 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford  (TN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frost 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gray 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall.  Sam 


Ridge 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schneider 

Schulze 

Sensenbrenner 

Shaw 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Siljander 

Skeen 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Stangeland 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Vander  Jagt 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Weber 

Whilehurst 

Whitlaker 

Winn 

Wolf 

Wort  ley 

Wylie 

Young (FL) 

Zschau 


Hamilton 

Hance 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hatcher 

Hawkins 

Hefner 

Hertel 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Hutto 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leath 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lipinski 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

MacKay 

Madigan 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 


McCloskey 

McDade 

McHugh 

McNulty 

Mica 

Mikulskl 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Nalcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberslar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 


Price 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Ratchford 

Ray 

Reid 

Richardson 

Rinaldo 

Rltter 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Rowland 

Roybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Schuraer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skelton 

Slaltery 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Solarz 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 


Stark 

Stratton 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tallon 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Valentine 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitley 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wyden 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


NOT  VOTING-7 


Ackerman 
Anderson 
Dickinson 


Hall.  Ralph 
Heftel 
Martin  (NO 


Stokes 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Dickinson  for.  with  Mr.  Stokes 
against. 
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Messrs.  DINGELL  and  DAVIS 
changed  their  votes  from  "yea"  to 
"nay." 

Mr.  CARNEY  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 
•  Mrs.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  been  through  a  period  of  severe 
and  prolonged  unemployment  and  I 
believe  we  face  many  years  during 
which  at  least  some  areas  of  our 
Nation  will  endure  high  unemploy- 
ment and  all  the  human  suffering  that 
accompanies  it.  Consequently,  I  sup- 
port the  legislative  initiative  on  the 
floor  today  to  provide  health  insur- 
ance for  the  unemployed.  Government 
has  a  responsibility  to  help  those  who 
are  out  of  work  through  no  fault  of 
their  own  and  an  interest  in  prevent- 
ing the  erosion  of  the  health  of  the 
unemployed,  their  children,  spouses, 
and  families. 

I  voted  for  the  motion  to  recommit 
of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  because 
his  motion  provides  money  for  a 
simple  block  grant  program  with  mini- 
mum regulations  and  maximum  flexi- 
bility. It  also  requires  no  State  match- 
ing funds.  This  is  very  important  be- 
cause the  very  States  we  most  need  to 
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help  are  probably  the  least  able  to 
provide  matching  dollars.  My  one  con- 
cern with  the  Tauke  substitute  is  that 
it  omits  funds  for  the  vitally  impor- 
tant maternal  and  child  health  block 
grant  program. 

As  we  all  know,  this  program  pro- 
vides significant  services  for  mothers 
and  infants,  and  targets  towns  with 
high  unemployment.  In  my  own  State 
of  Connecticut,  there  are  3.000  moth- 
ers and  4.500  infants  eligible  for  serv- 
ices under  the  maternal  and  child 
health  block  grant  program,  yet  there 
is  only  enough  money  to  include  half 
of  them  in  the  program  as  it  has  expe- 
rienced significant  cuts  in  recent 
years. 

These  are  difficult  times  when  the 
need  for  fiscal  restraint  and  the  press- 
ing needs  of  people  require  hard 
choices.  While  I  preferred  the  gentle- 
man from  Iowa's  approach.  I  support 
the  bill  before  us  as  a  viable  alterna- 
tive. It  will  help  the  great  majority  of 
unemployed  merely  through  its  re- 
quirements for  extended  insurance 
coverage  of  laid  off  employees.  With 
careful  State  implementation,  the  en- 
titlement portion  of  the  bill  can  be  re- 
sponsibly, yet  compassionately  imple- 
mented. In  addition,  the  section  that 
bolsters  the  maternal  and  child  health 
block  grant  program  will  address  the 
critical  needs  of  our  families  and  chil- 
dren. I  support  this  important  initia- 
tive to  address  the  health  care  needs 
of  the  unemployed  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  do  likewise.^ 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  have  a  par 
liamentary  inquiry.  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  House  of  Representatives  adopts 
this  new  social  welfare  spending  pro- 
gram with  money  that  we  do  not  have 
in  the  Treasury,  will  Members  be  per- 
sonally responsible  out  of  their  own 
resources  to  provide  the  funds  to  fi- 
nance it? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  is 
not  making  a  parliamentary  inquiry: 
the  gentleman  knows  it. 

The  question  is  on  the  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  252.  nays 
174,  not  voting  7.  as  follows: 
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Bonkrr 

Borski 

Bosco 

Boucher 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Bntt 

Brooks 

Brown  ( CA  > 

Bryant 

Burton  (CA) 

Carper 

Carr 

Clay 

Clinger 

Coelho 

Coleman  (MO> 

Coleman  <TX) 

Collins 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Corcoran 

Coyne 

Crockett 

D' Amours 

Daschle 

Davis 

Dellums 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Dorgan 

Dowdy 

Downey 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Dyson 

Early 

Eckart 

Edgar 

Edwards  iCAl 

Erdrejch 

Evans iIL) 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fish 

Flippo 

Florio 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

FordiTN) 

Fowler 

Frank 

Frost 

Garcia 

Gaydos 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Gore 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Cunderson 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  I  OH) 

Hall.  Sam 


Addabbo 

Akaka 

Albosta 

Alexander 

Anderson 

Annunzlo 

Applegale 


[Roll  No.  316] 

YEAS-252 

Aspin 

AuCoin 

Barnes 

Bales 

Bedell 

Beilenson 

Bennett 


Berman 

Bevill 

Biaggi 

Boehlert 

Boland 

Boner 

Bonior 


Andrews  (NO 

Andrews  (TX) 

Anthony 

Archer 

Badham 

Barnard 

Bart  let  t 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bethune 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Broomfield 

Brown  (CO) 

Broyhill 

Burton  iINi 


Hamilton 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hertel 

Morton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hubbard 

Hughes 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Kaptur 

Kaslenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levin 

Levine 

Levitas 

Lipinski 

Long (LA) 

Long  (MD) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundine 

Madigan 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

Mazzoli 

McCloskey 

McDade 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Mikulski 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (OH) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Moody 

Morrison  (CTi 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Murtha 

Natcher 

Nichols 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pease 

Penny 

Pepper 

NAYS- 174 

Byron 

Campbell 

Carney 

Chandler 

C happen 

Chappie 

Cheney 

Clarke 

Coats 

Conable 

Coughlin 

Courier 

Craig 

Crane.  Daniel 

Crane.  Philip 

Daniel 


Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Price 

Rahall 

Hangel 

Ratchford 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Rolh 

Rowland 

Koybal 

Russo 

Sabo 

Savage 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Sensenbrenner 

Shannon 

Sharp 

Shelby 

Sikorski 

Siljander 

Simon 

Skelton 

Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Snowe 

Solarz 

SI  Germain 

Staggers 

Stangeland 

Stark 

St  ration 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traxler 

Udall 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Walgren 

Watkins 

Waxman 

Weaver 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whillaker 

Whitlen 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wyden 

Yates 

Vatron 

Young ( AK) 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 


■V 


Dannemeyer 

Daub 

de  la  Garza 

Derrick 

DeWinc 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Edwards  ( AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erienborn 

Evans  (lA) 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Forsythe 


Franklin 

Frenzel 

Fuqua 

Gingrich 

Goodling 

Gradi.son 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Hammerschmidl 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnetl 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Huckaby 

Hunter 

Hulto 

Hyde 

Ireland 

Jenkins 

Jones  (NO 

Jones  (OK) 

Jones  (TN) 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leath 

Lent 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Livingston 

Uoyd 


Loeffler 

Lolt 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

MacKay 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (IL) 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

Michel 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morrison  (WA) 

Myers 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nielson 

Olin 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parri.s 

Pashayan 

Paul 

Porter 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Ray 

Regula 

Roberts 


Robinson 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roukema 

Rudd 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Shaw 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Slattery 

Smith  (NE) 

Smith.  Denny 

Smith.  Robert 

Snyder 

Solomon 

Spence 

Sprat  t 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Sundquist 

Tauke 

Tauzin 

Taylor 

Thomas  (CA) 

Thomas  (OA) 

Valentine 

Vander  Jagt 

Vandergriff 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Weber 

Whilehurst 

Whitley 

Williams  (MT) 

Winn 

Wolf 

Wylie 

Young  (FL) 

Zschau 


NOT  VOTING— 7 

Hall.  Ralph  Tallon 

Heftel 

Stokes 


Ackerman 

Boggs 

Dickinson 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr,  Stokes  for.  with  Mr.  Dickinson 
against. 

D  1500 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
was  unavoidably  detained  on  my  way 
to  the  floor  during  the  votes  on  H.R. 
3021.  health  care  for  the  unemployed. 
I  strongly  support  this  bill,  and,  had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"nay"  on  roUcall  315,  the  motion  to  re- 
commit, and  "aye"  on  rollcall  316, 
final  passage  of  the  bill. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE 
ON  ENERGY  AND  COMMERCE 
TO  HAVE  UNTIL  5  P.M.  TUES- 
DAY, AUGUST  9,  1983,  TO  FILE 
REPORT  ON  H.R.  555  AND  H.R. 
3244 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Commerce  may 
have  until  5  p.m.  on  Tuesday,  August 
9.  1983.  to  file  the  committees  report 
on  H.R.  555.  the  Construction  Work  in 
Progress  Policy  Act  of  1983,  and  the 
report  on  H.R.  3244.  on  appliance  effi- 
ciency standards. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  request  has  been 
cleared  with  the  minority. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


STUDENT  LOAN  CONSOLIDATION 

AND  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

ACT  OF  1983 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  table  the  bill  (H.R.  3394)  to 
provide  additional  authority  for  the 
consolidation  of  student  loans  and  to 
make  certain  other  changes  in  Federal 
student  financial  assistance,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend- 
ments, as  follows: 

Page  22,  line  14.  strike  out  all  after  "1983- 
1984  '  down  to  and  including  1985-1986  "  in 
line  15  and  insert    and  1984-1985'. 

Page  22,  strike  out  all  after  line  23  over  to 
and  including  line  5  on  page  23. 

Page  32,  line  16.  strike  out  all  after  "by" 
down  to  and  including  line  18  and  insert 
■striking  out  "September  30.  1984"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  September  30, 
1988"  ■■. 

Mr.  SIMON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  do  so  in  order  for  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  to  explain  the  amend- 
ments. 

D  1510 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  there  are  basically 
two  changes,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  knows.  The  House  bill,  when 
it  passed,  extended  the  Student  Loan 
Marketing  Association,  better  known 
as  Sallie  Mae,  in  perpetuity.  The 
Senate  amendment  simply  extends  it 
for  5  years. 

The  second  change  is  the  1985-86  in- 
crease in  the  commuter  allowance  was 
deleted.  We  frankly  will  have  a  chance 
to  deal  with  that  in  the  future,  so  I 


think    the    Senate    amendments    are 
agreeable. 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  support  these  changes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
bill. 

H.R.  3394  has  come  back  to  the 
House  from  the  Senate  with  two 
amendments.  These  amendments  are 
both  minor  in  nature  and  do  not  alter 
the  basic  provisions  of  the  bill.  The 
major  amendment  which  we  adopted 
during  consideration  of  this  legislation 
under  suspension  of  the  rules  on 
Monday,  deleting  the  expansion  of  the 
loan  consolidation  program,  was  not 
altered  by  the  Senate.  For  this  reason, 
I  believe  we  have  produced  a  bill  that 
meets  the  concerns  expressed  by  the 
administration  regarding  the  costs  of 
the  loan  consolidation  program. 

H.R.  3394  would  permit  loan  consoli- 
dation only  to  be  performed  by  the 
Student  Loan  Marketing  Association 
(Sallie  Mae),  which  currently  has  the 
authority  to  do  so,  until  November  1, 
1983.  This  short  extension  will  allow 
Sallie  Mae  to  continue  to  service  loans 
already  in  consolidation  status.  The 
administration  was  concerned  that  ex- 
tending the  authority  to  consolidate 
student  loans  to  States  and  private 
lenders  as  originally  provided  for  in 
H.R.  3394  would  increase  significantly 
the  costs  of  the  student  loan  program. 
Our  intention  never  was  to  increase  so 
greatly  the  costs  of  the  student  loan 
program  through  consolidation,  and 
therefore,  we  deleted  the  provision  ex- 
panding loan  consolidation  authority 
to  States  and  private  lenders.  With  the 
November  1,  1983,  expiration  date  for 
Sallie  Mae's  authority,  we  will  have  to 
address  the  issue  of  loan  consolidation 
again  this  fall,  and  we  will  work  with 
the  administration  to  design  a  pro- 
gram that  will  aid  students  and  yet  be 
fiscally  responsible. 

The  other  provisions  in  H.R.  3394 
are  far  more  important  to  students 
now  in  school  than  the  loan  consolida- 
tion provisions.  The  bill  before  us  now 
contains  the  family  contribution 
schedules  for  the  next  2  academic 
years,  1984-85  and  1985-86,  for  the 
Pell  grant  program,  and  for  the  guar- 
anteed student  loan  program.  Without 
the  family  contribution  schedules,  stu- 
dents and  their  parents  will  not  be 
able  to  finalize  their  plans  for  college. 
For  the  past  several  years,  these 
schedules  have  been  published  late,  re- 
sulting in  confusion  and  delays  in 
awarding  aid  to  students.  By  putting 
into  law  these  schedules  for  the  next  2 
academic  years,  we  will  be  providing 
students  across  the  Nation  with  the 
necessary  information  and  program 
stability  they  need  to  determine  what 
grant  and  loan  aid  they  might  be  eligi- 
ble for.  This  is  the  most  important 
mission  of  H.R.  3394. 
The  Senate  included  two  very  minor 

amendments    when    they    considered 


H.R.  3394.  These  amendments  actually 
should  make  the  bill  more  palatable  to 
the  administration.  One  would  limit 
the  increase  to  the  commuter  student 
living  allowance  to  just  one  year,  so 
that  we  can  reexamine  it  again  next 
year  in  light  of  current  appropriations. 
The  other  amendment  would  extend 
Sallie  Mae's  Federal  debt  priority  to 
1988,  rather  than  extending  it  perma- 
nently. 

Mr.  Speaker,  thanks  to  the  help  of 
my  subcommittee  chairman,  Mr. 
Simon,  of  Illinois,  in  agreeing  to  ad- 
dress the  concerns  of  the  administra- 
tion relating  to  loan  consolidation,  we 
have  been  able  to  save  the  important 
aspects  of  H.R.  3394,  the  family  contri- 
bution schedules  for  Pell  grants  and 
guaranteed  student  loans.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  bill  and  help 
millions  of  students  plan  ahead  for 
their  postsecondary  academic  careers. 

Further     reserving     the     right     to 
object.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Erlenborn). 
Mr.   ERLENBORN.   Mr.  Speaker,   I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3394. 

This  legislation  is  essentially  the 
same  bill  passed  by  the  House  on 
Monday  by  a  voice  vote.  The  Senate 
has  passed  this  legislation  making 
only  two  minor  amendments.  Both  of 
these  amendments,  in  my  estimation, 
improve  the  bill  and  make  it  more  ac- 
ceptable to  the  administration. 

The  first  Senate  amendment  deletes 
the  second  year  of  the  increase  in  the 
cost  of  attendance  allowance  for  stu- 
dents not  living  with  their  parents  or 
in  institutionally  owned  or  operated 
housing.  Under  H.R.  3394  as  passed  by 
the  House,  this  provision  called  for  a 
cost  of  attendance  allowance  of  be- 
tween $1,100  and  $2,100  for  the  1985- 
86  academic  year.  This  increase  would 
have  raised  the  so-called  full-funding 
cost  of  the  Pell  grant  program  by  ap- 
proximately $200  million.  Given  the 
continued  need  to  restrain  the  growth 
of  the  Federal  budget,  this  increase 
was  inappropriate  and  could  have  led 
to  the  use  of  the  statutory  reduction 
formula  had  appropriations  been  in- 
sufficient to  cover  the  full  cost  of  the 
program. 

The  second  Senate  amendment 
limits  the  clarification  of  the  status  of 
Sallie  Mae  debt  to  September  30.  1988. 
The  House  bill  had  made  this  clarifica- 
tion on  a  permanent  basis.  While  I 
continue  to  believe  that  there  is  no 
reason  not  to  extend  this  provision 
permanently,  I  am  happy  the  Senate 
chose  to  limit  the  expiration  on  this 
provision  to  a  date  which  will  enable 
us  to  reconsider  this  issue  during  the 
reauthorization  of  the  Higher  Educa- 
tion Act.  This  act  expires  September 
30,  1985. 

The  remaining  provisions  of  the  bill 
before  us  are  identical  to  those  already 
approved  by  the  House.  The  most  im- 
portant  of   these   provisions   are   the 
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Pell  grant  and  GSL  family  contribu- 
tion schedules,  revisions  in  student 
loan  truth-in-lending  disclosure  re- 
quirements, and  provisions  relating  to 
nondiscrimination  in  the  availability 
of  student  loans.  All  of  these  provi- 
sions represent  a  large  step  toward  re- 
storing stability  and  predictability  to 
Federal  student  aid  programs.  By  en- 
acting this  legislation  we  will  help  stu- 
dents and  their  families  know  what 
student  aid  will  be  available  as  they 
make  their  educational  plans. 

H.R.  3394  as  presently  written  ex- 
tends the  existing  Sallie  Mae  loan  con- 
solidation program.  commercially 
know  as  ■options,"  for  only  3  months. 
This  short  extension  will  require  us  to 
reconsider  the  issue  of  loan  consolida- 
tion when  we  return  in  September.  At 
that  time  I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  be 
able  to  develop  a  bill  which  addresses 
the  administration's  concerns  relating 
to  the  cost  of  loan  consolidation.  I 
agree  with  the  administration  that 
loan  consolidation  should  not  be  struc- 
tured in  such  a  manner  to  expose  the 
taxpayer  to  future,  potentially  huge 
new  costs.  If  we  were  to  allow  this  to 
happen,  the  primary  purpose  of  the 
guaranteed  student  loan  program,  pro- 
viding capital  to  students  to  finance 
their  higher  education,  will  be  under- 
mined. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  once 
again  thank  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois, the  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Postsecondary  Education,  for 
his  cooperation  in  helping  us  meet  the 
concerns  expressed  by  the  administra- 
tion. Through  his  efforts  we  are  today 
producing  a  bill  which  I  believe  the  ad- 
ministration will  be  able  to  support. 
•  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  strongly  considered  objecting  to 
the  motion  to  accept  the  Senate 
amendments  to  H.R.  3394  and  forcing 
a  conference  to  be  held  on  the  differ- 
ences between  the  House  and  the 
Senate  concerning  this  bill.  I  contem- 
plated this  action  because  of  my  oppo- 
sition to  one  of  the  Senate  amend- 
ments. I  will  not  object,  however,  since 
the  bill  contains  provisions  that  will 
enable  the  delivery  of  student  finan- 
cial aid  to  proceed  in  an  orderly 
manner  using  family  contribution 
schedules  that  do  not  incorporate  the 
changes  proposed  by  the  awlministra- 
tion.  These  changes  would  have  result- 
ed in  severe  decreases  in  awards  to  stu- 
dents from  moderate  income  families 
only  slightly  above  the  poverty  line  as 
well  as  the  elimination  of  several  hun- 
dred thousand  middle-income  students 
from  the  programs.  The  bill  also  con- 
tains a  number  of  other  meritorious 
provisions  which  I  described  in  my 
statement  when  this  bill  was  consid- 
ered by  the  House  on  August  1. 

The  Senate  amendment  which  I  find 
particularly  outrageous  and  obnoxious 
deletes  from  the  House  bill  the  $500 
increase  for  1985-86  in  the  living  al- 
lowance for  students  who  do  not  live 


on  campus  and  who  do  not  commute 
from  their  parents'  home— those  who 
commute  from  their  own  apartment  or 
home.  Under  the  House-passed  bill 
this  allowance  would  have  been  in- 
creased by  $500  for  the  1984-85  aca- 
demic year  and  by  another  $500  for 
the  academic  year  1985-86.  This  living 
allowance  for  commuting  students  has 
not  been  modified  since  the  creation 
of  the  Pell  grant  program  in  1972,  and 
this  has  resulted  in  artificially  and  ar- 
bitrarily lowering  the  Pell  grant 
awards  particularly  of  low-income  stu- 
dents attending  low-cost  schools  such 
as  community  colleges  and  State  col- 
leges. 

The  other  body  apparently  yielded 
to  the  arguments  of  those  who  repre- 
sent high-priced  schools  who  believe 
that  any  gain  for  low-income  students 
attending  low-cost  schools  is  a  loss  for 
them.  Rather  than  devoting  their  en- 
ergies to  attaining  adequate  funding 
for  the  Pell  grant  program,  so  that  all 
Pell  grant  recipients  at  both  low-cost 
and  high-cost  schools  could  make  up 
for  the  reductions  made  in  recent 
years,  these  representatives  short- 
sightedly focus  instead  on  protecting 
their  share  of  an  all  too  meager  pie. 
P>roviding  students  with  the  choice  of 
attending  the  school  best  suited  to 
their  interests,  needs,  and  talents 
never  will  and  never  should  be  built  on 
the  backs  of  low-income  students  who 
attend  low-cost  schools. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  continue  my  ef- 
forts to  assure  that  all  students  can 
achieve  equal  educational  opportunity 
through  student  financial  assistance. 
In  particular,  I  will  continue  my  ef- 
forts to  remedy  the  gross  inequity  in 
the  Pell  grant  awards  of  low-income 
students  attending  low-cost  schools.  I 
will  also  continue  my  efforts  to  guar- 
antee to  all  students  both  access  to 
postsecondary  education  and  the  abili- 
ty to  chose  a  postsecondary  education 
best  suited  to  their  needs.* 

Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  that  the  amendments  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  initial  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


INTERNATIONAL  RECOVERY 
AND  FINANCIAL  STABILITY  ACT 
The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  249  and  rule  XXIII,  the 
Chair  declares  the  House  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  2957. 


IN  THE  COMMITTEE  Of  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2957)  to  extend  the  au- 
thority of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  encourage  balanced 
worldwide  economic  growth,  provide 
for  continued  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund, 
strengthen  the  supervision  of  interna- 
tional lending  by  United  States  banks, 
and  provide  for  continued  United 
States  participation  in  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks,  with  Mr.  Pease  in 
the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com- 
mittee rose  on  Friday,  July  29,  1983, 
titles  III  through  V  were  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point.  All  time  for 
debate  under  the  5-minute  rule  had 
expired. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
titles  III,  IV  or  V? 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  membership  that  this  bill 
constitutes  the  major  remaining  busi- 
ness for  the  day.  If  we  can  expedite 
our  treatment  of  it,  we  will  all  get  out 
of  here  earlier. 

All  time  under  the  5-minute  rule  has 
expired.  We  are  thus  likely  to  have  a 
series  of  amendments,  some  of  which 
cannot  be  debated  at  all,  others  of 
which  will  be  subject  to  10  minutes  of 
debate  only.  That  can  mean  a  series  of 
votes.  Under  those  circumstances,  the 
situation  is  occasionally  chaotic  on  the 
floor.  The  Chair  would  beg  the  indul- 
gence of  the  Members  in  maintaining 
some  reasonable  semblance  of  order  so 
that  we  may  proceed  and  complete  our 
business  at  an  early  hour. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ST  GERMAIN 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment  which  was  print- 
ed in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
July  29.  1983,  at  page  H6030. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  St  Germain: 

Page  29.  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  19. 

Page  30.  beginning  on  line  6,  strike  out 
Pursuant  to  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Examination  Council,  each  "  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  ■Each". 

Page  30,  line  8,  insert  ",  by  regulation. " 
after  •shall  require". 

Page  31,  beginning  on  line  12,  strike  out 
"The"  and  all  that  follows  through  "enact- 
ment of  this  title."  on  line  14. 

Page  31.  beginning  on  line  16,  strike  out 
"ninety  days  after  the  promulgation  of  such 
Examination  Council  regulations."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "120  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title.". 

Page  31.  line  20.  strike  out  "Examination 
Council"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "appro- 
priate Federal  banking  agencies". 


Page  32.  beginning  on  line  3,  strike  out 
"The"  and  all  that  follows  through  "enact- 
ment of  this  title."  on  line  5. 

Page  32,  beginning  on  line  7,  strike  out 
"ninety  days"  and  all  that  follows  through 
"regulations."  on  line  9,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "120  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  title.". 

Page  32.  beginning  on  line  12.  strike  out 
"Pursuant  to  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Examination  Council,  each"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "Each". 

Page  32.  line  14,  insert  ",  by  regulation," 
after  "shall  require". 

Page  32.  line  17,  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council "  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"such". 

Page  32.  beginning  on  line  18,  strike  out 
"Pursuant  to  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Examination  Council,  each"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "Each". 

Page  32,  line  20.  insert  ",  by  regulation, " 
after  "shall  require". 

Page  32,  beginning  on  line  23.  strike  out 
"The"  and  all  that  follows  through  "enact- 
ment of  this  title."  on  line  25. 

Page  33.  beginning  on  line  2.  strike  out 
"ninety  days "  and  all  that  follows  through 
"regulations."  on  line  4,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "120  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  title.". 

Page  33,  line  7,  strike  out  "(a)  The  Exami- 
nation Council  and  the  "  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "The". 

Page  33.  strike  out  line  13  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  35,  line  7,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

CAPITAL  adequacy 

Sec.  408.  (a)(1)  Each  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  shall  cause  banking  institu- 
tions to  achieve  and  maintain  adequate  cap- 
ital by  establishing  minimum  levels  of  cap- 
ital for  such  institutions  and  by  using  such 
other  methods  as  the  agency  deems  appro- 
priate. 

(2)  Each  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  shall  have  the  authority  to  establish 
such  minimum  level  of  capital  for  an  insti- 
tution as  the  agency,  in  its  discretion,  deems 
to  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in  light  of 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  institu- 
tion. 

(b)(1)  Failure  of  a  banking  institution  to 
maintain  capital  at  or  above  its  minimum 
level  as  established  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)  may  be  deemed  by  the  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency,  in  its  discretion,  to 
constitute  an  unsafe  and  unsound  practice 
within  the  meaning  of  section  8  of  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Act. 

(2)(A)  In  addition  to.  or  in  lieu  of.  any 
other  action  authorized  by  law.  including 
subsection  (b)(1),  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  may  issue  a  directive  to  a 
banking  institution  that  fails  to  maintain 
capital  at  or  above  its  required  level  as  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 

(B)(i)  Such  directive  may  require  the  insti- 
tution to  submit  and  adhere  to  a  plan  ac- 
ceptable to  the  agency  describing  the  means 
and  timing  by  which  the  institution  shall 
achieve  its  required  capital  level. 

(ii)  Any  such  directive  issued  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph,  including  plans  submitted 
pursuant  thereto,  shall  be  enforceable 
under  the  provisions  of  section  8(i)  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act  to  the  same 
extent  as  an  effective  and  outstanding  order 
issued  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  such  Act 
which  has  become  final. 

(3)(A)  Each  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  may  consider  such  institution's 
progress  in  adhering  to  any  plan  required 
under  this  subsection  whenever  such  insti- 


tution, or  an  affiliate  thereof,  or  the  hold- 
ing company  which  controls  such  institu- 
tion, seeks  the  requisite  approval  of  such 
agency  for  any  proposal  which  would  divert 
earnings,  diminish  capital,  or  other  wise 
impede  such  institution's  progress  in  achiev- 
ing its  minimum  capital  level. 

(B)  Such  agency  may  deny  such  approval 
where  it  determines  that  such  proposal 
would  adversely  affect  the  ability  of  the  in- 
stitution to  comply  with  such  plan. 

(c)  The  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  encourage 
governments,  central  banks,  and  regulatory 
authorities  of  other  major  banking  coun- 
tries to  work  toward  maintaining  and,  where 
appropriate,  strengthening  the  capital  basis 
of  banking  institutions  involved  in  interna- 
tional lending. 

Page  36,  line  16.  strike  out  "The  Examina- 
tion Council  is"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"The  appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies 
are". 

Page  36.  beginning  on  line  17,  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  and". 

Page  37.  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  24. 

Page  38,  line  1,  strike  out  "(e)"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(d)". 

Page  38.  strike  out  line  14  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  40,  line  14. 

Page  40.  line  16.  strike  out  "Sec.  412."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec  411". 

Page  40,  beginning  on  line  17,  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  (as  defined  in 
section  402(c)  of  this  Act)  and". 

Page  40.  line  25.  strike  out  "Examination 
Council  and  the". 

Page  42.  line  8,  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council  or". 

Page  42.  line  13.  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council  or". 

Page  42.  line  17.  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council  or". 

Page  42.  beginning  on  line  24,  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  or". 

Page  43.  beginning  on  line  1.  strike  out 
"the  Examination  Council  or  an"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "each". 

Page  43.  beginning  on  line  5,  strike  out 
"The  Examination  Council  or  an"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Each". 

Page  43,  line  15,  strike  out  "the  Examina- 
tion Council  or". 

Page  43.  after  line  18,  insert  the  following: 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec  412.  (a)  Within  120  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  the  statutes, 
regulations,  and  examination  and  supen'iso- 
ry  procedures  and  practices,  governing 
international  banking  in  each  of  the  Group 
of  Ten  Nations  and  Switzerland  with  par- 
ticular attention  to  such  matters  bearing  on 
capital  requirements,  lending  limits,  re- 
serves, disclosure,  examiner  access,  and 
lender  of  last  resort  resources. 

(b)  Not  later  than  120  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  the  progress 
made  in  reaching  the  goal  specified  in  sec- 
tion 408(c). 


(c)(1)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  title  and  for  each  of 
the  two  succeeding  years,  the  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agencies  shall  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  actions  taken 
to  implement  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

(2)  The  report  shall  include  a  description 
of  the  actions  taken  in  carrying  out  the  ob- 
jectives of  the  title,  and  any  actions  taken 
by  any  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  uniform  im- 
plementation by  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies  of  their  respective  authori- 
ties under  this  title,  and  any  recommenda- 
tions for  amendments  to  this  or  other  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
since  the  committee  reported  favor- 
ably H.R.  2957  on  May  10,  a  bipartisan 
effort  has  been  underway  to  eliminate, 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  con- 
troversy not  central  to  the  primary 
purposes  of  titles  III  and  IV  which 
provide  for  the  controversial  quota  in- 
crease accompanied  by  stricter  regula- 
tory requirements  for  international 
lending  than  now  exist. 

Those  who  oppose  the  use  of  the 
Federal  Financial  Institutions  Exami- 
nation Council  have  misconstrued  its 
basic  purpose  and  its  potential,  but  in 
the  spirit  of  compromise  the  commit- 
tee amendment  eliminates  this  greater 
role  for  the  Council,  leaving  for  an- 
other day  what,  in  essence,  are  consoli- 
dation issues.  The  inclusion  of  the 
Council  in  title  IV  was  intended  to 
bring  about  greater  unity  among  the 
three  bank  regulatory  agencies.  It  was 
the  committee's  view  that  it  was  un- 
reasonable to  call  for  greater  consulta- 
tion and  coordination  internationally 
when  our  own  regulators  do  not  ade- 
quately consult  and  agree  with  each 
other.  The  committee  amendment  de- 
letes all  reference  to  the  Exam  Coun- 
cil in  this  title,  relying  upon  existing 
regulatory  agencies  to  carry  out  its 
mandate.  After  receiving  and  evaluat- 
ing the  reports  required  by  title  IV,  we 
will  return  to  the  question  of  the  most 
efficient  manner  in  which  to  bring 
about  necessary  worldwide  regulatory 
and  supervisory  improvements. 

The  committee  amendment  also  de- 
letes the  legislative  review  provision  in 
the  bill.  This  provision  would  have 
given  Congress  the  authority  to  review 
regulations  issued  to  implement  title 
IV  of  the  bill.  While  we  believe  that 
such  a  review  would  be  beneficial  and 
could  be  accomplished  without  signifi- 
cant slowing  of  the  regulatory  process, 
we  are  also  mindful  of  the  confusion 
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and  uncertainty  about  all  types  of  leg- 
islative review  and  veto  provisions  in 
the  wake  of  the  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion in  Chadha. 

In  an  effort  to  minimize  still  further 
controversy,  we  have  decided  to  delete 
the  provision  and  review  it  in  the  con- 
text of  the  overall  effort  now  going  on 
in  the  House  to  develop  alternatives  to 
the  traditional  legislative  veto  provi- 
sions. In  the  meantime,  we  are  confi- 
dent that  the  oversight  function  that 
is  maintained  and  indeed  strengthened 
in  other  parts  of  this  committee 
amendment  will  provide  ample  ways 
for  the  Banking  Committee  to  closely 
monitor  regulatory  activities  under 
this  legislation.  I  assure  Members  that 
the  Banking  Committee  intends  to 
remain  vigilant  in  carrying  out  its 
oversight  responsibilities. 

The  reports  required  in  title  IV  will 
enhance  the  committee's  ability  to 
carry  out  its  oversight  responsibilities. 
The  committee's  amendment  consoli- 
dates all  of  the  requirements  for  con- 
gressional reports  in  title  IV  of  the  bill 
into  one  section.  These  reports  call  for 
an  assessment  of  international  bank 
supervision  in  other  countries,  a 
report  on  progress  in  strengthening 
the  capital  bases  of  banks  involved  in 
international  banking  throughout  the 
world,  and  a  report  on  actions  taken 
by  the  agencies  for  implementation. 

The  committee  amendment  also 
strikes  a  section  of  the  bill  which  ex- 
empts the  regulators  from  the  require- 
ments of  the  Paperwork  Reduction 
Act  and  the  Regulatory  Flexibility 
Act.  which  was  included  in  an  effort  to 
assure  prompt  implementation  of  the 
requirements  of  this  title.  This  provi- 
sion was  originally  requested  by  the 
regulators,  but  as  a  result  of  under- 
standable concern  raised  by  several 
Members,  the  committee  has  reconsid- 
ered and  agrees  that  without  the  most 
compelling  reasons  for  so  doing  Con- 
gress should  not  begin  a  pattern  of  ex- 
empting the  regulatory  agencies  from 
these  two  statutes.  The  effect  of  the 
committee  amendment,  however,  is 
not  intended  to  impede  the  bank  regu- 
latory agencies  from  requiring  and  col- 
lecting substantial  amounts  of  new  in- 
formation from  international  financial 
institutions  as  required  by  title  IV. 

The  Paperwork  Reduction  Act  re- 
quires a  decrease  in  the  information 
collection  burden  imposed  by  the  Gov- 
ernment. The  committee  amendment 
is  not  intended  to  be  interpreted  as  re- 
quiring the  bank  regulatory  agencies 
to  reduce  the  other  information  re- 
quirements and  collections  they  carry 
out  in  order  to  compensate  for  the  in- 
creased reporting  mandated  in  this 
title.  The  importance  we  associate 
with  the  regulatory  and  information 
requirements  of  this  title  are  reflected 
in  the  fact  that  we  have  in  the  com- 
mittee amendment  reduced  the  time 
available  to  the  agencies  to  issue  their 
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new    supervisory    and    informational 
regulations. 

Moreover,  we  do  not  intend  by  the 
committee  amendment  that  the  Regu- 
latory Flexibility  Act  should  in  any 
way  interfere  with  the  proper  per- 
formance by  the  banking  agencies  of 
their  responsibilities  under  this  legis- 
lation. The  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 
is  intended  to  prevent  undue  regula- 
tory burdens  on  small  businesses.  The 
requirements  of  H.R.  2957.  however, 
would  fall  on  large  international  banks 
and  the  agencies  that  regulate  them. 
Therefore,  it  is  our  hope  that  the  ex- 
emption and  flexibility  provisions  of 
sections  605  and  606  of  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act  be  fully  utilized  to  fa- 
cilitate implementation  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

The  fourth  provision  of  the  commit- 
tee amendment  relates  to  the  extreme- 
ly important  subject  of  adequate  bank 
capital.  The  gentleman  from  Iowa.  Mr. 
Leach,  has  truly  performed  yeoman- 
like services  in  the  area  of  requiring 
banking  institutions  to  maintain  ade- 
quate capital  levels.  His  previous 
amendment  was  accepted  in  commit- 
tee. His  continuing  efforts  have  led  to 
the  committee's  clarifying  amendment 
today  which  spells  out  the  committee's 
intent  that  banks  involved  in  interna- 
tional lending  should  strengthen  their 
capital  bases,  and  that  capital  stand- 
ards for  banks  should  not  discriminate 
on  the  bases  of  asset  size.  It  is  interest- 
ing to  note  that  after  nearly  20  years 
of  debate,  analysis,  meditation  and 
what  have  you.  the  regulators  finally 
on  June  13.  thirty-three  days  after 
committee  action,  adopted  more  strin- 
gent capital  adequacy  standards. 

This  fourth  provision  of  the  commit- 
tee amendment  clarifies  the  authority 
of  the  Federal  banking  agencies  to  es- 
tablish minimum  levels  of  capital  for 
banks.  The  provision  also  confirms  the 
authority  of  each  agency  to  require  in- 
dividual banks  to  achieve  such  other 
capital  level  as  deemed  appropriate  in 
light  of  the  particular  circumstances 
of  each  institution.  That  is.  the 
amendment  confirms  the  remedial  au- 
thority of  an  agency  to  prescribe  such 
higher  level  as  may  be  appropriate  for 
a  specific  bank,  or  to  waive  the  gener- 
ally applicable  standard  in  extraordi- 
nary circumstances.  This  essential  su- 
pervisory authority  was  recently 
clouded  by  the  decision  of  the  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit 
in  the  First  National  Bank  of  Bellaire 
against  Comptroller  of  the  Currency. 
The  committee  believes  that  the  au- 
thority of  an  agency  to  require  a  bank 
to  maintain  adequate  capital  is  proper- 
ly within  the  expertise  and  discretion 
of  the  agency,  subject  to  the  appropri- 
ate standard  of  judicial  review. 

I  urge  the  House's  acceptance  of  the 
committee  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  ranking 
minority  Member,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie). 


Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. But  I  really  think,  fellow  Mem- 
bers, that  the  time  has  come  to  pass 
this  important  piece  of  legislation. 
World  economic  recovery  is  dependent 
upon  this  legislation.  "The  U.S.  stands 
to  gain  the  most  by  encouraging  global 
growth  and  recovery,  and  that  is  what 
this  legislation  will  accomplish." 

That  is  the  statement  contained  in  a 
letter  I  just  received  from  Secretary  of 
State  George  Shultz. 

All  living  former  Secretaries  of  State 
have  signed  a  letter  to  like  effect.  Ten 
former  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury 
support  the  passage  of  this  legislation. 
The  National  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
the  AFL-CIO.  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation.  National  Farm  Co-ops.  Na- 
tional Realtors  Association,  the  Speak- 
er, the  minority  leader  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  all  support 
passage  of  this  legislation. 

The  IMF  grew  out  of  a  need  for  eco- 
nomic recovery  following  the  chaos 
and  the  debilitating  effect  of  the  most 
devastating  war  in  our  history.  World 
War  II.  It  has  been  working  fairly 
smoothly  for  40  years.  What  this  bill 
means  is  jobs.  jobs,  and  more  jobs  for 
Americans.  Failure  to  pass  this  bill 
means  weakened  economic  recovery 
and  a  lessening  of  our  leadership  role 
in  world  economic  affairs. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  feel  passage  of  this 
legislation  is  something  we  must  do 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  for  yielding 
me  this  time. 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  PANETTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  in- 
cluded in  this  bill  is  an  amendment  of- 
fered by  myself  and  my  colleague.  Mr. 
Stark,  which  expresses  concern  about 
the  potential  and  actual  spread  of  nu- 
clear weapons  capabilities  around  the 
world  and  provides  the  current  admin- 
istration and  future  administrations 
with  an  additional  tool  to  slow  down 
this  dangerous  trend. 

My  amendment  requires  that  the 
U.S.  Executive  Director  of  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund  consider,  in 
carrying  out  his  duties,  whether  a 
country  seeking  an  IMF  loan  has  deto- 
nated a  nuclear  device,  is  not  a  party 
to  the  1968  Treaty  on  Nonprolifera- 
tion  of  Nuclear  Weapons,  or  is  not  a 
party  to  the  1963  treaty  banning  nu- 
clear weapons  tests  in  the  atmosphere, 
in  outer  space,  and  underwater.  It  does 
not  prevent  the  United  States  from 
approving  loans  to  countries  which  do 
not  meet  these  criteria.  However,  it 
does  require  that  our  executive  direc- 
tor take  these  factors  into  consider- 
ation. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  amend- 
ment is  to  provide  leverage  that  could 


be  used  by  an  administration  as  a 
means  of  advancing  nonproliferation 
efforts.  An  administration  could  use 
this  provision  to  persuade  any  country 
in  need  of  an  IMF  loan  and  which  is 
also  pursuing  nuclear  capabilities  not 
to  move  in  that  direction.  Because  not 
signing  on  to  either  of  these  nuclear 
treaties  or  detonating  a  nuclear  device 
would  provide  a  reason  for  possible 
denial  of  a  loan,  this  would  be  a  means 
of  persuasion  without  actually  binding 
the  administration  to  take  a  particular 
action. 

I  do  not  propose  a  radical  departure 
from  current  U.S.  international  lend- 
ing policies.  Indeed,  my  amendment  is 
modeled  after  22  U.S.C.  262d(b)(3). 
which  was  enacted  in  1977  and  which 
already  applies  to  every  international 
lending  institution,  other  than  the 
IMF.  in  which  the  United  States  par- 
ticipates. These  institutions  are  the 
World  Bank,  the  International  Devel- 
opment Association,  the  International 
Finance  Corporation,  the  Inter-Ameri- 
can Development  Bank.  The  African 
Development  Fund,  and  the  Asian  De- 
velopment Bank.  This  provision  re- 
quires that  the  U.S.  executive  director 
of  those  banks  take  into  consideration 
whether  a  recipient  country  has  deto- 
nated a  nuclear  device  or  is  a  party  to 
the  Treaty  on  Nonproliferation  of  Nu- 
clear Weapons. 

My  amendment  simply  applies  this 
provision  to  the  IMF  and  adds  another 
important  factor  which  the  U.S.  Exec- 
utive Director  of  the  IMF  should  con- 
sider—whether the  recipient  country 
has  ratified  the  1963  Nuclear  Test  Ban 
Treaty,  which  bans  testing  of  nuclear 
weapons  in  the  atmosphere,  in  outer 
space,  and  underwater.  Mr.  Stark  has 
contributed  this  element  of  the 
amendment,  and  I  share  his  deep  con- 
cern about  the  impact  of  atmospheric 
and  other  environmentally  hazardous 
testing  of  nuclear  weapons. 

The  need  for  my  amendment  is 
clear.  The  fact  is  that  some  of  the 
countries  in  greatest  need  of  financial 
assistance  from  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  are  among  the  rela- 
tively few  countries  which  have  not 
committed  themselves  to  halting  the 
spread  of  nuclear  weapons  by  signing 
the  nuclear  nonproliferation  treaty. 
For  example,  Brazil,  which  owes  more 
money  to  public  and  private  lenders 
throughout  the  world  than  any  other 
country,  and  Argentina,  which  is  third 
in  this  category,  have  not  signed  this 
treaty.  Both  are  in  rapid  pursuit  of  nu- 
clear weapons.  In  addition,  countries 
which  already  owe  heavy  debts  to  the 
IMF.  such  as  India.  Pakistan,  and 
South  Africa,  are  on  the  verge  of  gain- 
ing nuclear  capabilities,  if  they  do  not 
already  possess  such  weapons. 

I  do  not  believe  it  makes  sense  to 
provide  U.S.  support  for  loans  to  these 
nations  without  even  considering  the 
fact  that  they  are  actively  pursuing 
something— indeed,       are       spending 


money  which  has  been  freed  up  by  the 
infusion  of  IMF  funds— which  could 
contribute  enormously  to  a  dangerous 
instability  in  international  relations.  I 
do  not  think  any  of  my  colleagues  is 
not  concerned  about  the  potential  for 
an  escalation  to  a  world  nuclear  war 
from  a  nuclear  confrontation  between 
India  and  Pakistan,  for  example.  Why 
should  this  country,  which  clearly  has 
an  interest  in  preventing  nuclear  pro- 
liferation and  in  maintaining  interna- 
tional stability,  not  use  every  tool  at 
its  disposal  to  persuade  countries  not 
to  go  nuclear? 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
offers  a  reasonable  approach  to  a  very 
difficult  problem.  I  am  pleased  that 
the  managers  have  accepted  and  the 
House  will  include  my  amendment. 
More  importantly,  it  is  my  hope  that 
it  will  be  enacted  into  law  and  will  be 
used  wisely  and  forcefully  by  the  cur- 
rent administration  and  by  future  ad- 
ministrations. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Ger- 
main). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentlerrtan 
will  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  At  the  outset  of 
the  Chairman's  announcement  about 
the  procedure.  I  was  under  the  impres- 
sion he  had  called  for  further  amend- 
ments on  title  III.  The  amendment  we 
just  considered  was  on  title  IV.  Are  we 
now  considering  title  IV,  and  is  it  open 
to  amendment  at  any  point? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  bill  is  open  to 
amendment  in  titles  III.  IV,  or  V. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PAUL 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Paul)  as  to  whether  the  amend- 
ment has  been  printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Yes,  it  has  been,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Paul:  Page  28. 
after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

CONGRESSIONAL  AUTHORIZATION  OF  CERTAIN 
ACTIONS 

Sec  308.  Section  5  of  the  Bret  ton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286c)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"Unless  Congre-ss.  In  advance  and  by  law. 
authorizes  such  action,  neither  the  Presi- 
dent nor  any  person  or  agency  shall,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  make  any  com- 
mitments whatsoever  (1)  regarding  any  re- 
quest for.  or  the  granting  of  consent  to.  any 
change  in  the  quota  of  the  United  States 
under  Articles  III.  section  2(a).  of  the  arti- 
cles of  Agreement  of  the  Fund,  or  (2)  re- 
garding the  making  of  any  loan  to  the  Fund 
or  the  Bank.". 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support  of 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  briefly  for  a 
parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  one  question. 

In  calling  up  my  amendment  a  few 
moments  ago,  I  gave  the  date  that  it 
was  printed  in  the  Record  and  the 
page  number  at  which  it  appeared. 

Would  it  be  possible  to  require  that 
of  other  amendments  that  are  submit- 
ted so  that  we  could  save  a  lot  of  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
state  that  it  would  be  highly  desirable 
if  Members  offering  amendments 
would  be  prepared  to  state  at  the  time 
of  offering  the  amendments  the  page 
number  and  date  of  the  Congression- 
al Record  where  the  amendment  is 
cited.  It  has  not  been  treated  as  an  ab- 
solute requirement  unless  a  point  of 
order  is  raised.  The  Chair  will  take  on 
the  faith  of  Members  the  statement 
that  it  has  been  printed  in  the  Record, 
but  it  certainly  would  expedite  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  if  Members 
would  be  prepared  to  do  that. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a  bit 
disappointed  about  how  things  have 
transpired  with  this  particular  piece  of 
legislation,  because  it  is  going  to  be 
most  difficult  to  have  any  discussion 
since  the  debate  has  been  closed  out 
rather  early. 

But  I  do  have  an  amendment  here 
which  I  think  Members  should  take 
serious  note  of  because  I  think  it  is  a 
significant  improvement  in  the  legisla- 
tion that  is  before  us. 

One  of  the  arguments  that  we  have 
heard  throughout  the  debate  has  been 
that  we  must  support  our  President, 
and  this  is  not  the  first  year  that  that 
argument  has  been  used.  As  a  matter 
of  fact.  I  remember  as  far  back  as  1976 
this  was  the  same  reason  we  had  to 
vote  and  acquiesce  in  going  along  with 
the  administration  because  they  made 
these  commitments.  I  know  it  is  very 
tempting  for  partisan  reasons  to  go 
along  with  these  commitments. 

The  statement  has  been  made  that 
the  President  has  been  somewhat  em- 
barrassed because  he  used  to  be 
against  the  IMF,  now  he  is  for  the 
IMF,  and  now  he  has  made  interna- 
tional commitments,  and  it  would  be  a 
bit  embarrassing  for  him  not  to  have 
the  funds.  Of  course.  I  consider  it  a  bit 
embarrassing  to  my  constituents  to  go 
to  them  and  take  from  them  what  is 
theirs  and  give  to  some  banker  or 
some  foreign  nation  what  is  hot  theirs. 
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So  I  think  the  issue  is  very  clear.  It 
is  a  moral  as  well  as  an  economic  issue. 
The  intent  and  the  purpose  of  my 
amendment  would  mean  that  the 
President  no  longer  can  go  and  make 
these  commitments.  He  signs  these 
commitments,  and  then  uses  this  as  a 
leverage,  coming  back  to  the  Congress 
and  saying,  "I  have  made  these  com- 
mitments." 

This  in  no  way  would  preclude  him 
from  negotiations,  but  he  could  not  be 
able  to  make  the  commitment.  Present 
law  today  requires  congressional  con- 
sent after  the  fact,  but  this  is  after  the 
meetings  have  been  held.  This  would 
mean  the  President,  regardless  of  the 
administration,  would  come  to  us  and 
say,  "Look,  we  want  to  commit  an- 
other $8  billion  or  another  $15  billion 
of  American  taxpayers'  money  or 
credit,"  and  no  matter  what  you  call 
it,  it  is  going  to  cost  the  American  tax- 
payer something. 

They  would  have  to  come  to  us  first 
and  tell  us  what  they  are  doing,  rather 
than  going  and  having  these  interna- 
tional conferences,  signing  these  com- 
mitments, and  practically  having  a 
treaty  commitment  and  putting  the 
prestige  of  the  Presidency  on  the  line. 
The  amendment  is  rather  simple.  It 
would  just  meant  that  they  must  come 
to  us  first  to  get  this  permission.  I 
think  this  is  a  very  appropriate 
amendment  for  this  time.  We  have 
had  an  attack  by  the  courts  on  the  leg- 
islative veto.  I  think  it  is  very  clear  in 
the  Constitution  what  our  responsibil- 
ities are  with  the  power  of  the  purse. 
It  is  up  to  us  to  take  care  of  the  spend- 
ing and  the  taxes,  and  yet  we  so  easily 
give  in  to  the  administration  on  this 
commitment  and  go  along  with  what 
they  have  said.  This  would  prevent 
that. 

I  think  this  is  a  much  better  way  of 
doing  it.  rather  than  waiting  for  that 
crisis  period,  and  then  the  administra- 
tion coming  and  saying.  "If  you  do  not 
fund  the  IMF  tomorrow,  the  banking 
system  is  going  to  collapse." 

I  had  somebody  call  me  not  too  long 
ago.  since  the  last  time  we  had  the 
IMF  on  the  floor,  a  rather  well  known 
banker  in  a  large  bank  in  Houston, 
who  said,  "Please  do  not  offer  your 
amendments."  because  I  was  obstruct- 
ing. I  cannot  quite  understand  how  I 
am  obstructing  when  I  never  even  had 
a  chance  to  present  one  single  amend- 
ment. He  said.  "Well,  the  banking  situ- 
ation is  so  bad  that  if  you  present  your 
amendments,  this  might  help  precipi- 
tate a  banking  crisis." 

I  said,  "You  know  what?  I  have  four 
amendments."  At  that  time  I  had  four 
amendments  in  the  Record.  I  get  5 
minutes  apiece.  I  thought,  boy.  if  my 
talking  for  20  minutes  could  have 
some  effect  on  the  international  bank- 
ing situation,  then  I  never  realized 
what  a  powerful  individual  I  was. 

But  quite  frankly.  It  has  nothing  to 
do  with  what  I  am  offering  here  on 


what  the  situation  is  internationally. 
That  was  created  in  a  time  past,  past 
inflation,  past  abuse  of  the  system  by 
those  who  desire  to  cling  to  power. 
This  is  an  issue  of  power  that  we  are 
dealing  with  today.  Who  has  the 
power  of  the  money,  the  power  of  the 
purse?  I  think  the  power  of  the  purse 
is  and  should  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
Congress. 

So.  therefore,  if  you  happen  to  be- 
lieve that,  you  would  have  to  vote 
■yes"  on  this  amendment,  saying  that 
the  administration  should  come, 
present  to  us  what  the  plans  are. 

It  is  said  they  need  $8.4  billion  in  the 
IMF  this  year,  but  the  plain  truth  is 
that  that  is  a  token  amount  of  what 
they  really  need  to  prop  up  the 
system.  The  system  no  doubt  is  in 
trouble.  The  question  is:  Who  is  going 
to  suffer  the  consequences.  Are  the 
notes  and  the  loans  going  to  be  rolled 
over?  Will  the  resfionsibility  fall  on 
the  backs  of  thf  bankers  and  their 
stockholders  or  is  it  going  to  fall  on 
the  backs  of  the  i^merican  taxpayers? 
It  is  as  simple  as  tliat. 

A  year  or  so  ago\  when  Poland  met 
their  crisis,  only  about  one-half  of 
their  debt  was  insured  by  govern- 
ments. The  other  half  was  private 
loans  that  were  rolled  over  and  ex- 
tended by  the  private  banks.  They 
choose  not  to  foreclose  and  it  is  in 
their  interest  not  to  foreclose. 

I  ask  for  an  "aye"  vote  on  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Congress  is.  indeed,  in  firm  control 
of  the  IMF  quota  increase.  That  is 
quite  obvious  as  a  result  of  the  hear- 
ings we  held  last  year  in  the  last  Con- 
gress on  this  particular  increase,  very 
extensive  hearings  that  were  held 
before  the  various  subcommittees  of 
the  Committee  on  Banking  as  well  as 
before  the  full  committee,  and  the 
very  elaborate  and  extensive  debate 
that  has  been  held  on  the  floor  of  this 
House. 

For  that  reason,  I  think  that,  indeed, 
we  are  in  consultation;  we  are  the  ones 
who  are  approving  or  disapproving. 

In  addition  to  that,  in  the  amend- 
ment that  was  adopted  last  week,  we 
indeed  stated  that  the  President  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has  to 
consult  with  the  Congress  before  any 
additional  commitments  are  made  to 
the  IMF. 

For  that  reason.  I  oppose  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman     from     Connecticut     (Mr. 

McKlNNEY). 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  appreciate  the 
chairman  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  a  great  follower 
and  I  respect  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul)  but  I 
had  some  problems  with  this  amend- 


ment. As  an  American  history  major,  I 
was  having  a  real  problem  with  the 
idea  that  I  thought  that  in  foreign 
policy,  foreign  monetary  policy  and 
every  other  foreign  agreement,  that 
the  President  proposed  and  we  dis- 
posed: that  the  President  did.  in  fact, 
make  agreements  and  would  come 
back  to  us  and  we  would  give  him,  in 
the  other  body,  our  advice  and  con- 
sent, and  then  in  this  body  we  would 
control  the  purse,  which  would  follow 
through  behind  that. 

One  of  the  things  that  really  both- 
ers me  has  been  a  conversation  that 
has  been  going  on  here  on  the  floor 
about  the  power  of  the  banks  versus 
the  inability  of  the  individual,  the  tax- 
payer. Let  me  tell  the  chairman  some- 
thing, and  I  believe  he  is  aware  of  this: 
If.  in  fact,  we  were  to  fail  in  our  inter- 
national role,  if  in  fact  we  refused,  as 
the  Western  leader,  to  come  in  with 
our  share,  guess  what  would  fly  tomor- 
row to  Zurich  or  London,  but  not  into 
the  United  States?  It  would  be  called 
gold.  Who  would  pay  for  that  disrup- 
tion? The  U.S.  taxpayer. 
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I  would  suggest  to  the  Members  that 
there  is  really  a  dangerous  argument 
here.  This  House  will  vote  the  money 
and  approve  the  loans,  and  the  chair- 
man and  the  ranking  minority 
member  and  I  will  recede  to  disclosure 
amendments  and  many  other  things, 
but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
only  people  who  are  going  to  benefit 
if.  in  fact,  we  fail  to  do  our  duty  are 
those  who  would  promote  the  cause  of 
gold,  and  the  very  people  who  are 
going  to  pay  are  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank  the  commit- 
tee chairman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  hope  that  I 
have  time  enough  left  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  for 
yielding. 

The  committee  accepted  an  amend- 
ment on  Friday.  I  would  submit,  which 
requires  prior  congressional  consulta- 
tion on  all  new  quota  increases.  Condi- 
tioning quota  increases  on  prior  con- 
gressional approval.  I  think,  upsets  the 
balance  between  the  proper  role  of  the 
executive  branch  and  the  legislative 
branch.  Can  you  imagine  435  Members 
of  Congress  traveling  around  the 
world  negotiating  the  proper  U.S. 
share  of  an  IMF  quota  subscription? 

I  think  the  amendment  is  of  ques- 
tionable constitutionality.  For  that 
reason.  Congress  is  consulted  in  all  dis- 
cussions pertaining  to  the  quota  in- 
creases. As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  were 
12  Members  of  Congress  in  attendance 
at  Toronto  when  this  quota  increaise 


was  negotiated,  and  Members  have 
always  been  invited  to  attend  confer- 
ences. I  have  participated  in  three 
myself. 

So  for  those  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  do  oppose  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas,  (Mr.  Paul). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote,  and  pending  that.  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2.  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 

QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred 
Members  have  appeared.  A  quorum  of 
the  Committee  of  the  .  Whole  is 
present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2.  rule 
XXIII.  further  proceedings  under  the 
call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Paul)  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

D  1540 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CARPER 

Mr.  CARPER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment.  The  amendment  ap- 
peared in  the  Record  of  July  26.  1983, 
at  page  H5714. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr,  Carper:  On 
page  43.  insert  the  following  new  section 
after  line  18: 

EQUAL  REPRESENTATION  FOR  THE  FEDERAL 
DEPOSIT  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Sec.  413.  As  one  of  the  three  Federal  bank 
regulatory  and  supervisory  agencies,  and  as 
the  insurer  of  the  United  States  banks  In- 
volved in  international  lending,  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  shall  be 
given  equal  representation  with  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  and  the  Office  of  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Currency  on  the  Committee 
on  Banking  Regulations  and  Supervisory 
Practices  of  the  Group  of  Ten  Countries 
and  Switzerland. 

Mr.  CARPER.  Mr.  Chairman:  My 
amendment  responds  to  a  problem  un- 
covered during  our  committees  hear- 
ings on  the  IMF  replenishment.  A 
great  deal  of  attention  was  focused  on 
questions  about  the  prudence  of  our 
banks  getting  so  heavily  involved  in 
international  lending  and  the  adequa- 
cy of  our  regulators'  supervisory  ac- 
tivities. The  regulators  pointed  out 
that  one  of  the  biggest  problems  is  ob- 
taining information  on  the  total  inter- 


national exposure  and  trying  to 
achieve  some  coordinated  approach  to 
supervision  with  other  lending  na- 
tions. 

The  committee  was  shocked  to  find 
that  the  FDIC,  which  has  all  the  fi- 
nancial responsibility  if  any  bank 
should  fail  as  a  result  of  its  interna- 
tional lending,  is  not  permitted  to 
attend  meetings  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Regulatory  and  Supervisory 
Practices  of  the  Group  of  Ten  Coun- 
tries and  Switzerland.  This  commit- 
tee—also known  as  the  Cooke  commit- 
tee—is the  principal  forum  for  the  ex- 
change of  information  critical  to  the 
proper  supervision  of  international 
lending  activities  but  because  of  the 
way  it  operates  FDIC  cannot  even 
attend  as  an  observer. 

In  its  report  on  the  bill  the  commit- 
tee indicated  its  concern  about  this 
and  its  intention  that  FDIC  be  grant- 
ed one  of  the  three  seats  allocated  to 
the  U.S.  delegation  to  the  Cooke  com- 
mittee. However,  I  fear  report  lan- 
guage may  not  suffice  to  achieve  the 
objective  so  the  purpose  of  may 
amendment  is  to  assure  this. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  amendment 
because  the  FDIC  is  the  one  agency 
principally  concerned  with  safety  and 
soundness  of  our  insured  banks  and 
the  proper  disclosure  of  their  financial 
condition. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CARPER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

As  I  recall,  we  inquired  of  the  Chair- 
man of  the  FDIC  about  this  amend- 
ment and  he  indeed  agreed  that  the 
FDIC  should  be  represented  and  I, 
therefore,  recommend  acceptance  and 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CARPER.  I  yield  to  the  ranking 
minority  member. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  sup- 
port the  amendment  on  this  side.  I 
think  it  makes  sense  that  the  FDIC  be 
represented.  The  gentleman  presented 
this  in  the  committee  and  we  are  glad 
to  accept  the  amendment  here  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  Friday,  I  offered 
a  preferential  motion  to  include  the 
IMF  funding  in  the  supplemental  ap- 
propriations conference  report,  sub- 
ject to  the  enactment  of  this  authoriz- 
ing bill.  As  you  will  recall,  that  effort 
failed  by  a  vote  of  165  to  213.  or  48 
votes. 

In  reviewing  that  vote,  I  believe  that 
a  clear  majority  in  the  House  would 
have  supported  that  appropriation  if 
the  House  had  completed  action  on 
this  authorizing  bill.  I  also  believe  that 
after  4  days  of  extensive  and  exhaus- 


tive debate  on  this  bill,  it  is  time  to 
vote  it  up  or  down. 

But  I  want  to  make  a  couple  of 
points  before  the  vote  is  taken,  and 
this  is  the  first  time  I  have  spoken  on 
the  floor  on  the  authorization  bill. 

First.  I  want  to  address  those  Mem- 
bers on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle.  What  does  our  Republican  Presi- 
dent say  about  this  IMF  increase?  In  a 
letter  to  Members  of  this  body.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  has  stated: 

The  IMF  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  efforts 
to  maintain  a  healthy  and  open  trading 
system  in  the  world.  IMF  resources  are  nec- 
essary to  protect  our  own  interests  in  a 
stable  financial  system,  a  growing  world 
economy,  and  sustained  economic  recovery 
and  higher  employment  levels. 

Sustained  economic  recovery  and  higher 
employment  levels— 

That  is  what  this  IMF  increase  is  all 
about.  A  letter  from  Secretary  of  State 
Shultz  and  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
Regan  continues  this  theme: 

Nearly  20  percent  of  total  U.S.  goods  are 
exported.  The  jobs  of  millions  of  Americans, 
the  health  of  our  banking  system,  and  the 
prospects  for  a  sustained  U.S.  economic  re- 
covery all  depend  on  the  IMF's  success  in 
maintaining  the  stable  financial  framework 
essential  for  world  trade  to  prosper.  Failure 
of  the  United  States  to  participate  in  the  in- 
crease of  IMF  resources  would  thus  have  se- 
rious consequences  for  our  own  economic  re- 
covery and  the  preservation  of  American 
jobs. 

One  final  quote:  The  President 
summed  up  the  situation  earlier  this 
month  when  he  stated: 

No  legislation  now  before  the  Congress  is 
more  important  to  a  healthy  world  economy 
and  to  a  continuing  economic  recovery  here 
in  the  United  States. 

It  is  no  secret  that  this  particular 
President's  political  career  is  closely 
tied  to  continued  economic  recovery, 
as  are  possibly  the  careers  of  many 
here  in  Congress  who  have  supported 
his  economic  and  fiscal  policies.  If  you 
want  to  continue  to  support  his  poli- 
cies on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  vote  for 
this  bill. 

And  for  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  a  vote  for  this  bill  is  a  vote 
for  all  those  workers  in  your  districts 
who  are  critical  to  your  own  political 
survival.  As  the  only  surviving  Repub- 
lican in  the  House  from  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  I  would  observe  that 
out  of  600,000  jobs  in  my  State,  more 
than  100,000  are  export-related.  More 
than  10  percent  of  the  total  dollar 
value  of  Massachusetts  products  are 
exported  and  are,  therefore,  depend- 
ent on  a  healthy  and  growing  world 
economy.  The  IMF  is  the  key  institu- 
tion in  the  promotion  of  world  eco- 
nomic health  and  growth  which  will 
lead  to  future  exports  of  products 
from  Massachusetts  as  well  as  all  of 
your  other  States. 

Recovery  and  jobs,  recovery  and 
jobs.  That  is  what  this  vote  is  all 
about.  For  only  twenty  percent  of  the 
tab,  we  can  get  other  members  of  the 
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IMF  to  put  up  eighty  percent  of  the 
resources  needed  to  assist  our  own  eco- 
nomic recovery.  That  is  a  deal  we 
should  not  turn  down. 

One  final  point:  There  seems  to  be  a 
general  undercurrent  here  on  the 
floor,  sometimes  spoken,  sometimes 
not.  that  this  IMF  increase  is  just  an- 
other form  of  foreign  aid. 

This  is  not  foreign  aid.  and  I  ought 
to  know  foreign  aid.  Since  I  came  to 
the  Congress  in  1959,  we  have  appro- 
priated $194  billion  for  foreign  aid. 
That  was  in  the  form  of  economic  and 
military  grants  and  concessional  loans 
to  the  underdeveloped  countries  of  the 
world.  Some  of  that  aid  has  been  ef- 
fective, some  of  it  has  not.  Some  of  it 
has  been  repaid,  some  of  it  has  not. 

But  IMF  assistance  is  not  foreign 
aid.  IMF  loans  are  repaid  in  full,  with 
interest.  As  pointed  out  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  authorizing  subcommittee, 
no  country  has  ever  defaulted  or  re- 
scheduled an  IMF  loan. 

If  anything,  IMF  assistance  is  aid  to 
those  countries  doing  business  with 
the  borrowing  country— in  particular, 
the  United  States.  Developing  coun- 
tries buy  more  than  a  third  of  our  ex- 
ports. If  they  go  bankrupt,  where  will 
we  sell  those  exports?  We  will  not  it  is 
as  simple  as  that.  We  will  not  sell  the 
$3.4  billion  in  exports  that  Brazil 
bought  from  the  United  States  last 
year,  or  the  $12  billion  that  Mexico 
bought.  That  is  a  minimum  of  500,000 
U.S.  jobs  right  there,  not  to  speak  of 
the  social  and  political  ramifications 
of  a  bankrupt  Mexico  and  Brazil. 

So,  if  some  of  you  insist  on  calling 
this  foreign  aid,  at  least  keep  in  mind 
who  is  really  benefiting  from  the  IMF: 
we  have  seen  who  it  is,  and  it  is  us— 
the  United  States.  Do  not  gamble  with 
our  fragile  recovery.  Do  not  gamble 
with  our  slowly  decreasing  unemploy- 
ment rate.  Vote  for  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Delaware  (Mr.  Carper). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PATTERSON 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Patterson: 
Page  46.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

■(c)  Whereas  the  Republic  of  China  is  a 
charter  member  in  good  standing  of  the 
Asiaoi  Development  Bank: 

Whereas  the  Republic  of  China  has  grown 
from  a  borrower  to  a  lender  in  the  Asian  De- 
velopment Bank;  and 

Whereas  the  Republic  of  China  provides, 
through  its  economic  success,  a  model  for 
other  nations  in  Asia:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
/the  Senate  concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  support  provided 
by  the  United  States  to  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Bank  will  be  terminated  if  the  Repub- 
lic of  China  is  denied  full  membership  in 
the  Asian  Development  Bank. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 


that  the  amendment  be  con- 
as   read   and   printed   in   the 


consent 
sidered 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  was  printed  in  the 
Record  on  page  H6030  on  July  29.  It 
was  known  as  the  Kemp  amendment.  I 
have  discussed  the  matter  with  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Kemp). 

I  believe  both  the  majority  and  the 
minority  accept  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Patterson). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GONZALEZ 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment.  It  was  printed  in 
the  Record  on  July  29.  1983.  at  page 
H6030.  It  is  the  last  of  a  series.  No.  9. 

□  1550 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gonzalez: 
page  41.  strike  out  line  6  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  18. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  My  colleagues,  I 
think  this  is  a  very,  very  important 
issue  and  in  the  big  bill  here  we  have 
something  that  I  think  none  of  us 
knowing  the  implications  of  it  would 
want  to  be  on  the  Record  as  being  for: 
that  is,  the  sleeper  clause  that  remotes 
the  teeth  from  the  GAO  watchdog. 

My  amendment  strikes  it. 

It  is  very  simply  that  it  restores  the 
authority  of  the  GAO  to  audit  the 
most  important  functions  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve. 

As  the  bill  stands,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve would  be  subject  to  a  GAO  audit 
only  of  its  administrative  and  house- 
keeping functions.  Anything  that  is 
really  important  is  being  exempted. 

The  bill  treats  the  GAO  in  a  way 
that  is  truly  astonishing,  circumscrib- 
ing its  authority  so  much  as  to  make  it 
meaningless.  It  is  like  fencing  off  the 
Pentagon's  procurement  program 
from  any  kind  of  independent  scruti- 
ny. 

There  is  no  basis  whatsoever  for  cut- 
ting off  the  arms  of  the  GAO  with  re- 
spect to  auditing  the  Federal  Reserve. 

In  the  past  3  days,  for  example,  the 
Fed  has  been  pumping  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  into  the  foreign  ex- 
change market  with  the  purpose  of  re- 
ducing the  value  of  the  dollar  on  the 
international  markets,  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  just  in  72  hours. 

These  transactions  will  amount  to 
billions,  yet  the  GAO  under  this  bill 
and  under  this  provisions  will  be 
exempt  from  checking  those  transac- 
tions out. 

This  is  where  the  hanky-panky  has 
been.  The  reason  we  have  this  provi- 
sion in  the  law  to  give  GAO  the  right 
to  enter  was  as  a  result  of  the  acctisa- 


tions  some  of  us  made  just  a  few  years 
ago  about  the  criminal  leaking  of  in- 
formation of  the  Open  Market  Com- 
mittee that  resulted  in  windfall  prof- 
its, illegal  profits  on  the  part  of  some 
of  the  financial  institutions  in  New 
York. 

As  a  result,  we  demanded  an  investi- 
gation. We  did  not  have  the  right  then 
to  have  the  GAO  do  it. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Fed  came 
before  our  committee  and  said  "We 
will  do  it."  They  conducted  an  in- 
house  inquiry.  We  had  to  wait  2  years 
before  we  could  even  get  the  results  of 
the  report. 

They  hired  the  lawyer  to  do  the  in- 
vestigating that  was  also  the  law  firm 
for  the  banks,  and  he  came  out  with  a 
peculiar  finding.  I  put  it  in  the  Record 
last  year.  He  said,  yes,  this  was  bad. 
but  it  was  not  malicious.  It  was  a  mis- 
take in  the  release  of  information. 

Now.  what  we  are  doing  here  today, 
if  you  approve  this  bill  unchanged, 
and  my  amendment  addresses  itself 
simply  to  deleting  that  section  that 
hog-ties  the  GAO,  if  you  vote,  I  think 
that  you  will  have  it  very  difficult  in 
your  own  conscience  to  justify  before 
an  ultimately  indignant  electorate 
when  the  American  people  find  out 
what  is  being  done  to  them,  and  you 
and  I  are  going  to  have  to  answer 
equally  and  coequally. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  just  want  to  tell  the 
gentleman  that  I  support  his  amend- 
ment. I  point  out  in  response  to  an 
earlier  speech  that  those  of  us  who 
oppose  this  IMF  bill  are  not  attempt- 
ing to  kill  the  IMF  but  are  trying  to 
improve  it.  I  would  also  point  out  that 
if  jobs  are  at  stake  the  stated  goal  of 
the  IMF  is  to  impose  austerity  on 
every  economy  on  Earth,  and  the  first 
priority  in  that  austerity  is  to  reduce 
their  imports. 

That  means  the  exports  of  Ameri- 
cans will  be  reduced  and  those  100.000 
jobs  in  Massachusetts  will  be  a  lot  less 
than  100.000  with  the  IMF  quota. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 
Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Let  me  just  say 
that  if  we  exempt  from  GAO  looking 
in  and  exerting  accountability  respon- 
sibility from  the  Federal  Reserve  with 
respect  to  its  foreign  currency  oper- 
ations we  will  abdicate  our  responsibil- 
ity. Why  is  it  that  it  is  so  sacred  they 
should  be  exempted? 

Particularly  with  what  has  hap- 
pened just  in  the  last  72  hours  where 
for  the  first  time  it  has  been  admitted 
publicly  that  the  Federal  Reserve  has 
intervened  massively  in  these  foreign 
exchange  currency  markets.  And  here 
we  are  exempting  them  from  any  ac- 
countability. 

We  talk  about  how  we  hold  control 
as  Congress.  Control  over  this  agency. 


but  let  me  assure  you  that  as  minimal 
as  it  is,  the  language  now  contained, 
unamended,  will  remove  any  last  ves- 
tige of  hope  of  accountability  to  the 
Congress  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Reserve.  All  my  amendment  does  is  to 
reassert  congressional  power  to  exact 
accountability. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  speak  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
well  intentioned  amendment.  He 
might  or  might  not  be  correct  that  the 
GAO  should  have  augmented  author- 
ity to  audit  the  Federal  Reserve's 
international  transactions  and  the  ac- 
tions of  the  Open  Market  Committee. 
However,  I  must  emphasize  that  this 
entire  area  was  finely  tuned  in  1977  by 
numerous  hearings  and  agreements 
and  detailed  bills  that  resulted  in  the 
Federal  Banking  Agency  Audit  Act  of 
1977.  These  entailed  very  specific  un- 
derstandings between  the  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Currency,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Cor- 
poration, the  then  chairman  of  the 
Banking  Committee,  the  current 
chairman  of  the  Banking  Committee, 
the  current  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Operations,  and 
the  then  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Consumer,  and 
Monetary  Affairs  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  Ben  Rosen- 
thal. I  now  chair  the  latter  subcom- 
mittee. 

Without  hearings  on  this  matter  of 
further  exposing  the  Federal  Reserve 
System  to  GAO  audit,  which  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  amendment  would 
do,  I  fear  we  would  needlessly  enmesh 
the  Federal  Reserve  in  problems  of 
communicating  with  other  central 
banks,  just  at  a  time  when  that  kind 
of  communication  is  needed.  If 
changes  are  to  be  made  in  this  delicate 
area  they  cannot  be  made  precipitous- 
ly. 

Present  section  412  of  this  bill,  H.R. 
2957,  is  really  a  clarifying  amendment 
to  GAO  authority  that  was  and  is  in- 
tended to  let  the  GAO  look  into  bank 
regulators  coordination  of  bank  exami- 
nation and  supervision  on  an  interna- 
tional level  and  not  to  look  into  mone- 
tary policy.  It  is  in  this  bill  only  be- 
cause Chairman  Brooks  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Operations, 
which  has  authorizing  jurisdiction 
over  the  GAO  and  the  Federal  Bank- 
ing Agency  Audit  Act  of  1977,  specifi- 
cally, and  Chairman  St  Germain  and  I 
agreed  to  its  insertion  in  its  present 
form,  as  really  a  technical  change, 
without  having  to  refer  it  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Operations. 

The  letter  from  Chairman  St  Ger- 
main to  Chairman  Brooks  of  May  23, 

1983,  expressing  this  agreement  is  part 
of  my  extended  remarks.  That  letter, 
further,   accurately  expresses  my  in- 


tention to  hold  hearings  on  expanded 
GAO  authority. 

Finally.  I  must  point  out  the  com- 
mittee report  on  H.R.  2957  stressed 
that  "the  safeguards  incorporated— in 
section  412— are  identical  to  those  now 
governing  GAO  audits. "  This  sentence 
thus  refers  specifically  to  the  Banking 
Committee's  intention  to  maintain  the 
current  exclusion  of  Federal  Reserve 
monetary  policy  and  foreign  exchange 
operations  from  GAO  audit. 

Because  of  the  extremely  complex 
nature  of  what  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  suggesting.  I  must  respectful- 
ly ask  my  esteemed  colleagues'  amend- 
ment not  be  approved. 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Banking. 
Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 
Washington.  D.C..  May  23,  1983. 
Hon.  Jack  Brooks. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Oper- 
ations, Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Jack:  As  you  know,  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs reported  out  favorably  Monday.  May  9. 
H.R.  2930.  the  International  Recovery  and 
Financial  Stability  Act  of  1983.  and  reported 
out  Thursday.  May  10,  an  omnibus  bill.  H.R. 
2957.  combining  provisions  relating  to  the 
Export-Import  Bank,  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  and  multilateral  banks. 

Both  bills  contain  identical  language  clari- 
fying the  authority  of  the  General  Account- 
ing Office  to  audit  the  financial  regulators 
performance  in  the  area  of  international 
lending  supervision,  particularly  with  re- 
spect to  cooperation  and  coordination 
among  themselves  and  with  various  commit- 
tees of  international  regulators.  (Title  III. 
Sec.  311  of  H.R.  2930;  Title  IV.  Sec.  412  of 
H.R.  2957.) 

This  Committee  has  been  deeply  con- 
cerned over  a  number  of  severe  internation- 
al lending  problems  for  a  considerable 
period  of  time.  Last  year  beginning  with  the 
crisis  involving  primarily  Mexico  and  Brazil, 
hearings  were  begun  by  the  Committee  on 
all  aspects  of  international  lending  culmi- 
nating in  Committee  action  last  week. 
During  the  course  of  those  hearings,  testi- 
mony was  received  from  the  Comptroller 
General  on  GAO's  report  of  September  2, 
1982.  entitled  •Bank  Examination  for  Coun- 
try Risk  and  International  Lending." 
(GAO/ID-82-52).  That  report,  interestingly 
enough,  has  its  origin  in  two  sets  of  hear- 
ings held  in  early  1977.  In  February  1977 
joint  hearings  were  held  by  subcommittees 
of  our  respective  Committees  on  the  jointly 
sponsored  performance  audit  of  the  Federal 
banking  regulators.  The  success  of  that 
suivey  and  the  outstanding  cooperation  of 
our  two  Committees  was  responsible,  in 
large  part,  for  the  subsequent  adoption  by 
your  Committee  of  H.R.  2176.  amending  the 
Accounting  and  Auditing  Act  of  1950  provid- 
ing continuous  authority  for  GAO  to  audit 
the  regulatory  functions  of  the  Federal 
Reserve.  Comptroller  of  the  Currency 
and  FDIC  (P.L.  95-320— Federal  Bank- 
ing Agency  Audit  Act). 

This  Act  has  assisted  both  our  Commit- 
tees in  discharging  our  responsibilities  for 
the  continuing  oversight  of  Federal  banking 
agencies  and  has  been  responsible  for  the 
development  by  GAO  of  an  outstanding 
group  of  GAO  personnel  thoroughly  famil- 
iar with  banking  terminology  and  issues. 
The  support  you  gave  our  distinguished  col- 
league Ben  Rosenthal  on  that  occasion  was 


responsible  for  the  passage  of  P.L.  95-320. 
During  floor  debate.  I  was  pleased  to  state 
the  following: 

"Mr.  St  Germain.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  need 
for  greater  oversight  on  the  activities  of  the 
Federal  Bank  super\'isory  agencies  is  pain- 
fully apparent  and  our  colleague,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Commerce.  Con- 
sumer, and  Monetary  Affairs  Subcommittee, 
is  to  be  commended  for  bringing  this  audit 
bill  to  the  floor. 

■And  I  know  that  Ben  Rosenthal  joins  me 
in  commending  Jack  Brooks,  chairman  of 
the  full  Committee  on  Government  Oper- 
ations, who  has  so  steadfastly  supported  the 
work  of  the  subcommittee  and  who  has 
worked  diligently  to  clear  the  roadblocks 
from  the  path  of  this  much-needed  legisla- 
tion. It  has  been  an  excellent  display  of 
teamwork  within  the  committee  and  it  is 
the  kind  of  cooperation  that  makes  legisla- 
tion move.  "  (Cong.  Rec.  October  14.  1977.  p. 
33783) 

Immediately  following  the  joint  hearings, 
the  Subcommittee  on  Financial  Institutions 
Supervision.  Regulation  and  Insurance  con- 
ducted hearings  on  International  Banks  Op- 
erations at  which  time  the  GAO  testified 
concerning  the  lack  of  country  risk  evalua- 
tion system.  Subsequently,  such  a  system 
has  been  established  and  GAO's  evaluation 
of  that  system,  pursuant  to  authority  con- 
ferred by  P.L.  95-320.  became  a  part  of  this 
Committee's  deliberations  on  international 
lending  legislation. 

It  may  be  necessary  at  some  point  in  the 
future  to  amend  the  Federal  Banking  Audit 
Act  of  1978  as  requested  by  Comptroller 
General  Bowsher  in  his  testimony  April  20. 
A  copy  of  his  testimony  is  enclosed  for  your 
information.  We  do  feel,  however,  for  the 
time  being  that  the  clarifying  language  of 
Section  311  should  be  of  invaluable  assist- 
ance. I  very  much  appreciate  the  willingness 
of  the  Committee  on  Government  Oper- 
ations, which  is  the  authorizing  committee 
for  the  General  Accounting  Office  and 
which  approved  the  Banking  Agency  Audit 
Act  in  1978,  to  permit  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee to  clarify  GAO's  right  to  audit  certain 
international  activities  of  the  Federal  bank- 
ing agencies. 

We  know  that  should  an  amendment  to 
the  Act  itself  be  necessary  that  we  can  rely 
upon  the  assurances  given  during  mark-up 
by  our  good  friend  and  colleague  Doug  Bar- 
nard, in  carrying  on  the  splendid  tradition 
of  excellence  established  by  Ben  Rosenthal, 
that  the  Commerce.  Consumer  &  Monetary 
Affairs  Subcommittee  of  Government  Oper- 
ations will  give  speedy  and  thoughtful  con- 
sideration to  approving  such  an  amendment; 
and  that,  in  the  interim,  he  will  indeed  use 
the  Sec.  311  mandate  to  monitor  both  GAO 
and  the  regulators  to  strengthen  our 
present  regulatory  system  insofar  as  inter- 
national lending  is  concerned. 

•your  continued  support  and  cooperation 
is  especially  appreciated.  I  look  forward  to  a 
dialogue  with  you  on  the  floor  when  H.R. 
2957  is  scheduled. 

With  kindest  personal  regards. 
Sincerely, 

Fernand  J.  St  Germain, 

ChaiTTTian. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARNARD.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise, 
reluctantly,  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment  of  my  good  friend  from 
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Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez).  I  do  so.  howev- 
er, for  several  important  reasons: 

First,  the  gentleman's  amendment 
would  alter  dramatically  the  General 
Accounting  Office's  current  authority 
to  audit  the  operations  and  activities 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  This  au- 
thority, and  the  limitations  thereto, 
were  carefully  crafted  after  extensive 
hearings  in  1978  by  the  Conunittee  on 
Government  Operations— the  author- 
izing committee  for  the  GAO.  The  lan- 
guage that  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment would  strike  is  taken  from  Public 
Law  95-320  which  was  reported  by  the 
Government  Operations  Committee  5 
years  ago. 

Second,  the  gentleman's  amendment 
would  permit  the  GAO  to  audit  the 
most  sensitive  domestic  and  interna- 
tional financial  and  monetary  policy 
decisions  made  by  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  The  GAO  has  not  requested 
this  new  authority.  No  hearings  have 
been  held  by  the  GAOs  authorizing 
committee  on  the  specific  need  for  or 
costs  of  this  additional  authority.  No 
hearings  have  been  held  by  the  House 
Banking  Committee  on  how  such  addi- 
tional GAO  authority  would  impact 
domestic  monetary  policymaking  or 
the  U.S.  Government's  relations  with 
foreign  central  banks,  foreign  govern- 
ments, and  nonprivate  international  fi- 
nancial organizations.  An  amendment 
of  this  magnitude  should  only  be  con- 
sidered by  the  House  after  thoughtful 
and  comprehensive  hearings  by  the 
relevant  committees. 

I  want  to  assure  my  colleagues  that 
the  Government  Operations  Commit- 
tee has  long  been  committed  to  the  ef- 
fective operation  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  and  fully  sensitive  to 
the  needs  of  that  office  for  appropri- 
ate access  to  information.  The  chair- 
man of  our  Commerce.  Consumer,  and 
Monetary  Affairs  Subcommittee.  Mr. 
Barnard,  who  is  also  a  member  of  the 
Banking  Committee,  has  advised 
Chairman  St  Germain  that  hearings 
will  be  held  to  examine  the  need  for 
additional  GAO  authority  in  the  inter- 
national financial  area.  There  may 
very  well  be  a  need  for  such  additional 
authority.  But  an  amendment  to  pro- 
vide the  GAO  with  sweeping  new  au- 
thority should  not  be  approved  with- 
out comprehensive  hearings.  Accord- 
ingly. I  urge  a  no"  vote  on  the  Gonza- 
lez amendment. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARNARD.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  and  I  want  to  oppose  the 
amendment  also. 

This  is  a  very  sensitive  subject  and 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Brooks)  has  pointed  out  that  it  is  very 
complicated.  No  hearings  have  been 
held  on  it.  They  are  sensitive  matters. 
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I  think  that  the  Fed  at  least  should 
be  protected  on  this  and  that  there 
should  be  some  hearings  on  it.  It 
would  surely  slow  down  commerce  be- 
tween the  Fed  and  central  banks,  for- 
eign central  banks. 

So.  I  therefore  must  reluctantly 
oppose  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  as  being  very  mischie- 
vous. May  I  say  it  is  also  opposed  by 
the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARNARD.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

He  is  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Government  Operations,  on  which 
I  used  to  serve.  I  think  he  is  aware  of 
the  fact  that  I  was  indeed  responsible 
for  the  legislation  that  was  adopted  in 
Government  Operations  a  few  years 
back  on  this  subject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired.  All  time  has 
expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Gonzalez). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2.  rule  XXIII.  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 
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POINT  or  ORDER 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment.  The  amendment  proposes 
to  change  a  portion  of  the  bill  that 
has  already  been  changed  in  an 
amendment  to  strike  out  and  insert 
new  text  contained  in  the  St  Germain 
amendment  agreed  to  on  Friday.  July 
29.  It  is  not  in  order  to  either  amend 
or  move  to  strike  language  previously 
agreed  to  in  an  amendment  to  strike 
and  insert  new  text  (Deschler's  chap- 
ter 27.  section  29).  I  ask  the  Chair  to 
rule  the  amendment  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez)  desire 
to  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  on  page  18, 
line  21  is  in  that  section  in  title  III  un- 
amended. Mr.  Chairman,  if  my 
memory  serves  me  correctly,  this 
amendment  on  this  page  in  title  III 
addresses  a  section  that  is  unamended, 
that  is  unperfected. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Pease).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  Chair  would  rule  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez)  does  deal 
with  a  portion  which  was  amended  by 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
(Mr.  St  Germain)  last  Friday.  And 
therefore  the  point  of  order  is  stis- 
tained. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GONZALEZ 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gonzalez: 
Page  31.  line  16.  strike  out  "ninety  "  and  sub- 
stitute 'sixty  ". 
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QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred 
Members  have  appeared.  A  quorum  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  is 
present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2.  rule 
XXIII.  further  proceedings  under  the 
call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Gonzalez)  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

amendment  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GONZALEZ 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gonzalez: 
Page  18.  line  21.  strike  out  "4.250  million" 
and  substitute  '500  million". 


POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  proposes  to  change  a 
portion  of  the  bill  that  has  already 
been  amended  in  the  St  Germain 
amendment  adopted  earlier.  It  is  not 
in  order  to  amend  the  text  of  a  bill 
that  has  previously  been  perfected  by 
amendment  (Deschler's  ch.  27,  sec.  27.) 

I  ask  the  Chair  to  rule  the  amend- 
ment not  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez)  desire 
to  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
one  certainly  on  page  31  addresses 
itself  to  title  IV  in  that  portion  that  is 
amendable  to  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Pease).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 


The  portion  of  the  bill  sought  to  be 
amended  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Gonzalez)  is  the  same  por- 
tion which  was  amended  earlier  today 
by  an  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Germain). 

Therefore,  the  point  of  order  is  sus- 
tained. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RITTER 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ritter:  Page 
28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

STUDY 

Sec.  308.  Section  4  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•■(d)(1)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  conduct  a  study  of  the  impact  on 
the  United  States  steel  industry  of  steel  sub- 
sidies by  nations  who  are  borrowers  from 
the  Fund. 

"(2)  Not  later  than  12  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
the  Council  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the 
President  and  txjth  Houses  of  the  Congress 
regarding  the  Councirs  findings  and  recom- 
mendations for  appropriate  action.". 

Mr.  RITTER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
inquire  whether  the  amendment  has 
been  printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  has  been  printed  in 
the  Record  on  the  27th. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Ritter)  is  rec- 
ognized for  15  minutes  in  support  of 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
offering  an  amendment  to  bring  atten- 
tion to  the  problem  of  steel  subsidies 
by  countries  which  borrow  from  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  and  the 
impact  on  the  U.S.  steel  industry. 

The  quota  increase  for  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  has  generated 
considerable  debate  on  the  issue  of 
foreign  subsidization  of  commodities 
such  as  steel.  Don  Trautlein,  chairman 
of  the  Bethlehem  Steel  Corp.,  the  Na- 
tion's second  largest  steel  producer, 
stated  before  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee  and  I  quote: 

If  I  were  to  single  out  the  most  trouble- 
some source  of  imports  today,  it  would  not 
be  Europe  or  Japan,  the  traditional  major 
suppliers  of  steel  imports  to  the  United 
States.  Instead,  it  would  be  the  newly  indus- 
trialized countries  of  the  Third  World. 
These  countries  have  expanded  their  capac- 
ity rapidly  in  recent  years  in  spite  of  the 
world  oversupply.  Such  expansion  has  been 
financed  by  heavy  borrowing  with  the  back- 
ing of  World  Bank  loans,  other  quasi-public 


financings    and    their    respective    govern- 
ments. 

If  we  wish  to  survive  in  the  world 
steel  market,  we  must  address  the 
problem  of  foreign  subsidization  of 
steel.  A  healthy  domestic  steel  indus- 
try is  not  only  critical  in  maintaining 
U.S.  jobs,  it  is  vital  to  a  strong  U.S. 
manufacturing  economy  and  our  na- 
tional defense.  However,  little  infor- 
mation is  available  for  our  Govern- 
ment to  make  an  appropriate  assess- 
ment of  loans  to  countries  where  steel 
is  being  subsidized. 

My  amendment  calls  on  the  National 
Advisory  Council  to  conduct  a  12- 
month  study  on  the  impact  on  the 
U.S.  steel  industry,  of  steel  subsidies 
by  nations  who  are  borrowers  from 
the  International  Monetary  Fund.  The 
Council  must  report  to  the  President 
and  both  Houses  of  Congress  its  find- 
ings and  make  recommendations  on 
appropriate  action. 

The  National  Advisory  Council  is  re- 
sponsible for  U.S.  participation  in  the 
international  financial  institutions.  It 
coordinates  the  policies  and  practices 
of  all  agencies  of  the  U.S.  Government 
which  make,  or  participate  in  making, 
foreign  loans,  or,  which  engage  in  for- 
eign financial  exchange  or  monetary 
transactions.  The  Council  is  made  up 
of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury, 
State,  and  Commerce:  the  Chairman 
of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  System;  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Export  and  Import  Bank. 
This  amendment  calls  attention  to  a 
thorny  problem  which  impacts  power- 
fully on  present  and  future  moderniza- 
tion of  our  American  steel  industry 
and  will  provide  the  administration. 
Congress,  and  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  with  appropriate  decision- 
making data. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  I  totally 
reject  the  idea  that  smoke  stack  indus- 
tries are  dead.  They  can  flourish  if 
they  are  modernized  and  if  labor  and 
management  work  together.  Indeed, 
they  provide  a  vast  market  for  high- 
technology  products,  as  well  as  large 
numbers  of  well-paying  jobs.  However, 
they  will  need  an  economic  climate 
which  does  not  contribute  to  the  tend- 
ency of  industrializing  nations  to  treat 
steel  as  a  showcase  industry,  to  be  sub- 
sidized whether  or  not  it  is  profitable. 

This  amendment  has  the  support  of 
both  the  United  Steel  Workers  of 
America  and  the  House  Steel  Caucus. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment.  t 
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Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read  the  amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  the  amendment. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment,  to  make 
a  point  necessary  and  I  do  so  to  really 
question  my  colleague,  because  no  one 
is  more  supportive  of  the  steel  indus- 
try than  I  am.  Yet  I  am  very,  very  con- 
cerned about  this  amendment  because, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
knows,  I  have,  as  a  member  of  the 
committee,  put  in  section  409,  which 
addresses  the  U.S.  loss  in  competitive 
parity  with  foreign  subsidized  competi- 
tion in  steel,  copper  or  other  metals 
and  mineral  industries,  and  I  noticed, 
to  be  honest,  the  gentleman's  vote  on 
an  amendment  that  gutted  the  whole 
bill;  so  I  cannot  help  feeling  a  little  bit 
paranoid  about  my  section  409  in  the 
bill  which  perfects  the  bill,  and  I  do 
not  mean  to  impugn  the  gentleman's 
motives,  because  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect  for  him,  but  his  amendment 
really  is  very  redundant  and  it  adds  a 
little  bit  of  flourish,  but  not  much  sub- 
stance to  my  section,  and  I  know  when 
they  get  in  conference,  with  all  the 
difficulties  we  have  had  in  putting  in 
my  section  in  the  Banking  Committee, 
as  a  member  of  that  committee  I  know 
what  is  going  to  happen.  They  will 
say,  "Oh,  this  is  so  embellished,  we  are 
going  to  cut  the  whole  section."  And  if 
the  gentleman's  motive  is  to  change 
the  focus  of  the  bill  or  gut  the  bill,  or 
whatever  it  is,  fine,  but  do  not  hurt 
the  steel  industry  by  adding  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  RITTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand  the 
Oakar  section— and,  as  a  matter  of 
fact.  I  am  a  proponent  of  that  section. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  know.  And  I  appreci- 
ate it. 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  have  no  intention  to 
see  the  Oakar  section  removed  in  con- 
ference. Nothing  could  be  further 
from  my  mind. 

But  the  gentlewoman's  section  ad- 
dresses the  loan  application.  I  think 
that  is  excellent.  I  guess  what  my 
amendment  does  is.  it  also  addresses 
the  fact  that  a  loan  application  can  be 
made  for  purposes  other  than  having 
to  do  with  steel,  and  yet  that  country 
at  the  same  time  is  subsidizing  the 
steel  industry.  I  offer  this  amendment 
to  cover  the  possibilities  that  the  loan 
application  involved  may  not  have 
anything  to  do  with  the  borrowing 
country's  subsidies  of  steel,  but  yet  the 
loan  application  and  the  subsidization 
of  steel  are  related  in  that,  the  bor- 
rowing country  will  end  up  with  one 
pot  of  money  for  its  various  budgets. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  OAKAR.  If  I  may  reclaim  my 
time  for  a  second,  for  a  response,  I  will 
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be  happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

I  really  believe  that  this  is  redun- 
dant. I  do  not  like  getting  up  and  op- 
posing an  amendment  that  indeed  is 
related  to  supposedly  protecting  the 
steel  industry.  The  fact  of  it  is.  I 
think,  after  thinking  about  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  for  quite  some  time, 
the  gentleman  has  added  to  the  sec- 
tion that  I  have  already  put  in  the  bill. 
What  the  gentleman  is  doing  is 
making  the  old  section  more  prey  to 
being  cut  out  in  the  conference  com- 
mittee. The  problem  is  that  the  gen- 
tleman knows  and  I  know  how  many 
various  lobbying  groups  have  been 
trying  to  gut  this  section,  including 
the  Department  of  the  Treasury.  If 
this  section  is  gutted  in  conference, 
then  the  bill  is  dead. 

So  my  feeling  is  that  if  you  are 
really  a  proponent  of  the  steel  indus- 
try, you  do  not  want  to  put  all  of  these 
little  odds  and  ends  that  really  muddy 
up  the  spirit  of  what  is  already  in  the 
bill  and  what  is  already  focused  in  the 
bill. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Leach). 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  will  just  say.  very  quickly,  that  the 
gentleman  has  proposed  a  terribly  rea- 
sonable amendment,  and  if  the  gentle- 
woman insists  in  her  opposition  and 
prevails,  this  Member  in  the  confer- 
ence will  be  very  biased  against  the 
gentlewoman's  amendment.  If.  howev- 
er, this  is  accepted,  this  Member  would 
be  much  more  sympathetic.  This  is 
very  reasonable.  The  gentlewoman  will 
be  jeopardizing  her  own  amendment  if 
this  amendment  goes  down. 

Ms.  OAKAR.  It  is  fine  to  see  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  to  commit  him- 
self to  protecting  section  409.  There- 
fore I  have  no  further  objection. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield  so  that  I  may 
ask  a  question  of  the  proponent  of  the 
amendment? 

Ms.  OAKAR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Ritter).  if  this 
amendment  passes,  does  the  gentle- 
man intend  to  vote  for  the  bill? 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia,  a  good  friend 
and  a  former  colleague  on  the  commit- 
tee, that  I  do  have  certain  problems 
with  the  bill. 

Mr.  BARNARD.  Would  this  make  it 
sufficient  so  that  the  gentleman  could 
support  it? 

Mr.  RITTER.  Well,  it  would  certain- 
ly increase  my  tendency  to  support  it. 
Mr.  BARNARD.  In  other  words,  at 
this  moment  the  gentleman  is  open- 
minded? 

Mr.  RITTER.  I  would  like  to  think  I 
was. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Ritter). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
chairman  being  in  doubt,  the  commit- 
tee divided,  and  there  were— ayes  29. 
nays  0. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MB.  PAUL 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment  which  was  printed  in  the 
Record  on  August  2.  1983.  at  page 
H6356. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Paul:  Page  19. 
strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  20.  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following. 

"USE  OF  THE  FUND'S  COLD  RESERVE 

Sec.  40.  The  United  States  Governor  of 
the  Fund  shall  request  the  Fund  to  sell  part 
of  the  Fund  s  gold  reserve  in  order  to  pro- 
vide such  amounts  as  are  necessary  to  allevi- 
ate the  current  problems  of  international 
borrowers.". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  is  the  under- 
standing of  the  Chair  that  the  amend- 
ment has  been  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Paul)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  some- 
thing has  t)een  printed  in  the  Record 
after  the  date  on  which  there  has  been 
a  time  agreement,  is  it  still  considered 
in  order  for  consideration  today? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes.  Any  amend- 
ment now  printed  in  the  Record  on 
any  day  is  protected. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Paul)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
rather  straightforward  amendment.  It 
would  save  the  American  taxpayers  a 
lot  of  money  and  it  would  require  the 
IMF  to  use  the  assets  they  already 
hold.  They  now  hold  103  million 
ounces  of  gold,  and  they  do  not  use  it. 
I  am  suggesting  what  they  should  do  is 
instead  of  granting  the  quota  increase, 
instead  of  the  funding,  to  use  the  gold; 
sell  the  gold. 

It  is  the  largest  hoard  of  gold  by  any 
one  institution  except  for  the  United 
States,  and  they  can  afford  to  use  the 
gold. 
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Giving  the  IMF  a  loan  is  like  giving 
the  richest  kid  on  the  block  a  loan. 
The  bankers  are  in  charge  and  they  do 
not  want  to  jeopardize  what  they 
have.  I  understand  that.  But  the  asset 
is  there.  There  is  absolutely  no  neces- 
sity to  further  fund  the  IMF  when 
they  already  have  a  valuable  asset. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  use  of  the  103 
million  ounces  of  gold  is  being  made 
now  by  the  IMP?  Certainly  they  are 
putting  it  to  some  use. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Absolutely  none.  It  is  sit- 
ting there  in  case  they  have  an  emer- 
gency. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  what  is  the  value  of  the 
103  million  ounces  of  unused,  un- 
claimed, noncollateralized  asset? 

Mr.  PAUL.  This  is  an  asset  that 
earns  no  interest.  They  have  an  offi- 
cial policy,  both  our  Government  and 
the  IMF.  The  official  policy  is  that 
gold  is  no  longer  money,  and  yet  they 
cling  to  it  tenaciously  and  will  not  give 
it  up.  So  it  is  a  bit  inconsistent. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  one  more  lime,  what  is 
that  gold  worth  at  today's  market 
price  that  the  IMF  has  but  does  not 
use? 

Mr.  PAUL.  This  would  yield  them 
over  $40  billion.  They  are  requesting  a 
total  increase  by  all  nations  of  about 
$30  billion. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  So  the  gentleman  is 
telling  the  House  that  they  have  more 
gold  in  possession  now  than  they  are 
asking  for  in  increased  IMF  quotas? 

Mr.  PAUL.  Absolutely.  That  is  the 
case.  They  already  have  the  assets, 
and  this  argument  that  they  need  it 
for  an  emergency  contradicts  their  ar- 
gument that  we  are  in  the  midst  of  an 
emergency  and.  therefore,  we  must 
come  to  the  American  taxpayer  but  we 
cannot  use  the  emergency  funds, 
which  is  the  gold. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  If  my  colleague 
would  yield  further,  are  you  suggest- 
ing here  or  requiring  in  your  amend- 
ment that  the  gold  has  to  be  sold?  Is 
there  any  other  use  that  might  be 
made  of  this  asset? 

Mr.  PAUL.  In  this  amendment,  this 
would  provide  for  the  selling  of  the 
gold.  This  is  in  distinction  to  two  other 
amendments  I  have  which  would  give 
other  options,  where  the  gold  would 
be  returned  to  the  host  nations,  or  the 
gold  could  be  used  to  convert  the 
SDRs.  which  is  a  little  more  compli- 
cated, but  in  this  case  it  is  strictly  to 
sell  the  gold  to  gain  the  assets. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Would  I  state  the 
gentleman's  case  wrong,  if  the  gentle- 
man would  yield  further,  by  saying 
that  the  gentleman  would  prefer  that 
all  the  options  for  use  of  the  gold  be 
analyzed,  but  given  the  procedural  sit- 
uation we  have  now,  this  is  your  only 
option  to  offer  the  amendment  that 
requires  the  sale  of  the  gold?  Do  I 
overstate  the  case,  or  does  the  gentle- 
man think  it  ought  to  be  sold? 

Mr.  PAUL.  Yes.  This  is  the  case. 
This  is  a  real  option  that  we  should 
look  at.  and  hopefully  we  can  get  a 


vote  on  this  as  an  option  where  we  do 
not  literally  have  to  come  up  with 
more  cash,  more  funding  from  the 
American  taxpayers,  and  they  can  use 
this  Eisset. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Is  it  the  gentleman's 
position,  then,  finally,  that  if  we  exer- 
cise the  gentleman's  option,  the  tax- 
payer would  be  served,  that  the 
burden  on  the  taxpayer  would  be  less- 
ened and  not  increased? 

Mr.  PAUL.  The  gentleman  is  exactly 
correct.  This  would  be  a  tremendous 
help  to  the  American  taxpayer,  and 
the  taxpayers  of  the  world.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  little  people  of  the 
world  are  going  to  suffer  from  this  be- 
cause they  have  to  fund  these  institu- 
tions which  are  beneficial  to  govern- 
ments, socialist  governments  as  well  as 
the  international  banking  institutions. 
So,  therefore,  this  would  help  a  lot  of 
people. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  KEMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  did  I  hear  the  gentle- 
man correctly?  Under  his  amendment 
the  IMF  would  have  to  sell  the  gold  to 
use  it  as  collateral? 

Mr.  PAUL.  Yes,  but  it  does  not  mean 
that  we  sell  it  immediately.  One  of  the 
arguments  the  gentleman  brings  up  is 
the  point  about  how  they  would  sell  it 
and  what  they  would  do,  because 
those  individuals  who  are  negative  on 
gold  say,  "Do  not  sell  the  gold  because 
the  gold  price  is  going  to  drop  down.  " 

You  know,  we  sold  the  gold  from  the 
IMF  once  before,  a  total  of  25  million 
ounces  of  gold,  and  during  that  period 
of  time  of  the  sales  of  the  IMF,  gold 
prices  went  up  nearly  40  percent. 

Mr.  KEMP.  I  agree  with  the  gentle- 
man. I  just  wonder,  however,  since  we 
demonetized  gold,  as  the  gentleman 
pointed  out  in  his  colloquy  with  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana,  would  it 
not  be  possible  for  the  IMF  to  simply 
use  the  gold  as  collateral,  issuing 
bonds  backed  by  the  103  million 
ounces  of  gold  resources? 

Would  that  not  be  a  more  positive 
way  to  help  countries  deal  with  some 
of  their  debt  problems  through  re- 
structuring of  their  loans? 

I  favor  an  IMF  but  do  not  favor  the 
pain,  austerity,  and  no-growth  policies 
of  the  IMF  in  dealing  with  our  neigh- 
bors, friends,  and  allies  in  the  Third 
World. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yesterday  I  received 
a  call  from  a  gentleman  who  works  for 
Merrill  Lynch.  He  asked  me  what  the 
prospects  of  passage  of  this  bill  might 
be  today.  I  said  to  him  I  remain  opti- 
mistic, but  I  think  it  is  a  close  vote  and 
I  am  not  making  any  bets  on  it,  and  I 


would    suggest    that   would    be    good 
advice  to  you. 

He  wondered  if  it  might  not  be  put 
off  for  a  while,  and  if  that  might  not 
be  a  good  thing.  I  disagreed  with  him, 
and  I  said,  "Why  do  you  say  that?" 

He  said,  'Well,  I  am  biased  because  I 
am  on  the  Gold  Market  Desk  of  Mer- 
rill Lynch.  I  am  a  gold  market  analyst. 
For  6  months  the  gold  market  has 
been  quiet.  A  delay  would  have  a  posi- 
tive impact  on  gold  prices." 

I  called  Mr.  Walt  Chambers,  who  is 
with  the  Securities  Industry  Associa- 
tion of  America  in  Columbus.  Ohio, 
who  is  one  of  the  leaders  of  that  in- 
dustry, and  asked  him  about  that. 

He  was  very  disconcerted  about  that 
observation.  He  said,  "We  sell  bonds 
and  stocks,  too,  and  I  will  call  Wash- 
ington and  get  the  position  of  the  Se- 
curities Industry  Association." 

He  did  call,  and  they  called  me.  and 
the  Securities  Industry  Association 
says  it  is  very  important  that  we  pass 
this  bill  today  and  that  we  not  support 
such  an  amendment. 

It  suddenly  hit  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  a  considerable  amount  of  this  op- 
position has  come  from  those  people 
we  refer  to  as  gold  bugs,  who  are  will- 
ing to  risk  a  country  default  or  two  in 
order  to  advance  their  own  position.  I 
hate  to  say  that,  but  it  seems  to  me  as 
if  that  is  where  some  of  it  is  coming 
from. 

I  say  that  that  puts  us  in  a  very  dan- 
gerous posture  as  far  as  the  rest  of  the 
world  and  gold  is  concerned.  Over 
three-fourths  of  all  of  the  world's  gold 
is  produced  in  two  countries.  South 
Africa  and  the  Soviet  Union.  They 
would  be  the  main  beneficiaries  of  any 
action  which  would  restore  us  to  any- 
thing that  looked  like  or  resembled 
the  gold  standard  or  would  give  gold 
any  further  value  as  far  as  this  bill  is 
concerned. 

How  much  would  this  gold  be  sold 
for,  for  instance?  Would  it  be  sold  for 
$430  an  ounce  or  $860  an  ounce?  I 
think  these  are  all  questions  which  we 
have  to  ask  ourselves.  But  in  any 
event,  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  the 
proper  time  to  give  this  kind  of  a  role 
for  gold  and.  therefore,  suggest  that 
we  oppose  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  proper  to 
remind  the  members  of  the  fact  that 
in  the  substitute  that  I  offered  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie)  last  Friday 
that  was  adopted  overwhelmingly  by 
the  membership  of  this  House,  the 
amendment  contained  a  section  stat- 
ing that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
would  certify  to  the  Congress  the  fact 
that  the  IMF  had  taken  every  step 


possible,  including  looking  into  the 
possibility  or  probability  of  selling 
some  of  the  gold,  a  portion  of  the  gold, 
or  indeed  of  using  the  gold  as  collater- 
al. 

So  we  have  addressed  the  dilemma 
here  that  some  people  have  about  the 
fact  that  there  is  gold  that  is  now 
owned  by  the  IMF  by  stating  that  the 
IMF  should  indeed  look  to  the  use  of 
this  gold  in  a  proper  manner  so  as  to 
not  sell  the  gold  in  any  way.  shape,  or 
fashion  that  would  reduce  the  price  of 
gold  or  adversely  affect  the  markets. 

We  have  got  to  remember  that  sell- 
ing gold  would  have  the  same  interest 
rate  effect  as  if  we  had  the  Treasury 
borrowing  necessitated  by  the  quota 
increase.  The  Treasury  sale  of  securi- 
ties reduces  the  pool  of  loanable 
funds,  and  similarly,  the  sale  of  gold 
reduces  demand  deposits,  which  are 
also  a  source  of  loanable  funds. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  thank  the  chairman 
for  his  contribution. 

I  just  reiterate.  I  do  not  think  we 
should  sell  it.  I  do  not  think  we  should 
use  it  as  collateral.  I  do  not  think  we 
should  return  to  any  form  of  a  gold 
standard. 

D  1640 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Paul). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DORGAN 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dorgan:  page 
28,  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

PROHIBITION  ON  RENEGOTIATION  FEES 

Sec.  308.  (a)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  (including  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title),  in  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  debtor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fee  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  (including  any  other  provision  of  this 
title),  any  fee  which  is  authorized  to  be 
charged  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  amor- 
tized over  the  effective  life  of  the  loan  in- 
volved. 

(b)  The  requirements  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  Uke  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section.  Each  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Mr.  DORGAN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Dakota? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  hear  the  amendment 
read.  I  object. 

The      CHAIRMAN.      Objection      is 
heard. 
The  Clerk  will  read. 
The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  whether  this  amendment  has 
been  printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Yes,  it  has.  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota  (Mr.  Dorcan)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support  of 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  very  simple.  In  the  first 
section,  it  prohibits  any  fees  exceeding 
the  administrative  costs  on  restructur- 
ing of  the  debt  between  the  debtor 
countries  and  the  creditors,  and. 
second,  it  provides  that  the  adminis- 
trative fees  that  are  charged  shall  be 
amortized  over  the  effective  life  of  the 
loan  involved. 

I  would  like  to  use  the  time  not  only 
to  encourage  support  of  this  amend- 
ment but  to  point  out  to  the  Members 
of  the  House  some  information  that  I 
have  received  in  a  study  that  was  pub- 
lished internally  in  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  in  April  1983.  The 
study  is  very  interesting  because  the 
study  suggests  that  there  are  some  di- 
mensions to  this  problem  that  we  have 
not  yet  discussed  on  the  floor  of  this 
House. 

It  seems  to  me  that  when  you  start 
down  a  road,  you  had  better  figure  out 
how  far  you  are  going  to  go  and  what 
direction  you  are  headed,  and  I  do  not 
think  this  House  has  done  this  with 
the  IMF  issue. 

We  are  being  told  that  we  ought  to 
commit  ourselves  to  an  $8.4  billion 
contribution  to  the  International 
Monetary  Fund.  Some  ask  the  ques- 
tion, how  much  more  is  there  that  we 
are  going  to  be  asked  to  commit  to  in 
the  years  ahead?  That  question  has 
not  been  answered.  Some  allege  that 
there  is  going  to  be  a  great  deal  more 
required  of  our  Government  and  other 
governments  in  contributions  to  the 
IMF  if  the  problem  is  going  to  be 
solved.  The  study  I  am  going  to  refer 
to  was  provided  to  me— and  I  assume  it 
has  been  provided  to  some  others— was 
marked  "Confidential."  but  it  was  pub- 
lished in  April  1983  at  the  IMF.  and  I 
would  like  to  read  a  couple  of  sections. 
First,  on  page  5.  in  the  introduction 
the  economists  provided  a  standard 
disclaimer:  "These  calculations  are  of 
course  hypothetical  and  in  practice,  it 
is  highly  unlikely  that  the  present  cu- 
mulative access  limits  would  be 
reached  as  a  result  of  arrangements  at 
the  current"  level,  provided  that  re- 
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purchases  are  made  on  schedule, 
cetera,  et  cetera,  it  states. 

Then  we  have  35  pages  of  analysis.  I 
would  like  to  read  from  the  conclusion 
on  page  35.  It  says  this: 

The  foregoing  discussion  on  the  potential 
new  access  limits  reflects  the  persisting 
strain  in  the  international  financial  system 
and  the  continuing  need  of  member  coun- 
tries for  balance  of  payments  assistance 
from  the  Pund.  It  is  evident  from  the  pro- 
jections presented  in  the  paper  that  the  po- 
tential demand  for  Pund  resources  would 
put  the  Fund's  liquidity  position  under  con- 
siderable strain  within  the  two  years  follow- 
ing the  increase  in  quotas. 

Let  me  read  the  last  sentence  again, 
because  I  think  it  is  important: 

It  is  evident  from  the  projections  present- 
ed in  the  paper  thai  the  potential  demand 
for  Fund  resources  would  put  the  Fund's  li- 
quidity position  under  considerable  strain 
within  the  two  years  following  the  increase 
in  quotas. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
question  that  I  think  we  need  to 
answer  here  is.  where  are  we  headed, 
and  how  far?  Is  this  the  first  install- 
ment of  a  large  debt  that  we  are  going 
to  have  to  ask  the  American  people  to 
assume?  Is  the  ultimate  contribution 
going  to  be  $18  billion  in  a  2-year 
period,  or  $20  billion? 

If  so.  what  does  that  mean  to  our 
credit  markets?  What  does  it  mean  to 
interest  rates?  What  does  it  mean  for 
housing? 

I  think  we  have  to  answer  these 
questions,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
saying.  "Yes.  let  us  go  ahead  with  the 
$8.4  billion'  without  understanding 
that  there  are  probably  going  to  be 
further  requests,  is  a  very  serious 
error. 

This  document  comes  from  the 
International  Monetary  F\ind.  It 
makes  an  important  point,  and  I  think 
Members  ought  to  consider  this  point 
when  they  vote  on  this  bill.  I  think  we 
should  vote  this  bill  down  until  we  un- 
derstand the  dimensions  of  the  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  be  happy 
now  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota,  for  yielding. 

As  I  understand  it.  the  gentleman  is 
telling  the  House  that  by  a  study  done 
the  IMF  itself,  they  raise  the  possibili- 
ty that  this  is  just  a  first  payment, 
this  being  "only'  $8.4  billion,  and  that 
there  might  be  other  payments. 

What  kind  of  probability  do  they 
put  on  that?  As  I  noticed  it,  the  caveat 
to  exemption  said,  "If  repayment  is 
made." 

As  I  read  the  newspapers  now.  if 
they  are  any  judge  of  economic  sense, 
repayments  are  in  great  difficulty  at 
present.  So  it  seems  that  this  possibili- 
ty might  be  a  probability,  and  this  is 
just  the  first  of  many  times  we  will 


come  to  the  House  floor  and  ask  the 
taxpayer  to  put  up  money  in  this 
regard. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Well,  it  seems  to  me 
that  is  likely,  and  the  caveat  is  in  the 
introduction,  a  caveat  that  is  likely  to 
appear  in  any  economic  analysis.  It 
says  that  these  are  hypothetical,  and 
so  on,  but  then  it  gets  to  the  conclu- 
sion and  it  says: 

It  is  evident  from  the  projections  present- 
ed in  the  paper  that  the  potential  demand 
for  Fund  resources  would  put  the  Fund's  li- 
quidity position  under  considerable  strain 
within  the  two  years  following  the  in- 
crease. •  •  • 

The  question  is  this:  Where  are  we 
headed,  and  how  far?  The  Members  of 
the  House  do  not  know  the  answers  to 
those  questions,  and  I  think  we  ought 
to  know  the  answers  before  we  vote  af- 
firmatively on  the  quota  increase  for 
the  IMF.  This  bill  is  asking  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayers  to  bail  out  the  big 
banks.  Members  stand  up  here  and  say 
that  is  not  true,  but  that  is  exactly 
what  it  is.  You  could  dye  that  money 
purple  and  the  Wall  Street  bankers 
would  have  purple  pockets  a  month 
after  the  IMF  gets  the  money  because 
that  is  the  circle  it  is  traveling  in. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  asking  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  to  bail  out  the  banks, 
and  we  do  not  know  how  far  that  bail- 
out is  going  to  take  us. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant that  we  not  lose  sight  of  the 
amendment  that  is  before  us.  I  shall 
not  take  too  much  time.  I  ask  my  staff 
member  to  tug  at  my  coattail  here  in 
about  a  minute  and  a  half  so  I  may  ad- 
dress the  amendment. 

As  to  the  quote  from  the  study,  it  is 
from  a  very  lengthy  study,  and  the 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  arrives 
at  some  very  interesting  conclusions. 
But,  very  frankly,  when  I  began  the 
hearings  before  the  full  Committee  on 
Banking  on  this  legislation  back  last 
year,  one  of  the  first  caveats  I  came  up 
with  was  to  ask  the  proponents  from 
the  administration,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board,  and  the  other  witnesses 
as  to  the  adequacy  of  the  request  for 
the  increase  and  when  they  might 
think  another  request  for  an  increase 
might  be  made. 

I  also  made  it  very  clear  to  them 
that  we  would  consider  the  pending  in- 
crease very  carefully,  and  that  they 
were  on  notice  of  the  fact  that  in- 
creases in  the  future  would  be  looked 
at  with  even  more  stringency  than  this 
one.  And  believe  you  me,  I  say  to  the 
ladies  and  gentlemen  of  the  House, 
never  before  have  such  thorough  hear- 
ings been  held,  and  never  before  has 
such  a  study  been  made. 

Certainly  anything  is  possible.  It  is 
possible  indeed  that  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota  might  vote  for  the 
legislation  at  the  conclusion  of  our  en- 
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treaties 
not. 

The  report  from  which  he  read  an 
excerpt  was  one,  as  he  himself  stated, 
that  took  some  very— well,  let  me 
quote  from  it: 

These  calculations  are  of  course  hypothet- 
ical and  in  practice.  It  is  highly  unlikely 
that  the  present  cumulative  access  limits 
would  be  reached  as  a  result  of  arrange- 
ments at  the  current  annual  or  triermial 
access  limits  If  repurchases  are  made  on 
schedule. 

Therefore,  I  want  to  make  it  very 
clear  that  the  report  is  very  hypotheti- 
cal. 

D  1650 

Now.  let  us  get  to  the  amendment 
itself,  and  I  am  not  about  to  yield  any 
time.  Let  us  get  to  the  amendment 
itself. 

The  amendment  presented  by  the 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  has  to 
do  with  fees  and  the  restructuring  of 
fees.  I  think  it  is  important  that  we 
recall  the  fact  that  we  have  indeed  ad- 
dressed this  in  three  other  areas  al- 
ready in  our  amendments  and  in  the 
bill  itself.  The  amendment  that  was 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Wylie), 
the  Schumer  amendment,  as  well  as 
title  IV  of  the  reported  bill  all  ad- 
dressed this  issue.  So  as  a  result  there- 
of, I  think  it  is  important  to  realize 
that  we  have  not  neglected  this.  We 
have  addressed  it. 

Therefore.  I  would  call  for  defeat  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too, 
want  to  oppose  the  amendment. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  just  suggested,  in  the  amend- 
ment which  was  offered  last  Friday  we 
have  language  which  prohibits  banks 
from  charging  "Any  fee  exceeding  the 
administrative  cost  of  the  restructur- 
ing, unless  it  amortizes  such  fee  over 
the  effective  life  of  the  loan." 

Now,  we  have  prohibited  the  loading 
up  of  front-end  fees  on  rescheduling; 
but  to  suggest  that  there  should  never 
be  any  fee  on  rescheduling  would  dis- 
courage any  rescheduling. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  That  is  not  the 
case. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  What  we  are  trying  to 
do  is  get  these  banks  to  reschedule 
some  of  these  loans  to  these  countries. 
Whereas  this  is  substantially  the 
same  amendment  which  we  adopted 
last  Friday,  there  is  enough  of  a  differ- 
ence, it  seems  to  me,  that  it  would 
defeat  the  whole  purpose  of  what  we 
tried  to  do.  If  we  do  prohibit  any 
profit,  it  would  remove  any  disincen- 
tive for  every  borrower  in  the  world  to 
demand  a  rescheduling  of  his  debt;  so 


I  think  that  the  amendment  should  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
contribution. 

I  want  to  repeat  that  in  the  opinion 
of  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  we 
have  sufficiently  addressed  this  area 
of  controversy.  For  that  reason,  I  rec- 
ommend defeat  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man     from      North      Dakota      (Mr. 

DORGAN). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  being  in  doubt,  the  commit- 
tee divided,  and  there  were— ayes  24, 
noes  16. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DANNEMEYER 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dannemeyer: 
Page  19,  line  16,  insert  "(a) "  after  "Sec.  40. " 

Page  19.  after  line  20.  insert  the  following: 

'■(b)(1)  Not  later  than  eighteen  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  es- 
tablish a  par  value  for  the  dollar  in  gold  and 
thereafter  shall  redeem  in  gold  at  such  price 
all  Federal  Reserve  notes  which  are  present- 
ed to  the  Secretary  for  redemption. 

"(2)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  take  effect 
until  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  transmits  a  notice  to  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  specifying  that  the  Secre- 
tary has  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (1).". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
inquire  of  the  gentleman  whether  the 
amendment  has  been  printed  in  the 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  It  has  been, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment  on  the  ground  that  it  af- 
fects matters  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
legislation  and  is  therefore  not  ger- 
mane. 

The  bill  directs  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  take  certain  actions  re- 
garding the  IMF  international  lending 
institutions,  and  affects  lending  by 
U.S.  banks. 

The  amendment  requires  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  to  redeem  gold 
for  Federal  Reserve  notes.  This,  in 
turn,  would  require  the  Federal  Re- 
serve to  manage  the  money  supply 
with  a  eye  toward  keeping  the  market 
and  dollar-convertible  gold  prices 
equal.  Such  a  policy  would  be  an 
abrupt  shift  from  managing  the 
money  supply  to  maximize  U.S.  em- 
ployment and  price  stability,  as  is  now 
required  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Act. 


Neither  of  these  topics— the  Secre- 
tary's responsibilities  with  respect  to 
the  value  of  gold,  nor  the  monetary 
policy  duties  of  the  Federal  Reserve- 
are  covered  by  the  legislation. 

Thus,  the  amendment  would  require 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  to  take  actions 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  bill  and  far 
different  in  character  than  those  re- 
quired in  the  bill.  I  ask  the  Chair  to 
rule  the  amendment  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Danne- 
meyer) seek  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Yes;  I  do.  Mr. 
Chairman. 

1.  Deschler's  Procedure.  Chapter  28  §  14.4: 
"The  rule  on  germaneness  does  not  require 
that  an  amendment  offered  as  a  separate 
section  be  germane  to  the  preceding  section 
of  the  bill,  but  it  is  sufficient  that  it  is  ger- 
mane to  the  subject  matter  of  the  bill  as  a 
whole." 

2.  Chapter  28  S  14.14:  (Parliamentarian's 
Note)  "The  general  rule  that  an  amendment 
must  be  germane  to  the  portion  of  the  bill 
to  which  offered  is  limited  by  the  proposi- 
tion that  an  amendment  in  the  form  of  a 
new  section  or  paragraph  need  not  necessar- 
ily be  germane  to  the  section  or  paragraph 
immediately  preceding  it. "  (8  Cannons 
Precedents  §§2932.  2935) 

3.  Chapter  28  §  14.10:  "An  amendment  in 
the  form  of  a  new  section  need  not  necessar- 
ily be  germaoie  to  the  preceding  section  of 
the  bill,  it  being  sufficient,  where  the  bill 
contains  diverse  subjects,  that  the  amend- 
ment relate  to  the  bill  as  a  whole. ' 

And  the  final  point: 

4.  Deschler's  Procedure.  Chapter  27 
§27.14:  "To  a  bill  continuing  authority 
under  existing  law  to  make  contributions  to 
an  international  financial  organization  and 
authorizing  appropriations  for  those  contri- 
butions, an  amendment  adding  a  further  re- 
striction on  the  use  of  U.S.  contributions  to 
those  already  contained  In  that  law  is  ger- 
mane." 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  submit  that  the  point  of  order 
is  not  well  taken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  pre- 
pared to  rule. 

The  Chair  agrees  with  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  that  the 
matter  covered  by  this  amendment 
goes  well  beyond  the  scope  of  this  bill 
and  deals  with  the  responsibilities  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  man- 
aging monetary  policy  of  this  country 
and  also  goes  to  the  question  of  the 
powers  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

For  that  reason,  the  point  of  order  is 
sustained.  The  amendment  is  not  in 
order. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DANNEMEYER 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr. 

Dannemeyer:  Page  19,  line  16,  insert  "(a) " 
after  'Sec.  40." 

Page  19,  after  line  20,  insert  the  following: 

■(b)(1)  Not  later  than  eighteen  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
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tion.  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  es- 
tablish a  par  value  for  the  dollar  in  gold. 

■•(2)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  take  effect 
until  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  transmits  a  notice  to  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  specifying  that  the  Secre- 
tary has  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (1)." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
inquire  of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia whether  this  amendment  has  been 
printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  Yes,  it  has. 
Mr.  Chairman;  it  has  been  printed  in 
the  Record. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr  Chairman.  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  will  state  his  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment  on  the  ground  that  it  af- 
fects matters  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
legislation  and  is  therefore  not  ger- 
mane. 

The  bill  directs  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  take  certain  actions  re- 
garding the  IMF,  international  lend- 
ing institutions  and  affects  lending  by 
U.S.  banks. 

The  amendment  requires  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  to  establish  a  par 
value  for  the  dollar  in  gold.  In  order  to 
do  this  the  Secretary  would  have  to 
take  some  action  in  the  gold  market  to 
defend  this  action,  such  as  agreeing  to 
sell  gold  at  its  par  value.  This,  in  turn, 
would  require  the  Federal  Reserve  to 
manage  the  money  supply  with  an  eye 
toward  keeping  the  market  and  dollar- 
convertible  gold  prices  equal.  Such  a 
policy  would  be  an  abrupt  shift  from 
managing  the  money  supply  to  maxi- 
mize U.S.  employment  and  price  sta- 
bility, as  is  now  required  by  the  Feder- 
al Reserve  Act.  Neither  of  these 
topics— the  Secretary's  responsibilities 
with  respect  to  the  value  of  gold,  nor 
the  monetary  policy  duties  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve— are  covered  by  the  legis- 
lation 

Thus,  the  amendment  would  require 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  to  take  actions 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  bill  and  far 
different  in  character  than  those  re- 
quired in  the  bill.  I  ask  the  Chair  to 
rule  the  amendment  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  California  desire  to  be 
heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  DANNEMEYER.  I  do,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  distinction  between  this  amend- 
ment and  the  one  that  this  Member 
from  California  previously  offered  is 
very  simple.  I  have  deleted  from  the 
amendment  that  is  now  pending 
before  the  committee  the  paragraph 
or  the  clause  that  says:  "and  thereaf- 
ter shall  redeem  in  gold  at  such  price 
all  Federal  Reserve  notes  which  are 


presented  to  the  Secretary  for  redemp- 
tion." 
That  clause  is  gone. 
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It  is  the  opinion  of  this  Member 
from  California  that  the  deletion  of 
that  clause  will  eliminate  the  impedi- 
ment which  caused  the  Chair  to  previ- 
ously rule  that  the  point  of  order  to 
the  previous  amendment  should  be 
and  was  sustained. 

And  the  points  of  authority  I  would 
like  to  cite  on  behalf  of  that  position 
are  consistent  with  the  points  and  au- 
thorities that  I  cited  with  respect  to 
the  previous  point  of  order  on  that 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  pre- 
pared to  rule. 

The  Chair  would  rule  that  the  dis- 
tinctions between  this  amendment  and 
the  one  previously  offered  are  minor 
distinctions  and  that  the  reasoning  ad- 
vanced by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  on  the  point 
of  order  against  the  previous  amend- 
ment also  holds  true  for  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  point  of  order  is  sustained  and 
the  amendment  is  not  in  order. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PAUL 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Paul:  Page  19. 
after  line  20.  insert  the  following: 

••(b)  The  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Fund  shall  not  consent  to  the  increase  in 
the  quota  specified  in  subsection  (a)  unless 
each  country  which  contributes  to  the 
quota  increase  involved  is  given  an  amount 
of  gold  from  the  Fund  which  is  equal,  at  a 
market  related  price,  to  the  value  of  such 
country's  quota  contribution. 

Page  19.  line  16.  strike  out  •The  United 
States"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  '•<a)  Sub- 
ject to  sutjsection  (b).  the  United  States". 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Before  proceed- 
ing, the  Chair  would  request  that  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  and  other 
Members  who  have  more  than  one 
amendment  to  offer  might  consult 
with  the  Clerk's  office  and  number  the 
amendments  just  for  ease  of  identifi- 
cation. 

The  Chair  would  inquire  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  whether  this 
amendment  has  been  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  PAUL.  It  has.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
July  19. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  is  recognized  for  5  minutes 
in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  earlier  I 
presented  an  amendment  which  would 
have  required  the  sale  of  gold  rather 
than  the  funding  of  the  IMF  through 
further  appropriations  from  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer. 

This  amendment  is  somewhat  differ- 
ent because  it  does  not  affect  the  ap- 
propriation. The  appropriation  still 
would  occur. 


But  we  would  do  something  with  the 
gold.  As  was  pointed  out  in  the  very 
short  debate  on  the  other  amendment, 
this  gold  is  just  sitting  there  and  the 
official  policy  is  that  gold  is  no  longer 
money  and  that  it  is  not  to  be  made 
money  anymore  by  the  authorities. 
Yet  it  still  is  sort  of  bewildering  to  me 
how  the  antigold  forces,  those  who 
detest  the  notion  that  gold  might  be 
money,  cling  to  it. 

So  I  would  suggest:  Let  paper  be 
money.  Let  Federal  Reserve  flow 
forth.  Let  SDRs  flow  forth  and  we 
will  all  be  wealthy.  Run  the  presses 
faster  and  we  will  be  richer. 

This  is  what  we  have  been  saying  to 
the  world.  We  are  trying  to  convince 
the  world  that  wealth  comes  out  of  a 
printing  press. 

If  this  be  the  case,  why  do  we  not  be 
consistent?  Why  do  we  say  one  thing 
and  then  the  next  moment  cling  to  the 
only  asset  the  IMF  has? 

So  I  am  suggesting  here  and  request- 
ing that  our  people  be  protected  in 
this  country  by  saying  that  if  they 
have  to  cough  up  another  $8.4  billion, 
simply  do  what  the  IMF  and  the  U.S. 
Government  has  already  done,  really 
and  truly  demonetize  gold,  return  the 
gold,  sell  it  to  the  people.  Let  them 
make  jewelry  out  of  it.  But  do  not  let 
it  stay  in  the  IMF  unless  for  some 
reason  it  makes  the  IMF  more  power- 
ful, unless  for  some  reason  they  need 
it  as  an  emergency  monetary  asset. 

My  amendment  would  do  this:  If  we 
gave  $8.4  billion  to  the  IMF  they 
would  return  the  appropriate  amount 
of  gold  in  terms  at  the  market  price.  It 
is  as  simple  as  that,  and  other  country 
that  comes  up  with  an  appropriation, 
with  their  quotas,  they  would  also  re- 
ceive the  gold  which  is  merely  only  re- 
turning the  gold  from  where  it  came. 

So  to  me  this  would  conform  with 
their  policy.  It  would  be  a  more  appro- 
priate use  of  gold.  It  would  forever, 
once  and  for  all,  lay  the  fears  at  rest 
to  those  who  fear  that  someday  we 
may  have  honest  money  again,  money 
that  cannot  be  printed  by  the  politi- 
cians. 

So  if  you  fear  the  day  when  the 
people  control  the  money,  you  must 
support  the  position  that  IMF  keep 
the  gold. 

The  IMF  would  then  have  this  full 
power. 

So.  to  me.  it  sounds  very  reasonable. 
There  are  103  million  ounces  of  gold 
there.  There  is  plenty  of  leeway.  Even 
at  today's  prices  there  would  be  gold 
left  over. 
This  would  be  very  appropriate. 
You  know  the  terms  we  hear  is  that 
there  is  going  to  be  an  exchange  of 
assets.  Just  think  about  it.  The  Fed 
prints  up  the  money  and  we  give  it  to 
the  Treasury.  The  Treasury  sends  it 
over  to  IMF  and  they  send  us  pieces  of 
paper  and  they  say  that  is  a  true 
transfer  and  exchange  of  assets. 


That  is  a  bunch  of  hokus-pokus.  The 
true  exchange  of  assets  is  if  we  give 
them  paper  and  get  some  gold.  Now. 
that  is  the  exchange  of  assets  that  I 
would  like  to  see.  We  need  to  get  the 
gold  back  into  the  country  and  actual- 
ly into  the  hands  of  the  people,  which 
I  think  would  be  proper.  In  a  free  soci- 
ety the  gold  is  held  by  the  people  and 
they  are  given  the  choice  of  whether 
or  not  they  choose  to  use  it  as  money. 
It  is  never  given  to  a  central  bank  and 
giving  it  to  an  international  central 
bank  such  as  the  IMF  is  even  worse. 
Let  us  hope  someday  the  gold  will  be 
given  to  its  rightful  owners,  the  indi- 
vidual citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  There  is  a  lot  of  mis- 
information about  this  IMP  thing.  I 
would  point  to  the  Washington  Post 
editorial  this  morning  where  they 
have  a  long  editorial  supporting  the 
IMF  and  they  talk  about  Mexico. 

This  has  absolutely  nothing  to  do 
with  Mexico.  As  Paul  Volcker  said 
before  our  subcommittee  this  morn- 
ing. Mexico  has  already  been  handled. 
But  on  the  question  of  gold,  does  the 
IMF  own  the  gold  and,  if  so,  where  did 
they  get  it? 

Mr.  PAUL.  They  got  the  gold  from 
the  member  countries.  So  we  have  at 
one  time  submitted  that  gold  from  our 
country,  a  certain  percentage  of  it.  So 
it  would  be  in  essence  a  smooth  vehicle 
for  returning  the  gold,  since  it  has 
been  demonetized,  and  that  would  in 
no  way  disrupt  any  of  the  wonderful, 
wonderful  functions  of  the  IMF. 

So  any  of  you  who  really  like  the 
IMF  could  support  this  because  it  does 
not  disrupt  any  of  the  functions.  It 
would  merely  be  a  true  exchange  of 
assets. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Is  the  gold  owned  by 
the  IMF  or  is  it  owned  by  individual 
member  nations  who  have  loaned  it  to 
the  IMF? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  understand  that  the 
IMF  owns  this  gold. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  spoke  briefly  to  this  a  little  while 
ago. 

But  in  1981  and  1982  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  and  I  served  on  the  Con- 
gressional Gold  Commission  to  estab- 
lish a  role  for  gold  in  domestic  and 
international  monetary  systems.  I 
know  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
would  like  for  us  to  return  to  a  gold 
standard,  but  I  asked  the  Members 
who  would  be  the  major  beneficiaries 
of  having  a  role  for  gold? 

The  gentleman's  amendment  would 
suggest  that  the  Fund  would  have  to 
give  up  all  its  gold  before  they  could 
get  any  part  of  this  $8.4  billion  quota 
increase.  If  the  price  of  gold  doubles 
from  $430  an  ounce  to  $860  an  ounce 


as  a  result  of  this  new  role,  then  what 
does  that  do  to  the  world  markets? 

We  have  a  question  of  where  we  get 
into  an  inflation  pattern  all  over 
again. 

I  would  also  suggest  that  three- 
fourths,  and  I  mentioned  this  earlier, 
three-fourths  of  all  of  the  world's  gold 
is  produced  by  two  countries:  South 
Africa  and  the  Soviet  Union.  These 
two  countries  would  be  the  major 
beneficiaries  of  returning  to  a  role  for 
gold  at  this  time. 

Now,  to  vote  for  gold  and  against  the 
IMF  quota  increase  it  seems  to  me  is 
to  vote  for  the  Soviet  Union  and  for 
South  Africa  so  that  they  would  have 
a  better  role  in  international  monetary 
affairs. 
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I  submit  that  with  all  sincerity.  I  do 
not  think  that  we  should  tie  our  econ- 
omy to  the  quantities  of  gold  which 
might  be  made  available  on  the  world 
market  through  the  International 
Monetary  Fund. 

For  these  reasons.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  oppose  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  NEAL.  On  this  subject  of  gold, 
our  office  has  received  a  number  of 
postcards  from  an  organization  called 
Free  the  Eagle. 

I  had  not  heard  of  that  organization 
before,  but  all  of  a  sudden  a  little 
newsletter  turned  up  in  my  office.  The 
author  of  it  is  a  fellow  by  the  name  of 
Howard  Ruff.  He  is  trying  to  make 
some  money,  of  course.  He  says,  talk- 
ing about  'Free  the  Eagle,"  that  his 
group  may  actually  "block  the  big 
bank  bailout."  Then  he  says— and  this 
is  sort  of  interesting:  "If  we  win,  I  am 
concerned  about  the  consequences  to 
the  world."  A  modest  statement.  He 
goes  on  to  ask.  'Would  our  victory 
bring  about  a  great  depression?" 

"It  is  possible,  "  he  says,  but  he 
shows  no  concern  whatsoever  about 
that  possibility. 

That  might  not  be  so  bad  for  some- 
one who  could  make  a  little  money  on 
gold. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  made  an 
excellent  point  earlier  on  this  question 
of  gold.  This  amendment  would  ask 
our  IMF  executive  director  to  vote  for 
something  the  IMF  obviously  is  not 
going  to  do.  So.  we  would  make  null 
and  void  our  influence  in  the  IMF. 
Certainly  other  countries  would  not  go 
along  with  this;  it  makes  no  sense. 

Actually,  the  gold  held  by  the  IMF 
helps  to  back  up  and  protect  our 
assets  in  the  Fund.  Instead  of  handing 
the  gold  back  to  146  member  coun- 
tries, we  would  be  a  lot  better  off 
having  it  right  there  to  keep  the  IMF 
strong. 


Mr.  WYLIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  this  was  a 
distinguished  committee,  this  Commis- 
sion on  Gold,  to  study  the  matter. 

The  Chairman  of  that  was  Donald 
Regan,  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States.  The  report  conclud- 
ed. "The  majority  of  us  at  this  time 
favor  essentially  no  change  in  the 
present  role  of  gold. " 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Paul). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote,  and  pending  that.  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2,  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 
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QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred 
Members  have  appeared.  A  quorum  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  is 
present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2,  rule 
XXIII.  further  proceedings  under  the 
call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Paul)  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GRAMM 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gramm:  On 
page  22.  line  17.  after  the  word  •apartheid'" 
add  "and  communist  dictatorships". 

On  page  22.  line  21.  strike  the  word  "prac- 
tice" and  all  that  follows  through  the  word 

labor"  on  line  23.  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following;  "practices  of  apartheid  and 
communist  dictatorship  result  in  severe  con- 
straints on  labor  and  capital  mobility  and 
other  highly  inefficient  labor  and  capital." 

On  page  23.  line  4.  strike  the  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "or  communist  dicta- 
torship." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Gramm)  whether  his  amendment 
was  printed  in  the  Record. 
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Mr.  GRAMM.  It  was  printed  in  the 
Record  on  July  29,  at  page  H6030.  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Grammi  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  a 
very  interesting  section  of  this  bill,  on 
page  22.  a  very  strong  and  cogent  ar- 
giiment  is  made  that  apartheid  repre- 
sents an  impediment  to  labor  mobility 
and  economic  growth,  creates  balance 
of  payments  problems  and.  therefore, 
it  contradicts  the  goals  of  IMF.  IMF 
should  not,  therefore,  lend  money  to 
nations  which  practice  apartheid. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  important  con- 
cept. It  brings  into  consideration  the 
economic  environment  in  a  country  in 
determining  eligibility  for  IMF  loans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
expand  on  that  concept  by  noting  that 
If  apartheid  represents  an  impediment 
to  labor  mobility  and,  therefore,  vio- 
lates the  objectives  of  IMF,  and  coun- 
tries that  practice  it  should,  therefore, 
not  be  granted  loans;  surely  that  logic 
applies  to  an  economic  system  which 
limits  both  capital  and  labor  mobility. 
Therefore,  recognizing  the  impor- 
tant—in fact,  pathbreaking— idea  em- 
tKKlied  in  this  section  of  the  bill,  I  seek 
to  expand  this  section  of  the  bill  to  in- 
clude not  only  apartheid  but  also 
Communist  dictatorship.  Since  Com- 
munist dictatorships  limit  l)Oth  capital 
and  labor  mobility,  impede  economic 
growth  and  violate  the  objectives  of 
IMF;  I  simply  move  to  expand  the  con- 
cept embodied  in  the  bill  to  include 
Conununist  dictatorships. 

I,  in  the  process,  give  my  colleagues 
an  opportunity  to  cast  a  real  and  clear- 
cut  vote:  Do  you  want  to  instruct  our 
IMF  representative  to  vote  against 
lending  the  American  taxpayers' 
money  to  Communist  dictatorships? 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  raises  a  point  I  think 
by  adding  that  language,  but  he  bars 
only  Communist  dictatorships.  I  think 
if  you  are  making  an  economic  argu- 
ment, which  the  gentleman  so  stated, 
then  would  the  gentleman  support  an 
amendment  to  not  make  loans  to  any 
dictatorship? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  If  the  gentleman 
offers  an  amendment,  I  will  certainly 
read  it.  I  think  it  is  very  clear  what  I 
am  talking  about  in  terms  of  Commu- 
nist dictatorship.  It  has  a  clear  eco- 
nomic definition.  Communist  dictator- 
ships impede  the  flow  of  labor  and 
capital,  and  the  system  is  clearly  one 
of  the  greatest  proven  economic  fail- 
ures in  history. 

Mr.  PATTERNSON.  And  the  same 
would  be  true  of  a  rightwing  dictator- 
ship? 


Mr.  GRAMM.  It  depends  on  what 
kind  of  economic  elements  exist  in  the 
economy  in  question.  In  general,  dicta- 
torships which  limit  political  freedom 
also  limit  economic  freedom. 

If  the  gentleman  would  like  to  offer 
an  amendment,  I  will  be  here  on  the 
floor  and  will  be  happy  to  debate  it 
and,  in  all  probability,  support  it.  I 
have  offered  this  amendment,  and  I 
ask  the  gentleman  to  support  it. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
really  would  not  do  what  it  is  intended 
to  do.  Our  subcommittee  held  hear- 
ings on  this  matter,  and  we  had  con- 
siderable testimony  that  showed  that 
apartheid,  the  practice  of  apartheid, 
where  virtually  70  percent  of  the  pop- 
ulation of  a  country  is  not  allowed  to 
t)e  in  any  management  position  what- 
soever, has  a  definite  impact  on  the 
economy  of  such  country.  And  that 
was  the  purpose  of  the  apartheid 
amendment,  to  stop  loans  to  countries 
that  choose  to  practice  economic  waste 
through  duplicity  and  exclusion. 

By  the  addition  of  this  amendment 
to  specify  that  our  Executive  Director 
to  the  IMF  will  oppose  loans  to  Com- 
munist dictatorships— perhaps  the 
same  economic  argument  can  be  made 
of  all  dictatorships. 

If  we  are  really  trying  to  forge  ahead 
and  fight  communism  on  every  eco- 
nomic level,  then  this  amendment 
would  achieve  exactly  the  opposite  of 
its  stated  language.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  would  be  very  harmful  to  the 
United  States'  foreign  policy  and  na- 
tional security  interests. 

For  example,  the  Soviet  Union  and 
its  satellites  such  as  Cuba.  East  Ger- 
many. Poland,  and  Bulgaria,  are  not 
members  of  the  IMF,  and  receive  no 
loans. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  amendment 
would  hurt  all  U.S.  efforts  to  wean 
countries  away  from  the  Soviet  Union 
and  to  bring  them  over  from  the  Com- 
munist system  to  a  capitalist  system. 

The  intent  of  the  amendment,  I  am 
certain,  was  well  meant.  But  we  have 
very,  very  few  IMF  loans  to  commu- 
nist countries,  in  the  first  place.  In  the 
second  place,  where  we  have  tried  to 
persuade  countries  to  break  away  from 
Soviet  domination,  such  as  Hungary 
and  Yugoslavia,  we  will  lost  this  anti- 
Soviet  battle.  This  amendment  should 
be  more  specific  as  to  country,  because 
we  have  some  communist  countries 
that  are  of  strategic  defense  value  to 
us,  and  we  are  also  weaning  some  of 
them  away  from  the  solid  Soviet  Com- 
munist bloc. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  just  make 
the  observation  that  there  are  at  the 


present  time  three  so-called  Commu- 
nist-oriented Eastern  bloc  countries. 
They  are  Yugoslavia,  Hungary,  and 
Romania. 

May  I  say  that  I  was  at  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  meeting  in  Bel- 
grade, Yugoslavia,  and  the  Yugoslav- 
ians are  certainly  friendly  to  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  think  that  they 
have  ever  been  as  friendly  with  Stalin 
and  Stalinism  and  the  Soviet  Union  as 
they  are  to  our  country. 

Now,  they  have  inherited  their  mem- 
bership, I  might  say,  also,  through 
previous  administrations.  But  from 
the  perspective  of  having  another 
Communist  government  in  the  IMF.  I 
think  sometimes  it  helps  bring  them 
closer  to  us,  and  in  some  cases  they 
have,  through  the  IMF,  imposed 
market-type  solutions  to  their  own 
economic  problems.  And  the  IMF  can, 
I  think,  in  some  cases,  help  influence 
Communist  governments  away  from 
their  typical  state  planning  solutions. 

I  mentioned  Yugoslavia.  Hungary, 
and  Romania  because  I  think  those 
three  countries  would  really  like  to  be 
friendly  to  the  West,  and  as  far  as  I 
know,  they  are  the  only  three  Eastern 
European  Communist  bloc  countries 
which  are  now  members  of  the  IMF. 
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Mr.  PATTERSON.  The  gentleman  is 
absolutely  correct.  Hungary,  Romania, 
and  Yugoslavia  are  independent  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  They  are  using  the  IMF 
to  move  closer  to  the  West.  It  seems  to 
me  it  is  very  important  that  we  not 
turn  our  back  on  those  three  coun- 
tries. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  IMP 
tries  to  teach  Communists  to  become 
capitalists  and  this  amendment  would 
simply  be  extremely  harmful. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  I  yield  to  my 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  want  to  extend 
my  appreciation  to  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  so  that  I  might  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  say  the  chair- 
man of  our  subcommittee  spoke  very 
eloquently,  as  did  the  ranking  member 
on  the  minority,  and  to  those  Mem- 
bers who  are  not  on  the  floor  at  the 
moment,  as  floor  manager  of  this  leg- 
islation I  would  like  to  deliver  a  mes- 
sage via  our  excellent  telecommunica- 
tions network  to  the  effect  that  we 
could  certainly  conclude  this  legisla- 
tion early  this  evening  if  we  could  get 
more  of  our  colleagues  to  join  us.  Now 
that  you  have  been  working  feverishly 
at  your  desks  long  enough,  you  might 
want  to  come  over  here  and  join  us  in 
this  wonderful  debate.  We  will  have  a 
quorum  present.  We  can  avoid  the 
quorum  calls  and  really  move  this  leg- 
islation along  and  give  everyone  an  op- 


portunity to  hear  the  debate  on  both 
sides. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  my  colleague, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, for  yielding  this  very  pre- 
cious time  to  me. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  his  contribution  to  this 
debate,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  finally 
point  out  that  there  is  no  Communist 
country,  which  is  a  member  of  the 
IMF,  which  is  now  in  arrears  on  their 
loan.  They  are  paying  them  back.  We 
are  weaning  them  away  from  Soviet- 
dominated  Communist  countries,  and 
this  amendment  is  very  damaging  to 
our  national  interest. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Gramm). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Gramm) 
there  were— ayes  12.  noes  35. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2.  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 
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QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred 
Members  have  appeared.  A  quorum  of 
the  Conunittee  of  the  Whole  is 
present.  Pursuant  to  rule  XXIII, 
clause  2,  further  proceedings  under 
the  call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

RECORDEH)  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  Gramm)  for  a  record- 
ed vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  242,  noes 
185,  not  voting  6,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  317] 
AYES-242 


Albosta 

Britl 

Craig 

Andrews  (NO 

Brooks 

Crane.  Daniel 

Andrews  <TX) 

Broomfield 

Crane.  Philip 

Annunzio 

Brown  (CO) 

D' Amours 

Anthony 

Broyhill 

Daniel 

Applegat* 

Bryant 

Dannemeyer 

Archer 

Burton  (IN) 

Daub 

AuColn 

Byron 

Davis 

Badham 

Campbell 

Derrick 

Bartletl 

Carney 

DeWine 

Baleman 

ChappeU 

Dickinson 

Bennett 

Chappie 

Dorgan 

Bereuter 

Cheney 

Dowdy 

Bcthune 

Clarke 

Dreier 

Bevill 

Coatjs 

Duncan 

BlUrakU 

Coleman  (MO) 

Dyson 

Bliley 

Corcoran 

Early 

Boner 

Coughlln 

Eckart 

Breaux 

Courier 

Eklwards  (AL) 

Edwards  (OK) 

Emerson 

English 

Erdrelch 

Evans  (lA) 

Fiedler 

Fields 

Flippo 

Florio 

Fowler 

Franklin 

Frost 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Gekas 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Glickman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Gunderson 

Hall.  Sam 

Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 

Hance 

Hansen  (ID) 

Hansen  (UT) 

Hartnett 

Hatcher 

Hefner 

HIghtower 

Hiler 

Hillis 

Holt 

Hopkins 

Hubbard 

Huckaby 

Hughes 

Hunter 

Hutto 

Ireland 

Jacobs 

Jenkins 

Jones  (OK) 

Kasich 

Kazen 

Kemp 

Kindness 

Kogovsek 

Kolter 

Kramer 

Lagomarsino 

Latta 

Leath 

Lent 

Levitas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Lipinski 


Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Aspin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brown  (CA) 
Burton  (CA) 
Carper 
Can- 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cllnger 
Coelho 
Coleman  (TX) 


Livingston 

Lloyd 

Loefner 

Long  (MD) 

Lott 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lujan 

Lungren 

Mack 

Mac  Kay 

Marlenee 

Marriott 

Martin  (ID 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  (NY) 

Mazzoli 

McCain 

McCandless 

McCloskey 

McCollum 

McCurdy 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McGrath 

McKeman 

Mica 

Miller  (OH) 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Mrazek 

Murphy 

Myers 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nelson 

Nichols 

Nielson 

O'Brien 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parris 

Pashayan 

Patman 

Paul 

Pease 

Penny 

Perkins 

Petri 

Pickle 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Ridge 

Rinaldo 

Ritter 

Roberts 

Robinson 

NOES— 185 

Collins 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooper 

Coyne 

Crockett 

Daschle 

de  la  Garza 

Dellums 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donnelly 

Downey 

Durbin 

Dwyer 

Dymally 

Edgar 

Edwards  (CA) 

Erlenbom 

Evans  (ID 

Fascell 

Fazio 

Feighan 

Ferraro 

Fish 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Ford  (MI) 

Ford(TN) 


Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Rowland 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw- 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Sislsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith  (NE) 
Smith  (NJ) 
Smith.  Denny 
Smith.  Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas  (CA) 
Thomas  (GA) 
Traxler 
Valentine 
Vander  Jagt 
Vandergriff 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams  (MT) 
Williams  (OH) 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Young  (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Porsythe 

Prank 

Prenzel 

Garcia 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Giblxjns 

Gore 

Gray 

Green 

Guarini 

Hall  (IN) 

Hall  (OH) 

Harkin 

Harrison 

Hawkins 

Hertel 

Horton 

Howard 

Hoyer 

Hyde 

Jeffords 

Johnson 

Jones  (TN) 

Kaptur 

Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kostmayer 

LaFalce 

Lantos 


Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Lehman  (FL) 

Leland 

Levin 

Levine 

Long  (LA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundlne 

Madigan 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

Mavroules 

McDade 

McHugh 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Michel 

MikuUki 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Murtha 

Nowak 


Oakar 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olin 

Ortiz 

Ottinger 

Owens 

Panetta 

Patterson 

Pepper 

Porter 

Price 

Pritchard 

Rahall 

Range! 

Ratchford 

Richardson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Sabo 

Sava«e 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

Simon 


Smith  (FL) 

Smith  (lA) 

Solarz 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Staggers 

Stark 

St  ration 

Studcis 

Swift 

Synar 

Tauke 

Torres 

TorrlcelU 

Towns 

Vento 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Wirth 

Wise 

Wolpe 

Wright 

Wyden 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

ZabltKki 

Zschau 


NOT  VOTING— 6 


HaU.  Ralph 
Heftel 


Jones  (NO 
Stokes 
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Udall 
Weaver 


Messrs.  MORRISON  of  Washington. 
ZSCHAU,  SMITH  of  Florida,  and 
SMITH  of  Iowa  changed  their  votes 
from  "aye"  to  "no. " 

Messrs.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama,  AN- 
DREWS of  Texas,  KOGOVSEK.  and 
CLARKE  changed  their  votes  from 
"no"  to  "aye.  " 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup- 
port President  Reagan's  request  that 
the  Congress  increase  the  U.S.  partici- 
pation in  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  by  $8.4  billion. 

My  support  for  this  increase,  howev- 
er, hinges  on  provisions  of  the  legisla- 
tion that  will  instill  discipline  in  inter- 
national lending  practices  of  U.S. 
banks.  In  no  way  will  I  support  an 
IMF  bailout  of  financial  institutions 
which  have  employed  shoddy  lending 
practices  in  the  past.  In  other  words,  I 
will  not  support  the  additional  money 
without  strong  requirements  with  re- 
spect to  and  restraints  on  foreign  lend- 
ing by  U.S.  financial  institutions. 

The  requested  increase— $5.8  billion 
to  supplement  the  basic  resources  of 
the  IMF,  and  $2.6  billion  to  the  Gener- 
al Agreements  to  Borrow— comes  after 
months  of  negotiating  with  the  IMF 
and  the  other  145  member  nations  to 
replenish  the  IMF's  resources  to  en- 
courage balanced  worldwide  economic 
growth. 

There  Is  no  question  that  commer- 
cial banks  have  overextended  them- 
selves in  some  lesser  developed  coun- 
tries (LDC's)  in  the  hope  that  com- 
modity prices  would  remain  artificially 
high  due  to  inflation  and  that  debtor 
countries  would  remain  in  a  strong  po- 
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sition  to  continue  exporting  products 
to  foreign  markets.  These  exports  per- 
mitted the  LDC's  to  use  their  com- 
modities as  collateral  when  negotiat- 
ing loans  with  commercial  banks.  Un- 
fortunately, given  the  LDC's  high  in- 
flation and  export-rich  economic  con- 
ditions of  the  past  7  years,  some  com- 
mercial banks  abandoned  prudent  and 
accepted  banking  practices  and  over- 
extended themselves  in  the  LDC's. 
Once  the  rate  of  inflation  was  substan- 
tially reduced,  thereby  devaluing  the 
LDC's  conunodities,  exports  by  LDC's 
quickly  fell  off  and  the  countries  were 
unable  to  service  their  debts. 

The  funding  increase  request  now 
before  us  will  not  provide  money  for 
debtor  nations  to  directly  repay  loans 
made  by  the  large  commercial  banks. 
The  increase  is  a  loan  to  the  IMF. 
which,  like  all  loans,  will  be  repaid 
with  interest  to  the  United  States.  The 
loan  will  enable  the  IMF  to  continue 
to  negotiate  loans  with  member  na- 
tions and  to  impose  its  stringent  aus- 
terity programs  to  stabilize  the  econo- 
mies of  the  LDC's  seeking  IMF  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  large  commercial 
banks  should  be  encouraged  to  return 
to  more  prudent  loan  practices,  and 
this  legislation  provides  for  a  market- 
oriented  loan  loss  reserve  requirement 
to  provide  economic  disincentives  for 
banks  to  enter  into  questionable  loan 
agreements.  The  loan-loss-reserve  pro- 
visions mandate  that  Federal  agencies 
establish  a  uniform  loan  reserve  stand- 
ard and  phase- in  schedule  for  loans 
where  there  is  a  substantial  likelihood 
that  the  loan  will  not  be  repaid  as  ex- 
pected without  additional  borrowing 
or  major  restructuring.  These  loan 
loss  reserve  requirements  provide  in- 
centives for  banks  to  enter  into  more 
prudent  loan  agreements  with  debtor 
natior\s. 

This  legislation  is  not  direct  foreign 
aid  because  all  146  member  nations,  in- 
cluding the  United  States,  are  eligible 
for  IMF  loans.  In  fact,  the  United 
States  and  the  United  Kingdom  are 
the  two  leading  borrowers  of  IMF 
funds.  The  loans  are  usually  3  to  5 
years  at  near  market  rates,  currently 
al)out  10  percent.  The  IMF  has  never 
experienced  a  loan  default  and 
chances  are  excellent  that  it  will  repay 
our  loan  with  interest. 

Furthermore,  increasing  the  U.S. 
share  to  the  IMF  will  provide  jobs  to 
U.S.  workers.  Twenty  percent  of  the 
manufacturing  jobs  in  the  United 
States  can  be  directly  attributed  to  ex- 
porting. Of  the  26  current  IMF  pro- 
grams. 19  have  provided  higher 
growth  levels  and  increased  imports  in 
the  first  year  of  the  program.  In 
Mexico,  for  instance,  estimated  U.S. 
exports  in  1983  with  the  IMF  program 
is  $11.9  billion,  compared  to  estimated 
$4.9  billion  without  the  IMF  program. 
Clearly,  the  Congress  must  take  ad- 
vantage of  as  many  export  opportuni- 
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ties  as  possible  given  the  fact  that  the 
recovery  will  soon  be  entering  a  stage 
in  which  exports  will  become  an  in- 
creasing dominant  element. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  important  to 
world  economic  stability  that  the 
United  States  join  the  other  145  IMF 
member  nations  in  increasing  its  share 
of  IMF  funding.  If  we  do  not  provide 
these  funds,  other  member  nations 
will  withdraw  support  from  the  IMF 
and  further  imbalance  world  economic 
growth  and  the  possibility  of  interna- 
tional monetary  collapse  could  result. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
reluctantly  today  in  favor  of  H.R.  2957 
and  only  after  thoroughly  examining 
the  alternatives  to  a  quota  increase 
and  the  consequences  of  failing  to  pass 
this  legislation. 

As  a  Congressman,  my  concerns  lie 
not  with  big  banks,  but  with  the 
people,  our  constituents,  and  how  they 
might  be  affected  by  worldwide  loan 
defaults  and  an  international  banking 
crisis.  While  some  say  that  they  are 
willing  to  take  the  risk  that  such  a 
crisis  would  not  be  precipitated  by 
American  rejection  of  a  quota  increase 
to  IMF.  it  would  appear  that  such 
action  might  force  at  least  some  na- 
tions into  default  as  they  are  deprived 
of  additional  IMF  assistance.  Because 
it  is  impossible  to  forecast  exactly  how 
extensive  a  potential  collapse  might  be 
or  to  what  degree  such  defaults  would 
damage  the  world  economy,  and  be- 
cause Americans  have  so  much  to 
loose  in  an  extensive  banking  collapse. 
I  must,  in  the  best  interests  of  my  con- 
stituents, support  a  responsible  action 
aimed  at  preventing  extensive  loan  de- 
faults. 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  $5.8  billion 
quota  increase  and  the  $2.6  billion  con- 
tribution to  the  General  Arrange- 
ments to  Borrow  (GAB)  authorized  in 
H.R.  2957  represent  just  such  a  re- 
sponsible and  necessary  action  for  sev- 
eral reasons. 

First,  the  American  economy  is 
today,  more  than  ever,  dependent  on 
world  trade.  It  is  estimated  that  in 
1982.  40  percent  of  our  agricultural 
products  were  sold  abroad  and  5  per- 
cent of  our  total  civilian  work  force 
was  engaged  in  manufacturing  jobs  for 
export.  Even  the  most  conservative  es- 
timates place  the  fall  in  GNP  at  1.5 
pfercent  and  the  rise  in  unemployment 
at  0.5  percent  if  the  LDC's  are  forced 
into  default. 

Major  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural 
exports  include  Brazil.  Mexico,  and 
South  Korea,  all  of  which  have  re- 
ceived IMF  financing  in  the  last  year. 
In  light  of  the  severity  of  low  domestic 
prices,  large  surpluses,  and  continuing 
financial  problems,  the  consequences 
of  failing  to  provide  the  IMF  with 
funding  would  be  particularly  severe 
for  the  U.S.  farmer. 


In  this  era  of  increasing  budget  defi- 
cits and  high  interest  rates,  defaults 
would  also  mean  even  higher  interest 
rates  and  higher  deficits  as  American 
banks  are  forced  to  write  off  billions 
of  dollars  in  loans  and  the  Govern- 
ment meets  the  problems  of  unem- 
ployment with  further  budget  outlays. 
While  I  do  not  believe  defaults  would 
result  in  the  type  of  "economic  catas- 
trophe" prophesized  by  many,  they 
most  certainly  would  damage  any 
chance  for  a  sustained  economic  recov- 
ery in  the  United  States. 

Second,  although  many  of  my  col- 
leagues and  constituents  are  opposed 
to  this  bill  because  they  view  it  as  a 
"bailout"  of  big  banks  with  billions  of 
dollars  of  the  taxpayers'  money.  I  am 
convinced  that  this  is  not  the  case. 
The  IMF  is  not  providing  funds  to 
countries  to  turn  around  and  pay  off 
commercial  bank  loans  but  only  to  fi- 
nance essential  imports  while  the 
country  stabilizes  its  economy.  It  is 
also  critical  to  emphasize  that  not 
only  are  commercial  loans  not  paid 
back  with  IMF  loans,  but  orderly  eco- 
nomic adjustments  require  increased 
bank  lending  to  troubled  LDC's  that 
are  prepared  to  adopt  serious  revital- 
ization  programs.  Commercial  banks 
are  lending,  on  average.  $4  to  debtor 
countries  for  every  $1  IMF  lends. 

In  addition.  H.R.  2957  contains  pro- 
visions which  will  help  to  provide  a 
long-term  solution  to  our  current 
world  debt  difficulties.  By  requiring 
banks  to  report  foreign  lending  more 
frequently,  to  spread  the  earnings 
from  rescheduling  fees  over  the  effec- 
tive life  of  the  loan,  to  establish  loan 
loss  reserves,  and  to  strengthen  exist- 
ing procedures  for  country  risk  evalua- 
tion, this  bill  forces  banks  to  act  more 
responsibly  and  openly  when  granting 
loans  to  developing  countries  in  the 
future.  As  amended.  H.R.  2957  also  ex- 
plicitly states  that: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  in- 
struct the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  to  oppose  where,  in  his  judg- 
ment, the  Fund  resources  would  be  drawn 
principally  for  the  purpose  of  repaying 
loans  which  have  been  imprudently  made 
by  banking  institutions  to  the  member 
country. 

Thus.  I  feel  that  a  vote  for  this  bill 
is  not  a  vote  intended  to  benefit  the 
big  banks.  It  is  a  vote  to  protect  the 
farmer,  the  manufacturer,  and  the 
blue  collar  worker.  Rather  than  a 
bank  "bailout."  I  see  this  as  a  bank 
•bail-in.  "  as  a  way  of  insuring  that 
banks  take  some  responsibility  for 
achieving  a  workable  solution  to  cur- 
rent world  economic  problems. 

The  fact  that  U.S.  contributions  to 
the  IMF  are  not  foreign  aid.  but  loans 
made  at  near  market  rates,  also  makes 
this  bill  seem  less  sinister.  The  cost  of 
a  quota  increase  to  the  American  tax- 
payer is  not  the  $8.4  billion  authorized 
by  H.R.  2957.  but  is  instead  the  differ- 
ence   between    the    interest    rate    at 


which  the  United  States  borrows  the 
money  for  the  contribution  and  the 
rate  at  which  it  is  loaned  to  the  debtor 
nation.  Let  us  not  be  mistaken  too 
about  the  fact  that  the  IMF  serves  the 
developed  nations  as  well  as  the 
LDC's.  The  United  States  is  the 
second  largest  user  of  the  Fund's  re- 
sources after  Great  Britain,  drawing  a 
loan  as  recently  as  1978  to  help  meet 
balance-of-payment  deficits  caused  by 
skyrocketing  oil  prices. 

An  increased  quota  contribution  is 
the  only  method  by  which  the  IMF 
can  safely  obtain  the  funds  needed  to 
continue  to  fulfill  its  role  in  stabilizing 
balance-of-payment  deficits.  Although 
some  advocate  the  sale  of  IMF  gold  re- 
serves to  finance  further  loans,  I  be- 
lieve this  proposal  to  be  unsound  be- 
cause in  the  end,  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment estimates  that  the  value  of 
American  gold  reserves  would  fall  by 
more  than  the  $8.4  billion  authorized 
by  H.R.  2957.  Approval  of  such  a  sale 
would  require  85  percent  member  ap- 
proval, support  that  would  be  difficult 
to  obtain  when  a  vote  for  gold  sales 
would  substantially  reduce  the  quality 
of  claims  held  on  IMF  by  these  same 
nations. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  point  out  that  many  aspects  of  this 
current  debate  are  reminiscent  of  the 
debates  on  other  issues  that  were  per- 
ceived as  bailouts.  Precedents  such  as 
those  loans  made  to  Lockheed  in  1971, 
New  York  City  in  1975,  and  Chrysler 
Corp.  in  1979,  offer  some  evidence  that 
countries  such  as  Mexico  and  Brazil 
can  possibly  be  saved  from  default 
with  responsible  loan  programs. 

I  believe  passage  of  this  bill  is  impor- 
tant to  the  future  of  our  world  and  na- 
tional economies.  It  seeks  serious  and 
responsible  solutions  to  the  problems 
that  we,  as  a  Nation,  fact  today,  while 
its  alternatives  offer  little  but  further 
economic  hardship  for  all  Americans. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BURTON  OF 
INDIANA 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  amendment  as 
follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Burton  of  In- 
diana. Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

OPPOSITION  TO  CONCESSIONARY  LOANS 

Sec.  308.  The  Brelton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"OPPOSITION  TO  CONCESSIONARY  LOANS 

"Sec  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  actively  oppose  and 
vote  against  the  Fund  providing  any  loan 
with  a  rate  of  interest,  based  on  the  maturi- 
ty of  such  loan,  which  is  less  than  the  aver- 
age rate  of  interest  for  loans  of  a  similar 
maturity  which  are  guaranteed  by  the 
Small  Business  Administration.". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
inquire  of  the  gentleman  if  this 
amendment  has  been  printed  in  the 
Record. 


Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  It  has,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
advise  the  Committee  that  in  the  last 
3  hours  we  have  disposed  of  14  amend- 
ments. There  remain  56  amendments 
noted. 

The  Chair  would  appreciate  the  co- 
operation of  the  Members  in  expedit- 
ing the  business  of  the  Committee. 

D  1820 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  wish  the  Chair  had  not  told 
how  many  outstanding  amendments 
there  were  before  I  talked. 

I  am  going  to  be  very  brief. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I, was  appalled  when 
I  found  out  that  Communist  and 
Third  World  countries  are  able  to  get 
loans  through  the  IMF  using  Ameri- 
can taxpayers  dollars  at  rates  6,  7,  and 
8  percent  below  what  our  best  busi- 
nessmen can  get  in  this  country. 

And  what  this  amendment  does  very 
simply  is  it  says  that  we  instruct  our 
IMF  Representatives  to  vote  against 
any  loan  which  would  give  a  Commu- 
nist or  Third  World  country  a  rate  less 
than  the  SBA  guaranteed  loan  rate. 

In  the  last  quarter  of  1982,  for  exam- 
ple, the  prime  interest  rate  in  this 
country  was  12.8  percent.  Most  Ameri- 
can small  businessmen  were  paying  an 
average  interest  rate  of  15.4  percent. 
Yet  the  International  Monetary  Fund 
was  handing  out  loan  money,  most  of 
which  came  from  American  taxpayers, 
at  an  interest  rate  of  8.9  percent— 6 '72 
percent  below  the  rate  available  to  our 
own  citizens  in  loans  guaranteed  by 
the  Small  Business  Administration. 

It  is  unthinkable  that  we  would  loan 
money  to  Communist  and  Third 
World  countries  at  6,  7,  or  8  percent 
below  what  our  best  businessmen  can 
borrow  money  for  at  our  own  institu- 
tions. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sincerely  hope 
that  the  Members  will  look  favorably 
upon  this  amendment  because  I 
cannot  see  bow  Members  can  go  back 
to  their  districts  and  justify  voting  for 
Communist  and  Third  World  loans  at 
an  interest  rate  much  less  than  we  can 
give  to  our  people  in  this  country. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  support  the 
gentleman's  amendment  and  point  out 
that  on  August  1  the  FHA  announced 
loans  for  FHA  insured  mortgages,  13  V2 
percent.  If  you  want  to  make  a  conven- 
tional mortgage  in  this  country  on  a 
home,  you  pay  14  V2  percent.  On  con- 
sumer loans,  our  Americans  are  being 
asked  to  pay  25  percent. 

Anybody  who  votes  for  this  legisla- 
tion I  say  shame,  shame,  shame,  be- 
cause the  interest  rates  in  this  country 


are  high  and  are  going  to  go  still 
higher  if  we  pass  out  $8.1  billion  to  the 
IMF.  moneys  that  the  people  of  other 
countries  will  never  see.  It  will  be  just 
an  exchange  between  the  leaders  of 
those  countries  and  the  bankers. 
There  will  not  be  one  nail  produced  or 
for  that  matter  one  house  built. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Let  me  see  if  I  understand  the  issue 
here.  Is  the  gentleman  suggesting  that 
if  the  IMF  is  to  make  loans  to  foreign 
countries,  that  indeed  they  must  make 
them  at  an  interest  rate  at  least  as 
high  as  the  market  charges  business 
people  and  homeowners  in  this  coun- 
try for  private  loans. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Yes.  I  am. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Is  it  not  quite  true  that  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  says  nothing  about 
Communist  countries,  does  not  even 
mention  Communist  countries? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  The 
amendment  is  very  specific.  It  was 
read  in  its  entirety.  And  I  think  the 
gentleman  understands  it. 

The  point  of  the  amendment  is  very, 
very  clear.  And  that  is  to  make  sure 
that  those  people  to  whom  we  loan 
money  through  the  IMF  do  not  get  a 
better  interest  rate  than  our  small 
businessmen  in  this  country.  And 
much  of  that  money  goes  to  Commu- 
nist countries  and  the  gentleman 
knows  it. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  would  suggest 
since  the  gentleman's  amendment 
about  which  I  will  have  to  say  more 
later,  if  the  Chairman  will  give  me 
time,  I  would  suggest  that  I  think  to 
try  to  bring  in  the  last  vote  on  the 
gentleman's  amendment  is.  in  fact, 
doing  a  disservice  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  It  is  ger- 
mane and  the  gentleman  knows  that. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

It  is  all  well  and  good  to  make  a  plea 
such  as  this.  And  it  sounds  terrific. 
But  let  us  look  at  the  facts. 

At  the  present  time  the  interest  rate 
charged  on  IMF  loans  depends  on  how 
they  are  funded.  Loans  financed  from 
quota  resources  carry  a  charge  of  6.6 
percent.  Loans  financed  from  bor- 
rowed funds  reflect  the  cost  of  these 
funds  to  the  IMF.  currently  around  10 
percent. 
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As  a  practical  matter,  loans  are  usu- 
ally granted  from  both  these  funds 
and  end  up  being  given  at  approxi- 
mately 9  percent. 

Now.  why  do  I  oppose  this  amend- 
ment? It  sounds  great,  oh.  sure. 

We  know  what  is  happening  to  our 
small  businessmen.  I  have  as  many 
small  business  people,  probably  many 
more  in  my  district,  who  have  had 
problems,  than  the  gentleman  who 
offers  the  amendment. 

But  while  I  sympathize  with  their 
plight  when  the  interest  rates  go  up.  I 
can  also  point  out  that  high  interest 
rates  were  one  of  the  key  causes  of  the 
problem  we  now  face  internationally. 
And  I  think  it  would  l)e  far  wiser  for 
us  to  explore  ways  of  reducing  the  cost 
of  capital  for  our  small  businessmen 
than  to  seek  ways  of  increasing  the 
cost  of  capital  to  these  countries  who 
are  already  strapped  to  the  bone. 

Two  wrongs  do  not  make  a  right. 
And  in  this  instance  I  think  that  is 
about  all  we  would  be  doing. 

Now  this  has  nothing  to  do  with 
Communist  nations,  nothing  whatso- 
ever. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  amend- 
ment that  was  adopted  a  few  moments 
ago  states  that  there  will  not  be  any 
IMF  loans  or  we  should  oppose  any 
IMF  loans  rather  to  any  Communist 
nations.  So  that  herring  has  now  been 
cleansed.  It  is  no  longer  red.  It  is  a 
pure  white  herring. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yeild? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Connecti- 
cut. 

Mr.  McKINNEY.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  tend  to  get  our- 
selves somewhat  tied  up  here  in  what 
we  say.  We  have  talked  about  an  $8.4 
billion  giveaway.  We  know  it  is  not. 
We  know  it  is  a  deposit  that  may  not 
even  be  drawn  on. 

It  was  amazing  to  me  on  the  day  we 
had  our  last  meeting  over  this  subject, 
we  threw  away  $6.4  billion  in  actual 
outlays  on  cotton  PIK  2  hours  later. 

Most  of  the  loans  from  the  Small 
Business  Administration  are  for  8Vi 
years.  Loans  from  the  IMF  usually  av- 
erage 3  or  5  years  at  the  very  most. 
One  of  the  reasons  that  the  nations  of 
the  world,  particularly  the  LDC's. 
have  not  been  able  to  pay  back  their 
loans  is  because  interest  rates  have 
consumed  too  much  of  their  capital. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  am  sorry.  I 
must  reclaim  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sending  an 
amendment  up  to  the  desk,  an  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  ask  that  the 
amendment  be  read,  does  it  come  out 
of  the  5  minutes  in  opposition  to  that 
amendment? 

D  1830 
The    CHAIRMAN.    The    gentleman 
may  talk  about  the  amendment  but 


may  not  send  the  amendment  to  the 
desk  under  his  5  minutes  in  opposition 
to  the  pending  amendment.  The  gen- 
tleman will  have  to  wait  until  his  5 
minutes  are  up. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
will  be  sending  an  amendment  to  the 
desk  that  will  in  fact  instruct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  and  the  U.S. 
Executive  Director  to  the  Fund  to  pro- 
pose and  work  for  the  adoption  of 
Fund  policies  regarding  the  rate  of  re- 
muneration paid  on  the  use  of  mem- 
ber's quota  sul)scriptions  and  the  rate 
of  charges  on  Fund  drawings  to  bring 
those  rates  in  line  with  market  rates. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
report  to  the  appropriate  committees 
of  Congress  within  180  days  of  enact- 
ment on  the  progress  made  in  imple- 
menting this  provision. 

This  would,  indeed,  direct  the  Secre- 
tary and  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  to  look  into  the  matter  that  con- 
cerns the  gentleman. 

As  I  said,  two  wrongs  do  not  make  a 
right,  but  I  think  in  this  instance,  if 
we  could  agree  to  this  study,  we  could 
do  it  in  a  deliberate  manner.  We  have 
held  no  hearings  on  the  amendment 
pending.  But  the  amendment  that  I 
shall  offer  to  the  amendment  in  a 
moment  would,  I  think,  cure  the 
defect  and  certainly  address  the  prob- 
lem of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  small  businessmen  of 
this  country  who  are  going  to  be  read- 
ing about  this  in  the  papers  are  going 
to  be  fooled  by  this  amendment.  It 
does  not  do  anything,  and  the  gentle- 
man knows  it. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  do  not  yield 
any  further. 

The  point  will  be  that  we  are  going 
to  study  the  matter  to  determine  if 
that  which  the  gentleman  contends  in 
his  explanation  is  valid,  and,  if  so, 
indeed  we  will  do  everything  possible 
to  equalize  the  interest  rates.  For  that 
reason,  I  shall  be  offering  the  amend- 
ment to  the  gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ST  GERMAIN  TO 
THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BURTON  OF 
INDIANA 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island  (Mr.  St  Ger- 
main) wish  to  offer  his  amendment? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  do,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  I  believe  it  is  at  the  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  St  Germain  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Burton  of 
Indiana:  On  page  28.  after  line  8.  in  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  insert: 

Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  U.S.  Executive  Director  to 
the  Fund  to  propose  and  work  for  the  adop- 


tion of  Fund  policies  regarding  the  rate  of 
remuneration  paid  on  use  of  member's 
quota  subscriptions  and  the  rate  of  charges 
on  Fund  drawings  to  bring  those  rates  in 
line  with  market  rates.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  report  to  the  appropriate 
Committees  of  Congress  within  180  days  of 
enactment  the  progress  made  in  implement- 
ing this  provision.  " 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  matter  is  not 
debatable. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Burton). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote,  and 
pending  that,  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The    CHAIRMAN.    The    Chair    will 
count.  A  quorum  is  present. 
recorded  vote 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  of  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Burton)  for  a  re- 
corded vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  286,  noes 
136,  not  voting  11,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  318] 
AYES— 286 


Ackerman 

Coleman  (TX) 

Gaydos 

Addtibbo 

Collins 

Gejdenson 

Akaka 

Conable 

Gekas 

Albosta 

Conte 

Gephardt 

Alexander 

Conyers 

Gibbons 

Andrews  (NO 

Cooper 

Gilman 

Andrews  (TX) 

Coughlin 

Glickman 

Anthony 

Courier 

Gonzalez 

Aspin 

Coyne 

Goodling 

AuCoin 

Crockett 

Gore 

Badham 

DAmours 

Gradison 

Barnard 

Daschle 

Gray 

Barnes 

de  la  Garza 

Green 

Bartlett 

Dellums 

Guarint 

Bateman 

Derrick 

Hall  (IN) 

Bates 

DeWine 

Hall  (OH) 

Bedell 

Dicks 

Hamilton 

Beilenson 

Dingell 

Harkin 

Bereuter 

Dixon 

Harrison 

Berman 

Donnelly 

Hatcher 

Bevill 

Downey 

Hawkins 

Biaggl 

Durbin 

Hefner 

Boehlert 

Dwyer 

Hertel 

Boggs 

Dymally 

Hightower 

Boland 

Eckart 

Hillis 

Boner 

Edgar 

Horton 

Bonior 

Edwards  (AD 

Howard 

Bonker 

Edwards  (CA) 

Hoyer 

Borski 

English 

Hughes 

Bosco 

Erlenborn 

Hutto 

Boucher 

Evans (lA) 

Ireland 

Boxer 

Evans  (ID 

Jeffords 

Bhtt 

Fascell 

Jenkins 

Brook.s 

Fazio 

Johnson 

Broomfield 

Feighan 

Jones  (NO 

Brown  <CA) 

Perraro 

Jones  (OK) 

Broyhill 

Fish 

Jones  (TN) 

Bryant 

Florio 

Kaptur 

Burton  (CA) 

Foglletta 

Kazen 

Carper 

Foley 

Kennelly 

Carr 

Ford  (MI) 

Kildee 

Chandler 

Ford(TN) 

Kindness 

Chappell 

Forsythe 

Kogovsek 

Cheney 

Fowler 

Kolter 

Clarke 

Frank 

Koslmayer 

Clay 

Frenzel 

LaPalce 

dinger 

Frost 

Lagomarsino 

Coelho 

Fuqua 

Lantos 

Coleman  (MO) 

Garcia 

Leach 

Lehman  (CA) 

Nowak 

Sikorski 

Lehman  (FL) 

O'Brien 

Simon 

Leland 

Oakar 

Sisisky 

Lent 

Oberstar 

Skelton 

Levin 

Obey 

Smith  (FL) 

Levine 

Olin 

Smith  (lA) 

Lewis  (FL) 

Ortiz 

Snowe 

Long (LA) 

Ottlnger 

Solarz 

Lowery  (CA) 

Owens 

Spratt 

Lowry  (WA) 

Oxley 

St  Germain 

Luken 

Panetta 

Staggers 

Lundlne 

Parrls 

Stark 

Mack 

Patterson 

Straiten 

MacKay 

Pease 

Studds 

Markey 

Penny 

Swift 

Marriott 

Pepper 

Synar 

Martin  (NO 

Pickle 

Tallon 

Martinez 

Porter 

Tauke 

MaUui 

Price 

Thomas  (GA) 

Mavroules 

Pursell 

Torres 

Mazzoli 

Quillen 

Torricelli 

McCain 

Rahall 

Towns 

McCloskey 

Rangel 

Traxler 

McCurdy 

Ratchford 

Vandergriff 

McDade 

Ray 

Vento 

McHugh 

Regula 

Walgren 

McKernan 

Reid 

Weiss 

McKinney 

Richardson 

Whe?'. 

McNulty 

Rinaldo 

Williams  (MT) 

Mica 

Rodino 

Williams  (OH) 

Michel 

Roe 

Wilson 

Mikulski 

Rose 

Wirth 

Miller  (CA) 

Rostenkowski 

Wise 

Miller  (OH) 

Roukema 

Wolpe 

Mineta 

Rowland 

Wortley 

Minish 

Roybal 

Wright 

Mitchell 

Savage 

Wyden 

Moakley 

Sawyer 

Wylie 

Moody 

Scheuer 

Yates 

Morrison  (CT) 

Schneider 

Yatron 

Mrazek 

Schroedef 

Young  (AK) 

Murphy 

Schulze 

Young (FL) 

Murtha 

Schumer 

Young  (MO) 

Nalcher 

Seit>erling 

Zablocki 

Neal 

Shannon 

Zschau 

Nelson 

Sharp 

Nielson 

Shaw 
NOES- 136 

Anderson 

Hartnett 

Ridge 

Annunzio 

Hiler 

Ritter 

Applegate 

Holt 

Roberts 

Archer 

Hopkins 

Robinson 

Bennett 

Hubbard 

Roemer 

Bethune 

Huckaby 

Rogers 

Bilirakis 

Hunter 

Roth 

Bliley 

Hyde 

Rudd 

Breaux 

Kasich 

Russo 

Brown  (CO) 

Kastenmeier 

Sabo 

Burton  (IN) 

Kemp 

Schaefer 

Byron 

Kramer 

Sensenbrenner 

Campbell 

Latta 

Shelby 

Carney 

Leath 

Shumway 

Chappie 

Levitas 

Shuster 

Coats 

Lewis  (CA) 

Siljander 

Corcoran 

Lipinski 

Skeen 

Craig 

Livingston 

Slattery 

Crane.  Daniel 

Uoyd 

Smith  (NE) 

Crane,  Philip 

Loeffler 

Smith  (NJ) 

Daniel 

Long(MD) 

Smith.  Denny 

Dannemeyer 

Lott 

Smith.  Robert 

Daub 

Lujan 

Snyder 

Davis 

Lungren 

Solomon 

Dickinson 

Madigan 

Spence 

Dowdy 

Marlenee 

Slangeland 

Dreier 

Martin  (ID 

Stenholm 

Duncan 

Martin  (NY) 

Stump 

Dyson 

McCandless 

Sundquist 

Early 

McDonald 

Tauzin 

Edwards  (OK) 

McEwen 

Taylor 

Emerson 

McGrath 

Thomas  (CA) 

Erdreich 

Molinari 

Valentine 

Fiedler 

Mollohan 

Volkmer 

Fields 

Montgomery 

Vucanovich 

Ftippo 

Moore 

Walker 

Franklin 

Moorhead 

Watkins 

Gingrich 

Morrison  (WA: 

1     Weaver 

Gramm 

Myers 

Weber 

Gregg 

Nichols 

Whitehurst 

Gunderson 

Packard 

Whitley 

Hall.  Sam 

Pashayan 

Whittaker 

Hammerschmidt  Patman 

Winn 

Hance 

Paul 

Wolf 

Hansen  <ID) 

Perkins 

Hansen  (UT) 

Petri 

NOT  VOTING— 11 


Dorgan 
Hall.  Ralph 
Heftel 
Jacobs 


McCoUum 
Pritchard 
Stokes 
Udall 

D  1850 


Vander  Jagt 

Waxman 

Whitten 


Mr.  PRICE  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Indiana  (Mr.  Burton),  as 
amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BETHUNE 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bethune. 
Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

REIMBURSEMENT  FROM  BENEFICIARIES  OF 
QUOTA  INCREASES 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"REIMBURSEMENT  FROM  BENEFICIARIES  OF 
QUOTA  INCREASES 

"Sec.  46.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds— 
"(1)  depository  institutions  have  charged 
excessive  rates  of  interest  on  loans  made  to 
foreign  countries; 

"(2)  such  excessive  rates  of  interest  were 
often  imposed  in  order  to  compensate  for 
the  declared  high-risk  rate  of  lending  to 
such  countries; 

••(3)  the  United  States  Government,  by  in- 
creasing its  quota  contribution  to  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund,  has  substantially 
reduced  the  risk  of  lending  to  those  foreign 
countries  which  benefit  from  the  increased 
resources  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund; 

••{4)  such  quota  contribution  by  the 
United  States  Government  will  result  in  a 
considerable  financial  burden  to  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayer;  and 

••(5)  permitting  depository  institutions  to 
retain  the  profits  earned  from  the  excessive 
interest  rates  charged  to  such  foreign  coun- 
tries results  in  unjust  enrichment  to  such 
depository  institutions  in  light  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  United  States  quota  contribu- 
tion. 

•■(b)  Each  depository  institution  shall 
transmit  a  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  specifying— 

■■(1)  all  loans  made  by  such  depository  in- 
stitution to  any  foreign  country; 

•■(2)  with  respect  to  each  such  loan— 

"(A)  the  rate  of  interest  charged  on  such 
loan; 

"(B)  all  ser\'ice  fees  imposed  on  such  loan; 

"(C)  the  unpaid  balance  on  such  loan; 

"(D)  the  total  amount  of  interest  collected 
on  such  loan;  and 

"(E)  such  other  information  as  may  be  re- 
quested by  the  Secretary. 

"(c)(1)  The  Secretary  may  examine  the 
books  and  records  of  any  depository  institu- 
tion in  order  to  insure  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  with  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Fed- 
eral   Deposit    Insurance    Corporation,    and 


other  appropriate  Federal  and  State  regula- 
tory agencies  in  order  to  obtain  information 
on  foreign  loans  by  depository  institutions 
which  may  have  been  reported  to  such 
agencies. 

"(d)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
which  loans  made  by  depository  institutions 
or  subsidiaries  thereof  have  been  extended, 
refinanced,  or  made  more  secure,  or  in  any 
other  manner  affected  by  the  increased 
United  States  quota  contribution  to  the 
Intemawonal  Monetary  Fund  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  40. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  in- 
terest rate  charged,  and  the  interest  rate 
earned,  on  such  loans.  All  such  interest 
rates  shall  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  Truth  in  Lending  Act 
and  the  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  such 
Act. 

"(e)(1)  With  respect  to  loans  identified  in 
subsection  (d).  the  Secretary  shall  deter- 
mine which  loans  have  earned  for  the  de- 
pository institution  involved  a  rate  of  return 
which  is  greater  than  the  rate  of  return 
which  would  have  been  earned  by  such  de- 
pository institution  if  the  principal  amount 
involved  had  been  lent  in  the  United  States 
to  a  corporate  borrower  with  a  rating  of 
AAA  for  a  similar  maturity. 

"(2)  The  amount  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary to  have  been,  earned  in  excess  of  the 
amount  which  would  have  been  earned  from 
a  domestic  loan  (as  determined  under  para- 
graph (1))  shall  be  paid  to  the  Treasury  as  a 
reimbursement  for  the  increased  quota  con- 
tribution made  pursuant  to  section  40  of 
this  Act. 
"(f)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 
"(1)  the  term  "depository  institution" 
shall  have  the  same  meaning  given  such 
term  in  section  19(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Act; 

"(2)  the  term  "loan"  means  any  extension 
of  credit  to— 

"(A)  a  foreign  government  or  any  agency 
or  instrumentality  thereof; 

"(B)  any  entity  owned  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  a  foreign  government  unless  United 
States  persons  own  at  least  10  percent  of 
such  entity; 

"(C)  any  entity  which  is  not  more  than 
10%  percent  owned  by  United  States  per- 
sons.". 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
inquire  of  the  gentleman  whether  this 
amendment  has  appeared  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  It  has,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. It  was  printed  August  2,  at  page 
H6355. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I.  of 
course,  could  have  had  the  Clerk  read 
the  entire  amendment.  This  is  an  im- 
portant amendment.  I  have  discussed 
it  with  members  of  the  committee.  It 
is  an  attempt  to  address  one  of  the  se- 
rious   concerns    I    have    heard    most 
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often  throughout  this  entire  debate, 
and  that  is.  what  are  we  going  to  do 
about  the  big  banks  lining  their  pock- 
ets with  excess  fees  and  interest  rates 
that  were  exorbitant,  given  the  fact 
that  if  this  bill  passes  we  are  reducing 
the  risk  that  they  would  have  had. 
had  they  continued  on  with  that  par- 
ticular loan. 

So  as  I  said.  I  have  talked  to  many  of 
my  friends.  The  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Mitchell)  and  I  dis- 
cussed this.  Our  interests  were  shared 
in  that  we  were  concerned  about  the 
banks  taking  advantage  of  this  situa- 
tion and  that  this  might  be  a  bailout 
of  the  big  banks.  I  have  heard  other 
Members  talk  about  that. 

We  have  seen  instances  where  they 
were  charging  interest  rates  in  excess 
of  20  percent  and  fees  in  addition  to 
that. 

This  amendment  is  pretty  simple 
when  you  get  right  down  to  it.  It  says 
that  if  this  bill  passes,  the  Treasury 
Secretary  will  determine  the  amount 
of  profit  that  the  banks  made  on  these 
loans  over  and  above  the  amount  they 
would  have  made  on  a  domestic  loan, 
triple  A  rating,  for  a  comparable  matu- 
rity and  they  will  be  required  to  reim- 
burse that  amount  to  the  Treasury. 

Now,  the  idea  here  is  pretty  simple. 
It  turns  out  that  they  did  not  have  the 
risk  that  they  told  us  they  had.  be- 
cause we  are  coming  in  and  bailing 
them  out.  They  are  benefiting  from 
this  circumstance;  so  it  is  only  fair  to 
the  taxpayers  that  we  do  what  we  can 
to  recover  the  unjust  enrichment  they 
would  gain  by  this  incident. 

I  got  this  idea  when  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Schumer)  offered 
his  amendment.  He  was  concerned 
about  the  same  point;  so  he  was  going 
to  try  to  compel  the  banks,  through 
this  legislation,  to  stretch  out  their 
maturities  and  charge  lower  interest 
rates  on  prospective  loans. 

What  I  am  saying  is  if  we  pass  this 
quota  increase,  at  a  minimum  we 
ought  to  go  back  and  recover  the 
unjust  enrichment  that  the  banks  will 
pocket  if  you  do  not  pass  an  amend- 
ment of  this  nature.  That  is  all  there 
is  to  it. 

I  think  it  is  a  good  amendment.  I 
think  it  treats  the  problem  that  I  have 
heard  more  often  than  any  other  in 
this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  friend  and  colleague  for 
yielding. 

Let  me  propose  a  question  to  the 
gentleman.  The  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas and  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois and  many  others,  as  the  gentle- 
man has  pointed  out,  have  registered 
objections  to  the  pending  legislation 
because  it  would  appear,  and  we  think 


it  does,  amount  to  a  bailout  for  the  big 
banks. 

Is  the  gentleman  suggesting  that  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  would  go 
a  long  way  toward  removing  that  ob- 
jection to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  Well.  I  think  it  does. 
I  think  there  are  two  other  parties  to 
the  transactions;  one,  of  course,  being 
the  lesser  developed  countries  and  the 
IMF  is  also  a  party  to  the  transaction. 

I  have  consistently  argued  all  the 
way  through  that  I  do  not  think  we 
put  enough  pressure  on  any  of  the 
parties.  If  the  bill  were  defeated,  we 
would  get  a  better  deal  if  we  would  go 
back  and  rethink  this  situation. 

I  do  not  have  the  opportunity  to 
fashion  the  entire  legislation,  but  I  do 
have  the  opportunity  to  address  this 
one  problem.  It  is  the  one  that  I  think 
is  the  burning  issue  for  most  Members, 
and  so  I  ask  you  to  support  this 
amendment  to  correct  the  problem  of 
unjust  enrichment  that  will  occur  if 
we  do  not  pass  an  amendment  like 
this. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BETHUNE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  I  think 
he  has  an  excellent  amendment. 
There  may  have  been  some  confusion 
about  whether  the  big  banks  were 
behind  the  bill  and  whether  they  are 
going  to  benefit  from  it.  Of  course, 
when  the  nine  biggest  banks  in  Amer- 
ica are  extended  to  the  point  of  having 
loaned  222  percent  of  their  capital  to 
certain  countries,  then  it  would  appear 
that  they  do  have  a  strong  interest  in 
this  bill. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  the  chairman 
and  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Wyhe)  though,  that  when  I  made 
mention  of  the  situation  as  I  thought 
it  was  on  July  26,  I  said  then  it  cer- 
tainly is  the  effort  of  the  sponsors  of 
this  bill  to  come  to  the  aid  of  the  big 
banks.  I  did  not  mean  them.  I  meant 
the  outside  sponsors  and  certainly  not 
the  legislative  sponsors,  such  as  the 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  (Mr.  St  Germain)  and  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Republican  Party 
on  the  Committee  on  Banking,  two 
gentlemen  for  whom  I  have  the  great- 
est respect. 

The  gentleman's  amendment  would 
take  away  some  of  the  unjust  enrich- 
ment, some  of  the  extra  profit  that 
the  banks  would  make  and  make  it 
more  of  a  humanitarian  effort  on  our 
part  and  on  the  part  of  the  IMF  to 
come  to  the  aid  of  these  countries.  It 
would  strengthen  the  IMF.  strengthen 
its  work  in  trying  to  bring  solvency 
back  to  these  countries  that  are  so 
heavily  in  debt. 

Frankly.  I  think  one  of  the  major 
obstacles  to  the  bill  and  one  of  its 
major  defects  is  that  it  embarks  us 


and  the  IMF  on  a  project  of  long-term 
involvement  with  the  foreign  affairs 
and  with  the  foreign  debts  of  these  na- 
tions in  the  world  that  have  become  so 
heavily  overextended. 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  on  his 
amendment,  and  urge  its  adoption. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Bethune). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Bethune) 
there  were— ayes  45.  noes  2. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

n  1900 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PAUL 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Paul:  Page  28, 
after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

NOTICE  TO  CONGRESS  REGARDING  BORROWING  IN 
UNITED  STATES  CREDIT  MARKETS 

Sec.  308.  Section  5  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286c)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
•Neither  the  President  nor  any  person  or 
agency  shall,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
consent  to  any  borrowing  (other  than  bor- 
rowing from  a  foreign  government  or  other 
official  public  source)  by  the  Fund  of  funds 
denominated  in  United  States  dollars  unless 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  transmits  a 
notice  of  such  proposed  borrowing  to  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  at  least  60  days 
prior  to  the  date  on  which  such  borrowing  is 
scheduled  to  occur.". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
whether  this  amendment  has  been 
printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Yes.  it  has.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  August  2. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  am  delighted  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  We  may  be  prepared  to 
accept  the  gentleman's  amendment  if 
we  can  get  an  affirmative  answer  here. 

To  clarify  one  point  of  concern  to 
the  administration,  does  the  gentle- 
man s  amendment  apply  only  to  a  case 
where  the  IMF  would  issue  securities 
in  the  private  capital  markets  of  the 
United  States  and  borrow  dollars, 
something  the  Fund  has  the  authority 
to  do  today  but  has  chosen  not  to  do? 

Mr.  PAUL.  The  gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  The  answer  to  my  ques- 
tion is  yes? 

Mr.  PAUL.  Yes. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Then  we  are  prepared 
to  accept  the  gentleman's  amendment 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, having  heard  the  gentle- 
man's explanation,  I,  too,  am  glad  to 
join  my  ranking  minority  member  in 
accepting  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 


I  will  just  close  by  saying  that  all 
the  amendment  does  is  that  if  the 
IMF  decides  to  borrow  in  the  capital 
markets  they  will  be  required  to  notify 
both  Houses  to  this  effect  within  60 
days  before  they  issue  these  bonds. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  pointed 
out,  they  have  not  done  this  yet,  but 
they  have  suggested  they  might  with 
this  amendment  and  we  will  be  noti- 
fied to  that  effect. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Paul). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jacobs:  Page 
28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

SALARIES  OF  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  FUND 

Sec  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

SALARIES  OF  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  FUND 

'Sec  46.  Notwithstanding  section  40  of 
this  Act.  the  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Fund  may  not  consent  to  the  increase  in  the 
United  States  quota  in  the  Fund  which  is 
described  in  such  section  unless  the  United 
States  Governor  of  the  Fund  is  satisfied 
that  the  Fund  has  established,  and  will 
maintain,  requirements  that— 

■•(1)  employees  of  the  Fund  (including  the 
Managing  Director.  Executive  Directors,  Al- 
ternate Executive  Directors,  and  the  staff  of 
the  Fund)  may  not  be  paid  at  a  rate  in 
excess  of  the  rate  payable  for  an  individual 
occupying  a  position  at  level  IV  of  the  Exec- 
utive Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code:  and 

"(2)  advances  of  salaries  and  other  loans 
to  employees  may  not  be  made  at  a  rate  of 
interest  which  is  less  than  the  rate  of  inter- 
est charged  on  loans  (for  one-  to  four- 
family  dwellings)  Insured  under  title  II  of 
the  National  Housing  Act  on  the  date  on 
which  such  advance  or  loan  is  made.". 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
inquire  of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
whether  this  amendment  has  been 
printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  It  was  printed  on  July 
20.  at  page  20127.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACOBS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Am  I  correct 
that  the  gentleman's  amendment  was 
at  page  20127  and  it  is  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  JACOBS.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  how 
many  of  you  remember  the  Bill  Maul- 
din  cartoons  in  World  War  II,  but 
there  was  one  that  showed  a  truck 


tearing  down  the  road  and  one  GI  said 
to  the  other,  'You  would  hurry  home 
too  if  you  worked  in  the  supply 
dump." 

Now,  I  want  to  draw  your  attention 
to  the  people  who  work  in  the  supply 
dump  of  the  IMF:  the  employees. 
There  are  about  1,500  of  them.  They 
are  employed  here  in  Washington, 
D.C.  They  pay  no  taxes  on  their  sala- 
ries so  the  salaries  I  am  going  to  cite 
are  the  taxable  equivalent  of  a  family 
of  four  paying  American  taxes.  They 
can  make  up  to  $144,000.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  one-third  of  them,  500,  make 
more  than  $67,500,  which  is  what  our 
man  at  the  IMF  draws  under  Ameri- 
can law.  That  is,  one-third  of  them 
would  make  more  than  that. 

It  is  also  true  down  at  the  supply 
dump  that  every,  each  employee  can 
obtain  a  home  mortgage  loan  at  5  per- 
cent. And  what  is  it  now?  About  13  or 
14  percent  for  every  American  citizen. 

Now,  this  is  a  goose  and  gander 
amendment.  It  simply  says  that  until 
the  IMF  gets  its  house  in  order  and 
gets  its  own  employees'  hands  out  of 
this  cookie  jar  this  extra  $8.4  billion  or 
whatever  it  is  that  they  want  from  the 
American  taxpayers  they  cannot  have 
it.  But  as  soon  as  they  get  their  sala- 
ries down  to  that  paltry  sum  of 
$67,500,  which  happens  to  put  a 
person  in  about  the  highest  4  percent 
of  all  American  taxpayers  making  that 
amount  of  money,  until  they  do  that, 
and  until  they  pay  for  mortgage  inter- 
ests exactly  the  same  as  the  average 
American  taxpayer  is  asked  to  make 
this  sacrifice,  they  cannot  have  the 
money. 

The  amendment  is  just  as  simple  as 
that. 

About  10  years  ago  I  had  a  friend 
running  for  office  out  home  and  he 
needed  money  he  said  pretty  badly.  So 
I  made  a  contribution  to  him  of  $500, 
which  would  be  more  now,  I  guess. 

A  few  days  later  some  of  his  cam- 
paign aides  wanted  to  have  a  little 
meeting.  I  went  to  that  meeting  over 
at  the  Indianapolis  Athletic  Club. 
While  we  were  there  having  this  meet- 
ing these  fellows  ordered  big  steak  din- 
ners and  a  couple  of  hookers  of 
brandy,  and  I  saw  them  sign  my 
friend's  campaign  to  it. 

I  had  given  $500  for  him  to  try  to  get 
reelected.  I  did  not  give  $500  for  his 
campaign  workers  to  stiffen  up  their 
vests  and  walk  in  and  live  high  on  the 
hog  on  somebody  else's  money. 

As  I  see  it,  that  is  approximately  the 
problem  that  we  have  here. 

If  you  believe  that  this  money  ought 
to  go  directly  to  those  worthy  bankers 
or  if,  on  the  other  hand,  you  believe 
this  is  actually  going  to  help  somebody 
else— and  if  you  believe  that  I  have 
some  costume  jewelry  out  in  the  car 
that  I  would  like  to  show  you— what- 
ever you  happen  to  believe,  surely  to 
God  you  do  not  believe  that  it  ought 
to  be  siphoned  off  in  the  form  of  5 


percent  mortgage  loans  to  employees 
at  the  IMF,  or  for  salaries  that  exceed 
the  salaries  of  our  representative  to 
the  IMF. 

That  is  about  it,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  would  only  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  we  are  dealing  with  an  interna- 
tional institution  that  hires  largely 
Ph.D.  professionals  that  hold  the  fate 
of  the  world  economic  order  in  their 
hands. 

It  is  certainly  true,  as  the  gentleman 
points  out,  that  they  earn  more  than 
Members  of  this  body.  That  is  a  grat- 
ing phenomenon. 

By  the  same  token,  if  you  compare 
their  salaries  with  comparable  people 
in  the  private  sector,  that  is,  the  pro- 
fessional leadership  of  Citicorp,  Bank 
of  America,  the  various  British, 
French,  German  banks,  the  fact  is 
they  are  underpaid  by  comparison. 

But  I  would  certainly  hate  for  this 
body  to  cast  aspersions  on  the  profes- 
sionalism and  the  salary  remuneration 
of  such  an  important  institution  as  the 
International  Monetary  Fund. 

This  is  one  of  those  votes  that  it  is 
very  tempting  to  say  makes  sense.  It  is 
very  tempting  to  say  no  one  should  be 
paid  more  than  we  are.  After  all,  we 
are  elected  by  the  American  people. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  even 
though  this  body  may  not  choose  of 
its  own  discretion  to  raise  our  salaries, 
I  do  not  think  that  should  imply  that 
we  should  not  pay  fairly  and  competi- 
tively the  people  at  the  International 
Monetary  Fund. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Would  the  gentleman 
be  so  kind  as  to  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  I  would  like  to  make 
two  points. 

The  first  point  is  that  they  are  not 
in  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Nor  are  they  in  a 
public  sector  business  that  is  showing 
very  much  success.  And  if  they  were  in 
a  private  sector  business  and  had  the 
success  that  they  have  had  in  this  en- 
terprise they  would  be  taking  pay  cuts 
because  of  the  pressure  of  the  private 
enterprise. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Let  me  reclaim 
my  time. 

As  far  as  showing  any  success,  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  has 
never  made  a  loan  that  has  not  been 
repaid. 

The  group  that  is  showing  the  lack 
of  success  is  this  U.S.  Congress  that 
has    a    $200    billion    deficit    to    our 

"credit";  it  is  the  American  banks. 
British  banks  that  have  overextended 
abroad.  By  comparison  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  has  done  very 
well  in  its  lending. 
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I  would  stress  also  that  in  this  legis- 
lation we  are  talking  about  aid  to  the 
United  States  of  America.  Not  only  are 
private  sector  exports  aided  but  we  are 
the  second  largest  borrower  from  the 
IMF.  only  Great  Britain  has  borrowed 
more. 

These  are  career  people,  operating  in 
a  competent  way.  people  of  the  high- 
est integrity,  people  of  the  highest 
professionalism. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  respected  inter- 
national economists  who  have  conclud- 
ed anything  except  that  the  IMF  is 
doing  a  first-class  job. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  my  second 
point? 

My  second  point  is  I  am  not  talking 
about  Members  of  Congress,  I  am  talk- 
ing about  our  Executive  Director  in 
the  IMP  right  now.  He  gets  $67,500  a 
year.  In  the  words  of  Montaigne,  "Sit 
ye  never  so  high  upon  a  stool,  yet  sit 
ye  but  upon  your  own  tail." 

It  is  one  more  mouth  to  feed  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned.  I  am  talking  about 
how  much  the  people,  who  are  asked 
to  put  up  this  money,  make,  the  U.S. 
taxpayers.  And  about  97  percent  of 
them  are  behind  the  $67,000  salary.  Is 
the  gentleman  saying  by  the  way, 
there  are  no  outstanding  loans  from 
the  IMF? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  No.  I  am  saying 
no  loan  has  not  been  repaid  from  the 
International  Monetary  Fund.  It  is  the 
most  successful  Bank  that  has  ever  ex- 
isted in  the  history  of  the  world. 

The  gentleman  has  quoted  Mon- 
taigne; it  is  a  high-minded  quote,  a 
high-minded  intellectual  that  has 
brought  forth  this  amendment.  But 
this  still  does  not  deny  the  impact  of 
the  amendment  itself,  which  is  less 
than  high  minded. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  One  last  point.  I  hope 
the  gentleman  will  think  of  what  I 
said  for  the  next  30  seconds  and 
change  his  heart  and  stand  up  for 
these  folks  that  are  paying  this  money 
and  bring  these  salaries  down  a  little 
bit. 

The  American  taxpayers  will  bless 
you. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  The  gen- 
tleman has  brought  up  an  interesting 
point  with  regard  to  the  U.S.  borrow- 
ings. Perhaps  I  could  get  him  to  ampli- 
fy it.  Does  the  gentleman  mean  to  say 
that  the  United  States  has  been  a  net 
borrower,  in  other  words,  borrow  more 
than  it  has  put  in  or  have  the  borrow- 
ings been  something  short  of  what  we 
donated? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  We  have  put  in 
a  fair  amount  of  funds  but  of  what  we 
put  in  we  also  got  a  return  of  interest. 
The  average  direct  armual  cost  to  the 
taxpayer  over  the  last  several  decades 
is  something  around  $46  million.  This 


represents  the  difference  of  what  we 
would  have  received  with  other  invest- 
ments and  what  we  actually  received. 
But.  to  answer  the  gentleman's  ques- 
tion, I  would  say  we  have  borrowed  far 
more  than  the  income  that  we  have 
lost;  yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  But  I  take 
it  we  have  not  been  a  net  borrower,  at 
times  we  have  used  some  of  the 
money,  if  you  permit  that  expression, 
used  some  of  the  money  we  have  put 
into  the  Fund,  but  we  have  not 
become  a  net  borrower.  Is  that  a  cor- 
rect statement? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  At  the  moment 
we  have  no  borrowing  outstanding 
from  the  Fund;  the  Fund  generally 
concentrates  on  short-term  lending. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Colorado.  Is  it  the 
gentleman's  impression  that  the  sala- 
ries paid  at  IMP  are  competitive  with 
the  private  market?  In  other  words, 
private  bankers  with  similar  responsi- 
bilities? 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  think  you 
would  find  that  private  bankers  earn 
far  more  than  employees  of  the  IMF. 
It  is  Members  of  Congress  that  are 
competitively  behind  the  eight  ball  in 
that  regard. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Indiana  (Mr.  Jacobs). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LEWIS  OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lrwis  of  Call 
fomia:  Page  18.  strike  out  line  15  and  all 
that  follows  through  page  19.  line  20.  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  301.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following. 

■'DISCUSSIONS  REGARDING  A  TEMPORARY  QUOTA 
INCREASE 

■Sec  40.  The  United  States  Governor  of 
the  Fund  is  authorized  to  enter  into  discus- 
sions regarding  a  temporary  increase  in 
funding  for  the  Fund  or  not  more  than 
$8,400,000,000.  ■. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  in- 
quires of  the  gentleman  whether  this 
amendment  has  been  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  It  has,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

This  debate.  Mr.  Chairman,  has  l)een 
a  long  and  extended  one.  At  times 
quite  contentious. 

I  understand  from  my  other  col- 
leagues who  have  had  dozens  of  addi- 


tional amendments  introduced  into 
the  Record  that  there  is  a  loosening  of 
that  and  we  may  be  drawing  close  to  a 
vote  here.  This  amendment  is  designed 
to  be  a  very  moderate  amendment  at- 
tempting to  address  itself  to  the  fun- 
damental problem  that  is  before  us. 
That  is,  all  of  those  who  are  responsi- 
bly looking  at  this  difficulty  are  will- 
ing to  concede  that  we  do  have, 
indeed,  a  legitimate  crisis  in  the  inter- 
national marketplace.  Indeed,  a  crisis 
that  could  create  political  problems 
for  our  own  economy  as  well  as  the 
world  economy.  The  debate  has  cen- 
tered around  what  the  actual  solutions 
might  be  to  those  problems.  Almost 
everybody  agrees  that  the  vast  per- 
centage of  those  difficulties  before  us 
are  the  direct  results  of  an  interna- 
tional recession,  a  worldwide  recession 
that  has  created  a  shortfall  in  the 
money  markets.  Experts  say  that  the 
problem  is  temporary.  Indeed,  as  we 
come  out  of  the  recession,  and  all 
agree  we  are  coming  out  of  that  reces- 
sion, that  the  problem  itself  will  be 
self-liquidating. 

So,  this  amendment  takes  everybody 
at  their  word  and  recognizes  that  re- 
ality and  suggests  that  the  simple  way 
to  handle  this  difficulty  is  to  first 
strike  the  money  that  is  a  part  of  this 
bill,  then  specifically  instruct  our  Gov- 
ernor to  the  IMF  to  renegotiate  a  cir- 
cumstance whereby  we  would  provide 
the  full  amount  of  the  money  but  it 
would  be  temporary  money  to  be  with- 
drawn at  the  time  that  the  recovery 
takes  place.  It  is  an  attempt  to  recog- 
nize that  the  IMF  has  not  handled 
well  the  increments  in  the  past.  Just  2 
years  ago,  for  example,  we  raised  their 
allotment  by  some  50  percent  and 
today  suddenly  they  cannot  handle 
the  problems  out  there.  Yet,  just  1 
year  ago,  they  made  a  long-term  loan 
to  India  in  the  neighborhood  of  $5.5 
billion.  It  is  clear  that  there  is  a  need 
to  send  a  message  to  the  IMF.  It  is 
clear  that  the  opponents  and  support- 
ers of  this  measure  agree  that  this  is  a 
temporary  difficulty. 

So,  we  would  take  them,  once  again, 
at  their  word.  We  would  strike  the 
money  initially,  tell  our  Governor  to 
renegotiate  a  temporary  allotment  of 
funds  to  the  IMF  until  such  time  as 
the  difficulty  is  overcome. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word.  I  rise  in 
respectful  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  oppose  the 
gentleman's  amendment  for  the  fol- 
lowing reasons:  To  begin  with,  the 
amendment  is  inconsistent;  as  speci- 
fied in  section  17(b)  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.).  all 
increases  in  GAB  resources  are  perma- 
nent. 

More  important,  however,  is  the 
issue  of  making  the  increase  tempo- 


rary. There  are  at  least  three  points 
that  concern  me  with  this. 

First,  prompt  and  effective  action  by 
the  IMF  was  a  key  factor  in  the  con- 
tainment of  the  past  year's  financial 
crises.  We  must  insure  that  the  IMF 
has  sufficient  resources  available  to 
react  just  as  quickly  to  future  events. 
Because  the  GAB  requires  consulta- 
tion with  all  of  its  members  before  it 
can  be  used,  and  because  a  member 
who  has  loaned  money  to  the  IMF 
under  the  GAB  can  request  early  re- 
payment if  its  own  balance-of-pay- 
ments  situation  deteriorates,  I  believe 
that  the  arrangement  set  forth  in  the 
bill  before  you— in  which  two-thirds  of 
our  contribution  is  via  a  quota  in- 
crease—is a  far  better  means  of  insur- 
ing that  the  IMF  will  always  have 
available  the  resources  needed  to  deal 
with  a  sudden  emergency. 

Second,  if  we  choose  to  channel  all 
of  our  increased  support  for  the  IMF 
through  the  GAB  rather  than  a  quota 
increase,  our  voting  shares  in  the 
Fund  will  be  reduced  to  less  than  15 
percent  of  the  total.  This  will  sharply 
reduce  our  influence  in  this  critical 
international  body,  and  eliminate  our 
veto  over  such  crucial  decisions  as 
future  quota  increases,  SDR  alloca- 
tions, and  the  disposition  of  the  IMF's 
gold  stocks. 

As  well  as  some  of  the  other  amend- 
ments that  have  been  adopted  during 
the  consideration  of  this  legislation. 

We  would  get  weaker,  weaker  in  the 
IMF. 

Finally,  given  the  aforementioned 
limitations  of  the  GAB,  a  failure  to 
permanently  increase  the  U.S.  quota 
might  eventually  force  the  IMF  to 
borrow  directly  in  the  private  capital 
markets  our  private  capital  markets. 
Such  borrowing  would  occur,  in  large 
part,  in  the  United  States  of  America 
and  would  probably  result  in  a  far 
greater  absorption  of  domestic  savings 
than  would  Treasury  borrowing  to  fi- 
nance payments  of  the  U.S.  quota  sub- 
scription. 

And  what  would  that  mean?  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  will  agree 
with  me,  that  would  mean  increased 
interest  rates  to  all  citizens  of  this 
country,  our  small  business  people,  po- 
tential home  purchasers,  to  each  and 
every  one  of  them.  People  wanting 
education  loans,  all  over  the  place.  For 
that  reason,  I  have  to  oppose  this 
amendment. 

D  1920 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  Wo  agree  that  if  we 
do  not  have  this  quota  increase  that  it 
will  mean  higher  interest  rates  to 
American  citizens. 


In  addition  to  that,  146  member  na- 
tions, including  the  United  States, 
have  already  agreed  to  this  package 
and  I  do  not  think  the  United  States 
can  change  the  rules  in  the  middle  of 
the  game. 

If  this  amendment  is  adopted,  then 
we  would  have  to  go  back  and  renego- 
tiate any  quota  increase  which  would, 
in  effect,  force  the  administration  and 
145  other  nations,  which  had  agreed  to 
this  quota  increase  11  months  ago,  to 
suggest  that  it  is  only  temporary. 

Now  may  I  respectfully  suggest  that 
the  amendment  shows  the  misunder- 
standing of  what  the  IMF  really  does 
and  how  it  works.  The  quota  increases 
are  in  effect  temporary  in  that  they 
are  reviewed  every  5  years. 

So  for  those  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  join  the  gentleman  in  associating 
myself  with  the  gentleman's  remarks 
and  in  opposition  to  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Just  briefly.  I  think  that  the  gentle- 
man from  California  has  been  as 
thoughtful  a  critic  of  the  IMF  as 
anyone  in  this  body,  but  I  would  stress 
the  world  economy  is  in  an  enormous- 
ly precarious  position.  Now  is  not  the 
time  to  take  the  risks  involved  in  not 
facing  up  to  our  obligations. 

I  would  say  to  my  own  political 
party,  do  we  as  Republicans  want  to 
jeopardize  the  chance  of  recovery  in 
this  country?  Do  we  want  to  turn  our 
back  on  the  leadership  of  the  White 
House  on  the  single  most  important 
international  economic  issue  that  he 
will  be  dealing  with  in  the  next  year? 

Let  us  take  the  risk,  to  as  great  an 
extent  as  possible,  out  of  international 
economics  today.  Let  us  be  prudent 
about  this  bill  and  let  us  be  prudent 
about  this  amendment  and  defeat  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Lewis). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote,  and 
pending  that,  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2,  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 


D  1930 


QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred 
Members  have  appeared.  A  quorum  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  is 
present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2,  rule 
XXIII,  further  proceedings  under  the 
call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

The  pending  business  is  the  demand 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Lewis  )  for  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

D  1940 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CORCORAN 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Corcoran: 
Page  28,  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

BENEFICIARIES  OF  THE  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■BENEFICIARIES  OF  THE  QUOTA  INCREASE 

■Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  Congress 
specifying— 

•■(1)  the  total  amount  of  new  funding 
which  will  be  provided  by  the  Fund  as  a 
result  of  the  United  States  quota  increase 
specified  in  section  40;  and 

"(2)  the  countries  which  will  receive  loans 
as  a  result  of  such  quota  increase.". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire, is  the  amendment  printed  in  the 
Record? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Yes,  it  is,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Corcoran)  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  in  support  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  several  amendments  that  are 
contained  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  However,  I  intend  to  only 
offer  two  of  them. 

This  is  one.  Mr.  Chairman,  which  I 
suspect  will  find  favor  with  the  leader- 
ship of  the  committee.  It  relates  to 
what  would  happen  in  the  event,  over 
my  objection,  that  title  III  of  the 
pending  bill  would  be  adopted  by  this 
House,  ultimately  by  the  other  body, 
and  signed  by  the  President. 

I  would  prefer,  of  course,  that  we 
would  now  have  the  information  as  to 
the  countries  involved  that  will  be  par- 
ticipants in  the  new  funding  that  will 
be  available  through  the  efforts  of  the 
United  States  and  the  other  member 
countries  of  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  just  had  a 
chance  to  look  at  the  amendment  on 
our  side,  and  we  think  the  amendment 
is  superfluous,  but  if  the  gentleman  is 
determined  to  have  his  amendment 
adopted,  we  will  agree  to  support  it. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  I  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  this  the  amend- 
ment that  would  direct  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  to  report  to  Congress 
the  total  amount  of  new  funding  that 
will  be  provided  by  the  IMF  due  to  the 
quota  increase,  and  which  countries 
will  receive  loans  resulting  from  the 
increase? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  It  is. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Is  that  an  accu- 
rate description? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Yes.  it  is. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, if  the  gentleman  would 
like  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks,  I 
would  be  prone  to  accept  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  for  their  support  for  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Corcoran). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMEWDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CORCORAN 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendmenl  offered  by  Mr.  Corcoran: 
Page  18.  strike  out  line  17.  and  all  that  fol 
lows  through  page  19.  line  3. 

Page  19.  line  4.  strike  out  "(S) "  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  '  (1)". 

Page  19.  line  15.  strike  out  ■■(4)"  and  irwert 
in  lieu  thereof  •(2)". 

Page  19.  strike  out  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  20  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  40.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  encourage  the  Fund 
to  assist  foreign  countries  to  renegotiate  ex- 
isting loans  in  order  to  establish  more  favor- 
able terms  for  such  loans. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire, has  this  amendment  been  print- 
ed in  the  Record? 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Yes,  it  has,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support  of 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
I  indicated  during  the  consideration  of 
the  previous  amendment,  this  is  the 
second  of  the  two  amendments  which 
I  intend  to  propose  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House.  This,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, however,  is  clearly  a  controver- 
sial amendment  because  it  goes  to  the 
heart  of  title  III  of  the  pending  bUl. 


With  the  adoption  of  the  previous 
amendment.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  ul- 
timately learn  who  the  beneficiaries 
are  of  the  quota  increase  amounting  to 
some  $5.8  billion.  It  seems  to  me.  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  we  ought  to.  instead 
of  getting  this  information  after  the 
United  States  coughs  up  some  $8.4  bil- 
lion to  assist  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund,  learn  in  advance  of  the  par- 
ticipation of  the  U.S.  Government  in 
the  expansion  of  the  quotas  and  in  the 
assistance  to  the  general  arrange- 
ments to  borrow  fund,  the  emergency 
fund,  at  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  itself. 

We  should  know  in  advance,  and 
make  contingent  upon  our  support  for 
this  legislation,  all  of  the  information 
that  would  tell  us  who  the  new  benefi- 
ciaries are  going  to  be.  that  would  tell 
us  which  loans  are  sour,  which  loans 
are  potentially  in  default,  and  where  it 
is  that  there  is.  in  fact,  a  problem. 

The  great  difficulty.  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  have  with  the  pending  legisla- 
tion is  that  we  are  not  given  the  kind 
of  information  so  that  we  would  know 
the  nature  and  the  detailed,  specific 
information  about  the  loans  that  are 
in  difficulty.  That  is  why  I  have  of- 
fered this  amendment. 

I  do  not  strike  title  III.  That  is  an 
amendment  that  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  has  considered  previ- 
ously and  has  rejected.  There  are  a 
number  of  good  features  in  title  III  of 
the  pending  bill  which  will  enable  us 
to  have  more  information  about  the 
nature  of  the  U.S.  participation  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  itself, 
but  the  problem  is,  we  do  not  know 
the  new  borrowers,  we  do  not  know 
the  loans  that  are  near  default  and 
that  may,  indeed,  be  renegotiated  or 
may.  indeed,  be  assisted  in  some  way 
or  other  if  this  pending  legislation 
goes  forward. 

I  do  not  serve  on  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee. As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, by  virtue  of  the  way  in  which  the 
debate  has  been  handled,  with  the 
cutoff  in  time  and  the  limitation  on 
the  number  of  amendments  and  the 
debate  thereto,  I  intend  at  some  point 
in  the  near  future.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  rules  of 
the  House  to  make  every  Member  of 
the  House  ex-officio  a  member  of  the 
Banking  Committee  so  that  we  could 
all  get  recognized,  and  consider,  and 
debate,  and  participate  in  this  kind  of 
legislation. 

It  seems  to  me.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
look  at  this,  that  we  ought  to  get  the 
information.  I  know,  for  instance.  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  if  I  were  a  member  of 
the  board  of  directors  of  a  community 
bank  back  in  my  district  and  some- 
body came  in,  the  professional  people 
at  the  bank,  the  president  of  the  bank, 
and  the  others,  the  loan  officers,  and 
said:  "We  need  to  renegotiate  these 
loans.  We  have  problems  with  this 
particular  loan."  I  would  have  a  lot  of 


questions  to  be  answered.  I  would  have 
a  fidiciary  responsibility  to  make  sure 
that  if  we  were  going  to  extend  the 
commitment  in  some  way  or  other  to  a 
borrower  from  the  bank  that  we  would 
have  the  information,  that  we  would 
know  who  the  borrower  is. 

Today  we  cannot  find  out  who  the 
borrowers  are  that  are  going  to  partici- 
pate as  a  result  of  the  expansion  of 
the  quotas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  brings  me  to  an- 
other disadvantage  in  the  pending  leg- 
islation. 

We  are  told  that  we  have  an  emer- 
gency. We  are  told  that  there  is  a 
crisis.  We  are  told  that  there  are  a 
number  of  lesser  developed  countries 
who  may  have  notes  in  default,  but  we 
are  never  told  who  they  are.  We  are 
never  told  in  any  detailed  way  either 
the  magnitude  of  the  loans  in  question 
or  the  people  who  are  signatories  to 
those  loans.  We  are  never  told  which 
specific  banks  in  the  United  States 
have  sour  loans  and  need  to  get  the  as- 
sistance that  is  provided  in  this  legisla- 
tion. 

In  fact,  what  we  do  with  the  $8.4  bil- 
lion is  not  provided  just  for  the  emer- 
gency but,  rather,  we  put  the  major 
portion  of  the  $8.4  billion.  $5.8  of  that 
amount,  into  an  expansion  of  the 
quotas.  It  means  that  under  the  guise 
of  dealing  with  the  emergency,  we 
expand  the  program.  We  are  going  to 
have  new  countries  participating  in 
the  largesse  of  the  International  Mon- 
etary Fund.  We  are  going  to  have  addi- 
tional banks  involved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  crisis  were  the 
problem,  then  the  way  to  deal  with 
that  is  through  the  GAB  account  and. 
of  course,  we  do  that,  but  only  to  the 
extent  of  $2.6  billion  in  the  legislation 
before  us. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had 
many  hours  of  debate,  many  hours  of 
consideration.  I  think  it  is  time  to  send 
this  legislation  back  to  the  drawing 
board.  That  would  be  the  effect  of  my 
amendment,  and  I  hope  it  is  adopted. 


August  3,  1983 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


22677 


D  1950 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  profferor  of  the 
amendment  in  his  concluding  phrase 
stated,  indeed,  the  intent  of  his 
amendment,  to  wit,  to  send  it  back  to 
the  drawing  board,  because  what  the 
amendment  does  is  to  strike  the  IMF 
funding.  No  matter  how  you  try  to 
dress  that  one  up,  that  is  the  end  of 
the  legislation. 

Every  argument  that  has  been  made 
on  behalf  of  the  legislation  still  stands 
and,  of  course,  many  have  listened  to 
those  arguments  against;  but  I  think 
at  this  point  in  time  most  of  the  Mem- 
bers as  we  approach  the  conclusion  of 
the  consideration  in  the  amendatory 
process  have  pretty  well  decided  which 
way  they  are  going  on  this  legislation. 


I  think  they  have  heard  from  their 
constituencies  pro  and  con  and  I  think 
they  have  made  up  their  minds.  I  feel 
that  many  of  them  will  look  at  the  im- 
provements in  the  legislation  and  real- 
ize that  they  do  not  want  to  have  to 
think  of  themselves:  "Gee,  if  I  vote 
against  this  legislation,  if  it  fails,  I  will 
be  responsible  for  the  consequences." 

I  do  not  think  there  are  too  many 
Members  that  want  to  feel  that  way. 
In  fact,  many  of  those  Members  who 
are  going  to  vote  against  this  are  prob- 
ably hoping  against  hope  and  praying 
on  bended  knee  that  the  legislation 
will,  indeed,  succeed  because  even  they 
realize  that  the  consequences  of  fail- 
ure of  this  legislation  would  really  and 
truly  ruin  the  economic  recovery  that 
we  all  hope  is  occurring  in  this  coun- 
try at  this  point  in  time;  but  just  as 
important,  the  economic  recovery  that 
we  hope  is  happening  internationally 
at  this  time;  so  for  those  reasons,  with 
all  due  respect,  because  of  my  high 
regard  for  the  gentleman,  I  have  to 
oppose  the  amendment. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  as  to 
the  change  of  the  rules— I  thought  the 
gentleman  was  running  for  the 
Senate— that  the  gentleman  wanted  to 
change  the  Senate  rules.  A  fellow 
named  Jake  Garn  might  want  the  gen- 
tleman on  his  committee,  if  he  were 
fortunate  enough  to  be  elected. 

We  would  love  to  have  the  gentle- 
man from  Indiana  on  our  committee; 
but  very  frankly,  we  have  so  many 
Members  on  it  now,  we  probably  have 
almost  a  majority  of  the  House. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  LEACH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  properly  points  out 
that  this  amendment  goes  to  the  heart 
of  the  bill.  It  would  gut  the  bill;  so  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  take  a  little  bit  of 
perspective.  This  deal  that  has  been 
struck  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  a  conservative  deal  done  by  a 
conservative  President  to  conserve  the 
world  economic  order. 

I  think  we  have  to  realize  that  we 
are  putting  in  about  19  percent  of  the 
total  funding  package.  This  is  the 
lowest  percentage  addition  the  United 
States  has  given  to  any  international 
body  in  the  postwar  history  of  this 
country. 

It  is  very  prudent;  let  us  not  take  the 
risks  involved  in  turning  our  back  on 
the  IMF  and  going  forward  with  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would,  indeed,  gut  the  bill 
and  I  oppose  it. 

The  IMF  is  important  as  a  catalyst 
for  world  trade  and  commerce.  I  think 
this  was  best  said  in  an  editorial  in  the 


Columbus  Dispatch,  which  is  a  con- 
servative Republican  newspaper,  pub- 
lished in  my  district,  the  second  larg- 
est district  in  Ohio. 

It  says: 

Strengthening  the  IMF  is  important  to 
the  United  States  for  several  reasons.  One 
of  the  most  important  reasons  is  that  the 
loaned  money  enables  borrowing  nations  to 
safeguard  their  own  economies.  Strong— or 
at  least  stable— foreign  economies  are  abso- 
lutely essential  to  the  well-being  of  the  U.S. 
economy  since  this  nation  exports  so  much 
of  the  goods  it  produces  to  consumers  over- 
seas. If  foreign  consumers  cannot  afford  to 
buy  U.S.  goods,  American  production  and 
employment  will  suffer. 

In  short,  the  money  the  United  States 
contributes  to  the  IMP  works  for  the  Ameri- 
can citizen.  Not  only  is  interest  paid  on  the 
loans,  but  the  U.S.  money  helps  prime  the 
pump  of  international  trade  which  results 
in  jobs,  production  and  tax  revenues  bene- 
fiting all  Americans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  amend- 
ment and  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding.  » 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Corcoran). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  orfler  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant 
to  clause  2,  rule  XXIII,  he  will  vacate 
proceedings  under  the  call  when  a 
quorum  of  the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence 
by  electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic 
device. 

n  2000 

QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred 
Members  have  appeared.  A  quorum  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  is 
present.  Pursuant  to  clause  2,  rule 
XXIII.  further  proceedings  under  the 
call  shall  be  considered  as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Corcoran)  for  a  re- 
corded vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— ayes  174.  noes 
249,  not  voting  10,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  319] 


AYES-174 

Albosla 

Bilirakis 

Carr 

Anderson 

Bliley 

Chappie 

Annunzio 

Breaux 

Coats 

Applegate 

Brown  (CO) 

Coleman  (MO) 

Archer 

Brcvhill 

Collins 

Bennett 

Burton  (IN) 

Conyers 

Belhune 

Byron 

Corcoran 

Bevill 

Carney 

Courier 

Craig 

Jacobs 

Richardson 

Crane.  Daniel 

Kaptur 

Rinaldo 

Crane.  Philip 

Kasich 

Ritter 

Crockett 

Kazen 

Roberts 

D'Amours 

Kemp 

Robinson 

Daniel 

Kildee 

Roemer 

Dannemeyer 

Kolter 

Rogers 

Daschle 

Kramer 

Roth 

Daub 

Leath 

Rowland 

Davis 

Levitas 

Rudd 

de  la  Garza 

Lewis  (CA) 

Riisso 

Donnelly 

Lewis  (FL) 

Schaefer 

Dorgan 

Lipinski 

Schulze 

Dowdy 

Lloyd 

Sensenbrenner 

Dreier 

LoefHer 

Sharp 

Duncan 

Long  (MD) 

Shaw 

Durbin 

Lot  I 

Shelby 

Dyson 

Lujan 

Shumway 

Early 

Lungren 

Shuster 

Eckart 

Mack 

Siljander 

Edwards!  OK) 

Marlenee 

Slattery 

Emerson 

Martin  (ID 

Smith  (NE) 

English 

McCain 

Smith.  Denny 

Erdreich 

McCloskey 

Snyder 

Evans  (ID 

McDonald 

Solomon 

Fiedler 

McEwen 

Spence 

Fields 

McGrath 

Staggers 

Flippo 

Miller  (OH) 

Stenholm 

Florio 

MoUohan 

Slump 

Franklin 

Montgomery 

Sundquisl 

Gingrich 

Moore 

Tallon 

Gonzalez 

Moorhead 

Tauzin 

Gramm 

Mrazek 

Taylor 

Gregg 

Murphy 

Thomas  (CA) 

Gunderson 

Myers 

Traxler 

Hall  (OH) 

Nelson 

Valentine 

Hall.  Sam 

Nichols 

Vander  Jagt 

Hammerschmidt  Nielson 

Volkmer 

Hance 

Oberstar 

Vucanovich 

Hansen  (ID) 

Olin 

Walgren 

Hansen  (UT) 

Ortiz 

Walker 

Harkin 

Packard 

Watkins 

Harrison 

Pashayan 

Weaver 

Hartnett 

Patman 

Weber 

Hertel 

Paul 

Whillaker 

Hiler 

Penny 

Winn 

Hopkins 

Perkins 

Wise 

Hughes 

Petri 

Wyden 

Hunter 

Price 

Young  (AK) 

Hutto 

Rahall 
NOES-249 

Young (FL) 

Ackerman 

Coelho 

Gore 

Addabbo 

Coleman  (TX) 

Gradison 

Akaka 

Conable 

Gray 

Alexander 

Conte 

Green 

Andrews  (NO 

Cooper 

Guarini 

Andrews  (TX) 

Coughlin 

Hall  (IN) 

Anthony 

Coyne 

Hamilton 

Aspin 

Dellums 

Hatcher 

AuCoin 

Derrick 

Hawkins 

Badham 

DeWine 

Hefner 

Barnard 

Dickinson 

Highlower 

Barnes 

Dicks 

Hillis 

Bartlett 

Dingell 

Holt 

Bateman 

Dixon 

Horlon 

Bates 

Downey 

Howard 

Bedell 

Dwyer 

Hoyer 

Beilenson 

Dymally 

Hubbard 

Bereuter 

Edgar 

Huckaby 

Berman 

Edwards  (CA) 

Hyde 

Boehlert 

Erlenbom 

Ireland 

Boggs 

E\ans(IA) 

Jeffords 

Boland 

Fascell 

Jenkins 

Boner 

Fazio 

Johnson 

Bonior 

Feighan 

Jones  (NO 

Bonker 

Ferraro 

Jones  (OK) 

Borski 

Fish 

Jones  (TN) 

Bosco 

Foglietta 

Kastenmeier 

Boucher 

Foley 

Kennelly 

Boxer 

Ford  (TN) 

Kindness 

Britt 

Fowler 

Kogovsek 

Brooks 

Prank 

Kostmayer 

Broomfield 

Frenzel 

LaPalce 

Brown  (CA) 

Frost 

Lagomarsino 

Bryant 

Fuqua 

Lanlos 

Burton  (CA) 

Garcia 

Lalta 

Campbell 

Gaydos 

Leach 

Carper 

Gejdenson 

Lehman  (CA) 

Chandler 

Gekas 

Lehman  (PL) 

Chappell 

Gephardt 

Leland 

Cheney 

Gibbons 

Lent 

Clarke 

Oilman 

Levin 

Clay 

Glickman 

Levine 

dinger 

Goodling 

Livingston 

22678 

Lowery  (CA) 

Lowry  (WA) 

Luken 

Lundlne 

MacKay 

Madlgan 

Markey 

MaiTtott 

Martin  (NO 

Martin  ( NY  i 

Martinez 

MaUui 

Mavroules 

MazzoU 

McCandless 

McCurdy 

McDade 

McHugh 

McKeman 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Mica 

Michel 

Mlkulskl 

Miller  (CA) 

Mlneta 

Mlnish 

Mitchell 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Moody 

Morrison  (CT) 

Morrison  (WA) 

Murtha 

Nate  her 

Neal 

Nowak 

O'Brien 

Oakar 

Obey 
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Ottlnger 

Owens 

Ox  ley 

Panetta 

Parrls 

Patterson 

Pease 

Pepper 

Pickle 

Porter 

Pritchard 

Pursell 

Quillen 

Rangel 

Ralchtord 

Ray 

Regula 

Reid 

Ridge 

Rodlno 

Roe 

Rose 

Rostenkowski 

Roukema 

Roybal 

Sabo 

Savage 

Sawyer 

Scheuer 

Schneider 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Seiberling 

Shannon 

Sikorski 

Simon 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (FLi 


Smith  (lA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith.  Robert 

Snowe 

Solarz 

Spratt 

St  Germain 

Stangeland 

Stratton 

Studds 

Swift 

Synar 

Tauke 

Thomas  (GA) 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Udall 

Vandergriff 

Vento 

Waxman 

Weiss 

Wheat 

Whitehurst 

Whitley 

Whitten 

Williams  (MT) 

Williams  (OH) 

Wilson 

Wirlh 

Wolf 

Wolpe 

Wortley 

Wright 

Wylie 

Yates 

Yatron 

Young  (MO) 

Zablocki 

Zschau 


NOT  VOTING— 10 

Biaggi  Hall.  Ralph  Stark 

Edwards  (AL)  Heftel  Stokes 

Ford  (Ml)  U)ng(CA) 

Porsylhe  McCollum 

D  2020 

Mr.  VANDERGRIFF  and  Mr.  LENT 
changed  their  votes  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 

Messrs.  GRAMM.  HERTEL  of 
Michigan.  WISE.  DAVIS.  RAHALL. 
and  NIELSON  of  Utah,  and  Ms. 
KAPTUR  changed  their  votes  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

D  2030 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr  Philip  M. 
Crane:  Page  28.  after  line  8.  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

PAYMENT  OF  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreement 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"PAYMENT  OF  QUOTA  INCREASE 

"Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  to  Arti- 
cle III  of  the  Articles  of  Agreement  of  the 
Fund  to  provide  that  the  balance  of  any 
quota  increase  shall  be  paid  by  member 
countries  in  United  States  dollars.  German 
marks.  French  francs.  British  pounds,  or 
Japanese  yen.". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane)  whether  this 


amendment  has  been  printed  in  the 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  It  has  been 
printed  in  the  Record.  Mr.  Chairman. 
The    CHAIRMAN.    The    gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  will  not  consume  time.  I  know 
Members  have  been  here  long  and 
have  labored  considerably  on  this  bill 
already.  I  have  already  cleared  this 
amendment  with  the  distinguished 
chairman,  to  whom  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  at  this  point. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  If  I  understand 
the  gentleman's  amendment  properly, 
to  make  it  very  easily  understandable 
to  all.  this  is  the  amendment  that  says 
we  should  work  for.  and  propose,  and 
hope  that,  in  the  future,  monopoly 
money  will  not  be  used  but  real 
money;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  That  is  pre- 
cisely correct. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances. I  am  happy  to  accept  and 
join  the  gentleman  in  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  I  thank  the 
chairman. 

Whether  monopoly  money  or  toilet 
paper  money,  it  seems  to  me  that  all 
of  the  members  of  the  IMF  who  make 
contributions  should  do  so  in  converti- 
ble currencies,  and  the  currencies  des- 
ignated in  the  amendment  are  the 
only  ones  that  are  in  fact  convertible. 
As  a  result,  it  is  a  very  easy  thing  for 
some  nations  to  urge  increases  in  the 
contributions  by  member  nations 
through  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  when  in  fact  they  are  making 
meaningless  contributions. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  the  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member. 

Mr.  WYLIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  did  me  the  cour- 
tesy of  discussing  this  amendment 
with  me  previously,  and  we  are  happy 
to  accept  it  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE.  I  thank 
both  gentlemen. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man   from    Illinois    (Mr.    Philip    M. 
Crane). 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WALKER 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Walker:  On 
page  28.  after  line  8.  add  the  following: 

Sec  308.  Consistent  with  the  objective  of 
sustaining  worldwide  economic  growth  and 
recovery  set  forth  in  this  title,  section  3  of 
Public  Law  96-389.  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  Amendments  of  1980.  is 
amended  by  striking  it  in  its  entirety  and  in 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  Begin- 
ning in  fiscal   year   1985.  the  total  budget 


outlays  of   the   Federal   Government  shall 
not  exceed  its  receipts. 

Mr.  WALKER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered   as    read    and    printed    in    the 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr.  Walker)  whether  this 
amendment  has  been  printed  in  the 

Mr.  WALKER.  It  has  been  printed 
in  the  Record  of  July  29.  on  page 
21753.  Mr.  Chairman. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
my  point  of  order  is  that  it  relates  to  a 
balanced  budget  for  the  United  States 
and  is  therefore  not  germane  to  that 
part  of  the  legislation  before  us. 

Title  III  of  the  legislation  provides 
for  U.S.  contributions  to  the  IMF.  as 
well  as  certain  conditions  and  restric- 
tions of  those  contributions  and  on 
lending  by  U.S.  banks.  The  title  does 
not  address  the  far  broader  issues  of 
overall  Federal  Government  spending 
and  taxing  raised  by  this  amendment. 
The  amendment  also  has  a  different 
fundamental  purpose  from  title  III,  in 
that  it  seeks  to  impose  limitations  on 
aggregate  receipts  and  expenditures  of 
the  Federal  Government,  which  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  purposes  of  the 
IMF  legislation. 

The  mere  fact  that  previous  nonger- 
mane  amendments  dealing  with 
budget  outlays  and  receipts  have  been 
attached  to  IMF  legislation  in  past 
Congresses  does  not  make  the  amend- 
ment germane.  The  amendment  must 
be  germane  to  the  bill,  not  to  the  un- 
derlying law  being  amended  in  the  bill. 
Deschler's  Procedure,  chapter  28, 
section  27. 

I  ask  the  Chair  to  rule  the  amend- 
ment out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walker) 
wish  to  be  heard  on  his  point  of  order? 
Mr.  WALKER.  Yes.  I  do.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  that  I  have  placed  before 
the  House  relates  precisely  to  the  law 
to  which  this  particular  piece  of  legis- 
lation speaks.  And  let  me  also  cite 
Deschler's  Procedure.  Deschler's  Pro- 
cedure. 28.55.  says  that  a  bill  amend- 
ing several  sections  of  an  existing  law 
may  be  sufficiently  comprehensive  to 


permit  amendments  which  are  ger- 
mane to  other  sections  of  that  law. 

That  is  precisely  what  I  am  doing 
here.  The  language  of  this  amendment 
relates  to  balanced  budget  language 
that  is  in  the  present  law.  This  bill 
amends  several  sections  of  that  law. 
So.  therefore,  this  particular  amend- 
ment is  entirely  germane  to  that 
which  is  before  us. 

Deschler's  Procedure  also  says,  in 
section  28.57,  to  a  bill  amending  a  law 
dealing  with  several  subjects  within  a 
definable  class,  an  amendment  further 
amending  that  law  to  add  another  sub- 
ject within  the  same  class  is  germane. 

This  again  is  the  same  subject  area. 
We  have  balanced  budget  language 
which  exists  in  the  present  law.  This  is 
in  the  same  class.  So.  therefore,  it 
seems  to  me  that  under  precedents  of 
the  House  it  is  entirely  germane  to  the 
bill  that  we  are  considering. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Pease).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule  on  the  point 
of  order. 

Although  the  balanced  budget  provi- 
sion of  law  which  would  be  amended 
by  this  amendment  was  originally 
added  to  the  Bretton  Woods  Agree- 
ment Act  as  a  nongermane  Senate 
amendment  in  the  95th  Congress  and 
was  subsequently  amended  in  a  similar 
bill  in  the  96th  Congress,  the  pending 
bill  does  not  relate  to  the  entire  Feder- 
al budget. 

The  Cl\air  rules  that  the  amend- 
ment must  be  germane  to  the  pending 
bill,  it  not  being  sufficient  that  the 
amendment  relate  to  a  nongermane 
provision  of  a  law  being  amended  by 
the  pending  bill. 

Therefore,  the  Chair  sustains  the 
point  of  order. 

Are  there  further  amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WALKER 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Walker:  On 
page  28.  after  line  8.  add  the  following: 

Sec  308.  Consistent  with  the  objective  of 
sustaining  worldwide  economic  growth  and 
recovery  set  forth  in  this  title.  Congress  re- 
affirms its  commitment  to  the  mandates  re- 
quired under  section  7  of  Public  Law  95-435. 
the  Bretton  Woods  Agreements  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1978. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  in- 
quire, has  this  amendment  been  print- 
ed in  the  Record? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  was 
printed  in  the  Record  on  July  29.  at 
page  21753. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  relates  to  a  balanced 
budget  for  the  United  States  and  is 
therefore  not  germane  to  that  part  of 
the  legislation  before  us.  Title  III  of 


the  legislation  provides  for  U.S.  contri- 
butions to  the  IMF.  as  well  as  certain 
conditions  and  restrictions  on  those 
contributions  and  on  lending  by  U.S. 
banks.  The  title  does  not  address  the 
far  broader  issues  of  overall  Federal 
Government  spending  and  taxing 
raised  by  this  amendment. 

The  amendment  also  has  a  different 
fundamental  purpose  from  title  III.  in 
that  it  seeks  to  impose  limitations  on 
aggregate  receipts  and  expenditures  of 
the  Federal  Government,  which  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  purposes  of  the 
IMF  legislation. 

The  mere  fact  that  previous  nonger- 
mane amendments  dealing  with 
budget  outlays  and  receipts  have  been 
attached  to  IMF  legislation  in  past 
Congresses  does  not  make  this  amend- 
ment germane.  The  amendment  must 
be  germane  to  the  bill,  not  to  the  un- 
derlying law  being  amended  in  the  bill. 

Deschler's.  chapter  28.  section  27. 

I  ask  the  Chair  to  rule  the  amend- 
ment out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Walker) 
desire  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Yes,  I  do.  Mr  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
case  of  this  amendment,  it  does  two 
things.  No.  1.  it  speaks  to  exactly  the 
same  kinds  of  issues  that  were  in- 
volved in  amendment  language  that 
was  added  in  the  committee  to  the  bill 
dealing  with  apartheid.  This  particu- 
lar language  simply  says  that  consist- 
ent with  the  objectives  sustaining 
worldwide  economic  growth  and  recov- 
ery set  forth  in  the  title— so  it  relates 
directly  to  the  title  of  the  bill  under 
consideration.  We  are  reaffirming  the 
process  of  the  law  that  was  previously 
decided  by  this  Congress.  This  simply 
reaffirms  section  7  of  Public  Law  95- 
435  which  already  exists.  This  is  a  dif- 
ferent amendment  from  the  previous 
one.  The  precedent  cited  by  the  gen- 
tleman—I  could  agree  with  the 
Chair— applied  to  the  previous  amend- 
ment. In  this  case,  though,  the  amend- 
ment language  is  specifically  consist- 
ent with  the  title  under  consideration, 
and  I  think  that  the  amendment  is  en- 
tirely germane  to  the  bill  that  we  are 
considering. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Pease).  The 
Chair  rules  that  the  issues  raised  with 
this  amendment  are  fundamentally 
the  same  as  those  raised  by  the  previ- 
ous amendment.  The  issues  are  not 
germane  to  the  bill  at  hand,  and  the 
point  of  order  is  sustained. 
•  Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  express  my  opposition  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  quota 
increase  contained  in  title  III  of  H.R. 
2957.  This  bill  provides  for  a  50-per- 
cent increase  in  our  financial  commit- 


ment to  the  IMF— an  amount  totaling 
over  $8  billion.  This  is  not.  by  any 
means,  a  modest  increase.  The  IMF  is 
seeking  an  overall  increase  from  $7  bil- 
lion to  $19  billion  as  a  means  of  allevi- 
ating the  current  international  debt 
crisis.  The  question  surrounding  this 
bill  is  not  whether  we  should  take 
action  in  this  crisis;  but.  rather,  what 
kind  of  assistance  would  be  of  greatest 
use  to  both  developing  nations  and  to 
ourselves?  I  believe  that  we  could  best 
help  developing  nations  by  first^shor- 
ing  up  our  own  economic  position. 

The  International  Monetary  Fund 
was  founded  in  1946  to  provide  emer- 
gency loans  to  countries  that  were 
having  difficulty  meeting  their  bal- 
ance of  payments.  This  Fund  has  been 
of  great  service  to  developing  nations 
and  now  seeks  an  enormous  increase 
in  funding  to  continue  its  mission. 

The  recent  crisis  is  the  culmination 
of  years  of  poor  banking  practices  and 
the  worldwide,  severe  recession  we  are 
experiencing.  During  the  oil  crisis. 
OPEC  nations  searched  for  places  to 
deposit  their  newly  accrued  billions  of 
dollars.  Obliging  international  banks 
offered  to  invest  the  money,  which 
they  did  in  capital-hungry  developing 
nations  in  large  amounts  without  ade- 
quate consideration.  Unfortunately, 
we  then  entered  into  a  recession  that 
caused  commodity  prices  to  fall  sharp- 
ly. The  income-developing  countries 
derived  from  their  commodity  exports 
thus  also  fell  sharply.  As  a  result, 
these  countries  began  experiencing 
difficulties  in  repaying  their  large 
international  loans. 

The  IMF  is  not  solely  responsible  for 
this  crisis.  Commercial  banks  lend  four 
times  as  much  money  to  developing 
countries  as  the  IMF.  The  IMF.  how- 
ever, does  play  a  significant  role  in  the 
international  financial  crisis,  for  the 
granting  of  an  IMF  loan  is  similar  to 
receiving  the  Good  Housekeeping  seal 
of  approval:  Once  a  country  receives 
IMF  funds,  commercial  banks  are  reas- 
sured and  are  more  likely  to  continue 
making  loans  to  the  country.  In  addi- 
tion, only  the  IMF  is  in  a  position  to 
impose  conditions  on  the  loan,  forcing 
countries  to  reduce  their  product  sub- 
sidies or  take  other  measures  to  reduce 
their  national  debt. 

The  sad  situation  we  are  left  with  is 
this:  By  the  end  of  1982  the  nine  larg- 
est U.S.  banks  had  loaned  $60.3  billion 
to  40  major  non-OPEC  countries.  $30 
billion  of  this  went  to  Mexico.  Brazil, 
and  Argentina  alone.  The  total  capital 
assets  of  these  banks  was  $24  billion, 
thus  the  banks  lent  222  percent  of 
their  capital.  Lending  such  a  large 
amount  of  money  in  excess  of  one's 
capital  is  not  a  wise  banking  practice 
under  any  standards.  The  situation  is 
exacerbated  by  the  fact  that  these 
loans  were  simply  poor  investment 
risks.  If  the  banks  would  continue  to 
make  loans  of  this  nature  to  my  con- 
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stituents,  all  of  them  would  own  beau- 
tiful new  homes  and  none  of  them 
would  have  their  mortgages  fore- 
closed. These  unwise  loans  were  made 
by  banks  to  nations  who  were  thought 
to  have  only  a  remote  chance  of  de- 
faulting simply  because  the  debtors 
were  sovereign  nations.  Estimates  of 
the  total  world  debt  of  Eastern  bloc 
and  developing  countries  remain  un- 
certain, but  some  are  as  high  as  $750 
billion. 

The  IMP  unquestionably  has  an  im- 
portant role  to  play  in  the  current 
debt  crisis.  Developing  nations  are 
staggering  under  the  weight  of  too 
many  loans  carrying  high  interest 
rates  and  austerity  measures  imposed 
upon  them  by  the  IMF.  The  question 
is:  Will  additional  support  help  devel- 
oping countries  and  help  us  out  of  our 
own  economic  crisis? 

In  this  country  and  in  my  district, 
our  response  to  this  question  is  colored 
by  our  experiences  of  the  past  few 
years.  The  economy  at  home  is  still 
struggling  in  the  wake  of  the  worst  re- 
cession we  have  experienced  since  the 
1930s.  Currently  over  11  million  work- 
ers are  unemployed.  My  own  State  of 
West  Virginia  claims  the  unfortunate 
distinction  of  having  the  highest  un- 
employment of  any  State  in  the 
Nation. 

Last  March,  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment estimated  that  our  trade  deficit 
would  increase  by  20  percent  to  $42.7 
billion.  Our  national  debt.  I  would  like 
to  note,  currently  stands  at  the  record 
high  level  of  over  $1  trillion.  During 
the  1970's.  it  is  estimated  that  30  to  50 
million  American  jobs  were  lost  due  to 
plant  relocations,  closings,  and  con- 
tractions. The  pace  of  these  closings 
has  only  accelerated  during  this 
decade. 

These  statistics  do  not  reflect  a 
healthy  U.S.  economy.  They  indicate 
that  this  country  is  in  great  need  of 
more  capital  to  create  more  domestic 
jobs.  The  proposed  IMF  quota  in- 
crease contained  in  H.R.  2957  would 
most  likely  aggravate  the  drain  of  U.S. 
capital  out  of  this  country. 

I  contend  that  a  healthy  U.S.  econo- 
my will  do  more  to  aid  developing 
countries  than  this  IMF  quota  in- 
crease. A  quick  fix  on  an  international 
debt  crisis  is  simply  not  enough.  We 
need  first  to  take  care  of  our  own  eco- 
nomic troubles  and  only  then  can  we 
think  about  any  increases  in  economic 
assistance  to  other  nations. 

While  the  situation  is  serious,  a  50- 
percent  IMF  quota  increase  is  not  the 
only  solution.  Our  international  bank- 
ing system  has  more  flexibility  in  loan 
agreements  than  one  would  think— es- 
pecially when  the  cost  of  inflexibility 
is  the  potential  bankruptcy  of  a  nation 
and  perhaps  even  the  subsequent  col- 
lapse of  the  international  banking 
system  itself. 

There  are  also  other  sources  of 
funds,  such  as  the  Bank  of  Interna- 


tional Settlements,  which  has  already 
come  to  the  aid  of  Brazil.  In  addition, 
the  IMF  has  its  own  large  gold  re- 
serves, which  are  being  held  in  reserve 
for  a  crisis  situation.  I  would  think 
that  the  current  debt  emergency  quali- 
fies as  such  a  crisis.  Another  alterna- 
tive is  that  the  United  States  could 
simply  make  a  one-time  loan  to  the 
Fund  or  make  the  quota  increase  tem- 
porary rather  than  committing  us  to  a 
permanent  increase. 

Regarding  employment,  the  IMF 
quota  increase  may  well  have  a  nega- 
tive impact  on  American  jobs  because 
the  IMF  imposes  severe  austerity 
measures  on  developing  countries, 
causing  these  countries  to  decrease 
their  demand  for  American  goods.  In 
1981.  this  country  lost  over  200.000 
jobs  dependent  upon  our  trade  with 
Mexico  alone  when  Mexico  began 
swaying  under  the  weight  of  too  many 
debts.  In  addition,  the  continued  drain 
of  U.S.  capital  to  foreign  markets  may 
increase  our  interest  rates,  which  will 
push  unemployment  rates  even 
higher. 

Unfortunately,  under  this  proposal 
the  commercial  banks  continue  to  ben- 
efit from  their  poor  judgment.  Each 
time  an  international  banking  institu- 
tion renegotiates  a  loan  with  the  fi- 
nancially crippled  developing  nation, 
the  bank  charges  a  fee  for  the  service. 
In  addition,  as  the  risk  of  these  loans 
increases,  so  do  the  interest  rates.  In 
this  case  the  increased  interest  is  of  no 
use  to  anyone  except  the  bank  ledgers 
which  appear  to  be  in  a  better  shape 
because  they  reflect  an  increased 
return  on  the  investment— no  matter 
that  the  likelihood  of  repayment  con- 
tinues to  diminish.  Imposing  more 
costs  on  the  developing  countries  at 
this  point  only  increases  the  possibili- 
ty of  default— perhaps  more  so  than 
would  this  Chambers  refusal  to  ap- 
prove the  requested  IMF  quota  in- 
crease. 

While  IMF  loans  are  technically  sup- 
posed to  only  go  to  countries  that  are 
suffering  balance  of  payments  prob- 
lems, it  is  common  knowledge  that  the 
money  is  in  fact  used  for  a  variety  of 
purposes.  For  example.  India,  which 
has  no  balance  of  payments  problem, 
received  the  largest  single  loan  the 
IMF  has  ever  approved— over  $5  bil- 
lion—and purchased  large  amounts  of 
arms  shortly  after  receiving  the  IMF 
funds. 

One  of  my  primary  concerns  regard- 
ing the  use  of  these  loans  is  that, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  they  may 
be  used  to  unfairly  subsidize  industries 
that  compete  with  American  industry. 
In  these  cases,  we  would  be  paying  an- 
other country  to  invade  our  market,  a 
foolish  policy  at  best. 

This  bill,  as  modified  last  week  by 
the  passage  of  the  St  Germain  amend- 
ment, seeks  to  placate  these  concerns 
in  several  ways.  First,  it  makes  the 
$2.6    billion    General    Agreements    to 


Borrow  (GAB)  quota  increase  contin- 
gent upon  Treasury  Department  certi- 
fication that  an  emergency  exists— 
which  has  already  been  admitted  by 
Treasury  officials. 

Second,  the  bill  adds  language  sug- 
gesting that  studies  be  done  and  regu- 
lations modified  to  minimize  the  possi- 
bility of  future  unwise  loans.  The 
modified  IMP  bill  also  includes  the 
McNulty  amendment,  which  requires 
U.S.  IMF  representatives  to  consider 
the  potential  adverse  impact  of  an 
IMP  loan  on  U.S.  industry,  especially 
industries  experiencing  a  surplus  of 
their  commodities. 

The  St  Germain  amendment  we 
adopted  last  week  certainly  improves 
the  quality  of  the  overall  bill,  but  it 
does  not  seriously  address  fundamen- 
tal concerns  over  the  causes  of  the 
international  debt  crisis  and  proposed 
solutions. 

Passage  of  this  bill  would  still  find 
this  country  providing  billions  of  dol- 
lars  to   a    fund   to    help   commercial 
banks   recover   their   losses   on    their 
loans  to  developing  countries.   If  we 
pass  this  legislation,  we  will   reward 
the  banks  for  their  folly   and  make 
American  workers  and  American  tax- 
payers pay  for  it.  I  therefore  continue 
to  oppose  H.R.  2957  and  admonish  my 
colleagues  to  do  likewise.* 
•  Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  House  Banking  Com- 
mittee has  included  a  provision,  sup- 
ported by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Caiifornia  (Mr.  Dixon)  requiring 
U.S.  opposition  to  loans  for  countries 
who  practice  apartheid.  I  would  like  to 
use  this  opportunity  to  voice  my  sup- 
port for  this  provision  and  explain  my 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by    the    gentleman    from    Texas   (Mr. 
Gramm)  which  I  believe  weakens  the 
antiapartheid  section  of  the  bill. 

First  and  foremost,  countries  which 
practice  apartheid  are  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund's  articles  of  agreement.  I  speak 
of  article  I:  The  "promotion  and  main- 
tenance of  a  high  level  of  employment 
and  real  income."  and  also  article  IV: 
■The  development  of  the  productive 
resources  of  all  members."  as  well  as 
the  continued  support  of  policies 
which  encourage  "sound  economic 
growth."  Clearly  any  apartheid  prac- 
ticing countries  would  not  meet  these 
standards. 

In  fact.  South  Africa,  the  only  coun- 
try which  does  in  reality  practice 
apartheid,  employs  policies  which 
work  toward  the  manipulation  and 
subjugation  of  the  black  majority. 
These  policies,  in  turn,  lead  to  mass 
unemployment,  abject  poverty,  and 
dehumanizing  living  conditions  for  the 
country's  blacks  which  comprise  69.9 
percent  of  the  population,  while  the 
country's  white  population  enjoys  one 
of  the  highest  per  capita  rates  in  the 
world.    Testimony    by    several    econo- 


mists, before  the  Banking  Committee, 
indicated  that  apartheid  does,  in  fact, 
cause  unique  labor  supply  bottlenecks. 
Unlike  this  wealth  of  evidence,  no  sub- 
stantial facts  have  been  demonstrated 
to  support  a  prohibition  on  U.S.  sup- 
port of  loans  to  Communist  dictator- 
ships. 

Communist  dictatorships  do  not 
create  unique  economic  problems.  In 
fact,  their  problems  are  quite  similar 
to  those  of  corrupt  captialist  regimes 
which  channel  their  funds  to  private 
bank  accounts  and  stifle  individual 
freedom  and  enterprise.  In  addition,  it 
is  unclear  as  to  which  countries  would 
be  affected  by  this  amendment  since 
"Communist  dictatorships"  are  not  de- 
fined. 

What  is  clear  is  that  neither  the 
Soviet  Union  or  Cuba  would  be  affect- 
ed by  this  amendment  since  these 
countries  do  not  belong  to  the  IMP. 
The  only  recent  loans  to  Communist 
countries  have  been  Romania.  China, 
and  Yugoslavia.  U.S.  foreign  policy  en- 
courages these  countries  to  act  inde- 
pendently from  the  Soviet  Union.  We 
cannot  expect  these  countries  to  devel- 
op stronger  ties  with  the  West  if  the 
United  States  opposes  loans  to  them 
merely  on  the  basis  of  political  ideolo- 
gy. In  attacking  only  Communist  dic- 
tatorships, the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment reveals  its  true  political  and  non- 
economic  bias.  This  bias  is  incompati- 
ble with  the  goals  of  the  IMF. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
oppose  this  amendment  and  to  retain 
the  integrity  of  the  committee's  prohi- 
bition on  U.S.  support  for  loans  to 
countries  practicing  apartheid.* 
•  Mr.  COLEMAN  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
amended  legislation  pending  before  us 
today  and  request  unanimouation.  a 
composite  of  three  separate  bills  as 
well  as  a  bipartisam  compromise,  and 
commend  the  Banking.  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs  Committee  for  their  un- 
failing commitment  to  lend  stability  to 
international  banking. 

This  legislation  is  particularly  im- 
portant to  my  district  and  all  of  the 
districts  that  share  a  common  border 
with  Mexico  as  well  as  all  of  the  dis- 
tricts who  derive  employment  from 
our  international  commerce  with 
Mexico.  It  is  important  to  keep  in 
mind  that  Mexico  is  our  third  largest 
trading  partner;  they  provide  a  market 
for  $11.8  billion  of  American  exports. 
Their  economic  failure  has  been  di- 
verted through  the  loans  of  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund.  This  is  just 
one  of  many  examples  that  testifies  to 
the  success  of  the  IMP  and  its  pro- 
grams. 

There  are  several  provisions  in  the 
entire  package  that  I  would  like  to 
highlight.  One  of  the  best  recommen- 
dations in  this  legislation  concerns 
world  economic  growth  and  the  dra- 
matic improvement  that  could  be  real- 
ized if  the  industrialized  nations  could 


arrange  for  the  debt  of  the  developing 
nations  to  be  extended  in  maturity. 
That  recommendation,  if  implement, 
could  substantially  increase  the  devel- 
oping countries  ability  to  repay  their 
loans.  Moreover,  a  lengthening  of  the 
maturity  on  developing  nation  debt 
would  mitigate  the  effects  of  the  aus- 
terity programs  that  are  put  in  place 
in  tandem  with  IMP  loans  and  allot- 
ments. 

I  am  similarly  heartened  by  the  lan- 
guage regarding  the  supervision  of 
international  lending  procedures  and 
the  stabilization  of  exchange  rates. 
Improved  reporting  of  international 
lending  and  borrowing  could  help  us 
avoid  the  fantastic  increase  in  foreign 
lending  that  we  saw  at  the  end  of  the 
1970's.  Additionally,  the  study  of  ex- 
change rates  is  mandatory  if  we  intend 
to  realize  a  worldwide  economic  recov- 
ery. 

The  requested  increases  in  the 
United  States  contribution  to  the  Afri- 
can Development  Bank,  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank,  and  the 
Asian  Development  Bank  also  merit 
widespread  support.  At  a  time  when 
the  turmoil  in  Central  America  is 
reaching  an  apex,  multilateral  lending 
institutions,  like  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank,  can  complement 
U.S.  foreign  policy  and  provide  loans 
which  we  could  not  afford  on  a  bilater- 
al basis.  As  the  committee  report 
points  out,  every  dollar  of  U.S.  contri- 
butions paid  into  the  multilateral 
banks  has  resulted  in  a  net  export 
from  this  country  to  developing  nation 
of  $1.57  of  U.S.  goods  and  services. 
Clearly,  we  would  simply  exaggerate 
our  current  unemployment  situation 
by  denying  these  multinational  banks 
our  contributions. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  point  out  to 
those  who  believe  that  this  legislation 
is  unwise  from  a  budget  standpoint, 
the  proposed  quota  increase  serves  our 
best  interests.  The  United  States  is  the 
second  largest  user  of  the  Internation- 
al Monetary  Fund,  second  only  to 
Great  Britain.  This  issue  is  a  two-way 
street.  As  the  second  largest  user,  we 
can  ill-afford  to  deny  the  Fund  either 
the  requested  increase  in  quota  or  the 
increase  in  the  general  arrangements 
to  borrow. 

The  transfer  of  funds  from  the  U.S. 
Treasury  to  the  IMF  simply  consti- 
tutes a  loan,  to  be  repaid,  with  inter- 
est. The  true  cost  of  that  loan  is  the 
difference  between  the  cost  of  the 
money  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  versus  the 
appreciation  of  the  dollar  by  compari- 
son with  the  special  drawing  right,  the 
monetary  unit  of  the  IMP.  In  terms  of 
our  budget.  I  do  not  see  how  an  inter- 
est bearing,  liquid  international  mone- 
tary asset  will  violate  the  budget. 
Should  we  deny  developing  countries 
access  to  badly  needed  funds  so  that 
they  too  can  become  fertile  grounds 
for  the  spread  of  communism  and 
international  terrorism?  I  think  not.  I 


respectfully  urge  all  of  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  requisite  legislation.* 


D  2040 

(By  unanimous  corisent,  Mr.  Michel 
was  allowed  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

RESPECTS  TO  THE  HOUSE  ON  PASSAGE  OF  IMF 
LEGISLATION 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  liberalized  minute  or  two,  to  pay 
my  respects  to  the  committee  chair- 
man, and  the  ranking  member  and  all 
those  Members  who  have  over  an  ex- 
tended period  of  time  conducted  them- 
selves in  exemplary  fashion  on  this 
very  controversial  piece  of  legislation. 

It  is  quite  obvious  from  repeated 
statements  made  by  our  President 
that  he  strongly  support  this  legisla- 
tion and  wants  it  passed  expeditiously. 
When  we  initially  had  a  problem  with 
it— and  I  would  concede  it  was  particu- 
larly on  our  side  of  the  aisle— there 
were  entreaties  made  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  help  with  a  compro- 
mise, particularly  with  respect  to  title 
III. 

A  lot  of  work  went  into  that  compro- 
mise and  we  had  several  good  test 
votes  on  this  floor  that  endorsed  the 
work  of  those  who  participated  in  that 
compromise.  Now  I  think  we  have 
given  those  Members  of  independent 
mind  ample  opportunity  to  express 
their  will  as  they  have  rather  exten- 
sively today.  I  think  we  are  at  that 
point  now  where  the  will  of  the  House 
ought  to  be  expressed.  Naturally,  my 
own  preference  is  that  Members  would 
join  with  the  majority  members  of  the 
committee  and  our  President  and  pass 
this  legislation. 

I  want  to  particularly  thank  again 
the  members  of  the  committee  for 
their  forbearance. 

I  think  it  says  something  about  the 
House.  When  it  has  to  move  in  a  cer- 
tain way  it  can.  In  this  case  there  were 
several  starts  and  stops  along  the  way. 
but  we  have  now  come  to  the  hour  of 
decision  and  I  trust  it  will  be  the  right 
one. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

If  not,  under  the  rule,  the  Commit- 
tee rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  having  resumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Pease,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consid- 
eration the  bill  (H.R.  2957)  to  extend 
the  authority  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  the  United  States,  encourage 
balanced  worldwide  economic  growth, 
provide  for  continued  participation  in 
the  International  Monetary  Fund, 
strengthen  the  supervision  of  interna- 
tional lending  by  U.S.  banks,  and  pro- 
vide for  continued  U.S.  participation 
in  multilateral  development  banks, 
pursuant  to  House  Resolution  249.  he 
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reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  sundry  amendments  adopted  by 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not.  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PAUL 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  PAUL.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Paul  moves  to  recommit  the  bill.  H.R. 
2957.  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  reject- 
ed. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  PAUL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The   vote   was   taken   by   electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  217.  nays 
211.  not  voting  5,  as  follows: 
(Roll  No.  3201 
YEAS-217 


AckFrman 

Coelho 

Oilman 

Akaka 

Coleman  (TX> 

Glickman 

Alexander 

Conable 

Goodling 

Andrews  i  NC  i 

Conle 

Gore 

Andrews  (TX> 

Cooper 

Gradison 

Anthony 

Coughlin 

Gray 

Aspin 

Coyne 

Green 

AuCoin 

Derrick 

Guarini 

Badham 

DeWine 

HalKINi 

Barnard 

Dickinson 

Hall  <  OH  1 

Barnes 

Dicks 

Hamilton 

Bartlett 

Dingell 

Hatcher 

Bateman 

Dixon 

Hawkins 

Bedell 

Downey 

Hightower 

Beilenson 

Dwyer 

Hints 

Bereuter 

Dymally 

Horton 

Berraan 

Edgar 

Hoyer 

Boehlert 

Edwards  (AD 

Hubbard 

BOKKS 

Edw  ards  i  CA  i 

Huckaby 

Boland 

Erlenborn 

Hyde 

Boner 

Evans (lA) 

Ireland 

Bonior 

Pascell 

Jeffords 

Bonker 

Fazio 

Johnson 

Borski 

Pish 

Jones  1  OK  i 

Boucher 

Foglietla 

Kennelly 

Boxer 

Foley 

Kindness 

Britt 

Ford  (TN) 

Kogov.sek 

Broomfield 

Porsythe 

Kostmayer 

Brown  (CA) 

Fowler 

LaFalce 

Burton  (CAi 

Frank 

Lagomarsino 

Campbell 

Frenzel 

Lantos 

Carper 

Prosl 

Latta 

Chandler 

Garcia 

Leach 

Cheney 

Gaydos 

Lehman  (CA) 

Clarke 

Gejdenson 

Lehman  (PL) 

Clay 

Gekas 

Leiand 

dinger 

Gibbons 

Lent 

Levin 

Nelson 

Smith  (lA) 

Levine 

Nowak 

Smith  (NJ) 

Livingston 

O'Brien 

Snowe 

Long  (LA) 

Oakar 

Solarz 

Lowery  (CA) 

Obey 

Spratt 

Lowry(WA) 

Ottinger 

St  Germain 

Luken 

Owens 

Stangeland 

Lundine 

Oxley 

Stratton 

MacKay 

Panetta 

Studds 

Madigan 

Patterson 

Swift 

Markey 

Pease 

Synar 

Marriott 

Pepper 

Tauke 

Martin  (NO 

Porter 

Torres 

Martin  (NY) 

Pritchard 

Torricelli 

Martinez 

Pursell 

Towns 

Matsui 

Quillen 

Udall 

Mavroules 

Rangel 

Vander  Jagt 

Mazzoli 

Raichford 

Vandergriff 

McCandless 

Regula 

Vcnto 

McDade 

Ridge 

Waxman 

McEwen 

Rodino 

Weiss 

McHugh 

Roe 

Whitehurst 

McKeman 

RostenkowskI 

Williams  (MT) 

McKinney 

Roukema 

Williams  (OH) 

McNulty 

Roybal 

Wirth 

Mica 

Sabo 

Wolpe 

Michel 

Sawyer 

Wortley 

Mineta 

Scheuer 

Wright 

Minish 

Schneider 

Wyden 

Moakley 

Schumer 

Wylie 

Moltnari 

Seiberling 

Yates 

Moody 

Shannon 

Young  (MOi 

Morrison  (CT) 

Sikorski 

Zablocki 

Morrison  (WA) 

Simon 

Zschau 

Murtha 

Skeen 

Neal 

Smith  (PL) 
NAYS- 2 11 

Addabbo 

Feighan 

Martin  (ILi 

Albosta 

Ferraro 

McCain 

Anderson 

Fiedler 

McCloskey 

Annunzio 

Fields 

McCurdy 

Applegate 

Flippo 

McDonald 

Archer 

Florio 

McGrath 

Bates 

Ford  (MI) 

MikuUki 

Bennett 

Franklin 

Miller  (CAl 

Bethune 

Fuqua 

Miller  lOHi 

Bevill 

Gephardt 

Mitchell 

Biaggi 

Gingrich 

Mollohan 

Bilirakis 

Gonzalez 

Montgomery 

Bliley 

Gramm 

Moore 

BO.SCO 

Gregg 

Moorhead 

Breaux 

Gunderson 

Mrazek 

Brooks 

Hall.  Sam 

Murphy 

Brown  (CO) 

Hammerschmidt  Myers 

Broyhill 

Hance 

Natcher 

Bryant 

Hansen  (ID) 

Nichols 

Burton  (IN) 

Hansen  (UTi 

Nielson 

Byron 

Harkin 

Oberstar 

Carney 

Harrison 

Olin 

Carr 

Hartnett 

Ortiz 

Chappell 

Hefner 

Packard 

Chappie 

Hertel 

Parris 

Coats 

Hiler 

Pashayan 

Coleman  iMOi 

Holt 

Patman 

Collins 

Hopkins 

Paul 

Conyers 

Howard 

Penny 

Corcoran 

Hughes 

Perkins 

Court  er 

Hunter 

Petri 

Craig 

Huito 

Pickle 

Crane.  Daniel 

Jacobs 

Price 

Crane.  Philip 

Jenkins 

Rahall 

Crockett 

Jones  (NC) 

Ray 

D' Amours 

Jones  (TN) 

Reid 

Daniel 

Kaptur 

Richardson 

Dannemeyer 

Kasich 

Rinaldo 

Daschle 

Kastenmeier 

Ritter 

Daub 

Kazen 

Roberts 

Davis 

Kemp 

Robinson 

de  la  Garza 

Kildee 

Roemer 

Dellums 

Kolter 

Rogers 

Donnelly 

Kramer 

Rose 

Dorgan 

Leath 

Roth 

Dowdy 

Levitas 

Rowland 

Dreier 

LewLs  iCAi 

Rudd 

Duncan 

Lewis  (PL) 

RU.SSO 

Durbin 

Lipinski 

Savage 

Dyson 

Uoyd 

Schaefer 

Early 

Loeffler 

Schroeder 

Eckart 

Long  (MDi 

Schuize 

Edwards  ( OK  > 

Lolt 

Sen.senbrenner 

Emerson 

Lujan 

Sharp 

English 

Lungren 

Shaw 

Erdreich 

Mack 

Shelby 

Evans  (ID 

Marlenee 

Shumway 

Shuster 

Stump 

Weaver 

Siljander 

Sundquist 

Weber 

Sisisky 

Tallon 

Wheat 

Skelton 

Tauzin 

Whitley 

Slattery 

Taylor 

Whittaker 

Smith  (NE) 

Thomas  (CA) 

Whitten 

Smith.  Denny 

Thomas  (GA) 

Winn 

Smith.  Robert 

Traxler 

Wise 

Snyder 

Valentine 

Wolf 

Solomon 

Volkmer 

Yatron 

Spence 

Vucanovich 

Young  (AK) 

Staggers 

Walgren 

Young (PL) 

Stark 

Walker 

Stenholm 

Watkins 

NOT  VOTING- 

-5 

Hall.  Ralph 

McCollum 

Wilson 

Heftel 

Stokes 
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D  2100 

The  clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Stokes  for.  with  Mr.  McCoUum 
against. 

Mr.  LEVITAS  changed  his  vote  from 
•yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  CLAY  and  Mr.  GRAY  changed 
their  votes  from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  an- 
nounced as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  House 
Resolution  249.  I  call  up  from  the 
Speakers  table  the  Senate  bill  (S.  695) 
to  amend  the  Bretton  Woods  Agree- 
ments Act  to  authorize  consent  to  and 
authorize  appropriations  for  an  in- 
crease in  the  U.S.  quota  in  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund  and  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  increased 
U.S.  participation  in  the  IMF's  Gener- 
al Arrangements  to  Borrow,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the 
Senate  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ST  GERMAIN 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  St  Germain  moves  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  Senate  bill. 
S.  695.  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  text 
of  the  bill.  H.R.  2957.  as  passed,  as  follows: 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
•'International  Recovery  and  Financial  Sta- 
bility Acf. 

TITLE  I-EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1983 

short  title 
Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
'•Exp>ort-Import   Bank  Act  Amendments  of 
1983^. 

EXTENSION  OF  THE  EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK  ACT 

Sec  102.  Section  8  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635f)  is  amend- 
ed by  Striking  out  •September  30,  1983^  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'September  30, 
1985'. 


COMPETITIVE  TIED  AID  FOND;  FINDINGS  AND 
purpose;  ESTABLISHMENT 

Sec  103.  (a)(1)  Tied  aid  credit  is  defined 
by  the  Arrangement  on  Guidelines  for  Offi- 
cially Supported  Export  Credits  established 
through  the  Organization  for  Economic  Co- 
operation and  Development  (hereinafter  in 
this  section  referred  to  as  the  "Arrange- 
ment") as  credit  which  is  provided  for  devel- 
opment aid  purposes  and  which  is  financed 
either  exclusively  from  public  funds,  or,  as  a 
mixed  credit,  partly  from  public  and  partly 
from  private  funds.  Tied  aid  credit  is  tied  to 
the  purchase  of  exports  from  the  country 
granting  the  credit. 

(2)  Tied  aid  credit  can  easily  be  abused.  In 
general,  such  abuse  occurs  when— 

(A)  tied  aid  credit  is  utilized  primarily  to 
promote  exports,  in  the  name  of  foreign  aid; 

(B)  the  country  to  which  the  credit  is 
granted  is  in  a  sufficiently  strong  financial 
position  to  be  a  credit-worthy  borrower  on 
commercial  or  Arrangement  terms; 

(C)  tied  aid  credit  is  used  to  finance  ex- 
ports for  projects  whose  potential  contribu- 
tions to  the  economic  development  of  low 
Income  countries  is  relatively  modest,  com- 
pared to  alternative  development  projects  to 
which  foreign  aid  funds  could  be  devoted;  or 

(D)  tied  aid  credit  is  utilized  to  finance  ex- 
ports on  terms  which  do  not  carry  a  large 
grant  element,  but  are  nonetheless  some- 
what more  concessionary  than  the  terms 
permitted  on  official  direct  credit  under  the 
Arrangement. 

(3)  The  abuse  of  tied  aid  credit  by  other 
governments  is  likely  to  be  especially  injuri- 
ous to  American  exporters,  since  it  may 
deny  them  opportunities  for  which  they 
could  offer  highly  competitive  goods  or  serv- 
ices, but  for  which  they  cannot  obtain  fi- 
nancing equivalent  to  the  highly  subsidized 
tied  aid  credit  offered  by  foreign  govern- 
ments. 

(b)(1)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
to  insist  that  participants  in  the  Arrange- 
ment honor  their  pledge  not  to  offer  tied 
aid  credit  containing  a  grant  element  less 
than  the  minimum  specified  in  the  Arrange- 
ment. 

(2)  The  United  States  Government  shall 
make  every  effort  to  negotiate  an  increase 
in  such  minimum,  since  the  incentive  to 
abuse  tied  aid  credit  will  diminish  as  its 
grant  element  is  increased. 

CAPITAL  LEVEL  OF  THE  BANK 

Sec  104.  The  Export-Import  Bank  Act  of 
1945  (12  U.S.C.  635  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  13.  If.  at  the  end  of  any  quarter  of 
any  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year  1983,  the 
value  of  the  total  capital  stock  and  retained 
earnings  of  the  Bank  falls  below  50  per 
centum  of  the  value  of  the  total  capital 
stock  and  retained  earnings  of  the  Bank  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1983.  the  Board  of  Di- 
rectors shall  notify  the  Congress  of  the  de- 
crease in  the  level  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Bank  not  later  than  thirty  days  after  the 
end  of  the  quarter  of  such  fiscal  year  and 
the  Congress  shall  take  appropriate 
action. '•. 

PRIMARY  PURPOSE  OF  THE  BANK 

Sec  105.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 2(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Export-Import  Act  of 
1945  (12  U.S.C.  653(b)(1)(A))  is  amended  by 
striking  out  -which  are  competitive  with  " 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  which  are 
competitive,  in  all  its  programs,  with". 

(b)  Section  2(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635(b)(1)(B)) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "(B)  It  is  further 
the  policy  of  the  United  States"  and  all  that 


follows  through  "with  exports  of  other 
countries;"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  •(B)  It  is  further  the  policy  of 
the  United  States  that  loans  made  by  the 
Bank  shall  bear  interest  at  rates  determined 
by  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Bank, 
taking  into  consideration,  foremost,  the 
Bank^s  mandate  to  support  United  States 
exports,  in  all  of  the  Banks  programs,  at 
rates  and  on  terms  and  conditions  which  are 
competitive  with  exports  of  other  countries 
and,  second,  the  average  cost  of  money  to 
the  Bank;"". 

ASSISTANCE  TO  SMALL  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Section  2(a)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635(a)) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

"(2)  In  furtherance  of  the  Bank's  policy  of 
actively  assisting  in  the  development  of 
small  business  exports— 

"(A)(i)  not  less  than  6  per  centum  of  the 
principal  amount  of  new  direct  loans  the 
Bank  may  approve,  as  provided  in  appro- 
priation Acts,  for  fiscal  year  1984,  shall  be 
reserved  for  the  financing  of  exports  by 
small  business  concerns  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 3  of  the  Small  Business  Act): 

"(ii)  not  less  than  6  per  centum  of  the 
principal  amount  of  loans  the  Bank  may 
guarantee,  as  provided  in  appropriation 
Acts,  for  fiscal  year  1984.  shall  be  reserved 
for  guaranteeing  loans  to  such  small  busi- 
ness concerns; 

"(iii)  not  less  than  10  per  centum  of  the 
principal  amount  of  new  direct  loans  the 
Bank  may  approve,  as  provided  in  appro- 
priation Acts,  for  fiscal  year  1985,  shall  be 
reserved  for  the  financing  of  exports  by 
such  small  business  concerns;  and 

"(iv)  not  less  than  10  per  centum  of  the 
principal  amount  of  loans  the  Bank  may 
guarantee,  as  provided  in  appropriation 
Acts,  for  fiscal  year  1985.  shall  be  reser\'ed 
for  guaranteeing  loans  to  such  small  busi- 
ness concerns;  and. 

"(B)  it  shall  be  a  goal  of  the  Bank  to  pro- 
vide not  less  than  10  per  centum  of  the 
dollar  amount  of  the  Bank's  loans  and  guar- 
antees during  fiscal  year  1984  and  not  less 
than  20  per  centum  of  the  dollar  amount  of 
such  loans  and  guarantees  during  fiscal  year 
1985  to  such  small  business  concerns.". 

(b)  Section  9(a)  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635g(a))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec  9.  (a)  The  Export-Import  Bank  of 
the  United  States  shall  transmit  to  the  Con- 
gress on  January  1  of  each  year  a  complete 
and  detailed  report  of  its  operations  for  the 
preceding  fiscal  year." 

(c)  Section  9(b)  of  such  Act  (12  U.S.C. 
635g<b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "comprehensive  and  de- 
tailed" after  "contain  a^:  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence 
the  following:  •The  report  shall  also  contain 
a  comprehensive  and  detailed  description  of 
plans  which  the  Bank  will  implement 
during  the  next  fiscal  year  in  order  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  section  2(a)(2)  of  this 
Act  regarding  loans  and  guarantees  to  small 
business  concerns.  With  respect  to  each  loan 
or  loan  guarantee  made  during  the  previous 
fiscal  year,  each  such  report  shall  specify 
the  amount  of  such  loan  or  loan  guarantee, 
the  company  which  received  such  loan  or 
loan  guarantee,  and  whether  or  not  such 
company  is  a  small  business  concern."". 

(d)  Section  2(b)(1)(A)  of  such  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  635(b)(1)(A))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  fourth  sentence,  by  inserting  •. 
including  the  Small  Business  Committees,^' 
after  "Committees  of  Congress  "; 


(2)  by  inserting  after  the  fourth  sentence 
the  following:  "This  report  shall  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  Congress  not  later  than  three 
months  after  the  end  of  the  reporting 
period.^':  and 

(3)  in  the  sixth  sentence,  as  in  effect 
before  the  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(2)— 

(A)  by  inserting  ",  including  small  busi- 
ness exporters,^^  after  •"a  representative 
number  of  United  States  exporters"';  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ••,  including  regional  and 
local  banks,^"  after  "•commercial  lending  in- 
stitutions'^. 

BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 

Sec  107.  (a)  Section  3(c)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635a(c)) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  second 
sentence  thereof  the  following:  •Of  the  five 
members  of  the  Board  appointed  by  the 
President,  not  less  than  one  such  member 
shall  be  selected  from  among  the  small  busi- 
ness community  and  shall  represent  the  in- 
terests of  small  business."". 

(b)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a),  the  first  memlwr 
appointed  by  the  President  to  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  the 
United  States  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section  shall  be  selected  from 
among  the  small  business  community  and 
shall  represent  the  interests  of  small  busi- 
ness. 

COMPETITIVE  INSURANCE 

Sec  108.  Section  2  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"(d)(1)  In  carrying  out  its  responsibilities 
under  this  Act.  the  Bank  shall  work  to 
ensure  that  United  Slates  companies  are  af- 
forded an  equal  and  nondiscriminatory  op- 
portunity to  bid  for  insurance  in  connection 
with  transactions  assisted  by  the  Bank. 

"(2)  In  furtherance  of  that  effort,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Bank  shall  review  Bank 
policies  and  programs  in  regard  to  this  issue, 
and  in  coordination  with  the  United  States 
Trade  Representative  and  the  appropriate 
agencies  of  the  Department  of  State,  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce,  undertake  actions 
designed  to  promote  equal  and  nondiscrim- 
inatory opportunities  to  bid  for  insurance  in 
connection  with  all  aspects  of  international 
trade  activities. 

"(3)  The  Bank  shall  report  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  not  later  than  May  15. 
1984,  regarding— 

"(A)  the  existing  obstacles  to  equal  and 
non-discriminatory  bidding  for  insurance  re- 
lated to  transactions  assisted  by  the  Bank; 

"(B)  the  efforts  that  the  Bank  has  taken 
in  addressing  such  problems;  and 

■•(C)  any  recommendations  for  additional 
action  by  the  appropriate  agencies  of  the 
executive  branch  or  the  Congress. ". 

ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

Sec  109.  Section  3(d)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635a(d)) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)(1)  There  is  hereby  established  an  Ad- 
visory Committee  to  consist  of  twelve  mem- 
bers who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Board  of 
Directors  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
President  of  the  Bank,  and  who  shall  be 
broadly  representative  of  production,  com- 
merce, finance,  agriculture,  labor,  services, 
and  State  government,  except  that  not  less 
than  three  members  appointed  to  the  Advi- 
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sory  Committee  shall  be  representative  of 
the  small  business  community. 

■•(2)  The  Advisory  Committee  shall  meet 
at  least  once  each  quarter. 

•(3)  The  Advisory  Committee  shall  advise 
the  Bank  on  its  programs,  and  shall  submit, 
with  the  report  specified  under  section 
2(b)<l><A)  of  this  Act.  its  own  comments  to 
the  Congress  on  the  extent  to  which  the 
Bank  is  meeting  its  mandate  to  provide  com- 
petitive financing  to  expand  United  States 
exports,  and  any  suggestions  for  improve- 
ments in  this  regard.". 

REPORT  TO  CONGRESS 

Sk.  110.  Section  9  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(cMl)  The  report  shall  include  a  detailed 
description  of  all  actions  which  have  been 
taken  by  the  Bank  or  which  will  be  taken  by 
the  Bank— 

(A)  to  maintain  the  competitive  position 
of  key  linkage  industries  in  the  United 
States: 

■•(B)  to  support  industries  which  are  en- 
gaged in  the  export  of  high  value  added 
products; 

■■(C)  to  support  industries  which  are  en- 
gaged in  the  development  of  new  capital 
goods  technology. 

•■(D)  to  preserve  and  create  high  skilled 
jobs  in  the  United  States  economy;  and 

••(E)  to  enhance  the  opportunity  for 
growth  and  expansion  of  small  businesses 
and  entrepreneurial  enterprises. 

•(2)  Such  report  shall  include  the  com- 
ments of  the  Advisory  Committee  regarding 
the  objectives  specified  in  paragraph  ( 1  ).•'. 

REPORT 

Sec  hi.  Section  1911  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  Amendments  of  1978  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  'After  October  1.  1983.  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as 
may  tie  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section.". 

NONCOMPETITIVE  FINANCING  DETERMINATION 

Sec  112.  Section  1912  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  Amendments  of  1978  is 
amended— 

<1)  in  subsection  (a)(1).  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  'The  inquiry, 
and.  where  appropriate,  the  determination 
and  authorization  to  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  the  United  States  referred  to  in 
this  section  shall  be  completed  and  made 
within  sixty  days  of  the  receipt  of  such  in- 
formation.';  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1).  by  striking  out 
"determining  factor"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  '•significant  factor". 

MEDIUM-TERM  FINANCING 

Sec.  113.  Section  2(a)  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  (12  U.S.C.  635(a)) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

••(3)  In  order  for  the  Bank  to  be  competi- 
tive in  all  of  its  financing  programs  with 
countries  whose  experts  compete  with 
United  States  exports,  the  Bank  shall— 

••(A)  provide  medium-term  financing— 

"(i)  at  rates  of  interest  to  the  customer 
which  are  equal  to  the  rates  established  by 
the  Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation 
and  Development;  and 

••(ii)  in  amounts  up  to  85  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  exports  involved;  and 

•(B)  cooperate  fully  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  the  Administrator  of  the 
Small  Business  Administration  to  develop  a 
program  for  purposes  of  disseminating  in- 
formation,   using    existing   private    institu- 


tions, to  small  business  concerns  regarding 
the  medium-term  financing  provided  under 
this  paragraph.". 

TITLE  II-INTERNATIONAL  ECONOMIC 
RECOVERY 

FINDINGS 

Sec  201.  The  Congress  hereby  finds 
that— 

(1)  efforts  by  one  nation  to  improve  its 
economic  well-being  without  regard  to  that 
of  other  nations  are  ultimately  self-defeat- 
ing: 

(2)  the  well-being  of  all  United  States  citi- 
zens depends  on  world  economic  growth  and 
prosperity;  and 

(3)  world  economic  recovery  is  being  im- 
peded— 

(A)  by  high  interest  rates,  particularly  in 
the  United  States: 

(B)  by  the  enormous  magnitude  and  short 
maturity  of  the  foreign  debt  of  some  na- 
tions: and 

(C)  by  the  risk  and  uncertainty  associated 
with  a  competitive  international  banking 
system  in  which  bank  regulatory  programs, 
which  differ  markedly  from  nation  to 
nation— 

(i)  were  designed  to  meet  national  rather 
than  international  safety  and  soundness 
concerns: 

(ii)  may  have  contributed  significantly  to 
the  international  debt  problem;  and 

(iii)  are  not  adequate  to  address  potential 
future  threats  to  international  bank  safety 
and  soundness; 

(4)  millions  of  American  jobs  have  been 
lost  through  the  worldwide  recession;  and 

(5)  a  substantial  portion  of  the  decline  in 
the  United  States  gross  national  product  in 
recent  years  was  due  to  a  sharp  drop  in  ex- 
ports: 

(6)  renewed  growth  in  the  developing 
countries  would  help  to  restore  United 
States  export  markets  and  millions  of  Amer- 
ican jobs; 

(7)  the  financial  resources  within  the  de- 
veloping countries  could  be  turned  to  re- 
newed growth;  and 

(8)  the  international  debt  crisis  would  sub- 
stantially ease  if  the  time  allowed  for  debt 
repayment  were  lengthened  for  those  na- 
tions most  severely  burdened  by  foreign 
debt. 

ECONOMIC  growth:  supervision  of 

INTERNATIONAL  LENDING 

Sec  202.  (a)  The  President  shall  encour- 
age the  industrialized  nations— 

(1)  to  take  actions  on  a  cooperative,  multi- 
lateral basis  to  adopt  fiscal  and  monetary 
policies  which  will  result  in  sustainable, 
noninflationary  economic  growth  and  in- 
creased employment  on  a  worldwide  basis; 

(2)  to  develop  plans  for  reducing  the  fi- 
nancial pressures  on  nations  whose  growth 
is  being  constrained  by  the  size  and  short 
maturity  of  their  foreign  debt  by  extending, 
where  appropriate,  the  maturity  of  such 
debt;  and 

(3)  to  l)egin  immediately  to  promote  the 
effectiveness  and  the  consistency  of  the  reg- 
ulation and  supervision  of  international 
banking. 

(b)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  President 
shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  Congress— 

(1)  regarding  actions  taken  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (a);  and 

(2)  which  includes  such  recommendations 
as  the  President  considers  advisable  for  leg- 
islative actions  needed  to  assure  sustainable 
and  noninflationary  economic  growth  on  a 
worldwide  basis. 


TITLE  III-INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY  FUND 


PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

Sec.  301.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•'PROMOTING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  THE 
CONDITIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE  RATE  STABILITY 

"Sec  42.  (a)  In  order  to  help  assure  that 
the  resources  provided  under  section  40  are 
used  to  support  progrowth  policies  which 
will  help  establish  the  economic  conditions 
necessary  for  greater  financial  and  ex- 
change rate  stability,  it  is  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  work  for  adoption 
of  policies  in  the  Fund,  both  within  the 
framework  of  article  IV  consultations  and 
with  respect  to  the  conditions  associated 
with  Fund-supported  balance  of  payments 
adjustments  programs,  that— 

"(1)  promote  sustained  noninflationary 
economic  growth,  monetary  stability,  and 
higher  levels  of  productive  employment; 

"(2)  support  the  evolution  of  broadly 
based,  nondiscriminatory,  low-rate  tax  sys- 
tems which  will  encourage  private  sector 
savings  and  provide  incentives  for  produc- 
tive employment,  investment,  and  private 
sector  growth: 

■■(3)  encourage  the  establishment  of  sound 
monetary  and  fiscal  policies  which  limit 
Government  preemption  of  real  and  finan- 
cial resources  and  which  are  conducive  to 
sustainable  economic  recovery  and  growth, 
full  employment,  and  price  and  exchange 
rate  stability; 

(4)  discourage  Government  regulation 
and  Government  allocation  of  real  and  fi- 
nancial resources; 

■■(5)  encourage  international  capital  flows 
and  investment  by  providing  a  predictable 
economic  and  legal  climate  based  on  sancti- 
ty of  contracts  with,  and  property  rights  of. 
foreign  investors: 

••(6)  ensure  that  policies  adopted  by  Third 
World  countries  pursuant  to  their  borrow- 
ing from  the  Fund  are  fair  and  equitable  to 
all  strata  of  their  economy  and  society;  and 

••(7)  would  allow  prices  to  better  reflect 
underlying  market  forces. 

■■(b)  In  negotiating  with  Third  World 
countries,  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  FHind  shall  work  through  the 
Fund  for  policies  which  assist  low-  and  mod- 
erate-income families  to  maintain  and  in- 
crease their  level  and  standard  of  living,  and 
which  provide  for  and  foster  the  creation  of 
democratic  institutions. 

••(c)  The  Secretary  shall  also  instruct  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
F\ind  to  propose  and  work  for  the  adoption 
of  policies  by  the  Fund  that  would  strength- 
en efforts  to  promote  conditions  contribut- 
ing to  greater  stability  of  exchange  rates. 
Among  other  steps,  the  United  States  Exec- 
utive Director  of  the  Fund  shall  propose 
that— 

•■(1)  Fund-approved  economic  adjustment 
programs  seek  to  promote  greater  exchange 
rate  stability  by  supporting  policies  which 
would  reduce  the  need  for  abrupt  or  damag- 
ing exchange  rate  changes; 

■■(2)  as  part  of  the  article  IV  consultation 
process,  the  Fund  review  the  efforts  of  each 
Fund  member  to  collaborate  with  the  Fund 
to  promote  stable  exchange  rates.  If  as  a 
result  of  such  review,  it  is  determined  by  the 
Fund  that  a  member  is  not  pursuing  policies 
which  promote  a  stable  system  of  exchange 
rates,  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  en- 


courage the  adoption  of  policy  changes  to 
better  promote  greater  economic,  price,  and 
exchange  rate  stability. 

•(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  the 
United  States  Governor  of  the  Fund,  shall 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking.  Finance  and 
Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  a  semiannual  basis  concerning  the 
abbve  directives  to  the  United  States  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Fund.". 

QUOTA  increase 

Sec  302.  That  the  Bretton  Woods  Agree- 
menU  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  in  section  17(a)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "decision  of  January  5. 
1962.  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■decisions 
of  January  5,  1962.  and  February  24.  1983, 
as  amended  in  accordance  with  their 
terms,":  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "not  to  exceed 
$2,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time," 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  4.250.000.000 
Special  Drawing  Rights,  limited  to  such 
amounts  as  are  appropriated  in  advance  in 
appropriation  Acts,  except  that  prior  to  ac- 
tivation the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
certify  that  supplementary  resources  are 
needed  to  forestall  or  cope  with  an  impair- 
ment of  the  international  monetary  system 
and  that  the  Fund  has  fully  explored  other 
means  of  funding."; 

(2)  in  section  17(b),  by  striking  out 
•$2,000.000,000.'  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "4.250.000.000  Special  Drawing  Rights, 
except  that  prior  to  activation  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  certify  that  supple- 
mentary resources  are  needed  to  forestall  or 
cope  with  an  impairment  of  the  internation- 
al monetary  system  and  that  the  Fund  has 
fully  explored  other  means  of  funding.  ■; 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section  17  the 
following: 

"(d)  Unless  the  Congress  by  law  so  author- 
izes, neither  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  nor  any  other  person  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  may  instruct 
the  United  States  Executive  Director  to  the 
Fund  to  consent  to  any  amendment  to  the 
Decision  of  February  24.  1983.  of  the  Execu- 
tive Directors  of  the  Fund,  if  the  adoption 
of  such  amendment  would  significantly 
alter  the  amount,  terms,  or  conditions  of 
participation  by  the  United  States  in  the 
General  Arrangements  to  Borrow. ";  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•Sec  40.  (a)  The  United  States  Governor 
of  the  Fund  is  authorized  to  consent  to  an 
increase  in  the  quota  of  the  United  States  in 
the  Fund  equivalent  to  5,310.8  million  Spe- 
cial Drawing  Rights,  limited  to  such 
amounts  as  are  provided  in  advance  in  ap- 
propriation Acts. 

•■(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consult  with  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
minority  member  of— 

■■(1)  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  any  appropriate  subcommittee  of 
each  such  committee;  and 

•■(2)  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate,  and  any  appropriate 
subcommittee  of  each  such  committee, 
for  purposes  of  discussing  the  position  of 
the  executive  branch  and  the  views  of  the 
Congress  with  respect  to  any  international 


negotiations  being  held  to  consider  any 
future  quota  increase  for  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  which  may  involve  an  in- 
creased contribution,  subscription,  or  loan 
by  the  United  States.  Such  consultation 
shall  be  made  (A)  not  later  than  thirty  days 
before  the  intitiation  of  such  international 
negotiations.  (B)  during  the  period  in  which 
such  negotiations  are  being  held,  in  a  fre- 
quent and  timely  manner,  and  (C)  before  a 
session  of  such  negotiations  is  held  at  which 
the  United  States  representatives  may  agree 
to  such  quota  increase. 

"Sec.  41.  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that— 

•■(1)  the  lack  of  sufficient  information  cur- 
rently available  to  allow  lenders  to  make 
sound  and  prudent  decisions  concerning 
their  international  lending  threatens  the 
stability  of  the  international  monetary 
system;  and 

"(2)  in  recognition  of  the  Funds  duties,  as 
provided  particularly  by  Article  VIII  of  the 
Articles  of  Agreement  of  the  Fund,  to  act  as 
a  center  for  the  collection  and  exchange  of 
information  on  monetary  and  financial 
problems,  the  Fund  should  adopt  such 
measures  as  are  necessary  and  appropriate 
to  ensure  that  more  complete  and  timely  fi- 
nancial information  will  be  available. 

"(b)  To  this  end,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  instruct  the  United  States 
Executive  Director  to  the  Fund— 

"(1)  to  initiate  relevant  discussions  with 
other  directors  of  the  Fund  and  with  the 
Fund  management;  and 

"(2)  to  propose,  and  vote  for  the  adoption 
of.  procedures,  within  the  Fund— 

■■(A)  to  collect  and  disseminate  informa- 
tion, on  a  quarterly  basis,  from  and  to  Fund 
members,  and  to  such  other  persons  as  the 
Fund  deems  appropriate,  concerning  the  ex- 
tension of  credit  by  banks  or  nonbanks  to 
private  and  public  entities,  where  such 
banks  or  nonbanks  are  not  principally  estab- 
lished within  the  borders  of  the  member 
country  to  which  the  credits  are  extended; 
and 

••(B)  to  publicly  disseminate  information 
which  is  developed  in  the  course  of  the 
Funds  collection  efforts  and  which  the 
Fund  determines  would  serve  to  enhance 
the  informational  base  upon  which  interna- 
tional borrowing  and  lending  decisions  are 
made. 

••(c)  The  President  is  authorized  to  use  the 
authority  provided  under  section  8  of  this 
Act  to  require  any  person  (as  defined  in 
such  section)  who  is  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  provide  such  in- 
formation as  the  Fund  determines  to  be  nec- 
essary in  order  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

■■(d)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and 
the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs of  the  House  of  Representatives,  a 
report  regarding  the  progress  made  toward 
establishing  collection,  review,  comment, 
and  reporting  procedures  within  the  Fund, 
as  provided  by  this  section. 

■•(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
credit"  includes— 

"(1)  outstanding  loans  to  private  and 
public  entities,  including  government  enti- 
ties, instrumentalities,  and  central  banks  of 
any  member;  and 

■■(2)  unused  lines  of  credit  which  have 
been  made  available  to  such  private  and 
public  entities  of  any  member. 


where  such  loans  or  lines  of  credit  are  re- 
payable in  freely  convertible  currency.". 

special  DRAWING  RIGHTS 

Sec  303.  Section  6  of  the  Special  Drawing 
Rights  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286q)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

•'Sec  6.  Unless  Congress  by  law  authorizes 
such  action,  neither  the  President  nor  any 
person  or  agency  shall  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  vote  to  approve  any  new  allo- 
cation of  Special  Drawing  Rights.". 

INSTRUCTIONS  TO  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  RE- 
GARDING THE  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  OF  APART- 
HEID AND  COMMUNIST  DICTATORSHIPS 

Sec  304.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•Sec  43.  The  Congress  hereby  finds  that 
the  practices  of  apartheid  and  Communist 
dictatorship  result  in  severe  constraints  on 
labor  and  capital  mobility  and  other  highly 
inefficient  labor  and  capital  supply  rigidities 
which  contribute  to  balance  of  payments 
deficits  in  direct  contradiction  of  the  goals 
of  the  International  Monetary  Fund.  There- 
fore, the  President  shall  instruct  the  United 
States  Executive  Director  of  the  Fund  to  ac- 
tively oppose  any  credit  drawings  on  the 
Fund  or  any  of  its  facilities  by  any  country 
which  practices  apartheid  or  Communist 
dictatorship. ". 

ELIMINATION  OF  IMPORT  RESTRICTIONS 

Sec.  305.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■Sec  44.  (a)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  instruct  the  United  States 
Executive  Director  of  the  Fund  to  present 
proposals  to  the  Executive  Board  of  the 
Fund  for  the  purpose  of  ensuring  that  each 
member  country  using  Fund  resources  takes 
steps  to  eliminate  expeditiously  all  import 
restrictions  and  unfair  export  subsidies 
which  have  been  determined  to  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariff 
and  Trade,  or  other  international  agree- 
ments, and  which  have  a  serious  adverse 
impact  on  United  States,  or  any  other  mem- 
ber's, exports  or  employment. 

•■(2)  If  the  Fund  does  not  adopt  such  pro- 
posals, the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consult  with  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Congress  prior  to  instructing  the  United 
States  Executive  Director  to  vote  to  provide 
Fund  resources  for  a  country  whose  policies 
are  inconsistent  with  the  above  instructions. 

■•(b)  As  part  of  this  effort,  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor,  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  inform  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
and  the  Congress  of  all  import  restrictions 
and  export  subsidies  by  member  countries 
which  have  been  determined  to  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  or  other  multilateral  agreements 
and  which  have  a  serious  adverse  impact  on 
exports  from,  or  employment  in.  the  United 
States.". 

Sec  306.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•Sec  45.  (a)  Within  ninety  days  of  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  the  President  shall 
report  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
Congress  outlining  the  role  of  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  and  the  United 
States  Government  with  regard  to  mam- 
taining  realistic,  market-related  exchange 
rates  with  other  major  currencies  and 
making  recommendations  as  to  what  can  be 
done  to  avoid  exchange  rate  manipulation. 
In  particular,  such  report  shall  examine  the 
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policies  of  major  trading  partners  which  (1) 
maintain  a  substantial  trade  surplus  with 
the  United  States,  and  <2)  encourage  export 
of  capital  to  such  an  extent  that  exchange 
rates  do  not  appear  to  reflect  adjustments 
based  on  trade  patterns  alone.  Such  report 
shall  also  include  the  status  of  the  proposals 
set  forth  in  subsection  <b)  of  this  section. 

"(b)  The  President  shall  instruct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  proposals  by  the  Fund 
to  promote  conditions  contributing  to  the 
stability  of  exchange  rates  and  avoid  the 
manipulation  of  exchange  rates  between 
major  currencies.  Among  other  initiatives, 
the  Secretary  or  his  designee  shall  propose; 
(Da  comprehensive  study  by  the  Fund  of 
exchange  rate  problems  with  recommenda- 
tions as  to  steps  that  can  t>e  taken  to  correct 
any  structural  imbalances  identified  and  <2) 
strengthening  the  article  IV  consultation 
procedures  of  the  Fund  to  attempt  to 
ensure  that  countries  which  are  artificially 
maintaining  undervalued  or  overvalued 
rates  of  exchange  agree  to  adopt  realistic, 
market-related  exchange  rates. 

••<c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
take  into  account  in  determining  his  vote 
whether  a  country's  policies  are  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  article  IV.". 

ELIMINATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  EXPORT 
SUBSIDIES 

Sec.  307.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■  Sec.  46.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  to  the  Fund  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  a  policy  requiring  that 
prior  to  receiving  any  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  assistance  Fund  borrowers  must 
eliminate  all  predatory  agricultural  export 
subsidies  which  might  result  in  the  reduc- 
tion of  other  member  countries'  exports. 
The  Secretary  shall  report  to  the  relevant 
committees  of  Congress  within  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  of  enactment  of  this  provi- 
sion as  to  the  progress  achieved  in  reaching 
this  goal. ". 

REPORT  ON  FUND  POLICIES 

Sec.  308.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■Sec.  47.  (a)  Not  later  than  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a 
report  containing  a  thorough  review  and  de- 
tailed analysis  of  the  policies  of  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  regarding— 

■■(1)  the  ability  of  the  Fund  to  promote 
real  economic  growth  and  sustained,  nonin- 
flationary  recovery,  pursuant  to  its  mandate 
in  article  I  of  the  Articles  of  Agreement,  in 
countries  which  enter  into  stabilization  pro- 
grams with  the  Fund: 

"(2)  the  feasibility  of  the  Fund  issuing  se- 
curities in  the  private  capital  markets  as  a 
means  of  increasing  its  resources,  either  in 
lieu  of,  or  in  addition  to,  future  quota  in- 
creases, together  with  an  evaluation  of  how 
such  borrowing  would  affect  the  credit  mar- 
kets of  the  United  States; 

••(3)  the  feasibility  of  returning  all  or  part 
of  the  Fund's  gold  reserves  to  Fund  mem- 
bers or  of  selling  the  Fund's  gold  reserves  in 
the  private  markets,  together  with  an  eval- 
uation of  how  such  sales  would  affect  the 
credit  markets  of  the  United  States: 

■•(4)  the  feasibility  of  establishing  tempo- 
rary, supplemental  financing  facilities  at 
the  Fund:  and 

•■(5)  recommendations  for  amendments  to 
the  Funds  Articles  of  Agreement,  if  any.  to 


improve  the  role  of  the  Fund  in  the  interna- 
tional monetary  system. 

•(b)  Such  report  on  the  policies  of  the 
Fund  shall  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions of  the  Senate.". 

SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

Sec  309.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■'SUSTAINING  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

■'Sec  48.  (a)(1)  The  President  shall  in- 
struct the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  other  appropriate 
Federal  officials,  including  the  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  to  use  all  appropriate  means 
to  encourage  countries  to  formulate  eco- 
nomic adjustment  programs  to  deal  with 
their  balance  of  payment  difficulties  and  ex- 
ternal debt  owed  to  private  banks. 

••(2)  Such  economic  adjustment  programs 
should  be  designed  to  safeguard,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  international  eco- 
nomic growth,  world  trade,  employment, 
and  the  long-term  solvency  of  banks,  and  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  civil  disturbances 
in  countries  needing  economic  adjustment 
programs. 

"(b)  To  ensure  the  effectivenes  of  econom- 
ic adjustment  programs  supported  by  Fund 
resources— 

■•(I)  the  United  States  Executive  Director 
of  the  Fund  shall  recommend  and  shall 
work  for  changes  in  Fund  guidelines,  poli- 
cies, and  decisions  which  would— 

■*(A)  convert  short-term  bank  debt  which 
was  made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long- 
term  debt  at  lower  rates  of  interest; 

■■(B)  assure  that  the  annual  external  debt 
service,  which  shall  include  principal,  inter- 
est, points,  fees,  and  other  charges  required 
of  the  country  involved,  is  a  manageable 
and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
appeal  expect  earnings  of  such  country:  and 
•(C)  provide  that  in  approving  any  eco- 
nomic adjustment  program  the  Fund  shall 
take  into  account  the  number  of  countries 
applying  to  the  Fund  for  economic  adjust- 
ment programs  and  the  aggregate  effects 
that  such  programs  will  have  on  interna- 
tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

••(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  oppose  and  vote 
against  providing  assistance  from  the  Fund 
for  any  economic  adjustment  program  for  a 
country  in  which  the  annual  external  debt 
service  exceeds  85  per  centum  of  the  annual 
export  earnings  of  such  country  unless  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing, Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

"(i)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
converts  short-term  bank  debt  which  was 
made  at  high  interest  rates  into  long-term 
debt  at  lower  rates  of  interests: 

■■(ii)  the  annual  external  debt  service  re- 
quired of  the  country  involved  is  a  managea- 
ble and  prudent  percentage  of  the  projected 
annual  export  earnings  of  such  country;  and 
"(iii)  the  economic  adjustment  program 
will  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  interna- 


tional economic  growth,  world  trade,  ex- 
ports, and  employment  of  other  member 
countries,  and  the  long-term  solvency  of 
banks. 

"(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  not  apply  In  any  case  in  which  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  first  determines  and  provides  written 
documentation  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing, Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  and  the 
Coinmittee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  that— 

■■(i)  an  emergency  exists  in  a  nation  that 
has  applied  to  the  Fund  for  assistance  that 
requires  an  immediate  short-term  loan  to 
avoid  disrupting  orderly  financial  markets; 

■■(ii)  a  sudden  decrease  in  export  earnings 
in  the  country  applying  to  the  Fund  for  as- 
sistance has  increased  the  ratio  of  annual 
external  debt  service  to  annual  export  earn- 
ings, to  greater  than  85  per  centum  for  a 
period  projected  to  be  no  more  than  one 
year:  or 

"(iii)  other  extraordinary  circumstances 
exist  which  warrant  waiving  the  provisions 
of  subparagraph  (A). 

"(c)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  include  in  each  of  its  annual  re- 
ports to  the  Congress  copies  of  the  analyses 
and  any  written  documentation  prepared  by 
the  United  States  Executive  Director  of  the 
Fund  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (2)(A)  or 
(2)(B)  of  subsection  (b)  and  a  statement  de- 
tailing the  actions  and  progress  made  in  car- 
rying out  the  requirements  of  subsections 
(a)  and  (b).". 

PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

Sec.  310.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■PROMOTING  DOMESTIC  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

■Sec.  49.  (a)(1)  The  cornerstone  of  a 
healthy  world  economy  and  international 
trading  and  financial  system  is  a  growing 
domestic  economy  in  the  United  States  with 
price  stability  and  low  interest  rates. 

"(2)  Sustained  noninflationary  economic 
growth  in  the  United  States,  full  employ- 
ment in  United  States  basic  industries,  and 
a  robust  economy  are  essential  to  avoiding 
the  imposition  of  protectionist  barriers  that 
would  inhibit  the  free  flow  of  trade  and  un- 
dermine the  economic  and  financial  stabili- 
ty of  countries  using  the  Fund. 

"(3)  Provision  of  adequate  credit  at  afford- 
able rates  of  interest  to  the  United  States 
economy  by  the  United  States  banking 
system  is  essential  to  promoting  a  growing 
domestic  economy. 

(b)  To  that  end,  and  especially  to  provide 
working  capital  to  promote  the  expansion  of 
domestic  industries,  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies,  as  defined  in  section  402 
of  the  International  Lending  Supervision 
Act  of  1983,  are  directed  to  develop  regula- 
tions to  implement  subsections  (c)  through 
(f)  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  section. 

■•(c)  This  section  shall  apply  to  all  banking 
institutions  which  have  foreign  loans  which 
are  excessive.  A  banking  institution's  loans 
shall  be  considered  excessive  if  the  aggre- 
gate of  such  loans  to  public  and  private 
sector  borrowers  in  a  foreign  country  de- 
scribed in  section  404  of  such  Act  exceeded 
such  banking  institutions  primary  capital 
on  June  30,  1983,  or  on  any  date  thereafter 
untU  January  1.  1986. 


"(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsections 
(e)  and  (f),  from  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  until  January  1,  1986,  no 
banking  institution  having  excessive  loans 
under  subsection  (c)  shall  make  any  new 
loans  to  foreign  countries  described  in  sec- 
tion 404  of  such  Act  if  such  loans  shall 
cause  the  growth  rate  of  such  banking  insti- 
tution's aggregate  loans  to  all  such  foreign 
countries  to  exceed  one-half  of  the  growth 
rate  of  such  banking  institution's  aggregate 
loans  to  all  such  foreign  countries  during 
the  period  of  January  1.  1980.  through  June 
30.  1982. 

•■(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  banking  institutions  may  honor 
binding  commitments,  which  were  effective 
before  July  30,  1983,  to  lend  in  such  coun- 
tries. 

••(e)(1)  Any  banking  institution  having  ex- 
cessive loans  under  subsection  (c)  may 
exceed  the  limits  set  forth  in  subsection  (d) 
if  the  annual  rate  of  growth  of  such  bank- 
ing institutions  domestic  lending  exceeds 
the  limit  so  specified. 

••(2)  In  such  cases,  the  rate  of  growth  of 
aggregate  loans  to  all  foreign  countries  de- 
scribed in  section  404  of  such  Act  shall  not 
exceed  the  rate  of  growth  of  domestic  lend- 
ing. 

••(f)  This  section  shall  not  be  enforced  if— 

•'(1)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  find  that  such  en- 
forcement would  adversely  affect  the  do- 
mestic economy:  or 

•'(2)  the  President  determines  that  en- 
forcement of  this  section  would  be  detri- 
mental to  the  national  interest. '. 

PROHIBITION  OF  FRONT  END  FEES 

Sec  311.  (a)  In  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  debtor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fee  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring  unless  it 
amortizes  such  fee  over  the  effective  life  of 
each  such  loan. 

(b)  The  requirement  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section.  Each  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOUTS  OF  BANKS 

Sec  312.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

■'OPPOSING  FUND  BAILOtTFS  OF  BANKS 

•'Sec  50.  Except  as  provided  in  section  48 
(a  section  entitled  Sustaining  Economic 
Growth),  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund- 
ed) to  oppose  and  vote  against  any  F\ind 
drawing  by  a  member  country  where,  in  his 
judgment,  the  Fund  resources  would  be 
drawn  principally  for  the  purpose  of  repay- 
ing loans  which  have  been  imprudently 
made  by  banking  institutions  to  the  member 
country:  and 

(2)  to  work  to  insure  that  the  Fund  en- 
courages borrowing  countries  and  banking 
institutions  to  negotiate,  where  appropriate, 
a  rescheduling  of  debt  which  is  consistent 
with  safe  and  sound  banking  practices  and 
the  country's  ability  to  pay. ". 

FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

Sec  313.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 


"FLOATING  EXCHANGE  RATES 

"Sec  51.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  United  States  Trade  Repre- 
sentative, initiate  discussions  with  other 
countries  regarding  the  economic  disloca- 
tions which  result  from  structural  exchange 
rate  imbalances. 

•(b)  Not  later  than  one  hundred  and 
eighty  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  committee 
on  banking,  housing,  and  Urban  affairs  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  regarding  proposals  to 
reform  the  floating  exchange  rate  system. 
Such  report  shall  contain  such  recommen- 
dations for  legislative  or  administrative  ac- 
tions as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  con- 
siders advisable.". 

SURPLUS  COMMODITIES  REPORT 

Sec  314.  (a)  Section  4(b)  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  Agreements  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286b)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  paragaph  (5)— 

(A)  by  inserting  '(A)"  after  ■•(5)":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

••(B)  Beginning  one  hundred  and  eighty 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
paragraph,  and  at  intervals  of  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  thereafter  for  the  next 
three  years,  the  Council  shall  prepare  and 
transmit  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  listing  all  applications  which 
have  been  filed  during  the  preceding  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  with  the  Fund  and 
with  the  Bank  for  project  assistance  which 
would  establish  or  enhance  the  capacity  of 
any  country  to  produce  a  commodity  for 
export,  if— 

••(i)  such  commodity  is  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  or  is  likely  to  be  in  surplus  on  world 
markets  at  the  time  the  resulting  productive 
capacity  is  expected  to  become  operative^ 
and 

■•(ii)  such  project  assistance  will  cause  sub- 
stantial injury  to  the  United  States  produc- 
ers of  the  same,  similar,  or  competing  com- 
modity.':  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(8)  The  general  policy  objectives  for  the 
guidance  of  the  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  and  the  Bank  shall  take 
into  account  the  effect  that  country  adjust- 
ment programs  have  upon  individual  indus- 
try sectors  and  international  commodity 
markets— 

••(A)  to  minimize  projected  adverse  im- 
pacts: and 

••(B)  to  avoid,  wherever  possible,  govern- 
ment subsidization  of  production  and  ex- 
ports of  international  commodities  without 
regard  to  economic  conditions  in  the  mar- 
kets for  such  commodities.". 

HUMAN  needs  REPORT 

Sec.  315.  Section  33  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286s)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

••(d)  Not  later  than  one  hundred  and 
eighty  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Finance,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  specifying  the  ac- 
tions which  have  been  taken  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  section.". 


NON-PROLIFERATION  OF  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

Sec  316.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•NON-PROLIFERATION  OF  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

Sec  52.  The  United  States  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Fund  shall  consider,  if  appro- 
priate, in  carrying  out  his  duties,  whether  a 
recipient  country  has  detonated  a  nuclear 
device,  whether  the  country  is  not  a  State 
Party  to  the  Treaty  on  Non-Proliferation  of 
Nuclear  Weapons,  and  whether  the  country 
is  not  a  State  Party  to  the  Treaty  Banning 
Nuclear  Weapon  Tests  In  the  Atmosphere, 
in  Outer  Space,  and  Under  Water.". 

POLICIES  ON  INTERNATIONAL  LENDING 

Sec  317.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  Stales  Executive 
Director  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  to  propose  that  the  Fund  adopt  the 
following  policies  with  respect  to  interna- 
tional lending: 

( 1 )  in  its  consultations  with  a  member  gov- 
ernment on  its  economic  policies  pursuant 
to  Article  IV  of  the  Fund  Articles  of  Agree- 
ment, the  Fund  should  intensify  its  exami- 
nation of  the  trend  and  volume  of  external 
indebtedness  of  private  and  public  borrow- 
ers in  the  member  country  and  comment  as 
appropriate  in  its  report  to  the  Executive 
Board  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  contribu- 
tion of  such  borrowings  to  the  economic  sta- 
bility of  the  borrower,  and  the  FMnd  should 
consider  the  extent  that  and  form  in  which 
these  cormnents  should  be  made  available  to 
appropriate  national  bank  regulatory  au- 
thorities, the  international  banking  commu- 
nity, and  the  public: 

(2)  as  part  of  any  Fund-approved  stabiliza- 
tion program,  the  Fund  should  give  consid- 
eration to  placing  limits  on  public  sector  ex- 
ternal short-  and  long-term  borrow'ing;  and 

(3)  as  a  part  of  its  annual  report,  and  at 
such  other  times  as  it  may  consider  desira- 
ble, the  Fund  should  publish  its  evaluation 
of  the  trend  and  volume  of  international 
lending  as  they  affect  the  economic  situa- 
tion of  lenders  and  borrowers,  and  the 
smooth  functioning  of  the  international 
monetary  system. 

STUDY 

Sec.  318.  Section  4  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 

••(d)(1)  The  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  Poli- 
cies shall  conduct  a  study  of  the  impact  on 
the  United  States  steel  industry  of  steel  sub- 
sidies by  nations  who  are  borrowers  from 
the  Fund. 

••(2)  Not  later  than  twelve  months  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsec- 
tion, the  Council  shall  transmit  a  report  to 
the  President  and  both  Houses  of  the  Con- 
gress regarding  the  Council's  findings  and 
recommendations  for  appropriate  action. ". 

PROHIBITION  ON  RENEGOTIATION  FEES 

Sec.  319.  (a)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  (including  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title),  in  order  to  avoid  excessive 
debt  service  burdens  on  deptor  countries,  no 
banking  institution  shall  charge,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  restructuring  of  an  interna- 
tional loan,  any  fee  exceeding  the  adminis- 
trative cost  of  the  restructuring. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  (including  any  other  provision  of  this 
title),  any  fee  which  is  authorized  to  be 
charged  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  shall  be  amor- 
tized over  the  effective  life  of  the  loan  in- 
volved. 
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(b)  The  requirements  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  talce  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section.  Each  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  further  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  320.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•  Sec.  53.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  to  the  Fund  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  Fund  policies  regarding 
the  rate  of  remuneration  paid  on  use  of 
member's  quota  sutjscriptions  and  the  rate 
of  charges  on  Fund  drawings  to  bring  those 
rates  in  line  with  market  rates.  The  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  shall  report  to  the  ap- 
propriate Committees  of  Congress  within 
one  hundred  and  eighty  days  of  enactment 
the  progress  made  in  implementing  this  pro- 
vision.". 

REIMBURSEMENT  FROM  BENEFICIARIES  OF 
QUOTA  INCREASES 

Sec.  321.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  use.  286  el  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"RKIMBURSEMENT  PROM  BENEFICIARIES  OF 
QUOTA  INCREASES 

"Sec.  54.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds— 
"(1)  depository  institutions  have  charged 
excessive  rates  of  interest  on  loans  made  to 
foreign  countries; 

•■(2)  such  excessive  rates  of  interest  were 
often  imposed  in  order  to  compensate  for 
the  declared  high-risk  rate  of  lending  to 
such  countries: 

(3)  the  United  States  Government,  by  in- 
creasing its  quota  contribution  to  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund,  has  substantially 
reduced  the  risk  of  lending  to  those  foreign 
countries  which  benefit  from  the  increased 
resources  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund; 

•■(4)  such  quota  contribution  by  the 
United  States  Government  will  result  in  a 
considerable  financial  burden  to  the  Ameri- 
can taxpayer;  and 

■•(5)  permitting  depository  institutions  to 
retain  the  profits  earned  from  the  excessive 
interest  rates  charged  to  such  foreign  coun- 
tries results  in  unjust  enrichment  to  such 
depository  institutions  in  light  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  United  States  quota  contribu- 
tion. 

"(b)  Each  depository  institution  shall 
transmit  a  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  specifying— 

••(1)  all  loans  made  by  such  depository  in- 
stitution to  any  foreign  country; 
"(2)  with  respect  to  each  such  loan— 
(A)  the  rate  of  interest  charged  on  such 
loan; 
•■(B)  all  service  fees  imposed  on  such  loan; 
■■(C)  the  unpaid  balance  on  such  loan; 
•■(D)  the  total  amount  of  interest  collected 
on  such  loan;  and 

■•(E)  such  other  information  as  may  be  re- 
quested by  the  Secretary. 

■•(CM I)  The  Secretary  may  examine  the 
books  and  records  of  any  depository  institu- 
tion in  order  to  insure  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

■  (2)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  with  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  and 
other  appropriate  Federal  and  State  regula 
tory  agencies  in  order  to  obtain  information 
on  foreign  loans  by  depository  institutions 
which  may  have  been  reported  to  such 
agencies. 

(d)(1)    The    Secretary    shall    determine 
which  loans  made  by  depository  institutions 


or  subsidiaries  thereof  have  been  extended, 
refinanced,  or  made  more  secure,  or  in  any 
other  manner  affected  by  the  increased 
United  States  quota  contribution  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  40. 

■■(2)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  in- 
terest rate  charged,  and  the  interest  rate 
earned,  on  such  loans.  All  such  interest 
rates  shall  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  provisiorw  of  the  Truth  in  Lending  Act 
and  the  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  such 
Act. 

(e)(1)  With  respect  to  loans  identified  in 
sul>section  (d).  the  Secretary  shall  deter 
mine  which  loans  have  earned  for  the  de- 
pository institution  involved  a  rate  of  return 
which  is  greater  than  the  rate  of  return 
which  would  have  been  earned  by  such  de- 
pository institution  if  the  principal  amount 
involved  had  been  lent  in  the  United  States 
to  a  corporate  borrower  with  a  rating  of 
AAA  for  a  similar  maturity. 

(2)  The  amount  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary to  have  been  earned  in  excess  of  the 
amount  which  would  have  been  earned  from 
a  domestic  loan  (as  determined  under  para- 
graph (D)  shall  be  paid  to  the  Treasury  as  a 
reimbursement  for  the  increased  quota  con- 
tribution made  pursuant  to  section  40  of 
this  Act. 

■(f)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

■(1)  the  term  depository  institution'  shall 
have  the  same  meaning  given  such  term  in 
section  19(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Act; 

■  (2)  the  term  loan'  means  any  extension 
of  credit  to— 

••(A)  a  foreign  government  or  any  agency 
or  instrumentality  thereof; 

••(B)  any  entity  owned  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  a  foreign  government  unless  United 
States  persons  own  at  least  10  per  centum  of 
such  entity; 

••(C)  any  entity  which  is  not  more  than  10 
per  centum  owned  by  United  States  per- 
sons. ". 

NOTICE  TO  CONGRESS  REGARDING  BORROWING  IN 
UNITED  STATES  CREDIT  MARKETS 

Sec  322.  Section  5  of  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act  (22  U.S.C.  286c)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Neither  the  President  nor  any  person  or 
agency  shall,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
consent  to  any  borrowing  (other  than  bor- 
rowing from  a  foreign  government  or  other 
official  public  source)  by  the  Fund  of  funds 
denominated  in  United  States  dollars  unless 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  transmits  a 
notice  of  such  proposed  borrowing  to  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  at  least  sixty  days 
prior  to  the  date  on  which  such  borrowing  is 
scheduled  to  occur.". 

SALARIES  OF  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  FUND 

Sec.  323.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  use.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

SALARIES  OF  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  FUND 

Sec  55.  Notwithstanding  section  40  of 
this  Act.  the  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Fund  may  not  consent  to  the  increase  in  the 
United  States  quota  in  the  Fund  which  is 
described  in  such  section  unless  the  United 
States  Governor  of  the  Fund  is  satisfied 
that  the  Fund  has  established,  and  will 
maintain,  requirements  that— 

(1)  employees  of  the  Fund  (including  the 
Managing  Director.  Executive  Directors.  Al- 
ternate Executive  Directors,  and  the  staff  of 
the  Fund)  may  not  be  paid  at  a  rate  in 
excess  of  the  rate  payable  for  an  individual 
occupying  a  position  at  level  IV  of  the  Exec- 


utive Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code;  and 

••(2)  advances  on  salaries  and  other  loans 
to  employees  may  not  be  made  at  a  rate  of 
interest  which  is  less  than  the  rate  of  inter- 
est charged  on  loans  (for  one-to  four-family 
dwellings)  insured  under  title  II  of  the  Na- 
tional Housing  Act  on  the  date  on  which 
such  advance  or  loan  is  made.  ". 

BENEFICIARIES  OF  THE  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec  324.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreements 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

'BENEFICIARIES  OF  THE  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec  56.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  Congress 
specifying— 

••(1)  the  total  amount  of  new  funding 
which  will  be  provided  by  the  Fund  as  a 
result  of  the  United  States  quota  increase 
specified  in  .section  40:  and 

(2)  the  countries  which  will  receive  loans 
as  a  result  of  such  quota  increase.  ". 

PAYMENT  OF  QUOTA  INCREASE 

Sec  325.  The  Bretton  Woods  Agreement 
Act  (22  U.S.C  286  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•'PAYMENT  OF  QUOTA  INCREASE 

"Sec  57.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Director  of  the  Fund  to  propose  and  work 
for  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  to  article 
III  of  the  Articles  of  Agreement  of  the  Fund 
to  provide  that  the  balance  of  any  quota  in- 
crease shall  t)e  paid  by  member  countries  in 
United  States  dollars.  German  marks. 
French  francs.  British  pounds,  or  Japanese 
yen.". 

TITLE  IV-INTERNATIONAL  LENDING 

SUPERVISION 
Sec  401.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
International  Lending  Supervision  Act  of 
1983'. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec  402.  (a)  The  term  appropriate  Feder- 
al banking  agency"  has  the  same  meaning 
assigned  to  the  term  in  section  3(q)  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act  (12  U.S.C. 
1813(q)).  and.  for  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
•'appropriate  Federal  banking  agency"  for 
bank  holding  companies  and  any  nonbank 
subsidiary  thereof.  Edge  Act  corporations 
organized  under  section  25(a)  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Act  (12  U.S.C.  611-631).  and  agree- 
ment corporations  operating  subject  to  sec- 
tion 25  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  601-604(a))  is  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 

(b)  The  term  'banking  institution",  for 
purposes  of  this  title,  means  any  "insured 
bank",  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  3(h)  of 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act  (12 
use.  1813(h))  or  any  subsidiary  of  an  in- 
sured bank:  any  Edge  Act  corporation  orga- 
nized under  section  25(a)  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Act  (12  use.  611-631);  and  any  agree- 
ment corporation  operating  subject  to  sec- 
tion 25  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  (12 
use.  601 -604(a)).  To  the  extent  deter- 
mined by  the  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency,  the  term  •banking  institution"  shall 
also  include  any  agency  or  branch  of  a  for- 
eign bank,  and  any  commercial  lending  com- 
pany owned  or  controlled  by  one  or  more 
foreign  banks  or  companies  that  control  a 
foreign  bank  as  those  terms  are  defined  in 
the  International  Banking  Act  of  1978  (12 
use.  3101).  The  term  "banking  institu- 
tion" shall  not  include  a  foreign  bank. 


STRENGTHENED  SUPERVISION  OF 
INTERNATIONAL  LENDING 

Sec  403.  Each  appropriate  Federal  bank- 
ing agency  shall  evaluate  banking  institu- 
tion foreign  country  exposure  and  transfer 
risk  for  use  in  banking  institution  examina- 
tion and  supervision.  Each  such  agency 
shall  establish  examination  and  supervisory 
procedures  to  assure  that  factors  such  as 
foreign  country  exposure  and  transfer  risk 
are  taken  into  account  in  evaluating  the 
adequacy  of  the  capital  of  banking  institu- 
tions. 

RESERVES 

Sec  404.  (a)  Each  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  shall  require,  by  regulation, 
a  banking  institution  to  establish  and  main- 
tain a  special  reserve  whenever  in  the  judg- 
ment of  such  agency: 

(1)  the  quality  of  such  institutions  assets 
has  l)een  impaired  by  a  protracted  inability 
of  public  or  private  borrowers  in  a  foreign 
country  to  make  payments  on  their  external 
indebtedness  as  indicated  by  such  factors, 
among  others,  as  a  failure  by  such  public  or 
private  borrowers  to  make  full  interest  pay- 
ments on  external  indebtedness,  or  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  any  restructured 
indebtedness,  or  a  f^lure  by  the  foreign 
country  to  comply  with  any  International 
Monetary  Fund  or  other  suitable  adjust- 
ment program,  or  where  no  definite  pros- 
pects exist  for  the  orderly  restoration  of 
debt  service;  or 

(2)  there  is  a  substantial  likelihood  that 
such  debt  cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to 
be  repaid  in  accordance  with  its  original 
terms  and  conditions  without  additional 
borrowing  or  a  major  restructuring. 

(b)  The  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  shall  have  the  discretion  to  grant 
reasonable  time  periods  to  a  banking  insti- 
tution required  to  establish  such  a  special 
reserve  to  come  into  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirement, if  such  action  is  taken  to  avoid 
disrupting  orderly  international  lending. 

(c)  Special  reserves  established  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  charged  against  cur- 
rent income  and  shall  not  be  considered  as 
part  of  capital  and  surplus  or  allowances  for 
possible  loan  losses  for  bank  regulatory  or 
supervisory  purposes. 

(d)  The  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agencies  shall  promulgate  regulations  or 
orders  necessary  to  implement  this  section 
within  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

ACCOUNTING  FOR  FEES  ON  INTERNATIONAL 
LOANS 

Sec  405.  (a)  The  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies  shall  promulgate  regula- 
tions for  accounting  for  agency,  commit- 
ment, management  and  other  fees  charged 
by  a  banking  institution  in  connection  with 
an  international  loan.  Such  regulations 
shall  establish  the  accounting  treatment  of 
such  fees  for  regulatory  and  supervisory 
purposes  to  assure  that  the  appropriate  por- 
tion of  such  fees  is  accrued  in  income  over 
the  effective  life  of  each  such  loan. 

(b)  The  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agencies  shall  promulgate  regulations  or 
orders  necessary  to  implement  this  section 
within  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title. 

COLLECTION  AND  DISCLOSURE  OF  CERTAIN 
INTERNATIONAL  LENDING  DATA 

Sec  406.  (a)  Each  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  shall  require,  by  regulation, 
each  banking  institution  with  foreign  coun- 
try exposure  to  submit,  no  fewer  than  four 
times  each  calendar  year,  such  information 


regarding  that  exposure  in  a  format  pre- 
scribed by  such  regulations. 

(b)  Each  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  shall  require,  by  regulation,  banking 
institutions  to  disclose  to  the  public  infor- 
mation regarding  material  foreign  country 
exposure  in  relation  to  assets  and  to  capital. 

(c)  The  appropriate  Federal  banking  agen- 
cies shall  promulgate  regulations  or  orders 
necessary  to  implement  this  section  within 
one  hundred  and  twenty  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  title. 

INTERNATIONAL  COOPERATION  AND  STUDY  OF 
INTERNATIONAL  SUPERVISION 

Sec  407.  The  Federal  banking  agencies 
shall  consult  with  the  banking  super\'isory 
authorities  of  other  countries  to  reach  un- 
derstandings aimed  at  achieving  the  adop- 
tion of  effective  and  consistent  supervisory 
policies  and  practices  with  respect  to  inter- 
national lending. 

CAPITAL  ADEQUACY 

Sec  408.  (a)(1)  Each  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  shall  cause  banking  institu- 
tions to  achieve  and  maintain  adequate  cap- 
ital by  establishing  minimum  levels  of  cap- 
ital for  such  institutions  and  by  using  such 
other  methods  as  the  agency  deems  appro- 
priate. 

(2)  Each  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  shall  have  the  authority  to  establish 
such  minimum  level  of  capital  for  an  insti- 
tution as  the  agency,  in  its  discretion,  deems 
to  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in  light  of 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  institu- 
tion. 

(b)(1)  Failure  of  a  banking  institution  to 
maintain  capital  at  or  above  its  minimum 
level  as  established  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)  may  be  deemed  by  the  appropriate  Fed- 
eral banking  agency,  in  its  discretion,  to 
constitute  an  unsafe  and  unsound  practice 
within  the  meaning  of  section  8  of  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Act. 

(2>(A)  In  addition  to.  or  in  lieu  of.  any 
other  action  authorized  by  law.  including 
subsection  (b)(1).  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  may  issue  a  directive  to  a 
banking  institution  that  fails  to  maintain 
capital  at  or  above  its  required  level  as  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 

(B)(i)  Such  directive  may  require  the  insti- 
tution to  submit  and  adhere  to  a  plan  ac- 
ceptable to  the  agency  describing  the  means 
and  timing  by  which  the  institution  shall 
achieve  its  required  capital  level. 

(ii)  Any  such  directive  issued  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph,  including  plans  submitted 
pursuant  thereto,  shall  be  enforceable 
under  the  provisions  of  section  8(i)  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act  to  the  same 
extent  as  an  effective  and  outstanding  order 
issued  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  such  Act 
which  has  become  final. 

(3)(A)  Each  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  may  consider  such  institution's 
progress  in  adhering  to  any  plan  required 
under  this  subsection  whenever  such  insti- 
tution, or  an  affiliate  thereof,  or  the  hold- 
ing company  which  controls  such  institu- 
tion, seeks  the  requisite  approval  of  such 
agency  for  any  proposal  which  would  divert 
earnings,  diminish  capital,  or  otherwise 
impede  such  institution's  progress  in  achiev- 
ing its  minimum  capital  level. 

(B)  Such  agency  may  deny  such  approval 
where  it  determines  that  such  proposal 
would  adversely  affect  the  ability  of  the  in- 
stitution to  comply  with  such  plan. 

(C)  The  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  encourage 
governments,  central  banks,  and  regulatory 


authorities  of  other  major  banking  coun- 
tries to  work  toward  maintaining  and,  where 
appropriate,  strengthening  the  capital  bases 
of  banking  institutions  involved  in  interna- 
tional lending. 

FOREIGN  LOAN  EVALUATIONS 

Sec  409.  (a)(1)  No  banking  institution 
shall  extend  credit,  whether  by  loan,  lease, 
guarantee,  or  otherwise,  which  individually 
or  in  the  aggregate  exceeds  $1,000,000.  to  fi- 
nance any  project  involving  the  construc- 
tion or  operation  of  any  mining,  processing 
or  manufacturing  facility  located  outside 
the  United  States  or  its  territories  and  pos- 
sessions unless  a  written  economic  feasibili- 
ty evaluation  of  such  foreign  project  is  pre- 
pared and  approved  in  writing  by  a  senior 
official  of  such  banking  institution. 

(2)  Such  evaluation  shall— 

(A)  take  into  account  the  profit  potential 
of  the  project,  the  impact  of  the  project  on 
world  markets,  the  inherent  competitive  ad- 
vantages and  disadvantages  of  the  project 
over  the  entire  life  of  the  project,  and  the 
likely  effect  of  the  project  upon  the  overall 
long  term  economic  development  of  the 
country  in  which  the  project  is  located: 

(B)  document  that  the  extension  of  credit 
can  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  repaid 
from  revenues  generated  by  such  foreign 
project  without  regard  to  any  subsidy  or 
guarantee  provided  by  the  government  in- 
volved, any  instrumentality  of  any  country, 
or  by  any  international  organization;  and 

(C)  shall  "be  available  to  representatives  of 
the  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  and 
such  other  individuals  and  entities  as  have 
lawful  access  to  such  information. 

(b)  Such  economic  feasibility  evaluations 
shall  be  reviewed  by  representatives  of  the 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agencies  when- 
ever an  examination  by  such  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency  is  conducted. 

GENERAL  AUTHORITIES 

Sec  410.  (a)  The  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies  are  authorized  to  interpret 
and  define  the  terms  used  in  this  title,  and 
each  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency 
shall  prescribe  rules  or  regulations  or  issue 
orders  as  necessary  to  effectuate  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title  and  to  prevent  evasions 
thereof.  The  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  is  authorized  to  apply  the  provisions 
of  this  title  to  any  affiliate  of  an  insured 
bank,  but  only  to  affiliates  for  which  it  is 
the  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency,  in 
order  to  promote  uniform  application  of 
this  Act  or  to  prevent  evasions  thereof.  For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "affiliate" 
shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  in  section 
23A  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  (12  U.S.C. 
371c(b))  except  that  the  term  member 
bank"  in  such  section  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  "insured  bank  ".  as  that  term  is  used 
in  section  402(b)  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agencies  shall  establish  uniform  systems  to 
implement  the  authorities  provided  under 
this  title. 

(c)  The  powers  and  authorities  granted  in 
this  title  shall  be  supplemental  to  and  shall 
not  be  deemed  in  any  manner  to  derogate 
from  or  restrict  the  authority  of  each  ap- 
propriate Federal  banking  agency  under  sec- 
tion 8  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act 
(12  U.S.C.  1818)  or  any  other  law  including 
the  authority  to  require  additional  capital 
or  reserves.  Any  such  authority  may  be  used 
by  an  agency  to  ensure  compliance  by  a 
banking  institution  with  the  provisions  of 
this  title  and  all  rules,  regulations,  or  orders 
issued  pursuant  thereto. 
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(d)  Any  banking  institution  which  vio- 
lates, or  any  officer,  director,  employee, 
agent,  or  other  person  participating  in  the 
conduct  of  the  affairs  of  such  banking  insti- 
tution, who  violates  any  provision  of  this 
title,  or  any  rule,  regulation,  or  order,  issued 
under  this  title,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  more  then  $1,000  per  day  for 
each  day  during  which  such  violation  con- 
tinues. Such  violations  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  violation  of  a  final  order  under  section 
8(i)(2)  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act 
(12  use.  1818(1X2))  and  the  penalty  shall 
be  assessed  and  collected  by  the  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency  under  the  proce- 
dures established  by.  and  subject  to  the 
rights  afforded  to  parties,  provided  in  said 
section. 

CAO  AUDIT  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  411.  (a)  Under  regulations  of  the 
Comptroller  General,  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral shall  audit  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies  (as  defined  in  section 
402(a)  of  this  Act),  but  may  carry  out  an 
onsite  examination  of  an  open  insured  bank 
or  bank  holding  company  only  if  the  appro- 
priate Federal  banking  agency  has  consent- 
ed in  writing.  An  audit  under  this  subsection 
may  include  a  review  or  evaluation  of  the 
international  regulation,  supervision,  and 
examination  activities  of  the  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency,  including  the  co- 
ordination of  such  activities  with  similar  ac- 
tivities of  regulatory  authorities  of  a  foreign 
government  or  international  organization. 
Audits  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  and 
Federal  Reserve  banks  may  not  include— 

(1)  transactions  for  or  with  a  foreign  cen- 
tral bank,  government  of  a  foreign  country, 
or  nonprivate  international  financing  orga- 
nization; 

(2)  deliberations,  decisions,  or  actions  on 
monetary  policy  matters,  including  discount 
window  operations,  reserves  of  member 
banks,  securities  credit,  interest  on  deposits, 
and  open  market  operations: 

(3)  transactions  made  under  the  direction 
of  the  Federal  Open  Market  Committee;  or 

(4)  a  part  of  a  discussion  or  communica- 
tion among  or  between  members  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  and  officers  and  em- 
ployees of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  re- 
lated to  paragraphs  (1)  through  (3)  of  this 
subsection. 

(b)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  this  subsec- 
tion, an  officer  or  employee  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  may  not  disclose  informa- 
tion identifying  an  open  bank,  an  open  bank 
holding  company,  or  a  customer  of  an  open 
or  closed  bank  or  bank  holding  company. 
The  Comptroller  General  may  disclose  in- 
formation related  to  the  affairs  of  a  closed 
bank  or  closed  bank  holding  company  iden- 
tifying a  customer  of  the  closed  bank  or 
closed  bank  holding  company  only  if  the 
Comptroller  General  believes  the  customer 
had  a  controlling  influence  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  closed  bank  or  closed  bank 
holding  company  or  was  related  to  or  affili- 
ated with  a  person  or  group  having  a  con- 
trolling influence. 

(2)  An  officer  or  employee  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  may  discuss  a  customer, 
bank,  or  bank  holding  company  with  an  of- 
ficial of  an  appropriate  Federal  banking 
agency  and  may  report  an  apparent  crimi- 
nal violation  to  an  appropriate  law  enforce- 
ment authority  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment or  a  State. 

(3)  This  subsection  does  not  authorize  an 
officer  or  employee  of  an  appropriate  Feder- 
al banking  agency  to  withhold  information 
from  a  committee  of  Congress  authorized  to 
have  the  information. 


(cX  1)  To  carry  out  this  section,  all  records 
and  property  of  or  used  by  an  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency,  including  samples 
of  reports  of  examinations  of  a  bank  or 
bank  holding  company  the  Comptroller 
General  considers  statistically  meaningful 
and  workpapers  and  correspondence  related 
to  the  reports  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
Comptroller  General,  including  such  records 
and  property  pertaining  to  the  coordination 
of  international  regulation,  supervision  and 
examination  activities  of  an  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agency.  The  Comptroller 
General  shall  give  each  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agency  a  current  list  of  officers  and 
employees  to  whom,  with  proper  identifica- 
tion, records  and  property  may  be  made 
available,  and  who  may  make  notes  or 
copies  necessary  to  carry  out  an  audit.  Each 
appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  shall 
give  the  Comptroller  General  suitable  and 
lockable  offices  and  furniture,  telephones, 
and  access  to  copying  facilities. 

(2)  Except  for  the  temporary  removal  of 
workpapers  of  the  Comptroller  General 
that  do  not  identify  a  customer  of  an  open 
or  closed  bank  or  bank  holding  company,  an 
open  bank,  or  an  open  bank  holding  compa- 
ny, all  workpapers  of  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral and  records  and  property  of  or  used  by 
an  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency  that 
the  Comptroller  General  possesses  during 
an  audit,  shall  remain  in  such  agency.  The 
Comptroller  General  shall  prevent  unau- 
thorized access  to  records  or  property. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec  412.  (a)  Within  one  hundred  and 
twenty  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  report  to  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Finance 
and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  the  statutes,  regulations,  and 
examination  and  supervisory  procedures 
and  practices,  governing  international  bank- 
ing in  each  of  the  Group  of  Ten  Nations 
and  SwiUerland  with  particular  attention  to 
such  matters  bearing  on  capital  require- 
ments, lending  limits,  reserves,  disclosure, 
examiner  access,  and  lender  of  last  resort  re- 
sources. 

(b)  Not  later  than  one  hundred  and 
twenty  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  title,  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
transmit  a  report  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Fi- 
nance and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  progress  made  in 
reaching  the  goal  specified  in  section  408(c). 
(c)(1)  Within  one  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  title  and  for  each  of 
the  two  succeeding  years,  the  appropriate 
Federal  banking  agencies  shall  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  actions  taken 
to  implement  the  provisons  of  this  title. 

(2)  The  report  shall  include  a  description 
of  the  actions  taken  in  carrying  out  the  ob- 
jectives of  the  title,  and  any  actions  taken 
by  any  appropriate  Federal  banking  agency 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  uniform  im- 
plementation by  the  appropriate  Federal 
banking  agencies  of  their  respective  au 
thorities  under  this  title,  and  any  recom- 
mendations for  amendments  to  this  or  other 
legislation. 


equal  representation  for  THE  FEDERAL 
DEPOSIT  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Sec.  413.  As  one  of  the  three  Federal  bank 
regulatory  and  supervisory  agencies,  and  as 
the  insurer  of  the  United  States  banks  in- 
volved in  international  lending,  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  shall  be 
given  equal  representation  with  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  and  the  Office  of  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Currency  on  the  Committee 
on  Banking  Regulations  and  Supervisory 
Practices  of  the  Group  of  Ten  Countries 
and  Switzerland. 

TITLE  V-MULTILATERAL 
DEVELOPMENT  BANKS 

INTER-AMERICAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

Sec  501.  The  Inter-American  Develop- 
ment Bank  Act  (22  U.S.C.  283  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

Sec  31.  (a)(1)  The  United  States  Gover- 
nor of  the  Bank  is  authorized  to  vote  for 
resolutions— 

"(A)  which  were  proposed  by  the  Gover- 
nors at  a  special  meeting  in  February  1983; 
••(B)  which  are  pending  before  the  Board 
of  Governors  of  the  Bank:  and 
■■(C)  which  provide  for— 
••(i)  an  increase  in  the  authorized  capital 
stock  of  the  Bank  and  subscriptions  thereto; 
and 

■■(ii)  an  increase  in  the  resources  of  the 
Fund  for  Special  Operations  and  contribu- 
tions thereto. 

(2)(A)  Upon  adoption  of  the  resolutions 
specified  in  paragraph  <  1 ).  the  United  States 
Governor  of  the  Bank  is  authorized  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  to— 

••(i)  subscribe  to  four  hundred  twenty- 
seven  thousand  three  hundred  and  ninety- 
six  shares  of  the  increase  in  the  authorized 
capital  stock  of  the  Bank;  and 

••(ii)  contribute  $380,000,000  to  the  Fund 
for  Special  Operations. 

•(B)  Any  commitment  to  make  such  sub- 
scriptions to  paid-in  and  callable  capital 
stock  and  to  make  such  contributions  to  the 
Fund  for  Special  Operations  shall  be  effec- 
tive only  to  such  extent  or  in  such  amounts 
as  are  provided  in  advance  in  appropriation 
Acts. 

•(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  increase  in  the 
United  States  subscription  and  contribution 
provided  for  in  this  section,  there  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated,  without  fiscal 
year  limitation,  for  payment  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury— 

■■(1)  $5,155,862,744  for  the  United  States 
subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Bank:  and 

(2)  $380,000,000  for  the  United  States 
share  of  the  increase  in  the  resources  of  the 
Fund  for  Special  Operations. 

Sec  32.  It  shall  be  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  that  no  initiatives,  discus- 
sions, or  recommendations  concerning  the 
placement  or  removal  of  any  Inter-Ameri- 
can Development  Bank.  African  Develop- 
ment Bank,  or  Asian  Development  Bank 
personnel  shall  be  based  on  the  political 
philosophy  or  activity  of  the  individual 
under  consideration.". 

ASIAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

Sec.  502.  The  Asian  Development  Bank 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  285  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

•  Sec  27.  (a)(1)  The  United  Stales  Gover- 
nor of  the  Bank  is  authorized  to  subscribe 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  to  one  hun- 
dred twenty-three  thousand  three  hundred 
and  seventy-five  additional  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Bank. 


■•(2)  Any  subscription  to  the  capital  st(Dck 
of  the  Bank  shall  be  effective  only  to  such 
extent  or  in  such  amounts  as  are  provided  in 
advance  in  appropriation  Acts. 

•(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  increase  in  the 
United  States  subscription  to  the  Bank  pro- 
vided for  in  subsection  (a),  there  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated,  without  fiscal  year 
limitation.  $1,322,999,476  for  payment  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

■•(c)  The  Congress  finds  that  the  Republic 
of  China  is  a  charter  member  in  good  stand- 
ing of  the  Asian  Development  Bank,  the  Re- 
public of  China  has  grown  from  a  borrower 
to  a  lender  in  the  Asian  Development  Bank, 
and  the  Republic  of  China  provides, 
through  its  economic  success,  a  model  for 
other  nations  in  Asia.  Therefore,  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  support  pro- 
vided by  the  United  States  to  the  Asian  De- 
velopment Bank  will  be  terminated  if  the 
Republic  of  China  is  denied  full  member- 
ship in  the  Asian  Development  Bank. 

•Sec  28.  (a)(1)  The  United  States  Gover- 
nor of  the  Bank  is  authorized  to  contribute 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  $520,000,000 
to  the  Asian  Development  Fund,  a  special 
fund  of  the  Bank. 

•(2)  Any  commitment  to  make  the  contri- 
bution authorized  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
made  subject  to  obtaining  the  necessary  ap- 
propriations. 

•(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  United  States 
contribution  to  the  Asian  Development 
F\ind  provided  for  in  this  section,  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated,  without 
fiscal  year  limitation.  $520,000,000  for  pay- 
ment by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury". 

AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

Sec  503.  The  African  Development  Fund 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  290g  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec  213.  (a)(1)  The  United  States  Gover- 
nor of  the'Fund  is  authorized  to  contribute 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  $150,000,000 
to  the  Fund  as  the  United  States  contribu- 
tion to  the  third  replenishment  of  the  re- 
sources of  the  Fund. 

••(2)  Any  commitment  to  make  the  contri- 
bution authorized  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  shall  be 
made  subject  to  obtaining  the  necessary  ap- 
propriations. 

•■(b)  In  order  to  pay  for  the  United  States 
contribution  provided  for  in  this  section, 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
without  fiscal  year  limitation.  $150,000,000 
for  payment  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury.". 

HUMAN  RIGHTS 

Sec  504.  Section  701  of  the  International 
Financial  Institutions  Act  (22  U.S.C.  262g)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1),  by  striking  out 
•'consistent";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (g)(1).  by  striking  out 
••The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  State,  shall 
report  quarterly"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'Not  later  than  thirty  days  after 
the  end  of  each  calendar  quarter,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  State,  shall  report.". 

STUDY 

Sec  505.  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress 
that— 

(1)  the  multilateral  development  institu- 
tions serve  an  invaluable  role  in  promoting 
development  abroad; 

(2)  foreign  direct  investment,  trade,  and 
commercial  lending  make  a  contribution  at 
least  equal  to  that  of  development  assist- 
ance in  promoting  development; 


(3)  United  States  economic  interests  are 
vitally  affected  by  conditions  in  developing 
countries;  and 

(4)  the  multilateral  development  banks  al- 
ready play  an  important,  although  indirect, 
role  in  encouraging  private  investment 
flows. 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
conduct  a  study  of  ho'w  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment institutions  could  more  actively 
encourage  foreign  direct  investment  and 
commercial  capital  flows  and  channel  such 
investment  and  capital  flows  to  developing 
countries  for  sound  and  productive  develop- 
ment projects  through  a  new  investment 
banking  facility  at  one  or  more  of  these  in- 
stitutions. In  addition,  such  study  shall 
evaluate  whether  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment institutions  could  help  increase  for- 
eign direct  investment  and  commercial  cap- 
ital flows  by  insuring  that  the  interests  of 
investors  and  host  governments  are  ade- 
quately protected. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
solicit  comments  on  such  study  from  the 
multilateral  development  institutions  and 
shall  incorporate  such  comments  with  the 
study  in  a  report  to  be  transmitted  to  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  within  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  of  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section. 

effective  date 

Sec  506.  This  title  shall  take  effect  on  Oc- 
tober 1.  1983.  except  that  section  503  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  title. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

The  title  of  the  Senate  bill  was 
amended  so  as  to  read:  "A  bill  to 
extend  the  authority  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  of  the  United  States,  en- 
courage balanced  worldwide  economic 
growth,  provide  for  continued  partici- 
pation in  the  International  Monetary 
Fund,  strengthen  the  supervision  of 
international  lending  by  United  States 
banks,  and  provide  for  continued 
United  States  participation  in  multi- 
lateral development  banks." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  2957)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  include  extraneous  materi- 
al, on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate, 
by  Mr.  Sparrow,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  3329)  entitled 
"An  act  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  re- 
lated agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1984,  and  for 
other  purposes." 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments 
of  the  House  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1.  23,  28.  36.  39, 
41,  53,  60,  61,  64,  65,  66,  67.  and  69  to 
the  above-entitled  bill. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  recedes  from  its  amend- 
ment numbered  21  to  the  above-enti- 
tled bill. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment 
of  the  House  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  70  with  an  amend- 
ment. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  fol- 
lowing title,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1696.  An  act  authorizing  three  addition- 
al Assistant  Administrators  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 


AUTHORIZING     THE     CLERK     TO 
MAKE     CORRECTIONS     IN     EN- 
GROSSMENT OF  HOUSE 
AMENDMENT  TO  S.  695 
Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that,  in  the  en- 
grossment of  the  House  amendment  to 
S.  695  the  Clerk  be  authorized  to  cor- 
rect   section    numbers,    punctuation, 
and  cross  references  and  to  make  such 
other      technical      and      conforming 
changes  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect 
the  actions  of  the  House  in  amending 
the  bill  H.R.  2957. 

The  SPEAKER.   Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 
There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTA- 
TION AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1984 

Mr.  LEHMAN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  move  to  take  from  the  Speaker's 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  3329)  making  ap- 
propriations for  the  Department  of 
Transportation  and  related  agejjcies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,  1984,  and  for  other  purpose,  with 
Senate  amendment  No.  70  thereto, 
and  concure  in  the  Senate  amendment 
to  the  House  amendment  to  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend- 
ment to  the  House  amendment  to  the 
Senate  amendment  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  amendment  of  the  House  of 
Representative,  insert: 

Sec  323.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  or  any  other  Act  may  be  obligat- 
ed or  expended  before  October  15.  1983— 
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(1)  to  adopt,  to  issue,  or  to  carry  out  a 
final  rule  or  regulation,  a  final  revision,  ad- 
dition, or  amendment  to  regulations,  or  a 
final  statement  of  policy  based  on  any  pro- 
posed rule  or  regulation  any  proposed  revi- 
sion, addition,  or  amendment  to  regulations. 
or  any  proposed  statement  of  policy  of 
which  a  notice  was  published  in  parts  III-VI 
of  the  Federal  Register  on  March  30.  1983 
(48  F.R.  13.342  to  13.381)  or  in  part  III 
through  VI  of  the  Federal  Register  on  July 
14.  1983  <48  F.R.  32.275  to  32.312):  or 

(2)  to  adopt,  to  issue,  or  to  carry  out  any 
final  rule  or  regulation,  any  final  revision, 
addition,  or  amendment  to  a  regulation,  or 
any  final  statement  of  policy  which  effectu- 
ates the  purposes  of  any  proposed  rule,  reg- 
ulation, revision,  addition,  amendment,  or 
statement  of  policy  referred  to  in  clause  ( 1 ). 

Mr.  LEHMAN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  amendment  to  the 
House  amendment  to  the  Senate 
amendment  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

These  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman)  desire  time 
on  the  motion? 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vani  (Mr.  Coughlin)  desire  time  on 
the  motion? 

Without  objection,  the  Senate 
amendment  to  the  House  amendment 
to  the  Senate  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
object. 

I  object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present  and 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  norida  (Mr.  Lehi«an)  brought 
this  up  as  a  privileged  motion.  He  did 
not  ask  unanimous  consent,  so  the 
question  was  on  the  gentleman's 
motion. 

The  Chair  asked  if  the  gentleman 
wanted  time  and  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  30  minutes,  as  would  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman). 
Neither  asked  for  time  so  the  Chair 
put  the  question  and  the  motion  was 
agreed  to. 

Now  if  the  gentleman  wants  unani- 
mous consent  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  particular  time,  then 
that  is  the  only  thing  that  is  in  order. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  a  vote  on  the  motion. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  put  the 
question,  but  if  the  gentleman  was 
standing  seeking  recognition  while  the 
Chair  put  the  question  and  wants  a 
vote,  the  Chair  will  put  the  question 
again. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  I  want  a  vote,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Lehman). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 


Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  present. 

Mr.  COUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  asks 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Those  in  favor  of  taking  this  by  the 
yeas  and  nays  will  kindly  rise. 

The  Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  COUGHUN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
withdraw  my  request. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
withdraws  his  request. 

The  motion  is  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


D  2110 

RELATING  TO  THE  CONTEMPT 
CITATION  OF  ANNE  M.  (GOR- 
SUCH) BURFORD 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  180) 
relating  to  a  citation  of  contempt,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  180 

Whereas,  on  December  16.  1982.  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  a  resolu- 
tion citing  Anne  M.  (Gorsuch)  Burford.  Ad 
minislrator  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency,  for  contempt  of  the  House  for 
her  refusal  to  comply  with  a  subpena  issued 
by  the  Subcommittee  on  Investigations  and 
Oversight  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  calling  for  pro- 
duction of  certain  records;  and 

Whereas,  on  December  17.  1982.  the 
Speaker  certified  the  contempt  resolution  to 
the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  by  law;  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  dismissed,  upon 
motion  by  the  House,  a  civil  suit  commenced 
by  the  Department  of  Justice  against  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  certain  of  its 
officers  seeking  injunctive  and  declaratory 
relief  with  respect  to  the  aforementioned  ci- 
tation of  contempt;  and 

Whereas  upon  dismissal  of  the  suit  by  the 
court  and  in  order  to  obtain  the  most  expe- 
ditious and  timely  access  to  the  documents 
essential  to  the  subcommittee's  investiga- 
tion, representatives  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations  and  Oversight,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  executed  an  agreement  pro- 
viding for  access  to  and  copying  of  the  rec- 
ords previously  subpenaed;  and 

Whereas,  as  a  part  of  said  agreement,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  represented 
that,  upon  satisfactory  implementation  of 
the  agreement,  he  would  introduce  a  resolu- 
tion containing  recitals  that  implementation 
of  the  procedures  established  therein  consti- 
tutes a  purging  of  the  afore.said  resolution 
of  December  16.  1982.  certifying  that  com- 
pliance has  been  effected  and  that  further 
proceedings  concerning  the  contumacious 
conduct  of  the  witness  were  unnecessary; 
and 


Whereas,  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
as  subsequently  modified  by  the  parties, 
access  to  and  copying  of  the  documents  for 
which  the  subpena  was  issued  has  been  in 
substantial  part,  effected  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  subcommittee;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives 
does  not  acknowledge,  by  reason  of  this  res- 
olution, that  substantial  compliance  with  a 
subpena  after  certification  of  contempt  for 
failure  or  refusal  to  testify  or  produce  docu- 
ments pursuant  to  subpena.  constitutes 
compliance  therewith,  or  that  any  efforts 
by  a  witne.ss  subsequent  to  the  return  date 
of  a  subpena  precludes  proceeding  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  194  of  title  2,  United 
States  Code;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives 
reasserts  that  the  statutory  means  of  com- 
pulsion provided  by  law  for  compliance  with 
subpenas  is  applicable  to  executive  branch 
officials;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives 
reasserts  that  no  officer  charged  with  the 
responsibility  to  discharge  duties  required 
by  section  194  of  title  2.  United  States  Code, 
is.  or  was  at  any  time,  relieved  of  or  excused 
from  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  such 
law:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Speaker  shall  certify 
this  resolution,  reciting  the  additional  facts 
pertinent  to  the  contempt  citation  of  Anne 
M  (Gorsuch)  Burford  to  the  United  States 
Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  HOWARD  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  resolution  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendment:  Strike  out  all 
after  the  resolving  clause  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "That  the  Speaker 
shall  certify  this  resolution,  reciting  the  ad- 
ditional facts  pertinent  to  the  contempt  ci- 
tation of  Anne  M.  (Gorsuch)  Burford.  to  the 
United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of 
Columbia." 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Howard)  is  rec- 
ognized for  1  hour. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield, 
for  debate  purposes  only,  30  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York,  (Mr. 
MoLiNARi),  and  pending  that,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  December  16,  1982, 
this  body  adopted  a  resolution  citing 
Anne  M.  (Gorsuch)  Burford.  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency,  for  contempt  of  the 
House  for  her  refusal  to  comply  with  a 
subpena  issued  by  the  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations  and  Oversight  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  calling  for  production 
of  certain  records.  The  resolution 
against  Anne  M.  (Gorsuch)  Burford 
arose  out  of  the  issuance  of  a  subcom- 
mittee subpena  for  Agency  records  on 
November  1982,  necessitated  by  the 
EPAs  refusal  to  make  available  to  the 


subcommittee  pertinent  and  crucial  in- 
formation documenting  how  the  EPA 
was  carrying  out  its  responsibilities 
under    the    Comprehensive    Environ- 


tional.  The  House  filed  a  motion  with 
the  district  court  seeking  to  have  the 
Department  of  Justice's  lawsuit  dis- 
missed.  Primary   among   the   House's 


cation  of  this  contempt  citation.  The 
U.S.  attorney  said  that  he  had  pros- 
ecutorial discretion.  And  that  meant 
despite  an  overwhelming  vote  of  the 


mental  Response,  Compensation,  and    arguments  was  that  the  court  lacked    Congress  of  the  United  States,   this 


Liability  Act  of  1980,  the  so-called  Su- 
perfund  statute,  which  provides  for 
the  cleaning  up  of  abandoned  hazard- 
ous chemical  waste  dumps.  The  EPA 
Administrator's  refusal  to  comply  with 
the  subpena  and  the  withholding  of 
certain  documents  led  ultimately  to 
the  House's  citation  for  contempt. 
The  Congress  created  the  EPA  for 


jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter 
and  over  the  House  Members  and  offi- 
cers actually  named  as  defendants  in 
the  suit.  The  U.S.  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  dismissed  the 
Department  of  Justice's  suit. 

The  resolution  before  us  today  clari- 
fies the  matters  brought  about  by  the 
inaction  of  EPA  and  Mrs.  Burford  in 


U.S.  attorney,  for  any  reason  or  per- 
haps for  no  reason,  could  just  sit  back 
and  do  nothing. 

We  find  that  this  is  intolerable.  And 
we  have  many  people  here  tonight 
who  will  be  voting  for  this  resolution 
which  really  cannot  purge  Anne  Bur- 
ford of  contempt  because  this  was  an 
action  by  another  Congress,  but  what 


the  specific  purpose  of  protecting  the    failing  to  do  what  they  should  have    ^  jj     ^^      ^^  ^^^^^^  ^     :.jj  ^^  ^^^^ 


natural  resources  of  this  country;  the 
health  and  welfare  of  its  citizens  and 
to  give  us  clear  water  and  clean  air. 
Mrs.  Burford  as  Administrator  of  EPA 
held  the  ultimate  responsibility  for 
carrying  out  the  environmental  pro- 
gram which  Congress  enacted.  The 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
Transportation,  one  of  the  creators  of 
the  Superfund  program,  has  the  ulti- 
mate responsibility  through  its  over- 
sight jurisdiction  of  reviewing  the  ac- 
tions of  EPA. 

The  EPA  Administrator  should 
faithfully,  openly,  and  directly  carry 
out  the  environmental  programs.  This 
is  the  first  test  of  responsible  adminis- 
tration. There  should  be  cooperation 
between  the  Congress  and  EPA  and 
between  the  administration  and  the 
committees  of  Congress  who  handle 
EPA  programs. 

Of  all  the  administrators  who  have 
served  this  Nation  as  the  head  of  EPA, 
Mrs.  Burford  certainly  failed  to  meet 
the  test.  She  displayed  a  contemptu- 
ous attitude  toward  the  public  by  op- 
erating behind  closed  doors.  Her 
agency  consistently  refused  to  cooper- 
ate with  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  in  matters  pertaining  to  our 
mutual  interest.  During  Mrs.  Bur- 
ford's  administration   EPA   fell   upon 


done.  It  in  no  way  relieves  anyone  in- 
cluding executive  officers  of  future  re- 
sponsibility for  complying  with  a  con- 
gressional subpena  and  if  they  fail  to 
do  so,  from  being  cited  for  contempt. 

Let  me  quote  from  a  portion  of  this 
resolution; 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives  as- 
serts that  the  aforesaid  agreement  and  this 
resolution,  relating  solely  to  the  subpoena 
issued  by  the  subcommittee,  does  not  consti- 
tute a  precedent  or  concession  with  respect 
to  the  rule  of  law  that  substantial  compli- 
ance with  a  subpoena  after  certification  of 
contempt  for  failure  or  refusal  to  testify  or 
produce  documents  pursuant  to  subpoena, 
constitutes  compliance  therewith,  or  that 
any  efforts  by  a  witness  subsequent  to  the 
return  date  of  a  subpoena  precludes  pro- 
ceeding in  accordance  with  section  194  of 
title  2,  United  States  Code;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives 
reasserts  that  the  statutory  means  of  com- 
pulsion provided  by  law  for  compliance  with 
subpoenas  is  applicable  to  executive  branch 
officials;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives 
reasserts  that  no  officer  charged  with  the 
responsibility  to  discharge  duties  required 
by  section  194  of  title  2.  United  States  Code, 
is.  or  was  at  any  lime,  relieved  of  or  excused 
from  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  such 
law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  heard  testimony  at 
a  hearing  relative  to  this  citation  by 
the  U.S.  attorney  for  the  District  of 


time  since  all  of  the  papers  have  come 
to  the  Congress  that  we  required,  if 
they  do  not  take  her  to  court,  if  they 
do  not  put  her  in  jail,  we  do  not 
mind.  " 

But  I  wish  so  many  people  who  are 
going  to  label  Anne  Burford  as  a 
"martyr"  in  the  situation,  the  poor 
young  lady  who  wanted  to  cooperate 
with  the  Congress  but  was  refused  to 
do  that,  was  not  allowed  to  do  that  be- 
cause of  higher  ups,  I  just  hope  that 
those  people  who  stand  up  so  much 
for  this  person  who  was  in  contempt 
of  Congress,  would  also  stand  up  for 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  and 
be  willing  to  cosponsor  this  resolution, 
and  have  the  Judiciary  Committee 
bring  it  out,  that  says  once  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  acts  on  a 
contempt  citation  and  it  is  certified  by 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives then  that  U.S.  attorney  has 
no  discretion,  that  U.S.  attorney  must, 
at  least,  present  it  to  the  grand  jury, 
for  whatever  action  they  may  take. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOWARD.  I  am  going  to  vote 
for  this  resolution.  I  believe  that  it  is 
the  right  thing  to  do  but  it  in  no  way 
lessens  the  need  for  us  in  this  Con- 


evil  times  and  became  a  shell  of  its    Columbia  and  he  indicated  that  the    gress  to  see  that  this  kind  of  delay  by 


former  self.  Mrs.  Burford  was  a  dis 
grace  to  the  administration  and  a 
menace  to  the  environment.  It  is  my 
fervent  hope  that  in  the  days  to  come 
an  effort  will  be  made  to  repair  the 
damage  done  to  this  Agency  and  the 
Nation  by  the  actions  of  Mrs.  Burford. 
The  failure  of  Mrs.  Burford  to  act, 
lead  to  the  subpena  issuance  and  the 
contempt  citation  which  followed. 
This  administration  showed  its  disre 


existing  law  relative  to  procedures  to 
carry  out  a  contempt  citation  gave 
him  wide  latitude  to  act  or  not  to  act. 
He  may  delay  or  postpone  proceedings 
before  the  grand  jury  indefinitely.  I 
find  this  situation  intolerable  Mr. 
Speaker.  It  is  a  flaunting  of  the  will  of    gentleman  yield? 


the  U.S.  attorney  no  longer  may 
happen  once  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  speaks. 
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the  Congress,  for  this  reason,  I  have 
introduced  H.R.  3456  which  has  been 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary which  would  clarify  the  duty 
gard  for  this  body  and  compounded    Qf  x,\\e  U.S.  attorney  to  bring  before 

the  situation  by  the  following  action;  ^^e  grand  jury  certain  matters  certi-  lution  al  a  later  point  if  I  am  yielded 
Moments  after  the  overwhelming  and  fje^j  ^y  the  President  of  the  Senate  or  ^jj^^  jj^.  ^t  this  point  I  want  to  com- 
bipartisan    vote    by    the    House    and    t^e  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre-    ^^^^^  ^y  chairman  for  introducing  his 

sentatives.  This  bill  requires  the  U.S. 


Mr.  HOWARD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  address  the  reso- 


before  the  Speaker  of  the  House  had 
actually  certified  the  resolution  of 
contempt  to  the  U.S.  attorney  for  pre- 
sentment to  the  grand  jury,  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  filed  a  civil  law- 
suit in  the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  seeking  to  enjoin 
and  restrain  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives from  taking  any  further  action  to 
enforce  the  subcommittee's  subpena 
and  to  declare  the  subpena  unconstitu- 


attorney  to  act  as  follows: 

The  duty  of  the  U.S.  attorney  under  the 
preceding  sentence  is  nondiscretionary  and 
shall  be  carried  out  not  later  than  sixty 
days  after  the  date  on  which  the  President 
of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be, 
makes  the  certification. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  found  that  the  U.S. 
attorney  did  nothing  after  your  certifi- 


legislation. 

And  I  think  it  should  be  sponsored 
in  a  bipartisan  way  because  what  we 
saw  in  this  situation  was  not  only  a 
flaunting  of  this  Congress,  but  an 
abuse  of  power. 

The  U.S.  attorney,  whose  responsi- 
bility it  was  under  the  statute,  and  it 
said:  Whose  duty  it  shall  be— whose 
duty  it  shall  be  to  present  the  matter 
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to  the  grand  jury  for  its  action,  failed 
to  do  so. 

The  Assistant  Attorney  General 
said,  "We  will  never  prosecute  Anne 
Gorsuch.  "  They  told  us  what  they 
were  going  to  do.  They  did  not  keep  it 
a  secret.  It  was  like  writing  Mein 
Kampf.  Hitler  said  what  he  was  going 
to  do  and  he  did  it.  These  people  said 
what  they  were  going  to  do  or  not  do. 
and  they  did  not. 

If  we  do  not  have  a  law  in  place 
which  leaves  no  question  that  when 
this  Congress,  this  House  or  the  other 
body,  votes  a  contempt  that  it  will  be 
presented  to  a  grand  jury,  then  we 
might  as  well  pack  up  our  investigative 
powers  and  our  subpena  powers. 

I  believe  that  one  of  the  reasons  the 
jury  acquitted  Rita  Lavelle  in  a  con- 
tempt of  Congress,  not  a  one  of  the 
reasons  is  that  jury  saw  that  Anne 
Gorsuch.  who  was  held  in  contempt  of 
Congress,  never  even  got  it  presented 
to  the  grand  jury.  And  Rita  Lavelle, 
who  was  made  the  scapegoat,  was  in- 
dicted in  a  very  short  period  of  time. 

That  is  why  we  need  the  gentle- 
mans  legislation. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  comments. 

What  happened,  to  some  of  us  who 
are  not  attorneys.  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
who  do  not  quite  understand  it.  but 
apparently  in  law  the  word  "shall" 
does  not  mean  "must"  or  is  not  man- 
datory. The  word  "shall"  occasionally 
means  "maybe."  And  this  is  what  we 
want  to  clear  up. 

We  are  very  confused  because  all  of 
our  lives  we  thought  that  "shall" 
meant  that  something  must  be  done. 
If  "shall"  does  not  necessarily  mean 
"shall."  maybe  "shall  not"  does  not 
mean  "shalt  not."  And  I  do  not  know 
what  that  would  do  with  the  Ten 
Commandments.  Perhaps  maybe 
"shalt  not"  means  maybe  once  in  a 
while. 

But  I  think  that  we  have  got  to  get 
this  cleared  up.  And  we  can  get  it 
cleared  up  by  having  the  resolution 
that  I  recently  introduced  passed  by 
this  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MoAKLEY).  The  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Molinari)  is  recognized  for 
30  minutes. 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  House  Resolution  180  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
Levitas)  which  would  require  the  cer- 
tification of  new  facts  to  the  U.S.  at- 
torney with  respect  to  the  Gorsuch 
contempt  matter.  This  resolution, 
hopefully,  will  pass  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives today  and  mark  the  end 
of  a  sad  chapter  in  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  our  Government.  If  there 


is  any  lesson  to  be  learned  from  the 
events  that  transpired  during  the  past 
year,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the 
very  least  should  be  an  awareness  that 
the  confrontation  that  took  place  be- 
tween the  two  branches  never  should 
have  occurred.  It  was  a  terrible  mis- 
take of  judgment  by  some  individual 
or  individuals  who  were  never  fully 
identified.  So,  that  even  as  we  debate 
this  resolution  today,  we  are  still  not 
sure  of  the  precise  parties  who  created 
this  conflict  which  resulted  in  a  tre- 
mendous loss  of  time  on  the  part  of 
several  congressional  committees  as 
well  as  the  Envirorunental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice. 

When  the  original  contempt  resolu- 
tion came  before  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  December  16.  1982.  many 
of  my  Republican  colleagues  were  crit- 
ical of  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
(Elliott  Levitas)  chairman  of  the  In- 
vestigations and  Oversight  Subcommi- 
tee  of  the  Public  Works  and  Transpor- 
tation Committee,  there  were  concerns 
expressed  during  the  floor  debate  that 
this  was  a  rash  act,  that  Congress  was 
moving  too  quickly,  and  that  we 
should  have  allowed  more  time  to  at- 
tempt to  work  out  a  reasonable  com- 
promise. 

The  cold,  hard  facts  were  that  we 
were  unable  to  reach  such  an  agree- 
ment and  that  many  months  were  con- 
sumed in  a  vain  attempt  to  do  so.  If 
the  House  was  to  fulfill  its  important 
oversight  responsibility  of  examining 
the  management  of  the  Superfund  law 
through  its  committees  and  subcom- 
mittees, it  was  imperative  that  we 
have  access  to  Environment  Protection 
Agency  files.  To  have  accepted  the  ad- 
ministration's position  on  executive 
privilege  with  respect  to  the  docu- 
ments would  have  had  the  effect  of 
eviscerating  our  inquiry. 

I  do  not  wish  to  recount  the  events 
that  took  place  thereafter  except  to 
comment  that  they  were  somewhat  bi- 
zarre. The  U.S.  Attorney  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  did  not  promptly 
take  the  matter  before  the  grand  jury 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  as  required 
by  law,  and  the  Department  of  Justice 
chose  to  thwart  the  will  of  Congress 
by  instituting  a  civil  action  against  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  set  aside 
the  criminal  contempt  resolution 
adopted  by  the  House.  The  ill-con- 
ceived suit  was  quickly  dismissed  by 
Federal  Court  Judge  Smith  with  the 
admonition  that  the  matter  should  be 
resolved  by  negotiation  and  compro- 
mise between  the  two  branches  of 
Government  without  further  judicial 
involvement. 

This  led  to  the  execution  of  a  memo- 
randum of  understanding  among 
Chairman  Levitas;  Fred  Fielding, 
Counsel  to  the  President:  and  Ed 
Schmults,  Deputy  Attorney  General. 
An  amended  memorandum  of  under- 


standing was  entered  into  among  the 
same  parties  on  March  22,  1983. 

Both  agreements  provided  that 
when  certain  conditions  on  the  part  of 
the  executive  branch  were  adhered  to 
to  the  satisfaction  of  Chairman  Levi- 
tas. he  would  introduce  a  resolution 
which  would  endeavor  to  purge  Mrs. 
Anne  Gorsuch  Burford  of  contempt. 
Formal  hearings  were  conducted  by 
the  subcommittee  which  clearly  estab- 
lished that  all  of  the  conditions  to  be 
performed  by  the  administration  were 
fully  met.  I  am  now  fully  satisfied  that 
the  Public  Works  Subcommittee  on  In- 
vestigations and  Oversight  has  com- 
plete access  to  files  necessary  for  the 
Superfund  investigation.  Subcommit- 
tee staff,  both  minority  and  majority, 
have  interviewed  many  EPA  personnel 
and  examined  numerous  Superfund 
enforcement  sensitive  and  confidential 
files  both  at  headquarters  and  two  re- 
gional offices.  As  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, the  subcommittee  has  enjoyed 
full  and  complete  access  to  the  Agen- 
cy's files.  In  my  judgment,  it  is  now 
our  responsibility  to  complete  this 
matter  and  adopt  the  instant  resolu- 
tion. 

Historically.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  the  issue  arose  in  my  congression- 
al district  when  Chairman  Levitas.  at 
my  request,  toured  several  toxic  dump 
sites  in  New  York  and  New  Jersey  and 
subsequently  agreed  to  convene  an  in- 
quiry into  EPA's  administration  of  Su- 
perfund. When  EPA  refused  to  cooper- 
ate in  the  inquiry,  it  led  to  the  unprec- 
edented confrontation  that  took  place. 
Had  we  not  moved  forward  with  a 
criminal  contempt  resolution,  we  still 
would  be  unable  to  have  access  to  the 
files  necessary  for  us  to  proceed  with 
this  extremely  important  work  which 
affects  every  citizen  in  the  United 
States. 

There  were  several  significant  points 
that  emerged  around  the  time  that 
Congress  voted  in  favor  of  the  crimi- 
nal contempt  resolution.  We  should  re- 
member that  Mrs.  Burford  was  direct- 
ed by  the  President  not  to  release  the 
so-called  enforcement  sensitive  docu- 
ments and  that  similar  admonitions 
were  given  to  her  by  the  Department 
of  Justice.  We  subsequently  learned 
that  Mrs.  Burford  was  actually  willing 
and  anxious  to  give  open  access  of  all 
files  to  our  subcommittee.  At  the  same 
time,  we  became  involved  in  some  very 
complicated  legal  questions— the  issue 
of  executive  privilege,  the  question  of 
whether  one  Congress  can  purge  a 
contempt  resolution  of  another  Con- 
gress, the  role  of  the  Department  of 
Justice,  possible  conflict  of  interest 
problems  and  other  serious  issues. 

I  would  like  to  pay  special  tribute  to 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  (Mr.  El- 
liott Levitas)  for  the  responsible,  bi- 
partisan approach  that  he  maintained 
throughout  this  controversy.  There 
were  some  who  would  try  to  convert 


this  into  a  political  issue,  but  Mr.  Levi- 
tas maintained  a  steady  course,  look- 
ing solely  for  answers  and  informa- 
tion—not retribution.  Given  the  histo- 
ry of  this  entire  sorry  episode,  it  was 
probably  inevitable  and  no  doubt  nec- 
essary, in  order  to  restore  public  confi- 
dence in  the  Agency  that  the  problems 
at  EPA  highlighted  during  this  period 
resulted  in  mass  dismissals  of  upper 
level  agency  personnel  and  needed 
changes  in  Superfund  policy.  The  new 
Administrator,  Bill  Ruckelshaus,  has 
been  acclaimed  by  leaders  of  both  par- 
ties as  the  right  person  for  the  job, 
and  I  am  optimistic  that,  given  the 
proper  resources,  he  will  be  able  to  set 
about  fulfilling  the  assignments  and 
statutory  mandates  that  were  given  to 
EPA. 

Mrs.  Burford  resigned  many  months 
ago  and,  since  her  resignation,  was  to- 
tally incapable  of  playing  any  role  in 
effectuating  the  agreements  that  were 
reached  with  the  administration  in 
providing  access  to  Superfund  files.  As 
one  who  was  a  rather  severe  critic  of 
Mrs.  Burford  while  she  was  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  one  who  argued 
strongly  in  favor  of  the  original  con- 
tempt resolution,  I  now  say,  in  the 
spirit  of  fairness,  we  have  achieved  our 
goal  and  she  should  no  longer  live 
with  this  cloud  over  her  head.  Our  tra- 
ditional American  sense  of  fair  play 
should  compel  us  to  move  forward  and 
adopt  this  resolution.  We  have  divert- 
ed much  too  much  of  our  limited  time 
to  this  confrontation,  and  the  quicker 
we  are  able  to  put  this  matter  behind 
us,  the  better  we  will  be  able  to  move 
on  to  other,  now  more  important, 
issues. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
resolution. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Matsui)  for  debate  pur- 
poses only. 

Mr.  MATSUI.  I  would  like  to  speak, 
if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  opposition  to 
this  resolution. 

The  gentleman  speaks  that  perhaps 
we  should  look  upon  this  matter  in  a 
bipartisan  fashion.  In  fact,  I  think  all 
three  gentlemen  have  said  this.  And  I 
think  we  should  because  last  Decem- 
ber when  we  voted  on  this,  we  voted  in 
a  bipartisan  fashion  by  a  403  to  0  vote 
to  hold  Mrs.  Burford  in  contempt  of 
Congress. 

And  I  would  also  mention  to  the  gen- 
tleman who  just  spoke  in  the  well 
that,  yes,  Mrs.  Burford  has  resigned. 
She  is  without  a  job  and  it  is  a  very 
tragic  situation  for  her. 

But  I  would  only  say  that  the  same 
situation  occurs  with  Rita  Lavelle.  She 
was  fired  from  her  job.  She  also  is 
without  a  job.  She  wanted  to  comply 
with  the  subpena  after  the  contempt 
citation  by  the  Congress  was  in  fact 
passed,  but  we  refused  to  allow  her. 

But.  nevertheless,  the  U.S.  attorney 
prosecuted  her,  but  the  U.S.  attorney 


did   not.   for  some   reason,   decide  to 
prosecute  Mrs.  Burford. 

And  I  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  that  in  fact  this  does 
not  expunge  Mrs.  Burford  from  con- 
tempt. But  at  the  same  time  the  state- 
ments of  fact  in  the  resolution  basical- 
ly exonerate  her.  And  the  U.S.  attor- 
ney has  said  that  he  will  not  prosecute 
anyway. 

And  so  our  act  tonight  is  somewhat 
meaningless.  And  so  why  should  we  ac- 
tually vote  for  this  particular  resolu- 
tion except  perhaps  to  show  some 
face-saving  way  for  the  U.S.  attorney 
and  for  the  people  involved  in  this 
particular  action. 

And  let  me  just  tell  my  colleagues, 
this  is  a  bipartisan  matter  because  this 
goes  to  the  very  heart  of  the  powers  of 
the  U.S.  Congress.  We  have  held  only 
two  Government  officials  in  contempt 
in  this  century.  One  was  exonerated 
by  a  jury,  mainly  because  they  felt 
sorry  for  her  because  we  did  not  move 
on  Mrs.  Burford.  And  the  other  one 
now  will  probably  be  exonerated  be- 
cause we  decide  we  want  to  feel  sorry 
for  her. 

And  to  me  that  makes  very  little 
sense,  because  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  the  power  of  subpe- 
na and  once  we  hold  in  the  Congress 
that  a  person  is  in  contempt,  we 
should  not  at  a  later  time  give  that 
person  an  opportunity  to  renegotiate. 
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The  opportunity  to  negotiate  should 
occur  only  between  the  time  when 
that  subpena  was  issued  and  the  time 
when  the  person  served  is  to  appear 
before  the  committee. 

So  I  strongly  urge  the  Members  of 
this  House  to  vote  no  on  this  resolu- 
tion. I  think  we  are  going  to  start  a 
very  dangerous  percedent  for  no 
reason  at  all.  and  I  urge  in  the  strong- 
est way  possible  a  no  vote. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Matsui)  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  additional  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Matsui). 

Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
correct  the  Record?  I  did  make  a  mis- 
take. The  Lavelle  contempt  citation 
apparently  was  403  to  0.  The  Gorsuch 
one  was  259  to  105.  So  it  was  not  quite 
bipartisan.  But  I  think  my  argument 
still  holds. 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Broyhill). 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  resolution. 

The  action  of  the  House  on  Decem- 
ber 16.  1982.  finding  Mrs.  Burford  in 
contempt  was  not.  and  should  not 
have  been,  viewed  as  a  referendum  on 
EPA  policies  and  Mrs.  Burford's  stew- 
ardship of  the  agency. 


The  vote  reflected  instead  the  right 
of  Congress  to  obtain  documents 
within  the  possession  and  control  of 
the  executive  branch  and  to  obtain  in- 
formation necessary  to  carry  out  its 
legislative  responsibilities  as  provided 
to  the  Congress  under  Article  I  of  the 
Constitution. 

Under  the  memorandum  of  under- 
standing executed  on  February  18, 
1983,  by  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Levitas),  Fred  F.  Fielding,  Coun- 
sel to  the  President,  and  Edward 
Schmults.  the  Deputy  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States,  the  action 
that  the  House  takes  today  was 
deemed  as  an  "essential  and  nonsepar- 
able  condition "  of  the  agreement 
under  which  documents  relating  to  all 
superfund  hazardous  waste  sites  were 
to  be  made  available  to  the  Investiga- 
tions and  Oversight  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
Transportation. 

Testimony  recently  received  by  the 
subcommittee  chaired  by  Mr.  Levitas 
has  demonstrated  that  the  procedures 
established  for  production  of  the  docu- 
ments by  the  EPA  to  the  committee 
have  been  found  to  be  satisfactory  and 
have  enabled  the  committee  to  go  for- 
ward with  its  investigation. 

I  only  regret  that  this  resolution 
could  not  have  been  acted  upon  by  the 
House  at  an  earlier  date.  It  has  been  5 
months  since  this  agreement  was 
reached.  It  is  apparent  that  Mrs.  Bur- 
ford has  suffered  greatly  and  unneces- 
sarily as  a  result  of  the  events  leading 
up  to  the  vote  of  the  House  last  De- 
cember and  her  resignation  as  Admin- 
istrator on  March  9,  1983. 

Those  of  us  who  were  involved  in 
this  dispute  between  the  Congress  and 
the  executive  branch  are  well  aware 
that  Mrs.  Burford  was  an  unwilling 
participant.  She  recommended  to  the 
Department  of  Justice  and  to  the 
President  himself  that  the  withheld 
documents  be  turned  over.  She  also 
recognized  that  her  ability  and  capac- 
ity to  preside  over  the  affairs  of  the 
EPA  would  be  jeopardized  by  her  role 
as  the  standard  bearer  for  the  Presi- 
dent's position  on  executive  privilege, 
a  position  which  was.  unfortunately, 
wrongly  perceived  by  many  to  be  an 
attempt  to  conceal  or  cover  up  unethi- 
cal, illegal,  or  improper  conduct. 

The  instincts  of  Mrs.  Burford,  whom 
history  will  show  was  a  fine  and  able 
public  servant,  were  remarkably  per- 
ceptive. A  top  executive  branch  offi- 
cial, being  subject  to  possible  indict- 
ment and  conviction  for  contempt  of 
Congress,  cannot  muster  the  requisite 
degree  of  good  will,  trust,  and  confi- 
dence necessary  to  administer  and  im- 
plement important  national  programs. 
Unfortunately,  there  were  individ- 
uals in  the  executive  branch  who  « 
failed  to  recognize  this  fact.  That  left 
Mrs.  Burford  in  the  unenviable  posi- 
tion of  defying  the  express  instruction 
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of  the  President  of  the  United  States 
that  executive  privilege  be  asserted 
and  no  doubt  being  dismissed  from  her 
position  by  the  President,  or  remain- 
ing a  loyal  soldier  to  the  President  by 
following  the  direction  of  the  Presi- 
dent, thus  inevitably  bringing  upon 
herself  the  immense  public  and  media 
pressure  which  led  eventually  to  her 
resignation  on  March  9. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  testimony  of  nearly 
30  witnesses  who.  in  the  last  6  months, 
have  come  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Oversight  and  Investigations  of  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce 
of  which  I  am  ranking  minority 
member,  recounting  the  facts  sur- 
rounding the  administration  of  the  Su- 
perfund  program,  has  shown  that  Mrs. 
Burford's  professional  conduct  was  at 
all  times  honorable  and  proper. 

The  action  the  House  takes  today  is 
the  least  that  we  can  do  to  fully  re- 
store to  Mrs.  Burford  the  dignity  and 
respect  to  which  she  is  entitled. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Having  listened  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina,  who  states  this 
action  we  take  tonight  is  the  least  we 
can  do  for  Mrs.  Burford,  the  gentle- 
man may  not  have  read  and  been 
aware  of  the  statements  concerning 
the  contempt  for  Congress,  if  not  of 
Congress,  that  were  made  during  this 
time  that  she  was  withholding  these 
documents. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman    from    Ohio    (Mr.    Seiber- 

LING). 

Mr.  SEIBERLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
agree  with  the  chairman  and  every- 
thing he  said  on  this  legislation.  I 
intend  to  support  it.  But  I  also  think 
that  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Matsui)  has  made  a  point  which 
needs  to  be  recognized,  to  this  extent: 
Obviously.  Mrs.  Burford.  having  lost 
her  job.  and  the  Congress  having  re- 
ceived the  documents,  there  is  no 
point  in  proceeding  with  this  con- 
tempt citation. 

However.  I  strongly  agree  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  that  we 
must  change  the  law  so  that  in  the 
future,  when  there  is  what  amounts  to 
a  criminal  contempt  of  Congress,  there 
is  no  discretion  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecutor  but  to  carry  out  the  con- 
tempt citation. 

I  would  like  to  say  one  other  thing. 
The  Assistant  Attorney  General,  who 
is  also  the  Counsel  to  the  Justice  De- 
partment, appeared  before  the  Judici- 
ary Committee  in  a  hearing  on  this 
very  matter.  And  if  there  is  anyone 
who  exhibited  contempt  for  the  com- 
mittee and  therefore  the  Congress,  it 
was  he.  I  would  say  that  another 
reason  to  relieve  Anne  Burford  of  this 
charge  is  that  the  true  contempt  was 
committed  by  the  architects  of  this 
whole  scheme  to  resist  the  efforts  of 
the  committee  to  get  what  it  legiti- 
mately was  entitled  to  see.  and  I  think 
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that  that  is  where  the  focus  should  be 
and  not  on  Anne  Burford. 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  (Mr.  Tauzin). 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  echo  the 
words  of  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Commit- 
tee. Mrs.  Anne  Burford  appeared 
before  our  committee  and  suggested 
very  clearly  that  she  wished  to  turn 
those  documents  over  to  us.  that  it 
was  in  fact  on  orders  of  the  Justice 
Department  that  she  could  not  turn 
those  documents  over  to  us.  We  have 
those  documents  now.  and  I  think  the 
motion  to  relieve  any  further  effort  to 
hold  her  in  contempt  or  put  her  in  jail 
now  is  in  order.  She  has.  after  all.  re- 
signed. She  wanted  to  comply  with  our 
subpena.  She  was  told  not  to  by  her 
superiors.  I  suggest  the  sentiment  of 
many  of  us  is  that  someone  else  above 
her  probably  should  have  been  held  in 
contempt  of  this  Congress  for  giving 
her  that  order. 

So  I  join  with  the  gentleman  in 
asking  that  we  vole  for  this  resolution. 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Michel),  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  House  Resolution  180  and 
strongly  urge  its  adoption  by  the 
House. 

I  am  both  hopeful  and  grateful  at 
this  point. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  House  will  do 
the  honorable  thing  and  approve  this 
resolution  which  will  remove  any 
criminal  jeopardy  to  or  stigma  against 
a  dedicated  public  servant,  Mrs.  Ann 
Gorsuch  Burford. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  (Mr.  Howard),  the  gentle- 
man from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Snyder),  the 
chairman  and  ranking  member  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia (Mr.  Levitas).  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Molinari).  the 
chairman  and  ranking  member  of  the 
subcommittee,  as  well  as  the  Speaker 
himself  for  their  patience  and  dili- 
gence in  bringing  this  matter  through 
a  laborious  and  fractious  legislative 
process. 

This  case  has  been  a  most  difficult 
one  from  the  start. 

When  the  original  contempt  resolu- 
tion was  considered  in  the  House  last 
December.  I  opposed  it. 

I  opposed  it  because  I  thought  the 
original  subpena  went  too  far  and  I 
thought  the  process  to  enforce  it  was 
going  too  fast. 

I  never  quarreled  with  the  power  of 
the  House  to  enforce  its  subpena;  I 
only  quarreled  with  the  process  being 
followed  at  that  time. 

Subsequently  the  Department  of 
Justice    filed    a    surprise    civil    suit 

against  the  House  and  challenged  our 


power  to  hold  in  contempt  an  execu- 
tive branch  employee  claiming  execu- 
tive privilege. 

Fortunately  that  suit  was  dismissed 
by  the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia. 

Following  that  decision  I  encouraged 
both  the  committee  leadership  and 
the  administration's  representatives  to 
work  out  a  system  of  discovery  so  that 
the  subcommittee  would  have  access 
to  the  information  it  needed  to  protect 
the  publics  health  and  safety. 

Fortunately  again  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Levitas)  and  repre- 
sentatives from  the  White  House  and 
the  Justice  Department  were  able  to 
reach  a  reasonable  accommodation 
and  as  events  flowed,  all  the  congres- 
sional committee's  involved  were  given 
the  information  they  sought. 

In  the  meantime  Mrs.  Burford  re- 
signed as  Administrator  of  EPA. 

Now  I  would  like  to  emphasize  at 
this  point  the  fact  that  Mrs.  Burford 
never  withheld  any  information  or 
documents  on  her  own.  She  was  or- 
dered to  do  so  by  her  superiors  and 
she  was  advised  by  the  Department  of 
Justice  to  do  so. 

She  was  truly  a  'good  soldier"  doing 
her  duty  under  the  most  difficult  cir- 
cumstances. Since  her  departure  from 
Government  service  she  alone  has  had 
to  bear  the  legal  and  emotional  costs 
of  her  defense. 

Yes.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  public  interest 
has  been  served  by  the  several  com- 
mittees getting  the  factual  informa- 
tion they  sought  and  needed. 

The  constitutional  power  of  the 
House  to  obtain  this  information  has 
been  affirmed. 

What  remains  now  is  to  do  justice 
for  Mrs.  Burford  and  to  think  ahead 
as  to  how  we  will  be  able  to  prevent 
another  confrontation  of  this  nature. 

I  recently  wrote  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  concerning  the 
method  by  which  the  House  will  en- 
force a  subpena  in  the  future  if  and 
when  an  executive  branch  official 
lodges  an  'executive  privilege"  defense 
against  a  House  citation  for  contempt. 
I  pointed  out  to  the  gentleman  that 
I  had  carefully  considered  his  sugges- 
tion that  I  cosponsor  his  bill  to  man- 
date prosecutions  under  2  U.S.C.  194. 

I  believe  we  agree  that  the  U.S.  At- 
torney should  always  proceed  expedi- 
tiously toward  the  prosecution  of  any 
witness  who  has  been  so  certified  by 
the  Speaker  pursuant  to  a  valid  vote 
of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  pointed  out  that  the  legal  experts 
say  that  prosecutors  must  have  some 
reasonable  amount  of  "prosecutorial 
discretion."  That  is,  they  must  be  able 
to  use  some  judgment  whether  to 
prosecute  someone  who  for  example 
may  be  terminally  ill. 

This  was  the  case.  I  am  told,  during 
the  House  Ethics  Committee  investiga- 
tion of  our  former  colleague.  Charles 


Wilson  of  California,  when  a  witness 
was  found  to  have  a  brain  tumor. 

Another  aspect  to  consider  is  that 
sometimes  a  witness  will  recant  when 
he  or  she  faces  actual  prosecution  and 
will  then  cooperate  with  the  House 
committee  involved.  This  gives  the 
committee  an  access  to  information 
which  it  would  otherwise  not  have  if 
the  prosecutor  were  ironclad  and 
forced  to  prosecute. 

That  incidentally  was  the  case  some 
30  years  ago  when  I  served  as  the  ad- 
ministrative assistant  to  former  Con- 
gressman Velde  of  Illinois.  He  was  the 
chairman  of  a  committee  that  held 
one  Francis  Crowley  in  contempt.  The 
House  agreed  but  before  Crowley  was 
prosecuted  he  recanted  and  cooperat- 
ed with  the  committee. 

He  was  never  prosecuted  by  the  U.S. 
Attorney. 

Having  said  all  this,  I  pointed  out  to 
the  gentleman  that  I  fully  support  the 
purpose  of  his  legislation  when  it 
comes  to  prosecuting  executive  branch 
officials  when  they  interpose  an  "exec- 
utive privilege"  excuse  for  failing  to 
comply  with  a  valid  subpena. 

I  would  hope  we  could  make  some 
clear  legislative  history  tonight,  that 
in  the  future  the  House  expects  and 
demands  that  the  U.S.  Attorney, 
acting  under  2  U.S.C.  194  will  proceed 
expeditiously  to  prosecute  executive 
branch  officials  with  the  same,  not  dif- 
ferent standards  as  to  "prosecutorial 
discretion '  applicable  to  any  other 
person. 

I  am  confident  that  both  the  gentle- 
man and  I  feel  that  the  power  of  the 
House  to  acquire  the  information  it 
needs  to  do  its  duty  must  be  upheld, 
defended  and  advanced. 

Thus.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  summary,  let 
us  approve  this  House  Resolution  180 
tonight  and  thereby  do  justice  to  Anne 
Burford  while  setting  a  legal  standard 
for  the  future  that  all  can  understand. 

D  2140 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Martin). 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  be  very  brief. 

Some  time  ago  I  was  one  of  the  some 
55  members  of  the  minority  who  my 
good  friend  and  colleague  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Molinari)  referred  to,  who 
voted  for  the  contempt  citation.  Now  I 
think  back  on  the  things  that  have  oc- 
curred and  I  think  of  a  great  American 
who  lived  in  my  district  and  who  I 
served  with  on  county  board  in  St. 
Lawrence  County  who  said,  "When 
the  pail  is  full,  let  go  of  the  pump. 
You  got  enough.  "  He  is  since  deceased, 
the  late  Charlie  Cooke  of  Gouverneur. 

I  remember  back  when  I  was  watch- 
ing television  one  morning  and  the  TV 
cameraman  came  up  to  Anne  Gorsuch 
and  put  the  microphone  in  her  face,  as 
we  have  all  had  that  experience,  and 
said,  "How  do  you  feel  now?  How  do 


you  feel  now?  The  Attorney  General  is 
no  longer  going  to  defend  you." 

She  said,  "Thank  God.  This  is  a 
breakthrough.  Now  I  am  going  to  get 
some  competent  legal  advice." 

You  recall  it.  There  are  a  lot  of 
people  in  this  Chamber  who  are  aspi- 
rants to  live  down  at  the  White  House. 
I  cannot  blame  you  for  that,  although 
I  am  certainly  not  one  of  them,  but  I 
want  to  tell  you  something.  If  you  are 
the  boss  and  have  the  responsibility 
for  running  this  country,  you  need  em- 
ployees such  as  she  was,  and  when  you 
give  her  directions  you  know  they  will 
be  carried  out.  The  counsel  that  she 
had,  the  Attorney  General,  whether 
he  or  his  staff  is  or  was  competent  and 
capable  to  give  decent  advice  or  not  is 
not  the  point.  In  this  case  I  do  not 
think  they  were,  and  in  many  other 
cases  I  do  not  think  they  were  compe- 
tent or  capable.  But  she  followed  that 
advice  given  to  her  by  her  boss  and 
counsel. 

I  would  suggest  to  you  that  now,  to- 
night, we  have  the  opportunity  to  do 
what  is  right,  because  the  pail  is  full: 
let  go  of  the  pump  handle.  I  would 
suggest  to  you  that  the  only  reasona- 
ble vote,  unless  you  are  politically  in- 
spired, is  to  vote  "aye"  on  the  resolu- 
tion that  will  be  voted  on  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Mol- 
inari) has  15  minutes  remaining,  and 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Howard)  has  11  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Levitas),  the  chairman 
of  our  Investigative  Subcommittee. 

Mr.  LEVITAS.  I  thank  the  chairman 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  much  that 
could  be  said  by  way  of  background  on 
this  matter  which  I  will  not  address. 

I  remember  the  night  that  this 
House  held  a  Cabinet-level  officer  in 
contempt  of  Congress  for  the  first 
time  in  history.  I  remember  the  coura- 
geous position  taken  by  the  ranking 
member  of  the  subcommittee  and  his 
colleagues  on  that  side  who  voted  with 
him. 

It  was  not  an  easy  decision  for  us  to 
make,  but  we  made  that  decision.  The 
night  that  we  made  that  decision  it 
was  my  intention  that,  because  of  the 
criminal  contempt,  the  matter  should 
be  prosecuted.  I  think  it  is  unfortu- 
nate that  the  U.S.  attorney  and  the 
Attorney  General  chose  not  to  do  so, 
and  I  would  have  hoped  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary,  in  exercise  of 
its  impeachment  authority,  would 
have  looked  into  this  matter. 

But  shortly  thereafter,  as  a  result  of 
litigation  and  a  court's  decision,  the 
court  asked  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  administration  to  see  if 
we  could  work  out  an  arrangement  to 
avoid  further  litigation  in  this  matter. 
Pursuant  to  that,  and  acting  on  the  di- 
rections of  the  chairman  of  my  com- 


mittee and  the  Speaker  of  the  House, 
we  had  meetings  with  the  administra- 
tion to  see  if  we  could  work  out  an  ar- 
rangement to  get  the  papers. 

Those  meetings  were  held  in  good 
faith.  Part  of  that  arrangement,  and 
in  order  to  get  the  documents  and  not 
have  6  or  8  or  10  months  of  litigation, 
which  we  would  still  be  involved  in, 
but  to  get  the  documents,  was  to  adopt 
a  resolution  of  the  sort  that  is  before 
the  House  tonight  if  the  administra- 
tion lived  up  to  its  agreement. 

I  agreed  to  that.  We  have  received 
the  documents.  We  have  had  total 
access.  The  House  of  Representatives 
won  its  fight  with  the  executive 
branch  in  this  matter. 

I  believe  that  while  Mrs.  Gorsuch, 
Mrs.  Burford.  was  guilty  of  criminal 
contempt  and  should  have  been  pros- 
ecuted, we  made  an  agreement  for  pur- 
poses of  getting  the  documents,  and 
we  did. 

For  that  reason.  I  would  hope  that 
the  Members  of  this  House  tonight 
will  vote  for  House  Resolution  180. 

I  do  not  accept  the  argument  that 
Mrs.  Burford  was  a  good  soldier.  That 
is  the  Nuremberg  defense.  She  had  the 
right  to  resign,  just  as  Elliot  Richard- 
son resigned,  just  as  Bill  Ruckelshaus, 
her  successor,  resigned.  And  she 
should  have  resigned  when  ordered  to 
do  something  that  was  unlawful. 

But  that  is  not  the  issue  before  us 
tonight.  The  issue  before  us  tonight  is, 
we  have  now  received  the  documents, 
there  has  been  compliance.  Benjamin 
Disraeli  once  said  that  just  as  impor- 
tant as  knowing  when  to  seize  an  op- 
portunity is  to  know  when  to  forgo  an 
advantage.  We  do  not  need  to  take  a 
pound  of  flesh  or  blood  from  Anne 
Gorsuch.  Tonight  is  the  night  to  es- 
tablish not  a  precedent  but  a  fact  that 
when  this  House  has  prevailed,  when 
we  have  succeeded,  when  we  have  ac- 
complished our  purposes,  we  do  not 
need  to  press  an  advantage  against 
this  individual  and  we  should  resolve 
this  matter  by  adopting  House  Resolu- 
tion 180  tonight.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will 
take  just  1  short  minute  to  close,  and 
then  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Molinari)  closes,  since  he  is  one  of 
the  principals,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Weiss)  as  the  last  person  who  has 
asked  for  time  on  this  side. 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  thank  my  friend  and 
colleague  for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  are  really 
being  asked  to  do  here  is  to  take  a 
person  who  has  already  received  a 
great  benefit  by  having  someone  not 
follow  the  dictates  of  the  law  and 
prosecute  her.  and  on  top  of  that,  now. 
provide  an  additional  advantage  by,  in 
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essence,  dismissing  the  resolution  alto- 
gether. 

I  think  that  is  a  mistake,  not  be- 
cause I  have  anything  against  Anne 
Burford.  She  could,  as  the  distin- 
guished gentlemaui  from  Georgia  said. 
have  done  the  same  thing  that  Mr. 
Richau-dson  and  Mr.  Ruckelshaus  did. 
and  resigned,  rather  than  do  a  dishon- 
orable thing.  If.  in  fact,  we  follow- 
through  on  the  adoption  of  this  reso- 
lution, you  can  l)et  that  henceforth 
every  Commissioner,  every  Secretary, 
every  Administrator,  is  going  to  refuse 
access  on  the  ground  that  the  Presi- 
dent said  that,  in  fact,  they  should. 

That  is  the  way  for  this  House,  in 
fact,  to  become  impotent.  I  hope  we  do 
not  vote  for  our  impotence.  I  hope  we 
vote  against  this  resolution. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WEISS.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
•Jersey. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  would  not  be  the 
case  if  we  will  have  the  Conunittee  on 
the  Judiciary  pass  either  the  bill  that 
I  introduced  or  perfecting  it  as  they, 
as  competent  attorneys,  would  do.  and 
make  it  mandatory  that  it  at  least  be 
presented,  unless  there  are  some  cases, 
as  the  minority  leader  made,  which 
might  be  called  nitpicking,  but  I  will 
not  do  that,  but  we  know  we  are  not 
talking  about  that  case,  but  that  he 
would  have  to  bring  it  to  the  grand 
jury  within  a  reasonable  time.  That  is 
all  we  are  asking  in  that,  and  that 
would  avoid  sencTing  the  message 
which  the  gentleman  states. 

D  2150 
Mr.  WEISS.  One  final  word,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  happen  to  have  the  privi- 
lege of  chairing  an  investigative  sub- 
committee. I  know  the  royal  run- 
around  that  I  am  getting  from  the 
agencies  we  have  jurisdiction  over  as 
far  as  access  to  files  and  individuals 
are  Ajncemed. 

I  nave  spoken  to  other  chairpeople. 
both  full  committee  chair  and  subcom- 
mittee chair,  and  they  are  getting  the 
same  runaround. 

What  we  do  by  adopting  this  resolu- 
tion is  encourage  the  disregard  for  this 
Congress. 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will 
close,  and  I  only  need  about  a  minute. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  idea  of  a  criminal 
contempt  resolution  is  a  weapon  that 
this  House  can  use.  unfortunately 
when  we  need  it.  and  we  still  can  use 
the  right  of  purging,  and  it  is  a 
weapon  that  we  should  reserve  to  our- 
selves as  an  institution.  I  think  that  is 
what  we  have  done  here. 

I  do  not  want  to  get  into  a  legal  ar- 
gvmient  about  whether  one  Congress 
can  purge  another  Congress;  but 
indeed,  we  got  what  we  wanted. 
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I  just  want  to  close  by  compliment- 
ing the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  (Mr. 
Howard)  for  bringing  the  matter 
before  us  tonight. 

I  want  to  pay  particular  tribute.  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia (Mr.  Levitas).  who  worked  almost 
a  year.  If  you  respect  the  man  as  I  do. 
he  made  an  agreement,  speaking  for 
the  subcommittee  and  I  think  speak- 
ing in  his  heart  for  th«  Members  of 
this  body. 

I  ask  you  to  respect  him  and  to  vote 
for  the  resolution. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
back  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes 
appear  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused.  So 
the  resolution,  as  amended,  was  agreed 
to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  amendment  to  the  pream- 
ble. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Strike  out  the  preamble  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following; 

Whereas,  on  December  16.  1982.  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  a  resolu- 
tion citing  Anne  M.  (Gorsuch)  Burford.  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency,  for  contempt  of  the  House  for 
her  refusal  to  comply  with  a  subpena  issued 
by  the  Subcommittee  on  Investigations  and 
Oversight  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  calling  for  pro- 
duction of  certain  records;  and 

Whereas,  on  December  17.  1982.  the 
Speaker  certified  the  contempt  resolution  to 
the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  as  required  by  law;  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  dismissed,  upon 
motion  by  the  House,  a  civil  suit  commenced 
by  the  Department  of  Justice  against  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  certain  of  its 
officers  seeking  injunctive  and  declaratory 
relief  with  respect  to  the  aforementioned  ci- 
tation of  contempt;  and 

Whereas  upon  dismissal  of  the  suit  by  the 
court  and  in  order  to  obtain  the  most  expe- 
ditious and  timely  access  to  the  documents 
essential  to  the  subcommittees  investiga- 
tion, representatives  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Investigations  and  Oversight,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  executed  an  agreement  pro- 
viding for  access  to  and  copying  of  the 
records  previously  subpenaed:  and 

Whereas  following  satisfactory  implemen- 
tation of  said  agreement,  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  has.  in  complete  fulfill- 
ment of  the  representations  undertaken  in 
the  agreement,  introduced  this  resolution, 
including  a  recital  that  implementation  of 
the  procedures  established  therein  consti- 
tutes a  purging  of  the  aforesaid  resolution 
of  December  16.  1982.  certifying  that  com- 


pliance has  been  effected  and  that  further 
proceedings  concerning  the  contumacious 
conduct  of  the  witness  are  unnecessary;  and 
Whereas,  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
as  subsequently  modified  by  the  parties, 
access  to  and  copying  of  the  documents  for 
which  the  subpena  was  issued  has  been  in 
substantial  part,  effected  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  subcommittee;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives  as- 
serts that  the  aforesaid  agreement  and  this 
resolution,  relating  solely  to  the  subpena 
issued  toy  the  subcommittee,  does  not  consti- 
tute a  precedent  or  concession  with  resjiect 
to  the  rule  of  law  that  substantial  compli- 
ance with  a  subpena  after  certification  of 
contempt  for  failure  or  refusal  to  testify  or 
produce  documents  pursuant  to  subpena. 
constitutes  compliance  therewith,  or  that 
any  efforts  by  a  witness  subsequent  to  the 
return  date  of  a  subpena  precludes  proceed- 
ing in  accordance  with  section  194  of  title  2. 
United  States  Code;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives 
reasserts  that  the  statutory  means  of  com- 
plusion  provided  by  law  for  compliance  with 
subpenas  is  applicable  to  executive  branch 
officials;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Represenatives 
reasserts  that  no  officer  charged  with  the 
responsibility  to  discharge  duties  required 
by  section  194  of  title  2.  United  States  Code, 
is,  or  was  at  any  time,  relieved  of  or  excused 
from  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  such 
law:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Mr.  HOWARD  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  to  the  preamble 
be  considered  as  read  and  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The    amendment    to    the    preamble 
was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
action  just  taken. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
SPEAKER 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  intends 
to  complete  the  rule  on  H.R.  2230,  and 
then  we  will  go  into  general  debate. 
We  hope  at  the  conclusion  of  the  rule 
that  there  will  be  no  further  rollcalls 
for  the  evening,  if  there  is  a  rollcall  on 
the  rule. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3391,  TRADE  ACT  OF 
1974  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  WHEAT,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-345)  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  299)  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3391)  to 
improve  worker  training  under  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


REPORT    ON    RESOLUTION    PRO- 
VIDING    FOR     CONSIDERATION 
OF    H.R.     2453,    RADIO    BROAD- 
CASTING TO  CUBA  ACT 
Mr.  WHEAT,   from  the  Committee 
on     Rules,     submitted     a     privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-346)  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  300)  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  2453)  to 
amend   the   Board   for   International 
Broadcasting  Act  of   1973  to  provide 
for  radio  broadcasting  to  Cuba,  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PRO- 
VIDING FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2655,  DOMESTIC  VOL- 
UNTEER SERVICE  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1983 

Mr.  WHEAT,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-347)  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  301)  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  2655)  to 
extend  and  improve  the  Domestic  Vol- 
unteer Service  Act  of  1973,  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT    ON    RESOLUTION    PRO- 
VIDING   FOR    CONSIDERATION 
OF   H.R.    1036,    COMMUNITY   RE- 
NEWAL EMPLOYMENT  ACT 
Mr.  WHEAT,  from  the  Committee 
on     Rules,     submitted     a     privileged 
report  (Rept.  No.  98-348)  on  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  302)  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1036)  to 
provide  employment  opportunities  to 
long-term  unemployed   individuals  in 
high  unemployment  areas  in  projects 
to  repair  and  renovate  vitally  needed 
community    facilities    and    for    other 
purposes,  which  was  referred  to  the 
House    Calendar   and   ordered    to   be 
printed. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS  COMMISSION  ACT 
OF  1983 

Mr.  WHEAT.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  273  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 


H.  Res.  273 
Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may. 
pursuant  to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  de- 
clare the  House  resolved  into  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
2230)  to  amend  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1957 
to  extend  the  life  of  the  Civil  Rights  Com- 
mission, and  for  other  purposes,  and  the 
first  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dispensed 
with.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend- 
ment under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  (Mr.  Wheat)  is  recog- 
nized for  1  hour. 

Mr.  WHEAT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  customary  30  minutes  for  the  pur- 
poses of  debate  only  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Latta),  and  pending 
that  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  273 
is  a  simple,  open  rule  providing  1  hour 
of  general  debate  and  a  motion  to  re- 
commit H.R.  2230,  the  Civil  Rights 
Commission  Act  of  1983. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Civil  Rights  Com- 
mission is  a  bipartisan,  independent 
agency  which  oversees  civil  rights  en- 
forcement in  this  country.  The  Com- 
mission was  established  in  1957  under 
the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1957  and  has 
been  reauthorized  seven  times  since 
enactment  of  the  original  legislation. 
The  Commission  enjoys  bipartisan 
support  and  its  studies  and  findings 
have  been  applauded  by  people 
throughout  the  country. 

H.R.  2230  is  legislation  which  would 
amend  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1957  to 
extend  the  life  of  the  Commission  for 
an  additional  15  years.  H.R.  2230  also 
authorizes  appropriations  for  the 
Commission  in  fiscal  years  1984,  1985, 
and  1986.  Specifically,  the  bill  author- 
izes $13  million  for  fiscal  year  1984 
and  it  provides  open-ended  authoriza- 
tions for  fiscal  years  1985  and  1986. 

Mr.  Speaker,  without  enactment  of  a 
reauthorization,  the  Commission  will 
cease  to  exist  effective  September  30, 
1983.  The  work  of  the  Commission  is 
far  too  important  to  risk  a  delay  in  re- 
authorization. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of  no  controver- 
sy on  this  rule.  Therefore,  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  and  approve  the 
rule  so  that  we  may  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  this  important  piece 
of  legislation.  ^ 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  unusual  feature  of 
this  rule  is  that  it  waives  no  points  of 


order  and  it  imposes  no  restrictions  on 
amendments.  It  is  an  open  rule  provid- 
ing for  1  hour  of  general  debate. 

The  rule  generated  no  controversy 
in  the  Rules  Committee,  where  it  was 
reported  out  by  a  voice  vote. 

The  bill  made  in  order  by  this  rule, 
the  Civil  Rights  Commission  Act  of 
1983,  was  reported  from  the  Judiciary 
Committee  by  a  voice  vote. 

Only  one  Member  filed  supplemen- 
tal views  in  the  committee  report.  The 
views  of  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin, Mr.  Sensenbrenner  indicate  that 
he  intends  to  offer  an  amendment,  de- 
signed primarily  to  insure  a  fixed  6- 
year  term  for  Commission  members 
and  a  20-year  extension  for  the  life  of 
the  Commission.  Under  this  rule,  the 
amendment  may  be  considered  by  the 
House. 

The  administration  supports  this 
bill,  according  to  information  provided 
by  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  at  the  time  of  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee meeting.  However,  the  adminis- 
tration continues  to  favor  a  20-year  ex- 
tension of  the  life  of  the  Commission 
and  the  establishment  of  6-year  stag- 
gered terms  for  members  of  the  Com- 
mission. This  option  would  be  included 
in  the  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
rule  so  that  the  House  may  proceed  to 
work  its  will  on  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  one  request  for 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  6  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Sen- 
senbrenner). 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tonight,  the  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives  begins  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  2230.  legislation  to 
extend  the  life  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Commission  for  15  years,  with  a  $13 
million  price  tag  for  fiscal  year  1984. 
Extension  of  the  Civil  Rights  Commis- 
sion is  an  objective  which  I  strongly 
support. 

The  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil 
Rights,  originally  created  by  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1957.  has  no  enforce- 
ment or  regulatory  authority.  It  is 
charged  with  studying  and  collecting 
information  about  the  state  of  civil 
rights  in  the  United  States  and  serves 
as  a  clearinghouse  for  information  on 
civil  rights  issues. 

In  recent  years,  however,  many  have 
reluctantly  come  to  the  view  that  the 
Commission  has  lost  sight  of  its  origi- 
nal purpose.  The  Commission's 
projects  and  reports  in  many  instances 
are  duplicative  of  the  work  performed 
by  other  Federal  agencies.  The  Com- 
mission has  devoted  more  and  more  of 
its  energies  and  attention  to  issues 
that  are  properly  regarded  as  issues  of 
welfare  policy  or  social  policy;  to  the 
existence  and  funding  levels  and  regu- 
lations and  administrative  operations 
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of  a  wide  variety  of  transfer  programs, 
social  service  programs,  and  welfare 
programs.  Addressing  itself  to  these 
issues  has  caused  the  Commission  to 
become  embroiled  in  debates  which 
undermine  its  reputation. 

Involving  itself  in  issues  that  are  not 
properly  civil  rights  issues  has  the 
negative  effect  of  throwing  the  noble 
concept  of  civil  rights  into  the  caul- 
dron of  competing  interests.  The  Com- 
mission, some  observers  have  noted, 
seems  to  have  become  beholden  to  a 
single,  narrow-minded  constituency. 
Still  others  have  said  that  it  has  been 
transformed  from  an  agency  support- 
ed by  the  people  into  a  public  interest 
group. 

This  raises  the  question  of  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  Commission,  a  term 
which  has  been  greatly  bandied  about 
lately.  On  this  issue  of  independence.  I 
will  be  offering  an  amendment  which 
will  insure  the  independence  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Commission  for  the  next 
20  years.  It  is  a  long-term  solution  to 
the  current  debate.  My  amendment 
addresses  the  concerns  raised  by 
Ralph  Neas  of  the  Leadership  Confer- 
ence on  Civil  Rights  when,  in  testify- 
ing before  the  sul)committee.  he 
stated:  The  one  major  gap  in  assuring 
the  independence  of  the  agency  is  the 
failure  to  provide  fixed  terms  of  office 
as  it  does  with  regulatory  agencies." 

Mr.  Neas  went  on  to  endorse  a  15- 
year  extension  of  the  Commission 
when  he  testified: 

The  Leadership  Conference  also  believes 
that  the  proposed  15-year  extension  would 
help  guarantee  the  effectiveness  and  Inde- 
pendence of  the  Commission.  It  would  allow 
the  Commission  to  plan  ahead  and  provide  a 
needed  continuity  with  respect  to  its  long- 
rainge  progranjs. 

Perhaps  most  importantly,  such  a  15-year 
extension  would  send  a  strong  signal  to  the 
entire  country  that  Congress  recognizes  the 
problems  of  discrimination  that  still  exist 
and  that  it  remains  totally  committed  to  the 
Nation's  goal  of  providing  equal  opportunity 
for  all  its  citizens. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  amendment  ad- 
dresses the  "independence  issue"  by 
providing  for  6-year  fixed  terms  of 
office,  a  suggestion  made  by  the  Lead- 
ership Conference  on  Civil  Rights.  It 
further  insulates  the  Commission  by 
allowing  the  President  to  remove  Com- 
missioners for  cause.  Finally,  it  ex- 
tends the  life  of  the  Commission  for 
20  years.  5  years  longer  than  the  time 
frame  suggested  by  the  Leadership 
Conference  on  Civil  Rights  and  by 
H.R.  2230. 

This  amendment  is  superior  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Edwards),  which 
slashes  the  authorization  period  from 
15  to  5  years.  Thus,  the  Commission 
will  not  be  able  to  do  long-range 
projects  in  3  or  4  years  without  having 
to  worry  about  the  length  of  the  au- 
thorization. 

I  urge  Members  to  adopt  my  amend- 
ment when  it  is  offered.  It  is  the  best 


approach  for  insuring  continuity,  inde- 
pendence, and  lack  of  interference 
from  political  pressure.  Adoption  of 
my  amendment  would  insure  there  is 
an  independent  entity,  which  is  in- 
fused with  new  blood  every  2  years, 
and  which  is  available  to  make  a  fair 
assessment  of  our  civil  rights  policies. 

□  2200 

Mr.  WHEAT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  no  further 
requests  for  time  and  I  have  no  fur- 
ther requests  for  time.  I  urge  adoption 
of  the  rule,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  273  and  rule 
XXIII.  the  Chair  declares  the  House 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill.  H.R.  2230. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.R.  2230)  to  amend  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1957  to  extend  the  life  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Commission,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Udali.  in  the 
Chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  first  reading  of  the  bill  is  dis- 
pensed with. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Edwards)  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes,  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Sensenbren- 
NER)  will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Edwards). 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  U.S.  Commission 
on  Civil  Rights  is  the  only  independ- 
ent, bipartisan  Federal  agency  respon- 
sible for  monitoring  civil  rights  in  this 
country.  The  Commission  was  initially 
established  by  Congress  under  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1957.  Since  then  its 
life  has  been  extended  seven  times; 
the  most  recent  extension  was  in  1978 
when  the  Commission  received  a  5 
year  continuance  through  September 
30.  1983.  Indicative  of  how  Congress 
views  the  Commissions  work  is  the 
fact  that  over  the  years  it  has  expand- 
ed the  class  of  protected  groups  under 
the  Commissions  jurisdiction. 

The  Commission  has  no  enforce- 
ment authority.  Its  effectiveness  has 
been  the  result  of  its  ability,  histori- 
cally, to  perform  its  duties  objectively 
and  honestly,  without  fear  of  retribu- 
tion. The  preservation  of  the  Commis- 
sions  influence  and  importance  is  de- 
pendent upon  its  maintaining  the  ap- 


pearance as  well  as  the  reality  of  its 
independence. 

At  the  appropriate  time  I  will  have 
an  amendment  to  H.R.  2230  which  has 
bipartisan  .support  and  which  will  un- 
derscore the  intent  of  Congress,  from 
the  time  the  Commission  was  created 
in  1957.  that  the  Commission  be  the 
independent  conscience  of  this  coun- 
try on  civil  rights  issues.  H.R.  2230 
also  would  authorize  funds  for  the 
Commission  for  fiscal  years  1984.  1985. 
and  1986. 

The  Commissions  life  expires  on 
September  30:  thus,  it  is  crucial  that 
we  approve  this  legislation  before  the 
recess  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  that  it  is  ri- 
diculous that  we  begin  a  debate  on  an 
important  piece  of  civil  rights  legisla- 
tion at  10:08  p.m.  in  the  evening  when 
everybody  has  made  a  beeline  for  the 
door  and  many  of  the  Members  are 
heading  home. 

The  amendments  that  will  be  of- 
fered to  this  piece  of  legislation  are 
controversial  in  nature,  and  I  am  cer- 
tain that  the  controversy  that  has 
swirled  around  the  Presidents  nomi- 
nation of  three  new  members  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Commission  will  be  a  cen- 
tral feature  of  the  debate  on  the 
amendments  which  are  designed  to 
insure  the  independence  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Commission. 

My  friend  from  California  (Mr.  Ed- 
wards), and  I  have  a  rather  sharp  di- 
vergence on  how  to  go  about  doing 
that.  But  rather  than  take  the  time  of 
the  House  tonight  to  debate  to  an 
empty  chamber,  when  most  of  the 
Members  are  on  their  way  home.  I  am 
urging  Members  of  the  minority  that 
wish  to  discuss  this  issue  to  move  to 
strike  the  last  word  during  the  5- 
minute  rule  tomorrow  and  to  speak 
their  piece  when  we  are  fresh  and 
there  is  a  bigger  audience  to  listen  to 
what  we  have  to  say. 

So.  with  that  admonition.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  the  minority's 
time. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  the  Com- 
mittee do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Ratchford)  having  assumed  the  chair. 
Mr.  Udall.  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com- 
mittee, having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  2230)  to  amend  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1957  to  extend  the 
life  of  the  Civil  Rights  Commission. 
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and  for  other  purposes, 
no  resolution  thereon. 
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had  come  to 


LATTY  AVENUE  IN  HAZELWOOD. 
MO. 

(Mr.  YOUNG  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, today  I  am  introducing  a  bill  to 
transfer  the  title  of  a  21.7  acre  tract  of 
land  formerly  known  as  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  Storage  Site  back 
to  the  Secretary  of  Energy.  At  present, 
this  site  which  is  located  north  of  St. 
Louis  Airport,  which  is  in  my  district, 
is  owned  by  the  city  of  St.  Louis.  Also, 
today  an  identical  bill  will  be  intro- 
duced in  the  Senate  by  Senators 
Eagleton  and  Danforth  of  the  State 
of  Missouri. 

The  transfer  of  this  title  is  the  first 
step  to  solving  a  problem  which  has 
plagued  my  district  for  over  15  years 
now.  In  World  War  II.  work  was  done 
at  Malinckrodt  plant  in  St.  Louis.  Mo. 
which  was  essential  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  atomic  bomb.  The  radio- 
active materials  processed  there  from 
1942  to  1957  have  left  terrible  prob- 
lems for  my  district  because  of  surface 
radiation  levels  considerably  above 
current  Federal  regulations. 

This  waste  lies  on  the  21.7  acre  tract 
of  land  north  of  the  airport  as  well  as 
several  ditches  in  the  surrounding 
area.  A  large  portion  of  this  waste  lies 
at  a  site  on  Latty  Avenue  in  Hazel- 
wood.  Mo.,  which  is  a  heavily  traveled 
road  in  north  St.  Louis  County.  These 
ditches  on  Latty  Avenue  are  easily  ac- 
cessed by  local  children  who  live  and 
play  in  the  area.  This  causes  great 
concern  to  me  and  is  a  very  emotional 
topic  in  my  district  which  has  local 
parents  in  a  state  of  legitimate  fear. 

There  is  a  plan  to  construct  a  build- 
ing at  private  expense  on  the  site  for 
temporary  containment  of  the  con- 
taminated soil.  My  bill.  also,  asks  for 
the  Secretary  of  Energy  to  take  title 
to  the  contaminated  soil  at  this  loca- 
tion and  remove  the  soil  to  the  site 
north  of  the  St.  Louis  airport.  The 
bill,  then  asks  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
to  take  remedial  action  to  clean  up  the 
radioactive  materials  at  the  north  St. 
Louis  airport  site  after  an  environmen- 
tal impact  statement  is  completed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  radioactive  waste  is  a 
problem  which  should  not  be  made 
more  complex  by  slow  legal  manipula- 
tions. I  am  asking  Congress  to  adopt 
this  measure  so  that  legal  barriers 
complicating  the  problem  will  disap- 
pear and  the  people  of  north  St.  Louis 
County  can  live  without  fear  of  dam- 
aging their  children's  health  as  well  as 
their  own. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  the  text  of 
my  bill  be  printed  in  full  for  the 
Record.  Thank  you. 


H.R.3776 
A  bill,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
to  accept  certain  lands  in  St.  Louis.  Mis- 
souri to  provide  remedial  action  with  re- 
spect to  radioactive  materials 
Section  1.  (a XI)  If  the  present  owner  of 
the    former    Atomic    Energy    Commission 
Storage  Site  north  of  the  St.  Louis  Airport 
in  St.  Louis.  Missouri  (comprising  approxi- 
mately 21.7  acres  of  land  and  the  radioac- 
tive   materials    stored    thereon)    offers    to 
transfer  such  site  to  the  United  States  with- 
out cost  to  the  United  States,  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  shall  (subject  to  such  avigation 
easements  as  are  required  by  Federal  Avia- 
tion    Administration     regulations)     accept 
transfer  of  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
such    site    and    the    radioactive    materials 
stored  thereon. 

(2)  If.  following  transfer  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  but  not  later  than  1  year  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
present  owner  of  the  radioactive  materials 
stored  at  the  Latty  Avenue  Site  in  Hazel- 
wood,  Missouri,  offers  to  transfer  such  ma- 
terials to  the  United  States,  without  cost  to 
the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  accept  transfer 
of  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  such  mate- 
rials and  to  remove  such  materials  to  the 
site  described  in  paragraph  (1). 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  under- 
take such  remedial  action  to  protect  public 
health  and  safety  as  may  be  necessary  with 
respect  to  radioactive  materials  which  are 
located  at  the  site  acquired  by  the  Secretary 
under  subsection  (a)(1)  and  with  respect  to 
such  radioactive  materials  as  may  be  re- 
moved to  that  site  by  the  Secretary  from 
the  Latty  Avenue  site  described  in  subsec- 
tion (a)(2).  Removal  of  radioactive  materials 
from  the  Latty  Avenue  Site  and  remedial 
action  under  this  subsection  may  be  com- 
menced only  after  preparation  of  a  final  en- 
"ironmental  impact  statement  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
regarding  the  environmental  effects  of  the 
removal  and  remedial  action. 


3.  Do  you  support  efforts  by  Congress  to 
create  public  sector  short  term  jobs  which 
would  be  funded  in  total  or  in  part  by  the 
Federal  Government?  Yes,  42  percent:  no, 
58  percent. 

4.  Provided  that  a  reliable  basing  mode 
can  be  found,  do  you  favor  deployment  of 
an  MX  missile  system?  Yes.  69  percent:  no. 
31  percent. 

5.  In  view  of  the  private  sector's  general 
reluctance  to  go  forward  with  capital  inten- 
sive synthetic  fuel  projects,  do  you  believe 
that  the  Government  should  assume  the  re- 
sponsibility to  spend  whatever  is  necessary 
to  develop  an  adequate  stand-by  synthetic 
fuels  industry?  Yes.  59  percent:  no,  41  per- 
cent. 

6.  Do  you  support  further  efforts  to 
reduce  the  size  and  cost  of  federally  spon- 
sored social  assistance  type  programs?  "Yes. 
77  percent;  no.  23  f>ercent. 

7.  Do  you  support  the  sending  of  Ameri- 
can servicemen  to  Lebanon  to  serve  as  part 
of  that  country's  multi-nation  peacekeeping 
force?  Yes,  45  percent;  no.  55  percent. 

8.  Would  you  favor  a  national  lottery  as  a 
way  of  helping  to  pay  off  our  country's  $1.2 
trillion  national  debt?  Yes.  55  percent;  no. 
45  percent. 

9.  Do  you  believe  our  Nation's  defenses 
are  adequate?  Yes,  31  percent:  no.  69  per- 
cent.  \ 

10.  Do  you  feel  that  the  United  States 
should  come  to  the  aid  of  governments  that 
are  threatened  by  external  forces  if  such  as- 
sistance is  requested  and  is  deemed  critical 
to  the  ultimate  security  of  the  free  world? 
Yes,  77  percent:  no.  23  percent. 

11.  Do  you  feel  more  optimistic  about  the 
future  of  the  economy  today  than  you  did  a 
year  ago?  Yes,  72  percent;  no.  28  percent. 

12.  Do  you  favor  the  granting  of  tuition 
tax  credits  to  parents  for  the  following 
levels  of  private  education:  Pre-school— yes, 
33  percent;  no.  67  percent;  elementary— yes. 
39  percent;  no.  61  percent:  high  school— yes. 
41  percent;  no.  59  percent;  college— yes.  54 
percent:  no.  46  percent. 


RESULTS  OF  1983  QUESTIONNAIRE 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  recently  completed  tabulating  the 
results  of  our  annual  questionnaire 
mailing  which  was  sent  to  all  of  the 
residents  of  Ohio's  10th  Congressional 
District. 

Our  questionnaire  dealt  with  a 
number  of  issues  of  current  concern  to 
the  Congress.  With  this  in  mind.  I 
would  like  to  share  them  with  you. 

I  found  the  results  quite  interesting 
and  view  them  as  an  excellent  barome- 
ter of  the  thinking  of  middle  America 
and  I  trust  you  will  find  them  to  be 
the  same. 

Congressman  Clarence  Miller's  1983 
Questionnaire  Results 

1.  Would  you  support  replacing  the 
present  progressive  Federal  income  tax  with 
a  flat  percentage  rate  tax  eliminating  all  or 
most  deductions?  Yes.  74  percent:  no.  26 
percent. 

2.  Do  you  favor  a  mutual  nuclear  weapons 
freeze  at  present  levels?  Yes.  47  percent;  no. 
53  percent. 


PROPOSED       LEGISLATION       TO 

ASSIST        ELECTRIC        UTILITY 

CONSUMERS 

(Mr.  P  ASH  AY  AN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  PASHAYAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
developing  legislation  that  could  save 
California  consumers  from  a  potential 
$100  million  increase  in  their  electric 
utility  bills  because  of  some  ill-advised 
action  by  the  Federal  Energy  Regula- 
tory Commission  (FERC)  in  1980. 

At  this  point.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  include 
an  editorial  from  the  Fresno  Bee  of 
July  13.  1983.  as  follows: 

Unfair  Hydro  Decision 

San  Joaquin  Valley  customers  of  the  Pa- 
cific Gas  &  Electric  Co.  will  be  the  losers  in 
the  recent  decision  of  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  to  favor  city-owned  utilities  over  pri- 
vate utilities  in  the  relicensing  of  hydroelec- 
tric projects. 

The  ruling  means  that  PG&E  may  be 
forced  to  sell  the  Haas  powerhouse  on  the 
Kings  River  and  three  other  hydro  projects 
in  the  state  to  such  applicants  as  the  Sacra- 
mento Municipal  Utility  District  and  the 
city  of  Santa  Clara. 
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The  decision  Is  a  serious  mistalte  PG&E 
has  more  hydroelectric  capacity,  serving 
more  people,  than  any  other  privately 
owned  utility  in  the  country.  If  it  loses  part 
of  that  capacity,  the  company  will  have  to 
replace  it.  resulting  in  higher  costs  to  re- 
maining PG&E  customers.  Fresno  County 
users  alone  will  be  asked  to  pay  $2  million 
more  a  year,  it  is  estimated 

In  its  decision,  the  Supreme  Court  upheld 
an  administrative  ruling  by  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (PERC). 
which  said  that  in  giving  municipalities  reli- 
censing  preference  over  private  utilities  it 
was  only  interpreting  congressional  intent 
in  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

If  that's  the  congressional  intent.  Con- 
gress was  wrong  and  the  law  ought  to  be 
changed.  It  may  be  logical  to  give  munici- 
palities preference  in  the  original  licensing 
of  a  new  project  but  not  in  the  relicensing 
of  an  existing  one  which  PG&E  has  operat- 
ed for  50  years  or  more.  To  do  that  allows 
the  municipalities  to  take  over  the  most  ef- 
ficient units  and  so  destroy  an  integrated 
power  system. 

The  valley's  congressional  delegation 
should  move  quickly  to  correct  this  legal  in 
equity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  the  problem  I 
am  addressing  has  an  immediate  effect 
upon  residents  of  California  and  of  the 
district  I  have  the  honor  to  represent, 
it  has  implications  for  consumers 
throughout  the  Nation. 

The  Commission's  action  has  created 
a  situation  which  has  made  possible 
"raids  '  by  electric  utilities  owned  by 
several  cities  on  inv^tor-owned  hydro- 
electric power  generating  facilities  on 
California  rivers. 

Because  of  the  Commissions  ruling, 
several  municipalities  in  California  are 
attempting  to  obtain  at  very  little  cost 
the  cost-efficient  hydroelectric  power 
generated  by  investor-owned  plants. 
And  they  want  this  power  in  order  to 
service  their  small  number  of  custom- 
ers at  the  expense  of  the  vast  majority 
of  consumers,  not  only  in  California 
but  throughout  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  issue  involves  the 
relicensing  of  investor-owned  and  de- 
veloped hydroelectric  powerplants. 
Under  the  Federal  Power  Act.  the 
FERC  is  authorized  to  issue  licenses 
for  the  construction  and  operation  of 
most  non-Federal  hydroelectric  facili- 
ties. 

Those  licenses  are  issued  for  50 
years,  and  several  hydro  facilities  in 
California  are  or  will  be  up  for  reli- 
censing in  the  near  future. 

Prior  to  the  PERC  ruling,  the  plants 
were  relicensed  without  incident, 
when  the  power  companies  demon- 
strated to  the  Commission  that  they 
had  served  the  public  interest. 

Under  reclamation  law.  preference 
was  given  to  municipally-owned  utili- 
ties in  the  development  of  power  fa- 
cilities. However,  in  1980  FERC  ruled 
that  preference  was  to  be  given  to  mu- 
nicipally-owned utilities  in  the  reli- 
censing of  these  facilities. 

In  addition,  the  Commission  ruled 
that,  in  the  case  of  a  tie  between  an  in- 
vestor-owned and  a  municipally-owned 


utility,  preference  was  to  be  given  to 
the  city-owned  utility— regardless  of 
the  effect  upon  consumers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
that  the  Federal  Power  Commission— 
FPC— which  is  now  the  FERC.  ad- 
dressed this  subject  in  a  letter  to 
Speaker  John  McCormack.  who  served 
the  State  of  Massachusetts,  this 
House,  and  this  Nation  with  honor  for 
42  years.  The  pertinent  sentence  in 
that  letter  reads: 

In  those  rare  cases  when  the  two  applica- 
tions are  equally  matched,  the  FPC  believes 
that  the  new  license  should  be  issued  to  the 
original  licensee  so  long  as  he  can  meet  the 
standards  of  the  act  at  least  as  well  as  the 
other  applicant. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  unfortunate 
indeed  that  the  Commission  in  1980  ig- 
nored this  wise  policy  established  by 
its  predecessors  and  created  a  situa- 
tion whereby,  in  my  State  of  Califor- 
nia, several  electric  utilities  owned  by 
a  number  of  cities,  including  Santa 
Clara.  Sacramento,  and  Anaheim,  are 
attempting  to  obtain  licenses  held  by 
investor-owned  utilities  on  power- 
plants  that  serve  some  3.5  million  cus- 
tomers. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that,  by 
way  of  contrast,  the  city  of  Santa 
Clara  serves  about  40.000  customers, 
and  the  other  cities  involved  in  this  at- 
tempted raid  upon  investor-owned, 
power-generating  facilities  only  serve 
about  621.000  customers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  opposition  to  the  effort 
by  these  cities  to  obtain  these  hydro- 
power  facilities  includes  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission.  25  coun- 
ties, including  the  County  of  Santa 
Clara,  over  106  cities,  20  public  utility 
and  water  districts,  and  a  large 
number  of  businesses,  agriculture  in- 
terests, and  community  and  service  or- 
ganizations throughout  the  State. 

Although  the  current  members  of 
FERC  could  reverse  the  Commissions 
earlier  decision.  Mr.  Speaker,  legisla- 
tion is  needed  to  prevent  future  FERC 
Commissioners  from  again  legitimizing 
this  sort  of  injustice  to  consumers.  I 
wish  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  in  the 
law  that  licenses  for  hydroelectric 
plants  shall  never  again  be  subject  to 
raiding  and  that  consumers  shall  be 
protected  from  the  unwarranted 
energy  cost  increases  that  can  result 
from  such  raids.  This  is  why  I  am  de- 
veloping this  legislation. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  DENNIS 
BRUTUS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Frank)  is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 
•  Mr.  FRANK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
arranged  this  special  order  to  express 
my  view,  and  that  of  other  Members, 
that  it  is  unworthy  of  our  democratic 
ideals  for  the  Reagan  administration 


to  be  insisting  on  deporting  Dennis 
Brutus.  The  State  Department  admits 
that  Mr.  Brutus,  a  leading  opponent  of 
apartheid,  has  a  'well-grounded  claim 
of  persecution"  if  he  is  forced  to 
return  to  South  Africa,  whose  brutal 
and  inhuman  racist  system  he  has 
been  opposing.  He  was  arrested  in 
South  Africa  in  1963  for  his  opposition 
to  segregation,  and  to  force  him  to 
return  there— or  to  Zimbabwe,  as  the 
State  Department  suggests— is  to 
expose  him  to  the  terrorist  apparatus 
of  the  South  African  Government. 

Mr.  Brutus  has  been  teaching  in 
America  at  the  college  level  since  1971. 
In  August  1981.  his  petition  for  immi- 
grant status  was  approved— but  he 
cannot  take  advantage  of  this  approv- 
al because  that  would  require  him  to 
leave  the  country,  and  he  would  not. 
under  Reagan  administration  policy, 
be  readmitted. 

In  a  manner  wholly  incompatible 
with  our  traditions,  the  administration 
will  not  even  tell  Mr.  Brutus  why  they 
insist  on  his  deportation,  and  why  he 
would  be  excluded  if  he  left  the  coun- 
try to  apply  for  a  visa.  But  there  does 
not  appear  from  the  record  to  be  any 
ground  other  than  his  active  opposi- 
tion to  apartheid  in  Soiith  Africa,  for 
which  that  government  charged  him 
under  their  "Suppression  of  Commu- 
nism Act  "—an  act  which  in  fact  func- 
tions as  a  suppression  of  the  basic  lib- 
erties of  blacks,  coloreds,  and  those 
whites  who  oppose  South  Africa's 
racism. 

America  would  be  enhanced,  not 
threatened,  by  allowing  this  deter- 
mined foe  of  racism  to  find  refuge 
here  from  the  vindictive  and  brutal 
Government  of  South  Africa.  For  this 
reason.  I  have  filed  H.R.  3705  to  allow 
Mr.  Brutus  to  take  advantage  of  the 
successful  petition  he  filed  for  a  third 
preference  immigrant  visa.  I  hope  the 
administration  will  drop  its  ill-advised 
effort  to  cooperate  with  South  Africa 
by  jeopardizing  the  safety  of  this 
enemy  of  racism.  But  if  the  President 
continues  to  force  Mr.  Brutus  to 
return  to  the  reach  of  the  South  Afri- 
cans. I  hope  we  will  act  to  reaffirm  one 
of  our  oldest  and  proudest  traditions: 
America  as  a  haven  for  fighters  for 
freedom.* 

•  Mr.  LELAND.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  arranging 
this  special  order  and  introducing  pri- 
vate legislation  for  the  relief  of  Dennis 
Brutus. 

I  would  like  to  add  to  what  has  al- 
ready been  said  not  by  trying  to  find 
my  own  words  of  pralise  for  Dennis 
Brutus'  life  and  work,  but  instead,  by 
reading  to  you  his  own  words.  The  fol- 
lowing are  from  a  collection  entitled 
"A  Simple  Lust, "  in  South  Africa,  pos- 
session of  this  work  is  a  criminal  of- 
fense. 

The  sounds  t)egin  again: 
the  siren  in  the  night 
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the  thunder  at  the  door 
the  shriek  of  nerves  in  pain. 
Then  the  keening  crescendo 
of  faces  split  by  pain 
the  wordless,  endless  wail 
only  the  unfree  know. 
Importunate  as  rain 
the  wraiths  exhale  their  woe 
over  the  sirens,  knuckles,  boots: 
my  sounds  begin  again 


For  a  Dead  African 
We  have  no  heroes  and  no  wars 
only  victims  of  a  sickly  state 
succumbing  to  the  variegated  sores 
that  flower  under  lashing  rains  of  hate. 
We  have  no  battles  and  no  fights 
for  history  to  record  with  trite  remark 
only  capives  killed  on  eyeless  nights 
and  accidental  dyings  in  the  dark. 
Yet  when  the  roll  of  those  who  died 
to  free  our  land  is  called,  without  surprise 
these    nameless    unarmed   ones   will   stand 

beside 
the  warriors  who  secured  the  final  prize. 

(John  Nangoza  Jebe:  shot  by  the  police  in 
a  Good  Friday  procession  in  Port  Elizabeth 
1956.) 

Today  in  prison 

by  tacit  agreement 

they  will  sing  just  one  song: 

Nkosi  Sikekela: 

slowly  and  solemnly 

with  suppressed  passion 

and  pent  up  feeling: 

the  voices  strong  and  steady 

but  with  tears  close  and  sharp 

behind  the  eyes 

and  the  mind  ranging 

wildly  as  a  strayed  bird 

seeking  some  names  to  settle  on 

and  deeds  being  done 

and  those  who  will  do  the  much 

that  still  needs  to  be  done. 

(June  26,  1967,  South  African  Freedom 
Day.)* 

•  Mr.  CROCKETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3705.  a 
private  bill  for  the  relief  of  Prof. 
Dennis  Brutus,  a  black  South  African 
who  is  now  teaching  African  and  Eng- 
lish literature  at  Northwestern  Univer- 
sity in  Illinois. 

I  would  first  like  to  congratulate  my 
friend  and  colleague  on  the  House  Im- 
migration Subcommittee,  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts,  Barney 
Frank,  for  offering  this  bill  and  for 
moving  so  quickly  not  only  to  protect 
the  life  of  Professor  Brutus,  but  to 
demonstrate  his  concern  and  commit- 
ment to  the  fight  against  apartheid. 

Others  will  point  out  the  work  of 
Professor  Brutus  against  the  apart- 
heid system  in  South  Africa— how  he 
was  jailed  by  the  South  African 
regime,  and  how  he  was  forced  to  flee 
from  there  to  Zimbabwe,  then  to 
London  and  finally  to  the  United 
States  where  he  has  served  for  several 
years  as  a  tenured  professor. 

I  rise  instead  to  discuss  the  error  of 
innocent  omission  that  make  this  pri- 
vate bill  necessary  in  the  first  place. 
According  to  the  account  in  the  New 
York  Times  of  July  18.  1983: 

Exactly  why  the  (U.S.)  Government  is 
making  such  a  concerted  effort  to  deport 
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Mr.  Brutus  remains  unclear.  His  problems 
began  not  as  a  result  of  any  wrong-doing  on 
his  part  but  rather  because  of  a  spate  of  bad 
luck. 

When  he  made  periodic  applications  for 
extension  of  the  temporary  United  States 
visa,  which  allowed  him  to  work  here,  he 
was  using  his  British  passport.  But  when 
Rhodesia  became  independent  Zimbabwe  in 
1980.  Mr.  Brutuss  British  passport  was  re- 
voked. Zimbabwe  issued  a  new  one.  but  he 
was  late  in  applying  for  an  extension  here. 
Then  an  immigration  office  here  could  not 
find  his  file  for  six  months.  By  continuing 
to  teach  at  Northwestern,  he  was  placed  in 
violation  of  a  law  that  forbids  employment 
by  an  alien  with  an  expired  visa. 

Professor  Brutus'  request  for  politi- 
cal asylum  is  being  heard  by  an  immi- 
gration law  judge  in  Chicago.  It  has 
been  recessed  until  September  6.  As 
many  of  you  know,  our  Department  of 
State  has  advised  the  court  that,  al- 
though Professor  Brutus'  life  is  defi- 
nitely in  danger  in  South  Africa  and 
possibly  may  be  in  danger  in  Zim- 
babwe, he  nevertheless  should  be 
denied  asylum  because  he  has  a 
"right"  to  return  to  London  as  a  "re- 
turning resident. "  But  we  are  told  by 
Professor  Brutus'  lawyer  that  they 
have  introduced  into  evidence  a  letter 
from  the  British  Counsel  in  Chicago 
stating  that  although  Mr.  Brutus  at 
one  time  may  have  had  such  a  right, 
that  right  has  expired  due  to  his  ab- 
sence from  the  United  Kingdom  for 
the  past  2  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  ridiculous  for  our 
State  Department  and  our  Justice  De- 
partment to  oppose  the  granting  of 
political  asylum  to  Dennis  Brutus,  a 
distinguished  poet,  scholar  and  free- 
dom fighter,  while  at  the  same  time 
welcoming  with  open  arms  any  ballet 
dancer.  Eastern  European  Soviet  dissi- 
dent writer  or  tennis  player  who  wants 
to  come  to  America  to  be  free  to  cash 
in  at  the  altar  of  free  enterprise.  Per- 
haps if  this  administration  was  more 
sensitive  to  the  struggle  against  apart- 
heid and  more  committed  to  moving 
minorities  into  policymaking  positions 
in  the  Department  of  State's  bureauc- 
racy, our  Government  would  not  take 
such  a  foolish  and  shortsighted  view 
on  Professor  Brutus'  application  for 
asylum. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  indeed  fortu- 
nate that  the  Congress  and  our  col- 
league Barney  Frank  can  step  in  and 
correct  the  administration's  mistake  in 
this  matter.  I  am  proud  to  say  that  I 
wholeheartedly  support  Mr.  Franks 
bill,  and  urge  each  of  my  colleagues  to 
join  us.» 

•  Mr.  MITCHELL  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  want  to  express  my  support 
for  the  efforts  of  Congressman 
Barney  Frank  in  attempting  to  aid 
Dennis  Brutus,  a  black  poet  and  critic 
of  South  Africa's  apartheid  policy.  Mr. 
Brutus  is  subject  to  deportation  be- 
cause  of  his  outspokenness  and  the 

fact  that  he  has  been  in  self-imposed 
exile    from    Southern    Africa    for    10 

years. 


As  Congressman  Frank  has  pointed 
out.  Mr.  Brutus  is  a  professor  of  Afri- 
can and  English  literature  at  North- 
western University.  For  over  a  year,  he 
has  been  fighting  deportation  since  he 
is  fully  aware  that  his  return  to  south- 
em  Africa  could  gravely  endanger  his 
life. 

It  is  sad  that  Mr.  Brutus,  a  dedicated 
academician  and  humanitarian,  can 
only  fear  inadequate  protection  if  he 
returns  to  his  native  land.  Moreover,  it 
is  distressing  that  the  determination 
as  to  why  our  Government  is  pressing 
Mr.  Brutus'  deportation  remains  ques- 
tionable. I  would  urge  my  colleagues 
to  examine  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding Dennis  Brutus'  plight  and 
join  Congressman  Frank  in  a  show  of 
support  for  his  efforts  on  behalf  of 
this  fine  professor.* 
•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  Dennis  Brutus  finds  himself  on 
the  verge  of  being  deported  from  the 
United  States,  at  clear  risk  to  his  life 
and  security.  As  a  result  of  a  bureau- 
cratic foulup  in  the  winter  of  1981. 
Professor  Brutus'  application  for  a 
temporary  visa— a  visa  which  he  had 
been  granted  for  each  of  the  previous 
10  years— was  rejected.  After  numer- 
ous legal  appeals  to  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service,  he  has 
been  ruled  deportable.  With  no  expla- 
nation the  State  Department  has 
denied  his  request  for  political  asylum. 
I  ask  my  colleagues  to  consider  the 
life  and  career  of  Dennis  Brutus.  Dis- 
tinguished scholar,  poet,  and  teacher, 
he  has  been  a  tireless  opponent  of 
South  Africa's  inhumane  system  of 
apartheid,  a  fearless  activist  on  behalf 
of  the  cause  of  human  freedom. 

As  a  result  of  Professor  Brutus' 
nearly  single-handed  efforts.  South 
Africa,  a  country  obsessed  with  sports, 
has  been  almost  completely  excluded 
from  international  athletic  competi- 
tion since  the  early  1960's.  For  his  an- 
tiapartheid  activities— open  political 
activities— Professor  Brutus  was  sec- 
tenced  to  18  months  at  hard  labor  in 
South  Africa's  notorious  Robben 
Island  Prison.  What  was  the  incident 
which  provoked  this  brutal  punish- 
ment? Professor  Brutus,  a  South  Afri- 
can black,  attempted  to  attend  a  meet- 
ing of  the  all-white  South  African 
Olympic  Committee. 

During  this  period  of  incarceration. 
Professor  Brutus  began  to  write  the 
poems  which  have  brought  him  world- 
wide renown.  Lamenting  the  bitter  op- 
pression and  powerlessness  of  South 
Africa's  black  majority.  Professor 
Brutus'  poetry,  nine  volumes  of  which 
have  been  published,  sounds  an  elo- 
quent appeal  to  all  those  who  value  in- 
dividual dignity  and  mourn  its  destruc- 
tion in  South  Africa. 

After  a  second  arrest.  Professor 
Brutus,  in  an  attempt  to  escape  from 
South  Africa  to  freedom,  was  shot  in 
the  back  by  the  South  African  secret 
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police.  Shortly  thereafter,  he  was  al- 
lowed to  leave  the  country,  but  only 
after  signing  a  document  which  for- 
bade him  to  return  under  penalty  of 
imprisonment. 

Since  1971,  Professor  Brutus  has 
taught  English  and  African  literature 
at  Northwestern  University  in  Illinois. 
Tenured  at  Northwestern  in  1973,  Pro- 
fessor Brutus  has  lectured  at  numer- 
ous colleges  and  universities  across  the 
country,  including  Amherst  and  the 
University  of  Massachusets.  In  1975. 
Professor  Brutus  founded  the  African 
Literature  Association.  This  scholarly 
organization  has  since  flourished,  at- 
tracting several  hundred  members 
from  around  the  world. 

At  present.  Professor  Brutus  contin- 
ues to  pursue  his  academic  and  poetic 
careers.  He  also  speaks  out  frequently 
against  apartheid. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  reflect  on  this 
short  biography  of  Prof.  Dennis 
Brutus.  What  element  in  this  admira- 
ble life  has  caused  the  Reagan  admin- 
sitration  to  deny  Professor  Brutus,  a 
resident  of  this  country  for  more  than 
a  decade,  the  political  asylum  he  has 
requested?  Why  does  the  present  ad- 
minsitration  hound  Professor  Brutus. 
a  man  who  has  devoted  his  life  to 
cause  of  freedom,  as  though  he  were  a 
criminal?  I  submit  that  the  only 
answer  lies  in  the  intimate  ties  the 
Reagan  administration  has  established 
with  the  racist  regime  in  Pretoria. 
While  a  man  of  Dennis  Brutuss  great 
courage  and  constructive  achievement 
must  struggle  to  remain  in  the  United 
States  and  South  African  police  and 
military  personnel  are  welcomed  by 
the  President  as  honored  guests. 

The  treatment  of  Dennis  Brutus  by 
the  Reagan  administration  is  a  nation- 
al disgrace.  America  should  be.  as  it 
has  been  historically,  a  haven  for 
those  who  flee  oppression  and  particu- 
larly for  those,  like  Professor  Brutus, 
who  peacefully  and  valiantly  struggle 
against  injustice.* 

•  Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  special  order 
introduced  by  my  colleague  Barney 
F^ANK  for  Dennis  Brutus. 

Dennis  Brutus  is  a  man  in  exile.  He 
is  in  exile  because  of  his  beliefs,  his 
writings,  and  because  he  is  black.  For 
more  than  10  years  he  has  lived  away 
from  his  homeland  in  southern  Africa. 
His  brave  stand  against  the  terrible 
system  of  apartheid  in  South  Africa 
has  made  his  exile  one  of  self-preser- 
vation. If  he  returns  to  that  region  of 
Africa  where  no  one  is  really  safe  from 
persecution  by  South  Africa,  he  will  be 
in  danger.  Frankly,  he  may  be  killed 
for  his  beliefs. 

The  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  intends  to  sue  for  Mr.  Brutus' 
deportation  based  upon  classified  in- 
formation. The  defendant  is  not  a 
threat  to  this  country,  nor  is  he  a 
burden  on  our  social  services.  He  is  a 
poet  and  a  professor  of  African  and 


English  literature  at  Northwestern 
University.  His  contribution  is  a  very 
valuable  one.  and  his  presence  is  a  re- 
minder of  the  harsh  reality  under 
apartheid.  His  deportation  is  not  a 
necessary  measure. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  strongly  support 
Dennis  Brutus'  application  for  politi- 
cal asylum,  and  I  strongly  urge  the 
INS  to  reconsider  his  case.* 
•  Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  over  the 
years,  our  Nation  has  become  a  symbol 
of  freedom  and  opportunity  for  people 
around  the  world.  Many  have  come  to 
our  shores  seeking  to  benefit  from  the 
inalienable  rights  and  freedoms  for 
which  America  has  become  renowned. 
Others  come  to  begin  a  new  life  in  the 
land  of  opportunity.  Still  others  seek 
protection  from  the  religious  and  po- 
litical harassment  to  which  they  are 
subject  in  their  homelands.  But.  what- 
ever their  reason,  we  have  welcomed 
them  with  open  arms. 

Dennis  Brutus,  poet  and  critic  of 
South  Africa's  apartheid  regime,  has 
come  to  our  country.  He  has  come  to 
our  country  to  escape  the  political  per- 
secution and  the  threat  to  his  life 
which  would  be  inevitable  were  he  to 
return  to  his  home  in  southern  Africa. 

Some  argue  that  were  Mr.  Brutus  to 
return  to  Zimbabwe,  his  homeland,  he 
would  not  face  such  persecution  and 
threats  on  his  life.  Those  who  uphold 
this  argument  do  so  assuming  that 
South  African  agents  would  not  enter 
Zimbabwean  territory  to  endanger  the 
life  of  Mr.  Brutus.  I  maintain  that  this 
line  of  thought  is  totally  unrealistic. 
We  can  all  bear  witness  to  the  fact 
that  South  Africa  has  a  long  history 
of  territorial  invasions.  We  need  only 
look  to  Namibia  or  Angola  for  proof. 
To  think  that  South  Africa  will  sud- 
denly give  up  its  past  policies,  and  re- 
spect its  territorial  boundaries,  is  to 
give  South  Africa  more  credit  than  it 
deserves. 

My  colleagues.  I  feel  that  Mr.  Brutus 
is  deserving  of  our  protection.  I  urge 
you  to  lend  your  support  to  H.R.  3705. 
We  hold  the  future  of  Mr.  Brutus  in 
our  hands.  If  we  allow  him  to  be  de- 
ported, we  shall  ultimately  be  respon- 
sible for  whatever  his  fate  in  southern 
Africa  may  be.» 

•  Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R.  3705, 
a  private  bill  to  grant  relief  to  Dennis 
Brutus.  Professor  Brutus  is  threatened 
with  deportation  based  on  information 
which  the  Government  has  classified. 
It  would  be  outrageous  to  deport  this 
poet  and  professor  in  any  case,  but  it 
is  more  so  when  the  Government  seeks 
to  move  against  an  individal  based  on 
information  which  the  Government 
claims  to  have  but  does  not  deign  to 
share. 

The  situation  in  South  Africa  and 
Zimbabwe,  the  land  of  Dennis  Brutus" 
birth,  is  difficult.  Professor  Brutus 
claims  to  have  a  fear  of  persecution  in 
South    Africa    and    our    Government 


agrees  that  the  fear  is  well  founded. 
The  professor  then  argues  that  he  is 
fearful  of  return  to  Zimbabwe  due  to 
the  actions  of  South  Africans  there. 
Our  Government  argues  that  there  is 
no  proof  that  South  Africans  have 
committed  assassinations  in  Zim- 
babwe. It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that 
when  South  African  death  squads  act 
in  Zimbabwe,  they  do  not  leave  mate- 
rial evidence  or  wait  around  to  be  tried 
for  their  actions. 

The  reality  is  that  our  Government 
has  a  tendency  to  spring  to  the  de- 
fense of  those  who  fear  death  at  the 
hands  of  Communist  governments 
while  victims  of  rightist  merely  au- 
thoritarian governments  are  cast 
aside.  When  the  authoritarian  govern- 
ment happens  to  support  apartfeid.  an 
abomination  to  all  decent  people,  the 
victim  is  subjected  to  the  extraordi- 
nary pressure  of  being  judged  on  clas- 
sified information. 

One  has  to  wonder  just  what  the 
classified  case  against  Professor 
Brutus  consists  of.  Surely,  if  the  infor- 
mation is  relevant  and  true,  he  must 
be  aware  of  his  own  history.  In  the  al- 
ternative, the  device  of  classification  is 
merely  a  tool  to  protect  falsehood 
from  the  light  of  scrutiny  which  one 
normally  finds  in  a  democracy. 

Many  appeals  have  been  made  on 
behalf  of  Professor  Brutus.  They  seem 
to  be  falling  on  ears  that  do  not 
choose  to  hear.  I  urge  each  of  you  to 
support  H.R.  3705  to  keep  this  man- 
poet,  teacher,  scholar— among  us.« 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  may 
be  permitted  to  extend  their  remarks 
and  to  include  extraneous  material  on 
the  special  order  speech  today  by  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Frank). 


SAN  JUAN  BASIN  PLAN 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Rich- 
ardson) is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 
•  Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  today  introducing  two  pieces  of 
legislation  dealing  with  the  future  of 
the  San  Juan  Basin,  an  area  which 
covers  most  of  the  western  half  of  my 
district  in  New  Mexico.  Earlier  this 
year.  Secretary  Watt  and  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  announced  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  proposed 
San  Juan  Basin  Action  Plan,  a  compre- 
hensive land  use  plan  for  the  basin. 
Under  this  proposal,  most  of  the  strip- 
pable  coal  on  Federal  lands  in  the 
basin  would  t)e  leased  by  the  end  of 
this  year.  The  proposal  by  BLM  staff 
also  calls  for  only  two  of  the  three  wil- 
derness study  areas  in  the  basin  to  be 
made    permanent    wilderness   by    the 


Congress.    Secretary    Watt    has    en- 
dorsed only  one  of  the  three  WSA's. 

The  San  Juan  Basin  contains  some 
of  the  most  beautiful  and  important 
land  in  the  State  of  New  Mexico.  Envi- 
ronmentally, the  area  is  spectacular 
but  fragile.  The  vistas  and  washes  are 
among  the  most  scenic  in  the  South- 
west. 

The  basin  is  also  archeologically  and 
paleontologically  significant.  It  is  one 
of  the  few  areas  in  North  America 
where  fossils  exist  side  by  side  from 
each  of  the  three  major  paleontolog- 
ical  eras.  It  also  contains  the  vast 
ruins  of  the  ancient  Anasazi  Nation,  a 
portion  of  which  has  been  reserved  at 
Chaco  Canyon.  A  national  historical 
park  located  in  the  middle  of  the  areas 
scheduled  for  lease  in  the  December 
coal  lease  sale. 

Finally,  the  basin  also  has  been 
blessed  with  significant  mineral  re- 
serves, including  a  vast  quantity  of 
coal.  Secretary  Watt's  coal  develop- 
ment policy  is  needlessly  in  direct  con- 
flict with  the  environmental,  archeo- 
logical  and  paleontological  resources 
in  the  area,  as  well  as  with  the  life- 
styles of  the  hundreds  of  Navajos 
living  in  the  area. 

Secretary  Watt's  plans  for  the  San 
Juan  Basin  caused  quite  a  stir  in  New 
Mexico.  The  Secretary  proposed  to 
lease  between  900  million  and  IV2  bil- 
lion tons  of  coal  during  a  time  when 
supplies  are  plentiful  and  demand  has 
fallen.  Furthermore,  the  sale  comes  at 
a  time  when  the  Secretary  plans  to 
process  pending  preference  right  lease 
applications  for  an  additional  2.2  bil- 
lion tons  of  coal,  which  would  be 
placed  on  the  market  without  competi- 
tive bid.  The  magnitude  of  these  ac- 
tions can  only  be  understood  in  com- 
parison with  Federal  coal  leasing  in 
New  Mexico  until  now.  To  date.  457 
million  tons  of  coal  have  been  leased 
on  Federal  lands  in  my  State.  Of  that 
amount  more  than  two-thirds  of  the 
acreage  remains  undeveloped.  Thus, 
Secretary  Watt  wants  to  lease  in  1  day 
between  two  and  three  times  as  much 
coal  as  has  been  leased  during  the  past 
30  years.  And  he  wants  to  do  so  in  a 
manner  that  ignores  the  legitimate 
rights  of  the  Navajo  families  living  in 
the  area  and  in  a  manner  that  would 
harm  the  environmental,  archeologi- 
cal.  and  paleontological  resources  we 
all  cherish. 

I  was  deeply  troubled  by  Secretary 
Watt's  proposed  San  Juan  Basin 
Action  Plan.  Therefore.  I  invited  the 
House  Interior  Subcommittee  on 
Mines  and  the  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Lands  to  come  to  Santa  Fe  for  a 
hearing  on  the  coal  leasing  and  wilder- 
ness questions  this  plan  raised.  Be- 
cause it  is  New  Mexicans'  coal,  water, 
air,  wilderness  lands,  and  archeological 
and  paleontological  resources  which 
are  at  stake,  I  thought  it  was  only  fair 
that  they  have  strong  input  in  the  de- 
cisionmaking process. 


My  good  friend  from  Oregon,  Jim 
Weaver,  came  to  Santa  Fe  in  late  May 
with  me  to  chair  this  hearing.  More 
than  500  New  Mexicans  attended.  At 
the  hearing,  testimony  was  received 
from  environmentalists,  coal  company 
executives,  the  Governor  and  senior 
officials  in  his  cabinet,  a  representa- 
tive of  the  Navajo  Nation,  archeolo- 
gists,  paleontologists,  as  well  as  prode- 
velopment  groups. 

I  received  two  messages  at  that  hear- 
ing from  my  constituents.  And  I  heard 
these  two  messages  loud  and  clear. 
The  first  message  was  that  New  Mexi- 
cans find  Secretary  Watt's  decision  to 
support  only  one  out  of  the  three  wil- 
derness areas  inadequate  and  legisla- 
tion introduced  by  several  other  Mem- 
bers of  our  delegation  designating  only 
one  of  the  three  areas  is  totally  unac- 
ceptable. The  second  message  was  that 
New  Mexicans  do  not  want  the  San 
Juan  Basin  to  become  the  next 
Powder  River  Basin.  Power  River  was 
the  last  Federal  coal  sale  held  in  April 
of  last  year.  The  sale  was  very  contro- 
versial due  to  its  unprecedented  size  of 
1  billion  tons  and  its  timing,  since  the 
sale  occurred  during  the  same  glutted 
coal  market  we  are  experiencing 
today.  As  a  result  of  this  sale,  the 
General  Accounting  Office  has  con- 
cluded that  the  coal  at  Powder  River 
was  leased  fully  $100  million  below 
fair  market  value.  New  Mexicans  do 
not  want  to  see  their  coal  sold  cheap 
or  their  State  shortchanged  through 
depressed  bonus  bids  on  the  leases. 

As  a  cesult  of  these  twin  messages 
that  I  received  in  Santa  Fe  a  couple  of 
months  ago.  I  am  today  introducing 
two  bills  to  address  the  concerns  of 
the  people  of  New  Mexico. 

The   first   bill.   H.R.  .   the   San 

Juan  Wilderness  Protection  Act  of 
1983.  would  designate  all  three  wilder- 
ness study  areas— Bisti.  De-na-zin.  and 
Ah-shi-sle-pah— as  wilderness.  It  also 
directs  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment to  manage  a  small  area  in  the 
basin  known  els  the  fossil  forest  in  a 
manner  to  protect  and  enhance  its 
unique  natural  paleontological  and 
other  scientific  values.  This  legislation 
will  also  be  introduced  in  the  other 
body  by  my  distinguished  colleague 
and  friend.  Senator  Jeff  Bingaman. 

This  is  a  modest  proposal,  Mr. 
Speaker.  In  all  only  35.000  acres  would 
be  set  aside  as  wilderness.  These  small 
areas  contain  less  than  one-half  of  1 
percent  of  the  coal  reserves  in  the  San 
Juan  Basin.  The  San  Juan  Basin  is  de- 
veloping at  a  steady  pace,  we  must  act 
now  to  insure  that  some  of  the  pris- 
tine and  irreplacable  wilderness  areas 
are  preserved  from  development. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  introducing  this 
bill  today  in  advance  of  final  wilder- 
ness recommendations  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  for  these  areas  in 
order  to  make  certain  that  the  wilder- 
ness study  areas  are  not  eliminated  by 
any  other  conflicting  land  use  decision 


in  the  region.  The  BLM  State  Office 
in  New  Mexico  has  been  instructed  to 
process  all  pending  preference  right 
lease  applications  prior  to  the  coal 
lease  sale  scheduled  for  December. 
Wilderness  decisions  must  be  made 
prior  to  those  decisions  which  would 
preclude  wilderness  from  being  an 
option  for  the  region's  land  use  plans. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  three  wilderness 
areas  in  my  bill  deserve  early  consider- 
ation by  the  Congress  because  they 
are  being  needlessly  jeopardized  by 
Secretary  Watt's  policies.  Despite  the 
overwhelming  public  support  for  des- 
ignating these  three  wilderness  areas. 
Secretary  Watt  only  supports  wilder- 
ness designation  for  the  4,000-acre 
Bisti  Wilderness.  Secretary  Watt  is 
contradicting  the  recommendations  of 
the  professional  land  managers  who 
also  recommended  wilderness  designa- 
tion for  De-na-zin. 

In  fact.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  another 
clear  indicator  of  the  token  nature  of 
Watts  support  for  the  Bisti  Wilder- 
ness. Many  of  us  remember  Secretary 
Watt's  infamous  "midnight  raid"  on 
the  BLM  Wilderness  study  areas  on 
December  30.  1982.  Shortly  after  the 
Congress  recessed  for  the  Christmas 
holidays.  Secretary  Watt  summarily 
ordered  the  immediate  elimination  of 
over  800.000  acres  of  BLM  WSA's. 
This  action  demonstrated  a  contempt 
for  Congress  because  prior  to  the  Sec- 
retarys  actions  the  chairman  of  the 
Public  Lands  Subcommittee  specifical- 
ly requested  that  Congress  be  notified 
before  any  such  decisions  on  the  BLM 
WSAs  were  made. 

The  fcisti  was  one  of  the  WSA's 
eliminated  by  Watt  on  December  30, 
1982.  The  rationale  for  his  decision 
was  the  same  as  for  the  other  areas: 
BLM  had  no  authority  to  consider 
these  areas  as  WSAs:  and  he  was 
forced  to  eliminate  them  in  order  to 
bring  BLM  into  compliance  with  the 
law.  The  Secretary's  reasoning  was  dis- 
ingenuous at  best.  In  my  opinion,  the 
Secretarys  elimination  of  the  WSA's 
is  in  violation  of  both  FLPMA  and 
NEPA. 

Mr.  Speaker,  an  interesting  thing 
happened  on  January  27,  1983.  A  Fed- 
eral Register  notice  appeared  an- 
nouncing that  the  Bisti— but  only  the 
Bisti— was  reinstated  as  a  WSA.  Sud- 
denly, Secretary  Watt  apparently 
changed  his  mind  and  decided  BLM 
ihdeed  had  acted  properly  in  originally 
designating  the  Bisti  as  a  WSA. 

On  February  10,  1983,  the  House  In- 
terior Committee  unanimously  adopt- 
ed a  resolution  calling  on  Secretary 
Watt  to  restore  all  800,000  acres  of 
WSA's  he  eliminated  in  December. 
The  resolution  further  urged  him  to 
leave  the  remaining  WSAs  alone.  The 
stage  was  set  for  Secretary  Watt  to 
demonstrate  whether  he  was  indeed 
committed  to  wilderness  protection. 
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Indeed.  Mr.  Speaker,  he  provided  a 
clear  answer.  Since  adoption  of  the 
committee  resolution.  Secretary  Watt 
has  proceeded  to  eliminate  from  WSA 
status  a  net  total  of  over  1  million 
acres.  At  the  same  time,  he  reinstated 
as  WSA's  a  token  amount  of  approxi- 
mately 130.000  acres  that  were  elimi- 
nated in  December. 

In  New  Mexico  alone.  Secretary 
Watt  has  now  eliminated  almost 
215.000  acres  from  WSA  status,  while 
only  restoring  5.500  acres,  including 
the  Bisti.  that  has  been  eliminated  in 
December.  The  WSA's  he  has  elimi- 
nated include  some  of  the  most  out- 
standing wildlands  in  New  Mexico. 
And  by  eliminating  them  from  WSA 
status.  Secretary  Watt  has  jeopardized 
their  wilderness  values,  because  there 
is  no  authority  under  the  law  to  fully 
protect  the  wilderness  values  unless 
the  land  is  designated  as  a  wilderness 
study  area.  Let  me  briefly  illustrate 
the  type  of  irreplaceable  and  unique 
wildlands  that  Secretary  Watt  has 
jeopardized. 

Big  Hatchet  Mountains  WSA:  this 
area  is  well  known  as  a  scenic  area  and 
critical  desert  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

Ignacio  Chavez/Chamisa  WSA:  an 
area  of  immense  scientific,  scenic,  his- 
toric, and  wildlife  value. 

El  Malpais:  one  of  the  most  out- 
standing examples  of  volcanic  land- 
scape in  the  continental  United  Slates 
with  significant  historic  and  prehistor- 
ic archeological  values. 

Rimrock.  Little  Rimrock.  Pinon.  and 
Sand  Canyon  WSA's:  wildland  ecosys- 
tems containing  extensive  prehistoric 
puebloan  communities  which  deserve 
consideration  for  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places. 

One  more  example  deserves  special 
mention.  In  the  De-na-zin  Wilderness 
which  would  be  designated  by  this  bill. 
Secretary  Watt  has  eliminated   1.368 
acres  from  WSA  status.  The  acreage  is 
now  without  any  special  protections  to 
preserve  its  wilderness  values.  Secre- 
tary Watt  justified  this  action  on  the 
basis  that  part  of  the  eliminated  acre- 
age  was    "split   estate."   wherein   the 
State  of  New  Mexico  owned  the  sub- 
surface rights  while  the  surface  was 
owned  by  BLM.  This  is  clearly  another 
of  Secretary  Watt's  antiwilderness  ac- 
tions. The  State  of  New  Mexico  had 
declared  its  desire  to  exchange  their 
rights  so  that  these  lands  could  indeed 
be  designated  as  wilderness.  Yet.  Sec- 
retary Watt  has  ignored  the  State's  in- 
terest in  exchange  and  to  this  date, 
has  done  nothing  to  expeditiously  ex- 
change the  lands  with  the  State  so  the 
De-na-zin  Wilderness  study  area  could 
be  permanently  protected.  According- 
ly, with  the  State's  full  support,  the 
bill  I  introduce  today  contains  a  provi- 
sion   designed    to    require    Secretary 
Watt  to  responsibly  and  expeditiously 
effect   an   exchange   with   the   State. 
The     language     sets     specific     time- 
frames, and  procedures  to  Insure  the 
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exchanges  are  carried  our  expeditious- 
ly. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  an  inholding  of 
approximately  900  acres  of  Indian  al- 
lotment lands  within  De-na-zin.  This 
acreage  will  become  wilderness  only  if 
a  land  exchange  which  is  agreeable 
with  the  individual  allottees  can  be  ar- 
ranged. My  bill  also  provides  rights  of 
historic  access  to  all  occupants  of  the 
Navajo  trust  lands. 

Mr.  Speaker,  portions  of  the  De-na- 
zin  and  Ah-shi-sle-pah  WSA's  have 
been  selected  by  the  Navajo  Nation, 
under  the  authority  contained  in  the 
Navajo-Hopi  Settlement  Act.  These  se- 
lections create  a  potential  conflict 
with  the  wilderness  designation  for 
those  two  WSA's.  However.  I  have 
been  assured  by  Chairman  Peterson 
Zah  and  other  Navajo  leaders  that 
they  are  also  committed  toward  pro- 
tecting the  wilderness  values  of  these 
lands.  I  am  quite  confident  that  as  this 
bill  is  considered  in  the  Congress,  we 
can  find  a  solution  that  will  insure 
lasting  wilderness  protection  for  these 
two  areas  and  at  the  same  time  meet 
the  needs  of  the  Navajo  Nation.  It  is 
clearly  not  my  intention  to  leave  these 
areas  unprotected  during  the  period  in 
which  the  Navajo  settlement  is  being 
finalized,  nor  do  I  wish  to  in  any  way 
prejudice  the  outcome  of  the  Navajo 
relocation  process.  It  is  for  this  reason 
that  I  have  included  language  to 
insure  that  this  bill  will  in  no  way 
amend  or  affect  the  Navajo-Hopi  Set- 
tlement Act  of  1976  or  the  congres- 
sional amendments  to  the  act.  which 
were  passed  in  1980.  In  the  months 
ahead.  I  am  committed  to  working 
closely  with  Chairman  Zah  and  other 
interested  parties  to  reach  an  accepta- 
ble and  workable  solution. 

The  second  bill  I  am  introducing 
today.  H.R.  the  Federal  Coal  Leas- 
ing Reform  Act.  would  provide  for  a 
10-month  cooling  off  period  until  May 
1.  1984.  During  this  10-month  period 
no  Federal  coal  lease  sale  would  occur. 
I  have  decided  ^o  call  for  this  legisla- 
tive cooling-off  period  for  three  rea- 
sons. 

First.  I  noticed  at  the  field  hearing 
in  Santa  Fe  that  the  Department  of 
the  Interiors  coal  leasing  program  was 
in  a  state  of  disarray.  Decisions  were 
being  made  without  proper  consulta- 
tion and  input  with  all  of  the  parties 
involved.  The  Navajo  Nation,  for  ex- 
ample, did  not  have  a  voting  member 
on  the  regional  coal  team,  even 
though  the  proposed  coal  lease  sales 
cover  acreage  around  Indian  allottee 
lands  and  acreage  near  the  Navajo 
Reservation.  Draft  environmental 
impact  statements  were  so  hastily  and 
poorly  prepared  that  entire  portions 
of  the  San  Juan  Basin  action  plan 
were  left  out.  For  example,  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  wants  to 
process  2.2  billion  tons  of  preference 
right  IcEise  application  coal  as  part  of 
the  plan,  yet  the  Department  failed  to 


prepare  a  draft  EIS  on  the  PRLA's  de- 
spite their  obvious  significant  impact 
on  the  environment  of  the  region.  The 
10-month  cooling  off  period  author- 
ized by  this  bill  will  give  the  Depart- 
ment the  time  it  needs  to  go  back  and 
allow  all  parties  input  in  the  decision- 
making process  and  properly  prepare 
its  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ments. 

Second.  I  noticed  at  the  hearings 
that  those  groups  who  want  to  pre- 
serve the  environmental  values  of  the 
basin  and  those  .who  want  to  develop 
its  resources  were  attacking  each 
other  rather  than  trying  to  work  to- 
gether. It  is  possible  to  achieve  a  bal- 
ance. We  can  develop  a  plan  for  a  ra- 
tional development  of  the  basins  coal 
reserves  in  a  manner  which  protects 
the  many  other  virtues  of  that  area. 
But  to  do  so  there  must  be  a  construc- 
tive dialog.  The  Department  of  the  In- 
terior and  Secretary  Watt  cannot  take 
a  position  of  every  acre  of  strippable 
coal  on  Federal  lands  is  going  to  be  de- 
veloped or  else.  And  those  who  advo- 
cate preservation  must  understand 
that  jobs  are  also  a  concern  for  the 
district.  The  10-month  cooling  off 
period  will  give  us  an  opportunity  to 
lay  the  groundwork  for  a  more  reason- 
able and  moderate  development  plan 
by  allowing  all  sides  to  reflect  on  their 
positions  and  hopefully  come  together 
to  work  for  the  common  good. 

The  third  and  final  reason  for  this 
bill  stems  from  the  events  at  Powder 
River  last  year.  The  San  Juan  Coal 
sale  would  be  one  of  the  next  major 
Federal  sales  after  Powder  River.  As  I 
mentioned  earlier,  the  GAO  concluded 
those  leases  were  sold  $100  million 
below  fair  market  value.  That  is  of 
deep  concern  for  me  because  any  State 
receives  50  percent  of  the  bonus  bids 
paid  for  Federal  leases  within  its  bor- 
ders. At  the  hearing  State  officials,  in- 
cluding the  Governor,  testified  that  if 
the  San  Juan  sale  goes  ahead  as  sched- 
uled with  no  changes  in  the  Depart- 
ment's regulations,  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  would  lose  $80  million.  I 
cannot  support  any  sale  that  will  allow 
New  Mexico  coal  to  be  sold  cheap  or 
for  our  citizens  to  be  shortchanged. 
My  State  is  poor.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  we 
desperately  need  the  revenues  that  re- 
sponsible coal  leasing  will  yield. 

Therefore,  the  10-month  cooling  off 
period  will  also  give  the  Department 
of  Interior  time  to  rework  its  regula- 
tion to  incorporate  each  of  the  recom- 
mendations the  GAO  says  should  be 
made  before  any  further  Federal  coal 
lease  sales  occur  in  order  to  protect 
the  public  purse  and  make  certain 
that  fair  market  value  is  obtained.  Ten 
months  is  plenty  of  time  for  the  De- 
partment to  carry  these  changes  out 
and  if  they  are  not  completed  by  May, 
the  Department,  not  Congress,  will  be 
to  blame  for  any  further  delays  in  the 
coal-leasing  schedule. 


Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  conclude  by 
stating  my  appreciation  to  my  col- 
league. Senator  Jeff  Bingaman.  Gov. 
Toney  Anaya,  Commissioner  of  Public 
Lands  Jim  Baca,  Chairman  Peterson 
Zah  and  all  of  those  who  have  worked 
with  me  on  these  two  important  pieces 
of  legislation.  I  look  forward  to  early 
hearings  this  fall  in  the  Interior  Com- 
mittee on  both  bills  and  hope  we  move 
them  to  the  floor  for  early  and  speedy 
approval  by  this  body.» 


TIME  TO  SOW  THE  SEEDS  OF 

OUR  ECONOMIC  FUTURE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Corcoran]  is 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 
•  Mr.  CORCORAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
introducing  two  bills  today  to  facili- 
tate the  economic  recovery  that  our 
Nation  is.  fortunately,  experiencing.  I 
firmly  believe  that  we  can  attribute 
the  unexpectedly  rapid  recovery  of 
our  economy  to  the  twin  forces  of  re- 
duced inflation  and  economic  stimula- 
tion from  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax 
Act  of  1981.  As  proven  under  President 
Kennedy  and  again  under  President 
Reagan,  reducing  the  tax  burden  stim- 
ulates saving,  spending,  and  invest- 
ment by  businesses  and  individuals. 
This,  in  turn,  stimulates  business 
growth  and  increases  employment. 

The  Capital  Growth  Act  of  1983  in- 
creases the  deduction  for  net  capital 
gains  for  taxpayers  from  60  to  75  per- 
cent over  3  years,  at  a  rate  of  5  percent 
each  year.  In  addition  to  encouraging 
the  investment  of  private  income  in 
Americas  businesses,  which  will  en- 
courage growth  and  job  formation, 
this  tactic  will  increase  reported  cap- 
ital gains  and  capital  gains  tax  reve- 
nues, if  history  is  a  reliable  indicator. 
In  1978,  Congress  increased  the  cap- 
ital gains  tax  exclusion  from  50  to  60 
percent,  with  comparable  adjustments 
to  the  maximum  and  minimum  tax.  A 
recent  analysis  of  capital  gains  by  the 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers  showed 
that  the  amount  of  capital  gains  re- 
ported on  tax  returns  greatly  in- 
creased in  1979,  the  year  after  the  tax 
rate  on  capital  gains  was  reduced.  Re- 
ported net  long-term  gains  were  up 
111  percent  from  1977,  the  year  before 
the  tax  change.  Nineteen-eighty  data 
show  that  the  level  of  realized  capital 
gains  remained  high,  and  the  sharp 
rise  in  reported  capital  gains'  meant 
that  the  Treasury  collected  more 
money  in  taxes  than  it  would  have  if 
the  tax  rate  and  reported  gains  had  re- 
mained at  the  1977  level.  The  increase 
in  reported  capital  gains  cannot  be  ex- 
plained by  a  corresponding  rise  in 
stock  prices  as  these  actually  remained 
almost  level  from  1977  to  1979.  Clear- 
ly, there  is  a  powerful  effect  from  re- 
ducing the  capital  gains  tax.  and  I 
would   encourage    Congress    to    learn 


from   this   unusually   positive   experi- 
ence. 

The  second  bill  which  I  am  introduc- 
ing today,  the  Business  Opportunity 
Act  of  1983,  is  geared  toward  business 
investment.  It  would  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  to  reduce  the  maxi- 
mum rate  of  corporate  income  tax 
from  46  to  36  percent  over  5  years,  at  a 
rate  of  2  percent  a  year.  We  can  most 
efficiently  encourage  investment  and 
economic  growth  by  leaving  more 
money  in  the  private  sector.  Capital  is 
essential  to  investment,  moderniza- 
tion, research  and  development, 
hiring— in  short,  to  growth  and  to 
jobs.  By  reducing  the  tax  on  corporate 
income,  we  will  increase  the  funds 
available  for  labor  and  capital  business 
expenditures. 

It  is  popular  today  to  claim  that  cor- 
porations do  not  share  equally  in  the 
tax  burdens  of  America,  but  it  is  ap- 
parent that  businesses  in  America 
have  been  hard  hit  by  recent  reces- 
sions and  have  not  rebounded  as  they 
did  in  the  past.  Abysmal  corporate 
profits  are  the  explanation  for  re- 
duced corporate  tax  revenues. 

The  decline  in  corporate  tax  receipts 
as  a  proportion  of  total  Federal  tax  re- 
ceipts reflects  the  long-term  reduction 
of  corporate  profits  as  a  share  of  our 
national  income  and  the  incredible 
growth  of  payroll  tax  burdens  on  em- 
ployers and  workers.  In  less  than  25 
years,  payroll  tax  receipts  have  in- 
creased from  .48  percent  of  total  re- 
ceipts to  over  33  percent. 

That  businesses  have  not  been  able 
to  absorb  the  disastrous  effects  of 
three  recessions  in  just  8  years  is  evi- 
dent from  a  study  of  key  indicators  of 
corporate  financial  strength.  Accord- 
ing to  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange 
Office  of  Economic  Research,  corpo- 
rate profits  were  $40-billion  less  in  the 
second  quarter  of  1982  than  in  the 
peak  year  of  1979.  As  a  percent  of  na- 
tional income,  corporate  profits  were 
down  to  6.6  percent  in  the  first  three 
quarters  of  1982.  from  an  average  of 
almost  10  percent  in  the  seventies  and 
almost  13  percent  in  the  1964  to  1969 
period,  reflecting  a  steady  and  sharp 
decline.  Short-term  debt  is  up.  requir- 
ing constant  repayment  or  debt  roll- 
over, and  the  interest  coverage  ratio 
(the  ratio  of  interest  liabilities  to  cor- 
porate profits)  reached  all  time  lows  in 
1980.  1981.  and  again  in  the  first  three 
quarters  of  1982.  This  means  that  in- 
terest payments  relative  to  corporate 
profits  have  greatly  increased,  placing 
a  strain  on  businesses'  ability  to  fi- 
nance debt  obligations.  In  short,  cor- 
porations are  more  in  debt  with  less 
ability  to  handle  that  debt.  Debt- 
equity  ratios  have  also  deteriorated, 
making  it  difficult  to  find  additional 
financing.  The  story  state  of  corporate 
finances  is  most  painfully  reflected  in 
the  levels  of  business  failure  in  1981 
and  1982.  the  highest  rates  in  half  a 
century. 


There  are  many  sources  for  this  fi- 
nancial strain— the  recessions,  bur- 
geoning Federal  budget  growth  and 
accompanying  crowding  out  of  private 
investment,  tax  biases  toward  debt  fi- 
nancing, inflation  and  deflation,  high 
and  volatile  interest  rates— you  name 
it.  The  solutions  are  more  difficult  to 
locate,  but  a  key  element  must  be  to 
ease  the  pressure  toward  debt  by  re- 
turning money  to  the  businesses.  This 
will  improve  cash  flow,  alleviate  the 
need  for  borrowing,  reduce  the  pres- 
sure of  continuing  high  interest  rates, 
and  increase  ability  to  finance  existing 
debt. 

In  the  short  term,  a  reduction  in  cor- 
porate tax  rates  will  doubtless  lead  to 
some  revenue  loss  to  the  Treasury,  but 
the  long-term  increase  in  economic 
growth  will  provide  a  more  stable  and 
profitable  source  of  revenue  growth 
than  does  a  policy  that  continues  to 
encourage  business  failure,  with  at- 
tendant job  and  revenue  losses. 

The  first  budget  resolution  for  fiscal 
year  1984  calls  for  tax  increases,  which 
I  believe  represents  the  height  of  fool- 
hardiness  when  we  are  finally  begin- 
ning to  recoup  the  losses  of  many 
years  of  overspending  and  overtaxing. 
Such  increases  would  be  short-sighted 
revenue  raisers  that  would  choke  the 
economy.  I  am  introducing  this  legisla- 
tion today  in  the  hope  that  Congress 
will  reconsider  its  unconventional 
wisdom  and  return  to  the  path  that  is 
leading  us  to  recovery— a  path  that 
creates  a  healthy  private  economy  and 
relies  on  the  growth  therein  to  create 
jobs  and  revenues  as  needed.  These 
bills  will  make  the  Federal  tax  system 
much  more  responsive  to  the  economic 
forces  that  power  the  engines  of  eco- 
nomic and  employment  growth. 

These  bills  are  only  two  in  a  series  of 
bills  that  I  have  begun  to  introduce 
that,  taken  together,  will  provide  fur- 
ther growth  in  the  long  term,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  consider  them 
favorably.  The  language  of  these  two 
bills  follows:    ' 

H.R.  3756 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  to  increase  in  three  steps  the  de- 
duction for  net  capital  gains  for  individ- 
uals from  60  percent  to  75  percent 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 

Representatives    of   the    United    States    of 

America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SKCTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  'The  Capital 
Growth  Act  of  1983  ". 

SEt.  2.  INCREASE  IN  DEIHITION  FOR  NET  CAPITAL 
CAINS  FOR  INOIVim  AIJ5  FROM  60 
PERCENT  TO  7,1  PERCENT. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  <a)  of  section 
1202  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(relating  to  deduction  for  capital  gains)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'eo  percent  "  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'the  applicable  per- 
centage". 

(b)  Increase  in  Deduction  in  Three 
Steps— Subsection  (c)  of  such  section  1202 
of  such  Code  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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"(c)  Applicable  Percentage  Defined— For 
purposes  of  subsection  (a),  the  term  appli- 
cable percentage'  means— 

••(1)  in  the  case  of  taxable  years  beginning 
in  1984.  65  percent; 

■•(2)  in  the  case  of  taxable  years  beginning 
in  1985.  70  percent;  and 

•■(3)  in  the  case  of  taxable  years  beginning 
after  December  31,  1985.  75  percent." 

(c)  Technical  Amendments.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (I)  of  subsection  (a)  of  sec- 
tion 55  of  such  Code  (relating  to  alternative 
minimum  tax  for  taxpayers  other  than  cor- 
porations) is  amended  by  striking  out  20 
percent"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
applicable  percentage". 

(2)  Subsection  <f)  of  such  section  55  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Applicable  percentage.— The  term 
'applicable  percentage'  means— 

(A)  in  the  case  of  taxable  years  beginning 
in  1984.  17.5  percent; 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  taxable  years  beginning 
in  1985.  15  percent:  and 

•(C)  in  the  case  of  taxable  years  beginning 
after  December  31.  1985.  12.5  percent." 

(3)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  170(e)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  certain  contributions  of 
ordinary  income  and  capital  gain  property) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  40  percent"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  100  percent  minus 
the  applicable  percentage  determined  under 
section  1202(c)". 

(d)  Eftective  Dates.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  December  31.  1983. 

H.R. 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  to  reduce  in  5  steps  the  maximum 
rate  of  income  tax  on  corporations  from 
46  percent  to  36  percent 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 

Representatives    of   the    United    States    of 

America  m  Congress  assembled. 

SEtTION  I.  SHORT  TITI.K 

This  Act  may  be  cited  at  the  "Business 
Opportunity  Act  of  1983  . 

SEC.  t  .MAXIMt  M  RATK  OV  IM  OMK  TAX  IMPOSED 
(»N  tORPORATIONS  REDICEI)  TO  l« 
PER(  ENT  in  5  STEPS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (b)  of  section 
11  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (re- 
lating to  amount  of  income  tax  imposed  on 
corporations)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  36  percent  of  so  much  of  the  taxable 
income  as  exceeds  $75,000." 

(b)  Phase-in  or  Reduction  In  Maximum 
Rates— Such  section  11  of  such  Code  is 
amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as 
subsection  (d)  and  inserting  after  subsection 
(b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Phase-in  of  Reduction  In  Maximum 
Rates.— 

(1)  In  general.- In  the  case  of  taxable 
years  beginnmg  before  January  1.  1988. 
there  shall  be  substituted  for  paragraph  (4) 
of  subsection  (b)  the  paragraphs  determined 
under  this  subsection. 

"(2)  For  i98«.— In  the  case  of  taxable 
years  beginning  in  1984.  the  substitution 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  as  follows: 

(4)  40  percent  of  so  much  of  the  taxable 
income  as  exceeds  $75,000  but  does  not 
exceed  $100,000:  plus 

(5)  44  percent  of  so  much  of  the  taxable 
income  as  exceeds  $100,000.' 

"(3)  For  i98S.— In  the  case  of  taxable 
years  beginning  in  1985.  the  substitution 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  as  follows: 


(4)  40  percent  of  so  much  of  the  taxable 
income  as  exceeds  $75,000  but  does  not 
exceed  $100,000:  plus 

(5)  42  percent  of  so  much  of  the  taxable 
income  as  exceeds  $100,000." 

"(4)  For  1986.— In  the  case  of  taxable 
years  beginning  in  1986.  the  substitution 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  as  follows: 

(4)  40  percent  of  so  much  of  the  taxable 
income  as  exceeds  $75,000." 

"(5)  Fob  i987.— In  the  case  of  taxable 
years  beginning  in  1987.  the  substitution 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  as  follows: 

(4)  38  percent  of  so  much  of  the  taxable 
income  as  exceeds  $75,000." 

(c)  Conforming  Amendment.— Paragraph 
(3)  of  subsection  (b)  of  such  section  11  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  plus  " 
after  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof. 

(d)  Effective  Dates.— 

( 1 )  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31.  1983. 

(2)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(c)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  beginning 
after  December  31.  1985  • 


SPECIAL  TRADE 
REPRESENTATIVE.  BILL  BROCK 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Bereuter) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  commend  our  Special  Trade 
Representative.  Bill  Brock,  for  his  su- 
preme efforts  in  recent  weeks  in  nego- 
tiations in  the  area  of  foreign  agricul- 
tural trade.  The  office  of  the  Special 
Trade  Representative,  working  in  con- 
junction with  the  Foreign  Agriculture 
Service.  USDA,  recently  completed  ne- 
gotiations which  will  result  in  a  new 
long-term  grain  agreement  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment are  far  more  favorable  than 
most  agricultural  trade  experts  had 
expected.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  reached  last  week,  the  Sovi- 
ets will  be  obligated  to  purchase  a 
minimum  of  9  million  metric  tons  of 
wheat  and  feed  grains,  with  the  option 
to  purchase  an  additional  3  million 
metric  tons.  The  Soviets  will  have  the 
option  to  substitute  purchases  of 
500.000  metric  tons  of  soybeans  or 
bean  meal  for  1  million  metric  tons  of 
the  required  9-million-ton  minimum 
purchase. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  sales  will  further 
assist  in  efforts  to  reduce  the  current 
inventories  of  wheat  and  feed  grains 
which  are  keeping  market  prices  at  de- 
pressed levels.  In  addition,  the  inclu- 
sion of  soybeans  marks  the  first  time 
that  that  commodity  has  been  a  part 
of  any  long-term  agreement  with  the 
Soviets.  Overall,  this  accomplishment 
is  probably  the  best  news  that  the 
American  farmer  has  received  in  some 
time,  and  could  not  have  been  possible 
without  the  persistent  efforts  of  our 
Trade  Representative. 

In  addition,  the  Government  of 
Egypt  today  is  announcing  the  pur- 
chase of  28.000  tons  of  surplus  U.S. 
dairy  products,  a  sale  arranged  with 


the  assistance  of  Mr.  Brock's  office. 
This  sale  totals  approximately  $44  mil- 
lion, and  will  help  to  put  a  dent  in  the 
huge  dairy  surplus  inventories  which 
cost  the  U.S.  taxpayer  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  storage  fees  alone. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  appears  that 
the  United  States  is  nearing  an  agree- 
ment with  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  over  the  importation  of  Chinese 
textiles  into  the  United  States.  As  my 
colleagues  are  aware,  the  Chinese  ear- 
lier this  year  suspended  all  purchases 
of  U.S.  wheat  until  an  agreement 
could  be  reached  on  the  importation 
of  Chinese  textiles  into  this  country. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
which  has  been  tentatively  approved 
by  both  governments,  textile  imports 
viill  be  allowed  to  increase  by  2-4  per- 
cent annually  for  the  life  of  the  agree- 
ment. The  Chinese  have  indicated 
their  satisfaction  with  the  tentative 
agreement,  and  indications  are  that 
they  will  immediately  resume  imports 
of  U.S.  wheat  once  the  agreement  has 
been  finalized. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  remarkable  suc- 
cesses attest  to  the  effectiveness  of  our 
current  Trade  Representative  in  sensi- 
tive international  trade  negotiations.  I 
commend  him  and  his  staff,  along 
with  Agriculture  Secretary  John 
Block,  for  their  efforts  on  behalf  of 
the  American  farmer  and  American 
taxpayers.  It  is  this  kind  of  effort 
which  will  result  in  the  long-term  ex- 
pansion of  export  markets  for  Ameri- 
can agricultural  products,  a  course 
which  we  all  agree  will  have  great  ben- 
efits for  all  Americans  in  the  future.* 


HUNGER  KNOWS  NO  POLITICS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Matsui).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont (Mr.  Jeffords)  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

•  Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  full  knowledge  that  the  hour  is  late. 
My  colleagues  and  I  are  weary  from  a 
long  day  of  debate.  I  beg  your  and 
their  indulgence,  however,  as  I  feel 
compelled  to  speak  on  the  issue  of 
hunger. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  I  am  not  a 
newcomer  to  this  issue.  As  a  former 
member  of  the  nutrition  subcommit- 
tee, as  the  principal  co.sponsor  of  Mr. 
Panettas  "preventing  hunger  at  home 
resolution '"  as  a  member  of  the  two 
committees  with  jurisdiction  over  this 
i.ssue.  and  as  a  long-time  participant  in 
the  issues  of  hunger.  I  don't  come  to 
this  issue  casually.  It  was  with  some 
dismay,  then,  that  I  listened  to  the 
words  of  my  colleagues  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  this  morning  as  they 
sought  to  portray  the  terrible  problem 
of  hunger  as  one  that  was  created  by 
the  current  administration. 

As  my  colleagues  know.  I  have  had 
my  differences  with  this  administra- 


tion on  nutrition  and  several  other 
issues.  I  disagreed  with  many  of  the 
changes  the  administration  proposed 
and  secured  in  nutrition  legislation.  I 
object  to  many  of  its  current  sugges- 
tions for  reform. 

However,  at  all  times,  I  have  sought 
to  keep  the  issue  of  hunger  from  being 
polarized  between  two  parties  seeking 
political  gain. 

As  I  have  said,  there  are  many 
points  of  policy  on  which  I  differ  with 
the  administration.  But  I  do  think 
that  before  we  erroneously  heap  the 
blame  for  hunger  at  its  doorstep,  we 
should  take  a  brief,  if  uncomfortable, 
look  at  the  facts.  I  say  uncomfortable 
because  I  am  not  sure  that  the  facts 
necessarily  square  with  some  Mem- 
bers' preconceptions  and  political  pur- 
poses. 

As  Assistant  Secretary  Mary  Jaratt 
noted  in  testimony  before  Chairman 
Panetta's  subcommittee  on  nutrition, 
the  Federal  Government  will  spend  34 
percent  on  Federal  food  assistance  this 
year  than  it  did  in  1980.  Even  after 
factoring  in  inflation,  this  is  a  signifi- 
cant increase.  Likewise,  funding  for 
the  food  stamp  program  has  grown  by 
45  percent  since  1980.  from  about  $8.3 
to  about  $12  billion  this  year.  (Much 
of  this  growth  is  due  to  the  recession.) 

Funding  for  the  women,  infants,  and 
children  program,  commonly  called 
WIC.  has  grown  from  $712  million  in 
1980  to  $1.6  billion  in  1983.  a  more 
than  60— percent  increase.  Other  pro- 
grams, such  as  those  serving  older 
Americans,  and  the  commodity  supple- 
mental food  program,  augment  the 
needs  unmet  by  food  stamps  and  WIC. 

Finally,  let  me  discuss  the  commodi- 
ty distribution  program.  As  I  said  last 
Monday,  during  consideration  of  the 
"Presenting  Hunger  at  Home"  resolu- 
tion, the  enthusiasm  of  this  adminis- 
tration has  been  convincingly  demon- 
strated by  its  active  distribtution  of 
surplus  food  commodities  to  those  in 
need.  This  effort  should  not  go  unno- 
ticed. In  case  it  did.  let  me  remind  you. 

In  1981,  other  Members  and  I  added 
amendments  to  the  1981  farm  bill  to 
increase  the  distribution  of  surplus 
dairy  products.  To  be  honest,  I  was  a 
bit  skeptical  about  how  well  this 
amendment  would  be  implemented. 
While  commodity  distribution  was 
nothing  new,  and  was  in  fact  an  older 
concept  than  the  food  stamp  program, 
such  distribution  has  been  relatively 
limited  and  had  been  directed  to  such 
traditional  outlets  as  schools,  prisons, 
camps,  and  military  bases. 

I  was  wrong,  however,  to  have  been 
skeptical.  Secretary  Block  has  pushed 
this  program  har(l  and  the  numbers 
show  it.  This  year  USDA  will  distrib- 
ute 2.1  billion  pounds  of  food  valued  at 
more  than  $1.7  billion.  That  is  not,  my 
friends,  an  inconsequential  amount. 
Every  food  that  USDA  holds  in  un- 
committed inventories— cheese,  butter. 


nonfat  day  milk,  rice,  cornmeal,  and 
honey— is  being  distributed. 

Let  me,  however,  concentrate  on  the 
commodities  that  have  been  the  most 
widely  distributed  and,  quite  frankly, 
the  most  widely  scrutinized. 

Over  the  past  two  marketing  years, 
distribution  of  cheese  has  grown  from 
165  million  pounds  to  325  pounds.  For 
the  3  years  preceding  this  administra- 
tion's tenure,  cheese  distribution  aver- 
aged under  90  million  pounds.  Clearly, 
cheese  is  being  shippeci  from  the  caves 
in  far  greater  quantities  than  ever 
before,  and  in  greater  quantities  than 
I  ever  expected. 

For  dairy  products  in  general,  the 
record  is  even  more  impressive.  Prior 
to  this  administration,  the  Federal 
Government  had  distributed  an  aver- 
age of  only  3.5  billion  pounds,  milk 
equivalent,  of  dairy  products  in  its  for- 
eign and  domestic  food  programs.  In 
fiscal  1983,  distribution  of  dairy  prod- 
ucts will  reach  13.5  billion  pounds,  a 
fourfold  increase.  The  level  of  distri- 
bution is  expected  to  be  in  the  double- 
digit  range  for  the  next  2  years. 

These  figures  reveal  an  impressive 
record.  This  administration  has  indeed 
answered  the  compelling  call  to  assist 
the  hungry.  But  this  administration 
has  also  recognized  that  if  programs 
such  as  the  commodity  distribution 
effort  are  to  enjoy  the  general  public's 
continued  support,  they  must  be  run 
properly. 

There  are  problems  with  this  pro- 
gram, as  there  are  with  any  new,  emer- 
gency program  deliberately  designed 
to  be  free  of  all  but  the  most  basic  reg- 
ulation. Capacity  to  handle  the  com- 
modities has  proven  limited;  the 
supply  chain  has  proven  imperfect; 
some  States  have  had  difficulty  work- 
ing with  the  Federal  Government. 

The  news  has  also  carried  accounts 
of  waste  and  fraud.  We  must  not  dis- 
miss these  accounts  as  simply  the 
price  that  we  must  pay  if  we  are  to 
have  such  programs.  That  is  simply 
not  good  enough.  Similar  problems 
have  caused  many  Americans  to  ques- 
tion the  food  stamp  program.  We  must 
act  responsibly  to  protect  the  com- 
modity distribution  program  from  a 
similar  loss  of  respect. 

It  was  news  accounts  that  height- 
ened my  concern  about  hunger  in 
America.  For  me  to  now  dismiss  stories 
unfavorable  to  commodity  distribution 
would  be  two-faced. 

The  commodity  distribution  pro- 
gram is  also  dogged  by  another  prob- 
lem, and  that  is  commercial  displace- 
ment. 

As  with  waste  and  fraud,  blind  sup- 
port of  commodity  distribution  could 
lead  one  to  scoff  at  the  notion  of  com- 
mercial displacement  as  callous  cowing 
to  corporate  interests.  This  is  foolish. 
If  fraud  can  sink  this  program,  so  too 
can  displacement.  Sensible  support 
dictates  that  we  deal  with  each  and 


every  problem  as  it  comes  before  us. 
Displacement  is  a  problem. 

The  real  question  is,  how  big  a  prob- 
lem? If  it  is  small,  I  will  quite  happily 
go  back  to  the  dairy  co-ops  and  farm- 
ers in  my  State  and  say  "I'm  sorry,  it's 
a  burden  you  will  have  to  bear. "  And  I 
don't  think  the  farmers  of  Vermont 
will  mind.  They  are  not  venal  or  un- 
caring. But  they  don't  want  Govern- 
ment stocks,  no  matter  how  well-inten- 
tioned the  program,  used  to  knock 
them  out  of  business,  especially  if  a 
substantial  amount  of  the  displace- 
ment is  caused  by  people  abusing  the 
distribution  program. 

However,  if  displacement  is  as  large 
as  the  industry  claims,  then  this  is  ex- 
actly what  is  going  to  happen. 

I  cannot  say  that  I  am  comfortable 
with  the  industry's  figures  any  more 
than  I  can  say  I  am  comfortable  with 
the  notion  that  there  is  no  displace- 
ment whatsoever.  Commercial  dis- 
placement, like  so  many  other  issues 
in  this  debate,  is  not  well  documented, 
nor  is  the  abuse.  But  it  should  not  be 
ignored. 

On  Monday.  Secretary  Block  an- 
nounced an  expanded  commodity  dis- 
tribution program.  This  program's  suc- 
cess will  also  be  predicated  on  these 
two  factors:  The  amount  of  abuse  and 
the-amount  of  displacement.  Both  will 
be  monitored  by  the  Department  and 
others.  I  hope  that  neither  becomes  a 
serious  problem. 

I  greet  Secretary  Block "s  announce- 
ment as  a  reasonable  approach,  and 
have  faith  that  he  will  consider  these 
issues  responsibly. 

Throughout  the  debate  on  the  com- 
modity distribution  program,  we 
should  bear  in  mind  that  it  is  but  a 
temporary  measure.  It  will  be  imper- 
fect, but  its  imperfections  will  hope- 
fully be  compensated  for  by  the  basic 
nutrition  programs. 

These  programs  deserve  our  atten- 
tion as  much,  and  arguably  more,  than 
the  commodity  distribution  program. 
They  feed  far  more  people,  are  far 
more  efficient,  and  are  far  better  tar- 
geted. Even  as  we  acknowledge  the 
growth  and  importance  of  the  com- 
modity distribution  program,  I  hope 
we  can  redouble  our  efforts  to  improve 
the  basic  nutrition  programs  to  see 
that  they  fulfil  their  statutory  goals. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  once 
again  urge  my  colleagues  to  keep  the 
rhetoric  down  and  their  support  for 
these  programs  high.  For  the  poor  are 
not  well-served  by  our  wrangling. 

We  learned  today  that  one  in  seven 
Americans  lived  in  poverty  last  year.  It 
is  a  sobering  and  humbling  statistic. 
But  it  is  a  tragedy  not  of  any  one  indi- 
vidual or  administrations  making.  The 
responsiblity  is  all  of  ours  to  bear. 
Only  the  work  of  the  coming  months 
will  show  how  well  we  bear  it. 

Thank  you  and  good  night.» 
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FDIC  APPROACH  TO  FINANCIAL 
SERVICES  LEGISLATION 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman  from   Rhode   Island   (Mr.   St 
Germain)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
Mr.    ST    GERMAIN.    Mr.    Speaker, 
today.  Mr.  Wylie  and  I  introduced  leg- 
islation   requested   by    Chairman   Bill 
Isaac  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation.  The  reason  for  this  re- 
quest and  a  statement  of  the  Corpora- 
tion's  approach   to   financial   services 
legislative   issues  are   contained   in   a 
letter  from  Chairman  Isaac  which  I 
place  in  the  Record  at  this  point: 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation. 
Washtngton.  DC.  July  25.  1983. 
Hon.  Pernand  J.  St  Germain. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Banking.  Finance 

and  Urban  A/fairs, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  you  know,  the 
FDIC  has  for  years  been  advocate  of  ex- 
panded authorities  for  financial-services 
firms.  We  are  convinced  that  a  number  of 
restrictions  on  competition  and  the  regula- 
tory and  insurance  systems  put  in  place  over 
50  years  ago  have  been  rendered  obsolete  or 
ineffective  by  advances  in  technology  and 
marketplace  initiatives. 

Inequities  abound  in  the  current  statutory 
framework.  For  example,  securities  firms, 
such  as  Shearson/ American  Express,  are 
permitted  to  acquire  insured  banks  while 
member  banks  are  precluded  from  under 
writing  securities.  Nonmember  banks  can  af- 
filiate with  securities  underwriters  while 
member  banks  cannot.  A  major  insurance 
company.  Prudential,  has  acquired  both  an 
investment  banking  firm  and  an  FDIC-in- 
sured  bank.  Retailers,  such  as  McMahan 
Furniture,  have  acquired  FDIC  insured 
banks  and  others,  such  as  Sears,  own  in 
sured  savings  and  loan  associations  with 
their  recently  broadened  banking  powers. 

At  the  same  time,  the  deposit  insurance 
system  is  in  need  of  significant  reforms.  The 
FDIC  and  FSLIC  recently  submitted  reports 
to  the  Congress  calling  for  modifications  in 
the  insurance  system  to  instill  a  greater 
degree  or  marketplace  discipline.  We  simply 
cannot  maintain  order  and  stability  in  the 
financial  system  in  a  deregulated  environ- 
ment if  we  continue  to  provide  a  de  facto 
federal  guarantee  of  all  deposiU  at  banks 
and  savings  and  loan  associations. 

The  regulatory  system  is  in  a  state  of  dis- 
array. Five  different  regulatory  agencies 
plus  the  SEC  and  the  Antitrust  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  are  responsible 
for  regulating  the  affairs  of  insured  deposi- 
tory institutions  at  the  federal  level  alone. 
To  cite  but  two  examples.  Citicorp  is  cur- 
rently regulated  by  the  Federal  Reserve,  iu 
lead  bank  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency, and  its  California  savings  and  loan  by 
the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board.  It  pro- 
poses to  acquire  a  bank  in  South  Dakota 
(presumably  to  engage  in  the  insurance 
business,  among  other  things),  which  appar 
ently  will  be  regulated  by  the  FDIC.  In  ad- 
dition, numerous  state  agencies,  the  Justice 
Department  and  the  SEC  play  various  roles. 
The  Butcher  organization  also  illustrates 
the  problems  inherent  in  the  current  regu 
latory  scheme.  In  that  case,  some  40  affili- 
ated banks,  savings  and  loan  associations 
and  an  industrial  bank  were  regulated  by 


seven  different  state  and  federal  agencies, 
making  accurate  identification  and  assesse- 
ment  of  the  problems  extraordinarily  diffi- 
cult. 

The  Treasury  has  recently  submitted  a 
bill  which  attempts  to  rationalize  the  per- 
missible-activities issue  for  financial-services 
firms.  While  we  have  substantial  concerns 
about  the  particulars  of  that  proposal;  it 
represents  an  attempt  to  move  in  the  right 
direction. 

The  FDIC  will  soon  submit  to  the  Con- 
gress statutory  language  to  implement  some 
of  the  deposit  insurance  reforms  recom- 
mended in  our  study.  The  Bush  Task  Group 
will  shortly  offer  its  recommedations  for  re- 
forms to  the  regulatory  system.: 

We  feel  strongly  that  all  three  of  these 
initiatives  should  be  considered  by  the  Con- 
gress this  fall  as  a  package.  In  our  judg- 
ment, it  would  not  be  responsible  to  proceed 
further  with  bank  and  thrift  deregulation 
without  making  concomitant  xeforms  in  the 
deposit  insurance  and  regulatory  systems. 

We  recognize  that  these  issues  are  diffi- 
cult and  that  it  may  mot  be  possible  to  forge 
a  consensus  behind  comprehensive  legisla- 
tion until  1984.  If  necessary,  we  can  live 
with  this  timeframe  for  final  action  on  the 
package:  however,  if  it  appears  that  compre- 
hensive reform  cannot  be  accomplished  by 
the  summer  of  1984.  we  would  recommend 
that  the  enclosed  bill  be  enacted  at  that 
time. 

Briefly,  the  bill  redefines  the  term  bank" 
as  used  in  the  Bank  Holding  Company  Act 
to  close  down  the  nonbank  bank"  excep- 
tion, includes  nonmember  banks  and  savings 
and  loan  associations  in  the  Glass-Steagall 
Act  prohibitions  and  subjects  unitary  sav- 
ings and  loan  holding  companies  to  the  af 
filiation  rules  applicable  to  multiple  savings 
and  loan  holding  companies.  The  bill  does 
not  permit  grandfathering  and  requires  di 
vestiture  of  nonconforming  activities  within 
two  years  under  the  provisions  of  the  Glass- 
Steagall  and  Bank  Holding  Company  Acts 
and  five  years  under  the  Savings  and  Loan 
Holding  Company  Act. 

Although  the  bill  does  not  address  the 
issue,  we  would  have  no  objection  if  lan- 
guage were  inserted  granting  an  exception 
to  the  affiliation  rules  (but  not  from  any  of 
the  Glass-Steagall  prohibitions)  for  unitary 
savings  and  loan  holding  companies  where 
the  association  is  and  continues  to  be  almost 
exclusively  engaged  in  the  provision  of  resi- 
dential mortgage  lending  services.  More- 
over, we  would  not  object  to  a  provision  bar- 
ring any  state  from  authorizing  its  banks  to 
engage  in  activities  outside  the  borders  of 
its  state  that  are  prohibited  to  banks  inside 
the  state. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  reiter- 
ate our  strong  opposition  to  a  moratorium. 
In  our  judgment,  a  moratorium  would  only 
serve  to  perpetuate  the  current  inequities, 
reward  those  who  have  exploited  the  weak 
nesses  of  the  existing  statutory  framework 
and  further  delay  attempts  to  come  to  grips 
with  urgently  needed  reforms.  The  enclo.sed 
bill  would,  in  our  judgment,  be  far  superior 
to  a  moratorium  should  our  efforts  to  enact 
comprehensive  legislation  fail. 

In  the  past  you  have  shown  great  courage 
in  resisting  piecemeal,  quick-fix  financial 
legislation.  As  a  result,  the  Garn-St  Ger- 
main Act  is  now  law.  We  believe  similar 
strength  and  vision  is  needed  now  more 
than  ever. 

Sincerely, 

William  M.  Isaac, 

Chairman.9 


HOPE  IN  SOUTH  CHARLESTON 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Wise) 
is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  title 
this  talk  "Hope  in  South  Charleston" 
because  I  would  like  to  talk  for  a  few 
minutes  about  an  experience  in  a 
plant,  a  major  chemical  facility,  in  my 
district. 

And  the  reason  I  take  the  floor  to- 
night to  do  this  is  because  I  hope  that 
it  in  turn  may  be  an  inspiration  to 
other  areas,  and  indeed  not  only  in  my 
district  but  to  other  areas. 

And  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  in 
these  hard  economic  times  if  we  share 
these  experiences  with  each  other  be- 
cause perhaps  we  can  all  learn. 

Two  years  ago  West  Virginia  was 
ranked  as  48th  among  the  States  in 
labor  climate  by  a  known  national 
ranking  survey.  Last  year,  it  was 
ranked  39th. 

Without  arguing  the  validity  of  the 
rankings,  I  feel  obligated  to  comment 
on  an  outstanding  example  of  labor- 
management  progress  in  manufactur- 
ing in  my  State  of  West  Virginia.  A 
fine  working  relationship  turnaround 
occurred  at  a  major  manufacturing 
plant  in  less  than  2  years.  Today,  the 
particular  manufacturing  operation  is 
recognized  and  pointed  out  as  an  ex- 
ample of  good  management  labor  rela- 
tions by  Gov.  John  D.  Rockefeller  IV: 
the  West  Virginia  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce; the  United  Steelworkers  of 
America;  the  West  Virginia  Manufac- 
turing Association;  and  the  president 
of  West  Virginia  AFL-CIO.  Mr.  Joseph 
Powell;  and  others  who  are  aware  of 
the  situation. 

The  substance  of  my  address  is  that 
certain  successful  actions  were  taken 
by  management  and  labor  that  are  de- 
serving of  modeling  and  duplication  to 
improve  the  competitive  business  cli- 
mate in  this  country.  I  personally  sat 
in  on  a  quarterly  negotiations  meeting 
which  is  a  unique,  interim  negotiations 
meeting,  process  and  I  will  describe 
this  later. 

The  name  of  the  company  is  FMC 
Corp..  South  Charleston.  W.  Va.  The 
name  of  the  union,  the  United  Steel- 
workers  of  America,  Local  12625,  The 
plant  manufactures  chlorine,  caustic 
soda,  chlorinated  dry  bleach,  and  hy- 
drogen peroxide. 

I  commented  earlier  on  the  "labor 
climate"  ranking  West  Virginia.  Rank- 
ings are  influenced  by  reputations  and 
perceptions.  FMCs  South  Charleston 
plant  had  an  image  at  one  time,  like 
that  of  the  State,  which  left  the  im- 
pression with  many  that  it  was  wild 
and  unmanageable.  It  is  not  a  true 
current  image  of  the  plant,  it  is  not  a 
true  current  image  of  West  Virginia. 

This  chemical  plant  is  an  older  in- 
dustrial complex  containing  many 
units    and    equipment    that    in    some 


areas  is  more  than  50  years  old,  now 
modernized.  Like  many  of  our  heavy 
industrial  plants  and  complexes  in  the 
late  seventies,  the  plant  aged  and  de- 
veloped inefficiencies,  both  in  equip- 
ment and  practices. 

These  inefficiencies  developed  over 
many  years.  During  economically  good 
times,  management  and  labor  did  not 
want  to  quibble  over  details  of  the  op- 
eration of  the  complex.  It  was  too  easy 
to  let  it  go.  Profits  and  employment 
levels  were  then  relatively  strong  and 
efficiency    was    more    honored    as    a 
catch  phrase  than  an  operating  fact. 
Even  in  good  times  a  labor-manage- 
ment relationship  of  progress  for  prob- 
lem solving  was  not  built  and  did  not 
develop.    Grievance    levels    remained 
high,  equipment  in  the  plant  was  im- 
properly   maintained,    arguments    be- 
tween management  and  union  person- 
nel were  frequent  and  often  bitter.  It 
was  only  a  strong  market  that  kept 
the  facility  operating  and  economical- 
ly   prosperous.    Unfortunately,    that 
market  contracted  in  the  late  seven- 
ties—and there  was  no  reservoir  or  re- 
solve to  work  together  to  solve  issues 
and  achieve  the  necessary  objectives 
to  succeed  in  what  had  become  a  diffi- 
cult business  environment.  The  plant 
lost  money,  product  lines,   and  jobs. 
Management  and  labor  continued  to 
respond  as  they  had  in  the  past— in 
blind  self-interest,  each  without  a  per- 
spective from  the  other  side  to  recog- 
nize  the  significance   and   impact   of 
their  actions  on  each  other.  To  say 
that  a  little  labor  relations  progress 
was  accomplished  would  be  an  under- 
statement. The  relationships  of  man- 
agement   and    labor   stayed    in    their 
status  quo,  neither  giving. 

These  problems  culminated  in  an  at- 
tempt by  management  in  1980  to 
reopen  the  contract  and  negotiate  a 
midterm  change  in  work  rules  and 
practices.  This  was  accompanied  by  a 
series  of  educational  meetings  for 
plant  employees  to  inform  them  of  the 
need  for  those  changes  to  allow  plant 
chemical  manufacturing  operations  to 
become  competitive  with  other  plants 
producing  the  same  product. 

The  underlying  reality  was  both  ob- 
vious and  bitter  to  the  employees  who 
heard  this  message— there  would  be 
less  jobs  at  the  South  Charleston 
plant  and  it  was  suspected  that  the  re- 
maining positions  would  be  speeded 
up,  more  difficult,  and  a  very  signifi- 
cant fear- much  less  safe.  Manage- 
ment had  the  sincerity  of  fact  and  fig- 
ures to  back  their  arguments— as  a 
union  member  in  South  Charleston 
told  me— "they  had  everything  on 
paper."  but  they  did  not  have  it  in  the 
hearts  and  minds  of  their  proud  West 
Virginia  people.  They  had  been  misled, 
they  felt,  in  the  good  times  without 
explanations  of  what  was  needed  then, 
and  without  management's  ear  when 
they  asked  for  what  they  felt  they 


needed  to  help  maintain  and  operate 
their  plant. 

When  a  final  tally  was  taken  on  the 
proposed  contract  changes,  hourly  em- 
ployees voted— by  a  7-to-l  margin— to 
reject  them.  Each  side's  credibility 
with  the  other  was  at  a  disappointing 
low.  Both  management  and  labor  rep- 
resentatives candidly  tell  me  that 
many  of  those  grievances  were  filed, 
many  of  them  without  merit. 

In  the  summer  of  1981.  both  the 
management  of  South  Charleston  and 
the  local  and  international  branches 
of  the  United  Steelworkers  seemed 
weary  of  this  unending  argument 
without  victory.  An  employee  survey 
of  the  entire  plant  work  force  con- 
firmed the  pervasive  mistrust  that  the 
different  classifications  of  hourly  and 
salaried  workers  had  for  each  other 
and  even  among  themselves.  The 
survey  also  showed  plantwide  employ- 
ees' concern  over  apparent  waste  of 
materials  and  equipment  in  the  plant, 
poor  communication,  lack  of  clear 
plant  objectives  and  goals,  manage- 
ment indifference,  and  inconsistent 
administration  of  plant  rules  and  disci- 
pline. 
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But  there  were  bright  spots,  too.  In 
general,  employees  felt  that  FMC  was 
a  good  place  to  work  and  that  their 
immediate  supervisors  treated  them 
fairly.  Over  78  percent  of  the  employ- 
ees responding  wanted  to  work  in  the 
South  Charleston  plant  "until  retire- 
ment." With  what  looked  like  a  very 
rough  contract  negotiation  less  than  1 
year  away,  the  survey  opened  some 
eyes. 

Immediate  but  tentative  steps  were 
initially  taken  to  try  to  change  some 
of  the  practices  that  had  long  since 
become  impediments  to  success  in  the 
plant.  Communications  programs  were 
implemented,  including  the  publica- 
tion of  minutes  of  management-staff 
meetings.  A  daily  telephone  message 
that  reported  on  plant-wide  operating 
conditions  was  installed.  Information 
on  plant  needs  and  objectives  were 
stressed  *  *  *  but  still  the  years  of  mis- 
trust on  both  sides  could  not  be  erased 
in  a  few  short  months.  Contract  nego- 
tiations began  on  April  21,  1982.  be- 
tween the  Steelworkers,  Local  12625, 
and  FMCs  South  Charleston  plant, 
with  many  persons  expecting  a  work 
stoppage.  But  that  work  stoppage 
never  came. 

Management  negotiators  ap- 
proached the  bargaining  table  with  a 
corporate  mandate  to  try  and  achieve 
the  types  of  efficiencies  that  had  been 
discussed  and  defeated  2  years  earlier. 
Further,  they  were  told  that  the  eco- 
nomic future  of  the  plant  squarely 
rested  on  what  was  or  was  not  achieva- 
ble at  the  bargaining  table  that  year. 
The  watershed  was  now.  I  am  told 
that  something  amazing  happened  in 
the  21  meetings  that  took  place  that 


spring.  One  union  negotiator  proudly 
called  it  a  miracle.  I  was  not  there,  so  I 
do  not  really  know  what  happened  at 
the  negotiation  table,  but  I  am  willing 
to  accept  the  description  I  heard  from 
Larry  Ratliff.  subdlstrict  director,  and 
the  Steelworkers  chief  spokesman  in 
the  negotiations.  Larry  said: 

It  was  strange,  neither  management  nor 
the  union  lost  their  will  to  do  what  they  felt 
had  to  be  done,  but  rather  than  arguing 
about  positions  across  the  negotiating  table, 
w-e  found  ourselves  discussing  problems  and 
looking  for  alternatives— ways  to  resolve  the 
problem  without  damaging  the  integrity  of 
the  opponent.  One  byproduct  of  that  proc- 
ess was  that  we  lost  our  ability  to  take  posi- 
tions and  argue  for  show.  Our  positions 
were  usually  stated  simply,  and  the  reasons 
for  them  were  explicit.  We  just  lost  the  abil- 
ity to  scream  at  each  other,  or  at  least  to  be 
effective  at  it. 

And    I    might    add,    as    a    second 
thought,  that  that  might  be  an  effec- 
tive lesson  for  Congress  at  times,  also. 
Whatever    the    root    cause    of    this 
change    in    attitude    and    approach, 
these   meetings   formed   the   base   of 
what  has  turned  into  a  uniquely  non- 
traditional    problem-solving    relation- 
ship between  the  Steelworkers  at  this 
plant       and      FMCs      management. 
Throughout    the     1982    negotiations, 
union  members  at  the  bargaining  table 
expressed  a  fear  that  proposed  work 
rule  changes  would  be  misinterpreted 
or  frankly  abused  in  implementation, 
and    that    the    existing    contractural 
remedies    would    not    work    quickly 
enough  or  effectively  enough  to  pre- 
vent the  damage.  To  meet  this  need, 
the  parties  designed  what  they  called 
an    implementation   review    board   to 
monitor  the  administration  of  contract 
changes  and  to  insure  that  the  actual 
operating    effects    of    the    language 
changes  were  as  actually  intended  in 
the  negotiations.  This  committee  was 
very  nontraditional  in  that  it  mandat- 
ed   a   direct    weekly    communications 
process  between  the  local  union  presi- 
dent and  the  highest  ranking  local  of- 
ficial of  the  company.  The  objective 
was   clear— to    keep    the   communica- 
tions process,  started  in  negotiation  of 
the    contract,    flowing    through    the 
process  of  administering  the  contract. 
Besides  the  weekly  meeting  of  top 
management   and   union   persons,   an 
uncommon  but  effective  procedure  for 
handling  grievances  was  contracted  be- 
tween the  parties.  A  strong  need  exist- 
ed in  the  plant  for  supervisors  and  the 
hourly  force  to  resolve  differences  at 
their  level.  The  new  procedure,  desig- 
nated as  form   13— an  easily  remem- 
bered   number— called    for    a    simple 
statement   of   facts  of   the   grievance 
problem  and  required  each  party  to 
write  what  they  could  have  done  to 
prevent  that  problem  and  to  avoid  the 
grievance.   This  was   a  required  step 
toward  resolution  prior  to  the  tradi- 
tional grievance  steps.  As  can  be  sur- 
mised, changes  of  this  type  called  for 
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further  improved  communications  and 
concerted  interest  in  the  forms  suc- 
cess, that  is.  form  13.  Is  it  working? 
The  plant  moved  to  a  position  where 
for  the  first  time  in  over  3'/^  years 
there  was  no  step  3— that  is  the  griev- 
ance procedure  meeting  process  back- 
log. 

Nor  was  this  communications  proc- 
ess limited  to  union  membership  and 
management  personnel  who  work 
daily  at  the  South  Charleston  loca- 
tion. In  reviewing  past  policies  and 
practices,  both  local  management  and 
the  union  had  come  to  independent  re- 
alizations that  they  were  imprisoned 
by  what  they  had  been  doing  habitual- 
ly in  the  past.  Their  'ways  of  think- 
ing" and  actions  were  constantly  influ- 
enced by  what  had  happened  last 
month,  or  even  years  ago.  Recognizing 
this  before  negotiation,  both  union 
and  management  determined  to  place 
a  unique  reliance  on  their  'outside 
consultants"  from  both  corporate  of- 
fices and  the  district  International 
Steelworkers  offices.  This  decision  was 
not  an  abdication  of  responsibility,  it 
was  an  enlightened  understanding 
that  a  real  need  for  fresh  ideas  exist- 
ed—but it  was  not  easy  to  implement. 
The  corporate  management  represent- 
ative at  the  bargaining  table.  T.  E. 
"Gene"  Brunk.  recalled  some  of  the 
problems  in  recent  conversation.  And  I 
quote  Mr.  Brunk; 

The  big  problem  that  we  had.  Larry  (the 
Steelworkers  International  Representative) 
and  I.  was  that  the  South  Charleston 
Plant's  contract  administration  is  radicall.v 
different  from  anything  either  of  us  had 
ever  seen  before.  I  sat  in  one  of  the  first 
meetings  with  the  Union  discussing  a 
demand.  While  I  was  doing  that.  I  also  was 
leafing  through  the  contract  looking  for 
other  language  to  make  my  point.  Suddenly. 
I  found  myself  face  to  face  with  language  in 
the  contract  that  was  virtually  the  same  as 
what  we  were  asking  for.  I  must  have  looked 
shocked,  because  Larry  took  one  look  at  my 
face  and  said  something  like  "Hey.  Gene, 
you  might  just  as  well  forget  that  language; 
you  know  what  the  book  says,  and  so  do  I. 
but  it  doesn't  mean  anything  like  that.  '  As 
it  turned  out.  he  was  absolutely  right,  but 
none  of  the  local  people  on  either  side  could 
recognize  it  that  way.  Our  fresh  perspective 
let  us  see  it.  but  it  left  the  two  of  us  with  a 
big  gap  that  only  the  local  people  could  fill. 
We  weren't  straightjacketed  with  old  ideas, 
but  neither  of  us  know  the  operation,  so  we 
couldn't  tell  what  would  or  wouldn't  work. 

A  unique  sharing  of  talents  devel- 
oped—fresh ideas  from  the  outside, 
knowledge  and  understanding  from 
within. 

Neither  negotiation  team  wanted  to 
lose  that  problem-solving  advantage  of 
this  supportive  and  complementary  re- 
lationship simply  because  the  contract 
negotiations  would  end.  So  what  did 
they  do?  They  simply  decided  not  to 
stop.  A  letter  was  placed  in  the  back  of 
the  contract  agreement  which  simply 
said: 

The  Company  and  Union  Negotiation 
Committee<s)  will  meet  quarterly  during  the 
life  of  the  agreement,  for  the  purpose  of 


general    discussion    and    resolution   of    the 
problems. 

One  of  those  quarterly  meetings,  in 
January  1983,  shortly  after  my  elec- 
tion to  Congress,  served  as  my  intro- 
duction to  the  people  at  the  FMC 
plant  who  were  involved  in  this  proc- 
ess. I  was  proud  to  be  invited  to  sit  in 
on  one  of  these  meetings.  Now,  this 
may  sound  a  bit  strange,  but  it  is  a 
privilege  to  be  able  to  say  that  after 
the  introductions  at  the  meeting,  I  was 
virtually  ignored.  That  is  something 
hard  for  a  politician  to  say.  But  I  was 
pleased,  because  business  went  on  as  it 
should  have  gone  on. 

1  cannot  honestly  say  that  I  under- 
stood the  details  or  nuances  of  the 
problems  that  were  discussed,  but  I 
easily  discerned  the  earnest  effort 
that  was  being  made  to  examine,  com- 
prehend, and  solve  problems.  There 
was  an  exchange  of  ideas  and  positions 
and.  very  clearly,  an  emotional  com- 
mitment to  do  what  was  best  for  the 
people  and  the  plant.  That  takes  give 
and  take  on  both  sides. 

I  saw  this  again  through  an  effec- 
tive, well-prepared,  thoroughly  docu- 
mented and  clearly  concerned  presen- 
tation by  the  local  union  president. 
That  presentation  dealt  with  unneces- 
sary waste  of  plant  materials  and 
equipment  that  in  the  past  has  been 
typically  considered  only  a  manage- 
ment concern.  But  now  we  have  the 
local  union  making  those  suggestions 
to  make  the  entire  plant  function 
better. 

This  commitment  does  not  stay 
simply  at  the  negotiation  table  either. 
Plant  management  and  the  local  union 
leadership  headed  by  E.  W.  "Woody  " 
Wayland.  the  plant  manager,  and  C. 
Preston  Ryan,  the  local  union  presi- 
dent, have  gone  to  great  lengths  to 
move  this  committed  relationship  all 
th'e  way  through  the  plant  to  the  shop 
floor. 

To  continue,  personalizing  and  reori- 
enting the  problem-solving  and  com- 
munications efforts  I  mentioned  earli- 
er, management  reorganized  the  in- 
dustrial relations  function  to  permit 
the  industrial  relations  professional 
staff  to  spend  more  time  in  the  physi- 
cal plant.  These  trained  specialists 
were  assigned  specific  plant  areas  so 
that  they  would  be  familiar  with  the 
people  and  problems  of  the  unit,  and 
so  that  problems  could  be  picked  up 
early  and  solved.  The  development  of 
these  relationships  built  on  mutual 
problem-solving  has  led  to  some 
unique  and  unexpected  projects, 
projects  which  have  ultimately  bene- 
fited West  Virginians  who  have  little 
or  nothing  to  do  with  either  the  Steel- 
workers  or  FMC. 

I  am  sure  that  some  of  you  are  fa- 
miliar with  the  West  Virginia  Food 
Operation.  It's  work  has  been  men- 
tioned in  the  Washington  Post.  The 
United  Food  Operation  was  a  response 
to  unemployment  that  peaked  above 


30  percent  in  several  counties  of  my 
home  State.  One  man,  Donald  E. 
Withrow.  a  maintenance  employee  at 
FMC  Corp..  came  up  with  a  simple 
idea— give  those  in  need  food.  That 
idea  was  supported  by  many  of  my 
constituents  who  volunteered  to  help 
the  project.  But  it  was  the  spirit  of  the 
relationship  between  people  at  FMC  in 
South  Charleston  that  actually 
breathed  life  into  the  project.  On  one 
Saturday  morning.  I  saw  plant  and  in- 
dustrial relations  managers,  mainte- 
nance persons,  janitors,  operators, 
computer  programers.  and  many  of 
their  wives  and  children  pitching  in 
with  a  strong  sense  of  common  pur- 
pose. I  caught  a  little  of  the  spirit  that 
day.  It  felt  like  new  fresh  life  was 
breathed  into  me  as  I  worked  with 
them  and  rode  the  National  Guard  or 
the  Army  Reserve  truck  to  distant 
counties  to  deliver  food.  It  renewed  my 
faith.  The  program  today  has  helped 
feed  over  12.000  people  and  is  continu- 
ing. 

This  sense  of  common  commitment 
may  well  come  from  an  understanding 
of  the  shared  needs  and  interdepend- 
ence of  all  management  and  hourly 
personnel  at  the  South  Charleston  fa- 
cility. As  I  said  earlier,  this  plant 
faced— and  frankly,  I  understand,  con- 
tinues to  face— a  very  difficult  busi- 
ness environment.  Union  and  manage- 
ment share  this  concern  and  routinely 
exchange  information  that  may  affect 
the  competitive  position  of  the  plant. 
And  this  shared  concern  is  translated 
to  action  whore  necessary.  Manage- 
ment and  union  officials  did  see  some 
potential  problems  in  a  utility  rate 
reform  bill  that  appeared  in  the  State 
legislature  this  year.  Their  concern 
manifested  itself  as  strong  joint  action 
to  inform  State  legislators  of  potential 
problems  with  the  legislation.  They 
did  not  block  reform,  they  expressed 
concerns.  I  am  proud  to  say  that  pro- 
gressive legislation  was  passed  that 
benefits  the  very  needy;  however,  by 
acting  jointly,  they  helped  assure  that 
imbalances  in  the  legislation,  that 
would  have  impaired  the  plant's  com- 
petitive market  position,  were  exam- 
ined and  satisfactorily  resolved  in  the 
best  traditions  of  legislative  democra- 
cy. 
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Within  the  plant,  this  cooperation 
has  expressed  itself  in  programs  and 
commitments  for  the  welfare  of  FMC 
people  and  their  plant.  Small  group  in- 
formation exchange  programs  have 
been  started  that  share  shop  floor  and 
management  knowledge  in  ways  that 
permit  maximum  use  of  everyone's 
brain  power  to  solve  problems.  In 
some  cases,  this  has  brought  problems 
to  people's  attention  that  have  gone 
neglected  for  years— and  they  have 
been  quickly  solved. 


A  joint  employee  assistance  program 
was  implemented  to  help  employees 
with  off-the-job  personal  problems 
that  affect  performance,  such  as  alco- 
holism, and  get  professional  help  that 
will  permit  them  to  become  and 
remain  productive  members  of  the 
work  force.  When  a  critical  product 
line  changeover  necessitated  very  high 
levels  of  overtime  in  a  previously  trou- 
bled area  of  the  plant,  a  temporary 
moratorium  on  nonsafety-related 
grievance  activity  was  negotiated. 

Also    both  contract  negotiation  ses- 
sions  during   the   past   2   years  com- 
menced with  prayer  for  understanding 
and  resolve.  The  prayers  were  led  for 
management  and  labor  by  Mr.  Larry 
Owen  in  1982  and  West  Virginia  State 
Delegate  Leonard  Underwood  in  1983. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  could  go  on  about  the 
labor    relations    accomplishments    of 
this     union     and     management     for 
hours-I  have  barely  touched  the  sur- 
face of  what  has  been  accomplished  in 
South  Charleston  in  the  past  2  years. 
The  most  significant  statement,  how- 
ever  has  come  from  the  membership 
of  Steelworkers  Local  12625.  The  con- 
tract negotiations  of  1982  that  I  de- 
scribed as  a  watershed  was  the  begin- 
ning point  of  a  process  of  change.  It 
was  not  possible  for  that  membership 
to  recognize  it  immediately.  Also,  as  I 
said  much  of  the  change  was  distaste- 
ful and  feared.  That   1-year  contract 
passed  the  membership  vote  by  a  slim 
margin  of  285  to  260.  But  as  the  par- 
ties   renegotiated    their    labor    agree- 
ment  this   year,   the   unique   process 
that  has  come  into  use  at  the  FMC 
plant    was    much    better,    and    much 
more   widely,   understood.   This   time 
the  local  union  membership  gave  their 
union  and  mangement  a  vote  of  almost 
3  to  1  in  favor  of  the  agreement. 

Mr.   Speaker.   I   know   that   I   have 
spent  a  significant  amount  of  time  dis- 
cussing this  example   today.   I   think 
that   it   was   valuable   and   necessary, 
however.  When  any  group  of  people, 
be  it  a  legislative  body  such  as  this 
Congress,  or  a  private  group  such  as 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  or  even  a 
labor  union,  places  a  label  such  as  bad 
labor  climate  or  a  bad  business  climate 
on  a  State  or  city,  they  do  a  disservice. 
The  mistake  that  they  make  is  a  form 
of  sublime,  but  very  real  prejudice.  It 
is  a  failure  to  see  people  as  individuals 
and  to  appreciate  how  they  can  re- 
spond to  a  situation  with  the  talents 
and    potentials    they    alone    possess. 
Those    past   problems   of   bad   labor- 
management  relationships  were  a  bar- 
rier to  progress:  however,  the  people 
of  the  South  Charleston  plant  recog- 
nized them  as  a  challenge  to  be  over- 
come. 

There  are  many  people  whom  i 
could  acknowledge  and  refer  to  who 
have  been  at  the  bargaining  table  and 
have  worked  in  this  2-year  process  to 
establish  and  nurture  the  improve- 
ments. 


I  include  their  names  at  this  point: 

E  Woody  Wayland.  Plant  Manager. 

T.  Eugene  Brunk.  Chief  Outside  Negotia- 
tor. FMC  Corp. 

Larry  Ratliff.  Chief  Outside  Negotiator. 
United  Steelworkers  of  America. 

Dave  Dick.  Industrial  Relations  Manager 
(1983)  Negotiator. 

Preston  Ryan,  President.  Local  12625.  Ne- 
gotiator. 

Leo  Cavender.  Industrial  Relations  Man- 
ager (1982)  (now  retired). 

Joe  Martucci.  Employee  Relations  Super- 
visor. „ 

Lori  Paletta.  Industrial  Relations  Repre 

sentative.  .   .      ^ 

George  Vorholt.  East  Plant  Superintend- 

Rondis  Cavender.  CDB  Superintendent. 

Tom  Sikora.  Peroxide  Superintendent. 

Dale  Roush.  Local  12625  Vice  President. 

Bob  Carroll.  12625  Negotiating  Team. 
1982-83. 

Hal  Turley.  12625  Committeeman.  Negoti- 
ating Team  1982-83. 

C.  F.  Dink  "  Brua.  12625  Committeeman. 
Negotiating  Team  1983. 

Ronald    Kidd.    12625    Negotiating    Team 

1983. 
Larry  Kidd.  12625  Committeeman.  Negoti- 

'  ating  Team  1983. 

Tom  Richardson.  12625  Committeeman. 
Negotiating  Team  1982-83. 

Larry  Owen.  12625  Committeeman.  Nego- 
tiating Team  1982. 
Herb  Robertson,  12625  Negotiating  Team. 

1982. 

These  people,  all  of  them,  plant 
management,  local  union  leadership, 
recognized  their  shared  interest  and 
incentive  in  meeting  the  need  to 
change  for  the  prosperity  of  all.  Their 
example  is  one  that  the  union  and 
management  people  of  West  Virginia 
and  this  whole  country  can  look  to 
with  pride— it  is  a  victory  for  all  of  us, 
and  it  is  an  inspiration  and  an  exam- 
ple for  all  of  us  because,  as  I  said  when 
I  first  began,  I  bring  this  here  not  only 
to  commemorate,  not  only  to  celebrate 


Kirkpatrick  addressed  the  Captive  Na- 
tions Conference  in  Washington,  D.C. 
Ambassador  Kirkpatrick  was  the  main 
speaker  at  the  congressional  luncheon 
on  July  18  in  the  Cannon  caucus  room, 
which  had  one  of  the  largest  turnouts 
for  this  luncheon  that  I  have  seen  in 
25  years  of  commemoration  of  Captive 
Nations  Week  by  the  Congress. 

Ambassador  Kirkpatrick  did  an  out- 
standing job  of  going  through  the 
litany  of  aggression  by  the  Soviet 
Union  from  the  time  of  its  inception  in 
1917.  The  audience  was  greatly  im- 
pressed by  her  strong  and  cogent  dis- 
cussion of  the  persistence  of  the 
Soviet  threat  to  peace  and  freedom  in 
the  world. 

While  the  Ambassador  had  no  writ- 
ten text  of  the  speech,  we  were  very 
fortunate  in  obtaining  a  recording  of 
her  remarks  and  to  have  it  transcribed 
by  the  staff  at  the  U.S.  Mission  to  the 
United  Nations,  for  which  I  am  most 
grateful.  I  thank  them  for  their  ef- 
forts. 

I,  under  unanimous  consent,  extend 
my  remarks  and  include  the  text  of 
the  Kirkpatrick  speech  in  the  Record 
at  this  point,  and  heartily  recommend 
this  fine  speech  to  my  colleagues: 

Address  by  Ambassador  Jeane  J. 
Kirkpatrick 
I  want  to  focus  today  on  what  I  believe  to 
be  the  most  important  question  in  our  time. 
It  is  how  to  presene  peace  with  the  free- 
dom, independence  and  self-government 
that  makes  peace  and.  indeed  life,  worth- 
while. The  principal  obstacle  in  this  pursuit 
of  peace  with  self-government  in  a  contem- 
porary world  is  the  relentless  habit  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  Soviet  empire  of  grow- 
ing and  ruling  by  force.  That  habit  is  diffi- 
cult for  us  bear  in  mind  even  for  most  of  us 
here.  Almost  everyone  is  from  time  to  time 
bemused  by  Soviet  rhetoric  and  confused  by 
the  audacity  of  Soviet  claims  and  Soviet  lies. 


to  commemorate,  uui  uiji>  ..u  vv..v.«.^v^     j^g  auu<ii,ii>  ui  ouv.c  v....... — 

what  ha.s  happened  at  the  FMC  plant     There_fore  it  is  i^^portant    rom  t^me  t^^ 


in  my  district,  but  also  in  the  hope 
that  perhaps  there  are  some  seeds  for 
other  parts  of  the  country  that  in 
turn,  as  you  plant  a  seed,  trees  may 
grow  and  just  as  labor  and  manage- 
ment have  worked  out  their  differ- 
ences in  the  FMC  plant,  just  as  that 
plant  has  become  a  very  productive 
member  of  our  industrial  community, 
so  may  that  be  true  in  many  other 
areas  as  we  work  to  grapple  with  the 
challenges  today. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  you  very  much 
for  the  opportunity  to  recognize  the 
men  and  women  of  the  FMC  plant  in 
Charleston,  W.  Va.  ' 


AMBASSADOR  JEANE  KIRKPAT- 
RICKS  ADDRESS  TO  THE  CAP- 
TIVE NATIONS  CONFERENCE, 
JULY  18,  1983 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Strat- 
TON)  is  recognized  for  30  minutes. 
•  Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  some 
2  weeks  ago  U.N.  Ambassador  Jeane 


to  step  back  and  review  briefly  the  essential 
elements  of  that  empire. 

The  Bolshevik  Revolution .  inherited  an 
empire  that  Lenin  once  referred  to  as  a 
•prisonhouse  of  peoples."  a  territory  that 
had  already  expanded  from  some  15.000 
square  miles  in  1462  to  8.600,000  square 
miles  in  1914.  Russia,  at  the  time  of  the  Bol- 
shevik Revolution,  had  expanded  at  a  rate 
of  more  than  50  square  miles  a  day  over  a 
period  of  .some  450  years.  Since  Lenin  had 
criticized  this  "prisonhouse  of  peoples  it 
was  assumed  that  the  Bolsheviks  might  dis- 
mantle the  empire.  But  as  everyone  knows 
Lenin  and  his  successors  have  expanded  it 
and  have  imposed  upon  its  sub.iects  the 
ruthless  force  of  modern  totalitarianism. 
You  know  the  dismal  record;  I  know  it. 

The  people  who  have  been  absorbed  into 
the  Soviet  empire  differ:  their  languages 
differ,  their  cultures  and  religions  differ, 
but  the  process  of  expansion,  that  has  ex- 
tended the  Soviet  empire  from  the  Ukraine 
to  Managua,  has  all  essential  elements  in 
common.  All  nations  which  currently  form 
part  of  the  Soviet  empire,  the  Soviet  bloc  as 
we  call  it  in  the  United  Nations,  have  been 
conquered  by  force-not  by  moral  forc^.  not 
by  persuasion,  certainly  not  by  the  tides  ot 
history.  All  the  nations  of  all  the  people  ab- 
sorbed in  the  Soviet  empire  have  fallen  to 
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the  conquest  of  arms,  weapons,  violence. 
And  all  the  Communist  regimes  ruhng  them 
rely  ultimately  on  force— on  heavy  weapons 
like  the  tanks  that  crushed  the  revolt  of 
Hungary  in  1956  and  of  Czechoslovakia  in 
1968.  heavy  weapons  that  bomb  and  bum 
the  villages  of  Afghanistan,  heavy  weapons 
that  bum  the  villages  and  the  churches  of 
the  Indians  of  Nicaragua's  Atlantic  Cost. 

Since  we  have  so  much  trouble  absorbing 
and  remembering  these  facts  it  is  important 
from  time  to  time  to  review  them.  Perhaps 
we  should  begin  where  the  Soviet  empire 
began,  with  the  Ukraine.  In  1961  my  prede- 
cessor at  the  United  Nations.  Adiai  Steven- 
son, traced  the  growth  of  the  Soviet  Empire 
after  the  Bolshevik  Revolution  in  a  speech 
to  the  United  Nations.  "We  are  told. "  said 
Stevenson,  'that  the  peoples  of  the  Soviet 
Union  enjoy  the  right  of  self-determination 
.  .  .  How  did  this  right'  work  out  in  prac- 
tice?" Stevenson  went  on: 

"An  independent  Ukranian  Republic  was 
recognized  by  the  Bolsheviks  in  1917.  but  in 
1917  they  established  a  rival  Republic  in 
Kharkov.  In  July  1923.  with  the  help  of  the 
Red  Army,  a  Ukranian  Soviet  Socialist  Re- 
public was  established  and  incorporated  into 
the  USSR.  In  1920.  the  independent  Repub- 
lic of  Azerbaidzhan  was  invaded  by  the  Red 
army  and  a  Soviet  Socialist  Republic  was 
proclaimed.  In  the  same  year,  the  Khanate 
of  Khiva  was  invaded  by  the  Red  army  and 
a  puppet  Soviet  People's  Republic  of  Khor- 
ezm  was  established.  With  the  conquest  of 
Khiva,  the  approaches  to  its  neighbor,  the 
Emirate  of  Bokhara,  were  opened  to  the 
Soviet  forces  which  invaded  it  in  Septeml>er 
1920.  In  1918.  Armenia  declared  its  inde- 
pendence from  Russia.  In  1920.  the  Soviet 
army  invaded,  and  Armenian  independence, 
so  long  awaited,  was  snuffed  out.  In  1921. 
the  Red  army  came  to  the  aid  of  Commu- 
nists rebelling  against  the  independent 
State  of  Georgia  and  installed  a  Soviet 
regime. 

"This  process  inexorably  continued.  Char- 
acteristically, the  Soviets  took  advantage  of 
the  turmoil  and  upheaval  of  the  Second 
World  War  to  continue  the  process  of  colo- 
nial subjugation  at  the  expense  of  its  neigh- 
bors. The  Soviets'  territorial  aggrandize- 
ment included  the  Karelian  province  and 
other  parts  of  Finland  and  the  Eastern 
provinces  of  Poland,  the  Romanian  prov- 
inces of  Bessarabia  and  Bukovina.  the  inde- 
pendent States  of  Estonia.  Latvia,  and  Lith- 
uania, the  Koenigsberg  area,  slices  of 
Czechoslovakia.  South  Sakhalin,  the  Kurile 
Islands,  and  Tanna  Tuva  ..." 

Let  me  pause  for  a  moment  over  this  first 
tragic  conquest  of  the  Soviets  following 
World  War  II.  the  incorporation  of  Eas*pm 
Europe.  Terrible  controversies  continue  to 
rage  about  the  responsibility  of  the  AUiies. 
in  their  various  negotiations  and  confer- 
ences, for  the  tragedy  that  Eastern  Europe 
underwent,  that  E^astem  Europe  continues 
to  undergo  today.  Especially,  of  course,  the 
controversy  rages  about  the  responsibility 
of  our  leaders  at  Yalta  for  this  tragedy.  The 
current  Encounter  magazine  has  a  fascinat- 
ing exchange  on  the  Yalta  Conference 
which  I  recommend  to  all  of  you.  It  provides 
new  insights  and  raises  some  new  questions. 
Like  all  historical  controversies,  this  one  is 
not  likely  to  lie  settled  definitively  in  the 
foreseeable  future.  But  there  are  certain 
basic  facts  about  the  incorporation  of  East- 
ern Europe  concerning  which  there  is  no 
controversy  at  all. 

First,  we  know  who  made  the  first  contri- 
bution. It  was  Adolph  Hitler,  of  course.  It 
was  Adolph  Hitler  who  met  Joseph  Stalin's 


exacting  demands:  the  Baltic  States,  half  of 
Poland.  Bessarabia,  and  an  agreed  sphere  of 
expansion  south  and  east.  The  much-vaunt- 
ed "Non-Aggression  Pact"  l)etween  Hitler 
and  Stalin  was.  of  course,  an  aggression  pact 
which  provided  for  the  incorporation  of 
those  states  of  Europe  and  the  destruction 
and  partition  of  the  Polish  state.  The  distin- 
guished scholar.  Robert  Conquest,  has  said 
that  perhaps  the  best  description  of  the  at- 
titude of  Hitler  and  Stalin  toward  the  de- 
struction of  Poland  was  found  in  Molotov's 
speech  to  the  Supreme  Soviet  in  October, 
1939  after  that  combined  Invasion  of  Poland 
when  he  (Molotov)  said:  "One  blow  from 
the  German  army  and  another  from  the 
Soviet  army  put  an  end  to  this  ugly  product 
of  Versailles  "  So  who  struck  the  first  blow? 
It  was  Adolph  Hitler  and  Joseph  Stalin 
acting  in  concert  through  the  Hitler-Stalin 
pact. 

■fhe  second  fact,  about  which  there  is  no 
controversy,  is  that  the  quality  of  Soviet 
rule  in  Eastern  Europe  was  clearly  foreshad- 
owed by  the  Katyn  massacres,  in  which 
15.000  officers  of  the  Polish  army  were,  on  a 
tieautiful  spring  day.  systematically  slaugh- 
tered. As  the  author  of  the  Encounter  arti- 
cles suggests.  Katyn  presented  itself  as  a 
startling  prism  through  which  the  nature  of 
Soviet  rule  and  the  chances  of  cooperation 
with  Stalin  could  be  assessed,  not  just  by 
the  Polish  govemment-in-exile  in  London 
but  also  by  Churchill  and  Roosevelt.  The 
Katyn  massacres  were  known  to  all  the  par- 
ticipants at  Yalta  at  the  time  of  the  meet- 
ings. This  systematic  decapitation  of  the 
Polish  nation  provided  chilling  evidence,  to 
anyone  willing  to  see.  of  what  conquest  by 
the  Soviets  would  mean  in  the  heart  of 
Europe;  it  would  mean  what  it  had  meant  to 
be  overcome  by  the  Bolsheviks  inside  the 
Soviet  Union  itself. 

Stalin  was  a  great  believer  in  destroying 
groups  and  classes  which  stood  in  the  way 
of  consolidating  power.  He  was  interested, 
above  all.  in  removing  those  E)ersons  who 
stood  in  his  way  or  whom  he  thought  might 
stand  in  his  way.  Stalin  understood  the 
social  dynamics  of  control  as  well  as  Plato 
had  when,  in  The  Republic,  he  described 
the  role  of  elites  in  political  change:  as  elites 
change,  regimes  change.  So  Stalin  set  about 
destroying  the  elite  which  he  thought  could 
t)e  an  obstacle  to  his  power  in  Poland. 
Churchill  wrote  that  though  they  knew 
about  the  Katyn  massacres  when  they  met 
at  Yalta,  "it  was  decided  that  the  issue 
should  be  avoided." 

We  may  be  shocked  that  such  a  decision 
would  be  made  but.  in  fact,  we  should  not  be 
because  a  great  many  other  people  have 
made  parallel  decisions  concerning  the 
Soviet  Union  in  almost  every  decade  which 
has  followed.  Still  the  cynicism  with  which 
the  men  who  met  at  "Yalta  discussed  the 
future  of  Eastern  Europe  has  the  power  to 
shock.  Let  us  again  turn  to  the  recollections 
of  Churchill,  about  the  conversation  around 
the  thble  at  Yalta.  Concerning  the  division 
of  influence  in  Eastern  Europe,  Churchill 
wrote: 

"The  moment  was  apt  for  business,  so  I 
said:  Let  us  settle  about  our  affairs  in  the 
Balkans.  Your  armies  are  in  Bulgaria  and 
Rumania.  We  have  interests,  missions  and 
agents  there.  Don't  let  us  get  at  cross  pur- 
poses in  small  ways.  So  far  as  Britain  and 
Russia  are  concerned,  how  would  it  do  for 
you  to  have  ninety  percent  predominance  in 
Rumania,  for  us  to  have  ninety  percent  of 
the  say  in  Greece,  and  go  fifty-fifty  about 
Yugoslavia?' " 

While  his  words  were  being  put  into  Rus- 
sian, Churchill  wrote  down  these  percent- 


ages on  a  piece  of  paper,  adding  a  50-50  divi- 
sion for  Hungary  and  giving  the  Kremlin  a 
75-25  predominance  in  Bulgaria.  Stalin 
agreed.  But  more  important  than  the  cyni- 
cism of  the  participants  was  that  Stalin  de- 
clined to  keep  his  cynical  promises.  He 
wanted  100  percent  predominance  in  all 
those  countries  and  he  got  it  in  all  those 
countries  in  which  the  Red  army  was  al- 
ready present. 

The  third  fact,  which  is  not  the  least  bit 
controversial,  is  that  the  Soviet  army  guar- 
anteed the  conquest  of  the  states  of  Eastern 
Europe.  Whatever  role  Yalta  may  have 
played  in  the  legitimization  of  that  con- 
quest—and I  myself  think  that  role  has 
probably  been  overstated— the  fact  is  that 
the  conquest  took  place  not  by  way  of  agree- 
ments signed  at  Yalta,  but  by  way  of  the 
hard  fact  of  conquest  and  the  continued 
presence  of  the  Soviet  army. 

All  the  other  extensions  of  Soviet  power 
since  World  War  II  have  taken  place  in  es- 
sentially the  same  fashion.  In  all  extensions 
of  Soviet  power,  force,  violence,  arms,  weap- 
ons, murder  have  played  the  crucial  role.  In 
Czechoslovakia  it  was  a  violent  coup.  In 
Cuba  it  was  a  civ.  those  familiar  combina- 
tions of  terrorism,  guerrilla  war,  and  import- 
ed force. 

Rousseau  told  us  that  might  cannot 
endure  unless  it  is  transformed  into  right. 
The  fact  is.  of  course,  that,  if  exercised  bru- 
tally enough,  might  can  endure  longer  than 
any  of  us  care  to  imagine.  Legitimization 
helps,  but  there  is  not  a  scintilla  of  evidence 
that  the  peoples  of  any  of  the  nations  gov- 
erned today  in  the  shadow  of  the  Red  army 
or  any  of  their  imperial  armies  accept  the 
legitimacy  of  that  rule. 

Prom  time  to  time,  crises  in  Soviet  rule 
and  Soviet  predominance  occur  inside  the 
Soviet  empire.  And  when  those  crises  occur, 
the  skeleton  of  Soviet  power  is  laid  bare.  Let 
me  just  mention  a  few  of  those  crises.  Be- 
cause the  lies  which  surround  them  are  so 
multiple  and  repeated  so  incessantly  and 
the  deception  is  so  smothering,  both  in  in- 
tention and  effect,  it  is  important  from  time 
to  time  just  to  remind  ourselves  of  these 
basic  patterns. 

Following  the  annexation  of  the  Baltics, 
the  Soviets  embarked  on  a  policy  of  ruthless 
Sovietization  in  those  countries,  which  en- 
countered universal  opposition.  Then,  on  a 
single  "night  of  terror"— June  14,  1941— the 
Soviets  deported  almost  the  entire  Baltic  in- 
telligentsia to  Siberia  where  most  of  them 
perished.  The  Baltic  nations  were  decapitat- 
ed, very  much  as  the  Polish  nation  was  de- 
capitated at  Katyn.  When  the  Germans  in- 
vaded the  Soviet  Union  a  week  later,  mas- 
sive, spontaneous  uprisings  occurred  in  all 
three  Baltic  states  and  a  large  part  of  their 
territory  was  liberated  from  the  Soviets 
before  it  was  subsequently  occupied  by  the 
Nazis.  But  the  Red  army  eventually  recap- 
tured the  Baltics,  precipitating  an  exodus  of 
some  200,000  people  who  feared  the  return 
of  Soviet  rule— perhaps  some  of  you  or  some 
of  your  relatives.  The  Soviets  reconsolidated 
their  control  in  the  Baltics  with  killings,  re- 
pression, and  mass  deportations.  Between 
1944  and  1949.  we  estimate  that  some 
600.000  Baits  out  of  a  population  of  just  a 
little  over  four  million  were  deported  to  Si- 
beria. Guerrilla  resistance  to  the  Soviet  oc- 
cupation continued  until  1952.  eight  years 
after  the  re-entry  of  the  Red  army.  Since 
then,  of  course,  the  Soviets  have  continued 
a  conscious  policy  of  cultural  russification, 
but  there  is  not,  until  this  day,  a  scintilla  of 
evidence  either  that  they  have  succeeded  in 
russifying  the  peoples  of  the  Baltic  nations 


or  in  persuading  them  of  the  legitimacy  of 
their  rule. 

We've  had  ample  opportunities  to  observe 
the  skeleton  of  Soviet  power.  We  had  the 
opportunity  when  the  brave  Hungarian  peo- 
ples confronted  the  Soviet  tanks  with  their 
bare  hands.  It  is  interesting  to  recall  the 
words  with  which  the  Soviet  rulers  justified 
their  suppression  of  that  revolt.  Nikita 
Khrushchev,  commenting  on  Budapest 
Radio.  April  1958.  noted:  "We  knew  that  the 
imperialists  would  shout  wildly  that  we 
interfered  in  the  Hungarian  peoples  affairs. 
But  we  also  knew  that  within  a  short  time. 
the  Hungarian  working  class,  working  peas- 
antry, and  intelligentsia  would  realize  and 
understand  that  there  was  only  one  correct 
road  "  There  is  no  evidence  to  this  day  that 
the  Hungarian  working  class,  the  working 
peasantry,  or  the  intelligentsia  has  under- 
stood that  there  was  only  one  correct  road 
and  that  that  road  was  the  road  of  Soviet 
conquest.  They  only  bowed  before  superior 
force.  They  did  not  acquiesce. 

Neither  did  the  Czech  people.  When  the 
Czechs  rose  up  in  1968  in  that  marvelous 
Prague  spring,  they,  too.  were  crushed  by 
the  exercise  of  force  in  its  purest  form. 
Once  again  Soviet  leaders  justified  the  sup- 
pression of  people  who  asked  only  to  be  per- 
mitted to  govern  themselves.  Pravda  com- 
mented as  late  as  1978  about  the  events  of 
1968  saying:  "World  reactionaries  cannot 
accept  either  the  victory  of  the  Czechoslo- 
vak Socialist  Republic  working  class  in  Feb- 
ruary 1948.  or  their  own  defeat  in  August 
1968  " 

That's  interesting.  The  Czechs  that 
sought  their  freedom  in  1968  had  become 
"world  reactionaries." 

As  a  result  of  World  War  II  the  Soviets 
gained  Eastern  Europe.  But  they  were  not 
satisfied.  Expansion  continued.  No  clearer 
case  of  conquest  by  force— brute,  unadorned 
and  unobfuscated— than  that  of  Afghani- 
stan. Today  the  Soviet  Union  occupies  Af- 
ghanistan against  the  will  of  the  Afghan 
population.  Approximately  3  million  Af- 
ghans, about  one-fifth  of  the  Afghan  popu- 
lation, have  fled  into  Pakistan  to  escape  the 
carnage  wreaked  by  Soviet  occupation.  An- 
other 2  million  have  remained  outside  the 
country.  Those  remaining  inside  Afghani- 
stan still  control  some  75  percent  of  the 
country,  despite  the  fact  that  they  are 
poorly  armed  and  trained,  despite  the  fact 
that  the  Soviet  Union  has  used  against 
them  the  most  sophisticated  weapons  in  its 
arsenal,  ranging  from  heavily  armed  heli- 
copter gunships  to  supersonic  aircraft. 

Within  the  Kabul  government.  Soviet  per- 
sonnel direct  virtually  all  aspects  of  admin- 
istration, including  the  Ministries  of  For- 
eign Affairs,  Defense,  Interior,  Information 
and  Culture,  Justice  and  Economic  Plan- 
ning. Since  1979.  Soviet  personnel  have  also 
commanded  the  Afghan  army  down  to  the 
brigade  level  and  sometimes  down  to  the 
company  level,  and  still  they  cannot  guaran- 
tee the  loyalty  or  performance  of  that 
Afghan  army.  Nothing  more  clearly  reflects 
the  lack  of  public  support  for  the  Soviet  oc- 
cupation of  Afghanistan  than  the  collapse 
of  the  Afghan  army.  The  puppet  regime  in 
Kabul  has  resorted  to  desperate  measures  to 
recruit  that  army.  Young  men.  some  only  12 
or  13  years  old  are  seized  in  bazaars,  loaded 
into  ground  or  air  transport,  shipped  to  an- 
other section  of  the  country  where  they  are 
shoved  into  uniform.  Only  those  who 
escape— some  of  whom  have  been  inter- 
viewed by  the  international  press— are 
heard  from  again.  The  others  simply  disap- 
pear and  the  families  do  not  know  where. 


Recent  call-ups  of  men  who  have  already 
completed  military  ser\'ice  have  been  met 
with  riots  and  protests,  which  are  in  turn 
met  with  violence.  Protestors  are  gunned 
down  and  still  the  Soviet  occupiers  cannot 
put  together  an  army  on  which  they  can 
rely.  They  must  rely  on  their  own.  And  so 
their  army  in  Afghanistan  has  grown  while 
they  talk  about  negotiations  to  stop  the  re- 
sistance. 

It  is  interesting  to  read  the  official  Soviet 
comments  on  their  invasion  and  occupation 
of  Afghanistan.  Moscow  News  commented 
in  1980.  "We  knew  that  the  decision  to  bring 
troops  into  Afghanistan  would  not  be  popu- 
lar in  the  modern  world  .  .  .  Noninterfer- 
ence is  a  good  thing,  but  the  principles  of 
international  law  do  not  exist  in  a  vacuum 
.  .  .  history  and  politics  cannot  always  be 
fitted  into  legal  formulas.  "  And  Communist 
Party  General  Secretary  Yuri  Andropov 
commented  after  his  appointment  to  the 
Secretariat  of  the  Central  Committee.  "Our 
response  to  events  in  Afghanistan  was  a 
lofty  act  of  loyalty  to  the  principle  of  prole- 
tarian internationalism,  which  was  neces- 
sary to  defend  the  interests  of  our  Mother- 
land." What  kind  of  a  threat  did  the  people 
of  Afghanistan  constitute  to  the  govern- 
ment of  the  Soviet  Union?  The  threat  of 
simply  being  there?  The  last  independent 
Afghan  government  was  not  like  the  govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  today.  It  was  not  import- 
ing tons  of  arms:  it  was  not  importing  thou- 
sands of  advisors  and  troops  from  hostile 
foreign  nations.  The  Afghan  people  were 
simply  trying  to  live  their  own  lives  in  their 
own  way.  The  consequence  was  the  invasion. 
This  is  the  most  brutal  century,  probably, 
in  all  of  human  history,  and  the  Afghan  oc- 
cupation stands  out  even  in  this  brutal  cen- 
tury. 

Then  we  come  to  Poland,  where  it  also  has 
been  easy  to  observe  the  infrastructure  of 
Soviet  imperialism.  With  the  rise  of  Solidar- 
ity and  the  stubborn  insistence  of  the  Polish 
people  on  expressing  themselves  in  ways  not 
wholly  acceptable  to  their  Soviet  overseers, 
the  Soviet-controlled  government  responded 
by  declaring  martial  law  on  December  13. 
1981.  This  repression  was  justified  in  the  fa- 
miliar way.  namely,  the  need  to  secure  the 
•fundamental  interests  of  the  state  and  its 
citizens,"  to  secure  "conditions  for  the  effec- 
tive protection  of  peace  and  public  order  " 
and  to  restore  "social  discipline. "  Virtually 
all  free  activities  by  the  Polish  people  were 
prohibited;  holding  gatherings,  marches, 
demonstrations  of  any  kind,  sporting,  artis- 
tic, or  entertainment  activities.  It  was  for- 
bidden to  disseminate  information  or  dis- 
tribute publications  in  any  manner.  The 
right  of  employees  to  organize  and  hold 
strikes  or  protests  was  forbidden.  The  orga- 
nization of  free  trade  unions  was  forbidden. 
Sweeping  censorship  was  imposed  on  top  of 
the  sweeping  censorship  that  already  exist- 
ed. 

A  few  months  later,  on  March  15,  1982, 
martial  law  was  introduced  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua.  Again,  the  familiar  justi- 
fications. Junta  coordinator  Daniel  Ortega 
announced  a  general  law  of  national  emer- 
gency which  suspended  all  political  rights 
and  guarantees  that  had  been  provided  in 
August,  1979  just  after  the  Sandinista 
regime  had  come  into  power.  The  junta  sus- 
pended all  non-Sandinista  news  programs, 
suspended  all  programs  of  political  content, 
suspended  all  rights  of  association  and  polit- 
ical activity,  and  imposed  new  sweeping  cen- 
sorship rules  on  top  of  already  existing 
sweeping  censorship  rules. 

Given  the  facts  I  have  been  reciting,  why 
do  so  many  have  so  much  trouble  facing  the 


fact  that  to  "fall  to  be  flexible"  in  one's  op- 
position to  Communism  is  nothing,  more  or 
less,  than  to  stand  firmly  in  support  of 
human  freedom?  Why  does  the  notion  per- 
sist that  the  Soviets  are  in  some  way  moral- 
ly superior  to  other  elites  who  have  used 
amoral  means  to  gain  power  and  impose  re- 
pressive, minority,  military  dictatorship? 
The  sources  of  this  confusion  are,  I  think 
several. 

First  is  the  deliberate  semantic  confusion 
fostered  by  the  Soviets  themselves  through 
their  systematically  perverse  use  of  lan- 
guage. By  calling  "autonomous"  that  which 
is  powerless,  federated  "  that  which  's  uni- 
tary, "democratic"  that  which  is  autocratic, 
"united"  that  which  is  schismatic,  "popu- 
lar" that  which  is  imposed  by  terror,  "peace- 
ful" that  which  incites  war— in  brief,  by  sys- 
tematically corrupting  language  to  obscure 
reality— the  Soviets  and  their  various 
friends  make  inroads  into  our  sense  of  polit- 
ical reality.  Language  is.  after  all.  the 
medium  in  which  we  think.  And  it  is  exceed- 
ingly difficult  for  us.  or  anyone,  to  eliminate 
all  the  traditional  connotations  of  words 
like,  "for  a  lasting  peace  and  a  people's  de- 
mocracy." and  remember  that  they  had 
nothing  to  do  with  either  peace  or  popular 
movements  or  democracy. 

A  related  form  of  semantic  subversion, 
practiced  by  Communist  parties  everj-where. 
is  the  effort  to  capture  prestigious  symbols, 
slogans,  and  traditions.  Communist  parties 
in  the  under-developed  world  attempt  to 
identify  themselves  with  the  slogans  of  na- 
tionalism and  anticolonialism  at  the  same 
time  that  they  affiliate  with  the  only  active 
colonialism  in  the  contemporary  world. 
Communists  in  Prance,  for  example,  identi- 
fy themselves  with  the  symbols  of  the  Re- 
sistance, communists  in  the  United  States 
stake  claim  to  Tom  Paine  and  Abraham  Lin- 
coln, and  in  Nicaragua  they  claim  Sandino, 
a  Nicaraguan  nationalist  and  patriot,  and  in 
no  sense  a  Communist  or  an  international 
revolutionary. 

Aleksandr  Solzhenitsyn  goes,  as  he  so 
often  does,  to  the  heart  of  the  matter  when 
he  points  to  the  relationship  between  vio- 
lence and  the  lie.  The  Soviets  expand  their 
power  and  they  maintain  it  through  the  use 
of  violence— systematic,  deliberate,  uninhib- 
ited—and through  the  use  of  the  lie.  "Let  us 
not  forget, "  he  said  in  his  Nobel  address, 
"that  violence  does  not  and  cannot  exist  by 
itself;  it  is  invariably  intertwined  with  the 
lie.  They  are  linked  in  the  most  intimate, 
most  organic,  and  most  profound  fashion: 
violence  cannot  conceal  itself  behind  any- 
thing except  lies,  and  lies  have  nothing  to 
maintain  them  except  violence.  Anyone  who 
has  once  proclaimed  violence  as  his  method, 
must  inexorably  choose  the  lie  as  his  princi- 
ple." 

Since  they  require  lies,  we  require  truths. 
And  the  importance  of  meetings  like  this 
today,  is  that  it  brings  together  people  to 
speak  the  truth.« 


RUNWAY        UTILIZATION        PRO- 
GRAM       AT        BURBANK-GLEN- 
DALE-PASADENA  AIRPORT 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Berman) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.    BERMAN.    Mr.    Speaker,    the 
House  and  Senate  Transportation  Ap- 
propriation Committee  reports  contain 
conflicting   language   relating   to   the 


22716 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


August  3,  1983 


Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena  Airport. 
Recent  action  by  the  local  jurisdiction 
has  resolved  the  problems  that  origi- 
nally led  me  to  request  the  inclusion 
of  this  language  in  the  House  report. 

The  impact  of  an  urban  airport  on 
surrounding  homeowners  is  not  a  new- 
issue  in  my  district.  I  believe  that  all 
residents  of  surrounding  communities 
who  benefit  from  airport  services 
should  also  share  the  noise  burden  as- 
sociated with  the  facility.  For  years 
several  of  the  communities  that  I  rep- 
resent have  borne  a  disproportionate 
amount  of  the  noise  level  resulting 
from  daily  operations  at  the  airport. 
Furthermore,  these  residents  have 
been  unrepresented  on  the  Burbank- 
Glendale-Pasadena  Airport  Authority 
which  manages  the  airport. 

During  full  committee  consideration 
of  the  Transportation  appropriations 
bill.  Congressman  Dixon  introduced 
on  my  behalf  report  language  that  di- 
rected the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration to  withhold  airport  improve- 
ment funds  for  the  purposes  of  build- 
ing a  new  terminal  at  the  Burbank 
Airport  until  the  airport  developed  a 
noise  compatability  program  and 
adopted  a  master  plan. 

At  the  time  of  the  floor  debate  on 
the  bill.  Congressmen  Roybal.  Moor- 
HEAD  and  myself  agreed  in  a  colloquoy 
that  efforts  at  the  local  level  should 
begin  immediately  to  resolve  these 
longstanding  problems.  Since  that 
time,  airport  officials,  representatives 
of  the  homeowners'  groups,  and  the 
Congressmen  involved,  have  spent  con- 
siderable time  in  drawing  up  a  plan 
that  would  make  significant  progress 
toward  equalizing  runway  use  and 
therefore  dispersing  the  noise  more 
fairly. 

Yesterday,  the  Commission  of  the 
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena  Airport 
Authority  adopted  a  resolution  regard- 
ing the  development  and  implementa- 
tion of  such  a  runway  utilization  pro- 
gram. Based  on  numerous  conversa- 
tions, I  am  confident  that  the  author- 
ity intends  to  do  everything  in  its 
power  to  implement  the  policy  set 
forth  in  this  resolution. 

Congressmen  Dixon.  Roybal.  Moor- 
head,  and  I  all  agree  that  given  the  ac- 
tions of  the  Burbank-Glendale-Pasade- 
na Airport  Authority  and  their  com- 
mitment to  implementing  this  resolu- 
tion that  the  FAA  should  disregard 
the  House  appropriations  report  lan- 
guage relating  to  this  subject.  The 
authority's  acceptance  of  the  goal  of 
equalizing  runway  use  is  a  major  step 
toward  balancing  the  transportation 
needs  of  the  traveling  public  and  the 
quality  of  life  local  residents  have 
been  striving  for  years  to  obtain.* 


THE  COMPUTER  LITERACY  ACT 
OF  1983 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 


tleman from  Colorado  (Mr.  'Wirth)  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  WIRTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing,  along  with  Mr.  Per- 
kins. Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr. 
KoGOVSEK.  Mr.  Downey  and  36  other 
Members.  H.R.  3750.  the  Computer 
Literacy  Act  of  1983.  designed  to  ad- 
dress a  growing  problem  in  this  coun- 
try: technical  illiteracy. 

Much  has  already  been  said  in  this 
Chamber  about  an  American  work 
force  that  is  increasingly  illiterate:  of 
students  unable  to  draw  inferences 
from  written  material:  or  solve  mathe- 
matical problems  involving  several 
steps. 

Only  recently,  though,  have  we 
begun  to  recognize  that  we  will  contin- 
ue to  lose  ground  to  our  international 
competitors  if  our  work  force  is  in- 
capable of  mastering  the  language  of 
the  multitude  of  microcomputers  that 
is  being  developed  today.  By  1990.  30 
million  jobs  will  be  computer  related. 
Yet.  as  the  National  Commission  on 
Excellence  in  Education  reported,  we 
are  raising  a  generation  of  Americans 
that  is  scientifically  and  technological- 
ly illiterate.  There  are  only  200.000 
computers  in  use  in  schools  today  to 
train  a  student  population  of  39  mil- 
lion. The  future  of  our  economy  de- 
pends on  our  .schools  being  able  to 
produce  a  highly  trained  and  comput- 
er-literate work  force. 

In  order  to  prepare  this  generation 
to  compete,  and  cope,  in  the  informa- 
tion age.  I  am  introducing  the  Com- 
puter Literacy  Act  of  1983.  The  bill  ad- 
dresses several  problems  that  have  not 
been  sufficiently  addres-sed  by  the 
Congress.  Previous  efforts  on  comput- 
er literacy  have  used  a  tax-incentive 
approach  to  get  computer  hardware 
into  the  schools.  I  believe  we  must 
move  beyond  this  approach.  First, 
computer  literacy  is  not  limited  to 
simply  getting  computers  into  the 
schools.  Any  comprehensive  computer 
literacy  effort  must  include  teacher 
training  as  well  as  address  the  soft- 
ware problems  schools  are  facing. 
Second,  this  approach  leaves  the 
schools  with  little  control  over  the 
type  and  quality  of  equipment  they 
can  receive.  Finally,  there  are  no  as- 
surances that  the  computers  will  be 
spread  equitably  among  the  poorer 
and  rural  schools  as  well  as  the 
wealthier  schools.  Our  purpose  in  in- 
troducing this  legislation  is  to  address 
these  flaws  in  a  more  comprehensive, 
carefully  structured  effort  to  promote 
computer  literacy. 

First,  a  key  feature  of  the  bill  is  that 
it  uses  a  direct  grant  approach,  instead 
of  relying  on  tax  incentives,  to  provide 
schools  with  the  funds  to  purchase 
computer  hardware.  This  will  enable 
schools  to  choose  and  purchase  the 
equipment  most  useful  to  them. 

This  will  also  insure  universal  access 
to  every  student  in  the  country. 
Today,  for  example,  72.6  percent   of 


the  "rich"  schools  have  instructional 
computers  while  only  45.5  percent  of 
their  poorer  counterparts  have  any 
computer  capacity  at  all. 

Second,  the  bill  will  establish  teach- 
er training  institutes  modeled  after 
the  successful  institutes  created  by  the 
National  Defense  Education  Act.  Nu- 
merous horror  stories  exist  of  school 
systems  with  computers  and  teachers 
who  do  not  know  how  to  use  them, 
much  less  how  to  teach  others  to  use 
them. 

In  response  to  a  concern  often  ex- 
pressed to  me  by  teachers,  the  bill  will 
call  upon  the  National  Institute  of 
Education  and  the  National  Science 
Foundation  to  provide  grants  and  con- 
tracts to  organizations  to  evaluate  ex- 
isting hardware  and  software,  and  to 
disseminate  this  information  to  the 
Nation's  schools.  This  is  necessary  be- 
cause too  often  teachers  have  no  place 
to  turn  in  order  to  determine  what 
type  of  hardware  and  software  they 
should  be  buying  for  the  maximum 
benefit  of  the  students. 

Finally,  this  bill  will  include  an  adult 
component,  setting  up  demonstration- 
adult  training  projects  in  the=  schools 
to  teach  computer  literacy  to  adults. 
This  will  be  done  during  the  after- 
noons when  the  computers  are  not  in 
u.se  by  children.  Children  learn  best 
from  their  parents,  and  this  provision 
of  the  bill  will  not  only  allow  adults  to 
learn  new  skills,  but  will  augment  the 
schools"  teaching  efforts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  have 
the  text  of  the  bill  printed  in  the 
Record: 

H.R.  3750 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  that  thi.s 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Computer  Literacy 
Act  of  1983' 

TITLE  I-ACQUISITION  OP  COMPUTER 
HARDWARE 

PURPOSES 

Sec.  101.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
authorize  assistance  to  local  educational 
agencies  for  the  acquisition  of  computer 
hardware  for  use  in  school  classrooms  in 
order  to  promote  student  competence  in  the 
operation  and  use  of  new  technologies,  and 
thereby  to  improve  students'  academic  per- 
formance in  both  technical  and  other  fields. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  102.  For  purposes  of  this  title— 

(1)  the  term  'Secretary"  means  the  Secre- 
tary of  Education: 

(2)  the  term  'local  educational  agency" 
has  the  meaning  provided  in  section 
198(a)(10)  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965: 

(3)  the  term  "State  educational  agency" 
has  the  meaning  provided  in  section 
198(aKl7)  of  such  Act: 

(4)  the  term  "average  daily  attendance" 
has  the  meaning  provided  in  section 
198(a)(1)  of  such  Act: 

(5)  the  term  "computer  hardware" 
means— 

(A)  a  data  processor  which— 
( i )  can  be  programed  in  at  least  3  standard 
computer  languages: 
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(ii)  has  a  random  access  memory  capacity 
of  at  least  16.000  bytes:  and 

(iii)  is  or  can  be  connected  with  a  screen 
for  visual  display: 

(B)  in  connection  with  such  a  data  proces- 
sor (i)  a  display  screen,  and  (ii)  one  or  more 
disk  or  tape  drives:  and 

(C)  any  equipment  necessary  for  the  m- 
stallation  of  equipment  described  in  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  and  (B):  and 

(6)  the  term  "State"  means  each  of  the  50 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia.  Puerto 
Rico.  Guam.  American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands, and  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands. 


allocation  of  funds 
Sec.  103.  (a)(1)  From  5  percent  of  the 
amount  appropriated  pursuant  to  section 
107  for  any  fiscal  year  the  Secretary  shall 
allocate  to  each  State  educational  agency  an 
amount  for  monitoring  and  enforcement 
which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  5  per- 
cent as  the  amount  allocated  to  the  local 
educational  agencies  in  that  State  under 
paragraph  (2)  for  such  fiscal  year  bears  to 
the  sum  of  the  amount  allocated  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  all  the  States  under 
such  paragraph  for  such  fiscal  year. 

(2)  Prom  the  remainder  of  the  amount  ap- 
propriated pursuant  to  section  107  for  any 
fiscal  year  the  Secretary  shall  allocate  to 
each  eligible  local  educational  agency  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
remainder  as  the  number  of  children  in  av- 
erage daily  attendance  in  the  schools  of 
such  local  educational  agency  bears  to  the 
sum  of  such  children  in  the  schools  of  all 
local  educational  agencies. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a)(2),  the 
allocation  of  any  local  educational  agency 
shall  be  reduced  to  the  extent  that  assist- 
ance under  this  title  has  been  or  would  be  in 
excess  of  the  amount  necessary  for  such 
agency  to  acquire  one  unit  of  computer 
hardware  for  each  30  children  in  average 
daily  attendance  in  the  schools  of  such 
agency. 

LOCAL  APPLICATION  FOB  FUNDS 

Sec  104.  (a)(1)  A  local  educational  agency 
shall  be  eligible  for  an  allocation  under  sec- 
tion 103  if  it  has  on  file  with  the  State  edu- 
cational agency  a  current  application,  ap- 
proved by  the  State  educational  agency,  de- 
scribing the  computer  hardware  procure- 
ment program  to  be  conducted  with  assist- 
ance provided  under  this  title.  Such  applica- 
tion shall  contain— 

(A)  assurances  that  the  local  educational 
agency  will  allocate  funds  among  the  school 
within  its  district  so  that— 

(i)  funds  are  provided  first  to  those 
schools  with  the  least  computer  hardware 
per  student: 

(ii)  funds  are  not  provided  to  any  school 
after  such  school  has  the  equivalent  of  one 
unit  of  computer  hardware  for  each  30  chil- 
dren in  average  daily  attendance  at  such 

school; 

(B)  an  identification  of  the  computer 
hardware  which  are  already  available  in  the 
schools  of  such  agency,  a  specification  of 
the  computer  hardware  to  be  acquired  with 
funds  provided  under  this  title  during  the 
next  funding  period,  and  assurances  that 
the  acquisition  cost  of  such  hardware  will  be 
reasonable  and  in  accordance  with  such 
guidelines  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary by  regulation:  and 

(C)  describe  the  programs  and  procedures 
which  the  local  educational  agency  has  de- 
veloped to  ensure  the  participation  of  par- 
ents in  the  establishment  of  its  computer 
hardware  acquisition  program  and  in  the  de- 


velopment and  implementation  of  a  curricu- 
lum for  the  use  of  such  hardware. 

(2)  Such  an  application  may  be  amended 
at  any  time  to  describe  changes  in  or  addi- 
tions to  the  activities  originally  set  forth  in 
the  application. 

(b)  An  application  or  amendment  thereto 
shall  be  approved  by  the  State  educational 
agency  unless  such  agency  determines  that 
the  application  does  not  provide  for  the  use 
of  such  funds  in  a  manner  which  meets  the 
requirements  of  this  title  or  is  inconsistent 
with  such  requirements  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe  by  regulation.  No  such  deter- 
mination shall  be  made  except  after  notice 
.and  opportunity  for  a  hearing  is  given  to 
the  applicant. 

STATE  RESPONSIBILITIES 

Sec  105.  (a)  Each  State  which  desires  to 
have  iUs  local  educational  agencies  qualify 
for  a.ssistance  under  this  title  shall  have  on 
file  with  the  Secretary  an  application  sub- 
mitted by  its  State  educational  agency. 
Each  such  application  shall  contain  (1)  sat- 
isfactory assurances  that  the  State  educa- 
tional agency  will  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  this  section:  and  (2)  such  informa- 
tion as  the  Secretary  considers  necessary  to 
determine  whether  such  assurances  will  be 
carried  out. 

(b)  A  State  educational  agency  shall  not 
finally  disapprove,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
application  of  any  local  educational  agency 
under  section  104  without  first  affording 
such  agency  reasonable  notice  and  opportu- 
nity for  a  hearing. 

(c)  Each  State  educational  agency  shall— 

(1)  adopt  standards,  consistent  with  mini- 
mum standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
for  monitoring,  with  the  funds  provided 
under  section  103(a)(1).  the  effectiveness  of 
computer  hardware  procurement  programs 
assisted  under  this  title: 

(2)  adopt  written  procedures  for  receiving 
complaints  regarding  such  programs: 

(3)  establish  procedures  for  notifying  the 
Secretary  of  any  failure  by  a  local  educa- 
tional agency  to  comply  with  this  title,  regu- 
lations prescribed  thereunder,  or  any  prov:- 
sion  in  its  application:  and 

(4)  make  provision  for  audits  of  expendi- 
tures of  funds  received  under  this  title  to 
determine,  at  a  minimum,  the  fiscal  integri- 
ty of  grant  and  subgrant  financial  transac- 
tions and  reports,  and  compliance  with  ap- 
plicable statutes,  regulations,  and  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  grant  or  subgrant. 

<d)  Each  State  educational  agency  shall 
submit,  at  such  times  and  in  such  detail  as 
the  Secretary  may  require,  such  reports  as 
may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
carry  out  this  title,  and  shall  keep  such 
records  and  afford  such  access  thereto,  as 
the  Secretary  may  require. 

PARTICIPATION  OF  CHILDREN  FROM  PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS 

Sec  106.  (a)  To  the  extent  consistent  with 
the  number  of  children  in  the  school  district 
of  the  local  educational  agency  who  are  en- 
rolled in  private  elementary  and  secondary 
schools,  such  agency  shall,  after  consulta- 
tion with  appropriate  private  school  repre- 
sentatives, make  provision  for  including  spe- 
cial educational  services  and  arrangements 
(such  as  dual  enrollment,  educational  radio 
and  television,  and  mobile  educational  serv- 
ices and  equipment)  in  which  such  children 
can  participate  and  which  meet  the  require- 
ments of  this  title.  Expenditures  for  educa- 
tional services  and  arrangements  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  for  children  in  private 
schools  shall  be  equal  (taking  into  account 
the  number  of  children  to  be  .served  and  the 


needs  of  such  children)  to  expenditures  for 
children  enrolled  in  the  public  schools  of 
such  agency. 

(b)  If  by  reason  of  an/' provision  of  law  a 
local  educational  agency  is  prohibited  from 
providing  for  the  participation  of  children 
from  private  schools  as  required  by  subsec- 
tion (a),  or  if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
a  local  educational  agency  has  substantially 
failed  or  is  unwilling  to  provide  for  such 
participation  on  an  equitable  basis,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  waive  such  requirements  and 
shall  arrange  for  the  provision  of  services  to 
such  children,  which  shall  be  subject  to  the 
requirements  of  this  section.  Such  waivers 
shall  be  subject  to  consultation,  withhold- 
ing, notice,  and  judicial  review  in  accord- 
ance with  section  557(b)  (3)  and  (4)  of  the 
Education  Consolidation  and  Improvement 
Act  of  1981. 


AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  107.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  this  title 
$300,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1984  through  1993. 

TITLE  II-TEACHER  TRAINING 
INSTITUTES 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION  PROGRAM 

Sec  201.  (a)  From  the  amount  appropri- 
ated pursuant  to  section  203  for  any  fiscal 
year,  the  Na'ional  Science  Foundation  shall 
arrange,  through  grants  and  contracts  with 
nonprofit  professional  scientific  or  engineer- 
ing organizations,  science  museums,  region- 
al science  education  centers.  State  educa- 
tional agencies,  and  institutions  of  higher 
education  (including  community  colleges), 
for  the  development  and  operation  by  such 
entities  of  short-term  or  regular  session  in- 
stitutes for  advanced  study  to  improve  the 
qualifications  of  individuals  who  are  en- 
gaged in  or  preparing  to  engage  in  the 
teaching,  or  supervising  or  training  of 
teachers,  of  the  operation  and  use  of  new 
technologies. 

(b)  In  making  grants  and  contracts  under 
subsection  (a),  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation shall  give  special  consideration  to  in- 
stitutes training  teachers,  or  supervisors  or 
trainers  of  teachers,  serving  or  preparing  to 
serve  in  elementary  and  secondary  schools 
enrolling  substantial  numbers  of  culturally, 
economically,  socially,  and  educationally 
handicapped  youth  or  in  programs  for  chil- 
dren of  limited  English  language  proficien- 
cy. 

stipends 
Sec  202.  Each  individual  who  attends  an 
institute  operated  under  the  provisions  of 
this  title  shall  be  eligible  (after  application 
therefor)  to  receive  a  stipend  at  the  rate  of 
$275  per  week  for  the  period  of  attendance 
at  such  institute. 

authorization  of  appropriations 
Sec    203.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  this  title  $20,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1984  through 
1993. 

TITLE  III-INPORMATION 
DISSEMINATION  AND  EVALUATION 

national  institute  of  education 
Sec  301.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  providing 
advice  and  technical  assistance  to  State  and 
local  educational  agencies  on  the  expendi- 
ture of  funds  under  title  I  of  this  Act  and  on 
the  acquisition  of  suitable  computer  soft-  ^ 
ware  the  National  Institute  of  Education 
and  the  National  Science  Foundation,  m  ac- 
cordance with  an  interagency  agreement  be- 
tween such  Institute  and  such  Foundation, 
shall- 
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( 1 )  evaluate  available  computer  hardware 
and  software,  in  terms  of  its  usefulness  in 
the  classroom: 

(2)  disseminate  the  results  of  such  evalua- 
tion; and 

(3)  develop  model  computer  educational 
software,  and  make  such  model  software 
(and  its  design  premises)  available  to  com- 
puter software  producers  and  distributors, 
teachers,  and  school  administrators. 

<b)  The  Institute  and  the  Foundation 
shall  carry  out  the  functions  descril)ed  in 
paragraphs  (1).  (2).  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a) 
under  grants  or  contracts  made  with  funds 
appropriated  under  suljsection  (c). 

(c)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  this  section  such  sums  as 
may  l>e  necessary  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1984  through  1993. 

PRIVATE  EVALUATION  AND  DISSEMINATION 
CENTERS 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  National  Science  Poun 
dation  shall,  through  grants  to  or  contracts 
with  nonprofit  professional  scientific  or  en- 
gineering organizations,  science  museums, 
regional  science  education  centers,  public 
television.  State  educational  agencies,  and 
institutions  of  higher  education  (including 
community  colleges),  conduct,  assist,  and 
foster  research  and  experimentation  on.  and 
dissemination  of.  models  of  instruction  in 
the  operation  and  use  of  computers.  In  se- 
lecting such  entities  for  such  grants  or  con- 
tracts, the  Foundation  shall  give  priority  to 
those  proposals— 

( 1 )  prepared  with  the  active  and  broad 
community  involvement  of  such  groups  as 
parents,  teachers,  school  boards  and  admin- 
istrators, and  l(x:al  business:  or 

(2)  which  propose  the  establishment  of 
model  training  programs  for  adults. 

(b)  Funds  available  under  a  grant  or  con- 
tract pursuant  to  this  section  may  be  used 
for  the  acquisition  of  computer  hardware 
and  software. 

(c)  The  Director  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation  shall  report  to  the  Congress  an- 
nually on  the  results  of  research  and  experi- 
mentation performed  with  funds  made 
available  under  this  section.  The  Director, 
in  conjunction  with  the  National  Institute 
of  Education,  shall  take  such  steps  as  may 
be  necessary  to  disseminate  information 
concerning  such  results  to  local  educational 
agencies. 

(d)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  carry  out  this  section  such  sums  as 
may  he  necessary  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1984  through  1993.* 


EDUCATION  POLICY  AS  A  RE- 
SPONSE TO  INDUSTRIAL 
CHANGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  LaFalce) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Economic  Stabiliza- 
tion, which  I  chair,  has  been  conduct- 
ing a  series  of  hearings  on  industrial 
policy.  This  morning  the  subcommit- 
tee's hearing  focused  on  education 
policies  and  programs,  which  affect 
not  only  our  Nations  economic  stabili- 
ty and  growth,  but  also  our  defense  ca- 
pability and  national  security.  I  would 
like  to  submit  for  the  Record  the 
statement  of  Dr.  Reatha  Clark  King, 
who  is  chairperson  of  the  American 


Council  on  Education,  president  of 
Metropolitan  State  University  of  St. 
Paul,  Minn.,  and  a  member  of  the 
Business-Higher  Education  Forum,  on 
whose  behalf  she  appeared. 

No  strategy  for  economic  revitaliza- 
tion  will  be  complete  without  a  coher- 
ent national  education  policy.  We 
must  consider  ways  in  which  a  more 
coordinated  industrial  policy  might  in- 
tegrate education  and  manpower  pro- 
grams with  other  Federal  measures  to 
stabilize  declining  industries  and  pro- 
mote new  ones. 

If  the  United  States  is  to  maintain 
its  international  competitiveness,  it 
must  prepare  its  students  for  demand- 
ing work  and  it  must  help  its  workers 
to  adapt  to  rapid  industrial  change. 

Dr.  Kings  statement  makes  it  clear 
that  education  is  an  integral  compo- 
nent of  economic  development  and 
productivity  improvement.  The  text 
follows: 

Statement  of  Dr.  Reatha  Clark  King 

The  Business-Higher  Education  Forum 
Task  Force  Report  has  identified  two  princi- 
pal purposes.  First,  as  a  nation,  we  must  ele- 
vate the  competitive  challenge  to  the  top  of 
the  national  agenda.  There  is  no  more  press- 
ing challenge— not  only  for  industry  and 
workers,  but  for  educators,  government  offi- 
cials and  the  average  American  citizen  as 
well.  The  extended  hearings  your  Subcom- 
mittee has  conducted  on  the  issue  have 
helped  immensely  in  this  regard. 

Second,  we  must  recognize  that  the  prob- 
lems of  American  competitiveness  are  inter- 
related, involving  issues  ranging  from  cap- 
ital investment  to  education  and  training, 
from  technological  innovation  to  effective 
trade  policies.  If  we  invest  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  new  technologically  sophisticated 
plant  and  equipment  without  simultaneous-, 
ly  making  an  investment  in  the  education 
and  training  of  our  current  and  future  work 
force,  we  will  have  accomplished  little.  At 
the  same  time,  it  serves  no  useful  purpose  to 
say:  "That's  business'  problem"  or  'That's 
the  fault  of  the  grade  schools  or  colleges.  " 
The  finger-pointing  and  adversarial  rela- 
tionships that  have  helped  contribute  to  the 
relative  decline  of  America's  competitive  po- 
sition in  the  past  decade  must  yield  to  pro- 
ductive dialogue  among  and  coordinated  ac- 
tions by  all  sectors.  Again,  your  Subcommit- 
tee has  made  a  valuable  contribution  on 
both  counts. 

It  is  within  the  broad  context  of  the  two 
points  addressed  above  that  I  turn  to  the 
issues  affecting  us  in  the  higher  education 
community. 

PROBLEMS 

Basically,  colleges  and  universities  have 
two  major  responsibilities  relating  to  the 
improvement  of  productivity,  and  hence  to 
the  development  of  a  thriving,  competitive 
economy:  first,  to  educate  and  train  current 
and  future  workers;  and  second,  to  conduct 
much  of  the  basic  research  on  which  Ameri- 
ca's technological  innovations  depend.  In 
both  areas,  the  challenges  ahead  are  im- 
mense. 

Turning  first  to  the  development  of  a 
well-trained  work  force,  among  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  next  decade  identified  by  the 
Forum  Task  Force  are; 

To  assist  the  nation's  100  million  em- 
ployed workers  in  sharpening  their  skills  so 
they  can  keep  abreast  of  changing  job  needs 
caused  by  advancing  technology; 


To  assist  workers  who  may  be  displaced  in 
this  decade  with  retraining: 

To  assist  the  1.5  million  workers  who  will 
be  entering  the  work  force  each  year  with 
the  education,  skills  and  counseling  that  are 
appropriate  to  the  fast-changing  needs  of 
the  economy: 

To  assist  the  more  than  23  million  func- 
tionally illiterate  Americans  in  acquiring 
even  the  basic  skills  needed  to  participate  in 
entry-level  training; 

To  upgrade  the  educational  opportunities 
for  women  and  minorities  so  that  they  can 
become  fuller  participants  in  the  changing 
economy: 

To  develop  special  programs  to  anticipate. 
Identify  and  fill  critical  skills  shortages:  and 

To  prepare  every  student  with  a  basic 
foundation  in  math,  science  and  technology 
so  the  general  public  will  have  at  least  a 
basic  familiarity  with  these  increasingly  im- 
portant fields. 

While  the  responsibility  for  achieving 
such  goals  will  be  divided  between  educators 
and  industry,  and  among  grade  schools, 
high  schools  and  post -secondary  institu- 
tions, it  is  apparent  that  the  challenges 
must  be  addressed  if  the  United  States  is  to 
reverse  its  declining  competitiveness. 

Perhaps  the  most  striking  of  the  Task 
Force's  findings  is  the  wide  gap  between  the 
skills  required  in  the  modern  workplace  and 
the  skills  taught  in  the  modem  classroom. 
The  gap  between  the  nation's  needs  and  the 
capabilities  of  its  work  force  is  most  evident 
in  the  growing  shortage  of  skilled  workers, 
particularly  engineers,  scientists  and  techni- 
cians. The  Forum  estimates  that  about 
100,000  new  engineers  will  be  needed  each 
year  for  the  foreseeable  future:  today,  the 
United  States  is  producing  only  about  60 
percent  of  that  amount. 

The  shortages  are  creating  bidding  wars 
between  industry  and  education  for  those 
adequately  educated  and  trained.  The  facul- 
ty vacancy  rate  in  engineering  colleges,  for 
example,  is  about  10  percent.  For  assistance 
professors  in  fields  such  as  computers  and 
electronics,  the  vacancy  rate  is  25  percent.  A 
related  problem,  shared  by  industry  and 
academia.  is  the  absence  of  reliable  informa- 
tion on  present  and  anticipated  job  vacan- 
cies, their  location,  the  education  and  train- 
ing required  for  those  jobs,  and  the  likely 
size  of  the  gap  between  the  available  jobs 
and  available  workers  in  the  coming  years. 

Next,  the  challenges  of  conducting  basic 
research  are  no  less  severe.  American  col- 
leges and  universities  account  for  almost  60 
percent  of  the  nation's  basic  research— the 
type  that  leads  to  pioneering  break- 
throughs, which  subsequently  can  be  com- 
mercialized and  marketed  by  U.S.  firms. 
Today,  however,  researchers  are  being  asked 
to  do  their  work  in  outdated  facilities  with 
obsolete  equipment,  the  result '  of  many 
years  of  accumulated  underinvestment  esti- 
mated to  be  between  $1-4  billion.  Reduc- 
tions in  government  funding  have  been  a 
major  contributor  to  the  current  budget 
crunch  confronting  higher  education  insti- 
tutions. 

University  basic  research  contributes  to 
economic  growth  only  when  it  is  successful- 
ly transferred  to  industry  for  commercial 
development.  Unfortunately,  the  Forum 
found  that  technology  transfers  between 
universities  and  industry  are  weak.  Al- 
though significant  business-university  R&D 
partnerships  have  developed  recently— and 
the  Business-Higher  Education  Forum  is  a 
dramatic  demonstration  of  the  cooperative 
relationship   that   is   possible   between   the 


two  sectors— far  more  must  be  done  in  this 
area. 


sucgestions 
While  the  challenges  are  great,  so  too  are 
the  opportunities.  The  Forum  identified  a 
number  of  areas  where  improvements  can 
be  made  in  both  the  public  and  private  sec- 
tors. 

At  the  top  of  the  list  was  the  suggestion 
that  the  President  form  a  private-sector  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Industrial  Competi- 
tiveness composed  of  representatives  from 
business,  higher  education  and  labor.  We 
are  encouraged  by  President  Reagan's  ap- 
pointment last  month  of  the  chairman  of 
the  new  panel,  are  equally  pleased  to  learn 
that  the  commission  indeed  will  include  aca- 
demic members,  and  eagerly  await  the  an- 
nouncement of  the  remainder  of  the  panel, 
expected  this  week. 

The  commission  clearly  will  not  be  a  pana- 
cea, but  instead  will  provide  a  much-needed 
mechanism  to  encourage  consensus-building 
among  the  various  sectors  and  to  communi- 
cate those  views  to  the  government.  In  that 
sense,  we  would  hope  that  the  panel  is  only 
one  of  many  such  partnerships  that  will  be 
developed— not  only  within  the  private 
sector  but  between  the  private  and  public 
(government)  sectors  as  well. 

For  instance,  existing  government  funding 
programs  to  stimulate  university-industry 
cooperation  have  been  successful,  but  the 
programs— funded  by  the  National  Science 
Foundation  and  the  Department  of 
Energy-have  been  targeted  at  science  and 
technology  fields  where  university-industry 
cooperation  was  likely  to  occur  anyway.  It 
would  be  useful  to  expand  such  efforts  to 
encourage  participation  in  cooperative  re- 
search by  companies  and  colleges  that  have 
not  been  substantially  involved  to  date. 

One  of  the  higher  education's  most  imme- 
diate needs  is  sufficent  funding  to  rebuild 
and  upgrade  our  research  and  teaching  fa- 
cilities. While  the  proposed  10  percent  in- 
crease for  basic  research  in  President  Rea- 
gan's FY  1984  budget  is  welcome,  the  one- 
time funding  increase  must  be  supplement- 
ed by  an  ongoing  program  to  maintain,  re- 
place and  add  to  equipment. 

Another  helpful  public  policy  step  would 
be  to  clarify  that  the  tax  deductions  permit- 
ted industry  for  donations  of  equipment  to 
universities  under  the  Economic  Recovery 
Tax  Act  of  1981  apply  to  computers  as  well 
as  to  other  scientific  equipment.  Such  a 
clarification  could  significantly  expand  this 
important  incentive  to  upgrade  higher  edu- 
cation's research  facilities  for  the  demands 
of  the  technology-driven  age. 

While  industry  recently  has  increased  its 
financial  contributions  to  higher  education, 
the  private  sector  increases  have  not  come 
close  to  matching  the  reductions  in  public 
sector  funding.  The  Forum  is  preparing  a 
report  on  the  need  for  increased  corporate 
support  of  colleges  and  universities.  Signifi- 
cantly, the  study  outlines  a  number  of  ini- 
tiatives that  do  not  involve  direct  financial 
contributions  or  the  indirect  underwriting 
of  student  aid  that  have  been  the  tradition- 
al means  of  corporate  support.  Among  the 
new  approaches  being  developed  are  pro- 
posed increases  in  the  number  of  joint  re- 
search agreements,  in  the  pooling  of  instru- 
ment and  equipment  use.  and  in  the  dona- 
tion of  corporate  personnel  to  supplement 
faculties. 

In  the  area  of  human  resources,  steps 
clearly  are  needed  to  reduce  the  critical 
shortage  of  engineering  school  faculty— a 
shortage  that  hampers  our  ability  to  main- 
tain an  adequate  supply  of  well-trained  U.S. 


engineers.  One  incentive-based  approach 
recommended  by  the  Forum  would  be  to 
provide  special  loans  to  U.S.  graduate  engi- 
neering students  in  return  for  a  commit- 
ment to  teach.  The  loans  could  be  forgiven 
by  a  specified  amount  for  each  teaching 
year— 20  percent,  for  instance. 

The  renewal  of  American  economic  vitali- 
ty, innovation  and  competitiveness  will 
depend  not  just  on  the  contributions  of  gov- 
ernment and  industry,  but  on  our  own  ini- 
tiatives within  the  higher  education  commu- 
nity. Just  as  industry  and  the  government 
have  a  responsibility  to  assist  colleges  and 
universities,  so  do  we  have  a  responsibility 
to  contribute  to  their  efforts.  The  relation- 
ship is— or  should  be— a  two-way  street. 

The  academic  members  of  the  Forum  rec- 
ognize and  accept  that  reality.  Along  those 
lines,  the  Forum  Task  Force  report  outlined 
a  number  of  initiatives  that  universities 
should  undertake  to  help  meet  the  competi- 
tive challenge. 

We  must  increase  our  emphasis  on  teach- 
ing and  research  in  areas  such  as:  the  extent 
and  impact  of  trade  barriers  on  U.S.  com- 
petitiveness: foreign  management  practices 
compared  to  those  of  the  United  States:  and 
expanded  programs  and  curriculum  require- 
ments in  the  fields  of  foreign  language,  cul- 
ture and  sociopolitical  institutions. 

We  must  make  more  of  an  effort  to  edu- 
cate the  faculty  of  the  future  in  needed 
fields,  and  collaborate  with  industry  to 
ensure  that  this  "seed  corn  "  is  not  prema- 
turely lured  away  from  the  campus  by  the 
business  sector. 

Business  schools  should  expand  their 
teaching  and  research  on  the  elements  of 
management  that  are  fundamental  to  effec- 
tive industrial  R&D.  technological  innova- 
tion, high  productivity  and  high  product 
quality.  Graduate  centers  for  international 
study  should  strengthen  programs  and  data- 
bases in  the  areas  of  industrial,  commercial, 
legal  and  financial  practices  and  institu- 
tions. And  engineering  schools  should  reem- 
phasize  manufacturing  engineering. 

On  the  administrative  side,  we  can  help  to 
alleviate  equipment  shortages  through  such 
means  as  specialization  by  institution  and 
by  sharing  facilities  with  local  industry.  We 
can  adjust  academic  schedules  to  accommo- 
date mid-career  science  and  engineering  stu- 
dents, and  can  help  industry  meet  its  own 
requirements  for  on-the-job  training  and  re- 
training. We  can  help  make  engineering  sal- 
aries more  competitive  with  market  salaries 
by  establishing  independent  wage  scales 
higher  than  the  campus-wide  standard.  We 
can  provide  greater  access  for  industry  to 
our  on-campus  resources-libraries,  confer- 
ence centers  and  the  like.  And  along  with  in- 
dustry, we  in  the  higher  education  sector 
can  work  with  the  government  to  develop 
better  data  on  trends  in  technological 
change  and  international  competitive  condi- 
tions. These  are  just  some  of  the  many  ini- 
tiatives that  must  be  integrated  into  a  co- 
herent, comprehensive  response  to  the  na- 
tion's competitive  challenge.* 


road  Retirement  Solvency  Act.  I  would 
have  voted  with  the  majority  to  post- 
pone consideration  of  House  Resolu- 
tion 256,  disapproving  the  President's 
recommendation  to  extend  certain 
waiver  authority  under  the  Trade  Act 
of  1974  with  respect  to  Romania.  And, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  have  voted  to 
permit  conference  committee  meetings 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate  on 
S.  675,  Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  fiscal  year  1984,  to 
be  closed  to  the  public  at  such  time  as 
classified  national  security  informa- 
tion is  under  consideration.* 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
a  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Neal)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
•  Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Monday,  July  29,  1983,  I  inadvertently 
missed  three  recorded  votes.  Had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted  for 
final  passage  of  H.R.  1646.  the  Rail- 


MARTIN  LUTHER  KING'S 
VALUES  AND  BELIEFS 

(Mr.  AuCOIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter.) 
•  Mr.  AuCOIN  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  resolution  to  es- 
tablish a  national  day  of  recognition 
for  Martin  Luther  King  and  the  be- 
liefs he  held— a  resolution  I  have  sup- 
ported every  time  it  has  been  brought 
before  this  body.  It  is  not  simply  the 
memory  of  a  great  man  we  are  com- 
memorating here,  but  the  memory  and 
the  knowledge  of  the  important  values 
he  stood  for. 

As  we  consider  this  important  reso- 
lution, I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  at- 
tention of  my  colleagues  a  letter  Dr. 
King  wrote  in  April  of  1963,  while  con- 
fined to  the  Birmingham  City  Jail.  I 
believe  this  letter  exemplifies  all  that 
Martin  Luther  King  stood  for  and  that 
it  would  behoove  us,  20  years  after  the 
authorship  of  this  letter,  to  freshen 
our  memories  of  his  dream  with  his 
own  words. 

Again,  I  strongly  support  the  pas- 
sage of  this  resolution— a  resolution 
that  I  believe  is  long  overdue.  And  I 
can  think  of  nothing  that  better  ex- 
presses Martin  Luther  King's  values 
and  beliefs  than  this  letter. 

Letter  From  Birmingham  City  Jail 
(By  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.) 
My  Dear  Fellow  Clergymen:  While  con- 
fined here  in  the  Birmingham  City  Jail.  I 
came  across  your  recent  statement  calling 
our  present  activities  "unwise  and  untime- 
ly." Seldom,  if  ever,  do  I  pause  to  answer 
criticism  of  my  work  and  ideas.  If  I  sought 
to  answer  all  of  the  criticisms  that  cross  my 
desk,  my  secretaries  would  be  engaged  in 
little  else  in  the  course  of  the  day  and  I 
would  have  no  time  for  constructive  work. 
But  since  I  feel  that  you  are  men  of  genuine 
good  will  and  your  criticisms  are  sincerely 
set  forth.  I  would  like  to  answer  your  state- 
ment in  what  I  hope  will  be  patient  and  rea- 
sonable terms. 

I  think  I  should  give  the  reason  for  my 
being  in  Birmingham,  since  you  have  been 
influenced  by  the  argument  of  "outsiders 
coming  in. "  I  have  the  honor  of  serving  as 
president  of  the  Southern  Christian  Leader- 
ship Conference,  an  organization  operating 
in  every  Southern  state  with  headquarters 
in  Atlanta,  Georgia.  We  have  some  85  affili- 
ate organizations  all  across  the  South— one 
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being  the  Alabama  Christian  Movement  for 
Human  Rights.  Whenever  necessary  and 
possible  we  share  staff,  educational,  and  fi- 
nancial resources  with  our  affiliates.  Several 
months  ago  our  local  affiliate  here  in  Bir- 
mingham invited  us  to  be  on  call  to  engage 
in  a  nonviolent  direct  action  program  if 
such  were  deemed  necessary.  We  readily 
consented  and  when  the  hour  came  we  lived 
up  to  our  promises.  So  I  am  here,  along  with 
several  members  of  my  staff,  because  we 
were  invited  here.  I  am  here  because  I  have 
baisic  organizational  lies  here.  Beyond  this.  I 
am  in  Birmingham  because  injustice  is  here. 
Just  as  the  8th  century  prophets  left  their 
little  villages  and  carried  their  thus  saith 
the  Lord"  far  beyond  the  boundaries  of 
their  home  town,  and  just  as  the  Apostle 
Paul  left  his  little  village  of  Tarsus  and  car 
Tied  the  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ  to  practically 
every  hamlet  and  city  of  the  Graeco-Roman 
world.  I  too  am  compelled  to  carry  the 
gospel  of  freedom  beyond  my  particular 
home  town.  Like  Paul.  I  must  constantly 
repond  to  the  Macedonian  call  for  aid. 

Moreover.  I  am  cognizant  of  the  interrela- 
tedness  of  all  communities  and  states.  I 
cannot  sit  idly  by  in  Atlanta  and  not  be  con- 
cerned about  what  happens  in  Birmingham. 
Injustice  anywhere  is  a  threat  to  justice  ev- 
erywhere. We  are  caught  in  an  inescapable 
network  of  mutuality  tied  in  a  single  gar- 
ment of  destiny.  Whatever  affects  one  di 
rectly  affects  all  indirectly.  Never  again  can 
we  afford  to  live  with  the  narrow,  provincial 
•outside  agitator"  idea.  Anyone  who  lives 
inside  the  United  States  can  never  be  con- 
sidered an  outsider  anywhere  in  this  coun 
try. 

You  deplore  the  demonstrations  that  are 
presently  taking  place  in  Birmingham.  But  I 
am  sorry  that  your  statement  did  not  ex- 
press a  similar  concern  for  the  conditions 
that  brought  the  demonstrations  into  being. 
I  am  sure  that  each  of  you  would  want  to  go 
beyond  the  superficial  social  analyst  who 
looks  merely  at  effects,  and  does  not  grap- 
ple with  underlying  causes.  I  would  not  hesi- 
tate to  say  that  it  is  unfortunate  that  so- 
called  demonstrations  are  taking  place  in 
Birmingham  at  this  time,  but  I  would  say  in 
more  emphatic  terms  that  it  is  even  more 
unfortunate  that  the  white  power  structure 
of  this  city  left  the  Negro  community  with 
no  other  alternative. 

In  any  nonviolent  campaign  there  are  four 
basic  steps:  (I)  collection  of  the  facts  to  de- 
termine whether  injustices  are  alive:  (2)  ne- 
gotiation: (3)  self-purification:  and  (4)  direct 
action.  We  have  gone  through  all  of  these 
steps  in  Birmingham.  There  can  be  no  gain- 
saying of  the  fact  that  racial  injustice  en- 
gulfs this  community.  Birmingham  is  prob- 
ably the  most  thoroughly  .segregated  city  in 
the  United  States.  Its  ugly  record  of  police 
brutality  is  known  in  every  section  of  this 
country.  Its  unjust  treatment  of  Negroes  in 
the  courts  is  a  notorious  reality.  There  have 
been  more  unsolved  bombmgs  of  Negro 
homes  and  churches  in  Birmingham  than 
any  city  in  this  nation.  There  are  the  hard, 
brutal,  and  unl)elievable  facts.  On  the  basis 
of  these  conditions  Negro  leaders  sought  to 
negotiate  with  the  city  fathers.  But  the  po- 
litical leaders  consistently  refused  to  engage 
in  good  faith  negotiation. 

Then  came  the  opportunity  last  Septem- 
ber to  talk  with  some  of  the  leaders  of  the 
economic  community.  In  these  negotiating 
sessions  certain  promises  were  made  by  the 
merchants— such  as  the  promise  to  remove 
the  humiliating  racial  signs  from  the  stores. 
On  the  basis  of  these  promises  Reverend 
Shuttlesworth  and  the  leaders  of  the  Ala- 


bama Christian  Movement  for  Human 
Rights  agreed  to  call  a  moratorium  on  any 
type  of  demonstration.  A.s  the  weeks  and 
months  unfolded  we  realized  that  we  were 
the  victims  of  a  broken  promise.  The  signs 
remained.  As  in  so  many  experiences  of  the 
past,  we  were  confronted  with  blasted 
hopes,  and  the  dark  shadow  of  a  deep  disap 
pointment  settled  upon  us.  So  we  had  no  al- 
ternative except  that  of  preparing  for  direct 
action,  whereby  we  would  present  our  very 
bodies  as  a  means  of  laying  our  case  before 
the  conscience  of  the  local  and  national 
community.  We  were  not  unmindful  of  the 
difficulties  involved.  So  we  decided  to  go 
through  a  process  of  self-purification.  We 
started  having  workshops  on  nonviolence 
and  repeatedly  asked  ourselves  the  ques- 
tions. "Are  you  able  to  accept  blows  without 
retaliating?"  "Are  you  able  to  endure  the  or- 
deals of  jail?" 

We  decided  to  set  our  direct  action  pro- 
gram around  the  Easter  season,  realizing 
that,  with  the  exception  of  Christmas,  this 
was  the  largest  shopping  period  of  the  year. 
Knowing  that  a  strong  economic  withdrawal 
program  would  be  the  by-product  of  direct 
action,  we  felt  that  this  was  the  best  time  to 
bring  pressure  on  the  merchants  for  the 
needed  changes.  Then  it  occurred  to  us  that 
the  March  election  was  ahead,  and  .so  we 
speedily  decided  to  postpone  action  until 
after  election  day.  When  we  discovered  that 
Mr.  (Eugene  Bull")  Connor  was  in  the  run- 
off, we  decided  again  to  postpone  action  so 
that  the  demonstrations  could  not  be  used 
to  cloud  the  issues.  At  this  time  we  agreed 
to  begin  our  nonviolent  witness  the  day 
after  the  run-off. 

This  reveals  that  we  did  not  move  irre- 
sponsibly into  direct  action.  We  too  wanted 
to  see  Mr.  Connor  defeated:  so  we  went 
through  postponement  after  postponement 
to  aid  in  this  community  need.  After  this  we 
felt  that  direct  action  could  be  delayed  no 
longer. 

You  may  well  ask.  Why  direct  action? 
Why  sit-ins.  marches,  etc.?  Isn't  negotiation 
a  better  path?"  You  are  exactly  right  in 
your  call  for  negotiation.  Indeed,  this  is  the 
purpose  of  direct  action.  Nonviolent  direct 
action  seeks  to  create  such  a  crisis  and  es- 
tablish such  creative  tension  that  a  commu- 
nity that  has  constantly  refused  to  negoti- 
ate is  forced  to  confront  the  issue.  It  seeks 
so  to  dramatize  the  issue  that  it  can  no 
longer  be  ignored. 

I  just  referred  to  the  creation  of  tension 
as  part  of  the  work  of  the  nonviolent  resist- 
er.  This  may  sound  rather  shocking.  But  I 
must  confess  that  I  am  not  afraid  of  the 
word  tension.  I  have  earnestly  worked  and 
preached  against  violent  tension,  but  there 
is  a  type  of  constructive  nonviolent  tension 
that  is  necessary  for  growth.  Just  as  Socra- 
tes felt  that  it  was  necessary  to  create  a  ten 
sion  in  the  mind  so  that  individuals  could 
rise  from  the  bondage  of  myths  and  half- 
truths  to  the  unfettered  realm  of  creative 
analysis  and  objective  appraisal,  we  must 
see  the  need  of  having  non-violent  gadflies 
to  create  the  kind  of  tension  in  society  that 
will  help  men  rise  from  the  dark  depths  of 
prejudice  and  racism  to  the  majestic  heights 
of  understanding  and  brotherhood.  So  the 
purpose  of  the  direct  action  is  to  create  a 
situation  so  crisis-packed  that  it  will  inevita- 
bly open  the  door  to  negotiation.  We.  there- 
fore, concur  with  you  in  your  call  for  negoti- 
ation. Too  long  has  our  beloved  Southland 
been  bogged  down  in  the  tragic  attempt  to 
live  in  monologue  rather  than  dialogue. 

One  of  the  basic  points  in  your  statement 
is  that  our  acts  are  untimely.  Some  have 


asked.  "Why  didn't  you  give  the  new  admin- 
istration time  to  act?  "  The  only  answer  that 
I  can  give  to  this  inquiry  is  that  the  new  ad- 
ministration must  be  prodded  about  as 
much  as  the  outgoing  one  before  it  acts.  We 
will  be  .sadly  mistaken  if  we  feel  that  the 
election  of  Mr.  (Albert)  Boutwell  will  bring 
the  millennium  to  Birmingham.  While  Mr. 
Boutwell  is  much  more  articulate  and  gentle 
than  Mr.  Connor,  they  are  both  .segregation- 
ists dedicated  to  the  task  of  maintaining  the 
status  quo.  The  hope  I  see  in  Mr.  Boutwell 
is  that  he  will  be  reasonable  enough  to  see 
the  futility  of  massive  resistance  to  desegre- 
gation. But  he  will  not  see  this  without  pres- 
sure from  the  devotees  of  civil  rights. 

My  friends.  I  must  say  to  you  that  we 
have  not  made  a  single  gain  in  civil  rights 
without  determined  legal  and  nonviolent 
pressure.  History  is  the  long  and  tragic 
story  of  the  fact  that  privileged  groups 
seldom  give  up  their  privileges  voluntarily. 
Individuals  may  see  the  moral  light  and  vol- 
untarily give  up  their  unjust  posture:  but  as 
Reinhold  Niebuhr  has  reminded  us.  groups 
are  more  immoral  than  individuals. 

We  know  through  painful  experience  that 
freedom  is  never  voluntarily  given  by  the 
oppressor:  it  must  be  demanded  by  the  op- 
pressed. Frankly  I  have  never  yet  engaged 
in  a  direct  action  movement  that  was  'well 
timed.  "  according  to  the  timetable  of  those 
who  have  not  suffered  unduly  from  the  dis- 
ease of  .segregation.  For  years  now  I  have 
heard  the  word  "Wait!"  It  rings  in  the  ear  of 
every  Negro  with  a  piercing  familiarity. 
This  "wait"  has  almost  always  meant 
"never.  "  It  has  been  a  tranquilizing  Thalido- 
mide, relieving  the  emotional  stress  for  a 
moment,  only  to  give  birth  to  an  ill-formed 
infant  of  frustration.  We  must  come  to  see 
with  the  distinguished  juri.st  of  yesterday 
that  "justice  too  long  delayed  is  justice 
denied."'  We  have  waited  for  more  than  340 
years  for  our  constitutional  and  God-given 
rights.  The  nations  of  Asia  and  Africa  are 
moving  with  jet-like  speed  toward  the  goal 
of  political  independence,  and  we  still  creep 
at  horse  and  buggy  pace  toward  the  gaining 
of  a  cup  of  coffee  at  a  lunch  counter. 


I  had  also  hoped  that  the  white  moderate 
would  reject  the  myth  of  time.  I  received  a 
letter  this  morning  from  a  white  brother  in 
Texas  which  said:  "All  Christians  know  that 
the  colored  people  will  receive  equal  rights 
eventually,  but  is  it  possible  that  you  are  in 
too  great  of  a  religious  hurry?  It  has  taken 
Christianity  almost  2.000  years  to  accom- 
plish what  it  has.  The  teachings  of  Christ 
take  time  to  come  to  earth.  "  All  that  is  said 
here  grows  out  of  a  tragic  misconception  of 
time.  It  is  the  strangely  irrational  notion 
that  there  is  something  in  the  very  flow  of 
time  that  will  inevitably  cure  all  ills.  Actual- 
ly time  is  neutral.  It  can  be  used  either  de- 
structively or  constructively.  I  am  coming  to 
feel  that  the  people  of  ill  will  have  used 
time  much  more  effectively  than  the  people 
of  good  will. 

We  will  have  to  repent  in  this  generation 
not  merely  for  the  vitriolic  words  and  ac- 
tions of  the  bad  people,  but  for  the  appall- 
ing silence  of  the  good  people.  We  must 
come  to  see  that  human  progress  never  rolls 
in  on  wheels  of  inevitability.  It  comes 
through  the  tireless  efforts  and  persistent 
work  of  men  willing  to  be  co-workers  with 
God.  and  without  this  hard  work  time  itself 
becomes  an  ally  of  the  forces  of  social  stag- 
nation. 

We  must  use  time  creatively,  and  forever 
realize  that  the  time  is  always  ripe  to  do 
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right.   Now   is  the  time  to  make  real  the 
promi.se  of  democracy,  and  transform  our 
pending  national  elegy  into  a  creative  psalm 
of  brotherhood.  Now  is  the  time  to  lift  our 
national  policy  from  the  quicksand  of  racial 
injustice  to  the  solid  rock  of  human  dignity. 
You  spoke  of  our  activity  in  Birmingham 
as  extreme.  At  first  I  was  rather  disappoint- 
ed that  fellow  clergymen  would  .see  my  non- 
violent efforts  as  those  of  the  extremist.  I 
started  thinking  about  the  fact  that  I  stand 
in  the  middle  of  two  opposing  forces  in  the 
Negro  community.  One  is  a  force  of  compla- 
cency made  up  of  Negroes  who  as  a  result  of 
long  years  of  oppression,  have  been  so  com- 
pletelv  drained  of  self-respect  and  a  sense  of 
"somebodiness"  that  they  have  adjusted  to 
segregation,  and  of  a  few   negroes  in  the 
middle  class  who.  because  of  a  degree  of  aca- 
demic and  economic  security,  and  becau.se  at 
points  they  profit  by  segregation,  have  un- 
consciously become  insensitive  to  the  prob- 
lems of  tlie  masses.  The  other  force  is  one 
of  bitterness  and  haired  and  comes  perilous- 
ly  close   to   advocating   violence.    It    is  ex- 
pressed   in    the    various    black    nationalist 
groups    that    are    springing    up    over    the 
nation,  the  largest  and  best  known  bemg 
Elijah     Muhammads    Muslim     movement. 
This  movement  is  nourished  by  the  contem- 
porary frustration  over  the  continued  exist- 
ence of  racial  discrimination.  It  is  made  up 
of  people  who  have  lost  faith  in  America, 
who  have  absolutely  repudiated  Chri.stiani- 
ly.  and  who  have  concluded  thai  the  white 
man  is  an  incurable  "devil. " 

I  have  tried  to  stand  between  these  two 
forces  saying  that  we  need  not  follow  the 
"do-nothingism"  of  the  complacent  or  the 
hatred  and  despair  of  the  black  nationalist. 
There  Is  the  more  excellent  wa:,-  of  love  and 
nonviolent    protest.    I'm    grateful    to    God 
that,  through  the  Negro  church,  the  dimen- 
sion of  nonviolence  entered  our  struggle.  If 
this  philosophy  had  not  emerged  I  am  con- 
vinced  that   by   now   many   streets  of   the 
South    would    be    flowing    with    floods    of 
blood.  And  I  am  further  convinced  that  if 
our   white  brothers  dismiss  us  as  "rabble 
rousers  •  and    "outside  agitalors"-those  of 
us  who  are  working  through  the  channels  of 
nonviolent  direct  action-and  refuse  to  sup- 
port our  nonviolent  efforts,  millions  of  Ne- 
groes, out  of  frustration  and  despair,  will 
seek  solace  and  security  in  black  nationalist 
ideologies,  a  development  that  will  lead  in- 
evitably to  a  frightening  racial  nightmare. 

Oppressed  people  cannot  remain  op- 
pressed forever.  The  urge  for  freedom  will 
eventually  come.  This  is  what  has  happened 
to  the  American  Negro.  Something  within 
has  reminded  him  of  his  birthright  of  free- 
dom: something  without  has  reminded  him 
that  he  can  gain  it.  Consciously  and  uncon- 
sciously, he  has  been  swept  in  by  what  the 
Germans  call  the  Zeitgeist,  and  with  his 
black  brothers  of  Africa,  and  his  brown  and 
yellow  brothers  of  Asia.  South  America,  and 
the  Caribbean,  he  is  moving  with  a  sense  of 
cosmic  urgency  toward  the  promised  land  of 
racial  justice.  Recognizing  this  vital  urge 
that  has  engulfed  the  Negro  community, 
one  should  readily  understand  public  dem- 
onstrations. 

The  Negro  has  many  pent-up  resentments 
and  latent  frustrations.  He  has  to  get  them 
out.  So  let  him  march  .sometime;  let  him 
have  his  prayer  pilgrimages  to  the  city  hall; 
understand  why  he  must  have  sit-ins  and 
freedom  rides.  If  his  repressed  emotions  do 
not  come  out  in  these  nonviolent  ways,  they 
will  come  out  in  ominous  expressions  of  vio- 
lence. This  is  not  a  threat:  it  is  a  fact  of  his- 
tory. So  I  have  not  said  to  my  people.  "Get 


rid  of  your  discontent.  "  But  I  have  tried  to 
say  that  this  normal  and  healthy  discontent 
can  be  channeled  through  the  creative 
outlet  of  nonviolent  direct  action.  Now  this 
approach  is  being  dismissed  as  extremist.  I 
must  admit  that  I  was  initially  disappointed 
in  being  so  categorized. 

But  as  I  continued  to  think  about  the 
matter  I  gradually  gained  a  bit  of  satisfac- 
tion from  being  considered  an  extremist. 
Was  not  Jesus  an  extremist  in  love?  "Love 
your  enemies,  bless  them  that  curse  you. 
pray  for  them  that  despitefuUy  use  you." 
Wa.s  not  Amos  an  extremist  for  justice- 
"Let  justice  roll  down  like  waters  and  right- 
eousness like  a  mighty  stream."  Was  not 
Paul  an  extremist  for  the  gospel  of  Jesus 
Christ- "I  bear  in  my  body  the  marks  of  the 
Lord  Jesus.  ■  Was  not  Martin  Luther  an  ex- 
tremist—"Here  I  stand;  I  can  do  none  other 
so  help  me  God."  Was  not  John  Bunyan  an 
extremist-'"I  will  stay  in  jail  to  the  end  of 
my  days  before  I  make  a  butchery  of  my 
conscience. "  Was  not  Abraham  Lincoln  an 
extremist— "This  nation  cannot  survive  half 
slave  and  half  free  "  Was  not  Thomas  Jef- 
ferson an  extremist-"  We  hold  these  truths 
to  be  self  evident  thai  all  men  are  created 

equal."  .„  . 

So  the  question  is  not  whether  we  will  be 
extremist  but  what  kind  of  extremist  will  we 
be  Will  we  be  extremists  for  hate  or  will  we 
be  extremists  for  love?  Will  we  be  extrem- 
ists for  the  preservation  of  injustice— or  will 
we  be  extremists  for  the  cause  of  justice?  In 
that  dramatic  scene  on  Calvary's  hill  three 
men  were  crucified.  We  must  never  forget 
that  all  three  were  crucified  for  the  same 
crime— the  crime  of  extremism.  Two  were 
extremists  for  immorality,  and  thus  fell 
below  their  environment.  The  other.  Jesus 
Christ,  was  an  extremist  for  love,  truth,  and 
goodne.ss.  and  thereby  rose  above  His  envi- 
ronment. So.  after  all.  maybe  the  South,  the 
nation,  and  the  world  are  in  dire  need  of 
creative  extremists. 

I    had    hoped   that    the   white    moderate 
would  see  this.  Maybe  I  was  loo  optimistic. 
Maybe    I    expected    loo    much.    I    guess    I 
should  have  realized  that  few  members  of  a 
race  that   has  oppressed  another  race  can 
understand  or  appreciate  the  deep  groans 
and  passionate  yearnings  of  those  that  have 
been  oppressed,   and  still   fewer  have  the 
vision  to  see  the  injustice  must  be  rooted 
out  bv  strong,  persistent,  and  determined 
action.  I  am  thankful,  however,  that  some 
of   our   white   brothers   have   grasped    the 
meaning  of  this  social  revolution  and  com- 
mitted themselves  to  it.  They  are  still  all 
too  small  in  quantity,  but  they  are  big  in 
quality.    Some    like    Ralph    McGill.   Lillian 
Smith,    Harry    Golden,    and   James   Dabbs 
have  written  about  our  struggle  in  eloquent, 
prophetic,  and  understanding  terms.  Others 
have    marched    with    us    down    nameless 
streets  of  the  South.  They  have  languished 
in  filthy,  roach-infested  jails,  suffering  the 
abuse  and  brutality  of  angry  policemen  who 
see  them   as    "dirty   nigger  lovers. "  They, 
unlike  so  many  of  their  moderate  brothers 
and  sisters,  have  recognized  the  urgency  of 
the  moment  and  sensed  the  need  for  power- 
ful "action"  antidotes  to  combat  the  disease 
of  segregation. 

Let  me  rush  on  to  mention  my  other  dis- 
appointment. I  have  been  so  greatly  disap- 
pointed with  the  white  Church  and  its  lead-, 
ership.  Of  course  there  are  some  notable  ex- 
ceptions. I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  fact 
that  each  of  you  have  taken  some  signifi- 
cant stands  on  this  issue.  I  commend  you. 
Rev.  Slallings.  for  your  Christian  stand  on 
this  past  Sunday,  in  welcoming  Negroes  to 


your  worship  service  on  a  non-segregated 
basis.  I  commend  the  Catholic  leaders  of 
this  state  for  integrating  Springhill  College 
several  years  ago. 

But  despite  these  notable  exceptions  I 
must  honestly  reiterate  that  I  have  been 
disappointed  with  the  Church.  I  do  not  say 
that  as  one  of  those  negative  critics  who  can 
always  find  something  wrong  with  the 
Church.  I  say  it  as  a  minister  of  the  gospel, 
who  loves  the  Church;  who  was  nurtured  in 
its  bosom:  who  has  been  sustained  by  its 
spiritual  blessings  and  who  will  remain  true 
to  it  as  long  as  the  cord  of  life  shall  length- 
en. 

I  had  the  strange  feeling  when  I  was  sud- 
denly catapulted  into  the  leadership  of  the 
bus  protest  in  Montgomery  several  years 
ago  that  we  would  have  the  support  the 
white  Church.  I  fell  that  the  white  minis- 
ters, priests,  and  rabbis  of  the  South  would 
be  some  of  our  strongest  allies.  Instead, 
some  have  been  outright  opponents,  refus- 
ing to  understand  the  freedom  movement 
and  misrepresenting  its  leaders;  all  to  many 
others  have  been  more  cautious  than  coura- 
geous and  have  remained  silent  behind  the 
anesthetizing  security  of  stained  glass  win- 
dows. 

In  spite  of  my  shattered  dreams  of  the 
past.  I  came  to  Birmingham  with  the  hope 
that  the  white  religious  leadership  of  this 
community  would  see  the  justice  of  our 
cause  and.  with  deep  moral  concern,  sene  as 
the  channel  through  which  our  just  griev- 
ances could  gel  to  the  power  structure.  I 
had  hoped  that  each  of  you  would  under- 
.stand.  But  again  I  have  been  disappointed. 

I  have  heard  numerous  religious  leaders 
of  the  South  call  upon  their  worshippers  to 
comply  with  a  desegregation  decision  be- 
cause it  is  the  law.  but  I  have  longed  to  hear 
white  ministers  say  follow  this  decree  be- 
cause integration  is  morally  right  and  the 
Negro  is  your  brother.  In  the  midst  of  bla- 
tant injustices  inflicted  upon  the  Negro.  I 
have  watched  while  churches  stand  on  the 
sideline  and  merely  mouth  Pious  irrelevan- 
cies  and  sanctimonious  trivialities.  In  the 
midsl  of  a  mighty  struggle  to' rid  our  nation 
of  racial  and  economic  injustice.  I  have 
heard  so  many  ministers  say.  "Those  are 
social  issues  with  which  the  Gospel  has  no 
real  concern. "  and  I  have  watched  so  many 
churches  commit  themselves  to  a  complete- 
ly, other-worldly  religion  which  made  a 
strange  distinction  between  body  and  soul, 
the  sacred  and  the  secular. 

So  here  we  are  moving  toward  the  exit  of 
the  20th  century  with  a  religious  communi- 
ty largely  adjusted  to  the  status  quo.  stand- 
ing as  a  tail  light  behind  other  community 
agencies  rather  than  a  headlight  leading 
men  to  higher  levels  of  justice. 

I  have  traveled  the  length  and  breadth  of 
Alabama,  the  Mississippi,  and  all  the  other 
Southern  slates.  On  sweltering  summer 
days  and  crisp  autumn  mornings  I  have 
looked  at  her  beautiful  churches  with  their 
spires  pointing  heavenward.  I  have  beheld 
the  impressive  outlay  of  her  massive  reli- 
gious education  buildings.  Over  and  over 
again  I  have  found  myself  asking:  "Who 
worships  here?  Who  is  their  God?  Where 
were  their  voices  when  the  lips  of  Governor 
Barnett  dripped  with  words  of  interposition 
and  nullification?  Where  were  they  when 
Governor  Wallace  gave  the  clarion  call  for 
defiance  and  hatred?  Where  were  their 
voices  of  support  when  tired,  bruised,  and 
weary  Negro  men  and  women  decided  to  rise 
from  the  dark  dungeons  of  complacency  to 
the  bright  hills  of  creative  protest?  " 
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Yes.  these  questions  are  still  in  my  mind, 
in  deep  disappointment.  I  have  wept  over 
the  laxity  of  the  Church.  But  be  assured 
that  my  tears  have  been  tears  of  love.  There 
can  l)e  no  deep  disappointment  where  there 
is  not  deep  love.  Yes.  I  love  the  Church;  I 
love  her  sacred  walls.  How  could  I  do  other- 
wise? I  am  in  the  rather  unique  position  of 
being  the  son.  the  grandson,  and  the  great 
grandson  of  preachers.  Yes.  I  see  the 
Church  as  the  body  of  Christ.  But.  oh!  How 
we  have  blemished  and  scarred  that  body 
through  social  neglect  and  fear  of  being 
nonconformist. 

There  was  a  time  when  the  Church  was 
very  powerful.  It  was  during  that  period 
when  the  early  Christians  rejoiced  when 
they  were  deemed  worthy  to  suffer  for  what 
they  believed.  In  those  days  the  Church  was 
not  merely  a  thermometer  that  recorded 
the  ideas  and  principles  of  popular  opinion; 
it  was  a  thermostat  that  transformed  the 
mores  of  society.  Wherever  the  early  Chris- 
tians entered  a  town  the  power  structure 
got  disturbed  and  immediately  sought  to 
convict  them  for  being  'disturbers  of  the 
peace"  and  "outside  agitators."  But  they 
went  on  with  the  conviction  that  they  were 
a  "colony  of  heaven"  and  had  to  obey  God 
rather  than  man.  They  were  small  in 
number  but  big  in  commitment.  They  were 
too  God-intoxicated  to  be  "astronomically 
intimidated."  They  brought  an  end  to  such 
ancient  evils  as  infanticide  and  gladiatorial 
contest. 

Things  are  different  now.  The  contempo- 
rary Church  is  so  often  a  weak,  ineffectual 
voice  with  an  uncertain  sound.  It  is  so  often 
the  arch-supporter  of  the  status  quo.  Par 
from  being  disturbed  by  the  presence  of  the 
Church,  the  power  structure  of  the  average 
community  is  consoled  by  the  Church's 
silent  and  often  vocal  sanction  of  things  as 
they  are. 

But  the  judgment  of  God  is  upon  the 
Church  as  never  before.  If  the  Church  of 
today  does  not  recapture  the  sacrificial 
spirit  of  the  early  Church,  it  will  lose  its  au- 
thentic ring,  forfeit  the  loyalty  of  millions, 
and  be  dismissed  as  an  irrelevant  social  club 
with  no  meaning  for  the  20th  century.  I  am 
meeting  young  people  every  day  whose  dis- 
appointment with  the  Church  has  risen  to 
outright  disgust. 

Maybe  again  I  have  been  too  optimistic.  Is 
organized  religion  too  inextricably  bound  to 
the  status  quo  to  save  our  nation  and  the 
world?  Maybe  I  must  turn  my  faith  to  the 
inner  spiritual  Church,  the  church  within 
the  Church,  as  the  true  ecclesia  and  the 
hope  of  the  world.  But  again  I  am  thankful 
to  God  that  some  noble  souls  from  the 
ranks  of  organized  religion  have  broken 
loose  from  the  paralyzing  chains  of  con- 
formity and  joined  us  as  active  partners  in 
the  struggle  for  freedom. 

They  have  left  their  secure  congregations 
and  walked  the  streets  of  Albany.  Georgia, 
with  us.  They  have  gone  through  the  high- 
ways of  the  South  on  torturous  rides  for 
freedom.  Yes.  they  have  gone  to  jail  with  us. 
Some  have  been  kicked  out  of  their  church- 
es and  lost  the  support  of  their  bishops  and 
fellow  ministers.  But  they  have  gone  with 
the  faith  that  right  defeated  is  stronger 
than  evil  triumphant.  These  men  have  been 
the  leaven  in  the  lump  of  the  race.  Their 
witness  has  t>een  the  spiritual  salt  that  has 
preserved  the  true  meaning  of  the  Gospel  in 
these  troubled  times.  They  have  carved  a 
tunnel  of  hope  through  the  dark  mountain 
of  disappointment. 

I  hope  the  Church  as  a  whole  will  meet 
the  challenge  of  this  decisive  hour.  But  even 


if  the  Church  does  not  come  to  the  aid  of 
justice.  I  have  no  despair  about  the  future.  I 
have  no  fear  about  the  outcome  of  our 
struggle  in  Birmingham,  even  if  our  motives 
are  presently  misunderstood.  We  will  reach 
the  goal  of  freedom  in  Birmingham  and  all 
over  the  nation,  because  the  goal  of  America 
is  freedom.  Abused  and  scorned  though  we 
may  be.  our  destiny  is  tied  up  with  the  desti- 
ny of  America. 

Before  the  pilgrims  landed  at  Plymouth, 
we  were  here.  Before  the  pen  of  Jefferson 
etched  across  the  pages  of  history  the  ma- 
jestic words  of  the  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence, we  were  here.  For  more  than  two  cen- 
turies our  foreparents  labored  in  this  coun- 
try without  wages;  they  made  cotton  "king"; 
and  they  built  the  homes  of  their  masters  in 
the  midst  of  brutal  injustice  and  shameful 
humiliation— and  yet  out  of  a  bottomless  vi- 
tality they  continued  to  thrive  and  develop. 
If  the  inexpressible  cruelties  of  slavery 
could  not  stop  us.  the  opposition  we  now 
face  will  surely  fail.  We  will  win  our  free- 
dom because  the  sacred  heritage  of  our 
nation  and  the  eternal  will  of  God  are  em- 
bodied in  our  echoing  demands. 

I  must  close  now.  But  before  closing  I  am 
impelled  to  mention  one  other  point  in  your 
statement  that  troubled  me  profoundly. 
You  warmly  commended  the  Birmingham 
police  force  for  keeping  "order"  and  "pre- 
venting violence."  I  don't  believe  you  would 
have  so  warmly  commended  the  police  force 
if  you  had  seen  its  angry  violent  dogs  literal- 
ly biting  six  unarmed,  nonviolent  Negroes.  I 
don't  believe  you  would  have  so  quickly 
commended  the  policemen  if  you  had  ob- 
served their  ugly  and  inhuman  treatment  of 
Negroes  hfre  in  the  city  jail;  if  you  had 
watched  them  push  and  curse  old  Negro 
women  and  young  Negro  girls;  if  you  had 
seen  them  slap  and  kick  old  Negro  men  and 
young  Negro  boys;  if  you  had  observed 
them,  as  they  did  on  two  occasions,  refuse 
to  give  us  food  because  we  wanted  to  sing 
our  grace  together.  I'm  sorry  that  I  can't 
join  you  in  your  praise  for  the  police  depart- 
ment. 

It  is  true  that  they  have  been  rather  disci- 
plined in  their  public  handling  of  the  dem- 
onstrators. In  this  sense  they  have  been 
rather  publicly  "nonviolent."  But  for  what 
purpose?  To  preserve  the  evil  system  of  seg- 
regation. Over  the  last  few  years  I  have  con- 
sistently preached  that  nonviolence  de- 
mands that  the  means  we  use  must  be  as 
pure  as  the  ends  we  seek.  So  I  have  tried  to 
make  it  clear  that  it  is  wrong  to  use  immoral 
means  to  attain  moral  ends.  But  now  I  must 
affirm  that  it  is  just  as  wrong,  or  even  more 
so.  to  use  moral  means  to  preserve  immoral 
ends.  Maybe  Mr.  Connor  and  his  policemen 
have  been  rather  publicly  nonviolent,  as 
Chief  Prichett  was  in  Albany.  Georgia,  but 
they  have  used  the  moral  means  of  nonvio- 
lence to  maintain  the  immoral  end  of  fla- 
grant racial  injustice.  T.  S.  Eliot  has  said 
that  there  is  no  greater  treason  than  to  do 
the  right  deed  for  the  wrong  reason. 

I  wish  you  had  commended  the  Negro  sit- 
inners  and  demonstrators  of  Birmingham 
for  their  sublime  courage,  their  willingness 
to  suffer,  and  their  amazing  discipline  in  the 
midst  of  the  most  inhuman  provocation. 
One  day  the  South  will  recognize  its  real 
heroes.  They  will  be  the  James  Merediths, 
courageously  and  with  a  majestic  sense  of 
purpose,  facing  jeering  and  hostile  mobs 
and  the  agonizing  loneliness  that  character- 
izes the  life  of  the  pioneer.  They  will  be  old. 
oppressed,  battered  Negro  women,  symbol- 
ized in  a  72-year-old  woman  of  Montgomery. 
Alabama,  who  rose  up  with  a  sense  of  digni- 


ty and  with  her  people  decided  not  to  ride 
the  segregated  buses,  and  responded  to  one 
who  inquired  about  her  tiredness  with  un- 
grammatical  profundity:  "My  feets  is  tired, 
but  my  soul  is  rested.  "  They  will  be  young 
high  school  and  college  students,  young 
ministers  of  the  Gospel  and  a  host  of  the 
elders,  courageously  and  nonviolently  sit- 
ting in  at  lunch  counters  and  willingly  going 
to  jail  for  conscience's  sake.  One  day  the 
South  will  know  that  when  these  disinherit- 
ed children  of  God  sat  down  at  lunch 
counters  they  were  in  reality  standing  up 
for  the  best  in  the  American  dream  and  the 
most  sacred  values  in  our  Judeo-Christian 
heritage,  and  thus  carrying  our  whole 
nation  back  to  great  wells  of  democracy 
which  were  dug  deep  by  the  founding  fa- 
thers in  the  formulation  of  the  Constitution 
and  the  Declaration  of  Independence. 

Never  before  have  I  written  a  letter  this 
long  (or  should  I  say  a  book?).  I'm  afraid 
that  it  is  much  too  long  to  take  your  pre- 
cious time.  I  can  assure  you  that  it  would 
have  been  much  shorter  if  I  had  been  writ- 
ing from  a  comfortable  desk,  but  what  else 
is  there  to  do  when  you  are  alone  for  days 
in  the  dull  monotony  of  a  narrow  jail  cell 
other  than  write  long  letters,  think  strange 
thoughts,  and  pray  long  prayers? 

If  I  have  said  anything  in  this  letter  that 
is  an  overstatement  of  the  truth  and  is  in- 
dicative of  an  unreasonable  impatience.  I 
beg  you  to  forgive  me.  If  I  have  said  any- 
thing in  this  letter  that  is  an  understate- 
ment of  the  truth  and  is  indicative  of  my 
having  a  patience  that  makes  me  patient 
with  anything  less  than  brotherhood.  I  beg 
God  to  forgive  me. 

I  hope  this  letter  finds  you  strong  in  the 
faith.  I  also  hope  that  circumstances  will 
soon  make  it  possible  for  me  to  meet  each  of 
you.  not  as  an  integrationist  or  a  civil  rights 
leader,  but  as  a  fellow  clergyman  and  a 
Christian  brother.  Let  us  all  hope  that  the 
dark  clouds  of  racial  prejudice  will  soon  pass 
away,  that  the  deep  fog  of  misunderstand- 
ing will  be  lifted  from  our  fear-drenched 
communities,  and  that  in  some  not  too  dis- 
tant tomorrow  the  radiant  stars  of  love  and 
brotherhood  will  shine  over  our  great 
nation  with  all  of  their  scintillating 
beauty.* 


REPORT  TO  THE  SPEAKER  OF 
THE  HOUSE  FROM  THE  COM- 
MITTEE ON  THE  BUDGET  ON 
THE  STATUS  OF  THE  1983  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET 

<Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re- 
marks at  this  point  in  the  Record  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter.) 
•  Mr.  JONES  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  pursuant  to  section  311(b)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  I  hereby 
submit  for  inclusion  in  the  Record  the 
current  level  of  outlays,  budget  au- 
thority and  revenues  for  fiscal  year 
1983: 

House  of  Representatives. 
Committee  on  the  Budget. 
Washington.  D.C..  August  1.  1983. 
Hon.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill.  Jr.. 
Speaker.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  On  January  30,  1976. 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  outlined  the 
procedure  which  it  had  adopted  in  connec- 
tion with  its  responsibilities  under  Section 
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311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
to  provide  estimates  of  the  current  level  of 
revenues  and  spending.  Pursuant  to  Com- 
mittee rule  10.  I  am  herewith  transmitting 
the  status  report  under  H.  Con.  Res.  91.  the 
First  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget 
for  Fiscal  Year  1984.  This  report  reflects 
the  adjusted  resolution  of  July  26.  1983,  and 
the  current  CBO  estimates  of  budget  au- 
thority, outlays,  and  revenues  based  on  all 
completed  action  on  spending  and  revenue 
measures  as  of  the  close  of  legislative  busi- 
ness July  29.  1983. 
With  best  wishes. 
Sincerely. 

James  R.  Jones, 

Chairman. 

REPORT  TO  THE  SPEAKER  OF  THE  US  HOUSE  OF  REPRE- 
SENTATIVES FROM  THE  COMMIHEE  ON  THE  BUDGET  ON 
THE  STATUS  OF  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1983  CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET  ADOPTED  IN  H.  CON.  RES.  91-REFLECTING 
COMPLETED  ACTION  AS  OF  JULY  29,  1983 
[In  mHiian  ol  Mm] 


3069,  making  1983  Supplemental  Appropria- 
tions. The  budget  resolution  used  in  this 
comparison  reflects  the  July  26,  1983  com- 
mittee action  making  allocations  of  reserves 
under  Section  2  of  the  budget  resolution,  H. 
Con.  Res.  91. 


Budget 
aiilliOTity 


Oullayj 


Revenues 


Aoproprule  level 
Curreitl  level 

Ainounl  undei  ceilmgs 


877.896 
869.094 


807  781 
806.928 


604.300 
604.294 


853 


budget  authority 
Any  measure  providing  budget  or  entitle- 
ment authority  which  is  not  included  in  the 
current  level  estimate  and  that  exceeds 
$8,802  million  for  fiscal  year  1983.  if  adopt- 
ed and  enacted,  would  cause  the  appropriate 
level  of  budget  authority  for  that  year  as 
set  forth  in  H.  Con.  Res.  91  to  be  exceeded. 

OUTLAYS 

Any  measure  providing  budget  or  entitle- 
ment authority  which  is  not  included  in  the 
current  level  estimate  and  that  exceeds  $853 
million  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1983.  if 
adopted  and  enacted,  would  cause  the  ap- 
propriate level  of  budget  authority  for  that 
year  as  set  forth  in  H.  Con.  Res.  91  to  be  ex- 
ceeded. 

REVENUES 

Any  measure  that  would  result  in  a  reve- 
nue loss  for  fiscal  year  1983.  if  adopted  and 
enacted,  would  cause  revenues  to  be  less 
than  the  appropriate  level  for  that  year  as 
set  forth  in  H.  Con.  Res.  91. 

U.S.  Congress. 
Congressional  Budget  Office. 
Washington.  D.C,  August  1,  1983. 
Hon.  James  R.  Jones, 
Chairman,   Committee  on  the  Budget,   U.S. 

House  of  Representatives,    Washington, 

DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Pursuant  to  section 
308(b)  and  in  aid  of  section  311(b)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act.  this  letter  and 
supporting  detail  provide  an  up-to-date  tab- 
ulation of  the  current  levels  of  new  budget 
authority  estimated  outlays  and  estimated 
revenues  in  comparison  with  the  appropri- 
ate levels  for  those  items  contained  in  the 
most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  1983  budget  (H.  Con.  Res.  91). 
This  report  for  fiscal  year  1983  is  tabulated 
as  of  close  of  business  July  29.  1983.  and  is 
based  on  our  estimates  of  budget  authority, 
outlays,  and  revenues  using  the  assumptions 
and  estimates  consistent  with  H.  Con.  Res. 
91. 

Since  my  last  report.  Congress  has  com- 
pleted action  on  H.R.  2973  to  repeal  interest 
and   dividends   tax   withholding,   and   H.R. 


I  In  millnns  a<  dollarsj 

Budget 
authwity 


Outlays 


Revenues 


1  Enacted 

2  Entitlement  auttnrity  and  ottiei 
mandatofy  items  requiring  tur- 
thet  apptoinialion  action 

3  Continuing  resolution  authority  .... 

4  Conference  agreements  ralilied 
t)y  Dolli  Houses _ 


864.291 


804.S11 


604.400 


4.802 


2.418 


-106 


Current  level 


869.094         806.928 


604,294 


I  In  millions  ol  doUatsI 


Budget 
aullionty 


Outlays 


Revenues 


Second  Iwdeet  resolution,  revised. 
H  Con  Res  91  877.896         807.781         604.300 

Current  level  is 

Over  resolutron  tly —  —  — 

Under  resolution  by  8.802  853  6 


SPECIAL  ORDERED  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  address  the  House,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered,  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Bartlett)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Corcoran,  for  10  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Bereuter,  for  5  minutes,  on 
August  4. 

Mr.  Jeffords,  for  10  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Wise)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Annunzio.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  St  Germain,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Wise,  for  60  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Stratton,  for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Beri«an,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  WiRTH,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  LaFalce,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


Sincerely, 

Nancy  M.  Gordon 
(For  Alice  M.  Rivlin.  Director). 

PARLIAMENTARIAN  STATUS  REPORT  SUPPORTING  DETAIL. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1983  AS  OF  CLOSE  OF  BUSINESS  JULY  29, 
1983 

I  In  millions  ol  dolbrs) 


Budget 
autliority 


Outlays 


I  Enacted 

Permanent  appropriations  and  trust  funds .. .         476.500 

Enacted  previous  session        484.011 

Offsetting  receipts  -133.407 

Enacted  litis  session 

Economic  Oevetopment  Administration 

Deferral  disapproval,  H  Res  74 „ 

DOE  strategic  petroleum  reserve  defer- 
ral d.sappfoval.  K  Res  80 ..: 

1983  supplemenlal  lObs  tnl.  PiMc 

UW98-8 15.736 

Offsetting  receipts      -  -5.159 

Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of 

1983.  Public  La*  98-21     26.610 

MX  missile  approval,  S  Con  Res  26 
Freeze  tobacco  support  level.  Public 
La*  98-59 


469.041 

465.953 

- 133.407 


5 

6 

7,336 
-5,159 


731 
50 


-46 


Total,  enacted 

II  Entitlement  authority  and  ottier  .....uwi 
items  requiring  lurttier  appropriation  actioii 

III  (iontmuing  resolution  auttiority 

IV  Conference    agreements    ratified    Oy    both 
Houses 

1983    supplemenlal    apptopfiations.    H.R, 
3069  -  - 


864.291 


804.511 


Offsetting  receijits 


7.065 
-2,263 


4.681 
-2,263 


Total 


Total,  current  level  as  ol  iuly  29.  1983 

Second  budget  resolution  H  Con.  lies.  91.. 

Amount  remaining 

Over  ceiling  

Under  ceiling 


4,802 
869.094 
877.896 


2.418 
806.928 
807.78IS 


3,802 


853 


Note  Detail  may  not  add  due  to  rounding  i 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 
By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Stokes  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Wright),  for  today,  on  account  of  a 
necessary  absence. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  remarks  was 
granted  to: 

Mr.  Erlenborn,  and  to  include  extra- 
neous matter,  notwithstandi.ig  the 
fact  that  it  exceeds  two  pages  of  the 
Record  and  is  estimated  by  the  Public 
Printer  to  cost  $5,554.50. 

Mr.  AuCoiN,  and  to  include  therein 
extraneous  material,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  it  exceeds  two  pages  of 
the  Record  and  is  estimated  by  the 
Public  Printer  to  cost  $1,328. 

Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan,  during  con- 
sideration of  Senate  amendments  to 
H.R.  3394. 

Mrs.  Johnson,  to  revise  and  extend 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  and  include 
extraneous  material  immediately  fol- 
lowing the  vote  on  motion  to  recommit 
by  Mr.  Tauke. 

Mr.  Kemp,  to  revise  and  extend  on 
the  amendment  concerning  protection 
of  the  Republic  of  China  within  the 
Asian  Development  Bank  immediately 
after  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Patterson). 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Bartlett)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Gingrich. 

Mr.  Madigan. 

Mr.  Daub. 

Mr.  LujAN. 

Mr.  RiTTER. 

Mr.  CouRTER  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  HiLLis  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  McCandless. 

Mr.  Fields. 

Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Bilirakis. 

Mr.  Broomfield. 
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Mr.  Marriott. 

Mr.  Bereuter. 

Mr.  Porter. 

Mr.  Oilman  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  CoNTE. 

Mr.  Snyder. 

Mr.  Corcoran  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Sensenbrenner. 

Mr.  LoTT. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Wise)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Ms.  MiKULSKI. 

Mr.  Markey  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Pease. 
Mr.  AuCoiN. 
Mrs.  Schroeder. 
Mr.  McNULTY. 
Mr.  Vento. 
Mr.  Mavroules. 
Mr.  Gephardt. 
Mr.  Montgomery. 
Mr.  Hamilton. 
Mr.  COELHO. 
Mr.  Martinez. 
Mr.  Simon  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut  in  two 
instances. 
Mr.  Harrison. 
Mr.  Plorio  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Rahall. 

Mr.  Ottinger  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Gore. 
Mrs.  Collins. 
Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  ROYBAL. 

Mr.  Dymally. 
Mr.  Fauntroy. 
Mr.  Roe. 
Ms.  Kaptur. 
Mr.  Britt. 
Mr.  Anthony. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  in  two 
instances. 
Mr.  Mollohan. 
Mr.  Bedell. 
Mr.  Ireland. 
Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  Rodino. 
Mr.  Waxman. 
Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Dorgan. 
Mr.  Dyson. 

Mr.  Downey  of  New  York. 
Mr.  Stark. 
Ms.  Oakar. 

Mr.  Mineta  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  BoRSKi. 
Mr.  Hubbard. 

Mr.   Coleman   of   Texas   in   two   in- 
stances. 

Mr.  SCHEUER. 

Mr.  Frank. 


vation  in  North  Dakota,  and  for  other 
purposes. 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 
Mr.  HAWKINS,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  had  examined 
and  found  truly  enrolled  a  bill  of  the 
House  of  the  following  title  which  was 
thereupon  signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.R.  2973.  An  act  to  promote  cconotnic  re- 
vitalization  and  facilities  expaasion  of  eco- 
nomic opportunities  in  the  Caribbean  Basin 
region,  to  provide  for  backup  withholding  of 
tax  from  interest  and  dividends,  and  for 
other  purpose. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to:  accord- 
ingly (at  10  o'clock  and  45  minutes 
p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow. Thursday,  August  4,  1983.  at 
10  a.m. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 
The  SPEAKER  announced  his  sig- 
nature   to    an    enrolled    bill    of    the 
Senate  of  the  following  title: 

S.  727.  An  act  to  authorized  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  set  aside  cer- 
tain judgment  funds  of  the  Three  Af- 
filiated Tribes  of  Fort  Berthold  Reser- 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speakers  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

1658.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States,  transmitting  his 
review  of  the  proposed  rescissions  and  defer- 
rals contained  in  the  message  from  the 
President  dated  July  7.  1983,  (H.  Doc.  No. 
98-80).  pursuant  to  .sections  1014  (b)  and  (c) 
of  Public  Law  93-344  (H.  Doc.  No.  98-92):  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 

1659.  A  letter  from  the  Principal  Deputy 
Secretary  of  the  Army  ( Installations.  Logis- 
tics, and  Financial  Management),  transmit- 
ting notice  of  the  decision  to  convert  to  con- 
tractor performance  the  laundry  sen  ices  at 
Port  Polk.  La.,  pursuant  to  section  502(b)  of 
the  Public  Law  96-342,  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Serv  ices. 

1660.  A  letter  from  the  Principal  Deputy 
Secretary  of  the  Army  (Installations,  Logis- 
tics, and  Financial  Management),  transmit- 
ting notice  of  the  decision  to  convert  to  eon- 
tractor  performance  the  food  service  activi- 
ty at  Fort  Sheridan.  111.,  pursuant  to  section 
502(b)  of  Public  Law  96-342;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services. 

1661.  A  letter  from  the  Principal  Deputy 
Secretary  of  the  Army  (Installations.  Logis- 
tics, and  Financial  Management),  transmit- 
ting notice  of  the  decision  to  convert  to  con- 
tractor performance  the  electronic  and  com- 
munication equipment  maintenance  and 
repair  activity  at  Fort  Sam  Houston.  Tex., 
pursuant  to  section  502(b)  of  Public  Law  96- 
342;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

1662.  A  letter  from  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Auditor,  transmitting  a  report  issued  by 
his  office  entitled  Gross  Revenue  Taxes 
Relative  to  the  Cable  Television  Communi- 
cations Act  of  1981.  "  pursuant  to  section  455 
of  Public  Law  93-198;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

1663.  A  letter  from  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia Auditor,  transmitting  a  report  issued  by 
his  office  entitled  Revenue  Report  for 
June    1983.'    pursuant    to    section    455    of 


Public  Law  93-198;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

1664.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  proposed  final  regula- 
tions regarding  notice  of  final  annual  fund- 
ing priority  and  geographical  regions— cen- 
ters and  services  for  deaf-blind  children, 
pursuant  to  .section  431(d)<l)  of  the  General 
Education  Provisions  Act,  as  amended;  to 
the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

1665.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  State  for  Legislative  and  Intergov- 
ernmental Affairs,  transmitting  copies  of 
the  agreement  relating  to  cooperation  in 
electrical  energy  between  the  American  In- 
stitute in  Taiwan  and  the  Coordination 
Council  for  North  American  Affairs,  pursu- 
ant to  section  12(a)  of  Public  Law  96-8;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

1666.  A  letter  from  the  Inspector  General, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  transmitting 
notice  of  a  proposed  new  records  system, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  552a(o):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Operations. 

1667.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director, 
Minerals  Management  Service,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  pro- 
posed refund  of  excess  royalty  payments  to- 
taling $49,619  to  the  Arco  Oil  &  Gas  Co., 
pursuant  to  section  10(b)  of  the  Outer  Con 
tinental  Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1668.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director, 
Mmcrals  Management  Service,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  notice  of  the 
proposed  refund  of  excess  royalty  payments 
totaling  $59,096.53  to  the  Shell  Oil  Co.,  pur- 
.suant  to  section  10(b)  of  the  Outer  Conti- 
nental Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1669.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Indian  Affairs, 
transmitting  a  proposed  plan  for  the  use 
and  di-strioution  of  the  judgment  funds 
awarded  to  the  Mississippi  and  Lake  Superi- 
or Bands  of  Chippewa  Indians  in  dockets 
Nos.  18-C  and  18-T,  pursuant  to  section  2(a) 
and  4  of  Public  Law  93-134;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1670.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  for  Indian  Affairs, 
transmitting  a  proposed  plan  for  the  use 
and  di,stribution  of  the  judgment  funds 
awarded  to  the  Kenaitze  Indian  Tribe  in 
docket  No.  595-77  by  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Claims,  pursuant  to  sections  2(a)  and  4  of 
Public  Law  93-134;  to  the  Committee  on  In- 
terior and  Insular  Affairs. 

1671.  A  letter  from  the  Counsel,  National 
Council  on  Radiation  Protection  and  Meas- 
urements, transmitting  a  financial  audit  in- 
cluding verification  of  assets  and  liabilities, 
surplus  or  deficit  analysis,  and  income  and 
expenses,  pursuant  to  section  14(b)  of 
Public  Law  88-376;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

1672.  A  letter  from  the  SecreUry  of 
Energy,  transmitting  the  alternative  fund- 
ing plan  for  completing  the  Clinch  River 
breeder  reactor  plant  project  recommended 
by  the  administration  for  consideration  and 
action  by  Congress,  pursuant  to  the  confer- 
ence report  (97-980)  accompanying  the  Fur- 
ther Continuing  Appropriations  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1983  (Public  Law  97-377);  joint- 
ly, to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations 
and  Science  and  Technology. 

1673.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  withdraw  and  re- 
serve for  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
certain  public  lands  within  the  Nellis  Air 
Force  range,  within  Clark,  Nye,  and  Lincoln 
Counties,  Nev,.  for  use  as  a  training  and 


weapons  testing  area,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1674.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  withdraw  and  re- 
serve for  the  Department  of  the  Army  cer- 
tain public  lands  within  the  McGregor 
range.  Otero  County,  N.  Mex.,  for  use  as  a 
training  and  weapons  testing  area  and  for 
other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  and  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

1675.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  transmitting 
the  annual  report  for  fiscal  year  1982  on  ac- 
tions taken  to  recruit  and  train  Indians  to 
quality  for  positions  subject  to  preference 
under  Indian  preference  laws,  and  on  ac- 
tions taken  to  place  non-Indian  employees 
of  the  Indian  Health  Service  in  other  Feder- 
al positions,  pursuant  to  section  2(d)  and 
(e)(2)  respectively  of  Public  Law  96-135; 
jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  and  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

1676.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  transmitting 
the  Department's  report  on  the  physician 
exchange  visitor  program,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 5(e)  of  Public  Law  97-116;  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  the  Judiciary,  Energy 
and  Commerce,  and  Foreign  Affairs. 


Mr.  PEPPER:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  301.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  2655,  a  bill  to  extend 
and  improve  the  Domestic  Volunteer  Serv- 
ice Act  of  1973.  (Rept.  No.  98-347).  Referred 
to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  WHEAT:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  302.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  1036,  a  bill  to  provide 
employment  opportunities  to  long-term  un- 
employed individuals  in  high  unemploy- 
ment areas  in  projects  to  repair  and  ren- 
ovate vitally  needed  community  facilities, 
and  for  other  purposes.  (Rept.  No.  98-348). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU- 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  296.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  2992.  a  bill  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years 
1984  and  1985  for  international  security  and 
development  assistance  and  for  the  Peace 
Corps,  and  for  other  purposes.  (Rept.  No. 
98-341).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY;  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  297.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  3231,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  authorities  contained  in  the 
Export  Administration  Act  of  1979,  and  for 
other  purposes.  (Rept.  No.  98-342).  Referred 
to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  BEILENSON:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  298.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  2379.  a  bill  to 
provide  for  the  protection  and  management 
of  the  national  park  system,  and  for  other 
purposes.  (Rept.  No.  98-343).  Referred  to 
the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  FUQUA:  Committee  on  Science  and 
Technology.  "The  Consequences  of  Nuclear 
War  on  The  global  Environment.  "  (Rept. 
No.  98-344).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  Stale  of  the  Union. 
Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana:  Committee  on 
Rules.  House  Resolution  299.  Resolution 
providing  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
3391,  a  bill  to  improve  worker  training 
under  the  Trade  Act  of  1974,  and  for  other 
purposes.  (Rept.  No.  98-345).  Referred  to 
the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  PEPPER;  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  300.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  2453,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Board  for  International  Broadcasting 
Act  of  1973  to  provide  for  radio  broadcast- 
ing to  Cuba.  (Rept.  No.  98-346).  Referred  to 
the  House  Calendar. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause 
4  of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BROYHILL: 
H.R.  3749.  A  bill  to  provide  for  revision  of 
the  military  retired  or  retainer  pay  of  cer- 
tain retired  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
who  were  called  or  ordered  to  active  duty 
between   October   1,   1963,   and  October   1, 
1971;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
By  Mr.  WIRTH  (for  himself,  Mr.  Per- 
kins. Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr. 
DowNEV    of    New    York.    Mr.    Gep- 
hardt, Mr.  KoGovsEK,  Mr.  Walgren, 
Mr.    Coelho,    Mr.    Dellums,    Mrs. 
BOGGS,    Mr.    Florio,   Mr.    Moakley, 
Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr.  Frost, 
Mr.  Foley,  Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr.  Wil- 
liams of  Montana,  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indi- 
ana,   Mr.   Torricelli.    Mr.    Matsui. 
Mr.   Leland.   Mr.   Murtha.   Mr.   Ed- 
wards of  California,  Mr.  Frank,  Mr. 
Berman,  Mr.  Flippo,  Mr.  Patterson, 
Mr.  Stark,  Mr.  Neal,  Mrs.  Schroe- 
der. Mr.  ScHEUER,  Mr.  Shannon,  Mr. 
Hoyer,  Mr.  McHugh.  Mr.  Markey. 
Mr.    Kildee.    Mr.    Seiberling,    Mr. 
Levin  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Pepper,  and 
Mr.  Ratchford); 
H.R.  3750.  A  bill  to  provide  assistance  to 
local  educational  agencies  and  institutions 
of  higher  education  to  promote  computer 
literacy  among  elementary  and  secondary 
.school  students  and  their  teachers,  and  for 
other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Committees 
on  Education  and  Labor  and  Science  and 
Technology. 

By  Mr.  ERLENBORN: 
H.R.  3751.  A  bill  to  provide  for  a  limita- 
tion on  cost-of-living  increases  in  primary 
cash  benefits  under  Federal  pension,  annu- 
ity, retirement,  disability,  workers'  compen- 
sation, and  similar  plans  which  exceed  in 
the  aggregate  a  specified  annual  amount  for 
each  recipient:  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Operations. 

H.R.  3752.  A  bill  to  improve  the  benefit 
structure,  comparability,  and  financial 
soundness  of  the  retirement  and  disability 
programs  for  the  civilian  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  by  requiring  full  actu- 
arial funding  of  the  civil  service  retirement 
and  disability  system,  by  establishing  a 
more  equitable  and  portable  retirement 
structure  for  post-83  employees  under  a  new 
Federal  thrift  plan  with  matching  employer 
contributions  and  a  revised  set  of  definecl 
benefits  under  the  civil  service  retirement 
and  disability  system,  taking  into  account 
benefits  otherwise  provided  under  the  old- 
age  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  pro- 
gram under  title  11  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  and  by  providing  a  more  defensible  ben- 


efit structure  as  it  relates  to  early  retire- 
ment, cost-of-living  adjustments,  and  de- 
ferred benefits  for  separated  employees; 
jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service,  Education  and  Labor,  and 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  3753.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  11  of 
subtitle  II  of  title  31,  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  for  a  general  limitation,  relating  to 
wage  increases  received  by  workers  in  the 
national  workforce,  on  the  total  increase 
which  may  occur  in  budgets  submitted  by 
the  President  annually  in  periodic  cash  ben- 
efits provided  under  Federal  pension,  annu- 
ity, retirement,  disability,  workers'  compen- 
sation, and  similar  plans  covering  individ- 
uals in  either  the  public  or  private  sector, 
and  for  other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Government  Operations  and 
Rules. 

By  Mr.  CONTE: 
H.R.  3754.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Impound- 
ment Control  Act  of  1974  to  provide  for  the 
disapproval,  by  law.  of  deferrals,  and  to 
amend  the  Rules  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives with  respect  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations;  jointly, 
to  the  Committees  on  Rules  and  Govern- 
ment Operations. 

By  Mr.  PICKLE: 
H.R.  3755.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for  reform  in 
the  disability  determination  process;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  CORCORAN: 
H.R.  3756.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  increase  in  three 
steps  the  deduction  for  net  capital  gains  for 
individuals  from  60  to  75  percent;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  3757.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  reduce  in  five  steps 
the  maximum  rate  of  income  tax  on  corpo- 
rations from  46  percent  to  36  percent;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
Bv  Mr.  CORRADA: 
H.R.   3758.   A  bill   to   provide   land-grant 
status  for  the  College  of  Agriculture  and 
Mechanic  Arts  of  the  University  of  Puerto 
Rico,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture. 
By  Mr.  HANCE: 
H.R.  3759.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  an  additional 
10-percent  investment  lax  credit  for  new, 
more  efficient  irrigation  equipment;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  KAZEN: 
H.R.  3760.  A  bill  to  require  that  at  least  20 
percent     of    enterprise    zones    designated 
under  any  Federal  law  be  areas  that  are  ad- 
versely affected  by  the  devaluation  of  the 
Mexican  peso;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  LUJAN: 
H.R.  3761.  A  bill  to  reduce  public  safety 
hazards  on  federally  built  canals,  laterals, 
and  drains,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
Bv  Mr.  MADIGAN  (by  request): 
H.R.  3762.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  mandatory 
honey  price-support  program,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
By  Mr.  MAVROULES: 
H.R.  3763.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States   Code,   to   provide   economic   adjust- 
ment assistance  in  cases  in  which  major  de- 
fense contracts  are  terminated  or  reduced, 
and  for  other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Armed  Services  and  Education 
and  Labor.  * 

By  Mr.  PETRI: 
H.R.  3764.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  encourage  the  pro- 
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duction  of  alcohol  for  fuel  use  by  repealing 
the  occupational  tax  on  manufacturers  of 
stills  and  condensers:  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.   REID  (for  himself  and  Mrs. 

VUCANOVICH): 

H.R.    3765.    A    bill    to    declare    that    the 
United  States  holds  certain  lands  in  trust 
for  the  Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
By  Mr  RICHARDSON: 

H.R.  3766.  A  bill  entitled:  The  San  Juan 
Basin  Wilderness  Protection  Act  of  1983":  to 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs. 

By  Mr.  RICHARDSON: 

H.R.  3767.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  from  issuing  Federal  coal 
leases  prior  to  May  1.  1984.  unless  certain 
requirements  are  satisfied,  to  encourage  cer- 
tain exchanges  of  lands  containing  coal  de- 
posits, and  to  provide  preconditions  for  the 
San  Juan  Basin  lease  sale,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

By   Mr.   ST   GERMAIN   (for    himself 
and  Mr.  Wylie)  (by  request): 

H.R.  3768.  A  bill  to  redefine  bank"  for 
purpKJses  of  application  of  the  Bank  Holding 
Company  Act  of  1956.  to  equate  unitary  sav- 
ings and  loan  holding  company  and  multiple 
savings  and  loan  holding  company  activities, 
and  to  apply  the  provisions  of  the  Glass- 
Steagall  Act  equally  to  insured  depository 
institutions:  to  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Finance  and  Urban  Affairs. 
By  Mr  SKELTON: 

H.R.  3769.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  a  criminal 
penalty  for  robbery  of  a  controlled  sub- 
stance, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3770.  A  bill  to  amend  section  924(c) 
of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  to  strength- 
en existing  mandatory  penalties  for  using  or 
carrying  a  firearm  in  the  commission  of  a 
felony,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3771.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  reform  the  insanity 
defense,  to  establish  a  sentence  of  guilty  but 
mentally  ill.  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3772.  A  bill  to  establish  constitution- 
al procedures  for  the  imposition  of  the  sen- 
tence of  death,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3773.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Bail 
Reform  Act  of  1966  to  authorize  consider- 
ation of  danger  to  the  community  in  setting 
pretrial  release  conditions,  to  eliminate 
surety  bond,  to  permit  pretrial  detention  of 
certain  offenders,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  SNYDER: 

H.R.  3774.  A  bill  providing  for  an  orderly 
phase  in  of  the  coastwise  laws  with  respect 
to  the  passenger  trade  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Virgin  Islands  of  the  United 
States:  to  the  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries. 

By  Mr.  TORRICELLI: 

H.R.  3775.  A  bill  to  recognize  the  organiza- 
tion known  as  the  Jewish  War  Veterans  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  Inc.:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Missouri: 

H.R.  3776.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secre- 
tary of  Energy  to  accept  certain  lands  in  St. 
Louis.  Mo.,  to  provide  remedial  action  with 
respect  to  radioactive  materials:  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs and  Energy  and  Commerce. 

By  Mr.   DERRICK  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Bennett.  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr.  Britt. 


Mr.  Campbell.  Mr.  Clarke.  Mr.  Fas- 
cell.    Mr.    Hartnett.    Mr.    Hatcher. 
Mr.    Hefner.    Mr.    Jones    of    North 
Carolina.  Mrs.  Lloyd.  Mr.  MacKay. 
Mr.    Montgomery.    Mr.    Neal,    Mr. 
Spence,  Mr.  Spratt.  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr. 
Valentine,  and  Mr.  Whitley): 
H.R.  3777.  A  bill  to  grant  the  consent  of 
the   Congress   to   the   Southeast    interstate 
low-level     radioactive     waste     management 
compact;    Jointly,    to    the    Committees    on 
Energy  and  Commerce  and  Interior  and  In- 
sular Affairs. 

By   Mr.   MARKEY   (for  himself.   Mr. 
HoRTON.  Mr.  Coelho,  Mrs.  Schroe- 
DER,  Mr.   McKiNNEY,  Mr.   Moaklev. 
Mr.    Udall,    Mr.    St    Germain.    Mr. 
Harkin,     Mr.     Bedell,     and     Mrs. 
Boxer): 
H.R.  3778.  A  bill  to  require  congressional 
consent    before    the    introduction    of    U.S. 
combat  forces  into  Central  America;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  RINALDO: 
H.R.  3779.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  home  equity 
conversions  through  sale-leaseback  transac- 
tions:   to    the    Committee    on    Ways    and 
Means. 

By    Ms.    OAKAR    (for    herself,    Mr. 
CoNTE,    Mr.    Feichan,    Mr.    Berman, 
and  Mr.  Ratchford): 
H.  Res.  303.  Resolution  relating  to  justice 
in  the  case  of  the  slain  American  church- 
women  in  El  Salvador:  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  memo- 
rials were  presented  and  referred  as 
follows: 

238.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California,  rela- 
tive to  a  national  public  safety  telecom- 
munications policy;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce. 

239.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  relative  to  members 
of  the  Baha  i  faith;  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs. 

240.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of 
the  State  of  California,  relative  to  the  Santa 
Margarita  project:  to  the  Committee  on  In- 
terior and  Insular  Affairs. 

24 1.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  relative  to  political 
asylum  for  Dennis  Brutus  of  South  Africa: 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

242.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  relative  to  a  com- 
prehensive catastrophic  illness  medical  serv- 
ice plan:  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  Energy  and  Commerce. 


PRIVATE  BILXS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 
Mr.   SCHUMER   introduced   a   bill   (H.R. 
3780)   for  the   relief  of   Morris  and   Lenke 
Gelb;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  100:  Mr.  Whitehuhst. 

H.R.  132:  Mr.  Green. 


H.R.  625:  Mr.  Craig.  Mr.  Bateman.  Mr. 
Robinson,  Mr.  Corcoran,  Mr.  Slattery.  Mr. 
Jeffords,  Mr.  Morrison  of  Washington,  Ms. 
Ferraro,  Mr.  Moody,  Mr.  McEwen,  Mr. 
Taylor.  Mr.  LaFalce,  Mr.  Leach  of  Iowa, 
Mr.  Jacobs.  Mr.  Sawyer,  Mr.  Albosta.  and 
Mr.  Thomas  of  California. 

H.R.  676:  Mr.  Matsui. 

H.R.  1065:  Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Dellums.  Mr. 
CoRRADA.  Mr.  Leland,  Mr.  Kildee,  Ms. 
Oakar.  Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michi- 
gan. Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee. 
Mr.  Crockett,  and  Mr.  Stokes. 

H.R   1144:  Mr.  Solarz. 

H.R.  1199:  Mr.  Bartlett. 

H.R.  1307;  Mr.  Moakley. 

H.R.  1357:  Mr.  Traxler. 

H.R.  1415:  Mr.  Derrick  and  Mr.  Myers. 

H.R.  1676:  Mr.  Shannon. 

H.R   1706:  Mr  Mica  and  Mr.  Zablocki. 

H.R.  1743:  Mr.  Levine  of  California,  Mr. 
Jacobs,  Mr.  Miller  of  California,  Mr.  Fogli- 
etta,  Mr.  Applegate,  Mr.  Hughes,  Mr. 
Bedell.  Mr.  Kolter.  Mr.  Roybal,  Mr. 
Murtha.  and  Mr.  Murphy. 

H.R.  1870:  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Durbin.  and 
Mr.  Harkin. 

H.R.  1914:  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr.  Wirth.  Mr. 
Kramer.  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut,  Mr. 
Weiss,  and  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.R.  1943:  Mr.  Fazio. 

H.R.  1955:  Mr.  Emerson.  Mr.  Hall  of 
Ohio.  Mr.  Kindness.  Mr.  Lehman  of  Florida. 
Mr.  Stenholm.  and  Mr.  Donnelly. 

H.R.  1984:  Mr.  Barnes  and  Mr.  Tau-ON. 

H.R.  1991:  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H.R.  2053:  Mr.  Ratchford. 

H.R.  2097:  Mr.  Conyers.  Mr.  Lowery  of 
California,  Mr.  McKinney,  Mr.  Richardson, 
Mr.  McGrath,  and  Mr.  Horton. 

H.R.  2124:  Mr.  Philip  M.  Crane,  Mr.  Mol- 
lohan.  Mr.  Marlenee,  Mr.  Kramer,  Mrs. 
RouKEMA.  Mr.  Bartlett.  Mrs.  Schroeder. 
Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Young  of 
Alaska.  Mr.  Derrick.  Mr.  Snyder.  Mr. 
Whitten,  Mr.  Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Pack- 
ard. Mrs.  Lloyd.  Ms.  Fiedler,  and  Mr.  Jones 
of  Tennessee. 

H.R.  2225:  Mr.  Hoyer. 

H.R.  2568:  Mr.  Sensenbrenner.  Mr.  Ottin- 
GER.  and  Mr.  Berman. 

H.R.  2589:  Mr.  Roberts  and  Mr.  Tallon. 

H.R.  2715:  Mrs.  Boxer. 

H.R.  2750:  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana  and  Mr. 
Gejdenson. 

H.R.  2759:  Mr.  Neal,  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennes- 
see, and  Mrs.  Collins. 

H.R.  2791;  Mr.  Matsui,  Mr.  Owens.  Mr. 
Young  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Miller  of  Ohio,  Mr. 
Stokes.  Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida. 
Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr.  McGrath. 
Mr.  Mitchell.  Mr.  Oberstar.  and  Mrs. 
Martin  of  Illinois. 

H.R.  2820:  Mr.  Downey  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Davis.  Mr.  Pursell.  and  Mr.  Stenholm. 

H.R.  2875:  Mr.  Myers. 

H.R.  2876:  Mr.  Bryant. 

H.R.  2883:  Mr.  Wilson.  Mr.  Horton.  Mr. 
McCollum.  Mr.  Pursell.  Mr.  LaFalce.  and 
Mr.  Studds. 

H.R.  2916:  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H.R.  2977:  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  2991;  Mr.  McHugh.  Mr.  Murtha.  and 
Ms.  Ferraro. 

H.R.  3043:  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio  and  Mr. 
Bonior  of  Michigan. 

H.R.  3058:  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr.  Long  of 
Maryland.  Mr.  Beilenson.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr. 
Downey  of  New  York,  Mr.  Lehman  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Fascell.  Mr.  Berman.  Mr. 
Glickman,  Mr.  Weaver,  Mr.  Gejdenson,  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida,  Mr.  Levine  of  California. 
Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Mrazek.  Mr. 
McCurdy.  Mr.  Borski.  Mr.  Edwards  of  Cali- 


fornia, Mr.  Rahall.  Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Roe. 
Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Richardson,  Mr.  Stokes, 
Mr.  Evans  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Roybal,  Mr. 
Wyden.  Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr.  Harrison.  Mr. 
Conyers.  and  Mr.  Eckart. 

H.R.  3072:  Mr.  Moakley. 

H.R.  3075:  Mr.  Tallon  and  Mr.  McDade. 

H.R.  3094:  Mr.  Conyers. 

H.R.  3095:  Mr.  Robert  F.  Smith.  Mr. 
Lantos.  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Levine  of  California, 
Mr.  Patterson,  Mr.  Markey.  Mr.  Mav- 
roules.  Mr.  Dymally.  and  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.R.  3098:  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.R.  3141;  Mr.  Tallon,  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indi- 
ana, and  Mr.  Morrison  of  Connecticut. 

H.R.  3175:  Mrs.  Burton  of  California  and 
Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee. 

H.R.  3181:  Mr.  Porter,  Mr.  Packard.  Mr. 
Duncan.  Mr.  Chappell.  Mrs.  Roukema.  and 
Mr.  Daub. 

H.R.  3238:  Mr.  Russo. 

H.R.  3240;  Mr.  O'Brien.  Mr.  Regula,  Mr. 
Yatron,  Mr.  Hoyer.  Mr.  Daub,  Mr.  Lantos, 
Mr.  Emerson,  Mr.  McGrath.  Mr.  McEwen. 
Mr.  Oilman,  Mr.  Scheuer,  Mr.  Tallon,  Mr. 
Chandler,  Mr.  Minish,  Mr.  Mrazek.  Mr. 
Won  Pat.  Mr.  Boehlert.  Mr.  Slattery.  Mr. 
Biaggi,  Mr.  SiEBERLiNG,  Mr.  McCuRDY,  Mr. 
Downey  of  New  York,  Mr.  Conable.  and 
Mr.  Davis. 

H.R.  3244;  Mr.  Ackerman,  Mr.  Bates,  Mr. 
Bedell,  Mr.  Beilenson,  Mr.  Boehlert.  Mr. 
Bosco.  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Brown  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Bryant,  Mrs.  Collins,  Mr.  Con- 
yers, Mr.  D'Amours.  Mr.  Dellums,  Mr. 
Downey  of  New  York,  Mr.  Dwyer  of  New 
Jersey,  Mr.  Dymally,  Mr.  Edgar.  Mr.  Ed- 
wards of  California.  Mr.  Fauntroy.  Mr. 
Fazio.  Mr.  Fish,  Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Gejdenson, 
Mr.  Glickman,  Mr.  Gray,  Mr.  Jeffords,  Ms. 
Kaptur,  Mr.  Kastenmeier,  Mr.  Levine  of 
California,  Mr.  McCandless,  Mr.  McCol- 
lum. Mr.  Mack,  Mr.  MacKay,  Mr.  Markey. 
Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Mineta,  Mr.  Mitchell,  Mr. 
Mrazek.  Mr.  Neal.  and  Mr.  Nichols. 

H.R.  3252;  Mr.  Sam  B.  Hall.  Jr.,  Mr.  Mar- 
lenee. and  Mr.  Chappell, 

H.R.  3257;  Mr.  Franklin,  Mr.  Daniel  B. 
Crane.  Mr.  Sundquist,  Mr.  Hartnett.  Mr. 
Regula.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Livingston,  and 
Mr.  Daub. 

H.R.  3302;  Mr.  Bereuter  and  Mr.  Danne- 
meyer. 

H.R.  3305:  Mr.  Stratton  and  Mr.  Heftel 
of  Hawaii. 

H.R.  3318:  Mr.  Bereuter.  Mr.  Porter,  and 
Mr.  Fascell. 

H.R.  3354:  Ms.  Ferraro.  Mr.  Kasich.  Mr. 
Mrazek,  Mr.  Patterson,  Mr.  Denny  Smith. 
Mr.  Bereuter,  Mr.  Hillis.  and  Mr.  Mollo- 
han. 

H.R.  3358;  Mrs.  Johnson.  Mr.  Britt.  Mr. 
Mitchell,  and  Mrs.  Hall  of  Indiana. 

H.R.  3380;  Mr.  Weiss,  Mr.  Bonior  of 
Michigan,  Mr.  Jacobs,  Mrs.  Schneider.  Mr. 
Sikorski.  and  Mr.  Dellums. 

H.R.  3413;  Mr.  Hubbard. 

H.R.  3433;  Mr.  Solarz.  Mr.  Evans  of  Iowa. 
Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Davis,  and  Mr.  Eckart. 

H.R.  3498:  Mr.  Smith  of  Florida.  Mr.  Bou- 
cher. Mr.  Brown  of  California,  Mr. 
Howard,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Rangel,  Mr. 
Lehman  of  Florida.  Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  LaFalce. 
Mr.  Waxman,  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Eckart,  Mrs. 
Boxer,  and  Mr.  Towns. 

H.R.  3526:  Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr.  Young  of 
Alaska,  Mr.  Conte,  Mr.  Whitehurst,  Mr. 
Leath  of  Texas,  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Downey  of  New  York.  Mr.  Hightower. 
Mr.  McDonald,  Mr.  Kemp,  Mr.  Broyhill, 
Mr.  SisisKY,  Mr.  Udall,  Mr.  Howard,  Mr. 
Nichols,  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Reid,  Mr.  Daniel, 
Mrs.  Holt.  Mr.  Hutto.  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr 
Vandergriff.  Ms.  Ferraro,  Ms.  Mikulski. 


Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Ratchford,  Mr.  Bevill.  Mr. 
Bedell.  Mrs.  Schneider,  and  Mr.  Stokes. 

H.R.  3546:  Mr.  Jacobs.  Mr.  Bereuter.  Mr. 
Porter,  and  Mr.  Denny  Smith. 

H.R.  3586;  Mr.  Miller  of  Ohio. 

H.R.  3621;  Mr.  Dorgan.  Mr.  Rogers,  Mr. 
Biaggi,  Mr.  Reid,  and  Mr.  English. 

H.R.  3642;  Mr.  Hubbard,  Mr.  Scheuer,  Mr. 
Wolpe.  Mr.  Shannon,  Mrs.  Holt,  Mr.  Ober- 
star, Mr.  Stark,  Mr.  Frenzel,  Mr.  Lowry  of 
Washington.  Mr.  Martin  of  North  Carolina, 
and  Mr.  Dymally. 

H.J.  Res.  1;  Mr.  Broomfield. 

H.J.  Res.  93:  Mr.  Hamilton,  Mr.  Long  of 
Louisiana,  Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Traxler.  Mr. 
Zablocki.  Mr.  Gaydos,  Mr.  Yatron,  Mr. 
Kolter.  Mr.  Clay.  Mr.  Gephardt.  Mr. 
Early,  Mr.  Coelho,  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr.  Chap- 
pell. Mr.  Hutto.  Mr.  Fuqua.  Mr.  Moody. 
Mrs.  Lloyd.  Mr.  Eckart,  Mr.  Kogovsek,  Mr. 
Gore,  Mr.  Leland,  Mr.  Gray,  Mr.  Patter- 
son, Mr.  Kazen,  Mr.  Hefner,  Mr.  Shelby, 
Mr.  Boner  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Obey.  Mr. 
Durbin.  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr.  Howard,  Mr. 
Kildee.  Mr.  Markey.  Mr.  Kostmayer.  Mr. 
Bedell.  Mr.  Bonior  of  Michigan,  Mr. 
Dorgan,  Mr.  Pease,  and  Mr.  Hoyer. 

H.J.  Res.  100:  Mr.  Shuster,  Mr.  Madigan, 
Mr.  Craig,  Mr.  Sam  B.  Hall.  Jr  Mr.  Bart- 
lett, Mr.  McCain,  Mr.  Stangeland,  Mr. 
SuNiA,  Mr.  Kasich,  Mr.  Livingston,  Mr. 
Roberts,  Mr.  Loeffler,  Mr.  McCandless, 
Mr.  Tauzin,  Mrs.  Vucanovich,  and  Mr.  Cor- 
rado. 

H.J.  Res.  103;  Mr.  Akaka  and  Mr.  Cooper. 

H.J.  Res.  105;  Ms.  Oakar. 

H.J.  Res.  200;  Mr.  Mollohan.  Mr.  Carper. 
Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Walgren. 
Mr.  Coelho,  Ms.  Oakar,  Mr.  Bonior  of 
Michigan,  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  and  Mr. 
Waxman. 

H.J.  Res.  260;  Mr.  Pursell,  Mr.  Forsythe, 
Mr.  Young  of  Missouri,  and  Mr.  Stump. 

H.J.  Res.  277;  Mr.  Bliley,  Mr.  Frenzel, 
Mr.  Mineta,  and  Mr.  Bilirakis. 

H.J.  Res.  295;  Mr.  Bereuter,  Mr.  Conte, 
Mr.  Mazzoli,  and  Mr.  Weaver. 

H.J.  Res.  317;  Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Downey  of 
New  York.  Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr.  Pritchard. 
Mr.  Daschle,  Mr.  Frank,  Mr.  Hance,  Mr. 
Smith  of  Florida,  Mr.  Conyers,  Mrs.  Boxer, 
Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Addabbo,  Mr.  Waxman,  Mr. 
Florio,  Mr.  Oilman.  Ms.  Mikulski,  Mr.  Pa- 
netta,  Mr.  Erdreich,  Mr.  Barnes,  Mr.  de 
Lugo,  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Levine  of  California. 
Mr.  Gephardt.  Mr.  Hertel  of  Michigan,  Mr. 
Hansen  of  Idaho,  Mr.  Bryant,  Mr.  Hyde, 
Mr.  Rose.  Mr.  Richardson,  Mr.  Wolfe,  Mr. 
McNulty,  Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Forsythe.  Mr. 
Ratchford.  Mr.  Vandergriff.  Mr.  Towns. 
Mr.  Vento,  Mr.  Wyden,  Mr.  F^ost,  Mr. 
Biaggi,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Corrada.  Mr. 
Hoyer,  Mr.  Beilenson,  Mr.  Clinger.  Mr. 
Dwyer  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Badham,  Mr. 
Solarz,  Mr.  Horton.  Mr.  Leland,  Mr.  Wort- 
ley,  Mr.  Hughes,  Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  Mr. 
Dymally,  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Hatcher,  Mr. 
Won  Pat,  Mr.  Foley,  Mr.  Fauntroy,  Mr. 
Fish,  Mr.  Andrews  of  Texas,  Mr.  Heftel  of 
Hawaii,  Mr.  D'Amours,  Mr.  McGrath,  Mr. 
Frenzel.  Mr.  Nelson  of  Florida,  Mr.  Sabo, 
Mr.  Kogovsek,  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr.  Conable, 
Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  McDade.  Mr.  Murphy.  Mr. 
Mineta,  Mr.  Hammerschmidt.  Mr.  Matsui. 
Mr.  Hawkins,  Mr.  Weaver,  Mr.  Hutto,  Mr. 
RoDiNO,  Mr.  Ackerman,  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Long 
of  Maryland,  Mr.  Lowery  of  California.  Mr. 
Dellums.  Mr.  Barnard.  Mr.  Harrison.  Mr. 
Crockett.  Mr.  de  la  Garza.  Mr.  LaFalce. 
and  Mr.  Marriott. 

H.J.  Res.  329;  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  Fauntroy. 
Mr.  Frank.  Mr.  Howard.  Mr.  Broyhill,  Mr. 
Frost.  Mr.  Crockett,  Mr.  Patman,  Mr. 
Barnes,  Mr.  Quillen.  Mr.  Ford  of  Tennes- 


see. Mr.  Mazzoli.  Mr.  Roe.  Mr.  Dwyer  of 
New  Jersey.  Mr.  Forsythe,  Mr.  Won  Pat, 
Mr.  Kasich,  Mr.  McNulty,  Mr.  Wortley. 
Mr.  Whittaker.  Mr.  Berman.  Mr.  Yatron. 
Mr.  Jenkins.  Mr.  Archer,  Mr.  McGrath. 
Mr.  Bethune,  Mr.  Torricelli,  Mr.  Smith  of 
Florida,  Mr.  Brown  of  California,  Mr. 
Rangel.  Mr.  Tallon.  Mr.  Edgar,  Mr.  Rich- 
ardson. Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Hughes,  Mr.  Green, 
Mr.  Daniel,  Mr.  Mollohan.  Mr.  Hansen  of 
Utah,  and  Ms.  Mikulski. 

H.  Con.  Res.  43;  Mr.  Morrison  of  Wash- 
ington and  Mr.  Horton. 

H.  Con.  Res.  93;  Mr.  Frank.  Mr. 
D'Amours.  and  Mr.  Coelho. 

H.  Con.  Res.  121;  Mr.  Biaggi.  Mr.  Mrazek. 
Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Gejdenson,  Mr.  Wolpe, 
Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr.  Markey,  and 
Mr.  Gray. 

H.  Res.  215:  Mr.  Archer. 


PETITIONS.  ETC, 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII.  peti- 
tions and  papers  were  laid  on  the 
Clerk's  desk  and  referred  as  follows: 

184.  By  the  SPEAKER;  Petition  of  the 
city  council.  Ypsilanti.  Mich.,  relative  to  the 
Cable  Telecommunications  Act  of  1983;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

185.  Also,  petition  of  the  National  Aposto- 
late  of  Maronites.  San  Antonio.  Tex.,  rela- 
tive to  peace  in  Lebanon;  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs. 

186.  Also,  petition  of  the  Republican  His- 
panic Assembly  of  California.  Los  Angeles. 
Calif.,  relative  to  peace  and  freedom  in  Cen- 
tral America;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  2867 
By  Mr.  TAUZIN; 
—Sec  21.  Section  3004  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing the  following  at  the  end  thereof: 

"(k)  Minimum  Requirements  for  Certain 
Facilities.— 

'(1)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  Subpara- 
graph (B),  each  landfill  or  surface  impound- 
ment for  which  an  application  for  a  permit 
under  Section  3005(c)  is  received  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  the  Hazardous  Waste  Control  Enforce- 
ment Act  of  1983.  shall  be  required  (as  a 
condition  of  receiving  such  permit)  to  be 
double  lined  and  to  monitor  ground  water. 

"(B)  With  respect  to  each  landfill  or  sur- 
face impoundment  containing  those  solid 
wastes  subject  to  the  study  required  under 
section  8002  (f).  (n).  or  (p)  and  which  land- 
fill or  surface  impoundment  becomes  sub- 
ject to  regulation  under  this  subchapter, 
standards  promulgated  under  subsection  (A) 
for  such  facility  shall  require  the  monitor- 
ing of  groundwater  and  such  other  stand- 
ards as  the  Administrator  may  determine 
are  necessary  to  assure  the  protection  of 
human  health  and  the  environment;  and". 

By  Mr.  TORRES; 
—Page  28,  after  line  22,  insert; 

(e)  Health  Effects  Studies.—  Section 
3005  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection  after  subsection  (g); 

"(h)  Health  Effects  Studies.— (1)  Each 
landfill  which  is  operating  pursuant  to  a 
permit  under  this  section  (or  for  which  a 
permit    is   treated   as   having   been    issued 
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under  subsection  (e))  shall  be  required  by 
the  Administrator  (or  the  State  in  the  case 
of  an  authorized  State  program  under  sec 
tion  3006)  to  conduct  a  health  risk  study  for 
the  affected  community  of  the  hazardous 
waste  associated  with  such  landfill  (includ- 
mg  hazardous  waste  transported  to  or  re- 
leased from  the  landfill).  The  study  shall  in- 
clude a  statistical  analysis  of  the  present 
and  future  health  risks  for  individuals  resid- 
ing or  working  in  the  affected  community. 
Such  study  shall  include  an  analysis  of 
health  risks  associated  with  all  pollutant 
pathways  through  which  hazardous  waste 


may  reach  individuals  in  the  affected  com- 
munity. Not  later  than  one  year  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection  (or 
after  the  commencement  of  operations  of 
the  landfill,  if  later),  the  results  of  each 
such  study  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
public  and  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Admin- 
istrator and  to  the  appropriate  State  au- 
thorities for  the  Slate  in  which  the  landfill 
is  located.  The  study  shall  be  periodically 
updated  as  determined  by  the  Administra- 
tor. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  the  study  under  this 
subsection,   the   affected   community   shall 


consist  of  individuals  residing  or  working 
within  such  di.stance  of  the  landfill  as  the 
Administrator  determines  to  be  appropriate 
based  on  a  site  specific  analysis,  except  that 
in  all  cases,  the  surrounding  community 
shall  be  treated  as  including  at  least  those 
individuals  residing  or  working  within  a  2.5 
mile  radius  of  the  landfill.  The  Administra- 
tor shall  specify  the  surrounding  communty 
for  each  landfill  refererd  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
as  promptly  as  practicable  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act.". 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
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HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  inserting  in  the  Record  the  final 
part  of  a  New  York  times  series  on  the 
KGB.  This  part  deals  with  KGB  ma- 
nipulation and  exploitation  of  variops 
"peace"  groups  in  Europe.  The  Times 
states  that  while  Western  counterin- 
telligence experts  do  not  say  these 
movements  are  creations  of  the  KGB, 
they  do  say  that  the  peace  movement 
itself  is  "seen  as  an  unusual  target  of 
opportunity  for  a  full  range  of  Soviet 
influence,  extending  beyond  the 
KGB.  • 

At  this  point,  I  wish  to  insert  in  the 
Record  part  three  of  "Tracking  the 
KGB."  This  part  is  titled,  "KGB  Offi- 
cers    Try      To      Infiltrate      Antiwar 
Groups"  by  John  Vinocur,   the  New 
York  Times,  Tuesday,  July  26,  1983. 
The  article  follows: 
[Prom  the  New  York  Times.  July  26.  1983] 
K.G.B.  Officers  Try  To  Infiltrate 
Antiwar  Groups 
(By  John  Vinocur) 
Copenhagen.— Over  the  last  two  years,  the 
Danish    and   Swiss   governments    have   ex- 
posed attempts  by  ostensible  Soviet  diplo- 
mats, actually  K.G.B.  officers,  to  influence 
or  buy  their  way  into  groups  trying  to  block 
deployment  of  new   medium-range  missiles 
in  Western  Europe. 

The  cases  are  the  best  evidence  offered  by 
Western  counterintelligence  officers  who 
believe  that  the  Soviet  espionage  agency's 
highest  priorities  in  Western  Europe  include 
attempts  to  exploit  the  disarmament  move- 
ment. 

The  counterintelligence  experts  are  quick 
to  acknowledge  that  there  are  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  people  who  oppose  nuclear 
weapons  and  are  not  dupes  of  the  K.G.B..  of 
the  local  Communist  Party  or  of  the  Soviet 
Union  in  any  way. 

Nowhere  is  the  antinuclear  movement  re- 
garded as  a  creation  of  Soviet  policy. 
Rather,  it  is  seen  as  an  unusual  target  of  op- 
portunity for  a  full  range  of  Soviet  influ- 
ence, extending  beyond  the  K.G.B. 

But  in  trying  to  demonstrate  the  Soviet 
efforts  convincingly.  Western  officials  run 
into  problems.  One  is  a  reluctance  to  pros- 
ecute citizens  involved  in  the  antinuclear 
movement-where  the  K.G.B.  has  been  con- 
spicuously present— because  of  risks  of  do- 
mestic political  backlash. 

In  1981,  when  the  Danish  Government 
ousted  a  Soviet  diplomat,  identified  as  a 
major  in  the  K.G.B.,  for  trying  to  buy  a 
place  in  the  debate  on  nuclear  weapons 
here,  a  Dane  was  arrested  in  the  case  but 
not  prosecuted. 


Danish  disarmament  groups  described  the 
whole  affair  as  an  attempt  to  defame  them. 
Something  similar  happened  in  Switzer- 
land this  spring.  The  Government  closed 
the  Bern  bureau  of  Novosti,  the  Soviet 
press-feature  agency,  threw  out  its  local 
chief  and  forced  withdrawal  of  a  Soviet  dip- 
lomat it  said  was  the  K.G.  B.  officer  respon- 
sible for  overseeing  Novosti's  local  oper- 
ations. 

The  Swiss  explanation  for  the  action  was 
that  the  Novosti  staff  had  grossly  interfered 
in  Swiss  affairs,  notably  the  antinuclear 
movement. 

However,  two  Swiss  citizens  were  not 
charged  although  they  were  named  in  Fed- 
eral Attorney's  documents  as  having  assist- 
ed Novosti. 

excessive  reaction  charged 
The  complaints  in  Switzerland,  which  is 
neutral,  were  the  same  as  those  in  Den- 
mark, which  is  a  member  of  the  Atlantic  al- 
liance. Critics  said  that  the  Government 
had  overreacted,  that  its  case  was  thin  and 
that  thousands  of  decent  and  loyal  citizens 
had  been  tainted  only  because  they  were 
active  in  disarmament  activity. 

Beyond  domestic  political  sensitivities,  an- 
other problem  acknowledged  by  counteres- 
pionage officials  is  the  fuzziness  of  Soviet 
involvement  in  what  the  K.G.B.  calls 
"active  measures  "—operations  to  create  a 
political  effect  abroad,  as  opposed  to  collec- 
tion of  information  on  weapons,  politics  and 
technology. 

Last  year  in  Congressional  testimony,  the 
United  States  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
acknowledged  its  difficulties  and  echoed 
those  of  other  Western  intelligence  services. 
"Political  influence  operations  are  the 
most  important  but  least  understood  of 
Soviet  active  measures,"  it  said.  "They  are 
difficult  to  trace  and  to  deal  with  because 
they  fall  into  the  gray  areas  between  a  le 
gitimale  exchange  of  ideas  and  an  active 
measures  operation. " 

Last  March,  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation said  in  a  report  to  a  Congressional 
committee: 

"We  do  not  believe  the  Soviets  have 
achieved  a  dominant  role  in  the  U.S.  peace 
and  nuclear  freeze  movements  or  that  they 
directly  control  or  manipulate  the  move- 
ment." 

The  P.B.I,  added:  "It  is  extremely  difficult 
to  determine  the  extent  to  which  various 
peace  organizations  and  coalitions  are  being 
influenced  or  manipulated  by  the  Soviet 
Union." 

key  role  for  local  communists 
In  Western  Europe,  a  number  of  counter- 
intelligence officials  say  that  the  attempts 
to  exert  influence  are  handled  for  the  most 
part  by  the  local  Communist  Party. 

Soviet  influence  on  the  movements  does 
exist,  they  say,  but  it  is  often— in  a  juridical 
sense-entirely  legal.  There  is  no  reason  for 
K.G.B.  agents  to  tread  where  local  Commu- 
nist Party  agents  can  carry  out  instructions 
of  the  International  Department  of  the 
Soviet  Communist  Party's  Central  Commit- 
tee—the body  in  Moscow  that  also  coordi- 
nates the  K.G.B.s  tasks  and  priorities. 

An  internal  briefing  paper  prepared  in 
June  by  the  West  German  Interior  Ministry 


sought  to  evaluate  Soviet   intelligence   in- 
volvement with  the  disarmament  groups. 

"In  the  Federal  Republic,"'  it  said,  "the 
Soviet  Union  has  at  its  disposal  for  the  ad- 
vancement of  its  goals  the  German  Commu- 
nist Party  (D.K.P.)  and  the  linked  organiza- 
tions ready  to  serve  it.  The  D.K.P.  acts 
either  in  its  own  name,  or  in  those  of  its  re- 
lated or  influenced  organizations,  to  bring 
the  interests  and  directives  of  the  Soviet 
Union  into  the  planning  and  content  of  the 
actions  of  the  peace  movement  in  the  Feder- 
al Republic." 

The  Bonn  briefing  paper  went  on: 
"They  have  this  opportunity  because  they 
have  been  allowed  into  the  coordination  and 
planning  organizations  of  the  "peace  move- 
ment' and  have  been  able  to  create  an  audi- 
ence and  consideration.  All  experience 
shows  that  they  are  able  to  expressly  hinder 
the  acceptance  or  dissemination  of  positions 
that  do  not  fit  the  political  conception  of 
the  Soviet  Union.  As  a  result  of  the  avail- 
ability of  the  D.K.P.  for  the  advancement  of 
Soviet  goals  in  relation  to  the  peace  move- 
ment,' there  is  no  necessity  for  the  direct 
intervention  of  the  intelligence  apparatus." 

sensitive  topics  manipulated 
There  are  examples  of  the  West  German 
Interior  Ministry's  contention  that  the  West 
German  Communists  are  able  to  block  dis- 
cussion of  matters  uncomfortable  to  Soviet 
Union. 

In  April  last  year,  members  of  the  Green 
Party  attending  the  final  organizational 
meeting  for  a  large  demonstration  against 
President  Reagan  and  NATO  during  a 
summit  meeting  in  Bonn,  accused  the  West 
German  Communist  Party  and  iU  friends  of 
dominating  the  proceedings. 

United  States  policy  around  the  world  was 
condemned  by  the  Germans  and  motions 
against  Soviet  interference  in  Poland  and 
Afghanistan  were  rejected. 

The  positions— those  to  be  officially  sup- 
ported at  the  demonstration— were  so  unbal- 
anced that  some  members  of  the  Green 
Party  said  they  were  considering  staying 
away  from  the  rally. 

They  did  attend  but  with  their  own  ban- 
ners and  orders  of  the  day. 

The  .security  agency  of  the  Netherlands, 
in  a  confidential  paper  prepared  for  a  meet- 
ing of  NATO  security  officials  late  in  1981, 
linked  the  International  Department  of  the 
Soviet  Communist  Party  and  the  Commu- 
nist Party  of  the  Netherlands  in  a  coordi- 
nated effort  to  influence  the  nuclear  atti- 
tudes of  Dutch  church  groups. 

'INSTRUCTIONS  FROM  MOSCOW' 

Directly  dealing  with  the  K.G.B..  it  said. 
"It  is  known  that  K.G.B.  officers  in  the 
Netherlands  have  received  instructions  from 
Moscow  to  promote  protests  against  the 
neutron  bomb,  but  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain 
how  they  have  put  these  instructions  into 
practice." 

The  Dutch  security  agency,  however,  doc- 
umented a  K.G.B.  forgery,  sent  to  activists, 
newspapers  and  politicians  that  purported 
to  be  a  U.S.  military  paper  revealing  that 
the  United  States  Pershing  2  and  cruise  mis- 
siles   were    part    of    a    strategy    aimed    at 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  the  Member  on  the  floor. 
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making  a  limited  nuclear  war  tn  Europe  pos- 
sible. 

According  to  an  American  intelligence  spe- 
cialist, the  decisive  point  for  the  Soviet 
effort  to  block  deployment  will  come  in  the 
fall,  when  West  European  countries  expect 
violent  confrontations  with  demonstrators. 

■The  question  then."  he  said,  will  be  how 
hard  the  K.G.B.  pushes.  We  know  it  has 
catalogues  of  shouters.  marchers,  street 
fighters,  bomb  throwers  and  killers  it  could 
turn  loose.  They  can  pick  one  from  Column 
A.  another  from  Column  B.  They  could  ar- 
range a  provocation,  have  a  demonstrator 
shot  with  a  stolen  U.S.  Army  .45.  or  any 
number  of  things.  Those  are  K.G.B.  jobs 
and  serious  business.  The  only  question  for 
them  is  evaluating  the  margin  of  risk  of  a 
potential  backfire  and  the  possibility  of  sat- 
isfactory yield." 

AGENTS  OF  INFLUENCE'  tN  THE  WEST 

Stanislav  Levchenko.  a  K.G.B  officer  who 
defected  to  the  United  States  in  1979.  goes 
along  with  the  view  that  the  Soviet  Union 
does  exert  influence  in  the  West  through 
Western  Communist  parties.  But  he  also 
offers  the  view  that  it  would  be  totally  out 
of  character  for  the  K.G.B.  to  fail  to  con- 
centrate on  running  agents  of  influence"— 
often  people  willing  to  defend  Soviet  posi- 
tions without  formal  recruitment— who  can 
guide  public  positions  of  groups  opposed  to 
nuclear  weapons. 

•  I  think  that  99.9  percent  of  the  people 
active  in  the  peace  organizations  are 
honest."  Mr.  Levchenko  said  in  an  inter- 
view, adding  in  regard  to  aspirations  of  the 
Soviet  officials:  "But  they  want  a  leader  or 
two.  They  want  somebody  who  stays  late  to 
write  out  the  platform  when  they  go  home 
to  bed.  Those  people  stay  busy.  Sometimes 
its  just  a  slogan.  But  the  degree  of  Soviet 
success  so  far  has  been  great.  The  buildup 
of  criticism  on  nuclear  weapons  by  these 
groups  has  gone  basically  in  only  one  direc- 
tion—against NATO." 

Mr.  Levchenko's  emphasis  on  a  single 
slogan  relates  to  what  a  Soviet  defector  has 
told  Western  intelligence  officers  about  the 
K.G.B.'s  efforts  to  turn  the  phrase  "Neu- 
tron Carter"  into  a  refrain  in  Western  edito- 
rials. This  was  during  the  Soviet  campaign 
in  the  late  1970s  as  the  United  States  dis- 
cussed developing  and  deploying  neutron 
weapons  as  a  shield  against  Soviet  tanks. 

In  the  same  manner,  there  is  some  specu- 
lation, based  on  circumstantial  evidence, 
that  the  phrase  "No  New  Missiles  in 
Europe"  has  been  pushed  in  the  same  kind 
of  campaign.  The  slogan  tacitly  accepts  the 
presence  of  Soviet  SS-22  medium-range  mis- 
siles while  condemning  United  States  Per- 
shing 2  and  cruise  missiles  counterweapons. 
still  to  be  deployed. 

Experts  said  the  slogan  was  first  seen  in 
1981  on  placards  distributed  by  Communist 
front  organizations  in  West  Germany.  It  has 
reappeared  since  then,  most  recently  in  May 
on  a  banner  in  the  German  language— pre- 
sumably for  West  German  television  audi- 
ences—at a  demonstration  in  Williamsburg. 
Va..  during  a  summit  meeting  of  industrial 
nations. 

The  slogan  appeared  in  Paris  in  June 
when  Charles  Fiterman.  a  Communist  who 
is  Minister  of  State  for  Transportation, 
spoke  at  a  pacifist  rally  of  100.000  people. 

Mr.  Levchenko  used  the  figure  $200  mil- 
lion in  describing  Soviet  outlays  in  the  cam- 
paign against  the  neutron  weapon.  That 
campaign  was  regarded  by  the  K.G.B.  as  a 
remarkable  success.  The  weapon  was  not  de- 
ployed. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Questions  are  frequently  posed  in  West 
European  parliaments  about  the  financing 
of  the  present  antinuclear  movements.  But 
the  clearest  figure  advanced,  like  the  one  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Levchenko.  is  short  on  docu- 
mentation. 

The  C.I. A.  has  described  the  World  Peace 
Council,  a  Soviet  front,  as  receiving  over 
half  the  $63  million  it  estimates  Moscow 
provided  in  1980  to  "its  13  major  interna- 
tional fronts." 

EVIDENCE  OF  SOVIET  INVOLVEMENT 

There  are  detailed  examples  of  the  Soviet 
intelligence  agency's  direct  involvement  in 
trying  to  manipulate  the  antinuclear  move- 
ment. 

In  1981.  Denmark  expelled  Vladimir  Mer- 
kulov.  a  second  secretary  of  the  Soviet  Em- 
bassy who  was  identified  as  a  K.G.B.  major 
and  head  of  Line  PR.  or  the  field  section 
conducting  active  measures  in  Copenhagen 
operation.  The  action  centered  on  a  Dane. 
Arne  Herlov  Petersen,  described  as  an 
"agent  of  influence  "  for  Moscow. 

According  to  Danish  counterintelligence 
sources.  Mr.  Petersen,  a  journalist  and 
writer,  was  recruited  by  Mr.  Merkulov's 
predecessors  and  turned  into  an  informant. 
He  reported  on  the  Danish  left-wing  move- 
ment and  what  the  Justice  Ministry  de- 
scribed as  "so-called  progressive  journal- 
ists." 

Mr.  Petersen  was  told  not  to  join  the 
Communist  Party.  Over  the  years  he  kept  a 
diary  detailing  clandestine  meetings  with 
Soviet  contacts.  He  had  at  least  23  encoun- 
ters with  Mr.  Merkulov.  the  sources  said, 
and  was  photographed  on  several  such  occa- 
sions. 

Among  Mr.  Petersen's  undertakings,  ac- 
cording to  the  Justice  Ministry,  were  publi 
cation  of  a  pamphlet— based  on  a  Soviet 
text  and  printed  by  the  Joe  Hill  Press  at  the 
embassy's  expense— attacking  Prime  Minis- 
ter Margaret  Thatcher  of  Britain  as  a 
threat  to  peace. 

Mr.  Merkulov  also  offered  to  pay  for  pub- 
lication in  Danish  newspapers  of  advertise- 
ments in  which  influential  Danish  writers 
and  artists  expressed  backing  for  a  Nordic 
nuclear-free  zone,  a  proposal  supported  by 
Moscow. 

DANE  SERVED  AS  A  GO-BETWEEN 

Mr.  Petersen  served  as  go-between  in  col- 
lecting the  signatures— the  artists  and  writ- 
ers were  not  told  of  Soviet  participation- 
and  kept  Mr.  Merkulov  informed  on  the 
campaign.  Mr.  Petersen  was  also  said  to 
have  served  as  a  conduit  for  documents  be- 
lieved to  have  been  forged  by  the  K.G.B. 

In  return,  Mr.  Petersen  was  said  to  have 
received  money,  liquor,  trips  to  the  Soviet 
Union  and  also  what  the  Justice  Ministry 
reported  as  a  promise  that  he  would  be 
evacuated  to  the  Soviet  Union  "in  the  case 
of  imminent  war.  " 

Mr.  Merkulov.  according  to  the  counter- 
espionage sources,  maintained  contact  with 
members  of  the  Cooperation  Committee,  an 
umbrella  organization  grouping  more  than 
50  Danish  antinuclear  and  disarmament  as- 
sociations. 

The  sources  said  there  was  a  certain  co- 
ordination "  between  Mr.  Petersen.  Mr.  Mer- 
kulov. and  an  unnamed  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, which  had  its  offices  for  nine  years 
in  a  building  housing  a  Denmark-Soviet 
friendship  association.  The  committee  is 
now  in  premises  owned  by  the  Danish  Com- 
munist Party's  student  organization. 

The  Danish  authorities  did  not  prosecute 
Mr.  Petersen,  but  the  then  Minister  of  Jus- 
tice. Ole  Espersen,  said  in  a  television  state- 
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ment  last  year  that  he  was  challenging  Mr. 
Petersen  to  sue  the  Government  for  slander 
if  he  felt  he  was  wrongfully  accused.  He 
even  proposed  to  pay  Mr.  Petersen's  legal 
fees  so  the  case  could  be  aired  in  public.  The 
offer  has  not  been  accepted. 

The  case  in  Switzerland  had  the  uncom- 
mon aspect  that  the  Government  ordered 
closure  of  the  Bern  bureau  of  Novosti.  ac- 
cusing it  of  functioning  as  a  purveyor  of  dis- 
information and  organizer  of  demonstra- 
tions, petitions  and  other  activities. 

The  bureau  chief.  Aleksei  Dumov,  was  ex- 
pelled. Leonid  Ovchinnikov.  an  embassy 
first  secretary  and  press  attache,  identified 
as  a  K.G.B.  officer  with  responsibility  for 
Novosti,  left  under  Swiss  pressure. 

In  a  25-page  confidential  document  pre- 
pared for  the  Cabinet  before  the  expulsions, 
the  office  of  the  Federal  Attorney,  which 
oversees  counterespionage  activities,  listed  a 
series  of  influence  operations  involving  No- 
vosti journalists,  including  the  bureaus  two 
Swiss  employees. 

There  was  an  anti-American  demonstra- 
tion condemning  policy  in  the  Caribbean,  a 
demonstration  over  El  Salvador  in  which 
one  of  the  Swiss  staffers  served  as  "respon- 
sible leader"  and  a  demonstration  irdide  the 
chambers  of  the  Swiss  Parliament  in  which 
the  Novosti  office,  the  report  said,  went  so 
far  as  to  allow  its  employees  to  lead  and 
watch  over  the  operation." 

Groups  from  the  West  German  Commu- 
nist Party,  attending  a  peace  demonstration 
in  Bern  in  December  1981.  "reported  in  to 
the  Novosti  bureau." 

COORDINATOR  OF  PROTEST  ACTIVITY 

Last  year,  the  report  continued,  the 
bureau  advised  people  about  transportation 
and  costs  for  a  peace  demonstration  in  Bonn 
while  President  Reagan  attended  the  Atlan- 
tic alliance  meeting.  After  the  Israeli  inva- 
sion of  Lebanon  in  June  1982  the  Novosti 
office  "operated  as  coordination  point  and 
starting  area"  for  protest  activities. 

A  declaration  called  the  Swiss  Peace 
Appeal,  focusing  on  the  United  States  and 
NATO  as  the  causes  of  world  tensions  and 
initiated  at  meetings  between  Swiss  groups 
and  the  World  Peace  Council  in  Moscow  and 
Berlin,  also  had  links  to  Novosti.  the  report 
stated. 

In  the  conclusive  phase."  it  said.  "No- 
vosti-Bern  journalists  accomplished  a  large 
part  of  the  development  of  the  text  of  the 
appeal  and  coordination  of  the  gathering  of 
signatures." 

The  report  concluded  that  the  Swiss  jour- 
nalists working  for  Novosti  had  provided  the 
agency  with  unusual  access  to  Swiss  life. 
"The  Soviet  secret  services,"  it  said,  "could 
manage  to  remain  in  the  background  and 
slowly  pull  the  strings.  " 

SWISS  JOURNALISTS  NOT  TRIED 

As  was  the  case  with  Mr.  Petersen  in  Den- 
mark, neither  of  the  Swiss  journalists  was 
brought  to  trial.  The  Federal  Attorney's 
confidential  report,  leaked  to  the  Swiss 
press,  was  criticized  as  containing  presump- 
tions and  blanket  statements,  but  little 
proof. 

Leftists  saw  the  operation  as  an  attempt 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  Police  Af- 
fairs, Rudolf  Friedrich,  to  put  the  antinucle- 
ar movement  in  disrepute. 

Mr.  Friedrich  said  in  Parliament  that  evi- 
dence in  the  case  was  enormous  but  that 
disclosure  would  not  be  in  the  interest  of 
Switzerland's  security. 

He  let  it  be  understood  that  discretion 
about  security  "means  and  methods"  was  an 
overriding  concern. 
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Mr.  Friedrich,  who  ordered  the  expulsion 
of  three  Russians  for  espionage  in  January, 
was  accused  of  seeing  "Red  under  the  bed." 

The  debate  lasted  through  June. 

The  Minister  of  Justice  and  Police  had 
the  final  word.  On  the  last  day  of  June,  he 
sent  another  Soviet  "diplomat"  home,  this 
time  a  vice  consul  in  Geneva  who  was  ac- 
cused of  spying  over  several  years.» 


RAYMOND  ROEBUCK 


HON.  PETER  W.  RODINO,  JR. 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  August  1,  1983 

•  Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  California 
for  arranging  this  special  order  so  that 
those  of  us  who  have  known  Raymond 
Roebuck  for  two  decades  can  pay  spe- 
cial tribute  to  him. 

If  Ray  simply  provided  warm  nour- 
ishment at  outrageous  hours— through 
Vietnam,  through  Watergate,  through 
the  long  grueling  sessions  of  this  past 
week— it  would  be  reason  enough  to 
thank  him. 

If  Ray  were  just  one  of  the  best  sto- 
rytellers and  trivia  experts  in  this 
town,  it  would  be  reason  enough  to 
thank  him. 

If  Ray  Roebuck  were  no  more  than 
caring  and  paternal  toward  the  junior 
Members  of  this  body,  it  would  be 
reason  enough  to  thank  him. 

If  Ray  were  simply  a  decent  employ- 
ee of  this  House,  if  he  were  simply  a 
faithful  worshipper,  if  he  were  only  an 
exemplary  citizen  and  a  man  who 
loves  his  job,  it  would  be  reason  for 
each  of  us  to  quietly  thank  him  on  our 
own. 

But.  Mr.  Speaker.  Raymond  Roe- 
buck is  all  these  things— and  more. 

He  is  a  rock  of  stability,  and  for  20 
years,  a  joyous,  inspiring  presence  for 
us  all— and  that  is  why  Ray  Roebuck 
deserves  more  than  our  private 
thanks.  That  is  why  he  deserves  our 
special  order  on  this  day.« 


EDUCATION  IN  THE  UNITED 
STATES 


HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  other 
day  I  received  a  letter  from  a  teacher 
enclosing  a  statement  about  education 
in  the  United  States  from  her  perspec- 
tive. 

Her  name  is  Mary  Ellen  Dillard.  and 
she  lives  in  Carbondale,  111. 

Her  statement  is  one  that  everyone 
will  not  agree  with  in  every  respect, 
but  is  something  all  of  us  ought  to  re- 
flect upon  as  we  talk  about  really 
striving  to  achieve  quality  and  excel- 
lence in  education. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the  House 
and  Senate  to  read  her  statement. 

The  statement  follows: 

Education  in  the  United  States  has 
evolved  from  a  system  whose  goals  were 
simply  the  teaching  of  reading  and  religion 
to  a  multi-faceted  system  that  includes 
teaching  the  talented,  providing  for  the  spe- 
cial needs  of  the  physcially  and  mentally 
handicapped,  training  today's  youth  for 
adult  citizenship  in  the  future,  and  prepar- 
ing young  people  to  live  successfully  in  a 
rapidly  changing  world.  American  education 
has  accepted  its  role  of  developing  its  youth 
intellectually,  socially,  and  emotionally. 
Through  many  crises,  schools  have  endured 
the  onslaught  of  criticism  and  have  turned 
out  a  product  that  has  helped  to  create  one 
of  the  greatest  nations  in  the  world.  We  can 
take  a  great  deal  of  pride  in  those  accom- 
plishments, but  we  have  much  improving  we 
must  do  if  we  are  to  resolve  the  social,  envi- 
ronmental, and  technological  problems 
facing  our  country  and  the  world. 

If  Americans  truly  place  a  high  priority 
on  education,  schools  would  be  aesthetically 
eye-pleasing,  comfort-controlled,  and 
equipped  with  modern  technological  equip- 
ment as  televisions,  tape  players,  video 
taping  equipment,  stereo  sets,  up-to-date 
audiovisual  films,  slides,  film  strips,  and 
rooms  should  be  modern  with  carpeting, 
adequate  lighting,  flexible  furniture  that 
can  be  arranged  in  many  ways,  and  text- 
books should  be  up  to  date,  in  good  condi- 
tion, and  relevent  to  the  student's  ability 
and  experiences. 

If  American  education  is  to  be  able  to 
build  on  the  American  ideals  of  the  equality 
of  man,  its  citizens  must  accept  busing  as 
the  only  recognized  way  to  insure  a  quality 
education  to  each  child  regardless  of  his 
race,  economic  standing,  or  social  position. 

If  our  schools  are  to  become  the  most  ef- 
fective force  in  a  child's  life,  they  will  com- 
bine the  expertise  of  experts  in  a  given 
field,  university  personnel,  and  elementary 
and  secondary  teachers  to  provide  the  most 
interesting  and  worthwhile  educational  pro- 
grams available.  They  will  cooperate  in 
using  the  most  comprehensive  teaching 
strategies  in  the  field,  and  they  will  develop 
meaningful  in-service  training  to  acquaint 
teachers  with  the  most  innovative  and  up- 
to-date  research  in  the  field  of  education. 

If  American  schools  are  to  become  what 
they  should  be.  we  must  recruit  the  finest 
teachers  our  universities  can  produce:  we 
must  convince  them  that  teaching  is  a  noble 
profession:  and  we  must  be  selective  in  the 
hiring  process.  We  must  be  willing  to 
remove  the  incompetents  by  using  fair  and 
objective  evaluation  administered  by  compe- 
tent administrators  trained  in  teacher  su- 
pervision. We  must  be  willing  to  pay  for  ex- 
cellence in  education  by  paying  salaries 
comparable  to  engineers  and  scientists  if  we 
hope  to  attract  and  keep  outstanding  teach- 
ers. We  must  rededicate  ourselves  to  the 
profession  of  our  choice,  and  we  must  work 
toward  the  goals  and  objectives  we  set. 

If  education  in  the  United  States  is  to 
become  what  it  should  be.  we  must  relate  to 
the  children  being  educated  the  relationship 
between  their  learning  and  the  real  world  of 
their  community,  their  country,  and  the 
world.  We  must  move  our  classrooms  out 
into  the  community  by  opening  up  new 
vistas  to  students  and  showing  how  the 
facts  they  are  learning  are  applied  to  solve 
real  problems  in  the  community.  We  must 
involve  people  from  the  outside  to  .be  men- 
tors to  help  give  young  people  new  insights 
into  unknown  fields  of  work.  We  must  make 
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young  people  a  vital  part  of  the  place  they 
live  by  involving  them  in  service  projects 
which  develop  pride  and  a  sense  of  belong- 
ing in  them.  We  must  pay  more  attention  to 
future  needs  because  these  young  people 
are  being  trained  and  educated  to  live  and 
adapt  to  a  highly  technological  society.  We 
must  instill  in  them  the  problem-solving 
skills  needed  and  the  desire  to  use  those 
skills  to  help  to  resolve  the  complex  prob- 
lems of  today's  society. 

Lastly,  if  American  education  is  to  become 
the  ultimate,  then  we  all  must  work  to  that 
end.  supporting  the  worthwhile,  eliminating 
the  known  nonproductive,  negative  aspects, 
and  actively  opposing  those  whose  special 
interest  wish  to  destroy  its  aims.  It  is  truly 
an  awesome  task,  and  to  succeed  it  will  re- 
quire the  best  that  is  within  us  in  human 
understanding,  tolerance,  intellectual  tal- 
ents, and  sincere  dedication  to  the  demo- 
cratic ideals  on  which  America  was  found- 
ed.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  MERCER 
LANGSTON 


HON.  DONALD  J.  PEASE 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  PEASE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  draw  attention  to  the  outstand- 
ing achievements  of  John  Mercer 
Langston.  John  Mercer  Langston  was 
an  outstanding  American  who  man- 
aged to  overcome  racial  discrimination 
during  a  difficult  period  in  our  Na- 
tion's history.  In  tribute  to  this  great 
citizen,  the  newly  renovated  Middle 
School  in  Oberlin,  Ohio,  bears  his 
name.  It  is  my  honor  to  reprint  here 
the  dedication  speech  of  Oberlin 
School  Board  member,  Mr.  W.  Dan 
Wolfe,  given  on  July  3,  1983. 
John  Mercer  Langston 
(By  W.  Dean  Wolfe) 

Distinguished  guests:  alumni  of  the  Ober- 
lin Schools:  citizens  of  the  Oberlin  School 
District:  students,  teachers,  and  staff:  fellow 
members  of  the  board  of  education— What  a 
day!  What  a  school  building!  What  a  com- 
munity! What  a  man.  John  Mercer  Lang- 
ston! 

History  has  recorded  it.  though  society 
has  largely  ignored  it,  that  John  Mercer 
Langston  was  truly  one  of  the  most  remark- 
able persos  ever  to  make  his  home  in  Ober- 
lin: he  was  in  fact  a  man  great  in  his  time!  It 
is  both  an  honor  and  a  privilege  for  me  to 
have  the  task  of  sharing  with  you  at  this 
time  some  of  the  very  impressive  and  chal- 
lenging things  that  I  have  learned  about 
John  Langston.  Before  I  do  that,  however,  I 
must  express  my  deep  appreciation  to  Ober- 
lin College  archivist  William  Bigglestone 
and  research  associate  Marlene  Merrill  for 
their  able  assistance  and  for  their  encour- 
agement as  I  have  researched  and  attempt- 
ed to  advance  the  Langston  story.  Many, 
many  thanks  to  you  both! 

Sitting  on  this  fine  new  stage  today  is  a 
great  mix  of  persons,  many  of  whom  are 
well  known  to  each  other  and  to  many  of 
you,  but  some  of  whom  find  themselves  in 
the  midst  of  total  strangers.  Nonetheless, 
there  is  a  common  bond  which  we  all  share. 
By  virtue  of  positions  now  held  or  held  in 
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the  past,  or  by  association  with  an  institu- 
tion or  an  organization,  or  by  some  action 
performed,  we  all  connect  in  one  way  or  an 
other  with  the  substance  of  John  Lann 
stons  life.  And  I  trust  that  those  connec- 
tions will  become  obvious  to  you  over  the 
next  several  minutes  as  I  sketch  a  few 
glimpses  of  that  life  lived  so  long  ago. 

So  who  was  John  Langston?  And  why  do 
we  give  his  name  to  this  school?  The  young- 
est of  four  children  born  to  a  white  planta- 
tion owner  father  and  an  emancipated  black 
mother  on  a  plantation  in  Virginia  on  De 
cember  14.  1829.  John  Langston  demonstrat 
ed  early  on  something  of  the  character  and 
intellect  which  were  to  power  him  to  ex- 
traordinary achievements.  Both  of  his  par- 
ents advanced  in  years,  died  when  he  was 
only  four  years  old.  Thus  orphaned,  he 
became  the  ward  of  his  fathers  long-time 
friend  Col.  William  Gooch  of  Chillicothe. 
Ohio.  Young  Langslons  first  schooling  was 
provided  by  Gooch  s  daughters,  who  tutored 
him  off  and  on  for  the  better  part  of  three 
years.  At  about  age  eight,  he  was  enrolled  in 
the  Chillicothe  public  schools,  where  he  was 
known  as  Johnny  Gooch  and  apparently  ac- 
cepted as  white.  When  the  Gooch  family  de- 
cided to  move  to  Missouri  two  years  later. 
John  stayed  behind  in  order  to  be  near  his 
'  older  brothers  who  had  found  homes  in 
Chillicothe.  So  it  was  that  he  came  to  live 
his  next  six  years  in  a  series  of  foster 
homes,  some  black,  some  white,  in  Chilli- 
cothe and  Cincinnati. 

No  longer  accepted  in  the  public  schools 
because  of  his  mixed  race,  his  schooling  was 
continued  in  private  black  schools  in  Chilli- 
cothe   and   Cincinnati.    It    was    in    such    a 
school   that   he  was  taught   by  and  came 
under  the  influence  of  George  B    Vashon 
and  William  Cuthburt  Whitehorn.  both  stu- 
dents at  Oberlin  College.  (The  long  college 
recess  in  those  days  was  during  the  winter 
months,  and  it  was  common  for  students  to 
earn  money  for  college  expenses  by  teach- 
ing school  during  the  vacation.  Vashon  later 
became  the  first  black  graduate  of  Oberlin 
College   and   Whitehorn   was   the   second.) 
With      substantial      encouragement      from 
Vashon  and  Whitehorn  and  supported  by 
funds   from    his   fathers   estate.    Langston 
come  north  to  Oberlin  in  1844  and  enrolled 
in  the  preparatory  department  of  Oberlin 
College.  Having  done  well  at  the  end  of  the 
term,  he  was  recruited  to  teach  in  a  one- 
room  black  school  in  Hicks  Settlement  near 
Chillicothe  in  the  winter  of  1845.  His  salary 
for  the  three-month  term  was  $30:  he  was 
barely  sixteen  years  old.  Encouraged  to  con- 
tinue his  education  at  Oberlin  by  Vashon 
and  Whitehorn  and  by  his  brothers  Charles 
and  Gideon.  Langston  matriculated  into  the 
regular  curriculum  in  1846  and  proceeded  to 
excel  in  his  studies.  He  was  awarded  the 
B.A.  degree  in  1849. 

Wanting  to  be  a  lawyer,  he  applied  to  all 
the  better  law  schools,  but  none  would 
accept  him  because  of  his  color.  In  an  inter- 
view with  Langston.  one  law  dean  did  offer 
to  admit  him  if  he  would  claim  that  he  was 
Cuban!  Insensed  by  this.  Langston  refused 
and  returned  to  Oberlin  and  commenced 
theological  studies  in  the  seminary.  In  doing 
so.  he  achieved  the  first  of  many  firsts  that 
were  to  be  his  in  the  years  ahead— he  thus 
became  the  first  black  American  admitted 
to  the  formal  study  of  theology.  Still  long- 
ing for  a  career  in  law.  he  discussed  his 
plight  with  the  well-known  abolitionist  Phi 
lamon  Bliss,  then  a  district  judge  in  nearby 
Elyria.  and  Bliss  offered  to  tutor  him  in  law. 
So.  for  the  better  of  the  next  three  years  he 
studied  law  and  theology  concurrently.  He 
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was  awarded  the  MA  degree  in  18.52  and 
was  graduated  from  the  Seminary  in  1853. 
On  September  13.  1854  Langston  was  admit- 
ted to  the  Ohio  Bar  thus  becoming  the  first 
black  lawyer  not  only  in  Ohio  but  in  Amer- 
ica! . 

Because  his  health  had  failed  during  the 
rigors  of  this  dual  professional  studies,  a 
doctor  friend  advised  him  to  seek  the 
health  producing  benefits,  of  rural  living 
and  farming.  So  it  was  that  Langston  took 
his  new  wife,  the  former  Carolina  Wall,  an 
Oberlin  College  student  whom  he  had  court- 
ed for  several  years,  to  a  farm  thai  he  ob- 
tained in  rural  Brownhelm  Township  some 
eight  miles  north  and  west  of  Oberlin.  And 
there  it  was  that  his  health  did  return,  and 
there  it  was  that  their  first  child  was  born, 
and  there  it  was  that  his  public  life  began  in 
earnest. 

While  well  accepted  in  Brownhelm.  John 
Langstons  law  practice  took  him  to  many 
other  Ohio  communities  and  his  reception 
was  not  always  a  cordial  one.  It  was  not  un 
common  in  those  days  for  him  to  be  taunted 
with   comments  such   as     here  comes  the 
nigger   lawyer'   and   other   racial   epithets. 
Before  long,  however,  his  fierce  pride  in  his 
blackness  and  in  his  citizenship,  and  his  per- 
sonal sense  of  worth  combined  with  his  ef- 
fectiveness in  the  practice  of  law  to  make 
his  a  formidable  presence— and  many  of  his 
detractors  were  won  over  or  at  least  quieted. 
He  had  been  active  in  the  Anti-Slavery  So- 
ciety since  1849.  was  a  leader  of  it  in  Ohio, 
and  was  prominent  at  several  national  con 
venlions  of  the  society  in  the  years  leading 
up  to  the  Civil  War.  He  became  active  in 
politics    and    ran    for    township    clerk    in 
Brownhelm.  winning  election  in  1855.  This 
was  a  remarkable  feat.  He  could  not  vole, 
nor  could  anv  woman.  Nonetheless,  he  was 
elected,  and  by  an  all  white  and  male  elec- 
torate  at   that!   Moreover,   in  doing  so   he 
became  the  first  black  American  elected  to 
public  office! 

Because  of  his  continuing  interest  in  edu- 
cation and  his  growing  interest  in  politics, 
and   becau.se  of   his  thriving   law    practice. 
Langston  decided  that  he  should  return  to 
Oberlin  and  make  his  home  here    In  the 
Spring  of  1856  he  bought  a  fine  new  house 
on  East  College  Street   in  what  was  then 
considered  the  posh  neighborhood  of  Ober 
Un  and  proceeded  to  establish  his  home.  He 
set  up  his  law  office  on  North  Main  Street 
near  the  site  now  occupied  by  Hall  Auditori- 
um. Barely  settled  in.  he  entered  into  the 
life  of  Oberlin  with  a  fervor!  In  1857  he  was 
elected  to  the  Ru.ssia  Township  Board  of 
Trustees,    subsequently    serving    as    clerk, 
legal    counsel,    and    school    visitor.    Russia 
Township   at   that    time   operated    its   own 
school  system,  and  as  .school  visitor  Lang- 
ston   was    in    practice    superintendent    of 
schools.    He    served    on    the    Oberlin    City 
Council  in  1857  and  1858.  When  it  was  char- 
tered  by   the   State   of   Ohio   in    1860.    he 
became  a  charter  member  of  the  Oberlin 
Board  of  Education,  a  position  he  held  for 
eleven  years,  six  of  them  as  its  clerk.  During 
these    years    he    was    a    member    of    First 
Church,  as  he  had  been  during  his  student 
days  here.  Of  these  pre-Civil  War  years  in 
Oberlin.  Langston  wrote  these  words  in  his 
autobiography: 

The  treatment  accorded  colored  people 
in  Oberlin  socially  was  most  remarkable;  in 
keeping,  however,  with  the  professions  reli 
giously.  politically,  and  educationally  made 
by  the  founders  of  the  community.  Every 
Sunday  colored  people  could  be  seen  seated 
in  conspicuous  places  in  the  only  church  in 
town,    worshipping    after    the    manner    of 
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those  in  whose  midst  they  lived,  and  no  one 
molested  or  disturbed  them.  Such  persons 
were  made  welcome  as  equals  in  the  best 
families,  as  they  were  in  every  part  of  the 
College,  and  thus  were  given  the  best  social, 
as  they  were  the  highest  educational  advan- 
tages. Such  was  the  recognition  and  the 
consideration  accorded  the  colored  Ameri- 
can, whether  student  or  resident  in  Oberlin, 
in  the  early  years  of  its  hi.story.' 

A  relentless  abolitionist,  Langston  was  to- 
tally sympathetic  to  John  Browns  agita- 
tions for  an  end  to  slavery;  however,  he  de- 
clined John  Brown's  invitation  to  accompa- 
ny him  on  the  fateful  Harpers  Perry  Raid 
on  the  grounds  that  he  believed  that  he 
could  be  most  helpful  to  the  cau.se  by  work- 
ing within  the  law.  He  was  out  of  town  at 
the  time  of  the  famed  Oberlin-Wellington 
Rescue,  but  his  brother  Charles  was  one  of 
the  rescuers,  and  both  he  and  Charles  were 
eloquent  spokesmen  on  behalf  of  those  in- 
carcerated in  the  Cleveland  jail  in  the  after- 
math of  that  celebrated  event.  Incidentally, 
his  brother  Charles  later  became  the  grand- 
father of  poet  Langston  Hughes. 

When  the  Civil  War  broke  out  Langston 
worked  tirelessly  as  a  recruiter  of  black  sol- 
diers for  the  Union  Army,  extending  his  ef- 
forts throughout  Ohio.  Indiana,  and  Illinois. 
Since  Ohio's  governor  did  not  at  once  ap- 
prove of  black  military  units.  Langston  first 
recruited  for  the  54th  Massachusetts  Regi- 
ment   and   sent    hundreds    into    its    ranks, 
twenty-one   of    whom    were    from   Oberlin! 
When  finally  authorized  by  the  governor  in 
1863.  Langston  almost  .single-handedly  put 
together  the  first  black  regiment  from  Ohio. 
Following  the  war  he  served  as  Inspector 
General  of  the  Preedmen's  Bureau  and  trav- 
elled  throughout   the   South    visiting   and 
helping  to  set  up  schools  for  recently  freed 
slaves.  In  1869  he  was  called  by  Howard  Uni- 
versity to  set  up  its  new  law  department.  Ac- 
cepting the  appointment,  but  maintaining 
his  home  in  Oberlin  until   1871.  Langston 
served  continuously  as  professor  of  law  at 
Howard  and  successively  as  dean  of  law.  vice 
pre.sident.    and   acting   president.    (Records 
show  that  in  the  1900  there  were  728  black 
lawyers  in  America,  practically  all  of  them 
trained  at  Howard  University.  And  it  is  fas- 
cinating to  reflect  on  the  extent  to  which 
Langstons  hand  was  involved,  either  direct- 
ly or  indirectly,  in  their  education.)  During 
liis  more  than  seven  years  at  Howard.  Lang- 
ston also  served  on  the  District  of  Columbia 
Board  of  Health,  was  a  trustee  of  the  Preed- 
men's Savings  and  Trust  Bank,  and  became 
the  first  black  lawyer  admitted  to  practice 
in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court.  He  left 
Howard  in  1876  and  joined  the  foreign  serv- 
ice, for  which  he  served  until  1885  in  the 
Caribbean,  the  bulk  of  the  time  as  Ambassa- 
dor to  Haiti. 

Upon  his  return  to  private  life  in  1885.  he 
was  called  to  the  presidency  of  the  Virginia 
Normal  and  Collegiate  Institute,  now  known 
as  Virginia  State  University.  Disgusted  and 
disheartened  by  the  almost  constant  inter- 
ference of  white  polilicans  in  the  running  of 
Virginia  State,  a  black  institution.  Langston 
resigned  after  just  two  years  in  office  and 
became  actively  involved  in  Virginia  and  na- 
tional politics.  He  played  a  prominent  role 
in  the  1888  Republican  Convention  arid  he 
made  a  presidential  nominating  speech  for 
then  Senator  John  Sherman  of  Ohio.  Sub- 
sequent to  that  he  was  nominated  to  run  for 
Congress  on  the  Republican  ticket  in  the 
4th  Congressional  District  of  Virginia.  Con- 
siderable forces,  both  Democratic  and  Re- 
publican, were  arrayed  against  him.  and  the 
resulting   campaign   was   as  dirty   as   they 


come.  But  Langston  and  his  supporters  pre- 
vailed and  he  was  elected,  and  to  iWs  day  he 
stands  as  the  only  black  congressmen  ever 
from  Virginia. 

He  did  not  run  for  a  second  term,  citing 
the  best  interest  of  the  party  as  his  reason. 
He  retired  to  a  limited  law  practice,  to  tour- 
ing as  a  much  sought  after  speaker,  and  to 
the  task  of  writing  his  autobiography.  He 
died  quietly  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  Novem- 
ber 15.  1897. 

While  he  rose  to  national  and  internation- 
al acclaim  in  his  post  Oberlin  years,  John 
Langston  never  forgot  his  only  true  home 
town,  and  he  often  visited  his  many  friends 
here.  He  was  a  loyal  alumnus  of  the  College 
and  a  ceaseless  booster  of  the  town  and  its 
people.  In  his  memoris  he  wrote  fondly  of 
Oberlin: 

•To  the  Oberlin  community  belongs  the 
distinguishing  honor  of  being  the  first  one 
on  the  face  of  the  earth  to  realize  in  its 
teachings,  its  practices  and  its  manners  to- 
wards every  human  being,  the  high  Chris- 
tian sentiment— That  whatsoever  ye  would 
that  men  should  do  to  you.  do  ye  even  so  to 
them." 

As  we  now  salute  this  great  Oberlinian 
some  85  years  after  his  death,  and  as  we 
give  his  name  to  this  school,  we  not  only  cel- 
ebrate his  splendid  life,  but  we  also  honor 
this  town,  his  town,  the  Oberlin  of  the 
1840s.  the  1850s  and  the  1860s.  The  people 
of  Oberlin  cared  for  each  other  in  extraordi- 
nary ways  in  those  days,  and  they  cared  for 
those  in  the  wider  human  community  as 
well.  Oberlin  nurtured  John  Langston.  and 
he  responded  with  a  life  devoted  to  educa- 
tion and  to  public  service.  If  one  were  to 
write  a  belated  epitaph  for  him  today,  it 
could  read  simply.  John  Mercer  Langston, 
tireless  public  servant,  but  never  in  servi- 
tude." 

The  Langston  name  on  this  .school  should 
be  a  source  of  pride  for  all  boys  and  girls 
who  will  attend  here,  and  it  should  serve  as 
a  reminder  to  all  of  us  in  this  community 
that  a  high  standard  was  set  for  us  by  those 
early  Oberlinians.  May  we  begin  anew  this 
day.  in  all  that  we  do  and  in  all  that  we  say, 
to  be  worthy  of  our  citizenship  here.* 


IS  CONSUMERISM  ALIVE  IN  THE 
HEALTH  CARE  INDUSTRY? 


HON.  RICHARD  A.  GEPHARDT 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
all  have  become  aware  of  the  crisis  in 
our  health  care  system.  Present  mech- 
anisms for  health  care  delivery  and  fi- 
nancing inevitably  will  undergo  drastic 
changes  in  the  very  near  future  as 
medical  care  costs  continue  to  soar  out 
of  control. 

Congress  took  an  important  first 
step  toward  controlling  runaway 
health  care  costs  with  the  inclusion  in 
the  recently  passed  social  security 
reform  package  strict  cost  control 
measures  for  hospitals  that  serve  med- 
icare patients. 

The  problems  of  our  health  care 
system— which  range  from  its  lack  of 
accountability  to  consumers  to  the 
Reagan  administration's  weakening  of 
Government's  role  in  assuring  access 
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for  all  Americans  to  affordable,  high 
quality  health  care— were  discussed  by 
National  Consumers  League  Executive 
Director  Barbara  Warden  in  a  recent 
speech  to  the  ABA's  Forum  Commit- 
tee on  Health  Law.  In  her  speech,  Ms. 
Warden  raised  a  number  of  key  issues 
in  the  health  care  debate.  It  is  a  par- 
ticularly thoughtful  piece  that  I  would 
like  to  share  with  my  colleagues  as  we 
continue  our  efforts  to  reach  an  equi- 
table resolution  to  this  crisis. 
Is  Consumerism  Alive  in  the  Health  Care 
Industry? 
A  resounding  YES!  Americans  are  buying 
billions  of  dollars  worth  of  health  care  each 
year. 

The  health  care  system  is  the  third  larg- 
est industry  in  the  United  States.  In  1982. 
the  country  spent  $276  billion  on  health 
services,  more  than  10  percent  of  the  gross 
national  product. 

Health  care  in  the  U.S.  is  not  just  men 
and  women  dressed  in  white  coats  carrying 
little  black  bags  ministering  to  the  sick  in 
their  community.  Health  care  is  big  busi- 
ness, buying  and  selling  commodities  and 
services  in  the  marketplace  with  the  entre- 
preneurial provider  cast  in  the  role  of  medi- 
cal shopkeeper  responding  to  customers: 
there  are  300,000  private  doctors;  6,000  inde- 
pendent hospitals:  27,000  private  nursing 
homes:  and  6  million  persons  (about  6  per- 
cent of  the  labor  force)  employed  in  the 
health  care  business.  In  fiscal  year  1978, 
there  were  38  million  hospital  admissions: 
162  million  Americans  visited  a  physician  at 
least  once  (with  the  average  person  making 
4.8  visits  annually);  more  than  a  billion  and 
a  half  prescriptions  were  filled;  and  5  billion 
laboratory  tests  w'ere  ordered. 

There  is  nothing  inherently  good  or  bad 
about  this  country  directing  billions  of  na- 
tional dollars  towards  health  care  for  its 
citizens  if  these  dollars  support  better  and 
more  effective  health  measures.  But  by 
some  standards,  the  U.S.  does  not  get  much 
good  care  for  its  dollars.  There  is  duplica- 
tion and  waste.  In  1978,  there  were  130.000 
excess  hospital  beds  going  unused:  there  are 
duplicative  CAT  scanners  and  intensive  care 
units:  in  neighboring  hospitals  there  are  too 
many  health  specialists  and  too  few  primary 
care  physicians.  In  1977.  there  were  two  mil- 
lion unnecessary  operations  costing  $4  bil- 
lion. 

These    are    costly    manifestations    of    a 
health  system  gone  hayware. 
is  consumerism  alive  in  the  health  care 

industry? 
If  on  another  level,  consumerism  refers  to 
rationalizing  a  health  care  system  and  con- 
trolling costs,  we  have  a  long  way  to  go,  and 
the  answer  is  a  resounding  NO! 

The  American  health  care  business  is  a 
system  of  monopolized  medicine.  This  com- 
plex and  peculiar  service  industry  of  diverse 
providers— private  practitiloners.  hospital- 
based  or  free  standing  medical  groups,  hos- 
pital-based outpatient  clinics  and  emergency 
rooms,  community  health  centers,  and 
health  maintenance  organizations,  radiolo- 
gists and  other  technicians  and  nursing 
homes— is  a  piecemeal  system  almost  totally 
immune  to  the  influence  of  the  normal  eco- 
nomic supply  and  demand  forces.  •Demand" 
is  set  largely  by  the  suppliers. 

The  present  suppliers  of  health  care  serv- 
ices are  largely  unrestrained  by  the  tradi- 
tional marketplace  characteristics  of  quality 
comparisons,  truth  in  labeling  information, 
price    competition,    information    disclosure 
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and  informed  consumer  consent.  Normally, 
it  is  the  buyer  who  decides  what  service  or 
commodity  to  purchase,  from  a  haircut  to  a 
motorcycle.  In  medicine,  decisions  are  made 
mostly  by  the  seller,  which  places  the  physi- 
cian, for  example,  in  a  uniquely  powerful 
role.  Doctors  not  only  supply  the  services, 
but  actually  create  80  percent  of  the 
demand  for  health  services— including  their 
own: 

The  doctor  decides  what  laboratory  tests 
need  to  be  performed: 
The  doctor  prescribes  drugs: 
The  doctor  leaves  instructions  with  the 
house  staff  or  nurse: 

The  doctor  decides  whether  a  patient  goes 
to  a  hospital  or  receives  much  less  expensive 
treatment  on  an  outpatient  basis: 

The  doctor  decides  when  to  transfer  a  pa- 
tient to  an  extended  care  facility; 

The  doctor  decides  the  frequency  of 
follow-up  office  treatment  and  how  many 
hospital  visits  the  doctor  needs  to  make. 

Not  many  of  us  would  have  the  nerve  to 
challenge  a  doctor's  orders;  we  lack  the 
medical  knowledge  and  the  confidence.  The 
time  when  a  patient  is  in  distress  is  not  the 
most  likely  moment  to  bargain  for  treat- 
ment and  cost  of  care.  Unfortunately,  the 
physician  often  makes  decisions  without 
regard  to  cost.  In  fact,  it  is  in  the  doctors  fi- 
nancial interests  to  prescribe  high  cost 
rather  than  low  cost  treatment. 

There  is  little  incentive  for  consumers  to 
be  cost  conscious  either  because  the  current 
fee-for-service  reimbursement  system  relies 
on  a  third  party  to  pay  medical  bills.  In  the 
case  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  the  Federal 
Government  pays;  for  the  rest  of  the  popu- 
lation lucky  enough  to  have  private  health 
protection,  the  insurance  company  pays. 
Federal,  state,  and  local  government— di- 
rectly or  indirectly— pay  more  than  40  per- 
cent of  the  national  health  bill  and  about  92 
percent  of  all  hospital  charges  are  reim- 
bursed by  that  unobtrusive  third  party 
payer. 

When  the  government  enacted  Medicare 
health  insurance  for  the  elderly  in  1965.  20 
million  senior  citizens  breathed  a  sigh  of 
relief  that  affordable  health  care  was  avail- 
able and  accessible  to  them.  It  was  a  short- 
lived sense  of  .security  because  once  again, 
the  supply /demand  control  rests  with  the 
doctors  whose  allies  are  both  the  hospitals 
which  compete  for  patients  and  high  tech 
health  care  and  the  insurance  companies 
that  have  created  a  confusing  array  of  prof- 
itable and  wasteful  supplemental  insurance 
policies. 

Medicare  drives  the  inflationary  aspects 
of  the  health  care  system  because  hospital 
costs  exceed  the  annual  rate  of  inflation 
and  physicians  are  not  required  to  accept 
•assignment."  Under  the  assignment 
system,  a  doctor  voluntarily  accepts  Medi- 
care's customary,  reasonable  and  prevailing 
charge  as  payment  in  full  (minus  the  annual 
deductible  and  coinsurance  payments  paid 
by  the  Medicare  patient).  A  doctor  can 
refuse  assignment,  and  instead  of  billing 
Medicare,  can  bill  the  Medicare  patient  di- 
rectly. In  that  case,  three  problems  arise. 
First,  the  burden  of  being  reimbursed  by 
Medicare  falls  on  the  patient.  Second,  the 
doctor  is  not  constrained  to  limit  charges  to 
a  -reasonable"  rate.  Third,  the  portion  of 
the  bill  in  excess  of  the  reasonable  charge 
not  only  comes  out  of  the  patient's  pocket, 
but  the  reason  that  Medicare  does  not  reim- 
burse the  full  amount  of  the  bill  is  left  un- 
explained. The  elderly  are  left  in  the  dark 
as  to .  whether  they  are  paying  unusually 
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high  physician  rates  or  for  uncovered  serv- 
ices. .., 

Medigap  ■  exists  because  of  the  steadily 
declining  ability  of  Medicare  to  meet  the  in- 
creasing high  costs  of  health  care  for  the  el- 
derly. But  no  single  Medigap  policy  com- 
pletely filU  the  gap.  Almost  25  percent  of 
policy  holders  have  multiple  policies  which 
duplicate  coverage  to  a  greater  or  lesser 
extent.  _  ^  , 

In  1978.  Medigap"  policies  accounted  for 
over  a  million  dollars  in  private  premium 
paymenU  by  older  people.  For  most  of 
them,  Medigap  is  a  bad  buy"  because  of 
the  high  incidence  of  fraud  and  abuse,  but 
lack  of  coverage  is  a  risk  that  most  people 
cannot  afford  to  take-bad  buy  or  not. 

In  America,  the  health  care  system  knows 
no  boundaries  when  it  comes  to  the  price 
charged  for  a  service  rendered.  With  a  com- 
plex and  cumbersome  system  of  fees,  serv- 
ices, providers,  service  delivery  mechanisms, 
and  billing  procedures,  it  is  difficult  to  know 
where  and  how  to  wedge  in  a  barrier  that 
restrains  costs  and  requires  medical  ac- 
countability. 

Two  obvious  places  to  start  are  with  doc- 
tors and  the  hospitals.  According  to  a 
health  subcommittee  in  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  while  physicians'  fees  ac 
count  for  20  percent  of  the  nations  medical 
bills,  and  hospital  costs  account  for  another 
40  percent  of  that  health  bill,  physicians 
control  80  percent  of  the  way  health  dollars 
get  spent.  Physicians  are  going  to  have  to  be 
held  more  accountable  for  the  way  they 
practice  medicine. 

Change  is  possible  without  compromising 
the  quality  of  health  care.  In  Worcester. 
Massachusetts,  for  example,  the  Fallon 
Community  Health  Flan  offers  health  cov- 
erage to  more  than  40.000  persons,  and  in- 
cludes a  successful  Medicare  program  that 
pays  almost  100  percent  of  subscribers' 
health  care  costs.  The  Fallon  senior  plan 
has  reduced  hospitalization  of  the  elderly 
by  60  percent.  With  the  exception  of  a  $2 
charge  for  prescriptions,  there  are  no  out- 
of-pocket  costs  to  the  elderly  patients. 
There  are  no  deductibles.  Everything  is  paid 
for  including  new  eyeglasses  every  two 
years.  The  incentive  is  to  lower  health  costs, 
reduce  costly  hospital  care  and  not  compro- 
mise the  quality  of  care.  In  a  recent  survey 
of  Fallons.elderly  patients.  100  percent  said 
they  would  re-enroll  immediately  if  they 
had  the  opportunity. 

The  Fallon  Clinic  is  one  model  of  a  health 
maintenance  organization  (HMO).  The 
HMO  model  is  a  multi-disciplinary  approach 
to  provide  health  services  in  a  single  out-pa- 
tient setting  using  health  care  doctors, 
nurse  practitioners,  and  physician  assist- 
ants. The  emphasis  is  on  health  promotion 
and  health  maintenance. 

Community-oriented  primary  care 
(COPC)  is  another  model  of  medical  care 
that  is  an  amalgamation  of  primary  clinical 
care  for  individuals  and  families,  combined 
with  an  awareness  and  periodic  assessment 
of  the  community's  status  and  needs.  There 
is  heavy  emphasis  on  community  involve- 
ment in  planning,  implementation,  and  eval- 
uation of  community  health  programs.  Out- 
reach to  the  community  and  patient  educa- 
tion are  major  components  in  COPC. 

However,  the  current  health  care  system 
in  America  does  not  encourage  disease  pre- 
vention and  health  promotion.  For  most 
American's  encounters  with  the  medical 
system  are  episodic  and  take  place  when 
treatment  is  needed  for  acute  conditions. 
Planned  efforts  to  reduce  health  risks  are 
not  undertaken  because  organized  medicine 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

does  not  support  such  efforts.  There  is  little 
status,  high  tech  drama,  or  money  in  health 
maintenance  or  health  promotion.  In  the 
absence  of  planned  care,  according  to  Jack 
Oeiger.  community  medicine  professor  at 
City  College  of  New  York,  salvage  "  inevita- 
bly takes  the  priority  over  health  mainte- 
nance. Hospital-based  salvage  is  favored 
over  less  expensive,  simpler  care  of  less  ad- 
vanced diseases.  Nevertheless,  HMO  and 
COPC  are  models  of  change  in  delivering 
health  services  and  they  are  building  an  im- 
pressive record  in  reducing  health  inflation. 
In  addition,  the  reimbursement  structure 
of  fee-for-service  emphasizes  that  responsi- 
bility for  health  care  should  be  left  in  the 
hands  of  individual  physicians  and  not  to  a 
multi-disciplinary  team  of  health  care  pro- 
fessionals and  paraprofessionals.  With  the 
enactment  of  the  1982  tax  amendments, 
HMO  Medicare  services  are  now  reimbursa- 
ble The  team  approach  will  require,  howev- 
er, a  reorientation  of  all  health  providers  as 
well  as  of  the  patient  or  consumer  of  health 
services. 


August  S,  1983 


August  3,  1983 


IS  CONSUMERISM  ALIVE  IN  THE  HEALTH  CARE 
INDUSTRY? 

There  is  a  dichotomy.  On  one  level,  as  I 
mentioned  earlier,  the  purchase  of  health 
care  services  costs  billions  of  dollars  annual- 
ly and  profits  a  powerful  industry.  On  an- 
other level,  the  health  care  system  is  not 
sufficiently  accountable  to  the  consumers 
who  purchase  its  services.  That  lack  of  ac- 
countability, combined  with  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration's weakening  of  the  role  of  gov- 
ernment to  assure  health  quality  controls, 
standards  of  care,  local  planning  efforts, 
and  peer  review  means  that  the  country  has 
slipped  backwards  in  providing  acce.ss  to 
decent,  affordable  health  care.  In  addition, 
there  must  be  a  stronger,  organized  involve- 
ment of  consumers  who  can  challenge  the 
current  medical  structure  to  respond  and 
work  cooperatively  to  alleviate  a  deepening 
health  care  crisis  in  America.* 


PARLIAMENTARIANS  FOR 
WORLD  ORDER 


HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
m  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a 
group  that  has  been  formed  called 
Parliamentarians  for  World  Order 
which  our  colleague,  Thomas  J, 
Downey  of  New  York,  is  one  of  the 
leaders. 

The  Secretary  General  of  this  group, 
Nicholas  Dunlop,  recently  reported  on 
the  efforts  of  the  group  to  promote  a 
freeze  resolution  in  the  various  parlia- 
mentary bodies. 

Because  it  represents  a  group  that 
may  have  growing  influence  on  an 
issue  of  concern  to  those  of  us  in  Con- 
gress, I  thought  my  colleagues  would 
like  to  see  it.  I  am  inserting  it  in  the 
Record  at  this  point: 

Legislators  for  the  Freeze 
(By  Nick  Dunlop) 

Efforts  have  begun  to  build  global  support 
for  the  freeze  through  national  parliaments. 
This  initiative  has  been  undertaken  by  Par- 
liamentarians for  World  Order,  a  new  inter- 
national network  of  legislators.  What  fol- 


lows is  a  brief  report  on  progress  so  far.  and 
on  plans  for  1983. 

Parliamentarians  for  World  Order  began 
three  years  ago  by  linking  up  members  of 
Parliament  in  five  countries  who  shared  a 
commitment  to  the  abolition  of  the  war 
system.  We  have  now  built  up  a  network 
spanning  five  continents,  with  more  than 
600  members  in  30  countries.  A  year  ago.  we 
took  up  the  proposal  for  an  immediate  nu- 
clear-weapons freeze,  coupled  with  a  call  for 
negotiations  on  a  treaty  for  comprehensive 
disarmament  under  reliable  security  institu- 
tions. 

As  a  first  step,  in  May  1982.  we  organized 
a  delegation  of  five  prominent  political  fig- 
ures, one  from  each  continent,  which  trav- 
elled to  Moscow  and  Washington  to  present 
our  case  to  the  two  superpower  govern- 
ments. The  members  of  the  delegation  were: 
John  Silkin.  MP.  Defense  and  Disarmament 
Spokesman  and  Leader  of  the  House  for  the 
British  Labour  party:  Luis  Echeverria-Alva- 
rez.  former  President  of  Mexico:  N.K.P. 
Salve.  MP,  Deputy  Parliamentary  Leader  of 
the  governing  party  in  India:  Idris  Ibrahim, 
Deputy  Speaker  of  the  Nigerian  Hou.se  of 
Representatives;  and  Douglas  Roche,  MP,  of 
Canada,  PWO's  International  Chairman. 

In  the  Soviet  union,  we  met  with  Vasilii 
Kuznetsov— now  acting  President  of  the 
USSR-and  a  number  of  other  senior  offi- 
cials. This  was  the  first  time  that  the  freeze 
proposal  had  been  presented  at  Politburo 
level  in  Moscow,  and  the  first  time  that  the 
Soviets  gave  official  indications  that  they 
would  be  prepared  to  negotiate  towards  a 
comprehensive  freeze  (a  position  which  they 
have  more  or  less  confirmed  by  voting  for 
the  Mexican-Swedish  resolution  at  the  UN). 
Of  course,  these  statements  from  the  Rus- 
sian leadership  need  to  be  taken  with  a 
healthy  dose  of  skepticism,  but  they  do  help 
the  freeze  movement  by  putting  the  ball 
squarely  in  the  American  court.  Not  surpris- 
ingly, our  discussions  with  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration yielded  nothing  new. 

Following  a  meeting  which  we  held  at  the 
UN  on  the  eve  of  the  Special  Session  on  Dis- 
armament, we  have  been  introducing  the 
freeze  proposal  and  our  proposals  on  com- 
prehensive disarmament  into  a  number  of 
legislatures  around  the  world  in  the  form  of 
a  parliamentary  resolution.  On  its  first  in- 
troduction, our  resolution  received  the  sup- 
port of  more  than  a  third  of  the  European 
Parliament,  made  up  of  directly-elected  rep- 
resentatives of  the  whole  European  Commu- 
nity. It  is  now  being  debated  in  the  Jamai- 
can House  of  Representatives,  where  it  is 
expected  to  pass  unanimously.  Within  a  few 
months,  it  will  have  been  introduced  in  the 
parliaments  of  Australia,  Canada,  Iceland, 
India,  Italy,  Kenya,  New  Zealand,  Nigeria, 
the  United  Kingdom  and  the  United 
States.'  This  is  the  first  time  that  legisla- 
tors have  stood  up  simultaneously  around 
the  globe  to  introduce  concrete  proposals 
for  peace. 

As  a  second  way  to  demonstrate  world- 
wide political  support  for  the  freeze,  we  are 
circulating  a  Call  for  Global  Survival  to 
every  one  of  the  world's  31,000  members  of 
Parliament.  The  Call,  containing  the  same 
proposals  that  we  presented  in  Moscow  and 


I  Introducing  PWO's  resolution  in  the  US  House 
in  July.  Congressman  Tom  Downey  emphasized 
that  it  was  in  no  way  meant  to  duplicate  the  Ken- 
nedy-Hat field  resolution,  of  which  he  was  an  early 
CO  sponsor.  While  reiterating  the  demand  [or  a  nu 
clear  freeze,  the  PWO  resolution  went  on  to  call  for 
negotiations  on  a  treaty  for  general  disarmament 
under  a  reliable  world  security  system. 


Washington,  is  being  signed  by  parliamen- 
tarians on  behalf  of  their  constitutents  on 
the  grounds  that  an  individual  legislator  has 
a  mandate  to  speak  for  his  or  her  own  con- 
stituency as  strong  as  the  mandate  of  any 
national  government.  It  has  already  been 
signed  by  850  politicians  on  behalf  of  more 
than  100  million  constituents. 

In  addition,  a  great  deal  can  be  done 
through  an  informal  network  of  parliamen- 
tary contacts.  The  absentions  of  two  NATO 
countries,  Iceland  and  Denmark,  in  the  vote 
on  the  UN  freeze  resolution,  was  entirely 
the  work  of  parliamentarians.  In  Iceland, 
the  government's  attention  was  triggered 
by  the  intervention  of  Olafur  Ragliar 
Grimsson.  an  influential  member  of  Parlia- 
ment and  a  key  member  of  PWO.  In  the 
case  of  Denmark,  the  government  strongly 
opposed  the  freeze  resolution,  but  was  pre- 
vented from  casting  a  "no"  vote  when  legis- 
lators made  it  very  clear  that  such  a  vote 
would  be  rejected  by  a  majority  in  Parlia- 
ment. This  happened  only  when  Danish 
parliamentarians  attending  the  UN  General 
Assembly  sidestepped  official  channels, 
picked  up  the  phone  and  alerted  their  col- 
leagues at  home  to  the  upcoming  vote.  This 
rejection  by  NATO  countries  of  the  Reagan 
line  on  the  freeze  has  caused  what  one  for- 
eign minister  privately  describes  as  "a  crisis 
in  the  alliance." 

In  Holland,  too,  the  freeze  became  a  na- 
tional issue  after  Relus  Ter  Seek,  Chairman 
of  the  Parliamentary  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  returned  from  a  PWO  meeting  in 
New  York  brandishing  a  copy  of  the  UN  res- 
olution. The  question  of  how  the  govern- 
ment should  vote  was  debated  not  only  in 
Parliament,  but  in  newspapers,  radio  and 
television. 

For  1983,  we  are  presently  planning  two 
initiatives  which  bear  on  the  freeze.  The 
first  is  a  conference  of  key  legislators  to  ex- 
amine military-industrial  opposition  to  dis- 
armament, and  to  consider  how  that  opposi- 
tion can  be  reduced.  The  second  is  an  at- 
tempt to  persuade  a  handful  of  heads  of 
government  from  middle-range  powers  to 
take  a  dramatic  initiative  for  disarmament, 
perhaps  coming  forward  with  draft  treaties 
for  a  nuclear  freeze  and  for  comprehensive 
disarmament,  then  taking  on  a  high-level 
mediating  role  to  try  and  break  the  dead- 
lock between  the  superpowers.  This  latter 
project  will  hardly  be  easy.  Yet  Parliamen- 
tarians for  World  Order,  with  its  ready 
access  to  the  top  levels  of  government,  and 
with  the  ability  to  coordinate  its  efforts 
globally,  is  uniquely  placed  to  act  as  the  cat- 
alyst for  such  an  initiative. 

Stopping  a  global  arms  race  isn't  easy. 
Today  there  is  a  glimmer  of  hope  because 
outraged  citizens  are  linking  up  across 
whole  continents. 

Through  Parliamentarians  for  World 
Order,  a  similar  link-up  is  taking  place  be- 
tween the  handful  of  men  and  women  in 
each  national  parliament— conservatives, 
centrists  and  socialists— who  are  willing  to 
take  a  radical  stand  for  human  survival.  If 
the  movement  for  peace  can  keep  growing, 
and  keep  strengthening  the  links  between 
countries,  between  citizens  and  politicians, 
perhaps  it  is  not  inconceivable  that  in  our 
lifetimes  we  can  build  an  international 
system  where  peace  is  guaranteed,  and 
where  world  war  is  a  thing  of  the  past.* 
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WOMEN  AS  ABORTION  VICTIMS 


HON.  JACK  FIELDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
heard  much  debate  in  the  Congress 
and  across  the  Nation  in  the  last 
decade  concerning  abortion-on- 
demand.  We  have,  on  rare  occasion, 
even  heard  a  little  bit  of  the  reality 
that  surrounds  the  deaths  of  more 
than  15  million  unborn  infants. 

However,  until  most  recently,  we 
have  heard  little  about  the  other  vic- 
tims of  abortion— the  women  them- 
selves. 

Victims?  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
women  are  victims.  All  along  the  radi- 
cals in  the  NOW  leadership  have  been 
boastful  of  the  "rights"  and  "benefits" 
of  abortion  which  they  have  "won"  for 
America's  women.  But  suddenly  we 
hear  from  the  women  themselves— 
those  who  have  had  abortions— that 
someone  besides  the  children  are 
being  victimized  and  hurt.  Many 
women  who  have  had  abortions  have 
been  hurt  psychologically,  physically, 
emotionally,  and  spiritually, 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  we  hear  from 
those    who    have    partaken    of    the 

"right"  of  abortion-on-demand.  I 
insert  into  the  Record  an  interview 
with  Nancyjo  Mann,  founder  and 
president  of  Women  Exploited  By 
Abortion  (WEBA).  I  urge  every 
Member  of  this  body  to  read  it,  and 
take  some  time  to  feel  and  think  about 
what  Mrs.  Mann  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  other  women  are  trying 
to  tell  us.  I 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  never  ceases  to  as- 
tound me  that  so  many  who  openly 
boast  of  their  liberalism,  their  caring 
and  compassionate  natures,  are  the 
same  ones  who  inflict  the  suffering 
and  inhumanity  upon  the  children  and 
women  of  America. 

The   interview   from  today's  Wash- 
ington Times  follows: 
[From  the  Washington  Times,  Aug.  3,  1983] 

Women  Form  WEBA  To  Fight  Abortion 

(Every  year  for  the  past  10  years,  1.5  mil- 
lion women  have  had  an  abortion.  For 
many,  according  to  Nancyjo  Mann,  founder 
and  president  of  Women  Exploited  By  Abor- 
tion (WEBA),  having  an  abortion  only 
began  their  problem.  Mann  was  interviewed 
by  Washington  Times  staff  writer  and  col- 
umnist Tom  Diaz.) 

Question.  Tell  us  about  your  experience 
with  abortion  and  its  consequences. 

Answer.  My  experience  goes  back  to  1974, 
the  month  of  October,  30th  day— the  day 
that  I  killed  my  baby  girl.  It  was  a  second 
trimester  abortion.  I  was  5'/i>  months  preg- 
nant. 

I  went  to  the  doctor  because  family  mem- 
bers had  pressured  me,  had  encouraged  me. 
There  was  no  "Nancy  maybe  you  should  re- 
consider," because  it  was  not  my  idea  in  the 
first  place,  it  was  theirs. 

My  husband  had  walked  out  the  door  and 
deserted  us.  The  responsibility  of  three  chil- 


22735 

dren  was  just  to  much  for  him.  I  went  to  my 
mother  and  my  brother  and  asked,  "What 
am  1  going  to  do?"  And  my  mother  said  •"It"s 
obvious,  Nancy,  no  man's  going  to  want  you 
with  three  children,  let  along  the  two  you 
already  have.  You're  probably  not  going  to 
amount  to  a  hill  of  beans  and  you"re  prob- 
ably going  to  be  on  welfare  the  rest  of  your 
life."" 

And  following  those  three  positive,  uplift- 
ing statements,  she  said  ""You're  going  to 
have  to  have  an  abortion."  Then  she  called 
one  of  the  leading  ob/gyns  in  the  Midwest, 
and  he  said,  "Absolutely,  no  problem.  Bring 
her  on  in." 

Question.  Did  he  know  at  the  time  how 
far  you  were  along? 

Answer.  Absolutely.  He  does  all  kinds  of 
second  trimesters,  no  problem. 

I  went  in  and  1  asked,  "What  are  you 
going  to  do  to  me?""  All  he  did  was  look  at 
my  stomach  and  say,  •I"m  going  to  take  a 
little  fluid  out,  put  a  little  fluid  in,  you'll 
have  severe  cramps  and  expel  the  fetus." 

I  said,   "Is  that  all?"  He  said,  "Thats  all." 

It  didn't  sound  too  bad.  But  what  that 
d<x;tor  described  to  me  was  not  the  truth. 

I  went  to  the  hospital  and  60  cos  of  amnio- 
tic fluid  were  drawn  out,  and  a  saline  solu- 
tion injected.  Immediately  the  needle  went 
through  the  abdomen.  I  hated  Nancyjo,  I 
hated  myself.  With  every  ounce  of  my  being 
I  wanted  to  scream  out  '"Please,  stop,  don"t 
do  this  to  me."'  But  I  couldn't  get  it  out. 

Once  they  put  in  the  saline  there's  no  way 
to  reverse  it.  And  for  the  next  hour  and  a 
half  I  felt  my  daughter  thrash  around  vio- 
lently while  she  was  being  choked,  poisoned, 
burned  and  suffocated  to  death.  I  didn't 
know  any  of  that  was  going  to  happen.  And 
I  remember  talking  to  her  and  I  remember 
telling  her  I  didn't  want  to  do  this.  I  wished 
she  could  live.  And  yet  she  was  dying  and  I 
remember  her  very  last  kick  on  her  left  side. 
She  had  no  strength  left. 

I've  tried  to  imagine  us  dying  that  kind  of 
death,  a  pillow  put  over  us.  suffocating.  In 
four  minutes  we'd  pass  out.  We'd  have  that 
gift  of  passing  out  and  then  dying.  But  it 
took  her  an  hour  and  a  half  just  to  die. 

Then  I  was  given  an  intravenuous  injec- 
tion to  help  stimulate  labor  and  I  went  into 
hard  labor  for  12  hours.  And  at  5:30  a.m.  on 
the  31st  of  October  I  delivered  my  daughter 
whose  name  is  now  Charmine  Marie.  She 
was  14  inches  long.  She  weighed  over  a 
pound  and  a  half.  She  had  a  head  of  hair 
and  her  eyes  were  opening. 

I  got  to  hold  her  because  the  nurses  didn't 
make  it  to  the  room  in  time.  I  delivered  my 
girl  myself.  They  grabbed  her  out  of  my 
hands  and  threw  her.  threw  her.  into  a 
bedpan.  After  they  finished  and  took  her 
aw-ay  in  the  bedpan,  they  brought  a  lady  in 
to  finish  her  last  hour  of  labor  lying  next  to 
me.  She  had  a  healthy  baby  boy. 

That  was  tough. 

I  liked  Nancyjo.  I  liked  me.  prior  to  the 
abortion.  But  shame  and  remorse  and  guilt 
set  in— I  mean,  when  you  get  a  hold  of  your 
own  daughter  and  .vou  see  what  you  did. 
She  was  not  a  ""fetus.""  She  was  not  a  "prod- 
uct of  conception."  She  was  not  a  "tissue  ad- 
hering to  the  uterine  wall."  She  was  my 
daughter  and  I  got  to  hold  her,  at  only  S'/i 
months,  22  weeks.  So  those  are  cheap,  inhu- 
man words  to  use  around  me. 

I  chose  to  be  sterilized  because  I  couldn't 
cope  with  the  idea  that  I  could  possibly  kill 
again.  It  was  too  devastating.  It  was  not 
something  you  go  around  telling  people, 
that  you  just  killed  your  baby,  no  problem,  I 
was  ashamed,  totally  ashamed. 
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Question.  But  some  people  would  say  that 
although  this  experience  obviously  had  a 
great  impact  on  you.  it  is  not  characteristic 
of  most  other  women  who  have  abortions.  Is 
your  case  unusual? 

Answer.  No.  my  case  is  not  unusual  at  all. 
People  want  to  say  -Oh.  but  Nancy,  yourre 
the  extreme.'  That's  not  true.  In  fact  there 
are  so  many  more  of  us  than  there  are  the 
other.  The  emotional  hurt  is  so  deep.  You 
do  not  discuss  your  abortion,  the  suction 
machines  and  the  needles  and  everything 
else  over  a  cup  of  tea  and  a  cookie.  Women 
just  don't  do  this.  The  pain  is  just  too  deep 
and  loo  great. 

I'm  sure  there  are  women  out  there  who 
are  never  fazed,  never,  by  their  abortion. 
But  I  would  say  that  98.  99  percent  of  them 
are  fazed,  whether  it  s  for  a  small  period  of 
time  or  for  the  rest  of  their  life,  whether 
they  suffer  only  a  small  degree  or  die  from 
their  abortions. 

Question.  How  did  WEBA-Women  Ex- 
ploited By  Abortion— get  started? 

Answer.  About  one  year  ago  I  was  talking 
to  another  recording  artist  who  wa.s  pro-life. 
I  asked  what  pro-life  meant  and  he  said  he 
was  antiabortion.  I  said  Hank.  I  had  an 
abortion  in  1974.  I  was  5'.;  months  pregnant. 
It  hurt  so  bad  for  so  long.' 

He  just  about  drove  the  car  off  the  road. 
And  he  said.  Nancy,  you've  got  to  tell  the 
story  "  So.  a  year  ago  I  went  public,  founded 
WEBA. 

Question.    How    many    members   do    you 

.    have? 

Answer.  I  m  a  10-month-old  corporation 
and  in  10  months  I've  gone  from  being  two 
people,  my  vice  president  and  myself,  in  two 
states.  Virginia  and  Iowa,  to  now  having  34 
states  with  approximately  10.000  women  in 
my  group. 

Question.  What  are  some  of  the  effects  of 
abortion  on  women? 

Answer  I  have  women  who  cannot 
vacuum  their  carpets.  They  have  to  have 
the  neighbor  or  their  husbands  do  it  while 
they're  at  the  grocery  store,  because  of  the 
suction  sound.  You  see.  the  suction  machine 
(used  in  many  abortions)  makes  that  suck- 
ing sound-it's  29  times  more  powerful  than 
the  vacuum  we  use  in  our  home.  The  major- 
ity of  the  women  aren't  put  to  sleep.  Its 
done  without  being  put  to  sleep.  Its  heart- 
breaking to  me  that  they  can't  run  a 
vacuum  cleaner-that's  a  deep  wound. 

One  psychological  effect  we  see  almost  all 
the  time  is  guilt.  Others  are  suicidal   im- 
pulses,   a   sense    of    loss,    of    unfulfillment 
Mourning,  regret  and  remorse.  Withdrawal, 
loss  of  confidence  in  decision-making  capa- 
bilities. They  feel  that  maybe  they're  made 
a  wrong  decision,  maybe  they  can  t  make 
another  decision  right  in  their  life.  Lower- 
ing   of    self    esteem.    Preoccupation    with 
death.  Hostilities,  self-destructive  behavior, 
anger  and  rage.  You  can  lose  your  temper 
quickly.  A  despair,  helplessness,  desire  to  re- 
member   the    death    date    which    is    really 
weird  but  you  do  that.  You  remember  these 
dates  very  strongly.  A  preoccupation  with 
the  would-be  due  date  or  due  month.  My 
daughter  was  due  in  early  March,  so  in  early 
March  its  there. 

An  intent  interest  in  babies  but  a  thwart- 
ed maternal  instinct.  Women  really  are  in- 
terested in  babies,  but  I  have  many  mem- 
bers who  cant  hold  children.  A  hatred  for 
anyone  connected  with  abortion.  Lack  of 
desire  to  enter  into  a  relationship  with  a 
partner,  loss  of  interest  in  sex.  an  inability 
to  forgive  self,  feeling  of  dehumanization. 
nightmares,  .seizures  and  tremors,  frustra- 
tions, feelings  of  being  exploited.  And  child 
abuse.  We  see  a  lot  of  child  abuse. 
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I  want  you  to  understand  that  I  do  not 
come  from  any  right  to  life  organization. 
We  are  connected  with  no  one.  We  remain 
neutral.  But  we  are  the  ones  they  are  all  ar 
guing  about  and  discussing  and  debating. 
We  are  the  voice  of  experience. 

I  told  Congressman  (Henry  A.)  Waxman. 
D-Cal..  at  a  recent  hearing.  Have  yiu  ever 
had  your  cervix  dilated  and  the  womb 
ripped  open?  Have  you  ever  had  tubes  stuck 
inside  of  you  and  everything  sucked  out? 
Have  you  ever  had  needles  stuck  through 
your  abdomen?  Have  you  ever  felt  your 
baby  thrash  around  and  die?  Have  you  ever 
had  hard  labor,  delivered  and  held  your 
baby?  Because  if  you  haven't,  sir.  you  cant 
intelligently  talk  to  me  about  this.  We  are 
the  voice  of  experience.  We've  all  had  this 
done  to  us." 

And  that's  a  fact.  So  we  hold  our  own 
ground,  our  own  turf,  our  own  territory. 

Question.  What  is  it  that  your  organiza- 
tion does  as  a  voice  of  experience? 

Answer.  We  are  a  support  group  for  those 
women  who  hurt -physically,  emotionally, 
mentallv  and  spiritually-from  their  abor- 
tions. We  are  there  when  the  phone  rings  at 
3  in  the  morning  and  someone  is  suicidal  be- 
cause maybe  it  was  four  years  ago  on  that 
day  and  they  still  can't  cope  with  it.  We  cry 
with  them  and  talk  with  them.  We  are  a 
support  group.  We  also  are  a  political  group. 
I  am  classified  as  that,  and  I  guess  the 
strongest  thing  of  what  I  intend  to  do-I 
intend  to  shut  the  abortion  indu.stry  down.  I 
intend  to  shut  the  abortion-on-demand  in- 
dustry down. 

We  also  have  rape  victims  and  incest  vic- 
tims among  our  members-the  other  3  per- 
cent (not  abortion-on-demand).  And  every 
one  of  them  is  getting  ready  to  go  public,  to 
speak  very  publicly-their  full  names,  ages, 
everything.  They're  not  ashamed.  They 
know  what  happened  to  their  lives.  They 
became  victims  of  an  industry  that  is 
making  lots  of  money,  that  was  supposed  to 
be  a  quick  answer. 

And  now  they're  under  psychiatric  care, 
psychological  care.  Becau.se  of  the  abortion, 
not  the  rape  and  incest.  They  overcame  the 
rape  and  the  incest.  Sure  they  needed  help, 
but  they  overcame  that.  But  they  have  had 
a  very  difficult  time  overcoming  killing  that 
innocent  baby. 

They  heard  of  WEBA  and  they  contacted 
us  And  two  of  them  were  so  brutally  beaten 
they  couldn't  make  it  to  the  hospital  in 
time.  Pure  rapes.  Im  not  talking  about  just 
a  strong  sexual  aggressiveness.  I'm  talking 
about  women  who  were  brutally  beaten, 
true  rape  victims. 

Question.  You  talked  about  political  activ- 
ity. What's  been  your  experience  here  in 
the  Congress? 

Answer.  I  testified  two  weeks  ago  before 
Rep.  Waxman.  Barbara  Mikulski  and  a  few 
other  congressmen.  It  was  a  stacked  hear- 
ing—14  to  1  doesn't  sound  very  balanced  to 
me  But  I  went  in  very  open  and  honest 
with  them,  they  .sat  very  intently  and  very 
amazed  at  the  story  I  had  to  tell  about  my 
organization,  myself  and  my  constituency. 

WEBA. 

Barbara  Mikulski  said  'I've  never  heard 
this  side. '  I  said.  "No.  Pandoras  box  got 
opened  up  10  years  ago  and  now  you're  just 
starting  to  see  it."  I  predict  that  in  five 
years  we  will  see  an  epidemic  of  mental  and 
nervous  breakdowns  among  the  women  of 
this  countrv.  People  are  not  going  to  know 
why  and  I'm  going  to  be  able  to  tell  you 
why;  because  they've  had  an  abortion  that  s 

why. 

Its  a  quick  solution.  Abortion  is  not  an 
ending  of  problems,  its  the  down  payment 
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for   a   whole   new   set   of   problems.   That's 
what  it  is.  It  doesn't  get  rid  of  them. 

Question.  Have  congressmen  been  exposed 
to  your  view,  the  voice  of  experience? 
Answer.  No.  I  hear  time  and  time  again, 
I've  never  heard  this  side  before."  "Are 
there  many  more  like  .vou?"  they  ask.  And 
my  answer  is  this.  Take  the  15  million  of  us 
who  have,  by  legal  abortion-on-demand, 
killed  our  babies.  I  will  give  2  million  or  3 
million  to  Planned  Parenthood.  NOW  or 
whoever  they  want.  I  will  give  another  2 
million  or  3  million  who  have  two  or  three 
abortions  without  open  remorse. 

And  justification  to  oneself  is  important 
here,  by  the  way.  I  don't  know  how  many 
women  I  told  to  go  have  abortions.  Justifica- 
tion. It's  like,  if  you  can  have  a  few  more,  go 
do  what  vou  did  and  kind  of  justify  it.  it 
makes  it  better.  It  makes  it  not  quite  so  bad. 
That  still  leaves  9  million  of  us  who've 
been  hurt  in  one  way.  shape  or  form  or  the 
other-psychlogically,  physically,  emotion- 
ally or  spiritually. 

Question.  So  you  believe  that  there  are- 
by  conservative  estimate— perhaps  10  mil- 
lion women  who  suffered  as  you  did? 

Answer.  I  believe  by  very  con.servative 
there's  8  million  who  have  been  hurt. 

Question.  Where  can  they  write  or  call? 
Or  what  can  they  do  if  they  need  somebody, 
such  as  your  organization? 

Answer.  They  can  call  or  they  can  write. 
The  address  is  WEBA.  1553  24th  St..  Des 
Moines.  Iowa  50311.  Or  they  can  reach  me 
at  515-255-0552.  my  business  phone.  If  they 
hurt,  if  thev're  at  a  certain  State.  I  may 
have  a  State  representative  where  a  girl  can 
be  with  them  and  talk  with  them.  I  get  so 
many  women  who  have  written  me  to  say, 
Thank  God.  there  is  somebody  that  I  can 
now  finally  pour  the  whole  thing  out  to." 

And  I'm  thankful  that  I  am  a  Christian 
because  I  couldn't  carry  that  load.  If  you 
could  read  my  mail  ...  It  started  off  where 
I'd  get  two  and  three  letters  a  day  and  now 
they're  wrapping  it  in  bundles  to  bring  to 
me.  And  I  get  mail  from  all  over  the  world. 
Question.  Within  10  months  this  has  hap- 
pened? 

Answer.  In  10  months.  There  is  such  a 
need.  No  one  thought  10  years  ago  of  the 
aftermath.  Were  the  aftermath.* 


INDEPENDENT  WEAPONS 
TESTING  H.R.  2969 


HON.  JIM  COURIER 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
•  Mr  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  debate  on  H.R.  2969,  the  De- 
fense authoriztion  bill,  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Bethune)  submit- 
ted written  remarks  for  the  record 
which  look  issue  with  several  aspects 
of  my  amendment  creating  an  Office 
of  Operational  Test  Review  and  Eval- 
uation. I  would  like  to  comment  on  the 
concerns  the  gentleman  from  Arkan- 
sas raised. 

The  gentleman's  first  objection  con- 
cerns the  provision  in  my  amendment 
making  it  possible  for  a  military 
Deputy  Director  of  this  Office  to  serve 
in  an  acting  capacity  in  the  Directors 
absence.   In   my   view,   this   does   not 
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compromise  the  authority  of  the  Of- 
fices  civilian  Director,  and  simply 
allows  the  Office  to  have  leadership  in 
the  Directors  absence,  if  the  Deputy 
is  indeed  a  military  officer.  The 
amendment  does  stipulate  that  the  Di- 
rector be  a  civilian.  The  only  potential 
problem  involved  here  would  arise  if  a 
nomination  were  not  made  for  a  long 
period  of  time,  and  a  military  officer 
were  to  perform  the  duties  of  a  Direc- 
tor intended  to  be  a  civilian.  Failure  to 
nominate  an  individual  for  Director 
would  be,  in  my  opinion,  an  act  of  bad 
faith  by  the  Pentagon,  because  the 
amendment  clearly  indicates  the  con- 
gressional intent  that  the  Office  have 
civilian  leadership. 

The  gentleman's  second  concern, 
that  my  amendment  does  not  create 
an  office  whose  Director  performs  •all 
duties"  relating  to  operational  testing, 
is  similarly  without  substance.  The 
central  purpose  of  my  amendment  is 
not  to  have  testing  performed  by  dif- 
ferent personnel  in  different  parts  of 
the  Defense  establishment;  rather,  it 
is  to  set  high  standards  of  realism  for 
operational  testing,  and  have  all  tests 
examined  against  that  standard.  If  my 
intent  had  been  to  create  an  office  to 
perform  all  testing,  the  •all  duties" 
clause  would  have  been  necessary.  The 
clause  is  clearly  not  needed,  because  it 
goes  beyond  the  scope  of  my  intent  in 
creating  an  office  to  review  operation- 
al tests. 

The  next  objection,  that  the  Courier 
amendment  leaves  the  Director  "out 
of  the  administrative  oversight  for 
military  departments  for  planning  and 
conducting  operational  testing  and 
evaluation,  and  eliminates  the  require- 
ments for  the  Director  to  monitor, 
review,  and  provide  guidance  for  all 
operational  testing  and  evaluation 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  service  Secretaries  request  that 
guidance,"  is  unfounded  as  well.  This 
is  demonstrated  by  the  following  pro- 
visions of  my  amendment  which  refute 
the  gentleman's  objection: 

First,  the  Director  would  be  required 
to  approve  all  test  plans  in  writing  in 
advance— without  his  written  approv- 
al, the  tests  could  not  proceed,  and 

Second,  the  Director  may  send  what- 
ever observers  he  deems  necessary  to 
test  sites,  and  is  guaranteed  access  to 
all  information  on  all  testing,  and 

Third,  the  Director  has  an  affirma- 
tive obligation  to  issue  reports  on  the 
adequacy  and  results  of  testing  in  each 
major  weapons  program— unless  this 
report  is  issued,  the  decision  to  enter 
full-scale  production  may  not  be  made. 

My  amendment  does  include  lan- 
guage directing  the  Director  to  pro- 
vide testing  guidance  "upon  request." 
If  this  were  the  Director's  sole  obliga- 
tion, his  power  would  be  weak  indeed. 
In  light  of  the  Director's  other  powers 
and  duties,  however,  this  provision 
merely  tells  the  Pentagon  that  in  addi- 
tion to  being  a  reviewer  of  tests  and 
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test  plans,  the  Director  may  be  seen  as 
a  consultant  and  adviser  who  can 
assist  in  the  planning  and  conduct  of 
good,  realistic  operational  tests. 

Finally,  the  gentleman  inquires  in  a 
cryptic  fashion  as  to  the  "penalties  for 
not  reporting  problems  or  failures 
that  show  up  from  these  tests."  If  the 
gentleman  would  be  willing  to  suggest 
exactly  what  he  means  by  "penalties," 
against  whom  the  penalties  would  be 
levied,  by  whom  the  violations  and 
penalties  would  be  assessed  and  en- 
forced. I  would  be  happy  to  comment 
on  his  suggestions.  My  amendment 
contains  no  criminal  penalties. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  welcome  the  opportu- 
nity to  respond  to  the  criticisms  of  my 
amendment  as  voiced  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas.  I  am  confident 
that  once  he  understands  the  full 
amendment  and  all  its  parts  in  con- 
text, that  he  will  agree  that  it  is  a 
strong  legislative  effort  to  make  im- 
provements in  a  critical  area  of  the 
weapons  development  process.* 


THE  REAGAN  ADMINISTRA- 
TION'S SUBVERSION  OF  THE 
NUCLEAR  NON-PROLIFERA- 

TION ACT  IN  INDIA 


HON.  RICHARD  L.  OTTINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3.  1983 

•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
cently. Secretary  of  State  George  P. 
Shultz  announced  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration's latest  act  of  appeasement  in 
its  nuclear  relations  with  India.  In 
spite  of  growing  evidence  that  India,  a 
nation  that  has  already  detonated  a 
peaceful  nuclear  device  made  from 
civil  nuclear  technology,  is  preparing 
for  another  nuclear  test  at  the  same 
Rajasthan  desert  site  of  its  1974  blast. 
Secretary  Shultz  assured  Prime  Minis- 
ter Indira  Gandhi  that  the  United 
States  would  provide  parts  and  compo- 
nents for  India's  two  Tarapur  nuclear 
reactors. 

Such  a  promise  is  extraordinary  be- 
cause American  nonproliferation  law 
is  clear  where  the  misuse  of  nuclear 
technology  is  involved.  The  President 
must  terminate  all  nuclear  exports  to 
any  country  found  to  be  engaging  in 
activities  having  direct  significance  for 
the  manufacture  or  acquisition  of  nu- 
clear explosive  devices.  But  instead  of 
terminating  nuclear  trade  and  de- 
manding that  India  cease  its  nuclear 
weapons  activities,  the  Shultz  state- 
ment indicates  the  President  will  seek 
a  waiver  of  the  cutoff  provision  to  pro- 
vide India  with  parts,  if  the  United 
States  cannot  find  a  third  party  such 
as  Italy  or  West  Germany  to  supply 
those  parts  instead— itself  a  deplorable 
end  run  around  the  Non-Proliferation 
Act. 
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This  latest  proposal  is  part  of  a  clear 
Reagan  administration  pattern  of  sub- 
ordinating U.S.  nonproliferation  policy 
without  seeking  even  minimal  nonpro- 
liferation assurances  in  return  for  con- 
cessions which  are  made. 

Almost  exactly  a  year  ago  the  ad- 
ministration, by  Executive  decision,  re- 
lieved India  of  an  important  require- 
ment in  our  bilateral  agreement  re- 
garding the  supply  of  nuclear  fuel. 
The  administration  allowed  France  to 
provide  enriched  uranium  fuel  for  the 
Tarapur  plants  even  though  shipment 
of  this  fuel  by  the  United  States  is 
currently  prohibited  because  India  will 
not  agree  to  international  safeguards 
inspections  of  all  its  civil  nuclear  fa- 
cilities. In  relieving  the  Indians  of  this 
requirement,  the  administration  nei- 
ther sought  nor  received  any  assur- 
ances from  India  concerning  safe- 
guards on  the  French-supplied  fuel. 
Nor  is  it  now  seeking,  as  it  should, 
India's  agreement  to  continue  safe- 
guards on  spent  fuel  from  the  Tarapur 
reactors,  which  contains  enough  Pluto- 
nium to  make  over  100  nuclear  weap- 
ons. 

Unfortunately,  another  ominous  de- 
velopment may  be  taking  place.  Since 
Mr.  Shultz'  June  30  announcement, 
India  has  taken  another  provocative 
step.  On  July  9,  Mr.  Homi  N.  Sethna. 
the  chairman  of  India's  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  stated  that  India 
may  reprocess  spent  fuel  from  Tara- 
pur to  extract  the  plutonium  and  recy- 
cle it  in  the  Tarapur  reactors.  Such  ac- 
tions by  India  would  be  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  the  bilateral  agreement  and 
would  also  result  in  a  termination  of 
nuclear  relations  under  U.S.  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  administration 
must  stop  making  a  mockery  of  U.S. 
nonproliferation  law.  and  start  setting 
a  strong  example  for  the  world  by  en- 
forcing the  provisions  of  the  Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation  Act  as  the  Congress 
intended.  To  continue  to  do  otherwise 
will  severely  undermine  our  ability  to 
deal  seriously  with  our  allies  on  nucle- 
ar proliferation  matters.  An  early  cas- 
ualty could  well  be  the  President's 
own  proposal  that  full  scope  safe- 
guards should  be  reqired  by  all  the 
world's  nuclear  supplier  countries  as  a 
prerequisite  for  supply  of  nuclear  ma- 
terials or  equipment. 

Recently.  India's  actions  were  the 
subject  of  articles  in  two  diverse  and 
respected  American  newspapers.  Com- 
missioner Victor  Gilinsky  of  the  U.S. 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission, 
wrote  with  considerable  insight  in  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  on  India's  behav- 
ior and  our  self-deception  about 
India's  intentions. 

A  recent  New  York  Times  editorial 
also  provides  an  excellent  understand- 
ing of  the  effect  of  the  administra- 
tions  Indian  proposal  and  advice  on 
what  should  be  done  instead. 


22738 


I  commend  both  of  these  articles  to 
my  colleagues. 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  July  5, 

1983] 

Why  Keep  Heu'ing  India  Make  the  Bomb? 

(By  Victor  Gilinsky) 

Another  American  appeasement  of  India's 
appetite  for  nuclear-explosive  plutonium  is 
in  the  works.  Secretary  of  State  Shultz  has 
promised  Prime  Minister  Gandhi  the  re- 
placement parts  she  wants  to  keep  the  old 
General  Electric  reactors  at  Tarapur  run- 
ning, despite  India's  dispute  of  our  control 
over  the  plutonium  that's  generated. 

The  State  Department,  which  last  year  ar- 
ranged for  France  to  replace  us  as  India's 
enriched-uranium  supplier  to  get  around 
the  Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Act.  has  up  to 
now  had  cold  feet  about  recommending  the 
parts  export  to  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission.  State  was  worried  about  the 
Atomic  Energy  Acts  ban  on  nuclear  exports 
to  countries  that  have  engaged  in  activities 
directly  related  to  bomb-making  or  that 
have  violated  safeguards  agreements.  The 
excitement  of  a  trip  to  New  Delhi  seems  to 
have  resolved  the  secretary's  doubts. 

The  announcement  in  New  Delhi  did  not 
spell  out  how  the  parts  would  be  supplied.  It 
may  be  possible  to  get  used  parts  by  canni- 
balizing a  couple  of  shutdown  GE  reactors 
in  Europe,  but  this  is  unlikely  to  produce  all 
the  equipment  the  Indians  want.  Several 
proposals  have  been  discussed  for  getting 
new  parts,  which  are  obtainable  only  from 
the  U.S. 

SHOUU)  LAW  BE  AMENDED 

One  is  to  have  the  president  make  a  find- 
ing that,  notwithstanding  whatever  difficul- 
ties the  State  Department  may  have,  the 
exports  would  be  in  the  interest  of  "the 
common  defense  and  security  of  the  United 
States. "  Another  proposal,  which  has  been 
tried  out  on  various  congressmen,  is  to 
amend  the  law  to  loosen  the  export  controls 
for  safety-related  "  equipment  on  humani- 
tarian grounds.  This  suggestion  has  been  ac- 
companied by  claims  that  Indian  workers  at 
Tarapur  are  getting  excessive  radiation 
doses  in  trying  to  keep  the  wornout  reactors 
operating. 

The  ■safety-related"  label  is  just  dust  in 
the  eyes.  Practically  everything  in  a  reactor 
is  "safety-related  "  and  the  object  of  getting 
the  parts  is  to  keep  the  plants  operating 
rather  than  to  meet  safety  standards.  No 
one  seems  to  ask  why  the  Indians  prefer  to 
operate  the  reactors  in  unsafe  conditions  in- 
stead of  reaching  agreement  with  the  U.S. 
over  control  of  the  explosive  byproducts. 
The  real  issue  is:  Should  we  help  the  Indi- 
ans run  the  Tarapur  reactors  and  make 
more  nuclear  explosive  plutonium  over 
which  control  is  disputed?  We  are  talking 
about  a  spent  fuel  stockpile  currently  con- 
taining a  couple  of  hundred  bombs'  worth 
of  Plutonium  with  which  the  Indians  have 
been  blackmailing  us  for  years. 

Once  the  spent  fuel  is  reprocessed,  the  ex- 
tracted plutonium  can  be  used  either  for 
fuel  or  explosives.  The  key  point  is  that, 
once  separted,  the  plutonium  cannot  be  pro- 
tected reliably  from  misuses  by  means  of 
international  inspection. 

The  Indians  dispute  the  U.S.  position  that 
India  cannot  reprocess  the  fuel  without  our 
consent  and  that  we  have  never  given  that 
consent.  Even  more  disturbing  is  the  Indian 
view  of  what  happens  after  1993.  when  the 
30-year  Tarapur  Agreement  runs  out. 
India's  foreign  minister  told  his  parliament 
in  1982.  after  Mrs.  Gandhi's  visit  to  the 
US     that      .  after    1993    nothing    re- 
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mains  .  .  .  The  whole  agreement  just  lapses 
and,  therefore,  the  obligations,  the  duties  or 
whatever  is  envisaged  in  the  agreement 
would  lapse  automatically." 

He  was  saying,  in  effect,  that  after  1993. 
the  Indians  can  do  anything  they  want  with 
the  plutonium  derived  from  fuel  we  sup- 
plied, including  using  it  for  bombs. 

Nothing  stands  out  so  much  in  the  history 
of  US-Indian  nuclear  relations  as  India's 
consistency  of  approach  and  purpose  and 
America's  short-term  outlook  and  selfdecep- 
tion  about  Indian  intentions.  From  the  start 
of  its  nuclear  program.  India  has  been  ob- 
sessed with  Plutonium  as  the  key  to  nuclear 
independence  and  nuclear  explosives.  From 
the  first.  India  has  been  deeply  hostile  to 
international  safeguards  and  the  Nonprolif- 
eration Treaty. 

India  has  lawyered  the  U.S.-Indian  agree- 
ments to  free  iUelf  of  the  restrictions  it  de- 
tests. The  most  striking  instance  involved 
the  use  of  U.S.-supplied  heavy  water  in  a  re- 
search reactor  to  produce  plutominum  for 
India's  1974  nuclear  explosion  in  violation 
of  a  contract  with  the  U.S.  to  limit  the 
heavy  water  to  peacful  uses. '  This  revela- 
tion, more  than  anything  else,  led  to  the 
Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Act. 

To  bolster  its  demands  for  fuel  and  spare 
parts,  the  Indians  have  threatened  to  re- 
process, or  worse,  if  we  do  not  abide  by  their 
interpretation  of  our  agreement.  At  the 
same  lime.  Indian  has  played  the  injured 
party,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  non- 
proliferation  act's  ■full-scope"  safe-guards 
requirement  on  the  further  supply  of  U.S. 
fuel,  a  role  supported  by  some  highly 
placed,  naive  U.S.  officials. 

The  fact  is  that  the  1971  US-India  fuel 
contract  allows  us  to  impose  such  changes. 
India  agreed  to  comply  with  all  application 
laws,  regulations  and  ordinances  of  the 
United  States."  Moreover,  the  Indians  can 
hardly  argue  we  have  been  unfair.  We  have, 
in  fact,  been  enormously  generous.  The  Tar- 
apus  loan  terms  were  practically  a  steal;  a 
40-year  loan,  at  0.75%  interest,  and  with  an 
initial  10-year  deferral  of  repayment  of 
principal.  India  has  so  far  paid  only  about 
$20  million  for  reactors  whose  replacement 
value  is  hundreds  of  millions.  Most  impor- 
tant for  India— for  it  was  never  interested  in 
pursuing  technology  that  would  tie  it  to  the 
U.S.— was  that  the  agreement  gave  it  entry 
to  the  Atoms  for  Peace  program.  India  was 
the  second  largest  participant  with  over 
1,000  scientists,  the  core  of  its  nuclear  staff, 
being  trained  in  the  U.S. 
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NO  LEGAL  OR  MORAL  OBLIGATION 

What  should  we  be  doing?  India  is  threat- 
ening to  blame  us  for  further  leaks  or  acci- 
dents at  Tarapur.  Let  us  make  it  very  clear 
to  everyone  that  we  are  under  no  legal  or 
moral  obligation  to  keep  an  unsafe  bomb 
factory  going.  If  there  is  indeed  a  genuine 
health  danger  at  Tarapur,  let  us  help  stop 
radiation  leaks,  but  we  should  make  our  as- 
sistance for  further  plant  operation  contin- 
gent on  resolving  the  plutonium  control 
issues.  We  should  have  done  this  before 
agreeing  to  allow  France  to  supply  fuel  to 
Tarapur.  but  the  spare-parts  issue  provides 
another  opportunity.  The  Reagan  adminis- 
tration is  letting  this  one  go.  too.  Now  it  will 
be  up  to  Congress,  though  its  role  is  some- 
what clouded  by  the  recent  Supreme  Court 
ruling  on  legislative  vetoes. 

What  if  the  Indians  threaten  to  reprocess, 
or  drop  safeguards?  The  best  way  to  avoid 
this  is  for  the  U.S.  to  be  firm.  Whatever  we 
do.  the  right  answer  to  blackmail  cannot  be 
to  increase  the  amount  of  plutonium  at  risk. 


[Mr.  Gilinsky  is  a  member  of  the  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission.] 

[Prom  the  New  "ifork  Times.  July  15.  1983] 

Appeasing  India's  Nuclear  Blackmail 
On  his  recent  visit  to  India.  Secretary  of 
State  George  Shultz  brought  a  gift,  a  guar- 
antee of  parts  to  repair  the  radiation-leak- 
ing nuclear  reactors  at  Tarapur.  It  was  not 
only  a  gift  but  a  giveaway:  it  undid  the 
United  States"  main  leverage  over  a  country 
that  has  already  exploded  one  atomic  device 
by  flouting  nuclear  safeguards  and  appar- 
ently intends  to  do  it  again. 

India  violated  a  contract  governing  Ameri- 
can-supplied heavy  water  to  produce  the 
materials  for  its  atomic  explosion  in  1974. 
The  fruit  of  that  folly  was  to  precipitate  a 
costly  nuclear  competition  with  Pakistan. 
Whether  or  not  to  maintain  a  lead  over  its 
rival.  India  seems  headed  for  a  second  un- 
derground test,  as  judged  by  satellite  photos 
that  show  a  large  shaft  being  dug  in  the  Ra- 
jasthan  desert. 

Indias  two  General  Electric  reactors  at 
Tarapur  are  subject  to  inspection,  but  other 
of  its  facilities  are  not.  A  1963  agreement 
stipulates  that  spent  fuel  from  these  reac- 
tors shall  be  repocessed— a  step  that  lets  the 
genie  out  of  the  bottle  by  yeilding  weapon- 
usable  Plutonium— only  with  American  con- 
sent. Nonetheless,  the  Indians  now  contend 
they  can  do  what  they  like  with  the  fuel 
after  the  agreement  expires  in  1993. 

The  200  tons  of  spent  fuel  that  have  accu- 
mulated at  Tarapur  have  proved  wonderful- 
ly effective  for  blackmailing  the  United 
States.  For  fear  of  giving  India  a  pretext  for 
breaking  the  1963  agreement.  President 
Carter  agreed  in  1980  to  supply  more  urani- 
um. A  second  load  was  promised  if  India 
would  agree  to  open  all  its  facilities  to  in- 
spection. The  Indians  ale  the  carrot  and 
spurned  the  stick. 

The  Reagan  Administration  pursued  the 
policy  of  nuclear  appeasement  with  new  in- 
tensity. When  India  needed  a  second  load  of 
uranium,  the  Administration  arranged  to 
have  France  be  the  supplier,  rather  than 
seek  a  waiver  from  Congress  to  have  the 
United  States  provide  it. 

Spare  parts  to  fix  the  leak  in  the  Tarapur 
reactors  should  have  been  conditioned  on 
Indias  agreeing  to  full-scope  inspection.  In- 
stead, the  Administration  plans  to  provide 
the  parts  without  strings,  either  from  shut- 
down reactors  in  Europe  or  directly.  That"s 
triple  folly. 

First,  the  Tarapur  reactors  could  not  now 
be  licensed  to  operate  in  the  United  States. 
On  safety  grounds  alone  the  Indians  should 
be  helped  to  shut  them  down,  not  keep 
them  running. 

Second,  running  Tarapur  allows  India  to 
accumulate  more  spent  fuel  and  increase  its 
leverage. 

Third,  for  the  United  States  so  to  reward 
a  violator  of  contracts  would  puncture  the 
hope  of  holding  the  line  against  other  coun- 
tries eager  to  acquire  nuclear  weaponry. 

The  Administration  vows  to  prevent  the 
proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons,  but  its 
malleability  only  encourages  the  pressures 
to  which  it  has  just  yielded.  Mr.  Shullzs  ap- 
peasement has  bought  not  gratitude  but  a 
new  flurry  of  contemptuous  threaU.  The 
chairman  of  Indias  Atomic  Energy  Commis- 
sion last  week  announced  he  might  have  to 
start  reprocessing  the  spent  fuel  because 
the  reactors"  storage  pools  are  full. 

Unswerving  efforts  to  make  India  accept 
fullscope  inspection  would  at  least  com- 
mand respect.  At  best,  they  would  help  save 


India  and  Pakistan  from  a  mad  pursuit,  and 
the  world  from  its  perils.* 


PROTECTION  FOR  THE  THREE 
SISTERS  WILDERNESS 

HON.  LES  AuCOIN 

OF  OREGON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  report  that  the  long  contro- 
versy over  pumice  mining  in  Oregon's 
Three  Sisters  Wilderness  Area  has 
come  to  an  end.  For  over  20  years, 
mining  claims  have  been  held  in  the 
Rock  Mesa  area  of  the  magnificent 
Three  Sisters  Wilderness.  Legislation 
was  introduced  12  years  ago  to  resolve 
this  issue— unfortunately,  without  suc- 
cess. 

In  September  of  1981.  670  acres  of 
the  existing  1.460  acres  of  claims  were 
declared  valid  by  an  administrative 
law  judge.  This  decision  meant  that 
pumice  mining  could  take  place  in  the 
heart  of  one  of  this  Nation's  most 
beautiful  wilderness  areas. 

I  have  known  this  magnificent  wild 
area  since  my  boyhood  in  central 
Oregon  and  I  love  it  as  all  Oregonians 
do  who  love  our  great  wildlands.  But 
Rock  Mesa  is  special.  Covering  more 
than  2  square  miles,  it  is  a  geologic 
rarity,  a  pile  of  barren  molten  rock  in 
the  midst  of  Oregon's  Cascade  Range. 
The  area  surrounding  Rock  Mesa  is 
the  home  for  deer,  elk.  cougar,  bobcat, 
coyote,  and  other  wildlife. 

When  the  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Interior  met  to  write 
the  Interior  appropriations  bill  for  the 
current  fiscal  year,  I  proposed  that  $2 
million  be  set  aside  for  the  acquisition 
of  these  mining  claims  that  threat- 
ened the  core  of  the  Three  Sisters  Wil- 
derness, Two  earlier  appraisals  had 
found  that  the  claims  were  worth  be- 
tween $4.5  million  and  $6.5  million. 
The  subcommittee  agreed  with  me 
that  the  Three  Sisters  Wilderness  was 
too  precious  for  any  mining  to  be  al- 
lowed. And  they  agreed  with  me  that 
the  cost,  at  least  $2  million  less  than  a 
previous  appraisal,  was  well  within  ac- 
ceptable spending  limits.  The  commit- 
tee agreed  to  my  request,  the  bill  was 
passed  by  Congress  and  now  the  final 
steps  have  been  taken  to  preserve  the 
sanctity  of  Rock  Mesa. 

To  have  allowed  the  mining  of  Rock 
Mesa  to  take  place  would  have  result- 
ed in  the  degradation  of  the  Three  Sis- 
ters Wilderness  and  would  have  violat- 
ed the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter,  of  the 
1964  Wilderness  Act. 

All  parties  involved  in  resolving  this 
two  decade-old  conflict  deserve  credit 
for  saving  this  remarkable  and  unique 
area,  and  I  am  pleased  to  have  been 
able  to  assist. 

Holly  Jones,  vice  chairman  of  the 
Oregon  chapter  of  the  Sierra  club, 
said  it  best  when  he  remarked  that  the 
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action  taken  "culminates  20  years  of 
persistence  and  dedication  by  con- 
cerned conservationists  to  have  final 
protection  for  the  Three  Sisters  Wil- 
derness."* 


CENTRAL  ORGAN  DONOR 
CLEARINGHOUSE 


HON.  DAN  MARRIOTT 

OF  UTAH 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  MARRIOTT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  oversight  hearings  by  the 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  on 
Friday.  July  29.  I  testified  on  the  need 
for  the  establishment  of  a  central 
organ  donor  clearinghouse. 

My  recommendation  is  prompted  by 
the  increasing  difficulty  of  thousand 
of  persons  needing,  yet  unable  to  find, 
organs  to  sustain  their  lives. 

An  effective  system  needs  to  be  es- 
tablished to  better  facilitate  people  in 
need.  I  believe  that  a  partnership  must 
be  formed  between  Government  and 
hospitals  to  get  a  central  organ  donor 
center  established.  Once  it  is  estab- 
lished, the  responsibility  of  its  oper- 
ation should  be  transferred  to  the  pri- 
vate sector. 

As  I  know  that  many  of  my  col- 
leagues share  my  concern  in  this  area. 
I  would  like  to  submit  my  testimony  in 
the  Congressional  Record  and  recom- 
mend it  to  those  who  believe  we  must 
find  a  suitable  organ  donation  referral 
system  to  keep  pace  with  our  advanc- 
ing medical  technologies  and  our  abili- 
ty now  to  save  lives  that  would  have, 
years  ago,  been  lost. 

Testimony  of  Hon.  Dan  Marriott 

Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  appear  before  the  committee 
today  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  thousands 
of  persons  seeking  organ  donations  in  order 
that  they  may  lead  fruitful,  productive 
lives.  It  is  on  their  behalf  that  I  thank  you 
for  holding  these  hearings  today. 

In  particular.  I  wanted  to  appear  on 
behalf  of  young  Clayton  Conger,  of  Rock 
Springs,  Wyo..  A  4-year-old  hospitalized  last 
week  at  the  Universi*y  of  Utah  Medical 
Center.  Fortunately,  Clayton  is  one  of  the 
lucky  ones.  He  is  the  recipient  of  a  liver  do- 
nation and  is  now  recovering  from  his  oper- 
ation performed  just  Wednesday.  July  27.  I 
know  that  everyone  in  this  room  today, 
those  of  us  who  really  care,  and  the  millions 
of  Americans  pulling  for  Clayton  and  the 
other  liver  transplant  patients,  wish  them  a 
speedy  recovery. 

But  this  week  made  it  even  more  evident 
that  it  is  still  time  that  we  focus  our  atten- 
tion on  the  plight  of  those  still  waiting  for 
organ  donations. 

The  bottom  line  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that 
our  system  of  organ  transplant  is  growing- 
growing  every  day.  As  medical  technology 
advances,  the  remarkable  organ  transplant 
operations  are  becoming  very  successful  and 
more  numerous. 

But  while  the  medical  and  scientific  com- 
munities have  developed  their  techniques,  it 
is  apparent  that  the  systematic  organization 
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of  a  "donor  bank"  is  trailing  far  behind 
technologies. 

Waiting  for  organ  donations  are  thou- 
sands of  individuals,  who.  without  the 
access  to  media  publicity,  do  not  have  easy 
access  to  available  organs  for  donation. 

There  are  several  problems  confronting 
these  patients  today,  and  I  would  like  to 
touch  upon  each  one  briefly. 

First,  as  I  am  sure  you  know,  the  donor 
awamess  program  is  very  poor.  Even  medi- 
cal technicians  working  in  hospital  emer- 
gency rooms  across  the  United  States  are 
not  pushing  the  need  for  vital  organ  dona- 
tions. I  am  pleased  that  Representative 
Morrison  of  Washington  has  initiated 
"Organ  Donor  Awamess  Week"  and  feel 
that  this  is  a  vital  step  toward  the  availabil- 
ity of  organs  for  transplant.  It  is  essential 
that  the  medical  community  make  each  and 
every  American  aware  of  the  life  he  can 
save  when  he  or  one  of  his  loved  ones  meets 
an  untimely  death.  No  one  individual,  in  his 
period  of  grief,  remembers  that  his  relative 
may  spare  the  death  of  another  living  being 
in  a  State  geographically  apart  from  his.  I 
clearly  remember  seeing  one  television  docu- 
mentary of  a  mother  whose  daughter  was 
killed  in  a  motorcycle  accident,  and  who 
agreed  to  have  her  daughter's  kidney  trans- 
planted to  save  a  critically  ill  individual.  She 
visited  that  individual  not  too  long  after  the 
death  of  her  daughter,  and  felt  a  sense  of 
relief  knowing  that  in  dying,  her  daughter 
was  able  to  give  something  of  herself  to  an- 
other life.  This  publicity  must  be  fostered. 
It  is  not  that  people  don't  want  to  donate: 
they  aren't  aware  of  the  need,  nor  are  they 
tactfully  reminded  of  the  need  at  the  time 
of  an  accident  and/or  death.  This  is  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  medical  community. 
They  must,  perhaps  with  our  assistance,  get 
an  "on-line"  awareness  program,  not  unlike 
the  National  Red  Cross  blood  banks.  In  this 
regard.  I  look  forward  to  the  enactment  of 
Organ  Donor  Awareness  Week.  Unless 
organs  are  available,  successful  medical 
technologies  are  worthless. 

The  second  problem  facing  individuals  in 
need  of  transplants  are  the  costs  of  these 
operations.  We  have  witnessed  many  heart- 
rendering  stories  of  communities  that  have 
held  rallies  to  raise  the  funds  for  upcoming 
operations.  I  applaud  their  efforts.  But.  as 
technologies  advance  and  these  transplants 
become  more  numerous,  something  has  to 
be  done.  Otherwise,  it  will  be  those  who  can 
afford  the  organ  transplant  operations,  who 
will  be  the  ones  who  can  afford  to  live.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  not  democracy. 

The  cost  of  a  heart-lung  transplant  at 
Stanford  University  Medical  Center  is  an  es- 
timated $150,000.  I  understand  that  $80,000 
of  that  must  be  'paid  in  advance."'  This  is  a 
critical  question,  Mr.  Chairman— '"who 
pays?"" 

The  third  problem  facing  individuals  in 
need  of  transplants  is  the  lack  of  coordina- 
tion between  donors  and  recipients.  It  is  ba- 
sically a  frightful  mess.  Management  has 
certainly  not  kept  up  with  technology. 

What  we  have.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  hit-or- 
miss  program  based  on  luck.  Without  media 
publicity,  a  transplant  patient  must  wait  for 
his  local  transplant  center  to  notify  him  of 
an  available  donation.  In  turn,  the  trans- 
plant center  must  compete  with  other  facili- 
ties throughout  the  United  States  to  secure 
that  necessary  and  vital  organ  donation. 

This  is  indeed  an  inequitable  situation- 
one  that  can  be  remedied. 

There  are  some  30,000  Americans  whose 
sight  has  been  severely  impaired  by  corneal 
disease  or  injury.  That  sight  can  be  restored 
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by  means  of  a  corneal  transplant  oper 
aiion-an  operation  that  can  only  be  done 
following  the  donation  at  death  of  a  human 
cornea.  In  addition  to  these  number  of 
people  who  could  have  their  sight  restored 
by  donor  tissue,  tremendous  contribution 
can  be  made  m  the  field  of  research. 

There  is  an  Eye  Bank  Association  of 
America  in  Houston,  Tex  It  is  in  the  proc 
ess  of  setting  up  a  computerized  system  for 
eye  donation  referraLs  at  Emory  University 
in  Atlanta.  I  applaud  their  efforts.  There 
are  currently  23  eye  banks  in  the  country 
There  is  one  at  the  University  of  Utah  in 
Salt  Lake  City.  But  these  banks  do  not  have 
the  dollars  to  hook  up  to  the  system. 

At  the  University  of  Utah,  alone,  there  are 
now  50  people  awaiting  corneas,  and  the 
only  way  of  securing  one  is  to  call  the  other 
22  eye  banks  and  hope  for  a  hlt-or-miss  op 
portunity. 

This  is  the  closest  central  clearinghouse 
system  that  has  been  developed  in  the 
United  States  for  donated  organs.  The  rest 
of  the  story  goes  downhill. 

There  are  many  organ  transplant  centers. 
The  University  of  Utah  is  the  site  of  the 
Inlermountain  Transplant  Center  for  Kid^ 
neys  While  officials  there  hope  to  expand 
and  can  foresee  transplants  in  the  future  of 
heart/lungs,  livers,  pancreas,  etc..  persons  in 
this  region  must  rely  on  one  of  the  other 
transplant  centers  for  these  types  of  organs. 
There  is  another  organ  transplant  net 
work  started  in  Richmond.  Va  This  is  called 
the  United  Network  for  Organ  Sharing.  But 
right  now.  they  are  established  only  for 
kidney  referrals 

There  are  no  other  central  clearinghouses 
for  any  other  organs! 

Yes  there  are  three  liver  transplant  cen- 
ters-in  Pennsylvania.  Nashville,  and  at  the 
University  of  Minnesota.  These  centers  are 
the  ones  that  compete  for  organ  donations 
As  more  and  more  hospitals  throughout  the 
country  become  efficient  in  liver  transplant 
operations,  more  and  more  institutions  will 
be  competing  for  the  limited  number  of 
organ  donations.  As  technology  advances, 
the  demand  will  only  increase. 
The  solution? 

Mr  Chairman,  we  must  build  a  central  re- 
ferral center.  We  must  have  a  professional 
system  of  evaluating  how  organs  can  best  be 
utilized.  It  must  be  computerized  and  every 
transplant  center  and  hospital  in  the  United 
States  must  be  able  to  plug  into  it.  As  the 
system  will  already  have  on  file  a  list  of 
organ  needs,  when  a  donation  is  made,  the 
institute  can  immediately  contact  the 
system  and  non-bias  referrals  can  be  made, 
based  on  a  qualified  match  between  donor 
and  recipient.  This  referral  center,  or  clear- 
inghouse, not  tne  transplant  centers,  will 
become  the  means  for  determining  the 
supply /demand  question. 

This  is  the  solution.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it 
should  be  a  high  priority  for  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress to  address.  ,j  w  . 
What  I  advocate  is  that  there  should  be  a 
partnership  between  Government  and  has 
pitals  to  get  the  central  organ  donor  center 
established.  Once  it  is  established,  the  re- 
sponsibility of  its  operation  should  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  private  sector. 

I  will  work  with  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
the  members  of  your  committee  and  the 
members  of  the  Science  and  Technology 
Committee.  Chairman  Albert  Gore,  and  the 
Surgeon  General  of  the  United  States.  Dr. 
Koop.  We  all  realize  the  need  for  prompt 
action.  „^  . 

Today  U  a  first  step.  But.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  a  great  step  and  a  vital  one  in  meeting 
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the  needs  of  our  expanding  medical  technol- 
ogy and  a  giant  step  in  saving  lives. 
Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman.* 


BELLEVUE  CELEBRATES  ITS 
SESQUICENTENNIAL 

HON.  HOWARD  WOLPE 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
m  Mr  WOLPE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
pay  special  tribute  to  the  Bellevue 
area  of  Eaton  County.  Mich.,  at  the 
time  of  the  sesquicentennial  of  its  set- 
tlement. The  territory's  name  evolved 
from  descriptions  in  early  history  of 
the  area  which  consistently  referred 
to  the  heavy  timberland  as  a  beauti- 
ful view."  The  name.  Bellevue.  re- 
mains an  apt  description  of  this  beau- 
tiful rural  area. 

Since  1833.  when  it  was  the  first  ter- 
ritory settled  in  Eaton  County  by  Cap- 
tain Reuben  and  Judith  Fitzgerald. 
Bellevue  has  been  honored  with  sever- 
al important  county  firsts.  The  first 
Eaton  County  school  was  built  in 
Bellevue  in  1833.  Bellevue  was  the 
first  Eaton  County  seat:  Bellevue  was 
the  site  of  the  county's  first  organized 
church  service:  and  it  was  in  Bellevue 
that  the  first  circuit  court  term  was 

held. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues  would  be 
inspired  by  the  courage  demonstrated 
repeatedly  by  the  residents  of  Belle- 
vue in  their  response  to  disasters  that 
have  beset   the   town-whether  it   be 
the  two  cyclones  that  swept  the  area 
in  the  early   1880's  or  the  numerous 
fires  that  destroyed  large  portions  of 
the   business   district,    in   subsequent 
years.  In  every  instance.  Bellevue  resi- 
dents have  come  to  the  assistance  of 
neighbors,  family,  and  friends  in  time 
of   need.   Even   today.   Bellevue    is   a 
place  whose   residents   have   retained 
their  sense  of  community   and  their 
concern    for    others.    The    people    of 
Bellevue  know  that  they  live  in  a  very 
special  place.  I  am  honored  to  repre- 
sent  the  Bellevue  area  and  to  work 
with  constituents  who  use  the  celebra- 
tion of  their  history  as  a  means  of 
committing  themselves  to  the  future 
of  their  community.* 


INTRODUCTION  OF  CANAL 
SAFETY  BILL 

HON.  MANUEL  LUJAN,  JR. 


or  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
m  Mr  LUJAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  tragic 
drowning  of  4-year-old  Michael 
Chavez  recently  in  an  irrigation  canal 
in  Albuquerque  has  grimly  highlight- 
ed for  us  once  again  the  need  for 
action.  This  is  a  federally  built  canal 
that  is  a  menace  to  both  children  and 


adults:  and  there  are  federally  built 
canals  in  each  of  the  17  reclamation 
States  that  are  claiming  an  ever-in- 
creasing number  of  lives  each  year. 

Since  1967  there  have  been  about 
950  drowning  deaths  in  these  canals. 
Every  summer  brings  new  tragedies, 
and  virtually  every  Member  from 
those  17  Western  States  is  under  pres- 
sure to  "do  something"  to  prevent  fur- 
ther drownings. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  cre- 
ates a  long-needed  mechanism  for 
making  safe  the  most  hazardous 
stretches  of  these  canals  and  for  pre- 
venting other  stretches  from  becoming 
hazardous.  .  .    .v. 

The  problem  does  not  lie  with  the 
canals  themselves.  They  are  no  more 
unsafe  than  they  were  when  they  were 
built.  The  problem  lies  with  their  loca- 
tion. When  they  were  built,  they  were 
in  farming  country,  and  farm  kids  are 
taught  to  avoid  the  canals.  But  whole 
cities  have  grown  up  around  the  canals 
over  the  past   few  decades  as  urban 
sprawl    moved    from    East    to    West. 
Former  farm  lands,  annexed  to  munic- 
ipal jurisdictions,  have  been  zoned  res- 
idential, developed  with  housing,  and 
are  now  crowded  with  families  whose 
kids  see  the  canals  as  an  attractive 
place  to  play,  swim  and  fish.  Through 
no  fault  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
or  the  farmers,  the  formerly  harmless 
water     channels     become     potential 
death  traps  for  the  urban  unwary. 

Obviouslv.  the  urbanized  portions  of 
the  canals  need  to  be:  First,  fenced; 
second,  converted  from  open  ditch  to 
buried  pipeline,  or  third  abandoned 
and  filled. 

Wc-ii.  one  might  ask,  if  the  dangers 
are  recognized  and  the  solutions  are 
known,  what  is  the  problem?  Why  do 
we  need  a  bill?  The  answer  to  that 
question  can  best  be  made  by  explain- 
ing how  the  bill  has  developed  over 
the  past  10  or  12  years. 

Shortly  after  I  came  to  the  House  in 
1969  a  summer  drowning  in  the  Albu 
querque  Canal  brought  a  call  for  some 
kind  of  action.  I  asked  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  for  a  full  report  and  for 
their  recommendations. 

In  August  of  1970.  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  Walter  Hickel  presented  me 
with  an  inch-thick  document  prepared 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  which 
described  the  entire  1.000-mile  net 
work  of  canals,  laterals,  and  drains  in 
the  Middle  Rio  Grande  Conservancy 
District,  the  number  of  deaths  that 
had  occurred  in  each  section  of  the 
district,  the  proposed  safety  features 
and  their  costs,  and  a  number  of  rec- 
ommendations and  conclusions. 

It  was  a  very  thorough,  professional- 
ly done  piece  of  work,  and  it  had  only 
one  fatal  flaw:  The  recommended  con- 
struction work  carried  a  1969  price  tag 
of  $16.5  million  and  the  Middle  Rio 
Grande  Conservancy  District  had  al- 
ready asked  for  a  deferment  of  its  reg- 
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ular  payments  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment so  it  could  correct  a  serious  sedi- 
ment problem.  There  was  no  way  it 
could  come  up  with  $16.5  million. 

Neither  the  city  of  Albuquerque  nor 
Bernalillo  County  was  willing  at  that 
time  to  assume  financial  responsibility 
for  modifying  or  fencing  canals  which 
it  did  not  own.  The  State  of  New- 
Mexico  said  it  was  a  local  problem,  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  of  course, 
could  expend  no  funds  without  con- 
gressional authorization. 

As  time  went  by.  I  and  other  mem- 
bers of  the  New  Mexico  delegation 
met  with  city,  county,  and  State  offi- 
cials and  with  officers  of  the  conser- 
vancy district,  trying  to  achieve  a  con- 
sensus as  to  how  we  could  all  cooper- 
ate to  get  something  done. 

We  finally  achieved  an  agreement 
between  city.  State,  and  county  offi- 
cials that  they  would  support  50  per- 
cent payment  of  the  costs  by  local  en- 
tities if  the  Federal  Government, 
which  at  that  time  operated  the 
canals,  would  pay  the  other  half. 

Responding  to  this  agreement,  the 
New  Mexico  delegation  decided  on  a 
50-50  cost-sharing  bill  which  was  in- 
troduced in  1972  by  the  late  Senator 
Clinton  P.  Anderson.  That  bill  (S. 
3472)  called  for  the  fencing  or  conver- 
sion to  underground  conduit  of  any 
hazardous  open  canal  or  drain  where 
the  local  entities  were  willing  to  pay 
half  the  cost.  The  bill  was  opposed  by 
the  Nixon  administration  and  went  no- 
where after  a  single  hearing. 

Shortly  thereafter,  in  1975.  the  Gov- 
ernment turned  the  operation  of  the 
canal  system  over  to  the  conservancy 
district,  thus  weakening  the  local  ar- 
gument that  the  Government,  as 
builder-operator  of  the  system,  shared 
responsibility  for  its  public  safety. 

Drownings  continued,  and  by  1978 
there  was  again  strong  local  sentiment 
for  action,  but  this  time  supported 
with  money.  The  State  board  of  fi- 
nance authorized  a  grant  of  $100,000 
to  the  city  and  county,  provided  the 
city  and  county  match  it  with  a  like 
sum.  The  idea  was  to  provide  a  sizable 
local  matching  fund  as  an  inducement 
for  Federal  cost  sharing. 

With  that  demonstration  of  support 
from  home.  I  introduced  a  bill  in  June 
of  1978  calling  for  a  reduced  (20  per- 
cent) Federal  share  of  the  cost.  But 
when  that  bill  was  referred  to  the  In- 
terior Committee  I  was  informed  that 
the  Carter  administration  strongly  op- 
posed it,  and  the  bill  was  not  reported. 

The  tragedy  is  that  while  public  offi- 
cials at  all  levels  of  government  have 
argued   over   the  share   of  costs,   the 
drowning  deaths  have  continued  at  a . 
higher  pace,  year  by  year. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today 
takes  the  initiative  for  action  by  recog- 
nizing that  the  only  entities  who 
should  pay  for  safety  work  on  the 
canals  are  those  who  receive  benefits 
from  the  canals,  and  that  once  those 
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entities  are  identified  they  should  pay 
the  same  proportion  of  the  costs  that 
they  share  in  benefits.  This  includes 
the  Federal  Government,  so  there 
would  be  no  Federal  share  of  the  cost 
unless  there  is  a  recognized,  definable 
Federal  benefit  that  justifies  it. 

Briefly,  the  bill  authorizes  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  make  studies, 
at  the  request  of  a  local  community,  to 
determine  how  best  to  eliminate  or 
reduce  the  safety  hazards  of  canals. 
The  study  would  identify  the  benefici- 
aries of  the  project  and  would  assign 
benefit  percentages  to  each  benefici- 
ary, including  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment where  applicable.  The  costs 
would  be  apportioned  in  the  same  per- 
centages and  the  local  beneficiaries 
would  then  decide  if  they  want  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  project. 

If  they  decide  to  go  ahead,  the  bill 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  enter  into 
contracts  with  the  principle  benefici- 
aries to  repay  their  share  of  the  con- 
struction charges,  with  interest,  over  a 
period  not  to  exceed  30  years. 

Another  requirement  on  the  local 
sponsors  is  that  the  city  and  county 
within  which  the  canals  are  located 
must  have  enacted  ordinances  requir- 
ing fencing  or  undergrounding  of  the 
canals  to  have  been  accomplished  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  granting  of 
residential  zoning  on  adjacent  land. 
They  must  also  require  new*  subdivi- 
sions in  irrigated  areas  to  place  open 
ditches  in  pipe  or  install  fencing. 

I  want  to  stress.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
this  bill  addresses  a  problem  that  is 
not  unique  to  New  Mexico.  It  is 
common  to  all  Western  States.  In  fact, 
of  the  950  deaths  over  the  past  16 
years.  California  leads  with  more  than 
300.  Arizona  is  next  with  about  150, 
followed  by  New  Mexico,  Texas,  Wash- 
ington and  all  other  reclamation 
States  except  Kansas  and  North 
Dakota. 

It  is  a  problem  we  must  take  care  of 
now.  and  this  bill  is  the  fair  and 
proper  way  to  get  the  job  done.  Thank 
you. 

H.R.   3761 
A  bill  to  reduce  public  safety  hazards  on 

federally-built  canals,  laterals  and  drains. 

and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

Section  1.  (a)  At  the  request  of  an  operat- 
ing water-user  entity,  municipality,  county 
or  state,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au- 
thorized to  perform  studies  of  hazardous 
canals,  laterals  or  drains  to  determine  meth- 
ods and  costs  of  eliminating  or  significantly 
reducing  the  hazards;  Provided.  That  the  in- 
stallation to  be  studied  is  a  part  of  a  federal 
reclamation  project. 

<b)  Such  studies  shall  identify  the  public 
and  private  beneficiaries  of  the  installation 
and  shall  apportion  to  each  beneficiary  the 
percentage  of  benefits  found  by  the  Secre- 
tary to  be  appropriate. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  con- 
struct whatever  modifications  or  additions 
are  found  to  be  needed  and  feasible  to  elimi- 
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nate  or  significantly  reduce  the  safety 
hazard.  Such  construction  may  include,  but 
is  not  limited  to.  the  conversion  of  open 
channels  to  closed  conduits  or  the  installa- 
tion of  safety  fencing:  Provided.  That  no 
federal  funds  shall  be  expended  for  con- 
struction until  all  of  the  following  condi- 
tions shall  have  been  met: 

(a)  The  canal,  lateral  or  drain  must  be  a 
part  of  a  federal  reclamation  project; 

(b)  The  Secretary  has  negotiated  a  con- 
tract with  the  principle  beneficiaries  provid- 
ing for  payment  of  all  reimburseable  costs 
of  construction.  Such  costs  shall  tie  allocat- 
ed to  the  beneficiaries  by  the  Secretary  in 
reasonable  conformity  with  the  allocation 
of  benefits.  Costs  allocated  to  the  United 
States  shall  be  nonreimburseable. 

(c)  Municipal  and  county  governments 
within  whose  jurisdiction  the  hazardous 
canal,  lateral  or  drain  is  located  shall  have 
enacted  ordinances  requiring: 

( 1 )  The  conversion  to  underground  con- 
duit or  the  installation  of  safety  fencing  or 
abandonment  of  the  canal,  lateral  or  drain 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  any  form  of  resi- 
dential zoning  or  residential  rezoning  of 
land  adjacent  to  the  channel:  and 

(2)  In  the  case  of  such  land  that  had  been 
zoned  residential  prior  to  the  passage  of 
such  ordinance,  construction  of  safety  fenc- 
ing by  subdividers  on  their  property  prior  to 
the  completion  of  the  initial  segment  of 
their  developments  where  that  property 
abuts  the  channel. 

Sec.  3.  Repayment  contracts  negotiated 
under  authority  of  the  above  Section  2(b) 
shall  include  interest  accruing  from  the 
date  of  completion  of  construction  and  cal- 
culated as  the  rate  equal  to  the  annual 
yields  on  interst-bearing  marketable  securi- 
ties of  the  longest  term  sold  by  the  United 
States  at  the  time  the  repayment  contract  is 
entered  into.  The  term  of  such  contracts 
shall  be  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  thirty 
years. 

Sec,  4,  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  to  exceed  $1  million  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  Section  1  of  this 
Act.  and  not  to  exceed  $100  million  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  Section  2.« 
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•  Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently 
this  body  devoted  considerable  atten- 
tion to  a  review  of  the  administration's 
Central  American  policy.  After 
lengthy  debate,  the  House  properly  re- 
jected covert  aid  against  Nicaragua  as 
shortsighted  and  contrary  to  long- 
term  U.S.  interests. 

The  administration's  Central  Ameri- 
can policy  underlines  an  intrinsic 
problem  in  our  foreign  policy.  All  too 
often,  our  government,  whether 
Democratic  or  Republican,  has  fol- 
lowed a  short-term  policy  without  rec- 
ognizing long-term  implications.  Our 
blind  support  for  today's  friendly  dic- 
tatorships has  often  led  to  confronta- 
tion with  successor  governments. 
Whether  it  is  the  Shah  in  Iran  or 
Somoza  in  Nicaragua,  our  policy  deter- 
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minations  have  been  blinded.  We  have 
looked  at  immediate  gains  while  ignor- 
ing legitimate  complaints  and  voices 
for  change. 

As  we  review  our  current  Central 
American  policy,  it  is  important  to 
look  beyond  today  and  to  develop  a 
policy  that  considers  all  relevant  inter- 
ests. ^  . 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  bring  to 
my    colleagues'    attention    an    article 
w  lich  appeared  in  the  Christian  Sci- 
ence Monitor.  This  article,  written  by 
the  director  of  the  University  of  Min- 
nesota's Hubert   H.   Humphrey   Insti- 
tute of  Public  Affairs.  Harlan  Cleve- 
land, provides  an  excellent  analysis  of 
our    foreign    policy    shortcomings    as 
well  as  positive  steps  which  Congress 
and  the  administration  can  take. 
[Prom  the  Christian  Science  Monitor.  July 
27.  19831 
Getting  Along  With  the  -Next 
Government  ■ 
(By  Harlan  Cleveland) 
All  peoples,   however  well  or  badly  gov- 
erned,   are    presently    or    potentially    our 
friends.  But  no  government  can  expect  to  be 
our  overriding  friend.  It  is  as  true  now  as 
when  Talleyrand  said  it  that  nations  do  not 
have  permanent  friends,  they  just  have  per- 
manent interests. 

Our  judgment,  in  each  particular  case, 
should  t>e  heavily  weighted  in  favor  of  the 
long-run  relationship  between  the  American 
people  and  the  peoples  of  the  other  country 
or  countries  involved.  That  purpose  is 
seldom  served  by  the  effusive  nonsense 
which  so  often  characterizes  the  personal- 
ized diplomacy  of  summit  meetings.  This  is 
not  a  partisan  comment;  It  applies  as  well  to 
President  Carters  short-lived  prediction  of 
the  Shahs  lonsevify  as  to  Vice-President 
Bushs  euphoric  toast  to  President  Marcos. 
••We  love  your  adherence  to  democratic 
principles  and  to  the  democratic  process." 

Everywhere,  the  status  quo  is  on  the  way 
out.  In  a  volatile  and  turbulent  world,  half  a 
hundred  governmenU  are  likely  to  change 
next  year,  and  the  year  after  that— some- 
times by  constitutional  but  more  often  by 
extraconstitutional  process.  Diplomacy  is 
mostly  the  art  of  getting  along  with  the  sit- 
ting government.  But  in  so  dynamic  a  politi- 
cal environment,  the  American  people  have 
at  least  an  equal  interest  in  getting  along 
with  the  next  government,  and  the  one 
after  that. 

What  our  government  says  and  does,  how 
and  when  we  compromise  our  stated  princi- 
ples < human  rights,  free  enterprise,  basic 
human  needs,  opposition  to  communism  or 
apartheid  or  trade  barriers),  should  be  said 
and  done  with  an  eye  to  the  effect  on  those 
future  relationships.  If.  to  select  an  example 
not  wholly  at  random,  we  encourage  a  sit- 
ting government  to  drag  its  feet  on  land 
reform,  we  can  hardly  expect  cooperation 
on  strategic  issues  from  the  land  reformers 
who  may  take  over  next. 

We  have  not  been  skillful  at  mastermind- 
ing or  even  forecasting  political  transition  in 
other  societies.  But  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment can  at  least  position  itself  so  as  not 
to  make  the  unseating  of  each  sitting  gov 
emment  a  defeat  for  the  American  people. 

In  reaching  out  to  next  governments' 
around  the  world,  the  U.S.  has  the  enor- 
mous advantage  of  its  credible  pluralism. 
With  marginal  exceptions  U.S.  business 
people,  trade  union  leaders,  farmers,  scien- 
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tists.  engineers,  professors.  journalisU.  and 
especially  students  and  other  young  people, 
can  travel  the  world  without  being  taken  for 
agents  of  their  government,  whatever  iU  po- 
litical complexion. 

By  the  same  token,  we  welcome  here  each 
year  many  thousands  of  key  people-leaders 
and  leaders-to-be-from  nearly  every  coun- 
try on  earth.  Many  of  them  spend  some 
time  most  of  their  time  getting  to  know 
Americans  from  every  walk  of  life,  every 
sector  of  society,  every  shade  of  opinion. 

This  •getting  to  know  you"  experience 
should  be  considered  a  major  part  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy.  It  does  not  guarantee  politi- 
cal support  by  our  visitors,  or  those  we  visit, 
of  whatever  a  U.S.  government  may  tempo- 
rarily emit  as  policy  "  But  a  healthy  flow 
of  Americans  overseas,  and  a  comparable 
flow  to  the  U.S.  of  leaders  and  potential 
leaders  from  other  countries,  guarantees 
that  -next  governments'  around  the  world 
will  contain  some  people  who  understand 
that  American  governance  may  be  messy 
but  is  not  really  messianic,  and  that  demo- 
cratic pluralism  and  nonviolent  transitions 
of  power  are  practical  propositions  even  in  a 
continental  society. 

It  may  be  that  the  votes  our  senators  and 
representatives  cast  each  year  on  education- 
al exchange  programs  are  the  most  impor- 
tant—and the  most  cost-effective— policy 
they  are  privileged  to  make  about  interna- 
tional peace.* 
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•  Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ad- 
ministrations  economic  policies  con- 
tinue to  impose  hardship  on  millions 
of  Americans.  Most  of  the  road  to  full 
economic  health  still  lies  ahead.  Un- 
employment has  edged  down  only 
grudgingly,  and  still  stands  at  a  full  10 
percent  nationwide.  Millions  of  Ameri- 
cans continue  to  want  for  work. 

American  working  women  confront 
additional  adversity  from  discrimina- 
tory wage  and  employment  policies. 
For  every  dollar  a  man  earns,  a  woman 
earns  only  59  cents,  5  cents  less  than  a 
generation  ago.  "Women  continue  to 
face  significant  employment  barriers, 
including  occupational  segregation, 
wage  inequities,  and  discriminatory  ex- 
clusion from  high-wage  jobs."  says 
U.S.  Civil  Rights  Commissioner  Mary 
Prances  Berry.  The  absence  of  an 
Equal  Rights  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution means  that  women  will  con- 
tinue to  face  economic  discrimination 
from  many  fronts  left  untouched  by 
weak  or  nonexistent  statutory  laws. 

Gender  discrimination  on  the  job.  in 
pension  rights,  property  settlements, 
and  other  areas  is  depriving  an  in- 
creasing number  of  women  of  any  eco- 
nomic security.  Straight-line  projec- 
tions of  current  trends  suggest  that, 
by  the  year  2000.  almost  all  the  U.S. 
poor  will  be  female— primarily  single 
mothers  and  elderly  widows.  Adminis- 


tration cutbacks  in  benefits  going  to 
poor  women,  including  reductions  in 
AFDC.  child  care  support,  and  medic- 
aid, further  aggravates  the  poverty 
that  characterizes  the  lives  of  so  many 
women  today. 

An  article  in  the  Record,  from 
Bergen.  N.J..  further  examines  the 
special  burdens  the  administrations 
economic  policies  are  imposing  on  New 
Jersey's  low-income  women.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  submit  the  following  article 
for  my  colleagues'  review. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  Record.  July  26.  19831 

Women  in  Need;  The  Feminine  Side  of 
Poverty 

(By  Elaine  D'Aurizio) 
Women  have  finally  arrived.  The  head- 
lines keep  affirming  it.  Women  are  winning 
seats  in  the  cabinet  and  on  the  Supreme 
Court,  soaring  into  outer  space,  and  bound- 
ing up  the  corporate  ladder. 

Or  consider  the  image  of  todays  woman 
in  TV  commercials.  Instead  of  battling  ring 
around  the  collar,  she's  showing  off  her  new 
sports  car  or  singing  the  praises  of  her  new 
charge  card.  Impervious  to  aging,  she  looks 
terrific  as  she  manages  a  challenging  career 
and  raises  model  children— all  the  while 
adored  by  a  proud  and  supportive  husband. 
Try  telling  Louise  Adler  that's  the  way  it 
is.  The  Garfield  resident  is  struggling  to 
raise  a  13-year-old  son  and  an  8-year-old 
daughter  on  $9,932  a  year— her  take  home 
pay  as  a  legal  secretary. 

What  hurts  most  is  not  being  able  to  give 
my  son  a  few  dollars  for  a  movie,"  says  the 
34-year-old  divorced  mother.  •It's  so  hard  to 
watch  my  daughter  struggling  to  zip  up 
pants  she  has  outgrown,  and  to  know  I  can't 
afford  new  ones." 

Louise  Adler  ( her  name  has  been  changed 
at  her  request)  is  not  a  role  model  who  in- 
spires other  women  to  reach  for  the  brass 
ring.  She  represents,  perhaps,  more  of  a  re- 
ality-a  female  head  of  a  household  fighting 
for  survival. 

She  is  also  one  local  example  of  a  growing 
trend  in  America;  what  sociologist  Diana 
Pearce  calls  "the  feminization  of  poverty." 

Between  1969  and  1978,  the  number  of 
poor  families  has  changed  little,  but  their 
composition  has  shifted  dramatically.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
today  more  than  half-3.3  million-of  all 
poor  families  in  America  are  maintained  by 
women,  compared  with  36  percent  in  1969. 
Two  of  three  poor  adults  in  this  country  are 
women,  says  the  National  Advisory  Council 
on  Economic  Opportunity. 

What  constitutes  poor?  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor  criteria  vary  from  locale  to  locale, 
but  according  to  May  1983  figures,  a  typical 
ceiling  was  $9,900  for  an  urban  family  of 
four,  exclusive  of  noncash  benefits  such  as 
medical  care  and  food  stamps. 

A  swelling  divorce  rale,  job  and  wage  dis- 
crimination, and  the  lack  of  affordable  child 
care  and  housing;  All  help  perpetuate  pover- 
ty among  women  who  raise  families  alone, 
according  to  a  recent  study  by  the  U.S. 
Commission  on  Civil  Rights. 

Eighty  percent  of  divorced  women  get  cus- 
tody of  children,  and  authorities  say  they 
shoulder  most  of  the  financial  burdens.  A 
national  survey  in  1975  showed  that  only  25 
percent  of  women  eligible  for  child  support 
actually  received  it— and  a  majority  of  those 
received  less  than  $1,500  a  year. 
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Technically.  Louise  Adler  may  fall  above 
the  poverty  line,  but  try  convincing  her  of 
that.  Her  financial  situation  has  been  rough 
since  1977.  when  her  husband  told  her  he 
had  found  someone  else,  leaving  her  with 
bills  totaling  $2,400.  Other  than  the  chil- 
dren, all  that  remains  of  her  eight-year  mar- 
riage is  a  television,  a  sewing  machine,  a 
washing  machine,  a  lamp,  and  a  framed 
photo  of  her  ex-husband  in  his  Navy  blues. 
Mrs.  Adler  and  her  children  live  in  a 
cramped,  three-room.  $275-a-month  attic 
apartment.  "This  apartment  was  all  I  could 
afford,  and  no  other  landlord  wanted  my 
kids, "  explains  Mrs.  Adler,  scooping  rice 
onto  dinner  plates. 

Watching  her  put  dinner  together  on  the 
tiniest  of  counters  is  like  observing  a  juggler 
in  a  telephone  booth.  Everything  in  the 
apartment  is  fighting  for  space-small  appli- 
ances, dishes,  books,  furniture,  shoes.  The 
frayed  turquoise  chair  (a  secondhand  steal 
at  $65)  in  the  living  room  converts  into  a 
bed  for  Mrs.  Adler.  Her  daughter  and  son 
share  a  tiny  bedroom.  Most  of  the  furniture 
is  family  hand-me-downs. 

Brand-name  food  is  only  possible  when 
bought  on  sale.  "Fruit  and  vegetables  are 
out  of  the  question, "  says  Mrs.  Adler.  "My 
son  loves  salad  but  with  the  price  of  lettuce 
and  tomatoes,  I  just  cant  afford  it.  "  Even 
the  family  favorite— pastina— has  moved 
onto  the  treat  list. 

She  has  been  nursing  a  recurring  ear  in- 
fection for  five  months  because  she  can't 
afford  a  doctor's  visit.  She  keeps  her  fingers 
crossed  that  her  children  stay  healthy. 

The  last  six  years  have  toughened  her. 
With  no  money  coming  in  from  her  husband 
she  was  forced  to  enter  the  job  market  un- 
prepared. "Society  is  very  unfair  to  women. 
After  a  divorce,  they're  put  through  the 
mill,"  she  says.  "My  husband  was  very 
macho  and  wouldn't  hear  of  me  working.  I 
used  to  sneak  baby-sitting  jobs  in  for  extra 
money." 

Trying  to  restore  the  personal  confidence 
destroyed  when  her  husband  left.  Mrs. 
Adler  was  dealt  another  blow  by  potential 
employers.  "At  first,  you  feel  lost.  I  was 
really  down  on  myself.  I  felt  the  divorce  was 
my  fault,  that  I  really  wasn't  qualified  to  do 
anything. 

A  homemaker  since  she  was  18.  Mrs.  Adler 
says  she  felt  condescended  to  at  job  inter- 
views: "E^specially  men  treat  you  like  cattle, 
someone  who  cant  do  anything— even 
though  you've  balanced  a  budget,  handled 
all  the  bills,  kept  the  house  running,  and 
raised  two  children." 

She  says  her  one  break  came  in  October 
1977,  when  Bergen  County  Legal  Services 
hired  her  on  a  partial  CETA  program  for 
on-the-job  training  as  a  legal  secretary. 
Meanwhile,  she  hounded  the  probation  de- 
partment until  it  tracked  down  her  husband 
in  Indiana  and  ordered  him  to  pay  $40  a 
week  for  child  care.  'But  I'd  only  get  a 
check  about  every  three  weeks,  sometimes 
months, "  she  remembers.  She  adds  that  she 
hasn't  received  money  in  years,  and  out-oi- 
state  officials  have  turned  a  deaf  ear,  de- 
spite a  New  Jersey  court  order  requiring 
him  to  provide  support. 

Mrs.  Adler  smiles  as  she  reflects  on  her 
recent  past.  'I  used  to  think  if  Id  remarry,  I 
would  want  someone  to  lean  on, "  she  says. 
••Now  I  long  to  just  have  an  adult  to  talk  to 
when  things  go  wrong,  to  let  off  steam  with. 
The  loneliness  is  worst  at  night  after  you've 
done  a  crossword  puzzle,  after  you've  read  a 
book.  You  find  yourself  staring  at  the  ceil- 
ing and  you  cry." 
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The  poverty  rate  is  even  more  startling 
for  minority  women  and  their  families. 
More  than  half  of  all  black  families  headed 
by  women  live  below  the  poverty  line.  In  the 
last  decade,  poor  households  headed  by 
black  makes  decreased— from  630,000  to 
410,000— while  poor  families  headed  by 
black  women  rose  from  740,000  to  1.2  mil- 
lion. 

That  includes  Jona  Anderson  of  Teaneck 
and  her  five  children. 

•'If  I  can  work  out  a  way  to  keep  the 
house,  I  can  handle  anything  else,"  Mrs.  An- 
derson says,  unruffled  by  the  slamming  of 
doors  as  youngsters  parade  in  and  out  of  her 
seven-room  home.  Somebody  wants  iced  tea, 
another  needs  her  shoelace  tied.  Mrs.  An- 
derson obliges  matter-of-factly,  cooking  and 
talking  at  the  same  time. 

•My  usual  state  is  exhaustion, "  she  says, 
having  just  finished  a  full  day  as  an  ac- 
counts receivable  clerk. 

Holding  onto  the  house  will  take  some 
doing.  The  mortgage  is  $713  a  month.  Mrs. 
Anderson  earns  $200  a  week.  Her  estranged 
husband  sends  her  $300  a  month,  but  $100 
of  that  goes  for  day  care.  The  welfare  board 
kicks  in  $142  a  month  in  food  stamps,  but 
•my  kids  drink  that  much  in  milk. " 

If  this  doesn't  seem  hard  enough,  add 
$8,400  in  mortgage  arrears.  Mrs.  Anderson 
says  she  kept  sending  in  whatever  money 
she  could  after  her  husband  left  1''2  years 
ago,  but  it  didn't  satisfy  the  mortgage  com- 
pany, which  started  foreclosure  proceedings 
last  September. 

•I've  saved  about  $5,000  [toward  the  mort- 
gage debt],  but  it  isn't  enough."  Mrs.  Ander- 
son says. 

Going  back  to  school  for  a  higher  paying 
job  is  out  of  the  question.  "I  need  to  work 
close  to  home  for  the  kids,  and  I  just  don"t 
have  the  time  to  learn  a  new  job."  she  says. 
Why  not  just  sell  the  house?  "I'm  a  black 
woman  with  five  kids,"  she  says.  •Mostly 
white  people  live  in  places  I  see  fit.  I've 
looked  for  a  decent  place  to  live  before— to  a 
point  where  I  wanted  to  put  feathers  on  the 
kids  and  pass  them  off  as  birds. 

•In  Englewood,  I  had  to  put  the  roaches 
to  bed  with  the  kids,""  she  recalls.  That's 
why  she  and  her  husband  pooled  their  sala- 
ries to  buy  the  house.  But  their  domestic 
problems  were  growing  worse,  including 
knockdown  fights.  Her  husband  a  security 
guard,  threatened  her  repeatedly  with  his 
revolver.  After  therapy  failed,  Mrs.  Ander- 
son finally  told  him  to  leave. 

These  days,  she  takes  vacation  days  for 
emergencies,  such  as  a  recent  chicken  pox 
epidemic  in  her  house.  Clothes  are  second- 
hand donations.  The  worn  linoleum  floor 
and  frayed  furniture  will  have  to  wait.  So 
will  her  dream  of  building  a  rock  garden  in 
the  backyard. 

She  would  like  higher  pay,  though.  -I've 
asked  for  a  raise,  knowing  that  a  man  would 
be  making  more  money  for  the  work  I  put 
in,"  she  says. 

Sometimes  I  get  mad  as  hell  [thinking 
about  racial  and  sexual  discrimination].  But 
I  just  don't  have  time  to  be  angry.  I  have  to 
keep  things  going  from  day  to  day. " 

Unmarried  elderly  women  compose  a  third 
major  segment  of  the  poor.  Nearly  2  million 
elderly  widowed  or  divorced  homemakers 
and  single  women  (two  thirds  of  them  over 
72)  were  below  poverty  level  in  1981. 

Marie  Allers  says  she  never  planned  on  a 
day  like  this.  But  that  day  is  here  and  here 
she  is,  63  years  old,  living  alone  in  a  three- 
room  flat  in  Clifton  on  $357  a  month  while 
she  recuperates  from  open-heart  surgery. 

Mrs.  Allers  says  she  is  grateful  for  the  $26 
a  month  she  gets  in  food  stamps  and  that 


22743 

her  rent-controlled  apartment  is  only  $103  a 
month.  What  really  concerns  her.  though,  is 
more  than  $3,000  in  medical  bills— the  ones 
Medicaid  didn't  cover.  •I'll  do  my  best  to 
pay  what  I  can,"  she  says.  But  I  can't  give 
what  I  don't  have. " 

Timid  and  frail,  her  legs  swollen  and  her 
body  trembling,  she  smiles  without  resent- 
ment, speaking  softly  of  the  years  that  led 
her  here. 

If  there  is  one  word  that  best  describes 
tho.se  years,  it  would  be  servitude.  Yanked 
out  of  school  in  eighth  grade.  Mrs.  Allers 
had  to  help  raise  her  12  siblings.  'I  was 
Mama's  best  helper."  she  says. 

In  spite  of  poor  eyesight  and  the  rheumat- 
ic heart  disease  that  left  permanent 
damage,  she  took  a  factory  job  at  Botany 
Mills— and  continued  to  help  out  at  home. 

At  28.  she  married.  Six  years  later,  in 
1954.  when  she  was  temporarily  laid  off.  her 
husband  left.  "I  was  collecting  unemploy- 
ment, anyway,"  says  Mrs.  Allers.  "but  he 
was  always  going  from  one  job  to  another 
himself  and  I  guess  he  couldn't  take  my  not 
working,  so  he  walked  out."" 

Later  that  year  Botany  Mills  closed  down, 
and  she  began  working  a  series  of  jobs  as  a 
waitress  and  cleaning  woman  in  hospitals 
and  stores.  She  was  always  paid  minimum 
wage. 

Through  it  all.  a  pattern  of  giving  was 
there- helping  out  at  the  Salvation  Army, 
making  coffee  for  church  groups,  visiting 
her  ailing  mother  in  Philadelphia  on  week- 
ends. 

The.  when  she  was  54.  the  last  place  she 
worked  for  closed  down  and  she  was  placed 
on  disability. 

However  small  and  basic  her  living  quar- 
ters, the  apartment  is  clean.  And  touches  of 
a  resilient  spirit— potholders  embroidered 
with  smiling  faces,  a  music  box.  post  cards 
of  places  where  other  people  have  trav- 
eled—are part  of  the  decor. 

There  is  occasional  loneliness,  but  'I  like 
doing  for  myself,'"  she  says. 

The  only  time  Marie  Allers  got  a  little 
extra  money  was  when  she  won  $50  in  a 
church  bingo  game.  That  day.  she  returned 
home  to  find  her  apartment  burglarized  and 
$50  worth  of  medication  gone. 

••I"m  a  positive  person.""  she  says.  'God 
was  watching  over  me.  I  figure.  I  could  have 
been  home  when  they  broke  in.  "• 


STATEMENT  ON  H.R.  2697 

HON.  BARBARA  A.  MIKULSKI 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 
•  Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes- 
terday I  testified  before  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Taxation  and  Debt 
Management  in  support  of  S.  1579.  a 
bill  to  provide  relief  to  our  volunteer 
labor  force  by  reimbursing  individuals 
20  cents  per  mile  when  they  use  their 
private  automobiles  for  a  charitable 
purpose.  We  already  provide  this  tax 
credit  for  businesses;  we  should  pro- 
vide the  same  financial  relief  to  those 
who  give  their  time  and  money  so 
self  Icssly. 

S.  1579  is  identical  to  my  volunteer 
mileage  bill.  H.R.  2697.  I  hope  hear- 
ings will  be  held  on  that  bill  in  the 
House  this  fall.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  insert 
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my  testimony  on  behalf  of  S.  1579  in 
the  Record  and  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  supporting  this  impor- 
tant legislation: 
Testimony   Before   the   Subcommittee  on 

Taxation  and  Debt  Management  Re:  S. 

1579/H.R.  2697 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  being  given 
the  chance  to  testify  in  support  of  Senator 
Armstrongs  bill.  S.  1579.  which  is  identical 
to  my  Volunteer  Mileage  bill.  H.R.  2697. 

Volunteers  are  a  major  labor  force  in  the 
United  Stales.  Together  they  contribute 
some  $11  billion  to  this  Nation  measured  in 
time  and  services.  They  are  the  candy-strip- 
ers, the  scout  leaders,  the  civil  rights  activ- 
ists, the  veterans,  the  chamber  of  commerce 
members,  the  Kiwanis  Club,  the  Blue-Chip- 
In  participants,  the  meals  on  wheels 
bringers.  the  donaters  and  the  telethoners. 

But  the  volunteers'  contribution  cannot 
be  measured,  and  should  not  be  measured, 
in  time  and  money  alone.  We  must  also 
measure  it  in  terms  of  the  value  system  it 
represents— a  sense  of  caring,  and  a  heart- 
felt motivation  to  make  the  world  just  a 
little  bit  better.  Our  volunteers  are  working 
at  full  capacity,  selflessly  and  effectively.  It 
is  time  that  we  return  something  to  these 
tireless  individuals. 

With  the  tremendous  losses  in  Federal 
social  programs  there  is  a  new  call  to  our 
volunteer  community  to  step  forward  and 
fill  the  vacuum.  Volunteers  have  been  asked 
to  substitute  for  the  drug  rehabilitation  pro- 
grams, the  aid  to  the  handicapped,  the  loss 
of  CETA.  and  a  host  of  other  needed  social 
programs.  It  is  a  tall  order  and  the  volun- 
teers are  going  to  need  help. 

We  all  seem  to  assume  that  volunteers  are 
somehow  immune  to  the  societal  pressures 
that  affect  businesses.  There  are  tax  credits 
for  oil  companies  and  expense  accounts  for 
executives,  but  volunteers  are  somehow  ex- 
pected to  be  an  endless  reservoir  of  re- 
sources, money  and  energy. 

Inflation  has  affected  the  non-profit 
world  in  the  same  way  that  it  has  affected 
government  and  profit-making  organiza- 
tions. Those  ladies  who  work  the  auxiliary 
at  the  hospital  are  under  pressure  to  con- 
tribute additional  income  to  the  family. 
That  boy  scout  troop  leader  may  be  looking 
for  a  second  job.  or  may  have  been  laid  off 
from  our  steel,  housing,  or  auto  industry. 
That  meals  on  wheels  volunteer  may  have 
to  help  out  grandma  because  her  Medicare 
costs  have  increased.  In  fact,  many  volun- 
teers are  on  fixed  incomes  themselves. 
Times  are  just  as  tough  for  the  volunteer  as 
for  the  mega-corporation,  and  yet  we  blithe- 
ly expect  the  volunteers  to  give  more  and 
more. 

Everyone  has  become  more  conscious  of 
out-of-pocket  expenses.  Many  volunteers 
have  to  travel  miles  and  miles  to  do  the 
good  work  they  do— driving  to  meetings,  to 
youth  centers,  to  visit  the  housebound. 
Three  million  of  our  volunteers  are  giving 
their  resources  to  the  federal  government, 
working  in  parks,  for  the  Veterans  Adminis- 
tration, the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary.  In  turn, 
the  Federal  Goverrunent  says.  "Do  more." 

I  can  honestly  say  that  I  am  not  asking 
for  special  treatment  for  a  privileged  few.  or 
a  new  loophole  for  some  would-be  tax  evad- 
ers. I  submit  this  testimony  on  behalf  of  the 
"good  guys"  of  our  society— men  and 
women— who  are  out  there  every  day  help- 
ing their  neighbors  and  ours.  They  have 
never  asked  for  a  reward:  but  now  they  are 
asking  for  relief.  If  it  costs  20  cents  a  mile  to 
operate  a  car  for  government  purposes,  it 
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costs  just  as  much  to  use  it  as  a  volunteer. 
And  it  is  time  that  we  recognize  that  eco- 
nomic reality  of  life. 

All  over  the  United  States  right  now.  vol- 
unteers using  their  own  cars  are  providing 
essential  services  to  their  fellow  citizens.  In 
my  own  community  of  Baltimore  in  1980. 
Meals  on  Wheels  of  central  Maryland 
served  2.050  meals  every  day— driving 
150.000  miles  a  week.  Life  Support  Project 
volunteers  visit  elderly  nursing  home  pa- 
tients who  would  otherwise  have  no  visitors. 
In  1980.  they  made  over  6.500  visits  to 
people  in  nursing  homes.  I  know  of  two  pa- 
tients in  cancer  clinics  who  were  driven  to 
treatment  40  times  for  a  total  of  2.894  miles. 

These  are  just  some  of  the  examples  of 
the  work  done  every  day  by  volunteers, 
without  salary,  without  payment— and  too 
often  without  recognition  of  any  kind,  but 
now  these  programs  are  in  trouble.  The  cost 
of  gasoline  is  a  serious  threat  to  the  kind  of 
neighbor-helping  society  we  as  Americans 
are  so  proud  of.  Every  day.  we  learn  of  more 
programs  which  have  had  to  cut  back,  to  re- 
trench, to  deny  services  to  needy  clients— 
because  they  do  not  have  enough  drivers. 

I  do  not  want  to  lose  the  volunteer  pro- 
grams that  are  the  bonding  fabric  in  our  so- 
ciety. I  do  not  think  we  can  afford  to  have 
this  kind  of  work  done  by  salaried  employ- 
ees. We  cannot  afford  it  financially— and  we 
cannot  afford  it  spiritually. 

Finally.  I  am  deepy  concerned  because  the 
American  people  are  now  suffering  under 
one  of  the  largest  cutbacks  in  government 
programs  in  our  nations  history.  Thousands 
of  government  programs  providing  essential 
services  to  millions  of  Americans  have  been 
eliminated.  The  need  of  charitable  organiza- 
tions and  volunteers  to  fill  this  void  is  enor- 
mous. It  is  imperative  that  our  government 
adjust  its  tax  policy  to  encourage  citizens  to 
perform  charitable  works.  I  urge  this  Com- 
mittee to  take  action  to  keep  volunteers  in 
the  programs  and  on  the  roads— pass  S. 
1579.  Thank  you.* 
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WILLIAM  R.  ROBERTS  ON  THE 
AMERICAN  POLITICAL  PROCESS 


HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER 

or  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 

•  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
the  eloquent  comments  of  Denver  city 
council  member  William  R.  Roberts. 

Mr.  Roberts  letter,  from  the  July  29. 
1983,  Colorado  Statesman,  was  in  re- 
sponse to  a  statement  made  by  a  city 
council  colleague  lamenting  the 
mayorality  election  results  in  Denver, 
Philadelphia,  Chicago,  and  Los  Ange- 
les. 

Dear  Councilman  Swalm.  Your  comments 
about  former  Mayor  McNichols  in  the  July 
8th  issue  of  the  Colorado  Statesman  were 
fascinating.  They  were  also  saddening  and 
infuriating  in  part. 

I  refer  to  the  frame  of  reference  in  which 
you  remarked  upon  the  end  of  the  McNi- 
chols era.  You  were  quoted  as  saying.  "Ap- 
parently, there's  sort  of  a  trend.  Chicago 
has  their  minority  mayor.  Philadelphia  just 
elected  one.  and  of  course  Detroit's  had  one 
for  several  years  as  had  Los  Angeles.  Now 
Denver.  I  don't  like  the  trend  personally. 
We're  doing  away  with  some  of  the  real  val- 


uable things  that  have  made  this  country. 
This  is  just  another  symptom  of  our  system 
going  down  the  tubes." 

I  assume  that  you  were  quoted  correctly 
and  that  I  have  repeated  the  quotation  cor- 
rectly. 

It  would  be  hard  for  anyone  who  deeply 
cherishes  the  American  ideals  of  equality 
and  democracy  to  react  rationally  and 
calmly  to  such  statements,  but  I  will  try. 

Each  of  the  elections  that  you  mentioned, 
including  the  Denver  election,  was  freely 
conducted,  and  for  the  most  part  in  cities 
where  the  majority  of  the  population  are 
anglos.  Each  of  the  minority  mayors  repre- 
sented the  true  choice  of  the  majority  of 
those  who  voted. 

It  could  be  said  that  each  of  these  elec- 
tions became  a  celebration  of  the  American 
ideals  of  fairness  and  color-blindness.  In 
each  instance,  most  of  the  people,  whether 
black  or  hispanic  or  anglo.  voted  for  the 
person  they  considered  to  be  the  best  man. 
whether  he  was  black,  hispanic  or  anglo. 

How  could  such  advances  beyond  the  big- 
otry of  hopefully  bygone  days  be  considered 
a  loss  of  values  or  a  symptom  of  decline?  If 
the  ideals  towards  which  Americans  are 
trying  to  progress  mean  anything,  then  just 
the  opposite  is  true. 

Each  of  these  minority  mayors,  including 
Mayor  Pena.  is  an  individual  entrusted  to 
protect  and  enhance  a  great  heritage.  Each, 
including  Mayor  Pena.  must  meet  that  re- 
sponsibility in  his  own  way.  with  varying  de- 
grees of  success.  Not  one  of  these  men  can 
or  should  be  judged  by  the  actions  of  any  or 
all  of  the  others.  Each  must  stand  alone  in 
the  context  of  the  history  of  his  own  city. 
The  fact  that  each  mayor  may  not  share 
the  ethnic  or  racial  background  of  his  con- 
stituents is  interesting,  but  essentially  irrel- 
evant. 

Somewhere  among  the  predecessors  in 
office  of  each  of  these  mayors  were  other 
men  who  broke  a  local  mold,  because  they 
were  Irish  or  Italian  or  Catholic  or  Jewish 
or  atheist,  and  their  constituents  were  not. 
Were  American  values  lost,  or  did  our 
system  go  down  the  tubes  when  these  fore- 
runners broke  through  the  intolerance  of 
their  times? 

Must  our  country  be  restored  to  some  sort 
of  make-believe  racial  or  ethnic  purity  in 
order  to  retain  its  values  or  to  uphold  the 
benefits  of  its  system?  Such  a  restoration 
itself  could  destroy  the  values  and  the 
system  that  you  and  I  both  look  up  to. 

If  anything  can  be  said  for  your  com- 
ments, they  were  honest  and  open.  You 
cannot  be  accused  of  hidden  bigotry  or 
bashful  backwardness. 

Isn't  it  wonderful  that  we  live  in  a  country 
where  men  are  free  to  say  such  things? 
Very  truly  yours. 

William  R.  Roberts. 
Councilman,  District  11.9 


ENVOY  SAYS  RUSSIA  IS 
NATURAL  FOE 


HON.  ELWOOD  HILLIS 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  HILLIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Arthur 
Hartman,  the  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the 
Soviet  Union,  was  in  my  district  last 
Friday,  visiting  Wabash,  Ind.,  where 
he  attended  his  wife's  family  reunion. 


While  there,  he  was  interviewed  by 
Alec    Dobson,     a    reporter    for    the 
Wabash  Plain  Dealer,  and  I  found  his 
remarks   very    enlightening.    I    would 
like  to  take  the  opportunity  to  share 
this  article  with  my  colleagues.  I  be- 
lieve we  can  all  benefit  from  Mr.  Hart- 
man's  insight. 
The  article  follows: 
[Prom  the  Wabash  (Ind.)  Plain  Dealer] 
Russia  Natural  Foe:  Envoy 
(By  Alec  Dobson) 
Don't  expect  relations  between  Washing- 
ton and  Moscow  to  warm  up  soon— the  two 
diametrically     opposed     political     systems 
won't  allow  it.  the  U.S.  ambassador  to  the 
Soviet  Union  said. 

Arthur  Hartman.  the  man  who  represents 
American  interests  to  Soviet  leaders  in  the 
Kremlin,  was  in  Wabash  Friday  for  a  reun- 
ion of  the  family  of  his  wife.  Donna  (Ford) 
Hartman.  . 

"We're  going  to  have  a  long  period  of  time 
when  relations  are  never  going  to  be  very 
good  with  the  Soviets,  because  our  systems 
are  totally  different. "  Hartman  said  at  his 
room  at  the  Best  Western  Wabash  Inn. 
Dressed  in  jeans,  tennis  shoes  and  a  T-shirt, 
he  was  reclining  his  long  frame  on  the  bed. 
•They've  been  pretty  cool,  really,  since  Af- 
ghanistan."  The  Soviet  Union  invaded  that 
bordering  country  in  1979  to  install  a  friend- 
ly regime,  and  has  since  become  bogged 
down  in  a  war  against  Afghan  guerrillas. 

In  response  the  Carter  Administration  im- 
posed an  embargo  on  U.S.  grain  exports  to 
the  Soviet  Union  and  led  a  boycott  of  the 
1980  Moscow  Olympics. 

Hartman  said  the  Soviets  cannot  achieve  a 
military  victory  in  Afghanistan.  "They 
insist  on  putting  a  regime  in  that  the  Af- 
ghans don't  like. 

"The  thing  that's  been  hardest  for  them 
to  accept  is  that  there  could  be  a  country  on 
their  border  that  would  have  a  sysem  differ- 
ent from  their  own." 

At  home,  the  Soviet  Union  is  troubled  by 
a  poor  economy.  The  state-controlled 
system  has  failed  to  provide  a  good  standard 
of  living,  as  scarce  resources  are  spent  devel- 
oping military  might.  Hartman  said. 

•'They  can  produce  good  missiles,  but  they 
don't  produce  very  good  civilian  economies. 
I  don't  think  it  works  well  economically,  be- 
cause they  try  to  run  everything  from  the 

top." 

To  stimulate  growth.  Soviet  leaders  are 
experimenting  with  incentives  for  produc- 
tion. While  that  may  help.  Soviet  leaders 
worrv  whether  they  can  stop  such  a  trend 
before  it  leads  to  a  free-market  economy, 
thereby  limiting  the  control  of  the  Commu- 
nist Party. 

"That  the  Soviets  don't  want, "  Hartman 
said.  Such  economic  reforms  were  consid- 
ered in  the  1920s  and  1950s,  he  said,  but 
"each  time  they  cut  it  short  because  it 
looked  like  it  was  cutting  into  the  power  of 
the  Communist  Party. " 

Hartman  pointed  out  the  greater  efficien- 
cies of  the  free-market  system  in  an  annual 
four-minute  July  4  television  address  to  the 
Soviet  people.  He  said  large  U.S.  agricultur- 
al harvests  are  produced  by  less  than  4  per- 
cent of  the  working  American  population, 
while  about  25  percent  of  working  Soviets 
reap  a  much  smaller  crop. 

That  July  4  address  is  the  only  direct 
access  the  American  ambassador  has  to  the 
Soviet  people.  The  Soviet  press,  like  the 
economy,  is  strictly  controlled  by  the  state. 

The  ambassador  must  submit  the  text  of 
his  address  for  prior  approval;  he  is  not  al- 
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lowed  to  attack  the  regime.  "I  talk  about 
the  U.S.  and  let  them  draw  their  own  con- 
clusions." Hartman  said. 

Try  as  it  might,  the  state  cannot  exercise 
absolute  control  over  what  its  people  read 
and  hear.  Radio  broadcasts  from  nearby 
countries  is  one  source  of  outside  informa- 
tion. 

Hartman  said  the  official  Soviet  press  is 
not  accepted  as  gospel.  "The  average  citizen 
has  a  way  of  sifting  through  their  own  prop- 
aganda to  get  something  like  the  truth." 

Propaganda  is  not  confined  within  the  na- 
tion's borders;  The  European  peace  move- 
ment is  another  big  target  of  Soviet  efforts 
toward  persuasion.  Hartman  said. 

That  leads  to  problems  in  arms  negotia- 
tions, as  the  Soviets  tell  one  thing  to  the 
public  and  something  else  to  their  U.S. 
counterparts  at  the  bargaining  table.  Hart- 
man said. 

"They  try  to  operate  on  public  opinion 
through  propaganda  at  the  same  time 
they're  negotiating  at  Geneva.  Their  pro- 
posals are  designed  to  appeal  to  the  public 
and  not  to  the  negotiators. " 

The  Soviets  have  deployed  a  new  genera- 
tion of  SS20  missiles,  but  argue  that  U.S.  in- 
termediate-range missiles  planned  for  de- 
ployment in  Europe  constitute  an  aggressive 
escalation  of  the  arms  race. 

"There's  a  big  peace  movement  in  Europe, 
but  they're  beginning  to  see  the  Soviet  posi- 
tion is  pretty  outlandish."  Hartman  said. 

Hartman  sees  a  chance  for  agreement  be- 
tween the  two  superpowers  on  a  U.S.  recom- 
mendation to  shift  production  away  from 
large  multiple-warhead  missiles  to  more  nu- 
merous and  smaller  singlewarhead  weapons. 
If  each  side  had  a  large  number  of  single- 
warhead  missiles,  theoretically,  neither 
country  would  be  able  to  wipe  out  the 
other's  arsenal  in  a  pre-emptive  first  strike. 
As  long  as  the  other  side  can  retaliate,  nu- 
clear thinkers  say.  no  one  will  launch  a  nu- 
clear attack. 

Such  a  major  change  in  weapons  produc- 
tion and  strategy  could  not  occur  overnight, 
but  Hartman  was  optimistic  about  the  long- 
term  possibility  of  an  agreement. 

Agreement  over  events  in  Central  America 
is  another  matter,  though.  The  U.S.  has 
called  on  the  Soviet  Union  to  refrain  from 
shipping  arms  through  Cuba  to  the  Marxist 
Sandinista  government  and  to  leftist  rebels 
in  El  Salvador. 

The  Soviets  disclaim  any  responsibility  for 
Cuban  arms  shipments.  Hartman  said. 
"They  keep  saying  they're  not  really  doing 
anything  down  there.  We  think  that  Cuba 
couldn't  do  anything  in  Central  America  if 
it  didn't  have  Soviet  backing  to  do  it.  They 
(the  Soviets)  have  certainly  shipped  arms 
into  the  area. 

Hartman  said  the  U.S.  has  the  right  to  in- 
volve itself  in  another  country's  internal 
problems,  when  asked  to  do  so.  "If  we  didn't 
do  it,  it  just  means  leaving  it  to  them  to  im- 
plement their  system. 

"They  think  that  we're  out  to  destroy 
their  system.  The  fact  is.  we  don't  like  their 
system  and  we  don't  want  them  to  impose  it 
on  other  people. " 

Hartman.  a  career  Foreign  Service  diplo- 
mat, was  appointed  by  President  Reagan  to 
his  Moscow  post  in  1981.  Former  President 
Carter  appointed  him  ambassador  to  Prance 
in  1977.  He  has  also  served  in  Vietnam, 
before  American  military  involvement,  and 
London. 

Hartman's  other  positions  include  assist- 
ant secretary  of  state  for  European  affairs, 
head  of  a  State  Department  committee  for 
interdepartmental  planning  and  operations. 
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representative  to  the  European  Common 
Market  and  administrator  of  the  Marshall 
Plan. 

Serving  in  Moscow.  Hartman  said.  "I  can 
have  more  influence  on  what  the  policy  is  in 
Washington,  because  people  tend  to  listen 
to  you  when  you're  on  the  spot." 

Mrs.  Hartman  Is  the  former  Donna  Ford, 
daughter  of  the  late  Richard  Ford  of 
Wabash.  They  met  while  she  was  a  student 
at  Wheaton  College,  in  Massachusetts,  and 
he  studied  at  Har\'ard  University,  in  Cam- 
bridge. 

A  New  York  City  native.  Hartman  became 
interested  in  diplomacy  as  he  was  exposed 
to  foreign  cultures  while  serving  as  a  radio 
operator  on  air  transport  runs  between 
India  and  China  in  the  waning  days  of 
World  War  II.« 


MANDATORY  HONEY  PRICE 
SUPPORT  PROGRAM 


HON.  EDWARD  R.  MADIGAN 

OF  ILLINOIS    t 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRE^NTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 
•  Mr.  MADIGAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
this  date  introduced  (by  request)  a  bill 
to  repeal  the  mandatory  honey  price 
support  program.  A  similar  bill  (S. 
1257)  was  Introduced  in  the  other 
body. 

In  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Speaker 
accompanying  this  draft  legislation, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  comment- 
ed as  noted  in  pertinent  part  below: 

The  proposed  bill  would  also  provide  a 
technical  amendment  to  the  1949  Act  to 
delete  references  to  a  mandatory  price  sup- 
port program  for  tung  nuts  which  was  au- 
thorized only  through  the  1976  crop. 

Section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
requires  that  the  price  of  honey  be  support- 
ed by  means  of  loans,  purchases,  or  other 
operations  at  not  less  than  60  percent  nor 
more  than  90  percent  of  the  parity  price 
therefor.  While  the  level  of  support  for 
honey  has  not  been  increased  above  the 
minimum  level  of  60  percent  since  1973.  the 
parity  price  has  increased  rapidly  in  recent 
years.  This  has  resulted  in  the  level  of  sup- 
port for  the  1981  and  1982  crops  of  honey 
being  established  above  the  market  price  for 
such  crops  and  has  increased  the  quantities 
of  honey  being  purchased  by  the  Commodi- 
ty Credit  Corporation  (CCC). 

In  1980,  honey  was  acquired  by  CCC 
under  the  price  support  program  for  the 
first  time  since  1969.  Six  million  pounds  of 
1980  crop  honey  were  acquired  by  the  Cor- 
poration compared  with  3  million  pounds  of 
1969  crop  honey.  In  addition.  CCC  has  ac- 
quired 38.7  million  pounds  of  1981  crop 
honey  under  the  price  support  program.  As 
of  the  end  of  calendar  year  1982.  CCC  had 
80  million  pounds  of  1982  crop  honey  under 
loan.  It  is  anticipated  that  about  60  million 
pounds  of  1982  crop  honey  will  be  acquired 
by  CCC. 

Furthermore,  honey  impcrts  have  in- 
creased substantially  in  recent  years.  Initial- 
ly, the  increase  in  imports  of  honey  was  due 
to  a  deficit  in  the  domestic  supply  of  honey 
as  the  result  of  declining  domestic  produc- 
tion. Now.  however,  because  the  minimum 
level  of  price  support  is  above  the  market 
price  and  the  domestic  production  is  being 
acquired  by  CCC.  honey  imports  are  further 
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replacing  the  domestic  production  in  the 
marketplace.  This  has  resulted  in  increases 
in  costs  to  the  American  taxpayer.  Without 
a  change  in  legislation,  the  continued  esca- 
lation of  the  level  of  price  support  under 
the  present  formula  will  continue  to  in- 
crease costs  to  the  American  taxpayer.  It 
will  also  further  encourage  the  supplanta- 
tion  of  imported  honey  for  that  which  is  do- 
mestically produced. 

Enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation 
would  permit  the  Secretary  to  support  the 
price  of  honey  by  means  of  loans,  pur- 
chases, or  other  operations  using  discretion- 
ary authority  in  accordance  with  section  301 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  as  amended. 
This  would  allow  the  price  of  honey  to  be 
supported  in  a  responsible  manner,  taking 
into  consideration  the  needs  of  twekeepers 
as  well  as  the  potential  cost  to  consumers.* 


DIOXIN  CAN  CAUSE  CANCER  IN 
HUMANS 


HON.  JAMES  J.  FLORIO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 

•  Mr.  FLORIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  recent 
months  events  such  as  the  sale  of 
Times  Beach  in  Missouri  have  in- 
creased public  awareness  of  the  dan- 
gers associated  with  a  chemical  known 
as  dioxin.  In  my  own  State  of  New 
Jersey,  people  have  been  forced  to 
leave  their  homes  because  of  dioxin 
contamination.  Quite  clearly,  its  pres- 
ence is  not  isolated. 

Research  has  proven  that  this  chem- 
ical, considered  to  be  one  of  the  most 
toxic  known  to  man.  causes  cancer  in 
animals.  Yet.  the  effects  of  dioxin  on 
humans,  and  its  link  to  cancer,  have 
been  a  constant  source  of  controversy 
among  our  Nation's  medical  profes- 
sionals. A  few  days  ago.  Dr.  Philip 
Landrigan.  chief  of  surveillance  for 
the  National  Institute  for  Occupation- 
al Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH).  an- 
nounced that  a  rare  form  of  cancer 
contracted  by  herbicide  manufactur- 
ing workers  strongly  suggests  that 
dioxin  can  cause  cancer  in  humans. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  share  with  my  colleagues  the  Wash- 
ington Post  article  which  further 
elaborates  on  Dr.  Landrigan's  remarks 
and  the  possible  link  between  dioxin 
and  cancer  in  humans. 

The  article  follows: 
(Prom  the  Washington  Post.  July  28.  1983) 
Evidence  Caixed  Strong— Dioxin  Tied  to 
Chemical  Workers'  Cancer 

(By  Victor  Cohn  and  Felicity  Barringer) 

A  rare  form  of  cancer  contracted  by  seven 
herbicide  manufacturing  workers  "strongly 
suggests"  that  dioxin  can  cause  cancer  in 
humans,  according  to  the  chief  of  surveil- 
lance for  the  National  Institute  for  Occupa- 
tional Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH). 

If  diagnoses  by  the  victims'  doctors  are 
confirmed  by  the  Armed  Forces  Institute  of 
Pathology,  the  cases  will  become  evidence 
that  the  controversial  chemical— highly  car- 
cinogenic in  animals — can  cause  cancer  in 
humans. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

The  seven  rare  cancers,  called  soft  tissue 
sarcomas  because  they  attack  muscle,  fat. 
nerves  or  connective  fibers,  were  discovered 
in  studies  of  between  3.000  and  4.000  work- 
ers exposed  to  dioxin.  Soft  tissue  sarcomas 
normally  appears  once  in  50.000  persons  in 
the  general  population,  suggesting  that  the 
incidence  in  the  chemical  workers  may  be 
related  to  dioxin  exposure. 

Dioxin.  an  unwanted  contaminant  of  the 
manufacture  of  herbicides  and  related 
chemicals,  is  one  of  the  substances  most 
toxic  to  animals. 

Dioxin  was  contained  In  an  oil  compound 
that  was  sprayed  on  roads  to  keep  down 
dust  in  dozens  of  Missouri  communities,  and 
has  been  recently  discovered  in  other  sites 
across  the  country.  The  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  evacuated  and  bought  the 
entire  town  of  Times  Beach.  Mo.,  after 
dioxin  washed  through  the  community 
during  a  flood  this  spring. 

Chemical  companies'  officials,  however, 
have  said  that  there  is  no  proof  that  dioxin 
causes  anything  more  serious  in  human 
than  a  sometimes  severe  skin  disease,  called 
chloracne. 

Dr.  Philip  Landrigan,  chief  of  surveil- 
lance, evaluation  and  field  studies  for 
NIOSH,  cautioned  that  samples  of  the  sus- 
pected cancers  are  being  studied  at  the 
Armed  Forces  lab  for  final  confirmation  of 
diagnoses. 

"To  be  absolutely  certain  there's  a  cause- 
and-effecl  relationship"  between  dioxin  ex- 
posure and  cancer,  "we  want  this  confirma- 
tion "  and  "we  need  to  investigate  more 
cases,"  Landrigan  said. 

"But  to  me,"  he  added,  "the  evidence  is 
very  strongly  suggestive  that  occupational 
exposure  to  dioxin  can  cause  cancer.  " 

Although  workers  for  other  companies 
were  included  in  the  studies,  the  seven  can- 
cers were  found  in  workers  at  the  Dow 
Chemical  Co.  and  the  Monsanto  Co. 

Dow  and  Monsanto  doctors  have  said  the 
findings  on  dioxin's  role  as  a  long-time 
hazard  are  inconclusive.  "If  you  force  me  to 
say  is  it  or  is  it  not.  I'd  have  to  say  no.  I 
want  to  see  some  further  research. "  said  Dr. 
Ralph  Cook,  director  of  epidemiology  for 
Dow 

Dr.  William  Gaffey.  who  holds  the  same 
position  at  Monsanto,  said.  "I  don't  think 
we  can  say  until  we  have  an  opportunity  for 
a  longer  look.  " 

Four  of  the  workers,  all  now  dead,  were 
involved  in  the  manufacture  of  2.4.5-T  and 
related  herbicides  or  their  chemical  compo- 
nents, compounds  commonly  contaminated 
by  dioxin.  Landrigan  said. 

The  other  three,  he  said,  may  have  been 
exposed  because  they  worked  in  plants 
where  such  products  were  made.  One  of  the 
three  is  still  alive. 

Officials  at  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  Health  Effects  Research  Laborato- 
ry in  Cincinnati  are  examining  independ- 
ently a  set  of  EPA  reports  saying  that  this 
and  other  evidence  show  that  dioxin  "prob- 
ably" can  cause  human  cancers,  an  EPA 
spokesman  said. 

The  Dow  and  Monsanto  cases  were  dis- 
closed in  medical  journals  two  years  ago. 
But  their  significance  was  debated  at  the 
time,  because  of  varying  results  in  different 
studies. 

It  is  unclear,  loo.  whether  these  studies 
show  major  hazards  from  lower-level  expo- 
sures, the  kind  that  might  be  more  applica- 
ble to  the  general  population.  Most  of  the 
chemical  workers  were  either  exposed  for 
several  years,  had  massive  shorter-term  ex- 
posures or  both. 
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The  Dow  and  Monsanto  experiences 
"don't  tell  us  whether  or  not"  low-level  ex- 
posure is  harmful  but  do  dictate  caution, 
Landrigan  said. 

Chemical  industry  officials  say  that  indus- 
trial exposure  to  dioxin  has  caused  many 
cases  of  chloracne,  a  skin  disorder  that  can 
sometimes  escalate  into  serious  liver,  blood 
or  nerve  problems.  But  both  industry  and 
government  officials  have  repeatedly  said 
that  there  is  no  proof  that  dioxin  has 
caused  even  worse  effects,  like  cancer. 

Swedish  scientists  first  reported  five  years 
ago  that  lumberjacks  and  other  laborers  ex- 
posed to  dioxin  suffered  five  to  six  times  the 
expected  number  of  soft  tissue  sarcomas. 

Dow  and  Monsanto  independently  studied 
four  groups  of  their  workers  at  plants  in 
Midland.  Mich.,  and  Nitro.  W.Va.  None  of 
these  studies  seemed  to  show  a  statistically 
abnormal  number  of  the  rare  tumors. 

But  NIOSH  epidemiologists  added  up 
these  populations  and  added  possible  cases 
reported  by  other  doctors.  This  produced 
the  seven  cases  under  investigation,  two 
among  Dow  workers,  five  among  Monsan- 
to's. 

Information  on  the  length  and  intensity 
of  the  workers'  exposures  is  incomplete. 
Dow's  Cook  said  that  one  of  the  Dow  work- 
ers was  first  exposed  to  suspect  substances 
in  1964  and  died  in  1975.  The  other  was  first 
exposed  in  1951  and  died  this  year.  Both 
were  part  of  a  group  inadvertently  over-ex- 
posed for  three  to  nine  months  in  1963-64 
when  a  manufacturing  change  released  un- 
expectedly large  quantities  of  chemicals. 

At  least  two  of  the  seven  victims  being 
studied  by  NIOSH  were  heavy  smokers. 
Cook  said.  Scientists  know  cancer  may 
sometimes  be  caused  by  smoking  in  combi- 
nation with  a  chemical  exposure. 

Gaffey  said  three  of  the  Monsanto  victims 
worked  at  the  Nitro  plant  where  a  1949  ex- 
plosion may  have  spread  chemicals.  He  said 
two  of  the  three  might  have  been  involved 
in  the  cleanup  after  the  accident.  The  third, 
a  clerk,  had  "minimal  opportunity"  for  ex- 
posure, he  said. 

The  final  Monsanto  cases  involved  a 
father  and  son  who  worked  at  an  East  St. 
Louis.  111.,  plant.  Gaffey  said  that  the  father 
was  a  maintenance  worker  exposed  to  un- 
known amounts  of  dioxin  and  that  the  son, 
a  clerk,  was  diagnosed  as  having  a  soft 
tissue  sarcoma  two  years  after  he  went  to 
work.  The  son  is  dead:  the  father  is  alive.* 


BROTHERHOOD  RAILWAY 
CARMEN  95TH  ANNIVERSARY 

HON.  BRUCE  A.  MORRISON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 

m  Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut.  I 
take  great  pleasure  in  congratulating 
the  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen 
upon  reaching  their  95th  anniversary. 
For  nearly  a  century,  the  Brotherhood 
has  been  an  advocate  of  those  Ameri- 
cans who  toil  at  the  construction, 
repair,  and  servicing  of  our  Nation's 
railcar  fleet. 

I  am  a  firm  believer  in  railroads  and 
a  committed  supporter  of  organized 
labor;  both  play  a  vital  part  in  the  life 
of  the  Third  Congressional  District  of 
Connecticut,  and  this  year  I  have  been 


involved  in  several  areas  of  concern  to 
the  rail  workers  of  our  district. 

Earlier  this  year  a  42-day  strike  oc- 
curred on  the  Metro-North  Commuter 
Railroad  owing  to  a  labor  dispute  with 
the  United  Transportation  Union. 
While  not  on  strike  themselves,  the 
other  unionized  Metro-North  workers 
observed  the  picket  lines  of  the  UTU 
and  were  denied  unemployment  bene- 
fits under  the  Railroad  Unemploy- 
ment Insurance  Act  by  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board.  I  interceded  on 
behalf  of  the  idled  workers  and  saw  to 
it  that  the  board  paid  them  the  bene- 
fits they  were  entitled  to  under  RUIA. 

At  the  time  I  took  office,  Amtrak. 
taking  advantage  of  the  vague  wording 
of  section  1165  of  the  NERSA  law  of 
1981,  eliminated  the  firemen  from 
their  locomotive-hauled  passenger 
trains.  I  consider  this  action  dangerous 
because  it  ignores  safety  measures 
solely  to  save  money.  I  am  considering 
the  introduction  of  remedial  legisla- 
tion. 

On  August  1.  the  House  passed  H.R. 
1646,  a  bill  to  save  the  foundering  rail- 
road retirement  system.  The  final  bill 
included  an  important  amendment  to 
cushion  the  impact  of  changes  in  the 
60-30  provision.  The  bill  as  passed  will 
prevent  deep  cuts  in  the  tier  II  bene- 
fits scheduled  for  October  1.  To  allow 
the  system  to  fail  would  have  been  an 
unforgiveable  breach  of  trust. 

This  year  Conrail  announced  plans 
to  move  an  office  facility  out  of  the 
Third  District,  thus  destroying  100 
more  area  rail  jobs.  I  am  currently 
seeking  from  Conrail  a  detailed  cost 
analysis  of  this  ill-advised  move  in  an 
attempt  to  embarrass  them  into  recon- 
sidering this  matter. 

In  closing.  I  again  applaud  the 
Brotherhood  for  their  long  service  to 
railway  car  workers.  A  free  trade 
union  movement  is  a  vital  element  in  a 
true  democracy,  and  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  unions  such  as  the 
Brotherhood  in  preserving  real  democ- 
racy in  America.* 
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II  who  went  to  Budapest  and  single- 
handedly  saved  100,000  Hungarian 
Jews  from  Nazi  extermination.  Unfor- 
tunately, Wallenberg's  heroic  deeds 
were  barely  done  when  the  Russians 
advanced  and  captured  this  righteous 
gentile.  His  fate  after  that  is  unclear. 
The  Soviets  claim  that  he  died  in  1947 
but  many  others— including  today's 
hearing  witnesses— insist  that  there  is 
evidence  that  he  is  still  alive. 

Thursday,  August  4,  1983  is  the  71st 
anniversary  of  Wallenberg's  birth.  The 
Raoul  Wallenberg  Committee  of  the 
United  States,  which  is  headquartered 
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Professor  Svartz  was  told  on  January  27, 
1961  by  a  Russian  physician.  Professor  Alek- 
sandr  Miashnikov,  that  he  had  examined 
Raoul  Wallenberg  at  a  prison  hospital  in 
Moscow  and  even  offered,  at  the  time,  to 
allow  Dr.  Svartz  to  see  him. 

This  in  itself  is  not  the  remarkable  thing; 
what  is  staggering  is  that  Professor  Miash- 
nikov was  the  personal  physician  of  Nikita 
Khrushchev.  How  often,  in  any  country, 
does  the  personal  physician  of  a  President 
or  of  a  Prime  Minister  examine  an  ordinary 
prisoner?  Unfortunately.  Professor  Miashni- 
kov later  denied  having  told  Dr.  Svartz 
about  Raoul  Wallenberg  and  then  died 
rather  suddenly  in  1965.  but  I  offer  this  tes- 
timony as  a  means  of  establishing  a  point- 


in  my  district  in  Manhattan  and  which  ofview  about  Mr.  Wallenberg,  as  compared 

is  affiliated  with  the  Anti-Defamation  with  the  ordinary  prisoner  in  the  Soviet 

League  of  B'nai  B'rith,  will  be  hosting  Gulag 

a  celebration  in  his  honor.  " 


The  president  of  this  committee, 
Mrs.  Rachel  Oestreicher  Haspel,  gave 
eloquent  testimony  at  this  morning's 
subcommittee  hearing,  which  I  would 
like  to  enter  here  into  the  Record. 

The  testimony  follows: 


RAOUL  WALLENBERG 

HON.  BILL  GREEN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3.  1983 
•  Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
morning  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Rights  held 
a  well-attended  hearing  on  Raoul  Wal- 
lenberg. The  purpose  of  this  hearing 
was  to  continue  to  ask  questions  which 
have  yet  to  be  answered  on  the  fate  of 
Raoul  Wallenberg.  I  would  like  to 
commend  the  subcommittee  for  under- 
taking this  worthwhile  and  necessary 
task. 

As  I  am  sure  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues know,  Raoul  Wallenberg  was  a 
Swedish  diplomat  during  World  War 


Raoul  Wallenberg 
Gentleman,    my    name    is    Rachel 


Oes- 


treicher Haspel.  I  am  extremely  pleased  to 
be  here  today  as  the  spokesperson  for  the 
Raoul  Wallenberg  Committee  of  the  United 
States  in  affiliation  with  the  Anti-Defama- 
tion League  of  B'nai  B'rith.  This  is  a  com- 
mittee of  volunteer  members  who  care 
deeply  about  both  the  heroic  actions  of  Mr. 
Wallenberg  in  1944  and  1945  in  Hungary 
and  about  his  subsequent  incarceration  in 
the  Soviet  Union.  We  join  with  all  of  those 
here  in  seeking  his  freedom.  We  who  are  in- 
volved in  this  work,  feel  that  Mr.  Wallen- 
berg's imprisonment  and  present  condition 
is  a  Human  Rights  Issue  of  the  highest 
magnitude. 

I  am  most  appreciative  that  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee's  Sub-Committee  on 
Human  rights  and  International  Organiza- 
tions is  allowing  me  to  appear  before  it  on 
behalf  of  our  committee.  For  all  of  us  who 
care  so  deeply  about  the  fate  of  Raoul  Wal- 
lenberg, an  Honorary  Citizen  of  the  United 
States  since  October  5,  1981.  I  should  par- 
ticularly like  to  thank  the  chairman,  Con- 
gressman Gus  Yatron,  for  convening  this 
sub-committee.  I  should  also  like  to  single 
out  a  member  of  this  sub-committee.  Con- 
gressman Tom  Lantos,  for  his  selfless  early 
efforts  on  behalf  of  Raoul  Wallenberg  and 
his  continued  vigilance  on  this  issue. 

The  Raoul  Wallenberg  Committee  of  the 
United  States  has  two  goals: 

(1)  To  free  Raoul  Wallenberg  and  allow 
him  to  return  to  his  home  and  family  in 
Sweden. 

(2)  To  make  his  extraordinary  deeds  in 
Hungary  known,  so  that  the  name  Raoul 
Wallenberg  will  become  synonymous  with 
heroism  and  humanitarianism  throughout 
the  world. 

As  to  freeing  Raoul  Wallenberg  from 
prison  in  the  Soviet  Gulag,  let  me  say  here 
and  now  that  I  do  absolutely  believe  that 
there  is  indeed  a  strong  possibility  that 
Raoul  Wallenberg  is  still  alive.  Based  on 
very  concrete  information,  it  is  my  opinion 
that  Mr.  Wallenberg  has  been  given  prefer- 
ential treatment  by  his  Soviet  jailers.  Never 
in  all 


Because  we  believe  he  is  alive,  and  to  help 
ascertain  his  whereabouts  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  we  have  run  ads  in  Russian  language 
newspapers  to  see  if  recent  Soviet  immi- 
grants might  help  shed  new  light  on  Raoul 
Wallenberg.  As  I  need  not  explain,  this  is 
very  expensive  and  almost  impossible  for  a 
non-profit  group  to  maintain,  particularly 
on  the  day-to-day  basis  that  might  make  it 
successful.  To  aid  all  of  us  in  this  effort,  I 
would  like  to  suggest  that  the  following  ac- 
tions be  considered: 

(1)  That  the  feasibility  of  a  question  per- 
taining to  Raoul  Wallenberg  and  his  where- 
abouts be  asked  of  all  immigrants  from  the 
Soviet  Union  applying  for  residence. 

(2)  That  the  use  of  the  enormous  Russian 
language  resources  of  both  Radio  Free 
Europe  and  the  Voice  of  America  be  used  on 
a  daily  basis  to  aid  in  locating  Mr.  Wallen- 
berg. 

(3)  That  all  branches  of  the  government, 
when  communicating  with  the  Soviets,  on 
official  matters,  automatically  bring  up  the 
fate  and  case  of  Raoul  Wallenberg  as  a  part 
of  any  dialogue. 

We  commend  Secretary  Shultz  and  the 
Department  of  State  for  what  ihcy  have 
done  thus  far  both  on  a  bilateral  basis  and 
at  international  forums,  such  as  the  CSCE 
Review  Conference  in  Madrid  and  the 
United  Nations  Human  Rights  Commission 
in  Geneva.  We  ask  only  that  the  effort  be 
more  constant,  as  every  day  that  passes  is 
one  day  more  of  freedom  lost  to  this  ex- 
traordinary man. 

It  will  perhaps  be  of  interest  to  this  panel 
to  know  that  in  April  1983.  I  wrote  to  the 
Prime  Minister  of  Sweden.  Mr.  Olaf  Palme, 
urging  that  Sweden  take  a  stronger  position 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Wallenberg.  I  received  a 
letter  sometime  after  that  from  Ambassador 
Lennart  Eckerberg.  Under-Secretary  for  Po- 
litical Affairs  in  the  Swedish  Ministry  for 
Foreign  Affairs.  I  am  submitting  a  copy  of 
that  letter  to  the  Sub-Committee.  I  would 
like  to  quote  briefly  from  that  letter: 

.  .  in  addition  to  many  previous  con- 
tacts on  high  level.  Raoul  Wallenberg's  case 
was  taken  up  by  Sweden's  Minister  for  For- 
eign Affairs  during  his  visit  to  Moscow  in 
1980.  by  Sweden's  Minister  of  Justice  also 
during  a  visit  to  Moscow  in  1981  and  also  by 
the  Under-Secretary  of  State  at  the  Swedish 
Ministry  for  Foreign  Affairs  in  September 
1981  and  January  1983. " 

It  is  particularly  heartening  to  see  that 
the  last  date  given  was  as  recent  as  January 


the  thousands  of  pages  of  testimony     of  this  year,  and  does,  in  fact   in<licate  that 

the  government  of  Sweden  will  also  contin- 
ue to  pursue  the  case  of  this  most  heroic 
Swede  under  Mr.  Olaf  Palme's  leadership. 

As  I  mentioned  before,  the  Raoul  Wallen- 
berg Committee  of  the  United  States  has 


released  by  the  Swedish  government  has 
hard  labor  ever  been  mentioned.  More  sig- 
nificant, however,  is  the  testimony  of  a  now 
elderly  Swedish  doctor.  Professor  Nana 
Svartz. 
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two  goals.  In  a  very  personal  way.  I  feel 
strongly  that  the  second  goal:  To  make 
Raoul  Wallenberg's  extraordinary  deeds  in 
Hungary  known,  so  that  his  name  l>ecomes 
synonymous  with  heroism  and  humanitar- 
ianism  throughout  the  world."  is  of  equal 
importance  with  the  first. 

I  ask  your  indulgence;  I  should  like  to  be 
personal  for  a  moment.  I  appear  before  you 
today  as  the  President  of  a  national  organi- 
zation, but  I  originally  became  interested  in 
Raoul  Wallenberg  because  I  am  the  mother 
of  two  young  children  who  are  growing  up 
In  what  today  appears  to  be  a  very  hostile 
world.  When  I  first  heard  Raoul  Wallen- 
berg's story.  I  was  staggered  by  the  enormi 
ty  of  his  deeds.  Many  persons  in  this  centu- 
ry have  takens  far  too  many  precious  lives, 
but  I  can  think  of  no  other  human  being 
who  has  saved  one  hundred  thousand  lives 
by  his  directed  action  and  intervention.  Mr. 
Wallenberg  is  not  a  media  hero  (though  he 
should  be):  he  is  flesh  and  blood  like  each  of 
us  here.  Our  children  have  few  heroes  not 
created  by  script  writers:  if  they  are  going 
to  survive,  they  must  all  know  that  they  and 
others  carry  within  themselves  the  same 
possibility  for  kindness,  selflessness,  and 
courage  that  Raoul  Wallenberg  showed. 
Only  because  he  is  a  flesh  and  blood  hero— 
and  because  of  his  flesh,  vulnerable  like  all 
of  us— will  our  children  know  they.  too.  are 
capable  of  facing  evil  and  danger  with  cour- 
age. We  all  need  Raoul  Wallenberg  as  a  role 
model  for  these  trying  times. 

Let  me  illustrate  this  with  another  true 
story  that  I  also  consider  extraordinary. 
About  a  year  ago  I  spoke  to  eight  hundred 
students  at  West  Rowan  High  School  in 
Mount  una.  North  Carolina.  I  had  been 
asked  to  speak  there  by  two  gifted  teachers. 
Miss  Libby  Edmondson  and  Mrs.  Joyce 
Sloop.  This  is  a  public  school  located  in  a 
rural  section  of  North  Carolina  and  its  stu- 
dents come  from  families  whose  incomes  are 
earned  primarily  from  farming  or  mill  work 
in  either  the  textile  or  furniture  factories  in 
the  area.  I  can  assure  you  that  extra  dollars 
are  few  and  far  between  in  the  majority  of 
homes  that  these  wonderful  students  come 
from. 

I  was  the  first  Jew  that  most  of  these 
eight  hundred  l)oys  and  girls  had  ever  met. 
but  the  response  to  the  story  of  this  hero 
who  risked  his  own  life  in  order  to  save 
Jews,  and  as  we  know  saved  so  many  tens  of 
thousands,  was  overwhelming.  The  students 
responded  to  this  story  with  voluntary  con 
tributions  to  the  Wallenberg  effort.  Quoting 
from  a  letter  of  Miss  Edmondson  and  Mrs. 
Sloop.  They  wanted  to  be  a  part  of  bring- 
ing recognition  and  perhaps  freedom  to  this 
noble  man  and  decided  that  the  only  worthy 
means  was  to  donate  money  obtained  from 
personal  effort  and  sacrifice." 

■Although  most  of  the  students  sacrificed 
money  from  their  allowances,  there  are  two 
contributions  of  special  merit.  Two  Ad- 
vanced Placement  English  students.  Tommy 
Steele  and  Tim  Webb,  attempted  what 
amounted  to  a  Herculean  effort  for  them. 
With  a  total  absence  of  experience,  they  lo- 
cated a  tree  deep  within  a  forest,  cut  It 
down  after  many  attempts,  sawed  it  into 
firewood,  transported  it  by  armloads,  be- 
cause a  truck  was  unable  to  reach  the  wood, 
and  finally  sold  the  load  for  forty  dollars. 
Dee  McDaniel.  a  student  who  sells  firewood 
to  supplement  the  family  income,  cut  a  spe- 
cial load  for  twenty  dollars  as  his  contribu- 
tion. We  are  proud  of  their  drive  and  inge- 
nuity. 

"The  effect  Mrs.  Haspel  had  on  our  stu- 
dents cannot  be  measured  by  the  four  hun- 
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dred  dollars  they  contributed:  there  may  be 
no  tangible  means  to  assess  the  impact 
made  by  this  exposure  to  Wallenberg's 
idealistic  concept  of  man  and  his  courage  to 
act  upon  it.  They  have  perceived  the  good  in 
man  and  have  honored  it.  For  this  elevation 
of  consciousness  we  shall  always  be  indebted 

I  am  submitting  the  full  text  of  Mrs. 
Sloop  and  Miss  Edmondson's  letter  along 
with  an  article  about  the  students  by  Rose 
Post,  a  writer  for  the  Salisbury  Evening 
Post  of  Salisbury.  North  Carolina.  The  arti- 
cle, written  on  April  3.  1982.  is  entitled. 
West  Students  Learn  Valuable  Lesson  from 
World  War  II  Hero.'  and  it  further  eluci- 
dates the  impact  that  Raoul  Wallenberg's 
story  has  on  these  students. 

In  the  face  of  this  overwhelming  response 
and  commitment  by  our  young  people  to  the 
heroic  ideal  that  Raoul  Wallenberg  repre- 
sents, how  can  we  not  respond  in  turn?  We 
are  requesting  that  all  State  governments 
enact  the  following  legislation: 

(1)  We  urge  the  states  to  include  Raoul 
Wallenberg's  story  in  their  school  curricu- 
lum. He  is.  after  all,  our  only  living  honor- 
ary citizen. 

(2)  We  are  also  asking  that  all  fifty  (50) 
states  designate  October  5th  as  a  day  honor- 
ing Raoul  Wallenberg  as  his  honorary  citi- 
zenship is  a  uniquely  American  Tribute. 

On  a  national  basis  we  suggest  two  ac 
tions: 

(1)  The  issuance  of  a  United  States  Stamp 
to  honor  our  only  living  Honorary  Citizen;  a 
uniquely  fitting  tribute  to  Raoul  Wallen- 
berg. I  have  been  told  that  stamps  are 
issued  only  to  honor  persons  no  longer 
living.  Perhaps  for  this  exceptional  hero  an 
exception  can  be  made. 

(2)  Finally.  I  would  like  to  express  the 
hope  that  the  United  States  Holocaust  Me- 
morial Council  will  consider  naming  a  wing 
of  the  new  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum 
now  being  planned,  in  honor  of  Raoul  Wal- 
lenberg, our  only  living  Honorary  American 
Citizen. 

He  was  the  one  shining  light  in  all  that 
darkness.  How  different  our  world  might 
have  been  today  had  there  been  a  few  more 
heroes  like  Raoul  Wallenberg. 

It  has  taken  the  world  more  than  thirty- 
five  years  to  truly  recognize  the  greatness  of 
Raoul  Wallenberg— a  man  who  acted  while 
the  rest  of  the  world  watched.  The  survivors 
of  the  Holocaust  have  a  slogan  Never 
Again. "  Let  us  take  these  words  and  apply 
them  further.  Never  again  will  we  allow  the 
name  Raoul  Wallenberg  or  the  deeds  that 
this  name  stands  for  to  be  overlooked.  Never 
again  will  we  allow  the  horrors  of  the  Gulag 
to  totally  engulf  him.  Never  again  will  we 
remain  silent  until  the  true  reasons  for  his 
imprisonment  and  his  actual  whereabouts 
are  made  known  to  his  family  and  to  the 
world. • 


THE  ARTS  IN  GREATER 
BUFFALO 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
•  Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  Tolstoy 
said,  "Art  is  a  human  activity,  whose 
purpose  is  the  transmission  of  the 
highest  and  best  feeUngs  to  which 
men  have  attained."  (What  is  Art? 
VIIL) 
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Tolstoy's  definition  of  art  is  alive  in 
western  New  York,  as  noted  in  detail 
by  art  critic  William  Glackin  in  a  Sac- 
ramento. Calif.,  newspaper.  Glackin 
pays  particular  note  to  Artpark,  in 
Lewiston,  N.Y.  He  shares  Clive  Barnes' 
views.  Barnes,  an  eminent  writer  and 
dance  critic  for  the  New  York  Times, 
describes  Artpark  as  "a  festival  of 
international  significance  unlike  any 
other  in  the  world— Artpark  stands 
alone  among  festivals  in  its  sheer  plen- 
titude  of  aspirations  *  *  *.  It  works  as 
a  celebration  of  the  arts  and  the 
people  with  an  unaffected  joyous- 
ness." 

Joyousness  is  certainly  a  feeling  one 
attains  when  participating  in  the  ac- 
tivities of  this  publicly  funded  State 
park  dedicated  to  all  aspects  of  the 
arts.  The  location  is  dramatic— 200 
acres  of  parkland  along  the  Niagara, 
River  Gorge.  The  performances  are 
exemplary.  Some  of  this  season's  high- 
lights includes  -Hello  Dolly. "  "  Carou- 
sel," "Rigoletto,"  "Elektra, "  the  Hub- 
bard Street  Dance  Company,  the  Na- 
tional Ballet  of  Canada,  the  Martha 
Graham  Dance  Company,  the  Ballet 
Hispanics,  and  the  Preservation  Hall 
Jazz  Band.  The  workshops  provide  a 
creative  educational  experience  for  all 
ages  and  in  a  variety  of  art  modes. 

We  in  western  New  York  are  proud 
of  our  art  offerings.  I  call  my  col- 
leagues' attention  to  those  events  that 
cause  us  to  celebrate,  as  described  in 
•Art  Offerings  Help  Buffalo  Beat  Bad 
Rap." 

Art  Offerings  Help  Buffalo  Beat  Bad  Rap 
Niagara-on-theLake.  Ontario— There's  a 
joke  in  A  Chorus  Line"  that  never  fails: 
'You  can't  commit  suicide  in  Buffalo,  be- 
cause that  would  be  redundant.  "  Well,  if 
you'll  let  me  stretch  the  Buffalo  area  up  to 
this  town  on  the  Canadian  side  of  the  Niag- 
ara River  and  almost  as  far  up  the  Ameri- 
can side,  to  Lewiston.  Id  like  to  say  a  word 
for  Buffalo. 

In  fact,  thinking  back  over  the  journey 
just  finished,  which  included  some  truly 
memorable  experiences  in  New  York  City 
and  at  Canada's  remarkable  Shaw  Festival. 
I  realized  that  one  day  that  particularly 
stands  out  was  spent  in  neither  place. 

It  began  one  Friday  r  lorning  in  a  rented 
car  driving  down  the  Niagara  Parkway  along 
the  Canadian  side  of  the  river,  and  right 
there  you  ve  got  the  first  word  in  favor  of 
the  Buffalo  area.  A  good  two-lane  road  with 
green  lawn  to  the  right  and  green  lawn  to 
the  left,  neat  houses  with  farmland  behind 
them  on  one  side,  the  great  river  sometimes 
only  a  few  feet  away  on  the  other— it  is  an 
unusually  pleasant  place  to  drive  a  car. 

And  pretty  soon  you  come  to  Niagara 
Falls,  and  that's  the  .second  reason  for  going 
to  Buffalo. 

I  don't  know  what  I  can  tell  you  about  the 
falls.  Or  rather.  I  don't  know  how  to  tell 
you.  All  the  glib  vocabulary  of  the  reviewer 
falls  flat  before  them.  Awesome?  Grand? 
Magnificent?  I'd  be  embarassed  to  use  them. 
This  fact  of  nature  puts  in  proper  perspec- 
tive the  vaunted  human  ability  to  use  lan- 
guage. Ill  just  say  that  if  you've  heard  that 
the  Canadian  side  is  the  best  place  to  view 
the  falls,  that's  probably  right.  Drive  past 
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and  upstream  a  few  hundred  yards,  and 
walk  back  along  the  bank.  When  you  reach 
the  falls  and  stand  at  the  stone  balustrade 
above  them,  the  western  end  of  the  great 
horseshoe-shaped  torrent  pouring  over  the 
edge  is  only  about  20  feet  below.  It  is  a  sight 
to  put  you  in  your  place. 

On  to  Buffalo  itself,  which  is  about  50 
miles  south  of  Niagara-on-the-Lake.  down 
the  Parkway.  The  main  reason  I  was  driving 
to  Buffalo  was  to  visit  the  Albright-Knox 
Art  Gallery,  which  I  knew  to  have  a  great 
reputation  for  modern  art. 

Architecturally,  it  is  a  strange  partner- 
ship—a grand  Greek-revival  temple  built  at 
the  turn  of  the  century  alongside  a  recent 
one-story  long  box  of  black  glass  in  the  most 
severe  modern  manner.  But  it's  the  insides 
that  count,  and  they're  wonderful.  The 
main  modern  collection  is  in  the  long  box.  a 
handsome  interior  broken  up  into  corridors 
and  rooms  which  surround  a  sculpture 
garden.  The  collection  is  particularly  strong 
in  modern  Americans  and  has  some  notable 
contemporary  work,  including  a  marvelous 
•Mirrored  Room  "  by  Lucas  Samaras,  a  box 
constructed  entirely  of  mirror  panels,  about 
10  by  8  feet  by  8.  with  a  table  and  a  chair 
(also  made  of  mirrors)  inside.  You  take  your 
shoes  off  to  walk  inside  and  it's  better  than 
the  Fun  House. 

In  the  upstairs  part  of  the  Greek  temple 
there  were  some  huge  paintings  by  the  likes 
of  De  Kooning  and  Pollock,  a  room  of 
Gainsborough.  Hogarth.  Romney  and  Reyn- 
olds: antiquities;  great  Americans  like 
Eakins  and  Homer  and  the  primitive 
■Peaceable  Kingdom  "  of  Edward  Hicks  (the 
museum  is  full  of  paintings  you've  seen  in 
books)  and  most  unusual  of  all,  a  big  retro- 
spective of  the  paintings  of  the  late  Milton 
Avery,  a  major  American  painter  who  died 
almost  20  years  ago  and  whose  reputation 
with  the  general  public  is  not  nearly  so 
large  as  he  deserves.  The  tremendous  out- 
pouring of  his  last  years-paintings  of  a  rad- 
ical, stunning,  beautiful  simplicity  of  form 
and  color,  landscapes  and  seascapes  and  fig- 
ures of  seated  women  conversing— are  a  kind 
of  lesson  in  how  a  form  of  art  can  be  con- 
centrated into  its  esentials. 

Back  in  the  car  I  headed  north  to  another 
place  I  had  heard  about;  Artpark.  on  the 
edge  of  Lewiston.  which  sits  on  a  bluff  over- 
looking the  Niagara  gorge  where  the  falls 
used  to  be  12.000  years  ago.  seven  miles 
downstream  from  where  they  are  now.  Art- 
park  turned  out  to  be  the  biggest  surprise  of 
all. 

It  may.  in  fact,  be  unique.  Created  by  the 
New  York  legislature  10  years  ago.  it  sits  on 
200  acres  above  the  river.  It  is  designed  to 
be  a  place  where  art  and  the  public  may 
interact,  and  in  the  seven  hours  I  spent 
there.  I  came  to  think  it  is  succeeding  re- 
markably at  doing  just  that. 

The  lower  part  of  the  park  contains  a 
handsome  theater  and  concert  hall,  solid 
brick  with  a  rear  wall  that  is  pulled  up  for 
the  benefit  of  people  who  sit  on  the  lawn  in 
back.  There  are  2.400  seats  inside.  It's  a 
classy  place,  and  the  entertainment  covers  a 
remarkable  range:  professional  shows  pro- 
duced by  the  park  (this  summer.  'Hello. 
Dolly.  "  "Carousel. "  "Rigoletto. "  'Elektra'): 
visiting  dance  companies,  the  Buffalo  Phil- 
harmonic (I  heard  Julius  Rudel  conduct  a 
program  of  Brahms  and  Wagner);  stars  of 
folk.  rock,  jazz  and  country  music. 

There  is  a  charge  for  these  shows  ($8  top). 
The  rest  of  the  park  is  free.  And  it's  the  rest 
of  the  park  that  is  probably  unique  in 
America. 

Every  summer  Artpark  pays  a  large 
number  of  artists  $150  a  week  to  come  here 
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and  work.  They  have  a  free  hand  to  create 
what  they  want  and  afterward  it  belongs  to 
them,  although  some  of  the  art.  like  the  big 
steel  flying  platform  that  Owen  Morrel  put 
up  over  the  edge  of  the  gorge  in  1980  and 
called  "Omega"- 1  climbed  the  stairs  and 
stood  on  its  ultimate  grid,  but  I  hung  onto 
the  railing  pretty  tightly— are  left  in  place 
in  the  park. 

This  year.  51  artists  from  across  the 
United  States  and  Canada  have  been  invited 
to  work  here  during  the  nine  weeks  the  park 
is  open.  Opening  week,  the  first  group  was 
busy  with  all  sorts  of  projects— glass  blow- 
ing and  metal  sculpture,  fabric  and  ceram- 
ics, oil  painting  and,  most  interesting  of  all. 
a  91-foot-long  wooden  "house."  with  14 
modular  rooms  that  Brooklyn  artist  Vito 
Acconci  is  building  in  a  long  trench  on  the 
upper  plateau;  its  retractable  Astroturf  roof 
sections  will  be  at  ground  level. 

Artpark  is  for  kids,  too:  mimes  and  jug- 
glers and  acrobats;  the  chance  to  make  "line 
sculptures"  from  colorful  ptpe  cleaners,  to 
talk  to  the  artists;  I  saw  one  boy  with  a 
brush,  helping  with  a  painting.  There  are 
storytelling  sessions  down  in  the  green  wood 
in  little  natural  amphitheaters.  There's 
even  a  place  to  fish. 

Last  summer.  500.000  people  came. 

"We're  a  blue-collar  area. "  said  Jeanne 
Gunby.  the  friendly,  helpful  staff  member 
who  took  me  in  a  golf  cart  to  some  of  the 
farther  places,  this  hot.  windy  day.  "A  lot  of 
people  who  might  not  go  to  the  Albright- 
Knox  will  come  here.  We  have  had  some 
who  thought  it  was  a  theme  park— looking 
around  for  the  rides,  you  know?  But  its  a 
place  where  everybody  can  have  fun.  ask 
questions,  see  art  being  made.  We  don't  do 
any  explaining;  the  artists  have  to  handle 
the  questions.  Most  of  them  do  all  right  at 
that,  even  if  it  slows  them  down  a  little, 
compared  to  working  in  a  studio." 

I  drove  back  to  my  hotel  across  the  river 
feeling  that  Buffalo  had  been  vindicated.* 


HE  LIKED  PEOPLE,  AND  THEY 
LIKED  HIM 


HON.  TONY  COELHO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 
•  Mr.  COELHO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
people  of  the  State  of  California,  and 
particularly  those  in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley,  have  lost  a  great  friend  with 
the  passing  of  John  E.  Thurman,  Jr. 
Although  John  will  probably  be  best 
remembered  for  his  work  on  agricul- 
tural issues,  there  is  no  question  that 
he  will  be  remembered  by  people  in  all 
walks  of  life.  Senior  citizens  will  re- 
member him  for  his  unfaltering  fight 
for  them,  and  students  will  remember 
him  for  his  work  on  educational  issues. 
In  fact,  John  Thurman  had  a  positive 
impact  on  many  people. 

John  Thurman  loved  life  and  lived  it 
to  the  fullest.  And,  as  the  following  ar- 
ticle by  Dick  LeGrand  of  the  Modesto 
Bee  states,  "He  liked  people,  and  they 
liked  him".  John  will  be  missed,  but  I 
know  that  all  who  knew  John,  includ- 
ing his  political  foes,  will  have  fond 
memories  of  him.  I  am  pleased  to  be 
able  to  count  myself  among  one  of 
John's  friends,  and  I  offer  my  condo- 
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lences  to  his  wife,  Julie,  and  their  chil- 
dren. 

He  Liked  People  and  They  Liked  Him 
[Editor's  note:  As  political  writer  for  the 
Bee    for    12    years    before    assuming    his 
present  position.  Dick  LeGrand  dealt  fre- 
quently with  John  Thurman.] 

(By  Dick  LeGrand) 
A  lot  of  us  are  going  to  miss  John  Thur- 
man. 

He  was  somebody  special  and  in  one  way 
or  another  he  touched  most  of  our  lives. 

He  helped  people  and  made  them  happy, 
not  only  as  a  school  board  member,  supervi- 
sor and  legislator,  but  in  his  private  life  as 
well. 

Even  if  it  is  a  time  for  tears,  it's  not  a  time 
to  forget  how  he  carried  hope  and  laughter 
wherever  he  went. 

He  liked  people  and  just  about  everybody 
who  met  him  liked  him  too. 

Even  when  he  wasn't  campaigning  he 
tried  to  round  up  people  out  of  habit. 

■Whenever  I'm  driving  along  and  see  more 
than  three  cars  parked  in  front  of  a  place  I 
go  in  and  ask  why  I  wasn't  invited.  "  he  used 
to  crack. 

He  seemed  to  know  everybody,  and  once 
he  met  someone  he  seldom  forgot  the  per- 
son's name. 

In  1970.  shortly  after  being  elected  to  the 
Stanislaus  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  he 
walked  into  a  restaurant  for  a  night  meeting 
of  a  government  association  and  said  hello 
by  name  to  all  of  the  kitchen  staff  and  wait- 
resses, each  of  the  four  couples  in  the 
dining  room  and  all  of  the  people  in  the  bar, 
including  two  truck  drivers  from  Oregon 
who  were  in  the  cattle  hauling  business. 

And  he  knew  every  city  council  represent- 
ative from  the  towns  around  Modesto  when 
he  got  into  the  meeting  room. 

After  a  couple  of  years  in  the  Assembly, 
his  reputation  for  knowing  voters  in  his  dis- 
trict grew  into  a  legend. 

When  a  Democratic  campaign  worker  in 
1978  warned  that  the  Republicans  had  a 
chance  of  beating  Thurman,  another  Demo- 
crat responded.  "You  know  John,  he'll  slog 
through  every  barnyard  and  kick  in  every 
door  to  get  to  people. " 

Thurman  never  was  an  elegant  speaker, 
but  he  never  had  any  trouble  communicat- 
ing. The  people  knew  what  he  was  saying, 
even  when  reporters  weren't  so  sure. 

He  knew  how  to  get  publicity  as  a  politi- 
cian, like  the  time  he  fought  for  Lupe  Puli- 
do's  right  to  serve  her  home-canned  hot 
peppers  at  the  former  Able  and  Lupes  res- 
taurant on  9th  Street. 

The  peppers  were  scorchers  and  the 
health  department  said  her  home  canning 
didn't  meet  specifications.  Thurman.  who 
liked  to  eat  at  the  restaurant,  saw  a  chance 
to  help  a  constituent  and  get  a  mention  in 
the  story.  So  he  headed  for  the  restaurant, 
TV  crews  trailing  in  his  wake. 

"You  just  wait  for  the  little  red  light  on 
the  camera  to  come  on.  do  whatever  you're 
going  to  do  and  when  the  light  goes  off  its 
all  over. "  Thurman  said  later.  "The  light 
went  on.  I  popped  a  pepper  in  my  mouth 
and  started  to  chew.  The  damned  light 
didn't  go  out  and  the  inside  of  my  mouth 
was  frying.  I  had  to  keep  smiling  and  when 
they  finally  turned  the  camera  off  I 
thought  my  teeth  had  melted." 

Former  Gov.  Jerry  Brown,  no  slouch  at 
publicity  himself,  thought  it  was  worth  it. 
•John  Thurman  can  get  more  publicity  with 
hot  peppers  than  I  can  get  from  tax 
reform,"  he  said.  \ 
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Thurman  got  more  mileage  out  of  a  smile 
than  most  people,  too.  because  his  smile 
came  from  the  heart. 

Ifs  a  smile  we're  going  to  miss.* 


JOB  TRAINING 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.    HAMILTON.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
would  like  to  insert  my  Washington 
report  for  Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
into  the  Congressional  Record: 
Job  Training 

What  kind  of  job  training  does  one  give  a 
fifty  year  old  steel  worker  who  has  lost  his 
job  yet  does  not  want  to  move  his  family  out 
of  the  steel  town?  How  about  a  twenty-one 
year  old  high  school  drop-out  who  has  never 
held  a  job?  As  record  unemployment  rates 
continue,  so  does  the  debate  about  the  best 
way  to  retrain  workers. 

Even  after  the  economy  has  recovered 
from  the  recession,  disadvantaged  workers 
and  dislocated  workers  are  still  likely  to 
have  trouble  finding  jobs.  Disadvantaged 
workers  include  low-income  individuals  with 
little  work  experience  Dislocated  workers 
are  skilled  workers  who  were  previously  em- 
ployed but  have  been  thrown  out  of  work  by 
structural  economic  change. 

The  Job  Training  and  Partnership  Act  of 
1982  (JTPA).  scheduled  to  take  effect  Octo- 
ber 1,  1983.  sets  up  a  major  new  employ- 
ment and  training  system.  The  act  provides 
for  state  and  locally  administered  job  train- 
ing, and  assistance  for  job  search  and  job  re- 
location for  both  disadvantaged  and  dislo- 
cated workers.  The  JTPA  also  authorizes 
federally  administered  aid  for  severely  dis- 
advantaged youth.  In  addition  to  the  JTPA. 
the  Targeted  Jolw  Tax  Credit  provides  wage 
subsidies  in  the  form  of  tax  credits,  to  em- 
ployers hiring  disadvantaged  workers. 

Disadvantaged  workers  have  usually  relied 
on  job  search  assistance,  wage  subsidies,  and 
training. 

Evidence  from  past  programs  suggests 
that  job  search  assistance,  while  the  least 
costly  to  provide,  is  only  helpful  to  people 
with  at  least  minimally  marketable  skills. 
The  success  of  wage  subsidies  also  depends 
on  workers'  being  at  least  minimally  attrac- 
tive to  employers.  Training,  though  consid- 
erably more  expensive,  is  necessary  for  most 
disadvantaged  workers.  The  most  successful 
federal  training  program  is  the  Jobs  Corps, 
an  intensive  residential  program  involving 
both  remedial  and  vocational  education.  Be- 
cause the  participants  are  severely  disadvan- 
taged, however,  the  cost  per  participant  of 
$30,000  is  significantly  more  than  the  cost 
of  other  programs. 

Built  into  the  1982  law  was  a  completely 
new  program  directed  at  dislocated  workers. 
Unlike  disadvantaged  workers,  dislocated 
workers  are  on  the  unemployment  rolls  be- 
cause their  jobs  have  disappeared,  not  be- 
cause they  never  had  the  qualifications  to 
obtain  employment.  A  recent  study  esti- 
mates that  in  January  1983.  this  group  com- 
prised about  20%  of  all  the  unemployed. 

Assistance  with  relocation  and  job  search 
are  the  cheapest  forms  of  help  for  dislocat- 
ed workers.  Yet.  many  of  the  workers  who 
receive  this  assistance  have  specific  skills 
which  are  not  readily  transferrable.  and 
they  must  receive  training  to  acquire  new 
skills  that  are  in  demand.  As  in  the  case  of 
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disadvantaged  people,  dislocated  workers 
have  found  training  programs  to  be  the 
most  helpful  in  getting  them  jobs. 

A  major  problem  in  designing  any  training 
program  is  selecting  the  skills  to  be  taught. 
It  is  hard  to  ensure  that  skills  taught  match 
skills  needed  in  the  labor  market.  Further- 
more, there  may  simply  be  no  jobs  available 
in  a  particular  town  no  matter  what  skills 
the  job  seeker  has.  and  relocation  is  often 
undesirable  for  workers  with  families.  The 
JTPA  strictly  limits  the  funds  that  can  be 
used  for  non-training  expenses.  This  ad- 
dresses the  major  criticism  of  the  previous 
job  training  program,  that  workers  were 
simply  receiving  unemployment  benefits, 
not  genuine  training.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  JTPA  limit  has  raised  questions  about 
how  you  put  a  person  on  a  training  program 
when  he's  out  of  work  and  has  nothing  to 
live  on. 

Job  training  is  also  difficult  because  pro- 
jections of  future  trends  in  employment  are 
still  based  on  assumptions,  not  faci.  One 
reason  for  this  is  that  the  United  Stp.tes  is 
the  last  major  industrial  country  'n  the 
world  to  have  no  compulsory  reporting  of 
job  vacancies.  We  literally  do  not  know  how 
many  jobs  are  now  open  and  how  many  will 
be  open  in  the  next  year  or  two.  West  Ger- 
many. Belgium,  and  Prance  all  have  com- 
pulsory reporting  systems,  and  so  they  know 
what  jobs  need  filling  and  what  training 
needs  to  be  undertaken.  These  countries  use 
federal  funds  to  train  and  retrain  about  2 
percent  of  their  labor  force  annually.  In 
contrast,  all  the  retraining  programs  in  the 
United  States  have  never  helped  more  than 
0.1  percent  to  0.5  percent  of  our  labor  force 
in  any  single  year. 

There  are  a  number  of  new  ideas  on  ways 
to  improve  our  job  training  programs.  For 
dislocated  workers  in  particular,  state  unem- 
ployment insurance  laws  should  be  modified 
to  encourage  training  and  education,  while 
avoiding  measures  that  penalize  people  who 
are  unable  to  work.  Another  idea  that  is 
gaining  in  popularity  is  the  Individual 
Training  Account.  This  account  would  be 
similar  to  the  Individual  Retirement  Ac- 
count in  concept,  but  it  would  take  contribu- 
tions from  the  worker  and  his  employer  to- 
gether. Contributions  would  accumulate 
while  the  worker  was  on  the  job.  The  dislo- 
cated worker  could  then  draw  on  his  ac- 
count, receiving  a  voucher  to  pay  for  educa- 
tion, retaining,  or  relocation.  His  account 
could  be  linked  to  the  unemployment  insur- 
ance system  by  a  requirement  that  he  draw- 
on  the  funds  after  collecting  unemployment 
benefits  for  a  certain  time. 

The  United  States  Employment  Service 
serves  as  a  labor  exchange  for  people  seek- 
ing work  and  for  employers  with  job  open- 
ings. The  JTPA  funded  the  Service,  but  con- 
centrated greater  resources  upon  the  need 
of  hard-to-place  job  seekers.  This  was  a 
good  first  step,  but  greater  effort  should  be 
made  to  expand  use  of  the  Service  by  job 
seekers  and  employers  alike. 

Unemployment  remains  a  major  challenge 
facing  the  country  today.  The  recovery  will 
be  sustained  only  if  productivity  increases, 
and  productivity  will  increase  only  if  we  are 
successful  in  expanding  job  training.  Only 
by  insuring  that  every  person  has  the  op- 
portunity to  work,  will  we  maximize  our 
country's  great  economic  potential.* 
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FEDERAL  ANNUITY  AND  INVEST- 
MENT REFORM-THE  FAIR 
PROGRAM 


HON.  JOHN  N.  ERLENBORN 

or  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  am  introducing  a  comprehen- 
sive legislative  package  to  provide  the 
framework  for  a  national  debate  on 
needed  adjustments  in  the  various 
Federal  retirement-related  entitlement 
and  pension  programs. 

Over  the  past  few  years  numerous 
reports  dealing  with  post-retirement 
cost-of-living  adjustments  (COLA's) 
and  Federal  pensions  generally  have 
been  issued  by  several  Presidential 
commissions,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  the  General  Account- 
ing Office,  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service,  and  other  study  and  re- 
search organizations  outside  Govern- 
ment. A  repeated  theme  in  these  re- 
ports is  the  need  to  take  a  long-term 
comprehensive  view— that  is.  the  need 
for  a  rational  and  financially  sound 
national  retirement  income  policy. 
One  of  the  key  elements  in  bringing 
about  such  a  policy  is  the  extension  of 
social  security  coverage  to  Federal 
workers.  The  cornerstone  of  this 
policy  is  now  in  place  as  a  result  of 
Congress  having  adopted  via  the  omni- 
bus social  security  legislation  (H.R. 
1900)  the  recommendations  of  the  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Social  Security 
Reform  to  place  all  new  Federal  work- 
ers under  the  protection  of  the  Na- 
tion's basic  retirement  system. 

In  addition  to  universal  social  securi- 
ty coverage,  the  various  studies  have 
focused  on  retirement  income  goals 
and  benefit  adequacy,  retirement  ages, 
equity— as  between  high-  and  low-wage 
workers,  long-  and  short-service  work- 
ers, men  and  women.  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  workers,  and  different  occupa- 
tional classes,  disparities  in  disability 
programs,  inflation  and  cost-of-living 
adjustments,  strengthening  individual 
retirement  savings  efforts,  and  the 
adequacy  and  affordability  of  program 
financing,  for  example,  the  policies 
needed  to  avoid  imposing  insecurity  on 
future  retirees  and  impossible  funding 
burdens  on  future  working  genera- 
tions. 

Those  who  have  studied  the  Nation's 
retirement  systems  stress  that  new 
policies  should  be  set  not  by  taking 
narrow,  shortsighted  approaches  to  re- 
tirement issues  but  by  fully  recogniz- 
ing the  impact  that  retirement  deci- 
sions have  on  the  economy  as  a  whole 
and  the  implications  that  today's  re- 
tirement decisions  will  have  for  the 
decades  ahead.  Retirement  policies 
should  not  create  financial  burdens 
which  will  become  unacceptable  and 
unsupportable  by  future  workers,  but 


instead  should  encourage,  savings,  in- 
vestment, and  productivity  in  a  fiscally 
sound  manner.  This  is  necessary  if  our 
Nation  is  to  achieve  noninflationary 
economic  growth  and  stability  with  re- 
spect to  the  various  segments  of  the 
economy  and  their  related  institu- 
tions. 

My  three-bill  legislative  package 
builds  on  the  themes  of  the  above- 
mentioned  studies  by  taking  a  long- 
term  and  across-the-board  approach  in 
establishing  a  "FAIR"  retirement 
income  policy  in  connection  with  all 
Federal  retirement  programs.  The 
FAIR  acronym  stands  for  my  Federal 
annuity  and  investment  reform  pro- 
gram. The  FAIR  program  sets  forth 
the  necessary  blueprint  for  building 
on  the  strengths  and  correcting  the 
weaknesses  of  the  present  system  of 
providing  retirement  income. 

The  first  bill  (H.R.  3751)  would 
bring  about  greater  equity  and  defen- 
sibility  in  the  level  of  Federal  employ- 
ee pensions  by  limiting  future  annual 
postretirement  COLA's  to  60  percent 
of  the  plan  COLA  increase  for  those 
benefits  which  exceed  the  maximum 
retirement  benefits  payable  to  new  re- 
tirees under  social  security— about 
$10,000  per  year  in  1984— when  an  em- 
ployee's benefits  under  all  federally 
sponsored  retirement  and  disability 
systems  are  combined. 

The  second  bill  (H.R.  3752)  in  the 
FAIR  program,  first,  establishes  a  de- 
fined benefit  and  thrift  plan  arrange- 
ment comparable   to  those   found  in 
the  private  sector  to  provide  supple- 
mentary   benefits    for   those    Federal 
employees  newly  covered  under  social 
security;  second,  conforms  the  provi- 
sions of  the  present  civil  service  retire- 
ment system  in  a  manner  so  as  to  min- 
imize future  contribution  and  benefit 
differences  for  present  employees  as 
compared  with  those  employees  newly 
covered   under  social   security;   third, 
extends  the  accrued  benefit  protection 
applicable  to  qualified  private  plans  to 
the  benefits  under  the  civil  service  re- 
tirement system  (CSRS)  and  conforms 
the  provisions  of  the  CSRS  and  the 
new  Federal  thrift  plan  to  the  stand- 
ards required  under  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974 
(ERISA);  fourth,  extends  the  full  pro- 
tections and  standards  of  the  Employ- 
ee Retirement  Income  Security  Act  of 
1974  (ERISA)  to  the  pension  plan  or 
plans  established  by  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  for  those  employees  newly  cov- 
ered   under    social    security    and    ex- 
cluded from  coverage  under  the  civil 
service  retirement  system;  and  fifth, 
provides  for  social  security  coverage 
for  current  civil  service  employees  who 
elect  coverage  under  both  social  secu- 
rity and  the  revised  provisions  of  the 
civil  service  retirement  and  disability 
system  applicable  to  new  employees. 

The  so-called  windfall  reduction 
under  social  security  would  be  made 
inapplicable    to    employees    electing 
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such  coverage  in  cases  in  which  post- 
1983  service  is  10  years  or  more. 

The  third  bill  (H.R.  3753)  would 
bring  greater  long-term  stability  to  the 
financing  of  all  Federal  retirement 
plans,  including  social  security,  by  pro- 
viding a  mechanism  for  limiting  future 
annual  postretirement  benefit  in- 
creases (COLA'S)  to  the  lesser  of  the 
increase  in  national  wages  or  the  in- 
crease in  the  consumer  price  index  (or 
other  automatic  COLA  mechanism 
currently  applicable  in  the  plan. 

EXPLANATION  OF  FAIR 


H.R.  37  51— COLA  EQUITY 

The  patchwork  structure  of  Federal 
pension  programs  has  come  under 
more  intense  scrutiny  in  the  last 
decade  as  the  growing  costs  of  these 
programs  have  become  amplified  as  a 
result  of  high  and,  at  times,  double- 
digit  inflation.  Both  civilian  and  mili- 
tary pensions  have  been  broadly  criti- 
cized as  being  overgenerous  and  unaf- 
fordable.  A  recent  Washington  Post 
editorial.  "Facts  About  Federal  Pen- 
sions,"  summarizes  that  "Federal  pen- 
sions cost  so  much  because  they  have 
two  features  unmatched  in  the  private 
sector— retirement  at  age  55  and  full 
inflation  protection.  " 

This  bill  is  intended  to  bring  about 
greater  equity  and  defensibility  in  the 
level  of  Federal  employee  pensions  by 
limiting  post- 1983  retirement  cost-of- 
living  adjustments  (COLA's)  to  60  per- 
cent of  the  COLA  increase  for  those 
benefits  exceeding  the  level  of  the 
maximum  retirement  benefits  payable 
to  a  new  retiree  under  social  security— 
about  $10,000  per  year  in  1984— when 
an  employees  benefits  under  all  feder- 
ally sponsored  retirement  and  disabil- 
ity systems  are  combined. 

The  criticisms  of  Federal  military 
and  civilian  pensions— and,  therefore, 
of  Federal  employees  generally— will 
continue  until  the  faults  in  the  basic 
design  of  the  present  system  are  cor- 
rected. The  COLA  equity  bill  takes  a 
major  step  in  making  the  necessary 
corrections  at  least  with  respect  to  re- 
tirement COLA'S.  Other  provisions  in 
my  FAIR  legislative  package  will  help 
correct  other  inequities  related  to 
early  retirement,  and  short-service 
penalties  which  at  present  particularly 
disadvantage  low-paid  workers  and 
women. 

The  fact  that  retirees  under  present 
law  can  draw  combined  military  and 
civilian  retirement  income  of  $25,000, 
$35,000,  $45,000.  $55.000-even  in  rare 
cases  over  $60,000— and  still  receive 
full  COLA'S  equal  to  100  percent  of 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI)  is  as 
much  an  affront  to  just  plain  good 
sense  as  it  is  to  the  already  overbur- 
dened Federal  taxpayer.  The  un- 
capped COLA  has  created  an  embar- 
rassment of  riches  to  the  minority  of 
Federal  retirees  who  have  become  well 
heeled  as  a  result  of  the  present  in- 
equity. 
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It  is  clear  that  the  current  structure 
is  in  need  of  change  when  retirees  can 
ultimately  draw  more  in  retirement 
than  their  on-the-job  replacements 
will  earn  while  working.  The  present 
COLA  formulation  leading  to  this 
result  has  also  dramatically  increased 
the  spread  in  the  dollar  amount  of 
pensions  which  employees  retiring  at 
different  pay  levels  initially  receive. 
This  built-in  "rich  get  richer"  princi- 
ple can  be  illustrated— when  consider- 
ing past  double-digit  rates  of  infla- 
tion—by comparing  first,  the  $100  per 
month  increase  accruing  to  the  typical 
retiree  with,  second,  the  $6,000  per 
year  increase— equal  to  one-half  of  the 
total  pension  of  the  average  retiree- 
going  to  the  fortunate  few  drawing 
$60,000  Federal  pensions. 

If  the  provisions  of  H.R.  3751  had 
been  in  effect  in  the  past,  the  spread 
between  high-  and  moderate-income 
retirees  would  have  been  kept  more  in 
check  and  the  retirement  income  of 
Federal  employees  retiring  with  long 
service  and  above  average  wages  would 
not  have  spurted  ahead  of  the  earned 
income  of  their  counterparts  in  the 
active  work  force.  The  provisions  of 
the  bill  are  prospective  in  application, 
would  reduce  no  retiree's  pension,  but 
would  serve  to  moderate  future  bene- 
fit increases  for  those  persons  retiring 
at  above  average  wage  levels. 

The  Christian  Science  Monitor  in  its 
editorial    "Rethink  Federal  Pensions" 
states  that    "retirement  inequities  be- 
tween the  public  and  private  sectors 
should  no  longer  be  tolerated."  The 
provisions  of  H.R.  3751  would  bring 
the  COLAs  under  the  current  Federal 
systems  more  in  line  with  leading  pri- 
vate    pension     fund     practices.     The 
present     cost-of-living     adjustments- 
equivalent  to  the  100-percent  CPI  ad- 
justment found  under  social  security— 
on  combined  pensions  under  the  social 
security  maximum  retirement  benefit 
level  are  maintained.  To  do  otherwise 
would  place  Federal  retirees  in  a  less 
advantageous    position    than    persons 
receiving  social  security  alone.  Howev- 
er, pensions  above  the  social  security 
maximum     retirement    benefit    level 
would  be   adjusted   at   60  percent  of 
their  former  rate.  This  is  only  fair  in- 
asmuch as  the  average  cost-of-living 
wage  increase  agreed  upon  in  private 
sector  collective  bargaining  has  aver- 
aged about  60  percent  of  the  increase 
in  the  CPI.  Many  private  and  State 
and  local  government  retirement  sys- 
tems which  do  have  automatic  postre- 
tirement COLA'S  cap  such  increases  at 
3  to  60  percent  is  the  percentage  bene- 
fits would  increase  under  such  plans  if 
a  long-term  inflation  rate  of  5  percent 
is  assumed. 

In  addition  to  restoring  a  measure  of 
equity  in  the  pensions  of  Federal 
workers  as  compared  with  non-Federal 
workers,  the  60  percent  COLA  provi- 
sion would  aid  greatly  in  controllmg 
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the  rapidly  escalating  unfunded  liabil- 
ities among  the  various  Federal  pen- 
sion systems.  As  a  result  of  legislation 
which  I  authored  (Public  Law  95-595) 
a  more  realistic  actuarial  assessment 
of  all  Federal  retirement  systems  is 
now  possible.  The  ERISA-like  annual 
financial  reports  required  of  all  Feder- 
al plans  show  that  their  combined  un- 
funded liabilities  (exclusive  of  social 
security)  exceeds  $1  trillion,  a  debt 
which  will  have  to  be  paid  but  which  is 
in  addition  to  the  already  recorded 
trillion-dollar-plus  national  debt.  Over 
$100  billion  of  this  pension  debt  has 
been  created  in  just  the  past  few  years 
under  the  civil  service  retirement 
system  alone.  Introducing  the  60  per- 
cent COLA  escalator  factor  will  help 
in  controlling  the  level  of  future  un- 
funded liabilities  and  help  restore  the 
public  support  that  is  required  if  the 
taxes  necessary  to  fund  future  bene- 
fits are  to  be  supplied  in  sufficient 
quantity  to  meet  full  expectations. 

The  Christian  Science  Monitor  sum- 
marizes the  issue  well; 

In  calling  for  federal  pension  reform,  we 
are  not  suggesting  that  federal  (employees) 
be  in  any  way  disadvantaged  or  financially 
penalized.  What  is  paramount,  rather,  is 
that  public  employment  not  be  made  the  ve- 
hicle for  special  advantages  denied  Ameri- 
cans as  a  whole  and  thus  be  regarded  as  a 
source  of  easy  income  because  the  American 
taxpayer  pays  for  it. 

My  proposal  to  limit  future  COLA 
increases  on  benefit  levels  above  the 
social  security  retirement  maximum 
takes  a  necessary  step  in  removing  the 
above  mentioned  unfair  advantages  of 
Federal  versus  non-Federal  workers 
and  would  help  restore  a  new  measure 
of  financial  health  to  the  major  Feder- 
al civilian  and  military  retirement  sys- 
tems. 

H.R.  3752— THE  FXDERAL  ANNUITY  AND 
INVESTMENT  REFORM  ACT  iFAIRi 

The  reports  of  the  Presidential  com- 
missions, and  other  groups  that  have 
studied  pension  and  retirement  issues 
over  the  past  few  years  have  suggested 
major  changes  in  Federal  retirement 
policies.  With  the  inclusion  of  new 
Federal  workers  under  social  security 
Ijeginning  in  1984.  it  is  now  time  to 
move  forward  with  legislation  to  bring 
about  a  more  rational  and  defensible 
retirement  structure  for  all  Federal 
workers,  both  new  and  old. 

As  a  leading  supporter  of  the  private 
pension  system  and  ERISA  standards. 
I  believe  much  can  be  learned  from 
the  private  system  in  constructing  a 
reasonable  and  financially  sound  Fed- 
eral retirement  structure.  It  is  from 
this  background  that  I  have  developed 
a  comprehensive  legislative  program, 
the  Federal  Annuity  and  Investment 
Reform  Act  (or  FAIR). 

In  brief  the  FAIR  program,  first,  es- 
tablishes a  defined  benefit  and  thrift 
plan  arrangement  comparable  to  those 
found  in  the  private  sector  to  provide 
supplementary  benefits  for  those  Fed- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

eral  employees  newly  covered  under 
social  security,  second,  conforms  the 
provisions  of  the  present  civil  service 
retirement  and  disability  system  to 
minimize  future  differences  in  contri- 
butions and  benefits  for  present  em- 
ployees as  compared  with  those  newly 
covered  under  social  security,  third, 
extends  the  accrued  benefit  protection 
applicable  to  qualified  private  plans  to 
the  benefits  under  the  civil  service  re- 
tirement system  (CSRS).  and  con- 
forms the  provisions  of  the  CSRS  and 
the  new  Federal  thrift  plan  to  the 
standards  required  under  ERISA  (the 
Employee  Retirement  Income  Securi- 
ty Act  of  1974).  and  fourth,  provides 
for  the  voluntary  election  by  current 
Federal  workers  to  be  covered  under 
social  security  and  the  provisions  of 
the  CSRS  and  Federal  thrift  plan  ap- 
plicable to  new  employees. 

The  objectives  of  the  FAIR  program 
are  consistent  with  those  set  forth  in 
the  March  1980  report  of  the  universal 
social  security  coverage  study  group 
(chaired  by  Joseph  W.  Bartlett)  which 
also  studied  retirement  options  for 
Federal  employees  covered  under 
social  security.  The  following  objec- 
tives are  also  fully  compatible  with  the 
views  expressed  by  the  Speaker, 
Thomas  P.  O'Neill,  Jr..  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  William  D.  Ford,  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  Dan  Rostenkowski, 
in  their  February  18.  1983  Dear  Col- 
league letter  dealing  with  social  securi- 
ty coverage  and  the  future  changes  to 
the  civil  service  retirement  system  ne- 
cessitated by  social  security  coverage. 

The  purposes  and  objectives  of 
FAIR  are; 

First,  to  provide  Federal  employees 
with  a  supplemental  staff  retirement 
program  coordinated  with  social  secu- 
rity which  is  comparable  to  good  re- 
tirement programs  operated  by  major 
employers  in  the  private  and  State 
an(i  local  government  sectors  in  order, 
first,  that  the  Federal  Government 
will  remain  competitive  with  other  em- 
ployers with  which  it  must  compete 
for  qualified  employees,  and  second, 
that  retirement  program  and  social  se- 
curity benefits  combined  will  provide  a 
reasonable  level  of  benefit  adequacy  at 
all  preretirement  income  levels; 

Second,  to  provide  Federal  employ- 
ees with  enhanced  portability  of  re- 
tirement benefits  which  will  permit 
greater  flexibility  in  retirement  plan- 
ning and  which  will  instill  in  the 
system  a  greater  measure  of  equity  as 
between  short-service  and  long-service 
employees; 

Third,  to  strengthen  the  financing 
of  the  civil  service  retirement  and  dis- 
ability system  by  maintaining  the  one 
system  for  both  old  and  new  employ- 
ees, by  requiring  full  dynamic  normal 
costs  to  be  contributed  on  behalf  of 
new  employees  as  well  as  current  em- 
ployees,   by    requiring    full    employer 
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contributions  to  amortize  the  initial 
unfunded  liability  over  40  years  as  a 
level  percentage  of  payroll,  and  by 
providing  the  opportunity  for  en- 
hanced investment  earnings  of  the 
system; 

Fourth,  to  assure  Federal  employees 
that  their  accrued  pension  benefits 
will  not  be  diminished  by  extending  to 
the  civil  service  retirement  and  disabil- 
ity system  the  requirement  added  by 
ERISA  which  prohibits  private  pen- 
sion plans  from  reducing  accured  pen- 
sion benefits; 

Fifth,  to  encourage  individual  retire- 
ment savings  and  to  promote  flexibil- 
ity in  retirement  planning  by  provid- 
ing to  all  Federal  employees  access  to 
individual  thrift  retirement  accounts 
(TRA's)  in  which  they  have  a  free 
market  choice  of  investment  and  in 
which  there  is  100  percent  immediate 
vesting  of  employee  contributions  and 
for  new  employees  employer  matching 
contributions  up  to  3  percent  of  basic 
pay; 

Sixth,  to  restore  the  defensibility  of 
Federal  employee  retirement  benefits 
and  maintain  the  affordability  of  the 
civil  service  retirement  and  disability 
system  by  providing  for  a  more  ration- 
al benefit  structure,  particularly  as  it 
relates  to  early  retirement  and  postre- 
tirement  COLAs; 

Seventh,  to  provide  a  revised  retire- 
ment program  structure  which  is  not 
disruptive  to  the  present  system  of 
providing  benefits,  which  is  relatively 
simple  to  administer,  and  which  is 
easily  understood  by  employees;  and 

Eighth,  to  provide  for  comparability 
between  the  retirement  system  fea- 
tures (taking  into  account  social  secu- 
rity, civil  service  retirement,  and  the 
new  Federal  thrift  plan)  for  old  and 
new  employees  with  respect  to;  first. 
contributions  made  by  and  benefits  re- 
ceived by  such  old  and  new  employees, 
and  second,  the  employer  normal  costs 
for  all  retirement  and  disability  bene- 
fits computed  on  a  dynamic  basis  for 
such  old  and  new  employees. 

As  a  result  of  FAIR,  an  additional, 
direct  benefit  will  accrue  to  the  finan- 
cial health  of  the  social  security  old 
age.  survivors,  and  disability  trust 
funds.  Since  current  employees  may 
make  an  irrevocable  election  to  come 
under  both  social  security  and  the  pro- 
visions of  the  CSRS  and  Federal  thrift 
plan  applicable  to  new  employees,  an 
additional  employee  and  employer 
contribution  of  5.7  percent  of  pay  for 
each  employee  making  the  election 
will  be  made  to  the  social  security 
trust  funds  beginning  in  1984.  A  high 
percentage  of  current  employees  can 
be  expected  to  make  the  election  on 
account  of  the  following  consider- 
ations—the combined  contribution 
rate  for  employees  earning  in  excess  of 
the  social  security  maximum  taxable 
wage  base  would  be  somewhat  less 
than  their  current  7  percent  rate,  so- 


August  3,  1983 


called  windfall  social  security  reduc- 
tions would  be  restored  for  current 
employees  covered  under  the  new 
system  for  10  years  or  more,  in  most 
cases  disability  benefit  levels  would  be 
increased,  portability  under  social  se- 
curity would  be  available,  the  3  per- 
cent employer  matching  contribution 
under  the  Federal  thrift  plan  would  be 
available,  the  new  social  security  level- 
ing option  would  be  available,  and  all 
benefits  already  accrued  would  be  pro- 
tcctcd. 

In  general,  enactment  of  the  FAIR 
program  will  enhance  the  financial 
soundness  of  both  the  social  security 
and  civil  service  retirement  trust  funds 
and  will  instill  into  the  system  of  Fed- 
eral benefits  new  elements  of  equity, 
comparability,  portability,  and  afford- 
ability. 

TITLE  I  OF  FAIR— FEDERAL  THRIFT  PLAN 

In  designing  a  new  supplemental  re- 
tirement program  for  Federal  employ- 
ees newly  covered  under  social  securi- 
ty, both  defined  contribution  and  de- 
fined benefit  approaches  were  consid- 
ered (the  present  CSRS  is  of  the  de- 
fined benefit  type).  Neither  approach 
standing  alone  was  considered  ade- 
quate to  simultaneously  meet  the 
many  objectives  outlined  above.  In  ad- 
dition a  defined  benefit  plan  (if  it  is  to 
meet  ERISA  standards)  cannot,  be- 
cause of  the  redistributional  aspects  of 
social  security,  be  devised  to  totally 
replicate  current  CSRS  benefit  re- 
placement levels  in  every  individual 
circumstances.  A  combination  of  both 
approaches,  however,  was  found  to 
provide  the  necessary  mix  of  benefit 
adequacy,  equity,  flexibility,  portabil- 
ity, and  affordability. 

The  Federal  thrift  plan  acting  as  a 
defined  contribution  supplement  to 
social  security  and  the  basic  defined 
benefit  civil  service  retirement  ar- 
rangement provides; 

First,  flexibility  in  retirement  plan- 
ning-for  example,   funds   for  earlier 
retirement  or  COLA  supplementation; 
Second,  individual  incentive  for  sav- 
ings and  capital  accumulation; 

Third,  a  source  of  funds  for  auto, 
mortgage,  and  educational  loans; 

Fourth,  individual  employee  choice 
in  selecting  investment  and  annuity 
programs  offered  by  qualified  finan- 
cial institutions,  and 

Fifth,  portability— through  permit- 
ted rollover  of  employee  contributions 
and  employer  distributions  from  the 
civil  service  and  other  pension  plans, 
and  the  continued  investment  by  the 
individual  of  thrift  retirement  account 
accumulations  after  the  termination 
of  Federal  employment. 

Title  I— Federal  Thrift  Plan 
Title  I  of  the  PAIR  Act  adds  new  Sub- 
chapter IV,  Sections  8361   through  8370- 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan- 
to  Title  5.  U.S.C. 

Section  8361— Coverage  and  definitions 
The     employees     and     officials     in     all 
branches  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
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ernment  (including  civilian,  foreign,  postal, 
judicial,  congressional,  and  military  service) 
are  immediately  eligible  to  participate  on  a 
voluntary  basis  in  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan 
(FTP).  The  one  exception  to  the  general 
coverage  rule  excludes  employees  already 
covered  under  similar  defined  contribution 
plans  (for  example,  employees  participating 
in  the  deOned  contribution  plans  main- 
tained by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  and 
the  Smithsonian  Institution). 

Under  the  rules  establishing  the  Federal 
Thrift  Plan,  plan  participants  may  establish 
one  or  more  Thrift  Retirement  Accounts 
(TRAs)  in  a  -qualified  investment  program" 
maintained  by  an  -investment  or  financial 
institution". 

Employees  who  participate  in  the  Federal 
Thrift  Plan  by  establishing  and  contribut- 
ing to  Thrift  Retirement  Accounts  (TRAs) 
during  their  working  years  continue,  even 
after  termination  of  federal  employment,  to 
be  considered  plan  "participants"  who 
direct  the  investments  in  their  TRAs.  Upon 
the  death  of  a  participant  who  was  main- 
taining one  or  more  TRAs  who  was  an 
active  or  separated  employee,  the  designat- 
ed beneficiary  with  respect  to  each  TRA  is 
given  the  same  status  as  a  "participant" 
who  may  elect  to  continue  such  TRAs  and 
direct  the  investments  in  such  accounts  (or. 
in  the  alternative  elect  a  lump-sum  or  survi- 
vor annuity). 

The  establishment  of  the  Federal  Thrift 
Plan  is  provided  for  under  section  8362. 
Section  8363— Contributions  and  transfers 

among  TRA 's 
Annual  employee  contributions:  Employee 
participants  may  contribute  up  to  10%  of 
basic  pay  each  year  to  Thrift  Retirement 
Accounts  of  their  choosing.  Employing 
agencies  would  deduct  from  basic  pay  the 
amount  or  percentage  of  pay  elected  by  the 
employee  to  be  withheld  and  transmit  such 
amounts  to  the  TRA  designated  by  the  em- 
ployee. Employees  could  change  their  TRA 
designation  once  a  year  (or  more  often  if 
permitted  by  regulations). 

"Catch-up  contributions':  As  permitted 
under  current  law  applicable  to  private 
plans,  employees  who  do  not  make  the  full 
10%  contribution  in  a  year  may  make  the 
balance  of  such  contributions  in  any  later 
year. 

Federal  employer  contributions:  Each 
year  the  employing  agency  will  match  on  a 
dollar  for  dollar  basis  the  actual  amount  of 
employee  contributions  made  in  such  year, 
up  to  a  maximum  amount  equal  to  3%  of 
the  basic  pay  of  such  employee.  Employees 
newly  covered  under  Social  Security 
(termed  post-83  employees)  and  current  em- 
ployees electing  post-83  status  are  eligible 
for  matching  employer  contributions.  Em- 
ployees newly  hired  or  employed  after  a 
break-in-service  become  eligible  for  match- 
ing employer  contributions  after  completing 
one  year  of  service.  Employing  agencies 
transmit  the  matching  contributions  to  the 
TRA  then  currently  designated  by  the  em- 
ployee. The  employee  has  an  immediate  and 
fully  vested  interest  in  the  amount  of  em- 
ployer contributions  made  to  his  or  her  ac- 
count. 

•Rollovers"  among  TRAs:  A  plan  partici- 
pant while  designating  only  one  TRA  at  any 
one  time  to  receive  employee  and  employer 
contributions,  may  establish  one  or  more  ad- 
ditional TRAs  and  transfer  some  or  all  of 
the  amounts  in  any  TRA  to  any  other  TRA. 
For  example,  a  participant  might  initially 
designate  a  particular  "money  fund"  as  the 
TRA  to  receive  employee  and  employer  con- 
tributions and  periodically  transfer  amounts 
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in  such  an  account  to  other  TRA  programs 
(e.g.  involving  stocks,  bonds,  certificate  of 
deposits,  mortgages,  annuities  or  other 
forms  of  investment)  offered  by  the  same  or 
another  financial  institution.  From  time  to 
time  the  participant  may  wish  to  transfer 
funds  for  a  TRA  which  allows  the  employee 
to  make  a  home,  automobile,  or  educational 
loan  within  the  guidelines  set  forth  under 
the  Federal  Thrift  Plan.  At  retirement  the 
participant  may  wish  to  rollover  his  or  her 
thrift  retirement  accumulations  into  a  TRA 
offering  a  fixed  or  variable  annuity. 

While  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Thrift 
Plan  do  not  restrict  the  number  of  TRAs  a 
participant  may  maintain  or  the  timing  or 
frequency  of  transfers  among  a  participants 
accounts,  the  financial  institution  offering  a 
TRA  program  is  not  prohibited  from  estab- 
lishing such  restrictions  or  instituting  pen- 
alties for  early  withdrawal  or  transfer. 

"Rollovers  "  from  other  plans:  Lump  sum 
distributions  to  Federal  Thrift  Plan  partici- 
pants  from  other  tax-qualified   private  or 
governmental  pension,  profit-sharing,  thrift, 
etc..  plans  may  be  transferred  and  deposited 
to  the  credit  of  a  TRA  selected  by  the  par- 
ticipant. If  an  employee  who  separates  from 
Federal  service  elects  to  withdraw  his  or  her 
accumulated  employee  contributions   from 
the  defined-benefit  Civil  Service  Retirement 
and  Disability  System,  the  total  amount  of 
such  accumulation  is  automatically  trans- 
ferred to  a  Thrift  Retirement  Account  of 
the  employee's  own  choosing.  The  availabil- 
ity of  these  rollover  provisions  afford  em- 
ployees with  a  new  means  of  pension  porta- 
bility and  a  deferral  of  taxes  on  such  accu- 
mulations until  later  distributed. 
Section  8364— Information  to  participants 
The  Board  of  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan  is 
required    to    prescribe    regulations    under 
which  participants  would  be  allowed  to  re- 
ceive information  about  the  particulars  of 
thrift  retirement  programs  offered  by  the 
various  financial  institutions  in  order  that 
such   persons   may   make   informed   invest- 
ment choices  among  such  programs. 

Section  8365— Qualified  investment 
programs 
In  order  for  a  TRA  program  offered  by  an 
"investment  or  financial  institution  "  to  be 
eligible  as  a  "qualified  investment  program" 
under  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan,  it  must  meet 
the  following  requirements.  First,  the  pro- 
gram must  be  operated  in  accordance  with 
the  ERISA  exclusive  purpose  rule  of  provid- 
ing benefits  to  participants  and  benefici- 
aries and  defraying  reasonable  administra- 
tive expenses. 

Second,  the  program  must  meet  any  par- 
ticipant safeguards  set  forth  in  regulations, 
including  the  ERISA  fiduciary  standards  re- 
quiring prudence  and  prohibiting  self-deal- 
ing The  following  fiduciary  and  enforce- 
ment provisions  of  ERISA  are  incorporated 
and  made  applicable  to  the  Federal  Thrift 
Plan  by  reference  (sections  401(b).  404.  405. 
406(b)  408,  409.  410.  413.  504.  and 
502(a)(1)(B),  (a)(2).  (a)(3).  (a)(5).  (e).  (f ).  (h). 

(i).  (k)).  ,      .^  .. 

Third,  participating  financial  institutions 
must  at  least  annually  provide  participants 
with  information  on  the  status  of  their 
TRAs  (the  Board  also  has  authority  to  re- 
ceive such  information,  generally  in  summa- 
ry form  for  all  TRAs  maintained  by  each 
participating  financial  institution). 

Fourth,  participating  financial  institu- 
tions would  be  required  to  provide  partici- 
panus  with  ERISA-like  "summary  plan  de- 
scriptions" which  describe  the  general  fea- 
tures of  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan  and  the 
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particular  features  of  the  TRA  programs  of- 
fered by  such  an  institution. 

Fifth,  participating  financial  institutions 
are  prohibited  from  distributing  amounts  to 
participants  unless  ( 1 )  the  participant  is  eli- 
gible for  disability  or  retirement  benefits 
under  another  Federal  Government  pension 
plan  or  workers  compensation  program,  (2) 
the  participant  has  been  separated  from 
federal  service  for  at  least  31  days,  or  (3)  the 
participant  has  attained  age  59 'a.  Upon  the 
death  of  a  participant,  the  designated  bene- 
ficiary or  beneficiaries  are  eligible  to  receive 
distributions  from  the  participant's  TRAs. 
Regulations  of  the  Board  would  provide  for 
procedures  by  which  participants  and  bene- 
ficiaries would  obtain  written  evidence  of 
their  eligibility  for  TRA  distributions  which 
in  turn  could  be  presented  to  and  automati- 
cally accepted  by  the  financial  institution 
from  which  a  distribution  is  requested. 

Financial  institutions  offering  qualified 
investment  programs  may  (but  are  not  re- 
quired to)  provide  loans  to  participants 
from  their  thrift  accounts  for  purposes  of. 
(1)  purchasing  an  automobile.  (2)  making  a 
down  payment  on  a  home  or  a  home  im- 
provement. (3)  meeting  the  educational  ex- 
penses of  any  member  of  the  family.  <4) 
meeting  general  expenses  in  the  case  of 
hardship,  or  for  any  other  purpose  If  the 
participant  is  otherwise  eligible  for  a  cash 
distribution  (e.g.  in  the  event  of  retirement, 
disability,  separation,  or  death).  In  order  to 
encourage  the  maintenance  of  TRAs  basi- 
cally for  retirement  purposes,  the  amount 
of  a  loan  is  limited  ( 1 )  to  the  amount  of  the 
employee's  own  contributions  and  (2)  with 
respect  to  employer  contributions  and  in- 
vestment earnings,  to  the  tax-qualified  plan 
limits  described  in  section  72(p)(2>  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  (i.e.  $50,000  loan  limit 
with  the  requirement  of  a  5  year  repayment 
schedule,  except  in  the  case  of  home  loans). 
The  interest  rate  to  be  applied  to  such  par- 
ticipant loans  is  equal  to  the  revised  interest 
rate  used  to  determine  the  investment  earn- 
ings on  the  assets  of  the  Civil  Service  Re- 
tirement and  Disability  System. 

Under  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan  a  partici- 
pant has  a  lOO'^t  vested  interest  (i.e.  a  "non- 
forfeitable right"  as  that  term  is  defined 
under  ERISA  section  3(19))  in  the  amount 
in  each  of  the  TRAs  maintained  for  such 
person  regardless  of  whether  the  source  of 
the  aimount  is  from  employee  contributions, 
employer  contributions,  investment  earn- 
ings, or  rollover  transfers  from  other  plans. 

In  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  FTP 
Board,  the  "investment  or  financial  institu- 
tions" that  may  participate  in  the  Federal 
Thrift  Plan  by  offering  "qualified  invest- 
ment programs"  include  (but  are  not  limited 
to)  banks,  trust  companies,  savings  and  loan 
associations,  credit  unions,  registered  invest- 
ment companies  (mutual  funds),  securities 
broker-dealers,  insuraince  companies,  and 
real  estate  trusts. 

The  qualified  investment  programs  of- 
fered by  such  institutions  may  include  any 
investment  generally  permissible  under  a 
private  tax-qualified  pension  plan  (or  more 
familiar  to  some  would  be  the  investments 
offered  by  such  institutions  with  respect  to 
individual  retirement  accounts— IR As).  By 
way  of  illustration  such  investments  may  in- 
clude, but  are  not  limited  to  stocks,  corpo- 
rate bonds.  Treasury  issues,  certificates  of 
deposit,  time  deposits,  mutual  funds,  mort- 
gage funds,  real  estate  funds,  annuities,  etc. 
Section  8366— Enforcement 

In  order  to  enforce  the  fiduciary  and 
other  standards  applicable  to  investment 
programs,  the  Board  of  the  Federal  Thrift 
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Plan  may  exercise  the  investigative  and  civil 
enforcement  authority  similar  to  that  pro- 
vided the  Secretary  of  Labor  under  ERISA. 

The  Board  may  utilize  the  facilities  and 
services  of  any  Federal  agency  to  carry  out 
its  functions. 

Section  8367— Audits 

The  ERISA-like  audit  and  annual  report 
requirements  under  Chapter  95  of  Title  31, 
U.S.C.  (as  originally  enacted  under  PL.  95- 
595,  the  Federal  Pension  Plan  Reporting 
and  Disclosure  Act)  are  applicable  to  the 
Federal  Thrift  Plan. 

Section  8368— FTP  Board 

The  Federal  Thrift  Plan  Board  is  com- 
posed of  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management  (or  the  Director's  dele- 
gate) who  serves  as  Chairman,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  (or  the  Secretary's  del- 
egate), and  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (or  a  delegate). 

Under  section  8369.  the  Board  is  author- 
ized to  prescribe  any  regulations  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Thrift  Plan. 

Section  8370— Tax  Qualification 

Comparable  to  the  situation  for  private 
plans,  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan  is  considered 
to  be  a  tax  qualified  plan  which  meets  the 
requirements  of  section  401(a)  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  and  is  considered  to  be  a 
tax  qualified  trust  which  is  exempt  from  lax 
under  section  501(a)  of  such  Code. 

While  employee  contributions  are  made  to 
the  Federal  Thrift  Plan  on  an  after  tax 
basis  (and  are  not  again  taxed  when  distrib- 
uted), the  remainder  of  a  participants'  inter- 
est in  a  TRA  is  taxable  at  the  time  of  distri- 
bution in  the  same  manner  as  a  distribution 
from  a  private  tax  qualified  plan  (i.e.  as  or- 
dinary income  unless  distributed  as  a  lump- 
sum in  which  case  a  special  10-year  income 
averaging  method  applies:  special  tax  rules 
also  apply  in  the  case  of  annuities).  Taxes 
on  all  investment  income  earned  under  a 
participant's  TRA  are.  therefore,  deferred 
until  the  time  they  are  actually  distributed. 

Section  8371— Appropriation 
This  section  provides  that  appropriations 
be  made  to  each  employing  agency  to  meet 
the  employer  matching  contributions. 

Effective  Date— Federal  thnft  plan 
The  provisions  of  Title  I  establishing  the 
Federal  Thrift  Plan  are  effective  on  the 
date  of  enactment,  and  employee  and  em- 
ployer matching  contributions  to  Thrift  Re- 
tirement Accounts  (TRAs)  would  be  allowed 
beginning  January  1.  1984. 

Title  II— Amendments  to  Civil  Service 
Retirement  and  Disability  System 

part  a— coverage 

Section  201— Definition  of  post-83  employee 

Employees  (including  elected  and  appoint- 
ed officials)  currently  covered  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disability 
System  (including  those  hired  before  man- 
datory Social  Security  coverage  begins  on 
January  1.  1984)  continue  to  accrue  pension 
benefits  under  their  old  CSRS  formula  (e.g. 
for  general  employees  1.5%  per  years  of 
service  for  the  first  5  years.  1.75%  for  the 
next  five  year,  and  2%  thereafter;  special 
categories  have  varying  accrual  rates). 

Except  for  the  special  categories,  employ- 
ees subject  to  CSRS  hired  in  1984  or  later 
and  who  are  covered  under  Social  Security 
by  reason  of  the  1983  Social  Security 
Amendments  are  defined  to  be  "posl-83  em- 
ployees' and  for  years  of  service  after  1983. 
would  accrue  CSRS  pension  benefits  (in  ad- 
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dition   to  Social   Security)   at   the   rate  of 
1.15%  for  each  such  year  of  service. 

Unless  they  make  an  irrevocable  election 
to  be  treated  under  the  new  provisions  for 
"post-83  employees",  persons  employed  in 
the  special  category  positions  (whether  first 
employed  before  or  after  1983)  would  (1) 
continue  to  contribute  to  CSRS  under 
present  rules  (i.e.  their  contributions  would 
not  be  reduced  to  the  1.3%  level  as  for  post- 
83  employees)  and  (2)  accrue  CSRS  pension 
benefits  under  the  currently  applicable  for- 
mula. The  special  categories  include  law  en- 
forcement officers,  firefighters,  air  traffic 
controllers,  congressional  employees,  judges, 
all  elected  officials  and  those  categories  of 
employees  hired  before  1984  who  are  to  be 
covered  under  Social  Security  as  of  January 
1.  1984  (e.g.  certain  Executive  Schedule  and 
noncareer  appointees  in  the  Senior  Execu- 
tive Service). 

Any  current  employee  who  is  not  auto- 
matically a  "post-83"  employee  may  make 
an  irrevocable  election  to  be  treated  as  a 
post-83  employee.  The  election  of  such  post- 
83  status  would  not  affect  any  employee's 
past  contributions  or  benefit  accruals,  but 
would  change  the  level  of  future  contribu- 
tions (1.3%)  and  future  CSRS  benefit  accru- 
als (1.15%)  with  respect  to  any  years  of 
post-83  service  performed  after  the  election 
is  made.  Any  employee  making  such  an  elec- 
tion would  also  be  automatically  covered 
under  Social  Security  as  of  the  time  of  the 
election  (this  is  accomplished  as  a  result  of 
an  amendment  to  the  Social  Security  Act 
contained  in  Section  303).  Positive  results 
with  respect  to  both  employee  benefits  and 
the  financing  of  the  Social  Security  and 
Civil  Service  systems  occur  as  the  number  of 
current  employees  electing  post-83  status  in- 
creases. Accordingly,  a  number  of  incentives 
(described  earlier)  are  contained  in  the 
FAIR  legislation  in  order  to  encourage  cur- 
rent employees  to  elect  post-83  status. 
Section  202— Exclusion  of  neic  postal 
workers  under  CSRS 

Officers  and  employees  of  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  hired  after  1983  and 
who  are  covered  under  Social  Security  are 
excluded  from  the  provisions  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  and  Disability  System 
(but  are  included  in  the  Federal  "Thrift 
Plan,  unless  covered  under  a  new  defined 
contribution  plan  established  by  the  Postal 
Service).  The  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
gives  the  Postal  Service  full  power  and  au- 
thority to  establishing  a  pension  program 
through  collective-bargaining  for  such  new 
employees  (as  well  as  other  employees).  In 
the  future  all  pension  and  disability  costs 
would  be  borne  fully  by  the  Postal  Service, 
without  Indirect  government  subsidy,  as  is 
consistent  with  the  independent  corporate 
status  under  which  the  Postal  Service  is  ex- 
pected to  operate.  On  the  request  of  the 
Postal  Service  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement could  provide  for  the  transfer  to 
the  new  postal  pension  plan  of  some  or  all 
of  the  benefits  and  related  plan  assets  for 
current  postal  employees. 

Section  203— CSRS  exclusion  of  new 
employees  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

General  employees  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia hired  after  1983  and  who  are  covered 
under  Social  Security  are  excluded  from 
coverage  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
and  Disability  System.  This  is  consistent 
with  the  charter  given  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia under  Home  Rule  and  will  allow  the 
District  to  establish  a  plan  for  general  em- 
ployees just  as  It  has  for  police,  firefighters, 
teachers,  and  judges. 


part  b— contributions  to  and  ftjnding  of 

CSRS 

Section  211— Contributions 
The  employee  contribution  rate  under  the 
CSRS  for  "post  83  employees"  would  be  re- 
duced to  1.3%  of  basic  pay  with  respect  to 
service  after  1983.  By  definition  "post-83 
employees'  are  covered  under  Social  Securi- 
ty and  for  such  persons  earning  up  to  the 
Social  Security  maximum  taxable  wage  base 
the  combined  1983  OASDI  contribution  rate 
of  5.7%  plus  the  CSRS  contribution  rate  of 
1.3%  equals  the  7%  CSRS  contribution  rate 
applicable  to  current  employees  under 
present  law.  Thus,  parity  is  achieved  with 
respect  to  the  initial  contribution  rates  for 
current  and  post-83  employees. 

As  provided  under  the  1983  Social  Securi- 
ty Amendments,  the  1984  OASDI  contribu- 
tion of  5.7%  applicable  to  post-83  employees 
is  scheduled  to  rise  In  the  future— to  6.06% 
in  1988  and  to  6.2%  in  1990.  Therefore,  in 
order  to  maintain  parity  between  current 
and  post-83  employees  with  respect  to  their 
future  contribution  rates,  the  bill  provides 
for  the  7%  contribution  rate  applicable  to 
current  employees  to  be  adjusted  in  the 
future  by  the  same  percentage  increase  ap- 
plicable to  post-83  employees  under  OASDI. 
Post-83  and  current  employee  contribution 
rates  would,  as  a  result,  total  7.36%  in  1988- 
89  and  7.5%  in  1990  and  later  years. 

Agency  contributions  would,  as  under  cur- 
rent law,  continue  to  match  the  level  of  cur- 
rent employee  contributions,  but  only  until 
regulations  are  in  place  which  would  require 
full  actuarial  "normal  costs"  to  be  contrib- 
uted (see  section  212). 

Section  212— Full  actuarial  funding 
reQuired 
Under  FAIR  the  financing  and  solvency  of 
the  Civil  Service  Retirement  System  and 
Disability  Fund  is  enhanced  <1)  by  main- 
taining the  one  existing  Fund  to  provide 
benefits  for  both  current  and  post-83  em- 
ployees. (2)  by  requiring  that  employer  con- 
tributions (together  with  employee  contri- 
butions) be  sufficient  to  meet  plan  'normal 
costs"  using  "dynamic  actuarial "  assump- 
tions, (3)  by  requiring  40  year  amortization 
of  initial  unfunded  liabilities,  and  (4)  by 
providing  the  opportunity  for  enhanced  in- 
vestment earning  (see  section  221).  As  a 
result  of  requiring  ERISA-like  actuarial 
funding,  agency  budgets  will  on  an  ongoing 
basis  reflect  realistic  costs  of  retirement  and 
disability  benefits  and  any  chance  that  the 
Civil  Service  Fund  would  become  technical- 
ly insolvent  would  be  eliminated. 

During  the  Social  Security  debate  some 
employee  groups  expressed  their  fears  that 
a  "new"  system  for  employees  covered 
under  Social  Security  would  lead  to  the 
"freezing  "  of  the  present  CSRS  and  the  op- 
eration of  a  wasting  trust,  thus  putting 
present  employee  benefits  in  jeopardy.  The 
continuance  of  the  present  CSR  Trust  Fund 
under  FAIR  and  the  full  actuarial  funding 
of  benefits  for  both  current  and  p^t-83  em- 
ployees should  eliminate  such  fears  since 
they  would  have  no  basis  in  fact. 

As  soon  as  practicable  after  enactment, 
OPM  is  to  issue  regulations  requiring  each 
employing  agency  to  contribute  to  the 
CSRS  ( 1 )  for  each  post-83  employee,  a  per- 
centage of  basic  pay  based  on  the  dynamic 
normal  cost  of  benefits  for  post-83  employ- 
ees less  the  employee  contribution  rate  of 
1.3%.  and  (2)  for  each  employee,  the  per- 
centage applicable  to  post-83  employees  as 
in  (1)  plus  the  rate  of  employer  contribu- 
tions to  OASID  (5.7%  in  1984).  The  above 
contribution  rates  will  achieve  parity  with 
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respect  to  employer  contributions  for  both 
current  and  post-83  employees  when  both 
Social  Security  and  CSRS  contributions  are 
considered. 

In  addition  to  the  agency  and  employee 
contributions  made  equal  to  the  plan's 
normal  cost,  a  Federal  Government  contri- 
bution is  to  be  made  to  the  CSR  Fund  each 
fiscal  year  after  regulations  are  in  place  in 
the  amount  required  to  amortize,  in  40 
annual  installments  as  a  level  percentage  of 
payroll,  the  unfunded  liabilty  of  the  CSRS 
computed  as  of  the  first  such  year. 

Federal  Government  contributions  are 
also  to  be  made  with  respect  to  any  subse- 
quent net  increase  in  unfunded  liability  aris- 
ing from  plan  amendments,  experience 
gains  or  losses,  or  changes  in  actuarial  as- 
sumptions. Such  contributions  are  deter- 
mined annually  on  a  "rolling"  basis  and  are 
computed  so  as  to  be  equivalent  to  the 
amount  of  the  first  installment,  as  if  the  cu- 
mulative net  increase  in  unfunded  liability 
were  to  be  amortized  in  level  installment 
over  15  years. 

All  actuarial  determinations  of  normal 
cost  and  unfunded  liability  are  to  be  made 
using  "dynamic"  actuarial  assumptions 
which  take  into  account  future  expected 
salary  level  (including  general  pay  adjust- 
ments reflecting  inflation)  and  post-retire- 
ment cost-of-living  adjustments.  This  re- 
quirement differs  from  the  present  law 
funding  basis  under  which  "static  "  actuarial 
assumptions  ignoring  inflation  and  COLAs 
are  used,  thus  resulting  in  the  understate- 
ment of  true  actuarial  cost  levels.  The  "dy- 
namic" basis  is  currently  prescribed  in  con- 
nection with  the  actuarial  valuation  and  dis- 
closure of  unfunded  liabilities  required 
under  Public  Law  95-595. 

part  C— investment  of  CSR  FUNDS 

Section  221— Investment  board 
Consonant  with  private  pension  fund 
practice,  the  bill  establishes  a  Fund  Invest- 
ment Board  for  CSRS  consisting  of  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment (or  the  Directors  delegate),  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  (or  the  Secretary's  del- 
egate), and  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (or  the  Director"s 
delegate).  It  is  the  function  of  the  Board  to 
determine,  in  active  consultation  with  the 
Advisory  Panel  on  Fund  Investments,  the 
interest  rate  at  which  investments  of  the 
Fund  are  to  be  made.  The  membership  of 
the  Board  is  the  same  as  that  for  the  Feder- 
al Thrift  Plan  Board. 

The  Board  is  expected  to  obtain  a  rate  of 
return  on  investments  in  line  with  private 
pension  investment  practices,  as  if  the 
assets  of  the  CSR  Fund  were  actively  man- 
aged. The  rate  of  interest  on  the  Treasury 
obligations  in  the  Fund  could  not  be  less 
than  the  rate  set  under  present  law. 

Section  222— Investment  advisory  panel 
An  Advisory  Panel  on  Fund  Investments  is 
established  to  advise  and  assist  the  Fund  In- 
vestment Board  of  the  CSRS  and  the  Feder- 
al Thrift  Plan  Board.  The  seven-member 
panel  is  drawn  from  among  individuals  gen- 
erally recognized  for  their  expertise  in  fi- 
nance and  investment  generally  and  in  pri- 
vate or  governmental  pension  funds  in  par- 
ticular. 

Section  223— Tax  qualification  and 
protection  of  accrued  benefits 
Comparable  to  the  situation  for  private 
plans,  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Dis- 
ability System  is  considered  to  be  a  tax 
qualified  plan  which  meets  the  require- 
ments of  section  401(a)  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  and  is  considered  to  be  a  tax 
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qualified  trust  which  is  exempt  from  tax 
under  section  501(a)  of  such  code. 

Just  as  for  private  plans,  the  tax  qualified 
CSR  plan  is  prohibited  from  reducing  the 
accrued  pension  benefits  of  any  participant. 
This  is  accomplished  by  subjecting  the  CSR 
System  to  the  provisions  of  section  411(d)<6) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 

part  d— changes  to  CSRS  retirement 
benefits 
Unless  otherwise  indicated  the  provisions 
under  present  law  relating  to  CSRS  retir- 
ment  benefits  remain  unchanged— for  exam- 
ple, the  immediate  eligibility  and  five-year 
vesting  rules  continue  to  apply  with  respect 
to  current  employees  as  well  as  post-83  em- 
ployees. 
Section  231— Indexation  of  deferred  vested 

benefits 
The  FAIR  bill  makes  a  number  of  changes 
with  respect  to  the  benefits  for  employees 
terminated   before   retirement   in  order  to 
overcome  the  criticism  often  directed  at  the 
present  provisions  of  the  Civil  Service  Re- 
tirement System  which  tend  to  create  bene- 
fit disparities  favoring  high-paid  long-serv- 
ice employees  while  providing  few.  if  any, 
benefits  for  shorter-service  employees,  lower 
paid  employees,  and  employees  experiencing 
greater  job  mobility  because  of  occupational 
or    family    necessity    (e.g.    engineers    and 
women).  Generally,  the  following  provisions 
(applicable  to  the  CSRS  benefit  structure 
for  both  current  and  post-83  employees)  in- 
still a  greater  measure  of  pension  equity  and 
portability  to  the  benefits  of  such  persons: 
1)  Sec.  231  provides  for  partial  indexing  of 
the  deferred  benefits  of  terminated  employ- 
ees. 2)  Sec.  236  provides  for  interest  to  be 
paid    on    accumulated    employee    contribu- 
tions. 3)  Sec.  235  provides  for  the  tax-free 
rollover  into  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan  of  ac- 
cumulated contributions  that  may  be  with- 
drawn by  a  terminated  employee.  4 )  Sec.  237 
provides  that  vested  benefits  attributable  to 
employer    contributions    are    not    forfeited 
when    employee    contributions    are    rolled 
over.  5)  terminated  employees  may  elect  a 
survivor  annuity  at  the  time  of  termination, 
and  6)  the  availability  of  Social  Security 
and  the  fully  vested  amounts  in  the  Federal 
Thrift  Plan  provide  additional  elemenU  of 
benefit  equity  and  portability. 

Specifically  section  231  provides  that  the 
deferred  annuity  of  an  employee  separating 
from  service  will  be  increased  for  each  year 
elapsed  between  the  year  of  separation  and 
the  annuity  commencement  date  by  the 
lesser  of  1)  one-half  the  increase  in  the  CPI 
or  the  increase  in  average  Social  Security 
covered  wages,  whichever  is  lower,  or  2)  2 
percent.  This  provision  does  not  apply  in 
the  event  employee  contributions  are  with- 
drawn (i.e.  rolled  over  into  an  IRA). 
Section  232— Reduction  for  early  retirement 
As  stated  in  the  May  14.  1983  Washington 
Post  editorial,  "Those  Federal  Pensions," 
Federal  pensions  are  currently  much  better 
than  even  the  most  generous  private  worker 
plans  together  with  Social  Security  (e.g. 
workers  can  retire  at  age  55  with  30  years  of 
service  on  full  unreduced  pensions). 

The  PAIR  bill  takes  a  comprehensive  ap- 
proach to  bringing  about  a  more  rational 
CSRS  retirement  structure  both  with  re- 
spect to  deferred  retirement  benefits  (de- 
scribed in  section  231)  as  well  as  eariy  retire- 
ment benefits.  The  criticism  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  System  will  continue 
unless  the  present  early  retirement  provi- 
sions are  made  more  defensible  and  compa- 
rable to  mainstream  practices. 
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Therefore,  section  232  provides  that 
future  retirement  benefit  accruals  be  re- 
duced by  2%  for  each  year  actual  age  at  re- 
tirement precedes  age  65. 

Current  employees  as  well  as  post-83  em- 
ployees would  be  able  to  retire  under  the 
same  age-service  provisiorjs  as  under  present 
law.  but  the  amount  of  benefits  based  on 
service  after  1983  would  be  subject  to  the 
2%  reduction  factor.  The  2%  rule  would  not 
reduce  the  amount  of  any  employee's  l)ene- 
fit  which  is  accured  prior  to  1984. 

The  application  of  the  2%  early  retire- 
ment factor  can  be  illustrated  as  follows:  (1) 
for  a  current  employee  retiring  at  age  55 
with  30  years  of  service  as  of  January  1. 
1985  the  2%  factor  would  only  apply  to  the 
pension  accrual  in  1984.  thus  producing  a 
benefit  of  55.85%  of  high-3  pay  (i.e.  1W%  for 
first  5  years.  1".%  for  2nd  five  years.  2%  for 
19  years,  and  the  30th  year  accrual  of  2% 
times  the  early  retirement  factor  of  60%  at 
age  55—100%  less  2%  times  65  less  55);  this 
compares  with  the  56.25%  benefit  under 
present  law.  (2)  for  a  current  employee  re- 
tiring in  1994  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  serv 
ice  the  80%  early  retirement  factor  would 
apply  to  the  10  years  of  post-83  service,  thus 
producing  a  benefit  of  52.25%  of  high-3  pay 
compared  with  56.25%  under  present  law. 
(3)  employees  hired  in  1983  as  well  as  post- 
83  employees'  retiring  in  the  year  2014  or 
later  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service 
would  have  their  benefit  computed  as  56% 
times  the  80%  early  retirement  factor  at  age 
55  or  44.8%  (of  course  substantial  employee 
and  employer  purchased  benefits  under 
Federal  Thrift  Plan  accumulations  would  be 
available  to  such  persons  to  supplement  the 
defined-benefit  CSRS  pension).  (4)  the  typi- 
cal federal  employee  retiring  at  between  age 
61  and  62  would  have  post-83  accruals  re- 
duced by  6  to  8%:  the  benefit  of  such  a 
person  with  30  years  of  ser\ice  would  be 
56.09%  (versus  the  present  56.25%  of  high-3 
pay)  if  retiring  in  1985  and  54.65%  if  retir 
ing  in  1994.  (5)  the  l)enefits  of  current  and 
post-83  employees  retiring  at  age  65  or  later 
would  be  100%  of  their  accrued  benefits, 
since  the  early  retirement  reduction  factor 
would  not  apply. 

It  might  be  noted  that  the  2%  early  retire- 
ment adjustment  factor  is  the  same  as  the 
factor  that  currently  applies  to  retirements 
under  age  55  While  the  new  2%  reduction 
under  age  65  for  early  retirement  is  not 
equivalent  to  an  "actuarial  reduction."  its 
application  in  combination  with  the  post-83 
benefit  accrual  formula  (discussed  in  the 
next  section)  is  designed  to  produce  early 
retirement  benefit  levels  comparable  to  the 
levels  found  in  the  l)etter  private  sector  pen- 
sion plans.  The  effect  of  the  early  retire- 
ment reduction  is  also  mitigated  for  post-83 
employees  choosing  the  so-called  Social  Se- 
curity leveling  option  (see  section  240)  and 
also  for  those  having  Federal  Thrift  Plan 
accumulations  which  can  be  converted  to 
early  retirement  annuities. 
Section  233— Retirement  accrual  to  be  1.15% 
for  post-83  ejnployee 
Under  the  bill,  post-83  employees  as  well 
as  current  employees  electing  post-83  status 
accrue  CSRS  retirement  benefits  at  the  rate 
of  1.15%  for  each  year  of  service  after  1983. 
The  accumulated  accrual  percentage  is  ap- 
plied to  high-3  basic  pay  as  is  the  case  under 
present  law.  The  retirement  benefit  so  com- 
puted is  then  subject  to  the  2%  early  retire- 
ment adjustment  discussed  under  Section 
232.  The  accrual  rates  under  present  law 
continue  to  apply  to  current  employees  and 
employees  in  special  occupational  categories 
who  do  not  elect  post-83  status. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

The  following  objectives  were  used  to  de- 
velop the  accrual  rate,  the  early  retirement 
factor  and  other  new  retirement  features  of 
the  CSRS  as  applicable  to  post -83  employ 
ees  (who  also  accrue  retirement  t)enefits 
under  Social  Security): 

( 1 )  Combined  retirement  benefits  from 
the  revised  CRS  System  and  Social  Security 
should,  when  coordinated,  provide  initial 
post-retirement  income  levels  close  to  pre- 
retirement after  tax  income  levels  for  "full- 
career"  (30-40)  years),  moderate-income, 
employees  who  retire  at  age  65  or  later. 
Such  benefits  should  not  be  less  than  the 
benefits  provided  current  employees  retiring 
under  similar  circumstances. 

(2)  Post-retirement  adjustments  should  be 
provided  to  CSR  pensions  in  order  that  ini- 
tial levels  of  retirement  income  provided 
from  Social  Security  and  the  CSR  System 
not  be  significantly  diminished  because  of 
future  increases  in  the  cost-of-living.  The 
adjustments  should  be  affordable,  and  they 
should  be  capped  for  those  with  above  aver- 
age income  in  order  to  maintain  the  fiscal 
integrity  of  the  retirement  system  (see  ex- 
planation under  section  401). 

(3)  The  revised  CSRS  retirement  benefit 
structure  should  provide  benefits  compara- 
ble to  those  found  under  good  retirement 
programs  operated  by  major  employers  in 
the  private  and  state  and  local  government 
sector. 

(4)  There  should  be  no  reductions  in  bene- 
fits  already  accrued  and  no  unreasonable  re- 
ductions in  expected  benefits  for  current 
employees  (see  section  223  for  t)enefit  accru- 
al protection). 

(5)  The  revised  CSRS  t)enefit  structure 
should  be  more  equitable  than  the  current 
one  with  respect  to  long-service  versus 
short-service  employees.  esp)ecially  as  it  ap- 
plies to  employees  with  split-service  and  oc- 
cupations requiring  job  mobility  (also  see 
section  231). 

(6)  The  provisions  of  the  revised  CSRS 
should  meet  ERISA  standards  and  not  be 
inconsistent  with  Internal  Revenue  Service 
regulations  concerning  the  "integration" 
(coordination)  of  pension  benefits  with 
Social  Security. 

(7)  The  modified  CSRS  should  be  as 
simple  to  administer  as  possible  and  not  be 
disruptive  to  the  present  system  of  deliver- 
ing l)enefits. 

(8)  The  long-term  costs  to  the  Federal 
Government  of  the  modified  CSRS  and  the 
new  Federal  Thrift  Plan  plus  the  Govern- 
ment's contribution  to  Social  Security 
should  approximate  the  Government's  cost 
(i.e.  as  measured  by  the  dynamic  actuarial 
normal  cost)  of  the  CSRS  with  respect  to 
the  retirement  benefits  for  current  employ- 
ees (taking  into  account  revisions  with  re- 
spect to  COLAs.  early  retirement,  disability, 
and  deferred  vested  benefits). 

The  following  replacement  rates  (after 
tax  post-retirement  CSRS  and  Social  Secu- 
rity l)enefits  as  a  percentage  of  pre-retire- 
ment after-tax  income)  based  on  the  post -83 
1.15%  per  year  of  service  formula  show  that 
the  standard-of-living  target  objectives  in 
( 1 )  above  are  met  with  respect  to  moderate- 
income  full-career  employees. 

REPLACEMENT  RATES  AT  AGE  65  FOR  A  SINGLE  EMPLOYEE 
WITH  30  YEARS  OF  SERVICE 
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Replacement  rates  at  all  income  levels 
under  the  revised  CSRS  formula  exceed 
those  under  the  current  system  for  those  re- 
tiring at  age  65  as  well  as  those  retiring  at 
62  when  Social  Security  first  become  avail- 
able (see  Tables  in  Appendix  which  also 
contains  the  assumptions  used  by  the  Con- 
gressional Research  Service  in  developing 
the  rates). 

While  the  current  CSRS  formula  is  "back- 
loaded"  (providing  lower  accruals  for  short- 
er-service employees),  consistent  with  the 
objectives  in  (5)  above  the  revised  formula 
provides  a  constant  1.15  percent  for  each 
year  of  service.  The  simpler  formula  cou- 
pled with  the  continuation  of  other  benefit 
computational  rules  as  under  present  law 
(e.g.  high-3  pay.  aggregation  and  service  re- 
purchase rules,  etc)  meets  the  objectives  in 
(7)  for  a  simple  non-disruptive  revision. 

The  constant  formula  of  1.15  percent, 
taking  into  account  Social  Security  benefits, 
was  found  to  achieve  the  target  replacement 
rates  without  having  to  resort  to  a  more 
complex  "integrated"  formula.  A  100  per- 
cent Social  Security  off.set  formula  for  de- 
termining retirement  benefits  (as  advanced 
in  other  proposals)  was  considered  but  re- 
jected since  the  approach  would  be  contrary 
to  current  Internal  Revenue  Service  regula- 
tions on  plan  integration  (see  goal  (6) 
above),  would  be  administratively  complex 
(see  goal  (7)  above),  and  would  require  a 
complicated  and  potentially  inequitable  at- 
tribution of  Social  Security  benefits,  espe- 
cially with  respect  to  shorter  service  em- 
ployees (see  goal  (5)  above).  The  100  percent 
offset  approach  however,  is  utilized  with  re- 
spect to  coordinating  post-83  disability  and 
survivor  benefits  with  Social  Security,  since 
the  offset  approach  with  respect  to  such 
benefits  does  not  violate  the  IRS  integra- 
tion rules,  does  not  require  inequitable  attri- 
bution rules,  and  is  the  only  approach  guar- 
anteeing the  maintenance  of  current  disabil- 
ity and  survivor  benefit  levels  (see  Part  F). 

An  integrated  formula  is  usually  utilized 
in  order  to  maintain  a  relatively  constant 
"target"  replacement  rate  at  all  income 
levels,  since  Social  Security  alone  provides 
higher  replacement  rates  for  the  lower  paid. 
However,  the  aruiuity  benefits  available 
from  savings  accumulations  under  the  Fed- 
eral Thrift  Plan  bring  the  total  benefits  for 
employees  having  above  average  federal 
earnings  up  to  the  target  replacement  rates 
for  the  lower  paid  (considering  Social  Secu- 
rity and  CSRS  benefits  alone),  thus  allow- 
ing the  simpler  1.15%  formula  to  be  used  in- 
stead of  a  more  complicated  integrated  one. 
For  example,  the  replacement  rates  for  the 
$40,000.  $50,000  and  $60,000  case  compara- 
ble to  those  shown  above  at  lower  income 
levels  amount  to  100.7%.  92.7%.  and  87.6%. 
respectively. 

The  1.15%  formula  accompanied  by  the 
Federal  Thrift  Plan  is  an  approach  similar 
to  one  advanced  by  the  Universal  Social  Se- 
curity Coverage  Study  Group  (chaired  by 
Joseph  W.  Barlett)  in  its  March  1980  report. 

Section  234— No  post-83  minimum  annuity 

The  minimum  retirement  annuity  under 
present  law  is  necessitated  since  employees 
are  not  covered  under  Social  Security.  Since 
Post -83  employees  are  covered  under  Social 
Security,  a  minimum  is  no  longer  necessary: 
thus  the  minimum  is  eliminated  as  being  re- 
dundant. 
Section  235— Rollover  of  contributions  of 

separated  employees  into  TRA's 
Under    present    law   an   employee,    upon 
early  separation,  may  withdraw  his  or  her 
contributions  (without  interest)  resulting  in 


the  forfeiture  of  the  employer  purchased 
part  of  any  deferred  annuity.  Section  235 
provides  that  future  withdrawals  by  either 
current  or  post-83  employees  will  automati- 
cally be  rolled-over,  tax  free,  into  a  TRA  of 
the  employee's  own  choosing.  In  addition, 
under  section  237  the  CSRS  is  conformed  to 
ERISA  so  that  the  employer  purchased  part 
of  the  deferred  vested  benefit  is  not  forfeit- 
ed if  employee  contributions  are  withdrawn. 

Section  236— Interest  credited  to  employee 

contributions 
After  1983  the  accumulated  value  of  both 
a  post-83  and  a  current  employee's  contribu- 
tions is  to  be  credited  with  interest  (at  the 
overall  earnings  rate  applicable  to  the  Civil 
Service  Trust  Fund).  As  described  in  section 
235,  the  accumulated  value  of  employee  con- 
tributions including  interest  may  be  rolled- 
over  by  a  separated  employee  into  a  TRA. 
Section  237— Deferred  annuity  not  fully  for- 
feited   if   employee    withdraws    contribu- 
tions 

See  section  235  for  a  description  of  this 
provision  as  it  applies  to  both  current  and 
post-83  employees. 

Section  238— Conform  COLA  to  social 
security  COLA 
Effective  January  1.  1984  the  cost-of-living 
adjustment  under  the  CSRS  is  conformed  in 
timing  and  amount  to  the  COLA  adjust- 
ment under  Social  Security.  This  is  a  techni- 
cal amendment  included  as  part  of  the  initi- 
ative under  FAIR  to  place  all  federal  retire- 
ment and  disability  programs  on  the  same 
COLA  basis  in  order  to  ease  the  administra- 
tion of  the  COLA  limitation  under  section 
401. 

Section  239— COLA  limitation 
This  is  a  cross-reference  to  section  401. 


Section  240—Social  security  leveling  option 
A  new  retirement  annuity  option,  termed 
a  Social  Security  leveling  option,  is  ex- 
tended to  post-83  employees  retiring  early 
in  order  that  they  may  have  a  more  level 
lifetime  income  rather  than  an  income 
which  jumps  significantly  when  Social  Secu- 
rity benefits  become  available.  By  means  of 
the  use  of  this  option  the  effect  of  the  early 
retirement  reduction  factor  will  be  mitigat- 
ed to  some  extent. 

To  illustrate  the  application  of  this 
option— a  post-83  employee  retiring  at  age 
55  with  30  years  service  would  be  entitled  to 
a  CSRS  pension  of  34.5%  of  high-3  pay  sub- 
ject to  the  early  retirement  factor  of  80% 
(2%  per  year  reduction  under  age  65)  equal 
to  $5,198  (in  the  case  in  which  final  pay  is 
$20,000  expressed  in  current  dollars):  10 
years  later  at  65  the  employee  may  elect  to 
begin  receiving  Social  Security  benefits, 
thus  nearly  doubling  the  employees'  retire- 
ment income  level  at  such  time;  in  the  alter- 
native the  employee  may  elect  the  Social 
Security  leveling  option  thus  raising  the 
persons  initial  level  of  retirement  income  at 
age  55  from  $5,198  to,  say,  about  $9,000;  at 
65  when  Social  Security  is  elected  and  CSRS 
benefits  are  actuarially  reduced  under  the 
leveling  option,  the  person's  total  benefits 
would  continue  at  the  pre-65  level  (subject 
to  any  applicable  indexation). 

An  employee  may  elect  that  the  increased 
CSRS  benefit  be  paid  under  the  leveling 
option  up  to  any  age  selected  between  age 
62  and  67  (when  Social  Security  becomes 
available)  at  which  time  CSRS  benefits  are 
actuarially  reduced  to  maintain  a  level 
income. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

PART  E— SURVIVOR  BENEflTS 

Section  241— Separated  employees  eligible 
for  survivor  annuity 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  section  both 
current  and  post-83  employees  who  separate 
with  vested  benefits  before  reaching  retire- 
ment age  may  elect  to  have  a  50%  survivor 
annuity  paid  to  a  spouse.  The  value  of  the 
survivor  annuity  and  the  reduced  deferred 
annuity  is  to  be  equivalent  to  the  value  of 
the  unreduced  deferred  annuity.  This 
option  is  an  alternative  to  the  provision  in 
present  law  under  which  a  survivor  is  paid 
the  lump-sum  value  of  the  employee's  con- 
tributions in  the  event  of  the  dealth  of  the 
separated  employee  before  age  62. 

Section  242— Offset  of  social  security 
survivor  benefits 

Under  FAIR  the  combined  survivor  bene- 
fits from  Social  Security  and  the  CSRS  are 
the  same  as  under  present  law.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this,  the  CSRS  benefits  for  sur- 
vivors of  post-83  employees  are  reduced  by 
the  amount  of  survivor  benefits  to  which 
such  persons  are  entitled  under  Social  Secu- 
rity. 

PART  F— DISABILITY  BENEFITS 

Section  251— Disability  eligibility 
The  conditions  under  which  CSRS  disabil- 
ity benefits  are  available  for  both  current 
and  post-83  employees  is  changed  to  include 
that  such  benefits  would  not  be  available  as 
long  as  the  employee  is  able  to  render  useful 
and  efficient  service  in  a  vacant  civilian  po- 
sition in  a  Federal  agency  within  a  reasona- 
ble commuting  distance  from  the  last  place 
of  employment.  The  employees  pay  could 
not  be  reduced  even  though  the  pay  in  the 
new  position  is  rated  as  low  as  80%  of  the 
pay  level  of  the  former  position.  This  provi- 
sion is  consistent  with  recommendations  to 
the  Congress  made  by  the  General  Account- 
ing Office. 
Section  252— Post-83  disability  annuities 
Generally,  the  amount  of  the  disability 
annuity  under  CSRS  to  which  a  current  em- 
ployee may  become  entitled  in  the  future  is 
unchanged  from  that  under  current  law. 

The  amount  of  the  disability  annuity  to 
which  a  post-83  employee  may  become  enti- 
tled under  CSRS  (including  Social  Security 
disability,  if  applicable)  is  in  most  cases  im- 
proved over  the  disability  levels  under  cur- 
rent law.  This  is  to  bring  the  level  of  CSRS 
disability  more  in  line  with  private  sector 
practices.  The  CSRS  disability  amount  for 
payment  years  prior  to  the  Social  Security 
normal  retirement  age.  presently  age  65.  is 
equal  to  the  larger  of  (A)  or  (B)  reduced  by 
the  amount  of  any  disability  benefits  (in- 
cluding family  benefits)  the  person  actually 
receives  under  Social  Security  (see  section 
254  for  Social  Security  disability  offset), 
where  (A)  is  the  actual  amount  of  the  em- 
ployee's accrued  early  retirement  benefit 
taking  into  account  the  early  retirement  re- 
duction factor  (see  section  232)  and  assum- 
ing the  Social  Security  leveling  option  is 
elected  (whether  actually  elected  or  not 
pursuant  to  section  240).  and  where  (B)  is 
the  lesser  of  ( 1 )  40%  of  the  post-83  employ- 
ee's high-3  pay.  or  50%  in  the  case  in  which 
the  employee  is  receiving  Social  Security 
disability,  or  (2)  the  alternative  formula 
under  present  law  but  increased  by  10%  in 
the  event  the  employee  is  receiving  Social 
Security  disability. 

Upon  attaining  the  normal  retirement  age 
under  Social  Security  (presently  age  65)  the 
disability  benefits  of  a  disabled  employee 
are  converted  to  normal  retirement  benefits 
and  the  individual  would  in  addition  be  eli- 
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gible  to  receive  the  full  amount  of  Social  Se- 
curity benefits  to  which  the  person  is  enti- 
tled. 

For  situations  described  in  (A)  above,  the 
amount  of  retirement  benefits  after  normal 
retirement  age  would  continue  to  be  based 
on  the  computed  amount  of  the  person's 
benefits  received  before  such  age  subject  to 
any  cost-of-living  increases  (i.e.  the  actual 
amount  of  the  employee's  accrued  retire- 
ment benefit  subject  to  any  Social  Security 
leveling  option  that  may  have  been  elected 
at  the  time  of  disability). 

For  situations  described  in  (B)  above,  at 
normal  retirement  the  disability  amount  is 
recomputed   to  be  the   greater  of  (1)  the 
amount  of  the  employee's  accrued  early  re- 
tirement benefit  computed  at  the  time  of 
disability,  increased  by  the  amount  of  any 
applicable    cost-of-living    adjustments    be- 
tween the  time  of  disability  and  the  attain- 
ment of  the  Social  Security  normal  retire- 
ment age,  or  (2)  the  excess  of  (i)  the  amount 
computed  under  (B)  above  at  the  time  of 
disability  increased  by  the  amount  of  any 
applicable    cost-of-living    adjustments    be- 
tween the  time  of  disability  and  the  attain- 
ment of  the  Social  Security  normal  retire- 
ment age  over  (ii)  a  fixed  amount  of  S(X"ial 
Security    "offset"  computed  as  the  annual 
Social    Security    retirement    benefit    using 
only  the  service  and  basic  pay  of  the  em- 
ployee under  Civil  Service  employment. 
Section  253— Employee  must  apply  for  social 
security  disability 
In  order  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
Civil    Service    Retirement    and    Disability 
System  all  employees  applying  for  disability 
benefits  under  the  CSRS  must  also  apply 
for  disability  benefits  under  Social  Security, 
unless    exempted    from    such    requirement 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  OPM. 
Section  254— Social  security  disability  offset 
See  explanation  of  this  provision  under 
section  252. 

Section  255— Limitation  of  disability 
annuity  based  on  excess  earnings 
In  order  to  encourage  the  rehabilitation 
of  disabled  employees  and  their  return  to 
full  time  employment,  the  bill  provides  for 
the  reduction  in  the  amount  of  a  disabled 
employee's  annuity  to  keep  the  combined 
amount  of  the  disability  annuity  and  the 
amount  of  income  earned  by  the  disabled 
employee  in  other  employment  at  a  level 
not  in  excess  of  the  final  pay  of  the  employ- 
ee prior  to  disablement  (adjusted  for  subse- 
quent general  pay  increases). 

This  provision  does  not  apply  to  a  person 
receiving  Social  Security  disability  benefits 
or  to  a  person  enrolled  in  a  rehabilitation 
program  as  described  in  section  256. 
Section  2S6—Disability  rehabilitation  pilot 
program 
Within  180  days  after  enactment  the 
OPM  is  to  establish  a  pilot  program  under 
which  disabled  employees  (other  than  those 
receiving  Social  Security  disability)  would 
be  provided  vocational  rehabilitation  and 
job  placement  counseling  evaluation  for 
purposes  of  determining  the  person's  suit- 
ability for  returning  to  the  same  occupation 
or  another  occupation  for  which  the  person 
is  qualified  by  reason  of  training  or  experi- 
ence. 

The  OPM  may  contract  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  or  with  any  insurance  or  other 
experienced  vocational  rehabilitation  orga- 
nization to  provide  such  a  pilot  program. 
Within  5  years  OPM  would  report  to  the 
.Congress  on  the  effectiveness  of  such  a  pro- 
gram together  with  any  recommendations 
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for  legislation  to  establish  a  permanent  pro- 
gram. 

Section  2 57— Long-term  disatnlity  coverage 
for  new  employees 
As  under  present  law.  current  as  well  as 
post-83,  employees  would  not  be  eligible  for 
CSRS  disability  benefits  until  they  meet  the 
5- year  service  requirement.  Under  this  sec- 
tion employees  may  purchase  long-term  dis- 
ability coverage  for  the  first  5  years  of  em- 
ployment, from  insurance  carriers  at  group 
insurance    rates,   under   a    Federally   spon- 
sored program  managed  by  OPM. 
Title  III— Amendments  to  ERISA.  FECA. 
THE  Social  Security  Act.  and  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code 
Section  301— Conform  FECA  COLA  to  social 
security  COLA 
Beginning   January    1.    1985   the   cost-of- 
living    adjustment    applicable    to    benefits 
under  the  Federal  Employee  Compensation 
Act  is  conformed  in  liming  and  amount  to 
the  annual  COLA  adjustment  under  Social 
Security.    As    a    matter    of    transition,    no 
COLA  adjustment  would  be  made  in  1984 
but  the  January  1985  adjustment  would  pro- 
vide a    catch-up'   for  the  change  in  the  CPI 
from  December  1982  applicable  to  the  last 
adjustment  in  1983. 

This  is  a  technical  amendment  included  as 
part  of  the  initiative  under  PAIR  to  place 
all  federal  retirement  and  disability  pro- 
grams on  the  same  COLA  basis  in  order  to 
ease  the  administration  of  the  60%  COLA 
limitation  as  provided  for  under  the  second 
bill  in  the  FAIR  legislative  package. 
Section  302— ERISA  coverage  for  new  Postal 
Service  pension  plans 
As  stated  under  section  202.  Postal  Service 
employees  newly  covered  under  Social  Secu- 
rity are  excluded  from  coverage  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disability 
System.  Any  new  pension  plan  or  plans  es- 
tablished by  the  Postal  Service  for  new  or 
other  employees  would,  under  this  section, 
be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Employee 
Retirement  Income  and  Security  Act  of 
1974  (ERISA)  and  the  related  provisions  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 
Section  303— Social  security  amendments 
This  section  provides  for  Social  Security 
coverage  for  current  civil  service  employees 
who  elect  coverage  under  both  Social  Secu- 
rity and  the  revised  provisions  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  and  Disability  System 
applicable  to  new  employees.  The  so-called 
"windfall"  reduction  under  Social  Security 
would  be  made  inapplicable  to  employees 
electing  such  coverage  in  cases  in  which 
such  employees  have  10  or  more  years  of 
post-83  service. 

Title  IV— COLA's  and  Administration 
Section  401—60  percent  COLA  limitation 
The  "60%  COLA  limitation"  provided  in 
this  section  is  the  specific  application  to  the 
CSRS  of  the  COLA  limitation  applicable  to 
all  federal  retirement  programs  as  con- 
tained in  the  first  bill  of  the  FAIR  legisla- 
tive package. 

In  this  instance  the  COLA  increase  appli- 
cable to  CSRS  annuities  (other  than  survi- 
vor l)enefits)  is  limited  to  60%  of  the  COLA 
increase  with  respect  to  that  portion  of  an 
employee's  pension  which,  together  with 
any  primary  retirement  benefits  to  which 
the  employee  is  entitled  under  Social  Secu- 
rity or  the  Military  Retirement  System,  ex- 
ceeds $10,000.  The  $10,000  amount  applica- 
ble in  1984  is  increased  annually  to  the  same 
extent  that  benefits  are  increased  in  accord- 
ance with  the  cost-of-living  provisions  of  the 
Social  Security  Act. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

The  60%  COLA  limitation  applies  to  the 
benefits  of  current  as  well  as  post-83  em- 
ployees. The  exclusion  of  the  first  $10,000 
of  retirement  income  from  the  60%  COLA 
limitation  will  continue  to  allow  100% 
COLA  increases  for  that  portion  of  CSRS 
pensions  under  $10.000— thus  the  CSRS 
pensions  of  employees  who  in  the  past  were 
not  covered  under  Social  Security  could  be 
viewed  as  being  composed  of  two  parts,  the 
first  part  up  to  $10,000  might  be  termed  the 
"Social  Security  part  "  for  which  the  COLA 
is  100%  and  the  remainder  above  $10,000  (if 
any)  might  be  termed  the  'supplemental 
pension  part'  for  which  the  COLA  is  60%  of 
the  applicable  increase. 

The  application  of  the  60%  limitation  can 
be  illustrated  as  follows;  given  a  retired  em- 
ployee having  $4,000  in  Social  Security  ben- 
efits. $5,000  in  retirement  benefits  based  on 
military  service,  and  $6,000  in  CSRS  bene- 
fits, the  COLA  with  respect  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity benefits,  the  military  retirement  ben- 
efits and  the  first  $1,000  of  CSRS  benefits 
would  be  100%  of  the  applicable  cost-of- 
living  formula  while  the  COLA  applicable  to 
the  $5,000  remainder  of  CSRS  benefits  over 
$10,000  (i.e.  $4.000 +  $5.000 +  $6,000$ 
10,000  =  $5,000)  would  be  limited  to  60%  of 
the  cost-of-living  increase.  Assuming  a  5% 
increase  in  the  cost-of-living  formula  with 
respect  to  a  particular  year,  the  COLA  in- 
crease under  current  law  would  be  5%  of 
$15,000  or  $750  while  the  new  formula 
would  produce  a  COLA  increase  of  $650  (i.e. 
5%  [$4,000  +  $5.000 +  $1.0001  +5%  .  60  ■  [$ 

15.000  $10.0001).  Therefore  the  average 
Federal  retiree  having  $15,000  in  combined 
Federal  retirement  benefits  in  1984  would 
have  an  effective  COLA  increase  equal  to 
86.7%  of  the  current  level. 

The  adoption  of  the  60%  COLA  limitation 
is  intended  to  instill  an  increased  measure 
of  defensibility.  comparability,  and  afford- 
abiltty  to  the  system  of  benefits  provided 
under  the  CSRS.  The  effective  range  of  the 
revised  CSRS  COLA— from  100%  for  bene- 
fits under  $10,000  to  66*3%  for  benefits  at 
the  $60,000  level-still  leaves  the  CSRS 
among  the  most  generous  of  the  nation's 
public  and  private  pension  plans  in  provid- 
ing post-retirement  COLAs.  A  recent  study 
for  the  Department  of  Labor  shows  that  for 
private  pension  retirees  fortunate  enough  to 
actually  have  automatic  and/or  ad  hoc  post- 
retirement  increases,  the  average  increase 
amounted  to  only  about  ''3  of  the  increase  in 
the  CPI  for  the  period  1973  through  1979. 

Section  402— Transfer  of  administration  to 
OPM 

This  section  brings  within  the  Federal 
government  (OPM)  the  administration  of 
Federal  retirement  benefits  now  adminis- 
tered by  the  District  of  Columbia  (e.g.  in  re- 
lation to  t)enefits  for  the  Secret  Service,  the 
Park  Police  and  others). 

SUMMARY  OF  TITLE  I-IV 

The  second  bill,  the  Federal  Annuity  and 
Investment  Reform  Act,  is  designed  to  meet 
the  many  objectives  enumerated  earlier  and 
summarized  below. 

(1)  The  revised  system  will  provide  initial 
retirement  benefit  levels  equal  to  or  close  to 
pre-retirement  living  standards  for  full- 
career  "post-SS"  employees  at  moderate 
income  levels  (considering  Social  Security 
and  CSRS  defined  benefits  only);  a  similar 
retirement  income  target  for  higher-paid 
employees  is  achieved  when  the  annuity 
income  from  Federal  Thrift  Plan  accumula- 
tions is  considered. 

(2)  The  initial  retirement  income  levels 
for  full-career  post -83  employees  retiring  at 
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62  or  later  (when  Social  Security  becomes 
available)  are  enhanced  over  current  levels 
and  are  then  fully  kept  up  with  the  cost-of- 
living  for  retirement  income  levels  under 
$10,000  (indexed  after  1984  to  rise  the  same 
as  Social  Security  benefits)  and  partially  in- 
dexed at  60%  of  the  CPI  for  retirement 
income  levels  above  the  $10,000  limit:  the 
availability  of  Federal  Thrift  Plan  accumu- 
lations would  allow  for  additional  COLA 
supplementation. 

(3)  The  revised  1.15%  CSRS  formula  and 
the  new  Federal  Thrift  Plan  are  designed  to 
be  coordinated  with  Social  Security  in  order 
to  bring  about  greater  benefit  comparability 
with  the  pension  arrangements  offered  by 
major  private  sector  employers;  additional 
benefit  comparability  is  accomplished 
through  the  introduction  of  the  2%  early  re- 
tirement adjustment  factor  applicable  to 
post-83  service  and  the  60%  COLA  limita- 
tion above  $10,000. 

(4)  The  revised  system  is  much  more  equi- 
table in  the  manner  in  which  it  treats  short- 
er service  and  mobile  employees  as  a  result 
of  the  portability  offered  by  the  fully  and 
immediately  vested  benefits  under  both  the 
Federal  Thrift  Plan  and  Social  Security,  the 
introduction  of  a  constant  accrual  rate 
which  is  not  "backloaded"  as  under  present 
law.  the  payment  of  interest  on  employee 
contributions,  the  partial  indexing  of  de- 
ferred annuities,  the  tax-free  rollover  of  dis- 
tribution into  TRAs,  the  nonforfeiture  of 
vested  employer-paid  benefits,  and  the 
availability  of  a  survivor  option  for  termi- 
nated employees. 

(5)  The  revised  system  meets  ERISA  bene- 
fit and  funding  standards,  prohibits  reduc- 
tions in  accrued  benefits,  and  extends  the 
tax  benefits  attendant  with  tax-qualified 
plan  status  to  employee  distributions  from 
the  CSRS  and  the  Federal  Thrift  Plan. 

(6)  The  revised  system  provides  for  parity 
in  the  employee  contribution  percentage 
rate  for  current  and  post-83  employees  and 
for  parity  with  respect  to  benefits  and 
future  employer  costs  with  respect  to  such 
employees;  the  60%  COLA  limitation,  the 
2%  early  retirement  adjustment  applicable 
to  post-83  service,  the  portability  features  in 
(4)  above,  and  the  provision  for  voluntary 
employee  contributions  to  the  Federal 
Thrift  Plan  apply  in  the  same  manner  to 
current  employees  as  well  as  post-83  em- 
ployees. 

(7)  The  health  of  the  OASDI  trust  funds 
are  enhanced  by  several  billion  dollars  per 
year  as  a  result  of  the  employee  and  Federal 
employer  contributions  to  Social  Security 
on  behalf  of  current  employees  who  elect 
post-83  status  (a  large  percentage  is  expect- 
ed to  elect  such  status  due  to  a  number  of 
benefit  incentives  offered);  the  added  l>al- 
ance  to  the  OASDI  trust  funds  will  better 
enable  such  funds  to  restore  the  past 
amounts  borrowed  from  the  Medicare  trust 
funds,  and  may  also  permit  additional  inter- 
fund  borrowing  to  take  place  from  OASDI 
to  Medicare  which  current  projections  show- 
may  become  necessary  later  in  the  decade. 

H.R.  5753-COLA  stabilizer 
Over  the  past  few  years  there  has  been  an 
expanding  debate  over  the  impact  that  the 
uncontrolled  automatic  indexing  of  federal 
programs  has  had  on  the  federal  budget,  in- 
terest rates,  the  economy,  and  the  income 
distributions  of  the  working  and  non-work- 
ing population.  Nearly  90  federal  entitle- 
ment and  non-entitlement  programs  have 
their  benefits  automatically  adjusted  to  in- 
crease with  inflation,  generally  as  measured 
by  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  According  to 


the  Congressional  Budget  Office  nearly  one- 
third  of  total  federal  spending  is  accounted 
for  under  indexed  entitlement  programs. 
Over  the  past  four  years  alone  the  COLAs 
under  these  programs  have  increased  pro- 
gram spending  by  50%.  Retirement  and  dis- 
ability programs  account  for  over  99%  of  all 
COLA-related  entitlement  program  spend- 
ing. 

In  order  to  help  assure  long-term  program 
solvency  and  to  regain  a  measure  of  fiscal 
control,  my  legislation  contains  a  COLA  sta- 
bilizer which  would  limit  automatic  in- 
creases after  1983  to  the  lesser  of  the  in- 
crease in  nationa)  wages  (the  index  used  in 
adjusting  the  maximum  taxable  wage  under 
Social  Security)  or  the  increase  in  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  (or  other  automatic 
COLA  mechanism  that  may  be  applicalbe 
under  a  particular  program).  The  stabilizer 
would  apply  to  all  pension,  annuity,  retire- 
ment, disability,  or  similar  programs  operat- 
ed by  the  federal  government  including  but 
not  limited  to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
System,  the  Uniformed  Services  Retirement 
System,  the  Railroad  Retirement  System, 
and  the  Social  Security  system  (retirement 
programs  basing  benefits  on  need  would  be 
exempted). 

The  legislative  mechanism  whereby  the 
COLA  stabilizer  would  be  implemented  re- 
quires: (1)  that  the  President  submit  budg- 
ets for  Fiscal  Year  1985  and  later  which  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  the  COLA  sta- 
bilizer; and  (2)  that  the  Congress  expedite 
the  required  implementing  legislation  sub- 
mitted by  the  President  in  accordance  with 
a  special  highly  privileged  House  and 
Senate  rule.  As  a  technical  matter  the  Aver- 
age Hourly  Earnings  Index  published  by  the 
Department  of  Labor  is  used  as  the  re- 
straint in  the  COLA  stabilizer  for  the  first 
year  of  application.  In  subsequent  years  a 
corrective  factor  would  be  applied  so  that  in 
the  long  run  the  wage  index  constraint 
would  conform  to  the  rise  in  national  wages 
as  defined  in  the  Social  Security  Act  for 
purposes  of  computing  the  increase  in  the 
maximum  taxable  wage  base. 

The  refrain  that  I  hear  from  federal  em- 
ployees concerning  their  Civil  Service  bene- 
fits and  from  other  retirees  concerning  their 
Social  Security  benefits  is  that  they  are  will- 
ing to  accept  some  adjustments  in  their 
future  COLAs.  if  that  would  help  to  better 
guarantee  future  program  solvency,  but 
that  they  do  not  want  their  benefits  to  be 
singled  out  unfairly.  That  is  why  under  my 
FAIR  legislation  the  COLA  stabilizer  would 
apply  uniformly  and  across  the  board  to  ci- 
vilian federal  employees,  military  and  other 
uniformed  personnel,  and  Social  Security 
recipients  as  well. 

The  proposal  also  introduces  a  greater 
measure  of  equity  and  fairness  to  entitle- 
ment COLAs  when  compared  with  COLAs 
working  members  of  the  population  have  re- 
ceived in  connection  with  their  wages.  Ana- 
lysts have  pointed  out  that  benefit  recipi- 
ents fare  l)etter  than  the  workers  whose 
taxes  and  contributions  support  each 
system,  when  wages  do  not  keep  pace  with 
inflation.  While  basic  benefits  should  be 
kept  up  with  inflation  on  some  basis,  retired 
people  should  not  receive  greater  cost-of- 
living  protection  than  working  people,  yet 
that  is  what  has  happened.  In  recent  years, 
the  average  cost-of-living  wage  increase 
agreed  upon  in  private  sector  collective  bar- 
gaining has  been  only  60  percent  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  and 
persons  drawing  retirement  benefits  have 
received  fatter  annual  increases  than  wage 
earners  in  union  agreements  in  10  out  of  the 
past  12  years. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Besides  restoring  economic  equity  be- 
tween the  working  and  non-working  genera- 
tions, the  proposed  COLA  changes  will  go  a 
long  way  in  helping  stabilize  the  OASDI 
and  other  federal  retirement  system  trust 
funds  in  the  event  we  again  experience  ir- 
regular periods  of  economic  activity  in 
which  prices  rise  more  rapidly  than  wages. 
In  fact  a  significant  share  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity actuarial  imbalance  and  $150-$200 
billion  near-term  shortfall  which  gave  rise 
to  the  1982  amendments  can  be  directly 
traced  to  cost-of-living  increases  outpacing 
wage  increases  in  just  the  past  four  years. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  actuarial  and 
economic  projections  relied  on  by  the  Con- 
gress in  shaping  the  Social  Security  rescue 
package  do  not  anticipate  a  repeat  of  recent 
economic  experience  during  which  price  in- 
creases exceeded  wage  increases.  It  is  only 
prudent,  therefore,  that  this  Congress 
extend  the  COLA  stabilizer  concept  so  as  to 
provide  a  meaningful  financial  safety  mech- 
anism for  Social  Security  and  all  other  fed- 
eral retirement  systems.  As  policymakers 
who  will  be  held  accountable,  we  should  not 
abdicate  our  responsibilities  by  waiting  until 
the  next  cycle  of  unfavorable  economic  con- 
ditions when  uncontrolled  overindexation 
again  creates  large  unmanageable  unfunded 
pension  liabilities.  Over  $100  billion  or 
about  one-fifth  of  the  half-trillion  dollar- 
plus  unfunded  liability  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Fund  arose  during  just  the  first 
several  years  of  the  1980s. 

The  COLA  stabilizer  is  the  true  embodi- 
ment of  the  old  adage  that  a;-,  ounce  of  pre- 
vention is  worth  a  pound  of  cure.  A  trigger- 
ing of  the  stabilizer  mechanism  will  not 
result  in  a  cut  in  any  persons'  benefits  but 
would  merely  limit  future  benefit  increases. 
For  example,  if  for  a  particular  year  the 
consumer  price  index  were  to  rise  by,  say, 
11%  while  wages  were  to  rise  by  10%,  the  1% 
difference  in  benefit  increase  for  a  person 
drawing  $400  per  month  in  benefits  would 
amount  to  $4  per  month  (i.e..  benefits  would 
go  up  by  $40  rather  than  $44  as  would  oth- 
erwise be  provided  by  a  full  CPI  increase). 
When  viewed  at  the  level  of  the  individual, 
most  would  welcome  the  $40  increase  and 
have  little  in  the  way  of  expectation  as  to 
whether  the  increase  would  be  $40  or  $44. 
However,  at  the  macro  level  the  1%  differ- 
ential would  translate  in  today's  dollars  into 
a  $2  billion  easing  of  the  strain  on  all  feder- 
al old  age,  disability,  and  retirement  sys- 
tems. 

The  COLA  stabilizer  would  be  triggered 
only  during  times  of  abnormal  economic  ac- 
tivity and  distress,  and  as  the  economy  re- 
verts to  periods  of  growth  the  Congress 
could  alwa.vs  consider  ad  hoc  benefit  in- 
creases which  could  provide  for  some  or  all 
of  a  "catch  up"  in  the  $4  monthly  difference 
resulting  from  the  smaller  rise  in  wages. 
The  Congressional  review  process  might 
also  take  into  consideration  the  technical 
deficiencies  in  the  CPI  which  have  allowed 
benefit  increases  to  overcompensale  for  in- 
flation in  the  past. 

The  economic  assumptions  used  in  both 
the  Presidents  budget  and  the  budgets  the 
Congress  is  considering  do  not  anticipate 
that  wages  will  rise  more  slowly  than  prices 
as  measured  by  the  CPI.  The  COLA  stabiliz- 
er would  not,  as  a  result,  be  projected  to 
have  an  impact  on  expected  future  budget 
items  or  deficits  (although  in  reality  it 
might  if  projections  prove  faulty).  There- 
fore, the  COLA  stabilizer  provision  can  be 
discussed  and  adopted  in  an  atmosphere 
absent  from  the  shrill  rhetoric  that  is  cur- 
rently associated  with  the  budget  process 
and  the  size  of  the  federal  deficit. 
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In  summary,  the  FAIR  legislation  would 
extend  the  concept  of  a  fail-safe  COLA  sta- 
bilizer across  the  board,  not  just  to  Social 
Security  (in  which  the  fail  safe  mechanism 
was  only  partially  installed  as  part  of  the 
recent  Social  Security  legislation)  but  to  all 
other  federal  retirement  programs  as  well. 
This  nation  can  ill  afford  another  round  of 
unanticipated  economic  irregularities  in 
which  uncontrolled  indexation  unfairly  re- 
distributes income,  creates  large  program 
deficits  and  added  economic  problems,  and 
thereby  leaves  future  Congresses  and  tax- 
payers with  only  much  more  difficult 
choices. 

Appendix 

[Provided  by  Congressional  Research 
Service] 

Comparison  of  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Benefits  With  Revised  System 

introduction 

This  report  is  in  response  to  your  request 
of  February  4.  1983,  for  earnings  replace- 
ment rates  for  a  series  of  different  social  se- 
curity and  pension  plan  alternatives.  The 
option  selected  for  comparison  with  the 
present  Civil  Service  Retirement  System 
(CSRS)  and  the  assumptions  used  were 
specified  by  Russell  Mueller  of  your  staff. 
The  report  provides  no  cost  estimates. 
documentation  for  earnings  replacement 
analysis 

The  following  fourteen  tables  show  how 
much  of  a  worker's  earnings  would  be  re- 
placed by  retirement  income.  Replacement 
rates— the  ratio  of  retirement  benefits  to 
preretirement  earnings— provide  one  meas- 
ure of  the  adequacy  of  pension  benefits.  Be- 
cause retirement  also  brings  changes  in  con- 
sumption patterns,  tax  liabilities,  work-re- 
lated expenses  and  savings  rates,  most  ana- 
lysts agree  that  retirees  can  maintain  their 
preretirement  standard  of  living  with  pen- 
sion benefits  that  replace  less  than  100  per- 
cent of  their  final  year's  gross  earnings. 

The  following  tables  show  the  estimated 
retirement  income  that  would  be  received 
by  workers  retiring  in  1985:  (a)  under  the 
present  Civil  Service  Retirement  System 
(CSRS)  and  (b)  under  the  revised  retire- 
ment system  selected  for  study.  The  revised 
system  would  include  coverage  under  social 
security,  mandatory  participation  in  a  sup- 
plemental defined  benefit  plan,  and  option- 
al participation  in  a  thrift  (savings)  plan. 
Under  the  defined  benefit  plan  selected  a 
worker  would  earn  a  benefit  of  1.15  percent 
of  final  average  salary  for  each  year  of  par- 
ticipation. Final  average  salary  is  defined  as 
that  received  in  the  highest  3  cpnsecutive 
years.  Benefits  are  reduced  by  2  percent  for 
each  year  under  age  65  (e.g.  a  worker  retir- 
ing at  age  62  would  receive  94  percent  of  the 
benefit  payable  at  age  65).  Workers  would 
be  required  to  make  contributions  not  only 
to  social  security,  but  also  to  contribute  3 
percent  of  salary  to  the  defined  benefit 
plan.  In  addition,  employees  could  elect  to 
contribute  up  to  3  percent  of  salary  into  a 
thrift  plan.  The  thrift  plan  pa.vment  would 
be  fully  matched  by  an  employer  contribu- 
tion. 

The  Congressional  Research  Service  cal- 
culated both  gross  and  net  earnings  replace- 
ment rates  for  six  hypothetical  workers. 
Gross  replacement  rates  are  arrived  at  by 
dividing  total  retirement  income  by  the 
final  years  earnings.  Net  replacement  rates 
are  arrived  at  by  dividing  (a)  retirement 
income  received  after  payment  of  taxes  by 
(b)  preretirement  earnings  after  payment  of 
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taxes  and  contributions  for  social  security, 
the  pension  plan,  or  the  thrift  plan. 

Many  assumptions  must  be  made  to  calcu- 
late net  earnings  replacement  rates.  The  fol- 
lowing assumptions  were  made. 
Federal  taxes 

Several  assumptions  have  been  made  in 
order  to  determine  hypothetical  Federal  tax 
liabilities  as  given  in  this  report.  For  those 
individuals  in  their  final  work  year  and  first 
year  of  retirement,  a  zero  bracket  amount  ' 
or.  if  larger,  deductible  expenses  equal  to  23 
percent  of  adjusted  gross  income  was  used 
to  compute  the  appropriate  Federal  tax  li- 
ability. 

For  those  persons  eligible  for  the  Tax 
Credit  for  the  Elderly,  the  appropriate 
amount  was  computed  based  upon  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1983. 

The  following  tax  rate  schedules  were 
used  to  compute  the  Federal  tax  liability. 
The  tax  calculations  do  not  take  ino  account 
indexing  of  the  tax  rate  schedules,  the  zero 
bracket  amount,  or  the  personal  exemption 
amount,  which  will  go  into  effect  with  re- 
spect to  1985  taxes. 
Tax  rate  schedule  for  single  individuals  for 
taxable  years  beginning  after  1983 

If  taxable  income  is:  The  tax  is; 

Not  over  $2.300 No  tax. 

Over  $2,300  but  not  over    Ifc  of  the  excess 

$3,400 
Over  $3,400  but  not  over 

$4,400 
Over  $4,400  but  not  over 

$6.S0O. 
Over  $6,500  but  not  over 

$8,500 
Over  $8,500  but  not  over 

$10,800. 

but     not 
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the 


the 


the 


the 


over 
$2,300. 
$121.    plus    12<7c    of 
excess  over  $3,400. 
$241.    plus    H'-f    of 
excess  over  $4,400. 
$535.    plus    15"^    of 
excess  over  $6,500. 
$835.    plus    16<^<-    of 
excess  over  $8,500. 
Over    $10,800     but     not    $1,203.  plus   18<^e  of  the 

over  $12,900.  excess  over  $10,800. 

Over     $12,900     but     not    $1,581.  plus  20'^  of  the 

over  $15,000.  excess  over  $12,900. 

Over     $15,000     but     not    $2,001.  plus  23<-c  of-  the 

over  $18,200.  excess  over  $15,000 

Over     $18,200     but     not    $2,737.  plus  26'-<,  of  the 

over  $23,500  excess  over  $18,200. 

Over     $23,500     but     not    $4,115.  plus  30'"c  of  the 

over  $28,800  excess  over  $23,500 

Over     $28,800     but     not    $5,705.  plus  34'^c  of  the 

over  $34. 100  excess  over  $28,800. 

Over     $34,100     but     not    $7,507.  plus  38%  of  the 

over  $41,500  excess  over  $34,100. 

Over     $41,500     but     not    $10,319.  plus  42'^c  of  the 

over  $55,300  excess  over  $4 1 .500 

Over     $55,300     but     not    $16,115.  plus  48<"c  of  the 
over  $81,800  excess  over  $55,300. 

Over  $81.800 $28,835.  plus  SO"",  of  the 

excess  over  $81,800 


Tor  rate  schedule  for 
filing  joint  return  fo 
ning  after  1983 


married  individuals 
r  taxable  years  begin- 


If  taxable  income  is: 

The  tax  is: 

Not  over  $3,400 

No  tax. 

Over  $3,400  but  not  over 

11%  of  the  excess  over 

$5,500 

$3,400 

Over  $5,500  but  not  over 

$231.    plus    12%    of    the 

$7,600 

excess  over  $5,500. 

Over  $7,600  but  not 

over 

$483.    plus    14%    of    the 

$11,900 

excess  over  $7,600. 

Over     $11,900 

but 

not 

$1,085.  plus   16%   of  the 

over  $16,000 

excess  over  $11,900 

Over     $16,000 

but 

not 

$1,741.  plus   18%  of  the 

over  $20,200 

excess  over  $16,000 

Over     $20,200 

but 

not 

$2,497.  plus  22%  of  the 

over  $24,600 

excess  over  $20,200 

Over     $24,600 

but 

not 

$3,465.  plus  25%  of  the 

over  $29,900 

excess  over  $24,600 

Over     $29,900 

but 

not 

$4,790.  plus  28%  of  the 

over  $35,200 

excess  over  $29,900 

Over     $35,200 

but 

not 

$6,274.  plus  33%  of  the 

over  $45,800 

excess  over  $35,200 

Over    $45,800 

but 

not 

$9,772.  plus  38%  of  the 

over  $60,000 

excess  over  $45,800. 

Inloesl  rale 

Veat 

Intetesl  rate 

0  375 

1965 

4  28 

0  375 

1966 

4.92 

0594 

1967 

507 

1040 

1968... 

565 

110? 

1969 

_. „,. 

667 

1218 

1970  . 

7  35 

1552 

1971... 

616 

1766 

I977 

621 

285 

1973. 

684 

2.40 

1974 

756 

282 

1975... 

7  99 

318 

1976 

7  61 

365 

1977 

7  42 

332 

1978 

841 

433 

1979 

944 

4  12 

1980 

1146 

388 

1981 

1391 

395 

1982 

1300 

400 

1984 

'1300 

4  19 

1985. 

■13  00 

'  The  zero- bracket  amount  is  commonly  referred 
to  as  the  standard  deduction 


If  taxable  income  is;           The  tax  is:  efit   plan.   When   employees   participate   in 

Over    $60,000    but    not    $15,168.  plus  42%  of  the  i^ie  thrift  (or  savings)   plan,   they   are   as- 
over  $85,600.                        excess  over  $60,000  sumed  to  contribute  3  percent  of  their  sala- 

°'"    .*fno*^  ""'    ""'    *l?ce«nl^r  $85^00  "es.  This  is  fully  matched  by  an  employer 

Ov:r"$*'o°94o"S  but   not    j/s^'sT "plL' 4!%  of  the  contribution  of  3  percent.  The  combined  6 
over  $162,400.                     excess  over  $109,400  percent  contribution   is  assumed  to  be  in- 
Over  $162.400 $62,600.  plus  50%  of  the  vested  with  interest  compounded  annually 

excess  over  $162,400  jj,  ^  tax-deferred  account. 

Source:  General  explanation  of  ERTA  prepared  Interest  rate  assumptions  (1945-84/ 

by  Joint  Committee  of  Taxation.  Dec.  31    1981.  .            .1.                       1    .    j    ,v,.iff    r,ior. 

J  ,       .                      ,          „    (   .  Interest  on  the  accumulated  thrift   plan 

State  and  local  got  ernment  income  tax  contributions    was    compounded    annually 

assumptions  during   the   period    1953-1984   according   to 

There  is  great  disparity  in  the  tax  struc-  ^j^p  interest  rate  for  10-year  constant  matur- 

ture  of  State  and   local   governments.   For  j^^^  ^.S.  Treasury  securities.  For  years  1945- 

purposes  of  computing  net  earnings  replace-  jggg   the  interest  rate  was  the  average  rate 

ment  rates,  a  general  assumption  was  made  j^^  new-issue,  3-month  U.S.  Treasury  securi- 

that  State-local  personal  income  tax  liabil-  ^^^^ 

ity  was  21.5  percent  of  the  Federal  income 

tax  liability  for  single  taxpayers    and  22^6  INTEREST  RATE  ASSUMPTIONS  (1945-84) 

percent  for  married  taxpayers.  These  rates 

were  derived  from  an  analysis  of  the  rela-     

tionship  of  State  individual  income  taxes  on  *"* 

specified  wages  and  salaries  during  calendar 

year    1975    contrasted    to    Federal    income  }9J5 

taxes    prepared    in     1976    by    Lillian    Ry-  ,54,       7™ 

marowicz  of  the  Economics  Division  in  the     1948     

Congressional  Research  Service.  This  analy-  1M9 

sis  showed  that  average  State  taxes  as  a  per-     {55]       

centage  of  the  Federal  income  tax  was  21.5  1952        IZ- 

percent  for  single  taxpayers  and  22.6  per-  1953       — 

cent  for  married  taxpayers.  This  analysis,     j^jj 

however,  did  not  include  individual  income  1956      1_"I 

taxes   levied   by   local   governments  or   tax  1957       _ — , 

credits    for    such    payments    against    State     }|^5      

income   tax    liability.   Therefore,    the   ratio  1950 

would  be  understated.  However.  States  are  1961 

beginning  to  index  their  individual  income  j^*^           - 

tax  rates  for  inflation.  This  has  the  effect  of  1954        ™_. 

lowering  tax  rates  for  higher  income  indi-     . 

Viduals.  '  tslimale 

Social  security  taxes  S*'"  Ecommic  Report  ot  lite  Preadeni.  Fetniaiy  1983 

Social   security    taxes   are   based   on   the  Waae  histories 
Social    Security    Amendments    of    1983.    In  wage  nisiones 
computing  net  final  years  earnings  in  1984.  Hypothetical    wage    histories    w^ere    con- 
employees   are   assumed    to   contribute   5.7  strucled  covering   the  period    1945-1984   in 
percent  of  their  salaries  up  to  $37,800  for  accordance  with   the  wage   indexing  series 
the  Old  Age  Survivors  and  Disability  Insur-  used  by  the  Social  Security  Administration, 
ance  (OASDI)  component  of  social  security,  i.e.,  the  difference  in  each  years  wage  levels 
Social  security  benefits  are  included  in  tax-  was  attributable  to  the  growth  of  average 
able  retirement  income  for  higher  income  wages  in  the  economy, 
persons    whose    taxable    income    combined 
with  50  percent  of  their  social  security  bene-  FEDERAL  CAREER  WAGE  HISTORIES  ( 1945-84) 

fits  exceed  a  base  amount.  The  base  amount     ^ 

is  $25,000  for  an  individual  and  $32,000  for  a  f^  ^, 

married  couple   filing   a  joint   return.   The  tmmi}       *'""™   '   •                    

amount    of    benefits    included    in    taxable 

income  is  the  lesser  of  one-half  of  benefits  hi«ii3              J9416 

or  one-half  of  the  excess  of  the  taxpayers  jw               10,000 

combined      income     (i.e.,     adjusted     gross  i^gj                J931 

income  plus  one-half  of  benefits)  over  the  isji                 8460 

base  amount.  j''"                Jg*^ 

Social  security  benefits  \m                6484 

BenefiU  shown  are  for  individuals  retiring  j^Je                5667 

in  1985  at  ages  62  and  65  who  always  had  1975                5302 

their  wages  increase  in  the  same  proportion  1974                4933 

as  wages  in  the  economy.  The  determina-  j'J^                J656 

tion    of    benefits,    although    computed    for  1971                 3;99i 

1985.    assumes    a    fully    mature    system    in  1970                3800 

which  35  years  of  earnings  are  used  in  the  j^                ^J^^ 

computation  and  all  wages,  including  those  19^7                 3202 

at  the  maximum  limit,  are  indexed  to  aver-  1966                3.033 

age  wage  growth  in  the  economy.  Also,  ben-  j'^J                2862 

efits  are  computed  under  the  provisions  of  [953                ^701 

the  Social  Security   Amendments  of    1983.  i%2                2636 

which  apply  to  benefit  computations  in  the  1961                 2,510 

year  2022  and  beyond,  i.e.     full"  retirement  jgj,                2359 

at  age  67  with  actuarial  reductions  for  bene-  1958                2757 

fits  taken  at  ages  62  and  65.  Calculations  are  1957                 2.237 

based  on  preliminary  1983  Trustees  Report     j^^  jjjj 

assumptions  (February  18.  1983).  1954                 1939 

Defined  benefit  and  thrift  plan  'J^                !]^J 

contributions  1951                 1719 

Employees  contribute  3  percent  of  salaries     j|JO  1.563 
as  their  share  of  the  cost  of  the  defined  lien- 


S18.831 

J28247 

{37,663 

$47,078 

{56.494 

20.000 

30000 

40.000 

50.000 

60.000 

18.632 

27,948 

37,264 

46.580 

55.896 

17,862 

26,793 

35,724 

44.655 

53.586 

16.920 

25.380 

33.840 

42.300 

50.760 

15.372 

23.05J 

30744 

38.430 

46.116 

14.102 

21.153 

28,204 

35.255 

42.306 

12.968 

19.452 

25.936 

32,420 

38  904 

12.012 

18.018 

24.024 

30.030 

36.036 

11.334 

17.001 

22.668 

28.335 

34.002 

10.604 

15.906 

21,208 

26.510 

31.812 

9.866 

14.799 

19.732 

24.665 

29.598 

9.312 

13,968 

18.624 

23,280 

27.936 

8.764 

13146 

17528 

21,910 

26.292 

7,982 

11,973 

15.964 

19.955 

23,946 

7.600 

11,400 

15.200 

19.000 

22.800 

7.240 

10.860 

14,480 

18,100 

21.720 

6.846 

10.269 

13692 

17.115 

20.538 

6.404 

9.606 

12.808 

16.010 

19.212 

6,066 

9.099 

12.132 

15,165 

18.198 

5,724 

8.586 

11448 

14,310 

17,172 

5.622 

8.433 

11.244 

14,055 

16,866 

5.402 

8,103 

10,804 

13.505 

16.206 

5.272 

7.908 

10.544 

13.180 

15.816 

5.020 

7,530 

10.040 

12,550 

15,060 

4.922 

7.383 

9,844 

12,305 

14,766 

4.738 

7.107 

9476 

11.845 

14.214 

4.514 

6771 

9.028 

11,285 

13.542 

4.474 

6.711 

8,948 

11.185 

13.422 

4.340 

6,510 

8.680 

10.850 

13.022 

4.056 

6,084 

8.112 

10,140 

12.168 

3.878 

5817 

7.756 

9,695 

11.634 

3.856 

5,784 

7.712 

9.640 

11.568 

3.652 

5,478 

7304 

9130 

10,956 

3,438 

5.151 

6,876 

8.595 

10,314 

3,126 

4689 

6.252 

7.815 

9,378 

3.050 

4,575 

6.100 

7.625 

9.150 
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FEDERAL  CAREER  WAGE  HISTORIES  (1945-84)— Continued 


Final  year's 
earnings 


{10.000    $2C,0C'0    {30,000    {40,000    {50.000    {60.000 


1948 

1,451 

2,902 

4,353 

5,804 

7,255 

8,706 

1947    

1.336 

2,672 

4,008 

5,344 

6.680 

8,01b 

1946 

1.162 

2,324 

3,486 

4.648 

5.810 

6,9/2 

1945 

1,241 

2.482 

3.773 

4,964 

6,205 
07.446 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Calculation  of  annuity  purchased  with 
thrift  plan  accumulations 

In  order  to  determine  the  amount  of  an 
annuity  that  can  be  purchased  for  a  given 
amount  of  principal,  information  on  life  ex- 
pectancy of  the  annuitant  is  needed.  The 
mortality  rates  used  for  this  analysis  were 
determined  by  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement and  are  for  male  civil  service  work- 
ers. 

The  accumulated  value  of  the  thrift  plan 
was  converted  to  an  indexed  annuity  at  the 
time  of  retirement  (i.e.  age  62  or  65)  assum- 
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ing  a  6  percent  interest  rate.  The  annuity  is 
assumed  to  increase  at  4  percent  a  year. 
Both  the  interest  rate  and  the  inflation  rate 
are  the  same  as  the  assumed  long-term  rates 
in  the  economy  predicted  in  the  1982  Social 
Security  Trustees'  II-B  assumptions. 

The  taxable  portion  of  the  annuity  was 
determined  in  accordance  with  Internal 
Revenue  Service  regulations,  section  1.72-9, 
using  Table  I.  Ordinary  Life  Annuity— One 
Life— assuming  no  refund  feature.  The  ex- 
pected return  multiples  were  based  on  males 
age  62  and  65. 


TABLE  1  -SUMMARY  30-YEAR  SERVICE:  COMPARISON  OF  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  CURRENT  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  AND  REVISED  SYSTEM 


Final  year  s  earnings 
Current  CSRS 

Single  62 


Married  62  „, 
Single  65  ., 
Married  65 


Revised  system  with  thtift  plan  partiapatioii; 
S«i«le  62 


Married  62... 
Single  65... 
Married  65 


Revised  system  wilhout  thrift  plan  participation: 
Single  62  


Married  62 
Single  65-,., 
Married  65.. 


{10,000 

53  0 
(613) 

53,0 
(61,3) 

53-0 
(64  7) 

53.0 
(613) 

83  3 
(1054) 

99.2 
(1215) 

948 
(1215) 
1151 
(140,9) 

65,0 
(810) 

80  9 
(95  6) 

746 
(93.11 

949 
(1120) 


{20,000 

53,0 
(59-9) 

53  0 
(603) 

530 
(64,9) 

53,0 
(65.0) 

765 
(969) 
893 
(1127) 
86  7 
(1111) 
103  0 
(1317) 

58-2 
(731) 

710 
(88  5) 

664 
(84  5) 

828 
(103.8) 


{30.000 

530 
(59-7) 

53.0 
(59.8) 

530 
(61.5) 

530 
(650) 

712 
(92  6) 

815 
(1036) 

799 
(1051) 

93.0 
(1199) 

52-9 
(676) 
632 

(796) 
59,7 

(772) 
728 

(928) 


{40.000 

530 
(59.6) 

530 
(601) 

530 
(60.7) 

53.0 
(62-7) 

668 
(886) 
751 
(97  1) 
751 
(10O7) 
858 
(1125) 

48  5 
(63  3) 

56-8 
(724) 

54-9 
(726) 

656 
(84  7) 


{50.000 

53.0 
(597) 

53.0 
(60.3) 

530 
(60-8) 

530 
(618) 

63  2 
(83  2) 

699 
(90.8) 

706 
(927) 

792 
(104  4) 

44  9 
(59,2) 

516 
(659) 

504 
(673) 

590 
(766) 


{60.000 

63.0 
(S9.8) 

53,0 
(604) 

53,0 
(60.8) 

53.0 
(618) 

608 
(786) 
664 
(863) 
67.6 
(876) 
74.8 
(97.5) 

42  5 
(568) 

481 
(620) 

474 
(641) 

546 
(715) 


TABLE  2. 


-SUMMARY  40-YEAR  SERVICE:  COMPARISON  OF  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  CURRENT  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  AND  REVISED  SYSTEM 


Final  year  s  earnrngs 
Current  CSRS 
Single  62 


Married  62. 
Single  65  ,... 
Married  65 . 


Revised  system  mritti  thiift  plan  partidpatiOR: .. 

Single  62  


Married  62 
Single  65... 
Married  65 


Revised  system  witttoul  ttirilt  plan  participatini 

Single  62  

Married  62     ....- _-~- — . — 

Single  65 - - 

Married  65 


SIO.OOO 

718 
(80,4) 

71.8 
(80.3) 

718 
(877) 

718 
(831) 

987 
(122  2) 

1148 
(1391) 

1114 
(1399) 

1317 
(161.2) 

75,2 
(92  4) 
911 

(107  6) 
854 

(1065) 
105.7 

(1248) 


S20.000 

718 
(785) 

71.8 
(79-4) 

718 
(81.8) 

718 
(876) 

919 
(115,3) 

1047 
(129,4) 

1033 
(130.3) 

1196 
(1499) 

68-4 
(841) 

812 
(995) 

77.3 
(96,2) 

936 
(116.3) 


{30.000 

71.8 
(774) 

718 
(786) 

71.8 
(78.8) 

71,8 
(81,9) 

866 
(1103) 

969 
(121.2) 

96  5 
(124.3) 

1096 
(1390) 

630 
(792) 

734 
(90.5) 

705 
(897) 

83.6 
(104  7) 


$40,000 

718 
(76.7) 

718 
(78.0) 

718 
(78.0) 

718 
(80  0) 

822 
(1041) 

90.5 
(114.8) 

917 
(U5.8) 

102.4 
(1311) 

58.7 
(752) 
670 
(83.6) 
657 
(85  3) 
764 
(97  0) 


50,000 

{60.000 

718 

718 

(76.0) 

(75.2) 

718 

71.8 

(77.6) 

(76.8) 

718 

71i 

(773)      • 

(76.5) 

71.8 

718 

(795) 

(78.7) 

786 

76.2 

(977) 

(95.2) 

853 

818 

(1063) 

(996) 

872 

842 

(1085) 

(1051) 

958 

91.4 

(1311) 

(112-0) 

55.1 

52.7 

(71.0) 

<fH' 

618 

58.3 

(776) 

<P5' 

612 

582 

(794) 

(744) 

698 

654 

(89  U 

(83  9) 

TABLE  3.-aJRRENT  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  SINGLE  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  62 


Fmal  year  s  salary 
less 

Federal  taies 

State  and  local  taies 


C«K  service  contribotiw... 
Net  final  earnings 


{10.000 

-915 
-197 
-700 


{20.000 

-2.392 

-514 
-1.400 


{30.000 

-4.385 

-943 

-2,100 


{40,000 

-6.827 
- 1.468 
-2.800 


{50.000 

-9.673 
-2.080 
-3.500 


{60.000 

-  12.839 
-2.760 
-4,200 


U88 


15.694 


22.572 


28.905 


34.747 


40.201 


Retirement  income  (40  yr) 
Ovil  service  pension  . 
Less  taies 

Federal 

State  and  local.. 


Net  retitemeni  incoine... 
Gross  replacement  rates 
(Net)  replacement  tales 

Retirement  income  (30  yr) 

Ovil  service  pension  


7.180 


-490 
-105 


14,359 

1.673 
-360 


21.538 

-3.345 
-719 


28.718 

-5.380 
-1.157 


35.897 

-7.BI0 
-1.679 


6,585 
71.8 
(804) 


12.326 
71-8 
(78.5) 


17.474 
71.8 
(77  4) 


22.181 
718 
(767) 


26.408 
718 
(760) 


43,077 

10,561 
-2.271 

30,245 
718 
(752) 


5.297 


10392 


15.889 


21.185 


26.481 


31.778 
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TABLE  3  -CURRENT  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  SINaE  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  62-Continued 


Less  Had 
Mm 

SMtandkcil 


-m 


-212 


-1.979 
-«2S 


-3JS3 


-4.709 
-1.012 


-6.378 
1.371 


Gnts 


M  rtdfonnt  iiKonit . 


5.019 
S20 

(613) 


9.39« 

S30 
(599) 


13.4(5 
530 

(597) 


1J,233 
530 
(596) 


20.760 
530 
(59  7) 


24.029 
530 
(598) 


Note  S««  mdtnWojy  section  tor  assumplioiB  uSK)  m  jnwmmmg  r«p(jc»m«(it  rjtK 

TABLE  4.-CURRENT  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  MARRIED  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  62 


Fnn  yen  s  sHvy 

IKS 

Federal  taxs 
Stales  ml  local 


Oil  service  contntwMa.. 

Net  Imal  ya  s  eanM|S 


SIO.OOO 

-539 
-122 
-700 


S20.000 

-1.885 

-426 

'1.400 


t30.000 

3443 

-778 

-2,100 


S40.00C 

-5.434 
-1.228 
-2.800 


S50.000 

-7.825 
-1.768 
-3.500 


$60,000 

- 10.456 
-2,363 
-4.200 


8.639 


16.289 


23.679 


30.538 


36.907 


42.981 


Retirement  MOW  (40  yis) 
(M  service  pension   ... 
Iks  Uik 

Federal 
Slate  jnd  local 


7.180 

196 
-44 


14,359 

1,158 
-262 


21.538 

2,378 
-537 


28.718 

-3.995 
-903 


35,897 

-5.909 
1.335 


43.077 

-8.213 
-1.856 


Net  retirement  MCa 
Gross  leolacemeiil  rates 
(Net)  regucement  lalK 


Retnncnt  mcome  (30  yra): 
Onl  service  pension    ... 

Less  latts 

federal  

State  and  local 


6.940 
718 
(803) 


12.939 
718 
(«4) 


18.623 
718 

(786) 


23.820 
718 
(780) 


28.653 
718 
(776) 


33.008 
718 
(768) 


Net  retirenienl  incone.. 

boss  replacenient  rate 

(Neti  replacement  rales 


5^7 

-0 
-0 


10,592 

-622 
-141 


15.889 

-1.403 
-317 


21.185 

-2.314 
-530 


26.481 

-3,439 
-777 


31.778 

-4,760 
- 1,076 


5.297 
530 

(613) 


9.829 
530 

(603) 


14.169 
530 

(59  8) 


18.341 
530 

(601) 


22.265 
530 
(60  3) 


25.942 
530 
60  4) 


Note  See  meltaWogy  section  lot  ij^yin>l»il  Md  •  delerminms  rewcemenl  rates 

TABLE  5  -CURRENT  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  SINGLE  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  55 


Final  year  s  salaty 
Less 

Federal  taiK  . 

State  and  local  taus 


On*  service  contriliutai- 


Net  fad  earangs... 

jhtitement  inconie  (40  yr): 
Onl  service  pensm  .... 
Less  taies 

Federal 

State  and  local  . 

Net  retirement 
Gross  reotacement  rates 
(Net)  replacement  rain 


SIO.OOO 

-915 
-197 
-700 


S20.000 

-2.392 

-514 

-^1.400 


$30,000 

4.385 

-943 

-2.100 


{40.000 

-  6.827 
-1,468 
-2.800 


$50,000 

-9.673 
-2.080 
-3.500 


$60,000 

-  12.839 
-2,760 
-4,200 


8.188 


15.694 


22,572 


28.905 


34.747 


40.201 


7,180 


14.359 


21.538 


28.718 


35.897 


43.077 


-0 
-0 

-1,248 
-268 

-3.085 
-663 

-5,080 
-1,092 

-  7.438 
-1.599 

-  10.158 
-2.184 

7.180 
711 
<WJ) 

12.843 
718 
(818) 

17  790 
718 
(788) 

22.546 
718 
(780) 

26.860 
718 
(773) 

30,735 
718 
(76  5) 

Retirement  income  (30  yr) 
Onl  service  ( 
lesstanK 
Federal 


Slate  and  lual 

Net  retirement  mcoae.. 


5.2J7 

-0 
-0 


10.592 

-332 

-71 


15.8<9 

1,658 
-356 


21.185 

-  2,993 
-644 


26.481 

-4.409 
-9a 


31.778 

6.038 
-1,298 


Grass  replacemenl  ratK 
(Net)  replacement  rates 


5.297 
530 

(64  7) 


10.189 
530 

(649) 


13.875 
53  0 

(615) 


17.548 
530 

(60  7) 


21,124 
530 

(60  8) 


24,442 
530 
(60.8) 


Note  See  nnfladolop  section  lor  assumptions  used  m  determmng  replacement  ratn 

TABLE  6  -CURRENT  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  MARRIED  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  65 


$10,000 

$20,000 

-1,885 

-426 

-1,400 

$30,000 

-3.443 

-778 

-2.100 

$40,000 

-5.434 
- 1,228 
-2,800 

$50,000 

-7,825 
-1.768 
-3,500 

$60,000 

Less' 

-  539 

- 10,456 

-127 

-  2,363 

Cwil  service  conlritMMI -., 

-700 

-4,200 

Net  final  years  eammis ,       .                                 — 

8639 

16.289 

23.679 

30.538 

36.907 

42.981 

RMnment  income  (40  yr) 

7  IM 

14.359 

-71 
-16 

21.538 

-1.758 
-397 

28.718 

-3.495 
-790 

35.897 

-5.349 
-1.209 

43.077 

Less  taies 

ffiffpTifl                                                                                   _. 

... ^ 0 

-7.553 

State  and  locji... 

0 

- 1.707 

frf  rrtirrmrnt  mrnnr 

71M 

14,272 
718 
(87  6) 

19,383 
718 
(819) 

24,433 
718 
(800) 

29.339 
718 

(79  5) 

33.817 

718 

718 

(Net)  replacement  tales „                .-.     ._ 

._ - (831) 

(78  7) 

Relirenient  income  (30  yr) 

5297 

10,592 

0 
0 

15.889 

-400 
-90 

21.185 

-1.668 
-377 

26.481 

-2.999 
-678 

31,778 

less  Taies 

(fdfa'            '                          

.    0 

-4,260 

SbkaMlDCil .., .., ..-,  ..-.. 

.: 0 

-963 

HH  i4ii|«|it  ii^eii^ 

5  297 

10.592 
530 
(650) 

15.399 
530 
(650) 

19.140 
530 
(62  7) 

22,804 
530 

(618) 

26,555 

UO 

53.0 

^   (»13) 

(618) 



Note  See  meltmWogy  section  lor  assumptions  used  m  determmmf  replacement  ratK 
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TABLE  7  -REVISED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  WITH  4  PERCENT  INDEXED  THRIFT  PLAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPWCEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  SINGLE  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT 

AGE  62 


Fmal  years  earnings  (1984) 
Less 

federal  laies  

Stale  and  local  lauB 

Social  securitv— 5  ^  percent  to  $37J0O.., 

Delined  benefit  contribution         

Ttiritl  plan- 3  perceni      


Net  final  earnmis 

Retifement  income  (40  yfs) 
Social  security 

Pension 

Thrift  pl»i„_ 


$10,000 


$20,000 


$30,000 


$40,000 


$50,000 


$60,000 


-915 

-2,392 

-4.385   ' 

-6.827 

-9,673 

- 12,839 

-197 

-514 

-943 

-1,468 

-2,080 

-2,760 

-570 

-1,140 

-1,710 

-2,154 

-2,154 

-2.154 

-300 

-600 

-900 

-1,200 

-1,500 

-IJOO 

-300 

-600 

-900 

-1,200 

-1,500 

-1.800 

7.718 


14,754 


21,151 


27,151 


33,093 


38,647 


3,444 
4,071 
2,352 


5,532 
8.143 
4,704 


6,696 
12,214 
7.056 


7.188 
16,285 
9,408 


7,188 
20,357 
11.760 


7,188 
24,428 
14.112 


total  

less  la«K 

Federal     

Slate  and  local 


9.867 


-357 
-77 


18.37S 

-1.122 
-241 


25.966 

-2,161 
-465 


32,881 


-3,792 
-815 


39,305 

-5.736 
- 1.233 


45.728 

-7.388 
-1.584 


Net  retiremenl  income,. 

Gross  replacement  rale   , 

(Net)  replacement  rate 


9.433 
987 

(122.2) 


17.016 

919 

(115-3) 


23,340 

866 

(110.3) 


28.274 

82.2 

(104.1) 


32.336 
786 
(977) 


36.776 
762 
(952) 


Retirement  income  (30  >rj) 
Social  security 
Pension 
Thrift  plan 


Total 

Less  taiK 
Federal 
Stale  and  local 


3,444 
3,054 
1,830 


5,532 
6.107 
3,660 


6,696 
9,161 
5,490 


7,188 
12,214 
7,320 


7,188 
15,267 
9,150 


7,188 
18,321 
10.980 


8.328 

-159 
-34 


15,299 


-824 
-177 


21,347 

-1.453 
-31-! 


26.722 


-2.189 
-471 


31,605 


-3,34? 
-719 


36,489 


-5.019 
-1.079 


Net  retirement  income 

Gross  replacement  rale 

(Net)  replacement  rate 


8.135 
833 

(1054) 


14.298 
76.5 
(96  9) 


19.582 
71.2 
(92  6) 


24,062 
668 

(886) 


27,544 
63.2 
(83  2) 


30,391 
60.8 
(78,6) 


Note  See  methodology  section  for  assumptions  used  in  determining  replacement  rates 

TABLE  8  -REVISED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  WITH  4  PERCENT  INDEXED  THRIR  PLAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  MARRIED  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT 

AGE  62 


Final  years  earrings  (1984) 
less 

federal  taxes 

Stale  and  local  laies 


Social  securitv— 5  7  perceni  to  $37.800 

Detined  benefit  contribution— 3  percent 

Thrift  plan— 3  percent    

Net  final  years  earnings 


$10,000 

-539 
-122 
-570 
-300 
-300 


$20,000 

-1,885 
-426 

-1.140 
-600 
-600 


$30,000 

-3,443 
-778 

-1,710 
-900 
-900 


$40,000 

-5,434 
-1,228 
-2,154 
-1,200 
-1,200 


$50,000 

-7,825 
-1,768 
-2,154 
-1,500 
-1,500 


$60,000 

- 10,456 
-2,363 
-2,154 
-1,800 
-1,800 


i,169 


- 15,349 


-22.269 


-28,784 


-35,253 


-41.427 


Retirement  income  (40  yr): 

Social  security 

Pension 

Thrill  pla 


5.054 
4.071 
2.352 


8,100 
8,143 
4.704 


9.804 
12,214 
7,056 


10,524 
16,285 
9,408 


10.524 
20,357 
11,760 


10,524 
24,428 
14,112 


Total 
less  taxes 
Federal 


State  and  local 


Net  relitement 
Gross  replacement  rate. 
(Net)  replacement  rale 

Retirement  income  (30  yi): 
Social  security .... 

Pension 

Thrift  plan 


11,477 


-92 
-21 


20,947 

-884 
-200 


29,074 

- 1,709 
-386 


36,217 

-2,584 
-584 


42,641 

-4.217 
-953 


49.064 

-6,359 
-1,437 


Total 

less  taws: 

Federal  

State  and  local 

Net  retirement 
Gross  replacement  rate 
(Net)  replacement  rate 


11,364 
114.8 
(1391) 


19,863 
1047 
(129.4) 


26,979 

96.9 

(1212) 


33,049 

90.5 

(114.8) 


37,471 

85.3 

(106.3) 


41.268 
818 
(996) 


5,040 
3.054 
1,830 


8,100 
6,107 
3,660 


9,804 
9,161 
5,490 


10,524 
12,214 
7,320 


10,524 
15,267 
9.150 


10.524 
18.321 
10.980 


9,924 


17,867 


-462 
-104 


24,455 


-1,123 
-254 


30,058 

-1.728 
-391 


34.941 


-2,379 

-538 


39.825 

-3.321 

-751 


9.924 

992 

(121.5) 


17.301 

893 

(1127) 


23.078 

81-5 

(103  6) 


27.939 
751 
(97.1) 


32,024 
699 
(908) 


35.753 
664 
(863) 


Note  See  methodology  section  for  assumptions  used  in  determining  replacement  rates 

TABLE  9  -REVISED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  WITH  4  PERCENT  INDEXED  THRIFT  PLAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  SINGLE  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE 

65 


Final  years  earnings  (1984) „. 

Less 

Federal  taxes      

State  and  local  taxes 

Social  securih  tax— 5  7  percent  to  $37  800 

Defined  benefit  contribution— 3  percent 

Thrift  plan— 3  perceni 


Net  Imat  year  s  earnings 

Retirement  income  (40  yr) . 

Saial  security , 

Pension       

Thrift  plan 


$10,000 

-915 
-197 
-570 
-300 
-300 


$20,000 

-2.392 
-514 

-1,140 
-600 
-600 


$30,000 

-4,385 
-943 

-1,710 
-900 
-900 


$40,000 

-6,827 
-1,468 
-2,154 
-1,200 
-1,200 


$50,000 

-9,673 
-2,080 
-2,154 
-1,500 
-1,500 


$60,000 

-12,839 
-2,760 
-2,154 
-1,800 
-1,800 


7.718 


14.754 


21,162 


27,151 


33,093 


38,647 


4,212 
4.331 
2,598 


6,792 
8,662 
5,196 


8,160 
12,994 
7,794 


8,952 
17,325 
10,392 


8,952 
21,656 
12,990 


8,952 
25,987 
15,588 


Total  retirement  income. 
Less  taxes 

Federal __ 


11,141 
-284 


20,650 
-1,176 


28,948 
-2,184 


36,669 
-4.300 


43.598 
-6,318 


50,527 
-8,141 
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TABLE  9  -REVISED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  WITH  4  PERCENT  INDEXED  THRIFT  PIAN  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  SINGLE  WORK^  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE 

65— Continued 


Stale  m)  loui 
Net  retrtflwt  < 

liM.. 


-61 


-253 


470 


-925 


tan 

(M) 


Retrawil  ncone  (30  |l): 
Soon  sccuiity  


10.7% 
1114 
(1399) 


19.»1 
1033 
(103.3) 


n3» 

9<S 

(124  3) 


31.444 
917 

(1151) 


-1.358 

35.922 

17.2 

(101.5) 


1.750 

40.636 

842 

(1051) 


MR !(»..... 

Total 
Less  lues 
FcdBn 


4,212 
3.249 
2.022 


6.792 
6497 
4.044 


S.160 
9.745 
6.066 


8.952 
12.994 
8.088 


8952 
16.242 
10.110 


8,952 
19.490 
12.132 


Stale  an)  local 


9.413 

-K 

-U 


17.333 

778 
167 


23.971 


-1.426 
-307 


30.034 

-2.218 
-477 


35.304 

-3.799 
-817 


40.574 

-  5.536 
-1.190 


Grass  (iplscsMM  nil,.. 
(IW)i    " 


9.371 

948 

(1215) 


16.318 
86  7 

(1111) 


22.238 
799 

(1051) 


27.339 

751 

(100  7) 


30.6n 
706 

(927) 


33.848 
676 

(87  6) 


Note  See  mellwdolojy  section  to  assumpliors  used  m  *lennimng  rates 

TABLE  lO.-REVISED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  WITH  4  PERCENT  THRIR  PWN  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  MARRIED  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  65 


FmI  yen  s  eaiMfS  (1984) 
less 

Fedetal  laies 

Stale  an)  local  taaes 


Steal  secunly— 5  7  penMl  to  S37.800 
Dilinil  b«lM  contntiutioii-J  petcedl 
TtrttpUn— 3  pereent 


SIO.OOO 

539 

122 

570 

-300 

-300 


$20,000 

1.885 
426 
1.140 
-600 
-600 


$30000 

3,443 

778 

-1,710 

900 

900 


$40,000 

-  5,434 
- 1.228 
-2.154 
-1.200 
-IJOO 


$50,000 

-  7.825 
-1.768 
-2.154 
-1.500 
-1.500 


$60,000 

-  10  456 
-2  363 
-2.154 
-1.800 
-1.800 


Ne<  iKul  iiear  s  eanungs 
(40 II) 


1.169 


15.349 


22.269 


28.784 


35.253 


41,427 


Soaal  seomty 

Pension 

TMtplan 

Total 
Less  taies 
Federal 


6,240 
4.331 
2.S9( 


10  056 
8.662 
5196 


12.084 
12.994 
7.794 


13.248 
17.325 
10.392 


13.248 
21.656 
12.990 


13.248 
25.987 
15.588 


State  and  local 

Net  reliremenl 
boss  tttMxnienl  rate 
(Net)  reglacenienl  rate 

Relwemenl  income  (30  r\' 
Social  security 
taision 
TMtDlan 


Total 
lesstaies 

Federal 

State  and  local 


13.169 


23.914 


-737 
-167 


32.872 

1.565 
354 


40.965 

-2.627 
-594 


47.894 

-4.643 
-1.049 


13.169 
1317 
(1612) 


23.010 
1196 
(1499) 


30.953 
1096 
(1390) 


37.774 
1024 
(1311) 


43.202 

958 

(1197) 


54.823 

-6.873 
-1.553 

46.397 

914 

(1120) 


6.240 
3.249 
2.022 


10056 
6.497 
4.044 


12.084 
9.745 
6.066 


13.248 
12.994 
8.088 


13.248 
16.242 
10.110 


13.248 
19.490 
12.132 


11.511 


20.597 

310 
-70 


27.895 

-977 
-221 


34.330 

-1.588 
-359 


39.600 

-2,274 
-514 


He!  fetwement  ncoffle  , 
Grass  leplacemMl  lak 
(Hel)  repUctiiMl  vtt 


11,511 
1151 

(1409) 


20,217 
1030 

(1317) 


26.697 
93  0 

(1199) 


32.383 
858 

(1125) 


36.812 
79  2 

(104  4) 


44.870 

-3.667 
-629 

40.374 
748 
(975) 


Itote  See  melliodology  ieclnn  to  assumptais  used  oi  determining  replacement  rates 

TABLE  11  -REVISED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  WITHOUT  PARTICIPATING  IN  THRIFT  PLAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  SINGLE  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT 

AGE  62 


Fmaiycarseannnp  (1914).. 
Less 

Federal  tws 

Stale  and  local  taies 


Social  secanty-S  7  percent  lo  $37.800.. 
Defined  Unefit  coatituta»-3  petceM 

Net  twsl  eani«|$ — , — 


Retirement  income  (40  yr). 
Sooai  security 
Penon 


$10,000 

-915 
-197 
-570 
-300 

$20,000 

-  2,392 
-514 

-  1,140 
-600 

$30,000 

-4.385 
-943 

-1,710 
-900 

$40,000 

-6.827 
-1.468 
-2,154 
-1.200 

$50,000 

-9,673 
-2.080 
-2.154 
-1,500 

$60,000 

-12,839 
-2,760 
-2,154 
-1,800 

8,018 


15,354 


22.062 


28.351 


34,593 


40.447 


3.444 

4,071 


5,532 
8.143 


ToW 
Less  taies 

Federal  taies 
SUte  andlocai 

l«el  retirement  incodn,. 
Grass  reittcMwnl  rates 
(Net)  rt{ilacefflent  rales 


7.515 


-85 

-18 


13.675 


-631 
-136 


6.696 
12.214 

18.910 

-1.188 
-255 


7.188 
16.285 


7.188 
20.357 


23.473 
- 1.769 


27.545 

-2.455 
-528 


7,188 
24.428 


31.616 
-3.626 


7.412 
752 
(92  4) 


12.908 
684 

(841) 


17.467 
630 
(792) 


21.324 
587 
(752) 


24.562 
551 
(710) 


27.210 
52  7 
(67  3) 


Reliremenl  income  (30  yf). 
Social  security 

Pension 

Total 
Less  laies 
Federal 
State  ml  local.. 


3.444 
3.054 


5.532 
6.107 


6.696 
9.161 


7.188 
12.214 


7.188 
15.267 


7.188 
18,321 


6.498 


11.639 

-340 
-73 


15,857 


784 
169 


19,402 

-1,188 
-255 


22,455 

1,612 
-347 


25,509 


-  2,095 
-450 


Net  'eiirement  meow.. 
Gross  replacemeni  rale 
(Net)  replacement  rate 


6.498 
650 
(810) 


11226 
58  2 

(731) 


14,904 
52  9 
(67  6) 


17,959 
48  5 

(63  3) 


20.496 
44  9 
(59  2) 


22.964 
42  5 
(568) 


Nolt  3tt  metnodoloo  section  lor  assumptions  used  in  delermmnj  replacemeni  rates 
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TABLE  12  -REVISED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  WITHOUT  PARTICIPATING  IN  THRIFT  PLAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REP"taENT  RATES  FOR  A  MARRIED  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985 

AT  AGE  62  ^ 


Final  year  s  earnings 
less 

Federal  taxes 

Slate  ani)  local  lanes 


Social  securilv— 5  7  percent  lo  $37.800.. 
Detined  tieneiit  contribution 

Net  tinai  years  earnings 


$10,000 

-539 
-122 
-570 
-300 


$20,000 

-1.885 
-426 

-1.140 
-600 


$30,000 

-  3.443 
-778 

-1.710 
-900 


$40,000 

-5.434 
-1.228 
-2.154 
-1.200 


$50,000 

-7.825 
-1.768 
-2.154 
-1.500 


$60,000 

- 10.456 
-2,363 
-2.154 
-1,800 


Retirement  income  (40  yr) 

Social  security,-. 

Pension 


Total  

Less  taxes. 
Federal 


Stale  and  local 

Net  retirement  income 

Gross  replacemeni  rates 

(Net)  replacement  rates _..- 


8,469 

15,949 

23,169 

29,984 

36.753 

43.227 

5,040 
4,071 

8,100 
8,143 

9,804 
12,214 

10.524 
16.285 

10.524 
20.357 

10.524 
24.428 

9,111 

0 
0 

16,243 

-308 
-70 

22,018 

-849 
-192 

26.809 

-1.411 
-319 

30,881 

- 1.935 
-437 

34.952 

-2,497 
-564 

9.111 
91.1 

15,865 
812 
(99  5) 

20,977 
73,4 
(90.5) 

25.079 
670 
(836) 

28,509 
61.8 
(77,6) 

31.891 
58,3 

(107.6) 

(73.8) 

Retirement  income  (30  yr) 
Social  security 
Pension 


5,040 
3,054 


8,100 
6,107 


9,804 
9,161 


10,524 
12,214 


10,524 
15,267 


10,524 
18,321 


Total 

Less  taxes 
Federal 


Stale  and  iQial., 


B,094 


14,207 


-78 
-18 


18.%5 

-430 
-97 


22,738 


-849 
-192 


25.791 

- 1.286 
-291 


28.845 

-1.662 
-376 


Net  retirement 
Gross  replacement  rale 
(Net)  replacement  rate 


8,094 
809 

(956) 


14,111 
710 
(885) 


18,438 
63  2 
(796) 


21.697 
56-8 
(724) 


24,214 
51.6 
(65  9) 


26.807 
481 
(620) 


Note  See  methodology  section  tor  assumptions  used  in  determimng  replacement  rales 

TABLE  13  -REVISED  SYSTEM  WITHOUT  PARTICIPATING  IN  THE  THRin  PLAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  SINGLE  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  65 


Final  year  s  earnings  - 

Less 

Federal  taxes  

State  am)  local  taxes  

Social  secuiilv— 5  7  percent  lo  $37.800.. 

Detined  t)enetit  contribution 

Net  final  year's  earnings 

Retirement  income  (40  yr): 

Social  security - 

Pension - 


$10,000 

-915 
-197 
-570 
-300 


$20,000 

-2.392 
-514 

-1.140 
-600 


$30,000 

-4.385 
-943 

-1.710 
-900 


$40,000 

-6.827 
- 1.468 
-2.154 
-1.200 


$50,000 

-9.673 
-2.080 
-2.154 
-1.500 


$60,000 

-12.839 
-2.760 
-2.154 
-1,800 


S.018 


15.354 


22.062 


28.351 


34.593 


40,447 


4.212 
4.331 


6.792 
8.662 


8.160 
12.994 


8.952 
17.325 


8.952 
21,656 


8,952 
25,987 


Total 

Less  taxes 

Federal    

Slate  and  local 


Net  retirement  income 
Gross  replacement  rale 
(Net)  replacemeni  rate 


8,543 


15,454 


-559 
-120 


21.154 

-1,124 
-242 


26.277 

-1,729 
-372 


30,608 


-2,585 
-556 


8,539 

85.4 

(106.5) 


14.775 
773 
(96.2) 


19.788 
705 
(89.7) 


24.176 
657 
(85.3) 


27,467 
612 
(794) 


34,939 

-3.996 
-859 

30,084 
58  2 
(74.4) 


Retirement  income  (30  yr): 

Social  security 

Pension 


4.212 
3.249 


6.792 
6,497 


8,160 
9,745 


8.952 
12.994 


8,952 
16,242 


8,952 
19,490 


Total L... 

Less  taxes: 

Federal  

State  and  local 


Net  retirement  income .. 

Grass  replacement  rate 

(Net)  replacement  rale  


7,461 


13,289 

-255 
-55 


17,905 

-722 
-155 


21,946 


-1.124 
-242 


25,194 


-1,564 
-336 


7.461 
74.6 
(93.1) 


12.979 
664 
(84  5) 


17.028 
59-7 
(77  2) 


20,580 
54  9 
(72  6) 


23,294 
504 
(67  3) 


28,442 

-2,072 
-445 

25,925 
474 
(641) 


Note  See  methodology  section  lor  assumptions  used  in  determining  replacement  rates 

TABLE  14,-REVISED  SYSTEM  WITHOUT  PARTICIPATING  IN  THRIFT  PLAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  MARRIED  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  55 


Final  years  earnings  (1984) 

Less 

Federal  taxes       • 

Stale  and  local  taxes  

Social  seciirilv-5  7  percent  to  $37,800,., 

Oelined  benefit  conttibulion— 3  percent .... 

Net  linal  years  earnings  „ 

Retirement  income  (40  yts): 

Social  security 

Pension       


$10,000 

-539 
-122 
-570 
-300 


$20,000 

- 1.885 
-426 

-1.140 
-600 


$30,000 

-3.443 
-778 

-1.710 
-900 


$40,000 

-5.434 
-1.228 
-2.154 
-1.200 


$50,000 

-  7.825 
-1.768 
-2.154 
-1.500 


$60,000 

- 10.456 
-2.363 
-2.154 
-1,800 


8,469 


15,949 


23,169 


29,984 


36,753 


43.227 


6.240 
4.331 


10,056 
8.662 


12,084 
12,994 


13.248 
17.325 


13,248 
21,656 


13.24« 
25.987 


Total 

Less  taxes: 
Federal,. 


State  and  local 


10.571 


18.718 


-139 
-31 


25.078 


-678 
-153 


30.573 


-1.219 
-275 


34.904 


-1.755 
-397 


39.235 


-2.410 
-545 


Net  retirement  income .. 

Gross  replacemeni  rates 

(Net)  replacement  tales 


10,571 
1057 
(1248) 


18,548 

93-6 

(115-3) 


24,247 
83.6 

(1047) 


29.079 
764 

(97  0) 


32,752 
69  8 
(891) 


36.280 

65  4 
(839) 


Retirement  income  (30  yi): 

Social  security 

Pension _ 


6,240 
3,249 


10.056 
6,497 


12,084 
9,745 


13,248 
12,994 


13,248 
16,242 


13.248 
19,490 


Total - 


9-489 


16.553 


21,829 


26,242 


29,490 


32,73« 
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TABLE  14.-REVISED  SYSTEM  WITHOUT  PARTICIPATING  IN  THRIFT  PIAN:  GROSS  AND  (NET)  EARNINGS  REPLACEMENT  RATES  FOR  A  MARRIED  WORKER  RETIRING  IN  1985  AT  AGE  65- 

Continued 


Less  Um 
Ftdetai 
Stitt  ml  local 

N«t  rrtifwnenl 
Grass  tqMceiMni  laie 
(Nd)  roilaixmni  ri!t 


?6(l 
i9 


m 

1S3 


24b 


1.486 
-336 


9.U9 

949 

(1120) 


16,553 

(103  8) 


2i.:i<i 

728 

(92  8) 


25.411 
656 

(84  7) 


28.159 
590 

(766) 


30.916 
546 

1715) 


Note  S«e  rnelhxttoo  s«ct«in  la  jssumptwn  uSB)  m  deteimuwig  r«olac«mBil  iates» 


DISCRIMINATION  AT  SHORT 
BROTHERS.  BELFAST 

HON.  RICHARD  L  OHINGER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
•  Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
May  18,  I  sent  a  letter  to  Verne  Orr. 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  protesting 
the  proposed  purchase  of  transport 
aircraft— (SD330)— from  Short  Broth- 
ers, Ltd..  in  Belfast,  Ireland.  Short 
Brothers,  a  British  Government- 
owned  corporation,  has  a  record  of 
anti-Catholic  discrimination.  We  out- 
lined our  protest  in  the  letter,  which 
26  Members  cosigned. 

The  response  from  the  Air  Force 
made  no  attempt  to  refute  the  statis- 
tics of  discrimination.  They  made  no 
reference  to  the  problem  of  discrimi- 
nation except  to  assure  us  that  Short 
Brothers  had  received  approval  from 
the  Fair  Employment  Agency,  a  Brit- 
ish agency  which  enforces  antidiscrim- 
ination laws  in  Northern  Ireland. 

The  British  Ambassador  has  also  de- 
fended Short  Brothers  to  Members  of 
Congress,  and  defended  their  right  to 
the  Air  Force  contract.  However,  the 
Ambassador  made  no  attempt  to 
refute  the  figures  we  presented  that 
show  Short  Brothers'  discriminatory 
practices. 

I  would  like  to  enter  into  the  Record 
a  critique  of  the  British  defense  of 
Short  Brothers  by  Rev.  Brian  Brady 
of    St.    Joseph's    College    in    Belfast. 
Father  Brady   has  provided  some  of 
the  most  cogent  proof  so  far  of  the 
anti-Catholic  discrimination  in  North- 
ern Ireland.  His  arguments  are  well- 
substantiated  and  compelling: 
A  Critique  or  the     Cover-Up"   of  Anti 
Catholic      Discrimination      in      Short 
Brothers,  Belfast 
(By  Rev.  Brian  J.  Brady,  St.  Josephs  Col- 
lege of  Education.  Belfast.  Northern  Ire- 
land, May  26.  1983) 

The  case  study  gave  facts  and  figures  in 
support  of  the  allegation  that  Short  Broth- 
ers discriminates  against  Catholics  in  its  em- 
ployment practices.  The  allegation  stands 
until  the  statistics  on  which  it  is  based  are 
rebutted  by  equally  true  facts  and  figures. 
So  far  no  such  rebuttal  has  been  produced 
by  the  apologists  for  Shorts  and  I  am  confi- 
dent that  none  can  be  produced. 

On  May  10  the  British  Ambassador  as- 
sumed the  role  of  apologist  for  the  compa- 
ny. He  wrote  to  Congressional  leaders  and 
enclosed  briefing  material  from  Shorts.  Nei- 


ther that  material  nor  the  Ambassadors 
covering  letter  constitute  an  adequate  re- 
sponse to  the  case  against  the  company. 
Both  documents  are  really  denials  of  my  al- 
legation, in  the  form  of  assertions  unsup- 
ported by  hard  facts. 

I  should  like  to  offer  some  detailed  com- 
ments on  the  inadequacies  of  the  package  as 
a  case  for  the  defense"  of  ShorU.  The  case 
has  three  parts  to  it: 

1.  That  employment  practices  in  the  com- 
pany satisfy  fully  the  requirements  of  the 
Fair  Employment  Act  (NI)  1976  and  that 
the  company  co-operates  completely  with 
the  Fair  Employment  Agency  (FEA)  in 
achieving  the  purposes  of  the  agency. 

The  supporting  "facts'"  offered  are: 

a.  A  photostat  of  the  FEA  Certificate  that 
Shorts  has  signed  the  Declaration  of  Intent 
to  promote  and  protect  equality  of  opportu- 
nity in  employment. 

Response.  May  I  point  out  that  signing 
the  FEA  Declaration  docs  not  commit  the 
signatory  firm  to  any  time  scale  in  remedy- 
ing its  past  discriminatory  practices.  In  the 
case  of  Shorts  the  imbalance  of  Protestants 
(95%)  and  Catholics  (5%)  has  not  changed 
one  iota  in  the  4  years  since  the  certificate 
was  granted  by  FEA. 

b.  It  is  pointed  out  that  three  unsuccessful 
complaints  of  discrimination  by  individuals 
employed  by  the  firm  made  to  the  FEA  are 
proof  that  there  is  no  discrimination  against 
employees  of  the  firm. 

Response.  The  allegation  made  by  me  was 
not  that  Catholics  employed  by  the  compa- 
ny were  discriminated  against.  My  com- 
plaint was  that  Catholics  were  excluded 
(apart  from  token  5%)  from  working  for  the 
firm  at  all. 

c.  Two  remedial  programs  by  the  company 
are  mentioned: 

A  program  of  action  to  ensure  equality  of 
opportunity  in  the  company  which  is  alleg- 
edly 15  years  in  place: 

An  affirmative  action  program  to  remedy 
the  imbalance  in  the  workforce. 

Response.  I»rograms  must  be  judged  by 
their  results.  If  these  are  really  serious  ef- 
forts to  remedy  an  injustice,  whose  exist- 
ence is  implied  by  the  very  existence  of  the 
programs,  why  has  the  Protestant/Catholic 
imbalance  in  the  workforce  not  been  amelio- 
rated? It  is  unacceptable  to  say  that  polari- 
sation over  the  past  14  years  is  responsible 
for  the  imbalance.  What  was  happening 
during  the  32  years  between  1937  and  1968? 
In  connection  with  these  programs,  may  I 
suggest  that  the  Chairman  of  FEA.  Mr.  Bob 
Cooper,  be  asked  to  explain  the  involvement 
of  his  agency  in  them  and  to  give  a  statisti- 
cal account  of  their  success  or  failure  in 
making  Shorts  an  equal  opportunity  em 
ployer.  It  is  facts  and  figures  from  FEA,  not 
worthless  certificates,  which  must  be  of- 
fered. 

2.  The  second  item  of  briefing  material 
issues  by  Shorts  in  its  defense  is  a  letter  to 
the  Managing  Director  from  the  Confedera- 
tion    of     Shipbuilding     and     Engineering 


Unions.  The  letter  denies  that  the  firm  pur- 
sues a  policy  of  religious  discrimination. 

Response.  The  Confederation  has  never 
done  anything  to  redre.ss  the  injustice  of 
Catholics  having  only  4.8%  of  the  jobs  in 
the  shipbuilding,  marine  engineering  and 
aircraft  industries  serviced  by  its  unions. 
The  Confederation  is  not  and  never  has 
been  interested  in  the  employment  rights  of 
Catholics.  In  this  conlexti  its  letter  is  a 
cruel  joke. 

3.  This  third  line  of  defense  offered  by 
Shorts  is  the  purchase  of  one  330  aircraft  by 
AVAIR.  a  subsidiary  of  the  .semi-state  Irish 
Airlines  (Aer  Lingus).  Apparently  one  is  ex- 
pected to  infer  that  Shorts  is  a  fair  employ- 
er because  of  .semi-state  body  in  the  Repub- 
lic of  Ireland  purchases  its  products. 

Response.  Unfortunately  the  Government 
of  the  Republic  of  Ireland  has  not.  up  to  the 
pre.sent.  made  the  absence  of  anti-Catholic 
discrimination  a  condition  of  giving  con- 
tracts to  N.  Ireland  firms.  Indeed  it  has 
cau.sed  much  distress  in  the  Catholic  com- 
munity in  N.  Ireland  during  the  past  week, 
by  authorizing  another  of  its  semi-.state 
bodies  (Bord  na  Mona  Peat  Development 
Board)  to  purchase  C'^M  worth  of  goods 
from  Sirocco  Engineering  of  Belfast.  Sirocco 
has  4  Catholic  employees  in  a  workforce  of 
850  to  900  (See  copy  of  my  letter  to  the 
media  on  this  matter).  The  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  Ireland,  as  a  defense  wit- 
ness for  ShorU,  collapses  under  cross-exami- 
nation. 

The  Ambassadors  letter  is  as  short  on 
hard  data  in  support  of  Shorts  case  as  is 
the  company"s  own  briefing  material.  I 
submit  that  my  original  allegation  against 
Shorts  supported  by  facts  and  figures,  has 
not  been  disproved.  The  company  still 
stands  exposed  as  a  firm  which  discrimi- 
nates against  Catholics. 

Purchasers  of  Shorts"  products  must  be 
left  under  no  illusion  about  their  complicity 
in  that  anti-Catholic  discrimination.  It 
would  be  most  unfortunate  if  any  agency  of 
the  U.S.  Government  should  get  involved  in 
the  purchase  of  aircraft  from  Shorts  at  this 
time.  1 

Since  this  paper  has  been  written,  eight- 
een electricians  have  been  hired  by  Shorts 
Brothers.  Only  one  is  Catholic* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  HIGH 
SCHOOL  ARTISTS 

HON.  NICK  JOE  RAHALL  II 

OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 
•  Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  offer 
my  congratulations  to  all  of  the  high 
school  artists  from  around  the  country 
whose  works  of  art  now  grace  the  Cap- 
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itol  tunnel.  Their  outstanding  talent 
and  dedication  is  reflected  in  these 
works  of  art  and  they  are  surely  a  wel- 
come addition  to  the  tunnel.  I  would 
especially  like  to  offer  my  congratula- 
tions to  the  artist  representing  the 
Fourth  District  of  West  Virginia, 
Stephanie  Midkiff  of  Lashmeet,  W. 
Va.,  who  was  unable  to  attend  the 
dedication  ceremony  and  reception 
last  night.  Her  acrylic  'Butterfly 
Spirit"  proudly  hangs  alongside  of  the 
other  fine  works  of  art  and  I  am  proud 
to  have  Stephanie's  acrylic  represent- 
ing my  congressional  district.  While  I 
wish  that  Stephanie  and  her  family 
could  have  made  it  to  Washington  for 
the  reception,  hopefully,  she  will  be 
able  to  see  her  painting  hanging  in  the 
Capitol  tunnel.  Once  again,  my  con- 
gratulations to  all  of  these  fine  young 
artists.* 


THE  DEDICATION  OF  A  WORLD 
WAR  I  MEMORIAL  MARKER 


HON.  SILVIO  0.  CONTE 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3,  1983 
•  Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sub- 
mitting for  the  Record  a  speech  made 
by  Massachusetts  State  Senator  John 
F.  Parker  at  the  dedication  of  a  trail 
memorial  marker  in  honor  of  World 
War  I  veterans.  The  dedication  took 
place  at  Bourne  National  Cemetery  at 
Otis  Air  Force  Base  on  Cape  Cod. 
More  than  400  World  War  I  veterans 
were  on  hand  for  this  ceremonial  un- 
veiling of  a  granite  World  War  I  trail 
marker  memorial.  This  monument  is  5 
feet  high  and  has  a  bronze  plaque 
with  two  verses  of  "Flanders  Field" 
and  sponsorship  to  all  veterans  of 
World  War  I.  Mr.  Parkers  speech  was 
very  well  received  and  many  were  even 
moved  to  tears  as  the  senator  told  sto- 
ries about  the  "war  to  end  all  wars." 
Address  of  State  Senator  John  F.  Parker 

AT  Dedication  of  World  War  I  Memorial 

Marker,   National   Cemetery,   Otis   Air 

Base,  Bourne,  Mass. 

The  year  1914  was  a  long  time  ago.  almost 
70  years  and  Europe  was  a  long  way  from 
America,  some  3.000  miles  reached  only  by 
steamship  for  there  were  no  swift  airlines  at 
that  time  and  in  1914,  American  seemed 
safe  and  isolated  from  mounting  troubles  of 
the  European  nations  and  the  rising  mili- 
tary power  of  Imperial  Germany,  under 
Kaiser  Wilhelm. 

Even  when  a  little  known  Serbian  Arch- 
duke was  assassinated,  triggering  World 
War  I.  it  made  little  impression  on  the 
United  Slates,  for  hadn't  George  Washing- 
ton told  us  many  decades  before  to  stay  out 
of  foreign  entanglements  and  that  was  good 
enough  for  us. 

So.  when  Europe  erupted  into  full-scale 
warfare  in  1914,  and  German  Army  hordes 
decimated  the  smaller  nations  and  pounded 
relentlessly  at  France  and  Great  Britain,  we 
watched  and  commisserated  with  Britain 
and  France,  but  considered  no  action  that 
might   involve   the  United  States  in  open 
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conflict  with  Germany.  In  fact,  we  did  little 
to  prepare  this  nation  for  the  eventuality  of 
warfare.  The  terrible  tragedy  of  the  Civil 
War,  fought  only  50  years  before  and  which 
killed  almost  600,000  young  soldiers  of  the 
north  and  south,  had  dimmed  our  view  of 
armed  conflict.  We  wanted  no  more  of  it 
and  this  was  reflected  in  our  military  forces, 
both  army  and  navy,  far  below  the  stand- 
ards of  the  times. 

Germany,  with  its  manpower  might,  its 
vast  submarine  and  surface  fleets  was  awe- 
some. Nothing  in  America  could  compare 
with  this  tremendous  war  machine.  It  was 
frightening  and  as  the  months  rolled  on 
from  1914  into  1915  and  1916,  we  read  about 
this  German  jugernaut,  that  it  was  grinding 
down  the  flower  of  the  armies  of  England, 
Prance,  Belgium  and  other  nations  of 
Europe.  We  read  about  the  submarine  fleets 
that  smashed  to  the  bottom,  millions  of 
tons  of  shipping  bringing  starvation  and 
panic  to  European  nations.  We  read  about 
the  front  lines  of  France,  where  brave  sol- 
diers were  killed  by  the  thousands  just  for  a 
few  yards  of  muddy  turf  and  we  heard  the 
term  "No  Mans  Land"  which  told  us  that 
neither  side  owned  the  territory,  it  was  just 
a  slaughterhouse. 

It  was  a  situation  beyond  belief.  The  blood 
of  a  whole  generation  of  French,  British 
and  German  soldiers  was  being  poured  out 
from  Flanders  to  Verdun.  The  death  toll 
was  simply  awful  and  nobody  winning  any- 
thing. 

Slowly.  America  came  to  realize  it  had  to 
help  Britian  and  France  with  food  and  sup- 
plies, and  we  did.  Shipping  millions  of  tons 
of  needed  supplies  to  these  nations,  until 
Germany  declared  unrestricted  submarine 
warfare  against  all  shipping,  no  matter 
under  which  flag  the  ship  was  registered. 

The  great  liner  Lusitania  went  dowTi.  car- 
rying with  it  many  Americans.  The  Ameri- 
can anguish  was  very  great  and  continued 
so,  as  more  ships  w'ere  torpedoed  and  our 
rights  to  the  high  seas  violated. 

Slowly,  the  great  American  patriotic  giant 
started  to  awaken.  We  were  horrified  at  sto- 
ries of  German  atrocities  and  it  all  came  to 
a  head  on  April  7,  1917,  when  President 
Woodrow  Wilson  and  Congress  declared  war 
on  Germany  and  its  allies. 

On  that  fateful  night  before  Congress, 
President  Wilson  gravely  stated:  ""It  is  a 
fearful  thing  to  lead  this  great  peaceful 
people  into  war,  into  the  most  terrible  and 
disastrous  of  all  wars,  civilization  itself 
seeming  to  be  in  the  balance,  but  the  right 
is  more  precious  than  peace  ..." 

One  sentence  above  all  stood  out,  and 
people  remembered  from  President  Wilson's 
war  message,  "The  world  must  be  made  safe 
for  democracy."" 

President  Wilson  also  summoned  the 
youth  of  America  into  the  most  bloody  of 
all  wars  in  human  history  up  to  that  time. 
Before  the  armistice  was  signed,  millions  of 
men  and  women  entered  the  armed  forces 
with  nearly  2  million  reaching  France  and 
the  Western  Front. 

The  patriotic  fever  that  blanketed  Amer- 
ica completely  baffled  the  Imperial  German 
High  Command.  They  had  calculated  that 
America  would  not.  and  could  not  mount  a 
military  presence  and  power  in  Europe. 

When  Congress  voted  its  War  Resoluiton 
in  April  of  1917,  the  nation  had  little  idea 
what  this  momentous  step  involved.  The 
general  assumption  was  that  the  allies 
needed  food  and  supplies  and  that  there 
were  enough  men  in  FYance  and  Britain  to 
do  the  fighting  and  it  was  further  thought 
that    most    of    the    American    involvement 
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would  be  on  the  high  seas  with  the  navy 
doing  most  of  the  fighting. 

A  debate  raged  in  Congress  as  to  whether 
or  not  recruits  should  be  drafted  aind  all  this 
time  the  Big  Bertha  guns  and  finely  trained 
German  soldiers  were  grinding  down  still 
further  British  and  French  divisions  in  the 
field  and  there  was  a  question  could  Britain 
and  France  hold  out  until  American  aid  ar- 
rived. 

President  Wilson  proclaimed  that  all 
young  men  must  register  for  the  draft,  and 
on  June  5.  1917.  nine  million  men  registered. 
Then  came  the  burden  of  creating  an 
army  on  short  notice.  National  Guard  units 
were  mobilized.  Training  camps  were  con- 
structed and  America  rushed  into  an  all-out 
war  effort. 

The  gigantic  American  mobilization  in  the 
Spring  of  1917  would  be  to  no  avail  if  the 
sea  lanes  of  the  Atlantic  were  blocked.  The 
Germans  were  sinking  almost  a  million  tons 
of  shipping  a  month  and  the  British  Admi- 
ralty predicted  that  unless  the  losses  were 
stopped.  Germany  would  win  the  war.  as  the 
stepped-up  German  submarine  attack  de- 
stroyed allied  shipping  in  every  sea  lane. 

No  one  can  ever  imagine,  unless  he  was 
there,  in  those  American  destroyers  and 
submarine  chasers  out  on  Atlantic  duty, 
how  vicious  were  the  elements,  as  they 
tracked  down  German  subs  in  weather 
beyond  description. 

Anyone  who  was  in  the  navy  during  those 
perilous  days  in  the  bitter  cold  and  through 
a  winter  of  the  worst  storms  in  decades 
would  attest  that  these  were  the  worst  days 
of  their  lives.  But  they  went  after  the 
enemy,  no  matter  where.  Securing  sea  lanes 
for  shipping  and  guiding  our  troop  convoys 
to  European  ports. 

The  miracle  of  all  was  the  transport  of 
more  than  2  million  soldiers  in  1.142  sailings 
across  3,000  miles  of  dangerous  waters,  in 
what  became  knowTi  as  a  bridge  of  ships,  as 
the  two  navies.  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States  so  effectively  guarded  them 
and  brought  them  safely  to  their  destina- 
tion with  a  minimum  of  losses. 

And  what  about  the  2  million  men  who 
made  it  to  the  other  side,  the  United  States 
soldiers  of  World  War  I.  the  doughboys? 

They  had  left  the  states  to  the  cheers  of 
the  populace.  The  songs  'Over  There,  Over 
there.  The  Yanks  Are  Coming."  •Smile, 
Darn  You  Smile, "  K-K-K-Katy,  "  and  the 
cry  of  'Lafayette,  We  are  Here "  echoed 
through  Paris  as  the  first  contingent  of 
American  troops  marched  down  the  Champs 
Elysee  on  July  4,  1917. 

Germany  never  imagined  that  America 
could  do  what  it  was  doing.  Put  2  million 
combat  soldiers  in  the  field,  adequately  sup- 
plied and  ready  for  action. 

The  Germans  had  250  divisions  against 
less  than  170  allied  divisions  and  General 
Pershing  was  not  certain  he  could  handle 
those  odds,  but  he  was  insistent  that  the 
American  presence  be  on  its  own.  that  the 
war  could  never  be  won  in  the  trenches. 
Someday,  somebody  had  to  move  forward 
and  break  the  stalemate,  attack  the  Ger- 
mans. Trench  warfare  was  not  for  Black 
Jack,  it  was  over  the  top  and  get  it  done. 

When  the  fighting  mounted,  one  million 
two  hundred  thousand  American  soldiers 
hurled  themselves  across  the  rugged  terrain 
of  the  Meuse-Argonne  region,  against  fierce- 
ly-defending Germans  in  what  was  to 
become  a  death  struggle  for  Imperial  Ger- 
many. For  47  days  the  Americans  attacked 
through  a  vast  network  of  barbed  wire,  deep 
ravines,  dense  woods,  myriads  of  shellholes 
and  what  not.  It  was  the  brutality  of  war- 
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fare  in  all  its  total  savagery.  In  Belleau 
Wood  alone  8.000  marines  were  reduced  to 
less  than  2.000. 

The  names  of  Sedan.  St.  Mihiel.  Chatteau 
Thierry.  The  Mame.  The  Anise  River.  The 
Meuse.  Montfaucon.  Verdun.  Metz,  Very, 
are  only  a  few  along  the  way  of  American 
Expeditionary  involvement  in  the  gigantic 
struggle  to  destroy  the  German  armies  ar.d 
the  price  paid  for  those  victories,  and  many 
other  on  land,  sea  and  in  the  air.  are  record- 
ed in  blood  and  bravery  on  a  thousand  his- 
torical documents  about  World  War  I. 

No  one  who  was  in  it  will  ever  forget.  The 
angry  seas  for  the  navy,  the  desperate  air 
battles  for  our  fliers  against  the  Red  Baron 
and  other  German  aces,  and  the  mud.  the 
filth,  the  stench,  the  cooties  and  lice,  the 
desperation,  the  gas.  the  incessant  shelling 
and  terrible  death  at  a  thousand  disputed 
barricades. 

No  one  should  ever  forget  the  cost  in 
treasure  and  manpower  before  Germany 
signed  the  armistice  and  war  ended  on  No- 
vember 11.  1918. 

Prom  1914  until  the  armistice,  more  than 
29  nations  were  involved  in  World  War  I. 
with  a  total  of  65  million  servicemen  and 
women  of  all  nations.  An  awesome  8  million 
were  killed  and  other  ca.-sualties  reached  21 
million.  The  devastation  and  cost  were 
beyond  calculation. 

United  States  military  losses  alone 
reached  126.000  killed.  234.000  wounded  and 
gassed.  4.500  prisoners  and  missing.  It  was 
the  most  terrible  time  of  carnage  and  sav- 
agery and  destruction  ever  known  up  to 
that  time  and  it  should  never  be  forgotten 
what  men  and  nations  can  do  under  the 
frightful  stress  of  war  and  how  brave  and 
courageous  men  can  t>e  under  fire. 

It  is  also  proper  to  take  note  of  the  sacri- 
fices by  the  young  men  and  women  of  Amer- 
ica and  Massachusetts  who  lie  in  this  hal- 
lowed resting  place  and  in  the  cemeteries  of 
France  and  the  world.  To  perpetuate  their 
memory  by  the  dedication  of  a  suitable 
monument  as  an  on-going  reminder  of  the 
hard  and  difficult  days  of  65  years  ago. 

It  is  well  that  we  remember  also  Massa- 
chusetts' contribution  to  the  winning  of 
World  War  I. 

Prom  this  state  alone,  more  than  200.000 
men  and  women  went  into  military  service. 
Massachusetts  contributions  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  war  was  second  to  none  among 
states  of  the  Union. 

The  26th  Yankee  Division,  organized  in 
Boston  on  August  22.  1917.  was  the  first  full 
America  division  to  land  in  Prance.  It  re- 
ceived and  effected  tremendous  casualties  in 
the  Meuse-Argonne  offensive  and  elsewhere 
and  spent  an  unbelievable  210  days  on  the 
front  lines.  Its  casualty  total  reached  more 
than  5.000  gassed.  1.500  wounded,  nearly 
2,000  killed  and  again  and  again  its  infantry 
regiments  were  cited  for  outstanding  service 
against  the  enemy. 

Massachusetts  men  were  in  many  other  di- 
visions as  well  and  their  records  in  combat 
are  indelibly  emblazoned  forever  in  the 
annals  of  the  magnificent  fighting  units 
from  every  section  of  the  nation.  More  than 
5.000  gave  their  lives. 

The  State  House  in  Boston  is  a  repository 
for  many  of  the  memorable  honors  that 
came  to  Massachusetts  servicemen  during 
those  hectic  days  of  World  War  I.  A  memo- 
rial to  four  Massachusetts  Chaplains  who 
lost  their  lives  in  combat,  the  names  of  four 
men  who  received  the  Congressional  Medal 
of  Honor.  Charles  W.  Whittlesley.  who  com- 
manded the  famous  lost  Ijattallion.  Michael 
J.    Perkins.    Charles    Dilboy    and    Ralph 
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Talbot.  A  plaque  to  the  memory  of  Lieuten- 
ant Norman  Prince,  who  founded  the  famed 
Lafayette  Escardrille.  The  first  shell  fired 
against  Germany  by  a  Massachusetts  Na 
tional  Guard  Unit.  World  War  I  flags  and 
banners,  honor  shields  and  tablets,  and 
atMve  all  the  magnificent  mural  of  the  deco- 
ration by  Prance  with  the  Croix  De  Guerre 
of  the  104th  Infantry  Regiment  of  the  26th 
Divison.  the  first  such  distinction  to  come  to 
an  American  infantry  unit.  All  of  these  are 
now  silent  reminders  of  that  terrible  time  so 
long  ago  when  the  flower  of  our  youth  went 
overseas  to  fight  to  make  the  world  a  safe 
place  for  democracy. 

Time,  in  its  inexorable  march,  has  taken 
most  of  the  braver  men  and  women  of 
World  War  I  to  the  great  camp  site  in  the 
sky  and  we  meet  here  today,  in  this  month 
of  June,  so  long  after,  to  dedicate  a  monu- 
ment in  their  honor  and  memory.  It  is  a  fit- 
ting thing  to  do.  so  noble,  so  satisfying  and 
so  right  and  just. 

To  the  men  and  women  of  World  War  I. 
we  owe  so  very  much.  They  did  make  the 
world  safe  for  democracy.  By  facing  the  en- 
emies of  freedom  and  liberty.  They  did  not 
fail,  and  brought  victory  and  peace  in  their 
time. 

It  is  little  enough  to  remember  them  in 
perpetuity.  They  knew  the  tragedy  and  pity 
of  war.  The  senselessness  of  it.  the  madness, 
the  grief,  the  tears  and  heartache  that  it 
brought  to  millions  of  families  of  whatever 
nation,  friend  or  foe. 

So.  we  pay  tribute  to  them.  Not  as  con- 
querors, but  as  soldiers,  sailors,  marines, 
airmen,  nurses  of  America,  who  believed  in 
a  righteous  cause,  marched  off  and  did  their 
bit.  or  more  than  that,  gave  their  lives  in 
the  holocaust  of  death  and  destruction  of 
the  Western  Pront  or  on  the  high  seas. 

Permit  me  to  close  out  this  high  honor 
you  have  given  me  to  be  the  principal  speak- 
er at  this  dedication  by  leaving  you  with  an 
old  World  War  I  poem,  written  by  an  anony- 
mous soldier-doughboy,  who  put  it  this  way: 

Our  country  called  us  to  the  colors,  and  we 

gladly  went 
With  a  smile  on  our  lips,  and  on  victory 

bent. 
The  Kaiser  was  our  enemy:  we  all  knew  that 
And  we  figured  he  would  run  when  he  saw 

our  tin  hats. 
It  didn't  work  that  way,  and  it  was  tough- 

er'n  hell 
Surviving  the  filth,  the  gas,  the  horror  and 

the  smell. 
The  war  was  no  picnic  and  the  casualties 

ran  high 
Wonderful  young  Americans,  who  were  not 

eager  to  die. 
It  should  not  be  forgotten  what  the  dough- 
boys did  here 
In  this  frightful  world  of  explosions,  agony 

and  fear 
Across  no-man's  land:  that  terrible  blood- 
red  strip 
Where  sharpnel  lore  at  Ijodies  and  machine 

guns  zipped. 
Shell  holes  tell  the  story,  half  of  them  filled 

with  blood. 
The   sky's   afire,    the    bullets   hail    as   we 

wallow  through  the  mud 
We  checked  the  men  still  living  and  then  we 

knew  full  well 
That  in  those  awful  moments,  more  than 

half  the  regiment  fell. 
But  we  won  it  for  democracy,  beating  the 

Germans  all  the  way 
And  the  price  was  white  crosses  from  Sas- 

sions  to  Seiprechey 
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So  remember  us  kindly,  the  doughboys  who 

turned  the  tide 
Ask  God  to  love  and  keep  us,  forever  at  his 

side.* 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  COAL 
SLURRY  CLOSE  TO  REALITY 

HON.  JAMES  F.  McNULTY,  JR. 

OF  ARIZONIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  McNULTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
construction  of  coal  slurry  pipelines  as 
a  mode  of  delivering  cheaper  energy  to 
American  citizens  and  lessening  our 
dependence  on  foreign  suppliers  is 
close  to  reaching  reality.  H.R.  1010, 
which  provides  eminent  domain  for 
the  construction  of  coal  slurry  pipe- 
lines has  passed  both  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee  and  the  Interior 
Committee,  and  will  soon  be  scheduled 
for  a  vote  on  the  floor. 

In  light  of  that  fact,  I  would  like  to 
have  the  following  articles  reprinted 
in  the  Record. 

[Prom  the  Phoenix  (Ariz.)  Republic.  June 
25.  19831 

An  ok  for  Coal  Slurry? 

If  Congress  approves  coal  slurry  pipe- 
lines—and it  now  seems  closer  than  at  any 
lime  in  the  past  20  years— this  would  cut 
the  delivery  price  of  Western  low-sulfur 
coals. 

More  utilities  across  the  country  would 
buy  cleaner  Western  coal,  eventually  gener- 
ating greater  income  and  jobs  for  the  West. 

Arizona  produces  12.5  million  tons  a  year, 
all  on  the  Navajo  Indian  reservation. 

Coal-fired  plants  produce  more  than  half 
of  all  U.S.  electricity. 

Railroads,  fighting  to  keep  their  high- 
volume  coal  traffic,  have  managed  to  defeat 
pipeline  developers  for  two  decades. 

They  are  still  attempting  to  block  the 
pipelines— carrying  a  50-50  mixture  of  coal 
and  water  through  mostly  underground 
lines— from  crossing  railroad  rights-of-way. 

Western  coal  and  pipeline  interests  are 
trying  to  use  the  power  of  eminent  domain. 

One  reason  why  the  bill  has  a  chance  of 
passage  is  that  much  of  Western  agricul- 
ture's past  fear  of  losing  irrigation  water  to 
slurry  has  been  calmed. 

Reps.  Richard  Cheney.  R-Wyo..  and 
Morris  Udall.  D-Ariz..  have  written  a  meas- 
ure that  gives  the  slates  authority  over 
water  used  in  interstate  coal  slurry  pipe- 
lines. 

No  firm  may  purchase  water  for  slurry 
without  state  approval. 

In  some  cases,  moving  coal  by  pipeline  is 
half  that  of  rail  rates. 

In  all  instances,  the  new  delivery  method 
offers  savings  to  customers. 

Coal  slurry  pipelines  should  make  both 
the  railroads  and  slurry  lines  more  cost-effi- 
cient. 

Such  efficiency  should  help  coal  t)etter 
compete  with  nuclear  and  oil  energy. 

The  United  States  has  hundreds  of  years 
of  energy  resources  in  its  coal  deposits. 
Western  coal  is  relatively  clean-burning. 
After  two  decades,  the  lime  for  coal  slurry 
pipelines  has  finally  arrived. 


[Prom  the  Tucson  (Ariz.)  Daily  Citizen. 

June  29.  1983] 

Consumer  Relief 

There's  nothing  like  a  little  competition 
to  bring  down  prices.  That's  why  the  rail- 
roads have  fought  for  years  to  keep  pipe- 
lines from  being  built  that  would  carry  coal 
slurry— a  mixture  of  coal  and  water. 

Such  pipelines  can't  be  built  without  fed- 
eral eminent  domain  authority  that  would 
allow  t:ie  pipelines  to  cross  railroad  proper- 
ly. A  bill  now  being  considered  in  Congress, 
the  Coal  Pipeline  Act.  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  grant  rights  of 
way  for  coal  slurry  pipelines. 

Arizona  Reps.  Morris  Udall  and  James 
McN^lly  support  the  bill  because  it  would 
give  the  railroads  some  competition  and  an 
incentive  to  hold  down  their  coal-hauling 
rates,  which  have  risen  steadily  over  the 
past  few  years.  Higher  transportation  costs 
are  passed  on  to  consumers  by  the  electric 
companies  that  use  coal  to  generate  power. 

In  addition.  Udall  estimates  that  slurry 
pipeline  projects  could  create  up  to  500,000 
new  private-sector  jobs. 

The  railroads  have  succeeded  for  nearly 
20  years  in  blocking  coal  slurry  pipelines. 
But  this  year,  with  coal  companies,  utilities, 
consumer  groups  and  labor  all  working  for 
the  bill,  that  opposition  finally  could  be  de- 
railed.* 


H.R.  2817,  A  BILL  TO  AMEND  THE 
CLEAN  WATER  ACT 


HON.  ROY  DYSON 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3.  1983 
•  Mr.  DYSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was 
asked  to  testify  before  the  House 
Public  Works  Subcommittee  on  Water 
Resources  on  H.R.  2817,  a  bill  I  intro- 
duced earlier  this  year  that  would  pro- 
vide funds  for  the  cleanup  of  the 
Chesapeake  Bay. 

The  testimony  follows: 

Testimony  of  Congressman  Roy  Dyson 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members 
of  the  Subcommittee.  I  am  here  today  to 
testify  on  behalf  of  H.R.  2817.  a  bill  I  intro- 
duced earlier  this  year  that  would  amend 
the  Clean  Water  Act  to  provide  for  the  en- 
hanced water  quality  of  the  Chesapeake  and 
Narragansett  Bays. 

The  Chesapeake  Bay  in  one  of  our  na- 
tion's most  cherished  and  valuable  natural 
resources.  It  is  the  largest  and  most  produc- 
tive estuary  in  the  contiguous  United 
States,  with  a  drainage  area  of  nearly  64.000 
square  miles  in  size,  that  includes  parts  of  6 
states  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  Its  pri- 
mary tributaries,  the  Susquehanna,  the  Po- 
tomac and  the  James  River,  are  major  river 
systems  in  their  own  right. 

The  Bay's  significance  extends  beyond  its 
size,  to  its  importance  for  the  seafood,  wa- 
terborne  commerce  and  water-oriented  in- 
dustries that  are  vital  to  the  middle  Atlantic 
states.  I  am  particularly  aware  of  this  be- 
cause of  my  responsibilities  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  Maryland's  Pirst  Congressional 
District,  which  surrounds  the  largest  por- 
tion of  the  Cheaspeake  Bay. 

These  local  interests  are  complemented  by 
the  impact  thai  the  Bay  has  on  the  nation 
as  a  whole.  Its  fishing  production  is  sur- 
passed only  by  that  in  the  Atlantic  and  Pa- 
cific Oceans,  with  an  annual  dockside  value 
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in  excess  of  $100  million.  Commercial  ship- 
ping interests  carried  nearly  239  million 
tons  of  cargo  via  the  Chesapeake  in  1981,  es- 
timated at  nearly  $27.5  billion. 

One  of  the  Bay's  most  valuable  roles  is  its 
function  as  a  wildlife  and  aquatic  habitat. 
Its  tributaries  are  important  places  of  repro- 
duction for  a  variety  of  species  of  anadro- 
mous  fish,  like  the  shad  and  striped  bass.  In 
fact,  almost  90  percent  of  the  striped  bass 
along  the  Atlantic  Coast  spawn  in  the 
Chesapeake's  waters. 

These  facts  indicated  why  the  environ- 
mental quality  of  the  Bay  is  so  important  to 
the  region  and  the  nation.  As  you  probably 
know,  next  month  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  completes  its  seven-year.  $27 
million  study  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay's  water 
quality.  The  study  answers  many  of  the 
most  pressing  questions  about  the  condition 
of  the  Bay.  but  those  answers  only  point  to 
how  much  more  remains  to  be  done. 

Research  findings  have  identified  three 
areas  of  serious  concern;  Toxics,  nutrient 
enrichment  and  declining  Bay  grasses. 
These  findings  indicate  that  the  main  stem 
of  this  195-mile  long  estuary  is  losing 
oxygen.  In  addition,  the  upper  reaches  of 
the  main  tributaries  are  considerably  more 
stressed  than  scientists  originally  thought. 
All  of  these  trends— the  decline  of  the  Bay 
grasses:  the  increased  nutrient  and  attend- 
ant loss  of  oxygen:  and  the  continued  load- 
ing of  toxic  chemicals  and  heavy  metals  into 
Bay  waters— portend  serious  problems  by 
the  end  of  the  century. 

The  Bay  grasses  that  once  stretched  from 
shore  to  shore  are  nearly  gone.  Commercial 
landings  of  striped  bass  plunged  from  five 
million  pounds  in  1973  to  less  than  one  mil- 
lion pounds  in  1979.  Shad,  once  harvested  in 
huge  numbers,  and  now  so  scarce  that  there 
is  a  rule  against  catching  and  keeping  them 
in  Maryland.  In  general,  the  fish  that  mi- 
grate each  year  to  spawn  in  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  are  disappearing. 

This  decline  in  water  quality  and  subse- 
quent loss  of  aquatic  life  has  been  principal- 
ly the  result  of  non-point  source  pollution: 
that  is.  agricultural  and  urban  runoff,  usu- 
ally from  heavy  rainfall.  Each  year  the  Bay 
receives  400  million  gallons  of  sewage  and 
some  2.000  tons  of  metals  and  symbolic  com- 
pounds, including  sediments,  fertilizers  and 
herbicides. 

Given  the  EPA  findings,  it  is  essential 
that  we  have  a  shared  federal  and  state 
commitment  to  clean  up  the  Chesapeake 
Bay.  Management  strategies  for  the  Bay 
have  been  developed.  A  massive  data  base 
has  been  assembled  to  define  trends  in 
water  quality  variables  and  living  resources 
over  a  30  year  time  period  for  the  Bay  and 
its  tributaries.  There  is  only  the  need  to  es- 
tablish a  mechanism  for  implementing  the 
Bay  management  strategies  and  to  monitor 
their  environmental  results.  I  believe  my 
legislation  would  provide  that  mechanism 
and  the  incentive  for  the  states  of  Mary- 
land. Pennsylvania  and  Virginia  to  develop 
and  implement  an  interstate  Bay  Manage- 
ment Plan. 

My  legislation  will  provide  a  maximum  of 
$10  million  in  federal  funds  in  each  of  the 
next  four  fiscal  years  to  help  the  states  turn 
their  water  pollution  reduction  plan  into 
action.  The  federal  grant  money,  to  be  ad- 
ministered by  the  EPA.  will  cover  up  to  55 
percent  of  the  total  cost  of  implementing 
the  plan  in  each  state.  Therefore,  each  state 
would  have  to  contribute  at  least  45  percent. 
The  federal  commitment  to  a  healthier 
Chesapeake  Bay  must  not  end  merely  be- 
cause the  states  are  now  the  first  line  of  de- 
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fense  against  this  water  pollution  problem. 
As  the  country's  largest  and  most  produc- 
tive estuary,  the  Chesapeake  Bay  is  as  much 
a  federal  concern  as  a  local  one. 

My  bill  also  includes  a  $3  million  authori- 
zation to  insure  that  the  EPA  continues  to 
conduct  research  and  monitor  changing  con- 
ditions in  the  Bay.  Special  attention  would 
be  paid  to  the  effect  of  pollutant  loadings 
on  the  dwindling  striped  bass  population. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  pleaded  to  note  today 
that  my  bill  has  received  the  support  the 
entire  Maryland  and  Virginia  Congressional 
delegations  and  over  half  of  the  members 
from  Pennsylvania,  three  of  whom  are 
members  of  this  subcommittee.  In  addition, 
the  governors  of  Pennsylvania.  Maryland 
and  Virginia  have  all  publicly  endorsed  the 
bill. 

This  high  level  of  interest  from  federal 
and  state  officials  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay 
region  represents  an  unprecedented  effort 
to  deal  with  the  Bay's  problems.  We  have 
begun  to  recognize  that  there  is  a  mutual 
interest  among  the  needs  of  all  parlies  in 
the  region.  Residents  on  the  Bay  worry 
about  non-point  source  pollution  harming 
the  aquatic  life.  Parmers  who  live  near  the 
Bay  or  in  the  Susquehanna  Valley  are  con- 
cerned with  finding  ways  to  save  money  on 
fertilizer  and  improving  their  productivity 
by  preventing  further  soil  erosion.  Problems 
such  as  these  have  too  often  been  seen  as 
being  mutually  exclusive  and  therefore  in- 
capable of  a  comprehensive  solution.  My  bill 
initiates  the  kind  of  coordinated  approach 
that  begins  the  process  of  dealing  with 
runoff  and  its  harmful  effect  not  only  on 
the  Chesapeake  Bay.  but  on  our  farmland. 

Pinally.  my  legislation  would  provide  $1.5 
million  in  each  of  five  fiscal  years  for  the 
EPA  to  conduct  research  assessing  the  prin- 
cipal factors  having  an  adverse  effect  on  the 
environmental  quality  of  the  Narragansett 
Bay  in  Rhode  Island.  My  bill  also  requires 
the  Administrator  of  EPA  to  establish  a 
mechanism  for  improving  the  collection, 
storage,  analysis  and  dissemination  of  water 
quality  data  on  the  Narragansett  Bay. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  fellow  Colleagues,  the 
Clean  Water  Act  is  our  nation's  major  legis- 
lative vehicle  to  improve  water  quality.  The 
Chesapeake  Bay,  as  our  nation's  largest  and 
most  productive  estuary,  warrants  protec- 
tion under  its  statutes.  My  legislation  repre- 
sents an  important  first  step  towards  im- 
proving the  Bay's  water  quality  and  assur- 
ing future  generations  that  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  will  continue  to  be  a  productive  center 
for  economic  development  and  aquatic  life.  I 
urge  its  inclusion  in  this  year's  reauthoriza- 
tion of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  gladly  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have.* 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  RICHARD  W. 
MacWHORTER 


HON.  JIM  COURIER 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  August  3,  1983 
•  Mr.  COURTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
pay  tribute  to  Richard  W.  Mac- 
Whorter.  who  has  recently  received 
the  Silver  Star  for  his  meritorious 
service  in  the  U.S.  Army  during  the 
Second  World  War. 
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Mr.  MacWhorter  earned  this  honor 
for  his  unwavering  courage  and  hero- 
ism during  the  Battle  of  the  Bulge. 
While  holding  a  line  of  defense  in  Ech- 
temach,  Luxembourg,  the  Germans 
counter-attacked  and  surrounded  his 
unit.  Company  E  of  the  12th  Infantry 
Battalion.  He  was  subsequently  cap- 
tured, and  he  spent  the  next  few 
months  as  a  prisoner  of  war. 

As  a  first  lieutenant  and  the  com- 
mander of  unit  1542.  Mr.  MacWhorter 
saw  combat  in  the  Rhineland,  Ar- 
dennes, and  Central  Europe.  He  was 
supposed  to  receive  the  Silver  Star  in 
1947.  but  until  now  it  was  never  given 
to  him. 

Mr.  MacWhorter  has  been  decorated 
many  times  for  his  valor  on  the  field 
of  battle.  Prior  to  this  honor,  he  had 
been  awarded  the  European-African- 
Middle  Eastern  Service  Medal,  the 
American  Service  Medal,  the  Distin- 
guished Unit  Badge,  and  the  Victory 
Medal. 

After  so  many  years  of  waiting,  it  is 
gratifying  to  see  Mr.  MacWhorter  re- 
ceive what  is  rightfully  his.  As  Ameri- 
cans, we  owe  him  a  deep  debt  of  grati- 
tude for  his  service  to  the  United 
States.  I  know  his  family  and  friends 
would  like  to  join  us  here  today  in  ex- 
tending to  him  our  deepest  thanks  and 
appreciation  and  to  wish  him  many 
years  of  health  and  happiness.* 


ABORTION:  ONE  WOMAN'S 
ORDEAL 


HON.  ALAN  B.  MOLLOHAN 

OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.    MOLLOHAN.    Mr.    Speaker.    I 
would  like  to  submit  for  the  consider- 
ation of  my  colleagues  an  article  in  the 
Washington     Times     outlining     one 
woman's  ordeal  caused  by  her  decision 
to  abort  her  baby.  It  provides.  I  think, 
valuable  insight  on  the  abortion  issue. 
[Prom  the  Washington  Times.  Aug.  3.  19831 
Women  Form  WEBA  To  Fight  Abortions 
nancyjo  mann  on  the  horror  of  having  an 
abortion 

(Every  year  for  the  past  10  years.  1.5  mil- 
lion women  have  had  an  abortion.  For 
many,  according  to  Nancyjo  Mann,  founder 
and  president  of  Women  Exploited  By  Abor- 
tion (WEBA).  having  an  abortion  only 
began  their  problem.  Mann  was  interviewed 
by  Washington  Times  staff  writer  and  col- 
umnist Tom  Diaz. ) 

Q:  Tell  tis  about  your  experience  with 
abortion  and  its  consequences. 

A:  My  experience  goes  back  to  1974.  the 
month  of  October.  30th  day— the  day  that  I 
killed  my  baby  girl.  It  was  a  second  trimes- 
ter abortion.  I  was  5'/i  months  pregnant. 

I  went  to  the  doctor  because  family  mem- 
bers had  pressured  me,  had  encouraged  me. 
There  was  no  'Nancy  maybe  you  should  re- 
consider." because  it  was  not  my  idea  in  the 
first  place,  it  was  theirs. 

My  husband  had  walked  out  the  door  and 
deserted  us.  The  responsibility  of  three  chil- 
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dren  was  Just  too  much  for  him.  I  went  to 
my  mother  and  my  brother  and  asked. 
What  am  I  going  to  do?"  And  my  mother 
said  'Ifs  obvious.  Nancy,  no  man's  going  to 
want  you  with  three  children,  let  alone  the 
two  you  already  have.  You're  probably  not 
going  to  amount  to  a  hill  of  beans  and 
you're  probably  going  to  be  on  welfare  the 
rest  of  your  life.  " 

And  following  those  three  positive,  uplift- 
ing statements,  she  said  "You're  going  to 
have  to  have  an  abortion."  Then  she  called 
one  of  the  leading  ob/gyns  in  the  Midwest, 
and  he  said.  Absolutely,  no  problem.  Bring 
her  on  in." 

Q:  Did  he  know  at  the  time  how  far  you 
were  along? 

A:  Absolutely.  He  does  all  kinds  of  second 
trimesters,  no  problem. 

I  went  in  and  I  asked.  What  are  you 
going  to  do  to  me?"  All  he  did  was  look  at 
my  stomach  and  say,  I'm  going  to  take  a 
little  fluid  out.  put  a  little  fluid  in.  you'll 
have  severe  cramps  and  expel  the  fetus." 

I  said.    Is  that  all?  '  He  said.    That's  all." 

It  didn't  sound  too  bad.  But  what  that 
doctor  desscribed  to  me  was  not  the  truth. 

I  went  to  the  hospital  and  60  ccs  of  amnio- 
tic fluid  were  drawn  out.  and  a  saline  solu- 
tion injected.  Immediately  the  needle  went 
through  the  abdomen  I  hated  Nancyjo.  I 
hated  myself.  With  every  ounce  of  my  being 
I  wanted  to  scream  out  "Please,  stop  don't 
do  this  to  me. "  But  I  couldn't  get  it  out. 

Once  they  put  in  the  saline  there's  no  way 
to  reverse  it.  And  for  the  next  hour  and  a 
half  I  felt  my  daughter  thrash  around  vio- 
lently while  she  was  being  choked,  poisoned, 
burned  and  suffocated  to  death.  I  didn't 
know  any  of  that  was  going  to  happen.  And 
I  remember  talking  to  her  and  I  remember 
telling  her  I  didn't  want  to  do  this.  I  wished 
she  could  live.  And  yet  she  was  dying  and  I 
remember  her  very  last  kick  on  her  left  side. 
She  had  no  strength  left. 

I've  tried  to  imagine  us  dying  that  kind  of 
death,  a  pillow  put  over  us.  suffocating.  In 
four  minutes  we'd  pass  out.  We'd  have  that 
gift  of  passing  out  and  then  dying,  but  it 
took  her  an  hour  and  a  half  just  to  die. 

Then  I  was  given  an  intravenous  injection 
to  help  stimulate  labor  and  I  went  into  hard 
labor  for  12  hours.  And  at  5:30  a.m.  on  the 
31st  of  October  I  delivered  my  daughter 
whose  name  is  now  Charmaine  Marie.  She 
was  14  inches  long.  She  weighed  over  a 
pound  and  a  half.  She  had  a  head  of  hair 
and  her  eyes  were  opening. 

I  got  to  hold  her  because  the  nurses  didn't 
make  it  to  the  room  in  time.  I  delivered  my 
girl  myself.  They  grabt>ed  her  out  of  my 
hands  and  threw  her.  into  a  bedpan.  After 
they  finished  and  took  her  away  in  the 
bedpan,  they  brought  a  lady  in  to  finish  her 
last  hours  of  labor  lying  next  to  me.  She 
had  a  healthy  baby  boy. 

That  was  tough. 

I  like  Nancyjo,  I  liked  me.  prior  to  the 
abortion.  But  shame  and  remorse  and  guilt 
set  in— I  mean,  when  you  get  a  hold  of  your 
own  daughter  and  you  see  what  you  did. 
She  was  not  a  "fetus."  She  was  not  a  "prod- 
uct of  conception."  She  was  not  a  "tissue  ad- 
hering to  the  uterine  wall."  She  was  my 
daughter  and  I  got  to  hold  her,  at  only  5'/j 
months,  22  weeks.  So  those  are  cheap,  inhu- 
man words  to  use  around  me. 

I  chose  to  be  sterilized  because  I  couldn't 
cope  with  the  idea  that  I  could  possible  kill 
again.  It  was  too  devastating.  It  was  not 
something  you  go  around  telling  people, 
that  you  just  killed  your  baby,  no  problem.  I 
was  ashamed,  totally  ashamed. 

Q:  But  some  people  would  say  that  al- 
though this  experience  obviously  had  a  great 
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impact  on  you.  it  is  not  characteristic  of 
most  other  women  who  have  abortions.  Is 
your  case  unusual? 

A:  No.  my  case  is  not  unusual  at  all. 
People  want  to  say  "Oh,  but  Ntmcy,  you're 
the  extreme."  That's  not  true.  In  fact  there 
are  so  many  more  of  us  than  there  are  the 
other.  The  emotional  hurt  is  so  deep.  You 
do  not  discuss  your  abortion,  the  suction 
machines  and  the  needles  and  everything 
else,  over  a  cup  of  tea  and  a  cookie.  Women 
just  don't  do  this.  The  pain  is  just  too  deep 
and  too  great. 

I'm  sure  there  are  women  out  there  who 
are  never  fazed,  never,  by  their  abortion. 
But  I  would  say  that  98,  99  percent  of  them 
are  fazed,  whether  it's  for  a  small  period  of 
time  or  for  the  rest  of  their  life,  whether 
they  suffer  only  a  small  degree  or  die  from 
their  abortions. 

Q:  How  did  WEBA— Women  Exploited  By 
Abortion— get  started? 

A:  About  one  year  ago  I  was  talking  to  an- 
other recording  artist  who  was  pro-life.  I 
asked  what  pro-life  meant  and  he  said  he 
was  ant:  ^.bortion.  I  said  "Hank,  I  had  an 
abortion  in  1974.  I  was  5' 2  months  pregnant. 
It  hurt  so  bad  for  so  long. " 

He  just  about  drove  the  car  off  the  road. 
And  he  said.  "Nancy,  you've  got  to  tell  the 
story."  So.  a  year  ago  I  went  public,  founded 
WEBA. 

Q:  How  many  memt)ers  do  you  have? 

A:  I'm  a  10-month-oId  corporation  and  in 
10  months  I've  gone  from  being  two  people, 
my  vice  president  and  myself,  in  two  states. 
Virginia  and  Iowa,  to  now  having  34  states 
with  approximately  10,000  women  in  my 
group. 

Q:  What  are  some  of  the  effects  of  abortion 
on  women? 

A:  I  have  women  who  cannot  vacuum 
their  carpets.  They  have  to  have  the  neigh- 
bor or  their  husbands  do  it  while  they're  at 
the  grocery  store,  because  of  the  suction 
sound.  You  see,  the  suction  machine  (used 
in  many  abortions)  makes  that  sucking 
sound— it's  29  times  more  powerful  than  the 
vacuum  we  use  in  our  home.  The  majority 
of  the  women  aren't  put  to  sleep.  Its  done 
without  being  put  to  sleep.  It's  heartbreak- 
ing to  me  that  they  cant  run  a  vacuum 
cleaner— that's  a  deep  wound. 

One  psychological  effect  we  see  almost  all 
the  time  is  guilt.  Others  are  suicidal  im- 
pulses, a  sense  of  loss,  of  unfulfillment. 
Mourning,  regret  and  remorse.  Withdrawal, 
loss  of  confidence  in  decisionmaking  capa- 
bilities. They  feel  that  maybe  they've  made 
a  wrong  decision,  maybe  they  can't  make 
another  decision  right  in  their  life.  Lower- 
ing of  self  esteem.  Pre-occupation  with 
death.  Hostilities,  self-destructive  behavior, 
anger  and  rage.  You  can  lose  your  temper 
quickly.  A  despair,  helplessness,  desire  to  re- 
member the  death  date  which  is  really 
weird  but  you  do  that.  You  remember  these 
dates  very  strongly.  A  preoccupation  with 
the  would-be  due  date  or  due  month.  My 
daughter  was  due  in  early  March,  so  in  early 
March  it's  there. 

An  intent  interest  in  babies  but  a  thwart- 
ed maternal  instinct.  Women  really  are  in- 
terested in  babies,  but  I  have  many  mem- 
bers who  cant  hold  children.  A  hatred  for 
anyone  connected  with  abortion.  Lack  of 
desire  to  enter  into  a  relationship  with  a 
partner,  loss  of  interest  in  sex.  an  inability 
to  forgive  self,  feeling  of  dehumanization, 
nightmares,  seizures  and  tremors,  frustra- 
tions, feeling  of  being  exploited.  And  child 
abuse.  We  see  a  lot  of  child  abuse. 

I  want  you  to  understand  that  I  do  not 
come  from  any  right  to  life  organization. 


We  are  connected  with  no  one.  We  remain 
neutral.  But  we  are  the  ones  they  are  all  ar- 
guing about  and  discussing  and  debating. 
We  are  the  voice  of  experience. 

I  told  Congressman  (Henry  A.)  Waxman, 
D-Calif.,  at  a  recent  hearing,  "Have  you  ever 
had  your  cervix  dilated  and  the  womb 
ripped  open?  Have  you  ever  had  tubes  stuck 
inside  of  you  and  everything  sucked  out? 
Have  you  ever  had  needles  stuck  through 
your  abdomen?  Have  you  ever  felt  your 
baby  thrash  around  and  die?  Have  you  ever 
had  hard  labor,  delivered  and  held  your 
baby?  Because  if  you  haven't,  sir,  you  can't 
Inte'ligently  talk  to  me  about  this.  We  are 
the  voice  of  experience.  We've  all  had  this 
done  to  us." 

And  that's  a  fact.  So  we  held  our  own 
ground,  our  own  turf,  our  own  territory. 

Q:  What  is  it  that  your  organization  does 
as  a  voice  of  experience? 

A.  We  are  a  support  group  for  those 
women  who  hurt— physically,  emotionally, 
mentally  and  spiritually— from  their  abor- 
tions. We  are  there  when  the  phone  rings  at 
3  in  the  morning  and  someone  is  suicidal  be- 
cause maybe  it  was  four  years  ago  on  that 
day  and  they  still  can't  cope  with  it.  We  cry 
with  them  and  talk  with  them.  We  are  a 
support  group.  We  also  are  a  political  group. 
I  am  classified  as  that,  and  I  guess  the 
strongest  thing  of  what  I  intend  to  do— I 
intend  to  shut  the  abortion  industry  down.  I 
intend  to  shut  the  abortion-on-demand  in- 
dustry down. 

We  also  have  rape  victims  and  incest  vic- 
tims among  our  members— the  other  3  per- 
cent (not  abortion-on-demand).  And  every 
one  of  them  is  getting  ready  to  go  public,  to 
speak  very  publicly— their  full  names,  ages, 
everything.  They're  not  ashamed.  They 
know  what  happened  to  their  lives.  They 
became  victims  of  an  industry  that  is 
making  lots  of  money,  that  was  supposed  to 
be  a  quick  answer. 

And  now  they're  under  psychiatric  care, 
psychological  care.  Because  of  the  abortion, 
not  the  rape  and  incest.  They  overcame  the 
rape  and  the  incest.  Sure  they  needed  help, 
but  they  overcame  that.  But  they  have  had 
a  very  difficult  lime  overcoming  killing  that 
innocent  baby. 

They  heard  of  WEBA  and  they  contacted 
us.  And  two  of  them  were  so  brutally  beaten 
they  couldn't  make  it  to  the  hospital  in 
time.  Pure  rapes,  I'm  not  talking  about  just 
a  strong  sexual  aggressiveness.  I'm  talking 
about  women  who  were  brutally  beaten, 
true  rape  victims. 

Q.  You  talked  about  political  activity. 
What's  been  your  experience  here  in  the 
Congress? 

A:  I  testified  two  weeks  ago  before  Rep. 
Waxman,  Barbara  Mikulski  and  a  few  other 
members  of  Congress.  It  was  a  stacked  hear- 
ing—14  to  1  doesn't  sound  very  balanced  to 
me.  But  I  went  in  very  open  and  honest 
with  them,  they  sat  very  intently  and  very 
amazed  at  the  story  I  had  to  tell  about  my 
organization,  myself  and  my  constituency, 
WEBA. 

Barbara  Mikulski  said  "I've  never  heard 
this  side."  I  said,  "No,  Pandora's  box  got 
opened  up  10  years  ago  and  now  you're  just 
starting  to  see  it."  I  predict  that  in  five 
years  we  will  see  an  epidemic  of  mental  and 
nervous  breakdowns  among  the  women  of 
this  country.  People  are  not  going  to  know 
why  and  I'm  going  to  be  able  to  tell  you 
why:  because  they've  had  an  abortion,  that's 
why. 

Its  a  quick  solution.  Abortion  is  not  an 
ending  of  problems,  it's  the  down  payment 
for  a  whole  new  set  of  problems.  That's 
what  it  is.  It  doesn't  get  rid  of  them. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Q:  Have  congressmen  been  exposed  to  your 
view,  the  voice  of  experience? 

A:  No.  I  hear  time  and  time  again,  "I've 
never  heard  this  side  before."  "Are  there 
many  more  like  you?"  they  ask.  And  my 
answer  is  this.  Take  the  15  million  of  us  who 
have,  by  legal  abortion-on-demand,  killed 
our  babies.  I  will  give  2  million  or  3  million 
to  Planned  Parenthood,  NOW  or  whoever 
they  want.  I  will  give  another  2  million  or  3 
million  who  have  two  or  three  abortions 
without  open  remorse. 

And  justification  to  oneself  is  important 
here,  by  the  way.  I  don't  know  how  many 
women  I  told  to  go  have  abortions.  Justifica- 
tion. It's  like,  if  you  can  have  a  few  more,  go 
do  what  you  did  and  kind  of  justify  it,  it 
makes  it  better.  It  makes  it  not  quite  so  bad. 

That  still  leaves  9  million  of  us  who've 
been  hurt  in  one  way,  shape  or  form  or  the 
other— psychologically,  physically,  emotion- 
ally or  spiritually. 

Q:  So  you  believe  that  there  are— by  con- 
servative estimate— perhaps  10  million 
women  who  suffered  as  you  did? 

A:  I  believe  by  very  conservative  there's  8 
million  who  have  been  hurt. 

Q:  Where  can  they  write  or  call?  Or  what 
can  they  do  if  they  need  somebody,  such  as 
your  organization? 

A:  They  can  call  or  they  can  write.  The 
address  is  WEBA,  1553  24th  St.,  Des  Moines, 
Iowa  50311.  Or  they  can  reach  me  at  515- 
255-0552,  my  business  phone.  If  they  hurt, 
if  they're  at  a  certain  state,  I  may  have  a 
state  representative  where  a  girl  can  be  with 
them  and  talk  with  them.  I  get  so  many 
women  who  have  written  me  to  say,  "Thank 
God,  there  is  somebody  that  I  can  now  fi- 
nally pour  the  whole  thing  out  to." 

And  I'm  thankful  that  I  am  a  Christian 
because  I  couldn't  carry  that  load.  If  you 
could  read  my  mail  ...  It  started  off  where 
I'd  get  two  and  three  letters  a  day  and  now 
they're  wrapping  it  in  bundles  to  bring  to 
me.  And  I  get  mail  from  all  over  the  world. 

Q:  Within  10  months  this  has  happened? 

A:  In  10  months.  There  is  such  a  need.  No 
one  thought  10  years  ago  of  the  aftermath. 
We're  the  aftermath.* 
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bers  of  the  Amateur  Softball  Associa- 
tion. The  girls  are  all  from  Hazleton 
and  the  surrounding  area. 

Throughout  the  years,  they  have 
participated  in  tournaments  through- 
out Pennsylvania.  In  1980.  the  All- 
American  girls  won  first  place  trophy 
for  best  marching  unit  in  the  annual 
funfest  parade.  They  actively  partici- 
pate in  assisting  charitable  organiza- 
tions, most  recently  be  a  benefit  game 
for  the  cause  of  the  United  Rehabilita- 
tion Services. 

The  purpose  of  the  league  is  to  pro- 
vide wholesome  activity  for  girls  be- 
tween the  ages  of  8  and  15.  The  girls 
are  sponsored  by  local  businesses  and 
organizations,  who  pay  a  yearly  fee  to 
help  defray  the  cost  of  uniforms.  The 
extraordinary  expenses  associated 
with  the  trip  to  Tulsa  will  be  defrayed 
by  contributions  from  the  general 
public  in  the  Hazleton  community. 

Because  of  their  own  efforts  and  the 
help  of  the  community,  these  out- 
standing young  women  will  represent 
the  All-American  Girls  Softball  Team 
at  the  National  Championship  in 
Tulsa:  Melissa  Butala,  Janene  Dagos- 
tino,  Patti  Seliga,  Marine  Sandrock, 
Tina  Davis,  Donna  Yachera,  Tanya 
Piehota,  Janene  Wallace,  Kelly 
Ragan,  Tammy  Sukel.  Francine  Scar- 
cella.  Karen  Ritz.  Wendy  McGarry, 
and  Chris  Seliga. 

In  acknowledging  these  outstanding 
young  women.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  must 
also  pay  tribute  to  their  coaches:  Tom 
King,  Janet  Victor,  Carol  and  John 
Sukel.  It  should  also  be  noted  that 
Mrs.  Sukel  is  the  chairman  of  the 
league  and  that  Paul  J.  Paternoster  is 
their  public  relations  coordinator. 

As  these  young  women  depart  for 
Tulsa,  they  carry  with  them  the  best 
wishes  and  high  hopes  of  the  greater 
Hazleton  community.  It  is  my  honor, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  join  in  this  tribute  to 
them  and  to  share  the  story  of  this 
outstanding  community  endeavor  with 
my  friends  and  colleagues  in  the 
House.* 


HON.  FRANK  HARRISON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 

•  Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  first  time  in  its  history,  the  All- 
American  girls  Softball  team  of  Hazle- 
ton has  won  the  Pennsylvania  State 
Championship. 

That,  of  course,  is  quite  an  achieve- 
ment in  itself.  In  addition,  the  State 
championship  carries  with  it  an  invita- 
tion to  participate  in  the  National 
Championship  Tournament  to  be  held 
in  Tulsa,  Okla.,  from  August  11 
through  August  14. 

The  All-American  Girls  Softball 
League  started  in  1978  with  8  teams 
and  now  consists  of  18.  There  are  cur- 
rently 300  girls  in  the  league,  all  mem- 


LEGISLATOR  JOSEPH  ADAMO 


HON.  BRUCE  A.  MORRISON 

or  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  August  3,  1983 
•  Mr.  MORRISON  of  Connecticut, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  and  hon- 
ored to  have  this  opportunity  to  join 
with  the  Connecticut  Police  Chiefs  As- 
sociation in  congratulating  Connecti- 
cut State  Representative  Joseph 
Adamo  of  West  Haven,  whom  the 
CPCA  has  chosen  as  the  1983  "Out- 
standing Legislator  of  the  Year." 

As  first-term  Democrat  from  West 
Haven's  116th  District,  Representative 
Adamo    spearheaded    the    efforts    of 
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many  State  representatives  and  the 
CPCA  in  obtaining  the  passage  of 
Public  Act  83-212.  "An  Act  Requiring 
Just  Cause  for  Police  Chiefs  Dismis- 
sals." The  requirement  of  proving 
"just  cause"  is  designed  to  remove  any 
possibility  of  politics  entering  into  the 
decision  to  dismiss  a  police  chief  in 
Connecticut. 

Representative  Adamo  is  a  member 
of  the  Labor  and  Public  Employees 
Committee  of  the  Connecticut  Gener- 
al Assembly.  In  that  capacity  he  has 
worked  tirelessly  and  successfully  for 
legislation  to  protect  the  rights  of 
workers  and  to  improve  Connecticut's 
unemployment  compensation  benefits. 
Representative  Adamo  was  also  instru- 
mental in  the  passage  of  tough  new 
drunk  driving  legislation. 

In  a  very  short  time.  Representative 
Adamo  has  shown  outstanding  leader- 
ship capabilities  and  has  impressed  his 
constituents  and  colleagues  with  his 
dedication  and  hard  work.  The  desig- 
nation as  "Outstanding  Legislator  of 
the  Year"  is  one  which  Representative 
Adamo  has  earned  by  his  work  each 
and  every  day  of  his  first  term,  and  I 
know  that  I  speak  for  his  entire  dis- 
trict when  I  say  that  he  is  truly  de- 
serving of  this  honor.* 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February 
4,  1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a 
system  for  a  computerized  schedule  of 
all  meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate 
committees,  subcommittees,  joint  com- 
mittees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate 
Daily  Digest— designated  by  the  Rules 
Committee— of  the  time,  place,  and 
purpose  of  the  meetings,  when  sched- 
uled, and  any  cancellations  or  changes 
in  the  meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information 
for  printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Re- 
marks section  of  the  Congressional 
Record  on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of 
each  week. 

Any  changes  in  committee  schedul- 
ing will  be  indicated  by  placement  of 
an  asterisk  to  the  left  of  the  name  of 
the  unit  conducting  such  meetings. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
August  4,  1982,  may  be  found  in  the 
Daily  Digest  of  todays  Record. 

Meetings  Scheduled 

AUGUST  5 

9:30  a.m. 
Joint  Economic 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  employment/ 
unemployment      situation      for      the 
month  of  July. 

SD-106 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

10:00  a.m. 
Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675.  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 

r\AfoncA 


August  3,  1983 


August  3,  1983 


Defense. 


S-407.  Capitol 


2:00  p.m. 
Conferees 
Closed,  on  S.  675.  authorizing  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1984  for  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

S-407.  Capitol 


SEPTEMBER  8 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To   resume  oversight   hearings  on   the 
breakdown  of  the   traditional   family 
unit,   focusing  on  the  historical   per- 
spective and  societal  implications. 

SD-430 


SEPTEMBER  13 


10:00  a.m. 
Select  on  Intelligence 
Closed  briefing  on  intelligence  matters. 

S-407,  Capitol 


SEPTEMBER  15 


10:00  a.m. 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 

Water  and  Power  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  752.  to  provide 
for  certain  measures  to  reduce  the  sa- 
linity of  the  Colorado  River.  S.  1027. 
to  provide  that  any  construction  costs 
undertaken  by  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton on  the  Yakima  River  basin  water 
enhancement  project  made  prior  to 
congressional  authorization  of  the 
project,  may  be  credited  toward  any 
future  cost-sharing  requirements  that 
Congress  may  impose  at  the  time  of 
authorization,  and  S.  483.  to  authorize 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  provide 
compensation  to  certain  landowners 
who  are  deprived  of  winter  stock  water 
supply  for  their  livestock  along  Willow 
Creek  in  Idaho. 

SD-366 

Labor  and  Human  Resources 

Family  and  Human  Services  Subcommit- 
tee 
To   resume   oversight    hearings   on   the 
breakdown  of  the   traditional   family 
unit,  focusing  on  causes  and  remedies. 

SD-430 


SEPTEMBER  20 

10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  resume  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  2. 
calling  for  a  mutual  and  verifiable 
freeze  and  reduction  in  nuclear  weap- 
ons, and  related  resolutions,  including 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  12,  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  29.  Senate  Joint  Res- 
olution 74,  Senate  Resolution  57. 
Senate  Resolution  83.  Senate  Resolu- 
tion    107,     Senate     Resolution     142. 


Senate    Resolution    159.    and    Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  46. 

SD-419 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report    on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 
11:00  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 

To  hold  hearing  to  receive  legislative  rec- 
ommendations for  fiscal  year  1984 
from  the  American  Legion. 

SR-325 

SEPTEMBER  21 

10:00  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  121.  to 
establish  a  U.S.  Department  of  Trade 
as    an    executive    department    of    the 
Federal  Government. 

SD-342 


SEPTEMBER  22 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report    on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 


SEPTEMBER  23 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth.  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  future  of  U.S. 
basic  industries. 

SD-215 


SEPTEMBER  27 

9:30  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Labor  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  19  and  S.  918, 
bills  to  revise  current  Federal  pension 
law  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  ben- 
efits    of     working     and     nonworking 
women,  and  the  substance  of  S.  372.  to 
promote  interstate  commerce  by  pro- 
hibiting discrimination  in  the  writing 
and  selling  of  insurance  contracts. 

SD-430 


SEPTEMBER  29 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  a  Presidential 
commission    report    on    excellence    in 
education. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER  3 

9:30  a.m. 
Finance 

Economic  Growth.  Employment  and  Rev- 
enue Sharing  Subcommittee 
To  resume   hearings  on  the   future  of 
U.S.  basic  industries. 

SD-215 


OCTOBER  18 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional   education    programs    adminis- 
tered by   the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

OCTOBER  25 

10:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.  Arts,  and  Humanities  Subcom- 
mittee 
To  resume  oversight  hearings  on  voca- 
tional educational  programs  adminis- 
tered  by   the   Department  of  Educa- 
tion. 

SD-430 


22773 


CANCELLATIONS 


AUGUST  4 

10:30  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Arms  Control.  Oceans.  International  Op- 
erations, and  Environment  Subcom- 
mittee 
Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  joint  hearings  on  U.S.  nuclear 
assistance  to  India. 

SD-419 


383 


